UNITED STATES 


Congressional Record 


PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 827 CONGRESS 
FIRST SESSION 


OF AMERICA 


VOLUME 97—PART 6 


JUNE 28, 1951, TO JULY 20, 1951 
(PAGES 7297 TO 8622) 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE, WASHINGTON, 1951 


AUTHENTICATED 
U.S. GOVERNMENT 
INFORMATION 

GPO 


ay 


AR cy 
f 1 


United States 
of America 


Congressional Record 


PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 827conerzss, FIRST SESSION 


SENATE 


Tuurspay, JUNE 28, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 27, 
1951) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
ol the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Our Father God, open to us, we pray 
Thee, the gates of the morning as, at its 
swinging portals, we bow here at this 
wayside shrine of Thy grace; for these 
are uncertain and troublous times and 
the margin of our inner strength seems 
often perilously low. We stand in dire 
need of courage, fortitude, and stability. 
Grant us now the grace of a quiet heart 
and an humble mind. 

With Thy light upon our ways send us 
forth contrite, forgiven, and cleansed. 
Save us from spoiling the music of this 
new day by cherished hates and corrod- 
ing resentments. Let no unguarded 
word of ours bruise the rightful self- 
respect of any fellow traveler by our side. 

In the crises of our times, join us with 
those who across the wastes and wilder- 
ness of human need throw up a highway 
for our God. Amen. > 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MCFARLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes- 
day, June 27, 1951, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting 
“nominations were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre- 
taries. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed the bill (S. 984) to amend the 
Agricultural Act of 1949, with an amend- 
ment, in which it requested the concur- 
rence of the Senate. 


ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following -enrolled bill and joint resolu- 
tion, and they were signed by the Presi- 
dent pro tempore: ; 

H. R. 795. An act for the relief of Carlos 
Sanchez Perez; and 


8. J. Res. 51. Joint resolution providing for 
United States participation in the celebra- 
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tion at Philadelphia, Pa., of the one hundred 
and seventy-fifth anniversary of the signing 
of the Declaration of Independence. 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senators be per- 
mitted to transact routine business with- 
out debate, and that the time used for 
as purpose be not charged to either 
side. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid 
before the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 

Report ON Export CONTROL 


A letter from the Secretary of Commerce, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
export control, for the period January 1 to 
March 31, 1951 (with an accompanying re- 
port); to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

Report ON COOPERATION WITH MEXICO IN 
CONTROL AND ERADICATION OF FOOT-AND- 
MOUTH DISEASE 
A letter from the Under Secretary of Ag- 

riculture, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 

report on cooperation of the United States 

with Mexico in the control and eradication 
of foot-and-mouth disease, for the month 
of May 1951 (with an accompanying report); 
to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 


PROPOSED TRANSFER OF 
City or STAMFORD, 
DEPARTMENT 
A letter from the Under Secretary of the 

Navy, reporting, pursuant to law, that the 

city of Stamford, Conn., had requested the 

Navy Department to transfer a naval fire- 

boat for use in protection of the industrial 

waterfront of that city; to the Committee on 

Armed Services. 


EXTENSION OF FEDERAL CREDIT UNION ACr TO 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting & draft of pro- 
posed legislation to extend the provisions of 
the Federal Credit Union Act, as amended, 
to the Virgin Islands (with an accompany- 
ing paper); to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 


SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN 
ALIENS 


A letter from the Attorney General, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, copies of the or- 
ders of the Commissioner of Immigration and 
Naturalization suspending deportation of cer- 
tain aliens, together with a detailed state- 
ment of the facts and pertinent provisions 
of law as to each alien and the reasons for 
ordering such suspension (with accompany- 
ing papers); to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

GRANTING oF STATUS OF PERMANENT RESIDENCE 
TO CERTAIN ALIENS 

A letter from the Attorney General, trans- 

mitting, pursuant to law, copies of the orders 
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of the Commissioner of Immigration and Nat- 
uralization granting the applications for per- 
manent residence filed by certain aliens, to- 
gether with a detailed statement of the 
facts and pertinent provisions of law as to 
each alien, and the reasons for granting such 
applications (with accompanying papers); to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 


SUSPENSION OF DEFORTATION OF 
WITHDRAWAL OF NAMES 

A letter from the Attorney General, with- 
drawing the names of Basil Nicholas Krallis 
and Marina Massip y Villar Schoonmaker 
from reports relating to aliens whose depor- 
tation had been suspended, transmitted to 
the Senate on May 1, 1951, and April 16, 
1951, respectively; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Laws RELATING TO GOVERNMENT RECORDS 

A letter from the Administrator, General 
Services Administration, transmitting a draft 
of proposed legislation to amend or repeal 
certain laws relating to Government rec- 
ords, and for other purposes (with accom- 
panying papers); to the Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the Executive Departments. 

AUDIT REPORT oN COMMODITY CREDIT 
CORFORATION 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, an audit report of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 
1950 (with an accompanying report); to 
the Committee on Expenditures in the Exec- 
utive Departments. 


Tort CLAIMS Pam BY ATOMIC ENERGY 
CoMMISSION 

A letter from the Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report of tort claims paid by the 
Commission, for the calendar year 1950 
(with an accompanying report); to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. x 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate, and referred as indicated: 


By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 
A joint resolution of the Legislature of the 
State of California; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency: 


“Senate Joint Resolution 30 


“Joint resolution relative to the need for 
materials for construction of additional 
school and college buildings in California 


“Whereas the population of the State of 
California has increased by almost 4,000,000 
during the past 10 years; and 

“Whereas as a result thereof the elemen- 
tary and high schools of California are in- 
adequate to afford proper education to the 
young people of this State; and 

“Whereas the colleges of California are 
so overcrowded that the youth of this State 
are being deprived of an opportunity to se- 
cure technical and professional training to 
fit them to cope with the demands of modern 
life and industry or to successfully serve 
the military and naval establishments of our 
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country in a time of rapidly growing mili. 
tary science: Now, therefore, be it 
“Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of 
the State of California (jointly), That the 
Legislature of the State of California respect- 
fully memorializes the National Production 
Authority to use its efforts to make mate- 


rials available for construction of schools, 


junior colleges, colleges, and university facili- 
ties in California; and be it further 

“Resolved, That the secretary of the sen- 

ate be hereby directed to transmit copies of 
this resolution to the President and Vice 
President of the United States, to the Speak- 
er of the House of Representatives, to each 
Senator and Representative from California 
in the Congress of the United States, and to 
the National Production Authority.” 
~ Resolutions of the General Court of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, relating 
to amendment of the Displaced Persons Act 
so as to include 55,000 displaced persons now 
in Italy; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
„(See resolutions printed in full when pre- 
sented by Mr. SALTONSTALL (for himself and 
Mr. Lopczo on June 27, 1951, p. 7186, CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD.) 
A resolution adopted by the council of the 
city of Cleveland, Ohio, relating to sufficient 
appropriations for an adequate low-income 
housing program; to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations. 

A resolution adopted by the Kings County 
Council, Ladies’ Auxiliary, Jewish War Vet- 
erans of the United States, Brooklyn, N. Y., 
‘relating to the Federal housing program of 
1949, and so forth; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

A declaration of policy adopted by the 
Illinois Bankers Association, St. Louis, Mo., 
relating to branch banking, and so forth; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency, 
= Petitions of members of the Communica- 
tions Workers of America, CIO, Boston, Mass., 
and the United Automobile, Aircraft, Agri- 
cultural Implement Workers of America 
‘(UAW-CIO), Detroit, Mich., praying for the 
enactment of legislation to continue price 
controls; order to lie on the table. 
~ 


BALTIC STATES FREEDOM DAY 


Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
‘mous consent to have printed in the body 
of the Recorp the text of a proclamation 
by the Governor of the State of New York 
designating Saturday, June 16, 1951, as 
Baltic States Freedom Day and com- 
mending “the appropriate observance of 
the occasion to all interested groups, 
organizations and individuals”; the text 
of resolutions voted by citizens of New 
York assembled at the Baltic States 
Freedom Rally, on the 16th of June, 
1951, at Carnegie Hall, in the city of New 
York, to commemorate the tenth anni- 
versary of the mass deportations from 
the Baltic States at the hands of the 
Communist forces and to mark the 
eleventh anniversary of the unprovoked 
Soviet aggression against the Baltic 
States. On the same significant occa- 
sion the distinguished senior Senator 
from Maine [Mr. Brewster] delivered a 
very appropriate address, which I ask to 
have printed in the Appendix. 
~ The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the proclamation and res- 
olutions, will be printed in the RECORD, 
and the address will be printed in the 
Appendix. 
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The proclamation and resolutions are 
as follows: 


PROCLAMATION 


STATE OF NEw York, 
Executive Chamber, Albany, 
The month of June marks the eleventh 
anniversary of the unprovoked Soviet Rus- 
sian aggression against the Baltic Republics 
of Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia, and the 
tenth anniversary of the first mass deporta- 
tions of innocent Estonians, Latvians, and 
Lithuanians to the Communist slave-labor 
camps in Siberia. 
In accordance with the principles of the 
Declaration of Independence, the Govern- 
ment and the people of the United States 
have condemned the predatory activities of 
the Soviet Government, and steadfastly re- 
fused to recognize the purported incorpo- 
ration of the Baltic States into the Soviet 
Union. 
The people of the State of New York ap- 
preciate the contribution the Baltic peoples 
have made to the cultural heritage and de- 
velopment of this State since the middle of 
the seventeenth century. 
The Lithuanian, Estonian, and Latvian na- 
tions have struggled heroically for centuries 
against invaders and oppressors. They have 
made great sacrifices for freedom and democ- 
racy and their spirit remains unbroken. 
It is fitting, therefore, that the citizens of 
New York State convey their deep sympathy 
to these enslaved nations and give public 
expression to the hope that they will soon 
be delivered from oppression and regain their 
freedom, 
Now, therefore, I, Thomas E. Dewey, Gov- 
ernor of the State of New York, hereby pro- 
claim Saturday, June 16, 1951, as Baltie 
‘States Freedom Day and command the ap- 
propriate observance of the occasion to all 
interested groups, organizations, and indi- 
viduals. . 
W Given under my hand and the privy seal 
of the State at the capitol in the city of 
Albany this 12th day of June A. D. 1951. 
THOMAS E. DEWEY, 
By the Governor: 
JAMES C. HAGERTY, 
Secretary to the Governor. 


RESOLUTIONS VOTED BY CITIZENS OF NEW YORK 
ASSEMBLED AT THE BALTIC STATES FREEDOM 
RALLY, AT CARNEGIE HALL, Crry or New 
YORK, ON THE 16TH Day or June 1951, To 
CoMMEMORATE THE TENTH ANNIVERSARY OF 
THE MASS DEPORTATIONS FROM THE BALTIC 
STATES AT THE HANDS OF THE COMMUNIST 
Forces AND To Mank THE ELEVENTH ANNI- 
VERSARY OF THE UNPROVOKED SOVIET AGGRES- 
SION AGAINST THE BALTIC STATES 
Whereas by devious processes and preda- 

tory activities the Soviet Union has imposed 

its armed forces, its Communist Party ad- 
ministration and terror on the peoples of 


the democratic Republics of Estonia, Latvia, 


and Lithuania; and 

Whereas the Soviet authorities of occupa- 
tion are engaged in a deliberate and system- 
atic depredation and pillage of national 
wealth, in the destruction of private owner- 
ship, individual enterprise, and independent 
farming. in the enslavement, pauperization, 
and brutal persecution of the native Lat- 
vian, Lithuanian, and Estonian population, 
coupled with expropriation, suppression of 
all personal freedom, of national cultures 
-and religious liberties; and 

Whereas the Government of the United 
States of America, has repeatedly denounced 
„the subjugation of the Baltic Republics by 


the Soviet Union; and continues to extend 


‘full recognition to the diplomatic represent - 
atives of Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia; 
and 
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Whereas the shortest route from Russla to 
our vital North Atlantic defense area leads 
across the Baltic Sea, and thus the freedom 
of that sea is of vital interest to the security 
of the United States; and 

Whereas the freedom of the Baltic Sea can 
be secured only by the restitution of friendly 
and independent Baltic Republics; and 

Whereas the Governor of the State by a 
proclamation dated June 12, has designated 

and set apart June 16, as Baltic States Free- 
dom Day, to formally convey the sympathy 
of the people of the State of New York to 
the enslaved peoples of the Baltic Republics 
and to give public expression of the convic- 
tion that they will regain their freedom: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we unanimously concur in 
the present policy of the United States of 
curbing Communist aggression in any part 
of the world, in conformance with the princi- 
ples of the United Nations—the rule of rea- 
son, of justice, and of law in international 
relations; and be it further 

Resolved, That we respectfully request the 
Government of the United States to continue 
to safeguard the legal existence of the Bal- 
tic Republics and to take appropriate and 
timely action, in order to enable the Baltic 
peoples to resume the exercise of their free 
and independent statehood under repre- 
sentative governments of the people’s own 
choice; and be it further 
Resolved, That we commend the Congress 
and the administration of the United States 
for their legislation giving political refugees 
from the Soviet-occupied countries the in- 
valuable opportunity to find new homes and 
new lives in America; and be it further 
$ Resolved, That we respectfully submit to 
Members of the United States Senate that 
| ratification of the Genocide Convention is a 
matter of vital importance in preserving the 
hope of the ultimate triumph of justice to 
the victims of the Kremlin; and be it further 
™ Resolved, That we gratefully join with 
Governor Dewey’s expression of sympathy 
and admiration for the heroic struggle of 
the Baltic peoples, in the conviction that 
they shall regain their freedom; and be it 
finally t 
Resolved, That copies of these resolutions 
be forwarded to the President, Secretary of 
State, and Members of the Congress of the 
United States, the Governor of the State of 
New York, the Legations of Lithuania, Lat- 
via, and Estonia. 

BALTIC STATES FREEDOM COMMITTEE, 
PETER MONTVILAS, 
President, Lithuanian American 
Council of Greater New York. 
Harry W, LIELNORS, 
President, American Latvian 


Council of New York. 
PAUL F. SAAGPAKK, 


President, United American Estonian 
Committee of New York. 


INCREASE IN LIMIT OF EXPENDITURES 
, BY COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 


Mr. RUSSELL, from the Committee on 
Armed Services, reported an original 
resolution (S. Res. 166), and, under the ` 
rule, the resolution was referred to the 
Committee on Rules and Administra- 
tion, as follows: 
Resolved, That the Committee on Armed 
Services hereby is authorized to expend from 
the contingent fund of the Senate, during 
the Eighty-second Congress, $10,000 in addi- 
tion to the amount, and for the same pur-| 
poses, specified in section 134 (a) of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act approved 
August 2, 1946. 
ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, June 28, 1951, he pre- 
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sented to the President of the United 
States the enrolled joint resolution (S. 
J. Res. 51) providing for United States 
participation in the celebration at 
Philadelphia, Pa., of the one hundred 
and seventy-fifth anniversary of the 
signing of the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRO- 
DUCED 


Bills and a joint resolution were intro- 
duced, read the first time, and, by unan- 
imous consent, the second time, and re- 
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. KNOWLAND: 

S. 1765. A bill for the relief of Harumi 
Kamiaka; and 

S. 1766. A bill for the relief of Frederic 
James Mercado; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOLLAND: 

S. 1767. A bill to amend the definition of 
agriculture in the Fair Labor Standards Act 
of 1938 so as to include certain timber- pro- 
ducing activities within such definition; to 
the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare. 

By Mr. SALTONSTALL (by request): 

S. 1768. A bill for the relief of Manuel 
Sequeira; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. THYE: 

S. 1769. A bill to provide for investigation 
of the claims of certain persons whose lands 
have been flooded and damaged by reason 
of fluctuations in the water level of the 
Lake of the Woods; to the Committee on 


By Mr. McCARRAN: 

S.1770. A bill to amend the Administra- 
tive Procedure Act and eliminate certain ex- 
emptions therefrom; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BENNETT (for himself, Mr. 
Brewster, Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska, 
Mr. BUTLER of Maryland, Mr. CAIN, 
Mr. CAPEHART, Mr. Case, Mr. CLEM- 
ENTS, Mr. Cornpon, Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. 
DworsHak, Mr. EcTon, Mr. FLANDERS, 
Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. GEORGE, Mr. GIL- 
LETTE, Mr. Green, Mr. HENDRICKSON, 
Mr. HENNINGS, Mr. HICKENLOOPER, 
Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. Ives, Mr. JOHNSON 
of Colorado, Mr. KNOWLAND, Mr. LAN- 
GER, Mr. McCarTHy, Mr. McManon, 
Mr. MAcnuson, Mr. Martin, Mr. 
Mordor, Mr. Neety, Mr. Nrxon; Mr. 
O'Conor, Mr. ROBERTSON, Mr. SAL- 
TONSTALL, Mr. SCHOEPPEL, Mrs.. SMITH 
of Maine, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, 
Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. TAFT, Mr. WAT- 


KINS, Mr. WELKER, Mr. WHERRY, Mr. 


WItitAMs, and Mr. Younc): 

S. J. Res. 80. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to proclaim a special period 
for intensified voluntary contributions of 
clothing and kindred supplies in connection 
with the collection effort of American Relief 
for Korea, Inc.; to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. ; 

(See the remarks of Mr. Bennerr when 
he introduced the above joint resolution, 
which appear under a separate heading.) 


RELIEF FOR KOREAN REFUGEES 


Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, on be- 
half of myself and 44 other Senators, the 
senior Senator from Maine [Mr. Brews- 
TER], the senior Senator from Nebras- 
ka [Mr. Butter], the junior Senator 
from Maryland (Mr. BUTLER], the junior 
Senator from Washington [Mr. CAIN], 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE- 
HART], the junior Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. Case], the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. CLEMENTS], the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. Corpon], the Senator 
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from Illinois [Mr. Dirxsen], the senior 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. DworsHak], 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. Ectron], 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
FULBRIGHT], the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. Georce], the junior Senator from 
Iowa (Mr. GILLETTE], the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. Green], the junior 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. HEN- 
DRICKSON], the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. Hennings], the senior Senator from 
Iowa (Mr. HICKENLOOPER], the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND], the Sena- 
tor from New York [Mr. Ives], the Sena- 
tor from Colorado [Mr. Jonnson], the 
senior Senator from California [Mr. 
Kwnow.anpd], the senior Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. Lancer], the Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin [Mr. MCCARTHY], 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Mc- 
Maxon], the senior Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. Macnuson], the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Martin], the 
senior Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
MonoptT], the Senator from West Virgi- 
nia [Mr. NxRLYI, the junior Senator 
from California [Mr. Nrxon], the senior 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. O’Conor], 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Ros- 
ERTSON], the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. SALTONSTALL], the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. SCHOEPPEL], the junior 
Senator from Maine [Mrs. SmıtTH], the 
senior Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
Smit], the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
Sparkman], the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Tart], my colleague, the senior Senator 
from Utah [Mr. Watkins], the junior 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER], the 
junior Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Wuerry], the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr, WILLIAMS], and the junior Sena- 
tor from North Dakota Mr. Younc], I 
introduce for appropriate reference a 
joint resolution to authorize the Pres- 
ident to proclaim a special period for 
intensified voluntary contributions of 
clothing and kindred supplies in connec- 
tion with the collection effort of Ameri- 
can Relief for Korea, Inc. I ask unani- 
mous consent that the joint resolution 
and a statement explaining the joint 
resolution, which I have prepared be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint 
resolution will be received and appro- 
priately referred, and, without objection, 
the joint resolution and statement will 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 80) to 
authorize the President to proclaim a 
special period for intensified voluntary 
contributions of clothing and kindred 
supplies in connection with the collec- 
tion effort of American Relief for Korea, 
Inc., introduced by Mr. BENNETT (for 
himself and other Senators), was read 
twice by its title, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations and or- 
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as fol- 
lows: ” 

Whereas the Deputy Agent General of the 
United Nations Korean Reconstruction 
Agency in Pusan has reported that there are 
2,900,000 registered refugees in Korea and 
additional millions estimated to be unregis- 
tered; and 

Whereas a situation has arisen in Korea 


which challenges the humanitarian instincts 
of the American people and should challenge 
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the humanitarian instincts of the entire 
world; and 

Whereas the Unified Command in Korea 18 
supplying emergency food rations and medi- 
cal care for said refugees, and through the 
Advisory Committee on Voluntary Foreign 
Aid of the Department of State, is urgently 
requesting voluntary contributions of cloth- 
ing, blankets, yard goods, yarn, needles, 
thread, soap, and kindred supplies from the 
American people; and 

Whereas 10 member agencies of the Ameri- 
can Council of Voluntary Agencies for For- 
eign Service, Inc., including the American 
Friends Service Committee; Brethren Service 
Commission; Church World Service; Labor 
League for Human Rights, American Federa- 
tion of Labor; Lutheran World Relief; Men- 
nonite Central Committee; Save the Children 
Federation; War Relief Service-National 
Catholic Welfare Conference; World Student 
Service Fund; Young Women's Christian As- 
sociation-World Emergency Fund, with the 
cooperation of the Advisory Committee on 
Voluntary Foreign Aid of the Department of 
State have recently set up an organization 
known as American Relief for Korea, Inc., as 
an over-all national channel for the collec- 
tion and transmission of clothing and kin- 
dred supplies to Korea; and | 

Whereas American Relief for Korea, Inc., 
is now actively functioning from its national’ 
headquarters at 133 East Thirty-ninth Street, 
New York 16, N. Y., with warehouses located 
at Maspeth, N. Y., and Oakland, Calif., for, 
the preparation and shipment of clothing 
and kindred supplies to Korea: Now, there- 
fore, be it 4 

Resolved, etc., That the Congress of the 
United States, having deep sympathy for the 
plight of the millions of Korea refugees who 
are innocent victims of cruel and unprovoked 
aggression, recognizes their desperate con- 
dition, expresses its hope and expectation 
that all Americans will respond generously 
to the appeal of American Relief for Korea, 
Inc., and authorizes the President to set aside 
as soon as practicable a period of not less 
than 1 month as a special period of intensive’ 
effort during the course of which, as an ad- 
ditional sincere and tangible gesture of 
American friendship and sympathy, the 
clothing collection appeal of American Re- 
lief for Korea, Inc., may receive the utmost 
support of all Americans. 


The statement presented by Mr. BEN- 
NETT is as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR BENNETT 


One of the most tragic results of armed 
conflict between nations is the disastrous‘ 
impact that the fighting has on the lives’ 
and welfare of helpless civilian occupants of 
the combat area. They become refugees,! 
battered about by the two opposing forces,‘ 
as feathers in a tornado. They are literally 
orphans of the storm. This result is even 
more tragic when, as in Korea, the refugees 
are innocent victims of cruel and unpro- 
voked aggression over which they and their 
government had absolutely no control. 

The refugee problem in Korea is critical. 
Dr. You Chan Yang, Ambassador of the Re- 
public of Korea, a distinguished diplomat, 
surgeon and educator, recently came from 
Korea to America to assume his post as Am- 
bassador. Drawing on his first-hand knowl- 
edge of the Korean situation, Dr. Yang ex- 
plained the situation as follows: 

“I have only recently returned from Korea 
and I find it difficult to depict the agony and 
misery of my people as wave after wave of 
war has surged and pounded up and down 
virtually the entire peninsula. It is hard 
for anyone who has not seen it, to imagine 
what this has meant in death, desolation, 
and human woe, Literally millions of peo- 
ple, even the well to do, have lost every- 
thing they owned—their homes, their pos- 
sessions, their supplies of food; everything 
but the clothing they are actually wearing. 
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“One of the cruelest and most tragic as- 


pects of the carnage and savagery of the 


Communist war is the plight of the children. 


who have lost their parents and become sepa- 
rated from them in the whirlwind of destruc- 
tion. This has not happened so much to 
the tiny tots. Their mothers and fathers 


carry them as they travel afoot or on bullock. 


carts, but it is the boys and girls of 7 and 8 
and older, the ones who are big enough to 


walk and to run when they are frightened. 


Now they are homeless, with no food and no 
clothing and no way of knowing whether 
their parents are alive or dead. They need 
all the help that can be given them for the 
sight of them is enough to touch even the 
hardest hearts.” 

The enlightened peoples of the world have 
not been slow to react to the situation of 
tragedy so vividly outlined by Dr. Yang. Al- 
ready the Unified Command in Korea has, 
through normal military channels, been do- 
ing much to alleviate the food needs of these 
stricken people. However, there remains a 
real vital need for clothing and related ma- 
terials. To meet this need, the Department 
of State has turned to the American people 
for voluntary contributions of clothing, 
blankets, yard goods, yarn, needles, thread, 
soap, and kindred supplies. 

As would be expected in a situation where 
more than 10,000,000 men, women, and chil- 
dren are homeless and destitute and where 
an estimated 2,000,000 civilians have been 
killed or died of illness due to exposure, the 
American people are responding with con- 
tributions of clothing for shipment to Korea. 
Already, 10 agencies experienced in handling 
foreign aid have realized the need for a cen- 
tral collecting organ which can coordinate 
the preparation and shipment of the cloth- 
ing. The American Friends Service Com- 
mittee; Brethren Service Commission, Church 
World Service; Labor League of Human 
Rights, A. F. of L.; Lutheran World Relief; 


Mennonite Central Committee; Save the 
Children Federation; War Relief Services, 
National Catholic Welfare Conference; 


Young Women's Christian Association, World 
Emergency Fund; and World Student Service 
Fund, all member agencies of the American 
Council of Voluntary Agencies for Foreign 
Service, Inc., have established American Re- 
lief for Korea, Inc., as an over-all national 
channel for the collection and transmission 


of clothing and kindred supplies to Korea, - 


This organization was set up with the co- 
operation of the Advisory Committee on 
Voluntary Foreign Aid of the Department of 
State. 

The 10 organizing agencies of American 
Relief for Korea (ARK) have already sent 
4,000,000 pounds of clothing and supplies, 
valued at more than $3,500,000, to Korea. 
ARK is now functioning and doing a fine 
job. Douglas Fairbanks is national chair- 
man and a committee of prominent citizens 
heads its operation. Two warehouses and 
shipment points have been established, one 
at Maspeth, N. Y., and another at Oakland, 
Calif. An organization is now set up to do 
the job swiftly and economically. 

In view of the splendid job done by our 
people and the 10 voluntary aid agencies 
which have organized ARK, it seems proper 
and fitting that the Congress should lend 
its encouragement. The joint resolution 
would express the sympathy of the Congress 
for the plight of the millions of Korean 
refugees, who are innocent victims of cruel 
and unprovoked aggression, 
recognize their desperate condition. .It 
would also authorize the President to set 
aside, as soon as practicable, a period of not 
less than 1 month, as a special period of in- 
tensive Nation-wide effort, during the course 
of which the clothing collection appeal of 
American Relief for Korea, Inc., may receive 
the utmost support of all Americans, 


and would - 


COMMITTEE TO PARTICIPATE IN DISCUS- 
SION WITH REPRESENTATIVES OF CON- 
SULTATIVE ASSEMBLY OF COUNCIL OF 
EUROPE 


Mr. GILLETTE (for himself and Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey) submitted the fol- 
lowing concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 36), which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations: 

Whereas the Consultative Assembly of the 
Council of Europe adopted on May 12, 1951, a 
resolution reading as follows: 

“The Assembly; 

“Considering that the free peoples of 


Europe and of the United States have many 


vital problems in common; 

“Considering that the solidarity between 
them arises not only from the common dan- 
gers they have to face, but is also the reflec- 
tion of their common origin, and of their 


community of thought and civilization; 


“Taking note that the Committee of Min- 


_isters in their message to the Assembly has 


declared that it would welcome any initiative 
of the Assembly designed to establish links 
with the Congress of the United States; 

“Believing that it would be of the greatest 
interest for public opinion in the democra- 
cies if these problems of common interest 
were to be discussed by delegations from the 
two Houses of Congress of the United States 
and from the Consultative Assembly; 

“Instructs its Bureau— 

“To approach the Congress of the United 
States through the Speakers of both Houses 
for the purpose of arranging such a discus- 
sion to take place in public, preferably in 


Strasbourg, or, if for any reason circum- 


stances make it desirable, in Washington, at 
a date mutually convenient, and in accord- 


` ance with an agenda drawn up in advance 


by agreement between the officers of the Con- 
gress of the United States and the Bureau 
of the Consultative Assembly”; and 

Whereas the Congress of the United States 
has formally declared it “to be the policy of 
the people of the United States to encourage 
the further unification of Europe”; and 

Whereas it is in the interest of the United 
States to encourage consultation between 
the Congress of the United States and the 
Consultative Assembly of the Council of 
Europe; and 

Whereas the Congress of the United States 


- welcomes this invitation and expresses its 


appreciation of the unanimous action of the 
Consultative Assembly in extending it: Now, 
therefore, be it 


resentatives concurring), That not to exceed 
14 Members of Congress shall be appointed 


to meet jointly with the representatives ap- 


pointed by the Consultative Assembly of the 
Council of Europe for public discussion of 


problems of common interest, as envisioned - 
by the Resolution of the Consultative Assem- © 


bly of May 12, 1951. Of the members of the 
Congress to be appointed for the purposes 
of this resolution, half shall be appointed 
by the Speaker of the House from Members 
of the House, and half shall ke appointed 
by the President of the Senate from Members 


of the Serfate. Not more than four of the , 


appointees from the respective Houses shall 
be of the same political party. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were 


as follows: 
By Mr. IVES: 


Address delivered by Senator BREWSTER on 


the occasion of the Baltic States rally in 
Carnegie Hall, New York City, June 16, 1951, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


JUNE 28 


By Mrs. SMITH of Maine: 

Statement by her on the hope of the 
American people for peace, broadcast on the 
news program of Mr. Frank Edwards, June 
27, 1951. i 

By Mr. MAGNUSON: 
Letter addressed by him to Senator McCar- 


.RAN, chairman, subcommittee of Committee 


on Appropriations on State Department ap- 
propriations, dated June 26, 1951, relating to 


-travel by State Department employees on 


foreign-flag vessels. 
An article entitled “Government Policy in 


the Ship Sales Market—A Review of the Ship 
‘Disposal Program and Subsequent Price 


Trends,” published in the Shipping Survey 
for June 1951. 
By Mr. DIRKSEN: 

Editorial discussing casualties in the war 
in Korea, written by John S. Knight and 
Published in the Chicago Daily News of 
June 16, 1951. 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT: 

Article entitled “One Voice That Stalin 
Hates,” dealing with the Voice of America, 
published in the May 1951 issue of the Kip- 
linger magazine. 

By Mr. HENNINGS: 

Editorial entitled “The Critical Week,” 
published in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch of 
June 25, 1951, relating to price controls. 

Editorial published in the St. Louis Post- 
Dispatch of June 26, 1951 dealing with Presi- 
dent Truman's speech on foreign policy de- 
livered in Tennessee, 

Article relating to rolling back prices and 
curbing installment credit, written by J. A. 
Livingston, and published in the Washington 
Post of June 28, 1951. 

By Mr. WILEY: 

Platform adopted by the Wisconsin Fed- 
eration of Young Republican Clubs at its 
convention on May 6, 1951. 

By Mr. O’CONOR: 

Statement prepared by him regarding the 
announcement of the resignation of George 
J. Schoeneman as Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue. 


LABOR DISPUTE WITH UNITED AIRLINES 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the body of the Recorp, at this point 
in my remarks, a letter which I sent 
yesterday to the President of the United 
States, in which I was joined by my 
junior colleague from California [Mr. 
Nrxon], dealing with the United Air- 


- lines strike. 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- > 


There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

JUNE 28, 1951. 
The Honorable Harry S. TRUMAN, 
President of the United States, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. PRESIDENT: At the present 
time there is a labor dispute which is dis- 
rupting the service which the United Airlines 
has been providing the country. The dis- 
pute, in many ways, parallels the recent dis- 
pute between the American Airlines, Inc., 
and certain of its employees. 

The present dispute is disrupting passen- 
ger service on the west coast and, I under- 
stand, is beginning to create difficulties in 
the movement of air mail. These difficulties, 


` of course, will increase in direct proportion 
On request, and by unanimous consent. 


to the length of time the dispute continues. 
In view of the disruption which this dis- 


ordered to be printed in the Appendix pute is causing the normal business opera- 


tions of the State of California, it seems 


reasonable to assume that in a very short 
time, it will affect the industrial mobiliza- 


tion program on which California is engaged. 
May we suggest that section 10 of the Rail- 
way Labor Act be invoked and an emergency 
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board be cre ted immediately for the purpose 
of investigaving and submitting a report on 
the issues involved in this dispute. It is 
believed that through the submission of such 
a report, reasonable grounds can be found 
for the settlement of the controversy between 
the United Airlines and its employees. 
With best personal regards, we remain 
Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND. 
RicHarp M. NIXON. 


SUPPLYING AGRICULTURAL WORKERS 
FROM MEXICO 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
984) to amend the Agricultural Act of 
1949, which was to strike out all after 
tħe enacting clause and insert: 


That the Agricultural Act of 1949 is 
amended by adding at the end thereof a new 
title to read as follows: 

“TITLE V—AGRICULTURAL WORKERS 


“Sec. 501. For the purpose of assisting in 
such production of agricultural commodities 
and products as the Secretary of Agriculture 
deems necessary, by supplying agricultural 
workers from the Republic of Mexico (pur- 
suant to arrangements between the United 
States and the Republic of Mexico), the Sec- 
retary of Labor is authorized— 

“(1) to recruit such workers (including 
any such workers temporarily in the United 
States); 

“(2) to establish and operate reception 
centers at or near the places of actual entry 
of such workers into the continental United 
States for the purpose of receiving and hous- 
ing such workers while arrangements are 
being made for their employment in, or de- 

from, the continental United States; 

“(3) to provide transportation for such 
workers from recruitment centers outside the 
continental United States to such reception 
centers and transportation from such recep- 
tion centers to such recruitment centers 
after termination of employment; 

“(4) to provide such workers with such 
subsistence, emergency medical care, and 
burial expenses (not exceeding $150 burial 
expenses in any one case) as may be or be- 
come necessary during transportation au- 
thorized by paragraph (3) and while such 
workers are at reception centers; 

“(5) to assist such workers and employers 
in negotiating contracts for agricultural em- 
ployment (such workers being free to accept 
or decline agricultural employment with any 
eligible employer and to choose the type of 
agricultural employment they desire, and el- 
igible employers being free to offer agricul- 
tural employment to any workers of their 
choice not under contract to other employ- 
ers); A 

“(6) to guarantee the performance by em- 
ployers of provisions of such contracts relat- 
ing to the payment of wages or the furnish- 
ing of transportation. 

“Sec. 502. No workers shall be made avail- 
able under this title to any employer unless 
such employer enters into an agreement with 
the United States— 

“(1) to indemnify the United States 
against loss by reason of its guaranty of 
such employer's contracts; 

“(2) to reimburse the United States for 
essential expenses, not including salaries or 
expenses of department or agency 
personnel, incurred by it for the transporta- 
tion and subsistence of workers under this 
title in such amounts, not to exceed $10 per 
worker; and 


“(3) to pay to the United States, in any 


case in which a worker is not returned to 
the reception center in accordance with the 
contract entered into under section 501 (5), 
an amount determined by the Secretary of 
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Labor to be equivalent to the normal cost 
to the employer of returning other workers 
from the place of employment to such re- 
ception center, less any portion thereof re- 
quired to be paid by other employers. 

“Sec. 503. No workers recruited under this 
title shall be available for employment in 
any area unless the Regional Director, Bu- 
reau of Employment Security, United States 
Department of Labor, for such area has de- 
termined and certified that (1) sufficient 
domestic workers who are able, willing, and 
qualified are not available at the time and 
place needed to perform the work for which 
such workers are to be employed, and (2) the 
employment of such workers will not ad- 
versely affect the wages and working condi- 
tions of domestic agricultural workers simi- 
larly employed. 

“Sec. 504. Workers recruited under this 
title who are not citizens of the United 
States shall be admitted to the United States 
subject to the immigration laws (or if already 
in, and otherwise eligible for admission to, 
the United States, may, pursuant to ar- 
rangements between the United States and 
the Republic of Mexico, be permitted to re- 
main therein) for such time and under such 
conditions as may be specified by the Attor- 
ney General but, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law or regulation, no penalty 
bond shall be required which imposes lia- 
bility upon any person for the failure of any 
such worker to depart from the United States 
upon termination of employment. 

“Sec. 505. (a) Section 210 (a) (1) of the 
Social Security Act, as amended, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof a new subpara- 
graph as follows: 

„) Service performed by foreign agri- 
cultural workers under contracts entered into 
in accordance with title V of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, as amended.’ 

„b) Section 1426 (b) (1) of the Internal 
Revenue Code, as amended, is amended by 
adding at the end thereof a new subpara- 
graph as follows: 

“"(C) Service performed by foreign agri- 
cultural workers under contracts entered 
into in accordance with title V of the Agri- 
cultural Act of 1949, as amended.’ 

“(c) Workers recruited under the provi- 
sions of this title shall not be subject to the 
head tax levied under section 2 of the Immi- 
gration Act of 1917 (8 U. S. C., sec, 132). 

“Sec. 506. For the purposes of this title, 
the Secretary of Labor is authorized— 

“(1) to enter into agreements with Federal 
and State agencies; to utilize (pursuant to 
such agreements) the facilities and services 
of such agencies; and to allocate or transfer 
funds or otherwise to pay or reimburse such 
agencies for expenses in connection there- 
with; 

“(2) to accept and utilize voluntary and 
uncompensated services; and 

“(8) when necessary to supplement the 
domestic agricultural labor force, to cooper- 
ate with the Secretary of State in negotiating 
and carrying out agreements or arrangements 
relating to the employment in the United 
States, subject to the immigration laws, of 
agricultural workers from the Republic of 
Mexico. 

“Sec. 507. For the purposes of this title— 

“(1) The term ‘agricultural employment’ 
includes services or activities included within 
the provisions of section 3 (f) of the Fair 


-Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended, or 


section 1426 (h) of the Internal Revenue 
Code, as amended, horticultural employment, 
cotton ginning, compressing and storing, 
crushing of oil seeds, and the packing, can- 
ning, freezing, drying, or other pr 
of perishable or seasonable agricultural 
products. 

“(2) The term ‘employer’ includes associa- 
tions or other groups of employers. 

“Sec. 508. Nothing in this act shall be 
construed as limiting the authority of the 
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Attorney General, pursuant to the general 
immigration laws, to permit the importation 
of aliens cf any nationality for agricultural 
employment as defined in section 507, or to 
permit any such alien who entered the United 
States legally to remain for the purpose of 
engaging in such agricultural employment 
under such conditions and for such time as 
he, the Attorney General, shall specify. 

“Sec. 509, No workers shall be made avail- 
able under this title for employment after 
December 31, 1953.” 


Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate disagree to the 
amendment of the House, request a con- 
ference with the House on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
that the Chair appoint the conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
President pro tempore appointed Mr. 
ELLENDER, Mr. Hoey, Mr. JOHNSTON of 
South Carolina, Mr. AIKEN, and Mr. 
Young conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

Mr. ELLENDER subsequently said: Mr. 
President, earlier today the distin- 
guished junior Senator from South Car- 
olina [Mr. JoHNsTON] was appointed a 
conferee on Senate bill 984. I am in- 
formed that he is out of town and will 
not return until Monday. It is neces- 
sary that the conferees act tomorrow or 
the next day. I therefore ask unani- 
mous consent that the distinguished 
Senator from South Carolina be dis~ 
charged from further service as a con- 
feree and that in his place there be ap- 
pointed the distinguished senior Senator 
from Florida [Mr. HOLLAND]. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. With- 
cut objection, the substitution will be 
made. 


PATENTS IN FEE TO CERTAIN ALLOTTEES 
ON CROW INDIAN RESERVATION—RE- 
ENROLLMENT OF BILL 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate House Concurrent Res- 
olution 134, which was read, as follows: 


Resolved by the house of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That the President 
of the United States is hereby requested to 
return to the House of Representatives the 
enrolled bill (H. R. 2349) authorizing the 
Secretary of the Interior to issue patents in 
fee to certain allottees on the Crow Indian 
Reservation; that if and when such bill is 
returned by the President, the action of the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
of the President of the Senate in signing 
such bill is hereby rescinded; and that the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives is 
hereby authorized and directed, in the reen- 
rollment of such bill, to strike out in the 
paragraph thereof which relates to the issu- 
ance of a patent in fee to Estella Wolfe the 
phrase which reads “the northwest quarter 
of the southeast quarter,” and to insert in 
lieu thereof “and the northwest quarter of 
the southeast quarter of section 28.” 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
wish to announce that this concurrent 
resolution requests the return from the 
White House of a bill granting a patent 
in fee to certain Indians, in order to cor- 
rect a land description in the bill; the 
section number was left out. 

The only effect of the concurrent reso- 
lution is to authorize the return of the 
bill and its correction by inserting the 
words “section 23.” 
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I move that the Senate agree to the 
concurrent resolution. 
The motion was agreed to. 


GENERAL MacARTHUR AND AMERICAN 
POLICY IN FAR EAST—JOINT STATE- 
MENT BY COMMITTEES ON ARMED 
SERVICES AND FOREIGN RELATIONS TO 
AMERICAN PEOPLE (S. DOC. NO. 50) 


Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, at a 
meeting of the Committees on Armed 
Services and Foreign Relations on yes- 
terday, the committees unanimously ap- 
proved the issuance of a statement to 
the American people. This statement is 
not to be interpreted as a report of the 
committees on any aspect of the issues 
of the MacArthur hearings. 

The statement is intended to reas- 
sure our own people and the other peo- 
ples of the earth who are friendly to us 
that the differences which appear to be 
so bitter are more superficial than they 
seem. It is an affirmation of faith in 
our country and its destiny. It expresses 
the belief that despite differences of 
opinion which are inevitable in a de- 
mocracy, the American people are 
united as one on the fundamentals 
which are necessary to enable us to sur- 
vive as a free people. I ask unanimous 
consent that this statement may be 
printed in the body of the RECORD. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I sim- 
ply wish to suggest that in addition to 
asking that the statement be printed in 
the Recorp the Senator from Georgia 
request permission to have it printed as 
. Senate document. That will be help- 

ul. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I make that request. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Georgia? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

The statement is as follows: 

TO THE AMERICAN PEOPLE 

For the past 7 weeks the Senate committees 
on Armed Services and Foreign Relations 
have assiduously examined into the facts and 
circumstances bearing on the relief of Gen. 


Douglas MacArthur and on American policy 
in the Far East. 

At a critical juncture in their affairs, the 
American people had become deeply con- 
cerned and sorely confused over events in the 
Far East. Long pent emotions erupted with 
the removal from command of an able and 
brilliant military leader. 

When the need for counsel appears im- 
perative, the American people take counsel 
through their Congress. In this instance, 
these committees, as an agent of Congress, 
assumed the responsibility of serving as the 
medium for informing the people on the 
formulation of policies and the conduct of 
operations. 

Our Government is one which depends for 
existence upon the conclusions of an en- 
lightened people. The exhaustive record of 
our proceedings bears testimony to our faith 
in our democratic system. This hearing 
Sprang from this concept which we hold 
to be inherent in our very form of govern- 
ment. 

The inquiry has pushed to its very limits 
a principle to which the American people 
jealously cling—the right of every man to 
say what he thinks, In the fullest light of 
day we have weighed before the world our 
motives, our doubts, the sources of our 
strength and of our weakness, From the 

transcript of our proceedings, monentous 
counsels taken among ourselves have gone 
to both our friends and enemies. Such & 
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hearing involves risks, but it also involves 
rights, and it is the rights which have made 
the risks inevitable. 

To those critics of our form of government 
who contend that public discussion of such 
matters creates dissent and breeds confusion, 
we have a simple answer. Those who are 
still privileged to breathe the air of freedom 
utilize such discussions as a means to temper 
the steel of national determination and 
unity. 

Every informed and patriotic American 
will cgree that there is present in the world 
a force, an ideology, which seeks to subvert 
democracy everywhere and degrade man to 
the role of slave of the state. 

No one would deny that when the object of 
public enlightenment is sought precisely in 
the area of military strategy, there is a risk 
of aiding our enemies. Recognizing this dan- 
ger, the committees have followed procedures 
carefully designed to minimize the risk 
without withholding essential information. 
Wherever testimony appeared valuable chiefiy 
to a present or potential enemy, the Nation's 
security has been our paramount concern. 

We do not deny that the record compiled 
is replete with discord and disagreement. 
We could not conceal this fact and we would 
scorn to do so if we could. Those who have 
appeared before us have spoken in forceful 
terms. Out of their words have appeared 
disagreements as to policies and a division 
of opinion as to the course which should have 
been followed. Some of their criticisms have 
been harsh and they have spared no one, in- 
cluding themselves. These men spoke 
strongly because they felt strongly. They 
differed because they saw things differently 
and had the courage to say so. 

It has been asserted that the cleavages 
made evident by these hearings have caused 
confusion at home, dismayed and freightened 
the free people we hold as friends and has 
lent encouragement to those who would 
destroy us. 

We believe that our democracy has the vi- 
tality to withstand any strains that reflect the 
tensions of an uneasy world. We are con- 
vinced that an open discussion of such differ- 
ences brings strength and unity of purpose. 
To the American people we assert these differ- 
ences in nowise alter the fact that our great 
objective is still to live within the family 
of nations as a free people. The Nation will 
take the record of the hearings. We will 
study it. We will draw conclusions. We 
will not all be together on those conclusions. 
We may differ on the proper policy to be 
applied to the Far East. We may separate 
on questions of strategy. We may divide on 
personalities. But we will be united in our 
devotion to liberty and justice, be single- 
minded in our will to preserve our institu- 
tions. We hope they may be preserved in 
peace, but preserve them we shall. We will 
be together in the defense of our way of life 
against any alien aggressor. 

These hearings have increased our faith 
in our strength and in our ability. Mistakes 
may add to the measure of our sacrifices or 
change the form of the ordeal we may be 
called upon to endure, but come what may 
America has the means and the will to enable 
us to survive. Strengthened by this convic- 
tion, let us reject all counsels of defeatism 
and despair. 


TO THE FREE NATIONS 


We would also reassure the people of the 
free world beyond our boundaries—all of 
those determined not to be enslaved by Com- 
munist aggression. 

We can understand how even those people 
whose institutions are most akin to ours may 
have been concerned over the publi: discus- 
sion into our policies and strategies. The 
differences of opinion revealed may have 
raised fateful questions in their minds, 
Among those peoples less familiar with our 
system of government, what we have done 
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here may have produced alarm. The rights 
we casually take for granted are sometimes 
not understood by those unfamiliar with our 
traditional methods, 

But the free world has no cause for dis- 
may. The fact that we do not always speak 
with a single voice does not mean that we 
have weakened in our united purpose. The 
objectives of the people of the United States 
are unchanged by anything that has tran- 
spired during this ordeal of controversy. We 
are unshaken in our determination to defend 
ourselves and to cooperate to the limit of our 
capabilities with all of those free nations 
determined to survive in freedom. 

TO THE COMMUNIST WORLD 

Even as the free world has no reason for 
dismay, neither should the Communist world 
be deceived by the searching review given.our 
global strategy. It would be well for those 
who may contemplate aggression to under- 
stand that disagreements among individuals 
or groups will not deter the American people 
and their Government from the relentless 
quest for our ultimate security. The goal 
of our people and their Government is a per- 
manent world peace. The nethod by which 
that goal may be obtained has been, and 
will c-ntinue to be, the subject of disagree- 
ment in our democratic society. But if need 
be, we stand united in readiness to defend 
ourselves and to cooperate with like-minded 
peoples against whatever forces may threaten 
world peace or our freedoms. 

If those who threaten us take only a 
tyrant’s lesson from differences among free- 
men and mistake the temper of our people, 
they can plunge the world into war. But 
it would be a war they could never win and 
which would bring them to ultimate destruc- 
tion. 

The issues which might divide our people 
are far transcended by the things which 
unite them. If threatened danger becomes 
war, the aggressor would find at one stroke 
arrayed against him the united energies, the 
united resources, and the united devotion 
of all the American people. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate messages from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting 
sundry nominations, which were re- 
ferred to the appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 


As in executive session, 

The following favorable report of a 
nomination was submitted: 

By Mr. FREAR, from the Committee on 
Banking and Currency: 

William K. Divers, of Ohio, to be a mem- 
ber of the Home Loan Bank Board for a 
term of 4 years, expiring June 30, 1955 (re- 
appointment). 


EXTENSION OF DEFENSE PRODUCTION 
AND HOUSING AND RENT ACTS 


The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (S. 1717) to amend and 
extend the Defense Production Act of 
1950 and the Housing and Rent Act of 
1947, as amended. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment designated 6-25 
51—B,” the rent stabilization amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator want the amendment read, 
5 8 in the Recorp without reade 

Mr. DIRKSEN. At the moment, Mr. 
President, I just call it up. 
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Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WHERRY. As I understand, un- 
der the terms of the unanimous consent 
agreement 1 hour is to be devoted to 
debate on this amendment, 30 minutes 
to each side. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Yes, 
1 hour of debate, with 30 minutes to each 
side, is provided by the agreement. 

Mr. WHERRY. And the time of the 
proponents will be in charge of the Sen- 
ator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] and the 
time of the opponents will be in charge 
of the distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Yes. 

Mr. WHERRY. I am wondering if 
both Senators would consent to a quo- 
rum call being had at this time. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
think we should have a quorum call now, 
because this is a most important amend- 
ment. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, does 
the Senator from Illinois yield for that 
purpose? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum, and I ask unanimous con- 
sent, Mr. President, that the time con- 
sumed in calling the roll be not charged 
to either side. : 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none. 

The absence of a quorum has been 
suggested, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Green Millikin 
Anderson Hayden, Monroney 
Bennett Hendrickson Moody 
Benton Hennings Morse 
Brewster Hickenlooper Mundt 
Bricker Hill Neely 
Bridges Hoey Nixon 
Butler, Md. Holland O'Conor 
Butler, Nebr. Humphrey . O'Mahoney 
Byrd Ives Pastore 
Cain Jenner Robertson 
Capehart Johnson, Colo. Russell 
Carlson Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall 
Case Kefauver Schoeppel 
Chavez Kem Smith, Maine 
Clements Kerr Smith, N. J. 
Connally Kilgore Smith, N. C. 
Cordon Knowland Sparkman 
Dirksen Stennis 
Douglas Lehman Taft 

Duff Long Thye 
Dworshak Magnuson Tobey 
Eastland Malone Underwood 
Ellender Maybank Watkins 
Ferguson McCarran Welker 
Flanders McCarthy Whe: 

‘ear McClellan Wiley 
Pulbright McFarland Williams 
George McKellar Young 
Gillette McMahon 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 

Hunt] is absent on official business. 

- The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
Jounston] is absent on official committee 
business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate on 
official business, having been appointed 
a representative of our Government to 
attend the International Labor Confer- 
ence being held in Geneva, Switzerland. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH- 
ERS] is absent because of illness. 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. Ecrox! 
and the Senator from Massachusetts 
{Mr. Loben! are absent on official busi- 
ness. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent because of illress. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A 
quorum is present. 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRK- 
SEN] is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. IVES. The Senator from New 
York would like to inquire as to exactly 
what amendment we are now consider- 
ing. Is it the amendment designated 
“6§-25-51-B,” offered by the junior Sen- 
ator from Illinois? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from New York is correct. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, the 
amendment which is pending is rather 
lengthy, and I suggest, in the interest of 
economizing on time, that it be not read, 
because I think an adequate explanation 
can be made of what the amendment is 
designed to do. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the amendment will be 
printed in the Recorp in full at this 
point. 

Mr. DirKsen’s amendment was, to 
strike out section 5 of the bill and to 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

Sec. 105. The Defense Production Act of 
1950 is amended by inserting immediately 
after title IV thereof the following title 
IV-A: 

“TITLE IV-A—RENT STABILIZATION 

“Sec, 451. The Congress recognizes that 
there is and may be a shortage of rental 
housing in certain areas of the country as 
a result of defense activities in those areas. 
It is therefore the intention of Congress 
to provide necessary authority to stabilize 
rents for housing accommodations in such 
areas, and to prevent speculative, unwar- 
ranted, and abnormal increases in rent for, 
and unwarranted evictions from, such ac- 
commodations. 

“Sec, 452. (a) The President is hereby 
authorized to establish and maintain maxi- 
mum rents in rent-control areas. In estab- 
lishing maximum rents under this title, the 
President shall be governed by the following 
provisions: 

“(1) For housing accommodations, in any 
rent-control area or portion thereof, which 
had a maximum rent in effect under the 
Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, 
immediately prior to the effective date of 
this title, the maximum rent shall not be 
less than the annual rent for any given year 
selected by the owner of the accommodation 
multiplied by the cost-of-living correction 
increment for the appropriate year in ac- 
cordance with the following schedule: 1943, 
1.37; 1944, 1.35; 1945, 1.32; 1946, 1.25; 1947, 
1.22; 1948, 1.16; 1949, 1.12: Provided, how- 
ever, That in no event shall the maximum 
rent be lower than the highest rent legally 
received for that accommodation during the 
period from January 1, 1942, to June 24, 1950, 

“(2) For housing accommodations, in any 
rent-control area or portion thereof, which 
had no maximum rent in effect under the 
Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, 
the maximum rent shall not be less than 
the rents prevailing for such housing accom- 
modations or comparable housing accommo- 
dations on June 24, 1950. 

“(b) Subject to the limitations of para- 
graph (a) of this section, the President may 
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make such individual and general adjust- 
ments increasing or decreasing any maxi- 
mum rents on housing accommodations es- 
tablished under this title, in any rent- 
control area or any portion thereof, or with 
respect to any housing accommodations or 
any class of housing accommodations within 
any such area or any portion thereof, as 
may be necessary to remove hardships or 
to correct other inequities, or further to 
carry out the purposes and provisions of 
this title; Provided, however, That in the 
case of an individual adjustment increasing 
a maximum rent, the landlord certifies that 
he is maintaining all services required under 
this title at the time of application for 
adjustment and that he will continue to 
maintain such services so long as the ad- 
justment in such maximum rent which may 
be granted continues in effect. 

“(c) In order to help assure fair adjust- 
ments for tenants and small landlords, the 
President is authorized and directed to desig- 
nate for every rent-control area an Officer 
whose functions shall be to assist tenants and 
small landlords by— 

“(A) informing them concerning the con- 
ditions under which rent adjustments may 
be obtained; > 

“(B) helping in the preparation of ap- 
plications for rent adjustments; and 

“(C) providing them with such other in- 
formation and services as may be necessary 
and appropriate. 

“(d) Nothing in this title shall be inter- 
preted or construed to prohibit, in the case 
of any rental agreement hereafter entered 
into, the demand, collection, or retention of 
a security deposit, if said deposit does not 
exceed the rent for 1 month in addition to 
the otherwise authorized collection of rent 
in advance if the demand, collection, or re- 
tention of such a security deposit was an 
accepted rental practice prior to June 24, 
1950, in the area in which the premises are 
located, or was customarily required before 
that date by the same landlord in the renting 
of the particular housing accommodations 
involved, and if the tenant is allowed, under 
the terms of the rental agreement, to occupy 
the premises for the period covered by the 
ot ty deposit without further payment of 
rent, 

“(e) (1) The President, upon recommen- 
dation of a local advisory board, or upon his 
own initiative, is hereby authorized to re- 
move any or all maximum rents, in any rent 
contro’ area or portion thereof, or with re- 
spect to any class of housing accommodations 
in any such area or portion thereof, when- 
ever in his judgment it is no longer neces- 
sary, to effectuate the purposes of this title, 
to continue maximum rents in suck area or 
portion thereof or with respect to such class 
of housing accommodations. 

“(2) (i) Whenever the Governor of any 
State advises the President that the legisla- 
ture of such State has adequately provided 
for the establishment and maintenance of 
maximum rents, or has specifically expressed 
its intent that State rent control shall be in 
lieu of Federal rent control, with respect to 
housing accommodations within defense- 
rental areas in such State and of the date 
on which such State rent control will become 
effective, the President shall immediately 
make public announcement to the effect that 
he has been so advised. At the same time all 
rent controls under this act as amended, with 
respect to housing accommodations within 
such State shall be terminated as of the date 
on which State rent control is to become ef- 
fective. As used in this subsection, the term 
“State” means any State, Territory, or pos- 
session of the United States. 

„() If any State by law declares that Fed- 
eral rent control is no longer necessary in 
such State or any part thereof and notifies 
the President of that fact, the President shall 
immediately make public announcement to 
the effect that he has been so advised. At 
the same time all rent controls under this 
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act, as amended, with respect to housing ac- 
commodations within such State or part 
thereof shall be terminated on the 15th day 
after receipt of such advise. As used in this 
subsection, the term ‘State’ means any State, 
Territory, or possession of the United States. 

“(iii) The President shall terminate the 
provisions of this title in any incorporated 
city, town, village, or in the unincorporated 
area of any county upon receipt of a reso- 
lution of its governing body adopted for 
that purpose in accordance with applicable 
local law and based upon a finding of such 
governing body reached as the result of a 
public hearing held after 10 days’ notice, 
that there no longer exists such a shortage 
in rental-housing accommodations as to re- 
quire rent control in such city, town, vil- 
lage, or unincorporated area in such county: 
Provided, That where the major portion 
of a defense-rental area has been decon- 
trolled pursuant to this paragraph (iii), the 
President shall decontrol any unincorporated 
locality in the remainder of such area. 

„(iv) Whenever the governing body of 
any incorporated city, town, village, or an 
unincorporated area of any county advises 
the President that it has, in accordance with 
applicable local law, adequately provided for 
the establishment of and maintenance of 
maximum rents, or has specifically ex- 
pressed its intent that local-rent control 
shall be in lieu of Federal rent control and 
of the date on which such local control will 
become effective, the President shall im- 
mediately make public announcement of 
the fact that he has been so advised. At 
the same time all rent controls under this 
act, as amended, with respect to housing 
accommodations within such locality shall 
be terminated as of the date on which State 
rent control is to become effective. 

“(3) Maximum rents in any critical de- 
fense housing area shall be terminated at 
such time as the Secretary of Defense and 
the Director of Defense Mobilization, acting 
jointly, shall determine and certify to the 
President that such area is no longer a 
critical defense housing area, or as otherwise 
provided in this subsection (e) or subsection 
(b) of section 453: Provided, however, That 
in any area where maximum rents are re» 
moved under the procedures provided in 
said subsections, maximum rents may be 
reestablished after the expiration of 30 days 
on the determination and certification of 
the Secretary of Defense and the Director 
of Defense Mobilization, acting jointly. 

“(f) Except as otherwise specifically pro- 
vided, as used in this title— 

“(1) The term ‘housing accommodations’ 
means any building, structure, or part there- 
of, or land appurtenant thereto, or any other 
real or personal property rented or offered 
for rent for living or dwelling purposes (in- 
cluding houses, apartments, hotels, room- 
ing- or boarding-house accommodations, and 
other properties used for living or dwelling 
purposes) together with all privileges, serv- 
ices, furnishings, furniture, and facilities 
connected with the use or occupancy of such 
property. 

“(2) The term ‘controlled housing accom- 
modations’ means housing accommodations 
on which a maximum rent is in effect under 
this title in any rent control area. 

“(3) The term ‘rent control area’ means 

“(i) any area in the United States, its 
Territories and possessions, designated by 
the President as a critical defense area 
where, in the judgment of the Secretary of 
Defense and the Director of Defense Mobili- 
zation, rent stabilization is necessary to ef- 
fectuate the purposes of this title by reason 
of the existence in such area of the follow- 
ing conditions: 

“(A) a new defense plant or installation 
has been or is to be provided, or an existing 
defense plant or installation has been or is to 
be reactivated or its operation substantially 
expanded; 
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“(B) substantial in-migration of defense 
workers or mili personnel is required 
to carry out activities at such plant or in- 
Stallation; and 

“(C) a substantial shortage of rental 
housing required for such defense workers 
or military personnel exists or impends 
which impedes or threatens to impede activ- 
ities at such defense plant or installation; 
or 

“(ii) any State which by iaw declares that 
there exists such a shortage in rental hous- 
ing accommodations as to require Federal 
rent control in such State; or 

“(iii) any incorporated city, town, village, 
or any unincorporated area of any county 
(other than a city, town, village, or unincor- 
porated area within a State which is control- 
ling rents) which transmits to the President a 
resolution of its governing body adopted for 
that purpose in accordance with applicable 
local law and based upon a finding by such 
governing body, reached as a result of a pub- 
lic hearing held after 10 days’ notice, that 
there exists such a shortage in rental hous- 
ing accommodations as to require Federal 
rent control in such city, town, village, or 
unincorporated area in such county. 

“(4) The term ‘rent’ means the consid- 
eration, including any bonus, benefit, or 
gratuity demanded or received for or in con- 
nection with the use or occupancy ot hous- 
ing accommodations, or the transfer of a 
lease of housing accommodations. 

“(g) No maximum rents shall be estab- 
lished under this title for housing accom- 
modations in any State where rent control is 
in effect or in any locality where local rent 
control is in effect, unless the rent compo- 
nent of the Consumers’ Index of the Bureau 
of Labor Statistics for such State or locality 
has increased more than the United States 
average of the rent component of such index 
during the last 6 months for which such 
inde:: is available immediately preceding the 
establishment of such maximum rents. The 
rent component of the Consumers’ Index of 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics for any State 
shall be the average weighted by population 
as determined by the Bureau of Labor Statis- 
tics for all reported cities in the State, except 
that where only one city is reported, the rent 
component for the State shall be the rent 
component for that city. Upon the estab- 
lishment of a maximum rent pursuant to 
this title for any housing accommodation 
in a State in which State rent control is in 
effect, State rent control shall thereupon 
terminate. Upon the establishment of 
maximum rents pursuant to this title for 
housing accommodations in a locality in 
which local rent cortrol is in effect, local 
rent control shall thereupon terminate. The 
rent components for any locality subject to 
local rent control shall be the rent compo- 
nent as established by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics for that locality. Where data con- 
cerning rents have not been heretofore col- 
lected for a city in a State having State 
rent control or for a particular locality which 
has local rent control, the President may 
cause a survey to be made by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics for the purpose of establish- 
ing a rent component for that State or lo- 
cality. For the purposes of this subsection, 
State rent control shall be deemed in effect 
in any State in which maximum rents may 
be established pursuant to State law 
throughout the State and are in effect in 
any part of the State, regardless of whether 
maximum rents are actually in effect in 
every locality of the State. 

“(h) Whenever an area has been certi- 
fied under subsection (1) to be a critical 
defense housing area real-estate construc- 
tion credit controls imposed until title VI 
of the Defense Production Act of 1950 shall 
be relaxed to the extent necessary to encour- 
age construction of housing for defense 
workers and military personnel. The fact 
that any area has been certified as a critical 
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defense housing area under subsection (1) 
shall not make such area ineligible for the 
location of additional defense plants, facili- 
ties, or installations, or as a source of addi- 
tional military procurement of any sort. 

“Sec. 453. (a) The President is authorized 
and directed to create local advisory boards 
or to continue in existence local advisory 
boards created under the Housing and Rent 
Ac’ of 1947, as amended, in any rent-control 
area or portion thereof in which rents of 
housing accommodations are being regulated 
under this title. The President shall, when- 
ever in his judgment there is need therefor, 
create or continue in existence such local 
advisory boards in any rent-control area or 
portion thereof in which rents for housing 
accommodations are not being regulated un- 
der this title. Each such board shall consist 
of not less than five members who are citi- 
zens of the area and who, insofar as prac- 
tica_le, as a group are representative of the 
affected interests in the area, to be appointed 
by the President from recommendations 
made by the respective governors: Provided, 
That in any case whee the governor has 
made no recommendation for original ap- 
pointments to local advisory boards or ap- 
poiniments to fill vacancies within 30 days 
after request therefor (subsequent to the 
effective date of this title) the President 
shall without such recommendations appoint 
the original members of such boards or such 
members as may be required to fill vacan- 
cies. Nothing in the foregoing provisions 
shall require the reappointment of present 
members of local advisory boards, but any 
change in membership of any local advisory 
board shall be effectuated as promptly as 
may be practicable after the need for ap- 
pointment shall arise. 

“(b) Such boards may make such rec- 
ommendations to the President as to housing 
accommodations within their jurisdiction as 
thy may deem advisable with respect to the 
establishment, reestablishment, continua- 
tion, or removal of maximum rents, general 
adjustments of maximum rents, and opera- 
tions generally of local rent offices (including 
recommendations for changes in the regula- 
tions, operating procedures, and recommen- 
dations as to rent adjustments in individual 
cases). The President shall give immediate 
consideration to the recommendations of lo- 
cal advisory boards, and if such recommen- 
dations are appropriately substantiated he 
shall promptly take measures to place such 
recommendations in effect. 

“For the purposes of this paragraph any 
recommendation of a local board as to a 
matter referred to herein shall be deemed to 
be appropriately substantiated and in ac- 
cordance with applicable law and regula- 
tions and shall be carried into effect as here- 
inafter provided— 

(A) if the local board held a public hear- 
ing on such matter at which interested per- 
sons (including representatives of the State 
and of political subdivisions thereof) were 
given a reasonable opportunity to be heard, 
by pleadings or otherwise, with right to be 
represented by counsel; 

“(B) if notice of the date, time, place, and 
purpose of such hearing was given (i) in 
writing to the Governor of the State not 
less than 15 days prior to such date, and 
(ii) by publication in a newspaper of gen- 
eral circulation in the area over which the 
local board has jurisdiction at least 15 days 
prior to such date, and a second notice was 
given by publication in such a newspaper at 
least 5 days prior to such date; 

“(C) if a copy of the local board's recom- 
mendation was filed with the Governor of 
the State within 5 days after such recom- 
mendation was mailed to the President; 

“(D) if a record is made of the evidence 
adduced at the public hearing held by the 
local board, and the local board certifies and 
transmits to the President, with such rec- 
ommendation, a transcript of such record, er 
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of those parts of such record, upon which 
its recommendation is based and a written 
statement of its findings made upon the 
basis of such records; and 

“(E) if the record so certified and trans- 
mitted to the President contains evidence to 
support the findings and recommendation 
of the local board. 

“(c) The President shall furnish the local 
advisory boards suitable office space, steno- 
graphic assistance and reporting services for 
public hearings (including attendance fees) 
and shall make available to such boards 
any records and other information in the 
possession of the President with respect to 
the establishment and maintenance of max- 
imum rents and housing accommodations 
in the respective rent-control areas which 
may be requested by such boards. 

“Sec. 454. (a) At any time within 6 
months after the effective date of any regu- 
lation or within 60 days of the effective date 
of any order relating to rent control under 
this title, or in the case of new grounds aris- 
ing after the effective date of any such regu- 
lation relating to rent control, within 6 
months after such new grounds arise, any 
person subject to any provision of such regu- 
lation or order may, in accordance with 
regulations to be prescribed by the President, 
file a protest specifically setting forth objec- 
tions to any such provision and affidavits or 
other written evidence in support of such 
objections. Statements in support of any 
such regulation or order may be received and 
incorporated in the transcript of proceedings 
at such times and in accordance with such 
regulations as may be prescribed by the 
President. Within a reasonable time after 
the filing of any protest under this section, 
but in no event more than 30 days after such 
filing, the President shall either grant or 
deny such protest in whole or in part, notice 
such protest for hearing, or provide an op- 
portunity to present further evidence in con- 
nection therewith. In the event that the 
President denies any such protest in whole 
or in part, he shall inform the protestant of 
the grounds upon which such decision is 
based and of any economic data and other 
facts of which the President has taken official 
notice. 

“(b) In the administration of this title, 
the President may take official notice of 
economic data and other facts, including 
facts found by him as a result of action taken 
under section 705 of the act. 

“(c) Any proceedings under this section 
may be limited by the President to the filing 
of affidavits, or other written evidence and 
the filing of briefs. Any protest filed under 
this section shall be granted or denied by 
the President, or granted in part and the re- 
mainder of it denied within a reasonable 
time after it is filed. Any protestant who is 
aggrieved by undue delay on the part of the 
President in disposing of his protest may 
petition the Emergency Court of Appeals for 
relief; and such court shall have jurisdiction 
by appropriate order to require the President 
to dispose of such protest within such time 
as may be fixed by the court and if the Presi- 
dent does not act finally within the time fixed 
by the court, the protest shall be deemed to 
be denied at the expiration of that period. 

“Sec. 455. As to any person aggrieved by 
the denial or partial denial of his protest by 
an order issued on or after the effective date 
of this title section 408 of this act shall 
apply, except that for the purposes hereof 
the references in section 408 to sections 407, 
409, and 706, shall mean sections 455, 456, 
and 457, respectively, and the term ‘price 
controls’ shall mean ‘rent controls.’ 

“Sec. 456. (a) Any person who demands, 
accepts, receives, or retains any payment of 
rent in excess of the maximum rent pre- 
scribed under the provisions of this title, or 
any regulation, order or requirement there- 
under, shall be liable to the person from 
whom such payment is demanded, accepted, 
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received, or retained (or shall be liable to 
the United States as hereinafter provided) 
for reasonable attorney’s fees and costs as 
determined by the court, plus licuidated 
damages in the amount of (1) $50, or (2) not 
more than three times the amount by which 
the payment or payments demanded, ac- 
cepted, received, or retained exceed the 
maximum rent which could lawfully te de- 
manded, accepted, received, or retained as 
the court in its discretion may determine, 
whichever in either case may be the greater 
amount: Provided, That the amount of such 
liquidated damages shall be the amount of 
the overcharge or overcharges if the plaintiff 
fails to prove that the violation was willful. 

“(b) Any person who unlawfully evicts a 
tenant shall be liable to the person so evicted 
(or shall be liable to the United States as 
hereinafter provided) for reasonable attor- 
ney’s fees and costs as determined by the 
court, plus liquidated damages (calculated 
on a monthly basis) in the amounts of (1) 
1 month's rent or $50, whichever is greater, 
or (2) not more than three times such 
monthly rent, or $150, whichever is greater: 
Provided, That the amount of such liquidated 
damages shall be the amount of 1 month’s 
rent if the plaintiff fails to prove that the 
violation was willful. 

(e) Suit to recover liquidated damages as 
provided in this section may be brought, not- 
withstanding any other provisions of this act, 
in any Federal court of competent jurisdic- 
tion regardless of the amount involved, or in 
any State or Territorial court of competent 
jurisdiction, within 1 year after the date of 
violation. For the purpose of determining 
the amount of liquidated damages to be 
awarded to the plaintiff in an action brought 
under subsection (a) of this section, all vio- 
lations alleged in an action under said sub- 
section (a) which were committed by the 
defendant with respect to the plaintiff prior 
to the bringing of such an action shall be 
deemed to constitute one violation and, in 
such action under subsection (a) of this 
section, the amount demanded, accepted, re- 
ceived, or retained in connection with such 
one violation shall be deemed to be the aggre- 
gate amount demanded, accepted, received, 
or retained in connection with all such viola- 
tions. A judgment for damages or on the 
merits in any action under either subsec- 
tion (a) or (b) of this section shall be a bar 
to any recovery under the same subsection 
of this section in any other action against 
the same defendant on account of any viola- 
tion with respect to the same person prior 
to the institution of the action in which 
such judgment was rendered. 

“Sec. 457. (a) It shall be unlawful for any 
person to demand, accept, receive, retain, or 
pay any rent for the use or occupancy of any 
controlled housing accommodations in excess 
of the maximum rent prescribed under this 
title, or otherwise to do or omit to do any 
act, in violation of this title, or of any regu- 
lation or order or requirement under this 
title, or to offer, solicit, attempt, or agree 
to do any of the foregoing. 

“(b) It shall bo unlawful for any person 
to evict, remove, or exclude or cause to be 
evicted, removed, or excluded any tenant 
from any controlled housing accommoda- 
tions in any manner or upon any grounds so 
long as the tenant continues to pay the rent 
to which the landlord is entitled, unless— 

“(1) under the law of the State in which 
the action or proceeding is brought the 
tenant is (A) violating the obligation of his 
tenancy (other than an obligation to pay 
rent higher than rent permitted under this 
act or an obligation to surrender ssion 
of such housing accommodations) or (B) is 
committing a nuisance in such housing ac- 
commodations or using such housing accom- 
modations for an immoral or illegal 
or for other than living or dwelling purposes; 

“(2) the landlord seeks in good faith to 


recover possession of such housing accom- _ 
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modations for his immediate and personal 
use and occupancy as housing accommoda- 
tions; 

“(3) the landlord has in good faith con- 
tracted in writing to sell the housing accom- 
modations to a purchaser for the immediate 
and personal use and occupancy as housing 
accommodations by such purchaser; 

“(4) the landlord seeks in good faith to 
recover possession of such housing accom- 
modations (A) for the immediate purpose of 
substantially altering or remodeling the same 
for continued use as housing accommoda- 
tions, or for the immediate purpose of con- 
version into additional housing accommoda- 
tions, and the altering, remodeling, or con- 
version cannot practically be done with the 
tenant in occupancy, and the landlord has 
obtained such approval as may be required 
by Federal, State, or local law for the alter- 
ations, remodeling, or any conversion 
planned, or (B) for the immediate purpose 
of demolishing such housing accommoda- 
tions; 

“(5) the landlord seeks in good faith to 
recover possession of such housing accom- 
modations for the immediate purpose of 
withdrawing such housing accommodations 
from the rental market, and such housing 
accommodations shall not thereafter be of- 
fered for rent as such; or 

“(6) the housing accommodations have 
been acquired by a State or any political 
subdivision thereof for the purpose of mak- 
ing a public improvement and are rented 
temporarily pending the construction of such 
improvement. 

“(c) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this act, the United States or any State 
or local public agency may maintain an ac- 
tion or proceeding to recover possession of 
any housing accommodations operated by it 
where such action or proceeding is author- 
ized by the statute or regulations under 
which such accommodations are adminis- 
tered: Provided, That nothing in this subsec- 
tion shall be deemed to authorize the main- 
tenance of any such action or proceeding 
upon the ground that the income of the oc- 
cupants of the housing accommodations ex- 
ceeds the allowable maximum unless such 
income, less any amounts paid to such occu- 
pants by the Veterans’ Administration on 
account of service-connected disability or 
disabilities, exceeds the allowable maximum, 

“(d) No tenant shall be obliged to surren- 
der possession of any housing accommoda- 
tions pursuant to the provisions of para- 
graph (2), (3), (4), (5), or (6) of subsection 
(a) until the expiration of at least 60 days 
after written notice from the landlord that 
he desires to recover possession of such hous- 
ing accommodations for one of the purposes 
specified in such paragraphs. 

e) Any person who lawfully gains pos- 
session from a tenant of any controlled hous- 
ing accommodations, and thereafter fails 
fully to comply with such requirements or 
conditions as may have been imposed for 
such possession by the provisions of this title 
or any regulation, order, or requirement 
thereunder, shall also be deemed to have 
unlawfully evicted such tenant and shall be 
liable to such tenant, or to the United States, 
as provided in this title. It shall also be un- 
lawful for any person to remove or attempt 
to remove from any controlled housing 
accommodations the tenant or occupant 
thereof or to refuse to renew the lease or 
agreement for the use of such accommoda- 
tions, because such tenant or occupant has 
taken, or proposes to take, action authorized 
or required by this title or any regulation, 
order, or requirement thereunder. 

“(f) Whenever in the judgment of the 
President any person has engaged or is about 
to engage in any acts or practices which 
constitute or will constitute a violation of any 
provision of section 457 of this title, he may 
make application to any Federal court of 
competent jurisdiction regardless of the 
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amount involved, or to any State or Terri- 
torial court of competent jurisdiction, for 
an order rejoining such acts or practices, or 
for an order enforcing compliance with such 
provision, and upon a showing by the Presi- 
dent that such person has engaged or is 
about to engage in any such acts or practices 
a permanent or temporary injunction, re- 
straining order, or other order, with or with- 
out such injunction or restraining order, 
shall be granted without bond. 

“Sec, 458. Whenever in the judgment of 
the President such action is necessary or 
proper in order to effectuate the purposes of 
this title, he may, by regulation or order, 
regulate or prohibit speculative or manipu- 
lative practices or renting or leasing prac- 
tices in connection with any controlled hous- 
ing accommodations, which in his judgment 
are equivalent to or are likely to result in 
rent increases inconsistent with the pur- 
poses of this act. 

“Sec. 459. The President shall administer 
the authority contained in this title through 
the new independent agency created pur- 
suant to section 403 of this act. 

“Sec. 460. Nothing in this title shall be 
construed to require any person to offer any 
accommodations for rent. 

“Sec. 461. As to offenses committed or 
rights or liabilities incurred prior to the 
termination of this title, the provisions of 
this title and regulations, orders, and re- 
quirements thereunder shall be treated as 
still remaining in full force for the purpose 
of sustaining any proper suit, action, or 
prosecution with respect to any such right, 
liability, or offense, notwithstanding the 
termination of this title in accordance with 
section 1 (b) of ths act. 

“Src. 462. (a) Section 204 (f) of the Hous- 
ing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is 
amended by striking out ‘June 30, 1951’ and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘August 31, 1951.’ 

“(b) Section 4 (e) of the Housing and 
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is amended 
by striking out ‘June 30, 1951’ and inserting 
in lieu thereof ‘February 29, 1952.” 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, briefly 
to review the history of rent control, 
the first act on the subject was passed 
in 1942. The second act was passed in 
1947, when the Congress—I think rather 
wisely—included decontrol provisions, 
Then we had the act of 1950; then a 90- 
day extension in 1951; and now it is pro- 
posed to extend rent control for another 
period of 8 months, to the 1st of March, 
1952. 

As the existing rent-control statutes 
now stand, it would apply roughly to 
three and three-quarters million people 
in the country, in some 1,700 commu- 
nities which embrace a population of, 
roughly, 27,000,000. 

The committee certainly was not satis- 


fied with the administration of the pres- 


ent Rent Control and Housing Act. 
Consequently it proposes to amend that 
act rather substantially, according to 
the committee print presently pending 
before the Senate. 

I should like to sketch briefly what 
the committee bill does. It simply con- 
tinues the old Rent Control Act. Areas 
which have heretofore been decontrolled 
by State or local action may be recon- 
trolled. It would provide a 20-percent 
increase in rents, but that would include, 
of course, any increase which had been 
previously granted, so that in many cases 
it would be nothing more than a 5-per- 
cent increase. 

The bill provides for control or recon- 
trol in critical defense areas of all types 
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of housing, whether it be hotels, motels, 
or standard housing. That could be 
done at the instance of the Defense 
Mobilizer and the Secretary of Defense, 
acting conjointly. 

In my considered judgment, the logi- 
cal thing to do if we are ever to solve the 
housing problem, and particularly the 
rental-housing problem, is to repeal the 
rent-control statute out of hand. I am 
not so sure whether Congress wishes to 
take that particular action or not, but 
certainly the committee is sensible of 
the fact that rent control does not solve 
the housing problem, for on page 23 of 
the committee report there is this state- 
ment: 

Your committee is well aware that rent 
control is not the answer to a housing short- 
age. The only real solution is the building 
of additional housing. 


That is sensible, and it is a very forth- 
right approach. If we are to continue 
rent control much longer, I am afraid 
we are going to get into the permanently 
rigid situation which obtains in France 
at the present time. In France a rent 
control act was put on the books through 
the Chamber of Deputies in 1916. It has 
been on the books for more than 34 years, 
If I had to point out a single item which 
has retarded the development of the Re- 
public of France, it would be their rent 
control statute. The situation finally 
became so bad, and there was such a re- 
gressiveness in the building field, that 
only within the past year the Chamber 
of Deputies has amended the act to pro- 
vide for six rent increases over a period 
of 3 years, each one not to exceed 20 per- 
cent. That means that France has 
finally recognized what has come about 
in the economy of the country as a result 
of rent control. Therefore it has au- 
thorized increases which aggregate 120 
percent, 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I should like to con- 
tinue for a moment, because there will 
be 30 minutes on the other side. 

As we look at the rent control and rent 
picture in our own country, I make so 
bold as to say that from the figures which 
have been submitted to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency the effect on 
the living index has been smaller than it 
was 10 years ago. Two hundred and 
thirty-one of the largest communities in 
the country have decontrolled under the 
1947 act. Eight States have decontrolled 
entirely, and seven additional States 
have substantially decontrolled. There 
has been no skyrocketing of rents, as was 
prophesied by the Expediter. If we read 
the statements of the mayors of cities 
like Long Beach, Oklahoma City, Spo- 
kane, Santa Monica, and Boise, it will be 
found that there has been no skyrocket- 
ing of rents, as was prophesied and in- 
dicated by the Expediter some years ago. 

Frankly the power is always in the 
State to decontrol if it wishes to do so. 
There is on the floor today the distin- 
guished former Governor of Kansas, Mr. 
CARLSON. He can tell us from his own 
experience that his own legislature dealt 
with the problem in the communities of 
his own State, and it dealt very effec- 
tively with it. 
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I believe one figure is very significant, 
Since Korea, during a period when so 
many irresponsible statements have been 
made and there has been a rather inter- 
esting moving passion in the country, 279 
decontrol actions have been taken by 
cities. Only within the past few weeks 
the city of Moline, Ill., in the very shad- 
ow of the largest arsenal in the United 
States, at Rock Island, decontrolled. 
There has been no umbrage ‘taken be- 
cause of such action. No one will allege 
that the mayors, city councils, and the 
governing bodies of our communities, 
counties, or cities are insensible to the 
welfare of their people. Two hundred 
and seventy-nine communities have 
taken decontrol action since Korea. 

In my judgment, Mr. President, rent 
control only restricts the building of 
rental housing. The 1950 census report 
will show that we had a little over 19,- 
659,000 tenant-occupied units in 1940. 
In 1950 we had 19,136,000. We actually 
lost 523,000 units. The figures do not 
take into account the fact that during 
that period something over 3,000,000 
rental units were built. It can be seen 
that rental properties are not being 
produced under the restrictive provisions 
of rent control. No one will take the 
chance, and the result is the stalemat- 
ing and stymying of building of rental 
housing. 

We have done pretty well in the hous- 
ing field. In the last 10 years we built 
8% million units, which is an increase 
of 23 percent in the building of housing 
accommodations, whereas the popula- 
tion has increased by only 14 percent. 
I fancy that if we were to remove rent 
control entirely, there would be a re- 
distribution of properties today. There 
would be enough for everybody, and we 
would see the problem adjust itself. 

However, I would be less than candid 
if I did not say that the smaller land- 
lords have received pretty shabby treat- 
ment under control, certainly not cog- 
nizant with the kind of treatment ac- 
corded to every other economic activity 
u. the country under the control act 
enacted in 1942, 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. May I inquire 
how much of my 10 minutes I have re- 
maining? 

Mr. BRICKER. Is it not correct to 
say that there is now more living-unit 
foot space per unit of population in the 
United States than ever before? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. Those were the 
figures which were represented to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

My amendment would terminate the 
present Rent Control Act. It would del- 
egate to the President the power to im- 
pose rent control in areas, judged by 
certain criteria, which are considered 
to be critical defense housing areas. 
If, for instance, there is a large inmi- 
gration of defense workers, if there is a 
reactivation of a defense plant or a mili- 
tary installation, if the legislature says 
that there is need for additional housing, 
and if the city council says so, the Presi- 
dent can by those standards move in and 
impose controls. , 

My amendment also relaxes construc- 
tion credits, and provides that rents shall 
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not be less than rents based upon any 
year which the landlord may select, 
multiplied by a factor which recognizes 
increases in cost, which I believe he 
should be entitled to just as much as any 
other enterpriser in any other field of 
activity. 

Finally my amendment provides for 
hardship adjustments. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
10 minutes which the Senator has al- 
lotted to himself have expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield myself an ad. 
ditional half minute. That is the situa- 
titon. I believe my amendment in the 
nature of a substitute is infinitely 
more satisfactory than the provisions 
found in the bill. It removes the danger 
of the building of rental properties being 
ultimately put in a strait-jacket. I be- 
lieve we must make up our minds 
whether we are to have rental housing at 
modest rental rates or extremely low 
rents and no housing. The latter is the 
course which France pursued. I do not 
wish to see our country pursue the same 
course. 

Mr. President, I am now glad to yield 
to either the Senator from Washington 
or the Senator from Ohio, unless the 
other side wishes to take some time. 

Mr. MAYBANK. If it is agreeable to 
the Senator from Illinois and to the 
Senator from Ohio, I would prefer to re- 
tain my time until the proponents of the 
amendment have completed their pres- 
entation. 

Mr. DIRKSEN: We shall be glad to 
take a little more time on this side. Then 
I suggest that the opposition take some 
time. We will take 10 more minutes. 
Then I suggest that the opposition take a 
little time. I yield 10 minutes to the 
Senator from Washington [Mr, CAIN]. 

Mr. MAYBANK. When the Senator 
from Washington has completed his 
statement I shall yield to the Senator 
from New York [Mr. LEHMAN]. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator from 
South Carolina yields some time to the 
Senator from New York? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Yes. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, the junior 
Senator from Washington expects to 
support and vote for the amendment of- 
fered by the junior Senator from Illi- 
nois [Mr Dirksen], for his amendment 
is preferable to the Federal rent-control 
section designed by the committee, as 
found in S. 1717. 

The junior Senator from Washington, 
however, believes that any system of 
Federal rent regulation is presently un- 
warranted and at variance with the Na- 
tion’s economic and social welfare as it 
relates to shelter in which our citizens 
live as tenants. 

Mr. President, this Nation can have 
rent control or it can have rental facili- 
ties. It cannot have both. 

Four years of war and six years of 
postwar experience with Federal rent 
control finds this Nation with 3,500,000 
fewer rental units than it had in 1940. 

Ten years of rent control has reduced 
America’s ability to provide rental shel- 
ter for 11,000,000 American families, 
More home owners. Yes. More hous- 
ing? Ves. More rental units? No. 

Where has shelter for 11,000,000 Amer- 
ican families gone? Units have disap- 
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peared from the rental market because 
of sales to owner-occupants or because 
of conversion for commercial use, or 
they have simply been locked up, taken 
off the market, and not offered for rent. 

We can never meet the demand for 
shelter or solve what others insist is an 
“acute housing shortage” if we continue 
to impose regulations and controls which 
shrink, reduce, and destroy the very 
commodity we seek to provide in greater 
quantity. 

In the middle 1920’s 42 percent of all 
non-farm-dwelling units constructed 
were built for rent, and this was done, 
I might add, without benefit of any Gov- 
ernment incentives. During the last 
3 years under rent control only 19 
percent of the housing constructed was 
built for rent, and almost every single 
unit of those rental facilities was un- 
derwritten by Government-guaranteed 
mortgages, in many cases to 100 percent 
of the cost. 

The very obvious and only conclusion 
to be drawn from these figures is that, 
given a free market, investors have pro- 
duced and will produce rental dwellings. 
Impose controls, or the fear of controls, 
and risk capital will not venture forth. 

Eight sovereign States have no Fed- 
eral rent control. They are Alabama, 
Arizona, Nebraska, New York, Texas, 
Utah, Virginia, and Wisconsin. 

Seven other States have only 1 or 2 
communities or counties remaining un- 
der Federal rent control. They are 
Arkansas, Idaho, Kansas, Mississippi, 
Nevada, Oklahoma, and Oregon. 

The world’s largest city, New York 
City, has no Federal control. Los 
Angeles, third largest city in the United 
States, is decontrolled, with no Federal 
or local rent control of any kind. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. CAIN. I am sorry; my time is 
very precious. ` 

One thousand four hundred American 
communities have removed controls; 95 
of the 231 largest cities have removed 
controls. 

Of the 17,000,000 units which were at 
one time under Federal control, there 
remain approximately 6,000,000. In 
every community, in every city, in every 
State where controls have been removed, 
we find and can prove: 

First. Accelerated housing production, 

Second. Facilities now offered for rent, 
which were previously held for sale only. 

Third. Reappearance on the market 
of locked-up rental units. 

Fourth. Readjustment and revision of 
Space needs, previously hoarded. 

Fifth. Constantly diminishing number 
of evictions. 

Sixth. Better owner-tenant relations. 

Seventh. Repairs, remodeling, and 
renovation have been stimulated. 

Eighth. A modest over-all average 
rental increase. 

Proponents or advocates of Federal 
rent control will argue, and in many 
cases most sincerely, the need of regula- 
tion for any of a number of reasons. 
Few of those reasons, to me, are based 
on logic. Most of their so-called reasons 
are pure emotion, folklore, or misinfor- 
mation. The junior Senator from 
Washington asserts—and he welcomes 
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contradiction—that every valid reason 
advanced for Federal controls can be 
applied just as well, and far better, to 
having controls determined and admin- 
istered at the local community level. 
Until 1941-42, the ownership, the man- 
agement, and conduct of real property 
in America has been historically subject 
to and regulated by local ordinance or 
State statute. If and where expanding 
employment in defense industry, or in- 
creased population at military establish- 
ments take place, to the end that regu- 
lation and control of rents is demon- 
strably shown and needed, that deter- 
mination and that regulation can best be 
administered equitably, with justice to 
owner and tenant, by the community or 
by its parent State. 

We all agree that there was no hous- 
ing shortage in 1940. An analysis of the 
figures presented in the census bulletins 
has just been published by John and 
Richard Usher, contractors and engi- 
neers, located at 6313 Wentworth Ave- 
nue, Chicago 21. The results of their 
study are both interesting and enlight- 
ening. Among the findings are the 
following: 

First. The number of dwellings in- 
creased 23.6 percent. 

Second. The population increased only 
14.5 percent. 

Third. The increase in the number of 
dwellings exceeded by 2,000,000 the in- 
crease in the number of families. 

Fourth. The number of dwellings oc- 
cupied by owners increased 8.2 millions, 

Fifth. The number of dwellings oc- 
cupied by tenants decreased 0.5 million. 

Sixth. The number of vacant dwell- 
ings rose from 2.5 millions to 3.4 millions, 

Seventh. The number of dwellings oc- 
cupied by only one person increased 45 
percent, reaching in 1950 the astounding 
total of 3.9 millions. 

The Government figures provided by 
the Census Bureau—and no one, to my 
knowledge, has yet taken exception to 
or contradicted them—now positively 
prove for the first time that rent con- 
trol is wholly responsible for the misuse 
of housing space and the maldistribu- 
tion of the people—a situation which is 
being called a housing shortage. 

Let us consider that, prior to rent con- 
trol, thousands of rental units in every 
big city were occupied by two or more 
single working girls or by two bachelors. 
Shortly after rents were frozen, the in- 
comes of those people were, on the aver- 
age, greatly increased. Figures show 
that these single people quickly dis- 
persed, to occupy more of the available 
rental housing. With rentals frozen and 
costs increasing, owners sought to rent 
their vacancies to the least number of 
people, and continued so to do. 

There is not, today, in my opinion, a 
housing shortage. There is, however, a 
serious maldistribution of rental space, 
caused and continued by Federal rent 
control. The decontrol of Los Angeles, 
which had the largest percentage in- 
crease in population in the last 10 years, 
and which is the third largest city in the 
United States, is proof that decontrol 
quickly cures the so-called housing 
shortage. 

The Federal Government should get 
out of, and stay out of, the privately 
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owned real-property-management busi- 
ness. Its 10 years’ experience in this 
field has driven shelter from the mar- 
ket; it has stifled investment in the pro- 
duction of new rental facilities; it has 
hurt millions of low-income, elderly peo- 
ple, who, through a lifetime of thrift, 
have provided their own social security, 
their own unemployment insurance, by 
acquiring small rental facilities; it has 
permitted high-income wage earners to 
live upon low-income owners; and, may I 
say, parenthetically, that there are just 
as many owners with incomes of less 
than $2,000 as there are tenants. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time of the Senator from Washington 
has expired. 

‘Mr. CAIN. May I have a minute 
more? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Washington is recognized 
for one more minute. 

Mr. CAIN. Iam very grateful. 

So, Mr. President, if I believed that 
rent control would maintain low month- 
ly rentals, while at the same time adding 
to the supply of dwellings for rent, I 
should be strongly in support of it. But 
10 years’ experience has proved that 
Federal rent control has done no such 
thing. I am, therefore, convinced that 
this Nation can either have rent control 
or have rental facilities—it cannot have 
both. The choice remains with the 
Congress. ; 

Mr. President, with reference to two 
questions which have sometimes been 
raised, the questions as to who has raised 
the rents, and for what reason, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp as a part of my remarks a 
brief statement on that subject. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recor, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR CAIN 

Every proponent of further Federal rent 
control dwells at length on the abnormal 
and unconscionable rental increases that 
have and will take place with the removal of 
Trent control. Increases of 30, 40, yes, 50 
percent are enumerated and mentioned as 
common practice among gouging landlords, 
They emphasize that these exhorbitant in- 
creases are most common among the low- 
income tenant groups. 

The junior Senator from Washington 
would like to get the record straight on 


this business of who is raising rents on 
whom—and how much. 

Let us take a look at the Federal Gov- 
ernment in its role of a landlord. Our 
Government is in the rental business all over 
the land, either directly or as the copartner 
of many municipal housing authorities in 
the administration and management of sub- 
sidized, low-rent public housing. 

I hold in my hand a letter dated June 1, 
1951, from Mr. J. Gilbert Scheib, executive 
director of the Housing Authority of New 
Orleans, addressed to Mr. J. Clarence Hirsch, 
president of the New Orleans Real Estate 
Board. The letter explains the new increased 
rent schedule for six public housing projects 
in New Orleans, to be effective July 1, 1951. 
I read: 

“In further explanation of the foregoing, 
the present minimum rent is $10 a month 
commencing at an annual income of $705 or 
less if there are fewer than three minors and 
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commencing at an annual income of $846 or 
less if there are three or more minors. 

“Effective July 1, 1951, the Authority will 
put into affect a revised schedule of income 
and rentals based upon the provisions of 
title III of the 1949 Housing Act. 

“Rent is based upon 23 percent of income 
for all tenants. The minimum rent after 
July 1 will be $15 a month, with an increase 
of $1 a month for every additional $53 of an- 
nual income.” 

Let me now read from a letter addressed 
to me from Mr. Gordon Dean, Chairman of 
the Atomic Energy Commission, dated Febru- 
ary 19, 1951, relative to rental increases, 
effective August 1, 1951, at their Oak Ridge 
and Hanford plants. 

“During the latter part of 1950, independ- 
ent real-estate appraisals were obtained to 
determine shelter rents which would be com- 
parable to those currently prevailing in the 
surrounding areas at both projects. The ap- 
praisals indicated that the shelter rents 
should be increased approximately 28 percent 
on all units or an average of $10.74 per hous- 
ing unit at Oak Ridge, and 41 percent on all 
units or an average of $13.17 per housing unit 
at Richland. A few minor variations from 
the flat 41 percent increase at Richland will 
occur in a few units which have been re- 
designated as to desirability of locations. 

“These final rent increases will eliminate 
entirely the inequities between rentals of 
comparable housing units on and off the proj- 
ect sites. Eliminating the federally sub- 
sidized rents will also remove one of the 
obstacles to the development of housing off 
the project sites by private enterprise, as well 
as constituting an important and essential 
step toward making private investment in 
homes feasible on project sites. 

“Rent appraisals have been made at Los 
Alamos and announcement relative to rent 
changes will be made in the near future.” 

And now from my own State of Washing- 
ton, a letter dated April 12, 1951, from Mr. 
Charles Ross, executive director of the Seattle 
Housing Authority, addressed to “All Resi- 
dents of Sand Point Homes.” It reads: 

“You are hereby notified that the rent in- 
crease of which you received notice under 
date of March 2, 1951, will become effective 
May 1, 1951, instead of April 1, 1951.” 

And what are the new rentals? 


Comparative rental scale on Sand Point 
homes 
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How many more similar examples of rental 
increases there may be throughout America 
in projects where Uncle Sam is either owner 
or coowner, I do not presently know, but 
what should be made completely clear is the 
obvious economic fact that rental property, 
whether privately or publicly owned, must 
have income sufficient to pay its operating 
expenses and its fixed charges. 

Let us be done with castigating and con- 
demning a great thrifty segment of our citi- 
zenry—the only segment who have remained 
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shackled for 10 long years under a wartime- 
imposed control. 

Let us be done with taking a few isolated 
percentage figures on rental increases from 
BLS survey reports and blowing them up 
into a national hysteria for Federal rent 
regulation. 

Let the Congress be done with encourag- 
ing Uncle Sam to hit a private rental-prop- 
erty owner a jolt on the jaw with his left 
hand and putting his right hand into the 
pocket of a tenant in publicly owned rental 
property. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Has 
the Senator from South Carolina yielded 
time to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I un- 
derstood that the Senator from South 
Carolina, before leaving the Chamber, 
had yielded 4 minutes to the Senator 
from New York. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from New York is recognized for 
4 minutes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, it seems 
to me that the amendment of the distin- 
guished Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRK- 
SEN] is another instance of the efforts 
which have been made in the Senate 
during the past few days, not to lower 
the cost of living but to increase the cost 
of living. Obviously, this amendment, 
if it were to prevail, would materially 
increase the cost of living. Let me read 
a portion of it: 

For housing accommodations, in any rent- 
control area or portion thereof, which had 
a maximum rent in effect under the Housing 
and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, imme- 
diately prior to the effective date of this title, 
the maximum rent shall not be less than the 
annual rent for any given year selected by 
the owner of the accommodation multiplied 
by the cost-of-living correction increment 
for the appropriate year in accordance with 


the following schedule: 1943, 1.87; 1944, 1.35; 
1945, 1.32— 


The schedule for the remaining years, 
1945 to 1949, follows. That would mean, 
if this amendment were to prevail, that 
the landlord could fix a price, based on 
the 1945 figures, 37 percent above exist- 
ing rates. It is a perfectly monstrous 
proposal. 

We know that rent plays a very great 
part in the budget of the average Ameri- 
can family. It usually takes as much 
as one-fourth of the budget of persons 
who are working on small salaries. A 
proposal to raise rents by 37 percent 
seems to me to be completely indefensi- 
ble. The bill as reported by the com- 
mittee would raise rents 20 percent. I 
am opposed to that; I think it is too 
high. I believe that the figure should 
remain at 15 percent. However, a 37- 
percent increase, which is the base figure 
of the amendment, seems to me to be 
completely unjustifiable. 

However, the amendment goes fur- 
ther; it says: 

(2) For housing accommodations, in any 
rent control area or portion thereof, which 
had no maximum rent in effect under the 
Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, 
the maximum rent shall not be less than the 
rents prevailing for such housing accommo- 


dations or comparable housing accommoda- 
tions on June 24, 1950, 


- Mr. President, we know that under 
the pressure of the desire to secure de- 
cent accommodations, rents in the 
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decontrolled areas were raised by as 
much as 50, 60, 70, or 100 percent. 
Under this amendment those rents 
would remain in force; they could not be 
reduced. The amendment would place 
on the people a burden which they sim- 
ply could not support. 

The Senator from Illinois has brought 
out the fact that in France, because of 
the great increase in building, rents have 
gone down. I wonder whether the Sen- 
ator from Illinois realizes that today 
the Government controls the building of 
housing units. It exercises that control 
both by the control of materials and by 
credit restrictions. It is estimated that 
this year not more than 850,000 new 
housing units will be built. Only a week 
ago I had the privilege of leading a fight 
against an amendment by the Senator 
from Illinois, by which it was sought to 
reduce the public-housing units from 
50,000 to 5,000. The strongest argument 
the Senator from Illinois was able to 
advance at that time was that we could 
not afford to build 50,000 units because 
they would take too much of the essen- 
tial materials. 

Now, as an argument in favor of his 
amendment, the Senator from Illinois 
says we should let nature take its course, 
and that if we do not control rents at a 
low level, more and more new housing 
will be built. However, Mr. President, 
that is not so. More new housing simply 
cannot be built, because of the restric- 
tions on materials and credit. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time of the Senator from New York has 
expired. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
understand the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. Dirksen] desires to modify his 
amendment, and that may be done in 
my time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Illinois is recognized. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, in the 
interest of clarification of the amend- 
ment, I modify it on page 24, at the end 
of line 11, by striking out the period and 
inserting a semicolon, and the following: 
“and by striking out ‘Housing Expe- 
diter’ whenever it appears therein and 
substituting ‘President.’” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator has a right to modify his 
own amendment, and the modification 
will be made, 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, that 
modification will simply make the 
amendment conform to what the com- 
mittee previously dic. 

Mr. MAYBANK. That is correct. 

Mr. President, I am opposed to the 
amendment of the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois, and I favor the committee 
provision. 

The committee provision places the 
control of rents under Mr. Johnston, 
the Stabilization Administrator. We 
believe that the control of rents should 
be placed under him, because most 
other stabilization controls have been 
placed under him. The committee pro- 
vision keeps in effect the present rent- 
control laws which permit communities 
or States to decontrol, or in some in- 
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stances to recontrol, if they themselves 
desire to do so on a local basis. 

The committee proposal allows a 20- 
percent increase in rents from the base 
period, deducting certain increases 
which had been previously granted. 
The committee provision takes care of 
hardship cases. 

We believe that the amendment to the 
present law recommended by the com- 
mittee is fair to the owners of homes, 
and also to those who rent, because 
those who rent and whose rents have 
not been controlled have, according to 
the best information the committee 
could obtain, had their rents materially 
increased. The committee is opposed to 
any material increase of rents at this 
time because of the situation in the 
country, inasmuch as new apartment 
houses cannot be built, because of credit 
restrictions under regulation X, and so 
forth. 

May I add that any area which comes 
under rent control has to do so, under 
the law, by being a critical defense 
housing area; and as to that situation, 
the standards are set. In other words, 
both Secretary Marshall for the mili- 
tary, and Mr. Wilson, for the produc- 
tion centers—such as, if I may say so, 
Gary, Ind.—I do not know whether rents 
there will be controlled, but I simply 
use it as an illustration—will jointly 
have to declare the area a critical de- 
fense housing area, and will have to 
certify that there has been a tremen- 
dous increase in the number of defense 
workers or military personnel there. 

So I hope the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Illinois. will be rejected, and I 
trust the provision reported by the com- 
mittee will be adopted, for it is based on 
community rights, State rights, and lo- 
cal rights, except when the Secretary of 
Defense, Mr. Marshall, and the Mobili- 
zation Director, Mr. Wilson, deem rent 
control necessary in a critical defense- 
housing area; and when that finding is 
made, regulation X must be relaxed, so 
that additional housing units can be 
constructed for the benefit of the de- 
fense workers and military personnel. 

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield. 

Mr. HOEY. I wish to ask the distin- 
guished Senator from South Carolina 
whether the committee provision would 
in any wise interfere with the action of 
municipalities in decontrolling, unless 
they are in a critical defense area. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The committee 
amendment would not so interfere, ex- 
cept as the Senator has just stated; in 
other words, except when Mr, Wilson 
and Secretary Marshall declare the area 
to be a critical defense-housing area. In 
that case, rents in that area will be con- 
trolled, and, likewise, regulation X will 
be relaxed as I previously explained, 
Even in critical defense-housing areas, 
local communities may decontrol them- 
selves and not be subject to recontrol by 
Federal action for a 30-day period. 

Mr. HOEY. Under the operation of 
the committee provision, the local com- 
munities or the governing bodies will 
also still be able to decontrol in any sec- 
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tion which is not a critical defense sec- 
tion or area. Is that correct? 

Mr. MAYBANK. That is correct. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I now 
yield to the Senator from Illinois. I un- 
derstand that he wishes to have me yield 
5 minutes to him, and I now do so. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Illinois is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I re- 
gret to differ with my colleague from Il- 
linois. Although we are of opposing po- 
litical parties, I think it would be dif- 
ficult to have two Senators on opposite 
sides of the aisle who get along better 
in connection with the transaction of 
ordinary business. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield briefly to me, in my 
time? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I might facetiously 
remark “certainly on the business of Il- 
linois,” since both Senators are on the 
committee. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. However, I am afraid 
that my colleague, with the best motives 
in the world, has made a bad mistake 
in making this proposal, because he is 
proposing to abolish all rent control in 
those cities which voluntarily, by inac- 
tion, have chosen to remain under Fed- 
eral control. In the defense areas he is 
proposing a quite extraordinary increase 
in rents amounting to 37 percent. 

Mr. President, rent now forms 11 per- 
cent of the consumer’s average budget, 
But it is much more than this for low-in- 
come families. This is therefore an in- 
tegral part of price stabilization, If rent 
control is removed, we can tell pretty 
well what will happen to rents in the 
cities which voluntarily have chosen to 
remain under Federal control up to this 
date. For I have before me the testi- 
mony of Secretary of Labor Tobin, which 
shows that in the cities which decon- 
trolled there was a 53 percent increase 
over September 1939, as compared with 
a 25 percent increase in the controlled 
cities, At a conservative estimate, I 
think the amendment will mean a fur- 
ther increase of from 25 to 50 percent in 
rents in cities which would be decon- 
trolled by this amendment, and, there- 
fore, an average increase of 3 to 6 per- 
cent in the total cost of living and more 
than this for the low-wage workers. 

I want to say, very frankly, that I 
would have favored the abolition of rent 
control on June 30 of this year, had it 
not been for Korea. But Korea and the 
war orders which have come as a result 
of Korea have caused an intensification 
of activity and strain in most of the 
cities of the country. The defense ef- 
fort is not confined to critical defense 
areas; it is diffused over the country as 
a whole, and there is, therefore, a na- 
tional responsibility for the conditions 
which are created by defense orders. 
These conditions will be intensified in 
the months which lie ahead. We are 
just beginning to get a flow of defense 
orders, and by next year at this time 
the flow will be at least doubled. Ad- 
ditional workers will be streaming into 
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our cities, and the rent problem will be 
very acute. If we decontrol against the 
will of the localities, we may expect rents 
to rise and greater pressure for increased 
wages. 

The Banking Committee has tried to 
be fair to the landlord. We have pro- 
vided an increase of 20 percent over the 
base period, which is to be cumulative. 
Landlords who, for one reason or an- 
other, have not received any increase up 
to this time will be able to get a 20-per- 
cent increase on the mere presentation 
of an affidavit. Those who have re- 
ceived a 15-percent increase, which is, I 
suppose, a fairly common practice, will 
have an additional 5-percent increase. 
Over and above the 20 percent it is 
‘always possible for individual landlords, 
upon a showing of fact, to get a further 

increase if hardship has been caused. 
Mr. President, I should like to make 
one more point before I take my seat, 
namely, that a rise of 20 percent in gross 
rent means much more than an increase 
‘of 20 percent in net income to the land- 
‘Jord. If we assume that for every $100 
‘in gross rents, $40 represents net oper- 
‘ating income to the landlord, it is obvi- 
ous that an increase of 20 percent in 
gross rents means an increase of approx- 
imately 50 percent in net operating in- 
come, the residue after expenses are 
paid. An increase of 5 percent in gross 
rents will mean an increase of at least 
12% percent in net operating income 
‘after costs have been met. 

So we are trying to be fair to the land- 
lord, and yet provide protection for the 
‘great mass of city dwellers who are now 
living under rent control, under difficult 
‘conditions occasioned by the emergency, 
and who would be very badly pressed in- 
deed were rent control to be lifted by 
Congress against the will of the locali- 
ties themselves. I hope the amendment 
will be defeated. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, in 
the absence of the chairman of the com- 
mittee, I have been designated to con- 
trol the time. May I inquire how much 
time is left? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from South Carolina has 13 
minutes left. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. So far as I know, 
there are no other requests for time on 
this side. I shall take a very few min- 
utes, and then shall reserve the re- 
mainder of the time. 

Mr. President, I hope that the amend- 
ment offered by the able and distin- 
guished Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRK- 
SEN] will not prevail, but that the com- 
mittee will be sustained in the rent pro- 
vision which it wrote into the bill. 

I do not believe it would have been 
possible to write a fairer rent-control 
provision, if we are to have rent control, 
So far as I recall, the committee was 
virtually unanimous in its belief that 
there should be some kind of rent con- 
trol. At the risk of duplicating some 
of the things which have been said, I 
desire to mention very briefly the pro- 
visions made in the pending bill with 
reference to rent contro’. 

The first is that communities which 
still have rent control are allowed to 
retain it if they wish to do so. As a 
matter of fact, they are now under rent 
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control by virtue of their own choice. 
Some of them are under rent control by 
reason of having passed ordinances ask- 
ing that they be put under Federal rent 
control. Others are under rent control 
simply because of their not having 
availed themselves of the opportunity to 
take themselves from under it. They 
have had that opportunity for some time. 
We leave that condition as it is, with 
the right retained for any community 
or any State to get from under rent con- 
trol any time it so desires. That is the 
local-option provision which has been in 
the law for a couple of years. 

The second thing the committee pro- 
vision does is to allow other communi- 
ties that are not under rent control to 
come under it by their own action. No 
one has the right to put them under 
rent control, but if a State or a com- 
munity or a county, through its proper 
governing body, should ask the Federal 
Government to extend rent control to 
that particular area, the Federal Gov- 
ernment would do so. 

Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN, I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Texas. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Does the present 
law provide that a State or a municipal- 

3 17585 take itself from under rent con- 

0 

* Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes, Just before 
the distinguished Senator from Texas 
came into the Chamber I had explained 


>that as the first item, I shall repeat 


it very briefly. Many cities and com- 
; munities throughout the country are 


{under rent control and have been for 


some time, but during the past couple 
“of years they have had the privilege of 
getting from under it. So that those 
that are under rent control are under 
it as the result of their own voluntary 
action or inaction. 

Mr. CONNALLY, Then, the bill does 
not change that situation? 

Mr. SPARKMAN, It does not change 
it in any respect. It gives additional 
communities the right to come under 
rent control if they would like to do so, 
but only in that case. 

The only instance in which the Fed- 
eral Government would intervene and 
extend control without voluntary action 
being taken by the community itself, 
would be in those areas which have been 
declared by the Secretary of Defense and 
the Director of Mobilization to be crit- 
ical defense-housing areas, and there 
the Federal Government may impose 
controls if three conditions coexist. 
Those conditions are set forth in the 
bill. One is that there must be a new 
defense plant or the extension of an 
existing defense plant. The second is 
that as a result of that there is a heavy 
in-migration of workers. The third is 
that there is a shortage of housing. 

All three of those factors must coexist 
in an area which has been declared to 
be a critical defense-housing area. In 
that event rent controls will be imposed 
by the Federal Government, but at the 
same time regulation X must be relaxed. 
in order to lend incentive and en- 
couragement to the building of new 
housing, 
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Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President; will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. It seems to me that 
the amount of rent increase authorized 
in the committee bill of 20 percent is 
unusually liberal and generous. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I was just coming 
to that. I have not discussed it yet. 
That was my next point. 

Mr. LEHMAN. So as not to interrupt 
the Senator again, I should like to point 
out now that, while it is perfectly true 
that there have been increases in wages 
and in supplies, which have advanced 
the cost of operation, there has been no 
increase, so far as I know, in two of the 
most important items which go into the 
operating costs, namely, interest on 
mortgages and taxes. So far as interest 
on mortgages is concerned, undoubted- 
ly it is lower today than it was some 
years ago. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. This ques- 
tion of how much rentals should be 
raised is a difficult one. My good friend 
from Illinois apparently feels that it 
should be tied directly in with the cost 
of living. I do not feel that that is a 
safe criterion, largely by reason of the 
existence of factors, two or which the 
Senator from New York has pointed out. 
I feel that there ought to be some in- 
crease. I believe that if we study all 
the costs that tie in directly with the 
ownership, operation, and maintenance 
of rental units it will be found that some 
increase is justified, and, as a matter of 
fact, we have recognized that in the past 
by authorizing a 15 percent voluntary 
increase. 

My own feeling is that the figures as 
to operating costs at the present time 
would justify even a little higher in- 
crease than we have given. I said in 
committee, it may be recalled, that some 
figures we have had would justify an in- 
crease of about 24 percent. My own 
feeling was that they would justify an 
increase of about 22 percent. But I feel 
that 20 percent is just about as faira - 
figure as the committee could agree on, 
and it was the figure on which the com- 
mittee did agree. Remember, that is 
not 20 percent flat increase, because it 
includes the previous 15 percent volun- 
tary increase we have authorized. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. I wish to congratulate 
the committee because of the careful 
manner in which they have gone into 
the problem. Here again we have a sit- 
uation which we are more likely to find 
existing in a critical defense area. 
There was a time when every locality 
wanted to be declared a critical defense 
area, in order to obtain more housing. 
But as I now understand, it is more diffi- 
cult to secure new industrial expansion 
in an area which is declared to be a 
critical defense area. The Senator from 
Alabama has pointed out that if an area 
is declared to be a critical defense area 
it is more likely that there will be Fed- 
eral imposition of rent control. Such 
factors will tend to reduce the local 
pressure to be declared a critical defense 
area where it is not necessary. 
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Mr. SPARKMAN. There are many 
problems which arise when we try to 
operate a well regulated rent-control 
program. I feel we should get rid of 
rent control as soon as we can, but I also 
feel that everybody agrees that in de- 
fense areas it is almost necessary to 
have some kind of rent control. So far 
as other areas are concerned, the com- 
munities can pass on whether they need 
it. I believe the committee has written 
just about as fair a rent-control meas- 
ure as can be written. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 

Mr. MOODY. I am in agreement with 
the sentiments expressed by the Sen- 
ator from New York [Mr. LEHMAN] but, 
as the distinguished Senator from Ala- 
bama has said, in the committee it was 
a matter of give and take. There were 
proposals before the committee calling 
for larger increases, and it seemed to 
me that the most practical thing to do 
was to place the figure at 20 percent, a 
figure fair to everyone. Therefore, I 
shall support the position of the Sen- 
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Illinois is recognized, 

Mr: DIRKSEN. May I inquire of my 
friend from Alabama if he has any 
time left? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from South Carolina has 4 
minutes left. The Senator from Illinois 
has 8 minutes left. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I wonder if the Sen- 
ator from Alabama will not yield 2 min- 
utes to me so I can allot 10 minutes to 
the junior Senator from Ohio [Mr, 
Bricker], who is a member of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes; I yield 2 min- 
utes to the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I thank the Senator 
from Alabama. 

Mr. President, I now yield 10 minutes 
to the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Bricker]. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I know 
of few matters that have been before 
the Senate on which there is more con- 
fusion at the present time than the sub- 
ject now under consideration. The 
Senator from Alabama has discussed the 
amendment in the light of what the 
committee did. He admitted that there 
had, some time ago, been a 15 percent 
voluntary increase, and that the com- 
mittee bill now allows 20 percent, so at 
best the maximum amount is 5 percent 
additional allowed by the committee. 

The maximum amount allowed in the 
amendment of the Senator from Illinois 
is not 37 percent, but is 37 percent for 
the year 1942 only, less 15 percent and 
less any other increases which have been 
allowed since 1942. For 1947 there is 
only 2 percent difference between the 
committee amendment and the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Illinois. There 
was left out of the figures the consumer 
index for 1942, the date which ought in 
equity to apply, because that was 61 per- 
cent, and nobody wanted to support that 
with that standing out like a sore thumb. 
So the committee turned that formula 
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down, and then adopted its own formula, 
the one in the bill before the Senate, 
which was written by Mr. Tighe Woods 
and by his assistants, and sent down to 
our committee, and practically no dis- 
cussion was had on it whatsoever. 

The Senator from Illinois has suggest- 
ed that adoption of the pending amend- 
ment means a percentage rise of 11 per- 
cent in the cost of living. There is 
nothing that could be more mislead- 
ing or confusing than a statement of 
that kind. We are dealing here only 
with 3,500,000 rental units out of a 
total of 45,000,000 living units in this 
country, and that 11 percent, even if it 
is a true figure—and it is not—applied to 
that number of units would apply to six- 
tenths of 1 percent of the cost of living 
of the people of the United States. So 
the amount involved is reduced almost 
to an absurd minimum as far as the 
contention of increase in cost of living 
is concerned. 

Had the Senator from New York been 
more familiar with the record he would 
not have made the statements and as- 
sumptions he made on the floor a few 
moments ago when he said that the 
amendment would mean a 37-percent 
increase, and that rental of private 
property, when it has been taken out 
from under control, has increased 50, 60, 
or even 100 percent in some instances. 

Let me point out to the Senate what 
the Federal Government is doing at the 
present time. The Federal Government 
has said to the people of the United 
States “You will have to tighten your 
belts.” But the Government will not 
tighten its belt when it comes to the 
Federal budget. It will not tighten its 
belt when it comes to a question of taxes. 
The Federal Government, now, in peace- 
time, employs more civilian employees 
than ever before. The same is true with 
respect to rents imposed by the Gov- 
ernment, The Government says to the 
3,500,000 owners who have been under 
control since 1942, and who have car- 
ried too great a part of the burden of 
reconstruction, that we must have 
equality of sacrifice. I cannot help re- 
ferring to the fact that representatives 
of labor unions as well as representatives 
of Government have stated that we must 
have eauality of sacrifice. 

Mr. President, if the amendment of the 
committee is accepted, and the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Illinois is re- 
jected, the result will be a sacrifice of 
equality. That will mean the creation 
of a second class of people in this coun- 
try, and saying to them, “You cannot 
have any advantage of the adultera- 
tion of the dollar that has been brought 
on by inflation.” 

The Government asks that there be 
equality of sacrifice. That, Mr. Presi- 
dent, is all that we are asking for in this 
instance. But the Federal Government 
does not want to hold down the rents 
on property it controls. I have in my 
hand an instance of the Federal Gov- 
ernment in the past 6 months having 
notified tenants of publicly owned units 
that there will be an increase in rents. 
In one public-property project an in- 
crease of 53 percent, in another class of 
47 percent, in another class of 114 per- 
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cent, has been demanded. Those are the 
terms of a federally subsidized public- 
housing- authority, dealing with occu- 
pants of its property, who are supposed 
to be in the lower-income group. The 
Government has imposed an increase of 
rent of as much as 114 percent. Yet 
Senators will stand on this floor and say 
to owners of private property, “You can- 
not increase your rents, even though the 
cost of maintenance has gone up 115 per- 
cent in some cases, and 50 percent in 
practically all cases.” 

The Senator from New York says that 
the interest rate has not changed. In- 
terest is not allowed by the Rent Control 
Authority in fixing rents. The Senator 
from New York says that taxes have not 
gone up. Everyone knows that taxes 
have gone up in practically every State 
of the Union; in the State of New York 
the same as in any other State. They 
have gone up in my State and in every 
other State, and we are imposing more 
and more taxes on the American people 
at the present time. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I have 
very little time left. The Senator can 
use his own time. 

There has been an increase in the 
profits of business. They are based 
upon 1950 values in this bill. We have 
had increased labor costs, and they are 
still going up at the present time. Yet 
we propose, under the committee bill, 
to say to the people who have saved their 
money and put it into real estate, and 
who expected to live on the income from 
their real estate, “You cannot have any 
benefit from the inflation which is tak- 
ing place. You cannot be put on a par 
with business, or on a level with labor. 
You are going to be suppressed, because 
there are more renters than property 
owners.” 

Mr. President, I am not concerned with 
the big apartment owners. They can get 
around the law, and they have gotten 
around it. They can get their increases, 
and they have gotten them. They have 
lawyers and accountants who can bring 
them within the range of the increases 
which have taken place. But 82 percent 
of the living units under control in the 
United States at the present time are 
owned by people who own four living 
units or less; and 51 percent of the rental 
units under control at the present time 
are owned by people who have one living 
unit for rent. That is the property 
which they saved their money to buy, 
and upon which they expected to live 
in their old age. That is the property 
upon which they expected their depend- 
ents to live if they should pass away. 
Today the Federal Government is plac- 
ing a collar around their necks and say- 
ing to them, “You cannot have any of 
the advantages which labor and business 
have enjoyed. You must be put on the 
basis of 1942 so far as your income is 
concerned, while everyone else is brought 
up to the level of 1950 or even 1951.” 

That is not fair consideration of the 
people of the United States. If we hope 
to maintain the kind of government we 
have had in the past, we must do equity 
and justice, and be fair to all classes of, 


| 
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the people of the United States, espe- 
cially those who have been thrifty, who 
have saved their money, who have built 
their homes, and who are being taxed 
unconscionably at the present time to 
carry the burden of a cost of govern- 
ment such as no people in the world 
have ever experienced. Only by being 
fair and just and right to all our citi- 
zens can we hope to maintain liberty in 
America. 

This issue goes far beyond the ques- 
tion now under consideration on the 
floor of the Senate. It is proposed that 
the Federal Government suppress one 
class of citizens, one of the best classes, 
the great middle class, who have main- 
tained themselves against a day of need, 
and who have tried to provide their own 
social security. The Government is con- 
stantly making them more and more de- 
pendent upon the Government and upon 
the edicts and personal desires for power 
of the bureaucrats who today are hold- 
ing them under suppression and prevent- 
ing them from enjoying the rights to 
which they are entitled. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names; 


Aiken Hayden Millikin 
Anderson Hendrickson Monroney 
Bennett Hennings Moody 
Benton Hickenlooper Morse 
Brewster Hill Mundt 
Bricker Hoey Neely 
Bridges Holland Nixon 
Butler, Md. Humphrey O'Conor 
Butler, Nebr. Ives O'Mahoney 
Jenner Pastore 
Capehart Johnson, Colo. Robertson 
Carlson Johnson, Tex. Russell 
Case Kefauver Saltonstall 
Clements Kem Schoeppel 
Connally Kerr Smith, Maine 
Cordon Kilgore Smith, N. J. 
Dirksen Knowland Smith, N. C. 
Douglas Langer Sparkman 
Lehman Stennis 
Dworshak Long Taft 
Eastland Magnuson Thye 
Ellender Malone Tobey 
Ferguson Maybank Underwood 
Flanders McCarran Watkins 
Frear Carthy Welker 
Fulbright McClellan Wherry 
McFarland Wiley 
Gillette McKellar W 
Green McMahon Young 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A 
quorum is present. The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], 
as modified. 

Mr. MAYBANK and other Senators 
requested the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from Virginia [Mr, 
Byrp] and the Senator from New Mex- 
ico [Mr. Cuavez] are unavoidably de- 
tained on official business. 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr, 
Hunt] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JOHNSTON] is absent on official commit- 


tee business. p 


The Senator from Montana [Mr, 
Murray] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate on official business, having been ap- 
pointed a representative of our Govern- 
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ment to attend the International Labor 
Conference being held in Geneva, Swit- 
zerland, and if present would vote “nay.” 
The Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS] is absent because of illness. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. Ecron] 
and the Senator from Massachusetts 
(Mr. LopcE] are absent on official busi- 
ness. If present and voting, the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Lope] would 
vote “nay.” 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent because of illness. 
The result was announced—yeas 19, 
nays 68, as follows: 


YEAS—19 
Bennett Dirksen Welker 
Bricker Hickenlooper Wherry 
Butler, Nebr sone Wiley 
n Williams 
Carlson Tacwland Young 
Case Malone 
Cordon Mundt 
NAYS—68 
Aiken Hennings Monroney 
Anderson Hill Moody 
Benton Hoey Morse 
Brewster Holland Neely 
Bridges Humphrey Nixon 
Butler, Md. Ives O'Conor 
Capehart Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Pastore 
Connally Kefauver Robertson 
Douglas Kerr Russell 
Duff Kilgore Saltonstall 
Dworshak Langer Schoeppel 
Eastland Lehman Smith, Maine 
Ellender Long Smith, N. J. 
Magnuson Smith, N. C. 
Flanders Maybank 8 
r McCarran Stennis 
Pulbright McCarthy Taft 
George McClellan Thye 
Gillette McFarland Tobey 
Green McKellar Underwood 
Hayden McMahon Watkins 
endrickson Millikin 
NOT VOTING—9 
Byrd Hunt 
Chavez Johnston, S. C. Murray 
Ecton Lodge Smathers 


So Mr. DirRKsEn’s amendment, as 
modified, was rejected. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I do 
not know whether I should take time at 
this point; but in view of the fact that I 
must leave the Chamber to preside over 
a meeting of a subcommittee of the 
Appropriations Committee—— 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, we 
are proceeding under a limitation of 
time. I should like to know to whose 
time the time used by the Senator from 
Nevada will be charged. Of course, we 
are now dealing with the rent-control 
section of the bill. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. However, Mr. Presi- 
dent, no amendment is pending at this 
moment. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I do 
not know of any pending amendment, If 
I am im error, I stand ready to be cor- 
rected. I wish to offer an amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 


Senator from Nevada is recognized for. 
the purpose of offering an amendment. 
Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 


wish to submit an amendment at this 
time, because in a few minutes I must 


leave the Chamber to go to a meeting of 


:a subcommittee of the Appropriations 
Committee which is dealing with the 
State Department appropriations. I 


must serve as chairman at that meeting. 
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Therefore at this time I desire to sub- 
mit an amendment if that will not in- 
convenience any other Senator. 

I ask that my amendment be consid- 
ered at this time, and I offer it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
amendment will be stated. 

The Cuter CLERK. On page 15, fol- 
lowing line 18, it is proposed to insert the 
following new section: 

Sec. 6. (a) Clause (4) of section 2 (a) of 


the Administrative Procedure Act is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(4) the functions conferred by the fol- 
lowing statutes: the Universal Military Train- 
ing and Service Act; the Contract Settlement 
Act of 1944; and the Surplus Property Act 
of 1944.” 

(b) All laws or parts of laws enacted prior 


The 


to the date of enactment of this section 


which grant exemption from the provisions 
of the Administrative Procedure Act are re- 
pealed, and the following parts of laws are 
specifically repealed: 

(1) Section 302 of the First Supplemental 
Appropriation Act, 1947 (60 Stat. 918); 

(2) Section 601 of the Social Security Act 
Amendments of 1946 (60 Stat. 993); 

(3) Section 6 (a) of the Sugar Control Ex- 
tension Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 37); ' 

(4) Section 210 of the Housing and Rent 
Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 201); 

(5) Section 301 of the Housing and Rent 
Act of 1948 (62 Stat. 99); 

(6) Section 5 of the Second Decontrol Act 
of 1947 (61 Stat. 323); 

(7) Section 7 of the Export Control Act of 
1949 (Public Law 11, 81st Cong.); 

(8) Section 3 (i) of the International 
Wheat Agreement Act of 1949 (Public Law 
421, Bist Cong.); 

(9) The first sentence of section 709 of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 (Public Law 
774, 8ist Cong.); 

(10) The paragraph headed “General Pro- 

Department of Justice” in chapter 
III of the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 
1951 (Public Law 843, 81st Cong.); and 

(11) Section 305 of the Federal Civil De- 
fense Act of 1950 (Public Law 920, sist 
Cong.). 

(c) Nothing contained in this section shall 
be construed to invalidate, or to require any 
change in, any proceedings conducted by or 
before any agency of the Government which 
were commenced prior to the effective date 
of this section, or to invalidate any action 
of any such agency taken prior to such date 
or any action taken after such date in con- 
nection with any such proceedings. 

(d) This section shall become effective on 
the thirtieth day following the date of its 
enactment. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Neety in the chair). The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran]. 

The Senator from Nevada is recog- 
nized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 


purpose of this amendment is to halt and 


reverse the trend toward legislative nulli- 
fication of the Administrative Procedure 
Act. 

The Administrative Procedure Act 


stands as a bulwark against unfairness in 
.the procedure of Federal agencies. 


It is 
a bill of rights for the multitude of 
Americans whose affairs are controlled 
or regulated in one way or another by 
agencies of the Federal Government. It 
is extremely unfortunate that the Con- 
gress should be a party to narrowing its 


‘scope and chipping away at its founda- 


tions by granting exemption after 
exemption, 


1951 


My amendment asks the Congress to 
wipe out the exemptions recently grant- 
ed, and, in effect, to serve notice that in 
the future any proposed exemption from 
the Administrative Procedure Act will 
have to be clearly justified, on the basis 
of most careful consideration, before the 
Congress will approve it. 

The exemptions which have come 
along since the Administrative Proce- 
dure Act became law have been grafted 
into or onto one bill or another, in many 
cases without even being brought to the 
specific attention of the committees 
which handle such bills. Exemption 
provisions have been presented, time 
after time, largely as matters of techni- 
cal draftsmanship; no hearings have 
been held on them; and they have found 
their way into law without, in some 
cases, even a word of discussion on the 
floor of either House of Congress. 

In the case of the exemption of the 
Civil Defense Act of 1950, Senators will 
recall that I raised the question with re- 
spect to that exemption, and that the 
Senate voted to delete the exemption 
provision from the bill. It was restored 
in conference, so that the Senate had no 
further opportunity to vote separately 
on the exemption. Adoption of my 
amendment now will reaffirm the posi- 
tion which the Senate took last year. 

Let me point out that the Administra- 
tive Procedure Act originally exempted 
the Selective Service System. On that 
basis, my proposed amendment would 
exempt the functions conferred by the 
Universal Military Training and Service 
Act, just enacted. But before the Con- 
gress approves any new exemption from 
the Administrative Procedure Act, in 
dealing with a statute which creates new 
functions, there should be a clear show- 
ing of some valid reason for the exemp- 
tion. 

If Congress is to make a practice of 
exempting new agencies and new func- 
tions from the Administrative Procedure 
Act, every time it passes a bill, then Con- 
gress might as well repeal the Adminis- 
trative Procedure Act in its entirety; for 
every such exemption granted by act of 
Congress is another prop knocked from 
under the Administrative Procedure Act. 

Before we vote on the pending amend- 
ment, it might be well to spend a little 
time considering some of the important 
guaranties which the Administrative 
Procedure Act gave to every citizen— 
guaranties which are being withdrawn, 
in part, by each exemption from that act, 
but guaranties which the adoption of my 
amendment would restore. 

One of the most important guaranties 
in the Administrative Procedure Act is 
the right of any person, compelled to ap- 
pear in person before an agency, or rep- 
resentative thereof, to be accompanied, 
represented, and advised by counsel. 

Another important guaranty con- 
tained in the Administrative Procedure 
Act is the right of every person who is 
compelled to submit data or evidence to 
an administrative agency to be entitled 
to retain, or, on payment of lawfully pre- 
scribed costs, to procure a copy or tran- 
script of his testimony. 

Another important guaranty of the 
Administrative Procedure Act is the 
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right of a person suffering legal wrong, 
because of an agency action, to have a 
judicial review of that action. 

Surely, there is nothing about the 
prospective emergency operations of so- 
called emergency agencies which re- 
quires the blanket suspension or aboli- 
tion of these rights. 

The Administrative Procedure Act 
provides that “no sanction shall be im- 
posed or substantive rule or order be 
issued except within jurisdiction dele- 
gated to the agency and as authorized 
by law.” Do we want to free these ad- 
ministrative agencies from thai require- 
ment? 

Let us not forget that we are dealing 
here with a bill which carries authority 
for the imposition of numerous controls 
on American business and upon individ- 
ual citizens. One of the strong factors 
in getting the Administrative Procedure 
Act passed was the wave of protest 
throughout the country against various 
arbitrary, capricious, and oppressive ac- 
tions by Federal agencies, especially the 
so-called control agencies, such as the 
Office of Price Administration. 

Here we are, Mr. President, extending 
the Defense Production Act, under which 
price controls, wage controls, and pro- 
duction controls are to be administered. 
Do we want to open the door to all man- 
ner of possibly arbitrary and even op- 
pressive tactics and practices by provid- 
ing that the existing Bill of Rights for 
private litigants shall not apply to the 
function performed under this act? 

Congress has here created a new agen- 
cy and vested it with broad powers, nec- 
essarily on the assumption that such 
powers will be used only as needed in the 
national interest, and only in a proper 
manner, never arbitrarily or unreason- 
ably. Why should Congress then say to 
the new agency, in effect, “There is to be 
no person, no entity, which can chal- 
lenge, in any legal way, the validity or 
propriety of anything you do’’? 

Mr. President, the bar of America is 
strongly in favor of my amendment, for 
the lawyers of this country know that 
constant vigilance is the price of free- 
dom from arbitrary, capricious, and op- 
pressive action by Federal administrative 
agencies. Throwing the Administrative 
Procedure Act out the window, so far as 
the so-called emergency agencies are 
concerned, at the very time when those 
agencies are expanding their controls so 
as to affect directly or indirectly vir- 
tually every person in the Nation, of high 
or low degree, means breaking faith with 
the people of America. 

Iam pleading against progressive con- 
gressional nullification of the Adminis- 
trative Procedure Act. Iam pleading for 
affirmative action by the Senate to re- 
affirm the intent of the Congress that all 
of our citizens who must deal with one 
or another of the multiplicity of agencies 
of the Federal Government shall be as- 
sured of a basic minimum of fair dealing, 
administrative justice, and procedural 
protection. I am pleading for the prin- 
ciple that no agency of the Government 
shall have the right to force a citizen to 
be bound by proceedings to which he 
cannot become a party, and of which he 


may not even have notice. I am plead- 
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ing for the principle that no American 


dealing with his Government shall be 
forced to have recourse to procedures 
which have not been fairly and openly 
established. I am pleading for the right 
of every man who has suffered legal 
wrong as a result of the action of some 
administrative agency of the Govern- 
ment to have judicial review of that ac- 
tion to determine whether it was justi- 
fied under law, as a proper exercise of 
administrative discretion, if discretion 
was involved, and was not arbitrary or 
capricious, on the basis of the reason- 
able, probative, and substantial evidence 
in the case. I am pleading for the pres- 
ervation and reaffirmance of the charter 
of basic rights for administrative liti- 
gants which Congress granted with open 
hands only 5 years ago, in one of the 
most historic steps in the improvement 
of justice since the granting of the 
Magna Carta; but which Congress has 
been withdrawing, bit by bit, ever since 
it was granted. 

Mr. President, it may cost more money 
to give a citizen a square deal than it 
would cost to cheat him, or deal arbi- 
trarily with him, or otherwise impose 
upon him; but I think we all agree that 
every citizen who deals with his Gov- 
ernment, whether voluntarily or because 
he is forced to do so, is entitled to a 
square deal, whatever it costs. 

I believe, Mr. President, that a ma- 
jority of my colleagues feel, as I do, that 
the .Administrative Procedure Act was 
good legislation and that it is good law; 
that it should stay on the statute books 
and be protected against its enemies, 
whatever their motives; and that it 
should not be nullified or made impotent 
through special exemptions, granted 
without adequate consideration and 
without good reason. 

So that every Member of the Senate 
may have the opportunity to speak for 
himself on the matter of high principle 
involved in this amendment, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. GREEN. I followed the Senator’s 
address carefully, and, as I understand, 
he raiscd the objection that some of the 
provisions of existing law which he asks 
to have repealed were written without 
reference to a committee and without 
hearings. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 

Mr. GREEN. I should like to ask the 
Senator whether his amendment, which 
is now pending, was submitted to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Mr. McCARRAN. It was not. 

Mr. GREEN. Have there been any 
hearings on the amendment? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I do not know. 

Mr. GREEN. Why is it not open to the 
same objection which the Senator has 
expressed as to other provisions in exist- 
ing law? 

Mr. McCARRAN. It is not open to 
that objection at all, because I am now 
presenting it to the forum before which 
it should be presented, and where it was 
presented when the law was passed. 

Mr. GREEN. Is not the same thing 
true of the measures which the Senator 
asks to have repealed? 
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Mr. McCARRAN. In most instances 
they were not even presented to this 
body because there was no objection 
raised. Those are the instances of which 
I complain. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. As chairman of the 
committee, let me say that what the 
Senator from Nevada has stated is abso- 
lutely correct. No such amendment was 
submitted to the committee, nor was it 
discussed in the committee. No one 
asked any questions with reference to 
it. No witnesses appeared before the 
committee with reference to it. I voted 
for the act in 1946. At that time the 
Senaor from Nevada himself exempted 
emergency agencies. Section 4 (b) ex- 
cepted military and foreign affairs func- 
tions from the 30-day notice require- 
ment. Furthermore, the allocations 
power under the Second War Powers 
Act, and the Price and Rent Control 
Authority under the Emergency Price 
Control Act were excepted. 

The Senator from Nevada can correct 
me if I am incorrect, because he knows 
very well that I am heartily in favor of 
not depriving an American citizen of 
any right, but if we place his amend- 
ment in the bill, there would have to be 
a 30-day notice. I have been so told 
by the Department of Justice. I plead 
ignorance, because the subject was never 
before the committee. 

Mr. McCARRAN. There were exemp- 
tions in the bill in 1946, but they af- 
fected agencies which were about to pass 
out of existence. There was no necessity 
for having them brought under the pro- 
visions of the act. They were specifi- 
cally picked out because they were ready 
to go out of existence. They were fad- 
ing out at that time. 

As to the question propounded by the 
able Senator from South Carolina, he 
has been misinformed by the Depart- 
ment of Justice. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I was told that an 
order had to be issued and that hear- 
ings would have to be held. I am frank 
with the Senator; I plead ignorance as 
to this amendment, because it was never 
discussed in the committee. I looked at 
it yesterday, and I ask these questions 
because I can well remember the Second 
War Powers Act. I happened to be a 
member of the Armed Services Commit- 
tee when an exemption was requested, 
_and the Senator agreed to it. The pend- 
ing bill is a temporary measure. I hope 
it will not have to be continued. But 
I am advised that as to every order 
issued there must be a 30-day notice, a 
hearing, and so forth. In that case 
speculators would come in, or, if they did 
not, those on the inside would know all 
about it. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I do 
not know that I have the floor. 

Mr. MAYBANK, I grant the Senator 
a part of my time. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I am sorry that the 
Senator from South Carolina has been 
misadvised in the matter. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nevada yield, or does 
he wish to conclude his remarks? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I shall conclude 
very shortly. 
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Mr. President, in my judgment, no bill 
which will pass this Congress will more 
intimately touch the individual in his 
everyday life than will the bill now be- 
fore the Senate. That being true, we 
must give every protection to anyone 
who has to go before any agency of the 
Government to defend himself. If the 
procedure is carried on as it has been in 
the past, no man will know whether he 
has a right to appear, whether he can 
have his testimony transcribed, or 
whether he can have the right to appeal 
to a court of justice. He will have no 
protection of that kind unless the Ad- 
ministrative Procedure Act is indelibly 
written into the law of the land. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I am advised that 
last year when we passed a law with 
reference to certain shipments to China, 
concerning which the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. O'Conor] had been con- 
ducting an investigation, the Secretary 
of Commerce issued an order on the sub- 
ject within 24 hours. I have been told 
that he could not have done that if such 
an amendment as is now proposed had 
been in the law. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I think the able 
Senator from Nevada is 100 percent cor- 
rect in what he has said. I should like 
to see his amendment made a part of this 
bill, providing, of. course, there is not 
something in the law which would estop 
its application to a temporary agency. 
I should like to suggest to the able chair- 
man of the committee that this amend- 
ment be accepted and taken to confer- 
ence, with the understanding that if 
there is something in the law that makes 
it unworkable, it will not be retained in 
the bill. I should like to know whether 
it would work a hardship on the admin- 
istrators of the law. If not, I think it 
should be a part of the law. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield. 

Mr. ELLENDER. As the Senator will 
recall, the Committee on Appropriations 
excluded from the Administrative Proce- 
dure Act proceedings relating to the ex- 
clusion or expulsion of aliens. For quite 
a long time after the amendment of the 
Administrative Procedure Act it was the 
finding of the Justice Department that 
the act did not apply to proceedings in 
respect to the exclusion of aliens. The 
Supreme Court recently decided that the 
act was applicable. The Appropriations 
Committee was asked to provide over $2,- 
500,000 to administer alien proceedings 
because of the Court decision. The pend- 
ing amendment would nullify the action 
taken by the Appropriations Committee 
and it would be necessary to provide 
funds to the Justice Department. The 
distinguished Senator from Nevada op- 
posed the action taken by the committee. 
He now seeks to nullify the action taken 
by the Appropriations Committee, and I 
hope his amendment is defeated. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Every order that the 
Government issues has to be examined. 

Mr. ELLENDER. It strikes me that 
we should haze a little more evidence on 
the subject. The basic law should be 


considered rather than consider the mat- 
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ter by way of a floor amendment on the 
pending bill. 

Mr. MAYBANK. We have had no evi- 
dence. I plead ignorance very frankly. 
I only know that an order issued by the 
Administrator would have to be studied 
and there would have to be notice given. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Does the chairman 
think the amendment should not be 
taken to conference? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I do not mind tak- 
ing it to conference, but I would not 
want the Senator from Nevada to expect 
me to fight for it. If its only effect were 
to protect and help the individual citi- 
zen I would be in favor of it. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I think it is so im- 
portant that it should be a part of this 
bill, unless it can be shown that it will 
interfere with the operation of the law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCarran]. 

Mr. McCARRAN, Mr. HUMPHREY, 
and other Senators asked for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez), the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. Pastorel, and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] are unavoidably 
detained on official business. 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
Hunt] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JOHNSTON] is absent on official commit- 
tee business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate on 
Official business, having been appointed 
a representative of our Government to 
attend the International Labor Confer- 
ence being held in Geneva, Switzerland, 
and if present would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Fiorida IMr. 
SMatTHERS] is absent because of illness. 

I announce further that / present and 
voting, the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. Pastore] would vote “nay.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Montana (Mr. Ecron] 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Marts) is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BUT- 
LER] who is detained on official business 
is paired with the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. Long] who is absent on 
Official business. If present and voting 
the Senator from Nebraska would vote 
“yea” and the Senator from Massachu- 
setts would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Tosey}] is detained on official 
business. 

The result was announced—yeas 33, 
nays 51, as follows: 


YEAS—33 
Bennett Cain Dirksen 
Bricker Capehart Duff 
Bridges Carlson 
Butler, Md. Case Eastland 
Byrd Cordon Ferguson 


George McCarran Smith, N.C, 
Hickenlooper McCarthy Watkins 
Jenner McClellan Welker 
Johnson, Colo, Mundt Wherry 
Kem Nixon Wiley 
Malone Schoeppel Young 
NAYS—51 
Aiken Hoey Millikin 
Anderson Holland Monroney 
Benton Humphrey Moody 
Brewster Ives Morse 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Neely 
Connally Kefauver O'Conor 
Dougias Kerr O'Mahoney 
Ellender Kilgore Robertson 
Flanders Knowland Saltonstall 
Frear Langer Smith, Maine 
Fulbright Lehman Smith, N. J, 
Gillette Long Sparkman 
Green Magnuson Stennis 
Hayden Maybank Taft 
Hendrickson McFarland Thye 
Hennings McKellar Underwood 
Hil McMahon Williams 


NOT VOTING—12 


Butler, Nebr. Johnston, S. C. Pastore 
Lodge 


Chavez Russell 


Ecton Martin Smathers 
Hunt Murray Tobey z 

So Mr. McCarran’s amendment was 
rejected. 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I move 
to strike paragraph (k) of subsection 
(C) of section 5 of the bill, beginning at 
line 22 at the bottom of page 4 and ex- 
tending through line 22 on page 5. In 
order to clarify the matter in the minds 
of Senators, I ask that the clerk state 


the motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
motion will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to 
strike out paragraph (k) of subsection 
(C) of section 5 of the bill, beginning 
after line 21 on page 4, and extending 
through line 22 on page 5, as follows: 


(k) The President shall by regulation or 
order establish such maximum rent or maxi- 
mum rents as in his judgment will be fair 
and equitable for any housing accommoda- 
tions (1) in any State which by law declares 
that there exists such a shortage in rental- 
housing accommodations as to require Fed- 
eral rent control in such State, or (2) in 
any incorporated city, town, village, or in 
the unincorporated. area of any county 
(other than a city, town, village, or unincor- 
porated area within a State which is con- 
trolling rents) upon receipt of a resolution 
of its governing body adopted for that pur- 
pose in accordance with applicable local law 
and based upon a finding by such govern- 
ing body, reached as a result of a public 
hearing held after 10 days’ notice, that there 
exists such a shortage in rental-housing ac- 
commodations as to require Federal rent 
control in such city, town, village, or unin- 
corporated area in such county. In estab- 
lishing any maximum rent for any housing 
accommodations under this subsection the 
President shall give due consideration to the 
rents prevailing for such housing accom- 
modations or comparable housing accommo- 
dations during the period from May 24, 1950, 
to June 24, 1950, and he shall make adjust- 
ment for such relevant factors as he shall 
determine and deem to be of general ap- 
plicability in respect to such accommoda- 
tions, including increases or decreases in 
property taxes and other costs within such 
State, incorporated city, town, or village, or 
unincorporated area. 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I am 
prepared to go along with those portions 
of the bill which have to do with the 
extension of rent control in defense 
areas. I think the committee has gone 
as far as it could possibly go in throwing 
protection around both owners and rent- 
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ers in the provisions which it has written 
into those portions of the bill which 
have to do with defense-rental areas 
and with the solution of defense prob- 
lems which apply to the entire Nation. 
But I cannot go along with this par- 
ticular provision. I am bound to say 
that I fear it has gotten into the bill 
without due consideration of its mean- 
ing and tremendous implications, and, 
therefore, I propose to strike it out. 

I shall read that part of it which 
gives the substantive additional power 
for control by Federal law of property 
in States, cities, or local communities 
where the local governing bodies, for ex- 
ample, ask for rent control, but without 
any showing whatever of any defense 
implication relative to the particular 
area. Let me read the language to 
which I refer: 


The President shall— 


There is no discretion given to him. 
This is mandatory— 

The President shall by regulation or order 
establish such maximum rent or maximum 
rents as in his judgment will be fair and 
equitable for any housing accommodations 
(1) in any State which by law declares that 
there exists such a shortage in rental hous- 
ing accommodations as to require Federal 
rent control in such State, or (2) in any in- 
corporated city, town, village, or in the un- 
incorporated area of any county (other than 
a city, town, village, or unincorporated area 
within a State which is controlling rents) 
upon receipt of a resolution of its govern- 
ing body adopted for that purpose in accord- 
ance with applicable local law and based 
upon a finding by such governing body, 
reached as a result of a public hearing held 
after 10 days’ notice, that there exists such a 
shortage in rental housing accommodations 
as to require Federal rent control in such 
city, town, village, or unincorporated area in 
such county. 


We have had rent control during time 
of war, in connection with the protec- 
tion of the defense effort; and the courts, 
in upholding rent control as a Federal 
matter, have very specifically, over and 
over again, recited that the only possible 
justification for Federal interference in 
property matters of this kind is in pur- 
suance of the making of an adequate de- 
fense of the Nation. 

In this proposal, which has somehow 
found its way into the bill, and which I 
hope has found its way into the bill 
without due consideration by the com- 
mittee or its staff, there is contained a 
completely new philosophy of Federal 
rent control, namely, that irrespective of 
any defense need, irrespective of any 
congestion resulting from the location of 
a base or defense plant nearby, but sole- 
ly because the local governing body in 
the particular community rules that it 
would like to have rent control, and be- 
cause it has found that in its judgment 
“there exists such a shortage in rental 
housing accommodations as to require 
Federal rent control in such city, town, 
village, or unincorporated area in such 
county,” without any standard, with- 
out any relationship with the defense ef- 
fort at all, upon such finding the Presi- 
dent of the United States is mandatorily 
required to establish Federal rent con- 
trol at Federal expense, in such a com- 
munity, village, city, or unincorporated 
part of a county. 
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I say again that I do not believe those 
charged with the preparation of this 
bill care to take the position with the 
American people that such a radical de- 
parture in rent control philosophy 
should for a moment be seriously consid- 
ered, because it means that, without any 
defense implications at all, without any 
Federal question at all, but simply on 
the basis of the finding of a local govern- 
ing body that in its judgment “there 
exists such a shortage in rental housing 
accommodations as to require Federal 
rent control,” Federal rent control auto- 
matically comes into existence as to that 
village or town, and the President is then 
directed to establish and administer it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN and Mr. MAYBANK 
addressed the Chair. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I yield 
first to the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I may say to the able 


Senator from Florida that insofar as 


I know that provision and other pro- 
visions in the committee bill were 
drafted by the Expediter, and the pres- 
entation of the substitute which was 
voted down so substantially a while ago 
was with the very situation in mind 
which the Senator has indicated. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
wish to correct my good friend from 
Illinois. I know he will appreciate 
knowing that the provision was sug- 
gested by the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. Bricker]. He felt that he did 
not want the Federal Government to tell 
local communities that they were under 
control because they experienced some 
shortage of housing from World War II. 
The Expediter did not recommend the 
section. As to the other sections, the 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I have no recollec- 
tion that the Senator from Ohio sug- 
gested the provision. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I will say to the 
Senator from Illinois that the Senator 
from Ohio did make the suggestion. I 
do not wish to be misunderstood with re- 
spect to the Housing Expediter. The 
Housing Expediter never wrote anything 
for me since I have been in the Senate. 
The States rights provision and the city 
rights provision were put into the origi- 
nal bill under the able leadership of the 
Senator from Arkansas several years 
ago. I believe the Senator from Florida 
will agree. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is cor- 
rect. In order that it may be very clear 
in the Recorp, the provision is in no 
sense similiar to the States rights pro- 
vision which was incorporated in the 
previous law. I wish to remind Sena- 
tors that at the time the original Fed- 
eral rent control law was passed, it was 
designed to protect the defense effort. 
Later when we were through with the 
war and were getting away from the 
defense effort, Congress in its judgment 
felt that it was sound policy to pursue 
to give to the governing body on the local 
level the right to determine whether the 
congestion which existed in their area 
was of a sufficient nature to still require 
rent control. 

This provision, to the contrary, would 
allow the governing body of a community 
to set up Federal rent control, without 
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any defense implications, the only re- 
quirement being a hearing after 10 days’ 
notice, and without any showing that 
national-defense requirement or any 
other Federal question is involved. It 
would allow a tenant-controlled com- 
munity to come under Federal rent con- 
trol merely by having the community 
ask for it through its own elected officials. 

I invite the Senate’s attention to the 
fact that we have before us a complete 
departure from any philosophy of proper 
Federal rent control which has existed 
at least within the lifetime of the Sena- 
tor from Florida. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Indiana. 

Mr. CAPEHART. It is not quite clear 
what the able Senator's objections are. 
The provision permits a State, city, or 
county to come under Federal rent con- 
trol, if they themselves vote for it. 

Mr. HOLLAND. That is correct. 

Mr. CAPEHART. That is all it does. 

Mr. HOLLAND. That is what it does. 
It has no relation to recontrol. It may 
be a community which has been under 
control previously or one that has not 
been. It may be a community which 
has defense implications, or a commu- 
nity which does not have such implica- 
tions. There is not one word contained 
in the provision which would require 
that a defense situation must exist. I 
know the Senator from Indiana loves 
the Constitution, as he also loves local 
rights. Yet here we have what amounts 
to a situation under which a small ma- 
jority of a governing body in any village 
in his good State by merely voting to 
have rent control, may have it, although 
such village is not close to any military 
activity or any factory which is manu- 
facturing defense goods. I cannot feel 
that the distinguished Senator from 
Indiana wishes to put his stamp of ap- 
proval upon any such arrangement. 

Mr. CAPEHART. What the Senator 
from Indiana wishes to do is to have the 
local officials handle the matter of rent 
control. That is what this provision of 
the bill would do. 

Mr. HOLLAND. To the contrary, the 
provision excludes entirely the commu- 
nities in States which have voted State 
rent control. It says any village or any 
unincorporated part of a county can, 
through the county commissioners or 
town council, if there is sufficient tenant 
pressure to bring about the result, vote 
for Federal rent control, without the 
slightest implication of the defense ef- 
fort. I yield to the Senator from 
Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I merely wish to 
say to my good friend from Florida that 
the provision was not put in the rent- 
control section as the committee had 
first drafted it. The amendment did 
not arise from the Democratic side. It 
was rather persuasively presented as be- 
ing in keeping with the principle of 
States’ rights and local self-government. 

Mr. MAYBANK. And we supported it, 

Mr. ROBERTSON. We accepted it. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. ROBERTSON, I did not believe 
it meant very much or made very much 
difference to Virginia. I do not believe 
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many communities in Virginia would 
vote to come under Federal rent control. 
I was not particularly opposed to some 
city or county doing so. I do not be- 
lieve the provision refers to villages. I 
believe the provision relates to munici- 
palities and counties. Does it provide 
for villages as well? 

Mr. HOLLAND. It does. 

Mr. CAPEHART. It exempts—— 

Mr. HOLLAND. I should like to con- 
clude the statement of my argument. I 
believe this new provision would be a 
poor policy to follow: I do not believe 
it makes good sense for the Federal Gov- 
ernment to enter into rent control di- 
vorced entirely from the defense needs 
of the Nation. 

The second point I wish to make is 
that I do not believe any lawyer who 
has thought the subject through will say 
that he believes the courts would uphold 
such a provision, because he knows per- 
fectly well that every favoring decision 
of the courts upholding rent control on 
a Federal basis has been based on the 
need for protecting those who serve our 
country, either as defense workers or in 
the Military Establishment. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Let me say to my good 
friend from Florida that he expresses 
exactly my view. Though he comes as 
a somewhat belated protagonist, unless 
he voted for my substitute amendment, 
it is exactly what the substitute pro- 
vided. The substitute was voted down. 
It would have made Federal rent con- 
trol identic with defense areas. It took 
rent control off elsewhere. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Senator 
from Ohio. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina has 15 
minutes: 

Mr. MAYBANK. How much time does 
ba Senator from Florida have remain- 

? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 
minutes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
yield an additional 10 minutes to the 
Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield the floor. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I shall be very glad 
pa i 10 minutes to the Senator from 

5. K 

Mr. BRICKER. I wish to explain 
what the amendment would do and to 
make some comments on it. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I am glad to yield 
10 minutes to the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. BRICKER. I wish to take some 
time on my own. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield the floor. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. LEHMAN, May I be informed 
whether the chairman of the committee 
ds in charge of the allocation of the 
time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He is 
in charge of the time allotted to the 
opponents. 
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Mr. LEHMAN. If he is opposed to the 
motion. I assume that the Senator from 
Ohio supports the motion. May I ask 
the question of the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. BRICKER. If I am permitted to 
speak, the Senator will understand how 
I feel about the motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would like to inquire from the 
Senator from South Carolina if he is 
opposed to the motion made by the 
Senator from Florida? 

Mr. MAYBANK. As chairman of the 
committee, I am opposed to it. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I understand that the 
chairman of the committee has yielded 
time to the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I have yielded 10 
minutes to the Senator from Ohio, if he 
wishes to take the time. If he desires 
to have more time, I shall be glad to 
yield him more time. 

Mr. BRICKER. Ten minutes will be 
sufficient. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Does the chairman of 
the committee know whether the Sena- 
tor from Ohio is supporting or opposing 
the motion offered by the Senator from 
Florida? 

Mr. BRICKER. If I may proceed, the 
Senator from New York will know my 
position. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Naturally, he is op- 
posed to the Holland motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLEMENTs in the chair). The Senator 
from Ohio is recognized, 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, with 
respect to the pending motion there 
seems to be a great deal of turmoil in 
the minds of those who favor, as I do, 
local rule, home rule, States’ rights, or 
whatever we wish to term it. 

The provision of the committee bill 
is a very simple one. It is a consistent 
one, and I have tried to be consistent. 

I believe in local government. Idem- 
onstrated my belief in it when I voted a 
few minutes ago for the amendment of 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 

It is contended by the Senator from 
Florida that paragraph (k) of subsec- 
tion (c) of section 5 of the bill has no 
relationship to critical defense areas, 
and that is true. Neither did the cost- 
of-living formula in the amendment on 
which we voted a few minutes ago have 
anything whatever to do with critical 
defense areas, 

This bill, as reported by the commit- 
tee, permits a local community to vote 
to remove itself from Federal rent con- 
trol entirely unless that community has 
been decreed to be a critical defense area. 
In that case controls may be lifted tem- 
porarily by the community itself or they 
can be removed entirely with the ap- 
proval of the Secretary of Defense and 
the Defense Mobilizer. 

Mr. President, this bill is essentially a 
war measure; it is to protect the com- 
munities in which there has been a tre- 
mendous expansion of war industry and 
communities in which new atomic plants 
are being built and communities in 
which, because of the expansion of war 
industries, there is a great influx of 
workers. I am in full accord with that 
aspect of the bill. 

On the other hand, we give to any 
community the right to remove itself 
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from Federal rent controls if it is not 
in a critical defense area. 

Likewise, Mr. President, the commit- 
tee bill gives to any community the 
right, if there were changed circum- 
‘stances and a reversal of public opinion, 
and a determination on the part of the 
governing body of the community that 
Federal rent controls were needed, even 
though the State in which the commu- 
nity was located had been decontrolled, 
to have the Federal Government impose 
Federal rent control. 

Under the law, Mr. President, a com- 
munity which wishes to have rent con- 
trols removed has a right to have that 
done, and any community should also 
be permitted, on its own volition, to 
come under Federal rent control again. 

Senators on the other side of the aisle 
who are in favor of local rule, home rule, 
or States’ rights should not be in favor 
of a motion of this kind because the 
machinery for Federal rent control is set 
up and will continue to be in effect so 
long as the war emergency is upon us, 
and such communities should be able to 
have the same rights that other commu- 
nities have, namely, either to be able to 
impose rent control or to remove rent 
control at their will. 

Of course, in many instances today 
rent control is being continued against 
the will of a majority of the people of 
the community, although the local gov- 
erning body might have failed to act to 
remove the community from rent con- 
trol, or in some instances might have 
acted to have the community returned 
to rent control. In any event, if a com- 
munity desires to be returned to rent 
control, it should have that opportunity, 

I believe that this problem is essen- 
tially a local one, and that the local 
community, through its governing body, 
should have the right to determine for 
itself whether rent control is or is not to 
be applied to it, so long as the machinery 
for Federal rent control is set up and 30 
long as the war emergency continues and 
so long as other communities are sub- 
jected to Federal rent control. 

The committee amendment will not in 
any way prevent a State from taking 

action similar to that taken by the State 
of New York. Under the committee 
amendment, any State will be thor- 
oughly protected in its right to impose 
State and local rent control, if that is 
what the State wishes, in the way that 
was done in New York, for instance. 
However, for the sake of consistency, 
and in order to treat every community 
alike, if the local governing body removes 
the community from rent control, the 
local governing body should be permit- 
ted, under this measure, to have the right 
to return the community to rent control 
at any time. 

In the committee there was no oppo- 
sition whatever to this arrangement. It 
seems to me to be very inconsistent for 
a representative of a State in which there 
has been decontrol to say that a commu- 
nity should not be permitted to recontrol, 
if it so desires, by action of its governing 
body, when legally taken. Some Sena- 
tors are willing to let the Federal Gov- 
ernment impose its power upon a com- 
munity in a critical defense area, and 
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are willing to let the Federal Government 
continue to impose its power over a local 
community which is not in a critical de- 
fense area, and a few minutes ago those 
Senators voted against giving any relief 
to such communities. 

So I am of the opinion that this prob- 
lem is a localized one, and is supported 
by the Senator from Florida because in 
Florida there are peculiar local circum- 
stances. However, I am not in favor of 
having the Congress legislate for a lo- 
calcommunity. Iam in favor of having 
the Congress make rules which will ap- 
ply all the way across the board. If the 
rules apply to my State, they should ap- 
ply to every other State. 

Therefore, Mr. President, the motion 
of the Senator from Florida should be 
rejected, and the bill as reported by the 
committee should be sustained in this 
respect. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. BRICKER. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. Is it not true that when 
rent control is established in a defense 
area, rent control in that area is admin- 
istered by the Housing Expediter? 

Mr. BRICKER. Yes, until this meas- 
ure is enacted, and then the control is 
transferred to the Economic Stabilizer. 

Mr. CASE. In any event, rent con- 
trol in a defense rental area would be ad- 
ministered by the Administrator, would 
it not? 

Mr. BRICKER. Yes; and so would the 
rent control features of the pending bill, 

Mr. CASE. Iam not clear about that. 

Mr. BRICKER. At the end of the bill 
the entire machinery is transferred to 
the Economic Stabilizer, who therefore 
will take over. This bill abolishes the 
Rent Expediter or the Housing Expediter, 
or whatever his proper title may be. 

Mr. CASE. Is it not true that if rent 
control is established in a defense rental 
area, the law would require a local ad- 
visory body to be created? 

Mr. BRICKER. Yes; provision is 
made in the present law for local ad- 
visory boards. 

Mr. CASE. Is it not true that subsec- 
tion (k) does not call for the use of local 
advisory boards? 

Mr. BRICKER. Yes. However, the 
local advisory boards would continue to 
be used, as in all other cases. The pro- 
vision calling for the use of local ad- 
visory boards is of general application. 

Mr. CASE. However, this portion of 
the bill does not say so. 

Mr. BRICKER. It does not have to 
say so, because the provision in regard 
to the use of local advisory boards is a 
general provision of the law. Neither 
subsection (k) nor the motion of the 
Senator from Florida would make a 
change in that respect, so the general law 
on that subject will continue to apply. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Provision to that ef- 
fect is contained in the old law. 

Mr. BRICKER. Yes. 

Under the bill, the President will 
simply give the authority to the Admin- 
istrator or the Expediter or the Eco- 
nomic Stabilizer, as the case may be; 
and the general provisions of the statute 
will continue to apply in such com- 
munities, just as in all other com- 
munities. 
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? N 
Mr. BRICKER. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Did I correctly un- 
derstand the distinguished Senator to 
say that this provision of the bill does 
not require a showing that an area is a 
defense area, in order to justify its 
bringing itself under the provisions of 
Federal rent control? : 

Mr. BRICKER. That is true, just the 
same as in the case of the communities 
which have been under rent control 
since 1942; there is no showing what- 
ever of defense needs in such com- 
munities. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I should like to ask 
another question. I heard the Senator 
refer to recontrol. Is it not equally true 
that under this provision, communities 
which have never been controlled before 
now can come under rent control by 
their own request, regardless of any de- 
fense question or defense requirement? 

Mr. BRICKER. That is true; and in 
my judgment, it should be true. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. BRICKER. So, Mr. President, 
the issue returns to the fundamental 
concept of the Senators on the other side 
of the aisle in regard to local rule, home 
rule, and States’ rights. 

I yield the floor. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on the ques- 
tion of agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Florida. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Let me inquire how 
much time the Senator from Minnesota 
would like to have. Would 3 minutes be 
sufficient? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, that would be 
quite ample. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, let 
me inquire how much time remains to 


me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina has 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Then I yield 3 min- 
utes to the Senator from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized 
for 3 minutes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
merely wish to associate myself with the 
general argument which has been made 
by the junior Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Bricker] and the chairman of the Bank- 
ing and Currency Committee [Mr. May- 
BANK], and I wish to take issue with the 
argument propounded by the senior 
Senator from Florida [Mr. HOLLAND]. 

First of all, I understand that the basis 
of the argument of the Senator from 
Florida is that it is not a defense pro- 
gram; that is, that the rent regulation, 
as outlined under section 204, para- 
graph (k) does not pertain to particular 
defense areas. I think that was generally 
answered a moment ago, when the Sena- 
tor from Ohio said that all rent-control 
areas were established in 1942, and that 
only since that time have we been re- 
moving various localities from control. 
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But more important, I may say, is the 
fact that there has been a declaration 
of national emergency. This declara- 
tion of national emergency applies to 
every home, every hamlet, every town- 
ship, every village, and to every indi- 
vidual in the United States of America. 
Furthermore, while we may call a fac- 
tory a defense area, I think it equally im- 
portant that all the other communities 
which may border upon that area, no 
matter whether that border may be 200 
miles away, contribute to the general 
production, to the general output of de- 
fense material. In other words, my argu- 
ment is simply that in a national emer- 
gency we cannot go around pinpoint- 
ing one area as a defense area, as against 
another. We may say that one area 
contains some defense plants, we may 
say that one area is more critical than 
another; as, for example, in subpara- 
graph (1) of the bill, starting on page 
5, which deals with the certification of 
a critical defense area. 

But, Mr. President, I make note of the 
descriptive phrase, “critical defense 
housing area.” It says that the Secre- 
tary of Defense and the Director of De- 
fense Mobilization shall certify as to any 
defense area, not only a critical area; 
and in this instance what we are talking 
about is the application of rent control 
to sections of the country, where the de- 
fense-housing shortage may not be 
critical. 

More than that, Mr. President, I think 
the argument which has been made here 
is one which cannot be properly refuted, 
namely, that a local government, if it 
desires the services of the Federal Gov- 
ernment in establishing a system of rent 
control, surely should have that right, 
that prerogative, in view of the fact that 
all we are doing here, is to amend, section 
204 of the Housing and Rent Act of 
1947. 

I point out, more specifically, that 
there are two ways by which Federal rent 
control can be obtained, as outlined un- 
der paragraph (k): No. 1, where a State 
law declares that there exists a shortage 
in rental housing accommodations, and 
No. 2, where an incorporated city, village, 
town, or unincorporated area so declares, 

Mr. President, why the second clause? 
The opportunity for rent control is nec- 
essary, because in many States a muni- 
cipality would be denied rent control 
because of having little or no representa- 
tion in a State legislature, or because 
the State legislature would not recog- 
nize the legitimate needs or the legiti- 
mate requirements of a major munici- 
pality. 

I think the provision which the Sena- 
tor from Florida proposes to strike out 
is wise. I urge that it be retained in the 
bill, and that the motion of the Senator 
from Florida be rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. The question is on agreeing to 
the motion of the Senator from Florida. 


Mr. MAYBANK. I ask for the yeas- 


and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from South Carolina has 1 minute, 
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and the Senator from Florida has 2 
minutes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Florida is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, in the 
first place, I should like to reply briefly 
to the statement made by my distin- 
guished friend from Minnesota, to the 
effect that, since a national emergency 
is declared, we cannot go around pin- 
pointing as to whether one area is a de- 
fense area, and another is not. The fact 
of the matter is that this bill, the well- 
considered part of it, requires the Sec- 
retary of Defense and the Director of 
Defense Mobilization and the President 
of the United States to do exactly that, 
because, if the Members of the Senate 
will look at that part of the bill which 
comes immediately after the part which 
my motion seeks to strike, they will find 
that the opportunity of the President of 
the United States to declare an area 
subject to rent control is dependent upon 
his first pin-pointing it as a critical de- 
fense-housing area, upon a finding by 
the Secretary of Defense and the Direc- 
tor of Defense Mobilization to that effect. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I cannot yield, I am 
sorry; the time does not permit. So, in 
order for this bill to be constitutional— 
and I think we all want it to be—it is, 
of course, required that there be a find- 
ing of a critical defense-housing situa- 
tion in order to support the invoking of 
Federal rent control in those areas where 
the President himself has discretion to 
institute rent control or not; whereas 
this ill-advised provision of the bill gives 
a much wider jurisdiction to the heads 
of local governments, villages, towns, 
counties, and the like; because they do 
not have to consider defense implica- 
tions, and they do not have to consider 
the critical defense housing situation. 
The finding which they must make I 
have already read, in my earlier re- 
marks, and it appears clearly in the text 
of the bill, the finding which they would 
be required to make, 

This anomolous provision would ac- 
tually allow to the aldermen or the town 
council of the smallest village in the 
United States greater power than is 
allowed to the President of the United 
States, and would allow them to inyoke 
that power and to establish Federal rent 
control, irrespective of whether any de- 
fense provision were at all involved. 

I may call attention briefly, in the 
little time which remains, to the fact 
that the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio, who has defended this provision, 
has made two admissions which I want 
every Senator to hear; and I am sorry 
that there is not a greater number of 
Senators present. First, he admits— 
and of course he would so admit, because 
he is always honorable, and it is so clear 
from reading the provision of the bill 
that it does mean this—that there is no 
defense standard, there is no defense 
implication of any sort required. The 
distinguished Senator from Ohio has ad- 
mitted that, in his able argument upon 
the floor of the Senate. 
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A second thing which he has admitted 
is, that this is not a provision for mere 
recontrol, though so written in the com- 
mittee report, and ill advisedly so. It is 
a provision which allows any community, 
whether decontrolled or not, which is not 
now subject to control, unless it lies 
within a State which has State rent con- 
trol, simply by a finding of its governing 
body “that there exists such a shortage 
of rental housing accommodations as to 
require Federal rent control,” to actually 
invoke Federal rent control, which man- 
datorily is required then to be set up by 
the President of the United States. 

I hope that my motion will prevail. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Plorida has ex- 
pired. All time for debate has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Florida. The 
yeas and nays having been ordered, the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
Hunt] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JOHNSTON] is absent on official committee 
business. 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
ETL OoREI, the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. O'Conor], and the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr, SMITH] are un- 
avoidably detained on official business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate on 
official business, having been appointed 
a representative of our Government to 
attend the International Labor Confer- 
ence being held in Geneva, Switzerland, 
and if present would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH- 
ERS] is absent because of illness, 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. Ecton] 
and the Senator from Massachusetts 
(Mr. Lonce] are absent on official busi- 
ness. If present and voting, the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopce] would 
vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania IMr. 
Martin] is absent because of illness. 

The result was announced—yeas 14, 
nays 72, as follows: 


YEAS—14 
Byrd Gillette McClellan 
Chavez Hoey Robertson 
Eastland Holland Watkins 
Ellender Knowland Wiley 
George Long 
NAYS—72 
Aiken Green Millikin 
Anderson Hayden Monroney 
Bennett Hendrickson Moody 
Benton Hennings Morse 
Brewster Hickenlooper Mundt 
Bricker Hill Neely 
Bridges Humphrey Nixon 
Butler, Md. Ives O'Mahoney 
Butler, Nebr, Jenner Pastore 
Cain Johnson, Colo. Russell 
Capehart Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall 
Carlson Kefauver Schoeppel 
Case Kem mith, Maine 
Clements Kerr Smith, N. J. 
Connally Langer Sparkman 
Cordon Lehman Stennis 
Dirksen Magnuson Taft 
Douglas Malone Thye 
Maybank Tobey 

Dworsbak McCarran Underwood 
Ferguson McCarthy Welker 
Flanders McFarland Wherry 
Frear McKellar Wiliams 

* Fulbright McMahon Young 
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NOT VOTING—10 


Ecton Lodge Smathers 
Hunt Martin Smith, N.C. 
Johnston, S. C. Murray 
Kilgore O'Conor 

So the motion of Mr. HoLLAND was 
rejected. 


Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment lettered “A” and ask for 
its consideration at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK, At the proper place 
in the bill it is proposed to insert the fol- 
lowing: 

Nothing contained in this act shall be con- 
strued to modify, repeal, supersede, or af- 
fect the provisions of elther (1) the Agricul- 
tural Act of 1949, or (2) the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as amend- 
ed, or to invalidate any marketing agree- 
ment, license, or order, or any provision 
thereof or amendment thereto, heretofore or 
hereafter made or issued under the provisions 
of the Agricultural Marketing Agreement 
Act of 1937, as amended. 


Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I think the 
purpose of the amendment is quite plain. 
The Defense Production Act of 1950 pro- 
vided that nothing in it should be con- 
strued to modify, repeal, supersede, or 
affect the provisions of the Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1937, as amended, The 
amendment which I offer today simply 
includes in that provision the Agricul- 
tural Act of 1949. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield, 

Mr. MAYBANK., I will say to my dis- 
tinguished friend from Vermont, who is 
so deeply interested in agricultural mat- 
ters at all times, that I am certain that 
there is nothing contained in the bill 
that would have such an effect as the 
Senator’s amendment makes provision 
against. I told the distinguished Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], chair- 
man of the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry, that if the bill did make 
any changes in the acts referred to I 
would endeavor to see that correction 
wasmade. The Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. Humpurey] wrote me a letter on the 
subject. I shall be more than pleased to 
take the amendment to conference, and 
if it should be shown that the bill does 
affect the two acts referred to by the 
Senator from Vermont we will take the 
necessary action. I feel that the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency should 
do nothing that affects matters which 
come under the jurisdiction of the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. AIKEN. The purpose is to make 
sure that no one places an interpretation 
on the act which is not intended by the 
Congress. I am very grateful for the 
position taken by the chairman of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

So far as I know, there is nothing more 
to be said on the amendment. I hope it 
will be accepted and taken to conference, 
and if anything is found in the bill that 
should not be there I know the confer- 
ence committee will strike it out. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator from 
Vermont can be assured of that. 

Mr. AIKEN. There is no harm in the 
amendment, and there may be some good 
in it. 
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Mr. ELLENDER. No harm will be 
done to the bill if the amendment is 
adopted. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Very well. As I 
said, it is not the purpose of the com- 
mittee to interfere with matters under 
the control of other Senate committees. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I think we 
should have a vote on the amendment. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Does the Senator 
ask for a yea and nay vote? 

Mr. AIKEN. No; I ask for a voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ver- 
mont. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I call 
up and ask immediate consideration of 
an amendment which I presented yes- 
terday. I ask that the amendment be 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GIL- 
LETTE in the chair). The amendment 
will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
line 13, after the period, it is proposed to 
insert the following new sentence: 

Nothing in this paragraph shall prohibit 
the establishment or maintenance of a ceil- 
ing price with respect to any article (other 
than an agricultural commodity) in the case 
of an individual seller which is based upon 
a period prior to January 25, 1951, if such 
ceiling price reflects adjustments for in- 
creases or decreases in all costs of such seller 
occurring subsequent to such period. 


Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
modify my amendment by substituting 
the word “material” for the word “ar- 
ticle” in line 4. 

Mr. President, the purpose of the 
amendment is, I believe, very clear. In 
the first place, I wish to say that it does 
not interfere in any way with the provi- 
sions of the committee bill regarding ag- 
riculture. The amendment does permit 
roll-backs of nonagricultural articles 
under certain limited circumstances. 
The reason why the junior Senator from 
Colorado believes that roll-backs should 
be permitted under certain limited cir- 
cumstances is that the level of January 
25, 1951, contains, I suggest, many exor- 
bitant prices as a result of greedy grasp- 
ing during the period from the time of 
the beginning of the Korean war until 
the first of this year. It is beside the 
immediate point that we would not have 
many of our present troubles had 
prompt action been taken under the law 
passed by this Congress. The fact is 
that those things did occur, and our 
price structure is discolored and muti- 
lated by them. 

As a matter of general philosophy, I 
am very much opposed to price roll- 
backs. I realize that under the best pos- 
sible circumstances there are inconven- 
jences and harassments to those who are 
subject to them, and some injustices, 
But at the same time I do not believe 
that we can give complete endorsement 
to the price levels existing at the first of 
this year, and that there should be some 
alleviation of them under the conditions 
which I shall point out. 

Under the amendment which I pro- 
pose, the roll-back must be on individual 
materials. 
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Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. What concerns me 
about this amendment—and I would ap- 
preciate it if the Senator would enlight- 
en me—is how we can deal with a multi- 
plicity of individual items. How can the 
provision be administered? At the pres- 
ent time we are operating on an indus- 
try-wide basis. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Since the Senator 
from South Carolina is asking me the 
question, I will say that this is precisely 
what is being planned by the Price Ad- 
ministrator in many particulars on 
many individual items, so it does not 
come as an entire shock to the Price 
Administrator. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I would not say that 
it comes as a shock to the Price Adminis- 
trator. I wish to make a brief state- 
ment, and shall do so in my own time, 
for I want the Senator from Colorado 
to have opportunity to make a full state- 
ment, and I want to listen to what he has 

say. The amendment was not 
brought before the committee. We did 
not have any testimony on it, as the 
Senator knows. It was only submitted 
yesterday. I do not know how it would 
affect the bill, or affect what we have 
already done about roll-backs. Of 
course I know that agricultural com- 
modities are exempted by the amend- 
ment, but nothing else is, is it? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The amendment goes 
outside the agricultural field. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Everything outside 
of agriculture can be subject to roll- 
backs by individual items? Is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I do not see how 
that can be handled. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Let me point out in 
that connection, as a practical matter, 
for those who do not believe in any roll- 
backs, that if provision is made for ap- 
plying roll-backs to individual items and 
if the difficulties are present which the 
Senator has suggested, that, in itself, will 
impose a rather sharp restriction on roll- 
backs. But I am in favor of applying 
roll-backs to individual items for the 
simple reason that experience in World 
War II taught us that there is no just 
way the problem can be dealt with ex- 
cept in this way. No industry can re- 
main in business and operate under gen- 
eral industry averages. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield in my time? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. 

Mr. MAYBANK., In an order issued 
by the Price Administrator fixing prices, 
he allowed for whatever increases there 
were in the costs of labor, but he did not 
allow anything for increase in the pay 
of clerks in the offices; he did not allow 
for any increases in the pay of white- 
collar workers. So I have been told. 
Would the Senator’s amendment compel 
the Price Administrator to issue an order 
that the increase in the pay of secretaries 
and clerks should be included, or that 
only increases in labor costs, of persons 
employed in certain jobs, should be in- 
cluded? 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. The amendment 
provides that if there is a roll-back ex- 
tending beyond January of this year, the 
seller shall be given all his costs. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Who is going to fig- 
ure the costs? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. In the first instance, 
I assume that the seller of the article 
will figure his own ceiling; but that is 
always subject to the overriding author- 
ity of the Price Administrator. That 
is the way they are now figuring on 
doing it. 

Mr. MAYBANK. They are not going 
to do it that way if this bill passes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Ido-Aot care whether 
they do it by allowing the individual 
seller himself to determine the ceiling 
price in the first instance, or whether 
it is done in the first instance by the 
Office of the Price Administrator. All 
I am insisting on is that it be done on 
an article-by-article basis. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I agree with the 
Senator. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Let me make one 
further suggestion. If that should im- 
pede the scope of the roll-backs, it would 
be agreeable to me, because I do not 
want any roll-backs which do not take 
account of the individual seller’s prob- 
lem. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I thoroughly agree 
with the Senator, and I am in hearty 
accord with him. But I cannot figure 
and it is probably because we have not 
had hearings on the Senator’s amend- 
ment—how in the world each individual 
case could be handled. In the copper 
industry each interest would have a 
different base. In the textile industry 
each operator would have a different 
base. A mill in one place would have 
cheaper electricity than a mill in an- 
other place. Everyone would have to 
be considered by itself. 

Mr, MILLIKIN. That, I will say to 
the good Senator, is the premise to my 
argument. Unless we take into con- 
sideration those very differences, we do 
grave injustice when we try to apply 
averages to the individual. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I agree with the 
Senator. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I repeat that if it 
would limit the extent of the roll-backs, 
I want them limited; and I do not want 
to do injustice to the individual sellers 
of these items. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I wonder if the Sena- 
tor will explain the mechanics of his 
proposal in connection with specific in- 
stances. Take the case of cotton cloth. 
Cotton cloth has a ceiling based upon 
a price of 45 cents for cotton. We know 
that cotton is selling now at 36 ½ cents. 
Under the Senator's amendment, how 
would it be possible to reduce the ceil- 
ing on cotton cloth to a level based upon 
cotton actually selling today at 36% 
cents rather than 45 cents? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If a roll-back is made 
beyond January, the roll- back must con- 
sider the increased or decreased cost 
from the time the roll-back becomes 
effective 

Mr. LEHMAN. Roll- backs will not be 
permitted under the amendment adopted 
yesterday. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. Under this 
amendment if a roll-back is made, the 
increased cost must be allowed to the 
man who makes the goods. 

Mr. MAYBANK, Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator from 
New York continually brings up the 
subject of cotton. Of course, New York 
is the biggest cotton market there is. 
The big financiers are there, those who 
make money out of the cotton mills and 
the cotton farmers. I realize that they 
are in New York. However, every 
cotton mill has a different cost. The 
Senator knows the State of Alabama 
well. His family originally came from 
there. He knows many of the cotton 
producers in that State. He is devoted 
to his firm. I myself have had asso- 
ciations with them in years gone by. 
Every cotton mill has a different cost. 
There is a different power rate in the 
case of TVA than there is in the case of 
the Duke Power Co. in the Carolinas. 
Every mill would have a different cost. 
If I construe the amendment aright, a 
thousand mills would each have a differ- 
ent ceiling. Is that correct? j 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator is cor- 
rect. The business of the United States 
cannot be operated on any other basis 
except that of the costs of individual 
businesses. A man who is losing money 
in his operation cannot raise $1 at the 
bank on the basis of the average of some 
other business. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. IVES. I understand that the 
Senator’s amendment is identical with 
the one offered yesterday, with the ex- 
ception of the one word “articles,” for 
which there has been substituted the 
word “materials.” 

Mr. MILLIKIN, That is correct. I 
use the word “materials” because I am 
told that that word is already in the law 
and in the regulations, and has a mean- 
ing equivalent to “articles.” 

Mr. IVES. That being the situation, 
I ask the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado to what point in the past roll- 
backs can be made under the terms of 
his amendment. Does the Senator con- 
strue the amendment to be limited to the 
period from May 24, 1950, to June 25, 
1950, or some date prior thereto? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It could be taken 
back to the time of the Korean invasion, 
under the other language of the bill. 

Mr. IVES. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. In addition to the lim- 
itation which is imposed by the fact that 
this provision must apply to materials, it 
includes all costs, not only direct ma- 
terial costs, not only direct labor costs, 
but all costs. When the sheriff puts the 
red flag in front of a business establish- 
ment because its liabilities exceed its 
assests, that condition could have come 
about through, for example, overhead, 
just as it could have come about by di- 
rect labor costs or direct material costs. 

If those two conditions, namely, giv- 
ing assurance of justice to the seller as 
to particular materials, and including 
all costs from the time the roll-back be- 
comes effective, should have the effect of 
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reducing the number of roll-backs, that 
is agreeable to me. I do not want any 
roll-backs unless those conditions are 
met. 

However, the main point of this 
amendment is that many of us who, in 
the main, are supporting the committee 
bill do not want to put blanket approval 
on prices as of the first of the year, 
many of which were unconscionably 
swollen, made so by persons who took 
advantage of the Nation’s distress in 
Korea. Personally I want no part of 
that. I am perfectly willing to have an 
exception that will permit us to make a 
roll-back if it is a just roll-back. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iam very much in 
sympathy with the general objective of 
the Senator from Colorado. I think I 
understand what he is driving at in 
terms of roll-backs, taking into consid- 
eration additional costs which have ac- 
cumulated since the time of the Korean 
invasion. 1 

The problem I have in mind—and I 
ask the Senator in all sincerity for in- 
formation—is this: Just how would this 
provision be administered? For ex- 
ample, take a metal processing shop or 
a pants factory, or a manufacturer of a 
number of agricultural items. Take 
even such items as lawn mowers. There 
are dozens of shop and factories. How 
would the provision be applied? How 
would the administrative machinery be 
set up to do the job? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That question should 


really be asked of the Price Administra- 


tor, because the Price Administration 
has already set up machinery for the es- 
tablishment of individual ceilings, Since 
it has done so, and since it is already 
operating in part on the theory of self- 
establishment of the proper ceiling, sub- 
ject, of course, to the Price Administra- 
tors’ final review, I propound no admin- 
istrative difficulty which is any different 
from that which exists. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it not possible 
that commodities might be considered 
in categories. For example, take cement, 
or a particular type of lumber product 
which may be processed or manufac- 
tured by a number of mills or factories. 
I recognize, of course, that such a 
method of handling the problem might 
involve some inequity. But how can 
we take each individual commodity, each 
individual plant, and each respective 
area in the country and handle the prob- 
lem satisfactorily without having liter- 
ally thousands upon thousands of peo- 
ple trying to administer a program of 
roll-backs with respect to which the ad- 
ministrative cost would add up to more 
than the roll-backs? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would say to the 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota 
that every seller must do precisely that. 
He must take care of his cost on every 
item he makes. There is nothing new 
in the process, if the Office of the Ad- 
ministrator is to follow the system, of 
having initially a self-imposed ceiling 
by the seller. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Colorado has made a stirring and tell- 
ing argument on why roll-backs are 
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needed. Apparently the only argument 
is as to how roll-backs should best be 
made. No one has stated more concise- 
ly or more clearly the issue on that point 
than has the Senator from Colorado, 
No one has stated more clearly the fact 
that we have put into the body of the 
law the iniquity of selfishness and greed 
from June 25 to January 25. That is 
what we have done by stopping all roll- 
backs. If the Senator from Colorado 
can show me how we can work out his 
plan I shall be glad to join with him, 

Mr. MILLIKIN, I will say to the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota that, since the 
Douglas amendment was lost yesterday, 
my amendment may not be everything 
the distinguished Senator would like to 
have, but it is the best that is before 
him, and probably the best that will 
come before him. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the Sena- 
tor is being prophetic. “Almost thou 
persuadest me.” Although the admin- 
istrative difficulty involved has not been 
clarified, I am almost persuaded. I wish 
the Senator would tell us more. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I cannot tell the 
Senator any more than that every seller 
is.concerned with the cost of every arti- 
cle he makes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Colorado has 
expired. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifteen 
minutes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield five more 
minutes to the Senator from Colorado, 
if that is sufficient. I merely wish to 
say that the testimony before our com- 
mittee was to the effect that there were 
three and a half million or three and a 
quarter million businesses in the United 
States. If we tried to handle every busi- 
ness separately we would have quite an 
administrative problem on our hands. 

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield to the Senator 
from Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT.. As I understand, the ex- 
ception involved here is an exception 
to the prohibition on roll-backs, 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Les. 

Mr. TAFT. It does not modify the 
general provision of the Defense Control 
Act which provides for May 24, 1950, to 
June 24, 1950. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is correct. The 
ultimate roll-back date is the date which 
the Senator has mentioned, because it is 
in the act. 

Mr. TAFT. In the opinion of the Sen- 
ator, the OPS could not go back to some 
pre-Korean date, when profits were ab- 
normally low, and fix that as the start- 
ing point, could it? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I thought I had an- 
swered the Senator from New York that 
the provision that is in the bill does 
exactly what the Senator from Ohio-has 
suggested. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. TOBEY. I wish to congratulate 
the distinguished Senator from Colorado 
for using the almost-forgotten word 
“material,” instead of the compromise 
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“matériel.” I get darn tired of hearing 
“matériel” supersede the good old Yan- 
kee word “material.” 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am glad to adopt 
the good Yankee word “material.” 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am interested in the 
Senator’s proposal; but I am concerned 
about the administrative difficulties in- 
volved. The Senator from South Caro- 
lina, in referring to the example of cot- 
ton cloth and cotton, which had gone 
down sharply in value, stated that it 
would be necessary under the plan of the 
Senator from Colorado to fix different 
prices for every kind of cotton cloth 
and for every mill. We could take, for 
example, manufactured ladies’ garments. 
I do not know how many thousand 
manufacturers of ladies’ garments there 
are in the city of New York or how many 
retailers and wholesalers there are. 
They make all sorts of garments and all 
sorts of similar articles under different 
conditions. Do I correctly understand 
that the Senator’s plan would mean that 
the price of each article would be based 
on the conditions relating to its manu- 
facture in the individual plants? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. First of all, my 
amendment does not mandate any roll- 
back. It gives permission for certain 
types of roll-backs. If in the adminis- 
tration of the act it is found impractical 
to have roll-backs in any particular in- 
dustry, I do not see how the office of Price 
Stabilization could be mandated by my 
amendment to apply them. I know they 
are not mandated. All we are doing is 
giving permission. If application of the 
provision is impractical in any field, 
there need not be any roll-back. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I notice the Senator 
from Colorado exempts agricultural com- 
modities from the amendment. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Would that include 
beef? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. Such action 
has already been taken by the Senate, so 
I am proposing something which I be- 
lieve has practical relationship to the 
realities, after the votes of yesterday. 

Mr. LEHMAN. If the Senator will 
yield further, I should like to say that 
I am deeply concerned with the price of 
food on the table of the average Ameri- 
can family. Therefore I cannot support 
any amendment which does not include 
„ of applying roll-backs to 
food. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. My amendment does 
not cover the subject of food, because 
that subject is already covered in the 
bill. The amendment merely recognizes 
that fact and goes on into a field out- 
side of food. If I may make a sugges- 
tion, the Senator from New York can 
support my amendment. If he does not 
like all of the provisions, in the bill after 
it has been amended he can vote against 
the bill. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Ihave always admired 
the distinguished Senator from Colorado 
for his very great frankness and honesty 
in debate on the floor. As I understand, 
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the distinguished Senator is opposed to 
roll-backs of any kind or description. 
Is my understanding correct? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. No; that is not cor- 
rect. I am opposed to them philosophi- 
cally. I wish we did not have any roll- 
backs, speaking generally. My amend- 
ment would authorize roll-backs under 
the conditions stated. Therefore I can- 
not answer the Senator by saying that 
I am opposed to all roll-backs. I am 
willing to authorize roll-backs under the 
conditions contained in my amendment. 

Mr. LANGER. If a manufactured 
article contains 150 ingredients, or parts, 
and the Administrator must take the 
time necessary to find out the cost of 
each one of the 150 parts, most certainly 
there would be a delay of months, with 
the net result that there would be no 
roll-back. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Ido not wish for one 
moment to represent to the Senator 
from North Dakota that any type of roll- 
back which could be proposed would not 
have a certain amount of inconvenience, 
harassment, and possible injustice in it. 
I would not dream of representing that 
to the Senator from North Dakota. 
However, there is also the possibility of 
injustice in having a base ceiling price 
which includes extortionate grasping. 
When I met with the problem I said, “I 
do not want general roll-backs. How 
shall I make exceptions?” 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Colorado has 
expired. 

Mr. MAYBANK, I shall be glad to 
yield more time to the Senator from 
Colorado, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I shall yield to the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART] 
and to the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
MILLIKIN] as much time as they desire 
to take. I had promised to yield some 
time to the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse] on another subject. However, 
inasmuch as we are now proceeding un- 
der a limitation of time on the pending 
amendment, I shall yield the remainder 
of my time as I have been requested. 
Mr. President, how much time do I have 
remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina has 7 min- 
utes remaining. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Iyield the 7 minutes 
to Senators who wish to discuss the 
amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to 
have 3 minutes. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I should like to 
have 5 minutes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I do not have that 
much time. I yield 2 minutes to the 
Senator from Minnesota and 4 minutes 
to the Senator from Indiana. How much 
time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from South Carolina yield to 
the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It would be better 
if I could ask the Senator to yield 2 min- 
utes to me, so that I couid state my case 
and have the Senator from Colorado 
make his observation in his own time. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. I have no time re- 
maining. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am certain that 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE- 
HART] will give us some of his time. As 
I see it, the amendment of the Senator 
from Colorado has as its objective the 
granting of roll-backs on commodities 
other than agricultural products. It 
may be that a thousand firms would be 
involved, which would mean that it 
would be necessary to check into a thou- 
sand separate cases, with thousands of 
computations of costs and thousands of 
prices pertaining to the material or arti- 
cle which is processed. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. In the first place, I 
suggest that there are all those compli- 
cations in the present system; in the sec- 
ond place, no price roll-back is man- 
dated by the amendment; and third, if 
there is any field carrying the ultimate 
confusions to which the Senator from 
Minnesota refers, there need not be a 
price roll-back. So I am assuming—al- 
though perhaps it is an unwarranted 
assumption—that there will be a little 
bit of sense in the administration of this 
provision. 

Mr, HUMPHREY. Certainly I wish to 
proceed on the basis o° that assump- 
tion also. 

Isay that in the case of a roll-back on 
a commodity category basis, provision is 
always made for taking care of inequities 
and hardships. In fact, I can present to 
the Senate letter after letter showing 
that individual merchants and proces- 
sors of materials have already been taken 
care of under the inequity and hardship 
regulations. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, if a roll- 
back were made under the provisions of 
this amendment, the result might be to 
call for a complete recomputation of all 
céiling prices in a competitive field. 

I also point out that the amendment 
includes all costs. In other words, it will 
allow the abuses which have been re- 
ferred to in connection with the excess- 
profits tax. That matter was discussed 
here at some length, and considerable 
worry was expressed about it. The 
amendment would include legal costs, 
advertising costs, entertainment costs, 
and all other costs. In other words, un- 
der the amendment, all costs must be in- 
cluded in establishing the price. 

Under the competitive enterprise sys- 
tem, we attempt to have some cost ab- 
sorption, not simply cost accounting. It 
is in that way that a manufacturer is able 
to sell his product and to compete with 
other manufacturers who have similar 
products to sell. However, under this 
amendment, all costs will be allowed for, 
and there will be no cost absorption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, if I 
may conclude, let me say that the motive 
of the Senator from Colorado in offering 
the amendment is good, but I am very 
doubtful how the amendment would ap- 
ply and whether it would not do more 
harm than good. 
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Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, how 
much time have I remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina has 4 min- 
utes remaining. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Then I yield the re- 
mainder of my time to the Senstor from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana is recognized for 
4 minutes. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, there 
seems to be some confusion about the 
amendment; it seems to appeal to both 
an of thought as something desir- 
able. 

The amencment would permit every 
seller since the date of the invasion of 
Korea or since the date of the enact- 
ment of the present law to increase his 
prices in direct proportion as his costs 
have increased. The amendment would 
do exactly that, no more and no less. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I suggest that the 
Senator is incorrect. Under the word- 
ing of the amendment, a price can be 
lowered if the costs have decreased; 
and, in the second place, there does not 
hve to be a roll-back if that is the 
result. 

Mr. CAPEHART. That is correct. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I assume that it will 
not be the major purpose of the Admin- 
istrator to provide for roll-backs in 
order to provide for increases in prices. 

Mr. CAPEHART. In other words, the 
amendment would permit every seller 
to increase the price of his goods if his 
costs have increased; or if his costs 
have decreased, the amendment would 
permit a roll-back. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes, if there is a 
roll-back in that field. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I am not so sure 
that I understand that to follow from 
the amendment, but possibly the amend- 
ment does cover that point. 

Mr. President, this amendment really 
would permit the sellers between the 
time of the invasion of Korea and Jan- 
uary 25, 1951, to increase their prices 
in direct proportion to the increase in 
their costs, provided that their prices 
are no higher than their prices were 
on January 25. In other words, the 
amendment takes care of the categories 
of businesses which many Senators on 
the other side of the aisle have been 
talking about for the past several days— 
businesses which held their prices vol- 
untarily and patriotically, and did not 
increase them. The amendment would 
force the Administrator to permit those 
businesses to increase their prices in 
pico proportion to the increase in their 
0 


Mr. MILLIKIN. But only if there is 
a roll-back in that field. There would 
not have to be a roll-back for every ar- 
ticle that is made in this country. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I do not understand 
that the amendment would apply only 
n there is a roll-back in the specific 

I should like to suggest to the chair- 
man of the committee that he accept the 
amendment and take it to conference, 
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with the understanding that if, after 
talking about it with the Administrator, 
the amendment is deemed to be practi- 
cal and workable, it be included in the 
bill. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I have no objection 
to taking the amendment to conference 
if the Senate desires to have me do so. 
However, the amendment has never 
been before the committee, and no hear- 
ings have been held on it. I recall that 
the testimony was that there are 3,500,- 
000 different business concerns in the 
United States; and under the provisions 
of this amendment, each one of them 
would have to have a different ceiling for 
the goods sold, as a result of adding to 
the costs hotel expenses, telephone ex- 
penses, elctrict-light expenses, enter- 
tainment expenses—perhaps at the May- 
flower Hotel, or elsewhere—and so forth. 
Each one would have to have a different 
ceiling. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Of course, at the 
moment the Administrator is doing ex- 
actly what the amendment calls for. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Oh, no. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Except the Admin- 
istrator is not including as many costs 
as the amendment would include. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Les, the amend- 
ment would call for the inclusion of all 
costs, including hotel expenses, pullman 
reservation expenses, expenses for air- 
plane travel, and all other expenses. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. ANDERSON. If the Senator is 
correct when he says that the amend- 
ment would permit prices to be rolled up 
in accordance with increases in costs, 
rather than to be rolled back, then cer- 
tainly the amendment should not be 
taken to conference. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The amendment 
does not do anything more than is per- 
mitted at the moment; in other words, 
to have price increases based upon cost 
increases, except that the amendment 
covers more costs than those which now 
ae allowed to be taken into considera- 

on. : 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the amendment of the Senator from 
Colorado has expired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Colorado, I submit the following amend- 
ment: In-line 5, strike out the words “in 
the case of an individual seller.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Minnesota to 
that amendment of the Senator from 
Colorado. 

The Senator from Minnesota is rec- 
ognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If we can have the 
amendment taken to conference, I shall 
agree to modify the amendment by de- 
leting from it the words covered by the 
amendment just offered by the Senator 
from Minnesota to my amendment, and 
also by deleting the words “of such 
seller” in line 8, for I think that modifi- 
cation also should be made, in order to 


. conform with the modification in line 5. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. In other words, 
the Senator from Colorado would also 
modify his amendment by striking out 
the words “of such seller” in line 8. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes, in order to make 
the entire amendment conform to the 
change suggested by the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, if 
the chairman of the committee will ac- 
cept the amendment as thus modified, 
I see no reason for further discussion. 

A . Ido not, either. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Colorado has a right to 
modify his amendment. Does he mod- 
ify it? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I should like to know 
whether the amendment will then go 
to conference. 

Mr. MAYBANK, Mr. President, it is 
my understanding that, with the modi- 
fication, the amendment will be the 
same as the amendment we voted on 
yesterday and rejected by a vote of 25 
in favor and 62 in opposition. Am I 
mistaken about that? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would say that the 
Senator is mistaken. Yesterday we did 
not vote on any amendment which, for 
example, would include all costs. So 
this amendment is not the same as an 
amendment which we voted on yester- 
day. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yesterday we did 
not vote on an amendment which would 
provide a limitation, material by mate- 
rial. Therefore, this amendment is not 
the same as any amendment on which 
we voted yesterday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair points out that all time on the 
amendment has expired. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, an- 
other amendment is now before us. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
have submitted an amendment to the 
amendment of the Senator from Colo- 
rado. Therefore, I have the floor; and 
I yield only for questions. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. MAYBANK, Mr. President, I un- 
derstood the Senator from Minnesota to 
submit an amendment to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Colorado, and 
I understood the Senator from Colorado 
to start to say that he would accept that 
amendment as a modification of his own 
amendment; but then he hesitated, and 
inquired whether the amendment as thus 
modified would be taken to conference. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I said 
that I would accept as a modification of 
my amendment the amendment submit- 
ted to it by the Senator from Minnesota, 
if the amendment as thus modified would 
be taken to conference. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Then I pointed out 
that no hearings were held on the 
amendment; and, in fact, the amend- 
ment submitted by the Senator from 
Minnesota to the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Colorado is not even at the 
desk. The Senator from Minnesota 
merely read his amendment, after writ- 
ing it out on a piece of paper. There- 
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fore, I thin: there should be some debate 
on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For the 
information of the Chair, the Chair 
wishes to inquire whether the Senator 
from Colorado modifies his amendment. 

Mr. . Mr. President, 2 
modify my amendment by deleting, in 
line 5, the words “in the case of an indi- 
vidual seller.” And also by deleting, in 
line 8, the words “‘of such seller.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
amendment as now modified conform to 
the amendment submitted by the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota to the amendment of 
the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe so, Mr. 
President; and I certainly accept that 
modification. Certainly we are now hav- 
ing some discussion of this proposal. 

Mr. President, I should like to submit 
another amendment to the amendment 
of the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr, CAPEHART. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President—— 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana will state the point 
of order. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Since there is no 
motion or amendment before the Senate 
at the moment, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Minnesota yield for the 
purpose of the suggestion of the absence 
of a quorum? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No; I do not yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


Senator declines to yield. 
Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Under the unani- 
mous agreement, no Senator can have 
the floor when the time for debate has 
expired, and when the time comes for a 
vote. Is that not correct? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr, ANDERSON. The Senator from 
Minnesota did not withdraw his amend- 
ment. The mere fact that the Senator 
from Colorado modifies his amendment 
does not wipe his amendment out of 
existence. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I submit that-it 
does. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Of course, it does 
not. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ac- 
tion by the Senator from Colorado dis- 
posed of the amendment which had been 
presented by the Senator from Minne- 
sota. The Senator from Minnesota was 
recognized for the purpose of offering 
another amendment. He cannot be 
taken from the floor for the purpose of 
suggesting the absence of a quorum, 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
should like to address a question to the 
Senator from Minnesota to be charged 
to my time, because I presume I shall 
have 15 minutes more. 

Mr. HUMPHREY, I yield, 
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Mr. MAYBANK. Is the Senator from 
Minnesota going to discuss the amend- 
ment which he so ably drafted in long- 
hand at the desk a few moments ago? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No. I may say to 
the distinguished chairman of the com- 
mittee that the first amendment of the 
Senator from Minnesota was graciously 
accepted by the mover of the main 
amendment. 

Mr. MAYBANK. What is the amend- 
ment now? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The next amend- 
ment I have not yet had a chance to 
read, 

Mr. MAYBANK. Has the Senator had 
a chance yet to write it? [Laughter.] 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; I have had a 
chance to write it. I may say that not 
only have I had a chance to write it, but 
I have had time in which to memorize it. 

Mr. MAYBANK, If I may, I should 
like to ask the Senator from Minne- 
sota whether I may see the amendment 
and give it to the committee staff, so they 
may at least have 15 minutes in which to 
peruse it, while the Senator speaks, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If the Senator will 
yield for a moment, perhaps I shall be 
able to furnish him with a certified copy 
of the amendment. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, a point 
of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will state it. 

Mr. TOBEY. I have a profound par- 
liamentary inquiry to propound at this 
time to the distinguished occupant of 
the chair, and it is in few words: Where 
are we at? [Laughter.] 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state “where we are at.” The 
Senator from Minnesota had been recog- 
nized. He evinced a desire to offer an 
amendment. If he desires to do so, let 
the Senator from Minnesota send the 
amendment to the desk to be read, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Minnesota prefers to read 
it, after which he will be glad to send it 
to the desk. It is to the Millikin amend- 
ment, and reads: 

In line 7, strike out the word “all” and 
insert in lieu thereof the words “actual fac- 
tory and labor costs, including reasonable 
allowances for other.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized for 
15 minutes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The purpose of this 
amendment, after the acceptance of the 
first amendment, is—— 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I cannot yield at 
this time. We have had sufficient con- 
fusion here, in connection with this 
amendment, and I should like to try to 
bring a little continuity into what we 
have been doing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota will suspend 
until the clerk reads the amendment 
which has been sent to the desk by the 
Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY, I shall be delighted 
to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
clerk will state the amendment. 


The 
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The Cuter CLERK., It is proposed to 
amend the amendment of Mr. MILLIKIN, 
in line 7, by striking out the word “all” 
and inserting the words “actual factory 
and labor costs, including reasonable al- 
lowances for other”, so as to make the 
amendment read: 

On page 2, line 13, after the period, insert 
the following new sentence: “Nothing in 
this paragraph shall prohibit the establish- 
ment or maintenance of a ceiling price with 
respect to any material (other than an ag- 
ricultural commodity) which is based upon a 
period prior to January 25, 1951, if such 
ceiling price reflects adjustments for in- 
creases or decreases in actual factory and 
labor costs, including reasonable allowances 
for other costs occurring subsequent to such 
period.” 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The original 
amendment was proposed by the distin- 
guished Senator from Colorado [Mr, 
MILLIKIN]. The first amendment, it has 
been noted, was to strike out “in the 
case of an individual seller,” thereby 
permitting it to apply to at least a group 
of commodities, rather than to subject 
each individual to investigation. 

The second thing attempted to be done 
is to permit some cost absorption. In 
other words, the second amendment pre- 
sented by the junior Senator from 
Minnesota defines what is meant by ad- 
justments for increases or decreases in 
costs.” As the Senator from Colorado 
offered the amendment, it read “all 
costs.“ The amendment of the Senator 
from Minnesota says “actual factory and 
labor costs, including reasonable allow- 
ances for other costs.” In other words, 
it places some administrative discretion 
in the computation of what we might 
call “costs.” 

At the best, the Millikin amendment, 
with the two perfecting amendments, is 
anything but an answer to the problem 
of high prices and the necessity for roll- 
backs. It was the desire of the Senator 
from Minnesota, in suggesting these two 
amendments, to try to improve the origi- 
nal amendment of the Senator from 
Colorado, because possibly this is the 
best we are going to be able to get in 
terms of any roll-back. 

So far as I am concerned, I believe 
that there ought to be no limitations, no 
exceptions, on roll-backs, and that agri- 
cultural commodities, manufactured 
commodities, and so forth, should all be 
treated alike. But the Senator from 
Colorado, I think, stated, let me say, a 
fairly practical and realistic assumption, 
when he said that if we are to get any 
kind of roll-back provision in this bill, 
it will be the one suggested by him. 
That may be the case; and, recognizing 
that it may be the case, it has been the 
desire of the Senator from Minnesota to 
improve it, and to improve it to a point 
where we can at least make it; first, 
administratively manageable, and sec- 
ond where we do not put a premium 
upon increased costs; because the origi- 
nal amendment included all costs to be 
refiected in adjustments, and “all costs” 
would include everything, from legal 
services to superadvertising, social serv- 
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ices, or anything else that one might 
want to include as a cost item. 

In the 2 minutes of the Senator from 
South Carolina, which the chairman of 
the committee permitted me to have, I 
pointed out that modern competitive in- 
dustry makes it a policy to absorb cer- 
tain costs. They have absorbed labor 
costs. They have absorbed advertising 
costs. They have absorbed tax costs. 
In other words, industries are known to 
have an increase in the cost of labor, an 
increase in the cost of advertising, and 
an increase in the cost of taxes, and at 
the same time, are not able to raise the 
price of the article or the material or 
the commodity. 

This is what we call the competitive 
process, being able to stimulate the mar- 
ket and increase the consumption of 
goods, and to improve the processing of 
the goods, so as to be able to absorb the 
costs. 

I am unalterably opposed to the Con- 
gress of the United States writing into 
law a provision that all costs may be 
absorbed in the price, or may be included 
in the price. As a matter of fact, that 
would be a violation of the competitive 
principle. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. How would this suit 
the Senator? Let the amendment I have 
proposed read as it does, down to “Jan- 
uary 25, 1951,” then continue: “if such 
ceiling price reflects adjustments for in- 
creases or decreases in all direct labor 
and material costs and fair, adequate 
allowances for all indirect costs of such 
seller occurring subsequent to such 
period.” I think that meets the prin- 
ciple which the Senator is aiming at. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall yield first. 
Then I shall comment on the suggestion 
of the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. BENTON. Will the Senator com- 
ment on the effect that a legal interpre- 
tation of the amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Colorado might have 
on putting the entire American economy 
upon the basis of what amounts to a 
cost-plus system? Under this amend- 
ment, cannot the manufacturer of any 
scarce commodity undertake any kind of 
advertising he desires; and, if so, who 
is to prove that it is not a reasonable 
cost? Again, can the producer of any 
scarce commodity employ any lawyers 
he wants; and, if so, who is to prove that 
that is not a reasonable cost? Can the 
maker of any scarce commodity engage 
in any manner or kind of extravagant 
expenditure, as unhappily many com- 
panies are stimulated to do under too 
high excess profits taxes? Would not 
that be the result of this amendment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. . That is the point 
toward which I have been directing my 
remarks. We are writing into the price 
structure any kind of charge that any- 
one might want to include as a cost item. 
I recognize that the Senator from Colo- 
rado has modified his original amend- 
ment. I wish he would read the last 
words of it. 
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Mr, MILLIKIN. I have tried to meet 
what the Senator from Minnesota was 
talking about, and also, I think, what the 
Senator from Connecticut was speaking 
of. The last clause would read, “If such 
ceiling price reflects adjustments for in- 
creases or decreases in all direct labor 
and material costs and fair and adequate 
allowances for all indirect costs of such 
seller occurring subsequent to such 
period.” 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think that is a 
decided improvement. 

Mr, BENTON. I agree. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think it goes 
much further than did the original 
amendment. What I have been doing is 
trying to gain some time so that Senators 
who know a good deal about economic 
legislation could come to the floor and 
discuss the question. We undertake to 
legislate with a handful of Senators who 
have not really given their full attention 
to the problem. I am glad to bring into 
the argument a few Senators who can 
shed some light on the question. 

I yield to the Senator from New 
Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
wonder if the Senator includes, in the 
group he mentions, Senators who listen 
to a few words and realize what they 
mean with reference to the entire struc- 
ture. The Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART] made a statement a while ago, 
and I have not heard any satisfactory 
rebuttal of what he said at that time. If 
this is an amendment to roll back prices 
where there have been increased costs 
since the Korean War, I think it should 
be studied. No one has yet made a sat- 
isfactory answer. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. In substance I have 
agreed with what I think the Senator 
from Indiana very well pointed out. We 
are setting a pattern for all costs without 
any cost absorption. I was trying to 
modify it. Instead of having to cut off 
both arms, I thought we might save two 
or three fingers, at least, if we are to 
have this kind of an operation. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? a 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr, LEHMAN. I think the proposal 
made by the Senator from Colorado, al- 
though made in the best of faith, is of 
little if any assistance to the people. It 
simply means a survey of cost-plus con- 
tracts. The Senator from Minnesota 
has stated that it is possibly the best we 
can get. I do not agree with the Senator 
from Minnesota or with the distin- 
guished Senator from Colorado that this 
is the best we can get. It may be the 
best we can get today, or tomorrow, or 
Saturday; but I believe that when this 
bill is passed it will make it impossible 
to set in motion roll-backs and make it 
impossible really to control the economy 
of the country for the purpose of re- 
ducing living costs, and not increasing 
them. There will be much resentment 
and an outcry not only by the house- 
holder and consumer, but also by busi- 
ness itself. I am not willing to com- 
prane on any amendment of this kind. 

HUMPHREY. I want to say to 
the alate from New York that I have 
not said I shall vote for this amendment 
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even if it be modified 25 times. I have 
learned that sometimes amendments are 
adopted without my vote, and if that be 
the case I shall try to help to improve 
the situation a little bit. It is not nec- 
essary to try to swallow a whole cactus 
plant. I am attempting to improve the 
amendment a little. It is no answer to 
the problem of roll-backs. It is noth- 
ing more nor less than some soothing 
sirup that is none too palatable, but, be 
that as it may, it may be adopted. 
Therefore, if we are going to save some- 
thing, I would rather save 5 cents than 
to save nothing. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, would 
the Senator mind reading his proposed 
amendment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I sent the pro- 
posed amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Minnesota. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed 
to amend the amendment of Mr. MILLI- 
KIN in the following respects: 

In line 7, strike out the word “all”: and 
insert “actual factory and labor costs, in- 
cluding reasonable allowance for other 
costs.” 


Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I ac- 
cept the amendment, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That ends the de- 
bat2, Mr. President, 

Mr. MILLIKIN. And I hope some 
Senator will not think of something else, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I may say to the 
Senator from Colorado that, since these 
two amendments have been accepted, in 
my opinion we have made some improve- 
ment. But let no one forget that what 
we are doing by this amendment is writ- 
ing into statute law the principle of cost- 
plus. We are writing into the statutes of 
the country the principle of including 
costs, regardless of what they may be, 
in connection with the price of a com- 
modity, and destroying the principle of 
cost absorptien. So, Mr. President, after 
having had the two amendments ac- 
cepted, I still say that the Millikin 
amendment should not be made a part of 
the pending measure. There will be an- 
other amendment presented later to pro- 
vide for real roll-backs which will save 
the public some money and be meaning- 
ful in this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Colorado modify his 
amendment in accordance with the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes, Mr. President, 
and I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment, as modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Colo- 
rado as modified by the amendment of- 
fered by the Senator from Minnesota. 
On this question the yeas and nays have 
been requested. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MAYBANK. How much time is 
left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No more 
time remains. All time for debate has 
expired. 
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Mr. MAYBANK. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum, 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from South Carolina withhold 
his request for a quorum call? 

Mr, MAYBANK. I withhold the re- 
quest. 

Mr. CAIN. It is the intention of the 
Senator from Washington to offer an 
amendment to the amendment of the 
Senator from Colorado, 

Mr. MAYBANK. I shall be glad to 
withdraw my request for a quorum call. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment which I ask to 
have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Washington to the 
e of the Senator from Colo- 
rado. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the so- 
called Millikin amendment it is proposed, 
on line 6, to strike out January 25, 
1951”, and insert in lieu thereof “June 
25, 1950.“ . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Washington is recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CAIN. I yield. 

Mr MILLIKIN. May we have the 
amendment to the amendment read 
again? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will again read the amendment to 
the amendment. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the entire 
amendment, as modified by the Hum- 
phrey amendment and the Cain amend- 
ment, be stated for the information of 
the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the clerk will read the amend- 
ment as modified. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
line 13, after the period, it is proposed 
to insert the following new sentence: 

Nothing in this paragraph shall prohibit 
the establishment or maintenance of a ceil- 
ing price with respect to any material (other 
than an agricultural commodity) which is 
based upon a period prior to June 25, 1950, 


‘if such ceiling price reflects adjustments for 


increases or decreases in actual factory and 
labor costs, including reasonable allowances 
for other costs occurring subsequent to such 
period, 


RETURN FROM KOREA OF UNITED 
NATIONS PRISONERS OF WAR 


Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I wish to 
consume several important minutes of 
the time of the Senate, for an important 
reason. I ask unanimous consent, on 
behalf of myself and the senior Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES], to 
submit a resolution, which I ask to have 
read for the information of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HEN- 
NINGS in the Chair). Without objection, 
the resolution will be received and read, 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Sen- 
ate that the President of the United States 
should take such action as may be necessary 
to advise the representatives of the United 
Nations responsible for the negotiation of 
any agreement for the cessation of hostilities 


in Korea that the United States disapproves 
of any such agreement unless the North 
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Korean regime and any forces allied with 
such regime (1) agree to furnish to the 
United Nations commander in Korea all in- 
formation in their possession with respect 
to the 10,000 or more Americans and the 
other members of the United Nations forces 
who have been reported missing, missing in 
action, or taken prisoners of war in Korea 
and (2) give assurances, satisfactory to such 
commander, that immediately upon the 
execution of such agreement all necessary 
steps will be taken to effectuate delivery at 
the earliest practicable time of all of those 
who are alive to such commander or to the 
representatives of neutral governments 
designated for such purposes. 


Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, the resolu- 
tion has been offered in my name and 
that of the senior Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRI D ESI, and should 
other Senators wish to sign the resolu- 
tion during the course of the afternoon, 
their names will be most welcome. 

Mr. President, nothing needs to be 
said in support of the resolution which 
has just been sent to the desk. We know 
that more than 10,000 Americans have 
been reported as being missing in action 
in Korea. Logic and common sense tell 
us that a large number of this total were 
taken as prisoners of war. We do not 
know how many of these Americans are 
yet living. We do not know where the 
living are being kept or under what con- 
ditions and circumstances. All we know 
is that they are precious Americans who 
were taken prisoners as they fought to 
uphold the Allied cause, 

All of us know that the enemy has 
slaughtered and butchered and treated 
cruelly some of the Americans and Allied 
soldiers who were taken by the enemy 
as prisoners of war. We have no reason 
to believe that the enemy is any more 
humane or less savage today than he 
has been in the past. Before any cease-' 
fire order or armistice has been agreed 
to, the status of the enemy captured and 
Allied soldiers must be determined. The 
enemy should be made to agree that, as 
of the minute the fighting in Korea 
Stops, that every American and Allied 
prisoner of war who is in the keeping of 
the enemy must be turned over to a neu- 
tral nation or returned to Allied hands. 

If we can neither determine where 
these prisoners of war are being main- 
tained by the enemy or if the enemy 
will not agree immediately to release 
these prisoners of war following any 
cease-fire order, then there should be 
no cease-fire or armistice in Korea. 
Unless our enemies in Korea will agree 
to the recommendations I have offered, 
America could never trust those enemies, | 

It is said by some that a Korean 
armistice on or about the thirty-eighth 
parallel would amount to a victory for 
the free nations of the United Nations. 
The Senator from Washington does not 
agree with any such view but what he 
does agree with is that no armistice must 
be contemplated or sought unless its 
terms make certain that every living 
American and Allied person who is now 
in the hands of our enemies shall be re- 
stored to his family, to his nation, and 
to all of us as soon as the last shot has 
been fired. 

I request that the resolution be re- 
ferred to the appropriate committee. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the resolution will be so re- 
ferred. 

The resolution (S. Res. 165) submitted 
by Mr. Carn (for himself, Mr. BRIDGES, 
and Mr. Dirksen) was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 


EXTENSION OF DEFENSE PRODUCTION, 
AND HOUSING AND RENT ACTS 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 1717) to amend and extend 
the Defense Production Act of 1950 and 
the Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as 
amended. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I withdraw 
my amendment. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I call 
up an amendment 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WHERRY. What is the pending 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that there is now before 
the Senate the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Colorado, as modified. 

Mr. WHERRY. What time is there 
remaining on the amendment, as modi- 
fied? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
for debate has been exhausted. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
withdrew my demand for the yeas and 
nays, did I not? Is that not a matter of 
record? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER The 
yeas and nays have not been ordered. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Then, if I may say 
so, since the amendment of the Senator 
from Colorado has been modified, and 
since ; 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
for debate on the amendment has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the committee, I inquire 
whether I can accept the amendment, 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
that 2 minutes of time be allotted to the 
Senator from South Carolina so he may 
discuss the parliamentary situation. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object 

Mr. MAYBANK, Mr. President, may 
I have 2 minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Illinois withdraw his 
reservation of the right to object? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes, I withdraw my 
reservation of the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator from South Caro- 
lina will be given 2 minutes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I was 
obliged to leave the Senate Chamber “or 
a few moments to consult with several 
Senators. As I understand the parlia- 
mentary situation, the question is on the 
amendment of the Senator from Colo- 
rado [Mr. MILLIKIN], modified by the 
amendment by the Senator from Minne- 
sota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. The Senator 
from Washington had offered an amend- 
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ment to the amendment as amended, but 
he has withdrawn his amendment. 

Mr. CAIN. I have indeed, sir. 

Mr. MAYBANK. These amendments 
were hurriedly prepared. I do not think 
the Senate understands their full im- 
port. I will say that I do not. I suggest 
that, without any obligation on the part 
of the Senate conferees to hold ou“ for 
the amendment, that it be taken to con- 
ference, g a study can be made of it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Colorado, as 
modified. 

Mr. MORSF. A parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. Is the Millikin amend- 
ment subject to amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that it is. 

Mr. MORSE. I send to the desk an 
amendment which proposes to strike out, 
in line 4 of the Millikin amendment, the 
words “(other than an agricultural com- 
modity),” and I wish to speak to the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed 
in line 4 of the Millikin amendment to 
strike out “(other than an agricultural 
commodity) .” 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, may 
we have the amendment to the amend- 
ment again stated? It was just stated, 
but I did not hear it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment to the amendment will be 
stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In line 4 of the 
Millikin amendment it is proposed to 
delete the words “(other than an agri- 
cultural commodity)", so that the Milli- 
kin amendment will read: 

Nothing in this paragraph shall prohibit 
the establishment or maintenance of a ceil- 
ing price with respect to any material which 
is based— 


And so forth. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak with a rather heavy heart, and I 
speak only for myself. I speak my hon- 
est convictions about the great mistake 
which I think the Senate of the United 
ogi is making in connection with this 

ill. 

We read in today’s newspapers that 
the cost of living in the United States 
has risen to a point higher than at any 
other time since the beginning of the 
defense crisis which hit this country in 
1940. Ihave just completed a trip across 
the continent to the west coast, where 
I delivered five major speeches before 
audiences that participated with me in 
open forum discussions on some of the 
grcat issues that confront our country. 
It is obvious that many of my colleagues 
in the Senate do not share my interpre- 
tation of public opinion, because if they 
did they could not possibly vote as they 
have voted in recent hours in the Sen- 
ate. But I want it in the Recorp, Mr. 
President, that I am satisfied that I 
know as I cast the votes I have been 
casting in the Senate on the pending bill 
that the rank and file of the American 
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people are looking to the Congress of the 
United States to take some action to 
check inflation. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I do not yield to any 
Senator until I have finished my re- 
marks, Mr, President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon declines to yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I am satisfied, Mr. 
President, that the rank and file of the 
American people are looking to the 
Congress of this country to take some 
action to protect them from the greatest 
enemy that we have within our country 
at the present time. Two great enemies 
are threatening the security of the 
United States. One is floviet Russia, 
which is threatening us in the field of 
international affairs. The other is the 
mounting threat of inflation that seeks 
to weaken the greatest defense weapon 
we have, namely, our economy. Yet the 
Congress of the United States, in my 
judgment—and the Senate at the pres- 
ent hour—is proceeding with a bill which 
will let loose in the months immediately 
ahead a tide of inflation which will en- 
gulf our free economy if we do not act 
in the closing hours of this debate to stop 
the great mistake which a majority of 
the Members of the Senate are making 
in connection with this bill. 

In my judgment, the people of the 
country are perfectly aware of the fact, 
as every freshman in any economics class 
in America is aware of the fact, that we 
cannot proceed to spend at the rate of 
$60,000,000,000 annually for defense, and 
throw those defense dollars, which are 
nonproductive dollars, into the eco- 
nomic stream without running serious 
risk of inflation. We will be swamped 
by a flood of inflation if we do not place 
controls on greedy, selfish interests which 
want to make theirs while the making 
is good, at the same time that American 
blood is being shed in Korea. 

Where is the principle of equality of 


‘sacrifice in America today, I ask? The 


consumers recognize it but do the vari- 
ous economic pressure groups including 
the livestock lobby? In my lifetime I 
have helped ring the noses of many 
bulls. I have never thought that I would 
like a bull-ring in my own nose. I come 
from a great livestock State; but I wish 
to say from the floor of the Senate to- 
day, as I shall say to the livestock men 
of my State when they undoubtedly will 
want to know why I cast the votes which 
I have cast, that I believe that the live- 
stock industry ought to recognize the 
principle of equality of sacrifice. That 
is why I have cast the votes which I have 
cast. I think it is necessary, if we are 
to check the rising tide of inflation which 
will develop into a typhoon if we do not 
watch out. We should vote to bring all 
the economic groups under some reason- 
able system of controls. That is why I 
have offered to the Millikin amend- 
ment, an amendment which seeks to 
eliminate the words “other than an agri- 
cultural commodity.” 

I wish to say to the farmers of America 
that it is in their interest as much as in 
the interest of any other economic seg- 
ment of our population that we protect 
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the value of the American dollar. I 
know of no class in our country which 
has more to lose from a flood of infla- 
tion than the farmers of America. Iam 
satisfied that if we take the facts to the 
American farmers and to the livestock 
men we shall find them joining in the 
demand that the principle of equality 
of sacrifice be applied uniformly across 
the country in the economic field, in 
order to check the rising threat of infia- 
tion. 

We are now spending at the annual 
rate of $60,000,000,000 for defense. If 
we are to do the job which must be done 
to make clear to Stalin that he has 
everything to lose and nothing to gain 
by a continuation of his aggressive poli- 
cies through his satellites, if we are to 
make our great defense weapon strong 
enough to produce the things we need to 
place us in such a position that we can 
lead through strength rather than 
through weakness in the contest with 
Soviet Russia, the world around it follows 
that we must have a stronger control bill 
than the pending bill. 

I think it is perfectly ridiculous to be 
talking about the law of supply and de- 
mand protecting the economy of Amer- 
ica, at a time when we are spending 
$60,000,000,000 for defense. In a few 
months I think we are going to be spend- 
ing at a rate nearer $80,000,000,000, if 
we are to do the defense job which needs 
to be done. If the situation becomes as 
bad as I am fearful it may become, I 
believe that within 18 months we shall 
probably be spending at the annual rate 
of $100,000,000,000 a year for defense, 
to protect the security of the United 
States. 

I care not what the political conse- 
quences may be to me personally because 
of my support of a stronger bill than the 
pending one. I believe there is a chal- 
lenge of statesmanship facing the lead- 
ers of the country today to tell the 
American people that now, in the inter- 
est of the principle of equality of sacri- 
fice, the time has come to sacrifice as 
they have never sacrificed before. That 
applies to the farmers of America and 
to the livestockmen of America, as well 
as to every other economic group. 

A few minutes ago a young couple 
from Portland, Oreg., met me in the re- 
ception room. They have not been wed 
very long. The young wife said, “We do 
not have roast beef now oftener than 
once every 2 weeks.” There are tens of 
thousands of people in this country who 
do not have roast beef these days more 
often than once every 2 weeks. Its price 
is beyond the pocketbook of too many 
consumers, Wait until the housewives 
go into action on this failure of the Con- 
gress to impose reasonable controls. 

Mr. President, the livestock lobby has 
no ring in my nose.. I am satisfied that 
in casting the votes I have cast, I have 
done so on the basis of what time will 
prove to be sound economic policies for 
my country. 

Although I know it is gratuitous, and 
although I know that my suggestions will 
be heeded by my party just as much as 
they have been in the past—which is 
practically not at all—I wish to say to 
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the Republican Party from the floor of 
the Senate today, “You will discover in 
the campaign of 1952 that you lost a 
great opportunity when, in this historic 
debate, you did not stand for stronger 
controls than did the Democratic Party. 
The party of the opposition has lost its 
leadership in recent months. It is 
hopelessly split and confused. We have 
a great opportunity, in my judgment, to 
revise the whole production act in the 
interest of checking inflation. Instead 
of that, a majority of the Republicans 
have followed a course of action on the 
floor of the Senate which in my judg- 
ment, in the months ahead, will open 
the gates to a tremendous flood of in- 
flation. Iam willing to suggest—and let 
time prove me right or wrong—that 
when the ballots are marked in 1952 a 
great many Members of Congress will 
know whereof I speak today when I say 
that I am convinced that the rank-and- 
file consumers of America expect the 
Congress to do something by way of 
effective checks upon inflation. We 
should pass a sounder control law than 
the vote up to this hour shows this law 
is going to be. We Republicans should 
do it in the interest of protecting the 
consumers of America from the ravages 
of the high cost of living which comes 
from uncontrolled inflation. It is not 
too late, but it requires a right about 
face. I still hope enough Republicans 
in the Senate will heed the needs of 
the people of the country for protection 
against a run-away higher and higher 
cost of living. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I have 
listened attentively to the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon. I am happy and 
glad to have been a Member of a Con- 
gress which passed a strong law, a law 
which the administration did not even 
request, last September. 

The administration placed in charge 
of that law no one until January, and 
then it placed in charge certain indi- 
viduals for whom I have the utmost per- 
sonal respect, but who in my judgment 
have done but little. 

I read in the morning newspaper that 
prices have increased to an all-time high, 
How does that happen, when it is 
claimed that prices were frozen as of 
January 25? The Congress gave the ad- 
ministration ample power. 

Iam a Democrat, and I will always be 
a Democrat. However, in justice to the 
Republican Members of the Senate who 
voted for the control bill last September 
I wish to say that they joined with us 
in writing a strong law. It has never 
been used. I would suggest that the 
abuse of Congress results from an at- 
tempt to permit those who are responsi- 
ble for the failure to act promptly under 
the law to avoid their own responsibility. 
They have not met their own responsi- 
bility. They have not met their re- 
sponsibility to the consumers of the 
country. If the consumers of the coun- 
try have any quarrel they have it with 
the way the law has been administered, 
58 law has been on the books for a long 

e. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK., I yield. 
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Mr. LONG. Is it not correct to say 
that last year the chairman of the com- 
mittee was criticized because he was try- 


‘ing to write a much stronger law than 


the administration wanted to have writ- 
ten. It gave the administration com- 
pulsory price control, which the admin- 
istration never used. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator from 
Louisiana is a member of the commit- 
tee. He knows the trouble we had in 
writing a stronger law. It was never 
used. Now articles appear in the news- 
papers and statements are made by com- 
mentators to the effect that Congress 
is to blame. Congress wrote a law in 
September, almost a year ago. The law 
is on the statute books. I shall not un- 
dertake to criticize the administration, 
However, I am glad that I was a Mem- 
ber of the Congress in which Republi- 
cans and Democrats alike wrote a law 
which would have stopped inflation. 
Together with some other Senators I 
suggested that Mr. Baruch come before 
the committee. He testified before the 
committee, and he begged for the im- 
position of controls. At the same time 
I begged for them. Nothing was done. 
Now we hear that the Republican are no 
good, that the Democrats are no good, 
that the Members of the House are no 
good, and that the Members of the Sen- 
ate are no good. It is all done in order 
to confuse the housewives. The truth 
is that the administration has failed to 
act. 

May I inquire of the Senator from In- 
diana how much time he desires to take, 

Mr. CAPEHART. How much time will 
the Senator yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Hennincs in the chair). The Senator 
from South Carolina has 12 minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield 5 minutes 
to the Senator from Indiana. Then I 
propose to yield to the Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON], in order that 
he may read a telegram which Mr. Ber- 
nard Baruch sent to the committee to- 
day. When the Senator from Virginia 
has concluded his statement, I shall 
yield to the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
Moopy]. 

I am tired of having the administra- 
tion trying to blame Congress. I never 
legislated for the Democratic Party or 
the Republican Party, or for a Democrat 
or a Republican, when controls or the 
welfare of our people were at stake. The 
committee has always been above poli- 
tics when controls were involved. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, Iam 
a membcr of the Senate Banking and 
Currency Committee. I have been for 
6 years. The Committee on Banking 
and Currency held hearings for approxi- 
mately 7 weeks, with some night ses- 
sions. The committee has reported to 
the Senate what it believes to be a good 
bill. I have listened to a political speech 
by the able Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse] who never once appeared before 
the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency to offer an amendment or sug- 
gestion. I wrote to the able Senator 
from Oregon, inviting him to make sug- 
gestions on the control bill. So far as 
I know, he never opened his mouth. He 
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never offered a suggestion on how the 
Defense Production bill should be 
amended or how it should be written. 

Now, at an opportune time, in order 
to make newspaper headlines, he rises 
on the floor of the Senate and criticizes 
his own party and Congress. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I raise 
a point of order. The Senator is not in 
order in attacking a Member of the Sen- 
ate. I ask that he take his seat. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Dakota raises a 
point of order. In accordance with Rule 
XIX, the Senator from Indiana will take 
his seat. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senator from Indiana be 
allowed to proceed in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Wuerry]. [Putting the question.] The 
“ayes” have it. The Senator from In- 
diana may proceed in order. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The able Senator 
from Oregon or any other Senator has 
a right to criticize. I think those who 
are criticized have a right to answer the 
criticism. I, for one, do not like to be 
criticized by a Senator who has made no 
effort whatever to help the committee, 
and who has made no effort so far in 
the debate on the floor of the Senate in 
the last 3 or 4 days to offer any sugges- 
tion or comment, except to say that the 
Republican Party is to blame, that the 
Republican Party had a great opportu- 
nity, and that the Democratic Party was 
to blame. 

I wish to join the able Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK] in what 
he said. The blame for inflation in 
America today lies at the door of the 
administration. Congress passed a law 
last September 8 giving the administra- 
tion the right to control prices and wages, 
It did not use that power. I, too, read 
in the newspapers this morning that the 
cost of living is the highest, I believe, 
in the history of our Nation. Congress 
passed a control bill last September 8. 
It gave the administration the right to 
control all prices, to control all wages, 
and to roll prices back if it was felt neces- 
sary to do so. It was not done. I do 
not see how anyone by any stretch of the 
imagination can blame Congress for high 
prices, when Congress passed the law, 
and when the law has been on the stat- 
ute books since September 8. The law 
is still in existence, and will be in exist- 
ence until midnight, Saturday, June 30. 
I, for one, do not like such attacks on 
Congress because they are unjustified 
and unwarranted. There is no need for 
them. Certainly such attacks should not 
come from anyone who has offered no 
suggestions or ideas as to how we might 
write a stronger defense-production bill 
or what we could do to meet the problem, 

Mr, TAFT. Mr, President, will the 
Senator yield? s 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. Does the Senator from 
Indiana know of any substantial differ- 
ence between the present powers of the 
Frice Administration and those which 
the Price Administration enjoyed 
through all of the Second World War, 
which powers were wholly competent to 
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control prices at the time? Does the 
Senator know of anything in the law 
which prevents the exercise of any power 
which Paul Porter had, which Leon Hen- 
derson had, or which Chester Bowles 
had during the Second World War? 

Mr. CAPEHART. In my opinion the 
act we passed last September 8 was 
stronger. It gave more power than was 
given during World War II. Not less 
power, but more power. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, it gave 
more leeway in the control of prices. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. Is it not also a fact that 
much time was lost before even an Ad- 
ministrator was appointed? 

Mr. CAPEHART. That is correct. 

Mr. LONG. After he was appointed 
many additional months were lost in the 
slow organization of the agency. After 
that it was finally proposed to have roll- 
backs 2 days after the act was to expire. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The President could 
have appointed anyone he cared to ap- 
point. He could have appointed a Cabi- 
net officer. In fact, he should have 
appointed a member of the Cabinet. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Indiana has 
expired. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Does the Senator 
5 Indiana wish more time yielded to 

2 

Mr. CAPEHART. No. 

Mr. MAX BANK. The law gave the 
President the right to appoint a Cabinet 
member. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon has 4 minutes re- 
maining. 

Mr. MAYBANK. How much time do 
I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five 
minutes. r 

Mr. MAYBANK. I agreed to yield to 
the Senator from Virginia, unless the 
Senator from Oregon wishes to be rec- 


ognized. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
some days ago Mr. Bernard Baruch 
called me on the telephone from New 
York to discuss the Defense Production 
Act. I told him that I had proposed to 
the committee that we should continue 
for 1 year the law we passed last year. 
He said it would be a good program to 
follow. He said, “You passed a good law 
last year. The trouble is you have 
not had good administration of it.” 
Throughout the deliberations of the 
committee I urged and begged my col- 
leagues on the committee to support me 
in the proposal. They did not see fit to 
doso. We finally wound up by reporting 
a bill—— 

Mr. MAYBANK, Mr. President, will 
the Genator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The reason why I 
did not was because the administration 
of the law had been so ineffective. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. We finally wound 
up with reporting the bill with two 
amendments, which I think everyone 
was convinced were going to be adopted, 
regardless of whether we reported them 
or did not report them. As a matter of 
fact, no Senator has even proposed that 
the automobile amendment be deleted. 
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It is already in the bill up to this point, 
and I have not heard any Senator clamor 
to have it removed from the bill. 

Members of the House committee said 
no bill could be passed on that side which 
a not prohibit additional roll-backs on 

ef. 

The Senate has voted on that point, 
and I know the Senate has not been 
influenced by the voting in the commit- 
tee on this controversial issue. Whether 
the vote in the committee was 7 to 6 in 
favor or 7 to 6 in opposition would not, 
in my opinion, have influenced any votes 
of Senators on the floor. 

Mr. President, I wish to read a tele- 
gram which I have received from Mr, 
Baruch: 

New York, N. Y., June 28, 1951. 
Hon. A. WILLIS ROBERTSON, ` 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 

I am sending the following telegram to the 
chairman of the Senate and House Banking 
and Currency Committees. The wise and 
statesmanlike thing to do would be to re- 
turn to the position of simply extending the 
existing laws as you and I originally desired. 

Message to MAYBANK follows: “Price-con- 
trol law now before Senate would be grave 
blow to country. In view of newspaper re- 
ports that House of Representatives will have 
time only to extend present law, may I sug- 
gest would be wise and constructive for Con- 
gress to extend existing law and use the 
opportunity thus afforded to reconsider sit- 
uation, avoiding hasty, costly action. 

“In enacting anti-inflation legislation there 
is only one sound principle to follow, and 
which must be basic to any action—all must 
be brought equally under the law, with 
favoritism to none. 

“To bar price roll-backs for any specific 
commodities means granting special privi- 
leges to those interests. If one or a few 
things are exempted, where is the justice in 
denying exemptions to any and all other 
interests? 5 

“Much of our present difficulties, it is true, 
are due to the failure to act in time and 
with courage. ‘ 


Mr. President, I pause here to say that 
last October I urged the President of the 
United States to apply the laws that we 
had passed, and to apply them immedi- 
ately, because I predicted, in the course 
of a long speech, during which I gave 
all the statistics to prove it, that we 
were in a highly inflationary period and 
that then was the time to act. However, 
as the-chairman of the committee has 
said, the President did not act at that 
time for reasons good and sufficient to 
himself; but we should not now have to 
take the blame for the President's failure 
to act then. 

I read further from the telegram: 

“But if the ship is leaking, that does not 
justify a policy of scuttle-and-run, with each 
scrambling to protect his own profit. The 
mistakes of the past must not be seized upon 
as an excuse for making new mistakes, Who- 
ever has a just grievance should avail him- 
self of the machinery established to correct 
inequities. But none should seek exemp- 
tion from the law. This is no time to legis- 
late further inflation. 

“To do so would be unfair to the young 
men who are fighting and dying abroad, to 
their families, as well as to the millions 
among the general public who are already 
being cruelly squeezed by rising prices, 
heavier taxes, and the depreciation of the 
value of all savings. It is a triple tribute 
which is being exacted from the American 
people, and so much of it is so needless, 
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“All of ur hope the fighting in Korea will 
soon be ended. A truce there, however, will 
still leave the urgent task of rebuilding our 
defenses in time to avert another world war. 
Are we to carry through this mobilization for 
peace under a law which treats all alike or 
under a law which invites every pressure 
group to put their selfish interests above the 
national interest? 

“Are we to unite against those who seek 
our destruction? Or are we too divided in 
fighting among ourselves for petty, material 

gains? Any favoritism granted now will be 
of no avail in the end. It can only bring 
down upon those who have received and 
those who have granted this favoritism the 
blame for the evil which will finally come 
to all.” 

Would you be good enough to inform your 
colleagues of the contents of this telegram. 

BERNARD M. BARUCH. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Virginia has 
expired. 

The Senator from Oregon has 4 
minutes. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 
reply briefly to the Senator from Indiana. 

There is nothing that could possibly 
convince me more of the correctness of 
my position than to know that my views 
are opposed by the Senator from Indiana. 

I think the Republicans on the com- 
mittee have known all along that last 
year I fought for the application of the 
Baruch plan then, Had we put it into 
effect last summer, instead of taking a 
recess without adopting the Baruch plan 
for controls we would have prevented 
the $7,000,000,000 of inflation which has 
occurred since last summer. 

Mr. President, I now shall yield 144 
minutes to the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. Moopy]; and thereafter I shall 
yield 14% minutes to the Senator from 
New York (Mr. LEHMAN]. When the 
Senator from New York concludes, I 
think my time will be exhausted. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I now yield 
144 minutes to the Senator from Michi- 
gan (Mr. Moopy]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Michigan is recognized for 
145 minutes. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Oregon for yielding to 
me. 

I should like to associate myself with 
everything the Senator from Oregon said 
a few minutes ago about this situation. 

Let me say that I also sent a telegram 
to Mr. Baruch, and I received from him 
a reply which is identical with the one 
received by the Senator from Virginia. 

In accordance with that telegram, a 
little later I shall submit a substitute for 
the pending bill extending the present 
law for 11 months, and including the 
rent control and regulation W provisions 
as worked out by the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee, and also one or two 
comparatively minor amendments, as 
approved by the committee. 

I wish to say that it is perfectly true 
that the controls law was not applied 
quickly enough. As a result, Members 
of the Senate and persons outside of Con- 
gress are saying that they do not like 
what has been done, and certain ones 
are saying, “Here is an excuse to beat 
the President over the head.” 

So some are saying that behind the 
smoke screen thus afforded, there is now 
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an excuse to let prices rise indefinitely 
and to let certain persons and firms 
profit at the expense of the public gen- 
erally, and to place all the blame on the 
President. 

Mr. President, what we are doing now 
will seriously affect the economy of the 
Nation during the next year, when we 
are building our military production to 
the extent of $50,000,000,000, and will 
tuke that much out of the civilian pro- 
grams. It is about time that the inter- 
est of the consumers, of the American 
people, is considered ahead of the special 
interests who hope to profit by inflation 
at the public’s expense. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Michigan has 
expired. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I now 
yield 142 minutes to the Senator from 
New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York is recognized for 
14% minutes. 

Mr, LEHMAN. Mr. President, I wish 
to say that I fully associate myself with 
what has been said by the Senator from 
Oregon. 

I do not think anyone can accuse me 
of seeking headlines or coming in at the 
eleventh hour. I have been preaching 
exactly the same thing day after day, 
ever since the bill came to the Senate. 

I have pointed out how unfair the bill 
is and how bad it is and how unjust it is 
in regard to the imposition of burdens 
and sacrifices, and I have begged and 
pleaded that the Senate improve the bill. 

At the present time this is a bad bill. 
There is little indication that it will be 
changed for the better on the floor of the 
Senate within the next 2 or 3 days. I 
predict, as I have already predicted, that 
if this bill passes in its present form, 
there will be so much resentment and 
opposition from all groups in the Na- 
tion—businessmen, farmers, and oth- 
ers—that the Senate will be discredited, 
and in time will be compelled to make 
amendments to protect the American 
people. 

Mr. President, I ask that I may be 
allowed to be associated in name with 
the amendment submitted by the Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. I am happy to accept 
the Senator from New York as a co- 
sponsor of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Oregon to the 
amendment of the Senator from Colo- 
rado, as modified. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I offer 
and send to the desk an amendment to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Colorado. 

Mr.DIRKSEN. Mr. President, a point 
of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
gentleman will state it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The amendment of 
the Senator from Connecticut would be 
an amendment in the third degree, if I 
correctly understand the parliamentary 
situation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that the amendment of 
the Senator from Connecticut is not in 
order until the amendment of the Sena- 
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tor from Oregon to the amendment of 
the Senator from Colorado as modified 
has been disposed of. 

Mr. BENTON. Then, Mr. President, 
I withhold my amendment. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the question of 
agreeing to my amendment to the modi- 
fied amendment of the Senator from 
Colorado. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Green McMahon 
Anderson Hayden Millikin 
Bennett Hendrickson Monroney 
Benton Hennings Moody 
Bricker ° Hickenlooper Morse 
Bridges Hill Mundt 
Butler, Md. Hoey Neely 
Butler, Nebr. Holland Nixon 
Byrd Humphrey O' Conor 
Cain Ives O'Mahoney 
Capehart Jenner Pastore 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. Robertson 
Case Johnson, Tex, Saltonstall 
Chavez Kefauver Schoeppel 
Clements Kem Smith, Maine 
Connally Kerr Smith, N. J. 
Cordon Kilgore Smith, N. C. 
Dirksen Knowland Sparkman 
Douglas Langer Stennis 
Duft Lehman Taft 
Dworshak Long Thye 
Eastland Megnuson Tobey 
Ellender Malone Underwood 
Ferguson Maybank Watkins 
Flanders McCarran Welker 

r McCarthy Wherry 
Fulbright McClellan Wiley 
George McFarland Young 
Gillette McKellar 
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quorum is present. The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Sena- 
tor from Oregon to the modified amend- 
ment of the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. MORSE. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
Hunt], and the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. Russert] are absent on official 
business. 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JounsTon] is absent on official commit- 
tee business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Murray] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business, having been ap- 
pointed a representative of our Govern- 
ment to attend the International Labor 
Conference being held in Geneva, Swit- 
zerland. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS] is absent because of illness. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Ecton] and the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. LopcE] are absent on offi- 
cial business. If present and voting, 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Lopce] would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW- 
STER], and the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. WILLTants] are detained on official 
business. If present and voting the 
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Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] 
would vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 22, 
nays 64, as follows: 


YEAS—22 
Benton Ives Neely 
Bridges Kefauver O'Conor 
Douglas Kilgore Pastore 
Duf Lehman Saltonstall 
Green Magnuson Smith, Maine 
Hendrickson McMahon Smith, N. J, 
Hennings Moody 
Humphrey Morse 

NAYS—64 
Aiken Fulbright McKellar 
Anderson George Millikin 
Bennett Gillette Monroney 
Bricker Hayden Mundt 
Butler, Md. Hickenlooper Nixon 
Butler, Nebr, Hill O’Mahoney 
Byrd Hoey Robertson 
Cain Holland Schoeppel 
Capehart Jenner Smith, N.C. 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. Sparkman 
Case Johnson, Tex. Stennis 
Chavez Kem Taft 
Clements Kerr Thye 
Connally Knowland Tobey 
Cordon Langer Underwood 
Dirksen Long Watkins 
Dworshak Malone Welker 
Eastland Maybank Wherry 
Ellender McCarran Wiley 
Ferguson McCarthy Young 
Flanders McClellan 
Frear McFarland 

NOT VOTING—10 

Brewster Lodge Smathers 
Ecton Martin Williams 
Hunt Murray 


Johnston, S.C. Russell 


So Mr. Morse’s amendment to Mr. 
MirLIkIx's amendment, as modified, was 
rejected. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I ask 
that my amendment to the modified 
amendment of the Senator from Colo- 
rado be read. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield to me in order 
that I may make an announcement? 

Mr. BENTON. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
have been asked by many Senators 
whether we shall finish this bill tonight. 
We are going to try to finish it; we 
shall make every effort to do so. If we 
do not finish it tonight, there will be 
many more amendments, and we shall 
probably be here tomorrow night. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Connecticut [Mr, 
BENTON] to the so-called Millikin amend- 
ment, as modified. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is pro- 
posed to amend the amendment offered 
by Mr. MILLIKIN, as follows: - 

In line 3 strike out the words “or mainte- 
nance.” 


Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, it is 
my understanding that the Senator 
from Connecticut wishes to address the 
Senate for 15 minutes. 

Mr. BENTON. Yes. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Connecticut yield for 
a unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. BENTON. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Millikin 
amendment in its entirety, together with 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Connecticut, be stated for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the clerk will state the 
amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is pro- 
posed to amend the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Colorado so as to 
make it read as follows: 

On page 2, line 13, after the period, insert 
the following new sentence: 

“Nothing in this paragraph shall prohibit 
the establishment of a ceiling price with 
respect to any material (other than an agri- 
cultural commodity) which is based upon a 
period prior to January 25, 1951, if such 
ceiling price reflects adjustments for in- 
creases or decreases in actual factory and 
labor costs, including reasonable allowances 
for other costs occurring subsequent to such 
period,” 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BENTON. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Sotth 
Carolina whether he is opposed to this 
amendment. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Yes. I suggested 
that interruptions should be taken out 
of my time. 

Mr. BENTON. Iam glad to have the 
assurance of the Senator in that respect. 

Ar. President, I feel fortunate to be 
privileged to follow the eloquent speech 
of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse] 
of a few minutes ago. I think it is high 
time in the discussion of this bill now 
before us that the note of equality of 
sacrifice be emphasized. It should be 
emyhasized again and again. 

In my judgment the amendment of 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. MILLI- 
KIN], like the anti-roll-back provision 
already in the bill, the rent hike in the 
bill, the black-market amendment we 
adopted last night on beef—these and 
other provisions and a whole group of 
various amendments yet to come—all 
are part and parcel of the same problem. 
We are worrying about profits, and about 
guaranteeing profit on a cost-plus basis, 
instead of about rising costs and prices 
during this great emergency. 

Mr. President, the bill we are consider- 
ing today presents in essence a funda- 
mental and essential issue involved in 
the conduct of our foreign policy. I see 
distinguished Members of the Foreign 
Relations Committee on the floor here 
today. I hope some will agree with me 
that it is our foreign policy that is at the 
heart of what we are discussing when 
we talk about this bill. 

This week I had the privilege of visit- 
ing in his office with Mr. Charles Wilson. 
I should like to recall to the Senate a 
paragraph of his testimony before the 
Banking and Currency Committee. This 
was part of the testimony he offered 
when he urged a 2-year extension of the 
present bill with added stronger features, 
to permit him and his associates to do 
a job. He said: 

With an extension of this act until June 
1953, and with the continuing cooperation 
of all our people— 

This last phrase is a note stressed by 
the Senator from Oregon— 

I believe that within 2 years we will be able 


to achieve economic strength sufficient to 
maintain military production at high levels 
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and at the same time resume the normal 
expansion of our supplies of civilian goods. 
We can then take another look at the powers 
granted by the Defcnse Production Act and 
see which may still be needed and which 
may be dispensed with. 


Mr. President, here in this paragraph 
from Mr. Wilson's testimony, we have 
the fundamental thesis that underlies 
our whole defense efiort. We all re- 
member Winston Churchill's advice, 
“Get strong, and then negotiate.” That, 
is the objective of our defense program. 
It is what Mr. Wilson and his associates 
are charged to do in our behalf. 

In the next 2 years—and Mr. Wilson 
validated these figures with me only this 
week—in the next 2 years Mr. Wilson 
is called upon to achieve an expansion 
of 18,000,000 tons in our steel-producing 
capacity. That is an expansion greater 
than we achieved throughout 4 years of 
the last war. He expects to achieve an 
increase of 30 percent in the country’s 
electric-power capacity, and an increase 
of 100 percent in our aluminum capac- 
ity. He is aiming for a capacity for 
50,000 airplanes a year, 35,000 tanks a 
year, and 18,000 jet engines a year. At 
the same time, he must accumulate re- 
serves of key items sufficient to carry 
us through the first year of an all-out 
war. 

Now such goals will take at least 2 
years to achieve, thse involve at least 
a 2-year effort in the building of plants, 
in the allocation of materials, in the 
granting of more than $5,000,000,000 
in certificates of necessity, and in the 
vast appropriations for the Defense De- 
partment. 

I also remind the Senate of President 
Truman’s message to the Congress on 
the Defense Production Act. He said: 

There is much more to our production 
program than simply diverting scarce ma- 
terials and converting existing plants to de- 
fense production. As a Nation we are ex- 
panding our ability to produce materials 
and fuels; we are building new factories and 
transportation facilities—we are enlarging 
the economic capacity of the country, so 
that, in time— 


Not this month, not next month, not 
next March or next July, but in time— 
2 years, according to Mr. Wilson— 
we shall be able to support a high level of 
military strength, resume our progress in 
raising living standards, and be stronger for 
meeting any new military demands, 


Mr. President, I submit that the de- 
bate of the last 2 days and the many 
amendments we are discussing in es- 
sence boil down to a policy of putting 
our Defense Production Act wholly out 
of step with everything else we Amer- 
icans are now trying to do in the face 
of this acute crisis into which we have 
been precipitated through the threat of 
Soviet communism to our freedoms. 

Mr. President, I fear that if we can- 
not be beaten in a hot war, this debate 
of the last 2 days seems to demonstrate 
that we face the grave danger that we 
are going to be brought to our knees 
by the heavy artillery of the cold war— 
inflation. . 

I again call the attention of the Con- 
gress to the fact that even if the war 
in Korea is coming to an end—and pray 
God that it is—but even if this is so, 
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it is still our national policy that we shall 
not now relax vigilance. 

I further call the attention of the Sen- 
ate to a provision of the bill we are now 
discussing, a provision about which we 
all agree, which is not even being argued 
about on the floor of the Senate. This 
is that the bill can be repealed at any 
time by a concurrent resolution of the 
two Houses of the Congress and without 
any approval by the President. Why, 
therefore, if we can repeal it at any time 
by a concurrent resolution, why are we 
so fearful of giving to the able men di- 
recting our mobilization program the 
power they require to do the job? 

Mr. President, may I address myself 
for a moment to the question of on 
whom the responsibility rests for the 
rising prices? Does it indeed rest on Mr. 
Wilson and his associates? Yesterday I 
spoke at some length on this subject on 
the floor. These comments are in the 
CONGRESSIONAL Recorp of this morning, 
on pages 7230 and 7231. 

I agree that there is no doubt that our 
administrative officers delayed too long 
in putting into effect sufficiently rigorous 
controls. On the other hand, it is very 
hard for us to recapture now the thoughts 
and motives which were involved last 
September and October, let us say, when 
many prices were dropping—in fact, 
when our armies were succeeding in 
their march upward through the Korean 
Peninsula. Our administrative officers 
are hardly to be blamed too severely if 
they shared the hopes of many of our 
business leaders and most of the Mem- 
bers of Congress that controls could be 
avoided or at least held to a minimum. 

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BENTON. I yield for a question. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Does it not seem 
to be the case that what the administra- 
tion attempted to do was to work out a 
program in sympathy with and in co- 
operation with American business, try- 
ing to follow out some of the general 
policies which the business interests of 
the country have outlined; and then all 
at once it found itself in the position of 
having that business group be unappre- 
ciative and coming before Congress and 
demanding the end of the control sys- 
tem which we have? In other words, it 
proves again that appeasement does not 
pay. It proves again that you just can- 
not do business with people who want to 
put you out of business. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I think 
it proves another thing perhaps even 
more than that. Last fall there was 
great hope that the economic system 
could operate largely on a voluntary 
basis. Mr. Stuart Symington and other 
leaders in Washington appealed to lead- 
ing businessmen throughout the country 
to help hold our economic system stable 
on a voluntary basis. Many patriotic 
and loyal businessmen responded to that 
appeal and did not raise their prices, 
One tragic effect of the present section 
2 in the bill which we seem about to 
enact is that we are penalizing the busi- 
nessmen who voluntarily held their 
prices down last fall, and we are re- 
warding those who boosted their prices 
and those who tried to get the highest 
prices the market would then bear. 
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Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BENTON. I am glad.to yield to 
my colleague. 

Mr. McMAHON. I ask my colleague 
if it is not true that most of the prom- 
inent American businessmen who spoke 
on this subject declared that if they were 
only given an opportunity to make the 
voluntary system work they would prove 
that it would operate, and that there 
would be no necessity for establishing 
controls. 

Mr. BENTON. That was the hope. 
That was the hope which was widely 
shared in the Congress last fall. It is 
therefore not too surprising that Mr. 
Wilson and his associates, responsive to 
Members of Congress, to the seeming 
progress in Korea, to falling prices in 
many areas, and to the almost universal 
appeal of the business community, did 
not slap on full-scale controls the minute 
they were given the authority. 

I ask the Senate to recall this back- 
ground in connection with the comments 
a few moments ago of the distinguished 
senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE- 
HART]. 

Mr. President, I may add that the very 
persons who are most critical now and 
most bitter in their denunciations were 
certainly in the forefront last fall of 
those who were opposing the imposition 
of controls. 

The senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Tart], in a colloquy a moment ago with 
the Senator from Indiana, implied that 
the act under which Mr. Wilson and his 


associates are now operating is equally - 


as strong as the legislation of the war 
years. Of course, the present act is far 
stronger than, and infinitely preferable 
to, the bill which we are now debating on 
the floor of the Senate. But it is far 
weaker than the legislation on the stat- 
ute books during the war. This is why 
Mr. Wilson, Mr. Johnston, and their as- 
sociates came before the Banking and 
Currency Committee and asked for many 
powers which their predecessors had had 
during the war, but which are wholly 
lacking in the present act. They came 
and asked for the power to build defense 
plants so that they would not be at the 


-mercy of certificates of necessity, and in 


order that they might at least have more 
negotiating power in dealing with the 
large corporations in their program to 
broaden and develop our productive ca- 
pacity. 

Mr. Wilson and his associates asked 
the committee for real enforcement 
power, for a system of licensing such as 
the OPA had during the last war. How- 
ever, they did not ask for the same broad 
powers to subsidize which were used by 
the OPA during the war. The OPA used 
$4,000,000,000 in subsidies in its success- 
ful effort to maintain prices for 32 
months during the peak of the last war, 
when prices increased by only 2½ per- 
cent. 

Mr. President, many powers, which 
Mr. Jesse Jones, Chester Bowles, and 
others had during the last war, are lack- 
ing in the present act. The present act 
is thus in no sense comparable to the 
authority which the Congress provided 
the predecessors of the able men who 
are now trying to do this tough job. 
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Mr. President, in conclusion, may I 
comment on the amendment of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Colorado. It 
has been urged upon me by colleagues 
whose judgment I trust that perhaps I 
should vote for this amendment because 
it is less evil, less bad, less undesirable, 
less vicious than other alternatives 
which we might enact, or which are even 
now incorporated in the bill before us. 

That is not a new kind of choice for a 
Senator—or for a statesman. I have 
frequently referred to one of my favorite 
quotations from Machiavelli. He point- 
ed out that the choice of the statesman 
is never between good and evil, but 
always between the lesser of two 
evils. However, I feel that the amend- 
ment of the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado so violates the fundamental 
principles of the business economy in 
which I have been partially reared that 
it is impossible for me to support it, or 
to be on record as having voted for this 
kind of cost-plus treatment of American 
business. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. - Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BENTON. I shall be glad to yield 
if I have the time when I finish my re- 
marks. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I hope the Senator 
will yield for a question. 

Mr. BENTON. I will yield at the con- 
ganon: of my remarks if I still have the 

e. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I am 
very pleased to grant the Senator 5 min- 
utes more if he desires it. 

Mr. BENTON. In a minute or two 
I shall be glad to yield. I may be about 
to make the point on which the distin- 
guished Senator from Colorado wishes 
to query me. 

Prices in a free economy do not, of 
course, depend upon costs, except par- 
tially. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, does 
that include the 5 minutes given me by 
the Senator from South Carolina? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. No. 
Does the Senator from South Carolina 
yield additional time? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Would it be agree- 
able to the Senator to be granted 2 or 3 
minutes additional? Other Senators 
have asked me for time. 

Mr. BENTON. I think 3 minutes will 
be sufficient. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Connecticut is recognized 
for three additional minutes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BENTON. If I may finish this 
paragraph, I shall be glad to yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am afraid the Sen- 
ator is going to finish without yielding 
for a question. 

Mr. BENTON. I am sure that would 
be my loss. I hope not. 

In a free economy costs are only one 
factor, and frequently not the determin- 
ing factor in fixing prices. A business- 
man’s anticipation of what his situation 
is going to be tomorrow, next week, next 
month, or 6 months hence, including his 
guess as to future costs, is often a much 
more important variable in determining 
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his prices than his past or current costs. 
All kinds of other variables, including his 
competition, and what he thinks may 
happen through the introduction of a 
new product, even from another depart- 
ment of his own business, may enter into 
his calculations in determining his prices. 
The smart businessman may sell prod- 
ucts at half their cost of production, or 
even less, in order to liquidate his inven- 
tory, recover his capital, or part of it, go 
on into a new venture, or the manufac- 
ture of a new product. 

I think it would be a very unhappy 
thing for Congress, representing so many 
constituents from the American business 
community, to enact into law an amend- 
ment such as that proposed by the Sen- 
ator from Colorado, which runs con- 
trary to the principles of our competitive 
enterprise system, the system which I 
choose to believe accounts for the high 
prosperity level of the American econ- 
omy. 

I am now glad to yield to the Senator 
from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Both today and yes- 
terday the Senator stated that this was 
a cost-plus amendment. Will the Sen- 
ator please show me the language which 
makes it a cost-plus amendment? If it 
were a cost-plus amendment, I would 
not be offering it. Can the Senator show 
-us the language? This is the second time 
the Senator has made that statement. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, any 
amendment which mentions factory 
costs, other reasonable costs, labor costs, 
or any costs as a base in any way related 
to prices, has the inevitable implication 
of the cost-plus formula applied to the 
fixing of prices. 

* Mr. MILLIKIN. I challenge the Sen- 
ator to demonstrate the “plus” part of 
his argument. 

Mr. BENTON. This amendment opens 
up a veritable paradise for accountants 
and lawyers. It would not only build 
an increasing load of administrative 
overhead for American business through 
multiplying lawyers and accountants, 
but I am sure would speedily develop 
accounting practices which would leave 
a plus. The businessman who could not 
get his plus out of that language ought 
to fire his lawyers and accountants and 
get some new ones. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. A Price Administra- 
tor who would allow the plus when the 
law does not allow it ought to get him- 
self a criminal lawyer. 

Mr. BENTON. Yesterday I conferred 
with a businessman from New Britain 
who makes 40,000 items in his business, 
With 1,000 employees he manufactures 
40,000 items. Who is going to be the 
smartest on figuring the plus on 40,000 
items? Is it going to be the business- 
man and his lawyer and accountant, or 
some one man in Washington who is 
trying to watch the businessman, or 
even a large group of Government offi- 
cials who cannot be experts in such a 
complex business? 

Mr. President, I withdraw the amend- 
ment which I submitted. It gave me 
the privilege to the floor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Colo- 
rado [Mr. MILLIKIN], as modified. 
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5755 MAYBANK. A parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator has 
withdrawn his amendment. Does that 
mean that all time has been exhausted? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. All 
time for debate has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Colorado IMr. MILLIKIN], as modified. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment A, and ask that it be 
Stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the proper 
place in the bill it is proposed to insert 
the following: 


Sec. —. Section 402 of the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950 is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sub- 
section: 

“(j) No rule, regulation, order, or amend- 
ment thereto shall be issued under this title, 
which shall deny to a seller of a material at 
retail or wholesale his customary percentage 
margin over his cost of the material during 
the period May 24, 1950, to June 24, 1950, 
or on such other nearest representative date 
determined under section 402 (c), except as 
to any one specific item of a line of mate- 
rial sold by such seller which is in short 
supply as evidenced by specific Government 
action to encourage production of the item 
in question. No such exception shall re- 
duce such customary margin of sellers at 
retail or wholesale beyond the amount found 
by the President, in writing, to be generally 
equitable and proportionate in relation to 
the general reductions in the customary 
margins of all other classes of persons con- 
cerned in the production and distribution 
of the excepted item of material. 

“Prior to making any finding that a spe- 
cific item of material shall be so excepted, 
or as to the amount of the reductions in 
customary margins to be imposed upon re- 
tail and wholesale sellers of such item, the 
President shall consult with representatives 
of the affected retail and wholesale sellers 
concerning the basis for and the amount of 
the exception which is proposed with re- 
spect to any such item. 

“For purposes of this section a person is 
a ‘seller of a material at retail or wholesale’ 
to the extent that such person purchases 
and resells an item of material without sub- 
stantially altering its form; or to the extent 
that such person sells to ultimate consumers 
except (1) to Government and institutional 
consumers and (2) to consumers who pur- 
chase for consumption in the course of trade 
or business.” 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, we 
have heard a great deal this afternoon 
about cost absorption, and other termi- 
nology. The amendment I offer is very 
simple. It is specific. It is designed to 
give some assurances to a very definite 
segment of our economy. 

Much of the language can be ignored, 
because the heart of it is contained in 
one sentence or two. In effect the 
amendment says: There shall be no 
regulation or rule made by OPS which 
denies to a seller at retail or wholesale 


The 


his customary percentage margin over 


his cost of material, that margin being 
what it was from May 24 to June 24, 


1950. 


It is specific in the sense that it rec- 
ognizes the month before Korea as the 
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margin that shall be applied. It is spe- 
cific in the sense that it applies only to 
retailers and wholesalers. It does not 
apply to the manufacturing fraternity. 
It is quite specific in that it applies only 
to materials which are retailed or sold 
substantially in the same form in which 
they come to the wholesaler or retailer. 

In other words, it is designed to say 
mainly to the small-business men of the 
country that when they buy an item and 
submit it for resale they will not be 
confronted with regulations which com- 
pel them to absorb all additional costs. I 
think it is only fair to do so. I believe 
the action of OPS thus far demonstrates 
that it is fair. 

Let us go back for a moment to the 
first price freeze. It was an over-all 
price freeze. It did not take into account 
that grocery stores, for example, may 
have had an order for a given number of 
cases of canned goods to be delivered 
30 days later, 60 days later, or 90 days 
later, on which they would have to pay 
more. 

If a ceiling is put on goods coming 
into that store which cost more, the 
margin between the cost and the ceiling 
price, as established by a Federal agency, 
grows smaller and smaller. Finally if 
it gets small enough the small-business 
man goes out of business. 

The amendment I have offered would 
say to the retailers and wholesalers: 
“You pay so much for an article of mer- 
chandise. That is your cost. You have 
a historic or traditional or customary 
mark-up in the business, which goes a 
way back, and which is a reasonable 
standard in every line of business, 
whether it is the grocery trade, dry 
goods trade, or some other trade. You 
take whatever the cost is, you add your 
historic mark-up, no matter what the 
selling price thereon is going to be, and 
you retrieve your cost out of the ar- 
ticle.” I think it is entirely fair. I be- 
lieve businessmen, particularly retail- 
ers and wholesalers, have the right to 
feel rather alarmed and concerned over 
some of the strange regulations which 
have come out of OPS. 

Certainly OPS has recognized that 
some of its rather general regulations 
will not apply with equity to business 
today, because it was only 30 days after 
the general price freeze went into effect 
that they issued a divisional factor di- 
rective, or whatever it was called, in 
which they made modifications on over 
200,000 items. They merely recognized 
the fact that one could not do business 
on the basis of that kind of freeze, when 
goods come to the place of business from 
time to time at higher cost, on which the 
margin of profit has been squeezed to 
the point where a businessman must go 
out of business. 

We must be fair. We must be equita- 
ble. Certainly it is not the intent of 
Congress to put small-business men out 
of business by squeezing profit margins 
to the point where they are not equal to 
their overhead and therefore they can- 
not remain in business. 

One exception is provided, and that is 
in the case of goods which are manufac- 
tured especially for the low-price trade. 
If the Government wishes to squeeze out 


_ the margin on such goods, I am confident 
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the wholesalers and retailers will not be 
too much concerned, because it is an 
item, in a whole price line, which they 
manufacture for a special trade, and 
therefore they are willing to go ahead 
with it. However, alarm is being shown 
about regulations which have been 
issued 


I submit my amendment in the hope 
that it will bring assurance to a great 
economic segment of our country. 
Frankly, there is nothing new involved. 
If I may have the ear of my good friend, 
the chairman of the committee, I wish 
to say that when the retail fraternity 
appeared before the committee they sub- 
mitted this amendment. It was rather 
substantially belabored. Of all the 
amendments I saw submitted to the com- 
mittee in the course of the 5 or 6 weeks 
of consideration of the bill, this is cer- 
tainly one that appealed to me, because 
it seemed to me to be in the interest of 
equity and justice. Of course, I could 
suggest that my substitute rent pro- 
posal was in the interest of the small 
landlords of the country. I submitted it 
in the hope that they, too, would get a 
fair shake. 

My friend from Oregon, who is not on 
the floor at the moment, waxed very 
eloquently about equality of sacrifice. I 
agree; but I saw no great enthusiasm in 
this Chamber to apply equality of sacri- 
fice to literally millions of small prop- 
erty owners who own not to exceed four 
tenant units, and who have been pro- 
gressively squeezed ever since 1942 by 
the present Rental and Housing Act, to 
the point they are not accorded justice 
and equity. I am willing to apply equity 
and justice to them, and I am also will- 
ing to apply every consideration of 
equity and justice to the small fraternity 
in the wholesale and retail field, so that 
by some whimsical or arbitrary or ca- 
pricious regulation by the OPS, they will 
not be shunted out of busiiness. 

This amendment is nothing more than 
an attempt to prevent any agency, with 
special reference to the OPS, from is- 
suing a regulation which will not give 
them a chance to charge for the in- 
creased costs of the goods they sell—in 
other words, will not give them a chance, 
so to speak, for their white alley. 

The Congress have a great deal of con- 
sideration to this amendment when it 
first tinkered up the Price Control Act in 
1942. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, as I 
recall, no witnesses have been heard in 
regard to this amendment. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I beg the pardon of 

the chairman of the committee, Mr. 
President; he must remember that when 
representatives of the American Retail 
Federation appeared before the commit- 
tee, these amendments were submitted, 
and they appear in the committee hear- 
ings. 
Mr. MAYBANK. That. is correct; 
and, as I recall, 64 amendments were 
presented by the Senator from Illinois, 
and I had approximately 70 or more 
amendments. They were not offered in 
the committee, although of course it was 
distinctly understood that they could be 
offered on the floor. 

We tried to cover many of the amend- 
ments in the report, and we tried to 
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make a statement of fact in regard to 
the amendments and our position on 
them. 

In that connection, I read from page 
15 of the report: 

RETAILERS’ MARGINS OF PROFIT 

Your committee received testimony on 
need for the maintenance of the May-June 
1950 margins of profit to retailers operating 
on a percentage discount or mark-up basis. 
The Defense Production Act in its present 
form now requires that due consideration be 
given to margins, among other factors, and 
your committee expects that such consid- 
eration will be given in establishing ceilings. 
Where the retailer’s expenses, in the form of 
commissions and the like, go up with the 
cast of the product, consideration must, of 
course, be given to these increases in costs 
incidental to the primary increase in costs. 

Of course, the Senator from Illinois 
knows that the higher the price of a 
product, the larger the commission will 
be; and that will continue on and on. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK., I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I tried to make it 
plain that in the first place, this amend- 
ment applies to a very specific line of 
business, namely, retailers and whole- 
salers. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I understand. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. It does not apply to 
processors or to manufacturers. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I understand. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. In the second place, 
the amendment applies to goods which 
are sold in substantially the same form 
as that in which they come to a retail 
store or a wholesale establishment; and 
third, the amendment adopts the cus- 
tomary mark-up which was in effect dur- 
ing the months of May and June 1950. 

So the amendment does not take ad- 
vantage of the situation which was pro- 
voked by the invasion of Korea. The 
amendment simply applies to the cus- 
tomary margin to whatever it may cost 
a merchant to obtain the goods. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Of course, Mr. Pres- 
ident, as chairman of the committee, I 
understood the committee to take the 
position that all those amendments could 
not be accepted. Therefore I could not 
accept thisamendment. If we accept it, 
we should also accept an amendment 
with respect to beauticians, barbers, 
and we should also accept the other 74 
amendments. That is my attitude. 

I shall not speak in regard to all the 
amendments, because the hour is grow- 
ing late. Fortunately we have acted on 
almost all of the important amendments, 
I believe. I can only say that I hope 
this amendment will be rejected. 

Mr. President, the junior Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] was not in 
the Chamber, I believe, when the last 
amendment was adopted, and I under- 
stood him to say that he would like me to 
yield 2 minutes to him. Is that correct? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
was present; but I wished to have some 
time in which to ask a question of the 
chairman of the committee, in order to 
determine whether I correctly under- 
stood the legislative intent of one section 
of the rent-control provision. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Very well; I yield. 
2 minutes to the Senator from Ten- 
nessee, 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Tennessee is recognized 
for 2 minutes. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, on 
two occasions, I believe, the Atomic 
Energy Commission has raised the rent 
of the houses it owns and operates in 
the city of Oak Ridge, Tenn. Many of 
the residents there have felt that some 
of the increases were unjustified, and 
that if the same rules and regulations in 
regard to rent increases which were ap- 
plied to Government-owned and Gov- 
ernment-rented houses in Oak Ridge 
were applied to rented houses in con- 
trolled sections, the rent increases would 
not be justified. 

In order to have the same principles 
apply to the rent increases at Oak Ridge, 
where undoubtedly there is a housing 
shortage, and where I think everyone 
agrees that under normal circumstances 
rent controls would and should apply, 
and in order to make certain that the 
rules and regulations applying in that 
case would be the same as those applying 
in the case of controlled cities, I intro- 
duced a bill which was referred to the 
Banking and Currency Committee. 
Thereafter, a report on the bill, in the 
form of a letter, was sent to the com- 
mittee, and a copy was received by me, 
from Mr. Woods, the Administrator, say- 
ing that if the present section 5 (a) re- 
mained in the bill, including under the 
definition of “person” a governmental 
corporation or property owned by the 
United States Government, the purposes 
of the bill I introduced would be met, 
and the passage of my bill would be un- 
necessary. 

That section has remained in the bill; 
it was not stricken out by the Dirksen 
amendment, 

Also, as I understand, it is referred to 
on page 26 of the report. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Yes; in that con- 
nection I refer to page 14 of the bill and 
page 26 of the report. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Les. On page 26 of 
the report, under the heading “Govern- 
ment housing,” it seems to be made clear 
that the rules and principles applying 
to rent increases at Oak Ridge would be 
the same as those applying to any rent- 
controlled city. 
ee MAYBANK. The Senator is cor- 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Do I correctly un- 
derstand that that is the intention of 
the committee, and is the meaning of 
this language? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, the 
formula we prescribed was intended to 
apply, as the Senator has stated, to 
Government agencies and others; and, 
as the Senator said, on page 14, begin- 
ning in line 5, we have the following 
provision: 

The word “person” includes an individual, 
corporation, partnership, association, or any 
other organized group of persons, or legal 
successors or representative of the foregoing, 
and includes the United States or any agency 
thereof. 


The Atomic Energy Commission 
would be included as such a Govern- 
ment agency, of course. 

Let me say that I remember the Sena- 
tor’s amendment to the bill, and I re- 
member when we discussed it. We 
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thought it was unnecessary because we 
thought that language of the bill would 
cover the point. I hope the Senator 
from Tennessee feels the same way I do 
about this matter. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
thank the chairman of the committee. 
In view of his statement, I shall not 
offer my bill as an amendment to this 
bill. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I appreciate that, 
because we already have sufficient 
amendments. 

Mr. President, I do not know what 
the Senator from Illinois desires to do 
at this point in connection with his 
amendment. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
for a vote on the amendment, and at 
this time I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


The 


Aiken Green McMahon 
Anderson Hendrickson Millikin 
Bennett Hennings Monroney 
Benton Hickenlooper Moody 
Brewster Hill Morse 
Bricker Hoey Mundt 
Bridges Holland Neely 
Butler, Md. Humphrey Nixon 
Butler, Nebr. Ives O'Conor 
Byrd Jenner O'Mahoney 
Cain Johnson, Colo. Pastore 
Capehart Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall 
Carlson Kefauver Schoeppel 
Case Kem Smith, Maine 
Clements Kerr Smith, N. J. 
Connally Kilgore Smith, N. G. 
Cordon Knowland Sparkman 
Dirksen Langer Stennis 
Douglas Lehman Taft 

Long Thye 
Dworshak Magnuson Tobey 
Eastland Malone Underwood 
Ellender Maybank Watkins 
Ferguson McCarran Welker 
Frear . McCarthy Wherry 
Fulbright McClellan - Wiley 
George McFarland Williams 
Gillette McKellar Young 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A 
quorum is present.. The question is on 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Iask for the yeas and 
nays. 

_ The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator has 7 minutes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
want to be perfectly fair and frank about 
this amendment, as in the case of other 
amendments. In my judgment, we can- 
not legislate properly by adopting 
amendments of this type on the floor of 
the Senate. The Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency labored long and hard 
for 7 weeks, after which it submitted a 
report, in which it covered substantially 
the subject to which this amendment 
applies. If we were to attempt to assure 
every retail merchant that he would get 
a profit of 10, 20, 50, or 100 percent, 
merely because he formerly made that 
much profit, long ago, when there was no 
war emergency, we should be legislating 
against the best interests of the people 
of the country. It would not be wise 
to adopt all these amendments. The 
Senator from Indiana, alone, I think, 
received requests that he offer 64 
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amendments, Over 70 were given to me 
by different persons, with the request 
that they be incorporated in the bill be- 
fore it was brought to the Senate. We 
brought the principal issues to the Sen- 
ate—the issue of rent control, the issue 
of the roll-back of prices, and so forth— 
but if we are to attempt to legislate for 
the retail trade, we shall find it neces- 
sary also to legislate for the wholesale 
trade, and we shall then find it necessary 
to legislate for the farmers, physicians, 
musicians, and everyone else. No one 
appeared before the committee who did 
not ask for some sort of special legisla- 
tion. I do not believe I would be in error 
in saying that there were approximately 
70 amendments that we could have pro- 
posed and I invite the attention of the 
Senator from Indiana to the statement. 
Is that not correct? 

Mr. CAPEHART. That is correct. 

Mr. MAYBANK. If we are to start 
such a program, we might as well pre- 
pare to be in session on this bill for an- 
other week. Frankly, so far as I am 
concerned, I am going to vote against any 
amendment which may be proposed to 
the bill on the Senate floor, because, to 
my way of thinking, the issues involved 
have been settled, at least the great is- 
sues have been settled. If we are going 
to legislate by way of amendments of- 
fered from the floor of the Senate, we 
can expect to be here on this bill for a 
long time. 

I can appreciate the position of the 
distinguished Senator from Illinois, who 
called up an amendment. I can also 
appreciate what was said to the commit- 
tee by the retailers. But there are plenty 
of other people who are interested in 
various phases of the bill. Every asso- 
ciation in America which was represent- 
ed before the committee desired some 
kind of legislation. I hope that Senators 
who may vote for the pending amend- 
ment will be fair to themselves by vot- 
ing for all the other amendments which 
have been requested. Many of the 
amendments which have been requested 
are included in three large volumes, 
which are now on my desk. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I shall yield in a mo- 
ment. Thirty amendments have been 
offered now, and there are references in 
this book to 70 more. There are big is- 
sues involved in the determination of 
roll-backs, issues which affect agricul- 
ture, labor, and various other segments 
of American industry. We might, of 
course, let the conferees write an ap- 
propriate roll-back formula, That would 
be one thing. If amendments are pro- 
posed on all these other subjects, I in- 
tend to vote against them. I hope that 
amendments of the kind I have been dis- 
cussing will not be offered. I now yield 
to the Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. LANGER. I should like to ask the 
Senator how he voted recently, when his 
distinguished colleague the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON] protest- 
ed against a reduction of annual leave 
for Federal employees. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I am happy to an- 
swer my distinguished friend from North 
Dakota by saying I was one of those 
who joined the Senator from South Car- 
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olina in his effort to defeat the attempt 
to change the law upon the Senate fioor. 
The Senator from Georgia at that time 
made a most excellent speech. 

Two days later the House of Repre- 
sentatives sent a bill to the Senate, and 
there was nothing left for me as chair- 
man of the Subcommittee on Independ- 
ent Offices Appropriations to do except 
to accept the House language or to 
change the language of the Senate com- 
mittee bill. So I voted to change the 
language of the Senate bill, in the hope 
that the Senator from Rhode Isiand 
would bring to the Senate a proper bill. 
I told the Senator from Rhode Island 
that I hoped the District Committee and 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service would report a bill. Since that 
time I have talked to the chairman of 
the House committee. He knows the 
strain under which we are working, and 
we have agreed not to have a confer- 
ence until after the Fourth of July. 
I hope that by that time the committee 
will function. The Senator from North 
Dakota knows exactly how I voted. 

Mr. LANGER. I compliment the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina on his incon- 
sistency. 

Mr. MAYBANK. What inconsistency? 
I supported the amendment brought up 
in connection with the Labor-Federal 
Security bill 

Mr. LANGER. I think the time has 
expired. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I have not expired 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Illinois has 8 minutes. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, now 
that the chairman of the Committee on 
Banking and Currency has stated that 
he is going to oppose any and all amend- 
ments, I think it is only fair to clarify 
my own position, without revealing any 
of the secrets of the committee. Testi- 
mony was taken amounting to approxi- 
mately 2,000 pages. Shortly after the 
hearings were over, the committee had a 
session in which we considered the bill 
title by title. We went through the bill 
in race-horse fashion. I do not quarrel 
about that, but I do not believe we can 
lightly dismiss an amendment which 
affects the vitality of the whole retail 
and wholesale structure of the United 
States. 

There is a widespread interest in the 
pending amendment. Retailers and 
wholesalers have a right to be concerned 
when there is issued a general freeze 
covering everything in the American 
economy, only to discover that it does 
not take account of higher-cost goods, 
and there is danger of squeezing many 
merchants out of business. 

The pending amendment is a little un- 
like some of those which have been sub- 
mitted on the floor this afternoon, It 
applies only to wholesale and retail 
establishments. It assures them of the 
mark-up which was in effect prior to 
Korea. It does not apply to processors 
or to manufacturers cr to goods in con- 
nection with which there has been a sub- 
stantial alteration inform. There is no 
desire to cover a host of commodities, 
where we have to ascribe one cost to an- 
other, It deals with canned corn, peas, 
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and tomatoes, and thousands of estab- 
lishments in America will have a chance 
to retrieve their mark-up as against the 
costs. What is wrong with that? Is it 
not typically American? If it does not 
represent the vitality and the “guts” of 
the American system, I do not know what 
does. We might eliminate the euphe- 
mistic language in which we talk about 
free enterprise in America, and throw it 
into the ash can. 

So, Mr. President, I commend this 
amendment to the Senate because I think 
it has found favor everywhere. It has 
been preser.ted to the committee; it is 
printed in the hearings; we gave it good 
attention in 1942, and it was incorpo- 
rated in the act when the first Price Con- 
trol Act was placed upon the statute 
books. I think it is deserving of some- 
thing more than castal consideration, 
when a Senator says he is against all 
amendments, irrespective of what the 
merits of an amendment may be. 

Mr. MAYBANK, Mr. President—— 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I did 
not mean to do my friend an injustice, 
If I did, I apologize. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator from 
Illinois stated that I said I was against 
all amendments. I stated, as chairman 
of the committee, that since we discussed 
all these various amendments, I thought 
we had better not take them up. I think 
the Senator from Indiana had approxi- 
mately 60. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Did not the Senator 
from South Carolina say that he was 
going to vote against all amendments? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I said I was going 
to vote against amendments which the 
committee itself did not consider. It 
did not consider any of these amend- 
ments. It agreed not to consider them, 
Any member of the committee could 
have insisted, and we could have taken 
up all the amendments the Senator from 
Indiana had and the amendments which 
I had, and we could have remained in 
session 2 or 3 days longer, but we felt 
that for the good of the country we 
should not consider them. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I would 
not do my friend an injustice. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I knew the Senator 
did not intend to do so. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I have brought only 
three amendments to the floor. Two 
have been offered, and one I shall prob- 
ably offer later in connection with a 
motion to recommit. 

Mr, MAYBANK. The Senator from 
Illinois made it plain in the committee 
that he was going to offer amendments 
from the floor. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is correct. 

Mr. MAYBANK. He did not tell me 
he was going to offer this one. 

Mr. DIRKSEN, It was printed, and it 
has been here for days. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I understand. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN, I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Illinois 
if his amendment is not the old cost- 
absorption amendment which was writ- 
ten into the act in 1942. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is correct. 

Mr. WHERRY. Small business repre- 
sentatives asked that this language be 
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written into the bill so they would not 
have to absorb under a mandatory pro- 
vision the difference which was passed 
on to them by regulation, which would 
drive them right out of business. 

Mr. President, I desire to associate my- 
self with the distinguished Senator from 
Illinois and say that this cost-of-absorp- 
tion amendment certainly was written 
at the request of representatives of small 
business, who asked for relief, and it 
should be in the bill. We should not 
make the retailer and consumer absorb 
the extra cost under such a regulation. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. My information was 
that the small-business group was satis- 
fied with their margin of profit. 

Mr. WHERRY. The amendment 
should be in the bill in order to protect 
smali businesses throughout the country. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. MUNDT. Was there anything 
brought out in the hearings as to the 
experience under the last OPA act which 
e that they were entitled to re- 

e 

Mr. DIRKSEN. They had so many 
distressing experiences that this is the 
only kind of relief they could have. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. . 

Mr. LANGER. I should like to bring 
to the attention of the Senate cor- 
roboration of my statement as to incon- 
sistency on the part of my friend the 
Senator from South Carolina. It is to 
be found at page 6725 of the CONGRES- 
SIONAL ReEcorD, in connection with the 
vote on the Douglas amendment as 
modified. The yeas were 52 and the 
nays were 26. Among the names of the 
Senators voting in the affirmative, there 
appears the name of my distinguished 
friend from South Carolina. 

Mr. MAYBANK. What was incon- 
sistent about it? 

Mr. LANGER, Doing the very thing 
he has objected to. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on my amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
A offered by the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. Dirksen]. On this question the 
yeas and nays have been demanded. Is 
the demand sufficiently seconded? 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr, HAYDEN], the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. Hunt], the Senator from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. ROBERTSON], and the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] are absent 
on official business. 

The Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. JoHNsTON] is absent on official 
business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr, 
Morray] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate on official business, having been ap- 
pointed a representative of our Govern- 
ment to attend the International Labor 
Conference being held in Geneva, 
Switzerland. 
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The Senator from Florida IMr. 
SMATHERS] is absent because of illness. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Ecton], the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. FLanpers], and the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. LopcEe] are absent 
on official business. If present and vot- 
ing, the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. LopcE] would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr, 
Martin] is absent because of illness, 

The result was announced—yeas 33, 
nays 51, as follows: : 


YEAS—33 

Bennett Hickenlooper McCarthy 
Bricker Hoey Mundt 
Bridges Holland Nixon 
Butler, Md. Ives Schoeppel 
Butler, Nebr. Jenner Smith, N. C 
Byrd m Watkins 
Cain Knowland Welker 
Carlson Langer Wherry 

Long Wiley 
Dirksen Malone Williams 
Hendrickson McCarran Young 

NAYS—51 

Aiken Gillette Millikin 
Anderson Green Monroney 
Benton Moody 
Brewster Hill 
Capehart Humphrey Neely 
Clements Johnson, Colo. O'Conor 
Connally Johnson, Tex, O'Mahoney 
Cordon Kefauver 
Douglas Saltonstall 
Duff Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Lehman Smith, N. J 
Eastland Magnuson Sparkman 
Ellender Maybank Stennis 

McClellan Taft 
Frear McFarland Thye 
Fulbright McKellar Tobey 
George McMahon Underwood 

NOT VOTING—12 

Chavez Hunt 
Ecton Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Flanders Lodge ell 
Hayden Martin Smathers 


So Mr. Drrksen’s amendment lettered 
“A” was rejected. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT obtained the floor. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant 
reading clerk, announced that the House 
had insisted upon its amendment to the 
bill (S. 984) to amend the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, disagreed to by the Senate; 
agreed to the conference asked by the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. 
Cooter, Mr. Poace, Mr. Grant, Mr. Hore, 
and Mr. Aucust H. ANDRESEN were ap- 
pointed managers on the part of the 
House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 4200) to make certain revisions 
in titles I through IV of the Officer Per- 
sonnel Act of 1947, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

The message further announced that 
the House had passed a joint resolution 
(H. J. Res. 277) making temporary ap- 
propriations for the fiscal year 1952, and 
for other purposes, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
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enrolled bill (H. R. 4200) to make cer- 
tain revisions in titles I through IV of 
the Officer Personnel Act of 1947 as 
amended, and for other purposes, and it 
was signed by the President pro tempore, 


TEMPORARY APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE 
FISCAL YEAR 1952 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Will 
the Senator from Arkansas yield in order 
that the Chair may make a unanimous- 
consent request? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield for that 
purpose. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
understanding of the Chair is that the 
House has passed a joint resolution, 
House Joint Resolution 277, providing 
for a continuance of the present appro- 
priations for 30 days. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is 
very necessary that the joint resolution 
should reach the President before July 1. 
For that reason the Chair asks unani- 
mous consent that it be considered and 
passed at this time. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MAYBANK. As I understand, 
the House has passed a joint resolution 
with respect to appropriations? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
House has passed a joint resolution mak- 
ing temporary appropriations for 30 
days. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I wish 
to save all the time possible. No one in 
the world would rather accommodate 
the distinguished chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations than the Sena. 
tor from Nebraska; and the Senator from 
Tennessee knows it. I believe that this 
joint resolution ought to go to the Ap- 
‘propriations Committee. Let the com- 
mittee take a look at it and report it 
tomorrow. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Chair withdraws the request. 

Mr. WHERRY. I hope so. 


The 


Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, if I 


may make a remark on that subject, I 
am glad that the distinguished chair- 
man has agreed to that suggestion. I 
happen to be a member of that commit- 
tee. Iam hopeful that tonight the Sen- 
ate will pass a bill, and that perhaps we 
can write some language into the bill 
in connection with control laws. The 
House may vote on the control law to- 
morrow; but the Senate does not know 
how the House is going to vote on the 
control law. If the Senate finishes the 
consideration of the pending bill to- 
night, the Senate can perhaps suggest 
to the House that it pay some attention 
to what the Senate is doing in connection 
with controls. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair has withdrawn the unanimous- 
consent request, The joint resolution 
will be referred to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations. 

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 277) 
making temporary appropriations for 
the fiscal year 1952, and for other pur- 
poses, was read twice by its title, and 


referred to the Committee on Appro- 
priations. 


EXTENSION OF DEFENSE PRODUCTION, 
AND HOUSING AND RENT ACTS 


The Senate resumed the consideration- 


of the bill (S. 1717) to amend and extend 
the Defense Production Act of 1950 and 
the Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as 
amended. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
offer the amendment which I send to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Arkansas will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, be- 
tween lines 4 and 5, it is proposed to 
insert the following: 

SUSPENSION OF CEILING PRICES 
Sec. 5. Section 402 (d) of the Defense Pro- 
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duction Act of 1950 is amended by adding, 


at the end thereof the following: 

“(j) If ceiling prices applicable to produc- 
ers, manufacturers or processors, or their raw 
material suppliers, have been or are here- 
after established for any material or service 
they shall be suspended whenever the aver- 
age price of such material or service for a 
period of the preceding 60 days is 2 percent 
or more below the ceiling price so established 
for such material or service and shall not be 
reestablished or maintained unless or until 
the average price equals or exceeds for a 
period of the preceding 60 days the ceiling 
price previously established, and if and when 
such ceiling price is so reestablished it shall 
be (except in those cases where a uniform 
industry-wide ceiling price is established in 
lieu of individual ceiling prices) at not less 
than the ceiling price previously estab- 
lished.” 


Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, if 
I may have the attention of the Senate, 
I should like to try to explain this 
amendment. I believe that it is con- 
sistent with an effort which was made 
last summer to give some incentive to 
industry itself to control its own prices. 
I wish to go into it in greater detail, but 
the objective is to reward those indus- 
tries and suppliers who exercised disci- 
pline over their own prices and held 
them 2 per cent below the existing ceil- 
ing. I think that such an incentive 
is well worth while. A great many 
persons and a great many industries 
will be glad to try to accomplish that 
purpose in order to get out from under 
the burden of complying with the price- 
control law. 

The amendment provides that produc- 
ers, manufacturers or processors, or per- 
sons who supply them with raw mate- 
rials, shall be relieved of the burdens of 
price controls under these circum- 
stances: Whenever the average price of 
a material or service for a period of 60 
days falls 2 percent below the established 
ceiling price, that ceiling price shall not 
then be reestablished or maintained for 
that material or service, unless or until 
the average for the preceding 60 days 
equals or exceeds the ceiling price. 

This is important. I think there is 
some misunderstanding among some of 
my colleagues on this particular point, 
and I emphasize it, “unless or until the 
average for the preceding 60 days equals 
or exceeds the ceiling price.” 

That means the immediately preced- 


ing 60 days, It does not mean any spe- 


JUNE 28 


cific 60-day period. It is not broken up 
into one period of 60 days, and then an- 
other. It means 60 days immediately 
preceding, which means that each time 
a new day comes on the last day falls 


off, so that it is constantly current. 


This does not mean that the producer, 
having held his prices slightly below the 
ceiling, and then being free of controls, 
would be at liberty to gouge or profiteer. 
Any increases he made would subject 
him to controls again, if they were suffi- 
cient to compensate for his decreases, 
raising his average for the preceding 60 
days to the level of the price ceiling. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. I approve the general 
principle of the Senator’s amendment, 
but it seems to me that to say that when 
the price gets back to a fixed point, it 
must stay there for 60 days before any- 
thing can be done about it, is not rea- 
sonable. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It does not say 
that. That is exactly the point I am 
trying to emphasize. 

Mr. TAFT. The language is “unless or 
until the average price equals or exceeds 
for a period of the preceding 60 days 
the ceiling price previously established.” 
It seems to me that when it gets back 
to the ceiling price, they ought to have 
the right to put the price back on again. 
I cannot see the reason for the 60-day 
period. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. As I understand, 
that is the very point on which there is a 
difference of interpretation of this lan- 
guage. It is my feeling that if the price 
just barely reaches the preexisting ceil- 
ing price for 1 day, that is not sufficient 
reason to reimpose it. 

The average ceiling price should be for 
an appreciable period. For example, 
someone has said that a man could put 
up the price 100 percent for 1 day and 
keep it there for 60 days. I do not so 
interpret the provisions. 

Mr. TAFT. Why not? Why could 
he not charge anything he wished to 
charge for 60 days? 5 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Because I think 
that if the price goes that high above 
the preexisting price, it would bring 
his average up very quickly. That 1 
day’s 100 percent, in the amount that 


-it would affect the price, would bring up 


the average of the preceding 60 days. 
That 1 day is counted in as the sixtieth 
day, along with the next preceding 59 
days. 

I have an illustration which I should 
like to give the Senator from Ohio a little 
later in my remarks, and I believe he will 
agree that the effect of the amendment 
is not to have an article jumping in and 
out of the ceiling prices. It would give 
the Administrator the power to reimpose 
the ceilings if there were a substantial 
increase which brought the price above 
the ceiling price. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I yield. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am at a 
loss to understand why the Senator feels 
the amendment is needed. If ceiling 
prices were imposed there would be 
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nothin: to prohibit the producer or 
manufacturer from selling below the 
ceiling, and he would not be violating 
any law. If he wanted to go back to 
the ceiling price, the ceiling would be put 
on. I do not see the purpose of the 
amendment. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The purpose of the 
amendment is to ussist a great many 
businessmen whose price would be below 
the ceiling price and who would still 
have to comply with all the regulations 

and fill out all the forms and go through 
all the motions of price control. They 
fee] they are very badly dealt with, be- 
cause they are selling their goods below 
the ceiling prices, yet they still have all 
the burdens of reporting, and so on. The 
Senator does not feel it is worth while, 
but I can assure him that a great many 
of my constituents think it is. They 
would be delighted to get out from under 
supervision and the necessity of filing 
reports. That is one of the things that 
irritates most people. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I could see 
the point if it would give them genuine 
relief. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Let me use an il- 
lustration. Let us take for example the 
poultry industry. Prices are below par- 
ity. The poultry industry is carried on 
all over the country. There are perhaps 
5,000,000 farmers who raise chickens. 
They do not like the idea of filling out 
forms and hiring clerks, ard all that. 
No ceiling can be put on poultry below 
parity, but a ceiling can be put on and 
they can be subjected to all the trouble 
of supervision. I felt in OPA days that 
one of the most objectionable parts of 
the whole procedure was the filling out of 
forms and being subjected to supervision, 
and checks, and all that sort of thing. 
That was as objectionable, in most cases, 
as the necessity for keeping the price 
down. I am certain that many of my 
constituents would be pleased if they 
did not have to do al. that work. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I believe the 
objective of the Senator’s amendment is 
a worthy one. However, it seems to me 
we would be suffering under a delusion 
if we were to think that it would relieve 
anyone from filing reports. I believe it 
would be necessary to file reports any- 
way to make sure that people are not 
violating the law even though they are 
selling below ceiling prices. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I believe it would 
probably be necessary to make a report 
in the beginning, to show that they do 
not come under the regulations. From 
then on the burden would be on the 
other side to show that reports were 
necessary. It is true that it would be 
necessary to make one report. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. In view of what the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Arkansas has 
said about the difficulty or the burden 
of filing reports, I trust that when the 
Senator from South Dakota has an op- 
portunity to offer his amendment he may 
have the support of the Senator from 
Arkansas. I propose to exempt retail 
establishments which do a gross business 
of less than $50,000 a year. Obviously 


the burden of making reports and keep- 
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ing track of all the records is very 
burdensome for the small business estab- 
lishments. If we wish to give some re- 
lief to them it seems to me that we have 
an opportunity of doing so by exempt- 
ing businesses which do a gross business 
of less than $50,000 a year. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I will agree with 
the Senator from South Dakota that the 
burden is all out of proportion to its 
importance. I have not seen the Sena- 
tor’s amendment, but I believe in this 
case I can show, if prices are below the 
ceiling, which ceiling must be assumed 
to be fair, why they need not file 
reports. 

I said I would reply to the question of 
the Senator from Ohio by giving an 
illustration. I do not see him on the 
floor, but I should like to use it in any 
event. 

As I interpret the amendment it 
would work like this: Suppose the price 
ceiling on a certain refrigerator is $250. 
If the manufacturer of refrigerators can 
hold his average price for a period of 60 
days to 2 percent below the ceiling, or 
$245, the ceiling would be suspended. 
After the ceiling had been suspended it 
could be reimposed if the price of the 
refrigerator went up to a level which 
averaged or exc2eded the $250 ceiling in 
the preceding 60-day period. 

There again I wish to emphasize that 
I do not think that that would have to 
continue throughout the entire 60 days. 
If it goes up substantially within any 2 
or 3 days, it will raise the preceding 60- 
day average above the ceiling. 

If a seller tried to take advantage of 
the suspension by raising his prices ap- 
preciably, he would immediately be 
placed back under the ceiling. The pro- 
ducer would be inclined to do everything 
possible to keep his prices down in or- 
der to continue to avoid price controls, 
Poultry, eggs, and some dairy products 
are below parity, and, therefore, ceil- 
ings are not imposed upon them. These 
are seasonal commodities on which 
prices—to the producer, especially— 
fluctuate. 

If in the fluctuation the price reached 
parity for, say, 1 month, a ceiling could 
be imposed, although for the rest of the 
year the price was below the ceiling. 
However, such products are subject to 
price controls, nevertheless, with all the 
regulations, record keeping, reports, and 
uncertainties. Under this proposal, 
however, ceilings, once imposed, would 
be suspended when prices averaged 2 
percent lower for a period of 60 days, 
and could not be reimposed until the 
preceding 60-day average price equaled 
or exceeded the authorized ceiling. In 
other words, the producers of these com- 
modities would be relieved of their con- 
cern over the possibility of continuing 
controls, merely because their produce 
might, for a brief period, reach parity. 
For they would also be assured that such 
controls could not be continued after 
their product again declined in price. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes. 

Mr. LANGER. On page 2, what is the 


meaning of the words “ or”? 
Mr. FULBRIGHT, It says: “Unless 
or until.” ; 
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Mr. LANGER. What is the need of 
the words “unless or”? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Perhaps one of 
them is not needed. It says “unless cr 
until the average price equals or ex- 
ceeds.” 

Mr. LANGER. Either “unless” or 
“until” would be surplusage, would it 
not? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the Senator is 
criticizing the use of the language on 
page 2, I believe it could be interpreted 
to mean “until.” 

Mr. LANGER. I wonder what the 
purpose is of using the two words? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Perhaps they were 
used to assure clarity, or perhaps out of 
an abundance oi caution. I do not see 
that the elimination of either word would 
change the meaning. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator modify his amendment? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not believe 
it is important enough to modify it. If 
the Senator from North Dakota believes 
it makes a substantial difference I shall 
not object. 

The amendment also provides that 
ceiling prices, when established, should 
be at a level not less than that pre- 
viously existing—in other words, existing 
at the time of decontrol. This is not 
dezigned to prevent roll-backs. That 
question has already been settled direct- 
ly by a vote on that issue. Therefore, 
to the extent that roll-backs are per- 
mitted under this law as it is finally 
passed, they would be permitted under 
this amendment. However, the OPS 
would first be required to reestablish 
the previously existing ceiling prices— 
and, I would hope, when the present 
period of readjustment of the entire price 
structure is over, the OFS would be ex- 
tremely reluctant to establish lower ceil- 
ing prices. 

Certainly, the fact that producers 
have absorbed costs and increased their 
efficiency and production, thereby re- 
ducing their prices, in order to escape 
price controls, should not be used by the 
OPS as a reason for reestablishing 
lower ceiling prices. 

I cite again, as an example of what 
I have in mind, the poultry industry, 
where at the present time prices are 
lower than they were two years ago; 
the present prices are below parity, also. 
It seems to me that it is only justice to 
reward those producers by not requiring 
them to be bothered with all the per- 
plexities of control. So long as we are 
obtaining that commodity at a cheap 
price, particularly in view of what is 
happening in the meat industry, I think 
we should show some consideration for 
the producers of such products as poul- 


The amendment provides authority 
for imposing lower ceiling prices than 
those in effect at the time of decontrol, 
where the OPS is transforming its indi- 
vidual-pricing controls into industry“ 
wide ceiling prices, as I understand it in- 
tends to do as soon as possible. In 
other words, the restriction against the 
immediate reestabiisnment of lower 
ceilings would not apply where such 
lower ceilings are the result of the es- 
tablishment of uniform industry-wide 
ceiling prices. 
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The purpose of the amendment, very 
briefly, is to afford producers and man- 
ufacturers an incentive to increase their 
production and efficiency and reduce 
their costs to the extent that their prices 
may fall below the ceilings established 
by the OPS. The incentive provided is 
that if producers are able to maintain 
their prices below the ceilings estab- 
lished, they would then be freed of the 
onerous burdens imposed by price con- 
trol. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time of the Senator from Arkansas has 
expired. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the re- 
mainder of a statement which I have 
prepared on this amendment may be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

Mr, MAYBANK. Mr. President, I be- 
lieve that the time allotted to the op- 
position is in my control in the case of 
this amendment. In view of the fact 
that I have stated, as chairman of the 
committee, that the committee had be- 
fore it many amendments, but did not 
act upon them, believing that the bill 
as reported by the committee was, so 
far as the committee was concerned, a 
proper bill, I shall abide by that decision, 

Therefore, I am glad to yield to the 
Senator from Arkansas, from the time 
available to me, any further time he 
may wish to use in presenting his side 
o2 the case, because I have no intention 
of making any further statement either 
for or against the amendment. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I appreciate that. 
In view of that fact, I shall not submit 
the remainder of my statement for 
printing in the Recorp, Mr. President, 
but shall proceed to explain the amend- 
ment further. 

A moment ago the Senator from Ohio 
asked a question. I wonder whether he 
will consider further the example I used 
as an illustration of the way I think the 
amendment would apply in a concrete 
case. 

I think the difficulty in this connection 
is caused by the interpretation of the 
words “the preceding 60 days.” Another 
Senator brought up that point. I think 
the meaning of those words might be 
illustrated as follows, in a precise case: 
Suppose the price ceiling on a certain 
refrigerator is $250. If the manufac- 
turer of refrigerators could hold the av- 
erage price for a period of 60 days to 2 
percent below $250, or $245, the ceiling 
would be suspended. 

If the manufacturer tried to gouge the 
public by raising the price 100 percent 
in 1 day, let us say—as some have argued 
might occur—the increase of 100 per- 
cent, or $250 above the ceiling, would be 
averaged with the price which for the 
preceding 59 days had been 2 percent 
below the price ceiling. In other words, 
if the manufacturer doubled the price 
for 1 day, that increase would offset the 
2-percent decrease for the preceding 59 
days—not exactly, but almost so. Im- 
mediately the excessively high price for 
the sixtieth day would be averaged with 
the lower price for the preceding 59 
days. That is what I mean by the 
phrase “the preceding 60 days.” 

That language does not mean that 
there would have to be a delay of 60 days 
before the ceiling could be reimposed, 
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In the case I have cited, if the manu- 
facturer were so greedy as to try to raise 
the price 100 percent in one day, the Ad- 
ministrator would then have the right 
to reimpose the ceiling on the following 
day. 

Of course, Mr. President, all sorts of 
strange and unlikely examples could be 
mentioned. 

However, this amendment, if adopted, 
will give any one who wishes to be free 
of control an opportunity voluntarily to 
hold the prices of the articles he sells 
2 percent below the ceiling prices, and 
thus avoid all the bother of supervision, 
regulation, and control. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. I am interested in the ef- 
fect of the amendment on major com- 
modities, such as cotton. Suppose the 
price of cotton remained 2 percent under 
the ceiling price for 60 days. Then con- 
trols would automatically be removed 
from cotton. However, in the following 
10 days the price could rise to 30 percent 
over the ceiling price, before the average 
would reach the point mentioned in the 
amendment; and during that period of 
time everyone who had cotton to sell 
would be able to sell it and dispose of it 
at the higher price. Under such circum- 
stances, a cotton broker would not have 
to remain in business thereafter, because 
on the basis of the profits he would make 
during that period, he could retire, and 
could go to Cuba or somewhere else. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Of course, if any- 
one were foolish enough to attempt to 
raise to such an extent the price of the 
commodity he had to sell, he would not 
find many takers. 

Mr. TAFT. I am-speaking of the ef- 
fect of the amendment on commodity 
prices on the national market; I am not 
referring to a manufactured product. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator 
refer to a case in which one man would 
do that? 

Mr. TAFT. No, not one man, but 
everyone who was engaged in that busi- 
ness. In such a situation, for a while, 
the price would be below the ceiling price 
by at least 2 percent, and the result 
would be that the ceiling would auto- 
matically be removed. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes. 

Mr. TAFT. Then those who had that 
commodity for sale might force up the 
price as much as 10 percent above the 
ceiling price, let us say; and at that price 
they would get rid of all of the com- 
modity which they held. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator 
from Ohio believe that, as a realistic 
matter, market conditions would be such 
that anyone who owned cotton under 
those circumstances would be able to sell 
it at the temporarily higher price, in 
view of the fact that after a limited 
time—perhaps 10 days—the ceilings 
would be reimposed? 

Mr. TAFT. Certainly; if it could be 
sold to manufacturers or to foreign 
buyers during that period of time, it 
would be sold and gone; and those who 
sold it would not care what happened to 
the price after that time. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I grant that such 
extreme cases can be imagined, but I 
do not believe they would possibly occur. 
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I think the sellers are anxious to have 
a market for the goods they hold, and 
I believe they are anxious to have a 
market which will function free of con- 
trol. It seems to me that they would 
be so anxious to be free from control 
that they would voluntarily maintain 
the price of their commodity at at least 
2 percent below the ceiling price. 

As a matter of fact, the Senator from 
Ohio knows that that commodity is now 
selling at below the existing ceiling 
price. I do not know how long the price 
will remain at that level; that will de- 
pend on the growing season and the 
amount of production. 

As an example, I have referred to the 
poultry industry, which last year was 
a $350,000,000 industry. 

At the present time, prices in the 
poultry industry are below the parity 
prices. It seems to me that we should 
recognize and reward those who are so 
efficient in their operations, although 
continuing to be able to make money. 
They have achieved that position pri- 
marily by increasing the rate of con- 
version of feed into meat and by the 
control of disease. 

It Seems to me perfectly proper to 
reward such a development, by saying 
to them, “When you produce your com- 
modity cheaply enough to be able to sell 
it to the public at a reasonable price, 
below the parity price or below the ceil- 
ing price, for an appreciable period of 
time, you will not have to abide by all 
these regulations.” 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator has re- 
ferred to poultry and the seasonal mar- 
ket for it, and his reference in that con- 
nection brought to my mind the use of 
turkeys at Thanksgiving time. If the 
ceiling price were applied to turkeys— 
although it would not apply to them 
unless they were selling above the parity 
price—and if for a period of 60 days the 
dealers kept the price of turkeys 2 per- 
cent below the ceiling price, with the 
result that the ceiling price was no longer 
applied, and if that situation developed 
just before Thanksgiving, would not it 
afford an unusual opportunity for a large 
increase in the price at the very time 
when practically everyone wishes to buy 
a turkey? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
admit that all sorts of situations can be 
imagined. However, turkeys are highly 
competitive with chickens and with other 
poultry and meat. No one has to buy 
any of these commodities. I think it is 
entirely unrealistic to suggest that, all of 
a sudden, someone would raise the price 
100 percent and that many persons would 
be ready to pay that price, in view of the 
fact that they would know that within a 
very short period of time the price would 
have to come down, due to the operation 
of the law itself. 

I think that, theoretically, if we as- 
sume a market that is insatiable, or that 
there are persons who will buy at any 
price, that could happen; but the fact 
is that poultry, including turkeys and 
chickens, is one of the cheapest com- 
modities on the market. The price is 
lower now than it was in 1948. It is 
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below parity. It is the type of industry 
which I think we ought to try to stimu- 
late by giving some incentive or award 
because of the way they have policed or 
disciplined themselves, and the way they 
have increased the efficiency of their 
production. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Does not the Senator 
understand that the bill, if enacted into 
law, would require that no agricultural 
product be subjected to a ceiling price 
unless it exceeded parity? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I agree with that. 
The law says that a ceiling cannot be 
imposed below parity. 

Mr. HOLLAND. They are not subject 
to a ceiling, then. Is that correct? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. All that is pro- 
vided in the law, as I understand, is that 
a ceiling may not be below parity. There 
is nothing to prevent the Administrator 
from making an appropriate ceiling on 
poultry, at parity, and requiring all poul- 
try dealers to make reports, as other 
producers do. That is what they do not 
want to do. I grant that it would not 
affect the price at all. I say that one 
of the greatest objectives of the amend- 
ment is to avoid the nuisance of having 
to make out all the forms and comply 
with all the red tape, regardless of what 
effect it may have upon prices. 

Why would the Administrator object 
to affording an incentive to people who 
are intelligent enough and self-disci- 
plined enough and unselfish enough to 
sell their products below parity, or to 
sell them below ceiling prices? I do 
not believe the proposal would weaken 
the control law at all, because it would 
take effect only when someone’s price is 
below the ceiling. What I understand 
we are concerned with, and the whole 
theory of price control, is to keep from 
going above the ceiling. Now, if some- 
one goes below the ceiling, why in the 
world should anyone object to that? 

Mr. HILL, If the price goes down, 
and the ceiling on prices is taken off, 
and then the price goes back up, how 
long a time intervenes before the ceil- 
ing price becomes effective again? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It all depends. In 
the first place the amendment is per- 
missive. It gives the Administrator lee- 
way to do something. If the Senator 
is speaking about the earliest time when 


the Administrator could act, it would 


be dependent upon the average for the 
preceding 60 days. He would not have 
to wait 60 days. Suppose the price goes 
up the next day; the Administrator 
does not have to wait, but he can place 
the ceiling in effect the next day. This 
is not designed to weaken the control 
in any sense. The one assumption 
which it is necessary to make, in order 
to justify this proposal, is that the ceil- 
ing price is a reasonable price. If it is, 
then the only people who are interested 
are the ones who will take 2 percent 
less. 

Mr. HILL. In other words, the 
amendment would stimulate industry to 
stay under a reasonable price, would it 
not? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It would en- 
courage self-control. I think when we 
can induce citizens themselves to exer- 
cise self-control, it is far better than 
trying to control them by force through 
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any law. What could be better for the 
country than for everyone concerned to 
say, “I do not want to be bothered by 
the Administrator; I am going to keep 
my prices 2 percent under what the Ad- 
ministrator has said is a fair price?” 
What could be a better solution to this 
whole problem? 

Mr. HILL. In other words, we would 
then be getting the desired results, which 
the legislation is designed to bring about, 
through full and complete voluntary 
action, would we not? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. By voluntary ac- 
tion. What is better in a republic than 
to have voluntary action for the achieve- 
ment of any goal which we all agree is 
a proper and beneficial one? That is 
all that I understand the amendment 
would do. 

Mr. HILL. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The only reason 
I can imagine why the Administrator 
would object to it is that everyone would 
abide by it, and there would be nothing 
for the Administrator to do. He would 
have a complete sinecure, and we could 
not get rid of him. He would still have 
his job. He would have to stay in office 
merely because somebody might put his 
prices up again. He should not worry 
about that; but so far as his doing any- 
thing is concerned, he would not have 
anything to do if everybody would abide 
by this amendment. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, has the 
Senator’s time expired? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Arkansas has 2 minutes 


remaining. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not believe 
that there is any possibility, in the real 
application of the amendment, for any 
gouging on the part of people in the 
businesses affeeted, because it would be 
utterly fantastic to go through all the 
trouble of maintaining their prices at 
2 percent below for 60 days in order to 
get an opportunity to raise the price 
100 percent above ceiling for 1 day. In 
my opinion, if that should happen, they 
simply would not sell anything. It 
would simply be an idle gesture, and 
then the ceiling would go on again. I 
cannot imagine that, as a practical mat- 
ter, they would profit at all; and, to 
weigh against that, there would be free- 
dom from interference with their busi- 
ness on the part of the Price Adminis- 
trator, with all the reports, the innu- 
merable man-hours, and so forth, which 
are required in order to make the re- 
ports. For example, one of the largest 
industries of this country has had five 
different orders since the 26th day of 
January. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time of the Senator has expired. All 
time for debate has expired. The ques- 
tion is on the amendment of the Sena- 
tor from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment of the 
Senator from Arkansas. [Putting the 
question.] The “noes” appear to have it. 
oo FULBRIGHT. I ask for a divi- 

on. 

On the division, the amendment was . 
rejected. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr, YOUNG. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment, which I offer 
and ask to have read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
line 22, following the words “per centum” 
it is proposed to strike out the remainder 
of the line and all of line 23. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, is 
this a printed amendment? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is 
not printed. It is an amendment offered 
from the floor. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, at a 
time when Mike DiSalle, Administrator 
of the Office of Price Stabilization, and 
others are asking for new and broader 
authority to roll back farm prices, 
another Government agency—the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation—is facing 
the prospect of committing several bil- 
lion dollars in crop loans to support farm 
prices at minimum levels ordered by 
Congress in various agricultural acts, 
This inconsistency should be apparent 
to most people. 

To encourage farmers to produce the 
necessary food and fiber to meet war 
necessities, the Congress during the last 
war not only supported important food 
crops at 90 percent of parity during the 
war—but committed itself to continue 
those supports for 2 years after the war. 
This was to insure farmers against loss 
and to help them reconvert to peacetime 
production requirements after the war 
ended. The tremendous agricultural 
production of those years certainly 
proved the wisdom of that action. 

Presently the threat of demoralized 
and depressed farm prices is far greater 
than that of any prospective inflationary 
prices. With but a few exceptions, most 
farm commodity prices have dropped 
steadily in the past 6 months. Another 
huge crop of almost all farm commodi- 
ties is in prospect, which will provide 
the best assurance that there will be 
abundant food for all at reasonable 
prices. Cotton prices have already 
dropped more than 20 percent in the 
past 3months. The prices of most other 
farm commodities have dropped corre- 
spondingly in this same period. 

Wheat, corn, oats, barley, and rye are 
not only presently below parity levels 
designed to give farmers a fair exchange 
value for their products, but, in most 
cases, even below the levels at which 
CCC is required by law to support these 
commodities through loans and purchase 
agreements. 

At the present market, the farmer can 
obtain more for his wheat or corn by 
placing it under loan than he can by 
selling it at his local elevator. For this 
reason, it is obvious that this year far 
more farmers will take advantage of the 
loan program than last year, and it ap- 
pears probable that CCC loans on wheat 
and corn alone may total from two to 
three billion doilars on. the 1951 crop. 

Here is a brief excerpt from the Wall 
Street Journal of June 26, 1951, which I 
think is interesting: 

War's anniversary finds a number of com- 
modities selling below a year ago. Stand- 
outs are some grains. Oats, a major live- 
stock feed, now sells at Chicago for 78 cents; 
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a year ago, it brought over 93. Barley, of 
a grade used for beer, is currently worth $1.70 
a bushel at New York, 8 cents less than a 
year ago. One of the biggest declines has 
been registered in flaxseed. It is the source 
of linseed meal, another livestock feed, and 
linseed oil, an important paint-pot ingredi- 
ent. At Minneapolis flaxseed now brings 
$3.35 a bushel, 20 percent under the year-ago 
price. No higher than at the time of the 
Korean outbreak is crude oil, still bringing 
$2.65 a barrel in east Texas fields. Several 
other commodities aren’t far from the year- 
ago price point. Among these are coconut 
oil, used in soap-making, and aluminum, 


On the first anniversary of the Korean 
war, both wheat and corn prices were 
down approximately 25 cents per bushel 
from the high marks reached in Febru- 
ary of this year. Oats were down nearly 
30 cents per bushel. In a free economy, 
these lower livestock feed prices would, 
in time, be translated into lower beef and 
pork prices in the retail markets of 
America. 

One of the few exceptions to dropping 
farm prices has been the price of beef. 
Admittedly it is high, but with dropping 
feed prices there is every reason to be- 
lieve the price of beef will be declining in 
the next few months, the same as other 
farm commodities. 

The pig crop this year is one of the 
greatest in history. For the past few 
months hog prices have been at approxi- 
mately parity levels. A considerable 
drop is almost certain in the next few 
months when the runs become heavy. 
The prices for poultry presently and for 
many months have been far below parity. 
Mr. President, unfortunately, it seems 
to be the general opinion of the vast 
consuming public that the farmers are 
receiving exorbitant prices for their com- 
modities. I know of no agency of the 
Government that has done more to mis- 
represent the position of the farmers or 
more to discredit them than has OPS. 
It is indeed unfortunate that the public 
is led to believe that the farmer is re- 
ceiving an exorbitant share of the na- 
tional income and that the prices for 
agricultural commodities are unreason- 
able. 

According to BAE—Bureau of Agricul- 
tural Economics—figures, the realized 
net income of farm operators reached a 
record of $17,800,000,000 in 1947. The 
net income declined in 1948, 1949, and 
1950. This year the net income from 
farming is expected to come close to the 
1947 record—ailthough it will buy 12 per- 
cent less than it did in 1947—if the pres- 
ent level of consumer prices continues 
during the remainder of the year in 
comparison. 

Nonfarm personal income has set a 
new record every year since 1940 and is 
expected to set another record, at least 
25 percent higher than it was in 1947. 
Although farm prices and income have 
increased more percentagewise within 
the past year, the increase has not yet 
placed farmers in an economic position 
equal to the one they held in 1947. Nor 
is it anywhere near equal the nonfarm 
population. 

In 1950 our farm population, which 
comprises approximately 15 percent of 
our total population, received only 6 per- 
cent of the total national income. Per 


capita income of the average farm fam- 
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ily for 1950 was $804, while during the 
ote year nonfarm family income was 
1,546. 

At the present time we are concerning 
ourselves with inflation and seem to be 
forgetting that a peace arrangement in 
Korea might touch off a deflation, usu- 
ally led by a drop in farm and other raw- 
material prices. Speaking frankly, I 
feel that the price supports for farm 
products are more important presently 
than price controls, 

There should be no doubt as to the im- 
portance of parity prices for agriculture. 
During the period 1929-40 farm prices 
were at an average of 92.4 percent of 
parity, and we averdged 16.6 percent 
unemployment. 

During the period 1941-50 farm prices 
averaged 113 percent of parity, whole- 
sale farm prices as compared to the 
wholesale price of all commodities, and 
we averaged only 4 percent unemploy- 
ment. 

The United States cannot maintain 
full employment and full production un- 
less we have a foundation of farm pro- 
duction and farm price levels to support 
it. Price stability is a continuous eco- 
nomic problem, and I hope that the Sen- 
ate will not forget that our farm price 
structure is the key factor in both infla- 
tion and deflation. 

One of the major curses of economic 
controls is that they beget more controls, 
Now that OPS has its foot in the farm- 
er’s door with the ill-advised beef price 
roll-back, American producers must rec- 
oncile themselves to additional unwork- 
able controls unless Congress meets the 
issue head-on and flatly refuses to ex- 
tend the authority for price controls 
beyond June 30. 

Present strategy of price-fixing advo- 
cates appears to be a campaign for ex- 
tension of the existing law for a brief 
period. This, they apparently believe, 
would give them time to pressure Con- 
gress into enacting a tougher law which 
would run for two or more years. Any- 
one who recalls the bitter battle waged by 
Officials of the old OPA to retain their 
authority long after the last war had 
ended will understand this latest grab 
for power. If the proponents of OPA 
had had their way we would still have 
that program. It never would have been 
repealed. According to them, there 
would always be an emergency. 

With prices of most farm commodities 
far below parity levels, with big depart- 
ment stores engaged in price-cutting 
wars, and with bulging inventories in the 
hands of most retailers over the country, 
it is currently impossible to justify the 
demands which OPS is making for con- 
tinued controls over the economic life of 
the Nation. Moreover, with industrial 
production at high levels and the out- 
look excellent for another big crop of 
food and fiber on the Nation’s farms, it 
appears highly doubtful that prices gen- 
erally will reach levels at which ceilings 
could be imposed under existing law. 

What OPS really wants is to fix the 
prices of agricultural commodities below 
parity. It has been trying desperately 
during the past months to get this au- 
thority from Congress. These facts lead 
to the conclusion that what OPS really 
wants is blanket authority to fix prices 
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and wages at whatever levels it deems 
proper, without any of the restrictions 
which Congress wrote into the Defense 
Production Act. 

As a Nation, we have had enough ex- 
perience to know that the only solution 
for shortages and high prices is increased 
production. Those twin problems were 
licked following World War II, but only 
after OPA had been scrapped. Had con- 
trols been continued we would never have 
achieved the production which brought 
this country the highest living standard 
in our history and still enabled us to sup- 
ply billions upon billions of dollars’ worth 
of goods and services to the less for- 
tunate countries of the world which had 
not the foresight to remove their own 
production shackles. 

None of the dire predictions of the 
economic planners has materialized and 
in view of their record of wrong guesses, 
it would be the height of folly to accept 
their recommendations now. Just after 
the outbreak of the Korean war we were 
told that unless full-scale price and wage 
controls were applied there would be 
critical shortages of virtually every- 
thing—empty shelves in the stores, 
empty grain bins on the farms, and gen- 
eral economic chaos everywhere. We 
were told that automobiles, washing ma- 
chines, electrical appliances, and a 
variety of other goods which have be- 
come a part of our normal living would 
be unobtainable within a matter of weeks 
or months. 

Now, 1 year after the start of that war, 
and despite a huge shift in our industries 
to defense production, most of these 
items are more easily obtainable than 

„they were in June of 1950. Had the 
prophets of doom had their way it is a 
virtual certainty they would have im- 
posed such stringent controls over the 
Nation’s economy that their predictions 
of shortages would have materialized. 
Certainly the men who have been so com- 
pletely wrong in their judgment in the 
past should not be permitted to dictate 
our policies of the future. 

Consumers are not spending any more 
of their disposable income for food than 
they did in previous years. Industrial 
wages are at an all-time high, and our 
Government has been approving con- 
tract after contract calling for higher 
wages for labor. It is only fair that 
labor should receive increases as com- 
pensation for higher production, but at 
the same time the farmer should also be 
given an equal incentive to produce the 
food and fiber which the Nation requires. 
There will be little incentive if present 
price control legislation is extended be- 
yond June 30. 

OPS has done little to curb inflationary 
prices of industrial goods. I doubt that 
if OPS were continued its record would 
be any better in the future than it has 
been in the past. In all probability there 
will be some unreasonable price rises if 
OPS is discontinued, but certainly no 
more than there have been since OPS 
commenced its operations last January. 
The consumer has little to lose and much 
to gain by eliminating price controls. 

Many leading economists agree that 
the inflationary problems of this coun- 
try are in a large measure traceable to 
the Governmeni’s own fiscal. policies, 
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The unbalanced budget with deficit 
spending is highly inflationary. This 
could, in a large measure, be corrected 
by cutting back sharply on nonessential, 
nondefense activities. The policies of 
the Treasury and the Federal Reserve 
Board with respect to bond supports and 
interest rates have likewise been infla- 
tionary, although there have been be- 
lated reversals of policy with respect to 
these programs. A tax program de- 
signed to balance the Federal budget 
would also reduce basic inflationary 
pressure. On these things most econo- 
mists are agreed, but many Government 
leaders still insist upon attempting to 
treat the symptoms of inflation rather 
than its basic causes. 

As a sop to farmers, who would be 
squeezed more than any other segment 
of our economy under complete price 
and production regimentation, some 
governmental spokesmen have indi- 
cated their support of a subsidy pro- 
gram. They would fix and even roll 
back prices and then make up part of 
the loss to the farmer with an outright 
subsidy from the Federal Treasury. 
Farmers have had past experience with 
that plan, and they want no more of it. 
They realize that at best it gives them 
far less than a fair price for their prod- 
ucts, and at the same time it deludes 
the consumer into believing he is get- 
ting lower food prices when, actually, 
he is paying the subsidy in the form of 
higher taxes. 

The most effective means of prevent- 
ing shortages and runaway prices is 
through increased production. This 
needed extra production can be obtained 
only in a free and unregimented econ- 
omy. Congress should face the issue 
squarely and permit price controls to ex- 
pire automatically on June 30. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have inserted in the RECORD as a 
part of my remarks several tables which 
were prepared by the staff of the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 
The figures are from the Bureau of Ag- 
ricultural Economics. 

The first table gives the price of 
wheat, corn, barley, rye, oats, and flax- 
seed in June 1950, as compared with 
June 22, 1951, which indicates that in 
most instances these grains are selling 
at a lower price per bushel now than 
they were in June 1950. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Average price re- 
ceived by farmers 
on Minneapolis 
market 


Commodity 


ruary | 22, 
1951 | 19511 


Wheat, ag 1 Dark | Bushel. 82. 446 |$2. 602 | $2. 436 


Northern 
Corn, No. 3 Yellow._.. 1. 505 
Barley, No. 3 1.183 
Ye, NO, 22 se 1,837 
Oats, No. 3 White.. 751 
Flaxseed, No. 1 aoe 4. iat £ 25 23,55 


Latest price available. These prices are weighted 

average hoes for the day or month indicated and were 

obtained from the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, 

į f 8 price for June 21 as there were no sales on 
une 22. 
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Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent to have inserted 
in the Recorp a table which shows that 
bread is selling at a much higher price 
now than it was back in 1950 while wheat 
price is practically the same. Oats are 
selling much lower than in 1950 yet a 20- 
ounce package of rolled oats rose in price 
from 16.1 cents on an average through- 
out the United States to a present of 17.5 
cents. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


Item 
April Je | April 
1950 1950 1951 

Cents | Cents 

White bread (per pound) 114 114.7 | 115.6 
Rolled oats (per 20-ounce pack- 

eae TAS eS SRE SORES 116. 1116.5 117. 8 
Print cloth, ag inch, 64 2 75 — 

yards pound 
penal New Yor) epee 14 21.6 20.5 


tea retail price in 56 leading cities of the United 


BAE figures. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Does the Senator 
know why these commodities are selling 
for more now than they did a year ago? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time of the Senator from North Dakota 
has expired. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that my colleague 
may have two more minutes in order to 
place the tables in the Record. The 
tables are very important. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I was 
about to suggest to my good friend, the 
junior Senator from North Dakota, that 
he might use the remainder of the time 
at my disposal if he so desires. I wish to 
inquire of the two Senators from North 
Dakota why there was a decline in the 
price of wheat during the last year? 

Was it not because of the farmers’ 
ability to produce, and the farmers’ es- 
sential loyalty and willingness to pro- 
duce, and not to be controlled? 

Mr. YOUNG. That is absolutely 
correct. Iam certain that this huge pro- 
duction would not have been possible 
had the farmers operated under controls. 
They were able to produce so much be- 
cause of favorable weather on the one 
hand and because that was a price in- 
centive to produce and farmers are 
naturally industrious people. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD an- 
other table which illustrates the pur- 
chasing power of industrial labor. The 
table indicates that on April 15, 1948, the 
average factory worker earned in an 
hour enough to buy 1.8 pounds of pork 
chops. By 1951 he was able, with 1 
hour's wages, to buy exactly 2 pounds of 
pork chops. In other words the average 
factory worker can buy more pork for 
an hour of work now than he did in 1948. 


7341 


There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURCHASING POWER OF 1 HOUR OF LABOR IN 
BUYING PORK CHOPS 

April 15, 1948: 1.8 pounds per hour (pur- 
chasing power). Average price 72.9 cents 
per pound. 

April 15, 1949: 2.1 pounds per hour (pur- 
chasing power). Average price 67.4 cents 
pec pound. 

April 15, 1950: 2.1 pounds per hour (pur- 
chasing power). Average price 68.3 cents per 

d 


und. 
April 15, 1951: 2 pounds per hour (pur- 
chasing power). Average price 77.1 cents 
per pound. 
Source: Bureau of Agricultural Economics. 


Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Record a table showing the pur- 
chasing power of the industrial worker 
with respect to beef. The table shows 
that there is very little difference be- 
tween the purchasing power of labor 
with respect to beef now and what it 
was in April 1948. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURCHASING POWER OF 1 HOUR OF WORK IN BUY- 
ING STEAK (ROUND) 

April 15, 1948: 1.6 pounds per hour (pur- 
cnasing power). Price, $0.847 per pound, 
Average hourly earnings of production 
workers in manufacturers’ industry, $1.314. 

April 15, 1949: 1.7 pounds per hour (pur- 
chasing power). Price, $0.813 per pound, 
Average hourly earnings of production 
workers in manufacturers’ industry, 61.401. 

April 15, 1950: 1.7 pounds per hour (pur- 
chasing power). Price 80.885 per pound. 
Average hourly earnings of production 
workers in manufacturers’ industry, $1.434. 

April 15, 1951: 1.5 pounds per hour (pur- 
chasing power). Price, $1.0832 per pound. 
Average hourly earnings of production 
workers in manufacturers’ industry, $1.579. 

BAE figures. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time of the Senator from North Dakota 
has expired. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The two Senators 
from North Dakota are eminently cor- 
rect in their statements. Is it the desire 
of the junior Senator from North Dakota 
to have a vote on his amendment? 

Mr. YOUNG. No. Mr. President, I 
withdraw the amendment, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from North Dakota withdraws 
his amendment. The bill is open to 
further amendment. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I wish 
to offer an amendment. Does any other 
Senator come before me? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Yes, 
two other Senators are ahead of the Sen- 
ator from New York, but the Senator 
from New York is recognized in view of 
the fact that they are not now in the 
Chamber. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I call 
up the amendment designated “6-26- 
51—L” offered on behalf of myself, the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Doucras], the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. Moopy], 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BEN- 
ron], and the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land [Mr. PASTORE]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment will be stated. 
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The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, 
between lines 4 and 5, it is proposed to 
insert the following: 

ADVISORY GROUP 

Sec. 5. Section 703 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(c) In the formation of policies under 
this act and in the administration of such 


policies, the President shall, insofar as prac- 


ticable, consult, advise with and utilize rep- 
resentatives of business men, farmers, work- 
ers, and consumers.” 

Redesignate succeeding sections accord- 
ingly. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, my 
amendment provides for more adequate 
consultation by the mobilization and 
stabilization agencies with the groups in 
our economy who are affected by the 
actions of those agencies. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK, I congratulate the 
Senator on his amendment. The 
amendment is in the spirit of the law 
which we are trying to write. The 
amendment only provides that the Pres- 
ident, insofar as practicable, consult 
more with businessmen, farmers, work- 
ers, and consumers. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes. 
sion of intention. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, of 
course, the Senator from Illinois must 
disagree with that latter simple ex- 
planation. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I shall wait until 
the Senator from New York has con- 
cluded his statement. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I shall 
expand my argument. 

The amendment is a very simple one, 
consisting, as my colleagues see, of only 
a few lines. I will not take much of the 
time of the Senate in discussing it. I 
believe that its benefits should be so ob- 
vious that the Senate will approve it. 

It seems to me that the consultation 
called for under the terms of my amend- 
ment should have been and should be 
undertaken without a legislative man- 
date. But all too often in the past the 
agencies involved did not find time to 
go through the process of consultation 
with the economic groups most inti- 
mately affected by the actions of these 
agencies. 

When I refer to the economic groups 
affected, I mean labor, I mean business, 
I mean the farmers, I mean the con- 
sumers, In the case of price control 
regulations, I mean especially the con- 
sumers whose interests are the most in- 
timately affected and yet often the most 
overlooked and neglected of all. 

Section 404 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 provided that— 


It is an expres- 


President shall, so far as practicable, advise 
and consult with and establish and utilize 
committees of representatives of persons 
substantially affected by regulations or or- 
ders issued hereunder. 


Mr. MAYBANK. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator has 
spoken of orders issued hereunder. I 
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am only hopeful that in addition to the 
administration consulting with business- 
men, farmers, workers, and consumers, 


` as the Senator from New York has sug- 


gested, those in charge of carrying out 
the act will write simple and reasonable 
orders that small-business people can 
understand. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I hope so, too. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Would the Senator 
care to add language to the effect that 
where businessmen wanted to designate 
secretaries of trade associations they 
might do so. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I would not like to 
write that in the bill. Frankly, I am not 
sufficiently familiar with the procedure 
so that I would want to write in that 
language. 

Mr. CAPEHART. But the Senator 
would egree, as a matter of record, that 
it certainly is not the intention of Con- 
gress that they shall not consult with 
such representatives and permit busi- 
nessmen and their associations to use 
their executive secretaries. 

Mr. LEHMAN. My hope is that they 
will use the best channels of information, 
advice, and counsel available. 

Mr. CAPEHART. If an industry has 
an association, and there is a secretary 
of the association, the secretary should 
be permitted to act for the businessmen 
and to cooperate, just as any other indi- 
vidual would be. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I certainly would not 
be willing to add that to the amendment 
I have proposed, but I will say to the 
Senator that by courtesy of the chair- 
man of the Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee and its members I was permitted 
to sit in on many of the hearings. I 
recall that one day a secretary of one 
of the trade associations from Cleveland 
testified. He was representing the small 
tool and die makers. I was deeply im- 
pressed with his knowledge, and I feel 
that a man like that should be used. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I do not think we 
can legislate any such requirement. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I am 
only trying to make a record. For ex- 
ample, there are small-trade associa- 
tions whose members cannot affort to 
come to Washington, but they can get to- 
gether and designate one person to rep- 
resent them. I think that under those 
circumstances those administering the 
law ought to listen to the person who is 
designated as a representative, 

Mr. LEHMAN. I would not want to 
have passed any legislation which would 
bar them from doing so. On the other 
hand, I would not want to suggest any 
legislation which would make it manda- 


~ tory for them to work with this man, 
In carrying out the provisions of this title ` 
(Title IV, Price and Wage Stabilization) the 


that man, or some other individual. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I agree with the 
Senator, but I am sure the Senator 
would not want to bar an association 
from designating a representative. 

Mr. LEHMAN. My amendment does 
not seek to do that, 

Obviously this language intended that 
the Government agencies engaged in 
writing control orders or regulations 
should consult with representatives of 
the groups which would be affected by 
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those regulations, The language did not 
require that the agencies abide by the 
demands of these groups but only that 
the agencies advise and consult with 
them. It was, in my opinion, a good 
provision and one which was designed 
to have a wholesome effect on the suc- 
cess of operation and enforcement of 
price and wage regulations. 

However, there was substantial testi- 
mony before the committee to the effect 
that these hearings and consultations 
with affected groups have not been suc- 
cessful and in fact that in many cases 
such consultations have never been held. 

S. 1397 attempted to correct this sit- 
uation. Section 104 (d) of S. 1937 
amended the language quoted above by 
adding the words “including represent- 
atives of businessmen, farmers, workers, 
and consumers.” This language would 
strengthen section 404 of the Defense 
Production Act by listing the groups 
which should be consulted prior to the 
issuance of regulations or orders. 

In the committee’s report on S. 1717, 
it was stressed that adequate consulta- 
tion with representatives of business, 
farm, and consumer interests had not 
been carried out. In speaking of the 
flexibility written into the allocations 
and priorities section of the Defense 
Production Act, the committee said that 
consultation with industry was a “pol- 
icy which has been disregarded all too 
often and which your committee feels 
should be emphasized much more.” 

On June 26, the distinguished chair- 
man of the Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee said in very strong terms that 
many times industry had not been con- 
sulted and that farmers had never been 
consulted. To the best of my knowl- 
edge the consumer has not been repre- 
sented either. 

There certainly is no good reason why 
groups affected by regulations and orders 
should not be consulted prior to the pro- 
mulgation of orders. My amendment, 
which is based on language contained in 
Senate bill 1397, attempts to strengthen 
the consultation requirements of the 
Defense Production Act by adding and 
specifying certain groups with which the 
Government agencies must consult. In 
addition the legislative history built up 
by the discussion and enactment of this 
provision will indicate to the Govern- 
ment agencies that the Congress means 
what it says and it is saying that con- 
sultation must be held. 

Mr. President, I hope the distinguished 
chairman of the committee will accept 
the amendment, and that the Senate will 
adopt it. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I can 
only say that I spoke to the ranking Re- 
publican member of the committee, and 
we decided that we would be very pleased 
to take this amendment to conference. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator. 
I think it should be adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
ELLENDER in the chair). The question is 
on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from New York [Mr. 
LEHMAN]. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
for recognition against the amendment. 
Has the Senator from New York 
finished? 


Mr. LEHMAN. I have finished. 
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Mr. President, how much time have I 
left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York has six more 
minutes. 

Mr. LEHMAN, I yield the floor for 
the time being. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I am 
quite sure of my ground with respect to 
the language in the original bill, but 
when these advisory committees were 
set up it was provided, of course, that 
those who served on such advisory com- 
mittees should have an interest in the 
subject matter upon which advice was 
being given. The situation is quite dif- 
ferent so far as it relates to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from New 
York, because his amendment reads as 
follows: 

(c) In the formation of policies under this 
act and in the administration of such poli- 
cies, the President shall, insofar as practi- 
cable, consult; advise with, and utilize rep- 
resentatives of businessmen, farmers, work- 
ers, and consumers. 


It says absolutely nothing to the effect 
that they shall.have even so much as 
a proximate interest in the matter upon 
which advice and consultation is to be 
had. One can roam afield into the coun- 
try and find persons who have no inter- 
‘est whatsoever, but they may represent 
a line of thought with respect to which 
someone may perhaps want advice. The 
amendment would establish a peculiar 
kind of council, it seems to me, which 
would be wide of the mark so far as 
concerns advice which really would 
count for anything, and which would be 
constructive. 

Frankly, as I remember, this question 
arose in connection with the amend- 
ments which were submitted to the 
original act. There were 47 pages of 
text, amending nearly every particular 
of the original act, and this was one of 
of the amendments. It would have 
changed the original context of the De- 
fense Production Act, and it was not 
accepted by the committee. 

I sincerely hope that under these cir- 
cumstances the chairman will not accept 
.this amendment, because there is the 
germ of an idea in it which could ex- 
pand into some kind of production 
council which has no particular interest 
in the subject matter on which advice 

is to be given in the Nation’s Capital. 

Iam not too happy about the implica- 
tions which are involved. Since the 
amendment was rejected by the com- 
mittee in the first instance, I think I 
shall want to follow out pretty well the 
idea which has been expressed by the 
chairman, that in a general way he in- 
tends to resist most of the amendments 
which are offered. I think this one, of 
all amendments, should be resisted. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I dis- 
cussed the matter with the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]. I cannot re- 
call that the committee rejected any 
such specific amendment. It did reject 
an amendment under which secretaries 
and others would be permitted to repre- 
sent business people. I believe that is 
the law. This amendment might only 
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strengthen the law. If the amendment 
involved any change in the law, I would 
not even have considered it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I thought my friend 
from South Carolina had observed that 
this was not a part of the whole text of 
amendments which came up. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The President rec- 
ommended it; but, of course, as the Sen- 


ator from Illinois knows, there are many 


things recommended by the President 
with respect to which I do not go along. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is true. 

Mr. MAYBANK. This was one with 
which I thought I could go along. $ 

Mr. DIRKSEN. We had long delib- 
erations in 1950 before the original act 
was passed, and the matter was very 
carefully considered by the committee, 
It was provided in the 1950 act that the 
councils which should be consulted 
should consist of representatives who 
had an interest in the subject on which 
the consultation was to take place. It 
seems to me that if we are to make this 
an open-ended matter we can go any- 
where in the country and set up any kind 
of council, no matter what its political, 
social, or economic cast or complexion 
may be, and we will be getting advice 
which will be oblique and slanted. I do 
not believe it is fair to any segment of 
industry or enterprise to do so. 

I believe the Senate has not heard one 
argument as to why the text of the 
original act should be changed. Cer- 
tainly the amendment was before the 
committee, and the committee rejected 
the amendment, as a matter of fact. 
Now it is proposed to write it into the act 
in the manner proposed. The junior 
Senator from Illinois will not accept it, 
and will insist that the Senate vote on 
the amendment. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Does the Senator 
wish a standing vote? Let us have a 
standing vote. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. No, I am asking for a 
record vote. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The junior Senator 
from Illinois is not going to ask for a 
yea-and-nay vote on the amendment, is 
he? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Very well. Lask for 
the yeas and nays. We are just taking 

ime. 
es DIRKSEN. If my good friend 
from South Carolina wishes 

Mr. LEHMAN. How much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from New York has 6 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Does the Senator 
from Illinois wish to have a yea and nay 
vote? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I will take a division. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, is 
the Senator from New York proposing 
to amend section 5 or section 703? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am proposing to 
amend section 703 of the act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EL- 
LENDER in the chair). The Chair is in- 
formed that the amendment would ap- 
ply to section 703 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950, 
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Mr. DIRKSEN. If my friend from In- 
diana will yield, I believe the reference 
is wrong, because I do not know of any 
subsection or paragraph 5 of section 703 
of the original text. At least I have been 
unable to find it. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I believe my amend- 
ment should have stated section 703. It 
would come after “(b)” of section 703. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Section 
5 amended section 703 of the law. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Of the 1950 basic act. 
That is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from New 
York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I should like to have 
the attention of the juhior Senator from 
Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Do I have any time 
remaining? 

Mr. LEHMAN, My amendment would 
amend section 703 of the Defense Pro- 
duction Act, and would be added at the 
end of section 703. I may say to the 
distinguished Senator from Illinois that 
I know perfectly well that on industry 
committees there are representatives of 
industry and of wage earners. However, 
my amendment does not refer to indus- 
try or trade committees. It is much 
broader than that. It reads as follows: 

(c) In the formation of policies under 
this Act and in the administration of such 
policies, the President shall, insofar as prac- 
ticable, consult, advise with and utilize 
representatives of businessmen, farmers, 
workers, and consumers. 


I should like to say to the Senator 
from Illinois that I believe businessmen 
are a very important segment of our 
population, and should have some voice 
in the iormation of policies. Farmers 
are a very important segment of our 
population, and should have some voice 
in the formation of policies. Workers 
are a very important segment of our 
population, and they, too, should have 
a voice in the formation of our policies. 
I certainly believe that consumers, the 
people who are directly affected, should 
have some voice in the formation of 
policies. I believe the evidence pre- 
sented at the hearings before the com- 
mittee shows very clearly that the con- 
sumers have had no voice, and have 
not been able to present their views. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I thoroughly agree 
with the Senator from New York, that 
the consumers have not had a voice. I 
believe the Senator’s amendment should 
be taken to conference. Of course, I 
have also made the statement previ- 
ously, and I wish to be consistent, that 
if a vote is taken on any amendment, I 
shall vote against it no matter how 
meritorious it may be. I say that be- 
cause the committee reported a bill, 
and we now have 60 amendments before 
us which I have had no chance to 
consider. 

I was interested to hear the Senator 
from Indiana say that persons had come 
to him from Detroit to suggest amend- 
ments. Some persons have come to me, 
and I said that I could not suggest any 
amendments, because if I were to suggest 
an amendment for one werson, I would 
have to suggest amendments for others. 
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I do not wish any Senator to miscon- 
strue what I have to say. It is up to 
the Senate to tell me what to do. After 
all, the Senate is the boss of the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. Iam 
the chairman of the committee. I shall 
not vote for any amendment on which a 
vote is asked. In justice to the Senator 
from New York, I will say that what he 
has said is absolutely correct. Con- 
sumers, in my judgment, have not been 
properly protected. I said I would take 
his amendment to conference if I were 
permitted to do so. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield. 

Mr. CAPEHART. We had any num- 
ber of businessmen and organizations 
testify before the committee. They 
complained that they were not consulted, 
That is particularly true of farmers. I 
remember three or four different wit- 
nesses who complained that they were 
not consulted. The amendment offered 
by the Senator from New York requires 
that the President shall consult with 
them. I see nothing wrong with the 
amendment. I shall vote for it. I be- 
lieve it is a good amendment. I do not 
know why objection is raised to it. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, when the 
Defense Production Act was first written 
we endeavored to incorporate in it cer- 
tain safeguards, particularly to the effect 
that any business, processor, producer, or 
person engaged in the manufacture of 
any goods, against whom a regulation 
would be imposed, would have an oppor- 
tunity to be heard while the regulation 
was in process of promulgation. Because 
no opportunity has been given to the 
businessman to testify and to make rec- 
ommendations as to what the regulations 
Should contain we have had the unfor- 
tunate experience with regulations with 
which we are familiar. 

Mr. President, one can go to any farm- 
er, producer, or manufacturer of goods 
and he will find that they are all com- 
plaining that the regulations do not 
make common sense as they relate to 
their specific businesses. For instance, 
let us consider the situation in Minne- 
apolis and St. Paul, about which I know, 
In the apparel industries there, the 
manufacturers almost to a man, will 
state that the regulation which was im- 
posed upon the apparel industries in 
the Twin Cities practically drove those 
engaged in such industries out of the 
wholesale business because they did not 
know how they could sell; they did not 
know what prices to charge. The re- 
tailer did not know what his experience 
would be in the future, and therefore he 
did not dare place his orders. 

It is for that reason that I believe 
that as we now prepare to pass this new 
control bill, we should take steps to make 
certain that those who will be affected 
by the regulations will have an oppor- 
tunity to confer with the Price Adminis- 
trator when determination is made of 
the regulations which will be imposed 
upon their segment of the industry. 
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Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ELLENDER in the chair). Does the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota yield to the Sen- 
ator from Illinois? 

Mr. THYE. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I think the Senator is 
exactly correct in saying that those 
who will be affected by the regulations 
should have an opportunity to confer 
regarding them. 
wee THYE. Yes, I think that is cor- 

Mr. DIRKSEN. However, what will be 
the situation if a person who lives thou- 
sands of miles from the location af- 
fected, and who has a cast of mind and 
thinking that is what those in charge 
of the program desire it to be, is allowed 
to participate in the policy-making con- 
sultative groups, even though he has not 
the slightest interest in the matter? 

Mr. THYE. Isay to the Senator from 
Ilinois that he has voiced the very point 
I was trying to develop. 

I wished to refer to the past experience 
with the regulations which have been 
in effect, and I wished to point out that 
the policy boards proposed in the amend- 
ment must and should include repre- 
sentatives of the manufacturers and 
processors, as well as representatives of 
the consumer groups, because only in 
that manner will regulations which are 
based on common sense and are admin- 
istratively feasible be developed, and 
only in that manner will it be possible 
to develop regulations which will be 
practicable and will be adhered to, once 
they are imposed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Minnesota has ex- 
pired. 

The Senator from New York has 4 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Will the Senator 
from New York accept, as an amendment 
to his amendment, the following change 
in line 8: change the period at the end 
of that line to a coma, and then add the 
words, “who are directly affected by such 
policies.“ 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. - Will the Senator 
from New York accept that change as an 
amendment to his amendment? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand the Senator’s purpose, and I 
appreciate his interest in this matter. 

If the amendment dealt only with 
trade committees and industry commit- 
tees, I would be willing to make the 
change suggested by the Senator from 
Indiana. However, the amendment is 
much broader in its scope; it deals with 
the formation of broad policies. By 
means of the amendment, I have sought 
to give representation to the four great 
segments of our population: namely, 
businessmen, farmers, workers, and con- 
sumers. Therefore, I believe it would 
complicate the amendment if I were to 
adopt the suggestion the Senator from 
Indiana has made. 

Mr. CAPEHART. However, I think 
the Senator should accept such a modi- 
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fication, namely, to add the words “who 
are directly affected by such policies.” 

The amendment as it now stands 
reads as follows: 

(c) In the formation of policies under this 
act and in the administration of such poli- 
cies, the President shall, insofar as practi- 
cable, consult, advise with and utilize repre- 


sentatives of businessmen, farmers, workers, 
and consumers, 


Following that provision, the modifica- 
tion or amendment I have suggested 
would add the words “who are directly 
affected by such policies,” 

In other words, if the policies to be 
formed dealt with cattle and the regu- 
lation of prices of cattle and of beef, the 
result would be that, by virtue of this 
amendment, the President would con- 
sult with persons in the cattle business, 
On the other hand, if the policies to be 
formed had to do with the manufac- 
ture of automobiles, the President would 
consult with representatives of the auto- 
mobile- manufacturing business. 

Therefore, I think the change I have 
suggested would strengthen the Sena- 
tor’s amendment. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, my 
thought is that in the formation of 
these policies, all segments of our popu- 
lation should be consulted, because all 
of them are interested in the formula- 
tion of the policies. I think all segments 
of our population are interested in the 
development of regulations affecting the 
price of automobiles, for instance, 

Mr, CAPEHART. Yes; but I do not 
think persons who are engaged in the 
automobile manufacturing business 
should be consulted in connection with 
the development of a regulation affect- 
ing meat. It would be desirable to con- 
sult representatives of the automobile 
manufacturing business in connection 
with the development of regulations 
affecting the selling of automobiles, for 
instance, but not in connection with the 


sale of meat. 
iar with the meat business would be of 
real use if they were consulted in con- 
nection with the development of regu- 
lations affecting the meat business, but 
their advice would be of little or no use 
in connection with the development of 
regulations affecting the sale of auto- 
mobiles. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, my 
thought in this matter is that the poli- 
cies to be formed will be very broad, 
affecting all segments of the population. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, let me 
point out 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time on the amendment of the Senator 
from New York has expired. 

Mr. MOODY. I should like to say—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I move 
that the amendment of the Senator 
from New York be amended by striking 
out, in line 6, the word “President” and 
inserting “Defense Mobilizer.” 

Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Seng r from Ohio is recognized to 
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speak on his amendment to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from New York. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I wish 
to give some attention to the amend- 
ment submitted by the Senator from 
New York. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRICKER. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I should like to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Ohio 
how long he expects to address the Sen- 
ate at this time. 

Mr. BRICKER. Only a few minutes. 
I do not wish to delay the proceedings 
of the Senate. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I thoroughly un- 
derstand. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I op- 
pose the amendment of the Senator 
from New York for the reason that in 
section 404 of the act the President is 
authorized as follows: 

Sec. 404. In carrying out the provisions of 
this title, the President shall, so far as prac- 
ticable, advise and consult with, and estab- 
lish and utilize committees of, representa- 
tives of persons substantially affected by 
regulations or orders issued hereunder. 


Such representatives include repre- 
sentatives of businessmen, farmers, 
workers, and consumers. 

Mr. President, under that provision of 
the present law, there has been an utter 
failure on the part of the committees 
or the Economic Stabilizer or the Direc- 
tor of Mobilization to call in those com- 
mittees, to utilize the authority thus 
given by the law, or even to follow the 
recommendations when they were given. 
In one instance—I refer in particular to 
the roll-back on the price of beef—at 
the committee hearings we were told that 
the representatives of the beef industry 
were called in; and after a discussion of 
approximately 15 minutes with the Eco- 
nomic Stabilizer, he walked out of the 
meeting, but left one of his assistants 
there. Those who were called to that 
meeting were told that they would be 
advised further and would be called into 
further consultation. They were also in- 
formed at that meeting, so they testified 
at the hearings, that there was no 
thought of a roll-back on the price of 
beef. Yet without ever being called back 
again, and without ever having an oppor- 
tunity to consult or advise in any way, 
shape, manner, or character, the roll- 
back order was issued. 

There has been an utter failure and 
refusal by the administrative officials in 
any way to avail themselves of the provi- 
sion already in the law, which is specific 
and takes into consideration all classes 
and groups, and is at the working level. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
New York would result in calling in a 
group of persons, designated by the 
President of the United States, to advise 
him. 

The first reaction is that he would call 
persons who would give him the advice 
he wanted. 

The second reaction is that the Presi- 
dent would call in persons having a spe- 
cial ax to grind in any particular situa- 
tion, and the President would not get 
a cross section of the sentiment or think- 
ing of the people of the country, and 
neither would he get a proper represent- 
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ative of the public interest, because 
those called in would be chosen for a 
particular purpose. 

Furthermore, what policy would the 
President have to determine? The Con- 
gress should lay down the policy, and 
that is what we are trying to do in this 
bill. The policy should not be deter- 
mined by the President; but the provi- 
sions of the law should be carried out by 
the administrative agencies created un- 
der the law, and the regulations they 
issue should be issued within the provi- 
sions of the law. The present law gives 
all the authority that could possibly be 
needed to enable the administrative 
agencies to obtain all the advice, help, 
and suggestions they need to obtain 
from all classes and segments of society 
that are affected by the rules and regula- 
tions which are contemplated. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BRICKER. I yield. 

Mr. MUNDT. Is it not true that the 
fact that the Senator from New York 
has refused to accept the modification 
suggested by the Senator from Indiana 
in respect to having the council repre- 
sent the various segments of the com- 
munity, indicates the lack of desirability 
of the amendment, because provision is 
already made for such a representative 
council; and the amendment if adopted, 
would result in a duplication? 

Mr. BRICKER. Thatis correct. The 
amendment would only add confusion to 
the whole program. Moreover, the 
President is not the one to determine the 
policy, in any case. The rules and regu- 
lations affecting the public are what the 
agencies are concerned with, and they 
already have authority to obtain all the 
advice they need. 

I think the amendment is unnecessary 
and would be a hindrance to the proper 
administration of the bill, when enacted. 
The amendment would give the Presi- 
dent an opportunity to call together a 
group of persons who, of course, would be 
primed to follow any course the Presi- 
dent wanted to have followed, if he had 
determined upon such a course—al- 
though I do not know what that course 
might be. 

They would decide what the policy 
should be and the President would say, 
“Well, my committee has already passed 
upon it. There is no further need for 
the administrative department to call in 
their committees. There is no further 
use to get any advice or help from the 
industry-wide committees, or from the 
consumers, or from the farmers, or from 
labor. We will just take the over-all 
policy which has been determined by 
this committee I have gathered together 
to suit my purpose.” This section of the 
law could be avoided by carrying out the 
provision which is proposed by the Sen- 
ator from New York, and which, to my 
mind, is utterly unworkable and inef- 
fective. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. BRICKER. I yield. 

Mr. MUNDT. I take it, though, that 
even with the minor suggestion which 
the Senator from Ohio has offered, he 
would still feel that the amendment of 
the Senator from New York was bad 
legislation. 
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Mr. BRICKER. I think there is no 
question that it is bad legislation, and 
unneeded; and, in fact, it will do harm 
to the bill and to the amendments to the 
bill which we have heretofore considered. 

Mr. President, I withdraw my amend- 
ment to the amendment of the Senator 
from New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio withdraws his 
amendment to the amendment. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, have I 
any time remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York has no time 
left. There is no time for debate left. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I will revise my 
amendment to include the words sug- 
gested by the Senator from Indiana, 
namely, in line 8 of the amendment, 
after the word “consumers”, add the 
words, “who are directly affected by such 
Policies.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York modifies his 
amendment. If there be no further dis- 
cussion, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment, as modified, of the 
Senator from New York. [Putting the 
question.] The “ayes” appear to have it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN and other Senators 
asked for a division. 

On a division, the amendment was 
rejected. / 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I desire to 
call up my amendment “F.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, after 
line 13, it is proposed to insert the fol- 
lowing: 

Sec. —. Section 402 (e) of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 is amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof the following new 
subparagraph: 

„(v) Prices in retail establishments with 
gross sales of less than $60,000 per annum: 
Provided, That such establishments shall file 
with the appropriate regional office of the 
Administrator of the Office of Price Stabili- 
zation a sworn statement that their gross 
annual business as shown by their latest Fed- 
eral income-tax return did not exceed that 
amount.” 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, in calling 
up the amendment, I desire to modify it 
by making the figure $50,000 per annum 
instead of $60,000 per annum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is so modified. 

Mr. CASE. Then, Mr. President, I 
should like to submit a unanimous-con- 
sent request that the time on this 
amendment be cut in half, 744 minutes 
to be controlled by the chairman of the 
committee, and 742 minutes to be con- 
trolled by myself. I think the amend- 
ment is simple. It should not take 15 
minutes to a side, and we might as well 
save half the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection to the request? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, this is a 
simple amendment. It proposes, in 
effect, that retail establishments which 
have a gross business of less than $50,000 
per annum shall be put in the same 
class, so far as concerns exemptions 
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granted by the present act, as profes- 
sional services, materials furnished for 
publication, motion pictures, the busi- 
ness of insurance, and rates charged by 
common carriers. It simply adds an 
additional group to those that are ex- 
empted under this language of the basic 
act, “The authority conferred by this 
title shall not be exercised with respect 
to the following,”.and it enumerates 
rates or fees charged for professional 
services, prices for motion pictures or 
for articles for publication, and rates 
for insurance. My amendment affects 
prices in retail establishments where the 
total business does not exceed $50,000 
a year. It is in harmony with principles 
already recognized by the Congress. 

In the Renegotiation Act we estab- 
lished an exemption for the renegotia- 
tion of the smaller contracts. I think 
as the bill passed the Senate the exemp- 
tion of the gross business in contracts 
with the Government during a year was 
fixed at $500,000, but it was reduced in 
conference to $250,000. This amend- 
ment says to the small corner stores, or 
to other small business establishments, 
“Tf you are doing less than $1,000 worth 
of business a week, gross, including the 
cost of material, profit, labor, wages, 
transportation, insurance, taxes, and all 
that you are exempt. We see it would 
be a burden and expense to you to have 
to keep the records and to keep track of 
the regulations, amel. dments, modifica- 
tions, and so forth. It would save the 
Government money if it were not re- 
quired to send somebody around to police 
your activities. We know that, as a mat- 
ter of fact, competition will police your 
activities.” 

The small store in Washington would 
be policed by competition with the gen- 
eral store, by the large establishment. 
In the section of the country from which 
I come, the little store is policed by 
the store in the county seat. If, on 
a few items, the little store sold at a few 
cents above the ceiling price, operating 
perhaps longer hours and keeping the 
shop open, perhaps, at night or Sundays, 
and if but a few cents once in a while 
were charged more than the price at a 
big store, no great harm would be done. 

It is something that is self-executing. 
I do not suggest that the little stores 
should be ble to make a statement that 
their business will not be above $50,000, 
but there is in the amendment this 
proviso: 

Provided, That such establishments shall 
file with the appropriate regional office of 
the Administrator of the Office of Price 
Stabilization a sworn statement that their 
gross annual business as shown by their 
latest Federal income tax return did not 
exceed that amount. 


Any violation would be actionable, be- 
cause it would require a sworn statement, 
but the statements could be easily 
checked by reference to the last Federal 
income tax return. It would not require 
policing by the Federal Government, and 
it seems to me it would accomplish what 
we all desire to do, which is to reduce 
the expenses of administering the pro- 
gram, and to reduce the demand for per- 
sonnel—and preserve price ceilings. 

While more than half of the retail 
business establichments cf the country 
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would be affected, it would not be half 
the total volume of business. Most of 
the business, in volume, is done by the 
larger establishments, but the little 
places along the street corner and in the 
smaller towns, by filing this kind of 
statement, could exempt themselves 
from having to keep up with all the 
changes in regulations. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CASE. Iyield to the Senator from 
Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I may say to the 
Senator from South Dakota that Mr. 
DiSalle testified that he has 6,000 people 
on the payroll now, and in the 1952 budg- 
et he is asking for 29,000 more. That 
means that OPS will have a force of 
35,000 employees. It is my considered 
opinion that if the amendment offered 
by the Senator from South Dakota is 
agreed to, we can cut the staff in two and 
save millions of dollars in administra- 
tive expenses. 

Mr. CASE. I thank the Senator for 
his contribution. It will also save on 
store personnel, because these little es- 
tablishments would have to get addi- 
tional employees in order to comply with 
the law. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President—— 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from South Carolina yield 
to me? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I should first like to 
make a brief statement, and then I shall 
be happy to yield to the Senator from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. President, as I stated some time 
ago, whatever the Senate of the United 
States wishes to do, that, as chairman 
of the committee, I intend to do. But 
who knows what a $50,000 business is? 
It night make $50,000 this year and it 
might make $100,000 next year. That 
is the question which is in my mind. 
There have been no hearings on this 
amendment before the committee. I 
very frankly stated to the members of 
the committee, when we agreed that we 
would not offer many amendments, that 
I was not going to support any amend- 
ment. I have not as yet supported any 
amendment, 

Mr. President, I have checked the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
South Dakota. I have great affection 
for the Senator, and I know his purpose. 
I spoke to him about it and told him the 
position in which I found myself. If the 
committee desires to reverse me, it is 
quite all right. 

It is obvious that the proposed exemp- 
tion from price control would remove 
ceilings from a significant segment of 
the economy. The effect on stabiliza- 
tion would be inflationary. 

In some areas the retail establish- 
ments are the only ones available to con- 
sumers. The existence of mail-order 
houses does not completely change that 
situation. In such areas prices might 
be substantially increased to persons who 
could not successfully buy elsewhere at 
controlled prices. 

An establishment favored by this 
exemption might divert goods to itself 
and sell them at higher prices. To the 
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extent that this occurred, inflation would 
be increased. 

No one knows who is going to do a 
$50,000 business or a $50,000 business. 
Because of the serious inflation which 
exists, and which the Congress of the 
United States did not create, $50,000 is 
worth much less than $25,000 was a few 
years ago. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield to the Sena- 
tor froni Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. What would be 
the effect if a man on one side of the 
main street did a business of $40,000, and 
@ man a block farther down did $75,000 
worth of business? Would not the adop- 
tion of the amendment result in unfair- 
ness? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Of course. The 
Senator knows that is true. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield. 

Mr. BENTON. Does not the distin- 
guished chairman of the committee 
agree that most of the present exemp- 
tions are in the law because of the fact 
that the businesses are already regulated 
or controlled in some other way or by 
some other akency of government, or 
else for reasons having to do with the 
freedom of the press? 

Mr. MAYBANK. That is correct in 
the case of public utilities. 

Mr. BENTON. Common carriers, 
public utilities, insurance companies, 
and so forth. 

Mr. MAYBANK. But they are con- 
trolled by the States. 

Mr. BENTON. Does the Senator 
agree that as to thousands of towns vir- 
tually the only retail establishments tend 
to be in the category covered by the 
amendment, and by accepting this 
amendment we would virtually remove 
such establishments from price control? 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator from 
Minnesota is the judge of that. I do 
not want to be in the position of helping 
to defeat any amendment in the case of 
small-business men or farmers, but there 
are Many communities in my State in 
which a store might be open only once a 
week. I am referring to rural stores. 

Mr. BENTON. Why should the small 
retailer be given exemptions which are 
not given to small manufacturers? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Let me say that I 
have the greatest respect for the Sena- 
tor from South Dakota [Mr. Case], who 
proposes this amendment, but we did 
not hear testimony for or against it. If 
the Senator wants the amendment 
adopted, it is satisfactory to me. So 
far as I am concerned, I am opposed to 
it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. According to a 
study of retail figures, in the United 
States the greatest percentage of retail 
trade is done in stores that have less 
than a $75,000-a-year business. This 
amendment is limited to $50,000 a year. 
But let no one be fooled for a minute by 
any statement that it is the large chain 
store or mail-order house that does the 
bulk of retail business, I think I know 
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something about what a small retailer 
goes through under the present regula- 
tions, but if he is to be exempt, you 
gravely weaken the entire anti-inflation 
program. 

Mr. DIRKSEN and Mr. BENTON ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, let me 
remark, first, that an amendment of this 
kind, applied in the State of Illinois, 
embraced most of the retailers. Oddly 
enough, it included representatives of 
State Street stores in Chicago, and there 
seemed to be no particular objection to 
it, because of the accessibility of large 
markets o? one kind or another. That, 
in itself, is sufficient to regulate and 
keep prices at a competitive level. The 
emphasis ought to be not on any element 
of unfairness, but rather, I think, upon 
the fact that the amendment, if adopted; 
would not only remove a tremendous 
administrative chore, but, more than 
that, would relieve a great many small- 
business men of harassment. We went 
through that experience uncer the previ- 
ous act. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Who knows what 
business is going to make $50,000 this 
year, or $40,000 or $60,000? What we 
want to do is to stop inflation. If it 
keeps on growing, the small-business 
man will be doing $100,000 worth of busi- 
ness a week. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the Sena- 
tor from Massachusetts asked what 
would happen if there were a store on 
one side of the street doing $40,000 worth 
of business and a ctore on tiie other side 
of the street doing $75,000 worth of busi- 
ness, the first exempted, the second not. 
The obvious answer is that the business 
would go to the one who was operating 
under the price ceiling. If the smaller 
store violated the price ceilings the law 
would be self-executing and self-enfore- 
ing through the ancient rule of competi- 
tion. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator from 
Massachusetts was speaking of the big 
countryside in Massachusetts. 

Mr. CASE. I assume the Senator 
from Massachusetts was accurate in 
talking about his own State. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, that we 
have here an opportunity to demonstrate 
that what we really want to do is to have 
effective price enforcement, and that we 
are not trying merely to pick out some- 
one to penalize or punish, or compel to 
keep an extra set of books, to add some~ 
one else to his payroll, or provide a 
bunch of snoopers to harass the little 
businessmen who have to work all night 
to keep their books. 

Some of them have said to me, “If 
you could just tell me in some under- 
standable language, so that I may know 
where I am, how it will operate, I shall 
be satisfied. I do not want to break the 
law, but I cannot be bothered with all 
these things and operate just a little 
one-man business.” 

What I am trying to do is to elimi- 
nate the harassment of the small-busi- 
ness man who does not do more than a 
total of $50,000 worth of business a year. 
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I hope the amendment will be adopted. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I move to 
strike out the figures “$50,000” and sub- 
stitute in lieu thereof 825,000.“ 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EL- 
LENDER in the chair). The Senator will 
state it. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Will there be 15 
minutes allotted to each side on the 
Long amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I wonder if I might 
be permitted to read a letter into the 
Recorp at this point. 

Mr. LONG. I should like to make a 
statement about the amendment, and 
then I shall be very glad to yield to the 
Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. President, my reason for offering 
the amendment is not necessarily be- 
cause I desire to reduce the figure in- 
volved, but because I do not believe we 
should have these exemptions. I re- 
member that in my home town during 
rationing there was a small store which 
customarily did very little in the way 
of selling meat, but during rationing sold 
half the meat which was sold in the 
town. That was considered to be black 
marketing. Nevertheless, anyone who 
wanted to peddle a scarce item would 
do so through that little store. During 
rationing the owner of that little store 
did 10 times as much business as he 
had done in normal peacetimes. He 
made an enormous profit on the business 
he conducted during rationing. Persons 
who did business with him regarded him 
as a black-market operator, but when 
they were short of meat or anything else 
that was hard to get, they knew there 
was a fellow who was willing to go to 
jail to make a large profit, and that 
they could buy from him. 

Mr. President, it is my impression that 
if we left the exemptions as they are 
there would be a way in which the au- 
thorities could get at such a person as 
the one I have in mind, who was a black 
marketeer, taking a chance on going to 
jail for his operations. 

But with this amendment there would 
be no way the authorities could get at 
such a merchant. He could conduct 
black-market operations in scarce items 
which, unless obtained through him, 
would be otherwise unobtainable. It 
seems to me that when we begin to 
provide exemptions for merchants who 
would not be covered by the law at all 
so many loopholes would result that 
there would be no effective way of com- 
pelling compliance. In fact, anyone who 
had scarce items of merchandise would 
be in a position where he could dispose 
of them through small merchants who 
would not be regulated. By so choosing 
his customers he would be exempt from 
effective regulation. Therefore, it seems 
to me that the entire amendment should 
be voted down. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator 
from South Dakota for a question. 

Mr. CASE. In the interest of econ- 
omy of time, would the Senator from 
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Louisiana consent to a limitation of time 
on his amendment? 

Mr. LONG. I would not want to con- 
sent if it meant that the chairman of 
the committee would not have an oppor- 
tunity to place whatever he wanted to in 
the Recorp. Does the chairman of the 
committee desire to make a statement 
for the RECORD? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I wish to read a let- 
ter written to me by Mr. Wilson. The 
letter, however, is not in connection with 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Louisiana to the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota, nor in connec- 
tion with the amendment of the Senator 
from South Dakota. 

Mr. LONG. I will say that if the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina wishes to com- 
plete the Recorp at this time, he may do 
so. Otherwise, I ask that the Senator 
from South Dakota be given an equal 
amount of time to the time I have. I 
shall be glad to withdraw my amend- 
ment. 

Mr. CASE. I wish to say that if the 
Senator from Louisiana is seriously pro- 
posing a compromise, perhaps he could 
agree on the figure of $30,000, which 
would mean an average of less than $100 
for a business day. I would have no ob- 
jection to such a proposal, if he wants to 
make it as a compromise. I understood 
that the Administrator has considered 
setting a figure of $20,000, so as to take 
care of the small-business man. If the 
Senator from Louisiana would feel better 
about it, I shall ask to modify my amend- 
ment so as to make it $30,000, which is 
obviously less than $100 per business day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has a right to modify his 
amendment. 

Mr. CASE. I so modify it, Mr. Presi- 
dent, and reserve my time, and yield it 
back, and ask for a vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment, of the Senator from South Dakota, 
as modified. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I now 
withdraw my amendment, with the un- 
derstanding that the Senator from South 
Dakota has modified his amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from South Dakota, 
as modified. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Do J understand that 
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
Case] has modified his amendment so 
as to make the amount $30,000, instead 
of $50,000? 

Mr. CASE. Yes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time on the amendment has exipred. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
move to amend the amendment by mak- 
ing the figure $25,000. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Now, 
dent—— 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
am not going to talk long. I merely want 
to point out one of the problems involved 
in this kind of an amendment. 7 


President, a 


Mr. Presi- 
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Mr. MAYBANK. I should like to 
have the Senator yield to me. I am op- 
posed to his amendment. Iam opposed 
to all amendments. 7 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the 
Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I wish to say that 
one of the great controversies raging 
in connection with small business is the 
subject of the reports which must be 
made by small business. No more 
scathing criticisms have been leveled 
against the administration than those 
dealing with the requirements for re- 
ports to be made by small business, and 
the issuance of orders and regulations 
with which small business people say 
they cannot comply. All members of 
the committee have urged that such 
reports be cut down in length. The 
Senate voted the other day that such 
reports be cut down. I proposed an 
amendment that orders be no longer 
than 10 lines, but of course such an 
amendment is not workable. I wish to 
read the letter from Charles E. Wilson 
which he wrote to me. It is as follows: 

Thank you for your letter of June 1, 1951, 
concerning reports required from members 
of the public by the mobilization agencies. 
I agree wholeheartedly with your commit- 
tee that these reports should be kept to a 
minimum. 


In writing to Mr. Wilson, I spoke for 
members on both sides of the committee. 


The Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
who is responsible for carrying out the pro- 
visions of the Federal Reports Act of 1942 
informs me that his staff is currently re- 
viewing each reporting and record-keeping 
requirements issued by Federal agencies. 
Based upon World War II experience special 
procedures for the review and clearance of 
data requests within each of the major mo- 
bilization agencies have been established. 


Then Mr. Wilson goes on to say: 

I have, however, forwarded a copy of your 
letter to the Acting Defense Production Ad- 
ministrator and the Administrator of the 
Economic Stabilization Agency with a state- 
ment— 


I want the Senators to hear this— 
of my full agreement with the principles 


set forth. The Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget joins me in assuring you— 


He is speaking now to the chairman 
of the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency— 
in assuring you that in the review of data 
requests made by mobilization agencies the 
policy of the Federal Reports Act will be 
adhered to firmly with particular attention 
to the need for minimizing the burden on 
small-business enterprises. 


That is what Mr. Wilson assured me. 
And before we come to consider the bill 
in conference, I intend to talk to Mr. 
Wilson about many things. I continue 
to read: 

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 
I understand, proposes to inform the various 
mobilization agencies concerning further im- 
plementation of the Federal Reports Act and 
of Executive Order 10253 relating to statis- 
tical information. 


Mr. President, I have great respect for . 


Mr. Wilson, and I have great hope that 
after talking to him, as chairman of the 
committee, there will be considerable 
curtailment in many of the reports and 
other matters. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Rrecorp at 
this point Executive Order 10253 to which 
Mr. Wilson referred in the letter I have 
just read. 

There being no objection, the order 
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp, 
as follows: 


TITLE 3—THE PRESIDENT 


EXECUTIVE ORDER 10253—PROVIDING FOR THE 
IMPROVEMENT OF THE WORK OF FEDERAL EXEC- 
UTIVE AGENCIES WITH RESPECT TO STATISTICAL 
INFORMATION 


By virtue of the authority vested in me by 
section 103 of the Budget and Accounting 
Procedures Act of 1950 (31 U. S. C. 18b), and 
as President of the United States, and in 
order to carry out the purposes of said sec- 
tion, it is hereby ordered as follows: 

SECTION 1. The Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget (hereinafter referred to as the 
Director) shall develop programs, and issue 
regulations and orders, for the improved 
gathering, compiling, analyzing, publishing, 
and disseminating of statistical information 
for any purpose by the various agencies in 
the executive branch of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Sec. 2. In order to carry out the provisions 
of section 1 of this order, the Director shall 
maintain a continuing study for the im- 
provement of the statistical work of the agen- 
cies in the executive branch of the Federal 
Government with a view to obtaining the 
maximum benefit from the funds and facili- 
ties available for such work, giving due con- 
sideration to the constantly changing char- 
acter of the various needs for statistical in- 
formation both within and without the Gov- 
ernment and, where the statistical work is 
primarily concerned with operating pro- 
grams, giving due consideration to adminis- 
trative needs, statutory requirements, and 
the needs involved in the development of 
administrative and legislative recommenda- 
tions. The Director, either upon his own 
initiative or upon the request of any such 
agency, shall (a) provide for the interchange 
of information calculated to improve statis- 
tical work, (b) make appropriate arrange- 
ments for improving statistical work involv- 
ing relationships between two or more agen- 
cies, and (c) assist the agencies, by other 
means, to improve their statistical work. 

Sec. 3. The following shall be included 
among the objectives sought in carrying out 
the provisions of section 1 hereof: 

(a) To achieve an adequate program of 
statistical work in the agencies of the execu- 
tive branch, in relation to over-all needs for 
statistical information including the filling 
of gaps and overco of weaknesses in 
presently available statistical information. 

(b) To achieve the most effective use of 
resources available for statistical work by 
the agencies, in relation to over-all needs. 

(c) To minimize the burden upon those 
furnishing statistical data needed by the 
various Federal agencies. 

(d) To improve the reliability and timeli- 
ness of statistical information. 

(e) To achieve maximum comparability 
among the several statistical series and 
studies. 

(f) To improve the presentation of statis- 
tical information and of explanations re- 
garding the sources and reliability of such 
information, and regarding the limitations 
on the uses that can appropriately be made 
of it. 

Sec. 4. Regulations and orders issued pur- 
suant to section 1 hereof shall be signed by 
the Director. When so signed, such regula- 
tions and orders shall require no further ap- 


proval and shall be adhered to by all agencies 


in the executive branch. Any such regula- 
tion or order may pertain to a single agency, 
a group of agencies, or all agencies in the 
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Sec: 5. In the development of programs 
and the preparation of regulations and or- 
ders for issuance pursuant to section 1 here- 
of, the Director shall consult Federal agen- 
cies whose activities will be substantially 
affected, and may consult non-Federal 
groups to the extent he finds it necessary to 
carry out the purposes of this order. 

Sec. 6. The authority outlined in this 
order is in addition to and not in substitu- 
tion for the existing authority of the Di- 
rector, or of the Bureau of the Budget, with 
respect to statistical and reporting activities. 
To the extent, however, that this order con- 
flicts with any previous Executive order 
affecting statistical or reporting activities, 
the provisions of this order shall control. 

Src. 7. Nothing in this Executive order 
shall be construed to apply to the obtaining 
or releasing of information by the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue, the Comptroller of the 
Currency, the Bureau of the Public Debt, the 
Bureau of Accounts, and the Division of 
Foreign Assets Control of the Treasury De- 
partment, or to the obtaining by any Fed- 
eral bank supervisory agency of reports and 
information from banks as provided or au- 
thorized by law and in the proper perform- 
ance of such agency's functions in its su- 


pervisory capacity. 
Harry S. TRUMAN. 


THE Warre House, June 11, 1951. 

IF. R. Doc. 51-6883; Filed, June 11, 1951; 
3:31 p. m.] 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
desire to say to the chairman of the 
committee that I think the approach he 
is taking is a sound one. I agree with 
him that the reporting is far too com- 
plicated and far too much of a burden. 
But I submit that the amendment which 
is before us does not deal with report- 
ing. It provides exemption from price 
control regulation. That is another 
a That is not a matter of report- 

Mr. President, I think anything we 
can write in the bill now, whether by 
amendment or in conference, that will 
reduce to a basic minimum the report- 
ing that needs to be done would be high- 
ly desirable. I have talked to hundreds 
of smali-business people. I have met 
with them in their trade associations 
and have heard them discuss the tre- 
mendous amount of reporting that must 
go to the Office of Price Stabilization. 
But I still say that there cannot be price 
control on commodities such as electri- 
cal appliances which are sold in a big 
store and sold in a little store, and suc- 
cessfully exempt the little store. The 
amount of reporting that must be re- 
quired can be reduced, but it is not prac- 
ticable, it is not workable to exempt 
small stores. That would promote the 
development of the black market. 

Members of the Senate who have been 
in small business—and I am talking 
about really small business, not the 
$500,000 operation, but small business— 
know that a manufacturer who wants 
to find an outlet where there is no price 
control will find a paradise on earth for 
himself—or a den of iniquity, whichever 
it may be termed—as the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. Lonc] well pointed out, 
for the diversion of scores of commodi- 
ties into non-price-controlled markets. 

This is just another way to weaken 
the price-control program. I have never 
seen the like of it. Every Member who 
rises on the floor has a new gadget to 
increase the inflationary pressure, 
weaken the price-control program, and 
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give the American people a first-class 
rotten deal. It is about time to start 
thinking in terms of the general con- 
sumer. 

Mr. President, it is one thing to ex- 
empt public utilities, as the chairman of 
the committee pointed out—— 

Mr. MAYBANK. That was only if the 
State controlled them. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is what I 
wished to point out. Every exemption 
was in a case in which there was State 
or Federal regulation. But here it is 
proposed to exempt items which are sold 
in the open market. Let me give an ex- 
ample. Take a kodak or a film, which 
can be sold in a large store, or sold in the 
corner grocery store, the corner hard- 
ware store, or the corner filling station. 
I submit that in small towns a $30,000- 
a-year business is big business. It does 
not sound like much in Washington, but 
in the vast majority of towns in the 
United States a small-business man who 
does a business of $25,000 or $30,000 a 
year is doing business. He really oper- 
ates a going business concern. 

So this amendment is nothing more 
nor less than an effort to weaken the en- 
tire program. I suggest that sooner or 
later, after the headlines in this morn- 
Ing’s newspaper showing that the cost of 
living is higher than it has ever been, 
we should do something to strengthen 
the law. 

Mr. MAYBANK. 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. We passed a law 
last year to freeze prices, and we are go- 
ing to pass a law to keep them frozen. 
[I do not understand why the cost of liy- 
ing continues to rise. We ought to 
stop it. 
| Mr. HUMPHREY. The cost of living 
has gone up very little since the freeze 
has been in effect. 

\ Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Since the freeze 
has been in effect, it has gone up less 
than 1 percent. It seems to me that 
that is not a bad brake upon inflation. 

«I point out again—and then I shall 
yield the floor—that when we start mak- 
ing special exemptions, as we have been 
doing, particularly in the retail or whole- 
sale field, we are opening up a box of 
trouble which will literally consume the 
whole program. 

I know that the Senator from South 
Dakota has a very popular amendment, 
and I know that my remarks are not at 
all popular with some business people. I 
know that; but I also know that we can- 
not exempt thousands of business firms 
from a regulation merely because it is a 
small business. We cannot doit. If we 
are going to have price-control law in 
this country it must apply to rich and 
poor alike, big aud little alike. It must 
apply to all areas of the country. I 
hope that this amendment will be de- 
feated, as another means of demonstrat- 
ing to the American people that we are 
not here to emasculate a law, but to 
improve it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator insist on his amendment? 


Mr. President, will 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. 
amendment. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota withdraws his 
amendment. 

Mr. CASE. There has been no time 
allowed in opposition to the amendment 
of the Senator from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Dakota is out of 
order. All time has expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, can 
the amendment be withdrawn without 
unanimous consent? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I 
should like to make a unanimous-consent 
request. The Senator from Minnesota 
has concluded, and he has withdrawn 
his amendment. 

Mr, HUMPHREY. Mx. President. 

Mr. WHERRY. Just a moment. In 
view of the fact that the distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota made a very 
able argument in behalf of an amend- 
ment which was directly in contradiction 
to the amendment of the Senator from 
South Dakota, and then withdrew his 
amendment before the Senator from 
South Dakota could even respond, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from South Dakota be allowed 5 minutes 
to respond to the tirade by the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr, HUMPHREY. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, let me say 
that the Senator from Nebraska is ap- 
parently a little tired and unkind this 
evening. The Senator from Minnesota 
had no intention of denying his friend 
the Senator from South Dakota, a very 
able man and a fine gentleman, an op- 
portunity to respond. Frankly, Iam not 
so expert as is the Senator from Ne- 
braska in parliamentary tactics. I 
merely withdrew my amendment in order 
to expedite the debate. I shall be more 
than happy to reinstate my amendment, 
because I always believe in full and fair 
debate. y 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 


I withdraw my 


- objection to the unanimous-consent re- 


quest of the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object—and I shall not ob- 
ject—I merely wish to say that I think 
someone from this side of the aisle 
should point out that the Senator from 
Minnesota did not merely deliver him- 
self of a tirade. I think the Senator from 
Minnesota delivered an exceedingly able 
speech, with which I should like to asso- 
ciate myself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest of the Senator from Nebraska? 
The Chair hears none, and the Senator 
from South Dakota is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I have been 
endeavoring to conserve the time of the 
Senate this evening. At the outset of 
my remarks I asked that the time on the 
amendment be cut in half. When the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Lone] of- 
fered an amendment and took consider- 
able time on it, I used half a minute in 
opposition to it. I do not expect to use 
all the 5 minutes which the Senate has 
generously accorded me, but I think I 
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should point out that the amendment is 
not intended to defeat, emasculate, or 
injure the Price Control Administration, 
As a matter of fact, it is intended to im- 
prove its repute with the little people of 
the country. 

It is not limited in its application to 
small towns. It would apply to the 
small-business man in the city of Wash- 
ington who does less than $30,000 worth 
of gross business a year, or less than 
$100 a day gross business, out of which 
he pays for his goods, pays his help, 
pays his taxes and insurance, and all the 
other costs. Why ask him to try to make 
all the necessary reports and keep up 
with all the modifications and regula- 
tions? 

I yield back the remainder of my time, 
and ask for a vote on the amendment. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I wish to 
offer an amendment to the pending 
amendment, to change the figure of 
$30,000 to $50,000. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Washington is recognized. 


PROPOSED CESSATION OF HOSTILITIES 
IN KOREA 


Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Brivces], the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
GEORGE], the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. SMITH], the Senator from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. Knowtanp], the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. O’Conor], and my- 
self, I send to the desk a resolution which 
I ask to have appropriately referred. I 
further ask to have it read for the in- 
formation of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Myr. President, I 
should like to have the resolution read. 

Mr. CAIN. I have asked that the 
resolution be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Clerk will read the resolution. í 

The resolution (S. Res. 167) was read, 
as follows: 

Resolved, That it is sense of the Senate 
that the policy of the United States in con- 
nection with any proposals or negotiations 
for a cessation of hostilities in Korea should 
be that the cessation of such hostilities can- 
not be conditioned upon present, or upon 
future negotiations with respect to, (1) the 
seating of representatives of the Communist 
Chinese regime in the United Nations as the 
delegation representing China, or (2) any 
change in the status of the island of For- 
mosa which would inyolve any lessening of 
the existing control of that island by the 
Nationalist Government of the Republic of 
China. 


Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Of course the Sena- 
tor from Washington will understand 
that I am heartily in sympathy with his 
resolution; but I undestood that this de- 
bate was to be limited, and that only ger- 
mane matters concerning the bill could 
be brought up. Will the Chair rule? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina that the Senator 
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from Washington has offered an amend- 
ment to the pending amendment. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I understand that. 

Mr. CAIN. Let me say to my dis- 
tinguished friend from South Carolina 
that my amendment is germane to the 
pending amendment. 

Mr. MAYBANK. In that it seeks to 
change the amount. 

Mr. CAIN. Yes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. But the Senator 
does not intend to discuss the resolution 
which he has brought up? 

Mr. CAIN. The Senator from Wash- 
ington has asked that the resolution, 
which has just been submitted, be re- 
ferred to the appropriate committee. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I understand that. 

Mr. CAIN. The Senator from Wash- 
ington wishes to devote about 5 minutes 
to discussing the resolution. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MAYBANE. Is that in order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has offered an amendment—— 

Mr.McFARLAND. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object. 

Mr.CAIN. To what? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Washington has offered an 
amendment to the pending amendment. 
The Senator from Washington may pro- 
ceed. 

Mr. CAIN. I thank the Chair. 

Mr.McFARLAND. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to objeet—— 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. CAIN. May I ask to what the 
majority leader is objecting? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I have not ob- 
jected, but the resolution has been sub- 
mitted, and there was a request that it 
be referred. I am reserving the right to 
object, and I wish to address myself to 
that_question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
is nothing to object to. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Was not a reso- 
lution submitted, and was not unanimous 
consent requested, that it be appropri- 
ately referred? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Washington asked that the 
resolution be referred. 

Mr. McFARLAND. That had to be 
done by unanimous consent. I am re- 
serving the right to object. 

Mr. CAIN. I asked that the resolu- 
tion be referred. I did not make any 
unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. McFARLAND. It would take 
unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would 
take unanimous consent 

Mr. McFARLAND. I am reserving 
my right to object. I shall not object, 
Mr. President, but I should like to say 
that I hope Senators will confine their 
remarks to matters that are germane 
to the bill. I have no objection to 


speeches being made on any subject. 


However, we are trying to get through 
with the pending bill. We have stayed 
here all day to get through with it. If 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


the Senate wishes to stay here all night, 
I will stay here, too. If Senators con- 
tinue offering amendments and then 
withdrawing them only for the purpose 
of gaining additional time, it will take 
quite a long while to finish consideration 
of the bill before us. That is all I have 
to say. I shall not object. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, at the out- 
set, I should like to say to my friend, 
the Senator from Arizona, the majority 
leader, that after the Senator from 
Washington has spoken for not more 
than 5 minutes on a resolution concern- 
ing the war in Korea, the chances are 10 
to 1, or 100 to 1, because the Senator 
from Arizona is a patriotic American, 
that he will wish to join with the Sena- 
tor from Washington and other Sena- 
tors in offering the resolution. 

Mr. President, yesterday Russia’s Ja- 
cob Malik brokerhis 4-day silence to de- 
clare that his Korean cease-fire pro- 
posal, which threw the world’s top dip- 
lomats into a grim international guess- 
ing game, speaks for itself. The Sena- 
ator from Washington read this refer- 
ence to Mr. Malik in the press of this 
morning. 4 

During 7 weeks of hearings, which has 
just been concluded by the Committee 
on Armed Services and the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, sitting jointly, in 
an inquiry into the military situation in 
the Far East, everyone of the 26 mem- 
bers of the two committees became con- 
vinced that our administration was un- 
alterably opposed to admitting Red 
China into the United Nations and to 
letting Formosa fall into the hands and 
under the authority of an antagonistic 
or enemy power. The members of the 
two committees likewise became con- 
vinced that our administration did not 
intend to permit these two questions to 
be discussed during any conference 
which may be held to consider a cease- 
fire order or armistice in Korea. 

The sole purpose of the resolution 
which has just been offered is to support 
the determination of our Government 
and to convince the United Nations that 
the Senate of the United States under- 
stands and approves of our Govern- 
ment’s attitude. 

The United Nations, sir, issued a 
“statement of principle” on January 13, 
1951, which provides that after the cease- 
fire agreement had been reached with 
the Red Chinese, Communist China 
would participate afterward—and, sir, 
I do not believe that the majority Ic- der 
believes in it, either—in a conference to 
decide the fate of Formosa and what 
government should represent China in 
the United Nations. 

As a member of the joint committee, 
I have heard every spokesman for the 
administration disavow the United Na- 
tions statement of principle as it referred 
to the question of Formosa and the pos- 
sibility of a seat for Red China in the 
United Nations. 

I may say to my friend from Arizona 
that the adoption of the resolution which 
has just been offered will help to make 
certain that no armistice is arrived at 
in Korea which deals in any respect or 
particular with Formosa and Red China’s 
relationship to the United Nations. 
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I take for granted, sir, that every 
Member of the Senate would oppose the 
question of Red China and Formosa be- 
ing any part of any condition for a cease- 
fire order or armistice in Korea. 

Mr. President, each of the 13 members 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations 
has heard the spokesmen for the admin- 
istration testify, under oath, that they 
did not favor the questions of Red China 
and Formosa being considered in any 
conferences which might result in a 
cease-fire order or armistice in Korea. 
Every member of the Committee on 
Armed Services is conscious of these 
administration assurances. 

It is, sir, for these reasons, which have 
been briefly, sincerely, and feelingly of- 
fered to the Senate of the United States, 
that I trust the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee will give immediate and favorable 
consideration to the resolution which the 
Senator from Washington has offered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CAIN. Certainly. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I invite the Sen- 
ator’s attention to the fact that yester- 
day, in the House of Commons, Mr. 
Herbert Morrison, the Foreign Secretary, 
amon; other things, said: 

His Majesty's Government still believes 


that delegates from the Central People’s Gov- 
ernment— 


Which, I say parenthetically, is the 
Communist Government of China— 


should represent China in the United Na- 
tions. 


He continued by saying: 

It now appears to the Government that 
consideration of this question should be 
postponed for the time being. 


I quote further from the newspaper 
article from which I have been read- 
ing: 

Mr. Morrison took a similar stand on the 
question of Formosa last month. He said 
Britain still favored turning over the Chi- 
nese Nationalist stronghold to Red China, but 
not until the Korean war had ended and 
Chinese Communist violations of the U. N. 
Charter had ceased. 


Apparently, while temporarily His 
Majesty’s Government is opposed to the 
admission of Red China or to the turn- 
ing over of Formosa to Red China, they 
have not changed their views, and the 
implication of these statements is that 
once a cease-fire has been entered into 
in Korea His Majesty’s Government may 
then be willing—and not only willing— 
to approve of the admission of Red China 
and the turning over of Formosa. Is 
the Senator familiar with that fact? 

Mr. CAIN. The Senator from Wash- 
ington was conscious of the observation 
which the Senator from California has 
just offered, and the Senator from 
Washington deeply appreciates the op- 
portunity of being joined with the Sen- 
ator from California in opposing what 
appears to be the wish of His Majesty’s 
Government to admit Red China to a 
seat in the United Nations. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Does not the Sen- 
ator from Washington believe that either 
now or in the immediate future, if any 

such proposal is agreed to, it would be 
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nothing short of having an eastern 
Munich? 

Mr. CAIN. The Senator from Wash- 
ington not only agrees with every word 
of the Senator from California, but he 
is convineed that the majority leader 
likewise believes it, now that he has 
listened to the Senator from California. 
I am pleased to yield to the Senator 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I merely wish to 
remind the Senator from Washington 
that the Senate is already on record, 
by a vote of 91 to 0, that Red China 
should not be admitted to the United 
Nations. The United Nations was so 
advised and informed, and already 
knows the sentiments of this body. I 
am not opposing the resolution. I cer- 
tainly endorse it. I submitted the reso- 
lution which the Senate previously 
adopted. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I appreci- 
ate the comment just made by the Sena- 
tor from Arkansas. In response, let me 
say that the Senate has never yet ex- 
pressed itself, nor has it had an oppor- 
tunity to do so, with reference to these 
questions as they are related to the war 
in Korea and the possible armistice or 
cease-fire order which appears to be in 
the offing. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CAIN. Certainly. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I do not see how 
any responsible representative of our 
Government in such negotiations could 
possibly consent to the admission of Red 
China to the United Nations without 
flouting the will of this body, as it has 
been expressed. 

Mr. CAIN. I seek to have the Senate 
of the United States add to the sense 
of responsibility possessed by our ad- 


ministration. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President 
Mr. CAIN. I yield to the Sen- 


ator from Oregon. 

Mr.MORSE. Mr. President there are 
two questions which I should like to ask. 
The Senator from Arkansas raised the 
point I was about to raise, except I was 
going to put it in these terms: 

What the Senator from Washington 
really is proposing, is he not, is a re- 
affirmation of the McClellan amend- 
ment, applied specifically to the situation 
now existing in Korea in relation to the 
apparent attempts to work out some 
settlement of the war in Korea? 

Mr. CAIN. That is entirely correct. 

Mr. MORSE. If we do not hold fast 
to the position this body already has 
taken when it voted on the McClellan 
resolution, would we not then go counter 
to what all the administration’s wit- 
nesses testified in the hearing was at 
least their view then, namely, that Red 
China should not be allowed to shoot its 
way into the United Nations, and that if 
we gave Red China only a temporary 
postponement of action on the issue of 
whether they should be seated, we would, 
in effect, be allowing them—Red China— 
to shoot their way into the United Na- 
tions, if after the passage of a little time 
we considered the issue as Morrison, of 
Great Britain, seems to think we should? 
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Mr. CAIN. The Senator from Wash- 
ington and the Senator from Oregon are 
in complete agreement as concerns their 
understanding of what the administra- 
tion’s witnesses testified to under oath 
before the recent joint hearings. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CAIN. I yield. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I wonder whether 
the Senator recalls. as I do, that when 
the Senator from Georgia was examin- 
ing the Secretary of State—and that 
was since the time when the Senate 
voted in favor of the resolution of the 
Senator from Arkansas—the Secretary 
of State said, in effect, “While we are 
not proposing turning Formosa over to 
Red China, we do think the fate of 
Formosa should be discussed.” Am I 
correct as to that? 

Mr. CAIN. My memory is that the 
Secretary of State said the question of 
Formosa might be discussed at a fu- 
ture date, but my recollection is that 
the Secretary of State said that no con- 
sideration would be given to the For- 
mosa question as it related to a pos- 
sible armistice in Korea. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Let me ask the 
Senator this question, then: Does he 
recall that on January 15, I believe it 
was, the State Department instructed 
our delegate to the United Nations to 
vote for a cease-fire proposal under 
which the fate of Formosa would be de- 
cided by a jury of four, namely, Britain, 
Red China, Red Russia, and the United 
States? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Washington 
has expired. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
again reserving the right to object, I 
simply wish to say—— 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President—— 
- Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
am reserving the right to object. I de- 
sire to emphasize that my remarks were 
not directed alone to the Senator from 
Washington or to any other individual 
Senator, but let me make it clear again 
that the spirit of the unanimous-consent 
agreement is being violated at a time 
when many Senators are making per- 
sonal sacrifices of their health in order 
to remain on the floor of the Senate to 
expedite passage of this bill. Yet some 
Senators are offering amendments in 
which they do not believe, and which 
they are not trying to have adopted but 
simply in order to be able to make 
speeches, some of which are not ger- 
mane to the important issue now before 
us. 
If Senators wish to impose on their 
colleagues in that way, it is all right with 
me; but I insist that the Senate has an 
important bill before it, and the people 
of the country expect the Senate to pass 
this bill, which is important to the wel- 
fare of the Nation. 

. Let some Senators violate the unani- 
mous-consent agreement if they will; but 
I say that Senators are remaining here 
in order to vote on this important meas- 
ure; and the speech just made and many 
other speeches which have been made 
could just as well be made tomorrow or 
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at some other day when the time avail- 
able is not so limited and when the prop- 
osition before us does not require our 
undivided attention. 

Mr. President, I shall not object. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Washington 
has expired. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. CAIN. May I inquire of the dis- 
tinguished majority leader, the Senator 
from Arizona, a good friend, whether 
during the earlier part of today he was 
among those who suggested the possi- 
bility of having the Senate take a recess 
from tonight until a week from tonight, 
namely, next Thursday? 

Mr. McFARLAND. No, Mr. Presi- 
dent 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, a point of 
order: A parliamentary inquiry should 
be addressed to the Chair, and should be 
answered by the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina has 15 
minutes at this time; no other Senator 
has any time at this point. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ad- 
dress a parliamentary inquiry to the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon will state it. 

Mr. MORSE. I am in doubt whether 
the Senator from Washington has with- 
drawn his amendment. Can the Chair 
advise me as to that? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Washington has not with- 
drawn the amendment so far. 

Mr. MORSE. Can the Senator from 
Washington withdraw the amendment 
at this time? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
object. ; 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The . 
Senator from Washington has a right to 
withdraw the amendment at this time. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I with- 
draw my amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore subse- 
quently said: When the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Carn] submitted the 
resolution (S. Res. 167), it was not re- 
ferred. Without objection, it will be 
referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 


EXTENSION OF DEFENSE PRODUCTION, 
AND HOUSING AND RENT ACTS 


The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (S. 1717) to amend and 
extend the Defense Production Act of 
1950 and the Housing and Rent Act of 
1947, as amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from South Dakota, 
as modified. [Putting the question.] 

The “noes” seem to have it. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask for 
a division. 
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Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I ask 
for a division. = 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senators 
who favor the amendment 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Hayden McMahon 
Anderson Hendrickson Millikin 
Bennett Hennings Monroney 
Benton Hill Moody 
Brewster Hoey Morse 
Bricker Holland Mundt 
Butler, Md. Humphrey Neely 
Butler, Nebr. Ives Nixon 

Jenner O'Conor 
Cain Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney 
Capehart Johnson, Tex. Pastore 
Carlson Kefauver Robertson 
Case Kem Saltonstall 
Connally Kerr Schoeppel 
Cordon Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Dirksen Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Douglas Langer Smith, N. C. 
Duft Lehman Sparkman 
Dworshak Long Stennis 
Eastland Magnuson Thye 
Ellender Malone Tobey 
Ferguson Maybank Underwood 
Frear McCarran Wherry 
Fulbright McCarthy Wiley 
George McClellan Willams 
Gillette McFarland Young 
Green McKellar 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A 
quorum is present. The question is on 
the amendment, as modified, of the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota [Mr. CASE]. 

Mr. LONG. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. CLEMENTS], the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. Hunt], and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RussELL] are absent on 
official business. 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JOHNSTON] is absent on official committee 
business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate on 
official business, having been appointed a 
representative of our Government to at- 
tend the International Labor Conference 
being held in Geneva, Switzerland, and 
if present would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH- 
ERS] is absent because of illness. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. Ecton], 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS] and the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. Lope] are absent on official 
business. If present and voting, the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. LODGE] 
would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent because of illness. 

|} The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES], the Senator from Iowa 
|[Mr. HIcKENLOOPER], the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. Tart], the Senator from Utah 
\(Mr. Warxins], and the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. WELKER] are detained on offi- 
cial business, 
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The result was announced—yeas 19, 
nays 61, as follows: 


YEAS—19 
Bennett Dirksen McCarthy 
Bricker Dworshak Mundt 
Butler, Nebr. Ferguson Wherry 
Cain Jenner Wiley 
Carlson Langer Young 
Case Malone 
Cordon McCarran 
NAYS—61 

Aiken Hoey Moody 
Anderson Holland Morse 
Benton Humphrey Neely 
Brewster Ives Nixon 
Butler, Md. Johnson, Colo, O'Conor 

d Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney 
Capehart Kefauver Pastore 
Connally Kem Robertson 
Douglas Kerr Saltonstall 

uff Kilgore Schoeppel 
Eastland Knowland Smith, Maine 
Ellender Lehman Smith, N. J. 
Long Smith, N. C. 

Fulbright Magnuson Spar 

rge Maybank Stennis 
Gillette McClellan Thye 
Green McFarland Tobey 
Hayden McKellar Underwood 
Hendrickson McMahon Williams 
Hennings Millikin 
Hill Monroney 

NOT VOTING—16 

Bridges Hunt Smathers 
Chavez Johnston, S. C. Taft 
Clements ge Watkins 
Ecton Martin Welker 
Flanders Murray 
Hickenlooper Russell 


So Mr. Case’s amendment, as modi- 
fied, was rejected. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I offer 
the amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Illinois. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 
2, line 13, after the word “inclusive”, it 
is proposed to insert a comma and the 
following: “or (c) Eighty-eight per 
centum of the price prevailing just be- 
fore the date of issuance of the first 
regulation or order establishing a ceiling 
price for the material or service.” 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, this is 
a very simple amendment. It treats all 
commodities fairly, agricultural and 
nonagricultural commodities alike. It 
permits a roll-back up to but no more 
than 12 percent on any commodity be- 
yond the price prevailing on the date 
at which it was first regulated. 

In the case of manufactured goods it 
means, in general, the possibility of a 
roll-back up to 12 percent, but no more, 
in the price. In the case of beef, it 
means a roll-back of up to but no more 
than 12 percent below the level of April 
30, which is the date on which the first 
order on beef cattle was issued, or 2 
percent more than the price now in 
effect. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, as 
I understand the amendment just pro- 
posed by the Senator from Illinois, it 
places every commodity in the same 
category as that in which the com- 
mittee bill places meat. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. 


President, 
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Mr. McFARLAND. In other words, 
those who were talking about special 
privileges yesterday should vote for this 
amendment, because it merely permits 
the Administrator to do to other com- 
modities what he has already done to 
beef and nothing more; and that is all 
he can do in the future. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Arizona is 100 percent correct. 

Mr. McFARLAND. If the Senator 
will indulge me, may I suggest that his 
amendment seems to me to be a compro- 
mise which we ought to accept. If we 
permit the roll-back of the price of 
beef 12 percent, we certainly should per- 
mit a similar roll-back in the prices of 
other commodities. Why not put all 
commodities into the same category? 
Why single out beef and permit the 
price to be rolled back 12 percent and 
prohibit absolutely any roll-back on all 
other commodities? 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I am sorry, I do 
not have the floor. We were chastised 
last night and accused of asking for 
special privileges for meats. All we 
wanted to do was to have meat placed 
in the same category as all other com- 
modities. The distinguished Senator 
from Illinois has presented a fair for- 
mula which will put all commodities on 
the same basis. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. 

Mr. McFARLAND. If it is right for 
beef, it is right for manufactured goods 
and everything else, up and down the 
line. Some of the people who have 
raised prices could have their prices 
rolled back just as the price of beef has 
been rolled back. I should think the 
Senate would adopt the amendment 
without any discussion. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield in my time? 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, what was 
the question the Senator from Arizona 
propounded to the Senator from Illinois? 

Mr. McFARLAND, The Senator has a 
little time which he can yield to anyone 
he wants to. F 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I am 
delighted that the Senator from Arizona 
finds great merit in this amendment. It 
really enables us to see what is behind 
section 2 as reported. Section 2 was 
represented as being an attempt to pro- 
tect beef. The amendment I am propos- 
ing provides that the price of beef cattle 
can be rolled back only 2 percent in ad- 
dition to the roll-back already in effect. 
It will permit manufactured goods to be 
rolled back up to 12 percent although it 
does not require this. Now we can see 
whether this great enthusiasm for the 
American steer is really enthusiasm for 
the steer or an attempt to “steer” the 
American public, while hiding behind the 
manufacturers. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS, I do not have much 
time. 

Mr. President, this amendment will 
permit savings to be made for the Ameri- 
can consumer. It will permit savings 
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in those price roll-backs where the prices 
have advanced faster than costs to go 
into effect on July 2 except in those few 
instances where the price reduction ex- 
ceeds 12 percent, There are not many 
of those cases, but in those cases where 
the reduction does exceed 12 percent, 
manufacturers will not be required to 
reduce their prices by more than this 
amount. It will enable several billions 
of dollars to be saved for the American 
consumer, and it will not require the 
price increases which otherwise would 
necessarily go into effect if the January 
distortions are to be corrected, 

At the same time, it protects the beef 
industry from a 7 percent reduction 
which otherwise would have occurred, 
because under the 9% percent roll-backs 
planned for August 1 and October 1 
there would have been a 9 percent reduc- 
tion, and under my amendment only a 
2 percent reduction is permitted. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. No; I cannot yield. 

It will enable the cattle interests and 
the consumer interests to march together 
in unity. 

I hope the speech of the Senator from 
A izona is a happy augury of the adop- 
tion of this amendment. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 


Mr. DOUGLAS. I shall be glad to, 


yield in the time of the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK]. 

Mr. MAYBANK. No, Mr. President. 
I have had more requests for time than 
there is time available. I am opposed 
to the amendment, first, last, and all the 
time. 4 

I shall yield to the Senator from In- 


diana, the Senators from Delaware, and 


perhaps the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
GEORGE]. This amendment does not 
have anything to do with rolling back 
wages or rolling back the economy of 
the country. It has to do only in a way 
with benefiting the beef interests, as the 
Senator from Georgia so ably stated last 
night. 

I now yield to the Senator from 
Indiana. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. How 
much time does the Senator from South 
Carolina’ yield to the Senator from 
Indiana? 


Mı. MAYBANK. As much as the Sen- 
ator wants. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I shall take 4 min- 
utes. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Indiana is recognized for 
4 minutes, at his own request. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, this 
amendment simply undoes the vote of 
the Senate last night, at which time it 
voted 61 to 26 to permit the roll-back 
of January 25. The amendment per- 
mits a 12-percent roll-back. I am cer- 
tain that at no time did the adminis- 
tration have in mind the Administrator’s 
rolling back anyone’s price as much as 
12 percent. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator knows 
it does not require a roll-back. 
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Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I did 
not yield. 

Of course it does not require a roll- 
back. Neither did the vote the Senate 
took last night require a roll-back. All 
that vote meant was that the authorities 
could not roll back prices below the prices 
on January 25, which was the date they 
froze all prices in the United States. 
The amendment now before us is purely 
one to circumvent what the Senate did 
last night. Any Senator who voted last 
night to deny the authorities the right 
to roll back prices will have to vote 
against the pending amendment. Other- 
wise he would be inconsistent. The 
amendment is simply a plan to get 
around doing what we did last night. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

ü Mr. CAPEHART. I yield for a ques- 
on. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I voted for the 
Douglas amendment last night. Ido not 
see how I can vote for the pending 
amendment, for the reason that it would 
roll back the price of every commodity, 
of every industrial product, regardless 
of whether the price was right or 
whether it was not; it would roll the 
prices back 12% percent, which would 
be utterly unfair. 

Mr. CAPEHART. It would permit the 
authorities to roll the prices back 121 
percent. That is all there is to the 
amendment. It would not require them 
to roll back the prices. It would simply 
permit them to roll back the prices if 
they cared to. 

Mr. President, it is simply inconceiv- 
able, of course, that prices are going to 
be rolled back 12 percent. If that were 
done, it would take away the profits any- 
one was making. Adoption of the pend- 
ing amendment would simply undo what 
the Senate did last night. We were 
either wrong or we were right in our vote 
last night. If we were right last night 
we would still be right now if we voted 
against the amendment. The adoption 
of the amendment would undo what we 
did last night. If we were wrong last 
night we should vote for the amendment. 
If we were right last night we should 
vote against the amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 


. the Senator from South Carolina yield 


to me? 

Mr. MAYBANK. How much time does 
the Senator want? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I should like to have 
5 minutes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I shall be glad to 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Delaware. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
have yet a half minute left. I want to 
say that all the amendment would do 
would be to roll back the vote we took 
in the Senate last night. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I now yield 5 min- 
utes to the Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I do 
not altogether agree with the Senator 
from Indiana in his statement that a 
vote for the present amendment would 
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roll back the vote of last night. As I sce 
it, about all the present amendment 
would accomplish would be to give the 
Senator from Illinois a chance to make 
a political speech. The fact of the 
matter is, as I pointed out on the floor 
3 days ago, that the agricultural prices 
cannot possibly be rolled back 12 percent 
unless the price-support program is sus- 
pended, or unless the Secretary of Agri- 
culture is going to be put in jail as a 
black-market operator. The Senator 
from Illinois knows that. He never 
stood on the Senate floor to dispute 
it. Mathematically, what he proposes 
cannot be done. If we force back prices, 
the Secretary of Agriculture must vio- 
late the price-support program in order 
to support the basic commodities at 90 
percent because another section which 
he does not propose to strike out refers 
to the minimum ceilings of 100 percent 
parity. A roll-back of 12 percent from 
100 percent is not possible unless the 
other section is repealed. 

The Senator from Illinois stood on the 
floor of the Senate day before yesterday 
and voted for a continuation of the food- 
destruction plan in this country, whereby 
this Government would continue buying 
agricultural products and destroying 
them to push prices higher. Now, he 
stands making a political speech in which 
he pities the housewife. I have no pa- 
tience with any such hypocrisy. Today's 
high food prices are the direct respon- 
sibility of the Senator from Illinois and 
the administration he is supporting. 

Mr. President, this afternoon there 
came over the news ticker a statement 
that the New Deal food destruction pro- 
gram has cost the American taxpayers 
$627,721,359 since the war broke out in 
Korea last June. The Senator from 
Illinois stands on the floor of the Senate 
tonight and is ashamed to defend that 
program. He has not defended it, but 
he voted for it. The list of commodities 
upon which these losses have been sus- 
tained are eggs, butter, wheat, bread, 
beef, all the products for which the Sen- 
ator from Illinois is now standing on the 
floor expressing pity for the housewife. 
Yet he voted to continue to destroy or 
give away this $627,000,000 worth of 
food last year. Such destruction is still 
going on tonight and only yesterday the 
Senator from Illinois voted for a con- 
tinuation of that same program another 
12 months. 

Mr, MOODY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I say the amend- 
ment is simply offered for the purpose 
of giving the Senator from Illinois and 
the Senator from Michigan a chance to 
make another political speech. In con- 
clusion I point out that this $627,000,000 
loss on agricultural commodities during 
the past 12 months represents nearly 
$2,000,000 per day or over $80,000 per 
hour. Think of it while the Senator from 
Illinois and other New Deal bureaucrats 
shed their crocodile tears for the Ameri- 
can housewives. They are destroying or 
exporting on fhis give-away program 
good food products at the rate of $80,- 
000 per hour or over $50,000,000 per 
month. 
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Mr. MOODY. Mr. President will the 
Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am through after 
I read a partial list of last year’s losses— 
milk, $156,112,083; eggs, $98,442,634; po- 
tatoes, $74,323,315; corn, $74,144,119; 
grain sorghum, $68,664,933; flaxseed and 
linseed oil, $50,537,056; peanuts, $33,- 
680,600; wheat, $32,486,183, and many 
others too numerous to mention. 

Now after giving away for export or 
destroying these commodities they are 
standing here pleading for price controls 
or. the same products, It just does not 
make sense especially when we consider 
that the same group who are tonight 
expressing this pity for the housewives, 
as recently as yesterday voted for a con- 
tinuation of the same destructive pro- 
gram another 12 months. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I now 
yield 2 minutes to the junior Senator 
from Delaware. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, I wish to 
ask several questions of the Senator from 
Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Not in the time of 
the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. FREAR. No; in my own time, 
-The Senator from Illinois in his amend- 
ment proposes a roll-back of 12 per- 
cent. Cannot the Offce ot Price Stabil- 
ization roll back prices in excess of 12 
percent? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. No; it cannot, 

Mr. FREAR. Why can it not? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It cannot because 
the price decrease cannot be more than 
12 percent below what it was at the 
time the first regulation was issued. 

Mr. FREAR. On the basis of what 
regulation is that? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. In the case of beef, 
April 30. In the case of manufactured 
goods, it is the date of the general price 
freeze, January 25. 

Mr. FREAR. I should like to inquire 
of the Senator whether that is the law 
today, or is that the proposed law? 

Mr. DOUGLAS, Well, that is the limit 
so far as my amendment is concerned. 
So far as the present law is concerned 
they can decrease prices more than 12 
percent. My amendment simply pro- 
vides that the roll-back cannot exceed 
12 percent. 

Mr. President, I want to correct a 
statement made by the Senator from 
Massachusetts, 

Mr. FREAR. Not in my time, Mr. 
President. 

I should like to ask the Senator from 
Tllinois one other question. I did not 
get the answer I wanted from him. The 
Senator’s amendment has nothing to do 
with wages, has it? It had to do only 
with prices? 

Mr, DOUGLAS. That is correct. 

Mr. FREAR. The Senator does not 
desire to regulate wages in connection 
with the amendment? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The present section 
does not include wages. Why should I 
take in wider ground than the section 
which my amendment would amend, 
whici_ only has to do with standards for 
setting price ceilings? 

Mr. FREAR. Why not? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The auswer is: Why? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the junior Senator from Dela- 
ware has expired. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from Ar- 
kansas [Mr. MCCLELLAN]. 

Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. President, I 
wish to inquire of the authcr of the 
amendment if it is mandatory. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. No. Iam very glad 
the Senator asked that question. It 
does not require any roll-back whatso- 
ever. It merely provides that if there 
is a roll-back it cannot exceed 12 per- 
cent. In many cases there may be no 
roll-back. In other cases, the roll-back 
may be 1 percent, 2 percent, 3 percent, 
but no more than 12 percent. And in 
the case of beef it cannot be more than 
2 percent beyond the present price after 
the 10 percent roll-back. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Then it would 
leave the Administrator the full power, 
discretion, and determination as to what 
should be rolle back, and how much, 
up to 12 percent. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Up to 12 percent, 
but not beyond it. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. In other words, it 
would be delegating that power to one 
man in America. I merely want to say 
to the Senator, under thos2 conditions I 
can tell him who will get hurt. It will 
b- the American farmer. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I point out, in 
reply to what the Senator from Arkansas 
has said, that the language added to sec- 
tion 2 by Senator MILLIKIN’ s amendment 
requires that prices reflect 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Arkansas has 
expired. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Pardon me. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, so far 
as I am concerned, I would not give the 
Administrator the right to roll back any- 
thing once. 

I now yield 2 minutes to the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. Sparkman]. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the author of the 
amendment a question bearing upon the 
statement made by the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILIAMSI, in which he 
referred to farm parity and the farm- 
price-support program. As I interpret 
the amendment, it is proposed to be 
added to the paragraph in the bill which 
A 5 e (4), added to section 402 
0 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. 

Mr. SPARKMAN, It does not take 
away in any way, does it, the provisions 
contained in the law today in section 402 
(d), subsection (3)? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It does not. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is the subsec- 
tion that relates to agricultural prices 
and the relationship of parity? Is that 
not true? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Parity is maintained. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Parity is main- 
tained. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Although the Sena- 
tor from Delaware tried to strike it out. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The amendment 
does not affect in any way, does it, the 
provisions which are already written 
into the law as we have it today, relat- 
ing to parity prices and farm-support 


prices? 
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Mr. DOUGLAS. It does not. It is 
an addition to, and in no sense a dele- 
tion of anything which is present in sec- 
tion 402 (d) (3), which sets forth the 
standards and limits for placing price 
ceiling on agricultural commodities. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. As I understand, 
nothing in the Senator's proposal would 
enable the Administrator of Price Sta- 
bilization to roll agricultural prices back 
contrary to the provisions laid down in 
the law as it exists today. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 


will the Senator yield for a question? 


Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have the 
amendment before me. It seems to me 
that the amendment of the Senator 
from Illinois entirely eliminates the first 
alternative— 

(A) the price prevailing just before the 
date of issuance of the regulation or order 
establishing such ceiling price. 


The language of the amendment is: 

Or (C) 88 percent of the price prevailing 
just before the date of issuance of the first 
regulation or order establishing a ceiling 
price for the material or service. 


So we really have an alternative in 
clause (B)— 

The price prevailing during the period 
January 25, 1951, to February 44, 1951, 
inclusive. 


Or: 

(C) Eighty-eight percent of the price pre- 
vailing just before the date of issuance of 
the first regulation or order establishing a 
ceiling price for the material or service. 


Mr. SPARKMAN. I think I know the 
answer to the Senator’s question, but I 
will ask the Senator from Illinois to 


reply. 


Mr. DOUGLAS. If the price should 
break ra 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator’s time has expired. The Sena- 
tor from South Carolina has 2 minutes 
left. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, this 
amendment was thrown in at the last 
minute. There has been no opportunity 
to study it. However, I have had the 
able assistance of Senators. 

This amendment would establish a 
sixth base for a ceiling price on prod- 
ucts. There are two in the Defense 
Production Act. There are two in the 
present bill, and one in the Millikin 
amendment. This makes the sixth. It 
is totally impossible to legislate on the 
floor of the Senate with such an amend- 
ment affecting agriculture. We would 
have six formulas to determine prices. 

Mr. WHERRY. Then the Senator 
from Delaware is correct. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Of course the Sena- 
tor from Delaware is correct. 

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr. President 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I re- 
serve the remainder of the time. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, how 
much time have I left? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Illinois has 10 minutes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS, I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
shall not require 5 minutes, I desire 
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only to say that it seems to me that the 
Senator from Illinois has offered us an 
amendment which should go a long way 
toward correcting the confusion which 
is quite apparent, and has been appar- 
ent for some time in the debate upon 
this bill. 

Many of the comments which have 
been made are utterly aside from the 
merits of this amendment, it seems to 
me. We all know that prices are too 
high. We all know that because they 
are too high there are demands for in- 
creased wages. We know that if in- 
creased wages are granted, costs will in- 
crease, and prices will have to increase 
again. 

As I understand, this amendment does 
not make any change whatsoever in the 
existing section 402 (d). The commit- 
tee has added a fourth paragraph to 
section 402 (d). The Senator from Illi- 
nois would add another clause to the 
paragraph which was added by the com- 
mittee. 

The effect of this amendment is not 
mandatory. It merely declares that the 
Price Stabilization Administration may 
have the power, if the necessity arises, 
to make roll-backs, but not to exceed 12 
percent. I believe that this is a very 
wise amendment. It would offer an op- 
portunity for the Price Stabilization Ad- 
ministration to correct inequities and to 
stop the continued spiraling of prices. 
I believe that it is in the public inter- 
‘est, and I shall be very happy to support 
it. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield? 
Mr. OMAHONEY. I yield. 

} Mr. ANDERSON. Does the Senator 
recognize that this amendment. might 
roll back all mineral prices 12 percent, 
when we are in very grave difficulty be- 
cause of mineral production outside the 
United States? 

|. Mr. O’MAHONEY. I think the Sena- 
tor is consulting his fears, and not the 
realities. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Would it permit a 
roll-back of 12 percent? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The present law 
permits roll-backs. There were certain 
roll-backs, but this amendment provides 
that there shall not be a roll-back of 
more than 12 percent. I think it is a 
limitation. We must expect administra- 
tors to use a modicum of sense. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DOUGLAS, I yield 3 minutes to 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK- 
MAN]. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, with 
reference to the question asked by the 
able Senator from New Mexico, I invite 
his attention to the fact that under the 
law as it exists today roll-backs are al- 
lowable on minerals and metals without 
any floor whatsoever. This would estab- 
lish a floor at 88 percent. Prices could 
not be rolled back beyond that point, 
whereas today there is no level below 
which prices may not be rolled back. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 

Mr. ANDERSON, Does the language 
carried in the bill as reported by the 
committee stop that? 
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Mr. SPARKMAN. It does not. It has 
nothing in it which would prevent it, 
unless it is in section 2 as modified by the 
Millikin amendment. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. Clause (A) permits 
the roll-back of agricultural prices below 
clause (B) if the Price Administrator so 
desires. 

Mr. 
what? 

Mr. WHERRY. Of section 2. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is a thing 
which we pointed out in the minority 
views. We pointed out that it might be 
possible to do that very thing. That is 
the reason I voted against section 2. 

As a matter of fact, I think the Milli- 
kin amendment is an improvement to 
section 2. I think the amendment of- 
fered by the Senator from Illinois would 
be a further improvement. I agree with 
the able chairman of the committee that 
it is difficult to write legislation on the 
floor of the Senate, but, at any rate, we 
would be broadening the base which 
would go to conference, and perhaps the 
conferees of the Senate and the House 
could devise some language which would 
accomplish what we are all trying to get, 
and that is an equitable manner in which 
to control prices, 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. This is the only pro- 
vision in the entire bill, is it not, to roll 
back the prices of machinery which the 
farmer must buy? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct. 
However, I wish to stress again the point 
that there is not a single word in this 
amendment which changes the law as it 
exists today with reference to parity and 
the fixing of prices of farm products. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr, President, how 
much time have I left? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, No 
time at all, 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, how 
much time have I? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Senator from Illinois has 5 minutes, 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, this is 
really a very simple amendment. It does 
not require any roll-backs. I say that 
with special reference to questions raised 
by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr, 
SALTONSTALL]. The amendment merely 
provides that no roll-back may exceed 
12 percent. 

It permits a further roll-back of 2 
percent on beef, but no more than 2 per- 
cent on beef, to be added to the 10 per- 
cent roll-back which has already oc- 
curred. This merely brings beef cattle 
prices to the level which prevailed when 
all other prices were frozen by the gen- 
eral price freeze. 

It permits a roll-back on manufac- 
tured goods, which would go into effect 
next Monday were it not for section 2. 
It permits limited roll-backs, which can- 
not exceed 12 percent, which would save 
billions of dollars for the American con- 
sumer. At the same time, by giving to 
the Office of Price Stabilization the 
power to prevent excessive profits, it does 


SPARKMAN. Clause (A) of 
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not require the raising of prices where 
the increases have been less than normal, 
up to the level of what would otherwise 
be an excessive amount. Hence it not 
only permits price decreases, but it pre- 
vents price increases which will be nec- 
essary if the inequities of the January 
price freeze are to be ironed out. At the 
same time it is fair to the manufacturer, 
in conjunction with the Millikin amend- 
ment, because the Millikin amendment 
requires prices to reflect post-Korea in- 
creases in costs. This amendment only 
cuts into the extra-large profits of those 
whose prices have advanced beyond costs 
into extra-large profits. 

I will not call this amendment Cus- 
ter’s Last Stand, because we all know 
what happened to Custer. However, it 
is the last chance for Congress really to 
protect the American consumer. It is 
also the first chance that the defenders 
of the cattle industry and the defenders 
of the consumers have had to vote to- 
gether. I therefore hope the amend- 
ment will be agreed to. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment to the Douglas amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the amendment to the 
amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to 
strike out “88” and to insert in lieu 
thereof “90”; and in line 9, of page 2, of 
the bill, to strike out “the lower of.” 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, one learns 
by sitting around, and then wishes he 
knew more, I assure Members of the 
Senate that my remarks will be germane 
to the amendment which I have offered, 
and that they will not take 15 minutes. 
I offer the amendment for the purpose 
of making a few points in connection 
with the amendment offered by the Sen- 
ator from Illinois [Mr. Dovctas]. I 
wonder if I may have his attention. 
The first part of the amendment to the 
Douglas amendment would substitute 90 
percent for 88 percent. Is it not correct 
to say that there is a 2 percent addi- 
tional leeway for roll-backs on beef at the 
present time? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct; un- 
der my amendment. 

Mr. CASE. If there is nothing done in 
the present law. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If there is nothing 
done in the present law, there is a possi- 
bility of two 414-percent roll-backs. So 
that my amendment eliminates a 7-per- 
cent reduction, which would otherwise 
go into effect were the present law to 
remain as it stands. 

Mr. CASE. The suggestion of 90 per- 
cent is to permit a 10 percent roll-back, 
which is what has been applied to beef 
up to this time? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 

Mr. CASE. So the Senator from Illi- 
nois suggests an additional 2-percent 
roll-back for beef and a possible 12- 
percent roll-back on other commodities, 
but he does not make mandatory any 
roll-back on anything; is that correct? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. à 

Mr. CASE. There is no assurance that 
there will be any roll-back on other com- 
modities to balance the potential 12-per- 
cent total roll-back on beef? 

Tr. DOUGLAS, That is correct. 
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Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CASE. I yield. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I think we should 
keep in mind that under the amendment 
which the Senate adopted last night no 
roll-back would be required. The Price 
Administrator would not have to make 
a roll-back if he did not wish to do so. 

Mr. CASE. That is the point. The 
suggestion is made that this offers an 
opportunity to equalize things. Beef and 
cattle have already been rolled back 10 
percent. Here we would preserve an op- 
portunity for the Administrator to roll- 
back other things at 12 percent, but we 
have no guaranty that he will. We also 
preserve an opportunity to roll-back 
cattle an additional 2 percent, or a total 
of 12 percent, with no guaranty that 
there will be any roll-back on anything 
else. 

The reason for the second part of the 
amendment is that as the language was 
reported by the committee, we have two 
situations: (A) or (B). The language 
of the bill, as reported by the committee, 
reads: 

After the enactment of this paragraph no 
ceiling price shall become effective which is 
below the lower of— 


Then it lists (A) or (B). 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. CASE. Les. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. In my time. 

Mr. CASE. I yield to the Senator 
from Illinois. 

Mr. MAYBANK. What time does the 
Senator from Illinois have remaining? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. He 
has no time remaining. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I shall be glad to 
yield him some time. Before I do so 
I ask for a yea-and-nay vote on the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. Case] to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Illinois (Mr, 
Dovuctas] if he desires to have a yea- 
and-nay vote. 
| Mr. CASE. I do not care to have a 
yea-and-nay vote. Does the Senator 
from Illinois wish to ask me a question? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. Speaking for 
myself, I am perfectly willing to accept 
the substitution of 90 percent for 88 per- 
cent, so that it would be only a 10-percent 
roll-back on manufactured goods, and a 
total roll-back of 10 percent on beef. I 
am ready to accept the modification. 

However, the Senator from South Da- 
kota also has a provision that in line 9 
the term “the lower of” should be elimi- 
nated. As to that portion of the pro- 
posed amendment, I make a point of 
order. It is not an amendment to my 
amendment, but an amendment to the 
original text of the bill. Therefore, it 
would be out of order. I should like 
to ask the Senator from South Dakota, 
if we substitute 90 percent for 88 percent, 
whether he would support our amend- 
ment. 

Mr. CASE. I may say to the Senator 
from Illinois, first, that he is much closer 


tion to delete the words “the lower of” 
was made because the bill was dealing 
with (A) or (B). It is in the alterna- 
tive. We ere using the comparative 
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sense. When we add a (C) it seems to 
me that the term should be “the lowest 
of” or the comparative phrase should be 
eliminated, as I have suggested. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If the Senator 
wishes to substitute “lowest” for “low- 
er”, it is perfectly agreeable to me. 

Mr. CASE. Does the Senator from Il- 
linois accept both parts of my amend- 
ment? It is an integral proposition as 
far as J am concerned. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I will accept the first 
part. If the Senator from South Dakota 
wishes to substitute the term “lowest” 
for “lower”, I will accept that change. 
However, if the suggestion is merely to 
eliminate “lower” without a substitution 
being made, I shall make the point of 
order that it is an amendment to the 
text of the bill and not an amendment 
to my amendment. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from South Dakota modify 
his amendment? 

Mr. CASE. I shall in my own time. I 
make a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. CASE. My parliamentary inquiry 
is whether an amendment which would 
amend a portion of the bill before the 
Senate is not of itself an amendment of 
the bill, and that an amendment of that 
amendment would not change its status 
if it deals with the same paragraph? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair will state that it is possible to 
amend only matter treated by the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Illinois. The Senator from South Da- 
kota has the right to modify his amend- 
ment, if he desires to do so, in order to 
accord with what he said. 

Mr. CASE. If the second part of the 
amendment is out of order, I am willing 
to withdraw it. Do I understand that 
the Senator from Illinois wishes to mod- 
ify his amendment? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President—— 

Mr. CASE. May I first yield to the 
Senator from Delaware? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Did I understand 
the Senator to say that he withdrew his 
amendment? 

Mr. CASE. In view of the fact that 
the Senator from Illinois accepts part of 
it and that the second part of my 
amendment apparently is out of order, 
Iam willing to withdraw it. Before do- 
ing so, I wish to yield to the Senator from 
Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from 
South Dakota proposes to make the 
figure 90 percent? 

Mr. CASE. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I wish to invite the 
attention of the Senate to the fact that 
one section of the bill suggests that the 
price administrator freeze agricultural 
products at 100 percent of parity. 
Another section says the Secretary of 
Agriculture must support them at 90 


percent. Now by modifying the Douglas 
to the schoolroom than I. My sugges- ` 


amendment to make it read allowing a 


be removed the mathematical difference 
which could not be arrived at. So the 
amendment would make it mathemati- 
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cally workable. However, it would make 
the Secretary of Agriculture the sole 
buyer of all agricultural products in the 
United States and the sole seller of all 
agricultural products in the United 
States. They would have to be both pur- 
chased and sold at a flat 90 percent if 
the amendment is agreed to and a roll- 
back is applied. If a roll-back is not go- 
ing through, and the Senator from Illi- 
nois says it may not, then we are just 
dealing with wind, and it does not mean 
anythins. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I concede 
the point of order as to the second part 
of the amendment. I withdraw it, in 
view of the statement made by the 
Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator from 
South Dakota withdraws the latter part 
of the amendment? 

Mr. CASE. Yes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Do I have 15 min- 
utes? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator has 15 minutes on the pending 
amendment to the amendment. 

Mr. CASE. If the chairman of the 
committee desires to take some time I 
shall withhold my withdrawal to pre- 
serve the time. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Since I have ac- 
cepted the first part of the amendment 
of the Senator from South Dakota and 
he has withdrawn the second part, I sug- 
gest that there is no amendment before 
the Senate except my amendment. 

Mr. MAYBANK. A parliamentary in- 


quiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MAYBANK. If the Senator from 
South Dakota has withdrawn the latter 
part of his amendment, I still have 15 
minutes, have I not? I was told that I 
had 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair is advised by the Parliamentarian 
that when the Senator from Illinois ac- 
cepted the modifying amendment it 
closed the debate on that question. 

Mr. .MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
offer and send to the desk an amend- 
ment to the modified amendment of the 
Senator from Illinois, namely, to strike 
out “90 percent” and insert “92 percent.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from South Carolina is recog- 
nized for 15 minutes, to speak on his 
amendment to the modified amendment 
of the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
shall not take 15 minutes. I assured 
the Senator from Ohio that I would yield 
to him a certain amount of the time I 
might have. 

I wish only to say that we cannot leg- 
islate on the floor of the Senate. The 
amendment of the Senator from Illinois 
goes far beyond and far deeper than 
what many persons would think on the 
basis of the simple explanation given by 
the distinguished Senator from Illinois. 
The amendment has not even been 
studied, for it was prepared just this 


- afternoon. 
roll-back to only 90 percent there would 


Now I yield to the Senator from Ohio. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Ohio is recognized for 13 
minutes. 
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Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, there has 
been a great deal of kafooster [sic] about 
the fact that by prohibiting roll-backs, in 
some way we emasculate the Price Con- 
trol Act. Mr. President, roll-backs are 
not a necessary part of price control. 

The measure we have before us, with 
the amendments which thus far have 
been agreed to, is just as strong an act 
as the one which lasted all during the 
Second World War and was unanimously 
recognized as an effective act. As a 
matter of fact, Mr. President, roll-backs 
are not an essential part of price control. 

We passed the original Price Control 
Act in the spring of 1942. In effect, it 
prohibited roll-backs, because it based 
everything on the time when that meas- 
ure was passed. 

President Roosevelt said in the fall of 
1942, “I want a general freeze.” So in 
October of 1942 we amended the Price 
Control Act. That amendment fixed a 
new date—namely, the date when that 
amendment to the act was passed; and 
no one could roll back anything beyond 
that date. 

When we passed the bill last fall, we 
prohibited roll-backs. We fixed the date 
at the date of the Korean invasion and 
roll-backs could not be made at any time 
prior to that date. In addition to that, 
we fixed other dates. 

The fact that at this time, having 
reached this point, we choose to prohibit 
roll-backs, does not constitute an im- 
pairment of the Price Control Act. It 
cannot be said to be in any way a serious 
detriment to price control. 

As a matter of fact, it is generally 
recognized that if prices are permitted 
to rise, it is almost impossible to roll 
them back effectively. 

During the Second World War there 
were no roll-backs,~except a roll-back 
on the price of meat; and the only way 
it was possible to do that was by sub- 
sidizing the producers of meat. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. The subsidies never 
reached the producers of meat. 

Mr. TAFT. The difference was sub- 
sidized. 

In this case, no one is questioning the 
right of the administration to roll prices 
back from today to the Ist of February 
of this year, which would be a 6-month 
roll-back. That is as far as a roll-back 
could possibly be applied. Once prices 
are permitted to rise, all sorts of interests 
accumulate; people base all their busi- 
ness and their purchasing on the fact 
that prices have risen; they recognize 
those new prices. 

If we make a roll-back, in my opinion 
the only way by which it can be effec- 
tively carried through in respect to at 
least 99 out of 100 commodities will be by 
subsidizing the difference. 

The reason why I voted to prevent 
roll-backs is that I believe that once we 
enter upon that policy, we are gone, I 
believe that no administration can say 
to the farmers, “We are going to give you 
high prices,” and then say to the con- 
sumers, “We are going to give you low 
prices,” unless it also says, “We are go- 
ing to charge the difference to the tax- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


payers.” If that is done, we shall arrive 
at a government in which everything will 
be socialized and subsidized. 

The British have already entered upon 
such a policy; they are still subsidizing 
food to the consumers, even though that 
policy was begun in Britain during the 
Second World War. 

In our case, considering the larger 
number of people in this country and 
the high prices, we would be paying be- 
tween $5,000,000,000 and $6,000,000,000 
in subsidies today if we were following 
such a system. 

So I am opposed to all roll-backs be- 
cause I think they inevitably lead to a 
policy of subsidy. 

Not only that, Mr. President, but, as 
I say, when the previous price-control 
bills were under consideration, the ad- 
ministrative authorities never asked for 
a roll-back power as an essential part of 
a price-control law. Some persons have 
wanted that power, but it has never been 
an essential part of an effective price- 
control procedure. 

So I think today we are very generous 
when we say to the administration, “You 
can roll prices back 6 months.” As a 
matter of fact, I do not think that can 
really be done; I doubt very much that 
it will be found that it can be done, ex- 
cept in a few cases; and in those cases 
I think it will be found that a request 
for subsidy will be made. I hope we turn 
down all such requests for subsidies, 

So, Mr. President, I think we should 
reject the proposal made today by the 
Senator from Illinois, just as we rejected 
a somewhat similar proposal yesterday. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
withdraw my amendment to the modi- 
fied amendment of the Senator from 
IIlinois. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Illinois as 
modified. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Senator from Illinois will state it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I think it would be 
helpful for the President pro tempore 
to direct the clerk to read, for the bene- 
fit of the Senate, the precise wording of 
the amendment now before us, as it has 
been modified. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment of the Senator from Illinois, 
as modified, will be read. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. As modified, 
the amendment submitted by Mr. Douc- 
Las reads as follows: 

On page 2, line 13, after the word “inclu- 
sive”, insert a comma, and the following: 


The 
President, a 


The 


“or (C) 90 per centum of the price prevail- =- 


ing just before the date of issuance of the 
first regulation or order establishing a ceil- 
ing price for the material or service.” 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Illinois, as 
modified. _ 


Flanders 


7357 


On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CuaAvez], the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. Hunt], and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] are absent on 
Official business. 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JOHNSTON] is absent on official commit- 
tee business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. Mur- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate on 
Official business, having been appointed 
a representative of our Government to 
attend the International Labor Confer- 
ence being held in Geneva, Switzerland. 

The Senator from Florida IMr. 
SMATHERS] is absent because of illness. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr, CHavez] would vote “yea.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. Ecron], 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS], and the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. Lopce] are absent on official 
business. If present and voting, the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. LODGE] 
would vote “yea.” : 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. COR- 
DON] and the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Watkins] are detained on official busi- 
ness. 

The result was announced—yeas 26, 
nays 58, as follows: 


YEAS—26 
Anderson Ives Morse 
Benton Johnson, Tex. Neely 
Douglas Kefauver O'Conor 
Fulbright Kilgore _7 O'Mahoney 
Green Lehman Pastore 
Hayden Magnuson Smith, Maine 
Hennings McFarland Sparkman 
Hill McMahon Tobey 
Humphrey Moody 
NAYS—58 
Aiken Frear Millikin 
Bennett George Monroney 
Brewster Gillette Mundt 
Bricker Hendrickson Nixon 
Bridges Hickenlooper Robertson 
Butler, Md. Hoey Saltonstall 
Butler, Nebr. Holland Schoeppel 
Byrd Jenner Smith, N. J. 
Cain Johnson, Colo. Smith, N. C. 
Capehart Kem Stennis 
Carlson Kerr Taft 
Case Knowland Thye 
Clements Langer Underwood 
Connally Long Welker 
Dirksen Malone Wherry 
Duff Maybank Wiley 
Dworshak McCarran Williams 
Eastland McCarthy Young 
Ellender McClellan 
Ferguson McKellar 
NOT VOTING—12 

Chavez Hunt Murray 
Cordon Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Ecton Lodge Smathers 

Martin Watkins 


So Mr. Doucras' amendment, as mod- 
ified, was rejected. 

Mr. DOUGLAS, Mr. President, at the 
request of the able city council housing 
committee chairman for the city of Chi- 
cago, Alderman Robert Merriam, I ask 
unanimous consent to have inserted in 
the body of the Recorp a message he has 
just sent to me concerning the proposal 
in the pending bill to decontrol Chicago 
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residential hotels and place them on the 
same footing as similar accommodations 
in other cities. While the evidence of 
a high vacancy rate which was presented 
seemed to me to justify, if not require, 
the action of the committee, I am glad 
to make a matter of record the serious 
concern which Alderman Merriam feels 
over the proposed action of the Congress. 

There being no objection, the message 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Hon. PauL H. DOUGLAS, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Our analysis of proposed defense-produc- 
tion and rent-control law which has just 
been received here indicates that rent de- 
control of residential hotel units in Chicago 
will remove approximately 100,000 units 
from control or nearly one-tenth of all con- 
trolled rental units in the city. While we 
understand there is testimony in the hear- 
ings as to a high vacancy rate in these resi- 
dential hotel units, we believe that the 
vacancy rate can only reach the alleged 13 
percent if sleeping rooms without kitchen 
facilities or other decontrolled units are 
included in the total. According to our in- 
formation, the vacancy rate in the controlled 

anent residential units with kitchen 
facilities ia hotels is much lower, and we 
are concerned that decontrol may result in 
rental increases that will cause serious hard- 
ships for a big section of Chicago’s popula- 
tion. We hope that a formula may be found 
that will allow the type of units where the 
vacancy rate is actually high to be treated 
separately in any decontrol, but which will 
retain the protections of rent control for the 
tens of thousands of Chicago tenants in 
residential hotel units of the type where 
the vacancy rate is very low. If rent control 
is to be continued, certainly it should be 
retained on en equitable basis affecting all 
permanent rentei residences in the city. 
ROBERT MERRIAM. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment B. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, 
between lines 4 and 5, it is proposed to 
insert the following: 

PLANT CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY 


Sec. 5. Section 303 (d) of the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950 is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(d) When din his judgment it will aid 
the national defense, the President is au- 
thorized (1) to acquire by purchase, dona- 
tion, condemnation, or other means of trans- 
fer any real property, including facilities, or 
other interests therein, and to erect and 
construct plants, factories, and other indus- 
trial facilities for the purposes of manufac- 
turing, producing, and processing materials 
necessary to the national defense and to en- 
gage in the marketing, transportation, and 
storage of such materials; (2) to install ad- 
ditional equipment, facilities, and processes 
in, and to construct additions and improve- 
ment to, plants, factories, and other indus- 
trial facilities owned by the United States 
Government; (3) to operate, lease, license, 
or otherwise arrange for the use by others 
of such plants, factories, and industrial fa- 
cilities; and (4) to install Government- 
owned equipment, facilities, and processes in 
plants, factories, and other industrial facil- 
ities owned by private persons. To the 
fullest extent the President deems practica- 
bie, a fair charge shall be made for the use 
by others of Government-owned property, 


The 
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facilities, and processes under the authority 
of this subsection, in order to reimburse the 
Government for the cost incurred by it.” 

Change succeeding section numbers to 
conform. 


Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, this 
amendment should prove of particular 
interest to those Senators who supported 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Wyoming (Mr. O’Manoney] last night, 
which I so vigorously opposed, and which 
was overwhelmingly defeated by the 
Senate. This amendment proposes giv- 
ing authority to the President to build 
defense plants, and I believe it is fair to 
say that experience in the late war has 
shown that many States which do not 
claim to be industrial States do not suf- 
fer per capitawise, percentagewise, or 
proportionately from such a program 
when and if undertaken by the Federal 
Government. 

Hearings were held on this amend- 
ment. It is one of the major recom- 
mendations of Mr. Charles Wilson and 
his associates. I agree that it is essen- 
tial and indeed imperative for them to 
have this authority, if they are to achieve 
the expansion of productive resources 
which is essential to the great effort in 
which the country is now engaged, and 
to do it most efficiently and econom- 
ically. My cosponsors and I have offered 
the amendment in order to help insure 
this necessary expansion of our indus- 
trial capacity along soundest and most 
constructive lines. 

All the amendment proposes is to per- 
mit the Government to build plants. 
First, it permits such building of plants 
in those instances where private enter- 
prise cannot build the facilities with 
any hope of using them successfully 
under peacetime conditions; and there 
are many such instances. Many such 
plants, I may say, would seemingly be in 
the very States of the Senators who, last 
night, were most vigorous in support of 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Wyoming. Secondly, this amendment 
would permit such building when it is 
deemed more economical or more pro- 
ductive for the Government to under- 
take the construction than to try to in- 
duce private corporations to do so, under 
the present restricted program. 

This amendment authorizes the Gov- 
ernment to build plants in exactly the 
same way that the old Defense Plant 
Corporation did during the last war. 
However, it does not create a Govern- 
ment corporation. During the last war 
the Government handled some 2,000 
items, ranging from the installation of 
machinery to the tremendous synthetic 
rubber plants. These plants were all 
built by private companies. When the 
war was over, most of them were sold to 
private companies. 

The underlying goal of the Defense 
Production Act is of course to stabilize 
our complex economy while we achieve 
this vast expansion of America’s great 
productive strength, within the frame- 
work, so far as is practicable, of the 
American system of private competi- 
tive enterprise. 

To encourage private capital to ex- 
pand plant capacity, the Government 
has now in operation pregrams for pro- 
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viding incentives for expansion in the 
form of Government contracts, of accel- 
erated tax amortization, and through 
the use of Government-owned equip- 
ment in privately owned plants. 

The amendment which I am submit- 
ting, Mr. President, gives the direct 
power to the President which was re- 
quested by Mr. Wilson through the es- 
tablishment of a Defense Plant Cor- 
poration. Only day before yesterday I 
talked with Mr. Wilson in his office and 
discussed with him the need for this 
power. He told me that it would be 
helpful to him in his negotiations with 
private corporations. This seems ob- 
vious. Manifestly, he would be in better 
negotiating position if he has the power 
to build a plant, even if he never builds 
a single one. If his negotiations do not 
work out satisfactorily, he should have 
that power, but he should have the 
power in any case it will help him to 
work out the problem. 

Mr. President, it is costly and unsound 
not to provide the men who are rep- 
resenting the American people with the 
kind of authority they need as negotia- 
tors in their efforts to save money for 
the American taxpayers and in their ef- 
forts to get this big job done. 

President Truman covered this prob- 
lem in his message on the Defense Pro- 
duction Act. This is what he said: 

Even with the existing production aids it 
may not be possible to obtain the supplies 
and equipment needed unless the Govern- 
ment is given the general power which was 
used extensively and successfully in World 
War II to build defense plants. 


The senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Tart] this afternoon commented on the 
fact that the power in the present law is 
comparable to the power given the pre- 
decessors of these men during the past 
war. Obviously, one area where com- 
parable power has not been given is that 
they do not have the power to build 
plants. This amendment will correct 
this. 

Mr. President, this kind of authority in 
the last war was under the direction of 
Mr. Jesse Jones, who is known to so many 
of us. Many of my colleagues here to- 
night know I had the great privilege of 
being closely associated with Secretary 
of Commerce Jones during the period 
when he was exercising this power. It 
was during 1942, 1943, 1944, and 1945 that 
I served as vice chairman of the Com- 
mittee for Economic Development, by 
his appointment. 

Surely, the American enterprise sys- 
tem has no better friend than former 
Secretary of Commerce Jesse Jones. Yet 
Mr. Jones found it necessary in the last 
war to authorize the development of 
2,000 plants, and I am told they consti- 
tuted roughly 76 percent of the total new 
construction operation in the expansion 
of our productive facilities. 

May I suggest to this body, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that Mr. Jones understood well that 
this type of activity by the Government 
in time of crisis can and often does work 
to the advantage of smaller independent 
businesses? In 1942, as today, only big 
corporations in some lines of industry 
may have fell in a position profitably to 
utilize certificates of necessity. In many 
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lines only big corporations can feel rea- 
sonably certain they are going to be in 
the excess-profits brackets and thus re- 
ceive the maximum advantage from the 
tax-saving certificates of necessity. To- 
day a large corporation with a 100-per- 
cent certificate of necessity often thinks 
that it can, with reasonable certainty, 
hope that it will end up 5 years from now 
with a plant which will cost only 23 cents 
on the dollar. Such a certificate permits 
the corporation to charge off 20 percent 
of the cost of the plant each year to 
operating costs, deductible from profits, 
77 percent of which would otherwise go 
to the Government in taxes. This 
charge-off of the plant over a period of 
5 years leaves a corporation in the ex- 
cess-profits brackets as the full owner 
with a saving of 77 percent of the cost of 
the plant. The pending tax bill as re- 
ported to the House by the Ways and 
Means Committee works out even better 
for the corporation. By increasing the 
excess-profits tax to 82 percent, such 


corporations will get the plants not at 23 
cents on the dollar but at 18 cents on 
the dollar. 


I submit that in the last war, under 
the kind of program authorized in the 
bill which we are now considering, and 
without the amendment which I am pro- 
posing, it is possible that only the Alumi- 
num Corp. of America would have felt 
it had the incentive to build aluminum 
plants. However, with the Government 
building them, the American people, in 
fact, fostered comnetition in the alumi- 
num industry, as these Government 
plants were later sold to private indus- 
try, and the Reynolds Co. and Kaiser are 
now operating in aluminum, and the 
American people are not solely depend- 
ent today upon the Aluminum Corp. for 
our supplies of aluminum. 

With plants built by the Government 
and leased to private individuals to op- 
erate during the present crisis, includ- 
ing smaller independent companies, and 
then sold to private companies when the 
crisis is behind us, it is not only possible 
but certain that in many cases this 
procedure will prove more beneficial to 
our economy as a whole than by now 
placing our reliance so largely on cer- 
tificates of necessity. Instead of making 
the big bigger and the rich richer, with 
this amendment we can end up with 
more vitality and more competition in 
our economy. I am assuming that with 
the authority granted by this amend- 
ment either better contracts with pri- 
vate industry will result or plants will 
be built by the Government, to be oper- 
ated and Hater sold to private business. 

It is almost certain, Mr. President, 
that if the Government builds plants, in 
many cases, we shall save money for the 
taxpayers. Surely at the end of the war 
many of these plants will bring a price 
higher than 23 cents or 18 cents on the 
dollar. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BENTON. If I may finish my 
statement and have any further time, I 
shall be glad to yield. 

Mr. President, so far, in less than 
6 months certificates of necessity have 
been issued for over $5,000,000,000 worth 
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of plants. This sum compares with only 
seven-billion-odd dollars for the entire 
period of World War II. This contrast 
will show the Senate what is happening 
in this tax area. 

Further, sometimes not even a hun- 
dred-percent certificate may be able to 
induce private enterprise to do the job, 
I think it was Charles Wilson who re- 
ferred to the possible need for a gun- 
powder plant in the desert, merely as an 
example. Plants may be located in 
areas where they could not compete in 
private enterprise. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BENTON. I shall yield, first, to 
the Senator from Ohio, and then to the 
Senator from Minnesota, when I finish 
my statement. 

Unless the Government were to fur- 
nish all the money and shoulder all the 
risk such plants could not be built under 
the present law. Of course, it is finan- 
cially just as costly to the Government 
to furnish all the money to a private 
firm as it is to build the plant itself. In 
the latter case it would at least own the 
assets and have the plant. 

Mr. President, we shall not, by adopt- 
ing this amendment, confer any blank 
check upon Mr, Wilson and his associ- 
ates. They must come to the Appro- 
priations Committee to get the money 
to build any plants they may decide to 
erect. Unless their proposals are rea- 
sonably constructive, unless they are in 
the public interest and promise a more 
productive and more economical pro- 
gram, I am sure Congress will not under- 
write the proposed defense plants with 
appropriations. 

In addition to the Appropriations 
Committees reviewing all specific plant- 
construction programs, we have the 
Joint Committee on Defense Production, 
which would also keep a close watch on 
all plans and proposals. 

So, Mr. President, in the interest of 
smaller independent business, in the in- 
terest of stimulating competition in our 
economy, in the interest of stimulating 
productivity in our war effort, and in the 
interest of saving money for thé tax- 
payers, I urge upon the Senate the adop- 
tion of this recommendation which 
comes from Mr. Charles E. Wilson and 
his associates, 

I am now glad to yield to the Senator 
from Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, did I un- 
derstand the distinguished Senator from 
Connecticut to say that these plants 
would not be sold at 17 cents on the 
dollar at the end of the emergency? 

Mr. BENTON. They would be sold 
for anything that could be gotten for 
them at the end of the emergency. I 
said they would command higher prices 
than 17 cents or 23 cents on the dollar. 

Mr. TAFT. How long does the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut think this emer- 
gency is going to last? 

Mr. BENTON. I have no better judg- 
ment on that than a large number of 
other Members of the Senate; indeed, I 
will include the entire Senate. But it 
is certainly the hope of all of us that 
it will come to an end at some time not 
in the too remote future; we can hope 


* 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


7359 


in the not indefinite future. At that 
time the Government will own the plant 
and of course will expect to dispose of 
the plant to a private corporation or 
to a private citizen. 

Mr. TAFT. My recollection is that 
one of tie generals testified that this 
emergency might easily last for 20 years. 
I only suggest the difference to the Sen- 
ator of the building of a plant for war 
purposes that we can dispose of imme- 
diately, and setting up a Government 
operation which may well last for 20 or 
30 years, as a permanent ownership by 
the Government of plants connected 
with a war effort. There is a differ- 
ence between the situation in the world 
war and the situation today. 

Mr. BENTON. No man can now tell 
what will happen to the economy of the 
country if this emergency lasts for 20 
years. I submit that the disposal of 
defense plants built by the Government 
would be one of the more minor, rela- 
tively inconsequential aspects of the im- 
pact on the economy after or during 20 
years of this crisis. Private companies 
would be operating these plants. Who 
else is there to operate them? Who else 
wants to? How else could they be op- 
erated except by private individuals or 
private companies, as they were in the 
last war? After the last war they were 
sold to private individuals. Who else 
would want to buy them at any future 
time, and who else would want to op- 
erate them? 

Inow yield to the Senator from Minne- 
sota (Mr. THYE]. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, the ques- 
tion I had in mind was propounded by 
the senior Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. BENTON. If I had prophetic 
foresight, and I knew that this emer- 
gency were going to last for 20 years, I 
would present further arguments of a 
very different character and even more 
powerful, in my judgment, for the Gov- 
ernment construction and ownership of 
plants. If we are looking ahead to any 
such period as 20 years of crisis, it is 
even more imperative to give this au- 
thority to the Government so that we 
can expand our productive facilities rap- 
idly and efficiently and economically, 
and build ourselves into a position of 
strength. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time of the Senator from Connecticut 
has expired. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I wish 
to make a statement. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, do I 
have 15 minutes left? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Yes; 
if the Senator is opposed to the amend- 
ment, he has control of 15 minutes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, the 
situation is this: The amendment came 
before the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, but we did not have hearings 
on it. Other amendments came before 
the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency and we did not have hearings on 
them. As chairman of the committee I 
cannot very well be for an amendment 
on which we did not have full and thor- 
ough hearings. I will take the instruc- 
tions of the Senate and do whatever the 
Senate says should be done, because the 
committee is only an agent of the Senate. 
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I know what the amendment will do if 
agreed to, so I think it will have to be 
changed or rewritten. 

For long weeks I sat in hearings in the 
Committee on Banking and Currency, 
but we did not have a chance to hear 
discussion on the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut, nor did we have 
a chance to hear from the Senator from 
Alabama, for whom I have as much ad- 
miration as for any Member on this floor. 
The reason for that was that other com- 
mittee hearings were going on. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I shall yield when I 
finish my statement. 

I appointed a subcommittee consisting 
of the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN] as chairman, the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. BENTON], the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. Moopy], 
and I left it to the Senator from Indiana 
Mr. CAPEHART], the ranking Republican 
member of the committee, to choose the 
other two members. He chose the Sen- 
ator from Ohio [Mr. Bricker] and the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. SCHOEPPEL]. 
He himself did not desire to serve, nor 
did I desire to serve. 

I believe we must do something to dis- 
sociate ourselves from certificates of ne- 
cessity such as have been granted. I 
understand hearings are going to be held 
on that subject commencing on Monday, 
so we can find the facts about such 
certificates. 

When the amendment was presented 
perhaps I was not as attentive to it as 
I should have been, because I had very 
much to do otherwise in connection with 
the bill. But Mr. Lindsay Warren wrote 
a letter in opposition to Government 
corporations, and witnesses representing 
the Navy and the Army came before the 
committee and said that certain things 
had to be changed. 

I understand an amendment is to be 
offered tonight making such changes. 
The public, however, has not been heard 
on the subject. I do not know how much 
the proposal will cost. 

Mr. President, I was familiar with the 
smaller war plants during the last war. 
I was a member of the committee which 
dealt with the smaller war plants. The 
then Senator Wagner appointed a sub- 
committee to deal with that subject, 
consisting of the Senator from Louisi- 
ana [Mr. ELLENDER] and the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. Tart]. I was a member 
of that committee. I am familiar with 
the Defense Plant Corporation and the 
various individuals who operated it. 

Mr. President, I shall vote on the sub- 
ject of the smaller war plants after we 
have had hearings on the subject. But 
I shall not vote for them until we have 
had hearings. I say that in no disrespect 
to the Senator from Connecticut, who 
probably has a good idea on the subject. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, may I 
clarify a point? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from South Carolina yield 
to the Senator from Connecticut? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Yes, 

Mr. BENTON. The amendment I and 
those associated with me have offered is 
exactly the language of the bill brought 
to the committee by Mr. Wilson on which 
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we heard testimony, with this excep- 
tion : 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Banking and 
Currency Committee did not hear 
testimony. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. Wilson testified on 
this exact language before the Banking 
and Currency Committee. The bill as 
brought to the committee by Mr. Wilson 
favored a defense plant corporation, and 
the exact language of this amendment 
was included in that bill. The only 
change in the amendment is that, instead 
of giving authority to a defense plant 
corporation this amendment gives the 
authority directly to the President. We 
eliminated the Defense Plant Corpora- 
tion, but otherwise the language is iden- 
tical with that on which Mr. Wilson 
testified. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. GEORGE. I should like to have a 
word to say about this matter, and if the 
Senator will yield me 2 or 3 minutes I 
shall make my statement in my own 
time. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 10 minutes remaining. 

Mr. MAYBANK., I yield 3 minutes to 
the Senator from Georgia, after which 
I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, since 
I have 3 minutes I wish to make a state- 
ment. The Secretary of the Treasury of 
the United States testified before the 
Finance Committee this morning. He 
stated that we have a surplus in the 
Treasury as of this date of $4,312,000,- 
000 and will have a surplus of only 
$1,000,000,000 less than that when the 
heavy expenditures for interest and vet- 
erans have been made on the last hour 
of this calendar year, and he accounted 
for it primarily by the faet that they 
had overestimated the expenditures 
based on World War II because private 
industry was now building the plants 
where private industry wanted to put 
them, and not where politicians wished 
to put them, and that the Government 
had not been called upon to pay for those 
plants. 

Mr. President, if there has been any 
error made in the amortization pro- 
visions of the law which we passed, it 
has been due to its administration, not 
to the Congress, because under that law 
those charged with its execution do not 
have to grant certificates unless they 
approve them. 

Under that law they do not have to 
grant certificates for 100 percent. If 
they think that the plant will have 50- 
percent peacetime value they can grant 
only a 50-percent amortization. So there 
is nothing wrong with the law. Every 
word of criticism is an outright con- 
demnation of the President of the United 
States and his administrators who have 
oren in charge of the execution of this 

W. 

Today the Secretary of the Treasury 
stated that the only reason why we have 
à surplus, when it was estimated that we 
would have practically a deficit, was that 
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private industry had done the job. If we 
adopt this amendment we shall have 
taken a long step toward socialism, to- 
ward the socialized state, because that 
is the motivating infiuence behind all 
amendments of this kind—to put the 
Government in business, to build plants, 
to spend the taxpayers’ money, and im- 
poverish the taxpayers to the point 
where they can do nothing else but travel 
the road down which the British have 
gone. : ; 

As for myself, Mr. President, I will not 
follow that road. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART]. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. What 
time does the Senator from South Caro- 
lina yield? 


Mr. MAYBANK. I do not know how 
much time I have left. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from South Carolina has 6 
minutes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I do not desire to 
say anything further, except that I am 
opposed to the amendment without 
hearings. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
shall take 2 minutes, or perhaps only 1 
minute, and leave 4 or 5 minutes for the 
able Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
MonprT]. 

I think there are some plants which 
possibly the Government should build, 
but I think this is the wrong way to leg- 
islate. The Senate Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee has already arranged 
to begin hearings on such legislation on 
next Monday. In my opinion, we are 
wasting our time discussing this sort of 
thing, because I think it has no place 
in this legislation. I think it ought to be 
in a separate bill. 

There may be some plants, such as 
powder plants, which cannot possibly 
be used for civilian goods, which plants 
the Government ought to build and own. 
But the plants ought to be specifically 
listed. We ought to know where they 
are going to be placed. We ought to 
know what they are going to cost, rather 
than give a blank check or blanket ap- 
proval for the administration to build 
defense plants in any places they may 
care to build them, in any State of the 
Union. 

I wish to be fair, and I think all other 
Senators wish to be fair. I am certain 
that the able Senator from Georgia un- 
derstands that there may be some plants 
making war materials which ought to be 
built and owned by the Government. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. GEORGE. The power now exists 
to build such plants under existing law. 
Additional power is not needed. 

Mr. CAPEHART. If that is true, it 
will come out in our hearings, which be- 
gin on Monday. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, how 
much time remains for the opposition? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I hope 
the Senator will not take more than 1 
minute, because I think I have only 2 
minutes left. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from South Dakota is recog- 
nized for 1 minute. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I offer 
an amendment. I move to strike ou. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from South Carolina yield 
time for that purpose? 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator from 
South Carolina does not yield time for 
that purpose. The Senator from South 
Carolina yielded time to oppose the 
amendment of the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. Benton], but not to offer 
an amendment, 

Mr. MUNDT. Very well. I shall offer 
my amendment in my own time. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, the 
Senator can do it anyway, so the Senator 
from South Carolina may as well yield. 
I know the parliamentary situation 
much better than some may think. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I did not 
understand, because of the confusion, 
how much time remains. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator has 1 minute. 

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator from 
South Dakota has an amendment which 
he will offer at the end of the time al- 
ready allocated. A 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield 1 minute to m2? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I am kappy to yield 
to the Senator from Ohio, but not to 
offer an amendment, 

Mr. BRICKER. I do not intend to 
offer an amendment, I merely wish to 
emphasize what the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] has said, as 
proved by the witnesses at the hearing. 

The certificates of convenience and 
necessity for increased or accelerated 
amortization authorized by the Com- 
mittee on Finance have been working 
practically, and industry has responded 
magnificently. That was the testimony 
of every witness before the committee in 
the hearings on this bill. Not one wit- 
ness, including Mr. Wilson, said that this 
authority was needed at this time. The 
most he said was that we need it as a 
club over private business, which has 
already magnificently responded to the 
needs of the production program. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I offer 
an amendment to the Benton amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment to the amendment will be 
stated. 

Mr. MUNDT. I assure the Senate 
that, given reasonable attention, I shall 
not take more than 5 minutes to explain 
my amendment. 

In lines 4 and 5 of the Benton amend- 
ment I move to strike out the words “na- 
` tional defense” and insert in lieu thereof 
the words “destruction of private enter- 
prise in America.” 

Mr. President, with that amendment 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Connecticut would read as follows: 

When in his judgment it will aid the de- 
struction of private enterprise in America, 
the President is authorized— 


To carry out the three steps enumer- 
ated by the authors of the amendment. 

In that connection, it required the 
British Empire and the British Govern- 


ment 5 years to nationalize nine of Brit- 
ain’s major industries. We are asked to- 
night to nationalize all the major enter- 
prises in the private economy of this 
country in approximately 50 minutes. 
The authors of this amendment tell us 
piously that all they are seeking to do is 
simply to build a certain number of de- 
fense plants which will be operated by 
private industry. Certainly we are at 
least entitled, in the 50 minutes given 
us to determine whether or not we are 
going to socialize America, to read the 
language of this ingenious piece of leg- 
islation. 

It is provided in line 6 of the Benton 
amendment that condemnation is one of 
the procedures by which it is proposed to 
separate private owners of America from 
their property. The amendment pro- 
vides, among other things, that the 
President shall have the power to con- 
demn real property. So Senators voting 
for this amendment—and I certainly 
hope we shall have a yea-and-nay vote, 
because I think it is time that we in 
America decide whether we are for pri- 
vate enterprise or socialism—shovid bear 
that fact in mind. This is as good a 
place and time as any I know of to take 
a straw vote on that question. 

Among the other things which the 
authors of this amendment would so- 
cialize, in line 7 we find “real property.” 
That means the farms, the ranches, and 
the oil fields of America. That means 
the mines and businesses, because when 
we say “real property” we include tangi- 
ble real-estate property as well as other 
property. 

It is all very well to say that after the 
Government condemns property and ap- 
propriates it and takes it away from the 
private individual cnd operates it under 
the same kind of totalitarian socialism 
which the Russians are employing in 
Moscow, it will then turn it back to pri- 
vate industry to operate. Whoever wrote 


the language of this amendment, how- 


ever, knew better than that, because I 
submit that on page 2, line 6, the first 
word that meets the eye is the word 
“operate.” 

In other words, the amendment pro- 
poses to permit the politicians in Wash- 
ington not only to condemn and appro- 
priate private property, but to operate 
it, the way Socialists operate private 
property all over the world. 

If indeed—and I doubt it very much— 
Charley Wilson of General Electric, 
wants to socialize America, and if he says 
he favors this kind of a program, all I 
can say is that it sounds a great deal 
more like Karl Marx than Charley Wil- 
son. It would certainly indicate to me 
that Charley Wilson has become badly 
confused in the Washington fog, and 
that that he has started to turn his back 
upon the concepts by which he ascended, 
because Charley Wilson got to be a 
great American citizen while he had the 
power to operate, own, and run a pri- 
vately owned economic enterprise ac- 
cording to the concept of America. 

Mr. PREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. In a moment I shall be 


happy to yield. 


When the time has come that in order 
to win the war in Korea, or to meet the 
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challenge of collectivism abroad, we must 
first adopt collectivism at home, we are 
certainly fair prey for any aggressor any- 
where in the world. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Maine. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I should like to 
ask the Senator whether, in justice to 
Mr. Wilson, who we all recognize is a 
very successful and sincere businessman, 
but who may not be so familiar with the 
operations of the Washington merry-go- 
round as others who have been in Wash- 
ington much longer than he, it should 
occur to us that however much power 
we might be led to entrust to Mr. Wilson, 
if we are ready to do so, we must realize 
also that Mr. Wilson is not politically 
immortal, and that he may be succeeded 
at any time by a man with different ideas 
and different designs, and that therefore 
in legislating we must bear that always 
in mind. 

Mr. MUNDT. That is quite correct, 
I may say further that I do not know 
that Mr. Wilson favors the proposed 
legislation, because the testimony cn the 
floor is controversial. The Senator from 
Connecticut indicated that he favored 
it, and the Senator from Chio indicated 
that he did not. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will - 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 

Mr. BRICKER. Isaid he testified that 
there was no immediate or anticipated 
need for such legislation, and that the 
only purpose it could serve was as & 
club over private industry, a club which 
he, himself, said was not needed at this 
time. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. First I wish to reply 
to the senior Senator from Maine. Even 
though I was sure that Mr. Wilson, whom 
I highly respect, were going to be able 
permanently to administer the proposed 
legislation, I would still oppose it. I 
would oppose it if Mr. Wilson were en- 
dowed with all the wisdom of Solomon 
and were flying around the District of 
Columbia on wings of the Angel Gabriel, 
because to support the amendment is to 
deny the American system which made 
this country great. To accept the pro- 
posed system of socialism is to deny 
every principle on which we are asking 
our boys to fight in Korea. To accept 
the amendment is to surrender to col- 
lectivism at home at a time when we 
are suffering 150,000 casualties to defeat 
it in Korea. That kind of supine sur- 
render should not occur on the floor of 
the Senate of the United States. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield, 

Mr. CAPEHART. I am wondering 
what authority we have for stating that 
Mr. Wilson favors the proposal. 

Mr. MUNDT. The only authority 
which I heard was stated by the Sena- 
tor from Connecticut [Mr. BENTON] 
when he was discussing his proposed 
amendment. I sincerely hope and I 
rather firmly beiieve that Mr. Charles 
Wilson is not going to publicly state that 
he favors socializing America in order to 
dereat socialism or communism abroad. 
If he says it, certainly I for one shall 
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disappointed. tration. amendment. 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, MUNDT. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Within the last few 
weeks the dean of the law school at 
Notre Dame University, in a speech at 
Denver, said that he had conferred with 
a faculty member of Notre Dame Uni- 
versity about taking some courses in a 
prominent American university. In go- 
ing over the catalog he discovered the 
following: 

The administration of nationalized in- 
dustry. 


The catalog contains this legend: 

The course is a consideration of the prop- 
lems of nationalized industry, particularly 
in the United States and Great Britain, in- 
cluding the process of nationalization, how 
it is accomplished, the organization of na- 
tionalized industry, and the relationship of 
nationalized industry to the state, the posi- 
tion of the employee in nationalized indus- 
try, price policies, managerial independence, 
and political responsibility. 


The Senator from Georgia was not far 
wrong in his observations. 

Mr. MUNDT. Does it indicate 
whether Mr. Malik or Mr. Gromyko is 
to be the instructor? 

Mr. JENNER. Or Alger Hiss. 

Mr. MUNDT. I shall withdraw my 
amendinent, because I do not wish to 
sound the death knell of private indus- 
try and because I do not wish to be the 
partial author of legislation which, if 
written correctly, should say not “defend 
America” but rather to “destroy the 
private-enterprise system in America,” 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, may I 
ask, if the Senator is to withdraw his 
amendment, that he withhold withdraw- 
ing it until I have had the opportunity 
to reply briefiy along the lines indicated 
by the minority leader a few moments 
ago. 

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator from Con- 
necticut has already had three times as 
much time as was permitted the Sena- 
tor from South Dakota. It would not 
seem to him to be a fair horse trade to 
now trade 2 minutes of time for every 
1 I have consumed, 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. [I yield. 

Mr. BRICKER. Reference has been 
made to the fact that the Senator does 
not know who testified in favor of the 
bill. Let me say for the information of 
Benators that those who appeared from 
the administration parrotted a program 
which apparently had been handed to 
them by someone else. They gave us very 
little help of a constructive character, 
Some administration witnesses did say, 
“We don’t know anything about certain 
sections of this bill.” At no time was a 
constructive suggestion made by any of 
them which would help the committee. 
Every witness, including Mr. Wilson, 
said, “I am for the administration bill.” 
That is the kind of testimony we heard, 
and that is the reason for the suggestion 
that has been made to the effect that if 
they had not gone along with it no doubt 
their heads would have been cut off, in 
much the same manner that some mili- 
tary officials lost their heads when they 


Mr. MUNDT. It will be a sad and 
shameful day in America when great 
enterprisers and great believers in our 
private-enterprise system, because of 
political jobs, are unwilling to testify in 
accordance with the concepts of their 
conscience. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I am happy to yield. 

Mr. BENNETT. For a week at least 
I was a member of the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. Therefore I was 
present to hear some of the testimony 
of Mr. Wilson. I am speaking from 
memory, but it seems to me that I re- 
member Mr. Wilson was asked by the 
committee how much of the bill he him- 
self was responsible for. After telling 
us that there was a great deal in the 
bill which he rejected, I think he finally 
said that he had a personal interest in 
that phrase or clause in the original 
bill which suggested control of future 
commodity exchanges. That was the 
limit to which Mr. Wilson was person- 
ally interested, admitting by inference 
that everything else in the bill for which 
he was pleading had been handed to him 
by someone else. 

Mr. MUNDT. Iam quite prepared to 
believe it, because the senior Senator 
from South Dakota was a member of a 
committee which dealt with the first 
war power act, which was sent here 
ostensibly as the desire of Mr. Wilson. 
We asked him to come before our com- 
mittee to testify. Mr. Wilson asked that 
he be excused because he said he had not 
yet had an opportunity to read the bill, 
I am quite prepared to believe that, busy 
as he is with other problems, it is quite 
possible that some clever counsel 
sneaked into the bill the poisons of Mos- 
cow, without Mr. Wilson having any- 
thing to do with it or having had the 
opportunity to think the proposals 
through to their conclusions. I doubt 
that Mr. Wilson will ever appear before 
the subcommittee in ‘support of that 
kind of Socialist concept. 

I may say, in conclusion, that I am 
pleased to see that such a splendid sub- 
committee has been appointed to handle 
the resolution. I am delighted, among 
other things, that the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. Bricker] is a member of the com- 
mittee. When hearings are held I hope 
to be permitted to testify, because for 15 
years I have been watching the evil con- 
sequences of socialism developing and 
gaining controls in England and around 
the world. If we are going to take it 
here, I hope we are not going to buy it 
with a 50-minute sales talk. I withdraw 
my amendment. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, on line 4 
I move to strike the words “in his judg- 
ment.” 

Mr. WHERRY. A parliamentary in- 


quiry. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 
Pins WHERRY. Whose amendment 
it? 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Louisiana proposes an 
amendment to the amendment offered 


by the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 


The CHIEF CLERK. On page 1, line 4, 
of the amendment of Mr. BENTON, it is 
proposed to strike out the words “in his 
judgment.” 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I offer this 
amendment to the amendment submit- 
ted by the Senator from Connecticut, 
on behalf of himself and other Sena- 
tors, only in what I regard as an attempt 
to be fair to both sides in connection 
with this matter. The present situation 
is similar to the one which developed 
when the junior Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HumpHrey] submitted an amend- 
ment to another amendment, and made a 
speech on that subject, and then with- 
drew the amendment he had submitted. 
At that time the junior Senator from 
Minnesota did not object to a unani- 
mous-consent request by the distin- 
guished minority leader which was de- 
signed to make it possible for a Senator 
who wished to answer that speech to be 
heard at that time, 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield, to permit me to ask a 
question? 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, in order 
that the Senator who, together with 
other Senators, has submitted the 
amendment, may have an opportunity to 
answer the speech made against it, I 
have offered this amendment to the 
amendment, in order to give the Senator 
from Connecticut time to answer the last 
speech. Otherwise, the proponents of 
the amendment would have only 15 min- 
utes, whereas the opponents would have 
30 minutes. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield, 

Mr. WHERRY. Of course, the Sen- 
ator could have used the same procedure 
as the one previously followed, by re- 
questing unanimous consent insofar as 
the Senator from Connecticut is con- 
cerned; and I would not have objected, 

Mr. LONG. Isaw no purpose in mak- 
ing such a request, when I did not have 
to do so under the rules, 

I yield now to the Senator from Con- 
necticut. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I am 
very grateful to the Senator from Loui- 
siana for the courtesy he has extended 
tome. I had not expected to feel called 
upon, after making my presentation of 
my amendment, for any further state- 
ment. 

However, I have been so startled by 
some of the phrases used in the past few 
minutes that I would be very unhappy 
indeed to let them go unchallenged be- 
fore we conclude our discussion in con- 
nection with this amendment. 

Mr. President, I again refer to Mr. 
Jesse Jones, who in the last war found 
that the economy required the construc- 
tion of over 2,000 such plants, for rough- 
ly 76 percent of the total expansion. I 
do not recall that distinguished Senators 
who were Members of the Senate at that 
time, and who knew the Secretary of 
Commerce well, then charged that Mr. 
Jones was a Socialist, that the proce- 
dures then followed were Socialist pro- 
posals, and that they constituted col- 
lectivism; nor do I recall the use at that 
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time of other of the much abused words 
with which attempts frequently are 
made to smear projects of which one 
does not approve, by those who oppose 
them, instead of arguing the projects on 
rational grounds. This is an old trick, 
the use of unpleasant words, instead of 
rational arguments, in an attempt to 
discredit worth-while projects. 

It so happens that over a long period 
of years I have been deeply concerned 
with the British economy. I have made 
countless trips to England, studying that 
economy. I have written articles for 
leading magazines, including Life and 
the Saturday Evening Post, about the 
British economy. Thus I speak on it 
with some background and some knowl- 
edge. I now assure my colleagues in the 
Senate that, in my judgment, British 
socialism was precipitated upon the 
British people, to an extent realized by 
very few persons, either here or abroad, 
by the development of collectivism in 
England under the aegis of British pri- 
vate capital and the financial city of 
London. Yes; British socialism was 
fostered by the cartels of England and 
the collectivism of the so-called private 
system of England, with no antitrust 
laws, no method of fostering competi- 
tion. Many keen observers have decided 
that this is what hastened and precipi- 
tated socialism for the British economy. 

If the British Government had built 
plants during its wars, and plenty of 
them, and leased them to private indi- 
viduals and sold them to private indi- 
viduals, there might have developed the 
competition which would have helped 
prevent the growth and development of 
the Socialist government in England. 
I do not suggest, however, that any such 
program is a substitute for the strong 
and stringent antitrust laws the British 
have so tragically lacked. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield at this point? 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I feel 
that I must yield to the distinguished 
junior Senator from Louisiana when he 
requests me to do so, in view of the fact 
that he has yielded all his time to me. 

Mr. LONG, Mr. President, one of the 
complete monopolies in this Nation was 
the aluminum monopoly, when the 
Aluminum Co. of America had 100 per- 
cent of the production of aluminum; 
and that monopoly was broken by the 
very process the Senator from Connect- 
icut has mentioned. 

Mr. BENTON. Yes; Mr. President, we 
have had our own collectivism in our own 
economy; and if we are led to socialism, 
that private collectivism is likely to be 
the force which leads us down that 
road—the collectivism which increas- 
ingly develops ia the great concentra- 
tions of private power in our own 
economy. 

Mr. Jesse Jones understood that point 
when he developed these defense plants 
in the last war, and leased them and 
later sold them to private individuals 
after the war, and helped prevent the 
development of more and more mo- 
nopoly. 

Mr. President, this amendment of 
mine, in this time of crisis, has no taint 
of socialism. I decry and regret the 
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charge and the attempt to pin the charge 


of socialism upon it. 
Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 


Mr. BENTON. I shall yield in a few 
minutes when I conclude, if I then have 
time in which to yield. 

Mr. President, I regret the charge that 
Mr. Charles Wilson is a dupe, that he 
did not know what he was testifying and 
merely relayed ideas of his subordi- 
nates. He testified he spent hours in 
“skull practice” on these recommenda- 
tions. Mr. Wilson is a great and out- 
standing industrialist. Yes; he did not 
come to the Banking Committee, and 
spend hours testifying there, because he 
is a Socialist or because he is a dupe. 

Let me read from his testimony about 
the need this amendment is designed to 
fill. I shall read from his prepared tes- 
timony, and in this case I have an ad- 
vantage over the Senator from Utah, 
because I have the testimony before me. 
I shall read it now: 

As I have already indicated, we are rely- 
ing upon private investment to provide the 
industrial expansion required to meet our 
mobilization objectives. 


Of course, Mr. President, I favor re- 
lying upon private investment to the 
limit, until it begins to be uneconomic, 
until it begins to cost the taxpayers too 
much money, until our administrative 
officers are unable to get the job done, 
Up to that point, I favor it. 

Mr. Wilson further testified as follows: 


However, there are certain kinds of mili- 


-tary production in which individuals do not 


wish to invest. In some instances, it is ex- 
ceedingly difficult to procure the necessary 
facilities without making commitments 
which involve high cost to the Government 
and practically no risk to the investor. 
Moreover, private capital, even with the 
maximum incentives, is frequently unwilling 
or unable to locate new plants in strategic 
locations which necessarily involve such eco- 
nomic disadvantages as to make the plants 
useiess to them under normal competitive 
conditions, 


Mr. President, those of us who know 
Charley Wilson know he is no dupe. 
He is not going to take a recommenda- 
tion of this kind blindly from a subordi- 
nate, not against his own distinguished 
background as a great industrialist and 
his own broad background of business 
experience. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I de- 
cline to yield until I have concluded, 
When I conclude, if some time still is 
available, I shall be glad to yield. Ihave 
already promised to yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from New York [Mr. LEH- 
MAN]. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I 
should like to have more than 2 minutes, 
if I may, or I shall submit an amendment 
of my own. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from South Carolina has 15 
minutes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I as- 
sure Senators that I believe in free 
speech, Although I regret the amount 
of time being taken, and although I have 
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said that I shall vote against the amend- 
ment because it was not before the com- 
mittee, yet I shall be glad to yield the 
time available to me. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, this is 
a strange twist because in that event the 
allotment of time will again be out of 
balance, for with the time yielded to me 
by the Senator from Louisiana we shall 
have had 30 minutes; and my friend the 
Senator from New York says he will sub- 
mit an amendment to the amendment, 
if needed; but we remain out of balance 
and continuously the time available to 
this side of the argument will keep run- 
ning 15 minutes short. Therefore, I 
think adherence to the kind of unani- 
mous-consent agreement suggested by 
the distinguished minority leader would 
have been better. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BENTON, I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Let me say that if 
the present process continues, the chain 
will be endless. However, if the Senate 
wishes to proceed in that way, it is all 
right with me. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BENTON. I yield. 

Mr. McMAHON. I wish to say that we 
had better stay here all night, if neces- 
sary, and get the record straight. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I say 
we had better stay here all night and all 
day tomorrow and all tomorrow night, if 
necessary. This battle between property 
rights and human rights had better be 
brought to the fore, so that the people of 
the United States can see it as it is, and 
as it has unfolded in tre past few days. 

Abraham Lincoln said there should be 
a proper balance between property rights 
and human rights. However, that bal- 
ance has been entirely upset in the past 
few days in the course of the proceedings 
in this Chamber. I suggest that we had 
better begin to consider how to reach 
the proper balance between property 
rights and human rights. If we do not 
do so, and if we do not provide the 
methods with which to do so through our 
Government in the time of great crisis 
and danger, we shall lose the cold war. 
We shall lose it by losing the war of in- 
flation. We shall lose the war from 
within, without having a shot fired at us 
by the Communists or any enemy from 
overseas. 

Mr. President, I submit that there is 
nothing more important than to stay 
here and talk about giving men like Mr. 
Wilson and Mr. Eric Johnston the kind 
of authority they need for these tough 
jobs. Iran into an old friend of Mr. Eric 
Johnston and of mine today, and he told 
me how much Mr. Johnston had aged in 
the past 6 months. These are the tough- 
est jobs in the world, and we have to give 
those who hold them real power and au- 
thority. 

Mr. President, may I ask how much 
time I have remaining? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Louisiana has the floor, 
and he yielded to the Senator from Con- 
necticut. 

Mr. BENTON. He yielded all of his 
time to me, Mr. President. 


7364 


Mr. LONG. I yielded the remainder of 
my time to the Senator from Connecti- 
cut. 

Mr. BENTON. I yield 3 minutes to 
the Senator from New York. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Louisiana will yield for a 
question, does he intend to withdraw 
his amendment at the end of the 15 
minutes? 

Mr. LONG. Yes, I intend to with- 
draw it at the end of 15 minutes, but 
I shall be glad to permit the Senator 
from South Carolina to have whatever 
may remain of ihe 15 minutes. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I yield 
3 minutes to the Senator from New 
York. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from New York is recognized 
for 3 minutes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I have 
had a long public life. I was pres- 
ident of the Senate of my State for 4 
years. I was governor for 10 years. I 
have been in the United States Senate 
going on 2 years. What I am about to 
say is not going to please my colleagues 
in the Senate. Let I must say it. 

I came to the Senate in the belief 
which I had always held that it was the 
greatest deliberative body in the world. 
I still want to believe that. But cer- 
tainly what has occurred here in the last 
few moments and in the last few days, 
makes me doubt it altogether. Here we 
are engaged in a life-and-death struggle, 
a struggle for survival against the most 
ruthless enemy in history, fighting on 
two fronts, on the military and on the 
economic. We ought to be engaged ex- 
clusively in considering legislation to 
benefit all the people of the country, leg- 
islation to keep our country on a sound 
economic basis. Yet, here I see and 
hear Senator after Senator rise, not to 
concern himself with the issues before 
us, but to play politics, to blast the ad- 
ministration, to attack those who have 
given up the comfort of their home 
towns and circles of friends and the 
profits of their businesses, to come to 
Washington and to serve their fellow 
Americans. I tell you, Mr. President, it 
has made me heart sick to hear all this. 
It makes me feel that we are betray- 
ing the people who sent us down here, 
that we are not concerning ourselves 
with essential legislation, that we are not 
devoting ourselves to protecting the 
great masses of our people, but are mov- 
ing to pass legislation which, far from 
reducing the cost of living, will inevit- 
ably increase and advance the cost of 
living. 

I say to Senators that it is about time 
that we stopped that. It is about time 
that we stopped it, because if we do not, 
the people of the United States will feel 
that we are serving in a discredited body, 
a body which is not concerned with the 
interests of the people, not concerned 
with the protection of our Nation, but 
which is merely interested in politics, in 
political attacks, in seeing heads roll, 
no matter at what cost to the Nation, 
I hope, I pray 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time of the Senator from New York has 
expired. 1 
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Mr. LEHMAN. Very well, Mr. Presi- 
dent. I want to offer an amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair advises the Senator from New 
York that it is not in order at the present 
time. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
may say that I have some time. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Will the Senator yield 
me one more minute? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I extend all of my 
time 

Mr. LEHMAN. Will the Senator yield 
one more minute to me? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Yes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from New York is recognized for 
1 minute. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, we are 
about to pass a bill which is a bad bill, a 
bill which is not in the interest of the 
people of our country and designed to 
protect the economy of our country. 

I know there is nothing I can say which 
is going to reverse the trend and bring 
about the ends I and many of my asso- 
ciates—and the people—seek. Deep 
down in our hearts, we all know that 
these ends are necessary. Yet some are 
acting without regard to what is right. 
But I hope that we are not going to be 
supine or satisfied with what we have 
done. I do not believe the American peo- 
ple are going to permit us to be supine or 
satisfied. They are not going to feel that 
we have properly represented their in- 
terests; they are going to rise, I believe, 
with such a chorus of criticism of what 
we have done that it will force the Con- 
gress to take note of it. 

Iam not going to offer another amend- 
ment. I end on the note with which I 
began. I assume that what I have said 
will not set well with some of my col- 
leagues. Yet I am glad I said it. I 
think it is something which had to be 
said on the floor of the Senate. 

SEVERAL SENATORS Vote! Vote! 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
Lone] to the amendment of the Senator 
from Connecticut. [Putting the ques- 
tion.] 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. Benton]. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WHERRY. Have the yeas and 
nays been ordered? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair ordered the yeas and nays. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, did 
the Chair announce the result of the 
vote on the amendment of the Senator 
from Louisiana? 

Mr. WHERRY. I am only asking for 
the yeas and nays on the Benton amend- 
ment. That is all. The vote on the 
amendment of the Senator from Louisi- 


‘ana is over. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Nebraska asked for the 
yeas and nays on the amendment of the 
Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I merely wanted to 
inquire. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Did not the Sena- 
tor from Louisiana withdraw his amend- 
ment? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
It was rejected. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Am I correct in 
my understanding that we are now to 
vote on the Benton amendment? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That 
is correct. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. BREWSTER. May I inquire of 
the Presiding Officer what the amend- 
ment is that we are to vote on now? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. Benton]. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. Hunt], the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. 9’Conor] and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] are absent on 
official business. 

The Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. Jounston] is absent on official 
committee business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Murray] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business, having been ap- 
pointed a representative of our Govern- 
ment to attend the International Labor 
Conference being held in Geneva, Swit- 
zerland. “ 

The Senator from Florida IMr. 
SMATHERS] is absent because of illness. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Maryland [Mr, 
O'Conor] would vote “nay.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Ecrton], the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] and the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. LopcE] are absent on offi- 
cial business. If present and voting, the 
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
Lopez! would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Onkc om IMr. 
Corpon], the Senator for Colorado [Mr. 
MILLIKIN] and the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. Watkins] are detained on official 
business. 

The result was announced—yeas 25, 
nays 57, as follows: 


No. 


YEAS—25 
Anderson Humphrey Monroney 
Benton Johnson, Tex. Moody 
Connally Kerr Morse 
Douglas Kilgore Neely 
Fulbright Lehman O'Mahoney 
Green Long Sparkman 
Hayden Magnuson Underwood 
Hennings McFarland 
Hill McMahon 


NAYS—57 
Aiken Frear McKellar 
Bennett George Mundt 
Brewster Gillette Nixon 
Bricker Hendrickson Pastore 
Bridges Hickenlooper Robertson 
Butler, Md. Hoey Saltonstall 
Butler, Nebr. Holland Schoeppel 
yrd Ives mith, Maine 
Jenner Smith, N. J. 
Capehart Johnson, Colo. Smith, N. O. 
Carlson Kefauver Stennis 
Case em Taft 
Clements Knowland Thye 
Dirksen Langer Tobey 
Duff Malone Welker 
Dworshak Maybank Wherry 
Eastland McCarran Wiley 
Ellender McCarthy Williams 
Ferguson McClellan ‘oung 
NOT VOTING—14 
Chavez Johnston, S. C. O'Conor 
Cordon Lodge Russell 
Ecton Martin Smathers 
Flanders Millikin Watkins 
Hunt Murray 
So Mr. BENrox's amendment was re- 
jected. 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment marked “6--25- 
51-F,” and ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, line 13, 
it is proposed to strike out the period and 
insert a colon, and the following: “Pro- 
vided, That the President shall increase 
the ceiling price of any person subject 
to any ceiling-price order or regulation 
by the excess, if any, of the increases in 
rates of direct wages, salaries, and the 
increases in prices paid by him for di- 
rect materials or services (after deduc- 
tion for any decreases in such rates and 
prices) with respect to the product sub- 
ject to such order or regulation from 
June 24, 1950, to January 26, 1951, over 
the aggregate amount of any price in- 
creases for such product placed in effect 
by such person between June 24, 1950, 
and the enactment of this paragraph.” 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, two 
features of the debate this week, at least 
when it was in its general stages, have 
impressed me greatly. 

First is the constant reiteration of a 
purpose, under a controls program, to 
achieve a balanced price structure. This 
purpose of stabilization is of course im- 
plicit in the nature of the basic act. 
Otherwise I can think of no possible 
justification for he legislation. 

The principle difference of opinion re- 
volves about the point at which equitable 
stabilization of a balanced price struc- 
ture is possible. And in stating that 
difference of opinion I lay stress on the 
word “equitable.” 

There are those who insist that a bal- 
anced level is possible at a point some- 
where between the outbreak of the 
Korean war, which is the last normal 
economic state we have experienced, and 
January 26, when the general price 
freeze went into effect. But there is an- 
other school of thought reflected in the 
committee’s action, and since then by a 
majority of the Senate, that it is a prac- 
tical impossibility to level prices off 
equitably at a point below the price 
freeze of January 26, and that being un- 
able to do so, any attempt at selective 
roll-backs thwarts the production incen- 
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tives which in the long run are the most 
effective weapon against inflation. 

The point I am making, Mr. President, 
is that the thing separating the two 
basic schools of thought is where and 
how it is possible to achieve price sta- 
bility and balance equitably. I think 
there is no disagreement on the objec- 
tive. The problem arises in connection 
with the means. 

Mr. President, from that agreement 
comes an agreement that mandatory 
standards in fixing prices are necessary. 
I wish to underscore the words “that 
mandatory standards in fixing prices are 
necessary.” 

The present determination of the 
Senate is that a standard relative to 
January 26 prices shall apply. 

That agreement upon mandatory 
standards reflects another outstanding 
feature of the debate on this bill. That 
is, a general lack of confidence in the 
law’s administration. 

That feeling, as it has been revealed 
throughout the debate and as the reasons 
for it have been brought forth, is not 
necessarily a reflection upon Mr. DiSalle. 
It is instead a commentary on the whole 
problem of administering and enforcing 
any economic controls. The plain and 
simple truth, ugly as it may be, is that 
any administration of economic con- 
trols by a political authority is neces- 
sarily made subject to political in- 
fluences. 

We have heard the distinguished 
chairman of the Banking and Currency 
Committee, who is in charge of the bill 
state that the reasons for delaying so 
long in imposing effective price controls 
after the law was enacted last Septem- 
ber was, first, a desire on the part of the 
administration to let prices rise so that 
increased taxes might be extracted at 
the inflated level; and, second, that there 
was an election coming up. 

We have heard of the confusion which 
stems from the discretionary powers that 
lie in the hands of the Administrator. 
We have had it pointed out that in hear- 
ings before the committee the Adminis- 
trator said no roll-backs were planned, 
except in a couple of cases. But the day 
after the committee had drafted an 
anti-roll-back provision he announced 
an intention to put into effect a whole 
series of roll-backs. 

T feel that the lack of confidence and 
the lack of certainty which follows from 
that sort of centradictory behavior were 
a strong infiuence upon the committee 
and upon the Senate in adopting the 
anti-roll-back provision. 

It was clear that the committee had 
obvious misgivings about selective or 
arbitrary authority to roll back prices. 
Selective or arbitrary authority is always 
subject to political pressure and is there- 
fore no guarantor at all of equity, stabil- 
ity, or balance. It is authority which 
invites abuse, to work in the opposite 
direction from those ideals or purposes 
in a program of economic controls. 

The Senate has now adopted the com- 
mittee’s point of view. It must be said, 
however, that some of the question of 
disc: tory authority remains. Will 
the Administrator equitably administer 
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prices to reach stability and balance at 
what is in effect a new base period? 

To his credit, he has indicated a policy 
and an intent to correct certain ineq- 
uities by the issuance of Manufacturers 
General Price Orders 22 and 30. At 
least that intent is assumed, although 
it must be said that he has the last word 
and he will not give his word on any 
applications filed under the orders until 
after July 2, when all applications are 
due. 

But consistent with the action taken 
on roll-backs, is there any reason why 
Congress should not compel him to pur- 
sue that objective on a fair and equal 
basis? 

We have, in effect, sought to eliminate 
whim, caprice, or political considerations 
by denying further price roll-backs, in 
the interests of balance and stability. 
It is only consistent that we should now 
require him to hold to the real stabiliza- 
tion objective by insisting that he bal- 
ance prices at the January level. This 
is not only consistent but necessary and 
equitable, because as has been pointed 
out so many times one man’s price is 
another man’s cost. 

The amendment which I have called 
up for present consideration is an 
amendment to the anti-roll-back provi- 
sion. It would require that price ceil- 
ings reflect increases in direct material 
and labor costs between June 25 and 
January 26. Speaking generally, this 
simply enforces the spirit and purposes 
of the Manufacturers General Price 
Order on a universal, equitable basis. 
It is a logical and consistent adjunct to 
the anti-roll-back provision which has 
been adopted and is necessary to it un- 
less its provisions are to be avoided in 
a manner in which I do not believe even 
the opponents of that provision sough 
or would desire. : 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. May- 
BANK] yielded the time controlled by him 
to me before he left the Chamber. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GeorceE in the chair). The Chair recog- 
nizes the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
have voted against every amendment 
that has been offered to this bill since it 
has been before the Senate, and I am 
going to vote against the pending 
amendment. I grant the contention of 
the distinguished Senator from Michi- 
gan that it is an adjunct to the anti- 
roll-back provisions of the bill, but I 
cannot concede that it is a necessary 
adjunct. Whatever may be said about 
the roll-back provisions, they do not in- 
crease the price of anything. The 
amendment offered by the distinguished 
Senator from Michigan increases the 
ceiling price. It is tailored perfectly to 
increase the price of automobiles, but it 
will reach a good many other things be- 
sides automobiles. The purpose of the 
amendment is to make mandatory the 
price increase, and I cannot believe that 
the Senate, even at this late and weary 
hour, is prepared to accept provisions of 
that kind. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Virginia yield to me 
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so I may ask a question of the Senator 
from Michigan? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield 2 minutes 
to the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I should like to ask 
the Senator from Michigan what neces- 
sity there is for an amendment such as 
this, in view of the fact that we have 
already adopted the Millikin amend- 
ment, which requires the inclusion of 
increased costs in price ceilings. Why is 
it necessary to have this automobile 
amendment? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
Millikin amendment applies only to the 
increases after the plateau of January. 
My amendment applies to the in- 
creases up to January 26. My amend- 
ment may be called an automobile 
amendment, but most of the automo- 
bile makers of Michigan were prohibited 
from raising their prices, and they now 
discover that by reason of the roll-back 
and the ceiling or plateau of January, 
in buying from manufacturers of tools, 
and so forth, they were caught in the 
jam, and are now unable to raise their 
prices. The General Manufacturers 
Order was intended to take care of them, 
but the authorities have refused to take 
care of them. 

My amendment is mandatory in order 
that there be an equitable base on the 
plateau as of January. If there have 
been any increases, they should be 
allowed. If there have been any de- 
creases, the amendment provides that 
they shall be deducted. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Virginia yield another 
minute to me? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Illinois, provided he uses it 
himself. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I have 
before me the text of the Millikin 
amendment, It refers to a period prior 
to January 25, 1951, not subsequent to 
January 25, 1951, as the Senator from 
Michigan has said. Therefore, I think 
the Senator from Michigan is laboring 
under a gross misapprehension. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Virginia yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. How much time 
does the Senator desire? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I want to inquire 
from someone if it is not required by law 
that the formula for increasing prices to 
all business must be extended. Is this a 
roll-forward or a roll-back amendment? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The primary 
thing is to freeze ceilings at a higher 
price. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Then this is a roll- 
up amendment? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. It applies to 
everything, but it is well fitted to auto- 
mobiles. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, 
think what we are doing here today. We 
are placing a level or plateau in January. 
The administration allowed prices to go 
up on certain articles, and forbade them 
to go up on other articles up to a cer- 
tain date. Then it froze prices on that 
particular date. Now it is proposed that 
Congress enact a law providing a pro- 
hibition against roll-backs beyond that 
period. We find that the manufacturers 
who were not allowed to increase prices 
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up to January 26 now find themselves 
doing business at a loss. 

I will ask the Senator from Colorado 
whether in his judgment this amend- 
ment is in conflict with the amendment 
which he offered. I will yield him time 
to answer that question, 

Mr. ANDERSON. I thought the time 
had been yielded over in this direction. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I am 
very glad to say that in my opinion the 
Ferguson amendment is not in conflict 
with the amendment concerning the sub- 
ject of roll-backs which was adopted 
earlier today, and of which I was the 
sponsor. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Virginia yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I ask the Senator 
from Virginia if this amendment does 
not apply to any person subject to any 
ceiling price order. Does that mean 
every individual butcher shop? Does it 
mean every individual grocery store? 
Does it mean every individual shoeshine 
parlor? Can they all go into court? 
This amendment does not say “person, 
firm, or corporation.” It would cover 
every person in the country. 

Mr. ROBERTSON, It appears to be a 
little ambiguous, but a liberal construc- 
tion of it would make it apply to every 
shoeshine shop, 

Mr. ANDERSON. Liberal or illiberal, 
it says “any person subject to any ceiling 
price order or regulation.” The pur- 
chaser of a pound of meat is subject to 
a ceiling price order or regulation. Is he 
included? The Senator from Virginia 
would agree that he was, would he not? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I should think so. 

Mr. ANDERSON. If we want chaos in 
price administration, this is the easiest 
way to get it I have ever seen. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield some time to me? 

Mr, ROBERTSON, I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON, The amendment 
applies only to those who had ceiling 
prices placed on them prior to Janu- 
ary 26. I know of no shoeshine shop 
or butcher shop which would fall in that 
category. I am talking about machine 
tools, automobiles, and other things, the 
prices of which were frozen before Jan- 
uary 26. Now the manufacturers of such 
articles are not allowed to increase their 
prices, even to the extent of actual labor 
and actual material, à 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Then the Senator 
agrees that this amendment would not 
help an individual merchant or pur- 
chaser anywhere in the country. It is 
tailor-made for a specific class. 

Mr. FERGUSON. It applies to those 
whose prices were frozen prior to Jan- 
uary 26. 

Mr. ANDERSON. It applies, then, pri- 
marily to the automobile industry. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator is cor- 
rect. Why should that industry be dis- 
criminated against? 

Mr. ANDERSON. The profits of auto- 
mobile manufacturers were reasonably 
good, were they not? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Now we come to the 
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so as to determine profits. If the Sen- 
ator will read the report, he will see that 
the report specifically says that that is 
not the purpose of the bill. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I realize that; but 
there are hardship provisions, if there 
was hardship. I thought the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN] took care 
of hardships in hisamendment. He took 
care of almost everything else, and I 
think he did it in a proper fashion. I 
would have supported his amendment if 
there had been a yea-and-nay vote. 

Mr. FERGUSON. This amendment 
takes care of hardships.. This amend- 
ment does not allow any man to receive 
any consideration whatever except to 
the extent that he has invested in ac- 
tual cost of labor and material. 

Mr. ANDERSON. If there is no hard- 
ship, why should he have relief? 

Mr. FERGUSON. There certainly is 
hardship. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Then there is a 
hardship provision to take care of him. 
He must fall into one category or the 
other. He must have hardship, and 
therefore be able to profit by it, or, 
if he has suffered no hardship, he should 
not be asking for relief. 

Mr. FERGUSON. For months they 
have been before the Administrator try- 
ing to get relief, but I say that the relief 
has become political. That is what is 
wrong. That is why we should legislate, 
so that it will not be political, but in 
order that there may be a standard. 
Standards are established by this 
amendment. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Virginia for yielding me time, 
because I wanted to find out whether this 
was a political amendment. If it is po- 
litical for an individual group, I think it 
has no place in this bill. 

Mr. FERGUSON. It is political in 
this way, that they were discriminated 
against politically. This amendment 
would remove the political discrimina- 
tion. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, in 
the interest of expediting action and in 
the hope that we may finish considera- 
tion of the bill tonight, I yield back the 
remainder of the time which the chair- 
man of the committee yielded to me, and 
ask for a vote. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Michi- 
gan [Mr. FERGUSON]. 

Mr. FERGUSON, I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Iowa IMr. 
GILLETTE], the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. Hunt], the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. O'Conor], and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], are absent on 
official business. 

The Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
JOHNSTON! is absent on official commit- 
tee business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate on 
official business, having been appointed 
a representative of our Government to 
attend the International Labor Confer- 
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ence being held in Geneva, Switzerland, 
and if present would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Florida IMr. 
SMATHERS] is absent because of illness. 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. Ecton], 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS], and the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. Loben! are absent on official 
business. If present and voting, the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. LODGE] 
would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. Cor- 
pon] and the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Warxins] are detained on oficial busi- 
ness. 

The result was announced—yeas 15, 
nays 67, as follows: 


YEAS—15 
Bennett Dirksen Millikin 
Brewster Ferguson Mundt 
Bridges Hickenlooper Thye 
Cain Jenner Wherry 
Capehart Knowland Wiley 
NAYS—67 
Aiken Hill Monroney 
Anderson Hoey Moody 
Benton Holland Morse 
Bricker Humphrey Neely 
Butler, Md. Ives Nixon 
Butler, Nebr. Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney 
Byrd Johnson, Tex. Pastore 
Carlson Kefauver Robertson 
Case Kem Saltonstall 
Clements Kerr Schoeppel 
Connally Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Dougias Langer Smith, N. J. 
Duff Lehman Smith, N. C. 
Dworshak Long Sparkman 
Eastland Magnuson Stennis 
Ellender Malone Taft 
Frear Maybank Tobey 
Fulbright McCarran Underwood 
George McCarthy Welker 
Green McClellan Williams 
Hayden McFarland Young 
Hendrickson McKellar 
Hennings McMahon 
NOT VOTING—14 
Chavez Hunt O'Conor 
Cordon Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Ecton Lodge Smathers 
Flanders Martin Watkins 
Gillette Murray 
So Mr. Fercuson’s amendment was 
rejected. 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
wish to make a short statement.. I cer- 
tainly appreciate the cooperation of the 
Senate tonight. If we will reduce the 
length of our speeches a little bit, we 
will be able to finish consideration of the 
bill tonight. If we do not finish with 
it; we shall have to continue with it to- 
morrow night. I suggest that we try to 
finish it tonight. I hope we will be able 
to shorten our speeches a little bit. 
Everyone has been wonderful and the 
spirit has been fine. I certainly hope 
that we can finish consideration of the 
bill tonight. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk my amendment 
“§-25-51-E.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
amendment will be stated, 

The CHIEF CLERK, At the appropriate 
place in the bill it is proposed to insert 
the following new section: 

Section 402 (c), Defense Production Act of 
1950, is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new paragraph: 

“In establishing a ceiling or ceilings pur- 
suant to the authority conferred in this sec- 
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tion, specific standards and criteria shall be 
established and maintained by the applicable 
orders and regulations, and such standards 
and criteria shall be uniform in application 
to all persons and industries within each of 
the following general business classifications: 
Mining, manufacturing, wholesaling, retail- 
ing, importation of goods, exportation of 
goods, agricultural products, and such other 
gcneral business activities, exclusive of the 
foregoing, as the President may determine, 
so that no person or industry shall be dis- 
criminated against or receive less favorable 
treatment than any other person or industry 
within the same general business classifica- 
tion; and any ceiling price order or regula- 
tion heretofore issued shall be amended or 
modified forthwith by the President to the 
extent necessary to eliminate any previous 
or existing discrimination or less favorable 
treatment with respect to any person or 
industry.” 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
purpose of this amendment can be stated 
very simply as a principle of nondis- 
crimination. 

It is a simple declaration that in es- 
tablishing price ceilings there shall be 
set up certain criteria and standards for 
general business classifications and they 
shall be applied without discrimination, 
under price ceilings or other price or- 
ders and regulations, to all persons or 
industries alike within the classifica- 
tions. 

One thing that we have to bear in 
mind always is that the powers over 
prices and materials which this legisla- 
tion provides puts the national economy 
in a vise. Any segment of the economy 
can suffer tremendously if it is not guar- 
anteed equitable and like treatment with 
others. 

Ours is a Government of law and not 
ofmen. Atleast we should seek to main- 
tain that principle which has protected 
us from tyranny and distinguished our 
systems from others where liberty and 
freedom have been extinguished, if they 
were ever known. 

I mean no refiection upon the present 
Price Administrator when I say that the 
authority which he wields is dangerous 
in the extreme. I am thinking only of 
the time when a less reliable or a less 
scrupulous Administrator might have 
this great power. 

This amendment will minimize any 
possible abuse of the vast economic au- 
thority which this legislation imposes. 
It will prevent any exercise of that au- 
thority in star chamber. It does so by 
the reasonable and entirely fair require- 
ment that all persons and industries who 
operate within a common field shall be 
assured equal treatment. d 

In its practical effect this amendment 
will deny what it called the tailor-made 
regulation. That is a regulation tai- 
lored by the price stabilizer to fit a par- 
ticular industry or a particular individ- 
ual. The tailor-made regulation is a 
right which the Office of Price Stabiliza- 
tion has claimed and has assumed under 
the present law. 

I feel strongly that the power to write 
such a regulation is the most dangerous 
sort of power, because it involves an in- 
evitable discrimination; and I have 
assumed that if there was any justifica- 
tion whatsoever for a program of direct 
economic controls, it was to attain a 
stabilized and equitable balance of the 
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price structure. Tailor-made regula- 
tions, when written at the whim or the 
caprice of an administrator, or made un- 
der the pressure of purely political con- 
siderations, lead in exactly the opposite 
direction. 

Of course the law makes provision for 
the adjustment of hardship cases, and 
tailor-made regulations may serve that 
purpose; but we must always remember 
that the question of granting relief in 
a hardship case is one solely within OPS 
discretion, A power which can be exer- 
cised to adjust a hardship case can also 
La used to impose a hardship. 

I think I know the source of any pos- 
sible opposition to a mandatory non- 
discrimination provision. It is felt that 
within segments of the economy, even 
within industries themselves, there may 
be individuals or groups who enjoy par- 
ticularly high-profit conditions, 

I hold no brief for any company or any 
industry that holds such a position. I 
merely wish to emphasize the point that 
barring the windfalls and the profiteer- 
ing which this basic legislation is in- 
tended to curb, and barring monopolistic 
practices which call for the most vig- 
crous sort of prosecution under other 
laws, profits are an index to production 
and marketing efficiency. I hope thatin 
this country we shall never seek to pe- 
nalize efficiency for the mere effect of 
curbing profits. As a matter of fact, it 
is clearly the spirit and intent of this leg- 
islation to avoid profit controls. The 
committee stated that most strongly in 
its report, seeking to “emphasize that 
point emphatically,” to use its own ex- 
pression. As the committee has said, if 
profits are to be controlled—and I shall 
not argue here the charge of excess 
profits—that will be done through an- 
other machinery, that of taxation. 

The discriminatory authority which is 
latent in this act without a provision of 
the sort for which I now speak can easily 
be used for the purpose of controlling 
profits. I may even say that it has been 
soused. Such authority or power can be 
used as a powerful political lever, if it is 
used arbitrarily. 

If we are to have profit controls, there 
are, as the committee has said so clear- 
ly, other means of accomplishing them. 
But tax legislation, too, is based on the 
fair and reasonable approach of non- 
discrimination, which should be implicit 
in all law, just as I propose now that it 
be written into this law. 

My amendment would set up the fol- 
lowing general business classifications 
within which the principle of nondis- 
crimination should apply: Mining, man- 
uiacturing, wholesaling, retailing, im- 
portation of goods, exportation of goods, 
agricultural products, and such other 
general business activities exclusive of 
the foregoing as the President may de- 
termine. In other words, the President 
could provide for other or different 
classifications. 

If there is objection that those classi- 
fications are either too broad or too 
limited, I would be willing to modify the 
amendment so as to provide that the 
standards and criteria which are to be 
set up shall be uniform in application 
to the extent that is practicable. With 
or without that modification, it will be 
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made clear that the amendment is in- 
tended to see that all persons and in- 
dustries who can be identified as being 
in similar circumstances by reason of 
their economic pursuits shall have like 
and equitable treatment under the law. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
trust that the Senate will reject this 
amendment, and likewise will reject any 
other amendments which may be of- 
fered from now on. 

I merely pointed out that the amend- 
ment would reauire that unnecessary 
ceilings be placed by the Administrator 
on businesses or industries; in other 
words, the amendment would require 
price ceilings to be put on all manufac- 
turers, even though price ceilings are not 
needed in all cases. 

I have conferred with those who rep- 
resent the Detroit industries. Although 
perhaps we are not able to provide for 
exectly what they would like in the way 
of amendments to this measure, yet I 
did include in the report, on page 12, a 
rather long statement under the head- 
ing “Allocations and priorities,” because 
I think the Government has not given 
sufficient allocations to the Detroit in- 
dustries. 

However, I hope we shall not approve 
an amendment of this kind. 

Mr. President, I shall not take more 
time on the amendment; I hope the vote 
on it is taken at once. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Michigan. 
[Putting the question.] 

The “noes” apparently have it; the 
“noes” have it, and the amendment is 
rejected. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment lettered “M,” which I 
submitted last night. I ask that the 
amendment be stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
line 9, it is proposed to strike out “the 
lower of” and insert “either.” 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I shall 
detain the Senate only a few minutes 
on this amendment. : 

The amendment proposes clarifying 
language to make unmistakably clear 
what is intended in section 2 with ref- 
erence to the imposition of ceilings in 
accordance with the bill as reported by 
the committee. 

Again I wish to say, as I said yester- 
day—and it has been stated time and 
again on the floor, in answer to ques- 
tions which I have asked—that clause 
“(A)” will not accomplish, I am sure, 
the result the committee intends as an 
alternative to “(B)”, in establishing the 
ceiling price within the qualification of 
“which is below the lower of.” 

This provision of the bill reads: 

“(4) After the enactment of this para- 
graph no ceiling price shall become effective 
which is below the lower of (A) the price 
prevailing just before the date of issuance of 
the regulation or order establishing such 
ceiling price. 


I submit to the Members of the Sen- 
ate that if that provision remains in the 
bill, the Price Administrator, when a 
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product has fallen in price down and 
down and down, will be able to impose a 
ceiling price which absolutely will put 
an industry out of business. 

I am sure that what the Senate in- 
tended to do in this case, if anything, 
was possibly to use the date of April 30. 

Therefore, Mr. President, in order to 
make it plain that a ceiling cannot be 
imposed when a product had dropped in 
price perhaps dollars and dollars a hun- 
dred pounds, as in the case of meat, or 
dollars and dollars for each article, in 
the case of manufactured articles—in 
other words, when the drop in price is 
entirely beyond reason—1 am asking that 
the words “the lower of” be stricken out, 
and that the word “either” be inserted 
in lieu thereof, so that the price Ad- 
ministrator will have that choice; in 
other words, he will be able to use either 
clause “(A)” or clause “(B)” in the im- 
position of a ceiling on the article or 
commodity affected by this provision. 

Mr. President, unless some Senator 
wishes to ask a question about the 
amendment, I shall conclude my discus- 
sion of it. I think the amendment is 
entirely plain. 

I should like very much to ask the 
distinguished Senator from Louisana 
(Mr. ELLENDER], who has an amendment 
which is exactly the same as mine, 
whether he would like te say a word at 
this point. If not, I am perfectly willing 
to have the amendment voted on at this 
time. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield to the Senator 
from South Dakota. 

Mr. CASE. The Senator’s amendment 
is addressed to exactly the same point 
that I sought to bring out by the second 
part of my amendment to the Douglas 
amendment. I wanted to point out that 
it makes a great deal of difference 
whether we have the words “the lower 
of” or strike them out. That was why 
I could not go along with the Douglas 
amendment when he declined to accept 
both parts of my amendment to his. 

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct. 

Mr. CASE. If the words remain in 
the bill, there can be a succession of 
lower and lower ceilings in individual 
items or fields until the entire economy 
is out of any normal relationship. Sea- 
sonal fluctuations do occur in some 
lines. To seize upon them individually 
and proclaim successive roll-backs would 
throw prices out of balance and would 
be the most vicious form of selective con- 
trols. I think that is what the Senator 
really intends to reach and prevent by 
his amendment. 

Mr. WHERRY. I appreciate the Sen- 
ator’s comment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Nebraska. 
{Putting the question.] 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez)], the Senator from Iowa IMr. 
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GILLETTE], the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. Hunt], the Senator from Mary- 
land IMr. O’Conor!, and the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] are absent 
on Official business. 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JouNstTOoN] is absent on official committee 
business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. Mur- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate on 
official business, having been appointed 
a representative of our Government to 
attend the International Labor Confer- 
ence being held in Geneva, Switzerland. 

The Senator from Florida IMr. 
SMATHERS! is absent because of illness. 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. Ecton], 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS] and the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. Lopce] are absent on official 
business. If present and voting, the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. LODGE] 
would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Mertin! is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. Cor- 
pon} and the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Watkins! are detained on official busi- 
ness. 

The result was announced—yeas 49, 
nays 33, as follows: 


YEAS—49 
Aiken Ellender Mundt 
Bennett Ferguson Nixon 
Brewster George Saltonstall 
Bricker Hendrickson Schoeppel 
Bridges Hickenlooper Smith, Maine 
Butler, Md. Hoey Smith, N J. 
Butler, Nebr. Jenner Smith, N. C 
Byr Johnson, Colo. Stennis 
Cain Johnson, Tex. Taft 
Capehart Kem Thye 
Carlson Knowland Tobey 
Case Langer Welker 
Connally Malone Whe 
Dirksen McCarran Wiley 
Duff McCarthy Young 
Dworshak McClellan 
Eastland Millikin 

NAYS—33 
Anderson Humpħrey McMahon 
Benton Ives Monroney 
Clements Kefauver Moody 
Douglas Kerr Morse 
Frear Kilgore Neely 
Fulbright Lehman O'Mahoney 
Green Long 3 Pastore 
Hayden Magnuson Robertson 
Hennings Maybank Sparkman 
Hill McFarland Underwood 
Holland McKellar Williams 

NOT VOTING—14 

Chavez Hunt O'Conor 
Cordon Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Ecton Lodge Smathers 
Flanders Martin Watkins 
Gillette Murray 


So Mr. Wuerry’s amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment, which is printed 
and is lying on the table. I ask that it 
be read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
MAGNUSON]. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the appro- 
priate place in the bill it is proposed to 
add the following new section: 

Sec. 104. Notwithstanding the provisions 


of any other law, import controls of fats and 
oils (including oil-bearing materials, fatty 
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acids, and soap and soap powder, but ex- 
eluding petroleum and petroleum products 
and coconuts and coconut products), pea- 
nuts, butter, cheese and other dairy products, 
and rice and rice products are necessary for 
the protection of the essential security in- 
terests and economy of the United States in 
the existing emergency in international rela- 
tions, and no imports of any such commodity 
or product shall be admitted to the United 
States until after June 30, 1953, which would 
(a) impair or reduce the domestic production 
of any such commodity or product below 
present production levels, or below such 
higher levels as the Secretary of Agriculture 
may deem necessary in view of domestic and 
international conditions, or (b) interfere 
with the orderly domestic storing and mar- 
keting of any such commodity or product, or 
(c) result in any unnecessary burden or ex- 
penditures under any Government price- 
support program. 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, if I 
may have the attention of the Senate I 
am sure it will not take much time to 
discuss this amendment. 

I emphasize the fact that the amend- 
ment was very carefully prepared and 
has the sponsorship of several Senators. 
It will in no way affect the pending bill. 
It does not amend any part of it; it 
merely adds a new section which prob- 
ably should have been brought up in the 
hearing, but was not. In the Second 
War Powers Act, which was approved in 
1942, an identical provision was con- 
tained. Since 1942 flexible authority has 
been provided to control imports of fats 
and oils, which include, of course, dairy 
products, peanut oil, and all the other 
so-called fats and oils. 

I need not recall to the Members of 
the Senate how important the problem 
of fats and oils was to the war effort of 
this country in World War II. The Sec- 
ond War Powers Act expires next Satur- 
day. Therefore, it is very vital to con- 
tinue this authority in order to handle 
these imports which might affect the de- 
fense effort. We must continue the same 
section that existed in the Second War 
Powers Act. 


The amendment does not affect the 


bill or amend any part of it, but I do 
think it is very vital that the Senate 
adopt it. I say that for several reasons, 
Mr. President. Let us consider, for in- 
stance, the item of butter and dairy 
products. If on next Saturday night the 
authority of the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, which he has had since 1942, should 
expire, there would be a great flood of 
imports of fats and oils, including dairy 
products, from many countries through- 
out the world. That would seriously im- 
pair the price, and it would also discour- 
age not only dairy farmers, but persons 
in the processing business in connection 


with fats and oils, to continue their ef- - 


fort to produce as much as we shall need, 
whether in actual war, or in the gradual 
defense effort in which we are now en- 
gaged and in which we may be engaged 
for some time. 

Butter is now selling in the Argentine 
and in Australia in great export quan- 
tities for about 32 cents a pound. It can 
be laid down at any port in the United 
States for 39 cents a pound. That would 
mean that the dairy farmer would be 
discouraged. The same is truc as to other 
types of fats and oils. 
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I hope, Mr. President, that we shall add 
to the bill this provision which has been 
on the statute books since 1942, and 
which will expire in a different law, the 
Second War Powers Act, next Saturday. 
The Secretary of State should have au- 
thority to regulate the imports of these 
most vital products in connection with 
the defense effort. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I have in 
my hand a table which has been pre- 
pared by the National Milk Producers’ 
Federation, indicating the export price 
of butter and cheese in various com- 


peting countries. I ask unanimous con-. 


sent that at this point the table be in- 
serted in the Rrecorp, because it substan- 
tiates very effectively and very eloquently 
all the Senator from Washington has 
just stated. $ 

It is very essential that this amend- 
ment be adopted, and I shall be very 
glad to support it. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION, 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 


MEMORANDUM—PRICES OF BUTTER AND CHEESE 
IN DENMARK, ARGENTINA, AUSTRALIA, AND NEW 
ZEALAND 

Denmark (source: Danish Embassy) 

Butter: Export price to United States 
would be approximately 49 to 50 cents per 
pound to which import taxes, transportation, 
etc., charges should be added. 

During the period from January 2, 1951, 
through May 27, 1951, total exports of butter 
from Denmark totaled 55,000 metric tons or 
122,000,000 pounds of which 45 metric tons or 
99,000,000 tons went to United Kingdom. Ap- 
proximately 80 percent of the butter produc- 
tion in Denmark is for export. 

Cheese (prices are c. i. f. prices—do not 
include import taxes—delivered to New 
York): Hard cheese, 35 cents per pound; 
normal hard cheese, 45-percent butterfat, 
3514 cents per pound; blue cheese and Gor- 
gonzola, 45 to 50 percent; 38 to 38 ½ cents 
per pound. 

Argentina (source: Department of Com- 

merce) 

Butter: Manufacturer's price, 4.60 pesos 
per kilo, 27.88 cents per pound; price to re- 
tail distributor, 5.40 pesos per kilo, 32.73 
cents per pound; price to consumer, 6 pesos 
per kilo, 36.36 cents per pound; export price, 
5.20 pesos per kilo, 31.51 cents per pound. 

Cheese: Wholesale prices, 4 pesos per kilo 
for hard, 24.24 cents per pound; 3.6 pesos 
for fresh or processed, 21.62 cents per pound; 
retail rices, 48 pesos per kilo for hard, 
29.09 cents per pound; 4.3 pesos per kilo for 
processed, 26.06 cents per pound; export 
prices, Sardo and Sbrinz, $80 per 100 kilos, 
f. o. b. Buenos Aires, $0.3636 per pound; 
Reginito, $2 per 100 kilos, f. o. b. Buenos 
Aires, 80.3727 per pound. A 

(Rate of exchange 750 pesos equals 8100. 
1 kilo equals 2.2 pounds.) 


Australia (source: U. S. Department of 
Commerce) 


Butter (the 9-month average price for the 
period from July 1, 1950, through March 31, 
1951: Price to United Kingdom, 29.8 cents 
per pound; other foreign countries, 41.7 
cents per pound; certain British countries, 
37.4 cents per pound; other British coun- 
tries, 36.5 cents per pound. 

Cheese (average export price for the pe- 
riod from July 1, 1950, through March 31, 
1951): Cheese, 19 cents per pound. 
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For the 9-month period ending March 31, 
1951, out of 110,000,000 pounds of butter ex- 
ported from Australia 94,000,000 pounds 
went to the United Kingdom. For the same 
period ending in March 31, 1950, 125,000,000 
pounds went to the United Kingdom out of a 
total export figure of 138,000,000 pounds. 

Australian pound is $2.24 American 
money.) 

New Zealand (source: New Zealand Govern- 
ment Trade Commissioner) 

The free-on-board buying price by the 
New Zealand Dairy Products Commission 
for fiscal 1950-51 year: Butter, 27.1589 pence 
per pound (80.3138 per pound); cheese, 
14.9522 pence per pound (80.1728 per pound). 

(New Zealand pound is $2,772959 American 
money.) 


Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. Does the Senator consider 
this amendment to be consistent with 
the reciprocal trade agreement program 
of the administration? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I will say that it 
is not. The difference between the 
amendment and the reciprocal trade 
agreement program is that it gives sup- 
plemental authority for the defense ef- 
fort as to products which might affect 
defense production. We have had this 
authority since 1842, over and above the 
reciprocal trade agreements, There are 
different tariffs on fats and oils as be- 
tween different countries. This is a 
measure which we deemed necessary all 
these years, and I am very sure we shall 
deem it necessary during the coming 
years. í 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? S 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. { 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I am a 
cosponsor of this amendment. On July, 
1 the tariff on butter will be reduced 
from 14 cents to 7 cents a pound. This 
will reduce the price of butter by ap- 
proximately 17 cents because of the 
volume of butter and cheese in New 
Zealand and Denmark, which will be 
imported into this country. We note 
year after year a decrease in the dairy- 
cow population, just as the sheep popu- 
lation in the United States has decreased. 
Because we have not protected the pro- 
ducer of sheep, the sheep rancher, there 
has been a natural decrease in the sheep 
population, and at the present time we 
are paying $1 a pound for wool, because 
our domestic wool supply is so low that 
we are entirely dependent on imports. 
For that reason, Mr. President, there is 
some justification in this amendment 
to protect the dairy industry. 

Mr. President, I have a letter from Mr. 
John Brandt, president of the Land 
O' Lakes Creameries, Inc., and I ask 
unanimous consent to have it printed in 
the Recorp as a part of my remarks. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I should 
like the Senator to read the letter, be- 
cause I want to know what Mr. Brandt 
says. I want to get the interest of Lever 
Bros. in this matter. 

Mr. THYE. It would take quite a time 
to read this letter into the Recorp, and I 
am sure the Senator from North Dakota 
will not object to its becoming a part of 
the Recorp without having it read. 
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There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Lanp O' Lakes CREAMERIES, INC., 
Minneapolis, Minn., June 21, 1951. 
Hon. EDWARD J. THYE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR THYE: We are writing you 
to express the concern of the dairymen here 
in the Northwest regarding the coming pos- 
sibility of imports of butter from foreign 
countries which after July 1 will be encour- 
aged because of the previous reduction in the 
duty on butter from 14 cents to 7 cents per 
pound and the expansion of the import 
quotas under our reciprocal-trade treaties. 

About the time our dairy farmers are pro- 
ducing dairy products in the high-cost sea- 
son, which will be in the fall and winter, 
New Zealand and Australia will be in their 
cheap high-production season and will have 
considerable quantity of butter and cheese 
available for export to the United States. 
If this happens, and it likely will, the price 
of butter and cheese in America will imme- 
diately follow to the support-price level, 
which will only be about 80 percent of parity, 
and this Government will be forced to buy 
the imported dairy products or the equiva- 
lent of home-produced dairy products to 
make room for the imports from foreign 
countries. We will have another potato deal 
where the United States will be in a posi- 
tion of supporting the world price on butter 
and absorbing world surpluses at price levels 
above world markets. 

Dairy production needs to be encouraged 
rather than discouraged, as it is already in 
the low bracket of price return to farmers 
which has already caused a decrease in dairy 
production to the extent that it is present- 
ing a rather alarming situation so far as the 
health and economy of the Nation are con- 
cerned. 

We urge you to use your influence in cor- 
recting this possible development through 
the enactment of legislation that will pro- 
hibit imports of dairy products and, so far 
as that goes, any farm product below a parity- 
price level. It hardly makes sense that we 
should try to support farm prices and then 
encourage imports to the extent that the 
United States will have to absorb the sur- 
plus world production. Dairy farmers can- 
not produce at prices below parity. In fact, 
even parity prices are not sufficient to en- 
courage production of dairy products, For 
this reason, it seems quite essential that 
some action should be taken to protect the 
price of dairy products from foreign com- 
petition, at least to the extent of parity 
levels. 

Yours very truly, 
LAND O' LAKES CrREAMERIES, INC., 
JOHN BRANDT, President. 


Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I must call 
attention to one fact in order that Sen- 
ators may know what the dairy producer 
faces. The dairy producer is receiving 
only 6.9 cents a quart for manufactured 
milk. In the event dairy products are 
imported, whether butter or cheese, the 
dairy prices will be further depressed. 
For that reason it seems to me that the 
amendment is an appropriate one and 
would be of assistance to a continuance 
of dairy production in the United States 
and assure that there would be an ample 
and adequate supply of fluid milk for our 
domestic needs. I þelieve the amend- 
ment to be not only reasonable and 
sound, but needed. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Washington yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Oregon. I do not know how 
much time I have left. 
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Mr. MORSE. I merely desire to ask a 
question. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Very well. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 
Washington agree that the spirit and in- 
tent of the amendment he is now offering 
is consistent with the spirit and intent 
of the Magnuson-Morse amendment, for 
which he and I fought on this floor for 
some years in connection with the re- 
ciprocal-trade agreements law? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Of course it is, and 
I think this amendment applies even 
more forcefully. because it deals with 
something vital to the defense effort, 
and which may become even more vital 
hereafter. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am 
happy to say again that on this principle 
I will join with the Senator in the 
amendment. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr. MALONE. I should like to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Wash- 
ington—although his attention has al- 
ready been called to it—if the necessity 
for protecting butter at this time might 
not arise from the so-called “reciprocal 
trade” agreements program consum- 
mated at the Torquay, England, confer- 
ence this year, whereby the tariff was 
arbitrarily lowered from 14 cents to 7 
cents a pound; and that that was the 
second time it was lowered in such an 
arbitrary manner? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Of course recipro- 
cal trade agreements are not entered 
into on the basis of defense effort. They 
are entered into on the basis of the nor- 
mal channei of trade, under normal con- 
ditions. 

Mr. MALONE. I call the Senator’s 
attention to the fact that only in an 
emergency can the dairy people or any 
other producer live at this time, and 
that if it were not for the emergency, 
that the influx of imports would prob- 
ably be two or three times as great. I 
also call the attention of the distin- 
guished Senator to the fact that Mr. 
Hoffman, when he was director of the 
ECA, recommended that the butter tariff 
be lowered, as well as tariffs and import 
fees on practically all other products ex- 
cept automobiles. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not care to get 
into a discussion of the tariff. 

Mr. MALONE. I expect that, con- 
sidering his vote for free trade that the 
Senator does not want to debate the 
subject. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. This is a safe- 
guard for fats and oils, and it has been 
on the statute books since 1942. It is 
the law tonight, but it expires at mid- 
night on Saturday next. So I feel the 
amendment should be taken to confer- 
ence, and that the Senate conferees 
should point out to the conference com- 
mittee that the Second War Powers Act 
does expire at midnight Saturday, and 
that a serious situation might affect fats 
and oils if the amendment is not adopted, 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
have no intention of opposing the 
amendment. We have the permissive 
part of the amendment in the bill. All 
the amendment of the Senator would do 
would be to make mandatory the per- 
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missive language. We can carry the 
amendment to conference, but I am 
afraid action will not be taken in time 
for the amendment to have any effect. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Presideat, will 
the Senator from South Carolina yield 
to me? 

Mr. MAYBANK, So far as I am con- 
cerned I yield back all my time. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. As soon as I have 
answered the last statement I shall be 
glad to yield the floor to the Cenator 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. No one seems to 
want to yield to me. 

Mr. President, I make a point of or- 
der against the amendment that it is not 
germane to the bill. 

Mr. MAYBANK, Mr. President, I 
withdraw the yielding of my time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair will state that the Senator from 
South Carolina has 14 minutes remain- 
ing. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I wish to say to the 
Senator from New Mexico that the sub- 
ject is dealt with in title I, It was dis- 
cussed in committee, and we have made 
a report of the subject in connection 
with title I. It comes under the broad 
power of allocation contained in title 
I of the bill. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have left? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Three 
minutes. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am glad to yield, 

Mr. AIKEN. I should like to ask the 
Senator from Washington if it is not the 
purpose of his amendment to maintain 
an adequate production of fats and oils 
in the United States during the period of 
the emergency. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct, 
and that was the purpose of the 1942 
act, 

Mr. AIKEN. That being the purpose 
of the amendment, it cannot possibly be 
out of order, it seems to me. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Are the provisions of 
the amendment similar to the provisions 
of the present law to which the Senator 
refers? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. It merely 
continues beyond Saturday what was 
in the Second War Powers Act. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Is it exactly the 
same? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes; it is exactly 
the same; with the exception of the 
petroleum and oil, which was also in- 
cluded in the Second War Powers Act. 
I have included only fats and oils. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator has left 
the others out? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The petroleum 
products I have left out. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator has 
added nothing? 

Mr. MAGNUSON, Ihave added noth- 
ing. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. And the language and 
the wording are exactly the same as 
existing law? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
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Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr. WILEY. I am very happy to 
state that I am a cosponsor of the 
amendment. I feel there is another 
item that we should consider. We are 
thinking about taxes, and we do not 
want to impact improperly that segment 
of our society which means a great deal 
of taxes, a great deal of economic health. 
I feel we should look after that inter- 
est, and we will be doing it if we continue 
the status quo. That which is the law 
today should be continued. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from South Carolina yield 
to me? 

Mr, MAYBANK. I yield. 

Mr, ANDERSON. I make a point of 
order that the amendment is not ger- 
mane to the bill. I desire to say that if 
it is felt that the act must be passed by 
Saturday so that the amendment may be 
included and become law, there is no 
chance at all that a conference can be 
had and a report agreed upon by that 
time. If any action had been necessary 
along this line it should have been taken 
by way of a special measure, rather than 
to have such an amendment tacked onto 
the bill. If it had been necessary that 
such action be taken it could have been 
taken long ago on representation of 
those in charge of such matters. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I wish to repeat that 
in the Defense Production Act of 1950 
there was a permissive provision to that 
effect. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Will 
the Senator from South Carolina speak 
a little louder? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I said to the distin- 
guished former Secretary of Agriculture, 
the now Senator from New Mexico, that 
we placed a permissive feature in title I 
of the 1950 Production Act. As the Sen- 
ator suggested, I do not see how a man- 
datory provision can be made effective 
as of Saturday night. I call attention 
to the fact that the provision was not in 
an agricultural act; it was in the Defense 
Production Act of 1950. 

Mr. ANDFRSON. Mr. President, I call 
the attention again to the fact that the 
amendment is a mandatory provision. 
It occurs to me that if it were so essen- 
tial that the provision be adopted it 
should have been called to the attention 
of the Congress long ago by whatever 
responsible agency had it in its power 
to do so. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Representative 
AssitT, of Virginia, introduced a bill 
some days ago to continue this provision, 
but could not secure a hearing on the 
matter in the House Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency to which it had been 
referred. I have said that I had not 
voted for any amendment to the bill, and 
had not intended to vote for any amend- 


President, 


meut to the bill, but I wish to say that 


this amendment vitally affects the pea- 
nut industry, which is threatened with 
great loss if the present import control 
law is permitted to expire. I and the 
senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
favor the continuation of those import 
controls. 
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Mr. ANDERSON. If it is necessary 
that action on this subject be had by 
Saturday night I insist that the process 
should have been started long ago. I 
suggest again to the chairman of the 
committee that the amendment does not 
deal with a matter which is germane to 
the bill. It is quite obvious, as has been 
stated, that if these imports are per- 
mitted, prices will drop. The bill we are 
considering is designed to try to put ceil- 
ings on prices, and how a measure that 
would prevent prices from dropping is 
germane to a bill that is trying to put 
on ceilings I cannot for the life of me see. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr, MAYBANK. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. This is a defense produc- 
tion measure. I must call that to the at- 
tention of the Senator from New Mexico. 
If itis a defense production measure then 
I think the amendment is germane, be- 
cause we are trying to protect the econ- 
omy of the United States so we can meet 
any emergency we may have to face in 
the years to come. Certainly it is nec- 
essary in the general defense of our land, 
that we have dairy products and fats and 
oils. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I wish only to say 
that I know that the peanut program, 
to grind up peanuts which were not 
needed, cost this country $50,000,000 in 
a single year. If anyone can explain to 
me why it is necessary to continue pro- 
tecting them in order to protect the de- 
fense effort of the United States, I should 
be happy to hear the explanation. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator said he 
thought it was inappropriate to have 
this amendment to increase prices at- 
tached to a bill which is presumably de- 
signed to set ceilings. That may have 
been true so far as the original intent 
of the bill submitted to the committee 
is concerned, but it is not completely ap- 
propriate now, since the price-control 
bill has turned into a bill to increase 
prices? This amendment is in complete 
harmony with the bill we now have be- 
fore us. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Ido not completely 
subscribe to the description of what is 
contained in the bill. I have voted a 
good many times to try to hold it down. 
However, I point out that there are a 
great many things in the bill with re- 
spect to which it would be pretty hard 
to show that they were essential to the 
defense economy. When the country is 
grinding up No, 1 peanuts in order to 
dispose of them, we can hardly say that 
the production of those peanuts and the 
restriction of imports from other coun- 
tries are essential to the national de- 
fense. I do not believe that the na- 
tional defense is going to be jeopard- 
ized in the slightest if we allow a peanut 
from some other country to come into 
this country. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 


Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think I should 
yield, first to my distinguished friend 


from Vermont, who is an authority on 
agricultural matters. 
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Mr. AIKEN. I ask the Senator from 
New Mexico if he is not referring to con- 
ditions which prevailed last year and 
the year before in the peanut industry 
when, as a matter of fact, it cost the 
Government not only $50,000,000, but 
if we take all costs into account, prob- 
ably $80,000,000 a year. But these were 
conditions which prevailed last year and 
the year before. 

I believe that this Congress has taken 
steps to correct these conditions in this 
year’s allocation of quotas. However, 
I point out that peanuts are only one 
item affected by this proposal. The 
dairy industry is much more seriously af- 
fected. The bill whieh weare consider- 
ing represents amendments to the De- 
fense Production Act. I quote from the 
purposes of the Defense Production Act: 

To facilitate the productior of goods and 
services necessary for the national security, 
and for other purposes. 


According to the Senator from Wash- 
ington, the purpose of this amendment 
is to guarantee the maintenance of pro- 
duction of certain oils and fats in the 
United States during the period of the 
emergency. Therefore I think the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico was not on good 
ground in contendiug that the amend- 
ment was out of order. It is just as im- 
portant to have oils and fats and dairy 
products as it is to have other com- 
modities. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I will say to my 
distinguished friend from Vermont that 
if this is a matter so vital to the agricul- 
tural interests of the country, it should 
have been presented long ago to one or 


the other of two committees—either to 


the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry of the Senate, or to the Finance 
Committee of the Senate. I object only 
to bring it here in a sort of catch-all 
provision, at a late hour, in an effort to 
keep up prices, in connection with a bill 
which is supposed to regulate and hold 
down prices. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I wonder if the 
Senator realizes that this law was on the 
books during the time when the distin- 
guished Senator from New Mexico was 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I realize that per- 
fectly. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Let me ask a fur- 
ther question. The Secretary at that 
time did not find it necessary on any oc- 
casion, probably, to exercise the discre- 
tion given in the law. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Oh, yes. Certain 
oils have been eliminated from this coun- 
try for a long time. 

All I am trying to suggest to the Sen- 
ator from Washington is that if this is 
a critical matter, so vital to national de- 
fense, he should present to us a letter 
from the Department of Agriculture 
which says that this provision should be 
continued. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I have no letter 
from the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Well 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Just a moment, if 
I may, if we have time. I have no letter 
from the Department of Agriculture. 
I have heard some serious repercussions 
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from the people in my State and the 
people of Wisconsin who are engaged in 
the dairy industry. They feel that se- 
rious results might follow if this provi- 
sion of the law were to expire. I have 
no interest in peanuts. I do not believe 
that anyone will have to restrict the 
imports of peanuts. In the first place, 
we raise plenty of them. But there may 
be some vital items with respect to which 
there should be some discretionary pow- 
er. This bill deals with the defense 
effort. No one has to exercise this au- 
thority. If the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico did exercise it when 
he was Secretary, I know he thought it 
was necessary. 

Mr. ANDERSON, I believe that some- 
one must exercise it. The amendment 
provides that— 

No imports of any such commodity or 
product shall be admitted to the United 
States until after June 30, 1953, which would 
(a) impair or reduce the domestic produc- 
tion of any such commodity or product be- 
low present production levels— 


If peanuts should be imported 
Mr. MAGNUSON. The further lan- 
guage is: 
or below such higher levels as the Secretary 


of Agriculture may deem necessary in view 
of domestic and international concitions. 


If that language has any other impli- 
cation, I shall be glad to modify it. I 
wanted to leave it discretionary with the 
Secretary of Agriculture. I think the 
language so provides. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I made my point of 
order because I believe that the pro- 
posal should go to the Finance Com- 
mittee or the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. It does not belong in this 
bill, or under the jurisdiction of the 
Banking and Currency Committee. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? ‘ 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Can the distinguished 
Senator say that it would be no more 
germane to deal with butter than with 
apples, potatoes, or any other product 
entirely foreign to the subject under 
discussion? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I believe that this 
amendment is not germane to the bill, 
and I make the point of order that it is 
not germane. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, may 
I be heard on the point of order? I an- 
ticipated that this might happen. 

The amendment provides as follows: 

Sec, 104. Notwithstanding the provisions 
of any other law, import controls of fats and 
oils (including oil-bearing materials, fatty 
acids, and soap and soap powder, but ex- 
cluding petroleum and petroleum products 
and coconuts and coconut products), pea- 
nuts, butter, cheese, and other dairy prod- 
ucts, and rice and rice products are neces- 
sary for the protection of the essential se- 
curity interests and economy of the United 
States in the existing emergency in inter- 
national relations, and no imports of any 
such commodity or product shall be admit- 
ted to the United States until after June 30, 
1953, which would (a) impair or reduce the 
domestic production of any such commodity 
or product below present production levels, 
or below such higher levels as the Secretary 
of Agriculture may deem necessary in view 
of domestic and international conditions, or 
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(b) interfere with the orderly domestic stor- 
ing and marketing of any such commodity or 
product, or (c) result in any unnecessary 
burden or expenditures under any Govern- 
ment price-support program. 


With respect to such products the Sec- 
retary would be able to do what he has 
been able to do up to date, and what he 
could do tonight if he wished to do it, 
under the present law. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. If the importation 
of such products would impair the de- 
fense effort, the amendment becomes 
germane to a defense-production bill. I 
cannot see why it is not germane to a 
defense-production bill. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. Is it not true that in the 
past few months more than 600,000 men 
have left the farm-labor supply? And 
is it not true that only 2 months ago 
the Secretary of Agriculture advised the 
Congress that the average hourly earn- 
ings of farm owners and operators in 
the United States were only 69 cents? 
How long can we continue to keep up 
agricultural production on a basis of 69 
cents an hour, when the average factory 
worker is receiving $1.48? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That may be 
true 

Mr. AIKEN. We cannot hold the help 
if we discourage farm preduction any 
further. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am not familiar 
with those facts. 

Mr. AIKEN. They were presented by 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Any impairment of 
any part of the so-called defense effort 
would be germane to a defense produc- 
tion bill. This amendment deals with 
controls—not domestic controls, but 
controls which are now being exercised 
and have been exercised for a long time 
in the defense effort. 

Technically perhaps the better part of 
legislative procedure might have been to 
introduce a seperate measure; but I do 
not know what else we can do at this 
time. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I respectfully’sub- 
mit that the amendment is germane. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Just a moment. 
This amendment would apply only when 
the Secretary of Agriculture deemed that 
certain imports would impair the defense 
effort. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I ask for the regular 
order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair is ready to rule. The Chair finds 
that the purpose of the pending bill is to 
amend and extend the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 and the Housing and 
Rent Act of 1947, as amended. In sec- 
tion 1 it is provided: 

Secrion 1. Subsections (a) and (b) of sec- 
tion 716 of the Defense Production Act of 
1950 are amended to read as follows: 
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(a) Titles I, II, III, and VII of this act 
and all authority conferred thereunder shall 
terminate at the close of June 30, 1953— 


Under the circumstances, it being a 
Defense Production Act, and it having to 
do with edibles in our country, the Chair 
is of the opinion that the amendment is 
in order. The Chair is further fortified 
in his opinion by the opinion of the 
Parliamentarian, for whom he has the 
greatest respect in the world. The Chair 
overrules the point of order. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment lettered “H,” and in 
so doing I modify it in line 6, by strik- 
ing out “(e)” and substituting in lieu 
thereof “(i).” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator modifies his amendment ac- 
cordingly. The clerk will state the 
amendment, as modified. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 14, be- 
tween lines 2 and 3, it is proposed to in- 
sert the following new subsection: 

(f) Section 206 of the Housing and Rent 
Act of 1947, as amended, is further amend- 
ed by adding at the end thereof a new sub- 
section as follows: 

0) After the enactment of this subsec- 
tion, no applicant for controlled housing 
accommodations shall be denied the right 
to occupy such accommodations solely on 
the ground that the applicant has children. 
Any person who wilfully violates the provi- 
sions of this subsection shall, upon convic- 
tion thereof, be subject to a fine of not more 
than $500 cz to imprisonment for not more 


than 60 days, or to botl such fine and 
imprisonment.” 

On page 14, line 3, strike out “(f)” and 
insert in lieu thereof (g).“ 

On page 15, line 1, strike out “(g)” and in- 
sert in lieu thereof “(h).” 

On page 15, line 5, strike out “(h)” and 
insert in lieu thereof (i).“ 

On page 15, line 8, strike out “(i)” and 
insert in lieu thereof (J).“ 


On page 15, line 18, strike out (J)“ and 
insert in lieu thereof (k).“ 


Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, this is 
a simple amendment. It would make it 
illegal for a landlord to deny the rental 
of housing accommodations to any ap- 
Plicant solely on the ground that the 
applicant has children. 

I think this is a most vital amendment, 
a most vital provision for any rent-con- 
trol bill that is enacted by the Congress. 

I have heard with growing distress the 
many recitals of difficulties encountered 
by people with children seeking to find 
adequate rental accommodations. 

Advertisements for “Accommodations 
wanted” in any daily newspaper are 
almost piteous in their pleas on behalf 
of families with children. An increas- 
ing number of dwelling owners and land- 
lords have been refusing to rent their 
accommodations to families with chil- 
dren. 

In a time of housing shortage, in a 
time when there is a landlords’ market, 
it is an obligation of Government, inso- 
far as it regulates housing and rentals, 
to provide also that there shall be no 
discrimination in housing against fam- 
ilies with children. 
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It goes without saying that this atti- 
tude on the part of landlords is anti- 
social, even if it is understandable from 
their own viewpoint—from the viewpoint 
of the preservation of their properties 
from wear and tear. 

If the Government is going to control 
rents, if the Government is going to pre- 
vent evictions the Government should 
certainly exercise its authority to pre- 
vent the denial of housing on account 
of children. a 

This provision was a major feature of 
the rent-control bill I introduced last 
year. I hope thatit will become part of 
the law this year. My amendment pro- 
vides a penalty for any person who wiil- 
fully violates its provisions. 

Mr. President, the only argument that 
has been made against this amendment 
is that it cannot be adequately enforced. 
If that is the only argument against this 
amendment, Mr. President, then I refer 
those who so argue to many other great 
moral principles which are also difficult 
to enforce. 

No, Mr. President, perhaps my amend- 
ment cannot be completely enforced, but 
certainly it can be as adequately en- 
forced as the similar provisions con- 
tained in previous housing legislation 
passed by this body. Certainly we 
shoulc make it evident to the country 
that the Senate is willing to declare its 
opposition to this antisocial and in- 
tolerable discrimination against families 
with children. We pay our highest 
tribute, in speeches, to the American 
home and family. Here is a chance to 
give wings to our words, to suit our ac- 
tions to our declarations. 

This is not a new or revolutionary con- 
cept with regard to housing legislation. 
The Banking and Currency Committee 
has, on many occasions in the past, 
recommended nondiscriminatory pro- 
visions in other housing legislation and 
the Senate has approved these recom- 
mendations. 

On the basis of these precedents and 
the reasons of substance I have referred 
to, I hope that the Senate will approve 
this proposal and include this basic 
charter of antidiscrimination against 
children in the rental provisions of De- 
fense Production Act. If any provisions 
are vital to the social health of this 
Country, this is one oi them. 

I hope the distinguished chairman of 
the committee will accept the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I wish 
to say that no one is more in favor of 
children than I am. No one has done 
more for housing legislation or to pro- 
vide for larger apartments so that chil- 
dren would be cared for than I have. I 
will be perfectly frank in saying that the 
committee did not approve of the 
amendment. While I would be glad to 
take the amendment to conference, pro- 
vided the Senate voted in favor of it, I 
cannot do it on my own responsibility, in 
view of the fact that the committee did 
not vote for it, in spite of my deep inter- 
est in children and my interest in the 
building of larger apartments. If I am 
to be instructed to do something in con- 
ference, I believe the Senate should tell 
me to do it. 
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Mr, LEHMAN. I merely wish to say 
that the distinguished chairman of the 
committee has stated very frequently 
yesterday and today on the floor of the 
Senate that he would not be willing to 
suvport any amendment which had not 
been considered by the committee. 

Mr. MAYBANK. That is correct. 

Mr, LEHMAN. I believe this amend- 
ment was considered by the committee. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator is cor- 
rect. The amendment was before the 
committee. It was discussed in commit- 
tee and was considered by the commit- 
tee. The committee felt that the amend- 
ment perhaps should be offered on the 
floor of the Senate. It was felt at the 
time that it was not germane to the sub- 
ject which the committee was discussing. 
Therefore I am not in a position to take 
the amendment to conference unless I 
am instructed to do so by the Senate. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Yes. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Is it not correct to 
say that in several housing acts which 
we have reported from the committee 
such a provision has been written into 
the law? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Yes. I am not 
questioning it. I merely wish to be con- 
sistent with what I have already said. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Yes. 

Mr. IVES. Is it not correct to say that 
although the committee considered the 
amendment it did not turn it down? 

Mr. MAYBANK, That is correct. It 
was suggested that the Senator from New 
York could offer it on the floor of the 
Senate. The committee did not turn it 
down. 

Mr. IVES. The committee felt the 
amendment had considerable merit. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The hour is very late, 
and I shall not prolong the debate. I 
believe my amendment is sound. I þe- 
lieve it is sound from many standpoints, 
but I shall not delay the Senate any 
longer. I ask for a vote on the amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment, as modified, offered by the Sena- 
tor from New York. [Putting the ques- 
tion.] The “noes” appear to have it. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
for a division. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I ask for the yeas 


and nays. 


The yeas and nays were not ordered, 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I ask for a division. 

On a division the amendment was re- 
jected. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I submit an 
amendment lettered K, which now is at 
the desk. I offer the amendment and 
ask that it not be read, but printed at 
this point in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, Mr. Tart’s 
amendment was ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 

Amendment proposed by Mr. Tarr to the 
bill (S. 1717) to amend and extend the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950 and the Hous- 
ing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, viz: 
On page 3, after line 4, insert the following: 

“Soc, 5. Section 403 of the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950 is amended by inserting 
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‘(a)’ after “403.” and by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

cb) (1) There is hereby created; in the 
Economic Stabilization Agency, a Wage Sta- 
bilization Board (hereinafter in this sub- 
section referred to as the ‘Board’), which 
shall be composed of members representa- 
tive of the general public, members repre- 
sentative of labor, and members representa- 
tive of business and industry. The number 
of offices on the Board shall be established 
by Executive order, but the number of mem- 
bers representative of the general public 
shall at all times exceed the aggregate of 
the number of members representative of 
labor and the number of members repre- 
sentative of business and industry. The 
number of offices on the Board for repre- 
sertatives of labor shall equal the number of 
offices on the Board for representatives of 
business and industry. Among the members 
representative of labor, at least one shall be 
a person who is not a representative of any 
organization which is affiliated with either of 
the two major labor organizations. 

“*(2) The members representative of the 
gener, public shall be appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice and con- 
sent of the Senate. The members repre- 
sentative of labor, and the members repre- 
sentative of business and industry, shall be 
appointed by the President. The President 
shall designate a Chairman and Vice Chair- 
man of the Board from among the members 
representative of the general public. 

3) The term of office of the members 
of the Board shall be 1 year, unless sooner 
terminated in accordance with section 716. 
Any member appointed to fill a vacancy oc- 
curring prior to the expiration of the term 
for which his predecessor was appointed 
shall be appointed for the remainder of such 
term 


“*(4) Each member representative of the 
general public shall receive compensation at 
the rate of $15,000 a year, and while a mem- 
ber of the Board shall engage in no other 
business, vocation, or employment. Each 
member representative of labor, and each 
member representative of business and in- 
dustry, shall receive $50 for each day he 
is actually engaged in the performance of 
his duties as a member of the Board, and 
in addition he shall be paid his actual and 
necessary travel and subsistence expenses in 
accordance with the Travel Expense Act of 
1949 while so engaged away from his home 
or regular place of business. The members 
representative of labor, and the members 
representative of business and industry, shall, 
in respect to their functions on the Board, 
be exempt from the operation of sections 
281, 283, 284, 434, and 1914 of title 18 of 
the United States Code and section 190 of 
the Revised Statutes (5 U. S. C. 99). 

“*(5) The Board shall, under the super- 
vision and direction of the Economic Stabil- 
ization Administrator— 

„A) formulate, and recommend to such 
Administrator for promulgation, general pol- 
icies and general regulations relating to the 
stabilization of .wages, salaries, and other 
compensation; and 

“*(B) upon the request of (i) any person 
substantially affected thereby, or (ii) any 
Federal department or agency whose func- 
tions. as provided by law, may be affected 
thereby or may have an effect thereon, ad- 
vise as to the interpretation, or the applica- 
tion to particular circumstances, of policies 
and regulations promulgated by such Ad- 
ministrator which relate to the stabilization 
of wages, salaries, and other compensation, 
For the purposes of this act, stabilization 
of wages, salaries, and other compensation 
means prescribing maximum limits thereon, 
Except as provided in clause (B) of this 
paragraph, the Board shall have no juris- 
diction with respect to any labor dispute or 
with respect to any issue involved therein. 


7374 


Labor disputes, and labor matters in dis- 
pute, which do not involve the interpreta- 
tion or application of such regulations or 
policies shall be dealt with, if at all, insofar 
as the Federal Government is concerned, 
under the conciliation, mediation, emergency, 
or other provisions of laws heretofore or 
hereafter enacted by the Congress, and not 
otherwise. 

“*(6) Paragraph (5) of this subsection 
shall take effect 30 days after the date on 
which this subsection is enacted. The Wage 
Stabilization Board created by Executive 
Order No. 10161, and reconstituted by Ex- 
excutive Order No. 10233, is hereby abol- 
ished, effective at the close of the twenty- 
ninth day following the date on which this 
subsection is enacted.’” 


Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I may say 
that the amendment relates to the Wage 
Stabilization Board, and attempts to set 
up a Wage Stabilization Board under the 
authority of law, instead of the one set 
up by the President without any author- 
ity of law. 

However, the amendment opens up an 
entirely new sudject. I do not think 
there is time to consider it properly to- 
night. Therefore, I offer the amend- 
ment only for the RECORD; and I now 
withdraw the amendment. This matter 
will probably come to us from the House 
of Representatives, where it is in the 
form of a separate bill, at some time in 
the month cf July. 

So, Mr. President, I withdraw the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment of the Senator from Ohio is 
withdrawn. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment identified as 6-25 
51-H.” This amendment is proposed by 
me, on behalf of myself, the Senator 
from New York [Mr. LEHMAN], the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut [Mr. BENTON], 
and the Senator from Michigan [Mr, 
Moopy]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
amendment wili be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, 
between lines 4 and 5, it is proposed to 
insert the following: 

REPEAL OF LIMITATION ON TREBLE DAMAGE 

ACTIONS 

Src. 5. The second sentence of subsection 
(c) of section 409 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is amended by striking out “but 
in no event shall such amount exceed the 
amount of the overcharge, or the overcharges, 
plus $10,000.” 

Change succeeding section numbers to 
conform. 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, per- 
haps it is an indication of undue faith 
for me to submit the amendment, be- 
cause it is designed to strengthen the 
bill, rather than to weaken it; and thus 
far every action taken both in the com- 
mittee and on the floor has been an ac- 
tion to weaken the bill. I have no de- 
sire to inflict pain upon myself, but I 
think the issue on this point should be 
made clear. 

Under the present law, in the event 
that there is a price overcharge, a suit 
may be brought either by the victim of 
the overcharge or, if he fails to bring a 
suit within 30 days, by the President or 
his agent. 

The damages which may be collected 
by means of such a suit are limited to 


The 
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three times the amount of the over- 
charge, but in no event can they be more 
than the overcharge plus $10,000. The 
latter is the important point; for this 
provision means that any overcharge 
under 85,000 is subject to the treble- 
damage penalty, but that any overcharge 
over $5,000 is limited by the $10,000 pro- 
Vision. 

Let me give a few illustrations of that 
situation. If the overcharge amounts to 
$1,000, the penalty is $3,000. 

If the overcharge is $2,500, the pen- 
alty is $7,500. 

If the overcharge is $5,000, the penalty 
is $15,000. 

In the foregoing illustrations, there 
are treble damages; but beyond that 
point, the $10,000 limitation comes into 
effect and, reduces the amount of the 
penalty. 

For instance, if the overcharge is 
$20,000, the penalty is not $60,000 but 
only $20,000 plus $10,000, or 820,000. 

If the overcharge is $200,000, the pen- 
alty is not $600,000 but only $200,000 
plus $10,000, or $210,000. 

In other words, the greater the over- 
charge the cheaper the penalty. Thus 
there is almost an incentive to bigger 
and better overcharges. 

Mr. President, if any Senator can raise 
a reasonable objection as to why the 
punishment should not be made to fit the 
crime, I shall be glad to reconsider my 
amendment. I should like to ask, What 
possible objection could there be to such 
an amendment as this one? 

Of course, it may indicate too much 
trust on my part, for me to think that 
the Senate would adopt a strengthening 
amendment, after we have been ripping 
the vitals out of the bill; but I still have 
hope. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, we 
have no recommendation from the De- 
partment of Justice in favor of such an 
increase in the penalties. 

I hope the amendment will be rejected. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment submitted by the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Dovctas], on behalf of him- 
self and other Senators. [Putting the 
question.] The “noes” appear to have it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I call 
for a division. 

On a division, the amendment was 
rejected. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment identified as “6-26- 
51-K.” The amendment is designed to 
provide authority for Government pay- 
ments to encourage marginal production 
and to prevent price increases. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
amendment will be stated. À 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 3, between 
lines 4 and 5, it is proposed to insert the 
following: 

SUBSIDIES TO MAINTAIN MARGINAL PRODUCTION 

Sec. 5. (a) Section 303 of the Defense Pro- 
duction Act is amended by inserting between 
subsection (b) and subsection (c) the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

“(c) If the President finds— 

“(1) that under generally fair and equita- 
ble ceiling prices for any material, there will 
result a decrease in supplies from high-cost 
sources of such material, and that the con- 
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tinuation of such supplies is necessary to 
carry out the objectives of the act; or 

“(2) that under ceilings on products re- 
sulting from the processing of agricultural 
commodities, including livestock, which al- 
low a generally fair and equitable margin for 
such processing, certain high-cost processors 
will be unable to maintain production, and 
that continued supplies from such processors 
are necessary to carry out the objectives of 
the act; or 

“(3) that an increase in cost of produc- 
tion, distribution, or transportation is tem- 
porary in character and threatens to impair 
maximum production or supply in any area 
at stable prices of any materials, 
he may make provision for subsidy payments 
on any domestically produced material in 
such amounts and in such manner (includ- 
ing purchases of such material and its re- 
sale at a loss without regard to the limita- 
tions of existing law), and on such terms and 
conditions, as he determines to be necessary 
to insure that supplies from such high-cost 
sources or processors are continued, or that 
maximum production or supply in such area, 
at stable prices of such materials is main- 
tained, as the case may be.” 

(b) Such section is further amended by 
redesignating subsections (c) and (d) as 
subsections (d) and (e). 

Change succeeding section numbers to 
conform. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I be- 
lieve this amendment should be adopted. 
It is a vital part of any sound and flex- 
ible plan of price control. This amend- 
ment would authorize the Government to 
expand production where and as neces- 
sary, through the assurance to marginal 
and high-cost producers of incentive 
payments—differential payments—cov- 
ering the difference between the regular 
price ceiling and the added cost of pro- 
duction of the marginal, high-cost 
producers. 

This is the only way to insure max- 
imum production and to maintain a 
reasonable price ceiling. 

I hasten to say that I am not propos- 
ing an across-the-board authorization 
for what has been called a subsidy pro- 
gram. Subsidies to primary agricultural 
producers would not be authorized under 
my amendment. This is not the Bran- 
nan plan in disguise. My proposal is 
limited in its effect to production, pro- 
cessing, and transportation of a margi- 
nal nature where, for some producers or 
for some limited aspect of transporta- 
tion or processing, a differential or in- 
centive payment is required to insure the 
last portion of production which would 
not be possible under the price ceilings 
in force. 

This is not a revolutionary or radical 
It was used in the last war, and 
used successfully. During the last war, 
of course, this program was much broad- 
er than the program envisioned under 
my amendment. It extended to agricul- 
tural products and to the primary pro- 
ducers of those products. I do not pro- 
pose such a program at this time. It 
would be impossible to curry out such a 
program under the terms of my amend- 
mert. 

This limited proposal for subsidy pay- 
ments to marginal producers was recom- 
mended by the President. It was before 
the Banking and Currency Committee, 
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I understand that this proposal was not 
given much consideration by the com- 
mittee. The Farm Bureau and other 
farm organizations opposed it. 

I say to my friends of the farm organ- 
izations, and to my friends the farmers— 
for I have always been their friend— 
that this is a vitally important and con- 
structive amendment which will be of 
inestimable benefit to the farmers as 
well as to every other part of the na- 
tional economy. 

Under the terms of my amendment, 
the differential payments would be avail- 
able to agricultural processors, but not 
to primary producers. Thus, if there is 
any processing program in which mar- 
ginal operations are being squeezed by 
the ceiling price, these differential pay- 
ments would be available to relieve that 
squeeze and yet to permit a reasonable 
price ceiling to remain. 

It is my belief that the authority pro- 
posed in this amendment could be used 
in the case of the high-cost cattle feed- 
ers. It would eliminate all the real justi- 
fication for the complaints made against 
the projected.roll-backs in beef prices. 

The authority contained in this 
amendment, however, is designed princi- 
pally for use in the field of strategic 
metals and minerals. All of us know that 
in the production of copper, lead, zinc, 
and tungsten, the majority of the pro- 
ducers can operate profitably at a much 
lower price than the marginal producers 
can. In some mines the cost of produc- 
tion for mining the ore from the mar- 
ginal deposits is vastly greater than the 
cost of production in the ordinary or 
average deposits. 

The result is that in order to make it 
profitable to mine the high-cost or low- 
grade deposit, we have, in the absence of 
the authority contained in this amend- 
ment, been required to set a price geared 
to the high cost of production in the 
marginal deposits. 

This is especially true in the case of 
individual mines whose deposits are 
largely or even entirely of the low-grade 
and therefore of the high-cost type. 

I need only briefiy recall the experi- 
ence we had in the last war with cop- 
per. My colleagues from the copper- 
producing States know of that experi- 
ence in greater detail than I. The Gov- 
ernment paid a subsidy of 5 cents per 
pound to get the high-cost copper mines 
into operation, but we were thus able 
to maintain a ceiling price of 12 cents a 
pound for ordinary production. The 
copper-incentive-payment program cost 
the Government $10,000,000. Without 
those incentive payments the price ceil- 
ing would have had to be set at 17 cents 
a pound. The spread between 12 cents 
and 17 cents for the total production 
would have cost $280,000,000. Thus, 
through this program we saved $270,- 
000,000. 

I do not have the figures on lead 
and zinc, but I understand that they 
follow the same pattern. 

I am aware that there is authority 
in the present act—and there would be 
authority in the law if the pending bill 
were approved without any amendment, 
for the Government purchase and re- 
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sale of certain strategic minerals and 
metals. This authority is utterly inade- 
quate for the basic purpose. 

While under this authority the Gov- 
ernment can buy from high-cost pro- 
ducers and resell at the ceiling price, 
this is such a cumbersome procedure and 
so fraught with difficulty that the in- 
evitable tendency is to set the price at 
the higher level and let the low-cost pro- 
ducer reap the profit to the detriment 
of the Government and of the consuming 
public. This was recently true in the 
case of tungsten when a price of 65 cents 
a pound was set, although ordinary pro- 
ducers could make a profit at 48 cents a 
pound. 

Mr. President, if we are going to have 
price control, if we are going to control 
prices, and protect this country against 
inflation and at the same time stimulate 
production where needed, the authority 
to make these incentive payments must 
be provided. 

This authority can, of course, be 
abused, but it can be controlled through 
appropriations and, moreover, all dele- 
gations of authority can be abused. It 
is an insufficient argument against the 
grant of authority. 

If we are going to be honest with the 
American people, if we are going into 
this fight against inflation to win, this 
amendment provides a necessary 
weapon. 

Mr. President, I yield the remainder 
of my time to my distinguished colleague, 
the Senator from Connecticut IMr. 
BENTON]. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. If I have time, at the 
conclusion of the remarks of my col- 
league, I shall be pleased to yield to the 
Senator from Nevada. 

Mr.. MALONE. It will take only 5 
seconds. 

M. THYE. Mr. President, how much 
time has the Senator from New York to 
yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from New York has 9 minutes. 

Mr. BENTON. I yield to the Senator 
from Nevada for the 5 seconds. 

Mr. MALONE. I should simply like to 
cali the attention of the distinguished 
Senator from New York to the fact that 
the policy of the Government has al- 
ready closed 75 percent of the mines 
which were producing strategic and 
critical minerals and materials; that the 
absolute policy for 18 years has been to 
buy foreign materials, not domestic ma- 
terials, and that that is the reason for 
our having nothing in the stockpile. 

Mr. BENTON. A few moments ago I 
was talking about the words “collec- 
tivism” and “socialism.” 
that this amendment poses another se- 
mantic difficulty for us in the Senate, 
because of its use of the word “subsidy.” 
It is a bad word, an ominous word. It is 
a word none of us like. It is a symbol we 
want to oppose; and, by the necessary use 
of this word in this amendment, it tends 
to conceal the problem which the amend- 
ment is designed to meet. I fear that 
many Senators may tend to oppose this 
amendment because, along with the dis- 
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tinguished Senator from New York and 
myself, they cannot stomach the word 
“subsidy.” I congratulate the Senator 
from New York in having used the phrase 
“incentive payment” in his presentation 
of the amendment. If we had attached 
to this proposed amendment a nice word 
like “parity,” about which the distin- 
guished Senator from Wyoming was 
speaking last night, it would have a bet- 
ter chance of receiving the favorable at- 
tention it deserves. 

Mr. President, some of those who had 
the greatest experience with the problem 
of price control and economic stabiliza- 
tion in the last war are residents of my 
State. Notable among them, of course, 
is Governor Bowles, former chief of the 
wartime OPA. In his remarkable letter 
to the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Douc- 
Las] of May 31, 1951, which is in the 
record of our hearings, he called for in- 
centive payments totaling annually 
about $1,600,000,000, as a part of his 
realistic six-point program to stabilize 
the economy and to hold prices. I think 
most of us would agree that if we could 
get stabilization for $1,600,000,000, or for 
anything remotely like it, it would be a 
very cheap price to pay. I may say that 
many of Governor Bowles’ associates in 
the OPA, including many distinguished 
business leaders, directors of great cor- 
porations, and cutstanding Republicans, 
agree with him as to the need of author- 
ity for subsidies if we are to put ourselves 
in a position to meet emergencies that 
may lie ahead in our efforts to stabilize 
the economy. 

I am sure that if they had known the 
kind of bill the Senate would be putting 
through in the past 2 days, the kind of 
restrictions being written into it, and 
the various difficulties being placed in 
the way of our administrative officers 
who are supposed to control prices, they 
would have felt that the need for author- 
ity for a subsidy program was much 
greater. 

I should like to remind the Senate 
that during the war a total of $4,000,-- 
000,000 was put into subsidies, during a 
32 months’ period, when prices were suc- 
cessfully held to a rise of only 244 per- 
cent. In view of the fact that virtually 
50 percent of our total production was 
devoted to the war effort, this stability 
of prices is a most remarkable record. 
Many students of the problem think that 
the $4,000,000,000 which we put into sub- 
sidies saved tens of billions of dollars. 
Certainly it was better to take $4,090,- 
000,000 from the taxpayers in subsidies 
than to take tens of billions from their 
household budgets through higher prices. 

Mr. President, I have learned that 
there was great and widespread differ- 
ence of opinion among administrative 
leaders prior to the submission of their 
recommendations on the Defense Pro- 
duction Act last May, as to whether to 
request authority for a major subsidy 
program, if events proved it was needed. 
I believe that if they had foreseen the 
kind of deal they now seem likely to get, 
there would have been little difference of 
opinion, and that they would have de- 
manded that authority, if only to keep 
the record straight. 
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However, the amendment we are now 
discussing does not call for the grant- 
ing of any general authority for a sub- 
sidy program. It merely calls for au- 
thority to maintain marginal produc- 
tion. Mr. Wilson and his associates will 
have to run another gauntlet, even if the 
Senate adopts this amendment. They 
will have to come to Congress to get the 
money, when and as they decide that 
they want to subsidize marginal produc- 
tion. Of course, I favor giving them the 
authority at least to come to the Con- 
gress to make their case and ask for the 
money, if they think this is the way to 
save large sums of money for the Ameri- 
can taxpayers and the American con- 
sumers. í 

I should like to take copper as an ex- 
ample, and I shall comment briefly, if I 
may, before I finish, on the point raised 
by the Senator from Nevada. But, as 
he knows, copper is a very, very short 
commodity in my State, which processes 
more copper than does any other State 
in the Union; in fact, Waterbury, Conn., 
calls itself the “brass center of the 
world.” Many plants in my State are 
closed down today for lack of copper, or 
are working on short shifts, with great 
loss to our economy. 

Which makes the more sense? Does it 
make more sense to raise the price of 
copper in order to stimulate produc- 
tion—so that we may get the copper to 
these plants—and by doing so to provide 
all copper producers, even those who are 
now earning a very substantial profit, 
with a still greater and possibly highly 
inflated profit? Does that make more 
sense, or does it make more sense to hold 
copper prices firm and at the same time, 
to provide incentive for the extra pro- 
duction to develop a subsidy program 
for the time marginal mines which, with 
a subsidy, could now go to work and pro- 
duce the extra copper we need? 

Here we have an excellent example 
of a product on which, if we want to 
stimulate production, a marginal sub- 

*sidy is a far cheaper way to get the job 
done than is a general subsidy, and far 
more in the interest of the American 
consumer than a higher price. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BENTON. I yield to the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. How is it that the Gov- 
ernment now permits Chilean copper 
producers to be paid 4 cents a pound 
more than American copper producers 
are paid? Would we not produce more 
copper in this country if the users were 
permitted to pay as much for American 
copper as for Chilean copper? There is 
a differential of 4 cents a pound in- 
volved. 

Mr. BENTON. Of course, there are 
few laws on our books which I think 
better illustrate the contradictory char- 
acter of some of our legislation and the 
long-term folly of the 4 cents a pound 
extra tax which we levy as Chilean cop- 
per comes into this country. I think it 
is in the form of an excise tax, and not 
a tariff. I favor repealing the tax. I 
Co not favor raising the price of all cop- 
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per 4 cents because we have this stupid 
destructive tax. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BENTON. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. There is no tariff on cop- 
per today. The duty on copper has been 
entirely suspended. We are paying Chile 
28 cents a pound and paying our pro- 
ducers 24 cents. We are making our 
processors pay two different prices, 28 
cents for Chilean copper and 24 cents 
for American copper. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, may I 
address a question to the Senator from 
Qhio? Does the Senator fevor the extra 
4 cents a pound price for Chilean cop- 
per? 

Mr. TAFT. I certainly do not favor 
paying Chilean producers more than we 
are paying American producers. 

Mr. BENTON. We are in complete 
agreement, if the Senator agrees with 
me that we should bring down the price 
of Chilean copper by eliminating the tax 
instead of raising the price uf American 
copper. Whether it is because of an ex- 
cise tax or a tariff it seems to me the 
height of folly for us is to be taxing im- 
ports of foreign copper on any basis 
whatsoever. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, the 
chairman of the committee yielded to 
me his time. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, has my 
time expired? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, It has 
expired. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, the 
Senator from New York (Mr. LEHMAN] 
said he did not think the committee gave 
much consideration to this amendment. 
I admit that it did not take us until 
midnight to decide that we did not want 
it, but we gave plenty of consideration 
to it. All the farm groups were against 
it; all the business groups vere against 
it; no one knew what it would cost. 
Some said it would cost $2,000,000,000, 
some said it would cost $4,000,000,000, 
and some said, “We do not know how 
zan it will cost, or how long it will 

The Secretary of the Treasury testi- 
fied before the Finance Committee this 
morning that he would be faced with a 
deficit within 60 days. The distinguished 
Senator from Connecticut says we can 
stabilize our economy in a period of defi- 
cit by borrowing $4,000,000,000 and help- 
ing to pay the food bill of the Nation. 
Our committee does not endorse that 
proposition, and I do not think the 
Senate will endorse it. 

I yield back the remainder of my time 
with the hope that we can get a vote 
on this amendment, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from New 
1 (Mr. LEHMAN J. [Putting the ques- 

on. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment “6-27-51-L” and ask 
that it be stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Minnesota. 
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The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, 
between lines 4 and 5, it is proposed to 
insert the following new section: 

APPROVAL BY SECRETARY OF AGRICULTRE OF 
CEILING PRICES FOR MILK OR BUTTERFAT 

Sec. . Section 402 (d) (3) of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 is amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof the following: “No 
ceiling prices to producers for milk or but- 
terfat used for manufacturing dairy products 
shall be issued until and unless the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture shall determine that such 
prices are reasonable in view of the price of 
feeds, the available supplies of feeds, and 
other economic conditions which affect the 
supply and demand for dairy products, and 
will insure a sufficient quantity of dairy 
products and be in the public interest. The 
prices so determined shall be adjusted by 
him for use, grade, quality, location, and 
season of the year.” 


Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I offer the 
amendment, which provides that before 
ceiling prices are issued, the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall determine that such 
Frices are reasonable and equitable. I 
think it is a safe amendment, and for 
that reason I shall not take another 
minute to discuss it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. THYE]. [Putting the ques- 
tion.] The “noes” seem to have it. 

Mr. THYE. I ask for a division, Mr. 
President, 

Mr. LONG. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


The 


Aiken Hendrickson McMahon 
Anderson Hennings Millikin 
Bennett Hickenlooper Monroney 
Benton Moody 
Brewster Hoey Morse 
Bricker Holland Mundt 
Bridges Humphrey Necly 
Butler, Md. Ives Nixon 
Butler, Nebr. Jenner O'Mahoney 
Byrd Johnson, Colo. Pastore 
Cain Johnson, Tex. Robertson 
Capehart Kefauver Saltonstall 
Carlson Kem Schoeppe 
Case Kerr Smith, Maine 
Clements Kilgore Smith, N. J 
Connally Knowland Smith, N. C. 
Dirksen Langer Sparkman 
Douglas Lehman Stennis 
Duff Long Taft 
Dworshak Magnuson Thye 
Eastland Malone Tobey 
Ellender Maybank Underwood 
Ferguson McCarran Welker 
Frear McCarthy Whi 

George McClellan Wiley 
Green McFarland Williams 
Hayden McKellar Young 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A 
quorum is present. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. THYE]. [Putting the question.] 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I ask for a 
division. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Allin 
favor of the amendment will rise and 
remain standing until counted. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
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Cuavez], the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. FULBRIGHT], the Senator from Iowa 
(Mr. GILLETTE], the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. Hunt], the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. O’Conor], and the Sen- 
ator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] are 
absent on official business. 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JOHNSTON] is absent on official committee 
business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate on 
official business, having been appointed 
a representative of our Government to 
attend the International Labor Confer- 
ence being held in Geneva, Switzerland. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH- 
ERS] is absent because of illness. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. Ecton], 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS], and the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. LopcE] are absent on official 
business. If present and voting, the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. LODGE] 
would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. Cor- 
por] and the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Warxkins] are detained on ofiicial busi- 
ness. 

The result was announced—yeas 29, 
nays 52, as follows: 


YEAS—29 
Aiken Hendrickson Mundt 
Bennett Hickenlooper Nixon 
Bricker Ives Smith, Maine 
Bridges Jenner Thye 
Butler, Nebr. Johnson, Colo. Tobey 
Cain Knowland Welker 
Capehart Langer Wherry 
Carlson Malone Wiley 
Ferguson McCarthy Youne 
Frear Millikin 
NAYS—52 
Anderson Hill Monroney 
Benton Hoey Mocdy 
Brewster Holland Morse 
Butler, Md. Hump) Neely 
Byrd Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney 
Case Kefauver Pastore 
Clements Kem Robertson 
Connally Kerr Saltonstall 
Dirksen Kilgore Schoeppei 
Douglas Lehman Smith, N. J. 
Duff Long Smith, N. C. 
Dworshak Magnuson Sparkman 
Eastland Maybank Stennis 
Ellender McCarran Taft 
George McClellan Underwood 
Green McFarland Williams 
Hayden McKellar 
Hennings McMahon 
NOT VOTING—15 
Chavez Gillette Murray 
Cordon Hunt O'Conor 
Ecton Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Flanders Lodge Smathers 
Fulbright Martin Watkins 
So Mr. THYE’s amendment was re- 
jected. 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment which I ask 
to have stated. . 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
after line 14, it is proposed to insert the 
following paragraph: 

(5) No ceilings shall be established or 
maintained on products resulting from the 
processing of cattle and calves, lambs and 
sheep, and hogs, the processing of each spe- 
cies being separately considered, which do 
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not allow for a reasonable margin of profit 
to each segment of the processing industry as 
a group on each such species. 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I shall 
detain the Senate for only a few minutes. 
I think every Senator is acquainted with 
this amendment. It is the so-called 


Barkley-Bates amendment which was 


adopted during the war. If I am not 
mistaken, I believe it was offered last 
year by the chairman of the Banking 
and Currency Committee and the junior 
Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator is cor- 
rect. If the Senator desires to have me 
take the amendment to conference I 
will take it to conference, without any 
obligation to be committed in the con- 
ference. . 

Mr. WHERRY. I deeply appreciate 
that. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I took it to confer- 
ence last time, and we tried to agree 
upon a provision. We reported some 
sections of the amendment which were 
satisfactory. I shall be glad to take it 
to conference. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. As I vnderstand, this 
amendment requires a prcfit on each 
species of animals—cattie, calves, lamb, 
shcep, and hogs. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator is mis- 
taken. y 

Mr. WHERRY. It applies to the meat, 
not to the animals. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Not to the slaughter- 

9 


Mr. WHERRY. This amendment ap- 
plies to nonslaughterers, or those en- 
gaged in processing the meat. It pro- 
vides that a fair and equitable price shall 
be allowed, so that a ceiling will not be 
imposed which would require a processor 
to fold up his business: 

Mr. DOUGLAS. But on each—— 

Mr. WHERRY. Just a moment. In 
arriving at the price, the amendment 
provides that the processor shall not be 
required to take his profits from all seg- 
ments of his business, but shall have a 
profit in each department. Formerly, for 
example, if pork lost money, the profit 
had to be made up on something else. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. There must be a 
profit on each species? 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. How would the Sen- 
ator distribute the overhead as between 
a hog and a steer, or as between a lamb 
and a chicken? 

Mr. WHERRY. To begin with, these 
nonslaughterers do not process chickens, 
Iam sure of that. So the chicken argu- 
ment is just chicken. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I might rejoin that 
the amendment of the Senator from Ne- 
braska is a different type of bird. 

Mr. WHERRY. Iam not talking about 
Trojan steers, or female steers, or any 
other kind of steers, I will say to the Sen- 
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. KERR. As I understand, the 
Senator is not talking about anything 
but livestock or poultry. 
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Mr. WHERRY,. Did the Senator ask 
me to yield? 

Mr. KERR. No. 
yield for a question? 
à Mr. WHERRY. Iwill yield for a ques- 

on. . 

Mr. KERR. I asked the Senator 

Mr. WHERRY. What is it the Sena- 
tor would like to know? 

Mr. KERR. Does the amendment 
comprehend any other kind of livestock 
besides steers, lambs, hogs, or poultry? 
Is there any other classification besides 
either poultry or livestock? 

Mr. WHERRY. This amendment 
contemplates only what is in its provi- 
sions, and it is a sensible amendment. 
I do not know what kind of livestock the 
Senator is talking about; I do not know 
what is in his mind; but I do know that 
the provisions of the Barkley-Bates 
amendment are sound. 

This question arose when the distin- 
guished Senator from New Mexico was 
Secretary of Agriculture. We found that 
ceilings were placed which drove non- 
slaughterers out of existence. That was 
one of the things which helped to create 
the black market, and the Barkley-Bates 
amendment did a great deal to alleviate 
that condition. The Small Business 
Committee heard not only tens and 
scores, but hundreds of small-business 
men who asked for relief. This amend- 
ment would afford the necessary relief. 

Mr. President, I did not quite under- 
stand what the distinguished chairman 
of the committee said. Did he say that 
he would take the amendment to confer- 
ence? : 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, last 
year when this question was before us, 
the Senator from Nebraska and I of- 
fered an amendment which I took to 
conference. I shall be glad to take this 
amendment to conference, without any 
responsibility. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. President, I should like to have a 
voice vote on the amendment, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ne- 
braska. [Putting the question.] 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
for a division. 

On a division the amendment was 
agreed to. : 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
offer the amendment which I send to the 
desk. I have heretofore proposed this 
amendment. It is the only amendment 
Ihave. It is lettered “J.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment will be stated. It is a very 
lengthy amendment. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. There is a copy on 
the desk of every Senator. I ask un- 
animous consent that the reading of 
the amendment may be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. And 
that it be printed in the RECORD? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. And that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


Will the Senator 


The 


With- 
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Mr.SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to modify the amendment by strik- 
ing from it lines 12 through 23 on page 
5, and by relettering subsequent sub- 
sections properly. 

‘The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator has a right to modify his 
amendment. Without objection, the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Alabama will be printed in the RECORD 
ai this point. 

The amendment offered by Mr. SPARK- 
MAN is as follows: 


On page 3, between lines 4 and 5, insert a 
new section and renumber succeeding sec- 
tions accordingly: 

“Sec, 5. Section 701 of the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950 is amended to read as 
follows: 

“Sec. 701. (a) (1) It is the sense of the 
Congress that small-business concerns be 
encouraged to make the greatest possible 
contribution toward achieving the objec- 
tives of this act. In order to carry out this 
policy there is hereby created an agency un- 
der the name “Small Defense Plants Admin- 
istration” (hereinafter referred to as the Ad- 
ministration), which Administration shall 
be under the general direction and super- 
vision of the President. The principal office 
of the Administration shall be located in the 
District of Columbia, but the Administra- 
tion may establish such branch offices in 
other places in the United States as may be 
determined by the Administrator of the Ad- 
ministration. For the purposes of this sec- 
tion, a small-business concern shall be 
deemed to be one which is independently 
owned and operated and which is not domi- 
nant in its field of operation. The Admin- 
istration, in making a detailed definition, 
may use these criteria, among others: In- 
dependency of ownership and operation, 
number of employees, dollar volume of busi- 
ness, and nondominance in its field. 

“*(2) The Administration is authorized 
to obtain money from the Treasury of the 
United States, fér use in the performance of 
the powers and duties granted to or imposed 
upon it by law, not to exceed a total of $50,- 
000,000 outstanding at any-one time. For 
this purpose appropriations not to exceed 
$50,000,000 are hereby authorized to be 
made to a revolving fund in the Treasury. 
Advances shall be made to the Administra- 
tion from the revolving fund when request- 
ed by the Administration. This revolving 
fund shall be used for the purposes enumer- 
ated subsequently in section 701 (b) (1) 
(B), (C), (D), and (E). Reimbursements 
made to the Administration under these op- 
erations shall revert to the revolving fund 
for use for the same purposes, 

63) The management of the Adminis- 
tration shall be vested in an Administrator 
who shall be appointed by the President, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Sen- 
ate, and who shall be a person of outstand- 
ing qualifications known to be familiar and 
sympathetic with small-business needs and 
problems. The Administrator shall receive 
compensation at the rate of $17,500 per an- 
num. The Administrator shal] not engage 
in any other business, vocation, or employ- 
ment than that of serving as Administrator. 
The Administrator is authorized to appoint 
two Deputy Administrators to assist in the 
execution of the functions vested in the Ad- 
ministration. Deputy Administrators shall 
be paid at the rate of $15,000 per annum. 

“*(4) The Administration shall not have 
succession, beyond June 30, 1952, except for 
purposes of liquidation, unless its life is 
extended beyond such date pursuant to an 
act of Congress. It shall have power to 
adopt, alter, and use a seal, which shall be 
judicially noticed; to select and employ such 
officers, employces, attorneys, and agents as 
shall be necescary for the transaction of 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


business of the Administration; to define 
their authority and duties, require bonds of 
them, and fix the penalties thereof. The 
Administration, with the consent of any 
board, commission, independent establish- 
ment, or executive department of the Gov- 
ernment, may avail itself of the use of in- 
formation, services, facilities, including any 
field service thereof, officers, and employees 
thereof in carrying out the provisions of this 
section. 

“*(5) All moneys of the Administration 
not otherwise employed may be deposited 
with the Treasurer of the United States sub- 
ject to check by authority of the Adminis- 
tration or in any Federal Reserve bank. The 
Federal Reserve banks are authorized and 
directed to act as depositaries, custodians, 
and fiscal agents for the Administration in 
the general performance of its powers con- 
ferred by this act. All insured banks, when 
designated by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
shall act as depositaries, custodians, and 
financial agents for the Administration. 

“*(b) (1) Without regard to any other 
provision of law except the regulations pre- 
scribed under section 201 of the First War 
Powers Act, 1941, as amended, the Adminis- 
tration is empowered— 

„A) to recommend to the Reconstruc- 
tion Finance Corporation loans or advances, 
on such terms and conditions end with such 
maturity as the Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration may determine on its own discre- 
tion, to enable small-business concerns to 
finance plant construction, conversion, or 
expansion, including the acquisition of land; 
or finance the acquisition of equipment, fa- 
cilities, machinery, supplies, or materials; or 
to finance research, development, and experi- 
mental work on new or improved products or 
processes; or to supply such concerns with 
capital to be used in the manufacture of 
articles, equipment, supplies, or materials 
for defense or essential civilian purpoess; or 
to establish and operate technical labora- 
tories to serve small-business concerns; such 
loans or advances to be made or effected 
either directly by the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation or in cooperation with banks or 
other lending institutions through agree- 
ments to participate in insurance of loans, 
or by the purchase of participations, or other- 
wise; 

“*(B) to enter into contracts with the 
United States Government and any depart- 
ment, agency, or officer thereof having pro- 
curement powers obligating the Administra- 
tion to furnish articles, equipment, supplies, 
or materials to the Government; 

“"(C) to arrange for the performance of 
such contracts by letting subcontracts to 
small-business concerns or others for the 
manufacture, supply, or assembly of such 
articles, equipment, supplies, or materials, or 
parts thereof, or servicing or processing in 
connection therewith, or such management 
services as may be necessary to enable the 
Administration to perform such contracts; 
and 

„D) to provide technical and managerial 
aids to small-business concerns, by main- 
taining a clearinghouse for technical Infor- 
mation, by cooperating with other Govern- 
ment agencies, by disseminating informa- 
tion, and by such other activities as are 
deemed appropriate by the Administration. 

“*(2) In any case in which the Adminis- 
tration certifies to any officer of the Govern- 
ment having procurement powers that the 
Administration is competent to perform any 
specific Government procurement contract to 
be let by any such officers, such officer shall 
be authorized to let such procurement con- 
tract to the Administration upon such terms 
and conditions as may be agreed upon be- 
tween the Administration and the procure- 
ment officer. 

“*(c) (1) Whoever makes any statement 
knowing it to be false, or whoever willfully 
overvalues any security, for the purpose of 
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obtaining for himself or for any applicant 
any loan, or extension thereof by renewal, 
deferment of action, or otherwise, or the 
acceptance, release, or substitution of se- 
curity therefor, or for the purpose of in- 
fluencing in any way the action of the Ad- 
ministration, or for the purpose of obtaining 
money, property, or anything of value, under 
this section, shall be punished by a fine of 
not more than $5,000 or by imprisonment 
for not more than 2 years, or both. 

%) Whoever, being connected in any 
capacity with the Administration (A) em- 
bezzles, abstracts, purloins, or willfully mis- 
applies any moneys, funds, securities, or 
other things of value, whether belonging to 
it or pledged or otherwise entrusted to it, 
or (B) with intent to defraud the Admin- 
isiration or any other body politic or cor- 
porate, or any individual, or to deceive any 
Officer, auditor, or examiner of the Admin- 
istration makes any false entry in any book, 
report, or statement of or to the Adminis- 
tration, or, without being duly authorized, 
draws any order or issues, puts forth, or 
assigns eny note, debenture, bond, or other 
obligation, or draft, bill of exchange, mort- 
gage, judgment, or decree thereof, or (C) 
with intent to defraud participates, shares, 
receives directly or indirectly any money, 
profit, property, or benefit through any 
transaction, loan, commission, contract, or 
any othcr act of the Administration, or (D) 
gives any unauthorized information con- 
cerning any future action or plan of the Ad- 
ministration which might affect the value of 
securities, or, having such knowledge, in- 
vests or speculates, directly or indirectly, in 
tke securities or property of any company 
or corporation receiving loans or other as- 
sistance from the Administration shall be 
punished by a fine of not more than $10,000 
or by imprisonment for not more than 5 
years, or both. 

“*(d) (1) It shall be the duty of the Ad- 
ministration and it is hereby empowered, to 
coordinate and to ascertain the means by 
which the productive capacity of small- 
business concerns can. be most effectively 
utilized for national defense and essential 
civilian production. 

“"(2) It shall ke the duty of the Admin- 
istration and it is hereby empowered, to 
consult and cooperate with appropriate gov- 
ernmental agencies in the issuance of all 
orders limiting or expanding production by, 
or in the formulation of policy in granting 
priorities to, business concerns. All such 
governmental agencies are required, before 
issuing such orders or announcing such pri- 
ority policies, to consult with the Adminis- 
tration in order that small-business con- 
cerns will be most effectively utilized in the 
production of articles, equipment, supplies 
and materials for national defense and es- 
eontial civilian purposes. 

“‘(e) The Administration shall have 
power, and it is hereby directed, whenever it 
determines such action is necesenry— 

“*(1) to make a complete inventory of all 
productive facilities of small-business con- 
cerns which can be used for defense and 
essential civilian production or to arrange 
for such inventory to be made by any other 
governmental agency which has the facili- 
ties. In making any such inventory, the 
appropriate agencies in the several States 
shall be requested to furnish an inventory 
of the productive facilities of small-business 
concerns in each respective State if such an 
inventory is available or in prospect; 

“*(2) to consult and cooperate with offi- 
cers of the Government having procurement 
powers, in order to utilize the potential pro- 
ductive capacity of plants operated by small- 
business concerns; 

“*(3) to obtain information as to methods 
and practices which Government prime con- 
tractors utilize in letting subcontracts and 
to take action to encourc’¢ the letting of 
subcontracts by prime convracvors to small- 
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business concerns at prices and on condi- 
tions and terms which are fair and equitable. 

4) to take such action authorized 
under this section, as is necessary to provide 
small-business concerns with an adequate 
incentive, excluding subsidies, to engage in 
defense and essential civilian production and 
to facilitate the conversion and equipping 
of plants of small-business concerns for 
such production; 

“*(5) to determine within any industry 
the concerns, firms, persons, corporations, 
partnerships, cooperatives, or other business 
enterprises, which are to be designated 

* “small-business concerns” for the purpose of 
effectuating the provisions of this section; 

“*(6) to certify to Government procure- 
ment officers with respect to the compe- 
tency, as to capacity and credit, of any 
small-business concern or group of such 
concerns to perform a specific Government 
procurement contract; 

67) to obtain from any Federal de- 
partment, establishment, or agency engaged 
in defense procurement or in the financing 
of defense procurement or production such 
reports concerning the letting of contracts 
and subcontracts and making of loans to 
business concerns as it may deem pertinent 
in carrying out its functions under this act; 

“*(8) to obtain from suppliers of materials 
information pertaining to the method of 
filling orders and the bases for allocating 
their supply, whenever it appears that any 
small business is unable to obtain materials 
for defense or essential civilian production 
from its normal sources; 

“*(9) to make studies and recommenda- 
tions to the appropriate Federal agencies to 
insure a fair and equitable share of mate- 


rials, supplies, and equipment to small- - 


business concerns to effectuate the defense 
program or for essential civilian purposes; 

“*(10) to consult and cooperate with all 
Government agencies for the purpose of in- 
suring that small-business concerns shall 
receive fair and reasonable treatment from 
such agencies; 

“*(11) to establish such advisory boards 
and committees wholly representative of 
small business as may be found necessary to 
achieve the purposes of this section. 

„( H) (1) The Congress has as its policy 
that a fair proportion of the total pur- 
chases and contracts for supplies and services 
for the Government shall be placed with 
small-business concerns. To effectuate such 
policy, small-business concerns within the 
meaning of this section shall receive any 
award or contract or any part thereof as 
to which it is determined by the Admin- 
istration and the contracting procurement 
agencies (A) to be in the interest of mobil- 
izing the Nation’s full productive capacity, 
or (B) to be in the interest of the national 
defense program, to make such award or 
let such contract to a small-business con- 
cern. 

“*(2) Whenever materials or supplies are 
allocated by law, a fair and equitable per- 
centage thereof shall be made available to 
the Administration, to be allocated by it 
to small plants unable to obtain the neces- 
sary materials or supplies from usual sources. 
Such percentage shall be determined by the 
head of the lawful allocating authority after 
giving full consideration to the claims pre- 
sented by the Administration. 

3) Whenever the President invokes the 
powers given him in this act to allocate, or 
approve agreements allocating, any material, 
to an extent which the President finds will 
result in a significant dislocation of the 
normal distribution in the civilian market, 
he shall do so in such a manner as to make 
available, so far as practicable, for business 
and various segments thereof in the normal 
channel of distribution of such material a 
fair share of the available civilian supply 
based, so far as practicable, on the share 
received by such business under normal con- 
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ditions during a representative period pre- 
ceding June 24, 1950: Provided, That the 
limitations and restrictions imposed on the 
production of specific items should give due 
consideration to the needs of new concerns, 

g) The Administration shall make a 
report every 90 days of operations under this 
title to the President, the President of the 
Senate, and the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives. Such report shall include 
the names of the business concerns to whom 
contracts are let, and for whom financing is 
arranged, by the Administration, together 
with the amounts involved, and such report 
shall include such other information, and 
such comments and recommendations, with 
respect to the relation of small-business con- 
cerns to the defense effort, as the Adminis- 
tration may deem appropriate. 

“‘(h) The Administration is hereby em- 
powered to make studies of the effect of price, 
credit, and other controls Imposed under the 
defense program and whenever it finds that 
these controls discriminate against or im- 
pose undue hardship upon small business, 
to make recommendations to the appropri- 
ate Federal agency for the adjustment of 
controls to the needs of small business. 

“*(i) The Reconstruction Finance Corpo- 
ration is authorized to make loans and ad- 
vances upon the recommendation of the 
Small Defense Plants Administration as pro- 
vided in (b) (1) (A) of this section not to 
exceed an aggregate of $100,000,000 outstand- 
ing at any one time, on such terms and con- 
ditions and with such maturities as Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation may deter- 
mine. 

„%) The President may transfer to the 
Administration any functions, powers, and 
duties of any department or agency which 
relates primarily to small-business problems. 

“*(k) No loan shall be recommended or 
equipment, facilities, or services furnished 
by the Administration under this section to 
any business enterprise unless the owners, 
partners, or officers of such business enter- 
prise (1) certify to the Administration the 
names of any attorneys, agents, or other per- 
sons engaged by or on behalf of such busi- 
ness enterprise for the purpose of expediting 
applications made to the Administration for 
the assistance of any sort, and the fees paid 
or to be paid to any such persons, and (2) 
execute an agreement binding any such busi- 
ness enterprise for a period of 2 years after 
any assistance is rendered by the Adminis- 
tration to such business enterprise, to re- 
frain from employing, tendering any office or 
employment to, or retaining for professional 
services, any person who, on the date such 
assistance or any part thereof was rendered, 
or within 1 year prior thereto, shall have 
served as an officer, attorney, agent, or em- 
ployee of the Administration occupying a 
position or engaging in activities which the 
Administration shall have determined in- 
volve discretion with respect to the granting 
of assistance under this section. 

“*(1) In administering this act, such ex- 
emptions shall be provided for small-business 


enterprises as may be feasible without im- 


peding the accomplishment of this act. 

m) In administering this act, special 
provision shall be made for the expeditious 
handling of all requests, applications, or ap- 
peals from small-business enterprises. 

n) Such business advisory committees 
shall be appointed as shall be appropriate for 
purposes of consultation in the formulation 
of rules, regulations, or orders, or amend- 
ments thereto issued under authority of this 
act, and in their formation there shall be 
fair representation for independent small-, 
for medium-, and for large-business enter- 
prises, for different geographical areas, for 
trade-association members and nonmem- 
bers, and for different segments of the in- 
dustry. 

“*(o) To the fullest extent the Adminis- 
tration deems practicable, it shall make a 
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fair charge for the use of Government-owned 
property and make and let contracts on a 
basis that will result in a recovery of the 
direct costs incurred by the Administration. 

p) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be neces- 
sary and appropriate for the carrying out of 
the provisions and purposes of this section.“ 


Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
should like to speak very briefly on this 
amendment. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield before he begins? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 

Mr. BRICKER. Is not this the 
amendment which was stricken from the 
bill, in substance, and did we not agree 
to begin hearings on it next Monday, 
and report it within a period of three 
weeks? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct. I 
intend to develop that fact in the course 
of my remarks. 

Mr. President, on June 4 I offered 
substantially this same amendment, 
with 55 Senators as cosponsors. I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp at this point as a part of my 
remarks a list of the Senators who 
joined me in sponsoring this amendment 
on June 4. : 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Mr. O’Conor, Mr. LONG, Mr. GILLETTE, Mr. 
HUMPHREY, Mr. Hunt, Mr. BENTON, Mr. TOBEY, 
Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. THYE, Mr. HENDRICK- 
SON, Mr. SCHOEPPEL, Mr. Durr, Mr. AIKEN, 
Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. BRIDGES, Mr. BUTLER of 
Nebraska, Mr. CAIN, Mr. CAPEHART, Mr. CARL- 
SON, Mr. CASE, Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr, CLEMENTS, 
Mr. Dovcias, Mr. FLANDERS, Mr. Green, Mr. 
HENNTNS, Mr. Hitt, Mr. Hoey, Mr. Ives, Mr. 
JENNER, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. Kerr, Mr. KILGORE, 
Mr. LANGER, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr, 
McCartuy, Mr. MCMaHon, Mr. Matoneg, Mr. 
Martin, Mr. Monroney, Mr. Moopy, Mr. 
Morse, Mr. Munpt, Mr. Murray, Mr. NEELY, 
Mr. Nixon, Mr. O'MAHONEY, Mr. Pastore, Mr. 
SMATHERS, Mrs. SMITH of Maine, Mr, SMITH 
of New Jersey, Mr. STENNIS, and Mr, UNDER- 
Woop. 


Mr. SPARKMAN. The able Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. Bricker] has made some 
reference to the fact that this amend- 
ment was stricken from the bill in com- 
mittee. I wish to comment very briefly 
on that statement. 

The amendment was taken up in the 
committee, and it was first voted into the 
bill by a vote, as I recall, of 10 to 2, 
I think there was one member not vot- 
ing. The vote may have been 10 to 3, if 
all the members of the committee voted. 

On the second day, at the next meet- 
ing of the committee, the committee 
reversed itself by a vote of 7 to 6, be- 
cause of a letter which had been re- 
ceived from the Comptroller General, 
Mr. Lindsay Warren, making certain 
suggestions for amendments; also let- 
ters from the Defense Departments and 
from the Munitions Board. 

Mr. President, because of the urgency 
of giving some kind of relief to small 
businesses throughout the country which 
are literally starving because of lack of 
Scarce materials and failure to obtain 
defense contracts, we got together with 
the various agencies and departments 
and worked out the changes which they 
had suggested. I have before me a letter 
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from Mr. Stuart Symington, of the RFC, 
from which I desire to read very briefly. 


We are in complete agreement with the 
general ideas contained in the small-busi- 
ness amendment to the Defense Production 
Act which you intend to introduce, 


I have a letter from Mr. J. D. Small, 
Chairman of the Munitions Board. He 
writes: 

I wish to express my appreciation for the 
opportunity afforded me to examine your 
revised bill which would create a Small De- 
fense Plant Administration. It is my under- 
standing that you will introduce this bill as 
an amendment to the Defense Production 
Act of 1950. 

I have looked at the revised bill, and in 
addition members of my staff and represen- 
tatives of the military departments have 
gone over the various provisions of the bill 
with representatives of your staff. It is our 
feeling that the bill as now revised is a 
substantial improvement over an earlier 
draft along the lines of the bill reported out 
by the House Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee. As you know, I had fundamental 
objections to the bill as originally drafted, 
as did the representatives of the military 
departments. 


Then he sets forth what his objec- 
tions were to the earlier bill. He con- 
tinues: 

Your revised bill has eliminated these 
objectionable features and in addition has 
been modified to meet certain other objec- 
tions which the representatives of the mill- 
tary departments communicated to your 
staff. As a result the bill now has the dual 
virtue of setting up a mechanism which can 
be of genuine assistance to small-business 
enterprises during the mobilization effort, 
and at the same time preserves the in- 
tegrity of the procurement functions of the 
Government. Its enactment into law war- 
rants consideration. 


I have a letter from the Comptroller 
General, Mr. Lindsay Warren. He 
writes: 

The draft— 


Referring to the bill— 


incorporates the changes which I recom- 
mended in my letter of June 18, 1951, to 
the chairman, Senate Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee, on the proposed amend- 
ment to create a Small Defense Plants Cor- 
poration. 

I am gratified that the new proposed 
amendment creates the agency on a non- 
corporate basis, and that all other sug- 
gestions of major importance which I made 
in my letter of June 18, 1951, are incor- 
porated in the new proposal. 

It Congress determines as a matter of 
policy to create an independent agency with 


such broad powers to handle small-business, 


probleras in the national defense effort, the 
general approach as proposed in the new 
draft is satisfactory insofar as the General 
Accounting Office is concerned. 


I wish to read an excerpt from a letter 
from the Honorable Charles Sawyer, the 
Secretary of Commerce. He writes: 


I find myself wholeheartedly in accord with 
the objective sought by Senator SPARKMAN 
and other Senators in introducing the 
amendment to section 701 of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950. It is of the utmost 
importance not only to mobilize the produc- 
tive facilities of small business for effective 
use in this time of emergency so as to broad- 
en the productive base but also to preserve 
emall business during this period of mobili- 
zation when it is impossible or difficult for 
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small, independent businessmen to obtain 
the materials they require to maintain them 
as effective units in our civilian economy. 
Small business comprises nearly 90 percent 
of our business establishments, employs 
nearly half of our nonagricultural workers, 
and handles over one-third of the total vol- 
ume of business. I strongly believe that 
there is need for additional statutory pro- 
visions for assistance to small business at 
the present time. 

In my opinion the need for additional 
legislation is immediate. I feel definitely 
that the statutory authority can be conferred 
best by an appropriate amendment to the 
Defense Production Act of 1950. There are 
many plans and worthy programs which 
could be undertaken immediately upon the 
passage of the proposed amendment. I 
would regret such further delay as would be 
required by the extensive hearings and the 
other time-consuming aspects involved in 
the enactment of a separate bill, 


I yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
as I understand, the amendment in its 
present form provides substantially the 
same administration as was provided in 
World War II for the assistance of small 
business. Am I correct? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. . The Senator is 
absolutely correct. It is patterned after 
that legislation. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It involves an 
appropriation for a revolving fund of 
$50,009,009. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Its success would 
depend largely on the type of man who 
was chosen as its administrator. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I believe the Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iam receiving a 
great many requests from small-business 
men who wish to get into the war busi- 
ness. What we are trying to do in the 
Select Committee on Small Business is 
to help that situation. Is it the feeling 
of the Senator from Alabama that the 
proposal would revive the administration 
which was so successful in World War II. 
and that it should be revived at this 
time? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor- 
rect. Every small-business organization 
I know of testified in favor of the meas- 
ure. I may say further that, as the Sen- 
ator well knows, the amendment was 
originally offered in the form of a sep- 
arate bill, at which time it was sponsored 
by the entire membership of the Select 
Committee on Small Business. 

Mr. MUNDT and Mr. LANGER ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I first yield to the 
Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. MUNDT. I was one of the co- 
sponsors of the amendment, and I am 
therefore in favor of it. However, there 
was some confusion previously. and I 
wish the Senator would explain the pur- 
port of the sections which have been 
eliminated by the latest amendment. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I will do so in a few 
words. We had a provision, which was 
in the Smaller War Plant Corporation 
Act during the Second World War, re- 
lating to the building of plants and fa- 
cilities. The Senate cxpressed itself on 
the Benton amendinent with reference 
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to big business, I thought it was only 
proper for us to take the provision out 
as it related to small business, 

Mr. MUNDT. I agree thoroughly. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I now yield to the 
Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. LANGER. May I ask how much 
the average loan amounted to during 
World War II? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I have the infor- 
mation. Unfortunately, I do not have 
it with me. It was very small. 

Mr. LANGER. Would the Senator 
say it was below $50,000? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. I think it 
will be found that the average loan was 
below $25,020. Two-thirds of the loans 
were below $25,000. I now yield to the 
Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. TEYE. I should like to ask a 
question of the Senator. If the amend- 
ment prevails, will the personnel in the 
Department of Commerce which is now 
aiding small business be transferred so 
that it can be consolidated into a new 
division, and would the same thing be 
done with any other department in 
which there is personnel which is en- 
gaged in assisting small business? 
Would such personnel be incorporated 
into a new division, so that the busi- 
nessman would know where to go to 
make contacts, and thus bring about 
economy in the personnel of the other 
divisions by the establishment of a co- 
ordinated division under the terms of the 
proposed amendment? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is cor- 
rect. Some time ago the able chairman 
of our committee introduced a bill to 
provide for the coordination of small 
business activities. It was largely in- 
corporated in this bill. The purpose 
would be to coordinate all the small- 
business activities. Today, as the Sena- 
tor well knows, they are mushroomed in 
many different agencies of the Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to 
ask a question relative to the revolving 
fund. The akle Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. McCarran] brought to the atten- 
tion of the Appropriations Committee in 
another matter a revolving fund which 
was relatively small but out of which 
many millions of dollars had finally been 
taken. Is this to be an open-end revolv- 
ing fund, or will it be limited to $50,- 
000,000? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is limited to $50,- 
060,000, and its only purposes are those 
described in the amendment, such as 
handling contracts. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The total amount 
could in no case exceed $50,000,000? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Im the case pre- 
sented by the Senator from Nevada it 
was, as I recall, there was supposed to 
have been a $300,000 revolving fund. I 
forget the figure the Senator from Ne- 
vada mentioned, which came out of the 
Treasury. 

Mr. MeCARRAN. Sixty-six million 
dollars. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Sixty-six million 
dollars finally came cut of the Treasury. 
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Mr. SPARKMAN. This is a fixed sum, 
and it is a revolving fund. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. 

Mr. AIKEN. We have been told that 
the Committee on Banking and Currency 
contemplates holding hearings on the 
proposed amendment in bill form next 
week. May I ask the Senator from Ala- 
bama whether, in the event the Senate 
adopts the amendment tonight, the com- 
mittee will proceed with the hearings 
next week, or would the hearings be 
called off? Would the Senator base all 
his reliance on having the amendment 
attached tò the bill which is now before 
the Senate, and would the hearings be 
called off if the amendment should be 
adopted tonight? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. There are various 
other measures which are pending be- 
fore the Committee on Banking and 
Currency relating to small business. We 
plan to hold the hearings regardless. 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator would hold 
the hearings on measures relating to 
small business? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct. 

Mr. AIKEN. I merely wished to make 
sure that if the Senate adopts the 
amendment tonight, it being then at- 
tached to a rather dubious bill with a 
very dubious future, whether we would 
still have the hearings on the bill itself 
next week. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes; we plan to go 
right on with the hearings. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
simply wish to make certain that there 
is no mistake in the understanding of 
Senators that the hearings will begin 
commencing Monday morning. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield, to permit 
the Senator from New York to request 
an insertion in the RECORD. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed at 
this point in the Recorp a statement 
which I have prepared in regard to this 
amendment. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcorD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR LEHMAN ON SMALL 
DEFENSE PLANTS 

Perhaps the thorniest problems I have 
faced during the past 6 months are those 
brought to me by the businessmen of my 
State, particularly the businessmen who op- 
erate businesses classed as “small.” 

Our new production goals have made it 
necessary to allocate certain scarce materials 
in order to channel these materials into 
defense production. The production of 
many lines of civilian goods has been either 
curtailed or completely discontinued because 
of these shortages. Businessmen who have 
found their supplies cut off have sought to 
obtain defense contracts as the only avail- 
able means of staying in business. To a 
great extent, they have been unable to secure 
either prime contracts or subcontracts. To 
be forced out of business during a period 
when our country is enjoying its greatest 
prosperity, with the knowledge that a hand- 
ful of large companies are backlogged with 
billions of dollars of defense orders is cer- 
tainly a just cause for complaint. 

This situation has been brought about by 
a variety of factors—the desire of the defense 
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agencies to do a difficult job as rapidly as 
possible—perhaps a laxity or indifference 
among certain procurement officers and an 
over-reliance upon our few gigantic indus- 
trial concerns to carry us through this emer- 
gency. Regardless of what these causes are, 
the fact remains that to a great extent the 
productive capacity of small businesses is 
being ignored. 

And while we are ignoring this idle capac- 
ity we are, on the other hand, expanding our 
productive capacity chiefly for those busi- 
nesses which have already obtained defense 
contracts. We are doing this by means of 
very substantial Government aid. 

I say that to disregard and ignore a sub- 
stantial portion of our productive capacity 
in this fashion is wasteful and unjust. The 
amendment which the junior Senator from 
Alabama has offered would, in my opinion, 
correct this situation and certainly utilize 
the productive capacity of thousands of 
small businesses. 

I urge its approval. 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield, 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, as 
the Senator from Alabama well knows, 
some time ago the Senator from Ala- 
bama, myself, the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. KILGORE], the Senator 
from New York IMr. LEHMAN], and the 
Senator from Minnesota IMr. HUM- 
PHREY] sent to the distinguished chair- 
man of the Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee [Mr. Mav RANK] a letter in regard 
to this very matter. I think it entirely 
pertinent for me to ask unanimous con- 
sent to have that letter printed in the 
Recorp at this point. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
may say that I find that 55 Senators 
have sponsored the amendment. Dur- 
ing the hearings I referred to it, in order 
that Senators who are interested in this 
matter and who have sponsored it might 
have their interest in it and sponsorship 
of it acknowledged and respected. 

The point is that hearings have not 
been had on the amendment. There- 
fore, we have set the hearings on it to 
begin next Monday. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
merely wish to ask unanimous consent 
to have the letter to which I have re- 
ferred printed at this point in the body 
of the RECORD. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Of course I have no 
objection to having that done. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Hon. Burner R. MAYBANK, 
Chairman, Committee on Banking and 
Currency, United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR: The mobilization effort 
contains two ingredients which will prove 
deadly to small business unless effective anti- 
dotes are devised and used. First, there is 
the inclination on the part of procurement 
agencies to do business with the “big firm“ 

\ an inclination motivated by the natural de- 
sire to accelerate the job by placing 1 order 
instead of 10, Second, there is the irre- 
sistible impulse to staff an agency with men 
from big business—an impulse stimulated 
in part by big business itself; an impulse 
made irresistible by the fact that men with 
the required “know how” are more readily 
obtained from the ranks of big business. 

The latter ingredient may prove the more 
deadly. Too often, the small-business man 
coming to Washington for a priority, a cer- 
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tificate of necessity or a contract, finds across 
the desk from him the former employee of 
his most powerful competitor. 

The force for destroying small business 
contained in these two ingredients is so po- 
tent as to demand immediate and even dras- 
tic countermeasures. A mere Small Business 
Execuvive Committee in the Defense Produc- 
tion Administration cannot effectively com- 
bat the compulsion to do businéss with big 
business. In our judgment, nothing short 
of a revived, modernized Smaller War Plants 
Corporation will suffice. 

To illustrate our point, we discuss briefly 
in the following paragraphs the effect on 
small business of practices—all permeated 
and aggravated by the ingredients just cited. 


MATERIAL SHORTAGES 


A single order, M-7, of the National Pro- 
duction Authority was a potential death 
warrant for some 10,000 of the 14,000 small 
aluminum fabricators of the Nation. Exe- 
cution of this order has been postponed 30 
days. But the life of these small manu- 
facturers—most of them established since 
the end of World War II—is still in jeopardy. 

Were they able to obtain war contracts or 
subcontracts, they would have a claim on 
available aluminum supplies. Under pres- 
ent procedure, however, there is little likeli- 
hood of relief from this direction. 

In 18 to 24 months there will be positive 
improvement in the aluminum supply situ- 
ation. By that time new plants with total 
capacity of 450,000 tons per year are 
scheduled to come into production. 

Meantime the national interest demands 
that small aluminum users be kept alive. 
Collectively, they are a vital part of our pro- 
ducing potential. Geographically dispersed, 
they represent the capacity on which we 
might be forced to rely in the event of all- 
out bombing. These are the “shadow” 
plants which could mean the difference be- 
tween victory and defeat. 

What can be done from the supply side to 
prevent the destruction of small companies, 
presently fabricating aluminum articles for 
civilian uses, but capable of converting to 
war production? A significant part of the 
answer may be found in a thorough exami- 
nation of where supplies are going. 

Aluminum is going into finished articles 
of war, into company inventories, and into 
Government stockpile. The latter two 
need thorough analysis. 

Larger manufacturers have capital and 
borrowing power to finance a stockpiling 
program of their own. This, we believe, they 
are doing, first, to protect themselves on con- 
tracts already in hand; and second, to be 
in a favored position to bid on future mili- 
tary orders. Though the motives are under- 
standable, they should not be condoned. 
Private stockpiling must be controlled, must 
be brought into a reasonable balance with 
actual need. 

At the same time large manufacturers 
began building excessive inventories, and 
just when the flow of aluminum into fin- 
ished war matériel reached a tempo conso- 
nant with announced goals, the Munitions 
Board entered the market to purchase for 
stockpile, This combination of demands, 
partly artificial, led National Production Ad- 
ministration to issue order M—7—and against 
this combination, small manufacturers can- 
not protect themselves. Their space is 
limited, their capital is inadequate, and 
banks are loath to lend to small business for 
inventory expansion. 

Another facet of the demand combination 
needs mention. There is strong suspicion 
among some NPA personnel that the military 
could do a far better job of scheduling its 
requirements. There is too much evidence 
of the voiced military attitude, “No general 
was ever court-martialed for having too 
much.” 

We urge: That our stockpiling policies be 
thoroughly reviewed; that a crack-down on 
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excess inventories be instituted; that mili- 
tary orders and delivery schedules be re- 
examined; that until new aluminum plants 
come into production, the possibility be con- 
sidered of keeping alive small aluminum 
fabricators from the stockpile. 

What is happening to aluminum supplies 
and to small users thereof, as cited here, is 
symptomatic of what is happening in other 
segments of the economy. Details may differ, 
the principle and danger are the same. 


PROCUREMENT—DEFENSE CONTRACTS 


In the Defense Production Act of 1950, we 
said, “It is the sense of the Congress that 
small-business enterprises be encouraged to 
make the greatest possible contribution 
toward achieving the objectives of this act.” 
Our intentions were good, but what is the 
score? 

In the first half of 1950 small business 
obtained, from defense agencies, 24.8 per- 
cent of procurement awards. In January 
1951 they reccived only 16.6 percent. Their 
share, in direct orders from the Government, 
dropped over 40 percent. 

More than 90 percent of military purchases 
are being made on a negotiated basis; less 
than 10 percent on advertised bids. Smaller 
firms are at great disadvantage in negotiating 
with procurement officers, or in even know- 
ing what items are to be purchased. 

This disadvantage is reflected in the fol- 
lowing facts. In January of this year, small 
business got 34 percent of the total adver- 
tised contracts and only 13 percent of the 
negotiated orders. 

The adverstised procurements were an- 
nounced by the Department of Commerce 
and information was available at all Com- 
merce field offices. But when only 10 per- 
cent of the total Government procurements 
are advertised—are exposed to small-busi- 
ness men—the value of this procedure van- 
ishes, along with those who are supposed to 
benefit thereby. 

In World War II, prime contracts to small 
businesses rose from 12.8 percent of the to- 
tal to 30 percent, This reflected the activi- 
ties and influence of the Smaller War Plants 
Corporation. It is doubtful if smail busi- 
ness would have participated directly in war 
production to the full extent achieved, with- 
out the help of this specialized Government 
agency. 

The flexibility of small plants, the direct 
supervision of owner-managers, the inge- 
nuity for which small manufacturers are 
justly renowned, contribute an economy and 
speed to production which larger manufac- 
turers find it difficult to match. Vet it is 
the inclination of the larger manufacturers 
to keep within their own plants as much as 
possible of the manufacturing process. 

We are deeply concerned that while smaller 
manufacturers are hungry for business, with 
idle machines, tools, and manpower, large 
corporations are getting Government financ- 
ing and tax relief for substantial expansion 
of their facilities—facilities which will be 
devoted to making items that smaller manu- 
Zacturers could produce more quickly and 
probably at lower cost. 

Within the past few weeks the NPA and 
DPA Administrators have taken action to 
Protect the idle capacity of small firms 
against unnecessary expansion of large-plant 
facilities. Too, the Department of Defense 
has recently issued a new policy designed to 
increase participation of small manufac- 
turers in prime and subcontracts. Such 
statements of policy reflect needed correction 
in existing practices. It does not follow 
necessarily, however, that the practices will 
be corrected. 

To insure the desired broadening of pare 
ticipation in defense procurements, a small- 
business instrumentality—such as Smaller 
War Plants Corporation—is clearly necessary. 


‘CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 


Experience in World War II indicates that 
the power to lend to small manufacturers, 
and guarantee bank loans, is vital to a suc- 
cessful program to bring small business into 
the defense effort. All independent studies 
testify that one of small business’ chief 
problems is to obtain working and equity 
capital. This difficulty has been accentu- 
ated by the sharp rise in prices. 

Smaller War Plants Corporation, in its 
short existence, made loans of over $500,000,- 
000. Losses were negligible. In addition, 
SWPC gave aid to hundreds of small busi- 
nesses, in their negotiations with private 
lending agencies. This ald was a vital factor 
in securing loans from private sources. The 
influence of the Corporation, backed by its 
power to make direct loans if necessary. 
probably far outweighed in importance the 
loans it actually made. 

CONCLUSION 

Creation of a specialized agency, clothed 
with power and responsibility to spread war 
work among small business, was too long de- 
layed in World War II. In consequence, 
small firms failed; their producing capacity 
was lost to the mobilization effort, and eco- 
nomic power was concentrated in the hands 
of fewer corporations. 

This time the Nation confronts a “readi- 
ness” period of indeterminate duration. If 
nature is left to take her course, mortality 
among small business is certain to reach dis- 
astrous proportions. 

As we stated in our first paragraphs, an 
effective antidote must be devised and used. 
We, therefore, urge your committee to in- 
stitute immediate hearings on the two 
Smaller War Plant Corporation bills, S. 533 
and S. 823. 

In the meantime we believe yor, properly, 
could join us in requesting that the execu- 
tive agencies—thoroughly review stockpiling 
policies; crack down on excess inventories; 
reexamine military orders and delivery sched- 
ules—all to insure that no business is un- 
necessarily put out of business by lack of 
essential materials. 

Sincerely, 
Warren G. MAGNUSON, 
HARLEY M. KILGORE, 
HERBERT H. LEHMAN, 
HusearT H. HUMPHREY, 
JOHN J. SPARKMAN, 
United States Senators. 


Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, how 
much time have I remaining? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time of the Senator from Alabama has 
expired. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be per- 
mitted to ask the Senator several ques- 
tions in regard to the amendment. 
Hearings have not been held on it. 

I grant that the pending amendment 
has been greatly improved over the bill 
keing considered by the committee. 
However, there are two matters about 
which I should like to ask questions of 
the Senator, if I may obtain unanimous 
consent for that purpose. It will take 
me only a minute or two to do so. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the unanimous-con- 
sent request of the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, we 
shall have 15 minutes for this purpose, 
shall we not, if the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK] will allocate 
for that purpose the time available to 
him in connection with the amendment? 

Mr. MAYBANK., I shall be glad to do 
so, Mr. President. First, I wish to point 
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out that the bill as it ca ne before the 
committee was sponsored or signed by 55 
Senators. A subcommittee has been ap- 
pointed to hold hearings on the bill, and 
the Senator from Alabama will be chair- 
man of the subcommittee. He assures 
me that he will begin the hearings on 
Monday. If there has been any change 
in the position taken by the Secretary of 
Commerce, since the other hearings were 
held, and such change can be stated at 
the forthcoming hearings. 

However, Mr. President, so far as I am 
concerned, the Senator from Alabama 
will begin the hearings on Monday. In 
the meantime, some proposed legislation 
in regard to this matter might come to us 
from the House of Representatives. 

I now yield the -remainder of my time 
to the Senator from Ohio and other Sen- 
ators who wish to ask questions, with the 
distinct understanding that I will take 
the amendment to conference and will 
sse whether we can work it out there, 
provided that the Senator from Alabama 
commences hearings on the measure be- 
ginning the coming Monday morning. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I shouid 
like to ask a question of the Senator 
from Ohio: Does he recall a colloquy 
between himself and me, at the com- 
mittee meeting, which led in part to 
the appointment by the chairman of the 
committee of the subcommittee; and in 
line with the question asked by the Sena- 
tor from Vermont, would the Senator 
feel that the hearings on the Defense 
Plants Corporation should continue in 
line with the earlier comments of the 
Senator from Indiana, even if this 
amendment is adopted and is incorpo- 
reted into the pending bill? 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I re- 
member that the discussion was had, 
but I can see no advantage to holding 
hearings on the amendment if it is to 
be incorporated into this bill. : 

Of course there are other aspects of 
small business which should engage the 
attention of the committee, and on which 
we should proceed; but I can see no ad- 
vantage to holding hearings on the 
amendment next week, if it is adopted 
now as a part of the bill. 

Mr. BENTON. I concede that; but 
does the Senator recall that hearings are 
to be held on the bill to give authority 
to the President to set up a Defense 
Plants Corporation? 

Mr. BRICKER. That is true. 

Mr. BENTON. Now I should like to 
ask the Senator from Indiana about that 
matter. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator from 
Connecticut is correct. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
should like to say that hearings will te 
held on this amendment and on the de- 
fense-plants measure. 

Mr. BENTON. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. MAYBANK. It is distinctly un- 
ae that hearings should be held on 

Mr. BENTON. That is the point I 
wish to stress. 

Mr. MAYBANK. And I suggest that 
the amendment I had also be considered. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I think 
it is a little inconsistent to adopt the 
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amendment to this bill and then hold 
hearings on it next week. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I am only stating 
the decision made by the committee. 

Mr. BRICKER. But I still insist that 
it is perfectly absurd for the amendment 
to be adopted tonight to this bill, and 
then for hearings to be held on the 
amendment next week and the week 
after that. Such an arrangement does 
not make sense to me. 

Mr. President, not in opposition to the 
amendment, but by way of explanation, I 
wish to ask two questions about the 


amendment. In paragraph “(B)” on 
page 5—— 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, 


“(B)” and “(C)” were stricken out. 

Mr. BRICKER. That change further 
improves the amendment and the bill, in 
my judgment. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes; “(B)” and 
“(C)” have been stricken out. 

Mr. BRICKER. Then, in regard to 
“(D)”, the amendment authorizes the 
Administration to enter into contracts 
with the United States Government and 
any department, agency, or officer 
thereof having procurement powers ob- 
ligating the Administration to furnish 
articles, equipment, supplies, or ma- 
terials to the Government.” 

Am I to understand from that pro- 
vision that it is an authorization to the 
Administration to enter into contracts 
with any department of the Government 
for the supplying of any materials, ar- 
ticles, equipment, or supplies, which the 
Government or any department or 
agency thereof may desire? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is true, but it 
enters into that contract in the sense of 
being an agent for small businesses, the 
purpose being that whereas the procure- 
ment agency might have one large con- 
tract which it did not care to break into 
smaller parts, the Administration might 
break that one large contract into small- 
er contracts, and thereby broaden the 
base, as was done during the war. 

Mr. BRICKER. Of course, in that re- 
spect the Administrator becomes the 
agent of the various departments of the 
Government for the purposes of procur- 
ing what they need from the small-busi- 
ness concerns, and to use the money in 
the revolving fund for that purpose. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment submitted by the Senator from Ala- 
bama [Mr. SparKMAN] in behalf of him- 
self and other Senators. (Putting the 
question.) 

The ayes have it, and the amendment 
is agreed to. 

SEvERAL SENATORS, Division, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
result has already been announced. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment, which is at the desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the proper 
place in the bill, it is proposed to insert 
the following: 

Secrion 1. That the sum of $50,000,000 is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated as an 
emergency fund to be expended under the 
direction of the Secretary of the Army and 
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the supervision of the Chief of Engineers in 
the immediate construction of river and 
harbor and flood-control improvements re- 
quired in the interest of national defense: 
Provided, That any such improvement, or a 
useful part thereof, can be substantially 
completed in one fiscal year: And provided 
further, That pending the appropriation of 
said sum, the Secretary of the Army may 
allot, from existing river and harbor and 
flood-control appropriations, such sums as 
may be necessary for the immediate prosecu- 
tion of such improvements, those appropri- 
ations to be reimbursed from the appropri- 
ation herein authorized when made. 

Sec. 2. Funds provided pursuant to this 
act shall be expended on any river and harbor 
or flood-control improvement only after cer- 
tification by the Office of Defense Mobiliza- 
tion of the importance of said project to 
national defense. 


Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I believe I 
can very briefly explain this amendment 
if the Senate will just give me its atten- 
tion for a few minutes. Under the De- 
fense Production Act and the other acts 
implementing the act, we have given the 
Defense Mobilizer, Mr. Charles Wilson, 
vast powers to mobilize the Nation for 
national defense. His powers include the 
right to approve certifications for new 
defense plants, with accelerated amorti- 
zation to get those plants constructed, in 
order to give us the essential war mate- 
rials we need. That has even gone to 
the extent of permitting the rehabilita- 
tion of certain railroads vital to defense, 
and also, under the act, the President 
and the Defense Mobilizer have the right 
to provide facilities for plants which are 
constructed for the defense effort. 

The amendment I am offering in con- 
nection with that would make it possible 
for the Defense Mobilizer, upon the ad- 
vice of the Chief of Engineers, to permit 
various projects, which would immedi- 
ately contribute to the defense, to be con- 
structed with funds which Congress ap- 
propriates for fiood-control and naviga- 
tion work. That would amount to about 
8 percent of the funds which we are ap- 
propriating, which amount to approxi- 
mately $600,000,000 a year for flood con- 
trol and navigation, to be used to further 
defense projects. 

I should like to give one example of 
how this money could be used. We have 
plants such as the $1,000,000,000 estab- 
lishment which will be built near Tren- 
ton, where additional navigational fa- 
cilities are needed in order for that steel 
plant to become fully effective. Money 
could be allotted from such appropria- 
tions as Congress makes, in order to 
make that plant fully effective for the 
defense effort. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. Ishall yield in a moment, 
There are in Iowa the Keokuk locks, 
which are very vitally needed, in order 
to permit the shipment of grain, fuel, 
and various heavy products, which need 


to be moved back and forth in that area. 


If those locks should fail, we are told it 
would create a very serious problem so 
far as our defense effort is concerned 
in the movement of materials, 

In my own State, on the Atchafalaya 
River, if we merely dredged it for a few 
miles, a project which I am sure will be 
authorized and approved in the long run, 
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it could shorten the movement of fuel 
by barge from Texas and the southeast- 
ern part of Louisiana into the Southwest 
by 100 miles. It would save 4 days on 
the round trip in the hauling of fuels 
and the heavy materials from that area. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator 
from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I would like to sug- 
gest to the Senator from Louisiana that, 
in my very considered and humble judg- 
ment, this amendment is subject to a 
point of order. It is vague in its rela- 
tionship to the Defense Production Act. 
I do not think it is either relevant or 
germane to what is before us; and, at 
the appropriate time, Mr. President, I 
shall want to make a point of order 
against it. 

Mr. LONG. I shall be glad to dis- 
cuss the point of order whenever the 
Senator desires to make it. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. As I read this amend- 
ment, it would authorize the expenditure 
of $50,000,000 on projects which have 
not been approved by the Congress. 

Mr. LONG. It would go that extent, 
when approved by the Defense Mobilizer. 

Mr. AIKEN, Am I correct in under- 
standing that, under this amendment, 
the entire $50,000,000 could be used to 
start work on the St. Lawrence seaway? 

Mr. LONG. No; it could not, because 
the Senator will notice that the amend- 
ment provides that the project would 
have to be one which could be com- 
pleted within a specified time. The Sen- 
ator will notice that it says the project, 
or a useful segment thereof, would have 
to be one which could be completed 
within 1 year. 

Mr. AIKEN. Could not a useful seg- 
ment of the St. Lawrence seaway be 
completed within 1 year? 

Mr. LONG. I do not believe the Sen- 
ator would find that the $50,000,000 
would make it possible to complete a 
useful segment of the St. Lawrence sea- 
way within a year. 

Mr. AIKEN. Is it not the most im- 
portant waterway in the United States, 
so far as national defense is concerned? 

Mr. LONG, I do not believe the Sen- 
ator would find that that could be done. 
In fact, that point was carefully con- 
sidered in drafting this amendment, and 
I believe the Senator would find it im- 
possible. 

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator from 
Louisiana hope that the $50,000,000 
would be spent on the New Orleans ship 
canal, a canal which has not been au- 
thorized by the Congress? 

Mr. LONG. No; the Senator from 
Louisiana does not believe that it could 
be spent on such a project as the New 
Orleans ship canal. 

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator from 
Louisiana hope that the $50,000,000, or 
a substantial part thereof, would be 
spent on improvements in the. lower 
Mississippi Valley? 

Mr. LONG. I would hope that some 
small portion thereof might be spent on 
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improvements in the lower Mississippi 
Valley. As a matter of fact, the Senator 
from Louisiana would hope that as much 
as $400,000 of the $50,000,000 might be 
spent on the lower Mississippi Valley. 

Mr. AIKEN. And the rest of it could 
be used in starting the St. Lawrence sea- 
way; is that correct? 

Mr. LONG. No; the Senator from 
Louisiana did not have that in mind, and 
he believes that that would not be pos- 
sible. I should be willing to modify this 
amendment, and I do modify it, to reduce 
the amount to $25,000,000; but I believe 
that there are a large number of proj- 
ects, many of which would require only 
a small amount of money, and which, 
rather than to go through the usual 
process of proceeding step by step and 
requiring several years to get the author- 
ization, going before the various legis- 
lative committees of Congress, and then 
going before the Appropriations Com- 
mittees to get the appropriations, a 
process which usually takes several years, 
we should be able to expedite when, in 
the opinion of the Defense Mobilizer, 
such projects would immediately con- 
tribute to the national defense. I have 
had it pointed out to me several times, 
and it is my understanding that if the 
Defense Mobilizer, or members of his 
staff, properly authorized, had been 
called, they would have approved this 
amendment, and that the same thing 
would have been the case with respect 
to the Army engineers had they been 
asked for advice on the subject. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. I wish to express my 
appreciation of the Senator’s willingness 
to give up $25,000,000, and I desire to say 
that we, the people of the northeastern 
area of the United States, would be will- 
ing to give up the other $25,000,000. 
(Laughter. ] 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, a point 
of order. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. Presidént, how 
much time has the Senator? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from South Carolina has 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I do not need 5 min- 
utes. The distinguished Senator from 
Louisiana appeared before the commit- 
tee and made a plea. He sent his 
amendment there, but the committee, 
itself, felt that it was not appropriate to 
this bill. I am not suggesting anything 
to the distinguished President pro tem- 
pore, but we felt that it was not appro- 
priate, as the Senator from Illinois and 
the Senator from Ohio know, because 
this is a matter for the Army engineers. 
It is a civil defense matter, and, much 
as we would like to expedite things for 
Louisiana and for the lower Mississippi 
River, which I believe the Army engi- 
neers have been inclined to do, never- 
theless, that is not our business in con- 
nection with this bill. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I re- 
new my point of order. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I submit 
that this is an amendment which would 
be for the benefit of the entire United 
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States, and I believe Senators would find 
that, if the amendment should be adopt- 
ed, the lower Mississippi Valley and the 
State of Louisiana would be among the 
smallest beneficiaries of it. It is intend- 
ed to benefit the entire United States. 
There would not be unusually large bene- 
fits, so far as my State is concerned. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I re- 
new my point of order on the ground 
that it is ungermane and irrelevant to 
the bill which is before us, and, in addi- 
tion thereto, that it provides for an allot- 
ment out of moneys already appropri- 
ated, and, therefore, constitutes a re- 
appropriation of funds. In my consid- 
ered opinion, it is out of order. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I should 
like to argue the point of order for a 
moment. I should first like to refer to 
the Defense Production Act, section 303, 
which provides: 

When in his judgment it will aid the na- 
tional defense, the President is authorized 
to install additional equipment, facilities, 
processes, or improvements to plants, fac- 
tories, and other industrial facilities owned 
by the United States Government, and to 
install Government-owned equipment in 
plants, factories, and other industrial facili- 
ties owned by private persons. 


I refer the Chair to the fact that the 
projects referred to are defined so 
broadly by this act that the section in- 
cludes practically everything except a 
private house; and, that being the case, 
the President would actually have the 
right under section 303, to authorize the 
dredging of a canal or a tunnel. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. LONG. Iyielu to the Senator from 
Arkansas. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. What does the 
Senator propose under this authoriza- 
tion, which is not already authorized? 

Mr. LONG. I would point out to the 
Senator that there are projects author- 
ized in the interest of the national de- 
fense, which, when the Defense Mo- 
bilizer thinks it necessary, could be im- 
mediately expedited; and there are other 
projects which are not authorized, and 
which would require a considerable 
period of time in order to be authorized, 
which the Defense Mobilizer would prob- 
ably feel should not be undertaken im- 
mediately. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is the very 
point. Congress would authorize many 
projects. The Senator is proposing that 
instead of Congress authorizing them, 
we place the power in one individual. 
Is not that what the Senator proposes? 

Mr. LONG. That is correct. I would 
point out that we have to trust some 
person with authority to issue billions 
of dollars in amortization. It would 
amount to less than 1 percent in order 
to expedite certain navigation projects. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I ask the Senator, 
in view of all that Congress has author- 
ized but which has not yet been ap- 
propriated for, whether we should now 
delegate power to some other authority, 
to one individual, to supersede the Con- 
gress in determining such questions? 

Mr. LONG. I think this would be 
supplemental to the work Congress does. 
It seems to me we have delegated a great 
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amount of power which involves great 
trust. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Would the money 
be available for such situations as exist 
at Vincennes, Ind.? In Vincennes there 
are half a dozen plants making war ma- 
terials. A flood wall is needed there 
very badly. If there were a flood at Vin- 
cennes it would overflow the factories 
which are making war materials. Would 
the War Mobilizer be justified, under this 
amendment in appropriating $400,000 to 
build a flood wall at Vincennes? 

Mr. LONG. If, in his opinion, it would 
contribute to national defense, he could 
use the money for building a flood-con- 
trol wall of that type. 

Mr. CAPEHART. If there should be 
a flood there, and the factories making 
war materials should be flooded, the wall 
would certainly contribute to the na- 
tional defense. 

Mr. LONG. I would point out along 
that line that there have been illustra- 
tions of that type brought to my atten- 
tion by Army engineers and also by the 
Defense Mobilizer, where hundreds of 
millions of dollars are involved. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I call 
for the regular order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair sustains the point of order upon 
the advice of our able Parliamentarian. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment “6-26-51-J” and ask 
that it be stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Delaware. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 3, 
after line 4, it is proposed to insert the 
following: 

STATE REPRESENTATION IN REGIONAL OFFICES 

Sec. 5. Section 703 (b) of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 is amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof the following: 
“There shall be included among the policy- 
making officers of each regional office admin- 
istering the authority conferred by title IV 
of this act a resident of each State served 
by such office whose governor requests such 
representation.” 


Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, my 
amendment is very simple. All it does 
is to provide that any State in which 
there is not located a regional office of 
OPS may, upon request of the Governor, 
have a representative at the policy-mak- 
ing level. There is no additional cost to 
the Government. The anrendment does 
not oifend anyone. It contains no booby 
traps; it does not affect automobiles, 
peanuts, or popcorn. I suggest to the 
Members of the Senate that all those 
who are in favor of the amendment vote 
very audibly, and that those who are op- 
posed to it speak just as softly as is 
possible. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Dela- 
ware. [Putting the question.] The 
Chair is in doubt. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, I ask for 
a division. 

On a division, the amendment was 
agreed to. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Are 
there any further amendments? If 
not—— 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate reconsider the vote by 
which the amrendment relating to quotas 
on livestock was adopted yesterday. I 
should like to yield my time on this sub- 
ject to the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. ANDERSON], who has some addi- 
tional information which he has acquired 
since yesterday. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, last 
night when this matter was under con- 
sideration there was a great deal of dis- 
cussion about how various persons felt 
about it, and I was particularly dis- 
turbed because the junior Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] felt that there 
was a desire on the part of some persons 
to defeat the amendment. I want to 
read into the Recor a telegram from 
Mr. F. W. Specht, the president of Ar- 
mour & Co., which reads as follows: 

JUNE 28, 1951. 

Newspaper states Senate last night voted 
against quotas on beef slaughter. In our 
opinion if we are to have meat controls 
quotas are necessary to keep livestock in 
usual distributive channels and out of black 
market under OPA. Licenses to slaughter 
were granted freely and there were no quota 
controls with result that cattle were almost 
completely diverted from usual channels and 
into black markets practically closing legit- 
imate plants bringing unemployment to 
thousands of workers and loss of byproducts 


needed by Nation. 
z F. W. SPECHT, 
President, Armour & Co. 


Mr. President, I am glad to read a tele- 
gram from Armour & Co. because, with- 
out desiring to engage in advertising 
Armour & Co., they have tried harder 
than have almost any other packer I 
know of to supply fine products of ani- 
mals for the relief of human beings. 
Armour is now engaged in building a 
plant which will cost between $12,000,000 
and $18,000,000 to develop the produc- 
tion of ACTH, and that institution, re- 
gardless of what anyone may say, is do- 
ing it solely to make sure that the live- 
stock industry gets credit for what it is 
trying to do in this connection. I think 
a great and grievous error was made in 
the vote on the amendment yesterday. 

I regret to say that only the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. Morse], the Senator 
from New York [Mr. Ives], and the Sen- 
ator from Maine [Mrs. SmirH] voted on 
the Republican side of the aisle against 
the proposal, because I wish to say to the 
Senate that if we do not have slaughter- 
ing controls there is no possibility of 
keeping meat out of the black market. 

The Butler amendment which the Sen- 
ate adopted is a black-market amend- 
ment. Iam not questioning the motives 
of those who presented it, because there 
is no Senator on the floor who has had 
a longer and friendlier relationship with 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Bur- 
LER] than I have, but I honestly believe 
that the adoption of the amendment 
cannot do otherwise than cause dam- 
age to the people of the United States. 
If we do not establish a normal pattern, 
then new licenses are granted, new pack- 
ing plants are developed, and old and 
well-established packing plants go out 
of existence, because they have a capi- 
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tal investment and they do not dare to 
violate ceilings. Therefore the busi- 
ness goes to those who are willing to take 
a chance and violate the ceilings. 

The committee which investigated 
food shortages went to Seattle, Wash., 
many years ago. I was chairman of a 
committee to investigate food short- 
ages. The report of the committee 
which was read into the Recorp caused 
people to call for thousands and thou- 
sands of copies of the House report. One 
of the things we found out was that the 
old established packing plants in Se- 
attle had closed their doors because 
new people with no financial responsi- 
bility had moved into that field and had 
taken all the cattle which were to be 
slaughtered and had closed the doors of 
the legitimate plants. Every time a man 
representing OPA, or representing the 
Department of Justice, or representing 
the Department of Agriculture, went to 
Seattle to check it, the man who was 
there immediately left and went some 
place else with his cash in his pocket. 

Mr. President, this is a very serious 
motion. Legitimate business in the 
United States needs protection. I have 
been hearing a great deal of discussion 
about protecting legitimate business. 
At the risk of being called a friend of 
the big packers—which I hope I have not 
unduly been—I want to suggest to the 
Senate of the United States that if we 
want to keep meat flowing into the 
channels of legitimate commerce we 
have got to give the legitimate people a 
chance to slaughter the animals, and 
not put them into the hands of people 
who are not financially responsible if 
they violate the law. 

All over the country we knew the 
story. In the State we have been dis- 
cussing many times, the State of Ohio, 
we had complaints from the city of 
Cleveland. I well remember that my 
long-time friend, A. Z. Baker, who is 
head of the stockyards in that city, 
asked me to come to Cleveland because, 
he said, Cleveland was completely desti- 
tute of any possibility of slaughtering 
cattle. Why? Because black-market 
operators were taking them all. I also 
pointed to the State of New York, and 
I said that in the State of New York 
there was a calf-slaughtering plant in 
Brooklyn owned by Wilson & Co. It had 
toclose. Was that because Wilson & Co. 
is not a good firm? I think I know 
nearly everybody in the top command of 
Wilson & Co. But they closed their 
doors because three people, who were 
country butchers, moved in and took 
every calf that came into Brooklyn, 
and there was not a thing that any- 
body seemed able to do about it. 

This situation cannot be controlled 
unless there are slaughtering quotas. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Mexico yield for 
a question? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. 

Mr. McMAHON. When cattle go to 
these fly-by-nights, are they likely to 
have any provision for producing the 
byproducts, such as ACTH, to which the 
Senator has referred? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Oh, no, indeed. 
Armour & Co., as I have said, is spend- 
ing about $18,000,000 on such a plant, 
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I shall be subject to correction if any 
Senator knows otherwise. It is at least 
$10,000,000, and I think it is more than 
$12,000,000, as I remember the talk I had 
with Mr. Specht not 2 weeks ago. They 
want to develop a plant to produce 
ACTH. Why? Not because it means 
great opportunities of profit to Armour 
& Co., but because they want the live- 
stock industry to make a contribution 
to the health of the Nation, so arthritics 
can have themselves injected with 
ACTH and people whose hands have 


_ been knotted and whose backs have been 


bowed can be straightened up and walk, 
because the livestock industry is devot- 
ing a part of its profit to serve the cause 
of humanity. 

That cannot be done if the animals 
are turned into the hands of the black 
marketers. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. What about the com- 
munity 150 miles from a licensed slaugh- 
terer, which has been dependent on local 
beef, and now finds that it is necessary 
to ship the local beef to one of the big 
packers in the city to be slaughtered, and 
then pay transportation costs back to the 
community where the meat is to be 
eaten? What solution does the Senator 
have for that problem, which is a very 
real one? 

Mr. ANDERSON. The only solution 
I have is the one I tried to establish 
when I was connected with the Govern- 
ment Department, when I said to the 
person who went to administer the law 
that I felt he ought to give sufficient 
quotas to those areas to permit them to 
Slaughter animals. What we tried to . 
stop was what was taking place in Mas- 
sillon and Akron, Ohio. I know what 
was going on and everybody else knows 
what was going on around that part of 
the world. The Cleveland plants were 
closed down, But here was a man who 
was slaughtering all the animals he 
could get his hands on. The OPA offi- 
cials went out to examine him, and after 
they had done so they said he was the 
stupidest person they had ever seen; 
that he did not know what the ani- 
mals were costing him; he did not know 
what his people were paying for them. 
All he knew was that he was accumu- 
lating money in the bank. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator again yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. In just a moment. 
Why? Because he was violating every 
rule and regulation. But when we sent 
the division examiner out to question 
him he closed his plant. He left live 
carcasses all around the place and went 
away with money which he had gathered 
illicitly in the black market. If Sena- 
tors want that sort of business, the black 
market amendment adopted the other 
night will provide it. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I want to state that 
night before last I voted with the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico on the question 
of the amendment. I wish to announce 
that I yield the time in opposition to 
the majority leader, because it was his 
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amendment, as well as the amendment 
of the senior Senator from Nebraska, 
who offered the amendment. In view of 
the fact that I was voting against all 
amendments, which I have consistently 
done, I voted against the amendment. 
So the time of the opposition should be 
in the hands of the majority leader. De- 
duct the time I have now used from my 
time. . 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I should prefer 

Mr. THYE. I wanted to ask the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico if he did not want 
to correct a remark he made. He spoke 
of live carcasses. I do not know just 
what the Senator meant by live car- 
casses. 


Mr. ANDERSON. If the Senator had 
been there he would know what I meant 
by them. 

Mr. THYE. No; I would not know 
what the Senator meant, I surely could 
not know that. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Beef animals, as the 
Senator very well knows, ought to be 
slaughtered and hung up a reasonable 
time to freeze. But they were not even 
allowing these animals to die before they 
abandoned them in their plants. They 
walked away and left the animals stand- 
ing in the slaughtering place. Men 
were ready to knock them on the head, 
but they had not actually destroyed 
them yet because they were afraid of 
what was going to happen to them if it 
was found out how much money they 
had in safe deposit boxes. 

We.went to Seattle, to the Frye Pack- 
ing Co. I wish I had time to refresh 
my memory about those things. But 
Senators know all about those cases be- 
cause they read of them in the news- 
papers. The Frye Packing Co., decent, 
honest, upright people, were appealing 
to us to stop the black marketeers who 
were taking away every bit of their trade 
from them. That is the thing that was 
happening, and will happen every time 
if the animals are not channeled into 
the normal channels of trade. All over 
the country packing plants were having 
to close. 

In the State of Oklahoma, represented 
by the senior Senator [Mr. Kerr] and 
the junior Senator [Mr. Monroney] the 
peole of Oklahoma City said, “Come 
and find out what is happening in our 
community.” We went there and found 
that the packers who had plants there 
were not able to buy a single animal. 
Why? Because a man in Pittsburgh 
who did not even have a plant bought 
every animal that came for auction on a 
certain day. Why did he buy them? 
Because he knew he was going to move 
them into the black market at more than 
the legitimate traffic could afford. 

I went into a slaughtering plant in 
the city of Omaha. I guess I was the 
only Secretary of Agriculture who ever 
went there in the history of Omaha and 
got his shoes filled with what might 


happen to him as he walked through . 


the plant, and found that in Omaha 
they were having trouble because black- 
market operators were there. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
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Mr. WHERRY. Were there not quotas 
on all the plants there the Senator 
visited? 

Mr. ANDERSON. No. 

Mr. WHERRY. They were licensed 
and they had quotas? 

Mr. ANDERSON. No they were not. 

Wr. WHERRY. They were licensed 
plants? 

Mr. ANDERSON. No; they were not. 
It was only after we established quotas 
that we again were able to bring this 
thing under control. They were li- 
censed, yes, but the Department of Agri- 
culture and OPA had issued 11,000 
licenses to people who never slaughtered 
an animal in their lives. 

Mr. WHERRY. That is the trouble. 

Mr. ANDERSON. If Senators want 
to bring about that condition again, the 
easy way to do it is through the amend- 
ment that was agreed to. If Congress 
wants to vote to put the business into 
the hands of 11,000 persons who are not 
legitimate slaughterers, this is the way 
to do it. I want everyone to realize that 
the amendment we adopted is a black- 
market amendment. There can be no 
question on that point. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I ask the Senator 
if I remember his report correctly. In 
addition to stating that black markets 
were established as a result of the non- 
quota system, the House report also 
pointed out, as I understand, that the 
black market slaughterers did not com- 
ply with the food regulations and the 
slaughtering regulations of the various 
States, and that there were many com- 
plaints on that basis. Is that true? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Not only is it true, 
but the representatives in the Cleveland 
area, among them being A. Z. Baker, 
pointed out over and over again that 
they did not even try to comply with 
sanitary regulations. A good carcass, as 
everyone knows, ought to be hung up and 
chilled for a reasonable length of time. 
Those people were taking cattle, buying 
them one day, slaughtering them that 
night, hanging them up for a short time 
and allowing a little blood to drip out 
of them, and then taking them in trucks 
and moving them to a vacant lot. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time of the Senator from New Meixco 
has expired. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I realize that the 
time has expired, but I hope the Senate 
will realize that this is a very important 
oe and will vote to reconsider 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
shall use only a few moments of the time, 
and then I shall yield to the senior Sen- 
ator from Nebraska (Mr. BUTLER] to 
allocate the time as he chooses, 

I regret very much to be in opposition 
to my good friend from New Mexico, but 
I wish to correct one false impression 
which has been conveyed, namely, that 
this amendment prohibits the licensing 
of slaughterers. 

I agree that slaughterers must be 
licensed. I appreciate the fact that 
Armour & Co. is a responsible and reli- 
able firm, but it should be emphasized 
that there are scores of smaller packers 
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tiroughout the country which are just 
as honorable and reliable and entitled to 
just as much consideration as Armour & 
Co. 

I realize that some of the large pack- 
ers do not want this amendment. But 
what are we to do? Are we to legis- 
late only for the Big Five? Itis said that 
there should be a quota for slaughtering 
livestock because that protects against 
black marketing. Certainly there should 
be licenses; and if a company is not de- 
serving of a license it should not have a 
license. But to say that Armour & Co. 
and one or two others are the only reli- 
able firms is not correct, I assert that 
the hundreds of smaller packers are en- 
titled to just as much consideration as 
Armour & Co. 

Mr. ANDERSON rose. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I am not going to 
yield now. I will yield later. 

I resent the insinuation that this is a 
black-market amendment. Mr. Presi- 
dent, it is just the opposite. When a 
man has 1,000 fat steers in his pen, and 
the quota is 80 percent and he cannot 
market the remaining 20 percent—what 
is he to do with them? The only thing 
he can do is go broke or turn them out 
into the fields or sell them in the black 
market. If anything would help pro- 
mote black markets, it is what the Sena- 
tor from New Mexico is advocating now. 
Since when does it make good sense to 
advocate restricting the supply of meat 
as a guaranty that such a program will 
bring about a more plentiful supply of 
meat? 

I regret very much to be in opposition 
to my good friend, but I cannot permit 
him to say unchallenged that I am ad- 
vocating a black market. 

I yield the remainder of the time to 
the senior Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Butter], to distribute as he wishes. 

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I shall use only about half a minute 
of the time myself, and I shall yield some 
time to one or two other Senators. 

I agree with the statement just made 
by the majority leader, that if there is 
any black-market side to this question, 
it certainly is not on the side of the 
Senate, which supported the amendment 
adopted yesterday. It is on the opposite 
side, 100 percent. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nebraska yield? 

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. I should 
also like to say that if we had known 
that there was to be an effort to recon- 
sider this amendment, we could have 
had not one telegram from one packer, 
but a thousand telegrams from some of 
the big packers and many of the smal} 
packers, who would have expressed their 
opinion on this question. We would 
have had communications from many 
packers, instead of a telegram from one 
packer that he is dissatisfied with the 
amendment. 

I yield a few minutes to the junior 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Bricker]. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I have 
never heard a more condemning indict- 
ment of the Department of Agriculture 
and of the OPA enforcement officials 
than we have heard from the lips of 
the Senator from New Mexico tonight, 
a man who once honorably occupied the 
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high office of Secretary. He described 
truly the situation which exists today 
in many communities, 

The other night we sat for about 4 
hours and listened to the testimony of 
packers, They were telling us what is 
going on at the present time. From a 
daily slaughtering of 700 head they went 
down to 40, 50, or 150. They were big 
packers. They were not getting the cat- 
tle in the market. They could not come 
within the range of compliance. Others 
were outbidding them. 

We pressed them—and I did not like 
their answers—to find out where the 
cattle were going. They said, “We do not 
know. They are going down the road 
somewhere.” We asked, “Can you fol- 
low them?” They replied “No. That is 
the job of the OPS, the Department of 
Justice, or someone else.” 

I do not think the packers came clean 
that night, even though we pressed them 
to the limit to find out whether they 
knew where the cattle were going, 
whether into legitimate channels or into 
illegitimate channels. Of course they 
were not going into legitimate markets 
or legitimate slaughtering operations. 
They are going into the black market 
today, as they did in the days described 
by the Senator from New Mexico just a 
short time ago. We are losing the by- 
products. We are losing good beef. We 
are not getting proper protection. We 
are not getting proper inspection of the 
beef which is going down the road, as 
the big packers told us the other day. 

None of the packers at that meeting 
supported the quota system. One or two 
of them said it was not bad, and they 
could make it work when more animals 
came in, because the quotas could be 
raised, which does not make sense to me, 

It does not add up, when we have on 
the plains and in the feed lots more cat- 
tle than ever before in history, and when 
we have more people wanting beef, and 
more people with money to buy the beef 
than ever before in the history of the 
country, to say that the legitimate pack- 
ers, big and little, cannot operate to 100 
percent of last year’s slaughter, but must 
operate only to 90 percent, as they did 
a month before last, or 80 percent, as 
they did last month, or 90 percent, as 
they are to be allowed to operate next 
month. 

Something is going to happen to that 
10 or 20 percent of the cattle. They 
must go into the black market this year, 
and not to legitimate slaughterers, pack- 
ing plants, or anywhere else. 

A moment ago the distinguished Sen- 
ator from New Mexico alluded to the 
fact that 11,000 slaughterers were li- 
censed during the OPA days, in the last 
war. Mr. DiSalle said to our committee, 
“We are not going to license any more, 
We are not going to issue any new li- 
censes for slaughterers at this time. We 
had a bad experience before.” That ex- 
perience was pretty well portrayed by 
the Senator from New Mexico a few mo- 
ments ago. So Mr. DiSalle said, We are 
not going to repeat that experience, but 
we are still going to limit the legitimate 
slaughterers in this country, big and lit- 
tle, to a quota of 80 or 90 percent of what 
they slaughtered in 1950.” In the words 
of the majority leader, that will inev- 
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itably drive the remainder into the black 
market. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRICKER. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. The penalty is on 
the legitimate slaughterer. All the evi- 
dence which the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico gave was with respect 
to black-market operators. There will 
be black-market operators all the way 
through. Why penalize the legitimate 
slaughterer with a quota because of the 
evidence submitted here on the floor of 
the Senate a moment ago? 

Mr. BRICKER. If we do not license 
other slaughterers to take up the addi- 
tional amount of livestock, it is bound 
to go into the black market. 

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mention was made of 
the fact that there was a telegram from 
one of the big packers. We did not get 
that word from them at all. No big 
slaughterer or packer came out in favor 
of the quota system, although one of 
them said he thought it could be made 
to work. I think it was Mr. Smith. I 
do not know which concern he repre- 
sented. But we have had word from 
hundreds of small slaughterers in my 
State and throughout the country, op- 
posing the quota system, because it 
would not operate fairly in their behalf, 

I yield to the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I should like to ask 
the Senator from New Mexico whether 
among other messages he received any 
from Swift & Co., Cudahy & Co., or Wil- 
son & Co., who are all large and re- 
sponsible slaughterers, and all of whom 
are engaged in the business of saving the 
pancreas of the animal, which is used in 
the making of insulin, as well as the 
other glands which go into the labora- 
tories for the benefit of our people? 

The Senator said he had a telegram 
from Armour & Co. I have been on the 
floor of the Senate for the past 14 hours, 
and i have not been in my office during 
that time. It would seem that at least 
one oï the Senators from Illinois did 
not receive a telegram from the four 
major packers, all of whom are located 
in Illinois, unless my colleague, the 
senior Senator from Illinois, may have 
received a telegram tu that effect. Cer- 
tainly the junior Senator from Illinois 
has not received any message. 

Mr. ANDERSON, I believe I can help 
the Senator. A great many shippers 
normally are very much opposed to 
slaughter controls, and a packing plant 
ordinarily would be very stupid if it 
took an attitude opposed to slaughter 
controls. Ihave talked to John Holmes, 
of Swift & Co., and to Mr. Wilson, and 
other gentlemen at Wilson’s. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Has the Senator re- 
ceived any telegram this morning from 
those men? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I could cite the 
State of Arizona. One of the largest 
packing plants in Arizona is the Trovea 
packing plant. It had to close its plant 
until we put on slaughter controls. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator from New 
Mexico mentioned a telegram from Ar- 
mour & Co., from Mr. Specht, who said 
that he saw the account in the news- 
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paper. Other persons must be reading 
the Chicago newspapers this morning. 
Did the Senator get any other telegrams 
this morning. 

Mr. ANDERSON. No. I have had 
many discussions, as the Senator from 
Illinois knows, on this subject. The rea- 
son there are no telegrams here to- 

ay— : 

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska, Mr. Pres- 
ident, Iam in charge of the time. I yield 
the remainder of my time to the Senator 
from Iowa. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I am deeply disappointed in the 
statement of the Senator from New Mex- 
ico, because of my great respect for him 
and because of his past experience in ag- 
riculture. But I believe that when he 
denominates the Butler amendment as 
the black-market amendment, he mis- 
states his own convictions. I believe he 
isin error. It is a disappointment to me 
in fact. 

The Senator from New Mexico was cer- 
tainly familiar with the situation in 1945 
and 1946. I may say, I hope with excus- ` 
able pride, that my own State has some 
of the greatest packing plants in the 
world. We believe we know something 
about the packing of meat and the 
slaughtering of meat. I have not re- 
ceived a single objection from the great- 
est packing State in the Union against 
the Butler amendment. On the contrary, 
I have received encouragement and sup- 
port on the Butler amendment from 
the people who pack more meat in gen- 
eral than in any other similar area in 
the United States. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I may say 
that we have two of the largest inde- 
pendent packing plants in the world in 
my State. We also have representatives 
of the Big Four in my State. I believe 
we know something about what hap- 
pened to the meat situation in 1944 and 
1945. It was not due to the absence of 
a quota system. It was due to the fact 
that the Government of the United 
States indiscriminately as it did in New 
York State, issued licenses to fly-by-night 
packers, who defrauded the American 
Government and who still have millions 
of dollars because of OPA violations for 
which the Attorney General’s office has 
never seen fit to prosecute them. 

It is not the legitimate packing chan- 
nels that are guilty of violations. It is 
those licensed by the Government, those 
who can get special favors from the 
various departments to open up fiy-by- 
night packing plants, and who loot and 
dilute the normal and ordinary packing 
channels to the detriment of the con- 
sumers. The black market, the killing 
behind the barn, the burying of the 
hides, the destruction of the byproducts, 
the failure to provide the glandular prod- 
ucts, which caused a shortage of phar- 
maceuticals in 1946, when at one time we 
had only a 2 weeks’ supply on hand be- 
cause of black-market operations, was 
not caused by the lack of quotas. It 
was caused by the policy of the adminis- 
trators of the OPA which was such that 
the legitimate packers could not comply. 
They had to cut down operations. The 
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people demanded meat, and the Govern- 
ment administrators were not realistic 
enough to establish rules under which 
legitimate packers could operate. As a 
result the black marketeers came in, and 
we had the back-of-the-barn slaughter- 
ing. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
time of the Senator from Iowa has ex- 
pired. All time for debate has expired. 

Several Senators requested the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, may we 
have the question stated? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Louisana [Mr. Lone] 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
Senate agreed to the Butler amendment 
yesterday. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. FULBRIGHT], the Senator from Iowa 
(Mr. GILLETTE], the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. Hunt], the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. O’Conor], and the Sen- 
ator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] are 
absent on official business. 

The Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. Jounston] is absent on official 
committee business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Murray] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate on official business, having been ap- 
pointed a representative of our Govern- 
ment to attend the International Labor 
Conference being held in Geneva, 
Switzerland. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS] is absent because of illness. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Ecton], the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS], and the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. Lopce] are absent on offi- 
cial business. If present and voting, the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. LODGE] 
would vote yea.“ 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART], the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. Corvon], and the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. WATKINS] are detained on 
Official business. 

The result was announced—yeas 27, 
nays 53, as follows: 


YEAS—27 
Anderson Humphrey McMahon 
Benton Ives Monroney 
Kefauver Moody 
Ellender Kilgore Morse 
Frear Langer Neely 
Green Lehman Pastore 
Hennings Long Robertson 
Hill Magnuson Smith, Maine 
Holland Maybank Sparkman 
NAYS—53 
Aiken Clements Hoey 
Bennett Connally Jenner 
Brewster Dirksen Johnson, Colo. 
Bricker Duff Johnson, Tex. 
Bridges Dworshak Kem 
Butler, Md. Eastland Kerr 
Butler, Nebr. Ferguson Knowland 
Byrd George Malone 
Cain Hayden McCarran 
Carlson Hendrickson McCarthy 
Case Hickenlooper McClellan 
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McFarland Sc Underwood 
McKellar Smith, N. J. Welker 
Millikin Smith, N. O. W. 

Mundt Wiley 
Nixon Taft Williams 
O'Mahoney Thye Young 


Saltonstall Tobey 
NOT VOTING—16 


Capehart Gillette O'Conor 
Chavez Hunt Russell 
Cordon Johnston, S. C. Smathers 
Ecton Lodge Watkins 
Flanders Martin 
Fulbright Murray t 
So Mr. Lonc’s motion to reconsider 
was rejected. 


Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, on behalf 
of myself and 14 other Senators, I submit 
an amendment which I shall explain, but 
shall not read or ask to have read at this 
time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the amendment will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the amend- 
ment submitted by Mr. Moopy, on be- 
half of himself, Mr. Douctas, Mr. SPARK- 
MAN, Mr. BENTON, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. Mc- 
Manon, Mr. Humpurey, Mr. HILL, Mr. 
NEELVY, Mr. Macnuson, Mr. Green, Mr. 
Pastore, Mr. Ives, Mr. Morse, and Mr. 
KEFAUVER, Was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“That subsections (a) and (b) of section 
716 of the Defense Production Act of 1950 
are amended to read as follows: 

„(a) Titles I, II, III, and VII of this act 
and all authority conferred thereunder shall 
terminate at the close of June 30, 1953, but 
such titles shall be effective after April 1, 
1952, only to the extent necessary to aid in 
carrying out contracts relating to the na- 
tional defense entered into by the Govern- 
ment prior to June 1, 1952. 

“*(b) Titles IV, V, and VI of this act and 
all authority conferred thereunder shall 
terminate at close of April 1, 1952.“ 

“Sec. 2. Section 601 of the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following: ‘No regulation 
or order issued under this section shall, in 
respect to new or used automobiles (includ- 
ing taxicabs), designed for the purpose of 
transporting less than ten passengers, (1) 
require a down payment in excess of 3314 
percent or limit the maximum loan value to 
less than 6634 percent, or (2) prescribe a 
maximum maturity of less than 18 months.’ 

“Sec, 3. Section 304 (c) of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 is amended by strik- 
ing out , not in excess of 81,400,000, 000.“ 

“Sec. 4. (a) Section 204 (f) of the Hous- 
ing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is 
amended by striking out June 30, 1951’ and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘May 31, 1952’. 

“(b) (1) The Housing and Rent Act of 
1947, as amended, is amended by striking out 
‘Housing Expediter’ wherever it appears 
therein and inserting in lieu thereof ‘Presi- 
dent.’ 

“(2) Section 204 (a) of the Housing and 
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is repealed, 

“(3) Section 206 (e) of the Housing and 
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is amended 
by striking out ‘The principal office of the 
Housing Expediter shall be in the District of 
Columbia, but he or any duly authorized 
representative may exercise any or all of his 
powers in any place and attorneys’ and in- 
serting in lieu thereof ‘Attorneys.’ 

“(4) Section 208 (a) of the Housing and 
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is amended to 
read as follows: 

(a) The President shall administer the 
powers, duties, and functions conferred upon 
him by this act through the new independent 
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agency created pursuant to section 403 of 
the Defense Production Act of 1950. The 
President may provide for the transfer to 
such new agency of any of the functions, 
records, property, personnel, and unexpended 
balances of appropriations, allocations, and 
other funds of the Office of the Housing 
Expediter. Any employees of the Office of 
the Housing Expediter not so transferred 
shall, unless transferred to other positions 
in the Government, be separated from the 
service. The President shall make such pro- 
visions as he shall deem appropriate for the 
termination and liquidation of the affairs 
of the Office of the Housing Expediter and 
until such action is taken by the President, 
the Office of the Housing Expediter shall be 
continued. For the purposes of determin- 
ing the status of employees transferred to 
such new agency as provided in this section, 
they shall be deemed to be transferred in 
connection with a transfer of functions.’ 
„(e) Section 204 of the Housing and Rent 
Act of 1947, as amended, is amended by add- 


` ing at the end thereof the following: 


k) The President shall by regulation 
or order establish such maximum rent or 
maximum rents as in his judgment will be 
fair and equitable for any housing accom- 
modations (1) in any State which by law 
declares that there exists such a shortage in 
rental housing accommodations as to require 
Federal rent control in such State, or (2) in 
any incorporated city, town, village, or in 
the unincorporated area of any county (other 
than a city, town, village, or unincorporated 
area within a State which is controlling 
rents) upon receipt of a resolution of its 
governing body adopted for that purpose in 
accordance with applicable local law and 
based upon a finding by such governing body, 
reached as a result of a public hearing held 
after 10 days’ notice, that there exists such 
a shortage in rental housing accommodations 
as to require Federal rent control in such 
city, town, village, or unincorporated area in 
such county. In establishing any maximum 
rent for any housing accommodations under 
this subsection the President shall give due 
consideration to the rents prevailing for 
such housing accommodations or comparable 
housing accommodations during the period 
from May 24, 1950, to June 24, 1950, and he 
shall make adjustment for such relevant fac- 
tors as he shall determine and deem to be 
of general applicability in respect to such 
accommodations, including increases or de- 
creases in property taxes and other costs 
within such State, incorporated city, town, 
or village, or unincorporated area. 

„%) Whenever the Secretary of Defense 
and the Director of Defense Mobilization, act- 
ing jointly, shall determine and certify to 
the President that any area (whether then 
or ever controlled or decontrolled under this 
act) is a critical defense housing area, the 
President shall by regulation or order estab- 
lish such maximum rent or maximum rents 
for any housing accommodations, not then 
subject to rent control, in such area or por- 
tion thereof as in his judgment will be fair 
and equitable. Notwithstanding the provi- 
sions of section 202 (c) the term “controlled 
housing accommodations” as applied to any 
such critical defense housing area shall in- 
clude all housing accommodations in the 
area, without exception. In establishing any 
maximum rent for any housing accommoda- 
tions under this subsection, the President 
shall give due consideration to the rents pre- 
vailing for such housing accommodations or 
comparable housing accommodations during 
the pericd from May 24, 1950, to June 24, 
1950, and he shall make adjustment for such 
relevant factors as he shall determine and 
deem to be of general applicability in respect 
to such accommodations, including increases 
or decreases in property taxes and other costs 
within such area. Meximum rents in any 
critical defense housing area shall be ter- 
minated at such time as tie Secretary of 
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Defense and the Director of Defense Mobili- 
gation, acting jointly, shall determine and 
certify to the President that such area is no 
longer a critical defense housing area, or as 
provided in subsection (e) or (j) of this 
section: Provided, however, That in any area 
where maximum rents are removed under 
the procedures provided in subsection (e) or 
(j) Of this section, maximum rents may be 
reestablished after the expiration of 30 days 
on the determination and certification of the 
Secretary of Defense and the Director of De- 
fense Mobilization, acting jointly. For the 
purpose of this subsection a critical defense 
housing area shall be any area in which the 
following conditions exist: 

“*(1) a new defense plant or installation 
has been or is to be provided, or an exist- 
ing defense plant or installation has been 
or is to be reactivated or its operation sub- 
stantially expanded; 

“*(2) substantial in-migration of defense 
workers or military personnel is required to 


carry out activities at such plant or installa- 


tion; and 

“*(3) a substantial shortage of housing 
required for such defense workers or mili- 
tary personnel exists or impends which im- 
pedes or threatens to impede activities of 
such defense plant or installation. 

„m) Whenever an area has been certi- 
fied under subsection (1) to be a critical de- 
fense housing area real-estate construction 
credit controls imposed under title VI of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 shall be re- 
laxed to the extent necessary to encourage 
construction of housing for defense workers 
and military personnel. The fact that any 
area has been certified as a critical defense 
housing area under subsection (1) shall not 
make such area ineligible for the location 
of additional defense plants, facilities, or in- 
stallations, or as a source of additional mili- 
tary procurement of any sort. 

„n) No maximum rents shall be estab- 
lished under subsection (1) for housing ac- 
commodationasin any State where rent con- 
trol is in effect or in any locality where local 
rent control is in effect, unless the rent com- 
ponent of the Consumers’ Index of the Bu- 
reau of Labor Statistics for such State or 
locality has increased more than the United 
States average of the rent component of such 
index during the last 6 months for which 
such index is available immediately preced- 
ing the establishment of such maximum 
rents, The rent component of the Con- 
sumers’ Index of the Bureau of Labor Sta- 
tistics for any State shall be the average, 
weighted by population as determined by 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics, for all re- 
ported cities in th^ State, except that, where 
only one city is reported, the rent compo- 
nent for the State shall be the rent compo- 
nent for that city. Upon the establishment 
of maximum rents pursuant to subsection 
(1) for housing accommodations in a State 
in which State rent control is in effect, State 
rent control shall thereupon terminate. 
Upon the establishment of maximum rents 
pursuant to subsection (1) for housing ac- 
commodations in a locality in which local 
rent control is in effect, local rent control 
shall thereupon terminate. The rent com- 
ponent for any locality subject to local rent 
control shall be the rent component as es- 
tablished by the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
for that locality. Where data concerning 
rents have not been heretofore collected for 
a city in a State having State rent control 
or for a particular locality which has local 
rent control, the President may cause a sur- 
vey to be made by the Bureau of Labor Sta- 
tistics for the purpose of establishing a rent 
component for that State or locality. For 
the purposes of this subsection; State rent 
control shall be deemed in effect in any State 
in which maximum rents are controlled pur- 
suant to State la throughout the State, re- 
gardless of whether maximum rents are ac- 
tually in effect in every locality of the State. 
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o) In order to compensate for increases 
which have occurred in costs and prices, the 
maximum rent in effect on the date of en- 
actment of this subsection for any housing 
accomodations shall, upon sworn applica- 
tion, be increased to 120 percent of the fol- 
lowing: The maximum rent for the housing 
accommodations (or comparable housing ac- 
commodations) in effect on June 30, 1947, 
plus the amount of any increase allowed or 
allowable under this act for major capital 
improvements or for increases in living 
space, services, furniture, furnishings, or 
equipment, and minus any decrease re- 
quired or requirable under this act for de- 
creases in living space, services, furniture, 
furnishings, or equipment, or for substan- 
tial deterioration or failure to perform 
ordinary repair, replacement, or mainte- 
nance. Any increase in a maximum rent 
applied for under this subsection which is 
based upon the maximum rent in effect on 
June 30, 1947, for the particular housing ac- 
commodations and upon increases and de- 
creases actually allowed under this act shall 
be effective upon the filing of the application. 
Nothing in this subsection shall require the 
reduction of any maximum rent, nor prevent 
such additional adjustment for increases in 
costs and prices as the President may deem 
appropriate.“ 

“(d) Section 205 of the Housing and Rent 
Act of 1947, as amended, is amended to read 
as follows: 

“Sec. 205. (a) Any person who demands, 
accepts, receives, or retains any payment of 
rent in excess of the maximum rent pre- 
scribed under the provisions of this act, or 
any regulation, order, or requirement there- 
under, shall be liable to the person from 
whom such payment is demanded, accepted, 
received, or retained (or shall be liable to the 
United States as hereinafter provided) for 
reasonable attorney's fees and costs as deter- 
mined by the court, plus liquidated damages 
in the amounts of (1) $50, or (2) not more 
than three times the amount by which the 
payment or payments demanded, accepted, 
received, or retained exceed. the maximum 
rent which could lawfully be demanded, ac- 
cepted, received, or retained, as the court in 
its discretion may determine, whichever in 
either case may be the greater amount: Pro- 
vided, That the amount of such liquidated 
damages shall be the amount of the over- 
charge or overcharges if the defendant proves 
that the violation was neither willful nor 
the result of failure to take practicable pre- 
cautions against the occurrence of the vio- 
lation. 

“*(b) Any person who unlawfully evicts a 
tenant shall be liable to the person so evicted 
(or shall be liable to the United States as 
hereinafter provided) for reasonable attor- 
ney’s fees and costs as determined by the 
court, plus liquidated damages in the 
amounts of (1) 1 month’s rent or $50, 
whichever is greater, or (2) not more than 
three times such monthly rent, or $150, 
„whichever is greater: Provided, That the 
amount of such liquidated damages shall be 
the amount of 1 month's rent or $50, which- 
ever is greater, if the defendant proves that 
the violation was neither willful nor the 
result of failure to take practicable precau- 
tions against the occurrence of the violation, 

e) Suit to recover liquidated damages 
as provided in this section may be brought 
in any Federal court of competent jurisdic- 
tion regardless of the amount involved, or 
in any State or Territorial court of competent 
jurisdiction, within 1 year after the date of 
violation: Provided, That if the person from 
whom such payment is demanded, accepted, 
received, or retained, or the person wrong- 
fully evicted, either fails to institute an ac- 
tion under this section within 30 days from 
the date of the occurrence of the violation 
or is not entitled for any reason to bring the 
action, the United States may settle the claim 
arising out of the violation or within 1 
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year after the date of violation may institute 
such action, If such claim is settled or such 
action is instituted, the person from whom 
such payment is demanded, accepted, re- 
ceived, or retained, or the person wrongfully 
evicted, shall thereafter be barred from 
bringing an action for the same violation or 
violations. For the purpose of determining 
the amount of liquidated damages to be 
awarded to the plaintiff in an action brought 
under subsection (a) of this section, all vio- 
lations alleged in an action under said sub- 
section (a) which were committed by the 
defendant with respect to the plaintiff prior 
to the bringing of such an action shall be 
deemed to constitute one violation and, in 
such action under subsection (a) of this sec- 
tion, the amount demanded, accepted, re- 
ceived, or retained in connection with such 
one violation shall be deemed to be the ag- 
gregate amount demanded, accepted, re- 
ceived, or retained in connection with all 
such violations. A judgment for damages 
or on the merits in any action under either 
subsection (a) or (b) of this section shall 
be a bar any recovery under the same 
subsection of this section in any other action 
against the same defendant on account of 
any violation with respect to the same per- 
son prior to the institution of the action in 
which such judgment was rendered.’ 

“(e) Section 206 (a) of the Housing and 
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is amended to 
read as follows: y 

„a) (1) It shall be unlawful for any 
person to demand, accept, receive, or retain 
any rent for the use or occupancy of any 
controlled housing accommodations in ex- 
cess of the maximum rent prescribed under 
this act, or otherwise to do or omit to do any 
act, in violation of this act, or of any regu- 
lation or order or requirement under this 
act, or to offer, solicit, attempt, or agree to 
do any of the foregoing. 

“*(2) It shall be unlawful for any person 
to evict, remove, or exclude, or cause to be 
evicted, removed, or excluded, any tenant 
from any controlled housing accommoda- 
tions in any manner or upon any grounds 
except as authorized or permitted by the pro- 
visions of this act or any regulation, order, 
or requirement thereunder, and any person 
who lawfully gains possession from a tenant 
of any controlled housing accommodations, 
and thereafter fails fully to comply with such 
requirements or conditions as may have been 
imposed for such possession by the provisions 
of this act or any regulation, order, or re- 
quirement thereunder, shall also be deemed 
to have unlawfully evicted such tenant and 
shall be liable to such tenant, or to the 
United States, as provided in this act.“ 

“(£) (1) Section 202 (a) of the Housing 
and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is amend- 
ed to read as follows: 

“*(a) The word “person” includes an in- 
dividual, corporation, partnership, associa- 
tion, or any other organized group of persons, 
or legal successor or representative of the 
foregoing, and includes t e United States or 
any agency thereof, or any other govern- 
ment, or any of its political subdivisions, or 
any agency of any of the foregoing: Provided, 
That no punishment provided by this act 
shall apply to the United States, or to any 
such government, political subdivision, or 
government agency.’ 

“(2) The first sentence of section 202 (c) 
(1) (A) of the Housing and Rent Act of 
1947, as amended, is amended by striking 
out the following: ‘which is located in a city 
of less than 2,500,000 population, according 
to the 1940 decennial census and.’ 

“(3) Section 202 (c) (1) (B) of the Hous- 
ing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is re- 
pealed. 

“(4) The proviso in section 204 (h) of the 
Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, 
is repealed. 

“(5) Section 202 (d) of the Housing and 
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is amended 
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by inserting after ‘204 (i) (1) or (2)’ the 

following: ‘, 204 (k), or 204 (1)? 

“(g) The first sentence of section 204 (b) 
(1) of the Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as 
amended, is amended by striking out ‘(h) 
and (i)’ and inserting in lieu thereof (h). 
(i), (k), (1), and (o). 

„n) Nothing in this act or in the Housing 
and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, shall be 
construed to require any person to offer any 
housing accommodations for rent. 

“(i) (1) The last sentence of section 4 (c) 
of the Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as 
amended, is amended by inserting after the 
word ‘section’ the following: ‘for persons 
engaged in national defense activities and.’ 

“(2) Section 4 (e) of the Housing and Rent 
Act of 1947, as amended, is amended by strik- 
ing out ‘June 30, 1951’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘May 31, 1952.’ 

“(j) Section 215 of the Independent Offices 
Appropriation Act, 1946 (59 Stat. 134), and 
section 213 of the Independent Offices Ap- 
propriation Act, 1947 (60 Stat. 81), are hereby 
repealed. 

“Sec. 5. Section 701 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“Sge. 701. (a) (1) It is the sense of the 
Congress that small-business concerns be en- 
couraged to make the greatest possible con- 
tribution toward achieving the objectives of 
this act. In order to carry out this policy 
there is hereby created an agency under the 
name “Small Defense Plants Administration” 
(hereinafter referred to as the Administra- 
tion), which Administration shall be under 
the general direction and supervision of the 
President. The principal office of the Ad- 
ministration shall be located in the District 
of Columbia, but the Administration may 
establish such branch offices in other places 
in the United States as may be determined 
by the Administrator of the Administration. 
For the purposes of this section, a small- 
business concern shall be deemed to be one 
which is independently owned and operated 
and which is not dominant in its field of 
operation, The Administration, in making 
a detailed definition, may use these criteria, 
among others: independency of ownership 
and operation, number of employees, dollar 
volume of business, and nondominance in its 
field. 

(2) The Administration is authorized to 
obtain money from the Treasury of the 
United States, for use in the performance of 
the powers and duties granted to or imposed 
upon it by law, not to exceed a total of 
$50,000,000 outstanding at any one time. 
For this purpose appropriations not to ex- 
ceed $50,000,000 are hereby authorized to be 
made to a revolving fund in the Treasury. 
Advances shall be made to the Administra- 
tion from the revolving fund when requested 
by the Administration. This revolving fund 
shall be used for the purposes enumerated 
subsequently in section 701 (b) (1) (B), (C), 
(D), and (E). Reimbursements made to the 
Administration under these operations shall 
revert to the revolving fund for use for the 
same purposes. 

“"(3) The management of the Adminis- 
-tration shall be vested in an Administrator 
who shall be appointed by the President, 
by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, and who shall be a person of out- 
standing qualifications known to be familiar 
and sympathetic with small-business needs 
and problems. The Administrator shall re- 
ceive compensation at the rate of $17,500 
per annum. The Administrator shall not 
engage in any other business, vocation, or 
employment than that of serving as Admin- 
istrator. The Administrator is authorized 
to appoint two Deputy Administrators to 
assist in the execution of the functions 
vested in the Administration. Deputy Ad- 
ministrators shall be paid at the rate of 
$15,000 per annum. 

“*(4) The Administration shall not have 
succession, beyond June 20, 1952, except for 


purposes of liquidation, unless its life is 
extended beyond such date pursuant to an 
act of Congress. It shall have power to 
adopt, alter, and use a seal, which shall be 
judicially noticed; to select and employ such 
officers, employees, attorneys, and agents as 
shall be necessary for the transaction of 
business of the Administration; to define 
their authority and duties, require bonds of 
them, and fix the penalties thereof. The 
Administration, with the consent of any 
board, commission, independent establish- 
ment, or executive department of the Gov- 
ernment, may avail itself of the use of in- 
formation, services, facilities, including any 
field service thereof, officers, and employees 
thereof in carrying out the provisions of 
this section. 

“*(5) All moneys of the Administration 
not otherwise employed may be deposited 
with the Treasurer of the United States sub- 
ject to check by authority of the Adminis- 
tration or in any Federal Reserve bank. The 
Federal Reserve banks are authorized and 
directed to act as depositaries, custodians, 
and fiscal agents for the Administration in 
the general performance of its powers con- 
ferred by this act. All insured banks, when 
designated by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
shall act as depositaries, custodians, and 
financial agents for the Administration. 

““(b) (1) Without regard to any other 
provision of law except the regulations pre- 
scribed under section 201 of the First War 
Powers Act, 1941, as amended, the Admin- 
istration is empowered— 

„A) to recommend to the Reconstruc- 
tion Finance Corporation loans or advances, 
on such terms and conditions and with such 
maturity as the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation may determine on its own dis- 
cretion, to enable small-business concerns 
to finance plant construction, conversion, or 
expansion, including the acquisition of land; 
or finance the acquisition of equipment, 
facilities, machinery, supplies, or materials; 
or to finance research, development, and 
experimental work on new or improved prod- 
ucts or processes; or to supply such con- 
cerns with capital to be used in the manu- 
facture of articles, equipment, supplies, or 
materials for defense or essential civilian 
purposes; or to establish and operate tech- 
nical laboratories to serve small-business 
concerns; such loans or advances to be made 
or effected either directly by the Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation or in coopera- 
tion with banks or other lending institutions 
through agreements to participate in insur- 
ance of loans, or by the purchase of partici- 
pations. or otherwise; 

„%) to enter into contracts with the 
United States Government and any depart- 
ment, agency, or officer thereof having pro- 
curement powers obligating the Administra- 
tion to furnish articles, equipment, supplies, 
or materials to the Government; 

„E) to arrange for the performance of 
such ontracts by letting subcontracts to 
small-business concerns or others for the 
manufacture, supply, or assembly of such 
articles, equipment, supplies, or materials, 
or parts thereof, or servicing or processing 
in connection therewith, or such manage- 
ment services as may be necessary to enable 
the Administration to perform such con- 
tracts; and 

„F) to provide technical and managerial 
aids to small-business concerns, by main- 
taining a clearing house for technical in- 
formation, by cooperating with other Gov- 
ernment agencies, by disseminating infor- 
mation, and by such other activities as are 
deemed appropriate by the Administration. 

“*(2) In any case in which the Admin- 
istration certifies to any officer of the Gov- 
ernment having procurement powers that the 

tion is competent to perform any 
Government procurement contract 

to be let by any such officers, such officer 
shall be authorized to let such procurement 
contract to the Administration upon such 
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terms and conditions as may be agreed upon 
between the Administration and the pro- 
curement officer. 

„e (1) Whoever makes any statement 
knowing it to be false, or whoever willfully 
overvalues any security, for the purpose of 
obtaining for himself or for any applicant 
any lean, or extension thereof by renewal, 
deferment of action, or otherwise, or the ac- 
ceptance, release, or substitution of security 
therefor, or for the purpose of influencing in 
any way the action of the Administration, 
or for the purpose of obtaining money, prop- 
erty, or anything of value, under this sec- 
tion, shall be punished by a fine of not more 
than $5,000 or by imprisonment for not more 
than 2 years, or both. 

%]) Whoever, being connected in any 
capacity with the Administration (A) em- 
bezzles, abstracts, purloins, or willfully mis- 
applies any moneys, funds, securities, or 
other things of value, whether belonging to 
it or pledged or otherwise entrusted to it, or 
(B) with intent to defraud the Administra- 
tion or any other body politic or corporate, 
or any individual, or to deceive any officer, 
auditor, or examiner of the Administration 
makes any false entry in any book, report, or 
statement of or to the Administration, or, 
without being duly authorized, draws any 
order or issues, puts forth, or assigns any 
note, debenture, bond, or other obligation, 
or draft, bill of exchange, mortgage, judg- 
ment, or decree thereof, or (C) with intent 
to defraud participates, shares, receives di- 
rectly or indirectly any money, profit, prop- 
erty, or benefit through any transaction, 
loan, commission, contract, or any other act 
of the Administration, or (D) gives any un- 
authorized information concerning any fu- 
ture action or plan of the Administration 
which might affect the value of securities, or, 
having such knowlelge, invests or speculates, 
directly or indirectly, in the securities or 
property of any company or corporation re- 
ceiving loans or other assistance from the 
Administration shall be purmhed by a fine 
or not more than $10,000 or by imprisonment 
for not more than 5 years, or both. 

“*(d) (1) It shall be the duty of the Ad- 
ministration and it is hereby empowered, to 
coordinate and to ascertain the means by 
which the productive capacity of small-busi- 
ness concerns can be most effectively utilized 
for national defense and essential civilian 
production. 

““(2) It shall be the duty of the Admin- 
istration and it is hereby empowered, to 
consult and cooperate with appropriate gov- 
ernmental agencies in the issuance of all 
orders limiting or expanding production by, 
or in the formulation of policy in granting 
priorities to, business concerns. All such 
governmental agencies are required, before 
issuing such orders or announcing such 
priority policies, to consult with the Admin- 
istration in order that small-business con- 
cerns will be most effectively utilized in the 
production of articles, equipment, supplies, 
and materials for national defense and essen- 
tial civilian purposes. 

„e) The Administration shall have pow- 
er, and it is hereby directed, whenever it 
determines such action is necessary— 

1) to make a complete inventory of all 
productive facilities of small-business con- 
cerns which can be used for defense and es- 
sential civilian production or to arrange for 
such inventory to be made by any other 
governmental agency which has the facili- 
ties. In making any such inventory, the 
appropriate agencies in the several States 
shall be requested to furnish an inventory 
of the productive facilities of small-business 
concerns in each respective State if such an 
inventory is available or in prospect; 

““(2) to consult and cooperate with offi- 
cers of the Government having procurement 
powers, in order to utilize the potential pro- 
ductive capacity of plants operated by small- 
business concerns; 
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“*(3) to obtain information as to methods 
and practices which Government prime con- 
tractors utilize in letting subcontracts and 
to take action to encourage the letting of 
subcontracts by prime contractors to small- 
business concerns at prices and on condi- 
tions and terms which are fair and equitable; 

“*(4) to take such action, authorized un- 
der this section, as is necessary to provide 
small-business concerns with an adequate 
incentive, excluding subsidies, to engage in 
defense and essential civilian production and 
to facilitate the conversion and equipping 
of plants of small-business concerns for 
such production; 

“*(5) to determine within any industry 
the concerns, firms, persons, corporations, 
partnerships, cooperatives, or other business 
enterprises, which are to be designated 
“small-business concerns” for the purpose of 
effectuating the provisions of this section; 

(6) to certify to Government procure- 
ment officers with respect to the competency, 
as to capacity and credit, of any small-busi- 
ness concern or group of such concerns to 
perform a specific Government procurement 
contract; 

“*(7) to obtain from any Federal depart- 
ment, establishment, or agency engaged in 
defense procurement or in the financing of 
defense procurement or production such re- 
ports concerning the letting of contracts and 
subcontracts and making of loans to business 
concerns as it may deem pertinent in carry- 
ing out its functions under this act; 

“*(8) to obtain from suppliers of materials 
information pertaining to the method of 
filling orders and the bases for allocating 
their supply, whenever it appears that any 
small business is unable to obtain materials 
for defense or essential civilian production 
from its normal sources; 

“*(9) to make studies and recommenda- 
tions to the appropriate Federal agencies to 
insure a fair and equitable share of materials, 
supplies, and equipment to small-business 
concerns to effectuate the defense program 
or for essential civilian purposes, and 

(10) to consult and cooperate with all 
Government agencies for the purpose of in- 
suring that small-business concerns 
receive fair and reasonable treatment from 
said agencies. 

(11) to establish such advisory boards 
and committees wholly representative of 
small business as may be found necessary to 
achieve the purposes of this section. 

„%) (1) The Congress has as its policy 
that a fair proportion of the total purchases 
and contracts for supplies and services for 
the Government shall be placed with small- 
business concerns. To effectuate such policy 
small-business concerns within the meaning 
of this section shall receive any award or 
contract or any part thereof as to which it is 
determined by the Administration and the 
contracting procurement agencies (A) to be 
in the interest of mobilizing the Nation's 
full productive capacity, or (B) to be in the 
interest of the national defense program, to 
make such award or let such contract to a 
small-business concern. 

„%) Whenever materials or supplies are 
allocated by law, a fair and equitable per- 
centage thereof shall be made available to 
the Administration, to be allocated by it to 
small plants unable to obtain the necessary 
materials or supplies from usual sources, 
Such percentage shall be determined by the 
head of the lawful allocating authority after 
giving full consideration to the claims pre- 
sented by the Administration. 

“*(3) Whenever the President invokes the 
powers given him in this act to allocate, or 
approve agreements allocating, any material, 
to an extent which the President finds will 
result in a significant dislocation of the nor- 
mal distribution in the civilian market, he 
shall do so in such a manner as to make. 
available, so far as practicable, for business 
and various segments thereof in the normal 
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channel of distribution of such material, a 
fair share of the available civilian supply 
based, so far as practicable, on the share re- 
ceived by such business under normal condi- 
tions during a representative period preced- 
ing June 24, 1950: Provided, That the limi- 
tations and restrictions imposed on the pro- 
duction of specific items should give due 
consideration to the needs of new concerns. 

“‘(g) The Administration shall make a 
report every 90 deys of operations under this 
title to the President, the President of the 
Senate, and the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives. Such report shall include 
the names of the business concerns to whom 
contracts are let, and for whom financing 
is arranged, by the Administration, together 
with the amounts involved, and such report 
shall include such other information, and 
such comments and recommendations, with 
respect to the relation of small-business con- 
cerns to the defense effort, as the adminis- 
tration may deem appropriate. 

ch) The Administration is hereby em- 
powered to make studies of the effect of 
price, credit, and other controls imposed 
under the defense program and whenever it 
finds that these controls discriminate against 
or impose undue hardship upon small busi- 
ness, to make recommendations to the ap- 
propriate Federal agency for the adjustment 
of controls to the needs of small business. 

“*(i) The Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration is authorized to make loans and 
advances upon the recommendation of the 
Small Defense Plants Administration as pro- 
vided in (b) (1) (A) of this section not to 
exceed an aggregate of $100,000,000 out- 
standing at any one time, on such terms 
and conditions and with such maturities as 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation may 
determine. 

„(j) The President may transfer to the 
Administration any functions, powers, and 
duties of any department or agency which 
relates primarily to small-business problems. 

„(k) No loan shall be recorimended or 
equipment, facilities, or services furnished 
by the Administration under this section to 
any business enterprise unless the owners, 
partners or officers of such business enter- 
prise (1) certify to the Administration the 
names of any attorneys, agents, or other 
persons engaged by or on behalf of such 
business enterprise for the purpose of ex- 
pediting applications made to the Adminis- 
tration for the assistance of any sort, and 
the fees paid or to be paid to any such 
persons, and (2) execute an agreement 
binding any such business enterprise for 
a period of 2 years after any assistance is 
rendered by the Administration to such 
business enterprise, to refrain from employ- 
ing, tendering any office or employment to, 
or retaining for professional services, any 
person who, on the date such assistance or 
any part thereof was rendered, or within 
1 year prior thereto, shall have served as an 
officer, attorney, agent or employee of the 
Administration occupying a position or en- 
gaging in activities which the Administra- 
tion shall have determined involve discre- 
tion with respect to the granting of assist- 
ance under this section. 

„%) In administering this act, such 
exemptions shall be provided for small- 
business enterprises as may be feasible with- 
out impeding the accomplishment of this 
act. 

„m) In administering this act, special 
provision shall be made for the expeditious 
handling of all requests applications, or ap- 
peals from small-business enterprises. 

„n) Such business advisory committees 
shall be appointed as shall be appropriate 
for purposes of consultation in the for- 
mulation of rules, regulations, or orders, or 
amendments thereto issued under authority 
‘of this act, and in their formation there 
shall be fair representation for independent 
emall-, for medium-, and for large-business 
enterprises, for different geographical areas, 
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for trade association members and non- 
members, and for different segments of the 
industry. 

„% To the fullest extent the Adminis- 
tration deems practicable, it shall make a 
fair charge for the use of Government- 
owned property and make and let contracts 
on a basis that will result in a recovery of 
the direct costs incurred by the Admin- 
istration. 

p) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
and appropriate for the carrying out of the 
provisions and purposes of this section.’” 


Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, some of 
the most eminent Members of the Sen- 
ate during the afternoon and night have 
spoken with pardonable pride about the 
wonderful control bill which was passed 
by the Congress last year. The distin- 
guished chairman of the Banking and 
Currency Committee [Mr. MAYBANK], 
the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Tart], the senior Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. GEORGE], the senior Senator from 
Indiana (Mr. CAPEHART], and other Sena- 
tors have gone on record as saying that 
the price control law now on the statute 
books is a wonderful law. 

Mr. President, I submit that the bill 
now before the Senate is something less 
than a wonderful bill. In the hearings 
before the Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee, the junior Senator from Virgin- 
ia [Mr. ROBERTSON I 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MOODY. I yield to the distin- 
guished chairman of the committee. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I merely wish to say 
that the Government Printing Office 
has sent word that they will have to cut 
off the printing of today’s Recorp at 2 
a. m., and no remarks made in the Sen- 
ate after that hour can be printed in 
today’s RECORD. 

I wish Senators to understand that, 
because I have been asked to make that 
statement. Of course, remarks made in 
the Senate after 2 a. m. will be printed 
in tomorrow’s RECORD. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Michigan yield for that 
purpose? 

Mr. MOODY. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, what 
amendment is now pending? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from Michigan on behalf of himself and 
other Senators, is the pending question. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, I was 
about to state the nature of the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator state what the amendment 
is, so that we may know? 

Mr. MOODY. I shall do so. 

The amendment would strike out all 
after the enacting clause of the bill, and 
would reenact the present law, with the 
following additions: The committee pro- 
visions on rent control, because the rent- 
control law expires on June 30, as we 
know; the committee provision reported 
by the senior Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. Maypanx] in regard to regu- 
lation W; and the amendment adopted 
tonight, being the amendment submitted 
by the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
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Sparkman], on behalf of himself and 
other Senators, in regard to small busi- 
ness. Those are the only three changes 
in the present law which this amendment 
would make. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, the 
present law with those additions would 
be extended until next April 1. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I call for 
order. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I call 
for order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Senate will be in order. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, 15 Sen- 
ators have sponsored the amendment. 
I should like to speak briefly on the 
amendment. I know the hour is late. 
However, let us consider where we stand 
and what we are trying to do. 

Is inflation a danger to the country or 
is it not, Mr. President? Are we 
strengthening the law now on the statute 
books or are we weakening it? 

I should like to remind the Senate that 

during the period between the invasion 
of Korea and the temporary, tentative 
freeze on January 25, prices in the Unit- 
ed States rose very rapidly. Some of the 
businessmen who were asked to do so 
held the line, at the request of the Pres- 
ident; but others did not hold the line, 
but raised their prices as rapidly as they 
could. 
If the bill as it now appears before 
the Senate is passed, we shall either have 
to freeze into our present economic 
structure the obvious inequities which 
are brought about by the fact that some 
persons held the line as their patriotic 
responsibility, while others refused to 
do so; or else we shall have to grant in- 
creases in prices all along the line, and 
inflate the economy. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MOODY. I shall yield in a mo- 
ment, when I finish. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I ask the Senator to 
permit me to suggest, on my own time, 
that the bill now before the Senate does 
not, at this point, involve the final pas- 
sage of alaw. We are merely consider- 
ing a Senate bill; and if it is passed by 
the Senate, it will go to the House of 
Representatives, and if the bill is passed 
in a different form by the House, there- 
after there will be a conference on the 
bill, and we shall have time to discuss 
the conference report. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, the Eco- 
nomic Stabilizer, Mr. Eric Johnston, has 
said that if the bill now before the 
Senate is passed, the result will be an 
increase of 8 percent in the cost of living, 

I ask Senators whether they think it 
will be possible to maintain the wage 
stabilization formula, which has been 


The 


worked out with great difficulty over a 


period of months, in the face of an 8- 
percent increase in the cost of living. 

If we do that, if we blast that wage 
line, as this bill will do, then I ask, what 
chance shall we have thereafter to save 
America from a disastrous spiral of in- 
flation? 

This morning, like the distinguished 
chairman of our committee, I received 
a telegram from Mr. Bernard Baruch, 
whom I consider to know more about 
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the matter of emergency controls than 
any Member of the Senate—and I say 
that with due respect to every Member of 
this body. Let me read what Mr. Baruch 
said again, to remind the Senate what it 
is doing here tonight. He said: 
Price-control law now before Senate 


Mr. MAYBANK rose. 

Mr. MOODY. I will yield to the 
Senator when I finish with this. I con- 
tinue: 

Price-control law now before Senate would 
be grave blow to country. 


He said: 

Whoever has a just grievance should avail 
himself of the machinery established to cor- 
rect inequities. But none should seek ex- 
emption from the law. This is no time to 
legislate further inflation. 

To do so would be unfair to the young 
men who are fighting and dying abroad, to 
their families as well as to the millions among 
the general public who are already being 
cruelly squeezed by rising prices. 


He then asks: 

Are we to unite against those who seek our 
destruction? Or are we too divided in fight- 
ing among ourselves for petty material gains? 


Those are not my words. Those are 
words of the leading expert in this 
country on the subject which is now fac- 
ing the Senate. He continues: 

Any favoritism granted now will be of no 
avail in the end. It can only bring down 
upon those who have received and those who 
have granted this favoritism the blame for 
the evil which will finally come to all. 


He concludes by saying: 


Would you be good enough to inform your 
colleagues of the contents of this telegram? 


Mr. President, I realize that I am 
speaking here tonight as a very junior 
Senator; but in my judgment, the sur- 
vival of this country depends not only 
upon our ability to make ourselves strong 
enough to resist the external threat from 
the Kremlin, but also upon our ability 
so to stabilize our economy that we do 
not burn it out from within. 

Mr. AIKEN. I have been examining 
the amendment which is at the desk and 
which the Senator has proposed for him- 
self and several other Senators. As I 
read it, I take it to mean that all price 
controls are to be eliminated, but that 
rent controls are to be retained. 

Mr. MOODY, I regret I did not hear 
the Senator. 

Mr. ATKEN. As I read the amend- 
ment, I interpret it as eliminating all 
price controls, but retaining rent con- 
trols, retaining the small-business pro- 
gram, and, I believe, regulation W. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. MOODY. Did the Senator say 
it eliminated all price controls? I would 
simply extend the present law, with 
those three additions. 

Mr, AIKEN. For how long? 

Mr. MOODY. Until April 1, 1952, a 
period of 9 months, 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MOODY. I yield to the Senator 
from South Carolina. 

Mr, MAYBANK. How is small busi- 
ness protected? There has been no ade- 
quate protection of small business, to my 
knowledge. 
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Mr. MOODY. I am sorry, I did not 
hear the Senator. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The small-business 
provision in this bill has not yet be- 
come law. We would expect, in confer- 
ence, to work with the House on the 
problem. We expect to have hearings 
Monday morning on the subject, or I 
will attempt to add a provision to aid 
small business to my bill, or to the bill 
of the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN]. 

Mr. MOODY. The Senator can still 
work it out in conference, can he not? 

Mr. MAYBANK. No; we certainly 
cannot guarantee at this point what the 
result of the conference will be. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MOODY. I yield to the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I wish to congrat- 
ulate the junior Senator from Michigan 
upon his very wonderful statement. I 
certainly cannot go along with the state- 
ment of the Senator from South Caro- 
lina. 

Mr. MAYBANK. What statement did 
I make that the Senator cannot go along 
with? Name it. 

Mr. President, a point of order. I ask 
the Senator from Tennessee to repeat 
the statement I made with which he 
says he cannot go along. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. If the Senator will 
give me time, I shall do so. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I want the Senator 
to name the statement that I made 
in the Senate which in his opinion is 
incorrect. The Senator may have a 
point worth investigating, but I want 
him to name the statement. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I ask 
permission to proceed without being in- 
terrupted. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, if I 
may inquire, what was the statement of 
the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, my 
statement was that I could not go along 
with the statement of the Senator from 
South Carolina that we could leave 
things in this bill which we do not agree 
upon, with the idea that they would be 
taken from the bill in conference. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
never made such a statement. Let the 
Official Reporter of Debates read the 
statement I made. Mr. President, I de- 
mand the regular order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Michigan has the floor. 
To whom does the Senator yield? 

Mr. MOODY. I yield to the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
make the point of order that the Sena- 
tor is out of order, in the remarks he 
attributed to the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, if I 
misstated any expression of ideas of the 
Senator from South Carolina, I apolo- 
gize. The thought I was trying to con- 
vey was that I did not agree with his 
idea that we could tentatively approve 
things in this bill. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Now, Mr. Presi- 
dent, the Senator from Tennessee says 
he does not agree with my point of view. 

Of course, we frequently do not agree. 
That is different from giving my words 
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a meaning they were not intended to 
convey. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, if I 
may proceed, what I was trying to say 
was that I could not agree or go along 
with the idea that we could approve 
something in this bill with the expecta- 
tion that it would be removed in confer- 
ence, I think we all agree that most of 
the items which have been approved by 
the Senate in one form or other are go- 
ing to have to be acted upon in confer- 
ence, and the chances are that most of 
them will be approved, finally, with the 
extension of the law. I feel, as does the 
Senator from Michigan, that during 
these times, and in the past few days, 
when we are acting in such a state of 
great haste, emergency, and stress, we 
would probably be able to get a better 
piece of legislation if we were to agree to 
those items as to which there seems to 
be substantial agreement, such as the 
extension of rent control, the item about 
small business, and the other item which 
the Senator from Michigan has men- 
tioned, and then take additional time to 
try to work out the more controversial 
items, some of which were not consid- 
ered by the committee, and as to which 
varying expressions have been received 
from those engaged in industry. For 
instance, the amendment concerning 
which a motion to reconsider was re- 
jected, an amendment relative to allo- 
cations, at least caused one substantial 
and highly respected packer to be some- 
what in disagreement as to what its 
effect would be. If we could have some 
understanding as to when we could con- 
sider this matter more calmly, I believe 
we could get a bill which would better 
protect the interests of the country. 
Certainly the administrators feel that 
this bill, as presently written, will have 
a tendency to increase inflation and to 
increase the cost of living. Therefore, 
in view of that situation, I want to asso- 
ciate myself with the amendment of- 
fered by the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. MOODY. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Tennessee. Mr. 
President, may I inquire how much time 
I have left? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Michigan has 3 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. MOODY. I reserve the time, to 
be used later, if there is opposition. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 

The PRESIDED T pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
Moopy]. The Senator from South Car- 
olina has control of the opposition time. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
have nothing to say, except that we have 
in substance voted on this matter at least 
three times during debate on this bill. 
I appreciate what the Senator from Ten- 
nessee said about having misunderstood 
my thoughts, I believe, with respect to 
the conference committee, because I 
would never go back on a Senate com- 
mittee. I have been in conferences long 
before the Senator from Tennessee ever 
came here, and I expect to be on many 
more. The senior Senator from Ten- 
nessee has appointed me on many con- 
ferences, and I propose to stand by him. 
I will properly stand by the Senate in 
what it does; no one need worry about 
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that. All I was trying to do was to re- 
mind the Senator from Michigan that 
this bill will not become law immediately 
upon its passage by the Senate and that 
the final law might well contain provi- 
sions differing somewhat from those 
presently in the Senate bill as amended. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment, which I should 
like to offer. It is a modifying amend- 
ment. I request the sponsors of the 
pending amendment to kindly accept it, 
if they will. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK, It is proposed by 
Mr. Ives to amend the amendment of- 
fered by Mr. Moopy by inserting in the 
appropriate place the following new 
section: 

Sec. 5. Title I of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is hereby amended by adding 
the following section: 

“Sec. 104, Notwithstanding the provisions 
of any other law, import controls of fats and 
oils (including oil-bearing materials, fatty 
acids, and soap and soap powder, but ex- 
cluding petroleum and petroleum products 
and coconuts and coconut products), pea- 
nuts, butter, cheese and other dairy prod- 
ucts, and rice and rice products are neces- 
sary for the protection of the essential secu- 
rity interests and economy of the United 
States in the existing emergency in inter- 
national relations, and no imports of any 
such commodity or product shall be admit- 
ted to the United States until after June 30, 
1953, which would (a) impair or reduce the 
domestic production of any such commodity 
or product below present production levels, 
or below such higher levels as the Secretary 
of Agriculture may deem n in view 
of domestic and international conditions, or 
(b) interfere with the orderly domestic stor- 
ing and marketing of any such commodity 
or product, or (c) result in any unnecessary 
burden or expenditures under any Govern- 
ment price-support program.” 


Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I merely 
want to point out that my amendment 
is similar to the one which was offered 
to the bill itself earlier by the senior 
Senator from Washington [Mr. Macnu- 
son], which amendment the Senate 
very readily accepted and which is now 
a part of the bill. I think if we 
are going to consider the question which 
has been submitted by the Senator from 
Michigan, this amendment should be a 
part of the substitute, as I understand he 
calls it. 

Mr. MOODY. That is correct. 

Mr. IVES. Before the Senator accepts 
it, I should like to say a word or two 
about it. I realize that this is no time 
to make a speech. I resent listening to 
speeches as much as does anyone, and 
I know how the Chair feels about them. 
But I do want to say, in my very brief 
statement, that we are making a very 
sad mistake tonight in the step we are 
about to take. I think we are going to 
regret it. There is nothing we can do 
about it. 

I wish to point out to Senators on the 
other side of the aisle and a few on this 
side of the aisle who do not agree with 
the majority, that the votes are against 
us, and there is nothing we can do about 
it. Only the test of time can show that 
we are right and they are wrong. I am 
willing to abide by that test. I should 
like to have the question come to a vote, 
because it would clarify the situation, 


` quire what we are voting on, 
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The substitute amendment takes us 
back, as I see it, where we should be and 
should have been to start with. It ex- 
tends the present law to nex’ April 1. It 
takes care of the rent-control situation 
as it has been taken care of today in the 
pending bill. It takes care of other 
important amendments which have been 
added to the bill. I think that is the 
way it should be handled. I think that 
by this process, even though it may take 
time, we shall go far toward correcting 
the situation. 

Mr. MOODY. I accept the amend- 
ment of the Senator from New York. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Senator will state it. 

Mr, DIRKSEN. I should like to in- 
It has 
been said that the 1950 act is offered as 
a substitute, plus the peanut amend- 
ment, and plus some other things, as the 
Senator from Michigan said. I know 
what one of the other things is. It is a 
liberalization of credit on the sales of 
automobiles, 

Mr. MOODY. And the Sparkman 
amendment with reference to small 
business, plus the rent-control’ amend- 
ment. The Senator from Illinois knows 
well that the rent-control provisions of 
the law expire at the same time the 
other portions of the law expire, and 
therefore it is necessary to continue 
rent control. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. So we are about to 
vote on the 1950 act, plus a liberalization 
of regulation W, plus the peanut amend- 
ment, plus a small-business amend- 
ment, plus rent control. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the junior Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Moopy], as modified. 

Mr. MAYBANK and other Senators 
asked for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. Fuisricut], the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. Hunt], the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. O’Conor], and the Sen- 
ator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] are 
absent on official business. 

The Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. JOHNSTON] is absent on official 
committee business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Murray] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate on official business, having been ap- 
pointed a representative of our Govern- 
ment to attend the International Labor 
Conference being held in Geneva, 
Switzerland. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS] is absent because of illness, 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I announce that 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. Ecron], 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS], and the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. LopcE] are absent on official 
business. If present and voting, the 
Senator from Massachusetts IMr. 
LopGE] would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
Manrix] is absent because of illness. 


The 
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The Senator from Oregon [Mr. Cor- 
pon] and the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
WATKINS] are detained on official busi- 
ness. 

The result was announced—yess 22, 
nays 59, as follows: 


YEAS—22 
Anderson Ives Moody 
Benton Kefauver Morse 
Douglas Kilgore Neely 
Green Langer Pastore 
Hayden Lehman Smith, Maine 
Hennings Magnuson Sparkman 
Hill McFarland 
Humphrey McMahon 
NAYS—59 
Aiken Frear Monroney 
Bennett George Mundt 
Brewster Hendrickson Nixon 
Bricker Hickenlooper O'Mahoney 
Bridges Hoey Robertson 
Butler, Md Holland Saltonstall 
Butler, Nebr. Jenner Schoeppel 
Byrd Johnson, Colo. Smith, N. J 
Cain Johnson, Tex. Smith, N.C 
Capehart Kem Stennis 
Carlson Kerr Taft 
Case Knowland Thye 
Clements Long Tobey 
Connally Malone Underwood 
Dirksen Maybank Welker 
Duf McCarran Wherry 
Dworshak McCarthy Wiley 
Eastland McClellan Williams 
Ellender McKellar Young 
n Millikin 
NOT VOTING—15 
Chavez Gillette Murray 
Cordon „ Hunt O' Conor 
Ecton Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Flanders Lodge Smathers 
Fulbright Martin Watkins 


So Mr. Moopy’s amer.dment, as modi- 
fied, was rejected. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
bill is open to further amendment, 
Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment relative to 
the extension of title VIII of the Na- 
tional Housing Act, and ask to have it 
stated, 
The 


The 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In the proper place 
it is proposed to insert a new section, as 
follows: 

Sec. —. That title VIII of the National 
Housing Act, as amended, is hereby 
amended— 

(a) By striking out of section 803 (a) 
“July 1, 1951” and substituting therefor 
“July 1, 1953.” 


Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Ido not want to op- 
pose the amendment. I am in favor of 
what the Senator from Nebraska pro- 
poses to do. I should like to amend his 
amendment, however, by striking out 
the language of his amendment and sub- 
stituting in lieu thereof the language of 
Senate bill 349, which was passed by the 
Senate on April 9 this year and sent to 
the House. 

Mr. WHERRY. Ido not object. Any 
Senator has the right to offer to amend 
an amendment, and if the Senator does 
so I certainly shall not object. 

Mr. MAYBANK. We are in accord 
on this matter. 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. 

Mr. President, I shall not take more 
than 3 minutes. The amendment I offer 
provides for the extension of the so- 
called Maybank-Wherry Act which was 
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passed a year ago. It is sometimes 
designated as the military or the Wherry 
Housing Act. 

I should like very much to give a 
report on what has been accomplished 
by it. I have had such a report pre- 
pared. The report shows how the act 
has actually served the military services 
of the country. It has done a tremen- 
dous amount of good. The work has 
been done at private cost. It has not 
cost the Government a dime so far as 
outlay of money by the Government is 
concerned, 

The bill to extend the act is sewed up 
in the House, and the act will die on 
June 30, because the House has not pro- 
vided for considering the bill passed by 
the Senate. It is pitiful to contemplate 
the number of communities in which 
work will be stopped if the act is not 
continued, which provides homes for 
soldiers, for the military, in what I con- 
sider to be the right way, that is, by 
private enterprise. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a statement, prepared by me, 
together with the tables may be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment and tables were ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT By SENATOR WHERRY 


I am asking approval of this amendment 
so that our military men can continue to 
have homes provided for them through the 
only privately provided military housing pro- 
gram in existence. Unless we take action to 
extend title VIII of the National Housing 
Act, frequently referred to as the Wherry 
Military Housing Act, it will expire June 30 
at midnight. 

It was my privilege to be associated with 
the distinguished chairman of the Senate 
Banking and Currency Committee, Senator 
Marhaxk, and Senator Tydings, then chair- 
man of the Senate Armed Services Commit- 
tee, in introducing this legislation. 

We are not asking the Senate to appro- 
priate 1 cent of the taxpayers’ money. All 
we do by adopting this amendment is au- 
thorize private industry to build rental 
housing on military bases. The military 
tells the builder the kind of housing it wants 
and designates the approximate rents the 
military man can pay. 

Then private builders, under Government 
supervision, constructs and finances the 
housing through FHA insurance. A sepa- 
rate FHA mortgage insurance fund for this 
housing is created through fees paid by the 
builder, so that the taxpayer doesn’t have to 
invest 1 cent for this program. 

Based upon an average of $10,000 a unit 
for permanent brick, beautifully appointed 
and attractively landscaped apartment 
buildings, including land and utilities, the 
Wherry act has saved the taxpayers $720,- 
000,000—nearly three quarters of a billion 
dollars. 

I am advised that construction of about 
38,000 additional military housing units 
may be jeopardized if this amendment is not 
adopted extending title III. 

We have heard much debate in this Senate 
relative to housing and how it should be pro- 
vided. We have approved many bills to 
assist private industry in providing housing. 
We have agreed to public-housing programs 
with subsidy programs to be paid for by the 
taxpayer, But title VIII is the only measure 
that was designed to provide military hous- 
ing exclusively. 

We are considering legislation here to- 
night which we have been told by the very 
able chairman of the Senate Banking and 
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Currency Committee is designed to amend 
the Defense Production Act. We have been 
debating all day proposals intended to ex- 
pedite our defense-production program, 

I ask, Is there a Senator on this floor that 
would deny that the very heart of our 
defense-production program is the military 
itself? For that reason alone I ask favor- 
able consideration of my amendment which 
provides for extension of the one and only 
practical, presently operating military hous- 
ing program. 

The Defense Department, the Army, the 
Navy, and the Air Force have asked for 
extension of title VIII. They have made 
these requests—because instead of talk, they 
have concrete evidence of good, sound de- 
sirable military housing actually being con- 
structed from coast to coast under the 
Wherry Housing Act. 

I shall not impose upon the Senate by 
reading from many letters concerning the 
progress of military housing under title VIII 
but I should like to read excerpts from 
several. 

At Muroc Air Force Base, Calif., 550 units 
are under construction, 93 percent com. 
pleted, with 390 occupied to date. One hun- 
dred seventy-four additional units are in the 
mill. The average unit has 1,050 square feet 
which compares favorably with the average 
home built in that area. 

Williams Air Base at Chandler, Ariz., 
175 two-bedroom units which rent for $48 
monthly; 175 three-bedroom units at $56 
monthly; both of these are for enlisted men 
and noncommissioned officers, For officers, 
22 two-bedroom units renting for $62.50 a 
month; 118 three-bedroom units renting for 
$70 a month and six four-bedroom units 
renting for $80 monthly. 

At the Fort Hamilton Military Reserva- 
tion in Brooklyn, a project providing for 181 
families was completed in April. Another 
at the same reservation is contemplated for 
432 families. 

I have here a list of the locations of 
existing and pending projects located in 
87 States. I also have many pictures of these 
projects which I invite the Senators to see. 

At this point, I should like to commend the 
Federal Housing Administration for its ex- 
cellent handling of this most important 
program. FHA has been most cooperative 
in expediting applications for approval of 
plans and mortgage insurance. 

It has been estimated that a minimum of 
100,000 more housing units may be needed for 
military bases for the exclusive use of the 
families of men based on military installa- 
tions. 

Again using an average of $10,000 a unit, 
I ask who will provide this one billion dollar 
program—the taxpayer or private industry? 
The industry is tooled up, ready and willing 
to go if the Wherry Military Housing Act is 
extended before it expires Saturday at mid- 
night. 

A vote against this amendment could be a 
vote against providing a good home for some 
serviceman’s family at a military installation. 

A vote for this amendment will provide his 
home, but not at the expense of the taxpayer. 
I hope the amendment will prevail. 


Wherry housing program—Programed by 


services 
Original | Amended 
act act 


1951 


Original act 
PROJECTS COMPLETED 


PROJECTS COMMITTED BY FHA BUT NOT UNDER 
CONSTRUCTION 


PROPOSED EXTENSION TO PROJECTS UNDER 
CONSTRUCTION 


Amended act 
CONSTRUCTION INITIATED 
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Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I have 
no objection to the suggestion of the 
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Senator from South Carolina that my 
amendment be amended by substituting 
Senate bill 349. 

Mr. MAYBANK, Mr. President, the 
amendment I propose in lieu of the Sen- 
ator's amendment is the Housing bill, 
Senate bill 349, which was passed unani- 
mously by the Senate. 

Mr. WHERRY. I accept the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment of Mr. MAYBANK 
was to strike out Mr. WHERRY’s amend- 
ment lettered “M,” and insert in lieu 
thereof Senate bill 349, as follows: 


That this act may be cited as the “Defense 
Housing and Community Facilities and Serv- 
ices Act of 1951.” 


TITLE I—CRITICAL DEFENSE HOUSING AREAS, 
PROCEDURES FOR EXERCISE OF AUTHORITY, 
AND EXPIRATION DATE 


Sec. 101. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provisions of this act, the authority con- 
tained in titles II, III, or IV of this act shall 
not be exercised in any area unless the Presi- 
dent shall have determined that such area 
is a critical defense housing area. 

(b) No area shall be determined to be a 
critical defense housing area pursuant to 
this section unless the President finds that 
in such area the following conditions exist: 

(1) a new defense plant or installation has 
been or is to be provided, or an existing de- 
fense plant or installation has been or is to 
be reactivated or its operation substantially 
expanded; 

(2) substantial in-migration of defense 
workers or military personnel is required to 
carry out activities at such plant or installa- 
tion; and 

(3) a substantial shortage of housing re- 
quired for such defense workers or military 
personnel exists or impends which impedes 
or threatens to impede activities at such 
defense plant or installation, or that com- 
munity facilities or services required for 
such defense workers or military personnel 
are not available or cre insufficient, or both, 
as the case may be. 

Sec. 102. In order to assure that private 
enterprise shall be afforded full opportunity 
to provide the defense housing needed wher- 
ever possible, in any area which the Presi- 
dent, pursuant to the authority contained 
in section 101 hereof, has declared to be a 
critical defense housing area— 

(a) first, the number of permanent dwell- 
ing units (including information as to types, 
rentals, and general location) needed for de- 
fense workers and military personnel in such 
critical defense housing area shall be pub- 
licly announced by the Housing and Home 
Finance Administrator; 

(b) second, residential credit restrictions 
under the Defense Production Act of 1950 
shall be relaxed in such manner and to such 
extent as the President determines to be 
appropriate and necessary to obtain the pro- 
duction of housing needed in such area for 
defense workers or military personnel; 

(c) third, the mortgage insurance aids 
provided under title II of this act shall be 
made available to obtain the production of 
housing needed in such area for defense 
workers or military personnel; and 

(d) fourth, no permanent housing shall 
be constructed by the Federal Government 
under the provisions of title III hereof ex- 
cept to the extent that private builders or 
eligible mortgagees have not, within a period 
of not less than 90 days (as the Housing 
and Home Finance Administrator shall 
specify) following public announcement of 
the availability of such mortgage insurance 
aids under title IT of this act, indicated 
through bona fide applications (which are 
eligible for approval) for exceptions from 
such residential credit restrictions or for 
mortgage insurance or guaranty that they 
will provide the housing determined to be 
needed in such area for defense workers and 
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military personnel and publicly announced 
as provided by subsection (a) of this section, 

Sec. 103. In order to assure that com- 
munity facilities or services required in con- 
nection with national defense activities 
shall, wherever possible, be provided by the 
appropriate local agencies with local funds, 
in any area which the President, pursuant to 
the authority contained in section 101 here- 
of, has declared to be a critical defense hous- 
ing area— 

(a) no loan shall be made pursuant to 
title III of this act for the provision of com- 
munity facilities or equipment therefor re- 
quired in connection with national defense 
activities in such area unless the chief ex- 
ecutive officer of the appropriate political 
subdivision certifies, and the Housing and 
Home Finance Administrator finds, that such 
facilities or equipment could not otherwise 
be provided when needed; 

(b) no grant or other payment shall be 
made pursuant to title III of this act for the 
provision, or for the operation and mainte- 
nance, of community facilities or equipment 
therefor, or for the provision of community 
services, required in connection with na- 
tional defense activities in such area unless 
the chief executive officer of the appropriate 
political subdivision certifies, and the Hous- 
ing and Home Finance Administrator finds, 
that such community facilities or services 
cannot otherwise be provided when needed, 
or operated and maintained, as the case may 
be, without the imposition of an increased 
excessive tax burden or an unusual or exces- 
sive increase in the debt limit of the appro- 
priate local agency; and 

(c) no community facilities or services 
shall be provided, and no community facili- 
ties shall be maintained and operated, by the 
United States directly except where the ap- 
propriate local agency is demonstrably un- 
able to provide such facilities and services, 
or to maintain or operate such community 
facilities and services adequately with its 
own personnel, with loans, grants, or pay- 
ments authorized to be made pursuant to 
title III hereof. 

For the purposes of this section, the term 
“chief executive officer of the appropriate po- 
litical subdivision” shall mean appropriate 
principal executive officer or governing body 
having primary responsibility with respect to 
the community facility or service involved, 

Sec. 104. After June 30, 1953, (a) no mort- 
gage may be insured under title IX of the 
National Housing Act, as amended (except 
(i), pursuant to a commitment to insure 
issued on or before such date, or (ii) a mort- 
gage given to refinance an existing mortgage 
insured under that title and which does not 
exceed the original principal amount and 
unexpired term of such existing mortgage), 
(b) no agreement may be made to extend 
assistance for the provision of community 
facilities or services under title III of this 
act, and no construction of housing or com- 
munity facilities by the Housing and Home 
Finance Administrator may be begun under 
such title, (c) no land may be acquired by 
the Housing and Home Finance Administra- 
tor under title IV of this act, and (d) no 
loan may be made or obligations purchased 
by the Housing and Home Finance Admin- 
istrator under section 102a of the Housing 
Act of 1948, as amended (except pursuant 
to a commitment issued on or before June 
80, 1953, or to refinance an existing loan or 
existing obligations held under such section 
by said Administrator on June 30, 1953). 
TITLE II—MORTGAGE INSURANCE FOR DEFENSE 

HOUsING , 

Sec, 201. The National Housing Act, as 
amended, is amended by the addition of the 
following title at the end thereof: 

“TrrLe IX—NaTIONAL DEFENSE HOUSING 

INSURANCE 

“Src. 901. As used in this title, the terms 
‘mortgage,’ ‘first mortgage,’ ‘mortgagee,’ 
‘mortgagor,’ ‘maturity date,’ and ‘State’ shall 
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have the same meaning as in section 201 of 
this act. 

“Sec, 902. There is hereby created a Na- 
tional Defense Housing Insurance Fund 
which shall be used by the Commissioner 
as a revolving fund for carrying out the 
provisions of this title, and mortgages in- 
sured under this title shall be known and 
referred to as ‘national defense housing in- 
sured mortgages.’ The Commissioner is 
hereby authorized and directed to transfer 
to such fund the sum of $10,000,000 from the 
War Housing Insurance Fund established 
pursuant to the provisions of section 602 of 
this act. General expenses of operation of 
the Federal Housing Administration under 
this title may be charged to the National 
Defense Housing Insurance Fund: Provided, 
That no moneys in said funds shall be ex- 
pended for administrative expenses of the 
Federal Housing Administration under this 
title except pursuant to such specific author- 
ization therefor as may hereafter be enacted 
by the Congress. 

“Sec. 903. (a) This title is designed to 
supplement systems of mortgage insurance 
under other provisions of the National Hous- 
ing Act in order to assist in providing ade- 
quate housing in areas which the President, 
pursuant to section 101 of the Defense Hous- 
ing and Community Facilities and Services 
Act of 1951, shall have determined to be 
critical defense housing areas. The Com- 
missioner is authorized, upon application 
by the mortgagee, to insure under this 
section or section 908 as hereinafter provided 
any mortgage which is eligible for insurance 
as hereinafter provided and upon such terms 
as the Commissioner may prescribe to make 
commitments for the insuring of such mort- 
gages prior to the date of their execution or 
disbursement thereon: Provided, That the 
property covered by the mortgage is in an 
area which the President, pursuant to section 
101 of the Defense Housing and Community 
Facilities and Services Act of 1951, shall 
have determined to be a critical defense 
housing area, and that the total number of 
dwelling units in properties covered by mort- 

insured under this title in any such 
area does not exceed the number authorized 
by the Housing and Home Finance Adminis- 
trator from time to time as needed in such 
area for defense purposes and to be insured 
pursuant to this title: Provided further, That 
the aggregate amount of principal obliga- 
tions of all mortgages insured under this 
title shall not exceed such sum as may be 
authorized by the President from time to 
time for the purposes of this title pursuant 
to his authority under section 217 hereof: 
Provided further, That the Commissioner 
shall have power to require properties covered 
by mortgages insured under this title to be 
held for rental for such periods of time and 
at such rentals or other charges as he may 
prescribe; and, with respect to such prop- 
erties being held for rental, (1) to require 
that the property be held by a mortgagor 
approved by him, and (2) to prescribe such 
requirements as he deems to be reasonable 
governing the method of operation and pro- 
hibiting or restricting sales of such properties 
or interests therein or agreements relating to 
such sales: And provided further, That no 
mortgage shall be insured under this title 
unless the mortgagor certifies under oath 
that in selecting tenants for any property 
covered by the mortgage he will not dis- 
criminate against any family by reason of 
the fact that there are children in the family, 
and that he will not sell the property while 
the insurance is in effect unless the pur- 
chaser so certifies, such certification to be 
filed with the Commissioner. Violation of 
any such certification shall be a misdemeanor 
punishable by a fine of not to exceed $500. 

“(b) To be eligible for insurance under 
this section a mortgage shall— 

“(1) have been made to, and be held by, 
a mortgagee approved by the Commissioner 
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as responsible and able to service the mort- 
gage properly; 

“(2) involve a principal obligation (in- 
cluding such initial service charges, ap- 
praisal, inspection, and other fees as the 
Commissioner shall approve) in an amount 
not to exceed 90 percent of the appraised 
value (as of the date the mortgage is 8c- 
cepted for insurance) of a property, urban, 
suburban, or rural, upon which there is 
located a dwelling designed principally for 
residential use for not more than two families 
in the aggregate, which is approved for 
mortgage insurance prior to the g 
of construction, the construction of which 
is begun after the date of enactment of 
this title. The principal obligation of such 
mortgage shall not, however, exceed $8,100 
if such dwelling is designed for a single- 
family residence, or $15,000 if such dwelling 
is designed for a two-family residence except 
that the Commissioner may by regulation 
increase these amounts to not to exceed 
$9,000 and $16,000, respectively, in any geo- 
graphical area where he finds that cost levels 
so require: Provided, That if the Commis- 
sioner finds that it is not feasible within the 
aforesaid dollar amount limitations to con- 
struct dwellings containing three or four 
bedrooms per family unit without sacrifice 
of sound standards of construtcion, design, 
and livability, he may increase such dollar 
amount limitations by not exceeding $1,080 
for each additional bedroom (as defined by 
the Commissioner) in excess of two con- 
tained in such family unit if he finds that 
such unit meets sound standards of liva- 
bility as a three-bedroom or a four-bedroom 
unit, as the case may be; 

“(3) have a maturity satisfactory to the 
Commissioner but not to exceed 25 years 
from the date of the insurance of the 
mortgage; 

“(4) contain complete amortization pro- 
visions satisfactory to the Commissioner; 

“(5) bear interest (exclusive of premium 
charges for insurance) at not to exceed 414 
percent per annum on tho amount of the 
principal obligation outstanding at any time; 

“(6) provide, in a manner satisfactory to 
the Commissioner, for the application of the 
mortgagor’s periodic payments (exclusive of 
the amount allocated to interest and to the 
premium charge which is required for mort- 
gage insurance as herein provided) to amor- 
parte of the principal of the mortgage; 
an 

“(7) contain such terms and provisions 
with respect to insurance, repairs, altera- 
tions, payment of taxes, default reserves, 
delinquency charges, foreclosure proceed- 
ings, anticipation of maturity, additonal and 
secondary liens, and other matters as the 
Commissioner may in his discretion pre- 
scribe. 

“(c) The Commissioner is authorized to 
fix a premium charge for the insurance of 
mortgages under this title but in the case 
of any mortgage such charge shall not be 
less than an amount equivalent to one-half 
of 1 percent per annum nor more than an 
amount equivalent to 1½ percent per annum 
of the amount of the principal obligation of 
the mortgage outstanding at any time, with- 
out taking into account delinquent pay- 
ments or prepayments. Such premium 
charges shall be payable by the mortgagee, 
either in cash or in debentures issued by 
the Commissioner under this title at par 
plus accrued interest, in such manner as 
may be prescribed by the Commissioner: 
Provided, That the Commissioner may re- 
quire the payment of one or more such pre- 
mium charges at the time the mortgage is 
insured, at such discount rate as he may 
prescribe not in excess of the interest rate 
specified in the mortgage. If the Commis- 
sioner finds upon the presentation of a mort- 
gage for insurance and the tender of the 
initial premium charge or charges so required 
that the mortgage complies with the provi- 
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sions of this title, such mortgage may be ac- 
ceptec for insurance by endorsement or oth- 
erwise as the Commissioner may prescribe; 
but no mortgage shall be accepted for in- 
surance under this title unless the Commis- 
sioner finds that the project with respect 
to vlich the mortgage is executed is an ac- 
ceptable risk in view of the needs of national 
defense. In the event that the principal 
obligation of any mortgage accepted for in- 
surance under this title is paid in full prior 
to the maturity date, the Commissioner is 
further authorized in his discretion to re- 
quire the payment by the mortgagee of an 
ad ju ted premium charge in such amount as 
the Commissioner determines to be equita- 
ble, but not in excess of the aggregate 
amount of the premium charges that the 
mortgagee would otherwise have been re- 
quired to pay if the mortgage had continued 
to be insured under this title until such 
maturity date; and in the event that the 
principal obligation is paid in full as herein 
set forth the Commissioner is authorized to 
refund to the mortgagee for the account of 
the mortgagor all, or such portion as he 
shall determine to be equitable, of the cur- 
rent unearned premium charges theretofore 
paid. 

“(d) Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sions of this or any other act, except provi- 
sions of law enacted hereafter expressly re- 
ferring to this paragraph (d), the Commis- 
sioner, with the approval of the Housing 
and Home Finance Administrator, is further 
authorized to prescribe such procedures as 
are necessary to secure to persons engaged or 
to be engaged in national defense activities 
preference or priority of opportunity to pur- 
chase or rent properties, or interests therein, 
covered by mortgages insured under this 
title. 

“(e) With respect to any mortgage insured 
under this section, the mortgagor shall agree 
(i) to certify under oath, upon completion 
of the physical improvements on the mort- 
gaged property or project and prior to final 
endorsement of the mortgage, either (a) that 
the amount of the actual cost of said physi- 
cal improvements (exclusive of the profit of 
the prime contractor of off-site public utili- 
ties and streets and organization and legal 
expenses) equaled or exceeded the proceeds 
of the mortgage loan or (b) the amount by 
which the proceeds of the mortgage loan ex- 
ceeded the actual cost of said physical im- 
provements (exclusive of the profits of the 
prime contractor of off-site public utilities 
and streets and organization and legal ex- 
penses), as the case may be, and (ii) to pay, 
within 60 days after such certification, to 
the mortgagee, for application to the reduc- 
tion of the principal obligation of such 
mortgage, the amount, if any, so certified to 
be in excess of such actual cost. Said mort- 
gagor shall require, by contract with each 
principal contractor, that said contractor 
will submit for inspection by the Commis- 
sioner, and keep available for a period of 
2 years after date of said contract, records 
of his actual costs, expenses, and charges, 
and that said contractor shall submit for 
inspection by the Commissioner, and keep 
available for a period of 2 years after date 
of said contract, all invoices from subcon- 
tractors and architects, and records of actual 
disbursements to said subcontractors and 
architects. The Commissioner shall con- 
strue the term ‘actual cost’ in such a manner 
as to reduce the same by the amount of all 
kick-backs, rebates, and normal trade dis- 
counts received in connection with the con- 
struction of the said physical improvements, 
and to include only the actual amounts paid 
for labor and materials and necessary sery- 
ices in connection therewith. 

“(f) Any contract of insurance heretofore 
or hereafter executed by the Commissioner 
under this title shall be conclusive evidence 
of the eligibility of the mortgage for insur- 
ance, and the validity of any contract of in- 
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surance so executed shall be incontestable in 
the hands of an approved mortgagee from 
the date of the execution of such contract, 
except for fraud or misrepresentation on the 
part of such approved mortgagee. 

“Sec. 904. (a) In any case-in which the 
mortgagee under a mortgage insured under 
section 903 shall have foreclosed and taken 
possession of the mortgaged property, in ac- 
cordance with regulations of, and within a 
period to be determined by, the Commis- 
sioner, or shall, with the consent of the Com- 
missioner, have otherwise acquired such 
property from the mortgagor after default, 
the mortgagee shall be entitled to receive the 

enefit of the insurance as hereinafter pro- 
vided, upon (1) the prompt conveyance to 
the Commissioner of title to the property 
which meets the requirements of rules and 
regulations of the Commissioner in force at 
the time the mortgage was insured, and 
which is evidenced in the manner prescribed 
by such rules and regulations; and (= thi 
assignment to him of all claims of the mort- 
gagee against the mortgagor or others, aris- 
ing out of the mortgage transaction or fore- 
closure proceedings, except such claims as 
may have been released with the consent of 
the Commissioner, Upon such conveyance 
and assignment the obligation of the mort- 
gagee to pay the premium charges for insur- 
ance shall cease and the Commissioner shall, 
subject to the cash adjustment hereinafter 
provided, issue to the mortgagee debentures 
having a total face value equal to the value 
of the mortgage and a certificate of claim, 
as hereinafter provided. For the purposes 
of this subsection, the value of the mortgage 
shall be determined, in accordance with 
rules and regulations prescribed by the Com- 
missioner, by adding to the amount of the 
original principal obligation of the mort- 
gage which was unpaid on the date of the in- 
stitution of foreclosure proceedings, or on 
the date of the acquisition of the property 
after default other than by foreclosure, the 
amount of all payments which have been 
made by the mortgagee for taxes, ground 
rents, and water rates, which are liens prior 
to the mortgage, special assessments which 
are noted on the application for insurance 
or which become liens after the insurance of 
the mortgage, insurance of the mortgaged 
property, and any mortgage insurance pre- 
miums paid after either of such dates and 
by deducting from such total amount any 
amount received on account of the mortgage 
after either of such dates and any amount 
received as rent or other income from the 
property, less reasonable expenses incurred 
in handling the property, after either of 
such dates: Provided, That with t to 
mortgages which are foreclosed before there 
shall have been paid on account of the 
principal obligation of the mortgage a sum 
equal to 10 percent of the appraised value 
of the property as of the date the mortgage 
was accepted for insurance, there may be 
included in the debentures issued by the 
Commissioner, on account of the cost of fore- 
closure (or of acquiring the property by other 
means) actually paid by the mortgagee and 
approved by the Commissioner an amount— 

“(1) not in excess of 2 percent of the un- 
paid principal of the mortgage as of the date 
of the institution of foreclosure proceedings 
and not in excess of $75; or 

“(2) not in excess of two-thirds of such 
cost, whichever is the greater: And provided 
further, That with respect to mortgages to 
which the provisions of sections 302 and 306 
of the Soliders’ and Sailors’ Civil Relief Act 
of 1940, as now or hereafter amended, apply 
and which are insured under section 903, and 
subject to such regulations and conditions as 
the Commissioner may prescribe, there shall 
be included in the debentures an amount 
which the Commissioner finds to be sufficient 
to compensate the mortgagee for any loss 
which it may have sustained on account of 
interest on debentures and the payment of 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


insurance premiums by reason of its having 
postponed the institution of foreclosure pro- 
ceedings or the acquisition of the property 
by other means during any part or all of the 
period of ruch military service and 3 months 
thereafter. 

“(b) The Commissioner may at any time, 
under such terms and conditions as he may 
prescribe, consent to the release of the 
mortgagor from his liability under the mort- 
gage or the credit instrument secured there- 
by, or consent to the release of parts of the 
cop atin property from the lien of the 


mortgage. 

“(c) Debentures issued under this title 
shall be in such form and denominations in 
multiples of $50, shall be subject to such 
terms and conditions, and shall include such 
provisions for redemption, if any, as may be 
prescribed by the Commissioner with the 
approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, 
and may be in coupon or registered form. 
Any difference between the amount of deben- 
tures to which the mortgagee is entitled un- 
der this section or section 908 of this act 
and the aggregate face value of the deben- 
tures issued, not to exceed $50, shall be ad- 
justed by the payment of cash by the 
Commissioner to the mortgagee from the 
National Defense Housing Insurance Fund. 

“(d) The debentures issued under this 
section to any mortgagee shall be executed in 
the name of the National Defense Housing 
Insurance Fund as obligor, shall be signed 
by the Commissioner by either his written 
or engraved signature, and shall be ne- 
gotiable. All such debentures shall be dated 
as of the date foreclosure proceedings were 
instituted, or the property was otherwise 
acquired by the mortgagee after default, and 
shall bear interest from such date at a rate 
determined by the Commissioner, with the 
approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, at 
the time the mortgage was accepted for 
insurance, but not to exceed 3 percent 
per annum, payable semiannually on the 
Ist day of January and the ist day of July 
of each year. Such debentures shall mature 
10 years after the date thereof, Such deben- 
tures shall be exempt, both as to principal 
and interest, from all taxation (except sur- 
taxes, estate, inheritance, or gift taxes) now 
or hereafter imposed by any “Territory, de- 
pendency, or possession of the United States, 
or by the District of Columbia, or by any 
State, county, municipality, or local taxing 
authority, and shall be paid out of the Na- 
tional Defense Housing Insurance Fund, 
which shall be primarily liable therefor, and 
they shall be fully and unconditionally guar- 
anteed as to principal and interest by the 
United States, and such guaranty shall be 
expressed on the face of the debentures. In 
the event that the National Defense Hous- 
ing Insurance Fund fails to pay upon de- 
mand, when due, the principal of or interest 
on any debentures issued under this title, 
the Secretary of the Treasury shall pay to 
the holders the amount thereof which is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of 
any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, and thereupon to the extent 
of the amount so paid the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall succeed to all the rights of 
the holders of such debentures. 

“(e) The certificate of claim issued by the 
Commissioner to any mortgagee under this 
section shall be for an amount determined 
in accordance with, and shall contain pro- 
visions and shall be paid in accordance with, 
the provisions of section 204 (e) and section 
204 (f) of this act which are applicable to 
mortgages insured under section 207, ex- 
cept that the reference in section 204 (f) to 
‘the Housing Insurance Fund’ shall be 
deemed for the purposes of this section to be 
a reference to the National Defense Housing 
Insurance Pund. 

“(f) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law relating to the acquisition, handling, 
or disposal of real property by the United 
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States, the Commissioner shall have power 
to deal with, complete, rent, renovate, mod- 
ernize, insure, make contracts or establish 
suitable agencies for the management of, or 
sell for cash or credit, in his discretion, any 
properties conveyed to him in exchange for 
debentures and certificates of claim as pro- 
vided in this section; and, notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the Commission- 
er shall also have power to pursue to final 
collection, by way of compromise or other- 
wise, all claims against mortgagors assigned 
by mortgagees to the Commissioner as pro- 
vided in this title: Provided, That section 
3709 of the Revised Statutes shall not be 
construed to apply to any purchase or con- 
tract for services or supplies on account of 
such property if the amount thereof does 
not exceed $1,000. The power to convey and 
to execute in the name of the Commissioner 
deeds of conveyances, deeds of elease, as- 
signments, and satisfactions of mortgages, 
and any other written instrument relating to 
real property or any interest therein hereto- 
fore or hereafter acquired by the Commis- 
sioner pursuant to the provisions of this Act, 
may be exercised by the Commissioner or by 
any Assistant Commissioner appointed by 
him, without the execution of any express 
delegation of power or power of attorney: 
Provided, That nothing in this subsection 
shall be construed to prevent the Commis- 
sioner from delegating such power by order or 
by power of attorney in his discretion, to any 
officer, agent, or employee he may appoint, 

“(g) No mortgagee or mortgagor shall have, 
and no certificate of claim shall be con- 
strued to give to any mortgagee or mort- 
gagor, any right or interest in any property 
conveyed to the Commissioner or in a: y 
cla’ 1 assigned to him; nor shall the Com- 
missioner owe any duty to any mortgagee 
or mortgagor with respect to the handling 
or disposal of any such property or the col- 
lection of any such claim. 

“Sec. 905 (a) Moneys in the National De- 
fense Housing Insurance Fund not needed 
for the current operations of the Federal 
Housing Administration under this title shall 
be deposited with the Treasurer of the United 
States to the credit of the National Defense 
Housing Insurance Fund, or invested in bonds 
or other obligations of, or in bonds or other 
obligations guaranteed as to principal and 
interest by, the United States. The Commis- 
sioner may, with the approval of the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, purchase in the open 
market debentures issued under the provi- 
sions of this title. Such purchases shall be 
made at a price which will provide an invest- 
ment yield of not less than the yield obtain- 
able from other investments authorized by 
this section. Debentures so purchased shall 
be canceled and not reissued. 

“(b) Premium charges, adjusted premium 
charges, and appraisal and other fees, re- 
ceived on account of the insurance of any 
mortgage insured under this title, the 
receipts derived from any such mortgage 
or claim assigned to the Commissioner 
and from any property acquired by the 
Commissioner, and all earnings on the as- 
sets of the National Defense Housing In- 
surance Fund, shall be credited to the Na- 
tional Defense Housing Insurance Fund. 
The principal of and interest paid and to be 
paid on debentures issued in exchange for 
any mortgage or property insured under this 
title, cash adjustments, and expenses in- 
curred in the handling of such mortgages 
or property and in the foreclosure and collec- 
tion of mortgages and claims assigned to 
the Commissioner under this title, shall be 
charged to the National Defense Housing In- 
surance Fund. 

“Sec. 906, Nothing in this title shall be 
construed to exempt any real property ac- 
quired and held by the Commissioner under 
this title from taxation by any State or 
political subdivision thereof, to the same 
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extent, according to its value, as other real 
property is taxed. 

“Sec, 907. The Commissioner is authorized 
and directed to make such rules and regula- 
tions as may be necessary to carry out the 
provisions of this title. 

“Seo. 908. (a) In addition to mortgages in- 
sured under section 903 of this title, the 
Commissioner is authorized to insure mort- 
gages as defined in section 901 of this title 
(including advances on such mortgages dur- 
ing construction) which are eligible for 
insurance as hereinafter provided. 

“(b) To be eligible for insurance under 
this section a mortgage shall meet the fol- 
lowing conditions: 

“(1) The mortgaged property shall be held 
by a mortgagor approved by the Commis- 
sioner. The Commissioner may, in his dis- 
cretion, require such mortgagor to be reg- 
ulated or restricted as to rents or sales, 
charges, capital structure, rate of return, 
and methods of operation. The Commis- 
sioner may make such contacts with, and ac- 
quire for not to exceed $100 stock or inter- 
est in any such mortgagor, as the Commis- 
sioner may deem necessary to render effec- 
tive such restriction or regulation. Such 
stock or interest shall be paid for out of the 
National Defense Housing Insurance Fund, 
and shall be redeemed by the mortgagor at 
par upon the termination of all obligations 
of the Commissioner under the insurance. 

“(2) The mortgage shall involve a prin- 
cipal obligation in an amount— 

“(A) not to exceed $5,000,000; and 

“(B) not to exceed 90 percent of the 
amount which the Commissioner estimates 
will be the value of the property or project 
when the proposed improvements are com- 
pleted: Provided, That such mortgage shall 
not in any event exceed the amount which 
the Commissioner estimates will be the cost 
of the completed physical improvements on 
the property or project exclusive of off-site 
public utilities and streets and organization 
and legal expenses; and 

“(C) not to exceed $8,100 per family unit 
(or $7,200 per family unit if the number of 
rooms in such property or project does not 
equal or exceed four per family unit) for 
such part of such property or project as 
may be attributable to dwelling use: Pro- 
vided, That the Commissioner may by reg- 
ulation increase such dollar amount limita- 
tions by not exceeding 8900 in any geo- 
graphical area where he finds that cost 
levels so require. 

“(3) The mortgagor shall agree (i) to cer- 
tify under oath, upon completion of the 
physical improvements on the mortgaged 
property or project and prior to final en- 
dorsement of the mortgage, either (a) that 
the amount of the actual cost of said phys- 
ical improvements (exclusive of the profit 
of the prime contractor of off-site public 
utilities and streets and organization and 
legal expenses) equaled or exceeded the pro- 
ceeds of the mortgage loan or (b) the amount 
by which the proceeds of the mortgage loan 
exceeded the actual cost of said physical im- 
provements (exclusive of the profit of the 
prime contractor of off-site public utilities 
and streets and organization and legal ex- 
penses), as the case may be, and (ii) to pay, 
within 60 days after such certification, to 
the mortgagee, for application to the re- 
duction of the principal obligation of such 
mortgage, the amount, if any, so certified 
to be in excess of such actual cost. Said 
mortgagor shall require, by contract with 
each principal contractor, that said con- 
tractor will submit for inspection by the 
Commissioner, and keep available for a 
period of 2 years after date of said contract, 
records of his actual costs, expenses, and 
charges, and that said contractor shall fur- 
ther submit for inspection by the Com- 
missioner, and keep available for a period 
of 2 years after date of said contract, all 
invoices from subcontractors and architects, 
and records of actual disbursements to said 
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subcontractors and architects. The Com- 
missioner shall construe the term ‘actual 
cost’ in such a manner as to reduce same 
by the amount of any kick-backs, rebates, 
and normal trade discounts received in con- 
nection with the construction of the said 
physical improvements, and to include only 
the actual amounts paid for labor and ma- 
terials and necessary services in connection 
therewith. 

“The mortgage shall provide for complete 
amortization by periodic payments within 
such term as the Commissioner shall pre- 
scribe, and shall bear interest (exclusive of 
premium charges for insurance) at not to 
exceed 4 centum per annum on the 
amount of the principal obligation outstand- 
ing at any time. The Commissioner may 
consent to the release of a part or parts of 
the mortgaged property from the lien of the 
mortgage upon such terms and conditions 
as he may prescribe and the mortgage may 
provide for such release. 

“(c) The mortgagee shall be entitled to 
receive debentures in connection with mort- 
gages insured under this section in the 
amount and under the conditions specified 
in subsection (g) of section 207 of this act, 
and the references in said subsection (g) to 
the cash adjustment provided for in sub- 
section (j) of section 207 and to the cer- 
tificate of claim provided for in subsection 
(h) of section 207 shall be deemed to refer 
respectively to the cash adjustment pro- 
vided for in subsection (c) of section 904 
of this act and to the certificate of claim 
are for in subsection (d) of this sec- 
tion. 

“(d) The certificate of claim issued by the 
Commissioner to any mortgagee under this 
section shall be for an amount determined 
in accordance with, and shall contain pro- 
visions and shall be paid in accordance with, 
the provisions of section 207 (h) of this act, 
except that the reference in section 207 (h) 
to ‘the Housing Insurance Fund’ shall be 
deemed for the purposes of this section to 
be a reference to the National Defense Hous- 
ing Insurance Fund. 

“(e) Debentures issued under this sec- 
tion shall be issued in accordance with the 
provisions of section 904 (c) and (d) ex- 
cept that such debentures shall be dated 
as of the date of default as determined in 
subsection (e) of this section, and shall 
bear interest from such date. 

“(f) The provisions of section 207 (k) and 
section 207 (1) of this act shall be appli- 
cable to mortgages insured under this sec- 
tion and to property acquired by the Com- 
missioner hereunder, except that as applied 
to such mortgages and property (1) all ref- 
erences in such sections 207 (k) and 207 (1) 
to the ‘Housing Fund’ shall be construed to 
refer to the National Defense Housing In- 
surance Fund, and (2) the reference therein 
to subsection (g)’ shall be construed to 
refer to subsection (c) of this section, 

“(g) In any case where an application 
for insurance under section 608 of this act 
was received by the Federal Housing Com- 
missioner on or before March 1, 1950, and 
has not been rejected or committed upon, 
the mortgagee upon reapplication for insur- 
ance of a mortgage under this section 908 
with respect to the same property shall re- 
ceive credit for any application fees paid in 
connection with the prior application: Pro- 
vided, That this subsection shall not consti- 
tute a waiver of any requirements otherwise 
applicable to the insurance of mortgages 
under this section,” 

Sec. 202. Sections 1 and 5 of the National 
Housing Act, as amended, are further amend- 
ed by striking out the words “titles II, III, 
VI, VII, and VIII“ each time they appear and 
inserting in lieu thereof the words “titles II, 
III. VI, VII, VII, and IX.” 

Sec. 203. Section 212 (a) of said act, as 
amended, is hereby amended by deleting the 
words “or under title VIII,“ a mortgage or 
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investment” and by inserting in lieu thereof 
the words “or under title VIII, or under 
section 908 of title IX, a mortgage or in- 
vestment.” 

Sec. 204. Section 215 of said act, as amend- 
ed, is hereby amended by deleting the words 
“or title VIII“ and inserting in lieu thereof 
the words title VIII, or title IX.” 

Sec. 205. Section 301 (a) of said act, as 
amended, is hereby amended by striking out 
of paragraph (1) the words “or section 8 of 
title I of” and inserting in lieu thereof the 
words “section 8 of title I, or title IX of.” 

Src, 206. Section 608 of said act, as amend- 
ed, is further amended by striking out para- 
graph (g) thereof and inserting in lieu there- 
of the following: / 

“(g) The Commissioner shall also have 
power to insure under this title, title I, title 
II, title VIII, or title IX any mortgage ex- 
ecuted in connection with the sale by him 
of any property acquired under any of such 
titles without regard to limitations upon 
eligibility, time, or aggregate amount con- 
tained therein.” 

Src. 207. Section 24 of the Federal Re- 
serve Act, as amended, is hereby amended by 
striking out of the third sentence “or section 
8 of title I” and inserting in lieu thereof the 
words “section 8 of title I, or title IX.” 

Sec. 208. Section 10 of the Federal Home 
Loan Bank Act, as amended, is further 
amended by striking out of subsection (a) 
(1) the words “or title VIII“ and inserting in 
lieu thereof the words “title VIII, or title 
ND ddd 


TITLE III—PROVISION or DEFENSE HOUSING AND 
COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 


Sec. 301. Subject to the provisions and 
limitations of title I hereof and subject to 
the provisions and limitations of this title, 
the Housing and Home Finance Administra- 
tor (hereinafter referred to as the “Admin- 
istrator”) is authorized to provide perma- 
nent housing in isolated or relatively isolated 
areas (subject to the provisions of section 
101 hereof), or to provide temporary hous- 
ing, needed for defense workers or military 
personnel or to extend assistance for the 
provision of, or to provide, temporary hous- 
ing and community facilities or services re- 
quirad in connection with national defense 
activities in any area whch the President, 
pursuant to the authority contained in sec- 
tion 101 hereof, has determined to be a 
critical defense housing area. 

Sec. 302. (a) To the maximum extent feas- 
ible and consistent with other requirements 
of national defense, any permanent housing 
constructed pursuant to the authority of 
this title shall consist of one- to four-family 
dwelling structures (including row houses) 
so arranged that they may be offered for sep- 
arate sale. All housing of permanent con- 
struction which is constructed or acquired 
under the authority of this title shall be 
sold as expeditiously as possible and in the 
public interest taking into consideration the 
continuation of the need for such housing 
by persons engaged in national defense ac- 
tivities. All dwelling structures of perma- 
nent construction designed for occupancy by 
not more than four families (including row 
houses) shall, wherever feasible, be offered 
for separate sale, and preference in the pur- 
chase of any such dwelling structure shall 
be granted to occupants and to veterans over 
other prospective purchasers. As among vet- 
erans, preference in the purchase of any 
such dwelling structure shall be given to dis- 
abled veterans whose disability has been de- 
termined by the Veterans’ Administration to 
ke service-connected. All dwelling struc- 
tures of permanent construction in any 
housing project which are designed for oc- 
cupancy by more than four families (and 
other structures in such project which are 
not sold separately) shall be sold as an 
entity. On such sales first preference shall 
be given for such period not less than 90 
days nor more than 6 months from the date 
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of the initial offering of such project as the 
Administrator may determine, to groups of 
veterans organized on a mutual ownership 
or cooperative basis (provided that any such 
group shall accept as a member of its or- 
ganization, on the same terms, subject to the 
same conditions, and with the same privi- 
leges and responsibilities, required of, and 
extended to, other members of the group 
any tenant occupying a dwelling unit in such 
project, at any time during such period as 
the Administrator shall deem appropriate, 
starting on the date of the announcement 
by the Administrator of the availability of 
such project). The Administrator shall pro- 
vide an equitable method of selecting the 
purchasers when preferred purchasers (or 
groups of preferred purchasers) in the same 
preference class or containing members in 
the same preference class compete with each 
other, Sales pursuant to this section shall 
be for cash or credit, upon such terms as the 
Administrator shall determine, and at the 
fair value of the property as determined by 
him: Provided, That full payment to the 
Government for the property sold shall be 
required within a period of not exceeding 25 
years with interest on unpaid balances at 
not less than 4 percent per annum. 

(b) Where it is necessary to provide hous- 
ing under this title in locations where, in 
the determination of the Administrator, 
there appears to be no need for such housing 
beyond the period during which it is needed 
for housing persons engaged in national de- 
fense activities, the provisions of section 102 
hereof shall not be applicable and temporary 
housing which is of a mobile or portable 
character or which is otherwise constructed 
so as to be available for reuse at other loca- 
tions shall be provided. All housing con- 
structed pursuant to the authority con- 
tained in this title which is of a temporary 
character, as determined by the Adminis- 
trator, shall be disposed of by the Adminis- 
trator not later than the date, and subject 
to the conditions and requirements, here- 
after prescribed by the Congress: Provided, 
That nothing in this sentence shall be con- 
strued as prohibiting the Administrator from 
removing any such housing by demolition or 
otherwise prior to the enactment of such 
legislation. 

(c) When the Administrator determines 
that any housing provided under this title 
is no longer required for persons engaged 
in national defense activities, preference in 
admission to occupancy thereof shall be 
given to veterans pending its ultimate sale 


or disposition in accordance with the provi- 
sions of this title. As among veterans, pref- 


erence in admission to occupancy shall be 
given to disabled veterans whose disability 
has been determined by the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration to be service-connected. 

Src. 303. The cost per family dwelling unit 
for any housing project constructed under 
the authority of this title shall not exceed 
an average of $9,000 for two-bedroom units 
in such project, $10,000 for three-bedroom 
units in such project, and $11,000 for four- 
bedroom units in such project: Provided, 
That the Administrator may increase any 
such dollar limitation by not exceeding $1,000 
in any geographical area where he finds that 
cost levels so require: Provided further, That 
in the Territories and possessions of the 
United States the Administrator may increase 
any such dollar limitation by 50 percent: 
And provided further, That for the purposes 
of this section the cost of any land acquired 
by the Administrator upon the filing of a 
declaration of taking in proceedings for the 
condemnation of fee title shall be considered 
to be the amount determined by the Admin- 
istrator, upon the basis of competent ap- 
praisal, to be the value thereof. 

Sec. 304. In furtherance of the purposes of 
this title and subject to the provisions hereof, 
the Administrator may make loans or grants, 
or other payments, to public and nonprofit 
agencies for the provision, or for the opera- 
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tion and maintenance, of community facili- 
ties and equipment therefor, or for the pro- 
vision of community services, upon such 
terms and in such amounts as the Admin- 
istrator may consider to be in the public 
interest: Provided, That grants under this 
title to any local agency for hospital con- 
struction, or for school construction or main- 
tenance and operation, may be made only 
after such action by the local agency to secure 
assistance (i) in the case of hospitals, under 
Public Law 725, Seventy-ninth Congress, ap- 
proved August 13, 1946, as amended, or Public 
Law 380, Eighty-first Congress, approved Oc- 
tober 25, 1949, or (ii) in the case of schools, 
under title II of Public Law 815, Eighty-first 
Congress, approved September 23, 1950, or 
under Public Law 874, Eighty-first Congress, 
approved September 30, 1950, as the case may 
be, as is determined to be reasonable under 
the circumstances, and only to the extent 
that the required assistance is not available 
to such local agency under said Public Law 
725, said Public Law 380, title II of said 
Public Law 815, or said Public Law 874, as 
the case may be: Provided further, That 
grants or payments for the provision, or for 
the maintenance and operation, of commu- 
nity facilities or services under this section 
shall not exceed the portion of the cost of 
the provision, or the maintenance and opera- 
tion, of such facilities or services which the 
Administrator estimates to be attributable 
to the national defense activities in the area 
and not to be recovered by the public or non- 
profit agency from other sources, including 
payments by the United States under any 
other provisions of this act or any other law: 
And provided further, That any such con- 
tinuing grant or payment shall be reexamined 
and adjusted annually upon the basis of the 
ability of the agency to bear a greater por- 
tion of the cost of such maintenance, opera- 
tion, or services as a result of increased reve- 
nues made possible by such facility or by 
such defense activities. 

Sec. 305. With respect to any housing or 
community facilities or services which the 
Administrator is authorized to provide, or 
any property which he is authorized to ac- 
quire, under this act, the Administrator is 
authorized by contract or otherwise (with- 
out regard to sections 1136 and 3709 of the 
Revised Statutes, as amended, section 322 of 
the act of June 30, 1932 (47 Stat. 412), as 
amended, the Federal Property and Admin- 
istrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, 
and prior to the approval of the Attorney 
General) to make plans, surveys, and in- 
vestigations; to acquire (by purchase, dona- 
tion, condemnation or otherwise), construct, 
erect, extend, remodel, operate, rent, lease, 
exchange, repair, deal with, insure, main- 
tain, convey, sell for cash or credit, demolish, 
or otherwise dispose of any property, land, 
improvement, or interest therein; to provide 
approaches, utilities, and transportation 
facilities; to procure necessary materials, 
supplies, articles, equipment, and machin- 
ery; to make advance payments for leased 
property; to pursue to final disposition by 
way of compromise or otherwise, claims both 
for and against the United States (exclusive 
of claims in excess of $5,000 arising out of 
contracts for construction, repairs, and the 
purchase of supplies and materials, and 
claims involving administrative expenses) 
which are not in litigation and which have 
not been referred to the Department of Jus- 
tice; and to convey without cost to States 
and political subdivisions and instru- 
mentalities thereof property for streets and 
other public thoroughfares and easements 
for public purposes: Provided, That any in- 
strument executed by the Administrator and 
purporting to convey any right, title or in- 
terest in any property acquired pursuant to 
this title or title IV of this act shall be con- 
clusive evidence of compliance with the pro- 
visions thereof insofar as title or other in- 
terest of any bona fide purchasers, lessees 
or transferees of such property is concerned, 
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Notwithstanding any provisions of this act, 
housing or community facilities constructed 
by the United States pursuant to the au- 
thority contained herein (except housing or 
community facilities of a temporary char- 
acter) shall, to the maximum extent prac- 
ticable, taking into consideration the avail- 
ability of materials, conform to the require- 
ments of State or local laws, ordinances, 
rules, or regulations relating to health, sani- 
tation, and building codes. 

Sec. 306. Any Federal agency may, upon 
request of the Administrator, transfer to his 
jurisdiction without reimbursement any 
lands, improved or unimproved, or other 
property real or personal, considered by the 
Administrator to be needed or useful for 
housing or community facilities, or both, to 
be provided under this title, and the Ad- 
ministrator is authorized to accept any such 
transfers. The Administrator may also 
utilize any other real or personal property 
under his jurisdiction for the purpose of 
this title without adjustment of the appro- 
priations or funds involved. Any property 
so transferred or utilized, and any funds in 
cofinection therewith, shall be subject only 
to the authorizations and limitations of this 
title. The Administrator may, in his dis- 
cretion, upon request of the Secretary of 
Defense or his designee, transfer to the 
jurisdiction of the Department of Defense 
without reimbursement any land, improve- 
ments, housing, or community facilities con- 
structed or acquired under the provisions of 
this title and considered by the Department 
of Defense to be required for the purposes 
of the said Department. Upon the transfer 
of any such property to the jurisdiction of 
the Department of Defense, the laws, rules, 
and regulations relating to property of the 
Department of Defense shall be applicable 
to the property so transferred, and the pro- 
visions of this title and the rules and regu- 
lations issued thereunder shall no longer 
apply. 

Sec. 307. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
visions of law, the acquisition by the United 
States of any real property pursuant to this 
title or title IV of this act shall not de- 
prive any State or political subdivision 
thereof of its civil or criminal jurisdiction 
in and over such property, or impair the 
civil or other rights under the State or 
local law of the inhabitants of such prop- 
erty. Any proceedings by the United States 
for the recovery of possession of any prop- 
erty or project acquired, developed, or con- 
structed under this title or title IV of this 
act may be brought in the courts of the 
States having jurisdiction of such causes. 

Sec. 308. The Administrator shall pay 
from rentals annual sums in lieu of taxes 
and special assessments to any State and/or 
political subdivision thereof, with respect to 
any real property, including improvements 
thereon, acquired and held by him under 
this title for residential purposes (or for 
commercial purposes incidental thereto), 
whether or not such property is or has been 
held in the exclusive jurisdiction of the 
United States. The amount so paid for any 
year upon such property shall approximate 
the taxes and special assessments which 
would be paid to the State and/or subdivi- 
sion, as the case may be, upon such property 
if it were not exempt from taxation and 
special assessments, with such allowance as 
may be considered by him to be appro- 
priate for expenditures by the Federal Gov- 
ernment for the provision or maintenance 
of streets, utilities, or other public services 
to serve such property. 

Sec. 309. In carrying out this title— 

(a) notwithstanding any other provisions 
of this title, so far as is consistent with 
emergency needs, contracts shall be subject 
to section 3709 of the Revised Statutes; 

(b) the cost-plus-a-percentage-of-cost 
system of contracting shall not be used, 
but contracts may be made on a cost-plus- 
a-fixed-fee basis: Provided, That the fixed 


7400 


fee shall not exceed 6 percent of the esti- 
mated cost; 

(c) wherever practicable, existing private 
and public community facilities shall be 
utilized or such facilities shall be extended, 
enlarged, or equipped in lieu of construct- 
ing new facilities; and 

(d) all right, title, and interest of the 
United States in and to any community 
facilities constructed by the United States 
pursuant to the authority contained in this 
title shall (if such agency is willing ta 
accept such facility and operate the same 
for the purpose for which it was constructed) 
be disposed of to the appropriate State, city, 
or other local agency having responsibility 
for such type of facility in the area not later 
than 1 year after the expiration date 
specified in title I hereof, and subject to 
the conditions and requirements hereafter 
prescribed by the Congress. 

Sec, 310. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the wages of every laborer 
and mechanic employed on any construc- 
tion, maintenance, repair, or demolition 
work authorized by this title shall be com- 
puted on a basic day rate of 8 hours per 
day and work in excess of 8 hours per day 
shall be permitted upon compensation for 
all hours worked in excess of 8 hours per 
day at not less than 1% times the basic 
rate of pay. 

(b) The provisions of the Davis-Bacon 
Act (49 Stat. 1011), as amended; of title 18, 
United States Code, section 874; and of title 
40, United States Code, section 276c, shall 
apply in accordance with their terms to 
work pursuant to this title. 

(c) Any contract for loan or grant, or both, 
pursuant to this title shall contain a provi- 
sion requiring that not less than the wages 
prevailing in the locality, as predetermined 
by the Secretary of Labor pursuant to the 
Davis-Bacon Act, as amended, shall be paid 
to all laborers and mechanics employed in 
the construction of the project at the site 
thereof: and the Administrator shall require 
certification as to compliance with the pro- 
visions of this subsection prior to making 
any payment under such contract. 
| (d) Any contractor engaged in the devel- 
opment of any project financed in whole or 
in part with funds made available pursuant 
to this title shall report monthly to the Sec- 
retary of Labor, and shall cause all subcon- 
tractors to report in like manner, within 5 
days after the close of each month and on 
forms to be furnished by the United States 
Department of Labor, as to the number of 
persons on their respective payrolls on the 
particular project, the aggregate amount of 
such payrolls, the total man-hours worked, 
and itemized expenditures for materials. 
‘Any such contractor shall furnish to the De- 
partment of Labor the names and addresses 
of all subcontractors on the work at the 
earliest date practicable. 

(e) The Secretary of Labor shall prescribe 
appropriate standards, regulations, and pro- 
cedures, which shall be observed by the Ad- 
ministrator in carrying out the provisions of 
this title (and cause to be made by the De- 
partment of Labor such investigations) with 
respect to compliance with and enforcement 
of the labor standards provisions of this sec- 
tion, as he deems desirable. 

Sec. 311. Moneys derived from rentals, op- 
eration, or disposition of property acquired 
or constructed under the provisions of this 
title shall be available for expenses of opera- 
tion, maintenance, improvement, and dispo- 
sition of any such property, including the 
establishment of necessary reserves therefor 
and administrative expenses in connection 
therewith: Provided, That such moneys de- 
rived from rentals, operation, or disposition 
may be deposited in a common fund account 
‘or accounts in the Treasury: And provided 
\further, That the moneys in such common 
fund account or accounts shall not exceed 
$5,000,000 at any time, and all moneys in 
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excess of such amount shall be covered into 
miscellaneous receipts. 

Src. 312. The Administrator shall fix fair 
rentals based on the value thereof as deter- 
mined by him which shall be charged for 
housing accommodations operated under this 
title and may prescribe the class or classes of 
persons who may occupy such accommoda- 
tions, preferences, or priorities in the rental 
thereof, and the terms, conditions, and pe- 
riod of such occupancy. 

Sec. 313. There are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated— 

(a) such sums, not exceeding $60,000,000, 
as may be necessary for carrying out the 
provisions and purposes of this title relating 
to community facilities and services in criti- 
cal defense housing areas; and 

(b) such sums, not exceeding $50,000,000, 
as may be necessary for carrying out the pro- 
visions and purposes of this title relating to 
housing in critical defense housing areas. 

Sec. 314. Subject to all of the limitations 
and restrictions of this act, including, specifi- 
cally, the requirements of subsection (c) of 
section 103 hereof and of subsections (e) and 
(d) of section 309 hereof, where any other 
officer, department, or agency is performing, 
or, in the determination of the President, has 
facilities adapted to the performance of, 
functions, powers, and duties similar, or di- 
rectly related, to any of the functions, pow- 
ers, and duties which the Housing and Home 
Finance Administrator is authorized by this 
title to perform with respect to the construc- 
tion, maintenance, or operation of commun- 
ity facilities for education, health, refuse 
disposal, sewage treatment, recreation, wa- 
ter purification, and day-care centers, or the 
provision of community services, the Presi- 
dent may transfer to such other officer, de- 
partment, or agency any of the functions, 
powers, and duties authorized by this title to 
be performed with respect thereto if he finds 
that such transfer will assist the further- 
ance of national defense activities, and upon 
any such transfer, funds in such amount 
as the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
shall determine, but in no event in excess of 
the balance of any moneys apprcpriated to 
the Housing and Home Finance Administra- 
tor pursuant to the authorization therefor 
contained in this title for the performance 
of the transferred functions, powers, and 
duties, may also be transferred by the Presi- 
dent to such other officer, department, or 
agency: Provided, That the President, by 
Executive order or otherwise, may prescribe 
or direct the manner in which any func- 
tions, powers, and duties, which the Hous- 
ing and Home Finance Administrator is 
authorized by this title to perform with 
respect to assistance for the construction, or 
the construction of, any community facili- 
ties, shall be administered in coordination 
with other officers, departments. or agencies 
having functions or activities related 
thereto. 

Sec. 315. As used in this title, the follow- 
ing terms shall have the meanings respec- 
tively ascribed to them below, and, unless 
the context clearly indicates otherwise, shall 
include the plural as well as the singular 
number: 

(a) “State” shall mean the several States, 
the District of Columbia, and Territories 
and possessions of the United States. 

(b) “Federal agency” shall mean any execu- 
tive department or officer (including the 
President), independent establishment, com- 
mission, board, bureau, division, or office in 
the executive branch of the United States 
Government, or other agency of the United 
States, including corporations in which the 
United States owns all or a majority of the 
stock, directly or indirectly. 

(c) “Community facility“ shall mean any 
facility necessary for carrying on commu- 
nity living, including primarily waterworks, 
sewers, sewage, garbage and refuse disposal 
facilities, fire protection facilities, public 
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sanitary facilities, works for treatment and 
purification of water, schools, hospitals and 
other places for the care of the sick, rec- 
reational facilities, streets and roads, and 
day-care centers. 

(d) “Community service” shall mean any 
service necessary for carrying on community 
living, including the maintenance and op- 
eration of facilities for education, health, 
refuse disposal, sewage treatment, recrea- 
tion, water purification, and day-care cen- 
ters, and the provision of fire-protection and 
other community services, 

(e) “Nonprofit agency” shall mean any 
agency no part of the net earnings of which 
inures to the benefit of any private stock- 
holder or individual. 

(f) “Project” shall mean housing or com- 
munity facilities acquired, developed, or 
constructed with financial assistance pur- 
suant to this title. 

(g) “Veteran” shall mean a person, or the 
family of a person, who has served in the 
active military or naval service of the 
United States at any time (i) on or after 
September 16, 1940, and prior to July 26, 
1947, (ii) on or after April 6, 1917, and prior 
to November 11, 1918, or (ili) on or after 
June 27, 1950, and prior to such date there- 
after as shall be determined by the Presi- 
dent, and who shall have been discharged or 
released therefrom under conditions other 
than dishonorable or who shall be still serv- 
ing therein. The term shall also include the ` 
family of a person who served in the active 
military or naval service of the United States 
within any such period and who shall have 
died of causes determined by the Veterans’ 
Administration to have been service-con- 
nected. 


TITLE IV—PROVISION OF SITES FOR NECESSARY 
DEVELOPMENT IN CONNECTION WITH Iso- 
LATED DEFENSE INSTALLATIONS 


Sec. 401. Subject to the provisions and 
limitations of title I hereof and subject to 
the provisions and limitations of this title, 
upon a finding by the President that in con- 
nection with a defense installation (as de- 
fined by him) developed or to be developed 
in an isolated or relatively isolated area (1) 
housing or community facilities needed for 
such installation would not otherwise be 
provided when and where required or (2) 
there would otherwise be speculation or un- 
economic use of land resources which would 
impair the efficiency of defense activities at 
such installation, the Housing and Home 
Finance Administrator (hereinafter referred 
to as the Administrator“) is authorized to 
make general plans for the development of 
necessary housing and community facilities 
in connection with such defense installa- 
tion; to acquire, by purchase, condemnation, 
or otherwise, the necessary improved or un- 
improved land or interests therein; to clear 
land; to install, construct, or reconstruct 
streets, utilities, and other site improve- 
ments essential to the preparation of the 
land for use in accordance with said gen- 
eral plans; and to dispose of such land or in- 
terests therein for use in accordance with 
such plans and subject to such terms and 
conditions as he shall deem advisable and in 
the public interest. For the purposes of this 
title, the Administrator may exercise the 
powers granted to him in title III for the 
purposes thereof: Provided, That no funds 
made available under this title shall be used 
for the erection of dwellings or other build- 
ings, and funds representing the fair value, 
as determined by the Administrator, of any 
property acquired under this title and used 
as sites for dwellings or other buildings or 
facilities under title III shall be transferred 
from funds appropriated thereunder and 
made available for purposes of this title IV: 
And provided further, That the provisions of 
section 310 shall be applicable to site devel- 
opment work under this title, 
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Sec. 402. Upon a finding by the President 
that it is necessary or desirable in the public 
interest that land shall be acquired by the 
Administrator not only for the purposes of 
section 401 hereof but for the defense in- 
stallation to be served thereby, the Admin- 
istrator is authorized to acquire improved or 
unimproved land for such defense installa- 
tion and, in connection therewith, to exer- 
cise ny powers granted under this title. 
The Administrator may transfer such prop- 
erty to the appropriate Federal, State, local, 
or private agency, person, or corporation 
upon such terms and conditions as he shall 
determine to be in the public interest. 

Sec. 403. With respect to any real proper- 
ty acquired and held by the Administrator 
pursuant to this title and with respect to 
any defense installation owned by the Fed- 
eral Government in connection with which 
such property is acquired, the Administra- 
tor may pay annual sums in lieu of taxes to 
the appropriate State and local taxing au- 
thorities: Provided, That, in making any 
such payments, the Administrator shall take 
into consideration other payments by the 
Federal Government to the State and local 
taxing authorities, the value of services fur- 
nished by such taxing authorities in connec- 
tion with the property or installation, and 
the value of any services provided by the 
Federal Government. There are hereby au- 
thorized to be appropriated such sums as 
may be necessary and appropriate for the 
carrying out of the provisions and purposes 
of this section. . 

Sec. 404. The Administrator is authorized 
to obtain money from the Treasury of the 
United States for use in the performance of 
the functions, powers, and duties granted to 
him by this title, not to exceed a total of 
$10,000,000 outstanding at any one time. For 
this purpose appropriations not to exceed 
$10,000,000 are hereby authorized to be made 
to a revolving fund in the Treasury. Ad- 
vances shall be made to the Administrator 
from the revolving fund when requested by 
the Administrator. As the Administrator re- 
pays the amounts thus obtained from the 
Treasury, the repayments shall be made to 
the revolving fund. The Administrator shall 
pay into the as miscellaneous re- 
ceipts interest on the outstanding advances 
from the Treasury provided for by this sec- 
tion. The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
determine the interest rate annually in ad- 
vance, such rate to be calculated to reim- 
burse the Treasury for its cost, taking into 
consideration the current average interest 
rate which the Treasury pays upon its mar- 
ketable obligations. 

Src. 405. In any city or in two contiguous 
cities in which, on March 1, 1951, there were 
in one of such cities more than twelve thou- 
sand temporary housing units held by the 
United States of America, the powers author- 
ized by this title may be exercised for the 
acquisition of land for the provision of 
improved sites for privately financed defense 
housing: Provided, That acquisitions pursu- 
ant to this section shall be limited to not 
exceeding 300 acres of land in the general 
area in which approximately one thousand 
five hundred units of such temporary hous- 
ing were unoccupied on said date. 

TITLE V—PREFABRICATED HOUSING 

Sec. 501. Section 102 of the Housing Act of 
1948, as amended, is amended by striking out 
the words “for the production of prefabri- 
cated houses or prefabricated housing com- 
ponents, or for large-scale modernized site 
construction” at the end of the first sen- 
tence thereof and inserting the following: 
“for production or distribution of prefabri- 
cated houses or housing components and for 
related purposes, or for modernized site 
construction: Provided, however, That no 
loan in excess of $500,000 shall be made to 
any individual or corporation for purposes 
of production”, and by inserting after the 
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word “determine” in the second sentence 
thereof the words “and may be made either 
directly or in cooperation with banks or other 
lending institutions through agreements to 
participate or the purchase of participation 
or otherwise”, 

Sec. 502. The Housing Act of 1948, as 
amended, is amended by inserting before 
e 103 thereof the following new sec- 

ions: 

“Sec, 102a. To assure the maintenance of 
industrial capacity for the production of pre- 
fabricated houses and housing components 
so that it may be available for the purposes 
of national defense, the Housing and Home 
Finance Administrator is authorized to make 
loans to and purchase obligations of any 
business enterprise or financial institution 
for the purpose of providing financial assist- 
ance for the production or distribution of 
prefabricated houses or prefabricated hous- 
ing components and for related purposes. 
Such loans may be made upon such terms 
and conditions and with such maturities as 
the Administrator may determine and may 
be made either directly or in cooperation 
with banks or other lending institutions 
through agreements to participate or the 
purchase of participation or otherwise: Pro- 
vided, That the total amount of commit- 
ments for loans made and obligations 
purchased under this section shall not exceed 
$15,000,000 outstanding at any one time, and 
no financial assistance shall be extended un- 
der this section unless it is not otherwise 
available on reasonable terms. The Admin- 
istrator is further authorized to issue to the 
Secretary of the Treasury, and the Secretary 
of the Treasury is authorized to purchase, ob- 
ligations of the Administrator in an amount 
outstanding at any one time sufficient to 
enable the Administrator to carry out his 
functions under this section, such obliga- 
tions to be in substantially the same form, 
and be issued in the same manner and sub- 
ject to the same conditions, except as to the 
2 amount thereof, as obligations issued 

y the Administrator pursuant to > 
2 Plan 23 of 1950. 9 

“Sec. 102b. In the performance of, and 
with respect to, the functions, powers, and 
duties vested in him by Reorganization Plan 
No. 23 of 1950 and by section 102a hereof, 
the Housing and Home Finance Administra- 
tor shall, in addition to any powers, func- 
tions, privileges, and immunities otherwise 
vested in him— 

“(1) have the powers, functions, priv- 
ileges, and immunities transferred to him 
by said reorganization plan and the same 
powers, functions, and duties as set forth in 
section 402 of the Housing Act of 1950, ex- 
cept subsection (c) thereof, with respect to 
loans authorized by title IV of said act; 

“(2) take any and all actions determined 
by him to be necessary or desirable in mak- 
ing, servicing, compromising, modifying, 
liquidating, or otherwise dealing with or 
realizing on loans thereunder. 

“Sec. 102c. Wherever in this act the words 
‘prefabricated houses’ are used they shall be 
construed to include houses which are of a 
mobile or portable character.” 

Sec. 503. The third paragraph of section 
24 of the Federal Reserve Act, as amended, 
is amended by adding in clause (d) the 
words “or the Housing and Home Finance 
Administrator” after the words “the Re- 
construction Finance Corporation” and by 
adding the words “or of section 102 or 102a 
of the Housing Act of 1948, as amended,” 
after the words “provisions of the Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation Act, as 
amended.” 

TITLE VI—AMENDMENTS TO ExisTInc Laws 
AND GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 601. Title VIII of the National Hous- 
ing Act, as amended, is hereby amended— 

(a) By striking out section 803 (a) “July 
1, 1951” and substituting therefor “July 1, 
1953.” 
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(b) By before the period at the 
end of section 803 (b) (8) (C) the follow- 
ing: “: Provided, That the Commissioner 
may by regulation increase the $8,100 lim- 
itation by not exceeding $900 in any geo- 
graphical area where he finds that cost levels 
so require.” 

(c) By inserting after the words “National 
Military Establishment” in the last sen- 
tence of section 803 (d) the words “or the 
Atomic Energy Commission.” 

(d) By adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new section: 

“Sec. 810. A mortgage which meets all of 
the eligibility requirements of this title ex- 
cept those specified in section 803 (b) (2) 
and which is secured by property designed 
for rent for residential use by personnel of 
the Atomic Energy Commission (including 
military personnel and Government contrac- 
tors’ employees) employed or assigned to 
duty at the Atomic Energy Commission in- 
stallation at or in the area in which such 
property is constructed shall be eligible for 
insurance under this title if the Atomic 
Energy Commission or its designee shall have 
certified to the Commissioner that the hous- 
ing with respect to which the mortgage is 
made is necessary to provide adequate hous- 
ing for such personnel, that such installa- 
tion is deemed to be a permanent part of 
the Atomic Energy Commission Establish- 
ment, and that there is no present inten- 
tion to substantially curtail activities at 
such installation. Notwithstanding the 
provisions of any other law, preference or 
priority of opportunity in the occupancy of 
the mortgaged property for such personnel 
and their immediate families shall be pro- 
vided under such regulations and pro- 
cedures as may be prescribed by the Com- 
missioner. To effectuate the purpose of 
this title the Atomic Energy Commission 
or its designee is authorized to exercise all 
the authority granted to the Secretary of 
Defense or the Secretary of the Army, Navy, 
or Air Force pursuant to this title. Nothing 
herein contained shall impair the powers 
vested in the Atomic Energy Commission by 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1946.” 

Sec. 602. Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sions of this or any other act (including the 
Defense Production Act of 1950), in any 
critical defense housing area loans for the 
purchase, construction, alteration, repair, or 
improvement of residential property may be 
guaranteed or insured, in accordance with 
the provisions of the Servicemen's Readjust- 
ment Act of 1944, as amended, on behalf of 
veterans employed, or to be employed, in de- 
tense plants or installations: Provided, That 
any houses purchased or constructed with 
any such loans, not conforming to credit 
restrictions under the Defense Production 
Act of 1950, are within the number pro- 
gramed for the area and are held subject 
to the terms and conditions prescribed by 
the Housing and Home Finance Administra- 
tor for housing built pursuant to relaxations 
of such restrictions: And provided further, 
That this section shall not be applicable to 
dwelling units, the cost of which exceeds 
$10,000 for a two-bedroom unit, $11,000 for a 
three-bedroom unit, or $12,000 for a four- 
bedroom unit. 

Src. 603. The act entitled “An act to ex- 
pedite the provision of housing in connection 
with national defense, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved October 14, 1940, as 
amended, is hereby amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section 611: 

“Sec. 611. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law the President is authorized to 
extend, for such period or periods as he shall 
specify, the time within which any action 
is required or permitted to be taken by the 
Administrator or others under the provisións 
of this title (or any contract entered into 
pursuant to this title), upon a determina- 
tion by him, after considering the needs of 
national defense and the effect of such ex- 
tension upon the general housing situation 
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and the national economy, that such exten- 
sion is in the public interest.” 

Sec. 604. The National Housing Act, as 
an ended, is hereby amended— 

(a) by striking out the period at the end 
of the second sentence of section 204 (d) 
and inserting a comma and the following: 
“except that debentures issued with respect 
to mortgages insured under section 213 shall 
mature 20 years after the date of such 
debentures.” 

(b) by striking out of the second sentence 
of section 207 (i) the words “and shall ma- 
ture 3 years after the Ist day of July follow- 
ing the maturity date of the mortgage in 
exchange for which the debentures were 
issued” and inserting in lieu thereof “and 
shall mature 20 years after the date thereof.” 

Sec. 605. Section 207 (c) of the National 
Housing Act, as amended, is hereby amended 
(1) by striking out of clause “(i)” in para- 
graph No. “(2)” the words “of the property 
or project” and inserting in lieu thereof 
the words “of the property or project 
attributable to dwelling use”; and (2) by 
striking out of clause “(ii)” in paragraph 
No, “(2)” the words “and not in excess of 
$10,000 per family unit” and inserting in 
lieu thereof the words “and not in excess of 
$10,000 per family unit and (iii) 90 percent 
of the estimated value of such part of such 
property or project as may be attributable 
to nondwelling use”; and (3) by striking out 
of paragraph No. “(3)” the words “four 
and one-half per family unit” and substitut- 
ing therefor the words “four per family 
unit.” 

Sec. 606. The first sentence of section 214 
of the National Housing Act, as amended, is 
hereby amended by striking the word “one- 
third” and inserting the word “one-half.” 

Sec. 607. Title II of the National Housing 
Act as amended, is hereby amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sec- 
tions: 


“WAIVZR OF OCCUPANCY REQUIREMENTS FOR 
SERVICEMEN 


“Src. 216. The Commissioner is hereby au- 
thorized to insure any mortgage otherwise 
eligible for insurance under any of the pro- 
visions of this act without regard to any 
requirement that the mortgagor be the occu- 
pant of the property at the time of insurance, 
where the Commissioner is satisfied that the 
inability of the mortgagor to occupy the 
property is by reason of his entry into mili- 
tary service subsequent to the filing of an 
application for insurance and the mortgagor 
expresses an intent to occupy the property 
upon his discharge from military service. 


“GENERAL MORTGAGE INSURANCE AUTHORIZATION 


“Sec. 217. Notwithstanding limitations 
contained in any other section of this act 
on the aggregate amount of principal obli- 
gations of mortgages which may be insured 
under any title of this act, such aggregate 
amount shall, with respect to any title of 
this act (except title VI) be prescribed by 
the President, taking into consideration the 
needs of national defense and the effect of 
additional mortgage insurance authoriza- 
tions upon conditions in the building in- 
dustry and upon the national economy: 
Provided, That the aggregate dollar amount 
of the mortgage insurance authorization 
prescribed by the President with respect to 
title IX of this act plus the aggregate dollar 
amount of all increases in mortgage insur- 
ance authorizations under other titles of this 
act prescribed by the President pursuant to 
auchority contained in this section shall not 
exceed $1,500,000,000 and shall be available 
only for mortgage insurance with respect to 
housing in critical defense housing areas.” 

Sec. 608. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law or Reorganization Plan 22 of 
1950, one of the five or more persons con- 
stituting the Board of Directors of the Fed- 
eral National Mortgage Association shall be 
appointed by the Administrator of Veterans’ 
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Affairs from among the officers or employees 
of the Veterans’ Administration. 

Sec. 609. (a) Section 702 of the National 
Housing Act, as amended, is hereby amended 
by adding the following new subsection at 
the end thereof: 

“(c) (3) After completion of the project 
the investor must establish in a manner 
satisfactory to the Commissioner that the 
project is free and clear of liens and that 
there are no other outstanding unpaid obli- 
gations contracted in connection with the 
construction of the project, except taxes and 
such other liens and obligations as may be 
approved or prescribed by the Commissioner. 
Debentures issued by the investor which are 
payable out of net income from the project 
and from the benefits of the insurance con- 
tract shall not be construed as ‘unpaid obli- 
gations’ as such term is used in this sub- 
section.” 

(b) Section 707 of the National Housing 
Act, as amended, is hereby amended by add- 
ing the following new sentence at the end 
thereof: “Nothing contained in this title or 
any other provision of law shall be con- 
strued as preventing or restricting an in- 
vestor from assigning, pledging, or otherwise 


‘transferring or disposing of, subject to rules 


and regulations of the Commissioner, any or 
all rights, claims, or other benefits under 
any insurance contract made pursuant to 
this title to an assignee, pledgee, or other 
transferee, including the holders (or the 
trustee for such holders) of any debentures 
issued by the investor in connection with the 
project to which such insurance contract 
relates, and the Commissioner is authorized 
to pay claims or issue debentures in accord- 
ance with the provisions of this section and 
section 708 of this title to any such assignee, 
pledgee, or other transferee.” 

Sec. 610. Section 713 (n) of the National 
Housing Act, as amended, is hereby amended 
by adding before the period at the end there- 
of the words “or such lesser amount as shall 
be agreed upon by the investor and the 
Commissioner.” 

Sec. 611. Upon a finding by the Housing 
and Home Finance Administrator that the 
acquisition of any real property for a defense 
installation or industry has resulted, or will 
result, in the displacement of persons from 
their homes on such property, he may (not- 
withstanding any other provision of this or 
any other law) issue regulations pursuant to 
which such persons may be permitted to 
occupy or purchase housing for which credit 
restrictions established pursuant to the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950 have been 
relaxed or housing which has been provided 
or assisted under the provisions of this act 
(including amendments to other acts pro- 
vided herein), subject to any conditions or 
requirements that he determines necessary 
for purposes of national defense. 

Sec. 612. Section 713 (o) of the National 
Housing Act, as amended, is hereby amended 
by inserting before the period at the end 
thereof the words “and income taxes.” 

Sec. 613. Section 504 of the Housing Act 
of 1950 is amended by striking out “builder, 
veteran, or other purchaser” wherever it ap- 
pears therein and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: “builder or other seller, or the 
veteran or other purchaser.” 

Sec. 614. (a) Section 512 (b) of the Serv- 
icemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944 is amend- 
ed (1) by striking out clause (C); and (2) 
by striking out “June 30, 1951 and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof “July 1, 1953.” 

(b) Section 512 (d) of the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944 is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(d) The Administrator is authorized to 
sell, and shall offer for sale, to any private 
lending institution evidencing ability to 
service loans, any loan made under this sec- 
tion at a price not less than par; that is, 
the unpaid balance plus accrued interest, and 
may guarantee any loan thus sold subject 
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to the same conditions, terms, and limita- 
tions which would be applicable were the 
loan guaranteed under section 501 (b) of 
this title.” 

(c) The first sentence of section 513 (a) 
of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 
1944 is amended to read as follows: For the 
purposer of section 512 of this title, the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury is hereby authorized 
and directed to make available to the Ad- 
ministrator such sums not in excess of $150,- 
000,000 (plus the amount of any funds which 
may have been deposited to the credit of mis- 
cellaneous receipts under subsections (a) 
and (c) hereof), as the Administrator shall 
request from time to time except that no 
sums may be made available after July 1, 
1953.” 

(d) Section 513 (c) of the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act of 1944 is amended by 
striking out “June 30, 1952” and inserting 
in lieu thereof “July 1, 1954.” 

Sec. 615. The Secretary of Defense or his 
designee shall hereafter be included in the 
membership of the National Housing Coun- 
cil in the Housing and Home Finance Agen- 
cy, and the Chairman of the Board of Di- 
rectors of the Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration or his designee shall not hereafter 
5 included in the membership of said Coun- 
c 


Sec. 616. During the period from the date 
of the approval of this act to and includ- 
ing the expiration date specified in section 
104 hereof, no project shall be initiated, and 
the income limitations contained in the 
United States Housing Act of 1937, as amend- 
ed, shall not be waived or suspended, pur- 
suant to the authorization therefor in title 
II of Public Law 671, Seventy-sixth Congress, 
approved June 28, 1940. 

Sr. 617. Insofar as the provisions of any 
other law are inconsistent with the provi- 
sions of this act, the provisions of this 
act shall be controlling. 

Src. 618. Except as may be otherwise ex- 
pressly provided in this act, all powers and 
authorities conferred by this act shall be 
cumulative and additional to and not in 
derogation of any powers and authorities 
otherwise existing. Notwithstanding any 
other evidence of the intention of Congress, 
it is hereby declared to be the controlling 
intent of Congress that if any provisions of 
this act, or the application thereof to any 
persons or circumstances, shall be adjudged 
by any court of competent jurisdiction to be 
invalid, such judgment shall not affect, im- 
pair, or invalidate the remainder of this act 
or its application to other persons and cir- 
cumstances, but shall be confined in its 
operation to the provisions of this act or the 
application thereof to the persons and cir- 
cumstances directly involved in the contro- 
versy in which such judgment shall have 
been rendered. 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I 
should like a voice vote on the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. When we had under con- 
sideration the defense housing bill dur- 
ing the present session of Congress, an 
amendment was offered by myself and 
by another Senator, which provided 
that the amount of any housing loan 
should not exceed the amount invested 
by a borrower in a housing project on 
which such a loan was made. Is such 
a provision contained in the amend- 
ment? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Yes, it is in the 
amendment I have offered to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Nebraska. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Nebraska has accepted the 
modification of his amendment. 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. I have accepted 
the modification of my amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Nebraska, as 
modified by the amendment of the Sena- 
tor from South Carolina. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill is open to further amendment. If 
there be no further amendment, the 
question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, and was read the 
third time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall the bill pass? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, before 
the vote is taken on the final passage of 
the bill I wish to ascertain whether any 
other Senator desires to speak. I want 
to be fair to those who have asked me 
for time on the bill. Iam not sure those 
who asked for time want to take it now. 
If they do want to take it, I think their 
rights should be protected. Three or 
four Senators on this side of the aisle 
asked for time. 

I am glad to report they do not care 
to use time on the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is, Shall the bill pass? 

Mr. MAYBANK and other Senators 
asked for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll, 

Mr. BENTON (when his name was 
called). Present. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, a point of 
order. The Senator from Connecticut 
voted “present.” May he do so without 
the consent of the Senate? 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I ask 
that the junior Senator from Connecti- 
cut be allowed to vote “present.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Is 
there objection? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I object, un- 
less the Senator states his reasons. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
roll call cannot be interrupted. The 
clerk will continue the call of the roll. 

The legislative clerk resumed the 
call of the roll, and Mr. BREWSTER voted 
“yea” when his name was called. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. May a Sen- 
ator answer the roll call by merely say- 
ing “present,” or can he be required to 
vote unless he states his reasons for not 
doing so? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Parliamentarian informs the Chair that 
that question would arise after the roll 
had been called and before an announce- 
ment by the Chair. 

55 clerk will resume the call of the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk resumed the call 
of the roll. 


The 
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Mr. LEHMAN (when his name was 
called). Present. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
vote “present,” and that my several 
speeches in the past few days be re- 
ferred to by anyone who wishes an ex- 
planation. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President—— 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I object. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob- 
jection is heard. It cannot be done. It 
is out of order. 

The clerk will continue the call of the 
roll. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WHERRY. My understanding 
is—I think I am correct—that if a Sen- 
ator who desires to vote present“ is 
challenged, it is then required that he 
give his reasons for his vote. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That 
is after the roll call is completed. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I challenge the right of the Senator from 
New York and the Senator from Con- 
necticut merely to vote “present.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the rule Senators will be required to give 
their reasons 
‘ Mr. LEHMAN. I shall be very glad to 

o sO. 

The roll call was resumed and con- 
cluded. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, we 
have been debating this proposed leg- 
islation for many hours over a period of 
several days. The Senate Banking and 
Currency Committee considered this 
measure for several weeks. The bill, in 
its present form, is not greatly different 
from the version reported by the Sen- 
ate committee. 

I am far from happy at being forced 
to decide between voting for this bill and 
having no bill at all. The lapsing of 
controls would undoubtedly result in eco- 
nomic chaos. The passage of the pend- 
ing bill, its many inadequacies and short- 
comings, would represent a compromise 
with the demands of realty, which I most 
deeply regret. 

It would be my hope that the Bank- 
ing and Currency Committee at a very 
early time will give this whole question 
of stabilization and control a new look, 
a fresh review. With the imminence of 
the lapsing of controls gone, the Bank- 
ing and Currency Committee may well 
find occasion to consider legislation 
which will strengthen the new Defense 
Production Act, plug the loopholes, and 
give the stabilization agency the real 
authority they need to wage the good 
fight against inflation. 

I do not think that any Member of the 
Senate will say that this is an adequate 
or satisfactory bill. Even those who have 
supported the crippling amendments 
which have been attached and those who 
voted for this bill in committee will re- 
alize that this is an unhappy compro- 
mise between the haste to enact some 
legislation and the pressure to enact no 
legislation. : 

I cannot see how we as Members of 
the Senate can in good conscience wash 
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our hands of the obligation to provide 
for the general welfare in the matter of 
controls by the passage of this bill which 
does not truly control inflation but mere- 
ly legalizes it. It may be necessary to 
vote for this bill in order to get some 
legislation on the statute books before 
July 1. It may be necessary to approve 
this measure in order to hold off the 
forces of economic chaos, but we cannot 
be satisfied with it. We cannot be con- 
tent with it. The American people cer- 
tainly will not be content with it. I 
certainly am not going to stand up and 
tell the American people that we have 
passed anti-inflationary legislation when 
as a Matter of fact we have approved 
merely the shadow of it. 

There are no strong defenses against 
inflation in this measure as it now 
stands. They are merely paper walls 
and flimsy barriers which will not hold 
back for a moment the real surges of 
inflationary forces which are in store for 
this country. 

If we would do our duty to our coun- 
try and our duty to our consciences we 
must take up this subject again. We 
must consider and enact a real anti- 
inflationary program. The fate of the 
free world is at stake. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is, Shall the Senator from New 
York, for the reasons assigned by him, 
be excused from voting? 

Mr. WHERRY and other Senators 
asked for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is not debatable. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. As I read rule 
XII, a Senator who asks to be permitted 
to vote “present” must assign his rea- 
sons for not voting. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I insist that 
the Senator from New York assign his 
reasons for not voting. I heard the pre- 
pared typewritten speech which he has 
just made in anticipation of this move, 
but I see no reasons given in that state- 
ment. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, a 
point of order. The Senator from Iowa 
is out of order. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is, Shall the Senator from New 
York, for the reasons assigned by him, 
be excused from voting? 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. BENNETT. In order to vote to 
express his feelings, should a Senator 
be required 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. De- 
bate is not in order. 

Mr. BENNETT. How should I vote? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator must pass upon that question 
for himself. 


The 


The 
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Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WHERRY. There was some con- 
fusion. Will the distinguished President 
pro tempore restate the question? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is, Shall the Senator from New 
York, for the reasons assigned by him, 
be excused from voting? On this ques- 
tion the yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHavxzl, the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. CLEMENTS], the Senator from Ar- 
kansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN], the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS], the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee Mr. KEFAUVER], the 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY], 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], 
the Senator from Maryland IMr. 
O'Conor], the Senator from Kentucky 
Mr. UnpERWoop] are unavoidably de- 
tained on official business. 

I announce that the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. Hunt] is absent on offi- 
cial business. 

The Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. Jonnston] is absent on official com- 
mittee business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. Mur- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate on 
official business, having been appointed 
a representative of our Government to 
attend the International Labor Confer- 
ence being held in Geneva, Switzerland. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr, 
SmatTHERS] is absent because of illness. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Ecton], the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. FLANDERS], and the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Lope] are absent 
on official business. If present and vot- 
ing, the Senator from Massachusetts 
(Mr. Lopce] would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. Cor- 
pon], the Senator from Illinois [Mr, 
Dirksen], and the Senator from Utah 
(Mr, Watkins] are detained on official 
business. 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 35, 
nays 39, as follows: 


The 


YEAS—35 

Anderson Humphrey McFarland 
Benton Ives McKellar 
Connally Johnson, Colo, McMahon 
Douglas Johnson, Tex. Monroney 
Duff Kerr y 
Ellender Kilgore Morse 

Langer O'Mahoney 

Lehman Pastore 
Green Long Smith, N. C. 

Magnuson Sparkman 

oey Maybank Stennis 
Holland McCarran 
NAYS—39 

Aiken Capehart Kem 
Bennett Carlson Knowland 
Brewster Case Malone 
Bricker Dworshak McCarth: 
Bridges Eastland McClellan 
Butler, Md. Ferguson Millikin 
Butler, Nebr. Hendrickson Mundt 
Byrd Hickenlooper Nixon 
Cain Jenner Robertson 
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Saltonstall Taft Wherry 
Schoeppel Thye Wiley 
Smith, Maine Tobey Williams 
Smith, N. J. Welker Young 
NOT VOTING—22 
Chavez Hayden Neely 
Clements Hennings O'Conor 
Cordon Hunt Russell 
Dirksen Johnston, S. C. Smathers 
Ecton Kefauver Underwood 
Flanders Lodge Watkins 
Fulbright Martin 
Gillette Murray 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On 
this vote, the yeas are 35 and the nays 
are 39, and the Secretary will call the 
name of the Senator from New York. 

The Chief Clerk called the name of 
Mr. LEHMAN. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr, President, I have 
given my reasons. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. No! No! 

Mr. LEHMAN. I have given my rea- 
sons. 

Mr. TAFT. A point of order. 

Mr. WHERRY. A point of order. 
“Yes” or “no.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will have to vote “yea” or “nay.” 

Mr. LEHMAN. A parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. LEHMAN. What is the penalty 
for not voting? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There 
is no penalty prescribed by the rule. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
New York does not wish to disregard 
the rules of the Senate, and therefore 
reluctantly votes yea.“ 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I suggest that the junior Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. Benton] voted “pres- 
ent.” I demand that he state his rea- 
sons for not voting and subject himself 
to the action of the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Connecticut will give his 
reasons briefly. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I do 
not take exception to the Chair's adverb, 
“briefly.” I shall not inflict upon the 
Senate a reading of my many speeches 
during the past 2 days. They must total 
2 or 3 hours. I choose to believe from 
the votes that have been cast that they 
have not been listened to very carefully 
or thought about very much by the 
Senate. 

My reasoning for my vote of present“ 
is not complicated. I am not willing to 
vote “nay” on this bill because I know 
of the urgent need for legislation. I 
would feel derelict if I voted “nay” in 
the face of this urgent need because the 
present act expires Saturday night. I 
am not willing to absent myself because 
that seems negligent, as if I did not ap- 
preciate the great importance of this 
vote. Yet, I am not willing to vote “yea” 
because of my unhappiness about the 
votes of the past 2 days. They are such 
as to create my grave dissatisfaction 
with the bill. 

I have known many persons, members 
of other bodies, to vote “present” in 
similar circumstances. All of us have 
seen this done many times. Tonight I 
have been assured that there are ample 
precedents for the vote here in the 
Senate. 
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I hope my vote of “present” will show 
my constituents in Connecticut my un- 
happiness about this bill and my distress 
over the actions which have been taken. 
My hope is that, with the greater insight 
which the Senator from New York [Mr. 
Ives] has indicated we shall all gain 
from the experiences which lie ahead 
of us, my constituents will then remem- 
ber that here, at this time, on this vote, 
I was unwilling to cast a “yea” vote for 
a bill which I predict is so weak that 
under it those in authority lack the 
power to do the great job of stabilizing 
the economy which we must seek to do 
in this time of crisis. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question to be voted on is, Shall the 
reasons assigned by him excuse the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut from voting? 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Louisiana will state it. 

Mr. LONG. It has been my under- 
standing that the rules of the Senate 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. De- 
bate is not in order, under the rule. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, there has 
been considerable discussion, and I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be per- 
mitted to address my question to the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Louisiana requests such 
unanimous consent. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I wish to inquire 
whether the Senator from Louisiana is 
about to propound a parliamentary in- 
quiry or whether he intends to make an 
observation. 

Mr. LONG. I should like to ask for 
the precedents of the Senate in regard 
to this matter, and I should like to ad- 
dress such a question to the Chair. 

Mr. WHERRY. Oh, no, Mr. Presi- 
dent 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, it has been 
my understanding that a Senator should 
refrain from voting on a question in 
which he has an interest, and that that 
is the basis of the rule upon which a 
Senator may ask to be excused from 
voting. 

In this case, we have a situation in 
which the Senators who have voted 
present,“ and who other Senators ask be 
required to vote, have no interest in the 
pending question, but merely feel that 
this situation is similar to a situation in 
which a person is asked to reply to the 
question, Have you stopped beating 
your wife? Answer ‘Yes’ or ‘No’”; and 
therefore those Senators do not feel that 
on this question they should be required 
to vote either “yea” or “nay.” 

I should like to ask whether this case 
falls in line with the precedents, or 
whether in such case a Senator is re- 
quired to vote. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair recalls from personal experience 
in the Senate that there have been sev- 
eral occasions when a request has been 
made by a Member of the Senate to be 
excused from voting, and the question 
has been submitted to the Senate, and 
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the Senate has voted it either up or 
down, just as the Senate did a few min- 
utes ago in the case of the Senator from 
New York [Mr. LEHMAN], 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry: In the event the 
Senators in question had been absent 
from the floor—either in the cloakroom 
or elsewhere off the floor—there would be 
no way by which they could be compelled 
to vote. Is that correct, may I ask the 
Chair? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That 
is not a parliamentary inquiry, and the 
Senator will have to pass upon it for 
himself, 

The question is, Shall the Senator 
from Connecticut be excused from vot- 
ing for the reasons assigned by him? 
All in favor will say “Aye.” 

Mr. MORSE and other Senators asked 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the Chief Clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DOUGLAS (after Mr. Benton had 
voted in the affirmative). Mr. Presi- 
dent, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
vote is being taken, and must proceed. 

The Chief Clerk resumed the calling 
of the roll. 

Mr. KILGORE (when his name was 
called). Mr. President, a parliamentary 
inquiry: What will my vote on this 
question mean, if I vote “yea” or if I 
vote “nay’’? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A 
“yea” vote is a vote in favor of excusing 
the Senator from Connecticut from vot- 
ing; a vote “nay” is a vote against ex- 
cusing the Senator from Connecticut 
from voting. 

Mr. KILGORE. I vote “yea.” 

The Chief Clerk resumed and con- 
cluded the call of the roll. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. How is the Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. MunNDT] re- 
corded as voting? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from South Dakota is not re- 
corded as voting. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Senator from South Dakota be 
required to assign his reasons for refus- 
ing to vote. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair made a mistake in the announce- 
ment. The Senator from South Dakota 
is recorded as voting “present.” 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, when 
will it be in order for me to move that 
the «.enator from South Dakota be re- 
quired to assign his reasons for failing 
to vote, and for answering “present’’? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Im- 
mediately after the announcement is 
made by the Chair. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Alabama will state the 
point, 

Mr. SPARKMAN. As I read rule XII 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate— 

Wien a Senator declines to vote on call 
of his name, he shall be required to assign 
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his reasons therefor, and having assigned 
them, the Presiding Officer shall submit the 
question to the Senate: “Shall the Senator, 
for the reasons assigned by him, be excused 
from yoting?” which shall be decided with- 
out debate; and these proceedings shall be 
had after the roll-call and before the result 
is announced. 


The PRESIDFNT pro tempore. The 
result has not yet been announced. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Then, Mr. President, 
a motion by me is in order. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
for the regular order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
regular order is that the Senator from 
South Dakota assign his reasons for not 
voting. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, how am 
I recorded? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from South Dakota is recorded 
as having voted “present.” 

Mr. MUNDT. I vote “nay.” 

— 1 legislative clerk recapitulated the 
vote. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
make the point of order against the at- 
tempted change by the Senator from 
South Dakota of his vote, and I refer to 
paragraph 1 of rule VII, which says: 

And no Senator shall be permitted to vote 
after the decision shall have been announced 
by the Presiding Officer, but may for suffi- 
cient— 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. There 
has been no announcement made by the 
Presiding Officer. 

Mr. SPARKMAN.. Mr. President, I 
have not finished reading. If I may 
continue 


but may for sufficient reasons, with unani- 
mous consent, change or withdraw his vote. 


Mr. President, I submit that the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota, before chang- 
ing his vote, did not obtain unanimous 
consent of the Senate, and therefore did 
not have the right to change his vote, 
under this rule. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair will rule in accordance with the 
advice of the Parliamentarian, who, as 
all Senators know, is not only a splendid 
parliamentarian, but is as fine a man 
as ever lived. The Chair does not know 
how this body could get along without 
him. The Chair is one of his stanchest 
admirers because of his poise, wisdom, 
and ability. To use the slang expression 
he is “tops”; and the Chair is putting the 
burden on him. The Chair rules that 
before the announcement of the result, 
a Senator may change his vote. It is only 
after the result is announced that he 
may not do so. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. CLEMENTS], the Senator from Ar- 
kansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], the Senator 
from Iowa (Mr. GILLETTE], the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. Haypen], the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS], the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], 
the Senator from Maryland IMr. 
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O’Conor], the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. RUSSELL], the Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. UnpERwoop], and the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. Hunt] are un- 
avoidedly detained on official business. 

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JOHNSTON] is absent on official commit- 
tee business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. Mur- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate on 
official business, having been appointed 
a representative of our Government to 
attend the International Labor Confer- 
ence being held in Geneva, Switzerland. 

The Senator from Florida IMr. 
SMATHERS] is absent because of illness. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. Ecton], 
the Senator from Vermount [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS], and the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. Lopce] are absent on official 
business. If present and voting, the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. LODGE] 
would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. Cor- 
pon], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Dirksen], and the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. WATKINS] are detained on official 
business. 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 34, 
nays 41, as follows: 


YEAS—34 
Anderson Ives McMahon 
Benton Johnson, Colo. Monroney 
Connally Johnson, Tex. Moody 
Douglas Kerr Morse 
Ellender Kilgore Neely 
Frear Lehman O’Mahoney 
George Long Pastore 
Green Magnuson Smith, N. C. 
Hill Maybank Sparkman 
Hoey McCarran Stennis 
Holland McFarland 
Humphrey McKellar 

NAYS—41 
Aiken Eastland n 
Bennett Ferguson Saltonstall 
Brewster Hendrickson Schoeppel 
Bricker Hickenlooper Smith, Maine 
Bridges Jenner Smith, N. J. 
Butler, Md. Kem Taft 
Butler, Nebr. Knowland Thye 
Byrd Langer To 
Cain Malone Welker 
Capehart McCarthy Wh 
Carlson McClellan Wiley 
Case Millikin Williams 
Duff Mundt Young 
Dworshak Nixon 

NOT VOTING—21 

Chavez Gillette Martin 
Clements Hayden Murray 
Cordon Hennings O'Conor 
Dirksen Hunt Russell 
Ecton Johnston, S. C. Smathers 
Flanders Kefauver Underwood 
Fulbright Lodge Watkins 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On 
this vote, there were 34 yeas, and 41 
nays; and the clerk will call the name 
of the Senator from Connecticut. 

The legislative clerk called the name 
of Mr. BENTON. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, could I 
change my vote to “uncertain”? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator could not. He must vote “yea” 
or “nay.” 

Mr. BENTON. My reasons still appeal 
to me, Mr, President, and I refuse to vote. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
3 from Connecticut refuses to 
vote. 
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Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I am 
certainly dumbfounded that the distin- 
guished Senator from Connecticut re- 
fuses to vote in the United States Sen- 
ate. I realize there is no penalty con- 
nected with the violation of this rule, but 
I certainly feel that, in the interest of 
good government, none of us should 
undertake to establish the practice of 
refusing to stand up and be counted. I 
sincerely hope that the Senator from 
Connecticut will vote. I have been here 
over 8 years, and not within my experi- 
ence in that time has any Senator voted 
“present.” There was one such in- 
stance, before I came here, when a Sen- 
ator voted “present,” but finally that was 
straightened out. 

I merely desire to point out that in 
this legislative body, where decisions are 
made, if we carry this practice to the 
extreme, there will never be an issue 
settled on the Senate floor. I feel it is 
a step that should not be taken, and I 
hope that the Senator from Connecticut 
will vote one way or the other on the 
question. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, has 
the result of the vote been announced? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It has 
not. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Then, Mr. Presi- 
dent, this discussion is not in order. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I have 
the fioor. I yield to the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER]. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
make the point of order that the Senator 
from Nebraska is not in order. The re- 
sult of the vote has not been announced, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
vote on the final passage of the bill has 
not been announced. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I re- 
received recognition, 

Mr. McFARLAND. The Senator from 
Nebraska is out of order. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it, 

Mr. McFARLAND. Has the vote on 
the passage of the bill been announced? 
I was recognized, I think. 

Mr. WHERRY. No; I have had the 
floor for some time. 

Mr. McFARLAND. If the Senator 
wants the floor, I should like to say 
something when the Senator concludes, 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, does the Senator from Nebraska 
agree with me that the people of Con- 
necticut elected the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. BENTON]! for him to vote 
in the Senate of the United States, that 
his responsibility is to vote, and that 
when he fails to vote he is not only fail- 
ing the people of Connecticut, but is 
dodging a sacred responsibility? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The 
Senator will state the point of order, 

Mr. McFARLAND. I maintain that 
the Senator from Iowa is not in order, 
since the vote has not been announced. 
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Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator 
from Connecticut, is in practical con- 
tempt of the Senate, whether there is a 
rule on it or not, 

Mr, WHERRY. I agree with the 
distinguished Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, am 
I recognized now? 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, a point of 
order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. All 
debate is out of order until the vote is 
announced. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator from Nebraska 
yield to me for another question? 

Mr. WHERRY. I shall be glad to 
yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I shall not 
yield for a parliamentary inquiry. The 
Senator from Nebraska has yielded to 
me for a question, 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, do I 
have the floor? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. No 
Senator has the floor. No Senator is 
entitled to the floor until after the an- 
nouncement is made of the vote on the 
passage of the bill. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. How can the 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, the Senator from Nebraska yielded 
to me for a question, and I do not yield 
for a parliamentary inquiry or anything 
else at this time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Iowa is out of order. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, how 
can the vote be announced before the 
Senator from Connecticut has been re- 
quired to vote? He is holding up the 
vote. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Connecticut is recognized, 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I had 
no idea 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
not for debate, however. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, in view 
of the unusual interest in my action, and 
the lateness of the hour, I will change 
my vote and vote “yea,” 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Cuavez], the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr, FULBRIGHT], the Senator from Iowa 
(Mr. GILLETTE], the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr, O’Conor], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], and the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. Hunt] are absent 
on official business, 

The Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. JoHNSTON] is absent on official com- 
mittee business, 

The Senator from Montana IMr. 
Morray] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate on official business, having been ap- 
pointed a representative of our Govern- 
ment to attend the International Labor 
Conference being held in Geneva, Swit- 
zerland, 

The Senator from Florida 


But 


(Mr, 


` SMATHERS] is absent because of illness, 
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I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Morray], the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr, CHAVEZ], the Senator from Ar- 
kansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. O’Conor], and the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] 
would vote “yea,” 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS] is absent on official business. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Vermont would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
Martin] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr, Ec- 
TON] who is absent on official business is 
paired with the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. Lopce] who is also absent 
on official business. If present and 
voting, the Senator from Montana would 
vote “nay” and the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Corpon}] and the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. Watkins] are detained on official 
business. If present and voting, the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. CORDON] 
would vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 71, 
nays 10, as follows: 


YEAS—71 
Aiken Hendrickson McMahon 
Anderson Hennings Millikin 
Benton Hickenlooper Monroney 
Brewster Hill Moody 
Bricker Hoey Morse 
Bridges Holland Mundt 
Butler, Md. Humphrey Neely 
Byrd Ives ixon 
Cain Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney 
Capehart Johnson, Tex, Pastore 
Carlson Kefauver Robertson 
Case Kem Saltonstall 
Clements Kerr Schoeppel 
Connally Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Douglas Langer Smith, N. 
Duff Lehman Smith, N. C. 
Dworshak Long Sparkman 
Eastland Magnuson Stennis 
Ellender Maybank Taft 
Ferguson McCarran Thye 
Frear McCarthy Tobey 
George McClellan Underwood 
Green McFarland Wiley 
Hayden McKellar 

NAYS—10 
Bennett Knowland Williams 
Butler, Nebr. Malone Young 
Dirksen Welker 
Jenner Wherry 

NOT VOTING—15 

Chavez Gillette Murray 
Cordon Hunt O'Conor 
Ecton Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Flanders Lodge Smathers 
Fulbright Martin Watkins 


So the bill (S. 1717) was passed. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
printed as passed by the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
regret very much what has occurred here 
this morning. The hour is late, we 
have been in continuous session for many 
hours, men are tired, tempers are short; 
all of these are factors which I am not 
overlooking. Yet in the more than 10 
years I have been a Member of the Sen- 
ate, I have witnessed Senators vote 
“Present” many times and never have 
I seen a Senator’s right to do so chal- 
lenged. 
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In my judgment no good has been ac- 
complished by the procedure we have 
just been compelled to go through. I do 
not question any Senator’s right to vote 
as he pleases, and I believe on reflection 
other Members of this body will agree. 
I know that the Senator from New York 
(Mr, Lenman] and the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. Benton] have deep 
feelings on this question and the provi- 
sions of this bill. They could have gone 
out of the Chamber and nothing could 
have been said. It is regrettable, deeply 
regrettable, that Senators have chal- 
lenged their action; it does not enhance 
the dignity of the Senate. These two 
Senators are honest, purposeful, and 
conscientious men, There are no more 
honorable men in the Senate than the 
Senator from New York and the Senator 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. President, to the depth of my heart 
I regret what has occurred this morning. 
Unfortunately there is nothing I can do 
about it. I believe the Senate has made 
a grave mistake, and I am certain that 
Members will realize it, if in fact they 
already do not. Isay that for the bene- 
fit of the Senator from New York and 
the Senator from Connecticut, for whom 
I have the deepest affection. I know 
that what they sought to do was moti- 
vated solely by their complete honesty 
and a desire to record sincerely and 
frankly their feelings with respect to the 
bill just passed. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I cannot yield. 

Mr. TAFT. Has the Senator reached 


the end of that subject? 


| Mr. Mor 


„ 


blame. 


'‘ARLAND. I prefer not to 
yield, because no good could come of in- 
dulging in further debate on this matter 
at this hour. 

Mr. President, we are going to hold 
another session today, and I do not be- 
lieve there is anything to be gained from 
our discussing this matter longer. I 
have been responsible for keeping the 
Senate in session until such a late hour 
and to that extent I share part of the 
Senators have been cooperative 
and friendly up to a few moments ago. 
Every Senator has been agreeable, and 
all have been conscious of the need to 
press forward and expedite action on 
this bill. There has been no griping or 
complaining about the long session. I 
regret keeping the Members so late and 
I apologize for the personal inconven- 
ience it has occasioned. I appreciate 
very much the good spirit which has pre- 
vailed up to this time. 

Mr. President, I move that the Sen- 
ate stand in recess until 2 o'clock p. m. 
today. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Will 
the Senator withhold his motion for a 
moment, until the Chair makes a state- 
ment? 

The Appropriations Committee has 
given notice that it will meet today at 
10:30 o’clock. I want to announce that 
the committee will not meet until 1:30 
p. m. today. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
a point of order. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
renew my motion that the Senate recess 
until 2 o'clock p. m, today. 

XCVII—467 
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Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
a point of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion of the Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER, Mr. President, 
a point of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The. 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER, I raise the 
point of order that the Senator’s mo- 
tion to recess is not in order under the 
rules. Under the rules a motion to re- 
cess or to adjourn is to be decided with- 
out debate. The majority leader has in 
effect violated that by debate leading up 
to his motion and foreclosing anyone else 
from discussing the matter which he de- 
bated, by making at the end of his argu- 
ment a motion to recess. That I con- 
tend is a violation of the rules of the 
Senate on the question of recess or ad- 
journment being decided without debate. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The 
motion is not debatable. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, For 
what purpose does the Senator from 
Ohio.address the Chair? 

Mr. BRICKER, I wish to make a 
statement. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is 
out of order to do so at this time. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, a point 
of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. BRICKER. What is the question 
before the Senate? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
motion of the Senator from Arizona to 
recess, 

Mr. BRICKER, Mr. President, a point 
of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. BRICKER. What is the motion 
before the Senate or the question be- 
fore the Senate at this time? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
motion of the Senator from Arizona that 
the Senate takes a recess until 2 o'clock 
today. 

All in favor 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. BRICKER. I want to ask the. 
Chair if every Senator did not, upon 
assuming the responsibility of the Office 
of a Senator of the United States, take 
an oath that— 

I will well and faithfully discharge the du- 
ties of the office on which I am about to 
enter, so help me God? 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That 
is true. 

The question is on the motion—— 

Mr. HI PER. Mr. Presi- 
dent, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Has there 
been a ruling on the point of order I, 
made? : 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair overruled the point of order. ; 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER, I thank the! 
Chair, 


President, a 


7407 


RECESS 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The ` 
question is on the motion of the Senator 
from Arizona that the Senate take a 
recess until 2 o’clock p. m. today. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 
o’clock and 1 minute a. m., Friday, June 
29, 1951) the Senate took a recess until 
2 o'clock p. m, the same day. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Serica 28 (legislative day of June 


DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 


Francis P. Matthews, of Nebraska, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten- 
bm of the United States of America to 

eland. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAvy 


Dan A. Kimball, of California, to be Secre- 
tary of the Navy. € 


IN THE AIR FORCE 


The following-named officers for promotion 
in the United States Air Force, under the 
provisions of sections 502 and 510, Officer 
Personnel Act of 1947. Those officers whose 
names are preceded by the symbol (x) have 
been examined and found physically quali- 
fied for promotion, All others are subject 
to physical examination required by law. 


To be colonels 
UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 


Cronau, Robert Theodore, 685A. 

X Voeller, Charles Henry, 805A. 
Browning, William Webb, 18103A. 
Elkins, Marshall Allen, 952A, 

Jacobsen, Earl Harold, 966A. 
McCormack, James, Jr., 17981A. 
Jung, Charles Elmer, 1087A. 
Black, Richard Thomas, 1192A. 
Barrett, Wallace Conrad, 1245A. 

X Tally, Emmett Murchison, Jr., 1312A. 

xX Ocamb, Lawrence Bruin, 1315A. 
Gunn, James Alexander, 3d, 1318A, 
Donohew, Jack Norman, 1319A, 
Stevenson, John Dudley, 1320A. 
Ohman, Nils Olof, 1321A. 
Robbins, Asher Burtis, Jr., 1324A. 
Snouffer, William Noel, 1326A, 

X Klocko, Richard Phillip, 1327A. 
Batjer, John Francis, 1328A. 

xX Wade, Kenneth Sayre, 1329A. 
Griffin, Robert William, 1331A, 

Barden, Richard Risley, 1332A. 
Russell, Edwin Allen, Jr., 1333A. 
Fellows, Richard William, 1334A, 
Holloway, Bruce Keener, 1336A, 
Preston, Maurice Arthur, 1337A, 
McElroy, Ivan Wilson, 1338A. 
Clark, Alan Doane, 1340A. 
Herman, Robert Hensey, 1341A. 
Hall, Linscott Aldin, 1342A. 

Agee, Sam Wilkerson, 1346A. 

Taylor, Robert, 3d, 1347A. 

Shields, John Thomas, 1348A. 


~ Low, Curtis Raymond, 1349A, 


Broadhurst, Edwin Borden, 1350A. 
Westover, Charles Bainbridge, 1351A. 
Gurney, Samuel Charles, Jr., 1352A, 


. Dorney, Harvey Charles, 1353A. 
-x Scheidecker, Paul William, 1354A, 


Harrison, Charles Junious, 1355A. 
X McDonald, William Emmett, 1356A. 
XUlricson, John Russell, 1357A, 

Hipps, William Grover, 1358A. 

Gray, Marshall Randolph, 1360A. 

Sanborn, Kenneth Oliver, 1363A. 

Stark, Charles Williams, 1366A. 

X Magoffin, Morton David, 1367A. 
Posey, James Theo, 1369A. 

Smith, Willard Wright, 1374A. 

Ewbank, John Nelson, Jr., 1381A. 

Gibbs. Jack Alban, 1384A, 
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MEDICAL 

Lentz, Emmert Carl, 19079A. 

Lane, Frank Hugh, 19080A. 
Jensen, Marshall Nelson, 19081A. 
Schindler, John Andrew, 19082A. 

Brownton, Sheldon Seymour, 19083A. 

Reeder, Oscar Samuel, 19085A. 

Pohl, Louis Keller, 19093A. 

Strickland, Benjamin A., Jr., 19097A. 

Bedwell, Theodore Cleveland, Jr., 19101A. 

Cook, William Ferrall, 19117A. 


DENTAL 
Hampson, John Castle, 18834A. 
Tvrdy, Henry Joseph, 18838A. 
Craig, Charles William George, 18841A. 
Johnson, Robert Donald, 18851A. 
Reuter, Walter John, 18857A. 
VETERINARY 
Kester, Wayne Otho, 18976A. 
MEDICAL SERVICE 
Buel, Jack, 19377A. 
CHAPLAINS 
Davidson, James Robert, Jr., 18692A. 
Poch, Martin Carl, 19552A. 
Propst, Cecil Loy, 18702A. 


Nore—Dates of rank will be determined 
by the Secretary of the Air Force. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


THURSDAY, JUNE 28, 1951 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

Rev. Father Walter J. Schmitz, Catho- 
lic University, Washington, D. C., offered 
the following prayer: 


Grant us, we beseech Thee, almighty 
and all-merciful God, that we may 
ardently desire the grace to investigate 
wisely, and perfectly fulfill whatever 
may be pleasing to Thee. Guide our 
course in this world unto the honor of 
Thy name. Vouchsafe to us the proper 
inspiration, will, and talent for all that 
Thou demandest from us, that we may 
fulfill it as we should, and may our path 
to Thee, we beseech Thee, remain 
straight and clear to the end. Give us, 
O Lord, a steadfast heart, which no un- 
worthy passion can degrade; give us an 
unconquerable heart, which no sorrow 
can cast down; give us an upright heart, 
which no lowly ambition can lead astray. 
Fill us, O Lord, with understanding, that 
we may know Thee as Thou art, with 
zeal that we may seek Thee, with wis- 
dom that we may find Thee, and with 
perseverance that we may finally em- 
brace Thee. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of 
yesterday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed without amend- 
ment a concurrent resolution of the 
House of the following title: 

H. Con. Res. 134. Concurrent resolution re- 
questing the return of the enrollment of 
H. R. 2349 and the reenrollment thereof. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendment of 
the House to the bill (S. 984) entitled 
“An act to amend the Agricultural Act 
of 1949”; requests a conference with the 
House on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. 
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ELLENDER, Mr. Hory, Mr. JOHNSTON of 
South Carolina, Mr. AIKEN, and Mr. 
Youne to be the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. PATMAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 30 
minutes on today and tomorrow, follow- 
ing the legislative program and any spe- 
cial orders heretofore entered. 


COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 


Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Armed Services be permitted to meet 
today notwithstanding the session of the 
House. 

The SPEAKER. During general de- 
bate? 

Mr. BROOKS. Yes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 


TEMPORARY APPROPRIATIONS 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
House Resolution 287 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 


Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 277) 
making temporary appropriations for the 
fiscal year 1952, and for other purposes. That 
after general debate, which shall be confined 
to the joint resolution and continue not to 
exceed 3 hours, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Ap- 
propriations, the joint resolution shall be 
read for amendment. No amendment shall 
be in order to said joint resolution except 
amendments offered by the direction of the 
Committee on Appropriations. At the con- 
clusion of the consideration of the joint 
resolution for amendment, the Committee 
shall rise and report the joint resolution to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted, and the previous ques- 
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
joint resolution and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit. 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I have two 
inquiries to make, Mr. Speaker. 

First, does the Committee on Appro- 
priations expect to offer any amend- 
ments to the joint resolution? 

The SPEAKER. Well, that certainly 
is a matter that the Chair has no knowl- 
edge of. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. If no 
amendments are offered to the resolu- 
tion except those offered by the chair- 
man of the committee, then, in order to 
amend the resolution, it will be neces- 
sary to vote down the previous question, 
Is that correct? 

The SPEAKER. Of course, if the pre- 
vious question were voted down, amend- 
ments to the resolution would be in order. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Otherwise 
no amendments would be in order? 

The SPEAKER. That is correct. 
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Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. RANKIN. Along the lines sug- 
gested by the gentleman from Nebraska, 
this resolution prohibits the offering of 
any amendment except at the direction 
of the Committee on Appropriations. 
Now, if we are going to make a closed 
shop of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, this is the way to do it. 

The SPEAKER. That is not a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

Mr. RANKIN. No; but that is my 
statement, and it stands. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, yes, I ad- 
mit that this is a closed rule. It makes 
in order House Joint Resolution 277, in- 
troduced by the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. The Com- 
mittee on Rules heard from the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, and after an 
hour or two the Committee on Rules 
came to the conclusion that it should 
comply with the request for a closed rule. 

The gentleman from New York ILMr. 
Taser], the ranking minority member, 
originally opposed, but not in the usual 
way, a closed rule, but stated that if we 
provided 3 hours’ general debate that 
that would be satisfactory in lieu of the 
2 hours that had been requested by the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Cannon}. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. TABER. What I said was that if 
the rule was going to be proposed as a 
closed rule, we would need more debate 
upon it than we would if it was an open 
rule, and that we ought to have 3 hours. 
I did not say that I was willing to go 
along with the rule as a closed rule. 

Mr.SABATH. Well, we complied with 
the gentleman’s request and granted 3 
885 instead of 2 hours for general de- 

ate. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. Why all this debate if 
the committee has already gone over it? 
Nobody can offer an amendment to it. 
Why take up 3 hours for useless debate? 
Why not just let us go ahead and vote 
on the bill? If we are going to adopt 
this kind of procedure, there is no use 
of devoting these 3 hours of debate. It 
s 5 worthless and a waste of 

e. 

Mr. SABATH. Trying to comply with 
the wishes of the minority from time to 
time, I felt in view of the fact that the 
gentleman from New York requested 
3 hours of general debate we should 
comply with his request. Originally it 
was proposed that 2 hours should suffice, 
but he was under the impression that the 
Members should have ample opportunity 
to talk and express their views as to the 
provisions of the resolution. 

Mr. The Committee on Ap- 
propriations does not have to have any 
rule at all to call up a bill. They ean call 
it up without any rule. This is merely 
a gag rule they are putting on. 

Mr. SABATH. But this is a stop-gap 
proposal. This is for the purpose of 
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making it possible for the Government to 
function the next 30 days. Without this 
joint resolution, whose consideration this 
rule makes in order, the Government 
could not function and the employees 
would not be paid during the month of 
July. It is absolutely necessary. 

This is nothing new. The gentleman 
from Mississippi knows that resolutions 
such as this have been brought in fre- 
quently because of the failure of the 
Congress to complete the enactment of 
appropriation bills. The House already 
has passed, I think, eight of the appro- 
priation bills but they are pending in the 
other body. There are three or more 
awaiting House action, and I understand 
that within a short time they will be 
favorably reported. 

Mr, MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield with pleasure to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MARIIN of Massachusetts. How 
many of the appropriation bills have be- 
come law, after 6 months of work? 

Mr. SABATH. I said the House has 
passed eight. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The 
8 was, how many have become 
aw? 

Mr. SABATH. I do not have that in- 
formation before me. I cannot give the 
gentleman that information. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The 
answer is that none has become law. Is 
that a fact? 

Mr. SABATH. The House seems to be 
very careful in appropriating money and 
is taking a great deal of time, in an effort 
to bring about economy. Consequently 
they are going slow. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
agree with the gentleman they are going 
slow. 

Mr.SABATH. Yes, they are; at times. 
However, that was not so yesterday. As 
I understand, you gentlemen are preach- 
ing and talking, and sometimes on minor 
matters, voting for economy, but I did 
not see it yesterday, when nearly all of 
you, with the exception of four Members 
on your side, voted for a bill that will 
cost the Government millions of dollars. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. 
Maybe the bill we passed yesterday will 
get some cotton and food for the people, 
through increasing production. 

Mr. SABATH. The farmers are mak- 
ing so much money and the cotton grow- 
ers are receiving such a high price under 
the Democratic administration for their 
cotton that there is no danger that we 
will not have enough cotton or enough 
food. In fact, we will have plenty, and 
plenty is being grown because of the 
high prices. Unfortunately, the prices 
are extremely high. In view of what 
is transpiring, and the refusal to com- 
ply with the President’s request to bring 
down prices, even though the people are 
working and making more money than 
ever before, I doubt whether they will 
have enough money to buy the meat or 
foodstuffs available for their sustenance. 

Mr. RANKIN. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I want to remind the gen- 
tleman on the other side that accord- 
ing to the White House statement last 
year on which the Brannan monstrosity 
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was perpetrated, the White House Ex- 
ecutive order described cotton as a 
“food.” So you may be eating cotton 
before this police action is over. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Will 
we be able to get it? 

Mr. SABATH. That may not be di- 
gestible, but in view of the gentleman's 
statement, I say this, talking about econ- 
omy—I know he brought in from his 
committee last Wednesday, I think, 
seven bills. 

Mr. RANKIN. We passed 11 bills, 
without consulting the Rules Commit- 
tee, which had been asleep on some of 
the bills we submitted to them. 

Mr. SABATH. You had them there 
only 2 days, and of course we do not 
sleep. 

Mr. RANKIN. They had been there 
for something like a month or two. 

Mr. SABATH. Not all of them. The 
gentleman’s request reached me the day 
before he brought the bills upon the floor. 
But you passed them. What I want to 
bring home is this: I think they will call 
for the expenditure of about $2,000,- 
000,000. But these economizers, my 
friends, personally are mighty nice fel- 
lows, they talk nice and they look nice, 
but they act wrong, and they act badly 
when it comes to carrying out what they 
advocate—economy. When it suits them 
they vote millions and billions away 
without giving it much consideration. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I want to 
get back to the joint resolution. I am 
concerned about the inability to offer 
amendments to a very, very important 
resolution. Does the gentleman know 
whether the Committee on Appropria- 
tions plan on offering any amendments 
to the resolution? If not, what was the 
real reason for bringing in a closed rule? 
Can the gentleman give us the real rea- 
son for bringing it in? 

Mr. SABATH. I will answer the gen- 
tleman as I did the gentleman from 
Massachusetts. I am not always ac- 
corded information that I can impart to 
the House. I do not know whether they 
will offer any amendments, but if they 
see that amendments are needed to carry 
on the functions of the Government, I 
am satisfied that the great Committee on 
Appropriations will offer such amend- 
ments, amendments that may bring 
about the proper functioning of the Gov- 
ernment so that no department will be 
crippled. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Perhaps it 
was because the gentleman now speak- 
ing had an innocent little amendment 
to propose which would take the State 
Department out of this privileged sanc- 
tuary. Do you think that might have 
had something to do with the closed 
rule? 

Mr. SABATH. The gentleman has 
been here for some time and he knows 
that the gentleman from Illinois who is 
now speaking very seldom offers any an- 
noying, troublesome amendments. He 
generally goes along with the committee 
when it is right, and I hope most of the 
measures which come here and that I 
vote for are right. When they are not 
right, I vote against them. 


7499 


But I do not get information in ad- 
vance from any of these committees. 

Mr. RANKIN. The gentleman from 
Illinois criticized me for passing neces- 
sary veterans’ legislation. I am opposed 
to balancing the budget on the disabled 
veterans, while you pour money by the 
billions into the sinkholes of other 
countries. 

Mr. SABATH. On those things we 
really agree. 

Mr. RANKIN. The gentleman jumped 
on the chairman of the Veterans’ Com- 
mittee for bringing in veterans’ legis- 
lation to take care of the disabled vet- 
erans who are being wounded, frozen, 
or otherwise disabled. 

Mr. SABATH. The trouble with the 
gentleman from Mississippi is that he 
refuses to understand. 

Mr. RANKIN. I understand better 
that the gentleman wants me to. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I decline 
to yield further. 

What I was trying to point out is that 
the gentlemen on the Republican side 
talk economy, but when it comes to vot- 
ing for millions or billions of dollars, 
you do not hear a peep out of them. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I cannot yield. I want 
to conclude my remarks. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I cannot yield now, 
please. I may later on, but not just now. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Will the 
gentleman yield for a direct repudiation 
of what he just said? 

Mr. SABATH. I cannot yield. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. May I ask 
the gentleman: Hov did you vote the 
other day on my motion to recommit 
and send that same veterans’ bill back to 
committee? I did not notice you stand- 
ing up to vote for my motion to 
recommit. 

Mr. SABATH. I have not yielded to 
the gentleman, and I do not know 
whether I voted that way, but coming 
from that side of the aisle, I do not know 
whether the gentleman is right, because 
as a rule you gentlemen are wrong. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield—were we wrong the 
other day? 

Mr. SABATH, Mr. Speaker, I decline 
to yield. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that 
a quorum is not present. I think they 
ought to hear all this. 

Mr. SABATH. It is worth while to 
hear. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Without objection, a call of the House 
is ordered. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No, 92] 
Adair Chatham Flood 
Allen, La Dingell Gillette 
Anf uso Dondero Gossett 
Breen Durham Hall, 
Buckley Elliott Edwin Arthur 
Camp Engle Holifield 
Carnahan Evins Irving 
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Kelley, Pa. Norrell Scott, Hardie help that has been given to the farmers concerning peaches, cantaloups, and 
* er ares in your districts which in turn has made summer cottages. I am also somewhat 
Kilday | Powell Trimble _ the country prosperous. confused by the fact my good friend 
Larcade Preston Vorys Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. from Illinois, chairman of the Commit- 
ora 3 eee Speaker, will the gentleman yield? tee on Rules, who has devoted so many 
Miller, Calif. Rivers Woodruff Mr. SABATH, I yield to the gentle- years to building a great record as a 
Murray, Wis. Sadlak man from Michigan for a question. liberal, has come here again, so soon 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 387 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with, 


RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEE ON 
HOUSE ADMINISTRATION 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following resignation from a com- 


mittee: 
June 26, 1951, 
The Honorable Sam RAYBURN, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
United States Capitol, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mn. SPEAKER: I hereby tender my 
resignation as a member of the Committee 
on House Administration, to become effective 
today. 

CLINTON D. MCKINNON. 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the resignation will be accepted. 
There was no objection. 


TEMPORARY APPROPRIATIONS 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to be liberal with my colleagues on the 
left side, so I yield them 30 minutes. I 
forgot to mention that earlier. I hope 
they will use the time, 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The minority is 
very grateful for the gentleman’s liberal- 
ity. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
inform the membership that, of course, 
I was not responsible for bringing the 
gentleman to the Chamber. I did not 
raise the point of order, nor did I raise 
the point of order of no quorum, But it 
is well that some additional Members 
are here and I regret that those who 
were not here did not hear my remarks 
that I made before. Well, that is un- 
fortunately their fault, and their loss. 

Now, the gentleman from Minnesota 
wanted to know whether I voted to re- 
commit the bill. I say I have voted 
for those bills, and I want to say also 
to the gentleman from Mississippi that 
I have voted for them. In fact, I al- 
ways vote for legislation to aid the ex- 
servicemen the same as I do to aid the 
farmers. Of course, yesterday the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi and others were 
very much interested in helping the big 
cotton growers and planters, the can- 
ners, and the packers, and voted to 
throw away the people's money, not- 
withstanding the fact that these big 
farm operators do not show any appre- 
ciation of what has been done for them. 
We have been voting for them right 
along. They are so prosperous that they 
are independent, but they should show 
some reciprocity and some appreciation 
of what has been done by the Demo- 
cratic administrations to make them 
rich and independent. I think once in 
a while you gentlemen on that side 
should show by your vote here and not 
only when you get home, that you ap- 
preciate what has been done, but that 
you appreciate the consideration and the 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Are you 
not being just a little ungrateful? Do 
your Chicago people not come over and 
spend most of your summers over on this 
side in Lake Michigan, and do we not 
feed you and take care of you for a nom- 
inal sum and give you fruit, butter, and 
eggs? Do we not? 

Mr. SABATH. Yes. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Sure. 
Well then, why are you complaining? 

Mr. SABATH. Yes, Michigan is a 
great State, but they made the mistake 
of not sending more Democrats down 
here who would vote with the people and 
for the people, so that the Chicago peo- 
ple would not have to pay the exorbi- 
tant prices for everything that you raise 
in Michigan, 

I go down there once in a while and 
I know I am being held up when I buy 
a few peaches, cherries, cantaloups, or 
other fruits and vegetables. 

I am with you, but not in favor of the 
high prices that you people charge and 
are responsible for in Michigan. How 
long the American people will be able to 
pay those high prices for the food you 
raise in Michigan and other places, I 
do not know. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. SABATH] has consumed five 
additional minutes. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, having 
promised the balance of my time, I wish 
to say in conclusion that at a later date 
I expect to comment more fully on the 
actions of my Republican colleagues in 
opposing all legislation such as this, de- 
signed to protect the interests of the 
rank and file of our people as recom- 
mended by our President and this ad- 
ministration—to outline their obstruc- 
tionist tactics against all legislation in 
the interest of the worker and his fam- 
5 and I now reserve the balance of my 

me. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection it 
is so ordered. There was no objection. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I now 
yield 30 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. Brown]. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may use, 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
the mail which flows into the offices on 
Capitol Hill indicates there is a great 
deal of confusion in the minds of the 
American people. Some of that mail 
even indicates that it is the opinion of 
the people there is some confusion of the 
minds of the Congress. In the very be- 
ginning I must admit that I am some- 
what confused as I take the floor today, 
because I am unable to understand just 
what the price of peaches or cantaloups, 
or the rental charges for summer cot- 
tages up in Michigan has to do with the 
resolution before us. But I hope that 
my venerable friend from Illinois, chair- 
man of our great Committee on Rules, 
and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr, 
HoFFMAN] may be able to get together 


and settle those all-important problems 


after his last appearance in the well of 
the House, seeking a closed or a gag rule, 
a rule which will prevent the member- 
ship of this House, the men and the 
women on his side of the aisle as well as 
those on my side, from having the oppor- 
tunity or right to work their will on the 
legislation this rule proposes to bring to 
the floor for action. Yes; I am confused 
and amazed that a great liberal such 
as the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
SABATH] should, in only a week’s time, 
support two gag rules. Of course, I 
could understand why he was so reluc- 
tant in supporting a gag rule a week or a 
little more ago. I can even understand 
why he has wanted us to discuss here 
today the charges made against him for 
peaches and cantaloups up in Michigan 
instead of discussing this rule. As a 
liberal he may realize that a rule such 
as this to gag his fellow legislators is the 
most reactionary thing in the world. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Iam very happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Mlinois. 

Mr. SABATH. That was not my 
fault; the gentleman from Michigan 
asked me a question, and I as a gentle- 
man was obliged to answer. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I understand 
that as a gentleman you did answer in a 
very gentlemanly manner and in a very 
full and detailed way. I also understand 
you did not discuss the gag rule before 
us. But I am certain the gentleman 
from Illinois ran out of time before he 
could get around to a discussion of this 
rule. So I want to take my time, if I 
may, to discuss this rule and the question 
and the issue now before the House. 

House Resolutior 287 makes in order 
the consideration of House Joint Resolu- 
tion 277, introduced by the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Cannon], chairman 
of the Committee on Appropriations, 
under a closed or gag rule, with 3 hours 
of general debate. 

House Joint Resolution 277 is a joint 
resolution which would extend for 30 
days appropriations for the fiscal year 
1952; or rather, to be absolutely right 
about it, I should say that it would make 
temporary appropriations for the first 
30 days during the fiscal year of 1952, 
beginning at midnight June 30, at the 
same rate as the 1951 appropriations, or 
at the same rate as requested in the 
President’s budget, or at the same rate 
approved by the House in the 1952 appro- 
priation bills that have already been ap- 
proved by the House. 

I cannot help but wonder why it is 
either necessary, feasible, or wise to con- 
sider a resolution making or extending 
appropriations under a closed or gag rule 
which will prevent the membership of 
this House from working its will as to 
how public funds shall be expended? I 
am wondering why we should have such 


à gag rule before us? 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 


gentleman from Ohio yield? 
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield briefly. 

Mr. RANKIN. This rule would also 
prevent any Member of the House who 
is not directed by the Committee on Ap- 
propriations from offering an amend- 
ment to cut down these appropriations; 
it simply puts us in a strait-jacket both 
ways. j 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Yes, of course, 
the gentleman from Mississippi is en- 
tirely correct. 

If this rule is adopted, the House will 
then have to vote either for or against 
the Cannon resolution in its entirety. 
The House will have to vote to make the 
appropriations for the so-called 30-day 
period, on a temporary basis, exactly as 
the gentleman from Missouri, the chair- 
man of the Appropriations Committee of 
this House, wants them made. 

Now, I have high regard and great 
respect for the gentleman's ability, but 
I am not so sure he is always sound in 
his views on fiseal policies. I am not so 
sure that he is omnipotent. I am not 
even sure that he is godly or all-wise in 
his judgment. It is entirely possible the 
gentleman from Missouri may be wrong 
in his opinion as to what sort of appro- 
priations should be made. It is even 
possible there are some other Members 
of this House, either on the majority side 
of the aisle or on the minority side, who 
may have opinions of their own as to how 
public money should be spent under this 
temporary arrangement. And I wish to 
point out, if I may, while we are being 
told this extension is only for 30 days, in 
actuality we are making appropriations 
for a much longer period of time. I be- 
lieve you and I, being full grown and 
mature and realizing that in 6 months 
this Congress has not yet enacted into 
law a single major appropriation bill, 
that it is very unlikely, very improbable, 
and perhaps impossible, this Congress 
will complete action on all the pending 
appropriation measures in the next 30 
days. So at the end of this 30-day pe- 
riod we will be asked to extend again 
whatever resolution we may adopt now, 
and we will have the same issue before us 
all over again. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. TABER. I wish the gentleman 
would call attention to the fact that if 
the State Department bill, the Com- 
merce Department bill, or any of these 
defense aid to other countries or civilian 
aid to other countries bills, were passed 
by the House, the old figures would still 
govern, and what the House did would 
have no effect. € 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Yes. Iam glad 
the gentleman has called the attention 
of the House and of myself to that par- 
ticular situation, because if we vote for 
this gag rule we will be voting to kill 
the savings and economies which have 
been made in the past few months by 
the actions of this or the other body, as 
you are voting to put into effect, in many 
instances, appropriations we have failed 
or refused to approve in the past. 

What do I mean by that? Imean that 
if we vote for this gag rule, and this res- 
olution is approved by the House, that 
in actuality and in fact we will be vot- 
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ing against the Byrd amendment adopt- 
ed in the other body, which will strike 
off the public payrolls a great hoard of 
the publicity agents who infest our 
Government and have been attempting 
to lead the American people into spend- 
ing more and more of their money on 
wasteful activities. 

We will be voting against the Douglas 
amendment, as adopted by the other 
body, which would reduce Government 
leave in the case of some Government 
employees, and increase it as to postal 
workers, with resultant great savings to 
the American people. We would be vot- 
ing against the Ferguson amendment, 
which provides that in a grave national 
emergency such as this, the Congress of 
the United States will not permit all 
sorts and kinds of bureaucrats here in 
Washington to have Government chauf- 
feurs at the people’s expense. Oh, yes; 
if we vote for this gag rule and for this 
resolution, we will be voting against the 
Ferguson amendment, adopted in the 
other body, which would reduce public 
expenses in the nonmilitary and the 
nonessential activities of the Govern- 
ment by 10 percent. Yes, we would even 
be voting against the Jensen amend- 
ment which this House has approved 
time after time. We would, in fact, be 
saying that we want to give to the agen- 
cies of Government the right and the 
authority to now spend the money 
which we have, publicly and on the rec- 
ord, said in the past we did not want 
them to spend. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Can the 
gentleman inform me how any Member 
coming from the cities, who voted in 
this House for a reduction of approxi- 
mately 10 percent in the social-security 
bill, which has so much to do with the 
human beings of this Nation; and fur- 
thermore, how can anybody coming from 
the country districts, who stood up and 
voted for a 10-percent reduction in agri- 
culture, consistently agree and let the 
State Department go ahead with the 
same normal rate of expenditures? Can 
the gentleman tell me that? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Of course the 
gentleman is entirely right. A vote for 
this gag rule binds us so that we will 
be forced—if the Government is to con- 
tinue its operations—and we all realize 
that if the Government is to continue 
its operations we must have some sort of 
a continuing resolution adopted—to vote 
for this vicious, wasteful, and extrava- 
gant Cannon resolution. Those who vote 
for this gag rule will then be faced with 
the situation, of either voting against 
the continuation of Government, and 
all the necessary things it must do, or 
voting to eliminate many of the savings 
one branch or the other of the Congress 
has already approved. A vote for this 
rule will be a vote for waste—a vote for 
extravagance. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Just to emphasize the 
fact that this 30 days may be a tempting 
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illusion. Last year we had five con- 
tinuing resolutions. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Of course; and 
it will be months and months before we 
can conclude consideration of the last 
of the appropriation bills awaiting ac- 
tion in this Congress. At the rate that 
we have been going on appropriation 
bills during the first half of this session 
we may not even get all the 1952 appro- 
priation bills approved and to the White 
Eouse by the time the Eighty-second 
Congress expires. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. If this resolution is 
adopted as written, will that deprive the 
House of the right to vote reductions in 
this billion-dollar spending of this for- 
eign waste? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Certainly. If 
we vote for this rule, and then for this 
joint resolution, it means that the State 
Department—and its appropriation has 
been ready for weeks and weeks and 
months and months—will get larger ap- 
propriations under the continuing reso- 
lution than the Congress would ever vote 
directly. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself nine additional minutes. 

Yes, this means that we will be voting 
to give to the State Department more 
money to spend than the appropriation 
bill now pending carries for its use dur- 
ing the next fiscal year. It means, of 
course, that we will be voting to start 
the Voice of America spending programs 
we have previously refused to approve, 
I have heard many Members on both 
sides of the House stand here and citi- 
cize the Department of State, and say 
it is time we curbed some of the activi- 
ties of that Department. I am glad to 
say, for my country’s sake, that there 
have been many Members on both sides 
of the aisle who have stood up here and 
talked and fought for economy in gov- 
ernment. I cannot understand how any 
of them can now vote to adopt a gag or 
closed rule, by which we will throw away 
many of the savings and economies they 
have made, by placing in the power of 
one individual or in a small group the 
right and authority to say what we 
should or should not spend in the opera- 
tion of the Government during this 
period of emergency. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Speaker, will the 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. MORANO. Will the gentleman 
tell me what would happen if this gag 
rule is voted down? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 
to that. 

Mr. MORANO. Then I would like to 
know if the gentleman voted for this 
rule. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. No; I certainly 
did not vote for it. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 


I want to come 
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Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Is 
not the effect of this for us to tell the 
American people that the House of Rep- 
resentatives is undoing all those steps 
toward economy we have pretended to 
take in the past several months? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I am glad 
the majority leader is here, and I hope 
he will stay, because I think he wants to 
speak on the rule. 

I feel rather hurt because they brought 
in a gag rule. I approached the major- 
ity leader the other day and told him I 
would use all the parliamentary proce- 
dures as far as possible to see that the 
State Department appropriation is taken 
out of this bill. I just hope that he will 
reassure me that that had nothing to do 
with this gag rule being brought to the 
House in the shape it is in. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I thank the 
gentleman for his contribution to this 
discussion. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. SABATH. Notwithstanding the 
statement that the gentleman has made, 
no department will be allowed or per- 
mitted to expend more during the year 
than provided by the final action of the 
House. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Of course, the 
House will not have an opportunity to 
even act unless we beat this gag rule. 

Mr. SABATH. Oh, yes. 

Mr, BROWN of Ohio. I cannot yield 
any further. I wish to conclude my re- 
marks; but first I must point out the 
gentleman from Illinois is not correct, 
because the House will not have the op- 
portunity to work its will if this gag rule 
is adopted. This is a vicious gag rule. 

This cannot be called an economy 
measure by any stretch of the imagina- 
tion. Perhaps we can call this resolution 
a Government chauffeur extension meas- 
ure, because it will keep about 7,000 of 
them on the payroll who Senator Byrp 
of Virginia wants to cut off. 

Perhaps we can call this a press agent 
extension bill, because it will keep about 
15,000 or 20,000 press agents on the pay- 
roll that a Democratic Member of the 
other body wants to strike off. 

Perhaps we can call this a bureaucracy 
extension bill, because it will lift the 
limits, and take off the fetters, on bu- 
reaucracy, and nullify the Jensen 
amendment, as well as the Ferguson 
amendment adopted in the other body, 

We can call it an extravagance exten- 
sion bill because it will permit the ex- 
travagances that have been running wild 
in the Federal Government the last few 
months and years to go on uncontrolled. 
It is a waste extension bill. But by no 
stretch of the imagination can you call 
this an economy measure. 

The real question before this body, on 
which we are going to vote in a few min- 
utes, is whether we love economy now in 
late June as we did back in March and 
April and May. This is the test vote as 
to whether we want economy or whether 


we favor a continuance of waste and 
extravagance. 

I am appealing to the Members on 
both sides of the aisle, and especially to 
those who in the past have made such 
gallant fights for economy, to join with 
me in voting down the previous ques- 
tion, The only way we can get at this 
present situation, is to vote down the 
previous question on the rule. If the 
previous question is voted down, and I 
hope every champion of economy in this 
Housé will vote that way, then I propose 
to submit an amendment which will 
vote that way, then I propose to submit 
an amendment which will strike out the 
closed-rule or gag-rule provision, and 
which will permit the Members of this 
House to decide for themselves, each and 
every one of them, as to just how we 
should extend these appropriations un- 
der this resolution, what restrictions we 
should place on them, and how much 
money should be spent during the exten- 
sion period. That seems to me to be a 
fair and reasonable way to legislate. 

I believe every Member of this House 
is entitled to have the opportunity to 
vote publicly here on the question of 
economy, to demonstrate to the Ameri- 
can people, in this great hour of crisis 
or emergency, that even at this moment 
in late June we are still for economy, 
just as we were a few short weeks or 
months ago. Let us vote openly and pub- 
licly, on the record, 

How can we face our people, if we vote 
a gag rule like this and vote for a reso- 
lution such as this, after this House just 
last week passed and sent to the other 
body the largest tax bill in all our Na- 
tion’s history? Last week we passed, 
here in this House, a tax bill to take from 
the American people in one year seven 
and a quarter billion dollars in new taxes. 
Since July 1 of last year Federal taxes 
have been raised by this body by more 
than $17,000,009,000. 

Yes, I say to you, Mr. Speaker, how 
can we justify a vote to gag ourselves, to 
adopt a closed rule, if you please, that 
will prevent us from instituting any 
economies? How can we go back home 
and say, Oh, yes, we have raised your 
taxes time after time in the last year, 
but when the chips were down, when the 
crucial test came, we did not have the 
courage to vote for or against govern- 
mental economy on the record, so we 
used a subterfuge. We took the easy 
way, the line of least resistance, and we 
voted for a closed or a gag rule, so that 
we could not help ourselves, so that we 
either had to vote for the resolution in 
its entirety, and swallow all of the waste 
and extravagance included therein, or 
vote against the continuation of the es- 
sential functions of this Government, 
against the war effort, against furnish- 
ing the funds that you and I know we 
must have to prosecute the war in which 
your sons and mine are engaged.” How 
can we do such a thing? I hope we have 
not lost our moral courage. I do not 
want to believe the House is so weak that 
any of us are afraid to vote directly on 
these issues and on their merits. 

Let us have an open rule instead of a 
closed or gag rule, 

Let us legislate as free Americans. Let 
us not be chained and shackled by a gag 
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rule. Let us face the issues of the day 
squarely. Let us demonstrate to our 
people that we believe the Government 
which is asking them to embrace auster- 
ity and accept the heaviest burden of 
taxation in all our history should also 
practice economy in its own affairs, and 
that we the representatives of the people 
in Congress assembled are going to see to 
it that it does. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr, CANFIELD. I think the House 
should know that before the Committee 
on Appropriations of the House voted to 
report this bill, there was no discussion 
there, either on the bill or on the rule. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. In conclusion, 
may I again appeal to all of you on both 
sides of the aisle who in the past have so 
fervently worked for and supported 
economy in Government to join with me 
in voting down the previous question so 
that we may amend this rule and thus 
give to each and every Member of the 
House, regardless of party affiliation, or 
belief, the opportunity to offer and vote 
upon amendments to the resolution 
which will make these appropriations, 
Certainly this House cannot long con- 
tinue as a citadel of free and representa- 
tive Government if we are to blindly gag 
ourselves with this sort of closed rule 
every time we are confronted with a 
difficult situation. 

It is time we stopped using such meth- 
ods to sidestep and evade our responsi- 
bilities. Let us vote to sustain free gov- 
ernment by voting to remain free to act 
as we deem best in considering this pend- 
ing resolution. Only by voting down the 
previous question can we free ourselves 
of the gag, and be able to support and 
A 
“no” vote is a vote for economy. A “yes” 
vote is a vote for waste and extravagance. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Geor- 
gia [Mr. Cox]. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I do not know 
how to dissemble. I never had any de- 
sire to cultivate the art. The state- 
ment made by my friend who has just 
yielded the floor is an exaggeration and 
does not chart out a course which would 
be safe for anybody to follow. I have no 
politics to play, and no favorite course. 
My desire is that I behave realistically 
and vote what I honestly believe to rep- 
resent common sense, I am not quar- 
reling with our Republican friends that 
they should be rallying to the support of 
the minority members of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations who feel they were 
treated rather inconsiderately, if not 
shabbily, in connection with the report- 
ing of the continuing resolution about 
which so much has been said. 

I think, however, that the use of a 
little diplomacy might have saved the 
pending controversy. But it is not my 
prerogative nor that of the committee 
of which I am a member, to police other 
committees or to censor what they might 
do. The Committee on Appropriations 
did not come to the Committee on Rules 
and ask for a closed rule in order that 
they might shut off the offering of 
amendments to the resolution, but they 


came because it was only, either by 
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unanimous consent, or through the 
granting of a rule that they could get 
consideration of the resolution in the 
House, because the resolution is not 
privileged. 

The controversy is over the type of 
rule which has been granted. I should 
like to remind the House that there is 
nothing extraordinary about this rule. 
It is the type of rule that was used in 
the Eightieth Congress, It is the type of 
rule that was used prior to the Eightieth 
Congress. It is the same type of rule 
that has been used ever since. I have 
been here a long time, and on many, 
many occasions committees have had to 
come to the Committee on Rules and ask 
for this kind of a rule and there has 
heretofore been no ado made over it. 

Let me remind the House that the 
adoption of this rule does not mean cast- 
ing down the different actions taken 
either by the House or the Senate. It 
simply means that the effectiveness of 
those resolutions are suspended for the 
next 30 days. 

What are you going to do? The Gov- 
ernment must stay in business. It is im- 
possible to get these bills out in time for 
action before June 30, and the proposal 
here is to continue the operation of the 
Government under laws such as now 
exist for the next 30 days, during which 
time Congress will have the time to adopt 
legislation. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COX. Yes; I yield to my friend. 

Mr. TABER. The trouble with the 
rule and its being a gag rule is that the 
resolution itself does away with the will 
of the House that has been expressed, 
and the will of the Senate that has been 
expressed, and it also does away with the 
cuts that the House might make on bills 
that come in here hereafter, That is 
the trouble. 

Mr. COX. The gentleman is in error. 
The adoption of the resolution would 
only suspend matters for 30 days. Fear 
has been expressed that the adoption of 
this resolution would accentuate activity 
on the part of the different departments 
affected by the resolution; that. they 
would where possible start new projects 
and would otherwise advance programs 
that they are now following. But I re- 
mind you that all these departments cer- 
tainly are headed by people of some un- 
derstanding, and not one of them, I take 
it, would dare abuse the power he now 
enjoys by initiating new programs or 
undertaking in any manner to evade the 
will of the Congress, because they know 
that within the next 30 days when ap- 
propriation bills for these departments 
will be under consideration here in the 
House, that this body could retaliate. 
These departments know that if they 
should abuse the power conferred and 
should undertake to evade or to defeat 
the will of the Congress, that the Con- 
gress will on the first opportunity re- 
taliate, 

The indignation expressed about this 
rule—a gag rule—is feigned. This is 
not the kind of resolution that calls for 
extended debate. It is simply a continu- 
ing resolution. What is desired is an 


open rule in order that somebody may _ 
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punish some department. I would say to 
my friends on the left that often I find 
myself voting with them. I share the 
feeling that many of them entertain as 
regards many of these departments, but 
I must not let the wrath that I indulge 
drive me into the doing of a foolish 
thing; and I want to say to my friends 
that, in my judgment, as one who has 
gone along with the economy group, as 
one who desires to effect many reduc- 
tions in the appropriations made to many 
departments, I think it would be per- 
fectly foolish to vote down the pend- 
ing rule. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COX. Yes; I yield to the gentle- 
man from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I wonder if the 
gentleman knows that if this resolution 
is adopted the present appropriations 
will be continued for economic aid at a 
much higher rate than has been re- 
quested by the President? 

Mr. COX. No; there is nothing in the 
picture that would indicate that. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It would be 25 
percent above. 

Mr. COX. There is nothing to indi- 
eate that that program would be con- 
tinued at a higher rate than the present. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The appropria- 
tions are now 25 percent more for eco- 
nomic aid than the President has re- 
quested. If the gentleman feels that the 
State Department will not use that 
money he certainly has more faith and 
confidence in Secretary of State Acheson 
than I have, and I am just wondering 
if he approves such spending. 

Mr. COX. I hold no brief for the 
State Department; I have probably eriti- 
cized it more liberally than any Member 
of the House, but I do not believe that 
even the State Department would take 
advantage of this continuing resolution 
to violate what it must know is the will 
of this House or other branch of the 
Congress. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COX. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr, SABATH. Is it not a fact that the 
resolution provides a restriction in every 
case? 

Mr. COX. Yes. 

Mr. SABATH. So that they cannot 
spend any more than will be appro- 
priated? 

Mr. COX. It simply is a continuing 
resolution. 

Mr. TABER. No; not as to those things 
in bills that have not been considered. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, this is no case 
for the coalescing that often takes place 
in an endeavor to determine what type 
of legislation this House should pass. 
This is something that may be expected 
to again arise when some real issue is 
at stake. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Georgia has expired. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
I take this opportunity to ask unani- 
mous consent that all members who have 
not spoken on this rule may be per- 
mitted to extend their remarks at this 
point in the RECORD, 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. Speaker, I shall op- 
pose this gag rule because I am convinced 
that the resolution which it will make in 
order will be followed by others of the 
same nature and that the effect will be 
to nullify the efforts of the House to re- 
duce nonessential expenditures of the 
Federal Government in the coming fiscal 
year. 

Most emphatically, however, my vote 
does not mean that I favor or would 
support “ripper” amendments or amend- 
ments to cripple foreign-aid or any other 
program essential to our national de- 
fense or the effective operation of a sound 
foreign policy. And I am convinced 
that the great majority of those who 
oppose this resolution feel exactly as I 
do about this matter. 

Mr. HELLER. Mr. Speaker, the 
resolution presented here by the distin- 
guished gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
Saarn, the chairman of the House 
Committee on rules, seeks to permit the 
continued operation and functions of the 
various departments of the Government. 
In view of the very limited amount of 
time left in the current fiscal year, which 
expires only 2 days from now, this reso- 
lution should be adopted immediately. 
This resolution merely paves the way for 
immediate and speedy action to obtain 
temporary measures to avoid a break- 
down in Government operations until we 
have had the time to complete the neces- 
sary appropriations. 

I am, therefore, at a complete loss to 
understand why there should be any 
opposition at this time to this resolution. 
In the past such continuing resolutions 
have never been opposed. Why this sud- 
den opposition to this temporary meas- 
ure? As it was pointed out earlier by 
the distinguished majority leader, per- 
sonalities have been injected into the 
debate and that is most unfortunate and 
regrettable. 

The way it appears to me, heat instead 
of light seems to be guiding some of our 
Members here. And it is not just plain 
heat due to the seasonal weather now 
prevailing in Washington, but a peculiar 
“political fever” which is reaching undue 
proportions when we are still more than 
16 months away from the next national 
election. 

Is it no longer possible for us to think 
straight any more on national issues? 
Must we be blinded in our every deed 
and word? Must we constantly think in 
political terms and tactics, even where 
it concerns matters of lesser import- 
ance? The appropriation bills for the 
fiscal year 1952 will in due time be pre- 
sented to this House for consideration 
and action. Nothing will be railroaded 
through. The opportunity will be given 
everyone to speak his mind freely. 
Hence why all this fuss and wrangling 
now? 

I urge you to support House Resolu- 


tion 287 so that we can get down to 


business. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr, Speaker, I 
do not have any other requests for 
time. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the balance of the time on this side to 
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the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. will amendments to this resolution be 


McCormack]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, it 
seems to me that we have a practical 
situation here and it is unfortunate that 
my Republican friends have decided to 
oppose this resolution. 

We have always had a common under- 
standing about continuing resolutions 
where they are necessary. In the 
Eightieth Congress the debate on a con- 
tinuing resolution took about two col- 
umns of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. It 
has always been understood. It is un- 
fortunate that personalities have entered 
into the situation; it is regrettable that 
as a result of that, in part or in whole, 
opposition to this continuing resolu- 
tion should develop. 

The observation has been made that 
economic aid is in the State Department. 
Economic aid is not in the State Depart- 
ment. Furthermore, economic aid has 


been operating as a declining rate dur- j 


ing the first quarter of 1951. 

The argument has been made that 
there will be a denial of opportunity for 
the membership of the House to work out 
its will. This is not so. We have 
worked our will on appropriation bills 
that have been passed and on the re- 
maining appropriation bills the House 
will have an opportunity to work its will. 
Furthermore, whatever is done, whatever 
is spent during the next 30 days by any 
agency or department is going to be de- 
ducted from the appropriation bill relat- 
ing to that agency or department as it 
eventually becomes law. 

This is simply a continuing resolu- 
tion. We have had them in past Con- 
gresses and there has never been any 
opposition. When the Republicans 
were in control of the Eightieth Con- 
gress we Democrats did not interpose 
any opposition; in fact we cooperated, 
and if you will look at the debate in the 
first session of the Eightieth Congress 
when there was a continuing resolution 
presented you will find that no Democrat 


made a speech in opposition to it. There 3 


was complete cooperation, 
To open up a continuing resolution for 


debate on every appropriation bill re- 
lating to every agency and department at 


this time or at any time would certainly 
be unwise. The will of the House can be 
carried out. There is no denial of Mem- 
bers’ rights. The State Department 
appropriation bill will come in, as I un- 
derstand it, week after next. Any 
amendments offered and adopted will be 


a part of the bill. It then goes to the 


other branch, then it goes to conference. 
The other bills, with amendments, where 
there is a difference, will go to confer- 
ence and as they are agreed upon in 
conference and finally adopted by the 
House and Senate will become law. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
on ordering the previous question I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, if the 
previous question is voted down, then 


in order? 

The SPEAKER. Which resolution? 

Mr. RANKIN. The resolution now be- 
fore the House. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Ohio has already announced that if that 
happens he will offer an amendment to 
the resolution. 

Mr. RANKIN. I was asking if they 
would be in order. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
on ordering the previous question I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 196, nays 192, not voting 44, 
as follows: 


[Roll No. 93] 
YEAS—196 
Abbitt Gary Moulder 
Abernethy Gathings Multer 
Addonizio Gordon Murdock 
Albert Gore Murray, Tenn, 
Andrews Gossett O'Brien, III 
Aspinall Granahan O'Brien, Mich. 
Bailey Granger eill 
Barden Grant O'Toole 
Baring Green Passman 
Barrett Greenwood Patman 
Bates, Ky. Gregory Patten 
Battle Hardy Perkins 
Beckworth Harris Philbin 
Bennett, Fla. Harrison, Va, Pickett 
Bentsen Hart 
Blatnik Ha venner Polk 
La. Hays, Ark. Price 
Bolling - Hays, Ohio Priest 
Bonner Hébert Quinn 
Bosone Rabaut 
Boykin Heffernan Rains 
Brooks r Ramsay 
Brown, Ga, Herlong Reams 
Bryson Regan 
Burleson Jackson, Wash. Rhodes 
Burnside Jarm: bicoff 
Burton Jones, Ala. Richards 
Byrne, N. Y. Jones, Mo. Riley 
Cannon Jones, Robeson 
Carlyle Hamilton O, Rodino 
Chelf Jones, Rogers, Colo, 
Chudoff Woodrow W. Rogers, 
Clemente Karsten,Mo, Rogers, Tex, 
Colmer Kelly, N. Y. Rooney 
Combs Kennedy Roosevelt 
Cooley Keogh Sabath 
Kerr Sasscer 
Cox Kirwan Secrest 
Davis, Ga. Kluczynski Stemi 
Davis, Tenn, Lane Sikes 
ane Lanham Smith, Miss. 
DeGraffenried Lantaff Smith, Va. 
Delaney Lesinski Spence 
Dempsey Lind Staggers 
Denton Lucas Stanley 
Dollinger Lyle Steed 
Donohue McCarthy Stigler 
Donovan McCo: Sutton 
Dorn McGrath Tackett 
Doughton McGuire ‘Thomas 
Doyle McKinnon Thompson, Tex. 
Eberharter McMullen Thorn 
Engle Vinson 
Fallon Mack, III. Walter 
Feighan Madden Watts 
Fernandez Magee Welch 
Fine Mahon Whitaker 
Fisher Mansfield Wickersham 
Fogarty Wier 
Forand Miller, Calif. Willis 
Forrester Mills Winstead 
Frazier Mitchell Wood, Ga. 
Fugate Morgan Yates 
Furcolo Morris Yorty 
Garmatz Morrison Zablocki 
NAYS—192 
Aandahl Auchincloss Betts 
Allen, Calif. Ayres Bishop 
Allen, III. Baker Blackney 
Andersen, Bakewell wọ Boggs, Del. 
H. Carl Bates, Mass. © Bolton 
Anderson, Calif. Beall = Bow 
Andresen, er Bramblett 
August H. Belcher Bray 
Angell Bender ~~ Brehm 
Arends Bennett, Mich, Brown, Ohio 
Armstrong . -Berry ‘ownson 
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Budge Hess Rankin 
Buffett Hill Reece, Tenn 
Burdick Hillings Reed, III. 
Busbey Hinshaw Reed, N. Y. 
Bush Hoeven Rees, Kans, 
Butler Hoffman, III Riehlman 
Byrnes, Wis. Hoffman, Mich. Rogers, Mass. 
Canfield Holmes k 
Case ‘ope St. George 
Chenoweth Horan Saylor 
Chiperfield Hull Schwabe 
Church Hunter Scott, Hardie 
Clevenger Jackson, Calif. tt, 
Cole, Kans, James Hugh D., Jr. 
Cole, N. Y. Javits Scrivner 
Corbett Jenison Scudder 
Cotton Jenkins Seely-Brown 
Coudert Jensen Shafer 
Crawford Johnson Sheehan 
Crumpacker Jonas Short 
gham Judd Simpson, III 
Curtis, Mo. Kean Simpson, Pa. 
Curtis, Nebr. Kearney Sittler 
Dague earns Smith, Kans. 
Davis, Wis. Keating Smith, Wis, 
Denny Kilburn. Springer 
Devereux Latham Stefan 
D'Ewart Lovre Stockman 
Dolliver McConnell ‘Taber 
Eaton McCulloch Talle 
Ellsworth McDonough ‘Taylor 
Elston McGregor Thompson, 
Fellows McVey Mich. 
Fenton Mack, Wash. ‘Tollefson 
Ford Martin, Iowa Towe 
Fulton Martin, Mass. Vail 
. Gamble Mason Van Pelt 
Gavin Meader Van Zandt 
Geo’ Miller, Md. Vaughn 
Golden Miller, Nebr, Velde 
Goodwin Miller, N, Y. Vursell 
Graham rano Weichel 
Gross Morton Wharton 
Gwinn Mumma Wheeler 
Hagen Nelson Widnall 
Hale Nicholson Wigglesworth 
Hall, Norblad Williams, Miss. 
Leonard W. O'Hara Williams, N. T. 
Halleck Ostertag Wilson, Ind. 
Hand Patterson Wilson, Tex, 
Harden Phillips Withrow 
Harrison, Wyo. Potter Wolcott 
Harvey ulson Wolverton 
Herter Prouty Wood, Idaho 
Heselton Radwan 
NOT VOTING—44 
Adair Flood Murray, Wis 
Allen, La. Gillette lorrell 
Anfuso Hall, Ko 
Breen Edwin Arthur Powell 
Buckley Holifield 
p Irving Redden 
an Kelley, Pa. Rivers 
Celler Kersten, Wis. Roberts 
Chatham Kilday Sheppard 
Dawson King Teague 
Dingell Larcade Trimble 
Dondero LeCompte Vorys 
Dur M Werdel 
Elliott Whitten 
Murphy W. 


So the previous question was ordered. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Murphy for, with Mr. Vorys against. 

Mr. Preston for, with Mr. Gillette against. 

Mr. Anfuso for, with Mr. Edwin Arthur 
Hall against. 

Mr. Whitten for, with Mr. Dondero against. 

Mr. Durham for, with Mr. Woodruff 
against. 

Mr. Kelley of Pennsylvania for, with Mr. 
Merrow against. 

Mr. Camp for, with Mr. LeCompte against. 

Mr. Celler for, with Mr. O’Konski against. 

Mr, Trimble for, with Mr. Werdel against. 

Mr. Rivers for, with Mr. Murray of Wis- 
consin against. 

Mr. Roberts for, with Mr. Kersten of Wis- 
consin against. 

Mr. Sheppard for, with Mr. Adair against. 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, may we have the well cleared? 

The SPEAKER. It has been de- 
manded that the well be cleared. The 
Members will take their seats. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 
qualify on this vote? 

The SPEAKER. They must. 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I quali- 
fy and vote “aye.” 

Mr. MACK of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I qualify and vote “aye.” 

Mr.GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, I quali- 
fy and vote “aye.” 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. What 
are the facts which enable a man to 
qualify? 

The SPEAKER. That he was in the 
hall listening and failed to hear his 
name. The Chair does not always 
when Members so qualify question their 
veracity, and the Chair does not think 
any other Member of the House should. 

Mr. Donovan, Mr. PATTEN, Mr. Lucas, 
Mr. Rocers of Texas, and Mr. JARMAN 
changed their votes from “nay” to “yea.” 

Mr. Hacen changed his vote from “yea” 
to “nay. ” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the resolution. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 196, nays 191, not voting 45, 
as follows: 


Must Members 


[Roll No. 94] 
YEAS—196 

Abbitt Doughton Kelly, N. Y. 
Abernethy Doyle Kennedy 
Addonizio Eberharter Keogh 
Albert Fallon Kerr 
Andrews Feighan King 
Aspinall Fernandez Kirwan 
Bailey Fine Klein 
Barden Fisher Kluczynski 
Baring Fogarty Lane 
Barrett Forand 
Bates, Ey. Forrester Lantaff 
Battle Frazier Lesinski 
Beckworth Fugate Lind 
Bennett, Fla. Furcolo Lucas 
Bentsen Garmatz Lyle 
Blatnik Gary McCarthy 
Boggs, La. Gathings MeCormack 
Bolling Gordon McGrath 
Bonner Gore McGuire 
Bosone Gossett McKinnon 
Boykin Granahan McMullen 
Brooks Granger Machrowicz 
Brown, Ga Grant Mack, III. 
Bryson Green Madden 
Burleson Greenwood Magee 
Burnside Gregory Mahon 
Burton Hardy Mansfield 
Byrne, N. Y. Harris 
Cannon Harrison, Va. Miller, Calif. 
Carlyle Hart ‘ills 
Chelf Havenner Mitchell 
Chudoff Hays, Ark Morgan 
Clemente Hays, Ohio Morris 
Colmer Hébert Morrison 
Combs Hedrick Multer 
Cooley Heffernan Murdock 
Cooper Heller Murray, Tenn, 
Cox Herlong O'Brien, II 
Crosser Holifield O'Brien, Mich, 
Davis, Ga. Howell O'Neill 
Davis, Tenn, Jackson, Wash, O'Toole 
Deane Jarman man 
DeGraffenried Javits Patman 
Delaney Jones, Ala, Patten 
Dempsey Jones, Mo, Perkins 
Denton Jones, Philbin 
Dollinger Hamilton ©. Pickett 
Donohue Jones, 
Donovan Woodrow W. Polk 
Dorn Karsten, Mo. Price 
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Priest Roosevelt Thomas 
nn Sabath Thompson, Tex. 
Rabaut Thornberry 
Rains Secrest Vinson 
Ramsay Shelley Walter 
Reams Sieminski Watts 
gan Sikes Welch 
Ribicoff Smith, Miss Whitaker 
Richards Smith, Va, Wickersham 
Riley Spence Wier 
Robeson Stanley Willis 
Rodino Steed Winstead 
Rogers, Colo. Stigler Wood, Ga. 
Rogers, Sutton Yates 
Rogers, Tex Tackett Yorty 
Rooney Teague Zablocki 
NAYS—191 
Aandahl Fenton Nelson 
Allen, Calif, Ford Nicholson 
Allen, III. Fulton Norbiad 
Andersen, Gamble O'Hara 
H. Carl Gavin Ostertag 
Anderson, Calif.George Patterson 
Andresen, Golden Phillips 
August H. Goodwin Potter 
Angell Graham Poulson 
Arends Gross Prouty 
Armstrong Gwinn Radwan 
Auchincloss Hagen Rankin 
Ayres Hale Reece, Tenn. 
Baker Hall, Reed, III. 
Bakewell Leonard W. Reed, N. Y. 
Bates. Mass. Halleck Rees, Kans. 
Beall d Riehiman 
Beamer Harden Rogers, Mass 
Belcher Harrison, Wyo. Sadlak 
Bender ey St. George 
Bennett, Mich. Herter Saylor 
Berry Heselton Schwabe 
Betts Hess Scott, Hardie 
Bishop Hill tt, 
Blackney Hillings Hugh D., Jr, 
Boggs, Del, Hinshaw Scrivner 
Bolton Hoeven Seely-Brown 
Hoffman, II Shafer 
Bramblett Hoffman, Mich. Sheehan 
Bray Holmes Short 
Brehm Hope Simpson, III 
Brown, Ohio Horan Simpson, Pa. 
Brownson Hull Sittler 
Budge Hunter Smith, Kans. 
Buffett Jackson, Calif. Smith, Wis, 
Burdick James Springer 
Busbey Jenison Stefan 
Bush Jenkins 
Butler Jensen Taber 
Byrnes, Wis, Johnson Talle 
eld Jonas Taylor 
Judd Thompson, 
Chenoweth Kean Mich. 
Chiperfield Kearney Tollefson 
Church we 
Clevenger Keating Vail 
Cole, Kans. Kersten, Wis. Van Pelt 
Cole, N. Y. Kilburn Van Zandt 
Corbett Latham Vaughn 
Cotton Lovre Velde 
Coudert McConnell Vursell 
Crawford McCulloch Weichel 
Crumpacker McDonough arton 
Cunningham McGregor Wheeler 
Curtis, Mo. McVey Widnall 
Curtis, Nebr. Mack, Wash Wigglesworth 
Martin, Iowa Williams, Miss 
Davis, Wis. Martin, Mass. Williams, N. Y, 
Denny Mason Wilson, Ind, 
Devereux Meader Wilson, 
D Miller, Md Withrow 
Dolliver Miller, Nebr. Wolcott 
Eaton Miller, N. Y. Wolverton 
Ellsworth Morano Wood, Idaho 
Elston Morton 
Fellows Mumma 
NOT VOTING—45 
Adair Flood Powell 
Allen, La. Gillette Preston 
Anfuso į X Redden 
Breen Edwin Arthur Rhodes 
Buckley Irving Rivers 
Camp r Kelley, Pa. Roberts 
Carnahan Kilday Scudder 
Celier , Sheppard 
Chatham LeCompte Staggers 
Dawson McMillan Trimble 
Merrow Vorys 
Dondero Moulder Werdel 
Durham ‘urphy Whitten 
Elliott Murray, Wis. 
Engle Norrell 
Evins O’Konski 


So the resolution was agreed to. 
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The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 
Murphy for, with Mr. Adair against. 
Anfuso for, with Mr. Gillette against. 
Durham for, with Mr. Dondero against. 
Camp for, with Mr. Woodruff against. 
Celler for, with Mr, O’Konski against. 
T.imble for, with Mr. Merrow against. 
Rivers for, with Mr. LeCompte against. 
Roberts for, with Mr. Scudder against. 
Evins for, with Mr. Werdel against. 
Elliott for, with Mr. Edwin Arthur 
Hall against. 

Mr. Redden for, with Mr. Murray of Wis- 
conrin against. 

Mr. Preston fur with Mr. Vorys against. 


Mr. Worcorr changed his vote from 
“yea” to “nay.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


“TEMPORARY APPROPRIATIONS 


Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of House Joint Resolution 277, making 
temporary appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1952, and for other purposes, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resoived itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of House Joint Resolution 277, 
making temporary appropriations, with 
Mr. Cooper in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

By unanimous consent, the first read- 
ee the joint resolution was dispensed 
with. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Cannon] 
is entitled to one hour and a half; and 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Taser] is entitled to an hour and a half. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, the fiscal year ends 
Saturday. None of the annual supply 
bills which should become effective on 
that date to operate the Government for 
another year have been enacted. And 
with the close of the fiscal year at mid- 
night June 30 no further funds are avail- 
able for any Federal activity. Every 
branch and department of the Govern- 
ment will be paralyzed. 

In the absence of the annual appro- 
priations it becomes necessary to pass a 
continuing resolution as a stopgap to 
tide the Government over the hiatus be- 
tween the close of the year and the en- 
actment of the general appropriation 
bills. 

There is nothing new or novel in the 
situation. For the past decade the end 
of each year has found us with appro- 
priation bills still awaiting action in one 
or both of the Houses and each year con- 
tinuing resolutions of this character have 
been passed to keep the Government 
running. 

The situation serves to emphasize the 
importance of handling all the appropri- 
ations in a one-package bill. Last year 
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all the annual supply bills were consoli- 
dated and reported to the House in a 
single bill on March 21, the earliest date 
in the history of the Appropriations 
Committee. Had the bill been given 
right-of-way on the floor it would have 
passed the House and been messaged to 
the Senate before the Easter holiday. 
Even after more than a month's delay 
it was passed and sent to the Senate on 
May 10. Further delay in consideration 
in the other body again slowed its prog- 
ress, and a continuing resolution was 
passed the last week of the fiscal year 
of precisely the same pattern as the 
pending resolution now before the 
House. 

A continuing resolution is a formal 
procedure. It has but one function—to 
provide minimum funds to keep the Gov- 
ernment operating at the same rate and 
on the same scale on which it was oper- 
ating in the last quarter and on the last 
day of the current fiscal year. 

A continuing resolution is not a vehicle 
for change or reform or drastic readjust- 
ment. All such revisions are made when 
the appropriate appropriation bill is re- 
ported and taken up for consideration in 
the House. The continuing resolution 
merely holds all Government expendi- 
tures and administrative policies sup- 
ported by such expenditures in status quo 
pending adoption of the new supply bill 
for the next fiscal year. Any such 
changes are properly embodied in the 
appropriation bills and not in the con- 
tinuing resolution. 

With that in view, the committee has 
followed explicitly the customary pat- 
tern in drafting the resolution now be- 
fore the House. The pending joint reso- 
lution conforms in every particular to 
the pattern of the continuing resolution 
passed by the House and Senate last year 
and the previous year. ' 

Analyzing the resolution, paragraph 
by paragraph, the first provision, carried 
as section 1 (a), covers departments 
whose bills have passed the House. Sec- 
tion 1 (b) provides for the operation of 
those agencies whose bills have not yet 
passed the House. 

Where the bills have passed the House, 
the rate of expenditure is set at the 
figure carried in the House bill or the 
figure appearing in the 1952 budget esti- 
mate, whichever figure is the lower. 
General provisions are excluded, as they 
were a year ago, including the Jensen 
amendment, the Ferguson amendment, 
and the Byrd amendment. 

Where the bills have not yet passed 
the House, the choice is between rate 
of expenditure for the last quarter of the 
fiscal year 1951 or the 1952 budget, 
whichever figure is lowest, permitting 
seasonal variations. In all instances the 
lowest figure governs. 

Section 1 (c) provides for the Office 
of Defense Mobilization at a rate not 
to exceed that of June 1951, but limits 
the program to the total of the original 
authorization act, which, in effect, re- 
duces the program below the June level, 
the lowest of the current year. 

Section 1 (d) permits the continuation 


of ascending rates of increase on pro- 


grams which have already been given 
appropriations for an increased rate in 
the last quarter of 1951, but the funds 
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are limited to the extent authorized by 
the Director of the Budget. 

Section 1 (e) provides for mutual de- 
fense assistance, China aid, ECA, in- 
ternational development, and the Insti- 
tute of Inter-American Affairs, at the 
current rate of expenditure for the 
fourth quarter of the fiscal year of 1951. 

Section 2 provides for the District of 
Columbia operations at the rate pro- 
vided in the bill which has already 
passed the House, or the current law, 
whichever is the lower of the two. Ad- 
ditional provision is made for the Office 
of Civil Defense and the Office of Rent 
Control at the rate of the fourth quar- 
ter of 1951, not to exceed that which ob- 
tained in the fourth quarter of the fiscal 
year 1951. 

Section 3 imposes the general provi- 
sions of the 1951 General Appropriation 
Act. 

Section 4 carries the usual terminal 
provisions, rendering the appropriations 
and provisions carried in the continuing 
resolution available until July 31, 1951. 

Section 5 incorporates the usual lan- 
guage charging such expenditures to ap- 
plicable appropriations when made. Ap- 
portionment is waived inasmuch as the 
resolution is self-apportioning by its own 
terms as related to the month of June 
or the last quarter of the fiscal year of 
1951. 

By way of summary, as will be noted, 
the pattern followed in the pending con- 
tinuing resolution is precisely the pat- 
tern drafted and adopted by both 
Houses last year and the preceding year 
and the year before that, back through 
the last decade. 

However, notwithstanding the stereo- 
typed character of the resolution, dupli- 
cating in all essential particulars the 
usual resolutions heretofore adopted 
from year to year, by general consent, 
we are confronted this year with bitter 
opposition, obviously dictated by care- 
fully considered policy. Instead of the 
usual bipartisan cooperation, which on 
the basis of former years we had every 
reason to expect, we have advance notice 
through the press and in the committee, 
that efforts will be made to change, 
without benefit of hearings or evidence 
or committee consideration and recom- 
mendation, basic policies and authoriza- 
tions. 

Mr. Chairman, this is neither the 
measure nor the time to propose drastic 
changes in either the programs or the 
laws involved—to attempt to write un- 
considered legislation here on the floor 
without accurate knowledge of the ulti- 
mate effect of such proposals—and 
especially in view of the fact that some 
of the changes advocated affect not only 
the welfare of our own country but the 
welfare of our allies and the world in 
general. 

We are today at a very critical stage of 
international relations. The paramount 
question before us today—the one ques- 
tion with which the American people are 
most deeply concerned is not the ques- 
tion of taxation or price control or uni- 
versal military training or who is to be 
the next President or even what party 
is to organize and control the Eighty- 
third Congress, although all these ques- 
tions are more or less related. The one 
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question which most vitally concerns the 
American people today is whether we 
can avoid world war IIT. All other is- 
sues pale into insignificance beside that 
one supreme consideration—can we 
avoid world war III? And it may well 
give pause to the most heedless and the 
most partisan. 

According to the best information 
available today, as reported by the press, 
Russia has stockpiled approximately 100 
atomic bombs. And we are told by those 
in a position to know, including General 
Vandenberg, that notwithstanding our 
radar screen installations, and and num- 
ber of interceptor planes we may be able 
to send up, something like 70 percent of 
the planes driven across our borders by 
an invader would elude pursuit and be 
in a position to deliver their bomb loads 
£t targets here in America. 

If these estimates are to be relied on, 
we might expect 70 out of the stockpile 
of 100 bombs to be dropped on strategic 
targets inside of the United States—on 
our centers of population and production 
and mobilization—on the political, fi- 
nancial, and military nerve centers of 
the Nation. 

When we recall the effect of the single 
rudimentary bomb dropped on Hiroshima 
in 1945, which destroyed in an instant 
130,000 people we can visualize the flam- 
ing holocaust in which our heaviest steel 
structures would be disolved in incandes- 
cent vapor, and the millions who would 
perish without a trace. The clock of 
civilization would be turned back 500 
years. 

Mr. Chairman, this continuing reso- 
lution carries the continuation of the 
funds which have been contributing di- 
rectly to our defense against world 
war III. It carries a continuation of the 
appropriations which are rapidly solving 
our international problems and which 
every day push back further and further 
in prospect the probability of a third 
world war. 

Three years ago when we initiated the 
administration of the Marshall funds, 
the situation in every allied nation in 
Europe was alarming, if not desperate. 
In every country the Communist Party 
was growing rapidly, was advancing ag- 
gressively. Today, 3 years later, through 
the expenditure of the Marshall funds, 
through the rehabilitation of allied econ- 
omy brought about by those funds, the 
Communist Party everywhere is in re- 
treat. In the recent elections in France 
and in Italy, and in every allied coun- 
try, the Communist Party lost large 
block of seats in the national parlia- 
ments. In Europe outside the iron cur- 
tain the subscription list of the Commu- 
nist newspapers has declined an average 
of 35 percent. In every allied country in 
Europe we are winning decisively against 
Communism. 

In every country in Europe among our 
allies, thanks to the wise and successful 
administration of Marshall funds, the 
economic situation of all our allies has 
improved and continues to improve. In 
France, for example, industrial produc- 
tion today is 30 percent more than it 
was before the war and throughout the 
continent, with the tools supplied by 
foreign-aid funds, industrial production 
exceeds prewar standards. In Italy and 


1951 


other allied countries the production of 
food has developed at so satisfactory a 
rate that today there is a substantial 
over-all increase in the production of 
food above prewar levels. 

In the production of steel and coal, 
the backbone of the recovery movement, 
they are producing today more steel and 
coal for local consumption and for ex- 
port than has been produced in Europe 
since 1929. Everywhere there has been 
the most gratifying recovery by our al- 
lies, brought about largely through their 
active and self-sacrificing cooperation 
with the administration of the Marshall 
funds and the Marshall program, for the 
continuation of which we provide in this 
resolution. General Eisenhower is win- 
ning support and confidence through- 
out Europe. 

Certainly it is no time, without a de- 
pendable knowledge of the facts in antic- 
ipation of the hearings now in progress 
in the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and 
before the committee has had oppor- 
tunity to take evidence and to evaluate 
the situation, to drastically cut the 
funds carried in this resolution. 

It is not necessary to point to the fact 
that all indications today are favorable 
to an early cessation of hostilities in 
Korea. There is every prospect of an 
early armistice and subsequent negotia- 
tions which may be expected to lead to 
permanent peace. 

The prime objective of the Marshall 
plan is being achieved and being achieved 
most satisfactorily. World war III is 
being pushed back. It is no longer a 
probability. Considered inevitable at 
the beginning of the year, we may now 
take breath and believe that due to the 
expenditure of funds which we are con- 
tinuing in this resolution, we have saved 
America and the world for the time at 
least, from the incredible tragedy of a 
third world war. 

It is these appropriations, these funds 
with which General Eisenhower must 
operate, that they now propose to arbi- 
trarily reduce one-third. It would be in 
effect a slap in the face of our allies and 
a source of disastrous embarrassment to 
General Eisenhower at a critical stage in 
his negotiations. 

Mr. Chairman, we ask the approval 
of the continuing resolution without 
modification or recommittal. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 
consumed 20 minutes. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 20 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a continuing 
resolution. It is different than any that 
I can remember. It may have some 
points in it that have been in such a 
resolution before, but this resolution goes 
so far in abdicating the position of the 
House as to be a menace to orderly gov- 
ernment and well-considered appropria- 
tions. 
| Let me call attention to this: Under 
paragraph (b) on page 3 of the resolu- 
tion, this situation arises: Regardless 
of the fact that the bills providing ap- 
propriations for the State Department, 
the Justice Department, the Department 


of Commerce, the Department of De-. 


fense, the National Security Council, the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation, the 
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General Services Corporetion, the Na- 
tional Science Foundation and the Fed- 
eral Civil Defense Administration, the 
Selective Service Administration, Gov- 
ernment and Relief in Occupied Areas, 
Government in Occupied Areas of Ger- 
many—regardless of the action that the 
House might take upon the bills that 
pass the House and the figures that the 
House decides on, it would have no effect 
whatever on the amount that might be 
spent. In other words, we would not be 
able by reducing the appropriation to 
affect the rate of expenditure during the 
period that this resolution was in effect. 
That is one of the things that I propose 
to offer to correct in the amendment I 
shall offer as a motion to recommit. 

Another thing that is very important 
to me: The House made a lot of savings; 
they passed amendments like the Jen- 
sen amendment. The Senate passed a 
lot of amendments like the Ferguson 
amendment reducing the amount that 
might be spent for civilian personnel by 
10 percent like the Byrd amendment 
prohibiting propaganda, like the Doug- 
las amendment providing for a cut in 
the civilian personnel annual leave from 
26 to 20 days; all of those things are kept 
ort by the provision at the bottom of 
page 1 under paragraph (a), the last 
proviso beginning on line 21; in other 
words, the attempt of the Congress to 
save money is wiped out by the passage 
of this resolution. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Will the 
gentleman state that again? I did not 
get all of it. 

Mr. TABER. In other words, the ef- 
forts of the Congress to save money are 
very largely wiped out by the language 
that appears in the proviso at the bottom 
of page 1. In other words we must not 
interfere with the number of chauffeurs 
that the folks over there in the depart- 
ments have to gallivant around in auto- 
mobiles owned by the Government; that 
is sacrilege. So by this continuing reso- 
lution we are going to let them go on, 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield once 
more, please? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The gen- 
tleman talks about those automobiles. 
My understanding was that the other 
body had written into the legislation a 
proviso that would do away to a large 
extent with the use of a great many 
automobiles and chauffeurs. Does the 
gentleman mean to say that if this con- 
tinuing resolution is adopted they will 
continue to use the same number they 
have in years gone by? 

Mr. TABER. There is nothing to stop 
them in the 30 days this resolution would 
be in effect. The language adopted by 
the Senate would be wiped out by this 
proviso at the bottom of page 1. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER, I yield. 

Mr. HALE. Can the gentleman say 
how this compares with previous reso- 
lutions of the same character passed in 
other years? 
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Mr. TABER. The one last year did 
carry a provision which wiped out dur- 
ing the operation of the continuing reso- 
lution the Jensen amendment and the 
amendment I offered that was carried 
here, and the provisions of the Byrd 
amendment. But I think that is bad 
tactics; I think that is not a proper part 
of a continuing resolution. 

Mr. HALE. And this follows the prec- 
edent of iniquity established in 1950. 

Mr. TABER. That is it. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield further on that 
point? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. KEATING. Would it not be fair 
to say that in this Congress there has 
been evidence of a greater desire on the 
part of the House up to this point to 
effect certain economies than was evi- 
dent in the last Congress? 

Mr. TABER. That is correct. 

Mr. KEATING. So that, even though 
it might be contended that this would 
be a proper provision in last year’s bill, 
the same arguments should not be made 
that it should be continued in this reso- 
lution. 

Mr. TABER. It was not right in the 
last year’s bill and it is not right now, 
and I do not think we ought to do some- 
thing that is wrong just because it might 
have been done once. 

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. VURSELL. If this had not been 
brought in under a closed rule, then I 
take it that the House, if it wanted to, 
could approve an amendment, sensing 
the idea they will come in for other rules 
probably later on, to allow them to ex- 
pend 75 percent, say, of what they spent 
last year, and that would probably en- 
courage them to hurry up with this legis- 
lation and would save probably a half 
billion to a billion dollars; is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. TABER. The worst part of this 
foreign-aid business being carried on be- 
yond the point where it is necessary, if 
you continue it beyond the point where it 
is necessary, frankly when they get up to 
100-percent production, in a great many 
cases to 130-percent production, they 
cannot make a great case for relief. You 
have to figure that they become demoral- 
ized, and they get so they expect relief 
forever. That is the worst thing that 
could happen to anybody. It is the worst 
way in which to operate our international 
relations. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. On page 
2795 of the Recorp of March 21, 1951, I 
find a statement by a gentleman across 
the aisle which reads as follows: 

As I stated, what we are doing here this 
morning is but an indication of what is to 
follow. Wait until we reach the State De- 
partment, the cost of administration of 
which has run up in the past 10 years from 
$20,000,000 to $360,000,000, and witness the 
disrobing of an aggregation of frauds that 
will take place. 
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What effect, if any, will the adoption 
of this resolution have upon that policy? 

Mr. TABER. Well, the State Depart- 
ment will be permitted under this to 
spend up to the figure that was in vogue 
in the last quarter of 1951, with no re- 
duction and no consideration by the 
Congress except in those cases where the 
budget estimate happened to be lower 
for 1952 than the funds available to them 
and spent in the last quarter of 1951. 
Now, that would be the effect if the State 
Department bill were brought in and 
were cut. It would make no difference 
because this resolution is drawn in such 
@ way as to constitute an abdication on 
the part of Congress of any control 
when it considers the appropriation. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I do not 
get that. Does the gentleman mean to 
say that if the State Department, or the 
bill making appropriations for the State 
Department, comes in here and we cut 
it, that that cut is not controlling if this 
resolution goes through? 

Mr. TABER. It is not controlling un- 
til the bill finally becomes law, if this 
kind of an operation takes place and 
this kind of continuing resolution is on 
the books right straight up to the time 
the bill becomes law. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Going 
just a step further, does the gentleman 
mean to say, if we cut the bill making 
appropriations for the State Department 
and this resolution goes through, and 
then the bill cutting the State Depart- 
ment’s request is vetoed or does not 
finally become law, that they would still 
go on spending as they have? 

Mr. TABER. They will still go on 
spending as long as this continuing res- 
olution is in effect at the rate of the 1952 
budget or the 1951 expenditures for the 
last 3 months. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. I think it should also be 
pointed out that we know that most of 
the appropriation bills will not pass the 
Senate, and some of them may not even 
pass the House, by July 31. 

Mr. TABER. I appreciate that, but I 
do believe that the State, Justice, and 
Commerce will, but they will not be 
passed by the Senate. But when the 
House acts on them it has no effect on 
the spending under this continuing reso- 
lution. That is the thing that bothers 
me, 

Mr. JENSEN. The point I am trying 
to make is this: that this is simply a con- 
tinuing resolution. Now, we may ex- 
pect to and we will have similar continu- 
ing resolutions before this House some 
time before July 31. 
| Mr. TABER. That is right. 

Mr. JENSEN. And for another con- 
tinuing resolution to carry on the de- 
partments for which we have not yet ap- 
propriated. 

Mr. TABER. I am in hopes that the 
Representatives of the people here in the 
Congress will understand the situation 


and that they will vote today to correct 


it when I offer a motion to recommit. 


That is the only way we can avoid a & referring to that at all. He is 


ridiculous situation and an abdication ` 
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Mr. JENSEN. And because of that we 
are putting ourselves in a position where 
these agencies will continue to spend as 
they have in the last 3 months, and by 
so doing they will spend millions upon 
millions of dollars more than the House 
and the Senate have permitted them to 
spend under the bills that have already 
been passed or will be passed. 

Mr. TABER. I would not say that ap- 
plies to the bills that have already been 
passed by the House, but as to the bills 
that have not been passed what I said 
applies. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the distinguished gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. ROONEY. I understand that 
during my presence this afternoon in my 
committee room here in the Capitol, 
where we have been marking up the State 
Department appropriation bill for the 
coming fiscal year, certain remarks were 
made here on the floor during general 
debate which concern that bill, IfIcan 
shed any light on the subject at this 
moment, I shall be glad to. 

Mr. TABER. The question I was rais- 
ing is this: It is found in paragraph (b), 
section 1, line 15, page 3. Such an item 
of the State Department bill would be 
governed, for the purpose of this contin- 
uing resolution, not by the action that 
the House of Representatives took but by 
the expenditures in the last quarter of 
the fiscal year 1951 or the budget esti- 
mate, whichever was lower, regardless of 
what the House bill provided. That is 
what I was saying, and that is something 
I do not like. 

Mr. ROONEY. May I say to the gen- 
tleman from New York and his col- 
leagues that as a practical matter he 
need not fear any such situation as he 
describes. Since he is referring specifi- 
cally to the State Department, let me 
say to him that we have been studiously 
marking up that bill since early morn- 
ing, and we will be back at it again to- 
morrow. I think we will come in here 
with a good bill, although I am not so 
sure that my distinguished friend from 
New York will agree to that statement. 
We shall have our bill ready for consid- 
eration by the full committee on the 9th 
of July. At that time the Department of 
State will have due notice of what the 
House Committee on Appropriations ex- 
pects them to do moneywise during the 
coming fiscal year. I am sure they will 
immediately and as of that date be gov- 
erned by the action of the committee 
until the situation is changed by action 
of the House and/or Senate. 

Mr. TABER. But that is not what this 
continuing resolution says. This con- 
tinuing resolution allows them to go on 
the basis of the last quarter. 

Mr. ROONEY. The gentleman from 
New York should know that the provi- 
sion to which he refers, and which I 
have just hastily glanced at, concerns 
primarily situations such as reclamation 
projects, where they might be cut down 
and put out of business immediately. 
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what the situation is in paragraph (b). 
That is the situation. 

Mr. ROONEY. I am not trying to 
confuse anything or anybody. I am 
trying to shed a bit of light on this. I 
think the distinguished gentleman from 
New York is unduly and too politically 
alarmed over this continuing resolution. 
There is practically nothing in this con- 
tinuing resolution which has not been 
in other continuing resolutions. 

Mr. TABER. If the gentleman has 
not read this continuing resolution it is 
time he read it. The trouble is the 
gentleman evidently does not under- 
stand this continuing resolution. 

Mr. ROONEY. If the distinguished 
gentleman from New York understands 
this continuing resolution any better 
than he did yesterday when he appeared 
and argued before the Rules Commit- 
tee, I am glad. I am glad that he 
knows more about it. 

Mr. TABER. I am referring to a sit- 
uation that is very bad, and it is an ab- 
dication on the part of the Congress of 
its powers. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. ; 

Mr. MAHON. In clarification of the 
situation, is not this what is provided, 
that the State Department, whose ap- 
propriation bill has not cleared either 
House, will of necessity on July 1 con- 
tinue to operate? When the Depart- 
ment begins the month of July it must 
have some basis of operation, and that 
basis will be the figure of the last quar- 
ter of the last fiscal year or whatever is 
in the present budget, whichever is the 
lower. They must operate for a month, 
as a practical matter. If we pass the 
State Department bill on the 10th or 
12th or 15th of July, the cuts we make 
will not apply to the month of July. 
The gentleman is correct that they 
would not apply, and I know of no prac- 
tical way to apply them. 

Mr. TABER. Except to say that as 
soon as the bill passes the House the 
provisions of paragraph (a) shall apply 
to it. That is the only way. 

Mr. MAHON. So the State Depart- 
ment, no doubt, being aware of the ac- 
tion of the House, would begin to shape 
its program for the coming month in ac- 
cordance with the action of the House. 

Mr. TABER. Frankly, I would not 
want to trust them to do that. 

Mr. MAHON. But this resolution will 
die in 1 month, and after that the State 
Department will have no money unless 
we pass another resolution. If we pass 
another resolution on the 31st of July, 
then the State Department will be in 
the category of those agencies covered 
by bills which have already passed the 
House and will operate on the lowest 
basis provided by the bill which passes 
the House, let us say, on the 15th day 
of July. 

Mr. TABER. Does the gentleman 
mean it is the intention of the ma- 
jority of the committee to resist correct- 


A > ing this resolution so that it might ap- 
Mr. TABER. The gentleman is not F 

just try- | 
ing to confuse the situation and avoid 
on the part of the Congress of its powers, meeting it head on and answer Just 


ply properly, but that the next resolu- 
tion may correct it? 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. HORAN. It seems to me the in- 
tegrity of the House of Representatives 
is deeply involved here. We have con- 
sidered some bills. I should like to have 
the gentleman from New York answer 
this question: Does not the language at 
the bottom of page 3 in a way bypass 
and make a mockery of the House of 
Representatives? 

Mr. TABER. It does allow seasonal 
variations to be considered but, frank- 
ly, that is in the wrong subparagraph, 
because that should be in the paragraph 
that relates to those agencies that have 
seasonal activities, like the Civil Func- 
tions and the Interior Department. 

Mr. HORAN. If we are going to cor- 
rect this matter under the rule under 
which we are now operating, when will 
that opportunity arise? 

Mr. TABER. The only opportunity we 
have is on a motion to recommit. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I ought not to yield any 
further, because I have taken so much 
time. I really ought to tell what I would 
propose to do and why. I do not think 
I can yield any more because time does 
not permit. 

I feel we should take a 10-percent cut 
on all the activities that are named on 
page 4—I shall not read them—except 
the Department of Defense, below the 
1951 figures or below the. budget esti- 
mate, so that they will not have so much 
money to operate on that they will be 
slipping all over the lot. 

Mr, ROONEY. Does the gentleman 
mean to include in his 10-percent cut the 
Department of Justice? 

Mr. TABER. I meant to include the 
Department of Justice. 

Mr. ROONEY. Does the gentleman 
also mean to include the Department of 
Defense? 

Mr. TABER. I said that I did not. 
Those are very moderate cuts. When it 
comes to paragraph (e) relating to the 
foreign picture, I think that should be 
reduced down to the point where it is 
not more than two-thirds of the amount 
which was obtained in the fourth quar- 
ter of 1951, for all projects and activities, 
I will tell you why. 

The President himself suggested a 25- 
-percent cut in his message of May 24. I 
am only suggesting a 33 percent cut. 

On the Mutual assistance” item there 
is left, and will be left at the end of this 
fiscal year $450,000,000 of unexpended 
balance, which will be available for next 
year. I was advised by the State Depart- 
ment on yesterday on that, so that I am 
right up to date on what they figure. 
That $450,000,000, plus two-thirds of 
what they spent in the last quarter of 
1951 would give them over a $1,000,000,- 
000 which they could obligate in the 
month of July and anybody would think 
that was a plenty. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. KEATING. That figure would be 
greatly in excess, would it not, of one- 
twelfth of the amount which the Presi- 
dent is recommending be spent for mili- 
tary aid during the coming fiscal year? 
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Mr. TABER. It would. They would 
be able to go at a much higher rate. I 
am not saying they would, but they would 
be able to. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. ROONEY. Does the gentleman 
realize that he is talking about General 
Eisenhower's plan and efforts for mutual- 
defense assistance in Western Europe, 
and that the gentleman in all probabil- 
ity has not consulted any of the 18 non- 
partisan Members of the House who con- 
ferred at length on this with General 
Eisenhower just a week or 10 days ago 
in Paris? 

Mr. TABER. Now, if the gentleman 
is trying to draw on his imagination and 
trot out a lot of bugbears to try to 
camoufiage the situation and the defects 
in this resolution, I will agree to that. 

I have talked with people who were 
over there and who talked with General 
Eisenhower. I have talked with many of 
them. This is the situation: The figures 
I have given you I have found by study- 
ing them, by multiplying and dividing 
the figures and the amounts available, 
that they would have over a billion dol- 
lars, which is almost double what Mr. 
Truman asked in his message of May 24 
on a basis of 1 month. That is, when 
divided by 12. 

In other words, it is almost double 
what they laid out themselves to spend, 
and I do not see how anybody can do 
anything except from a camouflage 
standpoint to figure that we ought not 
to take advantage of every opportunity 
to be fair with the taxpayers of the 
United States. I think the gentleman, 
if he would actually get away from this 
partisan stuff, would realize that it ought 
to be done. I am just trying to get 
things straightened out so that we may 
do what ought to be done, rather than 
do things on a camouflage basis. I do 
not like these imaginary situations. I 
like to meet problems head-on. 

Mr. ROONEY. I assure you gentle- 
man this subject is entirely too serious 
for what he describes, This matter of 
mutual military assistance is entirely 
too important to everybody. 

Mr. TABER. And we ought to meet 
it head-on fairly, and not try to fool the 
people. 

Mr. ROONEY. Does the gentleman 
realize—or,. if I may put the question 
this way: Is it not true that this pro- 
gram is inseparably tied in with the 
request currently pending before the 
House Committee on Foreign Affairs, on 
which request hearings are being held 
this very week, the request being for 
$8,500,000,000, the amount that the 18 
Members of the House—and I was a 
member of the group—went to Paris a 
week or 10 days ago to confer about with 
General Eisenhower? 

Mr. TABER. But the gentleman does 
not seem to be able to add and substract 
and divide, 

Mr. ROONEY. No; that is because I 
use the standard system. 

Mr TABER. This is the situation, it 
would provide and make available for 
the month of July over $1,000,000,000, 
which is way beyond what the Presi- 
dent has asked to be considered and is 
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more than they could possibly in a 
proper way use. When I am doing that 
he should not try to make people be- 
lieve that I am stinting them, especially 
when I am giving them twice as much as 
they are asking to spend in any one 
month on the average. I think they 
ought to begin to think about that sort of 
thing instead of trying to imagine and 
trump up the idea that we cannot con- 
sider anything on the basis of honesty 
and fairness. That is the way it looks 
to me. 

Subparagraph (e) is subject to the 
same criticism as subparagraph (d), that 
it would go on and would operate re- 
gardless of the fact that a bill providing 
appropriations for it had passed the 
House. There ought to be an amend- 
ment that would make paragraph (a) 
applicable just as soon as the bill passed 
the House. Those are the major items 
that I feel should be corrected in this 
continuing resolution. Frankly, if the 
continuing resolution had been in what 
I would call the interest of the people 
of the United States and in fairness to 
the situation in the House of Representa- 
tives and the bills it has to consider it 
would have gone through, as far as I am 
concerned, by unanimous consent. 

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. MEADER. I should like to call 
attention to the use of the fourth quarter 
rather than one-twelfth of the annual 
appropriation and ask the gentleman 
whether or not he knows whether that 
would be an excessive rate since it is 
based upon the fourth quarter. We all 
know the tendency of these administra- 
tors to spend all their appropriations 
toward the end of the fiscal year. 

Mr. TABER. It would be a very 
liberal basis; there is no question about 
that. But I was not going to go into 
that; there are those things that it 
seems to me are absolutely essential, and 
I would try to cover them, but not that. 

Mr. CANNON, Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
LMr. Manon]. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
a lot of admiration for the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Taser], and I al- 
ways get along famously with him. We 
have worked together for years. In fact 
we have been working together in our 
committee room most of the time for the 
last 5 months on military appropriations. 

There is really nothing to be disturbed 
about in the resolution before us; even 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
TABER] had only three or four sugges- 
tions which, relatively speaking, would 
appear to be somewhat minor; in fact, 
the continuing resolution is in many 
particulars, and I would say in most par- 
ticulars, similar to resolutions which 
have been agreed upon more or less with 
unanimity in previous years. But this 
is a year of considerable controversy in 
Congress, and nobody should be critical 
because there has been some effort to 
pick out loopholes in the pending reso- 
lution. But as a matter of fact, I think 
sensible men will agree that in a continu- 
ing resolution we find no place for basic 
changes in the law. 3 
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We are here 2 days before the end of 
the fiscal year, and the Government of 
necessity, certainly at this time of ex- 
treme emergency and war, must operate 
come July 1. So what do we do? We 
bring in here a resolution which would 
continue the agencies of government for 
just 1 month. Is there anything wrong 
about that? It seems to be a very mod- 
est and conservative approach to the 
matter. We continue the operation of 
the Government for 1 month substan- 
tially as the Government has been oper- 
ated throughout the current fiscal year, 
1951—no new projects—substantially as 
it has been operated. But if in our ap- 
propriation bills we have made reduc- 
tions, bills that have passed the House, 
those reductions go into operation on the 
first day of July. I can see nothing 
wrong with that. 

The alternative is to open this thing 
up, and it would be hard to imagine any 
item or appropriation that would not be 
germane as an amendment if we open 
this thing up for general and specific 
amendments. Not only would there be 
amendments as — 3 as 5 3 
Department of culture, as — 
terior, as to State, Justice, Judiciary, and 
Commerce, but the whole fiscal struc- 
ture and the whole appropriation struc- 
ture of the Government would be the 
subject for amendments. We would 
need 3 or 4 weeks or perhaps a month, 
as we did on the omnibus appropriation 
bill last year, to consider all of those 
things. But that is not physically pos- 
sible within the period of only 2 days, 
so we just provide for a continuation for 
1 month. 

Now, I cannot see how any great in- 
justice is being done when we make this 
conservative approach to a very real 
problem. Of course, one could theoreti- 
cally say this ought to be done or that 
ought to be done, but we have consumed 
months considering bills which have 
passed through the House and we will 
consume weeks on bills that have not 
been passed by the Congress. So how 
can we in 2 days consider all of the 
amendments and adopt them, when we 
have to pass a resolution in 2 days? 
This resolution has to go through the 
Senate in 2 days. We have to get it to 
the President in 2 days. The President 
must sign it within 2 days or else the 
wheels of our Military Establishment 
and of our Government generally must 
stop moving as the new year begins. 

Mrs. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from Illinois. 

Mrs. CHURCH. I am tremendously 
interested in the gentleman's reitera- 
tion that there are only 2 days left in 
which to consider this matter. Will the 
gentleman explain what has happened 
during the last 6 months so that this 
matter is brought here only 2 days before 
the ist of July? 

Mr. MAHON. As brilliant as the gen- 
tlewoman is, it would be impossible for 
me to understandably explain to her in 
a short speech what has happened in the 
last 6 months. The gentlewoman from 
Illinois has been here and I believe that 
she knows what has happened. She 
knows that we have passed through the 
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House all the major appropriation bills 
except two, No. 1, the military bill and 
No, 2 the State, Justice, Commerce, and 
Judiciary bill. 

Mrs. CHURCH. Is the gentleman sure 
that this bill could not have been brought 
to the House before this eleventh hour? 

Mr. MAHON. This resolution possibly 
could have been brought here earlier, 
but we are not confronted with what 
might have been or the realm of make- 
believe. We are confronted with a 
reality and the reality is as I have 
explained. 

Mr. GARY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Virginia. 

Mr. GARY. Is it not a fact that reso- 
lutions of this type have passed through 
the House without objection whatever, 
and there was not consumed more than 
10 or 15 minutes to pass them? 

Mr. MAHON. We have passed resolu- 
tions not too dissimilar from this each 
year since most of us have been Mem- 
bers of the House. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. ROONEY. The gentleman might 
explain to the gentlewoman from Illi- 
nois the snafu which occurred in the 
Eightieth Congress, and that we had a 
similar continuing resolution, which 
was offered and passed without objec- 
tion from the party that is now in the 
majority. 

Mr. MAHON. If I may proceed with- 
out yielding for a moment, the able 
gentleman from New York [Mr. TABER] 
brings up a question which I have se- 
lected as the most pertinent of any ques- 
tion he presented and that is this: 
Under the pending resolution if we pass 
the State Department bill or the mili- 
tary bill before the last of July, the cuts 
we make in those bills will not become 
applicable until the last of July. He 
would like for them to become appli- 
cable on the very first day after House 
action. Well, when one begins to run a 
Government agency on the ist of July, 
he more or less needs to know the 
pattern he is to follow for 1 month. In 
this bill we give him that pattern for 
1 month, and 1 month only. 

After 1 month what happens? The 
will of the House is carried out, the will 
of the Congress is carried out, all the 
cuts are made effective, no more money 
is provided for the entire fiscal year than 
the Congress has elected to provide. 
When the last of July comes, if appro- 
priation bills have not become the law, 
such agencies will have no money at all, 
So we will present a new resolution un- 
less all of these bills have been trans- 
= to the President and have become 
aw. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New Jersey. 

Mr. CANFIELD. The gentleman is 
very frank, fair, and forthright. Will 
he not agree with me today when I say 
that this resolution was pushed through 
the committee on day before yesterday 
without giving any member of the mi- 
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nority a chance to ask even a question? 
Is it not true that in the parlance of the 
day it was railroaded through the com- 
mittee? ‘Will the gentleman deny that 
statement? 

Mr. MAHON. If the gentleman will 
permit, I should like to observe that in 
party politics on the part of both Demo- 
crats and Republicans, there occasion- 
ally comes a time when the rights of 
speech on the part of the minority are 
suspended by the acts of the majority. 
Of course, in a democracy the majority 
does rule. 

Here is what happened, generally 
speaking, though, perhaps, we should not 
discuss what happens in an executive 
session of a committee. The gentleman 
from Missouri took the resolution in his 
hand, as I recall, in committee, and ex- 
plained the various provisions in com- 
mittee, discussed it, and the previous 
question was moved. There was no de- 
bate permitted on the part of the ma- 
jority or the minority after the mov- 
ing of the previous question, which was 
adopted on a party-line vote. I think 
that explains that situation about as it 
happened, which is not unprecedented 
in parliamentary bodies. 

Mr. CANFIELD. No; but the gentle- 
man from Texas will agree with me that 
it was not done in the Eightieth Con- 
gress on a similar resolution. 

Mr. MAHON. Well, I do not think 
we had a similar resolution before the 
Committee. I think it may have been 
unanimous at that time, 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. I am glad to yield to 
my friend, the able gentleman from 
Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. The gentleman just 
said that in a democracy the majority 
generally rules. 

Mr. MAHON. Les. 

Mr. JENSEN. Well, now, of course, 
Mr. Stalin claims that he has a perfect 
democracy. 

Mr. MAHON. I am not on speaking 
terms with Mr. Stalin. Is the gentle- 
man? 

Mr. JENSEN. His majority rules; but 
in a republic such as ours, this does not 
have to be a democracy, This is a re- 
public, as the gentleman knows, and in 
a republic the minority is supposed to 
have the right to speak their views. ‘ 

Mr. MAHON. That is right. 

Mr. JENSEN. But down in commit- 
tee we operated under the Stalin plan 
the other day, as we did the first session 
that the full committee had in the 
Eighty-first Congress when the same 
kind of business was carried on and 
when the minority party had no oppor- 
tunity to say one word. We were not 
recognized; we were not even glanced at. 

Mr. MAHON. Will the gentleman 
please make speeches in his own time? 
I thank the gentleman for his observa- 
tion, however. 

Mr. JENSEN. What is wrong with my 
observation? Will the gentleman please 
tell me? 

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman said 
we operated under the Stalin plan. I 
disavow any knowledge of a Stalin plan, 
recs the gentleman will have to explain 
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But I will say today in the House we 
operate under the good old democratic 
plan, half of the time on the rule for 
the minority and half of the time on 
the rule for the majority; half of the 
time under general debate for the ma- 
jority and half for the minority, and I 
do not see anything unfair about that. 
Insofar as the action in committee is 
concerned, the action in committee was 
the same type of action that has been 
taken under democratic processes since 
the days of Daniel Webster and Henry 
Clay and others. That is a parliamen- 
tary procedure which makes democracy 
function. If the majority cannot con- 
trol, then you cannot have a republican 
form or a democratic system. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. Iyield to the gentleman 
from Nebraska 

Mr. STEFAN. I just merely want to 
correct a statement. 

Does the gentleman not think that we 
are a democracy within a Republic rath- 
er than a Republic within a democracy? 

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman makes a 
good point, but it is hard for me to be 
philosophical or in a philosophic mood. 
Here we have just 2 days before we are 
going to run out of money to run this 
Government during a period of wartime. 
I think we have a democracy, perhaps a 
democracy within a Republic, and I know 
that the will of his House prevails and 
will prevail today, which is a good old 
democratic process, with the Members 
crying to heaven whatever they want to 
say pro or con with respect to the issues 
involved here in the House of Repre- 
sentatives. And if we want to cut off 
debate we cut it off with the previous 
question in committee or in the House, 
according to the good old democratic 
process. Democrats and Republicans 
have practiced the working of their wills 
for many years. 

Mr. STEFAN. I merely wanted to 
make this correction on behalf of a be- 
loved friend of ours who has passed to 
the Great Beyond, William Tyler Page, 
who taught me a little bit about our Re- 
public. He always told me when he dis- 
cussed the United States, “Please tell 
them we are a democracy within a Re- 
public.” I merely rise to make that cor- 
rection. 

Mr. MAHON. I thank the gentleman 
for his very fine contribution. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. MAHON, Iyield, for a brief ques- 
tion. 

Mr. JENSEN. Well, all right; I will 
put it in the form of a question to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. MAHON. Will he make it non- 
JENSEN-like; rather short? 

Mr. JENSEN. Under present condi- 
tions I would say that I will have to make 
it short, because you are certainly muf- 
fling us today. The gentleman has just 
said that we have a chance to talk. 

Mr. MAHON. Yes. The gentleman is 
operating under that basis now. 

Mr. JENSEN. Thatis right. Will the 
gentleman explain why he does not give 
us a chance to amend the resolution in 
the American way of doing things? 
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Mr. MAHON. Well, under the Amer- 
ican way, you did not have the votes to 
vote down the previous question. Under 
the good old American way the majority 
rules, just like it rules in the House, and 
just like it will work in the next general 
election. 

Mr. JENSEN. And so you ride over us 
roughshod, regardless of what happens 
to our country. 

Mr. MAHON. I hope not roughshod 
but rather with humility and with good 
feeling. 

Mr. JENSEN. If the gentleman had 
all the bruises and the scars that we Re- 
publicans have got from being rolled over 
by your steam roller, he would have a 
different idea of this kind of business. 

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman bears 
his scars gracefully and nobly. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 minutes to the gentleman from Indi- 
ana [Mr. HALLECK]. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I 
think it is quite unfortunate that this 
measure is here before us today, impor- 
tant as it is, under the closed or gag rule 
which was adopted by such a close mar- 
gin. I say it is unfortunate because 
there is no question—it cannot be de- 
nied—that amendments would be offered 
to this measure if they were permitted 
to be offered that would save money for 
the taxpayers of this country. 

Certainly those who supported the re- 
cent tax bill that was before us should 
be mindful of the great burden that is 
imposed on the taxpayers of this country, 
and they ought to be ready and willing 
to do everything they can to lighten the 
burdens of those taxpayers. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
TABER] has very ably pointed out changes 
that could be made in this continuing 
resolution that would effect savings 
through the next 30 days and thereafter. 
So let me say to you again that those of 
you who voted for the closed rule, who 
voted for the motion for the previous 
question in order to foreclose amend- 
ment of the rule, voted on the side of 
the spenders and the wasters and not on 
the side of those who want to economize 
in governmental spending. 

Reference has been made to closed 
rules. Something was said about closed 
rules in the Eightieth Congress. The 
only closed rule we had in the Eightieth 
Congress was the one we had on the tax 
bill, and I learned about that closed rule 
in my service on the Republican side, as 
we were in the minority prior to the time 
of the Eightieth Congress. 

Further reference has been made to 
the fact that continuing resolutions like 
this—resolutions providing for appropri- 
ations after the beginning of the fiscal 
year when the money has not been pro- 
vided in regular appropriation bills— 
have been adopted before without con- 
troversy, and that is true. This one 
might have likewise been so adopted 
without the necessity of taking the time 
of the House today if the proponents of 
the plan had joined with the men on the 
minority, the Republican side, in draft- 
ing such a resolution following the pat- 
tern of years past; yes, if they had been 
willing to sit down and work it out as 
reasonable people ought to try to ap- 
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proach any problem like this. But that 
was not done. 

Reference has been made by the gen- 
tleman from New York about the snafu 
in the Eightieth Congress on appropria- 
tion bills. Let me say this, that all but 
one of the appropriation bills in the first 
session had passed the House before the 
end of the fiscal year and all of them 
were passed in both bodies and out of 
the way in July. In the second session 
they were all passed and were down at 
the White House well before the end of 
the fiscal year. In considering that first 
session, do not forget that we had to 
reorganize the whole House of Repre- 
sentatives under the reorganization plan 
that had been adopted by the Seventy- 
ninth Congress. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
TABER] has spoken of the motion to re- 
commit. Under the rule that is here 
it is the only method we have to try 
again to effect some economy in govern- 
mental spending. It is going to be right 
interesting to see how some of you folks 
on that side of the aisle, and good friends 
you all are, are going to vote on the 
motion when you come right up against 
the proposition of whether or not you 
are ready to try to save a little money, 
because it is here. The opportunity will 
be presented. The motion to recommit 
is not the best way to get at it. It would 
have been much better to have had those 
different items coming along as amend- 
ments to this resolution to be debated 
and passed upon individually. But since 
you do not give us that right, then we 
are going to give you a chance to stand 
up and be counted. As I say, it will be 
right interesting to see what happens. 

You have referred to the Eightieth 
Congress, and I did, too, and I want to 
make a few remarksghere about some 
situations generally as we come up to 
the end of the first 6 months of this 
Democratic Eighty-second Congress. 

Having served as the majority leader 
of the Eightieth Republican Congress—a 
Congress since vilified by the present 
administration in a campaign of misrep- 
resentation and distortion without con- 
science—I am not going to miss this 
opportunity to speak out against what is 
going on down here today. 

The folks back home have a right to 
know what is happening. I am going 
to do all I can to see to it that they do 
know and understand what is taking 
place. 

These folks were told that the Eight- 
ieth Republican Congress was a “do 
nothing” Congress. It was a false, 
baseless charge, but after it had been 
screamed often enough from coast to 
coast a lot of people were taken in. 

I am not going to review all the ac- 
complishments of that Congress, But I 
am going to point out that we did cut 
taxes, we did correct serious inequities 
in our management-labor relations stat- 
utes, we did balance the budget and give 
the Treasury a surplus for the first time 
in more than a decade. 

We provided for the national defense— 
yes, provided better than the administra- 
tion was willing to go along with us in 
the spending of the money we appropri- 
ated. We did set up a foreign-assistance 
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program. I take it that is the program 
for which the present chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations now 
claims so much credit. 

We of the Eightieth Republican Con- 
gress did set a course and follow it with 
diligence to a successful conclusion. And 
it is a highly significant fact that suc- 
ceeding Congresses, even this one, have 
not chosen to undo the major accom- 
plishments of the Republican Eighteith 
Congress in spite of all the howls from 
the White House. 

In sharp contrast to the achievements 
of the Bightieth Republican Congress, 
what is the record to date of the Demo- 
crat-controlled Eighty-second Congress? 

What is the situation in which we find 
ourselves today? 

Today, after 6 months of aimless drift- 
ing we find ourselves caught in what the 
Washington Post—that notorious apolo- 
gist for administration leadership—has 
been forced to label “the most serious 
legislative stalemate in years.” 

I might say parenthetically that I sus- 
pect the administration is at its wit’s end 
rights now trying to figure out how it can 
blame the Republicans for the fumbling 
record of this Congress. At least I know 
I am on safe ground in saying that the 
administration is at its wit’s end—period. 

After 6 months of the Eighty-second 
Congress not a single appropriations bill 
has reached the White House. 

The people ought to understand and 
know that the majority takes the re- 
sponsibility. You assume the responsi- 
bility. As the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
JENSEN] just pointed out, you get your 
steam roller going and ride roughshod 
over the Republicans. Why did you not 
get your steam roller going and get these 
appropriation bills out here, as they 
should have been gotten out? What has 
been the necessity for all this sit-down 
strike? 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
| Mr. HALLECK. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. That is the question I 
wanted to ask the gentleman from Texas 
a moment ago, and instead of that we 
got a lot of window dressing when he 
was asked the question: Why did they 
not meet this date certain? 

Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman from 
Texas, I have an idea, is quite unhappy 
about this failure of progress. He ought 
to be. He is a fine fellow, but also I 
rather suspect he is a little unhappy 
about the form of this resolution. 

But I suppose he is rather put to it 
to defend it. I do not have to defend it. 

What is more, there are at least a doz- 
en important laws due to expire this 
week end, with no action taken to pro- 
vide for their extension. 

Here is a partial list of governmental 
activities which will be affected by the 
expiration of legislation this week end: 

The Defense Production Act. 

Foreign military and economic aid. 

Certain export and import controls, 

Extension of rent control. 

Authority to make direct Government 
loans under the GI bill. 

The program of replacement of naval 
vessels. 

Insurance of GI mortgages. 
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Without expressing my opinion at this 
time on whether or not all of the legisla- 
tion affecting these activities should be 
extended in its present form, I still want 
to observe that at least the Congress by 
this time should have been given the 
chance to pass on these matters. The 
Congress should certainly have been 
given the chance to spend some time in 
consideration of these matters. 

I am well aware that the business of 
a continuing resolution is not new to this 
Chamber. 

I would like to point out, however, 
that not in my time in the Congress has 
there ever before been such a brazen 
attempt to turn an emergency device 
into an instrument which frustrates the 
determination of this body to ease the 
burden of Federal spending on our 
people. 

No thanks to the administration, this 
Congress has reflected—in some meas- 
ure at least—the desire of the people 
that economies shall be effected in Gov- 
ernment operation. 

I refer to passage of the Jensen 
amendment in this Chamber and the 
Ferguson and Douglas amendments by 
the other body. 

And let me again emphasize: What ac- 
tion we have taken on the floor along 
these lines has been in spite of, not be- 
cause of, the administration. 

But what happens now to these hard- 
won gains in the interest of economy? 

Under the continuing resolution now 
before us these gains are blasted out the 
window. 

Administration leaders, to accomplish 
this, have run roughshod over minority 
membership in committee. 

Having deliberately withheld appro- 
priate legislation from the House for 3 
months, they have now tossed a time 
bomb in the closing hours of the fiscal 
year. 

The fuze is lit and our hands are tied. 

This resolution can blast to bits the 
efforts of this body to close—in some 
degree as least—the floodgates against 
the spending-as-usual policies of this 
administration. 

By this maneuver the administration 
leadership serves notice of its desperate 
determination that the patronage dis- 
pensers shall not run out of jobs. 

Our most competent economists are 
agreed that the reduction of Govern- 
ment spending constitutes one of our 
truly effective weapons against inflation. 

Yet here is an administration trying to 
thwart the expressed will of the Con- 
gress in an unprecedented display of 
high-handed action. 

This, mind you, is the same adminis- 
tration which, for public consumption, 
is filling the air with long and loud 
lamentations about the dangers of in- 
flation. 

It is the same administration which, 
for public consumption, sheds great, 
glistening Hollywood tears for the bur- 
dened consumer of America. 

Yes, the public should know what is 
going on here today. The American peo- 
ple should know that this same admin- 
istration has followed an inexcusable 
strategy of delay in refusing to bring 
before this body a reasonable bill for our 
thoughtful consideration. 


JUNE 28 


The public should know that operat- 
ing behind committee doors, this same 
administration has forced out this con- 
tinuing resolution over the bitter pro- 
tests of those who are genuinely con- 
cerned with the problem of inflation. 

And the public should understand that 
this resolution has been thrown at us 
here on the floor under a gag rule which 
prohibits those who earnestly seek econ- 
omy in Government from making their 
full influence felt. 

The public should realize, in brief, that 
here we have exposed the sorry picture 
of a leadership which wears two faces— 
one before the public and the other in 
the privacy of its inner councils. 

Here is a leadership which protests, 
in the press and on the air, its great con- 
cern for the welfare of the American tax- 
Payer, but which deliberately seeks to 
circumvent by this sort of subterfuge the 
constructive efforts of the Congress to 
legislate in the public interest. 

Yes, the public has heard, too, the fer- 
vent but phony pleas by administration 
for the bipartisan approach to the grave 
problems which beset all of us. 

Is this example of bludgeoning which 
is being attempted here today the kind of 
bipartisan approach the administration 
leaders have in mind? 

If the pattern of activity in the Eighty- 
second Congress is to be one of legisla- 
tion by continuing resolution under a gag 
rule, then here is the place for us to ac- 
cept the challenge. 

The way that is open to us here to ac- 
cept this challenge on this occasion is to 
vote for the motion to recommit. In 
that way and in that way only can we 
preserve to the American people the gains 
that we have already made in respect to 
economy in governmental spending and, 
yes, preserve to the people of this coun- 
try the gains that we expect to make 
hereafter. 

So I earnestly insist in the interest of 
good government that when this mo- 
tion to recommit is made we vote for it 
and get this resolution in the form in 
which it should be—may I hazard the 
guess will be—when it.goes from this 
body to the other body. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. Gary]. 

Mr. GARY. Mr. Chairman, this is no 
time for party politics, but if we are to 
have a partisan debate let us keep the 
record straight. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, a point of order, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. We ought to 
have a quorum present to hear this good 
argument, There are 18 Democrats on 
the other side and about 30 Republicans 
on this side. I make the point or order 
that a quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] One hundred 
and ten Members are present, a quorum, 

Mr. GARY. Mr. Chairman, I repeat, 
let us keep the record straight. I recall, 
several weeks ago when two committees 
of the other body were engaged in a joint 
hearing, a Republican member of one of 
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the committees urged his colleagues on 
the committee to stop piddling and pro- 
ceed with the hearing. On the same day 
one of the high-ranking officers of the 
United States Army warned that as a 
result of the testimony which was being 
published by the committees Moscow 
was receiving valuable information 
which was detrimental to our national 
security. The only conclusion that I 
could draw from those two statements 
which were published simultaneously 
was that the Republicans piddled while 
Moscow learned. 

We have been criticized for failure to 
bring the appropriation bills to the fioor 
of the House at an earlier date. Appar- 
ently some Members of the House do not 
realize that we are today engaged in a 
war. In view of that fact, it has been 
absolutely impossible to prepare an ap- 
propriation bill for the armed services, 
and I do not believe that any Member 
on the Republican side would claim that 
the Appropriations Committee has been 
dilatory in this respect. 

This is not an unusual situation. 
Rarely in recent years has the House 
completed action on all appropriation 
bills before the expiration of the fiscal 
year. Each year we have come forward 
with a resolution to extend the appropri- 
ations into the next year. 

What is unusual about this situation 
today? The unusual feature is that here- 
tofore such continuing resolutions have 
been adopted by unanimous consent 
without all of this debate. There has 
been no effort to write into the continu- 
ing resolution new legislation. That is 
what we are faced with at the present 
time. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARY. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. TABER. What new legislation 
are we trying to write in? 

Mr. GARY. You are trying to write 
into this bill certain provisions which 
have not been adopted by the Congress 
and to put into effect certain cuts which 
have not been acted upon by any com- 
mittee of the Congress. 

Mr. TABER. That is correct, because 
they ought to be written in. Heretofore 
we have agreed upon a continuing reso- 
lution when it was brought in in proper 
form. We had no opportunity for any 
agreement on this one. There were no 
suggestions that could be made or that 
were considered even. 

Mr. GARY. We have heretofore fol- 
lowed legislative processes which protect 
our Government from hasty and dan- 
gerous actions. 

Under those processes when a bill is 
introduced in the House it is referred to 
the appropriate committee so that it may 
receive proper consideration. It is sug- 
gested here that we take drastic action 
without committee hearings or other in- 
formation as a basis for our actions. 

Let me say to my Republican friends 
that I yield to no one in this House in 
the fervor of my desire to eliminate from 
the budget every nonessential expendi- 
ture and to cut to the bone every essen- 
tial nondefense expenditure; however, I 
am not willing to slash appropriations 
indiscriminately without hearings and 

XCVII—468 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


without evidence. I fear we do not real- 
ize what may happen if we adopt such 
procedure. 

Mr. Chairman, it was my privilege just 
2 weeks ago to visit Europe with a group 
of 18 members representing 3 committees 
of the House. I think it is safe to say 
that every member of that group was 
impressed with the program which Gen- 
eral Eisenhower is trying to carry out in 
Europe. 

I personally feel that the security of 
America depends upon the success of 
that program, and that it is our best hope 
to prevent a third world war. We dis- 
cussed this program with General Eisen- 
hower. We visited various countries re- 
viewing its operation. He is building up 
a force in Europe. For what purpose? 
Oh, I have heard all of these arguments 
about pouring money down the rat holes 
of Europe, but the truth of the matter 
is we are trying to save the United States 
of America. We are trying to build up 
defenses that will stop the threat of 
communism throughout the entire world, 
and I do not believe we can do it without 
the help of our European allies. 

We saw concrete evidence of that 
fact—that those allies cannot arm by 
themselves alone. We witnessed the 
maneuvers of Belgian troops in Brus- 
sels; we witnessed the maneuvers of 
French troops in the French zone of Ger- 
many; and we witnessed the maneuvers 
of Italian troops in northern Italy. In 
every instance they were equipped with 
American tanks, arms, and equipment. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARY. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. To a very large ex- 
tent I share the views of the gentleman 
in relation to the need for allies and 
our need for assisting them, Will the 
gentleman point out in what respect, to 
adopt the suggestions of the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Taper], would it 
in any way interfere with such a plan? 

Mr. GARY. I shall be glad to do so 
at the proper time, if the gentleman will 
permit me. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARY. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. ROONEY. Is it not the fact that 
the action which the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. TABER] has sought to 
initiate within the last 2 days, both in 
the full Appropriations Committee and 
before the Committee on Rules, would 
cut the very money needed by General 
Eisenhower and General Gruenther in 
their program in Europe, to the extent 
of 334% percent? 

Mr. GARY. The gentleman from New 
York is absolutely correct and it is my 
purpose to stress that point. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, at the same 
time I hope the gentleman will include 
in his pointing it out and in his analysis 
of it the fact that there is $450,000,000 
available and unexpended in the month 
of July. 

Mr. GARY. As I was saying, these 
troops were armed with American equip- 
ment. We were told very frankly that 
they wanted to cooperate in the mutual 
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defense program; that they could furnish 
the manpower, but that they cannot pro- 
vide the equipment. They have neither 
the factories with which to manufacture 
tanks and guns, nor do they have the 
dollars with which to purchase them 
from the United States. If therefore, 
we are to strengthen our European allies 
and thereby strengthen our own na- 
tional defense, then we must provide 
adequate funds with which to furnish 
the necessary military equipment. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
KEATING] asked how Mr. TABER’S pro- 
posed amendment would affect this pro- 
gram. Frankly, I do not know. I want 
to be perfectly frank about it. I know 
that my friend, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Taser], is absolutely con- 
scientious in what he is trying to do. 
I know that there is no more patriotic 
American citizen in the United States 
than the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARY. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. TABER. I have been advised by 
the State Department that the unex- 
pended balance July 1 would be $450,- 
000,000, which is available to them to 
spend, and on top of that they can spend 
one-third of what was expended or obli- 
gated during the last quarter. That 
would make about a billion dollars. 

Mr. GARY. The gentleman appears 
to have information which I do not have. 
It is information that I shall seek when 
our committee considers these appro- 
priations. 

It is my privilege to serve as chairman 
of the subcommittee of the Appropria- 
tions Committee which handles the for- 
eign-aid appropriations. I will assure 
my good friend from New York that we 
will scrutinize those requests very care- 
fully, and we will consider every dollar 
they have left over at the end of the year 
and we will reduce the appropriation to 
the lowest possible amount consistent 
with an adequate mutual-defense pro- 
gram. But I do not want to take the 
chance of cutting those appropriations 
one-third here on the floor of the House 
as proposed by the gentleman from New 
York when I do not know what effect it 
is going to have on the security of 
America. 

Mr. TABER. Does the gentleman feel 
that instead of appropriating what 
might be necessary out of the $6,300,- 
000,000 the President has asked we 
should raise that to beyond $12,000,- 
000,000? 

Mr. GARY. I think we should appro- 
priate whatever amount is necessary for 
the foreign-aid program. I think we 
should do it after a careful review by a 
proper committee, after witnesses have 
been heard and we have compiled a rec- 
ord which the Members of the House 
might read and thereby know whereof 
they speak. I do not believe we should 
take the chance of cutting this appro- 
priation, which is vital to our national 
defense, without careful consideration. 
I believe we should follow our well-estab- 
lished legislative processes. Those proc- 
esses are based on committee action. We 
have had no committee action whatever 
on the foreign-aid program. Tomy mind 
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it would be unthinkable for this House 
today to cut those requests one-third 
without sufficient information upon 
which to base that action. 

Let me call your attention to this fact. 
The proposed action might do a great 
deal of harm. The resolution under con- 
sideration cannot do any harm. It may 
permit the departments to expend a little 
more money for the next 30 days than 
th: Congress will eventually allow them 
on a 12-month basis. But bear this in 
mind: After all, the appropriation for 
every department and for every activity 
in the final analysis is going to be gov- 
erned by the action of this House. 
Whatever amount we may appropriate 
for foreign aid for the next fiscal year, 
the agencies will be bound by the appro- 
priation, and regardless of the amount 
that is spent during July, the expendi- 
tures for the year cannot exceed the 
amount appropriated for the year. 
Therefore, no harm can be done by 
adopting this resolution and continuing 
these appropriations according to its 
provisions for the next 30 days. On the 
other hand, untold harm might result 
if we follow a different course and at- 
tempt to legislate on the floor of the 
House and cut these appropriations with- 
out sufficient information before us, with- 
out any proper consideration of the var- 
ious items. 

I say again, this is not the time for 
partisan politics, 

Mr. TABER. Does not the gentle- 
man think it is the time to do the right 
thing? That is what I have asked the 
folks to do. 5 
| Mr. GARY. I do not think your pro- 
posal is the right thing at this time. 
This is the wrong time to cut military 
aid appropriations one-third when we 
do not have sufficient information and 
do not know what effect it will have on 
our defense program. We do know that 
today we are facing a grave emergency, 
we are facing a period when just the 
slightest unwise act may tip the scales 
and involve us in a third world war. 

I was encouraged in my recent visit 
to Europe over the prospects of strength- 
ening our defenses and those of our allies 
to a point that our enemies will not dare 
to attack us. Let us consider this mat- 
ter carefully. Let us adopt this reso- 
lution and extend these appropriations 
for 30 days. No harm can be done. If 
we do otherwise, great harm may result. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may require to the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. KEATING]. 

Mr. KEATING, Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak out of order, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

THE ARREST AND TRIAL OF ARCHBISHOP JOSEF 
GROESZ 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, once 
again we are witnessing the brutal hor- 
ror of another Communist trial of an 
eminent man of God. This time the 
mantle of martyrdom falls on the 
shoulders of Archibshop Josef Groesz 
and his associate clergymen in Hungary, 
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Like an ugly reminder of barbarism the 
civilized world thought was a thing of 
the past, these religious men have been 
haled before a summary court of mock 
justice to confess to crimes for which 
they are not responsible. 

We shudder as we realize the endless 
days and nights of torture which must 
have preceded these so-called confes- 
sions, in which the latest drugs and 
psychological weapons have been em- 
ployed to break the will and firm resolve 
of the archbishop and his codefendants. 
Their martyrdom is all the more tragic 
because they cannot, as did the early 
Christian martyrs in Roman days, de- 
nounce their judges as they are led away 
to death or lifelong imprisonment. 
Their lips cannot form the words of 
truth as they stand in the dock. They 
are unable to defend themselves or the 
religion to which their life has been 
devoted. However, no person in the free 
world will believe what they parrot, but 
will only look upon them with deep pity 
and with shame that any human being 
would have the power and heartlessness 
to do this terrible thing to another 
person. 

As Dr. Frederick Brown Harris, the 
Chaplain of the other body, so aptly 
phrased it: 

Every believer who is with the Christ 
whose truth makes men free is in the pris- 
oner’s dock with this priest of the church, 


It is religion itself on trial. Every þe- 
liever in God, as Archbishop Groesz 
stands there, is subjected to the final 
indignity of being robbed of his human 
rights and his own personality. As Pope 
Pius XII has so truly remarked, modern 
man has succeeded in destroying free 
will where the barbarians failed, 

The crimes of which Archbishop 
Groesz and his fellow clergymen stand 
accused bear, of course, no relation to 
reality. The reason he and his asso- 
ciates are there is that they represent 
a religion and faith in a supreme deity 
which is a bulwark against the godless- 
ness of communism. No believer in God 
can be a true Communist. It is a tribute 
to the power of that faith that ministers 
of the gospel must be removed by force 
and violence. The precepts of religion 
cannot be reasoned away or supplanted 
by the materialistic approach of the 
Communist rulers, 

In addition, the archbishop’s crime 
is that he is a man of learning, and a 
man of the class which must be de- 
stroyed so that their property may be 
confiscated by the state. His is the fate- 
ful destiny of being a man of God in 
a godless era and place. 

In the face of this wanton inhumanity, 
the United States cannot sit idly by 
without prompt and emphatic condem- 
nation of this outrage to all religion and 
civilization. For that reason, Iam today 
introducing a resolution similar to the 
ones I have introduced previously con- 
demning the arrest and trial of Cardinal 
Mindzenty of Hungary and Archbishop 


" Stepinac of Yugoslavia, and the 15 
Protestant clergymen who suffered a like 


fate in Bulgaria. 
My resolution proposes that, since this 
arrest and imprisonment and trial of 


Archbishop Groesz is a clear violation 
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of the United Nations Charter, it is the 
sense of Congress that the issues be sub- 
mitted to the United Nations, of which 
Hungary is a member, or that other 
appropriate steps be taken to achieve 
his freedom. We must, at least, go on 
record clearly and strongly protesting 
this outrage. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. ARENDS]. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, it has 
been my privilege to serve in this House 
for about 17 years. I see on the floor 
before me many who have had more 
years’ service than I. I do not believe 
that at any time within the memory of 
any of us has the Congress been in such a 
legislative muddle. 

For six long months the Congress has 
been lumbering along, without anyone 
seemingly having the slightest idea as 
to where we were going, much less how 
long it would take to get there. We have 
been proceeding on a week-to-week 
basis, with no particular program, much 
less a program schedule. If there has 
been a determined program for the ses- 
sion, certainly the responsible majority 
has done little, and accomplished less, 
for having it considered, much less 
adopted. 2 

I do not want to be unfairly critical 
of the administration’s leadership in the 
Congress. I hold the utmost affection 
and respect for them individually. 
Their task has not been an easy one. 
It is no easy matter to try to steer 
through the Congress the type of pro- 
gram President Truman has proposed 
for the socialization of our economy and 
ultimate bankruptcy of the country. 

But, Mr. Chairman, the Congress has 
not even taken timely action on the 
absolute necessities for the normal op- 
erations of the Government. We have 
before us today a continuing resolution 
for appropriations. Within 2 days the 
fiscal year 1951 ends, and not a single 
regular departmental appropriation bill 
for fiscal 1952 has been enacted into law. 

To be sure, on previous occasions the 
Congress has been obliged to adopt reso- 
lutions because of its failure to meet the 
June 30 deadline on appropriation bills 
for the next fiscal year. That is the 
alibi we have heard so vigorously offered 
this afternoon from the other side of the 
aisle. But there is a vast difference be- 
tween the present situation and that 
which has confronted us on previous 
occasions. 

This is not the ordinary continuing 
resolution where spending authority 
after June 30 is given two or three de- 
partments whose appropriation bills are 
delayed in the final legislative stages. 
This resolution authorizes continued 
high spending for the entire Govern- 
ment. In six long months not only has 
this Eighty-second Congress failed to 
adopt a single appropriation bill; but 
this House has not passed nearly all the 
regular departmental appropriation 
bills. Following this 30-day continuing 
resolution, we can be reasonably certain 
another such resolution will be pre- 
sented, and possibly still a third, and 
maybe a fourth at the present rate of 
action by this Congress. 
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This is not the usual continuing reso- 
lution in another respect. On previous 
occasions the continuing resolutions pro- 
vided that the authorized spending shall 
be at the lowest figure at which a pend- 
ing bill had passed either body. This 
proposed resolution, on the other hand, 
authorizes the spending at the exorbi- 
tant rate recommended in President 
Truman's tremendous budget. 

Thus, at one stroke, the Democratic 
leadership in the Congress proposes to 
abrogate the various economy amend- 
ments that have thus far been adopted 
by the House or the Senate. The pas- 
sage of this resolution will in itself cost 
the American taxpayers inany millions 
of dollars, And to make certain that 
the bureaucrats are given every dollar 
they want, and that the President makes 
good on his dare to cut his budget, the 
resolution is presented to us under a 
rule which precludes any economy 
amendments. 

There is absolutely no excuse for the 
present legislative situation. Permit me 
proudly to remind you that in the Re- 
publican Eightieth Congress we expedi- 
tiously discharged our responsibilities. 
In the first session every regular depart- 
mental appropriation bill was on the 
statute books before the end of July. 
And it must be borne in mind in the 
Eightieth Congress we had the initial 
problem of reorganization of the Con- 
gress itself. In the second session of the 
Republican Eightieth Congress every 
regular appropriation bill was adopted 
before the end of the fiscal year. 

We not only met the deadlines with 
time to spare. We also put into effect 
substantial economies, in spite of Presi- 
dent Truman’s stubborn resistance, and 
brought the Federal budget into balance. 

This Eighty-second Congress is the 
most dilatory, the most lackadaisical, in- 
decisive and confused Congress in which 
I have ever served. The responsibility 
inescapably rests with the President and 
his party leadership in the Congress. 
Remember, our side of the aisle has no 
voice in the program. 

I regret to have to say that in this 
Democratic Eighty-second Congress 
even the confusion is not as well organ- 
ized as it was in the Democratic Eighty- 
first Congress. 

I admit, however, that our friends on 
the other side of the aisle excel in two 
things. In their facility to resist eco- 
nomy, to spend and to tax they have no 
equals. The closed rule for the unprec- 
edented tax bill last Friday, followed 
by the closed rule for this unprecedented 
spending resolution, is the all-time high 
in the administration’s policy of spend- 
ing and taxing and the all-time low in 
political courage. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, frankly, 
I do not see anything to get excited 
about over this continuing resolution, 
and I want to talk to my friends on both 
sides of the aisle. There should not be 
anything partisan about this, because in 
truth and in fact there is nothing ex- 
traordinary about it; it has been done 
time and time again, and you are fol- 
lowing practically the same old pattern, 
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Let us not feel hard at ourselves. Has 
not this House done an excellent job this 
year with these bills we have passed? 
They are through this House with the 
exception of two—that is Armed Serv- 
ices, and State, Justice, and Commerce, 
Of course, there is another one to come, 
the National Production Authority, and 
I think the House will be ready to work 
on that any time the budget estimate is 
here. What our friends at the other end 
of the Capitol do is no fault of ours; and 
certainly let us be fair to that body, too; 
they have been doing a tremendous 
amount of extra-curricular work this 
year, have they not? Perhaps one-fifth 
of that entire body has been engaged in 
an activity for the last 4 or 5 weeks that 
has prevented them from taking up these 
bills over there. 

Let us be frank with ourselves and 
with the country; let us not try to make 
a bugaboo out of something that does 
not exist. We talk about this thing of 
giving the taxpayers some relief. That 
has been the burden of not one but of 
a half a dozen speeches this afternoon. 
It has been said that the net effect of 
this resolution will be to wipe out and 
annihilate the savings this House has 
made in these bills—and I am proud of 
those savings, because I have done my 
little part in bringing about some of 
them. Now, Mr. Chairman, that is not 
true; let us be frank about it, and I am 
going to spell out why it is not true. In 
the first place, if you go back to the 
appropriations for the last quarter of 
1951—that is the quarter we are now in— 
if you go back to the appropriations for 
the quarter we are now in, they are much 
smaller than any appropriations you are 
going to make for the fiscal year 1952. 
If there is any agency of Government 
that is not wanting a little bit more for 
1952 than they had in 1951, I will stand 
corrected. I do not know of a single 
item in the 1952 appropriations, dollar- 
wise, that are not going to be larger than 
for fiscal year 1951. That is true, and 
we all know it, and no one will seriously 
dispute that figure. 

In this continuing resolution any sav- 
ings which have been made in bills that 
have already passed the House are taken 
care of, because the resolution states 
that the greatest amount they can spend 
until these items are finally wound up— 
and certainly it ought not to be more 
than 30, 40, or, at the most, 50 days—the 
largest figure they can spend is the low- 
est figure passed by the House; and Ican 
testify first-hand for independent offices 
that there is not an agency in that 
set-up—and there are some 25 to 35— 
that did not get a substantial cut and 
much beneath the budget. So that all 
they can spend during this short period 
will be the lowest figure authorized by 
the House. 

I know a good many of my colleagues 
here have been really and genuinely 
afraid that we would lose some of the 
savings; but, Mr. Chairman, you cannot 
lose 5 cents. : 

The only sensible thing we can do is 
to pass this resolution. We are con- 
fronted with a practical problem. There 
is no p in this. This is just 
good old-fashioned everyday common 
horse sense wrapped up in a business 
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proposition. That is all it is. It is not 
going to cost the taxpayers one red cent 
in addition. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. The gen- 
tleman from Texas is being very persua- 
sive, but I cannot help wondering, if he 
is so convinced this is such a reasonable 
course of action, why it is he voted with 
the rest of the majority of the com- 
mittee to gag the minority and to pre- 
vent any discussion to explain the rea- 
sonableness of it? 

Mr. THOMAS. Why, it was so rea- 
sonable, I will say to the gentleman, that 
it needed no explanation, because the 
gentleman understood it perfectly. If 
I thought for 1 minute the gentleman 
needed any explanation, I would have 
taken him off in a corner and explained 
it to him fully and he would have un- 
derstood it in a few minutes. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. I know the gentle- 
man is trying to be helpful to us, and 
we all admire him, we all have great 
affection for him. The gentleman has 
stated that to adopt the suggestions of 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Taser] would not result in any savings, 
as I understood the gentleman. Am I 
incorrect in that? I do not want to 
misstate the gentleman’s position. 

Mr. THOMAS. As an over-all propo- 
sition. Imay say to the gentleman from 
New York that you may be able to find 
a few items here and there that are a 
little higher than last year, where last 
year’s budget was higher than this year’s 
figures, but by and large that is cor- 
rect. The over-all picture, as you know, 
is up and up and up on account of the 
war and in the over-all picture you can- 
not lose a dime by this. 

Mr. KEATING. My question specifi- 
cally had reference to certain amend- 
ments which were adopted here in the 
House, for instance the Jensen amend- 
ments, and the Smith amendment cur- 
tailing propaganda activities and in the 
other body the so-called Ferguson and 
Byrd amendments, which are designed 
to save money. 

Do I understand from the gentleman 
that the adoption of this continuing res- 
olution will give effect to those amend- 
ments which have been adopted in both 
bodies? That is not my understanding, 
but I would be glad to be corrected. 

Mr. THOMAS. Of course, the gentle- 
man knows that until the conferees come 
back to their respective bodies and re- 
port, we do not have any law at all; 
but, as an over-all proposition, when you 
get through with the fiscal year 1952 
I cannot see how you are going to spend 
a dime extra by adopting this resolu- 
tion. The alternative, or failure to adopt 
it, or voting for the motion to recommit 
will do what? What will it amount to? 
What shape will the country be in if the 
motion to recommit is adopted? 

Mr. KEATING. I will be glad to state 
my views in answer to the gentleman’s 
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questions if he so desires, but I would 
like to hear the gentleman’s views. 

Mr. THOMAS. My view is simply this, 
and I am just as honest in it as a human 
being can be, that you are not going to 
cost the taxpayers of this country one 
red cent extra by the adoption of the 
pending resolution. You have every- 
thing to gain and nothing to lose. Of 
course, we talk about amendments, and 
they are good amendments in some in- 
stances, maybe not so good in others. 
The Senate did not agree with them al- 
together. But when it is all added up 
you are not going to spend any extra 
money by doing this. If you do not adopt 
the pending resolution I do not know 
what shape you are going to be in— 
frankly I do not. 

Mr. KEATING. I would be interested 
in the gentleman’s views as to the effect 
of adopting the suggestions of the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Taser] and 
I would like to ask the gentleman wheth- 
er he does not think they would really 
effect substantial savings? 

Mr. THOMAS. I am sorry, I did not 
hear the speech of the gentleman from 
New York. I know he made a good one, 
and I am not going to ask him to repeat 
it for my benefit. I will be glad to read 
it in the RECORD, 

Mr. Chairman, ia conclusion let me 
reiterate again that this House will be 
making a tremendous mistake if it re- 
commits. It has everything to lose and 
nothing to gain by doing so. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. WicGLEsworTH]. 

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Chair- 
man, I take this time to state that I am 
advised that this is the second time in 
the history of America that a continuing 
resolution has been required in respect 
to all appropriations for all depart- 
ments and agencies of the Government 
for an entire fiscal year. 

The first time that this was required 
was a year ago, with the omnibus bill 
procedure. 

So the Democratic Eighty-second 
Congress has established the record in 
two successive years of not having a sin- 
gle appropriation bill enacted into law 
before the beginning of the new fiscal 
year. 

The progress in this field in the pres- 
ent year has been the slowest that I can 
recall in all my years of experience in 
the House. Why, I note in the other 
body that the suggestion has even been 
made that the date of ending the fiscal 
year should be postponed, which cer- 
tainly, to my mind, would be a confession 
of incapacity. 

We have, of course, got to have a con- 
tinuing resolution under existing cir- 
cumstances. The only question before 
this House at this time is the wording 
of that resolution. 

I agree with the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Cox] that if this thing had 
not been railroaded through the Appro- 
priations Committee, by a little con- 
versation around the table, it should 
have been possible to arrive at a solu- 
tion which would be in the interest of the 
people of this country, speaking in terms 


of economy, which would have passed 
this House by unanimous consent. 

The action in railroading this resolu- 
tion through the committee was, to say 
the least, arbitrary and almost without 
precedent. Ican recall in my experience 
only one other similar action, and that 
occurred in the same committee, respon- 
sive to the same leadership, at the be- 
ginning of the Eighty-first Congress. 

You will recall that in the Eightieth 
Congress we had set up a staff of expert 
investigators on a nonpartisan basis, 
about 40 in number, in the interest of 
economy. 

This staff had made about 14 major 
reports of most helpful character. As 
a result of its aid it had proved possible 
to effect savings, either in terms of ap- 
propriations or rescissions, amounting to 
almost $10,000,000,000, to reduce the na- 
tional debt $7,000,000,000, to balance the 
budget in two successive years, and to 
effect tax relief to the tune of $4,800,- 
000,000. 

Immediately on the convening of the 
committee under the Eighty-first Con- 
gress, that staff was thrown out the win- 
dow, lock, stock, and barrel, and it was 
thrown out by a procedure very similar 
to that which has been used in this 
connection. No member of the minority 
on the committee was permitted to speak 
or even to ask a question. 

Action of this character, Mr. Chair- 
man, is unworthy of the great Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. I do not be- 
lieve the people of the country want this 
type of government. 

The action 2 years ago has prob- 
ably lost the people some billions of 
dollars. 

Mr. Chairman, this continuing reso- 
lution, in my opinion, should be amended. 
The statement by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. TABER], and by others, 
have explained clearly the need of 
amendments in the interest of economy. 

I am sure if my good friend from 
Texas [Mr. THomas], for whom I have a 
real regard and affection, will read the 
proposed motion to recommit, he will 
come to the conclusion that it is clearly 
in the interest of economy to adopt the 
motion, 

I agree, Mr. Chairman, with my good 
friend from Virginia [Mr. Gary] that 
this country does face a crisis, and a very 
severe one, at this time. That crisis, 
however, is not wholly a crisis in terms 
of the military threat from without; it 
is also a crisis in terms of the threat of 
uncontrolled inflation from within. 

With our enormous national debt— 
about $11,500 for every family of four if 
contingent obligations be included; with 
our long series of deficits; with great 
amount of currency in circulation; with 
the excessive redemption of Govern- 
ment bonds; with the increase in prices 
all along the line; with a dollar worth 
something like 55 percent of its 1940 
value—it is evident that we are con- 
fronted by grave danger of destructive 
Nation-wide inflation which could play 
directly into the hands of the Commu- 
nist Government of Russia. and make 
impossible the hope we all share of a 
free world. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of 
the motion to recommit as the only 
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means available under this unfortunate 
and unnecessary gag rule, for bringing 
this continuing resolution into the form 
in which, in my opinion, it should be 
enacted. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Min- 
nesota [Mr. H. Cart ANDERSEN]. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair- 
man, just the other day about an hour 
before we went down into the full Ap- 
propriations Committee room to con- 
sider this resolution there came before 
the House a well intentioned resolution 
having to do with expressing our good 
feeling toward the people of the world, 
especially directed to those unfortunates 
back of the iron curtain. We want them 
to know that we are their friends and 
that we realize they are behind the iron 
curtain not of their own free will. A 
great show was made upon this floor 
in backing up that message from a 
democracy. 

An hour later in our full Appropria- 
tions Committee room we saw the iron 
curtain, that same iron curtain of in- 
tolerance, pulled down between the ma- 
jority and the minority members of that 
committee. No consideration of any 
nature was given even to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. TABER], the minority 
leader of our great committee. None 
of us were permitted to ask any ques- 
tions whatsoever concerning this bill 
now before us. 

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
Cannon], our chairman, who is noted 
as the author of Cannon’s Precedents, 
has twice set a precedent which I hope 
will not become permanent as far as 
Congress is concerned. That precedent 
is the shutting off of debate and the 
unwillingness to give to the minority any 
opportunity whatsoever to express our 
opinion. I do not recall any similar 
action by other committees. We Repub- 
licans certainly used no such tactics 
during the Eigthtieth Congress. 

Yes; I see some of you gentleman on 
the majority side smiling. It may be 
a matter of levity and politics to some, 
but to me it is a sad commentary upon 
the administration now in control. Are 
your certain in your own minds that a 
succession of such intolerant treatments 
of the minority may not result in our 
losing the democracy of which we brag 
to the Soviet people? 

Mr. Chairman, that is what is dis- 
turbing me today. It is disturbing to 
me when we go into a full Appropriations 
Committee session and see for the first 
time a resolution of this importance put 
before us, and then, after a very short 
explanation of that resolution by the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Cannon], 
a gentleman on the Democratic side gets 
up and moves the previous question, in 
spite of a tremendous uproar from our 
side asking that we be heard. The gen- 
tleman from Missouri [Mr. Cannon] 
spoke about the resolution but his com- 
mittee majority refused even to permit 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
‘TaBER] the same privilege. 

It was further disturbing to me that 
all 19 gentlemen on that side voted on 
a roll call to refuse us a hearing in our 
own committee. Yes, it was evidently 
made a party issue, but does that justify 
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all 19 of them voting that day to shut 
off the Republicans entirely from de- 
bating this resolution, the contents of 
which were unknown to us prior to that 
session of the committee. 

Had I used the same line of tactics 
back in 1947 when we had the veto of 
President Truman here before the House 
on the tax reduction bill, I would have 
voted with my party, just as you Demo- 
crats voted with your party. However, 
I considered at that time that the Re- 
publican Party was wrong in their sup- 
porting a tax reduction when we were so 
far in debt. Just as I feel this proce- 
dure by the Democrats today is wrong, 
so I considered the President to be right 
in his veto of the tax reduction bill. I 
refused to follow my party when in my 
opinion it seemed to be wrong. It was 
hard then, along with one other man, 
to vote against my party on such a con- 
troversial issue. Because of that vote, 
however, we have $5,000,000,000 more in 
the Treasury, or rather, $5,000,000,000 
less national debt, simply because I 
placed allegiance to my people and to my 
Nation above my duty to the political 
party of which I am proud. 

I was not surprised that the gentle- 
man from Missouri [Mr. Cannon], our 
chairman, wished to prevent open debate 
in full committee upon this resolution. 
But, I was surprised when not a single 
one of you gentlemen on the majority 
of our committee saw fit, either on the 
day before yesterday or today, to desert 
your party. Yes, Mr. Chairman, it is dis- 
couraging to me to see a precedent of 
this importance, the gagging of the op- 
position, appear to become an estab- 
lished policy of this greatest of all leg- 
islative bodies, the Congress of the United 
States of America. Take away the free- 
dom of expression by minorities and you 
are well on the road to a dictatorship. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. Forp]. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I think 
we ought to review again, even though it 
may be duplication, just exactly what 
has transpired thus far on this particu- 
lar resolution. The resolution was 
brought before the Committee on Appro- 
priations, the full committee, on Tues- 
day, June 26. During this extremely 
short committee meeting there were 
three votes, the first vote was 19 to 18, 
with 19 Democrats voting on one side 
for a gag rule, and 18 Republicans voting 
on the other or for an open rule. 

Prior to this vote in committee several 
Republicans made an effort to have some 
discussion on this important matter, but 
on a straight party vote any discussion 
was precluded. In other words, a com- 
plete gag rule was invoked. On two other 
votes, immediately following the first 
there was again a straight party vote, 23 
to 18, and 23 to 18. The last two votes 
in committee confirmed the gag rule. In 
other words the Democratic Party mem- 
bers in the House Committee on Ap- 
propriations prevented any discussion, 
any questions on this important resolu- 
tion. 

Now the resolution is on the floor of 
the House, and with very limited excep- 
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tions, possibly 3 or 4 stanch hearted 
and independent members of the Demo- 
cratic Party dissenting, the gag rule has 
been continuously applied. To keep the 
record straight there has been two roll 
calls by the House. On the first, the 
vote was 196 to 191. Every Republican 
voted for an open rule and every Demo- 
crat but three or four voting for a gag 
rule. On the second roll call there was 
a practically identical performance. So 
if this resolution is finally adopted, in 
its present form, it is a Democratic reso- 
lution. 

With that background, let us analyze 
what the resolution contains. Under 
section (a) you will notice that a certain 
set of rules are provided for the agencies 
included within the Labor and Federal 
Security appropriation bill. The same 
set of rules apply for the Department of 
the Interior. The same set of rules ap- 
ply for all the agencies included within 
the Independent Offices appropriation 
bill. The same set of rules apply for the 
Department of Agriculture, and the same 
set of rules apply for Army Corps of 
Engineers, the Panama Canal and oth- 
ers in the civil functions bill. 

Now let us turn to section (b). A 
completely different set of rules is ap- 
plied to certain agencies therein set 
forth. It is utterly amazing to find that 
a different set of rules applies to what 
departments—the Department of State 
and the RFC, 

In the last 6 months I have heard 
many, many of my Democratic Party 
colleagues lambaste and berate publicly 
and privately behind closed doors and 
in the open the RFC and the Depart- 
ment of State. Yet my Democratic 
friends, both in committee and on the 
floor of the House, vote almost unani- 
mously to set up a different set of rules 
for the Department of State and the 
RFC, rules which are more liberal and 
rules under which these two agencies 
can spend more money than is allowed 
for the Department of Agriculture, the 
Department of the Interior, the Veter- 


. ans’ Administration, the Federal Secu- 


rity Agency, the Department of Labor, 
and so forth. 

My Democratic friends want to be 
more liberal with the Department of 
State and with the RFC than they do 
with the Department of Agriculture, 
the Department of the Interior and on 
down the line. I fail to understand this 
attitude. It is rather paradoxical and 
completly confusing to me. The rules 
applicable to the Department of Agri- 
culture, to the Federal Security Agency, 
and to the Department of Labor are 
economy rules. In contrast the rules 
that apply to the RFC and the Depart- 
ment of State, are free spending, al- 
most no restrictions from the taxpayers. 
RFC and the Department of State can 
spend as much money as they spent in 
the last quarter in 1951, or as much as is 
in the budget for 1952. 

I want to read to you some figures. 
For example, let us take the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. The President in 
his budget recommended $820,005,546. 
The House cut that to $717,295,233. Un- 
der this resolution the Department of 
‘Agriculture has to live under the lower 
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Now let us examine the situation in 
reference to the Department of State, 
for example. 

The Department of State according to 
the President should have a budget for 
1952 of $283,786,476; for 1951, it was 
$280,927,086. In other words, the De- 
partment of State, under section (b) of 
this resolution, the one that the Demo- 
cratic Party Members in the House have 
supported down the line, is not restricted 
by any economy efforts by the House. 
At the same time the Department of 
Agriculture is made to live under the 
economy recommendations of the Con- 
gress. It all adds up to this: the Demo- 
crats in the House of Representatives 
are the friends of the RFC and the De- 
partment of State and in contrast prac- 
tice economy on the farmers, the work- 
ing people and those receiving aid from 
the Federal Security Agency. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Con- 
necticut [Mr. SEELY-BROWN]. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chairman, 
I want to address my colleagues par- 
ticularly on the Democratic side. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman from Connecticut yield for 
one question? 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. I yield. 

Mr. MASON. I just want to call the 
attention of the House to the fact that 
the eloquent gentleman from Georgia 
LMr. Cox], has led the battle against 
the RFC and has led the battle against 
the State Department in this House; 
yet he led the battle for this resolution. 
That it seems to me is not consistent. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chairman, 
I wish to address my remarks, as I said, 
to those on the Democratic side of the 
aisle, and I can do so in a very non- 
partisan way; I can do so very sincerely. 
I can say to you that at times your argu- 
ments are persuasive, sometimes they 
are too persuasive. Last week I was one 
of those rare Republicans who on the 
final vote on the passage of the tax bill 
joined with you in voting for its pas- 
sage, but I did so with the same mis- 
givings that I suspect some of you have. 
I did so in the final analysis because 
of a firm conviction that we must put 
our economy on a pay-as-you-go basis, 
and I also know—and so do you—that 
pay-as-you-go has meaning only if we 
have a very real and sincere effort made 
to cut all nonessential expenditures of 
the Federal Government. 

The Taber motion to recommit, as I 
understand, cuts for a period of 1 month 
10 percent from all the nonmilitary ex- 
penditures which might otherwise be 
spent under the terms of the resolution 
under discussion. It certainly seems to 
me that you and I who last week voted 
to increase the tax bill on every single 
taxpayer in this country by at least 12 ½ 
percent owe it to those same taxpayers 
to vote for the Taber motion to recom- 
mit. By doing so, we can show how 
sincere we really are in our desire to cut 
nonessential items from the Truman 
budget. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. â 
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Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BAR- 
RETT]. 

(Mr. Barrett asked and was given 
permission to speak out of order and to 
revise and extend his remarks.) 
PROSECUTION BY PERSECUTION OF ARCHBISHOP 

JOSEF GROESZ 


Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, the 
world again is witness to a travesty on 
justice being committed in Hungary by 
the godless Communist persecutors of 
Christianity. 

We are all familiar with the martyr- 
dom of the beloved Cardinal Mindszenty. 

Now his successor, Archbishop Josef 
Groesz, and eight other persons are the 
chosen victims of a “trial” on trumped- 
up charges of “conspiracy” against the 
Communist-ruled state. By the use of 
drugs and methods of infinitely cruel 
mental torture, with which we have al- 
ready been made familiar in the cases 
of Cardinal Mindszenty and Robert A. 
Vogeler, so-called confessions have 
been extracted from Archbishop Groesz 
and his fellow defendants. 

The silent answer of the Hungarian 
people to these outrageous actions by 
their Red oppressors and rulers is to be 
seen in the fact that they are attending 
church services in greater number than 
ever. The Catholic Church is the par- 
ticular target of the Communist commis- 
sars in Hungary because of the devotion 
of the people to their faith. 

Those who live in freedom and under a 
just and ethical system of law, as well as the 
Hungarian people themselves, will recog- 


nize the current trial for exactly what it 
is— 


Declared the United States Depart- 
ment of State this week— 
a continuation of Communist efforts to sup- 
press all human rights and liberties, to crush 
all elements who will not become subservient 
to the regime, and to destroy the moral and 
religious influence of the churches, 


I have introduced House Resolution 
No. 288, a companion resolution to Sen- 
ate Resolution 163, offered in the Senate 
by the Honorable Irvine M. Ives, of New 
York, and the Honorable BRIEN Mc- 
Maxon, of Connecticut. This resolution 
reads as follows: 

Whereas the arrest, confinement, and trial 
of Archbishop Josef Groesz in Hungary evi- 
dences anew the abridgement and violation 
of fundamental human freedoms guaran- 
teed in the treaties of peace and reaffirmed in 


the United Nations Charter: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House 
of Representatives that these actions should 
be strongly protested in the United Nations 
or by whatever other means may be appro- 


priate. 


I hope the Foreign Affairs Committee 
and the House of Representatives itself 
will promptly adopt this resolution as a 
means of expediting an exepression of 
the condemnation of the persecution of 
Archbishop Groesz by the free world. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. Bow]. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I am one 
of those 39 freshman Members on this 
side of the aisle who came here to fill 
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some seats that had been vacant for 
some time. Most of us campaigned on 
the basis of economy in Government, 
and I believe we were sent here because 
we were advocates of economy in Gov- 
ernment. I think I speak for most of 
my colleagues in the freshman class 
when I say we feel we should have had 
an opportunity to be heard on this ques- 
tion of the extension of these appropria- 
tions because they are appropriations 
which we, representing many millions 
of people in this country, should have an 
opportunity to speak upon. In behalf of 
this group I believe I can say that we 
resent that we do not have the opportu- 
nity to speak out, that we also feel that 
the time has come when we should get to 
work and get these matters before the 
Congress so that we can properly legis- 
late in the interest of the country. I 
know, Mr. Chairman, that it is sometimes 
considered a little out of order for one 
who has been here only 6 months to take 
the floor on these important issues, but 
the time has come when we must speak, 
we feel we should be given an opportu- 
nity to represent our constituents on the 
issue on which we were elected, the ques- 
tion of economy in Government, the 
elimination of the useless and unneces- 
sary spending that has been going on 
for so many years. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Idaho 
[Mr. BUDGE]. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, I listened 
with a great deal of interest to the 
distinguished gentleman from Georgia 
Mr. Cox], who reminded us how long 
he had been in the Congress. Ihave been 
in the Congress but six short months. 
To me, however, they seem a long, long 
time. The only time that I have been 
encouraged during the 6 months that 
I have sat here every day, the only time 
that I have been encouraged to think 
I was making a contribution toward the 
salvation of this Nation was when I had 
the privilege of voting to cut the expendi- 
tures of the Federal Government. Now 
I find that my 6 months have been spent 
here in vain. I have attended here day 
after day after day, I have listened to 
the very plausible speeches, particularly 
those of the gentlemen from Texas, who 
have a wonderful facility as they had 
in the last war of carrying the battle. 
But I plead with the gentlemen from 
Texas that today you are carrying this 
thing too far. 

I represent 350,000 constituents. Each 
one of those constituents sent me here 
because he thought I had the honesty 
and the sincerity to do a job. Today, 
by the adoption of a gag rule, you have 
restored the appropriations which you 
gentlemen placed in effect in the last 
session of the Congress, appropriations 
over which I had no control and on 
which I had no voice. 

It is not fair to the new Members of 
Congress for you gentlemen to force upon 
us a gag rule which takes from us the 
right to represent properly our con- 
stituents. 

Let us look at the record of the last 
6 months I have spent here, and it is 
becoming a longer 6 months all the time. 
The only thing we have done, operat- 
ing primarily on a Tuesday-Wednesday-. 
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Thursday basis, is to pass appropriation 
bills, give the President power to make 
tariff agreements, grant wheat to India, 
and saddle the biggest tax bill on the 
people of the Nation that has ever been 
imposed. The only good we have done 
was to save the taxpayers a few of their 
hard-earned dollars, but today under a 
gag rule you have taken even that away 
from us. 

If the gentlemen on my right have 
a program, if the Truman administration 
has a program, I wish you would bring 
it out and let us look at it. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUDGE, I yield to the gentleman 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I listened 
with a great deal of interest to the gen- 
tleman from Texas when he was making 
his statement. I must say that I was 
surprised, because it is the first time I 
have known anyone from Texas who in- 
sisted on playing poker with a marked 
deck of cards. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUDGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. MAHON. I wish to assure the 
gentleman and add a little buoyancy to 
his spirit by saying that this resolution 
does not cut out reductions made in ap- 
propriation bills which the House has 
passed. It may not affect some of the 
differences that may exist between the 
House and Senate. 

Mr, BUDGE. Those riders are the 
only reason this Congress has saved 
5 cents or has done one thing for the 
people of this Nation to date; but today 
the Democratic Party under a gag rule, 
right from the committee on down 
through, has taken away the only practi- 
cal thing that we have done for the 
people of the United States in the last 
6 months. 

Mr. MAHON. The reductions that 
have been made are preserved in this 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I will 
not use any further time. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Rooney]. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, at the 
outset may I say to the gentleman from 
Idaho, the last speaker, that had he 
been here during the Eightieth Congress 
he would now be an expert on gag rules, 
and if he wants some information on 
that subject he might take it up with 
my distinguished friend the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. HALLECK], the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. TABER], or 
many others on the minority side. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a short question? 

Mr. ROONEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Idaho. 

Mr. BUDGE. Was a similar bill ever 
introduced in the Eightieth Congress 
and considered under a closed rule? 

Mr. ROONEY. No. It never became 
necessary, because at that time the then 
minority cooperated thoroughly on simi- 
lar resolutions with the then majority 
with a view to seeing that the Govern- | 
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ment did not run out of funds within 48 
hours of the end of the fiscal year, such 
as is the case at this time. At this time, 
when we are in a strenuous military 
campaign in Korea and have troops in 
Germany, Austria, and Japan, would the 
gentleman sit idly by and play politics 
in complete disregard of whether Gen- 
eral Eisenhower can continue making 
commitments in our behalf on Monday 
morning? 

My distinguished friend, the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Taser] made 
a great point of the fact that the De- 
partment of State informed him that 
there is a $450,000,000 unobligated bal- 
ance on hand insofar as the mutual 
Defense Assistance Pact is concerned. 
You know what MDAP is. That is the 
operation on which we have sent General 
Eisenhower and his capable deputy, Gen- 
eral Gruenther to Western Europe, 
where they have labored hard and well 
for the past 5 or 6 months; and the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. TABER] 
would have you believe that at the end 
of the present fiscal year, Saturday 
night, they will have $450,000,000 avail- 
able for use in the following month for 
MDAP. 

Well, the facts in regard to this situa- 
tion are these: The gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Taser] telephoned the 
State Department and asked the bare 
question, Will you have, and if any, how 
much, in unobligated balance on this 
Saturday night for MDAP? And the 
answer honestly was $450,000,000. As he 
sits there, I do not believe that the gen- 
tleman from New York knows that less 
than $1,000,000—not $450,000,000 but 
less than $1,000,000—is all that will not 
be programed or committed by this 
Saturday night. 

Now, here is the situation, I say to the 
Members of this House. We sent Gen- 
eral Eisenhower, who so valiantly came 
from retirement, and General Gruenther 
and a staff to Paris to militarily gather 
together our Western European allies, 
and General Eisenhower has now suc- 
ceeded in getting most of the legisla- 
tures and parliaments of those countries 
to increase their military expenditures 
for defense in the coming year. All this 
invaluable work will be for naught in the 
event that action is taken to recommit 
this bill this afternoon. 

As I sat here today and listened with 
interest to some of the brilliant speeches 
read by certain of the gentlemen on the 
other side, I wondered if they were not 
unduly kept awake last night by the 
scenario or script writers of the Republi- 
can National Committee. I do not be- 
lieve I have ever listened to so many 
canned speeches in an afternoon of de- 
bate as Ihave here this afternoon. Their 
scripts have really covered the subject 
from soup to nuts. 

Now, in regard to the similiarity of 
the earlier vote on the rule and the ex- 
pected vote on a motion to recommit: 
I trust that no one on this side of the 
aisle or on that side of the aisle will 
permit political sand to be thrown in 
his eyes so that he will not be able to 
see the true situation. Those who voted 
for adoption of the rule must be con- 
sistent and vote against a motion to re- 
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commit, for the reason that the adoption 
of this continuing resolution does not 
increase to the extent of one penny the 
amount of the present funds allocated 
to the Government or the amount of the 
funds that have already been considered 
and that have already been passed upon 
by this House. 

This is the kernel of the situation: the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. TABER] 
is obsessed with the idea that he must 
cut ECA and military defense assist- 
ance pact funds to the tune of 3344 
percent. He well knows that ECA as 
such is now being brought to a con- 
clusion, and that the only money that 
will be expended in Western Europe will 
be money to build up the military ma- 
tériel and military supplies of the na- 
tions who have entered into the mutual 
assistance pact with us in order to with- 
stand any onslaught by the Kremlin. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge a vote against 
recommitting this resolution. I am con- 
fident we should not tear down Gen- 
eral Eisenhower’s splendid efforts in 
Western Europe. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, this 
concludes debate. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved, ete., That there are hereby appro- 
priated, out of any :noney in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, and out of 
applicable corporate or other revenues, re- 
ceipts, and funds, for the several depart- 
ments, agencies, corporations, and other or- 
ganizational units in each branch of the 
Government— 

(a) Such amounts as may be necessary for 
the carrying out of projects or activities (not 
otherwise specifically provided for in this 
joint resolution) for which appropriations, 
funds, or other authority were available 
during the fiscal year 1951 and for which 
appropriations, funds, or other authority 
(subject to limitations, restrictions, and 
permissive provisions) would be made avail- 
able by any appropriation act enumerated in 
this subsection, to the extent and in the 
manner which would be provided for in such 
act: Provided, That in any case where the 
amount to be made available or the author- 
ity to be granted under such act as passed 
by the House of Representatives is different 
from that to be made available or granted 
under such act ds by the Senate, the 
pertinent project or activity shall be carried 
out under whichever amount is lesser or 
whichever authority is more restrictive: Pro- 
vided further, That where an item is included 
in any such appropriation act which has been 
passed by only one House, or where an item is 
included in only one version of such an act 
which has been passed by both Houses, such 
project or activity shall be carried on under 
the appropriation, funds, or authority 
granted by the one House: Provided fur- 
ther, That in no case shall the amount made 
available under this subsection for any 
project or activity exceed the amount pro- 
vided for by the budget estimates for the 
fiscal year 1952 for the period involved: 
Provided further, That no provision which 
is ‘ncluded in any appropriation act enumer- 
ated in this subsection but which was not 
included in the applicable appropriation act 
for the fiscal year 1951, and which by its 
terms is applicable to more than one ap- 
propriation, fund, or authority, shall be 
applicable to any appropriation, fund, or 
authority provided in this joint resolution 
unless such provision shall have been in- 
cluded in identical form in such bill as 
enacted by both the House and the Senate: 
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Provided further, That this subsection shall 
apply to the following: 

Treasury and Post Office Departments Ap- 

propriation Act, 1952; 
a atari Security Appropriation Act, 
3 Department Appropriation Act, 
a Offices Appropriation Act, 
Department of Agricultural Appropria- 
tion Act, 1952; 

Civil Functions Appropriation Act, 1952; 

— SRT Branch Appropriation Act, 
1952. 

(b) Such amounts as may be necessary for 
carrying out projects and activities (not 
otherwise specifically provided for in this 
joint resolution) under the agencies enum- 
erated in this subsection, at a rate not in 
excess of that which obtained for any such 
project or activity in the last quarter of the 
fiscal year 1951: Provided, That, with the 
approval of the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget, the amount made available here- 
under may be increased where necessary, to 
provide for seasonal variations, on the basis 
of an annual rate for operations not in ex- 
cess of that consistent with the rate which 
obtained in the last quarter of the fiscal 
year 1951: Provided further, That in no case 
shall the amount made available under this 
subsection for any project or activity exceed 
the amount provided for by the Budget esti- 
mates for the fiscal year 1952 for the period 
involved: Provided further, That this sub- 
section shall apply to the following: 

Legislative branch: Senate; Architect of 
the Capitol (Senate items); Department of 
State; Department of Justice; 

Department of Commerce; 

Department of Defense; 

The Judiciary; 

National Security Council; 

National Security Resources Board; 

Reconstruction Finance Corporation; 

General Services Administration (emer- 
gency operating expenses) ; 

National Science Foundation; 

Federal Civil Defense Administration; 

Selective Service System; 

Government and Relief in Occupied Areas; 

Government in Occupied Areas of 
Germany. 

(c) Such amounts as may be necessary 
for the carrying out, at a rate for operations 
(except as otherwise provided for in this 
subsection) not in excess of that which ob- 
tained in the month of June 1951, of projects 
and activities, including the Office of Defense 
Mobilization, under the Defense Production 
Act of 1950, and the Housing and Rent Act 
of 1950; Provided, That, during the period 
covered by this joint resolution, obligations 
outstanding at any one time for expanding 
defense production under sections 302 and 
303 of the Defense Production Act of 1950 
shall not exceed, in the aggregate, the total 
of the amounts made available and author- 
ized to be made available by subsections 304 
(b) and (c) of said act as originally enacted; 
Provided further, That no appropriation or 
authorization contained herein shall be 
available for the carrying out of any project 
or activity (except for liquidation of projects 
or activities being carried out on June 30, 
1951) under the Defense Production Act of 
1950 or the Housing and Rent Act of 1950 
except those which by the terms of said 
acts may be continued after June 30, 1951, 
or those which may be authorized to be 
carried out after said date by any extension 
of, amendment to, or supplementation of, 
either of said acts. 

(d) Such additional amounts as may be 
necessary to provide for continuance of an 
increasing rate for operations under projects 
or activities for which appropriations, funds, 
or authorizations are made available under 
subsections (a), (b), or (c), and for which 
an increasing rate obtained during the last 
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quarter of the fiscal year 1951 pursuant to 
appropriations available for that purpose: 
Provided, That in no event shall the rate 
for operations permitted by this subsection 
exceed that contemplated by the Budget 
estimates for the fiscal year 1952: Provided 
further, That the amounts provided for in 
this subsection shall be available only to 
the extent authorized by the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

(e) Such amounts as may be necessary 
for the carrying out, at a rate not in excess 
of that which obtained in the fourth quar- 
ter of the fiscal year 1951, of projects and 
activities under applicable appropriations as 
follows: 

Mutual defense assistance; 

China area aid; 

Economic Cooperation (including assist- 
ance to further European military produc- 
tion); 

International development; 

Institute of Inter-American Affairs; 
and, in addition to the amounts herein ap- 
propriated, funds heretofore appropriated 
for mutual defense assistance, economic 
cooperation, and China area aid shall re- 
main available (but not beyond the limiting 
date specified in clause (c) of section 5) for 
programs, projects, and activities initiated 
prior to July 1, 1951. 


Mr, CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Cannon: On 
page 7, line 1, strike out “5” and insert “4.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 2. The Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia are authorized to incur obliga- 
tions and to make expenditures therefor 
from applicable funds and revenues of said 
District, as may be necessary to carry out 
projects and activities for which appropria- 
tions, funds, or other authority were avail- 
able thereunder during the fiscal year 1951, 
to the extent and in the manner provided 
for by the District of Columbia Appropria - 
tion Act, 1952, as passed by the House of 
Representatives, but the rate of operation 
for such projects and activities shall not 
exceed that which obtained in the fourth 
quarter of the fiscal year 1951: Provided, 
That obligations and expenditures hereunder 
shall be subject to the provisions of section 
8 of this act insofar as applicable: Provided 
further, That the Commissioners are fur- 
ther authorized to incur obligations and 
make expenditures, as provided for herein, 
for the Office of Civil Defense and the Office 
of Administrator of Rent Control of said 
District, but the rate of operations for such 
offices shall not exceed that which obtained 
in the fourth quarter of the fiscal year 1951: 
Provided further, That the provisions of this 
section relating to the Office of Administrator 
of Rent Control shall be effective (except for 
liquidation of projects or activities being 
carried out on June 30, 1951) only to such 
extent as may be provided for by any exten- 
sion of, amendment to, or supplementation 
of the District of Columbia Emergency Rent 
Act. 

Sec. 3. Appropriations and funds made 
available, and authority granted, pursuant 
to this joint resolution shall be subject not 
only to those provisions of title XII of the 
General Appropriation Act, 1951, which con- 
stitute permanent law, but also to those 
provisions of said title (except sec. 1214) 
which were applicable only to the fiscal year 
1951, and the provisions of section 1302 of 
the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1951, 
in the same manner as if such annual pro- 
visions were contained in, and related to 
appropriations, funds, and authorizations 
made available by this joint resolution. 

Sec. 4. Appropriations and funds made 
available, and authority granted, pursuant 
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to this joint resolution, shall be determined 
under the terms hereof by reference to the 
status of the pertinent appropriation acts 
on June 30, 1951, and Budget estimates on 
June 22, 1951, and shall remain available 
in the amount and in the manner so deter- 
mined until (a) enactment into law of an 
appropriation for any project or activity pro- 
vided for herein, or (b) enactment of the 
applicable appropriation act by both Houses 
without any provision for such project or 
activity, or (e) July 31, 1951, whichever first 
occurs, 

Sec. 5. Expenditures from appropriations, 
funds, or authorizations made available pur- 
suant to this joint resolution shall be avail- 
able without regard to the time limitations 
set forth in subsection (d) (2) of section 
3679, Revised Statutes, and shall be charged 
to any applicable appropriation, fund, or 
authorization whenever a bill in which such 
applicable appropriation, fund, or authoriza- 
tion is contained is enacted into law. 


Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, the 
committee has no further amendments. 

The CHAIRMAN, Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Coorer, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the 
joint resolution (H. J. Res. 277) making 
temporary appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1952, and for other purposes, pur- 
suant to House Resolution 287, he re- 
ported the joint resolution back to the 
House with an amendment adopted by 
the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the engrossment and third reading of 
the joint resolution, 

The joint resolution was ordered to be 
engrossed and read a third time, and 
was read the third time. 

Mr, TABER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman 
opposed to the joint resolution? 

Mr. TABER. I am, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Tana moves to recommit the joint 
resolution to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions with instructions to report the same 
back forthwith with the following amend- 
ments: 

Page 2, lines 12 to 17, strike out all begin- 
ning with the word “provided” in line 12 
down through and including all of line 17. 

Page 2, line 21, to page 3, line 5, strike out 
all beginning with the word “provided” on 
line 21 down to and including the word 
“Senate” on line 5, page 3. 

Page 3, line 16, strike out the words “proj- 
ects and.” 

Page 3, line 18, after the word “of”, insert 
“10 percent below.” 

Page 3, line 20, after “1951”, insert “Except 
that for the Department of Defense the 10- 
percent reduction shall not apply.” 

Page 4, line 3, strike out the words “proj- 
ect or.” 

Page 4, line 5, after the word involved“, 
insert the words “less 10 percent on all items 
except those for the Department of De- 
fense.” 


Page 4, after line 24, insert the followingt _ 


“Whenever any bill carrying appropriations 
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for the legislative branch: Senate; Architect 
of the Capitol (Senate items) shall have 
passed the Senate or whenever appropria- 
tions for any of the other activities set forth 
in this subparagraph shall have been pro- 
vided for by an appropriation passed by the 
House then and in any such case the pro- 
visions of subparagraph A of this section 
shall apply to the expenditure of funds for 
such activity.” 

Page 6, line 12, after the word “excess”, 
insert the words “of two-thirds (except the 
item for mutual defense assistance).” 

Page 7, after line 2, strike out the period 
and insert a semicolon and the following: 
“Whenever any bill shall pass the House of 
Representatives providing funds for any of 
the activities enumerated in this subpara- 
graph the provisions of subparagraph A shall 
apply to the expenditures of funds provided 
for such agency.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion to recommit. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 190, nays 200, answered 
“present” 1, not voting 41, as follows: 

[Roll No. 95] 


YEAS—190 
Aandahl Fenton Morton 
Allen, Calif. Ford Mumma 
„Il. Fulton Nelson 
Andersen, Gamble Nicholson 
H. Carl Gavin Norblad 
Anderson, Calif.George 
dresen, Golden Ostertag 
August H. Goodwin Patterson 
Angell Graham Phillips 
Arends Gross Potter 
Armstrong Gwinn Poulson 
Auchincloss Hagen Prouty 
Hale Radwan 
Baker Hall, Reece, Tenn, 
Bakewell Leonard W. Reed, 
Bates, Mass. Halleck Reed, N. Y. 
Hand Rees, Kans, 
Beamer Harden Riehlman 
Belcher Harrison, Va. Rogers, Mass. 
Bender Harrison, Wyo. Sadlak 
Bennett, Mich. Harvey St. George 
Herter Saylor 
Betts Heselton Schwabe 
Bishop Hess Scott, Hardie 
Blackney Hill t, 
Boggs, Del, Hillings Hugh D., Jr. 
Bolton Hinshaw Scrivner 
Bow Hoeven Scudder 
Bramblett Hoffman, Ol Seely-Brown 
Bray Hoffman, Mich. Shafer 
Brehm Holmes Sheehan 
Brown,Ohio Hope Short 
Brownson Horan Simpson, Il, 
Budge Hull Sittler 
Buffett Hunter Smith, Kans, 
Burdick Jackson, Calif. Smith, Wis. 
Busbey James Springer 
Bush Jenison Stefan 
Butler Jenkins Stockman 
Byrnes, Wis Jensen Taber 
Canfield Johnson Talle 
ase Jonas Taylor 
Chenoweth Judd Thompson, 
Chiperfield Kean Mich. 
Church Kearney Tollefson 
Clevenger Kearns Towe 
Cole, Kans, Keating Vail 
Cole, N. Y. Kersten, Wis. Van Pelt 
Corbett Kilburn Van Zandt 
Cotton Latham Vaughn 
Coudert Lovre Velde 
Crawford MeConnell Vursell 
Crumpacker McCulloch Weichel 
McDonough Werdel 
Curtis, Mo. McGregor Wharton 
Curtis, Nebr. McVey Wheeler 
e Mack, Wash Widnall 
Davis, Wis. Martin, Iowa . Wigglesworth 
Denny Martin, Williams, Miss, 
Devereux Mason Williams, N. Y. 
D'Ewart Meader Wilson, Ind, 
Dolliver Miller, Md. Withrow 
Ellsworth Miller, Nebr. Wolcott 
Elston Miller, N. Y. Wolverton 
Fellows Morano Wood, Idaho 


NAYS—200 
Abbitt Gathings hy 
Abernethy Gordon Murray, Tenn, 
Addonizio Gore O'Brien, II. 
Albert Gossett O'Brien, Mich, 
Andrews Granahan O'Neill 
Anfuso Granger O'Toole 
Aspinall Grant Passman 
Bailey Green Patman 
Barden Greenwood Patten 
Baring Gregory Perkins 
Barrett Hardy Philbin 
Bates, Ky. Harris Pickett 
Battle Hart Poage 
Beckworth Havenner Polk 
Bennett, Fla. Hays, Ark. 
Bentsen Hays, Ohio Priest 
Blatnik Hébert Quinn 
Boggs, La Rabaut 
Bolling Heffernan Rains 
Bonner Heller Rankin 
Bosone Herlong Reams 
Brooks Holifield Regan 
Brown, Ga Howell Rhodes 
Bryson Jackson, Wash. Ribicoff 
Burleson Jarman 
Javits Riley 
Burton Jones, Ala. Robeson 
Byrne, N. Y. Jones, Mo. Rodino 
Cannon Jones, Rogers, Colo, 
Carlyle m OC. Rogers, Fla. 
Chelf Rogers, Tex. 
Chudoff Woodrow W. Rooney 
Clemente j Roosevelt 
Colmer Kelly, N. Y. Sabath 
Combs Kennedy Sasscer 
Cooley Keogh Secrest 
Cooper Kerr Shelley 
Cox King Sheppard 
Crosser Kirwan Sieminski 
Davis, Ga. Klein Sikes 
Davis, Tenn. Kluczynski Smith, Miss, 
Dawson Lane Smith, Va. 
Deane Lanham Spence 
DeGraffenried Lantaff 
Delaney Lesinski Stanley 
Dempsey Lind Steed 
Denton Lyle Stigler 
Dollin: McCarthy Sutton 
Donohue Tackett 
Donovan McGrath Teague 
Dorn McGuire Thomas 
Doughton McKinnon ‘Thompson, Tex, 
Doyle McMullen Thornberry 
Eberharter Machrowicz Vinson 
Engle Mack, Ill, Walter 
Fallon Madden Watts 
Feighan Magee Welch 
ez Mahon Whitaker 
Fine Mansfield Wickersham 
Fisher Marshall 1 
Fogarty s 
Forand Mitchell 
Forrester Morgan Wood, Ga. 
Frazier Morris Yates 
Fugate Morrison Yorty 
Furcolo ulder Zablocki 
Garmatz Multer 
Gary 
ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1 
Wilson, Tex. 
NOT VOTING—41 
Adair Evins Murray, Wis. 
Allen, La. Plood Norrell 
Boykin Gillette O’Konski 
a Powell 
Buckley Edwin Arthur Preston 
Camp 
Carnahan Kelley, Pa. Redden 
Celler Kilday Rivers 
Chatham Larcade Roberts 
Dingell LeCompte Simpson, Pa 
Dondero Lucas ble 
Durham icMillan Vorys 
Eaton Merrow Whitten 
Elliott Miller, Calif. Woodruff 
So the motion to recommit was re- 
jected. 
The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 


Mr. Adair for, with Mr. Camp against. 

Mr. Gillette for, with Mr. Preston against. 
Mr. Dondero for, with Mr. Celler against, 
Mr. Woodruff for, with Mr. Trimble against, 
Mr. O’Konski for, with Mr. Roberts against. 
Mr. Merrow for, with Mr, Elliott against, 
Mr, LeCompte for, with Mr. Evins against. 
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Mr. Murray of Wisconsin for, with Mr. 
Durham against. 
Mr. Vorys for, with Mr. Miller of California 


against. 

Mr. Edwin Arthur Hall for, with Mr. Rivers 
against. 

Mr. Simpson of Pennsylvania for, with Mr. 
Whitten against. 

Mr. Eaton for with Mr. Kelley of Pennsyl- 
vania against. 
Mr. Wilson of Texas for, with Mr. Dingell 
against. 


Mr. WILSON of Texas Mr. Speaker, 
I have a live pair with the gentleman 
from Michigan, Mr. DINGELL. If he 
were present he would have voted “nay.” 
I voted “yea.” I withdraw my vote and 
vote “present.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND REMARKS 


Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have five legislative days in which 
to extend their remarks in the RECORD 
on the joint resolution just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 


CONTINUING FOR A TEMPORARY PERIOD 
DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT OF 1950 
AND HOUSING AND RENT ACT OF 1947, 
AS AMENDED 


Mr. SABATH, from the Committee on 
Rules, reported the following privileged 
resolution (H. Res. 294, Rept. No. 661) 
which was referred to the House Calen- 
dar and ordered to be printed: 


Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 278) to 
continue for a temporary period the Defense 
Production Act of 1950; the Housing and 
Rent Act of 1947, as amended; and for other 
purposes, and all points of order against the 
joint resolution are hereby waived. That 
after general debate, which shall be confined 
to the joint resolution and continue not to 
exceed 1 hour, to be equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor- 
ity member of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency, the joint resolution shall be 
considered as having been read for amend- 
ment, No amendment shall be in order to 
said joint resolution except (1) amendments 
offered by direction of the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, and (2) the fol- 
lowing amendment: “Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this resolution or any 
other provision of law, the authority con- 
f-rred under the Defense Production Act of 
1950, as amended, shall not be exercised dur- 
ing the period June 30, 1951, to July 31, 1951, 
inclusive, to place into effect, or permit to 
become effective, a price ceiling for any ma- 
terial or service lower than the ceiling in 
effect for such material or service on the 
date of the enactment of this resolution or 
to put into effect a ceiling for any material 
or service for which a ceiling is not in effect 
on the date of the enactment of this resolu- 
tion.“, and said amendments shall be in order. 
any rule of the House to the contrary not- 
withstanding. Amendments offered by di- 
rection of the Committee on Banking and 
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Currency or the amendment provided herein 
may be offered to any section of the joint res- 
olution at the conclusion of the general de- 
bate, but said amendments shall not be sub- 
ject to amendment. At the conclusion of 
the consideration of the joint resolution for 
amendment, the Committee shall rise and 
report the joint resolution to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted, 
and the previous question shall be consid- 
ered as ordered on the joint resolution and 
amendr ents there o to final passage without 
intevening motion except one motion to 
recommit. 


AMENDMENTS TO THE OFFICER 
PERSONNEL ACT 


Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the conference report on the bill (H. R. 
4200) to make certain revisions in titles 
I through IV of the Officer Personnel 
Act of 1947, as amended, and for other 
purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the conference report. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE REPORT (H. Rept. No. 656) 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
4200) to make certain revisions in titles I 
through IV of the Officer Personnel Act of 
1947, as amended, and for other purposes, 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom- 
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ment. 


Dewey SHORT, 


FLANDERS, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 4200) to make cer- 
tain revisions in titles I through IV of the 
Officer Personnel Act of 1947, as amended, 
and for other purposes, submit the following 
statement in explanation of the effect of the 
action agreed upon by the conferees and 
recommended in the accompanying confer- 
ence report: 

LEGISLATION IN CONFERENCE 


On June 18, 1951, the House of Representa- 
tives passed H. R, 4200, to make certain revi- 
sions in titles I through IV of the Officer 
Personnel Act of 1947, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

The principal purpose of H. R. 4200, as 
passed by the House, was to give the Presi- 
dent the authority in time of war and na- 
tional emergency to suspend certain provi- 
sions of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947 
relating to the Navy and Marine Corps. 
These amendments would give the Navy and 
Marine Corps flexibility in the administra- 
tion of this act similar to that now author- 
ized for the Army and Air Force. 

On June 21, 1951, the Senate considered 
the House bill and amended it by adding 
five new sections. The Senate amendment 
had the effect of adding the provisions of 
S. 780, Eighty-first Congress, to H. R. 4200. 
No other change in H. R. 4200 was made by 
the Senate amendment, 

S. 780, Eighty-first Congress, which bill was 
identical to the Senate amendment, provided 
for the review of the records of those Regu- 
lar officers of the Navy and Marine Corps 
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who failed of advancement during World 
War II. A bill somewhat similar to S. 780, 
Eighty-first Congress, was considered in the 
House, but twice failed to pass when it met 
objections upon the calling of the Consent 
Calendar. 

The House conferees took the position in 
conference that this legislation should not 
be tacked on H. R. 4200, inasmuch as the 
Eighty-first Congress had rejected a simi- 
lar bill and since no committee hearings had 
been held on the legislation in the Eighty- 
second Congress. Furthermore, the amend- 
ment would have required the review of over 
1,700 officers’ records, who, for some reason 
or other, failed of advancement during the 
past war. It was considered that this would 
place an unwarranted administrative burden 
upon the Department of t*e Navy at this 
time. 

The deletion of the Senate amendment, as 
recommended by the House conferees and 
as agreed to by the Senate conferees, restores 
the proposed legislation to exactly the same 
form as approved by the House. 

Cart VINSON, 

OVERTON BROOKS, 

DEWEY SHORT, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA EMERGENCY 
RENT ACT 


Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may have un- 
til midnight tonight to file a conference 
report en the bill (S. 1590) to extend 
and revise the District of Columbia 
Emergency Rent Act. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ar- 
kansas? 

There was no objection. 

AMERICAN UNIVERSITY 


Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
uanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 1645) to 
amend the act incorporating the Ameri- 
can University. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

Mr. ALLEN of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, reserving the right to object, will the 
gentleman explain the bill? 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I will be 
glad to explain the bill and I will take 
but a moment of the time of the House. 

This bill proposes to amend the act in- 
corporating the American University 
here in the District of Columbia. The 
American University was originally spon- 
sored by the Methodist Church, and 
under the charter it is required that two- 
thirds of the members of the board be 
members of the Methodist Church. 
| Itseems there are two individuals they 
would like to have as members of the 
board, but under the present provisions 
of the charter they ar2 not permitted to 
have them. This bill would simply 
amend the charter by providing that 
(three-fifths of the members of the board 
shall be members of the Methodist 
Church. 

Mr. GROSS. Does this cost anything? 
Mr. HARRIS. It does not cost any- 
thing. - 
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Mr. ALLEN of California. Mr. Speak- 
t I withdraw my reservation of objec- 

on. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 


the request of the gentleman from 


Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the act entitled 
“An act to incorporate the American Uni- 
versity,” approved February 24, 1893 (27 
Stat. 476), as amended by an act c Congress, 
approved March 2, 1895 (28 Stat. 814), is 
amended by striking out “two-thirds of 
whom shall at all times be members of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church,“ and by insert- 
ing in lieu thereof the following: “three- 
fifths of whom shall at all times be members 
of the Methodist Church.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. f 


HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet 
tomorrow at 11 o'clock a. m. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


AMENDING NATIONAL DEFENSE HOUSING 
PROVISION 


Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 4395) to 
amend the act entitled “An act to expe- 
dite the provision of housing in connec- 
tion with national defense, and for other 
purposes,” approved October 14, 1940, 
as amended, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That title VI of the 
act entitled “An act to expedite the provi- 
sion of housing in connection with national 
defense, and for other purposes,” approved 
October 14, 1940, as amended, is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
followin; new section: 

“Src. 611. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of law, the President is authorized to 
extend, for such period or periods as he shall 
specify, the time within which any action 
is required or permitted to be taken by the 
Administrator or others under the provisions 
of this title (or any contract entered into 
pursuant to this title), upon a determina- 
tion by him, after considering the needs of 
national defense and the effect of such ex- 
tension upon the general housing situation 
and the national economy, that such exten- 
sion is in the public interest.” 


Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. McKinnon: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: “That 
section 604 of the act entitled ‘An act to 
expedite the provision of housing in con- 
nection with national defense, and for other 
purposes,’ approved October 14, 1940, as 
amended, is hereby amended by striking out 
‘July 1, 1951’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
August 15, 1951?” 


5 The amendment was agreed to. 
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. LANE asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 10 
minutes today, following the legislative 
program and any special orders hereto- 
fore entered. 


AUTOMOBILES FOR AMPUTEES 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs, ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I should not address myself to 
the other body, but I do, to say that I 
think we all earnestly hope that the bill 
H. R. 4233, which would give amputees 
and the blind automobiles, be passed im- 
mediately, because the present law ap- 
plicable to World War II veterans ex- 
pires on the 30th of the month. The 
House passed the bill unanimously last 
week. 

Nothing has done more for the re- 
habilitation and happiness of the am- 
putees and the paraplegics than the 
automobiles. These boys who have 
been so seriously wounded in Korea are 
actually looking out the window to see 
if someone is coming with information 
telling them of the passage of their bill. 
They watch hour by hour. 


EVERETT D. WOODBURY 


Mr. FURCOLO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FURCOLO. Mr. Speaker, the 
other night I had the pleasure of attend- 
ing the thirtieth anniversary dinner of 
the National Federation of Post Office 
Motor Vehicle Employees held in Spring- 
field, Mass. The dinner also served as 
the occasion for a testimonal for Everett 
D. Woodbury, who was retiring after 50 
years of service in the Department. 

The reason for my talk today is this: 
During the after-dinner speeches, one 
speaker said he assumed that in Wash- 
ington people like Mr. Woodbury were 
merely a number listed in the Depart- 
ment files. I hope and believe that that 
is not true, but, if there is any truth at 
all in such a statement, I want to clear 
up such a situation, 


I think the best way of doing it is by 
calling attention to the fact that here 
in Congress we do not think of such em- 
ployees as being merely numbers. Far 
from it. 

We think of such employees as being 
good, loyal, patriotic citizens who have 
contributed of their time and ability so 
that the department in which they work 
may render better service to the public. 
They give of themselves for the benefit 


of the public. 


It is only by the individual efforts of 
such employees that a department is 
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able to perform the functions for which 
it has been established. We in the Con- 
gress recognize that and I am certain 
that others in Washington are also fully 
aware of it. It is true that we may not 
know the names of all such employees, 
but we should know the value of the 
services they have rendered and the 
great duties they have performed. 

While the subject of my talk today is 
Mr. Woodbury, I know we will all agree 
that what I say also has application to 
the thousands and thousands of others 
who have given long and faithful serv- 
ice. Some have been employed longer 
than Mr. Woodbury and some for shorter 
periods of time but the vast majority 
have rendered excellent service. The 
country is indebted to such citizens. 

Iam hopeful that this short talk today 
will be at least some evidence that we in 
the Congress are not unmindful of the 
careers of men like Mr. Woodbury. Let 
at least today’s issue of the CoNGRESSION- 
AL Recorp be ample evidence that, far 
from being merely a number in the files 
in Washington, the Congress of the 
United States will today pay tribute to 
employees like Mr. Woodbury by joining 
with me in grateful recognition of such 
services. 


NATIONAL DEFENSE HOUSING 


Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Banking and Currency may have un- 
til midnight tonight to file a report on 
the bill (H. R. 4395) to amend the act 
entitled “An act to expedite the provi- 
sion of housing in connection with na- 
tional defense, and for other purposes,” 
approved October 14, 1950, as amended. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

SPECIAL ORDER RESCINDED 


The SPEAKER. Under the previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. ARMSTRONG] is recognized 
for 45 minutes. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Speaker, I 
have informed my friend the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. Parman] that I would 
not use my special order today, 

SPECIAL ORDER 


The SPEAKER. Under the previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Patman] is recognized for 
20 minutes. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks and to include certain statements 
and excerpts including the names of the 
Members of the House who are coau- 
thors and cosponsors of the amendment 
of the Defense Production Act in favor 
of the Defense Plant Corporation. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

SMALL DEFENSE PLANTS CORPORA- 

TION—SMALL BUSINESS AT THE 

CROSS ROADS 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, small - 


business in America today stands at the 
cross roads—waiting. Small business 
has explored every highway leading from 
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„World War II. The amendment, within 


this cross roads only to encounter im- 
passible barriers. Small business has 
explored the highway leading to defense 
contracts only to find disappointment. 
Small business has explored the high- 
way of materials only to find plentiful 
supplies in the hands of black mar- 
keteers. Small business has explored 
the highway of controls only to be bur- 
dened with requirements it cannot meet. 
Small business has explored the high- 
way of financial assistance only to find 
all hands turned against it. 

There are other routes for small busi- 
ness today—but the signposts point to 
disaster, bankruptey, and ruin. The 
Congress of the United States can lend a 
helping hand by pointing to the road 
which leads to equal opportunity, and in 
my opinion, we are prepared to do that 
very thing. 

It is redundant perhaps to say that 
the House of Representatives is aware of 
the problems of small business during 
the present national emergency. The 
membership of this House has demon- 
strated beyond a shadow of doubt that 
the problems of small business are close 
to their hearts. In proposing legisla- 
tion to make certain that small business 
is in truth provided with an equal oppor- 
tunity, the House Small Business Com- 
mittee has invited the individual Mem- 
bers of the House to become coauthors 
and cosponsors. Today I am happy to 
announce that 254 Members are cospon- 
sors of legislation to create a Small De- 
fense Plants Corporation. 

This magnificant response is indispu- 
table evidence of the will of the House 
to aid small business in maintaining its 
place in the economy during the na- 
tional emergency. I cannot recall a sin- 
gle instance in recent years when so 
many Members have sponsored a piece 
of legislation. The nonpartisan charac- 
ter of the proposal is well demonstrated 
by the sponsorship, representing as it 
does, both of our great parties and every 
geographical section of the Nation. 
This sponsorship records the deep faith 
of the House in the fundamental con- 
cepts and maintenance of our free, com- 
petitive enterprise system. Without a 
certain measure of security and without 
an equal opportunity, the millions of 
small businesses in our country cannot 
survive. If the independent manufac- 
turers, wholesalers, retailers, contrac- 
tors, and other business establishments 
were to be lost in any great numbers, the 
very foundations of our economy would 
be ruptured beyond repair. In order 
that the names of the sponsors of legis- 
lation to create a Small Defense Plants 
Corporation be indelibly engraved in the 
annals of this House, I ask permission 
to include them as a part of these re- 
marks. 

THE GAP MUST BE CLOSED 


Later, I shall include an analysis of 
the Small Defense Plants Co: tion 
amendment, but for the present Mesire 
to briefly summarize the proposed legis- 
lation. 

Defense contracts: The amendment is 
intended to aid small business in secur- 
ing both prime and subcontracts. It en- 
courages the formation of production 
pools, which rendered yeoman service in 
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certain limitations, permits the Corpora - 
tion to take prime contracts and subdi- 
vide such contracts. Of utmost impor- 
tance in the subcontracting field is the 
requirement that the Corporation obtain 
detailed information as to the methods 
and terms which Government prime con- 
tractors utilize in letting subcontracts 
and to insure that subcontracts let to 
small-business concerns are at prices and 
on conditions and terms which are fair 
and equitable. To a limited degree the 
Corporation will be permitted to estab- 
lish manufacturing facilities, and to 
lease or sell such facilities, but only when 
defense contracts are involved. The sum 
of $50,000,000 is authorized to be ap- 
propriated for this purpose. 

Scarce materials: The Corporation will 
be made a claimant agency for small 
business in the allotment of scarce ma- 
terials under this amendment. The 
amendment provides that a percentage 
of materials, to be determined by the 
head of the allocating agency, be set 
aside for hardship cases. This provision 
is known as the spot-authorization plan, 
which was effective in saving a great 
number of small-business concerns in 
World War II. The Corporation is also 
to have a voice in the issuance of orders 
limiting the manufacture of products for 
civilian use. 

Financing: The amendment provides 
for the financing of small-business con- 
cerns both for long-term loans and work- 
ing capital loans or advances. However, 
I want to emphasize that the Small De- 
fense Plants Corporation is not author- 
ized to lend a single dollar. The Corpo- 
ration has the power to recommend to 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
such loans and advances as it deems nec- 
essary. Moreover, our banks throughout 
the country will have the first opportu- 
nity to make the loan or they make a 
part of the loan in cooperation with the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation. 
This money, which is not to exceed in 
aggregate the sum of $100,000,000 out- 
standing at any one time, is to be loaned 
under the same requirements as money 
is now loaned under section 302 of the 
Defense Production Act; namely, that 
“such loans may be made without regard 
to the limitations of existing law and 
on such terms and conditions as the 
President deems necessary, except that 
financial assistance may be extended 
only to the extent that is not otherwise 
available on reasonable terms.” 

Plant utilization and dispersal: The 
amendment provides the first positive 
approach for the making of a complete 
inventory of the productive facilities of 
small-business concerns. In making 
such inventory the several States are 
brought into close harmony with the 
Corporation and will work with it in 
making the necessary survey. The Asso- 
ciation of State Planning and Develop- 
ment Agencies, representing more than 
40 State governments, is directly respon- 
sible for the proposal to include State 
agencies. The legislative committee of 
this association recently met with the 
House Small Business Committee. At 
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that meeting the value of State coopera- 
tion in making the inventory was sug- 
gested by that committee. The sugges- 
tion was accepted and amending lan- 
guage prepared on the spot for inclusion 
in the amendment as presented to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency of 
the House. 

Definition of small business: The 
amendment provides that the Corpora- 
tion determine within an industry those 
concerns which are to be designated 
small-business concerns for the purposes 
of this amendment. Present definitions 
of small business included within several 
of the procurement acts are useful to a 
limited extent. The 500-or-less employee 
rule is, in fact, the only part of the defi- 
nition used by the procurement agencies. 
Other criteria in the procurement acts 
are that a business must be independent 
and not dominant in its industry. 

However, the Small Business Commit- 
tee believes the term “small business” is 
a descriptive term which includes all 
smaller independent businesses—par- 
ticularly local enterprises—in all fields of 
endeavor. A realistic definition of the 
term as the amendment provides is to 
Classify small-business concerns, indus- 
try by industry. By far the greater 
number of businesses, whether manu- 
facturing, wholesale or retail, are small 
business. The employee limitation or 
the tests of independence or dominance 
in an industry can only be used as guide- 
posts. Other factors which should be 
considered are sales volume, capital as- 
sets, and the nature of the industry. 

Price and other controls: The amend- 
ment empowers the Corporation to make 
studies of the effect of price, credit, and 
other controls. It imposes upon the 
Corporation the duty of making appro- 
priate recommendations for the adjust- 
ment of such controls to the needs of 
small business, when such controls dis- 
criminate against or impose undue hard- 
ship on small business. This is an im- 
portant provision which provides manu- 
facturers, retailers, wholesalers, and 
others affected by any type of control 
under the defense program, with an ad- 
vocate before the several defense agen- 
cies in cases of discrimination or undue 
hardship. 

Essential civilian products: This 
amendment takes into account manu- 
facturers and merchants at all levels of 
distribution. In each of the pertinent 
provisions appear the words “for na- 
tional defense and essential civilian pro- 
duction.” In World War II many thou- 
sands of concerns were shut off from 
the manufacture of civilian products and 
by the same token civilians could no 
longer obtain the products which they 
had been accustomed to purchase. It 
is the purpose of this amendment insofar 
as possible to have small-business con- 
cerns—manufacturers, wholesalers, re- 
tailers, and service establishments— 
share in materials for the production of 
civilian supplies to the extent such ma- 
terials are available. Certainly, this is 
one of the essentials in keeping our econ- 
omy as nearly in balance as is possible. 

AN INDEPENDENT AGENT OF SMALL BUSINESS 


As I stated earlier, a more complete 
analysis of the amendment will be in- 
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cluded as a part of these remarks, How- 
ever, the essential and positive ap- 
proaches to the needs of small business 
are the ones I have enumerated. Fur- 
thermore, I am including pertinent his- 
torical data on the operation of the 
Smaller War Plants Corporation during 
World War II and pointing out the simi- 
larity of that agency with the presently 
proposed Small Defense Plants Corpora- 
tion. 

The act creating the Smaller War 
Plants Corporation and the proposed 
Small Defense Plants Corporation 
amendment are similar in purpose. 
However, based on the experience with 
SWPC and as a result of the field hear- 
ings by the House Small Business Com- 
mittee new language has been added 
which will greatly improve the effective- 
ness and the operations of the Small De- 
fense Plants Corporation. 

At this point I desire to stress the in- 
dependent character of the Small De- 
fense Plants Corporation. The Corpora- 
tion has the duty placed upon it to coop- 
erate with other Government agencies 
in carrying out its functions, and, at the 
same time, other Government agencies 
have the duty of cooperating with the 
Corporation. The Small Defense Plants 
Corporation is not intended to be a part 
of the present Defense Establishment as 
such. In other words, it is proposed as 
an independent agency which has spe- 
cific duties laid upon it. I assure the 
Members it is not the intention that this 
Corporation will become a part of the 
National Production Authority, the De- 
fense Production Administration, or the 
Office of Defense Mobilization, or a part 
of any of the departments. That plan 
was tried in World War II and did not 
work. Smaller War Plants was a part of 
WPB, and by being placed in that posi- 
tion lost much of its potential effective- 
ness and usefulness. 

Neither are we here setting up a cor- 
poration which might be an obstruction 
rather than a help, nor are we duplicat- 
ing the duties of any small-business office 
of any agency except perhaps that of the 
National Production Authority. That 
office should be abolished primarily be- 
cause of its ineffectiveness. In every ac- 
tivity the Corporation is properly geared 
to the other agencies and must cooperate 
to the fullest extent in working out the 
problems of small business. It is cer- 
tainly not intended to nor will it impede 
the defense effort. In fact, the Small 
Defense Plants Corporation will become 
the strong right arm of our defense econ- 
omy. It will do those things which have 
not been done and which long since 
should have been done. 

A RATIONAL APPROACH TO THE SMALL-BUSINESS 
PROBLEM 

The Small Defense Plants Corporation 
will bring a rationale to our defense 
effort which has been wanting. The 
House Small Business Committee and I 
know the entire membership of this 
House, have been concerned about the 
drains which have been placed on the 
thousands of communities in the United 
States—the drains which have scattered 
its skilled workers—the drains which 
have closed down many factories, there- 
by detracting from the civic and relig- 
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ious life of our towns and cities, If we 
want dispersal let us tackle the problem 
in a practical manner. We have the 
plants and the manpower and all the 
things that are necessary for a great 
contribution to the defense effort in ev- 
ery State of the Union. We must not al- 
low geographic concentration or any 
other kind of concentration to misdirect 
our present mobilization program. There 
may come a time when the small busi- 
nesses that are now closing their doors 
will be needed in the defense of our 
country. 

Unless we utilize what we already 
have—in plants, in equipment, in man- 
power, in money, and in materials—in 
every part of this Nation, we cannot 
come to the end of this emergency with 
an economy as we have known it. It will 
be shattered and disrupted. People must 
have jobs. If they cannot find jobs at 
home, they must go elsewhere. Many 
theusands of these skilled workers who 
are now departing from our smaller 
towns and cities own their own homes, 
buy from the local merchants, have 
membership in our churches and take 
part in the wholesome and healthly life 
of our communities. We know that not 
for one instant do these men who live in 
your district and mine desire to leave 
these homes behind them. We know - 
these men do not desire to leave their 
communities to live in squalid existence 
in a tent or a shack outside some con- 
gested area and there to attempt to rear 
their families. I say to you that America 
is rot built on any such plan. We are 
a Nation of homes and communities 
where we can take in a baseball game 
or go fishing or engage in conversation 
with our neighbor as the spirit moves 
us. We are not a nation of gypsies. 

The full utilization of small business 
in the United States and the preserva- 
tion of our independent enterprises of 
every character is necessary to the well- 
being of our total economy. But, it goes 
far beyond that, because the full utiliza- 
tion of small-business concerns through- 
out the country is vital to our national 
existence. The preservation of small 
business means the preservation of our 
homes and firesides. Eliminate one and 
you have eliminated the other. 

Small business is at the crossroads— 
what we do here today may well make 
the difference. 

MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wo Are Cosponsors oF PENDING LEGIS- 
LATION TO CREATE A SMALL DEFENSE PLANTS 
CORPORATION JUNE 27, 1951 
Alabama—Georce W. ANDREWS, LAURIE C. 

BATTLE, FRANK W. BOYKIN, EDWARD DEGRAF- 

FENRIED, CARL ELLIOTT, GEORGE GRANT, ROBERT 

E. Jones, Jr., ALBERT RAINS, KENNETH A. 

ROBERTS. 


Arizona—JoHN R. Mourpockx, HAROLD A. 
PATTEN. 

Arkansas: E. C. GATHINGS, OREN HARRIS, 
Brooxs Hays, WI BVUn D. MILLS, BOYD TACK- 
ETT, J. W. TRIMBLE. 

California: JACK Z. ANDERSON, ERNEST K. 
BRAMBLETT, CLYDE DOYLE, CLAIR ENGLE, 
FRANCK R. HAVENNER, CARL HINSHAW, CHET 
HOLIFIELD, ALLAN OAKLEY HUNTER, CECIL R. 
EINd, GORDON L. McDonoucH, CLINTON D. 


MCKINNON, GEORGE P. MILLER, Norris POUL- 


Members of the House Small Business 
Committee. 
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SON, JOHN F. SHELLEY, HARRY R. SHEPPARD, 
SAMUEL W. YORTY. 

Cylorado: WAYNE N. ASPINALL, J. EDGAR 
CHENOWETH, WILLIAM S. HILL, BYRON G. 
ROGERS. 

Connecticut: JOHN A. MCGUIRE, ANTONI N. 
SADLAK, Horace SEELY-BROWN, Jr. 

Delaware: J. CALEB BOGGS. 

Florida: A. S. HERLONG, Jr, WILIA C. 
LANTAFF, CHESTER B. McMULLEN, Dwicur L. 
ROGERS, ROBERT L. F. SIKES. 

Georgia: A. SIDNEY CAMP, JAMES C. Davis, 
HENPERSON LANHAM. 

Illinois: LESLIE C. ARENDS; C. W. BI-HOP; 
WILIA L. Dawson; THOMAS S. GORDON; 
RICHARD W. HOFFMAN; JOHN C. KLUCZYNSKI; 
PETER F. Mack, Jr.; WILIA E. MCVEY; 
THomas J. O'BRIEN; MELVIN PRICE; ADOLPH J. 
SABATH; TIMOTHY P. SHEEHAN; WILLIAM L. 
SPRINGER; CHARLES W. VURSELL; SIDNEY R. 
YATES, 

Indiana: E. Ross ADAIR; JOHN V. BEAMER; 
WILLIAM G. BRAY; CHARLES B. BROWNSON; 
SHEPARD J. CRUMPACKER, Jr.; WINFIELD K. 
DENTON; CHARLES A. HALLECK; Ceci. M. 
HARDEN; Ray J. MADDEN. 

Iowa: PAUL CUNNINGHAM; JAMES I. DOLLI- 
ver; H. R. Gross; CHARLES B. HOEVEN; HENRY 
O. TALLE. 

Kansas: MYRON V. GEORGE. 

Kentucky: Joe B. Bares; FRANK L. CHELF; 
James S. GOLDEN; NOBLE J. GREGORY; THURS- 
TON BALLARD MORTON; CARL D. PERKINS; JOHN 
C. Watts; JOHN A. WHITAKER. 

Louisiana: Hate BOGGS; OVERTON Brooks; 
F. Epwarp HÉBERT, Henry D. Larcape, Jr.; 
JAMES H. Morrison; Orro E, PassMAN; EDWIN 


CHARLES P. NELSON. 
Maryland: J. GLENN BEALL; JAMES P. S. 
; GEORGE H. FALLON; EDWARD A, 
GarMatz; EDWARD T. MILLER. 

Massachusetts: HAROLD D. DONOHUE; Fos- 
TER FURCOLO; THOMAS J. LANE; PHILIP J, 
PHILBIN. 

Michigan: JOHN B. BENNETT; JOHN D. DIN- 
GELL; GERALD R. Forp, Jr.; THADDEUS M, 
Machnowicz: Lovis C. RABAUT; PauL W. 
SHAFER. 

Minnesota: H. CARL ANDERSEN; AVGUST H, 
ANDRESEN; JOHN A. BLATNIK; HAROLD C, 
HAGEN; FRED MARSHALL; EUGENE J. MCCARTHY; 
JosePpH P. O'Hara; Roy W. WIER. 

Mississippi: FRANK E. SMITH; JOHN BELL 
WILLIAMS. 

Missouri: O. K. ARMSTRONG, CLAUDE I. BAKE- 
WELL, RICHARD BOLLING, THOMAS B. CURTIS, 
CLARE MAGEE, MORGAN M. MOULDER. 

Montana: WEsLEY A. D'EWART, MIKE 
MANSFIELD." 

Nebraska: A. L. MILLER. 

Nevada: WALTER S. BARING. 

New Jersey: Hucu J. ADDONIzIO; GORDON 
CANFIELD; T. MILLETT HAND; Epwarp J. Hart; 
PETER W. RODINO, JR. 

New Mexico: ANTONIO M. FERNANDEZ, 

New York: Vicror L. ANFuso; WILLIAM T, 
BYRNE; EMANUEL CELLER; JAMES J. DELANEY; 
ISIDORE DOLLINGER; JAMES G. DONOVAN; SID- 
NEY A. FINE; RALPH A. GAMBLE; ERNEST 
GREENWOOD; LEONARD W. HALL; JAMES J. HEF- 
FERNAN; Louvis B. HELLER; Jacos K. JAVITS; 
BERNARD W. (PaT) KEARNEY; KENNETH B. 
KEATING; EDNA F. KELLY; EUGENE J. KEOGH; 
CLARENCE E. KILBURN; ARTHUR G. KLEIN; 
ABRAHAM J. MULTER; * JAMES J. MURPHY; HAR- 
OLD C. OsTERTAG; DONALD L. O'TOOLE; ADAM 
C. POWELL, In.; T. VINCENT QUINN; R. WALTER 
RIEHLMAN; 1 JOHN J. ROONEY; FRANKLIN D. 
ROOSEVELT, JR.; DEAN P. TAYLOR; J. ERNEST 
WHARTON. 

North Carolina: THURMOND CHATHAM, 
CHARLES B. DEANE, JOHN H. KERR. 

North Dakota: USHER L. BURDICK. 

Ohio: WILIA H. AYRES, GEORGE H. 
BENDER, JACKSON E. BETTS, FRANK T. BOW, 
CLARENCE J. BROWN, CLIFF CLEVENGER, 


Members of the House Small Business 
Committee. 
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CHARLES H, ELSTON, MICHAEL A. FEIGHAN, 
Wayne L. Hays, WILLIAM E. H.ess, MICHAEL 
J. KIRWAN, J. HARRY MCGREGOR, FRAZIER 
Reams, ROBERT T. SECREST, ALVIN F. WEICHEL, 

Oklahoma: CARL ALBERT, JOHN JARMAN, 
Topsy Morris, Tom STEED, WILLIAM G. STIGLER, 
Victor WICKERSHAM. 

Oregon: Homer D. ANGELL. 

Pennsylvania: WILLIAM A. BARRETT; EARL 
Cuuporr; ROBERT J. CORBETT; Harmar D. 
DENNY, Jr.; HERMAN P. EBERHARTER; Ivor D, 
FENTON; JAMES G. FULTON; WILLIAM T. 
GRANAHAN; WILLIAM J. GREEN, Jr.; JAMES F, 
LIND; WALTER M, Mumma; Harry P. O'NEILL; 
GEORGE M. RHODES; JAMES E. VAN ZANDT; 
ALBERT C. VAUGHN. 

Rhode Island: JoHN E. FOGARTY, AIME J. 
FORAND. 

South Carolina: JosepH R. Bryson, W. J. 
Bryan Dorn, JAMES P. RICHARDS, JOHN J. 
RILEY. 

South Dakota: HAROLD O. LOVRE. 

Tennessee: HOWARD H. BAKER; JERE COOPER; 
CLIFFORD Davis; Joz L. EINS: JAMES B. 
FRAZIER, Jr.; TOM Murray; J. PERCY PRIEST; 
B. CARROLL REECE. 


Texas: LINDLEY BECKWORTH; LLOYD M, 
BENTSEN, Jr; J. M. Comss; Gerorce H. 
MAHON; WRIGHT PATMAN;! KEN REGAN; 


CLARK W. THOMPSON; HOMER THORNBERRY; 
J. FRANK WILSON. 

Utah: Reva BECK BosoNE, WALTER K, 
GRANGER, 

Vermont: WINSTON L. PROUTY. 

Virginia: CLARENCE G. Burton,’ Tom B. 
FUGATE. 

Washington: WALT Horan, HENRY M. JACK- 
SON, RUSSELL V. Mack, HUGH B. MITCHELL, 
THOR C. TOLLEFSON. 

West Virginia: CLEVELAND M. BAILEY, 
ROBERT L. RAMSAY, HARLEY O. STAGGERS. 

Wisconsin: JoHN W. Byrnes, MERLIN 
HULL, Rem F. Murray, WILLIAM K. VAN PELT, 
GARDNER R. WITHROW, CLEMENT ZABLOCKI, 

Wyoming: WILLIAM HENRY HARRISON, 

Alaska: E. L. BARTLETT. 

ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO DEFENSE 

PRODUCTION ACT OF 1950 CREATING THE SMALL 
. DEFENSE PLANTS CORPORATION (H. R. 3781, 

SEC. 110) 

Purpose: The purpose of the proposed 
amendment is to give effect to the Con- 
gressional policy of encouraging small 
business to make the greatest possible 
contribution to the defense effort and to 
preserve the independent producer dur- 
ing the period of defense mobilization, 
It is entirely in harmony with the policy 
of the Defense Production Act of 1950, 
which stated: 

It is the sense of the Congress that small- 
business concerns be encouraged to make 
the greatest possible contribution toward 
achieving the objectives of this act. 


Additional legislation is needed to 
carry out the policy so enunciated. This 
legislation is offered as section 714 of the 
Defense Production Act of 1951. 

The essence of the amendment is the 
establishment of the Small Defense 
Plants Corporation, an agency similar 
to the Smaller War Plants Corporation of 
World War II. The primary duty of the 
Corporation as stated in subsection 
(e) (1) will be to coordinate and to de- 
termine the means by which the produc- 
tive capacity of small-business concerns 
can be most effectively utilized for na- 
tional defense and essential civilian pro- 
duction. 

The amendment represents an afirma- 
tive approach to the small-business 


Members of the House Small Business 
Committee. 
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problem. It attacks this problem on 
three broad fronts. 

First. It establishes an agency with 
sole responsibility for marshalling the 
resources of small business and for as- 
sisting small concerns to meet the re- 
quirements of defense mobilization. 

Second. It authorizes the funds for 
loans to small business and for the pro- 
vision of productive facilities to aid in 
the conversion of existing plans and in 
the creation of new. 

Third. It provides for assistance to 
small business in (a) procurement; (b) 
contracting operations designed to utilize 
the resources of small business more ef- 
fectively; and (c) allocation of scarce 
materials, 

Organization and administration: The 
Small Defense Plants Corporation will be 
subject directly to the general direction 
and supervision of the President, whereas 
SWPC was administratively responsible 
to and derived many of its powers from 
the Chairman of the War Production 
Board. The Corporation will thus de- 
rive its authority from the same source 
as other defense agencies and will be 
coordinated in status with them. This 
should avoid the serious handicap of lack 
of authority that plagued SWPC. It 
should also avoid the conflicts that early 
arose between SWPC and WPB. 

The management of the Corporation 
is to be vested in an Administrator ap- 
pointed by the President with the con- 
sent of the Senate—subsection (a) (3). 
The Directors of SWPC were appointed 
by the Chairman of WPB. The Smell 
Defense Plants Corporation has no board 
of directors. This likewise serves to 
centralize authority and to fix respon- 
sibility. The Administrator may ap- 
point two deputies. The Administrator 
shall be a person of outstanding qualifi- 
cations, known to be familiar and sym- 
pathetic with small-business needs. He 
is to receive $17,500 per year. 

Branch offices may be established at 
the discretion of the Administrator 
subsection (a) (1). 

The life of the Corporation is not to 
extend beyond June 30, 1952, except for 
the purpose of liquidation unless further 
extended by subsequent act of Congress— 
Subsection (a) (4). 

Financial assistance to small business: 
An essential provision of the amendment 
is the t designed to make capital available 
to small-business concerns on both a 
long- and short-term basis. The Corpo- 
ration itself has no authority to make 
direct loans as did SWPC. The lending 
power is to be reserved excusively to the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation. 
The Corporation simply recommends 
specific loans to enable small concerns 
to finance plant conversion and con- 
struction, the acquisition of equipment, 
material and supplies, the promotion of 
research and development, and to pro- 
vide working capital—all for defense or 
essential civilian purposes—subsection 
(b) (1) (A). The terms and conditions 
of these loans are determined by RFC. 
In subsection (f) (5) the Corporation is 
authorized to certify to the RFC or any 
of its subsidiaries the amount of funds 
required to convert the plant of a small- 
business concern to defense production. 
These loans may not exceed a maximum 
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at any one time of 8100, 000,000. Small 
business is still eligible for the guaran- 
ties and loans authorized by other sec- 
tions of the Defense Production Act. 

The loans contemplated by this sec- 
tion are not the type that private banks 
normally make. Standard credit tests 
can rarely be met. SWPC found that in 
most instances private sources of capital 
had been exhausted before its aid was 
requested. The size of the loan needed 
in relation to the resources of the bor- 
rower was also too large for private 
banks to handle. Likewise, small loans 
were sometimes needed very quickly. 
Over four-fifths of the loans made by 
SWPC involved amounts less than 
$50,000. There is no danger that the 
Corporation will encroach on the func- 
tions of private lending agencies. 

It should be noted also that the $100,- 
000,000 maximum is substantially less 
than the amount authorized in the last 
war. SWPC was originally granted 
$150,000,090, a sum which proved insuffi- 
cient and was later increased to $350,- 
000,000. The importance of loans to 
small business is indicated by the fact 
that SWPC authorized nearly 6,000 loans 
amounting to a half billion dollars. 

Assistance to small business in acquir- 
ing productive facilities: When a loan 
is not adequate, the Corporation may 
proceed directly to make available to 
small-business concerns the plant, equip- 
ment, and supplies necessary to en- 
able these concerns to participate in the 
defense effort. To this end the Corpora- 
tion is authorized to acquire by purchase, 
lease, or construction, land, building, 
machinery, and supplies and to lease, sell, 
or otherwise dispose of these facilities to 
any small-business concern needing 
them to engage in the production of de- 
fense or essential civilian materials— 
subsection (b) (1) (B) and (C). For 
managerial purposes this property may 
be transferred to RFC—subsection (d). 
A revolving fund of $50,000,000 is to be 
established in the Treasury to finance 
these activities—subsection (a) (2). 

SWPC had similar authority and found 
it to be most useful. It made leases 
valued at some $23,000,000. This type 
of assistance was particularly helpful to 
those small firms which needed special- 
ized and expensive machinery to operate 
under a war contract but with few finan- 
cial resources. : 

Assistance to small business in pro- 
curement: Subsection (g) (2) states that 
it is the policy of the Congress that a 
fair proportion of Government purchases 
and contracts for supplies and services 
shall be placed with small-business con- 
cerns. To effectuate this policy, the 
amendment provides that small-business 
concerns shall receive any award or con- 
tract or any part thereof if this is deter- 
mined by the Corporation and the con- 
tracting procurement agencies, first, to 
be in the interest of mobilizing the Na- 
tion’s full productive capacity; or, sec- 
ond, to be in the interest of the national- 
defense program. 

The Corporation is further empowered 
to certify to Government procurement 
Officers with respect to the competency 
as to capacity and credit, of any small- 
business concern or group of such con- 
cerns to perform a specific Government 
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procurement contract—subsection (f) 
(7). Whenever a small-business con- 
cern or group of such concerns has been 
so certified by the Corporation, the pro- 
curement officers are directed to accept 
such certification as conclusive—subsec- 
tion (g) (1). 

This section is designed to fix respon- 
sibility for the determination as to 
whether a particular small plant is capa- 

le of performing a specific procurement 
job. It also makes it possible for small 
firms to pool their facilities in order to 
assume a contract which no single firm 
could handle. This procedure proved to 
be very useful in World War II when 
nearly 250 such associations were 
formed. 

Several additional powers are given to 
the Corporation to make sure that smail 
business will receive a fair share of Gov- 
ernment contracts, namely: 

First. To make a complete inventory 
of all productive facilities of small-busi- 
ness concerns which can be used for de- 
fense and essential civilian production 
or to arrange for such inventory to be 
made by other Government agencies— 
subsection (f) (1). The States are to 
be asked for all information available on 
this subject; 

Second. To consult and cooperate with 
procurement officers in order to utilize 
the potential productive capacity of 
small plants—subsection (f) (2); 

Third. To obtain detailed information 
as to the methods and terms which Gov- 
ernment prime contractors utilize in let- 
ting subcontracts and to take action to 
insure the letting of subcontracts to 
small-business concerns at prices and on 
conditions and terms which are fair and 
equitable—subsection (f) (3); and 

Fourth. To take such action in the let- 
ting of Government procurement con- 
tracts as is necessary to provide small- 
business concerns with an adequate in- 
centive to engage in defense and essen- 
tial civilian production—subsection (f) 
(4). 

The Corporation as prime contractor: 
To further assist small business to ob- 
tain a fair share in procurement con- 
tracts, the Corporation is given the 
power to participate as a party in these 
contracts. It thus is authorized to enter 
into contracts with the United States 
Government or any agency thereof 
whereby the Corporation will furnish to 
the Government articles, supplies, and 
materials. It may then arrange for the 
performance of these contracts by let- 
ting subcontracts to small-business con- 
cerns—subsections (b) (1) (D) and (E). 
To make sure that it will obtain con- 
tracts from Government procurement 
Officers, the Corporation may certify 
that it is competent to perform any spe- 
cific contract—subsection (b) (2), 
When the Corporation so certifies, the 
procurement officer shall let such con- 
tract to the Corporation upon such 
terms and conditions as the latter may 
deem appropriate, unless the President 
in the interest of national defense de- 
cides otherwise. 

It is not expected that the power of 
becoming a party to procurement con- 
tracts will be extensively used. SWPC 
had a similar power but took only 12 
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contracts with a total value of $35,500,- 
000. The taking of prime contracts 
should obviously be used as a last resort. 
Nevertheless, SWPC found this provision 
very useful in strengthening its author- 
ity and in dealing with procurement 
officers, 

Assistance to small business in secur- 
ing scarce materials: The amendment 
declares it to be congressional policy that 
small business shall receive a fair share 
of scarce materials. To effectuate this 
policy, the amendment provides that 
whenever materials or supplies are al- 
located by law, a fair and equitable per- 
centage thereof shall be made available 
to the Corporation to be allocated by it 
to small plants unable to obtain ma- 
terials from their usual sources—sub- 
section (g) (4). Such percentage is to 
be determined by the head of the allo- 
cating authority after full consideration 
of the claims presented by the Corpora- 
tion. This is designed to give small 
manufacturers the essential materials— 
frequently insignificant in amount— 
needed to enable them to continue in 
operation. 

To make sure that small concerns re- 
ceive a fair share of scarce materials, 
the Corporation is further authorized: 
First. To obtain from suppliers of ma- 
terial information pertaining to the 
methods of filling orders and the bases 
for allocating their supply whenever it 
appears that any small business is un- 
able to obtain materials from its normal 
sources—subsection (f) (9); and, sec- 
ond, to make studies and recommenda- 
tions to the appropriate agencies to in- 
sure a fair and equitable share of ma- 
terials to small-business concerns—sub- 
section (f) (10). 

Consultative powers: In order that 
small-business concerns may be most 
effectively utilized in the production of 
defense and essential civilian materials, 
the Corporation is charged with the 
duty of consulting and cooperating with 
appropriate governmental agencies in 
the issuance of all orders limiting pro- 
duction by business enterprises. All 
agencies are likewise required to con- 
sult with the Corporation before issuing 
such orders—subsection (e) (2) and (3). 

The purpose of this section is to make 
sure that the needs of small business 
will receive full consideration before 
orders are promulgated. This gives the 


Corporation an initial and influential 


voice in the drafting of orders. SWPC 
had similiar authority and found it very 
effective. 

Similarly the Corporation is charged 
with the duty of making studies of the 
effects of price, credit and other regu- 
lations and of making recommendations 
to the appropriate agency whenever it 
finds that these controls discriminate 
against or impose undue hardships on 
small manufacturers and distributors— 
subsection (i). 

Additional powers of the Corporation: 
The Corporation has several other pow- 
ers designed to reinforce its basic au- 
thority. Chief of these are: 

First. To obtain from any Federal 
agency reports concerning the letting of 
contracts and subcontracts and the mak- 
ing of loans—subsection (f) (8); 
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Second. To establish advisory boards 
and committees representative of small 
business—subsection (f) (12); and 

Third. To determine within any in- 
dustry the concerns which are to be des- 
ignated “small-business concerns”—sub- 
section (f) (6). 

Miscellaneous provisions: 

First. Penalties are provided for im- 
proper and illegal acts by the Corpora- 
tion’s employees in subsection (c) (1) 
and (2). 

Second. The Corporation shall render 
detailed reports every 90 days to the 
President, the Senate, and the House of 
Representatives—subsection (h). 

Third. Subsection (g) (3) provides 
that no certificates of necessity afforded 
under section 124A (e) of the Internal 
Revenue Code shall be granted a prime 
or subcontractor of the construction of 
facilities or production of materials when 
productive facilities are already avail- 
able. 

Fourth. The appropriation of such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out 
the provisions of the amendment is au- 
thorized in the final section. 

THE NEED FOR A LONG-RANGE PROGRAM 

TO PRESERVE SMALL BUSINESS 


The importance of small-business en- 
terprise: It is not necessary today to 
emphasize to the distinguished Members 
of this House the vital necessity for pre- 
serving small-business enterprise. No 
issue confronting the Eighty-second 
Congress is more deserving of our con- 
structive attention. Small business is 
our strongest bulwark against the undue 
concentration of economic power. Of 
all the economic elements in our society, 
small-business enterprise is the least 
amenable to the centralized control that 
accompanies monopoly. 

History shows that the elimination of 
the independent businessman has been 
the first step in the development of 
totalitarianism. It would be hard to 
envisage a vigorous middle class or even 
a strong nucleus of independent voters 
without the small-business element. In 
serving its own interest, small business 
also serves as a social and political stabi- 
lizer, its very numbers acting as a safe- 
guard against concentration of power. 

The wide distribution of economic 
power among many independent pro- 
prietors is the foundation of the Na- 
tion’s economy. Both Franklin and 
Jefferson feared that industrialization 
would lead to a labor proletariat without 
property and without hope. Small-busi- 
ness enterprise is a symbol of a society 
in which the hired man can become his 
own boss. It is the multitude of small 
stores, shops, and factories which line 
the streets of American cities and towns. 
It is your neighbor and mine. To untold 
numbers of people it means a sense of 
independence that otherwise would be 
lost. 

The constant influx of new enterprises 
into our economic society offers a strong 
barrier against the perpetuation of mo- 
nopoly. It is, in fact, the only sure 
check against monopolistic tendencies. 
It activates industry with new invest- 
ment and new ideas. It needles estab- 
lished companies into competitive alert- 
ness and increased efficiency. Small en- 
terprises keep the competitive market 
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open to the consumer. There is far less 
chance of a “public be damned” attitude 
as long as little enterprise, with its indi- 
vidual attention to the needs of its cus- 
tomers, is strong and healthy. 

Today, more than ever before, we must 
distribute our productive energies as 
widely as possible. Heavy geographical 
concentration may lead to complete dis- 
aster in the event of an enemy attack 
from the air. Dispersion will also pre- 
vent unnecessary migration, duplication 
of community facilities, and widespread 
community dislocation. We cannot per- 
mit “the deserted village” to arise in 
America, 

The threat to small business is real: 
Of the procurement contracts let by mili- 
tary agencies during the fiscal year 1950, 
only 24.5 percent, measured in terms of 
dollar value, were allocated to small 
business. During the period between 
July 1 and September 30, 1950, this fig- 
ure dropped to 19 percent—House Report 
3237, Eighty-first Congress, House Smail 
Business Committee, page 42. Figures 
recently supplied to the House Small 
Business Committee by the Munitions 
Board show that 100 large corporations 
received 55.3 percent of the dollar value 
of all military contracts during the first 
9 months following the Korean outbreak. 

The large concerns which have been 
receiving more than three-fourths of the 
dollar value of military contracts make 
up less than 2 percent of the total num- 
ber of firms in manufacturing. Sixty 
percent of all business employees are in 
firms having fewer than 500 employees, 
yet, of nearly 225,000 manufacturing 
companies in the United States, only a 
small fraction have been awarded de- 
fense contracts. 

We have only to recall what happened 
in the last conflict to realize the serious 
nature of the present threat. Between 
Pearl Harbor and the end of 1943 the 
total number of business enterprises in 
the United States was reduced by one- 
sixth. Nearly 1,000,000 establishments 
closed their doors, The net drop in the 
business population was about half a 
million. In 1939 firms with from 1 to 
100 employees employed 42.5 percent of 
the total employees in business, but in 
1943 the same firms employed only 31.5 
percent. Evidences of these disastrous 
developments were to be seen in aban- 
doned filling stations, closed neighbor- 
hood stores, and the idle shops of self- 
employed businessmen. 

And while this was happening to the 
small firm his bigger rival was making 
inordinate gains. The large enterprises 
of industry attained new heights of pro- 
ductive activity. New facilities were 
built and placed at their disposal. They 
expanded and modernized their plant 
and equipment. They developed new 
technical methods and new products. 
They were more deeply entrenched than 
ever when the war was over. 

It must not be forgotten that the in- 
dustrial giants of our economy largely 
control the sources of supply of our basic 
commodities. Through their own opera- 
tions, massive buying power, huge sys- 
tem of subsidiaries, and far-flung trading 
relations, the large firms channel the 
available supply to their own affiliated 
companies. 


To survive at all, the small 
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firm frequently must tie its operations 
to those of its larger rival. Small-busi- 
ness men have been openly advised that 
their only salvation in the years to come 
lies in operating under subcontracts gra- 
ciously donated by the few who have 
direct access to Government procure- 
ment offices. 

The small-business man is threatened 
from still another direction. This is the 
danger of being absorbed by his more 
powerful rivals. A period of expand- 
ing business is always accompanied by 
widespread merger activities. Recent 
years have seen a recurrence of this 
phenomenon. It will be accelerated if 
the resources of the large firms become 
greater and those of the small firms be- 
come even more meager. Weakened by 
lack of profitable operations and at- 
tenuated credit and faced by the bank- 
ruptcy courts, the little fellow finds his 
powers of resistance disappearing and 
eventually salvages what he can by sell- 
ing out to his larger competitor. 

We do not disparage efforts that have 
been made to utilize the resources of 
small business. Nevertheless, these 
efforts are not enough. There still re- 
mains a very large amount of produc- 
tive capacity in small plants which is 
untouched. Unless something is done 
at once with these firms, much of this 
capacity will disappear before it can 
perform its vital role in defense pro- 
duction. We are now about where we 
were in 1941, when Floyd Odlum, who 
was then Director of the Division of 
Contract Distribution of OPM, pointed 
out that many businesses could hold out 
if they knew relief was coming. But if 
they felt that no relief would be granted, 
they would close down. When that 
happens to a small plant, it can seldom 
be revived. 

The possibilities of utilizing small 
plants are great. In every city as well 
as in the town and rural areas there are 
many small plants, large supplies of 
skilled and unskilled manpower and 
managerial ability, almost none of which 
has yet been used in the defense effort. 

We are faced with a grim paradox of 
profound implications both to us and to 
the generations to come. At the very 
time that our national existence de- 
pends on the production of weapons of 
defense, we are threatened with the spec- 
tacle of idle machines, closed factories, 
and abandoned plants. Our main task 
is to produce the planes, ships, tanks, 
and guns necessary for adequate defense, 
but at the same time we must not cause 
such a dislocation of industry that the 
already large firms are further enlarged 
and the small plants are idle and empty. 
To solve this problem we need a double- 
edged tool. On the one hand a wider 
distribution of defense contracts is ne- 
cessary. The hand that signs the de- 
fense contract rules our economy. It 
will take stern measures to prevent a 
recurrence of the pattern of concentra- 
tion that developed in the Second World 
War as a result of awarding of contracts 
to big business. Indeed the outlines of 
this pattern are already visible. It must 
be stopped, and stopped at once, if small 
business is to play its proper role in the 
defense effort, and if an all-out effort of 
national defense is to be made. In some 
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ways we are trying to erect the upper 
stories of our mobilization economy 
without the first story and the founda- 
tion. The latter consists of the millions 
of free and independent businessmen 
fully employed and doing their utmost to 
preserve a healthy and vigorous econ- 
omy. 

A second aspect of our problem is 
that of civilian supply. Here it is only 
too apparent that we do not yet have 
a coherent national policy on how much 
is to be produced for civilian consump- 
tion, what is to be produced, or who 
is to produce it. We find many controls 
in force or in process of development 
without any well-formulated basic policy. 
We still have no agency responsible for 
and giving its undivided attention to 
production for the home front. 

We are told that military needs will 
rise to an annual rate of fifty to fifty- 
five billion dollars, and that this should 
leave from two hundred to two hundred 
and twenty-five billions for civilian 
products. This should create ample op- 
portunity for small business to survive 
if civilian production is properly dis- 
tributed. But it will not be properly dis- 
tributed without a basic policy and the 
administrative machinery to effectuate 
that policy. Already we see indications 
that the large companies intend to hang 
onto their civilian markets, erecting new 
facilities, frequently at Government ex- 
pense, to take care of their war orders, 
A long-range plan needs to be developed 
for integrating civilian with military 
production. In this plan a major role 
must be allotted to the small businesses 
not participating in war orders. The 
production of civilian goods is a natural 
function of these firms. 

We must not repeat the mistakes of 
the past war: In urging the adoption of 
the proposed amendment, I wish to re- 
fer briefiy to the last war and the mis- 
takes we made at that time in failing 0 
make immediate provisions for the closer 
participation of small business in the 
defense effort. Certainly we should 
learn from history, particularly when 
that history is only a decade in the past. 

Failure to mobilize small business at 
the very beginning of World War II re- 
tarded the production of war materials, 
caused many facilities to remain idle, 
reduced the supply of civilian goods, led 
to undue concentration in large plants 
and meant the ruin of many independ- 
ent firms. This was the direct result 
of the failure to establish an independ- 
ent agency with the responsibility for 
mobilizing small business and the au- 
thority to make its policy effective. 

By November 1941, although the de- 
fense program had been under way for 
nearly 2 years, no effective attempt had 
been made to utilize the productive ca- 
pacity of the small manufacturing 
plants of the United States. Seventy- 
five percent of all military contracts had 
gone to 56 large companies; the remain- 
ing 25 percent was held by some 6,000 
prime contractors and 4,000 subcontrac- 
tors, while 174,000 manufacturers had 
received nothing. At the same time over 
$10,000,000,000 of new facilities had been 
authorized or were in the planning 
Stage—testimony before the House 
Small Business Committee, Seventy- 
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seventh Congress, second session, hear- 
ings on S. 2250, part 1, page 2. 

One half-hearted expedient after an- 
other has been tried. The Advisory 
Commission to the Council of National 
Defense, organized in May 1940 had set 
up an Office of Small Business Activities 
with Donald Nelson, Coordinator of Pur- 
chases, as its director. When the OPM 
was organized, the Defense Contract 
Service was established under Robert 
Mehorney to take over the functions of 
the Office of Small Business. On Sep- 
tember 4, 1941, the Defense Contract 
Service became the Division of Contract 
Distribution under Floyd Odlum. Later 
it became a branch of one of the divi- 
sions of the WPB. 

None of these offices had any real au- 
thority. The OPM itself had little 
power and the Division of Contract Dis- 
tribution had no way of making its re- 
quests effective. Sixty days after he 
took office, Floyd Odlum testified before 
the Senate Small Business Committee— 
December 19, 1941—that he had been 
able to make little progress. His re- 
quests for material to keep small busi- 
ness alive went unanswered. His recom- 
mendations were purely advisory and 
usually were not heeded. He had no 
authority over procurement officers. In 
effect, his office was an adviser to an 
advisory agency to the procurement 
officers who were independent and 
showed little inclination to accept ad- 
vice from anyone. It was not until 
3% months after Odlum’s office was 
created that he was allowed to partici- 
pate in the planning of programs. 

The situation improved but little un- 
der WPB. Until the SWPC was estab- 
lished, the unit responsible for small 
business was tucked away in one of the 
remote corners of WPB and had no au- 
thority or even representation on any 
of the major policy-making committees. 
As Mr. Nelson testified before the Tru- 
man committee on January 28, 1942, his 
organization was primarily responsible 
for production and could devote little 
time or thought to the problems of small 
business. 

For nearly 3 years attempts to deal 
with the small-business problem had met 
with failure. Nothing but disappoint- 
ment and frustration resulted from re- 
liance on agencies with only advisory 
powers. It was equally clear that the 
job was not one that the production 
and procurement officials could handle. 
We have learned from harsh experience 
that there is only one way to deal ef- 
fectively with this problem. This is to 
set up an independent agency with the 
responsibility and the power to mobilize 
small business. 

The need for immediate action: We 
need to formulate and put into effect at 
once a long-range program for bringing 
small business into the defense effort. 
In 1941 and 1942 the need was for speed 
in producing war materials. We were 
already in total war when full industrial 
mobilization was undertaken. Casual- 
ties among our business population were 
inevitable. Today we must plan for the 
future. The disaster that was rapidly 
overtaking small business in the early 
stages of the last war must not be per- 
mitted to occur again, Although indus- 
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trial mobilization may be only partial, 
the threat to small-business units is no 
less real. Small business must not be 
sacrificed for a quick gain, but mobilized 
for the long pull. 

During the next fow years the very 
basis of free competitive enterprise may 
be virtually suspended. Business must 
operate under the abnormalities of a 
rigidly controlled economy. Price com- 
petition will be at a minimum. Scarce 
materials will be rigidly allocated. Civil- 
ian production may be drastically cur- 
tailed. Innovations in products as well 
as technical progress will be retarded. 
Manpower will be diverted into the 
Armed Forces and essential war indus- 
tries. Rising costs will eat into profits. 
Contractual obligations entered into be- 
fore Korea may constitute intolerable 
burdens. Credit will be more difficult to 
obtain, and if obtainable at all only at a 
higher cost. 

Although these problems affect all 
business to a degree, the larger concerns 
have far less difficulty in making the 
necessary adjustments than the smail. 
They are frequently the beneficiaries of 
allocations. Supported by Government 
contracts, they are supplied with ma- 
terials, labor, and capital. Rather than 
being weakened, their position frequently 
is strengthened. It is the small enter- 
prise that finds most difficulty in surviv- 
ing in a defense or war economy. 

It is the obligation of Congress to find 
some means for sustaining small business 
during this indefinite period of mobiliza- 
tion and possibly even of all-out war. 
Otherwise, there will be no suitable 
framework upon which free enterprise 
may again be established. We must find 
some way of enabling small business to 
survive within the war economy that is 
rapidly being created. If we do not, our 
struggle for free enterprise is in vain. 
Victory of arms will be empty if it is 
attained at the expense of the very ideal 
which we are defending. It is our belief 
that only the Small Defense Plants Cor- 
poration will achieve the desired result. 
THE NEED FOR SMALL DEFENSE PLANTS CORPO- 

RATION—SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY AT HEAR- 

INGS CONDUCTED BY HOUSE SMALL BUSINESS 

COMMITTEE 

When the House Small Business Com- 
mittee was reconstituted by the Eighty- 
second Congress, it was authorized to 
make a study and investigation into the 
problems of small business relating to 
the national emergency. In the fulfill- 
ment of this duty, the committee has 
conducted field hearings in most major 
sections of the Nation. Subcommittee 
No. 1 has conducted hearings in 23 cities 
in 19 States on the general topics of cur- 
rent small-business problems. Subcom- 
mittee No. 2 has engaged in a study of 
the problems of small business in par- 
ticipating in Government procurement, 
and in this connection a series of joint 
hearings were held in Washington in co- 
operation with the Senate Small Busi- 
ness Committee. Subcommittee No. 3 
has conducted hearings in Washington 
on problems of small fabricators of 
aluminum and in Chicago on problems 
of small manufacturers of agricultural 
equipment. 

Approximately 500 small-business men 


-have testified at these hearings. Their 
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testimony has been analyzed and classi- 
fied. The testimony covers more than 
5,000 pages and presents a clear picture 
of a segment of our economy which is 
laboring under extreme difficulties and 
which is in immediate need of assist- 
ance. The dislocations inherent in a 
period of mobilization press most heavily 
upon the shoulders of the Nation’s nearly 
4,000,000 small businesses. 

The following pages include analysis 
of the major problems of small business. 

The witnesses were virtually unani- 
mous in stating that small businesses are 
not receiving fair consideration in ob- 
taining scarce materials, in obtaining 
defense contracts, in obtaining adequate 
financing, and in obtaining recognition 
of the special problems they face in com- 
plying with price, wage, and credit con- 
trols. Their testimony demonstrates the 
clear and urgent need for establishment 
of a Small Defense Plants Corporation. 
The Small Business Committee is of the 
opinion that no real solution to the cur- 
rent problems of small business can be 
found unless such an agency is estab- 
lished. 

The problems of procurement: The 
field hearings showed beyond question 
that the small-business man is experi- 
encing great difficulty in operating under 
the present procurement policies of the 
military departments. In general, the 
testimony disclosed the following diffi- 
culties: 

First. The small-business man is veri- 
tably unable to obtain adequate informa- 
tion regarding military procurements, 
The change-over to contract negotiation 
from public advertisement of bids has 
increased this problem and the decision 
not to publish the quantity and dollar 
value of contract awards has also aggra- 
vated the situation. Just recently the 
Munitions Board reversed its position on 
this point. Quantity and dollar-value 
figures are again being published on con- 
tracts up to $250,000. Consideration is 
currently being given to the resumption 
of publicizing these figures for awards 
over $250,000. Witnesses in some parts 
of the country, particularly on the west 
coast have complained that there is no 
way for them to obtain adequate infor- 
mation regarding procurement unless 
they make expensive trips to the East. 

Second. Many small-business men 
have experienced difficulty in obtaining 
bid invitations: A number of witnesses 
have testified that, when they do receive 
invitations, specifications and drawings 
are not included or are not adequate. 
Many have complained that they receive 
invitations too late to make bids, or that 
by the time they obtain specifications it 
is too late to bid. These objections are 
concentrated in those sections of the 
country which are rather isolated from 
procurement offices. Time spent in 
mailing invitations and bids is, in itself, 
of sufficient consequence to eliminate the 
possibility of submitting bids before the 
closing date. 

Third. There has been a failure to 
utilize small-business facilities ade- 
quately in the mobilization effort. A 
number of small-business men have re- 
ported that they have gone through all 
the procedures recommended by the 
various procurement agencies to obtain 
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contracts without receiving any invita- 


tions to bid or to negotiate. One busi- 


nessman reported that he had spent 167 
man-days in this effort, with no results. 

Testimony indicates that some large 
firms are expanding their facilities, 
while the same kind of facilities and 
equipment in small firms are lying idle, 
This has a particularly close relation- 
ship with the issuance of certificates of 
necessity. There is a demonstrated 
need for closer coordination between the 
issuance of such certificates and an ac- 
curate determination of existing produc- 
tion facilities of the Nation. One busi- 
nessman reported that he had received 
several subcontracts from a large firm, 
with the understanding that the large 
firm would take over the work as soon as 
it had obtained additional equipment. 
Obviously, this involves the use of man- 
power and scarce materials to duplicate 
machine tools which are already avail- 
able in the plants of small firms. 

An example of the difficulties small- 
business firms are experiencing in fitting 
themselves into the mobilization effort 
is provided by the New Orleans Chamber 
of Commerce Defense Production Coun- 
cil. This group has made a detailed in- 
ventory of the facilities of more than 50 
small manufacturing plants in the New 
Orleans area, which are operating at 
only 65 percent of one-shift capacity. 
Although the council has spent 3 months 
in a concerted effort to obtain contracts 
for small-business firms in the area, the 
net result has been the obtaining of only 
three small contracts. 

There also has been testimony to the 
effect that the production allocation 
program, under which manufacturers 
sign up with various procurement offices 
for utilization in the event of all-out 
mobilization, has not been correlated 
closely enough with the current pro- 
curement program. Companies whose 
facilities would be urgently needed in 
the event of all-out mobilization are 
facing extinction now because they are 
not being utilized in the current pro- 
gram. 

Fourth. There are widespread com- 
plaints that contract awards are being 
handled in ways which discourage small- 
business participation. Specific com- 
plaints have been received to the effect 
that contracts are not broken down into 
lots small enough to enable small busi- 
ness to bid, and further that the provi- 
sion allowing firms to bid on any part 
of a contract does not work out in prac- 
tice. In the interests of obtaining max- 
imum production during the present 
emergency, it appears that some price 
differentials would be necessary to per- 
mit full participation by the smaller en- 
terprises in the defense procurement 
program. The slowness of Government 
payments also has worked hardships on 
small firms, which do not have the 
working capital to allow them to wait 
months for money owed them for per- 
formance of a contract. There also 
have been complaints that the Govern- 
ment has delayed several months in 
awarding a contract after the bids have 


been opened. This means that a bid 
may be submitted when costs were con- 
siderably lower than they were at the ` 
time the contract actually was awarded. 


7439 


The successful bidder may thus take a 
loss on the contract. 

There also is evidence to indicate that 
the use of contract negotiation is nar- 
rowing the base of procurement, rather 
than broadening it. Small-business men 
have complained that under negotiated 
procedures they are unable to learn what 
items are being procured. This problem 
should be alleviated by the recent de- 
cision of the Munitions Board to publish 
notices of prospective negotiations. 
However, it appears that there has been a 
tendency for negotiations to be con- 
ducted with established suppliers, to the 
exclusion of small-business firms which 
have not dealt previously with the Gov- 
ernment. Under the advertised-bid sys- 
tem, such firms had a chance to com- 
pete for Government business. It ap- 
pears that this opportunity has been 
decreased by the change-over to nego- 
tiation. Of the total dollar value of 
Army procurement actions during March 
1951, only 4.7 percent were handled 
through advertised bids. 

The suggestions made by small-busi- 
ness men at the field hearings include 
the following: 

First. A Small Defense Plants Cor- 
poration should be established. 

Second. A certain percentage of de- 
fense contracts should be. allocated to 
small business. 

Third. Small businesses should be al- 
lowed a certain price differential to keep 
their facilities in operation. 

Fourth. Information on Government 
procurement should be more adequate, 
and more easily obtainable. 

Fifth. Bid invitations should be sent 
out on time, and drawings and specifica- 
tions should be included. Specifications 
should be brought up to date. 

Sixth. Action should be taken to bring 
new suppliers into the picture for con- 
tract negotiation. 

Seventh. Small-business facilities 
should be utilized before large firms are 
allowed to expand their facilities. 

Eighth. Regional procurement offices, 
with authority to let and interpret con- 
tracts, should be established. 

The problem of scarcity of materials: 
Evidence presented at the hearings indi- 
cated that steel is the material in most 
critical supply although there was also 
serious concern about copper, aluminum, 
and rubber. The testimony indicates 
that small business is not getting a fair 
share of the available supply. Alloca- 
tion plans have taken no realistic ac- 
count of all factors affecting the coor- 
dinated demand and supply patterns of 
individual industries. Under such cir- 
cumstances businessmen cannot estimate 
future production with any degree of 
certainty. 

All witnesses agreed that military re- 
quirements come first, but they also 
asked: Where was the rest of the ma- 
terial going? 'The cut-back to 80 per- 
cent on steel was cited again and again. 
The military was taking 20 percent, thus 
leaving 80 percent for civilian use. 
There seemed to be no excuse for the 
very small amount procurable by indi- 
vidual companies. 

Testimony indicated that NPA regula- 
tion 1, which was issued to prevent the 
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accumulation of excessive inventories by 
any industry, is not effective. No sur- 
vey as to whether certain companies 
have built up excessive inventories has 
been made. Although several industries 
have raw materials far in excess of pres- 
ent needs for production, the most fre- 
quent example cited at the hearings was 
the building up of aluminum inventories 
by airplane producers. 

On the west coast the shortage of 
steel has been aggravated by the with- 
drawal of several steel producers from 
this market. This complicates the 
plight of steel users in this area because 
of the fact that they have no history of 
purchases with other steel producers in 
the country. As a result, they are in the 
least favorable position for securing al- 
lotments of this material to meet vital 
commitments. 

It was frequently charged that big 
businesses are getting preferential treat- 
ment, Many smaller companies cannot 
purchase from mills direct because of 
the. financial consideration involved! 
The committee was told that warehouses 
‘supply home customers first even if the 
latter are not historical purchasers, and 
give preferential treatment to those 
buying in large quantities. They ignore 
the fact that previous purchasers by 
these same small businesses now seeking 
supplies have helped build up the inven- 
tory allocation of the warehouse, 
Small businesses accustomed to oper- 
ating with modest inventories find they 
are shut out of defense work because 
they are unable to accumulate the nec- 
essary materials to enable them to do 
the job within the time limits the cus- 
tomer requires. Small businesses need 


some kind of inventory provision if they. 


are to keep in operation. 

There was much complaint over the 
base period for determining allocation. 
The January-June 1950 period selected, 
was a slack season for many small-busi- 
ness men. Businesses just being estab- 
lished are injured also. 

Several witnesses testified that they 
had suffered serious hardship because 
materials necessary to complete a prod- 
uct had been cut off when products were 
restricted in respect to end use. With 
finished products already contracted for 
and considerable sums of money already 
invested, inability to complete the work 
may become disastrous. 

The committee has been told that “M” 
orders, which attempt to direct supply 
into essential channels, do not take full 
account of requirements of small indus- 
tries trying to hold their place in the de- 
fense economy. One example of this is 
that of small job shops which normally 
obtain their supply of scrap for castings 
by saving scrap or purchasing it in the 
open market. It is charged that this 
scrap material is now being stockpiled 
or else being made available via refin- 
eries which supply only the large indus- 
tries. 

Evidence has been offered to show that 
because the steel companies control the 
blast furnaces which produce pig iron, 
they are in a position to determine 
whether the pig iron goes to steel or to 
foundry iron. The large steel com- 
panies, it has been alleged by numerous 
witnesses, tend to favor their own proc- 
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essing subsidiaries, while small business, 
particularly new business, is left with- 
out a supply. t 

The testimony indicated a widespread 


black market, particularly in steel? 


Black-market prices are so high, the’ 
committee was told, that it is unprofit- 
able to use materials so obtained to com- 
plete Government contracts. Buying: 
materials on the black and gray market# 
however, is the only way some small 
firms can stay in business. There is 
some evidence that the black market re- 
ceived its supply in part from compa- 
nies with defense orders which are get- 
ting more than they need and are dis- 
posing of the excess in the black market. 
It was stated that further considera- 
tion should be given to the matter of ei- 
vilian supply. Firms not operating on 
defense orders feel they are making a 
contribution to the community, and that 
national policy should not simply ignore 
them. They ask that some provision be 


made for them until they can be inte- 


grated into our realined economy. 
Many small businesses felt also that they 
must be given materials now to keep 
their “organization intact until they ob- 
tain defense orders. 

In respect to DO ratings, witnesses 


complained that such ratings do not as- 


sure the holders of materials they are 
supposed to get. Too frequently, the 
little-business man is not able to get ma- 
terials with a DO rating, even though the 
latter is supposed to be on a parity with 
other DO ratings in the same category: 
This is attributable to the fact that rat- 
ings have been issued far in excess of the 
available supply of materials. There is 
a feeling that too many other factors are 
directing materials into channels away 
from the little-business man. 

Although there was general approval 
of CMP, there was great uncertainty 
over what would happen in the interim 
period of operation. 

Another general complaint was that 
orders are too complex and too fre- 
quently revised. Witnesses recommend 
a delegation of authority to regional cen- 
ters to interpret regulations. They be- 
lieve local or regional centers should 
have power to make exemptions to regu- 
lations and to modify or adapt them to 
local conditions, 

Financial problems: The difficulties 
encountered by the small-business man 
in obtaining financing show that present 
provisions are not adequate. They do 
not take account of changes in his credit 
needs in a defense economy, and do not 
make it possible for him to take part in 
defense production to the extent of his 


Physical resources. 


It was emphasized repeatedly that op- 
erating conditions today are radically 
different from those in peacetime and 
serve to increase greatly the need for 
capital. The cost of conversion, the de- 
lay in obtaining materials, heavy taxes 
on earnings, and many other factors 
raise serious problems of financing de- 
fense production. 

Under such conditions the small-busi- 
ness man, if he is to be integrated into 
the defense economy, needs to obtain 
loans on a long-term basis, and in larger 
amounts than is customary in normal 
times. Although it has been recognized 
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by Congress that the peacetime loan 
machinery will not fill new credit re- 
quirements, the law does not make 
equitable provision for all. Big- and lit- 
tle-business men do not have the same 
credit needs. 

There was widespread agreement in 
the testimony that banks have been re- 
luctant to make loans under section 301 
of the Defense Production Act, the sec- 
tion that provides for working capital 
loans on defense contracts. While the 
N-loan program does offer financial aid, 
small-business men referred time and 
again to the fact that even after correc- 
tive legislation removed the objection of 
the banks, the V-loan provisions have not 


‘been freely utilized by the defense agen- 


cies. In order to qualify, the business- 
man must show his bank that he has been 
awarded a defense contract. Converse- 
ly, he receives no defense contract, un- 
Jess he can show the procurement officer 
that he has adequate financial resources. 

Although the Department of Defense 
may make advance payments on defense 
contracts, testimony indicated that re- 
strictions on advance payments preclude 
their ready availability, even for essen- 
tial production. As one of the witnesses 
expressed his dilemma, if he could start 
producing without any money, then he 
could get some under the V-loan pro- 
gram. 

In respect to loans under section 302 
kor expansion of capacity, it was gen- 
erally felt that the requirements are too 
rigid. Witnesses brought out repeatedly 
that they encountered interminable de- 
lay and excessive and greatly duplicated 
paper work, only to find that they were 
ineligible. It cannot be considered a 
ready source of credit for the small- 
business man. 

Many businesses whose requirements 
had formerly been met through peace- 
time lending authority of the banks have 
found this channel closed. Restrictions 
placed on the banks by many recent reg- 
ulations have changed the requirements 
for collateral. 

The small-business man is surrounded 
with many other limitations in trying to 
finance his operations. 

First. He is not in a position to float 
a stock or bond issue as is a larger com- 
pany. 

Second. Excess-profits taxes makes it 
impossible for him to build up reserves 
for expanding his business. 

Third, He must compete with larger 
businesses which can obtain a loan for 
expansion and can fully amortize in a 
5-year period. 

In general, the story the committee 
heard was one of frustration, red tape, 
and indifference. Many witnesses felt 
that if there were one central place to 
apply which had adequate authority, the 
small-business man’s financial problems 
would be at least partially solved. In 
this connection they continually referred 
to the Smaller War Plants Corporation 
of World War II. 

Criticism of existing price and credit 
controls: The Small Business Committee. 
hearings developed widespread complaint 
about existing regulations on prices, 
wages, and credit. This testimony bears 
directly on the authority of the pro- 
posed Small Defense Plants Corporation 
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to consult and cooperate with other 
agencies in the promulgation of orders. 
The chief points of criticism are as 
follows: 

First. OPS has failed to control cer- 
tain raw materials, thus subjecting fab- 
ricators, producers, and distributors to 
serious price squeezes: This grievance is 
voiced particularly by the meat packers, 
textile producers, and steel fabricators. 
The packers take the position that price 
control at the wholesale and retail level 
is impracticable so long as the primary 
source is free from the restrictions of 
ceilings. Concerns in the textile indus- 
try have been particularly affected by the 
uncontrolled rise in the cost of wool. 
Since the hearings were held, however, 
the ceiling prices of wool products have 
been adjusted to reflect the price of raw 
materials. Small steel fabricators also 
are facing a price squeeze. Unable, in 
many instances, to obtain steel from nor- 
mal markets, they have been forced to 
buy in the black market at several times 
the normal price. These abnormal prices 
cannot be included in the price for the 
finished product. 

Second. The average small-business 
man is not able to understand the regula- 
tions being promulgated by OPS: Conse- 
quently, he does not know whether he is 
in violation or whether he is obtaining 
full advantage of the allowances given 
him. This condition is accentuated by 
the fact that these orders are constantly 
being revised, amended and supplement- 
ed. Little or no assistance can be secured 
from the local offices since they, in turn, 
must await official interpretations from 
the central office in Washington. The 
excess verbiage and complicated pricing 
formulas obtained in these regulations 
are too much for these concerns to cope 
with. 

A further problem, closely related to 
the one above, exists in the record-keep- 
ing requirements and reporting provi- 
sions which are common to such orders. 
It was a frequent complaint that the 
small operator has neither the staff nor 
the time to comply with these unduly 
burdensome provisions. 

Since the hearings were held, OPS has 
given its local offices authority to inter- 
pret regulations, subject to approval by 
the central office. It also has relieved 
small-business concerns from the burden 
of complying with certain requirements 
under CPR 7, 22, 30,and 37. This reme- 
dial action has been helpful to both small 
merchants and manufacturers. 

Third. Applications for adjustments 
on a hardship basis are not handled ex- 
peditiously: The time consumed in ap- 
plying for and receiving an adjustment 
to solve an abnormal situation is entirely 
too long. The need for adjustments is 
immediate if they are to have any utility. 
A business would be forced to liquidate if 
it were required to await final action on 
a request or application. Witnesses 
stressed the need for a delegation of 
authority to local levels to handle these 
functions so that cases can be given 
timely consideration, 

Fourth. The institution of the price 
control program has distorted traditional 
trade discount rates, commission rates 
and profit margins: Automobile dealers 
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cite as an example the increases per- 
mitted to manufacturers. Here the in- 
creased cost in the automobile has re- 
sulted in higher overhead, insurance and 
commission rates to the dealer which are 
not allowed to be passed through to the 
buyer. Other manufacturers complain 
of the fact that under existing pricing 
formulas they are not permitted to re- 
fiect total costs in their ceiling prices. 
Such total costs include increases in in- 
direct costs which have occurred since 
Korea. This is alleged to be a disruption 
of normal industry practice. 

Fifth. New- and used-car dealers 
claimed that regulation W, is having an 
extreimely serious effect upon their indus- 
try and upon the ability of consumers 
to purchase needed transportation: 
The following points were stressed in the 
testimony— 


(a) There are no i=flationary pres- 


sures in the automobile industry at pres- 
ent. The inventory of used cars is the 
largest in history, and used cars are sell- 
ing at about 25 percent below ceiling 
prices. 

(b) The present terms of regulation W 
make automobile transportation a lux- 
ury, whereas it actually is a necessity for 
most families in the United States. De- 
fense and essential civilian workers must 
haye automobiles to carry them to and 
from work. 

(c) The placing of credit restrictions 
upon certain articles, while leaving many 
others uncontrolled, is an ineffective 
method of controlling inflation. There 
is no bar to consumers spending their 
money on many nonessential items, 
thereby increasing inflationary pres- 
sures. On the other hand, many of the 
articles under credit control are necessi- 
ties. As a result, one of the effects of 
regulation W is that of diverting spend- 
ing into nonessential channels, rather 
than curtailing it. 

The witnesses generally agreed that 
some restrictions on credit are necessary. 
They recommended that regulation W be 
liberalized rather than removed. The 
House Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee adopted an amendment which 


brought about the liberalization re- 


quested. - The limitations on down pay- 

ments and maturities were adjusted to 

permit a more normal movement of the 

items affected. 

WHY THE SMALL DEFENSE PLANTS CORPORATION 
MUST BE ESTABLISHED AS AN INDEPENDENT 
AGENCY 


Doubts have been expressed over the 
desirability of adding another agency to 
the defense establishment. The spon- 
sors of this amendment can assure the 
Members of this House that they would 
not urge the creation of the Small De- 
fense Plants Corporation if there were 
any reasonable alternative. But we see 
none. ; 

We do not disparage the efforts made 
by existing agencies to bring small-busi- 
ness concerns into the war effort. But 
we do believe that the expressed policy 
of Congress as stated in the Defense 
Production Act that “it is the sense of 
the Congress that small-business enter- 
prises be encouraged to make the great- 
est possible contribution toward achiev- 
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ing the objectives of this act” will not 
be fully achieved until an independent 
and autonomous agency with full re- 
sponsibility for effectuating this policy 
has been established. 

If the Small Defense Plants Corpora- 
tion is not given an independent status, 
its functions will be reduced to purely 
advisory and recommendatory activities. 
We attempted this in the last war with 
disastrous results. For 2 years we al- 
lowed the persons charged with pro- 
curement and production to assume con- 
trol of the fate of small business. What 
happened? Small business was largely 
ignored. 

Prior to the establishment of SWPC 
75 percent of all military contracts had 
been granted to 56 companies. Even 
after SWPC was established, we attained 
only slightly better results because of our 
insistence that SWPC operate as a 
branch of WPB. It was not until May 
1943, when the Chairman of WPB vol- 
untarily divested himself of responsi- 
bility for SWPC affairs that the latter 
agency really came to grips with the 
small-business problem. The following 
are illustrative of the troubles that arose 
in the early days. 

First. SWPC had no authority to spend 
money for administrative expenses but 
was forced to rely on WPB for authoriza- 
tion of each item. Although Congress 
made a separate appropriation for 
SWPC, the latter’s funds were combined 
with those for WPB. The result was 
that SWPC lost control over its admin- 
istrative expenditures. This made for 
delay, conflict, and ill feeling, 

Second. The SWPC was for some time 
dependent on WPB for its field offices, 
‘Lhe latter assumed responsibility for all 
SWPC operations outside of Washing- 
ton. But the regional offices of WPB 
were never enthusiastic about SWPC. 
Many difficulties ensued; conflicts arose; 
bickering was frequent. The efforts of 
WPB regional directors to bring small 
business into the war effort proved sig- 
nally ineffective. It was not until May 
of 1943 under Gen. Robert Wood John- 
son that SWPC had an adequate field 
service of its own. It is absolutely es- 
sential that the Small Defense Plants 
ole eerie have its own staff in the 
field. 

Third. SWPC had a dual personality: 
First, it functioned as a division of WPB 
under a deputy chairman who was re- 
sponsible to the Chairman of WPB. Sec- 
ondly, it functioned as an autonomous 
corporation of which the deputy chair- 
man was merely one director. In some 
areas, particularly in its lending opera- 
tions, the Board had wide powers. Yet 
the Chairman was a deputy to Donald 
Nelson and took orders from him. Ex- 
penses and other administrative matters 
were not under the control of the Cor- 
poration. The result was that SWPC 
had little freedom of action and, in many 
ways was subservient to WPB. To avoid 
creating an unwanted stepchild, it is 
clear that primary authority must be 
vested in an independent administrator. 

We would do well to reread the testi- 
mony of Floyd Odlum who had been head 
of the Contract Distribution Service be- 
fore the subcojamittee of the Senate 
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Committee on Banking and Currency in 
1942 —8Seventy-seventh Congress, hear- 
ings on Senate bill 2250, part 1, page 
178: 

I have thought for some time— 


He said 
that it— 


The small-business problem 
should be entirely divorced from the War 
Production Board, and that some special 
agency should be created, because I was sure 
that this would not be properly handled 
through the War Production Board by those 
charged with war production. 


There is still another reason why the 
Small Defense Plants Corporation must 
not be affiliated with NPA or other exist- 
ing agencies. In one respect, namely, 
that of acting as prime contractor, its 
functions are quite unique. The NPA 
has no such power and basically does 
not function as a procurement agency 
ai all. Its function is one of control 
and supervision, not procurement or pro- 
duction. To place SDPC under NPA 
would be to place the regulator and the 
regulated in the same agency. The two 
functions must not be merged. 

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO SMALL BUSINESS 


Provisions of the proposed amend- 
ment: The proposed amendment to the 
Defense Production Act contains im- 
portant provisions designed to relieve the 
financial difficulties of small-business 
concerns in their efforts to participate 
in defense production. These provisions 
are contained in subsections (b) (1) (A), 
(£) (5), and (j). Subsection (b) (1) 
(A) empowers the Corporation to recom- 
mend to the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation the granting of loans or ad- 
vances on such terms, conditions, and 
maturities as the RFC may determine. 
These loans are for the purpose of 
financing plant construction, conversion 
or expansion; the acquisition of land, 
equipment, supplies, and materials; en- 
gaging in research, development, and 
experimental activities including the 
establishment of technical laboratories; 
and the provision of working capital for 
defense or essential civilian production. 
The loans may be made either directly 
or in cooperation with banks through 
agreements to participate or by purchase 
of participations. 

Subsection (f) (5) authorizes the Cor- 
poration to certify to the RFC or its sub- 
sidiaries the amount of funds required to 
convert to defense production the plant 
of any small-business concern interested 
in obtaining funds. In section (j) the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation is 
authorized to make loans and advances 
upon recommendation of the Corpora- 
tion, with the amount outstanding at any 
one time not to exceed $100,000,000. 

It should be noted that the Small De- 
fense Plants Corporation will have no 
power under this provision of making 
direct loans. Strictly speaking it has no 
loaning authority, its authority extend- 
ing only to the making of recommenda- 
tions to RFC. The latter has full power 
to reject these recommendations. Con- 
gress is not being asked to establish an- 
other lending agency. On the contrary, 
all banking powers will continue to be 
vested in the RFC. In effect, all the 
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amendment does is to increase the lend- 
ing power of RFC by $100,000,000 for the 
express purpose of supplying additional 
capital to small-business concerns in ac- 
cordance with recommendations of the 
Small Defense Plants Corporation. The 
amendment does not affect the basic 
lending provisions of the Defense Pro- 
duction Act nor does it alter the stand- 
ards imposed in this act. 

It further should be clearly under- 
stood that the financial assistance to 
small plants contemplated by this 
amendment will not encroach on the 
lending activities of private banks. The 
fears that this may occur are utterly 
groundless. In respect both to loans 
made on the recommendations of the 
Small Defense Plants Corporation and 
those made by guaranty, the private 
bank has the first opportunity to make 
the loan. If a local bank is prepared to 
supply the capital, there is no necessity 
for action by either the Small Defense 
Plants Corporation or RFC. Under the 
peacetime lending powers of the RFC, 
as well as the special powers conveyed 
in the Defense Production Act, existing 
sources of capital must be exhausted 
before loans can be made. There is no 
desire or intention of changing this re- 
quirement. 

Reference should also be made to the 
experience and policy of the Smaller 
War Plants Corporation. It was stand- 
ard practice for this agency to make sure 
that an applicant had exhausted the 
private sources of capital in his locality, 
A scrutiny of the loans made by SWPC 
indicates only too clearly that they were 
not the type of loans normally made by 
private banks. It was rare that the ap- 
plicant could meet standard credit tests. 
The sponsors of this amendment would 
have no interest in providing additional 
credit facilities if existing facilities were 
adequate. It is the very dearth of these 
facilities that has prompted this amend- 
ment. 

Far from becoming a competitor of 
private lending agencies, SWPC fre- 
quently operated in cooperation with 
them and assisted them to meet the 
financial needs of small business. In 
numerous instances it happened that 
upon being supplied with the results of an 
investigation made by SWPC, private 
banks would make a loan which had 
previously been denied. It may be an- 
ticipated that the same practice will be 
followed by the SDPC under the present 
amendment. The participation and re- 
purchase loans also give additional pro- 
tection to private banks. We firmly be- 
lieve that the enactment of this amend- 
ment will strengthen existing banking 
institutions rather than weaken them. 

The need for additional lending facili- 
ties: Make no mistake as to the reality 
of the financial difficulties that confront 
small business. It was an impressive 
story that was told to the Members of 
the House Small Business Committee at 
our recent Nation-wide hearings. Al- 
though the loaning provisions of the De- 
fense Production Act have achieved sig- 
nificant results, they have only partially 
solved the financial problems of small 
business. 
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It must not be forgotten that the needs 
of small business are different from those 
of the larger firms and also that the 
needs of small business about to engage 
in defense production are different from 
the needs of the same company engaged 
in peacetime operations. 

The small-business man is generally 
much weaker in respect to his working 
capital position than the large unit. In 
spite of his managerial skill and the 
efficiency of his productive facilities, he 
is frequently utterly unable to meet the 
normal tests of a sound bank loan. Nor 
is he usually in any position to float a 
stock or bond issue in order to acquire 
capital on a long-term basis. Normally 
he expands out of earnings which, at 
best, is a slow process and utterly un- 
suited to a period of rapid military ex- 
pansion. At the present time, moreover, 
heavy taxes have prevented the accumu- 
lation of the reserves that make expan- 
sion possible. 

We have been told too often to leave 
any doubt as to the truth of the asser- 
tion, that the normal peacetime sources 
of capital are closed to many small enter- 
prises seeking capital for defense pro- 
duction. This, of course, has been recog- 
nized by the Congress, and sections 301 
and 302 of the Defense Production Act 
are designed to remove the difficulty. 
The first provides for guaranties from 
procurement agencies of loans made by 
private banks. The second authorizes 
loans to be made directly by RFC and 
other agencies for expansion of capacity, 
development of new processes, and pro- 
duction of essential materials. 

Generally speaking, these provisions 
have been of little utility to small-busi- 
ness concerns. Few have been able to 
obtain either the guaranteed loan from a 
private bank or the direct loan from RFC. 
Basically the-difficulty is one of being 
unable to break a particularly vicious 
circle. The procurement officers will not 
place a contract without assurance that 
the firm has adequate financial re- 
sources. But the firm cannot obtain a 
loan to provide the capital without a con- 
tract. The banks say “No contract, no 
loan.” The procurement officers say “No 
loan, no contract.” 

The files of the committee as well as 
the record of the hearings contain al- 
most innumerable instances of small 
plants needing only a small amount of 
capital—sometimes only a few thousand 
dollars—to be able to convert to defense 
production. Some special machinery 
may be needed; or a small addition to the 
plant may be necessary; or possibly a 
new warehouse must be erected. This 
takes money which the company does not 
have. According to ordinary banking 
standards, the security offered is not 
good. The applicant may be undertak- 
ing a new product. The future is un- 
certain. He may appear to be over- 
extended. His resources are meager. It 
is not surprising that he cannot rely on 
his normal sources of credit, 

The problem is aggravated by the in- 
ordinate amount of delay and red tape 
that seems to confront a small-business 
man when he is seeking either a direct 
or a guaranteed loan. Requirements 
are too rigid. The application forms are 
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too complicated and too voluminous. 
Responsibility is too diffused. We are 
told that many businessmen, after weeks 
and even months of struggling to break 
through this maze, have given up all 
hopes of operating under a Government 
contract. 

Experience of SWPC: We should 
contrast the situation as it exists today 
with that which prevailed in 1944 and 
1945 when the Smaller War Plants Cor- 
poration was operating at top speed on 
behalf of small-business interests. It is 
on the basis of such a comparison that 
we believe we should immediately pro- 
ceed to establish the Small Defense 
Plants Corporation. 

The Smaller War Plants Corporation 
was granted the power to make loans 
and leases directly to small businesses 
for the manufacture of goods for war 
and essential civilian purposes. During 
its life, the Corporation authorized near- 
ly 6,000 loans and leases, amounting to 
over a half-billion dollars. More than 
3,200 of these loans were authorized in 
the last half of 1944 and in 1945. The 
value of the Corporation’s loan authori- 
zations reached a level of over $80,000,- 
000 per bimonthly period early in 1944 
and remained above that figure through- 
out 1944 and the first half of 1945. 
| The Corporation received over 26,000 
inquiries regarding financial assistance 
and processed more than 9,000 applica- 
tions for loans. The 3,000 which were 
rejected represented applications which 
were ineligible under the law, those 
which could be supplied by private 
banks, and those which were denied be- 
cause they involved poor risks. 

In addition, the Corporation made 
participation loans with private banks 
in which the Corporation would take 
part of the loan, say 80 percent, and the 
private bank would take the remainder 
of it. These loans were handled and 
serviced by the banks. Also, the Cor- 
poration made repurchase loans in 
which it agreed to repurchase from 
banks, at any time on their demand, the 
unpaid balance of a loan, thus relieving 
the bank of any possibility of loss. The 
Corporation entered into some 1,474 
participation loans, amounting to $191,- 
000,000, of which the banks’ share was 
12.7 percent and 314 repurchase loans, 
amounting to $5,700,000. 

The need for a special agency to fi- 
nance small business is indicated by the 
types of loans made by SWPC. They 
generally fell into one of three classes, 
namely: 

First. Relatively large loans for the 
size of the plant. The amount needed in 
relation to the resources of the firm was 
so large that local banks were unable to 
make the loan. In many instances 
banking restrictions interfered. 

Second. Loans for conversion when 
the applicant could not meet standard 
credit tests. 

Third. Loans for civilian production 
when supply of materials was uncertain. 
The need here was for small loans 
quickly. 

Nearly half of the number of loans 
made by SWPC were to firms with fewer 
than 25 employees and more than four- 
fifths to firms with fewer than 100 em- 
ployees. Plants employing less than 250 
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workers received 95 percent of the total 
number and 80 percent of the value of 
SWPC loans. Nearly two-thirds of the 
number of loans were for amounts of 
less than $25,000, with only 18 percent 
for amounts in excess of $100,000. 

Since most of the Corporation’s loans 
were war loans, they reflected the needs 
of small business for funds to pay for ma- 
terials, supplies, and labor costs of pro- 
ducing on war contracts. Consequently, 
most of the SWPC loans—84 percent of 
the value—were for working capital pur- 
poses. 

The losses of the Corporation on its 
loans were extremely small, amounting 
to less than one percent of the value of 
the loans. In a special survey covering 


_the period through December 1944, it 


was found that losses averaged only 0.7 
percent of loan disbursements since the 
beginning of the Corporation's activities 
in 1942. 

This record, we believe, fully demon- 
strates the need for special facilities to 
provide for the financial needs of small 
business. The Small Defense Plants 
Corporation with the cooperation of the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation in 
utilizing $100,000,000 of new money 
should meet these needs. 

OMAHA INDUSTRIES, INC., FIRST PRODUCTION POOL 
-~ FORMED UNDER DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT, 
URGES CREATION OF SMALL DEFENSE PLANTS 

CORPORATION 


Mr. Speaker, one of the most success- 
ful production pools of small manufac- 
turers during World War II was Omaha 
Industries, Inc., an association of 100 
small businesses in Nebraska and west- 
ern Iowa. Omaha Industries, Inc., was 
reactivated recently as the first produc- 
tion pool to be established under section 
708 of the Defense Production Act. 

I should like to call to the attention 
of every Member the fact that Omaha 
Industries, Inc., is strongly in favor of 
the establishment of a Small Defense 
Plants Corporation to give small busi- 
ness an equal chance to participate in 
the current mobilization program. Such 
a corporation would be established under 
provisions of H. R. 1600, now pending 
before the House Banking and Currency 
Committee. 

The failure to utilize small busi- 
ness in the present defense program is 
clearly shown by the fact that this asso- 
ciation of 100 small manufacturers, 
which performed splendid service dur- 
ing World War II, has been actively seek- 
ing defense contracts for the past 90 
days without success. 

Mr. Clarence L. Kirkland, manager of 
Omaha Industries, Inc., states: 

During World War II, Omaha Industries, 
Inc., successfully performed on 65 prime con- 
tracts in an amount of approximately $15,- 
000,000; which function permitted of spread- 
ing of war contracts to available small facili- 
ties in this area and made a very definite 
contribution to the winning of the war. 
This was evidenced by many letters of com- 
mendation received from high-ranking offl- 
cers of the armed services. 

Up until the time the Smaller War Plants 
Corporation was created, Omaha Industries, 
Inc., was successful in receiving only one 
contract, 

In our opinion, Omaha Industries, Inc., is 
a testimony to the efficacy of the Smaller 
War Plants Corporation, since over 90 per- 
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cent of all contracts received were through 
the service and cooperation of the Smaller 
War Plants Corporation. 

While Omaha Industries, Inc., has resumed 
its operations, we are extremely fearful of 
securing any defense orders in this area 
without the help of an agency paralleling 
the Smaller War Plants Corporation headed 
by a businessman and not an appointed 
politician. P 

It is our considered judgment that re- 
gardless of the well-meaning cooperation of 
various governmental agencies interested in 
small business, unless an agency which has 
authority to take allocations and distribute 
them districtwise nationally is created, 
there is little chance for small business in 
Nebraska and western Iowa, or nationally, to 
get any consideration or help from procure- 
ment officers interested only in making their 
jobs easier and letting contracts indiscrim- 
inately as to size and kind of facilities in- 
volved. 

Omaha Industries, Inc., strongly endorses 
the recreation of the Smaller War Plants 
Corporation as the only means of fair and 
competent treatment of small business, 


The opinions of these 100 small man- 
ufacturers are worthy of the most serious 
consideration. They know from first- 
hand experience the importance of the 
work the Smaller War Plants Corpora- 
tion performed in World War II, and 
they know that small business is not 
being utilized adequately today. 

These manufacturers, and thousands 
of others like them, can do the job if 
they are given the opportunity. If no 
place is found for them in the mobiliza- 
tion effort, many of them will be forced 
to close their doors, and our national 
strength will be weakened, Every Mem- 
ber should heed the plea of Omaha In- 
dustries, Inc., that a Small Defense 
Plants Corporation be established with- 
out delay. 

SERVICES THE SMALL DEFENSE PLANTS CORPORA- 

TION MAY BE EXPECTED TO PERFORM FOR SMALL 


ia BUSINESS IN PROCUREMENT 


It is asked, What concrete services will 
the Small Defense Plants Corporation 
perform for small-business concerns out- 
side the area of direct financial assist- 
ance? The answer can be readily given 
by merely enumerating the areas in 
which the Corporation is expected to 
operate. Chief of these are as follows: 

First. Aid in obtaining defense con- 
tracts: To make sure that a fair and 
equitable proportion of Government con- 
tracts will be awarded to small-business 
concerns, the amendment provides that 
these plants are to receive any award 
when the Corporation and the contract- 
ing procurement agencies determine that 
this will be in the interest of mobilizing 
the Nation's full productive capacity or 
in the interest of the national defense 
program. The Corporation is further 
empowered to certify that small firms 
are capable of performing specific jobs, 
which certification is binding on the pro- 
curement officers. 

An indication of the magnitude of this 
task is afforded by the fact that SWPC 
examined a total of over 200,000 indi- 
vidual procurements. It was instru- 
mental in obtaining nearly 60,000 sepa- 
rate prime contracts for small plants. 
The total dollar value of these contracts 
was nearly $6,000,000,000. Over 30 per- 
cent, by value, of these contracts went 
to firms with fewer than 100 workers 
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and over 62 percent went to firms with 
fewer than 250 employees. 

As a result of its formal procedures 
as well as constant pressure on the pro- 


curement agencies, the proportion of 


contracts awarded to small business rose 
steadily as the war progressed. From 
November 1942 to December 1943 only 
12.8 percent of the prime contracts 
awarded by the War Department went 
to firms employing fewer than 500 
workers. By 1944 this share had risen 
to 20 percent. From January 1945 to 
June 1945 it was 26.7 percent, and 
eventually in the last few months of the 
war it rose to 30.4 percent. The trend 
in Navy contracts was similar. 

It may be confidently expected that 
the establishment of the Small Defense 
Plants Corporation will serve to correct 
the present situation. Over half of all 
defense contracts are going to 100 firms. 
Of the procurement contracts let by the 
military agencies during the fiscal year 
1950, less than one-quarter, in terms of 
dollar value, was allocated to small busi- 
ness. Testimony presented to the House 
Small Business Committee in recent 
hearings indicates widespread dissatis- 
faction and sometimes even alarm at the 
extent to which the small productive 
plants of this country are being ignored. 
It is essential that an agency with the 
powers of the Small Defense Plants Cor- 
poration be set up immediately to bring 
these small units into the defense effort. 

Second. Assistance in obtaining sub- 
contracts: The proposed amendment 
recognizes that subcontracting is essen- 
tially a private matter and that to obtain 
these subcontracts small-business men 
must sell themselves and their facilities 
to prime contractors. In line with this 
policy, the amendment gives the Small 
Defense Plants Corporation no drastic 
powers over subcontracting. It does au- 
thorize the Corporation—in subsection 
(£) (3)—to obtain detailed information 
as to the methods and terms which prime 
contractors utilize in letting subcontracts 
and to take action to insure the letting 
of subcontracts at fair prices and con- 
ditions. 

It is confidently believed that under 
this provision the Corporation can be of 
great assistance to small business. It 
can aid small firms to obtain such con- 
tracts. It can assist small manufactur- 
ers in making bids. It can help in work- 
ing out spécifications. Through its in- 
ventory of facilities in the possession of 
small firms, it can discover qualified 
plants where work may be placed. It 
can consult with prime contractors and 
suggest ways that specific jobs can be 
subdivided. It can persuade prime con- 
tractors to assign work to small pro- 
ducers. 

The SWPC did all these things and 
assisted directly in the awarding of more 
than 52,000 subcontracts with a total 
value of more than $30,000,000. Impres- 
sive as this record is, it represents only 
a fraction of all that SWPC did to help 
small business obtain subcontracts, 
Statistics cannot measure the contact 
work performed by the Corporation, the 
extensive negotiations, and the general 
informational and publicity work. We 
expect the Small Defense Plants Cor- 
poration to do all this and more too. 
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In another direction the Corporation 
can likewise be of substantial assistance 
to small business. The terms under 
which subcontracts are offered to small 
plants are frequently very burdensome 


and sometimes outright oppressive. 


The price time limits, conditions of 
bonding, penalties for noncompletion, 
and so forth, are frequently definitely 
discriminatory. The small firm is rarely 
in a position to bargain successfully. 
He is confronted with a take-it-or-leave- 
it situation. Matters such as these can 
be examined by the Corporation and 
frequently corrected. By maintaining 
close relations with the procurement 
officers, the Corporation will be in a 
much stronger bargaining position than 
the individual subcontractor. 

Third. The taking of prime contracts: 
To make sure that small plants will ob- 
tain a fair share in procurement con- 
tracts, the Corporation is given the 
power to participate as a party in these 
contracts. It is authorized to enter into 
contracts with the United States Gov- 
ernment or any agency thereof whereby 
the Corporation will furnish to the Gov- 
ernment articles, supplies, and materials. 
It may then arrange for the performance 
of these contracts by letting subcontracts 
to small business concerns. If the Cor- 
poration certifies that it is competent to 
perform any specific contract, the pro- 
curement officer shall let such contract 
to the Corporation upon such terms and 
conditions as the latter may deem ap- 
propriate unless the President deter- 
mines otherwise. 

It is not expected that the power of 
becoming a party to procurement con- 
tracts will be extensively used. SWPC 
had a similar power but took only 12 con- 
trects with a total value of $35,500,000. 
Nine were successfully completed; two 
were terminated on VJ-day while still 
active and one had become inactive. 
The Corporation is not expected to be- 
come an active party to procurement 
contracts. Any ambitious program 
would result in serious duplication of the 
work of the procurement agencies. 

Nevertheless, the power is essential. 
It will greatly strengthen the Corpora- 
tion—as it did SWPC—in dealing with 
the procurement officials. It was found 
by SWPC—as it has been recently—that 
the procurément officials are neither in- 
terested nor equipped to subdivide con- 
tracts into parts suitable for small 
plants. They lack the necessary infor- 
mation about the facilities in small 
plants, about credit, labor supply, mana- 
gerial competence and a host of other 
matters. They do not have the time to 
assure themselves of the ability of the 
many small plants to complete the work 
ontime. They do not have the personnel 
to supervise the progress of work under 
many small contracts. They do not have 
the technical staff to assist small business 
to qualify for a contract. Without this 
authority little will be done to utilize the 
resources of our smaller enterprises. 

The chief effect of the provision may 
be to make the procurement officers more 
conscious of the needs and capacities of 
small business, more willing to make use 
of the smaller plants and, in general, to 
make a stronger effort to distribute mili- 
tary production more widely. The very 
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existence of the power will have a salu- 
tary influence and lessen the need for its 
employment. This was the experience 
of the SWPC in the last war. 

Fourth. War production pools: The 
amendment contemplates that situations 
will arise when small-business men by 
banding themselves together will be able 
to produce goods which individually none 
could have produced. This was true of 
the last war when nearly 250 war produc- 
tion associations or facilities groups re- 
ceived Government clearance. Thirty- 
two of these were formally certified by 
SWPC. Altogether over 2,000 companies 
participated in these associations. It has 
been estimated that they received more 
than $600,000,000 in war contracts. 

The Corporation will have an impor- 
tant function in promoting these pools. 
Already many small manufacturers are 
experimenting with cooperative action, 
but the legal, financial and technical 
problems are very great. Assistance is 
badly needed and the Corporation is the 
ideal instrument whereby that aid can 
be given. 

Fifth. Technical services: The amend- 
ment authorizes the corporation to pro- 
vide technical and informational sery- 
ices to small business in order to en- 
hance the effectiveness of these plants 
in the defense effort. The need for 
these services is great. One of the most 
valuable contributions of SWPC was in 
this field. This agency established a 
Technical Advisory Service to provide 
small manufacturers with technical 
know-how on their production prob- 
lems and with knowledge of merchan- 
disable new products, new processes, and 
new materials. The service was staffed 
with skilled executives and engineers 
trained to canvass the sources of scien- 
tific knowledge. 

A large variety of problems was pre- 
sented. Examples are: A clothing man- 
ufacturer, supplied with a heavier cloth 
according to changed Army specifica- 
tions, found the needles on his machines 
were overheating. A cure was found 
for the difficulty which was applicable 
to numerous other manufacturers faced 
with a similar problem. A Boston man- 
ufacturer was assisted in stopping rope 
raveling. A Texas egg processor, with 
a surplus of egg albumen, was given 14 
possible uses for his byproduct. A Navy 
contractor, lacking experienced welders, 
was informed of a mechanical process 
which allowed him to use inexperienced 
help and to bring his production back 
to schedule. 

It can be pointed out that it is gen- 
erally uneconomical for small companies 
to set up individual research labora- 
tories. This places them at a serious 
disadvantage in respect to the new de- 
velopments in the field of plastics, ce- 
ramics, light metals, textile fibers, and 
numerous other fields. The rapid ad- 
vance of technology has made conver- 
sion to war products impossible for 
many small manufacturers. 

The Corporation can aid small busi- 
ness in solving these production and 
marketing problems by acting as a col- 
lecting agency to obtain nonconfiden- 
tial information from authorities on 
particular problems. It can draw new 
ideas for use by small plants from en- 
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gineering colleges, technological insti- 
tutes, State development commissions, 
and other Government agencies. This 
information will be used to further 
national defense as well as the special 
interests of small business. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? j 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield. 

Mr. HALLFCK. As I understand, the 
Committee on Banking and Currency 
has recommended this provision to 
which the gentleman refers as an 
amendment to the measure that is 
presently before the House; is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman is cor- 
rect; it is in the bill that is before the 
House now. 

Mr. HALLECK. As the gentleman 

knows, I appeared before the Committee 
on Banking and Currency in support of 
this measure. However, I am wondering 
whether or not he has made any investi- 
gation to determine whether or not the 
proposal which he is speaking abou; will 
be germane as an amendment; that is, 
does not an amendment even if it is 
offered by the Committee have to con- 
form with the rule of germaneness the 
same as though it were offered by an 
individual Member? - 
Mr. PATMAN. We looked into that 
in the beginning, I may state to the 
gentleman from Indiana, who is a co- 
author of this amendment. We worked 
together in drafting the amendment 
from the beginning. It is germane. I 
feel reasonably certain, because in deal- 
ing with production during an emer- 
gency it is certainly germane to say that 
you take care of certain segments of the 
economy. I think it is reasonably cer- 
tain that it is germane, and the in- 
vestigation that was made convinces me 
that it is germane. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield. 

Mr. JAVITS. I wish to compliment 
the gentleman from Texas and the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. I heard them 
testify before the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency. They did a mag- 
nificient job. 

I have read the legislation very care- 
fully and I would like to ask one ques- 
tion about a matter which troubles me, 
and see if the gentleman does not think 
it needs to be amended in respect of the 
provision dealing with the terms of the 
contract or the terms offered by the Gov- 
ernment procurement officer. 

It seems to me that that runs afoul 
of the point that small business does 
not want the Government necessarily 
to overpay it because it is small business, 
It is perfectly willing to take the busi- 
ness on a competitive basis, but it wants 
a fair chance to get the business. You 
have provided, and I think very wisely, 
for technical help, for finance, even for 
the acquisition of property and plant. 
This provision to which I refer is I think 
the only really vulnerable part of the 
whole plan. Does not the gentleman 
think it would be sufficient if it were 
worded to state that the Administrator 
of the Corporation shall certify that the 
terms which are offered by the Smaller 
War Plants Corporation or the group 
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for which it is an agent are no less 
favorable to the Government than the 
Government could otherwise obtain? In 
other words, I am willing to leave it to 
the Administrator himself. 

Mr. PATMAN. I am afraid the gen- 
tleman overlooks a very important fac- 
tor: The Corporation will get the con- 
tract and give it to this small concern. 
The Corporation will not ask for it until 
after a very thorough investigation and 
a report from their investigators and a 
hearing before the people charged with 
the duty of administering this act, and 
convincing testimony presented that 
shows that they should have it. In other 
words, it is the same as a prime contract, 

Mr. JAVITS. I do not think the gen- 
tleman understands my point. 

Mr. PATMAN. As I understood it, the 
gentleman takes exception, or objects to, 
or possibly doubts the wisdom of the pro- 
vision which says that when the Corpo- 
ration tells a procurement officer that it 
wants a certain contract for a certain 
concern it is compulsory. 

Mr. JAVITS. I do not think the gen- 
tleman did understand the point. 

Mr. PATMAN. That is the way I un- 
derstood it. 

Mr. JAVITS. May I explain it? I 
would like to get an answer because Iam 
very much interested. 

Mr. PATMAN. Yes. 

Mr. JAVITS. I do not object to the 
compulsory feature just so long as the 
Corporation certifies it is not getting that 
contract on terms more favorable than 
the United States could otherwise ob- 
tain, that is, as to prices and so forth. 
That is the point I am interested in. Is 
there any objection to that? 

Mr. PATMAN. Yes; there is some ob- 
jection to that. During World War II 
they paid in exceptional cases as much 
difference as 15 percent in order to favor 
smaller concerns. 

Mr. JAVITS. Would the gentleman 
object to putting a roof on it? 

Mr. PATMAN,. I do not think we have 
to. It was not abused before. In fact, 
there were very few instances where it 
was used. I think it is well to have the 
power there, however, because in defense 
production you have some unusual plant 
facilities to be constructed and very pe- 
culiar manufacturing to be done, and in 
dealing with all those problems they 
should have a lot of latitude. 

Mr. JAVITS. Would the gentleman 
object to a provision in the report part 
of the bill where the Acministrator must 
report, and that he should specifically 
report the cases in which an overage has 
been paid and how much it is? 

Mr. PATMAN. I do not think we 
should write that into the bill, but cer- 
tainly a report should be made. 

Mr. JAVITS. By the Administrator? 

Mr. PATMAN. By the Administra- 
tor, yes. 


Mr. JAVITS. The gentleman cer- 0, similar to that of our British friends, 


tainly can see no objection to that? 

Mr. PATMAN. I cannot see any ob- 
jection to that, but I do not think we 
should burden the bill with a detailed 
proposal like that. 

Mr. JAVITS. Will the gentleman 
think that over to see if we can provide 
3 report? We want a report on 
t * 
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Mr. PATMAN. Yes, and I thank the 
gentleman for his statement. He has 
been very helpful in preparing and also 
presenting and sponsoring the legisla- 
tion and I appreciate the contribution 
he has made. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the gentleman. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. Lane] is recognized for 
15 minutes. 


FEDERAL EMPLOYEES NEED PAY RAISE 


Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaxer, the cost of 
living has gone up more than 10 percent 
since the last adjustment in Federal pay 
rates back in 1949. 

Ever then, Government workers were 
trailing their counterparts in private in- 
dustry. Without benefit of the collec- 
tive-bargaining process, they have had to 
come hat in hand, trusting to the com- 
mon sense and consideration of Congress 
for action to compensate for a real-wage 
decrease. 

Behind all the economic flim-flam— 
that is what it amounts to. 

The Joint Congressional Committee on 
Nonessential Expenditures said that 


during the next 14 months, and on the 


basis of a $61,000,000,000 military budget, 
440,000 new civilian workers would be 
hired by the Defense Department alone. 
The committee is trying to put the 
brakes on the speed-up in the number of 
Federal employees. Incidentally, it re- 
ported that a 3-percent monthly turn- 
over would require the military services 
to hire 450,000 replacements. 

A I think that this is a very significant 
act. 

The turn-over throughout the whole 
Federal establishment is a wasteful proc- 
ess that would not be tolerated in pri- 
vate industry. t 

What is the reason for this? t 
There are several, but I want to con- 
centrate on one that is directly con- 
cerned with the issue of a Federal pay 
increase. ‘ 

For example, take the Post Office De- 
partment. As far as steady employment 
is concerned, it is one of the best agen- 
cies in the Government. Once upon a 
time, if a young man became a regular 
carrier or clerk, he would devote his life 
to the service. Now, however, there is 
considerable unrest. Squeezed by the 
rising cost of living, postal employees 
look longingly to the higher-pay rates 
prevailing in private industry. 

The accelerating replacement rate in 
Government points to the fact that we 


are not paying these faithful employees 


enough. 

The mounting number of Federal em- 
ployees who have had to take on part- 
time outside jobs to supplement their in- 
come confirms this diagnosis. 

We will never have a career civil serv- 


until we divest it of politics, so that the 
employees will have both security and 
pride in their work. A man cannot give 
his best to the job at hand if he has 
to curry the favor of a political overlord 
and worry about his shrinking income, 
sandwiched in between the two pres- 


. sures, 
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Any military commander knows that 
the intangible morale is highly impor- 
tant, rating priority with weapons and 
training. He knows that his men will 
be confident and effective under leader- 
ship that has some regard for their 
probleras. 

In the civilian service of the Govern- 
ment, this is being overlooked. As long 
as this factor is neglected, there will be 
an understandable let-down in perform- 


ance. Spurred by recent investigations, - 


there has been a movement to set up a 
code of ethics for people in Government, 
as if a law could ever inspire honest and 
conscientious effort. 

We can find the answer to this prob- 
lem by looking elsewhere. 

Pay a man what he is worth and he 
will repay you with wholehearted zeal, 
because you appreciate his value. Fail 
to do this and he will slow down without 


realizing it. A pay raise is a form of 


economic justice that also boosts morale 
and stimulates production. 

Several times we have heard President 
Truman complain that he finds it difi- 
cult to attract competent men for re- 
sponsible jobs in the Federal service. A 
comparison of the salaries paid by Gov- 
ernment and industry for work of an 
equivalent nature tells the story. A man 
has to think of his family and his re- 
sponsibility to them. Why should he 
accept or stay with a Federal job when 
he can better his income in private en- 
terprise? No wonder we are having such 
a costly and upsetting turn-over among 
the personnel who would otherwise be 
proud and happy to work for Uncle Sam, 

Dissatisfaction is spreading through 
the ranks of the most skilled and reliable 
of our Federal employees, which is not 
‘good for the individuals or the civil 
service. 

The House Post Office Committee has 
just voted rate increases to provide addi- 
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clude an editorial and a copy of a letter, 
also to revise and extend my remarks. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, and I shall not ob- 
ject, but if the gentleman is going to re- 
fer to me, I hope he will make the state- 
ment on the floor. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. If the 
gentleman wants to stay here, I will. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 10 minutes after the gentleman con- 
cludes his remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 


RUMELY SMEAR EXPOSED 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, a few organizations and indi- 
viduals have, for some years, been at- 
tempting to silence—gag—the Commit- 
tee for Constitutional Government and 
some of its officers. Edward A. Rumely 
seems to be the chosen victim. He was 
recently convicted of contempt of Con- 
gress because, as I understand the case, 
he refused to give the House Lobbying 
Committee—whose activities apparently 
were directed by a staff with a leftist as 
a member—the names of individuals who 
purchased and circulated certain publi- 
cations, none of which was alleged to 


contain any statements which, when cir- 


tional revenue of $138,000,000 per year. 


This will enable it to recommend a pay 
raise for all postal employees, with $360 
a minimum. 

The Senate Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service is considering 8.355 


percent. Judging by the logic of the sit- 


uation and the sentiment for some con- 
structive action at this session, I believe 


that it will modernize the present Re- 


classification Act and recommend pay 
increases ranging up to 17 percent. It 
is also expected that the first four postal 
entrance salary rates will be eliminated 
to provide a living wage from the very 
start. 

I want to emphasize my conviction 
that all Federal employees merit an in- 
crease and that the pay-raise bill to be 
passed by this Congress should cover 
everyone working for our National Gov- 
ernment. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 15 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to in- 


culated through the mail or published, 
violated any rule, regulation of the Postal 
Department, or any ordinance of law of 
any city, State, or the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

All of these publications—pamphlets 
and books—in a general way opposed 
communism, socialism, advocated con- 
stitutional government as it had existed 
prior to 1930 in these United States of 
America, 

Our colleague from Texas, WRIGHT 
Parman, has many times, from the well 
of the House, condemned, in my opinion, 
falsely accused, Dr. Rumely of offenses 
of which he was not guilty. On each 
such occasion, as the attack by our col- 
league the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Parman] came to my attention, I have 
endeavored to make brief answer, set 
him right. A few occasions have ap- 
parently escaped my notice. The attacks 
made by our colleague have, I under- 
stand, been widely circulated by certain 
labor unions, but all efforts, on my part, 
at least, to ascertain who paid for print- 
ing by the Public Printer of our col- 


~Jeague’s statements and who paid for 


-their circulation, have not borne fruit. 
`The Public Printer under the rules 


which, I understand, obtain, is not at lib- 
erty to give me this information and my 
colleague the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Parman] has never volunteered it. It 
would be interesting to know just who 
pays for the circulation of his attacks 
on the Committee for Constitutional 
Government and Dr. Rumely. 

From the Birmingham Post-Herald, 
of June 21, published at Birmingham, 
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Ala., comes the following editorial which 
is self-explanatory: 

Mr. MCCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I suppose every- 
thing is praiseworthy in the editorial; 
nothing critical. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
original editorial, I take it, was praise- 
worthy, but the retraction was rather 
critical. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Of course, the 
gentleman knows you cannot do by in- 
direction what you would be prohibited 
from doing directly. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Of 
course, I know that and that I am not 
attempting to do. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I assume the gen- 
tleman would not. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. And you 
are welcome to have a copy of it. I hold 
it in my hand. I offer it to you, to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. PATMAN] 
who stands here. If you want me to 
read it, I will do that. 

Mr. MCCORMACK. No, no. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I will 
read the whole article. I was trying to 
accommodate everybody, and save a little 
time. 

Mr. McCORMACE. You know, some- 
times one has to protect a friend against 
himself, and I did not know but what 
this was one of those occasions. When 
one has a very strong feeling, as T have 
for my friend from Michigan, I feel I 
should protect him from himself. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I thank 
you ever so much, I am not accusing 
anybody. Far be it from me to question 
the motives of any Member of this House. 
I never do. I claim for myself the right 
to express my opinion and let everyone 
else express his. But I feel that our be- 
loved colleague from Texas [Mr. PATMAN] 
got off on the wrong foot; that he seems 
to be obsessed with this idea that 
Rumely and Kamp—who was today con- 
victed of contempt because he refused 
to tell the House Lobbying Committee 
who contributed to the Constitutional 
Educational League—are, in the gentle- 
man’s opinion, bad actors. And in this 
talk of mine, which I will revise, I just 
say that if the Lobbying Committee 
wants to know who is sending out the 
Road Ahead, and books of like import as 
that, they should also find out who is 
paying for the circulation of those 
speeches which carry the charges of our 
colleague the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. Patan]. 

The editorial is as follows: 

[From the Birmingham (Ala.) Post-Herald 
of June 21, 1951] 
THIS MORNING 
(By John Temple Graves) 

“And if thou sayest I am not peer 
To any lord in Scotland here, 
Highland or lowland, far or near 
Lord Angus, thou hast lied!” 


Calling Gadsden’s Local 12 of the United 
Rubber, Cork, Linoleum, and Plastic Work- 
ers of America, 

This is the local whose widely distributed 
resolution against the Committee for Con- 
stitutional Government a few months ago 
included a bitter attack on the committee’s 
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Dr. Edward Rumely, quoting Congressman 
WRIGHT Patman to the effect that Dr. Rume- 
ly had been convicted of espionage in World 
War I and sentenced to the penitentiary, but 
failing to state that Dr. Rumely was par- 
doned later by the President of the United 
States on recommendation of the At- 
torney General of the United States with 
concurrence of the judge and prosecuting 
attorney in the original case and 11 of the 
jurors, on the basis of evidence withheld at 
the trial. After examining the record no 
one could come to any other conclusion 
than that Dr. Rumely was innocent of any 
least disloyalty to this country, no matter 
whether you approve or not the subsequent 
and current activities of his Committee for 
Constitutional Government. Great liberals 
like Mr. Justice Cardozo cited his case as 
an extreme of injustice. Theodore Roose- 
velt was his admiring friend. 

When the Gadsden local sent me its reso- 
lution I quoted it in good faith. What am I 
to think of the local’s total silence now that 
its gross injustice to Dr. Rumely is pointed 
out? And what are the people of Gadsden 
and Alabama to think, and the local’s fellow 
unionists? 

Even if it had not been found that Dr. 
Rumely was erroneously convicted, the thing 
of which he was accused was never espionage, 
And although it came under an act against 
trading with the enemy it happened in 
1916 before we were at war with Germany. 
In that year Dr. Rumely purchased the New 
York Mail with money he said was loaned 
by a friend in Germany but which the Gov- 
ernment later claimed was provided in part 
by the German Government. It was for fail- 
ure to report the alleged German Government 
participation in a subsequent statement to 
the Alien Property Custodian that Dr. Rum- 
ely was convicted, in 1920, although he de- 
nied any knowledge of the participation. 
Four years later, after evidence not intro- 
duced at the trial became available, Presi- 
dent Coolidge issued the full pardon. 

“So completely is an offense considered to 
be obliterated by a pardon that it has been 
held that pardon of treason or felony, even 
after conviction, will enable a man to have 
an action of slander for calling him a traitor 
or felon” (39 American Jurisprudence—550, 
Sev. 51). Congressman WRIGHT PaTMAN may 
call Dr. Rumely a traitor under congressional 
immunity but he takes care not to do so 
otherwise. When I wrote him the other day 
about his attack, which the Gadsden union 
had quoted, he replied that his speeches in 
Congress covered the situation and were en- 
closed, carefully refraining from any direct 
statements. 


Copy of a letter written by Dr. Rumely 
to the author of that editorial reads as 
follows: 

June 25, 1951. 
Mr. JOHN TEMPLE GRAVES, 
The Birmingham Post-Herald, 
Birmingham, Ala. 

Dear Mr. Graves: Just a word of thanks 
and deep appreciation for your column of 
June 21. It means very much indeed to me; 
particularly helpful is the final para- 
graph regarding WRIGHT PATMAN. He was 
thoroughly friendly when I had organized 
the Committee for the Nation—of which I 
was also the directing head—to support 
Roosevelt price-level restoration in 1932 and 
1933. He permitted us the use of his office, 
praised the efforts we were making, as per 
the attached copy of his letter to us dated 
February 10, 1934. 

Some years later, the Committee for Con- 
stitutional Government put on campaigns in 
Texas cities for the distribution of the Nor- 
ton book on the Constitution to high-school 
students, having them participate in quiz 
contests. In large cities, war bonds and uni- 
versity scholarships were awarded the win- 
ners. Almost 100,000 students participated; 
patriotic citizens across Texas collected 
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about $125,000 to pay for the books and to 
provide the prizes. 

One such campaign in Texarkana raised 
about $3,000—and a short time thereafter a 
rival candidate, with whom we had nothing 
whatsoever to do, announced himself for 
the primaries against Parman, who seems 
to have jumped to the conclusion that it 
was our money and the patriotic talks of 
Pettengill and others in connection with the 
contests that fomented opposition, and since 
then Patman has been on the warpath. 

In my first trial, in 1945, for refusal to 
tell the Anderson committee who had given 
us $100 or more, charges emanated from PAT- 
MAN, bearing his name, that we were 
“political.” In summing up, my attorney 
said: “It is a short walk downhill from the 
House Office Building to this courthouse. 
Why didn’t Parman come here and, under 
oath, subject to cross-examination, make 
his statements that were wrongly placed be- 
fore the jury?” 

His more recent assaults on me were 
mailed to the jurors, last April, at the end 
of the trial, but reached them after their 
verdict had been rendered. 

Five minutes after I had purchased the 
New York Evening Mail, in 1915, I picked up 
the telephone, called Colonel Roosevelt and 
told him he might use the Mail as his per- 
sonal organ as he did under the ownership of 
Henry Stoddard. One of the great memories 
of my life is the three and a half years of 
close cooperation through the newspaper 
and through personal association, projecting 
T. R.’s ideas of preparedness. 

A few days after war broke out, he called 
me, saying, “I am sending you an inscribed 
photograph which I suggest you hang in 
your front office because you will be under 
attack for the stand that you have taken on 
many issues for my policies.” The last let- 
ter I had from him was a few weeks before 
his death, inviting me to Oyster Bay for 
dinner and evening, to go over the testimony 
he would give in my behalf. 

Roosevelt told me he read the Mail every 
day, frequently commented on its editorials, 
felt that the paper was expressing his ideas 
and his viewpoint more fully than any other 
daily newspaper, 

I am sending you, under separate cover, 
Pettengill’s three books, Jefferson the For- 
gotten Man, Smoke Screen, and For Ameri- 
cans Only, of which we distributed 1,000,000 
copies between 1938 and 1944—years before 
the Lobbying Act was passed (1946). 

Thanks again for the forthright statement 
that you have so generously made. If you 
ever get to New York, do give us a chance to 
exchange thought with you. 

Sincerely yours , 
EDWARD A. RuMELY, 
Executive Secretary. 


As current events stress the need for 
free speech and a free press, the attempt 
to silence the Committee for Constitu- 
tional Government and Dr. Rumely— 
the Constitutional Educational League 
and Joseph Kamp, its guiding genius and 
who is today on trial in a District court 
on charge of contempt of Congress—is of 
the utmost interest. 

It would be helpful if those behind 
this attempt to suppress free speech and 
a free press would frankly and free from 
congressional immunity state their pur- 
pose, the sources of their information, 
and who it is that pays for the printing 
and circulation of their propaganda. 

My colleague the gentleman from 
Texas, WRIGHT PATMAN, is greatly con- 
cerned—as were some members of the 
House Lobbying Committee—as to who 
paid for the publication and circula- 
tion of the pamphlets and books sold 
by the Committee for Constitutional 
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Government. They also wanted to know 
who it was that contributed to the or- 
ganization represented by Kamp. 
Would it not be fair to ask who now pays 
for the publication of my colleague's 
speeches attacking these organizations; 
who pays for their circulation? Why do 
certain unions circulate his remarks? 
Presumably he will not be subjected to 
such an inquisition as that to which Dr. 
Rumely and Joseph Kamp were sub- 
jected. 

Iask my colleague the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Patman] is there any merit 
to the old saying that what is sauce for 
the goose is sauce for the gander? Why 
persecute Dr. Rumely and Joseph Kamp 
for a refusal to give the House informa- 
tion when like—similar—information is 
not made available to us as to the print- 
ing and publication of the propaganda 
which you originate? 

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1949 


Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (S. 984) to amend 
the Agricultural Act of 1949, with House 
amendments thereto, insist on the 
amendments of the House and agree to 
the conference asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none, and appoints the following 
conferees: Mr. Cootey, Mr. Poace, Mr. 
Grant, Mr. Hore, and Mr. Aucust H. 
ANDRESEN. 


SPECIAL ORDER 


The SPEAKER. Under previous or- 
der of the House, the gentlemaa from 
Texas [Mr. Patman] is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

(Mr. Patman asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re- 
marks and include certain statements 
and excerpts.) 


E. A. RUMELY 


RUMELY CONVICTED ON TESTIMONY THAT 
SHOWED HIM GUILTY OF TREASON 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
like the gentleman from Michigan, I do 
not impugn the motives of any Member 
of the House; I do not question their mo- 
tives. Each Member has his own respon- 
sibility in this great body to his own 
constituents, and he does not owe an 
obligation to any of his colleagues in en- 
deavoring to serve his constituents to 
the best of his knowledge and ability. 
But, since the gentleman has seen fit to 
make what I construe to be an attack 
on me by reason of what I have said 
about one E, A. Rumely, of course I shall 
refer to that and reply to it the best 
I can without, of course, impugning the 
gentleman’s motives. The gentleman 
from Michigan has used less than 5 min- 
utes time preceding this time I am using. 
I hope he brought out the important 
points so I can cover them. , 

This man, E. A. Rumely, I consider 
one of the most dangerous citizens who 
has ever been in the United States of 
America. I think he is dangerous, espe- 
cially dangerous, because of his great 
ability to do certain things so devastating 
and destructive, in such a deceitful, 
clever, and adroit way. He is able to 
siphon out of large corporations huge 
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sums of money to spend for purely prop- 
aganda political purposes in violation of 
the laws of our country, and he has ge- 
peatedly refused to tell congressional 
committees where and how much money 
he received from these different corpo- 
rations or to give them the information 
that would permit or enable congres- 
sional committees to correct the loop- 
holes in the law, if there are any loop- 
holes in the law that permit him to do 
that. 


READ UNITED STATES V. RUMELY (293 FEDERAL 
PEPORTER 560) 


In the law offices of this country, and 
most of the offices especially where they 
have a complete legal library, you will 
find what is known as the Federal Re- 
porter, and any lawyer or any person 
who is interested in E. A. Rumely can 
find out his whole history and the type 
of person he is by going to 293 Federal 
Reporter and turning to page 532, the 
case on appeal of E. A. Rumely against 
the United States of America, and there 
in that case you will find what the ju- 
diciary of the United States has said 
about E. A. Rumely. There you will 
find that E. A. Rumely was convicted on 
testimony which shows that he was 
guilty of treason during World War I. 
He came here from Germany with 
$1,400,000. He took that money and 
bought the New York Evening Mail, at 
that time a famous daily newspaper in 
New York. He refused to disclose where 
he received that money. He refused to 
tell the United States authorities that 
he got that money from the Imperial 
German Government. He refused to 
tell the authorities of the United States 
that he bought that newspaper to help 
Germany against the United States. 
You read that testimony and you will 
be convinced, and any lawyer will be 
convinced, just like a jury in New York 
was convinced, like the judge in New 
York was convinced, like the circuit 
court of appeals was convinced, and like 
the United States Supreme Court was 
convinced. And he was sent to the Fed- 
eral penitentiary. 

TECHNICALITIES AND LEGAL DEFENSES IN 
RUMLEY CASE EQUALED ONLY BY COMMUNISTS 
TRIAL 
It is true that he was pardoned, yes, 

but you can only be pardoned if you are 
guilty. There is nothing to be pardoned 
of otherwise. He had a fair trial. He 
had dozens of witnesses. There is no 
case in the books in this country that 
parallels that one for expenditure of 
funds for legal fees and for consumption 
of time in a courthouse in the trial of 
a case, except the trial of the 11 Commu- 
nists. That is the only one that sur- 
passes the case of E. A. Rumely, and 
there were 11 of them. He had the best 
lawyers on earth, the best lawyers in the 
world, and unlimited amounts of money. 
Notwithstanding all that, he was con- 
victed by a jury, and it was sustained 
by the district court and upheld by the 
circuit court of appeals and the Su- 
preme Court of the United States; and 
he went to the Federal penitentiary. 

That man was trying to control 
thought. He started a campaign after 
that to control thought in the United 
States. He is a propaganda artist. The 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Germans taught us the value of propa- 
ganda in World War I, and E. A. Rumely 
was the minister of propaganda for the 
Imperial German Government in the 
United States preceding, at the begin- 
ning of, and during a large part of World 
War I, trying to deceive and mislead the 
American people. I defy any person, 
including any Member of this House, to 
read that record and come to any other 
conclusion. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentler.an vield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
statement the gentleman has made he 
has made several times before from the 
well of the House. I doubt if the gentle- 
man has made those statements outside 
the well of the House. 

Mr. PATMAN. Why should I make 
them outside the well of the House? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Be- 
cause if the gentleman made them out- 
side, the truth of them might be 
challenged. 

Mr. PATMAN. Why are they not 
challenged here? Why does not the 
gentleman challenge them? Why does 
he not bring out the trutt. if I am not 
bringing it out? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I have 
several times. 

Mr. PATMAN. Did I not give the 
gentleman a proper citation to Two 
Hundred and Ninety-third Federal Re- 
porter 532, 30 pages of it, 30 pages of 
what the court said about him, and the 
court said what I repeated here? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
gentleman cited the right case. There is 
no question about the conviction. There 
is a question about what the gentleman 
said about being convicted of treason. 

Mr. PATMAN. No, I did not say he 
was convicted of treason. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Yes; 
you did. 

Mr. PATMAN. No, I did not. I said 
he was convicted on testimony that 
shows he was guilty of treason. They 
accused him of and indicted him for 
dealing with the enemy during World 
War I. 

Mr. HOFFMAN o:i Michigan. Sure; 
now you have it. 

Mr.PATMAN. He was convicted of it, 
and the testimony shows that he was 
guilty of treason. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. After 
those convictions 11 of the jurors signed 
a statement that on subsequently dis- 
covered evidence which was not made 
available at the trial he was innocent. 
Former Justice Cardozo, of the United 
States Supreme Court, and the Attorney 
General who had charge of the proceed- 
ings said he was innocent, and President 
Coolidge pardoned him. 

Mr. PATMAN. I have heard the 
gentleman mention Cardozo’s and the 
Attorney General’s statements before. 
Will he please put them in the Rrecorp? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I have 
put it in before. 

Mr. PATMAN. I did not know that. 
Inever have seen it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. If the 
gentleman had read the Recorp, he 
would have seen it, 
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Mr. PATMAN. Eleven jurors. You 
can imagine with millions of dollars and 
all kinds of pressure which this case 
shows, and that Two Hundred and 
Ninety-third Federal shows were used 
in this trial and elsewhere, you can 
imagine how one little juror could stand 
up and resist that great group after the 
case was all over and they had been told 
things. Of course, they would not know 
whether to disbelieve them or believe 
them. They would say, “If that is true, 
I did not know that.” But, of course, 
all available testimony was putin. It js 
inconceivable that the best lawyers in 
the world would overlook important tes- 
timony. It was not overlooked. Read 
the case in Two Hundred and Ninety- 
third Federal Reporter, 532, and see 
for yourself. That man Rumely is the 
worst Fascist in the Nation. The Com- 
mittee for Constitutional Government is 
a Fascist organization. It is spearhead- 
ing fascism in this country. I hope the 
gentleman reads that case again and that 
he will not defend a man like that. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I am 
not defending him. I am trying to get 
a little truth in the RECORD. 

Mr. PATMAN, If the gentleman reads 
that case, he will get the truth. I am 
glad to know he is not defending Rumely. 
That would be awful in the light of his 
record. 

I made a speech about Rumley, 
August 29, 1950, that is in the Concres- 
SIONAL Recorp of that date. It deals 
with his Fascist activities; his treason- 
able conduct; how his propaganda mill 
operates; why he is a fraud; his big-lie 
technique; sordid history of the Com- 
mittee for Constitutional Government; 
his religious intolerance; wicked tax 
scheme; hate monger; convicted traitor; 
tried to Prussianize American youth; 
and his plots against the United States. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Texas has expired. 


ONE HUNDRED AND SEVENTY-FIFTH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF THE SIGNING OF THE 
DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may ad- 
dress the House for 20 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, 175 
years ago at Philadelphia, the deter- 
mined delegates of the 13 charter colo- 
nies stood within a single vote of the 
ratification of the greatest document of 
all time. The earnest delegates at In- 
dependence Hall anxiously awaited the 
arrival of Caesar Rodney, of Delaware, 
whose vote broke the deadlock and 
launched a new design for freedom and 
better living. 

The Declaration of Independence was 
not easily come by. It was less a time 
of flushed triumph than one of sobering 
reflection and achievement. But, these 
men did recognize the deep significance 
of the act which they had taken upon 
themselves. They had gathered from the 
widely separated colonies—unattached 
and independent of one another. They 
were gathered with the necessity to make 
a beginning and they possessed the de- 
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termination to see it through: Above 
all, they were gathered with the will to 
become one nation. Their very presence 
there was treasonous. They had noth- 
ing to fight with, but everything to fight 
for. But they knew why they were 
there. 

The design for freedom and better liv- 
ing that was forged in Philadelphia 175 
years ago became the foundation of a 
way of believing and doing that is today 
the envy and the hope of all freedom- 
loving people of the earth. 

And in this momentous year of cele- 
bration and rededication to the birthday 
of independence, it is well to remember 
that the Declaration was not a document 
from a crown—not a divine gift, but a 
human, living document which was 
fought over, cursed over, prayed for— 
that destroyed friendship, reconciled 
enemies and was born at last out of the 
birth-pains of democratic endeavor. 

That was the Declaration of Independ- 
ence of 175 years ago. That is the 
Declaration of Independence of 1951— 
the same blueprint, the same design for 
expanding freedom and better living 
that today safeguards our rights to lib- 
erty and the pursuit of happiness. 

What could be more fitting, then, that 
upon this one hundred and seventy-fifth 
anniversary of independence we are 
gathered in thousands of communities 
across the Nation to “proclaim liberty 
throughout the land” and to rededicate 
ourselves to the timeless fundamentals 
of freedom and liberty as defined in the 
Declaration of Independence. 

The strengthening of the American 
heritage of free citizenship and individ- 
ual rights is, again today, a vital part 
of our program of national defense, 
Citizen awareness, and individual par- 
ticipation in the affairs of community 
and government is again a personal as- 
signment in the current world-wide 
struggle against the enemies of personal 
liberty and the freedom of nations. 

For the better part of two centuries 
Americans have enjoyed the priceless 
privilege of freedom. Now, on this one 
hundred and seventy-fifth anniversary 
of independence, freedom needs each 
American to dedicate himself to its 
preservation. 

This keynote of personal participa- 
tion was stressed by Chief Justice Fred 
M. Vinson upon the acceptance of his 
Presidential appointment as Chairman 
of the United States Commission for the 
anniversary of the Declaration. He 
said: 


On this one hundred and seventy-fifth 
anniversary of the Declaration of Independ- 
ence, it is the personal privilege and respon- 
sibility of every American to take up a chal- 
lenge passed on to us by a founding father 
in these timeless words: “The debts we owe 
our ancestors we should repay by handing 
down, entire, those sacred rights to which 
we ourselves were born.“ 


The United States Commission for the 
Commemoration of the One Hundred 
and Seventy-fifth Anniversary of the 
Signing of the Declaration of Independ- 
ence, was established by a Presidential 
order of May 17,1951. Under the chair- 
manship of Chief Justice Fred M. Vinson, 
the Commission is composed of the fol- 
lowing distinguished leaders: Vice Pres- 
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ident of the United States, Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, majority 
leader and minority leader of the Senate, 
majority leader and minority leader of 
the House of Representatives. 

The Presidential order charges the 
Commission as follows: 

Whereas the 4th day of July in this year 
1951 will mark the one hundred and seventy- 
fifth anniversary of the signing of the Dec- 
laration of Independence; and 

Whereas the ideals of the Declaration of 
Independence still guide the United States 
and give hope to the oppressed in other 
lands; and 

Whereas the forces of aggression and 
tyranny are now threatening the utter de- 
struction of the basic principles of freedom, 
both with respect to individual liberty and 
the liberty of free nations; and 

Whereas the United States is today joined 


a with other free nations in a struggle to re- 


sist aggression and tyranny and maintain 
peace; and 

Whereas we, the people cf the United 
States, should carry on our efforts for peace 
and freedom with a fuller understanding of 
the great truths set forth in the Declaration 
of Independence, with renewed determina- 
tion to maintain our cherished freedoms, and 
with faith and hope in that Divine Provi- 
dence which has protected our country from 
its beginnings: Now, therefore, by virtue 
of the authority vested in me as President 
of the United States and as Commander in 
Chief of the Armed Forces of the United 
States, it is hereby ordered as follows: 

1. There is hereby established the Com- 
mission for the Commemoration of the One 
Hundred and Seventy-fifth Anniversary of 
the Signing of the Declaration of Independ- 
ence, hereinafter referred to as the Com- 
mission. 

2. The Commission shall be composed of 
seven members, all ex-officio, as follows: 
The Chief Justice of the United States, as 
Chairman, the Vice President of the United 
States, the Speaker of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, the majority leader and the mi- 
nority leader of the Senate, and the ma- 
jority leader and the minority leader of the 
House of Representatives. 

3. It shall be the function of the Com- 
mission to plan and arrange for the appro- 
priate commemoration, by ceremonies and 
otherwise, of the one hundred and seventy- 
fifth anniversary of the signing of the Decla- 
ration of Independence. 

4. All executive departments and agencies 
of the Federal Government are authorized 
and directed to cooperate with the Commis- 
sion in its work and to furnish the Com- 
mission such information and assistance, not 
inconsistent with law, as it may require in 
the performance of its functions. 

5. When the Commssion deems that its 
work has been completed, it shall report that 
fact to the President, and thereupon the 
Commission shall cease to exist. 

Harry TRUMAN. 

THE WHITE House, May 17, 1951. 


The first community to plan and an- 
nounce an independence celebration, up- 
on the occasion of this one hundred and 
seventy-fifth anniversary, was the city 
of Philadelphia. Philadelphia's cele- 
bration initiated by the American Heri- 
tage Foundation, acting in concert with 
the Advertising Council, was soon given 
force and national significance by the 
Presidential order appointing the United 
States Commission and resulting in the 
immediate merger of all activities into 
a common national program. 

Under the leadership of the United 
States Commission, the one hundred and 
seventy-fifth anniversary program was 
immediately expanded to embrace the 
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active participation of all States, and 
several thousand cities and communi- 
ties throughout the Nation. The accel- 
erating program has been adopted as a 
popular assignment of the people, and 
now includes the active support of many 
groups and organizations. 

Response to the Commission’s invita- 
tion for Nation-wide independence cele- 
bration has been outstanding. Over 50 
large cities,, and thousands of towns 
throughout the country, have planned 
and announced special rededication pro- 
grams. 

In addition to general support from 
all patriotic organizations, the Ameri- 
can Legion has pledged unusual coop- 
eration on July 4. The members of ap- 
proximately 18,000 American Legion 
posts have pledged responsibility to see- 
ing that the Declaration of Independ- 
ence is publicly read in every crossroad 
village and community in America on 
Independence Day. 

National magazines, trade publica- 
tions and house organs have given full 
support to the independence program, 
inciuding outstanding contributions 
from popular publications. Included 
among the national publications doing 
special spreads on the anniversary are 
Colliers weekly, Life magazine, and 
others. 

Through the cooperation of the De- 
partment of Defense, commanding offi- 
cers and public information officers in 
every Army, Navy, and Air Force post in 
the country, are giving cooperation in 
support of specific events for commu- 
nities holding celebrations. This out- 
standing cooperation on the part of the 
Department of Defense assures the na- 
tional program of colorful military sup- 
port on a Nation-wide scale. 

The group known as A Committee To 
Proclaim Liberty was organized simul- 
taneously with the establishment of the 
Federal Commission, and has worked in 
coordination with all groups to arrange 
for Independence Day services by 125,- 
000 clergymen of all denominations. 
This is in addition to the work that has 
been done nationally by the national 
commission in arranging for special 
church celebrations, 

A total of 10,500 newspaper advertise- 
ments were distributed by the advertis- 
ing council in 48 States, to all dailies, 
weeklies, foreign language, labor, and 
Negro newspapers, also press associa- 
tions and advertising clubs. 

A special section of the European edi- 
tion of the New York Herald Tribune 
will be devoted to the one hundred and 
seventy-fifth anniversary program in 
America. 

A kit of advertisements was placed 
with a total of 6,000 magazine editors 
in all categories. 

Through the cooperation of the Na- 
tional Association of Transportation 
Advertising, National Transitads, Inc., 
and individual transportation firms, 
90,000 car cards were posted throughout 
the Nation during the last week in June 
for carry-over into July. 

Through the cooperation of the Out- 
door Advertising Association of America, 
some 8,000 24-sheet billboards were 
printed for posting and display in late 
June and early July, 
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All radio netwarks and independent 
radio and television stations, to a total 
in excess of 2,000, received several kits, 
announcements, television slides and 
films for national use during late June 
and early July. 

A campaign guide for national adver- 
tisers, to the total of 10,000 copies, was 
distributed to all advertising associa- 
tions and councils, the United States 
Commission, mayors, and governors 
throughout the Nation, and to top man- 
agement and advertising managers. 

A detailed guide for the aid and in- 
struction of communities was included 
in the 17,000 newspaper kits, plus mail- 
ings to principal cities and towns, to a 
total in excess of 20,000 copies. 

The American Heritage Foundation 
and the United States Commission were 
responsible for nationl coordination of 
publicity, public relations, and coopera- 
tive advertising. Through these efforts, 
all national television and radio net- 
works provided many hours of sustain- 
ing time for the broadcast of daily 
events, together with station breaks, 
special announcements and dedicated 
programs. There was similar coverage 
by the 1,700 independent radio stations 
throughout the Nation. In addition, 
many commercial radio programs were 
dedicated to the anniversary celebra- 
tion. 

Feature columnists, syndicated writ- 
ers, editorial writers, cartoonists, and 
wire services were included for special 
national coverage by the advertising 
council. 

The program was given international 
significance by the presence of 35 for- 
eign publishers and editors representing 
10 free countries of Europe as the guests 
of the Philadelphia homecoming cele- 
bration from July 2 through July 4. 
These visitors will report all phases of 
the anniversary celebration to their pub- 
lications in Europe. 

Voice of America—recording, radio, 
and newsreel crews—will cover Phila- 
delphia and other programs for mate- 
rial to use abroad. 

Special letters were sent to all college 
and university presidents in the Nation, 
requesting special observance of the one 
hundred and seventy-fifth anniversary 
at commencement exercises throughout 
the Nation. 

By formal action of both the major 
and minor baseball leagues of the coun- 
try, special announcements and visual 
ceremonies are planned for every base- 
ball game in the Nation on July 4 where 
organized baseball will be played. 

Through the cooperation of the news- 
reel companies, special film trailer an- 
nouncements were made available to 
theaters of the Nation, prior to July 4. 

Response from every corner of the 
land has been instantaneous and in- 
spiring. 

When the radio and TV round-up of 
the celebration activities are concluded 
following the address by President Tru- 
man on July 4, the United States Com- 
mission and all other agencies, groups, 
and citizens who participated, will have 
every reason to be proud of the job they 
undertook, 

The one hundred and seventy-fifth an- 
niversary of the signing of the Decla- 
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ration of Independence provided a dra- 
matic and purposeful opportunity for 
a reawakened Nation to rededicate it- 
self to the principles of the Declaration 
of Independence. Such rededication 
has already inspired the participa- 
tion of the entire Nation in an 
event of international significance. The 
spontaneous reaction to this birthday of 
independence is proof, again, that who- 
ever lives in an American community is 
fortunate to hold a share in the shrine 
of independence—an independence that 
has kept us free in a world in chains— 
a way of believing and doing—that per- 
mits the individual of this Nation to 
move reverently forward, in strength 
and mercy, in honor and wholesomeness. 

In summation, it is well to say that 
freedom has given this Nation all that 


it possesses, and freedom is everybody's 


right. But, the determination and the 
purpose to keep it, is upon this anni- 
versary, as it has been upon all other 
days, everybody’s job—now freedom 
needs you. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recor, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. Horan (at the request of Mr. Mar- 
TIN of Massachusetts), and to include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska, and to in- 
clude certain resolutions. 

Mr. Harrison of Wyoming, and to in- 
clude an editorial. 

Mr. Byrne of New York, and to in- 
clude an article. 

Mr. DoLLINGER, in two instances and 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Lane, in three instances, and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Gwinn, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Mason, and to include an article by 
Willford King. 

Mr. Foranp, and to include an edito- 
rial and a letter. 

Mr. Bryson, and to include two edito- 
rials. 

Mr. BeckwortH, and to include a 
letter. 

Mr. Suitx of Wisconsin, and to include 
an article. 

Mr. STOCKMAN, and to include an 
article. 

Mr. Porter, in two instances, and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. OsTErTAG, and to include an edito- 
rial. 

Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts, in three 
instances, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. WOLVERTON, in three instances, 
and to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Jupp, and to include an article by 
General Wedemeyer, notwithstanding 
the fact that it exceeds two pages of the 
Recorp and is estimated by the Public 
Printer to cost $191.34. 

Mr. SHELLEY, and to include an article. 

Mr. GAMBLE, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. SHAFER (at the request of Mr. Man- 
tin of Massachusetts) in three instances. 

Mr. Case, and include a letter. 

Mr. Van Zaxpr, article. 

Mr. PHILLIPs, 
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Mr. McCormack, in two instances, in 
one to include a very inspirational poem 
written by James Patrick McGovern, and 
in the other, to include an editorial re- 
cently appearing in the Boston Post. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 795. An act for the relief of Carlos 
Sanchez Perez; and 

H. R. 4200. An act to make certain revis- 
ions in titles I through IV of the Officer 


Personnel Act of 1947 as amended, and for 
other purposes. 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to a joint resolution of the Senate 
of the following title: 


S. J. Res. 51. Joint resolution providing for 
United States participation in the celebra- 
tion at Philadelphia, Pa., of the one hundred 
and seventy-fifth anniversary of the signing 
of the Declaration of Independence. 


BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on this day present 
to the President, for his approval, a bill 
of the House of the following title: 


H. R. 795. An act for the relief of Carlos 
Sanchez Perez. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; according- 
ly (at 6 o’clock and 19 minutes p. m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad- 
journed until tomorrow, Friday, June 
29, 1951, at 11 o’clock a. m. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC, 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


570. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense, transmitting a draft of a pro- 
posed bill entitled, “A bill to provide for the 
withholding of certain patents that might be 
detrimental to the national security, and for | 
other purposes”; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

571. A letter from the Chief Commissioner, 
Indian Claims Commission, transmitting a 
copy of the order of dismissal with reference 
to the claim of The Choctaw Nation, peti- 
tioner v. The United States, defendant 
(Docket No. 50), pursuant to section 21 of 
the Indian Claims Commission Act of August 
13, 1946 (60 Stat. 959; 25 U. S. C. 70); to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

572. A letter from the Chief Commissioner, 
Indian Claims Commission, transmitting a 
report that proceedings have been finally 
concluded with respect to the claims of The 
Western (Old Settler) Cherokee Indians, on 
the relation of Dorothea Owen et al., plain- 
tiffs, v. The United States of America, de- 
fendant (Docket No. 3), and The Eastern 
(Emigrant) Cherokee Indians, on the rela- 
tion of Florian H. Nash, Jr., et al., plaintiffs, 
v. United States of America, defendant 
(Docket No. 5), pursuant to provisions of 


$ section 21 of the Indian Claims Commission 
Act of August 13, 1946 (60 Stat. 959; 25 


U. S. C. 70); to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, 

573. A letter from the Governor of Puerto 
Rico, transmitting the official result of the 
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referendum held in Puerto Rico on June 4, 
1951 to accept or reject Public Law 600, 
Eighty-first Congress, entitled “An act to 
N for the organization of a constitu- 
ional government by the people of Puerto 
Rico”; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. SPENCE: Committee on Banking and 
Currency. House Joint Resolution 278. 
Joint resolution to continue for a temporary 
period the Defense Production Act of 1950; 
the Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as amend- 
ed; and for other purposes; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 660). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. SABATH: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 294. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of House Joint Resolution 278 
to continue for a temporary period the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950; the Housing 
and Rent Act of 1947, as amended; and for 
other purposes; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 661). Referred to the House Calendar, 

Mr. SPENCE: Committee on Banking and 
Currency. H. R. 4395. A bill to amend the act 
entitled “An act to expedite the provision 
of housing in connection with national de- 
fense, and for other purposes”, approved 
October 14, 1940, as amended; with amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 662). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. HARRIS: Committee of Conference. 
S. 1590. An act to extend and revise the 
District of Columbia Emergency Rent Act; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 663). Or- 
dered to be printed. y 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: : 

By Mr. BURDICK: 

H. R. 4635. A bill to amend the act of Oc- 
tober 29, 1949, Public Law 437, Eighty-first 
Congress, entitled “An act to vest title to 
certain lands of the Three Affiliated Tribes 
of the Fort Berthold Reservation, N. Dak., 
in the United States, and to provide com- 
pensation therefor,” and to add to said act 
certain supplemental provisions; to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. HARRISON of Wyoming: 

H. R. 4636. A bill to amend the act au- 
thorizing the segregation and expenditure of 
trust. funds held in joint ownership by the 
Shoshone and Arapaho Tribes of the Wind 
River Reservation for the purpose of extend- 
ing the time in which payments are to be 
made to members of such tribes under such 
act, and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. KILDAY: 

H. R. 4637. A bill to repeal the provision 
of the act of July 1, 1902 (32 Stat. 662), as 
amended, relating to pay of civilian em- 
ployees of the Navy Department appointed 
for duty beyond the continental limits of 


the United States and in Alaska; to the Com- 


mittee on Armed Services, 
By Mr. WELCH: 

H. R. 4638. A bill to amend subsections (b) 
(1) and (b) (3) of section 105 of title 28 
of the United States Code so as to transfer 
certain counties from the Western Division 
to the Saint Joseph Division of the Western 
District of Missouri; and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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By Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin: 

H. R. 4639. A bill to appropriate funds for 
the employment during the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1952, of additional enforcement of- 
ficers by the Bureau of Narcotics, Treasury 
Department, and for the purchase of nar- 
cotics by the Bureau of Narcotics; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan: 

H. R. 4640. A bill granting to persons who 
serve in the Armed Forces during the present 
hostilities all rights, privileges, and benefits 
granted to veterans of World War II with re- 
spect to housing; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. PRIEST: 

H. R. 4641. A bill to amend the Railroad 
Retirement Act, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. CLEMENTE: 

H. R. 4642. A bill to change the penalties 
for sale or use of narcotics; to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KEATING: 

H. Con. Res. 135, Concurrent resolution to 
protest the arrest, confinement, and trial of 
Archbishop Josef Groesz by the government 
of Hungary; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. RICHARDS: 

H. Con. Res. 136. Concurrent resolution au- 
thorizing the sending of congressional dele- 
gates to meet with representatives of the 
Consultative Assembly of the Council of Eu- 
rope; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. JUDD: s 

H. Con. Res. 137. Concurrent resolution au- 
thorizing the sending of congressional dele- 
gates to meet with representatives of the 
Consultative Assembly of the Council of Eu- 
rope; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. BAKEWELL: 

H. Res. 289. Resolution favoring protests in 
the United Nations against the arrest, con- 
finement, and trial of Archbishop Josef 
Groesz in Hungary; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MURPHY: 

H. Res. 290. Resolution favoring the nego- 
tiation of a treaty for the defense of the 
Mediterranean area against Communist ag- 
gression; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. SHEEHAN: 

H. Res. 291. Resolution to provide funds 
for the expenses of the investigation and 
study authorized by House Resolution 282; 
to the Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. YATES: 

H. Res. 292. Resolution to provide for a 
Select Committee on Problems of the Aging; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. PHILBIN: 

H. Res. 293. Resolution favoring the nego- 
tiation of a treaty for the defense of the 
Mediterranean area against Communist ag- 
gression; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 


fairs. 
By Mr. DONOHUE: 

H. Res. 295. Resolution favoring the nego- 
tiation of a treaty for the defense of the 
Mediter-anean area against Communist ag- 
gression; to the Committe on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 


By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legisla- 
ture of the State of California, memorializing 
the President and the Congress of the United 
States, relative to the need for materials for 
construction of additional school and col- 
lege buildings in California; to the Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency, 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 


State of Massachusetts, memorializing the 
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President and the Congress of the United 
States, relative to amending the Displaced 
Persons Act; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows; 


By Mr. DAWSON: 

H. R. 4643. A bill for the relief of Toshiko 

Yamada; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
By Mr. DINGELL: 

H. R. 4644. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Mildred G. Kates and Ronald Kates; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 7 

By Mr. DONOVAN: 

H. R. 4645. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Marguerite A. Brumell; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CURTIS of Missouri: 

H. R. 4646, A bill for the relief of Julian 

F. Nash; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
By Mr. FENTON: 

H. R. 4647. A bill for the relief of Dezio 
Blascovich; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. g 

By Mr. FLOOD: 

H. R. 4648. A bill for the relief of Maj. 
Arthur J. Horvat; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HESS: 

H. R. 4649. A bill for the relief of Wilbert 

F. Kerns; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. MORANO: 

H. R. 4650. A bill for the relief of Haig, 
Zabelle, Louise, and Gene Gulbenkian; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RIBICOFF: y 

H. R. 4651. A bill for the relief of Spiros 
Vastakis; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 4652. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Despina Hodos; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H. R. 4653. A bill for the relief of Titus 
Radulesco-Pogoneano; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H. R. 4654. A bill for the relief of Matel 
Ghica-Cantacuzino; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H. R. 4655, A bill for the relief of Dr. 
Alexander D. Moruzi; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H. R. 4656. A bill for the relief of Dr. Gyula 
Maar; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 4657. A bill for the relief of Dr. Paul 
A. Fabry; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SAYLOR: 

H. R. 4658. A bill for the relief of Phyllis 
Hertzog; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

By. Mr. SEELY-BROWN: 

H. R. 4659. A bill for the relief of Khalil 
S. A. Aoun; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SHORT: 

H. R. 4660. A bill for the relief of Edward 
L. Jenkins; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXTI, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 

330. By Mr. HARRISON of Wyoming: Pe- 


` tition of Mrs. George A. Dittmar and others, 


relative to passing legislation to prohibit 
alcoholic beverage advertising; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

331. Also, petition of Mrs. Willma Kelley 
and others, relative to passing legislation to 
prohibit alcoholic beverage advertising; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. s 
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SENATE 


Fripay, June 29, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 27, 
1951) 


The Senate met at 2 o’clock p. m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Our Father God, all the ways of our 
need lead to Thee. Our deepest crav- 
ings but drive us to the refreshing 
springs of Thy strength. For this quiet 
moment may we be conscious of the lure 
of far horizons, the light of lifted skies. 

We pray for a commonwealth of 
brotherhood, where those who toil shall 
be honored and rewarded, where man’s 
worth shall be reckoned higher than 
the price of things he fashions with hand 
or brain, and where science, redeemed 
from destruction, shall serve the com- 
mon good. We would be workers to- 
gether with Thee for the preservation of 
liberty, for the defeat of tyranny, for 
the redemption of democracy from its 
failures, and for the establishment of a 
just and lasting peace. In the Redeem- 
er’s name we ask it. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. McF'ar.anp, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, 
June 28, 1951, was dispensed with. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting 
nominations was communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Hawks, one of his secre- 
taries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed without amendment 
the bill (S. 1645) to amend the act incor- 
porating the American University. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed a bill (H. R. 4395) to 
amend the act entitled “An act to ex- 
pedite the provision of housing in con- 
nection with national defense, and for 
other purposes,” approved October 14, 
1940, as amended, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 


HOUSE BILL REFERRED 


The bill (H. R. 4395) to amend the 
act entitled “An act to expedite the 
provision of housing in connection with 
national defense, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved October 14, 1940, as 
amended, was read twice by its title and 
referred to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


On his own request, and by unanimous 
consent, Mr. IvEs was excused from at- 
tendance on the sessions of the Senate 
during next week. i 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS ` 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators 


may transact routine business, without 
debate. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


ROLL-BACK OF PRICE OF BEEF— 
RESOLUTION 


Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I present for appropriate refer- 
ence, and ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp, without the sig- 
natures attached, a resolution in the 
nature of a memorial, signed by Arthur 
H. Shultz and 24 other citizens of Scrib- 
ner, and vicinity, Nebraska, remonstrat- 
ing against the roll-back on the price of 
beef cattle. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency and ordered to 
be printed in the Recorp without the 
signatures attached, as follows: 

DoncE COUNTY LIVESTOCK 
FEEDERS ASSOCIATION, 
Hooper, Nebr., June 1951. 
PETITION TO UNITED STATES SENATOR 
HUGH BUTLER 

Whereas OPS through its infamous, dis- 
criminatory, and un-American order to roll 
back the price of beef cattle 18 percent or to 
pre-Korea levels has so drastically reduced 
the available supply of beef that the Govern- 
ment is planning to buy foreign beef for the 
armed services, This plan calls for supplying 
inferior quality foreign beef to our boys in 
uniform while saving the limited supply of 
high-quality corn-fed beef for our civilians. 
We the undersigned believe that the boys at 
the front well deserve first priority on this 
country’s supply of choice corn-fed beef. The 
civilians here at home are still free to strive 
for the elimination of OPS regulations that 
have increased the price of meat on the one 
hand and sabotaged the source of supply on 


the other; 


Whereas beef is much higher to the Ameri- 
can housewife under OPS ceiling prices; 

Whereas with the continuation of OPS 
meat rationing will soon be inevitable; 

Whereas the control of pork production is 
next on OPS schedule; 

Whereas thousands of OPS-ers (snoop 
troops) have been employed at public ex- 
pense to prey on the industry; 

Whereas wide scale black-market opera- 
tions including such practices as illegal 
slaughtering, tie-in sales, up grading, and 
devious ways of cutting beef, are now well 
under way; 


Whereas many World War II veterans just 


getting started in the cattle business are 
either being wiped out or thrown for serious 
financial loss. This, of course, applies to 
countless others who own cattle in every 
neighborhood, county, and State in the 
United States. The roll-back order does not 
allow cost of production as proven by hun- 
dreds of feed-lot records from all over the 
Corn Belt. A large share of the investment 
in feed-lot cattle is covered by borrowed 
money. When a livestock feeder buys feed- 
er cattle at the prevailing market price, and 
the price is rolled back 18 percent, it means 
the loss of all profit and part or all of the 
equity that the owner has in his cattle. This 
condition covers a large percent of the cat- 
tle on feed in the country at the present 
time. This is why cattlemen who bought 
cattle in good faith on the free open market 
before the roll-back are so concerned and 
anxious to have the roll back canceled; 

Whereas 80,000,000 cattle in the United 
States, at the close of the 18-percent roll- 
back period, will have been depreciated ap- 
proximately $50 per head or $4,000,000,000. 
This affects nearly every one of our millions 
of farmers and ranchers, because cattle are 
owned and beef is produced on nearly every 
farm and ranch in the country. Even dairy 
or farm milk cows sold for beef will be de- 
preciated nearly $190 per head; 
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‘Whereas beef cattle and related industries 
are in a state of paralysis. Large numbers 
of packing-house laborers have been laid off. 
Feed lots are rapidly becoming empty. For 
the past several weeks, during the roll-back 
scare period, cattle feeders have greatly re- 
duced the buying of replacement cattle to 
fill their feed-lots and have sold large num- 
bers of unfinished cattle with a resulting 
large loss in beef tonnage. The sale of feed- ` 
er cattle in the big-ranch areas of the western 
half of the United States has practically 
stopped. At Wisner, Nebr., one of the largest 
cattle feeders in the United States has 
stopped buying cattle for his feed lots be- 
cause he says cattle fed under OPS regula- 
tions would only result in serious financial 
loss. Before OPS this feeder produced 500 
top quality corn-fed cattle per week, or 300 
tons live weight; 15,600 tons per year. Thus, 
one of our Nation’s important food-produc- 
ing defense. plants is being closed due to 
OPS. Many livestock trucking companies 
report a drastic reduction in the business 
of hauling feeder cattle, feed, and supplies 
to feed lots and finished corn-fed cattle to 
market. 

Whereas there is much more at stake in 
the roll-back order than the price of cattle 
and meat. If the roll-back is allowed to 
stand it will mean permanent Government 
domination of the industry and the end of 
a free agriculture in the United States; 

Whereas OPS officials administering the 
meat program are strictly inexperienced in 
this industry and are totally unqualified for 
their positions, Neither will they heed the 
sincere counsel of leading men of long ex- 
perience in the industry; 

Whereas an 87 percent of last year slaugh- 
ter quota on beef cattle will force cattle 
into the black market and require that pack- 
ers slaughter at least 13 percent less cattle 
than a year ago. Under this plan the owner 
of a shipment of cattle on a given market 
might be forced to take his cattle back home 
if all the buyers had filled their quotas to- 
ward the end of an accounting period 

Whereas grain farmers look to the live- 
stock farmer and feeder for a market for 
their corn, other feed grains, and hay. With 
an OPS forced shortage of livestock feed- 
ing, great surpluses of these commodities 
are certain to accumulate; 

Whereas OPS has so ruthlessly destroyed 
confidence in the livestock feeding indus- 
try that many feeders have lost all desire 
to continue their operations until such con- 
trols are eliminated; 

Whereas Mr. DiSalle has threatened to roll 
all farm priees back as far as the law will 
allow. This would mean another 20 per- 
cent roll-back in the price of cattle since 
cattle will still be 125 percent of parity at 
the completion of the present 18 percent 
roll-hack, Parity is a horse-and-buggy for- 
mula based on the period 1909 to 1914 and 
has very little to do with present-day con- 
ditions. Much higher quality corn-fed beef 
is produced today under considerable higher 
relative production costs. For instance, in 
the 1909 to 1914 period poorer quality cat- 
tle were carried for much longer periods 
on cheap pasture: much of which was free 
public domain, Today highly bred corn-fed 
cattle are marketed as baby beefs, year- 
lings, and 2-year-olds. In the previous pe- 
riod cattle were marketed mainly as 2-, 3-, 
and 4-year-olds—many as grass-finished 
beef; 

Whereas every division of the meat in- 
dustry, including livestock feeders, farmers, 
processors, and retailers, stand ready and 
willing to supply the American consumer 
and the armed services with an ample and 
ever-increasing supply of meat at reason- 
able prices as determined by consumer de- 
mand if left unhampered by the OPS con- 
trols: 

Resolved, That we, the undersignd farmers, 
livestock feeders, and other interested par- 
ties of Dodge County, Nebr., most urg- 
ently request you, Senator HucH BUTLER, 
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to do everything possible to prevent the re- 
newal of any legislation affecting the live- 
stock industry when the National Produc- 
tion Act expires June 30, 
ARTHUR H, SHULTZ 
(And 24 other citizens of Scribner, 
Nebr., and vicinity). 


RESOLUTIONS BY THE MICHIGAN STATE 
SOCIETY DEPLORING THE DEATH OF 
THE LATE SENATOR VANDENBERG 


Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, the 
Michigan State Society of this city re- 
cently adopted resolution deploring the 
untimely death of our late colleague, 
the former senior Senator from Michi- 
gan, Arthur H. Vandenberg. I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolutions 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tions were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

Whereas the untimely death of Hon. Ar- 
thur Vandenberg, senior Senator of Michi- 
gan, has visited upon all of the people of 
the United States and especially to the 
citizenry of the State of Michigan, a great 
and realized loss; and 

Whereas the people of the State of Michi- 
gan, and especially we of the Michigan State 
Society, are deeply conscious of the loss to 
our State and to our Nation; and 

Whereas we, of the Michigan State Society 
of Washington, are desirous of extending our 
deepest sympathies to the bereaved family 
of our late beloved and illustrious Senator: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Michigan State Society 
extends to the family of the late Arthur 
Vandenberg our deepest sympathy; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That this resolution be spread 
on the minutes of this organization; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That the corresponding secre- 
tary forward appropriate copies of this res- 
olution to the family of the late Senator 
Vandenberg and to the clerk of the Senate 
of the United States. 


EXTENSION OF TIME FOR CERTAIN IN- 
VESTIGATIONS BY COMMITTEE ON IN- 
TERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I have 
three resolutions from the Committee 
on Rules and Administration, adopted 
unanimously, extending the time for in- 
vestigations. They carry no money. 

From the Committee on Rules and Ad- 
ministration, I report favorably, without 


amendment, Senate Resolution 154, sub- . 


mitted by the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. JoHNSON] on June 8, 1951, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, and I ask unani- 
mous consent for its present consider- 
ation. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

There being no objection, the reso- 
lution (S. Res. 154) was considered and 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the time within which the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce may complete the investigation au- 
thorized by Senate Resolution 50, Eighty- 
first Congress, agreed to April 11, 1949, as 
continued by Senate Resolution 308, Eighty- 
first Congress, agreed to July 27, 1950, and 
Senate Resolution 55, Eighty-second Con- 
gress, agreed to February 19, 1951, hereby is 
extended to January 31, 1952. E 


EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY FOR INVES- 
TIGATION OF FUEL RESERVES 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, from 


the Committee on Rules and Adminis- _ 
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tration. I report favorably, without 
amendment, Senate Resolution 153, sub- 
mitted by the Senator from Wyoming 
{Mr. O’MaHoneEyY] on June 8, 1951, and 
referred to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, and ask for its im- 
mediate consideration, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.. Is 
there objection? 

There being no objection, the reso- 
lution (S. Res. 153) was considered and 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the authority of the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, or any 
duly authorized subcommittee thereof, un- 
der Senate Resolution 239, Eighty-first Con- 
gress, agreed to August 15, 1950, and as 
extended by Senate Resolution 374, Eighty- 
first Congress, agreed to December 21, 1950, 
and further extended by Senate Resolution 
33, Eighty-second Congress, agreed to Janu- 
ary 29, 1951 (providing for a study and in- 
vestigation of the fuel reserves and to for- 
mulate a fuel policy for the United States), is 
hereby continued through January 31, 1952. 


INCREASE IN LIMIT OF EXPENDITURES 
FOR COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration, I report favorably, without 
amendment, Senate Resolution 162, sub- 
mitted by the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. McCKELLAR] on June 26, 1951, and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present consider- 
ation of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the reso- 
lution (S. Res. 162) was considered and 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Appro- 
priations hereby is authorized to expend 
from the contingent fund of the Senate, 
during the Eighty-second Congress, $10,000 
in addition to the amount, and for the same 
purposes, specified in section 134 (a) of 
the Legislative Reorganization Act approved 
August 2, 1946. 

EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY FOR IN- 

VESTIGATION OF RELATIONSHIP OF 

UNITED STATES WITH THE INDIANS 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration I report favorably without 
amendment Senate Resolution 152, sub- 
mitted by the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O’MaHoney] on June 8, 1951, and 
referred to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, anu ask for its im- 
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the immediate con- 
sideration of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 152) was considered and 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the authority of the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, or any 
duly authorized subcommittee thereof, un- 
der Senate Resolution 292, Eighty-first Con- 
gress, agreed to July 13, 1950, and as ex- 
tended by Senate Resolution 32, Eighty-sec- 
ond Congress, agreed to January 29, 1951 (to 
investigate the relations of the United States 
with the Indians and Indian tribes), is here- 
by continued through January 31, 1952. 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. My question has to do 
with the resolution continuing the in- 
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vestigation of the relationship of the 
United States with the Ind ans. Is the 
investigation conducted under the so- 
called Bosone resolution or is it a con- 
tinuation of the old King committee? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, at the 
Leginning of the present Congress, the 
Senate appropriated $20,000 from the 
contingent fund to the Senate Commit- 
tee on Inferior and Insular Affairs, and 
the committee has expended a little 
more than $6,000 of that sum. The 
remainder of it is still available until 
January 31 of next year. The Senate 
committee itself is undertaking this 
Work. 

Mr. CASE. And the resolution does 
not authorize any additional funds? 

Mr. HAYDEN. No. 

Mr. CASE. I thank the Senator. 


PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES OF 
REPORT OF JOINT COMMITTEE ON 
ECONOMIC REPORT 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Rules and Administra- 
tion, I report favorably without amend- 
ment Senate Resolution 157, submitted 
by the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O’Manoney] on June 15, 1951, and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 157) was considered and 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That there be printed 2,000 addi- 
tional copies of Senate Report 210, current 
session, the report of the Joint Committee 
on the Economic Report on the January 
1951 Economic Report of the President, for 
the use of said joint committee. 


REPORT OF PERSONNEL AND FUNDS BY 
COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINIS- 
TRATION 


Pursuant to Senate Resolution 123, 
Eightieth Congress, first session, the fol- 
lowing report was received by the Secre- 


tary of the Senate: 
June 30, 1951. 


KEPORT OF COMMITTEE ON RULES AND 
ADMINISTRATION 


To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and its 
subcommittees for the period from January 
1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with the 
funds available to and expended by it and its 
subcommittees: 


Name and profession 


Darrell St. Claire, chief clerk....... 
Russell O. King, assistant clerk 

and eounsel 
„Harrison, professional 

TT 
B. Floye Gavin, clerk (research)... 
Catherine L. Guyon, clerk (re- 


4, 241. 20) 2, 120. 64 


Funds authorized or appropriated for com- 


mittee expenditure... ?_......:-......-..-. 000. 00 
Amount expended Jan. 1, 1951-June 30, 1951.. 141. 67 
Balance unexpended 9, 858.33 
CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, 
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BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. SCHOEPPEL: 

S. 1771. A bill to effect the entry of a 
minor child adopted by a citizen of the 
United States; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. CAIN: 

8. 1772. A bill for the relief of Ruth Obre 
Dubonnet; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 1773. A bill providing for the issuance 
of a patent in fee to Mary E. Nelson; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Cary when he 
introduced the last above-mentioned bill, 
which appear under a separate heading.) 


By Mr. WELKER: 
S. 1774. A bill for the relief of Lee Yim 
Quon; and 
S. 17/5. A bill for the relief of Heinz Harald 
Bachmann; to the Committee on the 


Stanislaus; 
Judiciary. 
By Mr. McMAHON: 

8.1777. A bill for the relief of Matei 
Ghica-Cantacuzino; 

S. 1778. A bill for the relief of Dr. Paul A. 
Fabry; 

S. 1779. A bill for the relief of Dr. Gyula 
Maar; 

S. 1780. A bill for the relief of Dr. Alex- 
ander D. Moruzi; 

S. 1781. A bill for the relief of Titus Radu- 
lesco-Pogoneano; and 

S. 1782. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Despina 
Hodos; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 

By Mr. LANGER: 

S. 1783. A bill for the relief of Tosir Ali 
(also known as Tasir Ullah), Nurruzzoman 
Choudry, Rois Ullah, and Mahamed Hakim 
(also known as Sarumiah); and 

S. 1784. A bill for the relief of Tahid 
Ullah; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McCARRAN: 

S. 1785. A bill authorizing the Secretary 
of State to continue Herve J. L'Heureux to 
serve as Chief of the Visa Division for an 
additional year commencing September 1, 
1951; to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

S. 1786. A bill for the relief of certain 
officers and employees of the Foreign Service 
of the United States who, while in the course 
of their respective duties, suffered losses of 
personal property by reason of war condi- 
tions and catastrophes of nature; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LANGER: 

S. 1787. A bill for the relief of Isrial Ali 
Chawdhury; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. FERGUSON: 

S. 1788. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Janina 

Nowicka; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 


PATENT IN FEE TO MARY E. NELSON 


Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I introduce 
for appropriate reference a bill provid- 
ing for the issuance of a patent-in-fee 
to Mary E. Nelson of Kewa, Wash., 
to lands allotted to her on the Colville 
Indian Reservation, in the State of 
Washington, and I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
statement by me in reference to the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred, and, without objection, the 
statement will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 1773) providing for the 
issuance of a patent in fee to Mary E. 
Nelson, introduced by Mr. Carn, was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 


to the Committee on the 
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Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs. 

The statement presented by Mr. CAIN 
is as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR CAIN 

Mrs. Mary E. Nelson is of one-fourth Indian 
blood, married and living with her husband 
and daughter, 8 years old. Mrs. Nelson is 42 
years old, and the Nelsons are farming the 
land involved herein and are not dependent 
on the Indian Bureau for assistance or super- 
vision. Mrs. Nelson has been educated in 
the public schools of the State of Washing- 
ton and is apparently capable and able to 
handle her own affairs without any govern- 
mental supervision. In addition to her own 
cllotment, she owns an inherited interest in 
lands allotted to her deceased mother. 

Mrs. Nelson states that she is desirous of 
obtaining a patent-in-fee to her allotment 
in order that she and her family may be freed 
from Indian Bureau interference, and that 
her highest ambition is to be a full-fledged 
Emerican citizen, the privilege of paying 
taxes, share the responsibilities and benefits 
with other true and loyal citizens. Mrs. 
Nelson states that she is free of debts and 
has funds on deposit in the Bank of Ephrata, 
Wash. 

The declared policy of the present De- 
partment of the Interior “is to bring about 
acceptance and full recognition of the Indian 
as a citizen of the State in which he resides 
with all the rights and privileges extended 
t other citizens, and also with the respon- 
sibility and duties of such citizenship.” In 
view of the fact that this Indian is willing 
and apparently is well able to dispense with 
Federal supervision, she should be permitted 
to do so. 

The enactment of this bill will permit Mrs. 
Nelson to make use of her land to the best 
advantage to herself and family and would 
a: least release that much land from under 
the supervision of the Indian Bureau, place 
said land on the tax rolls of the county and 
State, and the Nelson family would take 
their places with other citizens in the com- 
munity where they live among Indian and 
non-Indian, who are contributing their 
share of responsibility to the local com- 
munity, the State of Washington, and the 
Nation. 


PAYMENT FROM CONTINGENT FUND OF 
CERTAIN OBLIGATIONS BY SELECT 
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 


Mr. SPARKMAN submitted the follow- 
ing resolution (S. Res. 168), which was 
referred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration: 


Resolved, That the Select Committee on 
Small Business created by Senate Resolution 
58, agreed to February 20, 1950, is authorized 
to expend from the contingent fund of the 
Senate, the sum of $10,000 in addition to 
any other amount available to said commit- 
tee, for the purpose of defraying obligations 
incurred by the said committee prior to Au- 
gust 31, 1951, or the date of enactment of 
the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act of 
1952, whichever is the earlier, in employing 
technical, clerical, and other assistance. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Ap- 
pendix, as follows: 

By Mr. SALTONSTALL: 

Editorial entitled “Report on America,” 
published in the New York Times of June 
29, dealing with the recent statement issued 
by Senator Russet at the conclusion of the 
joint hearings by the Armed Services and 
Foreign Relations Committees. 

Editorial entitled “Busy Cranberry Mer- 
chants,” published in the Omaha Morning 


JUNE 29 


World-Herald for June 25, dealing with the 
cranberry merchants of Cape Cod. 
By Mr. FREAR (by request): 

Address delivered by Hon. James Bruce at 
the Newcastle tercentenary celebration, at 
Newcastle, Del., on June 16. 

By Mr. GILLETTE: 

Statement by Lord Layton, vice president 
of the Consultative Assembly of the Council 
of Europe. 

By Mr. HENNINGS: 

Statement entitled “Faithful Through the 
Years,” by George S. Reuter, Jr., paying 
tribute to Prof. J. Olan Markland, super- 
intendent of schools of Holden, Mo. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska: 

An editorial entitled “Bitter Beef,” pub- 
lished in the McCook Daily Gazette of Fri- 
day, June 14, 1951. 

By Mr. LANGER: 

News article entitled “District of Colum- 
bia Costs Hit Record,” published in the Wash- 
ington Daily News ct Thursday, June 28, 1951. 

By Mr. THYE: 

Editorial entitled “A Fair Way of Cut- 
ting Leave,” published in the Washington 
Evening Star of June 28, 1951. 

By Mr. DOUGLAS: 

Letter from a constituent, a small cattle 
feeder of Illinois, supporting the beef cattle 
regulation. 

By Mr. WILEY: 

Articles from the National Tribune of 
Washington, D. C., and the Milwaukee Jour- 
nal relating to the activities of the Ameri- 
can Legion and the Fraternal Order of 
Eagles in opposing traffic in narcotics. 

By Mr. BENTON: 

Editorial entitled “Purge in Budapest,” 

published in the New York Times. 
By Mr. MAGNUSON: 

Editorial entitled “Increased Liquor Tax 
Would Delight the Bootlegger,” published in 
the New York Inquirer of June 18, 1951. 

By Mr. BENTON: 

Article by Robert Froman entitled “The 
Watch That Made the Dollar Famous,” pub- 
lished in the May 1951 issue of Steelways 
magazine. 


THE GI BILL OF RIGHTS—LETTER FROM 
CHARLES H. MONSON, JR., TO SENATOR 
BENNETT 


Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, in 
1944 the Congress enacted the Service- 
men’s Readjustment Act, popularly 
known as the GI bill of rights. Since 
that time cpproximately 7,500,000 veter- 
ans have received some training under 
the provisions of this law, at a total cost 
of about $12,000,000,000. 

I am sure that all of those concerned 
with the GI bill—those who were pro- 
ponents of the legislation, those Senators 
and Members of the House of Repre- 
sentatives who voted for it, and those 
who have assisted in the administra- 
tion of the program—will be encouraged 
by the letter which I have in my hand. 

This letter is a sincere and thoughtful 
report from a veteran of my State, who 
has been assisted by this program in ob- 
taining his bachelor of arts, master of 
arts, and doctor of philosophy degrees. 
In this letter, addressed to me as a Sen- 
ator, this veteran renders an accounting 
to his Government for the money, time, 
and interest spent in his behalf. 

Mr. President, this letter represents to 
me the application of the finest Ameri- 
can traditions and principles. Certainly 
the GI benefit program has been a worth 
while thing for this veteran, and the in- 
vestment of his country in him will be 
repaid, I am sure. 

Mr. President, I wish that millions of 
Americans could read this letter and 
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catch the spirit and attitude of its writer. 
I ask unanimous consent to have the let- 
ter printed at this point in the body of 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 


as follows: 
Irnaca, N. Y., June 5, 1951. 

Dear SENATOR BENNETT: I have recently 
been informed by the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion that today is the final day on which I 
shall be enrolled under the provisions of 
Public Law 346, the GI bill of rights. Accord- 
ing to my somewhat hasty calculation, I have 
received something like $8,000 in benefits 
from this law, and I feel an obligation to 
give an accounting of the investment which 
has been made in me and my future. I rec- 
ognize that you were not personally respon- 
sible for the passage of this bill, and further- 
more, technically you are no longer my rep- 
resentative in the Senate. Nevertheless I am 
submitting this report to you, for my train- 
ing was begun in Utah and I still consider 
Salt Lake City as my home. This report 
then is being submitted to the Senator from 
Utah, which you are at this time, in the be- 
lief that you have been my representative 
who has authorized and granted me this 
money. 

The Veterans’ Administration has paid for 
my tuition, books, and supplies for the 
spring term 1946 and the academic years of 
1946-47, 1947-48, and 1948-49 at the Uni- 
versity of Utah and the academic years of 
1949-50 and 1950-51 at Cornell University, 
Ithaca, N. Y. Approximately $1,700 has been 
paid to the University of Utah and $1,300 to 
Cornell. This money has paid for all of my 
tuition charges for each semester and for all 
of my books except for this last spring term 
at Cornell. It has, in addition, enabled me to 
collect a fairly substantial library of books 
of interest to me and provided for the typing 
and research for my master’s thesis. 

The educational program I have pursued 
has been both varied and intense. My first 
year was devoted to a rather general course 
centering mostly in the social sciences, my 
second to an attempt at law, one which I 
found most disagreeable, my third to obtain- 
ing my bachelor’s degree with a major in phi- 
losophy, and I have since that time continued 
my work in philosophy, taking my master’s 
degree at Utah in 1949, and should receive 
my doctor of philosophy from Cornell during 
the coming year. 

My interests in philosophy has gradually 
centered around social and political philos- 
ophy, with a particular interest in the phil- 
osophical theory and justification of democ- 
racy and its attendant problems. My mas- 
ter’s thesis was a comparative study of John 
Locke and Baruch Spinoza on the moral le- 
gitimacy of government and my dissertation 
will fall within the general field of contem- 
porary analyses and arguments about democ- 
racy, particularly that of John Dewey and 
Ralph Barton Perry. My most intense inter- 
est at this time is with questions of value, 
what are they, why are they good, and what 
do they mean, and particularly as they are 
prevalent in political and social problems. 
I hope that my dissertation will be of suffi- 
cient worth to warrant the time and money 
which has prepared me for writing it. 

* * * Thave learned not only what other 
men think but how to think for myself, and 
I would suppose that this in itself is no mean 
accomplishment. My teachers have been in- 
terested in my activities and interesting in 
their conversations. I feel that as far as the 
academic part of my work has been con- 
cerned, that the Veterans’ Administration 
has received adequate repayment from the 
universities I have attended (University of 
Utah and Cornell). 

The major portion of the money expended 
for my education has been given directly to 
me through my subsistence allowance. This 
amount is about $5,000 to $5,500. During all 
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of my schoo] attendance I have had at least 
one part-time job to supplement this income 
and during the summers I have worked on 
construction jobs to help us through the 
school year. This additional work, plus some 
war bonds which I managed to save during 
the war, has enabled me to be married in 
1947 and we have since had a daughter who 
is now nearly 3 years old and a son who is 
2% months old. So, the having and raising 
of a family has not been hindered by going 
to school—although we have lived rather 
skimpily. 

An inventory of our possessions at this 
time reveals that we completely own a 1940 
Oldsmobile, a new Westinghouse refrigera- 
tor, a washing machine, sofa, chair, rug, bed, 
baby bed, miscellaneous household furniture 
(all used), a typewriter, portable sewing ma- 
chine, and mixmaster (all new). I men- 
tion this fact not because I am particularly 
proud of what we have been able to purchase 
during 4 years of married life, but to show 
what one GI with a good wife and some part- 
time jobs could do while living on the Gov- 
ernment subsidy. 

In short, then, the money which has been 
paid to me has enabled me to live a fairly 
decent life, to marry, and to continue my 
normal life by raising a family while, at the 
same time, going to school. We do not have 
very much in material goods, but we do have 
many friends and are very happy and I can 
honestly say that without the aid given by 
Public Law 346 the ability for me to do this 
as well as the incentive to continue with 
my schooling would probably have not been 
present. We both have had to work very 
hard, in fact, I now have two part-time jobs 
to help us this year, but without the aid of 
the Government money we would not have 
got this far in school, nor, I fear, have made 
the friends we have. 

What, you might ask, has the money been 
invested in and what promise is there that 
the return from this investment will war- 
rant its expenditure? I can best answer the 
question by telling you of my own thinking 
as it has developed. 

While in the Army I was with the Eighty- 
fourth Division as an Infantry rifeman. I 
was in combat in Western Germany during 
the fall of 1944 where I was wounded in 
action and returned to hospitals in England 
where I spent nearly 6 months. I was re- 
turned home and discharged during the early 
months of 1946 and while I was very happy 
to be coming back whole I felt that this 
country owed me a debt of gratitude for 
the part, however small it was, which I had 
played in the war. I particularly felt this 
right I possessed with its incumbent obliga- 
tion of my Government when I compared 
my Army experiences with other fellows 
who had not been in combat. I had given 
8 of the best years of my life to my Govern- 
ment and felt that I should have something 
given to me in return. 

This feeling was, I suppose, common to 
practically all of us who came home; we had 
given something and we wanted payment 
for it. Moreover, this was the feeling pres- 
ent among the representatives of the people 
when they passed this bill and is, unfortu- 
nately, the feeling many of the GI's still 
hold today. I say unfortunately for I have 
come to the conclusion that this bill should 
be considered not as a gift, not as a payment 
for services rendered, but as an investment, 
a subsidy, a material recognition of a belief 
and a faith in the youth of the country. I 
no longer feel that the Government owes 
me something because I helped fight a war, 
but that I owe the Government something 
because they helped me to gain an educa- 
tion. In other words, I no longer feel that 
the $8,000-plus which I have received is the 
Government’s way of saying Well done,” but 
is their way of saying Do well.” 

I can account for this change of attitude, 
this change from claiming a right to recog- 
nizing an obligation, in terms of my philo- 
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sophical interests. As I have studied the 
writings of the great thinkers of the past I 
have seen that the fundamental activities of 
governments are not with waging wars or 
even preparing for such destructive activities, 
but rather with helping individuals within a 
given country to live better lives and this 
they can do only when they can cooperate 
an live together harmoniously with each 
other. When a war does come, the defense 
of the country by the citizenry seems to me 
to be a way of repaying a government for 
its benefits from the past rather than an 
ordeal which a bunch of politicians have 
got us into and cannot get us out. In other 
words, I have come to consider my partici- 
pation in the war as a way of thanking my 
government for enabling me to grow up in 
peace to enjoy a good schooling and a happy 
youth, rather than a period of time taken 
out of my life because of the blunderings of 
some of our leaders. 

Do I make myself clear? I have come to 
think that the function of a government is, 
as Aristotle said, to enable men not just to 
live, put to live well. The degree to which 
any government accomplishes this purpose 
will determine the degree to which its citi- 
zenry will rise to defend that government in 
times occasioned by war or internal strife. 
So that when one thinks that the govern- 
ment owes him something because he fought 
in a war, he actually has the situation back- 
wards. He fought in the war because he 
owed the government something, something 
which he enjoyed all the rest of his life, an 
opportunity to develop his capacities, to ex- 
pand his horizons, to enjoy living. In this 
sense, then, I have come to feel that I have 
an obligation rather than a right, a duty 
rather than a claim on my government. 

But, admitting that this feeling of mine is 
now that of duty rather than right, what 
does this mean so far as the investment 
which has been made in me is concerned? 
Having come to this recognition myself, I 
shall endeavor to teach my students, for I 
am planning to teach, a similar recognition 
for I think that it is only as individuals 
recognize their obligations to each other and 
to their country do they become intelligent 
citizens. And, at the same time, I shall en- 
deavor in my teaching to keep informed of 
the activities of the government and to speak 
out when I feel that the people in authority 
are no longer enabling the citizenry to live a 
good life. In these two ways, then, that of 
influencing other people to a recognition of 
their obligations and keeping myself in- 
formed I hope to make the moral foundation 
of democracy intelligent and substantial. If 
I can be an intelligent citizen and help to 
make others also I should think that the 
investment which has been made in my fu- 
ture will have been well founded. 

I have already commended the universi- 
ties I have attended for their competent and 
intelligent direction. I should also like to 
convey to you my appreciation and thanks 
to the Veterans’ Administration for the effi- 
cient manner in which they handled my rec- _ 
ords. Not once was my subsistence check 
late—and when one lives as close from the 
hand to the mouth as we do, this is extreme- 
ly important. 

I must apologize for the length of this 
letter. I can justify its length only on the 
grounds that $8,000 is a sizable investment. 
And I can justify the letter itself only on 
the grounds that I regard the money as an 
investment in my future, not a gift for my 
past actions and I am certain you would 
want an accounting of your investments, 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES H. Monson, JR. 


INVESTIGATION OF SALE OF FEDERAL 
POSITIONS IN MISSISSIPPI 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, for 2 

or 3 days I have been expecting to make 

some very brief remarks concerning a 
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matter which particularly interests the 
people of Mississippi. The Senate has 
been operating, however, under restricted, 
debate, so I have therefore deferred. 

Mr. President, I want to congratulate 
the members of the Hoey subcommittee 
for a very splendid piece of special in- 
vestigating work that they did in the 
State of Mississippi, representing the 
Senate, of course, in connection with 
the so-called job selling there. They 
found that the people of Mississippi were 
bewildered. Federal jobs were being 
sold and offered for sale, and money col- 
lected at least for such jobs, right and 
left. Men who were entitled to pref- 
erence under the civil-service law were 
having to pay in money even to be con- 
sidered. In their usual quiet and very 
thorough and very competent way, and 
without fanfare and display, the Hoey 
subcommittee of the standing Commit- 
tee on Expenditures in the Executive 
Departments fully developed the facts 
in a judicious manner and then made 
their report to the Senate. The condi- 
tion that previously existed in Mississippi 
with reference to these Federal positions 
has been entirely cleared up, and these 
matters are now in the hands of respon- 
sible persons, and the faith and confi- 
dence of the people has been restored in 
the branches of the Government in- 
volved, 

I wish to add a special word. Such 
splendid work and ensuing beneficial 
result is characteristic of the senior 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Hory] 
and his very fine subcommittee. In their 
very quiet, effective, and impartial way 
they render a great service to the Nation, 
and entirely refute the charges which 
are sometimes made that the Senate is 
wasting its time in useless investigations. 

I wish especially to thank and also 
commend the three Members of the Sen- 
ate who went to Mississippi and con- 
ducted a part of the hearings there. 
I refer to the senior Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. Hory], the senior Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. MCCLELLAN], and 
the senior Senator from South Dakota 
(Mr. Munpt]. They made a profound 
impression on the people by their great 
sincerity, earnestness, and devotion to 
the cause. 

I wish also to commend Hon. Francis 
D. Flanagan, who is chief counsel for 
the subcommittee, and Col. Howell J. 
Hatcher, chief investigator, and all other 
subcommittee staff members. They have 
rendered very fine service. The people 
of Mississippi are especially grateful for 
the splendid work done by the members 
of the subcOmmittee and their staff, and 
I wish to thank all of them and the 
entire membership of the Senate for 
these services to the people of my State 
and of the Nation. 


TRIBUTES TO THE PRESIDENT PRO 
TEMPORE 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
I wish to take this opportunity to com- 
mend the dean of the Senate for the 
efficient manner in which he presided 
over the Senate last night and this morn- 
ing during a period of stress. I am 
referring to the senior Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. MCKELLAR], the beloved 
president pro tempore whose ability, 
alertness to duty, courtesy, and compe- 
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tence is a lesson to allof us. Hour after 
hour, when other Members showed their 
fatigue, he presided competently and 
imperturbably. It is not too much to say 
that without his help, we might not have 
made the progress we did. I have never 
seen a better job done since I have been 
in the Senate. I want him to know that 
I am very grateful for the cool and effi- 
cient manner in which he handled every 
situation which arose last night. 

I believe also that last night and this 
morning’s deliberations prove that we 
can be proud of the men who are the 
seniors in service here. All of them re- 
mained in constant attendance hour 
after hour when their juniors began to 
show the wear and tear of the debate. 
I personally am proud to be their asso- 
ciate and colleague. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I join 
with the distinguished majority leader 
in the observations which he has just 
made relative to the manner in which 
the distinguished President pro tempore 
of the Senate presided at the session last 
night. 

I am prejudiced. I have always liked 
the distinguished Senator from Tennes- 
see. When I first come to the Senate he 
called me Kenneth. His name is Ken- 
neth, so we greet each other as Kenneth 
each time we meet. 

Beyond that personal relationship, I 
feel that the way he presided last night 
was fair and admirable. I join with 
the majority leader and extend to him 
my compliments for the fine work he did. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I am 
somewhat surprised at the remarks 
made by the majority leader and minor- 
ity leader. I did not nctice the distin- 
guished occupant of the chair acting any 
differently last night than he has acted 
at any other time since I have been a 
Member of the Senate with him. As 
chairman of the Committee on Appro- 
priations he does a remarkably fine job. 
He knows all the details about the va- 
rious appropriations. I believe that he 
does a much better job now than he did 
when I first met him 10 years ago. He 
has learned from the experience which 
he has gained in connection with the 
various projects. This experience has 
enabled him to do an admirable job. I 
join with the majority leader and the 
minority leader by saying that I think 
he is doing an outstanding job in the 
Senate for the people of Tennessee and 
for the Nation. 8 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, recent- 
ly the Armed Services Committee and 
the Foreign Relations Committee had a 
very distinguished and outstanding gen- 
eral as a witness, General MacArthur. 
He attracted a great deal of attention in 
the press because of the fact that he was 
on the witness stand for a little more 
than seven consecutive hours undergoing 
examination, without an interval of rest. 
I point out that the senior Senator from 
Tennessee presided over the Senate last 
night with great patience and ability for 
at least 8 hours and 40 minutes continu- 
ously, without break and without rest. 

Mr. McFARLAND. And without ask- 
ing for relief. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is cor- 
rect. I was impressed at the time at the 
outstanding manner in which he was 
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presiding over the most difficult session 
of the Senate that I have ever seen. He 
was prompt but not hasty in his rulings; 
as always, he was eminently fair; he was 
calm and considerate; he was alert. His 
unfailing energy and firm endurance 
grew stronger it seemed as the night 
wore on. All in all, it was by far the 
best job of presiding over the Senate that 
I have ever witnessed, and under the 
most difficult circumstances. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I cannot refrain from adding a 
word of appreciation of our distinguished 
President pro tempore, not only for what 
he did last night, but also for his unfail- 
ing courtesy and friendship toward his 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle. It 
is a great pleasure for me to say this word 
in appreciation of the senior Senator 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I wish to 
join my colleagues in paying tribute to 
the distinguished President pro tempore 
who presided through the very difficult 
session of last evening. As a member of 
the Appropriations Committee, I always 
enjoy meeting with that committee be- 
cause the able and distinguished Sen- 
ator from Tennessee is chairman of the 
committee. His pleasantness and fair- 
ness are at all times in inspiration to me. 
Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I appreci- 
ate the opportunity to join in what has 
been said about the remarkable perform- 
ance of the present occupant of the chair 
last night. 

It has not been my privilege to serve 
in the Senate very long, so Iam not com- 
petent to make comparisons. However, 
I served in the House of Representatives 
over a period of 14 years. We had some 
fairly tempestuous sessions in that body 
on occasions. I have seen many pre- 
siding officers under a great deal of stress 
and strain in long sessions. The per- 
formance last night by the distinguished 
Senator from Tennessee, the President 
pro tempore of the Senate, was one of 
the most remarkable I have ever seen. 

As I told him last night, the way in 
which he preserved a cool head, his fair- 
ness to Members on both sides of the 
aisle, his quick repartee, and the prompt- 
ness of his decisions were outstanding. 
No one can ever say but that the distin- 
guished Senator from Tennessee per- 
formed well for his country last night. 

Mr. LONG. I should like to add my 
word of tribute to that of other Senators. 
One of the first votes I cast—in fact, I 
believe it was the first vote I cast as a 
Member of the United States Senate— 
was a vote for our distinguished Presi- 
dent pro tempore, who now occupies the 
chair. That is one vote which I am cer- 
tain no one has ever had occasion to 
question or doubt. Every member of the 
Democratic Party who voted for our dis- 
tinguished President pro tempore at the 
beginning of the Eighty-first Congress 
has always had occasion to be proud of 
him. He has presided with fairness and 
impartiality. He is one of the hardest 
working Members of the Senate, if not 
the hardest working Member. 

The work which he does here in the 
Senate, such as presiding for the better 
part of 16 hours yesterday, is only a 
small indication of the work which he 
does as a Member of the United States 
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Senate. Many of us do not have occasion 
to observe the work which he does hour 
after hour upon appropriation bills, cov- 
ering the expenditure of all Federal 
money. We have every right to be proud 
of him. Even though he ruled my 
amendment out of order at 2 or 3 o’clock 
this morning, after reflection today, Iam 
constrained to believe that he was right. 
He is a great American, and Tennessee 
and the Nation can well be proud of him. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I wish 
to associate myself with the remarks 
which have been made by my colleagues 
on the floor of the Senate today with 
regard to our distinguished President 
pro tempore. I am filled with admira- 
tion for his industry as chairman of the 
important Appropriations Committee, 
I remember that last year he stood here 
for a week, clear in his explanations and 
impartial in his statements, and con- 
ducted the consideration of the appro- 
priation bill in a masterly way. 

I was filled with admiration yesterday 
when, for nearly 9 hours, without a 
break, he presided over this body during 
a very stormy and difficult session. He 
presided with complete impartiality and 
with great dignity. I wish to express 
my appreciation and thanks. 

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, I am very 
happy to join with my colleagues on both 
sides in the Chamber in paying tribute 
to the distinguished occupant of the 
chair, the President pro tempore. Ever 
since I have been a Member of the Senate 
I have had a personal and warm affec- 
tion for him. I have admired his ability, 
I have admired his courage, I have ad- 
mired his capacity to work, and I stand 
in admiration of his youth, energy, and 
vigor today. I do not know of any man, 
no matter what his years may be, who 
could have gone through the ordeal of 
yesterday, last night, and this morning 
and still maintain the vigor, freshness, 
and strength which he has demon- 
strated. All of us have an enduring af- 
fection for the way he serves his country, 
and his own State of Tennessee ought to 
be very proud indeed of the very great 
record which he has made in the Senate 
of the United States. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
have always been a great admirer of the 
present occupant of the chair [Mr. Mc- 
KELLAR] since I became a Member of the 
Senate approximately 7 years ago. My 
observation last night was that not only 
did he preside for those many hours, but 
that he seemed to have more strength 
and seemed to be much more wide awake 
than some of the younger Members on 
the floor. I, too, wish to congratulate 
and compliment him on his record of 
great service in the Senate on behalf of 
the people of America. 

Mr, YOUNG. Mr. President, I, too, 
wish to join in the fine compliments to 
our distinguished President pro tempore. 
He has been one of the most kindly and 
considerate Members of the Senate to me 
ever since I came to the Senate. I should 


like to observe that not only did he pre- 


side for 8 hours and 40 minutes last 
night, at a session which ended around 
4 o'clock this morning, but today, when 
the Appropriations Committee met at 10 
a. m., he was the only member who was 
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present on time. No member of the Ap- 
propriations Committee is better posted 
on appropriation bills than he, 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business, 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration 
of executive business. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate a message from the 
President of the United States submit- 
ting sundry nominations, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If 
there be no reports of committees the 
nominations on the Executive Calendar 
will be stated, 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 


The Chief Clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Thomas F. Murphy, to be United 
States district judge for the southern 
district of New York. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 


NATIONAL SECURITY TRAINING 
COMMISSION 


The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of James W. Wadsworth, to be a mem- 
ber of the National Security Training 
Commission, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Admiral Thomas C. Kinkaid, United 
States Navy, to be a member of the Na- 
tional Security Training Commission. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Lt. Gen, Raymond S. McLain, United 
States Army, to be a member of the Na- 
tional Security Training Commission. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of William L. Clayton, of Texas, to be 


a member of the National Security 


Training Commission, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Karl T. Compton, of Massachusetts, 
to be a member of the National Security 
Training Commission, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 


out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed, 

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 
The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of James Joseph Reynolds, Jr., of New 
Jersey, to be a member of the National 
Labor Relations Board. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 


firmed, 
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COLLECTOR OF INTERNAL REVENUE 


The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Donald Gunn, of St, Louis, Mo., to be 
collector of internal revenue for the 
first district of Missouri. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 


PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 


The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the Public Health 
Service. > 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the Public Health Service 
nominations are confirmed en bloc. 


HOME LOAN BANK BOARD—NOMINATION 
OF WILLIAM K. DIVERS 


The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of William K. Divers, of Ohio, to be a 
member of the Home Loan Bank Board. 

The FRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection—— 

Mr. NIXON. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object—— z 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. To 
which nomination does the Senator 
from California reserve the right to 
object? 

Mr. NIXON. To the confirmation of 
the nomination of Mr. Divers. I won- 
der whether I could ask a question of a 
member of the subcommittee which 
conducted the hearings on the Divers 
nomination. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] was 
a member of the subcommittee. I do 
not see in the Chamber at this moment 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. FREAR], 
who was chairman of the subcommittee. 
However, I attended a short part of the 
hearing for a short time. I feel certain 
that the Senator from Illinois and the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. SCHOEPPEL], 
who was at the hearing for quite a time, 
were satisfied. 7 

The reason why we brought up the 
nomination immediately was, as the dis- 
tinguished Senator knows, that there 
cannot be any meetings of the Board 
after the Ist of July unless action on 
this nomination is taken before that 


time. 

I now yield to the Senator from Illi- 

oe who was at the hearing the entire 
e. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President; I shall 
be glad to answer questions. 

Mr. NIXON. Mr. President, I think 
the Senator from Illinois is aware of the 
controversy which has raged in the 
State of California for the past 5 years 
over the case of the Long Beach Savings 
and Loan Association. I may say that 
both the senior Senator from California 
(Mr. KNOWIAND] and myself have re- 
ceived some very strong objections to 
the confirmation of the nomination of 
Mr. Divers, on the ground that it is felt 
that he is going to continue to follow 
the policies which have previously been 
followed by his predecessor, insofar as 
the handling of that case is concerned. 

The question which I think we would 
like to have answered is, Whether or not 
the action of the subcommittee in unan- 
imously recommending the confirmation 
of his nomination should in any way be 
taken to be an approval of the policies 
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the Board has followed in regard to the 
Long Beach Savings and Loan case dur- 
ing the past 5 years, and whether or not 
that action should be taken as any in- 
dication that the subcommittee does not 
intend to conduct a further investiga- 
tion of that case? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I may 
respond to the question asked by my 
friend, the Senator from California, by 
saying that there has been a lively in- 
terest in the question of the confirmation 
of the nomination of Mr. Divers, because 
of the Long Beach situation and also 
because of the consolidation of the Fed- 
eral home loan bank at Portland with 
the one at Los Angeles, Calif. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The California dele- 
gation in the House of Representa- 
tives 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I ask the Senator to 
permit me to finish this sentence, please. 

The California delegation in the House 
of Representatives manifested an in- 
terest, and I am glad to say that both 
the senior Senator from California [Mr. 
KNOWLAND] and his colleague the junior 
Senator from California [Mr. NIXON] 
have also been very alert to the situation. 

At the hearing we had testimony from 
a representative of the Department of 
Justice, indicating what the legal veri- 
ties involved in that case were. 

There happened to be present at that 
time also Mr. Chapman, who is the at- 
torney for the Long Beach Association, 
and some other witnesses. So between 
them and from the testimony of Mr. 
Divers, we secured, I think, a fairly good 
estimate of what the problem in Cali- 
fornia is at the present time. 

The committee felt, however, that 
since this was a situation which devel- 
oped under Mr. Divers’ predecessor, Mr. 
John H. Fahey, Mr. Divers was doing the 
best with a rather difficult situation. 
For myself, I have assured the folks 
from California that I intend to pursue 
this matter with Mr. Divers, because I 
believe that there are some difficulties 
there which will have to be remedied at 
‘an early date, since the attorneys’ fees 
in this rather sustained litigation already 
amount to nearly $1,000,000. 

I think there is some reason for griev- 
ance on the part of the Long Beach As- 
sociation; and I wish to assure my friend, 
the junior Senator from California, now 
that insofar as it is within the purview 
of the junior Senator from Illinois, I 
intend to pursue this matter in the hope, 
first, that the litigation may be wound 
‘up and, secondly, that justice will be 
done. p 

There are allegations that several mil- 
lion dollars of losses and damage are 
involved. So I believe that the matter 
merits early and expeditious attention on 
the part of the House and Senate. 

- Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. NIXON. I yield to the Senator 

from Ohio. 
\ Mr. TAFT. I do not know anything 
about this particular controversy. I only 
wish to testify to the character of Mr. 
Divers. He was an attorney in Cincin- 
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nati, and I have known him for a good 
many years. Ihave discussed the matter 
of his competency with a number of per- 
sonal friends who are members of the 
home loan bank in Cincinnati. All of 
them feel that he is a man of high 
character and ability. I merely want 
to add that statement. 

I know nothing of the particular con- 
troversy, except that they had heard of 
it, and it did not change their opinion 
in any way. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. NIXON. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I only want to add 
to the expressions of the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. Tarr] that I have the same 
regard for Mr. Divers’ character and 
ability that the Senator from Ohio and 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] 
have stated, and I understand that the 
matter to which the Senator from Cali- 
fornia has referred began before Mr. 
Divers was on the Board. 

I can only assure the Senator from 
California that I know it is the intention 
of the subcommittee, insofar as the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. FREAR], who 
presided at the hearings, is concerned, 
to go into the matter as far as the 
Senator from Illinois and the Senator 
from Kansas and the Senators from 
California desire him to do so. 

I happened to be at the hearing when 
Representative HoLIFIELD, of California, 
was testifying, and then a little later I 
had to come to the Senate Chamber, 
because of the consideration of the de- 
fense production and control bill. 

However, I assure the Senator from 
California that I appreciate his interest 
in this matter, because so many persons 
have written to me and have talked to 
me about the situation in California. I 
can only say, as the Senator from Illinois 
has said, that it was more or less of a 
local situation which was created prior 
to Mr. Divers’ appointment to the Board. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. NIXON. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. What the Senator 
from South Carolina has said is quite 
correct. No other situation of its kind 
has developed in the country. The only 
issue is the suability of the corporation 
and the question of whether the agents 
of the corporation are named for that 


purpose. 


Mr. MAYBANK. And also the ques- 
tion of attorneys’ fees. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, to am- 
plify what the Senator from Ohio has 
said, I can add to all these expressions 
of esteem and approval of Mr. Divers by 
saying that I have known him intimately 
and personally for a great many years, 
I think he is a very competent and capa- 
ble administrator. He is a man if im- 
peccable integrity. 

So the committee recommended the 
confirmation of his nomination, with the 
understanding, so far as the junior Sena- 
tor from Illinois is concerned, that I do 
want to take a look at the situation, and 
I am quite sure that Mr. Divers will be 
responsive to the questions that are 
involved. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
thoroughly agree with what the Senator 
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from Illinois has said. I have not had 
the pleasure of knowing Mr. Divers as 
long as the Senator from Illinois has, but 
I can say, as chairman of the commit- 
tee, that no complaints were made and 
no questions were raised, except con- 
cerning the local situation to which the 
Senator from California has referred, 
and which the California congressional 
delegation called to our attention. 

Mr. NIXON, Mr. President, I under- 
stand then that we have assurances from 
the chairman of the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee and from one of the 
members of the subcommittee that the 
nomination of Mr. Divers in no way is to 
be taken as an approval by the subcom- 
mittee or by the full committee or, for 
that matter, by the Senate, of the han- 
dling of the Long Beach Savings and 
Loan case. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I may say that is 
my understanding of the situation. 

Mr. NIXON. And, further, that it is 
the intention of the subcommittee, under 
the direction of the full committee, to 
proceed with an investigation of this 
case, so that eventually the rights of the 
individuals involved will be protected. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I understood those 
were the subcommittee’s wishes, when 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. FREAR] 
and other members of the subcommittee, 
of whom I am one, together with the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. SCHOEPPEL], 
and one other Senator, reported the 
nomination. That was the under- 
standing. 

Mr, NIXON. Mr. President, I with- 
draw my objection. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, let me 
inquire whether the nomination has 
been on the calendar for one full day. 
Was it reported yesterday? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Yes; 
it was reported yesterday. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to this nomination? 

Without objection, the nomination is 
confirmed. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Presi- 
dent be immediately notified of the con- 
firmation of today. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the President will be im- 
mediately notified of all nominations 
confirmed at this time. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate resume the con- 
sideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of leg- 
islative business. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed a joint resolution 
(H. J. Res. 278) to continue for a tem- 
porary period the Defense Production 
Act of 1950; the Housing and Rent Act 
of 1947, as amended; and for other pur- 
poses, in which it requested the concur- 
rence of the Senate. 


1951 


The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 
1590) to extend and revise the District of 
Columbia Emergency Rent Act. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The message further announced that 
the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills, and they 
were signed by the President pro tem- 
pore: 

S. 1645. An act to amend the act incorpo- 
rating the American University; and 

H. R. 3181. An act to continue until the 
close of June 30, 1952, the suspension of du- 
ties and import taxes on metal scrap, and for 
other purposes. 

TEMPORARY CONTINUANCE OF DEFENSE 
PRODUCTION ACT OF 1950, AND HOUS- 
ING AND RENT ACT OF 1947—REFER- 
ENCE OF JOINT RESOLUTION 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask that the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 
278) to continue for a temporary period 
the Defense Production Act of 1950; the 
Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as 
amended, and for other purposes, 
which has just come to the Senate, be 
immediately referred to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, and that the 
committee may report back forthwith, 

Mr. MAYBANK. I may say for the 
benefit of the Members of the Senate 
that I have asked the clerk to call a 
meeting of the committee immediately 
in the former Official Reporters’ room, 
opposite the District of Columbia Com- 
mittee room, so that we may take up 
the joint resolution immediately and re- 
port back to the Senate. 

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 278) 
to continue for a temporary period the 
Defense Production Act of 1950; the 
Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as 
amended, and for other purposes, was 
read twice by its title and referred to 
the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. 

CONTINUATION OF SUSPENSION OF 

DUTIES AND IMPORT TAXES ON METAL 

SCRAP 


Mr, GEORGE. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Finance, I report fa- 
vorably, without amendment, the bill 
(H. R. 3181) to continue until the close 
of June 30, 1952, the suspension of 
duties and import taxes on metal scrap, 
and for other purposes, and I submit a 
report (No. 497) thereon. It is a unani- 
mous report of the committee. I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I may 
say that this bill is reported unanimously 
by the Committee on Finance. It is a 
bill to continue, for 1 year only, the sus- 
pension of import taxes on metal scrap. 
The first bill on the subject was passed 
in 1942, and it has been continued 
through the Eighty-first Congress. The 
bill reported by me provides for an ex- 
tension for 1 year only. All the depart- 
ments of Government recommend it as 
necessary in the present emergency. I 
requested immediate consideration of 
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the bill, because the suspension will ex- 
pire tomorrow. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, as I 
understand, the bill reported by the Sen- 
ator from Georgia has been unanimously 
approved by the committee, and, rather 
than have it placed on the calendar, the 
Senator, because of the immediate emer- 
gency, has requested immediate consid- 
eration of the bill by the Senate. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is correct. It 
provides for an extension for 1 year 
only. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, if 
the distinguished Senator from Georgia 
will yield for a question, I should like 
to inquire whether any testimony was 
given as to how much scrap we are im- 
porting a year. 

Mr. GEORGE. We were advised that 
importations of scrap have gradually de- 
clined, but we are still getting some, par- 
ticularly iron scrap and some aluminum 
scrap. It is highly desirable for defense 
purposes that we get as much of the iron 
and steel scrap as possible; but the 
importations are not now in large 
quantity. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill is open to amendment. If there be 
no amendment to be offered, the ques- 
tion is on the third reading of. the bill. 

The bill was ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 


SENATE PROCEDURE 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I desire 
to say a few words in regard to certain 
mistaken policies which I think the Sen- 
ate of the United States is following in 
respect to the rules. It is my hope that 
never again, so long as I am in the Sen- 
ate, will I ever see the Senate conduct 
itself.as it did last night. It seems to me 
that one of the reasons for the situa- 
tion which developed in the Senate last 
night, among a great many reasons 
which I think will explain the per- 
formance, is the fact that the night ses- 
sion itself was unfortunate and unneces- 
sary. In my opinion the Senate had 
had ample opportunity to act upon the 
bill which we passed early this morn- 
ing, without going into the kind of ses- 
sion which was held last night. I know 
of no good reason why the Senate, for 
some days preceding last night's session, 
should not have convened at 10, 10:30, 
or 11 o’clock in the morning. I think 
that the kind of pattern which was 
followed last night of trying to legislate 
by pressure and by fatigue must stop in 
the Senate. 

I believe the way to stop it is for some 
of us to proceed to exercise our parlia- 
mentary rights in regard to unanimous- 
consent agreements. For some time, in 
the Senate, I exercised one of those 
rights, and then I, mistakenly, I feel 
now, relinquished exercising that right 
by agreeing to go along with a series of 
unanimous-consent agreements to vote 
as of a certain hour upon a specified bill 
and with other types of debate limiting 
unanimous consent agreements. Every 
time we do it, I think we run the risk 
of facing exactly the kind of a situa- 
tion which developed last night. I there- 
fore serve notice that I am through with 
entering into unanimous-consent agree- 
ments of the type we entered into which 
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culminated in the session last night, 
unless we can get some stipulation along 
with such a unanimous-consent agree- 
ment, in regard to the hours in which 
the agreement itself is going to be op- 
erative. 

Mr. President, I am not going to sit 
here and agree to have a leadership 
throw us into an all-night session such 
as we experienced last night, which I 
think was absolutely inexcusable, when 
an efficient and proper use of the work- 
ing day of the Senate would have made 
such a session as last night’s entirely 
unnecessary. 

Since I have been a Member of the 
Senate, I have not attended a single 
night session when, in my opinion, some 
incident did not occur, in the long hours 
of the night session, which was not a 
credit to the Senate. Not once since I 
have been in the Senate have I ever at- 
tended a night session when, in my 
cpinion, some incident did not occur 
which it would have been better for the 
Senate had it not occurred. I think a 
good many such incidents occurred last 
night. 

Mr. President, for a long time the 
junior Senator from Oregon has urged 
upon the floor of the Senate, and has 
appeared before committees to testify in 
behalf thereof, certain changes in the 
rules of the Senate which would work 
for the greater efficiency of this body. 
For some years, now, he has suggested 
that a consideration of the efficiency, it- 
self, the most economic use of the time 
of Members of the Senate, seemed to 
make clear that it was long overdue that 
we should change the working hours of 
the Senate in such a way as to provide 
that on certain specified days of the 
week we would meet earlier in the day, 
at 9:30, 10, or 10: 30 o’clock, and con- 
tinue through the day for a reasonable 
number of hours, and then adjourn or 
recess. The days upon which the Senate 
does not meet in formal session should 
be devoted entirely to committee hear- 
ings and committee sessions. I think it 
is time that we proceed with such com- 
mon-sense revisions of the rules of this 
body, in the interest of the efficiency of 
the Senate. We should stop creating a 
time situation in the operation of the 
Senate which I believe permits of the 
kind of session which was held last 
night. 

Mr. President, I would be the first to 
admit that emergency situations will 
develop which will require that all of us 
Pitch in, during long night sessions, and 
sitck to our task until it is completed. 
No one need worry about the junior Sen- 
ator from Oregon being on hand, doing 
his share, on such occasions. 

We must do a little better job of 
planning our time, so that we will not 
face what I particularly object to, the 
constant overhanging possibility—one 
might almost say threat, but I do not 
say it—that if we are not good boys and 
do not do exactly what the schoolmaster 
wants, then we are going to be kept after 
school and held in session until we finish 
a particular piece of legislation. In my 
opinion that is not the way in which to 
conduct the business of the Senate. I 
do not believe that is the way for mature 
men to act. I think we ought to take 
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pride in developing a set of rules which 
would make this not only the most de- 
liberative parliamentary body in the 
world, but the most efficient one as well. 
I would hasten to add, after expressing 
those sentiments, that it is a matter of 
great pride to be a Member of this body. 
If someone asked, “Do you know of any 
parliamentary body which, in spite of 
the inefficiency of the Senate, is more 
efficient than the Senate?” I would have 
to say, “No, I do not.” But that is no 
excuse for our not trying to do a better 
job than we are doing in making the 
Senate much more efficient. 

The next point I want to make, Mr. 
President, is to enlarge upon my com- 
ment concerning the technique which 
has developed in the Senate, I think, to 
too great a degree in recent years in try- 
ing to get unanimous-consent agree- 
ments to vote as of a certain hour. In 
my opinion, we are overdoing it, and 
have been overdoing it for several years. 
I believe it is having a bad effect upon the 
efficiency of the Senate. I have noticed 
that almost instantaneously after enter- 
ing into a unanimous-consent agreement 
to vote as of a certain hour, on a certain 
day, or even if it takes the form, let us 
say, to use a hypothetical, that on Friday 
of a certain week at 2 p. m. we will start 
voting, with the time preceding 2 p. m. 
divided equally between Mr. X and Mr. Y, 
the attendance of the Senate immedi- 
ately drops off. Sometimes there may 
be 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, or a few more Mem- 
bers of the Senate present. Many Mem- 
bers think that a unanimous-consent 
agreement gives them a good excuse to 
go their way and to do something else 
than to sit on the floor of the Senate and 
help transact the business of the Sen- 
ate. In fact, Mr. President, I have been 
satisfied a great many times that a 
unanimous-consent agreement to vote as 
of a certain date has cost us delay in 
the final vote. If we did not have that 
unanimous-consent agreement several 
days ahead of us, we would vote much 
sooner than otherwise would be the case. 
Here again simply to lay down a blanket 
tule is a mistake. 

There are certain situations in which 
a unanimous-consent agreement to vote 
as of. a certain time can be justified. 
What I am protesting today is what I 
consider to be the bad habit of sub- 
stituting unanimous-consent agreements 
to vote as of a certain date for what 
ought to be the regular order of busi- 
ness of the Senate in proceeding to 
transact business without such an agree- 
ment to vote as of a certain date. There- 
fore, I announce today that I am going 
back to the practice which I followed, 
until recently, of automatically object- 
ing to unanimous-consent agreements to 
vote as of a certain date unless it can 
be shown to me in each instance that 
extraordinary circumstances justify such 
an agreement. Likewise, I shall object 
to any request for a unanimous-consent 
agreement to limit debate unless it is a 
case involving extraordinary circum- 
stances. 

I shall certainly not enter into any 
such agreement on the basis of a rep- 
resentation that a group of Senators 
find it inconvenient to be present, until 
such and such a date, and therefore, if 
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we will only accommodate them by fixing 


a time to vote their presence can be as- 
sured. Nor am I going to enter into any 
unanimous-consent agreement to vote as 
of a certain date because it is felt that by 
so doing debate can probably be closed 
and some Senators who otherwise might 
want to speak at greater length, because 
they think the particular issue requires 
more lengthy discussion, can be prevent- 
ed from doing so. The deliberative na- 
ture of this body, the right of each Mem- 
ber of the Senate to speak at such length 
as he may deem necessary to present his 
views on any particular issue, is of 
vital importance in protecting the Amer- 
ican people from possible steam-roller 


.tactics in the Senate, and I intend to 


protect them. 

We have been running into the ground 
the unanimous-consent agreement pro- 
cedure to vote as of a certain date. This 
practice has become substituted in too 
many instances for an efficient trans- 
action of the business of the Senate of 
the United States. 

The third point I wish to make is with 
regard to what I consider to be a most 
unfortunate situation which developed 
on the Senate floor early this morning 
over the decision of two of our colleagues 
to vote “present” when their names were 
called upon the final passage of the bill. 
I have no intention of passing upom 
other Senators’ motives. I merely desire 
to say that so far as I am concerned, it 
is my view that what happened was an 
unfortunate incident. It was the kind 
of an incident which, in my judgment, 
would not have developed had it not been 
for the fact that we were in session at 
3:30 or 4 a. m. when the incident oc- 
curred and fatigue and partisanship had 
come to cloud the judgment of many in 
the Senate. I do not believe it was the 
kind of an occurrence that would have 
developed if great fatigue end consider- 
able bitterness had not developed. Both 
those conditions are more likely to 
become. apparent when the Senate is 
held in session, though a sizable nym- 
ber of the Members are of the opinion 
that the Senate should not be in such 
a position as to make nece sary a night 
session. There was much comment to 
the effect that the whole performance, 
so far as holding the Senate in session 
was concerned, was a great mistake. 

There can be no doubt that a certain 
amount of partisan difference developed 
over the issues involved in the bill. Of 
course, Mr, President, we need to apply 
a pretty well recognized technique when 
fatigue becomes apparent. When men 
are tired, rest them, Such a common- 
sense rule is a pretty wise policy for the 
leadership to follow under such circum- 
stances. When men are tired, and there 
is time for rest, rest them. It has a re- 
markable effect upon what they do and 
upon the decisions they reach. I think 
that under the circumstances last night 
it would have been wise to have provided 
a period of rest, several hours before we 
finally adjourned. 

Mr. President, I want to say something 


about rule XII in regard to the vote 


which was cast by two of our colleagues 


last night when they voted “present.” 


Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 
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Mr. MORSE. I shall not yield until 
I finish my remarks. 

It is not for me to pass judgment upon 
their personal decision to vote “present.” 
It is not for me to reflect upon whatever 
motivation the Senators may have had. 
But of one thing I am sure, Mr. Presi- 
dent, and that is that the finest tradi- 
tions of the Senate of the United States 
will be upheld whenever we extend to 
each other as colleagues on the floor of 
the Senate the maximum degree of sen- 
atorial courtesy. The finest traditions 
of the Senate, I believe, will always be 
upheld when we accord to each other the 
same credit we should like to have others. 
accord to us in exercising. an honest 
independence of judgment and per- 
forming our duties on the floor of the 
Senate as our consciences dictate and 
taking into consideration the facts as 
we see them. 

In other words, Mr. President, I think 
that in applying a rule, even such a rule 
as rule XII, we best pay tribute to the 
traditions of the Senate of the United 
States when we give to each of our col- 
leagues the maximum of discretion by 
allowing each one to exercise his good 
judgment on the voting record that he 
wants to submit to his constituents. 
After all, Mr. President, the final judge 
on our voting record, as Members of the 
Senate, happens to be our constituency. 
Our constituents will take care of us, 
Mr. President, more appropriately than 
we will take care of our colleagues on 
the floor of the Senate when it comes to 
the matter of the voting record Senators 
make in the Senate. 

I do not question the technical right, 
because anyone who can read the English 
language cannot escape the conclusion, 
when he reads rule XII, that the Senate 
certainly has the right to refuse to ac- 
cept as satisfactory the reasons any 
Senator advances when he asks to be 
excused from voting on a particular is- 
sue. When we read rule XII there can 
be no question that technically the ma- 
jority of the Senate was within its rights 
last night in taking the action which it 
took in respect to the vote cast in the 
first instance by the Senator from New 
York [Mr. LEHMAN] and the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. BENTON], because 
the rule provides: 

1. When the yeas and nays are ordered, 
the names of Senators shall be called alpha- 
betically; and each Senator shall, without 
debate, declare his assent or dissent to the 
question, unless excused by the Senate; and 
no Senator shall be permitted to vote after 
the decision shall have been announced by 
the Presiding Officer, but may for sufficient 
reasons, with unanimous consent, change 
or withdraw his vote. No motion to sus- 
pend this rule shall be in order, nor shall 
the Presiding Cicer entertain any request 
to suspend it by unanimous consent, 

2. When a Senator declines to vote on 
call of his name, he shall be required to 
assign his reasons therefor, and having as- 
signed them, the Presiding Officer shall sub- 
mit the question to the Senate: “Shall the 
Senator, for the reasons assigned by him, 
be excused from voting?” which shall be 
decided without debate; and these proceed- 
ings shall be had after the roll call and 
before the result is announced; and any 
further proceedings in reference thereto shall 
be after such announcement. 


Mr. President, on the basis of the lan- 


guage of the rule, there is no question 
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about the fact that if a majority of the 
Senate finds the reasons advanced by 
a Senator who declines to vote and asks 
to be excused, unsatisfactory, irrespec- 
tive of what motivation the majority 
may have, personal or otherwise, they 
have the voting power, as Members of 
the Senate, to refuse to accept those rea- 
sons, refuse to grant the excuse, and 
insist that that Senator vote. 

But, Mr. President, there are things 
more significant than literal language 
in applying the law. One of the great 
qualities of American justice is not to be 
found in a literal, hard, narrow appli- 
cation of the terms of a rule. One 
of the great characteristics of American 
justice about which we boast so much 
is the mercy of it, the understanding 
of it, the recognition that in applying 
it we take into account human factors. 
I think we ought to do likewise, Mr. 
President, when we come to apply rules 
such as rule XII of the Senate. 

I certainly want to say that I do not 
believe that either the Senator from New 
York or the Senator from Connecticut 
would have followed the course of action 
followed by them last night if it were 
not in accordance with their sincere, 
conscientious conviction. I think it is 
possible for a man to sit in the Senate 
of the United States and follow closely 
all the proceedings on an issue, and 
reach the honest, subjective judgment 
that he thinks the most honest vote he 
can cast is a vote of “present.” I think 
that is possible. Every Member of this 
body knows that either one of these two 
Senators, or both of them, could have 
stepped out in the corridor last night 
and not been present when their names 
were called, and, there being a quorum 
present in the Senate of the United 
States, I do not know of any rule that 
would have empowered us to require 
them to be brought in by the Sergeant 
at Arms on the floor of the Senate and 
forced to vote. 

What I want to dwell on for a mo- 
ment, Mr. President, is the matter of 
passing judgment upon a brother Sen- 
ator as to his subjective, honest judg- 
ment on an issue. I think a Senator 
ought to be respected in his judgment. 
If he finds himself in a position where 
he wishes to say to the Senate and to 
the people of this State, “I think this par- 
ticular bill in its present form now on 
the floor of the Senate has some good 
things in it, it has some bad things in 
it, and I just cannot, in good conscience, 
vote for it or against it. I think some 
things ought to be taken out and some 
things ought to be put in; and therefore, 
Mr. President, I do not think, in good 
conscience, I could vote either for it or 
against it,” I believe we ought to respect 
such a conclusion on the part of one 
of our brethren in the Senate and ex- 
cuse him from voting.. That is what I 
think we ought to do. 

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. No; I will not yield 
until I finish. 

Now let us apply rule XII to what I 
purposely cite as an extreme hypothet- 
ical case. Let us suppose a situation 
in which there was an issue before the 
Senate on which a vote was being urged, 
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and it became known that 20 of our 
colleagues felt that the bill in the form 
in which it then appeared placed them 
in such a situation that in good con- 
science they could not vote on it. We 
must start with that assumption. I 
would be the first to say that I do not 
think any Senator should be allowed to 
prostitute the rules of the Senate; I do 
not believe any Senator from a bad mo- 
tive should be allowed to take advantage 
of his colleagues, although even there 
I would be exceedingly lenient in letting 
Senators make their own record when 
acting from a bad motive without my- 
self trying to be a policeman of their 
own subjectivity. If 20 of our colleagues 
in a given case decided that they were 
so undecided about the issue that they 
could neither vote for it nor against it, 
what do Senators think would happen 
within the Senate? I will say what I 
think would happen. It would be com- 
mon talk among us in the cloakrooms 
and on the floor of the Senate that “we 
had better see whether we could work 
out a little better compromise in the bill 
than we have worked out to date.” It 
has been said many times, but it ought 
to be repeated today, that that is all 
we are doing in connection with major 
pieces of legislation—working out the 
best compromise we can. 

Let us assume another hypothetical 
case in the extreme. Let us assume 
there were 55 Senators on the floor of 
the Senate, that a majority, or a near 
majority, of them felt that they had not 
reached the point where they were ready 
to vote on a bill, and they said they were 
going to vote “present” if their names 
were called. Do Senators know what we 
would do? We would not come to a 
vote. That would not be the best way, 
but it would be one way of preventing 
a vote. I am not so sure but that an 
announcement by a group of Senators 
that when their names were called they 
would vote “present” and that they were 
in good conscience, voting “present” be- 
cause they did not think the bill should 
be voted either up or down, would have 
a tremendous parliamentary effect on 
this body in its deliberations on any 
issue. 

Again I say that under such circum- 
stances, if we believe that our colleagues 
are acting in complete sincerity—and I 
do believe that the Senator from New 
York and the Senator from Connecticut 
were exceedingly sincere last night in 
taking the position they took—we ought 
to respect their sincerity, and the mat- 
ter of excusing them from voting should 
be practically automatic. 

I have had a brief discussion with the 
Parliamentarian in regard to the appli- 
cation of rule XII. I think I quote him 
accurately—at least I am sure I quote 
his meaning accurately—when I say that 
over the years, when a Senator has 
voted “Present” it has been accepted 
automatically. The Parliamentarian 
told me that the precedents show one 
outstanding exception, back in the year 
1893. I think he told me that it involved 
a Senator named Dubois, from Idaho. 
If that is not correct, the Recorp can be 
corrected. As I recall from the conver- 


sation with the Parliamentarian, during 
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the course of a filibuster in the United 
States Senate this particular Senator 
refused to vote and asked to be excused. 
The Senate refused to accept his excuse, 
gud some considerable time elapsed, dur- 
ing which the Senate tried to force him 
I suppose by persuasion—to cast his vote. 
He refused. If I correctly understood 
the Parliamentarian, he never did vote. 

I agree with the Parliamentarian that 
it is probably true that if we were con- 
fronted with such a situation, and we 
really thought the facts and circum- 
stances warranted action on the part of 
tre Senate as a whole, we would prob- 
ably have the inherent power, under the 
contempt power of the Senate, to hold 
a colleague in contempt and make a test 
case out of it, as to how far we could go 
in enforcing the contempt powers of the 
Senate on a fellow Senator. 

In this argument I am not going to 
take the position, and I do not take the 
position, that under no circumstances 
whatsoever should the Senate take the 
position that it would not enforce rule 
XII 


I did not feel last night, and I do not 
now feel, that it was wise for us to follow 
the course of action which the majority 
followed, when two Senators, demon- 
strating the obvious sincerity displayed 
by the Senator from New York IMr. 
Lenman] and the Senator from Connect- 
icut [Mr. Benton], explained to the Sen- 
ate their reasons for desiring to be ex- 
cused from voting. Instead of merely 
stepping through the door into the hall 
and thereby walking out on the vote they 
were big enough to say to the Senate, in 
effect, as I interpreted their position, 
“We just do not believe that we can in 
good conscience vote for or against this 
bill, and therefore we ask to be excused.” 

Mr. President, when any of my col- 
leagues on either side of the aisle tell me 
that in good conscience they cannot vote 
either for or against a bill, I am not go- 
ing to follow a course of action which 
would place them in such a position that 
they would have to duck the vote in 
order to protect their conscience. 
They should not be forced into a posi- 
tion in which they would have to take 
a walk-out powder by going out into 
the corridor in order to avoid voting. I 
understand that, if they had ducked the 
vote thusly, they would be beyond any 
action by the Sergeant at Arms if a 
quorum were present on the floor. If we 
take that position, Mr. President, we are 
certainly putting form over substance. 
I think the majority put form over sub- 
stance last night, let me say most re- 
spectfully. 

Further I wish to say that I hope no 
Senator will attempt to abuse what I 
think is a privilege granted to him as a 
Member of this body under rule XII, to 
ask to be excused from voting. If I ever 
became convinced that it was being 
abused, which means, of course, that the 
mens rea, so to speak, the intent, the 
mental attitude, was an attitude which 
sought to take advantage of one’s posi- 
tion in the Senate to abuse a rule, I 
would vote against excusing such a 
Member. s 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 
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Mr. MORSE. No; I will not yield. I 
am almost through. When I finish I 
shall yield the floor. 

I wish to make clear that I am stating 
here today my personal view because I 
want it to be a matter of record. I serve 
notice as to what my course of conduct 
is going to be in the future in an attempt 
to avoid the kind of situation which de- 
veloped last night. I repeat that if I be- 
came satisfied that some Senator was 
seeking to abuse the rule, of course, I 
would join in protecting the rule. But I 
was very much saddened last night by 
the course of action which we took, be- 
cause I think we scar the great tradi- 
tions and fine spirit of the Senate when- 
ever we do not resolve all doubts in favor 
of the motivations of a colleague. We 
injure the Senate when we do not show 
that magnanimity of spirit which I think 
ought always to characterize us in our 
dealings with each other. We ought al- 
ways to respect the deep convictions of 
conscience which prevail among us on 
the floor of the Senate, and which make 
it possible to rise above the partisanship 
and bitterness of the moment. 

After all, whenever we get into such a 
situation as we got into last night each 
Senator should say to himself, as I think 
we all so frequently say when we see 
some unfortunate incident as we go 
through life, “But for the grace of God, 
I might be in that position.” Each time 
when such an incident occurs in the Sen- 
ate we had better remind ourselves that 
the next time we might be the major 
party involved. We may be so deeply 
moved by an issue that we feel that in 
good conscience we want to make the 
record and let our constituents judge us. 
Iam satisfied that the Senator from New 
York and the Senator from Connecticut 
had decided last night that they wished 
to make such a record. Their courage 
and devotion to principle should have 
been sustained by the Senate by voting 
to excuse them. 

Let it be understood that I am not 
passing judgment on the wisdom of their 
decision. I am not indicating whether 
or not I think I would have followed their 
course of action had I been in the same 
situation. But I do say that I think 
each one of us should be in the position 
of being able to say, “If I wanted to reach 
that decision, if my conscience so dic- 
tated to me, I should want to be pro- 
tected in that position, and I will protect 
them in their right to be true to their 
conscience.” Undoubtedly, the con- 
sciences of the Senator from New York 
and the Senator from Connecticut were 
dictating their course of action. 

I close by saying that I want the ma- 
jority leader and the minority leader to 
know that they will receive my coopera- 
tion in fulfilling their obligations of 
leadership on the floor of the Senate. 
However, I think they should know that 
when I say that, I do not mean that they 
are going to get my blanket approval for 
unanimous-consent agreements of the 
type which I think caused the difficulty 
we got into last night. As a general pol- 
icy, I intend from here on out to object 
to such unanimous-consent agreements 
unless I am perfectly satisfied that the 
time will be handled in such a way as to 
enable us to avoid being thrown into 
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the kind of night session into which 
we were thrown last night. 

In closing I may say that I believe 
the rule of recessing the Senate is the 
property of all the Senate and not merely 
of the leadership of the Senate. I be- 
lieve it would be salutary if the majority 
of the Senate more frequently exercised 
its right under the rule of recessing by 
overruling the leadership when it refuses 
to recess at a reasonable hour. 

Mr. President, I believe we must de- 
cide for ourselves, as individual Senators, 
whether the Senate should recess, and 
vote accordingly. Had we done so last 
evening I believe we would have obtained 
a little more support from our colleagues 
than we did in our private conversations 
last night when some of us felt a storm 
was gathering, and that we should have 
recessed around 11 o’clock. It is in- 
teresting to note that two out of 
three Senators with whom I discussed 
the subject said, “That is right. That is 
what we ought to do. However, that is 
not what the leadership wants todo. We 
had better go along with the leader- 
ship.” I do not accept that reasoning. 
I believe we should decide for ourselves 
what to do under such circumstances. 
If the majority of my colleagues had 
done so last night we would have been 
out of here by 11 o'clock. 

In closing let me assure the leadership 
that I entertain no personal ill will to- 
ward the majority leader. I only mean 
to make clear to him that I think he 
followed a mistaken course of action last 
night in not recessing at a reasonable 
hour. We could have convened at 10 
or 11 this morning and transacted our 
business in much less time and with less 
difficulty than it cost us last night. I 
mean no personal affront when I tell 
both the majority and minority leaders 
that I shall be very hesitant about agree- 
ing to unanimous-consent agreements to 
limit debate or fix the time of voting in 
the future, 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
have always had two ambitions. Un- 
fortunately, I have been unable to real- 
ize either of them. I have always 
wanted to be a school teacher, because I 
always had the idea as a youngster that 
I would love some time to be able to get 
up before a class and lecture the chil- 
dren, knowing that no one in the class 
would be able to talk back to me, and 
knowing that they would have to sit 
quietly and listen to me. 

Unfortunately, because of the business 
I have been engaged in all my life, I 
have had to deal with people on the 
basis that they had certain rights and 
on the basis of cooperation. 

Another ambition I had was that some 
time or another during my lifetime I 
would be able to put myself in the posi- 
tion of a great many fellows I have 
known throughout my life. It is the po- 
sition of the fellow who says: “If I can- 
not have it done my way, I will pick up 
my marbles and go home. Unless you 
give me my way, and unless you do ex- 
actly what I want you to do, I won't 
play.” Ihave played a good deal of base- 
ball in my life and I have known fellows 
like that. They say, “Unless you let me 
play first base, unless you let me run 
this team, Iam just not going to play, I 
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own the ball, and I am going to take my 
ball and I am going to go home.” 

Mr. President, you have seen that type 
of fellow, and I have seen him. I have 
always had the ambition some time or 
other to be in that position, because I 
wanted to prove to people that, by golly, 
if they did not do as I wanted them to 
do, I would pick up my marbles and go 
home. ; 

For the same reason I have always 
wanted to be a school teacher, so that 
I could just stand up before a class of 
children, who would have to listen to me 
whether they wanted to listen to me or 
not, and lecture them and give them 
my thoughts and my ideas. 

Mr. President, I wish to congratulate 
the leadership of the United States Sen- 
ate on doing what was done last night. 
I believe it was the proper thing to do. 
I believe it was proper for us to stay in 
session last night until we had finished 
consideration of the bill before us, for 
the reason that the existing legislation 
expires at midnight tomorrow, June 30. 

I realize that we remained in session 
until 4 o’clock this morning. I do not 
know whether it was a year ago or 2 
years ago, or perhaps it was 3 years, 
that I was forced one night to sit all 
night in the Senate, not to transact any 
business, but merely because a certain 
individual Senator was fllibustering. 
He talked all night. All of us were 
forced to sit in the Chamber and listen 
to one man filibuster. I believe the same 
thing has happened on two or three oc- 
casions, but I am thinking particularly 
at the moment of a specific filibuster, 
when we were forced to remain here all 
night. We were forced to remain, not to 
transact business for the American peo- 
ple, but to listen to one Senator, be- 
cause he was against a certain piece of 
legislation and he was insisting upon 
having his way. 

If I understand correctly, and I be- 
lieve I do, certain Senators are opposed 
to filibusters. They say that the Senate 
rules ought to be changed in order to 
eliminate filibusters. Yet the same 
Senators object to unanimous-consent 
agreements, which expedite the work of 
the Senate and get the job done. I do 
not understand that kind of reasoning. 
Some Senators are opposed to filibusters 
and wish to change the rules, so as to 
eliminate unlimited debate, and at the 
same time say they are opposed to enter- 
ing into a unanimous-consent agreement 
which would expedite the work of the 
Senate. 

Mr. President, I have always noticed, 
ever since I have been in the Senate, that 
certain Senators insist on doing most of 
the talking. I have always wondered 
what would happen if everyone of the 96 
Senators insisted on talking as much as 
a few Senators talk. I do not know how 
we could get any work done. 

I have also noticed that certain Sena- 
tors are absent from the Senate a great 
deal. I have noticed that certain Sena- 
tors have been absent from the Senate 
recently. I am reliably informed that 
certain Senators who might well object 
to certain things, who would like to lec- 
ture other Senators on what the Senate 
should or should not do, and who would 
like to change the rules of the Senate, 
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are out on continuous trips, making 
speeches, and are away from their duties 
in the Senate, while other Senators re- 
main in Washington and work night and 
day in trying to serve the American peo- 
ple by trying to expedite legislation. 
Other Senators go out and make 
speeches. They are away; they are ab- 
sent. Then, when they return to the 
floor of the Senate, they think they have 
a God-given right to criticize. Not hav- 
ing been here, not having taken part in 
writing the legislation, not having taken 
part in the deliberations, they take 
it upon themselves—after having been 
away, after having been absent—to criti- 
cize the action of certain committees and 
to criticize the action of certain other 
Senators; and they take it upon them- 
selves to criticize their own party, and 
take it upon themselves to criticize the 
opposition, and take upon themselves to 
criticize the leadership. 

Mr. President, I think there is a saying 
that consistency is a jewel. 

I am one who likes to cooperate with 
other persons, in general, and with other 
Senators, in particular. 

I see nothing biz in having one Sena- 
tor serve warning upon the United States 
Senate and upon the 95 other Senators, 
“Unless you do exactly as I say, I am 
going to object to any unanimous-con- 
sent agreement; I am going to object to 
this, that, and the other thing.” If 
there is anything big about that, Mr. 
President, anything that shows the kind 
of spirit and the kind of religion I was 
taught in a little old country church in 
Pike County, Ind., then I simply did 
not understand what my mother and my 
father were teaching. I was taught to 
cooperate and to work with other per- 
sons and to consider their viewpoint and 
to consider their position, along with my 
own. 

Some can talk about being big-heart- 
ed and some can talk about standing on 
principle; they can talk about such 
things all they please, Mr. President; but 
I wish to say that I, for one, feel sorry 
for any person or any group of persons 
who would serve warning of their fears 
upon the United States Senate or upon 
any other group of persons, and would 
give such warnings to Members who 
possibly are just as high-minded, Mem- 
bers whose principles are just as high 
Members who are just as patriotic, just 
as sincere, just as honest, and just as 
capable—warnings that, “if you do not 
do as I say, and if you do not do as I 
want you to do, then I am going to block 
everything, and I am going to put every 
obstacle I possibly can place in the way 
of the leadership of the United States 
Senate.” 

I simply wish the Senate of the United 
States and the people to know that I, for 
one, resent that; I think it is wrong. I 
think it is unfortunate for any Member 
to take that position. It seems to me 
that a better position to take would be 
that at times unanimous-consent agree- 
ments are needed in the Senate, and 
perhaps at other times they are not 
needed. 

However, to have one Member serve 
a warning that, “You must consult me; 
if you want to obtain a unanimous-con- 
sent agreement, you must locate me, you 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


must send for me; you may have to send 
a long distance, but you must send for 
me; you may have to telephone to me, 
but you must do so; you dare not attempt 
to have a unanimous-consent agreement 
unless you look me up.” Mr. President, 
to me, that smacks a little bit of dicta- 
torship. 

If any change is needed in the rules 
of the Senate, in my opinion, it is a 
change so as to provide that one Member 
cannot dictate to the United States 
Senate in any way, including by means 
of a filibuster and an attempt to tie up 
the Senate and keep Members here all 
night, as I have been kept here all night, 
to listen to one Member. So if any 
change of the rules is needed, I believe 
it is a change so that one Member, re- 
gardless of who he may be, cannot say 
to the other 95 Members of the United 
States Senate, “You dare not enter into 
a unanimous-consent agreement without 
consulting me; and if you do not con- 
sult with me, I am going to pick up my 
marbles; I am not going to vote; I am 
not going to play the game.” 

Mr. President, we had a little bit of 
that last night; we had Members who 
participated in the debate and offered 
amendment after amendment; but then, 
when they could not have their way, 
when they lost, they picked up their 
marbles, so to speak, and said, “I won't 
Play any more. I won’t vote.” 

Mr. President, I question that atti- 
tude. That is not the way I was taught 
to behave. I was taught to get in and 
slug and get in and fight, and be fair 
and honest, and give and take; and if I 
got licked, then I was licked, and I knew 
it; but I smiled, and said, “Yes, I lost; 
but I am not going to pick up my mar- 
bles and go home. I am going to stay 
here, because tomorrow will be another 
day, and perhaps tomorrow I will win.” 
That is the way I was taught to act. 
I was not taught to pick up my mar- 
bles and go home. 

Mr. President, I am delighted at this 
opportunity to make this statement. As 
you well know, Mr. President, I speak 
very little on the floor of the Senate, 
because I think we have entirely too 
many speeches here. I have been de- 
lighted to have this opportunity to make 
this statement; and I thank you, Mr. 
President, for permitting me to have 
this much time. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
doubt if anyone is more entitled to chas- 
tise me than is the Senator from Ore- 
gon [Mr. Morse]. He is my very good 
friend. I consider him one of my very 
best friends. And my view is that if 
you have a good friend, he is entitled 
to criticize you now and then, when he 
wants to. So I have the utmost good 
feeling toward him, and because of the 
close friendship between us, I think he 
was entitled to say what he did in the 
course of the remarks which he made 
against me. That is the way I feel about 
what he said. 

Mr. President, some of the things the 
Senator from Oregon said made me feel 
rather pleased. The Senator from Ore- 
gon compared me to a schoolmaster. 
Mr. President, I have always had a very 
high regard for the schoolmaster, the 
man who helps to train and to mold 
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the youth of the United States of Amer- 
ica. It is the schoolmaster who has 
given most of us the inspirations we 
have today—the inspiration to come to 
the United States Senate, the inspira- 
tion to do something for our country. 
So I consider it a very high compliment 
to be compared to a schoolmaster. 

Mr, President, because the Senator 
from Oregon has been a schoolmaster, 
I suppose he knows that sometimes, per- 
haps, a schoolmaster may be a little too 
severe. The Senator from Oregon would 
know more about that than I would, 
for I was a teacher in a country school, 
where I taught for only 1 year, as a 
mere boy. Therefore, I think the Sen- 
ator from Oregon knows far more about 
types of schoolmaster, severe and len- 
ient, than would the junior Senator from 
Arizona, since the Senator from Oregon 
has had more experience in that line. 
He would know more about the matter 
of when a schoolmaster is too severe 
or is not too severe. I defer to his supe- 
rior judgment and experience in that 
field. 

However, Mr. President, I try to take 
into consideration the feelings and the 
opinions of the Senators on the floor. I 
consult with them on both sides of the 
aisle. 

Last night numerous Senators came to 
me and said they wanted to have the 
Senate finish its action on the Defense 
Production bill. They said it was im- 
portant legislation, that it involved the 
welfare and defense of the country, that 
it was for the purpose of curbing infia- 
tion. If I was a little too hard on my 
good friend from Oregon, it was because 
of the views of these Senators whose 
judgment I value and the feeling I had 
that it was important that we move for- 
ward since the act was about to expire. 

I regret very much if we worked the 
junior Senator from Oregon a little too 
hard. I talked to other Members of the 
Senate who, I thought, were older in 
years, and they wanted us to go ahead. 
They said they were physically able to 
proceed and they wanted the Senate to 
continue in session and complete action 
on the legislation. I am sorry that we 
overtaxed my good friend from Oregon, 
and I apologize to him for having over- 
worked him. I know he is a valuable 
man on the floor of the Senate. He is a 
good man, he performs a valuable serv- 
ice, and I would be the last one to want 
to impair his physical or mental condi- 
tion. [Laughter.] So it does make me 
feel a little contrite to think we over- 
worked him last night. 

However, Mr. President, I was reared 
on a farm, and that was before the day 
of the tractor. We had to plow with 
horses. My father assigued each one of 
us boys a team of horses. We were 
very fond of those horses, and as the 
Senator from Oregon is a horseman, he 
can appreciate what I am saying. He 
knows horses and about how men be- 
come fond of horses. 

I am frank to say that when I was on 
the farm I preferred to use a walking 
cultivator. Senators will remember that 
in those days there were riding cultiva- 
tors and walking cultivators. Ipreferred 
walking cultivators, because I calculated 
that as long as I was able to walk along 
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in the plowed ground, I was not over- 
working the horses. I assumed that per- 
haps the situation in the Senate might 
be analagous. 

Some said I should not take the posi- 
tion of majority leader, that it would 
overtax my strength, that I would have 
to work too hard; and sometimes I do 
have to work a little hard, and, occa- 
sionally, I have to work rather long 
hours. I have remained on the floor of 
the Senate until late in the evening on 
numerous occasions, and have canceled 
engagements in order to hear my good 
friend from Oregon make speeches, 
when there was no one else on the floor 
except the Senator and myself. [Laugh- 
ter.] 

i- Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I 
taxed myself, too. I stayed here at night, 
as did the Senator from Arizona. We 
older fellows stayed here so that the 
younger fellow could make his speech. 
Am I not correct? 

} Mr. McFARLAND. Well, I thought 
the Senator from Oregon was young 
until he made his speech today. Per- 
haps he has been deceiving us. Perhaps 
he is older than I thought; I do not 
know. I hope he is not. But I have 
remained in the Senate Chamber in 
order to accommodate him. I would do 
it again, and the Senator from Nebraska 
would, too. 

Mr. WHERRY. We will have to do it. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MCFARLAND. I yield to my good 
friend from Idaho. 

Mr. WELKER. I missed the speech 
of my good friend, the junior Senator 
from Oregon. But, from listening to the 
remarks of the distinguished majority 
leader, I am led to believe that the Sen- 
ator from Oregon is a bit unhappy and a 
bit tired as a result of last night’s work. 
I ask the distinguished majority leader 
whether it could have happened that the 
junior Senator from Oregon was tired 
as the result of his 10-day trip to the 
Pacific coast, where he was speaking, for 
hire, while the Senator from Arizona 
and the other Members of the Senate 
were working here for long hours. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I would not know 
about that, but I desire to apologize to 
my good friend from Oregon for over- 
working him. For myself, I may say 
that working as we did last night has 
made me feel good this morning. I feel 
simply fine. 

Mr. WHERRY. So do I. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I feel fine, be- 
cause I now believe that I must be able 
to take it a little better than.can the 
junior Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. WHERRY. Wait a minute. I 
feel as good as the distinguished ma- 
jority leader dots, too. I can “take it” 
as well as he can. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I think most of 
the Senators can “take it.” Senators 
know that the President pro tempore was 
fresher than the youngest one of us. I 
could give honorable mention also to the 
other deans of the Senate. They had no 
criticism of me whatever. In fact, they 
were ready to go ahead, and some of 
them said if I did not go ahead they 
would wring my neck. I did not want 
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my neck wrung just then, and, being the 
majority leader, one simply has to do the 
best he can. Some Members of the Sen- 
ate say, “Do this,” and some of them say, 
“Do that.” I realize now that my good 
friend from Oregon did not want to stay, 
and I am very sorry that we overworked 
him, and that he is so tired and worn 
out. I simply wish he would go home 
and go to bed and get rested up. We 
had a limitation of debate, and I know 
he will feel better about this entire sit- 
uation after he has had his rest. 

Mr. President, that is all I care to say. 
I yield the floor. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, in the first 
place, I wish to compliment the majority 
leader for the manner in which he con- 
ducted the debate on the defense pro- 
duction bill. It was a bill which cov- 
ered the ocean, it covered everything. 
Had we not obtained a unanimous- 
consent agreement, it could have taken 
6 weeks to dispose of the bill on the floor 
of the Senate. I agree it is a matter of 
debate as to whether the Senate rules 
with respect to unlimited debate should 
be changed; there is a perfectly legiti- 
mate question as to that. But that is an 
underlying fact in the situation and no 
one has ever succeeded in changing the 
rule. It is the rule under which the Sen- 
ate leadership must work. 

It seems to me that, in meeting that 
situation, we did quite as well as we 
could. The committee might have re- 
ported earlier, but I may say it seems to 
me that the unanimous-consent agree- 
ment served a most useful purpose. I 
see no reason why any one should ques- 
tion its wisdom. I think it is possible to 
overdo unanimous-consent agreements, 
but certainly, as applied to this bill, it 
was the perfect method of dealing with 
the bill. It allowed adequate consid- 
eration for amendment after amend- 
ment. Almost any amendment was ger- 
mane, because the bill was so wide open. 
I do not see how the consideration of the 
bill could have been conducted otherwise 
than the way it was conducted, consid- 


ering the limitation of time within which 


the Senate was required to act. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the majority 
leader. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I wish to thank the 
distinguished Senator from Ohio for 
what he has said. I would simply add 
that this was not a unanimous agree- 
ment fixing a time to vote; it was an 
agreement for a limitation of debate. 

Mr. TAFT. Exactly. 

Mr. McFARLAND, There were Sen- 
ators who thought the time for debate 
was not sufficiently limited, that too 
much time was allowed for debate, even 
under the agreement. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, we have 
rules, and it is difficult to upset them. 
I think, so far as the majority leader this 
year is concerned, he has acted expedi- 
tiously. He has sought advice from 
everyone, and he has worked out, in most 
cases, the most expeditious manner of 
doing the business of the Senate. 

Mr. President, apparently what upset 
the Senator from Oregon more than any- 
thing else about the night session was 
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the fact that, at the end of the session, 
the question happened to be raised re- 
garding the duty of a Member to vote. 
On that question, I think there is no 
doubt that a Member has the duty to 
vote, and the rule of the Senate has al- 
ways contemplated that. In the first 
place, the Constitution says that, on the 
request of a fifth of the Members pres- 
ent, the yeas and nays of the Members 
in either House on any question shall be 
entered on the Journal; so that the Con- 
stitution contemplates that Members 
shall vote yea or nay. The rule, itself, 
is a reasonable one. It says that he 
shall “declare his assent or dissent to 
the question, unless excused by the Sen- 
ate.” Then, if he declines to vote on the 
call of his name, “he shall be required 
to assign his reasons therefor, and hav- 
ing assigned them, the Presiding Officer 
shall submit the question to the Senate, 
‘Shall the Senator, for the reasons as- 
signed by him, be excused from vot- 
ing?’ * 

It is evidently contemplated that the 
Senate shall exercise its discriminatory 
judgment as to whether the reasons 
given are good or bad, and that, if we 
think the reasons given are not sufficient, 
we shall then require the Member to 
vote. 

That is the purpose of the rule. It is 
in accordance with the spirit and the 
practice of the Senate. In connection 
with any controversial bill I have seldom 
seen a Senator vote “present.” The ma- 
jority leader stated that it often hap- 
pens. I do not remember any such case. 
I dare say there have been a few such 
cases, but none in which there was any 
serious controversy. I think the rule 
was made for the purpose of permitting 
a Senator to refuse to vote if he had some 
personal interest. It has happened sev- 
eral times that Senators have had a 
stock interest in concerns which were in- 
volved in certain bills. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. There have been 
cases, of course, as the distinguished 
Senator has already stated, of Senators 
availing themselves of the right to vote 
“present,” but I should like to ask the 
Senator whether he knows of any prece- 
dent, when the Senate has determined 
that the excuse given by a Senator for 
voting present“ was not sufficient, 
where a Senator has failed to vote after 
the Senate has made its determination, 

Mr. TAFT. I know of no such prece- 


dent. There was no precedent last 
night, either, because both Senators 
voted. 


Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT, I yield. 

Mr. LONG. As a matter of fact, does 
not at least one of the Senate rules spec- 
ify that a Senator shall not vote when 
he has an interest in a certain matter? 

Mr. TAFT. I think there may be such 
a rule. It would not be in accordance 
with propriety for a Senator under those 
circumstances to vote. I question the 
propriety of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. Lenman] and the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. BENTON] last night in 
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voting to grant themselves permission 
not to vote. It seems to me the proper 
thing for them to have done was not to 
vote on the question at all. 

The excuse given by both Senators 
was, in effect, that they did not like the 
bill. They thought we must have a bill, 
but they did not like certain things in 
the bill. That question arises in the mind 
of every Senator over and over again in 
every session. I have been a Member 
of the Senate for 12 years, and I suppose 
that in all those years every single bill 
of importance which came up contained 
something which I did not like. I did 
not particularly like to vote for this bill, 
I also had exactly the same question 
when the Defense Production Act was 
up last October or November. I voted 
against putting title 4 into it. I voted 
against price control. I did not want 
to give the President power to put price 
control into effect at that time, but be- 
cause the bill contained provisions re- 
garding the allocation of materials and 
the preparation of necessary war ma- 
tériel I voted for the bill, although I 
thoroughly disapproved of title 4 and 
title 5 at that time. Every Senator is 
confronted with that question. If that 
is a valid excuse, no Senator need ever 
vote. If that is an excuse, a large ma- 
jority of the Senators would have good 
reason not to vote when various meas- 
ures come up, Those two Senators had 
opposed the committee bill and had 
made us vote four times on the same 
question, and when it came to the pas- 
sage of the bill, they voted “present” to 
indicate that they did not like the bill. 
But they did not want to take the re- 
sponsibility. of voting against it. It 
seems to me perfectly clear that the rea- 
sons they gave were not sufficient reasons 
under rule XII. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr, President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Smiru of North Carolina in the chair). 
The Senator will state it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. What is the pend- 
ing question? 

Mr, TAFT. We are just waiting. I 
have the floor, Mr. President, and I yield 
to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. Lone] brought up 
the question of a Senator having a per- 
sonal interest and whether he need vote 
on a question under those circumstances, 
I do not think there is any special rule 
on that subject, but it is a general funda- 
mental rule of conduct in law. I know 
that in Massachusetts it is a special rule 
in the house, but not in the senate. I 
believe it is a carry-over from the Eng- 
lish system of parliamentary law. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. No interest was as- 
signed last night by either of the Sen- 
ators concerned. When it came to the 
question of whether they should vote 
where a special interest was involved, 
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they voted in favor of their special in- 
terest. Is not that the fact? 

Mr. TAFT. I pointed that out; yes. 

Mr. President, I have another remark 
to make on a slightly different subject. 
Last night the junior Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Moopy] made the state- 
ment that if this bill were passed pro- 
hibiting roll-backs, it would mean an 
8-percent increase in the cost of living, 
and that Eric Johnston had said some- 
thing of that kind. I cannot believe that 
Mr. Johnston said anything of the kind. 
It is an absolutely unjustifiable state- 
ment, The entire increase in the cost of 
living since Korea has. been 8 percent, 
with no controls at al, and with a tre- 
mendous inflationary buying period, and 
a great many other circumstances which 
inevitably led to that increase. The 
argument seems to be that because some 
persons had increased their prices more 
than other persons had, up to the Ist 
of February, therefore all these others 
should be allowed to increase their prices 
to that point. 

In the first place, there is very little 
evidence, I think, that there was any 
such particular difference between 
parties in the same industry. In the 
second place, if there had been, I do not 
think a man is going to get very much 
business for a very long time at the 
higher price he could now claim under 
the bill, because I think the man forced 
to sell at the lower price could outsell 
him and could take away most of his 
business, as a practical matter. 

I do not think the argument which 
was made several times that because 
some people had increased their prices, 
therefore everyone else must be allowed 
to increase prices, has any validity what- 
soever. It certainly has no validity as 
to commodities in which there is a gen- 
eral market. There may be a few manu- 
facturing industries in which someone 
increased his prices too much, but cer- 
tainly the cases must be rather limited, 
If there are a few cases of discrimina- 
tion, I would advise the Price Adminis- 
trator to hold the persons affected to 
compliance with such rules as he is able 
to make under the new bill. 

I pointed out yesterday that price 
control never has contemplated roll- 
backs in the initial stages. We have 
always started from the present day. 
As an economic matter, after prices 
have gone up we cannot hold them back 
anymore than King Canute could hold 
back the sea. People buy goods at a 
price in order to resell them. If we 
make them reduce their prices, we con- 
fiscate their property and violate the 
Constitution. The only case I know of 
in the Second World War where roll- 
backs were applied involved paying sub- 
sidies. Roll-backs depend upon subsidies 
and lead to subsidies. I think subsidies 
have the most demoralizing effect on 
price control and economic control of 
any process I know of. It is a nice polit- 
ical thing to have. It enables the ad- 
ministration to give the farmer higher 
prices and the consumer low prices, and 
change the difference to the taxpayer. 
But who is the taxpayer? After all, he 
is the consumer and the farmer. He 
pays the taxes in the end, anyway. It 
seems to me to be perfectly obvious that 
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the one thing that will demoralize the 
whole system and will in the end re- 
quire the socialistic control of indus- 
try is the establishment of subsidies on 
a gradually increasing scale. That is 
the result, if it is ever started. 

Mr. President, it seems to me clear 
that, far from being a watered-down 
bill, the new bill is just as strong a bill, 
for all practical purposes, as the one 
which it is superseding. I see no rea- 
son to say that because we have turned 
down many socialistic demands of the 
President, the right to subsidize, to li- 
cense all businesses, to build Govern- 
ment plants. Those requests have been 
properly rejected. But so far as the 
bill we passed last night is concerned, 
it gives every substantial power of price 
control that anyone needs who wants 
to control prices and sincerely desires to 
protect our free economic system. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. McMAHON. When the Senator 
from Ohio referred to some socialistic 
proposals which were rejected, did he by 
any chance refer to the amendment 
which was offered by the junior Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. BENTON] and 
myself, which provided for giving au- 
thority in the President and the Mobi- 
lizer to build plants for the production 
of war goods? 

Mr. TAFT. Yes; I did. Because no 
matter what Mr. Wilson said, that we 
are only going to do this in one little 
place—and that is probably what he 
thinks—so far as the bill is concerned it 
would provide a wide-open power for 
the Government to go into any business 
it wants to go into. And in time of 
peace, for the next 10 or 20 years, it is 
in effect a direct socialistic proposal 
authorizing the Government to go into 
business—which is socialism. 

Mr. McMAHON. Does the Senator 
think we are in a time of peace? 

Mr. TAFT. I think we are in a con- 
dition in which we have to try to main- 
tain the freedom of this country and the 
free system in this country, to the full 
extent possible, considering consistency 
with the mobilization program, particu- 
larly if we face a long period, let us say 
10 years. We cannot just turn this 
whole thing over to a dictator and say, 
“You run this thing for 10 years.” We 
will never get back the freedoms we turn 
over to a man on that basis. 

In a full-scale war, the argument is 
much less strong. I quite agree that in 
full-scale war, where the plant is going 
to be built and probably sold at the end 
of the war—yes, we should build it. But 
the Senator’s distinguished colleague 
talked about these plants being turned 
back 15 years from now, after the Gov- 
ernment had operated them for 15 years 
and been in that business for 15 years. 

After all, this is not war, neither is it 
peace, neither is it normal. But cer- 
tainly we must proceed on the assump- 
tion that for the present at least we have 
no major war, and we should hope we 
will not have war. We must give up 
only those liberties which are necessary 
to give up, to carry out a mobilization 
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program costing $60,000,000,000 or $70,- 
000,000,000 a year. That does not, in 
my opinion, require the sacrifices of 
freedom that might be necessary in time 
of war. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. McMAHON. I certainly would 
agree with the objectives the Senator 
from Ohio has stated as to what our 
national purpose should be. But I can- 
not agree with him as to his diagnosis 
of the bill, upon which hearings, as I 
understand, are to be held by the Bank- 
ing and Currency Committee. I think 
the Senator perhaps would agree, would 
he not, that the designation of the bill 
as a Socialist proposal, is not correct, in 
light of the fact that during the last 
war more than 2,000 plants were built by 
the Government, were leased to private 
citizens who operated them operated 
them, I may say, under the general di- 
‘rection of Mr. Jesse Jones, that great ex- 
ponent of the socialistic state—and were 
thereafter sold to private individuals? 
That would seem at least to paint a pic- 
ture to the Senator, would it not, of 
necessary Government intervention into 
the economy in order to protect its very 
existence, rather than a venture into 
socialism, when we see that not one sin- 
gle one of those 2,000 plants which were 
built in the last war is now being operated 
by the Government of the United 
States? Does the Senator not agree? 

Mr. TAFT. I may say that in time of 
war you are largely socialized, and there 
is no way to prevent it. But I am, per- 
haps, naturally suspicious of this re- 
quest to build plants, for the President 
did not wait for the emergency to ask 
for that authority. Twice, before we 
got into any emergency, in 1947 and 
1948, he demanded, in time of peace, the 
right of the Government to build any 
plant, and get into any business if the 
Government decides that in its opinion 
the industry is not doing quite the job 
it ought to be doing. Here the President 
is asking for the same power now. That 
makes it apparent that he believes it 
should be done in time of peace as well 
as in time of war. 

I do not say we ought not to build 
plants, but I say that if the Government 
wants to go into any business under 
present conditions, that particular busi- 
ness ought to be named in the bill. We 
in Congress ought to decide. We did de- 
cide here last year concerning a little 
thing, that the Government should go 
into the business of growing abacá in 
Central America. We authorized that 
particular project for the Navy. We 
have authorized particular projects, such 
as a tin smelter, for instance, in Texas. 
I have no objection to that. But the 
thing that is dangerous, to my mind, is 
to grant the President the power, with 
plenty of money at his command, to go 
into any business that he arbitrarily de- 
cides he thinks the Government ought to 
go into. That is a socialistic proposal. 
Whether it leads to socialism depends 
on what the President does; but con- 
sidering that apparently he believes in 
doing such things in time of peace, I am 
not too optimistic about what he is 
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going to do under the present emergency 
conditions. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. McMAHON. Without in any way 
either defending at this late day or con- 
demning the proposals made by the 
President in 1947, as I recall the year, or 
perhaps it was in 1948—what President 
Truman suggested was that the future 
economy of the country and the needs 
for national defense were such that, with 
the steel industry refusing to expand, 
it would be necessary, in his opinion, in 
the interest of our own survival, for the 
Government to build some steel plants. 
I should like to call the attention of the 
Senator from Ohio to the fact that now 
we have come to the emergency the 
President predicted. Although he was 
derided by every one of his critics—and 
God knows he has enough of them— 
what he prophesied has come true, for 
the steel barons have been here obtain- 
ing certificates of necessity, and the 
United States Government is now build- 
ing, with the taxpayers’ money to the 
tune of $5,000,000,000, plants we could 
have had built and should have had 
built by private industry in 1947 and 


1948. If the Government of the United 


States is deprived of the right to build 
these plants, these birds will come here— 
and some are in combinations—and will 
say, “Grant us amortization certificates 
of 60, 70, or 90 percent, or we will go 
home.” If we had the authority, Mr. 
President, we would be able to say to 
them, “If you do not take a 50 percent 
amortization certificate we will build the 
plant, we will lease it to operators, and 
after the emergency is over we will sell 
it.” 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I think I 
have the floor. 

Mr. McMAHON. This is a proposition 
to restrain the greedy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lone 
in the chair). The Senator from Ohio 
has the floor. 

Mr. TAFT. In the first place, the Sen- 
ator said that these plants are being built 
at the taxpayers’ expense. They are 
being built with private money. To the 
extent the Government is lending any 
money, it will get back every cent, with- 
out building the plants itself, and selling 
them at 17 cents on the dollar, as it did 
in World War II. 

In the second place, I suppose the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut means that be- 
cause the amortization is permitted to be 
taken in 5 years instead of 20, therefore 
the taxpayer suffers. There is no evi- 
dence of that whatsoever. So far as that 
is concerned, in the long run amortiza- 
tion is going to be taken anyway as a 
justified expense, and whether it is paid 
in 5 or 20 years makes very little differ- 
ence ultimately to the Treasury of the 
United States. Particularly as the pres- 
ent tax rates, according to the testimony 
we had in the Finance Committee, are 
likely to continue for all those 20 years. 
At least, as far as anyone can see, the 
expenses of this Government are going 
to amount for many years to come to 
something like $65,000,000,000 a year, 
even after we get over the hump, com- 
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pared to about $45,000,000,000 today. So 
that as far as any hope that there will 
be a lowering of tax rates in the future 
which would make amortization less ad- 
vantageous that is certainly a very op- 
timistic point of view. The only differ- 
ence is that you get the advantage of the 
amortization in 5 years instead of get- 
ting it over a long period of 20 years, 
which is a very little difference ulti- 
mately to the Treasury. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Florida does not wish to 
comment upon the matters which have 
just been debated between the Senator 
from Ohio and the Senator from Con- 
necticut, but does wish to comment 
briefly upon the observations made by 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse] 
with reference to the episodes of early 
this morning, around 4 o'clock this morn- 
ing, relative to the interpretation and 
enforcement of Senate rule XII. 

Mr. President, the only reason why 
the Senator from Florida desires to 
make any comment at this time is that 
he feels that by no means should this 
rule ever be regarded as an instrument 
for the use of party expression or party 
rule; and he would never allow himself 
to be made a party to such partisan ex- 
pression. He rises in the first instance 
to compliment and congratulate the 
Senator from Oregon and other Sena- 
tors on both sides of the aisle who early 
this morning made it very clear by their 
votes that they did not propose to al- 
low this rule to become an instrument 
for party expression. Inasmuch as 


many of us who may have felt exactly 


the same way happened to have convic- 
tions which moved us to vote with the 
position taken by the large majority of 
our respective parties, I feel that a brief 
discussion of the point of view enter- 
tained at least by the Senator from Flor- 
ida is proper at this time, following, as 
I say, the extending of my congratula- 
tions and compliments to the Senator 
from Oregon. 

In the first place, Mr. President, it 
seems to me that the reason for the ex- 
istence of this rule has not been men- 
tioned, or at least the Senator from Flor- 
ida has not heard it mentioned. That 
reason is, I believe, to supplement the 
constitutional provisions by which, of 
course, we are bound, and by which our 
functions are controlled in various mat- 
ters but which constitutional provisions 
we must supplement by rule if we in- 
tend to protect and preserve the right 
and ability of the Senate to function 
under any and all circumstances. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lone 
in the chair). Does the Senator yield 
for a question. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I was about to send 
a Joni resolution to the desk, but I will 
wait. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I ask the Senator to 
wait for a moment. 

In the first instance, under section 5 
of article I of the Constitution, each 
House of the Congress is made the judge 
of its own elections, returns, and quali- 
fications. A majority of each House is 
prescribed asa quorum, A smaller num- 
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ber than a quorum is given the right 
mandatorily to require the presence of a 
sufficient number of Members to con- 
stitute a quorum. Section 5 of article I, 
therefore, prescribes means by which the 
Senate can insist mandatorily upcn the 
attendance of a sufficient number of 
Members to constitute a quorum. But 
that having been done it seems to the 
Senator from Florida that there remains 
much that must be done through the 
adoption of rules under our constitu- 
tional rule-making power to make it 
completely sure that under all condi- 
tions the Senate can function and can 
dispose of its business—for example, in 
such matters as requiring a Senator to 
vote in order to make a quorum partici- 
pate in the actual vote, so as to permit 
of the carrying on of business and the 
transaction of any particular business 
before the Senate. If by merely pro- 
curing the presence of a sufficient num- 
ber of Senators to constitute a quorum 
the Senate were left without further 
power, as given by this rule, a sufficient 
number of Senators could, by merely 
remaining mute in their seats under 
conditions which would be easy to con- 
jure up, defeat the possibility of secur- 
ing a majority of the Senate, or even a 
majority of those present and constitut- 
ing a quorum, actually to vote upon given 
legislation so as to permit of its orderly 
disposition. 

Likewise, there are many other provi- 
sions in the Constitution requiring such 
a rule as rule XII—for example, the 
provision which appears in section 5 of 
article I, allowing the expulsion of Mem- 
bers of the Senate upon the concurrence 
of two-thirds of the Senate, and the pro- 
vision found in section 2, article Il, that 
upon the advice and consent of two- 
thirds of the Senate the President may 
make treaties with other powers, re- 
quiring, however, that two-thirds of the 
Senators present and constituting a 
quorum must affirmatively concur to 
bring about that result. With a quorum 
present to transact business, if Senators 
could simply sit mute, or simply vote 
“present” they could defeat the Senate 
in its effort to function and to transact 
its business in these fields. 

Likewise, in connection with the re- 
quirement for the submission of amend- 
ments to the Constitution, as found in 
article 5, there is also a provision which 
requires two-thirds of both Houses to 
join in proposing amendments for rati- 
fication. Again, in this field with a quo- 
rum present, with enough Members par- 
ticipating to bring about the desired 
result, a small number of recalcitrant 
Senators sitting mute in their seats or 
simply voting “present” could defeat the 
functioning of the Senate in matters of 
very grave importance. 

So, for the reasons named, and for 
others which will appear from a mere 
careful reading of the Constitution, it 
seems to be completely necessary to have 
a rule which, like rule XII, prescribes 
a mandatory provision that Senators, 
under certain conditions, shall be re- 
quired to vote in the event that their 
fellow Members decide that they are 
without adequate excuse for refraining 
from voting when their names are called, 
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Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, HOLLAND. I will yield in a mo- 
ment if the Senator will allow me to 
complete my very brief discussion of this 
subject. 4 

It seems to me very clear that the rea- 
son for this rule is not to override the 
strong convictions of a fellow Senator, 
but instead to permit of positive assur- 
ance that the Senate, under any and all 
conditions, will be able to transact its 
important public business. The Sena- 
tor from Florida regards rule XII as 
present in the Senate rules primarily 
for that reason, 

Mr. President, it requires a consider- 
able degree of courage and a consider- 
able degree of conviction for a Senator, 
after having put up the fight which was 
put up by the two Senators who in the 
first instance elected to vote simply 
“present” this morning, to come in and 
vote “present” and abstain from voting 
either “yea” or “nay” upon the issue, 
The Senator from Florida did: not take 
that position. He has never taken that 
position. He feels that he may never 
take that position. At the same time, 
he recognizes the fact that that position 
was not based upon weakness, but was 
based upon strength, It was not based 
on fear, but on courage. Any other con- 
clusion than this, it seems to me, would 
be completely unreasonable for any Sen- 
ator to make. In order to make the 
point abundantly clear, I remind the 
Members of the Senate that the two 
Senators who took that position last 
night are Senators who unyieldingly 
have objected to the use of the filibuster 
and the use of any tactic by which the 
business of the Senate may be held up. 
Yet they must have realized that, to a 
certain degree, in taking the position 
which they took last night, they were 
putting themselves in a position which, 
if followed by a sufficient number of Sen- 
ators, would keep the Senate from func- 
tioning. s 

Though I did not agree with the atti- 
tude of the two Senators who took that 
position, I recognize their courage and 
I recognize their conviction, and I can 
think of cases under which their posi- 
tion would be a completely logical posi- 


` tion. After a Senator has taken a very 


active part in the drafting of legislation 
through debate upon amendments and 
votes upon amendments on the floor, if 
the Senator is merely absent from the 
Chamber and does not participate, there 
is ample inference to be drawn that he 
has simply run out on the vote. If he 
comes in and votes “yea” for a bill which 
he does not like, and dislikes so tremen- 
dously that he feels he is justified in 
taking the position that he should not 
vote “yea,” even though for greater rea- 
sons he will not vote “nay,” he will be 
left in a false position if he votes either 
way. Ithink we can all understand that 
the position taken by the two Senators 
can be reasonably taken and can be 
based on very deep and abiding con- 
victions, 

The Senator from Florida was in the 
Chamber this morning and he watched 
the faces and the demeanor of the two 
distinguished Senators who took the dif- 
ficult position which they took. The 
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Senator from Florida feels that it would 
be completely idle for anyone to claim 
that they were not moved by the deepest 
convictions and that they did not feel 
that the position which they were taking 
was in their consciences justified. 

The Senator from Florida will very 
quickly come to the end of his state- 
ment. So far as he is concerned, under 
such conditions as that, unless the ability 
of the Senate to transact its business is 
jeopardized, the Senator from Florida 
never expects to vote to force any Sena- 
tor, whether he sits upon the other side 
of the aisle or upon this side of the aisle, 
to vote “yea” or “nay” when his own 
conviction forces him to take the posi- 
tion which the two Senators took early 
this morning. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I have almost com- 
pleted my statement. I have agreed, 
first, to yield to the Senator from Michi- 
gan. Then I shall yield to the Senator 
from Nebraska. 

The Senator from Florida, to restate 
what he stated in the beginning, is put- 
ting himself on record with regard to this 
subject, so that it may be very clear that 
there is no partisanship involved in his 
position. He is certain that the same is 
true in the case of many Senators on 
both sides of the aisle. He proposes to 
vote as he voted last night whenever he 
feels that a Senator has cast a vote of 
“present” based upon very deep and 
abiding convictions, and when any other 
position would put him in a false posi- 
tion with his own people, unless, Mr. 
President, the voting participation of 
that Senator or those Senators taking 
such position is necessary to allow the 
Senate to function and transact and dis- 
pose of business in an orderly manner, 
The Senator from Florida feels very 
deeply that the reason for the rule is to 
protect and to preserve beyond question 
the ability of the Senate to function and 
to transact public business, and that the 
rule is based on the knowledge of those 
who drafted it that the provisions of the 
Constitution do not go far enough to 
assure that very necessary end. 

I yield first to the Senator from Michi- 
gan. ` 
Mr. FERGUSON, I note the excep- 
tion which the Senator mentally reserves 
to the rule, namely, that it is to enable 
the Senate to function. In other words, 
any number of Sənators less than 49 
could excuse themselves from voting on 
an important subject, and if the Senate 
could not rally enough votes to equal 49 
the rule would not be applicable. Could 
a legislative body such as this function 
under any such rule? 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 
Florida has already stated that, so far 
as he is concerned, he would always vote 
to compel a Senator to vote if it were 
necessary for the Senator to vote in 
order to allow the Senate to transact 
business; but beyond that he will not 
go, if he feels that a Senator voting 
“present” is animated by deep conviction 
just as happened here this morning. By 
watching the attitude of the two Sena- 
tors who chose the strong course rather 
than a weak one, who came into the 
Chamber and voted “present” rather. 
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than going out to the cloakroom and 
being away, he could not see any reason 
at all to question the very deep convic- 
tion on the part of the two Senators. 

The Senator from Florida wishes to 
say that he will give to every Senator, 
regardless of where his seat is, or on 
which side of the aisle he happens to be, 
exactly the same treatment, because he 
does not feel that the rule is to be used 
in any partisan way or to be interpreted 
in any other way except against the 
background of assuring the ability of the 
Senate to function. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does not the Sena- 
tor infer from his argument, that be- 

- cause a majority on this side of the aisle 
voted to compel the two Senators to vote, 
therefore, they acted in a partisan man- 
ner? Should not the Senator from 
Florida at least give the Senators on 
this side of the aisle the same degree of 
honor that he gives to the two Senators 
who refused to vote, even after the vote 
was taken and they were ordered to vote? 
One of them even went to the point of 
inquiring what the penalty would be for 
not voting. The other at first even re- 
fused to vote after he had been ordered 
to vote. It could have been a permanent 
filibuster until a new election was had, 
because the vote on the bill could not be 
announced until there was a vote by the 
Senator after he had been ordered to 
vote. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 
Florida is sorry that the distinguished 
Senator from Michigan was not present 
when the Senator from Florida began 
his discussion. Some time ago he stated 
that he accorded to every Senator on 
both sides of the aisle the benefit of vot- 
ing his convictions. He called attention 
definitely to the fact that there were 
some Senators on each side of the aisle 
last night who did not follow the vote 
of the majority of their parties, indicat- 
ing that there was no showing of parti- 
sanship. 

The Senator from Florida has no criti- 
cism to aim at anyone. He is merely 
stating his understanding of the mean- 
ing of the rule, and he is making his 
statement for the Record. He is giving 
notice that when a Senator from the 
Republican side of the aisle finds him- 
self in the position of the two Senators 
last night, and when the ability of the 
Senate to function and attend to its busi- 
ness is not jeopardized, the Senator from 
Florida expects to vote exactly as he 
voted last night. 

To conclude his answer to the remarks 
of the distinguished Senator from Mich- 
igan, it seems to the Senator from Flor- 
ida that the very statements made by 
the two Senators, who, as I have already 
stated, acted in strength and not in 
weakness, after the vote was taken, in- 
dicated again the depth of their convic- 
tions and the fact that they were not 
moved by unworthy motives. 

Mr. President, to conclude, I merely 
remind the Senate that only two votes 
were involved out of something like 80 
Senators participating, and there was 
not any question that the ability of the 
Senate to transact its business would be 
adversely affected or defeated by their 
voting “present.” 
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I yield to the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator. 
I have been trying to ask a question for 
an hour and a half, although not neces- 
sarily of the Senator from Florida, I 
should like to ask one question of the 
distinguished Senator from Florida, be- 
cause I have always had a great deal of 
respect for his fairness and good judg- 
ment. Nothing done by the Senate last 
night which was not within the rules of 
the Senate, was there? 

Mr. HOLLAND. So far as the Senator 
from Florida is concerned, he certainly 
does not make such a charge; he did 
not observe anything of that sort. 

Mr. WHERRY. I simply mean to say 
that I believe that the rights of all 
Senators were observed. 

Prior to the time when the vote was 
announced, I managed to obtain the 
floor. Some Senators may think that I 
did not have a right to obtain the floor 
then, but at least I made a plea to the 
Senator to vote. 

Mr, McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
when the Senator from Nebraska wishes 
to get the floor, he just gets it. 
(Laughter.] 

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct. 
Sometimes it is hard to get the floor; but 
when I am able to get the floor, I some- 
times hold it for quite a while. 

Mr. President, I deeply appreciate the 
fact that the Senator from Connecticut 
voted, because when he did so, he avoided 
setting a precedent. Of course, in the 
past, Senators may have voted “present” 
in such cases; but I know of no case 
when, following a vote of “present” and 
following a decision by the Senate that 
the Senator so voting should vote either 
“yea” or “nay,” such Senator refused to 
vote, 

So I deeply appreciate the fact that 
after the appeal was made, the distin- 
guished Senator from Connecticut voted 
on the bill. I hope that a precedent for 
a refusal to vote under such circum- 
stances is never established, because of 
course the rule does not provide for a 
penalty in such a case, 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I simply wish to 
inquire about another matter. Senators 
are asking me how long the discussion 
will take; Senators wish to have the 
Senate take up the continuing resolution. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I have 
concluded. I have already taken longer 
than I expected to take, for I did not 
expect to be honored by questions on the 
part of other Senators. 

I was simply trying to state for the 
record my interpretation of the rule, an 
interpretation which I think has not 
heretofore been stated; but I think it is 
the sound interpretation. 

I now yield the floor. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I do not 
wish to take advantage of the Senate; 
and, therefore, I shall state what my 
purpose is at this time. I desire to make 
a brief statement. There is a long-es- 
tablished custom in the Senate, as I un- 
derstand, that if one Member is criti- 
cized in a debate as I have been criti- 
cized in the debate this afternoon, such 
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Member is given an opportunity to make 
a brief reply. 

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent 
that I may make a brief reply to the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND] 
and the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART]. I shall not take long, but I 
think I am entitled to that courtesy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the Senator from Oregon may proceed. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield to me, before 
he begins his remarks, in order that I 
may make a statement lasting not more 
than 30 seconds? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I wish 
to express my personal gratitude to the 
distinguished minority leader, the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska [Mr. WuHerry], for 
the temperate and kindly way in which 
he spoke last night and for the under- 
standing he showed of the issue and the 
dilemma; and I wish to thank him again, 
for his comments of today. 

Let me assure my colleagues in the 
Senate that my vote was a very care- 
fully considered one, indeed. Along 
about midnight I had informed the cor- 
respondent of the Hartford Courant, 
that if the bill kept on in the way it was 
going, the way in which I first voted was 
the way in which I expected I would feel 
myself forced to vote. 

I should also like to assure my col- 
leagues in the Senate that I did not have 
the faintest idea or the faintest sus- 
picion that that vote would create such 
discussion and such interest on the part 
of so many other Senators, or would put 
me in the unhappy role of seemingly 
seeking to create a dramatic incident at 
that hour of the morning. I was the. 
most surprised and astonished Member 
of the Senate at the results of my de- 
cision. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield to me 
briefiy ? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I wish to 
compliment the Senator from Connec- 
ticut [Mr. Benton], and I also wish to 
compliment the minority leader, the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY], 
and certainly also the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK], for the 
handling of the bill generally. I also 
wish to compliment the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND]. 

I desire particularly, however, to com- 
pliment the minority leader, the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY], for 
the plea he made at the crucial mo- 
ment. I think it was most commend- 
able. When a Member of the Senate 
in the heat of battle, so to speak, is 
so calm and so cool, and makes an ap- 
peal which is so fine that it produces 
the desired result, he is certainly to be 
commended; and I also desire to take 
this brief opportunity to.commend the 
distinguished majority leader [Mr. Mc- 
FARLAND]. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further moment? 

Mr. MORSE. Yes, with the under- 
standing that by so doing, I shall not 
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yield the floor. I ask unanimous con- 
sent to that effect, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the Senator from Connecticut may pro- 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I wish 
to say that I wholly subscribe to what 
has just been said by the Senator from 
Maryland. Indeed, it reminds me that 
in my hurry to resume my seat, so that 
the distinguished Senator from Oregon 
could proceed with his remarks, I neg- 
lected to say that the closing remarks, 
in the early hours of this morning, by 
the majority leader, the distinguished 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND], 
were deeply appreciated by me. I must 
add that statement for the RECORD, be- 
cause I was greatly touched with his 
closing remarks, as the recess was about 
to be taken. 

. Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall 
be very brief, because I have not heard 
anything this afternoon from the Sen- 
ator from Indiana (Mr. CAPEHART] or 
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. McFar- 
LAND] that would require a lengthy reply. 

I wish to congratulate the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. Hottanp] for what 
I think is a very masterful analysis of 
the true purpose, meaning, and intent 
of rule XII. I think he placed it on 
the high grounds of ethical relationship 
with our colleagues here in the Senate, 
in respecting their convictions of con- 
science. Such a purpose clearly was in- 
tended by the rule. 

I wish to say that I am very happy 
that my remarks were the cause of elic- 
iting from the majority leader such a 
charming speech as the one he gave this 
afternoon. I enjoyed it as much as any 
of my colleagues did. 

I can well understand why my good 
friend, the Senator from Arizona, would 
want to give that kind of speech by way 
of trying to laugh off what I think 
was a very serious mistake in judgment 
which he made in holding us in the 
session in which he held us last night. 
Several of us warned the majority 
leader several times last night that he 
should recess the Senate at about 11 
o’clock. I think that at any time after 
11 o’clock last night it should have been 
obvious to the majority leader, as it was 
to a good many of his colleagues on his 
side of the aisle, that an early recess 
would have been very wise. However, 
he stubbornly refused to recess and the 
events of the evening prove how wrong 
he was. 

However, let me assure my good friend, 
the Senator from Arizona, that he did 

not tire me out. In fact, I have not been 
to bed yet. If the Senator from Arizona 
is interested in knowing what I did after 
I left this august body, I wish to tell him 
that I went home, changed my clothes, 
hitched my horse trailer behind my car, 
drove 34 miles out into the country, and 
picked up a couple of horses. They are 
still parked in front of my residence, Mr. 
President, waiting for my return, when 
this evening I shall take them 27 miles 
down to Virginia, to pasture. 

I believe I made one mistake, in view 
of the boast of great physical vitality 
and virility on the part of the majority 
leader this afternoon, namely, in not in- 
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viting him to accompany me on this 
trip. I would have been very happy to 
have had the enjoyment and delight of 
his company this morning after he 
finally decided to recess the Senate. 

I wish to say that he is quite correct, 
namely, that I do have a great love for 
horses. I frequently find, after I leave 
a session of the Senate, that getting out 
and associating with the common sense 
of horses is a very salutary thing. It is 
a delightful contrast to some of the 
things that go on in the Senate. It 
rather gives me a vacation from human 
beings which gives me the renewed con- 


- fidence in them that one needs every 


once in a while, I think, when he sees too 
much of them. One needs to get away 
and to really reflect upon the weaknesses 
and frailties of human nature which 
God gave to each one of us. I should be 
very happy to have the majority leader 
join me on my horse trip to Virginia, 
later in the day, because he is entirely 
correct in one thing which he said, 
namely, that a very warm friendship ex- 
ists between us. We may have our dif- 
ferences, as we do have them, particu- 
larly a difference over the policy which 
he followed in handling this bill, but it 
is going to have no effect, I can assure 
him, upon my love and affection for him. 

Mr. President, in regard to my friend 
from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], of course, 
it would be no news to anyone in this 
body that the Senator from Indiana and 
the junior Senator from Oregon do not 
share very many views upon very many 
subjects. But, in the interests of accu- 
racy, I want to say that he has my offer 
of an exchange of steak dinners, if an 
analysis of the record of my attendance 
and of his attendance on the floor of the 
Senate, during our respective terms in 
the Senate, will not disclose that statis- 
tically he is the loser of such a bet. I 
am satisfied that my absences from the 
Senate have been considerably fewer 
taan those of the Senator from Indiana. 
In fact the record will disclose that very 
few Senators spend as much time on the 
floor of the Senate as does the junior 
Senator from Oregon. But, be that as 
it may, I am glad that the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART] said something 
this afternoon which permits me to im- 
ply, at least, that I now have another 
vote for a resolution which I have had 
Pending before the Senate for quite some 
time. It is a resolution which provides 
that each Member of the Senate shall 
file for publication in January of each 
year, the sources of his income and the 
amount of his income for the preceding 
year. I am a strong believer in that 
resolution, and I think it would have a 
very salutary effect upon the Senate if 
that resolution were adopted and Mem- 
bers of the Senate were required to file 
such statements with respect to sources 
of income and the amounts thereof, so 
that the American people might judge 
for themselves whether there is, in re- 
gard to any particular Senator, any re- 
lationship between economic income and 
the voting position which he takes on the 
floor of the Senate. The Senator from 
Indiana overlooks that the junior Sen- 
ator from Oregon does not have his 
wealth and therefore he finds it neces- 
sary to give a few lectures each year for 
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reasonable lecture fees in order to meet 
the political expenses of his office. Be- 
ing a liberal in the Republican Party I 
cannot look to the Republican Party to 
pay for those extra and necessary politi- 
cal expenses that reactionary Republi- 
cans seem to have so little difficulty in 
getting the Republican Party to take 
care of for them. 

The Senator from Indiana has, once ` 
before, expressed on the floor of the Sen- 
ate his dislike of the fact that he finds 
himself, from his standpoint, too fre- 
quently listening to the Senator from 
Oregon. Let me assure him that the 
course of action which the Senator from 
Oregon follows in the Senate of the 
United States, in determining what 
speeches he shall make, and how many, 
will be in no way influenced to any 
degree whatever by the pleasure of the 
Senator from Indiana. If we had more 
liberals in the Republican Party than 
those of us who are making the speeches 
for the liberal cause within the party, I 
would not have to make so many speech- 
es. However, when there are so few of 
us, Mr. President, we are always con- 
fronted with the problem that, if we do 
not make a fight for the liberal side of 
an issue, on the floor of the Senate, it 
will not be made. Liberals who have 
preceded us in the Senate have been sub- 
jected to the same kind of personal com- 
ment as that to which the Senator from 
Indiana has subjected me to this after- 
noon. We expect it. It does not make 
a dent. I can assure the Senator from 
Indiana that the junior Senator from 
Oregon is going to continue to fight for 
constitutional liberalism within the Re- 
publican Party. On the basis of the 
Record, it is perfectly clear that the jun- 
ior Senator from Oregon and the sen- 
ior Senator from Indiana are poles 
apart politically in regard to Republican 
philosophy; and I am perfectly willing 
always to let the voters decide which 
philosophy they want. Also, and not 
in the spirit of boasting, but in the spirit 
of great humility, and also in the spirit 
of deep appreciation, I want to say that 
I am proud of the fact that, in the last 
election, 76 percent of the voters in my 
State who cast their votes registered 
their approval of the kind of Republi- 
canism I am fighting for within my 
party. 

There has been reference this after- 
noon by two of my colleagues to a 10- 
Quy trip which I took recently to the 
West coast. One of my colleagues said 
that it was a trip for hire. Of course, 
I am always willing to make my record 
an open book. I made three lectures 
on that trip for the modest fee of $300 
per lecture. I repeat that I should be 
very glad to have my resolution adopted 
by the Senate which would cause every 
Member of the Senate to disclose the 
amounts and the sources of his income. 
But, Mr. President, do you know what 
I think, do you know the little hunch 
that I have, in view of comments I 
have heard, not only on the floor of the 
Senate but elsewhere among some of 
my Republican brethren about this little 
trip which I took to the West Coast for 
10 days? Ido not think the reactionary 
wing of the party likes some of the 
things I said in those speeches. I talked 
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with the people in regard to whether 
they wanted to go along with that wing 
of the Republican Party which seems 
to want to follow an isolationist course 
in Europe and an all-out war in Asia. 
I submit, Mr. President, that the people 
will not stand for that. There were 
some other things which I said in those 
speeches which the reactionary wing of 
the Republican Party does not like. I 
am not surprised, therefore, to listen 
to negative comments, innuendoes, in- 
sinuations, and implications about the 
trip. But I am perfectly willing to do 
as I did last November, Mr. President, 
and that is to let the people of my State 
decide whether they approve the course 
of action which the junior Senator from 
Oregon is following. Also, I am willing 
to say here today that, if the overwhelm- 
ing majority of the registered Republi- 
can Party in most States were given a 
true choice of candidates, which in too 
many States they are not, we would 
find the Republican Party much more 
liberal than it is today. Some men now 
sitting in the Senate would not be sit- 
ting here. But, so long as we have in 
many of the so-called Republican States 
the type of election laws which we now 
have, which really permit the primary 
system to come under the domination 
of reactionary Republican machines, 
then we shall not have coming to the 
Congress of the United States the true 
and real choices of the registered Re- 
publican voters of those States that we 
would have if we had a pure primary 
law, under which voters had an oppor- 
tunity, free from the dictation of re- 
actionary party machines, to choose who 
should be their candidates to meet the 
Democrats in the fall elections. 

Mr. President, on another occasion, 
before this Conzress adjourns, I intend 
to discuss some Republican Party issues. 
I shall discuss what I think a contruc- 
tive Republican program ought to be. 
I am satisfied that such a program will 
not be acceptable to the reactionary wing 
of the Republican Party. I am sure it 
will not please the Senator from In- 
diana. [Mr. CarHARTI. If it did then 
for the first time I would know some- 
thing very serious was the matter with it. 


DEVELOPMENT STAGE OF THE A-BOMB 
BEFORE YALTA 


Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I am 
conscious of the fact that there are two 
conference reports which are here, and 

_ which are ready for action by the Sen- 
ate, and I do not intend to consume more 
than 2 or 3 minutes at this time. If 
what I say causes controversy, I suggest 
that we can postpone it until after the 
conference reports shall have been con- 
sidered. 

Mr. President, I move to correct the 
Record. My distinguished colleague, the 
senior Senator from Iowa [Mr. HIcKEN- 
LOOPER], under date of June 25, 1951, 
sent a telegram to Lt. Gen. Leslie R. 
Groves, Remington-Rand, Inc., Labora- 
tory of Advanced Research, Wilson Ave- 
nue, South Norwalk, Conn, 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield. 
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Mr. WHERRY. May I ask the Sen- 
ator if his observations involve some 
record in which the senior Senator from 
Iowa is concerned? Should he be on 
the floor? 

Mr. McMAHON. The Senator from 
Iowa is now on the floor. 

Mr. WHERRY. Oh. I beg the Sen- 
ator’s pardon. I was going to suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. McMAHON. South Norwalk, 
Conn., happens to be the home city of 
the senior Senator from Connecticut. 
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] sent this telegram: 

It has been stated that you and then Sec- 
rctary of War Stimson informed President 
Roosevelt at the White House before he left 
for the Yalta Conference to the effect that 
it was a 99-percent certainty that the A- 
bomb would be successful. Also that you 
told him the first bombs would probably be 
ready in August 1945 and that the bombs 
would be extremely powerful. Can you con- 
firm the above by wire to me? 

B. B. HICKENLOOPER, 
United States Senator. 


General Groves, who is now retired, 
and is vice president of Remington- 
Rand, telegraphed the Senator from 
Iowa as follows: 

The statement reported in your telegram 
of today reference information given to 
President Roosevelt is correct. 

LESLIE R. GROVES. 


General Groves has been accused of 
trying to tear down the reputation of 
the President of the United States, who, 
unfortunately, gave him his trust. 

It is interesting to note that the late 
beloved Senator Vandenberg was a mem- 
ber of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy, and asked this question of Gen- 
eral Groves: 

Senator VANDENBERG. Up to July 16 you had 
not been prepared to proceed? 

General Groves. Oh, no, sir. We did not 
have enough. We couldn't. In other words, 
we could have fired our first bomb on July 
16, and the second on July 31 in the Marianas, 
If we had had a second test in this coun- 
try, which we would not have had under any 
circumstances— 


I might say that they had only three 
bombs at the time— 
that could have saved the time of travel 
from the United States over there of about 
a week. So that the second test could have 
been on July 24. 

Senator VANDENBERG. So that completely 
dissipates the stories that were general in 
the country that there was a long and sub- 
stantial delay in the use of the bomb for 
international political reasons? 

General Groves. Those stories are com- 
pletely without basis in fact. 


Mr. President, General Farrell was 
really the engineering brains of the 
Manhattan project for which General 
Groves took credit. It was under Groves’ 
aegis and management that Greenglass, 
Gold, and others stole secrets from us. 
As a friend of mine said, “They seemed 
almost to operate a cafeteria system, 
and when you came in you were told 
whether the Soviet agents were taking 
the right thing home.” 

General Farrell stated that everyone 
in the room was impressed with the 
awful potentialities of the thing which 
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they thought was about to happen. He 
said: 

The scientists felt that the figuring must 
be right and that the bomb had to go off, 
but there was in everyone’s mind a strong 
measure of doubt; the feeling of many could 
be expressed by “Lord, I believe; help Thou 
mine unbelief.” 


But the most revealing article was 
written by William L. Laurence in the 
New York Times. He is a distin- 
guished scientific reporter. The article 
is headed: 

Atom bomb designers bet in 1945 it would 
“fizzle.” Doubt on power shown in pool 
before test, contrasting with Groves“ report 
to Senate. 


Mr. President, I shall not take the 
time now to read this article. I com- 
mend it to the attention of the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. HicKENLOOPER], because 
I think he will find it most interesting 
and informative, particularly when it 
points out that Oppenheimer, probably 
the most distinguished of the scientists 
engaged in this work, estimated that the 
bomb would have an explosive power 
equal to 300 tons of TNT. As a matter 
of fact, as we all know, at Hiroshima the 
explosion amounted to 20,000 tons of 
TNT. Mr. Laurence goes on to point out 
other circumstances which prove con- 
clusively that at the time of the Yalta 
Conference there was not a man alive, 
least of all, Lt. Gen. Leslie R. Groves, 
retired, who knew that this great ven- 
ture was to come to fruition in July. In 
fact, Groves would be the last man for 
the President to ask about the proposi- 
tion, because my inquiries demonstrate, 
at least to my satisfaction, that among 
all those who were connected with the 
project he probably knew the least about 
it 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the article by William L. Lau- 
rence, published in the New York Times, 
to which I have referred, be printed at 
this point in the REcorp as part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Atom BOMB DESIGNERS BET IN 1945 Ir Wovutp 
“FIZZLE”—DOUBT oN Power SHOWN IN Poor. 
BEFORE TEST, CONTRASTING WITH GROVES’ 
REPORT TO SENATE 

(By William L. Laurence) 

According to a telegram to Senator BOURKE 
B. HICKENLOOPER, Republican, of Iowa, from 
Lt. Gen. Leslie R. Groves, retired wartime ad- 
ministrative head of the atomic-bomb proj- 
ect, President Roosevelt had been informed 
before the Yalta Conference in February 1945 
that there was a 99-percent certainty that 
the atomic bomb was going to work. 

Senator HICKENLOOPER inserted General 
Groves“ telegram into the record of the 
hearings of the two Senate committees in- 
vestigating the recall of General of the Army 
Douglas MacArthur. It was offered as evi- 
dence that the concessions in Chinese Man- 
churia given to Russia as the price of her 
entry into the war against Japan were un- 
necessary in view of President Roosevelt’s 
knowledge that the atomic bomb would end 
the war without Russian help, 

As further evidence, Senator HICKEN- 
Looper introduced a second telegram sent by 
William A. Consodine of Newark, N. J., who 
served under General Groves, to the effect 
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that he had informed the late Edward R. 
Stettinius, Jr., then Secretary of State, be- 
fore Yalta, of General Groves’ opinion that 
the bomb, when completed, would wreck a 
large city. 

While General Groves’ opinion turned out 
to be right, it was by no means the opinion 
of the top scientists who designed the bomb. 
As the writer can testify from personal 
knowledge, there was great uncertainty 
among the scientists as to the power of the 
bomb up to the very last minute before the 
test of the first atomic bomb in the New 
Mexico desert on the morning of July 16, 
1945. Few, if any, believed that it would be 
powerful enough to wreck a large city, and 
some were afraid that it might be no better 
than a few blockbusters. 


SHOWN BY FIGURES IN POOL 


This is clearly shown from the figures in 
a pool in which all the scientists at Los 
Alamos, where the bomb was made, partici- 
pated. The purpose of the pool was to guess 
the power of the bomb in terms of TNT. 

While the bomb was designed to yield an 
explosive force equal to 20,000 tons of TNT, 
none of the scientists present dared predict 
that amount. Dr. J. Robert Oppenheimer, 

- the scientific director under whose guidance 
the atomic bomb was designed and assem- 
bled, guessed a power of 300 tons, or no 
more than 30 10-ton TNT blockbusters, 
which to all intents, would have been a fiz- 
zle. Most of the other top scientists guessed 
in the low hundreds. No one took the 20,000- 
ton figure, which turned out to be the cor- 
rect one. 

The winner of the pool, in which more 
than 100 scientists participated at $1 per 
chance, with only one guess allowed per 
person, was Prof. I. I. Rabi, Nobel-prize-win- 
ning physicist of Columbia University, who 
arrived on the scene late when all the low 
numbers had been taken, and who took what 

everyone there, including himself, considered 

as a superoptimistic gamble. His guess was 

. 18,000 tons, much higher than any of the 

others, yet even he was 2,000 tons—200 block- 
busters—short of the mark, 

The writer will never forget the over- 
whelming sense of surprise that came over 
those who watched the first explosion, and 
the sense of awe that overpowered all those 
present, mainly because what had happened 
was beyond all their fondest expectations. 
In fact, one of the high-ranking military 
representatives (not General Groves) was 
overheard to exclaim that “the long-hairs 
(meaning the pure scientists) had let it get 
away from them.” 

A THIRD OF STOCKPILE 


The very fact that the test was con- 
sidered necessary shows that the scientists 
were by no means certain that the bomb 
would work as expected. At that time, as 
the late Henry L. Stimson, then Secretary of 
War, revealed, we had only three atomic 
bombs ready, and it is unthinkable that we 
would have used up one-third of our atomic 
stockpile on a test on American soil if there 
had been a 99 percent certainty among 
the scientists that the bomb would work. 
The Yalta Conference took place 5 months 
before the first atomic bomb was even 
assembled. 

The lack of certainty whether the bomb 
would work as expected, or whether it would 
work at all for that matter, was one of the 
main reasons officially given for the rejec- 
tion of the proposal to drop the bomb on 
a desert island in a demonstration before 
the Japanese leaders, There was always the 
possibility that the bomb might be a dud, 
in which case we would have handed the 
Japanese an atomic bomb as a gift, and 
would have lost the psychological effect of 
surprise, which played an important role in 
the speedy Japanese surrender. 
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Since General Groves himself, as the war- 
time head of the project, had to approve 
the test, it is difficult to understand how 
he would have given such approval in the 
face of a 99-percent certainty that it would 
work. 

The reason the scientists were so uncer- 
tain is because of the fact that the bomb 
had to be kept from flying apart prematurely 
against enormous internal pressures. It 
takes the splitting of the atoms of an entire 
kilogram (2.2 pounds) of either uranium 235 
or plutonium to produce an explosive force 
equal to 20,000 tons of TNT. 

SOLVING A PARADOX 

Yet by the time only 1 gram (one-one- 
thousandth of a kilogram) of fissionable 
material had been split, the explosive force 
is equal to 20 tons of TNT, or two block- 
busters. The problem was to keep the bomb 
assembly together until the atoms of fully 
1,000 grams had been split in the chain re- 
action; in other words, the scientists had 
to find a solution to the old paradox of 
making an immovable body that would with- 
stand an irresistible force. 

That the problem was solved at all is 
becaure of the unbelievable speed at which 
the chain reaction proceeds. It takes only 
one-millionth of a second to split the first 
gram of atoms. To split .a quantity 1,000 
times greater takes only one-tenth of a 
millionth of a second longer. The problem 
therefore was to devise an immovable body 
that would stand up against an irresistible 
force for only one-tenth of a microsecond 
(millionth of a second). 

At the time of the Yalta Conference and 
up to the last minute before the test ex- 
plosion in New Mexico, no one could be sure 
that the immovable body could be held to- 
gether for even that infinitesimal length 
of time. It is reasonable to assume that 
both President Roosevelt and then Prime 
Minister Winston Churchill were informed of 
these doubts on the part of their top scien- 
tists, both American and British. 


TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF DEFENSE 
PRODUCTION ACT OF 1950 


Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, the 
House has passed a joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 278) to continue for a temporary 
period the Defense Production Act of 
1950; the Housing and Rent Act of 1947, 
as amended; and for other purposes. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent for the imme- 
diate consideration of House Joint 
Resolution 278. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the resolution by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A resolu- 
tion (H. J. Res. 278) to continue for a 
temporary period the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950; the Housing and Rent 
Act of 1947, as amended, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution (H. 
J. Res. 278) to continue for a temporary 
period the Defense Production Act of 
1950; the Housing and Rent Act of 1947, 
as amended; and for other purposes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
should like to send to the desk an amend- 
ment and have it read. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
think the amendment should be read 
when a quorum is present. I suggest the 
absence of a quorum, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Gillette McMahon 
Anderson Green Millikin 
Bennett Hayden Monroney 
Benton Hendrickson Moody 
Brewster Hennings Morse 
Bricker Hickenlooper Neely 
Bridges Hill Nixon 
Butler, Md. Hoey O'Mahoney 
Butler, Nebr, Holland Pastore 
Byrd Humphrey Robertson 
Cain Ives Saltonstall 
Capehart Jenner Schoeppel 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. Smith, Main 
Case Johnson, Tex. Smith, N. J. 
Chavez Kefauver ` Smith, N. C. 
Clements Kem Sparkman 
Connally Kerr Stennis 
Cordon Kilgore Taft 
Dirksen Knowland Thye 
Douglas Langer Tobey 

Duff Lehman Underwood 
Dworshak Long Watkins 
Eastland Magnuson Welker 
Ellender Malone Wherry 
Ferguson Maybank Wiley 
Flanders McCarran Williams 
Frear McClellan Young 
Fulbright McFarland 

George McKellar 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
Hunt], the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
O'Conor], and the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RusskLL] are absent on official busi- 
ness. 

I announce that the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. Jonnston] is absent 
on official committee business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. Mur- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate on 
official business, having been appointed a 
representative of our Government to at- 
tend the International Labor Conference 
being held in Geneva, Switzerland. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH- 
ERS] is absent because of illness. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I announce 
that the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Ecton], the Senator from Massachusetts 
(Mr. Lopce], the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. McCartHy] and the Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. Munpt] are 
absent on official business. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent because of illness, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A 
quorum is present. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, the 
business before the Senate now is House 
Joint Resolution 278, which has just 
been passed by the House of Represent- 
atives. I may say that the joint reso- 
lution provides an extension for some 
32 days, the 31 days of July plus to- 
morrow, of the present Defense Pro- 
duction Act, with a prohibition against 
any roll-backs, including the so-called 
CPR-22 roll-backs that were to take 
effect on July 2, and that it contains 
a further provision submitted by the 
chairman of the Committee on Agri- 
culture of the House that price ceilings 
can be set on agricultural commodities 
that are now below parity, provided 
prices of such commodities rise above 
parity. I understand that provision was 
suggested by the House Committee on 
Agriculture. e 

I hope the Senate will accept the 
resolution, for the reason that the prin- 
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ciples the Senate approved in the bill 
passed early this morning have been 
practically maintained in the joint reso- 
lution providing for the short exten- 
sion. 

The Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency met, and the great majority of 
its members approved the joint resolu- 
tion in the form in which it was passed 
by the House. Several amendments 
were suggested at the committee meet- 
ing, all of which were rejected by the 
committee. 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I simply desire to re- 
affirm the position I have consistently 
taken ever since the matter first came 
to the Senate Committee on Banking 
and Currency. I have consistently fa- 
vored the prohibition against roll-backs, 
I voted against the bill when it was re- 
ported by the committee. My vote was 
in opposition to the bill on the final 
vote early this morning. I still main- 
tain that position. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I may say that the 
Senator from Illinois so stated in the 
committee meeting. When I said the 
great majority, I did not mean to imply 
the decision was unanimous in the mat- 
ter. I did not know that the Senator 
intended to make the statement he has 
now made. But the Senator made a 
similar statement in the committee. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I think we have ex- 
hausted all the discussion on the mat- 
ter, but I wanted to be sure that the 
Record indicated without equivocation 
that I am still against the control fea- 
tures of the bill. 

Mr. MAYBANK. There was no ques- 
tion about the Senator's attitude in the 
committee meeting. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I should like to 
have the floor for a few minutes in order 
to offer an amendment. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, sev- 
eral Senators have indicated that they 
wished me to yield for questions, so if 
the Senator will defer, I shall be glad to 
yield to other Senators for questions at 
this time. 

Mr, FERGUSON. It was my purpose 
to offer an amendment to the joint reso- 
lution the Senator is discussing. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. I do not know whether 
the Senator from South Carolina re- 
ferred to the fact that the joint resolu- 
tion also would continue in effect three 
or four other acts. 

Mr. MAYBANK. It would. 

Mr. TAFT. I see that it continues 
section 4 (e) of the Housing and Rent 
Act of 1947. 

Mr. MAYBANK. It does. 

Mr. TAFT. It continues that section 
for 31 days. It also continues section 
204 (a) of the Housing and Rent Act of 
1947 for 30 days. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Yes. That is con- 
sistent with the extension of rent con- 
trol which the Senate approved, as the 
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Senator knows, in the bill, S. 1717, which 
was passed early this morning. 

Mr. TAFT. Yes, but I thought it 
ought to be called to the attention of the 
Senate. The joint resolution also con- 
tinues the act of June 30, 1950, which 
is the act which deals with fats and oils, 
is it not? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Yes, it deals with 
fats and oils. The Senator from New 
York inquired about that a few moments 
ago. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield. - 

Mr. IVES. The Senator from New 
York does not quite approve the joint 
resolution as it comes from the House, 
but the Senator from New York under- 
stands that Public Law 590 is continued 
by the joint resolution for a period of 
31 days, or thereabout, whatever the 
extension of life provided by the joint 
resolution may be. 

If that be the case, the fats and oils 
and the butter situation will be taken 
care of in part, at least, and probably 
sufficiently for a period of 30 days, but 
not so adequately as would be the case 
were the amendment which was offered 
last night by the Senator from Washing- 
ton to be added to the joint resolution. 
However, recognizing the situation with 
which we are confronted, even though 
I might desire to offer an amendment, I 
shall not do so. I hope no other Senator 
will offer an amendment, so that none of 
us will be put on the spot. 


Mr. MAYBANK. I appreciate the, 


statement of the Senator from New York, 
and I can assure him that Public Law 
590 is continued in the joint resolution. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. The Sen- 
ator from Maryland has heretofore 
spoken with the distinguished Chairman 
of the Banking and Currency Committee 
in connection with certain compliance 
orders and certain filing orders issued 
under the old act. Does the extension 
resolution protect businesses which have 
not come into compliance, in accordance 
with those compliance orders? 

Mr. MAYBANK. In my judgment, it 
would be difficult to say. The only as- 
surance I can give on that point is not 
based upon a formal interpretation of 
the law. However, I would expect the 
agencies administering the Defense Pro- 
duction Act to exercise discretion in the 
matter of compliance, since under the 
resolution certain of the price ceilings 
which were expected to become effective 
during July cannot become effective dur- 
ing that month under the terms of this 
temporary extension of the act. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. It is not 
covered by this extension resolution at 
all? 

Mr. MAYBANK. The extension reso- 
lution extends the law substantially as 
it is today and makes no express refer- 
ence to compliance orders. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. The oper- 
ators of certain businesses have con- 
tacted me. Those businesses must be 
in compliance by July 2. Otherwise they 
will be subject to suit under the act, 
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Mr. MAYBANK. If they were required 
to comply under the old law, they would 
be required, in my judgment, to comply 
under the extention for 30 days. Of 
course, the particular price ceiling to 
which they will be subject must be de- 
termined with the provisions of the joint 
resolution in mind, however; and under 
the provisions of the joint resolution no 
price ceiling can go into effect on ma- 
terials or services below the ceiling in 
effect on the date the joint resolution 
is enacted; and, except for certain agri- 
cultural commodities now below parity, 
no price ceiling can be put into effect if 
none is in effect on the particular ma- 
terial or service on the date this resolu- 
tion is enacted into law. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland.. Is it the 
legislative intent of this body, in passing 
this joint resolution, that those people 
be protected? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I believe that the 
legislation which was passed by the Sen- 
ate at 4 o'clock this morning shows the 
intent of this body. Now we have a reso- 
lution which must be passed within a 
reasonable time so that it may be signed 
by the President tomorrow. I should say 
that the Members of the Senate—and 
certainly the Joint Committee on De- 
fense Production, because that is still in 
existence—should urge and require the 
agencies to be guided by the legislative 
history which was made in this body in 
connection with Senate bill 1717, and 
which is now being made, so far as 
practicable. To that end I assure the 
Senator from Maryland that I will at- 
tempt to cooperate. The Office of Price 
Stabilization may well have to modify its 
compliance orders in the light of the pro- 
visions of the joint resolution. 5 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield. 

Mr. BRICKER. As I understand, there 
is no change in the law whatsoever ex- 
cept in regard to roll-backs and the two 
features which the Senator mentioned 
a moment ago, in regard to fats and 
oils—— 

Mr. MAYBANK. And rent control. 

Mr. BRICKER. There is no express 
change in regard to rules, orders, and 
compliances, as I understand. 

Mr. MAYBANK. None whatsoever. It 
does change the law on price ceilings. 
With respect to the agricultural amend- 
ment of which I spoke, the Agricul- 
ture Committee in the House inserted 
that amendment, believing that it would 
be the fair thing to do. I did not go into 
detail in that connection, because I have 
such confidence in the Agriculture Com- 
mittees of the House and Senate that 
I did not ask the chairman, Mr. CooLEY, 
anything except whether he thought it 
was the right thing, to which he 
thoroughly agreed. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield?’ 

Mr. MAYSBANK. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to ask 
the distinguished chairman of the com- 
mittee just what housing enactments or 
authorities are extended in the continu- 
ing resolution? 

Mr. MAYBANK. None, in this joint 


_ resolution, except for veterans’ pref- 
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erences in the purchase or rental of 
housing, as in the law now existing. 
These provisions are in the Housing and 
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, which 
also contains the rent-control provisions 
extended by this joint resolution. 

Mr. WHERRY. That is the only thing 
in this measure that has anything to do 
with housing? 

Mr. MAYBANK. That is all I know 
of. 
Mr. WHERRY. Is there any exten- 
sion of any housing authority? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Not to my knowl- 
edge. 

Mr. WHERRY. Not any? 

Mr, MAYBANK. The Representative 
from New York so advises me. 

Mr. WHERRY. So long as the Sena- 
tor has the Representative from New 
York sitting alongside him, I wish he 
would ask him why the House did not 
extend the Wherry Housing Act. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I wanted them to 
extend the whole National Housing Act, 
of which the measure to which the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska refers constitutes 
title VIII. 

Mr. WHERRY. Why did they not ex- 
tend the Wherry Housing Act? There is 
no controversy about it. It will expire 
on June 30. Under it we will have in 
the neighborhood of 100,000 units. We 
do not know whether we are going to be 
able to continue with them or not. 
There has not been a bit of testimony 
against the extension of that act. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator is cor- 
rect. I regret it as much as the Senator 
does. When the Senator introduced the 
bill, I had the honor of being a cosponsor. 

Mr. WHERRY. I want to give the 
Senator as much credit as anyone else, 

I do not intend to offer an amend- 
ment, much as I think I should. I can- 
not understand why the Wherry Housing 
Act was not extended. 

Let me ask the Senator from South 
Carolina another question: Will the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina take the 
Wherry Act to conference and ask the 
conferees if they will not agree to con- 
tinue it for a 30-day period? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Does the Senator 
mean on the joint resolution 

Mr. WHERRY. I mean the Wherry 
Act, so-called. Ask the conferees if they 
will agree to continue it for a 30-day 
period. I do not intend to offer it as an 
amendment. I am not going to ask for 
a vote on the question. I want the Sen- 
ator to take it to conference. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I spoke to Repre- 
sentative Spence, the chairman of the 
House Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, this afternoon. I believe that 
committee will report a bill in the near 
future, including not only the Wherry 
Act extension but other provisions of the 
National Housing Act with respect to the 
FHA and the Servicemen's Readjustment 
Act with respect to veterans’ housing. 

Mr. WHERRY. All I am asking the 
distinguished Senator, my friend, to do 
is to take the Wherry Act to conference 
and ask the conferees if they will not 
continue it either this week or, retroac- 
tively, next week. I am not asking that 
it be included as an amendment to the 


joint resolution. I am not asking for 


a vote on it. However, I think the Sen- 
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ate conferees, at least, ought to show 
enough interest in it—I know they are 
all interested—in order that there might 
be some possibility that the House would 
accept it or give some assurance that it 
would be favorable to the passage of a 


-resolution next week retroactively to per- 


mit that act to continue. I should like 
to accomplish something without offer- 
ing an amendment to bring this matter 
to the attention of House Members. It 
is important and they should under- 
stand it. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I can appreciate the 
view of the Senator from Nebraska. The 
Senator knows that I am in even a worse 
position than he is, in that legislative 
provision for facilities for the Savannah 
River Valley and Paducah are left out 
of the joint resolution. Representative 
Spence, chairman of the House Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency, is from 
the Paducah area. In April the Senate 
approved Senate bill 349 and nothing has 
yet been done about the housing and 
community facilities required at these 
projects. I will confer with Representa- 
tive SPENCE, and see if some agreement 
can be reached. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
will say to the Senator from Nebraska 
that I will confer with the leadership and 
sen if we cannot work out something. 

Mr. WHERRY. I appreciate that very 
much. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. Fercuson] 
wished to make a brief statement. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the majority leader a 
question. Is there any reason why, the 
first of next week, for example, the ma- 
jority leader could not bring up a reso- 
lution continuing the Wherry Act, mak- 
ing it retroactive, so that there will be 
no lapses? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I hope my good 
friend from Ohio will also include an 
amendment covering facilities for Pa- 
ducah, the Savannah River Valley, Ida- 
ho, and New Mexico. 

Mr. BRICKER. There is no opposi- 
tion to my suggestion, so far as I know. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I should have to ob- 
ject to one particular matter being 
picked out, while facilities for the Savan- 
nah River Valley and Paducah are left 
out. No one in Kentucky or in South 
Carolina asked that they be left out. 
The chairman of the House Committee 
on Banking and Currency is from Ken- 
tucky. 

Mr. BRICKER. I think all we need is 
assurance from the majority leader that 
he will bring up such a resolution. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from South Carolina yield 
to me so that I may reply to the Senator 
from Ohio? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I was informed this 
afternoon by Members of the House that 
the House was expected to act in about 
2 weeks on this subject of housing legis- 
latior. Next week many Members on 
both sides of the aisle will be out of the 
city over the Fourth of July. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. In answer to the 
distinguished Senator from Ohio, I will 
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say that I will work with the chairman 
of the committee and will try to arrive at 
an agreement the first of the week. 

Mr. BRICKER. I think that is all we 
need. The resolution could be made 
retroactive, so that there would be no 
lapses. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I am 
rather embarrassed at not having yielded 
to the Senator from Michigan [Mr. FER- 
Guson]. I yield only for a question. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
wish to ask the able chairman of the 
committee a question, and I desire to 
direct it also to the attention of the 
majority leader. We are about to enter 
into an agreement to bring up certain 
aspects of housing. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Oh, no. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. If I understand the 
statement of the majority leader cor- 
rectly, he said he would work with the 
chairman of the committee to bring up 
the Wherry resolution, as I understood, 
which covers one phase of housing. I 
desire to ask the chairman about direct 
loans to veterans, the act governing 
which will expire tomorrow night. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I should like to 


-have the majority leader, also, listen to 


what I have to say. The provision for 
those loans was passed by the Senate and 
placed in the defense housing bill, then 
it was later passed in a separate measure 
by the House, and is pending in the Sen- 
ate now. 

Mr. MAYBANK. And was passed by 
the Senate again last night. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is true; but 
it is still lying on the table, and if we 
are to take up any housing legislation 
piece by piece, I certainly feel we should 
include that provision, which has been 
passed separately by both Houses. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I am not denying 
that, but we might run into difficulty if 
we start to take up anything that was 
unanimously approved by the Senate and 
inserted in the bill last night. I was told 
by the chairman of the committee in 
the House that it was expected that the 
House would get to work right away on 
the matter. We are going to have a 
free conference including this housing 
legislation, because we passed Senate bill 
1717 last night, and with all my ap- 
preciation and respect for the rules of the 
House, we are in a position in which we 
can get a vote on the housing issue after 
the House and Senate conferees meet, 
without any further preliminary action 
by either body. 

Mr. MCFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
appeal to the Senate to pass the pend- 
ing joint resolution speedily. We have 
another one which must be passed, which 
will have to go to the House, and it will 
be necessary for us to have a session to- 
morrow in order to have final action 
taken. I hope there will not be any diffi- 
culty about it. As I stated earlier in the 
day, I have been told that the Senate 
sat too late last night, and I hope we can 
speedily pass the pending measure and 
let all Senators go home. The minority 
leader has been very patient. I under- 
stand that he has a dinner engagement, 
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and I should not care to deprive him of 
a dinner. 

Mr. WHERRY. The dinner engage- 
ment was last night, not tonight. 
{Laughter.] 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Michigan realizes that the 
hour is late, and that this is next to the 
last day of the fiscal year, the last day 
the present law will be effective, and 
that it will expire tomorrow. He also 
realizes that speed is not necessarily 
everything in connection with the en- 
actment of legislation, that there are 
certain fundamental principles which 
must be upheld in the Senate and in 
the House, 

What the Senator from Michigan de- 
sires to add to the joint resolution is 
something which he thinks is necessary 
for the benefit of the economy and well- 
being of the United States. It does di- 
rectly affect the great State of Michigan, 
because it affects the sale of automobiles, 
but the sale of automobiles is essential 
to the economy of the country as a 
whole, 

Mr. President, the automobile is no 
longer a luxury; it is a necessity. The 
present restriction placed upon the sale 
of automobiles, limiting the period for 
time-payment sales to 15 months, is un- 
reasonable, and deprives the small-busi- 
ness man, the working man, the man 
with small means, of the right to pur- 
chase an automobile. 

I take it that the amendment now 
proposed by the Senator from Michigan 
is in the measure which was passed by 
the Senate early this morning. It is also 
in the measure which was passed by the 
House. Therefore, the Congress has in 
effect spoken. But because of the late- 
ness of the hour it has not been possi- 
ble to get the question into conference 
and have it made the law of the land. 

The Senator from Michigan on occa- 
sion has urged the Federal Reserve 
Board to take action—and at one time 
he thought his object was about to be 
accomplished—to change the present 
regulation W. 

Mr. President, what I have said indi- 
cates why I desire a vote upon this mat- 
ter. The committee formerly passed 
upon it, the Senate passed on it. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a hrief statement? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I hope the Senator 
from Michigan will not ask for a vote 
upon the amendment, because perhaps if 
he does, other Senators might ask for 
votes upon other amendments. I will 
say, however, that the amendment is in 
a different category from many others, 
because it has been passed on by the 
Committee of the House, and was 
adopted by the Senate this morning. I 
thoroughly agree with what the Sena- 
tor has said about regulation W. He and 
I have talked about that many times. I 
appreciate the interest he has in the 
automobile industry, not only in Michi- 
gan, but throughout the United States. 

I believe there has almost been more 
complaint about the sales of automobiles 
in Texas and South Carolina, if I may 
use those two States as examples, than 
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there has been about the sales of auto- 
mobiles in Michigan. 

Mr. President, we have passed Senate 
bill 1717. The joint resolution will be 
in effect for 32 dáys, counting today. So 
the Senate has acted, and the House 
committee has also acted on this matter 
of modifying regulation W. 

If the Senator from Michigan will be 
so kind as not to press his amendment to 
this joint resolution at this time, in order 
not to hold up action on the joint reso- 
lution, I shall appreciate that very much; 
for otherwise, our economy would be 
left completely without these controls. 

Let me say that the Senate has passed 
what is basically an excellent bill, and 
time will prove it to be so, once the con- 
ference report between the two Houses 
is worked out, despite some adverse pub- 
licity which has been had. 

So, Mr. President, if the Senator from 
Michigan will withdraw his amend- 
ment—although, of course, I cannot in- 
sist that he do so—I say to him that 
again I will talk to the chairman of the 
Federal Reserve Board and will tell him 
that the Senate has passed the provision 
relaxing regulation W on the sale of au- 
tomobiles, and that the House Banking 
and Currency Committee has taken 
similar action. x 

I assure the Senator from Michigan 
that I shall never give up, so far as 
regulation W is concerned. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
Senator’s assurance impresses me very 
greatly, as I know it does all other Mem- 
bers of the Senate. 

The present month is a very important 
one in connection with.the sale of auto- 
mobiles. Many automobiles which ordi- 
narily would be sold at this time are not 
being sold, and many persons of limited 
financial means wish to purchase auto- 
mobiles. In the industry, this is a period 
of change-over, and during this period 
those who manufacture automobiles 
should be kept at work. The garages 
and other establishments which sell au- 
tomobiles should also be kept busy and 
should be able to finance themselves as 
they go along. 

The offer I shall now make may be a 
surprise to the Senate, Mr. President; 
but I now am going to withdraw the 
amendment, because I feel that the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina has indicated 
to the Federal Reserve Board, by his 
statements in this Recor, that the Sen- 
ate has spoken and the House has 
spoken, and there is no reason why the 
Federal Reserve Board should not follow 
the mandates of the Congress, without 
our taking time to vote on this amend- 
ment and thus delay the entire pro- 
cedure. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. I wish to ask the dis- 
tinguished Senator whether he would 
withhold the amendment, in view of the 
statement of the chairman of the com- 
mittee. I also see on the floor the Sena- 
tor from Indiana, the ranking minority 
member of the committee. 

It seems to me that the whole point 
here is that since both Houses of Con- 
gress have spoken and since this is only 
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a regulation, the Federal Reserve Board 
could just as well modify regulation W 
tomorrow or Monday, rather than to 
wait 30 or 40 days. 

So I hope the Senator from Michigan 
will Withdraw his amendment, and that 
the chairman of the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee will do his best to see 
that the modification is made at once. 

Mr. MAYBANK, I say to the Senator 
that the Federal Reserve Board should 
have modified regulation W 6 months 
ago. The Joint Committee on Defense 
Production met 6 months ago in con- 
nection with complaints about that 
regulation in its present form. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Inasmuch as the 
Senate has passed the bill dealing with 
this subject and inasmuch as the House 
committee has acted on this subject, 
in effect both Houses having agreed, in 
my opinion there is no question but that 
the Federal Reserve Board will imme- 
diately relax this regulation and will 
comply with the wishes of both Houses 
of Congress. I think there is no ques- 
tion about that. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I appreciate that 
statement. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. : 

Mr. MOODY. Iwish to say to my dis- 
tinguished colleague, the senior Sena- 
tor from Michigan, that I am very glad 
he is withdrawing the amendment, al- 
though I thoroughly agree with the po- 
sition he has taken. I may say that 
during the hearings on the bill the able 
chairman of the Banking and Currency 
Committee brought up the matter before 
the committee, and called the Federal 
Reserve Board and asked them to act in 
the manner the chairman of the com- 
mittee has indicated and in the manner 
the senior Senator from Michigan has 
requested in his remarks this afternoon, 
Although the chairman indicated at that 
time that that action might be taken 
then, the Board itself failed to follow 
through. š 

Now that both Houses of Congress 
have indicated their feeling in regard 
to this matter, I hope we shall quickly 
pass the joint resolution, so that the 
distinguished chairman of the commit- 
tee can telephone the Chairman of the 
Federal Reserve Board and can say that 
this action has been taken. If we should 
try to amend the joint resolution, I am 
roa the entire proceedings might bog 

own. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
had intended to make a further state- 
ment on the general subject of employ- 
ment in Michigan. However, in order to 
s&ve the time of the Senate, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the statement may 
be printed at this point in the Recorp, as 
a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR FERGUSON 

I have urged Mr. Wilson, the Defense Mo- 
bilizer, to make a resurvey of the critical 
materials allocation program with a vie-v to 
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relieving the materials shortages which have 
been the cause of recent serious labor lay- 
offs in Detroit and Michig^n industries. He 
has agreed to give my request every consid- 
eration and we will renew our discussions of 
the subject next week. 

Shortages of steel, copper, and zinc are 

literally crippling Michigan automobile and 
machine tool industries and other manufac- 
turers using such materials. Steel allot- 
ments to the automobile industry, for in- 
stance, are 41 percent less for the third quar- 
ter of this year than for the same period in 
1950. Manufacturers have followed all sorts 
of conservation devices, such as limiting the 
number of automobile models, but have been 
unsuccessful in keeping pace with the cut- 
back on materials. As production necessar- 
ily falls off lay-offs result, and a serious eco- 
nomic situation confronts Detroit and Mich- 
igan. 
216 has been explained to me that materials 
allocations to Michigan industries have been 
cut back in favor of various projects for the 
construction of new production facilities 
which ultimately will engage in the defense 
production effort, There is no quarrel with 
increasing production facilities. But the im- 
portant point that must be kept in mind by 
those who administer the controls programs 
now in effect is that construction itself is 
not production, and furnishes only limited 
employment. 

I have proposed that rates of construction 
might be slowed down under the materials 
allocation program. Instead of allocating a 
construction project 1,000 tons of steel over 
an 18-month period, the same amount could 
be allocated over a 24-month period. The 
result would be a one-third saving in steel 
over the 18-month period, which could be 
allotted to actual productive activities, 

Such means of conserving critical mate- 
rials for reallocation are essential to the great 
industries of Michigan which are the back- 
bone of defcnse production, and they are 
essential to preserving the economic sta- 
bility of the communities and the individ- 
uals who depend upon those industries for 
their livelihood. 

A resurvey and re-evaluation of the critical 
materials allocation program such as I have 
urged upon Mr. Wilson should provide the 
immediate relief these industries require. 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
now withdraw my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Stennis in the chair). The amendment 
of the Senator from Michigan is with- 
drawn. 

The question is on the third reading of 
the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 278) 
was ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 


AUTHORIZATION FOR SIGNING OF EN- 
ROLLED BILLS DURING RECESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that during the 
recess following today’s session, the Pre- 
siding Officer be authorized to sign duly 
enrolled bills passed by both Houses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EXTENSION OF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

EMERGENCY RENT ACT—CONFERENCE 

REPORT 


Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, I submit 
a report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the House 
to the bill (S. 1590) to extend and revise 
the District of Columbia Emergency 
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Rent Act, and I ask unanimous consent 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
STENNIS in the chair). The report will 
be read for the information of the Sen- 
ate. 

The report was read. 

(For conference report, see House pro- 
ceedings of June 29, 1951, pp. 7501-7504.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the conference report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the report—— 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Instead of the report 
being agreed to by unanimous consent, I 
would rather a vote were taken on it, so 
that it might be shown in the RECORD 
that I desired to vote in the negative. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. [Putting the question.] The 
“ayes” seem to have it. The “ayes” have 
it, and the report is agreed to. 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask a question of the 
majority leader. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Certainly. 

Mr. WHERRY. At this time several 
Senators are very anxious to know what 
the program is to be. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I have been asked 
whether there will be a session tomorrow. 
The distinguished Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. McKELLAR] tells me that 
there are several amendments to House 
Joint Resolution 277; and that will mean 
that we shall have to meet tomorrow, be- 
cause the House might not accept the 
amendments. However, that is the only 
business we shall transact then, and I 
hope it will not take very long for us to 
act finally on that joint resolution. 

On Monday we shall have a conference 
report on the Mexican labor bill. The 
present law on that subject is expiring; 
and if we do not reach that bill today, 
we shall have to act on it on Monday. 

Of course, the unfinished business is 
Senate bill 719, which we shall then pro- 
ceed with, unless an appropriation bill is 
ready to be acted on by that time. How- 
ever, I am sure that will not be the case. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I 
should also like to have the majority 
leader state, if he is able to do so, the 
day or days next week when it is pro- 
posed that the Senate meet. The Sena- 
tor from Arizona has explained the pro- 
gram for Monday, but some Senators 
wish to know about the period around’ 
the Fourth of July and whether there 
will be any vacation other than on that 
1 day. 

Mr. McFARLAND. As I have stated, 
the-unfinished business is Senate bill 719. 

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct. 

Mr. McFARLAND. If we pass that 
bill on Monday, perhaps we could relax a 
little on Tuesday, because I understand 
that the Interior Department appropria- 
tion bill will not be ready until that time. 
I am hopeful that we may begin to con- 
sider the Interior Department appropria- 
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tion bill next Thursday; but otherwise 
we shall be going right along. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think undoubtedly 
1 bill will be before the Senate at that 
ime. 

Mr. McFARLAND. The Senate will 
not meet next Wednesday, July 4. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. McFARLAND subsequently said: 
Mr: President, the distinguished minor- 
ity leader has asked me about the pro- 
gram. I find that there is a possibility 
that the Mexican labor conference re- 
port may be ready tomorrow. If it is, 
and if it is possible, we plan to take it 
up and dispose of it. 


TEMPORARY APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1952— 
REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Appropriations, I re- 
port favorably, with amendments, the 
joint resolution (H. J. Res. 277) making 
temporary appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1952, and for other purposes, and 
I submit a report (No, 498) thereon. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
now proceed to the consideration of 
House Joint Resolution 277, just reported 
from the Committee on Appropriations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution 
(H. J. Res. 277) making temporary ap- 
propriations for the fiscal year 1952, and 
for other purposes, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Appro- 
priations, with amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The first 
amendment of the committee be stated. 

The first amendment of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations was, on page 3, 
line 19, after the words “in the“, to 
strike out “last quarter” and insert ‘‘first 
quarter (except Department of Defense 
or in the case of projects or activities 
which were initiated during a subsequent 
quarter). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask 
that the clerk proceed with the reading 
of the other committee amendments; 
and if explanations are desired, I shall be 
happy to make them. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I 
should like to address a question to the 
Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly. 

Mr. McMAHON. I notice that as a 
result of the first amendment, the rate 
of expenditure per month has been 
changed from being based on the last 
quarter of the fiscal year 1951, and now 
it is based on the first quarter, except 
in the case of the Department of De- 
fense, in which case that restriction is 
not applied. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is for the rea- 
son that, as all of us know, we are more 
generous in dealing with the appropria- 
tions for the Department of Defense, as 
compared with other appropriations. 

Mr. McMAHON. I am thoroughly in 
sympathy with that, and I understand. 
Does that mean that the appropriations 
for the aid-to-Europe program are ex- 
cluded from this restriction, thus making 
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the provision in regard to the first quar- 
ter apply to them? 

Mr. McKELLAR. No—— 

Mr. McMAHON,. What are we to do 
about that? 

Mr. McKELLAR. If the Senator will 
look at page 6—— 

Mr. MCMAHON. I may say I do not 
want to anticipate. 

Mr. WHERRY. I suggest the Sena- 
tor allow the next amendment to be read. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will state the next amendment. 

The next amendment was, on page 4, 
line 5, after the word “involved”, to in- 
sert “and in the case of the Department 
of Defense that the rate for operation 
shall not exceed by more than 50 percent 
the rate obtained during the last quarter 
of the fiscal year 1951.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 6, 
line 4, after the word “purpose”, to 
strike out “Provided, That in no event 
shall the rate for operations permitted 
by this subsection exceed that contem- 
plated by the budget estimates for the 
fiscal year 1952”, and insert “Provided, 
That in no event shall the rate for oper- 
ations for Department of Defense per- 
mitted by this subsection exceed by more 
than 50 percent the rate obtained dur- 
ing the last quarter of the fiscal year 
1951: Provided, however, That with re- 
spect to other departments and agencies 
in no event shall the rate for operations 
permitted by this subsection exceed that 
contemplated by the budget estimates 
for the fiscal year 1952.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the amendment is agreed 
to. : 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Was the first 


amendment agreed to? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
first amendment was agreed to. 

The clerk will state the next amend- 
ment. 

The next amendment was, on page 6, 
after line 10, to strike out: 

(e) Such amounts as may be necessary for 
the carrying out, at a rate not in excess of 
that which obtained in the fourth quarter 
of the fiscal year 1951, of projects and activi- 


ties under applicable appropriations as 
follows: 


And in lieu thereof to insert the 
following: 

(e) Such amounts as may be necessary for 
the carrying out at a rate not in excess of 
that for one-third of the first quater of the 
fiscal year 1951 or in the case of projects or 
activities which were initiated during a sub- 
sequent quarter of said fiscal year at a rate 
not to exceed that for one-third of said 


quarter under applicable appropriations as 
follows: 


Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I 
have not had much opportunity to ex- 
amine this section, but it would seem to 
me that, for the next 30 days, the rate of 
expenditure for the implementation of 
the North Atlantic Pact, upon which 
General Eisenhower is now engaged, is 
to be carried on at the rate of the ex- 
penditures for the first quarter instead 
of the fourth quarter. What I am un- 
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able to understand is this: Since Gen- 
eral Eisenhower only really got started 
in the first quater, is it not a mistake 
to base the rate of expenditure on a 
time when he had scarcely arrived in 
Europe to start the work under his 
charge instead of placing it on some 
basis which has a relationship to what 
he has been doing in the past 30 days? 
Otherwise, it seems to me we would de- 
feat the objective which he has in 
Europe, which is to try to get Western 
Europe prepared as quickly as he possi- 
bly can. Possibly this is an erroneous 
1 I hope it is. 
McKELLAR. I may explain to 
the went that, during the last quar- 
ter, supplemental appropriations to the 
extent of about $4,000,000,000 were 
made. The committee was unanimously 
of opinion that, instead of accepting a 
quarter in which there has been such an 
abnormal amount of appropriations, we 
ought to use that quarter which would 
represent a fair and equitable adjust- 
ment of the entire matter. I am sure 
that, had the Senator been present to 
hear the arguments made about it, he 
likewise, would have agreed to that. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I am 
somewhat in doubt as to why the foreign 
program was not treated in the same 
manner as the appropriation for the 
Department of Defense, because, of 
course, the foreign program is a part of 
our defense picture. Do I correctly un- 
derstand from the Senator from Ten- 
nessee that the supplemental appropria- 
tions which have been made for that 
program this year are sufficient to enable 
General Eisenhower to proceed with his 
business at the same rate he has been 
proceeding in the past 60 days? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Unquestionably, and 
I shall read the amendment, so the 
Senator may understand it: 

Such amounts as may be necessary for the 
carrying out, at a rate not in excess of one- 
third of the first quarter of the fiscal year 
1951, or in the case of projects or activities 
which were initiated during a subsequent 
quarter of said fiscal year, at a rate not to 
exceed one-third of said quarter, under ap- 
plicable appropriations as follows: 


It then states the various appropria- 
tions. 

Mr. McMAHON. That improves the 
situation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is correct. 

Mr. McMAHON,. But, even then, I 
would raise a question. I hope that 
General Eisenhower is on an accelerat- 
ing scale of expenditure in Europe for 
the performance of his duty. This 
would seem to restrict him to the level 
of the past 30 days. I am glad it does 
not go away back to January. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no; it does not. 

Mr. McMAHON. But what I am 
afraid of is that if we restrict the next 
30 days to the rate of expenditure of 
the past 60 days, we will be placing a 


very great impediment in the way of 


his expanding efforts. 

Mr. McKELLAR. No, the Senator is 
mistaken about that. Ample funds 
will be available for General Eisenhower 
and all the other agencies. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Tennessee yield? 
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Mr. McKELLAR, I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. In the first place, 
there is a technical change which I think 
ought to be made in this amendment. 
It will be observed that it reads “such 
amounts as may be necessary for the 
carrying out, at a rate not in excess of 
one-third.” Grammatically, of course, 
we are dealing with the word “rate,” so, 
after the word “of”, and before the 
words “one-third”, the words “that for” 
should be inserted, so that it will read 
“for the carrying out, at a rate not in 
excess of that for one-third,” namely, 
the rate. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think that sug- 
gestion is well taken, and, so far as I 
am concerned, and so far as the com- 
mittee is concerned, I am quite sure 
there will be no objection to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Chair correctly understand that the 
chairman accepts, for the committee, 
the amendment proposed by the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming [Mr. O’MaHoney] ? 

Mr. McKELLAR. The chairman will 
simply modify the amendment to in- 
clude those two words; yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the modification is agreed 
to 


Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, the 
same change should be made in the lat- 
ter part of the amendment, so that it 
would read “in the case of projects or 
activities which were initiated during a 
subsequent quarter of said fiscal year 
at a rate not to exceed that for one- 
third of said quarter under applicable 
appropriations, as follows.” 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think that is 
correct; and, without objection, I think 
the Senate will agree to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the additional amend- 
ment suggested by the Senator from 
Wyoming is agreed to. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Now, Mr. Presi- 
dent, if I may make this comment, sub- 
paragraph (e) refers not only to mu- 
tual-defense assistance, to which the 
Senator from Connecticut has adverted, 
but also to “China area aid; economic 
cooperation—including assistance to 
further European military production— 
international development“ — which is 
point and the “Institute of Inter- 
American Affairs.“ It will be realized 
that we are here dealing with but 1 
month. It is quite possible that the 
members of the committee might agree 
to meet the suggestion of the Senator 
from Connecticut by adding language 
which would have the effect of saying 
that, with respect to mutual-defense as- 
sistance, the rate should be that of the 
fourth quarter, for such projects and 
activities, and that would eliminate com- 
pletely any possibility that we were cut- 
ting down the Eisenhower operation. + 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, wall 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will yield in a mo- 
ment. I think the situation referred to 
is fully provided for, and I do not think 
any amendment is necessary. I now 
yield to the Senator from Michigan. I 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I am 
sure that the committee and all its mem- 
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bers agreed that they did not want to cut 
either the defense program in America 
or, as they considered it, the program of 
mutual defense assistance. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is, in Europe, 
under the North Atlantic Pact. There 
was no purpose at all to do that. 

Mr. FERGUSON. While we appre- 
ciate that, in the case of the usual Gov- 
ernment agency, the fourth quarter ex- 
ceeds all other quarters, as a rule, in the 
matter of purchases and the expendi- 
ture of money, we did not want them to 
use that quarter as a criterion. We 
made an exception as to defense items. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. We did. 

Mr. FERGUSON, I suggest, as the 
Senator from Connecticut and the Sena- 
tor from Wyoming have suggested, that 
we might alter the language so as to pro- 
vide for these items. I would suggest 
that the China-area item and the mu- 
tual-defense item be altered so as to have 
the fourth quarter apply instead of the 
first quarter. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I understand an 
amendment of that kind will be offered. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I am 
not in accord with these suggestions at 
all. The language is perfectly plain and 
the evidence before the committee was 
perfectly clear. The language permits 
acceleration in the amount of money in 
cases involving new projects which were 
begun after the allocation by the Bureau 
of the Budget for the first quarter. That 
means that under the language the 
amount of money can be measured by 
the amount spent, one-third of the 
amount spent in the last quarter. The 
testimony with reference to mutual de- 
fense was that $2,550,000,000 was spent 
in the last quarter, 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. CORDON. One-third of that 
amount is certainly adequate to carry on 
this work, in view of the fact that the 
operation will not extend for the full 30 
days. It may not extend 10 days. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. What the Sena- 
tor says would be perfectly correct if it 
were the fact that the mutual-defense 
assistance was started in the fourth 
quarter, but since we have a second 
clause which reads that in the case of 
projects or activities which were ini- 
tiated during a subsequent quarter of 
said fiscal year at a rate not to exceed 
that for one-third of said quarter—— 

Mr. CORDON. I suggest to the Sen- 
ator that the supplemental appropria- 
tion represented new activities, or it 
would not have been made. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I think that makes 
a legislative construction which will 
clearly cover the situation. 

Mr. CORDON. I am quite sure the 
members of the committee felt that way. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I assure the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut [Mr. MCMAHON] 
that there will be no trouble about it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR, I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I think the sug- 
gestion just made as to the legislative 
history of intent is very clear. In the 
meantime, if it be found that the inter- 
pretation which has just been placed 
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upon it is not correct or that the sup- 
plementals do not come in as suggested, 
the conferees would be in a position to 
give further consideration to the ques- 
tion. I do not believe, for instance, 
that it was the intent of anyone to ter- 
minate the Eisenhower program or to 
cut it back—— 


Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no; there was 


no intention to do that. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mtr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. McMAHON. I was not implying 
that it was the intention of the com- 
mittee to eliminate anything, but I sim- 
ply wanted to make sure, since this is 
so vital, that through some mischance 
the program in Europe would not be 
curtailed. 

Mr. McKELLAR. There has been no 
mischance about it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the commit- 
tee amendment, as amended. 

The amendment as amended was 
agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 
6, line 17, after the word “Cooperation”, 
to strike out “(including assistance to 
further European military production) .“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 
6, line 20, after “Inter-American”, to 
strike out “Affairs;” and insert Affairs.“, 
and in line 21, after the amendment 
just above stated, to strike out “and, 
in addition to the amounts herein ap- 
propriated, funds heretofore appropri- 
ated for Mutual Defense Assistance, Eco- 
nomic Cooperation, and China Area Aid 
shall remain available (but not beyond 
the limiting date specified in clause (e) 
of section 4) for programs, projects, and 
activities initiated prior to July 1. 1951.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 7, 
line 12, after the word “the”, to strike 
out “fourth” and insert “first.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 
9, after line 8, to insert a new section, 
as follows: 

Sec. 6. No passenger-carrying motor vehi- 
cles shall be purchased unde: the terms of 
this resolution unless specifically author- 
ized by an appropriation act for a depart- 
ment or agency for the fiscal year 1952. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
completes the committee amendments. 
The bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I should like to address an in- 
quiry to the distinguished Senator from 
Tennessee. Is my information correct 
that aid to Palestine refugees is omitted 
from this resolution? If so, would an 
amendment be accepted and taken to 
conference in order to avoid an embar- 
rassing situation? 

Mr. McKELLAR,. That item did not 
come tous. It is not in the joint resolu- 
tion as passed by the House. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I am ad- 
vised that the item was left out of the 
House bill, and I am asking whether an 
amendment could be included and taken 
to conference. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course the Sen- 
ator has the right to offer an amend- 
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ment, but I hope he will not do it at 
this hour. The resolution will be in 
effect for only 30 days, anyway. If there 
is any trouble about it, we can correct 
the situation. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I apolo- 
gize to the Senator. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senatcr does 
not owe me any apology at all. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I was 
called by the State Department and told 
that this item had been omitted. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think it would 
cause trouble if we undertook to put 
it in now. The time is so late that we 
must have a meeting on Saturday in 
order to get the bill through. Certainly 
the bill should pass, because we must 
pay our employees and all the expenses 
of the Government, and the only way 
by which it can be done is through a 
continuing resolution of this kind. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. The Sen- 
ator’s recommendation is that the reso- 
lution be passed as it now reads? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. It is the 
recommendation of the entire commit- 
tee, both Democrats and Republicans. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I do not 
want to press the matter. I am raising 
the question only by request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments and the third reading of 
the joint resolution. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the joint resolution to 
be read a third time. 

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 277) 
was read the third time and passed. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate insist on its 
amendments, request a conference with 
the House of Representatives thereon, 
and that the Chair appoint conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Chair appointed Mr. McKetiar, Mr. 
HAYDEN, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. McCarran, 
Mr. O’Manoney, Mr. BRIDGES, Mr. FER- 
GUSON, Mr. WHERRY, and Mr. CORDON 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the joint reso- 
lution which has just passed the Senate, 
showing the Senate amendments, and 
the report of the Committee on Appro- 
priations (S. Rept. No. 498) be printed 
in full in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution, including the Senate amend- 
ments, and the report (No. 498) were 
ordered to be printed in the Recoro, as 
follows: 

Resolved, etc., That there are hereby ap- 
propriated, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, and out of ap- 
plicable corporate or other revenues, receipts, 
and funds, for the several departments, 
agencies, corporations, and other organiza- 
tional units in each branch of the Govern- 
ment— 

(a) Such amounts as may be necessary 
for the carrying out of projects or activities 
(not otherwise specifically provided for in 
this joint resolution) for which appropri- 
ations, funds, or other authority were avail- 
able during the fiscal year 1951 and for which 
appropriations, funds, or other authority 
(subject to limitations, restrictions, and per- 
missive provisions) would be made available 
by any appropriation act enumerated in this, 
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subsection, to the extent and in the manner 
which would be provided for in such act: 
Provided, That in any case where the amount 
to be made available or the authority to be 
granted under such act as passed by the 
House of Representatives is different from 
that to be made available or granted under 
such act as passed by the Senate, the perti- 
nent project or activity shall be carried out 
under whichever amount is lesser or which- 
ever authority is more restrictive: Provided 
further, That where an item is included in 
any such appropriation act which has been 
passed by only one House, or where an item 
is included in only one version of such an 
act which has been passed by both Houses, 
such project or activity shall be carried on 
under the appropriation, funds, or authority 
granted by the one House: Provided further, 
That in no case shall the amount made 
available under this subsection for any 
project or activity exceed the amount pro- 
vided for by the Budget estimates for the 
fiscal year 1952 for the period involved: 
Provided jurther, That no provision which is 
included in any appropriation act enumer- 
ated in this subsection but which was not 
included in the applicable appropriation act 
for the fiscal year 1951, and which by its 
terms is applicable to more than one appro- 
priation, fund, or authority, shall be appli- 
cable to any appropriation, fund, or author- 
ity provided in this joint resolution unless 
such provision shall have been included in 
identical form in such bill as enacted by 
both the House and the Senate: Provided 
further, That this subsection shall apply to 
the following: 

Treasury and Post Office Departments Ap- 
propriation Act, 1952; 

Labor-Federal Security Appropriation Act, 
1952; 

Interior Department Appropriation Act, 
1952; 

Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 
1952; 

Department of Agricultural Appropriation 
Act, 1952; 

Civil Functions Appropriation Act, 1952; 

Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 
1952. 

(b) Such amounts as may be necessary for 
carrying out projects and activities (not 
otherwise specifically provided for in this 
joint resolution) under the agencies enu- 
merated in this subsection, at a rate not in 
excess of that which obtained for any such 
project or activity in the first quarter (ex- 
cept Department of Defense or in the case 
of projects or activities which were initi- 
ated during a subsequent quarter) of the 
fiscal year 1951: Provided, That, with the 
approval of the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget, the amount made available here- 
under may be increased, where necessary to 
provide for seasonal variations, on the basis 
of an annual rate for operations not in 
excess of that consistent with the rate which 
obtained in the last quarter of the fiscal 
year 1951: Provided further, That in no case 
shall the amount made available under this 
subsection for any project or activity ex- 
ceed the amount provided for by the budget 
estimates for the fiscal year 1952 for the 
period involved and in the case of the De- 
partment of Defense that the rate for oper- 
ation shall not exceed by more than 50 per- 
cent the rate obtained during the last quar- 
ter of the fiscal year 1951: Provided further, 
That this subsection shall apply to the 
following: 

Legislative branch: Senate; Architect of 
the Capitol (Senate items); 

Department of State; 

Department of Justice; 

Department of Commerce; 

Department of Defense; 

The Judiciary; 

National Security Council; 

National Security Resources Board; 

Reconstruction Finance Corporation; 
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General Services Administration (emer- 
gency operating expenses); 

National Science Foundation; 

Federal Civil Defense Administration; 

Selective Service System; 

Government and Relief in Occupied Areas; 

Government in Occupied Areas of Ger- 
many. 

(c) Such amounts as may be necessary for 
the carrying out, at a rate for operations 
(except as otherwise provided for in this sub- 
section) not in excess of that which obtained 
in the month of June 1951, of projects and 
activities, including the Office of Defense 
Mobilization, under the Defense Production 
Act of 1950, and the Housing and Rent Act 
of 1950: Provided, That, during the period 
covered by this joint resolution, obligations 
outstanding at any one time for expanding 
defense production under sections 302 and 
303 of the Defense Production Act of 1950 
shall not exceed, in the aggregate, the total 
of the amounts made available and author- 
ized to be made available by subsections 304 
(b) and (c) of said act as originally enacted +> 
Provided further, That no appropriation or 
authorization contained herein shall be 
available for the carrying out of any project 
or activity (except for liquidation of projects 
or activities being carried out on June 30, 
1951) under the Defense Production Act of 
1950 or the Housing and Rent Act of 1950 
except those which by the terms of said acts 
may be continued after June 30, 1951, or 
those which may be authorized to be carried 
out after said date by any extension of, 
amendment to, or supplementation of, either 
of said acts. 

(d) Such additional amounts as may be 
necessary to provide for continuance of an 
increasing rate for operations under projects 
or activities for which appropriations, funds, 
or authorizations are made available under 
subsections (a), (b), or (c), and for which 
an increasing rate obtained during the last 
quarter of the fiscal year 1951 pursuant to 
appropriations available for that purpose: 
Provided, That in no event shall the rate for 
operations for Department of Defense per- 
mitted by this subsection exceed by more 
than 50 percent the rate obtained during the 
last quarter of the fiscal year 1951: Provided, 
however, That with respect to other depart- 
ments and agencies in no event shall the 
rate for operations permitted by this subsec- 
tion exceed that contemplated by the budget 
estimates for the fiscal year 1952: Provided 
further, That the amounts provided for in 
this subsection shall be available only to the 
extent authorized by the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

(e) Such amounts as may be necessary for 
the carrying out at a rate not in excess of 
that for one-third of the first quarter of the 
fiscal year 1951 or in the case of projects or 
activities which were initiated during a sub- 
sequent quarter of said fiscal year at a rate 
not to exceed that for one-third of said quar- 
ter under applicable appropriations as 
follows: 

Mutual defense assistance; 

China area aid; 

Economic cooperation; 

International development; 

Institute of Inter-American Affairs, 

Sec. 2. The Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia are authorized to incur obli- 
gations and to make expenditures therefor 
from applicable funds and revenues of said 
District, as may be necessary to carry out 
projects and activities for which appropria- 
tions, funds, or other authority were avail- 
able thereunder during the fiscal year 1951, 
to the extent and in the manner provided 
for by the District of Columbia Appropria- 
tion Act, 1952, as passed by the House of 
Representatives, but the rate of operation 
for such projects and activities shall not 
exceed that which obtained in the first 
quarter of the fiscal year 1951: Provided, 
That obligations and expenditures hereunder 
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shall be subject to the provisions of section 
3 of this act insofar as applicable: Provided 
jurther, That the Commissioners are fur- 
ther authorized to incur obligations and 
make expenditures, as provided for here- 
in, for the Office of Civil Defense and the 
Office of Administrator of Rent, Control of 
said District, but the rate of operations for 
such offices shall not exceed that which ob- 
tained in the fourth quarter of the fiscal 
year 1951: Provided further, That the pro- 
visions of this section relating to the Office 
of Administrator of Rent Control shall be 
effective (except for liquidation of projects 
or activities being carried out on June 30, 
1951) only to such extent as may be pro- 
vided for by any extension of, amendment 
to, or supplementation of the District of 
Columbia Emergency Rent Act, 

Sec. 3. Appropriations and funds made 
available, and authority granted, pursuant 
to this joint resolution shall be subject not 
only to those provisions of title XII of the 
General Appropriation Act, 1951, which con- 
stitute permanent law, but also to those 
provisions of said title (except sec. 1214) 
which were applicable only to the fiscal year 
1951, and the provisions of section 1302 of 
the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1951, 
in the same manner as if such annual pro- 
visions were contained in, and related to 
appropriations, funds, and authorizations 
made available by this joint resolution. 

Sec. 4. Appropriations and funds made 
available, and authority granted, pursuant 
to this joint resolution, shall be determined 
under the terms hereof by reference to the 
status of the pertinent appropriation acts 
on June 30, 1951, and Budget estimates on 
June 22, 1951, and shall remain available 
in the amount and in the manner so deter- 
mined until (a) enactment into law of an 
appropriation for any project or activity pro- 
vided for herein, or (b) enactment of the 
applicable appropriation act by both Houses 
without any provision for such project or 
parm or (c) July 31, 1951, whichever first 


Sec. 5. Expenditures from a iations, 
funds, or authorizations made 3 iu 
suant to this joint resolution shall be avail- 
able without regard to the time limitations 
set forth in subsection (d) (2) of section 
8679, Revised Statutes, and shall be charged 
to any applicable appropriation, fund, or 
authorization whenever a bill in which such. 
applicable appropriation, fund, or authoriza- 
Son is contained is enacted into law. 

EC. 6. No passenger-carrying motor ye- 
hicles shall be purchased uate the terma 
of this resolution unless specifically au- 
thorized by an appropriation act for a de- 
partment or agency for the fiscal year 1952, 

The Committee on Appropriations, to 
whom was referred the joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 277) making temporary appropriations 
for the fiscal year 19£2, and for other pur- 
Poses report the same to the Senate with 
various amendments and present herewith 
information relative to the changes made. 

SECTION 1 
Subsection (b) 

The committee recommends that with re- 
spect to the agencies enumerated in subsec- 
tion (b) funds provided for projects and ac- 
tivities of such agencies shall be at a rate 
not in excess of that which obtained for 
any such project or activity in the first quar- 
ter of the fiscal year 1951 rather than the 
last quarter as recommended by the House. 
Exception is. made in the case of the De- 
partment of Defense and in the case of proj- ` 
ects or activities which were initiated during 
a subsequent quarter. With respect to the 
Department of Defense the rate of operation 
shall not exceed by more than 50 percent 
the rate obtained during the last quarter of 
the fiscal year 1951, 
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SECTION I 
Subsection (d) 

Under subsection (d) which provides funds 
and authority, in addition to those provided 
in the first three subsections, for projects 
and activities which were expanding during 
the last quarter of 1951 and which are ex- 
pected to continue expanding during the 
first quarter of 1952, the committee recom- 
mends that the rate for operations for the 
Department of Defense shall not exceed by 
more than 50 percent the rate obtained 
during the last quarter of the fiscal year 
1951. ` 

To accomplish this the committee struck 
out the following proviso: “Provided, That 
in no event shall the rate for operations 
permitted by this subsection exceed that 
contemplated by the budget estimates for 
the fiscal year 1952” and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: “Provided, That in 
no event shall the rate for operations for 
Department of Defense permitted by this 
subsection exceed by more than 50 per- 
cent the rate obtained during the last 
quarter of the fiscal year 1951: Provided, 
however, That with respect to other depart- 
ments and agencies in no event shall the 
rate for operations permitted by this sub- 
section exceed that contemplated by the 
budget estimates for the fiscal year 1952.“ 

SECTION 1 
Subsection (e) 

The committee recommends that with re- 
spect to the items enumerated in subsection 
(e) of section 1, funds provided for projects 
and activities of such agencies shall be at a 
rate not in excess of one-third of the first 
qua.ter of the fiscal year 1951 or in the case 
of projects or activities which were initiated 
during a subsequent quarter of said fiscal 
year at a rate not to exceed one-third of 
said quarter, rather than the fourth quarter 
as recommended by the House. 

The committee recommends with respect 
to making funds available for economic co- 
operation that the following language in- 
cluded in the resolution as passed by the 
House be deleted: “(including assistance to 
further European military production) .” 

With respect to making funds available for 
mutual defense assistance, China area aid, 
and economic cooperation, the committee 
recommends that the following language 
contained in the resolution as passed by the 
House be deleted: “and, in addition to the 
amounts herein appropriated, funds hereto- 
fore appropriated for mutual defense assist- 
ance, economic cooperation, and China area 
aid shall remain available (but not beyond 
the limiting date specified in clause (c) 
of sec. 4) for programs, projects, and activi- 
ties initiated prior to July 1, 1951.“ 


SECTION 2 


Section 2 makes funds available to the 
District of Columbia, The committee recom- 
mends that the rate of operation for the 
District of Columbia during the month of 
July shall not exceed that which obtained 
in the first quarter of the fiscal year 1951 
rather than the fourth quarter as proposed 
by the House. 

SECTION 6 

The committee recommends that a new 
section be added to the bill prohibiting the 
purchase of passenger-carrying motor ve- 
hicles under the terms of the resolution 
unless such purchase is specifically author- 
ized by an appropriation act for a depart- 
ment or agency for the fiscal year 1952, 


DISPLACED PERSONS COMMISSION 


The committee is advised that the con- 
tinuing operations of the Displaced Persons 
Commission would be impaired through the 
requirement of the resolution that the ac- 
tivity be carried out under the lesser amount 
provided by the House in the independent 
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offices appropriation bill for 1952. Since 
the regular bill is expected to be enacted 
into law within a short time, the committee 
does not believe it necessary to amend the 
resolution in order to provide specific au- 
thority for necessary obligations. It is the 
intention of the committee, however, that 
the Commission shall continue their pro- 
grams in operation with the minimum 
amount of cbligations required, and shall 
defer insofar as possible until the regular 
bill is enacted, other obligations requiring 
larger amounts, as may be finally authorized 
in the regular bill. 

FEDERAL NATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSOCIATION 

The committee is advised that the normal 
operations of the Federal National Mortgage 
Association would be impaired through the 
requirement of the resolution that the ac- 
tivity be carried out under the more re- 
strictive authorization as to nonadministra- 
tive- expenses inserted by the House in the 
independent offices appropriation bill for 
1952. Since the regular bill is expected to 
be enacted into law within a short time, 
the committee does not believe it necessary 
to amend the resolution in order to pro- 
vide specific authority for necessary obli- 
gations. It is the intention of the com- 
mittee, however, that the Corporation, from 
their income, shall make all payments re- 
quired to keep in operation their programs 
of servicing mortgages and maintaining 
properties in the interest of the Govern- 
ment’s investments, and shall defer insofar 
as possible until the regular bill is enacted 
other obligations requiring larger payments, 
as may be finally authorized in the regular 
bill. 


EXPEDITING HOUSING IN CONNECTION 
WITH NATIONAL DEFENSE 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, on 
yesterday the House passed House bill 
4395, which I should like to have the 
Senate consider at this time. It extends 
certain legislation for 45 days. I have 
discussed the matter with the chairman 
of the Banking and Currency Committee 
of the Senate, with the majority leader, 


the minority leader, and the ranking 


member of the House Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee. The bill deals with 
temporary housing which, under the law 
as it exists, requires that if vacancies oc- 
cur they may not be refilled in a number 
of areas, including San Diego, Detroit, 
and other cities in the Nation where there 
is a tremendous housing shortage, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bill by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
4395) to amend the act entitled “An act 
to expedite the provision of housing in 
connection with national defense, and 
for other purposes,” approved October 
14, 1940, as amended. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The bill merely ex- 
tends the provision for 45 days, so that 
this housing, which otherwise would be- 
come vacant, can be made available. The 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. Moopy] 
and many other Senators are interested 
in this matter. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I should like 
to say to the Senator from California 
that I think the legislation is very neces- 
sary. I am familiar with a number of 
defense plants over the country where 
it is desired to utilize such housing, but 
it is impossible to utilize it under existing 
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conditions. That is particularly true at 
Amarillo, Tex. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Those in charge 
are prevented from doing so starting at 
midnight tomorrow night. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I should like to say 
to the Senator from California that yes- 
terday, and not very long ago today, I 
received calls from the city of Wichita, 
Kans., where the same situation exists 
as that to which the Senator from Cali- 
fornia has referred. I am hoping the 
act will be extended and this matter 
vorked out as quickly as possible. It is 
most important that it be done. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from California permit the 
Chair to say that House bill 4395 has 
already been referred to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. Does the 
Senator ask unanimous consent that the 
committee be discharged from further 
consideration of the bill? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes, Mr. Presi- 
dent; I ask unanimous consent, with the 
permission of the chairman of the com- 
mittee, who is on the floor, that the 
Committee on Banking and Currency be 
discharged from further consideration of 
the bill, and that the bill may be taken 
up for consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest that the committee be discharged 
from further consideration of the bill? 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I want to say 
to the Senator from California and the 
Senator from Michigan and the Senator 
from Texas and other Senators that I 
cannot see why anyone would object to 
filling a vacant room or filling a vacant 
house—units already constructed. I ap- 
preciate the fact that the Wherry Hous- 
ing Act is almost as important. But 
that act deals with houses yet to be built. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest that the Wherry Act is just as im- 
portant. 

Mr. MAYBANE. It is just as impor- 
tant as is the housing provision the Sen- 
ate passed in connection with the bill 
voted on early this morning providing 
for construction at, for example, Padu- 
cah, Ky., and Savannah, Ga., and so 
forth, but the bill we are now talking 
about deals with units already construct- 
ed. At many places houses are being 
vacated, and there will be no one occupy- 
ing them unless the bill the Senators 
from California and Michigan are in- 
terested in is passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California has asked unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Banking and Currency be discharged 
from further consideration of the bill. 
Is there objection? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

Is there objection to the present con- 
sideration of the bill? b 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, and I shall not ob- 
ject, I should like to ask the distin- 
guished Senator from South Carolina 
where we are going to be with respect to 
the Wherry Housing Act after the 30th! 
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understand, that act expires, and the 
provision is now contained in the control 
bill? 


Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I will 
say to the Senator from South Dakota 
that it will be in the same position as 
the housing bill which has been twice 
passed by the Senate, which contains 
provisions for the building of facilities 
at Savannah, Paducah, and other places, 
but which leaves the veterans out. Ire- 
gret that the veterans are left out. The 
Senate has twice passed the bill. 

Mr. CASE. I was hoping that after 
the action of earlier today there would 
be enough leverage so we could get action 
on the matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, re- 
Serving the right to object, and I am not 
going to object because I think there is 

ample cause why the bill should 
be passed, I want to take this occasion to 
point out another situation. It seems 
to me we are about to get into a rather 
anomalous situation if we take up one 
phase of the housing legislation and pass 
it, merely because the House has passed 
it and sent it to the Senate. There is 
another item of housing the Senate has 
passed twice, and which the House has 
Passed once, and the bill is lying before 
us now. Both Houses have passed it in 
identical language. 

Mr. McPARLAND. I will say to the 
Senator that I am about to go over to 
the House and have a conference with 
House Members on that very matter. 

Mr, SPARKMAN. Iam talking about 
the veterans. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I am talking 
about the veterans, too. Iam talking, in 
fact, about the full program. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The item the Sen- 
ator from California has brought up is a 
part of the same full program. 

Mr.McFARLAND. Yes, I understand. 
i Mr. SPARKMAN. The matter to 
which I have just referred is a part of the 
full program. I am not opposed to any 
part of the housing program. I am for 
all of it. I wish the House would act. 
But here is one item on which the House 
has acted. It has passed a separate bill, 
and we have acted on it. 

Mr. President, I am certainly going 
along with the chairman of the Banking 
and Currency Committee which holds 
jurisdiction over housing legislation. 
The chairman may know that in our 
committee meeting this afternoon I had 
the CONGRESSIONAL Record showing that 
the House had passed the very bill the 
Senator from California has brought up. 
But the suggestion was made that we not 
take up any part of the housing legisla- 
tion, and for that reason I did not insist 
on it. I did not insist on the veterans’ 
housing legislation. 

If we are going to break the housing 
program in bits and pieces, I want to 
appeal to the chairman to let this one 
item, which both Houses have already 
passed, go through. The veterans’ hous- 
ing legislation expires tomorrow night, 
and goodness knows, anyone who is 
familiar with the housing situation that 
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prevails today knows that there is not 
a great deal of mortgage money avail- 
able. The veterans need the legislation 
to help them obtain housing. The Sen- 
ete has spoken on the subject twice, and 
the House has spoken once, and the bill 
is before us. I shall not imsist against 
the will of the chairman of the com- 
mittee, but I do want to appeal to him; 
if one part of the program is going 
through, let us let this other part, on 
which both Houses have definitely and 
positively spoken, go through also. 

Mr. MAYBANK and Mr. MOODY ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Alabama yield, and if 
so to whom? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
thought I had th? floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California has a general 
right to the floor. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I understand the 
Senator from California has the floor, 
subject to my reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield to the 
chairman of the committee, the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK]. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Will the Senator 
permit me to say that I hope the Senator 
from Alabama will let this bill pass. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. As I said in the 
beginning, I am not going to object, be- 
cause I am for it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Regardless of the 
merits of the measure to which the Sen- 
ator from Alabama has referred—and 
there are great merits in it, and much 
in what the Senator has said—the meas- 
ure I am urging is one which deals with 
housing already in existence, which will 
be wasted if we do not pass this bill. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. The other measure 
deals with a program which is already in 
existence which goes out of existence to- 
morrow night unless the bill is passed. 
I assure the Senator from California 
that I have no idea of objecting to his 
bill. I am in favor of it. I am simply 
using this means of urging the chair- 
man of the committee to approve action 
on the bill I am speaking of. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I appreciate the re- 
marks of the distinguished Senator from 
Alabama. I believe he will admit that 
I have done everything I could possibly 
do for the veterans, on every occasion. 
If we pass one part of the program now 
and pass another part next week, and 
another part in another week, we never 
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Now if I may yield to the Senator from 
Michigan—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Alabama cannot yield. He 
reserved the right to object, but the 
Senator from California has the floor. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Iam glad to yield 
to my colleague from Michigan [Mr. 
Moory]. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Very well. 

Mr. President, I may say that I had 
yielded previously to the Senator from 
California, and I did so upon instruc- 
tions from the Chair. I myself felt that 
I did not have the right to yield. I cer- 
tainly did not intend to transgress the 
rules of the Senate. 

Mr. President, I withdraw my reser- 
vation of objection. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President—— 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. MOODY. I thank the Senator. 
I commend him for bringing this matter 
to the attention of the Senate. I should 
like to add my voice to the request made 
by the Senator from Alabama of the 
distinguished chairman of the commit- 
tee, who has done so much in the hous- 
ing field, to consider the fact that both 
Houses have passed this bill unani- 
mously, but in different forms. It seems 
to me that it is too bad to have it caught 
in a jam between two different forms 
of proposed legislation. 

This does not cost the Government a 
cent, as all Senators know. I am hope- 
ful that the request of the Senator from 
Alabama may be acceded to by the chair- 
man of the committee, and that the 
Senate may approve this bill without 
objection. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the dis- 
tinguished minority leader. 

Mr. WHERRY. Naturally I am as 
much interested in the subject as is any 
other Member of the Senate. Because 
of the pleadings of the distinguished 
Senator from California that I not ob- 
ject to consideration of the bill, or seek 
to attach to the bill the so-called exten- 
sion of the Wherry Act, I will say that 
he has persuaded me that I should not 
object, but should let this housing meas- 
ure go through. 

I want the Senator from California to 
know that I do so not only because of 
the merits of the bill, but because of the 
persuasive ability of the Senator from 
California. It is for that reason that I 
do not even attempt to amend the bill 
to include an extension of the Wherry 
Act. So I hope those who receive the 
benefit of this housing in California will 
know the situation. The merits of the 
proposal, of course, warrant passage of 
the bill, just as the merits of the Wherry 
Act warrant its extension, and just as 
the merits of the veterans’ housing 
measure which the distinguished Senator 
from Alabama has mentioned, warrant 
its approval. 

Because the measure is so meritorious 
and because of the persuasive ability 
of the Senator from California, I will not 
object. I will let the bill go through. 
Once again I pass up an opportunity to 
attach to a bill the extension of the 
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Wherry Act, which is going to die to- 
morrow night. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
knowing the position of the Senator 
from Nebraska with regard to the 
Wherry Act, which is very fine, and 
which we have all supported, I will say 
that it is not only for the benefit of 
those who need housing in California, 
but will benefit most of the States of the 
Union. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I évield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, The gen- 
erosity of the Senator from Nebraska 
extends far beyond California, because 
Texas will also be the recipient of 
benefits. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? , 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 4395) to amend an act entitled 
“An act to expedite the provision of 
housing in connection with national de- 
fense, and for other purposes,” approved 
October 14, 1940, as amended, was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


RECESS TO 1 O'CLOCK P. M. TOMORROW 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, in- 
asmuch as the Senate will meet tomor- 
row solely for the purpose of consider- 
ing the conference report on the Mexi- 
can farm labor bill and possibly a con- 
ference report on the joint resolution 
just passed, there is no need for the 
Senate to meet before 1 o'clock. I there- 
fore move that the Senate stand in re- 
cess until 1 o’clock p. m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o’clock and 14 minutes p. m) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Saturday, 
June 30, 1951, at 1 o'clock p. m. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate June 29 (legislative day of 
June 27), 1951: 

Puetic HEALTH SERVICE 

The following-named candidates for ap- 
pointment and promotion in the Regular 
Corps of the Public Health Service: 

To be medical director (equivalent to the 
Army rank of colonel), effective date of 
acceptance 
James A. Shannon 

To be senior surgeon (equivalent to the Army 
rank of lieutenant colonel), effective date 
of acceptance 
E. Ross Jenney 

To be surgeons (equivalent to the Army 
rank of major), effective date of accept- 
ance 
Charles E. Smith 
Gert L. Laqueur 
William J. Card 

To be sanitary engineers (equivalent to the 
Army rank of major), effective date of 
acceptance 
Ralph J. Van Derwerker 
Harry W. Poston 

To be junior assistant pharmacists (equiva- 
lent to the Army rank of second lieuten- 
ant), effective date of acceptance 
David E. Sutliff 
Carl H Brown 
Bertram J. Baughman 
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To be nurse officer (equivalent to the Army 
rank of major), effective date of accept- 
ance 


Margaret T. De Lawter 


Junior assistant sanitary engineers to be 
assistant sanitary engineers (equivalent to 
the Army rank of first lieutenant) 


Dade W. Moeller Roy O. McCaldin 
Richard D. Coleman Charles V. Wright, Jr. 
John V. Miner, Jr. Gordon E. Stone 


CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 


the Senate June 29 (legislative day of 


June 27), 1951: 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
Thomas F. Murphy to be United States 


district judge for the southern district of 
New York. 
Home Loan BANK BOARD 

William K. Divers, of Ohio, to be a mem- 
ber of the Home Loan Bank Board for a term 
of 4 years, ex,iring June 30, 1955. (Reap- 
pointmont.) 

NATIONAL SECURITY TRAINING COMMISSION 

James W. Wadsworth, of New York, to be 
a member of the National Security Training 
Commission for a term of 3 years, expiring 
June 19, 1954. 

Admiral Thomas C. Kinkaid, United States 
Navy, to be a member of the National Se- 
curity Training Commission for a term of 
4 years, expiring June 19, 1955. 

Lt. Gen. Raymond S. McLain, United 
States Army, to be a member of the National 
Security Training Commission for a term of 
5 years, expiring June 19, 1956. 

William L. Clayton, of Texas, to be a mem- 
ber of the National Security Training Com- 
mission for a term of 2 years, expiring June 
19, 1953. 

Karl T. Compton, of Massachusetts, to be 
a member of the Nationa] Security Training 
Commission for a term of 2 years, expiring 
June 19, 1953, 

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

James Joseph Reynolds, Jr., of New Jersey, 
to be a member of the National Labor Rela- 
tions Board for a term of 5 years from Au- 
gust 27, 1951. 

COLLECTOR OF INTERNAL REVENUE 

Donald Gunn, of Missouri, to be collector 
of internal revenue for the first district of 
Missouri. 

Pure HEALTH SERVICE 
APPOINTMENT IN THE REGULAR CORPS OF THE 
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
To be medical director (equivalent to the 

Army rank of colonel), effective date of 

acceptance 

Ralph E. Knutti 
To be dental surgeon (equivalent to the Army 

rank of major), effective date of acceptance 

Edward G. Hampp 
To be senior assistant dental surgeon (equiv- 

alent to the Army rank of captain), efec- 

tive date of acceptance 

Carl J. Witkop, Jr. 

To be assistant dental surgeons (equivalent 
to the Army rank of first lieutenant), efec- 
tive date of acceptance 

James L. Field Anderson F. Williams 

Weldon G. Blodgette Homer F. Stephens 

Judson C. Hickey 

To be sanitary engineers (equivalent to the 
Army rank of major), effective date of ac- 
ceptance 
Harvey F. Ludwig 
John H. Ludwig 
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To be junior assistant pharmacists (equiva- 
dent to the Army rank of second lieuten- 
ant) effective date of acceptance 

William T, Nakaoka Basil P. Ketcham 

Edward L. Schmidt, Jr.Mario C. Baratta 


To be sanitarian (equivalent to the Army 
rank of major), effective date of acceptance 


Ralph L. Perkins 


To be physical therapist (equivalent to the 
Army rank of major), effective date of ac- 
ceptance 
Eleanor G. Loomis 


To be senior surgeons (equivalent to the 
Army rank of lieutenant colonel), effective 
date of acceptance 
Welby W. Bigelow 
Morris Schaeffer 


To be surgeons (equivalent to the Army 
rank of major), effective date of accept- 
ance 
Robert L. Bowman 
Carl J, Mankinen 
Robert C. Rendtorff 


To be senior assistant surgeons (equivalent 
to the Army rank of captain), effective 
date of acceptance 

James T. Jennings 

Robert D. Shreve 

Stanley F. Yoiles 

Lawrence F. Green- Robert B. Stewart 
leigh Norman I. Graff 

Anthony T. Graniero Albert L. Steplock 

William E. Baber Floyd B. Brailiar III 


To be assistant surgeons (equivalent to the 
Army rank of first lieutenant), effective 
date of acceptance 

Henry M. Gelfand 

Louis G. Chelton, Jr. George E. Files 

Rudolph J. Muelling, Paul M. Kegan 
Jr. John E. Sarno, Jr. 

Walter K. Grigg, Jr, John L. Bacon 

John A. Googins Herbert J. Wilson 

Morton Friedman Robert J. Trautman 

Sidney S. Lee James L. Goddard 

Stanley W. Henson, Jr. Leonard Seidenberg 

Bernard Barash George W. West 


To be senior assistant dental surgeon (equiv- 
alent to the Army rank of captain), ef- 
fective date of acceptance 
Samuel S. Herman 


To be scientists (equivalent to the Army rank 
of major), effective date of acceptance 
Archie D, Hess 
Everette L. May 
Robert E. Smith 

To be senior assistant scientists (equivalent 
to the Army rank of captain), effective date 
of acceptance 
Richard Q. Bell 
Jack J. Monroe 

To be assistant scientists (equivalent to the 
Army rank of first lieutenant), effective 
date of acceptance 
Louis H. Stewart, Jr. 

Frederick I. Herzberg 

To be sanitarian (equivalent to the Army 
rank of major), effective date. oj accept- 
ance 
Milton Wittman 


Paul T. Condit 
Stewart F. Loeb 
Karl F. Urbach 


Glen B. Van Atta 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Fray, JuNE 29, 1951 


The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following prayer: 


O Thou who art the guiding intelli- 
gence and the supreme ruler of the uni- 
verse, we thank Thee for the great and 
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sublime convictions and certainties 
which are an anchor to our souls during 
these days of trial and tribulation. 

May we meet the challenge of each 
new problem and responsibility with 
moral and spiritual stamina, giving the 
best that is within us and bearing clear 
and convincing testimony that we have a 
resolute and unfaltering faith. 

Help us to realize that this is no time 
for a defeatist attitude; no time for us 
to take counsel with our fears and no 
time to exaggerate and make things ap- 
pear better or worse than they are. 

We are daily praying that we may be 
victorious over the forces of tyranny and 
aggression but grant that we may be 
worthy of victory. May we know what 
to do with victory and peace when we 
gain them, for the real test of our great- 
ness and honor will come after the 
struggle. 

Hear us in the name of the Prince of 
Peace. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved, 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. ALLEN of Illinois, Mr. Speaker, I 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER, Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 96] 

Allen, La. Harrison, Va. O'Konski 
Arends Hart Powell 
Bennett, Fla. Hébert Preston 
Blatnik Hinshaw Redden 
Boggs, La. Irving Reed, NI 
Breen Kelley, Pa. Rivers 
Buckley Kennedy Roberts 
Camp Larcade Roosevelt 
Carnahan Latham Scott, Hardie 
Chatham LeCompte Sheehan 
Dawson McMillan Shelley 
DeGraffenried Mansfield Sittler 

1 Merrow Sutton 
Dondero Miller, Calif. Trimble 
Durham Miller, N. Y. Vorys 
Evins Morrison Welch 
Flood Murphy Werdel 
Gillette Murray, Tenn. Whitten 
Gossett Murray, Wis. Wood, Ga 
Hall, Norrell 

Edwin Arthur O'Hara 


The SPEAKER. Three hundred and 
seventy-two Members have answered to 
their names, a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ee under the call were dispensed 
with. 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 


Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Armed Services may have permission 
to sit during general debate in the ses- 
sion of the House today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 

TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF DEFENSE 
PRODUCTION ACT, ETC. 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
House Resolution 294, providing for the 
consideration of House Joint Resolution 
278, to continue for a temporary period 
the Defense Production Act of 1950; the 
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Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as amend- 
ed; and for other purposes, and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

á The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
ows: 


Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in order 
to move that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the consideration of the 
joint resolution (H. J. Res. 278) to continue 
for a temporary period the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950; the Housing and Rent Act 
of 1947, as amended; and for other purposes, 
and all points of order against the joint 
resolution are hereby waived. That after 
general debate, which shall be confined to 
the joint resolution and continued not to 
exceed 1 hour, to be equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chairman and mi- 
nority member of the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency, the joint resolution shall 
be considered as having been read for amend- 
ment. No amendment shall be in order to 
said joint resolution except (1) amend- 
ments offered by direction of the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, and (2) the fol- 
lowing amendment: “Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this resolution or any other 
provision of law, the authority conferred un- 
der the Defense Production Act of 1950, as 
amended, shall not be exercised during the 
period, June 30, 1951, to July 31, 1951, in- 
clusive, to place into effect, or permit to be- 
come effective, a price ceiling for any material 
or service lower than the ceiling in effect for 
such material or service on the date of the 
enactment of this resolution or to put into 
effect a ceiling for any material or service for 
which a ceiling is not in effect on the date 
of the enactment of this resolution.“, and 
said amendments shall be in order, any rule 
of the House to the contrary notwithstand- 
ing. Amendments offered by direction of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency or the 
amendment provided herein may be offered 
to any section of the joint resolution at the 
conclusion of the general debate, but said 
amendments shall not be subject to amend- 
ment. At the conclusion of the considera- 
tion of the joint resolution for amendment, 
the committee shall rise and report the joint 
resolution to the House with such amend- 
ments as may have been adopted, and the 
previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the joint resolution and amend- 
ments thereto to final passage without in- 
tervening motion except one motion to 
recommit. 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may use. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution provides 
for the consideration of House Joint 
Resolution 278, extending the Defense 
Production Act of 1950, and the Housing 
and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, for 
30 days. 

When the Ways and Means Commit- 
tee appeared before the Rules Commit- 
tee urging a closed rule on the revenue 
bill, having the interest of the taxpay- 
ers at heart, I was under the impression 
that we could make a few exemptions 
in the closed rule so as to give the mem- 
bership an opportunity to vote on some 
of the provisions in which they were in- 
terested, and which would be in the in- 
terest of the taxpayers and our coun- 
try. Unfortunately, however, my aims 
and efforts did not prevail. 

But in today’s resolution not only 
do we do what I urged in the rule cov- 
ering the tax bill, but the Rules Com- 
mittee has amended that rule and, in 
fact, has embodied a proviso contain- 
ing legislation detailing what depart- 
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ments can or cannot do by restricting 
roll-backs, thus preventing the lower- 
ing of the cost of living which the peo- 
ple of the Nation are clamoring for. 
Consequently, we have before us not a 
closed rule, but a modified closed rule 
that was so severely criticized by my 
genial friend; the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. Brown], who designated me yes- 
terday as a progressive. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. As a liberal. 

Mr. SABATH. Or liberal Member of 
the House, a great liberal. I could not 
think of the word “great.” I assume 
the gentleman had himself in mind 
when he used that word “great.” I am 
just a humble Member who feels it is 
his duty as a Democrat, liberal Demo- 
crat, progressive Democrat, to stand by 
the people and vote for the people and 
be of service to the people; but my good 
friend from Ohio, who designated me as 
a great liberal, is himself great, but not 
in a liberal way. If anything, he is a 
great stand-patter and reactionary, hav- 
ing the interest not of the people but 
the selfish interests at heart. AndIam 
amazed that there are so many Repub- 
licans who follow him, especially when 
they know in their own hearts that they 
owe something to the people who elected 
them and whom they are supposed to 
represent. 

Now, of course, the ranking minority 
member of the Rules Committee, the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ALLEN], is 
not by any means a saint, either. But, 
nevertheless, he is not as harsh or as 
strong in his aims to serve these unde- 
serving wealthy corporations, trusts, 
and combines that under a Democratic 
administration have grown rich and 
powerful, notwithstanding it is charged 
that we interfere with free enterprise. 
Oh, I do not hear that word on the Re- 
publican side any more, because indus- 
try has been freer and more prosperous 
and has acquired more wealth than ever 
before. I do not begrudge people mak- 
ing money, and I am glad that the party 
of which I am a member is responsible 
for that, and that I sometimes reluc- 
tantly am obliged to support some 
measures favored by my Republican 
friends, because I feel it is absolutely 
necessary to obtain legislation which 
otherwise would be denied to the 
country. 

In view of that fact, I feel that the 
resolution before us should pass, al- 
though an amendment has been agreed 
upon by some of those who have the big 
interests at heart, foreclosing and for- 
bidding any roll-backs or reductions in 
the high cost of living. I hope there will 
be no opposition to the rule on their 
part. We, of the people, naturally were 
obliged to support the rule because oth- 
erwise the law would expire and the 
limitation upon the high cost of living 
would be annulled, or would be lost in 
the logrolling, and there would be no 
controls whatsoever. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield to the gentle- 

man from Nebraska, 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Does the 
gentleman think the other body will ac- 
cept our resolution, and can he assure 
us that there will be controls? 
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Mr. SABATH. Idonot know. Ican- 
not speak for the other body. I can- 
not even speak for this body, and I have 
been here for all these years, because 
most of the time in this House, especial- 
ly due to the unholy alliance between 
the Republican reactionaries and some 
misguided Democrats from the South, 
you have the majority. I am at your 
mercy. I have tried to advise you many 
times to change your reactionary ways, 
but you Republicans failed to accept my 
advice; and because you have failed to 
take my advice you have failed in win- 
ning any victory whatsoever, and you 
still persist in going in the wrong direc- 
tion. Notwithstanding all the publicity 
you are receiving and the political 
speeches you are making for home con- 
sumption to mislead the American peo- 
ple, you have no chance converting the 
people or having a majority of the people 
follow you in 1952. They will remain 
steadfast and loyal to the party that 
has brought about prosperity to the Na- 
tion and stimulated economic recovery 
throughout the world. 

As to peace, I am informed that a 
cease-fire order has been issued today, 
If so, I am mighty proud and glad be- 
cause our President, your President, and 
my President, has been aiming at all 
times to bring about peace to this trou- 
blesome world, and I hope he will suc- 
ceed so that we again will have perma- 
nent peace and these days of trial and 
tribulations that have been ours for 
these many years will have become but a 
memory. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield., 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I am sure 
the splendid advice the gentleman gave 
to the Republicans should have been ac- 
cepted, and I know he gave it with the 
hope that they would follow it and would 
be successful in each election. I am 
quite sure of that. 

Mr. SABATH, I say this: Instead of 
joining with the reactionary Democrats, 
as you do, if some of you Republicans 
who claim to represent the people would 
join with us progressive Democrats, we 
would give the people of this country 
real, liberal, just, fair, and effective leg- 
islation so that the country can continue 
to prosper. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. JOHNSON. The gentleman will 
remember that in Stockton, Calif., in the 
Stockton Hotel, in 1928, the gentleman 
advised Mr. Curry, my predecessor, and 
me that we were going to lose the elec- 
tion of 1928. I hope the gentleman’s 
prediction today is as wrong as it was 
then. 

Mr.SABATH. Ihave the utmost con- 
fidence in my good friend from Califor- 
nia [Mr. Jonnson], I admit that my 
memory may fail me on some minor 
things, that I do not remember every- 
thing. Nevertheless, I am credited with 
having a pretty good memory, and I do 
not see how I could have suggested any 
such thing in 1928 when I thought then 
that the country would not fall for the 
promises that were made of having an 
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automobile in every garage and two 
chickens in every pot, and that pros- 
perity was just around the corner. I 
thought they would not fall for that. 
Unfortunately, and to their great mis- 
fortune and the country’s misfortune, 
they were misled by the promises made 
by the superman, Herbert Hoover. What 
was the result? The greatest crash this 
country has ever suffered, which found 
the farmers in your section in virtual 
revolution. I hope it will never happen 
again. If the people continue to have 
confidence in the Democratic Party that 
has served it so well we will have pros- 
perity for many, many years to come. 

Mr. Speaker, in connection with the 
proposed extension of rent control, I 
have something that is of great impor- 
tance to the people in my own city of 
Chicago, and I hope the Members on 
both sides of the aisle will bear with me 
while I speak of it. 

This joint resolution extends for 30 
days the Housing and Rent Act of 1947, 
as amended. You know that when you 
gentlemen yielded to the pledges and 
promises of the interests in 1946 controls 
were repealed. You saw full-page ads in 
the papers stating that if we left it to 
them industry would voluntarily bring 
down prices and the cost of living, in- 
cluding rents. What a sad awakening 
when, a few days later, prices of com- 
modities and rents started to rise by leaps 
and bounds. This applied also to hotel 
and apartment building rentals all over 
the United States. 3 

You will recall that in 1946 the power- 
ful real-estate lobby, in pleading for rent 
decontrol, assured the Congress that rent 
increases would be held in check. You 
know what happened. Now, again that 
great lobby is at work with its easy 
money, attempting to exempt apartment 
hotels from controls in the city of Chi- 
cago. 

Let me tell you what happened in my 
city in 1946. The moment the controls 
were taken off many of these apartment- 
house owners who obtained their proper- 
ties for a song during the crash of 1930, 
1931, and 1932 started to raise the rents 
on the tenants by 50, 100, and, in some 
instances, 150 percent, not for the pur- 
pose of merely increasing rents, but to 
force the tenants, who they knew could 
not pay the increases, to evacuate. Do 
you know what for? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I did not un- 
derstand the gentleman as to just where 
this was happening. In what city? 

Mr. SABATH. In Chicago. I am 
speaking now of Chicago, but it took 
place everywhere. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Do Chicago 
people act that way? 

Mr. SABATH. Yes; we have some 
fellows of that kind. We have plenty of 
them, and you have them in Ohio, too. 
We have some of these profiteers and 
you will find them everywhere. There 
is a certain amount of selfishness in all 
of us. But, unfortunately, we have too 
many men who are avaricious and un- 
fair, who are profiteers, and who want 
to get the last penny they can out of 
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everyone, These owners went to work 
remodeling these multiple apartment 
buildings. I have a list here where, out 
of 12 apartments they made 36 rooms, 
and out of 30 apartments they made 70 
rooms, and so on, and then rented the 
rooms perhaps twice and three times a 
day to the transients at high prices. 
These are the very people who are com- 
ing here using their ill-gained profits to 
influence you to vote against rent con- 
trol, and exempt the apartment buildings 
in Chicago from rent control. I know 
you will not tolerate that and that you 
It would be a 
crime. 

Reference has been made to the fact 
that. my folks and I own apartments in 
Chicago, You may hear a reference to 
this ownership during the debate on this 
resolution. While this is true, we have 
not resorted to the exorbitant increases 
and gouging to which I have referred. 
But, even though my folks and I are 
owners of such properties, I have been 
and am for rent control, and I have no 
fear of thus holding the line on rentals. 
At least one inference can be refuted. 
We have not converted any of the few 
properties we possess in order to take 
advantage of the far greater returns 
while dispossessing good tenants. 

I know that perhaps 50,000 of these 
tenants, who cannot pay the increases 
and who face eviction, have no place to 
go. Therefore, I plead with you in the 
interest of fair play and humanity and 
against the grafters to support the pro- 
posal to retain controls over these apart- 
ment hotels. Quite a few men who be- 
long to the same club to which I belong 
are owners of such apartments and I 
have it out with them every time I see 
them. They criticize me because I 
stand for decency and justice. I hope 
when this comes up you will feel that 
you owe something to yourselves and to 
your consciences and that you will sup- 
port an amendment to be offered which 
will not exempt these apartment build- 
ings from rent control and give the peo- 
ple a chance to have a decent home with- 
out being obliged to pay twice and three 
times the amount they are able to pay or 
that they may be charged. 

Mr. Speaker, I have agreed to yield 
time to other Members, so I am going 
to conclude my remarks now and reserve 
the balance of my time because I think I 
have imposed longer than I expected 
upon my friends on both sides of the 
aisle. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Speaker, 
to revise and extend my remarks and to 
insert a list of a few of the many apart- 
ment buildings in Chicago that have been 
remodeled for the purposes that I stated 
earlier—to obtain three, four, and five 
times the rent to which they are entitled. 
I am inserting this list, some of them in 
my own district, even though it may not 
be pleasing to the owners. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
Bonner). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

There was no objection. 

The list follows: 

Six apartments to 18 apartments, 5477 
South Kimbark Avenue. 

Twenty-nine apartments to 52 apartments, 
1605-1611 North Wells Street, 
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Thirty-six apartments to 69 apartments, 
800-812 West Windsor Avenue. 

Four apartments to 12 apartments, 3726- 
3728 West Montrose Avenue, 

Seventeen apartments to 45 sleeping rooms, 
61-79 East Thirty-fifth Street. 

Eighteen apartments to 36 apartments, 
902-908 West Gordon Terrace. 

Seven apartments to 26 apartments, 730- 
732 North Wells Street. 

Three apartments to 12 apartments, 809 
South Ashland Avenue. 

Eleven apartments to 22.apartments, 3607- 
$609 West Fifteenth Street. 

Six apartments to 18 apartments, 4728- 
4780 South Ellis Avenue. 

Six apartments to 18 apartments, 4716- 
4718 South Ellis Avenue, 

Nineteen apartments to 38 apartments, 
1735-1737 West Warren Boulevard. 

Twenty-two apartments to 81 apartments, 
5655-5659 South Indiana Avenue. 

Fifteen apartments to 27 apartments, 418- 
424 Belden Avenue. 

Eleven-apartment building to 43-room 
hotel, 3914-3918 West Fifteenth Street. 

Six apartments to 32 rooms, 4512-4514 
South Calumet Avenue. 

Eight apartments to 40 apartments, 1616- 
1620 East Fifty-fifth Street. 

Two apartments to 21 apartments, 4828- 
4830 South Indiana Avenue. 

Twenty-one apartments to 51 apartments, 
924-926 Buena Avenue. 

Fourteen apartments to 28 apartments, 
1049-1051 West Barry Avenue. 

Fifteen apartments to 30 apartments, 
1353-1361 West Harrison Street, 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
now to my genial friend, the ranking 
minority member of the committee, the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ALLEN], 30 
minutes to which he is entitled. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may require. 

Mr. Speaker, after listening to my good 
friend, the gentleman from Chicago, 
chairman of the Committee on Rules, I 
am sure most of you feel that according 
to him this might be an innocent bill. 
Well, it is far from an innocent bill be- 
cause about all when you Members go 
home to your districts, Republicans and 
southern Democrats—practically all say 
that we are against Federal bureaucracy. 
It is also true when you go kack many 
of us say we are against increasing the 
Federal pay roll. This bill without 
question stands for Federal bureaucracy. 
This bill without a doubt means that 
there will be at least 84,000 people put 
on the Federal payroll. My good south- 
ern friends go back to their districts and 
say that they are for State’s rights. 
This is absolutely against State’s rights. 

There are many who hold that Presi- 
dent Truman is the greatest spender in 

“history, but I want to tell you here and 
now that even though some Republicans 
and many southern Democrats say that 
President Truman is the greatest spend- 
er in history, he cannot spend one dime 
unless the Congress of the United States 
gives it to him to spend. There are 
many Republicans and many Democrats 
who hold that this is President Truman's 
war. We all know that this war cannot 
continue 1 day unless the Congress of the 
United States says, “Here, you go ahead, 
Mr, Truman.” 

So I ask you people here who write 
back to your businessmien and say: 
“Well, it is just a shame that Mr. DiSalle 
compels you to fill out so many useless 
forms. It should stop.” How can you 
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justify those letters when you come in 
here and vote for this legislation that 
compels the businessman to fill out those 
forms, which you condemn? 

I just returned from my district in Illi- 
nois; I spent 4 days out there, and I 
can tell you here and now that I saw 
most of the different segments of the 
people but I could not find any great 
number in any particular group that is 
for this outrageous measure that puts 
more power in the Federal bureaucrats 
in Washington, this thing that puts 84,- 
000 on the Federal payroll, this thing 
that compels your business people to fill 
out those forms by the scores and hun- 
dreds, this thing that is against private 
enterprise, this thing that is against the 
interests of the farmer, the small busi- 
ness people, as well as the people in gen- 
eral. 

Mr.SABATH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. SABATH. The gentleman com- 
plains about these bureaucrats; does he 
not know that most of them here, these 
rich bureaucrats, are Republicans? I 
will give the gentleman the names of 
them. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois, The gentle- 
man from Illinois is about 50 percent 
right, and one of the things I cannot un- 
derstand is that when we bring these 
businessmen to Washington, Repub- 
licans or Democrats who use good sense 
in the conduct of their own business, 
they are not here in Washington over 
7 weeks before they fall under the spell 
of New Dealism, and then those same 
Republican and Democratic businessmen 
go off left wing. They forget all their 
earlier sound training. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? f 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I yield. 

Mr. RANKIN. Does this resolution 
continue the right of this fellow DiSalle 
to rob the cotton farmers of the South, 
as he has done this past year, and is do- 
ing now? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. It does. As 
a matter of fact, when Mr. DiSalle came 
before the Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee he said he would eventually re- 
quire 16,200 snoopers running around 
the country. 

Mr. RANKIN. He has been robbing 
the cotton farmers of the South $100 a 
bale, and if he continues at the present 
rate he will cost the cotton farmers of 
Mississippi something like $200,000,000 
this year. If you want to perpetrate that 
kind of dishonest mistreatment of the 
farmers, go ahead and vote for this res- 
olution. 

Mr, ALLEN of Illinois. Many Mem- 
bers are going to say they have to do 
this under the guise of war. Under the 
guise of war we are spending over a bil- 
lion dollars a week. Oh, we talk peace. 
We hear some of our people say we are 
going to have peace, but I have not been 
able to find out who we can talk with 
to get peace, and we are not told. The 
Russians say that peace is possible, yet 
we cannot talk to the Russians because 
they will not admit that they are fight- 
ing; we cannot talk to Red China because 
we do not recognize Red China as a na- 
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tion. With whom are we going to talk 
peace? It makes me think a good many 
times of this situation. Suppose my 
friend the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. Jupp] and I have a lawsuit. We say 
we will compromise it by letting the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Bates] 
pay $3,000. That is just exactly what 
happened in Europe when Mr. Roose- 
velt and Mr. Stalin in the absence of 
Generalissimo Chiang made a deal to 
their benefit but at the expense of 
Chiang, giving away some of his terri- 
tory. 

In conclusion let me say that I hope 
the Members who stand against Federal 
bureaucracy, who go home and say they 
are against it, who write to their business 
people bemoaning the great number of 
forms they have to fill out, Members who 
get up on this floor and talk about cut- 
ting down the number of Federal em- 
ployees, you people who talk about 
States’ rights, you people who say we 
owe our greatest security in America to 
our inventiveness and productive capa- 
bilities, who say the greatness of the Na- 
tion is due to private enterprise and that 
that has resulted in the highest stand- 
ard of living, a Nation that due to pri- 
vate enterprise not only has taken care 
of itself and its own country but 
through that system it is taking care of 
hundreds of millions of people in other 
countries that stand for regimentation 
which some people here are trying to 
force onto the American people. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois, 

Mr. YATES. Does the gentleman be- 
lieve we have enough basic raw materials 
to take care of our defense production 
and to provide sufficient materials for all 
civilian production of private enterprise 
in the Nation without controls? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I may say that 
according to President Truman’s mes- 
sage to Congress recently he reported 
that private enterprise over-all produc- 
tion is exceeding all possible expectation 
and emphasized that within the next 
year the production of steel, aluminum, 
and everything would increase. 

Mr. YATES. Does the gentleman be- 
lieve that is true at the present time? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I will say to 
the gentleman that here in the United 
States, a nation that has attempted at 
least to stay away from controls, we 
have been taking care of our own people 
and we have been furnishing goods 
under this system to people in practically 
every land on earth. So why change to 
their system? That is the question I 
would ask the gentleman from Illinois— 
why change to their system when we are 
taking care of our own people and giving 
them safety, comfort, and freedom and 
providing them with all the necessities 
of life? Why does the gentleman want 
to cLange to their system? 

Mr. YATES. We are not changing to 
their system. In our system we have 
the privilege of imposing controls on 
ourselves and the privilege of removing 
them. They have not the privilege of 
removing them. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. If the gentle- 
man is for Federal bureaucracy and 
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payrollers and against States’ rights and 
all those things that I am not in favor 
of I cannot help it. It is his right and 
privilege. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. Does the 
gentleman know of one single article in 
the United States that is on sale in stores 
and in short supply, except Cadillac cars? 
Retail stores are oversupplied and hav- 
ing sales at reduced prices. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I do not. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. Will the gentleman tell 
us who live in the cities what is his 
alternative plan in dealing with the fact 
that the Consumers Price Index on all 
items has broken to an all-time high, 
185.4, that the Consumers Price Index 
for food is 227.4. What is the gentle- 
man’s alternative plan to deal with that 
situation? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I still believe 
in private enterprise. Just let them 
alone. If they will be let alone they 
will do better than if hampered by a 
bunch of bureaucrats. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I believe the 
gentleman will agree that this all-time 
high the gentleman from New York men- 
tioned has come about while we had 
controls and all of this regimentation. 

Mr. JAVITS. They are completely in- 
adequate and you will make them more 
inadequate now. 

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. ° 

Mr. BUSBEY. We would not be in 
this mess today, or even talking about 
controls and the regimentation of the 
people, if it was not for the fact that the 
Democratic administration under Mr. 
Roosevelt recognized Soviet Russia and 
the administrations give-away program 
that has sent billions and billions of dol- 
lars worth of materials all over the world, 
creating a shortage in this country. In 
addition the Democrats got us into the 
Korean war, and the Army is buying 
foods and materials recklessly creating 
more shortages. I believe this is all de- 
liberate to bring about a control program 
and additional regimentation of the 
people. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I thank the 
gentleman for his comment. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. Do I understand the 
gentleman's idea is, conceding we are in 
the midst of an inflationary spiral, just 
let things alone and they will take care of 
themselves? We do not have to do any- 
thing about the free-enterprise system, 
it is going to bring prices down and give 
everybody what they need at prices they 
can afford to pay? 
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Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I think prob- 
ably the gentleman and Stalin have sim- 
ilar ideas, certain similar ideas. I think 
Stalin wants to regiment the people, too. 
If the gentleman is in accord with those 
ideas I cannot agree with them. I think 
the gentleman’s idea and Stalin’s idea 
are similar in the solution of economic 
problems, 

Mr. MULTER. I don’t know Stalin’s 
ideas on the subject because he does not 
confide in me. If he confides in the 
gentleman from Illinois, I suggest that he 
tell us about it. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I would like to ask 
the gentleman a very simple question. 
Has it not been the policy of the previous 
and present administrations since 1933 
to advance the price level on all com- 
modities produced in this country? I 
ask that simple question, Has it not been 
the policy of the previous and present 
administration to advance the price 
level, to advance the wage level on all 
wages and on production in this country? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. There is no 
question about that, When I came here 
in 1932 and 1933 they were killing or de- 
stroying millions of hogs, they burned 
corn, in order to raise prices. 

ifr. CRAWFORD. Has it also not 
been the policy of the previous and pres- 
ent administrations to follow a consist- 
ent course of deficit financing and a 
greater Federal interest-bearing debt? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. No question 
about that. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. If those programs 
were set aside or discontinued and the 
controls left in operation, would not the 
private enterprise system answer all of 
those questions which we are asked to- 
day? 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. There is no 
question about that either. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Now let me ask the 
gentleman another question. Was not 
the policy of the previous and present 
administrations to use the Federal Re- 
serve Banking System, in particular, a 
means of creating inflation, and was not 
that the policy advocated on this floor, 
this very week, by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. PaTMAN] and the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack]? 

Mr, ALLEN of Illinois. I did not hear 
their addresses, 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Well, it is in the 
ReEcorpD, and I will stand on the record. 

Now, if this is the course to be fol- 
lowed by the administration, then on 
what basis can you contend that a price- 
control law, as advocated a year ago as is 
now being advocated, will remedy the 
situation or bring relief to the people 
who are paying the high prices? To me 
it is a fallacy and a fraud which is being 
proposed to our people, so long as the 
administration continually promotes 
the inflationary forces which it is now 
promoting, and which it proposes to con- 
tinue to promote; and if those infla- 
tionary forces were discontinued I would 
be willing to support the price-control 
philosophy, but so long as these forces 
are continued I intend to use my vote 
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against the whole price- control philos- 
ophy because I know it is a fraud and a 
Political hoax being imposed upon the 
people of this country. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. I appreciate 
the remarks of the gentleman. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, let me 
emphasize this to you Republicans and 
to you Democrats, the southern demo- 
crats especially. If you vote for this 
resolution I do not see how you Repub- 
licans or southern Democrats can go 
home and talk about bureaucracy, if you 
go for this which is 100-percent bu- 
reaucracy. I cannot conceive of how a 
Republican or southern Democrat can 
go home and say they are for States’ 
rights when this puts more power in 
Washington than any bill ever before it. 
I cannot understand how a Republican 
can go back to his district and say, “I 
am against additions to the Federal pay- 
roll,” when they vote for this measure 
that will put 84,000 people on the Fed- 
eral payroll. And when you vote, I 
want you Republicans and southern 
Democrats to realize that. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Brown]. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
this is the third closed or gag rule which 
has been brought before this House in 
less than 10 days. I am very happy to 
advise, however, that the gag in this par- 
ticular rule is not quite as thick and as 
heavy in substance as were the gags in 
the two previous resolutions because this 
proposed rule does have one little bit of 
liberalism in it. It does tilt the lid just 
a bit and permits the offering of one 
amendment. 

I am also pleased that my good friend, 
the great liberal from Illinois, the chair- 
man of the Committee on Rules [Mr. 
SapaTH] has seen fit to speak here to- 
day on this rule although I know some- 
thing of the travail and the suffering, 
the soul searching and conscience 
stretching he went through with before 
he reached the final decision to support 
the gag rule on the tax bill. I am sorry, 
however, that he did not see fit to make 
the speech of today on yesterday when 
we were debating the gag rule on the 
resolution to extend 1951 appropriations. 
Iam sure that if he had made his speech, 
of today on yesterday, and had made the 
same references to his colleagues on the 
Democratic side of the aisle, whom he 
so sarcastically designated today as 
Dixiecrats and reactionaries, we might 
not have lost the fight we made yester- 
day for a free, open rule by four votes. 
Instead we would have probably won it. 
But the gentleman from Illinois, being 
a great liberal, of course, always carries 
coals to Newcastle and has thus shown 
his gratitude and appreciation for the 
support these same Democratic col- 
leagues gave him on yesterday by his at- 
tack on them today. I must admit, and 
I want to say again, the gentleman from 
Illinois is a liberal. In fact he is a pro- 
fessional liberal. He has been very, very 
liberal in support of the New Deal ever 
since I have been in the House, and 
he has always been very, very liberal 
with other people’s money, especially 
that which belongs to the taxpayers. 
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Of course, I join with the gentleman 
from Illinois in expressing the great de- 
sire for national prosperity, but certain- 
ly I do not wish to obtain that prosper- 
ity at the cost of the lives and the spilled 
blood of untold thousands of American 
boys. I believe there is some better 
method to be found for obtaining pros- 
perity than continually involving our 
country in war. 

The gentleman has seen fit to refer to 
me as a conservative. I believe the gen- 
tleman even used the term reactionary. 
I am a conservative, I admit, but I will 
swear to you that I do not own any apart- 
ment buildings in Chicago nor neither 
does my good wife. Neither will I profit 
or benefit in any way by the enactment 
of this legislation, or by any of the ex- 
emptions or provisions which are con- 
tained in this legislation. 

All I want to do is conserve here to- 
day the right of this House to legislate 
for itself, the right of the membership 
of this House to offer amendments to this 
resolution, as well as to all measures 
which come before us and I want each 
Member to have the right to vote on 
them. That may be conservative, yes, 
but it conserves and preserves good 
government. It is also true liberalism 
because it gives to each individual Mem- 
ber of the House the right which the 
Constitution envisioned for him. It gives 
to each of us the opportunity to meet 
our individual responsibilities as self-re- 
specting Members of this House, and as 
true Representatives of the people of the 
United States. I believe that, my friends, 
is true liberalism. I am amazed and 
astounded and shocked that my good 
friend—and I have a great and real af- 
fection for him—the chairman of the 
Rules Committee, can constantly come in 
here, and champion and support the 
most reactionary kind of legislation that 
can be passed by any parliamentary 
body, a gag rule, a closed rule, which 
Says to all the other Members of this 
House, “Only the few, the chosen few, 
can legislate. You who were elected by 
your own people in your districts shall 
have no right, and shall be given no op- 
portunity whatsoever, to offer any 
amendment to this resolution, or to vote 
thereon.” 

Talk about being liberal. Why, my 
good friend, I am afraid you have strayed 
afar from the truly liberal principles 
which you have supposedly embraced 
and supported throughout the years. 
Yes, my dear ani venerable friend, I am 
fearful that in your sunset days you have 
back-slid a little. Perhaps you have been 
misled, or even used by those you have 
trusted too much. I hope that you will, 
upon reflection, come to a full realization 
that you have acted here today—and on 
other days recently—as a tool of reaction 
in stifling and destroying the right and 
privileges of his colleagues to legislate 
openly and freely on the issues of the 
day. Yes, it is my hope and prayer, my 
dear friend that you will recant and re- 
pent that which you have done here to- 
day and soon return to true liberalism 
and fight to preserve the right of every 
individual Member of this House to offer 
amendments and express himself on any 
legislation which comes before us. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Frazier, its Chief Clerk, announced that 
the Senate had passed a bill of the fol- 
lowing title, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

S. 1717. An act to amend and extend the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 and the Hous- 
ing and Rent Act of 1947 as amended. 


THERE IS NO CURE-ALL THROUGH 
CONTROLS 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr, 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks at this point and in- 
clude an editorial from this week’s Sat- 
urday Evening Post. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, when millions of people are 
plagued by high prices, the increased 
cost of living, they quite naturally seek 
a remedy. It is imperative that we do 
not give them a remedy which is just 
stimulating, possessed of no real curative 
value, harmful in its over-all effect. 

My recollection is vivid as to some boy- 
hood experiences. Well do I recall the 
vendors of patent medicines who, each 
year, hit our town with torchlight, 
banjo, a catchy tune, and a song or two. 
Around the wagon’s body was a shelf on 
which we could view, not only tape- 
worms, but preserved specimens of por- 
tions of the human body. The spiel 
the “doctor” gave us inspired us to step 
up if we had ever had a pain—and who 
has not?—plank down our hard-earned 
money for a bottle of “Wahoo,” “Swamp 
Root” or any one of several so-called 
magic remedies. They all carried a 
label which guaranteed a cure of each 
and every ill to which the human body 
was subject. There was one ingredient, 
alcohol, which was common to all. It 
was mixed with other elements which 
made it tasty, easy to take, and it was 
stimulating, no doubt about that. It 
was & godsend to those who loved alco- 
holic beverages but whose wives watched 
them so closely, or punished them so 
severely when they imbibed, that they 
were unable to enjoy themselves as they 
would have liked. With “rheumatiz,” 
lumbago, or stomach pains they felt 
justified in buying the fakers’ wares, 

A condition may arise which will make 
price controls necessary. They should, 
however, be a last resort. 

Until we have an administration which 
will interpret and administer a reme- 
dial law—the efficacy of which is doubt- 
ful—fairly, efficiently, and economically 
we should not experiment, 

The futility of attempting to prevent 
further inflation is illustrated by what 
was said in the Senate early this morn- 
ing by a Member of that body from 
Oregon. I quote his words: 

We are now spending at the annual rate 
of $60,000,000,000 for defense. If we are to 
do the job which must be done to make 
clear to Stalin that he has everything to 
lose and nothing to gain by a continua- 
tion of his aggressive policies through his 
satellites, if we are to make our great de- 
fense weapon strong enough to produce the 
things we need to place us in such a posi- 
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tion that we can lead through strength 
rather than through weakness in the contest 
with Soviet Russia, the world around it fol- 
lows that we must have a stronger control 
bill than the pending bill. 

I think it is perfectly ridiculous to be 
talking about the law of supply and demand 
protecting the economy of America, at a 
time when we are spending 860, 000,000,000 
for defense. In a few months I think we 
are going to be spending at a rate nearer 
$80,000,000,000, if we are to do the defense 
job which needs to be done. If the situation 
becomes as bad as I am fearful it may be- 
come, I believe that within 18 months we 
shall probably be spending at the annual 
rate of $100,000,000,000 a year for defense, 
to protect the security of the United States, 


The gentleman further said: 

A few minutes ago a young couple from 
Portland, Oreg., met mt in the reception 
room. They have not been wed very long. 
The young wife said, “We do not have roast 
beef Low oftener than once every 2 weeks.” 
There are tens of thousands of people in 
this country who do not have roast beef these 
Gays more often than once every 2 weeks, 
Its price is beyond the pocketbook of too 
many consumers. Wait until the house- 
wives go into action on this failure of the 
Congress to impose reasonable controls, 


That statement is in the nature of a 
threat that we will be politically liqui- 
dated unless we enact the legislation 
now demanded by the President. But, 
as just stated, the fact is that nothing 
will be gained by sranting him further 
power. 

Permit me to quote from a Member 
of the other body, the Nemocratic chair- 
man of the Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee, which is the author of the bill 
passed by the Senate at 4 o’clock this 
morning and who, during the debate 
said—CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, June 28, 
page 7327: 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I have lis- 
tened attentively to the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Oregon. I am happy and glad to 
have been a Member of a Congress which 
passed a strong law, a law which the admin- 
istration did not even request, last Sep- 
tember. 

The administration placed in charge of 
that law no one until January, and then it 
placed in charge certain individuals for 
whom I have the utmost personal respect, 
but who in my judgment have done but 
little. 

I read in the morning newspaper that 
prices have increased to an all-time high. 
How does that happen, when it is claimed 
that prices were frozen as of January 25? 
The Congress gave the administration ample 
power. 

HIGH PRICES ARE DUE TO THE PRESIDENT'S FAIL- 

URE TO EXERCISE THE POWER WE GAVE HIM 


The distinguished Member of the other 
body to whom I have referred, further 
said: 

I am a Democrat, and I will always be a 
Democrat. However, in justice to the Re- 
publican Members of the Senate who voted 
for the control bill last September, I wish 
to say that they joined with us in writing a 
strong law. It has never been used. I would 
suggest that the abuse of Congress results 
from an attempt to permit those who are 
responsible for the failure to act promptly 
under the law to avoid their own responsi- 
bility. 


That the Congress gave ample power 
to the President to prevent, to later con- 
trol, the inflation of which he now com- 
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plains, to give to the housewife the neces- 
sities of life at a fair price, is further 
shown by the remarks of the chairman 
of the committee, which in the other 
body, wrote the pending bill, when he 
said: 

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator from Louisiana 
is a member of the committee. He knows 
the trouble we had in writing a stronger law. 
It was never used. Now articles appear in 
the newspapers and statements are made by 
commentators to the effect that Congress 
is to blame. Congress wrote a law in Sep- 
tember, almost a year ago. The law is on 
the statute books. I shall not undertake to 
criticize the administration. However, I am 
glad that I was a Member of the Congress 
in which Republicans and Democrats alike 
wrote a law which would have stopped in- 
flation. Together with some other Senators 
I suggested that Mr. Baruch come before 
the committee. He testified before the com- 
mittee, and he begged for the imposition of 
controls. At the same time I begged for 
them. Nothing was done. Now we hear 
that the Republicans are no good, that the 
Democrats are no good, that the Members 
of the House are no good, and that the Mem- 
bers of the Senate are no good. It is all 
done in order to confuse the housewives. 


Apparently the gentleman was refer- 
ring to the President’s speech of a few 
nights ago when he appealed to the 
housewives, attempted to charge the Con- 
gress with responsibility for their ills. 
The gentleman, apparently having in 
mind the fixing of the responsibility for 
the inflation, for the hardships of which 
the housewives complain, indicated 
where that responsibility lay when he 
said, and I quote: 

The truth is that the administration has 
failed to act. 


Coming from a Republican, those 
statements might be questioned, but 
coming from an administration Demo- 
crat, high in the councils of his party, 
they must be accepted, 

The Saturday Evening Post editorial 
of this week warns us against a present- 
day panacea. It reads as follows: 


PERHAPS THE CURE FOR RISING Prices Is Less 
“CONTROL” 

The price war on certain manufactured 
items, now spreading over the country as a 
result of the Supreme Court's dim view of 
fair-trade laws, ought to tell our price- 
control fanatics something of interest. Re- 
gardless of the merits of the fair-trade con- 
troversy, the fact is that dealers all over the 
country are stocked up with all sorts of con- 
sumer items which they have been unable 
to move at the required prices. The Supreme 
Court’s decision simply blew up the dam and 
the goods began to move. 

There is no indication that the Govern- 
ment has learned anything from this episode. 
Our price-control fanatics still talk of more 
and more rigid controls over industry to 
curb prices, which appear to need nothing 
more than a touch of free American compe- 
tition to take care of themselves. The Gov- 
ernment even goes further. As the Wall 
Street Journal points out, the American fixed 
price for rubber remains at 66 cents a pound, 
although the Singapore price for rubber col- 
lapsed to 50 cents weeks ago. We assume, 
however, that OPS will continue to harass 
tire manufacturers with rationing of their 
supply of raw rubber and price control for 
the finished product. 

The price controllers still have the high 
price of beef to “beef” about, although they 
must know perfectly well that the price of a 
commodity is certain to remain high when 
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the wholesale price is free to go as high as 
demand push it, and when the com- 
modity is in unprecedented demand by mil- 
lions of people whose pockets are stuffed with 
inflated dollars. The old-fashioned answer 
would be: “Let them eat pork for a few 
weeks.” The welfare-state answer is “Fix the 
price of beef low enough to delight the cus- 
tomers so much that they fail to notice that 
they aren't getting any beef.” 

Our view is that, by and large, the vagaries 
of a free market are never as cockeyed as the 
vagaries of official efforts to control prices. 
Nevertheless, we hardly expect this view to 
prevail. The administration will demand 
more and more money to throttle business as 
a means of correcting Fair Deal errors, and 
the probability is that enough of the so- 
called program will go through to “louse” 
things up still more. 


TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF DEFENSE 
PRODUCTION ACT, ETC. 


Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, we have just heard a mo- 
mentous announcement at the middle of 
the aisle to the effect that the other 
body has passed the Defense Control 
Act and asks us to concur in it. I am 
of the opinion, and I am sure the leader- 
ship must have the same feeling, that 
we will not be able to concur in what 
the other body did at 4 o’clock this morn- 
ing, and that we will try to pass this 
extension of 31 days and we will send 
it over to them and say, “Now, you 
concur in what we have done.” 

Within the last hour I have had word 
from the other side that they do not 
intend to bow to the will of the House, 
so I submit to you that you will have no 
legislation by this stalemate. 

About 2 weeks ago I began to needle 
the leadership on to get some legisla- 
tion before us, and I forced a couple of 
roll calls on Mondays and Fridays, which 
some of you did not like. They said 
there was no bottleneck. Of course, 
there was nothing in the bottle to pour 
out; that is the reason why there was 
no bottleneck. Now you are up against 
the same bottleneck. I submit to you 
the request from the other body prob- 
ably will not be met by this body, and 
they will probably refuse to bow to us. 

As to the legislation before us, I am 
of the firm judgment and opinion that 
much of it is not needed. I am willing 
to admit that perhaps titles I, II, and 
III, regarding the allocations of scarce 
materials and strategic materials, might 
be in order, but certainly titles IV and V 
in the bill are not needed at all. They 
are not controlling inflation. They are 
not attacking it in the right way. If we 
are going to control inflation, we must 
have more goods than money, and not 
more money than goods. Take the 
slaughter provision on cattle. The OPS 
says that slaughterers can kill only 
80 percent of what they had last year. 
They revised it recently to 90 percent. 
Yet they tell the farmer to go all out 
for production. 

How are you going to have more meat 
when you have to kill less? How are 
you going to have more? It just does 
not make sense. Perhaps I am a little 
old-fashioned in my views. I have 
always felt that our Government should 
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be, oh, sort of an umpire, guaranteeing” 
fair play between the citizens, but never 
getting into the position where they are 
going to direct the activities of the indi- 
vidual from the cradle to the grave. 
That is what they propose to do in this 
new Defense Act, as I read it. Iam sure 
the act calls for a hoard of inspectors 
and snoopers to go out over the country 
with power to put out of business any- 
body who is not following the edicts that 
come out from Washington. Iam satis- 
fied that is in the bill. 

I am just old-fashioned enough to 
feel that we should not do things for 
people that they can or perhaps will not 
do for themselves. As a physician I 
believe in taking care of people who are 
not able to take care of themselves in 
the field of medicine, food, and clothing. 
But this bill does far beyond that. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois, I am sure the 
gentleman from Nebraska is against this 
bill. Iam just wondering if the gentle- 
man could tell me how Republicans and 
southern Democrats, when they receive 
letters from businessmen complaining 
about these forms that they have to fill 
out, can write back and condemn Mr. 
DiSalle, who cannot possibly do a thing 
about these forms unless the Congress 
gives him the authority. That is all Mr, 
DiSalle has been doing, following the 
instructions of the Congress. How can 
they write back to their business people 
when they write in condemning these 
forms, if they support this legislation? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska, I agree 
with the gentleman entirely. The gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. SABATH] said 
that there may be a cease-fire order to- 
day. I submit to you gentlemen, if that 
is a reality, then you will be in here and 
the business people will be in here ask- 
ing for a floor on products. They will be 
asking for support on prices. Look at 
the stock market. It vibrates like a tun- 
ing fork whenever you talk about peace, 
This country will be faced with unem- 
ployment. This country is faced with 
falling prices, with lessened spending ac- 
tivities. I am not sure but what that 
might be good for the country. That 
will be what will happen if you have a 
cease-fire order in this country. 

The President of the United States— 
and I am disturbed about this, and I 
would like to have the reactions of some 
of the rest of you—2 weeks ago went 
on the radio on four national hook-ups, 
plus the television, appealing to the 
people. I received 52 letters, 5 support- 
ing the President. What was your re- 
action? 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Nebraska has expired. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi [Mr. COLMER]. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
sure we have all been more or less enter- 
tained here this morning by this Demo- 
cratic-Republican debate. As one who is 
charged with belonging to that school of 
reactionary southerners, I hope, with the 
unanimous consent of the House, and if 


-there is no objection, to talk about the 


pending resolution in the few minutes I 
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have. I believe that is, after all, the or- 
der of business and I am further of the 
opinion that some of us are interested in 
something besides partisan politics. 

This resolution which inadvertently 
has been referred to here would attempt 
to give us a little breathing spell until 
the Congress can decide just what it 
wants to do about this control legisla- 
tion. This resolution, which the rule 
makes in order, would, with the amend- 
ment which will be offered, provide for 
the status quo for 30 days. We under- 
stand the other body has taken certain 
action, We discovered yesterday that it 
was impractical for the House to at- 
tempt to enact its version of the control 
law in the limited time remaining be- 
tween now and Saturday midnight, so 
this resolution would just give us a 
breathing spell. 

An amendment will be offered by the 
distinguished Chairman of the House 
Committee on Agriculture, the gentle- 
man from North Carolina, [Mr. Cootey], 
which would insure the point that I just 
made, that the status quo would be kept 
intact; in other words, under that 
amendment which will be offered and 
which I feel sure this House will see fit 
to adopt and which I think you will find 
it very expedient to adopt, no roll-backs, 
no additional orders by the Department 
could be made. 

Mr. PICKETT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentfeman yield? 

Mr. COLMER. I yield briefly to my 
friend from Texas. 

Mr. PICKETT. In that connection 
under the wording of this amendment 
that is to be offered what is to keep the 
Administrator of OPS from imposing 
ceilings and roll-backs before this reso- 
lution becomes effective? 

Mr. COLMER. Let me say to my 
friend just briefly that in my judgment 
as a legal proposition there is nothing 
that would prevent the administrator 
from taking such unwise action while 
this resolution was pending. I think he 
would be very unwise to attempt to do 
such a thing, and I think the reaction 
would be bad. 

In this political debate that we have 
had here reference has been made to a 
cease-fire order and a peace. Mr. 
Speaker, permit me to give you the bene- 
fit of the judgment of just one humble 
Member of this Congress: You are not 
going to have any peace this week, or 
next week, or next year, as long as the 
masters of the Kremlin are calling the 
signals and we are running the defensive 
plays; you might just as well realize that 
this is another Trojan horse, and that if 
you had a solution of the matter in 
Korea the Kremlin would start it some- 
where else. We are in this thing for a 
long time. 

My own position pending the final 
solution of this control situation is that 
position which I stated last year, and I 
quote from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
of December 4, 1950, when we had this 
matter up before: 

Third. As distasteful as controls are to a 
free people, we must become realistic and 
provide for all-out controls of our economy. 
We should see to it that these controls are 
across the hoard, remembering our expe- 
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rience in the last two wars, that one seg- 
ment of the economy cannot be controlled 
without the other. Wages, prices, and infia- 
tion must be controlled. We know that 
wage controls are not looked upon with 
favor by this administration, but I repeat 
that one commodity cannot be controlled 
and the other left untouched. If the ad- 
ministration does not see fit to use the ma- 
chinery which the Congress has authorized 
for that purpose, then we can mandatorily 
provide for such controls. 


In other words, believing as I do, Mr. 
Speaker, that this fight with com- 
munism is just beginning rather than 
approaching the end, we should have 
all-out controls, otherwise, as I have re- 
peatedly pointed out over a period of 
the past several years, we will be play- 
ing into the hands of the Kremlin whose 
chief objective is to destroy our 
national economy. 

The Congress, last year, over the ob- 
jection of the administration, gave the 
administration the power to control in- 
flation, but the administration did not 
see fit to use that power. Now there is 
a tendency to blame Congress, as usual. 
So far as I am personally concerned, I 
repeat I want to see all-out across-the- 
board controls or no controls. And it 
is going to be very difficult for me to 
vote for any legislation, in the final 
analysis, that does not do this. I repeat, 
one commodity cannot be controlled 
without controlling all others. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. FULTON]. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, I believe 
the third position should be explained 
here. There is the position of the ad- 
ministration proposing a weak bill. 
There is the position advocated by the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ALLEN], 
that there should be no controls, In 
addition, there is the position taken by 
Mr. Baruch, which is the position also 
advocated by the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania [Mr. KUNKEL] and myself. 

I spoke on the floor just after Korea 
happened, advocating that position, say- 
ing, Let us control the economy fully or 
we could not control at all; this has been 
shown to be clearly true; let us take care 
of these matters that are inflationary in 
the basic financial system, in our mone- 
tary system and our Federal Reserve Sys- 
tem, along with price controls; let us 
have no loopholes. In addition we 
should take the position of balancing the 
budget and cutting nondefense expendi- 
tures, 

If Congress would take that position 
without fear or favor, without favoring 
any group, without letting any group 
escape, making this an over-all control 
program it could still work. The trouble 
has been that we have had but partial 
remedies so far since June 25 of last 
year, and inflation has been encouraged. 
In a matter of hours before the expira- 
tion of controls, with the other body 
already having passed an insufficient bill, 
I do not see where we can do much but 
hold the present line for the next 30 days 
until a full control bill for a longer period 
of time can be passed. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Javrrs]. 
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Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, I am for 
this stopgap resolution anc against the 
amendment to it to kill roll-backs. I 
see incipient in this debate, and I think 
we must all recognize it, the idea that 
there may be an occasion for slackening 
the determination of America in respect 
of defense mobilization. It was very 
plain that we thought in September of 
1950 that the Defense Production Act 
ought to pass as part of the defense 
mobilization effort to face the grim chal- 
lenge—the life-and-death challenge— 
which the Communists posed for us. 
But now because there is this talk about 
just the possibility of a cease fire in 
Korea we already see the possibility of 
a slackening and an attitude of “Maybe 
we do not need any more price controls.” 

The Russians would be winning the 
greatest victory they could ever win if 
without firing a shot but just confusing 
us with talk of a truce in Korea they 
could get us to slacken up the pace of 
our defense mobilization, Every Mem- 
ber of this House should realize that this 
is a life-and-death challenge to the 
whole of American society. The secu- 
rity of our Nation it has so often been 
emphasized is threatened from within 
by inflation as well as by the Communist 
imperialist threat from without. 

Now that we have been informed that 
we must have a hump in defense pro- 
duction, we have also got to have a hump 
in the protection of the civilian popula- 
tion which is making that production 
possible. This population is in grave 
peril of seeing its standard of living 
seriously depreciated by inflation even 
further. Should we let price controls 
lapse, it will hit the hardest the moder- 
ate-income families and older people 
and widows and orphans who live on 
social security and other smail incomes, 
as well as Government and similar 
workers with fixed incomes. The lives 
of working men and women will be dis- 
turbed by the threat and the strife 
which more inflation will engender. 

All we are asked to do is to extend the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 to July 
31, 1951, to give us a chance to extend 
the Defense Production Act, as we must, 
and to try to strengthen it for an ade- 
quate period. It is the least we can do 
for the men and women of America who 
are going to make the defense of Amer- 
ica possible. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Geor- 
gia [Mr. Cox]. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to say to my friend from Illinois [Mr. 
ALLEN] that there is no Republican 
Member of this body who is more anxious 
to use the ax on appropriation bills for 
the departments downtown than myself; 
but the object of our wrath is not now 
before us. The time for the butcher to 
do his job has not arrived. 

The proposal here is that we adopt a 
continuing resolution which would keep 
things in status quo for 30 days. It 
has occurred to me that the controversy 
over the rule might be ended should the 
chairman of the Banking and Currency 
Committee sponsoring this resolution 
find it possible to commit himself to the 
proposition cf offering in behalf of his 
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committee the amendment made in order 
by the pending rule. 

Iam sorry that I did not yield enough 
of my time to the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi [Mr. Cotmer] to enable him to 
complete his statement, because he was 
confining his argument to the rule. 

The pending resolution is quite dif- 
ferent from the resolution before the 
House yesterday and the day previous, 
in that the pending rule makes in order 
an amendment which, if adopted, would 
amount to a freeze order. With the 
adoption of that amendment I can see no 
possible objection to the resolution. 

On the point that the Rules Commit- 
tee should have reported an open rule, I 
would like to direct attention to the fact 
that that would have put us in the posi- 
tion of seeking to legislate on something 
that does not exist. The Appropriations 
Committee has found it impossible to get 
action on its bill which it reported sev- 
eral days ago. The House could not be 
expected to legislate on the proposal re- 
ported by the Banking and Currency 
Committee, nor is it reasonable to sup- 
pose that under an open rule it will be 


expected to legislate on any other pro- 


posal that may be in the air. Remember 
that the Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee is not to be criticized for delay 
in having reported its bill. It made a re- 
port a number of days ago and immedi- 
ately sought a rule in order that it might 
get action in the House during the week 
in time to go to conference, and down to 
the President by Saturday evening so he 
could act on it before the expiration 
date, but complications arose, with which 
the membership is familiar, that made it 
impossible for the committee to present 
its bill to the House and, therefore, 
the necessity to come in with this con- 
tinuing resolution. 

Now, what is there unreasonable about 
the resolution. It is the type of resolu- 
tion, with one exception, that has always 
been used where situations like this have 
arisen, and to attack the resolution upon 
the ground that it is a gag rule does not 
impress me as being completely in good 
faith. 

The statement made by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ALLEN] was a splen- 
did statement, and I am, in a general 
way, in accord with what he had to say. 
I find myself in agreement with him on 
most occasions, but what he said had no 
application to the subject that is now be- 
fore us. > 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Georgia has expired. All 
time has expired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amendment 
in the resolution be amended by striking 
out the period in line 15 after the word 
“resolution” and inserting the follow- 
ing: “except that in the case of those 
agricultural commodities below parity, 
which reach a parity price during the 
effective period of this resolution, ceil- 
ings may be put into effect in conformity 
with the provisions of section 402 (c) (3) 
of the act.” 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I can see 
no objection to that amendment, 

Mr. COOLEY. I am glad to hear the 
chairman of the committee say he has 
no objection to the amendment., 
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The SPEAKER. Ts there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, can the gentleman 
tell us the commodities that he has in 
mind that are now below parity? 

Mr. COOLEY. Contrary to the general 
impression prevailing in the country, 
most agricultural commodities are below 
parity, and very few are above parity. 
This provision will enable the Adminis- 
trator to stop any commodity which 
tends to rise when the price of that 
commodity reaches parity, the idea being 
that we should not insist on any agricul- 
tural commodity going above parity. As 
I have said, most agricultural commodi- 
ties are below parity and as they reach 
parity the Administrator can peg the 
price there. This is only effective during 
the stand-by period of 30 days. 

Mr. CELLER. Further reserving the 
right to object, Mr. Speaker, I should 
like to know if the gentleman knows 
what the price of corn is today that is 
being used to feed cattle. 

Mr. COOLEY. I am sorry I cannot 
give the gentleman that information, but 
I could obtain it in a short time. 

Mr. CELLER. Is there not involved a 
limitation or ceiling on corn since it may 
go to parity or over? Therefore, if price 
ceilings were placed on corn, it would be 
a boon to cattle producers? 

Mr. COOLEY. Oh, no. 

Mr. CELLER. If ceilings are placed on 
corn, then, to that extent it would be an 
aid to the cattle growers, would it not, 
because they would have price ceilings 
on the goods that they buy, corn in this 
instance? 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes; but bear in mind 
that the ceilings now on cattle will re- 
main intact, even though this amend- 
ment to the resolution is adopted. There 
is nothing that will upset the status quo. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. COLMER. The schedule shows 
that corn is now 94 percent of parity. 

Mr. COOLEY. It is not likely that it 
bre increase to parity in the next 30 

ays. 

Mr. CELLER. I am curious to know 
whether the gentleman will vote for the 
roll-backs on beef. 

Mr. COOLEY. Whether I will vote for 
the roll-backs on beef? 

Mr. CELLER. Yes. 

Mr. COOLEY. If the gentleman is 
asking me, I am not going to vote for 
any roll-backs. 

Mr. CELLER. The gentleman is ask- 
ing us to consent by unanimous consent 
to a provision providing for a ceiling on 
corn which is used by the cattle growers 
to fatten their cattle. In other words, 
the cattle growers want to have ceilings 
on what they buy, but what they sell 
they do not want any ceilings on. 

Mr. COOLEY. No; that is not it at all. 
If this unanimous-consent request is not 
granted, then the commodities might rise 
substantially above parity within the 30 
days and the Administrator would be 
helpless. 

Mr. CELLER. I withdraw my reserva- 
tion of objection, Mr. Speaker. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the resolution. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 297, nays 85, not voting 50, 
as follows: 


[Roll No. 97] 
YEAS—297 

Aandahl Donovan Kersten, Wis, 
Abbitt Dorn Kilburn 
Abernethy Doughton Kilday 
Adair Doyle King 
Addonizio Eaton 
Albert Eberharter Klein 
Allen, Calif, Elliott Kluczynski 
Andersen, Engle Lane 

H. Carl Fallon Lanham 
Andresen, Feighan Lantaff 

August H. Fenton Lesinski 
Andrews Lind 
Anfuso Fine Lovre 
Angell Fisher Lucas 
Aspinall Fogarty Lyle 
Auchincloss Forand McC 
Ayres Ford McConnell 
Bailey Forrester McCormack 
Bakewell Frazier McDonough 
Barden Fugate McGrath 
Baring Fulton McGuire 
Barrett Furcolo McKinnon 
Bates, Ky. Gamble McMullen 
Bates, Mass Garmatz Machrowicz 
Battle Gary Mack, Il. 
Beall Gathings Magee 
Beamer Goodwin Mack, Wash. 
Beckworth Gordon Madden 
Bender Gore Mahon 
Bennett, Fla. Gossett 
Bennett, Mich, Granahan Martin, Mass. 
Bentsen Granger Meader 
Berry Grant Miller, Calif. 
Blackne:; Green Miller, Md 
Blatnik Greenwood Miller, N. Y, 
Boggs, Del. Gregory lis 
Boggs, La Gross Mitchell 
Bolling Hale Morano 
Bonner Hall, Morgan 
Bosone Leonard W. Morris 
Boykin Halleck Morrison 
Brooks Hand Morton 
Brown, Ga. Hardy Moulder 
Bryson Harris Multer 
Burdick Harvey Mumma 
Burleson Havenner Murdock 
Burnside Hays, Ark. Murphy 
Burton Hays, Ohio Nelson 
Butler Hébert Nicholson 
Byrne, N. Y. Hedrick Norblad 
Byrnes, Wis. Heffernan O'Brien, III 
Canfield Heller O'Brien, Mich, 
Cannon Herlong O'Neill 
Carlyle Herter Ostertag 

Heselton O'Toole 

Celler Hess Passman 
Chelf Holifleld Patman 
Chudoff Holmes Patten 
Clemente Hope Patterson 
Cole, N. Y. Horan Perkins 
Colmer Howell Philbin 
Combs Pickett 
Cooley Hunter Poage 
Cooper Jackson, Wash. Polk 
Corbett James Potter 
Cotton Jarman Poulson 
Coudert Javits Price 
Cox Johnson Priest 
Crosser Jones, Ala, Quinn 
Crumpacker Jones, Mo. Rabaut 
Dague Jones, Radwan 
Davis, Ga. Hamilton ©. Rains 
Davis,Tenn, Jones, y 
Davis, Wis. Woodrow W. Reams 
Dawson Judd 
Deane Karsten, Mo Rhodes 
DeGraffenried Ribicoff 
Delaney Kearney Richards 
Dempsey Kearns Rlehlman 
Denton Keating Riley 
Devereux Kelly, N. Y Robeson 
Dollinger Keogh Rodino 
Donohue Kerr Rogers, Cola. 


Rogers, Fla. Spence Vinson 
Rogers, Mass, Staggers Walter 
Rogers, Tex. Stanley Watts 
Rooney Steed Whitaker 
Sabath Stigler Wickersham 
Sadlak Stockman Widnall 
Sasscer Sutton Wier 
Saylor Tackett Wigglesworth 
Scott, Hardie Talle Williams, Miss, 
Scott, Taylor Williams, N. Y. 

Hugh D., Jr. Teague Wilson, Tex. 
Secrest Thomas Winstead 
Seely-Brown Thompson, Tex. Withrow 
Shelley Thornberry Wolcott 
Sieminski Tollefson Wolverton 
Sittler Towe Yates 
Smith, Miss. Van Zandt Yorty 
Smith, Va. Vaughn Zablocki 

NAYS—85 
Allen, Il. Elisworth Reece, Tenn. 
Anderson, Calif.Elston Reed, III. 
Armstrong Fellows Reed, N. Y. 
Belcher Gavin Rees, Kans. 
Betts George St. George 
Bishop Golden Schwabe 
Bolton Graham Scrivner 
Bow Gwinn Scudder 
Bramblett Harden Shafer 
Bray Harrison, Wyo. Simpson, Il. 
Brehm Hill Simpson, Pa. 
Brown, Ohio Hillings Smith, Kans, 
Brownson Hoeven Smith, Wis, 
Budge Hoffman, Ill. Springer 
Buffett Hoffman, Mich. Stefan 
Busbey Jackson, Calif. Taber 
Bush Jenison Thompson, 
Chenoweth Jenkins Mich. 
Chiperfield Jensen Vail 
Church Jonas Van Pelt 
Clevenger McCulloch Velde 
Cole, Kans. McGregor Vorys 
Crawford McVey Vursell 
Cunningham Martin, Iowa Weichel 
Curtis, Mo. Mason Wharton 
Curtis. Nebr, Miller, Nebr, Wheeler 
Denny Phillips Wilson, Ind. 
D'Ewart Prouty Wood, Idaho 
Dolliver Rankin 
NOT VOTING—50 

Allen, La. Harrison, Va. Powell 
Arends H Preston 
Baker Hinshaw Redden 
Breen Irving Rivers 
Buckley Kelley, Pa. Roberts 
Camp Kennedy Roosevelt 
Carnahan Larcade Sheehan 
Chatham Latham Sheppard 
Dingell LeCompte Short 
Dondero McMillan Sikes 
Durham Mansfield Trimble 
Evins Merrow Welch 
Flood Murray, Tenn. Werdel 
Gillette Murray, Wis. Whitten 
Hagen Norrell Willis 
Hall, O'Hara Wood, Ga 

Edwin Arthur O'Konski Woodruff 


So the resolution was agreed to, 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Murray of Tennessee with Mr. Wood- 


Mr. Evins with Mr. Gillette. 

Mr. Whitten with Mr. Murray of Wisconsin, 

Mr. Camp with Mr. Arends. 

Mr. Preston with Mr. Baker. 

Mr. Durham with Mr. Dondero. 

Mr. Rivers with Mr. O'Hara. 

Mr. Chatham with Mr. Short. 

Mr. Roberts with Mr. Werdel. 

Mr. Hart with Mr. Hinshaw. 

Mr. Harrison of Virginia with Mr. Le- 
Compte. 

Mr. Dingell with Mr. Merrow. 

Mr. Willis with Mr. Sheehan. 

Mr. Kelley of Pennsylvania with Mr. Ed- 
win Arthur Hall. 

Mr. Trimble with Mr. Hagen. 

Mr. Mansfeld with Mr. Latham. 

Mr. Redden with Mr. O'Konski. 


Mr. Jonas changed his vote from “yea” 
to “nay.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, a parlia- 
. mentary inquiry. 
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, on the 
Cooley amendment, which will be of- 
fered, as I understand it, in the Com- 
mittee of the Whole, how much time will 
be allowed? Am I correct in stating 
there will be 5 minutes for the amend- 
ment and 5 minutes against the amend- 
ment, which will be the limit? 


The SPEAKER. Under the terms of 


the resolution that is correct. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that pro forma 
amendments to the Cooley amendment 
be in order. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, what is 
the request? 

Mr. FULTON. That pro forma 
amendments be in order to the Cooley 
amendment, which will give more time, 
so that we will have more than 10 min- 
utes. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair may say 
that pro forma amendments might take 
all afternoon. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, under the 
circumstances I will have to object. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that pro forma 


amendments to the Cooley amendment 


be in order and the time thereon be 
limited to 1 hour. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
objection to that—30 minutes on the 
side. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will at- 
tend to that matter. The gentleman 
from Kentucky is recognized to offer a 
motion. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of the resolution (H. J. Res. 278) to 
continue for a temporary period the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950; the Hous- 
ing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended; 
and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
irto the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of House Joint Resolution 
278, with Mr. Mils in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent, the first read- 
ing of the resolution was dispensed with. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 22 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this joint reso- 
lution is one of the most important reso- 
lutions that has been presented to the 
Congress. Its defeat would be fraught 
with more ills than we can contemplate, 

I was elected to Congress in 1930, and 
I do not want to inject politics. This 
is just a friendly warning to the gentle- 
men on the other side. I have served 
under ut one Republican President, the 
last 2 years of the Hoover administration, 
a period of hopelessness and depression; 
and but 2 years in the House under a 
Republican Speaker. If our Republican 
friends want to assure us another lease 
for at least 10 years, they can beat this 
resolution that would destroy price con- 
trol and rent control and the other con- 
trols, and I am sure the evils that will 
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follow will assure us of a long term here 
without much trouble. 

Some Members in discussing this bill 
have talked in large part about triviali- 
ties, but what we are trying to fight now 
is the result of world conditions. Why 
was Korea attacked? She was not at- 
tacked because Koreans hated Koreans. 
They had lived in peace and harmony 
there for generations. She was attacked 
because we set up a little republic out 
there that represented the dignity of 
man, that represented a freedom of con- 
science and freedom of action amidst 
the encircling shadows of communism. 
She stood there like a beacon light of 
democracy—that is the reason she was 
attacked. If peace would come to Korea 
tonight which would induce us to cease 
our defense efforts, it might be disastrous 
to our future. It is a condition that we 
must meet, and one of the surest ways 
to stabilize our economy is to see that 
the Government of the United States 
gets value received for the dollars it 
spends and to put controls on prices, on 
wages, on rents. It is a deep-seated, evil 
thing that we are fighting today. To 
overcome it will bring peace and happi- 
ness to our people; otherwise it is sure 
to cause disaster and suffering. 

The gentlemen complain about taxes. 
But what would you rather do? We 
must decide whether we will pay taxes 
or tribute. We must be alert if we are 
going to fight this dangerous condition 
that exists throughout the world, and 
one of the most effective ways of fighting 
it is to control our prices, our wages, our 
rents, and the prices of other things that 
the American people have to use daily 
and the things that our Government has 
to buy. Of course the expenses of the 
Government are increasing. General 
Marshall when he was a witness before 
our committee said that the Government 
spent $34,000,000,000 in purchases for 
defense last year. He said because of the 
rise in prices since Korea they have had 
to spend $7,000,000,000 more than they 
would have been compelled to spend if 
prices had remained stable. That con- 
dition is going to continue. 

Individuals have no more interest in 
the stabilization of prices than Govern- 
ment itself, for it means the stability of 
Government that it shall get value re- 
ceived for the things it buys. 

Suppose you do not have any controls, 
what do you think is going to happen? 
Are the producers going to show self- 
restraint? Are they not going to raise 
prices as high as they can? I do not 
think there was any indication that they 
would not do this in the hearings before 
the committee on Banking and Currency. 
Every witness that came there came to 
speak for his own interests. Every one 
who spoke for an interest that he was 
engaged in intimated that it would be 
satisfactory if they took the controls off 
him and put them on others. 

The value of those hearings was 
greatly lessened because the statements 
that were made were selfserving state- 
ments. They litle consider that though 
they might have some little temporary 
advantage if contrals were not applied 
to them, a greater injury would come to 
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them by reason of the destruction of the 
purchasing power of their money. 

What does inflation do? It is an in- 
sidious thing. The thief that comes in 
your home at night you may detect, but 
inflation goes into your pocket and takes 
half the money out of it. It cuts the pay 
envelope in two. It goes into your safety 
deposit box and takes away the fruits 
of your labor. That is the thing we are 
fighting. 

If you do not control prices, wages, 
and rents, no one knows where they will 
go. We saw the effects of inflation in 
France, and it destroyed the economy of 
the nation. Not long ago after the First 
World War you saw it in Germany, when 
the money the pecple had earned was 
worth nothing. 

You say that could not happen here. 
It can happen here. The same inflation- 
ary forces that worked there are work- 
ing here. A great part of the earnings 
of the people of the Nation is not going 
into consumer goods, it is going into de- 
fense preparations. There will be a lack 
of supply of goods, there will be a flood 
of money and credit, and what will that 
result in? It will result in the reduc- 
tion of the purchasing power of the dol- 
lar. 


You can talk about communism, and 
you may say that these things smack of 
socialism, but their purpose is self- 
preservation. There is nothing social- 
istic in putting controls upon people for 
the good of the country. 

It is an evidence of high patriotism 
for a person to say, “Put them on me, 
I do not object to them if they are for 
the good of the country.” You do not 
hear them say that. We send the boys 
to the front and they give all they have, 
but I tell you, you do not see that spirit 
of sacrifice very much in industry. 


Every fellow that came in wanted to 


grab something and give nothing. It 
may not be popular to say that, but it is 
the truth. 

Now they come here and they pool 
their interests. “You scratch my back 
and I will scratch yours, and we will get 
from under all controls.” 

I do not say controls are good. Under 
normal conditions they cannot be justi- 
fied. I like as much liberty as the Amer- 
ican citizen can have. When individuals 

organized government, they gave up cer- 
tain of their rights, they gave up certain 
rights in order that they might have the 
protection and security of organized so- 
ciety. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. Can the gentleman 
tell why the OPS has again postponed 
putting into effect the retail meat price 
order, which was supposed to have been 
put into effect on May 14, and which now 
has been postponed until August 1? 

Mr, SPENCE. No, I cannot tell you 
that. I do not know. I know that now 
and then they say this resolution will 
maintain the status quo. It does in a 
certain respect. I accepted the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. CooLey] because it liberalizes 
it a little. 
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The Price Administrator has the right 
to set the price of steel and scrap metals 
of various kinds. Little businesses are 
clamoring for steel. Everywhere that is 
their cry. They say, “We cannot get 
steel.” The price of warehoused steel is 
high. Under this amendment the Ad- 
ministrator cannot lower the ceiling 


price. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Would the 
gentleman discuss the rent control and 
fats and oils sections of this resolution? 

Mr. SPENCE. Yes, the rent-control 
provisions of existing law are not 
changed. Section 3 of the resolution ex- 
tends the President’s present authority 
to control the importation of fats and 
oils, which includes soap and soap pow- 
der, flaxseed, peanuts, and butter. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a brief question? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. We are all agreed that 
steel is vital to the national defense. Do 
I understand that the prices of steel are 
not now under control? 

Mr. SPENCE. They are under con- 
trol, but the Administrator cannot low- 
er the ceiling under this resolution al- 
2 he may think it advisable to do 


N COOLEY. In other words, up un- 
til this moment, the Administrator could 
exercise all of the authority existing in 
the present law? 

Mr. SPENCE. But at the moment 
that this resolution is passed 

Mr. COOLEY. Then he holds the 
status quo? 

Mr. SPENCE. Yes. In a qualified 
way. In other words, you may call it 
status quo, but powers are taken away 
from him which he cen exercise now as 
necessity demands for these various 


things. 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. MULTER. It is hardly status quo 
if we have a regulation to become effec- 
tive rolling back prices on steel, and 
wearing apparel, and other items, non- 
foodstuffs, which is to become effective 
July 2; and industry from one end of 
the country to the other is all prepared 
to comply with that regulation; but if 
this amendment prevails we destroy that 
status quo and cannot roll back, and that 
regulation cannot become effective. 

Mr. SPENCE. That is true. You call 
it status quo, but it takes away powers 
that are now existent in the Adminis- 
8 which he can use at his discre- 

on. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I should 
like to go along with some control law 
that would do the job, but I notice here 
in the Recorp on page 7327 this state- 
ment: 

Now we hear that the Republicans are no 
good, that the Democrats are no good, that 
the Members of the House are no good, the 
Members of the Senate are no good. It was 
all done in order to confuse the housewives. 
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The truth is that the Administration has 
failed. 


Pel a does the gentleman think about 
at? 

Mr. SPENCE. I do not know to whom 
the gentleman’s quotation refers. Cer- 
tainly not to me. I never said that the 
Members of the House were no good; I 
never said anybody was no good. I gave 
a warning, a friendly warning, and did 
it out of a spirit of friendship. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I am 
not quoting the gentleman; do not mis- 
understand me. 

Mr. SPENCE. I say that if you do not 
pass this bill the housewives of this Na- 
tion will say we are no good, and I think 
that would be a very serious thing for 


-the housewife controls a lot of power. 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I was 
not criticizing the gentleman; I was not 
quoting him; I was not quoting a Mem- 
ber of the House. I wanted to call the 
gentleman’s attention to the statement 
that the administration has failed and 
— the gentleman’s comment on 

at. 

Mr. SPENCE. Let me tell you some- 
thing, the party that is out of power 
can always tell the party in power how 
laws could be administered much better 
than they do it; but the fellow who has 
no obligation on him to formulate the 
plans and programs can always tell him 
who has to formulate them how he can 
do it much better. I think the Republi- 
can Party could not have done as good 
ajob. I think this outcry against every 
progressive movement, every progressive 
act of Congress that it is socialistic, has 
lost its force; I do not think the people 
pay much attention to it; I think they 
are looking for their substantial good 
and the future of themselves and the 
happiness of their families. I do believe 
that if we do not control prices at this 
time we are headed for a major disaster, 
the magnitude of which no one can en- 
vision at this time. 

Mr. DEANE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. DEANE. The gentleman referred 
a moment ago to the amendment to be 
offered by the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. CooLey] upon which there 
will be but 10 minutes of debate. As I 
understand, there are several ceiling or- 
ders that are to take effect on July 1, or 
soon thereafter. These particular or- 
ders involve the general manufacturers’ 
ceiling-price regulation, machinery and 
related industry including machine tools, 
farm machinery, men’s, women's, and 
children’s apparel, and other things. 
Assuming that the situation should de- 
velop that we were forced to consider 
the Senate bill what would be the posi- 
tion of the House if this particular 
amendment prevails? 

Mr. SPENCE. If this particular 
amendment is adopted—even though I 
admit that the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
Cootry] softens it a little—if this par- 
ticular amendment is adopted the orders 
mentioned by the gentleman cannot le- 
gally be issued. 
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Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. May I ask the distin- 
guished chairman of the Committee and 
my colleague from North Carolina if 
the matters he has just mentioned are 
of such great moment why is it that 
Mr. DiSalle has delayed executing those 
orders until after the expiration of ex- 
isting law? Why does he not do it today 
before the sun goes down, this evening? 
If he does that then the pending amend- 
ment will in no wise affect the action he 
takes today. 

Mr. DEANE. That is what I am vi- 
tally concerned about. I would say to 
my friend that the consumers are vitally 
involved in this; farm machinery is in- 
volved, and if we are forced to lose the 
opportunity to express the will of the 
House I fear that disaster will result for 
the consumer. 

Mr. SPENCE. Whether Mr. DiSalle 
has acted or can, if it is of vital inter- 
est to the prospective purchasers of these 
goods that these orders go into effect 
I say this amendment will have a very 
bad effect upon the administration of 
this act and it would not be desirable to 
adopt the amendment. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. Is there any reason on 
earth why Mr. DiSalle cannot act today? 
Why does not the chairman of this 
committee immediately call him right 
now, and tell him to issue those orders 
today? He has got today and tomorrow 
in which to do it before the amendment 
would take effect if it is adopted. 

Mr. SPENCE. I am very thankful 
that it is not within my function to 
administer the price-control law. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. It is not true that 
before price-control regulations can be 
issued on these different items mentioned 
that there is a formula which must be 
followed by the administrator such as 
the calling of a hearing and the getting 
of advice from advisers? 

Mr. SPENCE. Yes; that is the cus- 
tomary procedure. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Correlating all of 
the related matters in order to put price 
controls on new things. 

Mr. SPENCE. Yes. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. He could not do 
that in a day or 2 days’ time. 

Mr. SPENCE. I hope the House will 
promptly pass this resolution and that 
it will be concurred in by the Senate 
in order that we may have time to con- 
sider properly H. R. 3871 for which a rule 
has already been adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 

Mr. WOLCOTT, Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. Cote]. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
prices are too high. The wage earner, 
the housewife, the consumer—everyone 
in the United States, I believe—realizes 
that prices are too high. Each one feels 
the pinch upon his pocketbook as prices 
continue to skyrocket. 
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The issue here, however, is not 
whether prices are too high but what is 
the Congress going to do about it? In 
order to determine a course of action to 
correct an evil we must understand the 
cause of that evil. Very little debate has 
been had upon this floor in an attempt 
to determine the cause of high prices. 
So today, and during the debate upon 
the bill which may follow this, I intend 
to ask frequently, what is the cause of 
high prices? 

Then when we find the cause, we must 
find the solution of the problem. I think 
everyone agrees that the cause of high 
prices is inflation and that is the only 
cause. High prices in and of themselves 
are not the cause of inflation. High 
prices are merely the result of inflation. 
That is as simple as ABC. 

What is inflation? Inflation occurs 
when we have a greater supply of money 
in the country proportionate to the sup- 
ply of goods and services; so that pres- 
sure upon the goods and services be- 
comes so great as to drive the price of 
commodities and services skyrocketing. 
So if we know what the cause of high 
prices is, then it becomes our duty to 
determine how we can solve the problem. 

Can we solve the problem by merely 
slicing prices? No. The only method by 
which we can solve the problem is to 
solve the question of inflation. How is 
that done? By a comparatively simple 
answer. We solve inflation by four meth- 
ods. We curtail the supply of money in 
the country, and that can be done by 
curtailing the supply of Government 
bonds; curtailing the supply of bank 
credit, which creates money; curtailing 
the supply of money in the hands of the 
consumers which forces prices upward. 
That can be done. 

In addition to that, of course, we must 
cut Government spending to the marrow 
of the bone. Those expenditures must 
be cut. Thus we force down the number 
of bonds that are issued. That also can 
be done. 

Then we must have pay-as-we-go 
taxes. 

The next thing that must be done is 
to keep production up. Can we keep 
domestic production up in these times 
of demand for high military production 
for the needs of our Armed Forces? 
Witnesses before our committee have 
testified that perhaps 20 percent of the 
domestic economy might be siphoned off 
for the military but, at the same time, 
and moving along side by side with mili- 
tary production, will be an increase of 
domestic production. It is my judgment 
that increased domestic production will 
be maintained at a high level alongside 
the military production. Therefore, we 
can curtail inflation without price con- 
trol.. Prices can be controlled by con- 
trolling inflation. That, Mr. Chairman, 
is the only method by which prices can 
be controlled. 5 

I gave an illustration not long ago 
which I thought was a good one. A man 
sick with a fever is doctored, and as the 
physician treats the patient he places a 
thermometer in his mouth. The ther- 
mometer registers the height of the 
man’s fever. As the fever continues up- 
ward, the thermometer registers up- 
ward. But the doctor does not treat the 
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sick man by piacing an ice cube upon 
the thermometer, forcing the registra- 
tion of his temperature backward. He 
treats the sick man by attacking the 
cause of his sickness. And so it is with 
inflation and high prices. We must use 
the medicines—cures—we have to 
“treat” the cause, Prices are the figures 
on the thermometer, registering the rise 
of inflation. It is futile to merely force 
the thermometer reading to recede by 
artificial means. 

We know now the cause of high prices. 
We know now the cure for the high 
prices, and therefore our job here in 
Congress, the job of the administration, 
is to attack the problem at the source, 
which is inflation. It can be done and 
it must be done. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, if we want 
to do a political job that some people 
feel may be necessary; if we want to 
stand before an applauding public and 
say to the people of the country that 
prices are high and therefore, “I will 
slice them for you,” that can be done by 
merely passing a price-control bill. We 
will be continuing a politically expedient 
method of fooling the public, and con- 
tinuing the pressures upon prices, and 
hiding the evil effects. Then inflation 
can stealthily rob the people of their 
savings, wages, and pensions. 

Mr. Chairman, I voted for price con- 
trol in World War II. I felt that per- 
haps in dire emergencies, where the war 
situation was so extreme and that the 
siphoning off of military supplies was so 
great, that as a last and final resort, 
perhaps price control and rationing were 
necessary. Today, however, that is not 
the situation. Mr. Chairman, the job of 
this Congress, the job of this adminis- 
tration, is to do the thing which will 
finally and effectively control prices. 
That can only be done by controlling 
inflation. 

In conclusion, I ask this question of 
those who will follow: What is the cause 
of high prices? If the cause of high 
prices is inflation, then why do we not 
attack the cause at its source and con- 
trol inflation? It can be done. Why is 
it not done? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. BUFFETT]. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, Amer- 
ican competitive enterprise has shown a 
capacity to turn out goods in quantity 
unequaled in any nation of the world. 

No nation at any time in history has 
shown the capacity for production 
achieved by the competitive-enterprise 
system in America. 

But neither that system nor any sys- 
tem can produce goods as fast as the 
Treasury and the Government can print 
bonds and paper money with larger and 
larger numbers on it. It cannot be done. 

No enterprise system can ever turn out 
automobiles and ships and tanks and 
goods and houses as fast as a printing 
press can print larger and larger num- 
bers on currency and larger and larger 
denominations of bonds. 

So if we are going to control inflation 
we are going to have to put controls on 
the output of currency, the output of 
credit, the output of bonds. Otherwise, 
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this whole effort is more unrealistic than 
the Stockholm peace petitions. 

Mr. Chairman, this resolution should 
be defeated. Why? Because price and 
wage fixing is not a remedy for infia- 
tion. 

Look the world over. In 4,000 years 
there have been price-control efforts at 
intervals. None has ever succeeded. 

Look what happened during the last 
10 years in Europe. Germany, under the 
Nazis, had price controls, wage controls, 
wage fixing, and all the other techniques 
and tactics that are being proposed here. 
Did that stop inflation in Germany? 

The answer is “No.” 

Look at Russia, where perhaps the 
most harsh and ruthless control meth- 
ods in all history were used. But infla- 
tion was not stopped in Russia in the last 
10 years by price controls, by wage con- 
trols, or by rent controls. 

The same story is true of Italy. The 
same story is true of every other coun- 
try. 

So why should this Congress put itself 
in the position of telling the American 
people that it is going to stop inflation 
by a remedy that has always failed? 

It seems to me that we make ourselves 
as ridiculous as the wooden antiaircraft 
guns that were on top of the House Office 
Building during the last war. They 
fooled nobody but ourselves, and price 
control fools nobody but ourselves. 

Also, there is another side to this pic- 
ture. You hear a lot of people bewailing 
the fate of the housewife. Her problem 
with high prices has worried me no end 
for 18 long years, The first speech I ever 
made in Congress in 1943 was about in- 
flation. But price fixing does not cope 
with her problem. 

I remind you that the people who want 
price controls the most, if you get back 
of the picture, are those who operate in 
the black markets. These are the boot- 
leggers and the racketeers, who know 
that price fixing, wage fixing, controls, 
and regimentation create for them a 
wonderful opportunity to get rich. By 
the same token, price controls force hon- 
est businessmen cut of the picture. 

Isat in the Committee on Banking and 
Currency in 1945 and 1946 when busi- 
nessman after businessman came before 
that committee and told us how they 
were bedeviled, how they were driven out 
of business by price control, and how 
racketeers and black marketeers muscled 
in on their industry. 

Perhaps the cruelest phase of all about 
price fixing is this, and I hope I can 
make this point clear. Price fixing and 
wage fixing tend to cause the unin- 
formed, trusting people of this country, 
the patriotic, thrifty citizen, believe that 
inflation is being stopped. 

So he goes along carefully saving, try- 
ing to prevent inflation by not spending, 
while those who are better informed, the 
wise person experienced in monetary af- 
fairs, are busy acquiring property from 
the unsuspecting person, handing over 
in exchange paper money that is stead- 
ily deteriorating in value. Thus the 
clever and cunning become rich at the 
expense of the trusting, thrifty person 
who we have caused to believe that price 
control will halt inflation. And so, this 
Congress does rank and file Americans, 
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the trusting people of this land, no sery- 
ice by continuing this price-control law. 

This scheme simply conceals inflation, 
postpones inflation, and deepens the ulti- 
mate ravages of inflation itself. 

Price control is an economic narcotic 
that has no place in a society based on 
political and economic freedom. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 20 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, we are confronted with 
a rather unusual situation. The gentle- 
man from Georgia [Mr. Cox] in the con- 
sideration of the rule called attention to 
the fact that no criticism could attach 
to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency in respect to any delay. I believe 
I can and should confirm that state- 
ment. There were something like 6 
weeks of hearings before the committee, 
and then, after the open hearings, my 
notes show there were 73 separate mat- 
ters debated in executive session in the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 
Last week the Committee on Banking 
and Currency worked in the morning, 
in the afternoon, and until 11 o’clock for 
three nights, and finally reported out a 
bill. The Rules Committee almost im- 
mediately gave a rule for the considera- 
tion of the bill. 

There has been no disposition on any- 
body’s part, Republican, Democrat, 
Mossback, Liberal, Progressive, or what- 
ever he might be called, to delay con- 
sideration of this bill. We have been 
conscious for some months that some- 
thing had to be done previous to mid- 
night tomorrow night. The other body 
worked until 4 o’clock this morning, and 
they finally got a bill out, but the other 
body did not give consideration to many 
amendments of a fundamental char- 
acter which, because they did not con- 
sider them in the Senate, must be con- 
sidered here in the House. The heat 
was on in the other body to get a bill 
passed yesterday, and in consequence, 
many things were not done or considered 
in the other body which should have 
been considered, making it necessary for 
us to spend even more time on this bill 
than we would otherwise. 

I think we should approach this prob- 
lem dispassionately. We should be real- 
istic enough to understand that if we 
want to add or subtract from the powers 
contained in this bill, it should be after 
due deliberation which we are assured 
will come next week. So we are con- 
fronted with a situation which makes it 
practical, if not necessary, to keep the 
matter in a status quo ante position as 
much as possible, until the House has 
time to consider the matter fully. Then, 
of course, there will have to be a con- 
ference between the House and the Sen- 
ate, by which we hope to compromise the 
differences in the two bills. 

It is expected if this resolution is 
passed, that some time next week, we 
will have the 5 hours of debate on the 
bill provided for in the rule which we 
adopted day before yesterday, and then, 
it being an open rule, it will be subject 
to amendments. 

I call attention to the fact that there 
were, out of these 73 matters discussed 
in committee, something like 57 amend- 
ments adopted, showing the fullness of 
the consideration which the Committee 
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on Banking and Currency gave to this 
matter. 

I think I can state, conservatively 
speaking, there are 35 of those 57 amend- 
ments which are debatable amendments. 
I think I can state also that there will 
be at least five more amendments of- 
fered by committee members, and I 
think we may also agree there will be 
five additional amendments offered by 
others not members of the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

So altogether we have a minimum of 
45, more or less, controversial, or at 
least debatable amendments, which 
must be considered in the House before 
we can intelligently vote on whether to 
continue or not to continue the powers 
contained in this bill. 

So I do not consider this action here 
today an action which is to be inter- 
preted as meaning we are in favor of or 
in opposition to the continuation of this 
method of controlling our inflation. I 
consider it as a movement which will 
keep the matter in as near a status quo 
ante as is possible, so that without any 
more embarrassment and any more con- 
fusion we can more intelligently discuss 
these various controversial features 
when we reach the consideration of the 
bill next week. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
an inquiry, with reference to the par- 
liamentary situation? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. A little 
earlier in your statement you said some- 
thing about when the vote might come 
on the bill. If we adopt this resolution 
continuing the law for 30 days, and it 
goes over to the other body and they 
substitute their bill and send it back, 
conferees, I understand, would be ap- 
pointed. Then what would happen? If 
they brought in a report, would not the 
majority vote to adopt the report? 

Is the gentleman advised as to the 
situation? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I presume the pro- 
cedure would be, or might be, somewhat 
as follows: We pass this resolution today, 
and it goes to the Senate, and the Senate 
will either accept it or they will perhaps 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and substitute the language of the bill 
which they passed last night. The mat- 
ter then is messaged back to the House 
and they undoubtedly will ask for a con- 
ference. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That 
might be today, as I understand it? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Oh, yes; provided 
they get around to work on it today. 
Then we decide whether we agree to the 
conference. If we agree to the confer- 
ence, the conferees are appointed. We 
immediately go into conference, and the 
conferees decide almost immmediately, 
perhaps, what disposition is going to be 
made of either the House bill or the 
Senate bill. 

If we cannot agree, then I assume un- 
der the Rules of the House and the Sen- 
ate, the matter may be reported back in 
disagreement and a vote may be had on 
the matters in disagreement. So, it 
might be possible even yet, for us to vote 
on whether we shall accept the Senate 
language. Of course, facetiously, I will 


7494 


say that you may save yourself a lot of 
time if you accept the Senate language, 
but I am sure you would not save your- 
self a lot of embarrassment and dis- 
agreeable days from now on, trying to 
explain what you have done. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. As I 
understand, it would be possible for a 
vote to come on the Senate bill today; 
and if the House accepted that, we would 
have price control under the terms of the 
Senate bill. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. You might have no 
extension except that contained in the 
Senate bill. You may have the provi- 
sions of the Senate bill in your 30-day 
extensions. There are half a dozen 
things that might develop. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. MORANO. In conference could 
you then add the 57 amendments that 
the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency has reported to the House? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. There was an old 
rule—I do not know whether we con- 
tinued it in the Reorganization Act or 
not—to the effect that where all after 
the enacting clause of a bill had been 
stricken out the conferees had the great- 
est latitude and they could do anything 
within the general purposes of the bills. 
But I do not anticipate that we will get 
to the point of debating in conference 
any of the merits of the amendments. 

Mr.CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. But in the event 
these agreements are reached and the 
House stays in session late in the eve- 
ning, we could clean up the whole busi- 
ness between now and the time we 
adjourn today. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Yes; and I think 
that should be our objective—to get it 
out of the way. 

Mr. DEWART. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. D’EWART. I address my ques- 
tion to the meaning of the amendment 
to the Cooley amendment recently 
adopted by unanimous consent that 


reads, “In the case of those agricultural . 


commodities which reach a parity price 
for the first time.” Is it the gentle- 
man’s understanding that the language 
“reaches a parity price” refers only to 
those agricultural commodities at pres- 
ent below parity? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. It could only mean 
that. The background for the provision 
of existing law is that ceilings cannot 
be put on agricultural commodities un- 
til the commodity reaches parity. Par- 
ity is determined about the first of the 
month. The first part of the amend- 
ment which I understand will be offered 
by the gentleman from North Carolina 
provides against roll-backs; it also pro- 
vides against ceilings to be placed on 
any nonagricultural commodity which 
does not have a ceiling on it now; and 
then the amendment to the amendment 
which was adopted by consent, as I un- 
derstand—I think we all should under- 
stand—merely provides that a ceiling 
may be placed on an agricultural com- 
modity if upon the determination of 
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parity and a finding that the price is 
above parity; but it could not be placed 
on the agricultural commodity unless 
and until the price of the commodity 
was at parity. 

Mr. D’EWART. And it would apply 
only to those at the present time below 
parity; it would not apply to those which 
are at present above parity. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. That is right; they 
could not roll them back below parity 
anyway, and they cannot put a price 
ceiling on until the commodity gets to 
parity. I think this is true—the gentle- 
man from North Carolina can speak for 
himself—but I believe parity will be es- 
tablished on July 1 on some of these 
commodities, and if it develops that the 
price of these commodities has reached 
parity under the finding on July 1, then 
on those commodities the ceilings can 
be put on; but they cannot in any case 
be lower than the parity which is found 
to exist on July 1. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Just what 
do the four words “for the first time” 
in that particular amendment to the 
amendment indicate? 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. I should like to say 
that that was changed at the time that I 
made the request. I struck out the 
words “for the first time” and inserted 
the words “below parity” in the draft 
which the gentleman has in his hand. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN, In other 
words, the language “for the first time” 
is not in the amendment. 

Mr. COOLEY. That is right. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
would suggest that we leave the consid- 
eration of the merits of all these con- 
trols to discussions which we are as- 
sured will take place next week and that 
we confine our thoughts now in the 
consideration of this resolution as to 
whether or not it is not feasible, neces- 
sary, desirable, and very practical that we 
continue these controls long enough for 
us to do an intelligent job on them next 
week or perhaps the week following. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4½ minutes to the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. DEANE]. 

Mr. DEANE. Mr. Chairman and 
members of the Committee, I regret that 
I cannot go along with the amendment 
offered by my very dear friend the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina IMr. 
Coo.tey]. The amendment will certain- 
ly block the manufacturers’ roll-backs 
on items for consumers so vital to the 
military program. These various orders 
or regulations are pending which will 
become effective on July 2, 1951, or soon 
thereafter. 

It would prevent the general manu- 
facturers’ ceiling-price regulation on 
machinery and related industries in- 
cluding machine tools. It would prevent 
the price ceiling on farm machinery and 
other production machinery, cotton tex- 
tiles, shoes, men’s, women’s, and chil- 
dren’s apparel that would be established 
in July. 
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It was asked a moment ago why Mr. 
DiSalle should not proceed this week 
before the expiration of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 and issue these 
price ceilings. There are several factors 
that make this impossible and unrea- 
sonable. First there are the mechanics 
involved that go into the issuance of 
these ceilings, the necessity of advising 
with the various advisory and industry 
committees and the publication in the 
Federal Register and that could not take 
place in view of the printing deadline 
until next Tuesday. 

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that it 
is not fair to place the May ceiling on 
beef which has gone into effect, and pre- 
vent the ceilings to become effective in 
July. It is not in the interest of the 
consumer. It would seem to me there 
should be an equality of sacrifice by all 
groups. 

I admire the splendid service of our 
esteemed chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture, but I do feel that the pas- 
age of this amendment would certainly 
not be in the interest of the great mass 
of our consumers. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Ch: 
the gentleman yield? apace sir 

Mr. DEANE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississipni. 

Mr. COLMER. I appreciate the 
gentleman's views on this matter, but 
I would like to call the gentleman’s at- 
tention to this practical matter. The 
gentleman and those who feel like he 
feels about it, who want controls con- 
tinued and want this resolution passed, 
might find it expedient to go along with 
this amendment; otherwise, I think 
those of you who feel that way about it 
are running into a grave danger of hav- 
ing the resolution defeated. I pass that 
on to the gentleman. 

Mr, DEANE. I am grateful for that 
observation, I will say to the esteemed 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. CoL- 
MER], but I come back to my thought of 
equality of sacrifice, that we certainly 
should bring into play in all of our de- 
liberations. To deny these price ceilings 
to go into effect July 1 and immediately 
thereafter, we are not being fair to 
other groups and other industries where 
ceilings have been established. 

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEANE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Utah. 

Mr. GRANGER. I wonder what the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
Coo.Leyi would say if Mr. DiSalle should 
put these orders into effect, should jump 
the gun now and put these roll-backs 
into effect before the expiration date? 

Mr. DEANE. I might respond to that 
by saying that the office of Mr. DiSalle 
has withheld the issuance of certain 
ceilings within the last few days in view 
of the impending action expected by 
the Congress. I think our administra- 
tors, Mr. Wilson, Mr. Johnston, Mr. 
Fleischmann, Mr. DiSalle, and Mr. 
O’Malley and their associates should 
have the cooperation on the part of 
Members of the House in protecting the 
Stabilization of prices established and 
those contemplated. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. DEANE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New Jersey. 

Mr. CANFIELD. I have never known 
the gentleman to be unfair and I asso- 
ciate myself with him in this statement 
he has just made. 

Mr. DEANE. I thank the gentleman. 
Finally, Mr. Chairman and members of 
the committee, the adoption of the 
amendment now pending will throw the 
OPS into additional confusion. We 
criticize the administrators of the act 
for failure to develop price ceilings and 
then by this amendment we tie their 
hands. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time -of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has 
expired. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the remainder of the time on this 
side to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. Javits]. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
very grateful to the gentleman from 
Michigan for yielding me this time, 
because the point of view that I espouse 
represents a difference from his point of 
view on the question of the Cooley 
amendment. Throughout these debates 
on housing, rent control and housing, he 
has had experience with me and others 
on the same point of view before, so I 
take a little of my very short time to pay 
tribute to him for his fairness in letting 
us have our say. 

Mr. Chairman, I am against the Cooley 
amendment to kill all chances of price 
roll-backs for the next 31 days, and I 
would like to say why. I would like to 
say why particularly to those who are 
similarly situated to me, who represent 
consumers in the big cities who are liv- 
ing on modest salaries. The average in- 
come of the families in my community is 
somewhere in the area of $3,500 a year. 

I hope very much there will be a roll 
call on this particular amendment, and 
the parliamentary situation permits it. 
If no one asks for it, I will, but Iam sure 
the chairman of the committee has in 
mind the same thing. Because this is 
likely to be the pay-off vote on this whole 
issue, it will set the climate for what 
will happen when we act on the exten- 
sion and amendment of the whole De- 
fense Production Act. I rather think 
that the consumers in the cities who are 
for controls are going to judge us not 
by the fact that we will eontinue the act 
with a lot of complicated amendments 
in it but on the very straight question of 
whether we are or are not in favor of 
such price roll-backs as justice requires. 
And we are going to set the climate and 
the precedent on roll-backs right on this 
vote sometime within the next half hour. 

I think the best argument against this 
amendment is contained in the bill it- 
self. Let us remember that when this 
bill was under discussion here, those who 
opposed it or tried to water it down were 
very severe about the fact that they 
wanted the President or the administra- 
tion to take into consideration in set- 
ting ceiling prices all kinds of—and I 
quote from the bill, subsection (c) (1) of 
section 402—‘“speculative fluctuations, 
general increases or decreases in cost of 
production, distribution, and transpor- 
tation, and general increases or de- 
creases in profits earned by sellers of the 
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material or by persons performing the 
service subsequent to June 24, 1950.” If 
that kind of relaxation of strict price 
control, which was insisted on, deserves 
increases, then that kind of relaxation 
deserves also decreases—roll-backs. 

I point out that the House was very 
willing to go along with an excess-profits 
tax, placing the very same kind of limi- 
tation on profits that it is being asked 
to place here on run-away prices by 
allowing roll-backs, 

By voting down this amendment we 
are setting a precedent, we are setting 
a climate, we are committing ourselves 
to the fact that we co not intend to go 
along with this philosophy that if every- 
thing goes up, that is fine. We insist 
by voting “No,” that there shall be roll- 


The Price Administration people may 
have been chargeable with delays and 
mistakes on price control but there is no 
means for correcting them by roll-backs, 
if they have let prices go too high, if we 
pass this amendment. That is exactly 
what the vote on this amendment means, 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. MCKINNON]. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, as 
we consider the Cooley amendment we 
should keep in mind one basic fact. 

You may recall that last December the 
President asked the businessmen of this 
country to voluntarily restrain from 
price increases so as to make mandatory 
covitrols unnecessary. You know what 
happened after that. You know that 
a lot of good American businessmen did 
hold the line and they performed in the 
true American tradition, and if we had 
all American businessmen like those 
we would not have the price spiral we 
have today. Unfortunately, we do have 
a number of American businessmen who 
took advantage of the situation; and, as 
a result of their irresponsible action, 
they forced us, in January, into a man- 
datory price-control situation. 

Now, if we adopt the Cooley amend- 
ment, we say in effect, that the irrespon- 
sible and unpatriotic businessmen are to 
be rewarded, and the patriotic, stabiliz- 
ing element of our business community 
is to be penalized. 

Now, I do not think any of us wants to 
do a wrong like that. I think we want 
to reward the American businessman 
who held the line and not make a spe- 
cial exception to the American busi- 
nessman who did not hold the line but 
forced us into price controls, Now, if we 
adopt the Cooley amendment, we are 
going to pin about a billion-dollar prize 
on the guilty and undeserving. We are 
legalizing unnecessary—in many cases— 
price increases. We should vote down 
the Cooley amendment and not protect 
the profiteer at the exense of those busi- 
nessmen who patriotically held the line, 

I would like to make one further re- 
mark. In the Small Business Committee 
hearings throughout 19 States, we found 
many small industries are being unduly 
penalized because they must buy from 
certain warehouses that have established 
an almost prohibitive price on steel. 
These warehouses do not represent the 
typical firm, but they control sufficient 
steel to cause many small industries ex- 
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treme difficulty. OPS plans to roll back 
these gray-market prices to the level 
charged by the legitimate warehouse, 
But if the Cooley amendment is adopted, 
the hands of OPS will be tied and the 
chances for your small-business man 
and industries will be severely curtailed. 

We should help small business, and 
this is one way. 

For the good of the legitimate oper- 
ator, let us not adopt the Cooley amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired, 
All time has expired. 

Under the terms of the resolution, the 
House joint resolution is considered as 
having been read. 

The joint resolution is as follows: 


Resolved, etc., That section 716 (a) of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 is hereby 
amended (1) by striking out “June 30, 1951,” 
and inserting in lieu thereof July 31, 1951,” 
and (2) by striking out “July 1, 1951,” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “August 1, 1951.” 
Section 716 (b) of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is hereby amended by striking 
out “June 30, 1951” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “July 31, 1951.“ 

Sec. 2. (a) Section 4 (e) of the Housing 
and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is hereby 
amended by striking out “June 30, 1951” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “July 31, 1951.” 

(b) Section 204 (a) of the Housing and 
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is hereby 
amended by striking out “June 30, 1951” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “July 31, 1951.“ 

(c) Section 204 (f) of the Housing and 
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is hereby 
amended by striking out “June 30, 1951” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “July 31, 1951.“ 

SEC. 3. The act of June 30, 1950 (Public 
Law 590, 81st Cong.), is hereby amended by 
striking out July 1, 1951“ and inserting in 
lieu thereof “August 1, 1951.” 


The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
committee amendments? 

Mr. SPENCE. There are no commit- 
tee amendments, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
the amendment authorized by the reso- 
lution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. COOLEY: At the 
end of section 1, add the following new sen- 
tence: “Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this resolution or any other provi- 
sion of law, the authority conferred under 
the Defense Production Act of 1950, as 
amended, shall not be exercised during the 
period June 30, 1951, to July 31, 1951, inclu- 
sive, to place into effect, or permit to become 
effective, a price ceiling for any material or 
service lower than the ceiling in effect for 
such material or service on the date of the 
enactment of this resolution or to put into 
effect a ceiling for any material or service 
for which a ceiling is not in effect on the 
date of the enactment of this resolution, 
except that in the case of those agricultural 
commodities below parity which reach a 
parity price during the effective period of 
this resolution, ceilings may be put into 
effect in conformity with the provisions of 
section 402 (c) (3) of the act.” 


Mr: HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr, 
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
amendment the gentleman is adding now 
begins with the word “except,” and all 
after that is in addition to the amend- 
ment which is printed in the resolution? 
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Mr. COOLEY. The amendment that 
was agreed to by unanimous consent in 
the House was added to the amendment 
that was contained in the resolution 
when it was presented, and the two to- 
gether make the amendment which we 
are now considering. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
gentleman says it was agreed to by unan- 
imous consent. Does he mean that we 
adopted it? 

Mr. COOLEY. In the House. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. We 
adopted this amendment in the House? 

Mr. COOLEY. While the rule was 
under consideration. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I un- 
derstood the gentleman to ask unani- 
mous consent to present this amendment 
to the amendment carried in the resolu- 
tion. 3 

Mr. COOLEY. No; that was done in 
the House. It could not be done in the 
committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I first want to compli- 
ment and commend the very distin- 
guished and able chairman of the 
committee the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. Spence]. I think he made 
a magnificent speech, with the substance 
of which all of us are in complete accord. 
I think no man in this House wants 
inflation. I think all of us appreciate the 
evils which are inherent in inflation. I 
think all of us would be perfectly willing 
to agree to control this economy in this 
emergency if the controls and the bur- 
dens incident thereto could rest evenly 
and uniformly upon all the citizens of 
this country. 

While Congress is debating this very 
important matter—and I submit that it 
is of paramount importance because all 
of us want to control the forces of in- 
fiation—while we are deliberating as 
Representatives of the people, all we are 
asking here now is that we hold the 
status quo and that the Administrator, 
who has been charged with the duties 
and responsibilities incident to the ad- 
ministration of this act, not take any 
further action until we can make up our 
minds just what we want him to do. 

The fact that he has some roll-back 
orders already prepared to go into effect 
on July 2 causes us to wonder why he 
did not put them into effect on June 30. 
Those orders are to go into effect on July 
2, after the expiration of the law which 
he was administering. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
McKinnon], who just addressed the 
House, and who is a member of the com- 
mittee, at the very last moment here 
brings up a question which he thinks 
might attract our attention. The mat- 
ter discussed by the gentleman from 
California comes rather late, it seems to 
me. 

Yesterday afternoon the Congress and 
the country knew that the rule would 
authorize the amendment which is now 
being considered. The gentleman from 
California and the members of the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency cer- 
tainly knew that the resolution gave that 
committee authority to offer any amend- 
ment decmed appropriate. Now he 
comes to complain about a situation of 
which he stands in fear, yet his own 
committee can stand on the floor at this 
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moment and offer an amendment the 
effect of which would be to exclude these 
orders which they say are so vital and so 
necessary. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 

Mr. SPENCE. We have no oppor- 
tunity to offer an amendment to your 
amendment. 

Mr. COOLEY. I understand the rule 
says that committee amendments can be 
offered. 

Mr. SPENCE. But not to your 
amendment. 

Mr. COOLEY. No, no, not to my 


amendment, but to the resolution proper. 


Mr. SPENCE. Yes. We have the 
right to offer amendments. 

Mr. COOLEY. To the resolution 
proper. 

Mr. SPENCE. Yes, but not to offer 
an amendment to your amendment. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman will 
recall that the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky had an opportunity to introduce 
an amendment before I was even 
recognized. 

Mr. Chairman, if the committee has 
not seen fit to present a resolution, the 
effect of which is to exempt these orders 
from the amendment which we are of- 
fering, then I do not see why they should 
complain to us about it. 

It seems to me, in all fairness, that the 
Committee on Banking and Currency 
should be willing to allow the Adminis- 
trator to stand aside and hold the line 
where it is now, until we can work our 
will on this important matter. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 

Mr. HOPE. Is it not a fact that ever 
since last September there has been an 
opportunity for the Administrator of the 
OPS to put into effect any orders which 
he desired with respect to commodity 
prices? 

ms COOLEY. The gentleman is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. HOPE. He has not seen fit to put 
these orders into effect up until the pres- 
ent moment, and all that could possibly 
happen if this amendment is adopted is 
to postpone for a few days more his right 
and authority to put those orders into 
effect. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman is en- 
tirely correct. It seems to me it is a 
reasonable position for the Congress to 
take, and I, therefore, hope this amend- 
ment will be given the consideration 
which we think it deserves. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 

Mr. POAGE. It is just a question, is 
it not, of whether the Congress is going 
to do the legislating, or whether the 
OPS is going to do the legislating for the 
next month. 

Mr. COOLEY. I think that is exactly 
right. The only reason this resolution 
is now before the House and the only 
reason it is considered necessary is be- 
cause sufficient time is not remaining 


between now and tomorrow night at 


midnight for Congress to consider and 
to decide the very important and con- 
troversial questions involved. During 
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the period of the extension provided, 
that is, for the next 30 days, I am in- 
sisting that the Administrator be re- 
strained, so to speak, from issuing fur- 
ther roll-back orders. The Administra- 
tor could not, even under existing law, 
fix ceilings on agricultural commodities 
at below parity levels. The amendment 
which I have offered will permit the Ad- 
ministrator to impose ceilings on com- 
modities which are now below parity, but 
which rise to parity at any time during 
the next 30 days. The main purpose of 
the amendment, of course, is to prevent 
roll-backs, 

The House Committee on Agriculture 
conducted extensive hearings and ac- 
corded to all interested parties an oppor- 
tunity to express their views fully and 
completely. At the conclusion of -the 
hearings the committee considered all 
of the evidence submitted both for and 
against roll-back orders, and upon the 
evidence submitted the committee made 
certain definite findings of fact. Upon 
these findings of fact, the committee, 
without a dissenting vote, concluded to 
recommend the cancellation of such roll- 
back orders as had been issued and to 
object to the issuance of further such 
roll-back orders. This action by the 
House Committee on Agriculture was not 
done in a star-chamber session. Our 
meetings were not behind closed doors, 
but, on the contrary, our hearings were 
open to the public. The members of the 
House Committee on Agriculture need no 
defense at my hands. They are all up- 
right and honest representatives of the 
people, and I am certain that nota single 
one of them was in the slightest degree 
influenced by improper considerations. 
Every member of that great committee 
is against inflation and realizes that it 
is an insidious thief and, further, that 
its effects can be devastating. It is dif- 
ficult for me to understand why, under 
our system of constitutional government. 
and legal jurisprudence, anyone can 
justify the evils which are inherent in 
roll-back orders. Such orders are re- 
pugnant to the very genius of our Gov- 
ernment and violate every precept of our 
free-enterprise. system. To control a 
price is one thing, but to roll back a price 
is quite another thing. Why cannot the 
Administrator apply this law with equity 
and uniformity? Why has he waited to 
act until he was faced with a situation 
which prompted him to attempt to roll 
back prices? When the freeze order first 
went into effect, he could have frozen 
and fixed prices as of that date, but he 
sat by and did nothing. 

We are to fix or freeze or to stabi- 
lize commodity prices, and if the great 
objective is to stabilize our economy, then 
certainly every reasonable man should be 
willing to concede that wages, profits, 
and everything else which influences the 
situation should be frozen and fixed 
along with such prices, and at the same 
time. It is not possible by bureaucratic 
edict to correct all of the inequities in 
human life under a system of free enter- 
prise, nor can we bring about all of the 
economic and social reforms which may 
be dreamed up by bureaucrats in im- 
portant places of power. Certainly we 
are interested in the housewives’ budget, 
the consumers’ welfare, and the future 
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destiny of our country, but we cannot 
lose sight of the justice and fair play 
and the organic law which forms the 
basis of this Republic. There is no law 
or order which required the housewife 
to buy English cuts, fillets, tenderloin, or 
porterhouse any more than there is a law 
or order which requires citizens to buy 
high-priced motor cars. If the house- 
wives and consumers will eat a little less 
steak and a little more pork, poultry, or 
seafood, the price of steak and other cuts 
of beef will, of necessity, decrease. 
There is no shortage of beef in this coun- 
try and our beef herds are growing. 
What we need is even more abundant 
production of all essential foods and 
fibers if we are to meet increased con- 
sumer demands. Of course, if any man 
or group of men by the exercise of mo- 
nopolistic powers should corner the mar- 
ket and engage in hoarding scarce 
articles and commodities which are es- 
sential and vital to the defense of the 
Nation or to the welfare of our people, 
we might be facing quite a different sit- 
uation. Even if this pending resolution, 
with the proposed amendment, is adopt- 
ed, uncertainty will still exist insofar as 
the beef cattle producers are concerned. 
Therefore, the important matters here 
involved should be definitely decided at 
the earliest practicable date. 

I urge the approval of the pending 
amendment to the end that Congress 
might have an opportunity to take what 
appears to it to be appropriate action in 
the unfortunate situation in which we 
find ourselves. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman has expired. 

For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Kentucky, chairman of the com- 
mittee, rise? 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. MULTER] 
will speak in opposition to the amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state 
that recognition, of course, is within the 
discretion of the Chair. The Chair was 
affording the gentleman from Kentucky 
an opportunity to seek such recognition, 
in view of the fact the gentleman is 
chairman of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
for recognition in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Mutter]. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Kentucky yield for a parliamentary 
inquiry? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I insist on the parliamentary in- 
quiry, or a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Nebraska will be heard on his par- 
liamentary inquiry if the gentleman 
from Kentucky yields for that purpose. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska, Mr. Chair- 
man, I make a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state the point of order. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. The point 
of order is this: Under the resolution 
there are 10 minutes for debate upon 
the amendment. The 10 minutes is to 
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be divided 5 minutes on each side, the 
opposition and the proponents. The 
gentleman who is about to speak is for 
the bill. 

Mr. MULTER. I am opposed to the 
amendment. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. He may 
be against the amendment, but he is 
for the extension, and I am opposed to 
the hill and opposed to the amendment, 
and I think we should have the right 
to be heard. 

The CHAIRMAN. The matter now 
pending is the amendment which has 
been offered by the gentleman from 
North Carolina, and the pending ques- 
tion is not on the bill itself. 

The gentleman from North Carolina 
has spoken in favor of his amendment, 
The Chair has now recognized the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky, chairman of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency, in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MULTER]. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr, 
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
And a point of order. Can a Member 
who has the floor yield his full time to 
another Member? 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Mutter]. I have not yielded to him for 
any particular length of time. 

‘The CHAIRMAN. The Chairman has 
no knowledge of the fact that the gentle- 
man from Kentucky has yielded all of his 
time. The gentleman from Kentucky 
says he yields to the gentleman from 
New York, which is within his rights. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, another point of order. 
There is nothing here to indicate that 
the Chair has any information that the 
gentleman who is about to speak is 
either against the bill or against the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. It would be quite 
difficult for the chair to know that, of 
course. 

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand the regular order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Kentucky is recognized for 5 min- 
utes, and yields to the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. SPENCE. I expect the gentleman 
from New York to speak against the 
amendment. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the distinguished chairman of 
our committee for yielding to me so that 
I may make a point or two in opposition 
to the amendment. 

May I at this time also compliment 
the distinguished ranking minority 
member of our committee for the fair- 
ness with which he stated to the House 
that we will have an opportunity to ex- 
amine and study the complete bill and 


consider the amendments one by one 


and that we will then have ample op- 

portunity to discuss what changes, if 
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I think what he said applies equally. 


to this amendment, which has been of- 
ed of 


for one moment, intend to infer that 


7497 


his motives were any but the highest 
both in offering his amendment and in 
making his comments in support of the 
amendment. He makes two very griev- 
ous errors, however, in his presentation 
of the matter. The one is as to the 
right of the Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee to propose an amendment to his 
amendment, and the second error is as 
to the effect of his amendment. 

The resolution presented to you by the 
Committee on Rules states in so many 
words, and I read: n 

Said amendments shall not be subject to 
amendment. 


The rule was voted by the Rules Com- 
mittee yesterday afternoon. Even if the 
Committee on Banking and Currency 
had had time to meet in executive ses- 
sion and had then agreed on an amend- 
ment to the Cooley amendment, and 
directed its chairman to present it to- 
day, under the very terms of the rule 
as I have just read it to you, no amend- 
ment could have been offered to the 
amendment as offered by the distin- 
guished gentleman from Nore Carolina 
[Mr. CooLEY]. 

Addressing myself now to the merits 
of the Cooley amendment, permit me 
first to take time to read to you a tele- 
gram sent to our distinguished chair- 
man, the gentleman from Kentucky, 
[Mr. Spence], by the revered and re- 
spected statesman Bernard M. Baruch. 
It reads as follows: 

Price control law now before Senate would 
be a grave blow to the country. In view of 
newspaper reports that House of Representa- 
tives will have time only to extend present 
law, may I suggest would be wise and con- 
structive for Congress to extend existing law 
and use the opportunity thus afforded to 
reconsider situation, avoiding hasty, costly 
action. 

In enacting anti- inflation legislation there 
is only one sound principle to follow and 
which must be basic to any action —all must 
be brought equally under the law with 
favoritism to none. 

To bar price roll-backs for any specific 
commodities means granting special privi- 
leges to those interests. If one or a few 
things are exempted, where is the justice in 
denying exemptions to any and all other 
interests? 

Much of our present difficulties, it is true, 
are due to the failure to act in time and 
with courage. But if the ship is leaking, 
that does not justify a policy of scuttle-and- 
run, with each scrambling to protect his own 
profit. The mistakes ot the past must not 
be seized upon as an excuse for making 
new mistakes, 

Whoever has a just grievance should avail 
himself of the machinery established to cor- 
rect inequities. But none should seek 
exemption from the law. This is no time to 
legislate further inflation. 

To do so would be unfair to the young men 
who are fighting and dying sbroad. To their 
families as well as to the millions among the 
general public who are already being cruelly 
squeezed by rising prices, heavier taxes, and 
the depreciation of the value of all savings. 
It is a triple tribute which is being exacted 
from the American people and so much of 
it is so needless. * 

All of us hope the fighting in Korea will 
soon be ended. A truce there, however, will 
still leave the urgent task of rebuilding our 
defenses in time to avert another world war. 
Are we to carry through this mobilization 
for peace under a law which treats all alike 
or under a law which invites every pressure 
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group to put their selfish interests above the 
national interest? 

Are we to unite against those who seek our 
destruction? Or are we to be divided in 
fighting among ourselves for petty, material 
gains? Any favoritism granted now will be 
of no avail in the end. It can only bring 
down upon those who have received and 
those who have granted this favoritism the 
blame for the evil which will finally come to 
all. 

Would you be good enough to inform your 
colleagues of the contents of this telegram, 

BERNARD M. BARUCH. 


Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. The time is not mine 
to yield; it belongs to the gentleman 
from Kentucky. Will the gentleman 
from Kentucky yield further? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield further to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. Those of you who 
want to stop the roll-backs of beef do 
not accomplish it by this amendment; 
there is not a word in this amendment 
that will eliminate the 10-percent roll- 
back on beef that is already in effect, 
and there is not a word in it that even 
attempts to stop the roll-backs which 
are scheduled for August 1 and October 
1 of this year. 

What does it suspend? The amend- 
ment suspends the regulations which 
are to become effective on July 2, which 
regulations were promulgated months 
ago and at the request of industry so 
that they could work out the details of 
the regulations and so that they could 
adjust themselves from one end of the 
country to the other so they could com- 
ply with these regulations. Their 
effective date was postponed until July 
2, and they are to become effective on 
that date. 

Let us consider for a moment what 
these regulations do and who they help. 
A little earlier during the course of this 
debate the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. Javits] said that he wished to give 
you the viewpoint of the consumers from 
the big cities, I, too, live in a big city, 
but I am not going to talk to you as a 
representative of a big city, or as a rep- 
resentative of the consumers of a big 
city. I am talking to you as a repre- 
s2 tative of Americans from one end of 
the country to the other, in big cities 
and in little cities, on farms and off 
farms, on behalf of farmers as consum- 
ers and on behalf of farmers as farmers. 

The regulations which become effec- 
tive on July 2, unless the Cooley amend- 
ment prevails and suspends their effec- 
tiveness, will roll back the prices for con- 
sumers, and, yes, for the Government, on 
manufactured items, on machinery, in- 
cluuing machine tools and farm machin- 
ery, and production machinery, on cot- 
ton textiles, on shoes and wearing ap- 
parel for men, women, and children, and 
I mean men, women, and children, 
whether they be farmers or not. The 
roll-backs on all of these items are sus- 
pended by the Cooley amendment. 

It will be interesting to hear you rep- 
resentatives of farmers try to explain 
to them your vote against cheaper 
prices for the farmers, their womenfolk, 
and their children. 

If you are not talking out of both 
sides of your mouth, if you are genuine 
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in your desire to help him, if it is more 
than lip service that you are devoting 
to the farmer, then you will defeat the 
Cooley amendment and allow the prices 
to be rolled back on the things he needs 
for himself and his family, and on the 
things he needs to work his farm. 

Of course, by defeating the Cooley 
amendment you are going to help more 
than just the farmer. You will help 
every consumer throughout the country. 
You will do more than help every con- 
sumer, you will help every taxpayer of 
the country by keeping the cost down on 
the defense items which must be pur- 
chased by our Government. 

Now let us look at the other side of the 
picture. If the Cooley amendment is 
defeated and the regulations become 
effective on July 2, and these prices 
are rolled back, those who are compelled 
to reduce their prices may be hurt. 

Who are they, and should we give very 
much concern as to whether they are or 
are not going to be hurt by these roll- 
backs? 

To begin with all we are doing is pre- 
venting them from making exorbitant 
profits. None of them will be required 
to sell their goods at a loss, nor will they 
even be required to sell them at a break- 
even price. The regulations permit them 
to get their full cost, taking into account 
all increases in materials and labor, plus 
the same ratio of profit as they had 
earned pre-Korea. In other words the 
roll-backs will simply prevent them from 
making unfair profits. 

These roll-backs in the main will apply 
only to those manufacturers who refused 
to hold the line when requested to do so 
last December. You will remember when 
voluntary controls were called for, many 
decent patriotic Americans complied. 
The sunshine patriots pushed up their 
prices. 

When the general ceilings went into 
effect prices were frozen across the board 
at the low level for those who had com- 
plied with the request not to raise prices, 
and were frozen at the high level for the 
extortioners who refused to comply. The 
roll-backs will bring the extortioners into 
line. The Cooley amendment will give 
them an unfair advantage over the 
decent citizens and penalize the latter 
to the profit of the former. 

By means of roll-backs Mr. DiSalle 
has been able to bring about a reduc- 
tion in the price of rubber and wool im- 
ports. The benefit of that reduction 
has not yet been passed on to the con- 
sumer. The manufacturer has gotten 
the benefit of it. The regulations that 
are to become effective on July 2 by 
means of roll-backs would pass those 
benefits on to the consumer; the Cooley 
amendment prevents that and freezes 
into the profits of the manufacturer the 
savings accomplished by the roll-backs 
on the prices of raw materials. 

The desire of the distinguished gentle- 
man from North Carolina [Mr. COOLEY] 
to preserve the status quo during the 
next 30 days is laudable. If I thought 
his amendment would accomplish that 
I would join him in asking for its adop- 
tion. If I could conceive of any plan 
by which to fairly and equitably pre- 
serve the status quo for the next 30 days 
I would be happy to confer with him, 
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with a view to drafting the proper lan- 
guage to accomplish that purpose. His 
amendment certainly does not attain 
that result, and I frankly do not see how 
you can at this time bring about that 
result, desirable as it may be. 

Neither I nor any of the members of 
my committee saw the proposed amend- 
ment until we were before the Rules 
Committee yesterday afternoon. It has 
since been changed twice and it still 
does not accomplish the intended pur- 
pose. It is most unfair to this body 
to ask us to pass upon that kind of an 
amendment at this time. 

The House Agriculture Committee de- 
voted 8 days in public hearings and took 
495 pages of testimony on the question 
of beef controls alone. The Banking 
and Currency Committee of the other 
body spent 23 days in the taking of 
2,797 pages of testimony on the sub- 
ject of controls. The House Banking 
and Currency Committee has accumu- 
lated three large volumes of testimony 
taken over a period of 4 weeks of public 
hearings, and has devoted 2 weeks to 
executive sessions on the subject of con- 
trols. You are now being asked, after 
10 minutes of debate, to adopt an amend- 
ment which will come mighty close to 
destroying the entire controls program. 

If you do not want controls, vote down 
the Cooley amendment, and vote down 
the extension of the Defense Production 
Act for the next 30 days. Let it expire 
at midnight June 30. 

But if you want controls that will 
operate fairly and properly, then defeat 
the Cooley amendment and pass the 
resolution as presented by your Banking 
and Currency Committee. 

Mr. SPENCE. It disturbs the status 
quo in that it does away with power that 
the Administrator might exercise and 
makes his Administration practically a 
nullity during the continuance period. 

Mr. MULTFR. If the gentleman will 
yield further I will make further com- 
ment on his statement. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer a preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan moves that the 
Committee do now rise and report the resolu- 
tion back to the House with the recom- 


mendation that the enacting clause be 
stricken, 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, the parliamentary procedure 
here which we have just gone through 
is about on a par with the way in which 
the price- and wage-control law which 
we gave the President on September 8, 
1950, has been interpreted and adminis- 
tered by the administration; and I say 
that with all due respect to the rulings 
of the Chairman. 

It was my understanding when the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
CooLey] rose and asked consent to pre- 
sent an amendment that what he was 
doing was getting permission to offer his 
amendment to the amendment which 
is printed in the resolution, I now dis- 
cover that I apparently have been negli- 
gent and did not know what was going 
on, because, as I understand the ruling 
of the Chair, all we get now is one vote on 
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the amendment set forth in the resolu- 
tion as amended by the Cooley amend- 
ment, and that we do not have an op- 
portunity to vote on the amendment to 
the amendment; otherwise, of course, 
I would have objected. 

It does seem as if we are being pushed 
along a little fast. I do not know just 
what the leadership on the other side 
either in this body or the other body is 
trying to do. I listened to the debate in 
the other body last night; I heard the 
chairman of the Banking Committee 
over there state that we did not—in sub- 
stance, he did not use these exact words, 
but words to this effect, that we did not 
need any power of this kind because he 
said the Republicans were no good, the 
Democrats were no good, the Members 
of the other body were no good, the 
Members of this body were no good; and 
that the fault lay with the administra- 
tion and not with the Congress. Now, 
if that be true, what is the use, what is 
gained by the enactment of legislation 
which is both misinterpreted and mal- 
administered. In view of that statement 
by the chairman of the Banking Com- 
mittee in the other body, if that be true, 
and it seems to be true, then why should 
we give the administration more power? 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield 
to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. Did it not strike the 
gentleman from Michigan as being a lit- 
tle strange when the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Mutter] quoted a tele- 
gram from Mr. Baruch urging that con- 
trols, if they were to be applied, should 
go clear across the economy, when it is 
recalled that last fall when we were 
working on this measure originally many 
of us supported the Kunkel substitute 
which was designed to do that very 
thing, and if I remember correctly, the 
gentleman from New York and others 
who are now associated with him vigor- 
ously opposed that very proposition? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I have 
no distinct recollection of what the gen- 
tleman from New York did say, but 
I know that over on that side they just 
voted us down, as they always do when 
we offer so many constructive and work- 
able propositions hoping against hope 
they will be administered in an honest, 
fair way by the administration. But I 
learned last night over in the other body 
that the administration does not do 
business that way. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of tne 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw my preferential motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from North Carolina IMr. 
Cooter}. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. SPENCE) 
there were—ayes 143, noes 87. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand tellers. 
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Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. COOLEY 
and Mr. DEANE. 

The Committee again divided; and 
the tellers reported that there were— 
yeas 165, noes 106. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, 
the Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Mitts, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the 
joint resolution (H. J. Res. 278) to con- 
tinue for a temporary period the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950; the Hous- 
ing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended; 
and for other purposes, purruant to 
House Resolution 294 he reported the 
joint resolution back to the House with 
an amendment adopted by the Commit- 
tee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the amendment. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 232, nays 159, not voting 41, 
as follows: 


[Roll No. 98] 
YEAS—232 
Church Hoeven 
Abbitt Cole, Kans. Hoffman, Mich, 
Abernethy Colmer Holmes 
Adair Cooley Hope 
Albert Cooper Horan 
Allen, Calif, Corbett Hunter 
Allen, Il. Cotton Jackson, 
Andersen, Cox James 
H. Carl Crawford Jarman 
Anderson, Calif.Crumpacker Jenison 
Andresen, Cunningham Jenkins 
August H. Curtis, Nebr. Jensen 
Andrews e Jonas 
Armstrong Davis, Ga Jones, Ala 
Auchincloss Davis, Tenn. Jones, Mo. 
Baker Davis, Wis. Jones, 
Barden DeGraffenried 0. 
Bates, Ky. Denny Jones, 
Bates, Devereux W. W. 
Battle Kearns 
Beall Dolliver Kerr 
Beamer Dorn Kilburn 
Beckworth Doughton Kilday 
Belcher Elliott Lind 
Bentsen Ellsworth Lovre 
Berry Elston Lucas 
Betts Fellows Lyle 
Bishop Fenton 
Blackney Fernandez McCulloch 
Boggs, Del, Fisher McG 
Boggs, La Forrester McMullen 
Bolton Frazier McVey 
Bonner Fugate Mahon > 
ton Marshall 
Boykin Gathings Martin, Towa 
Bramblett Gavin Martin, Mass. 
Golden Mason 
Brehm Gore Meader 
Brooks Gossett Miller, Md. . 
Brown, Ga. Graham Miller, Nebr. 
Brown,Ohio Grant Mills 
Brownson Gregory Morris 
Bryson Gross Morrison 
Budge Gwinn Morton 
Buffett Hagen Moulder 
Burdick Halleck Mumms 
Burleson Harden Nicholson 
Burton Hardy Norblad 
Busbey Harris Ostertag 
Bush Harrison, Wyo. Passman 
Butler Harvey Patten 
Byrnes, Wis, Hays, Ark. Phillips 
Camp Hébert Pickett 
Cannon Herlong Poage 
Carlyle Hess Polk 
Chelf Hill Potter 
Chenoweth Hillings Prouty 
Chiperfield Hinshaw Rains 


Rankin Smith, Kans. Van Pelt 
Reece, Tenn. Smith. Miss. Van Zandt 
Reed, m. Smith, Va. Vaughn 
Rees, Kans, Smith, Wis. Velde 
Regan Springer Vinson 
Richards Stanley Vorys 
Riley Steed Vurse! 
Robeson Stefan Watts 
Rogers, Fla. Stigler Welchel 
Rogers. Mass. Stockman Wharton 
Rogers, Tex. Sutton Wheeler 
St George Taber Whitaker 
Schwabe Tackett Wickersham 
Scrivner Talle Williams, Miss, 
Scudder T Williams, N. Y. 
Secrest Thompson, Willis 
Shafer 6 Wilson, Ind. 
Short Thompson, Tex. Wilson, Tex. 
Simpson, NI, Tho W 
Simpson, Pa. Towe Wolcott 
Sittler Vail Wood, Idaho 
NAYS—159 
Addonizio Granger Morano 
Anfuso Green Morgan 
Angell Greenwood Multer 
Aspinall Hale Murdock 
A Hall, urphy 
Bailey Edwin Arthur Nelson 
Bak Hall, "Brien, IM 
Baring Leonard W, O’Brien, Mich. 
Barrett Hand "Neill 
Bender Havenner O'Toole 
Bennett, Fla. Hays, Ohio Patman 
Bennett, Mich. Hedrick Patterson 
Blatnik Heffernan Perkins 
Bolling Heller Philbin 
e Herter Price 
Burnside Heselton Priest 
Byrne, N. 7. FHolifleld Quinn 
Canfield Howell Rabaut 
Case Hull Radwan 
Celler ing Ramsay 
Chudoff Jackson, Wash. Reams 
Clemente Javits Reed, N. Y. 
Clevenger Johnson Rhodes 
Cole, N. Y. Judd Ribicoff 
Combs Karsten, Mo. 
Coudert Kean 0 
Crosser Kearney Rogers, Colo. 
Curtis, Mo, Keating Rooney 
Dawson Kelly, N. Y. Roosevelt 
Deane mnedy Sabath 
Delaney ‘eogh Sadiak 
Dempsey Kersten, Wis. Sasscer 
Denton Saylor 
Dollinger Kirwan Scott, Hardie 
Donohue Klein r 
Donovan Kluczynski Hugh D., Jr. 
Doyle Lane Seely-Brown 
Eaton Lanham Shelley 
Eberharter Lantaff Sheppard 
Engle — — Sieminski 
Fallon icCarthy Spence 
Feighan McCormack Staggers 
Fine McDonough Taylor 
McGrath ‘Thomas 
Forand McGuire 'Tollefson 
Ford McKinnon Walter 
Furcolo Machrowicz Widnall 
Gamble Mack, III. ier 
Garmatz Mack, Wash. Wigglesworth 
Gary Madden Withrow 
George Magee Wolverton 
Goodwin Miller, Calif. Yates 
Gordon Miller, N. Y. Yorty 
Granahan Mitchell Zablocki 
NOT VOTING—41 
Allen, La. Hoffman. Il. Powell 
Arends Kelley, Pa. Preston 
Breen Larcade Redden 
Buckley Latham Rivers 
Carnahan LeCompte Roberts 
Chatham McMillan Sheehan 
ell Mansfield Sikes 
Dondero Merrow Trimble 
Durham Murray, Tenn. Welch 
Evins Murray, Wis. Werdel 
Flood Whitten 
Gillette O'Hara Wood, Ga 
Harrison, Va. O’Konski 
Hart n 


So the amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 


On this vote: 
Mr. Harrison of Virginia for, with Mr. 


Buckley against. 
Mr. Arends for, with Mr. Mansfield against. 


Mr. Sheehan for, with Mr. Dingell against. 
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Mr. Hoffman of Illinois for, with Mr. Powell 
against. 

Mr. Durham for, with Mr. Latham against, 

Mr. Whitten for, with Mr. Poulson against. 

Mr. Wood of Georgia for, with Mr. Kelley 
of Pennsylvania against. 

Mr. Preston for, with Mr. Flood against. 

Mr. Dondero for, with Mr. Breen against. 

Mr. Murray of Tennessee for, with Mr. Hart 
against. 

Mr. Evins for, with Mr. Welch against. 

Mr. Roberts for, with Mr. Carnahan against. 


Until further novice: 

Mr. Rivers with Mr. Werdel. 

Mr. Trimble with Mr. Gillette. 

Mr. Redden with Mr. O’Konski, 

Mr. Larcade with Mr. O'Hara. 

Mr. Chatham with Mr. LeCompte. 

Mr. Norrell with Mr. Merrow. 

Mr. Sikes with Mr. Woodruff. 

Mr. McMillan with Mr. Murray of Wiscon- 
sin. 


Mr. BENDER changed his vote from 
“yea” to “nay.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the engrossment and third reading of 
the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be 
engrossed and read a third time, and was 
read the third time. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op- 
posed to the joint resolution? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I am, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Core of Kansas moves to recommit 
House Joint Resolution 278 to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion to recommit. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. Cote of Kansas), 
there were—ayes 27, noes 250. 

So the motion to recommit was re- 
jected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the joint resolution. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were refused. 

So the joint resolution was passed. 

r s motion to reconsider was laid on the 
able. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
mave have five legislative days in which 
to extend their remarks on House Joint 
Resolution 278. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of che gentleman from Ken- 
tucky? 

There was no objection. 

THE TENTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE PASS- 

ING OF IGNACE JAN PADEREWSKI 


Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
grateful for this opportunity to bring 


to the attention of my colleagues that . 


today marks the tenth anniversary of 
the passing of a beloved son of Poland, 
Ignace Jan Paderewski, and I cannot 
pass this day without paying my respect 
and homage to this great man of the 
world. Because of his greatness, it is 
very difficult for me to undertake to 
properly evaluate him personally as a 
statesman, humanitarian, and patriot. 

There are those who have rendered 
such great service to humanity and have 
achieved such rare distinction that they, 
in a sense, lose their identity as nationals 
and become the pride of many nations. 
Such a one is Paderewski, the adopted 
child of all the nations—a citizen of the 
world. 

It does not rest within the present 
capacity of any man to appreciate ac- 
curately the contributions of Ignace 
Paderewski to mankind. They are so 
many and so diverse as to make such 
appraisal impossible. One particular in- 
stance comes to my mind at this point. 
On one of his visits to Washington in 
1916, he attended a reception and din- 
ner at the White House, and after din- 
ner, the prominent guests gethered in 
the East Room. The late President 
Woodrow Wilson zequested Paderewski 
to render a number en the piano. He 
consented and the records state he 
played an all Chopin composition, as 
he was evaluated as the only man who 
could play Chopin music as it should be 
played. In his rendition he portrayed 
and spoke of the suffering hearts or his 
beloved people. President Wilson and 
all of the guests were visibly moved. His 
genius knew no bounds and covered every 
area of the human struggle and human 
aspiration. 

His earthly remains have been given 
a resting place in the Arlington National 
Cemetery, the shrine of American he- 
roes; only temporarily, however, for the 
American Nation and American leaders 
realize what really was his desire, which 
was in glory to return where he wishes 
to rest, in the soil of free Poland under 
the white and red bLanrer, amidst the 
music of Polish fields that was embodied 
in his art. 

Let us pledge to him that we shall not 
cease fighting and hoping, as he did 
throughout his life, so magnificently 
spent. The great Frenchman, J. J. 
Rousseau, gave to the Poles the advice 
so well applicable to the present day: 

If you Poles cannot prevent your neigh- 
bors from swallowing you, you can at least 
make certain that they will not digest you. 


This the Polish nation is doing today. 

In closing, permit me to quote from 
the eminent American statesman, the 
late Charles Evans Hughes, when he paid 
a touching tribute to Ignace Paderew- 
ski on the tenth anniversary of the in- 
dependence of Poland in 1928: 

He has given the world the extraordinary 
spectacle of the combination of the genius 
of the artist, the ardor of the patriot, the 
zeal of the philanthropist and the wisdom 
of the statesman. In the period of unpar- 
alleled strife and most severe distress, he 
brought to the crisis the inestimable bene- 
fit of constructive leadership, He has known 
how to inspire, how to rescue, how to con- 


serve. 
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Creative power has rarely had such 
an opportunity, and rarely has opportunity 
been so nobly used. He has served his 
country well, and he has this added luster 
to his broad service to humanity. 


IGNACE JAN PADEREWSKI 


Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Speaker, we 
are observing today the tenth anniver- 
sary of the death of Ignace Jan Pade- 
rewski, a great artist, statesman, ora- 
tor, and benefactor—and above all, a 
great man and a great Polish patriot, 
who died on June 29, 1941. Paderewski 
was born on November 6, 1860, at Kury- 
lokwa, Poland. When still a child he 
started his musical studies. At the age 
of 12 he entered the Warsaw Conserva- 
tory and afterward continued his stu- 
dies in Berlin and Vienna. Paderew- 
ski’s career as a virtuoso began with his 
great concert in Paris on March 3, 1888. 
After that concert, he was given the 
nickname the Lion of Paris. Following 
his successes in London, he arrived in 
the United States where he gave con- 
certs all over the country, and the Amer- 
ican press of 1891 was full of enthu- 
siastic reports on his concerts. He was 
acclaimed by the American public as the 
king of pianists. 

In the next few years, Paderewski 
toured almost the whole world and was 
acknowledged as an artist of the high- 
est degree. He was also recognized as 
a very talented composer, and his opera 
Manru, playing at the Metropolitan 
Opera House in New York, was a suc- 
cess. 

At the beginning of the First World 
War, I. J. Paderewski gave up his artistic 
vocation in order to take part in politi- 
cal activities for the cause of his beloved 
Poland, Under his influence, as well as 
that of his friend Colonel House, Presi- 
dent Woodrow Wilson in 1917 made 
known his statement on the independ- 
ence of Poland, and a year later, in his 
famous Fourteen Points, President Wil- 
son dedicated one of these points to Po- 
land for which he claimed liberty and 
independence. 

In 1919, I. J. Paderewski became Prime 
Minister of the Polish Government and 
he was the first Polish delegate to the 
Peace Conference at Versailles. To- 
gether with Roman Dmowski he signed 
the peace treaty by which Poland re- 
gained her independence. 

In 1922, he went back to his artistic 
vocation and again as a virtuoso he 
astonished the world, especially as a 
performer of compositions of another 
great Pole—Chopin. During many years 
he gave an opportunity to millions of 
listeners almost everywhere on the globe 
to admire his music. He made friends 
everywhere, especially in the United 
States where he had many friends among 
outstanding Americans. 

When the Second World War started, 
Paderewski once more devoted all his 
time to the cause of Poland as President 
of the Polish National Council, As in 
the case during the First World War, he 
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made an extensive propaganda tour in 
order to form a Polish Army. This neces- 
sitated numerous trips and speeches. On 
one of his propaganda tours, he became 
gravely ill and died in New York. By 
special order of the President of the 
United States, Paderewski is buried in 
Arlington Cemetery in Washington, 
D. C. 

Paderewski was admired by the whole 
world as a great artist, fluent linsuist 
and an ardent patriot. He was one of 
the most outstanding men of the epoch. 
Much literature has been written about 
Paderewski, numerous articles and 
many poems. 

Sumner Welles, the Secretary of State 
at that time, writing on Paderewski said 
that the spirit of Paderewski remained 
and that his influence, character, and 
genius will live forever as an inspiration 
for all those who struggle for the highest 
ideals of humanity, that the American 
Nation is proud to have him among their 
friends, that great Pole, who among his 
other merits was instrumental for better 
understanding between the Polish and 
American people, and for strengthening 
the links of friendship between the two 
nations. 

Ignace Jan Paderewski is one of those 
of whom memory will never die. 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA EMERGENCY 
RENT ACT OF 1951 


Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the conference report on the bill (S. 
1590) to extend and revise the District 
of Columbia Emergency Rent Act, and 
ask unanimous consent that the state- 
ment of the managers on the part of 
the House be read in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
follows: 


CONFERENCE Rxronr (H. REPT. No. 663) 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 
1590) to extend and revise the District of 
Columbia Emergency Rent Act, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed 
to recommend and do recommend to their 
respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the House and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 
inserted by the House amendment insert the 
following: “That the District of Columbia 
Emergency Rent Act is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 

“ “PURPOSES; TIME LIMIT 

“SECTION 1. (a) It is hereby found that 
the national emergency and the national de- 
fense program (1) have aggravated the con- 
gested situation with regard to housing ac- 
commodations existing at the seat of gov- 
ernment; (2) have led or will lead to profi- 
teering and other speculative and manipu- 
lative practices by some owners of housing 
accommodations; (3) have rendered or will 
render ineffective the normal operations of 
a free market in housing accommodations; 
and (4) are making it increasingly difficult 
for persons whose duties or obligations re- 
quire them to live or work in the District of 
Columbia to obtain such accommodations. 
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Whereupon it is the purpose of this Act and 
the policy of the Congress during the exist- 
ing emergency to prevent undue rent in- 
creases and any other practices relating to 
housing accommodations in the District of 
Columbia which may tend to increase the 
cost of living or otherwise impede the na- 
tional defense am. 

“*(b) The provisions of this Act, and all 
regulations, orders, and requirements there- 
under, shall terminate on June 30, 1952; 
except that as to offenses committed, or 
rights or liabilities incurred, prior to such 
expiration date, the provisions of this Act 
and such regulations, orders, and xequire- 
ments shall be treated as still remaining in 
force for the purpose of sustaining any 
proper suit, action, or prosecution with re- 
spect to any such right, liability, or offense, 


“ “MAXIMUM-RENT CEILINGS AND MINIMUM- 
SERVICE STANDARDS 


“Sec. 2. Subject to such adjustments as 
may be made pursuant to sections 3 and 4, 
maximum-rent ceilings and minimum-serv- 
ice standards for h accommodations 
in the District of Columbia shall be the 
following: 

“*(1) For housing accommodations rented 
on January 1, 1951, and not under control 
under this Act prior to that date, the rent 
and service to which the landlord and ten- 
ant were entitled on that date. 

2) For housing accommodations not 
rented on January 1, 1951, but which had 
been rented within the year ending on that 
date, and not under control under this act 
during that year, the rent and service to 
which the landlord and tenant were last en- 
titled within such year. 

3) For housing accommodations not 
rented on January 1, 1951, or within the rear 
ending on that date, and not covered by 
subsection (4) hereof, the rent and service 
generally prevailing for comparable housing 
accommodations as determined by the Ad- 
ministrator. 

%) For housing accommodations under 
control under this Act on December 31, 1950, 
the rent and service to which the landlord 
and tenant were entitled on June 30, 1951; 
except that upon the filing, by any landlord 
of any housing accommodations covered by 
this subsection, of a new rent schedule on 
a form prescribed by the Administrator and 
setting forth the pertinent circumstances as 
indicated by such form, the rent and service 
shall be adjusted and automatically effective 
upon the date of filing thereof, (A) for 
housing accommodations rented on January 
1, 1941, or within the year ending on that 
date, so that the maximum-rent ceiling shall 
be increased to 20 per centum above the rent 
heretofore frozen at the level of January 1, 
1941, or the last rent in the year 1940, which- 
ever was applicable, plus the upward adjust- 
ments heretofore authorized by General 
Orders 12 and 13 of the Administrator; and 
(B) for housing accommodations not rented 
on January 1, 1941, or within the year ending 
on that date, so that the maximum-rent 
ceiling shall be increased by 2 per centum 
per year for each calendar year ending after 
rent schedules for such housing accommo- 
dations were first filed in the office of the 
Administrator, for the calendar years 1941 
to 1950, inclusive, to the extent applicable, 
plus the upward adjustments heretofore 
authorized by General Orders 12 and 13 of 
the Administrator. 


“GENERAL AND SPECIAL ADJUSTMENTS 


“ ‘Sec. 3. (a) Whenever in the judgment of 
the Administrator a gereral increase or de- 
crease since January 1, 1951, in taxes or other 
maintenance or operating costs or expenses 
has occurred or is about to occur in such 
manner and amount as substantially to af- 
fect the maintenance and operation of hous- 
ing accommodations generally or of any par- 
ticular class of accommodations, he 
may by regulation or order increase or de- 
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crease the maximum- rent ceiling or mini- 
mum- service standard, or both, for such ac- 
commodations or class thereof in such man- 
ner or amount as will in his judgment com- 
pensate, in whole or in part, for such gen- 
eral increase or decrease. Thereupon such 
adjusted ceiling or standard shall be the 
maximum-rent ceiling or minimum-service 
standard for the housing accommodations 
subject thereto, 

“*(b) Upon a showing by any landlord of 
good cause in the judgment of the Admin- 
istrator that the maximum-rent ceiling on 
any housing accommodation is substantially 
lower than the maximum-rent ceiling for 
comparable housing accommodations located 
within the same building or group of build- 
ings operated by the same landlord as a 
single operation, the Administrator may, by 
special order under this section, adjust such 
lower ceiling so as to equalize the same with 
such higher ceiling, and thereupon such 
adjusted ceilings shall be the maximum- 
rent ceilings for the housing accommoda- 
tions subject to such special order. 

e) Upon the showing by any landlord 
to the satisfaction of the Administrator that 
the maximum-rent ceilings, on any com- 
parable accommodations located 
within the same building or group of build- 
ings operated by the same landlord as a 
single operation, will vary in amount due 
to the effect of General Orders 12 and 13 or 
similar general orders, the Administrator 
may, by special order under this section, 
adjust any or all of such ceilings so as to 
equalize the same, and thereupon such ad- 
Justed ceilings shall be the maximum-rent 
ceilings for the housing accommodations 
subject to such special order. 

“ ‘PETITION FOR ADJUSTMENT 

“Sec, 4. (a) Any landlord or tenant may 
petition the Administrator to adjust the 
maximum-rent ceiling applicable to his 
housing accommodations on the ground that 
such maximum-rent ceiling is, due to pecu- 
Mar circumstances affecting such housing ac- 
commodations, substantially higher or lower 
than the rent generally prevailing for com- 
parable housing accommodations; whereup- 
on the Administrator may by order adjust 
such maximum-rent ceiling to provide the 
rent generally prevailing for comparable 
housing accommodations as determined by 
the Administrator. 

“*(b) Any landlord may petition the Ad- 
ministrator to adjust the maximum-rent 
ceiling or minimum-service standard, or 
both, applicable to his housing accommoda- 
tions to compensate for (1) a substantial rise 
in taxes or other maintenance or operating 
costs, or over those prior to Janu- 
ary 1, 1951, or (2) a substantial capital im- 
provement including furniture and furnish- 
ings or alteration made since January 1, 
1951; whereupon, the Administrator may by 
order adjust such maximum-rent ceiling or 
minimum-service standard in such manner 
or amount as he deems proper to compen- 
sate therefor, in whole or in part, if he finds 
such adjustment necessary or 8 to 

this Act: Pro- 


permit the receipt of rent in excess ol the 
rent generally for comparable 
housing accommodations as determined by 
the Administrator. 
„e) Any tenant may petition the Ad- 
tor on the ground that the service 
supplied to him is less than the service estab- 
lished by the minimum-service standard for 
his housing accommodations; whereupon the 
Administrator may order that the service be 
maintained at such minimum-service stand- 
ard, or that the maximum-rent ceiling be de- 
creased to compensate for a reduction in 
service, as he deems necessary or appropri- 
ate to carry out the of this Act. 
“*(d) Any landlord may petition the Ad- 
ministrator for permission to reduce the 
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service supplied by him in connection with 
any rousing accommodations; whereupon 
the Administrator, if he determines that the 
reduction of such service is to be made in 
good faith for valid business reasons and is 
not inconsistent with carrying out the pur- 
poses of this Act, may, by order, reduce the 
minimum-service standard applicable to 
such housing accommodations and adjust 
the maximum-rent ceiling downward in such 
amount as he deems proper to compensate 
therefor. 

„de) Any tenant may petition the Ad- 
ministrator to adjust the maximum-rent 
ceiling applicable to his housing accommoda- 
tions on the ground that such maximum- 
rent ceiling permits the receipt of an unduly 
high rent; whereupon the Administrator may 
by order adjust such maximum-rent ceiling 
in such manner or amount as shall, in his 
judgment, effectuate the purposes of this Act 
and provide a fair and reasonable rent for 
such housing accommodations, but not less 
` than the generally prevailing rate for com- 
parable housing accommodations. 

) A petition made pursuant to this 
section shall be subject to the provisions 
of sections 8 and 9 of this Act. Any ad- 
justed maximum-rent ceiling or minimum- 
service standard ordered pursuant to this 
section shall be the maximum-rent ceiling 
or minimum-service standard for the hous- 
ing accommodations subject thereto; except 
that, in the event that the adjustment order 
is stayed or set aside by the court in accord- 
ance with section 9 of this Act, the maxi- 
mum-rent ceiling and minimum-service 
standard theretofore applicable to such 
housing accommodations under this Act 
remain in full force and effect. 

“*(g) Upon the expiration of forty-five 
days after the date of the filing of any peti- 
tion by any landlord for adjustment of the 
maximum-rent ceiling under the provisions 
of subsection (b) of this section, the maxi- 
mum-rent ceiling for the housing accom- 
modations covered by such petition auto- 
matically shall become the ceiling requested 
in such adjustment petition, unless and 
until such adjustment petition shall have 
been finally disposed of by the Administra- 
tor or his office, pursuant to the provisions 
of this section and the provisions of sec- 
tions 8 and 9. Upon such final disposition, 
if the maximum-rent ceiling provided by 
this subsection during the pendency of such 
adjustment petition shall exceed the maxi- 
mum-rent ceiling as finally disposed of by 
the Administrator or his office, any tenant 
having paid such excess or any part thereof 
shall be entitled to a refund to the extent 
of such payment, but the landlord shall not 
be liable for any penalties under the provi- 
sions of this Act. 


“ ‘PROHIBITIONS 


“ ‘Sec. 5. (a) It shall be unlawful, regard- 
less of any agreement, lease, or other obliga- 
tion heretofore or hereafter entered into, for 
any person to demand or receive any rent in 
excess of the maximum-rent ceiling, or refuse 
to supply any service required by the mini- 
mum-service standards, or otherwise to do or 
omit to do any act in violation of any pro- 
vision of this Act or of any regulation, order, 
or other requirement thereunder, or to offer 
or agree to do any of the foregoing. 

“*(b) No action or proceeding to recover 
possession of housing accommodations shall 
be maintainable by any landlord against any 
tenant, notwithstanding that the tenant has 
no lease or that his lease his expired, so 
long as the tenant continues to pay the 
rent to which the landlord is entitled, 
unless 

“*(1) The tenant is (A) violating an ob- 
ligation of his tenancy (other than an 
obligation to pay rent higher than rent per- 
mitted under this Act or any regulation or 
order thereunder applicable to the housing 
accommodations involved or an obligation to 
Surrender possession of such accommoda- 
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tions) or (B) is committing a nuisance or 
using the housing accommodations for an 
immoral or illegal purpose or for other than 
living or dwelling purposes; or 

2) The landlord seeks in good faith to 
recover possession of the property for his 
immediate and personal use and occupancy 
as a dwelling: Provided, That in the case of 
housing accommodations in a structure or 
premises owned or leased by a cooperative 
corporation or association no such action or 
proceeding under this paragraph or para- 
graph (3) of this section shall be maintained 
unless the landlord is a bona fide owner of 
stock in, or member of, such cooperative 
corporation or association and has actually 
paid in in cash at least 20 per centum of the 
full purchase price of the stock, proprietary 
lease, or other evidence of ownership en- 
titling the landlord to possession of such 
housing accommodations, or was, immedi- 
ately prior to the effective date of this amend- 
atory Act, entitled to recover possession; or 

“*(3) The landlord has in good faith con- 
tracted in writing to sell the property for 
immediate and personal use and occupancy 
as a dwelling by the purchaser and that the 
contract of sale contains a representation 
by the purchaser that the property is being 
purchased by him for such immediate and 
personal use and occupancy; or 

“*(4) The landlord seeks in good faith to 
recover possession for the immediate pur- 
pose of substantially altering, remodeling, or 
demolishing the property and replacing it 
with new construction, the plans for which 
altered, remodeled, or new construction hav- 
ing been filed with, and approved by, the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia; 
or 

“*(5) The landlord seeks in good faith 
to recover possession for the immediate pur- 
pose of discontinuing the housing use and 
occupancy for a continuous period of not 
less than six months, during which period, 
commencing on the date possession is re- 
covered under this subsection, it shall be 
unlawful for the owner of such housing ac- 
commodations or his agent to demand or 
receive rent for the same, and any person 
paying such rent may bring an action for 
double the amount of rent so paid, pursuant 
to the provisions of section 10 of the Act; or 

“*(6) The landlord, being a recognized 
school or an accredited nonprofit university, 
has a bona fide need for the premises for 
educational, research, administrative, or 
dormitory use. 

„e) It shall be unlawful for any person 
to remove, or attempt to remove, from any 
housing accommodations the tenant or occu- 
pant thereof or to refuse to renew lease or 
agreement for the use of such accommoda- 
tions because such tenant or occupant has 
taken or purposes to take action authorized 
or required by this Act or any regulation, 
order, or requirement thereunder. 


“ ‘ADMINISTRATOR 


“ ‘Sec. 6. There is hereby created in and 
for the District of Columbia the Office of 
Administrator of Rent Control. The Admin- 
istrator shall be appointed by the Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia and chall 
be a bona fide resident of the District of Co- 
lumbia for not less than 3 years prior to 
his appointment. He shall devote his full 
time to the Office of Administrator and shall 
receive a salary at the rate of $11,200 per 
annum. The Administrator shall establish 
Offices, acquire supplies and equipment, and 
employ such personnel subject to approval 
by the Commissioners of the District of Co- 
Jumbia, and in accordance with the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949, without regard to race 
or creed, as may be necessary in the per- 
formance of his functions under this Act. 
The Administrator shall submit a semian- 
nual report to the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia for transmittal to the 
Congress of the United States, 
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“ “OBTAINING INFORMATION 


“Sec. 7. (a) The Administrator may make 
such studies and investigations, and obtain 
or require the furnishing of such informa- 
tion under oath or affirmation or otherwise, 
as he deems necessary or proper to assist him 
in prescribing any regulation or order under 
this Act, or in the administration and en- 
forcement of this Act, and regulations and 
orders thereunder. For such purposes the 
Administrator may administer oaths and 
affirmations; may require, by subpena or 
otherwise, the attendance and testimony of 
witnesses and the production of documents 
at any designated place; may require persons 
to permit the inspection and copying of doc- 
uments, and the inspection of housing ac- 
commodations; and may, by regulation or 
order, require the making and keeping of 
records and other documents. No person 
shall be excused from complying with any 
requirement under this section because of 
his privilege against self-incrimination, but 
the immunity provisions of the Compulsory 
Testimony Act of February 11, 1893 (U. S. C., 
1934 edition, title 49, sec. 46), shall apply 
with respect to any individual who specifical- 
ly claims such privilege. In the event of con- 
tumacy or refusal to obey any such subpena 
or requirement under this section, the Ad- 
ministrator may make application to the 
United States District Court for the District 
of Columbia for an order requiring obedience 
thereto. Thereupon the court, with or with- 
out notice and hearing, as it in its discretion 
may decide, shall make such order as is 
proper and may punish as a contempt any 
failure to comply with such order. * 

“‘(b) The Administrator shall have au- 
thority to promulgate, issue, amend, or re- 
scind rules and regulations, subject to ap- 
proval by the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia, and to issue such orders as may 
be deemed necessary or proper to carry out 
the purposes and provisions of this act or 
to prevent the circumvention or evasion 
thereof, 

“ ‘PROCEDURE 


“Sec. 8. (a) Any petition filed by a land- 
lord or tenant under section 4 shall be 
promptly referred to an examiner designated 
by the Administrator. Notice of such action, 
in such manner as the Administrator shall 
by regulation prescribe, shall be given the 
tenant and landlord of the housing accom- 
modations involved. If the petition be 
frivolous or without merit, the examiner 
shall forthwith dismiss it. Such order of 
dismissal may be reviewed by the Adminis- 
trator in the manner provided in subsection 
(c) of this section. The examiner shall 
grant a hearing upon the petition except in 
cases dismissed under this subsection. 

„b) Hearings under this section shall 
be conducted in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by the Administrator. The land- 
lord and tenant shall be given an oppor- 
tunity to be heard or to file written state- 
ments, due regard to be given the utility 
and relevance of the information offered and 
the need for expedition. In any such hear- 
ing the common-law rules of evidence shall 
not be controlling. 

e) The examiner, after hearing, shall 
make findings of fact and recommend an 
appropriate order. Copies of such findings 
and order shall be served upon the parties 
to the proceeding in such manner as the 
Administrator may prescribe by regulation. 
Within ten days after such service, any such 
party may request that the recommended 
order be reviewed by the Administrator. If 
there be no such request within such ten 
days, the findings and recommended order 
of the examiner shall thereupon be deemed 
to be the findings and order of the Admin- 
istrator: Provided, That the Administrator 
may review the proceedings, as herein pro- 
vided, on his own motion at any time within 
twenty days after service of the examiner's 
findings and order upon the parties. The 
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Administrator may, in his discretion, grant 
a hearing upon the request. Upon such 
request or motion, the record in the case 
shall be forthwith transferred to the Ad- 
ministrator for review and he may, in his 
discretion, grant a hearing. He shall state 
his findings of fact or affirm the examiner's 
findings of fact, which findings in either case 
shall be conclusive if supported by substan- 
tial evidence, and shall make an appropriate 
order. 
“ ‘COURT REVIEW 


“Sec. 9. (a) Within ten days after issu- 
ance of an order of the Administrator under 
section 4, any party may file a petition to 
review such action in the Municipal Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia and 
shall forthwith serve a copy of such peti- 
tion upon the Administrator. Thereupon, 
the Administrator shall certify and file with 
the court a transcript of the record upon 
which the order complained of was entered. 
Upon the filing of such transcript, the court 
shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm or 
set aside such order, or remand the proceed- 
ing: Provided, That the Administrator may 
at any time, upon reasonable notice and in 
such manner as he shall deem proper, re- 
scind, modify, or set aside, in whole or in 
part, any such order of the Administrator at 
any time notwithstanding the pendency of 
the petition to review. 

b) No objection that has not been 
urged before the Administrator shall be 
considered by the court unless the failure 
to urge such objection shall be excused be- 
cause of extraordinary circumstances. No 
order shall be set aside or remanded unless 
the petitioner shall establish to the satis- 
faction of the court that the order is not 
in accordance with law, or is not supported 
by substantial evidence. The commence- 
ment of proceedings under this section shall 
not except as provided in subsection (d), 
operate as a stay of the Administrator’s or- 
der. 

„e) The Municipal Court of Appeals for 
the District of Columbia is hereby granted 
exclusive jurisdiction to review any order 
of the Administrator made pursuant to sec- 
tion 4 of this Act, The judgment and de- 
cree of the court shall be final, subject to 
review as provided by law relative to other 
judgments of the court. 

d) No court shall issue any inter- 
locutory order or decree staying the effec- 
tiveness of any provision of this Act or any 
regulation or order issued thereunder unless 
the person objecting to such provisions, reg- 
ulation, or order shall file with the court 
an undertaking with a surety or sureties 
satisfactory to the court for the payment, in 
the event such objection is not sustained, 

_ of the amount by which the maximum rent, 
if any, permitted under such provision, reg- 
ulation, or order exceeds or is less than the 
amount actually received or paid while such 
stay is in effect. 


“ENFORCEMENT; PENALTIES 


“Sec. 10. (a) If any landlord receives 
rent or refuses to render services in vio- 
latien of any provision of this Act, or of any 
regulation or order thereunder prescribing 
a rent ceiling or service standard, the ten- 
ant paying such rent or entitled to such 
service, or the Administrator on behalf of 
such tenant, may bring suit to rescind the 
lease or rental agreement, or, in case of vio- 
lation of a maximum-rent ceiling, an action 
for double the amount by which the rent 
paid exceeded the applicable rent ceiling 
and, in case of violation of a minimum- 
service standard, an action for double the 
value of the services refused in violation of 
the applicable minimum-service standard or 
for $50, whichever is greater in either case, 
plus reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs as 
determined by the court. Any suit or action 
under this subsection may be brought in 
the Municipal Court for the District of Co- 
lumbia regardless of the amount involved, 
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and the municipal court is hereby given ex- 
clusive jurisdiction to hear and determine 
all such cases. 

„ b) No person shall be held liable for 
damages or penalties in any court on any 
grounds for or in respect of anything done 
or omitted to be done in good faith pur- 
suant to any provision of this Act or any 
regulation, order, or requirement thereun- 
der, notwithstanding that subsequently such 
provision, regulation, order, or requirement 
may be modified, rescinded, or determined 
to be invalid. The Administrator may inter- 
vene in any suit or action wherein a party 
relies for ground of relief or defense upon 
this Act or any regulation, order, or require- 
ment thereunder. No costs shall be assessed 
against the Administrator in any proceed- 
ings had or taken in accordance with this 
Act. 

„e) Whenever in the judgment of the 
Administrator any person has engaged or is 
about to engage in any acts or practices 
which constitute or will constitute a viola- 
tion of this Act, or any regulation, order, or 
requirement thereunder, he may make appli- 
cation to the United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia for an order en- 
forcing compliance with this Act or such 
regulation, order, or requirement, and upon 
a proper showing a permanent or temporary 
injunction, restraining order, or other order 
shall be granted without bond. 


“ ‘DEFINITIONS 


“ ‘Sec. 11. As used in this Act— 

„a) The term “housing accommodations” 
means any building, structure, or part 
thereof, or land appurtenant thereto, or any 
other real or personal property rented or 
offered for rent for living or dwelling pur- 


poses in the District of Columbia, together 


with all services supplied in connection with 
the use or occupancy of such property; but 
the term “housing accommodations” shall 
not include (1) any of the accommodations 
in a hotel in which more than 60 per centum 
of the units devoted to living quarters for 
tenants and guests are used for furnishing 
accommodations for transients, or the build- 
ing constituting such hotel; or (2) furnished 
nonhousekeeping accommodations, whether 
or not in a hotel, which are rented as rooms 
without kitchen privileges or facilities for 
cooking (but not in a suite of two or more 
rooms); or (3) any building used as a 
licensed rooming house. 

„b) The term “services” includes the 
furnishing of light, heat, hot and cold water, 
telephone, elevator service, furnishings, fur- 
niture, window shades, screens, awnings, and 
storage; kitchen, bath, and laundry facilities 
and privileges; maid service; janitor service; 
the removal of refuse, and the making of all 
repairs suited to the housing accommoda- 
tions or necessitated by ordinary wear and 
tear; and any other privilege or facility con- 
nected with the use or occupancy of housing 
accommodations, 

%%) The term “rent” means the con- 
sideration, including any bonus, benefit, or 
gratuity, demanded or received per day, week, 
month, year, or other period of time, as the 
case may be, for the use or occupancy of 
housing accommodations or the transfer of a 
lease for such accommodations, 

„d) The term “maximum-rent ceiling” 
means the maximum rent which may be de- 
manded or received for the use or occupancy 
of housing accommodations or the transfer 
of a lease for such accommodations. 

e) The term “minimum-service stand- 
ard” means the minimum service which may 
be supplied in connection with the renting 
or leasing of housing accommodations. 

„F) The term “tenant” includes a sub- 
tenant, lessee, sublessee, or other person en- 
titled to the use or occupancy of any housing 
accommodations. 

„g) The term “landlord” includes an 
owner, lessor, sublessor, or other person en- 
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titled to receive rent for the use or occu- 
pancy of any housing accommodations. 

öh) The term “person” includes one or 
more individuals, firms, partnerships, corpo- 
rations, or associations, and any agent, 
trustee, receiver, assignee, or other repre- 
sentative thereof. 

%%) The term “documents” includes 
leases, agreements, records, books, accounts, 
correspondence, memoranda, and other 
documents, and drafts and copies of the fore- 
going. 

“ ‘SEPARABILITY 


“ ‘Sec. 12. If any provision of this Act or 
the application of such provision to any per- 
son or circumstance shall be held invalid, 
the validity of the remainder of the Act 
and the applicability of such provision to 
other persons or circumstances shall not be 
affected thereby. 

“ ‘APPROPRIATION 

“Sec, 13. There are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated such funds as may be neces- 
sary to carry out the provisions of this Act, 
to be paid out of money in the Treasury of 
the United States to the credit of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia not otherwise appro- 
priated. 

“SHORT TITLE 


“ ‘Sec. 14. This Act may be cited as the 
“District of Columbia Emergency Rent Act 
of 1951.“ 

“Sec. 2. This act shall take effect on the 
day following the date of its enactment.” 

And the House agree to the same, 

OREN HARRIS, 
T. G. ABERNETHY, 
Jos. P. O'HARA, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


MATTHEW M. NEELY, 

EARLE C. CLEMENTS, 

HERMAN WELKER, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendment of 
the House to the bill (S. 1590) to extend 
and revise the District of Columbia Emer- 
gency Rent Act, submit the following state- 
ment in explanation of the effect of the ac- 
tion agreed upon by the conferees and rec- 
ommended in the accompanying conference 
report: 

The House amendment was passed in lieu 
of all of the Senate bill after the enacting 
clause. The accompanying conference re- 
port recommends the adoption of a substi- 
tute for both the Senate bill and the House 
amendment. The conference substitute fol- 
lows the House amendment except for the 
differences described below and except for 
minor clerical changes. The section num- 
bers used in this statement refer to the sec- 
tions of the District of Columbia Emer- 
gency Rent Act, as amended by the House 
amendment and by the conference substi- 
tute. 

Section 1 (b) of the House amendment 
provided for the termination of the pro- 
visions of the Act, and of all regulations, 
orders, and requirements thereunder, on 
March 31, 1952, except in the case of offenses 
committed and rights or liabilities incurred 
prior thereto. The conference substitute 
follows the Senate bill and extends the Act 
for a full year, adopting June 30, 1952, as 
the termination date. 

Clause (4) of section 2 of the House 
amendment provided that the basic maxi- 
mum-rent ceilings and minimum-service 
standards for housing accommodations 
which were controlled under the District of 
Columbia Emergency Rent Act on Decem- 
ber 31, 1950, shall be the rent and service 
to which the landlord and tenant were en- 
titled on December 31, 1950. The confer- 
ence substitute provides that such basic 
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maximum-rent ceilings and minimum-serv- 
ice standards shall be the rent and service 
to which the landlord and tenant were en- 
titled on June 30, 1951, so that the maxi- 
mum-rent ceilings and minimum-service 
standards prescribed by the amendatory Act 
will conform as closely as rossible to the 
rents and services in effect under existing 
law on the date of the enactment of the 
amendatory Act. 

Section 5 (b) (2) of the House amendment 
continued the provisions of the present law, 
which prevented a landlord from bringing 
an action or proceeding to recover posses- 
sion of property for his immediate and per- 
sonal use and occupancy as a dwelling, where 
such property is located in a structure or 
premises owned or leased by a cooperative 
corporation or association, unless 65 per 
centum of the tenants in the structure or 
premises at the time the cooperative ac- 
quired, leased, or entered into a contract or 
option to acquire or lease the structure or 
premises had previously acquired stock or 
membership in the cooperative and were 
entitled to possession of their respective 
dwelling units in the structure or premises. 
The conference substitute substantially fol- 
lows the Senate bill, providing that a land- 
lord who purchases a dwelling unit in a co- 
operatively owned or leased structure or 
premises may obtain jon of such 
dwelling unit, for his immediate and per- 
sonal use and occupancy or the immediate 
and personal use and occupancy of a pur- 
chaser with whom he has contracted, if he 
has actually paid in in cash at least 20 per 
centum of the full purchase price thereof 
or if he was entitled to recover possession 
under existing law immediately prior to the 
effective date of the amendatory Act. 

The conference substitute, in section 6, 
provides that the Administrator shall re- 
ceive a salary of $11,200 in lieu of the 
salary of $10,000 prescribed by section 6 of 
the House amendment. 

Section 3 (c) of the House amendment al- 
lowed a period of 5 days, after service upon 
the parties of the examiner's findings and 
order, within which a party might request 
review by the Administrator, and the period 
of 10 days after such service within which the 
Administrator might review the 
on his own motion. Section 8 (c) of the 
conference substitute, following the Senate 
bill, increases such periods for review to 10 
and 20 days, respectively. 

The House amendment omitted the penal 
provision contained in section 10 (b) of the 
Senate bill, and the conference substitute 
follows the House amendment. 

In defining “Housing accommodations” in 
section 11 (a), the House amendment ex- 
cepted accommodations in a hotel in which 
more than 60 per centum of the space is 
used for furnishing transient accommoda- 
tions. The corresponding exception in the 
conference substitute, following the Senate 
bill, is based upon “units” rather than 
“space.” 

OREN HARRIS, 

T. G. ABERNETHY, 

Jos. P. O'Hara, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, your conferees meeting 
with the conferees of the Senate and 
coming to agreement present this con- 
ference report. The points at issue be- 
tween the House and the Senate were 
very few. In some respects we gave in 
to the Senate, and in some respects the 
Senate gave in to us. 

In the first place, the House passed the 
bill providing for an extension until 
March 31, 1952. As it was passed by the 
Senate, it was 1 year. The conferees, 
after considerable discussion, agreed to 
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-extend the District Rent Control Act for 


another l-year period yielding to the 
Senate. 

Another major difference was the ef- 
fective date under the new base. As the 
House passed the bill, the effective date 
was January 1, 1951. As it passed the 
Senate it was June 15, 1951. In view of 
the orders and regulations that have 
been entered since January of this year, 
it was decided from an administrative 
viewpoint to be much more effective if 
we made the effective date June 30, 1951, 
which is the date the conferees agreed on. 

Another major difference on which 
there was agreement was in connection 
with cooperative apartments. You may 
recall that in 1949 we provided in the 
Rent Control Act for the District a pro- 
vision whereby 65 percent of the occu- 
pants of any apartment building could 
join together and enter into a coopera- 
tive agreement. There was much con- 
tention at that time about the issue. 
A formula was worked out at that time, 
and since then there has been little con- 
troversy over it. Nevertheless, we are 
told by the Rent Administrator that it 
has worked an extreme hardship in many 
cases, so they recommend that we do 
away with the 65 percent formula and 
provide a requirement of 30 percent cash 
payment if such a cooperative arrange- 
ment be undertaken. 

The conferees felt that this provision 
was too high, that the 30 percent cash 


payment was entirely out of line in re- 


gard to the purchase of housing accom- 
modations, not only insofar as other 
programs were concerned but insofar as 
the national requirement under estab- 
lished real estate practices was con- 
cerned. Consequently, the 30 percent 
requirement was reduced to 20 percent, 
and we agreed to do away with the pro- 
vision that was contained in the House 
bill and accept the other reduced require- 
mens of 20 percent cash payment on such 

One other provision on which there 
were differences between the House and 
the Senate was the payment of salary 
for the Rent Administrator. In the 
Senate bill, the Rent Administrator was 
provided a salary of $11,200 per year. 
As it passed the House a $10,000 salary 
was provided for, which has been the 
salary of the Rent Administrator, I sup- 
pose during the entire time that he has 
served in this position. 

The conferees felt that the $11,200 was 
not out of line in view of conditions 
that have developed since, and we agreed 
to the Senate provision. 

Another difference, which is minor, is 
with reference to the number of days in 
which a review could be requested fol- 
lowing an order, Under the provision 
passed by the House it was 5 days, after 
the order was put into effect by the Ad- 
ministrator, that the applicant could 
make a request for a review. Then the 
Administrator had 10 days to consider 
it. We decided that the provision of the 
Senate in this respect for 10 and 20 
pa respectively would be more equi- 

e. 

I think those are about the only dif- 
ferences except, possibly, some clarify- 
ing matters in the bill, in view of the 
language in the House and the Senate, 
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The Senate agreed to the House ac- 
tion of striking the criminal penalty pro- 
vision. This was a very important item 
in conference which received consider- 
able attention and discussion. 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRIS. I yield. 

Mr. KEARNS. The gentleman will in- 
form the House that if we vote to sup- 
port this bill we are voting for rent in- 
creases, whereas if we vote against it, 
we are not voting for increases in rent? 

Mr. HARRIS. That was not an issue 
at all in the conference. Those provi- 
sions with reference to the establish- 
ment of a new base had been accepted 
by the House and Senate. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. MILLER] 10 minutes. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, the House should remember 
that controls of all kinds have a pe- 
culiar way of sticking with you. Once 
we put them on, they are, indeed, difi- 
cult to tako off. There is nothing so 
permanent as a temporary job or bureau 
in Washington. That was demonstrated 
by the fact that just a few minutes ago 
we passed an extension of controls over 
the economy of the people. Rent con- 
trols in the District were put on, I be- 
lieve, 11 years ago, and this is the elev- 
enth year that it has been extended. I 
went back and read some of the testi- 
mony and reviewed the debate in the 
House and some of the hearings of 11 
years ago when rent controls were first 
put on. 

Some of the Members in the House 
said then, “You know, this is just a 
temporary measure for 1 year. It is just 
going to go on for 1 year, and next year 
is going to be all right, and then we will 
take them off.” 

We put them on for 1 and 2 years, 
and then they said, “Well, this is the 
last time we are going to put them on 
for 2 years, and that will be the end of 
rent control.” 

Well, we still have rent control with us. 
I dare say, if the emergency continues, 
as we apparently keep ourselves in a 
muddle, we will have it here 10 years 
from now. 

Then I looked back and saw what 
France did. France put controls on rent 
and controls of all kinds, like we are do- 
ing here with rent control, and like we 
are trying to do with the bill that just 
passed; and the controls they put on in 
World War I, are still in effect. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
LMr. Kearns] raised the question about 
the increase in rent. One thing I do not 
like about the bill, while it was not a 
matter of difference between the confer- 
ees, is that it does put on a 20-percent 
increase in rent. I think there is a good 
part of the owners who ought to have 
more than 20 percent increase in rent. 
They have kept their apartments up. 
They have improved them, and they are 
entitled to much more than 20 percent. 

But in this bill we sort of give credit 
to the fellow who has been no good and 
who has not done a thing to keep his 
apartments up. He is permitted to go 
on a new base and raise his rent 20 per- 
cent on the poorest type of apartments 
that he will probably do nothing about 
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in the next few years to keep up. Some 
of those apartments are firetraps today, 
and ought not to be in existence. That 
is one thing I do not like about the bill. 

Then I would also call your attention 
to the fact that two-thirds of the popu- 
lation in the United States are not now 
under rent control. Either it is handled 
locally or there are no controls at all. 
Over in Virginia, across the river, where 
they have a great many apartment 
houses, really the bedroom for those who 
work here in Washington, D. C., they 
have no rent controls. I do not know of 
any difficulties over in Virginia with all 
these apartment houses with no rent 
control. 

Out in Montgomery County, out in 
Prince Georges County, Md., they have no 
Federal rent control; they have a sort of 
local rent control, which is more or less 
operative at a local level, and I think that 
is as it ought to be. So I earnestly hope 
that some of you will read the debate of 
8 and 10 years ago where we say we were 
putting it on for just 1 year, and I hope 
this will be the last time we will extend 
rent control in the District. 

It was my hope to try to limit it to 
9 months, but the conference saw fit to 
go along with the l-year period. When 
this thing is up next year I hope we will 
say, “We will let rent control go by the 
board.” I think people will be better off 
without it. I think they would be better 
off under the OPS bill where we simply 
control certain strategic and critical ma- 
terials along with credit controls. I 
think the sooner we can get back to the 
American way of doing things the better 
it will be for all of us. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 8 minutes and ask unanimous 
consent to speak out of order. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
call the attention of the House to the 
deplorable situation in Iran. 

Several months ago I called the atten- 
tion of the members of this body to the 
situation then developing, and the im- 
portance which the supply of oil from 
Tran contributed to the world supply, 
and the importance of oil from Iran in 
our own domestic program and econ- 
omy. 

We daily have been watching this sit- 
uation becomes worse and worse. 

We all can appreciate and recognize 
the difficult position in which we are 
placed in international relations, in our 
efforts toward comity among free na- 
tions of the world. We all can recog- 
nize the problem which has been pre- 
sented to our State Department, and to 
our President, who, himself, made over- 
tures of friendly aid just some days ago. 

But it is regrettable that no decisive 
action has been taken. 

As it now looks, the supply of oil which 
Iran can and will contribute to the free 
world, rapidly is dwindling, and soon 
will stop. 

If this country is called upon to fur- 
nish the oil to those nations which have 
been obtaining oil from Iran, it can 
mean only one thing. It means ration- 
ing. 
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Here is an oil field which is a signifi- 
cant producer. Here is a refinery with 
a capacity of 550,000 barrels a day. The 
one refinery at Abadan, the largest in 
the world, daily processes 5 percent of 
the world’s oil production; or 10 percent 
of the world production outside of the 
United States. Last April, when the re- 
finery was running at partial capacity 
owing to disturbances then occurring, 
the loss in total ouput was some 7,000,- 
000 barrels. Immediately the loss was 
felt in our Gulf Coast ports with many 
offers for takings of oil from this coun- 
try. 

Today with our expanding defense 
program the situation is even worse. 

Right now, nowhere in the world is 
there sufficient excess refinery capacity 
to offset the loss of production from Ab- 
adan. 

It is unthinkable that the British per- 
mit this loss to occur. 

It is not a question of nationalization 
by the Iranians of the British oil hold- 
ings in Iran. The British have accepted 
the principle of nationalization, and 
have recognized the principle in their 
own country. So have we, in the Bo- 
gota agreement relating to what any 
country may do regarding the resources 
in its country. 

The deplorable fact is that the present 
crisis has been precipitated over the 
degree of profit which the British insist 
that they must have. 

Not long ago the British announced 
the sending of paratroops to Cyprus, a 
not so veiled military threat to carry out 
their own incredible attitude. This has 
been followed with a cruiser being sent 
into the Persian Gulf, a more direct 
threat. Wells have been closed down, 
tankers are being dispatched elsewhere, 
and refinery runs can continue only to 
the extent storage remains. Now they 
have announced the pulling of their 
technical men from the entire area. 

It is inconceivable that we have sat 
idly by during all this process with ex- 
pressions of pious hope that. somehow, 
someway, the matter might be straight- 
ened out. It is inconceivable that now 
we plan to help them out of the dilemma 
they have brought upon themselves by 
saying that we will supply them with the 
oil that they refuse to take from Iran. 

My attention has been called to the 
announcement yesterday by mobilization 
officials of a procedure whereby Ameri- 
can oil companies may agree voluntarily 
to supply the British with oil. This is 
an open invitation to the British to con- 
tinue these steps which are placing in 
jeopardy an adequate supply of oil for a 
free world. 

On the contrary, we should announce 


immediately that we will not supply them: 


with aay oil from our own tight supply. 

This may cause a change of attitude 
which will lead to the Abadan refinery 
continuing to operate. This refinery 
must not be allowed to close down. 

It has been amazing to note that our 
own State Department has been reported 
as having threatened, just 2 days ago, 
that if the Abadan refinery was closed 
down owing to the pulling out of British 
technical personnel that we, too, would 
find ourselves unable to assist with any 
such personnel, 
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It is shocking, if this report is true, 
that we have so far forgotten the realities 
of our exigencies and emergency here at 
home, that we aline ourselves with the 
British position based on the mainte- 
nance of their normal profits from 
Iranian oil. 

This is sheer stupidity. It is direct 
invitation for the Iranians to ask Russia 
for the trained men which Iran cannot 
get elsewhere. 

Our own attitude should be directly 
the opposite. 

We should take the position that this 
refinery, supplying 5 percent of the 
world’s oil products, is far too important. 
It cannot be closed. 

We should take the position, that if the 
Iranians ask us—and there is some indi- 
cation in the morning press that they 
may have—we will provide the technical 
help and men so that the refinery can 
continue to operate. 

I have introduced a bill today which 
provides that the Secretary of the In- 
terior is authorized, upon request of the 
Iranian Government, to take the appro- 
priate steps, through industry, to recruit 
the technical assistance which may be 
needed. Industry has always met any 
emergency, This is another critical 
challenge to which, I know, industry will 
respond. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. JUDD. Is the gentleman aware 
of the fact that in the beginning the 
real conflict between the British and the 
Iranians was not so much over money 
as over certain other things? The 
Iranians wanted 50-percent royalties 
which is what the British give to the 
owners of oil property in Venezuela and 
we give to the Government of Saudi- 
Arabia just across the border. It is cer- 
tain that that arrangement could and 
would have been made by the British 
company. 

There were four other things the 
Iranians wanted even more and which 
the British would not allow: 

First. They wanted to have an Iranian 
or two on the board of directors of the 
Anglo-Iranian Oil Co. That was a mat- 
ter of securing for an Asiatic people 
treatment as equal human beings instead 
of as inferior colonials. The British 
would not consent. 

Second. The Iranians wanted a look at 
the books of the company and the 
British would not let them examine the 
books, even though it is on the basis of 
these records that the royalties to the 
Iranians are determined. x 

Third. They wanted to have some 
Iranian technicians employed by the 
company. Indians, Pakistanians, Egyp- 
tians, Americans, or Englishmen can get 
such jobs, but even the Iranian who has 
a degree in geology or in oil engineering 
cannot get a supervisory or managerial 
job. Iranians are good only for menial 
labor. 

Fourth. They wanted the price they 
pay for the oil used in their own country 
to be figured at actual costs, not at a 
world price. The amount of actual 
money involved was relatively small, 
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Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman agrees 
with me it is a deplorable situation? 

Mr. JUDD. It is indeed a deplorable 
situation. At times the British do not 
seem to have learned anything about 
dealing with peoples over whom they 
have exercised control, since they lost 
the 13 Colonies. They ought to comply 
on these matters of prestige and they 
ought to doit graciously. If they do not, 
they will lose everything. And it will 
cost every American plenty of money 
and trouble too. 

Mr. HARRIS. I am grateful for the 
response and interest of the gentleman 
from Minnesota. I welcome the gentle- 
man’s consideration of the resolution I 
have introduced today. As a prominent 
and distinguished member of the great 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, I am glad 
to have the comment. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Arkansas has expired. 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include copy of the agreement referred 
to by Mr. Harris and also to include cer- 
tain newspaper articles. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, it 
certainly is a constructive move for the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Harris] 
te bring to the attention of the House 
the situation existing in Iran, and in 
commenting upon its possible serious ef- 
fects here. His proposal should be 
promptly and carefully considered. 

I have with me a copy of the voluntary 
agreement to which he referred and 
under the permission obtained I now in- 
clude it for the RECORD: 

VOLUNTARY AGREEMENT RELATING TO THE 
SUPPLY OF PETROLEUM TO FRIENDLY FOREIGN 
NATIONS 
1. Need for an agreement: Current world- 

wide supply and demand for petroleum prod- 
ucts are most delicately balanced. There is 
only a negligible amount of world refining 
capacity not presently in operation. All op- 
erating refineries are running at approxi- 
mately their normal maximum capacity. 
Transportation facilities, particularly essen- 
tial tanker tonnage, are strained to the ut- 
most. Loss of any substantial current 
source of world petroleum supply can seri- 
ously jeopardize the interests of the free 
nations of the world. 

The defense and security programs of the 
United States, and others of the United Na- 
tions, have accelerated essential demands 
for oil. Stocks of petroleum at various key 
points throughout the world must be main- 
tained at satisfactory working levels. Any 
substantial diminution in world petroleum 
supplies will directly and adversely affect 
the interest of the United States, including 
the successful continuation of its mobiliza- 
tion program. Accordingly, the United 
States must be prepared to meet and handle 
immediately the problems inherent in any 
substantial loss of world petroleum supplies, 

It should be emphasized that petroleum 
supply is a world-wide matter and that 
shortages in one location necessarily involve 
adjustments in remotely distant areas. This 
normal interreliance is sharply pointed up 
in times of emergency. 

It is believed that a committee composed 
of the American oil companies engaged in 
foreign petroleum operations can aid ma- 
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terially in meeting such problems by con- 
sidering and making recommendations for 
action to be taken which will either com- 
pensate for or alleviate shortages arising 
from any such loss. 

2. What this agreement does: This is a 
voluntary agreement under section 708 of 
the Defense Production Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 
798). This agreement authorizes the forma- 
tion of a committee and subcommittees to 
consider and make recommendations de- 
signed to prevent, eliminate or alleviate 
shortages of petroleum supplies in friendly 
foreign nations which threaten to affect or 
which do affect adversely the defense mobi- 
lization interests or programs of the United 
States. It establishes procedures under 
which persons engaged in foreign petroleum 
operations and participating in this agree- 
ment can take cooperative action among 
themselves or with appropriate designated 
agencies, committees or other persons to 
accomplish the objective of this agreement. 

3. Definitions: As used in this agreement: 

(a) “Administrator” means the Secretary 
of the Interior and Petroleum Administrator 
for Defense or the Deputy Petroleum Ad- 
ministrator for Defense. 

(b) “Committee” means the Foreign Pe- 
troleum Supply Committee and the execu- 
tive committee thereof created pursuant to 
section 4 of this agreement. 

(c) “Subcommittee” means any subcom- 
mittee created pursuant to section 4 of this 
agreement. 

(d) “Director” means that Assistant Dep- 
uty Administrator of the Petroleum Admin- 
istration for Defense in Charge of Foreign 
Operations. 

(e) “Foreign country or area” means any 
country or area outside the continental 
United States. 

(f) “Person” means any individual, part- 
nership, association, business trust, cor- 
poration or group of individuals, 
whether domestic or foreign and whether in- 
corporated or not, engaged in foreign petro- 
leum operations. 

(g) “Petroleum” means crude petroleum, 
petroleum products of all kinds, and blending 
agents used in the manufacture of petroleum 
products, except those which the Admin- 
istrator may exclude from the operation of 
this agreement. 

(h) “Foreign petroleum operations” means 
the production, refining, transportation, 
storage, supply, or distribution of petroleum 
in any foreign country or area, the export 
of petroleum from or the import of petro- 
leum into any foreign country or area by 
any person directly as principal or indirect- 
ly by agent, affiliate, or otherwise. 

(i) “Plan of action” means the recom- 
mendation of the Committee to the Admin- 
istrator pertaining to the solution of such 
problem or problems as the Director has re- 
quested the Committee to consider. 

(j) “Schedule” means that document is- 
sued by the Administrator which sets forth 
the detailed operating procedures or actions 
to be taken to implement an approved plan 
of action. 

4. Formation of committees: 

(a) A “Foreign Petroleum Supply Com- 
mittee” shall be appointed by the Admin- 
istrator to investigate problems and make 
recommendations thereon to assist the Ad- 
ministrator to accomplish the objectives of 
this agreement. The Committee members 
shall be those American petroleum com- 
panies engaged in foreign petroleum opera- 
tions which are participants in this agree- 
ment. Each member shall have one repre- 
sentative sitting on the Committee and an 
alternate to sit in his absence or disability. 
Each representative of each member of the 
Committee shall be a senior official of the 
participating company he represents. 

(b) The Administrator may appoint from 
the Committee membership an executive 


committee which shall perform all duties 
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and functions of the Committee when the 
latter is not in session, and may, from time 
to time, alter the membership thereof. In- 
dividuals appointed to serve on the execu- 
tive committee shall be chosen by the Ad- 
ministrator from among those individuals 
who are representatives or alternates of the 
members of the Committee. 

(c) The Administrator may appoint sub- 
committees from the members of the com- 
mittee to assist the committee in performing 
its duties and functions, and may, from time 
to time, alter the membership thereof. 
Representatives on subcommittees need not 
be the same individuals representing mem- 
bers on the committee. 

(d) The Administrator shell designate, 
from the representatives of members and 
their alternates, the individuals who are to 
serve as chairman of the Foreign Petroleum 
Supply Committee, the executive committee 
thereof, and any subcommittee appointed 
pursuant to this agreement. 

5. Meetings: 

(a) Meetings of the Committee shall be 
held upon the call of the Administrator or 
Director. Meetings of subcommittees shall 
be held at such times as the Administrator 
shall designate in the written notices of ap- 
pointment of such subcommittees or upon 
the call of the Director or of the chairmen 
of such subcommittees. 

(b) The agenda for meetings of the com- 
mittee and any subcommittee shall be initi- 
ated and formulated in advance of the meet- 
ing by the Administrator or the Director. 
Matters may be added to such agenda by the 
chairmen of such committees. 

(c) The committee and the subcommittees 
shall maintain such staff and appoint such 
persons as may be requisite to discharge the 
duties and functions conferred upon them 
pursuant to this agreement. Operating ex- 
penses of the committee and subcommitiees 
shall be met from a fund to which voluntary 
contributions may be made by persons par- 
ticipating in this agreement and such funds 
may be solicited by the Committee. 

(d) Each committee and subcommittee 
meeting shall be open to any member of 
the committee or any subcommittee, to rep- 
resentatives of any Government agency, and 
to any individual designated by the Direc- 
tor. Full and complete minutes of all meet- 
ings of such committees shall be kept, and 
copies thereof shall be sent to the Adminis- 
trator. 

6. Operation under this voluntary agree- 
ment: 

(a) The Director shall submit to the com- 
mittee in writing a request to prepare one 
or more plans of action to meet problems 
arising under this agreement. 

(b) The committee shall prepare and sub- 
mit in writing to the Administrator recom- 
mended plans of action for the solution of 
the problems presented to the committee 
under 6 (a). 

(c) Each plan of action shall describe the 
manner in which the committee revom- 
mends that the problem or problems sub- 
mitted to it be solved, including a statement 
of such facts as the companies who will par- 
ticipate thereunder, the geographic area or 
areas affected, the nature of the action to be 
taken, and such other material facts as may 
be necessary for consideration of the plan 
for approval under section 708 of the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950. 

(d) If the plan of action is approved by 
the Administrator, he will submit it to the 
appropriate Government agencies in accord- 
ance with section 708 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950. 

(e) Prior to the issuance of an appropri- 
ate approval in respect of the plan of action 
under section 708 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950, the committee may prepare pro- 
posed schedules implementing the plan of 
action and submit such schedules to the Ad- 
ministrator for his consideration. Upon ap- 
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proval of the plan of action under section 708 
of the Defense Production Act of 1950 and 
approval and issuance of the schedules by 
the Administrator, action may be taken pur- 
suant to such schedules. 

7. Other committee functions: Upon writ- 
or Pi acai of the Director, the committee 
shall: 

(a) Make surveys and investigations of 
and obtain, analyze, and keep current perti- 
nent information and data with respect to 
foreign petroleum operations. 

(b) Estimate the petroleum requirements 
(product by product) of each foreign country 
or area to be supplied and the supplies avail- 
able therefor, and prepare and submit recom- 
mended plans of action and supply schedules 
to the Administrator for each such foreign 
country or area. 

(c) Make recommendations to the Direc- 
tor with respect to stocks of petroleum to be 
maintained in friendly foreign nations, with 
primary consideration for the maintenance 
of adequate stocks of petroleum for mili- 
tary use. 

(d) Make such other investigations, sur- 
veys, and recommendations requested by the 
Director. 

8. Effectuation of schedules: 

(a) All schedules authorized to be pre- 
pared and submitted pursuant to this agree- 
ment in implementation of a plan of action 
which has been approved as provided in sec- 
tion 6 hereof shall, after such modification 
or revision as the administrator shall deter- 
mine to be necessary, be issued by the Ad- 
minis‘ra‘or and no such schedules shall be- 
come effective until so issued. Upon issu- 
ance of any such schedule, copies thereof 
shall be forwarded to the committee and the 
appropriate subcommittees and to all par- 
ticipants named therein and all participants 
who may be affected by such schedule shall 
carry it into effect according to its terms, 
conditions, and intent. The Administrator 
Liay reject any schedule prepared and sub- 
mitted to him and may, at any time, if in his 
judgment such action is necessary, terminate 
and cancel, in whole or in part, any schedule 
which he has issued. 

(b) Any participant affected by any 
schedule issued in accordance with the fore- 
going subparagraph, who considers that com- 
pliance therewith will work an exceptional 
and unreasonable hardship upon him, may 
request the Administrator to review such 
schedule. Such request shall be in writing 
and shall set forth the pertinent facts and 
the reasons why he considers himself entitled 
to relief, and the Administrator shall act 
promptly upon such request and render a 
decision thereon within a period of 15 days, 

9. Emergency action: In cases of need for 
alterations in any schedule referred to in 
section 8 of this agreement which arise sub- 
sequent to the issuance thereof, the Admin- 
istrator, if he deems such actior necessary, 
may make specific changes in or modifica- 
tions of any such schedule. Such changes 
or modifications shall be in writing and 
copi 3 thereof shall be forwarded to the com- 
mittee, any appropriate subcommittee, and 
to all participants affected thereby. 

10. Coordination and cooperation: In 
carrying out the provisions of this agreement, 
the committee, the subcommittees, and all 
participants shall endeavor to coordinate 
their activities with, and shall cooperate 
with such agencies, committees, and other 
persons as may be designated in writing by 
the Director. 

11, Collection of information: In carrying 
out its duties and functions, the committee 
and each subcommittee may direct such 
inquiries to and request and obtain informa- 
tion from persons engaged in foreign petro- 
leum operations as may be necessary or 
appropriate. 

12. Committee representation: Any indi- 
vidual appointed to represent a member on 
the committee or any subcommittee, either 
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as representative or alternate, shall, prior 
to acting thereon, advise the Administrator 
in writing either by letter or telegram of 
his acceptance of such appointment. Such 
written acceptance shall be directed to the 
Administrator in the following form and 
shall obligate the individual as stated: 

“Dear Sm: I hereby agree to become a 
representative of [here insert name of com- 
pany], a participant in the ‘voluntary agree- 
ment relating to the supply of petroleum 
to friendly foreign nations’ and accept ap- 
pointment as such representative on [here 
state name of committee or subcommittee] 
created pursuant to said agreement. 

“I hereby agree to use my best efforts to 
discharge the duties and functions incident 
to such representation adequately and ex- 
peditiously and in accordance with my indi- 
vidual experience and judgment. 

“Sincerely, 
“[Signature].” 


13. Procedure for and effect of becoming a 
participant: (a) After approval of this agree- 
ment by the appropriate Government of- 
ficial as provided in section 708 of the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950 and after re- 
quests for participation in it have been ap- 
proved by the Attorney General and have 
been made of persons engaged in foreign pe- 
troleum operations by such Government of- 
ficial, such persons may become participants 
in this agreement by advising such Govern- 
ment official in writing of acceptance of such 
request. Such requests will be effective for 
the purpose of granting certain immunity 
from the antitrust laws and the Federal 
Trade Commission Act as provided in section 
708 (b) of the Defense Production Act of 
1950 only with respect to such persons as no- 
tify such Government official in writing 
that they will comply with such request and 
only with respect to such acts by such per- 
sons as are within the scope of this agree- 
ment. 

(b) This agreement shall not be con- 
strued as directing or requiring any partici- 
pant to take any action, to carry into effect 
any schedule, which would conflict with any 
applicable laws or regulations of any for- 
eign country or area or with any obligation 
of such participant which existed.on the 
date the Director submitted to the com- 
mittee any request which results in the is- 
suance of such schedule. 

14. Effective date and duration: This 
agreement shall become effective upon the 
date of its final approval by the Director of 
the Office of Defense Mobilization. It shall 
cease to be effective at the termination of 
title VII of the Defense Production Act of 
1950 unless the time limitation now speci- 
fied in section 716 (a) of said act is extended 
or otherwise changed by legislative action 
in a form which permits continuation of this 
agreement. However, the agreement may be 
terminated at any time as may be deter- 
mined by the Administrator upon notice by 
letter, telegram, or publication in the Fed- 
eral Register. 

15, Withdrawal from agreement: Any 
participant may withdraw from this agree- 
ment subject to the fulfillment of obliga- 
tions incurred under this agreement prior 
to the date such withdrawal becomes effec- 
tive by giving not less than 30 days’ written 
notice to the Administrator. 


Mr. Speaker, I also wish to include an 
article from the Wall Street Journal of 
June 28 with reference to the anticipated 
pooling of resources of United States oil 
companies, which is the apparent ob- 
jective of this present agreement. It is 
as follows: 

UNITED States To Am ANGLO-IRANIAN CUS- 
— Ir THEI OIL SUPPLIES ARE Cur 
WASHINGTON. —The United States will help 

customers of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Co., if 
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that strife-wracked concern can't continue 
to supply them with petroleum products. 

As a first step, the Office of Defense Mobili- 
zation will announce, probably today, that 
plans will be drawn up for pooling the re- 
sources of United States oil companies. 

One result of those plans, months hence, 
may be less refined petroleum—such as gaso- 
line and kerosene—for customers here at 
home. But officials continue to hope they 
won't have to ration gasoline. 

The pooling idea is advocated by Secre- 
tary of Interior Chapman, who doubles as 
Petroleum Administrator for Defense. Once 
ODM gives the signal, he'll hand the job on 
to a group of industry advisers. They'll work 
out a scheme for his guidance. The justice 
Department will be called in for antitrust 
clearance. 

GEOGRAPHY BIG FACTOR 


Officials at the Petroleum Administration 
aren't saying much about what they think 
the industry and Mr. Chapman will decide to 
do. But the outlines of their problem are 
dictated by geography. 

Anglo-Iranian, its properties nationalized 
by the Iranian Government, has been cutting 
down output at its oil wells, A shut-down of 
its biggest-on-earth refinery at Abadan seems 
imminent. Tanker sailings from Iran’s port 
of Mashur have been held up by a wrangle 
over receipts for the oil cargoes amounting 
to promissory notes for pzyment at rates 
Iran has not yet listed 

From Iran, oil flows normally to far-flung 
customers—Australia, Japan, India, Eng- 
land, other European countries. Some goes 
as crude oil. The rest is refined in the 
Abadan refinery, with capacity for some 500,- 
000 barrels a day. Loss of that plant, ollmen 
say, can't be offset, except over a long period 
by increasing refinery operations elsewhere. 

Thus the planners have three things to 
worry about: Crude oil, refined petroleum, 
and tankers. 

They have been playing with the idea of 
getting more crude oil from Central and 
South America. But that would mean a long 
tanker haul to some present Anglo-Iranian 
customers. A possible solution, one official 
said, would be to ship more oil from the 
Middle East to Asia and Australia and send 
more American crude to Europe, which now 
relies heavily on the Middle East, 


VENEZUELA COMPLICATES PROBLEM 


The problem of getting more crude oil in 
the Western Hemisphere is complicated by 
a recent announcement that Venezuela, one 
of the chief producers, feels its wells are gush- 
ing at the “maximum efficient rate.” 

Rerouting of middle eastern oil on the 
other hand, would involve changes in the 
business of some United States companies 
there—the Arabian-American Oil Co. and 
the Gulf Oil Co. There might also be an 
agreement to use British tankers freed from 
carrying their usual cargo of Iranian oil. 

To make up for the loss of the Abadan 
refinery, a greater volume of petroleum prod- 
ucts will have to be exported from the United 
States, according to a congressional source 
who keeps in close touch with the bureau- 
crats. So a pooling plan probably would 
call for agreements to allocate some United 
States output, in addition to diverting 
crude oil and tankers. 

The complexities of the problem worry the 
Justice Department. Attorneys there ap- 
parently feel that United States companies 
with holdings in South America and the Mid- 
dle East might work out a scheme that would 
hurt their purely domestic competitors in 
this country. 

The Department turned down one sugges- 
tion for a “voluntary agreement” that had 
been drawn up by oil company men and Sec- 
retary Chapman. 

That dignitary took his fight to a Cabinet 
mesting and got President Truman's back- 
ing on a second try. The Justice Depart- 
ment now has agreed to let the planning go 
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ahead, on condition that it gets a chance 
to veto any scheme for antitrust reasons. 


Mr, Speaker, I also include a news dis- 
patch appearing in the Washington Post 
of this morning with reference to this 
move. It is as follows: 


UNITED States To SUPPLY EUROPE OIL IF IRAN 
SHUTS OFF 

The United States last night revealed plans 
to supply Western Europe with oil through 
18 American oil companies if Iranian sup- 
plies are shut off. 

Charles E. Wilson, Director of Defense 
Mobilization, announced the plan by which 
American concerns operating abroad would 
supply “friendly foreign nations” in the 
event of an Iranian stoppage. 

The first move would be creation of a 
foreign petroleum supply committee of rep- 
resentatives of participating companies, 
headed by a chairman to be named by Secre- 
tary of the Interior Chapman, who is Defense 
Petroleum Administrator. 

Companies invited to participate are: 
American Independent Oil Co., Arabian- 
American Oil Co., Atlantic Refining Co., 
Barber Oil Corp., Caltex Oil Products Co., 
Creole Petroleum Corp., Conorado Petroleum 
Corp., Gulf Oil Corp., Pacific Western Oil 
Corp., Socony-Vacuum Oil Co., Standard Oil 
Co. of California, Standard Oil Co. (New 
Jersey), Standard Vacuum Oil Co., Superior 
Oil Co., The Texas Co., Tide Water Associated 
Oil Co., Union Oil Co. of California, and 
Venezuela Petroleum Co. 

In other Iran oil developments: 

1. Iran gave ground slightly by offering 
to drop a pending antisabotage bill if British 
technicians of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Co. will 
stay on the job. 

2. Iran protested to neighboring Iraq for 
permitting the British cruiser Mauritius to 
anchor in frontier waters of the Shatt-El- 
Arb off the AIOC refinery port of Abadan. 

3. The AIOC declared another dividend in 
London and its stock, with a par value of 
$2.80, moved up 40 cents to the equivalent of 

. $15.40. The dividend brought returns for the 
fiscal year to 30 percent of the par value, or 
just short of 6 percent of the current mar- 
ket price. 

4. The AIOC’s tanker company ordered a 
dozen loaded tankers at Abadan to discharge 
their cargoes and pull out to await instruc- 
tions. About 40 tankers were in the port or 
standing off. 

5. Informed British officials said Britain is 
preparing to take the dispute to the United 
Nations Securtiy Council as a last resort, 


Mr. Speaker, I wish to emphasize one 
possibility which is mentioned in the 
article from the Wall Street Journal. 
It is that at some time in the future, if 
the pooling agreement goes into effect, 
there may be less refined petroleum 
such as gasoline and kerosene—for cus- 
tomers here at home. Even though the 
officials continue to hope that this will 
not result in the rationing of gasoline, 
this is within the realm of possibility, 
Furthermore, I have been advised by 
competent persons that one of the most 
serious situations would be in connec- 
tion with fuel oil and that impact would 
be felt first and with greatest severity 
in the northeastern part of the country. 

In view of the statements in the volun- 

agreement as to the reasons for the 
agreement, and in view of the recent 
statements emanating from many 
sources with reference to the probable 
tightness in petroleum and petroleum 
products this coming fall and winter, I 
am confident that all Members would 
feel that it is of the utmost importance 
for Congress, through its proper com- 
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mittees, to keep currently advised of 
further developments and to take any 
necessary action to insure an adequate 
supply of petroleum and petroleum 
products in connection with the defense 
effort and the domestic economy. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. HOFFMAN]. 


U. N. WILL DESTROY UNITED STATES 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, the remarks of the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. Harris] and of the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Jupp] 
point out and emphasize the folly of our 
action in joining and of going along with 
United Nations, 

Britain has nationalized its industries, 
but when Iran tried that Britain said 
“No!” Then the Iranians kicked the 
British out, as I understand it; at least 
they got out. Then the British sent 
warships down there, they sent in a ship 
with tanks and guns, then they appealed 
to the International Court at The Hague 
for a decision. 

If we follow along in the course that 
has been followed before, if we follow 
along as we did prior to the hostilities 
in Korea, what is going to happen? If 
this International Court says that Iran 
is wrong—and do not forget the power 
of Britain when these decisions are 
made—and the United Nations tells us 
to send troops in, again we will be fight- 
ing a war for the interests of Great 
Britain. Iam wondering what those on 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs are 
going to do about it. I wonder whether 
or not they are going to go along and 
say that once more, if the President 
orders troops over there into Iran—that 
once more the Congress will continue 
conscription, conscript American young 
men to fight in Iran so that Britain, as 
I get the point from the gentleman from 
Arkansas and the gentleman from Min- 
nesota, can operate those wells that oil 
industry and exact the profit which she 
wants, regardless of justice and fair 
dealing. You see what we are doing? 

Oh, yes; we are making dollars for the 
British Empire, which owns 52 percent 
of that industry, and British citizens, 
who own practically all the rest of it. 
We are making dollars for Britain and 
the British people, and we are doing it 
for them with the lives of our men, 

Oh, I know I have been criticized for 
opposing what the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs has done, what it wants 
to, but I have no apologies. They can 
send our men over there if they insist, 
just as long as it can round up the votes, 
but neither that committee nor the ad- 
ministration is going to do it with any 
support from me. 

There is a rumor just heard that 
fighting has ceased in Korea. I hope it 
is true. I hope, if true, our men there 
will not be sent to fight in Iran; that we 
will take no part in any war there. 

Now, one other thing. We just passed 
this other resolution continuing controls 
for 30 days. If it goes over to the other 
body, and then comes back, we will say, 
as was stated by the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Wo.cort], with our res- 
olution—all after the enacting clause 
stricken—the bill they passed this morn- 
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ing at 4 o'clock substituted and comes 
back for our consideration, what are we 
going to do about it? Are we going to 
send it to conference? Then if the con- 
ferees come back without delay, will 
they report it here and we adopt it with- 
out any consideration at all? I doubt if 
there is a Member of the House, at least 
not more than one or two, who Knows 
what was finally written in that bill. I 
sat over there last night quite a while 
after midnight, and I asked some of the 
Members of the other body what they 
were doing, and the gentleman I asked, 
a very distinguished Member and not a 
reactionary Republican, a Republican 
who often goes along with the adminis- 
tration, said he did not know and he 
doubted if anybody else did. Certainly 
we will not know the merits or demerits 
of the bill and I hope that when that 
bill comes back here, if it does today or 
early tomorrow, that we just put it in 
cold storage and then next week take up 
our own bill, with an opportunity for 
amendments and discussion, before we 
finally adopt it. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the conference 
report. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the conference report. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. MILLER of Ne- 
braska), there were—ayes 89, noes 19. 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present, and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
pa and the Clerk will call the 
roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 242, nays 126, not voting 64, 
as follows: 


[Roll No. 99] 
YEAS—242 

Aandahl Butler Fallon 
Abbitt Byrne, N. Y. Feighan 
Addonizio Camp Fernandez 

rt Canfield Fine 
Andersen, Cannon Fogarty 

H. Carl Carlyle Forand 

Anfuso Case Forrester 
Angell Celler Frazier 
Armstrong Chelf Fugate 
Aspinall Chudoff Fulton 
Auchincloss Clemente Furcolo 
Ayres Cole, N. Y, Gamble 
Bailey Colmer 
Baker Combs Gary 
Bakewell Cooley Gathings 
Baring Cooper Gordon 
Barrett Corbett Gore 
Bates, Mass, Crosser Granahan 
Battle Curtis, Mo, Granger 
Beall Davis, Ga. Grant 
Beckworth Davis, Tenn. Green 
Bender Deane Greenwood 
Bennett, Fla. DeGraffenried Gregory 
Bennett, Mich. Delaney Gross 
Bentsen Dempsey Hale 
Blackney Denny Hall, 
Blatnik Denton Edwin Arthur 

S, Devereux u, 
Bolling Dollinger Leonard W. 
Bolton Donohue Hand 
Bonner Donovan Hardy 
Bosone Dorn 
Boykin Doughton Havenner 
Bray Doyle Hays, Ark 
Brown, Ga. Eaton Hays, Ohio 
Bryson Eberharter Hébert 
Burnside Elliott Hedrick 
Burton Engle Heffernan 
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Heller Machrowicz Rodino 
Herlong Mack, Ill. Rogers, Colo. 
Heselton Mack, Wash. Rogers, Mass. 
Hess Madden Rooney 
Holifield Magee Roosevelt 
Holmes Marshall Sabath 
Horan Martin, Mass, Sadlak 
Howell Miller, Calif Sasscer 
Hull Miller, N. Y. Saylor 
Irving Mills Scott, Hardie 
Jackson, Wash. Mitchell Scott, 
Jarman Morano Hugh D, Jr. 
Javits Morgan Secrest 
Jenkins Morris Seely-Brown 
Johnson Morrison Shelley 
Jones, Ala. Moulder Sheppard 
Jones, Mo. Multer Sieminski 
Jones, Mumma Spence 

Hamilton ©. Murdock Staggers 
Jones, Murphy Steed 

Woodrow W. Nelson Stigler 
Judd O'Brien, Ill Stockman 
Karsten, Mo. O’Brien, Mich. Sutton 
Kelly, N. Y. O'Neill Tackett 
Kennedy Ostertag Talle 
Keogh O'Toole Thornberry 
Kerr Patman Tollefson 
Kilburn Patterson Vorys 
Kilday Perkins Walter 
King Philbin Watts 
Kirwan Polk Whitaker 
Klein Price Wickersham 
Kuczynski Priest Widnall 

e Prouty Wier 
Lanham Quinn Wigglesworth 
Lantaff Rabaut Williams, Miss. 
Lesinski Radwan Williams, N, Y 
Lind Rains Willis 
McCarthy Reams Winstead 
McConnell Rhodes Withrow 
McCormack Ribicoff Wolverton 
McGrath Richards Yates 
McGuire Riehlman Yorty 
McKinnon Riley Zablocki 
McMullen Robeson 
NAYS—126 

Abernethy Ford Poage 
Adair Gavin Potter 
Allen, Calif. George Rankin 
Allen, II. Golden Reece, Tenn 
Anderson, Calif.Goodwin Reed, Ill. 
Andresen, Graham Reed, N. Y. 

August H. Gwinn Rees, Kans 
Andrews Hagen Rogers, Fla 
Beamer Halleck Rogers, Tex. 
Belcher Harden St. George 
Berry Harrison, Wyo. Schwabe 
Betts Harvey Scrivner 
Bishop Hill Scudder 
Boggs, Del. Hillings Shafer 
Bow Hinshaw Short 
Bramblett Hoeven Simpson, Ill 
Brehm Hoffman, Mich, Simpson, Pa. 
Brown, Ohio pe Sittler 
Brownson Hunter Smith, Kans 
Budge Jackson, Calif. Smith, Miss. 
Buffett James Smith, Va 
Burleson Jenison Smith, Wis. 
Busbey Jensen Springer 
Bush Kearney Stanley 
Byrnes, Wis, Kearns Stefan 
Chenoweth Keating Taber 
Chiperfield Lovre Teague 
Church Lucas ‘Thompson, 
Clevenger le Mich. 
Cole, Kans, McCulloch Thompson, Tex, 
Cotton McDonough Towe 
Crawford McGregor Vail 
Crumpacker McVey Van Zandt 
Cunningham n Va 
Dague Martin,Iowa Velde 
Davis, Wis. Mason ‘ursell 
D'Nwart Meader Weichel 
Doiliver Miller, Md Wheeler 
Elisworth Miller, Nebr Wilson, Ind. 
Elston Nicholson Wilson, Tex. 
Feilows Norblad Wolcott 
Fenton Patten Wood, Idaho 
Fisher Pickett 

NOT VOTING—64 

Allen, La. Dawson Kean 
Arends Dingell Kelley, Pa 
Barden Dondero Kersten, Wis, 
Bates, Ky, Durham Larcade 
Breen Evins Latham 
Brooks Flood LeCompte 
Buckley Gillette McMillan 
Burdick Gossett Mansfield 
Carnahan Harrison, Va. Merrow 
Chatham Hart Morton 
Coudert Herter Murray, Tenn, 
Cox Hoffman, Ill, Murray, Wis. 
Curtis, Nebr. Jonas Norrell 


O'Hara Vinson 
O’Konski Rivers Welch 
Passman Roberts Werdel 
Phillips Sheehan Wharton 
Poulson Sikes Whitten 
Powell Taylor Wood, Ga. 
Preston Thomas Woodruff 
Ramsay Trimble 

Redden Van Pelt 


So the conference report was agreed 
to 


The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 
Mr. Harrison of Virginia with Mr. Jonas. 
Mr. Redden with Mr. Kean. 
Mr. Murray of Tennessee with Mr. 
Sheehe n. 
Mr. Hart with Mr. Taylor. 
Mr. Durham with Mr. Wharton. 
Mr. Mansfield with Mr. Herter. 
Mr. Bates of Kentucky with Mr. Hoffman 
of Illinois. 
Mr. Evins with Mr. Dondero. 
Mr. Kelley of Pennsylvania with Mr. 
Curtis of Nebraska. 
Mr. Flood with Mr. Coudert. 
Dingell with Mr. Latham, 
Trimble with Mr. Morton. 
Roberts with Mr, LeCompte. 
Rivers with Mr. Gillette. 
Vinson with Mr. Woodruff. 
Welch with Mr. Paulson. 
Whitten with Mr. Phillips. 
Wood of Georgia with Mr. O'Hara. 
Chatham with Mr. Merrow. 
Carnahan with Mr. Arends. 
Preston with Mr. Kersten of Wisconsin. 
Sikes with Mr, Werdel. 
Buckley with Mr. Murray of Wisconsin, 


Mr. Beamer changed his vote from 
“yea” to “nay.” 

Mr. Rapwan changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded, 

The doors were opened. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


READING OF DECLARATION OF 
INDEPENDENCE 


Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that on Wednesday, 
July 4, 1951, the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence may be read by a Member to 
be designated by the Speaker, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr, 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
and I do not intend to object except to 
ask what the program will be for Mon- 
day, Tuesday, Thursday, and Friday of 
next week, if it is possible to do so. 

The SPEAKER. That announcement 
cannot be made until tomorrow. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Might I 
object to this request, then? 

The SPEAKER. If the gentleman 
wants to assume that responsibility, he 
may. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I hope the 
leadership may be able to announce the 
program tomorrow. I withdraw my 
reservation of objection, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair desig- 
nates the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. Linp] to read the Declaration of 
5 at 12 o' clock noon on 

y 4. 
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SIGNING OF ENROLLED BILLS 


Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that notwithstand- 
ing the adjournment of the House today, 
the Clerk be authorized to receive 
messages from the Senate and the 
Speaker be authorized to sign any en- 
rolled bills and joint resolutions duly 
passed by the two Houses and found 
truly enrolled. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was communi- 
cated to the House by Mr. Hawks, one of 
his secretaries, who also informed the 
House that on the following dates the 
President approved and signed bills of 
the House of the following titles: 


On June 26, 1951: 

H. R. 4393. An act to extend for 2 years 
the period during which free postage for 
members of the Armed Forces of the United 
States in Korea and other specified areas 
shall be in effect. 

On June 27, 1951: 

H. R. 157. An act to provide transportation 
on Canadian vessels between Skagway, 
Alaska, and other points in Alaska, between 
Haines, Alaska, and other points in Alaska, 
and between Hyder, Alaska, and other points 
in Alaska or the continental United States, 
either directly or via a foreign port, or for 
any part of the transportation; 

H. R. 389. An act for the relief of the State 
of Maryland; 

H. R. 616. An act for the relief of Tomas 
J. Zafiriadis; 

H.R.715. An act for the relief of Aenny 


Blank; * ay 

H. R. 787. An act for the relief of Judith 
Leone Banks; : 

H. R. 1431, An act for the relief of Tetsuko 
Hidaka; 

H. R. 1593. An act for the relief of Charles 
E. Maulden; 

H. R. 1791. An act for the relief of Joe 
Tortolini; 


H. R. 1799. An act for the relief of Bella 
and Archie Kennison; 

H.R.1910. An act for the relief of Henry 
Kolish; 

H.R. 2084. An act relating to the treat- 
ment of powers of appointment for estate 
and gift tax purposes; 

H. R. 2363. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Emil Sbarbori, Edna Perfetti, and 
Anthony Perfetti; and 

H. R. 4338. An act to extend the time for 
completing the construction of a toll bridge 
across the Delaware River near Wilmington, 
Del. 

On June 2°, 1951: 

H. R. 630. An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue a patent in fee 
to Richard James Brown; 

H.R.631. An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue a patent in fee 
to Alice E. Williams; 

H. R. 895. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Giusseppe Mazzone; 

H. R. 964. An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue a patent in fee 
to Percival H. Glenn; 

H. R. 1854. An act for relief of Maria Roza 
Tarnowska; 

H. R. 3033. An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to lease certain land in 
the State of Montana to the city of Poplar 
and the county of Roosevelt, Mofit.; 

H. R. 3215. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain allotted land on the Crow Reserva- 
tion, Mont.; 

H. R. 3216. An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interi r to issue a patent in fee 
to Lulu M. Whitebear; and 
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H. R. 3576. An act to amend the Displaced 

Persons Act of 1948, as amended. 
On June 29, 1951: 

H. R. 740. An act for the relief of John 
Reginald Leat; 

H. R. 888. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Johanna Hampton; 4 

H. R. 1268. An act for the relief of Dr. Jiri 
Liska; 

H. R. 1415. An act for the relief of Gabriele 
Gildo Falvo Citrigno; 

H. R. 1676. An act for the relief of Eliza- 
beth Sabow; 

H.R.1789. An act for the relief of Sgt. 
Benjamin H. Martin; 

H. R. 1840. An act for the relief of Bernard 
Spillman; 

H. R. 2107. An act for the relief of Edward 
M. Chapman, Roland P. Davis, and the Fidel- 
ity & Casualty Co. of New York; 

H.R. 2284. An act for the relief of Ethel 
Martha Quinn; 

H. R. 2310. An act for the relief of Jin- 
drich (Henri) Nosek and Mrs: Zdenka Nosek; 

H.R. 2372. An act for the relief of Michael 
Post-Posniakoff. and Zinaida Post-Posnia- 
koff; 

H. R. 2453. An act for the relief of John R. 
Harris; 

H. R.2785. An act for the relief of Kimi 
Hatano; 

H. R. 2853. An act for the relief of Shizue 
Sakurada; 

HR. 2924. An act to amend section 4164 
of title 18, United States Code, relating to 
conditional release of Federal prisoners; and 

H. R.3141. An act for the relief of Evelyn 
Reichardt, 


FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A further message from the Senate, by 
Mr. Landers, its enrolling clerk, an- 
nounced that the Senate had passed 
without amendment a bill of the House 
of the following title: 

H. R. 3181. An act to continue until the 
close of June 30, 1952, the suspension of 
duties and import taxes on metal scrap, and 
for other purposes. 

PATENTS-IN-FEE TO CERTAIN ALLOTTEES 
ON THE CROW INDIAN RESERVATION— 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the Presi- 
dent of the United States: 


To the House of Representatives: 

In compliance with the request con- 
tained in the resolution of the House of 
Representatives (the Senate concurring 
therein), I return herewith H. R. 2349, 
entitled “An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue patents-in- 
fee to certain allottees on the Crow In- 
dian Reservation.” 

Harry S. TRUMAN, 

Tue Warre House, June 29, 1951. 


ONE HUNDRED AND SEVENTY-FIFTH 
ANNIVERSARY OF DECLARATION OF 
INDEPENDENCE 


Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 


The SPEAKER. If there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, less than 


two centuries have passed since the cou- - 


rageous men of the Continental Congress 
adopted the Declaration which has in- 
fluenced the course of American history 
every since. In the 175 years since July 
4, 1776, the Declaration has been quoted 
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by hundreds of thousands of men and 
women around the globe. It deserves re- 
reading and reciting often. 


We hold these truths to be self-evident, 
that all men are created equal, that they are 
endowed by their Creator with certain un- 
alienable rights, that among these are life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, That 
to secure these rights, governments are in- 
stituted among men, deriving their just pow- 
ers from the consent of the governed. 


No wonder the disciples of Soviet Rus- 


sia look with fear upon us. Equality of 
opportunity, the rule in America, is un- 
known in a land where only members of 
the party can aspire to positions of 
authority. The right to life, liberty, and 
the pursuit of happiness means nothing 
in a land where freedom to criticize the 
temporal ruler is regarded as treason. 
A theory which declares that the consent 
of the governed must be the basis of 
government is anathema to a society 
which has never been chosen by a ma- 
jority vote of the people of any coun- 
try in a free election. 

We have forgotten the words of the 
Declaration of Independence in an age 
which lays stress upon other things. 
Fortunately for America and the world 
our people have not yet forgotten the 
spirit of the Declaration. Long may it 
endure to light the rays of hope in a 
world too often engulfed in the dark- 
ness of tyranny. 

As a part of my remarks, I would like 
to read the Declaration of Independ- 
ence: 


DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE, IN CONGRESS, 
JULY 4, 1776 


The unanimous declaration of the Thirteen 
United States of America: 

When in the course of human events it 
becomes necessary for one people to dissolve 
the political bands which have connected 
them with another, and to assume among the 
powers of the earth, the separate and equal 
station to which the laws of Nature and of 
Nature's God entitle them, a decent respect 
to the opinions of mankind requires that 
they should declare the causes which impel 
them to the separation. We hold these 
truths to be self-evident, that all men are 
created equal, that they are endowed by their 
Creator with certain unalienable rights, that 
among these are life, liberty, and the pur- 
suit of happiness. That to secure these 
rights, governments are instituted among 
men, deriving their just powers from the 
consent of the governed. That whenever 
any form of government becomes destructive 
of these ends, it is the right of the people 
to alter or to abolish it, and to institute 
new government, laying its foundation on 
such principles and organizing its. powers 
in such form, as to them shall seem most 
likely to effect their safety and happiness. 
Prudence, indeed, will dictate that govern- 
ments long established should not be changed 
for light and transient causes; and accord- 
ingly all experience hath shewn that man- 
kind are more disposed to suffer, while evils 
are sufferable, than to right themselves by 
abolishing the forms to which they are 
accustomed. But when a long train of abuses 
and usurpations, pursuing invariably the 
same object evinces a design to reduce them 
under absolute despotism, it is their right, 
it is their duty, to throw off such govern- 
ment, and to provide new guards for their 
future security. Such has been the patient 
sufferance of these Colonies; and such is now 
the necessity which constrains them to alter 
their former systems of government. The 
history of the present King of Great Britain 
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is a history of repeated injuries and usurpa- 
tions, all having in direct object the estab- 
lishment of an absolute tyranny over these 
States. To prove this, let facts be submitted 
to a candid world. He has refused his assent 
to laws, the most wholesome and necessary 
for the public good. He has forbidien his 
governors to pass laws of immediate and 
pressing importance, unless suspended in 
their operation till his assent should be 
obtained; and when so suspended, he has 
utterly neglected to attend to them. He has 
refused to pass other laws for the accommo- 
dation of large districts of people, unless 
those people would relinquish the right of 
representation in the legislature, a right in- 
estimable to them and formidable to tyrants 
only. He has called together legislative 
bodies at places unusual, uncomfortable, 
and distant from the depository of their 
public records, for the sole purpose of 
fatiguing them into compliance with his 
measures. He has dissolved representative 
houses repeatedly, for opposing with manly 
firmness his invasions on the rights of the 
people. He has refused for a long time, after 
such dissolutions, to cause others to be 
elected; whereby the legislative powers, in- 
capable of annihilation, have returned to 
the people at large for their exercise; the 
State remaining in the mean time exposed to 
all the dangers of invasion from without, 
and convulsions within. He had endeavored 
to prevent the population of these States; for 
that purpose obstructing the laws for natur- 
alization of foreigners; refusing to pass 
others to encourage their migrations hither, 
and raising the conditions of new appropria- 
tions of lands, He has obstructed the ad- 
ministration of Justice, by refusing his assent 
to laws for establishing judiciary powers. He 
has made judges dependent on his will alone, 
for the tenure of their offices, and the amount 
and payment of their salaries. He has 
erected a multitude of new offices, and sent 
hither swarms of officers to harass our people, 
and eat out their substance. He has kept 
among us, in times of peace, standing armies 
without the consent of our legislatures. He 
has affected to render the military inde- 
pendent of and superior to the civil power. 
He has combined with others to subject us 
to a jurisdiction foreign to our constitution, 
and unacknowledged by our laws, giving his 
assent to their acts of pretended legislation: 
For quartering large bodies of armed troops 
among us: For protecting them, by a mock 
trial, from punishment for any murders 
which they should commit on the inhabit- 
ants of these States: For cutting off our 
trade with all parts of the world: For impos- 
ing taxes on us without our consent: For 
depriving us in many cases, of the benefits of 
trial by jury: For transporting us beyond 
seas to be tried for pretended offenses: For 
abolishing the free system of English laws 
in a neighboring province, establishing 
therein an arbitrary government, and enlarg- 
ing its boundaries so as to render it at once 
an example and fit instrument for intro- 
ducing the same absolute rule into these 
Colonies: For taking away our charters, 
abolishing our most valuable laws and alter- 
ing fundamentally the forms of our govern- 
ments. For suspending our own legislatures, 
and declaring themselves invested with power 
to legislate for us in all cases whatsoever, 
He has abdicated government here, by de- 
claring us out of his protection and waging 
war against us. He has plundered our seas, 
ravaged our coasts, burnt our towns, and 
destroyed the lives of our people. He is at 
this time transporting large armies of foreign 
mercenaries to complete the works of death, 
desolation and tyranny, already begun with 
circumstances of cruelty and perfidy scarcely 
paralleled in the most barbarous ages, and 
totally unworthy the head of a civilized na- 
tion. He has constrained our fellow citizens 
taken captive on the high seas to bear arms 
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against their country, to become the execu- 
tioners of their friends and brethren, or to 
fall themselves by their hands. He has ex- 
cited domestic insurrections amongst us, and 
has endeavored to bring on the inhabitants 
of our frontiers, the merciless Indian savages, 
whose known rule of warfare, is an undistin- 
guished destruction of all ages, sexes and 
conditions. In every stage of these oppres- 
sions we have petitioned for redress in the 
most humble terms: Our repeated petitions 
have been answered only by repeated injury. 
A prince, whose character is thus marked by 
every act which may define a tyrant, is unfit 
to be the ruler of a free people. Nor have 
we been wanting in attentions to our British 
brethren. We have warned them from time 
to time of attempts by their legislature to 
extend an unwarrantable jurisdiction over 
us. We have reminded them of the circum- 
stances of our emigration and settlement 
here. We have appealed to their native jus- 
tice and magnanimity, and we have conjured 
them by the ties of our common kindred to 
disavow these usurpations, which would in- 
evitably interrupt our connections and cor- 
respondence. They too have been deaf to the 
voice of justice and of consanguinity. We 
must, therefore, acquiesce in the necessity, 
which denounces our separation, and hold 
them, as we hold the rest of mankind, 
enemies in war, in peace friends. 

We, therefore, the Representatives of the 
United States of America, in General Con- 
gress assembled, appealing to the Supreme 
Judge of the world for the rectitude of our 
intentions, do, in the name and by author- 
ity of the good people of these Colonies, 
solemnly publish and declare that these 
United Colonies are, and of right ought to be 
Free and Independent States; that they are 
absolved from all allegiance to the British 
Crown, and that all political connection be- 
tween them and the State of Great Britain, is 
and ought to be totally dissolved; and that as 
free and independent States they have full 
power to levy war, conclude peace, contract 
alliances, establish commerce, and to do all 
other acts and things which independent 
States may of right do. And for the support 
of this declaration, with a firm reliance on 
the protection of divine providence, we mu- 
tually pledge to each other our lives, our 
fortunes, and our sacred honor. 

John Hancock, Button Gwinnett, Lyman 
Hall, Geo. Walton, Wm. Hooper, Joseph 
Hewes, John Penn, Edward Rutledge, 
Thos. Heyward, Jr., Thomas Lynch, Jr., 
Arthur Middleton, Samuel Chase, Wm, 
Paca, Thos. Stone, Charles Carroll of 
Carrollton, George Wythe, Richard 
Henry Lee, Th. Jefferson, Benj. Har- 
rison, Thos. Nelson, Jr., Francis Light- 
foot Lee, Carter Braxton, Robt. Morris, 
Benjamin Rush, Benj. Franklin, John 
Morton, Geo. Clymer, Jas. Smith, Geo. 
Taylor, James Wilson, Geo. Ross, Cae- 
sar Rodney, Geo. Read, Tho. M. Kean, 
Wm. Floyd, Phil. Livingston, Frans, 
Lewis, Lewis Morris, Richd. Stockton, 
Jno. Witherspoon, Frans. Hopkinson, 
John Hart, Abra. Clark, Josiah Bart- 
lett, Wh. Whipple, Saml. Adams, John 
Adams, Robert, Treat Paine, Elbridge 
Gerry, Step. Hopkins, William Ellery, 
Roger Sherman, Sam. Huntington, 
Wm. Williams, Oliver Wolcott, Mat- 
thew Thornton. 


ANNOUNCEMENT 


The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to 
make a statement. 

In a few moments we are going to ad- 
journ until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow. 
The Chair thinks it is important that 
Members remain until after 12 o’clock 
tomorrow, because he thinks it will prob- 
ably be necessary to have a quorum 
present. 
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. WELCH, for an indefinite period, 
on account of official business. 

Mr. Harrison of Virginia, for June 29 
and 30, on account of official business. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recor, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. Morano, and to include a bill 
he introduced and an explanation 
thereof. ? 

Mr. KeaTtING, and to include extrane- 
ous material. 

Mr. Burrett, in three instances and 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr, JENIsoN, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Woop of Idaho. 

Mr. VuRSELL, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Machnowrcz, and to include ex- 
traneous matter, 

Mr. LANE. 

Mr. SmMirn. of Wisconsin, in three in- 
i and to include extraneous mat- 

T. 

Mr. Rocers of Florida, and to include 
an editorial. 

Mr. Staccers, and to include an edi- 
torial from the Morgantown Post. 

Mr. Karsten of Missouri, and to in- 
clude an address by the Secretary of 
Labor. 

Mr. SIEMINSaT, 

Mr. Roprno (at the request of Mr. 
SIEMINSKI). 

Mr. ZABLOCKI, in three instances, and 
to include extraneous matter in two. 

Mr. Price, and to include an address 
by Mr. Barratt O'Hara. 

Mr. RHODEs. 

Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts, and to 
include an article on the first battalion 
of the British Gloucestershire Regiment, 
notwithstanding the fact that it exceeds 
two pages of the Recor and is estimated 
by the Public Printer to cost $246. 

Mr. SCHWABE, in two instances, and to 
include extraneous matter in each. 

Mr. Reece of Tennessee, and to include 
a telegram. 

Mr. Van Zanpt (at the request of Mr. 
MILLER of Nebraska). j 

Mr. SHELLEY, and to include extrane- 
ous matter in each. 

Mr. Furl rox, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Jackson of California, and to in- 
clude a resolution passed by the City 
Council of the City of Los Angeles, Calif. 

Mr. Jupp, in two instances, and to in- 
clude extraneous matter in each. 

Mr. ROosEvEtt (at the request of Mr. 
Priest), and to include an article enti- 
tled “Why Israel Needs American Aid,” 
notwithstanding the fact that it exceeds 
two pages of the Recorp and is estimated 
by the Public Printer to cost $200.68. 

Mr. SHEEHAN (at the request of Mr. 
Martin of Massachusetts) on Ignace Jan 
Paderewski. 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
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that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a bill of the House of 
the following title, which was thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 3181. An act to continue until the 
close of June 30, 1952, the suspension of 
duties and import taxes on metal scrap, and 
for other purposes. 


BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on this day present 
to the President, for his approval, a bill 
of the House of the following title: 

H. R. 4200. An act to make certain re- 
visions in titles I through IV of the Office 
Personnel Act of 1947 as amended, and for 
other purposes. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 4 o'clock and 22 minutes p. m.) the 
Houce adjourned until tomorrow, Sat- 
urday, June 30, 1951, at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC, 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 


574. A communication from the President - 


of the United States, transmitting a report 
from the National Advisory Board on Mobili- 
zation Policy (H. Doc. No. 183); to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency, and or- 
dered to be printed. 

575. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a draft of a bill entitled “A bill 
to amend section 9 (h) of the Labor Manage- 
ment Relations Act, 1947“; to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

576. A letter from the Secretary ol State, 
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill en- 
titled “A bill to authorize certain persons to 
accept and wear decoratiou.s bestowed upon 
them by certain foreign countries”; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 


Mr. REED of New York: Committee on 
Ways and Means. H.R.3804. A bill to limit 
the retroactive application of the income tax 
to employees of the United States working in 
the possessions or in the Canal Zone; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 664). Referred 
to the Ccmmitee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. KEAN: Committee on Ways and Means. 
H. R. 2562, A bill amending section 437 (c) 
of the Internal Revenue Code; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 665). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. COOPER: 

H. R. 4661. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938, as amended, to exempt 
home workers in rural areas from the mini- 
mum wage and maximum hours provisions 


. 
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of that act in certain cases; to the Commit- 
tee on Education and Labor. 
By Mr, MORANO: 

H. R. 4662. A bill to amend the Sherman 
Anti-Trust Act with respect to certain con- 
tracts and agreements which establish mini- 
mum resale prices and which are extended 
by State law to nonsigners; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HARDIE SCOTT: 

H. R. 4663. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code to provide for disabled indi- 
viduals a deduction for income-tax purposes 
of necessary expenses for transportation to 
and from work; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. ELLIOTT: 

H. R.4364. A bill to extend the time within 
which certain veterans who are in the active 
service on the basic limiting date may ini- 
tiate education or training under the Service- 
men’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended; 
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. PATMAN: 

H. R. 4865. A bill to create the Small De- 
fense Plants m and to preserve 
small-business institutions and free, com- 
petitive enterprise; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. REED of New York: 

H. R.4666. A bill to amend section 115 (g) 
(3) of the Internal Revenue Code (relating 
to the redemption of stock to pay death 
taxes); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BROOKS: 

H. R. 4667. A bill relating to the Reserve 
components of the Armed Forces; to the 
Committee on Armed Services, 

By Mr. HARRIS: 

H. J. Res. 279. Joint resolution to authorize 
and direct the Secretary of the Interior to 
center with representatives of the United 
States oil industry with a view to developing 
means by which skilled techniclans may be 
made available to the Government of Iran 
if that Government requests assistance from 
the United States in connection with the 
existing critical situation in the Iranian oil 
industry; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. SMITH of Mississippi: 

H. Res. 296. Resolution creating a Select 
Committee To Conduct an Investigation and 
Study of Artificial Ralnmaking; to the Com- 
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. DONOVAN: : 

H. Res. 297, Resolution favoring the nego- 
tiation of a treaty for the defense of the 
Mediterranean area against Communist ag- 
g-ession; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. WOLVERTON: 

H. Res. 298. Resolution to provide for an 
investigation to determine the factors caus- 
ing increases in living costs, with particular 
reference to increases in consumer food 
prices at a time when wholesale food prices 
have dropped; to the Committee on Rules. 

H. Res. 299. Resolution to provide funds 
for the expenses of the investigation author- 
ized by House Resolution 298; to the Com- 
mittee on House Administration. 

By Mr. GREEN: 

H. Res. 300. Resolution favoring the nego- 
tiation of a treaty for the defense of the 
Mediterranean area against Communist ag- 
gression; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. MORRISON: 

H. Res. 301. Resolution favoring the nego- 
tiation of a treaty for the defense of the 
Mediterranean area Communist ag- 
gression; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri: 

H. Res. 302. Resolution to for a 
Select Committee on Problems of the Aging; 
to the Committee on Rules. 
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By Mr. MORGAN: 

H. Res. 303. Resolution favoring the nego- 
tiation of a treaty for the defense of the 
Mediterranean area against Communist ag- 
gression; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 


By Mr. COX: 

H. Res. 304. Resolution favoring the nego- 
tiation of a treaty for the defense of the 
Mediterranean area against Communist ag- 
gression; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 


By Mr. GREGORY: 

H. Res. 305. Resolution favoring the nego- 
tiation of a treaty for the defense of the 
Mediterranean area against Communist ag- 
gression; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs, 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BATES of Massachusetts (by 
request) : 

H. R. 4868. A bill for the relief of Francesco 
Paolo Asaro; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H. R. 4669. A bill for the relief of Leonardo 
Bertolino; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. BEAMER: 

H. R. 4670. A bill for the relief of Jean- 
nette Joseph Elissa; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BOGGS of Delaware: 

H. R.4571. A bill for the relief of Mark 
Paul Crowley; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


By Mr. HOLMES: 

H. R. 4672. A bill for the relief of Clarence 
D. Newland; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROOSEVELT: 

H. R. 4673. A bill for the relief of Elias 
Kulukundis; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. WALTER: 

H. R. 4674. A bill authorizing the Secre- 
tary of State to continue Herve J. L'Heureux 
to serve as Chief of the Visa Division for an 
additional year commencing September 1, 
1951; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

By Mr. WALTER: 

H. J. Res. 280. Joint resolution for the re- 
lief of certain alien refugees; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 

332. By Mr. MILLER ‘of Maryland: Peti- 
tion of 23 citizens of Snow Hill, Md., in 
support of legislation to prohibit alcoholic 
beverage advertising over the radio and tele- 
vision and in our magazines and newspapers; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

333. By Mr. NORBLAD: Petition of Mrs. 
Hazel P. Metzger and nine other citizens 
of Salem, Oreg., urging enactment of legis- 
lation prohibiting alcoholic beverage adver- 
tising over the radio and television and in 
magazines and newspapers; to the Commit- 
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

334. Also, petition of Mrs. J. J. Nunn and 
30 other citizens of Salem, Oreg., urging 
enactment of legislation prohibiting al- 
coholic beverage advertising over the radio 
and television and in magazines and news- 
papers; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 


JUNE 30 


SENATE 


SATURDAY, JuNE 30, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 27, 
1951) 


The Senate met at 1 o’clock p. m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: : 

Eternal Father, we thank Thee that 
Thou art not far off, out on the vast rim 
of the universe, but nearer to us than 
breathing, Thou art our refuge and our 
strength, our daily sustenance, the 
fountain of a courage that will not fail 
and of a power that can use our fallible 
weakness as its healing and illuminating 
channel. In this confused day, with its 
angry voices and contending claims, 
grant unto these Thy servants that they 
may be faithful to every trust committed 
by the people to their hands, giving ut- 
terance only to their highest, noblest 
thought, and that upon their shoulders 
there may rest unsullied the white man- 
tle of the Nation’s honor. In the dear 
Redeemer’s name. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MeFanLANn, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Friday, 
June 29, 1951, was dispensed with. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendment of 
the Senate to the joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 73) amending chapter 26 of the 
Internal Revenue Code. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU- 

- TION SIGNED 


The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills and joint reso- 
lution, and they were signed by the 
President pro tempore: 

S. 1590. An act to extend and revise the 
District of Columbia Emergency Rent Act; 

H. R. 2349. An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue patents in fee 
to certain allottees on the Crow Indian Res- 
ervation; 

H. R. 4895. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to expedite the provision of 
housing in connection with national defense, 
and for other purposes,” approved October 
14, 1940, as amended; and 

H. J. Res. 278. Joint resolution to continue 
for a temporary period the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950; the Housing and Rent Act 
of 1947, as amended; and for other pur- 
poses. 


TEMPORARY APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1952 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
understand that the conference reports 
for which we have been waiting have 
not yet been received. It is therefore 
my purpose to suggest that the Senate 
take a recess subject to the call of the 
Chair, unless Senators wish to transact 
some business. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
— yield so I may propound a ques- 

ion ‘ 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes, 
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Mr. WHERRY. If the conference re- 
port on the Mexican farm labor bill is 
among those referred to, and if the con- 
ference report on that bill is not here, 
it is a matter on which the Senate can- 
not take action, and a recess until the 
report comes to the Senate will be in 
order. 

It has come to my attention that the 
joint resolution to extend the appropri- 
ations did not go to the House from the 
Senate. I wonder if it is proposed that 
further action be taken by the Senate 
before it is sent to the House. If it is 
proposed that further action be taken 
on that joint resolution, it will be nec- 
essary to have a quorum call so as to 
give all Senators who are interested in 
that measure an opportunity to be pres- 
ent in the Senate Chamber. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A 
meeting of the Appropriations Commit- 
tee has been called for 1:30, in connec- 
tion with that subject. The Senator 
from Nebraska is a member of that com- 
mittee. We will report to the Senate as 
soon as we can. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I see 
no reason why the joint resolution has 
not been sent to the House so it could 
go to conference. Regardless of what 
action the Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittee takes, I think the joint resolution 
should go to the House. It is a measure 
with which the conferees should deal. 
However, if it is proposed that there 
be further consideration of it in the 
Senate, we will have to have a quorum 
call and get Senators who are interested 
in the measure into the Senate Chamber 
so they can be advised about the matter. 
I merely make that suggestion to the 
distinguished majority leader. I have 
no particular reasons for holding up any 
proceedings, but certainly Senators who 
are interested in the extension of the 
appropriations should be advised that 
there is to be further consideration of 
the matter. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I move that the 
Senate stand in recess 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I see 
several Senators on their feet desiring 
to place matters in the Recorp. Will 
the Senator withhold his motion for a 
moment? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


By unanimous consent, the following 
routine business was transacted: 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, June 30, 1951, he pre- 
sented to the President of the United 
States the following enrolled bills: 

S. 1590. An act to amend and revise the 
District of Columbia Emergency Rent Act; 
and 

S. 1645. An act to amend the act incor- 
porating the American University. 


COMPULSORY HEALTH INSURANCE— 
LETTER AND RESOLUTIONS 


Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, I am in 
receipt of a letter from James T. Barnes, 
executive secretary of the Medical So- 
ciety of the State of North Carolina, 
Raleigh, N. C., transmitting 55 resolu- 
tions adopted by medical societies and 
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other organizations and clubs in the 
State of North Carolina, protesting 
against the enactment of legislation pro- 
viding compulsory health insurance. I 
ask that the letter and resolutions be 
appropriately referred, and that the 
letter and one of the resolutions be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and resolutions were referred to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Wel- 
fare, and the letter and one of the reso- 
lutions were ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


MEDICAL SOCIETY OF THE 
STATE oF NORTH CAROLINA, 
Raleigh, N. C., June 27, 1951. 
Hon. CLYDE R. Hoey, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C, 

Dear SENATOR Hoey: Please find enclosed 
copies of resolutions opposing compulsory 
health insurance from the following organ- 
izations in North Carolina: 

1. Wilkes-Alleghany Medical Auxiliary. 

2. Garden Gate Club, Mount Airy. 

3. Jesse Franklin Chapter, DAR, Mount 


4. Lions Club, Mount Airy. 

5. Junior Woman's Club, Mount Airy. 

6. Blue Ridge Garden Club, Mount Airy. 

7. Ladies’ Auxiliary, VFW, Post 2019, Mount 


8. Mountain View Gardeners, Mount Airy. 
9. Town and Country Garden Club, Mount 


10. Union County Medical Society: 
11. Home and Garden Club, Aberdeen. 
12. Medical Staff, State Hospital, Golds- 


18. Biggs Grocery, Goldsboro. 
14. Vinson Drug Store, Goldsboro. 
15. McLamb Monument Co., Goldsboro. 
16. Goldsboro Nurses Club, Goldsboro. 
17. Board of Directors, Wayne County Tu- 
berculosis Association. 
18. Community Concert Association, 
Wayne County. 
19. Wednesday Night Bridge Club, Golds- 
boro. 
20. Conekins Store, Goldsboro. 
21. Wayne County Dental Society. 
22, Cancer Clinic, Goldsboro. 
23. Service Club, Goldsboro. 
24. Primary Department, St. Paul Method- 
ist Church School, Goldsboro. 
25. Goldsboro Silk Store. 
26. Mount Olive Lions Club. 
27. Spence Williams Floral Co., Goldsboro. 
28. Friday Night Canasta Club, Goldsboro. 
29. Colonial Stores, Goldsboro. 
30. Civitan Club of Kinston. 
31. Kinston Woman's Club, Inc. 
32. Lenoir County Medical Society. 
33. Kinston Chamber of Commerce. 
34. Kinston Kiwanis Club. 
35. Circle No, 2, Woman's Society of Chris- 
tian Service, Princeton. 
36. Circle No. 1, Woman's Society of Chris- 
tian Service, Princeton. 
cme Art Department, Smithfield Woman's 
ub. 
38. Johnston County Medical Auxiliary. 
39. Benson-Meadows Kiwanis Club, Ben- 
son. 
40. Junior Woman's Club of Beaufort. 
41. Carteret County Registered Nurses 
Club. 
42. Junior Woman’s Club of Morehead 
City. 
43. Carteret County Medical Auxiliary. 
44. Beaufort Book Club. 
8 Martin-Washington-Tyrell Medical So- 
ciety. 
46. Beaufort County Medical Auxiliary. 
ian Whiteville Parent-Teachers Associa- 
on. 
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48. Ladies Auxiliary, VFW,- Post 98073, 
Whiteville. 

49. Hallsboro Parent-Teachers Association. 

50. Tabor City Woman's Club. 

51. Maj. Gen. Robert Howe Chapter, DAR, 
Whiteville. 

52. Fair Bluff Woman’s Club. 

53. Hallsboro Home Demonstration Club. 

54. Credit Women’s Breakfast Club, White- 
ville. 

55. Maids and Matrons Club, Chadbourn. 

I feel sure that you will find interesting 
these expressions of opinion from the people 
whom you represent, 

Respectfully, 
James T. BARNES, 

Executive Secretary. 


“Whereas the United States has the highest 
standards of health, of medical care, and of 
scientific medical facilities of any country 
in the world, as a result of our system of free 
enterprise; and 

“Whereas compulsory health insurance, 
wherever tried, has caused a decline in na- 
tional health and deterioration of medical 
standards and facilities; and 

“Whereas wherever Government has as- 
sumed control of medical services, the re- 
sult has been tremendous multiplication of 
costs over original estimates, extreme tax 
burdens and national deficits, and gradual 
extension of socialization into other activi- 
ties of national life: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Wilkes-Alleghany 
Medical Auxiliary does hereby go on record 
against any form of compulsory health in- 
surance or any system of political medicine 
designed for national bureaucratic control; 

“That a copy of this resolution be for- 
warded to each Senator from the State of 
North Carolina, and the Representative from 
our district, and that said Senators and Rep- 
resentative be and are hereby respectfully 
requested to use every effort at their com- 
mand to prevent the enactment of such 
legislation.” 

Mrs. Harotp B. SMITH, 
President, 
Mrs. J. H. MCNEILL, 
2 Secretary. 
Dated this 6th day of April 1951. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska (for him- 
self and Mr. WHERRY) : 

S. 1789. A bill limiting the application of 
the Federal Power Act as to States and 
municipalities, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Public Works. 

(See the remarks of Mr. BUTLER of Ne- 
braska when he introduced the above bill, 
which appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. HUMPHREY: 

S. 1790. A bill to provide for the compen- 
sation of certain persons whose lands have 
been flooded and damaged by reason of 
fluctuations in the water level of the Lake 
of the Woods; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

PAYMENT OF CERTAIN OBLIGATIONS IN- 
CURRED BY COMMITTEE ON LABOR 
AND PUBLIC WELFARE—REFERENCE OF 
RESOLUTION 


On motion of Mr. HUMPHREY, and 
by unanimous consent, the resolution 
(S. Res. 164) to pay for certain personal 
services rendered to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, submitted by 
him on June 27, 1951, was taken from 
the table and referred to the Committee 
on Rules and Administration. 
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ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, 
ETC., PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Appen- 
dix, as follows: 

By Mr. KEM: 

Transcript of services at the unveiling of 

a headstone in memory of Rev. Peter Mar- 
shall, late Chaplain of the Senate, on May 
27, 1951, in Fort Lincoln Cemetery in Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

By Mr. CAPEHART: 

Article entitled “Security,” 
Senator BENNETT. 

By Mr. AIKEN: 

Address delivered by Hon. Warren R. 
Austin, United States Ambassador to the 
United Nations, at Harvard University, on 
June 21, 1951. 

FOREIGN AID APPROPRIATIONS— 

ARTICLE BY FULTON LEWIS, JR. 


Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, in 
a short while we are going to be consid- 
ering certain appropriation measures, 
some of which involve not only hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars, but several 
billion dollars. Some of these appro- 
priations will come to us represented to 
be necessary for foreign-aid programs 
covering many activities relating to our 
foreign affairs, both from the stand- 
point of the State Department and the 
military. 

Personally, I have received a number 
of inquiries demanding to know how 
these funds are actually to be utilized 
after they have been appropriated. I 
am sure that many Members of the Sen- 
ate have received similar inquiries. 

Recently there appeared an article 
by Fulton Lewis, Jr., in his Washington 
Report, titled “There’s More Poverty in 
United States Than Found in All of 
Europe.” What Mr. Lewis covers in 
that article by way of a letter from one 
of his friends is worthy of serious con- 
sideration, especially in view of the de- 
mands which will be made upon this 
Congress for continuing appropriations 
for our foreign services in such stagger- 
ing amounts. 

If the contents as set forth in this 
article are true, and I do not doubt that 
they are true, then certainly we should 
evaluate in every practical way the re- 
quests for foreign funds and make cer- 
tain that they are justified to the full- 
est possible extent. So I ask unanimous 
consent to have the article by Mr. Lewis 
appear as a part of my remarks in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WASHINGTON REFORT— THERE'S MORE POVERTY 

IN UNITED STATES THAN FOUND IN ALL OF 


written by 


(By Fulton Lewis, Jr.) 

Wasuincton.—Lean back and relax for 
this one. I’ve got a friend who wants to get 
something off his chest. It may boost your 
blood pressure a bit, but in the long run it 
will save you a lot of worrying about all of 
the so-called downtrodden in Eurone we're 
supporting. À 

From here, the column is a letter I received 
from this friend a few days ago: 

“I have only recently arrived in this coun- 
try after 7 years abroad. I served as a For- 
eign Service officer of the State Department. 
I was a captain in Artillery during the war. 
After the war I took a crack at military gov- 
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ernment in Germany. When the State De- 
partment took over I was offered seven thou- 
sand per annum, which looked pretty good. 

“I got a pleasant surprise when I found 
that the job included a 12-room house, well 
furnished, rent free. Also I got gratis a maid, 
a butler, a chauffeur, a gardener, and an au- 
tomobile. I also got free laundry and cleaning 
service, and the Government paid my tele- 
phone bill; and also I got an extra hundred 
dollars per month for entertainment money. 
This, however. was not enough; I got 10 per- 
cent of my salary as a bonus for living under 
what the State Department calls extreme 
hardship conditions. 

“Nobody in this country could have lived as 
I did on less than $100,000 per year. And I 
was only a country resident officer. There 
are 165 similar positions. 

“I certainly had a lot of fun. I had no 
duties. I went fishing one day, picnicking 
the next, drank the next, played golf the 
next, loafed the next, and then took off for 
the week end. 

“But I guess there comes a time when a 
real American gets tired of such unsavory 
robbing of the taxpayers. About last Christ- 
mas time I threw in the towel and 
I intended to let it go at that, Mr. Lewis, but 
when I came back here and saw some of the 
poverty in the West Virginia hills I just 
could not believe that this country is so poor 
and yet we are spending everything to make 
Europe rich. There is more poverty in this 
State than there is in all of Europe. 

“Mr. Lewis, I'm not a beggar, I am gain- 
fully employed with a respectable company 
and am making life anew. But this colos- 
sal swindle of our Government, especially the 
foreign aid, has got to stop. There is no 
poverty in Europe. The average European 
is better off than the average West Virginian. 
This is true. There are no shacks in Europe. 
There is no hunger in Europe. We are mak- 
ing absolute dopes of ourselves by pour- 
ing billions of dollars into countries better 
off than our own. 

“And we're not stopping communism, just 
encouraging it by increasing welfare and 
dependency. The Europeans have always 
despised our way of life and the fact that 
they can still get anything they want from 
us, regardless of need, still furthers their 
contempt. 

“Anybody that thinks Western Europe is 
going to fight is just plain stupid. They'll 
take Uncle Sap's money all right. But they 
won't pay for it in blood. They won't even 
return the money. But on we go, deeper 
and deeper. Alla charming British diplomat 
has to do is to flatter the wives of the honor- 
able State Department officials at a Wash- 
ington tea, and you can bet the Marshall 
plan billions will begin flowing. 

“Mr. Lewis, this letter, like most letters, 
is already too long, so I will close it shortly. 
I would greatly appreciate a reply, telling 
me how I can aid in your fight against com- 
plete destruction of this Nation. Where can 
I get an audience for what I have to say? 

“I can outline case after case of our wastes, 
our downright inefficiency, yes, and our 
direct aid to communism and Communists. 
I am not after personal gain. I have a good 
job and I am living well. But I want to get 
in the fight because it is no longer an argu- 
ment; it is a crusade. 

“This Nation itself is at stake.” 

I've provided my friend his audience. 
III be happy to provide any interested con- 
gressional investigating committee his name 
and address. It won’t take him long to get 
to Washington. 


THE GI BILL OF RIGHTS—LETTER FROM 
MERLIN RAY HOUSTON TO SENATOR 
JOHNSON OF TEXAS 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 

dent, I have received a very excellent 

letter from a very fine young Texan, 
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Mr. Merlin Ray Houston, of 2003 Potter 
Place, Dallas, Tex.; which I ask unan- 
imous consent to have printed in the 
body of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

DALLAS, TEX., June 20, 1951. 
Hon. LYNDON JOHNSON, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sm: $5,983.40 is a rather significant 
loan or investment to make in an intan- 
gible commodity without either collateral 
security or suretyship. 

This amount was invested in me, as an 
individual (under the provisions of Public 
Law 346—GlI bill), in order that I might 
continue my education or 

As I took my master of business admin- 
istration degree from Southern Methodist 
University, June 4, 1951, I was fully con- 
vinced that an expression of. my sincere 
appreciation to the people of the United 
States for extending me this chance was 
my very first obligation. 

The traditional confidence which Amer- 
ica has always displayed in the innate worth, 
value, and dignity of each separate indi- 
vidual, as my experience has proven, gives 
us continued hope and courage for preserv- 


ing the free-enterprise system. 
Sincerely yours, 
MERLIN Ray HOUSTON. 


THE TIMETABLE OF THE ATOMIC BOMB 


Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
yesterday the senior Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. McMaHon] made reference 
to some telegrams which I had placed in 
the record of the hearings of the Senate 
Committees on Armed Services and 
Foreign Relations, meeting jointly, in 
connection with the far-eastern policy 
of the United States. The Senator from 
Connecticut referred to and read into 
the Recorp a telegram which I had sent 
to Lt. Gen. Leslie R. Groves, with refer- 
ence to certain information which I had 
understood he had given to President 
Roosevelt shortly before Yalta, and he 
read General Groves’ reply. He did not, 
however, place in the Recor the tele- 
gram which I had sent to Colonel Con- 
sidine, who made a trip to the Mediter- 
ranean, and there met with then Secre- 
tary of State Stettinius just prior to the 
Yalta Conference, in order to brief Sec- 
retary Stettinius on the progress of the 
development of the atomic bomb. 
Therefore, I should like to read those 
two telegrams into the Recorp, so that 
they will appear in chronological order. 

In the first place, I had been in- 
formed—and I thought I should verify 
that information—that both President 
Roosevelt and Secretary of State Stet- 
tinius had been advised shortly before 
Yalta that the atomic bomb was then a 
practical certainty, that it was only a 
question of time, and that the timetable 
would be met. My information was 
that President Roosevelt had been in- 
formed in 1944 that the target for the 
completion of the first atomic bombs 
would be in mid-year 1945. So I sent 
the following telegram to General 
Groves on June 25, 1951: 

June 25, 1951. 
Lt. Gen. LESLIE R. Groves, 

Remington-Rand, Inc., Laboratory of 
Advanced Research South Norwalk, 
Conn.: 

It has been stated that you and then 
Secretary of War Stimson informed Presie 
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dent Roosevelt at the White House just be- 
fore he left for the Yalta Conference to the 
effect that it was a 99-percent certainty that 
the A-bomb would be successful; also, that 
you told him the first bombs would prob- 
ably be ready in August 1945 and that the 
bombs would be extremely powerful. Can 
you confirm the above by wire to me? 

B. B. HICKENLOOPER, 

United States Senator. 


General Groves replied to my telegram 
as follows: 

Nonwalk, Conn., June 25, 1951. 
Senator BOURKE B, HICKENLOOPER, 
The Capitol, Washington, D. C.: 

The statement reported in your telegram 
of today reference information given to 
President Roosevelt is correct. 

LESLIE R. GROVES. 


At the same time I had telegraphed 
Col. William Considine, who is now a 
lawyer in Newark, N. J. Colonel Consi- 
dine was one of the top executive offi- 
cers under General Groves in the Man- 
hattan district, and spoke with author- 
ity representing the Manhattan district. 
Colonel Considine now is no longer in 
the Army. He was a Reserve officer at 
that time. I sent him the following tele- 
gram on June 25 1951: 

JUNE 25, 1951. 
Mr. WILLIAM CONSIDINE, 
Newark, N. J.: 

It has been stated that you as colonel 
representing the Manhattan district were 
sent to the Mediterranean to brief then Sec- 
retavy of State Stettinius just prio” to the 
Yalta Conference to the effect that the 
A-bomb was a practical certainty for suc- 
cess and that the first bombs would prob- 
ably be ready by August 1945. That you 
also briefed Stettinius on the power poten- 
tials of the bombs. Can you verify this to 
me by wire? 

B. B. HicKENLOoPER, 
United States Senator. 


Colonel Considine telegraphed back 
from Newark as follows: 

Newark, N. J., June 25, 1951. 
Hon. BOURKE B. HICKENLOOPER: 

At time mentioned your telegram I deliv- 
ered certain papers to Mr. Stettinius and 
discussed their effectuation. Discussion also 
involved questions of certainty of explosion, 
possible date of use, and power potential 
of A-bomb. I advised him that my infor- 
mation from General Groves was that bomb 
would explode, that Groves had double- 
checked scientists on this, that probable date 
would be about August 1 in accordance with 
statement in August 1944 that bomb would 
be ready in year and that explosion of bomb 
would wreck a large city. Meeting took place 
in stateroom of British man of war in Grand 
Harbor, Malta, few days before Yalta Con- 
ference, 

WILLIAM S. CONSIDINE. 


Mr. President, I know that it is dis- 
appointing, and it is rather sad, I think, 
to have continued misunderstandings as 
to some of the historic sequences and 
some of the historic contributions in the 
development of the atomic bomb project. 
I hope I can speak with becoming mod- 
esty, because I include a number of other 
Members of the Senate in this statement, 
especially the nine Members of the spe- 
cial committee which was created in 1946 
to explore the great new scientific mys- 
tery which had developed. Atomic en- 
ergy and atomic science, which had been 
brought to fruition during World War II, 
originally represented a weapon inves- 
tigation activity, but in connection with 
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the weapon development there were de- 
veloped vast potentials for human good. 

Whether the words which were spoken 
in informing the President and the Sec- 
retary of State, prior to Yalta, of the 
certainty, or practical certainty, of an 
atomic explosion are agreed to by all 
parties, I think the record is clear. 

General Groves and Colonel Considine 
both testified that this information was 
furnished prior to the Yalta Conference. 

It has been said by some persons who 
would tend to depreciate some of these 
historic bits of information that no one 
could have known that we had a bomb, 
because it was not tested until July 1945. 
Of course, that is true. We did not 
test the atomic bomb until the explo- 
sion at Alamogordo in July 1945. 

We do not know whether any new 
scientific discovery, any new drawing- 
board proposition, will work until it is 
physically tested. But countless de- 
velopments have become practical cer- 
tainties when no definite physical test 
was either practical or made. The scien- 
tific information upon which these pre- 
dictions were made had been approved 
by exhaustive preliminary tests. They 
were not proved by explosive tests, be- 
cause one does not test an atomic bomb 
more than once. There is no aspirin- 
pill-sized atomic bomb. There is no 
laboratory size, with which a prototype 
test of the atomic bomb can be made. 
If the bomb is tested in a laboratory, and 
there is an explosion in the laboratory, 
we no longer have a laboratory. In an 
atomic-bomb explosion, there is nothing 
around the atomic bomb while it is being 
tested. So we can test only the bomb it- 
self. We cannot test an experimental 
model. However, there is no question, 
from all the evidence, that so far as con- 
cerns the verity of scientific experiment 
and the proof of the components enter- 
ing that weapon, it was known that the 
bomb could be exploded, and that the 
explosion would be a certainty. It was 
known that the timetable would work 
out very accurately. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr.LONG. Some information came to 
the attention of the junior senator from 
Louisiana to the effect that when our 

“armies broke through into Germany the 
scientific teams going along behind them 
to find out what the Germans had done 
in research and experimentation along 
this and other lines, discovered that the 
Germans had been working in an at- 
tempt to perfect the atomic bomb, but 
they were off on the wrong track. It was 
found that there was not much prospect 
of their ever succeeding in exploding the 
bomb on the basis on which they were 
working. Did the information ever 
come to the attention of the Senator? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Oh, yes; we 
went through that very carefully in 1946. 
I think it is fair to say that the Sena- 
tor’s understanding is not quite correct, 
but almost. The Germans had been 
experimenting, and they had spent a 
considerable amount of time in attempt- 
ing to develop an atomic weapon. When 
our armies went into Germany we had 
scientific teams which went in with the 
first. wave. We were avidly interested 
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in knowing what progress they had 
made, as well as the progress which had 
been made by other interested nations. 

I think it is fair to say that while the 
Germans had been doing a considerable 
amount of work in the atomic energy 
field, and had developed some very in- 
teresting things, their approach was not 
the proper one. The improper approach 
was not because they did not have scien- 
tists or that they could not master the 
mathematics of the science, because the 
first man who proved that atomic fission 
was possible was a German, That was 
what stimulated us. What they did was 
to disunite their effort. The success of 
our project, probably more than to any- 
thing else, was due to the organizational 
genius of Gen. Leslie R. Groves, who 
said, “You must concentrate and coordi- 
nate the effort, to the exclusion of col- 
lateral scientific investigations.” It was 
by coordination, unity of purpose, bring- 
ing all the eggs into one basket, and run- 
ning the show with one purpose, that we 
were able to bring together all the scien- 
tifie ends. 

The Germans did not do that. They 
had one plant operating in one part of 
Germany, and another plant in another 
part of Germany. The scientists were 
not coordinated. Their activities were 
not compartmentalized. They were 
working at loose ends. It probably 
would have been a long time before they 
could have put all the parts together. 
We put them. together in the original 
programing of our atomic project. We 
coordinated them all as we went along. 
The Germans did not do that. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. The Senator from Iowa 
is a member of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy, and as such is one of 
the Senators who is privileged to receive 
much information which is not made 
available to other Senators, who are not 
serving on the joint committee. How- 
ever, the chairman of the committee, the 
senior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
McManxon], said yesterday that the duty 
of General Groves related almost en- 
tirely to the security of the project and 
to keeping information from leaking out, 
rather than to actual research. Can 
the Senator tell us whether that is the 
actual fact? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I believe the 
senior Senator from Connecticut on re- 
flection will probably wish to revise his 
statement. It was probably due to an 
inadvertent use of language. 

General Groves was the coordinator 
of the project. He did one of the most 
magnificent jobs of coordination and ad- 
ministration that has ever been done in 
history. His job was comparable to that 
of Colonel Goethals in the building of 
the Panama Canal, except that it was 
much more mysterious. He was operat- 
ing in a completely unknown and un- 
proved field when the operation began. 
I heard the Senator from Connecticut 
say that General Groves probably knew 
less than anyone else about the project. 
Perhaps he made the statement in haste 
and without due consideration. I am 
certain that the record will show that 
General Groves knew more about the 
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atomic project in all its features than 
any other living man. While he is not 
a physicist, he is an engineer of great 
ability, and he is an administrator with- 
out equal. I believe he knew more about 
the administrative, progress, coordinat- 
ing, and development ends of the project 
than any other living man before or since 
his time. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. The Senator from Con- 
necticut yesterday also stated that it was 
General Groves’ responsibility to prevent 
atomic secrets from falling into the 
hands of spies or traitors, and that it was 
during General Groves’ administration 
that Dr. Karl Fuchs, David Greenglass, 
and various other spies were successful 
in obtaining our atomic-energy secrets 
and giving them to Russia. Does the 
Senator have any information on that 
subject? $ 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes, I have 
considerable information on the subject, 
and I may as well touch on it now, since 
the Senator has asked the question. The 
development of the Manhattan project, 
as the Senator knows, was an utterly fan- 
tastic concept. It was considered feasi- 
ble, but we were delving into the un- 
known. We were tearing aside the cos- 
mic curtain. We were attempting to do 
something which many people some 
years ago had said could not possibly be 
done. It was done under the pressures 
of war. We had only a few years in 
which to scratch away at the conceal- 
ment and mystery about the atom, and 
to conduct millions of experiments. It 
was a matter of great necessity and of 
great urgency. 

Dr. Fuchs worked in the Manhattan 
project. However, General Groves and 
the Manhattan project not only had no 
responsibility for his security, but were 
forbidden by Executive order even to 
investigate him or other scientists who 
had been sent here by other countries. 
They were forced to accept the certifi- 
cates of purity given by foreign coun- 
tries. The FBI could not examine into 
them. It was a matter of “Do not touch. 
You must not examine into the integrity 
or the background of foreign scientists 
who come here with certificates from 
their own governments to the effect that 
they are clean.” Fuchs and several oth- 
ers had certificates from the British 
Government stating that they had been 
investigated there and that they were 
clean and responsible. We were forbid- 
den to go further. We could not even 
check on them. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes; but I 
should like first to continue on this one 
point. I have in my possession a photo- 
graph, taken with a long-range tele- 
scopic camera at the Manhattan district 
while it was operating, of one of the 
most prominent persons working in the 
project, with a Russian espionage agent 
on one side and a member of the Rus- 
sian consulate on the other. One of the 
Russians had in his pocket certain secret 
papers which this prominent person had 
transmitted to him. I have the photo- 
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graph in my office. The Manhattan 
project was forbidden to prosecute this 
person. He was a traitor and spy, and 
they knew he was selling secrets. Yet 
administratively higher authority pre- 
vented the Manhattan district from 
prosecuting him. A number of similar 
cases can be cited, if the facts ever come 
out. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. 

Mr. LONG. As a matter of fact, the 
Senator is a member of the Joint Com- 
mittee on Atomic Energy, and is charged 
with a great responsibility. He is in pos- 
session of secrets which, in the interest 
of national security, cannot be made 
known to the public, and insofar as he 
comes into knowledge that should not 
be brought to the attention of other 
Senators and of the Nation as a whole, 
I am certain he will discharge his re- 
sponsibility. 

He is a member, as well as I, of the 
committee presently investigating the 
dismissal of General MacArthur. Some 
of the facts brought out before the com- 
mittee would indicate that General Mac- 
Arthur felt that probably certain facts 
should be made known to the Nation. 
In that connection it was testified, even 
by General Bradley and General Mar- 
shall, that it was their opinion, that 
when a general charged with serving his 
Nation found that his orders from his 
superior officer were, in his opinion, in 
conflict with his duty to the Nation, he 
should, even at the expense of resign- 
ing his commission, step aside and make 
those facts known to the public. Would 
the Senator feel that General Groves 
might have had a responsibility to the 
Nation even beyond his responsibility to 
his Commander in Chief if he had had 
any reason to believe that a scientist 
was obtaining our atomic secrets? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not be- 
lieve there was any particular reason to 
believe that enemy scientists were ob- 
taining our secrets. They came to us 
with a clean bill of health from their own 
governments. The Manhattan district 
was required to accept the certificates 
from their own governments to the ef- 
fect that they had a clean bill of health. 
Certainly the people who were stealing 
our atomic secrets at the time did not 
work out in the open. They were oper- 
ating in great secrecy. When the Man- 
hattan district was forbidden to investi- 
gate them there was no way in which 
the Manhattan district could find out 
any surreptitious activity in which such 
scientists may have been engaging. It 
was only later that the information 
came out, and it later developed that 
the information with respect to Karl 
Fuchs’ association with Communists was 
in the hands of the British Government 
at the time, and we did not know it. 

Mr. CAIN.. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Jounson of Texas in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Iowa yield to the Sen- 
ator from Washington? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield to the 
Senator from Washington for a question. 

Mr. CAIN. How does the able Senator 
from Iowa reconcile the information he 


JUNE 30 


has just offered to the Senate concerning 
the state of readiness of the atomic 
bomb in early 1945 with the testimony 
recently offered by those in executive 
authority, by some persons highly placed 
in the military establishments, and by 
some Senators, that it was imperatively 
necessary to bring Russia into the war 
against Japan in 1945 because the war 
against Japan could be won only through 
an invasion of the mainland, employing 
large masses of ground forces? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I say to the 


‘Senator from Washington that I cannot 


reconcile that position. I can point to 
the documentary evidence that now is 
extant, showing that the Air Corps was 
convinced that it could bring Japan to its 
knees and could force a suit by Japan for 
surrender within the summer of 1945, 
and that the Navy was also thoroughly 
convinced of that. Both those branches 
were thoroughly convinced that it was 
not necessary to make a frontal land as- 
sault on Japan. There was the testi- 
mony of a number of Army officers who 
also were convinced of that. 

On the other hand, there was a coterie 
of thinking, as I understand, and, let us 
say according to Admiral Leahy’s book, 
there was a coterie of thinking by cer- 
tain groups in the Army, that a frontal 
attack with land troops must be made on 
Japan, contrary to what was known at 
the time. In other words, this matter is 
not hindsight, but that information was 
at hand at the time. 

Therefore it is clear that at the time 
there should have been a proper evalua- 
tion of the information that no ground- 
forces assault against Japan was neces- 
sary in order to bring Japan to surrender. 

The Senator asks me whether I can 
reconcile the information. I cannot rec- 
oncile it, because it seems now that the 
information was available prior to that 
time, and th&t, therefore, whatever was 
given to Russia at Yalta by way of do- 
minion over Asia and trading the Na- 
tionalist Chinese, our allies, to Russia, 
without even the knowledge of the Na- 
tionalist Chinese, not only was not nec- 
essary but, I think, can be subjected to 
the most caustic criticism in the public 
interest. 

Mr. CAIN. I share the Senator’s view, 
and I think his answer is of value for 
the Recorp. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I regret 
that the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
McMason] is not in the Chamber at this 
time, because he is a Member of the Sen- 
ate who is very much interested in this 
matter, 

Personally, I should like to get to the 
bottom of this matter and I should like 
to know the real facts, if there is any 
way of developing them. 

With regard to Dr. Fuchs, it is pointed 
out that the certification of the British 
Government was accepted by our offi- 
cials on that occasion. In my opinion, 
that was a mistake. I have no knowl- 
edge of whether General Groves ac- 
cepted it or questioned it. 

It was also pointed out that Green- 
glass and Gold came into the Atomic 
Energy work while General Groves was 
in charge. Let me inquire whether 
Greenglass and Gold were Americans or 
foreigners. 
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Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I believe both 
of them were Americans at that time. 

Mr. LONG. Can the Senator from 
Iowa explain to us how those two Amer- 
icans, Greenglass and Gold, were able 
to get into the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion and were able to engage in spying 
and turning secrets over to the 
Russians? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. They got in 
there probably for the same reason that 
Hiss got in, namely, that the prelim- 
inary investigation did not show up the 
skulduggery they intended to do. The 
records show that they did not engage in 
those things until a much later date. 
Therefore, probably when they entered 
the service, there was nothing in their 
records to show their ultimate perfidy. 

So far as the admission of Fuchs 
was concerned, that was a diplomatic 
matter in which our officials were 
ordered to accept the British certificate 
as to the cleanliness of his background, 
Our officials acted under such circum- 
stances not only in that field but in 
other fields; it was a matter of comity 
between governments. Our officials had 
to take their orders, and they said 
„O. K.“ 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. The Senator will agree, 
will he not, that if there was anything 
in the records of those persons to indi- 
cate that they might be untrustworthy, 
certainly the responsibility should be 
placed upon those who failed to prevent 
them from acquiring secrets? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. In the 
case of Fuchs, the responsibility lay 
overseas, because the information on 
Fuchs as an employee of the Manhattan 
District was not in this country until 
long after he had engaged in his activi- 
ties. At first that information was 
abroad, and for some time it was not 
relayed to this country from the place 

- where the information was in existence, 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. Does the Senator know 
of any person who has divulged any of 
our atomic secrets, who came into the 
atomic-energy work after General 
Groves stepped aside from being in 
charge of the Manhattan District? 

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. I shall touch 
on that in a moment. It is a very deli- 
cate matter to go into at this time, but 
I shall touch on it later. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Iowa yield to me, so that 
I may ask a question of the Senator 
from Louisiana? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes, I yield 
for that purpose, if I do not thereby lose 
the floor. 

Mr. WELKER. I understood that the 
Senator from Louisiana attempted to 
elicit from the Senator from Iowa some 
information as to whether General 
Groves should have been held responsi- 
ble for the activities of Greenglass and 
Gold. Am I correct in that under- 
standing? 

Mr. LONG. That is correct. 

Mr. WELKER. By the same token, 
will the Senator from Iowa answer this 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


question by me: If General Groves 
should be held responsible for the activi- 
ties of Greenglass and Gold, is it not 
also true, then, that Secretary of State 
Acheson should be held firmly responsi- 
ble for the activities of one Alger Hiss? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I think he 
cannot throw off his responsibility. So 
far as he is concerned, I will say that I 
have received information that the 
members of the United States delegation 
to the United Nations were told at the 
San Francisco conference that “they 
had the goods” on Alger Hiss, yet he con- 
tinued in that high place in our State 
Department for a substantial period of 
time after that. I have received infor- 
mation that a number of our officials at 
the San Francisco Conference were given 
that information. However, it took a 
great deal of time, during which a great 
many statements about “red herrings” 
were made, and a great many difficul- 
ties were encountered before the prose- 
cution could begin; in fact, as we know, 
the prosecution against Alger Hiss sim- 
ply could not get under way for a long 
time; but finally it took a turn, they went 
after the fellow, and they got him. 

However, that information against 
Alger Hiss was out a long time ago, ac- 
cording to statements made to me by 
reliable members of our delegation at 
San Francisco. So the responsibility is 
there. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield. 

Mr. WELKER. I appreciate the Sena- 
tor’s remarks, 

Some comment was made by the Sena- 
tor from Louisiana with respect to the 
MacArthur hearings, in the course of 
which certain privileged communica- 
tions were not divulged, although they 
should have been divulged. I wish the 
Senator from Iowa to appreciate the fact 
that I am not a member of those com- 
mittees, but I am distressed about cer- 
tain confidential relationships which 
exist with respect to certain communi- 
cations. 

I remember well the statement by the 
President of the United States, by way 
of the radio, that “when all the facts 
are known by the American people, my 
action will be approved by them.” 

Yet, as a visitor to those hearings, I 
found certain high-level officers of our 
Government hiding behind the secrecy 
of a privileged communication, stating, 
“It was told to me in the presence of 
the President, and, therefore, I am not 
divulging it to the American people; so 
I cannot go into those matters.” 

Let me ask when the Senator's atten- 
tion was directed to the fact that atomic 
secrets were being stolen by spies of 
Russia? When was the Senator first 
notified that Mr. Fuchs was working 
behind the scenes, or when, if the Sena- 
tor knows, did our Government first 
learn of his activity? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I cannot re- 
call the exact date. I had no connec- 
tion with the matter until 1946, when 
the special Senate committee was cre- 
ated. In 1946 we knew of the Canadian 
spy-ring case. The fact that it reached 
into the United States at a certain promi- 
nent atomic installation in this country 
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has never yet been fully explored and 
exposed to the American people. But we 
knew about it, and I think that was the 
first time we had actual evidence, though 
we had had suspicions that the Russians 
were engaged in this matter. On the 
floor of the Senate in 1946, as I recall, 
I called attention for the first time to 
the exposures in the Canadian spy-ring 
case. 

Mr. WELKER. For the purpose of the 
Recorp, if the Senator from Iowa will 
yield further, will he tell us when the 
atomic bomb was first dropped on Japan? 

Mr. H'CKENLOOPER. As I recall 
about August 5 or 6, 1945. It was the 
first week in August. 

Mr. WELKER. The Senator has just 
stated that, in 1946, we had information 
of the activities of the Canadian spy 
ring in stealing our secrets. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. WELKER. Does not the Senator 
feel that, in 1945, and even prior to 
Yalta, those spies must have known that 
the atomic bomb was going to be de- 
veloped to a point where it would work; 
otherwise they could not have had their 
espionage system so completely de- 
veloped? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Oh, yes. 
They got advance information, and they 
got it during the Manhattan district 
days; and I may say to the Senator that, 
without doubt, they have been getting it 
since the Manhattan district days. 

Mr. WELKER. One other question, 
and then I shall retire. General Groves’ 
duties were taken over by whom? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. By the 
Atomic Energy Commission, created un- 
der the Atomic Energy Act of 1946. 

Mr. WELKER. And what is the name 
of the man who succeeded him? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The commis- 
sion was composed of five men. Mr. 
Lilienthal was chairman. 

Mr. WELKER. In what activity is 
Mr, Gordon Dean engaged now? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Gordon Dean 
became Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission about a year or a year anda 
half ago. 

Mr. WELKER. I take it his duties are 
similar to the duties previously perform- 
ed by General Groves. 

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. Not exactly. 
The Atomic Energy Commission has 
over-all authority, and it consists of five 
men. Under the Commission there is a 
general manager created by law, and 
much of the coordinating administrative 
activity is delegated by the Commission 
to the general manager; so that General 
Groves had a job which compared to that 
of the Commission and the general man- 
ager put together. I might say that the 
Commission makes broad policy. Groves 
made policy as well as conducting the 
administrative activity. 

Mr. MCFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? J 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, I have 
but one more question, after which I 
shall retire. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield fur- 
ther to the Senator from Idaho, first, 
after which I shall yield to the Senator 
from Arizona. 
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Mr. WELKER. Does not the Senator 
from Iowa think it a bit unfair that, at 
this late hour, after a soldier of the dis- 
tinction of General Groves has rendered 
fine service to his country, he should be 
accused, impliedly and expressly, of 
carrying on a cafeteria style of disclo- 
sure of atomic- energy secrets to spies 
representing a foreign government? 
Does not the Senator think it a bit un- 
fair that, upon the floor of the Senate, 
he should be tried and convicted, with- 
out a hearing, upon such an unfounded 
accusation as that which is made here? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. As I said a 
moment ago, I may say in answer to the 
question of the Senator from Idaho that 
I feel that the statements made yester- 
day were made in haste and without 
proper consideration of the words used, 
and probably in the heat of the moment. 
In my opinion, after reflection and con- 
sideration, the conclusions stated yes- 
terday simply cannot be sustained in 
the Record. I feel that they were simply 
ill-advised. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I agreed to 
yield next to the Senator from Arizona. 
I yield to the distinguished majority 
leader. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I was merely go- 
ing to inquire of the Senator whether he 
expected to take very much longer, The 
Senator from Louisiana desires to call 
up a conference report. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I may say I 
hesitate not to yield to Members of the 
Senate on this important matter. 

Mr.McFARLAND. Yes, I understand. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I only have 
about 3 minutes more of what I want 
to say. If I can complete it, I should 
like to do so. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for just one more question? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield to the 
Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. It was the impression of 
the junior Senator from Louisiana that 
the facts were that General Groves went 
to Connecticut when the senior Senator 
from Connecticut was a candidate for 
reelection, and made a speech there, or 
issued a statement, criticizing the activi- 
ties of the senior Senator from Connecti- 
cut, based upon his activities as chair- 
man of the Atomic Energy Committee. 
If that were the case, there would be 
no reason, as a matter of fairness, why 
the Senator from Connecticut should not 
be able to defend himself by, in turn, 
criticizing General Groves. What is fair 
for one would seem to be fair for the 
other. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I am in no way going into that field. 
I never saw a statement which General 
Groves ever made about the Senator 
from Connecticut. I never read a state- 
ment of that character if he made one. 
Ido not know that he participated in the 
political campaign. I had business of 
my own to which I was attending at that 
time, in the Middle West, so I simply do 
not know; and I had no connection 
whatever with it. I care not what kind 
of rumpus may have occurred in the 
election situation, if there was any rum- 
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pus. I still think, if it occurred, that 
political turmoil in partisan politics 
should have nothing whatever to do 
with the recitation of historical facts. 
I may say for Gen. Leslie Groves that 
no one has ever been able to stand in 
either a public or a private forum and 
successfuly impugn the high degree of 
his integrity or his great ability. The 
record is his historical justification for 
the great job he did, and the Congress 
of the United States, without a dissent- 
ing vote in the Armed Services Com- 
mittee of the Senate, and without a dis- 
senting vote in the Armed Services Com- 
mittee of the House of Representatives, 
and without a dissenting vote on the 
fioor of the Senate, and without a dis- 
senting vote on the floor of the House 
of Representatves, so far as I know, in 
appreciation and recognition of the 
magnificent and unusual job which Les- 
lie Groves did in the time of our greatest 
travail and emergency, created him a 
lieutenant general, upon retirement 
from the Army of the United States— 
a rather unique and, I think, a rather 
fine tribute to the service which this 
man rendered to his country. 

Mr. President, let me say this in all 
fairness, because it is my opinion, I 
think Leslie Groves stepped on some toes 
and probably some pretty sore corns 
while he was pushing through, with 
utmost speed, this great new experiment 
energy. He is not a physicist. Of 
course, he cannot go into the laboratory 
to make an atomic bomb; and very few 
physicists can. But he was the admin- 
istrator and coordinator who brought 
the loose ends together. He cut Gov- 
ernment red tape. He was given a mis- 
sion, which was to produce a bomb as 
early as possible, and he said, “We will 
have it by mid 1945.” He drove the 
Manhattan Project mercilessly, in the 
jaws of war. He drove it to create this 
new bomb, which, at the outset, it was 
thought would be needed to end the war. 
It was not necessarily needed when it 
came to the end of the war, but the pur- 
pose was to get it before the enemy got 
it; and he stepped on some toes, I think, 
He created some animosities perhaps 
within his own service, and certainly he 
created some animosities in the leisurely 
climate which is characteristic of scien- 
tific investigation in peacetime. He 
made the scientists work, and he saw 
that they worked, and he saw that the 
project was coordinated and developed. 

Mr. President, I may say that I have 
no special friendship, no social associa- 
tion with General Groves. I probably 
have see him less than a great number 
of other Senators, and every time I have 
seen him it has been strictly in connec- 
tion with atomic business, the historical 
background, or some suggestion as to the 
operation of atomic energy 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. But I want to 
say that I have the highest admiration 
for him as a great soldier, and one of 
the greatest soldier administrators pro- 
duced by the United States, a man whose 
place in history will survive the very 
evident coalition of attempted defama- 
tion which, in various parts of the coun- 
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try, has from time to time arisen to take 
the luster of public accomplishment off 
the shield of his honor. I believe that 
that luster is ineffaceable, and I believe 
that Leslie Groves will continue to be 
recognized as a great American, a great 
patriot, and a man of outstanding abil- 
ity in the public service. I believe that 
Leslie Groves will continue to be recog- 
nized as a great American, a great pa- 
triot, and a man of outstanding ability 
in public service. 

I yield to the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. WELKER. I am indebted to the 
distinguished Senator from Iowa for his 
fine tribute to this great soldier. I met 
General Groves only once. It was a 
personal meeting, which lasted approxi- 
mately 5 or 10 minutes. I should like to 
say that the Senator from Iowa has ren- 
dered a great service to General Groves 
and to all the military men of the Na- 
tion. Yesterday I heard the character 
of Leslie Groves, impliedly and expressly, 
maligned and slandered, comparing him 
to Alger Hiss and William Remington. 
I suffered when I heard it. I am grate- 
ful to the Senator because he has told 
us about the unanimous vote by which 
the rank of lieutenant general was con- 
ferred upon General Groves. Never 
shall I vote for a generalship or any 
other rank for Alger Hiss or William 
Remington who, at times, seem to be 
commended by people in high places in 
this Government. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER, The Senate 
from Idaho is vigorous, and he has a 
method of expressing his thoughts 
which certainly is salutary and which 
should be taken to heart by every pa- 
triotic American citizen. I will say to 
the Senator that I would have spoken 
about this matter yesterday. I am very 
sorry the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. McManon] is not present at this 
time. I did not know he was going to be 
absent. The minority leader came to 
me as the Senator from Connecticut was 
closing his remarks and inquired wheth- 
er I expected to discuss the question. I 
said, “Yes; I think it has got to be dis- 
cussed. There is a misunderstanding as 
to the facts, and it must be discussed.” 

He said, “Will you wait until we con- 
clude the consideration of the confer- 
ence report? I do not know how long 
you will speak if you get the floor on this 
matter.” 

I said, “I shall be delighted to delay 
my statement. It is a matter which can 
be taken up at any time. The confer- 
ence report and the resolution are im- 
portant.” 

So I did not discuss the question at 
that time. I meant to bow out so that 
the conference reports and resolutions 
could be considered. I was outside in 
the hall, expecting to discuss the matter 
last night, when the bells for the recess 
rang. I rushed to the floor but it was 
too late. So I have taken the first op- 
portunity today to discuss the question. 

The Senator from Louisiana, who was 
here a moment ago, asked me a question 
which I do not think I have yet an- 
swered. I think this might as well be 
said now as at any other time. The Sen- 
etor from Louisiana asked me whether 
secrets had been stolen or purloined 
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since the Manhattan Distriet went out 
of existence. I shall only say that there 
have been a disquieting number of dis- 
appearances still unaccounted for in 
atomie energy plants. I shall not say 
whether they have been channeled di- 
reetly to an enemy, but I say that there 
have been mysterious disappearances 
still unaccounted for. I cannot go fur- 
ther in my answer at this moment. 

Mr. President, I did not intend to take 
so much time of the Senate. I feel that 
in war, in emergency, and in the ten- 
sions of seeking victory many things are 
done which, looking back, might well 
have been done in some other way. I 
have been the first to admit that there 
was waste in the Manhattan District op- 
erations. I have been one of the first to 
admit that there is waste in the Atomic 
Energy Commission operations. The 
Manhattan distriet, however, had a rec- 
ord of spending less than $2,000,600,000. 
it started from almost a pioneering the- 
ory. There had been some laboratory 
work done on a minor scale. It spent 
less than $2,000,000,000, and within 
a little more than 2 years’ time it 
produced the first successful atomic 
bombs, after learning how to produce 
fissionable material in four different 
ways. Since that time we have been 
spending—depending on whose pencil 
we use and what kind of bookkeeping we 
employ, whether it is double-entry, tri- 

, quadruple-entry, or single- 
entry bookkeeping—we have been 
spending many billion dollars a year. 
Any agency that starts from scrateh, 
with an expenditure of less than $2,000,- 
000,000, proves the atomie fission proc- 
ess, and lays out the whole field of 
atomic i 


attained in atomic energy, merits the 
praise, the gratitude, and the fair and 
honorable commendation of the Ameri- 
can people. 

Gen. Leslie Groves has received that 
commendation from the American peo- 
ple. In their hearts and minds I think 
his position as an administrator for his 
country at the time of its greatest need 
is secure. 


SUPPLYING OF AGRICULTURAL WORK- 
ERS FROM MEXICO—CONFERENCE RE- 
PORT 


Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I 
submit. a report of the committee of 
conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of the 
House to the bill (S. 984) to amend the 
Agricultural Act of 1949, and I ask 
unanimous consent for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Jounson of Texas in the chair). The 
report will be read for the information 
of the Senate. 

The report was read. 

(For conference report, see today's 
proceedings of the House of Representa- 
tives, pp. 7538-7540.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate considera- 
tion of the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

XCVII—474 
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Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as 
the clerk has just indicated, the confer- 
ence report has been signed and ap- 
proved by every member of the confer- 
enee. The bill itself, as it came from the 
Senate, was accepted by the House con- 
ferees with but two major changes. The 
first change from the Senate version is 
the elimination of the so-called Douglas 
amendment. It will be recalled that the 
House had a companion bill before it for 


a rule could not be obtained for a long 
time because of the presence in the Sen- 
ate bill of the so-called Douglas amend- 
ment. Finally a rule was obtained, and 
during the consideration of the bill by 
the House the so-called Douglas amend- 
ment was ruled out om a point of order, 
and the House adopted its own bill, 
vaan differs somewhat from the Senate 


to employ a wetback knowingly, that is, 
hero loom cng egy a 
the border aussie Gate 


far toward curbing the wetback prob- 
There is before the Senate Committee 


amendment been taken out of the con- 
ference report? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes. That was the 
only way we could obtain a bik We 
tried very hard, but to no avail, and I 
thought it wise to make every effort to 
get an agreement with the House and 
perege consideration of the report 

y. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. ELLENDER, In a moment. 

There is a second major provision 
which the House seriously objected to in 
the Senate bill. That relates to certifi- 
cation as to the need for Mexican work- 
ers on a national basis. It will be re- 
called that the bill, as originally intro- 
duced in the Senate, provided that certi- 
fication was to be made on a State basis, 
but on the Senate floor an amendment 
was adopted requiring certification on a 
national basis. The House had it on a 
regional basis. So the House agreed to 
strike from the bill its own provision 
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about certification on a regional basis, 
and accepted our provision of having it 
on a national basis. That is, the certi- 
fication would be made by the Secretary 
of Labor. 


amendment which requires the Secretary 
of Labor to ascertain whether there is 
domestice supply available is retained in 
the bill. 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. And he must make 
a certification of that after proper hear- 
ing? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Section 503 of the 
original bill provided that the Secretary 
of Labor must make two determina- 
tions— 

That (1) sufficient domestic workers who 
are able, willing, and qualified are not avail- 
able at the time and place needed to per- 
form the work for which such workers are 
to be employed, (2) the employment of such 
workers will not adversely affect the wages 
and working conditions of domestic agri- 
cultural workers similarly employed. 

There is also contained in the bill a 
third requirement, which was adopted 
at the insistence of the Senator from 
Mimnesota, which provides: 

And (3) reasonable efforts have been made 
to attract domestie workers for such em- 
ployment at wages and standard hours of 
work comparable to those offered to foreign 
workers. 


So all those requirements must be met 
before the Secretary of Labor can certify 


feel that the bill is a decided improve- 
ment over the present noncontrol system 
that we have? 

Mr. ELLENDER. There is absolutely 
no question about it. As I indicated a 
moment ago, what prompted the Senate 
conferees to agree to the elimination of 
the so-called Douglas amendment was 
that it made the adoption of the bill by 
the House certain. Under the bill our 
Government is permitted to engage with 
the Mexican Government in recruitment, 
and guaranteeing of contracts, all of 
which will go far toward curbing the wet- 
back problem. I have no doubt but that. 
if the program can he in operation for 
the 244 years as authorized by the hill, 
we can then have enacted the so-called 
Douglas amendment through a bill which 
I now have before the Committee on the 
Judiciary for consideration. 

Mr. HUMPEREY. In other words, I 
understand that the Senator will press 
for the passage of his bill, which later 
on was made the Douglas amendment. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is the only 
way we can handle the wethack problem 
and handle it effectively, is it not? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Oh yes, I have no 
doubt about that. That is what prompt- 
ed me to introduce the bill in the Senate. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

oo ELLENDER. I yield for a ques- 

n. 
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Mr. AIKEN. I may point out that, 
in my opinion, the adoption of the Doug- 
las amendment was more for its effect 
upon the public sentiment than for prac- 
tical value. Under the Douglas amend- 
ment it would have to be proved that a 
man knew he was employing a wetback 
when he employed him, and that would 
be very difficult to do. In fact I know of 
no employer who would go into court 
and say that he knew it. So I think it 
would have been very difficult ever to 
have obtained a conviction under the 
Douglas amendment. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 

Mr. MUNDT. Is the Senate to under- 
stand that the only difference between 
the proposed legislation as reported by 
the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry and as amended in the Senate, and 
the version adopted by the House is the 
elimination of the Douglas amendment? 

Mr, ELLENDER. No. There are sev- 
eral, more or less, minor disagreements 
which were reconciled. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator explain those to the Senate? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes; gladly. I was 
about to do so. It will be recalled that 
the Senate version contained a provi- 
sion that a contract between the Mexican 
workers and United States employers 
could not be made unless the workers 
were in the United States under legal 
entry. The House sought to strike that 
provision, but finally agreed to let that 
provision remain in the bill with a fur- 
ther amendment. The House conferees 
explained to us that there were quite a 
few families living on the border that 
had been there for many years, some of 
them for 10 years, who had entered the 
country illegally long ago, and that it 
might be unjust to make the provision 
apply to those people. So we agreed to 
amend the section to this effect—and I 
will read the provision; it is self-explan- 
atory: 

The Secretary of Labor is authorized— 

(1) to recruit such workers (including any 
such workers who have resided in the United 
States for the preceding 5 years, or who are 
temporarily in the United States under legal 
entry). 


In other words, any person from Mex- 
ico in the United States who has been 
here for less than 5 years, in order to be 
able to be contracted under this program 
must be here under legal entry. But if 
he has been here for a period of over 
5 years, then it is necessary for him to 
obtain the approval of the Mexican Gov- 
ernment if he wishes to be employed 
under this program. That is one of the 
changes that was made. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 

Mr. MUNDT. Do I understand cor- 
rectly from the Senator’s statement that 
a considerable number of Mexicans have 
been residents of this country illegally 
for more than 5 years? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Oh, yes. There are 
such people all along the border, in Cali- 
fornia, Arizona, New Mexico, and in 
Texas. They have been residing in the 
United States for a long time, and many 
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of them are living on farms located along 
the border. 

Mr. MUNDT. If they are here ille- 
gally, why are they permitted to remain? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Well, they have been 
tiving here for so long they have become 
z part of the population in that area. 
The House conferees felt that a grave 
injustice would probably be done to those 
people who have been living in the United 
States for so long. Many of them have 
children who were born in the United 
States and who are now citizens. I re- 
peat, what we did was to provide that in 
order for them to be able to be employed 
under this program it would be neces- 
sary that they obtain the consent of the 
Mexican Government before a contract 
of employment could be entered into. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator from Lou- 
isiana pointed out that some of those 
affected were old people, living with their 
children, who were American citizens, 
but that the old people themselves had 
never been naturalized, and apparently 
the Immigration Service has been over- 
looking such cases. However, I cannot 
conceive of the Mexican Government 
contracting for the labor of people who 
have been living in the United States for 
the past 10, 15, or 20 years, and who have 
no intention ever to go back to Mexico, 
unless deported. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr, ELLENDER. I yield. 

Mr. MUNDT. It occurs to the Senator 
from South Dakota that it is a bit para- 
doxical for the Congress to be passing 
legislation which is to be of specific bene- 
fit to people who are living illegally in 
the United States. Seemingly there is a 
breakdown some place in Government if 
such a condition is permitted to continue. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not say that 
we are passing legislation for the benefit 
of people who have not complied with 
the immigration laws. People who have 
lived here for the period described can 
apply for naturalization, They do not 
become citizens under the pending 
measure. 

Mr. MUNDT. I understand the per- 
sons in question are not here through 
legal entry. 

Mr. ELLENDER. They came here 
years ago when the laws were not so 
stringent. The proposed legislation 
would not legalize such entry. The only 
way they could be employed under this 
program would be by virtue of an agree- 
ment between our country and Mexico. 
It could not be done otherwise. 

Mr. MUNDT. Does the proposed 
legislation legalize such entry? 

Mr.ELLENDER. No. The only thing 
it deals with is the matter of employ- 
ment. It does not deal with these people 
becoming citizens. They would have to 
conform to our immigration laws to be- 
come citizens, 

Mr. President, it will be recalled that 
the maximum amount that each em- 
ployer was to pay for the cost of trans- 
porting workers within Mexico to a point 
on the border was fixed by the Senate at 
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- compromised and made it $15. The re- 


quirement in the Senate bill that a Mexi- 
can must be apprehended in the United 
States before an employer could be made 
to pay his transportation to Mexico was 
eliminated. The House conferees took 
the position that it would stand as an 
open invitation for employers to induce 
Mexicans to leave the farm in the hope 
that they would reach Mexico in some 
way. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, may I ask 
a question? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. What was done with the 
proposal for regional and district cen- 
ters? We were contemplating one in 
the Northwest. 

Mr. ELLENDER. That provision was 
not in the bill. It was not agreed to by 
the Senate or the House. 

Mr. THYE. It was under discussion 
before the Senate committee. We dis- 
cussed the possibility of establishing such 
centers. 

Mr, ELLENDER. The subject was not 
in conference. 

Mr. THYE. So there is no provision 
in the bill to establish regional offices 
for the purpose of recruiting? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor- 
rect. That issue was not involved in 
either bill, and was therefore not in 
conference. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. It was proposed and 
killed in the Senate. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Les, as I previously 
indicated. 

Mr. THYE. I wanted to make certain 
whether any provision comparable to 
that had entered into the bill, 

Mr, ELLENDER. No. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. As I understand, 
the Douglas amendment was eliminated 
by the conferees, and is not in the bill. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. What is the pro- 
vision in the bill as reported by the con- 
ferees with reference to the liability of 
farmers for those who skip? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The farmer will be 
responsible for the cost of transporta- 
tion from the point of entry into the 
United States to the farm and return. 
That provision has not been changed. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I mean those who 
skip after they are under contract. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The United States 
Government will have to pay any costs 
above what would have been the cost of 
returning the worker to the reception 
center if he had not left his place of 
employment. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Is there any cost 
assessed against the farmer when they 
are apprehended and deported? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The only cost will 
be what it would have cost to returr. the 
employee from the employer’s farm to 
the point of employment on the Mexican 
border. 
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Mr. McCLELLAN. That is, the actual 
cost? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The normal cost. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Is that cost as- 
sessed against the farmer prior to the 
apprehension of the employee who skips, 
or only after he is apprehended? 

Mr. ELLENDER. It would apply re- 
gardless of apprehension. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. In other words, 
the farmer must pay if they skip, al- 
though he has no control over them? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor- 
rect. However, he is not obligated to 
put up a bond, as before, nor pay the 
cost of apprehending him. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. He is not required 
to furnish bond, but he is obligated to 
pay the normal cost of transportation of 
the employee back to the point of entry? 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor- 
rect. That is what the bill provided 
when it passed the House and the Sen- 
ate conferees agreed to it. 

Mr. President, there is another change 
which I chould like to call to the atten- 
tion of the Senate. In the definition of 
“agricultural employment“ the House 
insisted on ineluding: “horticultural 
employment, cotton ginning, compress- 
ing, and storing, the crushing of oil 
seeds, and the packing, canning, freez- 
ing, drying, or other processing of perish- 
able or seasonable agricultural products.” 

The Senate conferees agreed to the 
amendment, for the simple reason that 
it was felt that, since certification of 
need was to be made on a national basis, 
by the Secretary of Labor, if the three 
requirements in the bill which I previ- 
ously read were fulfilled there would be 
sufficient safeguards to protect domes- 
tic labor. 

The Senate conferees agreed to extend 
the provisions of the bill to December 
31, 1953, instead of 1952 as provided for 
in the Senate bill. 

Mr. President, if there are any fur- 
ther questions I shall be glad to make 
further explanation. 

I move the adoption of the conference 
report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask one further question. 

How much difference is there between 
the conference report and the law which 
was in existence last year? What are 
the fundamental differences which are 
written into the proposed new law, be- 
yond the law which was on the statute 
books a year ago? 

Mr. ELLENDER. There was no law 
previously. It was done by mutual con- 
tract between United States employers 
and the Mexican Government. 

Mr. THYE. There had to be a law 
which permitted such mutual agreement. 

Mr. ELLENDER. It was done under 
our naturalization and immigration 
laws. As I understand it, authority had 
to be obtained from the Attorney Gen- 
eral to permit an employer or an or- 
ganization that recruited labor, to go to 
Mexico and enter into an agreement 
directly with the Mexican employees, 
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Mr. THYE. That is the question 
which will arise in the mind of the pro- 
Gucer who is depending on off-shore 
labor. He will ask immediately, “What 
is the provision in this law which is dif- 
ferent from the regulations imposed on 
me in acquiring off-shore labor in the 
past?” Can employers go to Jamaica 
and get help? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Let me say to my 
good friend that so far as Jamaica, the 
Bahamas, and Canada are concerned, 
the law is not changed. This bill ap- 
plies strictly and solely to Mexican labor. 
‘The method now in force for the employ- 
ment of off-shore labor, with respect to 
Jamaica or any other area, is through 
contracts between the employer in our 
country and workers living in the off- 
shore areas. 

Mr. THYE. I wished to make certain 
about it, so that those who examine the 
record will know specifically that they 
may proceed to Jamaica or any other 
Place, as they have done in past years, 
and that this provision relates only to 
the question of Mexican labor. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. THYE. I wanted to be sure that 
the record showed that fact. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I am glad to have 
the Senator raise the question. 


going to Mexico to get workers, They 
have been going to the islands. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I am glad to have 
the Senator raise the issue, even though 
the question was thoroughly discussed 
and debated when the Senate considered 
the bill in its original form. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. 


Senator from Louisiana, the chairman 
of the ccmmittee, who went to a con- 


not all that they asked, to 
frank, but it is the best we could obtain, 
I believe that it will be acceptable to the 


tion which has prevailed in the past. 
Mr. MUNDT. Does the Senator feel 

that in general it will meet with the ap- 

proval of the Mexican Government? 


ican friends have wrestled with the prob- 
Jems of democracy long enough to realize 
that we do not always get 100 percent of 
what we want. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I made it plain to 
them that I, as an individual, would 
cheerfully make every effort to get ap- 
proval of their requests. Among the re- 
quests was something along the line of 
the so-called Douglas amendment. 
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Mr. MUNDT. But the Senator be- 
lieves that this bill fulfills the major 
purposes? 

Mr. ELLENDER. They wanted to 
make it even stronger. 

Mr. MUNDT. I had in mind particu- 
larly the objection of the Mexican Gov- 
ernment to draining away people just 
south of the border. 

Mr. ELLENDER. That is a thing with 
which we shall still have to settle. I am 
convinced that the proposed law will per- 
mit our country to enter into more work - 
able agreements, agreements which will 
have a greater chance of solving the wet- 
back problem. As I stated when the bill 
was considered some time ago, I sympa- 
thize with the Mexican view. The econ- 
omy of Mexico is growing by leaps and 
bounds. Her industries are developing, 
and, of course, she needs a great many 
of the employees who come to our coun- 
try. Particularly is that true in north- 
ern Mexico. The difference between 
wages paid in the United States and 
wages in Mexico is so great that it acts as 
an inducement for Mexican laborers to 
leave their own country and come here. 
There is no doubt about that. Realizing 
that situation, the Mexican Government 
is very anxious that a bill similar to the 
one now being considered be enacted. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The distinguished 
Senator from South Dakota inquired 
about the Mexican Government's satis- 
faction with the law. Of course I wish 
to satisfy the Mexican Government as 
much asIcan. I am also interested in 
knowing whether the American farmers, 
who expect to get this labor, are also 
generally satisfied with the bill. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I would say they are. 
The main objections that we heard with 
reference to the present method of em- 
ploying Mexican labor centered around 
the requirement—the bond provision— 
with which the Senator is familiar. 
Those objections have been eliminated. 
Another objection was with reference to 
making it necessary for our own citizens 
to go into Mexico to recruit labor. Un- 
der the bill the Mexican labor would be 
selected by Government officials in Mex- 
ico and brought from certain points in 
Mexico to recruiting centers in the 
United States. At such recruiting cen- 
ters our employers will bargain with the 
Mexican laborers. 

That is a provision which employers, 
generally speaking, desire. It will elim- 
inate quite a lot of expense and it may 


Mr. McCLELLAN. The senior Sen- 
ator from Louisiana is very much inter- 
ested in the problem, and I know he has 
worked very faithfully in order to get a 
good bill. I thought I understood him 
to say a minute ago that the bill is a de- 
cided improvement over the present 
method, under which we have operated 
so far. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes. I desire to 
state that I honestly and sincerely be- 
lieve that it is the best that could be 
obtainable under the circumstances. 
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Mr. President, I should like to have 
incorporated as part of my remarks at 
this point in the Recorp a memoran- 
dum showing in detail the changes made 
in conference, and the statement of the 
managers on the part of the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Georce in the chair). Is there ob- 
jection? 

There being no objection, the memo- 
randum and statement were ordered to 
be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


CHANGES MADE IN CONFERENCE TO S. 984 as 
PASSED BY THE SENATE JUNE 29, 1951 


1. On page 2, line 2, after the word “work- 
ers” insert “who have resided in the United 
States for the preceding 5 years, or who are.” 
A large number of Mexicans have lived in 
the United States for many years and have 
become permanent members of their com- 
munities, although they entered the coun- 
try illegally in the first place. They are 
to be distinguished from the so-called wet- 
back who simply comes into the country 
for a short period of time and then returns 
to Mexico. This amendment would make 
them eligible for recruitment under the 
program authorized by the bill, but the bill 
also provides that such an arrangement will 
be subject to agreement between the Gov- 
ernments of the United States and Mexico. 

2. On page 3, line 16, strike out the figure 
“$20” and insert the figure “$15.” This 
amendment would reduce the maximum re- 
imbursement to the Government by employ- 
ers for transportation and subsistence of 

Workers from $20 to $15. 

3. On page 3, lines 20 and 21, strike out 
“and is apprehended within the United 
States.” This amendment provides in the 
case of a worker not being returned to the 
reception center in accordance with the in- 
dividual work contract, that the employer 
would pay an amount equal to the normal 
cost of returning such worker from the place 
of employment to the reception center. 
The bill as passed by the Senate would have 
provided that such reimbursement would 
be made only if the worker were appre- 
hended within the United States. 

4. On page 4, line 16, after the word “in”, 
insert “for not less than the preceding 5 
years or.” This amendment corresponds to 
the amendment made on page 2 concerning 
those Mexicans who have resided in the 
country for a long period of time. 

5. On page 6, line 18, strike out the period 
and insert the following: “horticultural em- 
ployment, cotton ginning, compressing and 
storing, crushing of oil seeds, and the pack- 
ing, canning, freezing, drying, or other proc- 
essing of perishable or seasonable agricul- 
tural products.” This amendment provides 
that Mexicans could be employed in the 
above occupations in addition to the types 
of work defined as “agricultural employ- 
ment” in the Fair Labor Standards Act of 
1938 and the Internal Revenue Code. 

6. On page 6, beginning on line 12, strike 
out section 509. This amendment would 
strike out the Senate provision making em- 
ployment of any Mexican alien not lawfully 
within the United States a felony and pun- 
ishable by a fine not exceeding $2,000 or im- 
prisonment for a term not exceeding a year, 
or both, for each alien so employed. 

7. On page 8, line 9, strike out the figure 
“1952” and insert “1953.” This amendment 
would extend the termination date from 
December 31, 1952, to December 31, 1953. 


STATEMENT OF MANAGERS ON THE PART OF 
THE HOUSE 

The managers on the part of the House 

at the conference on the disagreeing votes of 

the two Houses on the amendment of the 

House to the bill S. 984, to amend the Agri- 
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cultural Act of 1949, submit the following 
statement in explanation of the action 
agreed upon by the conferees and recom- 
mended in the accompanying conference 
report. 

The House amendment to the bill struck 
out all after the enacting clause and in- 
serted in lieu thereof the text of the House 
bill (H. R. 3283), which had been adopted 
by the House as reported by the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

The bill as agreed upon by the committee 
of conference and recommended in the ac- 
companying report is a substitute in lieu of 
the amendment made by the House to the 
Senate bill. In the main it adopts most of 
the provisions of the Senate bill with the 
exception of section 509, which has been 
eliminated from the substitute agreed upon 
by the committee of conference. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


The purpose of this bill is to authorize 
and implement an agreement with Mexico 
under which Mexican agricultural workers 
may be available when needed and, when 
such workers are not available from the do- 
mestic labor force, to assist in growing, har- 
vesting, and preparing for consumption 
crops grown in the United States. It is a 
bill which is of great interest and benefit to 
the consumer, as well as to the farmer en- 
gaged in the production of these crops, for, 
with the exception of cotton and sugar 
beets, almost all of the crops on which it is 
expected such labor may be needed are crops 
such as fruits and vegetables which move 
directly to the consumer. If there is in- 
sufficient labor to tend or harvest these crops, 
causing even a temporary shortage or dis- 
ruption of their movement to market, this is 
a situation which is certain to be felt im- 
mediately by consumers in the form of di- 
minished supplies of such fruits and vege- 
tables and higher prices for those which are 
on the market. It is essential to the stabili- 
zation of our economy that these agricul- 
tural commodities be brought to market in 
sufficient volume to maintain stability of 
supplies and prices. 

Differences between the House bill and the 
bill agreed upon by the committee of con- 
ference and recommended in the accom- 
panying report are explained below: 


SECTION 501 


The only change in this section is in sub- 
section (1) where the committee of confer- 
ence has adopted the Senate language re- 
quiring that workers eligible for employment 
under this bill shall be in the United States 
under legal entry and has added a provision 
which will permit also the hiring of any 
Mexican national who has resided in the 
United States for the previous 5 years. This 
will prevent the hiring of so-called wet- 
backs under the contracts authorized by this 
bill but will permit those Mexicans who ac- 
tually have lived for many years in the 
United States, even though their entry might 
not have conformed to legal requirements, to 
obtain agricultural work. The committee of 
conference believes that this provision is 
necessary in essential justice to the many 
Mexicans who, because of the closeness of 
Mexico and the United States and the tra- 
ditional freedom of movement across the 
border, may have entered the United States 
without complying with immigration formal- 
ities, but who have been for many years 
continuous and useful residents in the 
United States. It should be remembered 
that even though such Mexicans may meet 
the requirements of this provision and be 
acceptable to their American employers, 
they still cannot be contracted without the 
consent of the Mexican Government. 


SECTION 502 


In subsection (2) the amount “$10” is 
changed to “$15.” 
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SECTION 503 


Two changes are made in this section: 

(1) The committee of conference has 
accepted the Senate requirement that the 
determination as to the availability of 
domestic workers for agricultural purposes 
shall be made by the Secretary of Labor, 
instead of by the Regional Director, Bu- 
reau of Employment Security, United States 
Department of Labor for the area involved, 
as provided in the House bill. This appears 
to the committee of conference to be a 
relatively minor change, since the Regional 
Director works under and by delegation of 
authority from the Secretary of Labor and 
it is assumed by the committee of confer- 
ence that, inasmuch as time is frequently 
of the essence in the hiring of agricultural 
labor and harvesting of agricultural crops, 
the Secretary of Labor will delegate to the 
Regional Director the authority to make 
these determinations where the time ele- 
ment is important and where reference to 
the Secretary himself would entail any 
measurable delay. 

(2) The committee of conference also 
accepted the provision of the Senate bill 
requiring that the Secretary of labor must 
certify before foreign labor may be utilized 
under the terms of this bill that reasonable 
efforts have been made to attract domestic 
workers for such employment at wages and 
standard hours of work comparable to those 
offered to foreign workers. 

SECTION 504 

Two changes are made by the committee 
of conference in this section: 

(1) On page 4, line 12 of the House bill 
after the word “in” the words “for not less 
than the preceding 5 years or” have been 
added. This is the same change made in 
section 501 (1) and was discussed under 
the amendments to that section. 

(2) The conference has accepted the pro- 
viso to this section contained in the Senate 
bill which provides that no workers shall 
be made available under the terms of this 
bill nor permitted to remain in the employ 
of any employer who is using wetback“ 
labor. 

SECTION 508 

In this section the committee of confer- 
ence has accepted the House language of 
subsection (1). This permits the employ- 
ment of workers made available under the 
bill in various types of processing plants 
which are intimately related to and con- 
nected with the production of agricultural 
commodities and which perform functions 
which must be carried out before those com- 
modities can be made available for use or 
‘consumption. Virtually all of these proc- 
essing plants are located actually out in the 
country or in small cities and towns which 
are entirely rural in character. They are 
affected by the same labor conditions which 
apply to the farms, orchards, and other agri- 
cultural operations in the area. In those few 
instances where processing plants of this 
type are located in larger cities—where there 
might be presumed to be some supply of 
domestic labor available—they will be nec- 
essarily removed from agricultural areas and 
environments to such an extent that the 
required certification by the Secretary of 
Labor that domestic labor is not available 
will in most instances amount to a certifi- 
cation for each individual plant. 

In subsection (2) of section 508 the com- 
mittee of conference has adopted the Senate 
language which requires that associations 
who act as employers under the terms of this 
bill shall be acceptable for that purpose only 
if the individual members thereof are bound 
by the obligations made by the association 
or if the Secretary determines that such 
individual liability is not necessary. 
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DOUGLAS AMENDMENT 

The committee of conference has elimi- 
nated from the bill section 509 of the Sen- 
ate bill. It has done this on the grounds 
that this general revision of the immigration 
laws is not germane to the purpose of this 
bill, which is that of providing statutory au- 
thority for the use of Mexican workers under 
a contractual relationship between the 
United States and Mexico and with the work- 
ers themselves. The committee of confer- 
enee is sympathetic to the objectives of elim- 
inating the abuses which have stemmed from 
the employment of wetback labor. It be- 
lieves that the bill reported herewith will go 
far in correcting that situation and that any 
general revision of the immigration laws 
which may be necessary to further improve 
this situation should be made by the com- 
mittees of the respective Houses having a 
jurisdiction over that subject matter. The 
committee recognizes as a matter of general 
knowledge that such legislation is now pend- 
ing in the Senate and that the appropriate 
committee of the House has undertaken 
hearings and investigations for the purpose 
of bringing out such legislation in the House 
if it is found to be necessary. 

The committee believes that this bill will, 
in fact, do much to help solve this vexing 
problem. It will provide an open door 
through which those Mexicans who want to 
work in the United States can enter and be 
employed here legally under terms .which 
will safeguard their rights and their inter- 
ests in a manner far better than they could 
ever be safeguarded under any form of illegal 
entry and employment. It forbids any em- 
ployer who has wetback labor in his employ- 
ment from obtaining assistance under the 
terms of this legislation. It thus makes it 
distinctly to the advantage of both the em- 
ployer and the Mexican worker to operate on 
an entirely legal basis under the provisions 
of this bill. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the report. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Presicent, I rise to 
object to the conference report. First 
I ask to have printed in the body of the 
Recorp, at this point in my remarks, an 
editorial on the wetback problem. It was 
published in the San Francisco Chroni- 
cle of recent date. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

AN ALIEN PUZZLE 

Striking A. F. of L. farm labor unionists in 
the Imperial Valley are dramatizing their $t- 
an-hour demands in a conventional wage dis- 
pute with the Imperial Valley Farmers’ As- 
sociation by an imteresting strategem. They 
have become volunteer enforcers of the im- 
migration laws of two nations—Mexico and 
the United States—and pursuant thereto are 
rounding up some 300 Mexican wetback 
laborers daily under citizen arrest. 

Since a wetback is by definition an alien 
iMegally present in the United States, the 
farm union citizens are in the superficially 
impeceable position of helping Federal of- 
ficers to enforce the United States law. 
Furthermore, they are advertently helping 

-Mexican consuls to enforce both Mexican 
laws, which condemn illegal passages across 
th: international border, and a Mexican 
agreement which calls for the clearance of 
all Mexican nationals from a labor dispute 
zone. 

In undertaking the function of sentinels 
for the sister Republics, however, the farm 
union strikers are treading upon a highly 
delicate and immensely complicated inter- 
national situation, and that situation fs 
— canna — 
such self - interested tactical efforts as 
strikers are using. 
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Hungry, jobless Mexicans become “wet- 
backs” by swimming across canals or streams 
at unguarded border points—or by walking 
over the border dry-footed—in search of rel- 
atively well-paid American farm jobs. The 
annual “wetback” invasion of the United 
States is tremendous; its extent is indicated 
by the fact that in 1950 some 565,000 “wet- 
backs” were deported or voluntarily returned 
to Mexico. (Not that many different indi- 
viduals were deported, since a considerable 
number made more than one round trip.) 
This year an Immigration Service official esti- 
mates, the captures and enforced departures 
along the California, Arizona, New Mexico, 
and Texas borders may reach 800,000. 

So common is the practice of wetbacks“ 
to come back over the border after having 
been deported just over the line that the 
Immigration Service has inaugurated an air 
lift from the Imperial Valley, employing three 
chartered planes to pick up the “wetbacks” 
and fly them 1,100 miles away to Guadala- 
jara. We have found that the mere shoving 
of Mexicans over the border is futile,” says 
H. R. Landon, regional Immigration Service 
Director in Los Angeles. “There have been 
instances in which a single Mexican laborer 
has illegally crossed the border as many as 
six times in 1 day. But it’s a long walk from 
Guadalajara.” 

This deportation procedure may be con- 
venient to the purposes of the Immigration 
Service, but it raises the question of whether 
it is legal to air-lift the unlucky wetbacks“ 
to a deep interior place, instead of to the 
point of their illegal entry. We find the 
question disturbing, and it is fust one of the 


trants are responding to an understandable 
economic push. As the President’s Commis- 
sion om Migratory Labor recently reported in 
a thorough discussion of the wetback 
problem, farm wages in the north of Mexico, 
near the border, are only about 69 cents a 
day, in terms of United States money. On 
this side, wetbacks make around 25 cents 
an hour on the farms of the Rio Grande Val- 
ley in Texas and around 40 cents an hour in 
the Imperial Valley, according to the Com- 
mission’s report. These are sky-high wages 
for the wetbacks in relation to what they 
can earn at home, if and when there are 
jobs there at all; but they are depressed 
wages in relation to the general American 
egricultural pay level. That is a big ele- 
ment in the hostility of the Imperial Valley 
citizen strikers toward the wetbacks. 

The farmers are caught between their 
need for seasonal, migratory labor, whether 


-of legal or legal origin, and their natural 


desire to take advantage of a situation tend- 
ing toward low labor costs. The wetback 
is wage exploitable because, as an ignorant 
alien of illegal entry, he is in no position 
to complain about the differential between 
what citizen farm laborers earn and what 
he gets. 

A more involved conftict of economic needs, 


D wetbacks, 

is now before the Senate making it a felony. 
But laws of Congress are not going to repeal 
the economic push that propels Mexican na- 
tionals from their town plazas over the bor- 
en eee Cn ee 
farm jobs, nor are laws going to repeal the 
economic need of the border-State farmers 
for seasonal field hands. In California we 
have lived with this problem, in different 
forms and in various areas, for a century, 
and nobody hus yet come up with a good 
solution. 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in my 
opinion it would be better to have no law 
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at all on the Mexican labor problem than 
to adopt the conference report. I believe 
the conference report is bad in a great 
many ways. Its greatest weakness lies 
in the fact that no advance is made, und 
the wetback situation remains as a dis- 
graceful scar on the labor economy of 
our country. 

One need read only the report of the 
President’s Commission, headed by the 
very able citizen from North Carolina, 
Mr. Van Hecke, to b now whereof I speak. 
The report was before us when the bill 
was being considered by the Senate. The 
facts contained im the report are avail- 
able to Senators, and have been available 
during the past weeks. In my opinion 
what it reveals is no less than shocking. 
In view of the fact that this great objec- 
tive study on the itinerant labor problem 
in the United States has been made, and 
the facts are before us, we should insist 
now, when we have the first opportunity 
by way of legislation, on at least taking 


to end this kind of human exploitation. 


ference report to deal with that problem 
makes it impossible for me to support 
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we need it this season on an emergency 
basis, because of our failure in the past 
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to handle this problem on a national 
basis. We do not have a long-range 
program. To the extent that we need the 
foreign itinerant labor this year to meet 
the emergency labor needs in handling 
our harvests, we need it beyond the 
border States, too. We need it in other 
sections of the country as well. 

Certain proposals were made in the 
Senate to solve this problem. The Sen- 
ator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE] al- 
luded to them a few moments ago. Pro- 
posals were made to establish reception 
centers in other areas of the country, 
beyond the border States. As shown 
by the yea-and-nay votes, we were met 
with almost united opposition by Sen- 
ators from States which would benefit 
particularly under the conference report 
bill. We tried to point out that the bill 
in its present form discriminates against 
other sections of the country. We could 
not get very far in the Senate in the ef- 
fort to have adopted an amendment 
which would have provided for the es- 
tablishment of reception centers in the 
Pacific Northwest, the Northwest, and 
in the Northeast, as well, if there was 
need for labor there, and which would 
have provided for the Government pay- 
ing the transportation cost from Mexico 
to the reception centers, where Ameri- 
can farmers could enter into contracts 
with Government officials for the work-+ 
ers, and pay the transportation cost 
from the reception centers to the farms. 

Oh, no, we could not get that kind of 
cooperation from most border-State Sen- 
ators in order to make it a fair bill and 
a nondiscriminatory bill. It had to go 
through the Senate in the form in which 
it was reported from the committee ex- 
cept for such changes as the Douglas 
amendment. In my judgment, the con- 
ference report, if adopted, will result- 
primarily in giving to the border States 
the cheap labor which they seek and de- 
sire, as against farmers in .other sec- 
tions of the country, who for this sea- 
son need emergency relief by way of 
itinerant farm workers. 

Furthermore, it is difficult for me to 
believe that the Mexican Government 
would ever subject its citizens to what I 
believe will be the hardships resulting 
from the terms of the bill. I am hope- 
ful that the Mexicen Government will 
teach us a lesson by making it clear to 
us that if this is the best we can do to 
eliminate the kind of exploitation the 
Van Hecke report pointed out, they will 
not consummate any agreement with the 
American Government to give effect to 
the law. 

I am perfectly aware of the fact that 
my voice is a voice in the wilderness this 
afternoon, because there will be suf- 
ficient votes to adopt the report. How- 
ever, I will make my record against it. 
I will make the record in the hope that 
in due time the Senate will proceed to 
take action which will meet the recom- 
mendations of the Van Hecke report, 
and that we will adopt a program which 
will so raise the standards for Amer- 
ican farm workers that we will have 
enough American workers to do the job. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
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Mr. MORSE. I will not yield at this 
time. As the Van Hecke report points 
out, we have the workers in this coun- 
try to do the job if we will only take the 
steps necessary to see to it that their 
standards of labor are decent and re- 
spectable. No one will have any reason 
to doubt the situation which exists in 
this country if he will only do what I 
have done on more than one occasion, 
namely, really inspect some of the 
itinerant-worker camps and the itiner- 
ant-worker conditions which exist. 
They are shameful; they are a disgrace 
to the American people, and they should 
demand that their elected representa- 
tives remedy the situation by enacting 
proper and effective legislation and not 
such legislation as is proposed by the 
pending bill. / 

Mr. President, because I think a full 
quorum should be on the floor of the 
Senate before the conference report is 
adopted, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

Mr, ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator withhold that suggestion? 

Mr. MORSE. No; I will not withhold 
my suggestion of the absence of a quo- 
rum. I think a quorum should be here 
now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Hendrickson Millikin 
Anderson Hennings Monroney 
Butler, Nebr. Hickenlooper Moody 
Cain Hoey Morse 
Capehart Holland Mundt 
Carlson Humphrey Neely 
Case Ives Nixon 
Chavez Johnson, Tex, Robertson 
Clements Kem Schoeppel 
Connally Kerr Sparkman 
Cordon Knowland Stennis 
Dirksen Langer Taft 

Duff Lehman Thye 
Dworshak ng Tobey 
Ellender Magnuson Underwood 
Ferguson Malone Watkins 
Fulbright Maybank Welker 
George McCarran Wherry 
Gillette McClellan Wiley 
Green McFarland Young 
Hayden McKellar 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senators from Connecticut [Mr. 
BENTON and Mr. McManon], the Sena- 
tor from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the Sen- 
ator from Illinois [Mr. Doveras], the 
Senator from Mississippi (Mr, EASTLAND], 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. FREAR], 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL], 
the Senators from Wyoming [Mr. Hunt 
and Mr, O’Manoney], the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. Jounson], the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], the 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. KIL- 
GORE], the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
O’Conor], the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. Pastore], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], and the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. SMITH] are 
absent on official business. 

The Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
JOHNSTON] is absent on official commit- 
tee business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Murray] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business, having been ap- 
pointed a representative of our Govern- 
ment to attend the International Labor 
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Conference being held in Geneva, Swit- 
zerland. 

The Senator from Florida IMr. 
SMATHERS] is absent because of illness. 

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the 
Senators from Maine [Mrs. SMITH and 
Mr. BREWSTER], the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES], the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. Ecton], the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. LODGE], 
the Senator from Wisconsin IMr. 
McCartuy], the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL], and the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] 
are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. Bricker], 
the Senator from Maryland IMr. 
BurTLER], and the Senator from New Jer- 
sey [Mr. SMITH] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent because of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
conference report. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I shall 
not take very much of the time of the 
Senate, but I think a record should be 
made, and that the American people 
should know what would be done if this 
conference report should be adopted. 

First, I invite the attention of the 
Senate to the record and history of the 
past 10 years. Our political thinking 
and our so-called philosophy of govern- 
ment have resulted in hundreds of thou- 
sands of white crosses over the graves of 
American boys. It was hoped that they 
had not died in vain. It was hoped that 
they had died in an effort to carry for- 
ward an idea. We sermonize all over 
the world, asserting that we are for free 
peoples, and we suggest to the Congress 
the appropriation of funds out of the 
pockets of the American taxpayers in 
order to help so-called forgotten people, 
or those who are not doing very well. 

If it were not for such legislation as 
the Senate is now called upon to pass, 
we would not need the four-point pro- 
gram. If we were more opposed to im- 
perialism and colonialism, even in eco- 
nomics, we would not need a point 4 
program, or even need to talk about for- 
gotten peoples. 

Mr. President, I congratulate my good 
friend the senior Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr, ELLENDER]. I think he has a fair 
bill, as a whole, but I, for one, do not 
believe in slave labor, even if it happens 
to involve a Mexican. I prefer the phi- 
losophy of Jefferson, who said that the 
Government should be for people in- 
stead of for dollars. It seems to be the 
trend of the moment to forget about 
humanity and to take advantage of an 
opportunity to make a measly dollar. 
Then we talk about doing something for 
free people all over the world. 

Does the Senate know why there are 
backward people in Iran and Saudi- 
Arabia? It is because of the basic idea 
in the bill which the Senate is asked to 
approve this afternoon. Do Senators 
know why there are starving Mexicans? 
It is because we are so anxious to make 
10 cents or a dollar. Do we mean what 
we say? There is colonialism in Indo- 
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china, in Java, and elsewhere, and there 
are many backward people there. That 
situation is fostered by the basic idea 
and philosophy of the pending legisla- 
tion, because it is not based upon hu- 
manity; it is not based upon freedom 
about which we love to boast and about 
which we do so little. It is based upon 
permitting a few people to take advan- 
tage of someone who is hungry. That 
is what it is, purely and simply. 

I invite the attention of every Senator 
to the fact that a seat in the United 
States Senate is not worth that kind of 
action. I prefer to convey to the Ameri- 
can people the idea that I believe in 
those things which made the Declara- 
tion of Independence possible. There 
are probably those who do not like what 
I am saying, but I still say it. Fighting 
for things which I do not feel I should 
fight for is not worth a seat in the United 
States Senate. 

Mr, President, only a few years back 
some of our ancestors left Europe or 
elsewhere to come to America. For 
what reason? In order to take advan- 
tage of the sacred freedom of this coun- 
try. 

Without questioning the motives of a 
single Member of this body, I say that 
approval of this bill is contrary to com- 
mon American fair play and decency. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
do not want to discuss either the Mexi- 
can labor bill or what may come out of 
the conference on the appropriation bill. 
I just reached the Chamber thinking 
that we were called here to adopt the 
conference report on the continuing res- 
olution to finance the Government for 
another month. There was extended 
debate this week on the defense-produc- 
tion bill. It involved a fundamental 
principle in which I am deeply inter- 
ested, and in which I think every Amer- 
ican is interested, namely, the proper 
conception of property, the right to own 
property, and the qualified right to use 


it. 

I have prepared a statement which I 
have entitled “The Christian View of 
Property,” which I hope to be able to 
present to the Senate when I can be rec- 
ognized next Tuesday, because I think it 
has a very direct bearing on what we are 
trying to do in a war emergency, namely, 
to place temporary restraints on the use 
of property without violating a very 
fundamental and Christian principle 
with respect to the private ownership of 
property. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I only 
wish to say that the bill is far from be- 
ing a perfect bill. It is a regional bill. I 
do not think it can be considered a bill 
to produce and conserve harvests and 
conserve food and fiber generally over 
the United States. It is a bill which is, 
in effect, a step toward more orderly 
methods of importing Mexican farm la- 
bor into the Southwestern States of the 
United States. I might say that it is not 
satisfactory in many respects, so far as 
I am concerned, and I so advised the 
conference committee. However, it is 
better than no bill at all, and it appeared 
to be the best the conferees could get. 

The House accepted the so-called 
Humphrey amendment which provides 
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that the Secretary of Labor—not the re- 
gional director for the States, but the 
Secretary of Labor himself—must deter- 
mine that lebor is not available in the 
area where it is to be used. The Secre- 
tary of Labor also has to determine that 
the employment of such Mexican labor- 
ers will not adversely affect the wages 
and working conditions of domestic ag- 
ricultural workers similarly employed. 
So if we call this a slave-labor bill, we 
have really got to assume that the Sec- 
retary of Labor will permit the use of 
slave labor here in the United States. 
That, I believe, would be an unwarrant- 
ed assumption. 

I should have liked to have the Doug- 
las amendment, so-called, remain in the 
bill, although I think that the penalties 
provided were too strong. The Douglas 
amendment provided that anyone who 
knowingly employed a Mexican alien or 
had reasonable grounds to believe or 
suspect or by reasonable inquiry could 
have ascertained that such alien is not 
lawfully within the United States, would 
be guilty of a felony, subject to a fine of 
$2,000, or 1 year’s imprisonment, for 
employing such Mexican alien. I 
thought those penalties were too stiff; 
and the House preferred to have no bill 
at all rather than to have the Douglas 
amendment remain in the bill. They 
said it would affect several thousand of 
the older Mexican people along the bor- 
der who admittedly are in this country 
illegally, and have been for 10, 15, 20, 
or 30 years, living with their children, 
who, in the majority of cases, are Ameri- 
can citizens. The Immigration Service 
apparently has let them remain. 

However, if we are to have a penalty 
for the employment of alien labor in 
the United States I think that it is un- 
fair to impose that penalty on farmers 
along the Mexican border alone. If it 
is to be a felony to employ alien labor 
illegally in the United States, I believe 
that the penalty should apply to the 
employer in New York City or Brooklyn 
or Chicago or any other section of the 
country, and also to aliens from any 
part of the world, whether Mexico or 
Italy or Germany or any other place. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I agree completely with 
the Senator from Vermont that the pen- 
alty should apply to all. One of the 
objections to the bill is that its provi- 
sions are not confined to Mexican aliens 
alone. 

Mr. AIKEN. That is true. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. One objection I ad- 
vanced was that it does not apply to 
aliens from any other part of the world; 
that when we make it a criminal offense 
and apply penalties with respeci to Mex- 
icans the penalties should apply to the 


whole international picture; that if a 


penalty is provided for bringing in a 
Mexican illegally, the same penalty 
should apply to bringing in a Peruvian 
or a Cuban, or a person of any other 
nationality. My objection to confining 
the legislation to Mexican labor is that 
it applies to them alone, although there 
is a class of workers from other places 
who need work of this kind. 
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Mr. AIKEN. The legislation applies 
to the Mexican nationals, because the 
Mexican Government insisted on some 
form of regulation for importation of 
laborers from that country into this 
country. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Not being a member 
of the committee, I should like to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Vermont 
a question. Suppose some poor citizen 
of the United States wanted to go to 
Mexico to work in Mexico, what laws 
are there in Mexico that would take care 
of such a laboring man from the United 
States? 

Mr. AIKEN. I have not heard of any 
but I have not heard of any poor citi- 
zens of the United States who wanted to 
go to Mexico to work. The ones who 
want to go to Mexico are generally pretty 
well to do. 

Mr. LANGER. Are we receiving rec- 
iprocity from Mexico with respect to 
the labor situation? 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not know that Mex- 
ico objects to American labor coming 
into Mexico. I know that Americans 
go to Mexico and operate ranches and 
businesses of different sorts. They are 
under the Mexican laws when they oper- 
ate in Mexico. 

Mr. LANGER. I have a very distinct 
recollection of a friend of mine who went 
to Mexico to work on a railroad. The 
treatment received by him was quite dif- 
ferent from the treatment accorded citi- 
zens of the United States who work on 
railroads in this country. 

Mr. AIKEN. Whenever I have re- 
ceived complaints of unfair treatment 
in Mexico—and I have received such 
complaints—I have taken them up with 
the State Department, which has made 
representations to the Mexican Govern- 
ment, and so far such difficulties have 
been straightened out. Of course, I do 
not know how long that situation will 
continue. 

Another amendment which I reluc- 
tantly agreed to was the one which ex- 
tended the definition of agricultural 
labor so as to include cotton ginning, 
crushing of oil seed, packing, and can- 
ning. There again the Secretary of 
Labor has to find that there is no Amer- 
ican labor available; that there is dis- 
tinct need for the Mexican labor, and 
that the employment of such labor will 
not affect the wages and working con- 
ditions of domestic agricultural work- 
ers. We have that safeguard. 

I do not know whether the Mexican 
Government would carry out the threat, 
or promise, not to permit its nationals 
to come to this country to work after 
July 1 or not, but in any case it is better 
to have them come under an orderly 
and legal arrangement. 

Again I want to say that I did not find 
this bill satisfactory in some respects. 
It does appear, however, to be a step 
toward the orderly handling of the im- 
migration of foreign workers. If the 
Secretary of Labor exercises complete 
vigilance I think that no damage will 
come from it. 
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So far as the wetback situation goes, 
with no legislation at all I would expect 
the situation to be worse than it would 
be if we have a bill which is not satisfac- 
tory, but which goes part way toward 
solving the problem. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I wanted, 
sir, to suggest that my good friend from 
Oregon [Mr. Morse] is not always cor- 
rect when he sometimes states that he 
speaks for no one other than himself. 
A few minutes ago the Senator from Ore- 
gon said that he was raising his voice 
in the wilderness against the weaknesses 
apparent to him in the conference report. 
My wish is to say to the Senator from 
Oregon that he has some company in 
that wilderness. The Senator from 
Washington has generally agreed with 
the views expressed by the Senator from 
Oregon today, and wishes to associate 
himself with that position. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CAIN. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. It is still a pretty black 
wilderness. 

Mr. CAIN. It has more life in it than 
the Senator began with. I thought that 
fact ought to be brought to his attention. 

Mr. MORSE. I thoroughly enjoy the 
company of the Senator from Washing- 
ton. 

Mr. CAIN. I thank the Senator from 
Oregon. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CAIN. I yield. 

Mr. MUNDT. I wonder if the Senator 
from Washington wishes to modify the 
generality to apply specifically to this 
legislation, rather than all matters in- 
volving public questions. 

Mr. CAIN. I thought I made myself 
clear on that subject. I make haste to 
do so. I was referring only—as an ex- 
ception in itself to the present question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I did not 
quite get the import of the statement of 
the Senator from Washington. Am I to 
understand that the Senator from Wash- 
ington and the Senator from Oregon are 
adrift in the wilderness? 

Mr. CAIN. I think I shall not bother 
at the moment to answer that conclu- 
sion, erroneous as it is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the confer- 
ence report. 

The report was agreed to. 
EXEMPTION OF STATE OR LOCAL HYDRO- 

ELECTRIC POWER PROJECTS ON NON- 

NAVIGABLE STREAMS FROM CERTAIN 

PROVISIONS OF THE FEDERAL POWER 

ACT 

Mr, BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Pres- 
ident, on behalf of myself and my col- 
league the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Wuerry], I ask unanimous consent to 
introduce a bill to exempt hydroelectric 
power projects constructed by State or 
local governmental agencies on non- 
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navigable streams from certain of the 
provisions of the Federal Power Act. 

The bill was prepared by the Legisla- 
tative Committee of the National Rec- 
lamation Association and has been ap- 
proved by the association’s board of di- 
rectors, and is in conformity with Reso- 
lution No. 17 of the association, adopted 
at its Spokane, Wash., meeting of Novem- 
ber 1950. 

Under existing law, the present situa- 
tion is that any State or public agency 
thereof which proposes to build a hydro- 
electric power project on a stream, is 
required under provisions of the Federal 
Power Act to file a declaration of inten- 
tion, including plans and specifications, 
with the Federal Power Commission. If 
upon investigation, the Commission finds 
that the proposed construction affects 
the interests of interstate or foreign 
commerce, such works may be construct- 
ed only under a license issued by the 
Commission. Such license may run for 
50 years, and shall contain a provision 
by which the United States, upon or after 
exviration of the license period, may 
thereafter operate and maintain such 
works upon payment of certain costs to 
the licensee. This provision is called 
the recapture clause. 

This bill proposes the amendment of 
the Federal Power Act—Sixteenth United 
States Code, pages 791a-825 u—for the 
purposes of invalidating the recapture 
clauses in all existing licenses under 
which State public agencies are now op- 
erating, and extinguishes such recapture 
rights as to future projects, contingent 
upon certain findings of the Secretary of 
the Army relating to navigability of the 
streams in the Nation. 

The bill further exempts from the 
jurisdiction of the Federal Power Com- 
mission all project works, as defined in 
the bill, which any State public agency 
intends to construct on any stream, also 
contingent upon the same findings re- 
specting navigability. 

The Federal Power Act when applied 
to publicly owned projects is expensive, 
serves no useful purpose, and is unfair. 
I offer the following illustrations in sup- 
port of this statement: 

First. It is expensive: For example, it 
cost the central Nebraska public power 
and irrigation district of Nebraska $48,- 
856.82 to prepare and file the report of 
its actual legitimate original cost. This 
job is not done yet. The district paid 
to the Federal Power Commission as 
annual charges for 1950, $7,649.25. Sub- 
stantially the same sum is paid each year. 
The district is required to prepare an 
annual report, Form No. 1, of about 75 
pages. This report covers the year’s op- 
erations. It is also required to file a 
report annually of about 18 pages on 
FPC Form No. 1A. Then the district 
has to file a report pursuant to Com- 
mission Order No. 143, showing the pro- 
duction and distribution in kilowatt- 
hours of its power. 

This district is also required to file 
with the regional office of the Federal 
Power Commission in Chicago annually, 
FPC Form No. 12-A, showing capacities 
and production and incidental data rel- 
ative to each of its power plants, and 
is also required to file monthly construc- 
tion progress reports, detailed reports 
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on operating conditions, power-produc- 
tion reports, financial statement, and 
reports on hydraulic operations. 

All of these numerous and sundry re- 
ports take a great amount of time to 
prepare and cost public agencies a sub- 
stantial amount of money. This cost, 
of course, has to be passed on to the 
power users and users of irrigation water. 

Second. It serves no useful purpose: 
All of this expense and inconvenience 
could be tolerated without complaint if 
it served any real purpose or did anyone 
any substantial amount of good, but it 
does not. Certainly the public agency 
receives no benefit. The Federal Power 
Commission does not control power rates 
or irrigation rates where this service is 
included. It has no control over opera- 
tions. The only use the Federal Power 
Commission can make of these annual 
reports is to determine how much it in- 
tends to assess public agencies in annual 
charges. 

Third. It is unfair: The Federal Power 
Act provides that at the termination of 
the license the Federal Government can, 
by making certain payments, take over 
the project. 

The Nebraska project I have men- 
tioned, in common with similar projects 
in the country, are operated by State 
agencies. They are under the control of 
the people of a State through its legisla- 
ture. The Nebraska streams from 
which these projects take their waters 
are nonnavigable. If these projects ef- 
fect navigation in the Missouri River, 
that effect is beneficial. It has been so 
found by the Federal Power Commission 
as to these Nebraska projects and is so 
recited in their licenses. The waters 
these projects use are strictly the prop- 
erty of the State. These State agencies 
confine their activities to the State of 
Nebraska. Why any Federal Bureau 
under these circumstances should have 
the power to take away from the people 
of a State a power system the people 
themselves own, and which they control, 
is a question which cannot be logically 
answered by anyone who believes in de- 
mocracy and the right of the people to 
run their own affairs. 

There is no logical reason why the 
people of any State should be compelled 
to pay annual charges to the Federal 
Government for which they receive no 
benefits in return. 

The change in the law advocated by 
the National Reclamation Association 
should be adopted. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the bill be printed in the Recorp at 
this point as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
1789) limiting the application of the 
Federal Power Act as to States and mu- 
nicipalities, and for other purposes, in- 
troduced by Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska (for 
himself and Mr. WHERRY), was received, 
read twice by its title, referred to the 
Committee on Public Works, and or- 
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, ete.— 

SECTION 1. This act shall be applicable to 
dams and project works built or intended to 
be built by States and municipalities across, 


along, or in navigable waters within the 
United States, 
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Sec. 2. (a) The word “municipality” means 
a city, county, district, or other political 
subdivisions or public agency of a State. 

(b) The phrase “project works” means 
all dams and works comprised in and ap- 
purtenant to the affectcd dams, reservoirs, 
diversion channels, powerhouses, water 
power and electric generating and trans- 
mitting equipment and facilities. 

Sec. 3. After passage of this act any State 
or municipality intending to construct on 
any stream or streams any project works, 
for which it would otherwise be required by 
the Federal Power Act to file a declaration 
of intention with the Federal Power Com- 
mission, shall not be required to Sle such 
declaration with the Commission nor to 


stream is not navigable in fact, or that such 
project works will not materially and ad- 
versely affect the navigability of waters then 
being used or improved for navigation. 

Sec. 4. Any State or municipality which 
has heretofore obtained a license under the 
Federal Power Act and which would not, 
under toe terms of this act, be required to 
obtain such license, may file with the Sec- 
retary of the Army a presentation of the 
facts with reference to fts project works and 
if the Secretary of the Army shall find and 
certify, either that the stream or streams 
are not navigable in fact, or that such proj- 
ect works will not materially and edversely 
affect the navigability of waters then being 
used or improved for navigation, or will 
improve the navigability of such waters, or 
provide a better navigation route, the license 
shall terminate, and such State or munici- 
pality may complete construction, main- 
tain, and operate the dam and project works 
without such license, and the Federal Power 
Commission shall exercise no control over 
such projects thereafter. Projects on navi- 
gable streams shall comply fully with the 
regulations of the Corps of Engineers of the 
United States Army for the operation and 
maintenance of navigation facilities. 

zc. 5. Any rights reserved in the United 
States by the Federal Power Act or by any 
license or permit thereunder to take over 
and thereafter to maintain and operate any 
project works constructed or owned by a 
State or municipality upon or efter the 


and no such rights shall exist as to project 
works hereafter constructed by State or 
municipalities. 


Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, if no other 
Senator has anything he wishes to bring 
up at this time, I move that the Senate 
stand in recess for a few minutes, subject 
to the call of the Chair. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 3 
o’clock and 19 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess, subject to the call of the 
Chair. 

At 4 o'clock and 50 minutes p. m., the 
fenate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr. 
Georce in the Chair). 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives by Mr. Maurer, one of its read- 
ing clerks, announced that the House 
had agreed to the report of the commit- 
tee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ment of the House to the bill (S. 984) 
to amend the Agricultural Act of 1949. 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
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of the Senate to the joint resolution 
(H. J. Res. 277) making temporary ap- 
propriations for the fiscal year 1952, and 
for other purposes; agreed to the con- 
ference asked by the Senate on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, 
and that Mr. Cannon, Mr. Rooney, Mr. 
Gary, Mr. Sreran, and Mr. CLEVENGER 
were appointed managers on the part of 
the House at the 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. McFARLAND. The Senate has 
already appointed conferees on the part 
of the Senate, has it not? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct; the conferees were appointed 
yesterday. 

RECESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate stand in recess sub- 
ject to the call of the Chair. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
4 o'clock and 51 minutes p. m.) the Sen- 
ate took a recess, subject to the call of 
the Chair. 

At 8 o’clock and 15 minutes p. m., the 
Senate reassembled, when called to or- 
der by the President pro tempore. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had agreed to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 


- votes of the two Houses on the amend- 


ments of the Senate to the joint resolu- 
tion (H. J. Res. 277) making temporary 
appropriations for the fiscal year 1952, 
and for other purposes. 


TEMPORARY APPROPRIATIONS, 1952— 
CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I sub- 
mit a report of the committee of confer- 
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the Sen- 
ate to the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 
277) making temporary appropriations 
for the fiscal year 1952, and for other 
purposes, and I ask unanimous consent 
for its immediate i 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
report will be read for the information 
of the Senate. 

The report was read. 

(For conference report, see House pro- 
ceedings of today, pp. 7542-7543.) 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present consider- 
ation of the conference report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I move 
the adoption of the conference report. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. EAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. As the Senator knows, he 
and I were discussing the provisions of 
the conference report a minute or two 
ago. I should like to ask him now the 
question which I then asked. 

With respect to the — ace for 
mutual defense assistance and economic 
cooperation aid, and other like measures 
for the foreign ‘aid program which have 
not yet been brought before the Con- 
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gress, is it understood that the appro- 
pria tions authorized by House Joint Res- 
olution 277 for the ensuing month are 
only for that month, and do not neces- 
sarily establish any rate of anticipated 
appropriation for the regular appropri- 
ation bill when it comes before us? 

Mr. HAYDEN. They are not in any 
sense a pattern. They are based upon 
past performance, during this year. 
Furthermore, I may say to the Senator 
that it is contemplated that whatever 
sums are appropriated by this joint reso- 
lution, the amounts appropriated for 
the month of July will be deducted from 
the appropriations which are made for 
the 12-month period. 

Mr. CASE. So the Congress is left 
free to act upon those appropriations on 
their merits? 

Mr. HAYDEN. There is nothing bind- 
ing in this measure. 

Mr. CASE. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
8 yield for a further ques- 

9 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. It also should be 
understood by the Senate, as well as by 
the Government departments and agen- 
cies, that with respect to provisions, with 
relation to the 10-percent reduction of 
personnel, chauffeurs, publicity agents, 
and various other things placed in ap- 
propriation bills, it should not be taken 
for granted that such provisions are be- 
ing eliminated. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Again, that is a mat- 
ter which will have to be disposed of by 
the Congress. 

Mr. President, I move the adoption of 


. The 
question is on agreeing to the confer- 
ence report. 
The report was agreed to. 
AUTHORIZATION FOR SIGNING ENROLLED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS DUR- 
ING RECESS 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that during the re- 
cess following today’s session, the Pre- 
siding Officer be authorized to sign duly 
enrolled bills and joint resolutions passed 
by both Houses. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

RECESS TO MONDAY 


Mr. HAYDEN. I move that the Sen- 
ate stand in recess until 12 o’clock noon 
on Monday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
8 o’clock and 19 minutes p. m.) the Sen- 
ate took a recess until Monday, July 2, 
1951, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


SATURDAY, June 30, 1951 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Most merciful and gracious God, grant 
that in our moments of prayer our 
minds and hearts may be purged from 
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everything that dwarfs and deadens our 
capacities for nobility of character and 
service. 

Inspire us to give ourselves to the lead- 
ing of Thy spirit and to make a more 
daring trial of those moral azd spiritual 
resources which Thou hast ordained and 
p'aced at our disposal. 

Show us how we may consecrate and 
dedicate our talents and abilities in the 
building of a social order in which there 
shall be the spirit of amity and peace and 
with an eye single to Thy glory. 

May we continue to cherish the fond 
hope that the day of blessed prediction is 
dawning when men and nations every- 
where shall walk together in brother- 
hood and good will. 

Hear us in Christ’s name. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of 
yesterday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Landers, its enrolling clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill and joint resolution 
of the House of the following titles: 

H. R. 4395. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to expedite the provision of 
housing in connection with national defense, 
and for other purposes," approved October 
14, 1940, as amended; and 

H. J. Res. 278. Joint resolution to con- 
tinue for a temporary period the Defense 
Production Act of 1950; the Housing and 
Rent Act of 1947, as amended; and for other 
purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ment of the House to the bill (S. 1590) 
entitled “An act to extend and revise the 
District of Columbia Emergency Rent 
Act.” 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had ordered that the Senator 
from South Carolina, Mr. JOHNSTON, be 
excused as conferee on the bill S. 984, 
entitled “An act to amend the Agricul- 
tural Act of 1949,” and that the Sena- 
tor from Florida, Mr. HoLLAND, be ap- 
pointed in his stead. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that it may be 
in order at any time today for the 
Speaker to declare a recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


AUTHORIZING CLERK TO RECEIVE MES- 
SAGES FROM THE SENATE AND AU- 
THORIZING SPEAKER TO SIGN EN- 


ROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU- 
TIONS 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that notwith- 
standing the adjournment of the House 
until Monday next, the Clerk be author- 
ized to receive messages from the Senate 
and the Speaker be authorized to sign 
any enrolled bills and joint resolutions 
duly passed by the two Houses and found 
truly enrolled. 
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Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, reserving the right to object, will the 
program for next week be announced 
today? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I will announce 
that later, may I say to my good friend. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


INTERNAL REVENUE CODE 


Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the joint resolution 
(H. J. Res. 73) amending chapter 26 
of the Internal Revenue Code, with an 
amendment of the Senate thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 

Page 4, line 7, strike out all after “ware- 
house: down to and including “warehouse” 
in line 12 and insert “And provided jurther, 
That sections 2836 and 2870 of the Internal 
Revenue Code shall not apply to the produc- 
tion or redistillation and removal of any 
such spirits; nor shall sections 2800 (a) (5) 
and 3250 (f) of the code apply to the redistil- 
lation or to the mingling at a distillery or an 
internal revenue bonded warehouse or in the 
course of removal, of any such spirits.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 
in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


EXPLANATION OF SENATE AMENDMENT 
TO HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 73, 
AMENDING CHAPTER 26 OF THE IN- 
TERNAL REVENUE CODE 


Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous. consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, House 
Joint Resolution 73 was introduced by 
the chairman of the Committee on Ways 
and Means at the request of the Execu- 
tive Director of the Office of Rubber Re- 
serve in the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation. It would permit the use of 
beverage spirits in the synthetic-rubber 
program and other phases of the na- 
tional defense program. Appropriate 
safeguards and controls are provided for 
the withdrawal and movement of bevy- 
erage alcohol for industrial purposes. 
The authority conferred is similar to 
emergency legislation in effect during 
World War II. 

The Genate amendment was suggested 
by the Treasury Department in order to 
fully accomplish the purpose of the leg- 
islation. The amendment would ex- 
pressly permit the mingling of any bev- 
erage spirits intended for industrial use 
at a distillery or Internal Revenue 
bonded warehouse or in the course of 
removal without incurrence of the taxes 
imposed in respect of rectification, 
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The Senate made no change in the 
termination date of the authority con- 
ferred upon the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury which will expire 5 years from the 
date of enactment. 

Mr. Speaker, since this legislation is 
vitally needed in the interest of the de- 
fense program, and since the Senate 
amendment is for purposes of clarifica- 
tion only, I urge that the House agree 
to the Senate amendment. 


LIMITING THE RETROACTIVE APPLICA- 
TION OF THE INCOME TAX ON CERTAIN 
FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent for the imme- 
diate consideration of the bill (H. R. 
3804) to limit the retroactive applica- 
tion of the income tax to employees of 
the United States working in the posses- 
sions or in the Canal Zone. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 220 of 
the Revenue Act of 1950 is amended by strik- 
in; out “effective with respect to taxable 
years beginning after. December 31, 1949,” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “effective with 
respect to taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1950.” 


Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
prior to the adoption of the Revenue 
Act of 1950 virtually all United States 
Government employees, including mili- 
tary and naval personnel, working or 
stationed in the possessions—including 
Guam, American Samoa, and the Canal 
Zone—were in general not required to 
pay Federal income tax on their com- 
pensation. The Revenue Act of 1950 
amended section 251 of the Internal 
Revenue Code, however, so as to subject 
to the Federal income tax the compen- 
sation of citizens of the United States 
who are employees of the Federal Gov- 
ernment—including military and naval 
personnel—and who are working or sta- 
tioned in possessions of the United 
States. Although the Revenue Act of 
1950 did not become law until September 
23, 1950, the new tax on personnel in the 
possessions was made retroactive to Jan- 
uary 1, 1950. 

The purpose of H. R. 3804, unani- 
mously reported by your committee, is 
to eliminate the retroactive feature of 
the new tax by making the tax apply to 
compensation received in taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1950, in- 
stead of to compensation received in tax- 
able years beginning after December 31, 
1949. 

The need for this remedial legislation 
arises because the retroactive applica- 
tion of the new tax has caused undue 
hardship in a great many cases. This 
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is due primarily to the fact that no cur- 
rent withholding payments of income 
tax had been made during the year 1950, 
and therefore the effect of making the 
new tax apply to all of that year’s in- 
come has been to require the payment 
of 2 years’ income taxes in 1 year. 

The attention of your committee has 
been called to the fact that in many 
cases the savings of civilian employees 
and military personnel in the posses- 
sions are insufficient to cover the tax due 
on the ineome received prior to enact- 
ment of the Revenue Act of 1950 and 
these individuals have, therefore, been 
forced to borrow money in order to pay 
their income taxes. 

In view therefore of the undue hard- 
ships created and in order to make the 
extension of the income tax to personnel 
in the possessions more nearly conform 
to the other provisions of the Revenue 
Act of 1950, which increased the indi- 
vidual income tax for all taxpayers 
prospectively only, your committee urges 
that the retroactive provision be elimi- 
nated by enactment of H. R. 3804. The 
result will be that the extension of the 
income tax to United States citizens in 
the possessions, as provided for in the 
Revenue Act of 1950, will be applicable 
for taxable years beginning after De- 
cember 31, 1950, instead of December 31, 
1949. 

The Department of Defense favors this 
legislation, and a favorable report by the 
Department of Defense has been cleared 
by the Bureau of the Budget. 

CHANGES IN EXISTING Law 


In compliance with paragraph 2a of 
rule XIII of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives, changes in existing law 
made by the bill, as introduced, are 
shown as follows—existing law proposed 
to be omitted is enclosed in black brack- 
ets, new matter is printed in italies, ex- 
istins law in which no change is pro- 
posed is shown im roman: 

Tur REVENUE Act or 1950 (Pustic Law 814) 

Sec. 220. Employees of United States Worx- 
ing in Possessions of the United States or in 
the Canal Zone: 

(Effective with 
beginning after December 31, 1949} Effective 
with respect to taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1950, section 251 (relating to 
income from sources within possessions of 
United States) ic hereby amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sub- 
section: 

“(j) Employees of United States: For the 
purposes of this section, amounts paid for 
services performed by a citizen of the United 
States as an employee of the United States 
or an agency thereof shall be deemed to be 
derived from sources within the United 
States.” 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

PROGRAM FOR NEXT WEEK 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask for this time to ascertain the pro- 


to taxable years 
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gram for next week, if the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack] 
will be so kind as to inform us. 

Mr. McCORMACEK. I will be very 
pleased to advise the House in response 
to the inquiry of the acting minority 
leader. 

On Monday the Consent Calendar will 
be called and the bill H. R. 1181, the 
Armed Forces claims bill. I understand 
there is no controversy over that bill. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It was unani- 
mously cleared by the Committee on 
Rules. 

Mr. AcCORMACRK. Yes. 

On Tuesday there will be no eall of the 
Private Calendar. Later I will ask that 
it may be in order to call the Private 
Calendar any day of the following week. 

On Tuesday we will take up the bill 
(H. R. 3463) providing for the transfer 
of certain naval vessels, another bill out 
of the Committee on the Armed Serv- 
ices. I understand there is no contro- 
versy about this bill. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That has been 
cleared. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Wednesday, In- 
dependence Day, the Fourth of July, the 
Declaration of Independence will he 
read. 

Mr, BROWN of Ohio. And there will 
be no other business that day? 

Mr. McCORMACK. No other busi- 
ness. 

The Speaker, the minority leader, and 
myself are members of the Commission 
appointed by the President in connec- 
tion with the one hundred and seventy- 
fifth anniversary of the celebration of 
the signing of the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence. This is Nation-wide, and the 
people of the several States and eom- 
munities are responding with real 
American fervor and patriotism to make 
the day memorable. It was felt by the 
Speaker, the minority leader, and my- 
self, that it would be most appropriate 
for the House to meet on that day, July 
4th, to have the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence read. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I agree with 
the gentleman that it is a good thing to 
read the Declaration of Independence 
in the House of Representatives on the 
Fourth of July; in faet, I sometimes 
think that perhaps we should read it 
more often. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. RANKIN. How about readopting 
it? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Particularly re- 
adopting the reeognition of those who 
signed the Declaration of Independence 
in their love for and belief in God. 

Conference reports may be called up 
at any time. 

Thursday and the remainder of the 
week will be devoted to a consideration 
of the bill H. R. 3871, the Defense Pro- 
duction Act amendments of 1951, and 
that will continue the following week. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It is my un- 
derstanding that the Committee on 
Rules has allowed 5 hours of general 
debate on the Defense Production Act 
amendments. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
is correet. 
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And it is the 
intention that the debate shall begin on 
Thursday. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If general de- 
bate on the bill is coneluded on Thurs- 
day or early on Friday is it the intent 
and purpose of the majority leader to 
have the bill read for amendment? 

Mr. McCORMACK. The expectation 
of the gentleman from Massachusetts, 
who is speaking, is that on Thursday 
we might consume about 3 hours in gen- 
eral debate; om Friduy the remaining 2 
hours. That means probably half an 
hour or an hour extra, as most. always 
happens in general debate; and I as- 
sume there will be a number of 5-minute 
speeches. I dowbt very much if any 
amendments are reached for considera- 
tion in the Committee of the Whole 
and I think the members might govern 
themseives accordingly. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Speeches may 
be made under the 5-minute rule, but 
in all probability no amendments will 
be voted on next Priday; is that the gen- 
tleman’s opinion? 

Mr. McCORMACK. That is my opin- 
ion; yes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Will there be 
a session on next Saturday or will we 
probably adjour. over until Monday 
following? 


Mr. MCCORMACK. It is my intention 
to ask unanimous consent to go over 
urtil Monday. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I presume 
that consent. will be granted under the 
circumstances. - ; 

Mr. McCORMACK. It is a very prac- 
tieal request to make. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. If the 
majority leader will give me his atten- 
tion, if there is any controversial bill on 
the Consent Calendar that will be passed 
over, such as the bill for the hospital 
here im the District of Columbia, he does 
not intend te bring that up on Monday? 

Mr. McCORMACK. No. There will be 
no Distriet day business on Monday. As 
a matter of fact, I am very hopeful that 
my friend from Nebraska will support 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. I 
do not consider that bill controversial 
and I have been trying to appeal to the 
logie of my very dear friend. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I have 
been endeavoring to go along with the 
majority leader but today I havc a mis- 

conscience. 


very 
know, does not want to put himself in 
the position of opposing a bill in the 
Eighty-second Congress that he han- 
died for the Committee on the District of 
Columbia in the Eightieth Congress. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I feel 
quite differently about that. 

Mr. McCORMACK. My bill is much 
better and more protective. Might I 
state that I am trying to do a little job 
for myself. I am trying to help the peo- 
ple of the District of Columbia on a very 
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important bill of far-reaching impor- 
tance. 

Mr. MILLER or Nebraska, If I may 
say to the majority leader, I appreciate 
his working on the gentleman now 
speaking and he may succeed, and prob- 
ably would if he will accept an amend- 
ment I propose to offer. 

Mr. McCORMACK. That amend- 
ment would defeat the bill. 

Now, the only conference report I 
know of that might be of concern is that 
concerning the migrant farm labor bill 
which may come up next week. Of 
course, conference reports are in order. 
That is a situation I have no control 
over. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I appreciate, 
of course, that the gentleman cannot 
announce at this time the program for 
the following week, but for the benefit of 
the Members I would like an expression 
of his opinion as to whether or not the 
following week will be an important leg- 
islative one here in the House? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Next week is very 
important, as the program shows, and 
the following week will be very impor- 
tant also. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. There is a great 
deal of legislation to come up the follow- 
ing week? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN or Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. My question is wheth- 
er or not the program now set for Fri- 
day and Saturday will be adhered to if a 
roll call is demanded on the motion to 
resolve the House into Committee of the 
Whole? 


The SPEAKER. Nothing can be done 


without a quorum. That is the reason 
the Chair hopes there will be a quorum 
present all of next week, because if the 
conference report on the farm labor bill 
comes up, that is controversial, 


WALTER R. LEE 


Mr. McCORMACK. If the gentleman 
from Ohio will yield further, I might 
state that most of the Members, if not 
all, are well acquainted with Walter Lee, 
who over the years has proved himself 
one of the finest persons on the staff of 
any committee, and who is clerk of the 
Judiciary Subcommittee on Claims. A 
few days ago his loved ones sustained the 
sorrow and the loss of his beloved sister. 
He is away now in connection with the 
burial of his sister. I know I speak the 
sentiments of all in expressing to him 
and his loved ones our profound sym- 
pathy in their great loss and sorrow. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The minority 
joins in the gentleman's expressions of 
sympathy to Mr. Lee and his family. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

PRIVATE CALENDAR 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that it may be 
in order to call the Private Calendar any 
time during the week of July 9. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was nt objection. 
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ONE HUNDRED AND SEVENTY-FIFTH AN- 
NIVERSARY OF THE SIGNING OF THE 
DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE 


The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro- 
visions of Senate Joint Resolution 51, 
approved June 29, 1951, the Chair ap- 
points as members of the Commission to 
prepare a plan for appropriate cere- 
monies at Philadelphia, Pa., on July 4, 
1951, to observe and celebrate the one 
hundred and seventy-fifth anniversary 
of the signing of the Declaration of In- 
dependence, and to execute such plan, 
the following Members on the part of 
the House: Mr. Barrett, Pennsylvania; 
Mr. Harvie Scorr, Pennsylvania. 


PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. y 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska, Mr. Speak- 
er, will the Members have an oppor- 
tunity to vote upon some of the amend- 
ments which have been made to the 
appropriation bill in the Senate, which 
we on this side, because of a gag rule, 
did not have an opportunity of voting 
on? We did not have an opportunity 
to vote on certain savings to the Gov- 
ernment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is 
peasy propounding a parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. The par- 
liamentary inquiry is, Will the House 
have an opportunity to vote upon the 
changes made by the other body in the 
appropriations bill? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not 
know yet whether there will be changes 
made in the other body because no mes- 
sage has come over from the Senate. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I just read 
in the Recorp what that body did yester- 
day. It did make some very definite 
changes. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair cannot 
make any statement at this time. The 
bill has not been messaged over from 
the Senate. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I will seek 
a roll call on the amendments, if it is in 
order. 

The SPEAKER. 
order. 


RESERVE COMPONENT BILL 


Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend ny 
remarks, 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, late last 
evening I filed the Reserve component 
bill which we in the Congress have been 
waiting on for a long time. Copies of 
the bill are now available as H. R. 4667, 
and I am sure there will be demand for 
them. 

The bill as introduced by me is still 
subject to review by the Bureau of the 
Budget. Because of the widespread in- 
terest in this measure and the demand 
that action be had, the Department of 
Defense and the Bureau of the Budget 
have agreed to the filing of the bill pend- 


It may not be in 
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ing careful examination by the Bureau 
of the Budget. This may mean some 
changes will be recommended by the 
executive department before the bill is 
heard by the Armed Services Commit- 
tee, or perhaps during the hearings on 
the bill. At any rate, I believe we will 
now be able to go forward with this 
matter with accelerated speed. I want 
to thank the Defense Department and 
the Bureau of the Budget for their 
courtesy in agreeing that this bill might 
be filed pending the careful examination 
which the Bureau of the Budget is mak- 
ing of the bill. I want to thank both 
of these agencies for the speed with 
which they have been handling this mat- 
ter during the last few days and for the 
special attention which they have given 
to the program of getting the bill to the 
Congress for our consideration. I have 
talked with Madam Anna Rosenberg, 
Assistant Secretary of Defense, practi- 
cally every day for the last 10 days about 
the measure, and I think that she espe- 
cially has been most vigorous in her 
efforts to push the bill to the point where 
it could be introduced and available to 
ourselves, as well as to people through- 
out the United States. 

When hearings are held on the bill, 
every Member of the House interested 
will be invited to express himself in 
reference to it. 


POLITICS 


Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no ot jection. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I think 
this would be a good time to relax and 
have a little politics. Let us have a pre- 
view of what is going to happen in next 
year’s campaign. The Republican pro- 
gram of this year as to how to control 
inflation starts with the promise of pay- 
as-you-go taxation; the action, Repub- 
lican votes to defeat every item in the 
tax bill so you do not get enough taxes 
with which to pay for the expenses of 
government. Next is the Republican 
promise to stop inflation by control of 
credits—give the Federal Reserve Board 
more power is their theme—the action, 
Republican votes beat down the amend- 
ments to the Defense Production Act 
which seek to do that; then they say 
control inflation by increased production 
because that will bring prices down, 
But prices continue to run away. So 
the Republican action on every vote to 
the Defense Production Act is to kill 
price control. 

I think this is a good time to take 
stock, my Republican friends. The peo- 
ple will remember in 1952 how yuu tried 
by your votes to negate the platform you 
pretend to advocate. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, T 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
am wondering if the gentleman from 
New York remembers that most of the 
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Republican Members of this House voted 
in favor of the so-called Kunkel amend- 
ment, the Baruch idea, to freeze all prices 
and wages at certain levels months and 
months ago, and that the gentleman 
from New York and many of those who 
think as he seemingly does were the ones 
who insisted upon another price-control 
system which has not brought lowered 
prices but instead has brought to the 
American people higher food and com- 
modity prices. I think when the cam- 
paign of 1952 gets under way that the 
gentleman will not have to have as much 
concern for the welfare and the future of 
the Republican Party as he may find nec- 
essary to give to the future of his own 
party and his own personal political 
welfare. 
VETERANS’ LEGISLATION 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 


Speaker, I have been receiving many 
letters and telephone calls and one last 
night from South Carolina asking that 
the time for the extension of loans to 
the GT's be extended. We all know that 
the educational advantages will expire 
very soon. They should be extended 
also. We have done absolutely nothing 

extending educational benefits 
to the GI’s, and the Congress has passed 
no legislation for nondisabled or non- 
service- connected Korean veterans. 
Certainly these men who have been 
cruelly debarred these last months and 
the last year from their education and 
training should be given a chance to have 
it, and only recently, a year late, has 
the House passed much-needed legista- 
tion for the disabled a year after the Ko- 
rean conflict started. I am wondering 
how these boys are going to feel on the 
4th of July. They have given and given 
and given, and suffered and suffered, and 
to many it seemed unnecessary giving. 
Many will always be in pain. It has been 
a great sacrifice. One thing I think 
every Member of the House will agree 
with me on, and that is that the least 
we can do for these boys is to see that 
they have every benefit. I do not call it 
a benefit; I call it a service. We want 
them to have every service that has been 
given to every other veteran. 

SUGAR. 


Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and revise and extend my re- 
marks and include an excerpt from the 
hearings on amending and extending the 
Sugar Act of 1943. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Colo- 
rado? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, on yesterday 
two things happened that I want to call 
to the attention of the House. First of 
all, I am convinced that a half truth is 
much more dangerous than an absolute 
word of three letters, a lie. You will 
find in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of yes- 
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terday a report of a story written by one 
whose name is John W. Ball. Yester- 
day in our committee we had the story 
from the Department of Agrieulture on 
exactly what it had cost to operate the 
Sugar Act. In this story in the Post you 
will find they gave only the cost and did 
not give the money that was collected in 
the sugar industry itself. It shows with- 
out question of a doubt that there was a 
profit of $15,740,221. Those are not my 
figures, those are figures that were given 
by Mr. Lawrence Myers in our Sugar Act 
hearings yesterday in our committee. 
Why anyone would wish to put in the 
Recorp a story by John W. Ball, who 
knows nothing about the sugar business, 
and gives nothing whatsoever about how 
the money is collected, I do not know. T 
hope you will take time to read this little 
excerpt I am including in my remarks. 
Tt reads as follows: 

EXCERPT Prom June 29, 1951, TRANSCRIPT OF 


HEARINGS ON AMENDING AND EXTENDING THE - 


SUGAR Acr or 1948, Paces 145-149 
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Kemp, would you like 
to comment on the John W. Ball article 
that appeared in the Washington Post this 
yoy Sugar Price Support Is Costhest 
? 
Mr. Kemp. Yes, I would. That follows the 


because the 


statement right before me at the moment, 
but my recollection is that it was two-hun- 
dred-forty-million-odd dollars difference. Is 
that not right, Mr. Myers? 

Mr. Myers. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

In my statement the other day I pointed 
out that there had been a total net gain of 
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$249,000,000. Tou asked me to include the 
cost of administration. 

We have prepared the figures im accord- 
ance with your request, the best data that 
we can obtain as to the cost of administering 
the In some cases, Iet me say, 
when the program gets out into the field 
there is a question of the cost of admin- 
istering this as compared with other pro- 
grams, and there fs difficulty in separation, 
but as closely as we can separate, these are 
the figures: 

As to taxes colsected from 1934 through 
1950, the fiscal year 1950, $997,752,416. 

The conditional payments and administra- 
tive expenses of the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture tn connection with the 

Excess taxes collected over payments, 

$230,364,522. 
I also put into the record the figures for 
the average of the past three fiscal years. 
Those figures showed average collections in 
round figures, $76,600,000 and average pay- 
ments, $59,500,000. 

Complying with your request for the addi- 
tion of administrative expenses, and giving 
you the figures in complete detail, the tax 
collections showed $76,641,115. 

Conditional payments and administrative 
expenses of the United States Department 
of Agriculture in connection with the sugar 
program, $60,900,894. 

Excess of taxes over payments and admin- 
istrative expenses, $15,740,221. 

The CHamrman. This looks like maybe Mr. 
Ball made almost a b 
here, does it not? That 


The — That is quite a different 
pany from the ome written in the morning 

Mr. Hiri. In other words, Mr. Ball is an 
“balled up“ like he usually is when he writes 
about agricultural matters. There is noth- 
ing new about this. 

Mr. Poace. Almost as accurate as his state- 
ment about cotton and other things—nearly 
as accurate. 

The Cuaremaw. It seems to me that some- 
body representing the would be inter- 
ested in getting the truth about it. 

Mr. Huw. He is still getting paid for it. 
That fs the sorry part of it. 

Mr. Poace. Probably he gets paid for it and 
that is probably why you get those reports. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


Mr. CANFIELD asked and was given 
Permission to address the House today 
for 10 minutes, following the legisla- 
tive program and any special orders 


House for 1 hour on Friday next, follow- 
ing the legislative program and any spe- 
cial orders heretofore entered. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 30 minutes on Monday next, follow- 
ing the legislative program and any 
special orders heretofore entered. 

MARINE CORPS 


Mr. JACKSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was ne objection. 
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Mr. JACKSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, within a few days it is to be 
hoped that the House Committee on 
Armed Services will report to the House 
a bill making provision for a statutory 
strength of the United States Marine 
Corps and for the inclusion of the Com- 
mandant of the Marine Corps as a mem- 
ber of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Cer- 
_ tainly it appears to many Members of 
the House who joined in the introduc- 
tion of the bills to accomplish those 
ends that the Marine Corps has not 
only justified its existence over the en- 
tire course of the national history of 
the United States but that it is deserv- 
ing on its merits of greater considera- 
tion from the standpoint of strength 
and its voice in decisions affecting am- 
phibious operations. 

I am inserting in the Recorp an ar- 
ticle by Hanson W. Baldwin appearing 
in the New York Times of Friday, June 
29, entitled “A Tribute to the Marines.” 
I believe the substantial facts as indi- 
cated by Mr. Baldwin should be studied 
by the Members of the House. I invite 
your attention to the article. 


TEMPORARY APPROPRIATIONS 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Myr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ne- 
braska? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I notice that the other body in 
its session yesterday made some amend- 
ments to the temporary appropriations 
bill for 1952. I understand the commit- 
tee has taken the bill back for some re- 
visions. I do feel, however, that in view 
of the fact that the House the other 
day under a gag rule had no opportunity 
to cut down on appropriations, and that 
the administration leaders on the other 
side of the House fought vigorously for 
mor, bigger, and better Government 
spending, under a gag rule, and that the 
other body has now adopted certain 
amendments that we on the minority 
side wanted to put in the bill to save some 
money, when the bill does come back 
here to the House you Democrats ought 
to be anxious to have a roll call so that 
you can get off the hook. You have 
marched up the hill for higher spending. 
Perhaps you can go along with the other 
body and the things the minority wanted 
to do the other day but could not do 
under the gag rule, that is, save a few 
million dollars for the taxpayer. You 
ought to ask for a vote. You could 
march down the hill. 

It is unfortunate the Democratic 
leadership brought in a gag rule so the 
Republicans could not offer amendments 
to save money. I predict a long, inter- 
esting day. 


CEASE-FIRE ORDER 


Mr. REECE of Tennessee. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee? 

ere was no objection. 
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Mr. REECE of Tennessee. Mr. Speak- 
er, news of a possible cease-fire in Korea 
carries with it fervent hope for peace, 
with a prayer for an end to the slaughter 
of our youth. But mingled with this 
hope—in the minds of many—is grave 
misgivings that our policital leaders may 
blunder us into a new and tragic double- 
cross. 

We all recall how our State Depart- 
ment effected a cease-fire in China the 
end result of which was a victory for the 
Communists. They took advantage of a 
cease-fire to prepare for the bill. And 
our allies, the Nationalists, were beaten. 

A most unusual situation exists today 
in Korea and our Eighth Army is hope- 
lessly outnumbered by enemy ground 
forces who are willing to take rates of 
attrition as high as 30 Chinese to 1 
American. Even so, without our Air 
Force the Eighth Army could not have 
survived. We had it from the late Gen- 
eral Walker who stated unhesitatingly 


that the Air Force had saved the Eighth 


Army from destruction. 

Recently the Chinese have built up an 
air force of several thousand planes. 
They have built landing strips right up 
to the front lines. But they cannot op- 
erate from these forward landing fields 
because our Air Force will not permit 
them to bring gasoline, ammunition, and 
bombs forward to stock the fields. As 
a consequence, Red fighters have to be 
based north of the Yalu River so that 
by the time they fly south to our lines 
along the thirty-eighth parallel they 
have scarcely enough fuel for the return 
flight to Manchuria. This is one reason 
why fortunately for us until now the 
Red Chinese air force has not been a 
great menace. 

However, during the impending cease- 
fire, the Communists who disregard the 
sanctity of all commitments, under cover 
of darkness, will be able to bring for- 
ward all the supplies they need to op- 
erate fighters from forward bases. In 
this event their fighters will have suffi- 
cient fuel to strike all the way along 
the South Korean Peninsula and also to 


strike against our fleet and supply ships. 


By using these forward bases they will 
have enough fuel for full-scale operation 
over our ground forces. Thus, for the 
first time our Air Force may not be able 
to extend its heretofore effective support 
which our ground and naval forces have 
enjoyed. 

In addition, I am advised that a fresh 
new Chinese Army is resting north of 
the Yalu River in the Acheson-Marshall 
sanctuary of Manchuria. 

This force also could be moved south 
under cover of darkness into attack posi- 
tions facing our troops awaiting results 
from the cease-fire conversation. 

With this new air and ground-force 
support, the Chinese Reds might well 
pile up sufficient force during cease-fire 
conversations to turn the present mili- 
tary stalemate into a Red victory. 

In this connection the Congress and 
the American people have the right to 
know: 

First. Was the cease-fire terms made 
with the consent of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, or did the State Department, as 
sometimes in the past, override their 
military judgment? 
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Second. Will the cease-fire enable us 
to withdraw American forces from Ko- 
rea and also insure a South Korean vic- 
tory? 

Third. Will there be a provision in the 
terms of cease-fire to prevent the build- 
up of Red strength, air and ground, which 
I have pictured, so that if hostilities are 
resumed our U. N. forces will not face 
new and more effective enemy might? 

Fourth. Will the Communists be re- 
quired to observe the Geneva Convention 
regarding prisoners of war so that the 
names and addresses of the American 
boys who have been taken prisoner will 
be made known and provision made for 
their care? 

I make these observations not because 
I lack confidence in General Ridgway 
but rather because I mistrust our politi- 
cal leadership here in Washington which 
is directing him. This is the same lead- 
ership which suddenly sent General Mac- 
Arthur into Korea with insufficient and 
ill-prepared forces. It was only his 
genius and the resourcefulness of our 
troops which saved the day. 

I make these observations in the hope 
that General Ridgway will not be placed 
in a similar inenviable position which 
will result—through diplomatic blunder- 
ing—in increased American casualties. 
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Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. ‘Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
listened with very close attention to the 
remarks of the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Mutter] wherein he placed 
the blame directly upon the policy of the 
Republican leaders of the House for the 
inflation which is bound to increase day 
by day. Evidently the remarks of the 
gentleman from New York stung the 
acting minority leader to a reply. 

I want to say to the acting minority 
leader, and to the regular minority lead- 
ers that we are making the record to- 
day and every day rom now on, so that 
the American people will know who shall 
be blamed for the squeeze that is being 
made against the small-business men 
and the working men and women of this 
country. They are being squeezed more 
and more all the time and it is because 
of that policy, and refusing to hold down 
prices so that there can be war profiteer- 
ing. That is all it amounts to, and the 
record will be made from now on until 
the close of this session so that the people 
will know where to put the blame. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex- 
pired. 

THE MIGRANT LABOR BILL 


Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 
have been trying to come to an under- 


standing of the strong Republican vote 
in favor of the migrant labor bill earlier 
this week. I can understand the vote of 
those Republicans who have canning in- 
dustries in their districts, and orchards 
and gardens, who wish to continue their 
present convenient labor arrangement 
with the Jamaicans and the Bahamans 
or displaced Americans. But it is hard 
for me to understand the vote of those 
Republicans from agricultural districts 
who are always greatly disturbed over 
the importation of any foreign agricul- 
tural commodity because they say it is 
produced by cheap labor. It is hard for 
me also to understand the vote of those 
Republicans who oppose the reciprocal 
trade agreements. They argue that we 
are admitting, under this program, the 
products of underpaid and exploited la- 
bor. To bring the foreign labor into 
this country and exploit it here seems 
to change the picture altogether for 
them. : 
DR, BERNARD BRASKAMP 


Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ar- 
kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, 
the Chaplain of the House, Dr. Bernard 
Praskamp, is completing this month his 
fortieth year in the ministry and I rise 
for the purpose of congratulating him 
upon his splendid service to his church 
and to the House. I am sure the Mem- 
bers of the House join in wishing him 
continued happiness in his profession. 

Dr. Braskamp's entire ministry has 
been spent in the Washington area. 
When he came to the District of Colum- 
bia to begin his active service only two 
Members of the House, the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. Sasara] and the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina IMr. 
Dovcuton], were here. His predecessor, 
Dr. James Shera Montgomery, had not 
yet begun his extraordinary service as 
Chaplain of the House. 

Dr. Braskamp entered Grinnell Col- 
lege, Iowa, at the age of 16, received the 
degree of bachelor of arts from the Uni- 
versity of Michigan, master of arts from 
Princeton University and doctor of di- 
vinity from Hanover College, Indiana. 
He took his theological training in Hart- 
ford and Princeton Theological Semi- 
naries. 

Our Chaplain is the dean among the 
44 ministers in the Washington City 
Presbytery in the length of service in 
the active pastorate. I learn that he is 
now gathering material for a bock to be 
entitled Forty Years a Minister in the 
Nation’s Capital.” 

Dr. Braskamp was first associated with 
the National Presbyterian Church as as- 
sistant to Dr. Charles Wood, He next 
became pastor of the Gurley Memorial 
Presbyterian Church, named in memory 
of Dr. Phineas D. Gurley, Chaplain of 
the United States Senate and pastor of 
the historic New York Avenue Presby- 
terian Church where President Abraham 
Lincoln worshiped. Dr. Braskamp was 
their leader when the congregation built 
a new house of worship, also leader and 
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pastor in merging the Gurley and Gun- 
ton Temple congregations and in the 
erection of their present church at Six- 
teenth and Newton Streets. 

In 1929 Dr. Braskamp was elected to 
the office of moderator of the Washiug- 
ton City Presbytery and in 1940 he was 
made the moderator of the Synod of Bal- 
timore, which is composed of the 156 
churches of Washington, Baltimore and 
New Castle. In 1947 he was made a 
Knight of the Order of the Orange Nas- 
sau, the decoration being bestowed upon 
him by Queen Wilhelmina at a cere- 
mony conducted by Ambassador Loudon 
in the Netherlands Embassy. 

Mr. Speaker, Dr. Braskamp bens to 
us all, not just to the Presbyterians. I 
am glad, however, to pay my tribute, in 
passing, to the profound contribution 
which lis Presbytetrian forebears made 
to the principles of our Government. 
According to John Findlay, the great 
Thomas Jefferson, a religious philoso- 
pher as well as political Jeader, was in- 
fiuenced by Presbyterian teachings. 
Findlay pointed out that one of Jeffer- 
son's favorite instructors at William and 
Mary College was a Scotch Presbyterian, 
and some of Jefferson’s writings inspired 
him to paraphrase a familiar verse: 
“Whom the Lord did not predestinate hy 
Scotch ancestors he did foreordain by 
Scotch instructors.” 

Without thought of sectarianism, Mr. 
Speaker, for our Chaplain rises above it, 
I extend felicitations upon his fortieth 
anniversary. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I am very glad 
the gentleman from Arkansas has made 
these remarks, because all of us, without 
regard to our religious conviction, have 
high esteem for our Chaplain, and 
deeply respect him. We also have high 
esteem and fond recollections for his 
predecessor, that great man of God and 
country and mankind, Dr. Montgomery. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. I am happy 
to have that expression from our dis- 
tinguished majority leader. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr, PHILLIPS. I join in expressing 
appreciation of what the gentleman has 
said about, and my high regard for, 
Dr. Braskamp. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
pay tribute to Dr. Braskamp, Chaplain 
of the House of Representatives, and to 
join in the fine sentiments expressed by 
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
Hays] and our distinguished majority 
leader. 

Dr. Braskamp was born in my home 
town of Alton, Iowa, where he and I grew 
up as boys together. Since then I have 
followed his career with great interest 
and pride. He is filling his position of 
Chaplain with great credit to himself 
and honor to the House of Representa- 
tives. The people of Alton as well as the 
Members of the House are proud of him 
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and his accomplishments. We all wish 
him well as he performs his Christian 
duties among us from day to day. 

Mr, EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to pay credit to a 
marvelous man and one who has filled 
the shoes of another beloved Chaplain 
of the House, who retired several years 
ago. 

Dr. Braskamp has given to this House 
some of the finest years of his life and is 
a great credit not only to the Congress 
of the United States but to the entire 
country. To have a man like Dr. Bras- 
kamp as our spiritual leader in the House 
of Representatives is one of the high 
lights of my membership here, and the 
inspiration found in his morning prayers 
is uplifting to the entire Congress. 

I wish also to mention that the Chap- 
lain who he succeeded, Dr. Montgomery, 
was a splendid and inspiring man. 
When Dr. Braskamp undertook to step 
into the shoes of Dr. Montgomery he in- 
deed assumed a great task. I believe Dr. 
Braskamp should be recognized today for 
having done this so well. 


PARTY RESPONSIBILITY 


Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 

remarks. 


my 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. , 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, we all 
join with our good friend and colleague, 
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
Hays] in his tribute to our esteemed 
Chaplain who serves us day in and day 
out, with marked fidelity to his impor- 
tant responsibilities. How refreshing it 
would have been today if our remarks 
could have been limited to such pleasant 
subjects. 

But the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. MULTER] and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. EBERHARTER] both, I 
must say, with commendable candor, 
have elected to launch a political tirade 
against the Republicans. That, of 
course, is their privilege. But if they 
see fit to adopt that course, they cer- 
tainly cannot be heard to complain if 
a few facts are spread upon the record 
in reply. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
says that the Democrats are now trying 
to make a record. He points to the 
vote, for instance, yesterday in which he 
seeks to create the impression that the 
Democrats were voting in the interest 
of the people and the Republicans 
against their interest. Now it so hap- 
pens that I voted, I believe, as did the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
EBERHARTER] on the particular issue we 
had up yesterday regarding the control 
of inflation. In other words, we both 
voted against an amendment offered by 
the Democrat chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture. This move toward 
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which the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
directs his harangue, however, had a 
Democrat, not a Republican, sponsor. 
This is an illustration of the same old 
shop-worn strategy of trying to pin the 
blame on the minority for all the actions 
or shortcomings of the majority. Itisa 
simple matter of arithmetic that the 
Democrats have a clear majority in both 
Houses of Congress and control com- 
pletely not only the legislative but also 
the executive branch. The complete re- 
sponsibility for legislation in this body 
or the lack of it is on the shoulders of 
the Democratic, not the Republican 
Party. The Republican is the minority 
party in this Congress. 

Now, if the Democratic Party has not 
the leadership to control the actions of 
its own members sufficiently to enact 
any legislative program, then it is high 
time that the people elect a Congress 
which will have that necessary leader- 
ship, an Eighty-third Republican Con- 
gress, which will give the people of this 
country the constructive leadership for 
which they yearn and which they so 
richly deserye. 

Republicans may not all agree on in- 
dividual issues. But they have demon- 
strated before that they can close ranks 
and work together for the good of the 
Nation along with the millions of loyal 
Americans in the Democratic Party who 
are as much out of sympathy with the 
ruinous, ill-advised, unsound policies of 
the present administration as any Re- 
publican could possibly be. 

On the other hand, the apparent hope- 
less division within the Democratic ranks 
representing extremes of thought at op- 
posite political poles, so evident from the 
speeches today and the complete failure 
in this body on the part of Democrat 
Members to agree among themselves on 
practically anything, should be conclu- 
sive evidence to the American people of 
the desirability for an early change in 
the political complexion of Congress. 

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Speaker, I think 
it would be unfair to leave the RECORD 
as it is now after the remarks of the 
acting minority leader, particularly 
when the minds of the people of this 
country are clear on what goes on in the 
Congress of the United States today. 

What the people know and believe is 
that the Republican Party has stepped 
aside and abdicated the leadership of its 
own party and has turned it over to a 
group of nominal Democrats who have 
joined in a coalition with the Repub- 
lican leadership. Some here seem to 
forget that program which was the 
thing that built up the Demoratic Party 
under the leadership of perhaps the 
greatest man of our times—I think his- 
tory will so record him—Franklin D. 
Roosevelt, who dedicated the party and 
its program to a solution of the prob- 
lems of the people without its being sub- 
jected to a program of profit for the few. 
The real Demccratic Party in this House 
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and in the Congress of the United States 
continues to look at the problems of the 
people and valiantly fights for holding 
down the cost of living to the great 
numbers of people in this country, but 
by a coalition that path is being road- 
blocked and obstructed. 

The votes of the past several days by 
which the coalition forced through the 
Cooley amendment prohibiting roll-back 
of prices is now a record which will be 
thrown back at the Republican-Dixie 
coalition in 1952. 

Mr. DOLLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DOLLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I 
heard my Republican colleague from New 
York [Mr. Keatine] just make reference 
to the fact that this Congress is con- 
trolled by Democrats and that we should 
assume responsibility. I should like to 
point out to the gentleman that this 
Congress is not controlled by Demo- 
crats. It is controlled by an unholy al- 
liance of Republicans and some Dixie- 
crats. I do not want to characterize all 
southerners as Dixiecrats. 

Reference was made yesterday by some 
Republicans to the rights of business; 
that business is not being protected 
under the Defense Production Act. None 
of my Republican colleagues, however, 
have made reference to the fact that con- 
sumers’ rights are at stake also. The 
President of the United States said re- 
cently that he is the representative of the 
consumers; that he is fighting for con- 
sumers’ rights. Real Democrats are 
fighting and will continue to fight for the 
American consumers. Nineteen hundred 
and fifty-two will be a year of reckon- 
ing. All the people, 150,000,000 of them, 
are consumers. They will tell the Repub- 
licans and the Dixiecrats who do not 
follow the principles of Truman on price 
controls, that they are not representing 
the American people. The time of reck- 
oning will come then. 


RESPONSIBILITY IN KOREA 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex- 
tend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. REECE] 
made some remarks here a few minutes 
ago, I think we are all aware of the fact 
that in connection with the national in- 
terests of our country—in fact, any other 
country must appreciate the same 
thing—at certain times you cannot make 
public everything. At a later date the 
information is made public. 

We all hope that the negotiations that 
are now going on will result in an hon- 
orable solution of the situation existing 
in Korea. 

We have over there in command 
General Ridgway and General Van Fleet, 
members of the Armed Forces who have 
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been very successful leaders in the field 
of battle. General Ridgway stepped in 
there the latter part of last year after 
we had suffered a terrible defeat, with 
our forces dispersed. No military com- 
mander disperses his troops or divides 
them in the face of known or potential 
enemies, yet under the commander of 
last year that was done, and thousands 
of American boys are now in their graves, 
or priscners or wounded, who would not 
have been in that position if our forces 
had not been divided last year when we 
suffered that terrible military defeat. It 
was General Ridgway who stepped in, 
consolidated our forces, and brought 
about victory. 

I think we can have confidence in 
General Ridgway and General Van Fleet 
to use very excellent judgment, and in 
the leadership of President Truman, 


CIVILIAN DEFENSE 


Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. C. Mr. Speaker, I 
should like to point out to the Members 
of the House that the distinguished 
chairman of the House Appropriations 
Committee, on which I serve, released 
some very startling information last 
Thursday. That information was de- 
voted to Soviet capabilities and atomic 
warfare. 

In his very alarming statement, the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Cannon] 
said that United States military author- 
ities had learned that the Soviets now 
have 100 atom bombs and were capable 
of dropping about 70 percent of these on 
American cities in spite of any defen- 
sive system the military might have. 

I should like to call the attention of 
the House to the fact that our chair- 
man and the members of our House Ap- 
propriations Committee were warned of 
precisely that situation by Federal Civil 
Defense authorities when that agency 
requested its supplemental appropriation 
for the end of 1951. 

Those who have studied the problem, 
realize that once the Soviet’s bombers 
get through with their atomic loads, the 
brunt of the burden will fall on our civil- 
defense program. It is the civil-defense 
system of the Nation which must be or- 
ganized to meet this crashing blow on 
our cities. An adequate national civil- 
defense program can beat atomic bomb 
attacks. Civil defense will not stop us 
from suffering severely in an atomic war. 
Civil defense can, however, save at least 
50 percent of the lives that would nor- 
mally be lost by an unprepared city. 

In the event that these 70 Soviet 
atomic bombs were dropped on our cities, 
civil defense can save literally millions of 
lives. Adequate civil defense can do 
more than that—it can keep the Kremlin 
from accomplishing the ultimate objec- 
tive in an atomic warfare—the complete 
destruction of our cities. Sound civil 
defense can prepare us to absorb the 
shock of atomic warfare and come back 
fighting. Civil defence is our answer on 
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the home front for the preservation of 
the two primary targets of any enemy 
attack on this country—our will to fight 
and our production capacity. 

Basically, this was the story that civil 
defense and military leaders told our 
congressional Appropriations Commit- 
tee last spring. Despite that evidence, 
the Appropriations Committee literally 
decimated the request for civil defense 
appropriations. 

Last spring, the Federal Civil Defense 
Administration requested $403,000,000 to 
launch a program to meet the shocking 
danger of which the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. Cannon] warned the Na- 
tion against Thursday. 

Our Appropriations Committee, which 
had wisely and willingly voted some 
fifty-odd-billion dollars for the military 
establishments, then proceeded to crip- 
ple the modest program for the defense 
of the home front. 

Considering what the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. Cannon] told this House 
on Thursday, it is hard for me and the 
people of this country to understand why 
our committee, in concert with the Sen- 
ate Appropriations Committee, finally 
voted the munificant sum of only $31,- 
000,000 for civil defense. 

It may be that today the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Cannon] is for the 
first time fully aware of the Soviet atomic 
capabilities and how little we can do to 
stop them from a military standpoint. 

Since the people of the country look 

to the Congress for leadership in our 
security program, I sincerely hope that 
this late realization of the facts by our 
colleagues accounts for what happened 
to the previous civil defense appropria- 
tions. 
* Now that this House and the Nation 
have been told the brutal facts of what 
we face—70 Soviet bombs that could be 
dropped on our cities today—we must 
take action immediately to meet that 
danger by giving the national civil de- 
fense program the funds and the leader- 
ship it needs to save our cities and prob- 
ably our country from destruction by 
Soviet atomic bombs. 

In transmitting the request for civil 
defense funds for 1952, the President 
pointed out this danger in his letter to 
the Speaker dated June 21, 1951. 

In asking for immediate action on this 
appropriation in the interest of our na- 
tional security the President warned 
that— 

We cannot gamble. * * * We cannot 
be caught unprepared. The lives of many 
millions of people may depend on the devel- 
opment of a strong civil-defense program to 
meet such an attack. 


The honest fact is that our home front 
is unprepared. We do not have an ade- 
quate civil-defense program. 

We have been warned again by the 
President, our top military leaders and 
by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
Cannon] that this Congress is gambling 
with millions of lives. If we are neither 
ostriches nor defeatists, there can be only 
one course of action for this Congress. 

We must immediately vote the funds 
requested by the Federal Civil Defense 
Administration, which is under the able 
leadership of Millard Caldwell, the for- 
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mer governor of Florida, who has told us 
how superior the Russians are in the civil 
defense of their country. 

In the face of what the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Cannon] told us 2 
days ago, it must be terribly apparent 
rant this Congress has not a minute to 
ose. 

In the name of our people, I call upon 
the chairman for leadership to bring 
about immediate action on the civil-de- 
fense appropriation before it is too late. 
Now that we know the facts from his 
own lips, there can be no other course 
of action, or we will have failed our coun- 
try and our people miserably. 


VOICE OF AMERICA 


Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks and include a letter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objeċtion to 
the request of the gentleman from Ar- 
kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Speaker, the 
Voice of America is doing a wonderful 
job. I have here a letter from Edward 
W. Barrett, Assistant Secretary of State, 
enclosing an extract copy of the script 
of one of our recent Voice of America 
broadcasts which featured a letter writ- 
ten by Mrs. Mamie Byrd, of Palestine, 
Ark. 

The script reads as follows: 


ANNOUNCER. The voices of America are 
brought to you through the cooperation of 
the American radio commentator, Gabriel 
Heatter. Mr. Heatter suggested to his 9,000,- 
000 radio listeners that they write you a 
letter—open their hearts to you and express 
their sincere feelings on subjects of mutual 
understanding. The thousands of letters 
from all over the United States that poured 
into Mr. Heatter's office—all of them ad- 
dressed to you—have been made available 
to us, in order that you may hear over the 
Voice of America—the voices of America. 

Your last letter today is postmarked 
Palestine, Ark.—a little village in the heart 
of a peach-growing region. Your correspond- 
ent’s name is Mrs. Mamie Byrd, box 115, 
Palestine, Ark. Mrs. Byrd. 

“Dear UNKNOWN FRIEND: I'm just a house- 
wife with 7 children—3 girls, aged 2, 12, 9; 4 
boys, 20, 18, 16, and 11. I have tried to 
teach them to love everyone and treat every- 
one as he or she wishes to be treated. I 
have lived on a farm all my life and have 
had to work hard. My children have worked 
hard. We enjoy working and helping our 
neighbor in every way we could. 

“Three of my children have finished the 
twelfth grade. They have had to miss out 
and help with field work, but they studied 
hard and made up for lost time. If it were 
not for this awful war, we could be happy. 

“Dear friend, if your boy and mine were 
to meet on the street or road, they would 
laugh, talk, and play together just as they 
should. 

“Please believe me, we wish everyone could 
be at peace with one another. It makes no 
difference what race, color, or what country 
he or she lives in, 

“Dear parents, let us pray that our boys 
and girls could live in peace and have the 
chance they ought to have. 

“Your friend and neighbor, 
“Mrs. Mamie Byrp,” 


FOREIGN POLICY 


Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
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House for 1 minute and to revise and ex- 
tend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Speaker, a 
few days ago there was made on the 
floor of this House a very excellent 
speech by the distinguished gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. Hays]. I wish all 
the Members would get that speech and 
read it. The gentleman from Arkansas 
pleaded for a revival of a bipartisan 
foreign policy. 

I heard the remarks of the distin- 
guished majority leader a moment ago 
and I would like to ask him, and yield 
to him at this point, to answer whether 
or not in the negotiations now going 
on for a cease-fire in Korea the President 
has attempted any bipartisan coopera- 
tion. These are perhaps the most im- 
portant foreign-policy negotiations to 
be conducted, certainly in recent times. 
Has the President or Secretary of State 
or anyone representing the administra- 
tion approached any Republican in 
regard to what is going on? I wonder 
if the distinguished majority leader 
could tell us whether or not anyone, 
whether Democrats or Republicans on 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs of 
either body, have been approached in 
this matter. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I have no knowl- 
edge on the matter, and that is a ques- 
tion that ought to be addressed else- 
where. I have no knowledge, I will say 
in response to the gentleman’s question. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG, Will anyone an- 
swer that question? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I will stand by 
the remarks I made. 


REPUBLICAN STRATEGY 


Mr. YORTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. YORTY. Mr. Speaker, I was a bit 
surprised at the gentleman from New 
York, the acting minority leader—sur- 
prised that he was so frank in disclosing 
the Republican strategy for attempting 
to win political control of this country 
next year—the gentleman said that the 
Democrats are in the majority, and 
therefore we would be held responsible 
for everything that is happening. 

It seemed to me that that was, in a 
nutshell, the strategy the Republicans 
are employing, one that I think is too 
devious to succeed and fool the Ameri- 
can people. It is only natural on any 
issue that some Democrats are going to 
differ, and the Republicans feel that by 
remaining solid and taking advantage of 
our defections on various votes they can 
sabotage the efforts of the administra- 
tion to obtain constructive legislation, 
they can sabotage our foreign policy, 
they can almost make it impossible to 
run the Government. They seem to 
feel that they can, thereafter, just sit 
back and, having successfully connived 
to wreck our program, say, “It is your 
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responsibility.” I do not believe that the 
American people are going to be fooled 
that easily. I think every Member 
elected here, no matter what his party 
label, has a responsibility to weigh all 
the legislation and to vote constructively; 
to vote upon the merits and not upon the 
basis of a plan to seize political power 
next year by deliberate obstruction this 
year, 
FACTS REGARDING THE EIGHTIETH 
CONGRESS 


Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, by our 
acts ye shall know us. 

Here are a few facts about the fine 
record made by the Republican Eightieth 
Congress: 

Taxes: The people were saved $4,800,- 
000,000 by a tax cut bill passed over 3 
Presidential vetoes. Low income groups 
gained greatest benefit. 

Labor Relations: Passed Taft-Hartley 
Labor-Management Relations Act over 
veto. It liberated workers, cut strikes, 
stabilized jobs, increased income to 
workers. 

Un-American Activities: Revealed 
Communist spy rings, and exposed in- 
filtration of Communists into Govern- 
ment positions with high authority. 

National Defense: Passed Unification 
of Armed Forces Act and greatly ex- 
panded the Air Forces thus strengthen- 
‘ng the Nation’s defenses. 

Home Building: Freed the people of 
red tape, rules, regulations and direc- 
tives, permitting private initiative to 
double home building in 2 years. 

Aged and Blind: Passed a bill over 
President's veto increasing payments for 
aged and blind and needy dependent 
children. 

Agriculture: Extended full 90 percent 
parity price supports on basic farm 
crops. 

Soil Conservation: Appropriated more 
than $500,000,000 for soil conservation 
practices on farm lands. 

REA: Approved $800,000,000 for REA 
loans to provide electricity for nearly 
9 as many farms as any previous 


1 Authorized and provided funds 
for 1948-49 farm-to-market road build - 
ing program 5 times larger than any 
previous single year. 

Veterans: Increased benefits for needy 
and disabled veterans, their widows, and 
children, and dependents of deceased 
veterans. 

Health: Provided Federal aid for re- 
search into causes and treatment of can- 
cer, heart, and teeth diseases. 

Bureaus: Reduced number of useless 
Government agencies, boards, bureaus, 
and commissions over strenuous Presi- 
dential objections. 

Foreign affairs: Cooperated in every 
way to the fullest extent with our United 
Nations officials in their efforts to ne- 
gotiate peace. 

Foreign aid: Gave relief to numerous 
foreign nations to help them reestablish 
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themselves and enable them to restrain 
Communist aggression. 
Budget: Balanced the Federal Budget 
for the first time in 16 years. 
National debt: Paid $7,000,000,000 on 
the national debt. 
THE REPUBLICAN PARTY 


Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, may I say 
to the gentleman who just preceded me 
(Mr. JENSEN] that in 1948 you also lost 
the election. 

As I remember, back in the Seventy- 
ninth Congress when you were writing 
a record similar to the one you are writ- 
ing in the Eighty-second Congress, while 
we were attempting in 1946 to keep on 
strong controls because of the emergency 
that existed in the country, you were fol- 
lowing then the same people you are fol- 
lowing blindly today, the true leaders of 
the Republican Party, the National Asso- 
ciation of Manufacturers. In 1946 in 
every newspaper in the country they put 
out propaganda with full page ads in 
every city telling the people that if we 
took off controls of course prices would 
not go down immediately but it would 
take only a few months and there would 
be plenty of food and there would be 
much lower prices. So the Republican 
Party destroyed price controls and were 
responsible for the high prices that fol- 
lowed. After 2 years, in 1948, when you 
had to come to the people again for an 
election, the people were satisfied that 
although in election years you write them 
fancy platforms, in the Congress of the 
United States the Republican Members 
vote against the interests of the people 
on every occasion. Republican and 
Democrats in my district are for strong 
controls and a roll-back of prices and 
I can assure you I will tell them that 
my Republican colleagues are repeating 
their 1946 performance to destroy con- 
trols and thus contribute to inflation and 
high prices. 

RECESS 


The SPEAKER. The Chair declares 
a recess, subject to the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 56 min- 
utes p. m.) the House stood in recess sub- 
ject to the call of the Chair. 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker at 2 
o’ciock and 56 minutes p. m. 


FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A further message from the Senate, by 
Mr. Carrell, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed, with amend- 
ments in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested, a joint resolution of 
the House of the following title: 

H. J. Res. 277. Joint resolution making 


temporary appropriations for the fiscal year 
1962, and for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 


Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the foregoing joint resolution; requests 
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a conference with the House on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, 
and appoints Mr. McKELLAR, Mr. HAYDEN, 
Mr, RUSSELL, Mr. McCarran, Mr. 
O’Manoney, Mr. Bripces, Mr. FERGUSON, 
Mr. Wuerry, and Mr. Connox to be the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend- 
ment of the House to the bill (S. 984) 
entitled “An act to amend the Agricul- 
tural Act of 1949.” 


TEMPORARY APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE 
FISCAL YEAR 1952 


Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the joint resolution (H. 
J. Res. 277) making temporary appro- 
priations for the fiscal year 1952, and for 
other purposes, with Senate amend- 
ments thereto, disagree to the Senate 
amendments, and agree to the confer- 
ence asked by the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
[After counting.] Two hundred and 
nineteen Members are present, a quorum, 

Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Cannon]? 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the right to object. I understand there 
are about nine changes in the Senate 
resolution as compared to the resolution 
as passed by the House. I think some 
explanation should be given to us as to 
what those changes are. Could they be 
given to us at this time? 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, as the 
gentleman says, there are nine amend- 
ments proposed by the Senate. We hope 
to be able to go to conference and reach 
an agreement with the Senate mana- 
gers this afternoon in order to meet the 
deadline tonight. 

Mr. STEFAN. In view of the fact that 
there are nine changes, I feel it would 
be only fair that the House have some 
explanation on some of the major 
changes the Senate has made. Will the 
gentleman give them to us at this time? 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, the prin- 
cipal changes involve the provision for 
mutual defense assistance where the 
Senate has reduced the funds for the 
equipment of General Eisenhower's 
forces from approximately $900,000,000 
to less than $250,000,000. 

The Senate also proposes to reduce 
the appropriations for the China aid 
area from $22,000,000 to $4,600,000, 
drastically curtailing one of the essen- 
tial programs of our drive for peace. 

The Senate amendments eliminate the 
appropriation of unobligated balances of 
prior appropriations for foreign aid pur- 
poses, hopelessly abandoning the pro- 
gramed allocation of something like 
$456,000,000 in addition to any future 
unobligation of obligated funds, a routine, 
procedure in the administration of 
money provided for such programs. 

In brief, the amendments of the other 
body propose to effecS unwarranted 
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changes in our support of General Eisen- 
hower’s program by drastic reductions 
in essential funds for the equipment of 
his forces, and the rehabilitation of our 
allies to permit them to manufacture 
their own arms at their own expense 
instead of our having to manufacture 
them at our expense, and by curtailing 
for the next 30 days collateral activities 
both at home and abroad. 

Mr. Speaker, the situation abroad is at 
a critical stage. Through our success in 
Korea, and the effective administration 
of the Marshall funds in Europe we are 
securing gratifying results in every allied 
country. General Eisenhower is winning 
both the cooperation and the confidence 
of all free peoples. For us to suddenly 
and without cause withdraw support and 
embarrass General Eisenhower at this 
stage of the program would be to sacri- 
fice much that has been gained these 
difficult years. Just as we are about to 
garner the grain, ripe for the sickle, 
and there is every prospect of an 
abundant harvest, these amendments 
propose to burn the wheat field. 

Mr. Speaker, I append a letter received 
from the President discussing the situ- 
ation created by the Senate amend- 
ments: 

June 30, 1951. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 

Chairman, Committee on Appropria- 
tions, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Drax CLARENCE: I am very much concerned 
about some of the Senate amendments to 
House Joint Resolution 277, making tempo- 
rary appropriations for the fiscal year 1952, 
and for other purposes. The amendments 
that cause me most concern are those which 
shift the basis for determining the allowable 
rate of expenditures from the fourth quar- 
ter of the fiscal year 1951 to the first quar- 
ter of that fiscal year. This change would 
have many capricious results because of 
changes which have occurred over the space 
of a year. 

It has not been possible, overnight, to 
assess fully all the effects of these amend- 
ments, but it is clear that one of them 
would be to require a large, immediate and, 
I believe, disastrous cut-back in our most im- 
portant foreign aid programs. In so doing, 
they would critically retard our efforts to 
build strength in crucial areas of the free 
world and thereby directly and sericusly af- 
fect our own national security. Today, time 
is vital, and we cannot afford to waste time, 
or to mark time, by suspending or drastic- 
ally curtailing the operation of these pro- 
grams, 

Specifically, these amendments would 
have the following effects, among others: 

1. They would require a reduction in the 
placement of procurement contracts for 
military equipment required for mutual de- 
fense from a rate of $900,000,000 per month 
to $250,000,000 per month. This would 
compl-tely upset the procurement plans of 
our military services which have been bend- 
ing every effort to increase the placement of 
orders for essential weapons with industry. 
To disrupt these plans now, would lose us 
not only the period during which the resolu- 
tion is in effect but also, thereafter, the time 
required to perform the difficult task of 
building up once more to the present rate. 
Among other things, this would delay the 
production of equipment for which General 
Eise hower's forces are now waiting. 

2. They would require an almost complete 
suspension of the point 4 technical assistance 
Programs, just when this work is beginning 
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to have a real impact. The amounts which 
might be obligated by the Technical Coop- 
eration Administration during July would be 
reduced from an estimated $4,000,000 to 
$600,(00. This would require the abandon- 
ment of projects and the dispersal of tech- 
nical personnel recruited with much diffi- 
culty over a period of many months. 

3. They would seriously reduce the sum 
available for economic support of rearma- 
ment in Europe and would cause virtual sus- 
pension of economic aid to Formosa and 
other southeast Asia countries. In the case 
of Europe, the funds available would be cut 
to $101,000,000 for the month of July as com- 
pared with a rate of approximately $135,000,- 
000 contemplated in the budget request for 
fiscal year 1952. 

For Formosa and southeast Asia the com- 
parable cut is even more drastic, from ap- 
proximately $22,000,000 to $4,600,000. I can- 
not emphasize too strongly the risks in- 
volved in such an action in this area where 
our aid program is so vitally important in 
combating actual or immediately threaten- 
ing Communist aggression. 

4. They would prevent, for the period dur- 
ing which the resolution was effective, those 
measures which must be taken by the Eco- 
nomic Cooperation Administration to obtain 
an increase in European military production. 
No task is more vital than the acceleration 
of such production, and every delay increases 
the likelihood that the weapons which this 
European production should furnish will 
have to come from the United States at our 
expense if military time schedules are to 
be met. 

5. They would cut in half the dollar ap- 
propriations for government in occupied 
Germany. 

Another amendment which would have 
most scrious consequences is the elimina- 
tion from section 1 (e) of the provision 
making available unobligated balances of 
certain prior appropriations for foreign aid 
purposes. This would, for one important 
example, prevent the immediate placement 
of some $450,000,000 of contracts for MDAP. 
This, again, would set back our time 
schedule for the production and delivery 
of materials and weapons needed for secu- 
rity purposes abroad, 

I cannot overemphasize the seriousness of 
these consequences from the standpoint of 
our national security. I therefore strongly 
urge that the conferees agree to the elimina- 
tion of these amendments. 

Sincerely, 8 
Harry S. TRUMAN. 


Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, I think 
the House merely wanted to know what 
major changes the Senate made. 

Can the gentleman tell me whether 
or not the automobile item that the Sen- 
ate proposed is in the resolution as 
amended by the Senate? 

Mr. CANNON. Yes; they include a 
provision interdicting the purchase of 
automobiles unless authorized by an ap- 
propriation act for a department. We 
will have no difficulty in agreeing on 
that. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEFAN. I yield. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, due to the 
fact that there is considerable difference 
between the House and the Senate bills, 
we can readily understand there is go- 
ing to be considerable discussion in the 
conference, if it goes to conference. It 
happens that the ranking member of the 
Armed Services Subcommittee on Ap- 
propriations on the minority side is un- 
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avoidably absent today, and by all means 
he should be a member of this confer- 
ence committee. 

The gentleman from Missouri states 
that most of the differences of conse- 
quence, pertain to the armed services 
items; so I am wondering Mr. Speaker, 
just how much harm would be done, if 
any, if this conference were held over 
until Monday next. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEFAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. ROONEY. Did the gentleman 
speak to the Republican leadership on 
this subject? 

Mr. JENSEN. I am speaking for my- 
self. I doubt that the world would come 
to an end, or our defense program be 
affected in the least if we held this over 
until Monday. I trust the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Cannon] will agree 
to my request. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I fully 
agree that it is unfortunate that the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. TABER] 
and the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. WIGGLESWORTH], named by the 
gentleman from Iowa, are not here. 
However it is necessary to go to confer- 
ence this afternoon in order to meet the 
deadline at the end of the fiscal year at 
midnight tonight, and in their absence, 
we will accept men equally qualified 
preferably from the two committees ex- 
ercising jurisdiction over the subjects af- 
fected by the Senate amendments. As 
will be noted, the jurisdiction involved is 
not that of the Armed Services Subcom- 
mittee but of the State Department and 
Foreign Aid subcommittees. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEFAN. I yield to the genile- 
man from Nebraska- 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I want to 
inquire of the gentleman from Nebraska 
or from the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. Cannon] relative to a discussion 
that occurred in the other body on page 
7477 yesterday in which the senior Mem- 
ber from New Jersey asked this ques- 
tion: 

Is my information correct that aid to 
Palestine refugees is omitted from the reso- 
lution? 


I have information it is now in the 
resolution. Can either one of the gen- 
tlemen tell me if that is true? 

Mr. CANNON. There is nothing in 
the resolution relating to aid for refu- 
gees. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEFAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Unfor- 
tunately, Mr, Speaker, we are in this sit- 
uation because of the action of the chair- 
man of the full Appropriations Commit- 
tee last week in the full Committee 
on Appropriations, when he voted for 
the previous question and was backed up 
by each and every gentleman on his side, 
refusing to even give to us on the Repub- 
lican side a chance to do anything to- 
ward fixing up this bill. You gentlemen 
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of the majority on Thursday, practically 
unanimously, followed him on roll call 
when he moved the previous question, 
forbidding us in any way whatsoever 
from offering any amendments. Now, 
we are in the unfortunate situation to- 
day where a single objection will kill this 
nratter right here and now. I person- 
ally would like to have the opportunity 
to vote to recede and concur with the 
Senate amendments. 

May I ask the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. Cannon} just what harm will 
result if this matter does go over until 

2 


Mr. CANNON. In response to the in- 
quiry of the gentleman from Minnesota, 
we suggested to the managers on the 
part of the Senate that the matter go 
over until Monday, but they insist that 
the bill be messaged over immediately 
and request conference this afternoon. 

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr, Speak- 
er, I am going to object on that ground. 
I cannot go along with that philosophy 
of anyone from any side of the House or 
from any other body telling us what to 
do. Iam going to object. I do not care 
whether you yield or not, I object. 

Mr. CANNON. It is not a case of tell- 
ing us what to do. It is a matter of con- 
tmuing Government operations. All ap- 
propriations for the operation of the 
Government expire at 12 o'clock tonight. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. RANKIN. If the House were to 
take a recess until Monday, would this 
resolution be in order then? The Sen- 
ate I see was in session on yesterday, 
but they were in session as of Wednes- 
day, June 27. 

All I am asking is if the House and 
Senate were to recess until Monday, 
would it be in order to handle this legis- 
lation as of today, June 30. 

The SPEAKER. It would not make 
any difference. It would have to come 
up by unanimous consent or else get a 
rule. So I think there will be «un effort 
made to get a rule this afternoon. 

Mr. RANKIN. I was asking for infor- 
mation. 

Mr. McCORMACK. In reply to the 
gentleman from Mississippi, a similar 
situation would exist on Monday. There 
would have to be unanimous consent. 
So I will request the chairman of the 
Rules Committee to immediately call a 
meeting of the Rules Committee in the 
hope it will report out a rule, which, of 
course, can be brought up today, al- 
though it requires a two-thirds vote, but 
that action the leadership is hoping the 
Rules Committee will take and the House 
will support. 

The SPEAKER. The House stands in 
recess subject to the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 3 o’elock and 18 min- 
utes p. m.) the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 


AFTER RECESS 
The recess having expired, the House 


was called to order by the Speaker at 
4 o'clock and 10 minutes p. m. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


RULE SENDING TEMPORARY APPROPRI- 
ATIONS RESOLUTION TO CONFER- 
ENCE 


The SPEAKER. The Chair 3 
the gentleman from Minois IMr. 
SABATH}. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, by direc- 
tion of the Committee on Rules I sub- 
mit a privileged report (H. Res. 309, Rept. 
No. 667) and ask for its immediate con- 
sideration. 

Resolved, That tmmedtately upon the 
adoption of this resolution the joint reso- 
lution (H. J. Res. 277) making temporary ap- 
propriations for the fiscal year 1952, and for 
other purposes, with the Senate amendments 
thereto be, and the same hereby is, taken 
from the Speaker's table; that the Senate 
amendments be, and they are hereby, dis- 
agreed to by the House; that the conference 
requested by the Senate on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the said joint 
resolution be, and hereby is, agreed to by the 
House, and that the Speaker shall immedi- 
ately appoint conferees without intervening 
motion. 3 

Sec. 2. It shall be in order to consider 
the conference report on the said joint reso- 
lution when reported notwithstanding the 
provistons of clause 2, rule XXVIII. 


The SPEAKER. The question is, Will 
the House consider the resolution? 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Witson of In- 
diana) there were—ayes 189, noes 12. 

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak- 
er, I object to the vote on the ground a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not pres- 
ent. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. 
[After counting.} Two hundred and 
twenty-eight Members are present, a 
quorum. 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the House agreed to consider 
the resolution. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, due to 
the urgency and the importance of this 
matter I shall not take any time. In 
view of the fact that nearly all of the 
Members recognize the situation as I do 
and the need for immediate action, I 
move the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the resolution. 

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak- 
er, I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were refused. 

The resolution was agreed to, and a 
motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints 
the following conferees on the part of 
the House: Messrs. Cannon, Rooney, 
Gary, STEFAN, and CLEVENGER. 


IMPORTATION OF FOREIGN AGRICUL- 
TURAL WORKERS 


Mr. COOLEY submitted the following 
conference report and statement on the 
bill (S. 984) to amend the Agricultural 
Act of 1949: 


CONFERENCE REPORT (H. Rzpr. No. 668) 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 984) 
to amend the Agricultural Act of 1949, hav- 
ing met, after full and free conference, have 
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agreed to recommend and do recommerd to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the House and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to 
be inserted by the House amendment insert 
the following: “That the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof a new title to read as follows: 


" “TITLE V--AGGRICULTURAL WORKERS 


“Sec. 501. For the purpose of assisting 
in such production of agricultural commod- 
ities and products as the Secretary of Agri- 
culture deems necessary, by supplying agri- 
cultural workers from the Republic of Mex- 
between the 
United States and the Republic of Mexico), 
the Secretary of Labor is authorized 

“(ly to recruit such workers (including 
any such workers who have resided in the 
United States for the preceding five years, or 
who are temporarily in the United States 
under legal entry}; 

%) to establish and operate reception 
centers at or near the places of actual entry 
of such workers into the continental United 
States for the purpose of receiving and hous- 
ing such workers while arrangements are be- 
ing made for their employment in, or de- 
parture from, the continental United States; 

“*(3) to provide transportation for such 
workers from recruitment centers outside the 
continental United States to such reception 
centers and transportation from such recep- 
tion centers to such recruitment centers 
after termination of employment; 

“*(4) to provide such workers with such 
subsistence, emergency medical care, and 
burial expenses (not exceeding $150 burial 
expenses in any one case) as may be or be- 
come necessary during transportation au- 
thorized by paragraph (3) and while such 
workers-are at reception centers; 

65) to assist such workers and employ- 
ers in negotiating contracts for agricultural 
employment (such workers being free to ac- 
cept or decline agricultural employment with 
any elicible employer and to choose the type 
of agricultural employment they desire, and 
eligible employers being free to offer agricul- 
tural employment to any workers of their 
choice not under contract to other em- 
ployers) ; 

“"(6) to guarantee the performance by 
employers of provisions of such contracts 
relating to the payment of wages or the fur- 
nishing of transportation. 

“Sec. 502. No workers shall be made 
available under this title to any employer 
unless such employer enters into an agree- 
ment with the United States— 

“*(1) to indemnify the United States 
against loss by reason of its guaranty of such 
employer's contracts; 

2) to reimburse the United States for 
essential expenses, not including s=laries or 
expenses of regular department or agency 
personnel, incurred by it for the transporta- 
tion and subsistence of workers under this 
title m amounts not to exceed $15 per work- 
er; and 

3] to pay to the United States, in any 
case in which a worker is not returned to the 
reception center in accordance with the con- 
tract entered into under section 501 (5), an 
amount determined by the Secretary of Labor 
to be equivalent to the normal cost to the 
employer of returning other workers from the 
place of employment to such reception cen- 
ter, less any portion thereof required to be 
paid by other employers. 

Sr. 503. No workers recruited under 
this title shall be available for employment 
in any area unless the Secretary of Labor has 
determined and certified that (1) suficient 
domestic workers who are able, willing, and 
qualified are not available at the time and 
place needed to perform the work for which 
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such workers are to be employed, (2) the em- 
ployment of such workers will not adversely 
affect the wages and working conditions of 
domestic agricultural workers similarly em- 
ployed, and (3) reasonable efforts have been 
made to attract domestic workers for such 
employment at wages and standard hours of 
work comparable to those offered to foreign 
workers. 

“Sec. 504. Workers recruited under this 
title who are not citizens of the United States 
shall be admitted to the United States sub- 
ject to the immigration laws (or if already 
in, for not less than the preceding five years 
or by virtue of legal entry, and otherwise 
eligible for admission to, the United States 
may, pursuant to arrangements between the 
United States and the Republic of Mexico, be 
permitted to remain therein) for such time 
and under such conditions as may be speci- 
fled by the Attorney General but, notwith- 
standing any other provision of law or regu- 
lation, no penalty bond shall be required 
which imposes liability upon any person for 
the failure of any such worker to depart from 
the United States upon termination of em- 
ployment: Provided, That no workers shall 
be made available under this title to, nor 
shall any workers made available under this 
title be permitted to remain in the employ 
of, any employer who has in his employ any 
Mexican alien when such employer knows 
or has reasonable grounds to believe or sus- 
pect or by reasonable inquiry could have 
ascertained that such Mexican alien is not 
lawfully within the United States. 

“ ‘Sec, 505. (a) Section 210 (a) (1) of the 
Social Security Act, as amended, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof a new subpara- 
graph as follows; 

“* “(C) Service performed by foreign 
agricultural workers under contracts entered 
into in accordance with title V of the Agri- 
cultural Act of 1949, as amended.” 

“*(b) Section 1426 (b) (1) of the Internal 
Revenue Code, as amended, is amended by 
adding at the end thereof a new subpara- 
graph as follows: 

“* “(C) Service performed by foreign 
agricultural workers under cgntracts entered 
into in accordance with title V of the Agri- 
cultural Act of 1949, as amended.” 

„ee) Workers recruited under the provi- 
sions of this title shall not be subject to the 
head tax levied under section 2 of the Im- 
migration Act of 1917 (8 U. S. C., sec. 132). 

“ ‘Sec. 506. For the purposes of this title, 
the Secretary of Labor is authorized— 


“*(1) to enter into agreements with Fed- 


eral and State agencies; to utilize (pursuant 
to such agreements) the facilities and serv- 
ices of such agencies; and to allocate or 
transfer funds or otherwise to pay or reim- 
burse such agencies for expenses in con- 
nection therewith; 

“*(2) to accept and utilize voluntary and 
uncompensated services; and 

“*(3) when necessary to supplement the 
domestic agricultural labor force, to cooper- 
ate with the Secretary of State in negotiating 
and carrying’ out agreements or arrange- 
ments relating to the employment in the 
United States, subject to the immigration 
laws, of agricultural workers from the Re- 
public of Mexico. 

“ ‘Sec. 507. For the purposes of this title 

1) The term “agricultural employ- 
ment” includes services or activities included 
within the provisions of section 3 (f) of the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as 
amended, or section 1426 (h) of the Internal 
Revenue Code, as amended, horticultural 
employment, cotton ginning, compressing 
and storing, crushing of oil seeds, and the 
packing, canning, freezing, drying, or other 
processing of perishable or seasonable agri- 
cultural products. 

“*(2) The term “employer” shall include 
an association, or other group, of employers, 
but only if (A) those of its members for 
whom workers are being obtained are bound, 
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in the event of its default, to carry out the 
obligations undertaken by it pursuant to 
section 502, or (B) the Secretary determines 
that such individual liability is not neces- 
sary to assure performance of such obli- 
gations. 

“Sec. 508. Nothing in this act shall be 
construed as limiting the authority of the 
Attorney General, pursuant to the general 
immigration laws, to permit the importa- 
tion of aliens of any nationality for agri- 
cultural employment as defined in section 
507, or to permit any such alien who entered 
the United States legally to remain for the 
purpose of engaging in such agricultural 
employment under such conditions and for 
such time as he, the Attorney General, shall 
specify. 

“ Sec. 509. No workers will be made avail- 
able under this titl^ for employment after 
December 31, 1953.” 

And the House agree to the same. 


HarcLp D. COOLEY, 

W. R. POAGE, 

GEORGE GRANT, 

CLIFFORD R, HOPE, 

AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 

CLYDE- R. Hoey, 

SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, 

GEORGE D, AIKEN, 

MILTON R. YOUNG, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendment of 
the House to the bill (S. 984) to amend the 
Agricultural Act of 1949, submit the fol- 
lowing statement in explanation of the ac- 
tion agreed upon by the conferees and recom- 
mended in the accompanying conference re- 
port: 

The House amendment to the bill struck 
out all after the enacting clause and inserted 
in lieu thereof the text of the House bill, H. R. 
3283, which had been adopted by the House 
as reported by the Committee on Agriculture. 

The bill as agreed upon by the committee 
of conference and recommended in the ac- 
companying report is a substitute in lieu of 
the amendment made by the House to the 
Senate bill. In the main it adopts most of 
the provisions of the Senate bill with the 
exception of Section 509, which has been 
eliminated from the substitute agreed upon 
by the committee of conference. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


The purpose of this bill is to authorize 
and implement an agreement with Mexico 
under which Mexican agricultural workers 
may be available when needed, and when 
such workers are not available from the do- 
mestic labor force, to assist in growing, 
harvesting, and preparing for consumption 
crops grown in the United States. It is a 
bill which is of great interest and benefit 
to the consumer, as well as to the farmer 
engaged in the production of these crops, for 
with the exception of cotton and sugar beets 
almost all of the crops on which it is expect- 
ed such labor may be needed are crops such 
as fruits and vegetables which move direct- 
ly to the consumer. If there is insufficient 
labor to tend or harvest these crops, caus- 
ing even a temporary shortage or disrup- 
tion of their movement to market, this is a 
situation which is certain to be felt im- 
mediately by consumers in the form of di- 
minished supplies of such fruits and vege- 
tables and higher prices for those which are 
on the market. It is essential to the sta- 
bilization of our economy that these agricul- 
tural commodities be brought to market in 
sufficient volume to maintain stability of 
supplies and prices. 

Differences between the House bill and the 
bill agreed upon by the committee of con- 
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ference and recommended in the accom- 
panying report are explained below: 


SECTION 501 


The only change in this section is in sub- 
section (1) where the committee of confer- 
ence has adopted the Senate language re- 
quiring that workers eligible for employment 
under this bill shall be in the United States 
under legal entry and has added a provi- 
sion which will permit also the hiring of 
any Mexican national who has resided in 
the United States for the previous five years. 
This will prevent the hiring of so-called 
“wetbacks” under the contracts authorized 
by this bill but will permit those Mexicans 
who actually have lived for many years in 
the United States, even though their entry 
might not have conformed to legal require- 
ments, to obtain agricultural work, The 
committee of conference believes that this 
provision is necessary in essential justice to 
the many Mexicans who, because of the close- 
ness of Mexico and the United States and the 
traditional freedom of movement across the 
border, may have entered the United States 
without complying with immigration for- 
malities, but who have been for many years 
continuous and useful residents in the 
United States. It should be remembered 
that even though such Mexicans may meet 
the requirements of this provision and be 
acceptable to their American employers, they 
still cannot be contracted without the con- 
sent of the Mexican government. 


SECTION 502 
In subsection (2) the amount “$10” is 


changed to 815.“ 


SECTION 503 

Two changes are made in this section: 

(1) The committee of conference has ac- 
cepted the Senate requirement that the de- 
termination as to the availability of domestic 
workers for agricultural purposes shall be 
made by the Secretary of Labor, instead of by 
the Regional Director, Bureau of Employ- 
ment Security, United States Department of 
Labor for the area involved, as provided in 
the House bill. This appears to the com- 
mittee of conference to be a relatively minor 
change, since the Regional Director works 
under and by delegation of authority from 
the Secretary of Labor and it is assumed 
by the committee of conference that, inas- 
much as time is frequently of the essence in 
the hiring of agricultural labor and harvest- 
ing of agricultural crops, the Secretary of 
Labor will delegate to the Regional Director 
the authority to make these determinations 
where the time element is important and 
where reference to the Secretary himself 
would entail any measurable delay. 

(2) The committee of conference also ac- 
cepted the provision of the Senate bill re- 
quiring that the Secretary of Labor must 
certify before foreign labor may be utilized 
under the terms of this bill that reasonable 
efforts have been made to attract domestic 
workers for such employment at wages and 
standard hours of work comparable to those 
offered to foreign workers. 

SECTION 504 

Two changes are made by the committee 
of conference in this section: 

(1) On Page 4, Line 12 of the House bill 
after the word “in” the words “for not less 
than the preceding five years or” have been 
added. This is the same change made in 
section 501 (1) and was discussed under the 
amendments to that section. 

(2) The conference has accepted the pro- 
viso to this section contained in the Senate 
bill which provides that no workers shall be 
made available under the terms of this bill 
nor permitted to remain in the employ of 
any employer who is using wetback“ labor. 

SECTION 508 

In this section the committee of confer- 

ence has accepted the House language of 
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subsection (1). This permits the employ- 
ment of workers made available under the 
bill in various types of processing plants 
which are intimately related to and con- 
nected with the production of agricultural 
commodities and which perform functions 
which must be carried out before those 
commodities can be made available for use 
or consumption. Virtually all of these 
processing plants are located actually out in 
the country or in small cities and towns 
which are entirely rural in character. They 
are affected by the same labor conditions 
which apply to the farms, orchards, and 
other agricultural operations in the area. In 
those few instances where processing plants 
of this type are located in larger cities— 
where there might be presumed to he some 
supply of domestic labor available—they will 
be necessarily removed from agricultural 
areas and environments to such an extent 
that the required certification by the Secre- 
tary of Labor that domestic labor is not 
available will in most instances amount to a 
certification for each individual plant. 

In subsection (2) of section 508 the com- 
mittee of conference has adopted the Senate 
language which requires that associations 
who act as employers under the terms of this 
bill shall be acceptable for that purpose only 
if the individual members thereof are bound 
by the obligations made by the association 
or if the Secretary determines that such in- 
dividual liability is not necessary. 


DOUGLAS AMENDMENT 


The committee of conference has elimi- 
nated from the bill section 509 of the Sen- 
ate bill. It has done this on the grounds 
that this general revision of the immigra- 
tion laws is not germane to the purpose of 
this bill, which is that of providing statu- 
tory authority for the use of Mexican workers 
under a contractual relationship between 
the United States and Mexico and with the 
workers themselves. The committee of con- 
ference is sympathetic to the objectives of 
eliminating the abuses which have stemmed 
from the employment of wetback labor. It 
believes that the bill reported herewith will 
go far in correcting that situation and that 
any general revision of the immigration 
laws which may be necessary to further 
improve this situation should be made by 
the committees of the respective Houses havy- 
—.— a jurisdiction over that subject matter. 

The committee r as a matter of 
general knowledge that such legislation is 
now pending in the Senate and that the 
appropriate committee of the House has 
undertaken hearings and investigations for 
the purpose of bringing out such legisla- 
tion in the House if it is found to be 
necessary. 

The committee believes that this bill will, 
in fact, do much to help solve this vexing 
problem. It will provide an open door 

which those Mexicans who want 
to work in the United States can enter 
and be employed here legally under terms 
which will safeguard their rights and their 
interests in the manner far better than they 
could ever be safeguarded under any form 
of illegal entry and employment. It for- 
bids any employer who has wetback labor 
in his employment from obtaining assistance 
under the terms of this legislation. It thus 
makes it distinctively to the advantage of 
both the employer and the Mexican worker 
to operate on an entirely legal basis under 
the provisions of this bill. 

Harotp D. COOLEY, 


Managers on the Part of the House 
of Representatives. 


Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the conference report 
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and that the statement be read in lieu 
of the report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, do I under- 
stand the gentleman is asking to take 
up 2 conference report at this time? 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Will the gen- 
tleman explain what the conference re- 
port is? 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes. It is a confer- 
ence report on the Mexican labor bill. 
I might point out the concessions made 
by the House and Senate. 

In the House bill certification in re- 
gard to the availability of labor in par- 
ticular localities was required to be made 
in a regional office. There was some ob- 
jection to that, even in the House. The 
Senate bill provided that the Secretary 
of Labor would be charged with the re- 
sponsibility of making the necessary 
certification. The House receded in its 
position and accepted the provisions 
contained in the Senate bill. 

The Secretary of Labor must first 
certify that there 's no local labor avail- 
able to perform the services which need 
to be performed. That certainly should 
be pleasing to those who were afraid that 
the American labor market might be 
impaired. 

Secondly, I might call your attention 
to the fact that the House bill provided 
position costs of $10 for the transporta- 
tion of each one of the Mexican laborers 
and the Senate bill contained a provi- 
sion for $20. That was compromised, 
and the conference report indicates that 
the conferees agreed on $15. 

Ther. there was another provision. in 
the bill in regard to the employment of 
wetbacks. We have agreed upon a pro- 
vision which will not make available any 
Mexican to perform services for an em- 
ployer who at the time has in his 
employment a wetback. 

We also have a provision in the con- 
ference report which will permit wet- 
backs to be employed only if they have 
been in this country more than 5 years, 
and only if such employment is ap- 
proved by the Mexican Government. 
We believe that that is a reasonable pro- 
vision, for during the course of the de- 
bate it was pointed out that many, many 
Mexicans have been in this country for 
many, many years, some of them have 
even married American citizens, their 
children are American citizens, and they 
have resided here for a long, long period 
of time, and it would be a hardship not 
to permit them to accept farm labor em- 
ployment. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The 
gentleman, I know, will state that this 
was a unanimous agreement of the con- 
ferees on both sides of the aisle. 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The 
primary purpose of the bill is to secure 
adequate labor in this country to do this 
particular kind of work in order to secure 
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wore food in the United States in the 
present crisis. I want to urge that the 
conference report be adopted, because it 
is quite vital that this labor be made 
available for different areas in connec- 
tion with the production of sugar, the 
canning of vegetables and fruit, and also 
in cotton-production areas. This labor 
cannot be secured in the United States, 
because American workers will not, as a 
rule, do the particular kind of stoop la- 
bor which is required in order to produce 
this food and fiber so necessary in the 
present crisis. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman is en- 
tirely correct. Might I say it is a unani- 
mous conference report, and I am in- 
formed that the Senate has already 
agreed to the conference report and if 
we agree to take action, the bill will 
probably become law before midnight. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
reserved the right to object in order that 
the minority members of the Committee 
cn Agriculture and those who served on 
this conference committee might be 
present and have the opportunity to ex- 
press themselves, and also that the 
House might have an explanation of the 
measure from the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

I withdraw my reservation of objec- 
tion, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, 
further reserving the right to object, of 
course all the Members here will recog- 
nize that there was considerable con- 
troversy over various provisions in this 
bill when it was before the House. As I 
understand, the House conferees yielded 
in many respects, especially on those 
items about which there was controversy, 
and on which the Members of the House 
expressed opposition to the bill; is that 
correct? 

— COOLEY. The gentleman is cor- 
rec 

Mr. EBERHARTER. So that in many 
respects those who opposed the bill can 
be satisfied that their objections were 
met and have been met, and it is a much 


.better bill, in their opinion, than when 


it was passed by the House. 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. As I understand, 
the opposition was not to the bill it- 
self—there was a recognition that tem- 
porary labor in this country was neces- 
sary—but to try and improve the condi- 
tions incident to their employment. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. That is correct. 
That is my understanding. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota 

Mr. McCARTHY. I would like to say 
to the gentleman I was surprised to hear 
that the agreement was unanimous, in 
that the provisious that we now have 
in the conference report are almost the 
same as were in the Senate bill after the 
Douglas amendment was stricken here 
on a point of order, and that bill, with 
the Douglas amendment, was decisively 
defeated in the House; so those of you 
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who are supporting the Senate bill as a 
substitute I think can support this with- 
out any compunction. I wonder some- 
what, however, about those who opposed 
the Senate bill with the Douglas amend- 
ment stricken. 

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. SHELLEY. Having played some 
part in the opposition to the Poage bill, 
and having supported the effort to sub- 
stitute the Senate bill, I should like to 
say that the conference report is a great 
improvement over the Poage bill. In 
my humble opinion, it does not go as 
far as it should. I think the problem 
of wages and other things that should 
be considered in bringing these nation- 
als in should have been gone into in this 
legislation. However, this conference re- 
port, since the chairman of the commit- 
tee handed me a draft of it a while ago, 
and I have had the opportunity to read 
it, is nowhere rear as objectionable as 
the Poage bill was. I frankly think it 
is an improvement. However, I still 
do not like the legislation and state now 
I am going to vote against adoption of 
the report. I do not think it is the type 
of legislation we should enact in this sit- 
uation, even though it is an improve- 
ment over the bill originally before the 
House several days ago. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield to the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. May I point out that 
the matter of wages is subject to con- 
tract. The wages are fixed and agreed 
upon. ey must be fair, and be ap- 

- proved by our Government and the Gov- 
ernment of Mexico. 

Mr. SHELLEY. I cannot but comment 
that it seems a little ludicrous to ex- 
pect the individual Mexican worker who 
comes in without knowledge of how to 
bargain or negotiate to be in a position 
to bargain with any American farmer 
who is a pretty sharp bargainer and 
get a real wage. 

Mr. COOLEY. I want to make it clear 
that our own Department of Labor will 
have to see to it that these men are 
not exploited. 

Mr. SHELLEY. Without determining 
what the prevailing rate is? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

Mr. HOPE. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, in reply to what 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
McCartHy] has just said to the effect 
that the conference report as agreed 
upon embodies most of the features that 
were contained in the Senate bill with 
the exception of the Douglas amend- 
ment, I simply want to say that at the 
time the Polk amendment was under 
consideration, I stated there were some 
good things in the Senate bill that I 
thought possibly should be adopted and 
I suggested that we vote down the Polk 
amendment and tak, the bill to confer- 
ence. That is what was done. The con- 
ferees have come back I think with a 
better bill than we had before, and one 
that I believe should be satisfactory. 

The thing about the House bill that 
disturbed me somewhat was the charge 

* 
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that the bill in the form in which it 
passed the House possibly would en- 
courage wetbacks to come into this coun- 
try because they could be reeruited after 
they came in. That has been very well 
taken care of, I think, in that the bill as 
agreed upon by the conferees does not 
permit wetbacks to be recruited unless 
they have been here 5 years, and does 
not permit any other Mexican to be 
recruited unless he entered legally. That 
I think is a distinct improvement. I 
think we can defend the 5-year provision 
because those who have been in this 
country 5 years and who have not been 
disturbed by the Immigration Service 
have acquired some measure of stability 
and some rights that perhaps should be 
given consideration. 

Mr. CHELF. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. CHELF. In allaying the fears 
of the gentleman from California, is it 
not true that these Mexicans will be 
paid the prevailing wage scale in the 
particular areas into which they come? 

Mr. HOPE. That was provided in both 
bills, and it is contained in the bill 
agreed on in conference. 

Mr. HAND. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. HAND. I want to suggest that I 
supported the bill in the House, and I 
want to congratulate the ranking Mem- 
bers and the chairman and the conferees 
on what I think constitutes a decided 
improvement in the bill as it passed the 
House. I hope the bill will pass without 
objection now. 

Mr. YORTY. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the fact 
that this bill is better than it was when 
it passed the House. I still do not regard 
it as a good bill because I think we have 
had the opportunity to do something 
about the wetback problem and failed. 

The argument was made on the floor 
here the other day that we should not 
have a penalty provision for hiring wet- 
backs because if we did the farmers 
would be afraid to hire Americans of 
Mexican descent, yet in this bill it is pro- 
vided that if you are using contract 
workers and you are caught using a wet- 
back you will lose your contract workers. 
If you cannot tell Americans of Mexican 
descent from wetbacks as was argued 
is it not true that even under this bill 
the farmers will also be afraid to hire 
Americans of Mexican descent because 
if they happen to hire a wetback they 
will forfeit the right to use contract 
workers. So the whole argument about 
identity was purely specious and put up 
only by people who want to use wet- 
backs and do not want to be forced to use 
contract workers or Americans exclu- 
sively. Our failure to discourage em- 
ployment of wetbacks constitutes a 
threat to American labor standards. 
Some of the gentlemen who refuse to 
vote a penalty for use of wetbacks would 
probably be willing to vote a stringent 
penalty to halt foreign products from 
flooding our markets illegally. This bill 
could still be considerably improved and 
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ought to be. In spite of my strong ob- 
jections at this hour I certainly would 
not refuse the unanimous-consent re- 
quest because I do not believe in obstruc- 
tion. 

Mr. JACKSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
I must confess to a degree of confusion 
with respect to the provisions of the con- 
ference report in light of the statements 
that are at variance from several of the 
representatives who represent consider- 
able elements in the labor groups here in 
the House. There seems to be a decided 
difference of opinion as to the merits of 
the conference report as between the po- 
sition taken by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. EBERHARTER] and the 
position taken by the gentleman from 
California [Mr. Yorty]. I should like to 
have someone inform me as to whether 
the provisions of the conference report, 
as presently before us, are acceptable to 
those elements of organized labor which 
have protested against the passage of 
such legislation. 

Mr. WIER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I had a number of 
amendments to offer the other day on 
this bill when it was before the House. 
But I failed to get an opportunity to 
offer them. Therefore, I want to make 
some comment, and I would, with my 
conscience clear, offer an objection to the 
unanimous-consent motion here, but I 
find that perhaps my offer would be of 
short life anyway, in view of the ex- 
perience we have just had. 

This bill would be passed on Monday, 
so I would only be delaying action on it 
and taking up time. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I am not sold on this 
bill. It still contains a number of evils, 
the greatest of course being with refer- 
ence to the wetback situation. This wet- 
back situation is the threat to a number 
of defenses which were made here the 
other day in behalf of this legislation. 
The gentleman from New Mexico made 
an appeal on the House floor on behalf 
of our Latin-American citizens, as well 
as those of Spanish descent, who may 
now be termed residents of the United 
States. Those are the people that he 
was trying to keep from being penalized. 
The large corporate farm throughout 
this southern area and west coast is the 
one in which the Mexican is used pri- 
marily, on the border and on the west 
coast. The small farmer is gradually 
being sunk by this imported labor, as 
well, and perhaps more by these wet- 
backs. y 

On the question of the wetback situa- 
tion there is one weakness that perhaps 
this Congress is responsible for, and that 
is that the border down there is not 
policed. In your efforts to achieve econ- 
omy, not only on the Mexican border, 
but at other ports of entry into the coun- 
try, you have curtailed the policing 
ability of the department of immigra- 
tion to do a good job. In addition to 
that, the wetback is encouraged, because 
the large farmers and corporation 
plantations, in both Texas and Cali- 
fornia, encourage the wetback because 
the wetback coming in illegally day after 
day and weekend after weekend has no 
defense when he is picked up. He dare 
not squawk, and dare not present any 
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evidence of violation of law, so far as the 
payment of wages, or hours, or housing 
conditions, and so on, are concerned be- 
cause having come illegally into the 
country he can be fully exploited with- 
out any responsibility. The minute he 
squawks he is turned over. 

I think everybody knows that these 
wetbacks do cross the river every night, 
or every day, or whenever they want to, 
and go back and forth across the river. 
They are the threat in the whole situa- 
tion so far as this very much needed 
labor is concerned. I think that is the 
point that is weak here. 

So far as the labor movement is con- 
cerned, let me say this to you: Having 
associated myself over a long period of 
time with labor problems, personally I 
have no objection to this labor if it 
comes through on a contract basis and 
is properly policed and if these people 
who come into the country. are on con- 
tract work and properly taken care of so 
far as housing and physical welfare 
conditions are concerned. 2 

But the situation is so loose down 
there, as has been said on the floor, that 
out of 500,000 Mexicans who come across 
to do agricultural work here, 400,000 
come in illegally, and 100,000 come in 
legally. That is the evil in the whole 
thing, and in that the labor movement 
does not subscribe and will not subscribe. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIER. I yield. 

Mr. HOPE. This bill, of course, pro- 
vides a legal way in which they can come 
into the country and through which they 
can work under conditions they ought to 
work under. Does not the gentleman 
think that the passage of this bill, af- 
fording as it does this legal opportunity 
and method of coming in, will of itself 
do a great deal to do away with the sit- 
uation where there was previously no 
way by which this labor could come in, 
and no way by which they could work 
in this country except illegally? 

Mr. WIER. That is the point I tried 
to make, that the weakness of this legis- 
lation, and the weakness of the program 
is that the back door is wide open for 
the illegal entry of these people. 

Mr. HOPE. Before this bill you had 
no door, except the back door, and now 
you have a front door by which they can 
come in, and I think they will come in 

-in that legal way provided in this bill. 

Mr. WIER. Mr. Speaker, in view of 
the fact that I would gain very little ex- 
cept take up some of the very valuable 
time of the House which I know the 
Members are interested in using on other 
matters, I will withdraw my reservation 
and say that I am not happy about this 
legislation as a member of the Commit- 
tee on Labor. Let me say, however, that 
this bill got off to a bad start. If it had 
been referred to the proper committee, 
the Committee on Labor and Education, 
we might have fixed some of these weak 
spots. z 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva- 
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement, 
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The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the conference report. 
The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
ANNOUNCEMENT 


The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
MCCORMACK]. 

Mr. MCCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, the 
conferees are now meeting on the tem- 
porary appropriations resolution. In 
view of that I think it would be well for 
the Speaker to declare another recess to 
await the report of the conferees. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair trusts the 
gentleman will urgé the Members to stay 
within reach of the bells. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Expressly I urge 
the Members to stay here until we defi- 
nitely know what can be done. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr, BROWN of Ohio. In all probabil- 
ity there are only one or two questions at 
issue now in the conference report; is 
that correct? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Probably three of 
a principal nature. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And in all prob- 
ability the conferees could reach an 
agreement soon. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I prefer not to 
express an opinion on that, but I can as- 
sure the membership that the leadership 
will keep in close touch with the con- 
ferees and will cooperate with the mem- 
bership of the House in securing as ex- 
peditious action as possible. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And the mem- 
bership of the House will at least meet 
their own responsibility if they stay here 
a while and give the conferees an oppor- 
tunity to bring back a report. 


RECESS 


The SPEAKER. The Chair declares a 
recess subject to the call of the Chair. 
The bells will be rung 15 minutes before 
the House reassembles. 

Thereupon (at 4 o’clock and 39 min- 
utes p. m.) the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 


AFTER RECESS 


The recess having expired (at 7 o’clock 
and 37 minutes p. m.), the House was 
called to order by the Speaker. 


TEMPORARY APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 


Mr. CANNON submitted the following 
conference report and statement on the 
resolution (H. J. Res. 277) making tem- 
porary appropriations for the fiscal year 
1952, and for other purposes: 


CONFERENCE REPORT (H. Repr. No. 669) 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the joint reso- 
lution (H. J. Res. 277) “making temporary 
appropriations for the fiscal year 1952, and 
for other purposes,” having met, after full 
and free conference, have agreed to recom- 
mend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ment numbered 6. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate num- 
bered 1, 2, 3, 8, and 9, and agree to the 
same. 


JUNE 30 


Amendment numbered 4: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be stricken 
out and inserted by the said amendment, 
insert the following: (e) Such amounts 
(but not to exceed $2,500,000 for Interna- 
tional Development) as may be necessary 
fo~ the carrying out, at a rate not in excess of 
that which obtained in the fourth quarter 
of the fiscal year 1951, of projects and activ- 
ities under applicable appropriations as fol- 
lows:"; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 5: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 5, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
Restore the matter stricken out by said 
amendment, amended to read as follows: 
“(not to exceed $145,000,000)”; and the Sen- 
ate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 7: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
Restore the matter strichen out by said 
amendment, amended to read as follows: 
“and, in addition to the amounts herein 
appropriated, funds heretofore appropriated 
for Mutual Defense Assistance, Economic Co- 
operation (to be available only for the pur- 
poses of the “India Emergency Food Aid Act 
of 1951“), and China Area Aid shall remain 
available (but not beyond the limiting date 
specified in clause (c) of section 4) for pro- 
grams, projects, and activities initiated prior 
to July 1, 1951."; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

CLARENCE CANNON, 

Joun J, ROONEY, 

J. VAUGHAN Gary, 

KARL STEFAN, 

CLIFF CLEVENGER, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


KENNETH S. WHERRY, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 

The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendments of 
the Senate to the joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 277) making temporary appropriations 
for the fiscal year 1952, and for other pur- 
poses, submit the following statement in 
explanation of the effect of the action agreed 
upon and recommended in the accompany- 
ing conference report as to each of such 
amendments, namely: 

Amendment No. 1, bases available funds 
on first quarter (except Department of De- 
fense) as proposed by the Senate instead 
of fourth quarter as proposed by the House. 

Amendments Nos. 2 and 3, restrict dbli- 
gations by Department of Defense to not 
in excess of fifty percent more than pro- 
vided in fourth quarter of fiscal year 1951 
as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendments Nos, 4, 5, and 6, provide for 
Mutual Defense, Economic Cooperation, 
China Area Aid, International Development 
and Institute of Inter-American Affairs as 
proposed by the House but limits amount 
for Economic Cooperation to $145,000,000 and 
International Development to $2,500,000. 

Amendment No. 7, reappropriates funds as 
proposed by the House but provides that 
funds reappropriated for Economic Coopera- 
tion shall be available only for the purposes 
of the Indian Emergency Food Aid Act, 

Amendment No. 8, bases funds available 
to the District of Columbia on the first quar- 
ter as proposed by the Senate instead of 
the fourth quarter as proposed by the House. 

* 


1951 


Amendment No. 9, restricts purchases of 
passenger carrying vehicles as proposed by 
the Senate, 

CLARENCE CANNON, 

Joun J. Rooney, 

J. VAUGHAN Gary, 

KARL STEFAN, 

CLIFF CLEVENGER, +* 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the conference report 
and ask unanimous consent that the 
statement of the managers on the part 
of the House be read in lieu of the report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

Mr, CANNON. Mr. Speaker, this 
statement embodies a complete agree- 
ment on all items in disagreement be- 
tween the two Houses. The conference 
report is approved and signed by all 
managers on the part of the House and 
all managers on the part of the Senate. 
It was a very satisfactory conference, 
and the report here submitted meets 
with the approval of all conferees, both 
of the House and the Senate. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, this re- 
port is agreeable to the minority mem- 
bers of the conference committee and 
to most Members o this side of the aisle. 
I feel that the resolution as adopted by 
the conferees is a great improvement 
over the House resolution. There is con- 
siderable savings in it, and I think we 
protect the military and all defense be- 
cause it allows them the same rate of 
expenditure as was allowed for the 
fourth quarter, but it leaves expendi- 
tures of other governmental activities 
on the basis of the first quarter. The 
minority would have offered some. of 
these helpful amendments if the closed 
rule had not been adopted. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. Brown]. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
I have asked for this time to urge all 
Members to support this conference re- 
port. I have also asked for this time to 
point out that the difficulty in which we 
found ourselves today was to a great 
extent absolutely unnecessary. 

Two days ago we had before this House 
a rule to consider the resolution which 
is now before us. That rule was a gag 
rule which prohibited the membership 
of this House from working its will on 
this particular resolution. By the nar- 
row margin of four votes, that closed or 
gag rule which shut off the offering of 
amendments was adopted by the House. 
Had that rule been defeated, as I an- 
nounced at that time, I would have then 
offered an amendment to the rule that 
would have stricken out the gag portion 
of the resolution and permitted amend- 
ments to the joint resolution, and in 
turn would have allowed us, the elected 
representatives of the people in the 
House of Representatives, to speak the 
true wishes of the American people. As 
the gentleman from New York IMr. 
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TABER] so ably pointed out during gen- 
eral debate on the resolution, had there 
been an opportunity to offer amend- 
ments to the resolution, most of the 
amendments which were written into it 
by the other body would, at least, in sub- 
stance, been presented to the House and, 
in my opinion, would have been adopted. 
As a result of the gag or the closed rule, 
we did not have the opportunity to offer 
or vote on those amendments, 

The resolution went to the other body, 
where amendments similar in substance 
to those we expected and desired to offer 
in the House were written into the reso- 
lution. I am happy to say that the sub- 
stance of most of those amendments that 
were adopted in the other body are in- 
cluded in the conference report. In fact, 
it seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that the 
conference report strengthens the 
amendments which were offered in the 
other body and even goes further in 
carrying out the desire that we in the 
minority had for original action here in 
the House than anything that I have seen 
in a legislative way for a long time. 

Perhaps we should draw a lesson from 
that which has happened, because we 
have just caused ourselves a great deal 
of trouble. We found, if we adopt a gag 
rule shutting off debate here in the House 
on an important matter such as this, 
that the other body where they have free 
debate and free opportunity to offer 
amendments does act and does carry out 
the real demand of the taxpayers that 
the Congress take some concrete action 
in stopping the Federal Government 
from dissipating the taxpayer’s money 
on nondefense items. They have acted 
in this case and they have reported 
through this conference committee a 
much better resolution than we had here 
in the House as originally adopted and I 
am hoping each and every Member of 
the body can now support this resolution. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, the ideal 
system of legislative procedure has two 
primary objectives—to protect the rights 
of the minority and, as the distinguished 
Parliamentarian of the House, Mr. 
Deschler, well says in the preface to the 
House Manual, to permit a majority to 
work its will in the face of the opposition 
of an obstructive minority. 

Mr. Speaker, we always invite the co- 
operation of the minority. But where 
obstruction replaces cooperation the 
rules of the House confer on the majority 
not only the right but the duty of enact- 
ing needed legislation, regardless of that 
obstruction. 

Certainly the occasion warrants the 
exercise of that duty. And certainly the 
action of the majority in adopting the 
rule referred to by the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. Brown] is warranted and vin- 
dicated here this afternoon. 

Here in tae closing hours of the fiscal 
year, with the deadline only 4 hours 
away, when the minority has interposed 
every possible obstacle to the orderly 
consideration of a continuing resolution, 
although such resolutions have for time 
immemorial been passed by general con- 
sent, the majority has no choice but to 
employ the previous question or any 
other procedure necessary to continue 
the operation of the Government for the 
next 30 days. 
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But the gentleman goes even further 
and makes the astounding statement 
that the conference report before the 
House conforms to the Senate amend- 
ments. Nothing could be further from 
the facts, as even a cursory reañing 
of the report and the statement will 
indicate. 

The report before the House is—in its 
major provisions—the resolution passed 
by the House and messaged to the Sen- 
ate. Only in such minor respects as 
changes from one quarter to another, 
limitation of ECA appropriations to 
$145,000,000, and technical assistance 
programs to $2,509,000, did the House 
accede to the Senate. 

In the essential features of the con- 
tinuing resolution, such as reduction of 
mutual defense assistance from $900,- 
000,000 to $250,000,000 attempted by the 
Senate, reduction of China area aid, 
Formosa, and southwest Asia, by some- 
thing like 80 percent, elimination of 
$456,000,000 of unobligated balances for 
foreign aid purposes, reduction of sup- 
port for the Institute of Inter-American 
Affairs, drastic changes which would 
have left General Eisenhower's forces 
without critical equipment and im- 
periled the success of our efforts to 
unite the free nations of Europe and 
bring about permanent peace, the Senate 
yielded. And the resolution as it goes 
to the President is so predominantly the 
House version, that we can be assured it 
will meet with the President’s approval. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. ROONEY. Would not the very 
fact that the result in defeating the 
opponents of the Eisenhower plan in 
their attempt to continue the flow of 
funds to General Eisenhower, in order 
to prevail upon the countries of Western 
Europe to ban together in a common de- 
f-nse against communism, justify the 
procedure taken in the past 2 days? In 
the action now before the House those 
opponents of the Eisenhower plan have 
been defeated thoroughly and decisively. 

Mr. CANNON. Unquestionably. The 
Senate amendments cut the Eisenhower 
program and the Eisenhower funds to 
less than one-third of those provided by 
the House. The extent to which the. 
other body went, in its efforts to strip 
the resolution, is apparent when it is 
remembered that the amendment pro- 
posed by the minority when the measure 
was before the House, proposed to reduce 
General Eisenhower’s funds only one- 
third of the high quarter, whereas the 
Senate amendments, rejected in the 
pending conference report, proposed to 
reduce them two-thirds of the low 
quarter. - 

At this crucial hour in international 
relations, when General Eisenhower is 
winning the support and confidence of 
all European allies, this conference re- 
port prevents interference with his pro- 
gram by rejecting the Senate amend- 
ments and providing the full amount 
carried by the resolution as it passed the 
House and went to the Senate. 

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. CANNON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Illinois, 

Mr. BUSBEY. I would like to ask the 
distinguished chairman of our Commit- 
tee on Appropriations to clarify a situ- 
ation which troubles me. I received the 
impression from the gentleman from 
Chio, representing the minority, that in 
this conference report practically every- 
thing was in it that the Senate had 
written into it. Now I get the impres- 
sion from the gentleman from Missouri 
that the conference report does not in- 
clude what the Senate wanted or what 
the House wanted in it. I would like to 
have a little clarification now. 

Mr. CANNON. The gentleman need 
not listen to either the gentleman from 
Ohio or the gentleman from Missouri. 
All that it is necessary for him to do to 
understand the situation fully, is to 
examine the statement just read from 
the desk. 

Mr. Speaker, unless someone else de- 
sires to be heard, I move the previous 
question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the conference report. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 256, nays 12, answered “pres- 
ent” 1, not voting 163, as follows: 


[Roll No. 100] 
YEAS—256 

Colmer Hand 
Abernethy Combs Harden 
Adair Cooley Harris 
Addonizio Cooper Harrison, Wyo. 
Albert Corbett Hart 
Allen, Calif, Crosser Harvey 
Andersen, Crumpacker Havenner 

H. Carl Curtis,Nebr. Hays, Ark. 
Andresen, Hedrick 
August H. Davis, Wis. Heller 

Andrews Dawson Herlong 
Anfuso Deane Heselton 
Angell DeGraffenried Hess 

Dempsey Bill 
Auchincloss Denton Hillings 
Baker Devereux Hinshaw 
Baring D'Ewart Hoeven 
Barrett Dollinger Holifield 
Bates, Mass. Donohue Holmes 
Battle Donovan Hope 
Beamer Dorn Horan 
Beckworth Doyle Howell 
Beicher Eberharter Hull 
Bennett, Fla. Elliott Hunter 
Bennett, Mich. Ellsworth 
Bentsen Elston Jackson, Calif, 
Berry Engle James 
Betts Feighan Jarman 
Blackney Fellows Javits 
Blatnik Fenton Jensen 
Bosone Forand Johnson 
Bow Ford Jones, 
Boykin Forrester W. W. 
Bramblett Frazier Judd 
Brehm Fulton Karsten, Mo. 
Brown, Ga. Furcolo Kearns 
Brown, Ohio Gamble Keati 
Brownson Gary Kelly, N. Y. 
Budge Gavin Kennedy 
Burdick George Kerr 
Burleson Golden Kersten, Wis. 
Burnside Goodwin King 
Burton Gordon Kirwan 
Bush Lane 
Canfieid Graham Lanham 
Cannon Granahan Lantaff 
Case Granger Lesinski 
Chelf Grant Lind 
Chenoweth Green Lovre 
Chudoff Greenwood Lucas 
Clevenger Gregory Lyle 
Cole, Kans. Hall, McConnell 
Cole, N. Y. Edwin Arthur McCormack 
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Patterson Smith, Miss, 
McGrath Spence 
McGuire Philbin Springer 
McKinnon Phillips Staggers 
McMullen Pickett Steed 
McVey Polk Stefan 
Machrowicz Price Stigler 
Mack, Il. Priest Sutton 
Mack, Wash. Rabaut Talle 

Rains Teague 
Magee Reams Thomas 
Mahon Reece, Tenn Thompson, 
Marshall Reed, Mich. 
Meader Reed, N. Y. Thompson, Tex. 
Miller, 2 Rhodes Thornberry 
Miller, Md. Ribicoff Tollefson 
Miller, Nebr. Richards Van Zandt 
Miller, N. Y. Rodino Vaughn 
Milis Rogers, Colo. Vinson 
Mitchell Rogers, Mass Vursell 
Morris Rogers, Tex Walter 
Morton Rooney Watts 
Moulder Sadlak 
Multer Sasscer Wheeler 
Mumma Saylor Whitaker 
Murdock Schwabe Wickersham 
Murphy Scrivner ier 
Nelson r Williams, N. Y. 
Nicholson Seely-Brown Willis 
O'Brien, Mich. Shelley Wilson, Tex. 
O'Toole Sheppard Winstead 
Passman Sieminski Withrow ‘ 
Patman Simpson, Pa. Yates “` 
Patten Sittler Zablocki 


ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1 
Anderson, Calif. 


NAYS—12 : 
Bishop Gross Smith, Kans. 
Busbey Jenison Velde 
Church Rankin Wuson, Ind. 
Crawford Simpson, il. Wood, Idaho 
NOT VOTING—163 
Abbitt Garmatz Ostertag 
Allen, Il. Gathings Poage 
Allen, La, Gillette Potter 
Arends Gossett Poulson 
g Gwinn Powell 
Hagen Preston 
Bailey Hale Prouty 
Bakewell 
Barden Leonard W. Radwan 
Bates, Ky. Halleck Ramsay 
Beall Hardy Redden 
Bender Harrison, Va. Rees, Kans, 
Boggs, Del. Hays, Ohio 
Boggs, La. Hébert Riehlman 
Bo Heffernan Riley 
Bolton Herter Rivers 
Bonner Hoff: tll. Roberts 
Bray Hoffman, Mich. Robeson 
Breen Jackson, Wash. Rogers, 5 
Brooks Jenkins Roosevelt 
Bryson Jonas Sabath 
Buckley Jones, Ala. St. George 
Buffett Jones, Mo. t, Hardie 
Butler Jones, 
Byrne, N. Y. Hamilton C. Hugh D., Jr. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Camp Kearney Shafer 
Carlyle Kelley, Pa Sheehan 
Carnahan Short 
Celler Kilburn S 
Chatham Kilday Smith, Va. 
Chi Klein Smith, Wis. 
Clemente Kluczynski Stanley 
Cotton Larcade Stockman 
Coudert Latham Taber 
Cox LeCompte Tackett 
Taylor 
Curtis, Mo. McCulloch Towe 
Davis, Ga. McGregor Trimble 
Davis, Tenn. McMillan Vail 
Delaney Mansfield Van Pelt 
Denny Martin, Iowa Vorys 
Dingell Martin, Mass. Weichel 
Dolliver Mason Welch 
Dondero Merrow Werdel 
Doughton Morano Whitten 
Durham Morgan Widnall 
Eaton Morrison Wigglesworth 
Evins Murray, Tenn. Williams, Miss. 
Fallon Murray, Wis. Wolcott 
Fernandez Norblad Wolverton 
Fine Norrell Wood, Ga. 
Fisher O'Brien, Il. Wi 
Flood Q Yorty 
Fogarty O’Konski 
Fugate O'Neill 


So the conference report was agreed to. 
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The Clerk announced the following 


pairs: 


On this vote: 
Mr. Tackett for, with Mr. Anderson of 


California against. 


Until further notice: 


Mr. Celler with Mr. Halleck. 
Mr. Yorty with Mr. Martin of Massachu- 


setts. 


Mr. Keogh with Mr. Arends. 
Klein with Mr. Wolverton, 
Fine with Mr. Eaton. 
Buckley with Mr. Jenkins. 
Flood with Mr. Allen of Illinois, 
Evins with Mr. Short. 
Murray of Tennessee with Mr. Taber. 
Roberts with Mr. Towe. 
Trimble with Mr. Kean. 
Whitten with Mr. Bakewell. 
Williams with Mr. Beall. 
Kelley of Pennsylvania with Mr. 
regor. 
. Redden with Mr. Coudert. 
Mr. Garmatz with Mr. Gwinn. 
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Mr. Smith of Virginia with Mr. Dondero. 
Mr. Stanley with Mr. Dolliver. 

Mr. Fugate with Leonard W. Hall. 

Mr. Hardy with Mr. Herter. 

Mr. Robeson with Mr. Hoffman of Michigan. 
Mr. Bonner with Mr. Jonas. 

Mr. Durham with Mr. Latham. 

Mr. Abbitt with Mr. Kearney. 

Mr. Mansfield with Mr. Hoffman of Illinois, 
Mr. Jackson of Washington with Mr, 


Weichel. 


Mr. Powell with Mr. Widnall. 
Mr. Rivers with Mr. — 


Mr. Bates of Kentucky with Mr. Shafer. 
Mr. O’Brien of Illinois with Mr, Butler. 
Mr. Kilday with Mr. Werdel. 

Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Hardie Scott. 


. Quinn with Mr. Cotton, 

Clemente with Mr. Morano. 

Delaney with Mr. McCulloch, 

Cox with Mr. Chiperfield. 

Davis of Georgia with Mr. Buffett. 

. Sikes with Mr. Hale. . 
. Wood of Georgia with Mr. Boggs of 
are. 

- Riley with Mr. Vorys. 

. Regan with Mr. Wolcott. 

Hays of Ohio with Mr. Hugh D. Scott, 


Hébert with Mr. Riehlman. 

. Larcade with Mr. Potter. 

Chatham with Mr. Poulson. 
Carlyle with Mr. O'Hara. 

. Carnahan with Mr. Norblad. 

. Fogarty with Mr. Merrow. 

. Gathings with Mr. Martin of Iowa. 
. Boggs of Louisiana with Mr. Denny. 
. Bryson with Mr. Curtis of Missouri. 
. Bolling with Mr. Hagen. 

. Bailey with Mr. Sheehan. 

. Norrell with Mr. Radwan. 

Jones of Alabama with Mr. O’Konski. 
Brooks with Mr. Byrnes of Wisconsin. 
. McMillan of South Carolina with Mr, 
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. Sabath with Mr. Gillette. 

. Secrest with Mr. Rees of Kansas. 
Jones of Missouri with Mr. Van Pelt. 

. Hamilton C. Jones with Mr: Woodruff. 


REE 


E 
S 
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Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I have a live pair with the gen- 
tleman from Arkansas, Mr, TACKETT. 
Had he been present he would have 
voted “yea.” I withdraw my vote of 
“nay” and vote “present.” 

Mr. Bunce changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

Mr. Gross, Mr. RANKIN, and Mrs, 
CuurcH changed their vote from “yea” 
to “nay.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. BECKWORTH asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 5 minutes today, following any spe- 
cial orders heretofore entered. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous or- 
der of the House, the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. CANFIELD] is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 


TEEN-AGE DRUG ADDICTION 


Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, teen- 
age drug addiction is a world-wide social 
danger. It is found not only in the 
United States but also in Canada, Tur- 
key, Germany, Japan, China, even in 
London where there has been consider- 
able disclosure of B-bop marijuana par- 
ties. 

Our representative at the United Na- 
tions, Dr. Harry J. Anslinger, Federal 
Commissioner of Narcotics, has urged 
all nations to examine their situations 
very closely making no attempt to con- 
ceal the real facts with their threat to 
civilization. He insists that confidential 
reports from abroad paint a terrifying 
picture of teen-age addiction. 

As a member of the House subcom- 
mittee having jurisdiction over Treas- 
ury Department appropriations, I spon- 
sored and obtained for the Federal Bu- 
reau of Narcotics, extra funds to help 
ferret out illegal sources of supply in 
Europe and to break up a number of 
foreign gangs smuggling heroin into 
our country. This was in 1949 and both 
Treasury Secretary John W. Snyder 
and Dr. Anslinger have told our com- 
mittee the monies allowed, a compara- 

ively meager sum, brought extraordi- 
nary dividends. 

Appraising the situation in the light 
of current developments and after re- 
cent talks with Dr. Anslinger, I believe 
that his small bureau of 189 agents 
should be augmented at once. It is my 
understanding that he would like to 
have about 75 more agents and I believe 
that every one should be allowed. 

Dr. Anslinger believes that the threat 
in the United States can be erased with 
this additional help in his Bureau plus 
a more realistic attitude and coopera- 
tion on the part of our States and cities 
with stiffer penalties being imposed by 
the courts. 

The Treasury Department seeks the 
enactment of House bill 3490 by Repre- 
sentative Boas, of Louisiana, and Sen- 
ate bill 1702 by Senator DIRKSEN, of Illi- 
nois, providing for stiffer penalties for 
dope peddlers. The Boggs bill imposes 
graduated prison sentences for first, sec- 
ond, and third offenders and the Dirksen 
bill permits the imposition of the death 
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penalty on those who sell dope to teen- 
agers, the juries having power to recom- 
mend life sentences in lieu thereof. To- 
day the average sentence imposed in the 
Nation is 16 months and according to 
Dr. Anslinger the peddler considers this 
a good calculated risk. For example,” 
he says, “we work on a group of 50 ped- 
diers in a large city, send them to the 
penitentiary and then begin working on 
another group who have replaced them. 
By the time this second group is proc- 
essed through the courts the first group 
is back peddling.” 

I am informed by the Treasury De- 
partment that only three States in the 
Union now have State narcotic enforce- 
ment agencies to take the burden off 
the local enforcement offices of the Fed- 
eral Government. These are California, 
Pennsylvania, and Florida. Dr. Anslin- 
ger is now asking that the cities of our 
country enact an ordinance, which I will 
later read in full, making drug addiction 
a communicable disease. “When we put 
this up to the cities,” Dr. Anslinger told 
me this morning, “they reply that the 
Federal Government has a hospital, and 
recently several cities which were con- 
sidering this ordinance concluded that 
after all Federal hospitalization was the 
thing to offer. The cities can easily dis- 
cover the drug addicts through police 
and juvenile authorities and should 
quarantine these cases in a hospital be- 
cause criminals make addicts, addicts 
make criminals, and addicts make ad- 
dicts. Each addict soon pyramids into 
16 addicts as he spreads disease through 
association.” Then Dr. Anslinger made 
a second statement which is a challenge 
to local government everywhere in 
America. He said, “We have much ora- 
tory ın the cities but no action when it 
comes to this vital social danger.” He 
was referring to the need of local hos- 
pitalization and he added that local gov- 
ernment in America had provided abso- 
lutely no hospital beds whatever. 

Mr. Speaker, please listen to this, and 
I quote directly Dr. Anslinger’s words: 

Another point is that so many people think 
that education is the answer. The real 
trouble is the breakdown of the family. 
Neither the police nor the schools can do 
much in combating this evil without the co- 
operation of the parents. You can't bring 
the children up like alley cats and expect 
the teachers to save them from drug addic- 
tion. There must be cooperation between 
the home and the teachers. A recent United 
Nations resolution points out that direct 
propaganda and education are definitely 
dangerous. This has been referred to the 
United Nations Educational and Social 
Organization for study. When the League 
of Nations studied this question, it was con- 
cluded from the replies of 68 governments 
that all educational methods or direct propa- 
ganda should be open to controversy and 
grave objection. In this connection, com- 
mercial racketeers are already peddling mo- 
tion pictures showing teen-age addiction, 
Recently in Baltimore civic and educational 
groups rejected such a picture after viewing 
it, being alarmed about the fact that it would 
spread addiction. A recent film on this sub- 
ject shows methods of injection, new ways 
of shoplifting, and the art of prostitution. 
All such films which have come to our atten- 
tion will spread addiction. 
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Besides the ordinance to provide local 
commitment and treatment of narcotic 
drug addicts, Dr. Anslinger is hopeful 
that on the State level all States will 
soon enact the following amendment to 
the penalty provisions of the Uniform 
State Narcotic Drug Act. It is, in effect, 
a Boggs Act for the States: 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO PENALTY PROVISIONS 
OF THE UNIFORM STATE NARCOTIC DRUG ACT 
Whoever violates any provision of this act 

shall upon conviction be fined not more than 

($ ) and be imprisoned not less than 

2 or more than 5 years. For a second 

offense, or if, in case of a first conviction of 

violation of any provision of this act, the 


offender shall previously have been convicted 


of any violation of the laws of the United 
States or of any other State, Territory, or 
district relating to narcotic drugs or mari- 
juana, the offender shall be fined not more 
than ($ ) and be imprisoned not less 
than 5 or more than 10 years. For a third 
or subsequent offense, or if the offender shall 
previously have been convicted two or more 
times in the aggregate of any violation of 
the law of the United States or of any other 
State, Territory, or district relating to nar- 
cotic drugs or marijuana, the offender shall 
be fined not more than ($ ) and be im- 
prisoned not less than 10 or more than 20 
years, 

Except in the case of conviction for a first 
offense for violation of the provisions of 
this act, the imposition or execution of sen- 
tence shall not be suspended and probation 
or parole shall not be granted until the mini- 
mum imprisou.ment herein provided for the 
offense shall have been served. 

I now read the suggested ordinance 
to provide for the commitment and 
treatment of nonimedical drug addicts 
in; the cities of our Nation: 


AN ORDINANCE To PROVIDE FOR THE COMMIT- 
MENT AND TREATMENT OF NONMEDICAL DRUG 
ADDICTS 


Be it ordained by the city council of 

1. That any (city magistrate or city judge) 
upon the voluntary application to him of 
any nonmedical habitual user of narcotic 
drugs, shall commit such person to any hos- 
pital (or specified hospital) maintained by 
the city 1 which must receive 
such addict for treatment of drug addiction, 

2. Whenever a complaint is made to any 
(city magistrate or city judge) that any per- 
son is a nonmedical habitual user of any 
narcotic drug, accompanied by a certificate 
executed by the city health officer certifying 
that such person is a nonmedical habitual 
user of narcotic drugs, he shall commit such 
person to any hospital (or specified hospi- 
tal) maintained by the city f- 
which must receive such person for treat- 
ment of drug addiction. 

3. Discharge. No person, whether com. 
mitted upon voluntary application or upon 
complaint being filed, shall be discharged 
sooner than 6 months from the date of such 
commitment, unless the city health officer 
shall certify to the committing magistrate 
that any person so committed has received 
maximum benefit from such treatment. 

4. For the purposes of this ordinance a 
nonmedical habitual user of narcotic drugs 
shall mean any person who uses narcotic 
drugs merely to satisfy a craving for such 
drugs and who does not have a legitimate 
medical need for narcotic drugs. 


Mr. Speaker, may I say in closing that 
in my work on the House Appropriations 
Committee I have never met a more able, - 
a more sincere administrator than Dr. 
Anslinger, and in my studies of this nar- 
cotic problem I have come to knew that 
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the nations of the world regard him as 
the world's No. 1 authority on the sub- 
ject. He has always been very frank 
and forthright in his presentations and 
requests, and I am hopeful now that the 
Congress will not delay doing its part and 
that the cities of our land will realize 
the urgent necessity of their active co- 
operation and participation in meeting 
this threat to civilization. Dr. Anslinger 
and his loyal staff are getting fed tp on 
oratory and they rightfully ask now for 
action. Let us give it to them. 

Mr. HAND. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANFIELD. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New Jersey. 

Mr. HAND. I know of the great work 
that the gentleman has done in this field 
and I want to compliment him on the 
study he has given the matter. He is at- 
tacking a very serious problem and I 
hope he will continue with the good work 
he is doing in connection therewith. 

Mr. CANFIELD. I thanx the gentle- 
man. I know of the gentleman’s long- 
time interest in this problem and I thank 
him for the help he has given our sub- 
committee in our approach to the prob- 
lem. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANFIELD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to congratulate the gentleman on 
interesting himself in this very impor- 
tant subject. Just this very day I re- 
ceived a letter from a very outstanding 
attorney in the area in which I live arid 
although the section in which I live, Iam 
sure, has not been characterized by this 
drug difficulty nearly as much as some 
others, yet it is recognized and I think it 
is very timely that we all be devoting 
every possible effort to trying to stamp it 
out. 

Mr. CANFIELD. I know the gentle- 
man is seriously concerned about this 
problem and I thank him. 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the 9 yield? 


Mr. HESELTON. I, too, want to join 
in commending the gentleman for his 
very timely and intelligent approach 
toward this whole problem. I do not 
think there is anyone who could possi- 
bly be anything but shocked with the 
disclosures that we have had recently as 
to its effect upon the young people of 
this Nation. I hope the gentleman will 
continue his very helpful efforts toward 
solving this problem. 

Mr. CANFIELD. I thank the gentle- 
man for the help he has given our com- 
mittee. 


SPECIAL ORDER 


The SPEAKER. Under previous or- 
der of the House, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BeckwortH] is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BeckworTH asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re- 
marks and include extraneous matter.) 


FAMILY-SIZED FARMING UNITS 


Mr, BECKWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
read with interest an article written by 
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Mr. John Ball for the Sunday, June 3, 
1951, Washington Post. I quote an in- 
teresting sentence: 


CCC has no records here as to how much 
it is paying for these former Government 
buildings. 


I include some letters which indicate 
the Department of Agriculture does not 
possess some other figures where Gov- 
ernment money is involved: 


[From the Washington (D. C.) Post of June 
3, 1951} 

SPACE IT GAVE AWAY RENTED BACK BY UNITED 

Sta FORCED GOVERNMENT To 

SELL OR LEASE BUILDINGS NEEDED FOR STORAGE 


(By John W. Ball) 
The Government is paying huge sums of 
money each month for the use of surplus 


World War II buildings it gave awa, or sold 
for a fraction of their cost a few months 


ago. `: 

Also, because of specific restrictions Con- 
gress put into the Commodity Credit Corpo- 
ration charter in 1948, it has leased and is 
leasing many Government-owned war plants 
to private operators at greatly reduced rates, 
and is renting space back from them at 
regular commercial rates. 

These buildings are being used by Agricul- 
ture Department's Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration to store grain and other commodi- 
ties it bought under the farm price support 
program. 

MINNEAPOLIS CASE IS ONE 


Government officials here are hazy about 
the number of buildings so leased, the 
amount being paid for them, and even the 
names of the operators, the locations of all 
the buildings, and the details of the agree- 
ments. 

One of the deals was involved in the recent 
scandal made public by W. Stuart Symington, 
new head of the Reconstruction Pinance Cor- 
poration. In this case an employee of CCC 
is alleged to have tipped off the Minneapolis 
manager of the RFC that CCC was seeking a 
deal for the former Badger Ordnance Works 
at Baraboo, Wis. The RFC official, E. M. 
Rowlands, became a partner in the Portage 
Warehouse Co. organized by a friend, Jule 
Marachowsky. They leased the building 
from CCC, and then rented space in it back 
to CCC, netting a profit of around $200,000 
in less than 15 months. 

CCC officials are fearful that similar deals 
have taken place. They have furnished the 
Washington Post with a list of 98 plants that 
were first leased to private operators, and 
then space-leased from those operators. 
Many of these leases have been canceled 
since the Korean war began, and other are 
being taken back each month. 


MANY FIRMS FORMED QUICKLY 


They include shipyards, air bases, termi- 
nal plants, armor plants, airplane factories, 
hemp plants, tank factories, piers, and army 
dépots. The strange methods employed are 
made necessary by Congress’ insistence that 
private, commercial warehousing firms be 
used wherever possible. Many of the quickly 
formed companies involved had no previous 
experience in the warehouse and storage 
business. 


In addition, CCC leased space in scores of 
surplus war plants that had been given away 
a short time before to cities, counties, school 
districts, or, In some cases, privately owned 
and operated educational or charitable in- 
stitutions. In most of these cases the leases 
were made with individuals, partnerships, or 
corporations that had acquired them from 
the local governmental subdivision to which 
they had been given. 

CCC has no records here as to how much 
it is paying for these former Government 
buildings, Neither do CCC records in Wash- 
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ington disclose how much the storage bill 
for Government-owned commodities totals 
each month.. Up to March 31, CCC has spent 
$131,000,000 this year in carrying charges 
on surplus commodities it bought to main- 
tain high prices for the farmers. In the year 
ending last June 30, the carrying charges 
reached $257,000,000. 
NO CENTRAL RECORDS 

Under CCC's system of decentralization, 
the breakdowns of costs—showing how much 
is spent for storage, how much for loading 
and unloading, etc.—are not reported here, 
These detailed records are kept either in the 
various State offices of the Production and 
Marketing Administration, or at one of the 
nine regional offices of CCC. 

In most cases CCC leases warehouse space 
from the owner at what is known as uniform 
storage rates. These are one-twentieth of 
a cent a bushel a day for 200 days, or a total 
of 10 cents a bushel. All time over 200 days 
up to 365 days is without charge. 

In a few cases CCC has leased some plants 
directly. For instance, after War Assets Ad- 
ministration turned over the Sioux City Air 
Base—built for the Army Air Corps during 
the war—to Sioux City, Iowa, for a munici- 
pal airport, CCC rented some buildings at 
the $7,800,000 base in which it stored 387,000 
bushels of corn. Under the lease, CCC pays 
all cperating costs. Income to Sioux City 
is tax-free. 

OTTUMWA CASE SIMILAR 


A similar case exists at the former naval 
air training base at Ottumwa, Iowa. WAA 
has no record of transferring that huge 
base o the city of Ottumwa, but Ottumwa 
has possession. CCC recently paid Ottumwa 
$16,196, also tax-free, for the storage of 
466,600 bushels of corn. CCC also pays all 
costs of operation. 

Congress also was the source of the Gov- 
ernment's open-handedness in ordering war 
surplus installations given free to cities, 
towns, schools, and other governmental sub- 
divisi.ns or charitable or educational insti- 
tutions. Some were disposed of in this man- 
ner by RFC. Most, however, were given 
away by WAA. 

Besides the Sioux City and Ottumwa cases, 
other direct leases of former Government 
property CCC has made to store price support 
commodities include: 

The Green River Ordnance Plant, Dixon, 
II. 

Barin Navy Air Station, at Foley, Ala., 
leased through L. Irwin & Sons, of Foley. 

Boone Hemp Plant, Boone, Iowa. 

Forbes Air Force Base, Topeka, Kans. 

Smokey Hill Air Force Base, and Camp 
Phillips, Salina, Kans. 


Hitchcock Field, Galveston, Tex. (still 
owned by the Government, but turned over 
to Arrow Mills, Inc., Houston, who sublet it 
to CCC). 

Hemp Mill, New Richland, Minn., leased 
from RFC and General Services, 

Most of the war plants are being used for 
the storage of wheat, corn, dried milk, and 
dried eggs. On April 1, CCC holdings in- 
cluded: 438,000,000 bushels of corn, valued 
at $670,000,000; 249,000,000 bushels of corn, 
valued at $670,000,000; 229,000,000 bushels 
of wheat, valued at $555,000,000; 94,000,000 
pounds of dried milk, valued at $12,000,000; 
and 68,000,000 pounds of dried eggs valued 
at $67,000,000. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., March 19, 1951. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives. 

Dran Mn. BECKWORTH: This is in reply to 
your letters of February 20 requesting infor- 
mation concerning the amount of money 
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spent to support the price of pears in 1949 
and 1950 and the number of growers who 
received price support for their pears. 

There has been no program designed to 
support the price of pears at any given level. 
However, during the 1949 marketing season 
pear growers benefited from an export pay- 
ment program on fall and winter pears and 
again during the 1950 marketing season a 
similar program is being carried out by the 
Department. This program was designed to 
encourage the exportation of this fruit by 
making payments on exports to certain coun- 
tries pursuant to section 32 of Public Law 
320, and section 112 (f) of the Foreign As- 
sistance Act of 1948. 

Export payments on fall and winter pears 
of the 1949 crop amounted to $166,102. Pay- 
ments on pears of the 1950 crop which had 
been exported under the program through 
February 3, 1951, amounted to $411,220. 

Because of the nature of an export pro- 
gram, it is not practicable to maintain rec- 
ords of the number of individuals or co- 
operatives that deliver fruit under such an 
operation. We feel that all fall and winter 
pear growers benefited directly or indirectly 
from improved commercial markets resulting 
from this program. 

Sincerely yours, 
B. T. HUTCHINSON, 
Assistant Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, March 19, 1951. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear MR. BECKWORTH: This is in reply to 
your letter of February 26, 1951, requesting. 
information as to the amount of money 
spent to support the prices of walnuts in 1949 
and in 1950, and inquiring as to the number 
of individual farmers receiving this amount. 
It is also in reply to your letter of February 
28, requesting similar information in regard 
to filberts and almonds. 

Surplus disposal programs involving pay- 
ments for diverting these nuts from normal 
trade channels were in effect within the 
period November 29, 1949, through August 
31, 1950. All payments were made in the 
1950 calendar year. 

Payment of $2,938,847.18 was made for di- 
version of walnuts, and payment of $727,- 
350.82 was made for diversion of almonds. 
The amount of $264,452.72 was paid for di- 
version of filberts. 

Because of the nature of these programs, 
it is not practicable to maintain records of 
the number of individuals who deliver com- 
modities under such an operation. We feel 
that all walnut, almond, and filbert growers 
benefited directly or indirectly from im- 
proved commercial markets resulting from 
these programs, 

Sincerely yours, 
B. T. HUTCHINSON, 
Assistant Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, January 30, 1951. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear MR, BeckwortH: This is in reply to 
your letter of January 12 and refers to your 
conversation of January 17 with J. W. Stew- 
art of the Fruit and Vegetable Branch, Pro- 
duction and Marketing Administration, con- 
cerning the number of apple growers who 
participated in surplus removal purchase 
programs and export-payment programs in 
1950. 

Because of the nature of a surplus removal 
or export program it is not practicable to 
maintain records of the individual producers 
or cooperatives that deliver commodities un- 
der these operations. To compile this infor- 
mation at this time would consume consider- 
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able time and it would be disproportionately 
expensive. 

We feel that the indirect benefits of these 
programs, represented in improvement in 
commercial markets, extend to all apple 
growers in the United States. 

We regret that we are unable to supply 
the information you request. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. J. McCormick, 
Acting Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. January 11, 1951. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWorTH, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. BeckwortH: This is in reply 
to your letter of December 28 asking how 
many farmers received price support on 
apples in 1950. i 

Price support, such as is prescribed for 
the basic commodities and designated non- 
basic commodities in the Agricultural Act 
of 1949, has never been made available to 
apple producers. We have, however, fre- 
quently carried out surplus removal pur- 
chases and export payment programs for 
apples pursuant to section 32 of Public Law 
320, Seventy-fourth Congress, as amended. 

During 1950 two surplus removal purchase 
programs and two export payment programs 
were carried out for the purpose of improv- 
ing returns to growers, 

During the period January 2 to March 
81, 1950, surplus removal purchases were 
made in 27 of the 35 commercial apple 
States in the amount of 1,418,202 bushels 
at an average cost of $2.57 per bushel. This 
cost includes the cost of distributing, as well 
as purchasing, the fruit. This fall from 
November 27 to December 31, 1950, similar 
purchases amounting to 215,327 bushels were 
purchased in 7 commercial apple States at 
an average cost of $2.48 per bushel. The 
exact number of growers who sold apples 
to the Department under these programs is 
not known; however. on the basis of the re- 
ports from our State offices it is believed 
that most such purchases were made from 
smaller growers 

A payment program to encourage the ex- 
portation of American apples and to assist 
in regaining normal foreign markets was in 
effect at the beginning of 1950. From Janu- 
ary 1 to May 31, 1950, 1,100,329 bushels of 
apples were declared for export, earning an 
average payment of $1.18 per bushel. Under 
a similar plan 922,343 bushels of apples were 
declared for export during the period Sep- 
tember 11 to December 31, 1950, at an aver- 
age payment of $1.23 per bushel: Pay- 
ments under these programs are made to 
the exporters who in turn acquire the fruit 
from growers or shippers; hence the number 
of growers whose apples were exported under 
these programs is not known. 

The Department measures the benefit of 
programs of this type on the basis of the 
general improvement in commercial market- 
ings rather than on the grower returns for 
the quantities purchased. Average farm 
prices for apples during the operation of 
these programs early in 1950 ranged steadily 
upward from a level of $1.56 per bushel in 
January to $2.40 per bushel in May. The late 
programs have not been in operation long 
enough to measure their effects, but these 
programs are being continued in 1951. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. J. McCormick, 
Under Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., February 13, 1915. 
Hon, LINDLEY BeckworTH, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. BeckwortH: This is in reply to 
your letter of January 24 requesting the 
number of growers who received price sup- 
port for their oranges in 1950. 
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Price support, as described in the Agricul- 
tural Act of 1949, has never been made avail- 
able to citrus producers. However, during 
calendar year 1950 orange growers benefited 
from two types of programs which were car- 
ried out by the Department during that 
period, as follows: 

1. Export programs: Exports of United 
States oranges were encouraged by payments 
on exports to certain countries pursuant to 
section 32 of Public Law 320, Seventy-fourth 
Congress, as amended, and section 112 (f) of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1948. 

2. Purchases for the school-lunch pro- 
gram: During 1950 concentrated orange juice 
was purchased and distributed pursuant to 
section 6 of the National School Lunch Act. 

Because of the nature of these programs, 
it is not practicable to maintain records of 
the number of individuals or cooperatives 
that deliver commodities under their opera- 
tions. We believe all orange growers bene- 
fited directly or indirectly from improved 
commercial markets resulting from these 
programs. 

Sincerely yours, 
z C. J. MCCORMICK, 
Under Secretary. 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE. 
Washington, D. C., November 21, 1950. 
Hon. IINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: This is in acknowl- 
edgment of your letters of October 31 and 
November 1 requesting a list of the counties 
growing corn, wheat, rice, and soybeans, the 
number of 1950 allotments, and the allot- 
ments established for each county under the 
respective programs. 

The number of allotments by counties is 
not readily available and the compilation of 
it would require a considerable amount of 
work. If you are particularly interested in 
having this information on a few counties, 
we would make an effort to get it, but to pro- 
vide it on a national basis would require an 
amount of work which our present staff can- 
not undertake at this time and still furnish 
the data requested under the defense 
program. 

The county acreage allotments for the re- 
spective commodities are published in the 
Federal Register, copies of which are avail- 
able to you. The 1950 corn allotments for 
counties in the commercial corn-producing 
area are scheduled to be published in the 
November 18 Federal Register; the 1950 coun- 
ty wheat acreage allotments were published 
in the July 26, 1950, issue of the Federal 
Register; and the rice acreage allotments by 
counties will be published as soon as they are 
made available through the respective State 
PMA committees, You will be advised when 
the rice acreages are published. 

Since acreage allotments were not estab- 
lished for soybeans in 1950, State and county 
acreage allotments were not established. The 
enclosed bulletin published by our Bureau 
of Agricultural Economics includes the acre- 
age, yield, and production of soybeans in 
1948 and 1949 for the 17 principal bean- 
prpoducing States. This same information 
for 1950 will be available about midyear 
of 1951. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES F. BRANNAN, 
Secretary. 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., May 22, 1951, 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mn. BECKWORTH: Information on the 
specific crops planted on the Great Plains 
plow-up land about which you asked in your 
May 15 letter is not available. These figures 
are compiled periodically by the Committee 
on Conditions in the Great Plains from in- 
formation supplied by between 350 and 400 
county exvension agents. Although the 
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planting and harvesting of all the land 
eventually is included in the regular crop 
reports, the particular acreages involved in 
the plow-up reports are not separated out 
for other reporting purposes. 

Actually, however, the greater part of this 
plow-up land has gone into wheat. Some 
has been planted to other small grains and 
to other crops such as peanuts, cotton, and 
feed crops. The net effects of plowing land 
not suitable for cultivation are the same, 
regardless of the particular crop to which it 
is planted. That is, if the amount of rain- 
fall and the soil (sandy, shallow, etc.) are 
not favorable to cultivation, plowing the 
land for grain or any other crop is hazardous. 
On the other hand, if the moisture, soil, 
and other factors are favorable, adaptable 
crops for the localities involved may be 
grown safely. 

These effects may be altered one way or the 
other, of course, in seasons in which the 
weather is out of the ordinary. Thus in the 
unusually good rainfall years of the 1940's 
mentioned in my May 11 letter, much land 
that normally is hazardous for any kind of 
cropping in the Great Plains was able to 
produce good wheat and other crops several 
years in succession. In the 1930's, as a 
result of long-continued drought, some land 
normally suited to cultivation was forced 
out of production. We believe that the 
latter danger will be minimized in the future 
through the wider use of conservation prac- 
tices and other improved farming methods 
developed in recent years. 

Sincerely yours, 
B. T. HUTCHINSON, 
Assistant Secretary. 


UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 
ADMINISTRATION, 
$ Washington, D. C., February 5, 1951. 
Hon, Linpsey BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. BeckworrH: This is in reply to 
your letter of January 26 requesting esti- 
mates of the number of farmers in Minne- 
sota who requested price support on eggs 
in 1950, and to your letter of January 30 
requesting similar information for other Mid- 
western egg producing States. 

Since we purchased our dried eggs from 
dried egg processing plants rather than from 
individual farmers, we are unable to say 
how many individual farmers participated 
directly in the program by furnishing eggs 
to be used in the drying plants under con- 
tract to the Commodity Credit Corporation, 

The Department's price-support programs 
for the last several years have been designed 
to give support indirectly rather than direct- 
ly. This was accomplished by contracting 
to buy in dried form such quantities of 
eggs as existed after the usual demand for 
eggs for movement through regular trade 
channels had been met. 

Driers who contracted to sells eggs to the 

t were required to pay not less 
than stipulated prices for eggs purchased 
from farmers. We believe that our programs 
effectively benefited egg producers through- 
out the country. In the Midwest it set a 
floor under prices which was helpful to 
producers in areas not served by drying 
plants, as well as those in areas covered by 
drying-plant operations. Producers on the 
east and west coasts also benefited because 
Commodity Credit Corporation purchases re- 
duced the quantity of Midwestern eggs which 
might have been shipped into their market 
areas for sale in competition with their own 
production. 

Sincerely yours, 
Raten S. TRIGG, 
Administrator. 
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DErARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, February 1, 1951. 
Hon. LINDLEY Beckwor'r, 
House of Representatives, 

Dran Mu. BeckwortH: This is in reply to 
your letter of January 16 requesting the 
number of growers who received pre sup- 
port for their oranges in 1950. 

Price cupport, as described in the Agricul- 
tural Act of 1949, has never been made avail- 
able to citrus producers. However, during 
calendar year 1950 orange growers benefited 
from two types of programs which were car- 
ried out by the Department during that per- 
ioc, as follows: 

1. Export programs: Txports of United 
States oramges were encouraged by payments 
on exports to certain countries pursuant to 
section 32 of Public Law 320, and section 
112(f) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1948. 

2. Purchases for the school-lunch pro- 
gram: During 1950 concentrated orange 
juice was purchased and distributed pur- 
suant to section 6 of the National School 
Lunch Act. 

Because of the nature of these programs, 
it is not practicable to maintain records of 
the number of individuals or cooperatives 
that deliver commodities under their opera- 
tions. We believe all orange growers bene- 
fitted directly or indirectly from improved 
commercial markets resulting from these 

ms. 
Sincerely yours, 
C. J. McCormick, 
Under Secretary. 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, February 21, 1951. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECÈWORTH, 
House of Representatives. 

Dran Mr. BeckwortH: This is in reply to 
your letter of February 6 requesting infor- 
mation as to the number of growers who 
benefited under the tung nut price-support 
program in 1950. 

The program for the 1949 crop which coy- 
ered oil crushed in 1950 from tung nuts 
harvested in the fall of 1949 provided for 
price support to growers by means of pur- 
chase agreements covering both nuts and oil. 
We do not have available the number of 
growers who participated in the program 
but purchase agreements were signed by 
producers and agents covering 11,462,509 
pounds of oil and 1,748 tons of nuts which 
represented approximately 50 percent of the 
The signed purchase agree- 
ments are not indicative of the number of 
producers participating in the program be- 
cause it is customary in the industry for 
growers to pool their oil and in many cases 
the manager or agent for the pool signed a 
purchase agreement covering oil owned by 
several growers. This information has been 
requested from the tung-producing States 
and after it has been analyzed it may be pos- 
sible to develop the approximate number or 
percentage of producers who participated in 
the program, 

The current program covering the 1950 
crop provides for producer loans on tung oil 
in addition to purchase agreements covering 
both oil and nuts. Since producers have un- 
til June 30, 1951, to sign purchase agreements 
or obtain loans in the 1950 program, the ex- 
tent of participation will not be available 
until later in the year. However, it is not 
expected that producers will participate to 
any great extent in the 1950 program be- 
cause the market price for oil is now ranging 
from 87 to 37% cents per pound f. o. b. 
southern milis as compared with the support 
price of 25.1 cents per pound. The increased 
price is due to the Chinese embargo on ex- 
ports of tung oil to this country and a short 
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domestic crop as the result of a severe freeze 
in the spring of 1950. 
We appreciate your interest in this subject. 
Sincerely yours, 
C. J. McCormick, 
Under Secretary. 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., February 28, 1951. 
Hon. LINDLEY Beck wortH, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Drar Mr. Beck wortH: Reference is made to 
your two letters of February 9, 1951, request- 
ing information as to the number of ranch- 
ers who received price support on wool and 
mohair in 1949 and 1950. 

There was no price support program for 
mohair in 1949, A program supporting the 
price of mohair was formulated and an- 
nounced for 1950 covering the marketing 
year ending March 31, 1951. No requests have 
been received from mohair producers for 
assistance under the 1950 price support pro- 
gram for the reason that mohair has been 
selling in the open market at a price con- 
siderably above the support level. . Likewise, 
under the 1950 wool support program which 
is in effect until March 81, 1951, no pur- 
chases have been made, as wool also is selling 
above the support level. 

As to the 1949 wool support program which 
covered the period January 1, 1949, to March 
31, 1950, Commodity Credit Corporation pur- 
chased approximately 80,000,000 pounds of 
wool of which approximately 52,000,000 
pounds were shorn wool. It is difficult to 
determine the number of individuals who 
received benefit from the program due to 
the methods employed in procuring the wool, 
Normal trade methods were followed as 
nearly as practicable. In carrying out the 
program contracts were entered into with 
established wool dealers throughout the 
country for the procuring, grading, storing, 
and selling of the wool in accordance with 
the terms and conditions of the contract 
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option of consigning their wool to handlers 
for ultimate sale to COC or, if they had 
quantities of less than 3,000 pounds and 
wished to make an immediate cash sale, they 
could sell their wool to the handler, who in 
turn could sell to CCC after such wool was 
graded and consolidated into merchantable 
quantities. 

During the 1949 program year the fine 
wools which are normally produced by larger 
ranchers sold on the open market at prices 
in excess of the support level. Therefore, 
practically all shorn wool purchased by CCC 
came from the smaller producers who nor- 
mally produce only the coarser wools, and a 
large quantity of this was sold outright to 
handlers by the producers, as this enabled 
them to receive immediate settlement rather 
than wait for the wool to be graded and ap- 
praised by the Government. Settlement for 
all wool was made by the handler to the 
producer of individual lots. Many of these 
lots were then and consolidated into 
lots of sizes that would be salable to mills and 
CCC made payment to the handler for these 
larger lots upon the submission of proper 
documents and certification. 

In view of these circumstances, we do not 
have readily available the number of indi- 
vidual 8 that participated in the 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., February 28, 1951. 
Hon. LINDLEY Beck wortH, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 
Dran Mr. BeckwortH: Reference is ‘made 
to your two letters of February 9, 1951, 
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requesting information as to the number of 
ranchers who received price support on wool 
and mohair in 1949 and 1950. 

There was no price-support program for 
mohair in 1949. A program supporting the 
price of mohair was formulated and an- 
nounced for 1950 covering the marketing 
year ending March 31, 1951. No requests 
have been received from mohair producers 
for assistance under the 1950 price-support 
program for the reason that mohair has been 
selling in the open market at a price con- 
siderably above the support level. Likewise, 
under the 1950 wool-support program which 
is in effect until March 31, 1951, no pur- 
chases have been made, as wool also is sell- 
ing above the support level. 

As to the 1949 wool-support program which 
covered the period January 1, 1949, to March 
31, 1950, Commodity Credit Corporation pur- 
chased approximately 80,000,000 pounds of 
wool of which approximately 52,000,000 
pounds were shorn wool. It is difficult to 
determine the number of individuals who 
received benefit from the program due to 
the methods employed in procuring the wool. 
Normal trade methods were followed as 
nearly as practicable. In carrying out the 
program contracts were entered into with 
established wool dealers throughout the 
country for the procuring, grading, storing, 
and selling of the wool in accordance with 
the terms and conditions of the contract 
known as “handler’s agreement.” Under 
this agreement producers were given the 
option of consigning their woo] to handlers 
for ultimate sale to CCC or, if they had 
quantities of less than 3,000 pounds and 
wished to make an immediate cash sale, they 
could sell their wool to the handler, who in 
turn could sell to CCC after such wool was 
graded and consolidated into merchantable 
quantities. 

During the 1949 program year the fine 
wools which are normally produced by larger 
ranchers sold on the open market at prices 
in excess of the support level. Therefore, 
practically all shorn wool purchased by CCC 
came from the smaller producers who nor- 
mally produce only the coarser wools, and a 
large quantity of this was sold outright to 
handlers by the producers, as this enabled 
them to receive immediate settlement rather 
than wait for the wool to be graded and 
appraised by the Government. Settlement 
for all wool was made by the handler to the 
producer of individual lots. Many of these 
lots were then graded and consolidated into 
lots of sizes that would be salable to mills 
and CCC made payment to the handler for 
these larger lots upon the submission of 
proper documents and certification. 

In view of these circumstances, we do not 
have readily available the number of indi- 
vidual producers that participated in the 
1949 program. 

Sincerely yours, 
K. T. HUTCHINSON, 
Assistant Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., December 20, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. BECKWORTH: This is in reply to 
your letter of December 12, 1950, requesting 
an estimate of the number of new cotton 
farmers in 1950. 

Statistics compiled by the Cotton Branch 
of the Production and Marketing Admin- 
istration show that 71,874 new grower cot- 
ton allotments were issued in connection 
with the 1950 cotton control program. The 
eligibility for new growers, as you will recall, 
was specified in the Cotton Act. It is not 
known at this time just how many of these 
new growers actually planted cotton in 1950, 

Other than the statistics compiled by the 
Production and Marketing Administration 
on new grower allotments there are no data 
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available upon which to base an estimate of 
cotton farmers who grew cotton for the first 
time in 1950. 
Sincerely yours, 
C. J. MCCORMICK, 
Under Secretary. 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., January 30, 1951. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear MR. BECKWORTH: This is in reply to 
your request of January 20 for information 
on the number of producers of hogs who re- 
ceived price support on hogs in 1949 and 1950. 

Under legislation in effect during 1949 and 
1950, there was no authority for making di- 
rect payments to producers to support hog 
prices. However, a purchase program was 
set up to provide support of hog prices at 
90 percent of parity during all of 1949 and 
through March 1950. The program provided 
that surplus pork would be removed from 
commercial channels in an amount n 
to prevent hog prices from falling below es- 
tablished support levels. Because prices 
paid to farmers for hogs during this period 
were above the support level no pork pur- 
chases were made for the purpose of support- 
ing hog prices. No price-support program 
for hogs has been in effect since March 1950, 

Sincerely, 
C. J. McCormick, 
Acting Secretary, 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, November 17, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Ma. BeckwortH: This will acknowl- 
edge your letter of November 6, in which you 
request statistical data for Mr. A. G. Pat 
Mayse on acreage, yield, and dollar value of 
black-eyed peas produced in eastern Texas, 

We are attaching a copy of a letter ad- 
dressed to you, dated August 28, which con- 
tains the latest information we have avail- 
able on the subject. To break down our 
present estimates of cowpeas to obtain the 
data on production of black-eyes would be 
extremely complicated and time consuming, 
Our present appropriations would not permit 
us to undertake a program of this nature. 

The 1950 census material will be published 
some time this spring or summer and will 
carry county information similar to that 
shown for 1944 which may meet the needs of 
your constituent, 

Sincerely yours, 
C. J. MCCORMICK, 
Acting Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., November 15, 1950. 
Hon, LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: This is in reply to 
your letter of October 31, 1950, requesting 
information regarding tobacco acreage allot- 
ments for all counties in the United States 
for which marketing quotas are in effect, 

Marketing quotas were in effect in 1950 
for fiue-cured, burley, fire-cured, dark air- 
cured, and Virginia sun-cured tobacco. We 
are enclosing a tabulation by States and 
kinds of tobacco showing the total acreage 
allotted in each State for 1940 through 1950, 
together with the number of farms in 
each State for which allotments were 
established in 1950. Under the tobacco 
marketing quota program, the State acreage 
allotments for each kind of tobacco are al- 
lotted directly to farms within the State on 
the basis of the factors provided in the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
and there are no county acreage allotments 
as such. However, the total acreage allotted 
to individual farms within the county can 
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be tabulated. We are enclosing a tabulation 
by counties for burley tobacco for the years 
1946 through 1950 and for flue-cured tobacco 
for the years 1944 through 1949. We do not 
have similar tabulations for fire-cured, dark 
air-cured, or Virginia sun-cured tobacco. 
The tabulations by counties do not show the 
number of farms in each county for which 
allotments were established. 

We regret that we are unable to furnish 
all the information you requested; however, 
it is hoped that the data enclosed will serve 
your needs. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. J. MCCORMICK, 
Under Secretary, 
UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 
ADMINISTRATION, 
College Station, Tez., April 12, 1951. 
Hon. LINDLEY Beck worrTH, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. BeckwortH: This will reply to 
your letter of April 9, in which you requested 
my estimate of the number of cotton tenants 
in 1950 in Texas. 

There are no available statistics on the 
numbers of cotton tenants for any county 
in this State. There are some data on ten- 
ancy collected by the Bureau of the Census, 
but the figures are not broken down into the 
numbers of cotton tenants, wheat tenants, 
and peanut tenants. 

We have several hundred large farms in 
the State on which there are as many as 
75 to 100 tenant farmers. These tenant 
farmers pay the landlord one-half of the 
proceeds of the cash crops that they produce. 
In other instances we have many cases in 
which one farm operator could be classified 
as a tenant on several farms owned by dif- 
ferent landlords. 

We feel that there are probably as many 
as 200,000 cotton tenants on Texas farms, 
but we have no basis whatsoever for support- 
ing this estimate. 

Very truly yours, 
B. F. VANCE, 
Chairman, State Committee, 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, March 30, 1951. 
Hon. LINDLEY BeckworTH, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR Mr. BeckwortH: This is in reply to 
your communication of February 22 and to 
the questions you raised in your conversa- 
tion with Mr. Anderson of the Dairy Branch, 
Production and Marketing Administration. 

The Agricultural Act of 1949 authorizes 
and directs that the price of whole milk 
and butterfat be supported. The conference 
report on this act makes it clear that its 
purpose is to assure to the producers of 
milk and butterfat the benefit of the price 
support authorized by the act. The act fur- 
ther states that price support shall be pro- 
vided through loans on, or purchases of, the 
products of milk and butterfat. 

Since the means of support is the pur- 
chase of the products of milk and butter- 
fat, probably none of the money expended 
on the program goes directly to farmers. 
The benefit to farmers is accomplished 
through the higher prices paid for milk and 
butterfat as a result of the higher market 
prices for butter, cheese, and nonfat dry 
milk solids resulting from price-support 
purchases. 

Whether farmers selling farm-made but- 
ter, in which you were especially interested, 
benefit from the price-support program de- 
pends upon whether the price they receive 
for their butter fluctuates with the price of 
factory-made butter. The Bureau of Agri- 
cultural Economics publishes prices received 
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by farmers for farm butter and for butter- 
fat. These data show that when the price 
of butterfat increases, the price of farm 
butter also increases. 

It is reported in the census of agriculture 
for 1945 that 217,135 farms sold farm butter 
in 1944. There were 4,494,882 farms that 
reported cows milked, and of these 2,991,158 
farms had four cows or less. 

Sincerely yours, 
K. T. HUTCHINSON, 
Assistant Secretary. 


UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
FRODUCTION AND MARKETING 
ADMINISTRATION, 

College Station, Tez., December 20, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran ME. Beckworts: This will reply to 
your letter of December 12 in which you re- 
quested information on new cotton farmers 
in Texas in 1950. 

According to official of 1950 cotton 
allotments furnished cur Washington Office, 
there were 18,208 group II or new cotton 
farms for which 1950 cotton allotments were 
established in Texas. The total acreage al- 
lotted to these farms under the provisions 
of Public Law 272, Eighty-first Congress, was 
122,972. 


I regret that we are unable to furnish you 
with the number of new cotton farmers in 
Texas in 1950. 

Very truly yours, 
B. F. Vance, 
Chairman, State Committee. 


Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. Beckworts: This is in reply to 
your recent letter requesting information on 
the number of producers of oranges who re- 
ceived price supports in 1950. 

There is no specific price support program 
in effect on oranges such as those in effect 
on cotton, wheat, corn, and so forth. 

There is a program designed to encourage 
exports of fresh and processed oranges. This 
program provides for payments up to one- 
half of the export price, f. a. s. United States 
port, but limited to the maximum rates es- 
tablished for individual products. 

The purpose of this program is to help re- 
move part of the available supply of oranges 
and, as a result, improve prices to producers. 
To the extent that the program has this 
effect, it tends to benefit all producers of 


oranges. 

The quantities of fresh and processed 
oranges on which payments were made 
through March 3, 1951 are as follows: Fresh 
oranges, 228,178 boxes; single strength orange 
juice, 84,125 cases of 24 No. 2 cans; concen- 
trated orange juice, 825,376 gallons; blended 
citrus juice, 11 405 cases of 24 No. 2 cans. 

Very truly yours, 
C. Kyte RANDALL, 
Agricultural Economic Statistician, 
Division of Statistical and Histor- 
ical Research. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, May 24, 1951. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. BECKWORTH: This is in reply to 
your note on the letter of April 23 from the 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture to you, 
inquiring more specifically whether we have 
any estimates of the number of dairy 
farmers who receive the dairy price-support 
money. 
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The census of agriculture for 1945 re- 
ported 4,494,882 farmers having cows that 
were milked. Of these, 2,991,158 had 4 cows 
or less. The same census reported that 
2,472,709 farmers sold milk in some form. 
Of these, 1,163,218 sold whole milk, 1,176,457 
sold farm-separated cream, and 217,135 sold 
farm-made butter. It is probable that cur- 
rently about the same total number of 
farmers are selling these products as in 1945, 
with a somewhat higher proportion selling 
whole milk and a smaller proportion selling 
farm-separated crear. and farm butter. 

Purchases of dairy products under the 
price-support program tend to increase mar- 
Ket prices for manufactured dairy products. 
Increases in market prices for these prod- 
ucts are normally translated into price in- 
creases to farmers for whole milk and cream 
sold to plants and dealers for processing 
and for farm-made butter. For that large 
number of dairymen who sell their milk 
in city markets for fluid consumption, the 
benefits from purchases for price support 
are indirect but nevertheless significant. 
Pricing formulas in many markets contain 
prices of either the manufactured dairy 
products or the price of manufacturing milk, 
making the effects fairly direct. In the 
remaining markets, prices are established so 
that they are in line with prices of the milk 
products and other factors. Thus, directly 
or indirectly, practically all of the 2,500,000 
farmers who sell milk or its products are 
affected to some extent by purchases under 
the dairy price-support program. However, 
at the present time, as you probably have 
noticed, purchases of dairy products are very 
small. Recent increases in demand have 
raised market prices above support levels, 
even though production is still increasing 
seasonally. Demand probably will rise fur- 
ther during the second half of 1951 when 
mk production will be declining as is 
usual for that time of year. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. J. MCCORMICK, 
Acting Secretary. 
DrPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., April 23, 1951. 


your letter of April 10, concerning the dairy 
price-support program. 

The objective of the dairy-support pro- 
gram is to maintain prices to producers for 
milk and butterfat at a level between 75 and 
90 percent of parity which will assure an 
adequate supply. The Agricultural Act of 
1949 requires the Secretary of Agriculture to 
support prices at this level through loans 
on or purchases of manufactured. dairy 
products. Because of the close relationship 
between market prices of dairy and 
prices of milk and butterfat im different uses 
and areas, the program tends to support 
prices of milk and butterfat generally, and 
therefore benefits all dairy farmers, 

In addition to protecting producers against 
serious price declines, the program last year 
also benefited consumers by preventing sharp 
increases in dairy prices during the post- 
Korean period. Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion sold large quantities of dairy products 
back into domestic trade outlets during the 
last half of 1950 when production was de- 
creasing and demand was increasing. These 
sales stabilized market prices of dairy prod- 
ucts as Iong as CCC stocks were available. 

We are enclosing a summary of the 1949 
and 1950-51 dairy price support program and 
a copy of the De t's March 15 an- 
nouncement of the 1951-52 program. These 
releases contain additional information con- 
cerning the objectives and operation of the 


Assistant Secretary. 
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UNITED STATES BUTTER Price Support BUYING 
` BEGINS ANEW 


The Government has come back to buying 
butter to hold up the market price. 

The Agriculture Department announced 
yesterday it bought 48,640 pounds of Grade 
B butter at Chicago Monday at 64 cents a 
pound—the first purchase for price support 
since September 21. 

At that time, the Department had about 
200,000,000 from 1949 and 1950 out- 
It later sold this to meet consumer 
demands. 

Production normally increases at this 
season, tending temporarily to exceed de- 
mand. 


Washington, D. C., February 13, 1951. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. EECKWORTH: This is in reply to 
the two letters you sent to Mr. W. D. Termoh- 
len, director of our Poultry Branch, on Feb- 
ruary 5, which you had received from Mr. B. 
F. Vance, chairman of the Texas State PMA 
Committee, and Mr. H. E. Hazen, chairman 
of the Iowa State PMA Committee. 

On February 5 we sent you a letter cover- 
ing this same question of the number of 
farmers who have directly participated in 
the Department's egg price support program. 
As we said in that letter, we are unable to 


ADMINISTRATION, 
Des Moines, Iowa, February 2, 1552. 
Hon. LINDLEY Beckworrn, 
House of Representatives, 
Congress of the United States, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran Mr. BEckworTH: We have no recoru 
in this office indicating the number of pro- 
ducers who received the egg-price support 
in 1950. 

We believe that you will be able to obtain 
this information from the United States De- 
partment of Agriculture, Poultry Branch, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Very truly yours, 
H. E. Hazen, 
Chairman, Iowa PMA Committee. 


ADMINISTRATION, 
College Station, Tex., February 1, 1951. 
LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, Congress of 
the United States, Washington, D. C. 
Dran MR. BeckwortH: This will acknowl- 
edge your letter dated January 29, 1951, re- 
q the number of producers in this 
State who sold eggs under the provisions of 
the 1959 Commodity Credit Corporation egg- 
price-support program, 
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The egg-price-support program is admin- 
istered through 


Corpora- 
tion. All contracts are <pproved direct with 
the Poultry Branch, Production and Market- 
ing Administration, and likewise payment is 
made direct though that Branch. Conse- 
quently, the information which you have re- 
quested is not available in this office. 

For part of the year 1950 the Poultry 
Branch maintained a district office in Dallas, 
Tex. This office has now been closed, how- 
ever, and Iam unable to secure the informa- 
tion which you have requested from the dis- 
trict office. I feel sure all records for this 
State pertaining to egg purchases have been 
transferred to -the Washington office. I 
would suggest that you contact Mr. W. D. 
Permohien, Director, Poultry Branch, Pro- 
duction and Marketing Administration, 
Washington, D. C., who no doubt, can fur- 
nish you the information which you have 
requested. 

I regret very much my inability to furnish 
the information requested. If I may be of 
further assistance in the matter, please 
advise. 

Very truly yours, 
B. F. Vance, 
Chairman, State PMA Committee. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent permission. to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recor», or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. Dorn, and to include an article. 

Mr. Hays of Arkansas, and to include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. EBERHARTER, to include an article 
ertitled “Freedom Is the Right To 
Argue Against Freedom,” by Julian P. 
Boyd. 


Mr. Gorpon, to include a transcript 
from the National Association of Postal 
Supervisors. 

Mr. Encir, and include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Mouter, in three instances, in 
each to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Suarer, in three instances, 

Mr. Man, and include an editorial 
appearing in the Saginaw (Mich.) News. 

Mr. SablLAk, in two instances, and to 
include newspaper articles in each. 


Mr. Hixcs, and to include extra- 
neous matter. 

Mr. Jenison, and to include a news- 
paper article. 


Mr, Jackson of California, and to in- 
clude an article from the New York 
Times. 

Mr. Davis of Wisconsin, and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. Javits, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Van Zanot (at the request of Mr. 
Keating), in two instances. 

Mr. McCarruy, to revise and extend 
his remarks. 

Mr. Mappen’ and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. Hope, and to include a statement 
made by Mr. CooLey before the Banking 
and Currency Committee of the House. 

Mr. Jenison, and to include a news- 
paper article. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 


sence was granted to Mr. WILLIAMS of 
Mississippi (at the request of Mr. WIN- 


STEAD), for June 30 and week of July 2, 


1951, on account of official business. 
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ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bilis and a joint resolution 
of the House of the following titles, 
which were thereupon signed by the 
Speaker: 


H. R. 2349. An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue patents in fee 
to certain allottees on the Crow Indian 
Reservation; 

H.R 4395. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to expedite the provision of 
housing in connection with national defense, 
and for other purposes,” approved October 
14, 1940, as amended; and 

H. J. Res. 278. Joint resolution to continue 
for a temporary period the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1959; the Housing and Rent Act 
of 1947, as amended; and for other purposes. 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title: 

S. 1590. An act to extend and revise the 
District of Columbia Emergency Rent Act. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 8 o'clock and 24 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until Monday, July 2, 
1951, at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC, 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol- 
lows: 

577. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, transmitting a report of leases as of 
June 1, 1951, pursuant to the provisions of 
Public Law 364, Eightieth Congress; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

578. A letter from the of the Air 
Force, transmitting a draft of proposed leg- 
islation entitled “A bill to authorize the ap- 
pointment of Joseph F. Carroll as a perma- 
nent colonel in the Regular Air Force”; to 
the Committee on Armed Services, 

579. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation entitled “A bill to extend to the 
Panama Canal and Panama Railroad Com- 
pany provisions of the act entitled “An act to 
facilitate the settlement of the accounts of 
certain deceased civilian officers and em- 
ployees of the Government,” approved Au- 
gust 3, 1950; to the Committee on Expendi- 
tures in the Executive Departments. 

580. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation entitled “A bill to authorize ap- 
propriate participation by the United States 
in commemoration of the one hundred and 
fiftieth anniversary of the establishment of 
the United States Military Academy”; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. VINSON: Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. S. 677. An act to fix the personal 
strength of the United States Marine Corps, 
and to establish the relationship of the 
Commandant of the Marine Corps to the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff; with amendment (Rept. 
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No. 696). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr, SABATH: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 309. Resolution providing for 
the consideration of House Joint Resolution 
277 meking temporary appropriations for the 
fiscal year 1952, a: d for other purposes; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 667). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

Mr. COOLEY: Committee of conference. 
S. 984. An act to amend the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 (Rept. No. 668). Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. CANNON: Committee of conference. 
House Joint Resolution 277. Joint resolution 
making temporary appropriations for the 
fiscal year 1952, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 669). Ordered to be printed. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 5 of rule XXII, public bills 
and resolutions were introduced and sey- 
erally referred as follows: 

By Mr. YATES: 

H. R. 4675. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, so as to prohibit the transporta- 
tion of fireworks into any State or political 
subdivision thereof in which the sale of fire- 
works is prohibited; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. JARMAN: 

H. R. 4676. A bill to extend medical, hos- 
pital, and care to certain citizens 
of the United States who served in the active 
military or naval service of any government 
allied with the United States during World 
War II: to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. VORYS: 

H. J. Res. 281. Joint resolution to author- 
ize the President to proclaim a special period 
for intensified voluntary contributions of 
clothing and kindred supplies in connection 
with the collection effort of American Relief 
for Korea, Inc.; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. ANFUSO: 

H. Res. 306. Resolution favoring the nego- 
tiation of a treaty for the defense of the 
Mediterranean area against Communist ag- 
gression; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. MULTER: 

H. Res. 307. Resolution favoring the nego- 
tiation of a treaty for the defense of the 
Mediterranean area against Communist ag- 
gression; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. DEANE: 

H. Res. 308. Resolution providing for addi- 
tional compensation to the stenographer, 
Office of the Sergeant at Arms; to the Com- 
mittee on House Administration. 

By Mr. KENNEDY: 

H. Res. £10. Resolution favoring the nego- 
tiation of a treaty for the defense of the 
Mediterranean area against Communist ag- 


H. Res. 311. Resolution favoring the nego- 
tiation of a treaty for the defense of the 
Mediterranean area against Communist ag- 
gression; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. RABAUT: 

H. Res. 312. Resolution favoring the nego- 
tiation of a treaty for the defense of the 
Mediterranean area against Communist ag- 
gression; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, 


MEMORIALS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 
By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis- 
lature of the State of New Jersey, memorial- 


izing the President and the Congress of the 
United States relative to certified copies of 
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Joint Resolutions Mos. 12, 18, and 15, ap- 
proved June 13, 14, and 23, to the Committee 
on Public Works. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BATTLE: 

H. R. 4677. A bill for the relief of Jane Vir- 
ginia Scruggs Mougenot; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. D’EWART: 

H. R. 4678. A bill authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue a patent in fee 
to Jack Bravo; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. KLEIN: 

H. R. 4679. A bill for the relief of Alberta 

Manna; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


SENATE 


Monpay, JuLx 2, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 27, 
1951) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


God of our fathers, to whose kingdom 
of justice and love the future belongs, it 
is Thy might which has made and pre- 
served us a nation. As we come to this 
week of an immortal date engraven for- 
ever on the grateful memory of every true 
patriot of the Republic, we lift our joy- 
ful praise for the American dream, the 
dream of a land where the people rule, 
of a state which is the instrument of the 
common good, of a Union which finds 
room for the richness of diversity. In 
this solemn hour of the supreme test 
of America’s faith, when determined foes 
deny, defy, and would defile the very 
conceptions and aspirations which to us, 
nurtured in liberty, make life precious 
and sacred, may this Nation under God 
have a new birth of freedom. If the way 
to victory is long and difficult and at 
crimson cost, still keep our wills stead- 
fast and our faith strong as was the faith 
of the founding fathers when they laid 
the foundations of this Nation of our 
love and prayer. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MCFARLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Saturday, 

June 30, 1951, was dispensed with, 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting 
nominations were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre- 
taries. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the senior Sen- 
ator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] be 
excused from attendance on the sessions 
of the Senate for approximately 3 weeks 
in order that he may visit Europe as a 
member of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators be 
permitted to transact routine business, 
without debate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 
DURING RECESS 


Pursuant to the order of the Senate of 
June 30, 1951, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore an- 
nounced that on June 30, 1951, he signed 
the enrolled joint resolution (H. J. Res. 
277) making temporary appropriations 
for the fiscal year 1952, and for other 
purposes, which had previously been 
signed by the Speaker of the House. 


MEMBERS OF COMMISSION AT CELEBRA- 
TION OF ONE HUNDRED AND SEVENTY- 
FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF SIGNING OF 
DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
appoints the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. Frear] and the Senator from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. Durr] members on the 
part of the Senate of the Commission to 
prepare a plan for appropriate observ- 
ance on July 4, 1951, at Philadelphia, Pa., 
of the one hundred and seventy-fifth 
anniversary of the signing of the Dec- 
laration of Independence, created by 
Senate Joint Resolution 51, approved 
June 29, 1951, 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 


ACCEPTANCE By CERTAIN PERSONS OF DECORA- 
TIONS BESTOWED BY FOREIGN COUNTRIES 


A letter from the Secretary of State, trans- 
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to 
authorize certain persons to accept and wear 
decorations bestowed upon them by certain 
foreign countries (with an accompanying 
paper); to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 


REPORT OF LEASES ENTERED INTO BY 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


A letter from the Secretary of the Army, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
leases entered into by the Department of the 
Army, as of June 1, 1951 (with accompany- 


ing papers); to the Committee on Armed 
Services, 


REPORTS ON SETTLEMENT OF CERTAIN CLAIMS 
By INDIAN CLAIMS COMMISSION 

Two letters from the Chief Commissioner, 
Indian Claims Commission, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, reports on conclusion of 
proceedings by the Commission in the cases 
of the Choctaw Nation, petitioner, v. The 
United States, defendant; The Western (Old 
Settler) Cherokee Indians on the relation 
of Dorothea Owen, et al., plaintiffs, v. 
The United States of America, defendant, and 
The Eastern (Emigrant) Cherokee Indians, 
on the relation of Florian H. Nash, Jr., et al., 
plaintiffs, v. The United States of Amer- 
ica, defendant (with accompanying papers) ; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 


CONSTITUTIONAL GOVERNMENT FOR 
PUERTO RICO 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 


Senate a cablegram and a letter from 
the Governor of Puerto Rico, transmit- 
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ting, pursuant to law, a report stating 
that, under a referendum recently held, 
the Territory of Puerto Rico had adopted 
an act to provide for the organization of 
a constitutional government by the 
people of Puerto Rico, which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate, and referred as indicated: 


By the VICE PRESIDENT: 
A joint resolution of the Legislature of the 
State of California; to the Committee on 
Appropriations: $ 


“Assembly Joint Resolution 42 


“Joint resolution relative to appropriation 
for the Central Valley project 


“Whereas the United States House of Rep- 
resentatives has voted to reduce the budget 
allocation for the Central Valley project 
to $32,204,210; and 

“Whereas the Water Project Authority of 
the State of California has requested the 
Appropriations Committee of the United 
States Senate to establish a budget alloca- 
tion of $44,450,000 for this project; and 

“Whereas a full appropriation is neces- 
sary to prevent unreasonable delay in the 
completion, in all its aspects, of this great 
project which is playing such an important 
part in the conservation and development 
of the water resources of the State of Cali- 
fornia: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate 
of the State of California (jointly), That the 
Appropriations Committee of the United 
States Senate is urged and requested to re- 
store and add to the budget allocation for 
the Central Valley project, as approved by 
the House, the sum of $12,245,790 as re- 
quested by the Water Project Authority; and 
be it further 

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the as- 
sembly be directed to send copies of this 
resolution to the President and Vice Presi- 
dent of the United States, to Senator Ken- 
NETH McKELLAR, chairman of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee, and to each Sen- 
ator and Representative from California in 
the Congress of the United States.” 


A joint resolution of the Legislature of 
the State of California; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency: 


“Senate Joint Resolution 36 


“Joint resolution relative to the need for ma- 
terials for construction of additional 
school and college buildings in California 


“Whereas the population of the State of 
California has increased by almost 4,000,000 
during the past 10 years; and 

“Whereas the colleges of California are so 
overcrowded that the youth of this State 
are being deprived of an opportunity to se- 
cure technical and professional training to 
fit them to cope with the demands of mod- 
ern life and industry or to successfully serve 
the Military and Naval Establishments of our 
country in a time of rapidly growing military 
science: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Senate und Assembly of 
the State of California (jointly), That the 
Legislature of the State of California re- 
spectfully memorializes the National Pro- 
duction Authority to give prompt attention 
to the need of material for the construction 
of the Riverside branch of the University 
of California to serve a growing surround- 
ing population of a million people now with- 
out any State-supported university or college 
level institution; and be it further 

“Resolved, That the secretary of the senate 
be hereby directed to transmit copies of this 
resolution to the President and Vice Presi- 
dent of the United States, to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, to each Sena- 
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tor and Representative from California in 
the Congress of the United States, and to the 
National Production Authority.” 


Two joint resolutions of the Legislature of 
the State of California; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

„Assembly Joint Resolution 40 


“Joint resolution relative to the application 
of the Sherman Antitrust Act and the Mil- 
ler-Tydings Act as applied to State fair- 
trade laws 
“Whereas the Supreme Court of the United 

States in an opinion issued May 21, 1951, in 

the case of Schwegmann Bros. v. Calvert Dis- 

tillers’ Corp. has held that the Fair Trade 

Act of the State of Louisiana is unconsti- 

tutional with respect to the application of 

a provision thereof to sellers who are not 

parties to minimum-resale price agreements 

entered into in connection with sales in 
interstate commerce; and 

“Whereas said decision has cast doubt 
upon the fair trade acts of California; and 

“Whereas the fair-trade acts in California 
have operated to the satisfaction of the peo- 
ple and of business since 1933; and 

“Whereas the effects of said decision as 
evidenced by news reports from the State 
of New York will be widespread price cut- 
ting on all types of articles previously sub- 
ject to the fair-trade acts; and 

“Whereas such price wars and price cut- 
ting are injurious to the people of the State 
in that they result in an unfair advantage 
to large retail establishments over small re- 
tail establishments; and 

“Whereas such price wars and price cut- 
ting can result only in the bankruptcy and 
insolvency of small-business men in this 
State: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Assembly and the Senate 
of the State of California (jointiy) — the 

y me- 


islation to permit the execution of fair- 
trade contracts binding upon both those who 
sign such contracts and upon nonsigners in 
order that the validity of the fair-trade acts 
of California and of the other States of the 
Union shall be reestablished and in order 
that widespread price wars and the result- 
ing hardships therefrom may be avoided; 


sembly be hereby copies 
of this resolution to the President and Vice 


in the Congress of the United States.” 


“Assembly Joint Resolution 39 


“Joint resolution relative to the naturaliza- 
tion of alien members of the Armed 
Forces 
“Whereas hostilities leading to the com- 

mitment of many thousands of soldiers, 

sailors, marines, and airmen of the Armed 

Forces of the United States, commenced in 

the Republic of Korea on June 25, 1950; and 
“Whereas there are many persons serving 

in the the Armed Forces of the United States 
who are not citizens of this country; and 
“Whereas the Congress of the United 
States provided that persons serving honor- 
ably in the Armed Forces during the period 
of hostilities in World War II might be 
naturalized by a simplified procedure, with- 
out the either of prolonged service 
in the Armed Forces or compliance with the 
usual residence requirement of the natural- 
ization laws of the United States; and 
“Whereas no present law of the United 

States provides that persons serving in the 

Korean campaign may be naturalized by a 

simplified procedure without first serving for 

3 years or more; and 
“Whereas it is incongruous that the United 

States should require or accept the military 
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services and high sacrifices of alien members 
of the Armed Forces in the current hostili- 
ties and not extend to those persons the 
privilege of citizenship in the United States: 
Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of 
the State of California (jointly), That the 
Legislature of the State of California re- 
spectfully memorializes the President and 
the Congress of the United States to enact 
a law similar to that one enacted to provide 
for the naturalization of aliens serving in 
the Armed Forces during the period begin- 
ning September 1, 1939, and ending Decem- 
ber 31, 1946, which will apply to veterans of 
the Armed Forces serving after June 25, 1950, 
and before the end of the current Korean 
campaign; and be it further 

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the 
Assembly be hereby directed to transmit 
copies of this resolution to the President 
and Vice President of the United States, to 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
and to each Senator and Representative 
from California in the Congress of the 
United States.” 


A joint resolution of the Legislature of 
the State of California; to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare: 

“Assembly Joint Resolution 45 


Joint resolution relative to Federal aid for 
child-care centers 
“Whereas California has seen the necessity 
for the continuation of child-care centers 
to the present date, although Federal funds 
under the Lanham Act have been terminated; 
and 


“Whereas it is doubtful if the State can 
continue to meet the present need; and 

“Whereas the number of young children 
in this State is rapidly increasing due to the 
number of Armed Forces members in this 
State, or their leaving families here while 
overseas; and 

“Whereas the demand for war-industry 
workers and the high and rising cost of living 
takes wives, widows, and others away from 
the care of young children in the home: 
Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of 
the State of California (jointly), That the 
Legislature of California respectfully memo- 
rializes the President and the Congress of 
the United States to consider the necessity 
for legislation similar to the child-care center 


fense emergency problems as does Call ornia; 
and be it further 

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the 
assembly be hereby directcd to transmit 
forthwith copies of this resolution to the 
President and Vice President of the United 
States, to the Speaker of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, and to each Senator and Repre- 
sentative from California in the Congress 
of the United States.” 


A joint resolution of the Legislature of the 
State of California; to the Committee on 
Public Works: 

“Assembly Joint Resolution 37 
“Joint resolution relative to Federal aid for 
defense highway projects 

“Whereas there have been many bills in- 
troduced in the 1951 regular session of the 
California State Legislature proposing to add 
new routes to the California State highway 
system; and 

“Whereas the authors of these bills have 
urged their adoption by argument that the 
immediate improvement of State routes is 
required to provide access to defense indus- 
trial plants and military installations; and 

“Whereas the present State highway, 
county road, and city street funds are in- 
sufficient to meet these urgent demands; and 

“Whereas by precedent established in sec- 
tion 32 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
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1950 (Public Law 769, 8lst Cong.) . Federal 
defense funds have heretofore been made 
available and expended in other areas of the 
United States for defense road requirements; 
and 

“Whereas such proposed defense highway, 
road, and street projects are required in the 
rural areas, such as Lassen, Humboldt, San 
Bernardino, Kern, and other counties, in the 
metropolitan areas of the San Francisco Bay 
district, Sacramento, and Los Angeles, in and 
about the Long Beach-Los Angeles Harbors 
and airports, and in Orange, Ventura, River- 
side, and San Diego Counties: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of 
the State of California (jointly), That the 
Legislature of the State of California hereby 
respectfully memorializes the Congress of 
the United States to provide Federal defense 
road funds to aid in the financing of the 
necessary highway, road, and street defense 
projects in the State of California; and be it 
further 

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the 
assembiy be hereby directed to transmit 
copies of this resolution to the President and 
Vice President of the United States, to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, and 
to each Senator and Representative from 
California in the Congress of the United 
States.” 


A resolution adopted by the council of 
the city of Los Angeles, Calif., relating to rent 
control; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

Two resolutions adopted by the American 
Association of Social Workers, at Atlantic 
City, N. J., relating to public assistance and 
sccial security; to the Committee on Finance. 

A resolution adopted by the board of 
trastees of the Church Peace Union, at At- 
lantic City, N. J., favoring the immediate 
ratification of the Genocide Treaty; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

A resolution adopted by the municipal 
council of St. Thomas and St. John, St. 
Thomas, V. I., relating to the inclusion of 
the Virgin Islands in the benefits of 30 
scholarships for vocational training in the 
Metropolitan Vocational School in Puerto 
Rico; to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

A resolution adopted by the Steuben So- 
ciety of America, New York, N. Y., protesting 
azainst the of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 4, inviting the democracies which 

the North Atlantic Treaty to name 
delegates to a federal convention; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

A resolution adopted by the department 
of South Dakota, the American Legion, Wa- 
tertown, S. Dak., favoring the enactment of 
legislation to provide a system whereby com- 
petent Indians could be determined and de- 
clared as such and released from all Federal 
control and supervision; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 


DUTY-FREE SHIPMENTS OF CRUDE PE- 
TROLEUM BETWEEN UNITED STATES 
AND CANADA—JOINT RESOLUTION OF 
WISCONSIN LEGISLATURE 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I present 
a joint resolution adopted by the Wis- 
consin Legislature urging passage of 
legislation to bring about reciprocal 
trade agreements providing for duty- 
free mutual transshipments of crude pe- 
troleum between the United States and 
the Dominion of Canada. This isa mat- 
ter of tremendous importance to the 
State of Wisconsin in view of the fact 
that Superior is to be the site for two 
vast oil refineries bringing in crude oil 
from Alberta fields. 

I ask unanimous consent that the joint 
resolution be printed in the Reconp and 
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referred to the Senate Finance Commit- 
tee. 

There being no objection; the joint 
resolution was referred to the Commit- 
tee on Finance and, under the rule, or- 
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Senate Joint Resolution 52 


Joint resolution memorializing the Congress 
of the United States to pacs bill H. R. 2815 
(1981) or other proper legislation to bring 
about reciprocal trade agreements pro- 
viding for duty-free mutual transship- 
ments of crude petroleum between the 
United States and the Dominion of Canada 
Whereas the Dominion of Canada is and 

has been a large consumer of crude petro- 

leum and petroleum byproducts from the 
United States, which have been admitted 
duty-free to the Dominion of Canada; and 
Whereas recent discoveries of extensive 
petroleum deposits and natural-gas-pro- 
ducing areas in the Province of Alberta in 
the Dominion of Canada are being developed; 
and 

Whereas crude petroleum will be trans- 
ported by pipeline through the States of 

North Dakota and Minnesota to Superior, 

Wis., and thence to Sarnia, Ontario, for re- 

fining; and 
Whereas tentative plans call for the build- 

ing of two oil refineries in the vicinity of 

Superior, Wis., for the refining of additional 

quantities of petroleum products from the 

Alberta field; and 
Whereas these petroleum imports to be 

refined in the Superior arca should be af- 

forded means through elimination of dis- 
criminatory import duties by which they can 
be made available to American consumers; 
and 

Whereas the availability of large supplies 
of crude petroleum is essential to the growth 
of industry, the assurance of fuel supply, 
the national defense in times of war or na- 
tional emergency, and the general economic 
well-being of our people: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the senate (the assembly con- 
curring), That the Legislature of the State 
of Wisconsin respectfully memorializes the 

Congress of the United States to pass bill 

H. R. 2815 or other proper legislation to 

bring about reciprocal trade agreements pro- 

viding for duty-free mutual transshipments 
of crude petroleum between the United 

States and the Dominion of Canada; and be 

it further 
Resolved, That the properly attested copies 

of this resolution be sent to each House of 

Congress and to each Wisconsin Member 

thereof. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before 
the Senate a joint resolution of the Leg- 
islature of the State of Wisconsin, iden- 
tical with the foregoing, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Finance. 


GRANT OF CERTAIN LANDS TO INDIANS 
ON COLVILLE RESERVATION—RESOLU- 
TIONS OF TRI-COUNTY MINING ASSO- 
CIATION, GRAND COULEE, WASH. 


Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr, Pres- 
ident, I present for appropriate refer- 
ence and ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp_ resolutions 
adopted by the Tri-County Mining As- 
sociation of Grand Coulee, Wash., rec- 
ommending that H. R. 2387 and S. 378 
be not approved. These bills are similar 
to H, R. 2433 of last year which proposed 
to give 818,000 acres of land to the In- 
dians on the Colville Indian Reservation. 
The Tri-County Mining Association 
points out that any such policy would 
seriously interfere with possible future 
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mineral development of this large tract, 
and therefore may be a direct hindrance 
to our rearmament effort. 

There being no objection, the reso- 
lutions were referred to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs and or- 
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


RESOLUTIONS PASSED AT THE SPRING MEETING 
OF MEMBERS AND OFFICERS OF THE TRI- 
County MINING ASSOCIATION OF GRAND 
COULEE, WASH., APRIL 10, 1951 


(The meeting was held at Grand Coulee, 
Wash., April 10, 1951, and the following reso- 
lutions were adopted unanimously by the 
membership and board of trustees: ) 

1. Whereas this south half of the Colville 
Indian Reservation was opened to mineral 
entry July 1, 1898, and closed to entry under 
the Wheeler-Howard Act in 1934 by Sec- 
retary of the Interior H. F, Ickes with no 
general publicity, therefore, no opposition 
from the mining prospectors, mining com- 
panies or mining associations; and 

2. Whereas there was introduced in the 
House H. R. 2432 in the Eighty-first Congress 
by Representatives Watt Horan, of the State 
of Washington, and practically the same bill 
was introduced in the Senate by Senator 
Warren G. MAGNUSON as S. 1021 to give to 
the Colville Indians and other tribes of 
Indians, located thereon, the diminished 
south half of the Colville Indian Reserva- 
tion, containing about 818,000 acres of this 
land, which is still not disposed of (see 
minority report of Senator HUGH BUTLER, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
81st Cong., Calendar No. 833); and 

3. Whereas these bills failed to pass the 
Senate in the Eighty-first Congress; and 

4. Whereas practically the same bills have 
been reintroduced in the Eighty-second 
Congress as H. R. 2387 by Representative 
Warr Horan and as Senate bill 378 by Sena- 
tor Warren G. Macnuson (for himself and 
Senator JAMES Murray); and 

5. Whereas if these bills are railroaded 
through Congress like they attempted to do 
with H. R. 2432 and S. 1021, the United States 
Government will forever relinquish title, 
from the taxpayers of this country, to this 
818,000 acres containing vast undeveloped 
mineral resources; and 

6. Whereas about 110,000 acres of this land 
was classified by the United States Govern- 
ment geologist as mineral reserves, and min- 
eral has been found in other parts of the 
reservation since this classification; and 

7. Whereas the hearing conducted in 
Spokane by Senator James Murray as chair- 
man of Senate subcommittee on H. R. 2432 
and S, 1021 was a farce, lasting only 3 hours 
and 20 minutes. Those on the Colville 
Indian Agency payroll took up about 2 hours 
of the time, our side, the opposition, about 
1 hour and 20 minutes—25 Indians, prospec- 
tors, mining men were not even given the 
courtesy to be heard. Therefore, we were 
opposed to the above bills and are unalter- 
ably opposed to the passage of bills intro- 
duced to the Eighty-second Congress as 
H. R. 2387 by Representative Watt Horan 
and Senate bill 378 by Senators W. G. Mac- 
NUSON and JAMES Murray, which were super- 
seded by H. R. 2432 and Senate bill 1021 (for 
further information, please see Senator 
Huc Burier’s minority views, Calendar 835, 
Rept. 826, pt. 2, 8lst Cong.); and 

8. Whereas the United States Government 
and the taxpayers of the United States 
therein own title to this land, which com- 
prises the Colville Indian Reservation, which 
on April 9, 1872, by Executive order of Presi- 
dent U. S. Grant was set aside as a reserva- 
tion only for the Colvilles and other Indian 
tribes which they might wish to place 
thereon to live; and 

9, Whereas, under the agreement or treaty 
by and between these Indian peoples, and 
the United States Government through 
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James McLaughton, United States Indian 
inspector on December 16, 1906, a large ma- 
jority of these Indian peoples signed an 
agreement relinquishing all right, title, or 
interest in the Colville Indian Reservation 
to the United States Government for $1,- 
500,000 and an allotment of 80 acres of the 
best land of their own choosing for each man, 
woman, and child for the north half. This 
has been done and the money paid, sup- 
posedly into the Colville tribal fund to be 
used to better advance the conditions of 
these Indians; and 

10. Whereas the Interior Department is 
acting as trustee for these Indians on the 
south half of this reservation in handling 
the money and business; and 

11. Whereas we claim that Article 11 of the 
James McLaughlin United States Indian in- 
spector for the United States Government 
under this agreement of December 16, 1906, 
has not been fully complied with and the 
will of Congress has been ignored by not dis- 
posing of these lands in accordance with this 
agreement (see art. 2 of this agreement; see 
p. 12, minority report of Senator Hugh Butler 
of the Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs of the Eighty-first Cong., Calendar No. 
833, Rept. No. 826, pt. 2); and 

12. Whereas by restoring about 818,000 
acres of United States Government land to 
the Colville Indian and associated tribes 
about 110,000 acres of which was classified 
by J. T. Pardee of the U. S. G. S. and asso- 
clates and put into mineral reserves subject 
only to location under Mineral Land Laws of 
1872 before the diminished south half of the 
reservation was opened to homesteader entry 
on and after September 5, 1916, under the 
act approved March 22, 1906 (34 Stat. H. 80) 
under H. R. 2387 and S. 378, you will for- 
ever cl~se to mineral location under the law 
the vast undeveloped mineral resources in 
this 818,000 acres; and 

13. Whereas the majority of the Colville 
Indians and affiliated tribes voted by a good 
majority not to go in under the Wheeler- 
Howard bill which passed Congress to put 
mineral and other lands in all reservations, 
except come in New Mexico, Arizona, in the 
U. S. A. on a leasing system; and 

14. Whereas we believe that the tempo- 
rary order of withdrawal by Secretary of the 
Interior H. F, Ickes by Executive order in 
1934, was unconstitutional as it was not 
voted on by Congress and if it was constitu- 
tional, the emergency which they claimed 
existed has passed; and 

15. Whereas the act as reported was ap- 
parently done to eliminate mining people 
from locating claims on or below the Mean- 
der Line or highwater mark that would be 
reached by the high water in Roosevelt Lake 
back of Coulee Dam in the State of Wash- 
ington; and 

16. Whereas they withdrew the whole 818,- 
000 in question from 20 feet to about 5,000 
feet above the high water of Lake Roosevelt 
or to the tops of the mountains. This Roose- 
velt Lake level or 20 feet above the highest 
lake level of water that Roosevelt Lake would 
reach; and 

17. Whereas under Secretary of Interior 
H. F. Ickes’ temporary withdrawal from min- 
eral entry in 1934—17 years now when the 
reservation was put on a 10 percent leas- 
ing system—not one mining lease has been 
signed although there was about 110,000 
acres classified as mineral reserves under 
the supervision of J. F. Pardee, United States 
Government geologist before the Colville In- 
dian Reservation was opened to homestead 
entry in 1916; and 

18. Whereas people who gamble their 
money trying to develop a mine prospect in- 
volving often the expenditures of millions 
of dollars which may be a total loss, will not 
pay 10 percent royalty on all mineral pro- 
duced under the leasing system to the In- 
dian Bureau, no provision is made for re- 
newal of the lease for another 10 or 20 years 
under the act; and 
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19. Whereas no sane person will gamble 
his money under such conditions; and 

20. Whereas we are in a war with North 
Koreans and Chinese Communists backed 
by Russian Communists and world war may 
start at any time; and 

21. Whereas the United States Government 
and their allies of the United Nations need 
all of the minerals for war purposes we can 
produce, such as lead, zinc, copper, nickel, 
cobalt, and other minerais which are found 
and quite a large tonnage have been de- 
veloped in that area; and 

22. Whereas the Colville and associated In- 
dian tribes have been well treated by receiv- 
ing from the United States (1) an 80-acre 
allotment was given to them of the best 
land of their own choosing for each man, 
woman, and child on the reservation; (2) 
61.500 C00 cash for the north half of the 
reservation; (3) also into their tribal fund 
has gone about $10,000,000 from sale of home- 
steads, town sites, grazing privileges, patent 
fees on mining acreage and from the sale 
of timber on this Colville Indian Reserva- 
tion; (4) and there is going into their fund 
at present prices about $200,000 per year 
from timber sales alone; (5) they have been 
provided free schools, hospitais, doctors; 
(6) the Indian people can locate mining 
claims and develop them and sell them or 
bring them into production as well as the 
white people under the mineral land laws 
of 1872; (7) they have been provided em- 
ployment in the mines; 

Whereas we believe the miners’ rights 
should be seriously considered also: There- 
fore we, by unanimous vote of trustees and 
members of the Tri-County Mining Asso- 
ciation, are unalterably opposed to the pass- 
age of these bills by Congressman Watt 
Horan, H. R. 2387, and Senator W. G. 
Macnvuson, S. 378, now introduced in this 
Eighty-second Congress, and ask that the 
818,000 acres remaining in the reservation 
be reopened to mineral entry under the min- 
eral Land Laws, as chrome and other min- 
erals have been found outside of the 110,- 
000 acres which was es. set aside in 
mineral reserves. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 


By Mr. CARLSON: 

S.1791, A bill to incorporate the Ameri- 
can War Dads and Its Auxiliary; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Canson when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. CASE: 

S. 1792. A biil providing for a Public Wel- 
fare Act for the District of Columbia, to 
protect the common welfare and maintain 
the sovereignty of government in labor dis- 
putes vitally affecting the public welfare, 
public health, public safety or national 
security, to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Case when he in- 
troduced the above bill, which appear un- 
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. ECTON: 

S. 1793. A bill authorizing the Secretary of 
the Interior to issue a patent in fee to James 
Bearchild; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SPARKMAN: 

S. 1794. A bill to amend the Soldiers’ and 
Sailors’ Civil Relief Act of 1940, as amended, 
to provide further relief for persons in mili- 
tary service, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

By Mr. FERGUSON: 

S. 1795. A bill for the relief of Georgia 
Christos Demarelos; to the Committee on 
the Tudiciary. 
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By Mr. KNOWLAND: 
S. 1796. A bill for the relief of Bruno Leo 
Freund; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


INCORPORATION OF AMERICAN WAR DADS 
AND ITS AUXILIARY 


Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I in- 
troduce for appropriate reference a bill 
to incorporate the American War Dads 
and its auxiliary, and I ask unanimous 
consent that I may proceed for 2 minutes 
to make a statement concerning the bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred, 
and, without objection, the Senator may 
proceed for 2 minutes. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I wish 
to speak about two great American patri- 
otic organizations—the American War 
Dads and the American War Dads Aux- 
iliary—which have duly constituted by- 
laws and constitutions but they have not 
been chartered by the Congress. 

Some of the chief purposes of these two 
organizations are: 

First. To teach Americanism. 

Second. To provide welfare services to 
Gold Star children and widows. 

Third. To help in providing hospital 
services to veterans and their dependents. 

Fourth. To help our young people to 
have a better understanding of world 
affairs. 

They are nonprofit organizations with 
prohibition against any part of their in- 
come or assets inuring to the members. 

-These organizations have done a valu- 
able work in helping our sons and daugh- 
ters who have fought for freedom and 
justice. They have been especially help- 
ful in helping these young people with 
their employment problems and their 
recreational and rehabilitation pro- 
grams. 

By the objectives and purposes of these 
organizations, many young people have 
been inspired to take a new lease on life. 
Therefore, in order that these organiza- 
tions may be properly incorporated as 
national organizations, I have introduced 
the bill which would grant to them a 
national charter by the Congress of the 
United States, and I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 


1791) to incorporate the American War - 


Dads and its auxiliary, introduced by 
Mr. CARLSON, was read twice by its title, 
referred to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, and ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the following- 
named persons, to wit: Mrs, Paul Wright, 946 
Kellam, Topeka, Kans.; Mrs. Arthur J. Black, 
1631 South Elwood, Tulsa, Okla.: Mrs. James 
E. Mecum, 531 Gladstone, Kansas City, Mo.; 
Mrs. C. R. Mooney, 4333 Bellefontaine, 
Kansas City, Mo.; Mr. H. Roe Bartle, 25 East 
Seventieth Street, Kansas City, Mo.: Mr. 
George H. Charno, 916 Walnut Street, Kan- 
sas City. Mo.; Mr. W. T. Comstock, 919 West 
Eighth Street, Topeka, Kans.; Mr. Arthur 8. 
Cummings, Box 419, Auburn, Maine; Mr. 
Horace Fuller, 510 Marcella Avenue, Endicott, 
N. X.; Mr. C. R. Golly, 308 Barker, Peoria, 
II.; Mr. O. A. Greer, box 2363, Tuscon, Ariz.; 
Mr. L. D. Lacy, 225 West First Street, Okla- 
homa City, Okla.; Mr. Carl K. Lunde, rural 
route No. 3, Hayward, Okla.; Mr. Nat Milgram, 
845 West Sixty-second Street, Kansas City, 
Mo.; Mr. William M. Murphy, 605 North 
Kansas Avenue, Topeka, Kans.; Mr. Floyd A. 
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Norris, 107 South Oak Street, McPherson, 
Kans.; Mr. Patrick J. Norton, Boys Town, 
Nebr.; Mr. Albert R. Seibert, 5879 Delor 
Street, St. Louis, Mo., and their associates 
and successors, are hereby created a body 
corporate by the name of “American War 
Dads and Its Auxiliary” (hereinafter re- 
ferred to as the corporation). 

Sec, 2, The persons named in section 1 of 
this act, or their successors, are hereby au- 
thorized to meet to complete the organiza- 
tion of the corporation by the selection of 
officers, the adoption of a constitution and 
bylaws, and the doing of such other acts as 
may be necessary for such purpose. 

Sec. 3. Eligibility for membership in the 
corporation and the rights and privileges of 
members shall be determined according to 
the constitution and bylaws of the corpora- 
tion. 

Sec. 4. The principal office of the corpora- 
tion shall be located in Kansas City, Mo.: 
Provided, That, upon due and proper action 
of the national convention, the location of 
said office may be removed to any other lo- 
cality within the continental limits of the 
United States; and the activities of the cor- 
poration may be conducted within the ter- 
ritorlal limits of all States, the District of 
Columbia, and Territories, possessions, and 
lands of the United States of America, or 
under the jurisdiction thereof, wherever 
situated. 

Sec. 5. Members of the corporation shall 
have representation through duly accredited 
delegates, as fixed and determined by the 
bylaws of the corporation, at any annual 
convention, and through such participation 
shall exercise control over the executive 
committee, officers, and affairs of the cor- 
poration, including all powers and authority 
which may be generally or specifically dele- 
gated by the membership in convention as- 
sembied to such committee and officers. 

Sec. 6. The purpose of the corporation 
shall be— 

(a) to recognize and develop the loyalty, 
dignity, and love embodied in the relation- 
ship of father and daughter and father and 
son; and the relationship of mother and 
daughter and mother and son; 

(b) to inspire, teach, and practice love 
of God, love of country, and love of home; 

(c) to energetically support and maintain 
the Constitution of the United States of 
America, and our American form of gov- 
ernment, together with its traditions and 
ideais, to the end that our American way of 
life shall not be lost; 

(d) to back and support our sons and 
daughters who have served or are serving in 
the Armed Forces; 

(e) to aid our sons and daughters in their 
Teemployment problems, and economic 
needs, and in their rehabilitation program; 

(f) to build a better community, a strong- 
er State, a finer Nation, and a more under- 
standing world; and 

(g) to work for a just and lasting peace, 

Sec. 7. The corporation shall have no 
power to engage in or operate any business 
for pecuniary profit or gain, and no part 
of the income or assets of the corporation 
shall inure to any of its members, or oM- 
cers, or be distributable thereto, except upon 
dissolution or final liquidation of the cor- 
poration, subject to the right of the execu- 
tive committee upon dissolution otherwise 
to distribute the same as hereinafter pro- 
vided; and the corporation is organized and 
shall be operated exclusively for charitable, 
educational, patriotic, and civic improve- 
ment purposes. 

Sec. 8. No part of the activities of the cor- 
poration shall consist of carrying on propa- 
ganda, 

Sec. 9. The corporation, and its officers 
and members as such, shall not contribute to 
cr otherwise support or assist any political 
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party or candidate for elective public of- 
fice. 


Sec, 10. The corporation— 

(a) shall have perpetual existence and suc- 
cession by its corporate name; 

(b) may sue and be sued, complain and 
defend in any court of competent jurisdic- 
tion; 

(c) may adopt, use, and alter a corporate 
seal; 

(d) may choose such officers, managers, 
and agents as the business of the corpora- 
tion may require; 

(e) may ordain and establish bylaws and 
regulations, not inconsistent with the laws 
of the United States of America or any State 
thereof, for the management of its prop- 
erty and the regulation of its affairs; 

(f) may contract and be contracted with; 

(g) may take and hold by lease, gift, pur- 
chase, grant, device, or bequest any prop- 
erty, real or personal, necessary for attain- 
ing the objects and carrying into effect the 
purposes of the corporation, subject, how- 
ever, to applicable provisions of law of any 
State governing the amount or kind of real 
and personal property which may be held 
by or otherwise limiting or controlling the 
ownership of real and personal property by 
a corporation operating in such State; and 


(h) may transfer and convey real or per- 


sonal property. 


Sec. 11. The corporation shall be liable 


for the acts of its officers and agents. 

Src. 12. The corporation shall have at all 
times in Kansas City, Mo., or at any other 
place where its lawfully designated national 
Office is located a designated agent author- 
ized to accept service of process for the cor- 
poration. 

Sec. 13. The corporation shall keep correct 
and complete books and records of account 
and shall also keep minutes of the proceed- 
ings of its members and of the national 
executive committee and of any other duly 
authorized committees and shall keep at its 
principal office a record giving the names and 
addresses of its members entitled to vote, 
and permit the inspection of books and rec- 
ords by any member or his agent or attorney 
for any proper purpose at any reasonable 
time, and the corporation shall provide for 
an annual audit of the books and records of 
the corporation as to its financial transac- 
tions, as may be required by law. 

Sec. 14. The corporation shall not make 
loans to its officers, or members of its execu- 
tive committee, or any of them. Any mem- 
ber of the executive committee of the cor- 
poration who votes for or assents to the mak- 
ing of a loan or advance to an officer or 
member of the executive committee of the 
corporation, and any officer or member of 
the executive committee who participates 
in the making of any such loan or advance, 
shall be jointly and severally liable to the 
corporation for the amount of such loan 
until the repayment thereof. 

Sec. 15. The corporation may adopt and 
shall have the exclusive right to manufac- 
ture and use such emblems and badges as 


may be deemed necessary in the fulfillment 


of the purposes of the corporation. 

Sec, 16. The corporotion and its State and 
local subdivisions shall have the sole and ex- 
clusive right to have and to use in carrying 
out its purposes the name the American War 
Dads and Its Auxiliary. 

Src. 17. As a condition precedent to the 
exercise of any power or privilege herein 
granted or conferred, the corporation shall 
file in the office of the secretary of State of 
each State in which subdivisions, posts, or 
units may be organized, the name and ad- 
dress of an authorized agent in such State 
upon whom legal process or demands against 
the corporation may be served. 

Sec. 18. The said corporation may and 
shall acquire all of the assets of the existing 
organizations known as the American War 
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Dads, Inc., and the American War Dads 
Auxiliary, upon discharge or satisfactory pro- 
visions for the discharge of all their liabili- 
ties. 

Sec, 19. The corporation shall not have or 
issue shares of stock, nor declare or pay 
dividends. 

Sec. 20. In the event of a final dissolution 
or liquidation of the corporation, and after 
the discharge or satisfactory provisions for 
the discharge of all its liabilities, the remain- 
ing assets of the said corporation shall be 
distributed equitably among all the members 
of the corporation, in good standing, but, in 
the discretion of the executive committee of 
the corporation, such net assets may be 
transferred, without the assent of the mem- 
bers, to the Veterans’ Administration, to be 
applied to the care and comfort of disabled 
war veterans of the United States, or so 
transferred to any charitable, patriotic, or 
civic organization that may be selected by 
the executive committee of the corporation, 
for use by such organization in carrying out 
its purposes. 

Sec. 21. Such provisions, privileges, and 
prerogatives as have been granted thereto- 
fore to other national veterans’ organiza- 
tions by virtue of their being incorporated 
by Congress are hereby granted and shall 
accrue to the American War Dads and Its 
Auxiliary. 

Sec. 22. The right to repeal, alter, or amend 
this act at any time is expressly reserved. 


PROTECTION OF THE PUBLIC WELFARE 
IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, under pres- 
ent conditions, when we are seeking to 
achieve a mobilization of the United 
States—perhaps partial in degree, But 
nevertheless marked by an emergency 
declared by the President—it is intolera- 
ble that we should permit a traffic tie-up 
in the District of Columbia such as we 
have today. The agencies upon which 
we depend for mobilization find it im- 
possible to carry on at the pace which we 
have been told is essential to the national 
welfare. 

Therefore, I introduce for appropriate 
reference a bill to provide a Public Wel- 
fare Act for the District of Columbia, 
which would protect the common wel- 
fare and maintain the sovereignty of 
Government in labor disputes vitally af- 
fecting the public welfare, public health, 
public safety, or national security, 

This bill represents, for the District of 
Columbia, an adaptation of a bill which 
I introduced in the House of Representa- 
tives in April 1947 providing for a 
method of handling emergency situa- 
tions when the public welfare is at stake. 
I have adapted it to the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

The bill (S. 1792) providing for a Pub- 
lic Welfare Act for the District of Co- 
lumbia to protect the common welfare 
and maintain the sovereignty of Govern- 
ment in labor disputes vitally affecting 
the public welfare, public health, pub- 
lic safety, or national security, intro- 
duced by Mr. Case, was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 


MISAKO KINOSHITA—AMENDMENT 


Mr. HUNT submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill (S. 1177) for the relief of Misako 
Kinoshita, which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, and or- 
dered to be printed. 
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AMENDMENT OF FOOD, DRUG, AND COS- 
METIC ACT—CHANGE OF REFERENCE 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, on March 21, the legislative 
day of March 16, Senate bill 1186, to 
amend section 503 (b) of the Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act of June 25, 1938, as 
amended, was referred to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
The bill was introduced by the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. The 
bill has to do with the Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act of June 26, 1938. It is one 
of the border-line bills which perhaps 
could be sent to either the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce or the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 
We have examined the bill very care- 
fully and we believe it deals more with 
public health matters than it does with 
commerce. Therefore I move that the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce be discharged from further 
consideration of the bill, and that it be 
referred to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

The motion was agreed to. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session, 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting several 
nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, 
ETC., PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete., 
were ordered to be printed in the Ap- 
pendix, as follows: 

By Mr. LEHMAN: 

Statement by Mayor Vincent R. Impel- 
litteri, of New York City, on the need for 
Federal rent control in that city. 

Address prepared for delivery by him 
at the anti-inflation rally in New York City, 
June 28, 1951. 

By Mr. GILLETTE: 

Address on the MacArthur hearings broad- 
east by him from Station WGN in Chicago 
on June 30, 1951. 

Editorial relating to the Council of Eu- 
rope, published in the New York Times of 
June 30, 1951. 

By Mr. BUTLER: 

Address delivered by William Strand, edis 
tor of the Fairbanks (Alaska) News-Miner at 
the Republican victory banquet sponsored 
by the Fourth Division Republican Club of 
Fairbanks, Alaska. 

Editorial entitled “OPS—An Opportunity 
for Alaska,” published in the Alaska Weekly 
of June 15, 1951. 

By Mr. AIKEN: 

Editorial entitled “Suppose This Hap- 
pened,” published in the Montpelier Eve- 
ning Argus of June 25, 1951, dealing with 
the responsibility of the public to cooperate 
in reducing governmental expenditures. 

By Mr. MOODY: 

Article regarding the possibility of a truce 
in Korea, written by James Reston and pub- 
lished in the New York Times of July 1, 1951. 

Editorial entitled “No Time To Relax,” re- 
garding a cease-fire order in Korea, pub- 
lished in the New York Times of July 2, 
1951. 

Article entitled “Run-Away Economy in 
New Peril,” written by Stuart Alsop, and 
published in the Washington Post of July 1, 
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1951, and an article entitled “Congress Bets 
on Inflation Lull, Going All-Out on Wrong 
Course,” written by J. A. Livingston, and 
published in the Washington Post of June 
28, 1951. 

By Mr. KILGORE: 

Editorial entitled Dope Habit,” published 
in the Logan (W. Va.) Banner of June 29, 
1951. 

PROHIBITION AGAINST ADMISSION OF 

RED CHINA TO MEMBERSHIP IN THE 

UNITED NATIONS 


Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, along 
with the other Members of the Congress 
and with the American people, I am 
quite hopeful of the outcome of the truce 
talks with reference to the Korean war 
which now seem to be virtually a cer- 
tainty. But with all our hope and eager- 
ness for the cessation of hostilities, we 
feel that there are certain fundamentals 
which we must not overlook and there 
are some things we cannot concede. 
Foremost among these, in my opinion, is 
the fact that we cannot under any cir- 
cumstances permit Red China to become 
a member of the United Nations. If 
she does, under whatever guise, it means 
that we can no longer participate as a 
member. 

It seems clear to me that at one time 
our official position was to the effect that 
we would oppose the admission of Red 
China as a member of the United Na- 
tions, but that if we were outvoted, there 
was nothing we could do about it and 
that we would have to submit thereto. 
Our official position now seems to be that 
we shall oppose her admission by all 
means possibie and to the very last. As 
I understand, this was brought out 
clearly and repeatedly during the Mac- 
Arthur hearings and that position is 
pretty generally understood and ac- 
cepted by the members of the two com- 
mittees conducting those hearings and 
by the American people. 

The question will now be agitated 
again. I think we should let it be known 
now that we shall oppose membership 
of Red China in the United Nations and 
that we shall never yield; that we feel 
that her admission will in effect be our 
expulsion; that we cannot participate 
in the organization with Red China a 
member thereof. 

Mr. President, as a strong supporter 
of the United Nations, I urge that we 
take this position. I feel that the United 
Nations is the hope of the world today 
for peace and that we should not only 
support it without stint, but that we 
should continue to take the lead as we 
have done in the past on both the eco- 
nomic and the fighting fronts. I re- 
alize as never before, and I believe the 
American people realize as never before, 
the need for a united support of all 
peace-loving nations for the United Na- 
tions; but at the same time we realize 
that the admission of Red China into 
this organization would be a deteriora- 
tion and a disintegration of that body to 
such an extent that we could not longer 
continue in its membership, but would 
have to resort to other means of protect- 
ing ourselves. 
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ARTICLE BY JERRY TOLLE ON BEING 
CALLED INTO MILITARY SERVICE 


Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
in these days when we are sending our 
precious young men and women off to 
defend our way of life it is well that we 
think constantly upon those heritages 
that have given us that way of life. 

If we do less than this—if we fail in the 
smallest way to meet our obligations as 
citizens, we fail those whom we have 
called upon to go forward without reser- 
vation in our defense. 

Mr. President, I hold in my hand an 
article which appeared in the June 30 is- 
sue of the Saturday Evening Post entitled 
Don't Let Me Down When Tm Away,” 
by Jerry Tolle, a 21-year-old boy, which 
speaks more eloquently on the subject of 
our responsibilities to our youngsters 
than any words that I could hope to 
marshal. 

This article deserves the most serious 
attention of every Member of this body. 
I ask unanimous consent that it appear 
in the body of the Recor at this point in 
my remarks, that it may be seen by all 
who read the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Don’t LET Me Down WHEN I'M AWAY 

(By Jerry Tolle) 

Not long ago I celebrated my twenty-first 
birthday—ordinarily a happy milestone in a 
young man’s life—but already the smoke 
from those candles on my cake seems to be 
rising into something ugly—war. 

Yesterday I received that long white en- 
velope from Uncle Sam requesting me to 
hand over two, maybe many more, years of 
my life—maybe even my life itself—to de- 
fend what's being loosely called the Ameri- 
can way of life. Since I am the one who's 
been asked to do the defending, I'd like to 
ask one question: “Just what is the Ameri- 
can way of life?” $ 

Is it tbe right of one person or a group 
of people to support a law or a candidate 
because it gives them special benefits? 

Is it the right of our leaders to let us 
wander without a definite policy for fear of 
losing votes? 

Is it the right of a wage earner to pour 
fuel on the fire of inflation by asking for a 
raise every time prices go up, instead of cut- 
ting his budget and forcing prices back 
down? 

Is it the right of schools to teach their 
pupils that business owes them a living— 
before proving their ability? 

Is it the right of Government to take over, 
little by little, the running of private enter- 
prise and eliminate the spirit of honest com- 
petition from American life? 

If the American way of life is all these 
things, then I'd like to make a bargain with 
you folks whose homes and lives Im sup- 
posed to defend. 

While I give up my freedom, a part of my 
life, and perhaps my entire future to be a 
soldier, I'm counting on you to be good 
home-front soldiers and develop some lead- 
ers who will put this Nation back in busi- 
ness as a real democracy. 

TH carry out my half of the bargain. How 
about you? 

(Eprror’s Note.—Before entering the sery- 
ice, Mr. Tolle had experience as copy writer 
in a Sacramento advertising agency and edi- 
tor of the junior chamber of commerce 
publication in that city.) 


CALL OF THE ROLL 


Mr. McFARLAND. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum, 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Gillette McMahon 
Bricker Hendrickson Neely 
Butler, Md. d Schoeppel 
Carlson Kilgore Sparkman 
Case Lehman Stennis 
Chavez Long Thye 
Cordon Magnuson Underwood 
Duff McCarran erry 
Ellender McClellan Wiley 
Ferguson McFarland 


The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
not present. The clerk will call the 
names of the absent Senators. 

The legislative clerk called the names 
of the absent Senators; and Mr. BUTLER 
of Nebraska, Mr. CAIN, Mr. CLEMENTS, 
Mr. DWORSHAK, Mr. FLANDERS, Mr. HAY- 
DEN, Mr. JohxNSOON of Colorado, Mr. Mo- 
KELLAR, Mr. Morse, Mr. O’Conor, Mr. 
O’ManoneEy, Mr. Smitu of New Jersey, 
and Mr. WELKER answered to their 
names when called. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. MCFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Sergeant at Arms be di- 
rected to request the attendance of ab- 
sent Senators. 

The motion was agreed to. A 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sergeant 
at Arms will execute the orđer of the 
Senate. 

After a little delay, Mr. ToBEY, Mr. 
JouNSON of Texas, Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. 
Kem, Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. GEORGE, Mr. 
TAFT, Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. 
Byrp, Mr. Doueras, Mr. EctTon, Mr. 
FREAR, Mr. HENNINGS, Mr. HUMPHREY, 
Mr. Hunt, Mr. Kerr, Mr. KNOWLAND, Mr. 
MILLIKIN, Mr. Moopy, Mr. Munprt, Mr. 
ROBERTSON, and Mr. WATKINS entered 
the Chamber and answered to their 
names. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
Benton], the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. Eastianp], the Senators from 
Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN and Mr. Pas- 
TORE], the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
HII LI, the Senators from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. Hory and Mr. SmitH], the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
MAYBANK], the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. Monroney], and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] are absent on 
official business. 

The Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
JouNsTon] is absent on official commit- 
tee business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. Mur- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate on 
official business, having been appointed 
a representative of our Government to 
attend the International Labor Confer- 
ence being held in Geneva, Switzerland. 

The Senator from Florida IMr. 
Smatuers! is absent because of illness. 

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the 
Senators from Maine [Mrs. SMITH and 
Mr. Brewster], the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. Brinces], the Senators 
from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART and Mr. 
JENNER], the Senators from North Da- 
kota [Mr. Lancer and Mr. Young], the 
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Senators from Massachusetts [Mr. SAL- 
TONSTALL and Mr. Lopez], the Senator 


from Nevada [Mr. MALONE], the Senator. 


from Wisconsin [Mr. McCartuy], and 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. WIL- 
Lans! are absent on official business. 
The Senator from New York [Mr. 
Ives] is absent by leave of the Senate. 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin]! is absent because of illness. 
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum 
is present. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant 
reading clerk, announced that the House 
had passed a bill (H. R. 3804) to limit 
the retroactive application of the income 
tax to employees of the United States 
working in the possessions or in the 
Canal Zone, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 


ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 


The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrclled bill and joint resolu- 
tiom, and they were signed by the Vice 
President: 

S. 984. An act to amend the Agricultural 
Act of 1949; and 

H. J. Res. 73. Joint resolution amending 
chapter 26 of the Internal Revenue Code, 


HOUSE BILL REFERRED 


The bill (H. R. 3804) to limit the re- 
troactive application of the income tax 
to employees of the United States work- 
ing in the possessions or in the Canal 
Zone was read twice by its title and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Finance. 


ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, July 2, 1951, he presented 
to the President of the United States the 
enrolled bill (S. 984) to amend the Ag- 
ricultural Act of 1949. 


VISIT TO THE SENATE OF MEMBERS OF 
THE JAPANESE DIET 


The VICE PRESIDENT. There are 
present in the Senate Chamber at this 
time a number of the Members of the 
Japanese Diet. We have been honored 
during this session of the Congress by 
several visits by Members of the Japa- 
nese Diet, whom we have been pleased to 
welcome into the Chamber of the Senate, 
to Washington, and to the United States. 
There are in the present delegation two 
separate groups, one of which has been 
here for a month studying American in- 
stitutions, government, economics, and 
so on. The second group has just ar- 
rivec. in the United States. 

As President of the Senate, I am sure 
I voice the sentiments of the Members 
of the Senate when I say we are glad to 
welcome to America, to Washington, and 
to this Chamber, the Members of the 
Japanese Diet, whose visit we hope will 
be profitable, not only to them and to 
their people, but also to us and to our 
people. 
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The people of the United States and 
the people of Japan had been tradition- 
ally friends, until, unfortunately that 
long friendship was interfered with and 
broken—temporarily, we hope and be- 
lieve—during World War II. The people 
of Japan and the Government of Japan, 
and those who have come here repre- 
senting the Government and the people, 
have shown a desire to cooperate with 
the people of the United States, to re- 
sume happy political and commercial 
relations with the Government and peo- 
ple of the United States, and to join 
in the reestablishment of democracy, 
peace, and security throughout the 
world, so that the people of all nations, 
as the result of peaceful relations, may 
be able to profit by economic, commer- 
cial, and social development. 

So we welcome these representatives of 
the Japanese people and of the Japanese 
Government to the United States and to 
the Senate Chamber. We hope that 
their stay will be pleasant and profitable, 
that they may take back to their people 
something they have gained from us 
which will be helpful to them, and that 
also they may leave with us something 
which will be helpful to us in our mutual 
effort to create and maintain respect 
among the nations of the world and the 
peoples of the world for one another, 
for the preservation of peace, and for 
the termination of autocracy and to- 
talitarianism, wherever it may show its 
head in the form of aggression on the 
part of any nation against the innocent 
victims of such aggression. So, as Presi- 
dent of the Senate, I am happy to wel- 
come these members of the Japanese 
Diet into our Chamber. 

[Applause Senators and occupants of 
the galleries rising.] 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
wish to join with the Chair in the words 
of welcome to members of the Japanese 
Diet. I, too, hope that their visit will 
be profitable to their nation and to ours, 
and that as a result of their visit there 
shall develop an even better and more 
lasting friendship between the two na- 
tions. 

Mr. President, in order that we may 
formally greet the distinguished mem- 
bers of the Japanese Diet, I move that 
the Senate stand in recess, subject to the 
call of the Chair. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 12 
o'clock and 51 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess, subject to the call of the 
Chair. 

During the recess, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
has been advised that a representative of 
these two groups would like briefiy to 
express their appreciation in the form 
of responses to the welcome which the 
Senate has accorded them. The Chair 
is glad to recopnize Mr. Tadao Kuraishi, 
chairman of one of the groups to which 
the Chair has referred, who will speak 
to us in the Japanese language. His 
speech will be interpreted by Mr. Kiichi 
Aichi. The Chair is happy to present 
Mr. Tadao Kuraishi. 

Mr. Tadao Kuraishi addressed the 
Senate in the Japanese language, and his 
speech was interpreted by Mr. Kiichi 
Aichi, as follows: x 
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Mr. President and Members of the 
Senate, as the representative of the 
group of Japanese Diet members visit- 
ing the United States, may I state that I 
am extremely happy to have this oppor- 
tunity of conveying a message of greet- 
ings -to the assembled Members of the 
United States Senate. In the name of 
the Japanese people I should like to ex- 
press their sincere thanks for the sym- 
pathy and good will which you have 
shown in the reconstruction of Japan. 

I should also like to state that the 
Japanese people relying upon your kind 
assistance for the speedy completion. of 
a peace treaty are determined to exert 
their utmost efforts in working for a 
close relationship with the American 
people and in endeavoring for the estab- 
lishment of world peace. 

We hope that we may continue to look 
forward to your help and confidence in 
the future. Thank you. 

Applause, Senators rising.] 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Represent- 
ing the second group, the Chair is glad to 
recognize a member of the Japanese Diet, 
Mr. Aisuki Okamoto, who will speak to 
us in the English language. 

Mr. Aisuki Okamoto addressed the 
Senate as follows: 

Mr. President and Senators, thanks to 
the good offices of the United States of 
America, we members of the National 
Diet of Japan have come here with the 
1iss‘on of studying on the spot its local 
administrative system. It is the greatest 
honor for me to have been given this op- 
portunity of offering our greetings to 
you, Mr. President and Senators, on be- 
half of the visiting members. 

First of all we must convey to you the 
heartiest gratitude entertained by the 
whole nation of Japan to the Govern- 
meat and the people of the United States 
of America for their great assistance and 
appropriate guidance to the Japanese 
people, who have since the termination 
of war been endeavoring to reconstruct 
their country into a peace-loving one 
thoroughly democratized in accordance 
with the new constitution. Next, we are 
very pleased to inform you on behalf of 
the whole nation that they are making 
steady progress of reconstruction in their 
harmonious cooperation in order to 
prove worthy of the confidence of your 
country. At the same time allow us to 
cordially ask for your continued guid- 
ance and assistance so that Japan may 
return to the peaceful international 
democratic community as a useful mem- 
ber of it at the earliest date possible. 

Now the United States of America, in 
whose wake Japan is following as a most 
respectable model, has fully harmonized 
the self-government of the local public 
autonomies and the national unity, and 
her democracy is well backed by the firm, 
traditional democratic thought and the 
refined political management extending 
for long years. Such is the very goal 
which Japan is determined to attain 
with all her might as early as possible. 

The standing committees for local 
administration of both the Houses of 
the Japanese Diet, of which committees 
we are members, have under their juris- 
diction local administration, local 
finance, local taxation, police, fire de- 
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fense, election, and other various items 
related to local self-government. Our 
committees are making every effort for 
the establishment of local autonomy 
based on democracy. Under the guid- 
ance and assistance of the occupation 
authorities, our committees made fun- 
damental revision to the local autono- 
mous system of Japan by amending sev- 
eral times the local autonomy law along 
the principle of democracy; then the 
committees enacted the epoch making 
local tax law and the local equalization 
grant law. In addition to those laws, 
the committees have recently enacted the 
local public service law, and also have 
brought into effect such new democratic 
systems of police and fire defense as 
have never been known in the history 
of Japan. It goes without saying that 
all these significant reforms have been 
made through recommendations and 
suggestions of the general headquar- 
ters of the occupation forces after the 
examples of the United States of Amer- 
ica. But what we must consider here is 
that these newly adopted systems are 
quite different in principle from those 
of Japan in the past and are to be oper- 
ated in utterly different ways, so useful 
and effective as they are, they give rise 
to many difficult problems in the course 
of their operation, which can hardly be 
solved by mere abstract and ideal judg- 
ment. 

Needless to say, the Diet is the final 
deciding organ with regard to legislation 
and is directly responsible to the people 
for taxation. This is the chief reason 
why we who are members of the stand- 
ing committees for local administration 
of the Japanese Diet are anxious to per- 
sonally inspect for our reference the sys- 
tems and practices of local self-govern- 
ment in the United States, for after her 
model these reforms have been made, 
and from her we have derived guidance 
in carrying out the new systems of local 
autonomy of Japan. 

Now that this earnest wish of ours has 
been attained and we are enabled here 
to study on the spot how the local ad- 
ministration of your country is actually 
operated, we are assured that this in- 
spection visit will render us valuable 
help in fulfilling our duties when we are 
back in Japan by making the most of 
what we shall have learned here. 

I thank you. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
will take the liberty of suggesting that 
there be printed in the Recorp at this 
point a list of the members of the Japa- 
nese Diet who have honored the Senate 
by their presence today. 

The list is as follows: 

THE FIRST GROUP—JAPANESE CONGRESSIONAL 
ADMINISTRATION MISSION, JUNE 1951 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (466 MEMBERS) 

Liberal Party (285): Tadao Kuraishi 
(chairman of mission) (50), Nagano Prefec- 
ture, second term, chairman of labor com- 
mittee, member of steering committee; 
Hirohide Ishida (36), Akita Prefecture, sec- 
ond term, member of steering committee. 

Democrat (66): Yutaro Takeyama (50), 
Shizuoka Prefecture, third term, member of 
economic stabilization committee, member 
of steering committee. 
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Social Democrat (45): Naosaku Doi (50), 
Kanagawa Prefecture, third term, member of 
steering committee, 

Specialist: Shun-Iche Yokooji (42), Tokyo, 
qualified specialist of standing committee of 
labor. 

HOUSE OF COUNCILORS (250 MEMBERS) 

Liberal (77): Kiichi Aichi (43), Miyagi 
Prefecture, first term, member of finance 
committee, member of steering committee. 

Democrat (28): Hisayoshi Ogawa (51), 
Toyama Prefecture, second term, member of 
construction committee, member of steering 
committee. 

First Members Club (group of independ- 
ents) (14): Ryosaku Sasaki (36), Hyogo 
Prefecture, first term, chairman of economic 
stabilization committee, member of steer- 
ing committee. 

THE SECOND GROUP—JAPANESE CONGRESSIONAL 
Mission ON LOCAL GOVERNMENT, JUNE 
1951 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (466 MEMBERS) 

Liberal Party (285): Sueji Kawamoto (52), 
Atchi Prefecture, first term, member of steer- 
ing committee, member of local government 
committee; Kiichiro Ryuno (48), Fukuoka 
Prefecture, first term, member of local gov- 
ernment committee; Yoshio Yanagisawa, 
LL. D. (43), Chiba Prefecture, first term, 
member of steering committee, member of 
local government committee, member of ad- 
ministrative investigation special committee. 

Social Democrat (45): Ryo Moji (53), Kan- 


local government . 
special committee on public offices election 
law revision. 

Specialist: Noboru Arimatsu (50), Tokyo, 
qualified specialist of standing committee 
on local government. 

HOUSE OF COUNCILORS (250 MEMBERS) 

Green Breeze Society (group of independ- 
ents) (54): Aisuke Okamoto (chairman of 
mission) (56), Kyoto Prefecture, first term, 
ex-chairman of local government commit- 
tee, member of special committee on public 
Offices election law revision. 

Liberal (81): Sueji Hori (64), Hokkaido, 
first term, member of local government com- 
mittee, ex-vice minister on local finance, 
chairman of special committee on public 
offices election law revision. 

Social Democrat (61): Suejiro Yoshikawa 
(58), Tokyo metropolis, first term, ex-chair- 
man, member of local government commit- 
tee, member of special committee on public 
Offices election law revision. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. If our dis- 
tinguished guests will move forward and 
stand in a line in front of the rostrum, 
the Members of the Senate will be glad 
to pass by and shake hands with each 
of them personally. The Sergeant at 
Arms will escort the entire delegation 
to a place in front of the rostrum where 
Senators may pass by and greet them. 

The members of the Japanese mission 
took the places assigned them, and were 
greeted by the Members of the Senate. 

The members of the Japanese Diet 
having retired from the Chamber, 

At 1 o’clock and 3 minutes p. m. the 
Senate reassembled, when called to order 
by the Vice President. 


PRICING PRACTICES 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 719) to establish beyond 
doubt that, under the Robinson-Patman 
Act, it is a complete defense to a charge 
of price discrimination for the seller to 
show that its price differential has been 
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made in good faith to meet the equally 
low price of a competitor. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The unfin- 
ished business, Senate bill 719, the so- 
called basing-point bill, is before the 
Senate, and is open to amendment. 

Mr. LONG. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sec- 
retary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Bricker 


Butler. Md. Hayden O'Conor 
Butler, Nebr, Hendri Sparkman 
Cein Holland Taft 
Carlson Hum Thye 
Connally Johnson, Colo. Underwocd 
Dirksen Welker 
Douglas 

Ellender McCarran Wiley 
Fulbright McParland 

George McKellar 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GIL- 
A quorum is not 
present. The clerk will call the names 
of the absent Senators. 

The legislative clerk called the names 
of the absent Senators; and Mr. CHAVEZ, 
Mr. CLEMENTS, Mr. Dworsuak, Mr. HUNT, 
Mr. Jonnson of Texas, Mr. MCMAHON, 
Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. Munpt, and Mr. 
Warxins answered to their names, when 
called. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is not present. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, I move 
that the Sergeant at Arms be directed 
to request the attendance of absent 
Senators. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Sergeant at Arms will execute the order 
of the Senate. 

After a little delay, Mr. AIKEN, Mr. 
Case, Mr. FLANDERS, Mr. Ecton, Mr. 
Morse, Mr. MCCLELLAN, Mr. STENNIS, 
Mr, O’Manoney, Mr. KNOWLAND, Mr. AN- 
DERSON, Mr. Byrp, Mr. CORDON, Mr. Durr, 
Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. FREAR, Mr. HENNINGS, 
Mr. Kem, Mr. Kerr, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. 
Macnuson, Mr. Moopy, Mr. Nixon, Mr. 
ROBERTSON, Mr. SCHOEPPEL, Mr. SMITH of 
New Jersey, and Mr. Tosgy entered the 
Chamber and answered to their names. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 

The bill is open to amendment. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, thus far 
there has been no indication that any 
Senator desires to be heard in behalf of 
this bill. It is a bill which, in the opinion 
of the junior Senator from Louisiana, 
would be extremely harmful and in- 
jurious to small business. It proposes 
to make the good-faith defense in meet- 
ing competition a complete defense on 
the part of a manufacturer, a processor, 
a wholesaler, a retailer, or anyone doing 
business in any particular trade. 

The injurious effect of the bill can well 
be indicated by the court case which led 
to its introduction. The bill originates 
from the Standard Oil Co. of Indiana 
case, which involved price discrimina- 
tions in the city of Detroit by the Stand- 
ard Oil Co. of Indiana which was selling 
to four of its customers at a price far 
below the price at which it was selling 
to all other retail filling stations in that 
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city. It was contended that, if the 
Standard Oil Co. could sell to a few privi- 
leged customers at a much lower price 
than that ai which it sold to all its other 
customers, it would be impossible for the 
independent filling station operators to 
continue in business. There was cer- 
tainly every reason to support such a 
contention. 

In Detroit a situation prevails which 
is somewhat different from that found 
in most cities. In many cases, where a 
large oil company discriminates in fa- 
vor of certain large customers, the in- 
dependent merchants never really know 
what is being done to them. Many of 
them are driven out of business because 
of the favored treatment accorded cer- 
tain customers, who are thus able to re- 
duce their prices, without their competi- 
tors really knowing why the favored ones 
are able to take such advantage of the 
market. 

But the State of Michigan has in its 
statute books a law which forbids filling 
stations from selling below a definite 
margin, unless the filling station can 
show that its price reductions are based 
upon savings in costs. Thus the small 
filling station operators were in a posi- 
tion to require that the larger concerns 
prove that they were able to do business 
at the lower price which they were quot- 
ing to the general public. When the 
large customers were brought before the 
Federal Trade Commission and before 
the State agency, it was found that the 
reason why their price was so far below 
that of the ordinary filling stations was 
that they were receiving a special dis- 
criminatory discount. 

The Federal Trade Commission at- 
tempted to require the Standard Oil Co. 
of Indiana either to give its hundreds 
of other customers the same privilege 
it was according its few large customers, 
or to desist from this favoritism alto- 
gether. When these facts were de- 
veloped, the defense was made that the 
Standard Oil Co. of Indiana was meeting 
competition in good faith; and it was 
said that the company had a competitor, 
relatively unknown in the Nation as a 
whole—I believe it was named the “Red 
Indian Gasoline Co.,” or something of 
the sort—which was willing to give a 
similar discount to these four particular 
competitors. On that basis, the Stand- 
ard Oil Co. of Indiana contended that, 
in order to hold those four customers, 
it should be permitted to make the dis- 
crimination in favor of the four large 
Stations, even though they were thus 
enabled to drive hundreds of independ- 
ent filling station operators out of 
business. 

That case was won by the Federal 
Trade Commission in the circuit court 
of appeals, before Judge Minton, who 
has since been elevated to the United 
States Supreme Court. Many of us be- 
lieve that both Judge Minton and the 
Federal Trade Commission were entirely 
correct. Many of us believe that the 
purpose of the Robinson-Patman Act 
was to prohibit exactly the type of prac- 
tice which occurred in the Standard Oil 
Co. of Indiana case. Many of us be- 
lieve that, if the major oil companies 
are allowed to sell to favored customers 
at a much lower price than the price at 
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which they sell to others, the favored 
customers will monopolize the market. 
How can there be any question about 
this? 

It is my understanding that in the 
Mother Hubbard case evidence had 
been submitted by the Department of 
Justice which indicated that the large 
oil companies had acquired most of their 
filling stations by purchasing them under 
conditions of distress. It is my under- 
standing that, historically, the large oil 
companies have customarily discrimi- 
nated in favor of certain customers, 
placing other filling stations at such a 
competitive disadvantage that they sim- 
ply could not continue in business. As a 
result, many of the distressed filling sta- 
tions would be sold to the big oil com- 
panies at mortgage foreclosure sales, or 
at far below their fair value, at more or 
less “bargain” or “steal” prices. 

It is my understanding that statistics 
produced in the “Mother Hubbard” case 
indicated that the large oil companies 
built about 5 percent of the filling sta- 
tions of the United States, but that they 
now own about 75 percent of the filling 
stations, and the question arises, How 
did they pick up the other 70 percent? 
It is the contention of the National Con- 
gress of Petroleum Retailers that the fill- 
ing stations comprising the other 70 per- 
cent were picked up under distress condi- 
tions. 

It is difficult for me to believe that the 
Members of the Senate, if they correctly 
understood this bill, would want to 
broaden the decision which was made in 
favor of the Standard Oil Co. of Indiana 
against the independent retailers. It is 
difficult for the junior Senator from 
Louisiana to believe that if Senators cor- 
rectly understood what did happen in the 
city of Detroit, and what will probably 
result from the Standard Oil of Indiana 
decision, they could possibly vote for 
S. 719. To vote for it is to permit the 
large manufacturers, pretty much at will, 
to drive out of business almost anyone 
against whom they cared to discriminate. 

We have seen many other cases of this 
kind, Mr, President, and we have seen 
many illustrations of the manner in 
which the defense of meeting competi- 
tion in good faith can be used against 
the independent merchants, and to the 
advantage of the larger competitors. 

Let us consider, for example, the sit- 
uation which existed prior to the passage 
of the Robinson-Patman Act. Evidence 
was developed and studied by the House 
committee which showed that the Good- 
year Rubber Co. was selling tires to 
Sears, Roebuck & Co. at a price 3344 
percent below the price which the inde- 
pendent dealers paid for automobile 
tires. Obviously, if „the mark-up on 
tires is approximately from 25 to 30 per- 
cent, and if the same company which 
is selling tires to certain independent 
merchants is also selling them to Sears, 
Roebuck & Co., and Sears, Roebuck & 
Co, receives a 33%4-percent discount, 
the independent merchant could not 
possibly meet the price which Sears, 
Roebuck & Co. could charge to a cus- 
tomer and make a profit. 

The Robinson-Patman Act was passed 
in order to rescue the independent mer- 
chants from such discriminations. It 
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provided that if a manufacturer accepted 
a small merchant as his customer there 
was a limit to the degree to which he 
could discriminate against the small 
independent merchant. The act per- 
mitted discounts for large purchases, but 
only insofar as those discounts could be 
justified by savings of costs, and, in my 
opinion, it transformed the good faith 
defense from being a complete defense to 
a procedural defense. 

Mr. President, I believe the Robinson- 
Patman Act has had much to do with 
preventing the smaller merchants from 
being driven out of business by chain 
stores, There were lengthy investiga- 
tions of chain-store practices in the early 
1930's, when it appeared that the chain 
stores were going to take over practi- 
cally all the merchandising of the coun- 
try. The hundred largest retailers in 
the United States had approximately 15 
percent of the retail business at the time 
the Robinson-Patman Act was passed. I 
am sure Senators will be pleased to know 
that the hundred largest merchants in 
the retail business today still have ap- 
proximately 15 percent of the retail busi- 
ness. That is a pretty good indication 
that although everyone is doing more 
business today than he did in 1936, the 
independent merchant has managed to 
keep pace with the larger and better or- 
ganized concerns. I believe we should 
attempt to preserve and improve their 
position. I do not believe we should 
make the road more difficult for the in- 
dependent merchant. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
Mr. LONG. 

from Idaho. 

Mr. WELKER. Does the Senator 
mind an interruption? 

Mr. LONG. Not at all. 

Mr. WELKER. I appreciate the great 
work the distinguished Senator from 
Louisiana has performed in connection 
with this bill, and I am wondering if he 
could advise me along this line: Is it not 
a fact that big business, or a highly 
competitive business, under Senate bill 
719 might actually cut prices to a point 
where a small operator or businessman 
could be denied the right to do business, 
so long as he could not prove that the 
cutting of the price was done in bad 
faith? Am I correct? 

Mr. LONG. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. WELKER. In other words, if the 
Senator from Louisiana were a small 
merchant and were suffering from a ter- 
rific price cut by a big operator, before 
he could have any relief he would have 
to establish in a court of law that the 
price cutting was done in bad faith. 

Mr. LONG. That is very much the 
position taken by the Federal Trade 
r in opposition to the pending 

ill. 

Mr. WELKER. Could the Senator 
from Louisiana inform the junior Sen- 
ator from Idaho how bad faith could be 
established on the part of a competitor? 
That would be pretty dificult to do, 
would it not? 

Mr. LONG. That is correct. Until 
the Standard Oil decision, the procedure 
was as follows. When a discrimination 
was made in the price charged to cus- 
tomers, the Federal Trade Commission 
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could call in the seller who was making 
such a discrimination and show that the 
discrimination was taking place. Then 
the burden would be upon the person who 
was making the discrimination. He 
would aiso have to prove that he was act- 
ing in good faith. But, as pointed out by 
the Federal Trade Commission, if this 
bill were passed it would be necessary 
only for the person called before the Fed- 
eral commission on the charge that he 
was making the discrimination only to 
allege that he was acting in good faith, 
and put the burden upon the Commis- 
sion to prove that he was acting in bad 
faith, which, of course, would be an al- 
most insurmountable burden. 

Mr. WELKER. I thank the Senator 
for that observation. A larger operator 
can justify his good faith. Where will 
the small operator secure evidence to 
prove bad faith? 

Mr. LONG. It would be practically 
impossible for him to do so. 

Mr. WELKER. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

Mr. LONG. But to return to the law 
in the State of Michigan, as I said, the 
State law made it necessary for the one 
who was selling below the established 
margin to prove that his price reduc- 
tion were based on savings in costs. Be- 
cause of that law it was relatively simple 
to prove discrimination. If in the State 
of Idaho the Standard Oil Co. was dis- 
criminating against certain independent 
merchants, and in favor of others, there 
is no law under which the facts would 
be readily disclosed. When companies 
discriminate against certain businesses, 
in an effort to drive them out of business, 
they do not publish in the newspapers 
what they are doing. 

If the Senator from Idaho will look 
at the case of the Federal Trade Com- 
mission against The Cement Institute he 
will find that in that case the defense of 
good faith was made by the Cement In- 
stitute as a reason why they were in- 
dulging in discrimination. The cement 
companies fought that case for a period 
of 14 years. The Federal Trade Com- 
mission investigation and hearings re- 
sulted in 50,000 pages of exhibits and 49,- 
000 pages of testimony before the case 
finally reached the Supreme Court. 

If it takes 14 years to prove a case of 
that sort, what chance has a small inde- 
pendent merchant of obtaining any ef- 
fective aid, when he is being discrimi- 
nated against. 

Mr. President, the same reasoning 
would apply not only in the case of filling 
stations. The pending measure would 
permit the same type of discrimination 
against every independent grocery store 
in the country. It would make it possible 
for every manufacturer of canned goods 
to give a discount of 20 or 30 percent to 
the A. & P., the Safeway, the American 
Stores, Kroger, or other chain stores, so 
long as they could show that there was 
any person or business in competition 
with them who was willing to make a 
similar discount in order to get their 
business. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me again, and I promise 
not to interrupt him further. 
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Mr. LONG. I yield. I do not mind the 
interruption at all. 

Mr. WELKER. Who would police the 
Robinson-Patman Act in the event 
Senate bill 719 were made law? Would 
not that policing go back to the small 
retail merchant, the little man the Sena- 
tor is describing? How could he police 
the act to ascertain whether good faith 
actually existed? Following the argu- 
ments made by the Senator from Louisi- 
ana in the last few moments, it would 
seem impossible that the small man could 
ever get into court or ever establish a 
case. Would it not be left to the small 
man to be his own investigator, police- 
man, and prosecutor? 

Mr. LONG. If S. 719 were passed, the 
burden would be upon the Federal Trade 
Commission to attempt to prove bad 
faith. Moreover, the Federal Trade 
Commission has a limited budget, as the 
Senator knows—less than $4,000,000— 
with which to enforce a number of laws, 
of which the Robinson-Patman Act is 
only one. Congress saw fit to reduce the 
Federal Trade Commission's budget this 
year in an effort to effect economy, and 
the Federal Trade Comnission has not 
been able to police the act as it should be 
enforced. Here we have a case where 
the Federal Trade Commission is already 
greatly handicapped in protecting inde- 
pendent merchants, and yet we find that 
a bill is proposed which would greatly 
increase the burden of the Federal Trade 
Commission. À 

I would point out, as well, that the 
large concerns have attorneys to advise 
them. They know about the Robinson- 
Patman Act. They know about the 
Clayton Act. They know about the Fed- 
eral Trade Commission Act. Once these 
attorneys find a loophole in those acts we 
can expect them to advise their chain- 
store clients that they can indulge in 
discriminations against independent 
merchants on the ground that they are 
making such discriminations in good 
faith to meet competition. 

As I pointed out, not only could this 
measure be used to injure the filling 
station operator, but also every inde- 
pendent grocery store. It would make 
it possible for the manufacturer of drugs 
to make large price discriminations in 
favor of the chain drug stores, such as 
Waligren, and other large drug stores, 
as against the independent drug stores. 

The independent druggists of the Na- 
tion are strongly opposed to this bill. 
‘They know what it means to be discrim- 
inated against. They know that the 
large chain drug stores, for example, can 
often manufacture their own drugs, their 
cwn substitutes for the better-known 
commodities in the drug market. They 
know that the chain drug stores are in a 
particularly favorable position to compel 
manufacturers of well-known drug prod- 
ucts, whether it be Pepsodent, Pebeco, 
or any other particular drug product, to 
discriminate in their favor. 

Of course, as we all know, certain 
drugs have a very high mark-up, and 
of course the higher the mark-up, the 
higher is the possible discrimination. 
The Wallgren chain could go to the Pep- 
sodent Co., or many others, and say, 
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“Unless you give us a discount of 25 per- 
cent, we are going to manufacture a 
product, which we are in a position to 
manufacture today, which will serve the 
same purpose served by yours, and sell 
it in competition with you.” 

It is my impression, Mr. President, 
that if the bill were passed as it is now 
drawn, this leverage by the big chain 
drug stores could result in price discrim- 
inations which would be absolutely ruin- 
ous to the small drug store owner. 

Mr. President, I do not believe the 
Senate intends to do such a thing. I do 
not believe the majority of the Judiciary 
Committee intznds to do that. I cer- 
tainly believe there are more Senators 
than the three who signed the minority 
views who want to protect small mer- 
chants. The Senaters who signed the 
minority views were the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. Macnuson], and 
the Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 
It is my impression that the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAST- 
LAND], if he had the opportunity to make 
a study of the matter and look into it 
carefully, would not be in favor of the 
majority report. It is the impression of 
the junior Senator from Louisiana that 
other members of the committee, if they 
had a chance to study the matter fur- 
ther, would be more willing and anxious 
to take the side of the independent mer- 
chant. Asa matter of fact, in discussing 
the matter certain members of the com- 
mittee have admitted to me that they do 
not understand this subject, that they 
have not had a chance to make a study 
of it, since there have been no hearings 
on it, and that, therefore, they do not 
know whether the committee report is 
right or wrong. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I am happy to yield for a 
question. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I am ask- 
ing for information. Do I correctly un- 
derstand that this bill would constitute 
a legislative affirmation of an existing 
Supreme Court opinion which is now the 
case law of the Nation? 

Mr. LONG. It is stated that such is 


the purpose of the bill; but I point out 


that the bill, taken together with the 
committee report, would go far beyond 
that decision. I intend to point out in 
the course of my speech specific ways in 
which the bill goes beyond that Supreme 
Court decision. The Senator will notice 
that the bill in itself. simply uses some 
general terms, all of which are subject 
to interpretation. He would have to 
look to the committee report to see what 
the bill would actually do, in order to 
interpret the general terms used in the 
bill. When we read the committee re- 
port we find the committee interpreting 
the law just as the chain stores would 
like to have it interpreted, just as the 
Cement Institute would like to have it 
interpreted, just as the larger concerns 
of the Nation would like to have it inter- 
preted. The committee report would be 
viewed as the law in effect, because of 
the general language of the bill. The 
specific interpretations of the committee 
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report would unquestionably have the 
effect of opening large loopholes which 
today do not exist. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield for a fur- 
ther question? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Is it not 
true that if this bill fails of passage there 
can nevertheless be price discrimination 
and freight absorption under the Su- 
preme Court decision, for the purpose 
of fairly meeting competition? 

Mr. LONG. Of course, price discrim- 
ination is legal under certain conditions. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Is it not 
also true that the Supreme Court held 
section 2 (b) of the Clayton Act to be an 
affirmative defense against a suit for 
price discrimination? 

Mr. LONG, I point out to the Sena- 
tor that the decision in the Standard Oil 
Co. of Indiana case merely held that the 
Federal Trade Commission and the 
courts would have to consider the evi- 
dence of good faith on the part of the 
person who was making the discrimina- 
tion. That is not to say that the Stand- 
ard Oil Co, of Indiana wes acting in good 
faith, but it is to say that the evidence 
of good faith must be considered. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. As I un- 
derstand, section 2 (b) provides that if 
the discrimination is in good faith, that 
fact shall constitute an absolute defense 
to the action. 

Mr. LONG. I shall deal with that 
subject further along in my speech. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I did not 
mean to interrupt the Senator. I 
wished to get some information. 

Mr. LONG. I shall point out further 
along in my speech that if the Senator 
will read that decision—which I assume 
he has probably done already—and will 
analyze it carefully, he will find that in 
it the majority of the Court is uncertain. 
We find the Court saying something to 
the effect that there seems to be a gen- 
eral understanding among many people 
that good faith should be a complete 
defense. We find the Court saying, 
“With that view we are not now pre- 
pared to disagree,” leaving the door open 
for the Court at a later date to say, “We 
will permit the discrimination if good 
faith can be well established, but we re- 
serve our right to outlaw the discrimi- 
nation unless good faith is clearly 
shown.” 

For example, it is entirely possible that 
in the very decision I am discussing, the 
Standard Oil Co. of Indiana case, if the 
Federal Trade Commission were to start 
again, and if it were to find that it was 
totally unnecessary for the Standard 
Oil Co. of Indiana to discriminate in 
favor of four large cusiomers in order 
to retain those customers, it is possible 
that the court might even say that there 
has not been sufficient proof of good 
faith on the part of the Standard Oil 
Co. of Indiana; and the court might yet 
require that the Standard Oil Co. give 
other customers the same break. How- 
ever, in the opinion of the junior Sen- 
ator from Louisiana, if we pass the pend- 
ing bill there is no possibility that that 
could happen. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. The ques- 
tion is one of whether the Court found 
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that there was not good faith on the 
part of the seller? 

Mr. LONG. I assume that the Sen- 
ator from Maryland has read the Robin- 
son-Patman Act, which this bill seeks to 
amend. He will notice that that act 
clearly places the burden of proof upon 
the seller making the discrimination to 
justify it. That has always been in- 
terpreted as requiring that if he wishes 
to allege good faith as a defense for the 
discrimination, he must prove his good 
faith. There is no reason why that 
should not continue to be the case. The 
Federal Trade Commission fears that the 
bill would have the effect of shifting the 
burden of proof and making the Fed- 
eral Trade Commission prove bad faith 
in making the discrimination, which 
would make the job of the Federal Trade 
Commission almost impossible. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. LONG. I am glad to yield to the 
Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. I should like to ask the 
Senator from Louisiana if he has made 
any study of the conflict between price 
ceilings and the practice of freight ab- 
sorption. It is perfectly obvious that 
where a percentage mark-up is allowed 
as profit on a commodity, when a de- 
livered price is made on that commodity 
the percentage mark-up changes in each 
new traffic zone. It seems to me that the 
producer of the commodity would be 
obliged to discriminate against someone 
in order to keep within the over-all law 
which authorizes price ceilings. 

I ask that question because it arose in 
the case of a small shipper of maple 
products in my State who made a deliv- 
ered price. He was allowed, I believe, a 
28-percent mark-up for profit. Every 
parcel-post zone into which those goods 
went required a different mark-up. That 
was resolved by the amendment to the 
regulation which exempted from the 
general regulation people who were not 
doing more than so many thousand dol- 
lars’ worth of business in a year. But I 
am wondering, in the case of some of the 
large cement companies, steel companies, 
sugar companies, or other companies, 
whether there would not be a conflict be- 
tween price ceilings and freight absorp- 
tions, and whether or not the Senator 
from Louisiana has made any study of 
that situation. 

I, for one, hope that we can dispose of 
price ceilings before too long. However, 
in the event we are forced to live with 
them for the next 10 or 20 years, or for- 
ever, there will be a conflict of interests, 
at least. 

Mr. LONG. I regret to say that I have 
not made a study of the effect of price 
ceilings upon price discriminations. I 
believe the Senator has in mind price 
ceilings under the Defense Production 
Act. 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. LONG. The junior Senator from 
Louisiana has not had occasion to make 
a study of that particular subject. How- 
ever, I point out that where articles are 
being sold at the ceiling price, independ- 
ent merchants are not at too great a dis- 
advantage, because even if they are not 
making quite so large a profit as their 
larger competitors, they are still making 
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sufficient profit to stay in business. 
Moreover, the problem does not arise in 
the case of those sellers who do not dis- 
criminate in price, which includes the 
great majority of small firms. 

Mr. AIKEN. I was thinking of the, 
producers, who perhaps produce several 
million dollars’ worth of a commodity. 
Every time a producer ships into another 
transportation zone under a percentage 
mark-up plan he is changing his per- 
centage. He certainly must discriminate 
against someone or take the increased 
freight out of profits, which could be 
done, of course, but which I would pre- 
sume he would be very reluctant to do. 
There would be trouble somewhere. 

Mr. LONG. The Senator from Ver- 
mont no doubt recognizes that the Rob- 
inson-Patman Act provides that dis- 
criminations are legal provided they do 
not result in substantial injury to com- 
petition or substantial injury to a par- 
ticular competitor. Moreover, they are 
legal if they are based on savings in 
costs. The type of discrimination which 
the Senator from Vermont has in mind 
would probably not result in substantial 
injury to competition nor to a particular 
competitor. I am sure that the Price 
Stabilizer does not wish to set price ceil- 
ings under the Defense Production Act 
in such a way as to result in a substantial 
lessening of competition. 

Mr. AIKEN. The injury would prob- 
ably come to the producer, because he 
would probably absorb the freight 
charges out of profits rather than charge 
his customers. I hope OPS is a tempo- 
rary set-up, as Congress intends it should 
be. On the other hand, I have the sus- 
picion that some of the advocates of OPS 
may be “playing for keeps.” That is 
what bothers me. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 

Mr. WELKER. No doubt the distin- 
guished Senator from Louisiana in the 
opening part of his remarks referred to 
the matter to which I am about to refer, 
but can the Senator from Louisiana ad- 
vise the Senator from Idaho why a bill 
of the magnitude and importance of 
Senate bill 719 was not given full and 
complete public hearings in the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary? 

Mr. LONG. In the opinion of the 
junior Senator from Louisiana, there is 
absolutely no reason and no excuse why 
the subject was not given full and com- 
plete public hearings. As a matter of 
fact, the junior Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. Kerauver] wrote to the chairman 
of the committee and requested hear- 
ings. The junior Senator from Louisi- 
ana spoke to the chairman of the com- 
mittee personally, and requested hear- 
ings. The junior Senator from Louisi- 
ana has spoken to the chairman of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, to the distinguished minor- 
ity leader, and to the distinguished ma- 
jority leader, asking them to assist the 
junior Senator from Louisiana in giving 
an opportunity to the independent mer- 
chants of America to make their case 
before the Committee on the Judiciary. 

I may tell the Senator from Idaho 
that the representatives of various re- 
tail concerns, and representatives of 
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associations of jobbers and wholesalers, 
have asked to be heard. We have a bill 
before us which would be very injurious 
to them, probably more injurious to 
them than any bill recently considered 
by oe Yet no hearings have been 
held. 

I am sure the Senator has had occa- 
sion to Lear from the National Federa- 
tion of Independent Business. Mr. 
George Burger is an officer of the asso- 
ciation. Mr. Burger has often appeared 
before Senate and House committees to 
testify in behalf of bills which have been 
pending. He has asked for an oppor- 
tunity to be heard. 

Mr. WELKER. I am not so much 
concerned with organizations and their 
representatives who lobby in behalf of 
proposed legislation. However, in look- 
ing through my file a moment ago I was 
impressed by the fact that I had heard 
from so many small businesses in my 
State asking that I watch the bill with 
caution, For the benefit of the junior 
Senator from Louisiana I may say that 
I am not impressed with the idea that 
merely because the Supreme Court of 
the United States makes a decision 
which creates a great deal of unrest 
in the minds of small-business men 
throughout the Nation, we should con- 
firm the decision by way of legislating 
its correctness. 

I appreciate the remarks of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Louisiana. My 
mind is open. I am trying to learn the 
benefits of and objections to the bill. I 
thank the Senator. 

Mr. LONG. I appreciate the observa- 
tions made by the junior Senator from 
Idaho. He has been making an excel- 
lent record in the Senate and has im- 
pressed many of us with his fairness and 
his desire to obtain all the facts on pend- 
ing issues. The junior Senator from 
Louisiana knows that the junior Senator 
from Idaho has long been an admirer of 
the great William E. Borah, who served 
with such great distinction in the Sen- 
ate. He was described by the late Arthur 
Vandenberg as being a greater man than 
any President under whom he had ever 
served. The junior Senator from Loui- 
siana knows that the great Senator Wil- 
liam E. Borah, of Idaho, whose statue 
stands in the corridor just outside this 
Chamber, spoke upon this floor time 
after time in behalf of strengthening the 
antitrust laws, and time after time tried 
to prevent the antitrust laws from being 
weakened by the insertion of loopholes. 

It is the hope of the junior Senator 
from Louisiana that the junior Senator 
from Idaho will take an interest in the 
subject and lend his aid in seeing to it 
that the indepedent merchants will have 
an opportunity to make their case before 
the committee. It is certainly the hope 
of the junior Senator from Louisiana 
that the junior Senator from Idaho will 
have an opportunity to study the matter 
further, and that he will come to agree 
with the position taken by those of us 
who are opposed to the bill. 

Mr. President, small business is having 
a difficult time these days. Iam a mem- 
ber of the Select Committee on Small 
Business. We hold hearings as frequent- 
ly as possible. We hear the little proc- 
essors and fabricators cf rubber, steel, 
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and aluminum. We hear them make 
their case, explaining how large business 
is getting materials, while they cannot 
get anything, except on the black mar- 
ket. We hear them explain how large 
business is stockpiling essential mate- 
rials, while small-business men do not 
have the opportunity to do so. We try 
to get relief for the small independent 
businesses, to help them stay alive dur- 
ing these times of scarcities. We have 
occasion to consider the problems and 
the needs of small business. 

The junior Senator from Louisiana has 
always had some question in his mind 
about the fair-trade laws, under which 
certain minimum prices are set, prohib- 
iting sales below those prices. A recent 
decision of the Supreme Court has had 
the effect of declaring the fair-trade laws 
to be illegal. 

The decision has deprived small busi- 
nesses—regardless of what we may think 
of such laws—of protection which they 
had previously enjoyed for many years. 
In addition to this Supreme Court deci- 
sion in the Schweigman case, and in ad- 
dition to the problems of scarcities in 
materials, we now have before us an 
attempt to weaken the Robinson-Pat- 
man Act, which has been regarded as 
the Magna Carta of small business. 

Mr. President, small business is in 
trouble today. It is having great diffi- 
culty as conditions are now. Why should 
the Senate pass laws which would make 
conditions even more difficult for them? 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 


the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield to the senior Sen- 
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say that I 
was delayed in coming on the floor this 
afternoon, I had expected that when 
I reached the floor I would hear argu- 
ment being made by the proponents of 
the bill. Generally the proponents lead 
off. I was somewhat surprised to find 
that the opponents, led by the very able 
junior Senator from Louisiana, were 
presenting the opposition arguments to 
the bill, May I ask if it is the under- 
standing of the junior Senator from 
Louisiana that the proponents of the 
measure on the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary and on the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce will pre- 
sent their argument? 

Mr. LONG. The junior Senator from 
Louisiana finds it completely impossible 
to understand why no Senator is on the 
floor making an argument in favor of 
the bill. We have requested hearings. 
The independent merchants have asked 
for hearings. I have a letter before me 
from the United States Wholesale Gro- 
cers’ Association. They have requested 
hearings. Members of the committee 
have requested to be heard. I have 
letters before me from independent 
merchants, and they request that the 
bill be defeated or that it be modified 
at least so as to protect them. Yet no 
one rises to speak in favor of the bill. 
I was somewhat embarrassed to have 
some Senators suggest that possibly I 
should not have suggested the absence 
of a quorum, but I thought the debate 
on the bill would as usual, be opened, 
by having Senators present arguments 
in favor of the bill, which would show 
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what would be gained as a result of its 
enactment. However, there does not 
seem to be any Senator who is pre- 
pared to speak in favor of the bill. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLEMENTS in the chair). Does the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana yield to the Sena- 
tor from Illinois? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Was the Senator 
from Louisiana as surprised as I was to 
find that the proponents of the bill did 
not rise to argue in favor of it? 

Mr. LONG. Yes, I was very much 
surprised to find that no Senator rose 
to argue in favor of the bill, and also 
that hearings on the bill were denied, 
when not only grocers, but wholesalers, 
druggists, tire dealers, and filling-sta- 
tion operators requested to be heard. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Will the Senator 
from Louisiana agree that it is unusual 
that no Senator present admits being the 
“father of the child,” so to speak? 

Mr. LONG. I should like to find some 
Senator who will present the merits of 
the bill and will discuss the majority re- 
port; but certainly if I had not sug- 
gested the absence of a quorum some 
time ago, the bill probably would have 
been passed on a voice vote, without any 
discussion whatever of its merits. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I wonder whether the 
Senator from Louisiana will answer 
some questions which I have in mind in 
regard to the merits of the bill. 

Mr. LONG. I shall be happy to do 
so, if I can. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. On pages 1 and 2 of 
the bill we find the following statement: 

It shall be a complete defense to a charge 
of discrimination in price or services or fa- 
cilities furnished for the seller to show that 
his differential in price, or his furnishing of 
greater service or facilities, was made in good 
faith to meet the equally low price of, or the 
equally extensive services or facilities fur- 
nished by, a competitor. 


It is the Senator’s understanding that 
this bill would not only repeal the Robin- 
son-Patman Act, but that it would also 
legalize the so-called basing-point sys- 
tem? 

Mr. LONG. That is my understand- 
ing, provided that it is a multiple-basing- 
point system, the very type of basing- 
point system which was outlawed by the 
Supreme Court in the case of Federal 
Trade Commission against Cement In- 
stitute. In that case, the Supreme Court 
finally decided—after 14 years of prose- 
cution by the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion, and after 50,000 pages of exhibits 
and 49,000 pages of testimony had been 
presented—that the multiple-basing- 
point system had in that industry orig- 
inated in conspiracy, and that it had the 
effect of eliminating price competition; 
and therefore was unlawful. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Under the basing- 
point system, it would be possible for one 
concern—let us say, the dominant con- 
cern—to choose a basing point, and then 
to make prices elsewhere the price at the 
basing point plus the freight, plus any 
allowance for extras that might be 
thrown in. Then, if every other firm 
fixed a similar price for a given locality, 
prices would differ between localities, but 
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there would be identity of price within 
a locality. If this bill is enacted into 
law, it could be claimed that prices were 
fixed to meet the prices of other com- 
petitors, and therefore the action should 
be legal. Is that correct? 

Mr. LONG. That is entirely true. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. So, under that phras- 
ing of the law, it would be possible, would 
it not, to establish identity of prices 
within localities, on the part of all pro- 
ducers, but in effect to destroy price 
competition? 

MI. LONG. That is entirely true. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. So the basing-point 
system is involved, as well as the prohi- 
bition of the Robinson-Patman Act 
which do not involve basing-point sys- 
tems, delivered prices, or freight absorp- 
tion. 

Mr. LONG. Yes; that is correct. As 
the Senator well knows, the basing- 
point system was a method by which the 
cement companies and the steel com- 
panies and the paper companies arrived 
at identical prices at every delivery 
point. - 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is to say, the 
prices differed as between localities, but 
were identical for the various concerns 
at the same locality. 

Mr. LONG. Yes; at the same locality 
the price would be exactly the same, 
down to the thousandths of a cent. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 

Mr. LONG. As the Senator well knows, 
after that system was declared by the 
Supreme Court to be illegal, there was 
brought forward this measure, which 
would have the effect of making the sys- 
tem entirely legal, provided it could not 
be proved that there was a conspiracy 
to put the system into effect. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Therefore, while the 
proponents of this measure say they are 
merely trying to enact into statutory law 
the opinion of the Supreme Court in the 
Standard Oil case, yet the effect of en- 
actment of the bill would also be to 
legalize the basing-point system. Is that 
not true? 

Mr. LONG, That is entirely true. I 
might mention that last year when we 
were fighting the basing-point bill, some 
of the Members of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, coming from Pittsburgh, very 
frankly took the floor of the House and 
said, in effect, “Gentlemen, I favor a 
basing-point pricing system because I 
want all the steel of this Nation to be 
manufactured in Pittsburgh, if I can 
possibly succeed in having that done.” 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 
most of the basing-point systems were 
built on prices within the range of ter- 
ritory roughly from Pittsburgh to Chi- 
cago, and in general the prices outside 
that area are the basing-point prices 
plus freight to the West, South, or East? 
Is not the result that prices were kept 
high in the Mountain States, in the 
Plains States, in the South, and in New 
England, and that the firms in those 
areas were reluctant to cut the basing- 
point prices because they knew that if 
they did, they would have been exposed 
to predatory price cutting by the domi- 
nant giants of the industry? 

Mr. LONG. That is true. For. in- 
stance, the Birmingham mills were more 
efficient than the Pittsburgh mills. Yet 
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the Birmingham mills were unable under 
the basing-point system to obtain more 
than a small share of the southern mar- 
kets. And that was to be expected since 
it made no difference to the southern 
buyer whether he bought from Birming- 
ham or Pittsburgh, for the price to him 
was identically the same from each. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not also true 
that as the pressure in Congress against 
the basing-point system becomes suffi- 
ciently acute, from time to time the big 
industrial combinations throw out little 
concessions in order to take off the heat, 
so to speak? For instance, they might 
make the mill at Geneva, Utah, a bas- 
ing point, as well as the mills in Gary 
and the mills in South Chicago, hoping 
thereby to be able to reduce the resent- 
ment in the Mountain or the Plains 
States; or they might make a southern 
mill a basing point, and take it into the 
system. However, that is always done 
under pressure; and if the pressure 
abates, it would always be possible, would 
it not, for them to withdraw the Geneva 
mill or the southern mill as a basing 
point, and to leave the industry subject 
to the high-priced system? 

Mr. LONG. I would have to disagree 
with the Senator from Illinois insofar 
as the withdrawing of a basing point. 
I believe that if the bill is enacted, the 
basing-point system in the future will 
have to be of a multiple type, with each 
mill a basing point. However, the mul- 
tiple-basing-point system results in se- 
rious injury to all of the outlying areas. 


- For example, when the Senator men- 


tions the Geneva mills, with which I am 
not familiar, I may say that the Pitts- 
burgh and other eastern mills would be 
able to dump their surplus production 
in the West, which would have the effect 
of preventing the Geneva mill from sup- 
plying or developing its own market. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Geneva mill 
vould be shipping to the East at the same 

e. 

Mr. LONG. Yes. Of course, the bas- 
ing-point price, as the Senator knows, 
always makes for a great deal of waste- 
ful cross-shipping, to the profit of the 
railroads, and to the general expense 
and loss of the consuming public as a 
whole. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator 
from Utah. 

Mr. WATKINS. The Senator from 
Illinois, I think, anticipated what I was 
about to say, by his not sidestepping the 
question in regard to Geneva. It so 
happens, however, that the United 
States Steel Co. and the Columbia Steel 
Co. and the Geneva Steel Co., which are 
all related and which are all subsidiaries 
of the United States Steel Co., had, a 
number of years before, granted the same 
rates, or the same basic prices for steel 
at Geneva, Utah, as those which had 
been in existence for Birmingham, for 
Gary, Ind., and for Sparrows Point and 
any other place in the United States. 
Thus, for the first time in the history of 
the West, we were placed on an equality 
with the other sections of the United 
States, r 

I do not find a single thing in that 
circumstance which was done under 
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pressure. The fact of the matter is that 
the United States Steel Co. had a big 
fight with the railroads to get it done. 
The railroads objected strenuously and 
fought that move on the part of the 
United States Steel Co. Now it is per- 
mitted to the West, particularly on the 
coast, where a great deal of steel is 
bought. We make rolled steel for cans, 
for canneries, and all that sort of thing, 
and that is finally processed on the Pa- 
cific coast. It has put all that area 
now in a competitive position with the 
other sections of the United States. I 
emphasize again that that was done a 
long time before this bill was reported. 
It was done before I ever came to the 
Senate in 1946. 

Mr. LONG. Could the Senator tell 
us when it was done? 

Mr. WATKINS. I cannot tell exactly 
when it was done. 

Mr. LONG. Could the Senator tell us 
approximately when it was done? 

Mr. WATKINS. I think it was done 
prior to 1946. p 

Mr. LONG. Of course, the basing- 
point decision was rendered in 1948 but 
the case had been going on for 14 years 
before that. In regard to the West, I 
wonder if the Senator knows that under 
the basing-point system buyers on the 
west coast paid as their delivered price 
for steel the Pittsburgh base price plus 
freight from Pittsburgh even though the 
steel was made right there on the west 
coast? 

Or to take another example, in my 
own section of the country, we have had 
steel coming from Birmingham and 
Pittsburgh, some of it from Chicago. In- 
asmuch as the nearest mill was located 
at Birmingham, and since Birmingham 
could ship to us much more cheaply, it 
was logical to expect that Birmingham 
should supply our market. But, as I 
have pointed out, the southern market 
has been largely supplied by northern 
mills, since under the basing-point sys- 
tem there was no incentive for the 
southern buyer to purchase from the 
southern mills. Under basing-point 
pricing, had we had a steel mill in New 
Orleans, let us say—— 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Or in east Texas. 

Mr. LONG. Or in east Texas, such a 
steel mill would then have been declared 
a basing point, and the production from 
Pittsburgh, coming to New Orleans, 
would have absorbed freight in order to 
match the delivered price in New 
Orleans. They would have had at least 
half of the New Orleans customers since 
they would have been selling at the same 
delivered price as the local producer. 
The result would have been, naturally, 
that there would have been no expansion 
of the New Orleans mill, no savings to 
the New Orleans buyers. 

It was very amusing to note what hap- 
pened in the gypsum industry, only last 
year, when we were debating the basing- 
point issue. At that time, United States 
Gypsum had acquired options for a 
major gypsum plant in Arkansas, in the 
district of Representative TACKETT. 
Apparently Representative TACKETT 
thought, in order to build this Arkansas 
plant, United States Gypsum needed to 
be able to price its product on a basing- 
Point system. Representative TACKETT 
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was so impressed that he voted for the 
basing-point bill. But after the bill had 
passed the House, the company then can- 
celed its options and said in effect, “Now 
that we have the bacing-point bill, we 
do not have to have the mill in Arkan- 
sas.” It will be recalled that, when Rep- 
resentative Tacxerr found he had been 
deluded by the gypsum industry, he 
wrote a letter to the junior Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], which he 
asked to have read on the floor of the 
Senate. In this letter he said that he 
had been told that basing-point pricing 
would make possible the development of 
the outlying regions such as the South, 
hnt that, as events proved, it had the 
exact opposite effect. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield for a question at this 
point, which has to do with cheaper steel 
at Birmingham, and what can happen 
in other sections of the country, I shall 
appreciate it. 

Mr. LONG. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. WATKINS. The fact of the mat- 
ter is, I think, that the Geneva plant was 
producing steel cheaper than any other 
mill in the United States, and, instead 
of clesing that mill down and producing 
the steel at Pittsburgh, as the Senator 
suggested, or at some other place which 
was costing more, the Geneva Steel Co. 
has had three increases in productivity 
and in the size of the mill since it took 
it over. It is on the third increase now. 
So the system does not work the way the 
Senator was pointing out. It works in 
the opposite way. 

Mr. LONG. Of course, the steel com- 
panies have complete control of their 
pricing. They can price their product 
pretty well the way they want to. That 
is their business. But I would say that, 
before this bill is passed, those of us who 
represent sections of the Nation which 
would like to see a little industrial ex- 
pansion, which is sorely needed in areas, 
such as New England, the South, and 
the West, hearings should be held. We 
should let the Nation’s economists come 
before the committees to explain the ef- 
fects of the basing-point system on re- 
gional development. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, wi 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield to the senator 
from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I wonder whether 
the Senator from Louisiana would in- 
form us as to what has happened in the 
location of cement milis since the Su- 
prema Court decision in the Cement case 
in 1948. Have new cement mills been 
erected, or are they contemplated, in 
areas which formerly did not have ce- 
ment mills, because of the basing point? 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator permit me to ask a question, 
before he replies to the question of the 
Senator from Illinois? It is in regard 
to the question of the hearings, which 
has been brought into the debate. I 
must leave the Chamber in a few 
minutes. 

Mr. LONG. If the Senator from Illi- 
nois will permit, I will answer the ques- 
tion of the Senator from Utah first, and 
then come back to the question of the 
Senator from Illinois. 
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Mr. DOUGLAS. That is agreeable to 
me. 

Mr. WATKINS. I should like to clar- 
ify the situation with respect to hearings, 
I understand from one of the clerks of 
the committee that the committee did 
not have any requests for hearings. A 
statement was made to the committee 
by two groups that, if hearings were or- 
dered, they would then want to be heard; 
but I think the Senator should be fair 
to the Senate and to the public generally 
by stating that this matter has been 
threshed out, that hearings have been 
held over an extended period of time, 
that this is not a new question by any 
manner of means, and that the Judiciary 
Committee, in passing upon this matter 
without hearings at this particular ses- 
sion, was not acting without having a 
complete and full record of the views of 
everyone who wanted to be heard on the 
subject. It has been debated by the two 
distinguished Senators who sit in front 
of me, the Senator from Louisiana and 
the Senator from Illinois, for days and 
days at a time. They have explained 
it very carefully and have made a very 
potent case for their side of the argu- 
ment. 

Personally, I have not taken sides in 
this matter. I represent in part a sec- 
tion of the country which wants indus- 
try. I merely want to call attention to 
the fact that the way things have been 
working out in that area, we are get- 
ting more industry; we are expanding 
by reason of what the steel company 
and other companies have done. I 
wanted the Senator to know that hear- 
ings had not been denied, that they have 
been held extensively, and that there is 
no use of piling up more millions of 
words on this subject, when we already 
have a record of the hearings which are 
printed and are available to every Sen- 
ator and to every newspaper writer. 

Mr. LONG. I should like to point out 
to the distinguished Senator from Utah, 
who, I know, wants to do the right and 
fair thing, as he always does, that I 


bers of the committee. The junior Sen- 
ator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] 
requested that hearings be held. He 
wrote a letter to the chairman, but the 
chairman stated that it did not reach 


we have in Utah. 

Mr. LONG. I heard a suggestion from 

a sugar-beet producer to the effect that 

his industry would like to absorb freight. 

It was difficult to understand the 
had 


But it developed he was also interested 
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in a cement company. It occurred to 
me that his chief interest was perhaps 
in the cement industry. 

Our sugar industry is a subsidized in- 
dustry. Ishall always work to see that 
we have a sugar industry in this country. 
While we are subsidizing the industry, 
there is no use trying to stop the steel 
industry from bidding on prices among 
themselves, 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator 
from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Going back to the 
question of the failure to hold hearings, 
is it not true that not only were no 
hearings held on Senate bill 719 in the 
present Eighty-second Congress, but is 
it not also true that no hearings were 
held in the Senate on the sis-er bill, 
Senate bill 1008, which we debated in 
the Eighty-first Congress? So we have 
had the spectacle of both bills being re- 
ported to the Senate without hearings, 
and in each case it has been necessary 
to develop the matter by arguments 
from the floor without a complete rec- 
ord? 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, wili 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. F yield. 

Mr. WATKINS. I hold in my hand 
a copy of the hearings held before a 
subcommittee of the Judiciary Commit- 
tee on Senate bill 1008. 

Mr. LONG. The junior Senator from 
Louisiana would like to comment on 
those hearings. They were held on a 
different bill. In the Eighty-first Con- 
gress a 2-year moratorium on pricing 
practices was introduced by the Senator 
from Pennsylvania, Mr. Myers, and 
given the number S. 1008. It would have 
permitted the cement industry to con- 
tinue practices which had been held ille- 
gal by the United States Supreme Court, 
but for a 2-year period, during which 
time a study could be made of the en- 
tire basing-point problem. Because the 
bill was supposed to be a moratorium 
bill for a mere 2 years, it was urged 
that full hearings were not necessary 
and that the matter be handled wich- 
out any great study. When the bill came 
to the floor, a complete substitute bill, 
which had no relationship whatever to 
the moratorium bill, was introduced 
by the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O’Manoney]. It became the substitute 
for the moratorium bill and was given 
the same number, S. 1008. No hearings 
were held on this latter bill. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator permit a further comment? 

Mr. LONG. In just a moment. When 
that bill was introduced. some of us 
saw in it a loophole which would have 
permitted the good-faith defense to be 
used as a complete defense to a charge 
of price discrimination. 

The Senator from Tennessee iMr. 
KEFAUVER] offered amendments on the 
fioor to plug the loophole, and the Senate 
adopted them. The bill then did not ap- 
pear to be too damaging. It went to the 
House, and a move was made there to 
strike the Kefauver amendments which 
protected small business. The commit- 
tee struck those amendments without 
permitting any of the small-business 
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representatives to be heard on their be- 
half. 

In the Eighty-first Congress only 35 
pages of testimony was taken on the 
House side, most of which consisted of a 
plea by Representative Parman that full 
hearings be held. It will be recalled that 
without any more information than that 
available to the House the bill was re- 
ported. Its opponents in the House had 
little opportunity to argue their case, be- 
cause the chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee was in favor of the bill, as 
were the minority members, with the re- 
sult that the Members on the Republi- 
can side of the aisle gave all of their 
time, and Members on the Democratic 
side gave half their time to arguing for 
big business. 

Mr. WATKINS. The Senator from 
Louisiana referred to the fact that three 
members of the Judiciary Committee 
wanted hearings before that committee. 

Mr. LONG. Yes. 

Mr. WATKINS. I happened to be 
present when the bill was finally reported 
by the Judiciary Committee. As I re- 
member, the chairman asked if there 
were any objections, and there was not 
one voice raised in objection to the bill. 

Mr. LONG. Does the Senator recall 
whether the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr, Kerauver] was present on that day? 

Mr. WATKINS. I do not know, but 
he had an opportunity to be present. He 
knew the bill was on the agenda and he 
should have been there. There was no 
denial, so far as I know, by the chair- 
man of the committee or by the members 
of the committee to anyone who wanted 
a hearing. It is a certainty that if any 
three members or any one member had 
asked for hearings, there would have 
been hearings held before the bill was 
acted upon. 

Mr. LONG. I do not wish to criticize 
anyone or to take issue with anyone, but 
the Senator from Tennessee told me he 
had sent a letter to the chairman asking 
for hearings. I do not know who at- 
tended the meeting. I regret that none 
of the three Senators whom I mentioned 
is present at the moment; in fact, there 
are very few Senators on the floor at this 
time; but when three Senators sign 
minority views it is a pretty good indica- 
tion that they wanted hearings, especial- 
ly when they urge in their minority views 
that hearings should have been held. I 
earnestly requested the chairman of the 
committee to hold hearings. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. LONG. I yield, first, to the Sen- 
ator from Utah. 

Mr. WATKINS. When that statement 
was made in the minority views, it was 
after the bill had been reported. 

Mr. LONG. The Senator from Ten- 
nessee told the junior Senator from 
Louisiana that he had sent a letter to 
the chairman of the committee urging 
hearings, and that the chairman told 
him after the bill had been reported that 
the letter had not been called to his at- 
tention prior to the time the bill was 
reported. With that statement I do not 
take issue, but, nevertheless, I would cer- 
tainly give my word that I asked to be 
heard on the bill. I do not think there 
will be any argument about that. 
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The junior Senator from Louisiana was 
asked for his advice by representatives 
of independent business concerns as to 
what they should do to protect their 
business, and I said, “Tell the chairman 
that you would like to have hearings, 
and that when he holds hearings you 
would like to be heard.” At last they 
came forward and asked to be heard and 
to have a chance to state their position. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator 
from Illinois, who has been on his feet 
for some time. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not the under- 
standing of the Senator from Louisiana 
that the group of small-business organ- 
izations and of independent merchants 
asked on several occasions that hearings 
be held? 

Mr. LONG. Yes, to the best of my 
knowledge. They certainly told me they 
were asking for hearings. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would not the files 
of the committee indicate that fact? 

Mr. LONG. I certainly think the files 
of the committee would indicate that 
fact. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I wonder if I may ask 
the Senator from Louisiana a substan- 
tive question, not merely a procedural 
question, The bill makes good faith or 
motive on the part of the manufacturer 
or distributor the test. The Senstor 
from Illinois is not a lawyer, but I have 
understood that courts customarily take 
at least three standards or criteria into 
account, Motive, means, ends—or per- 
haps we can call it “end effects.” The 
Robinson-Patman Act makes the test, 
does it not, the effect of a given price 
policy upon competition? If what is 
done substantially reduces competition, 
then the act is regarded as illegal, is it 
not? 

Mr. LONG. That is the way the act 
has been interpreted by its sponsors, and 
by many of those who have studied it. 
Of course, now with the decision in the 
Standard Oil ease 

Mr. DOUGLAS. But in general 

Mr. LONG. In general that is the way 
it was interpreted prior to the Standard 
Oil decision. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. And is not that in 
conformity with the development of ju- 
risprudence? 

Mr. LONG. Yes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Many years ago I 
read probably the most celebrated book 
on law ever written by an American, The 
Common Law, by Oliver Wendell 
Holmes, and one of the points he makes 
most clearly in that book is that the evo- 
lution of the law is away from motive, 
toward the effect of action, and that 
people are presumed to know what will 
be the general results of action; that the 
law more and more looks forward to 
what the consequences of acts will be, 
and less and less into the minds of the 
actors—because it is very difficult to tell 
what a man’s motives are. So that more 
and more the motives have been fading 
into the background, and into the fore- 
ground has been pushed the question as 
to whether a given policy is for the good 
of the country or not for the good of the 
country. The Senator from Louisiana is 
a lawyer, and I wondered if he would 
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confirm or reject this thesis which has 
been advanced. 

Mr. LONG. The Senator from Illinois 
knows that much of the law is based on 
the idea that malicious intention is to be 
presumed from harmful effect. In oth- 
er words, if a person goes forth gaily, 
with a smile on his face, and carefully 
aims a pistol at his neighbor’s head and 
blows his neighbor’s brains out, the law 
presumes that he intended to kill the 
man, 

Mr. DOUGLAS. And it is not a sufi- 
cient defense to say, “I did not know it 
was loaded’’? 

Mr. LONG. It would not be a suffi- 
cient defense to say, “I did not know it 
was loaded,” if it was found that the 
gun was loaded, particularly if the one 
who shot the gun had loaded it. 

Certainly, generally the law presumes 
a malicious intention or a criminal in- 
tention, if a criminal statute is involved, 
from the injurious effect of what a per- 
son willfully does. If a person wants to 
exonerate himself he must find some 
way to prove that he did not intend to 
injure the aggrieved party. But we find 
that the minority views mention the 
opinion of the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion. The Federal Trade Commission 
says it believes the burden of proof would 
be shifted under this bill; that in order 
to restrain discrimination they fear the 
burden would fall upon the Federal 
Trade Commission to prove that there 
was a malicious intention or bad faith 
on the part of the manufacturer in- 
dulging in discrimination in favor of 
certain favored customers. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. The Senator from 
Louisiana a few minutes ago referred to, 
the processors of sugar beets. Does the 
Senator contend that such processors, in 
order to meet competition, already have 
the legal right to absorb freight differ- 
entials when they are far removed from 
the consuming centers? 

Mr. LONG. The Senator from Idaho 
knows that the law states that price dis- 
crimination is forbidden where the effect 
may be substantially to injure or destroy 
competition. When a discrimination is 
made in prices the question arises as to 
whether there is the probability of an 
injurious effect upon competition. That 
has never been interpreted as being the 
case, so far as the junior Senator from 
Louisiana knows, with regard to the 
processing of sugar beets. So far as the 
junior Senator from Louisiana knows, 
even after the Cement Institute decision, 
beet sugar is still being sold on a basis 
of matching the prices of sugar imported 
from Cuba, Puerto Rico, and other 
places. 

The junior Senator from Louisiana 
feels that when the Cement Institute was 
found to have been in violation of the 
law, when it was found to be using a 
pricing system which eliminated price 
competition, and it wanted to try to put 
the old system back into effect, in order 
to gain allies somewhere it sought to 
make others think they were being in- 
jured as well. So it attempted to make 
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would not be able to continue to do busi- 

ness unless Congress passed this bill, 

which would permit it to go back to the 

same system it had originated in con- 

spiracy, and under which it had elimi- 

oer price competition among its mem- 
ers. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator again yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. The point the 
Senator from Idaho is trying to obtain 
information upon and to clarify is this: 
He wishes to ascertain whether the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana recognizes that the 
sugar-beet processors, far removed from 
consuming centers, such as Chicago, 
have, under existing law, the right to 
absorb, for instance, a one-half-cent 
freight differential in order to lay down 
beet sugar in Chicago on a basis com- 
petitive with cane sugar from the South- 
ern States or from Puerto Rico. What 
is the Senator’s position on that, or what 
is the Senator’s thinking along that line? 

Mr. LONG. The test would be 
whether there was probability of a sub- 
stantial injury to competition as the re- 
sult of absorbing the freight until the 
Federal Trade Commission proves such 
a case. The junior Senator from Lou- 
isiana very much doubts it. I would not 
presume that there was substantial in- 
jury to competition. Otherwise, the 
Federal Trade Commission would insti- 
tute proceedings to prove that there was 
substantial injury to competition. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. If the right were 
denied the sugar-beet producers to ab- 
sorb that freight differential then it 
would be contended that the cane-sugar 
producers would be conspiring to elimi- 
nate competition in the large consum- 
ing areas would it not? 

Mr. LONG. The junior Senator from 
Louisiana would point out that if the 
beet producers decided to adopt an f. o. b. 
price the only result would be that the 
sugar would sell cheaper in the Senator's 
State than in any other place. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Certainly the 
sugar-beet industry produces more sugar 
in the Western States than can be con- 
sumed locally and of course it is obvious 
that that sugar must be shipped to the 
large consuming areas in an effort to 
compete with the other producers of 
sugar or there would be no future for 
the sugar-beet industry, That is very 
evident, is it not? 

Mr. LONG. There would be no future 
for the sugar-beet industry or the do- 
mestic sugarcane industry if we did not 
have a Sugar Act to subsidize it. The 
junior Senator from Louisiana, I sup- 
pose, probably does not have sufficient 
astuteness to evade the point—and would 
not care to. But the fact remains that 
the sugar industry is subsidized. We 
might as well face it. We are subsidized 
out of the pockets of the American peo- 
ple by the Sugar Act passed by Congress. 
If we did not have the Sugar Act to boost 
the price we get for beet sugar and cane 
sugar produced in this country we would 
probably have to quit producing sugar. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 
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Mr. DWORSHAK. Of course, if we 
were to destroy the cane and sugar- 
beet industries and place American con- 
sumers at the complete mercy of for- 
eign sugar producers the inevitable re- 
sult would probably be that instead of 
having a moderate price for sugar such 
as now exists, we would be victimized, as 
American consumers of wool, tin, and 
rubber have been victimized because they 
were at the mercy of foreign producers. 
Is not that true? 

Mr. LONG. The junior Senator from 
Louisiana believes that we ought to pro- 
tect our sugar industry with the laws 
which we have passed to protect it. 
World War II proved that the national 
welfare demands a flourishing sugar in- 
dustry. If it means more protection as 
a matter of law, the junior Senator from 
Louisiana is anxious to support such 
legislation, to see that we have a pros- 
perous sugar industry. However, we 
may as well face the fact that we have 
an industry which could not compete 
with foreign producers without the effect 
of law to protect local industry. We 
could not compete on a direct competi- 
tive basis with foreign production. We 
have an industry which, at least in some 
respects, can be compared to a sick in- 
dustry, because it must have help to 
compete with foreign production. When 
we undertake to protect the domestic 
industry by a sugar act and by direct 
legislation to keep the industry thriving 
and in existence in this country, the 
junior Senator from Louisiana sees no 
reason why we should attempt to pass 
a law to slash loopholes throughout the 
structure of the antitrust laws to help 
the sugar-beet industry when we have 
found a more direct way under the 
Sugar Act to protect the sugar-beet in- 
dustry and the sugar-cane industry. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield to the distin- 
guished Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 
in the cement industry a number of 
cement companies have openly stated 
that they have continued, despite the 
cement decision, to absorb freight in 
order to meet competition? Has it not 
been said that what has been made 
illegal is merely the basing-point sys- 
tem, which substantially injures com- 
petition; and therefore, reasoning by 
analogy, if the absorption of freight 
eastward by the sugar-beet industry in 
the Mountain States would not injure 
competition, that would not be pro- 
hibited by law in the future, any more 
than it has been in the past. Is not that 
true? 

Mr. LONG. That is the understand- 
ing of the junior Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not also true 
that the example of beet sugar is al- 
most unique so far as the Mountain 
States are concerned, and so far as man- 
ufactured goods are concerned? Gen- 
erally the movement is from east to 
west. It is only in the case of beet 
sugar, and perhaps one or two other 
products, that we have a movement from 
the West to the East, and therefore have 
a demand on the part of some western 
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manufacturers that they be permitted 
to absorb freight. The typical situation 
is that of manufactured goods moving 
from east to west. The manufacturers 
in th: West are therefore put in the posi- 
tion that if they conform to the basing- 
point system they are held up at east- 
ern prices, plus freight, and will not be 
able to undercut when their cost of pro- 
duction might justify them in doing so. 
So the net effect is to hold the Mountain 
States, and, indeed, the Pacific Coast 
States on a high plateau of prices for 
consumers, and at the same time choke 
off the possibility of manufacturing 
growth within those localities. 

Mr. LONG. That has very definitely 
been the effect of the statute. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The same thing is 
true in the South. 

Mr. LONG. Yes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. And in New England. 

Mr. LONG. Yes; that has been true. 
The effect has been to require higher 
prices in the South and the West even 
though in many cases the mills in those 
areas have a lower cost of production. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If a mill in the West 
or the South, or in New England, trying 
to take advantage of its lower produc- 
tion costs, were to break away from the 
basing-point system, it would be possible 
for the dominant concern to lower its 
prices for that particular locality or area, 
in order to take away the advantage of 
the price cut which the independent mill 
initiated. 

Mr, LONG. Yes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. And that would be 
legalized by this bill, which provides 
that it is entirely proper to reduce one’s 
price to meet the low price of a com- 
petitor, provided it is done in good faith. 

Mr, LONG. That is entirely true. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. So the fear of being 
met or under-sold operates to keep the 
independents in line, because they are 
afraid of starting a price war with the 
dominant concern. 

Mr. LONG. That is true. 

Mr. President, before any such bill as 
this is passed legalizing the basing-point 
pricing system, it would be only fair to 
those areas which would be likely to be 
injured by such a law that a study be 
made of the effect upon the Nation of 
f. o. b. pricing since the basing-point 
decision. This f. o. b. pricing has been 
accompanied by some freight absorption 
which is completely legal, so far as it 
does not tend substantially to injure 
competition. 

Since the basing-point decision the 
Senator from Illinois submitted a report 
last year which showed that about three- 
quarters of the cement companies re- 
plied to the Federal Trade Commission’s 
inquiry that they were absorbing freight, 
and reserved the right to absorb freight 
when they felt they needed to do so in 
order to meet competition. The decision 
of the Supreme Court in the Cement 
Institute case was designed, not to pre- 
vent the meeting of competition, but to 
prevent the elimination of price com- 
petition between manufacturers of ce- 
ment. 

The junior Senator from Louisiana 
would like to point out for the benefit of 
other Senators that very few mills in 
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undeveloped sections of the Nation were 
constructed for the production of cement 
or steel prior to the basing-point deci- 
sion. As a matter of fact, it is his un- 
derstanding that only two or three new 
mills were constructed at undeveloped 
points for 20 years prior to the basing- 
point decision. Let since that decision 
in 1946 new cement mills have been con- 
structed all over the United States; and 
the mills in the South and the West have 
been tremendously expanded. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. LONG. Iam happy to yield for a 
question. 

Mr. WHERRY. The distinguished 
Senator just made the statement that 
new cement mills were built all over the 
United States. 


Mr. LONG. Yes. 
Mr. WHERRY. IS Nebraska one of 
the States? 


Mr. LONG. If Nebraska has acquired 
@ new cement mill, I hope that it was 
partly, at least, the result of the efforts 
of the Senator from Nebraska, because 
he has worked hard to serve his State. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. WHERRY. Just a moment. I 
have a right to finish my question. 

The Senator from Louisiana stated 
that new cement mills have been estab- 
lished all over the United States. 

Mr. LONG. Yes. 

Mr. WHERRY. Nebraska is one of 
the States of the Union. 

Mr. LONG. The new mills have been 
built since the basing-point decision. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to ask 
the Senator what new mill has been built 
in Nebraska. 

Mr. LONG. The junior Senator from 
Louisiana does not have any special 
knowledge of Nebraska. 

Mr. WHERRY. Then the Senator’s 
statement is absolutely excessive so far 
as Nebraska is concerned. There has 
not been a new cement mill built in Ne- 
braska, to my knowledge, within the past 
20 years. 
` Mr. LONG. Can the Senator tell me 
how many cement mills there are in 
Nebraska? 

Mr. WHERRY. There will not be any 
new cement mills built in Nebraska, un- 
less they can absorb the freight and send 
their product beyond the radius of what 
might be considered local consumption. 
I am not familiar with the situation in 
other States, but if the Senator’s state- 
ment is just as applicable to other States 
as it is to Nebraska, then I suggest to 
tha distinguished Senator that the state- 
ment may be excessive as applied to all 
States. As far as Nebraska is concerned 
it is simply not so. 

Mr. LONG. The junior Senator from 
Louisiana has no particular knowledge 
of Nebraska. Since the Senator from 
Nebraska takes exception to the state- 
ment of the junior Senator from Louisi- 
ana, he will be very happy to yield to 
the Senator from Nebraska in order that 
he may tell us how many cement mills 
there are in Nebraska. 

Mr. WHERRY. There are two cement 
mills in Nebraska. One is located at 
Superior, at the western end of the 
State, and serves a radius of 150 to 250 
miles. That is as far as it can deliver 
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cement unless it can meet competition 
by the absorption of freight rates. There 
is another plant in the eastern part of 
the State, at Louisville, Nebr. That 
plant reaches a territory of about the 
same dimensions. It cannot ship further 
without absorbing freight. 

Mr. LONG. Will the Senator tell us 
the date when the plants were estab- 
lished? 

Mr. WHERRY. They certainly must 
have been in existence for 20 years. I 
am not positive when the Superior plant 
was established, but I know of no other 
plant which has been built in Nebraska 
in all that period. I say, further, that 
unless they can legally absorb freight 
rates, no further cement plants will be 
built in Nebraska. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator 
from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not correct to 
say that in the last year there has been 
an additional cement mill built in Missis- 
sippi, that an additional cement mill has 
been built in Alabama, that an addi- 
tional cement mill has been built in 
Arkansas, that an additional cement 
mill has been built in Louisiana, and that 
an additional cement mill has been built 
in Texas? 

Mr. LONG. Les; and there have been 
more than that number built in the last 
year. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. Will the Senator read 
about any additional mills having been 
Luilt in Nebraska, North Dakota, or 
South Dakota? Will the Senator read 
what has happened in those States? 
Was a new mill built in any one of the 
States to which I have referred? 

Mr. LONG. The able Senator from 
Nebraska is stimulating the discussion of 
the subjeet, and the junior Senator from 
Louisiana will go into a little more de- 
tail with respect to the subject of new 
cement mills. 

Mr. WHERRY. Will the Senator an- 
swer my question as to whether any new 
cement mill has been built in Nebraska? 

Mr. LONG. Not to the knowledge of 
the junior Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. WHERRY. Or in North Dakota? 

Mr. LONG. Not to the knowledge of 
the junior Senator from Louisiana at this 
time. There has been some discussion 
of the subject since the Supreme Court 
decision. 

Mr. WHERRY. Or in South Dakota? 

Mr. LONG. In South Dakota the 
legislature has authorized the sale of 
bonds in the amount of $1,500,000, in 
order to double the capacity of the State- 
owned cement plant. The present ca- 
pacity is 2,000 barrels a day. The pro- 
gram calls for a new 11,000-pound kiln, 
375 feet long, and new storage silos. The 
Senator from Louisiana would discuss the 
subject further without having it de- 
veloped under questioning at this time. 

Mr. WHERRT. Mr. President, I sim- 
ply wished to correct the impression 
which the Senator from Louisiana had 
apparently created, to the effect that 
new plants had been built all over the 
United States. I know that new plants 
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have been built, as have new steel plants 
been built, in localities less distant from 
highly industrialized centers. However, 
when it is necessary for a plant to go 
outside a particular circumscribed area, 
it is necessary to absorb the freight 
charges. In the territory to which I 
have referred I am satisfied no new 
cement plant has been established. I 
know that no new plant has been estab- 
lished in Nebraska, South Dakota, or 
North Dakota. I am not certain about 
Iowa. Iam pretty sure about Minnesota. 

Mr. LONG. The junior Senator from 
Louisiana will go into the subject in more 
detail. It was hitherto unchallenged in- 
formation furnished by the Small Busi- 
ness Committee of the House, headed by 
Representative WRIGHT Patman, which 
caused the junior Senator from Louisi- 
ana to make the statement found in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 96, part 4, 
Page 4501: 

According to my best information— 


Furnished to me by the House Com- 
mittee on Small Business— 
there were only two new cement plants built 
in the 25 years prior to the Supreme Court 
decision, as I shall demonstrate on a map 
later. 


At that time the junior Senator from 
Louisiana was demonstrating his point 
with the aid of a map. 

Of course, there were improvements and 
enlargements of existing facilities, but as 
long as the multiple-basing- point system 
could be utilized to force consumers to pay 
additional transportation costs, there was 
no necessity for the building of new plants 
in new areas closer to the points of con- 
sumption. Since the Supreme Court deci- 
sion, as the map will show, there have been 
a great many new plants built and many 
more planned or under construction. It is 
well to point out that not only do artificial 
pricing systems tend to restrict the supply 
of important basic commodities, but such 
systems also tend to freeze a good part of 
the production in areas of high concentra- 
tion of productive capacity. - 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. If the Senator will per- 
mit me, I should like to state that at that 
point I placed in the Recor a study 
which had been furnished to me by the 
same committee, showing new facilities 
which were planned and under construc- 
tion at that time. For example, in Ala- 
bama, the Ideal Cement Co. plant in- 
creased its capacity at Mobile. That 
was a new plant. It produced a great 
quantity of cement. Asa matter of fact, 
we in Louisiana are very happy to have 
the Ideal Cement Co. come to our State. 
It originated in the State of the distin- 
guished Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
Jounson], and it is a very fine organiza- 
tion, and it makes what the junior Sena- 
tor from Louisiana understands to be a 
very excellent grade of cement. The 
Mobile plant is a large plant. It has 
been established since the decision in 
the Cement Institute case. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. LONG. Yes. 

Mr. WHERRY. Is it not correct to 
say that the establishment of a plant 
depends on the territory in which it is 
to operate, and that a plant is not es- 
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tablished to take care of a community 
which is beyond the range of a freight 
rate under which it can operate? 

Mr. LONG. The junior Senator from 
Louisiana would like to go into a little 
more detail. The location of the Mobile 
plant was almost entirely dictated by 
the decision in the Cement Institute 
case. The junior Senator from Louisi- 
ana would like to explain that the plant 
at Mobile sells cement not only in the 
Mobile area but also in the New Orleans 
area and at points in between. Under 
the original basing-point system it 
would generally be regarded that the 
price at the Mobile plant would be the 
price from New Orleans or from Bir- 
mingham, plus the freight from those 
points. However, since the Supreme 
Court decision pricing from the Mobile 
plant would in almost all cases be the 
f. o. b. price, which would be the manu- 
facturers’ price plus the freight rate, 
Under basing-point pricing various con- 
cerns using the system always charged 
the rail rate, even if they shipped by 
water. When the new plant was estab- 
lished in Mobile, after the basing-point 
system was declared unlawful, the plant 
took advantage of the water transporta- 
tion, and by doing so it extended its mar- 
ket far beyond that which it could ordi- 
narily serve if it charged the rail rate 
or shipped by rail. Those of us who 
come from sections of the country in 
which water transportation is available 
believe that water transportation should 
be used in the interest of the customer 
where water transportation is more 
economical, 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG, I yield. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. I should 


like to ask my question in the form of 
an observation. Is it not correct to say 
that there are two reasons for the ex- 
pansion of the Ideal Cement Co., which, 
as the Senator stated, is a very reputable, 
very successful, and a very fine cement 
company in Colorado? Are not there 
two main reasons for the expansion of 
the Ideal Cement Co. into the Mobile 
area? The first reason is that the Ideal 
Cement Co. had an opportunity to take 
over at a bargain price a war plant with 
all the machinery installed. The oyster 
beds were nearby and water transporta- 
tion was nearby, and, of course, those 
features were very attractive. How- 
ever, the fact that the company was able 
to buy the war plant at a very low price 
was one of the reasons why the company 
established its plant in Mobile. 

I happen to know about that matter 
because I had many conferences and 
conversations with officers of the Ideal 
Cement Co. before they purchased the 
war plant and opened their cement plant 
at Mobile. 

The second reason may be indirectly 
due to the Supreme Court’s decision in 
this way: The Ideal Cement Co. made 
more money in one year after the Su- 
preme Court decision was rendered than 
it had made in all its prior operations, 
in all its history up to that time. The 
company’s competition was shut out 
from its main markets, and it got a 
market at advanced prices, without any 
competition whatsoever, So that com- 
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pany reaped a great harvest and had 
money with which to expand, and it was 
natural for a live, wide-awake group of 
executives such as those of the Ideal 
Cement Co. to expand the company, and 
so it did expand. 

I think those are the two reasons, and 
I ask the Senator if he agrees they are 
correct? 

Mr. LONG. It is true, to the best of 
my knowledge—which in the case of this 
particular subject probably is not so good 
as that of the Senator from Colorado— 
that there was some surplus war equip- 
ment there. I do not know what had 
been produced in the plant at Mobile; 
but there was such an incentive there. 
I believe that was an additional reason 
for locating at that point. 

However, in my general area, at Bran- 
don, Miss., there was no surplus war 
plant. As a matter of fact, the location 
at that point was not even on water, 
but the Marquette Cement Co. has built 
a large cement plant there. 

It is true that there was a surplus war 
plant in Baton Rouge, La.; and the Ideal 
Cement Co., using good judgment—and 
partly, I believe, as a result of the basing- 
point decision—decided that if it wanted 
to get into that market, it had better 
establish a plant at Baton Rouge. So 
the company acquired certain assets 
which were there; and now that com- 
pany is adding many additional assets 
and much additional equipment to the 
equipment it could acquire there by way 
of surplus war property, and is estab- 
lishing a fine new plant in my home town 
of Baton Rouge, La. 

I feel very grateful because of the fact 
that my section is being developed in 
that way by the cement companies, be- 
cause I know that the cement companies 
do not like to price their product f. o. b., 
but like to price it on the basing-point 
system; and I take the new development 
in that area as evidence that the com- 
pany bears me no ill will because I feel 
that the basing-point system is injurious 
to the consumers generally and to my 
own State. So we are happy to have 
that new plant. 

Of course, both those new plants were 
decided upon after the defeat of Senate 
bill 1008 because of the President’s veto. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. In connection with 
the reasons for the location at that point 
and the observations made by the distin- 
guished Senator from Colorado, and now 
concurred in by the distinguished junior 
Senator from Louisiana, I should like to 
ask a question, Insofar as the end re- 
sult is concerned, did not the water 
freight rate give that company practi- 
cally all the advantage it would have 
obtained from any freight absorption? 
In other words, in obtaining business, the 
company had a water freight rate which 
gave it an opportunity to send the ce- 
ment possibly farther than it otherwise 
would have been able to send it. In 
principle, what is the difference between 
that and freight absorption, so far as 
delivering the cement at greater dis- 
tances from the plant is concerned—dis- 
tances greater than that would have 
been possible under the rail freight rate? 
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Mr. LONG. Of course, it is true that 
undoubtedly the company will use water 
transportation to ship its product as 
far as it can and to reach out and ac- 
quire new customers and to compete with 
other firms. 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. 

Mr. LONG. I very much believe in 
using water transportation where it is 
more economical. 

Mr. WHERRY. Certainly. 

Mr. LONG. As a matter of fact, in 
some cases cargo can be shipped by 
water for one-fourth or one-fifth of the 
cost of transportation by rail. That 
was one of the difficulties of the basing- 
point system, namely, that all competi- 
tors using basing-point pricing would 
ship by rail or at least would charge the 
rail rate as the cost of transportation. 

I should like to point out a situation 
which developed in my own State be- 
cause of that situation. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at this point? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. I know the Senator 
from Louisiana wishes to be fair about 
this matter. It is true, as he has said, 
that many concerns actually were prac- 
ticing freight absorption by using the 
water-transportation rates, If one plant 
is able to produce more cheaply than 
another plant, and desires to send its 
product a great distance, and wishes 
to absorb the freight, what is the differ- 
ence between doing that and permitting 
a company which has a low transporta- 
tion rate, because of water transporta- 
tion, to do the same thing? 

Mr. LONG. The firms which have 
the advantage of water transportation 
are simply passing on to the customers 
the savings which occur as a result of 
the water transportation. That is com- 
pletely proper. 

What I would argue against is that in 
the case of the old basing-point system, 
such savings were not passed on to the 
consumers. 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes, but the savings 
in both instances are being passed on 
to the ultimate consumer. 

Mr. LONG. No, I would question that. 
For instance, the basing- point system 
would work in approximately this man- 
ner: A company would absorb freight 
in order to be able to ship its product 
into a distant area, if it had competition 
in that area; but if the company had no 
competition there, it would not absorb 
the freight. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further, please? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. I know the Senator 
from Louisiana is intensely interested 
in this matter, 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, without preju- 
dice to my right to the floor, the Senator 
from Nebraska may be permitted to 
make a statement at this point. 

Mr. WHERRY. No, Mr. President; I 
wish to ask a question. First, I should 
like to make an observation by referring 
to a letter which came to another Sen- 
ator on June 12 of this year. Inasmuch 
as the Senator from Louisiana has re- 
ferred to cement, I should like to read 
several comments, which are made in 
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the letter, and then I wish to ask a 
question, 

I now read from the letter: 

This bill is more important to your people 
of North Dakota than any other State in the 
Wnion, from the standpoint of many items, 
but especially for cement. 


The letter refers to Senate bill 719. I 
read further from the letter: 

As it now stands, all of northern Minne- 
sota, Wisconsin, and all of North Dakota are 
dependent on one cement mill at Duluth. 
They just can’t near supply this territory 
when they have this particular advantage. 
In the old days, Mason City— 


Which is in Iowa, I take it— 
South Dakota State, and even Hannibal, 
Mo., absorbed the freight differential and 
would furnish the cement needed. Now 
it costs as much as 40 cents a barrel extra 
to ship from these points, and the public in 
North Dakota must pay it. This also affects 
highway construction and all public works. 

As it now stands, the United States Steel 
Co. cement mill at Duluth has a monopoly 
on all the cement that comes to North 
Dakota. 

I beg of you to put some special effort on 
this and see that this bill, S. 719, is passed. 


The point I want to ask about is 
this 


Mr. LONG. Mr. President, in order to 
complete the record, will the Senator tell 
us whom the letter is from? 

Mr. WHERRY. I will tell the Senator 
what I shall be glad to do. The letter 
came to another Senator from one of 
his constituents. I read the body of the 
letter to the Senator. The Senator to 
whom the letter was addressed is not 
presently on the floor. I shall ask per- 
mission of him tomorrow to give the 
man’s name. The writer happens to be 
a lumber dealer in Grand Forks, N. 
Dak., and, if permitted, I shall be glad 
to furnish the name to the Senator; but I 
should first like to obtain permission to 
furnish the name. But, taking that as 
a premise, whether it be true or not, I 
ask the distinguished Senator this ques- 
tion: Unless freight absorption were per- 
mitted in the territory mentioned, would 
not a monopoly be fostered such as has 
happened in Duluth, Minn., where 
under the circumstances cited by the 
distinguished Senator from Colorado, 
the company exacted from the con- 
sumers the full freight rate, without any 
absorption, whereas they absorbed it be- 
fore the Supreme Court decision in the 
Cement case. 

Mr. LONG. I trust the Senator will 
permit me time in which to answer the 
question, and I trust that the Senator 
from Colorado will not ask me another 
question before I complete my answer to 
this one, because the questions become 
difficult and are very complicated. As 
the junior Senator from Louisiana 
pointed out, it is necessary to study this 
subject about 6 months before one can 
even begin to think he understands it, 
and then it is so complicated that it is 
difficult to explair it to anyone. 

Mr. WHERRY. I want to thank the 
Senator for his efforts, anyway. 

Mr. WHERRY subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I should like to make a brief 
comment. At the time the distinguished 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Lone! was 
speaking about the absorption of freight 
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charges by cement plants in Louisiana, I 
compared the advantage water freight 
rates gave over rail freight rates to those 
companies which could use water trans- 
portation in delivering their products 
into territories where rail freight rates 
would be prohibitive. 

At that time, I asked the distinguished 
Senator from Louisiana, who I regret is 
not on the floor now, if it were not true 
that unless plants were permitted to ab- 
sorb freight rates, it would prevent 
competition—and in some instances 
monopolies would develop. 

At the time I asked the question, I 
said I wanted to make an observation 
and then ask a question. I asked per- 
mission to read a few paragraphs from 
a letter from a small lumber mill at 
Grand Forks, N. Dak., in which the lum- 
ber dealer stated that in the old days 
the Mason City Cement Co., the South 
Dakota State cement plant, and even 
the plant at Hannibal, Mo., absorbed 
the freight differential and furnished 
cement in those areas of North Dakota. 
Now it costs as much as 40 cents 
a barrel extra to ship from Mason 
City, S. Dak., and even Hannibal, and 
the people in North Dakota must pay for 
it. They must pay for it on every high- 
way they build, because freight absorp- 
tion is denied the old companies which 
formerly sold their surpluses in compe- 
tition with the Duluth Cement Co., a 
subsidiary of the United States Steel 
Corp. The public must pay that extra 
charge in order to get the cement. They 
must pay 40 cents a barrel more, which, 
of course, is prohibitive, but which they 
must do in the construction of the great 
dams and other construction, on which 
the Duluth company cannot furnish all 
the cement. It affects not only large 
construction projects, but all highway 
construction thoughout the State of 
North Dakota. 

Then I stated that there is involved 
also the question of a monopoly, because 
the United States Steel Co. has a low 
m at Duluth, and competition is shut 
out. 

If any company gets so large as to 
become a monopoly, and through ruth- 
less methods establishes a price which 
destroys business, it is in violation of 
the antitrust laws, and should be recog- 
nized as such by the Justice Depart- 
ment and proceeded against. 

Suppose I wished to sell a mule to my 
distinguished friend across the aisle [Mr. 
ANpERSON] and he lived 22 miles from 
my home town. The price for a mule 
in his home town is $209, but he wants 
to buy mine, which is just as good a mule 
as he could buy at home. In order to 
make the sale, I will offer to ship my 
mule to him for the same price he would 
have to pay in his home town. I want 
to have the right to do that. 

Sugar beets have been referred to. It 
would be impossible to consume in Ne- 
braska the product of all the sugar beets 
grown there; it could not all be disposed 
of in the State. Sugar is sold all over 
the country. One can buy sugar in New 
York City just as cheaply as it can be 
bought in Pawnee City, Nebr., or the 
home town of the distinguished occupant 
of the chair [Mr. Hunt]. When that 
point is made, the Senator from Louisi- 
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ana says that domestic beet and cane 
sugar come under a special statute which 
provides for subsidies. It does not make 
a bit of difference whether the Govern- 
ment pays the cost or whether the man 
who raises the product pays the cost, so 
far as the principle is concerned. We 
want the right to absorb freight on sur- 
pluses that. cannot be consumed in our 
own localities, in order to meet competi- 
tion in another market. I say that helps 
the consumer; it helps every small busi- 
ness in the Nation. It is absolutely erro- 
neous for Senators to say that to permit 
a seller in good faith to meet a competi- 
tive price results in destroying the small- 
business men and destroying competi- 
tion. The truth of the matter is exactly 
the opposite, for such a practice permits 
competition; and, Mr. President, cer- 
tainly when we have competition, the 
result is to have a lower price, and thus 
the consumer is saved money. 

I have been in business all my life, 
along with my law practice, and if there 
is one thing I do not like, it is to have a 
firm say to me, “You have to sell your 
product at this price.” I wish to have 
the right to sell my product at any price 
which I choose to sell it, which wili en- 
able me to meet competition, so long as 
that is done in good faith and not to 
defraud anyone. Oftentimes a firm will 
have on hand a surplus of its commodi- 
ties, and will wish to get rid of the sur- 
plus by selling it at a reduced price. 
This bill would permit that. If we per- 
mit that system, I am sure it will redound 
to the great benefit of the businessmen, 
and they will conduct their operations 
along the lines of the free-enterprise 
system, with the result that competition 
will be injected into the sale of all com- 
modities and bring about the lowest pos- 
sible prices. That is what we are en- 
deavoring to achieve in this country, and 
that is what we should achieve, so long as 
the price which results is a good-faith 
price and does not violate the provisions 
of the antitrust laws. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have these observations appear 
in the Recorp immediately following the 
colloguy which I had with the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. Lone] and prior to 
the discussion with regard to a limitation 
of debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hunt 
in the chair), Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the junior 
Senator from Louisiana has a situation 
in his own State to which he would like 
to advert. I hope I am not divulging a 
confidence because all the cement com- 
panies would like to have this bill passed, 
and there is no denying that. They had 
a pricing system which was well agreed 
upon by all the cement concerns, and 
when the pricing system was declared 
illegal they began to scheme—and they 
have been scheming ever since—to put 
it back into effect. 

I was called by people who were inter- 
ested in cement production—particularly 
I remember one call from a plant which 
had previously existed in my State—urg- 
ing me to support Senate bill 1008 in the 
previous Congress. The answer of the 
junior Senator from Louisiana was, 
“Why in the world would you be in favor 
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of passing a bill to require basing-point 
pricing? You are going to have to ex- 
pand your production in Louisiana. You 
cannot satisfy the demands you have 
there. Why should you want somebody 
from Pittsburgh or Birmingha’a or some- 
place else outside your area to be dump- 
ing their cement into our section and 
keeping you from expanding your plant 
to supply the local market?” 

The reply was, “Senator, that is all 
fine, the way it stands now; but the diffi- 
culty is, I am going to have to build a 
plant in west Texas in order to keep the 
customers Ihave there.” But, of course, 
this friend of mine did not tell me the 
other point, which was that he knew 
that, with the pricing system as it was, 
someone else was going to build a plant 
in Louisiana, with the result that he 
would have more competition than 
before. He might have said, “Under the 
pricing system, there might not be so 
much competition.“ I hope my good 
friend who gave me those facts will not 
resent my relating them for the RECORD; 
but that is a part of this problem. 

In the city of Baton Rouge, La., if 
we may take an example, it is true we 
lost the benefit 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. Not at this point. I ask 
the Senator to permit me to answer the 
question before I yield for further ques- 
tions. 

Mr. WHERRY. But the Senator is 
leaving the point that I object to. 

Mr. LONG. I decline to yield at this 
-moment. I have the utmost respect for 
the distinguished minority leader, but I 
should like to answer the question. This 
is such a confusing subject that I should 
like to be able to answer one question 
before I become involved in another one. 
Coming back to Baton Rouge, La., it is 
true that cement was scarce in my home 
town, and it did not help us to get ce- 
ment in Baton Rouge, La., from some 
outside company which would not absorb 
freight on cement shipped into our area 
and match the price of the Lone Star 
mill, at New Orleans, La., plus freight 
to Baton Rouge. What was the result? 
The result was that the Ideal Cement 
Co. said it would build a fine $6,000,000 
plant in Baton Rouge in order to supply 
the demand, because the other cement 
companies, from outside our area, no 
longer saw fit to dump their surplus ce- 
ment production in Baton Rouge at a 
loss. 8 

Mr. President, that is how we go about 
at least getting some development for 
the country. It will be remembered 
there was a time when an antidumping 
law was passed to protect American in- 
dustries from surplus production of for- 
eign nations being dumped on our shores, 
which dumping had the effect of pre- 
venting the success of our domestic en- 
terprises. The same general theory ex- 
ists insofar as guaranteeing to a con- 
cern in an outlying section of the Na- 
tion, away from the industrial heart of 
the Nation, the economic advantages of 
its location. That the basing-point sys- 
tem tended to deny, and because of that, 
for so many years, under the basing- 
point pricing system we simply had no 
protection, 
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I told my friends from the South, when 
we were fighting Senate bill 1008, “If 
you want to see whether we have de- 
veloped industry under basing-point 
pricing, look at what happened within 
the past 70 years under basing-point 
pricing. Are we developing, or are we 
not? And look at what has happened 
since it was declared illegal. Look at 
the industrial plants now located in the 
South.” 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator 
from Illinois. . 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true, as the 
Senator from Louisiana pointed out in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of March 31, 
1950, that under the decision of the Su- 
preme Court outlawing the basing-point 
system for the cement industry, and by 
implication, therefore, for other indus- 
tries, 52 separate plants were either 


started or planned in a wide variety of. 


States, thus enabling local plants to de- 
velop in areas for the purpose of serving 
local needs, instead of drawing their 
cement from a smaller number of plants 
located at a greater distance? There- 
fore, is it not the implication, if the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska will be patient, that 
there will probably be another plant in 
western North Dakota to supply the 
needs of that area? 

Mr. LONG. I believe that there is 
every reason to expect that the critical 
need for cement, described by the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska as existing in his 
area and in his State and in surround- 
ing States, will be relieved by local pro- 
duction in those States, if we do not 
change the antitrust laws. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. LONG. I should yield next to the 
Senator from Colorado, because he has 
been standing on his feet for some time. 
Following that, I shall be happy to yield 
to the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr, 
President, I should like to ask the Sena- 
tor from Louisiana a question which I 
propounded to cement companies in my 
State. I asked them, “When the Su- 
preme Court decision gave you this com- 
plete monopoly, why were you not satis- 
fied with it? You have made more 
money than you have ever before made 
in all your history. Why does that not 
satisfy you?” This was their answer: 
“We would be satisfied if we thought a 
seller’s market was going to continue; 
but,” they said, “we know that in the 
course of things, and in the passage of 
time, the seller’s market will pass, too, 
and that we will have a buyer’s market 
again; and when we have a buyer’s 
market again, we will not be able to go 
into competitive markets and sell our 
goods in a competitive market.” That 
was the answer which they gave me, 
and I believe that it is a true answer, 
because, sooner or later, we are going to 
have a buyer’s market, in which the 
buyer will have the advantages. At the 
present time, and for a number of years 
past, the producer of cement, the seller 
of cement, has had a wonderful time. 
The Supreme Court decision gave a 
monopoly such as he had never before 
dreamed of. r- 
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There is but one other question I 
should like to ask the Senator, following 
which I shall subside. I ask the Senator 
whether it is not true that Senate bill 
719 does not provide for a basing-point 
system at all. A basing-point system, 
as the Senator will recall, is a system 
under which not only may freight be 
absorbed, but under which also, phantom 
freight may be charged; which is a dif- 
ferent thing. In the Cement Institute 
case before the United States Supreme 
Court, phantom freight was outlawed, 
and properly outlawed. 

This bill simply makes certain that 
the Supreme Court decision permitting 
the absorption of freight will stand. It 
does not provide for the charging of 
phantom freight, as a basing-point sys- 
tem would. It is called by some a basing- 
point bill. It is not a basing-point bill at 
all. It lacks at least 50 percent of having 
any of the qualifications of a basing- 
point bill. In the old days, people ob- 
jected to the basing-point system be- 
cause they did not like to pay the phan- 
tom freight on goods. One can hardly 
blame them for that. I hope the Sena- 
tor will not call this a basing-point bill. 
I hope he recognizes that a basing-point 
bill is something far different from the 
provisions of Senate bill 719. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I regret 
very much that the distinguished senior 
Senator from Colorado does not agree 
with me about this bill, because I know 
that if I had the very able, learned, and 
conscientious Senator from Colorado on 
my side, I would have a tower of strength 
on which to lean. He certainly has 
great influence in the Senate. All Mem- 
bers on this side of the aisle are proud 
of him for the fine record he has made 
in all respects in serving his State and 
the Nation. But I regret that I cannot 
agree with his general theory of the bill 
and with many aspects of it. The Sen- 
ator from Colorado certainly has every 
assurance that my fondness and admira- 
tion for him are in nowise diminished 
because he does not agree with me and 
because we see it from an entirely differ- 
ent point of view. Nevertheless, Mr. 
President, I believe that I have properly 
described the bill as a basing-point bill, 
not as a single basing-point bill, because 
a single basing point does involve phan- 
tom freight. It involves charging a 
great amount of freight which has never 
been owed at all. The Senator from 
Colorado, I am sure, had in mind the old 
single basing-point situation which we 
called the Pittsburgh-plus system. That 
was when Pittsburgh was the basing 
point for all pricing of steel. Even if 
we bought steel at Birmingham, Ala., the 
price charged would be the price of steel 
produced in Pittsburgh, plus the rail 
freight from Birmingham, Ala. Of 
course, that created a ridiculous situa- 
tion, because steel produced in Birming- 
ham, Ala., as it was shipped toward 
Pittsburgh, was met by the price going 
down and down from the very moment 
it left Birmingham, although the cost to 
the Birmingham producer went steadily 
up during that time. 

It is easy to see that that was an obvi- 
ous case of charging the consumer enor- 
mous amounts of freight which had 
never been incurred as an expense at all, 
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It is true that under this bill the single 
basing- point system, such as the old 
Pittsburgh- plus system, cannot be legal- 
ized. This bill, however, would legal- 
ize the multiple basing-point system. At 
the time the Cement Institute case was 
decided, the cement industry, to the best 
of my knowledge, was not necessarily 
using the single basing-point system, but 
was using the multiple basing-point sys- 
tem. In that case they were content to 
let each mill have a base price and to 
match their prices with every other mill 
at every delivery point, so that so far as 
the consumer was concerned, if there 
were 500 people bidding for the product, 
they all paid the same price. That is 
what is known as a multiple basing-point 
system. Such a system would be legal- 
ized by this bill. 

There is some language in the report 
which would seem to make it clear that 
the multiple basing-point system is be- 
ing legalized. It will be found toward 
the end of the committee report. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for an inquiry without 
affecting his right to the floor? 

Mr. LONG. Les, I yield with that un- 
derstanding. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I should like to 
inguire of those Senators who are inter- 
ested in the proposed legislation whether 
we should not enter into a limitation of 
time on debate and get through with the 
bill, so that Senators may have some 
understanding as to what to expect. The 
bill will be passed at some time, and 
some Senators have asked me, “When 
are we going to vote?” I do not know 
when we are going to vote. I am very 
anxious that we make as much progress 
as we can. Everyone wants to go home 
this fall. There are a number of bills 
which have to be passed. I should like 
to expedite the business of the Senate as 
much as is possible. 

So I inquire as to whether it is pos- 
sible to reach some kind of an under- 
standing as to when the Senate may 
vote. Senators would then know, have 
definite information, and I think they 
would be better off than for the Senate 
to run along in a kind of hit-and-miss 
fashion. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, we have 
here a bill which, in my opinion, is not 
needed at this time. It would injure 
small business and would do a great 
amount of harm to our competitive econ- 
omy, and would, in many respects, dash 
the hopes for industrial development and 
expansion in the South, in New England, 
and in the West. Such a bill should not 
be lightly considered and rushed through 
the Senate without hearings. I opposed 
Senate bill 1008 in the Eighty-first Con- 
gress. I pointed out at that time that 
we should make a study of the bill. 
Every effort was made to rush it through. 
As a matter of fact, it was rather diffi- 
cult at one stage of the proceedings to 
get the Senate to agree to certain 
amendments of small-business repre- 
sentatives. The Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. McCarran] told the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. Kerauver] and me that 
he would give us a chance to urge that 
the amendments be agreed to. Yet, 
without letting us know, he moved to 
send the bill to conference. We had to 
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make a fight to get those amendments 
agreed to, always under the pressure of 
the possibility of a motion to shut off de- 
bate by moving to table our motion to 
reconsider. There were no hearings on 
the bill. 

Here we have a bill which certainly 
should be the subject of hearings. With- 
out wishing to divulge any confidence, 
but to make the record clear, I have 
informed some of my colleagues who are 
interested in the bill and want it passed 
that I would cooperate with them to see 
that the bill reached a vote, provided 
they would give us the benefit of com- 
mittee hearings and an opportunity to 
develop the facts so that Senators who 
might otherwise have their hopes of in- 
dustrial development dashed by this bill, 
would have a chance to debate it. That, 
in my mind, was a most reasonable type 
of request. Yet, it has not been agreed 
to. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 

Mr. WELKER. I want to express my 
appreciation to the Senator from Loui- 
siana for his remarks on the bill. Up 
to now I have listened with interest, but 
I cannot see any objection to having a 
limitation of debate on the bill. For the 
information of the junior Senator from 
Louisiana, let me say that people all over 
the Nation are becoming a bit perturbed 
at the way we have been proceeding. We 
are coming to the Fourth of July, and 
we shall be approaching the fall season 
without having passed legislation which 
is urgently needed. I am sure that with 
a sound limitation of debate, together 
with the ability possessed by the Senator 
from Louisiana and those who are sup- 
porting him, we can reach an adjust- 
ment of the matter. If the bill has to 
go back to committee, that is all right. 


‘But I should like the Senator to look 


with favor on the suggestion of the 
majority leader that debate be limited. 

Mr. LONG. Of course, the Senator is 
urging good legislative process, and, 
ordinarily, I should completely agree 
with him as to the point he is making. 
I would say, however, Mr. President, 
that the Senator would certainly agree 
with me that this is a bill which shouid 
be the subject of committee hearings. 
He and I have several times discussed 
the recent action of the Senate relating 
to annual leave, when the Senate adopt- 
ed an amendment to an appropriation 
bill to reduce annual leave. As a new 
member of the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service, he felt the matter 
should be the subject of committee hear- 
ings. I hope the committee will study 
the question, and set the period of an- 
nual leave at what it should be. The 


which made a study of the subject for 2 
years, felt that the only way action could 
be obtained was by amendment to an 
appropriation bill. But he is anxious to 
see what the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service will bring forth. He 
certainly hopes it will report a measure 
which will improve the situation relating 
to annual leave. 

Here we have a situation which should 
require a great deal of study. We should 
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have committee hearings. The distin- 
guished majority leader the other day 
submitted to a bill coming from the 
Committee on Finance an amendment 
which would provide help for old-age 
pensioners, so they would get a little 
more pension money which they need 
because of inflation, and the higher cost 
of living. That was agreed to by the 
few Senators who were on the floor at 
the time. But when the able Senator 
from Ohio (Mr. Tarr] made a speech and 
made a fight urging that the vote be re- 
considered, and that there should be 
committee hearings and a study of the 
subject, even though all Senators clearly 
understood what the issue was, our very 
fair and able majority leader, after con- 
sidering the argument, and even though 
he realized the pressing need for giving 
the persons affected a little extra help 
by way of increase in their old-age pen- 
sions, magnanimously and fairly stated, 
“I will give you a chance for the hear- 
ings, but I wish you would expedite 
them.” So today hearings are being 
held, and a study is being made of that 
question. 

If we pass the pending bill as it stands 
before us we are not going to have any 
hearings or study of the subject matter. 
Many merchants will be injured because 
of the legislation being passed without 
their being heard. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Do I correctly under- 
stand the Senator from Louisiana to say 
that in order to secure a proper discus- 
sion of the bill it should be recommitted 
and that committee hearings be held? 
Does he believe that will save time on 
the floor of the Senate? 

Mr. LONG. By all means. I should 
be glad to ask unanimous consent that 
the bill be recommitted to the commit- 
tee for hearings, because it is the opin- 
ion of the junior Senator from Louisiana 
that even if the Senate does ultimately 
legalize the basing-point pricing system, 
which the junior Senator from Louisiana 
believes to be a very injurious thing, 
nevertheless there is no excuse for 
passing legislation so harmful to the in- 
dependent merchants of America with- 
out committee hearings being held on 
the matter. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator 
make that unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. LONG. I do make the unani- 
mous-consent request, Mr. President, 
that the bill be recommitted, with in- 
structions to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary to hold hearings and grant in- 
terested parties the opportunity of pre- 
senting their arguments and their side, 
of suggesting amendments and urging 
reasons why the legislation should not be 
passed. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 


mitted to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary to conduct hearings. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I wish to say that hearings 
have been held by two committees, not 
on this particular bill, but on this par- 
ticular subject. The two committees are 
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the Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee and the Committee on the 
Judiciary of the Senate. 

Mr. LONG, Will the Senator tell us 
when those hearings were held? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; I 
shall be glad to give the Senator the 
dates and the hours, if he wants the 
information. 

Mr. LONG. They were during the 
Eightieth Congress, were they not? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I will 
give the Senator the hours and the days. 
The hearings were held on this general 
subject. I do not have them exactly in 
mind, but the information will be pro- 
vided for the Senator if he wants it. 

I was going to ask the Senator if he 
would amend his unanimous-consent re- 
quest by providing that the bill not be 
sent back to committee, but rather that 
hearings be held; that then on a day 
certain, let us say July 11 or July 12, we 
would debate the bill, that the time 
would be evenly divided between the op- 
ponents and proponents, and that at 5 
o'clock on July 11 or July 12 the Senate 
would proceed to vote on the question. 
In the meantime, hearings could be held. 
Perhaps hearings could be held by the 
Small Business Committee. Without 
having the bill referred to it, the com- 
mittee could hold hearings and make a 
record. 

I cannot speak for the chairman of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. He is pres- 
ent on the floor now, and I am glad that 
he is here. But I am asking the Senator 
from Louisiana what he thinks of the 
sort of disposition of the matter I have 
suggested, that we vote at a certain time 
on July 11 or July 12. I repeat that for 
the benefit of the Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. LONG. The junior Senator from 
Louisiana feels strongly about this mat- 
ter. He has discussed it with the senior 
Senator from Colorado, and he has as- 
sured him that if anything like reason- 
able hearings were held on the bill, so as 
to give those interested a chance to make 
their case, the junior Senator from Loui- 
siana would be glad to cooperate and to 
work with the other Senators to see that 
a vote was reached during the first ses- 
sion of this Congress. He well under- 
stands that it is a bill which would have 
to be laid aside from time to time. It is 
not a bill which has the urgent necessity 
of the many other bills that will come 
before us. He would like to assure the 
Senator from Colorado that if hearings 
are granted on the bill he will cooperate 
to the very best of his ability in seeing 
that the bill does reach a vote during the 
first session of this Congress. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Will the 
Senator cooperate to the extent that he 
will agree to set the time at 5 o’clock on 
July 11 or July 12 for a final vote on the 
bill? 

Mr.LONG. Mr. President, at this par- 
ticular time it would be completely un- 
reasonable to ask the junior Senator 
from Louisiana to agree to such a re- 
quest. Those of us opposing the bill 
have strong feelings on the subject. We 
believe we are taking the side of free 
competitive enterprise in the country, 
and we would like to have an opportunity 
to make our case. But we are willing to 
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cooperate with other Senators who feel 
differently about it so that the bill will 
reach a vote, providing they give us a 
chance to make our case before the 
Senate. 

Mr. President, I point out that the 
junior Senator from Louisiana has been 
discussing the bill for the better part of 
3 hours on the Senate floor today. Dur- 
ing that time five or six Senators, for 
most of the time, have listened to him. 
Out of that five or six, only two can pe 
regarded as prospects at all. He knows 
that at least three of the Senators have 
their minds firmly made up on the sub- 
ject. It would take a little while for the 
Senator from Louisiana to feel that he 
has presented his case properly. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 

Mr. WELKER. I should like to join 
with the Senator from Louisiana in a 
request for hearings on the bill. I am 
one of the Senator’s prospects. Iam not 
committed 100 percent either way. 
Since coming to the floor of the Senate 
I have become more bewildered than ever 
as to the merits or demerits of the pro- 
posed legislation. The bill is not a politi- 
call bill so far as Iam concerned. 

I hold in my hand a letter from a 
former Republican State chairman of the 
State I in part represent, asking me to 
vigorously oppose the proposed legisla- 
tion. Ispoke to the Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. Carn] on the way over to the 
Chamber. He had with him a stack of 
telegrams a couple of inches thick. The 
senders of the telegrams asked him to 
oppose the legislation. I do not care 
how many hearings were held in the 
Seventy-ninth or the Eightieth Congress, 
They help me not at all. We are up 
against the proposition that people from 
my State are asking me, and people from 
the State of Washington are asking the 
Senator from Washington, to oppose the 
bill. I think we should have committee 
hearings, where those objecting to the 
bill can be heard, after which we can 
come to the Senate Chamber and vote 
with some degree of intelligence. I 
earnestly beg both sides to compromise 
this matter so that we can speed this 
legislation along. 

Mr. LONG. Mr..President, I believe 
that the Senator from Idaho is complete- 
ly correct when he urges that there be 
hearings. I salute him. I admire him 
for his desire to obtain the facts and to 
know what this is all about. I can ap- 
preciate his quandary when a piece of 
legislation comes before him, when some 
urge him to defeat the bill and others 
urge him to vote for it. He wants to do 
what is right. He wants to know what 
the facts are; but he has had no oppor- 
tunity to have the benefit of hearings 
on this subject. 

It is true that a subcommittee of the 
committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce held hearings during the 
Eightieth Congress, I point out that the 
Eightieth Congress is some time back 
now. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. It was a good, con- 
structive Congress. 


7573 


Mr. LONG. Not having been a Mem- 
ber of that Congress I am not in a posi- 
tion to compare it with the present one; 
but during the Eightieth Congress, when 
investigations were held, the Supreme 
Court decision was fresh. It had just 
been handed down. Many witnesses who 
came before the so-called Capehart com- 
mittee testified that the cement indus- 
try simply could not live under f. o. b. 
pricing, but that it had to have a basing- 
point pricing system. We know that 
that is not correct—at least up to the 
present time. The study which was 
made at that time is out of date. Be- 
fore we act on this vitally important 
subject we should look to what has hap- 
pened since that decision. We have had 
a pricing system which the great ma- 
jority of economists in America say 
would be the best pricing system for the 
whole country, and especially for those 
of us in the South, the West, and New 
England. We would certainly be a great 
deal better informed and better able to 
act intelligently on this question. We 
would be much better able to discharge 
fully our obligation to the people of the 
Nation. Furthermore, we ought to give 
the small business people an opportunity 
to make their case. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the unanimous-consent re- 
quest of the Senator from Louisiana? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, my problem 
is a little different. The Senator talks 
about other problems. What I want to 
see the Senate do is to expedite the busi- 
ness of the Senate. 

I realize how the Senator from Loui- 
siana feels. I have talked with him at 
length about this bill. I also realize that 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. JOHN- 
son] and the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O’MaHoney! both feel—or at least 
the Senator from Colorado feels—that 
this proposed legislation is vital. When 
the last bill on this subject was before us, 
the Senator from Wyoming IMr. 
O’ManoneEy! felt that we had to have 
such legislation in order to protect the 
sugar-beet industry. Of course, it is vi- 
tal to the Senator from Colorado to pro- 
tect an industry in his State. 

Here we have two Senators with dif- 
ferent opinions. Naturally, before we get 
through it will require a vote of the Sen- 
ate to decide whether the Senator from 
Louisiana is right or whether the Sena- 
tor from Colorado is right. Why could” 
we not work out this problem on the ba- 
sis of an agreement? If there is objec- 
tion to the unanimous-consent request, 
why could we not have an agreement as 
to the time which would be devoted to a 
motion to recommit, and then let the 
entire Senate pass upon the question of 
recommitting the bill? I presume that 
the Senator from Louisiana will prob- 
ably make such a motion before we are 
through. He has indicated to me that 
he intends to make such a motion. If 
we could have time to debate it and set 
a time to vote upon such a motion, with 
the understanding that if the motion 
were defeated debate on the bill would 
be limited, I believe that more Senators 
would remain in the Chamber to listen 
to the Senator from Louisiana. He had 
much better make a speech 15 minutes 
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in length and have a few Senators lis- 
tening to him than to make a speech of 
2 hours and have no audience whatever. 

I hope we can reach some agreement 
which will expedite the business of the 
Senate in handling this bill. We may 
as well be frank. We are up against this 
kind of a situation: A great many Sena- 
tors have left the city. Today there were 
30 absentees, according to the check 
which I made, and more Senators are 
leaving. i do not know whether we can 
conduct these discussions or not, if Sen- 
ators continue to leave the city. I wish 
they would not do so. This legislation 
is important, and I think they should re- 
main here to consider it. I do not know 
what we are going to do about it. I hope 
we can reach some kind of an agreement 
under which the Senator from Illinois 
Mr. Doucras! can go to Chicago, if he 
wishes to do so. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I assure 
all Senators interested in the bill that 
the junior Senator from Louisiana has 
no desire whatsoever to speak at length 
on the bill. Senators know that I am 
sincere when I make that statement. 
The junior Senator from Louisiana is 
not one who has any particular scruples 
against speaking at length if he thinks 
a bill is bad enough. 

I am sure that there is no desire on 
the part of any Senator to do other than 
what is his duty to the Nation, and that 
is to follow sound legislative processes 
and to vote as a well-advised Senate. 
But how can we do that when we have 
no debate and no hearings? 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator 
from Idaho. 

Mr. WELKER. I should like to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Louis- 
iana what objection he would have, or 
what objection any Senator could have 
to the bill going back to the committee 
for hearings. As I understand, among 
those sponsoring the bill is the sugar- 
beet industry in my State, which is one 
of the greatest in the Nation. It is in 
favor of the bill. However, as I under- 
stand from the arguments made by the 
distinguished Senator from Louisiana, 
they have nothing to lose. They can- 
not lose so long as the 5-to-4 decision 
of the Supreme Court of the United 
States remains in effect. Am I correct. 

Mr. LONG. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. WELKER. Why can I not tell 
my constituents that they will have their 
day in court in a committee hearing, so 
that Senators may then be advised how 
to vote on the question? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. As soon as I answer the 
question. 

Speaking for myself, I have been re- 
quested by certain representatives of ce- 
ment companies and representatives of 
some other concerns to go along with 
the proposed legislation. I am sure that 
they are sincere in the position they take. 
I have advised those people that in my 
opinion this is an outrageous way to pro- 
ceed, and that they should not expect me 
to cooperate with them at all if they 
are going to attempt to push this bill 
through without any committee hear- 
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ings and without allowing those who feel 
that they would be injured an opportu- 
nity to present their side. There should 
be an opportunity for small business to 
present its case, and for undeveloped 
sections of the country to be heard. It 
is difficult for me to see why anyone 
should propose that we should not hold 
hearings. Not only are there Senators 
who have not had an opportunity to 
study the bill, but there are many new 
Members of the Senate who would like 
to be advised. 

I now yield to the Senator from Ne- 
vada. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
think a little reminiscence and a little 
history will do no harm. 

I have on my desk copies of the hear- 
ings which have been held on the bill. 
I happen to be the author of this bill, 
because I am the chairman of the Judi- 
ciary Committee. 

Mr. LONG. Will the Senator indicate 
which of those volumes are transcripts of 
the hearings? 

Mr. McCARRAN. The hearings are 
printed. They have been going on for 
years. No one has been denied his day 
in court by the committee. The Senator 
from Idaho can read the hearings. He 
can devote his entire vacation to reading 
the hearings. 

That is not all. At the time those 
hearings were conducted, and afterward, 
the question was pending in the Supreme 
Court of the United States. Since that 
time it has been argued before the Su- 
preme Court and briefed by most eminent 
counsel on both sides of the question. 

Hearings were conducted by legisla- 
tive bodies. The case was heard judi- 
cially before the Supreme Court of the 
United States. Briefs on both sides are 
available. What more is there to be 
said? 

All that is in the bill is a repetition of 
the language of Mr. Justice Burton, who 
wrote the opinion in the Standard Oil 
case. Are we going to argue Mr. Jus- 
tice Burton’s decision? Are we going 
into hearings as to the advisability or 
non-advisability of his decision, which is 
the decision of a majority of the Supreme 
Court of the United States? Is this a 
forum in which we are to decide whether 
or not the Supreme Court has decided 
correctly? When did we come to that? 
Mr. President, it would be the greatest 
fallacy for us to hold hearings on the 
pending bill. Its sole purpose is to legis- 
late what is law by judicial decision. 
Hearings have been held. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. While the Senator from 
Nevada was making his statement, the 
junior Senator from Louisiana was curi- 
ous to know what the volumes are which 
lie on the Senator’s desk. 

Mr. MeCARRAN. They are the print- 
ed volumes of the hearings. 

Mr. LONG. There is one large vol- 
ume on the Senator’s desk to which I 
have particular reference. It is the 
large volume in the middle of the pile. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator is wel- 
come to come to my desk and read it. 

Mr. LONG. The Senator from Lou- 
isiana is curious to know what the large 
volume is. 
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Mr. McCARRAN. The title is Senate 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commeree, Eightieth and Eighty-first 
Congress. Hearings. Report on Sen- 
ate Resolution 241, Senate Resolution 
236, S. 1008“ — which was the bill that 
was vetoed by the President“ and 
House Resolution 22. Study of Pricing 
Methods.” 

Mr. LONG. To be completely fair, I 
believe the Senator from Nevada should 
state that the big volume contains all 
the other hearings, compiled together, 
and therefore, in effect, he is giving us 
the same volume twice. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Here is another 
volume on the same subject. Are we to 
go back and argue that the Supreme 
Court was wrong? What a fallacy that 
would be. What a futile gesture it 
would be. So far as I am concerned, 
I shall remain on the floor, if it is neces- 
sary, and I shall certainly object to the 
bill's being recommitted to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. The Committee on 
the Judiciary has studied the subject. 
After it had been studied by the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce at great length, it was submitted 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. The 
Committee on the Judiciary held hear- 
ings on it and passed on it. That is all 
I have to say on the subject. I shall 
object. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. If the Senator objects, I 
wish to offer another unanimous-consent 
request. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Let the Chair 
understand whether the Senator from 
Nevada objects to the request of the 
Senator from Louisiana that the bill be 
recommitted to committee. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Nevada objects. 

Mr. LONG. I would suggest another 
unanimous-consent request to the Sena- 
tor from Nevada. It is to the effect that 
consideration of the bill be postponed by 
unanimous consent until the Select 
Committee on Small Business has had 
an opportunity to study it; furthermore, 
that it be postponed for 1 month, in 
order to give the Select Committee on 
Small Business an opportunity to study 
the whole subject. I believe the Select 
Committee on Small Business will not 
give the bill a favorable report, because 
on that committee are many Senators 
who have made a study of the subject. 
That does not necessarily mean that the 
bill would be defeated. However, small- 
business men of the Nation have a great 
deal of confidence in the committee. 
Since the small-business people of the 
Nation have requested hearings, I am 
certain that the committee would be 
very happy to hold hearings. If the 
committee desired to appoint a subcom- 
mittee, the junior Senator from Louisi- 
ana would be very happy to serve on 
such a subcommittee, to give independ- 
ent merchants of America an opportu- 
nity to make their case against the bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that consideration of the bill be 
postponed for 30 days, and that the 
Select Committee on Small Business be 
requested to hold hearings, in order to 
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permit small-business interests of the 
‘country to express their views on the 
proposed legislation. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado and Mr, 
WELKER addressed the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Louisiana asks unanimous consent 
that further consideration of the pend- 
ing bill be postponed for 30 days and that 
the Select Committee on Small Business 
be requested to hold hearings and make 
report on it, 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, Reserv- 
ing the right to object 

Mr. McCARRAN. Reserving the right 
to object—and I shall object—in answer 
to the suggestion of the Senator from 
Louisiana, I should like to inquire 
whether the people have lost confidence 
in the Supreme Court. Have the peo- 
ple of the country lost confidence in the 
Committee on the Judiciary of the Sen- 
ate? Have the people lost confidence in 
the Senate of the United States and in 
the Congress of the United States? 
After the President had vetoed the bill, 
the Supreme Court of the United States, 
in the face of the President’s veto, de- 
cided exactly what we had contended 
for and what we are now contending for 
in the pending bill. The decision is the 
law of the land. Are we to hold hearings 
before the Select Committee on Small 
Business on the decision of the Supreme 
Court of the United States? That is all 
we have before us today. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I should like to make 
some reference to the argument of the 
Senator from Nevada. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
would like to put the question. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Louisiana? 

Mr, DOUGLAS. In view of the im- 
portance of the unanimous-consent re- 
quest I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Louisiana has the floor. 

Mr. DOUGLAS, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Illinois cannot suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum if he is not recognized. 
The Chair cannot recognize the Senator 
from Illinois. The Senator from Loui- 
siana has the floor. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Reserving the right 
to object—— 7 

Mr. McFARLAND. Reserving the 
right to object 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Arizona reserves his right to ob- 
ject to the request. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, let 
me say to everyone who is interested in 
the proposed legislation that there have 
been numerous hearings on the subject 
matter of the bill. I have supported the 
proposed legislation. I have voted for it, 
I wish to say to my very good friend 
from Nevada, however, that this ques- 
tion is being asked on the floor and off 
the fioor: If this is already the law, why 
is it necessary to enact further legisla- 
tion? I believe someone should have ex- 
plained the bill on the side of the pro- 
ponents. The argument is now all on 
the negative side. Those who are op- 
posed to the bill have made speeches on 
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the floor of the Senate. The question I 
have asked is in the minds of many Sen- 
ators. If it is already the law, why is it 
necessary to enact legislation with regard 
to the subject? Why take the time of 
the Senate to do it? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I should like to 
finish my statement. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I should like to 
answer the question of the Senator from 
Arizona. If the Senator had read the 
Recorp he would know that the question 
he has suggested has been already dis- 
cussed by the proponents of the bill, and 
the explanation is in the RECORD. 

Mr. McFARLAND. That may be true, 
but I did not hear it discussed today. I 
am not criticizing anyone for not dis- 
cussing it today. Iam trying to expedite 
the consideration of the bill. I believe 
we are not making very much progress. 
All I am trying to do is to expedite the 
business of the Senate. I honestly feel 
that no one wishes to cut off debate or 
nad any Senator’s right to discuss the 

ill. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Who cuts them 
off? They have had all day. 

Mr. McFARLAND. The Senator from 
Nevada was not on the floor when I made 
my suggestion. What I was trying to do 
was to get both sides to agree to a limi- 
tation of debate, so that Senators may 
know what they can count on. I did not 
suggest any time for a vote. All I was 
trying to do was to get a limitation of 
time agreed upon which would be sat- 
isfactory to both sides. The Senator 
from Louisiana has indicated that he 
would make a motion to recommit the 
bill. We can fix a limitation of debate 
on the motion. By doing so we would 
expedite the work of the Senate. I do 
not see than any good could come from 
merely discussing the matter and having 
a quorum call. Why can we not expedite 
the consideration of the bill? I appeal 
to both sides to work out an agreement 
which will expedite consideration of the 
bill. If the majority of the Senate votes 
to recommit the bill to the committee, 
Iam sure the distinguished Senator from 
Nevada will hold hearings on it and re- 
port back to the Senate. If a majority 
of the Senate votes against such a mo- 
tion, that will be the Senate’s decision. 
Senators who are opposed to the bill will 
have an opportunity to vote against it. 
I merely wish to expedite consideration 
of the bill. That is the only point I had 
in mind. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Is the Senator 
making an offer to limit the time of de- 
bate? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I was trying to 
find out whether it would do any good. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I will agree to a 
limitation of time, if the Senator wishes 
to make such a request. 

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. I did not 
wish to interrupt the Senator from Ne- 
vada. Reserving the right to object, I 
should like to ask the Senator from 
Louisiana once more if he would not 
modify his present unanimous-consent 
request by providing 15 days or 14 days, 
instead of 30 days, and that, on the four- 
teenth day, the Senate terminate the 
debate on the bill, with the time to be 
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divided equally between the proponents 
and the opponents; and that at 5 o' clock. 
on whatever day is selected, the Senate 
vote on this question and on all motions 
with respect to it, and thus finally dis- 
pose of the bill. That is the only way 
I can see by which we can expedite the 
handling of this bill. 

The Special Committee on Small Busi- 
ness is not a legislative committee. If it 
wishes to hold hearings on the bill be- 
tween now and the time when the Sen- 
ate decides to take the final vote on the 
bill, of course, the special committee 
would be at liberty to do so. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr, President, the 
Special Committee on Small Business 
can hold hearings on this matter now. 
It could have been holding hearings. It 
can hold hearings from now on, if it 
wishes to do so. However, it will not ac- 
complish anything more than what has 
already been accomplished by the regu- 
lar committees. 

The hearings are now in print, so it 
is erroneous to state that further hear- 
ings are needed, although I would not 
say that anyone making the statement 
that further hearings are needed would 
be resorting to a subterfuge, because 
then it might seem that I was attributing 
to a Senator something that I do not at- 
tribute to Senators. 

However, I know that lobbying is being 
engaged in, in connection with the bill; 
and some of the letters which Senators 
have received are the result of misinfor- 
mation which has gone from Washing- 
ton over the wires. In many cases those 
who write the letters ask Senators to 
vote against the bill, but know nothing 
whatever about it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the request of the Senator 
from Louisiana? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Further 
reserving the right to object, let me say 
that hearings have been held on this 
subject by the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce and by the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. The House 
special committee which corresponds to 
the Senate Special Committee on Small 
Business also held hearings on this sub- 
ject, and likewise the House Judiciary 
Committee held hearings on it. 

If the Senate Special Committee on 
Small Business desires to hold hearings 
on this bill, there is nothing to stop it 
from doing so, as the Senator from 
Nevada has pointed out. 

I am suggesting that the Senator from 
Louisiana propose a date certain for ter- 
mination of debate on the bill, with the 
time to be divided equally between the 
proponents and the opponents, and with 
a definite hour to be set for the final vote 
on the bill and on all motions pertaining 
thereto. If that is done, we can dispose 
of the bill in an orderly way. 

The hearings suggested by the Sena- 
tor from Louisiana could very well be 
conducted by the Special Committee on 
Small Business, if that is desired; and 
thus the Senate could go about its busi- 
ness and could complete its job; and 
then perhaps we could go home, where 
we should go, and there could learn many 
things from our constituents, at the grass 
roots. 
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So I ask the Senator to modify his 
unanimous-consent proposal in those re- 
spects. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President much as 
I would like to go to the very limit in 
cooperating with all Senators in expe- 
diting the ‘business of the Senate, I 
should like to point out that I am being 
asked to agree to a very irregular pro- 
posal. Here we have a bill which affects 
the economy of the Nation, a bill which 
has been very controversial, a bill which 
the enormous majority of the economists 
of the United States tell us would be 
veiy bad and harmful to our economy, 
and would be very harmful to many 
small businesses. 

The Senator from Nevada has spoken 
of lobbies. I know of the lobbies about 
which he has spoken, lobbies which are 
urging the defeat of the bill. One of 
thera is the lobby for the small mer- 
chants, who pay $1 a year to keep some- 
one in Washington to inform them 
whenever they are about to be hurt by 
a legislative proposal. Those who work 
for that lobby are the ones who are 
sending out the wires, and that is per- 
fectly legitimate. I guarantee that if 
I were a small merchant and if I spent 
$1 a year to someone to represent me 
in Washington, to have him let me know 
if a bill which would harm me was in 
danger of being passed, and if that per- 
son did not inform me when such a bill 
was about to be passed, I would stop 
paying him that dollar, and I would cer- 
tainly try to have him fired. 

The Senator from Nevada has stated 
that various committees have conducted 
hearings on this subject. However, Mr. 
President, I believe the Senate will find 
that the stack of hearings on this sub- 
ject is really twice as high as it should 
be, for I believe that one volume of the 
hearings is a compilation of all of the 
others put together. 

Nevertheless, it is still a fact that those 
hearings were held on basing-point pric- 
ing in connection with the Cement Insti- 
tute decision. However, this bill would 
not uphold the Supreme Court’s decision, 
but would upset and override the land- 
mark decision of the Supreme Court 
against monopolies in America in the 
past 20 years, namely its decision in the 
Cement Institute case. The hearings 
were held on that matter, and not at all 
in regard to the Standard Oil Co., of 
Indiana case. That case was not dis- 
cussed during those hearings; it had not 
even been decided when those hearings 
were held. 

In this case a bill on the subject has 
been vetoed by the President. Although 
I sometimes disagree with the President, 
yet certainly he is entitled to act in ac- 
cordance with his knowledge, and he has 
- Many advisers who supply him with in- 
formation. When he vetoed the bill, he 
must have had some knowledge which 

caused him to veto it. 

- Now we are asked to overthrow the 
opinion of the President; and after the 
Senate has had the bill under debate for 
only 3% hours, we are asked to limit de- 
bate on the bill. 

Mr. President, there have been no 
hearings on this bill. Hearings were not 
held by the Judiciary Committee. The 
Judiciary Committee held some hearings 
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en a moratorium bill during a previous 
Congress. The hearings to which the 
Senator from Nevada refers were held 
in the Eightieth Congress. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I believe the Senator is in 
error and has made a misstatement. I 
held hearings, and they were not held 
during the Eightieth Congress. I held 
those hearings, which were extensive, in 
the Eighty-first Congress; and in that 
Congress we made a report, and sent the 
bill to the Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I believe 
the Senator will find that those hearings 
were held on a moratorium bill, not on 
this particular bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No; they 
were held on Senate bill 1008, which was 
not introduced until the Eighty-first 
Congress. 

Mr. LONG. Of course, Senate bill 
1008 was not the bill on which the hear- 
ings were conducted by the Judiciary 
Committee, and possibly it was not the 
bill on which some of the hearings were 
held by the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes; 
Senate bill 1008 was introduced by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, Senator 
Myers, who was a member of our 
committee. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. In its original form 
that bill provided for a 2-year mora- 
torium. 

Mr. LONG. Les; in its original form 
it was a 2-year moratorium bill in re- 
gard to basing-point pricing methods. 

On the other hand, when that bill 
came to the floor, a complete substitute 
was offered, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause, and substitute what 
would have been a permanent bill. 

The Supreme Court, of which the Sen- 
ator speaks in such glowing terms, as he 
is well entitled to do, did not override 
the decision in the Cement Institute 
ease. In fact, in the Standard Oil case 
I think the Supreme Court referred 
favorably to the decision in the Cement 
Institute case, and still intends to see 
that the monopolists do not get together 
among themselves and eliminate price 
competition. 

No, Mr. President; certainly this mat- 
ter has been the subject of hearings be- 
fore now, but not during the present 
Congress and not by the Judiciary Com- 
mittee. The hearings which were held 
certainly are far out of date now. 

I say that for us to agree to limit de- 
bate on this bill before we have even 
had a chance to study it would be 
untimely. x 

I tell my colleagues who take the op- 
posite view that I would be glad to co- 
operate with them in an endeavor to 
have the Senate reach a vote, after we 
believe that reasonable hearings have 
been held and when we believe that the 
proper legislative processes have been 
followed and when we believe that a 
reasonable opportunity to make the 
facts known to the Senate has been 
afforded. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield for a question. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not also true 
that the Senate has before it a series of 
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very important measures? Eight ap- 
propriation bills are still to be acted on. 
We also still have to consider the ques- 
tion of foreign aid and a tax measure. 
Those have been adjudged the most im- 
portant measures before the Congress. 
Is it not somewhat extraordinary to 
have this bill brought forward and the 
demand made that it be taken up and 
given precedence ahead of these other 
measures? 

Mr. LONG. It certainly seems to the 
junior Senator from Louisiane that this 
is not a pressing matter. As a matter of 
fact, every person who has asked the 
junior Senator from Louisiana to sup- 
port this measure, when questioned, has 
said, “We do not need this now. What 
we want to do really is to act now because 
we are afraid that at some time in the 
future we may have a buyer’s market,” 
as the Senator from Colorado pointed 
out, “and we are afraid that compsti- 
tive conditions may become very difficult 
for us at that time; and if it should ever 
happen that the public, which is having 
to pay through the nose for our product, 
might get into the driver’s seat and have 
the upper hand, we would like to be able 
to protect ourselves and agree with our 
competitors on what the price is going 
to be.” The statement is not expressed 
in quite that way, but that is the general 
effect of it, as I have understood. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Then, in order to get 
consideration of the program, which the 
Senator from Arizona recently said was 
most important, namely, the eight addi- 
tional appropriation bills, the foreign- 
aid bill, the tax bill, and possibly further 
discussion of the Defense Production 
Act—in order to get this great program 
under way, instead of having this basing 
point, anti-Robinson-Patman Act bill, 
why would it not be better to send it 
back to committee and have hearings 
held, so that we could proceed now with 
the important work of the Senate? 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am cer- 
tain in my own mind that, as the Sen- 
ator from Illinois so well points out, the 
hearings would save much of the time 
of the Senate. Even a subcommittee of 
the Committee on the Judiciary could 
conduct hearings and listen to witnesses 
as they presented their respective sides, 
get all the facts, and have the hearings 
printed; and thus, much of the evidence 
which would be presented before that 
committee would not have to be dis- 
cussed and gone into on the floor. Sen- 
ators could look at the hearings, and 
could have the most pertinent and the 
most important points called to their at- 
tention, rather than hearing the whole 
matter discussed on the floor of the 
Senate. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield for a question. 

Mr. McFARLAND. The Senator has 
suggested that this bill could be post- 
poned a month, so that the Small Busi- 
ness Committee could conduct hearings, 
consider it, and make a report. I ask 
the Senator whether it would not ke 
agreeable to him to enter into a unani- 
mous-consent agreement to postpone it 
until the 26th of July, and then have a 
limitation of debate of 2 hours on a side, 
for the general discussion, with 30 min- 
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utes on any amendment. That would 
take 1 day. If we postpone it for a 
month, that would be getting along to- 
ward the time when we will have to 
finish action on the appropriation bills. 
I would hope that we would not spend 
more than one additional day upon the 
pending bill. My suggestion would al- 
low 26 days, which is almost as much 
as the Senator requested. In that way, 
the Small Business Committee could 
proceed to hold its hearings, and to make 
its report. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the junior 
Senator from Louisiana feels that if this 
matter is approached without adequate 
hearings, it will require several days’ 
debate for Senators to get the informa- 
tion they would like to have; and it 
would certainly require a great deal 
more time for Senators to study the 
questions involved if there were no hear- 
ings, than it would if hearings were held. 
What a help it would be to Senators if, 
when an independent merchant con- 
tacted his Senator, saying, “I am afraid 
this bill would drive me out of business,” 
he could refer the Senator to a state- 
ment placed in the record of the hear- 
ings by some association of independent 
business, or to a statement placed in the 
record by a representative of the inde- 
pendent druggists, in order to see what 
their objections to the bill were. 
What do we have here? All we have 
is an attempt to force a bill through 
without any hearings on it, without any 
study of what its effect would be, with 
members of tHe committee telling me 
that they have no conception of what it 
is all about. 

The Senator from Louisiana some time 
ago attempted to discuss this matter 
with the junior Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. SMITH], a member of the 
committee. Theoretically, the Senator 
from North Carolina approves the bill, 
and theoretically, as a member of the 
committee, he understands what it is all 
about, and he is in favor of passage of 
the bill. He is a distinguished attorney, 
a former president of the American Bar 
Association. Do Senators know what he 
told the Senator from Louisiana about 
this bill? I hope I am not divulging a 
confidence, but his answer was that he 
had no idea of what it was all about. Is 
it not unfair to the Senate that a dis- 
tinguished attorney of the type of the 
Senator from North Carolina should be 
construed by the report of the com- 
mittee as being in favor of such a bill 
as this, when he has no conception of 
what it is all about? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 
probably the junior Senator from North 
Carolina is the most distinguished at- 
torney, or among the most distinguished 
attorneys, in this body, and the only 
Member who is an ex-president of the 
American Bar Association? 

Mr. LONG. The junior Senator from 
Louisiana believes that no better chair- 
man of the subcommittee could be se- 
lected to study this matter and to give 
the Senate a fair and impartial report 
than the junior Senator from North Car- 
olina, whose legal attainments are so 
well known to all of us. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 
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Mr. LONG. I am happy to yield to 
my distinguished friend from Arizona, 

Mr. McFARLAND. I do not want to 
quarrel with my good friend about the 
merits of the bill. Iam merely attempt- 
ing to speed it up, though apparently I 
am not succeeding very rapidly. When 
we agree to postpone it until July 26, 
that takes it over for 26 days. The Sen- 
ator wanted only 30 days. He suggested 
that the Small Business Committee have 
hearings and make a report. Iam mere- 
ly trying to comply with the Senator’s 
wishes. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Myr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND, I do not have the 
floor. I should like to finish. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Let me say to the 
Senator 

Mr. McFARLAND. I have a hard 
time getting into this discussion. It 
seems as though everyone vields to 
everyone else, except me. I want, after 
a fashion, to finish this discussion. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I wanted to set the 
Senator right in one particular. The 
Small Business Committee cannot make 
a report. Under the law, it is denied 
that privilege. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Perhaps 50, 
Sometimes I find such committees do- 
ing things whether they have the right 
to do them or not, in the effort to get 
matters started. 

Mr. LONG. I believe the Senator will 
find on file numerous reports by the 
Committee on Small Business. I do not 
know whether it has the privilege of sub- 
mitting reports to the Senate. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Whether or not 
the committee would have a right to 
submit a report, I am trying to com- 
ply with the Senator's suggestion, and 
to give him the necessary time. If the 
Senator from Nevada is unwilling to 
have the hearings conducted by the Ju- 
diciary Committee, the Senator from 
Louisiana could get hearings before the 
Small Business Committee. But a day 
is quite a little time to devote to the 
discussion of this bill, when it has been 
considered heretofore on the floor of the 
Senate; when, indeed, the same subject 
matter was discussed for 2 or 3 weeks; 
when we have had a Supreme Court de- 
cision and a veto by the Presiden& Will 
the Senator from Louisiana not cooper- 
ate with me a little, and help me get an 
agreement, so that we may have a vote 
on the bill at some definite time? 

Mr. LONG. The junior Senator from 
Louisiana has every desire to cooperate 
with his good friend from Arizona, for 
whom he has the deepest affection and 
the highest admiration. I am sure the 
junior Senator from Arizona, who has 
had so much experience in the Senate, 
who knows how these things work, and 
who has attained the high position of 
majority leader, knows what happens 
when we agree to limit debate, let us say, 
to 2 or 3 days. Senators then ask, “When 
is the vote going to be had?” They are 
told that the vote is to be had on a day 
certain. Then what happens? They 
pack their bags, they take a nice rest, 
and they come back in time to vote. We 
have no chance to persuade them. By 
the time they vote, they probably know 
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as little about the subject as they did 
in the beginning. 

The junior Senator from Louisiana 
has made an effort to present to the 
Members of the Senate his views con- 
cerning certain very vital matters. As 
I pointed out a few moments ago, dur- 
ing half the time the Senator from Lou- 
isiana has been presenting the matter, 
there have not been more than five or 
six Senators on the floor. Would not 
the junior Senator from Louisiana feel 
that he had done a ridiculous and fool- 
ish thing if, in trying to inform the Sen- 
ate regarding this matter, he agreed to 
a limitation of debate under which, after 
it was all over, he might have succeeded 
in talking to but four or five Senators 
about this subject? 

Mr. McFARLAND, Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I may say to my 
good friend that on last Friday night, 
when there was a limitation on debate, 
there was a full attendance on the floor, 
When we have a limitation of debate, 
that is the tinre when we have a full 
attendance of Senators, 

The Senator has mentioned Senators 
packing their bags. There are too many 
packing their bags and getting out be- 
cause they think the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Louisiana is going to talk and 
talk while they are on a vacation, and 
they will be having a good time over the 
3d, 4th, and 5th of July while the Senator 
from Louisiana and the Senator from 
Arizona stay here. If we could have an 
agreement, we would not be talking for 
nothing. 

: Let me ask the Senator another ques- 
tion. He suggested a period of 30 days. 
Would he be willing to postpone the con- 
sideration of this bill until the 1st day 
of August, with the same limitation on 
debate? 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I should 
like very much to cooperate in this mat- 
ter, if we could have any reasonable 
basis for feeling that Senators will be 
present to hear the debate. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I am considering 
the Senator’s own proposition. 

Mr. LONG. If we agree to a 1-day de- 
bate, there is no way to be sure that Sen- 
ators will be present. If the Senator 
from Arizona would be willing to agree 
that we could debate the bill, let us say, 
for 3 days, starting on August 1, with a 
division of time between both sides, the 
junior Senator fromr Louisiana might be 
able to agree to that, 

Mr. McFARLAND. Under those cir- 
cumstances, the Senator will not have as 
many Senators present to hear the de- 
bate as there are today, because when we 
have a limitation and an agreement that 
we are not going to vote until a certain 
time, Senators do not remain. I have 
had charge of the division of time on sev- 
eral occasions, and Senators made 
speeches on other subjects. If we have 
a limitation of debate, not to exceed a 
certain length of time, Senators do not 
know whether we are going to vote in 5 
minutes or within an hour, so they re- 
main here. If we have a day’s discus- 
sion I believe we shall have a good at- 
tendance, but a debate of 3 days is a 
a different matter. 
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Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I believe 
that even though it is true that some 
Senators do not remain, more than 1 day 
would be necessary on such an important 
subject. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Let me see what 
I can do. How about 2 days? 

Mr. LONG. Speaking only for myself, 
and not for other Senators who may 
want to be heard, I shouid be willing to 
agree that, starting sometime on or after 
the ist of August, we can again discuss 
this question. 

Mr. McFARLAND. We would have to 
make it a certain day. 

Mr. LONG. There would be at least 
some opportunity for Senators to be 
heard. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to insert in the Recorp 
a document which is pertinent to the 
pending bill? 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield for 
that purpose without losing my rights to 
the floor. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, 
there has been a great deal of discussion 
about this bill. It is a highly technical 
and complex subject, but I want to say 
to the Senator from Louisiana that there 
are some Senators who know something 
about this proposed legislation, and I 
hope the Recor will be clear that we 
have given it some study. 

I ask unanimous consent to place in 
the Recor the summary and recommen- 
dation in the minority views, signed by 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEF- 
AUVER] and myself, who are just as vio- 
lently opposed to this bill as is the Sena- 
tor from Louisiana. I must say, in all 
fairness, that we did discuss this matter; 
there was a great deal of discussion. 
There were not many witnesses because 
it resolved itself into a technical legal 
matter. I happened to be a member of 
both the Senate Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce and the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary, so I got a 
double dose. But we went into all the 
technicalities. 

I am sure the Senator will find that in 
the minority views there is a great deal 
of discussion regarding the effects of the 
bili with which we agree. - As the Sena- 
tor has pointed out, the bill has been 
expanded, so that upon complaint by 


entered which would stop a practice 
complained of. I am very familiar with 
the cement case, because it originated in 
my section of the country, where we were 
being charged too much for cement. 

I think it would help the Senate to 
have in the Recorp the summary and 
recommendation of the distinguished 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] 
and myself. 

Mr. President, I also ask unanimous 


LANGER] be added to the minority views. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. Is there objec- 
tion to the request of the Senator from 
Washington? 
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There being no objection, the sum- 
mary and recommendation in the minor- 
ity views were ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 


To summarize: In confirming and in fact 
going beyond the Standard Oil decision, 8. 


discriminatory selling 

no matter what the practical consequences of 
the practice may be. Second, it shifts from 
the firm charged with a violation of law 
the burden of showing good faith; and it 
places upon the Commission the burden of 
showing bad faith. And finally, the bill 
defines “good faith” in such a way as to 
automatically justify violations committed 
to attack competitors who are not violating 
the law. In its effects, therefore, this bill 
would repeal the law against discriminatory 
selling and substitute in its place a law 
against bad faith. Having done this, it 
would place upon the Commission the bur- 
den of proving bad faith. But then it would 
write into law such an inverted definition 
of bad faith that the Commission could not 
stop »redatory attack, but only self-defense 
against such attacks. 

The whole purpose of the law against dis- 
criminatory selling is to preserve the com- 
petitive system and to increase competition. 
— the law against discriminatory 
seiling is designed to prevent the large busi- 
ness firm from using its sheer financial power 
to intimidate or crush its smaller competi- 
tors. It is designed to prevent big sellers 
from crushing smaller competing sellers, 
and it is designed to prevent the big buyer 
from demanding and taking its supplies on 
unequal terms with smali competing buyers 
and then using this advantage to squeeze out 
its smaller competitors. In short, the pur- 
pose of the law against discriminatory selling 
is to keep the door of opportunity open so 
that all who care to risk commercial venture 
may enter with the knowledge that the most 
efficient—and not necessarily the most pow- 
erful—will win out. A necessary collateral 
purpose is to give free reign to the normal 
competitive urge which the more efficient 
have for reducing prices and taking business 
away from the less efficient, and to the com- 
petitive necessity which the less efficient 
have for reducing prices to stay in business. 
Neither purpose could be accomplished if 
there were no restraints upon discriminatory 
selling, since the inevitable result of discrim- 
inatory selling is that the big firm—no mat- 
ter how ineflicient—destroys either the in- 
centive or the ability of its smaller com- 
petitor to reduce prices. The small firms are 
themselves destroyed or all live on the basis 
of a status quo division of the market under 
the umbrella of high prices. 

As we have already pointed out, this is a 
time when smaller business firms are suffer- 
ing severe inequalities created by their Gov- 
ernment. These inequalities are threaten- 
ing the very existence of large numbers of 
small businesses. 

We do not believe that big business 


actually needs, in addition to all its other 


advantages, an effective repeal of the law 
against discriminatory selling. We believe 
that big business is fully able to compete on 
the basis of efficiency and to survive the 
competitive struggle with its small competi- 
tors. There is no just excuse for giving big 


The amendment to S. 719 which has been 
suggested by the Federal Trade Commission 
meets our objections to the bill. This sug- 


against a discriminatory practice where the 
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Commission has shown that the effects of the 
particular practice, if continued, may be sub- 
stantially to lessen competition or tend to 
create a monopoly. The Commission's sug- 
gested amendment will, moreover, leave the 
burden of proof in questions of good faith as 
it is under present law, and it will leave the 
definition of good faith open to judicial con- 
struction im accordance with established 
principles of law. 

Accordingly, we recommend that S. 719 be 
so amended as to adopt the language which 
has been suggested by the Federal Trade 
Commission, and that so amended, the bill 
be passed. The language which has been 
suggested by the Federal Trade Commission 
is as follows: 

“(b) Upon proof being made, at any hear- 
ing on a complaint under this section, that 
there has been discrimination in price or 
services or facilities furnished, the burden 
of rebutting the prima facie case thus made 
by showing justification shall be upon the 
person charged with a violation of this sec- 
tion, and unless justification shall be afirma- 
tively shown, the Commission is authorized 
to issue an order terminating the discrimina- 
tion: Provided, however, That unless the 
effect of the discrimination may be substan- 
tially to lessen competition or tend to create 
a monopoly in any line of commerce, it shall 
be a complete defense for a seller to show 
that his lower price or the furnishing of sery- 
ices or facilities to any purchaser or pur- 
chasers was made in good faith to meet an 
equally low price of a competitor, or the 
services or facilities furnished by a com- 
petitor.” 

ESTES KEFAUVER. 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON. 
WILLIAM LANGER. 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, who 
has the floor? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Louisiana has the floor, 

Is there objection to the request of 
the Senator from Louisiana? 

Mr.LONG. Mr. President, I withdraw 
my original request in order that the 
distinguished majority leader may ask 
me a question. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
should like to propose a unanimous-con- 
sent request. 

I ask unanimous consent that the con- 
sideration of the pending bill, S. 719, be 
postposed until August 2; that on that 
date there be a limitation of debate, the 
time to be divided equally between the 
proponents and the opponents of the 
bill; the time of the proponents to be 
controlled by the Senator from Nevada 
Mr. McCarran] and the time of the op- 
ponents to be controlled by the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. Lone]; that on 
August 3 the debate be limited to 4 hours, 
2 hours for the proponents and 2 hours 
for the opponents, with a limitation of 30 
minutes on each amendment or motion, 
including appeals, which may be of- 
fered, to be divided equally between the 
mover of any such amendment or motion 
and the Senator from Louisiana; and 
the all amendments must be germane. 

Mr. LONG. Does the Senator mean a 
limitation of 30 amendments for each 
side? 

Mr. MCFARLAND. I mean 30 minutes 
for both sides, 15 minutes to a side. 

Mr. LONG. Will the Senator make it 
20 minutes? 
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Mr. McFARLAND. Very well, I will 

mee it 40 minutes, 20 minutes to each 
e. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I believe it 
would be more appropriate that the time 
of the opponents be controlled by the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER]. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I so modify my 
request. $ 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, does 
the proposed agreement carry with it a 
definite hour at which the final vote 
shall be taken? 

Mr. McFARLAND. It does not desig- 
nate a definite hour, but it would mean 
that the bill would be disposed of at some 
time in the evening of Friday, the 3d of 
August. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none, and the 
unanimous-consent agreement is en- 
tered into. The bill will be postponed 
until the 2d day of August, 1951. 

The unanimous- consent agreement, 
as subsequently reduced to writing, is 
as follows: 

Ordered, That the further consideration of 
the bill (S. 719) to establish beyond doubt 
that, under the Robinson-Patman Act, it 
is a complete defense to a charge of price 
discrimination for the seller to show that 
its price differential has been made in good 
faith to meet the equally low price of a 
competitor, be postponed until Thursday, 
August 2, 1951, at 12 o’clock noon; that on 
said day there shall be a limitation of de- 
bate, to be equally divided between the pro- 
ponents and the opponents of the bill and 
controlled, respectively, by Mr. McCarran 
and Mr. KEFAUVER; that on Friday, August 
8, 1951, debate on the bill be limited to 
not exceeding 4 hours, to be equally divided 
between the proponents and the opponents, 
and controlled, respectively, by the fore- 
going-named Senators; that debate on any 
amendment or motion (including appeals) 
shall be limited to not exceeding 40 min- 
utes, to be equally divided between the mover 
of any such amendment or motion and Mr, 
KEFAUVER; and that no amendment or mo- 
tion that is not germane to the subject mat- 
ter of the said bill shall be received. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
may I ask my colleague when he will 
be ready to report the Interior Depart- 
ment appropriation bill? 

Mr. HAYDEN. We talked it over in 
the committee. We can finish our work 
on the bill tomorrow. If there is a recess 
over tomorrow, I should like to ask unan- 
imous consent to report the bill during 
the recess. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WHERRY. When that is done, 
when will the bill be considered? 

Mr. McFARLAND. The appropria- 
tion bill will be made the unfinished 
business on Thursday, provided it is re- 
ported tomorrow. 

Mr. WHERRY. I have no objection. 
I want to go along with the program. 

I am wondering if the attendance on 
Thursday is going to be anything like 
the attendance is today. I understand 
that more than 30 Senators are absent, 
and if the situation will be as bad or 
worse on Thursday, where are we going 
to be with the Interior Department ap- 
propriation bill? I do not want to add 
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any more problems to the problems of 
the majority leader. He has enough of 
them, but I suggest to him that the bill 
is a very important one. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
hope that if Senators should have to- 
morrow and the 4th of July off they 
will be available on Thursday. There 
are those of us who live quite far from 
Washington and we cannot go home. 
I feel that those who live close to Wash- 
ington should be willing to come back 
on Thursday, and so accommodate their 
colleagues that we may expedite the work 
of the Senate and get out of here at some 
decent date in the fall. 

Mr. WHERRY. Is it then the inten- 
tion of the majority leader that on 
Thursday the unfinished business shall 
be the Interior Department appropria- 
tion bill, and that the Senate will then 
debate it? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the Interior Department ap- 
propriation bill be made the unfinished 
business for Thursday. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none, and it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. CAIN obtained the floor. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CAIN. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for reconsideration 
of the unanimous-consent agreement 
that was just entered into to make the 
Interior Department appropriation bill 
the unfinished business on Thursday. It 
is a very important bill. I just came into 
the Senate Chamber, having been in the 
cloakroom on the telephone. While I 
was there the agreement was entered 
into. I certainly believe that that bill 
cannot be properly discussed on Thurs- 
day, that being the day following the 
Fourth of July. We have not marked up 
the bill. It will not be completed until 
tomorrow. There will be no session on 
Wednesday. That means that no Mem- 
ber of the Senate, except members of the 
committee, will have access to the bill 
until Thursday. If there is any matter 
that should have the full attention of 
the Senate it is the Interior Department 
appropriation bill. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. HAYDEN. It was my intention 
that when we meet on Thursday we pro- 
ceed as we did on the Independent Of- 
fices appropriation bill, that is, adopt 
committee amendments, with the res- 
ervation that if any Senator on the fol- 
lowing day, or any day thereafter while 
the bill is under consideration, wishes to 
amend a committee amendment he can 
do so without it being necessary for him 
to make a motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the committee amendment had 
been adopted. In other words, we could 
leave the amendments open to amend- 
ment without reconsideration. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. If the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee proposes 
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that such action be taken, I shall be 
forced to object. I do not believe that is 
the proper way to legislate. When com- 
mittee amendments have been amended, 
the question arises as to whether amend- 
ments that are thereafter offered to the 
committee amendments, and further 
amendments which are offered to those 
later amendments, are in the second or 
third degree. It may be necessary to 
move to reconsider the vote by which a 
committee amendment was agreed to. 
I think the thing to do is to begin con- 
sideration of the bill and then consider 
the committee amendments in order, and 
if Senators desire to submit amend- 
ments to committee amendments, they 
be given the opportunity to do so at that 
time. I want to cooperate in this matter. 

While I am on the floor, I will say that 
I raise the very question the distin- 
guished Senator from Michigan has just 
raised. I pointed out to the majority 
leader that there are more than 30 Sen- 
ators absent from the Senate today, and 
that we have no assurance that the situ- 
ation would be any better on Thursday, 
the day after the Fourth of July. I do 
not know whether we can even obtain 
a quorum to consider the bill on Thurs- 
day. Those Senators who are now pres- 
ent are for the most part Senators who 
live a long way off. They are not going 
to be able to enjoy the vacation at home. 
So far as I am concerned, if there is no 
objection to the bill being taken up on 
Thursday, I shall not object. I want the 
Senator from Michigan to know that. It 
seemed that every Senator who was on 
the floor when the request was made 
wanted the bill to be taken up on Thurs- 
day, so it was agreeable to me that such 
action be taken. 

So far as committee amendments are 
concerned, I feel we should not do as we 
did in connection with the independent 
offices appropriation bill. We had con- - 
siderable trouble after we had adopted 
the amendments. The question arose as 
to amendments being in the second or 
third degree. There was a motion made 
to reconsider a committee amendment 
which had been adopted each and every 
time a Senator thereafter wished to offer 
an amendment. I do not think that is 
the way to proceed on an appropriation 
bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is no 
request before the Senate on the subject. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
am sure that my colleague [Mr. HAYDEN] 
is willing to continue any part of the 
bill that any Senator wants to have go 
over from Thursday until the next day. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. . 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, this 
discussion points up perfectly the prob- 
lem of attendance on the floor of the 
Senate. If this continues, the Senate 
will become known as a Tuesday-to- 
Thursday Senate. We cannot induce 
some Members to remain on the floor 
on Friday, and we cannot get them back 
on Monday. The Fourth of July is an 
important holiday. I myself should like 
to be home on the Fourth. But even if 
I were at home on the Fourth of July I 
could and would be back here for Senate 
business next Thursday noon. 
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Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. Will the majority 
leader agree—I do not mean that we 
enter into a unanimous-consent agree- 
ment, but that we make an agreement 
for the Recorp—that any committee 
amendment which any Senator feels to 
be controversial, such as a new-start 
amendment, be permitted to go over, and 
that a vote be had on it on Monday? 
Would the chairman of the subcom- 
mittee agree to that? 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is the usual 
custom. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Does that mean 
that we will lose 2 days and go over until 
Monday? What is the purpose of taking 
up the bill on Thursday and then sit 
around on Thursday and Friday and do 
nothing? I have tried in every conceiv- 
able way to accommodate Senators with 
respect to their desires to meet commit- 
ments at home, but I believe Senators 
should be present when we begin con- 
sideration of an important appropria- 
tion bill. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan is going to be here on Thurs- 
day. So the Senator would not be ac- 
commodating the Senator from Michi- 
gan. The fact, however, is that the bill 
has not been reported. The committee 
worked hard all day today on the bill, 
and will work hard all day tomorrow on 
the bill. The committee met at 10 
o’clock and worked hard on the bill until 
a quarter to five. It is an important 
piece of legislation. A great amount of 
money is carried in the bill. I am 
speaking for Senators who are not going 
to be here. The Senator from Michi- 
gan feels that a record vote should be 
had on these important matters. There- 

fore, he does not feel that Senators who 
have planned to go away should be 
placed in the position of not being able 
to vote on the bill. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
am not criticizing the Senator from 
Michigan, and I am not critical of any- 
one who is planning to go away. I know 
every Senator is answerable only to his 
own constituents. Far be it for the Sen- 
ator from Arizona to criticize Senators 
who may feel it necessary not to be here. 
It is proposed that the bill be taken up 
for consideration on Thursday. But the 
request should not be made that we 
avoid voting on anything controversial 
on Friday. Under those circumstances, 
we might as well not meet on Friday. 
I am sure my colleague from Arizona 
will be able to accommodate all Senators, 
and to put over to Monday such amend- 
ments as Senators feel should be put 
over. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. My proposal is this. 
Will the senior Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. Haypen] assure us that with respect 
to highly controversial amendments 
they be carried over until Monday? Ido 
not object to the bill being reported from 
the committee while the Senate is not in 
session, and I do not object to the bill 
being made the unfinished business for 
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Thursday. But I believe the argu- 
ment made by the Senator from Michi- 
gan has much force. Highly contro- 
versial issues, such as new starts and 
other issues should not be voted upon 
until we have a better attendance than 
I anticipate we will have on Thursday. 

Mr. McFARLAND. We shall not have 
any attendance at all if we announce 
that we are not to do any business. I 
venture to suggest that if Senators know 
we are to do some voting on Friday, we 
shall have a good attendance; but that 
is the only way in which we can be as- 
sured of adequate attendance. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, 5 minutes 
ago the Senator from Washington 
yielded for a question by the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. Fercuson]. That 
question appears to have many parts, 
shared by many Senators. The Senator 
from Washington would like to know 
how long the question is to continue, in 
order that he may resume the statement 
which he was about to offer to the Senate. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand that there is a tentative agree- 
ment that no votes will be had on Thurs- 
day. 

Mr. McFARLAND. That is correct. 

Mr. FERGUSON, The Senator from 
Michigan has talked with the Senator 
from Arizona, who is in charge of the 
bill, and he feels that there are some 
vital matters which could be voted upon 
on Monday with no loss of time. 

Mr. McFARLAND. But some votes 
could be had on Friday. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Michigan withdraw his 
request? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I withdraw my re- 
quest. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Washington may proceed. 

Mr. CAIN. May I inquire whether the 
Senator from Michigan has had a satis- 
factory answer to his question? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Michigan has withdrawn his 
request. 

Mr. CAIN. I thank the Chair. I was 
pleased to join with the majority leader 
in accommodating the wishes of our col- 
leagues. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Washington may proceed 


THE COMMUNIST TRUCE PROPOSAL 


Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, the appar- 
ent acceptance of the truce-talk pro- 
posed by the Communist forces in Ko- 
rea has been received with general jubi- 
lation by the diplomats at United Na- 
tions headquarters. Notable exceptions 
to this have been the representatives of 
the Republic of China and of the Re- 
public of Korea. Both of these nations 
have long been familiar with Communist 
tactics and their strategic use of “armi- 
Stices” and “negotiations” as instru- 
ments of conquest. 

It is the hope of the junior Senator 
from Washington that the American 
people will share the experienced caution 
of the Chinese and Koreans rather than 
the wishful optimism of some of the 
others. 

The Korean war is not over. The Ko- 
rean war is far from over. The so- 
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. called truce discussions are not even 


scheduled for another 2 weeks. 

It is this very delay, Mr. President, 
which should serve as a red flag of warn- 
ing to our people. Never in the history 
of warfare has there been recorded a 
situation in which one belligerent power 
has asked its opponent to wait some 15 
days before the beginning or armistice 
discussions. The very purpose of an 
armistice discussion is to bring hostilities 
to a standstill as quickly as possible so 
as to provide a suitable atmosphere for 
the evolution of a peace program. 

Those of us who have followed the 
Communist tactical and propaganda 
lines have long been disturbed by full- 
scale activity behind the iron curtain to 
create a so-called “international bri- 
gade” for action in Korea, in line with 
standard Communist practice. The 
world has seen such brigades in action in 
Spain and other areas. 

The stabilization of our lines around 
the thirty-eighth parallel pending the 
beginning of truce talks will easily afford 
the Communists the time they need to 
bring their international brigade into the 
combat area, as well as to pour in rein- 
forcement for the present Korean and 


‘Chinese armies, The international bri- 


gade alone is estimated by intelligence 
Officers as numbering one-half million 
men, considerably greater a force than 
the United Nations army now deployed in 
Korea. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. CAIN. Certainly. 

Mr. McCARRAN. A few days ago I 
laid before the Senate a statement, by 
way of a speech, on the very subject the 
Senator from Washington is now dis- 
cussing, the international brigade. 

Pi CAIN. I am fully aware of that 

Mr. McCARRAN. I have sufficient 
evidence to convince me that what the 
Senator is now saying is entirely correct, 
except that we do not know the magni- 
tude of that brigade. 

Let me make one further observation. 
The time between now and that which is 
suggested as the date for the discussion 
of an armistice will be utilized by the 
Reds of this country, and is being utilized 
now by them, for the purpose of driving 
fear into the hearts of the people of 
America and convincing them that they 
should yield to the armistice and yield to 
some peace movement the spirit of which 
the Reds and the Russians have no in- 
tention of carrying out. That activity is 
going on today in America. Every Com- 
munist in America today and every Com- 
munist cell in America today is working 
to drive fear into the hearts of the people 
of America, and to drive into their hearts 
a desire for peace at any price. 

Mr. CAIN. The Senator from Wash- 
ington shares the deep concern and sus- 
picions which have just been expressed 
by the Senator from Nevada Both Sen- 
ators want to know precisely the nature 
and character of the purported armistice 
terms before we assume that a peace 
worthy of the name will result in Korea. 

The International Brigade to which 
the Senator from Nevada has just made 
reference is estimated by intelligence of- 
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ficers to number half a million men, a 
larger force in itself than that of the 
United Nations presently deployed in 
Korea. These international “volunteers” 
as the Soviets call them, are trained 
fighting men with experience in World 
War II, the kind of combat-experienced 
soliders we had to fight in the bloody 
battle across Italy and France and the 
Pacific islands. 

I know that General Ridgway and his 
men are not lulled into a false sense of 
security. They know the enemy. They 
know his treachery. This, Mr. President, 
may be the enemy’s greatest treachery of 
all. Our forces in Korea must not now 
be placed into a position by the State 
Department which will jeopardize their 
lines. We already have learned of the 
attempt by the State Department to bind 
our forces at the thirty-eighth parallel 
on a previous occasion, thus providing 
the enemy with relative security of move- 
ment in preparation for another offen- 
sive. That must not happen a second 
time. 

Part of the diplomatic elation on the 
truce acceptance by the Red forces is 
based on the assumption that there are 
no strings attached to the Communist 
offer to meet with our representative. 
Actually, a careful reading of the mes- 
sage from the Red commanders shows 
that this assumption is not based on fact. 
The reply very definitely contains a polit- 
ical keynote, couched in the usual lan- 
guage of the Kremlin. 

The Communist counterproposal states 
that the purpose of the truce talks is to 
arrange for a cessation of hostilities and 
the establishment of peace. We know 
from constant reiteration in Moscow and 
Peiping what the term establishment of 
peace means. It means a settlement of 
all outstanding questions in accordance 
with the demands of Moscow. 

The Communists feel that we Ameri- 
cans and our allies are willing to make a 
settlement of appeasement. The Sec- 
retary of State indicated as much on the 
stand before the joint Armed Services 
and Foreign Relations Committee. The 
President indicated as much on that 
April Nation-wide broadcast, when he 
sought to explain the dismissal of the 
Supreme Commander in the Far East 
and our far-eastern policy in general. 

The Communist radio is daily pouring 
out victory claims and telling Asia that 
the “American imperialists” are suing 
for peace. In fact, the parley proposal 
of the Reds fixes the meeting place in 
territory conquered by the aggressors. 

The junior Senator from Washington 
has seen war at first hand. I fervently 
hope that we shall have peace and 
security. But I cannot share the opti- 
mism of the diplomats over the vague 
consent of the Communist forces to meet 
with us 2 weeks hence and allow us to 
offer terms for an armistice. This looks 
like peace at any price. Americans have 
never taken the path of appeasement and 
surrender out of a war. 

Nearly 150,000 American boys have 
been killed, maimed, or lost to the Com- 
munists in Korea. Has that sacrifice 
been in vain? Are we now to return to 
the Yalta-Potsdam program which 
brought on the war in the first place? 
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If peace can be won, I am forit. But 
let us not give the enemy another period 
of grace to build up his offensive. 

It is my hope that the American peo- 
ple will reserve judgment and hope un- 
til we know the truce acceptance is 
genuine and until we know the Com- 
munist terms. Until then, we must not 
falter in our determination to demon- 
strate that force and aggression will be 
resisted with all possible power at the 
command of the United States and our 
allies. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
as one who has been exposed to wars and 
who has at this very moment three 
members of his immediate family in uni- 
form, I wish to associate myself with 
the remarks of the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Washington and to commend 
him for bringing his message to the 
Senate of the United States. 

RECESS TO THURSDAY 


Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate now stand in recess 
until Thursday next at 12 o’clock noon. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
5 o'clock and 33 minutes p. m.) the Sen- 
ate took a recess until Thursday, July 
5, 1951, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate July 2 (legislative day of June 
27), 1951: 

SUPREME COURT OF PUERTO RICO 

Roberto H. Todd, Jr., of Puerto Rico, to 
be chief justice of the Supreme Court of 
Puerto Rico, vice Hon. Angel R. de Jesus, 
deceased. 

COLLECTOR OF INTERNAL REVENUE 


Monroe Davis Dowling, of New York, N. Y. 
to be collector of internal revenue for the 
third district of New York, in place of James 
W. Johnson. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monnay, JuLy 2, 1951 


The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Almighty God, may we begin this new 
week with an earnest desire to make all 
of its days great in moral and spiritual 
supremacy and glorious in wholehearted 
devotion and fidelity to every worthy 
task. 

Inspire us with a triumphant faith 
and a sense of victorious adequacy for 
everything that the adventure and en- 
terprise of living may ask or demand 
of us. 

Grant that we may define and inter- 
pret the meaning of our life in terms 
of its usefulness and its value as a tribu- 
tary to that which is true and beautiful 
and good. 

May each day register some measure 
of achievement in helping to build a 
world in which there is more of 
righteousness and justice and more of 
peace and good will among men. 

Hear us in Christ's name. Amen. 
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The Journal of the proceedings of 
Saturday, June 30, 1951, was read and 
approved. 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE CLERK OF 
THE HOUSE 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House: 

June 30, 1951. 
The Honorable the SPEAKER, 
House of Representatives. 

Sm: Pursuant to authority heretofore 
granted, the Clerk received today from the 
Secretary of the Senate the following mes- 
sage: 

That the Senate agree to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendments 
of the Senate to the joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 277) entitled “Joint resolution making 
temporary appropriations for the fiscal year 
1952, and for other purposes.” 

Very truly yours, 
RaLPH R. ROBERTS, 
Clerk of the House of Representatives. 


ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that that 
committee had on June 30, 1951, exam- 
ined and found truly enrolled a joint 
resolution of the House of the following 
title: 

H. J. Res. 277. Joint resolution making 
temporary appropriations for the fiscal year 
1952, and for other purposes. 


The SPEAKER. The Chair desires 
to announce that pursuant to the au- 
thority granted him on Saturday, June 
30, 1951, he did on that date sign the 
following enrolled joint resolution: 

H. J. Res. 277. Joint resolution making 
temporary appropriations for the fiscal year 
1952, and for other purposes. 


GEORGE W. HAGGARD 


Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, it is most 
appropriate that the House of Repre- 
sentatives pause for a moment in the 
opening of today’s session to pay tribute 
to the memory of a great Texan and an 
outstanding American, George W. Hag- 
gard, Deputy Administrator of the Rural 
Electrification Administration, who died 
on Saturday morning, June 30, near 
Denver, Colo., in one of the greatest 
commercial-aircraft tragedies in history. 

In January 1948 Mr. Haggard became 
Assistant Administrator of the Rural 
Electrification Administration and on 
November 1, 1949, he became Deputy 
Administrator, the position which he 
held at the time of his death. 

Prior to the time that Mr. Haggard 
came to Washington as an official of the 
Rural Electrification Administration, he 
had distinguished himself as a public- 
spirited citizen of rare ability and effec- 
tiveness. 

During his tenure of office with the 
REA, Mr. Haggard endeared himself to 
Members of Congress from all sections 
of the Nation. He was much beloved by 
both Democratic and Republican Mem- 
bers. He loved his work, he loved peo- 
ple. His heart was set upon being of 
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maximum service to rural America. He 
did a grand job for the REA generally. 
He was the moving power in the REA 
program for rural telephones. Rural 
leaders throughout the Nation, in work- 
ing with the REA, found in Mr. Haggard 
a stanch and understanding friend. 
They had the warmest feeling of admira- 
tion and respect for him. They loved 
him for his whole-souled devotion to the 
task at hand and for his fine personal 
traits and Christian character. 

I should like to assume to speak for 
the entire Congress in paying tribute to 
the memory of George W. Haggard. 
Moreover, in a personal way and in be- 
haif of the Congress, I should like to ex- 
press deepest sympathy to his fine wife 
and two children and to his parents, 
Mr. and Mrs. Tom Haggard, who live 
at Colorado City, Tex., in the congres- 
sional district which I have the honor to 
represent. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to insert in the Appendix of the Recorp 
a statement by Claude Wickard, the Ad- 
ministrator of the Rural Electrification 
Administration, with respect to Mr. 
Haggard and others, and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
‘Texas? 


There was no objection. : 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi? 

Mr. RANKIN. I certainly wish to join 
the gentleman from Texas in paying 
tribute to these fine Americans, and es- 
pecially to George Haggard. In my 
opinion, there are few men in this coun- 
try who have done more for the farmers 
of the Nation for the time he was in the 
Federal service than did George Hag- 
gard, especially while he was the As- 
sistant Administrator of the Rural Elec- 
trification Administration. 

His death was a great loss to the 
American farmers as well as to the 
American people as a whole. 


CALENDAR WEDNESDAY 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the business 
in order on Calendar Wednesday of this 
week be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


THE TIDELANDS THREAT 


Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Lou- 
isiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, on Janu- 
ary 25, 1951, the Department of Justice 
filed a most unusual and far-reaching 
suit in the Federal District Court for the 
Southern District of California. The 
plaintiff is the United States of America 
and the defendants, according to the 
bill of complaint, are “John Does, sued 
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by their fictitious names for the reason 
that their true names are not known; 
and leave of court should be given to 
amend by inserting their true names in 
place of their fictitious names.” 

The defendants, however, are very 
much alive and very well known and 
through their Representative in Wash- 
ington, Congressman MCKINNON, joined 
by Congressman Yorrty, of California, 
presented a copy of the petition for the 
perusal of some of us on the Judiciary 
Committee. It is said that the actual 
defendants number about 16,000 and live 
along the Santa Margarita River, and 
contended that the purpose of the suit 
appears to be to broaden the paramount 
doctrine of the tidelands decision of the 
Supreme Court so as to apply to inland 
streams. Of course, I am not familiar 
with the background of the lawsuit and 
must, therefore, withhold judgment on 
some of its aspects, but as a practicing 
lawyer of 25 years’ experience, I must 
say that the petition is couched in the 
broadest terms that have ever been 
brought to my observation. Congress- 
man McKrywon has been particularly 
alert in the protection of his constituents 
in connection with this matter, and be- 
cause of their high regard and esteem 
for him, a subcommittee of the Judi- 
ciary held a hearing last week to explore 
the background of this litigation. 

The petition points out that the Fed- 
eral Government established Camp Jo- 
seph H. Pendleton on the Santa Marga- 
rita River, which is a long inland stream 
in California, and that for that purpose 
the Government acquired the necessary 
land for the camp site. 

The crux and heart of the petition in- 
volve an adjudication of the rights of 
the Government to the use of the waters 
of the Santa Margarita River as against 
the rights of some 16,000 riparian prop- 
erty owners along the river. Although 
the petition is 11 pages long, the only 
reference to the rights or title of the 
United States is contained in a very few 
sentences. Thus it is stated: 

By an adjudication suit * * * the 
Rancho Santa Margarita, predecessor in in- 
terest of the United States of America in re- 
gard to the properties here involved, had 
adjudicated its rights in the Santa Marga- 
rita River.. As successor in in- 
terest cf the Rancho Santa Margarita the 
United States is entitled to and claims all 
rights, titles, interests, and privileges of said 
Rancho Santa Margarita. 


Just exactly what those rights and 
privileges are is not clearly defined. 
That is about all the petition has to say 
about Uncle Sam's title. 

This kind of a lawsuit is usually very 
simple indeed. The United States would 
normally exhibit its deed and the deed 
of the adverse claimants, and would nor- 


mally say to the court, “Here are our - 


rights under the wording of the deed, 
which the defendants are violating”; and 
then the court would be called upon to 
decide if the defendants are trespassing 
upon the rights of the plaintiff. Actu- 
ally, however, except for the above ref- 
erences to actual title, the petition is de- 
voted to a discussion of the war in Korea 
and the importance of the camp to na- 
tional defense—facts which no one dis- 
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putes but which have absolutely not a 
thing in the world to do with the issue 
before the court. I understand that 
the defendants contend that this is a 
reprehensible attempt to browbeat 
them and make it appear that they are 
personally responsible for impeding our 
war effort. 

One thing is very clear to me and that 
is that like the Supreme Court in the 
tidelands cases, this suit confuses sov- 
ereignty with ownership. There is noth- 
ing in the Constitution which says that 
in order to enjoy the paramount rights 
of national sovereignty, the United 
States can claim ownership of our tide- 
lands, our streams, and our railroads 
without paying for such rights. This is 
not to say that the Constitution does not 
provide ample means and procedure to 
acquire any and all rights and things 
necessary for national defense. On the 
contrary, the Constitution plainly pro- 
vides that the United States has a right 
to acquire everything needed by virtue 
of the power of eminent domain and 
upon payment of just compensation to 
property owners. But the prayer of the 
petition brushes aside all of these fun- 
damental principles. In addition to ask- 
ing for protection of its rights under its 
deed—which is really the only thing be- 
fore the court—the prayer of the petition 
says, among other things: 

That this court quiet the title of the 
United States of America in and to its rights 
to the use of water in the Santa Margarita 
River and that it adjudge and declare that all 
such rights * are paramount to the 
rights of the defendants * * +; that this 
court declare that all of the rights of the 
United States are paramount and superior 
to those of the defendants * , by rea- 
son of the application of those 
rights to military purposes; * * * and 
the great need of water to meet the military 
demands above described; and that all 
of the rights asserted by the defend- 
ants * * * are subject and subordinate 
to the rights of the United States. 


In other words, if we accept the 
prayer of the petition at face value, the 
theory of the suit is that the rights of 
the defendants under their title papers 
count for nothing; that all the rights of 
the United States are paramount and 
superior to those of the defendants be- 
cause of national defense and that all of 
the rights the defendants bought and 
paid for are subject to and subordinate 
to the rights of the Federal Government, 

In his dissenting opinion in the Cali- 
fornia case, Mr. Justice Reed, of the 
United States Supreme Court, made the 
very significant remark that there was 
no difference between “the needs or 
rights of the United States in war or 
peace” over our tidelands and the needs 
or rights of the National Government 
“over every river, mine, farm, and fac- 
tory in the Nation.” Here is a clear 
warning by an eminent jurist that once 
you give in to the bureaucrats for an 
inch they will ultimately claim a yard. 
The defendants contend that this law- 
suit brings to light exactly what Justice 
Reed had in mind, and I feel confident 
that the Members of Congress will take 
this into consideration when we vote on 
the tidelands bill shortly. 


1951 


GOVERNOR STEVENSON FOLLOWS THE 
PARTY LINE 


Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to include an editorial 
from the Chicago Tribune. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Speaker, last 
week Governor Stevenson, of Illinois, 
came to the aid of left-wingers and Com- 
munists when he vetoed the Broyles anti- 
Communist bill. He followed the teach- 
ing and practice of dealing tenderly with 
Communists which he learned while 
holding a number of jobs here in Wash- 
ington with the New Deal before going 
back to his home State to run for Gov- 
ernor. When one takes into considera- 
tion his past indoctrination socially and 
politically with the left-wing and Com- 
munist fringe here in Washington, his 
action in vetoing the Broyles bill, sup- 
ported by 90 percent of the voters in 
Illinois, is understandable. 

He is following precedent as evidenced 
by the veto of the McCarran-Mundt- 
Nixon bill by the President in the last 
session of Congress which was later 
passed by an overwhelming vote by the 
Members of Congress. 

It will be recalled that among his close 
social and political friends while he was 
employed by the Government in Wash- 
ington was Alger Hiss; that he sought to 
help Hiss during his trial by swearing 
to a deposition—or affidavit—testifying 
to the fine moral character of Hiss, who 
was convicted for having committed per- 
jury in swearing that he had not given 
out confidential State Department in- 
formation to Communist spies in the 
employment of the Russian Government. 

Mr. Speaker, I include with my re- 
marks an editorial on this subject from 
the Chicago Tribune: 

Tue Broytzs BILL VETO 

Governor Stevenson’s veto of the Broyles 
bill offers an insight into the mental proc- 
esses of the man they have in the executive 
mansion at Springfield. 

The bill was designed to protect the State 
and local nts Communists 
and their fellow travelers. It defined the 
Communist movement, correctly, as being a 


world-wide conspiracy and not a political 
movement. It defined as subversive and 
foreign subversive organizations those that 
carry out the various purposes of the Com- 
munists, all of which, of course, are directed 
toward the overthrow of constitutional gov- 
ernment in this country. It made member. 
ship in such organizations a crime, provided 
for their investigation by the attorney gen- 
eral, and would have exacted non-Commu- 
nist oaths from public employees. 

In his veto message, Governor Stevenson 
referred to his deposition attesting the good 
reputation of Alger Hiss, which was offered 
by the defense in the trial of the perjurer- 
traitor. He asserted that his veto would be 
distorted and misunderstood as, he alleged, 
his defense of Hiss was. There is no ground 
for misunderstanding in either instance. 

Governor Stevenson is a New Dealer. His 
political activities brought him into close 
contacts with the Communists and their 
sympathizers in the New Deal administra- 
tion. His political ideas merged at some 
points with those of the Communists. In 
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his view, Communists are wicked, but they 
are also virtually nonexistent in Illinois. 

When Governor Stevenson swore that Hiss 
bore a good reputation, the Governor was 
confessing that Hiss’ associates in the New 
Deal in Washington simply closed their 
minds to the menace of communism, for 
there was ample reason to suspect Hiss be- 
fore his indictment. Now in spite of the 
evidence of Communist penetration of Gov- 
ernment, Mr. Stevenson professes to believe 
that the Broyles bill is not desirable legisla- 
tion. Tenderness toward Communists is, 
with him, a habit. 

The government in this State may not be 
overthrown for lack of the protections of the 
bill. There is greater danger from the pres- 
ence in the governor's office of a man who, 
despite his protestations to the contrary, 
demonstrates by his acts that he thinks the 
way to deal with communism is to treat it 
tenderly. 


TRANSPORTATION STRIKE 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ne- 
braska? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I am introducing a bill today, 
which calls for compulsory arbitration 
in labor disputes involving public utili- 
ties in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. Speaker, it is unthinkable that the 
transportation facilities of the District 
of Columbia should be tied up for any 
length of time. Washington, D. C., is a 
Federal city. It is the heart of the Fed- 
eral Government. Untold millions of 
dollars can be lost to the Federal Gov- 
ernment and the taxpayers of the coun- 
try when vital transportation is tied up, 
prohibiting key people from reaching 
Government positions and to continue 
the important job of running thousands 
of segments of Government vital to 
America, 

I carry no brief for either the em- 
ployers or the employee. In my opinion 
they are both guilty. They have not 
made honest attempts to negotiate their 
differences and to keep facilities in op- 
eration. Should this public- utility 
strike continue the public will not only 
be mad, but it will be hurt. They feel 
that someone lacks the responsibility to 
properly deal with these strikes that 
paralyze public activity. This Congress 
cannot escape its responsibility because 
all final action and laws must come from 
the Congress. 

In every strike there are three parties 
involved—the employer, the employee, 
and the public. Too frequently the pub- 
lic gets hurt in the brawls between labor 
and industry. It does seem to me that 
when the conciliator cannot adjust dif- 
ferences between labor and industry, 
then the differences would be referred to 
a judicial court. I would suggest that in 
the District of Columbia the names of 
the Federal judges might be placed in a 
hat—three names drawn out. These 
three judges would make a finding and 
then the labor union and the industry 
must comply with these findings. We 
just cannot permit a lack of responsi- 
bility which will permit a strike that will 
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so vitally hurt not only the District of 
Columbia but the entire Nation. 

There is no greater right than the right 
to work; for the right to work is the 
right to live. I am convinced that in 
most strikes that right is being abridged 
because certain selfish labor politicians 
and industries have a yen for personal 
power. 

In the case of industry the stockholder 
has little to say as to how the industry 
shall be run. In the case of the union 
the worker is told to be idle and is told 
what to do. In both instances the lust 
for power and money far outweigh the 
proper interests in the welfare of the 
public. 

I am convinced that the Government 
cannot permit industry and labor to get 
into an economic impasse through disa- 
greements and bring profound injury 
upon the public through strikes, work 
stoppages, lock-outs, and refusal to 
arbitrate. Neither labor nor industry 
has a right to assume a position of 
special privileges of arrogant supermen, 
drunk with power. These groups must 
remember that in the case of public 
utilities they should be the servants and 
not the master of the people. Neither 
side should assume a legal right to use 
strong-arm methods of taking or getting 
what they want. The people of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia have a right to expect 
that capital and labor shall iron out 
their differences without paralyzing 
public business. They should have re- 
sponsibility commensurate with their 
power. The people have a right to ex- 
pect this Congress to protect them. 
Neither labor nor management should 
have the sovereign power to paralyze es- 
sential activities of government. 

The bill I have introduced today would 
call for a continuing operation of the 
public utilities while negotiations are in 
process. It seems to me that this is a 
must if government is to function 
properly. = 

I have asked the chairman of the Dis- 
trict Committee to call a meeting tomor- 
row in order that legislation may be con- 
sidered. 


THE TRANSPORTATION STRIKE 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissipp? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, the city 
of Washington, the Nation's Capital, is 
now tied up with what they call a trans- 
it strike, which has paralyzed both the 
street car and the bus operations. And, 
as I understand it, there is a seaman’s 
strike in certain areas that is probably 
paralyzing, in some degree at least, the 
transportation of those materials nec- 
essary for our boys to carry on the strug- 
gle they are now waging in the so-called 
police action in Korea. 

There is one thing with which I al- 
ways agreed with President Coolidge. 
When they put on the policemen’s strike 
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in Boston, which degenerated into whole- 
sale robbery and plunder by the Com- 
munist element, as well as the other 
criminals in that city, Calvin Coolidge, 
who at that time was Governor of the 
State, announced that no one had a right 
to strike against the public interest. 
He, therefore, called out the National 
Guard, put a stop to that strike and re- 
stored law and order. 

That one act made him President of 
the United States, and I want to say 
to his credit that he maintained that 
attitude all the time he was in the White 
House. I never agreed with Mr. Cool- 
idge on many issues, but I certainly 
agreed with his putting the welfare and 
the safety of his country first. 

You will remember a few years ago 
when there was an attempt to put on a 
utility strike in the State of Virginia 
which would have paralyzed the produc- 
tion and distribution of electricity in 
that great Commonwealth, Governor 
Battle rose to the occasion and exercised 
his prerogatives by issuing an order to 
draft those utility employees into the 
National Guard, if such a paralyzing 
strike took place. The result was that 
the strike never occurred. 

Today, while our boys are dying by 
the thousands in the mud of Korea, 
where they were sent without consulting 
the Congress of the United States, it is 
certainly ridiculous to permit a strike of 
this kind here in the Capital of the Fed- 
eral Government that prevents neces- 
sary employees from discharging the 
duties that it is necessary for them to 
discharge in order to give those boys the 
support to which they are entitled. 

I say, Mr. Speaker, it is time for Presi- 
dent Truman to wake up and exercise his 
prerogatives in the interest of all the 
American people. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi has expired, 


THE CONSENT CALENDAR 


The SPEAKER. This is Consent Cal- 
endar day. The Clerk will call the first 
bill on the calendar. 


CONSTRUCTION OF GEOMAGNETIC STA- 
TION FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF COM- 
MERCE 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3830) 
to authorize the construction and equip- 
ment of a geomagnetic station for the 
Department of Commerce. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, this bill violates the 
money limitation imposed by the ob- 
jectors’ committee for the consideration 
of bills on the Consent Calendar. 

I withdraw my reservation of objec- 
tion, but I ask unanimous consent that 
the bill may be passed over without 
prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

PROTECTING SCENIC VALUES ALONG 

GRAND CANYON PARK SOUTH AP- 

PROACH HIGHWAY 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 109) to 
protect scenic values along the Grand 
Canyon Park South Approach High- 
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way—State 64—within the Kaibab Na- 
tional Forest, Ariz. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That hereafter mining 
locations made under the mining laws of the 
United States within the following-described 
lands within the Kaibab National Forest, 
Coconino County, Ariz.: 

Sections 2, 11, 12, 13, 14, 23, and 26, town- 
ship 22 north, range 2 east; 

Sections 1, 12, and 13, township 28 north, 
range 2 east; 

Sections 1, 12, 13, 24, 25, and 36, township 
29 north, range 2 east; 

Sections 13, 24, 25, and 36, township 30 
north, range 2 east; 

Section 18, township 30, north, range 3 
east; 

Sections 12 and 13, township 30 north, 
range 5 east; 

Sections 7, 18, 19, 29, 30, 32, and 33, town- 
ship 30 north, range 6 east; 

Sections 3 and 4, township 29 north, range 
6 east, Gila and Salt River Base and merid- 
ian; 


shall confer on the locator the right to occu- 
py and use so much of the surface of the 
land covered by the location as may be rea- 
sonably necessary to carry on prospecting, 
mining, and beneficiation of ores, includ- 
ing the taking of mineral deposits and tim- 
ber required by or in the mining and ore- 
reducting operations, and no permit shall 
be required or charge made for such use or 
occupancy: Provided, however, That the cut- 
ting and removal of timber, except where 
clearing is necessary in connection with min- 
ing operations or to provide space for build- 
ings or structures used in connection with 
mining operations, shall be conducted in ac- 
cordance with the rules for timber cutting 
on adjoining national-forest land, and no 
use of the surface of the claim or the re- 
sources therefrom not reasonably required 
by carrying on mining and prospecting shall 
be allowed except under the national-forest 
rules. and regulations, nor shall the locator 
prevent or obstruct other occupancy of the 
surface or use of surface resources under au- 
thority of national forest regulations, or 
permits issued thereunder, if such occupancy 
or use is not in conflict with mineral de- 
velopment. 

Sec. 2. That hereafter all patents issued 
under the United States mining laws affect- 
ing lands within the above-described area 
shall convey title to the mineral deposits 
within the claim, together with the right to 
cut and remove so much of the mature tim- 
ber therefrom as may be needed in extract- 
ing and removing and beneficiation of the 
mineral deposits, if the timber is cut under 
sound principles of forest management as 
defined by the national forest rules and regu- 
lations, but each patent shall reserve to the 
United States all title in or to the surface of 
the lands and products thereof, and no use 
of the surface of the claim or the resources 
therefrom not reasonably required for carry- 
ing on mining or prospecting shall be allowed 
except under the rules and regulations of 
the Department of Agriculture. 

Sec. 3. That valid mining claims within 
the said lands, existing on the date of the en- 
actment of this act, and thereafter main- 
tained in compliance with the law under 
which they were initiated and the laws of 
the State of Arizona, may be perfected under 
this act, or under the laws under which they 
were initiated, as the claimant may desire. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 


Page 2, line 11, following the semicolon, 
insert the following: “and also those mining 
locations made under the mining laws of the 
United States on public domain lands within 
those particular sections of townships 23 
north, 24 north, 25 north, 26 north, 27 north, 
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and 28 north, all in range 2 east, Gila and 
Salt River Base and meridian, through which 
there extends Arizona State Highway num- 
bered 64 and a strip of land 1,000 feet wide 
on each side of the center line of the right- 
of-way thereof.” 

Page 2, line 23, following the comma, in- 
sert the following: “or rules and regulations 
issued by the Secretary of the Interior under 
this act with respect to public domain lands 
under his jurisdiction.” 

Page 3, line 4, following the word “regu- 
lations”, insert the following: “or rules and 
regulations of the Secretary of the Interior, 
as the case may be.” 

Page 3, line 6, delete the word “national- 
forest” and substitute in lieu thereof the 
word “such.” 

Page 3, line 16, delete the words “the 
national-forest” and substitute in lieu there- 
of the word “such.” 

Page 3, line 22, delete the period and add 
the following: “, or the Department of the 
Interior, respectively.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act to protect scenic values along 
the Grand Canyon Park Approach High- 
way (State 64) within the Kaibab Na- 
tional Forest, Arizona, and certain public 
domain lands under the jurisdiction of 
the Department of the Interior.” 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN FEDERAL 
LANDS TO THE CITY OF KLAMATH 
FALLS, OREG. 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3018) 
authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to convey to the city of Klamath Falls, 
Oreg., all right, title, and interest of the 
United States of America in certain lands 
in Klamath County, Oreg., and for other 
purposes. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That (a) the Secretary 
of the Interior is authorized and directed to 
convey to the city of Klamath Falls, Oreg., 
all right, title, and interest of the United 
States of America in and to the following- 
described land in Klamath County, Oreg.: 

(1) The right-of-way for the A-3-n lat- 
eral from the central quarter corner of sec- 
tion 22, township 39 south, range 9 east, 
Willamette meridian, to a point 1,336 feet 
east of said quarter corner, as acquired from 
Charles E. Worden on August 6, 1912, and 
recorded on page 83, volume 38, of deed rec- 
ors of Klamath County, Oreg., and from 
E, E. Henry on December 27, 1912, and re- 
corded on page 33 of volume 38 of deed 
records in Klamath County, Oreg. 

(b) There shall be reserved to the United 
States, in the conveyance of the above- 
described lands, rights of ingress and egress 
over roads in the above-described lands serv- 
ing buildings or other works operated by the 
United States or its successors or assigns in 
connection with the Klamath project. There 
shall be further reserved in said lands all 
rights-of-way for water lines, sewer lines, 
telephone and telegraph lines, power lines, 
and such other utilities as now exist, or may 
be or become necessary to the operation of 
said Klamath project, 

Src. 2, The Secretary of the Interior is au- 
thorized and directed to relinquish and sur- 
render to the city of Klamath Falls, Oreg., 
all right, title, and interest of the United 
States in the right-of-way for the 1-E drain 
over and across the southwest quarter north- 
east quarter and the east half southeast quar- 
ter of section 22, township 39 south, range 
9 east, Willamette meridian, and the west 
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half southwest quarter of section 23 of afore- 
said township and range, as described in the 
easements from Ernest J. Lang and Mary J. 
Lang, dated August 28, 1918, and from John 
N. Moore and Frances Moore, dated Novem- 
ber 15, 1915, and from Mary L. Moore, dated 
October 27, 1918, recorded respectively, on 
page 430 of volume 49, page 235 of volume 
45, and page 393 of volume 49 of deed records 
of Klamath County, Oreg. 

Src. 3. The Secretary of the Interior is au- 
thorized and directed to convey to the city 
of Klamath Falls, Oreg., a perpetual ease- 
ment for highway purposes over a strip of 
land one hundred feet in width, or as near 
to that width as is practicable, immediately 
adjacent and parallel to the west boundary 
line of the existing Southern Pacific Rail- 
road right-of-way across the south half 
northwest quarter and the northeast quar- 
ter southwest quarter of section 22, township 
39 south, range 9 east, Willamette meridian. 
Such easement shall be subject to the prior 
right of the United States to construct, op- 
erate, and maintain ditches and canals, tele- 
phone, telegraph, and power transmission 
and distribution lines along and across said 
strip of land. 

Sec. 4. The Secretary of the Interior is au- 
thorized and directed to cancel all unaccrued 
construction charges amounting to $19,590 
against seven hundred eleven and fifty-five 
one-hundredths acres of class 5 land in sec- 
tions 15, 22, 23, 26, and 27, township 39 south, 
range 9 east, Willamette meridian, Oregon, 
within the boundaries of the Klamath irri- 
gation district, being utilized by the city of 
Klamath Falls as a municipal airport, and to 
reduce by that amount the obligation of the 
Klamath irrigation district under its con- 
tract with the United States of America of 
July 6, 1918, as amended; and to retain on 
behalf of the United States of America the 
accrued construction charges, amounting to 
$11,733.27, which have been paid on said 
seven hundred eleven and fifty-five one-hun- 
dredths acres of class 5 lands, notwithstand- 
ing any other provisions of law to the con- 

trary. 

Sec. 5. The conveyances authorized in sec- 
tions 1, 2, and 3 hereof and the cancellation 
authorized in section 4 hereof shall not be 
made until and unless— 

(a) all of the lands within the Klamath 
Falls Municipal Airport, and also a strip of 
land thirty feet wide being the north thirty 
feet of the south half of the southwest quar- 
ter of section 15, township 39 south, range 9 
east, Willamette meridian, lying within the 
territorial limits of the Klamath irrigation 
district have been duly excluded from said 
district; and 

(b) the aggregate of the sums payable on 
account of construction charges with respect 
to classes 1 to 4 lands owned by the city of 
Klamath Falls within the boundaries of the 
Klamath Falls Municipal Airport, and the 
aggregate of the sums due and unpaid as of 
the date upon which the class 1 to 5 lands 
included within the boundaries of the Klam- 
ath Falls Municipal Airport and the above- 
described thirty-foot strip are excluded from 
said district, on account of operation and 
maintenance charges against said lands have 
been paid to the United States. Amounts 
so received by the United States shall be 
credited against the obligation of the Klam- 
ath Irrigation District under its contract 
with the United States of America of July 6, 
1918, as amended. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

MOTOR CARRIER CLAIMS COMMISSION 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3208) 
to amend the act creating the Motor 
Carrier Claims Commission—Public Law 
880, Eightieth Congress. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill of the 
Senate (S. 1042) to amend the act creat- 
ing the Motor Carrier Claims Commis- 
sion—Public Law 880, Eightieth Con- 
gress—be substituted for the House bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the Senate 
bill? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the act, approved 
July 2, 1948, creating the Motor Carrier 
Claims Commission (Public Law 880, 80th 
Cong.), is amended by striking out from 
said act section 13 in its entirety and by 
inserting in lieu thereof a new section 13 
to read as follows: 

“Sec. 13. The existence of the Commis- 
sion shall terminate on June 30, 1953, or at 
such earlier time as the Commission shall 
have made its final report to Congress on 
all claims filed with it. Upon its dissolution 
the records of the Commission shall be de- 
livered to the Archivist of the United 
States.” 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 


passed. 

A motion to reconsider and a similar 
House bill (H. R. 3208) were laid on the 
table. 


BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS, BADLANDS 
NATIONAL MONUMENT, S. DAK. 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3540) 
to provide for boundary adjustments of 
the Badlands National Monument, in the 
State of South Dakota, and for other 
purposes. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That in order to estab» 
lish a more appropriate boundary for the 
Badlands National Monument and to consoli- 
date Federal land ownership therein, the 
Secretary of the Interior, in his discretion, is 
authorized to adjust and redefine the ex- 
terior boundaries of the national monument 
by appropriate reductions or additions of 

land: Provided, That the total acreage of the 
national monument, as revised pursuant to 
this act, shall not exceed its present area of 
approximately 154,119 acres. 

SEC. 2. The revision of boundaries of the 
national monument, as authorized in sec- 
tions 1 and 5 of this act, shall be accom- 
plished by the issuance, by the Secretary of 
the Interior, of an appropriate order, or 
orders, such order or orders to be effective 
upon publication in the Federal Register: 
Provided, That federally owned land under 
the administrative jurisdiction of any other 
department or agency of the Federal Govern- 
ment shall be included within the monument 
only with the approval of the head of such 
department or agency. f 

Sec. 3. Administrative jurisdiction over all 
Federal lands eliminated from the monu- 
ment, by the issuance of an order or orders 
of the Secretary of the Interior, is hereby 
transferred to the Secretary of Agriculture for 
use, administration, and disposition in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of title III of the 
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act and the 
related provisions of title IV thereof: Pro- 
vided, That all of such lands formerly set 
apart and reserved from the public domain 
shall be subject to the mining and minerals- 
leasing laws: And provided further, That any 
disposition of any such lands formerly set 
apart and reserved from the public domain 
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shall be evidenced by patents issuec by the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

Sec. 4. In order that exchanges of land 
may be effectuated for the purposes of this 
act, the Secretary of the Interior is author- 
ized, in his discretion, to accept, on behalf 
of the United States, title to any land or 
interests in land within the exterior bound- 
aries of the Badlands National Monument as 
revised pursuant to this act, and, in exchange 
therefor, with the approval and concurrence 
of the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secre- 
tary of the Interior may patent lands of ap- 
proximately equal value which were formerly 
set apart and reserved from the public do- 
main with the Badlands Fall River soil con- 
servation project, SD-LU-1. In effectuating 
such exchanges, in lieu of conveyances by 
the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary 
of Agriculture may convey lands of approxi- 
mately equal value within said project which 
have been acquired heretofore by the United 
States. All such exchanges shall, in all 
other respects, be considered as exchanges 
under the provisions of section 32c, title III, 
of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act 
and shall otherwise be in accordance with 
provisions of said act, except that, upon ac- 
ceptance of title to any lands so acquired 
by the United States under this section, such 
lands and any other lands acquired other- 
wise by the United States within the monu- 
ment boundaries shall be a part of that area, 
In consummating land exchanges hereunder 
upon an equitable basis, patents and instru- 
ments of conveyance may be issued, and 
property may be accepted, by the United 
States, subject to such reservations as may 
be necessary or in the public interest. 

Src. 5. Not to exceed 4,000 acres of the 
Pine Ridge Indian Reservation in the Sheep 
Mountain area thereof adjacent to the mon- 
ument may be included within the national 
monument by one of the following methods 
subject to the approval of any Federal agency 
holding leases with respect to such lands: 
(a) With the consent of the Tribal Council 
of the Oglala Sioux Tribe of Indians of the 
Pine Ridge Reservation, State of South Da- 
kota, and on such terms and conditions as 
are mutually satisfactory to the said tribal 
council and to the Secretary of the Interior; 
or (b) with the consent of the said tribal 
council, through the conveyance by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to the said Oglala 
Sioux Tribe of Indians of private lands 
within the said Indian reservation, which he 
is hereby authorized to acquire in such man- 
ner and through such agency of the Depart- 
ment of tre Interior as he may deem advis- 
able, in exchange for tribal lands of approxi- 
mately equal value within the area author- 
ized to be included in this section within 
the national monument. The Secretary is 
authorized to execute such deeds or other 
instruments as may be necessary to effec- 
tuate the purposes of this act. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 
REMISSION OR MITIGATION OF FORFEI- 

TURE UNDER THE INDIAN LIQUOR 

LAWS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1087) 
to amend title 18, section 3618, of the 
Code of Laws of the United States of 
America, to empower the courts to remit 
or mitigate forfeitures. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That title 18, section 
3618, of the Code of Laws of the United 
States of America is amended by striking out 
therefrom the final period and substituting 
therefor a colon and adding immediately 
thereafter the following words: Provided, 


7586 


however, That the court shall have juris- 
diction to remit or mitigate the forfeiture 
of any such automobiles, vehicles, or con- 
veyances, if decreed, in favor of any claim- 
ant, if it finds that such forfeiture was in- 
curred without willful negligence or with- 
out any intention on the part of such claim- 
ant to violate the law, or finds the existence 
of such mitigating circumstances as to 
justify the remission or mitigation of such 
forfeiture, upon such terms and conditions 
as the court deems reasonable and just. 
The court shall order delivery of any such 
automobiles, vehicles, or conveyances to any 
claimant who shall establish his right to 
the immediate possession thereof, and shall 
execute with one or more sureties approved 
by the court, and delivery to the court, a 
bond to the United States for the payment 
of a sum equal to the appraised value of 
any such automobiles, vehicles, or convey- 
ances. Such bond shall be conditioned to 
return any such automobiles, vehicles or con- 
veyances at the time of the trial and to pay 
the difference between the appraised value 
of any such automobiles, vehicles, or con- 
veyances as of the time they shall have been 
so released on bond and the appraised value 
thereof as of the time of trial; and con- 
ditioned further that, if any such automo- 
biles, vehicles, or conveyances be not returned 
at the time of trial, the bond shall stand in 
lieu of, and be forfeited in the same manner 
as, any such automobiles, vehicles or con- 
veyances.“ 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
“That the analysis of chapter 229 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by insert- 
ing at the end thereof ‘3619. Disposition of 
conveyances seized for violation of the In- 
dian liquor laws.’ 

“Sec. 2. Title 18, United States Code, is 
further amended by inserting immediately 
following section 3618 thereof a new section 
to be designated section 3619 and to read as 
follows: 


“ ‘Sec. 3619. Disposition of conveyances seized 
for violation of the Indian 
liquor laws 

The provisions of section 3617 of this 

title shall apply to any conveyances seized, 
proceeded against by libel, or forfeited un- 
der the provisions of sections 3113 or 3618 
of this title for having been used in intro- 
ducing or attempting to introduce intoxi- 
cants into the Indian country or into other 
places where such introduction is prohibited 
by treaty or enactment of Congress.“ 


The committee amendment 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read.a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“To amend title 18, United States Code, 
entitled ‘Crimes and Criminal Proce- 
dure,’ to empower the courts to remit 
or mitigate forfeitures under the Indian 
liquor laws.” 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


KLAMATH TRIBE OF INDIANS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3095) 
to authorize payment of salaries and 
expenses of officials of the Klamath 
Tribe. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Interior, or such official as may be desig- 
nated by him, is hereby authorized, until 
otherwise directed by Congress, to pay out 
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of any unobligated tribal funds of the Klam- 
ath Indians in the Treasury of the United 
States salaries and expenses of tribal of- 
ficials or representatives (except the Klam- 
ath Loan Fund Board) at rates and/or 
limitations to be designated in advance by 
the Klamath General Council, or any gov- 
erning body to which it may delegate such 
authority: Provided, That the length of stay 
of representatives serving the tribe at the 
seat of government shall be determined by 
the Commissioner of Indian Affairs. 

The act of June 25, 1938 (ch. 710, 52 Stat. 
1207), as amended August 7, 1939 (ch. 519, 
53 Stat, 1244), as amended May 15, 1945 (ch, 
123, 59 Stat. 167), is hereby repealed. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 

‘ Page 1, line 9, strike out the words ‘to 
e.“ 

Page 1, line 10, after the word “Council”, 
insert a comma. 

Page 1, line 11, after the word “authority”, 
insert the following: “, and approved by 
the Secretary of the Interior.” 

Page 2, lines 2 and 3, strike out the words 
“Commissioner of Indian Affairs” and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: “Secretary of 
the Interior.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


COLVILLE INDIAN RESERVATION, 
WASH. 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2387) 
restoring to tribal ownership certain 
lands upon the Colville Indian Reser- 
vation, Wash., and for other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the undisposed-of 
lands of the Colville Indian Reservation, 
Wash., dealt with by the act of March 
22, 1906 (43 Stat. 80), are hereby restored 
to tribal ownership to be held in trust by 
the United States to the same extent as 
all other tribal lands on the existing reser- 
vation, subject to any existing valid rights. 

Sec. 2. For the purpose of effecting land 
consolidations between the Colville Indians 
and non-Indians in Ferry and Okanagon 
Counties, the Secretary of the Interior is 
hereby authorized, under such regulations 
as he may prescribe, to sell or otherwise 
dispose of tribal lands, and to acquire in 
lieu thereof through purchase, exchange, or 
relinquishment, lands or any interest in 
lands, water rights, or surface rights. The 
acquisition of lands pursuant to this act 
shall be limited to lands within the bound- 
ary of the reservation. Exchanges of lands, 
including improvements thereon, shall be 
made on the basis of approximate equal 
value. This section shall apply equally to 
trust or other restricted allotments, whether 
the allottee be living or deceased. In car- 
rying out the provisions of this act if non- 
Indian lands are involved the proper county 
Officials shall give their written consent be- 
fore such non-Indian land is acquired for 
the tribe or an individual Indian. 

Sec. 3. Title to lands or any interest 
therein acquired pursuant to this act shall 
be taken in the name of the United States 
of America in trust for the tribe or indi- 
vidual Indian and shall be nontaxable as 
other tribal and allotted trust Indian lands 
of the Colville Reservation. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: ; 

Page 1, line 5, changed “43” to “34.” 

Page 2, lines 2 through 4, strike out all 
the language in these lines and insert in 
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lieu thereof the following: “sell tribal lands 
and use the proceeds of sale for the acqui- 
sition of lieu lands, and to acquire through 
purchase, exchange, or relinquishment tribal 
lands, trust or restricted Indian allotments, 
and other lands or interests therein, includ- 
ing water rights.” 

Page 2, lines 8 to 10, strike out the sen- 
tence beginning with “This” in line 8 and 
ending with “deceased” in line 10. 

Page 2, lines 10 to 14, strike out the sen- 
tence beginning with “In” and ending with 
“Indian” and insert in lieu thereof the fol- 
lowing: “Non-Indian owned land may be ac- 
quired pursuant to this act only with the 
consent of the county board of commis- 
sioners of the county in which the land is 
located. Indian-owned land may be disposed 
of, and land may be acquired for a tribe or 
individual Indian, pursuant to this act, only 
with the consent of the tribe or individual 
Indian concerned.” 

Page 2, lines 18 through 19, strike out all 
the language in lines 18 and 19 and insert 
in lieu thereof the following word: “con- 
cerned.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


TOBACCO-TYPE ADJUSTMENTS 


The Clerk called the bill (H, R. 4475) 
to amend the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I wonder if we may 
have a brief explanation of the purpose 
of this bill. 

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Speaker, this bill, 
H. R. 4475, which I introduced, deals with 
a very important situation. It has been 
recommended by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture as well as the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

In the field of tobacco there are eight 
different kinds of tobacco and each kind 
is dealt with separately. This bill deals 
with what we call dark-fired tobacco 
which is divided into four types. One 
type is raised in Virginia, another type 
in Tennessee, and still a different type is 
raised in Kentucky, but they are all one 
kind of tobacco, fire-cured. When the 
Secretary makes an allotment of acres 
that can be raised, he has to make the 
allotments to the total amount of to- 
bacco, and if there is a surplus in the 
Virginia tobacco he cannot make any 
discrimination between them and the 
seme allotment must be made to all. 
All this bill does is to permit the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, if there is a surplus 
in one of the types and a shortage in 
others, to allot additional tobacco to the 
type in short supply. 

Mr. GROSS. This, then, applies only 
to tobacco. 

Mr. ABBITT. Only to two kinds of to- 
bacco, dark-fired and possible cigar. 

The bill authorizes the Secretary of 
Agriculture to make 1-year adjustments 
in the quotas of the various types of to- 
bacco where necessary because of the 
supply situation without changing the 
quota for the whole class or kind of to- 
bacco into which that type fits. It will 
permit production that is more re- 
Sponsive to consumer demands and will 
assist the Department and tobaceu grow- 
ers in maintaining an adequate supply 
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at all times of the specific types of to- 
bacco which consumers want. 

The bill does not bring under regula- 
tion any new types of tobacco nor extend 
in any way the scope of the tobacco- 
acreage allotment and marketing pro- 
gram, It makes no change whatever in 
the price-support program and, in the 
estimation of the Department of Agri- 
culture, will entail no additional admin- 
istrative expense. 

If we are to continue an orderly, fair, 
and successful farm program dealing 
with dark-fired tobacco it is necessary 
that this bill or similar legislation be 
passed. Acreage allotments for certain 
types, for one reason or another, have 
been reduced more than others. There 
is more demand for some types some 
years than there is for other types mak- 
ing it necessary for adjustments in al- 
lotments if we are to maintain the pro- 
gram intelligently and fairly. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There being no ohiection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 313 of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, is amended by adding the follow- 
ing new subsection: 

“(i) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this act, whenever after investigation the 
Secretary determines with respect to any 
kind of tobacco that a substantial differ- 
ence exists in the usage or market outlets 
for any one or more of the types comprising 
such kind of tobacco and that the quantity 
of tobacco of such type or types to be pro- 
duced under the marketing quotas and acre- 
age allotments established pursuant to this 
section would not be sufficient to provide an 
adequate supply for estimated market de- 
mands and carry-over requirements for such 
type or types of tobacco, the Secretary shall 
increase the marketing quotas and acreage 
allotments for farms producing such type or 
types of tobacco in the preceding year to the 
extent necessary to make available a supply 
of such type or types of tobacco adequate to 
meet such demands and carry-over require- 
ments. The increases in farm marketing 
quotas and acreage allotments shall be made 
on the basis of the production of such type 
or types of tobacco during the period of 
years considered in establishing farm mar- 
keting quotas and acreage allotments for 
such kind of tobacco. The additional pro- 
duction authorized by this subsection shall 
be in addition to the national marketing 
quota established for such kind of tobacco 
pursuant to section 312 of this act.” 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


YOUNG MEN'S CHRISTIAN ASSOCIATION 
BUILDING, PHOENIX, ARIZ. 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 718) to 
authorize the lease and purchase by the 
United States of the Young Men's Chris- 
tian Association Building and premises 
in Phoenix, Ariz. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Administrator 
of General Services, without regard to the 
provisions of section 322 of the act of June 
80, 1932 (47 Stat. 412), as amended, is au- 
thorized to negotiate and enter into a lease- 
purchase agreement providing for the lease 
to the United States for a term of 5 years of 
the Young Men’s Christian Association 
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Building and premises in Phoenix, Ariz., be- 
ing that certain real property located at the 
northeast corner of Second Avenue and 
Monroe Street, having an area of approxi- 
mately 31,000 square feet, and more particu- 
larly described as the south two hundred and 
twenty feet of the west one hundred and 
forty feet of block 93 of the city of Phoenix, 
Maricopa County, Ariz., as shown in book 2 
of maps, page 51, together with all structures 
thereon and appurtenances thereto, and pro- 
viding further for the vesting of the United 
States absolutely of title to the leased prop- 
erty upon expiration of the 5-year term. 

Sec. 2. The agreement authorized by sec- 
tion 1 shall provide for the payment of rental 
and other consideration in such amounts 
and at such times and shall contain such 
other terms and conditions as the Admin- 
istrator of General Services in his discretion 
shall deem to be in the best interest of the 
United States. The rentals and the purchase 
price to be paid by the United States pur- 
suant to this act shall not exceed $290,000 in 
the aggregate. 

Src. 3. Payments that shall become due 
from the United States in pursuance of any 
agreement entered into under the authority 
of this act shall be paid from appropriations 
available to the General Services Administra- 
tion for the payment of rents, and such addi- 
tional funds as may be necessary to provide 
for such payments are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


MEDICAL SERVICES TO NON-INDIANS IN 
INDIAN HOSPITALS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1043) 
to provide for medical services to non- 
Indians in Indian hospitals, and for 
other purposes, 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That in any areas where 
there are inadequate hospital beds and 
health facilities available to serve the non- 
Indian population, the Secretary of the In- 
terior is authorized in his discretion to make 
available to non-Indians, hospital and health 
facilities operated by the Indian Bureau 
which are not being utilized for Indians, at 
such fees and under such terms and condi- 
tions as he may prescribe: Provided, That 
the fees charged will not be less than the 
per diem cost per patient of operating and 
maintaining the hospital or the health ac- 
tivity. 

Src. 2. Whenever the health needs of the 
Indians can be better met thereby, the Sec- 
retary of the Interior is authorized in his dis- 
cretion to enter into contracts with any 
State, Territory, or political subdivision 
thereof, or any appropriate Federal, State, 
Territory, or political subdivision thereof, 
or private nonprofit corporation, agency, or 
institution providing for the transfer by the 
Indian Bureau of Indian hospitals or other 
health facilities, including initial operating 
equipment and supplies. It shall be a condi- 
tion of each such transfer that all facilities 
transferred shall be available to meet the 
health needs of the Indians and that such 
health needs shall be given priority over 
those of the non-Indian population. 

Sec. 3. The Secretary of the Interior is also 
authorized to enter into contracts with any 
physielans duly licensed by any State or Ter- 
ritory to provide medical attention or serv- 
ices to Indians, and to expend under such 
contract funds appropriated by Congress for 
medical attention to Indians. 

Src. 4. Any contracts entered into pur- 
suant to this act shall provide that the stand- 
ards of services to be rendered to Indians 
shall not be less than the standards estab- 
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lished by the Secretary of the Interior; that 
the same services shall be rendered to Indian 
patients as is rendered to other patients and 
that Indian patients shall not be segregated 
from other patients. 

Sec. 5. The Secretary of the Interior is elso 
authorized to make such other regulations 
as he deems desirable to carry out the pro- 
visions of this act. 

Src. 6. Proceeds to be derived under sec- 
tion 1 shall be deposited in the Treasury to 
the credit of the appropriation from which 
the hospitalization or medical services are 
provided, and shall be available for expendi- 
ture for the purposes for which the appropri- 
ation was made. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 2, line 15, after the word “popula- 
tion.” insert “No hospital or health facility 
that has been constructed or maintained for 
a specific tribe of Indians, or for a specific 
group of tribes, shall be transferred to a non- 
Indian entity or organization under this 
section unless such action has been ap- 
proved by the governing body of the tribe, 
or by the governing bodies of a majority of 
the tribes, for which such hospital or health 
facility has been constructed or maintained.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


PER CAPITA PAYMENT TO MEMBERS OF 
THE MENOMINEE TRIBE OF INDIANS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3782) 
to authorize’ a per capita payment to 
members of the Menominee Tribe of In- 
dians. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Interior is authorized and directed to 
withdraw from the Menominee 4 percent 
fund in the Treasury and to expend such 
amount as is necessary to make a per capita 
payment of $150 to each individual entered 
on the roll of the Menominee Tribe of In- 
dians of Wisconsin as of December 31, 1950. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


AUTHORIZING SALE OF CHICAGO AP- 
PRAISERS’ STORES BUILDING TO CITY 
OF CHICAGO 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3049) 
to authorize the sale of the Chicago Ap- 
praisers’ Stores Building to the city of 
Chicago. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Administrator 
of General Services is authorized and di- 
rected to convey by quitclaim deed, in con- 
sideration of the fair market value therefor, 
to the city of Chicago, Ill., all right, title, and 
interest of the United States in and to the 
Chicago Appraisers’ Stores Building located 
at 530 to 542 South Sherman Street in Chi- 
cago, III., and the land upon which such 
building is situated, more particularly de- 
scribed as follows: 

The south half of lot 12 and all of lots 13 
and 16 (except that part taken for public 
alley) in George Merrill’s subdivision of 
block 100 in school section addition to Chi- 
cago in the northeast quarter of section 16, 
township 39 north, range 14 east, of the third 
principal meridian, in the city of Chicago, 
county of Cook, and State of Illinois. 
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Provided, That the instrument of convey- 
ance shall contain such terms and conditions 
as will allow the recapture of the property 
in the event it is not devoted to public pur- 
poses within such period of time as the Ad- 
ministrator shall determine to be reasonable. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


AUTHORIZING PAYMENT OF CLAIMS 
ARISING FROM CORRECTION OF MILI- 
TARY AND NAVAL RECORDS 


Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 1181) to 
amend section 207 of the Legislative Re- 
organization Act of 1946 so as to author- 
ize payment of claims arising from the 
correction of military or naval records. 
I may say that a rule, unanimously 
agreed to, has been granted for consid- 
eration of this bill. 

- The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, and I shall 
not object, as the gentleman said, this 
bill was cleared unanimously by the 
Rules Committee and a rule granted. 
It is a noncontroversial matter, but I be- 
lieve that the chairman of the Commit- 
tee on the Armed Services should ex- 
plain it. 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be con- 
sidered in the House as in the Commit- 
tee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 207 of the 
act of August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 812), is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 
| “Sec. 207. (a) The Secretaries of the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force, and the Secretary of 
the Treasury (with respect to the Coast 
Guard), respectively, under procedures set 
up by them, and acting through boards of 
civilian officers or employees of their respec- 
tive Departments, are authorized to correct 
any military or naval record where in their 
judgment such action is necessary to correct 
an error or remove an injustice: Provided, 
That procedures set up by the Secretaries of 
the Army, Navy, and Air Force in accordance 
with this subsection shall be approved by 
the Secretary of Defense. 

“(b) The Secretary concerned, or his 
designee for the purpose, is authorized to 
settle and pay, out of applicable current ap- 
propriations, claims of any persons, their 
heirs at law or legal representatives as here- 
inafter provided, of amounts paid as fines, 
forfeitures, or for losses of pay (including 
retired or retirement pay), allowances, com- 
pensation, emoluments, or other monetary 
benefits, as the case may be, which are found 
to be due on account of military or naval 
service as a result of the action heretofore 
taken pursuant to section 207 of the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946, or here- 
after taken pursuant to subsection (a) of 
this section: Provided, That in the case of 
deceased persons where no demand is pre- 
sented by a duly appointed legal representa- 
tive of the estate, payments otherwise due 
hereunder shall be made to the decedent's 
widow, widower, legal heirs, or beneficiaries, 
in the order of precedence or succession as 
may be prescribed by the applicable provi- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


sions of law relating to the kind of payment 
involved and when not otherwise so pro- 
vided, in the order of precedence as set forth 
in the act of February 25, 1946 (60 Stat. 30), 
or as may be prescribed by the applicable 
provisions of law relating to the kind of 
payment involved: Provided further, That 
where the amount so found is in excess of 
$1,000 no payment in any amount shall be 
made unless specifically authorized in an 
appropriation act. 

“(c) The acceptance by the claimant of 
any settlement made pursuant to subsection 
(b) of this section shall constitute a com- 
plete release by the claimant of any claim 
against the United States on account of such 
correction of record and such settlement 
shall be final and conclusive on all officers 
of the Government, including review by the 
courts of the United States, except when pro- 
cured by means of fraud. 

“(d) Applicable current appropriations 
shall be available for payment of such sums 
as may be due for continuing the pay (in- 
cluding retired or retirement pay), allow- 
ances, compensation, emoluments, and other 
monetary benefits to persons who shall have 
received payment pursuant to the provisions 
of subsection (b) of this section and who 
may be entitled to such continuing payments 
as a result of the correction of their military 
or naval records: Provided, That such pay- 
ments are authorized to be made to such 
personnel without the necessity of reenlist- 
ment or reappointment to the grade, rank, 
or office to which such pay (including re- 
tired or retirement pay), allowances, com- 
pensation, emoluments, and other monetary 
benefits are attached.” 

Sec. 2. This act shall be effective from and 
after August 2, 1946. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 


On page 2, line 4, substitute a colon for the 
period and add the following: “Provided fur- 
ther, That no corrective action shall be taken 
under this subsection unless the request 
therefor be filed by claimant, his heirs at law, 
or legal representatives, within 3 years after 
his or their discovery of the alleged error or 
injustice, or within 10 years after the date of 
enactment of this act, whichever be the 
later.” 

On page 3, line 2, substitute the period for 
the colon and strike the remainder of the 
section on lines 2 to 5, inclusive. 

On page 3, lines 11 and 12, delete “includ- 
ing review by the courts of the United 
States.” 

On page 3, beginning on line 22 and ex- 
tending through line 3 on page 4, delete the 
proviso and insert the following new pro- 
viso: “Provided, That continuing payments 
are authorized to be made to such personnel 
for not more than 1 year following the date 
of the correction or 1 year following the date 
of enactment of this act, whichever be the 
later, without the necessity of reenlistment, 
appointment, or reappointment to the grade, 
rank, or office to which such pay (including 
retired or retirement pay), allowances, com- 
pensation, emoluments, and other monetary 
benefits are attached, and such reenlistments, 
appointments, and reappointments are here- 
by authorized by the Secretary concerned 
without regard to other qualifications,” 


Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
four additional committee amendments: 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Committee amendment No. 1: On page 2, 
line 2, after “injustice” insert a comma and 
the words “and corrections so made shall be 
final and conclusive on all officers of the 
Government except when procured by means 
of fraud.” 

Committee amendment No. 2: On page 2, 
line 10, substitute a colon for the period and 
add: “Provided further, That the failure to 
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or legal representative, within 3 years after 
his or their discovery of the alleged error or 
injustice may be excused by such board of 
civilian officers or employees of the respec- 
tive departments upon finding by it that it 
is in the interest of justice to excuse such 
failure to file within the prescribed time in 
which event action shall be taken in the 
same manner as if the request had been filed 
within the 3 years as prescribed herein.” 

Committee amendment No, 3: On page 2 
strike line 11 and the first six words on line 
12, and in lieu thereof substitute the follow- 
ing: 

“(b) The Department concerned is au- 
thorized to.” 

Committee amendment No, 4: On page 3 
insert a period at the end of line 14, and 
strike lines 15 to 18, inclusive. 


Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, prior to 
1947, the Congress was annually deluged 
with bills for the private relief of indi- 
viduals who sought to correct various 
types of errors in their military or naval 
records, In 1946 the Congress enacted 
the Legislative Reorganization Act, and 
section 207 of that act established boards 
for the correctioneof military records in 
the Department of the Army and in the 
Department of the Navy. Since that 
time the Air Force has likewise estab- 
lished an identical board. 

The boards began functioning in 1947 
and have entertained a total of approx- 
imately 15,000 applications for the cor- 
rection of military or naval records. 
Approximately 10 percent of that num- 
ber have been favorably considered and 
the relief which was requested has been 
granted. In many cases, the correction 
of the record entitled the applicant to 
receive monetary benefits which had 
been improperly denied them. However, 
the Comptroller General, in his opinion 
of May 20, 1948, ruled that section 207 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
did not grant the authority to order or 
direct the allowance or payment of any 
claim for money, or to use appropriated 
funds to pay any claim for money, based 
on corrections made on military or naval 
records of an individual under the au- 
thority of that section. 

The proposed legislation would amend 
section 207 so as to authorize the respec- 
tive Secretaries, including the Secretary 
of the Treasury with reference to the 
Coast Guard, to make payment of any 
moneys which may be found due as a 
result of a correction of records. It 
would also provide for the continuing 
payment of amounts found to be due 
persons whose claims have been paid as 
the result of the correction of their rec- 
ord, It would be equally applicable to 
all of the Armed Forces, including the 
Coast Guard. 

The bill, as introduced, contained no 
statute of limitations on the filing of 
claims. The committee recognizes that 
there have been instances of errors in 
military or naval records which have 
not been discovered for a long period of 
time, and there is certainly no intent to 
preclude such persons from filing their 
applications within a reasonable time 
after the discovery of an error. How- 
ever, the committee feels that the appli- 
cation should be filed within a reason- 
able time after the error is discovered, 
unless there are compelling reasons to 
waive such a requirement. The bill has 
been amended to this effect. 
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Assuming that the proposed legisla- 
tion becomes law during this year, appli- 
cation for the correction of any record 
may be made until 1961, a 10-year period, 
and thereafter the application must be 
made within 3 years after the discovery 
of that error by the claimant or his legal 
representative. 

It should be pointed out that in 
amending section 207 of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act, we have provided 
that the respective boards for the cor- 
rection of military or naval records shall 
rule upon questions of jurisdiction over 
claims and the merits of such claim, and 
that such ruling will be final and con- 
clusive on all officers of the Government, 
except when procured by means of fraud. 

When the committee reported the bill, 
it was under the impression it had pre- 
served the normal authority of the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office to audit the pay- 
ments which would accrue from the cor- 
rection of a record. Subsequently, the 
Comptroller General advised the com- 
mittee that he did not feel that we had 
preserved his normal auditing author- 
ity and he suggested three amendments 
which would accomplish that purpose. 
Before appearing before the Rules Com- 
mittee on this bill, the Committee on 
Armed Services considered these sug- 
gested amendments of the Comptroller 
General and unanimously approved 
them. They will be offered as commit- 
tee amendments at the appropriate time. 

No accurate estimate of the cost of the 
enactment of this legislation can be 
made at this time. However, it is not 
anticipated that the total claims which 
have accrued to date will exceed $1,000,- 
000. The cost will only involve those 
sums which would have been paid if 
proper payment had been made initially, 
plus any additional administrative ex- 
penses involved in executing the author- 
ity which would be granted under this 
proposal. In this connection, it is perti- 
nent to consider that most of the 15,000 
claims, which have been filed before 
these boards, which have been presented 
to the Congress in private relief bills 
during the last 4 years, if we had not 
very wisely created the boards to relieve 
us of that responsibility, and I venture 
the opinion that we would have been just 
as equitable as the boards which we 
created in adjudicating those claims. 

This is a meritorious bill. It is unani- 
mously reported by the House Committee 
on Armed Services and I trust that it 
will receive your prompt approval. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 
Mr. VINSON. 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Did I understand the 
gentleman correctly to say that this 
money is due the Government? 

Mr. VINSON. No, that money is not 
due the Government. The money is due 
to individuals whose records have been 
corrected. For instance, a man might 
have been overcharged for certain items, 
and upon a reexamination by the depart- 
ments they have found that that was an 
error, and therefore the money had been 
improperly held back. So this bill is 
for the purpose of permitting the serv- 
ices to make the payment, which is the 


I yield to the gentle- 
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equivalent to satisfying a judgment. 
Tha; is all it is. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I want to compli- 
ment the chairman of the committee for 
bringing this bill here. As the gentle- 
man explained, every man will have the 
benefit of his record. 

Mr. VINSON. That is right. 

Mr. JOHNSON. In handling the rec- 
ords of between twelve and fifteen mil- 
lion persons in the last war, it is obvi- 
ous that some mistakes have been made, 
and this is the way to correct it and get 
expeditious payment of any claims due 
to errors in the soldier’s record. 

Mr. VINSON. For instance, a man 
might have been given a dishonorable 
discharge and all of his money benefits 
taken away from him. Under this law 
that we have set up in the Reorganiza- 
tion Act he can have that reconsidered. 
Now, suppose the Department reconsid- 
ers it and finds that he should not have 
been dishonorably discharged. They 
had withheld his money. This will en- 
able the Department to make the pay- 
ment. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I understand 
that this was a unanimous report by the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

Mr. VINSON. Unanimous, and rec- 
ommended by the Department. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If I recall the 
testimony before the Committee on Rules 
when the measure was before that body, 
this procedure actually will save the 
Government and the taxpayers consid- 
erable money over the old method that 
we formerly used. 

Mr. VINSON. No doubt about that. 
Under the old method we introduced a 
private bill, and you know when you 
introduce a bill like that, oftentimes it 
gets through where it probably would 
not get through under this measure, 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And also a 
larger amount than under this bill. 

Mr. VINSON. That is right. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Of course, 
the converse of what the gentleman has 
just said with respect to private bills 
also goes in that oftentimes a meritori- 
ous case presented to the Congress by 
way of a private bill has become shelved, 
and no action taken. 

Mr. VINSON. That is right. It 
wonld be almost impossible for the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services to consider 
15,000 bills, so when we reorganized the 
House and gave authority to the De- 
partment, it was a proper step in orderly 
procedure; a step toward expediting mat- 
ters of this nature. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Nebraska. 


7589 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. On page 
3 I notice you have stricken from the 
bill these words: 

Provided further, That where the amount 
so found is in excess of $1,000 no payment 
in any amount shall be made unless specifi- 
cally authorized in an appropriation act. 


Mr. VINSON. That is correct. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Why was 
that part stricken out? 

Mr. VINSON. Because if a person 
is entitled to more than $1,000 as a re- 
sult of his record being corrected, he 
should not be forced into an additional 
step or another bill before he can be 
paid. 

The SPEAKER. The question is an 
the committee amendments. 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendments offered by the gentle- 
man from Georgia [Mr. VINSON]. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. } 

House Resolution 285 was laid on the 
table. 

TRANSIT STRIKE 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, the 
cessation of transportation facilities in 
any community is a very important mat- 
ter and introduces very serious results, 
particularly so in a large city like Wash- 
ington. 

I hope the representatives of the com- 
pany and the union will get together 
very quickly and adjust their differences. 
I have no knowledge, except through the 
newspapers, as to what the points of dif- 
ference are, but it seems to me that the 
representatives of the company have a 
very serious responsibility resting upon 
their shoulders. They first refused to ar- 
bitrate, according to what I ascertained 
through reading the newspapers, which 
is very unusual. 

I read in yesterday’s Star that those 
who control the company that operates 
in Washington were offered $35 a share 
for their interest. The news article in- 
dicated that they would be responsive 
if they got an offer of $40 or more a 
share for their interest. I remember 
several months ago it was reported that 
those in control bought their interest 
for $20 a share. It is not so many 
months ago. 

Therefore, the thought enters my 
mind whether those in control are hold- 
ing their stock for speculative purposes 
or for investment purposes. If for spec- 
ulative purposes, of course, the leader- 
ship would be one way. If for investment 
purposes, the leadership would be an- 
other way. 

My remarks are no criticism of any- 
one, except that we have to realize that 
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responsibility rests on both sides. Fur- 
ther, the main point in question, as I see 
it, seems to be one of seniority. If men 
have been employed for 20 years or 10 
years, and there is a reduction in help, 
it is only natural that if I were employed 
by a company for a long period of time 
I would feel I should be retained over 
someone who is employed for a year or 
2 years or for a period of time less than 
mine. Whether or not that is in dispute, 
I do not know, except the newspapers 
seem to indicate that. 

The newspapers also seem to indicate 
that when an employee’s services have 
been dispensed with because of a reduc- 
tion in help, and later he is called back 
to work, in some of the classifications of 
employment that employee would start 
in as a new employee, and his years of 
service to the company in the past 
would not be counted so far as seniority 
is concerned. If that is so, certainly it 
does not appeal to me as constituting a 
fair policy. 

My remarks are in criticism of no 
one. I suggest, however, that all sides 
have responsibility and that the matter 
should be adjusted just as soon as pos- 
sible. On the evidence I have, I cannot 
indict the representatives of one side, 
but the evidence seems to me to indi- 
cate that insofar as seniority is con- 
cerned the employees have a justifiable 
case. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr, 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I appre- 
ciate the very wise and temperate state- 
ment made by the majority leader. 
Would he not agree that if the President 
does not have the power to step in and 
call the strike to an end the Congress, 
this body, has some responsibility, and 
that legislation might be in order to 
have compulsory arbitration upon the 
problem and at the same time keep the 
facilities in operation? 

Mr. McCORMACK. When you come 
to the question of compulsory arbitra- 
tion, I feel I would want to look long 
into it before I would want to enter 
into it from a legislative angle, because 
both management and labor generally 
are opposed to compulsory arbitration. 
I am not challenging my friend’s state- 
ment, as my friend will notice. I am 
just expressing in a broad way my un- 
derstanding as to the general sentiment 
throughout the country on that partic- 
ular question. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Does the 
gentleman think the President now has 
the authority to step in as far as the 
District of Columbia is concerned, or has 
he that authority under the present law? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I am unable to 
answer that. I would assume that some- 
where there would be authority, but the 
question of exercising it before complete 
efforts and negotiation have failed is 
another question. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. The gen- 
tleman would agree that not only the 
Commissioners but this Congress have 
a definite responsibility in the matter? 

Mr. McCORMACK. There is no ques- 
tion about it, but my remarks are even 
broader than that. I suggest that the 
representatives of both sides should ad- 
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just it just as quickly as they possibly 
can. I think the gentleman’s commit- 
tee, the Committee on the District of 
Columbia, would be justified in ascer- 
taining the facts. I think that would 
be a proper course to pursue. However, 
the responsibility rests on both sides. 

It seems to me the main issue is one of 
“seniority.” Based upon what I have 
read in the newspapers, I know I would 
feel very much disturbed if I worked for 
a company 20 years and then, when there 
was a reduction of help I was let go be- 
fore someone who had been an employee 
only 2, 3, 4, or 5 years. If the informa- 
tion in the papers is correct, if my serv- 
ices were dispensed with because of a 
reduction and later I was called back 
and my 20 years of prior service were 
denied to me and I had to start as a new 
employee as far as seniority is concerned, 
I would feel considerably disturbed. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. May I say to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts that the 
President of the United States has at 
least as much authority to stop this strike 
as Gov. Calvin Coolidge had in the case 
of the police strike in Boston. He has 
at least as much authority to stop this 
strike as the Governor of Virginia had to 
forestall the utility strike in that State 
a few years ago. He has at least the 
authority under the war powers to stop 
this strike, as he did to send troops to 
Korea. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts agrees with the basic 
observation made by the gentleman from 
Mississippi in his remarks about the im- 
portance of the strike, and that trans- 
portation services should be restored as 
quickly as possible. But the gentleman 
from Massachusetts also states that re- 
sponsibility rests on both sides. So far 
as the seniority question is concerned, 
from what I read, it seems to me, if the 
facts are correct as reported, the men 
have a good case. 

Furthermore, if a group bought stock 
at $20 a share within the past year and 
now are willing to sell it at $40 or more 
a share, a group representing a minority 
interest, but who control the company, it 
seems to me they entered into the com- 
pany for speculative purposes and not for 
investment purposes, 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. And in the meantime 
they advanced rates rather precipitously. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Exactly. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. It seems 
to me also in these brawls between labor 
and industry the stockholders in the 
company, I do not know how many, but 
several thousand, as well as several thou- 
sand men and women working for the 
union, have very little to say about the 
negotiations that are carried on. They 
are the ones that are hurt along with 
the public. That should not be per- 
mitted, because in the Nation’s Capital 
we are running the business of the Na- 
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tion and not just for the District of 
Columbia. It is the whole Nation that 
will be hurt if this strike continues. It 
seems to me from that standpoint alone, 
when the stockholders are concerned, as 
well as the little fellow who works in the 
union, here in Congress we ought to 
assume our responsibility and step in, if 
the President does not do so, or lacks 
authority to do so. 

Mr. McCORMACK,. All of us should 
respond to the rule of reason and the 
rule of reason particularly applies it- 
self to the representatives of the com- 
pany and the representatives of the 
union. But the representatives of the 
company must realize they are dealing 
with human beings. I read the seniority 
rule and it made me say to myself, Sup- 
pose I was an employee of this company 
and I worked there for 20 years. Sup- 
pose then there was a reduction of help 
and they retained men who had been 
working there for only 1, 2, or 3 years, 
and let me go.” It would be hard for me 
to be satisfied that that was fair and 
just treatment. 

Then suppose upon being recalled, or 
rather when men were called back to 
work, others with less years of service 
than I had were called back to work 
before I was called, and then when I 
did get called back, I lose all my years 
of seniority. All the years that I have 
worked for the company mean nothing 
so far as seniority is concerned. It seems 
to me that the element of fairness and 
justice in such a case is lacking. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr, Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. First I want to join 
with the distinguished majority leader 
in emphasizing that responsibility is 
upon both management and labor. Sec- 
ondly, I wish to join with the majority 
leader in his contention that the senior- 
ity rights should be observed in what- 
ever agreement is made. Third, I wish 
to join with the majority leader in his 
proposition, as I understood it roughly, 
that at any time management, whether 
it is made up of a minority group which 
controls the company, and a majority 
group of stockholders, or a board of di- 
rectors, when they come to the point 
where they run the company for specu- 
lative purposes rather than for the pur- 
pose of rendering service to the com- 
munity, as a utility, and rendering serv- 
ice to the citizens of the country as a 
whole, as purchasers of goods manufac- 
tured by manufacturing concerns, I say 
when management moves in the direc- 
tion of running the company for specu- 
lative purposes instead of rendering 
services, it is time for the public to take 
note of that. 

I wish to join with the majority leader 
in the suggestion that the Committee on 
the District of Columbia ascertain the 
facts and make them public to the Con- 
gress and to the people of the country. 
There is no sense in permitting any 
group, if they are operating the com- 
pany for speculative purposes, to jeo- 
pardize the interests of this country and 
put a great city such as this in the con- 
dition such as it has now been put in. 

I hope action will move fast on this 
matter. 


1951 


Mr. McCORMACK. I thank my 
friend for his observation. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr. DONDERO. Following the obser- 
vation made by the gentleman from 
Nebraska, Dr. MILLER, that it is detri- 
mental to the welfare of the city of 
Washington, because we are running the 
Nation’s business, that principle might 
also apply to the entire Nation because 
it is detrimental wherever it exists, and 
it should not exist if it can be prevented. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I think that gen- 
eral statement is one with which we can 
all agree. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. The gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. DonpERo], who has 
just spoken, is very familiar with what 
can happen in a strike such as we are 
now apparently going into. The great 
city of Detroit has just gone through one 
for weeks and weeks and weeks and 
weeks. As I recall, something like 79 
days. You can picture this city, if you 
please, going through that kind of a 
strike for 60 or 90 days and imagine what 
the situation is going to be here. The 
time to get at this is now before it gets 
any worse. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr. RANKIN. Is it not a fact that 
there is also a seamen’s union strike on, 
the effect of which is, to some extent, at 
least, to interfere with the transportation 
of materials with which our men are 
fighting in Korea? Is not that a fact? 

Mr. McCORMACK. What the gentle- 
man states is a fact, but the issues of it 
I am not discussing; I am discussing 
some of the aspects of the matter that 
concerns the people of the District of 
Columbia and the city of Washington in 
connection with transportation facili- 
ties. 

Mr. RANKIN. What I am saying is 
that both these strikes are challenges 
to the National Government, 

Mr, McCORMACK. Yes. 

Mr. RANKIN. The President of the 
United States has the power to deal with 
them, and he ought to do it. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The responsibil- 
ity rests upon management just as well 
as it does on the representatives of labor. 

Mr. RANKIN. The responsibility now 
rests upon the President of the United 
States. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the previous order of the House, the gen- 
tleman from Missouri [Mr. ARMSTRONG] 
is recognized for 30 minutes. 


A BIPARTISAN FOREIGN POLICY 


Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise to offer some definite suggestions for 
establishing a genuine and workable bi- 
partisan foreign policy. 

Members of this body will remember 
that on June 18, the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. Hays] made 
a brief but truly outstanding speech on 
this floor. I heartily commend that 
speech to the attention of all Members, 
on both sides of the aisle. What the 
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gentleman from Arkansas said about the 
need for a revival of a truly bipartisan 
approach to our problems in foreign af- 
fairs at this critical time in our history 
needs to be read and pondered widely. 

The able gentleman from Arkansas 
(Mr. Hays], long experienced in inter- 
national relations, and now a member 
of the Foreign Affairs Committee, a pa- 
triot with the highest regard for truth 
and honor, eloquently pleaded that we 
put aside political bickering and unim- 
portant differences in order to establish 
a closer cooperation in our dealings with 
foreign nations and the vital issues that 
confront us. I quote his words: 

Mr. Speaker, we must find a way, through 
our party organizations and every other de- 
vice of popular government, to end the dis- 
unity which threatens our country. * * * 
I insist that we do not have to give up the 
benefits of the two-party system with the 
wholesome clash of opinions which it per- 
mits, but only that it is imperative that we 
have a new emphasis upon party coopera- 
tion in deciding foreign policy questions. 


It is to offer a way of cooperation be- 
tween the majority and minority that I 
bring my remarks before the House to- 
day. I do not pose as an expert in for- 
eign affairs, but I have had opportunity 
for considerable travel and journalistic 
observation in Europe, in Latin Amer- 
ica, and quite recently in the Far East. 
I am keenly aware of my handicaps as 
as new Member, but try to console my- 
self in the compensation that comes 
from freedom from habits of thought 
and inhibitions inevitable in long service 
in this body. Coming fresh into the 
arena, I feel as though I might con- 
tribute some ideas which those who have 
the advantage of me in service might 
have overlooked. 

One such idea is the direct responsi- 
bility of Congress to formulate foreign 
policy. It is true that the other body has 
a major responsibility which the House 
of Representatives does not share, to 
give advice and consent to treaties with 
foreign countries which the President 
draws up. Almost from the beginning of 
the Republic, the Senate has neglected 
its constitutional duty to “advise” as 
well as consent on the preparation of 
treaties. It is true that few Presidents 
have called for that advice; but it is 
equally true that the Constitution does 
not require the Senate to await any re- 
quests for that advice. Upon the Presi- 
dent rests the duty to appoint represen- 
tatives of our Government to foreign 
governments, and to receive such agents 
as are duly accredited to our Govern- 
ment. This had led to a widespread mis- 
conception that the President alone has 
the duty to formulate foreign policy. 
The President is the Chief Executive of 
our Government, not the policy maker. 
He has the duty to conduct foreign af- 
fairs, not to decide the policies that con. 
trol those affairs. The Legislative branch 
is the policy maker, restricted only by the 
scope of the powers enumerated in the 
Constitution. One of those powers has 
sweeping implications: 

Congress shall have the power 
to make all laws which shall be necessary 


and proper for carrying into execution the 
foregoing powers, and all other powers vest- 
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ed by this Constitution in the Government 
of the United States, or in any department or 
Officer thereof, 


Thus there is no limitation upon the 
power of Congress to determine foreign 
policy. It is clear that the founding 
fathers contemplated that the legisla- 
tive branch would, whenever circum- 
stances require, set the course of for- 
eign policy, and the President, as Execu- 
tive of the Federal Government, would 
execute the law, or policy, so declared. 
This makes the failure of the President 
and Congress to work as a team in for- 
eign relations all the more distressing. 

Coming now to the present situation, 
nothing could be more timely than the 
plea of the gentleman from Arkansas 
(Mr. Hays] that 

We must make a more vigorous effort, we 
on the Democratic side, to open the doors 
of collaboration and on the Republican side 
to accentuate and emphasize the positive 
and constructive side of their criticism. I do 
hope in this way we may clarify to some ex- 
tent shortly to be considered, so fateful in 
their character. 


Mr. Speaker, I shall offer four definite 
suggestions to pave the way for that 
needed bipartisan collaboration in for- 
eign affairs. First, however, let us look 
at the record of successes and of failures. 
It is a remarkable thing that those pol- 
icies that have been worked out as a re- 
sult of bipartisan cooperation have 
proved successful, because they were in 
the best interests of the American peo- 
ple. A few examples could be cited in 
the Economic Cooperation Administra- 
tion legislation, the underwriting of the 
policy of strengthening Greece and Tur- 
key against Communist aggression, and 
the Atlantic pact for mutual assistance. 
More recently, as the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. Vorys] and the gentlman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack] 
both so ably pointed out during the dis- 
cussion of the gentleman from Arkansas 
(Mr. Hays], several significant examples 
of successful bipartisan action on for- 
eign affairs have occurred, such as the 
resolution urging’ the United Nations to 
declare Red China an aggressor, the 
resolution urging the United Nations to 
declare an embargo on Red China, and 
the resolution declaring our historic 
friendship for the Russian people. But 
it is likewise significant that all these 
actions either demanded the expendi- 
ture of money, forcing the Executive to 
come to Congress for authorization, or 
they originated in the Congress itself 
without any blessing from the President, 

Contrast this with the tragic failures 
in formulation and conduct of foreign 
policies by the executive branch of the 
Government during the last few years 
where there has been no bipartisan con- 
sultation. Let us see how much of that 
failure might have been avoided if the 
executive had consulted with Republican 
leaders of the Congress in the spirit of 
friendly cooperation. 

At Tehran in 1943, the President of the 
United States agreed secretly with 
Premier Stalin of Soviet Russia that 
among other concessions, this red- 
handed Soviet dictator, former partner 
of Dictator Hitler in the rape of Poland 
and the precipitation of World War JI, 
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should absorb the little Baltic countries 
of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, coun- 
tries given their independence by the 
blood of our boys in World War I and 
the idealism of President Woodrow Wil- 
son. Were any Republicans consulted 
in that action? Certainly not. They 
would not have approved such a be- 
trayal of free peoples. 

At Yalta, in January and February 
1945, the President again made secret 
agreements with Stalin and his fellow 
tyrants, even more tragic and lacking in 
wisdom. By those agreements, the vic- 
tory over totalitarianism, even then im- 
minent in both Europe and the Pacific, 
was practically thrown away. Soviet 
Russia was given concessions that in- 
cluded domination of Manchuria and 
North Korea through puppet regimes, 
many strategic islands of the Pacific, the 
surrender of a great share of the Japa- 
nese army with all its military imple- 
ments and stores, and ports of high mili- 
tary value. What Republicans helped 
make these fateful decisions at Yalta? 
There were none, of course. Can any 
Member of this House suggest the name 
of any Republican who would have been 
so devoid of interest in his country’s 
welfare as to have agreed to this disas- 
trous collaboration with the Communist 
regime of Russia? 

Here are the names of those who, with 
the President, made up the panel of dele- 
gates to the Yalta conference: Mr. 
Stettinius, Harry Hopkins, Alger Hiss, 
Mr. Harriman, Mr. Matthews, Mr. Boh- 
len, Mr. Byrnes, Generals Marshall, 
Somervell, and Kuter, and Admirals 
Leahy, King, and Land. You will not 
find the name of the late distinguished 
senior Senator from Michigan, Mr. Van- 
denberg. But you will find the name of 
Alger Hiss. You will find the name of 
this man, who perhaps more than any 
other individual shaped the destiny of 
our foreign policies in that tragic era 
from 1943 until his incarceration, bend- 
ing those policies toward the interests 
of the Soviet Union to which he owed 
primary allegiance. It stands to reason 
that a truly bipartisan approach to our 
foreign policy decisions would have un- 
covered strenuous opposition to the 
machinations of this man and his ac- 
complices in the State Department. 

What Republicans in Congress were 
consulted on the promise to the Red army 
leaders that they could come into Ber- 
lin, destroy the city, and hold the whole 
eastern area of Germany, including a 
huge strip completely surrounding Ber- 
lin, even though it meant the withdrawal 
of our own victorious troops from the 
city? Who made the decision to divide 
Germany into zones giving to Soviet Rus- 
sia the whole breadbasket to the east? 
Was that a bipartisan policy? Of course 
not. Any Republican or any Democrat 
either worthy of the name understands 
that there can be no peace in Europe so 
long as Soviet Russia sits in Germany like 
a dagger pointed at the heart of Western 
Europe. 

What Republican took part in the dis- 
graceful decisions at Potsdam, where the 
present President of the United States 
further confirmed the betrayal of the 


peoples of Eastern Europe into Commu- _ 
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nist hands? None at all. Among the 
agreements at Potsdam was the little- 
discussed but atrocious plan which up- 
rooted and deported from their homes, 
farms, and firesides nearly 12,000,000 
people of German ethnic origin, in the 
biggest mass expulsion of populations 
ever undertaken. No cruelty of Baby- 
lonian times could hold a’ flickering 
candle to the suffering and misery of the 
men, women, and children loaded into 
trains and trucks like cattle and forced 
over into an already truncated Germany. 
The expulsion of the Volkesdeutsche by 
consent of our Government will stand 
until the end of time as one of the great- 
est atrocities, one of the most lamenta- 
ble acts of racial vengeance, of history. 
Was any Republican consulted? Of 
course not. Any consultation by the 
President with a bipartisan group would 
have resulted in both Democrats and Re- 
publicans recoiling in horror from this 
barbarous action. 

What Republicans were consulted in 
the plans for the destruction of the in- 
dustries of Germany, which resulted in 
the dismantling of hundreds of peace- 
time plants, the denial of thousands of 
German laborers the right to work, the 
degradation of countless families in 
many communities? With my own eyes 
I watched that ghastly dismantling, in 
late 1947 and again in 1949, at a time 
when we needed both the productive- 
ness and the friendship of the German 
people against the steady pressure of 
Communist propaganda. And disman- 
tling has gone on until just the last few 
weeks, while we pour billions into Ger- 
many to keep the people alive. 

What Republican leaders in Congress 
helped formulate the tragic policy of 
forcing the Nationalist Chinese, our 
allies in the war against Japanese impe- 
rialism, to embrace the Communist 
regime and include its representatives in 
their Government as a condition to re- 
ceiving American aid? Was the decision 
in 1949 not to defend Korea, resulting in 
the pulling out of our troops, thus prac- 
tically inviting the Communist aggres- 
sors to move in, a bipartisan affair? Of 
course not. Who took us into the war 
in Korea? The President of the United 
States, without so much as a request to 
his own party leaders for a declaration 
of war in the constitutional manner. 
Yet here was an action that affects the 
lives of every citizen, rich or poor, young 
or old, in America. 

Was the midnight decision to fire Gen. 
Douglas MacArthur the result of a calm 
deliberation with bipartisan advisers? 
Of course not. Even if any Republican 
had been up that late at night, he would 
certainly have joined with his Democra- 
tic colleagues in pointing to the injus- 
tice of summarily dismissing so illus- 
trious a military and civilian adminis- 
trator without so much as charges being 
preferred and a hearing as befits gentle- 
manly conduct in public and private life, 

Surely then we have established the 
fact that this administration, or any 
other administration inclined to such 
uniformity in foreign policies that prove 
mistaken, desperately needs better advice 
than it has been getting, and that ad- 
vice can best be found in bipartisan con- 
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sultation. Here again I quote the wise 
words of the gentleman from Arkansas 
[Mr. Hays]: 

Only the Republicans can deal with the 
situation I have described. The decision is 
theirs, of course—not ours, to make. But 
as one Democrat I am expressing the hope 
that they will give us a chance to establish 
the basis for cooperation. The opportunity 
offered the minority in this instance is one 
of tie greatest in our history. ‘ 


Mr. Speaker, I accept that challenge, 
for I believe that a minority party has 
a definite responsibility to do more than 
criticize the majority. I believe that 
when the minority disapproves of a 
course of action, it should suggest a 
better way. I should present construc- 
tive alternatives to the policies being 
followed. Therefore, I offer herewith a 
plan embracing four actions which the 
President should take to establish a truly 
bipartisan formulation of foreign policy: 

First. Call together immediately the 
leaders of both parties for a thorough 
review of all our foreign policies. 

Second. Replace Secretary of State 
Dean Acheson and other advisers who 
are identified with policies that have lost 
so much of the free world to Soviet con- 
trol and replace them with leaders in 
whom the veople have confidence. 

Third. Abandon any idea of a whistle- 
stop campaign to denounce opponents 
and to claim full credit for all successes. 

Fourth. Agree to confer regularly in 
the future with congressional leaders of 
both parties on all major issues of for- 
eign policy. 

Let us enlarge briefly upon these items. 
The need for the President to call to- 
gether leaders of both parties in Congress 
for a sweeping review of our foreign 
policies is obvious. This action is long 
overdue. The President should begin 
now to make up for lost time. Such an 
action would get the bipartisan revival 
off to a good start. What better time 
than now, when the cease-fire in Korea 
is pending and momentous decisions as 
to terms for ending the war must be 
made? 

In this connection, what Republican 
congressional leaders are being consulted 
as to the terms for ending this war? 
Those terms may well decide whether we 
are on the way to a just and lasting 
peace, or whether we have made just 
another tragic mistake permitting more 
Communist aggression. Certainly to 
end the war on the thirty-eighth parallel 
in Korea will constitute no victory over 
aggression, for we would be right where 
we started 1 year ago, except for the loss 
of more than 12,000 American boys sacri- 
ficed and about 135,000 additional 
casualties. No military victory can be 
won over aggression unless and until the 
aggressors are brought before the bar of 
justice of the nations banded together 
for collective security and punished for 
their crimes. Anything less than this 
would be to walk squarely into another 
trap of diabolical Soviet duplicity. Vic- 
tory could have been won in Korea, 
against the forces of Red China, by fol- 
lowing the almost unanimous advice of 
military leaders in the field. That vic- 
tory could have meant the downfall of 
the Red Chinese regime, the liberation of 
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the 450,000,000 people of that country 
from Soviet domination, the strength- 
ening of the free governments in all the 
areas of the Far East, and the prevention 
of further aggression in Europe. Surely 
it will be agreed that bipartisan consulta- 
tion at this time would help lay down 
terms for the cease-fire that would pro- 
tect us from resumption of aggression in 
the Far East whenever it suits the Krem- 
Tin to pull the strings. 

But, I ask, what Republican leaders 
have been consulted? Noneatall. The 
President has approached not one single 
Republican Member of this Congress, so 
far as I can ascertain. Not even the 
members of the Foreign Relations and 
the Foreign Affairs Committees have 
been informed of the negotiations. All 
they know is what they have read in the 
papers. I have canvassed most of the 
membership of both the Senate and the 
House committees that will have to deal 
ultimately with the outcome of the vital 
decisions now being made, and find that 
nothing has come before them, from the 
Executive. This is an alarming state 
of affairs, in view of the ease with which 
the Kremlin and its stooges have been 
able to take advantage of this admin- 
istration in the past. An immediate 
conference should be called by the Presi- 
dent, to gain the mature judgment of 
leaders of both parties in this Congress 
on the momentous policies now being 
formulated. 

Surely it is equally obvious that we 
need new leadership in the State De- 
partment, the agency responsible for the 
conduct of foreign relations. The Presi- 
dent of the United States stubbornly 
clings to his policy of “government by 
crony.” It might not be so bad in do- 
mestic affairs, for we are a tough people 
and we can recover from some hard licks 


resulting from inefficiency, waste, and, 


graft. But to keep inept and unsuited 
political cronies in power over our for- 
eign affairs is to invite ultimate disaster. 

Surely it is clear to all Members of 
this body that the present Secretary of 
State has lost the respect and confidence 
of the vast majority of the American 
people. The matter was well expressed 
by the distinguished gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. Priest] in a statement 
last September when he said it would be 
for the best interests of the Nation that 
Mr. Acheson be replaced. Why did the 
gentleman from Tennessee say that? 
Because he rightly interprets public 
opinion in his district and throughout 
the country. Other distinguished mem- 
bers of the Democratic Party have 
echoed the opinion of the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. Priest] on the ad- 
visability of obtaining a leader in for- 
eign affairs who will more correctly rep- 
resent the sentiments and interests of 
the American people in dealing with for- 
eign countries. Are all these wise and 
able statesmen wrong? 

The situation is well understood by 
the common garden variety of citizens 
such as make up the bulk of the popula- 
tion in the districts represented by the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Hays] 
and myself. Take the railroad workers, 
for example. They know well enough 
what happens when an engineer runs by 
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all the danger signals, ignores the red 
lights and wrecks his train with the loss 
of lives and property. They know the 
general superintendent does not call that 
engineer the best engineer the road ever 
had. They know what happens to that 
engineer. He gets fired. A new—and 
safer—man takes his place. 

The housewife might excuse a few mis- 
takes on the part of the cook, but she 
would not keep a cook around perma- 
nently who never learned to prepare a 
meal successfully. A businessman would 
hardly keep on his payroll for long an 
employee whose poor judgment resulted 
in constant and repeated losses of the 
firm’s money and prestige. A new em- 
ployee would be called in. 

At a time when our foreign affairs in 
the Far East are at the most critical 
stage in our history, except during the 
war with Japan, we still have at the helm 
of our State Department a man in- 
separable in public thinking with the 
disastrous policies that lost China to a 
free world and sponsored policies so weak 
that the Soviet tyrants were able to take 
over or threaten most of the areas of the 
far Pacific. 

At a time when Communist tyranny 
thus challenges our very way of life and 
Government, would any Member of this 
body have us believe the American people 
want to be led by a man who declared he 
would not turn his back on Alger Hiss? 
Will any Member declare that any sort 
of bipartisan foreign policy can be 
worked out under the leadership of a 
man and his associates who have so com- 
pletely lost the confidence of the Ameri- 
can people? 

I challenge any Member of this House 
to dispute the conclusion supported by 
polls and expressions of opinion of all 
kinds, that a majority of the people in 
all of the congressional districts of the 
United States are of the opinion that a 
new Secretary of State and new associ- 
ates at this time of tension and uncer- 
tainty would strengthen our conduct of 
foreign affairs. Let the President get 
rid of these architects of disaster, and 
replace them with men in whom the 
people have confidence. 

Certainly the President should 
abandon any schemes he may have for 
“give em hell” campaigns to denounce 
his Republican fellow workers for his 
own mistakes, and make claims of full 
credit for all his successes. What the 
people of this country want right now is 
not so much hell, as the truth about 
Korea and all other troubled spots on the 
globe. 

Very wisely did the gentleman from 
Arkansas (Mr. Hays] speak when he 
said: 

It would be very unfortunate if Korean 
successes should be flavored at all with 
Democratic prestige. We must not permit 
that to happen. 


I shall be very glad to assist the 
gentleman and his worthy colleagues in 
seeing that it does not happen. 

Obviously, it was not the fault of any 
bipartisan consultation that the Korean 
war began. The overriding, the over- 
whelming, consideration was the deter- 
mination of the Soviet Union to prevent 
free and democratic nations from living 
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in peace. Yet the Soviet Union would 
not likely have sparked the attack by its 
North Korean satellite on peaceful South 
Korea had not our foreign-policy makers 
drawn out our forces from South Korea, 
with pronouncements that indicated that 
we were abandoning Korea to its fate. 
Therefore, in view of the direct responsi- 
bility of this administration for condi- 
tions that led to the attack of the Com- 
munist aggressors 1 year ago, for this 
administration to claim credit for any 
successes in Korea would be like a man 
whose negligence permitted his house to 
catch fire, calling attention to the fact 
that he was at least squirting water on it. 

Certainly a lot of spadework will have 
to be done to prepare the ground for 
brotherly cooperation in formulation of 
bipartisan policies in view of the Pres- 
ident’s recent speech at Tullahoma, 
Tenn., when he castigated his opponents 
as dealers in falsehood. 

The best way to completely wreck any 
chance of bipartisan collaboration in the 
future would be for the President to take 
it upon himself to go to the whistle stops 
and claim that he has had no support 
from those of us who happen to be Re- 
publicans but happen also to be patri- 
otic American citizens and are just as 
anxious as he is to serve the best inter- 
ests of our country. 

And finally, it is too obvious for argu- 
ment that there should be continuing 
consultation among the President and 
his leaders on foreign affairs. Why not 
regular meetings, with special meetings 
at the call of the President, to review 
and discuss each and every major item 
in our troubled relations with both our 
allies and our potential enemies? Sure- 
ly that is not too much to ask. And 
surely Members of good will in this body, 
such as the majority leaders have proved 
themselves to be, will meet the good will 
of the minority leaders and their col- 
leagues such as myself. And thus may 
we atone in some measure for the mis- 
takes of the past, and insure that our 
policies will be more successful in the 
future. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Is it not true that 
the only successful period of bipartisan 
conduct of foreign affairs was from ap- 
proximately the middle of 1946 until 
after the election of 1948; and is it not 
also true that that bipartisan conduct 
of foreign affairs at that time was lim- 
ited solely to Europe? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I was not a Mem- 
ber of this body at that time, but I was 
a close observer of foreign affairs, and 
I think that much could be said for 
what the gentleman has contended. 
Certainly in that time the Republican 
majority attempted to offer bipartisan 
cooperation, and I think a great many 
of the friends on the Democratic side 
received it in good will and cooperation. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Now, at that time 
was not the whole foreign-aid program 
for Europe, including the rehabilitation 
of Italy and France, and a large part of 
the continent of Europe undertaken by 
the Eightieth Congress, and was not a 
large part of that regained practically 
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from communism by the program that 
was undertaken by the Republican Eight - 
ieth Congress? Is that not true? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. That is true. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Now, is it not true 
that at no time since 1945 has there been 
any bipartisan conduct in the true sense 
of foreign affairs for the Far East, in- 
cluding China? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. It seems to me 
that there have been offers of bipartisan 
cooperation on the part of the Demo- 
cratic Members of this House, but cer- 
tainly I can find no record of consulta- 
tion on the part of the executive branch 
of this Government. 

Mr. SPRINGER. That is true. Now, 
let me come back to this. Is it not true 
that during that same time that Senator 
Vandenberg was trying to cooperate— 
and he was the leader, I think; at least in 
the other body, and I think was the ma- 
jority figure on the Republican side in 
conducting a bipartisan program for for- 
eign affairs—that he limited his conduct 
wholly to the action taken in Europe? 
I think he made a statement soon after 
the election of 1948 that if they wanted 
to take action in China and the Far East 
he was perfectly willing that the admin- 
istration do it, but he did not want them 
to tag him with conducting a bipartisan 
program upon which he was not con- 
sulted at any time regarding the conduct 
of Chinese affairs or those in the Far 
East. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. That is true. I 
thank the gentleman for his observation. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. JUDD, I want to compliment the 
gentleman on what he is doing today to 
stimulate thinking on foreign policy ina 
constructive way. Last week the Secre- 
tary of State in a hearing before our 
committee said our job at the present 
time with respect to communism ad- 
vance in various parts of the world is to 
deter, defeat, and develop. That is a 
good alliteration. Is it not true that it 
is the job of the minority party, the 
loyai opposition, to oppose, expose, and 
propose, to use another alliteration? 

Some people seem to think we of the 
minority are being unpatriotic when we 
criticize those things the administration 
has done or is doing with which we dis- 
agree. As a matter of fact, we would be 
derelict in our duty and thoroughly un- 
patriotic if we did not criticize those 
things that we believe are unwise. It 
is our duty and our function not to sup- 
port blindly but to oppose those policies 
that are wrong and expose those prac- 
tices that are not proper—because they 
are not going to expose them themselves, 
are they?—and then to propose sound 
alternatives. 

I compliment the gentleman because 
he has exposed some facts, especially 
that we have had no responsibility what- 
soever for this tragic mess in Asia. We 
fought for an opposite policy. We were 
ignored. There is not one drop of the 
blood of American boys in Korea on the 
hands of any Republican. We had no 
responsibility at any stage of the whole 
debacle. 
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We were opposing as far back as the 
decisions which brought the Commu- 
nists into Manchuria, and without Com- 
munists in Manchuria there never could 
have been a Korean attack, and 12,000 
American boys would be alive today who 
are dead. 

It was and is our job to expose and op- 
pose. We are unpatriotic if we do not 
expose and oppose. At the same time, it 
is our duty as a loyal opposition to pro- 
pose constructive alternatives. I am 
glad the gentleman has done all three 
in his excellent and unanswerable ad- 
dress. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I thank the gen- 
tleman for his observation. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield. 

Mr, MILLER of Nebraska. I want to 
compliment the gentleman on his re- 
marks. I think they have been timely 
and to the point. It seems to me the 
great majority of people are praying and 
hoping that some kind of a just and hon- 
est peace will be arrived at shortly, but I 
have a sickening feeling myself, due to 
the fact that in the State Department in 
the past there as been so much blunder- 
ing and so many mistakes made by peo- 
ple who are soft to the Communists, in- 
cluding Mr, Acheson and others of the 
far eastern group, and I am fearful that 
here we have a group that is going to 
the conference table with the orientals 
and they will just be out-traded, they 
will give in, they will soften up to the 
Communists, and when we finally get 
through, the American. people, the 
American taxpayers, and liberty as we 
know it, will probably be cast aside and 
very little eventually will be done. 

They keep the same group in the State 
Department. It seems to me we ought 
to have Acheson and all that group out 
of there now, so we can have some new 
faces, some new mind, some Americans 
with American thinking, so that we can 
get a group that will represent the ideas 
of the American people. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG, I yield. 

Mr. RANKIN. Before the gentleman 
gets too far out on the limb, I want to 
call his attention to the fact that at the 
other end of the Capitol we were de- 
livered into this so-called United Nations 
which is trying to usurp the preroga- 
tives of the various States, and which 
seems to be largely dominated by the 
Communists behind the scenes. That 
seems to have been a bipartisan move- 
ment at the other end of the Capitol. 
The American people were not even con- 
sulted, and this branch of the Congress 
was not consulted. 

Today that so-called United Nations 
is invading every State in the Union and 
attempting to fasten communism on us 
by remote control. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I thank the gen- 
tleman for his observation. I am one 
who believes we are going to have to 
make the United Nations work or get 
out of it. 

Mr. RANKIN. We are going to have 

to get rid of it, or get out of it ourselves, 
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or it is going to wreck this Government 
and destroy the American way of life. 
We need not kid ourselves at all. Stalin 
has more influence in the United Na- 
tions than any other human being alive 
today. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, 
first I wish to commend the gentleman 
for presenting this statement to the 
House. I think it is a very useful con- 
tribution; and I would also like to thank 
him for his flattering reference to me, 
and to express gratification that my re- 
marks inspired a speech by him. I wish 
to point out, however, that in my speech 
to the House I distinguished between the 
content of foreign policy and the pro- 
cedure by which a policy is devised. The 
gentleman recognizes, of course, that in 
many of his remarks today there is ref- 
erence to content rather than procedure. 
The thing that should be emphasized is 
that there is general agreement that an 
effort should be made on the procedural 
point. Then we can reserve many for- 
eign-policy differences until 1952; or 
would he agree with me on that? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I would agree 
with the gentleman heartily on that. I 
think it is essential. It is true that I 
emphasized what he has called the con- 
tent of our foreign policy. I did so, how- 
ever, simply to pin point the necessity 
for Joing the very thing that he pleaded 
for in his eloquent speech of June 18. 

Mr, HAYS of Arkansas. Yes; it is 
inevitable that references to content 
come into procedural discussions; and, 
of course, I did the same thing in my 
speech, because I mentioned the United 
Nations as one of the basic features of 
a sound bipartisan foreign policy. Con- 
sequently, it seems to me that the re- 
marks of the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. RANKIN] were hardly in order, since 
adherence to the United Nations by the 
Congress was through bipartisan sup- 
port and almost by unanimous action, 
It remains one of the few bipartisan 
features of foreign policy. The United 
Nations, along with the Monroe Doc- 
trine, has received the support of both 
parties, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Missouri 
has expired. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that the gen- 
tleman may continue for an additional 
10 minutes, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield to the 
gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. I mention 
this so that we will not be disconsolate 
over our efforts to secure agreement up- 
on many of the things that are still sub- 
ject to debate. The gentleman has re- 
sponded to my suggestions of June 18 by 
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coming forward with four specific things 
that he suggests the administration 
might do. I would be glad to know, for 
the purpose of taking the first steps, if 
that represents the view of a majority of 
his party and I shall be eager to find an 
affirmative response. 

He can see that it presents some very 
difficult angles. The selection of a Cab- 
inet member, of course, is an Executive 
decision, and while I think it is an en- 
tirely honest and proper procedure for 
the minority party to make its attitude 
known with reference to conditions for 
party cooperation the gentleman would 
agree that it does present certain diffi- 
culties. If the question of consultation 
depends for example upon there being a 
new Secretary of State, there is not 
much we can do right at the moment 
about it; but the gentleman will re- 
member that one of the outstanding 
leaders of his party, the senior Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. Tart] has repeatedly 
renounced this idea of consultation. I 
regret that because I so thoroughly agree 
with the gentleman from Missouri that 
consultation with responsible members 
of the Republican Party is the key to a 
sound bipartisan policy. And when I 
say “responsible spokesmen for the par- 
ty” I mean just that. It would not be 
becoming of any administration to invite 
into its councils nominal members of the 
party and state that such action repre- 
sents consultation. 

There are implications here I am will- 
ing to accept, but it is highly important 
that first steps of consultation be taken. 
I know that the gentleman from Mis- 
souri, being eminently fair, would agree 
that the doors are closed unless it is ap- 
parent that consultation would be ac- 
cepted. There have been stages in our 
recent history when it was accepted, 
and it was in those periods in which it 
was extended and was warmly received 
that we made our greatest progress in 
developing a foreign policy. 

So I do wish to commend the gentle- 
man on that point and I trust he agrees 
with me that on the question of consul- 
tation we must continue to pursue a vig- 
orous effort by both parties to secure it. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I thoroughly 
agree with the gentleman. I was not 
aware of the attitude of any responsible 
Republican spokesman in the other 
body that indicated there is any lack 
of willingness for consultation in bi- 
partisan matters. If that is true, and 
I do not doubt the gentleman's word, I 
deeply regret that, because I repeat, I 
think we need such bipartisan consulta- 
tion as never before, I agree also with 
the gentleman that that consultation 
should be with responsible party leaders. 
Certainly, I am not one of those. I am 
simply a freshman and more or less a 
voice crying in the wilderness, but I do 
agree that the President should indicate 
his desire and the responsible leaders of 
the minority party should reciprocate in 
indicating their desire to enter into con- 
sultation now and in the future in all of 
these great matters. 

Mr. REECE of Tennessee. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mf. ARMSTRONG. I yield to the 
gentleman from Tennessee. 


Mr. 
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Mr. REECE of Tennessee. I want to 
correct an impression that I fear has 
been left in the Record. I am confident 
that the gentleman from Arkansas will 
find upon investigation that no respon- 
sible Republican leader has declined or 
discouraged consultation with the ad- 
ministration on any of these matters. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. I would be 
extremely happy, may I say to the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee, if that point is 
cleared up; but the gentleman from 
Tennessee will understand the basis for 
my comment if he will read the state- 
ments of the senior Senator from Ohio 
to which I alluded. Of course, it could 
be susceptible of clarification to that ex- 
tent, that the Senator from Ohio meant 
merely that consultation at this stage 
does not forfeit the right to attack the 
over-all foreign policy of the United 
States in the 1952 elections. With that, 
I would agree. But when Mr. Tart im- 
plies that consultation is not possible, 
then, it seems to me, clarification is cer- 
tainly necessary or the doors are hope- 
lessly closed to a bipartisan policy. 

Mr. REECE. The complaint has reg- 
ularly been that the Republican leaders 
have not been asked for consultation, 
and I am confident that when the gen- 
tleman from Arkansas reviews the Rrc- 
orp he will find that he is in error that 
any responsible Republican leader has 
discouraged consultation, much less de- 
clined to consult when an invitation was 
extended by a responsible spokesman in 
the administration. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Nothing 
would make me happier than to find I 
am in error. But may I say to the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee that a great 
service has been rendered if that point 
can be cleared up. 

I wish to agree further with the gen- 
tleman from Missouri on two points 
and one has to do with the fear that the 
President might take the stump this 
year to make foreign policy a political 
issue. The hopes I had for a 1951 truce 
on the political front would be frus- 
trated if the President should do that. 
I think the gentleman is correct; it 
would hurt us. I am speaking of 1951. 

Secondly, I wish to endorse what the 
gentleman from Missouri has said with 
reference to an invitation to Republican 
leaders to consider the terms of a truce 
in Korea, which would be very helpful. 
The gentleman has made an important 
speech today, and I hope comments will 
be made by those who are in a position 
to clear up any misunderstanding with 
reference to the possibilities for consul- 
tation. I fear it is true that we have not 
invited—that is, the administration has 
not invited—Republicans as often as we 
might have, and it was partly in that 
spirit that I offered my remarks on the 
floor of the House in the speech men- 
tioned by the gentleman from Missouri. 

Now, in the Department of Defense, 
distinguished Republicans have been 
appointed to key positions. There is no 
finer American, no more able adminis- 
trator than Robert Lovett, and that is 
equally true of Thomas Finletter, both 
Republicans; and in the ECA leadership 
there is Mr. William C. Foster, a great 
Republican. I think perhaps in the De- 
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partment of State the minority might be 
strengthened by additional appoint- 
ments in xey positions. A great service 
would be rendered if the President would 
fill important positions in the Depart- 
ment of State with outstanding Repub- 
lican leaders, although no one can dis- 
parage the ability or prestige of John 
Foster Dulles and John Sherman Cooper, 
to mention two staff members. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. JUDD. I wish it were true that 
the distinguished Secretary of the Air 
Force, Mr. Finletter, were a Republican, 
but, unfortunately for him and for us, 
he is a Democrat. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas, I am willing 
for the record to be corrected, if that 
is true. I was under the impression that 
he is a Republican. But Mr. Lovett is a 
Republican, is he nct? 

Mr. JUDD. That is right, and we are 
proud of him. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG, I thank the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota. 

The rather pointed criticisms I have 
given of the conduct of foreign affairs 
in the past have been intended in a con- 
structive way pointing exactly to what 
the gentleman has suggested and what I 
have tried in my weak way to suggest, 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, if the gen- 
tleman from Missouri will yield further, 
the gentleman from Arkansas and the 
House can understand the apprehension 
that we of the minority party have when 
momentous decisions are being made 
without our having any knowledge of 
them, because we cannot escape the 
memory of a series of decisions that were 
made privately in the past and how badly 
they turned out. Maybe they would not 
have been any wiser if other minds had 
participated, but the fact is that the ma- 
jor decisions at Casablanca, at Tehran, 
at Yalta, at Potsdam, and at Quebec— 
those five conferences—turned out, how- 
ever unintentionally, to be loaded with 
grave disaster for both Republicans and 
Democrats, taxpayers, even children, 
everybody in the United States. There- 
fore, we cannot avoid apprehension when 
we see something else happening so mo- 
mentous as decisions regarding the terms 
of a cease-fire in Korea. We hope and 
pray they will turn out all right, but we 
have a right to be consulted in advance 
and a chance to protest or suggest be- 
fore the die is cast. We have to be some- 
what fearful because essentially the 
same people are managing these af- 
fairs now that managed affairs so badly 
in the past. For when the military 
phases of a war are fought with such 
brilliance that unconditional surrender 
of the enemy is obtained, and within 5 
years we find ourselves with less secu- 
rity than ever before, then the political 
conduct of the war and the postwar 
period must have been very bad indeed. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time 
of the gentleman from Missouri has 
again expired. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
five additional minutes. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield to the 
gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. I just wish to say in 
reply to the gentleman from Arkansas 
that I seriously doubt, if the Republi- 
cans had been consulted, they could have 
got us in a worse mess than we are in 
today, although they might have made it 
worse. Our danger is not the Commu- 
nists abroad. Weare having communism 
imposed upon us here at home. I am 
talking about the people of Arkansas 
and Mississippi. They are making war 
on us people in the southern States, and 
if the gentleman does not know it, he 
will certainly find it out. 

So far as I am concerned, I am much 
more interested in the Monroe Doctrine 
than I am in this crazy United Nations. 
If we are going to have the Declaration 
of Independence read next Wednesday, 
we ought to take a vote and readopt it, 
get back to it, and stop these attempts 
to undermine and destroy American 
freedom, and put an end to this making 
war on the people of the South, who are 
doing everything they can to help save 
this country. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I might say to 
the gentleman that I belong to the same 

religious group as my distinguished 
friend from Arkansas [Mr. Hays]. We 
“fresh-water” Baptists were requested to 
send a committee out to San Francisco 
when the United Nations was formed. I 
had the honor to be selected as secretary 
of that committee. I feel that I have 
something of a vested interest in the 
United Nations. I hope the organization 
will not be abandoned. I do hope that in 
a spirit of the fine bipartisan cooperation 
we can go ahead and make the United 
Nations work for the benefit of all hu- 
manity and the preservation of the peace 
of the world. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Reference 
was made to the Baptist committee. I 
am sure the gentleman understands that 
everything we have said is with com- 
plete devotion to the idea of separation 
of church and state. The gentleman 
will be interested to know that in the 
very same city in which the charter was 
approved, the city of San Francisco, 
within the last week the southern Bap- 
tist convention reaffirmed faith in the 
United Nations as a pillar of strength in 
the defense of the free world. The gen- 
tleman from Mississippi, of course, is 
right about lurking dangers at home; 
we would all agree with him on that 
point, but the Baptists of the South be- 
lieve that in cooperation with other free- 
dom-loving nations through the United 
Nations we can build a world that is both 
free and strong. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 


Mr. Speaker, 
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Mr. JUDD. I should like to get some 
professional information from these two 
distinguished Baptists. My father was a 
Missouri “hard-shell” Baptist, but I have 
strayed from that fold so much that Iam 
not now aware just what the differences 
are between the “hard-shell” Baptist 
and the “fresh-water” Baptist. Can I 
claim some relation to these two distin- 
guished gentlemen, who have been so 
helpful to us today in their discussion? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield to a better 
authority on that matter, the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. Hays]. 

Mr, HAYS of Arkansas. The gentle- 
man does me great honor. He could 
say nothing that could please me more 
than to say that I am an authority on 
Baptist doctrine and practice. 

There are some differences between 
the Baptist branches which are not per- 
tinent to this discussion, but may I point 
out to the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. Jupp], who is a Congregationalist, 
that in the most essential and point of 
doctrine in our church, which is con- 
trol of church affairs by the local con- 
gregation, his church is in complete 
agreement with us. That, incidentally, 
identifies us with democratic princi- 
ples and with democratic government. 

Mr. JUDD. My mother was a stanch 
Congregationalist from New England, 
and she worked at it harder than my 
father did at being a Baptist, especially 
since there was no Baptist church in my 
town. So her example prevailed with 
me. But I wondered whether the term 
“fresh-water” Baptists means there are 
“salt-water” Baptists? Would that 
make the former isolationists and the 
latter internationalist? 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. The gentle- 
man is using the word very loosely. As 
a matter of fact, I have a-great deal of 
sentiment for our older and less popu- 
lous branch of the Baptist Church, the 
so-called “hard-shell” Baptists. They 
are a very rugged group of people. 

Mr. JUDD. That is right. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. They teach 
that one of the ordinances of the church 
is the foot-washing ceremony, which 
teaches humility. I rather think the 
world could learn a good deal from these 
old Baptists, as they are sometimes 
called, or Primitive Baptists, the offi- 
cial term. It is a very fine lesson which 
they teach. 

Mr. JUDD. The gentleman will agree 
that both Congregationalists and Bap- 
tists have fought unswervingly for the 
principle that it is not the business of 
the church to run the state. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Right. 

Mr. JUDD. But that it is the business 
of the church to discover and declare 
what is eternally true and to instruct its 
members in those truths, and send them 
into the professions or business or public 
Office or any other walk of life to try to 
carry out and apply those truths. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. That is the 
reason it is entirely right for a church 
convention to make a moral denuncia- 
tion. 

Mr. JUDD. Exactly. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. As the 
prophet Nathan did when he pointed a 
finger at King David and said, “Thou 
art the man”; when the state is wrong, 
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the church must have the same prophet- 
ic voice to condemn. Conversely it is 
proper for sound state policy to be com- 
mended on moral grounds by the church. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Missouri 
has again expired. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
be permitted to proceed for five addi- 
tional minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RANKIN. Iam afraid these gen- 
tlemen who have just talked have got 
too far out into deep water. I want to 
remind the gentleman that I have been 
to what they call hard-shell“ Baptist 
meetings. We call them Primitive Bap- 
tists. Their services are very impressive. 
In contrast to what is taking place now 
in our international relations, they 
always knew whose feet they were 
washing. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

I might say that out at San Francisco 
the Baptists and the Congregationalists 
were in quite good company. There were 
represented there the Catholics, the 
Jews, and every other organized reli- 
gious body in America. We are met to- 
gether in friendly cooperation there, 
across denominational lines, in order to 
plan for the peace of the world. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. Amid all these Bap- 
tists, I want to rise to speak for the Pres- 
byterians. They likewise have gone on 
record in their national assembly in fa- 
vor of the principles of the United Na- 
tions. I agree with the gentlemen. I 
think all the great religious denomina- 
tions of ail faiths in general approve of 
what the United Nations is seeking to do. 
They may in many instances be disap- 
pointed with particular accomplishments 
at this, that, or the other time. But I 
believe all of them are back of the move- 
ment as the best method of bringing 
about great amity and friendly feeling 
among nations that has yet been devised, 
it being the only one on the horizon, and 
therefore something which should be 
vigorously supported. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I appreciate th 
remarks of the gentleman. = 

Mr. JUDD. May I say that nobody 
in the House is more aware of the in- 
adequacies and the structural defects in 
the present United Nations than are the 
gentleman from Arkansas and myself. 
He and I for all these years since the 
United Nations was adopted have been 
saying what the President of the United 
States said when he accepted the Char- 
ter in San Francisco in June 1945, “It 
is a good first step.” 

That was true. But the next steps 
have not been taken. The very fact 
that in its present form it is not adequate 
to do the job of preventing aggression 
and maintaining justice and peate only 
increases our responsibility for fixing it 
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so that it can do the job. Korea dem- 
onstrated what it ought to be and is not. 
The course we should follow in our in- 
creased awareness of its present inade- 
quacies is not to scrap it, but to try to 
find means to perfect it on the basis of 
the experience we have gained. I have 
great faith that we can find ways to 
improve the organization so it will be 
able to do the things that the peace- 
loving peoples of the world want it to 
do, without developing any situation 
which would endanger the freedom of 
any peaceful people. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG, I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. KEATING. I think everybody 
should be told at this point that our 
distinguished colleagues, the gentleman 
from Minnesota and the gentleman from 
Arkansas, have been doing outstanding 
work all over the country in an endeavor 
to strengthen that organization. I think 
they are entitled to great credit from 
all of us in this body. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I thank the gen- 
tleman. In closing I want to say I do 
hope we may approach these problems 
in the same fine spirit of the gentleman 
from Arkansas and the gentleman from 
Minnesota and their chairman and col- 
leagues on the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LYLE). The time of the gentleman from 
Missouri has expired. 


RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair lays before the House the follow- 
ing resignation from a committee. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

JuLy 2, 1951. 
Hon. Sam RAYBURN, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. Speaker: I wish to tender my 
resignation from the House Public Works 
Committee effective July 18, 1951. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT T. SECREST. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the resignation is ac- 
cepted. 

There was no objection. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. MITCHELL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 20 
minutes tomorrow, following the legisla- 
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent permission to 
extead remarks in the Appendix of the 
REcorD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. McCormack, to include a- com- 
mencement address recently made by 
Hon. Charles E. Wilson at Harvard Uni- 
versity. 

Mr. Maxx, to include an editorial. 

Mr. CLEVENGER, in four instances, and 
to include some editorials, 

Mr. Bow, in two instances, and to in- 
clude editorials. 

Mr. Sasscer, to include a resolution. 

Mr. Gatutncs, to include an editorial, 
and in another instance, to include an 
article written by him on Korean peace. 
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Mr. Jupp, and to include extraneous 
matter. 


ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a joint resolution of the 
House of the following title, which was 
thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H. J. Res. 73. Joint resolution amending 
chapter 26 of the Internal Revenue Code. 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title: 


8.984. An act to amend the Agricultural 
Act of 1949. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION PRE- 
SENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on the following 
dates present to the President, for his 
approval, bills and a joint resolution of 
the House of the following titles: 


On June 25, 1951: 

H. R. 157. An act to provide transporta- 
tion on Canadian vessels between Skagway, 
Alaska, and other points in Alaska, between 
Haines, Alaska, and other points in Alaska, 
and between Hyder, Alaska, and other points 
in Alaska, or the continental United States, 
either directly or via a foreign port, or for 
any part of the transportation; 

H. R. 389. An act for the relief of the State 
of Maryland; 

H. R. 574. An act for the relief of the es- 
tate of James Patrick Hackett and Charles 
L. Stoner; 

H. R. 616. An act for the relief of Tomas J. 
Zafiriadis; 

H. R. 621. An act for the relief of the Mor- 
gan Foods one 52 

H. R. 630. An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue a patent in fee 
to Richard James Brown; 

H. R. 631. An act authorizing the Secretary 
of the Interior to issue a patent in fee to 
Alice E. Williams Sisk; 

H.R.715. An act for the relief of Aenny 
Blank; 

H.R.737. An act for the relief of Judith 
Leone Banks; 

H. R. 740. An act for the relief of John 
Reginald Leat; 

H. R. 888. An act for the relief of Mrs. Jo- 
hanna Hampton; 

H. R. 895. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Giuseppe Mazzone; 

H. R. 896. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Clara Raffloer Droesse; 

H. R. 964. An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue a patent in fee 
to Percival H. Glenn; 

H. R. 1120. An act for the relief of William 
Yinson Lee; 

H. R. 1268. An act for the relief of Dr. Jiri 


Liska; 

H. R. 1415. An act for the relief of Gabriele 
Gildo Palvo Citrigno; 

H. R. 1431. An act for the relief of Tet- 
suko Hidaka; 

H. R. 1593. An act for the relief of Charles 
E. Maulden; 

H. R. 1613. An act to amend section 2883 
(d) of the Internal Revenue Code, as 
amended by Public Law 448, Eighty-first 
Congress; 

H. R. 1676. An act for the relief of Eliza- 
beth Sabow; 

H. R. 1746. An act to amend subdivisions 
d and e of section 58 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
approved July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory 
thereof and supplementary thereto; 

H.R.1791. An act for the relief of Joe 
Tortolini; 
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H. R. 1799. An act for the relief of Bella 
and Archie Kennison; 

H. R. 1840. An act for the relief of Bernard 
Speilmann; 

H. R. 1844. An act for the relief of Capt. 
William Greenwood; 

H. R. 1854. An act for the relief of Rosa 
Maria Tarnowska; 

H. R. 1910. An act for the relief of Henry 
Kolish; 

H. R. 2107. An act for the relief of Edward 
M. Chapman, Roland P. Davis, and the Fidel- 
ity and Casualty Co. of New York; 

H. R. 2284. An act for the relief of Ethel 
Martha Quinn; 

H. R. 2310. An act for the relief of Jindrich 
(Henri) Nosek and Mrs. Zdenka Nosek; 

H. R. 2349. An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue a patent in fee 
to certain allottees on the Crow Indian Res- 
ervation; 

H. R. 2363. An act for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Emil Sbarbari, Edna Perfetti, and An- 
thony Perfetti; 

H. R. 2372. An act for the relief of Michael 
Post-Posniakoff and Zinaida Post-Posniakoff; 

H. R.2396. An act to amend chapter 213 of 
title 18 of the United States Code; 

H. R. 2453. An act for the relief of John R. 
Harris; 

H. R. 2746. An act to amend section 2883 
(b) of the Internal Revenue Code, as amend- 
ed by Public Law 448, Eighty-first Congress; 

H. R. 2785. An act for the relief of Kimi 
Hatano; 

H. R. 2852. An act for the relief of Quon 
Mee Gee, also known as Loui Siu Lin; 

H. R. 2853. An act for the relief of Shizue 
Sakurada; 

H. R. 2854. An act for the relief of Dorothy 
Fumie Maeda; 

H. R. 2924. An act to amend section 4164 
of title 18, United States Code, relating to 
conditional release of Federal prisoners; 

H. R. 3033. An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to lease certain land in 
the State of Montana to the city of Poplar 
and the county of Roosevelt, Mont.; 

H. R. 3063. An act for the relief of Rosina 
Mouradian; 

H. R. 3133. An act for the relief of Chin 
Yuen Ling, minor, unmarried Chinese child 
of a United States citizen; 

H. R. 3141. An act for the relief of Evelyn, 
Reichardt: 

H. R. 3215. An act to authorize the sale 
of certain allotted land on the Crow Indian 
Reservation, Mont.; 

H. R. 3216. An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue a patent in fee 
to Lulu M. Whitebear; 

H. R. 4338. An act to extend the time for 
completing the construction of a toll bridge 
across the Delaware River near Wilmington, 
Del.; and 

H. R. 4393. An act to extend for 2 years 
the period during which free postage for 
members of the Armed Forces of the United 
States in Korea and other specified areas 
shall be in effect. 

On June 30, 1951: 

H. J. Res. 277. Joint resolution making 
temporary appropriations for the fiscal year 
1952, and for other purposes. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 1 o'clock and 39 minutes p. m.) 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Tuesday, July 3, 1951, at 12 o’clock noon, 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
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for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Expenditures 
in the Executive Departments. Seventh In- 
termediate Report of the Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the Executive Departments. 
Research Summary on Technical Assistance 
Proposals of the Food and Agriculture Or- 
ganization of the United Nations (FAO); 
(Rept. No. 670). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Expenditures 
in the Executive Departments. Eighth In- 
termediate Report of the Committee on Ex- 
penditures in the Executive Departments. 
Research Summary on Inter-American Co- 
operation for Defense (Rept. No. 671). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judici- 
ary. H. R. 608. A bill for the relief of Ki- 
yoko Matsuo; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 672). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. GOSSETT: Committee on the Judici- 
ary. H. R. 644. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Shizuko Yamane; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 673). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judici- 
ary. H. R. 744. A bill for the relief of 
Wladimir Peter Lewicki, Mrs. Heedwige Lew- 
icki, and George Wladimir Lewicki; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 674). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. GOSSETT: Committee on the Judici- 
ary. H. R. 982. A bill for the relief of Wil- 
lem Smits; with amendment (Rept. No. 675). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 1454. A bill for the relief of George 
Crisan; with amendment (Rept. No. 676). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr, GOSSETT: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 1598. A bill for the relief of 
Hanoh Sarapanovschi; with amendment 
{Rept. No. 677). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. FELLOWS: Committee on the Judici- 
ary. H. R. 1920. A bill for the relief of 
Hoshi Kazuo; without amendment (Rept. No. 
678). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. GOSSETT: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 2498. A bill for the relief of 

Marianne and Michel Speelman; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 679). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 2514. A bill for the relief of 
Maria Theresa Stancola; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 680). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 2774. A bill for the relief of 
Helen J. Lumley; with amendment (Rept. No. 
681). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House, 

Mr. FELLOWS: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 3151. A bill for the relief of 
Jane and Martha Clark; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 682). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr, GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 3895. A bill for the relief of 
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Ethel Cristeta Berner; with amendment 
(Rept. No, 683). Referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXTI, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BARDEN: 

H. R. 4680. A bill to amend section 9 (h) 
of the Labor Management Relations Act, 
1947; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. COLE of Kansas: 

H. R. 4681. A bill to incorporate the Amer- 
ican War Dads and its auxiliary; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MCMILLAN: 

H. R. 4682. A bill to amend section 6 of the 
act of July 1, 1902, as amended; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. STIGLER: 

H. R. 4683. A bill to provide for distribu- 
tion of moneys of deceased restricted mem- 
bers of the Five Civilized Tribes not exceed- 
ing $500 and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. DEANE: 

H. Res. 313. Resolution authorizing the 
purchase of electric office equipment for use 
by Members, Officers, and committees of the 
House of Representatives; to the Committee 
on House Administration. 

By Mr. MILLER of Nebraska: 

H. Res. 314. Resolution authorizing the 
purchase of electric office equipment for use 
by Members, officers, and committees of the 
House of Representatives; to the Committee 
on House Administration, 

By Mr, FORD: 

H. Res. 315. Resolution authorizing the 
purchase of electric office equipment for use 
by Members, officers, and committees of the 
House of Representatives; to the Committee 
on House Administration. 

By Mr. CLEMENTE: 

H. Res. 316. Resolution favoring protests 
in United Nations against religious intol- 
erance by certain countries in Eastern Eu- 
rope and against arrest, confinement, and 
trial of certain religious leaders; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memo- 
rials were presented and referred as fol- 
lows: 


By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Leg- 
islature of the State of California, memo- 
rializing the President and the congress of 
the United States, relative to assembly joint 
resolutions Nos. 37, 39, and 45, adopted by 
the California Legislature on June 22 and 23, 
1951; to the Committee on Public Works, 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause I of rule XXII, 


Mr. DEWART introduced a bill (H. R. 4684) 
authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to 
issue a patent in fee to Austin Lion Shows, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause I of rule XXII, 


335. Mr. BOGGS of Delaware presented a 
petition of Mrs. Nora B. Powell and 359 
other citizens of New Castle County, Del., 
urging enactment of legislation prohibiting 
alcoholic beverage advertising over the radio 
and television and in magazines and news- 
papers; which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


JULY 3 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


TueEspay, JuLy 3, 1951 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following prayer: 


O Thou infinite and eternal God, be- 
fore whom the angels bow and the arch- 
angels veil their faces, we rejoice that 
although Thou art high and holy yet hast 
Thou respect and regard for all who seek 
to worship Thee in a reverent and hum- 
ble spirit. 

We pray that our minds and hearts 
may be inspired with a greater loyalty 
toward Thee for we know that this is the 
one foundation and inspiration of all of 
life’s highest loyalties. 

Grant that daily we may cultivate and 
grow in this supreme loyalty and find our 
joy and strength in the assurance that 
Thou wilt continue to bestow Thy bless- 
ings and benediction upon us as we live 
and labor in fidelity to Thee and our fel- 
low men and to our own nobler and bet- 
ter self. 

In Christ’s name we pray. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MASTER SGT. STANLEY ADAMS 


Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks and include a copy of an official 
citation awarding a Congressional Medal 
of Honor to Sergeant Adams. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Speaker, Kan- 
sas is justifiably proud of its many sons 
who have been awarded this Nation’s 
highest military award, the Congres- 
sional Medal of Honor. 

To the public the best known of these 
heroic Kansans is “Fighting Fred” Fun- 
ston. Among others are some of my per- 
sonal friends—Bill Trembley, of Kansas 
City, Kans.; John Barkley, of Merriam; 
George Robb, of Salina and Gen. Leon 
Johnson, of Moline, who is presently on 
duty overseas with the Air Force. 

To this list of outstanding military 
men the name of another Kansan is to 
be added, that of Master Sgt. Stanley 
Adams, of Olathe, Kans. Sergeant 
Adams has just returned from Korean 
combat. Thursday, July 5, he will be 
awarded the Congressional Medal of 
Honor in formal ceremonies. Here for 
that occasion will be his father, his 
mother, and his brother, as well as his 
wife and son, Charles Gary, now with 
him here in Washington. He is one of 
but four men so decorated in the Ko- 
rean fighting able to receive the award 
personally, all of the other Congres- 
sional Medals won in Korea having been 
awarded posthumously. 

Sergeant Adams, a veteran of Euro- 
pean action in World War II, was on 
duty with the Twenty-fourth Division. 
Leading a small handful of men uphill 
against more than 150 Chinese Reds, 
Sergeant Adams disregarded wounds in- 
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flicted and grenade blasts by which he 
was several times knocked down; using 
bayonet and clubbed rifle, he continued 
to advance, finally gaining the objective, 
which the Army said was the key to the 
entire battalion’s operation, and that 
the Allied position could have easily been 
overwhelmed by the Chinese had they 
not been forced off this hill. 

The citation for his award reads as 
follows: 


The -President of the United States of 
America, authorized by act of Congress ap- 
proved March 3, 1863, has awarded in the 
name of the Congress the Medal of Honor 
to Master Sgt, Stanley T. Adams, United 
States Army, with citation as follows: 

“Sergeant Adams (then sergeant first 
class), Infantry, United States Army, Com- 
pany A, Nineteenth Infantry Regiment, dis- 
tinguished himself by conspicuous gallantry 
and intrepidity above and beyond the call of 
duty in action against an enemy near Sesim- 
ni, Korea, on February 4, 1951. At approxi- 
mately 0100 hours, Sergeant Adams’ platoon, 
holding an outpost some 200 yards ahead of 
his company, came under a determined at- 
tack by an estimated 250 enemy troops. In- 
tense small arms, machine gun and mor- 
tar fire from three sides pressed the platoon 
back against the main line of resistance, Ob- 
serving approximately 150 hostile troops 
silhouetted against the skyline advancing 
against his platoon, Sergeant Adams leaped 
to his feet, urged his men to fix bayonets, 
and he, with thirteen members of his pla- 
toon, charged this hostile force with indom- 
itable courage. Within 50 yards of the 
enemy Sergeant Adams was knocked to the 
ground when pierced in the leg by an enemy 
bullet. He jumped to his feet and, ignoring 
his wound, continued on to close with the 
enemy when he was knocked down four times 
from the concussion of grenades which had 
bounced off his body. Shouting orders he 
charged the enemy positions and engaged 
them in hand-to-hand combat where man 
after man fell before his terrific onslaught 
with bayonet and rifle butt. After nearly 
an hour of vicious action Sergeant Adams 
and his comrades routed the fanatical foe, 
killing over fifty and forcing the remainder 
to withdraw. Upon receiving orders that his 
battalion was moving back he provided cover 
fire while his men withdrew. Sergeant 
Adams’ superb leadership, incredible cour- 
age and consummate devotion to duty so 
inspired his comrades that the enemy at- 
tack was completely thwarted, saving his 
battalion from possible disaster. His sus- 
tained personal bravery and indomitable 
fighting spirit against overwhelming odds 
reflect the utmost glory upon himself and 
uphold the finest traditions of the Infantry 
and the military service.” 

Today it is my distinct honor and 
privilege to have Sergeant Adams, his 
wife and his son, Gary, as my guests, 
His parents, unfortunately, will not ar- 
rive in Washington until tomorrow. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the folks at 
home in Olathe, Kans., on behalf of his 
fellow Kansans, and speaking for the 
Congress which represents this great Re- 
public, may I take this opportunity to 
commend Sergeant Adams on his ex- 
ploits. Mr. Speaker, as long as there 
are Americans like Sergeant Adams, and 
those men who fought by his side, this 
will always be the land of the free, be- 
cause it is the home of the brave. 

PRICE CONTROLS 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

XCVII—479 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ne- 
braska? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, on Thursday and Friday we 
will renew consideration of the OPS bill. 
In my judgment it should not be con- 
tinued. 

The shooting war in Korea will be 
over. There may be more need for a 
floor under prices and wages, instead of 
some mechanism to prevent them from 
going higher. 

Mr. Speaker, there has been much dis- 
cussion as to who ended the OPS bill 
before the congressional elections of 
1946. The Republicans have been 
roundly chided and charged with bring- 
ing it to an untimely death. I would 
suggest to my Democrat friends that 
they review some of the newspapers of 
September and October 1946. You will 
find that a number of prominent Demo- 
crats were backing the OPS Adminis- 
trator and the President to relax or kill 
price control. The majority leader, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts, JoHN 
McCormack, sent an urgent wire in Sep- 
tember 1946 to Paul Porter, who was 
then the Acting OPA Administrator, urg- 
ing that controls be taken off of food 
and meat so the hospitals and people 
in Boston might be able to get something 
to eat. The President finally did do 
something about price controls. It was 
too late to win the election in 1946. 

Mr. Speaker, I am expecting to bring 
the file up to date and will undoubtedly 
want to insert in the Recorp some of the 
wires and alleged press releases which 
were made by some of the friends on the 
administration’s side who were anxious 
that controls be changed or killed en- 
tirely. I know there were many Repub- 
licans, including myself, who were anx- 
ious that controls be killed. I know there 
must be a few Democrats who will also 
want to claim some credit. 


LYMAN COPELAND DRAPER 


Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks and include a brief resolution, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wis- 
consin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Speaker, I in- 
sert in the Recorp at this point a very 
brief resolution calling for the issuance 
of a special commemorative stamp com- 
memorating Dr. Lyman Copeland 
Draper, author, historian, and collector 
of historical books and papers: 

Joint resolution to authorize the issuance of 
a stamp commemorative of Dr. Lyman 
Copeland Draper, author, -historian, and 
collector of American historical books and 
papers 
Resolved, etc., That the Postmaster Gen- 

eral is authorized and directed to issue a 
special commemorative stamp commemorat- 
ing Dr. Lyman Copeland Draper, author, his- 
torian, and nationally renowned collector of 
historical books and papers of the American 
heritage, such stamp to be of such design as 
the Postmaster General shall prescribe, and 
be issued for the first time in Madison, Wis., 
in the month of January 1954, in connection 
with a celebration honoring Dr. Draper. 
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By this resolution we seek to memo- 
rialize the life work of Lyman Copeland 
Draper, America’s most famous collector 
of the manuscript documentation of the 
history of this great Nation, and the work 
of all others like him in all generations, 
without whose efforts our knowledge of 
our country would, indeed, be most in- 
adequate and incomplete. 

Draper was born in Lockport, N. Y. 
He lived at various times in his career 
in Alabama, Mississippi, and Wisconsin. 
His grandfather served in the Revolu- 
tion; his father in the War of 1812. 
From them and their cronies he ab- 
sorbed a lifelong interest in the lives of 
the pioneers and devoted his lifetime to 
collecting their reminiscences, their let- 
ter books, diaries, and other papers. 

He established the township libraries, 
in Wisconsin, served as superintendent 
of public instruction, popularized the 
hobby of collecting the autographs of 
great Americans, and attempted to lay 
the foundations for the library of the 
State university. But his great service— 
that for which we feel him worthy of 
commemoration on a postage stamp of 
the United States—was in gathering the 
great collection of manuscripts known to 
this day as the Draper Manuscripts, 
His services to the history of the Revo- 
lution and of the conquest of the trans- 
Alleghany West are universally recog- 
nized. We would know little, indeed, of 
Daniel Boone, George Rogers Clark, Rob- 
ertson, Sevier, the Kings Mountain Boys, 
and their contemporaries had it not been 
for his efforts. Priceless manuscript 
sources, saved by his hand, would un- 
doubtedly have been destroyed long ago 
had it not been for him. Whole epochs 
of our history would have gone unre- 
corded had it not been for Draper and 
those who followed him in later years. 
His contributions to the history of Vir- 
ginia, Tennessee, and Kentucky are as 
noted as those he made in Wisconsin, 
where he personally built in 32 years of 
service one of the greatest libraries in 
American history in the country. He was 
a giant in the all-important field of 
American history, greatest of all the col- 
lectors, without whom those doing re- 
search in the history of our country and 
keeping alive and fresh our great heri- 
tage as Americans would be without 
straw for their bricks. 

We have issued stamps in commemo- 
ration of statesmen, naval and military 
leaders, suffragettes, scientists, poets, 
composers, musicians, artists—but never 
in honor of an American historian, 
never in honor of one of the invaluable 
collectors of the materials with which 
our historians work. 

Now is the time, for in 1954 a great 
national observance of the centennial of 
Draper’s beginning of the great library 
which he built is being planned. Such 
recognition is long overdue to Draper 
and his like. Already this proposed 
stamp has been endorsed by several 
major groups throughout the country 
and by the Wisconsin Legislature. 

A CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT IN 

APPROVAL OF TREATIES 


Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Dakota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Speaker, I have 
frequently called the country’s attention 
to the movement, which I am confident 
is forming, to build in this country a 
power which will destroy our liberty as 
we have known it for 150 years. The 
alarming fact before us is that the Con- 
stitution of the United States can be 
used to that end unless we can secure an 
amendment to prevent this result. 

The portion of the Constitution to 
which I refer states: 

Article VI, section 2: “This Constitution, 
and the laws of the United States which shall 
be made in pursuance thereof; and all 
treaties made, or which shall be made, un- 
der the authority of the United States, shall 
be the supreme law of the land; and the 
judges in every State shall be bound thereby, 
any thing in the Constitution or laws of any 
State to the contrary notwithstanding.” 


When the United Nations Charter was 
approved by the Senate on July 28, 
1945—by a vote of 89 to 2—the contents 
of that Charter became the supreme law 
of the land. Any other provision the 
United Nations suggests, and which may 
be hereafter approved by the Senate, 
becomes the supreme law of the land, 
and in all this process the House of 
Representatives have had no part. If 
this privilege is not checked, the whole 
Government can be changed, or even 
abolished, by a two-thirds vote of the 
Senate, while the people’s elected repre- 
sentatives have to sit on the sidelines 
and see their Nation destroyed. 

This is the most subversive, under- 
handed, and diabolical attempt ever 
made to destroy our freedom. A law of 
the United Nations is termed a conven- 
tion,” and they have recently passed a 
convention providing that it shall be 
unlawful to engage in mass murders, to 
which all people will agree. To this they 
have added a provision that no one shall 
make a statement that has the effect of 
hurting the feelings of anyone belonging 
to any sect, nationality, or religion. 

This convention is now before the Sen- 
ate of the United States for approval. 
If approved by two-thirds of the Senate 
it becomes the supreme law of the land; 
and the result will be that free speech 
and a free press in the United States is 
destroyed. 

When the United Nations Charter was 
before the Senate, I raised my voice on 
the floor of Congress against it, but since 
the House of Representatives had no 
power in the matter, there was nothing 
the House could do to prevent this ap- 
proval. Since it was approved, the lesson 
is coming home to us that one of the 
greatest mistakes of the last 150 years 
was made when the Charter of the 
United Nations was approved. 

I anticipate that this United Nations 
will keep right on passing conventions, 
which the Senate may approve, just as 
they approved the UN Charter. To pre- 
vent further damage to our Government 
and prevent its complete surrender to a 
supergovernment, I have introduced a 
resolution to change the Constitution of 
the United States to provide that Con- 
gress as a whole, and not the Senate 
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alone, shall approve all treaties with 
foreign governments. 

I believe this will save our country, 
because I do not think a two-thirds vote 
can ever be had in the House of Repre- 
sentatives to surrender this great Gov- 
ernment to a subservient position in a 
supergovernment. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURDICK, I yield to the gentle- 
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. The Senate is limited 
by the Constitution. That body is with- 
out authority to subordinate us to the 
domination of foreign powers. It ex- 
ceeded its constitutional authority in 
ratifying the United Nations Charter, 
which is designed to destroy this Gov- 
ernment, 

Mr. BURDICK. I do not think you 
could get two-thirds of the House of Rep- 
resentatives to agree to give away this 
Government. 

Mr. RANKIN. I do not think so either, 
and I do not think the American people 
will agree that we be subordinated to the 
domination of foreign powers through 
the so-called United Nations. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


Mr. MEADER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 20 
minutes today, following the legislative 
program and any special orders hereto- 
fore entered. 

Mr. BOW asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House today for 
10 minutes, following any special orders 
heretofore entered. 


FOURTH OF JULY ANNIVERSARIES 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, tomor- 
row will be the Fourth of July, the most 
important date in the history of America. 

It is my understanding that we are 
going to have the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence read to the Congress tomorrow 
for the first time. I hope every one of 
you attend, and that the Members of 
the other body can come over and hear 
it. It might be a good idea if the Presi- 
dent himself would come and listen in. 
And it would not hurt for members of 
the Cabinet to be here. 

It might also be a good idea for Con- 
gress to readopt that immortal docu- 
ment; and it would certainly be a glori- 
ous thing if both Houses of Congress, 
and the administration, would see that 
that document is enforced, and that our 
country is protected against those “in- 
sidious wiles” through, or by, which the 
destruction of our Government and our 
American way of life is being threatened. 

Tomorrow will also be the anniversary 
of the death of three great Presidents 
of the United States, and the birth of 
another one. 

Thomas Jefferson, of Virginia, the 
father of the Declaration of Independ- 
ence, and glorious old John Adams, of 
Massachusetts, who seconded the mo- 
tion for its adoption, both died on July 
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4, 1826; and James Monroe, the father 


_of the Monroe Doctrine, one of the great- 


est documents ever struck off by the 
brain and purpose of man, died on July 
4, 1831. 

President Calvin Coolidge was born 
on July 4, 1872. As I said on yesterday, 
whether you agreed with Mr. Coolidge 
on all of his policies or not, everyone 
who really knew him, as I did, is bound 
to admit that his Americanism could 
never be questioned. He put the welfare 
of his country first. 

Another great American, in an entire- 
ly different field was born on July 4, 1826, 
the day that Jefferson and Adams died. 
I refer to Stephen Foster, the man who 
wrote Swanee River, Old Black Joe, and 
My Old Kentucky Home, songs which 
still ring in the hearts of the American 
people and will continue to do so long 
after the communistic tinges have been 
erased and America has turned back on 
to the high road blazed out for her by 
those great Americans to whom I have 
just referred. 

We had better get back to the program 
laid down by Jefferson, Adams, Monroe, 
and the other great leaders of the past, 
rededicate ourselves to the Declaration 
of Independence, and to the Monroe 
Doctrine and build up our own country. 

Then we can lead the world by precept 
and example into a new era of peace, 
8 and prosperity for all man- 

But we cannot do it by bribery at the 
expense of the overburdened taxpayers 
of the United States; nor can we drive 
the world to it with the bayonet by sac- 
rificing the lives of Americar boys all 
over the world. 


AUTHORIZING THE TRANSFER OF 
CERTAIN NAVAL VESSELS 


Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 3463) to 
authorize the transfer of certain naval 
vessels. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, this is the 
bill upon which a rule was granted, I 
believe unanimously, by the Committee 
on Rules, and the procedure the gen- 
tleman is following is simply to save the 
time that would be required if the bill 
were called up under the rule. 

Mr. VINSON. The gentleman’s state- 
ment is correct, and I shall ask, if unani- 
mous consent is given, that it be con- 
sidered in the House as in the Commit- 
— of the Whole, and I shall explain the 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And there will 
be sufficient time for questions that may 
be asked? 

Mr. VINSON. Certainly. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I withdraw my 
reservation of objection, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent hat the bill may be 
considered in the House as in the Com- 
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mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the transfer of 
two destroyer escorts to France, two destroyer 
escorts to Denmark, three destroyer escorts to 
Peru, and two destroyer escorts to Uruguay is 
authorized under provisions contained in the 
Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949, as 
amended. 

Sec. 2. The transfer of such destroyer 
escorts as are now in the possession of foreign 
governments under agreements made pur- 
suant to an act to promote the defense of 
the United States, approved March 11, 1941, 
as amended, to those foreign governments 
who now have possession, is authorized under 
provisions contained in the Mutual Defense 
Assistance Act of 1949, as amended. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert “That, notwithstanding the pro- 
visions of section 4 of Public Law 3, Eighty- 
second Congress, approved March 10, 1951, the 
transfer of two destroyer escorts to France, 
two destroyer escorts to Denmark, three de- 
stroyer escorts to Peru, and two destroyer 
escorts to Uruguay is authorized under the 
provisions and limitations contained in the 
Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949, as 
amended. 

“Sec. 2. Notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 4 of Public Law 3, Eighty-second Con- 
gress, approved March 10, 1951, the transfer 
of eight destroyer escorts to Brazil, one de- 
stroyer escort to Great Britain, and six de- 
stroyer escorts to France is authorized under 
the provisions and limitations contained in 
the Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949, 
as amended: Provided, That the destroyer 
escorts, the transfer of which is authorized by 
this section, are on the date of approval of 
this act in the possession of the Govern- 
ments named in this section under agree- 
ments made pursuant to an act to promote 
the defense of the United States, approved 
March 11, 1941, as amended.” 


Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill now under con- 
sideration would authorize the transfer 
of 24 destroyer escorts to six different 
free countries, which I shall presently 
enumerate, Iline of the destroyer escorts 
are to be transferred under the provisions 
and limitations contained in the Mutual 
Defense Assistance Act of 1949, as 
amended. The remaining 15 have been 
in the possession of three different coun- 
tries, pursuant to the so-called Lend- 
Lease Act of 1941, and would likewise be 
transferred to these three nations under 
the provisions and limitations of the 
Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949, 
as amended. 

The proposed transfers fall into three 
general categories: 

First. There are grant-aid transfers 
under the Mutual Defense Assistance 
Act for which allocations have been 
made and funds appropriated for the 
fiscal year 1951. In this category are 
two destroyer escorts for France and 
two for Denmark. 

These vessels cost approximately $7,- 
000,000 each. Therefore, approximately 
$28,000,000 will be charged against the 
$700,000,000 ceiling imposed by the Mu- 
tual Defense Assistance Act of 1949. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


The rehabilitation costs, including the 
supply of deficiencies, spare parts, and 
ammunition, amount to approximately 
$700,000 per ship, or $2,800,000 for the 
four ships. This sum has been appro- 
priated to the mutual defense assistance 
program for 1951. 

France requested six destroyer escorts 
in 1951 to assist her in meeting her 
North Atlantic Treaty obligations. The 
request was reduced to two because of 
the shortage of mutual defense assist- 
ance program funds and the global 
shortage of antisubmarine warfare ves- 
sels. Denmark has shown a definite 
need for two ships to fulfill her treaty 
obligations. 

Second. The second category involves 
a proposed sale of three destroyer 
escorts to Peru and two to Uruguay 
under the provisions of section 408 (e) 
of the Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 
1949, as amended. 

Under a program which started near 
the end of World War II for the defense 
of the Western Hemisphere, the United 
States offered to sell certain ships to 
specified South American Republics. 
That program is complete, except for 
the transfer of the five destroyer escorts 
in this category. The international 
commitments regarding these sales are 
complete and the Department of State 
advises that our national interests will 
be best served by proceeding with these 
sales. 

The law provides that the sales may 
be made at 10 percent of acquisition 
cost, plus the cost of rehabilitation. 
Therefore, Peru will pay almost $4,000,- 
000 for the three ships she will receive 
and Uruguay will pay more than $2,000,- 
000 for the two ships she will receive. 

Third. The third category involves 15 
destroyer escorts which were transferred 
to foreign governments in 1944 under 
the Lend-Lease Act of 1941, which ships 
have been continuously operated and 
maintained by those governments since 
the transfer in 1944. This country does 
not desire to repossess those ships under 
lend-lease when these accounts are 
eventually settled. To do so would 
weaken those who now have the ships, 
without commensurate benefit to the 
United States. In this category Brazil 
has eight destroyer escorts, the United 
Kingdom has one, and France has six. 

The ships in this category cannot be 
transferred under the Mutual Defense 
Assistance Act because of the fiscal 
ceiling imposed by that act upon grant- 
aid transfers. It would first be neces- 
sary for the Congress to raise the exist- 
ing limit of $700,000,000. It is antici- 
pated that when the lend-lease accounts 
are finally settled this Government can 
transfer title under the grant-aid ar- 
rangement pursuant to the Mutual 
Defense Assistance Act. 

The Chief of Naval Operations, Ad- 
miral Sherman, advised our committee 
that the ships to be transferred under 
this legislation are not likely to be used 
again by our Navy. However, he stated 
that no further transfers of destroyer 
escorts are either desired or contem- 
plated. It was further pointed out that 
the ships are to be transferred to friendly 
nations and are to be integrated in the 
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total defense plans of those nations and 
our own. 

In view of the assurances given to the 
committee by the Chief of Naval Opera- 
tions that he supported this measure, 
that it did not impair our own defense, 
and that all of the proposed transfers 
were to be made to those countries who 
would be our allies in the event of a 
major conflict, the House Committee 
on Armed Services has unanimously 
approved the proposed legislation. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Georgia has expired. 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for three 
additional minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I am try- 
ing to figure out how many of these 24 
ships come under the Mutual Defense 
Assistance Act of 1949. 

Mr. VINSON. I was trying to set that 
out. Nine of them come within that act. 
At the very outset I said: 

The bill now under consideration would 
authorize the transfer of 24 destroyer es- 
corts. Nine of the destroyer escorts are to 
be transferred under the provisions and lim- 
itations contained in the Mutual Defense 
Assistance Act of 1949. 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Then is it 
proper to say that Peru or Uruguay, or 
whatever states they are to whom we 
cede these ships, will pay money to the 
United States? 

Mr. VINSON. Under the provisions of 
this bill they will pay 10 percent of the 
anticipated cost. Peru will pay $4,000,000 
for the three ships she will receive. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I would 
remind the gentleman that under the 
Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949 
we put in $700,000,000. None of that 
money is returnable to the United States, 
so I do not quite understand this pro- 
vision. 

Mr. VINSON. Those ships are the 
ones that went to France and to Den- 
mark under section 408 (e) of the MDAP 
Act, and do not fall in the same class 
or under the same provisions as the de- 
stroyer escorts that go to Peru. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. I yield. 

Mr. DONDERO. How is the price of 
these ships determined when we sell 
them for 10 percent of their cost? 

Mr. VINSON. It is determined in the 
Navy Department. The Department 
fixes the valuation on it. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. I yield. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. This 
bill was carefully considered by the 
Committee on Armed Services, and was 
unanimously supported by our com- 
mittee. 

Mr. VINSON. That is correct. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. The 
bill involves some surplus ships that we 
have. These ships are not equipped 
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with radar and other technological im- 
provements that have been made since 
the war, nor are they the latest ships 
that we have, so far as design is con- 
cerned, 

Mr. VINSON. In that connection, 
may I state that in all probability if 
these ships were returned or if these 
ships were not disposed of they would be 
put in moth balls and in that way we 
would be lessening our over-all defense 
potentialities. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, this bill does have the support 
of the minority members of the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. What about your load- 
ing at least one of these ships with am- 
munition, spare parts, and so on and 
so forth? Who is going to continue to 
provide the ammunition and spare parts 
for these ships? 

Mr. VINSON. That is not our respon- 
sibility but I imagine they will come back 
to this country if they do not build fa- 
cilities to take care of them in their own 
country, and buy them from this coun- 


Mr. GROSS. Do you say “buy,” or 
will we give this to them? 

Mr. VINSON. Of course we will not 
give them anything unless it is to our 
mutual benefit, and we are not giving 
55 to them under the provisions of this 
bill. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak - 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I notice on 
page 3 of the report, and I quote: 

It is anticipated that when accounts are 
settled, this Government can transfer title 
under a grant-aid arrangement pursuant to 
the Mutual Defense Assistance Act. We 
cannot do so at the present time because of 
the fiscal ceiling imposed by that act upon 
grant-aid transfers. It will first be neces- 
sary for the Congress to raise the existing 
limit of $700,000,000. 


Suppose Congress does not raise the 
existing limits to above $700,000,000. 

Mr. VINSON. That has reference to 
the third category, the 15 ships of which 
8 go to Brazil and 1 to England and 6 
to France. Those ships were leased un- 
der the Lease-Lend Act of 1941 and have 
been in the possession of those countries 
since 1944, maintained at their own 
expense. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Then it is 
not necessary to raise the mutual-aid 
limits. 

Mr. VINSON. It is anticipated that 
when the lease-lend accounts are finally 
settled that some grant-aid arrange- 
ment, the same as or similar to MDAP, 
will be made. If the transfers were made 
under the present MDAP Act it would 
be necessary to raise the present ceiling 
of $700,000,000. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
agreeing to the committee amendment, 

The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
1 5 and third reading of 

e bill. 
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

House Resolution 286 was laid on the 
table. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Wash- 
ington [Mr. MITCHELL] is recognized for 
20 minutes. 


DEFENSE HOUSING 


Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, each 
day of additional delay in passing the 
defense housing and community facili- 
ties bill means confusion and uncertainty 
in the mobilization program, 

Confusion and uncertainty mean de- 
lay in achieving the goal of peak defense 
production by the summer of 1952. Peak 
production cannot be achieved without 
workers. Workers will not go to rapidly 
expanding defense areas if there is no 
assurance that housing will be provided 
for them and their families. This bill 
will make it possible for private enter- 
prise to provide most of the needed 
housing. 

The need for legislation is too great 
to ignore any longer. The Committee 
on Banking and Currency reported H. R. 
2988 to the House for action. By a vote 
of 170 to 219 the House refused to con- 
sider it March 14. It is still on the 
Union Calendar. It is time we acted to 
remove the housing road blocks repre- 
sented by failure to enact this legisla- 
tion designed to help private industry 
build vitally needed defense housing, 
We cannot afford further delay. 

Private builders are confused and be- 
wildered by the failure of Congress to 
provide assistance patterned after the 
program used so successfully in World 
War II. 

But they should direct their attention, 
not to Congress, but to their own or- 
ganizations. Individuals in the real- 
estate and home-building industries 
should demand an accounting from 
their lobbyists. Their activity has 
killed, or at least delayed, legislation 
necessary to produce homes for defense 
workers. 

They have engineered the end of a pro- 
gram of private building of military in- 
stallation housing. They have brought 
about the present crisis where but a few 
dollars remain in the FHA permanent 
title II mortgage insurance authori- 
zation. 

Today we need a program of “damn 
the lobbyists, full speed ahead.” 

With the FHA permanent title II 
mortgage insurance authorization nearly 
depleted, there can be no delay. Because 
of this the national housing office has re- 
voked the power of local FHA offices to 
commit on mortgages. 

This type of financing is of great im- 
portance in the building picture. With- 
out it many builders do not have means 
to finance houses they would otherwise 
now be planning and building. The in- 
crease in authorization for this program 
is contained in H, R. 2988. 
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With more than $30,000,000 in private 
enterprise military installation housing 
looking for Federal mortgage insurance 
we cannot delay. If we think of the de- 
plorable housing of a great many mili- 
tary posts we will not delay. This pro- 
gram, passed especially to help private 
builders provide military housing, ex- 
pired July 1. It would be continued by 
H. R. 2988. 

But for a 45-day temporary extension, 
signed by the President just last Satur- 
day, the Nation would face a chaotic sit- 
uation, indeed, on vacant units in all 
temporary World War II housing. That 
housing will have to remain vacant even 
though defense workers in the same com- 
munities are clamoring for shelter unless 
we act. This because the Housing Act of 
1950, in the provision for disposition of 
this housing, provided that no vacancies 
should be filled after July 1. That pro- 
vision was enacted before Korea, of 
course. Can anyone imagine operating 
on pre-Korea housing legislation? Un- 
der H. R. 2988, the President could and 
would extend the deadline date so that 
defense workers could be given the use of 
this existing and available housing. 

On another housing front, failure to 
enact H. R. 2988 is undermining private 
enterprise and forcing the construction 
of Government or company towns with 
all that it implies in the weakening of the 
democratic procedure. 

Our colleagues the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Brown] and the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. RILEY] can 
give you first-hand information on the 
situation at the atomic energy area in 
South Carolina and Georgia and the un- 
certainty among community officials as 
to how they can handle the job. A crisis 
is at hand in that area in the efforts of 
the communities to take care of the del- 
uge of in-migrating workers and their 
families. 

This area was the first in which real- 
estate credit restrictions were relaxed for 
the purpose of stimulating the provision 
of housing for incoming workers. While 
the local communities there are strug- 
gling to cope with the problem with 
what aid the Federal Government can 
give them under existing law, the Au- 
gusta (Ga.) Chronicle of June 6, in an 
editorial states: 

The crisis is so serious in this area * * * 
that all red tape must be cut through im- 
mediately so that we can provide homes and 
other facilities as soon as possible. Those 
Officials from Washington * who have 
been here in person * + + should tell 
the Congress that it is imperative that no 
time be lost in passing the necessary legis- 
lation so that houses can be built and other 
facilities provided without delay. 


To those who voted against the rule 
for consideration of the defense housing 
bill a few months ago, I might say that 
the Atomic Energy Commission could 
have gone ahead and built Government 
towns in this area as they have in other 
places. They chose not to do so but may 
soon be forced to in order to meet pro- 
duction deadlines. ‘They believed the 
provisions of the defense housing and 
community facilities bill would be avail- 
able to help the local communities pro- 
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vide housing and services and they be- 
lieved that that was the better way. 

In addition to the Atomic Energy 
Commission area I have mentioned, 
credit restrictions have been relaxed in 
15 other areas to stimulate the con- 
struction of housing for defense workers. 
Consideration is being given to over 200 
other areas. While there is no doubt 
that credit relaxation will help in sup- 
plying defense housing, it is not the com- 
plete answer to the problem—there is 
need for houses in places where the need 
may not be continuous. Private invest- 
ment is reluctant to provide housing at 
these places. The liberalized FHA de- 
fense housing mortgage insurance pro- 
visions in the defense housing and com- 
munity facilities bill would encourage 
private investment in such houses. 

Unless legislation is adopted, adequate 
defense housing will not be built and our 
national defense effort will be endan- 
gered. This is the case not only in new 
defense installations but in cases such as 
that at the Puget Sound Navy Yard 
where many of the community facilities 
and services remain from World War II. 

Today the Navy knows that it needs 
over 3,000 homes at Bremerton to meet 
planned production schedules, and that 
twice this number will be needed by Jan- 
uary 1952. 

Builders in the area are writing and 
calling me continually asking when ac- 
tion will be taken on H. R. 2988 so they 
can plan their part in the Bremerton 
housing program. 

What is the result? Out of a total 
heusing necd of over 3,000 units, in 
Bremerton alone, the FHA has agreed 
to accept mortgage commitments total- 
ing 150. And, to complete the picture, 
it should be stated that not one of these 
units is today under construction. 

But let the Bremerton Chamber of 
Commerce tell you about the need for 
this legislation, It wrote: 

There exists in Bremerton, Wash., a criti- 
cal and serious shortage of housing units 
caused by the increased defense effort and 
the removal of in excess of 8,000 Federal 
housing units after the last war. 

Additional housing units are an immediate 
and pressing need for housing military and 
civilian personnel of the Puget Sound 
Naval Shipyard and the lack of such housing 
is seriously handicapping the defense effort. 

Since the type of housing needed is not 
attractive enough for private builders, the 
Bremerton Chamber of Commerce recom- 
mends the immediate passage of Federal 
legislation which would authorize and pro- 
vide the immediate construction of tempo- 
rary housing units in Bremerton, Wash. 
and similar congested defense areas, where 
the actual need for such housing exists. 


In Seattle a survey and a graphic out- 
line of housing needs was given here last 
week by Mr. William T. Holloman, repre- 
sentative of the International Associa- 
tion of Machinists, district 751. I read 
this report: 


Housing—adequate and at a fair price—is 
the greatest need of the men and women 
who construct the mighty Boeing planes 
here [Seattle] and in nearby Renton. 

Present Boeing employment stands at more 
than 27,000 with requisition orders and re- 
cruitment teams out hunting for more than 
1,000 engineers and huge numbers of skilled 
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and semiskilled production and mainte- 
nance machinists, all desperately needed to 
increase the over-all payroll to a higher fig- 
ure and to offset employment turn-over. The 
eight jet-engined B-52 long-range inter- 
continental bomber is scheduled to fly during 
the next few months. An increase in em- 
ployment is anticipated as soon as the B-52 
hits full-scale production. 

This increase in hiring, expected to ex- 
ceed the present hiring rate of more than 
400 per week, must come from outside the 
Seattle area, according to employment offi- 
cials, for Seattle already is facing a man- 
power shortage that daily grows worse. The 
State of Washington has 703,000 employed 
workers, which nears the record employment 
days of World War II. It has jumped 58,000 
since the last year, including a direct in- 
crease of 9,400 at Boeing alone. Unemploy- 
ment equals only 1.9 percent, compared to a 
national average of more than 3 percent. 

Housing at moderate cost, which is the 
type that must be provided to obtain and 
hold needed employees, is nonexistent in 
Seattle and vicinity. Available housing is in 
two brackets: Extreme high price with rents 
ranging from at least $85 to $200 per month, 
or of a substandard condition that normally 
would have been torn down long ago. 

Rent controls presently are in effect, but 
the loose Federal law has sanctioned in- 
creases totaling about 25 percent during the 
past year, with 21,000 tenants having their 
rents raised a total of $800,000 annually dur- 
ing the past 60 days and additional increase 
requests coming in at the rate of 100 per day. 


Mr. Speaker, these are just more con- 
crete illustrations indicating that we 
cannot afford to continue this confusion 
and uncertainty. It can only be resolved 
by passing H. R. 2988. 

Mr. Speaker, housing problems im- 
portant to defense production are not 
confined to any particular region. This 
is a national problem, as the following 
thumb-nail reports will show: 

BRAZORIA COUNTY (FREEPORT), TEX. 


The major defense impact in this small 
industrial area is the Dow Chemical Co., 
which in addition to its own magnesium 
plant has taken over the management of a 
reactivated Government-owned facility and 
is spending over $52,000,000 for new capac- 
ity to be devoted to the production of crit- 
ical chemicals. 

Current employment on production is 
about 4,300 with from 2,300 to 2,600 more 
workers needed to staff the expanded facil- 
ities. Virtually all of these workers must 
be brought in from out of the area because 
there is no local supply of workers on which 
to draw. 

Taking into consideration maximum use of 
existing housing and housing already under 
construction, the estimated deficiency to 
meet the needs of essential defense work- 
ers is estimated at 1,300 units. The uncer- 
tainties about the long-term operations of 
the defense industries and the need to ob- 
serve the theory of economic soundness 
under present FHA insuring operations has 
limited the relaxation of the credit restric- 
tions to 600 units. The basis for a consid- 
erably larger program of privately sponsored 
defense housing would probably exist under 
the proposed title IX mortgage insurance 
provisions, 


COLORADO SPRINGS, COLO, 


Colorado Springs is an important summer 
resort with a normal industrial economy. 
Camp Carson, a World War II installation, 
had a complement of 3,000 in July 1950 which 
increased to 17,000 early in 1951. At about 
the same time, the Air Defense Command 
was transferred there, and it is planning for 
a military complement of some 2,300, In ad- 
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dition, there are about 2,500 civilian jobs as- 
signed to the two installations. A local man- 
ufacturer has also received a $3,000,000 
defense contract. 

With an acute housing shortage already 
existing in the area, the military reported 
a deficiency of 2,600 units. This situation 
has been made more serious by the opening 
of the summer tourist season when military 
families are required to vacate housing owned 
or normally held for those who spend their 
summers in Colorado Springs. 

Because of the mobilization character of 
much of the need, it was considered expedi- 
ent to relax the credit restrictions for only 
1,000 new permanent units in Colorado 
Springs. If additional risks inherent in the 
mobilization economy could be recognized 
as provided under the defense housing mort- 
gage insurance fund, it is possible that a 
much larger proportion of the total need 
could be constructed under private sponsor- 
ship. 


SAN DIEGO, CALIF. 


Defense contracts placed with the aircraft 
plants and shipyards in San Diego since the 
outbreak in Korea, coupled with the tre- 
mendous expansicn at the naval installa- 
tions in the area, have brought about a hous- 
ing crisis which caused the local government 
to ask for 20,000 units to meet their needs. 
While this figure may be somewhat inflated, 
some conception of the problem can be 
gained from the fact that in February 1951 
there were between 25,000 and 30,000 families 
of naval personnel in the area, with more 
arriving each day. Civilian employment in 
defense activities was scheduled to increase 
by 12,500 by the end of June. 

An immediate defense housing require- 
ment for 8,800 units was established over 
and above housing resources that could be 
anticipated from other sources, including the 
Wherry Act program, undertaken by the Navy. 
Credit restrictions were relaxed for 6,000 
units. This limitation was placed, first, be- 
cause of uncertainties about the economic 
soundness of a larger program at this time 
under FHA's normal insuring operations. 
Secondly, a portion of the 8,800 families need- 
ing housing were those of low-salaried in- 
dustrial workers and enlisted personnel who 
could not pay the rentals at which private 
housing could be produced. Thirdly, even 
the 6,000 units authorized would overtax the 
community facilities and services that the 
local communities would be able to provide. 


BREMERTON, WASH. 


On June 5 credit restrictions were relaxed 
for 750 dwelling units in the Bremerton, 
Wash., area for civilian employees and Navy 
personnel of the Puget Sound Navy Yard, 
the Naval Ammunition Depot, and Naval 
Torpedo Station. This volume of construc- 
tion is substantially less than and contrasts 
markedly with the more than 3,000 units 
housing need in ct in this area. But 
it is all the housing the long-run housing 
market can be expected to absorb and FHA 
is willing to insure only 150 units this year. 
Temporary housing units remaining in the 
Bremerton area from World War II are being 
used to capacity and under existing legisla- 
tion no more such units can be provided. 


CAMP LEJEUNE, JACKSONVILLE, N. C. 


Despite a net need for 7,000 to 8,000 hous- 
ing units over and above housing under 
construction or planned for military per- 
sonnel and their families, no additional 
housing can be provided under present leg- 
islative authorities. In the first place, there 
is not a long-run market which would 
justify relaxation of credit restrictions and 
insurance by the FHA of mortgages on addi- 
tional new housing. Secondly, present 
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community facilities and utilities will be 
taxed to capacity by the housing presently 
under construction and planned. No Fed- 
eral assistance is available for increasing 
local community facilities, except for 
schools. 

MINERAL WELLS, TEX. 

Against a housing need for 1,500 to 2,000 
units for military personnel and their fam- 
ilies in the Mineral Wells, Tex., area, it was 
possible to set up a quota of only 100 units 
for relaxed credit terms. Because Wolters 
Air Force Base has not as yet been classified 
as permanent, long-run market for housing 
is very limited. For the same reason, the 
Air Force cannot proceed to certify the need 
for 1,000 to 1,300 units of title VIII (Wherry 
Act) housing which Air Force officials are 
anxious to have. Every unit in the local 
Lanham Act project is occupied. Under the 

legislative authorities, no provision 
can be made for over 90 percent of the hous- 
ing need of military personnel and their 
families in the Mineral Wells area. 


ROLLA, MO. 

The Rolla, Mo., area contains Fort Leonard 
Wood and the little town of Waynesville, 
where the deplorable housing conditions 
were shown by recent picture story in Life 


necessary certification cannot be provided to 
obtain title VIII (Wherry Act) housing. Be- 
cause the long-run housing demand is so 
limited, credit restrictions were relaxed for 
only 250 units, which are only a token com- 
pared to the current need for housing. Lib- 
eralized financing of permanent housing, 
temporary housing, and additional commu- 
nity facilities could bring relief to this con- 
gested area, but Federal aids to the locality 
are not available under existing authorities, 
except in the case of schools. 


Mr. Speaker, the International Asso- 
ciation of Machinists has done an im- 
portant work in compiling housing needs 
in aircraft production areas. I have al- 
ready quoted the Seattle section, and I 
ask that the résumé and the individual 
city reports be printed at this point in 
the RECORD: 


Representatives of union aircraft workers 
from the Nation’s major aircraft plants are 
in Washington today and tomorrow. They 
are here warning Congress and the defense 
agencies that lack of housing is holding back 
the scheduled expansion of aircraft produc- 
tion. . 

IAM President Al Hayes explained that the 
Nation’s organized aircraft workers are try- 
ing through their union, the International 
Association of Machinists, to awaken the 
country to the fact that aircraft plants can- 
not expand to meet production schedules 
unless and until facilities are provided to 
house aircraft workers. The machinists 
union speaks for 70 percent of the Nation’s 
aircraft workers. 

Delegations from each of the 15 major air- 
craft plants came to Washington armed with 
information on the expected expansion of 
personnel in each plant, the present housing 
shortage and the rent levels in each aircraft 
center. Their reports show that the aircraft 
industry must almost double its personnel 
within the next 2 years to meet present pro- 
duction schedules. In most areas, housing 
already is exhausted. Aircraft workers al- 
ready are traveling as much as 70 miles each 
way to work. Rents have been decontrolled 
in a number of aircraft centers with a con- 
sequent increase in rents up to 40 percent. 
Turn-over is reaching astronomical propor- 
tions with one plant reporting separations 
at a rate of 63 percent a year, largely due to 
the inability of incoming workers to find 
quarters for their families. Summaries of 
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the reports presented from each aircraft 
center are attached. 

In a statement explaining the IAM’s efforts 
to bring the critical housing situation to the 
attention of Congress and the country, Mr. 
Hayes declared: 

“Defense housing is the heart of the de- 
fense manpower problem. Freemen will 
not willingly work for long in a community 
where they must pay exhorbitant rents or 
where they must house their families in 
shanties, slums, or broken-down busses. 

“The housing shortage has arisen first in 
the aircraft centers because contracts for 
expansion of our Air Force have been awarded 
more rapidly than other military procure- 
ment. However, the defense housing prob- 
lem will not be limited to aircraft centers 
alone. It is a national problem which Con- 
gress must face and Congress must help us 
solve. 

“No small community, such as Marietta, 
Ga., for example, with a peacetime popula- 
tion of 20,000 can be to finance 
the housing of 30,000 aircraft workers and 
their families—many of them employed only 
temporarily—who ar. scheduled to work at 
the newly opened Lockheed plant there. 

“If Congressmen and Senators want air- 
craft built in the quantities they have voted, 
on the schedules they have found necessary 
for the defense of our country, then those 
same Congressmen and Senators will have 
to give some attention and some funds for 
the housing of aircraft workers in Marietta, 
Tulsa, and Wichita, in San Diego, Farming- 
dale, and Fort Worth, in St. Louis, Seattle, 
and Los Angeles, in Hartford, and all the 
other defense centers. 

“Our union representatives, speaking for 
70 percent of the aircraft industry, are visit- 
ing Senators and Congressmen from every 
State where aircraft is now manufactured. 
43 union men and as citizens, we are blow- 
ing every bugle, beating every drum, and 
knocking on every door we can find. 

“If Congress equivocates on rent control, 
if Congress delays on defense housing, if 
Congress fails on public housing, if defense 
agencies fail to foresee next year’s needs in 
time to get housing started, then Congress 
and the agencies must accept the responsi- 
bility when our aircraft production falls 
behind schedule. 

“Basically, Congress and the American peo- 
ple must realize that aircraft means man- 
power; manpower means housing. No hous- 
ing, no manpower, no aircraft means Joe 
Stalin takes command of the air.” 

Summaries of the reports brought to Wash- 
ington by IAM representatives from each 
major aircraft center follow: 

Marietta, Ga.— Report by Jack J. Geiger, 
president, IAM Lodge 615, and William W. 
Shaw, senior chairman, IAM Lodge 1996: 
“Five months ago Lockheed Aircraft Corp. 
reopened the old Bell Bomber plant in Mari- 
etta (population 20,688) to modify B-29 
bombers and to build B-47 jet bombers. Em- 
ployment at Lockheed now has reached 3,000. 
Within 2 years, the plant expects to employ 
30,000 aircraft workers to fulfill present pro- 
duction schedules. Currently, it is near im- 
possible to rent a house of any size or de- 
scription in or near Marietta. Only three 
vacancies are known to exist at any price in 
Marietta. Housing, water, telephone, schools, 
and sewage facilities are totally inadequate. 
The city council of Marietta voted to end 
all rent controls more than a year ago. 
Thereafter the Office of the Housing Expe- 
diter ordered the end of all rent controls in 
Cobb County. Rent in Marietta and the 
surrounding area is spiraling upward. Cur- 
rently 24 percent of the 3,000 Lockheed em- 
ployees reside in Atlanta where the high 
rents and crowded conditions, plus the neces- 
sity of traveling 40 miles a day to and from 
the Lockheed plant, make living in Atlanta 
entirely unsatisfactory for Lockheed employ- 
ees. Some employees are now driving 70 
miles each way to work. Even if the same 
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percentage ratio continues when employ- 
ment reaches its peak, only 7,200 employees 
could locate in Atlanta, thus leaving 22,800 
to seek living quarters in the Marietta area. 

ding production schedules cannot be 
met at Marietta unless adequate rental hous- 
ing is provided within the rert range which 
aircraft workers can pay. Absence of ade- 
quate housing and proper rent control will 
of necessity retard the production schedule 
and increase the cost of production at 
Marietta.” 

Tulsa, Okla.—Report by Lee Kelso, presi- 
dent, IAM Lodge 1674; S. F. Hawkins, finan- 
cial secretary, IAM Lodge 1674; and W. L. 
Sorrels, vice president, IAM Lodge 1674: 
“The Douglas aircraft plant at Tulsa now 
employs approximately 1,000 men and 
women. It is expected to employ 18,000 
when it reaches full-scale production on 
present contracts for B-47 jet bombers. Al- 
together, 1,600 dwelling units are now under 
construction and an additional 400 already 
for sale. The minimum sale price is about 
$9,000, but with regulation X neither the 
average aircraft worker nor the average 
supervisory employee can afford the down 
payment. There is also available, according 
to real-estate brokers, some 1,100 rental 
units. There is no rent control in Okla- 
homa. About 70 percent of these rent for 
more than $70 per month, leaving some 300 
units available for incoming aircraft em- 
ployees. The majority of union families 
will not buy homes for fear that Douglas 
will close down again as it did after World 
War II. Once employment at the Tulsa 
plant reaches 5,000, there will be a definite 
shortage of good housing in Tusla at prices 
or rentals within the ability of Douglas air- 
craft workers to pay. Expansion beyond this 
5,000-man mark will be delayed or prevented 
unless and until rental housing is made 
available to incoming aircraft workers at 
rents they can afford to pay.” 

San Diego, Calif—Report by Tommy Ay- 
cock, business representative, IAM Lodge 
1125: “Four major aircraft plants in this 
community — Consolidated Vultee, Rohr, 
Solar, and Ryan—now employ 26,340 aircraft 
workers. Company Officials estimate that 
13,250 housing units will be necessary with- 
in the next 12 months to permit employ- 
ment expansion called for by present pro- 
duction schedules. The Federal Housing 
Agency now has 5,196 applications on file for 
family units. In addition, personnel for the 
navy yard need approximately 5,700 family 
units, with additional 2,300 homes needed 
for civil-service personnel in the San Diego 
area. Restrictions against children are com- 
mon in the San Diego area. Rents for two- 
bedroom homes range from 880 to $150 a 
month, unfurnished. Single room with 
kitchen privileges for man and wife range 
from $40 to $85 a month. No housing is 
under construction to rent for less than $90 
to $100 a month to meet the needs of in- 
coming aircraft workers. Unless action is 
taken soon to provide adequate low-rental 
housing in the area, San Diego will not be 
able to maintain production schedules.” 

Farmingdale, N. .- Report by Fred J. 
Schneider, vice president, IAM Lodge 1987: 

Employment at the Republic Aviation 
plant reached 12,800 on June 12. Present 
production schedules call for a peak employ- 
ment in the plant of more than 18,000 alr- 
craft workers. No rental housing is avail- 
able in the vicinity of the plant. The com- 
pany itself is getting 10 to 15 calls a day 
about quarters. It can suggest nothing, par- 
ticularly in the $50 to $55 a month class 
which most aircraft workers seek. Many 
landlords in the neighborhood refuse to rent 
to families with children. Turn-over has 
become a major problem; of those who quit, 
half have been with the company less than 
2 months. 

“Only possibility for housing in the area 
are two private projects, one with homes for 


$ sale, the other with rental apartments. The 
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home-purchase plan would require a $2,100 
down payment on the $9,000 sale price. In 
the rental project, rents range from $67.50 
for two rooms to $100 for four rooms. These 
are out of the reach of the average aircraft 
worker's family with two children. 

“Although ayerage rents around Farming- 
dale are sup d to be about $75 a month 
for the ordinary apartment, aircraft em- 
ployees frequently have to make under-the- 
counter payments in order to hold the places 
they have. They complain that the New York 
State rent control law has no teeth in it to 
protect them from gouging landlords, 

“Absence of low rental housing in our 
area has become a major production head- 
ache.” 

Wichita, Kans.—Report by Ted Parisa, 
business representative IAM District 70, A. 
J. McCalla, business representative, IAM 
District 70, and David B. Kletz, IAM Lodge 
834: 

„Total employment in the Boeing B-47 
plant is now in excess of 20,000. The com- 
pany estimates that principally because of 
turn-over it will need almost 1,600 persons 
a month if production schedules are to be 
met. Reports from Boeing recruiters indi- 
cate that their inability to assure prospective 
skilled employees of rental housing within 
their financial reach has been a decidely 
limiting factor in trying to convince skilled 
employees to come to work at Wichita. The 
percentage of employees quitting Boeing dur- 
ing February, March, and April in which 
housing was given as the principal reason, 
more than tripled over that of the preceding 
4 months. Other aircraft manufacturers at 
Wichita are equally hard hit. At Cessna, 
for example, employment already has in- 
creased by 2,700 and production schedules 
will require approximately 1,200 more em- 
ployees during the year. Cessna turn-over 
during recent months has been far greater 
than during World War II, largely due to the 
shortage of adequate housing in this area. 
Beech Aircraft faces a similar problem as do 
the 34 local subcontractors supplying parts 
and subassemblies for these airframe plants. 
A canvass of Wichita builders as of May 1, 
indicated that they contemplated the con- 
struction of 5,941 housing units in the next 
12 months—4,207 for sales and only 1,734 
for rent. 

“Rent was decontrolled in 1948 and as a 
result rents are now exorbitant. Three 
union members recruiting brought in from 
Seattle were forced to pay $240 a month for 
a two bedroom apartment. Last week the 
Wichita city council voted to restore rent 
controls under a new State law, it being im- 
possible to restore Federal rent ceilings un- 
der the present Federal law. Many citizens 
question the effectiveness of the State law 
to control rents in an emergency situation as 
tight as that now existing in Wichita. 

“The situation in Wichita is so bad that 
Paul Elder, personnel director for Cessna Air- 
craft recently wrote IAM officers in Wichita: 
‘Many of the larger building contractors and 
individual rentals property owners have kept 
their rents to a minimum. We can see no 
justification, however, for rents advancing 
from 25 to 40 percent as they have in a num- 
ber of cases reported by our employees.’ 

“Housing is the heart of the aircraft pro- 
duction problem in Wichita. If enough 
low rental housing can be made available, 
Wichita will be able not only to meet but to 
increase its production schedules.” 

Los Angeles, Calif—Report by Dale O. 
Reed, grand lodge representative, IAM, Dis- 
trict 727, Burbank; S. G, Goodman, financial 
secretary, IAM Lodge 311, Los Angeles; Rus- 
sell C. Goodwine, president, IAM Lodge 1578, 
Santa Monica: 

Four major airframe plants in the Los 
Angeles area will require 23,000 additional 
skilled employees by the first of next year if 
present production schedules are to be ful- 
filled. A total of 98,000 are working in these 
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four plants at present, an increase of 38,000 
over the past year. 

“Rental homes at reasonable prices are im- 
possible to obtain in the Los Angeles area. 
Apartments in the two-bedroom class range 
up from $75 a month. Most of those are 
available at rents far above the level which 
the average aircraft worker can afford. 

“Credit regulations on new housing re- 
quire a down payment so high that few air- 
craft employees can now afford to buy their 
own homes. Monthly payments run from 
$80 to $100 a month. 

“Much existing housing in Los Angeles is 
in very bad shape. The 1950 United States 
Census of Housing rated 68,900 dwelling 
units in the city of Los Angeles below stand- 
ard for the total population. Of these 26,700 
units were rated as dilapidated or without 
running water. Another 40,200 lacked pri- 
vate toilet or bath. 

“A May report of the Residential Research 
Committee, a private nonprofit community 
organization in Los Angeles, shows that dur- 
ing the first quarter of 1951 after rents were 
decontrolled, vacancy rates were cut in half 
indicating that many families were forced 
to move into substandard, unsanitary quar- 
ters. 

“Lack of accommodations for aircraft em- 
ployees now being récruited all over the 
country is becoming a major handicap in 
meeting aircraft production schedules in this 
area.“ 

Fort Worth, Tex. — Report by H. D. Levy. 
president of IAM District 776. and Sam 
Morris, business representative of IAM Dis- 
trict 776: 


“Approximately 30,000 are now employed 


in aircraft plants and allied industries 
in Fort Worth. An estimated 10,000 new 
employees will be needed in these plants 
in the next year, including 8,000 in the air- 
craft industry. Fort Worth had some relief 
from the housing shortage as a result of 
special construction undertaken for military 
personnel. However, at the present time it 
is practically impossible to find rental hous- 
ing at any reasonable price in this area. In 
many instances, aircraft employees working 
at the starting rates of $1.07 and $1.09 an 
hour ($43 to $48 a week) are paying $80 and 
$85 a month. About 19,000 are already liv- 
ing in substandard homes in this area. 
Many families are doubled up. There is no 
rent control in Fort Worth. Unless low 
rental housing is provided to take care of 
the new families who must be brought into 
Fort Worth if we are going to keep up with 
schedules, production will certainly fall be- 
hind.” 

St. Louis, Mo.—Report by Larry Connors, 
business representative, IAM District 9; Mary 
Cimaglia, president, IAM Lodge 837; and 
Charles Hausermann, head steward, IAM 
Lodge 837: 

“The McDonnell aircraft plant at St. Louis 


` now employs 8,000 workers in the production 


of Navy jets. Present production plans call 
for expansion of the working force to 11,000 
to 12,000 employees by fall of this year. At 
the present time there are practically no 
housing units available under $75 a month 
in the St. Louis area for new employees of 
McDonnell. What few units are available in 
the $75 bracket are unsuitable for families 
in most instances and consist of two-room 
flats. Some units renting at $80 a month or 
more are available, but many of them are 
undesirable. Decent housing for large fam- 
ilies rents from $110 to $135 a month. At 
the present time it would be almost impossi- 
ble at any given time to find accommodations 
in the $80 bracket for 10 new employees, 
Until regulation X was announced, the men 
who had rights under the GI bill were able 
to purchase homes and build up some equity 
as they paid their monthly rental. Since 
the advent of regulation X, however, and the 
requirements for substantial down payment, 
few aircraft workers are in a position to buy 
their own homes, 
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“According to the Missouri State Employ- 
ment Service, by the early spring of 1952 
there will be need of from 30,000 to 50,000 
new workers. This manpower will be spread 
over all types of industry in the area, in- 
cluding 7,500 for United States Cartridge 
alone. Best available information indicates 
that at least 14,000 families are now doubled 
up in 7,000 single-family dwelling units in 
St. Louis. Substantially more housing will 
be needed within the next year if St. Louis 
industry, including the vital McDonnell 
plant, is to complete its production on 
schedule.” 

Caldwell, N. J.—Report by James B. 
Brown, IAM Lodge 703: 

“The Curtiss propeller plant at Caldwell 
now employs approximately 6,000 workers. 
Immediate expansion is limited to 500 addi- 
tional employees. However, an increase in 
proportion to the plans for enlarging the 
Air Force would raise employment at the 
Caldwell plant by 50 percent. Creation of 
the company's electronics division presents 
a further problem, however. This new di- 
vision now employs 400 people. Present 
plans call for 2,000 more employees skilled 
in the electronics field who must be brought 
in from various parts of the country. This 
new division is being set up in Carlstadt, 
some 20 miles from Caldwell. 

“Carlstadt has no plans for a housing proj- 
ect of any kind. Only housing project in 
Caldwell was begun early in 1945 when both 
the IAM and the company aided in secur- 
ing priorities. The understanding at that 
time was that employees at the plant would 
be given preferences. The units were to rent 
for $43 and $53 a month. However, a pri- 
vate real-estate corporation took over the 
project at the end of the war and to this 
day it has been impossible to secure one of 
these units without a lot of red tape. The 
units now rent for exorbitant prices.” 

Hartford, Conn.—Reported 2 weeks ago by 
Mrs. Shirley Danahy, financial secretary, 
IAM Lodge 1746, State Representative John 
Griffith, of IAM Lodge 1746, East Hartford, 
and Henry E. Chopus, IAM Lodge, Southin g- 
ton: 

“Employment at the Pratt & Whitney plant 
at East Hartford is scheduled to increase hy 
5,000 in the next year to year and a half. 
An extra 1,000 employees are also scheduled 
to be hired at Southington under present 
production schedules. All available housing 
is already overcrowded. Turn-over is in- 
creasing at an alarming rate. Men recruited 
from Maine and brought into Connecticut 
at company expense are finding that they 
cannot find homes for their families and 
neither can they earn enough to maintain 
their families at home and at the same time 
pay for room and board in the Hartford area. 
The result is that many of them are quickly 
discouraged and quit. The IAM is now 
working with public-housing officials in an 
effort to persuade the Government to reno- 
vate and reopen 60 dwelling units known 
as Airport Homes. While these homes are 
not palaces, they are better than nothing. 
Obviously, 60 dwelling units will not even 
scratch the surfaces of Connecticut's low- 
rent housing problem. Unless some action 
is forthcoming, lack of low-rent housing is 
going to become a major obstacle to expand- 
ing Pratt & Whitney production.” 


Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to include as part of my remarks a re- 
port from various areas of the country 
which indicate that this is truly a na- 
tional problem and not just a regional 
problem, 

I also ask unanimous consent that the 
full report of the National Association 
of Machinists in regard to the housing 
problem in various sections of the coun- 
try be printed as part of my remarks. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DEANE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr MITCHELL. I yield. 

Mr. DEANE. I wish to take this op- 
portunity to commend the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. MITCHELL] for 
bringing the attention of the House to 
the desperate need for this housing. I 
am familiar with the area the gentleman 
spoke of, and that section of the country 
where the H-bomb is being developed, 
and that area of South Carolina where 
housing is so critically needed, I, too, 
feel that the Congress should come to 
grips with this important subject. The 
gentleman from Washington I say again 
is to be commended for bringing this so 
forcibly to the attention of the House. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I appreciate very 
much the remarks of the gentleman and 
I want to commend him for the work 
he has done over the months as a mem- 
ber of the Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee in drafting the defense housing 
bill which was brought up under the 
rule but not debated in the House, 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

. MITCHELL, I yield to the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. I wish to commend 
the gentleman from Washington for the 
excellent work he has done here in pre- 
paring this material and in bringing it 
so forcibly to the attention of the House. 

Mr, MITCHELL, I thank the gentle- 
man, 

SPECIAL ORDER 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DoYLE). Under previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. MEADER] is recognized for 20 
minutes. 

(Mr. Meraner asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re- 
marks and to include certain letters re- 
ceived by him in regard to the subject 
matter he intends to discuss.) 


LET US EXPORT INDEPENDENCE 


Mr. MEADER. Mr. Speaker, two 
events make it appropriate to call to the 
attention of the Congress the proposal I 
made April 23, 1951, to create a Com- 
mission on Aid to Underdeveloped Areas. 

Tomorrow we commemorate the one 
hundred and seventy-fifth anniversary 
of the establishment of a Government 
of limited powers and residuary sov- 
ereignty in the people themselves. This 
free economic system has enabled the 
American people to extract from the re- 
sources of nature an abundance hereto- 
fore unknown to civilization. 

Currently, the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee is holding hearings on for- 
eign military and economic aid, involv- 
ing a proposed annual expenditure of 
$8,500,000,000 by our Government. 

My bill aims at making available to 
less fortunate regions and peoples the 
free political and economic system 
which, in 175 years, has proved so bene- 
ficial to the American people. 

It proposes to clear the way for aid to 
be provided by the American people 
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themselves in the American tradition, 
It is founded upon the faith that Amer- 
ican know-how, American capital and 
American good will will be exported to 
underdeveloped areas, without expense 
to our Government, if we can break 
down barriers now inhibiting the opera- 
tion of natural economic forces. 

The Commission to be created by this 
bill would be delegated the difficult task 
of finding out why private enterprise 
is not now pioneering in the develops 
ment of the natural resources of under- 
developed areas for the mutual benefit 
of the inhabitants of those areas, and 
those who contribute the enterprise, risk 
taking capital, and know-how necessary 
to the development of the resources. 

The adoption of this program would 
be a restatement of the faith of those 
who founded out system in the capacity 
of the people themselves to work out 
their own destiny and own livelihoods if 
only they are free from the tyrannical 
yoke of a despotic central government. 

Now that the House of Representa- 
tives, through its Foreign Affairs Com- 
mittee, is giving serious consideration 
to a 8% billion dollar proposal for one 
year’s aid to foreign governments and 
their citizens, it is timely that we should 
inquire to what extent economic assist- 
ance is being provided through the vol- 
untary activity of our citizens, and 
whether or not our Government can help 
create a climate in which such assistance 
can be increased. 


I do not propose to develop at this time 
the reasons why I believe this effort 
should be made. A brief summary of 
those reasons is contained in the re- 
marks I made on the floor of the House 
on April 23, 1951. 

Mr. Speaker, I propose to read only 
three paragraphs from those remarks to 
describe the nature and objective of this 
bill. I quote: 


Mr. Speaker, I have today introduced a bill 
to create a bipartisan commission on aid to 
underdeveloped areas. I propose this meas- 
ure as a concrete step to advance the 
cause of self-government through free demo- 
cratic principles and institutions. I hope 
this bill will receive the enthusiastic sup- 
port of both Republican and Democratic 
Senators and Representatives. 

Briefly described, the bill would establish a 
binartisan commission, patterned after the 
Hoover Commission, charged with the duty 
of studying and identifying the artificial bar- 
riers now inhibiting the natural economic 
forces, which would develop resources of the 
underdeveloped areas of the world, and 
recommending to the President and to the 
Congress ways and means of eliminating or 
minimizing those artificial barriers. 

If this Commission should succeed in its 
task, and if our Government, in concert with 
like-minded democratic governments, would 
proceed to apply the results of the Commis- 
sion’s study in actual practice, the forces of 
freedom and self-government could assume 
the offensive in the world-wide combat with 
the ideology of totalitarianism and slavery. 
Our Government, in leading this movement 
among the nations of the earth, would then 
supplant the negative, defensive policy of 
containment by a vital, kinetic, affirmative 
foreign policy, 

I wish to bring to the attention of the 
House some of the comments made on 
my proposal by certain outstanding citi- 
zens in Government, in labor organiza- 
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tions, in the field of political science, and 
in business. As soon as the reprints of 
my remarks of April 23, 1951, on the 
point 4 program were available, I 
circulated them widely among persons 
who, in my judgment, coyld contribute 
constructive thinking to the problem of 
aid to underdeveloped areas. 

Out of more than 200 replies, all but 
a very few endorsed my proposal en- 
thusiastically. I will read a few repre- 
sentative comments. 

First let me read a letter from the 
committee on the present danger by 
Tracy S. Voorhees, attorney, former Un- 
der Secretary of the Army and War De- 
partment Food Administrator for occu- 
pied areas: 


COMMITTEE ON THE PRESENT DANGER, 
Washington, D. C., May 17, 1951. 
The Honorable GEORGE MEADER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran MR. MEADER: I have read with great 
interest your letter of May 11 and its at- 
tachment. 

As you will note in the statement of ob- 
jectives to which you refer, the committee 
on the present danger is working for “A 
national policy of averting world war III by 
confronting the aggressors with a strong free 
world.” The Communist aggression in Korea 
clearly revealed that the free world was 
far from strong in a military sense. For 
that reason, we have urged as a matter of 
paramount importance that defense forces 
adequate to deter or repel aggression be 
built up in the United States and allied 
nations at the earliest practicable date. We 
are fully aware, however, that the economic 
strength of the free world is not only an 
essential component of military strength but 
is also the first line of defense against Com- 
munist subversion from within. The com- 
mittee now has under consideration a de- 
tailed study of this aspect of the problem 
and will make a public statement of its 
conclusions in the near future. 

My own convictions are substantially in 
harmony with those expressed in the re- 
print of your speech. Specifically, I would 
agree that a properly conceived program of 
economic development in the underdevel- 
oped areas would “minimize the causes and 
dangers of war,” that the bulk of the un- 
dertaking must be financed with private 
capital, and that the efforts which we have 
made to date are most inadequate to achieve 
the goals we seek in those areas. I should 
also like to suggest two additional points: 
First, that we should go forward with the 
present plans for these areas, however in- 
adequate they may be, to the extent con- 
sistent with our broad objectives, while 
working out on a bipartisan basis a more 
broadly conceived and affirmative policy; 
and second, that the development of these 
areas is of vital importance to the perma- 
nent welfare of the industrialized countries, 
particularly Western Europe and Japan, and 
will require the fullest practicable use of 
their resources. We have effectively stimu- 
lated mutual aid in the administration of 
the recovery program in Europe and are now 
embarked on a joint enterprise with other 
North Atlantic Treaty countries for the de- 
fense of Europe, the success of which will 
depend in large measure on the efforts of 
our European partners to help themselves 
and to help each other. In my opinion, we 
should seek in the administration of our 
aid programs and in other ways to promote 
a similar cooperative effort for the develop- 
ment of the underdeveloped areas. 

Thank you for bringing your excellent 
speech to my attention. 

Sincerely yours, 
Tracy S. VOORHEES, 
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Next is a letter from W. L. Clayton, of 
Anderson, Clayton & Co., Houston, Tex., 
former Under Secretary of State in 
charge of economic affairs and former 
Assistant Secretary of Commerce. On 
May 25, 1951, Mr. Clayton wrote to me 
as follows: 


ANDERSON, CLAYTON & Co., INC., 
Houston, May 25, 1951. 
Hon. GEORGE MEADER, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. MEADER: On my return home I 
find your letter of May 10, with enclosure, 
which I have read with much interest. 

I heartily agree regarding the necessity of 
aiding underdeveloped countries to develop 
their resources. You may be interested in 
reading the enclosed copy of a radio address 
I made on April 1, a portion of which has 
to do with this very question. 

Mr. Tracy Voorhees has sent me a copy of 
his letter to you of May 17 with which I fully 
agree. 

With best wishes, 

Sincerely yours, 
W. L. CLAYTON, 


Mr. Julius Ochs Adler, also a member 
of the Committee on the Present Danger, 
vice president and treasurer of the New 
York Times, and former civilian aide to 
the Secretary of War, wrote me on May 
25, 1951, as follows: 

THE NEW YORK TIMES, 
May 25, 1951. 
The Honorable GEORGE MEADER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. MEADER: Absence in Europe has 
prevented an earlier acknowledgment of your 
letter of May 9 enclosing copy of your re- 
marks regarding point 4 before the House 
of Representatives. 

In the interim I also found copy of a letter 
from Mr. Tracy S. Voorhees, vice chairman 
of the Committee on the Present Danger, to 
you acknowledging a similar communication, 
Mr. Voorhees has expressed exactly my own 
feeling in regard to your most excellent 
speech, 

With appreciation of your thought in 
affording me the opportunity of reading it, 

Yours sincerely, 
JULIUS OCHS ADLER. 


The next letter I should like to read 
is one from Mr. W. W. Waymack, a 
newspaperman, former member of the 
United States Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion, former chairman, Economic Pol- 
icy Committee and National Resources 
Planning Board, former special adviser 
to the Department of State and member 
of the National War Labor Board, and 
consultant for the Food Administration. 
On May 19, 1951, Mr. Waymack wrote 
me as follows: 

Apr., Iowa, May 19, 1951. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN MEADER: Thank you for 
the reprint of your speech on the floor of 
the House of Representatives April 23, sent 
to me as a member of the Committee on the 
Present Danger. 

I, as a citizen, see great merit in your 
proposal, I have always liked the idea and 
the device of the objective fact-finding com- 
mission. I have been impressed by the ex. 
cellent use which nations of the British 
commonwealth have made of this approach 
to complex problems through the decades. 
I agree with your judgment that we have 
often handicapped ourselves in this country 
by not making more use of it. I certainly 
think that we need better understanding of 
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all the realities involved in trying to give ef- 
fective and acceptable assistance to under- 
developed countries. I agree that it is essen- 
tial for us to move faster and more boldly 
in this undertaking, both for the human- 
itarian reason that you mention and also, 
very practically, in order to make genuine 
promise to peoples for whose urgent prob- 
lems answers must be found. I agree that 
it would be extremely valuable to ourselves 
to fix upon a great constructive goal—a con- 
crete, affirmative program for a better world. 
I consider this not in the least visionary, 
but a challenge that is forced upon us in 
our own interest by the state of the world. 

I could go on and point out difficulties 
in this or any other approach. I could raise 
warnings as to things to beware of. Any 
other person who tries to be thoughtful 
could do that, too, and many could do it 
better. But difficulties and dangers are in- 
herent in any tackling of the world’s major 
tasks. I confine myself therefore to the 
central idea and simply say that I consider 
it immeasurably important for America to 
put itself in the position of obviously want- 
ing and intending to lead vigorously in help- 
ing to solve the problems of great masses 
of peoples who, first, have a right to solu- 
tion, and who, second, otherwise are all too 
likely to drift into “the other camp,” with 
its glittering promises and ready-made for- 
mulas. 

I should personally find the commission 
approach very acceptable, A commission set 
up for the purpose would have to consist of 
wise men, exceptionally capable of discern- 
ing, exposing and facing all the real problems 
objectively. 

Sincerely, 
W. W. WarxAcR. 


I want to read a brief letter from Mr. 
William Green, president, American 
Federation of Labor, former member of 
the Advisory Council of NRA and the 
Advisory Council to the Commission on 
Economic Security. On June 7, 1951, 
Mr, Green wrote me as follows: 


AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR, 
Washington, D. C., June 7, 1951. 
Hon. GEORGE MEADER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear CONGRESSMAN: I herewith ac- 
knowledge receipt of your letter dated June 
5 with copy of H. R. 3798 which you intro- 
duced in the House of Representatives on 
April 23 and which applies for the creation 
of a Commission on Aid to Underdeveloped 
Areas, together with copy of an address 
which you delivered in the House of Rep- 
resentatives on April 23. 

I welcomed the reference you made in 
your letter to the article published in the 
April-May issue of Labor’s Monthly Survey 
entitled “The Road Ahead to a Free World,” 
and to those you made regarding the meas- 
ure which you have sponsored and which 
you introduced into the Congress of the 
United States. 

Be assured I will be pleased to comply 
with your request to give your measure very 
thoughtful and careful consideration. I feel 
sure we can extend to it our official support. 
Your bill deals with a subject which has 
been occupying the attention of the admin- 
istrators of our Government and many 
American citizens as well. 

With all good wishes, I beg to remain 

Very truly yours, 
WILLIAM GREEN, 
President, American Federation of 
Labor, 


Here is a letter from an industrialist, 
H. N. Mallon, president of the Dresser 
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Industries, Inc., Dallas, Tex. On June 6, 
1951, he wrote me as follows: 


Dresser INDUSTRIES, INC., 
Dallas, Tex., June 6, 1951. 
Hon. GEORGE MEADER, 
Congress of the United States, House 
of Representatives, Washington, 
D. C. 

Dear Mr. MEADER: Thank you for your 
thoughtfulness in sending me a copy of your 
speech and of the bill which you have in- 
troduced for the establishment of a Com- 
mission on Aid to Underdeveloped Foreign 
Areas. 

Since the companies in the Dresser Indus- 
tries group have widespread interests abroad, 
and because I agree in principle with both 
your remarks and the content of the bill, 
I have read both with considerable interest 
and care. The program you outline is, in- 
deed, a conservative one and, if properly im- 
plemented, could be a significant factor in a 
return to normalcy. By way of comment, it 
has occurred to me that to the agenda of 
the Commission might be added the task of 
considering and recommending ways and 
means of continuing and expanding the in- 
terchange between countries of scientific, 
production, and management personnel of 
private industry. This could in part be 
financed by contributions from the partici- 
pating countries and in part by private in- 
dustry. 

Also, it seems to me to be desirable, at the 
very outset, to invite and vigorously seek 
the participation and cooperation of gov- 
ernments other than our own. In other 
words, I believe that the Commission you 
propose might well be not only bipartisan 
but multinational. 

Again, thank you for your kindness in 
sending me this literature and I will follow 
the progress of the bill with great interest. 

Yours very truly, 
H. N. MALLON, 
President. 


I now want to read a letter from Mr. 
Gunther R. Lessing, chairman of the 
Society of Independent Motion Picture 
Producers, vice president of the Motion 
Picture Industry Council, and vice presi- 
dent of the Walt Disney Productions, of 
Burbank, Calif. On June 20, 1951, he 
wrote me as follows: 

WALT DISNEY PRODUCTIONS, 
Burbank, Calif., June 20, 1951. 
Hon, GEORGE MEADER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sm: I desire to thank you for your 
letter of June 6 last addressed to me with 
which was enclosed your speech before the 
House of Representatives delivered Monday, 
April 23, 1951. I read this address with a 
great deal of interest and favor your bill. A 
great deal may be accomplished in further- 
ance of deyelopment based on the concept of 
Democratic fair dealing, free enterprise, and 
the dignity of the individual. Or, as ex- 
pressed at a recent committee hearing at the 
meeting of the United States National Com- 
mission for UNESCO, "have people talk to 
people.” I might add, “inspire people to 
know people better.” 

Perhaps it may not be inappropriate to ask 
you how UNESCO and the National Commis- 
sion for UNESCO might not dovetail into the 
objectives of your bill. 

Respectfully yours, 
GUNTHER R. LESSING, 
Chairman of the Society of Inde- 
pendent Motion Picture Produc- 
ers; Vice President, Motion Pic- 
ture Industry Council; Vice Presi- 
dent, Walt Disney Productions, 
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Others which are typical of the type 
of comments I am receiving follow: 


NasH-KELVINATOR CORP., 
Detroit, June 8, 1951, 
Hon. GEORGE MEADER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran GEORGE: I am a bit late in acknowl- 
edging yours of May 14 and the reason 18 
that time for reading is exceedingly rare 
these days what with civilian production 
controls and defense programs. 

I wanted to read your speech and bill so 
that I could comment intelligently. I am 
greatly impressed with your approach; in 
fact, I think it is the sound method of pro- 
moting the point 4 program, and further- 
more, I agree with you as to the great poten- 
tial of that program. 

In the fall of 1947, when I returned from 
a meeting of the International Labor Organ- 
ization, I made some statements about the 
international situation that resulted in Sen- 
ator Vandenberg requesting me to testify 
before the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee on the Marshall program. 

Attached is a copy of my statement at that 
time. I have marked the portions that bear 
particularly on your basic viewpoint that 
point 4 should be carried out primarily 
through the stimulation of private invest- 
ment and the application of the idcas and 
methods that have produced unparalleled 
abundance in America. 

Thanks for the invitation to drop in and 
discuss this when I am in Washington. i 
don't know when I will be there, but you 
may be sure that I will take advantage of 
your welcome invitation. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE ROMNEY, 
Vice President. 


BURROUGHS ADDING MACHINE Co., 
Detroit, Mich., May 28, 1951. 
Hon. Grorce MEADER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr, Meaper: I was very glad to have 
the copy of your speech on American for- 
eign policy which Mr. Durbin gave me, and 
to note the positive approach you have taken 
to the problems of overseas development, 
Particularly, I welcome your efforts to focus 
attention on the part of private enterprise 
in implementing the objectives of our for- 
eign economic policy. 

As you no doubt are well aware, much has 
_ been done along these lines by Detroit in- 

dustry; and our board of commerce has 
sought to make known, through its weekly 
olan, the important steps many firms have 
already taken in expanding their manufac- 
turing facilities abroad and in exporting 
their know-how. Only last week, New York 
representatives of the United States Coun- 
cil of the International Chamber of Com- 
merce and Detroit business leaders met here 
to discuss these questions. 

To me, these are hopeful signs. They indi- 
cate a growing awareness of the urgency of 
the task. They are evidence that private 
enterprise is attacking the problem at its 
roots. Much remains to be done in edu- 
cating the business world to the need for 
action. Our ability to do the job can be 
proved in only one way—by action. At the 
same time, we can properly expect Govern- 
ment to take prompt steps in providing tax 
incentives, in negotiating treaties to removal 
of discriminatory legislation, and in impress- 
ing tactfully upon governments abroad their 
obligation to contribute to the climate of 
confidence and stability upon which invest- 
ment depends. 

You were kind enough to ask for my views. 
These brief remarks are enough to indicate 
how close they are to your own. 
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Let me thank you again for your thought 
in sending the copy of your speech; and, 
further, let me congratulate you for what 
you are doing in promoting the significant 
objectives defined therein. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN S. COLEMAN, 
F President. 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
MANUF. 


ACTURERS, 
New York, N. Y., May 29, 1951. 
The Honorable GEORGE MEADER, ` 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Meaper: I have read with the 
greatest interest your speech in the House 
of Representatives on April 23 in connection 
with aid to the underdeveloped areas of the 
world, I was particularly heartened by your 
expression of opinion that the job is pri- 
marily one for private initiative and enter- 
prise. 

The association, as you know, evinced an 
early interest in the point 4 program. 
Shortly after President Truman's announce- 
ment in his inaugural address, January 1949, 
a delegation from the association called upon 
him to pledge cooperation in its develop- 
ment. In March 1949, under our consulta- 
tive status with the Economic and Social 
Council of the United Nations, we submitted 
to the Secretary-General a study entitled 
“Capital Export Potentialities After 1952.” 
In May 1949 the association addressed a 
study, The Bold New Plan: A Program for 
Underdeveloped Areas, to the United States 
Government, in which recommendations 
were made which, if carried out, we felt, 
would assure a successful program. I en- 
close a copy of an excerpt from this study 
for your information which outlines the 
measures which the United States Govern- 
ment might take or s:onsor in carrying out 
the program. 

The association has consistently pointed 
out that primary responsibility for economic 
development in other areas rests upon pri- 
vate initiative. This fundamental assump- 
tion must be emphasized and reemphasized. 
Reliance on any other hope will lead to 
disappointment and disillusion. 

Many thanks for having sent me a copy 
of your speech, I enclose a list of our inter- 
national relations committee and advisory 
group who, I am certain, will be most inter- 
ested in your remarks. 

Sincerely yours, 
EARL BUNTING, 
Managing Director. 


THE COURIER-JOURNAL, 
THE LOUISVILLE TIMES, 
Louisville, Ky., May 15, 1951. 
Hon. GEORGE MEADER, 

House of Representatives, Congress of 

the United States, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN MEADER: Thanks for 
your letter of May 10. I have read with in- 
terest the speech which you delivered before 
the House of Representatives on an affirma- 
tive American foreign policy. I thoroughly 
agree with you that this country would be 
wise to develop and encourage the concept 
of the point 4 program. I have long had the 
feeling that our foreign policy is too nega- 
tive and based too much on trying to nulify 
the effects of various Soviet actions. The 
sort of program you suggest would put us 
out front with an aggressive idea for im- 
proving world conditions. I hope that your 
proposal will arouse support from other 
Members of Congress, and I will watch with 

interest the developments that may occur. 

Yours sincerely, 
Barry BINGHAM. 


JULY 3 


JOSEPH AND STEWART ALSOP, 
Washington, D. C., May 14, 1951. 
Representative GEORGE MEADER, 
Congress of the United States, 
Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. MEADER: Thank you for sending 
me the statement you made on the floor of 
the House about underdeveloped areas. I 
found it extremely interesting, and I heartily 
agree with many of the points you made. 
Yours sincerely, 
STEWART ALSOP, 


New York, N. Y., June 1, 1951. 
The Honorable GEORGE MEADER, 
Congress of the United States, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
Dran MR. MEADER: I have now had an op- 
portunity to study your speech of Monday, 
April 23, and hasten to say to you that in my 
opinion it is an example of the type of 
statesmanship which so seldom is reported 
in the press and, unfortunately, even less 
frequently on the radio. You have made a 
brilliant analysis of one of the major prob- 
lems confronting us and you have proposed 
an eminently practical solution. Thank you 

for giving me an opportunity of reading it, 

Sincerely yours, 
Ep Murrow, 


Essex, Conn., June 18, 1951. 
Hon. GEORGE MEADER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran MR. MEADER: I was tremendously in- 
terested in your bill to create a Commission 
on Aid to Underdeveloped Areas, This pro- 
posed commission is one of the most imagi- 
native and constructive proposals that has 
developed in many months, and I wish you 
the best of good luck with it. 

I agree with you that our biggest need 
right now is to develop a more positive ap- 
proach to world affairs. A vigorous rearma- 
ment program is absolutely essential. But 
certainly we cannot expect to solve the prob- 
lems of the future with atom bombs, tanks, 
and B-36's. 2 

A strong military defense will hopefully 
deter Soviet aggression and give us the time 
and elbowroom in which to tackle the basic 
problems on which the future of the world 
must depend. But right now as I see it we 
are in danger of confusing a military policy 
with a foreign policy itself. 

I have made many speeches on this general 
subject in the last 60 days to many different 
kinds of audiences, and I have been deeply 
impressed with the interest. I believe that 
the people are willing to go much further in 
support of positive programs than they have 
been asked to go so far. And this goes for 
all groups regardless of their economic 
status or their attitudes or ideas on domes- 
tic policy. 

I am enclosing an article which I wrote for 
the New York Times recently which covers 
this subject. Also a pamphlet Atom Bombs 
Are Not Enough which includes a speech 
which I gave recently in New York. As you 
will see my own ideas are very close to your 
own. 

If there is ever the slightest thing I can do 
to help you push some of these concepts 
forward I hope that you will call on me. 

With my best wishes, 

Sincerely, 
CHESTER BOWLES, 


THE PROCTER & GAMBLE Co., 
Cincinnati, Ohio, June 26, 1951. 
The Honorable GEORGE x 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 
Dear MR. MEADER: This replies to your let- 
ter of June 13. 
I am very much in sympathy with your 
view that if the point 4 program is to be car- 
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ried out, greater emphasis should be placed 
on carrying out important phases of it 
through private enterprise channels rather 
than through Government channels. 

I believe that the Commission which you 
have sponsored would help to do this. 
Therefore, the Commission would seem to be 
a good thing. 

In my judgment, not only should as much 
as possible of the point 4 program be car- 
ried out through private enterprise channels, 
but also attention should be given to getting 
more small-business men interested in proj- 
ects which would contribute to the economic 
development in other countries. 

Unfortunately, small-business men in 
America do not have the same facilities for 
finding business opportunities in other coun- 
tries which large businesses have. If our 
Government could find the means of helping 
small-business men in the United States to 
find business opportunities in other coun- 
trics, I believe that that in itself would make 
considerable contribution to the point 4 


program. 
Sincerely yours, 
WALTER L. LINGLE, Jr., 
Vice President. 


SPECIAL ORDER 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DoyLE). Under previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Bow] is recognized for 10 minutes, 

(Mr. Bow asked and was given per- 
missiou to revise and extend his re- 
marks). 


THE DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE 


Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, the Congress 
and the Nation will this week commemo- 
rate the signing of the Declaration of 
Independence. It is proper that we 
should do this. 

Those stalwart men who fixed their 
signatures to that immortal document 
did so with full knowledge of the dire 
consequences that would follow should 
their cause not prevail. 

Each and every one of them should 
remain in the memories of all Ameri- 
cans as symbols of the traditions of 
liberty which has endured for 175 years. 

Our Nation, Mr. Speaker, recognizes 
no royal family. Our people have fol- 
lowed the precepts of the Declaration of 
Independence and through the will of 
the people choose their own leaders. 

I should like, however, to direct the 
attention of the House to one illustrious 
family that has served this Nation well 
from the beginning of our history until 
the present time. 

One of the signers of the Declaration 
of Independence was Benjamin Harrison, 
of Virginia, a member of the Colonial 
House of Burgesses, a member of the 
Continental Congress from 1774 until 
1778. He was Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House that reported 
the resolution on June 10, 1776, offered 
3 days before by Richard Henry Lee de- 
claring the independence of the Ameri- 
can Colonies. 

He also reported the Declaration of 
Independence, of which he was one of 
the signers on July 4, 1775. 

Benjamin Harrison, of Virginia, was 
the father of William Henry Harrison, 
who served as a delegate from the North- 
west Territory and in the Congress both 
as a Representative and as a Senator 
from my State of Ohio. 
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He had been commissioned by Wash- 
ington and served in the Indian Wars. 
He defeated the Indians at Tippecanoe 
November 7, 1811. He served as a major 
general in the United States Army in the 
War of 1812. 

Time will not permit a complete story 
of William Henry Harrison, but he was 
an exciting and an important chapter in 
the early history of this Republic. He 
died while serving as the ninth Presi- 
dent of the United States. 

William Henry Harrison’s grandson, 
Benjamin Harrison, was born in Ohio, 
but as did his father, he moved on to the 
West, where he became a great figure in 
the history of Indiana. 

He served with distinction in the Civil 
War, entering that conflict as a second 
lieutenant. He was discharged as a 
brigadier general. 

He was elected as a Republican to the 
United States Senate and served from 
March 4, 1881, to March 3, 1887. 

He was elected the twenty-third Pres- 
ident of the United States in 1888 and 
serve until 1893. 

Benjamin Harrison’s grandson, WIL- 
LIAM HENRY Harrison, although born in 
Indiana, like his illustrious progenitors, 
moved westward to the great State of 
Wyoming. 

In the tradition of the Harrisons he, 
too, served his country in time of war, 
during World War I. 

He has served in the Wyoming House 
of Representatives. 

We of the Eighty-second Congress Re- 
publican Club are honored to have WIL- 
LIAM HENRY Harrison, of Wyoming, as 
president of our group. His leadership 
is temperate but compelling. His patri- 
otism transcends party lines and he is 
an inspiration to those of us who serve 
with him. 

Mr. Speaker, I have brought this mat- 
ter to the attention of the House today 
when we are commemorating a docu- 
ment that has been a beacon light to the 
free world. We owe much to the Har- 
risons of America and to the millions 
of Americans whose names are not on 
the pages of history who have devoted 
their lives and hearts to this great 
Nation. 

Mr. POULSON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOW. Iam happy to yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. POULSON. It is indeed a distinct 
pleasure to serve on the committee with 
our colleague the gentleman from Wyo- 
ming, BILL Harrison, and I think both 
the gentleman from Ohio and I can say 
that he is a worthy descendant of a truly 
great family and is carrying on in the 
family tradition. 

Mr. BOW. I thank the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. BEAMER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOW. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BEAMER. Mr. Speaker, during 
the year of 1950 I had the privilege and 
pleasure of serving as a member of the 
Indiana Territory Sesquicentennial 
Commission. I was appointed by the 
Governor of Indiana as the one member 
from the house of representatives of the 
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Indiana State Legislature to serve on 
that commission. 

This work was a most pleasant one, 
not for the excellent results that were 
secured but also for the special study of 
the early history of our Hoosier State 
and the great Northwest Territory. 
Many prominent names appear on the 
pages of history of that period, but none 
stand out more clearly and boldly than 
the name of William Henry Harrison. 

The records show that William Henry 
Harrison at the age of 29 was appointed 
Governor of the Indiana Territory. It 
was his special chore to secure grants 
of land from the Indians, to establish law 
and order, and in every way possible to 
make friends with the Indian tribes, 
Some of these Indian tribes, however, 
were not at all friendly toward the en- 
croachment of the white man on their 
hunting grounds. 

One interesting story is told that 
might have changed the course of his- 
tory. A meeting was held at Vincennes, 
at which time Governor Harrison met 
with the chiefs of the several Indian 
tribes, but no agreements were reached 
on that particular day. The story fur- 
ther relates that on- that particular 
night, William Henry Harrison was pac- 
ing the floor back and forth in front of 
the fireplace in the large living room of 
the Governor’s home. In his arms he 
was carrying his infant son, John Scott 
Harrison. One of the Indians who was 
full of resentment climbed a tree and 
with a musket fired at the general 
through the window. The bullet missed 
the general and the baby by only a mat- 
ter of inches. Thus the baby, John Scott 
Harrison, was saved, and he now is 
known as the son of one President of 
the United States and the father of an- 
other President of the United States. 

I mention this one incident because it 
is now an interesting corollary that the 
great grandson of the baby whose life 
was spared now is one of our colleagues 
in this House, and he also is a member 
of the very important Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs, and this com- 
mittee has as one of its chief interests 
the affairs of the Indians. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 


Mr. BOW. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 
Mr. ADAIR. I should like first of all 


to commend the gentleman from Ohio 
for the very able presentation he has 
made. It is of particular interest to us 
Hoosiers because of the fact that the 
Harrison family has played such an im- 
portant part in Indiana history through 
the years. In passing I think it is 
worthy to note that one of the most im- 
portant, if not the most important, mili- 
tary installations in our State bears the 
name of Benjamin Harrison, an added 
tribute to the people of that name. 

Mr. DEWART. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOW. I yield to the gentleman 
from Montana. 

Mr. DEWART. I want to commend 
the gentleman from Ohio on the address 
he has given today. It is appropriate to 
the occasion and calls to our attention 
the great heritage of one of our Members. 
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I have known of Mr. HARRISON’S serv- 
ice in the adjoining State to mine, Wyo- 
ming, his service in the legislature, his 
service to the people of the area in which 
he lives; and I think it is appropriate 
and well that his heritage should be 
called to the attention of this House. I 
want to commend the gentleman and ex- 
tend my felicitations to Mr. Harrison. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOW. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Speaker, I, too, wish 
to congratulate my colleague from Ohio 
for the very fine presentation he has 
made in giving us the history of the Har- 
son family. As a new Member of the 
Congress, having been elected to this 
body at the same time our colleague from 
Wyoming was, I deem it indeed an honor 
to have been the one who was given the 
opportunity to nominate him to head our 
82 Club. I concur in everything the gen- 
tieman from Ohio has said. 

Mr, BOW. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. HARRISON of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOW. I yield to WILLIAM HENRY 
Harrison, of Wyoming. 

Mr. HARRISON of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, this is a surprise but I want to 
thank the gentleman from Ohio and 
other gentlemen who have paid such fine 
compliments to the Harrison family for 
its accomplishments, I am very proud 
of the record, of the Harrison family 
over the years and the things they have 
accomplished for the welfare and good of 
this country of ours. I learned, how- 
ever, at an early age that although you 
may be proud of your ancestors you cer- 
tainly cannot stand on their record. I 
am hoping that as the years roll by and 
my time on this earth comes to a close 
I, too, will be able to accomplish some- 
thing to help our country to preserve the 
rights and liberties which we all love 
so much; that I, too, may be able to ac- 
complish something at least partly as 
well as those ancestors of mine did. 

Mr. BOW. I thank the gentleman, 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recorp, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. MarsHALL and to include an edito- 
rial from the Sauk Centre Herald. 

Mr. Forrester and to include extrane- 
ous matter. 

Mr. Rocers of Colorado and to include 
an address by the gentleman from Colo- 
rado (Mr. ASPINALL], 

Mr. Spence and to include an edito- 
rial from the New York Times. 

Mr. Robo (at the request of Mr. 
LYLE). 

Mr. AncELL and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Hore, in three instances, and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Kersten of Wisconsin, in seven 
instances, and to include extraneous ma- 
terial. 

Mr. ALLEN of California and to include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. Hunter and to include a letter. 
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Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL, in two in- 
stances, and to include various letters. 

Mr. Hays of Arkansas (at the request 
of Mr. DEANE) and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Poutson, in three instances, and 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. BENDER (at the request of Mr. 
Brown of Ohio), in three instances. 

Mr. MOULDER. 

Mr. Bunxst and to include a letter 
from Mr. William Green, president of 
the American Federation of Labor. 

Mr. Deane and to include an editorial. 

Mr. McCormack and to include an 
article. 

Mr. Hriurncgs and to include extrane- 
ous matter. 

Mr. Keatrne, in two instances, and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Cote of Kansas. 

Mr. Jupp, in two instances, in each to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Jonnson and to include extrane- 
ous matter. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to Mr. DURHAM (at the 
request of Mr. WINSTEAD), for 2 weeks, 
on account of illness. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. DEANE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; according- 
ly (at 1 o'clock and 8 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, July 4, 1951, at 12 o'clock 
noon. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. MILLER of Nebraska: 

H. R. 4685. A bill relating to the settle- 
ment of certain labor disputes affecting the 
operation of public utilities in the District 
of Columbia; to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

H. R. 4686. A bill authorizing the trans- 
fer of a certain tract of land in the Robin- 
son Remount Station, Fort Robinson, Dawes 
County, Nebr., to the city of Crawford; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. 

H. R. 4687. A bill to provide for the with- 
holding of certain patents that might be 
detrimental to the national security, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BURDICK: 

H. J. Res. 282. Joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to the making of 
treaties; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. WITHROW: 

H. J. Res. 283. Joint resolution to author- 
ize the issuance of a stamp commemorative 
of Dr. Lyman Copeland Draper, author, his- 
torian, and collector of American historical 
books and papers; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mrs. BOLTON: 

H. J. Res. 284. Joint resolution author- 
izing an appropriation for the participation 
of the United States in the preparation and 
completion of plans for the observance and 
memorialization on April 9, 1952, of the one 
hundredth anniversary of the death of John 
Howard Payne, author of that family hymn 
of America, “Home, Sweet Home”; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 
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MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memo- 
rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 


By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis- 
lature of the State of California, memo- 
rializing the President and the Congress of 
the United States, relative to assembly joint 
resolution No. 40, relating to the application 
of the Sherman Antitrust Act and the Miller- 
Tydings Act as applied to State fair trade 
laws; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were-introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BLACKNEY: 

H. R. 4688. A bill for the relief of Cecelia 

Wahls; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. JOHNSON: 

H. R. 4689. A bill for the relief of Tado 

Joe; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. MACK of Washington: 

H. R. 4690. A bill to waive the racial bar 
to admission into the United States in 
behalf of Toshiko Warren, Nancy Warren, 
and Claude Warren, the wife and minor 
children of a United States citizen; to the 
sara on the Judiciary. 

. MILLER of Nebraska: 

H.R. pia A bill for the relief of Nagakubo 
(also known as Roy Mervin Nelson); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
336. Mr. MILLER of Maryland presented 
a petition of residents of Berlin, Md., in 
support of legislation to prohibit alcoholic 
beverage advertising over the radio and tele- 
vision and in our magazines and newspapers; 
which was referred to the Committee on In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce, 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


WepneEsDAY, JuLy 4, 1951 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


O Thou whose greatness and goodness 
are ever round about us, we thank Thee 
for this memorable day in the calendar 
of our national history which we call In- 
dependence Day. 

May our hearts expand with the 
spirit of pride and patriotism, of grati- 
tude and renewed consecration as we 
contemplate and reflect upon its sacred 
significance, 

Grant that the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence, which we are again reading, 
may inspire us with reverence and 
thanksgiving for those great patriots 
and heroes of indomitable faith and 
fortitude who rendered an immeas- 
urable service to all the centuries by 
making the dream of freedom a blessed 
reality. 

We thank Thee for those lofty aspira- 
tions and hopes which stirred and 
thrilled their souls and gave unction and 
strength to all that they achieved for 
their own and succeeding generations. 

May we highly resolve on this day of 
sacred memory that we also will never 
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cease from mental and spiritual strife or 
allow the sword to rest in our hand un- 
til the kingdom of liberty and peace, for 
which our own fellow citizens are now 
suffering and sacrificing, has been built 
everywhere and all nations shall live 
together as a commonwealth of free men, 
enjoying a peace that is honorable, just, 
and righteous. 

Show us how we may help to release 
the hidden splendor of humanity and 
may this day be prophetic of that glori- 
ous time when there shall be declared 
and brought to fulfillment, the eternal 
truth that the spirit of man is too strong 
for chains and too large for imprison- 
ment. 

May glory and majesty, dominion and 
power, through Christ Jesus, our Lord, 
be Thine for ever and ever. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


READING OF THE DECLARATION OF 
INDEPENDENCE 


The SPEAKER. This being the one 
hundred and seventy-fifth anniversary 
of the signing and adoption of the Decla- 
ration of Independence, the Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. Lip! to read the Declaration of 
Independence. 

Mr. LIND. When in the course of hu- 
man events, it becomes necessary for 
one people to dissolve the political bands 
which have connected them with 
another, and to assume among the 
powers of the earth, the separate and 
equal station to which the laws of 
Nature and of Nature’s God entitle 
them, & decent respect to the opinions of 
mankind requires that they should de- 
clare the causes which impel them to 
the separation. 

We hold these truths to be self-evi- 
dent, that all men are created equal, 
that they are endowed by their Creator 
with certain unalienable rights, that 
among these are life, liberty, and the 
pursuit of happiness. That to secure 
these rights, governments are instituted 
among men, deriving their just powers 
from the consent of the governed. That 
whenever any form of government be- 
comes destructive of these ends, it is 
the right of the people to alter or to 
abolish it, and to institute new govern- 
ment, laying its foundation on such 
principles and organizing its powers in 
such form, as to them shall seem most 
likely to effect their safety and happi- 
ness. Prudence, indeed, will dictate that 
governments long established should 
not be changed for light and transient 
causes; and accordingly all experience 
hath shown, that mankind are more 
disposed to suffer, while evils are suf- 
ferable, than to right themselves by 
abolishing the forms to which they are 
accustomed. But when a long train of 
abuses and usurpations, pursuing in- 
variably the same object evinces a de- 
sign to reduce them under absolute 
despotism, it is their right, it is their 
duty, to throw off such government, and 
to provide new guards for their future 
security. Such has been the patient 
sufferance of these Colonies; and such 
is now the necessity which constrains 
them to alter their former systems of 


government. The history of the present 
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King of Great Britain is a history of re- s 
peated injuries and usurpations, all 


having in direct object the establish- 
ment of an absolute tyranny over these 
States. To prove this, let facts be sub- 
mitted to a candid world. 

He has refused his assent to laws, the 
most wholesome and necessary for the 
public good. 

He has forbidden his governors to pass 
laws of immediate and pressing im- 
portance, unless suspended in their op- 
eration till his assent should be 
obtained; and when so suspended, he has 
utterly neglected to attend to them. 

He has refused to pass other laws for 
the accommodation of large districts of 
people, unless those people would re- 
linquish the right of representation in 
the Legislature, a right inestimable to 
them and formidable to tyrants only. 

He has called together legislative bod- 
ies at places unusual, uncomfortable, 
and distant from the depository of their 
public records, for the sole purpose of 
fatiguing them into compliance with his 


measures. 


He has dissolved representative houses 
repeatedly, for opposing with manly 
firmness his invasions on the rights of 
the people. 

He has refused for a long time, after 
such dissolutions, to cause others to be 
elected; whereby the legislative powers, 
incapable of annihilation, have returned 
to the people at large for their exercise; 
the state remaining in the meantime ex- 
posed to all the dangers of invasion from 
without, and convulsions within. 

He has endeavoured to prevent the 
population of these States; for that pur- 
pose obstructing the laws for naturaliza- 
tion of foreigners; refusing to pass oth- 
ers to encourage their migrations hither, 
and raising the conditions of new ap- 
propriations of lands. 

He has obstructed the administration 
of justice, by refusing his assent to laws 
for establishing judiciary powers. 

He has made judges dependent on his 
will alone, for the tenure of their offices, 
and the amount and payment of their 
salaries, 

He has erected a multitude of new of- 
fices, and sent hither swarms of officers 
to harass our people, and eat out their 
substance. 

He has kept «mong us, in times of 
peace, standing armies without the con- 
sent of our legislatures. 

He has affected to render the military 
independent of and superior to the civil 
power. 

He has combined with others to sub- 
ject us to a jurisdiction foreign to our 
constitution, and unacknowledged by 
our laws; giving his assent to their acts 
of pretended legislation: 

For quartering large bodies of armed 
troops among us; 

For protecting them, by a mock trial, 
from punishment for any murders which 
they should commit on the inhabitants 
of these States; 

For cutting off our trade with all parts 
of the world; 

For imposing taxes on us without our 
consent; 

For depriving us in many cases, of the 
benefits of trial by jury; 

For transporting us beyond seas to be 


‘tried for pretended offenses; 
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For abolishing the free system of Eng- 
lish laws in a neighbouring province, es- 
tablishing therein an arbitrary govern- 
ment, and enlarging its boundaries so as 
to render it at once an example and fit 
instrument for introducing the same ab- 
solute rule into these Colonies; 

For taking away our charters, abolish- 
ing our most valuable laws, and altering 
fundamentally the forms of our govern- 
ments; 

For suspending our own legislatures, 
and declaring themselves invested with 
power to legislate for us in all cases 
whatsoever. 

He has abdicated government here by 
declaring us out of his protection and 
waging war against us. 

He has plundered our seas, ravaged our 
coasts, burnt our towns, and destroyed 
the lives of our people. 

He is at this time transporting large 
armies of foreign mercenaries to com- 
plete the works of death, desolation and 
tyranny, already begun with circum- 
stances of cruelty and perfidy scarcely 
paralleled in the most barbarous ages, 
and totally unworthy the head of emis 
lized nation. ` 

He has constrained our fellow e 
taken captive on the high seas to bear 
arms against their country, to become 
the executioners of their friends and 
brethren, or to fall themselves by their. 
hands. 

He has excited domestic n 
amongst us, and has endeavored to 
bring on the inhabitants of our frontiers, 
the merciless Indian savages, whose 
known rule of warfare, is an undistin- 
guished destruction of all ages, sexes, and 
conditions. 

In every stage of these oppressions we 
have petitioned for redress in the most 
humble terms: Our repeated petitions 
have been answered only by repeated in- 
jury. A prince, whose character is thus 
marked by every act which may define 
a tyrant, is unfit to be the ruler of a free 
people. 

Nor have we been wanting in atten- 
tions to our British brethren. We have 
warned them from time to time of at- 
tempts by their legislature to extend an 
unwarrantable jurisdiction over us. We 
have reminded them of the circum- 
stances of our emigration and settlement 
here. We have appealed to their native 
justice and magnanimity, and we have 
conjured them by the ties of our com- 
mon kindred to disavow these usurpa- 
tions, which, would inevitably interrupt 
our connections and correspondence. 
They too have been deaf to the voice of 
justice and of consanguinity. We must, 
therefore, acquiesce in the necessity, 
which denounces our separation, and 
hold them, as we hold the rest of man- 
kind, enemies in war, in peace friends. 

We, therefore, the Representatives of 
the United States of America, in general 
Congress, assembled, appealing to the 
Supreme Judge of the world for the rec- 
titude of our intentions, do, in the name, 
and by authority of the good people of 
these Colonies, solemnly publish and de- 
clare, That these united Colonies are, 
and of right ought to be free and inde- 
pendent states; that they are absolved 
from all allegiance to the British Crown, 
and that all political connection between 
them and the state of Great Britain, is 
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and ought to be totally dissolved; and 
that as free and independent states, 
they have full power to levy war, con- 
clude peace, contract alliances, establish 
commerce, and to do all other acts and 
things which independent states may of 
right do. And for the support of this 
declaration, with a firm reliance on the 
protection of divine providence, we mu- 
tually pledge to each other our lives, our 
fortunes, and our sacred honor. 
ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 12 o'clock and 14 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs- 


day, July 5, 1951, at 12 o'clock noon. ~~ 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


581. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a proposed 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal 
year 1952 in the amount of $170,650 for the 
District of Columbia (H. Doc. No. 184) ; to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to 
be printed. 

582. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting proposed 
supplemental appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1952 in the amount of $4,534,812,308 for 
the military functions of the Department of 
Defense, in the form of amendments to the 
budget for said fiscal year (H. Doc. No. 185); 
to the Committee on Appropriations and 
ordered to be printed. 

583. A letter from the Attorney General, 


transmitting the report of the Attorney Gen- 


eral on the Administration of the Foreign 
Agents Registration Act of 1938, as amended, 
for the calendar year 1950, pursuant to sec- 
tion 11 of said act; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, 


584. A letter from the Assistant Secretary - . 
of the Interior, transmitting copies of cer- ~ 
tain legislation passed by the Municipal 


Councils of St. Thomas and St. John and 
by the Municipal Council of St. Croix, pur- 
suant to section 16 of the Organic Act of the 
Virgin Islands of the United States, approved 
June 22, 1936; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

585. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting a report on the 
Collbran project, Colorado, pursuant to sec- 
tion 9 (a) of the Reclamation Project Act of 
1939 (58 Stat. 1187); to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs and ordered to 
be printed with illustrations. 

586. A letter from the Secretary of Com- 
merce, transmitting the third interim report 
by the Chief of the Weather Bureau of the 
Department of Commerce on the study of 
causes and characteristics of thunderstomns; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

587. A letter from the Acting Administra- 
tor, Housing and Home Finance Agency, 
transmitting the fifth quarterly report on 
the administration of the advance planning 
program authorized under Public Law 352, 
Eighty-first Congress, approved October 13, 
1949 (H. Doc. No. 186); to the Committee on 
Public Works and ordered to be printed. 

588. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief 
of Engineers, United States Army, dated 
April 25, 1951, submitting a report, together 
with accompanying papers, on a review of 
reports on Clinton River, Mich., particularly 
at and in the vicinity of Pontiac, Mich., re- 
quested by a resolution of the Committee 
on Public Works, House of Representatives, 
adopted on May 13, 1947; and also a prelimi- 
nary examination and survey of Clinton 
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River and tributaries, Michigan, authorized 
by the Flood Control Act approved July 24, 
1946; to the Committee on Public Works. 

589. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting the statement 
of fiscal affairs of Indian tribes for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1950, pursuant to the 
provisions of the act of March 3, 1911 (36 
Stat. 1058-1077); to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin: 

H. Con, Res. 138. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the hopes of the American people 
for the early liberation of the peoples of 
China fron their present enslavement and 
for early restoration of their basic human 
rights and freedoms, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

H. Con. Res. 139. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the hopes of the American people 
for the early liberation of the peoples of 
Czechoslovakia from their present enslave- 
ment and for early restoration of their basic 
human rights and freedoms, and for other 
r ae At- 


By Mr. VINSON: 

H. Res. 317. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of S. 677, an act to fix the 
personnel strength of the United States Ma- 
rine Corps, and to establish the relationship 
of the Commandant of the Marine Corps to 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff; to the Committee 
on Rules, 


f PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
į 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 


Mr. VINSON introduced a bill (H. R. 4692) 
to authorize the appointment of Joseph F, 
Carroll as a permanent colonel in the Regu- 
lar Air Force, which was referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 


PETITIONS, ETC, 


nder clause 1 of rule XII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 


337. By the SPEAKER: Petition of depart- 
ment adjutant, the American Legion, De- 
partment of South Dakota, Watertown, S. 
Dak. petitioning consideration of their res- 
olution with reference to enactment of leg- 
islation which would provide a system where- 
by competent Indians could be determined 
and declared as such and released from all 
Federal control and supervision; to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Aff: 

338. Also, petition of the president of the 
National Association of Refrigerated Ware- 
houses, Inc., Washington, D. C., petitioning 
consideration of their resolution with refer- 
ence to amendment of the Reorganization 
Act of 1949; to the Committee on Expendi- 
tures in the Executive Departments. 


SENATE 


Tuourspay, Jury 5, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 27, 
1951) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Our fathers’ God and ours, on the in- 
spiring birthday of national independ- 
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ence we have confessed our dependence 
upon Thee: In Thee are the very roots 
of our freedom. Make the faith of the 
fathers, we pray, real to us in these 
tempestuous days. Save us from a free- 
dom of speech so empty that we have 
nothing worth saying, from a freedom 
of worship so futile that we have no God 
to adore, from freedom from want and 
fear with no creative idea as how to use 
our plenty or security for the redemp- 
tion of our social order, for the salvation 
of our own souls. 

We front another and a crucial year 
in the life of our Nation, built upon sure 
spiritual foundations, with the deep 
prayer of our hearts: 


“America, America, God mend thine 
every flaw, 
Confirm thy soul in self-control, 
Thy liberty in law.” 


We ask it in the dear Redeemer’s 
name. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. McFARLAND, and 
by unanimous consent, the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Mon- 
day, July 2, 1951, was dispensed with. , 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting 
nominations were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre- 
taries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed, without amendment, 
the following bills of the Senate: 

S. 718. An act to authorize the lease and 
purchase by the United States of the Young 
Men’s Christian Association Building and 
premises in Phoenix, Ariz.; and 

S. 1042. An act to amend the act creating 
the Motor Carrier Claims Commission (Pub- 
lic Law 880, 80th Cong.). 


The message also announced that the 
House had passed the bill (S. 109) to 
protect scenic values along the Grand 
Canyon Park South Approach Highway 
(State 64) within the Kaibab National 
Forest, Ariz., with amendments, in which 
it requested the concurrence of the Sen- 
ate. 

The message further announced that 
the House had passed the following 
bills, in which it requested the concur- 
rence of the Senate: 

H. R. 1043. An act to provide for medical 
services to non-Indians in Indian hospitals, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 1087. An act to amend title 18, United 
States Code, entitled “Crimes and Criminal 
Procedure,” to empower the courts to remit 
or mitigate forfeitures under the Indian 
liquor laws; 

H. R. 1181. An act to amend section 207 of 
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 so 
as to authorize payment of claims arising 
from the correction of military or naval 
records; 

H. R. 2387. An act restoring to tribal own- 
ership certain lands upon the Colville In- 
dian Reservation, Wash., and for other pur- 


H. R. 3018. An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to convey to the city of 
Klamath Falls, Oreg., all right, title, and in- 
terest of the United States of America in 
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certain lands in Klamath County, Oreg., and 
for other purposes; 

H. R. 3049. An act to authorize the sale of 
the Chicago Appraisers’ Stores Building in 
the city of Chicago; 

H. R. 3095. An act to authorize payment 
of salaries and expenses of officials of the 
Klamath Tribe; 

H. R. 3463. An act to authorize the trans- 
fer of certain naval vessels; 

H. R. 3540. An act to provide for bound- 
ary adjustments of the Badlands National 
Monument, in the State of South Dakota, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R.3782. An act to authorize a per 
capita payment to members of the Menomi- 
nee Tribe of Indians; and 

H. R. 4475. An act to amend the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED OR PLACED ON 
CALENDAR 


The following bills were severally read 
twice by their titles and referred, or 
ordered to be placed on the calendar, as 
indicated: 

H. R. 1043. An act to provide for medical 
services to non-Indians in Indian hospitals, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 1087. An act to amend title 18, 
United States Code, entitled “Crimes and 
Criminal Procedure,” to empower the courts 
to remit or mitigate forfeitures under the 
Indian liquor laws; 

H. R. 2387. An act restoring to tribal 
ownership certain lands upon the Colville 
Indian Reservation, Wash., and for other pur- 
poses; 

H. R. 3095. An act to authorize payment of 
salaries and expenses of officials of the 
Klamath Tribe; 

H. R. 3540. An act to provide for boundary 
adjustments of the Badlands National Mon- 
ument, in the State of South Dakota, and 
for other purposes; and 

H. R. 3782. An act to authorize a per capita 
payment to members of the Menominee Tribe 
of Indians; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

H. R. 1181. An act to amend section 207 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 
1946 so as to authorize payment of claims 
arising from the correction of military or 
naval records; and 

H. R. 3463. An act to authorize the trans- 
fer of certain naval vessels; to the Commit- 
tee on Armed Services. 

H. R. 3018. An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to convey to the city 
of Klamath Falls, Oreg., all right, title, and 
interest of the United States of America in 
certain lands in Klamath County, Oreg., and 
for other purposes; ordered to be placed on 
the calendar. 

H. R. 3049. An act to authorize the sale of 
the Chicago Appraisers’ Stores Building in 
the city of Chicago; to the Committee on 
Expenditures in the Executive Departments. 

H. R. 4475. An act to amend the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; 
to the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, on next 
Saturday a group of the members of the 
Foreign Relations Committee of the Sen- 
ate are leaving for Europe. I expect to 
be one of them. We are hoping to get 
first-hand knowledge, if possible, in rela- 
tion, first, to the war situation; second, 
the military aid and other aid necessary 
for Europe, and I ask at this time that 
I be excused from attendance on the 
sessions of the Senate for 2 weeks. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, leave is granted. 
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COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SENATE 
SESSION 


On request of Mr. HAYDEN, and by 
unanimous consent, the Committee on 
Finance was authorized to meet this 
afternoon during the session of the 
Senate, 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators 
may be permitted to make insertions in 
the Recor» and transact routine business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


PROHIBITION OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE 
ADVERTISING IN INTERSTATE COM- 
MERCE—PETITION 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I pre- 
sent a petition signed by 379 citizens of 
New Castle County, Del., praying for the 
enactment of legislation prohibiting al- 
coholic beverage advertising over the 
radio and television, as well as in maga- 
zines and newspapers. 

I ask that the petition be referred to 
the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce for consideration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The petition 
will be received and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 


FAIR EMPLOYMENT PRACTICE COMMIS- 
SION—RESOLUTION OF CITY COUNCIL 
OF MINNEAPOLIS, MINN, 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
present for appropriate reference, and 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Recor», a resolution adopted by 
the City Council of the City of Minne- 
apolis, Minn., at a meeting held June 22, 
1951, calling upon the President of the 
United States to issue a new Executive 
order creating a Fair Employment Prac- 
tice Commission. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, and ordered 
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


RESOLUTION CALLING UPON THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED States To Issug a NEW EXECU- 
TIVE ORDER, CREATING A FAIR EMPLOYMENT 
PRACTICES COMMISSION 


“Whereas June 25 marks the first anni- 
versary of the Communist attack upon the 
Republic of Korea; and 

“Whereas June 25 also marks the tenth 
anniversary of President Roosevelt’s Execu- 
tive Order No. 8802, which created the emer- 
gency Fair Employment Practices Commis- 
sion; and 

“Whereas as in 1941, the threat of totali- 
tarian aggression demands the maximum 
use of manpower resources for defense pro- 
duction; and 

“Whereas Executive Order No. 8802, which 
guaranteed equality in employment to all 
Americans, regardless of race, creed or an- 
cestry in all business and industry connected 
with the national defense, was not only a 
great morale factor in our democratic war 
effort, but also of tremendous effectiveness 
in making the largest possible manpower 
pool available for our increased production 
needs: Now, therefore; be it 

“Resolved, That the City Council of the 
City of Minneapolis hereby call upon the 
President of the United States to issue a new 
Executive order creating a Fair Employment 
Practices Commission empowered to prevent 
discrimination in the employment of per- 
sonnel in any business or industry enjoy- 
ing defense contracts, in order to assure our 
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fighting forces, representing Americans of 
all races, creeds and colors, the full produc- 
tion they so urgently need and to safeguard 
for all Americans the equality of opportunity 
that has always been the American birth- 
right; be it further 
“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
sent to the Representatives in Congress from 
Minnesota, the United States Senators from 
Minnesota, and the President of the United 
States.” 
Passed June 22, 1951. 
C. L. SWANSON, 
President of the Council, 
Approved June 25, 1951. 
Eric G. Horn, Mayor. 
Attest: 
ARLENE R. FINKLE, 
Assistant City Clerk. 


ANNEXATION OF CERTAIN LANDS TO 
STOCKBRIDGE-MUNSEE RESERVATION, 
WIS.—RESOLUTION OF WISCONSIN 
IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President. I am in 
receipt of a resolution of the Wisconsin 
Division of the Izaak Walton League, 
which was adopted at the annual spring 
meeting on May 26, 1951. This resolu- 
tion endorses legislation which had been 
passed by the House of Representatives 
in the previous Congress, but which had 
not reached a Senate vote. The bill re- 
ferred to is H. R. 3843, of the Eighty-first 
Congress, and its purpose was the an- 
nexation of certain land to the Stock- 
bridge-Munsee Reservation. I believe 
that this resolution will be of interest, 
particularly to those of my colleagues 
who serve on the Senate Interior and In- 
sular Affairs Committee which handles 
Indian legislation. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the resolution be printed in the 
Recorp, and, appropriately referred. 

Iam, indeed, hoping expeditious action 
may be taken on this legislation. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs and ordered 
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


WISCONSIN DIVISION OF THE IZAAK WALTON 
LEAGUE OF AMERICA—RESOLUTION, STOCK- 
BRIDGE-MUNSEE LANDS 


“Whereas, the Indian Lands Investigating 
Committee of the Wisconsin Division of the 
Izaak Walton League of America, has, 
through correspondence, discussions with 
citizens in different walks of life and by a 
recent public meeting on the Stockbridge In- 
dian Reservation, arrived at the conclusion 
(after mature deliberations) that the mat- 
ter under consideration is truly a conserva- 
tion problem, not only of soil, woods, waters, 
and wildlife, but of human resources for 
whose use and benefit all other resources 
were created; and 

“Whereas the Stockbridge-Munsee Indians 
in 1950 appealed to the Eighty-first Congress 
to declare that approximately 13,000 acres 
of lands in Shawano County, Wis., pur- 
chased for them and for their use by Farm 
Security Administration funds in 1935 and 
immediately by Executive Order No. 7868, 
transferred from the Department of Agri- 
culture to the Department of the Interior— 
be added to their present small reservation 
in order that they might be assured of se- 
curity and thus become self-supporting; and 

“Whereas the Indians bill H. R. 3848, al- 
though passing the House never*reached the 
Senate floor, due to opposition by a few 
sportsmen living in the vicinity of the Stock- 
bridge-Munsee Reservation who attempted 
to enlist the support of conservation or- 
ganizations and sportsmen's clubs to sup- 
port their point of view; and 
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“Whereas the Government agencies en- 
trusted with the responsibility of manage- 
ment and law enforcement, as well as the 
Indians, all agree that no progress can be 
made in any phase of conservation or de- 
velopment until the title of the land is 
clearly in the name of the Stockbridge-Mun- 
see Indians—who are logically and legally 
entitled to this property: Therefore be it 

“Resolved by the Wisconsin division of the 
Izaak Walton League in convention assem- 
bled, That it is wholeheartedly in favor of 
correcting the Stockbridge-Munsee Indians’ 
present uncertain land tenure, and will, 
therefore, encourage the Congress to enact 
legislation which will annex the lands in 
question to the Stockbridge-Munsee Reser- 
vation; be it further 

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution 
be sent to the Honorable Harry S. Truman, 
President of the United States, to the Sen- 
ate Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs, to all Wisconsin Representatives in 
Congress, and to the press.” 

Introduced by the Indian lands investiga- 
ting committee on May 26, 1951. 

J. J. Corrs, Chairman. 
E. J. ATKINS. 

LAWRENCE Haurz. 

Mrs. Epwarp La BUDDE, 
Miss PEARL POHL, 

JAMES SPINDLER. 

Cuas. B. WADE. 

Endorsed May 26, 1951. 

A. M. Buecuet, D. D. S., 
President, 
CHARLES B. WADE, 
State Secretary. 
GREEN Lake, WIS. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. CORDON, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs: 

S. 540. A bill authorizing the Secretary of 
the Interior to convey to the city of Klamath 
Falls, Oreg., all right, title, and interest of 
the United States of America in certain 
lands in Klamath County, Oreg., and for 
other purposes; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 500). 

By Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on 
Finance: 

H. R. 3804. A bill to limit the retroactive 
application of the income tax to employees 
of the United States working in the posses- 
sions or in the Canal Zone; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 501). 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 


Bills and a joint resolution were in- 
troduced, read the first time, and, by 
unanimous consent, the second time, 
and referred as follows: 


By Mr. ANDERSON: 

S. 1797. A bill for the relief of Homer 
Nikolakakis; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. ANDERSON (for himself, Mr. 
CHAVEZ, Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. KERR, 
Mr. MONRONEY, and Mr. JOHNSON Of 
Texas) : 

S. 1798. A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to a compact entered into by the 
States of Oklahoma, Texas, and New Mex- 
ico relating to the waters of the Canadian 
River; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

(See the remarks of Mr. ANDERSON when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a Gi aenn heading.) 

By . EASTLAND: 

S. 1799. A bill to amend title 18 of the 
United States Code to prohibit the inter- 
state transportation of power farm machin- 
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ery from which the manufacturer’s serial 
number has been removed; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LEHMAN: 

S. 1800. A bill for the relief of Dr, Jacob 
Griffel; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 

By Mr. WILEY: 

S. 1801. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Mar- 
gherita Caroli; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. OMAHONET (by request): 

S. 1802. A bill to provide for the classifi- 
cation of the public lands in Alaska; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SPARKMAN: 

S. 1803. A bill for the relief of Akiko 
Yamamoto and her son, James June; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WILEY: 

S. J. Res. 81. Joint resolution to authorize 
the issuance of a stamp commemorative of 
Dr. Lyman Copeland Draper, author, histo- 
rian, and collector of American historical 
books and papers; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Wer when he 
introduced the above joint resolution, which 
appear under a separate heading.) 


COMPACT BETWEEN OKLAHOMA, NEW 
MEXICO, AND TEXAS, RELATING TO 
WATERS OF CANADIAN RIVER 


Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, the 
States of New Mexico, Oklahoma, and 
Texas have worked out a compact re- 
specting the Canadian River. On behalf 
of the Senators from Texas [Mr. Con- 
NALLY and Mr. JoHNson], the Senators 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr and Mr. 
MonroneEy], my colleague, the senior 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], 
and myself, I introduce for appropriate 
reference a bill granting the consent of 
Congress to the compact, and to say to 
the Senate that we in the areas affected 
in the West consider ourselves very for- 
tunate to have been able to work out 
an agreement in this very happy fashion 
and to have joined in the introduction 
of a bill which we all hope will result 
22 a satisfactory solution of the situa- 

on. 

The bill (S. 1798) granting the con- 
sent of Congress to a compact entered 
into by the States of Oklahoma, Texas, 
and New Mexico relating to the waters 
of the Canadian River, introduced by 
Mr. ANDERSON (for himself, Mr. CHAVEZ, 
Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. Kerr, Mr. MONRONEY, 
and Mr. JoHnson of Texas), was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
— on Interior and Insular Af- 
airs. 


COMMEMORATIVE STAMP IN HONOR OF 
DR. LYMAN COPELAND DRAPER 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I intro- 
duce for appropriate reference a joint 
resolution to authorize the issuance of 
a stamp commemorative of Dr. Lyman 
Copeland Draper, author, historian, and 
collector of American historical books 
and papers, and request that it be ear- 
nestly reviewed by the Postmaster Gen- 
eral. I ask unanimous consent that an 
explanatory statement of the joint reso- 
lution by me be printed in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint 
resolution will be received and appro- 
priately referred, and, without objection, 
the explanatory statement will be 
printed in the RECORD. 
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The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 81) to 
authorize the issuance of a stamp com- 
memorative of Dr. Lyman Copeland 
Draper, author, historian, and collector 
of American historical books and papers, 
introduced by Mr. WILey, was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

The explanatory statement presented 
by Mr. WII xx is as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILEY 

In 1954 there will be commemorated the 
great contributions of one of those fine 
Americans whose contributions to history 
should be appropriately observed. I refer 
to Lyman Copeland Draper, America’s most 
famous collector of manuscript documen- 
tation of the history of our Nation. 

In anticipation of that centennial, there 
was introduced on Tuesday, July 3, by 
Hon. GARDNER WiTHRow, Representative in 
Congress from La Crosse, Wis., and member 
of the Post Office Committee, House Joint 
Resolution 283, as recorded on page 7559 of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. This measure 
suggests the issuance of a commemorative 
stamp in Mr. Draper’s honor. We in Wis- 
consin are particularly proud indeed of the 
great role which this fine American played 
in the development of the archives of our 
State and country. Our Wisconsin Legis- 
lature has accordingly endorsed the idea of 
a commemorative stamp in his honor, as 
have many historical and learned societies. 

We recognize that there are many fitting 
subjects for commemorative stamps. We 
recognize, too, that the expression of con- 
gressional interest in any particular stamp 
is purely advisory, and that necessarily the 
final decision as to actual issuance must be 
left to the Postmaster General. We trust, 
however, that the Post Office Department 
will grant due consideration to our sugges- 
tion along this line, 

Too often we Americans have been prodi- 
gal of our great heritage, ignorant of it, 
reckless in its dissipation. We have failed 
to preserve many fine, inspiring symbols of 
American history. But the Draper manu- 
scripts containing the documentation of 
early Americana constitute the sort of her- 
itage which we must ever preserve for fu- 
ture generations to enjoy. 


WILLIAM N. OATIS 


Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I 
submit a concurrent resolution, which I 
presume will be referred by the occu- 
pant of the Chair to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. It concerns the ar- 
rest and conviction of Mr. Oatis, the As- 
sociated Press correspondent in Czecho- 
slovakia. Later in the day, if opportu- 
nity should present itself, I shall make 
some remarks concerning the farcical 
and shocking occurrence’ in Prague, 
which has affected an American citizen, 
Apparently, it is another example of the 
determination of the Kremlin to rule by 
fear and to carry on a systematic perse- 
cution of men who are trying to serve in 
the dissemination of news, so that the 
people on both sides of the artificial bar- 
rier can know what is going on. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 37), was referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, as follows: 

Whereas the arrest and conviction of Wil- 
liam N. Oatis, correspondent for the Asso- 
ciated Press in Prague, Czechoslovakia, is a 
shocking violation of fundamental human 


freedoms guaranteed in the United Nations 
Charter; and 
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Whereas the Oatis case demonstrates anew 
that the iron curtain maintained by the 
Soviet Union and its satellites is the world’s 
8 menace to peace: Now, therefore, 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That the Congress 
of the United States expresses its profound 
indignation at the farcical arrest and con- 
viction of William N. Oatis, and that the 
sense of this resolution be conveyed by the 
proper officials of our Government to the 
United Nations and to the officials of the 
Czechoslovakian Government. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. KNOWLAND submitted amend- 
ments intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H. R. 3790) making appropria- 
tions for the Department of the Interior 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, 
and for other purposes, which were or- 
dered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 


AMENDMENT OF FOOD, DRUG, AND 
COSMETIC ACT—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. HUMPHREY submitted amend- 
ments in the nature of a substitute, in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill 
(S. 1186) to amend section 503 (b) of the 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act of June 
25, 1938, as amended, which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare, and ordered to be 
printed. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951—AMENDMENT 


Mr. HOLLAND submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide revenue, 
and for other purposes, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Finance, and 
ordered to be printed. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951—AMENDMENT 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
submit for reference to the Committee 
on Finance an amendment intended to 
be proposed by me to the bill (H. R. 4473) 
to provide revenue, and for other pur- 
poses. The purpose of the amendment 
is to correct certain inequities now exist- 
ing in our tax laws, as related to coopera- 
tive corporations. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a brief statement by me out- 
lining the purpose of the amendment be 
printed in the Recorp as a part of my 
remarks. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be received and referred to 
the Committee on Finance, and, without 
objection, the statement presented by 
the Senator from Delaware will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The explanatory statement presented 
by Mr. WILLIAMIs is as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILLIAMS 

Nearly a year ago when the revenue bill 
of 1950 was under consideration by the Sen- 
ate, I was prevailed upon to withdraw an 
amendment I had offered which would have 
imposed the corporate income tax upon cer- 
tain earnings of cooperative corporations 
that were then, and still are, legally escap- 
ing payment of most, and in some cases all, 
of the tax that their competitors are obliged 
to pay. 

To maine the Senate of the statements 
that were made at that time, I wish to quote 
a few extracts from the CONGRESSIONAL 
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Recorp, volume 96, part 10, beginning on 
page 13959. 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], 
the distinguished chairman of the Senate 
Finance Committee, said: 

“The committee wishes very much to go 
into the questions of cooperatives, of build- 
ing and loan associations, of mutual savings 
banks, and loan associations, as well as the 
so-called mutuals, because we believe that 
appropriate taxation ought to be applied 
in this particular fleld. But we did not have 
accurate information, and we did not have 
hearings, as I have said, on anything, ex- 
cept to hear one or two witnesses who 
touched on the farm cooperatives. The com- 
mittee therefore felt that we should leave 
the amendment which was offered on behalf 
of the Senator from Delaware until we came 
to consider a general tax bill, which must 
come. * * * This is one of the matters 
we left over for the general tax bill, and 
made special note of it, and specifically asked 
that the staff complete its study and furnish 
all the information necessary for us to have 
so that when we reach a general bill we will 
then be prepared to act. 

„I am firmly convinced, speak- 
ing for myself alone, that there are ap- 
propriate taxes which should be imposed 
upon cooperatives, even farm cooperatives, 
and building and loan associations, savings 
banks, and so-called mutuals. I do not see 
how we can long allow certain organizations 
to escape all taxes . 

“I can give the Senator assurance that 
the subject will be considered. I can also 
give him assurance that I myself think that 
we should strive to impose an appropriate 
tax provision so far as cooperatives are con- 
cerned. I believe I should say that the 
committee recognizes that cooperatives gen- 
erally, and farm cooperatives especially, have 
a legitimate and proper place in the economy 
of the country. Nevertheless, there are ap- 
propriate steps which should be taken to tax 
them, and that will be done in the next 
tax bill.” 

The eminent Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
MILLIKIN}, ranking minority member of the 
Finance Committee, joined the debate and 
added his assurance to that of the com- 
mittee’s chairman. He said: 

“Mr. President, I wish to join in the as- 
surance that there is a very serious interest 
in the Senate Finance Committee on this 
subject. There is no desire whatever to 
postpone consideration of the matter in- 
definitely. That has been stated both by 
the chairman of the committee and by the 
distinguished senior Senator from Illinois, 
The committee has already instructed its 
staff to be prepared with all technical ques- 
tions by the time we get to the next tax bill. 
I am completely confident that those things 
will be done.” 

With such definite assurance of action to 
come, I could do no less than withdraw my 
amendment at that time, but in so doing I 
mede a lengthy statement of which I shall 
quote only a few lines. I said: 

“I did feel very sincerely that an ap- 
propriate time for the consideration of this 
amendment by all means was when we were 
increasing taxes, because, from my point of 
view, I am firmly convinced that there are 
inequities in the tax law as it relates to co- 
cperative organizations. I believe there are 
inequities, and I think that as a result of 
the debate here yesterday, it is generally con- 
ceded by Members of the Senate that such 
inequities exist. I do not mean to claim 
that the amendment I have offered is the 
perfect answer. I prepared it in the best 
manner I could. In my opinion it would 
correct these inequities and at the same time 
protect the legitimate farm coopera- 
tive. 2%; > 


7615 


“I now have the assurance of the Sen- 
ator from Georgia and the recognition on 
the part of the Merabers of the Senate Fi- 
nance Committee and of other Members of 
the Senate that inequities do exist and that 
there is merit to my arguments that some- 
thing should be done. With the promise 
that when the next tax bill is brought be- 
fore us at the next session of Congress that 
the committee will take some action to cor- 
rect some of these inequities, I am going to 
withdraw my amendment at this time. I shall 
go along with the chairman of the com- 
mittee, and I thank him for the assurance 
that he and his committee will take care 
of this proposal at the next session of Con- 
gress.” 


Today, I am submitting the amendment 
which I withdrew a year ago. This bill, like 
its predecessor, seeks to correct the unfair 
competition between taxpaying businesses, 
and tax-exempt businesses, like cooperatives 
and other mutuals, that is fostered by pres- 
ent laws. : 

The very life of our free economy is based 
on competition. I am only interested in see- 
ing that the businessman on the west side of 
the street should be placed on the same 
footing as is the businessman on the east 
side of the street. No man can operate a 
business, pay taxes under the existing rates, 
and compete with a tax-exempt business on 
the other side of the street. 

That was true at the old 38-percent rate; 
it became even truer when the corporate 
tax was increased last year to 47 percent, 
The desperate plight of taxpaying businesses 
if their rate goes to 52 percent normal tax 
and 70 percent excess profits tax, as is pro- 
posed in the revenue bill that has just come 
to us from the House of Representatives, is 
evident. 

For several years I have watched the phe- 
nomenal growth of tax-exempt cooperatives, 
and I have viewed with apprehension the 
unjust tax advantages which certain coop- 
eratives enjoy over private corporations both 
large and small. 

I have watched and studied the results of 
this tax advantage. I have also closely 
examined the so-called benefits that are said 
to accrue to the farmer members of coopera- 
tives, and I am convinced that the loophole 
of cooperative freedom is not only a loophole 
from a tax-revenue standpoint, but also a 
loophole from the standpoint of protection 
of the farmer himself. 

Most of the cooperatives define a member 
as one who has dealt with the cooperative for 
the past 2 years. Some limit it to 1 year. If 
a member fails to deal with a cooperative 
for 1 year, he loses his membership. Some of 
the cooperatives even provide in their charter 
that if the board of directors at any time 
decides to expel a farmer for any reason, they 
can expel him and can cause him to forfeit 
his stock. 

They can expel a farmer at any time they 
wish to do so. They can then say that John 
Jones must sell his stock to Joe Smith for 
the par value, or the book value, whichever 
is the lowest and whichever figure they want 
to take, and they can force him to sell it. 
It is not an American principle. 

Another point, some cooperatives hold out 
on the members. They have not been dis- 
tributing all their earnings. 

Suppose when John Doe retires, after deal- 
ing with a certain cooperative 20 years, he 
would have received $10,000 in cash, but at 
the same time he has accumulated a $5,000 
unallocated reserve. 

If he quits dealing with them 1 year, he 
has lost membership and his equity. He 
has never paid any taxes on it, and the 
cooperative has not. They get the money. 
Why has not John Doe a right to pass this 
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equity on to his children, or to sell it? It is 
his earned money. It is money which has 
been invested in the plants, and I say that 
regardless of whether he has lost his mem- 
bership or not, that which was accumulated 
from his patronage during the period in 
which he was a member belongs to the 
farmer. 

The farmers are not getting it, and my 
amendment would correct that condition. 
There was one in my own area, where a co- 
operative for a number of years had operated 
successfully. They paid patronage dividends 
in stock and the farmers received them, 
The farmer who was a member paid his in- 
come tax on the patronage dividend. This 
continued over a period of years, and then 
the cooperative went broke. The farmers 
who financed this cooperative thought they 
Were making money, and had paid income 
tax on the earnings which were distributed 
as patronage dividends. They paid their 
taxes on something they never have had and 
never will have. 

If this amendment is agreed to, the farmer 
will pay the tax only on what he gets in cash. 
The cooperative which retains the money 
will pay the tax on what they keep, and the 
remaining equity, after the cooperative has 
paid its tax, will accumulate in the names 
of the farmers. The farmers can then pass 
that on down to their children, and no man 
can stop him. 

A year ago there may possibly have existed 
some doubt in the minds of the members 


of the Senate Finance Committee as to their 


right to impose the income tax upon the 
earnings of the cooperatives. Today no such 
doubt remains. 

In fact, the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. 
John W. Snyder, now recognizes that some- 
thing must be done to plug this loophole and 
others existing in our present tax laws be- 
fore asking other taxpayers to assume an 
additional burden. 

In his testimony before the Senate Fi- 
nance Committee last week, Mr. Snyder en- 
dorsed the principle of correcting this in- 
equity as embodied in my amendment. 

Mr. Snyder said that the Treasury Depart- 
ment now recognizes that inequities do exist 
and recommended that something be done to 
equalize the tax burden. 

This is only one of the many loopholes 
existing in our current tax laws, and I have 
requested the Secretary of the Treasury to 
submit a list along with his recommenda- 
tions as to how they could be closed. 

With the Congress now considering plac- 
ing an additional tax load of several billion 
dollars on the American taxpayers, whose 
rates have already approached the near-con- 
fiscation level, it is imperative that some 
action be taken in this direction imme- 
diately, and I am glad to note that at least 
the need for this correction is being recog- 
nized by the administration and those in 
Congress, who will have the responsibility of 
writing this new tax law. 

In conclusion I know of no greater argu- 
ment that can be made to emphasize the 
need of action than to quote from a speech 
made in 1942 by Mr. A. G. Black, Governor 
of the Farm Credit Administration, to the 
American Institute of Cooperatives: 

“Parmer cooperatives, as such, have been 
given by the people, through their Congress, 
some very important advantages—advan- 
tages not accorded to privately or corporately 
owned business. If no changes are made in 
laws relating to these advantages, they are 
going to bulk larger and larger. For ex- 
ample, tax exemption under certain condi- 
tions, if there is no change, will result in a 
tremendous advantage to the cooperative 
form of organization. As taxes on private 
and corporate business increase that ad- 
vantage to cooperatives becomes greater, 
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Under conditions of low taxes, of course, it 
is of some advantage, but when taxes are 
absorbing a large part of the earnings of 
private business, the cooperative form of 
business really provides an enormous ad- 
vantage.” 


NOTICES OF MOTIONS TO SUSPEND THE 
RULE—AMENDMENTS TO INTERIOR DE- 
PARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. CORDON submitted the following 
notice in writing: 


In accordance with rule XL of the Stand- 
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice 
in writing that it is my intention to move 
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the 
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 3790) 
making appropriations for the Department 
of the Interior for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1952, and for other purposes, the 
following amendment; namely, on page 29, 
after line 2, insert the following: 

“That the last sentence of subsection (b) 
of title II of the act of August 28, 1937 (50 
Stat. 874), is amended to read as follows: 
When the general fund in the Treasury has 
been fully reimbursed for the expenditures 
which were made charges against the Oregon 
and California land-grant fund, said 25 per- 
cent shall be covered annually, on or after 
June 30, into the Treasury as miscellaneous 
receipts’.” 

Mr. CORDON also submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to House bill 3790, making appro- 
priations for the Department of the In- 
terior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1952, and for other purposes, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

(For text of amendment referred to, 
see the foregoing notice.) 

Mr. ECTON submitted the following 
notice in writing: 

In accordance with rule XL of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice in 
writing that it is my intention to move to 
suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the pur- 
pose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 3790) 
making appropriations for the Department 
ef the Interior for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1952, and for cther purposes, the 
following amendment; namely, on page 13, 
after line 19, insert the following: “Provided 
further, That no part of this appropriation 
shall be used for construction or repair of 
the Tongue River Indian Reservation electric 
line, Montana, but the Secretary is hereby 
authorized to enter into a reimbursable con- 
tract with the Tongue River Electric Coop- 
erative, Inc., Montana, with respect to main- 
tenance, operation, and subsequent transfer 
of ownership of said line.“ 


Mr. ECTON also submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
House bill 3790, making appropriations 
for the Department of the Interior for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, and 
for other purposes, which was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 

(For text of amendment referred to, 
see the foregoing notice.) 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting several 
nominations, which were referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 
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EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 


The following favorable report of a 
nomination was submitted: 


By Mr. CONNALLY, from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations: 

Francis P. Matthews, of Nebraska, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten- 
tiary to Ireland. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Ap- 
pendix, as follows: 

By Mr. STENNIS: 

Address entitled “We Must Be Strong,” 
delivered by him before the Mississippi divi- 
sion of the American Legion Convention 
at Biloxi, Miss., June 17, 1951. 

Editorial entitled “Coming Out of the 
Doldrums,” published in the Delta Demo- 
crat-Times of Greenville, Miss., on June 7, 
1951, relating to progress in Mississippi. 

Editorial entitled “Dividend of Candor,” 
published in the Washington Post of July 4, 
1951, relating to the statement by the Sen- 
ate Committees on Armed Services and For- 
eign Relations at the conclusion of the 
MacArthur hearings. 

By Mr. TAFT: 

Address delivered by him to the Republi- 
cans of Indiana, at Indianapolis, Ind., June 
23, 1951. 

By Mr. DUFF: 

Address delivered by him on July 4 at 
Independence Hall, Philadelphia, on the oc- 
casion of the one hundred and seventy-fifth 
anniversary of the signing of the Declaration 
of Independence, 

By Mr. NIXON: 

Statement prepared by him with refer- 
ence to the moral rearmament meeting in 
Los Angeles, Calif., July 5, 1951. 

By Mr, LEHMAN: 

Statement entitled “The Code of the Civil 
Servant,” prepared by the Civil Service Em- 
ployees’ Association, 

Editorial entitled “Let’s Keep Our Guard 
Up,” published in the Washington Star, with 
reference to the foreign policy of the United 
States. 

Correspondence between himself and Miss 
Ellen J. Jeffs, of Arlington, Va., relating to 
inflation. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey: 

Address entitled “The World Does Get 
Better,” delivered by Dr. William C. Cope, 
at the commencement exercises of Ithaca 
College, in Ithaca, N. Y., June 2, 1951. 

Article entitled “Open House in Germany,” 
published in the magazine Freedom and 
Union, for May 1951, discussing American 
libraries in Germany. 

By Mr. KEM: 

Letter entitled “The Biter Bitten,” relat- 
ing to socialism and the Kem amendment, 
published in the Washington Times-Herald 
of July 5, 1951. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY: 

Article relating to the war-orphan problem 
and the Displaced Persons Act, written by 
Miss Frances Spatz, and published in the 
June 17, 1951, issue of the American Weekly. 

Article relating to the necessity to support 
and strengthen the United Nations, by Pierce 
Butler, Jr., published in the Federalist. 

By Mr. DWORSHAK: 

An article entitled “Fast Amortization,” 

from the Wall Street Journal of July 5, 1951. 


COMPARISON OF SUGAR ACT OF 1948 WITH 
PROVISIONS OF SENATE BILL 1694 


Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, some 
days ago there was published a news- 
paper article dealing with the sugar price 
support. The statement was made in the 


1951 


article that the sugar price support was 
the costliest of all agricultural support 
programs. There is now pending before 
the Senate, Senate bill 1694, which pro- 
vides for an extension of the Sugar Act. 
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I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Recorp a statement showing a 
comparison of the Sugar Act of 1948 with 
provisions of Senate bill 1694, and also 
a table showing the sugar quotas avail- 
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able to the various countries under the 
two acts. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Comparison of Sugar Act of 1948 with provisions of S. 1694 


A. Quotas (see. 202 of act and sec. 1 of S. 1604): 
1, Domestic areas. 


k — ublie of Philippin 
r foreign coun 


4, Proration of quota for full-duty coun- 
tries, 


5. Minimum quota for Ouba 


B, e (see. 204 of act and sec. 2 of 
1. Domestic areas and Cuba.......-. oon 


Mainland cane sugar.. 
Hawaii 


After deducting the foregoing fixed quotas, the —— 
of 85 annual consumption estimate is distributed 
as follows; 


iba. 
Full-duty countries (all foreign coun- 
tries except 8 pe sa Philippines)... I. 36 
58 ulred to be countries in accordance 
with prorations made nt 1050 


Sonam effect, is guaranteed a minimum quota equal 
to 


Determination can be made for current year only and 
8 to other domestic areas and Cuba on the 


t of the total requirements when this 


total falls below 7,400,000 tons. The quotas for do- of 2,116,000 
mestic areas are required to be reduced if necessary 
to provide this um quota, 


After deducting the foregoing fixed quotas the balance of the annual 
consumption estimate would be distributed as follows: 


imported fı 


Full-duty countries (all foreign countries except Cuba 
end hr, -V 4 
95 percent would be prorated on the basis of importations during the 
Nag yo ng seh sp ear — or $ 
or more o average importations for those years (this means 
Latin-American countries). 
for other 7 * — countries of which no more than one-fifth may be 
from only 1 country. 
Cuba would receive 28.6 percent of the total consumption estimate if 
such estimate is 7, raged pri tons of sugar or less and a flat guaran 


country which supplied 2 percent 
5 percent would be held as a reserve 


hen the total consumption e: te ox 


7,400,000 short tons. The quotas for domestic areas would be re- 
duced if necessary to provide for this minimum quota. 


Deficits known to be in prospect may be declared prior to commence- 
ment of new calendar 


No change in manner of participation in 
such 


of quotas then in effect. 
Prorated 95 percent to Cuba and 5 percent to ſull· duty 
countries. 


year, 
deficit except if any area cannot —— its portion, then to 
other areas as the Secretary may de 

pocot (ie to Cuba and 4 ramet to full sag a A countries. (Same 
as new distribution of basic quota, A-3 above.) If any area cannot 


2. Republic of Philippines Saaie 


3. Full- duty countries 


4, Deficits in share of quota for indi- 
vidual full-duty countries, 


No provision. — — — 


Deficits cannot be determined until Sept. 1 of any 
dar year and then must be ap} 


rtioned to coun- 


supply its portion then to such other areas as the Secretary may 


Ro 3 and it Ouba cannot supply to other areas as the Secretary may 
termine. 
Deficits may be determined At sary Cae was ae, Ue A 

other mull. duty countries on such basis as 


pi ioned to 
the Secretary — termines is 


tries which have filled their prorations on that date. required to make the ponent loner | 
O, Limitation on refined sugar from full-duty | All from full-duty countries except tions The quota for full-duty countries could be filled in direct consumption 
countries (sec, 207 —.— act and sec. 3 of resul from the Ph 2 deficit may be entered form only to the extent that it Could be so filled under — 1 rh 
8. 1694). in direct consumption form, pan that each country is ee to enter an amount e or 
average amount of such tered during 1948, 1049, and 1050. 


D. ‘Termination of aot (seo; 411 of act and seo, 4 


of 8. i 
E, Termination of sugar tax (sec, 3508 of In- 
ternal Revenue Code and sec. 5 of S. 1694), 


Terminates Dec. 31, 1952. 
Terminates June 30, 1983. 


.......... 


sugar en 
Termination date extended to Dec. 31, 1956. 
Extended to June 30, 1957, 


Sugar 


quotas under the Sugar Act of 1948 and proposed extension with total require- 


ments of 8,250,000 short tons, raw value and deficits prevailing on June 19, 1951 
[Short tons, raw value] 


Act of 1948 


123 
40, 


1 Jf prorated as in 1951, to the countries which shipped raw sugar in i949 and 1950 in proportion to their basic quotas 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the 
agreement entered into on Monday last, 
the Interior Department appropriation 
bill, 1952, House bill 3790, is the un- 


finished business, and the Chair lays the 
bill before the Senate. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H. R. 3790) making appropriations 
for the Department of the Interior for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, and 


for other purposes, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Appro- 
priations with amendments. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

a Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be vacated, and that 
further proceedings under the call be 
dispensed with. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, the In- 
terior Department appropriation bill, 
now the unfinished business of the Sen- 
ate, totals 

The VICE .PRESIDENT. Will the 
Senator permit the Chair to have the 
clerk state the first amendment? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I was about to ask 
unanimous consent that the committee 
amendments be first considered. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is not 
necessary. It is automatic. 

The first amendment of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations was, on page 2, 
line 2, after the word “only”, to strike 
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out “$174,000” and insert “$158,670, of 
which not to exceed $137,970 shall be 
available for personal services.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, the 
estimates considered by the committee 
total $564,186,000. The committee rec- 
ommends appropriations of $520,082,307, 
which amount is $23,317,807 more than 
recommended by the House. It is $58,- 
605,518 less than the appropriation for 
the fiscal year 1950, after the reductions 
under section 1214 of the 1951 General 
Appropriation Act, and $44,103,693 less 
than the 1952 budget estimates. 

The Department of the Interior is 
charged with the preservation and de- 
velopment of the natural resources of 
the Nation of which the United States 
has title. Hearings on the bill began on 
May 8 and were concluded on June 6. 
The index to the hearings shows that 
more than 250 witnesses were heard. 
The total number of printed pages of 
testimony is 2,232. Mr. President, this 
bill has received very careful scrutiny 
by the subcommittee. 

It may interest the Senate to know 
that up to this date the total of the 1952 
budget estimates received by Congress 
is $84,382,557,427. Included in that 
amount, of course, are the permanent 
appropriations, such as those for the 
payment of interest on the public debt. 
By way of comparison, the budget esti- 
mates for the bill which came to our 
committee amounted to $564,186,000. 
The committee has allowed $520,082,307. 
On a percentage basis, the amount pro- 
posed to be appropriated for the Depart- 
ment of the Interior is less than two- 
thirds of 1 percent of the total appropri- 
ations which the Bureau of the Budget 
has requested Congress to consider. If 
the bill covered 1 percent of the total 
amount of the budget estimates, the ap- 
propriation provided by the bill would be 
$843,000,000. It is actually $520,000,000, 
which amounts to sixty-two one-hun- 
dredths of 1 percent of the total con- 
tained in the budget estimates. I men- 
tion this fact because it seems to me that 
people lose sight of the importance of 
maintaining agencies of Government 
which administer and develop our natu» 
ral resources. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The subcommittee 
gave the bill very careful scrutiny and 
worked very diligently. Practically every 
amendment and every provision of any 
importance were carefully considered 
and argued very extensively and inten- 
sively by the members of the committee. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator is abso- 
lutely correct. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The careful hear- 
ings and discussions in the subcommit- 
tee first, and then in the full committee, 
resulted in the bill which is now pending 
before the Senate. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The chairman of our 
committee has stated the situation ac- 
curately. We devoted much time to a 
detailed consideration of every item con- 
tained in the bill. 
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Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Not only did the 
full committee give consideration to each 
amendment and provision, but each item 
in the bill was thoroughly discussed be- 
fore any action was taken. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I omitted to men- 
tion that fact, but the Senator from Ar- 
kansas is entirely correct. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I should like to 
make the observation that in my brief 
experience and service on the Committee 
on Appropriations I have never before 
known the committee to be sd diligent 
and to go over an appropriation bill so 
carefully as it went over the bill we are 
now considering. It considers all appro- 
priation bills in much the same way, with 
the result that we are able in some cases 
to make some intelligent reductions in 
the amounts which have been requested 
by the Bureau of the Budget, while in 
others we are able to confirm the Budget 
Bureau’s recommendations by the facts 
and fully justify the amounts which are 
being appropriated. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator from Ar- 
kansas has made a very accurate state- 
ment. It is exactly what occurred in the 
committee. 

There is one further action taken by 
the committee which I wish to call to 
the attention of the Senate. It will be 
remembered that in the case of the in- 
dependent offices appropriation bill the 
Senate recommitted the bill to the com- 
mittee, with directions to make a 10- 
percent reduction in the budget esti- 
mates for personal services. The motion 
was adopted by a substantial vote on the 
floor of the Senate. The Appropriations 
Committee is a servant of the Senate; 
and to carry out the directive we have 
gone through every personal-service 
item included in the budget estimates 
with respect to the Department of the 
Interior. 

A faithful servant, however, must di- 
rect the attention of its master to the 
fact that serious errors could creep in 
by reason of a sweeping cut of that kind. 
In making the proposed reductions in 
the bill the committee felt that the De- 
partment of the Interior is charged with 
the responsibility of operating and main- 
taining large power and irrigation proj- 
ects, transmission lines for the distribu- 
tion of power from Government-owned 
dams, hospitals for Indians, schools for 
Indians, the Alaska Railroad, and the 
national parks, all of which operate on 
a 24-hour-day basis. For that reason 
the committee deemed it entirely proper 
to segregate the operating personnel 
from the supervisory personnel of the 
Department. In so doing, we arrived at 
the following figures: 

The total amount in the budget esti- 
mates for personal services of all kinds 
was $171,147,495. Within that amount 
there is a total of $53,077,219 for oper- 
ating and maintenance personnel, leav- 
ing an estimate of $117,370,276 for ad- 
ministrative, supervisory, clerical, and 
other personnel, not engaged in opera- 
tion and maintenance. The committee 
made a reduction of 10 percent in the 
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latter amount, which represents a total 
of $11,382,399 below the budget esti- 
mate. We have carried out the spirit 
and intent of the instructions given to 
us by the Senate, modifying them with 
respect to operations involving 24-hour 
service, which would not permit of a 
10-percent reduction. Such action was 
taken by the committee, in lieu of the 
Jensen amendment, which appeared in 
the bill as it came from the House and 
which has been stricken out by the 
committee. 

I suggest that the clerk proceed to 
read the amendments, and, if it is agree- 
able to Senators, in the case of amend- 
ments which I happen to know are con- 
troversial, I shall ask to have them passed 
over. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I understand that on 
July 20 last year the President issued a 
directive calling upon the various de- 
partments and agencies to resurvey all 
projects and to suspend operations on all 
of them which were not essential to the 
national defense. The Senator from 
Arizona is familiar with that directive, 
is he not? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I am. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I understand that ap- 
proximately $96,000,000 worth of projects 
were suspended. 

Mr. HAYDEN. No; that is not what 
happened, In the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion there was a total reduction of some- 
what more than $60,000,000. There may 
have been more than $96,000,000 of cuts 
made throughout the entire Department, 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I think the $96,000,- 
000 total related to both the reclamation 
and the rivers and harbors projects, 
combined. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Flood control and 
rivers and harbors projects are not in- 
cluded in this bill. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I think the cut in 
flood control and rivers and harbors 
projects was somewhat more than 
$50,000,000. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. All told, the claim is 
that the total reductions amounted to 
$96,000,000 plus. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The blanket cut which 
was made last year, which was to be 
effectuated by the Department, provided 
that a certain amount of money had to 
be deducted from the funds used in its 
operations. In most instances, the con- 
struction projects were simply slowed 
down. However, I know of two small 
projects which were authorized last year, 
but on which the work was stopped. One 
of them was in Montana, and carried an 
appropriation of approximately $4,000,- 
000; and the other was a very worthy 
project at Jamestown, N. Dak., amount- 
ing to approximately $2,000,000. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I was not referring 
to the cuts in appropriations for the De- 
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partment of the Interior, which the Con- 
gress made mandatory. I was referring 
to cuts made as a result of the Presi- 
dent’s directive to resurvey the projects. 
In connection with that matter, I ad- 
dressed an inquiry to the Army engi- 
neers, and from them I received a reply, 
dated January 15, 1951, in which it is 
claimed that $96,800,000 worth of 
projects was suspended as a result of that 
Presidential directive, and they sent me 
an itemized statement listing the proj- 
ects by States. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That matter would be 
an entirely proper one to be brought up 
when the civil functions appropriation 
bill is before the Senate. However, we 
now have before us a bill dealing with an 
entirely different subject, over which the 
Corps of Army Engineers has no juris- 
diction. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. In the event the 
committee recommends the inclusion of 
any of these projects this year, shall we 
be supplied in each instance with a re- 
survey and a statement of the reasons 
for including such projects in the 
budget? 

Mr. HAYDEN. There is no item in 
this bill which was not estimated for by 
5 Budget Bureau, and at a reduced 
ra 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I asked that ques- 
tion because in January the claim was 
made that $96,800,000 was cut out last 
year as a result of the President’s direc- 
tive. Yet I find that in the Budget Bu- 
reau's recommendations this year, some 
of the very same projects are now in- 
cluded, to the tune of $280,000,000; and 
I understand that no resurvey has been 
made, except in one instance. There 
are approximately 82 projects thus in- 
cluded. I, for one, think the Depart- 
ment should furnish the committee with 
a statement of its reasons, in each in- 
stance, for including the project at this 
time, after once having taken it out. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I can assure the Sen- 
ator that none of the projects included 
in this bill was previously taken out. 
All that was done by direction of the 
Congress was to-reduce the amounts of 
money for projects under construction. 
There are no new projects in this bill. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The bill has just 
come to us; and, of course, I have not 
had an opportunity to study it. So I 
simply assume that the Senator from 
Arizona is correct in what he has just 
said, 

However, I know that in the budget 
this year many of the projects which 
were taken out last year are now in- 
cluded. The Department boasted of the 
$96,800,000 which it took out last year, 
as the result of the President's directive. 
However, Mr. President, if we are going 
to have projects put back in this year, 
to the tune of $280,000,000, I think we 
had better notify the President not to try 
again to do that kind of economizing. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 
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Mr. McKELLAR. Most of those proj- 
ects come up in connection with the 
civil functions appropriation bill. That 
bill is now the subject of hearings before 
the committee. I now issue an invita- 
tion to the Senator from Delaware to 
appear before the committee and be 
heard by it, or to present any witnesses 
whom he desires to have heard by the 
committee. 

No new projects are included in the 
bill now before the Senate, and we do 
not expect to include any new projects 
at all in the civil functions appropria- 
tion bill which is now before the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arizona yield, to per- 
mit me to request an insertion in the 
Recorp, in connection with this matter? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Certainly. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have inserted in 
the Recorp a copy of the letter which 
I received from Brigadier General Chor- 
pening, the Assistant Chief for civil 
functions engineering projects, with 
which letter he submits a list of the 
projects which were suspended as a re- 
sult of the President’s directive, and in 
the second column he lists a number of 
the same projects which are now in- 
cluded in the 1952 budget requests, and 
gives the amount of the appropriation 
requested for each one of them. 

I submit this letter for printing in the 
Recorp, in order that the committee and 
the Senate itself and the Congress may 
have this information available to it, 
As I have said before, if any of these 
projects is restored, I think we should be 
furnished with a justification for doing 
so. I understand that no justification 
has been submitted thus far, but many 
of the projects are merely put back into 
the budget at this time to the tune of 
$280,000,000, whereas projects amount- 
ing to $96,800,000 were removed last 
year. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and table were ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, March 15, 1951. 
Hon, JOHN J. WILLIAMS, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator WILLIAMS: Reference is made 
to your letter of March 7, 1951, requesting 
additional information in connection with 
the curtailment of the river and harbor and 
flood-control programs in line with the 
Presidential directive. 

The enclosed tabulation is the same as 
that furnished you in the letter of January 
15, 1951, with an additional column added 
showing the status of work on projects not 
included in the 1952 budget and the amount 
included in the 1952 budget for those proj- 
ects proposed for continuation during fiscal 
year 1952. 


I trust that the enclosed tabulation will 


meet your present needs. 
Sincerely yours, 
C. H. CHORPENING, 
Brigadier General, United States 
Army, Assistant Chief of Engineers 
for Civil Works. 
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River and harbor work suspended in fiscal 
year 1951 (by States and projects) 


Amonnt 
in 1952 
budget 


Alabama: 


Bayou Coden 000 
Dauphin Island Bay. =e 31, 600 ( 
Demet lonk; ond dam 1, 000, 000 84, 500, 000 
ayou i ree q 1 
California: 1 15 
Sacramento River 30. foot 
1, 987, 000 09 
750, 000 510, 000 
175, 500 a 
192, 959 0) 
53, 619 ¢ 
21, 000 8 
Bays waterwe — — 000 
District 0 of Columbia: Potomac 8 8 
River north side of Washing- 
= ton 8 3 75, 000 0) 
Jim Woodruff lock and dam.| 2, 000, 000 | 7, 000, 000 
New River 75, 000 ( 
ree ier 100, 000 8 
Mississippi River between 
Ohio and Missouri Rivers. 622, 150 (Q) 
ississippi River between 
— 9 and Min- 
ee Pe ER 1, 147, 200 | 1, 600, 000 
Ohio moins oon m iee griat, ge 21 176 000 
Ohio River Tock and dam if a 
— e 450,000 | 3175, 000 
Caleasieu River and Pass 000 000 
Gulf waterway  (Plaque- z 4m 
mine- Mo 3 500, 000 050 
Maine: Portlan — 30, 000 ($) 
Maryland: 
are Harbor. 00 0 
Honga River and Tar Bay 41, 143 0 
Pocomoke River 0 
M setts: 
Barnstable Harbor. 0 
Wellfleet Harbor. 0 
Michigan: 
Black River Harbor. () 
St. Mi River. 750, 000 
Montana: Fort Peck 944, 000 


New Jersey: New York and 
New Jersey channels. 
New York: 
Great Lakes-Hudson River 
waterwa 


271 0 
North 37, 000 8 
kie ones 500, 000 0) 
ni eveland Harbor........... 513, 000 
Scioto River at Portsmouth. 2 23 * 105 * 
n: 
Columbia River and Lower 
Willamette between Van- 
couver, ial ose and Port- 
OTR — 97, 000 ® 


land, 

Columbia R River and tribu- 
taries above Celilo Falls to 
Kennewick, Wash 

Columbia s River, Vancouver 

to The D: 


— — Schuylkill River. 
“Gull waterway (Galveston 
distric 


Virginia: 


Virgin Islands: St. 

ß „ 
Washington: Olympia Harbor 
West Virginia: Kanawha River. 


3 No work under way. 
Being carried on during fiscal year 1951 under a cur- 
tailed program. 
For planning only. 
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Flood-control work suspended, fiscal year 
1951 (by States and projects) 


Value of 
monte, | dm oa 
n 
. year | Year 1952 
1951 
Arkansas: 
Ozan Creek ...-..........-.- $53, 700 ® 
Blakely Mountain Dam 200, 000 |$6, 000, 000 
Narrows Reservoir. 75, 000 200, 000. 
Norfolk Reservoir. 30, 000 2) 
Nimrod Reservoir. 140, 000 2) 
Blue Mountain Reservoir... 12, 000 
Bull Shoals Reservoir. 500, 000 14, 960, 000 
Arizona: Tucson 500, 000 09 
Caliſornia: 
San Antonio Dam 150, 000 | 1, 000, 000 
Whittier Narrows 250, 000 000, 000 
Los Angeles County drain- 
age area (exclusive of 
Whittier narrows) 1, 675, 000 | 6, 000 
Merced County stream 
group (Bear Creek Dam) 140, 000 000 
Farmington Reservoir. 214, 000 000 
Isabella Dam and Reservoir. 395, 000 000 
Pine Flat Reservoir. — 000 
Folsom Reservoir 000 


Sacramento River, major 
3 minor tributaries ... 


2 
8 
88 BR B 


EE ERE ROES 608, 000 | 1, 000, 000 

3 lorida: " Gentral and Southern. 200, 000 J 6, 500, 000 
"Allatoona Reservoir. 60, 700 @) 

: Clark Hill Reservoir. 1,000,000 |18, 300, 000 

daho: 

Lewiston-Clarkston levees.. 25, 000 0) 

fi Luky Peak Reservoir 1, 850, 000 | 4, 000, 000 

nois: 
Columbia drainage and 

jevee distriet (Q) 


ct 
Chouteau, Nameoki, and 
F T es 
Degoenis and Fountain 


East Cape Girardeau a 
East St. Louis and vicinity.. 
Grand Tower drainage and 


levee distriet 
Sny Basin 
Mounds Ass Mound City, 
pump: 6 ne eel 
Indiana: 
Evansville: 
Buvel unit No. 2. 500, 000 ) 
Pegeon Creek section 300, 000 ) 
Indianapolis, Indiana Ave- 
nue Bridge. 533, 400 (9) 
Lawrenceburg, relief well. 100, 000 
New Albany, pumpin 
A A A ea 250,000 | 578, 000 
esos, defer entire proj- 
Shafi Dare or au ire sede ieta 
ufiel er levee, ent! 
—— A NSA OS 645, 000 0) 
cGinnis levee, entire 
1 proſect aE 645, 000 09 
ow 
Red Rock Reservoir. 4 566, 500 09 
Des Moines 2 349, 480 (Q) 
Coralville Reservoir.. 2, 811, 000 0 
Little Sioux River. a , 000 09 
Cansas: 
Hutchinson 1. 706, 134 (1) 


Wichita and Valley Center.. 
Missouri River agricultural 


1, 081, 000 6) 


J: Bese defer entire pro; 
E L OE EE IPA 180, 000 ® 
Newport, savings on con- 
8 367, 000 ©) 
Hawesville, aping plant 51, 900 108, 000 
Wolf Creek Reser vo ee 
lie use facilities__.____ 100, 000 | 3, 000, 000 
Pineville, entire project 500, 000 069 
1, 115, 000 | 2, 900, 000 
000 | 1, 000, 000 
Lo eae 76, 200 ® 
Aloha-Regolette. 325, 000 
=. 100, 000 8 
B: T 
fiver: 3 120, 000 ®. 
stabilization. 500, 000 
Shreveport 180, 000 7 
Natchitoches Parish. 26,312 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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work fiscal year 


Flood-control suspended, 
1951 (by States and projects) —Continued 


. 
Ridgeley, vs tet $2, 400, 000 
BS SA EI 
usetts: 
North Adams Av) 
Birch Hill Reservoir_-- 1 
Knightsville Reservoir. 8 
ull: 7 9 
Missouri: 
East Poplar Bluff. 1) 


Clearwater Reser vo 


1 700, 000 
— 00 
„„ REA 3,344, 000 
N 8 5 
Franklin Falis Bree 9 
8 Mountain Reservoir y 
New Mexico: 
Jemez Canyon oir. 900, 000 
Rio Grande flood way 325, 000 
New . Davenport Center 0 
North ‘Carolina; Buses Island 
N Dakai: 55 : 
& 
37,083, 700 


8 


Freewater 
Arlington, Alkali Canyon 
Amazon Greek 
Lookout Point Reservoir. ] 3, 16, 000 
Cottage Grove Reservoir. 
Dorena ir.. 
Detroit Reservoir.. 4, 16, 978, 000 


88 


Fort Gibson Reservoir 
Great Salt 5 — Reser vo 


* 
P 


p 
8 


e SSS SSS sofeesce ee 


Oehoe City flood: 
lecat C Reser 


33 
8 8 


— 


* 
E p ee ef Sy 


B SEEEOEZES 38 8 


88 


833 8383 88 = 


ennessee: 
Memphis, Woll River — 
Nonconnah C. 


Ss 
wos 


Bm» 2888 


33 


aa footnotes at end of table. 
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Flood-control work suspended, fiscal year 
1951 (by States and projects) —Continued 


West Virginia: 
Wneeling-Benwood 3 $75, 500 
Bluestone Reservoir... (9) 
Sutton Reser voir. @) 


1 No work under way. 


tai 2 eas oari carried on during fiscal year 1951 under a cur- 


3 hel — only, 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Delaware wishes to go into 
the matter, he should appear before the 
Appropriations Committee, which now is 
considering the civil functions appro- 
priations bill, because the matter to 
which he refers has nothing whatever 
to do with the bill now before the Sen- 
ate. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, this 
material will be available to the com- 
mittee and to the Senate. If the Sen- 
ator from Arizona wishes to have me 
submit further material in this connec- 
tion, I shall be glad to do so. 

So far as my appearing before the 
committee is concerned, let me say that 
I was informed that the projects were 
stricken out as being nonessential to the 
national defense program, but now I find 
that many of them are being revived 
and restored. 

So I hope the committee will study 
the material and information and will 
ask the Bureau of the Budget or the 
Chief of Army Engineers why the proj- 
ects are restored to the bill this year. 

Mr, ANDERSON. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Let me ask the 
chairman of the committee whether 
there is ineluded in the bill a single item 
which has anything whatever to do with 
the $96,800,000 of reductions to which 
the Senator from Delaware has referred. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I would be greatly 
surprised if there was. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, as I 
previously said, I think it well to have 
attention called to this matter before the 
civil functions bill is reported, for other- 
wise it might be reported with these 
projects included in it. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think it would be 
well for the Senator to appear before the 
committee before the bill is reported. 

The Senator from Arizona has been 
a Member of this body for a long time, 
and I should like to ask whether he re- 
calls when the Big Thompson project 
was postponed, at the beginning of 1942, 
in the interest of national defense. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes, and it was a great 
mistake to postpone its construction. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from 
Arizona was a Member of the Senate at 
that time, was he not? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I was. 
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Mr. ANDERSON. The cost at that 
time would have been approximately 
$30,000,000, would it not? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I do not recall the 
cost. However, I can refer to a similar 
project, namely, the Davis Dam. The 
Davis Dam, on the Colorado River, was 
under construction on the basis of a cost 
of $55,000,000, for which the contractor 
agreed to do the job. Then the work 
was stopped. The contractor was paid 
liquidated damages for ceasing work on 
the job. The final cost of that project, 
however, is more than $105,000,000, by 
reason of increased cost of labor and 
materials. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does not the Sen- 
ator from Arizona realize that many of 
these projects, regardless of whether the 
work on them is begun in the year in 
which they are authorized, cost a great 
deal more than the original estimates 
before the work is completed? In fact, 
sometimes the final cost is as much as 
three times as great as the original esti- 
mate. So putting a project over to a 
subsequent year is not always the cause 
of a rise or increase in the cost. 

Mr. ANDERSON. But did not the 
Senator from Arizona point out that in 
the case of the Davis Dam, the work was 
under contract? The work would have 
been completed at that cost. 

Mr, FERGUSON. However, does not 
the Senator also realize that these con- 
tracts are not firm contracts? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Oh, my 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, they 
are not firm contracts only if Congress 
does not appropriate the money with 
which to carry them out; but if Con- 
gress had appropriated money to carry 
out the construction of the Big Thomp- 
son tunnel in Colorado, it would have 
been constructed for much less money, 
exactly as the Davis Dam would have 
been constructed at a great saving. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does not the Sen- 
ator appreciate that frequently plans 
and specifications are modified and new 
features added, which enormously in- 
crease the costs? 

Mr. HAYDEN. No new features were 
added in building the Big Thompson 
tunnel, and no new features were added 
in connection with the Davis Dam. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Do I correctly un- 
derstand that the Senator from Ari- 
zona is advocating that we eliminate no 
projects, and continue all projects in 
the same manner as if there were no 
emergency and we were not engaged in 
preparation for the defense of America? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Serious mistakes were 
made at the beginning of World War IT; 
and I am responsible for one of them, 
as much as anyone, because, when I 
brought before the Senate the Interior 
Department appropriation bill, I then 
stated that, if any money were appro- 
priated in that bill for projects which 
would require the use of labor or materi- 
als needed in the prosecution of the war, 
it was not expected that construction 
of the projects would be carried out. I 
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made a false assumption, because it 
turns out now that such projects could 
have been completed during the war, as 
well as not, and we would have had the 
advantage of that much earlier returns 
upon this Government investment by the 
sale of electric power. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Then, as I under- 
stand the Senator, he does not advocate 
eliminating or reducing any amount for 
public works projects during this emer- 
gency, and he believes that the United 
States will be better off to proceed full 
8 ahead on every one of such proj- 
ec 

Mr. HAYDEN. No; the Senator from 
Michigan is putting words into my 
mouth. Idid not say every such project, 
but I do say that a project now under 
construction at the present contract 
rates, if stopped, and if prices then go 
higher, as they are doing, will cost more 
in the end, and that we had better pro- 
ceed with the work. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield to the distin- 
guisked Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, so 
far as this bill is concerned—iI am not 
talking now about others, because we 
shall come to them later—I attended 
every hour of the committee sessions. 
My good friend the Senator from Michi- 
gan [Mr. FERGUSON] attended every min- 
ute of the sessions. I think he was there 
all the time, and I never saw anyone 
make a more vigorous or determined 
fight on a bill than did he on almost 
every item of the bill. He made a won- 
derful fight. He got practically every- 
thing ho asked for. 

I had hope that there would be no op- 
position on the floor to this bill, but that 
it should be passed without objection. 
It ought to be passed promptly and go to 
conference. 

I repeat that I never saw anyone make 
a more determined and vigorous fight in 
committee on a bill than was made by 
my distinguished friend from Michigan. 
He did everything in the world which 
was possible for the Senator to do to 
reduce Government expenditures; and I 
frankly say that I felt very much as he 
did regarding many of the appropria- 
tions. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I appreciate the 
Senator’s kind words, but I must dis- 
agree as to my success. I am not so 
enthusiastic about the success of my ef- 
forts as the distinguished Senator from 
Tennessee apparently is. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from 
Michigan had greater success in connec- 
tion with this bill than he ever before had 
in his life, in connection with any other 
appropriation bill. 

Mr. ANDERSON, Mr, President, will 
the Senator from Arizona yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield to the Senator 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I am trying to pin 
cown the question of the Davis Dam. 
Was the Davis Dam not under a firm 
contract which would have brought about 
its entire completion? 
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Mr. HAYDEN. That was exactly the 
situation, There was a very fine con- 
structicn company on the job, amply 
equipped and ready to prosecute the 
work. What happened? Their ma- 
chinery had to be left in the open, un- 
used, throughout the war, and the labor 
and materials which oug‘it to have gone 
into that dam were not applied. When 
a resumption of the work was brought 
about we had to pay the Uteh Construc- 
tion Co. not only liquidated damages for 
having moved off the job, but still more,_ 
for returning to the job; and in addition 
to that, we had to pay higher prices for 
materials, higher rates for labor, and so 
on, all the way through, until the cost 
was practically doubled. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from 
Arizona knows that that experience has 
been repeated time after time in con- 
nection with such construction con- 
tracts, does he not? 

Mr. HAYDEN. It did happen in nu- 
merous instances. 

Mr. ANDERSON. That is the only 
point I desire to make. We have had 
experience of the kind referred to; and 
while we want to stop and try to stop 
work on projects which will interfere 
with the national defense, yet whenever 
we stop work on all such projects by 
slashing the appropriations for them and 
take over the contracts when the work 
of excavation has been done and before 
the concrete work can be poured, when- 
ever the work is resumed, it then becomes 
necessary to do the excavating all over 
again, and all the money which may 
have been put into it will have been 
wasted. I think the long experience of 
the Senator from Arizona is very worth 
while when it comes to the consideration 
of such matters. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
argument which the Senator from New 
Mexico has just made, as to why we 
should have continued work under such 
contracts in World War II, or perhaps 
why we should continue them today, 
leads me to inquire whether the same 
argument could not be made, and 
whether it has not been used by millions 
of home owners and millions of small- 
business men who, upon the request and 
suggestion of their own Government in 
World War II suspended the construc- 
tion of homes or some other projects 
until the war would be over and mate- 
rials became more abundant, only to find 
that in a given case the same home cost 
them three or four times as much as it 
would have cost them had they pro- 
ceeded to its completion at the begin- 
ning of World War II. So I say the 
Government is not the only one that is 
being penalized as the result of the in- 
fiation caused by the Government’s own 
reckless spending. 

Mr, CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield to the Senator 
from South Dakota. 


Mr. President, will 
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Mr. CASE. The junior Senator from 
South Dakota desired to get a clear 
understanding of the projects to which 
reference was made by the Senator from 
Delaware. The projects to which he 
refers as having been eliminated from 
the expenditure program last year re- 
lated to projects of the Army engineers, 
projects which are in the civil-functions 
bill, and they did not relate to projects 
which are now in the pending Interior 
Department bill. Is not that correct? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I assume so. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the 
assumption of the Senator from South 
Dakota is entirely correct. I assume 
there are two or three little items, which 
do not amount to much, in the civil func- 
tions bill. I say again to the Senator 
from Delaware that we shall be delighted 
to hear him, or to hear any witness he 
may wish to have heard by the commit- 
tee, in regard to those items, or any other 
items. We want everything to be abso- 
lutely fair and square. 

Mr. S. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Arizona will yield, I may 
say the only testimony I could give the 
committee—and I should be perfectly 
willing and glad to go before the com- 
mittee to give it—is exactly what I have 
said here, that the Bureau of the Budget 
struck out the items, as being nonessen- 
tial to the national defense; and, from 
an examination of the budget figures, I 
note that those items have again been 
included. All I say is that if we are to 
comply with the budgetary requests by 
restoring items which were originally 
stricken out, as indicated by the list 
submitted by me, I think we should re- 
quire a complete statement of the proj- 
ects which have been resurveyed and 
have again been included. It is not my 
job to do that; it is for the committee. 
The committee should obtain the neces- 
sary date from the Director of the 
Budget. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I desire to call at- 
tention to certain items, which the Sen- 
ator from Michigan and other Senators 
on this side of the aisle, as well as Sena- 
tors on the other side of the aisle may 
consider to be vital, and to which we may 
propose amendments. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, be- 
fore the Senator from Michigan does 
that, I may say to the Senator from 
Delaware, before he leaves that all the 
projects to which he has referred, are 
river and harbor projects and flood-con- 
trol projects, They are not at all in this 
bill and have nothing in the world to do 
with this bill. We intend to do with the 
flood-control bill just what we have done 
in regard to this bill. No item is to be 
included, without having first been most 
carefully scrutinized, and a careful ex- 
amination made of the evidence upon 
which it is based. 

Mr.FERGUSON. The items to which 
I referred, and which I desire to call to 
the attention of the Senator from Ari- 
zona, are as follows: 

Page 8, lines 12 and 13, Bureau of 
Land Management, management of 
lands and resources. 
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Page 13, lines 8 and 9, under the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, construction. 

Page 18, lines 21 and 22, under Bureau 
of Reclamation, construction and re- 
habilitation. 

Page 27, lines 16 and 17, under the 
Geological Survey, surveys, investiga- 
tions, and research. 

Page 29, lines 11 and 12, under the 
Bureau of Mines, construction and 
development. 

Page 30, lines 8 and 9, Bureau of 
Mines, construction. 

Page 32, lines 22 and 23, under the 
National Park Service, maintenance. 

Page 35, line 4, under the Fish and 
Wildlife, investigations. 

Pages 37 to 39, lines 13 to 2, Office of 
Territories. 

As I said, I should like to confer with 
Senators on the other side of the aisle 
as well as on my side, but I am not sure 
that we shall offer amendments to all 
the items. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I hope the Senator 
will not, but that when he confers with 
Senators on his side of the aisle 

Mr. FERGUSON. And Senators on 
the other side. 

Mr. McKELLAR. He will be willing 
to withdraw any amendments sug- 
gested, because I have never seen a 
measure that has received more care- 
ful attention than has the pending bill. 
I had hoped, as I told the Senator yester- 
day when I talked to him about it, that 
the Senate would pass the bill in 10 
minutes. I have seen the time when 
such a thing was possible. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I should like to go 
along with the chairman on this matter. 
I appreciate that we raised every point 
before the committee and fought it out 
in committee, but there are Senators on 
the floor who did not have the benefit 
of being present at that time who may 
want to offer amendments. I believe 
there are some Senators on both sides 
of the aisle who desire to give the sub- 
ject consideration. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. In order that the matter 
presented by the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. WıLLIams] may be completely 
cleared up, may I state that I hold in 
my hand the letter which is addressed 
to the Senator from Delaware by Brig. 
Gen. C. H. Chorpening, Assistant Chief 
of Engineers for Civil Works. May I 
ask the Senator from Delaware if it is 
not true that the projects to which the 
letter refers are rivers and harbors and 
flood control projects included on the list 
accompanying General Chorpening’s 
letter? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes; that is correct. 
I said that in the beginning. But I am 
placing the material in the RECORD, be- 
cause I think it should be available to 
the committee for study. 

Mr. CASE. I think it will be very val- 
uable to Members of the Senate, and I 
am glad the Senator is putting the doc- 
uments into the Recor so that we may 
consider them prior to the considera- 
tion of the civil-functions bill. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 
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Mr. WELKER. I wish the Senator 
from Arizona would inform me as to who 
prepared this report. I invite the Sena- 
tor’s attention to page 23 of the report, 
relating to the dam at Palisades, Idaho. 
When I read this report I was hurt, as 
was almost everyone from the West who 
knows of the Palisades project that the 
committee cut out in toto the develop- 
ment of this essential project. But in 
viewing the report, as written, I am not 
dismayed or alarmed lest the whole 
project be cut out, because, as the Sen- 
ator from Arizona well knows, the tes- 
timony was full and complete as to the 
dire need for more electrical power at 
the atomic-energy installation at Arco, 
Idaho, and the necessary supplemental 
water for 650,000 acres of the Nation’s 
best agricultural land, plus flood control. 
In this report not one sentence is de- 
voted to that gigantic atomic-energy 
project at Arco, Idaho. The report tells 
us that the Defense Electrical Adminis- 
tration has approved the developement 
of Palisades as an essential project. 

Mr. HAYDEN, I think the Senator is 
looking at the wrong committee print of 
the report. What he should examine is 
the final report, and he will find that 
changes have been made. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Arizona will further yield, 
does he agree with me that the commit- 
tee made a dire mistake when it cut out 
entirely an installation on which $3,000,- 
000 has already been spent and in con- 
nection with which a town site has been 
erected? A transmission line has also 
been erected, and the town site is now 
developing. There are still technicians 
upon the ground at Palisades and at 
Idaho Falls to proceed with this ex- 
tensive installation on which we have 
already spent approximately $3,000,000, 
and which will, within 3 years, give us 
much-needed electrical energy and sup- 
plemental irrigation water for 650,000 
acres of land, plus flood control for one 
of the most productive agricultural 
lands in America. 

Is it not a case of being penny-wise 
and dollar-foolish, when, as the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] re- 
lated a moment ago, we abandon a proj- 
ect, leave it open to the elements, sub- 
ject to erosion and other damage, and 
thus ruin a vast project, much work on 
which has already been done? The 
Senator agrees with me, I am sure 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator from 
Idaho has my entire sympathy, but 
when the matter was taken up in the 
full committee the majority of the com- 
mittee did not see it that way, The sub- 
ject may be discussed later. 

Mr. WELKER. I assure the Senator 
of my cooperation. I know what long 
hours he and the other members of the 
committee have worked upon this mat- 
ter. I shall scrutinize carefully the ap- 
propriations for other projects in view of 
the fact that a valuable installation such 
as the Palisades project has been de- 
leted from the bill. It is unfair and un- 
just. If we are to develop any irriga- 
tion and power projects in America, the 
Palisades project should go ahead to 
completion. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I 
Should like to have the amendments at 
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the top of page 2 adopted. The others 
may be passed over. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the first amendment of the 
committee. 

The first amendment of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations was, under the 
heading “Title I—Department of the In- 
terior—Office of the Secretary—Enforce- 
ment of Connally Hot Oil Act,” on page 
2, line 2, after the word “only”, to strike 
out “$174,000” and insert “$158,670, of 
which not to exceed $137,970 shall be 
available for personal services.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 2, 
after line 4, to insert: 

CONSTRUCTION, SOUTHEASTERN POWER 
ADMINISTRATION 

For construction and acquisition of trans- 
mission lines, substations, and appurtenant 
facilities, and for administrative expenses 
connected therewith, in carrying out the 
provisions of section 5 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1944 (16 U. S. C. 825s), as applied to 
the southeastern power area, to remain 
available until expended, $342,020. 

The sum of $1,758,400, the unobligated 
portion of the $1,850,000 appropriation con- 
tained in chapter V of the Second Supple- 
mental Appropriation Act, 1951 (Public 
Law 911, 8ist Cong.), under the heading 
“Department of the Interior, Southeastern 
Power Administration, construction,” is 
hereby rescinded and shall be carried to the 
surplus fund and covered into the Treasury 
immediately upon the approval of this act, 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, at the 
request of the Senator from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. Horr] I ask that that amend- 
ment be passed over. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it will be passed over. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Operation and maintenance, 
Southeastern Power Administration,” on 
page 3, line 2, after the word “area”, to 


strike out “$275,000” and insert 
“$125,000.” 
The amendment was agreed to. 


The next amendment was, on page 3, 
line 5, after the word “exceed”, to strike 
out “five” and insert “three.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Continuing fund, Southeastern 
Power Administration,” on page 3, line 
24, after the word “area”, to insert a 
colon and the following proviso: “‘Pro- 
vided, That the following paragraph 
under the heading “Office of the Secre- 
tary, continuing fund, power trans- 
mission facilities,” in the Interior De- 
partment Appropriation Act, 1950—Pub- 
lic Law 350, Eighty-first Congress—is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

CONTINUING FUND 

Continuing fund, power transmission fa- 
cilities: All receipts from the transmission 
and sale of electric power and energy under 
the provisions of section 5 of the Flood Con- 
trol Act of December 22, 1944 (16 U. S. O. 
825s), generated or purchased in the south- 
western power area, shall be covered into 
the Treasury of the United States as miscel- 
laneous receipts, except that the Treasury 
shall set up and maintain from such receipts 
a continuing fund of $300,000, including the 
sum of $100,000 in the continuing fund es- 
tablished under the Administrator of the 
Southwestern Power Administration in the 
First Supplemental National Defense Appro- 
priation Act, 1944 (57 Stat. 621), which shall 
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be transferred to the fund hereby estab- 
lished; and said fund of $300,000 shall be 
placed to the credit of the Secretary and 
shall be subject to check by him to defray 
emergency expenses necessary to insure con- 
tinuity of electric service and continuous 
operation of the facilities. 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, this 
amendment should go over, because it 
relates to a continuing fund. The 
amendment which appears on page 4 
relates to power transmission facilities 
in both the Southeastern and Southwest- 
ern Administrations. The same question 


was under consideration on the floor of. 


the House, and a similar amendment was 
ruled out because it was legislation on 
an appropriation bill, A subsequent 
amendment somewhat modifying the 
first was ruled out because it was not 
germane, In the course of the debate it 
was stated, quoting from Cannon's 
Precedents under germaneness, as 
follows: 


If the effect of striking out the language 
so affects the scope and import of the text 
as to present a subject different from that 
under consideration, it is not germane. 


Later, is this quotation from page 12 
of Cannon's Procedure in the House of 
Representatives: 


While an amendment proposing to strike 
out cannot ordinarily be ruled out of order 
as.not germane, if the effect of striking out 
the language so affects the scope and import 
of the text as to present a subject different 
from that under consideration, it is not 
germane, 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed at this point in the 
Recor extracts from the House proceed- 
ings appearing on pages 4293-4295, in- 
clusive. I am sure this point of order 
will be extensively argued in the Senate 
and that what occurred in the House will 
be appropriate to the discussion. 

There being no objection, the extracts 
from the House proceedings were or- 
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

The Clerk read as follows: 


“CONTINUING FUND, SOUTHEASTERN POWER 
ADMINISTRATION 


“All receipts from the transmission and 
sale of electric power and energy under the 
provisions of section 5 of the Flood Control 
Act of December 22, 1944 (16 U. S. C. 825s), 
generated or purchased in the southeastern 
power area, shall be covered into the Treasury 
of the United States as miscellaneous re- 
ceipts, except that the Treasury shall set up 
and maintain from such receipts a con- 
tinuing fund of $50,000, and said fund shall 
be placed to the credit of the Secretary, and 
shall be subject to check by him to defray 
emergency expenses necessary to insure con- 
tinuity of electric service and continuous 
operation of Government facilities in said 
area.” 

Mr. Tackett. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

“Amendment offered by Mr. TACKETT! 
Strike out the period on line 18, page 3, fol- 
lowing the word ‘area’ and insert the follow- 
ing language: ‘Provided, further, That all re- 
ceipts from the transmission and sale of elec- 
tric power and energy under the provisions 
of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of De- 
cember 22, 1944 (16 U. S. C. 825s), generated 
or purchased by the Southwestern Power 
Administration, shall be covered into the 
Treasury of the United States as miscellane- 
ous receipts, except that the Treasury shall 
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set up and maintain from such receipts a 
continuing fund of $250,000, and said fund 
shall be placed to the credit of the Secre- 
tary, and shall be subject to check by him 
to defray emergency expenses necessary to 
insure continuity of electric service and con- 
tinuous operation of Government facilities 
in said area, and that no funds from such re- 
ceipts herein appropriated or previously au- 
thorized or appropriated shall be subject to 
check by the Secretary for the purchase of 
power or lease of transmission facilities, ex- 
cept under these limitations relating to 
emergency conditions.“ 

Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I make the 
point of order against the amendment on 
the ground that it is legislation on an ap- 
Propriation bill and that the language used 
changes the purpose of the legislation to be 
considered. 

The CHARMAN. Does the gentleman from 
Arizona desire to be heard on the point of 
order? 

Mr. Tackrrr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

I contend, Mr. Chairman, that this is a 
limitation upon legislation and that it is 
germane to the provisions of the bill, be- 


cause the Southwestern Power Administra- 


tion and the Southeastern Power Adminis- 
tration are both authorized under section 5 
of the Flood Control Act of December 22, 
1944, and that this amendment places the 
Southwestern Power Administration and 
other such agencies under the Department 
of the Interior under the same provisions 
and entitlement so far as the continuing 
Tund is concerned. It is certainly germane, 
Mr. Chairman, for the simple reason that 
both such agencies are set up under the 
Flood Control Act of 1944, and this is a 
limitation upon the legislation that is pro- 
vided by this section of the proposal now 
before the committee. 

The CHARMAN. Does the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. Jensen] desire to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Mr. JENSEN., Yes, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to talk on the point of order and say 
that this $300,000 continuing fund was origi- 
nally adopted by the Committees on Appro- 
priations of the House and the Senate for 
the sole purpose of repair work and to pur- 
chase emergency power for a short time so 
that there would be a continuation of power. 
Due to the fact that the Committee on Ap- 
propriations originally adopted this item 
and put it in an appropriation bill, by the 
same token I contend it can be taken out 
of an appropriation bill, or limited as the 
33 from Arkansas is now attempting 

do. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Taser] desire to be heard on 
the point of order? 

Mr. Taser. Yes, Mr. Chairman. This is 
a germane amendment to the language that 
already appears in the legislation. While 
this may be legislation, the other is legisla- 
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack] desire to 
be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. McCormack. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I de- 
sire to be heard on the point of order for the 
purpose of making a contribution for con- 
sideration. It seems to me that this vio- 
lates a fundamental rule. Under the guise 
of a limitation or a negative proposal you 
cannot impose additional affirmative duties 
or powers or responsibilities. The amend- 
ment of the gentleman is affirmative in 
nature, and a limitation cannot be utilized 
for that purpose. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, if I may make 
one additional observation, I would agree 
with the majority leader except for one 
thing. I contend that the legislation of 
which he speaks in a former appropriation 
bill passed by the Congress in 1950 was 
not permanent legislation. Therefore, this 
amendment would be in order to restrict 
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legislation that was not of a permanent 
nature. 

The CHARMAN (Mr. MILLS). The Chair is 
ready to rule. 

The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
TACKETT] has offered an amendment on 
page 3, line 18, to a paragraph of the bill 
which has to do with the continuing fund 
of the Southeastern Power Administration. 
The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. TRIMBLE] 
makes a point of order against the amend- 
ment. The Chair has had an opportunity 
to read and analyze the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Arkansas, which has 
to do with the generation or purchase of 
electric power by another agency than the 
Southeastern Power Administration, the 
Southwestern Power Administration. The 
amendment contains language that is clearly 
legislation. 

In answer to the suggestion of the gentle- 
man from New York, even though legisla- 
tion may appear in an appropriation bill, 
that language cannot be amended by other 
language which adds legislation. Briefly, a 
proposition in an appropriation bill propos- 
ing to change existing law, but permitted to 
remain, may be perfected by germane 
amendments, but such amendments may 
not add legislation, and it is the opinion of 
the Chair that the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Arkansas proposes to 
add legislation not authorized by law. 

Therefore, the Chair sustains the point of 
order made by the gentleman from Arkansas 
[ Mr. TRIMBLE]. 

Mr. Tackett. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

“Amendment offered by Mr. TACKETT: On 
page 3, line 10, after the comma, strike out 
the words ‘generated or purchased in the 
southeastern power’ and the word ‘area’ and 
the comma of line 11, and strike out the last 
word of line 17, ‘in,’ and all of line 18.” 

Mr. Jackson of Washington. Mr. Chair- 
man, I make a point of order against the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Arkansas on the ground that it is not ger- 
mane to the matter now under consideration 
and that it is legislation on an appropriation 
bill; and that it changes the scope and pur- 
pose of the bill. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, may I be 
heard on the point of order? 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will be glad to 
hear the gentleman from Texas, the Speaker 
of the House. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I simply desire to make this 
statement, that if the other amendment was 
subject to a point of order for the reasons 
given by the Chair, this one certainly stands 
on the same footing. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be glad to 
hear the gentleman from Arkansas on the 
point of order. 

Mr. Tackrrr. Mr. Chairman, I cannot see 
how the amendment I offer can be found to 
be other than a restriction on legislation of 
an appropriation bill. The pertinent portion 
of the provision is short. It reads: 

“All receipts from the transmission and 
sale of electric power and energy under the 
provisions of section 5 of the Flood Control 
Act of December 22, 1944, * * * shall be 
covered into the Treasury of the United 
States.“ 

The only wording that is being changed by 
this amendment is to limit legislation of the 
appropriation for the simple reason that the 
words “generated or purchased in the south- 
eastern power area” are sought to be strick- 
en out. 

Section 5 of the Flood Control Act covers 
all agencies of the Department of the In- 
terior. Therefore this amendment would 
merely restrict the language of this provision 
so as to provide that it would affect alike all 
the agencies doing business under section 5 
of the Flood Control Act of 1944. If there is 
such a thing as being able to restrict an ap- 
propriation bill, I cannot see why the amend- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


ment which I have offered is not admissible 
since it restricts the appropriation bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Has the gentleman com- 
pleted his statement? 

Mr. TAcKETT. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the 
gentleman to withhold the point of order so 
that I may be heard for a period of 5 minutes? 

Mr. Kirwan. Mr. Chairman, we cannot 
withhold the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio 
has refused to withhold the point of order. 

Mr. Taser. Mr. Chairman, may I be heard? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New 
York may proceed. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Arkansas, as 
I understand it, strikes out in line 10 the 
words “generated or purchased in the south- 
eastern power area.” The word “area” ap- 
pears in line 11. And in lines 17 and 18 
words “in said area.” How it can be im- 
proper or be construed as creating legisla- 
tion to strike out words is beyond me. It 
seems to me that any Member has the right 
to offer an amendment to strike out the 
whole or any part of the language, and this 
amendment is entirely in the nature of strik- 
ing out specific words which appear in the 
paragraph. 

Mr. Jackson of Washington. Mr. Chair- 
man, may I be heard very briefly on this 
question? 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman may pro- 
ceed. 

Mr. Jackson of Washington. On page 3, 
starting on line 7, the bill provides: 

“All receipts from the transmission and 
sale of electric power and energy under the 
provisions of section 5 of the Flood Control 
Act * + and so on ‘shall be covered 
into the Treasury of the United States.“ 

What we have here is a situation where 
the amendment would have the effect of 
widening the scope and purpose of the bill. 
At the present time it is limited to the 
southeastern power area, but if the amend- 
ment is adopted, then the provision would 
be applicable throughout the country. 
Cannon's Precedents, under Germaneness, 
volume 8, pages 2917 and 1921, states in 


“But, if the effect of the striking out of 
such language so affects the scope and im- 
port of the text as to present a different sub- 
ject from the one under consideration it is 
not germane.” 

So. Mr. Chairman, it would seem under 
the Precedents that the effect of the gen- 
tleman’s amendment would be that it is not 
germane because it widens the scope and 
purpose of the bill. 

Mr. Tackett. Mr. Chairman, may I be 
heard, to make but one further observation? 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair is pleased to 
hear the gentleman. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman; my amend- 
ment does nothing except to strike a portion 
of legislation in the appropriation bill. It 
does that and nothing more, it is restrictive 
in nature and in its scope and therefore it 
is admissible. There is no question about 
the germaneness. No one has raised the 
question of it being germane. Therefore, 
the amendment is in order. 

Mr. Jackson of Washington. Mr. Chair- 
man, my point of order is based on two 
grounds, one as to its germaneness, and 
second, that it is legislation on an appro- 
priation bill. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Chairman, may I be 
heard on the point of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts may proceed. 

Mr. McCormack. The main language in 
this provision, as I see it, is in “the South- 
eastern Power area.” The provisions are 
limited to one area. The striking out of 
language by this amendment extends it to 
other areas, There have been many rulings 
to the effect that even if an amendment is 
related to the bill or to the provision of a 
bill which is confined to one subject it is 
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not in order to offer an amendment which 
would widen the scope and purpose of the 
bill. We have such a precedent in the old 
Territories decision where a bill which was 
reported out of committee, having for its 

the admission of one Territory to 
the Union, could not be amended by an 
amendment to the bill to admit two terri- 
tories to the Union. It was held in the old 
Territories decision that such an amend- 
ment was not germane and would be sub- 
ject to a point of order. 

If the bill is reported out to admit two 
Territories, then an amendment to admit 
a third one would be in order. But this 
is confined to one subject. 

It seems to me that in addition to the 
other reasons, the line of rulings to which 
I have called attention would apply to the 
point of order raised by the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. Kirwan]. 

The CHARMAN (Mr. Muts). The Chair is 
ready to rule, 

The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. TACK- 
ETT] offered an amendment on page 3 to cer- 
tain language in lines 10 and 11 and 17 and 
18 of the paragraph of the bill “Continuing 
fund, Southeastern Power Administration.” 
The amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. Tackett] would, as 
pointed out by the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. McCormack] in his able dis- 
cussion of the point, enlarge the scope of 
the language contained on page 3 of the 
bill. 

Cannon's Procedure in the House, on page 
12, in the last paragraph on the page, reads: 

“While an amendment proposing to strike 
out cannot ordinarily be ruled out of order 
as not germane, if the effect of striking out 
the language so effects the scope and import 
of the text as to present a subject different 
from that under consideration, it is not 
germane.” 

The amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. Tackett] clearly en- 
larges the scope of the language contained 
on page 3 beginning in line 7. 

The gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
Jackson] makes a point of order against 
the amendment on the ground that it is 
legislation and is not germane. The Chair 
is constrained to sustain the point of order 
made by the gentleman from Washington 
on the grounds which the Chair has stated. 

The point of order is sustained. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be automatically passed over. 

The next amendment will be stated, 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Construction, Southwestern 
Power Administration,” on page 5, line 4, 
after the word “expended”, to strike 
out “$3,375,000” and insert “$2,314,400, of 
which not to exceed $586,800 shall be 
available for personal services, and“, 
and in line 8, after the word “granted”, 
to strike out the colon and the following 
proviso: “Provided, That this appropria- 
tion shall not be expended for the con- 
struction of facilities designated as com- 
prising the western Missouri project.” 
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Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, it 
has been my policy not to break in on 
debate on a vital bill with discussion of 
a subject not germane to the pending 
business, but in view of the fact that the 
committee did not report this bill until 
this morning, and, under the rules of 
the Senate, it could be required to lie 
over 1 day, that a gentlemen’s agreement 
was entered into that the bill could be 
brought up, a preliminary statement 
could be made by the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN], chair- 
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man of the subcommittee, and that there 
would be no vote today on any contro- 
versial amendment, I should like to ad- 
dress the Senate on another subject. 
The distinguished Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. HAYDEN] has just requested that 
the other amendments go over until to- 
morrow, when we hope to have a larger 
attendance, and perhaps we will have an 
opportunity to finish the bill this week. 
I sincerely trust we can finish the bill 
this week because the Senate has passed 
but two appropriation bills. We have 
not even received conference reports on 
those two bills. Some of the most dif- 
ficult and controversial bills are yet to 
be considered. So the chairman of the 
subcommittee very kindly informed me 
that if I wished to carry out the plan I 
announced last Saturday, of addressing 
the Senate on Tuesday of this week on 
the history of property rights, he would 
have no objection to my advancing it to 
today. 

Mr. President, the members of our 
breakfast group know how I admire the 
patriarch and ancient desert chief, Job. 
Some of the passages in Job are among 
the most brilliant writings of all litera- 
ture. In my opinion the philosophy of 
Jobisimmortal. He referred to the fact 
that “some remove the landmarks,” and 
one of the statements of Holy Writ that 
I frequently like to repeat is: 

Remove not the ancient landmark, which 
thy fathers have set. 


In the changing world in which we 
now live there are many seeking to re- 
move ancient landmarks. In Virginia, 
and I assume in every other State of the 
Union, it is a criminal offense to remove 
a property landmark. It is not yet a 
criminal offense to try to remove the 
ancient landmark of property rights and 
to set up in its place a program of social- 
ism or communism, provided only that 
doctrine is not coupled with the pro- 
gram of overthrowing the government 
by force. 

So, Mr. President, before action on the 
very vital Defense Production Act is 
completed, and in a period when we are 
pouring out lavishly our treasure in op- 
position to the enemies of our form of 
government and our inherited institu- 
tions, I thought it might not be inad- 
visable to take a little of the time of the 
Senate to discuss the history of property 
rights, and then try to draw from that 
history some factual applications to 
present problems. 

As I announced last Saturday, the 
subject of my remarks is The Chris- 
tian View of Property. My remarks 
will be rather academic for the most 
part, but I hope they will not be too 
tedious, because we need now and then 
to restate and redefine even the most 
fundamental of our governmental prin- 
ciples. 

In an arresting article entitled “Acts 
of Faith for a Time of Peril,” Dr. Ray- 
mond B. Fosdick said: 

We are even now presented with a problem 
of delicate balance: how to win in our strug- 
gle with totalitarianism and at the same time 
preserve those ideals and standards, those 
“great things of the human spirit,” without 
which a victory would be ashes. Our ad- 
versaries kill the humane tradition wherever 
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they can; it is their chief enemy. Our con- 
cern must be that in fighting this barbarian 
concept—this Alaric of the twentieth cen- 
tury—we do not inflict so serious a wound 
upon the inner life of our country that, 
though barbarism is conquered without, it 
finds a low resistance within. 


Previously in that article Dr. Fosdick 
had called attention to the fact that at 
the time that the Goths were destroying 
Rome, Roman law, and Grecian culture, 
and plunging the civilized world into 
what historians called the Dark Ages, 
a devout and scholarly Catholic priest 
was preparing in the land that gave to 
the world the Christian religion a Latin 
translation of the Bible, later known as 
the Vulgate. And then he called atten- 
tion to the rebirth of the arts and sci- 
ences, referred to as the Renaissance, in 
which the higher and nobler aspirations 
of human nature, in keeping with the 
teachings of the Bible as translated by 
St. Jerome, found a powerful and en- 
during expression, 

Every student of political science who 
has likewise been a student of history is 
aware of the fact that all personal free- 
dom, economic security, and social prog- 
ress are keyed to the central meaning of 
property. But there are many in these 
confused times who do not clearly see 
through the shadows that surround us 
the Christian view of property or realize 
that it is the fundamental aim of com- 
munism to destroy that concept, not on 
the battlefield but in the minds and 
hearts of men. 

Those familiar with the Bible and who 
accept it as the revealed word of the 
true God, know that there are many in- 
stances in the Old Testament confirming 
the right to own property. Whether or 
not the story in Genesis of the Garden 
of Eden be accepted as an historical 
verity or an allegory, two facts stand 
out: First, Adam and Eve were given as 
their own possession a fertile part of the 
new universe; second, when they refused 
to live in conformity with God’s laws and 
were told by the Angel with the Flaming 
Sword “In the sweat of thy face shalt 
thou eat bread,” they at least had the 
assurance that in God’s plan for man- 
kind in a sinful world those who sweated 
to earn bread could keep it and not have 
it taken from them to be given to those 
who failed to produce. The lilies of the 
field that toil not and neither do they 
spin, are supported and adorned by God 
because they live in harmony with God’s 
laws. But not so with man in a sinful 
world. In one of the Ten Command- 
ments God directed Moses to instruct 
the children of Israel that they should 
labor 6 days in the week—as explicit a 
direction as the following injunction to 
keep the Sabbath Day holy. 

In the well-known eleventh chapter 
of Hebrews, St. Paul said: 

By faith, Abraham, when he was called to 
go out into a place which he should after 
receive for an inheritance, obeyed. 


Clearly, it was God's will not only to 
confer the right of private ownership of 
property upon Abraham in a new land 
but likewise that the land to be possessed 
by Abraham and his descendants should 
be used for the purpose of giving to the 
world -the Christian religion and the 
Christian Bible. 
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Students of the Bible are well aware of 
the fact that when the Jews, who were 
God’s chosen people, exercised their 
property rights in keeping with God's 
will, which included a gift of one-tenth 
of their income to the church, they 
prospered but when they did not he 
permitted them to be overcome by their 
enemies. In order that they might have 
a clearer conception of how a society 
should be organized in keeping with 
God's will, God gave to the children of 
Israel, through their leader Moses, ten 
fundamental commandments which are 
the foundation stones upon which all 
free governments have been organized. 
Those Ten Commandments contain two 
specific references to property owner- 
ship: First, “Thou shalt not steal”; sec- 
ond, “Thou shall not covet thy neigh- 
bor’s house, his field, or his manservant, 
or his maidservant, his ox, or his ass, or 
any thing that is thy neighbor’s.” 

Some misguided Christians confuse 
the act of the members of the first 
Christian Church at Antioch, when they 
pooled their property for the common 
good, with communism, forgetful of the 
fact that the act of the Antioch Chris- 
tians was a supreme act of charity, 
whereas the pooling of property under 
communism is accomplished by force. 
Incidentally, the property experiment of 
the Antioch Christians failed; and there 
is not another reference to that type of 
property holding in the New Testament, 

The history of civilization is the story 
of man’s struggle for the protection of 
his property rights, clearly recognized, 
as indicated above, in the teachings of 
the Bible but likewise recognized in the 
teachings of Mahomet, Confucius, and 
Buddha, whose followers represent the 
three remaining great religious forces of 
the world. 

Long before the birth of Christ the 
right to the private ownership of prop- 
erty was recognized in China. Long be- 
fore the birth of Christ the right of pri- 
vate ownership was recognized in Greece 
and by the city-state of Athens, which 
for 900 years dominated the then civil- 
ized world. Before and after the birth 
of Christ, the right of private owner- 
ship was recognized by the statesmen of 
the Roman empire, whose outstanding 
gift to civilization was Roman law and 
Roman justice. After democracy had 
been destroyed in Rome following the as- 
sassination of Julius Caesar, the suc- 
ceeding emperors exercised the power 
of life and death over their citizens but 
did not undertake to abolish property 
rights. But that did occur during the 
Dark Ages to which Dr. Fosdick referred 
when a feudal system, no longer subject 
to Roman law and Roman. justice, sup- 
pressed the freedom of private owner- 
ship and with that loss went all other 
freedoms. 

We now face another period of his- 
tory in which there is a strong, well- 
organized, and determined force in the 
world bent upon the destruction of prop- 
erty rights as the fundamental first step 
to the destruction of all personal rights. 

The world now lives in a time of the 
breaking of the nations. This century 
has seen the crumbling of ancient em- 
pires, the emergence of brazen states 
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founded upon colossal power and arbi- 
trary force, rather than upon morality 
and law. As the historian Arnold Toyn- 
bee has said, this age is a time of trou- 
bles, in which civilization is on trial. In 
particular, it is not only the structure 
of the civilized world which is threat- 
ened, it is the deeper, underlying prin- 
ciples and institutions of the social order 
which have been imperiled. 

The attack is not only physical, but 
strikes at the spiritual, ethical, and legal 
aspects of society. The entire integrity 
of that body of relationships which rep- 
resent the outgrowth of 2,000 years of 
Christianity, and of its influence in civ- 
lization, both in the east and in the 
west, has been challenged, assaulted, and 
overthrown in many areas of the world. 
The new dictatorships, like their fore- 
runners in other times and guises, have 
moved from conquest of the geographic 
regions they occupy to the domination 
of the bodies and minds of their captive 
subjects. They have progressively be- 
come more open and direct in their de- 
termination not only to rule men but to 
destroy the vestiges of long-held views 
of liberty. They seek to blot out of men’s 
memories the reverence for the divine in 
life, the belief in the universal as well 
as the individual meaning of right and 
justice, and the recognition that if 
human life is to have a social meaning 
beyond that of might and material ends, 
the first and last aims of society must 
meet the tests of reason, of law and of 
judgment by those standards which are 
given by the Christian conception of 

istence. 

10 is this purpose, and this end, which 
have motivated the most malignant at- 
tacks upon both the outward observ- 
ances and the inner significance of all 
religion, but especially upon those as- 
pects of Christianity which constitute 
the cornerstones of western civilization 
and government. What begins as an on- 
slaught upon the economic and political 
foundations of society ends inexorably 
as an attempt to destroy all that 
Christianity is, all that it represents 
and all that it implies concerning the 
nature and destiny of man. 

It is almost a basic rule of the varieties 
of doctrine which promote the internal 
and external uprooting of the social 
heritage of laws and institutions in the 
Western World that the prime target of 
attention, the initial institution chosen 
for “liquidation,” and the focus of un- 
ending deliberate agitation, as a sup- 
posed step to power, is that group of 
rights, relations and practices which 
compose private property. Indeed, it is 
r cardinal fact that nearly all theories 
of social revolution and of extreme os- 
tensible reform either purpose the im- 
mediate abolition of private property as 
a condition of a new order or else intend 
its eradication as the outcome and goal 
of more slowly-paced, but equally effec- 
tive elimination of property and its in- 
terlocked framework of rights. 

Because a technique of confusion is 
a major instrument of the ceaseless crit- 
icism and the subtle as well as overt dep- 
recation of property, there often is 
found a defensive, apologetic and uncer- 
tain response to such criticism upon the 
Part of those whose sense the central 
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meaning of property to security, prog- 
ress, and freedom. It has been difficult, 
for instance, for them to conclusively 
answer the slogan of the Communists 
that human rights must have priority 
over property rights. What a tragic 
misunderstanding of the true meaning of 
property rights. 

When confusion triumphs and the 
right of property is destroyed, as it has 
been in many countries, either by con- 
fiscation or ruthless repression, it is too 
late to realize that the concept of prop- 
erty is vital to the maintenance of all 
other concepts of economic, political, so- 
cial, and religious liberty. What is more, 
it becomes apparent that the essence of 
law, the limitations upon government 
and state power as well as upon indi- 
viduals, rest in large part on the exist- 
ence and recognition of property. The 
right of property is seen to be one of 
the arch rights of free society, support- 
ing as well as supported by the other 
great fundamental rights of man; as 
necessary to religious and moral organ- 
ization of civil life as to its economic and 
political development. 

It must be acknowledged, however, 
that much of the success which has at- 
tended the attack upon property stems 
from the perplexed and doubtful coun- 
sels of those who adhere to the institu- 
tion of property. In these circumstances 
it is desirable to restate, even at the risk 
of over-simplifying some issues, the 
views of property which are implicit in 
the Christian tradition. 

As previously indicated, in the Gre- 
cian and Roman civilization before the 
Christian era, the rights of property 
were well established. The great Athe- 
nian philosopher, Aristotle, took the po- 
sition that property is founded in the 
nature of man. He maintained that 
property is necessary both economically 
and psychologically, saying: “How im- 
measurably greater is the pleasure, when 
a man feels a thing to be his own.” In 
making that observation he was merely 
reflecting the viewpoint of the Jewish 
prophet Nehemiah who, when under- 
taking after the Babylonian captivity 
the rebuilding of the walls of Jerusalem, 
provided that each man should rebuild 
the section of the wall opposite his own 
home, thus enabling him to say after the 
job was completed: “So we built the 
wall—for the people had a mind to 
work”—a simple but very impressive il- 
lustration of the personal-profit incen- 
tive of a capitalistic system. 

Feudalism, which carried property 
back to the position it had occupied in 
the earliest days of Mediterranean civil- 
ization, was ended by Magna Charta, 
which explicitly limited the autocracy 
of kings and led to the general rise of a 
system of common law in England, or a 
revision of the Roman codes in Europe 
by which the property and the persons 
of men were protected from overlord 
caprice, 

John Locke, in his essay, Of Civil Gov- 
ernment; Grotius, in his Law of War and 
Peace; and other writers stressed that 
society involves in its existence the con- 
cept of a contractual relationship, re- 
ciprocal rights and obligations, the ex- 
ercise of eminent domain only with just 
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compensation and the assumption that 
property is the foundation of lawful 
government as opposed to arbitrary 
authority. 

Running throughout the development 
of the modern laws of property is the 
distinction between the common right 
to acquire property, whether tangible or 
intangible, whether in a patent or a 
product of art or labor, or land or claim 
of contract—together with the resulting 
exclusive ownership—and the ways in 
which property is used. As with other 
rights, but especially those which stem 
from the relation of the individual to 
the state, both religion and law have 
held that while the right may be abused 
and the abuse redressed, the right itself 
is alienable. Before the separation of 
church and state, the well-known doc- 
trines of “just price” and the prohibi- 
tions upon usury are examples of the 
mutual and uniform agreement that the 
misuse of property like the misuse of 
any faculty or ability, should be con- 
demned and the faculty restored to 
those ends it properly served. Follow- 
ing the severance of church and state, 
as again exemplified in the American 
Constitution, the legal and religious 
views of property have existed in parallel, 
with difference in emphasis, but agree- 
ment in principle that the right of prop- 
erty is not only essential to society, but 
ranks among those characteristics of 
society which are necessary to the fullest 
realization of individual freedom. 

Because the tenets of Marxian com- 
munism and the many-hued variants of 
socialism in the nineteenth and twen- 
tieth centuries have centered their weap- 
ons of propaganda, “dialectic” and per- 
suasion upon the institution of prop- 
erty, it is necessary to summarize first, 
what property does mean in the Chris- 
tian view, and in the laws which pre- 
suppose such standards. Second, it is 
useful to outline what property does not 
mean in these perspectives. Third, it 
is possible to suggest that the real pur- 
poses of the proposals to vitiate or to 
obliterate private property, or to elevate 
the alternate category of public prop- 
erty to unopposed and single authority 
are designed to cement political and 
economic power in a monolithic entity— 
the state—in order to remove all ob- 
stacles to the unfettered totalitarian or- 
ganization of society for whatever ends 
the rulers of the state then desire. Men 
without rights may then become tools of 
the omnipotent state. 

Property, like its other aspects in in- 
dividuality, lends itself readily to justi- 
fication, yet needs none in any absolute 
sense. It is affirmed as an institution 
by its integral role in the sanctity of the 
individual. 

Nevertheless, its meaning requires re- 
statement to crystallize its relationship 
to the Christian outlook and to refute 
the errors of misinterpretation to which 
it has been subjected by those who would 
excise it from the fabric of civilization 
and replace it with the authority of the 
state. 

First. Even though in point of law the 
rights of property are relative, subject 
to litigation and dispute in particulars, 
the institution itself is held above argu- 
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ment, as indeed it is also in the Consti- 
tution, 

Second. Property, its acquisition, its 
employment, its uses and its exchange, 
its transferral and its various forms— 
all involve a stewardship, a responsibil- 
ity, and an obligation to observe the 
moral law in every phase of gain or own- 
ership. 

Third, Property is a means, not an 
end in itself. As a means, it simultane- 
ously serves the interests of the individ- 
ual, the division of labor in society, the 
improvement of conditions of life, and 
the stimulus to endeavor which validly 
contributes to the well-being of man- 
kind. 

Property is thus, like every other ma- 
terial value, a form of trust not only to 
be held and developed through reason 
and justice, but to be administered in the 
light of the knowledge that men’s acts 
are judged not alone by man but by a 
higher source. What is received or ac- 
quired in virtue, protected by recipro- 
cal restraint of law and free will, used 
in honor and equity and held not as an 
object of life but as an instrument of 
life, merits the sanction of faith as does 
the protection of all balanced and ethi- 
cal rights of the individual in society. 

Fourth. Property is an object of ap- 
plication of the Golden Rule and must 
be so envisaged. Private property, as 
a claim made by the individual and sup- 
ported or enforced by society and law, 
carries with it the duty that it shall not 
be used against society. Secular laws, 
as well as the precepts of religion, sus- 
tain this view. 

Fifth. Property shares with other 
qualities and attributes of moral being a 
unity of meaning and importance in 
life. Whether property is the direct or 
indirect product of labor, or accrues 
from other circumstances, its recogni- 
tion and safeguarding are essential to 
the establishment and maintenance of 
other individual rights and of the rights 
of others. In consequence, the duty to 
uphold the right extends not only to 
one’s own property but to that of others. 
The freedom to possess implies the re- 
sponsibility to admit possession by oth- 
ers, and to refrain from injury to the 
principle or to the fact. 

Sixth. Property may be regulated but 
not despoiled and it may be transferred 
but not preempted without just compen- 
sation or rightful processes of law. 
Here, perhaps, it may be pointed out 
that the Constitution gives this assur- 
ance as a bulwark of personal liberty. 

In the celebrated case of Chicago, B. 
& Q. Railway Co. against Chicago, 
Mr. Justice Harlan, one of the eminent 
scholars of the bench, said with respect 
to the possible forced vestment of one 
man’s title in another: 

Such an enactment would not receive ju- 
dicial sanction in any country having a 
written Constitution distributing the pow- 
ers of government among three coordinate 
departments, and committing to the judi- 
ciary, expressly or by implication, authority 
to enforce the provisions of such Consti- 
tution, It would be treated, not as an ex- 
ertion of legislative power, but as a sen- 
tence—an act of spoliation. Due protec- 
tion of the rights of property has been re- 
garded as a vital principle of republican 
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institutions. “Next in degree to the right 
of personal liberty,” Mr. Broom, in his work 
on constitutional law, says, “is that of en- 
joying private property without undue in- 
terference or molestation.” The require- 
ment that the property shall not be taken 
for public use without just compensation is 
but an “affirmance of a great doctrine estab- 
lished by the common law for the protection 
of private property. It is founded in nat- 
ural equity and is laid down as a principle 
of universal law. Indeed, in a free gov- 
ernment, almost all other rights would be- 
come worthless if the Government possessed 
an uncontrollable power over the private 
fortune of every citizen.” 


Seventh. Because property, in its 
many diverse forms and linkages touches 
and is part of so many other rights and 
relationships, society must, as far as 
possible, determine just and rational 
standards among them, both in coopera- 
tion and in conflict. One individual may 
not oppress another, and neither may 
the State, by unethical or arbitrary 
abuse of property, regardless of the prov- 
ocation. As far as possible, the canons 
of right and wrong and not simply of 
utility, decide issues of contract, of mu- 
tually exclusive claims and of commuta- 
tive as well as of distributive justice. 

In Europe the Roman Catholic Church 
has been a bulwark against the spread 
of communism. Catholics oppose com- 
munism not only because it seeks to deny 
God and to destroy the Bible but likewise 
because it seeks to destroy the property 
rights which through the centuries have 
been upheld by the Catholic Church as 
one of the fundamental rights of man- 
kind. 

Cardinal Stritch, in a memorable book 
entitled “Principles for Peace,” in which 
he discusses in illuminating manner the 
Christian attitude concerning property, 
calls attention to the opposition of Pope 
Leo XIII to the forcible distribution by 
the state of goods and the concentration 
of economic power. In the year 1891 
Pope Leo XIII issued his famous Rerum 
Novarum in which we find this answer 
to socialism and its legitimate and ulti- 
mate successor, communism: 

To cure this evil, the Socialists, exciting 
the envy of the poor toward the rich, contend 
that it is necessary to do away with private 
possession of goods and in its place to make 
the goods of individuals common to all, and 
that the men who preside over a munici- 
pality or who direct the entire state should 
act as administrators of these goods. They 
hold that, by such a transfer of private goods 
from private individuals to the community, 
they can cure the present evil through divid- 
ing wealth and benefits equally among the 
citizens. But their program is so unsuited 
for terminating the conflict that it actually 
injures the workers themselves. Moreover, 
it is highly unjust, because it violates the 
rights of lawful owners, perverts the func- 
tions of the state, and throws governments 
into utter confusion. 

Clearly the essential reason why those who 
engage in any gainful occupation undertake 
labor and at the same time the end to which 
workers immediately look, is to procure 
property for themselves and to retain it by 
individual right as theirs and as their very 
own. When the worker places his energy 
and his labor at the disposal of another, he 
does so for the purpose of getting the means 
necessary for livelihood. He seeks in return 
for the work done, accordingly, a true and 
full right not only to demand his wage but 
to dispose of it as he sees fit. 
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Mr. President, I pause here to refer 
to a story which my distinguished col- 
league, the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
Stennis] told me last year. It is a story 
which carries a great lesson to me, and, 
I hope, to our country. I repeat that 
story now, because my distinguished col- 
league, the Senator from Mississippi, has 
done me the honor of returning to the 
Chamber early, from his lunch, to hear 
this academic discussion, 

The Senator from Mississippi told me 
about a colored man in Mississippi who 
contracted to buy a piece of land which 
would cost him $2,000. In those days, 
$2,000, even in Virginia, was real money. 
That colored man went into a lawyer's 
office to sign the papers for the land. 
He said, “Lawyer, I want to pay cash for 
that little farm I am going to buy.” 

“You do?” said the lawyer. Well, 
wait until I go into my rear office a 
minute.” 

The lawyer went into his rear office, 
called the sheriff on the telephone, and 
said to him, “Sheriff, come to my office 
quick. A colored man in my office has 
just opened up a shoe box and has $2,000 
in it, and I think you will need to inves- 
tigate that situation.” 

So a few minutes later the sheriff en- 
tered in the office, and said to the colored 
man, “I understand that you have $2,000 
in that shoe box.” 

The colored man said, “Yes, boss.” 

The sheriff said, “I want to know where 
you got all that money.” 

The colored man said, “Mr. Sheriff, 
Mary and me saved that money by doing 
without the things we had to have.” 

Mr. President, such a policy would cure 
some of the present inflation. That 
story was not included in my prepared 
speech, but I could not refrain from men- 
tioning it in connection with what Pope 
Leo said about the private-enterprise 
system and the right of the workers not 
only to demand a proper wage for their 
labor, but to have the privilege of either 
spending it and having a good time or, 
like the colored friends of the distin- 
guished Senator from Mississippi, buying 
a little piece of land to call their own, 
by doing without the things they had to 
have. 

I continue the quotation: 

Therefore, if he saves something by re- 
stricting expenditures and invests his sav- 
ings in a piece of land in order to keep the 
fruit of his thrift more safe, a holding of 
this kind is certainly nothing else than his 
wage under a different form; and on this 
account land which the worker thus buys 
is necessarily under his full control as much 
as the wage which he earned by his labor. 
But, as is obvious, it is clearly in this that 
the ownership of movable and immovable 
goods consists. Therefore, inasmuch as the 
Socialists seek to transfer the goods of pri- 
vate persons to the community at large, they 
make the lot of all wage earners worse, be- 
cause in abolishing the freedom to dispose 
of wages they take away from them by this 
very act the hope and the opportunity of 
increasing their property and of securing 
advantages for themselves. 

But, what is of more vital concern, they 
propose a remedy openly in conflict with jus- 
tice, inasmuch as nature confers on man the 
right to possess things privately as his own. 

Rightly, therefore, the human race as a 
whole, moved in nowise by the dissenting 
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opinions of a few and observing nature care- 
fully, has found in the law of nature itself 
the basis of the distribution of goods and, 

by the practice of all ages, has consecrated 
private possession as something best adapted 
to man's nature and to peaceful and tran- 
quil living together. Now civil laws which 
when just, derive their power from the nat- 
ural law itself, confirm and, even by the use 
of force, protect this right of which we speak. 
And this same right has been sanctioned by 
the authority of the divine law, which for- 
bids us more strictly even to desire what be- 
longs to another. Thou shalt not covet thy 
neighbor’s wife, nor his house, nor his field, 
nor his maidservant, nor his ox, nor his ass, 
nor anything that is his. 


Mr. President, to assess the genuine 
import of these principles of property 
and the necessity of their affirmation as 
national principles in the trials which 
face free government and free people, 
it is only necessary to grasp their oneness 
with those other critical areas of law, of 
public and private morality, of the 
growth and form of our society which 
have given this Nation its place and sig- 
nificance in history. Whether the basic 
institution of property, regardless of its 
special evolution or change, is ap- 
proached from a religious or a legal 
standpoint is not, in any final analysis, 
the key to this significance. Laws which 
violate the conscience of Christian teach- 
ing violate also our understanding of 
natural laws. Jefferson, careful of his 
use of words, did not list happiness as an 
inalienable right, but did so list its pur- 
suit. Without laws for the protection of 
property, which are so firmly imbedded 
in our Constitution, to have declared 
that the pursuit of happiness was an 
inalienable right would have been an 
empty gesture. 

It is vital to the understanding of prop- 
erty rights, aside from the crucial func- 
tion of property to the system of oppor- 
tunity and enterprise, for us to realize 
that none of the other basic rights which 
inhere in constitutional government as 
living values of the Christian past and 
fostering conditions of its future can long 
exist apart from the property right. 
Neither religious freedom nor freedom of 
speech nor rights in respect to trial and 
punishment nor security of persons and 
possessions could survive the loss of the 
rights which make up the laws of prop- 
erty. The vacuum left by their disap- 
pearance would soon be invaded and ex- 
ceeded by the power of the State over 
the economy. The political absolutism 
which followed would brook no rivals in 
the realms of reason, religion, or re- 
straint upon its actions. Neither the 
safeguards of due process of law nor the 
immunities we take for granted could 
subsist. 

What boots it, may I ask in conclusion, 
to win a shooting war against com- 
munism on a foreign battlefield and lose 
on the home front the ideological attack 
of communism upon our free institu- 
tions? “Our defense,” said Lincoln, “is 
in the preservation of liberty as the 
heritage of all men, in all lands, every- 
where.” 

Mr. President, the fundamental pur- 
pose of this discussion has been to clarify, 
if possible, current thinking on three 
immediate problems: 
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First. What is the Christian view of 
property as interpreted in the organic 
laws of our Nation and our 48 States? 

Second. How is that inherent right 
threatened by communism? 

Third. When and in what manner is 
government justified in impinging upon 
that right? 

I trust I have left no one in doubt as 
to my conception of the traditional 
Christian view of property or of the dan- 
gerous and insidious attack being made 
upon it, both here and abroad, by com- 
munism. 

I wish that I could be equally as clear 
and, I hope, equally as convincing on the 
subject of when and how government is 
justified in invading that right. It is not 
necessary to discuss the right of eminent 
domain, which is the taking of private 
property for public use by due process of 
law and just compensation of the owner, 
because that privilege of invading pri- 
vate rights is incorporated in the Federal 
Constitution and that of every State. 
The issue that so troubles and concerns 
all of us at this time is the right of the 
Government to place restrictions upon 
the acquisition and use of private prop- 
erty in a war emergency. 

It is my belief, expressed through sup- 
port of control laws in World War II and 
the Defense Production Act of 1950, that 
the Government not only has the right 
to impose proper controls over the 
acquisition and use of property in a war 
emergency, but that the survival of or- 
ganized society requires it. I was grati- 
fied when the Congress by an overwhelm- 
ing vote passed the Defense Production 
Act last summer. I was disturbed and 
frankly greatly disappointed when two 
major business organizations of our Na- 
tion recently appeared before the Bank- 
ing and Currency Committee of the 
Senate and recommended that in this 
grave emergency, all controls over the 
acquisition and use of property be aban- 
doned by the Government. Undoubted- 
ly, that extreme viewpoint revealed a 
confusion of thinking between the 
fundamental right to own property and 
the qualified right of its use. Implicit 
in our form of government, inherited 
from the English common law, is the 
oft-echoed maxim, “sic utere tuo ut 
alieno ne laedas,” “you must so use your 
own as not to injure that of another.” 

As the distinguished former judge of 
Mississippi, the present Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS], so well recalls, 
and which he has, no doubt, often applied 
in his chancery practice, we made the 
American system of private enterprise 
succeed, where a watered-down counter- 
part in Europe has to a large extent 
failed, largely because through the pas- 
sage of antitrust laws we denied to the 
concentration of economic power in the 
corporate structure the right of laissez- 
faire. Unfortunately, in part through 
legislative action and in part by judicial 
fiat, labor unions, with more economic 
power than any corporate structure ever 
assembled, have been exempted from the 
operation of our antitrust laws, to the 
detriment of the rank and file of labor 
as well as that of all consumers. 

It is, therefore, in keeping with our 
traditions and American system of gov- 
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ernment for the Congress to say, 
through a Defense Production Control 
Act, that no individual, to say nothing 
of a great industrial empire, has the in- 
herent right to profit from the tragedy 
of war or to refuse to make a contribu- 
tion to a successful war effort compara- 
ble in degree if not in kind to those who 
die upon the field of honor. 

But equally as wrong are those who in 
a period of inflation, caused by war 
spending, demand that the Government 
exercise its wartime powers of control 
over property by rolling back the price 
of a given commodity below an estab- 
lished cost of production and thus dis- 
tribute property by taking it from one 
and giving it to another without just 
compensation and for private instead of 
public use. 

If the Congress had been firmly and 
definitely assured that those in charge 
of the control program would have 
faithfully and efficiently administered it 
in keeping with the Christian view of 
property I have outlined, I feel sure that 
it would have adopted the motion I 
made in the first day of executive ses- 
sion of our committee to continue the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 for an- 
other year without changes. But in 
some of the administration proposals 
for stronger control powers, including 
the right to build and operate Govern- 
ment plants in competition with private 
industry, and the power to take billions 
from the general taxpayers to subsidize 
the food costs of those who complained 
of high prices, there was such a clear in- 
dication of a willingness to depart from 
the traditional American system of free 
competitive enterprise that a large ma- 
jority of the Congress was unwilling to 
grant to the administration the previ- 
ous power carried in the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950 to roll back the 
price of any manufactured article to 
any level it might see fit. 

It may turn out to be that in taking 
that position the Congress did not con- 
fer upon the administration proper and 
adequate power to control future infla- 
tion, although it is difficult to under- 
stand how the administration expected 
to maintain an adequate production, the 
soundest of all antidotes against infla- 
tion, when it apparently did not intend, 
as contemplated by the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950, to put wage controls 
and price controls in one package and 
tie them together. Let it be remem- 
bered that the billions we are proposing 
to spend for defense for possible conflict 
on the battlefield with communism is 
but a part of the over-all program to 
save our free institutions. What boots 
it, may I ask in conclusion, to win a 
shooting war against communism on a 
foreign battlefield and lose on the home 
front the ideological attack of commu- 
nism upon our free institutions? “Our 
defense,” said Lincoln, “is in the preser- 
vation of liberty as the heritage of all 
men, in all lands, everywhere.” 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield, with 
pleasure, to my distinguished colleague 
from Kansas. 
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Mr. CARLSON. I wish to commend 
the junior Senator from Virginia for 
his splendid, timely, and sound address 
regarding the ownership of property. 
In these days, when there is a great 
undercurrent of thought, not only in 
this Nation but in the world, which 
seems to question the capitalistic system 
as a whole, a system which, of course, is 
based upon the ownership of property, 

I think the address of the Senator from 
Virginia is most timely. Those of us who 
have studied something of the progress 
which has been made, both economic, 
social, and spiritual, have watched with 
great interest the development of those 
nations which regard the ownership of 
property as one of the basic tenets which 
make for a stronger and more substan- 
tial citizenship. Therefore, I say to the 
junior Senator from Virginia, many 
thanks. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
greatly appreciate the compliment which 
has been paid me. Through service with 
my distinguished colleage from Kansas 
on the Ways and Means Committee of 
the House, I learned to value his opinion, 
and I deeply appreciate what he has 
just said. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield to my col- 
league from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I also 
wish most heartily and warmly to com- 
mend the junior Senator from Virginia 
for his very fine address on a timely sub- 
ject. I think the proper Member of the 
Senate has handled the subject, because 
few, if any, could have done it so well. 
I know it represents a great deal of time 
and very sincere thought and effort on 
his part. I wish that every Member of 
the Senate could have been present to 
hear it, and I feel that those who are 
not here will certainly read it with great 
profit, and that they, as well as the peo- 
ple of the Nation, will profit by its re- 
statement of many old principles, which 
have been brought up to date. There 
could not have been a more timely sub- 
ject, or a subject handled by a more ap- 
propriate Member of this body. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
appreciate very much the kind words of 
my friend from Mississippi. 


SENATE PROCEDURE, AND LEGISLATIVE 
REORGANIZATION 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, all 
of us are concerned with the need for 
improving the legislative procedure. In 
recent days we have all become particu- 
larly aware of the fact that the Senate 
itself has been subject to a great deal of 
criticism from within and from without, 
Much of that criticism, Mr. President, is 
valid and we ought to make every effort 
to correct the situation as soon as 
possible. 

I support the plea of the distin- 
guished junior Senator from Oregon for 
greater cooperation and common effort 
on the part of the Members of this body. 
The very basis upon which we must op- 
erate is mutual respect for each other’s 
conscience and dignity. 

I likewise support the distinguished 
majority leader in his request for more 
serious attendance on the floor of the 
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Senate. With him, I hope that we will 
not become known as a Tuesday- 
to-Thursday Senate. One way in which 
we can intelligently meet this problem 
is to recognize that the schedule of the 
Senate is an all-year one, from the first 
week in January until the last week in 
December. Our schedule, therefore, 
must be arranged having that year- 
around attendance in view. We can 
then minimize and perhaps eliminate the 
problem of absenteeism by allowing a 
limited definite period of the year during 
which Members of the Senate will not 
be in Washington, but will be with their 
constituents or with their families on 
vacation—like any other American citi- 
zen and workingman. Unless we do 
this, we will find some Members of the 
Senate disappearing for periods at a 
time, and thus interfering with the 
orderly procedures of this body. Others, 
who remain at their desks, are penalized. 

Some months ago I stated my views 
on this problem in an article which ap- 
peared in the September 1950 issue of 
the American Political Science Review. 
I invite the attention of the Senate to 
that statement. It was placed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD last December 21 
by the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse]. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
statement submitted by me to the Sen- 
ate Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments on legislative re- 
organization printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR Husert H. HUM- 
PHREY ON LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION 
BEFORE SENATE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDI- 
TURES, JULY 6, 1951 

INTRODUCTION 


Mr. Chairman, I welcome the opportunity 
to pay my respects to the chairman of the 
committee, the distinguished senior Senator 
from Arkansas, for calling these hearings 
designed to study the need for legislative re- 
organization and to evaluate the results of 
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
I am proud to be a member of the commit- 
tee and I am pleased at the opportunity to 
make a contribution toward its deliberations. 
We are, likewise, indeed fortunate to secure 
the temporary services of Dr. George B. Gal- 
loway, former staff director of the Joint 
Committee on the Organization of Congress 
and now with the Legislative Reference Sery- 
ice of the Library of Congress, My experi- 
ence in the Senate is, of course, limited. My 
interest and study of the problem, is how- 
ever, long-lasting, since I had the good for- 
tune before coming to the Senate to be a 
student of political science and a professor 
of government at one of Minnesota’s leading 
colleges. The subject, therefore, has inter- 
ested me for a long time and is one which 
I have carefully followed. 

I am persuaded of the need to modernize 
and improve the legislative branch of our 
Government. I am committed to the propo- 
sition that the Congress must assume the 
major responsibility in a democracy for rep- 
resentative government and hence, for the 
formulation of basic public policy. In order 
for it to carry out that function however, it 
must prepare itself to meet the crises which 
daily face our Nation. I refer to the often- 
used illustration that though the old Model 
T was a good car, the roads are slicker now 
and the traffic fast and heavy. “The ancient 
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congressional jalopy needs some funda- 
mental streamlining and rebuilding.” 

In a mechanized age, the Congress of the 
United States in many respects appears to be 
operating at a horse-and-buggy pace. The 
problems facing Government today are so 
complex and so varied that unless Congress 
can meet them with careful and expeditious 
study, representative government will be 
seriously impaired. We have a responsibil- 
ity, therefore, to search for every avenue of 
improvement designed to increase the effi- 
ciency of Congress, no matter how minor or 
unimportant each specific suggestion may 
seem. I am, therefore, suggesting a number 
of proposals designed to help make the Con- 
gress assume its twentieth century respon- 
sibilities with twentieth century apparatus. 


JOINT COMMITTEE ON ORGANIZATION OF 
CONGRESS 


I had the privilege on January 11 to intro- 
cuce Senate Concurrent Resolution 3, to 
establish a Joint Select Committee on the 
Organization of Congress. I am pleased to 
say that the work presently being performed 
by the Senate Committee on Expenditures in 
the Executive Departments in holding hear- 
ings on the organization of Congress is par- 
tially carrying out one of the objectives of my 
resolution, I know that the distinguished 
chairman of our committee made an effort 
to hold joint hearings with the House Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive De- 
partments and I regret that it was impossible 
to arrange those joint sessions at this time. 

My proposal would not only provide that 
studies of legislative organization be un- 
dertaken by a joint Senate-House commit- 
tee but would make such a study continu- 
ous. Our hearings are now demonstrating 
that in the procedures of our committees, the 
staffing of Congress, the management of our 
work load, the performance of the “watch- 
dog” function, the controlling of public ex- 
penditures, and in the regulation of lobby- 
ing, there is much room for improvement. 
It is, of course, my hope that as a result of 
these hearings, we will recommend and per- 
suade the Congress to enact changes so as to 
increase its efficiency by strengthening its in- 
ternal organization, The need to reorganize 
Congress, however, is a continuing problem 
which demands continuous attention. New 
experiences and new demands upon the Con- 
gress are responsible for this need. We are 
always conscious of our responsibility to re- 
organize the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment, and, in fact, are in the process of 
doing so. We have a responsibility, however, 
to look at ourselves as well so that the legis- 
lative branch of Government may be equip- 
ped to perform its vital and increased func- 
tions effectively. 

The rules of the Senate have not been re- 
vised since 1884, 67 years ago. Is there any 
other mechanism in America that is pow- 
ered by an 1884 motor? Where would Amer- 
ican industry be today if it had not been re- 
tooled for 67 years? It is therefore neces- 
sary that we study and make recommenda- 
tions with regard to the rules and parlia- 
mentary procedures of both Houses of Con- 
gress. Unfortunately, the La Follette-Mon- 
roney Act of 1946 was not at liberty to sug- 
gest any changes in floor procedure. We 
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studies nor in the procedures we set up for 
continued studies. The appalling delays of 
the Congress and the unprecedented log-jam 
of appropriations bills in recent years are 
proof that the time has come for reconsid- 
eration of our standing rules. 

It appears to me that the existing Com- 
mittees on Expenditures in the Executive 
Departments have the ability, the compe- 
tence, and the responsibility to study on a 
continuing basis problems of legislative reor- 
ganization. My resolution, therefore, pro- 
vides that a joint committee should be crea- 
ted, composed of seven members of the 
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Senate and seven Members of the House, to be 
appointed from the Committees on Expendi- 
tures in the Executive Departments, The 
joint committee, besides studying legisla- 
tive machinery and drafting plans for im- 
provements, would handle reorganization 
bills submitted by Members of Congress and 
would have the power to frame and intro- 
duce its own proposals. Like the Joint Com- 
mittee on Atomic Energy, it would have leg- 
islative authority to report by bill or other- 
wise. 

I urge favorable consideration of this reso- 
lution. 


CONGRESSIONAL LEADERSHIP, COMMITTEE 
STRUCTURE, AND PARTY RESPONSIBILITY 


I haye been impressed with many of the 
recommendations suggested by the commit- 
tee on political parties of the American Po- 
litical Science Association in its recent re- 
port, Toward a More Responsible Two-Party 
System, It is true that party responsibility 
in the Congress cannot be achieved by actions 
within the Congress alone, but there are 
areas in which the Congress can make signifi- 
cant strides toward increasing the methods 
by which it fulfills its responsibilities to the 
American people. 

In both the Senate and the House it would 
be desirable to coordinate many separate 
leadership groups so that there is one truly 
effective and responsible leadership commit- 
tee for each party instead of the myriad 
leadership committees which now exist—Pol- 
icy Committee, Steering Committee, Commit- 
tee on Committees, Committee of Committee 
Chairmen. There should be a consolidation. 
This would mean a Democratie and a Repub- 
lican leadership committee for each House. 

Each of the four leadership committees in 
the Congress should be selected whenever a 
new Congress is organized—every 2 years— 
with an opportunity for an earlier challenge 
by a sufficiently large number of party mem- 
bers in each House if the committee fails to 
reflect the party program. 

These leadership committees should rea- 
sonably often meet together to discuss com- 
mon problems of legislative policy. Thus, on 
occasion, the majority committees of both 
Houses might meet togther; the minority 
committees of both Houses might meet to- 
gether; the majority and minority commit- 
tees of each House might meet together; or 
all four committees might meet together. It 
would, in fact, be desirable for the rival lead- 
ership committees of each House to meet on 
a regular basis. 

One result of this leadership committee 
simplification would be an improvement in 
legislative scheduling. It would also help in- 
tegrate the Congress and make the Congress 
more responsible to the will of its Members, 
Another result of this reform would be to 
substitute control by the leadership com- 
mittee of the House for control by the Rules 
Committee. 

The leadership committees in the House 
and Senate should also coordinate the activ- 
ities of the legislative committees and thus 
more effectively mesh the legislative gears, 
unify its command, and coordinate its parts, 

It has been alleged that the Congress today 
functions not as a unified institution but as 
a collection of “little legislatures or autono- 
mous committees which seldom act in con- 
cert.” I wish to pay my tribute to the pres- 
ent majority leader in the Senate, who has 
attempted to meet this criticism by sched- 
uling joint sessions of the committee chair- 
men to help him schedule legislative action 
on the floor. It is important that the chair- 
men of the standing committees constitute a 
cooperative body like a ministry and be an 
essential part of responsible party leadership. 

These notions of increased party respon- 
sibility imply more frequent party caucuses 
and conferences to help formulate legislative 
policies. They also imply a modification of 
the seniority system by which committee 
chairmen are chosen. I find it difficult to 
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defend a procedure by which it is possible 
for Members of the Senate to become com- 
mittee chairmen by virtue of seniority and 
thus wield enormous influence even though 
they oppose the legislative program repre- 
sented by the majority party in the Con- 
gress. Party responsibility for the commit- 
tee structure is indeed weakened by the 
operation of this seniority system. 


COMMITTEE PROCEDURE 


On August 3, 1949, I testified before a sub- 
committee of the Committee on Rules and 
Administration with regard to the need for 
reform in procedures before our congres- 
sional committees. At that time, I present- 
ed certain tentative suggestions which I 
would like now to bring to the attention of 
this committee. I referred at that time, for 
example, to the necessity for providing cer- 
tain safeguards for the rights of witnesses 
testifying before congressional committees, 
such as the following: 

1. That subpenas shall not be issued unless 
approved by a majority of the committee; 

2. That accurate stenographic records be 
kept of all testimony at public hearings; 

3. That all witnesses at hearings of the 
committee, whether public or secret, shall be 
advised of their constitutional rights against 
selr-incrimination, and their right not to 
divulge confidential communications pro- 
tected by law; 

4. That no witness shall be in contempt 
of the committee for refusing to obey a sub- 
pena unless and until the committee, upon 
notice to all of its members, has met and 
considered the alleged contempt, and by a 
majority of those present voted such witness 
in contempt; 

5. That a clear statement should be made 
of the subject of any investigation under- 
taken by any committee; 

6. That any witness giving testimony in 
open hearings which reflects adversely on 
the character or reputation of another per- 
son, shall disclose the source of information 
unless his answer would threaten the na- 
tional security; 

7. That no report or statement, interim 
or final, be filed, published, or released that 
reflects adversely on any person’s character 
or reputation unless based on evidence pre- 
sented at open hearings. 

I fully appreciate that over the years con- 
gressional investigating committees have 
conducted their inquiries with due consid- 
eration of the public interest and with 
fairness both to organizations and to indi- 
viduals under inquiry. In recent years, how- 
ever, there have been a number of notable 
examples of deviations from this pattern, 
often to the injury of many innocent per- 
sons. These examples of deviation have 
caused great public concern. There is no au- 
tomatic guaranty against abuse of the in- 
vestigatory power by a congressional com- 
mittee. The rules of Congress, therefore, 
ought to be changed. So long as investi- 
gating committees are free to make their 
own rules of procedure or change or disre- 
gard those rules at will, the danger of abuse 
will continue. The investigative process is 
vital to the successful operations of Con- 
gress. Therefore, every effort must be made 
to safeguard its responsible performance, 
It is only by such considered and careful 
use of investigation procedures that the 
public will give due support and respect to 
congressional investigations. 

I have not had the occasion to make a 
thorough study of proposals to reform con- 
gressional committee procedure. As a mem- 
ber of this Senate Committee on Expendi- 
tures in the Executive Departments, I look 
forward to our committee deliberations as a 
way to help crystallize such a program. I do 
want to state, however, that I have reacted 
quite favorably to most of the suggestions 
submitted by the distinguished junior Sen- 
ator from Tennessee [Mr. KErauverR] when 
he testified before our committee a few days 
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ago on the problem. It seems perfectly 
reasonable to me that a person or organi- 
zation under committee scrutiny should be 
fully apprised of the matter into which the 
committee will inquire and should be given 
an opportunity to present evidence with the 
advice of counsel. Persons adversely criti- 
cized should also have the right to file with 
the committee questions for hostile witnesses 
to answer; and the right to testify immedi- 
ately in rebuttal. In addition, internal staff 
memoranda should first have the approval 
of the committee before release. 

Efforts should also be made to keep the 
draft reports out of the hands of the public 
or newspapers until such time as the full 
committee decides by majority vote to make 
them public. I have had the experience 
within the past year of observing the un- 
fortunate consequences of three draft re- 
ports reaching the hands of the press and 
being given public notice before the com- 
mittees fully discussed them, with the re- 
sult that the publicized report turned out 
to be quite different from the report which 
the committee was prepared to defend and 
publish. 

In conclusion, I would like to quote from a 
statement made by Thomas Jefferson when 
he was President of the Senate. He wrote: 

“Perhaps Congress, in their care for the 
safety of the citizen as well as that for their 
own protection, may declare by law what is 
necessary and proper to enable them to carry 
into execution the powers vested in them, 
and thereby hang up a rule for the inspec- 
tion of all, which may direct the conduct 
of the citizen and at the same time test 
the judgments that they themselves pro- 
nounce in their own case.” 


ECONOMY AND APPROPRIATIONS 


The American people is an economy- 
minded people. Our sense of financial re- 
sponsibility tells us that we ought to save 
wherever possible. As Members of Congress, 
we have a responsibility to protect and safe- 
guard public funds. In my judgment, many 
of the recommendations for legislative reor- 
ganization which I am suggesting and which 
have been suggested by many others will 
result in savings to the American taxpayer 
becatse of the increased efficiency produced 
by those reforms. 

One area that needs vital improvement, 
however, is that which refers to the appro- 
priations procedure in the Congress. I be- 
lieve that the Congress has the responsi- 
bility to study each item submitted in the 
President’s budget and review these items 
in the light of its own judgment and experi- 
ence. I wholeheartedly reject any attempt 
to evade that specific responsibility and yet 
appeal to the economy motivation of the 
American people by submitting proposals 
for over-all across-the-board percentage 
cuts with no regard for the specific items. 
I have therefore always opposed the across- 
the-board cuts as unwise and somewhat 
irresponsible. 

To assist the Congress in its responsibil- 
ity to examine budgetary items carefully, 
I urge that the staffs of the Appropriations 
Committees in both Houses be increased. It 
is particularly necessary that the staffs be 
assigned to specific Government agencies so 
as to scrutinize the budget requests care- 
fully. In my judgment, Congress is to be 
criticized especially for not sufficiently scru- 
tinizing the military budget. We need to 
increase our military preparedness but we 
must be careful to see to it that the ap- 
propriations we authorize are expended wisely 
and with a minimum of waste. Every Amer- 
ican who has had any experience with the 
Armed Forces knows of the exorbitant and 
extravagant waste which frequently takes 
place in the services. I have evidence of 
such waste on my desk. 

In connection with the appropriation pro- 
cedure, I support a consolidated Appropria- 
tions Act so as to give the Congress an 
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over-all view of the budgetary problem faced 
by the Government. I urge, however, that 
for that consolidated Appropriations Act to 
be effective and fair, we ought to allow for 
an item veto by the President for any item 
in the budget. Unless we do so the possi- 
bilities of abuse will be serious. 


RELEVANCY IN SENATE DEBATE 


One of the most evident reforms recog- 
nized by most students as being necessary 
in the Senate is that of the need for a rule 
of relevancy in Senate debate. The United 
States Senate is the only major legislative 
body in the world that does not limit debate 
to the subject under consideration. It is 
true that the Jefferson Manual still provides 
that “No one is to speak impertinently or 
beside the question, superfluously or tedi- 
ously”; but the fact is as Democratic majority 
leader Robinson stated in 1932: “When a 
Senator once takes the floor, nobody but 
Almighty God can interrupt him—and the 
Lord never seems to take any notice of him.” 

No Senator has been called to order for 
relevancy since 1848, The result has been 
that on most occasions a Senator can talk 
on any subject, any time, for as long as he 
likes, Senators can, and have, read fairy 
tales or recipes to their colleagues; they can 
speak, and have spoken, of the life cycle of 
the butterfly when public utilities were un- 
der discussion; they can, and have, read at 
length from Aesop’s Fables while consider- 
ing a coal conservation bill. One of my first 
experiences as a freshman Member of the 
Senate plunged me into a ringside seat view- 
ing this spectacle. During the period from 
February 28 to March 17, 1949, when the 
business before the Senate was a motion to 
consider a proposed amendment to the 
Cloture Rule, 15 Senators made protracted 
speeches at great length on subjects en- 
tirely irrelevant to the pending business, 
These speeches included such subjects as: 
American foreign policy, Taft-Hartley labor 
law, health insurance, Missouri River de- 
velopment, the price of limestone, Minne- 
sota Centennial, North Atlantic Pact, the 
appointment of Louis Johnson, reduction of 
Federal expenditures, Federal publications, 
and military trials. This practice not only 
lends itself to ridicule outside of the Sen- 
ate, but also to inefficiency and ir- 
responsibility within the Senate. 

It is true that this practice of unrestrained 
debate has at one time or another served 
the special purposes of most Senators. It is 
a luxury, however, we cannot afford at a 
time when the Nation faces problems of un- 
precedented seriousness and the burden of 
congressional work grows constantly. We 
have a responsibility to limit and discipline 
ourselves by enacting a rule of relevancy 
that will remove both the temptation and 
the opportunity to obstruct Senate business 
by irrelevant debate. 

The adoption of such a rule would also 
fit in with the need for economy in Govern- 
ment. According to the most recent budget 
figures available to me, it is now costing 
about $1,000,000 a month to run the Senate. 
Every day the business of the Senate is tied 
up by extraneous matter, the cost to the 
American people is about $33,330, with 
nothing to show for it. 

A number of proposals have been made 
to amend the rules of the Senate so as to 
require debate to be germane to the pend- 
ing business. I urge such an amendment 
and submit for consideration the proposal 
that the Senate set aside certain periods of 
the days or week in which the rule of ger- 
maneness will not apply. This will allow 
Members of the Senate to fulfill their re- 
sponsibility to other issues of the public in- 
terest without interfering with the orderly 
business operations of the Senate. Judg- 
ment as to what material is relevant or not 
must, of course, be made by the Presiding 
Officer, either on his own initiative or by 
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giving any Member the right to call the 
Senator to order for irrelevancy. In either 
event, the ruling of the Chair would, of 
course, be subject to an appeal to be de- 
cided without debate. 

I urge favorable consideration of this 
proposal at the earliest possible moment. 


CLOTURE 


I believe in ample opportunity for debate 
and discussion, but unlimited debate should 
never be used to frustrate the will of the 
Senate itself. Unlimited debate, frequently 
called filibustering, violates the basic Ameri- 
can principle of majority rule, for not only 
is the majority unable to enact public meas- 
ures in the face of a filibuster but it is also 
coerced into accepting measures for which 
it has no desire or approval. The filibuster 
gives one Senator, or a small group of Sena- 
tors, a veto power which no rule of reason 
can defend. 

Today we face an international crisis. 
The problems and difficulties of democracy 
are broadcast by its enemies for all the world 
to hear and see. To the extent that mi- 
nority vetoes prevent the American people 
from carrying out their will, the people lose 
faith in American democracy, and the Sen- 
ate is brought into disrepute at home and 
abroad. 

The Senate has tried twice to correct the 
pra tice of unlimited debate: First in 1917 
and again in 1949. The 1917 cloture rule 
came into being in the face of a filibuster 
against President Wilson’s armed-ship bill. 
The 1917 cloture rule provided relatively 
little relief, however, and in its 32 years’ 
history was only successfully applied in but 
four instances: to limit debate on the Ver- 
sailles Treaty in 1919, on the World Court 
issue in 1926, on a branch-banking bill in 
1927, and on a bill creating a Bureau of Cus- 
toms and Prohibition in the same year. 
Since 1927 cloture was never successfully ap- 
plied to debate in the Senate. 

The failure of the 1917 rule led to an 
effort in early 1949 to tighten that rule. In 
my judgment, the so-called Wherry com- 
promise, then adopted by the Senate, is, in 
essense, no improvement over the 1917 rule 
and in some respects marks a retreat. My 
crM@cism of the existing rule adopted in 1949 
is, for one thing, that under it a proposai 
to change the rules of the Senate is not 
subject to cloture. No motion to limit de- 
bate can thus lie against an attempt to 
change the Senate rule and any minority can 
thus, on this vital issue, tie the operations 
of the Senate in knots. 

Furthermore, by requiring the favorable 
vote of 64 Senators to close debate as com- 
pared by two-thirds of those present and 
voting under the 1917 rule, the present clo- 
ture procedure strengthens the rule of a 
minority to attempt to obstruct majority 
will in the Senate. I have no objections to 
reasonable delay; I am in full support of 
thorough debate; I respect the right of a 
minority to express itself fully and earn- 
estly in its attempt to persuade the Senate. 
But I do not believe that it is democratic 
or wise that the will of any minority should 
prevail over any majority. 

The one advance made by the Wherry 
resolution, which I commend and urge we 
retain, is that which closed the loopholes 
in the 1917 rule and thus placed the reading 
of the journal and motions to take up bills 
within the definition of “measure” subject 
to cloture. To that should be added pro- 
posals to change the rules of the Senate it- 
self, which should likewise be subject to 
cloture, 

Free speech would not be abolished in the 
Senate by an effective cloture rule. Under 
the proposals I support and under every 
proposal seriously presented to the Senate 
since I have been in Congress, adequate op- 
portunity to deliberate upon a measure 
would be afforded prior to the attempt to 
impose cloture and after cloture is invoked, 


7631 


I, therefore, strongly recommend that the 
Senate should amend its rules so as to en- 
able a majority of all its Members to limit 
debate on any motion or other pending 
matter after a specified and responsible pe- 
riod of unlimited debate. I have to that 
end, therefore, cosponsored Senate Reso- 
lution 41 with Senator Morse and Senate 
Resolution 105 with Senator LEHMAN and 
nine other colleagues. 
I urge support for these resolutions. 


REFORM OF PRIVATE BILL PROCEDURE 


The work load of Congress is heavy and 
ever-increasing. Even if both Houses 
operated with maximum efficiency it would 
be a herculean task for the Congress to 
discharge responsibly all of its vital leg- 
islative activities. In view of the increas- 
ing amount of issues vitally relating to the 
national interest, it is therefore of prime 
importance that the Congress create condi- 
tions which will enable it to work as effi- 
ciently as possible. To do this we must re- 
form archaic rules and procedures and also 
discard those functions of the Congress not 
concerned with the national interest, par- 
ticularly since many of those could be better 
performed by other agencies of Government. 

A heavy unnecessary burden placed on 
the Congress is that of the various types of 
private bills and the legislative machinery 
necessary to handle that private legislation. 

Today there are three principal categories 
of private legislation calling for attention 
by Congress: 

1. Private claim bills granting relief for 
property damage or personal injury; 

2. Private immigration and naturalization 
bills relating to the residence, citizenship, 
and deportation of aliens; 

8. Private land bills providing for the is- 
suance of patents in fee and other similar 
remedies. 

Dr. George Galloway, presently associated 
with this committee as special consultant, 
whose services and expert knowledge are well 
known to the Members of Congress, has made 
a careful study of the private-bill procedure 
which can be found in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Record for May 12, 1949, and which I com- 
mend to the attention of Congress. He 
points out that the consideration of these 
private bills requires the time and energies 
of the Judiciary Committees of both Houses, 
as well as the entire Congress, since the num- 
ber of private bills introduced and processed 
in each session is very large. It is estimated 
that there are today more than 2,000 private 
bills introduced in each session in spite of 
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
which attempted to reduce that workload. 

The present private-bill procedure is not 
only unwise because it diverts the time of 
Congress from urgent public business and 
is financially costly, but also because the 
private individuals concerned suffer hard- 
ships of indefinite delay. Insofar as the 
cost of the Federal Government is concerned, 
it is estimated that the consideration of 
private bills in each Congress costs $125,000 
to the executive and legislative branches. 
The printing costs alone of the bills that fail 
passage are approximately $19,000 per Con- 
gress. It costs almost $200 a pass a single 
bill and this amount is frequently more than 
the amount of relief which is sought. 

In addition to handling private bills, the 
Judiciary Committees also have the respon- 
sibility of screening thousands of cases in 
which the Attorney General has recom- 
mended suspending the deportation of aliens. 
This results from a 1948 amendment to the 
Immigration Act of 1917 (Public Law 863, 
80th Cong., 2d sess.). If the deportation of 
any alien is suspended, under this amend- 
ment, for more than 6 months, the Attorney 
General is required to submit a complete and 
detailed statement of the facts of the case 
with the reasons for suspension to the Con- 
gress. The distinguished chairman of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee has on many 
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occasions described to the Senate the trying 
and time-consuming nature of this respon- 
sibility anu of this burden. 

In the House of Representatives the first 
and third Tuesdays of each month are re- 
served for the call of bills on the Private 
Calendar. Individual bills are considered on 
the first Tuesday and omnibus bills on the 
third Tuesday. It is estimated that it takes 
about 45 minutes on the average to call the 
bills on the Private Calendar on each day 
they are in order in the House. 

I am more acquainted with the procedure 
in the Senate where the private-bill work- 
load is carried in the main by the full Com- 
mittees on the Judiciary and on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. In the Eighty-first Congress, 
I am informed, the entire professional staff 
of the Senate Judiciary Committee worked 
from time to time on private claims bills. 
The committee has also utilized a special 
staff to assist it in reviewing deportation 
referrals. Private land bills are handled by 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

In spite of the burden of private bills in 
the Senate, the burden is heavier in the 
House where about 85 percent of the total 
private bills are introduced. 

The Congress must jealously guard its 
time for the consideration of national and 
international issues. We must throw off as 
much as possible insignificant details which 
tend to bog down procedure in the Congress. 
We are particularly ill-equipped to serve as 
@ judicial tribunal. 

In 1946, with the Legislative Reorganiza- 
tion Act, the Congress attempted to meet 
the problem of private bills by partially pro- 
hibiting the introduction of four types of 
private bills. This evolution should be con- 
tinued. I offer my support to proposals, 
therefore, which would provide for the trans- 
fez of jurisdiction of private bills from the 
Congress to the appropriate Federal agencies, 
This seems perfectly logical and desirable, 
since in fact, in spite of the congressional 
time put into the procedure, both Houses of 
Congress seek the advice of the department 
or bureau concerned and in the overwhelm- 
ing majority of cases, follow this advice. The 
executive agencies have at their disposal the 
information, the experience, the time, and 
the resources to make them competent to 
investigate and determine each case promptly 
and fairly. 

Legislation is therefore needed to repeal 
section 421 of the Federal Tort Claims Act; 
delegate the adjustment of immigration and 
deportation cases to the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service; and delegate the 
issaance of land patents to the Bureau of 
Land Management or to the Bureau of In- 
dian Affairs. The standing rules of the 
Senate should be amended so as to prohibit 
the introduction of private bills. 

This procedure seems desirable and cer- 
tainly is not arbitrary. Administrative deci- 
sions by an agency are subject to adminis- 
trative appeal procedures. In delegating the 
adjudication of cases to the administrative 
agencies, Congress should give them a clear 
standard by which to judge. This would in- 
sure uniformity of treatment in private mat- 
‘ters, save congressional time and money, 
avoid uncertainty, and relieve members of 
arduous responsibilities on private bill com- 
mittees. 

Unless the Congress acts expeditiously to 
initiate this reform, there is a grave danger 
of a legislative breakdown. The transfer of 
jurisdiction would serve the cause of justice 
and efficiency. It would leave Congress free 
to perform its true function which is that of 
legislating. 

HOME RULE FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


I urge legislation to provide home rule for 
the District of Columbia as one of the most 
effective and necessary steps to prepare Con- 
gress for its national responsibilities, It is 
unfair to the American people and it impairs 
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the proper consideration of the important 
national and international issues for the 
Congress to act as a glorified board of alder- 
men for the District of Columbia. 

The present government of the District 
of Columbia is an antique curiosity, sur- 
viving from more leisurely days, when Wash- 
ington was still little more than a good- 
sized village and when Congress had more 
time to consider the regulation of starlings 
and goats. 

Today the Senate and the House of Rep- 
resentatives each have a standing commit- 
tee responsible for legislative functions in 
the District of Columbia which bear no re- 
lationship to the national issues which affect 
our Nation. Congress must consider and 
act upon minor and relatively insignificant 
ordinances which waste literally thousands 
of man-hours. There is no reason at all 
why the government of the District of 
Columbia cannot be run in a democratic 
manner by the people who reside in the 


‘District of Columbia. 


Home rule is necessary, not only to in- 
crease the efficiency of the in the 
fulfillment of its major responsibilities but 
also for the welfare of the District of Colum- 
bia itself. In view of the fact that members 
of the District Committees have other re- 
sponsibilities for themselves and their con- 
stituents, many District matters are ne- 
glected. More than neglect develops as a 
byproduct of this state of affairs. Wash- 
ington, D. C,. in spite of its beautiful boule- 
vards, parks, and monuments, is lacking in 
the beauty of community spirit. It lacks 
the pride of citizen participation. The honor 
of being a first-class citizen is denied to 
nearly a million men and women. Washing- 
ton has indeed become a politically paralyzed 
community. 

This is a most unfortunate and serious 
problem in a nation which is the proclaimed 
champion of democracy. We cannot afford 
the luxury of undemocratic aberrations in 
our form of government. 


THE SENATE LIBRARY 


I have had the occasion to discuss the 
operation of the Senate Library with a num- 
ber of former employees and also ead 
written recommendations submit by 
others. One of the chief difficulties under 
which the Senate Library today operates re- 
lates to the fact that its personnel is chosen 
by patronage assignments and not by quali- 


fications alone. Even within this context, 


however, it is still possible to make certain 
recommendations, 

The Senate Library has vast and compre- 
hensive source materials which afford Sena- 
tors and committee staffs an opportunity to 
obtain valuable assistance on many sub- 
jects. The Library does need, however, an 
adequate cataloging and shelving system in 
order to achieve maximum efficiency and full 
access to the materials available. 

It seems sensible to assign the positions 
of librarian and assistant librarian on a con- 
tinuing basis so that there would be a con- 
tinuity in policy with a minimum of change, 
This can be attained by assigning these two 
top positions to the majority and minority 
on an interchange basis. This is likely to 
encourage improved bipartisan service to 
the Members of the Senate at the same time 
as it stimulates a career interest on the part 
of the librarians. 

It should also be possible for the librarian 
to establish certain standards for members 
of the staff, with job classifications and spe- 
cific duty assignments. Future assignments 
to the library by Members of the Senate 
therefore would then be screened so that 
they would fall within the qualifications set 
forth for the job. Members of the Senate, 
I am certain, would be pleased to accommo- 
date themselves to this suggestion in view 
of the improved library services that would 
flow from it. These improved services could 
well include research assistance. 
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The Library has the responsibility for dis- 
tributing volumes of the United States Code, 
Statutes at Large, and other documents. 
Every Senator, therefore, should receive at 
the beginning of the year a letter describing 
the services which he can expect from the 
library, including a full list of the docu- 
ments that will be distributed to him. This 
would tend to increase the utilization of the 
library by Members of the Senate. It might 
also be desirable for the Senate Library each 
year to make a report to the Secretary of the 
Senate describing the library’s utilization 
and activities. 


ELECTRIC VOTING 


In presenting my proposal for automatic 
pushbutton voting by electricity, I am by 
no means forwarding an original or novel 
idea. The distinguished junior Senator from 
Tennessee has already presented in coherent 
and persuasive terms the need for mechan- 
ized voting as a solution to the greatest 
single waste of time in the Congress, 

Every roll call in the Senate calls for Sen- 
ate clerks to read all of the 96 names and 
it is estimated the procedure takes about 10 
minutes as a minimum. This procedure is 
much more cumbersome in the House, where 
it is necessary to go through a list of 435 
names and then repeat that process for Mem- 
bers who did not respond. Senator KE- 
FAUVER, in his fine book, Twentieth Century 
Congress, as a result of his experiences in the 
House, describes a curious little show put on 
in front of the Speaker's table following the 
roll call when panting Members who have 
just arrived on the floor are attempting to 
have their presence recorded in the record by 
convincing the presiding officer that they did 
not hear their names called. It is estimated 
that this process in the House requires 45 
minutes every time the question of a quorum 
or roll call vote is called for. 

One result of the lengthy delay in the 
House in the course of a roll call is that fewer 
roll calls are therefore taken than would be 
in the public interest. The American people 
have a right to know how each Member of 
Congress votes so that they can better ascer- 
tain their Congressman’s qualifications on 
election day. 

I have not been able to ascertain the most 
recent statistics on the time consumed by 
the present roll-call method, but the statis- 
tics presented in Senator Kreravver’s book 
for 1943, 1944, and 1945 are sufficient to dem- 
onstrate the problem. He estimates that in 
the 3-year average, 121.8 hours were con- 
sumed per year in the House of Represent- 
atives merely to tabulate. This can be 
translated into more than 24 legislative 
days on the basis of the typical legislative 
day running from noon to5 p.m. The sta- 
tistics for the Senate are an average of 79.5 
hours consumed per year or nearly 16 legis- 
lative days. Since both Houses usually 
meet only 5 days a week, this means that in 
the House of Representatives alone, one en- 
tire legislative month a year is consumed in 
roll calls alone; and the Senate consumed 
60 percent of that time. 

To meet this problem, our State legisla- 
tures are repeatedly adapting themselves to 
& system of push-button voting. Today, 18 
States are using automatic roll-call ma- 
chines in one or both houses of the legisla- 
ture to record their votes. My own State 
of Minnesota is included in that 18, and our 
experience vouches for the fact that the 
machines are accurate and save a vast 
amount of time in determining quorum 
calls as well as the results of contested issues. 
Furthermore, for the benefit of members of 
the legislature and visiting constituents in 
the gallery, the vote of each legislature is 
recorded on an illuminated board near the 
speaker's rostrum. The State legislatures 
have been using electric vote-recording ma- 
chinery for more than 30 years, beginning 
with the Wisconsin Legislature in 1917. 
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Senator Kerauver makes an excellent sug- 
gestion in his book for the use of this auto- 
matic yoting procedure in the Congress. In 
order to accommodate Members of Con- 
gress who may be in committee session or 
in their offices, he recommended an automatic 
recess of a few minutes to give the Members 
time to reach the floor, during which time 
the tally clerks would prepare the machines 
for use. 

I urge favorable consideration of this 
proposal. 

BROADCASTING AND TELEVISING OF CONGRESS 


I urge the creation of a commission to de- 
velop plans providing for the broadcasting 
and televising of the proceedings of the Sen- 
ate and the House of Representatives. This is 
not a new proposal. Representations were 
made to the Joint Committee on the Organ- 
ization of Congress in 1945 and in 1946 in 
support of such a plan, and radio engineers 
representing the National, Columbia, Amer- 
ican, and Mutual Broadcasting Companies 
jointly submitted plans describing the facil- 
ities to be utilized. 

Proceedings of numerous legislatures, both 
in the United States and abroad, have been 
and are being broadcast successfully. Re- 
cent interest in the broadcasts emanating 
from the United Nations and, most particu- 
larly, the deep and profound interest asso- 
ciated with the recent Senate crime inves- 
tigation television broadcasts prove to me 
that the American people desire to become 
better informed about the operation of their 
Government and look upon radio and tele- 
vision as a way to become better informed. 

The success of our democracy depends 
upon the consistent and careful concern in 
matters of public policy on the part of our 
electorate. The broadcasts of legislative 
proceedings would go far to help focus 
public attention on the issues and, just as 
important, on the debate and discussion 
processes associated with democratic policy 
making. Just as the American people have 
a right to know how the Members of their 
Congress vote, so do they have a right to 
hear and watch their representatives in 
action. This would serve as a very impor- 
tant channel for political education, both 
on the adult and student levels. It would 
develop a sense of participation on the part 
of the electorate and improve the accuracy 
and objectivity by which the American peo- 
ple keep themselves informed on public 
issues. Finally, and by no means least im- 
portant, airing the proceedings in the Con- 
gress would increase the responsibility of 
the Members of Congress by making them 
increasingly aware of a large public audi- 
ence and of the need for them to be busi- 
nesslike, efficient, and conscientious. Those 
who do not meet that test would most likely 
and most correctly be separated from their 
responsibilities by the electorate on the 
designated election day of reckoning. 

Differing proposals have been made to 
carry out this objective. One suggestion is 
that committee sessions alone be broadcast 
and televised on a regular basis; another, 
that the Federal Government own and op- 
erate a specific short-wave channel for the 
purpose of broadcasting the sessions of Con- 
gress; another, that the Congress should 
allow commercial sponsors to broadcast all 
or part of its proceedings on a regular sus- 
tained basis. I am not prepared specifically 
to suggest any one of these provisions or 
any others. I am prepared, however, to state 
the desirability of the objective and to urge 
positive action by the Congress to carry out 
the objective. To do this would not only 
improve our democratic processes at home, 
but also would be a living and practical 
demonstration of how our democracy works 
for all the world to see. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
should like to note briefly the general 
contents of the statement. The first part 
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of it deals with the resolution which it 
was my privilege to submit, Senate Con- 
current Resolution 3, providing for a 
joint committee on the organization of 
the Congress. It calls for a continuous 
study of the legislative practices and pro- 
cedures of the Congress, with the end in 
mind of solving the problems of this day. 
The next portion of the statement deals 
with congressional leadership, commit- 
tee structure, and party responsibility. 
In my opinion, unless the mechanism for 
committee structure and party responsi- 
bility is improved and congressional 
leadership committees are properly or- 
ganized, there is very little hope of being 
able to have a rounded program or an 
organized program of work and proce- 
dure for this body. 

The next item in my statement relates 
to committee procedure. This particular 
portion of the statement pertains to 
whatever committees conduct investiga- 
tions on the part of the Congress. Iam 
deeply concerned over the lack of a for- 
malized procedure for the investigating 
committees of the Congress. We have a 
sort of rule of thumb procedure, or a 
rule of expediency. I think the time has 
arrived to lay down, at once and for all, 
at least as a guide or rule, a series of 
principles and precepts which can guide 
investigating committees in their work 
programs. 

Mr: President, I direct my attention 
in this statement to the matter of appro- 
priations and the method in which ap- 
propriation bills are drawn, and the pro- 
cedure which is utilized in the Senate, as 
well as in the House and in committees, 
of handling budgetary items. 

I also refer in the statement Mr. Presi- 
dent, to the matter of relevancy in Sen- 
ate debate. Surely relevancy is funda- 
mental to an orderly procedure. I think 
it is fair to say that most bodies which 
are faced with such perplexing problems 
as is the United States Senate or any 
other legislative body would like to have 
a degree of relevancy and of germane- 
ness in the debate which is conducted. 

I also address myself in the statement 
to the rule of cloture. Surely that is 
something which needs immediate re- 
vision; at least it needs the immediate 
attention of the standing committees of 
the Congress. In the statement I ask 
that it be given the attention of a joint 
committee. 

I further commend to the attention of 
the Senate the portion of my statement 
dealing with private-bill procedure. A 
good deal of the time of this body is 
taken up with the details of considering 
private bills. I believe it is fair to say 
that it costs approximately $200 to pass 
a single private bill. Many of them in- 
volve from $25 to $50 or $100. Yet we 
spent $200 in order to reimburse some 
person having a small claim against the 
Government. 

I also point out, Mr. President, the 
importance of home rule for the District 
of Columbia. I think it is literally in- 
conceivable that a body dealing with 
great problems of international rela- 
tions, a body which says frequently that 
it is ready to join in a great debate, a 
parliamentary body that must consider 
the expenditure of billions upon billions 
of dollars of public funds, a body that 
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must consider great programs of recla- 
mation and resource development, prob- 
lems of the regulations of our economy, 
tremendous tax bills, and all the other 
vital issues, should stand here as a glori- 
fied city council for the Nation’s Capital, 
This may have been all right 100 or 150 
years ago, when appropriations were in 
the millions and not in the billions of 
dollars, and when the work of the Sen- 
ate was limited to 2 or 3 months a year, 
but that day has gone, not only for now 
but for many years to come, and it ap- 
pears to me that one of the minimum 
projects of the Congress should be to 
relieve itself of being a body of alder- 
men. I am sure no Member of the Sen- 
ate would like to be addressed as “Mr. 
Alderman for the District of Columbia.” 
He likes to think he is a United States 
Senator. So I suggest, Mr. President, 
that we give serious consideration to 
that question. 

I also note the facilities of the Senate 
Library and its service, and also the 
matter of electric voting in the Senate of 
the United States, just as a means of 
conserving time. 

Finally, Mr. President, there is a state- 
ment regarding broadcasting and tele- 
vising the activities of the Congress. I 
realize that this is a very technical sub- 
ject, and in view of the public interest 
in the activities of the Congress, and the 
great new interest which has come from 
televising certain activities of the Con- 
gress, I have suggested that a commis- 
sion be appointed to determine how best 
we can utilize communications and study 
the methods or mechanisms of radio and 
of television to bring to the American 
people the work of their Congress, so 
that it will be understandable and mean- 
ingful to the rank and file of our citizens, 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant 
reading clerk, announced that the House 
had agreed to the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 2395) to amend 
title 18 of the United States Code, en- 
titled “Crimes and Criminal Procedure,” 
to provide basic authority for certain 
activities of the United States Secret 
Service, and for other purposes. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 3790) making appro- 
priations for the Department of the In- 
terior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1952, and for other purposes. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, with 
reference to the pending bill which the 
Appropriations Committee has reported, 
one item of appropriation deals with the 
Bureau of Mines in the Department of 
the Interior. The policies of the De- 
fense Minerals Administration, under 
the authority of Public Law 774, have 
been severely criticized by those en- 
gaged in the production of metals and 
minerals. I inquired today from the 
Defense Minerals Administration how 
many loans that agency had made un- 
der the provisions of the law written into 
the Defense Act under the leadership of 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. O’Manoney], and I 
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have been informed that as of today 
only one application for a minerals pro- 
duction loan has been approved, al- 
though the agency has received more 
than 700 applications, some of them 
coming from my home State. Naturally 
I was interested in what had been taking 
place with reference to these loans, and 
I have found that the Department of the 
Interior has turned to a system of ex- 
ploration contracts. For that I com- 
mend the Secretary of the Interior and 
the Administrator of the Defense Min- 
erals Administration, Dr. James Boyd. 
When one door was closed to Mr. Boyd, 
he tried to walk through another door, 
and therefore he has established a sys- 
tem of exploration contracts. 

As of the first day of July 1950, the 
Government’s share of those contracts 
was $2,219,539. In total amount they 
run to $3,920,346. They involve 10 dif- 
ferent minerals, and cover 14 different 
States. In view of the terrific shortage 
of metals and the great need for in- 
creased production for the national de- 
fense, I have tried to look into the causes 
of the delay in the use of the loan pro- 
visions which have been written into the 
law. I was anxious to ascertain whether 
the department had been using the pro- 
visions of the law, and if some remedy 
could not be provided. 

At this time, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to insert in the REC- 
orD my letter of April 12, 1951, addressed 
to Dr. James Boyd, asking why he had 
not made greater use of the law, to- 
gether with his reply, dated April 25, 
1951, pointing out the difficulties which 
he was encountering. 

There being no objection, the corre- 
spondence was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

Apri. 12, 1951. 
Dr. James BOYD, 
Administrator, Defense Minerals 
Administration, 
Department of the Interior, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Jim: I keep having people write me 
that they are unable to get action on their 
applications for defense production loans, 
and have had inquiries wanting to know if 
any applications have been approved. I, of 
course, have been unable to answer these 
questions. 

I would appreciate it very much if you 
would advise me how many applications have 
been received and how many have been ap- 
proved, if these figures are available, and 
also the number received from my State and 
the number approved for New Mexico. I keep 
getting word that hundreds have been re- 
ceived but that there has never been a single 
one approved for a loan. 

I feel that I should be able to answer the 
constituents who make these inquiries, 

Sincerely yours, 
CLINTON P. ANDERSON. 


UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
DEFENSE MINERALS ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., April 25, 1951. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear CLINT: Please pardon my delay in re- 
plying to your letter of April 12; unfortu- 
nately it arrived a day or so after I had left 
for the west coast and I have only just re- 
turned after an absence of over 10 days. 

The policy of the Defense Minerals Ad- 
ministration with respect to loans has of 
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course conformed with directives laid down 
by the Office of Defense Mobilization. To 
date, very few loans have been granted— 
in fact the Defense Minerals Administration 
has only approved one application in spite 
of the fact that as of last week we have re- 
ceived over 700. For your information, 23 of 
these applications were received from New 
Mexico and one has been recommended for 
action. 

The reason for this policy has been that 
the Office of Defense Mobilization has taken 
the stand that other means of assistance 
must be tried before loans—in other words, 
the use of the loan provision is to be only 
a last resort. Of course I am referring spe- 
cifically to production expansion and not to 
the case where a prime contractor can apply 
for a loan under section 301 of the Defense 
Production Act. 

In a directive of February 14 which was 
transmitted by a memorandum from Mr. Har- 
rison, Administrator of the Defense Produc- 
tion Administration, instructions are quite 
specific. It is stated that direct loans should 
be reduced to the minimum and that they 
should be available only as a last resort in 
those instances where financial aid is not ob- 
tainable otherwise. Furthermore, it is also 
stated that guaranteed loans should be re- 
stricted primarily to working capital loans 
and/or short-term capital loans. 

In accordance with these instructions, the 
Defense Minerals Administration is convert- 
ing over many of the loan applications to 
procurement contracts, and in some instanc- 
es where it is possible to do so, the con- 
version is to the exploration-type contract. 
In view of the complexity of loan procedures, 
such action seems desirable. Loans involve 
the checking of credit and as you undoubted- 
ly appreciate, considerable in the way of 
policing in the sense that there must be 
constant examination of costs, operating ex- 
penditures, etc. The procurement and ex- 
ploration contracts are much simpler to ad- 
ministrate and, as far as the operator is con- 
cerned, far more desirable in that there is 
less red tape for him to go through to secure 
such a contract. 

With respect to your request for a sum- 
mary on contracts from New Mexico, for 
your convenience I will break this analysis 
down by commodities. As of last week, there 
have been six requests from New Mexico on 
copper. Three of these have been referred 
to the field teams for examination. Two are 
being held for the exploration program which 
is now in effect and they are being proc- 
essed. The remaining application has been 
returned for more information. 

Six applications have also been received 
for lead and zinc—of these, one has been 
referred to the field team for examination 
and at the present time is pending their re- 
port. The remaining five come under the 
exploration program and as funds for this 
program were only made available on April 
13, action is just getting under way on them. 

With respect to manganese, there are six 

projects currently before the Defense Miner- 
als Administration. In addition to this, there 
is the proposed mill and processing plant at 
El Paso, Tex., and projected sampling and 
treatment plant at Deming for handling of 
all shipments from the general New Mexico 
area, These applications are being checked— 
one applicant is apparently about to with- 
draw his application for reasons as yet un- 
determined. Another applicant sent in what 
was obviously a promotional item and ap- 
parently had no specific project. The United 
States Geological Survey is currently re- 
viewing an application for a project near 
Deming. 
This analysis covers the major commodity 
list for applications received from New 
Mexico; the balance of the 23 fall in other 
metallic and nonmetallic categories and are 
currently under investigation. 

If at any time you wish to discuss the 
Defense Minerals Administration program 
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with me personally, please feel at liberty to 
do so as I am most anxious that our problems 
be clarified for you and other Members of 
the United States Senate who are taking a 
keen interest in what we are attempting to 
accomplish. With kindest regards, I remain, 
Sincerely yours, 
JAMES Boyn, 
Administrator. 


Mr. ANDERSON. If the correspond- 
ence is examined, Mr. President, it 
will be found that in answer to my 
inquiry as to the reasons for delays, 
I was informed by Dr. James Boyd, 
the Administrator for the Defense 
Minerals Administration, that the policy 
of that agency with respect to loans to 
miners has had to be brought in con- 
formity with the directives laid down by 
the Office of Defense Mobilization, of 
which General Harrison was then listed 
as Administrator. In substance, that 
policy was that “the loans provisions of 
the act were to be used only as a last 
resort.” I point that out because the 
Congress of the United States, which will 
be blamed for the delay which has en- 
sued, wrote something quite different 
into law, and every Senator familiar with 
the need of the country for minerals 
tried his very best to make sure that 
loans could be made available. Not only 
did they try to make sure about it, but 
they held hearing after hearing in an 
endeavor to establish the need for loans. 
Yet the policy laid down by the Office of ` 
Defense Mobilization was “the loan pro- 
visions of the act were to be used only as 
a last resort.” 

In checking into the placing of these 
restrictions on the workability of the 
Defense Act, I found that a very prime 
mover of this scheme was Mr. Fred 
Searls, Jr., president of the Newmont 
Mining Corp., acting as chief mineral 
adviser to the Director of the Office of 
Defense Mobilization. 

This is the same Fred Searls, Jr., who 
appeared before the Senate Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee on February 
13, 1951, and stated that, “any type of 
subsidy for the development of mining 
is objectionable.” Iam very happy that 
the chairman of the Senate Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs is in the 
Chamber today, because it was the chair- 
man of that committee who somehow 
sensed that there was something going 
wrong with this loan program, and sum- 
moned Mr. Searls to appear before the 
Senate Committee on Interior and Insu- 
lar Affairs, and at that hearing, of which 
there is a complete transcript available, 
Mr. Searls stated for the record that 
“any type of subsidy for the development 
of mining is objectionable.” 

In answering a question which I pro- 
pounded to him at that time he stated 
quite unequivocally that he is and was 
opposed to the program used by the Gov- 
ernment for increasing production of 
lead, zinc, and copper during World 
War II. 

Although Mr. Searls knew that 
during that critical period many 
small mines were denied the necessary 
priorities with which to work, and that 
manpower was drained from the mines 
by the armed services to more attrac- 
tive defense projects, he would have our 
committee believe that the contribution 
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of the small mines to the defense and 
security of the Nation was trivial if not 
nonexistent. 

Although Mr, Searls’ company, the 
Idarado Mining Co. in Colorado, re- 
ceived a loan from the Metals Reserve 
Corporation while Mr. H. DeWitt Smith, 
associated with him in the Newmont 
Mining Corp. was director of that cor- 
poration, he would deny the same privi- 
lege to his fellow miners. While ad- 
mitting that his company had foreign 
holdings which were receiving Govern- 
ment aid abroad to the extent of $500,- 
000 through ECA, as in the Société Nord- 
Africaine du Plomb, a French company, 
in which the Newmont Mining Co. and 
the St. Joe Lead Co. have jointly a 49 
percent interest, Mr. Searls was taking 
advantage of his position within the 
Government to block similar treatment 
for the independent miners of America. 
This he admitted on cross examination 
before the Senate committee on Feb- 
ruary 13. 

Interoffice communications show fur- 
ther Mr. Searls’ hostility to the Interior 
Department’s policy. 

To show the proper and progressive at- 
titude of the Department of the Inte- 
rior, and particularly the attitude of Dr. 
James Boyd, the head of the Bureau of 
Mines, I desire to insert in the Recorp at 
this point the letter of February 2, 1951, 
from the Defense Minerals Administra- 
tion to Mr. W. H. Harrison, Administra- 
tor, Defense Production Administration. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT 

OF THE INTERIOR, 

DEFENSE MINERALS ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, D. C., February 2, 1951. 

Mr. W. il. HARRISON, 
Administrator, Defense Production 
Administration, Washington, D. C. 

Dear MR. Harrison: As you undoubtedly 
know, the Defense Production Act (Public 
Law 774) has specifically recognized the ex- 
ploration and development of new mineral 
sources within the United States must be 
stimulated and that furthermore, such ex- 
ploration and development should be done 
by private industry. The question as to 
method of accomplishing the desires of Con- 
gress has been subject to considerable dis- 
cussion by the staff of the Defense Minerals 
Administration and we have discussed this 
matter with Mr. Fred Searls, of the Office of 
Defense Mobilization. 

For many years prevailing economic con- 
ditions have inhibited minerals exploration 
and it has been difficult for private enter- 
prise to justify and successfully undertake 
a sufficiently extensive exploration and de- 
velopment program for new minerals to meet 
the national requirement. Today new ore 
deposits dre increasingly difficult to find; 
the easily accessible and readily recogniz- 
able outcrops that existed throughout our 
Western States during the last century have 
largely been investigated. The relationship 
between exploration costs and the prices of 
metals and minerals has also influenced this 
problem in that prices of metals and min- 
erals today seldom cover the cost of replac- 
ing mined-out reserves. It must be remem- 
bered that in the case of some metals and 
minerals, many of which are now classed as 
strategic, prices are largely determined by 
world markets, whereas costs are determined 
by internal economic conditions that fre- 
quently influence adversely the incentives 
for development of new mineral resources. 
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However, the domestic mining industry 
feels that certain features exist in the pres- 
ent Federal tax structure which, if changed, 
might permit a return to companies and in- 
dividual investors commensurate with the 
risk involved in exploration ventures. For 
example, were it possible for the Defense 
Minerals Administration, or your agency, to 
persuade the Tre: Department and the 
appropriate congressional committees to 
permit any person or corporation to treat 
as a deduction from net taxable income a 
loss incurred from an exploration venture 
that fails to develop a payable mine, even 
if the person or corporation involved does 
not dispose of the property under develop- 
ment, increased mineral exploration would 
follow in natural course. Furthermore, were 
an operating mining company permitted to 
treat as an expense chargeable to working 
cost, money actually devoted to prosecution 
of an approved strategic mineral develop- 
ment project, it is probable that with some 
few exceptions no further incentive would 
be required to stimulate the search for 
strategic minerals. 

Nearly 2 years ago in discussions between 
the staffs of Interior and other agencies, at 
a time when several mining subsidy bills 
were before the Congress, it was pointed out 
by officials of the Department of the Interior 
that such tax action would not only achieve 
the desired result of stimulating search for 
new minerals but, equally important, the 
procedure would function automatically— 
no staff or special agency would be needed 
to administer Federal loans or grants. All 
that would be required would be a change in 
the tax forms. It will be recalled that the 
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs recognized the advantage and urgent 
necessity of such tax action when reporting 
out S. 2105, the O'Mahoney bill for mine aid, 
which was subsequently defeated. However, 
these proposals were not looked upon favor- 
ably in 1949 and there appears to be less like- 
lihood of their being approved today. Con- 
sequently, the method of exploration aid 
proposed below is the best means that we 
have been able to devise so far for attaining 
our objective. 

The current situation undoubtedly war- 
rants prompt action with respect to miner- 
als exploration especially those in critical 
categories. The cost and drain on transpor- 
tation, military equipment, and manpower 
in wartime to maintain foreign supply, and 
uncertainties of that supply, necessitate as 
high a degree of self-sufficiency in this stra- 
tegic group as achievable within reasonable 
limitations. Furthermore, during the 10 
years since the beginning of hostilities in 
World War II, our reserves have been de- 
pleted in the field of critical minerals but 
the necessary work required to explore for 
new mineral deposits has not been accom- 
plished and except for the past 2 to 3 years, 
the skilled manpower needed to carry on 
this highly specialized type of operation has 
been inadequate. Finally, the mineral and 
metal price structure is traditionally un- 
stable. 

Therefore, Government assistance for ex- 
ploration appears to be desirable and we rec- 
ommend that it be accomplished by making 
participating grants to bona fide projects 
(each project would be granted approval 
only after field investigation by the U. S. 
Geological Survey and the Bureau of Mines) 
involving search for unknown or undevel- 
oped sources of metals and minerals that 
have been declared essential by the Defense 
Minerals Administration. 

It is recommended that participation in 
exploration projects be established on the 
following terms: 

1. The Federal Government to participate 
in exploration projects on the general prin- 
ciple that the funds contributed by the Gov- 
ernment be matched by private capital. 
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This tends to insure that Government funds 8 
will not be wasted, and in similar measure 
tends to limit the presentation of applica- 
tions for assistance to projects of reason- 
able merit. Furthermore, it is felt that the 
principle whereby the applicant furnishes a 
portion of the capital and thus assumes 
some risk is sound from the investment 
point of view. It is recognized that in the 
case of some of the most strategic metals 
and minerals the Government may have to 
depart from the matching principle in whole 
or in part. In such cases a more thorough 
examination of the project by the United 
States Geological Survey and the Bureau of 
Mines would be a prerequisite to a decision 
by DMA as to the extent of Government par- 
ticipation. 

2. The Government should be entitled, 
whatever the form of arrangement, to some 
repayment of the amount of its contribution 
from successful ventures. Therefore, tax- 
free grants would be made with arrangement 
for repayment to the Government on a roy- 
alty basis from net mill or smelter returns. 

3. Applications for exploration grants 
would be made to DMA. If after review and 
investigation by DMA the project is ap- 
proved, it will qualify for the benefits as 
stated above, 

4. Advances would be made quarterly sub- 
ject to a report of expenditures and progress 
to be submitted by the operator not later 
than 15 days after the close of each month, 
Periodic checks would be made by Govern- 
ment engineers and geologists, and oper- 
ators would be required to keep adequate 
records of their projects. 

5. In case the applicant is operating under 
a lease, he would submit a copy of the lease 
and certification by the owner that the lease 
is in good standing. 

6. The scope and physical extent of the 
project would be defined by the USGS—Bu- 
reau of Mines team for the DMA. 

7. Expenditures would cover all direct 
costs of the project and operating overhead, 
but no administrative overhead not directly 
related to the project. 

The National Minerals Advisory Council, 
at its meeting of January 29 in Washington 
considered the problem of stimulating ex- 
ploration and recommended a program, in 
a report to the Secretary of the Interior, 
very similar to the above. A copy of the 
council’s recommendation is attached. 

We are of the opinion that with the excep- 
tion of some smaller operations a revision 
of the tax laws as already indicated in this 
letter would be the simplest, most efficient 
and effective method of stimulating devel- 
opment and exploration. However, if in your 
opinion the possibility of such tax revision 
is remote we strongly recommend the mine- 
by-mine matched fund program as hereto- 
fore outlined. It is estimated that $10,000,- 
000 will be required to implement this pro- 
gram for the balance of the fiscal year and 
an appropriation of $40,000,000 per year 
thereafter will be required. If you approve 
the program, we request that you make 
available $10,000,000 to the Defense Minerals 
Administration for the remainder of this fis- 
cal year. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES BOYD, 
Administrator. 
NATIONAL MINERALS ADVISORY COUNCIL— 
ENCOURAGEMENT OF EXPLORATION 


The Committee on Exploration and Devel- 
opment Incentives submits the following re- 
port: 

1. The committee continues of the view 
that income-tax reforms, previously recom- 
mended by the council, would contribute 
more than anything else to the stimulation 
of exploration. The balance of this report 
deals with other methods believed to be pos- 
sible under the Defense Production Act of 
1950. 
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2. It is understood that under that act 
the Government may make grants or loans 
to encourage exploration. 

3. As a general principle, whenever possi- 
ble, the funds contributed by the Govern- 
ment should be matched by private capital. 
That tends to insure that Government funds 
will not be wasted on frivolous ventures. 

4. It is recognized that, in the case of 
some of the most strategic metals and min- 
erals, the Government may have to depart 
from the matching principle, in whole or in 
part. In such cases, a more thorough exam- 
ination of the project by the USGS or the 
Bureau of Mines would seem an essential pre- 
liminary to Government participation. 

5. As a general principle, the Government 
should be entitled, whatever the form of 
the arrangement, to repayment of the 
amount of its contribution from successful 
ventures. The committee does not feel com- 
petent to express an opinion on the income 
tax questions involved, but suggests consid- 
eration of an arrangement for tax-free 
grants, with payment to the Government of 
a percentage of profits for a limited period 
of time. 

6. The Government should of course con- 
sider questions of availability of manpower, 
machinery, and equipment in processing ap- 
plications for exploration assistance. 

Nore.—This resolution of the council rep- 
resents a proposal to the Secretary of the 
Interior but is not to be construed as the 
official policy of the Department. 


Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, on 
February 9, 1951, a similar letter was sent 
by Mr. Searls to Mr. Harrison opposing 
the program for the stimulation of mine 
exploration and development as outlined 
by the Director of the Defense Minerals 
Administration. Among other things, he 
wrote these words: 

Our mutual friend, Dr. Boyd, is already 
under much pressure now from the Hill, and 
it will be aggravated rather than lessened by 
initiating any plan which he has so far dis- 
cussed with me, 


I am quoting now from Mr. Searls. 

If the National Minerals Advisory Council 
recommended a plan similar to that set forth 
in Dr. Boyd's letter, I believe it was a grudg- 
ing recommendation, based on the idea of 
necessary surrender to one plan or another. 


Mr. President, I pause here to say that 
I do not think there ias been anything 
in the conduct of either the Senate Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs or 
the House committees or the administra- 
tion that asked anybody to surrender at 
any point. 

Mr. Searls further stated in this offi- 
cial Government communication, and I 
quote directly from him: 

Should you see fit to use the authority of 
your Office to oppose mine development sub- 
sidies, I will be glad to offer any assistance 
I can. 


He concluded in this fashion—and 
these words I would be happy to have the 
senior Senator from Wyoming hear: 

There is nothing mandatory in the Defense 
Production Act or in Executive Order 10161 
requiring subsidies. Let us not be driven to 
them without a fight. 


Mr. President, I think it might be well 
to include at this point the entire text of 
the letter from Fred Searls, Jr., to Mr. 
Harrison, dated February 9, 1951, con- 
taining the most interesting proposal 
which he made to Mr. Harrison at that 
time, I ask unanimous consent that it 
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may be printed in the Recorp in full at 
this point, together with an enclosure. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and enclosure were ordered to be printed 
in the Recor, as follows: 


Washington, D. C., February 9, 1951. 

Dear MR. Harrison: Dr. James Boyd has 
favored me with a copy of his letter of 
February 7, addressed to you, on the subject 
of stimulation of mine exploration and de- 
velopment under Public Law 774 (Defense 
Production Act of 1950). 

Since Dr. Boyd has referred in the third 
paragraph of his letter to a proposal, which 
I among others have made to him, a copy of 
it is enclosed herewith. By the means 
therein suggested, I believe sufficient devel- 
opment work, both in the small-business 
category and in the way of larger enterprises, 
could be brought about without any type of 
Government subsidy. 

It is true that the Treasury Department, 
or at least its Mr. Laszlo Ecker-Racz, has 
gone on record as opposing the plan which is 
here advocated. However, I am reliably in- 
formed that the American Mining Congress 
group considering this matter have had as- 
surance, through Mr. Fernald, that certain 
at least of Senators now holding hearings 
on the new tax bill would prefer some such 
plan as I have suggested to any plan of Gov- 
ernment subsidies. As you well know, de- 
velopment and production of marginal mines 
in the last war brought about, not greater 
metal production, but less metal production. 

It is one of your obligations, as I have 
previously reminded you, to see that the 
general field of expansion of facilities—and 
mine development comes in this general 
category—does not reach such proportions as 
to add seriously to the accumulating stress 
on our economy, and there is grave danger 
that subsidies for mine development will get 
easily out of hand once the system is started. 
Subsidized mine development is a particu- 
larly difficult type of facility to control be- 
cause it is not subject to statistical analysis 
and readily snowballs under political 
pressure, 

Our mutual friend, Dr. Boyd, is already 
under much pressure now from the Hill, 
and it will be aggravated rather than 
lessened by initiating any plan which he 
has so far discussed with me. If the Na- 
tional Minerals Advisory Council recom- 
mended a plan similar to that set forth in 
Dr. Boyd's letter, I believe it was a grudging 
recommendation, based on the idea of neces- 
sary surrender to one plan or another. 

Should you see fit to use the authority of 
your office to oppose mine development sub- 
sidies, I will be glad to offer any assistance 
Ican. Dr. Boyd (cf. first sentence of his last 
paragraph) apparently agrees that a plan 
such as is here suggested would be “the sim- 
plest, most efficient and effective method of 
stimulating development and exploration.” 
I believe that also, and I am convinced that 
the mining ‘industry believes it. There is 
nothing mandatory in the Defense Produc- 
tion Act or in Executive Order 1061 requiring 
subsidies. Let us not be driven to them 
without a fight. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRED SEARLS, Jr. 

Sections 301 (a) and 302 of title III of 
Defense Production Act of 1950 are permis- 
sive not mandatory. Could not the duties 
of the Department of the Interior under 
section 301 of Executive Order 10161 (Septem- 
ber 9, 1950) be carried, if, with other agen- 
cies, the Bureau of Mines should persuade 
the Treasury Department and appropriate 
congressional taxation committees to enact 
a provision in the pending tax law that 
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would contain the following provision, 
(there is, of course, no attempt here to write 
the legal verbiage or the exact details): 

1. Make it possible to treat as a deduc- 
tion from net taxable income, a loss, by any 
person or corporation required to pay in- 
come taxes, if he shall furnish without 
prompt success the funds required to carry 
out a development project either of a virgin 
mineral occurrence, or of a prospect or par- 
tially developed occurrence of a strategic 
mineral, provided such expenditure fails to 
actually develop a payable mine; such loss to 
be taken, even if the person or corporation 
making the expenditure does not dispose of 
the property developed, or of such rights 
pertaining to it as he may have. 

2. Permit any operating mining company 
to treat as an expense chargeable as a work- 
ing cost, money actually devoted to prose- 
cution of a strategic mineral development 
project that has been first approved by the 
Bureau of Mines as a suitable project “for 
the encouragement of exploration, develop- 
ment and mining of critical and strategic 
minerals and metals” (sec. 303, Public Law 
774, 81st Cong.). 

The suggested procedure would require 
that the Bureau of Mines and/or the United 
States Geological Survey pass individually, 
upon any development project submitted as 
being desirable for development under the 
purposes of the act. The Bureau of Mines 
would also have to specify the sum to be 
expended under the authorized project and 
the result thereof, 1. e., whether successful 
(immediately exploitable) or unsuccessful in 
which case the loss may be taken under (1) 
above or the development “expensed” under 
(2) above. 

It is believed that this procedure, if made 
permissible by law, would, during the emer- 
gency and during the period of high indi- 
vidual and corporate taxes, make available 
from individuals such as professional men, 
merchants, contractors, and other people of 
medium bracket income, as well as from 
wealthy people and investors, sums of money 
ranging from $3,000 or $4,000 up to $100,900 
for minor developments. Number 2 would 
permit companies with large metal produc- 
tion now being sold at high prices to devote 
much larger sums of money to speculative 
development of owned or neighboring veins, 
deposits, and partially developed mines, in 
the general vicinity of their going opera- 
tions. No Government subsidies would be 
required for anyone. The accounting would 
be automatically handled by the parties 
submitting income-tax returns, and by the 
Internal Revenue Department which 
examines such returns. The procedure would 
die with the emergency, and would auto- 
matically lessen in volume if additional sup- 
plies permitted some drop in the present 
cost of metals, There would be consider- 
ably less disturbance of the normal present 
productive mines than if Government sub- 
sidy money were made available. The task 
of the Bureau would be easier since people 
would, after all, be spending their own 
money. Essentially, the work would be per- 
formed by persons or corporate entities resi- 
dent in the vicinity of the developments. 
The amount of bureaucratic procedure com- 
pared with any subsidy plan would be mate- 
rially lessened. There would be much less 
induced trend toward socialization or na- 
tionalization of the mining industry. 

The suggested procedure would not pre- 
clude handling of large projects involving 
new plants and other extensive facilities. 


Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, an 
examination will show that what Mr. 
Searls proposes to do is to take the 
larger mining companies and give them 
special tax privileges, rather than give 
to the small miners the opportunity for 
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exploration. We all understand that 
the large mining companies could very 
nicely use the special tax provisions 
which Mr. Searls, as one of the officers 
of those companies, had suggested. But 
most people who live in the West know 
that mines are not discovered that way. 
Prospectors go forth with a burro and a 
shovel and a little grub and spend weeks 
and months in the hills hunting for the 
particular mineral which they desire, 
and, therefore, we who have lived in the 
West and thought we understood the 
mining business, hoped it might be pos- 
sible for the Government to extend 
privileges to the small miners, so they 
could obtain loans and look for ore in 
the ordinary fashion. 

For the reasons I have stated I have 
wanted to include in the Recorp at this 
point all that Mr. Searls wrote to Mr. 
Harrison, and the memorandum which 
he submitted. 

Mr. Searls’ official letter was acknowl- 
edged by E. T. Gibson, the Deputy Ad- 
ministrator, on February 14, 1951, in the 
absence of Mr. Harrison. I desire to 
commend Mr. Gibson. He is an of- 
ficial of the General Foods Corp. 
Mining is not his business. But he 
sensed what was going on in this field, 
and he replied with commendable cour- 
age, in spite of the great influence that 
Mr. Searls had exercised. He replied 
very frankly: 

We do believe, however, that the im- 
portance of obtaining greater metal produc- 
tion is such that the proposal made by Dr. 
Boyd should be implemented at once and 
we have initiated action to that end. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recorp at this 
point as a part of my remarks the en- 
tire letter from Mr. Gibson, dated Feb- 
ruary 14, 1951. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

FEBRUARY 14, 1951. 

Mr. FRED SEARLS, Jr., 
Office of the Director, Office of De- 
fense Mobilization, Executive Office 
of the President, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. SEARLS: I am acknowledging your 
letter of February 9 to Mr. Harrison as he 
is temporarily away from his office. 

As regards the stimulation of mining ex- 
plorations and development under Public 
Law 774—Defense Production Act of 1950— 
we are not only grateful for your comments 
and offer to be of assistance, but also the 
many strong points you make in regard to 
the manner in which stimulation of addi- 
tional mining productivity may be accom- 
plished. We do believe, however, that the 
importance of obtaining greater metal pro- 
duction is such that the proposal made by 
Dr. Boyd should be implemented at once 
and we have initiated action to that end, 
rather than depending at this time on pos- 
sible tax legislation by Congress. 

On the other hand, we see nothing in- 
consistent with approaching this problem 
simultaneously from your point of view and 
that of Dr. Boyd, 

Sincerely yours, 
E. T. GIBSON, 
Deputy Administrator. 


Mr. ANDERSON. After that Mr, 
Searls sent a reply, on February 16, 1951, 
in which he said: 


In case whoever wrote the letter was really 
actuated by belief that artificial stimulation 
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of mining exploration by Government sub- 
sidy really increases metal production (which 
belief I do not think is shared by Bill Harri- 
son), and not by apprehension as to re- 
prisals by the Senate Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee, I herewith contribute to 
the file a memorandum as to the results ob- 
tained in the last such a program financed 
by Government subsidies. 


As a member of the Senate Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, I resent 
Mr. Searls talking about reprisals by that 
committee. I have been a member of 
the committee for only 21 years, but, so 
far as I know, it has not been engaged 
in the practice of conducting reprisals 
against anyone. If there has been any 
difficulty, Mr. Searls has brought it on 
himself, and not the Senate Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp at this point the 
covering letter from Mr. Searls, dated 
February 16, 1951, to Mr. Gibson, and 
the memorandum which he submitted to 
the Senate Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs on the same date. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and memorandum were ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
OFFICE OF DEFENSE MOBILIZATION, 
Washington, D. C., February 16, 1951. 
Mr. E. T. GIBSON, 

Deputy Administrator, Defense Produce 
tion Administration, Commerce De- 
partment Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Gipson: Thank you for your let- 
ter of February 14 replying to mine of Feb- 
ruary 9 addressed to Mr. Harrison. 

In case whoever wrote the letter was really 
actuated by belief that artificial stimula- 
tion of mining exploration by Government 
subsidy really increases metal production 
(which belief I do not think is shared by 
Bill Harrison), and not by apprehension 
as to reprisals by the Senate Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee, I herewith con- 
tribute to the file a memorandum as to the 
results obtained in the last such a program 
financed by Government subsidies. 

This memorandum is furnished to the 
above-named committee at its request and 
is enclosed to you gratuitously. Thank you 
very much, 

Very truly yours, 
Frep SEARLs, Jr. 


FEBRUARY 16, 1951. 


Memorandum to Senate Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs. 


The following is the statement requested 
of me in testimony before your committee on 
February 13. It is largely taken from a re- 
port to Mr. Hill of the National Security Re- 
sources Board in 1948, which report, though 
classified, was made available to the Con- 
gress. 

FRED SEARLS, Jr. 


“It was demonstrated during the last war, 
and in a period since the war, that the 
premium-price plan did not and does not 
increase production of nonferrous metals 
during periods of full employment. The 
fundamental underlying reason is that pro- 
duction of metal per man-shift in marginal 
mines is substantially less than in produc- 
ing higher-grade mines; and the diversion 
of labor to mines requiring Government aid 
for profitable operation means a greater 
decrease in output from the good mines 
than is compensated by the marginal pro- 
duction. This principle, clearly recognized, 
supported, and even implemented by the 
armed services during the activities of the 
WPB Facilities Bureau in 1942 and 1943, 


7637 


was redemonstrated in 1946 under the 
premium-price plan. It is interesting to 
note that the Munitions Board, mindful of 
wartime experience, has firmly and consist- 
ently declined—against congressional ad- 
vice—to tie stockpiling plans to any mineral 
subsidy program. 

“The decrease in output of copper, lead, 
and zinc is shown in the attached table I. 
This shows a gradual deterioration of pro- 
duction from 1942 through 1946, during the 
existence of the premium-price plan. The 
copper decreased from 988,000-ton level in 
1942 to a low of 602,000 tons in 1946. For 
lead the corresponding figures are 447,000 
tons in 1942 reduced to a low of 332,000 tons 
in 1946, and the zinc reduced from the level 
Pee tons in 1942 to 565,000 tons in 

“Available statistical data on manpower 
productivity (metal.produced per man-shift 
employed in the industry) in copper, lead, 
and zinc mines do not clearly show the effect 
of shifting available manpower from the 
more efficient to the less efficient mines that 
were paid premiums. This is because the 
breakdown is not available of the more ef- 
ficient against the less efficient production 
during the war years. In the case of copper 
for example (see table II), the actual fact is 
that productivity in terms of metal per man- 
shift increased for the period 1942 to 1946 
for open-pit mines, which were with only 
one exception not paid any premiums. At 
tho same time the productivity of the under- 
ground mines, which encompassed the great 
majority of the mines to which premiums 
were paid, decreased sharply, reflecting un- 
productive diversion of labor to the less ef- 
ficient mines. Because the larger part of the 
Nation’s production was derived from the 
open-cut mines during the period in ques- 
tion, the rising trend of efficiency in these 
nonpremium mines masked the falling pro- 
ductivity of underground mines, and the 
over-all result as shown by the United States 
Bureau of Mines manpower figures for copper 
indicates a general upward trend. 

“The same general conclusions and break- 
down on the productivity in lead and zine 
mines would hold. 

“A case in point, showing the ill-advised 
diversion of labor to unproductive purposes, 
is the Leadville Tunnel, which the chairman 
mistakenly thought was in some way desired 
by Resurrection Mining Co., a subsidiary of 
Newmont, on the grounds that it would be 
of assistance to Newmont activities in Lead- 
ville. On the contrary, the tunnel has been 
and will be of no assistance to Newmont, and 
has been opposed by Newmont as a wasteful 
expenditure. It is a typical Government 
project, which was operated during the clos- 
ing years of the last war with the diversion 
of about 160 men from production effort in 
the Resurrection Mine and the Climax 
Molybdenum Mine, and was then abandoned 
during the entire interemergency period, 
being started up again last year with the 
diversion of 60 or 70 of the best miners in 
Leadville from producing lead and zinc in 
Resurrection Mine, and molybdenum in the 
Climax Molybdenum Mine. 

“The present shortage of molybdenum is 
particularly grave, and a telegram, quoted 
below, from Mr. Harnischfeger, head of the 
Harnischfeger Corp., states it is urgently 
needed for steam shovels, heavy cranes, and 
similar heavy equipment. This equipment 
is being delayed, as is stated in his telegram, 
by the shortage of molybdenum. 

“The cost of the Leadville Tunnel during 
the first period of operation was approxi- 
mately $186 a foot, about four times the 
normal cost of such a tunnel driven as a 
private enterprise. The present cost is not 
known, but is greater than is justified by 
any likelihood of production within the next 
2 years. It is my opinion that little or no 
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ore will ever be taken out via the Govern- 
ment tunnel.” 


[Copy of telegram] 
FEBRUARY 5, 1951. 
Mr. CHARLES E. WILSON, 
Director, Office of Defense Mobdiliza- 
tion, Washington, D. C.: 

Recent molybdenum delivery order will 
completely prohibit production and ship- 
ment of 75 to 80 percent of power cranes and 
shovels, hoists, overhead cranes, engines, and 
weiding electrodes. Will cause loss of $3,- 
000,000 monthly shipments and unemploy- 
ment of at least 1,800 persons. 
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Molybdenum is used in all our alloy irons 
and alloy rolled and cast products. Our en- 
gineering department was asked to find sub- 
stitutes during the previous war. All sub- 
stitutes now possible lead into other previ- 
ously restricted and critically short alloying 
elements. It is inconceivable that our Gov- 
ernment is setting up crippling restrictions 
for essential products which necessarily are 
highly stressed and require alloys. 

We request immediate review of this strin- 
gent order, 

HaRNISCHFEGER CORP., 
W. Harniscurecer, President. 


Taste I.—Premium and total production of copper, lead, and zinc in tons during pre- 
mium-price plan 


Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, an 
interesting thing about this memoran- 
dum is that the Senate Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs does not seem 
to have a copy of it. I called the clerk 
of the committee this morning, and as- 
certained that she does not have a copy 
of it. A most efficient young lady is the 
clerk of that committee, and I assume 
that she would have a copy of it had it 
arrived. But it is an interesting docu- 
ment, because in order to prove that 
subsidies do not work, he quoted the ex- 
perience of the year 1946. That year 
was under the premium price plan, to 
be sure, but it was a year when the war 
was over, as Mr. Searls well knew, and 
people in the mining industry feared that 
once the war was over prices might drop. 
Therefore, I suggest to the President 
and to Members of the Senate that when 
they read this interesting document sent 
to the Senate Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs and not yet received by 
the committee, they bear in mind that 
some of the material used as a compari- 
son, namely, the year 1946, is obviously 
not proper, because 1946 was not a year 
in which production should have been 
increased, but a year in which everyone 
would have expected that production 
would drop off. 

It is not my purpose to charge Mr. 
Searls with improper conduct as min- 
eral adviser to the Director of the De- 
fense program, but it is quite clear from 
the record of Mr. Searls’ activities that 
he is diametrically opposed to the pro- 
gram urged by the President of the 
United States and adopted by the Con- 
gress, as set forth in Public Law 774. 


Mr. President, at this point I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Record as a part of my remarks 
those sections of that public law, the 
Defense Production Act of 1950, which 
are the amendments sponsored by the 
senior Senator from Wyoming IMr. 
O’ManoneEy] for the exploration, devel- 
opment, and mining of critical and stra- 
tegic minerals and metals, I refer to 
sections 302, 303, and 304. 

There being no objection, the sections 
referred to were ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


SECTIONS 302, 303, AND 304 OF THE DEFENSE 
PRODUCTION Act or 1950 


(These sections contain the amendments 
sponsored by Senator JosEPH C. O'MAHONEY 
for the exploration, development, and min- 
ing of critical and strategic minerals and 
metals.) 

Sec. 302. To expedite production and de- 
liveries or services to aid in carrying out 
Government contracts for the procurement 
of materials or the performance of services 
for the national defense, the President may 
make provision for loans (including partici- 
pations in, or guarantees of, loans) to pri- 
vate business enterprises (including research 
corporations not organized for profit) for 
the expansion of capacity, the development 
of technological processes, or the produc- 
tion of essential materials, including the 
exploration, development, and mining of 
strategic and critical metals and minerals. 
Such loans may be made without regard to 
the limitations of existing law and on such 
terms and conditions as the President deems 
necessary, except that financial assistance 
may be extended only to the extent that it is 
not otherwise available on reasonable terms. 

Sec. 303. (a) To assist in out the 
objectives of this act, the President may 
make provision (1) for purchases of or com- 
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mitments to purchase metals, minerals, and 
other raw materials, including liquid fuels 
for Government use or for resale; and (2) for 
the encouragement. of exploration, develop- 
ment, and mining of critical and strategic 
minerals and metals: Provided, however, 
That purchases for resale under this sub- 
section shall not include agricultural com- 
modities except insofar as such commodities 
may be purchased for resale for industrial 
tses or stockpiling, and no agricultural 
commodity shall be sold for such purposes 
at less than the higher of the following: 
(i) The current market price for such com- 
modity, or (ii) the minimum sale price 
established for agricultural commodities 
owned or controlled by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation as provided in section 
407 of Public Law 439, Eighty-first Congress. 

(b) Subject to the limitations in subsec- 
tion (a), purchases and commitments to 
purchase and sales under such subsection 
may be made without regard to the limita- 
tions of existing law, for such quantities, 
and on such terms and conditions, includ- 
ing advance payments, and for such periods, 
as the President deems necessary, except that 
purchases or commitments to purchase in- 
volving higher than currently prevailing 
market prices or anticipated loss on resale 
shall not be made unless it is determined 
that supply of the materials could not be 
effectively increased at lower prices or on 
terms more favorable to the Government, or 
that such purchases are n to assure 
the availability to the United States of over- 
seas supplies. 

(c) The procurement power granted to 
the President by this section shall include 
the power to transport and store, and have 
processed and refined, any materials pro- 
cured under this section. 

(d) When in his judgment it will aid the 
national defense, the President is author- 
ized to install additional equipment, facili- 
ties, processes, or improvements to plants, 
factories, and other industrial facilities 
owned by the United States Government, and 
to install Government-owned equipment in 
plants, factories, and other industrial facili- 
ties owned by private persons. 

Sec. 304. (a) For the purposes of sections 
302 and 303, the President is hereby author- 
ized to utilize such existing departments, 
agencies, officials, or corporations of the 
Government as he may deem appropriate, or 
to create new agencies (other than corpora- 
tions). 

(b) Any agency created under this sec- 
tion, and any department, agency, official, 
or corporation utilized pursuant to this sec- 
tion is authorized, subject to the approval 
of the President, to borrow from the Treasury 
of the United States, such sums of money 
as may be necessary to carry out its func- 
tions under sections 302 and 303: Provided, 
That the total amount borrowed under the 
provisions of this section by all such bor- 
rowers shall not exceed an aggregate of 
$600,000,000 outstanding at any one time. 
For the purpose of borrowing as authorized 
by this subsection, the borrower may issue 
to the Secretary of the Treasury its notes, 
debentures, bonds, or other obligations to 
be redeemable at its option before maturity 
in such manner as may be stipulated in 
such obligations. Such obligations shall bear 
interest at a rate determined by the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, taking into considera- 
tion the current average rate on outstanding 
marketable obligations of the United States 
as of the last day of the month preceding 
the issuance of the obligations. The Secre- 
tary of the Treasury is authorized and di- 
rected to purchase such obligations and for 
such purpose the Secretary of the Treasury 
is authorized to use as a public-debt trans- 
action the proceeds from the sale of any 
securities issued under the Second Liberty 
Bond Act, as amended, and the purposes 
for which securities may be issued under 
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the Second Liberty Bond Act, as amended, 
are extended to include any purchases of 
obligations hereunder. 

(c) In addition to the sums authorized to 
be borrowed under subsection (b), there is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out the purposes of sections 302 and 
303, such sums, not in excess of $1,400,000,- 
000, as may be necessary therefor. 


Mr. ANDERSON. Under section 302 
of that act it is specifically provided 
that— 

To expedite production and deliveries or 
services to aid in carrying out Government 
contracts for the procurement of materials 
or the performance of services for the na- 
tional defense, the President may make pro- 
vision for loans (including participations in, 
or guaranties of, loans) to private business 
enterprises (including research corporations 
not organized for profit) for the expansion 
of capacity, the development of technologi- 
cal processes, or the production of essential 
materials, including the exploration, devel- 
opment, and mining of strategic and critical 
metals and minerals. Such loans may be 
made without regard to the limitations of 
existing law and on such terms and condi- 
tions as the President deems necessary, ex- 
cept that financial assistance may be ex- 
tended only to the extent that it is not 
otherwise available on reasonable terms. 


That is the law, Mr. President; but 
men like Mr. Searls take it upon them- 
selves to advise official agencies of the 
Government to disregard the exact pro- 
visions of the law and prevent its proper 
functioning, as expressly desired by the 
Congress of the United States. 

I eall attention at this point to the 
fact that that provision, so wisely writ- 
ten into the law by the senior Senator 
from Wyoming, specifically points out 
that loans are to be made. It points out 
how such loans are to be made. And yet, 
months after the enactment of the legis- 
lation—in fact, up until today—only one 
loan has been made, out of more than 
700 applications. The reason why only 
one loan has been made is that the De- 
partment of the Interior has been hand- 
cuffed by a directive which was inspired 
by Mr. Searls, who does not desire to see 
domestic production of minerals. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr, President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 

Mr, AIKEN. I was not in the Cham- 
ber when the Senator started his speech. 
Who is Mr. Searls, and what is his back- 
ground? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Searls was 
brought here as an adviser to the Office 
of Defense Production. He is the head 
of the Newmont Mining Corp., which has 
mines in Africa and many other parts of 
the world. In that position he advised 
General Harrison not to establish a policy 
of making loans except as a last resort, 

Mr. AIKEN. In what kinds of min- 
erals is he interested? 

Mr, ANDERSON. Lead, zinc, and 
copper. He is interested in all those 
metals abroad. The foreign price of 
zine, for example, is 2744 cents. The do- 
mestic price is 1744 cents. Naturally, 
when we are compelling some agencies 
of the Government to buy lead and zinc 
from organizations abroad at 2744 cents, 
and will not let our own miners have 
more than 1742 cents, our miners cannot 
understand it. 
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Mr. AIKEN. We are also putting a 
price of 28 cents on foreign copper, and 
a ceiling of 24 cents on domestically pro- 
duced copper. 

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct. 
The Senator from Vermont understands 
the situation. 

The point is that we do not under- 
stand why, under such circumstances, 
a man was brought in to advise the 
Office of Defense Production, and did 
advise them, not to permit or encourage 
the domestic production of these ma- 
terials, in order that foreign materials 
might be imported. Had it not been 
that the Senator from Wyoming called 
Mr. Searls before the Senate Commit- 
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs and 
exposed his complete opposition to the 
program which Congress had written 
into the law, he might still be in that 
position. 

Mr. AIKEN. Has he gone now? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Thanks to the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming, he has departed. 

Mr, AIKEN. I was about to say that 
it would be possible for me to under- 
stand how he could be appointed to the 
position he occupied, because mistakes 
are sometimes made; but it would be im- 
possible for me to understand why he 
should be retained in it. 

Mr. ANDERSON. There was no mis- 
take made in appointing Mr. Searls in 
the first place. Those who were asso- 
ciated with the philosophy of Mr. Searls 
during the last war could not help but 
recognize, as the Senator from Wyo- 
ming and others recognized, as soon as 
he was brought into the picture, that he 
was there to prevent the expansion of 
domestic mining and to encourage the 
development of mining abroad. If the 
Senator from Wyoming wished to do so 
at some point in this discussion he could 
point out that when he and others had 
passed a very fine bill for the expansion 
of the domestic metals industry, Senate 
bill 2108, as I remember, it was lobbied 
to death in the House by Mr. Snyder, 
who is vice president of the Newmont 
Metals Co., with the assistance of Mr. 
Searls. These people are absolutely 
opposed to the development of domestic 
mining. 

Before the Senate Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs there was tes- 
timony by the Calumet & Hecla Corp. 
I used that corporation as an example, 
because it is not a western mining 
company, but a company in the State 
of Michigan. There was testimony by 
that company that if something were 
not done to raise the domestic price of 
copper they would have to close their 
valuable mines in Michigan and allow 
them to become filled with water, and 
that they could not subsequently pump 
out the water economically. Therefore 
those mines would be lost to the domestic 
production of copper. I may say to the 
distinguished Senator from Vermont 
that is exactly what happened. The 
Calumet & Hecla copper mines closed. 
It has not been economically feasible to 
reopen them. It is all because we were 
persuaded at the time to engage in a 
policy which destroyed local mines, Mr. 
Searls and his company were the prime 
architects of that policy. 
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Mr. AIKEN. I may say that the same 
condition would undoubtedly prevail 
with regard to copper mines in Vermont, 
except that our mines are so located that 
probably they would not be filled with 
water. However, it is entirely possible 
that the production of copper in the 
mines which are located in Vermont, 
whose annual production is only about 
8,000,000 pounds a year, could be doubled 
or trebled if the mine owners were per- 
mitted to get the same price for their 
copper that our Government wishes us 
to pay for foreign copper. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I believe the Sena- 
tor is correct. 

Mr. AIKEN. With the 4-cents-a- 
pound differential they could do a great 
deal of exploratory work. We have no 
idea how much copper is available in 
Vermont. We know there is a great deal 
more in the ground than has been un- 
covered so far. The same is true of 
asbestos and other materials, I wonder 
if since Mr. Searls’ departure from his 
post of vantage there has been any 
change in policy of the Department for 
the better? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I believe it is fair 
to say that the Department of the In- 
terior did not need a change of heart. 
It has been trying steadily to develop the 
minerals of the United States. 

Mr. AIKEN. I did not mean that. 

Mr. ANDERSON. It did all it could 
possibly do to make possible the domestic 
production of minerals. 

Mr. AIKEN. I wonder whether the 
domestic-production program has im- 
proved, or whether the Department has 
merely let out one man and brought 
another man like him into the Depart- 
ment, 

Mr. ANDERSON. I would say it has 
been improved slightly. 

Mr. AIKEN. Do I understand that 
the Senator’s speech is directed toward 
making a still further improvement in 
that regard? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I want to make sure 
of two things. First of all I wish to make 
sure that Congress does not get blamed 
for the failure to develop domestie mines, 
because the Congress of the United States 
provided a satisfactory blueprint, per- 
mitting the development. Secondly, I 
do not wish to have the Department of 
Interior get the blame, because I have 
tried to put into the Recorp letters from 
Dr. James Boyd, indicating that he was 
trying to do his very best to make the 
program work, but that he had been 
handcuffed by a directive issued by the 
Office of Defense Mobilization. That di- 
rective has never been changed. In 
simple words it says: “Make loans only 
as a last resort.” Congress had said: 
“Make loans whenever you get ready to 
make them.” 

Mr. AIKEN. We seem to have a new 
style of Government coming in with the 
so-called emergency agencies. 

Mr. ANDERSON, Iam trying to make 
the words of Congress become effective. 
I am glad that the Senator from Ver- 
mont feels as I do. 

Mr. AIKEN. I hope the Senator from 
New Mexico succeeds in his efforts. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
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Mr. O’MAHONEY. I was glad to hear 
the question raised by the Senator from 
Vermont, because when in the last Con- 
gress the Senate was considering Sen- 
ate bill 2108, reported by the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs the Sen- 
ator from Vermont was very effective 
in his support of it. It passed the Sen- 
ate. However, as the Senator from New 
Mexico has stated, it did not move out of 
the Rules Committee of the House of 
Representatives. According to the in- 
formation which came to me, the ob- 
stacle in its path was precisely the sort 
of operation which the Senator from 
New Mexico is now describing. 

In view of the fact that the Senator 
has attributed to the Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs the departure 
of Mr. Searls from the position of ad- 
vantage which he held in the Defense 
Mobilization organization, and in view 
of the letter which the Senator from 
New Mexico has inserted in the RECORD 
from Mr. Searls, implying that reprisals 
from the Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs might affect some of those 
gentlemen, I wish the Recorp to be quite 
clear that I took no hostile move, by 
way of reprisal or otherwise, against Mr, 
Searls, except to reveal in the hearings, 
which fact is now recorded, the con- 
trary views which Mr. Searls had taken 
with respect to the development of min- 
erals in the United States as compared 
with the development of minerals in 
other countries, in which the Newmont 
Mining Co., a holding company, has a 
vital interest. 

The Senator from New Mexico at- 
tended the hearings. He will recall 
that I read from an issue of Fortune 
magazine the dramatic story of how the 
Government of South Africa, by gov- 
ernment subvention, subsidy, and tax 
concession had enabled the Newmont 
Mining Co. to turn a mineral venture 
which was losing money into a very 
profitable venture. The beneficiary of 
that activity by government was the 
same Newmont Mining Co. The Sena- 
tor will remember that I also placed in 
the Recorp the fact, which cannot be 
gainsaid, that a zinc and lead company 
in North Africa, partly owned by French 
capital and partly owned by the same 
Newmont Mining Co., was a beneficiary 
of ECA loans. Therefore there was no 
objection on the part of these gentlemen 
to the granting of government aid by a 
foreign government to mines within the 
jurisdiction of a foreign government, 
namely, South Africa, nor any objec- 
tion on their part to the reception by a 
company, in which the Newmont Min- 
ing Co. was interested, of Government 
aid flowing from the Treasury of the 
United States, by way of ECA, into the 
coffers of the company which Mr. Searls 
represented. 

Iam very happy indeed that the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico has undertaken, 
on the floor of the Senate, to spread the 
facts in the Recorp, so that all who are 
interested in the development of the 
economic strength of the United States 
and the people of the United States may 
know how international organizations 
sometimes hold their hand on the throt- 
tle of progress in the United States by 
preventing development. 
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I also want the record to be quite 
clear that no action was taken by the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs or its chairman with respect to Mr. 
Searls except to develop these facts at 
a committee hearing. 

Ever since World War I an effort has 
been made to stimulate the development 
of the mineral resources of the United 
States within our boundaries. Ever 
since World War I there have been ob- 
stacles, sometimes hidden, sometimes 
open, placed in the path of development 
of our mineral resources. 

In 1946 I had charge on the floor of 
the Senate of a bill to amend the act of 
June 7, 1939, which was the original 
stockpiling act. The bill was passed by 
the Senate and by the House, and it was 
approved by the President on July 23, 
1946. The purpose of the bill was to 
stimulate the development of strategic 
and critical materials. Mr. Bernard 
Baruch, who, as everyone knows, was 
the head of the War Production Board 
in World War I, at the close of the hear- 
ing pointed out the great need of mak- 
ing the United States independent of 
foreign sources of supply, by building up 
adequate stockpiles. His advice was not 
taken. 

When the bill was passed, his advice 
was not taken, and the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] will be in- 
terested to know that about 2 years ago, 
while the Committee on Appropriations 
was considering an item for the purchase 
throughout the world of strategic and 
critical materials, the same Mr. Franz 
Snyder, the vice president of the New- 
mont Mining Co., appeared before the 
committee in opposition to the appro- 
priations which had been recommended 
by the Bureau of the Budget. 

If those appropriations had then been 
made and if those purchases had then 
been made, the United States would not 
be in the position of shortage in which 
it is now, just as, if the House of Rep- 
resentatives had passed Senate bill 2108 
à year ago, we would have been far along 
the road of adequate preparedness in 
the gathering of the necessary supplies 
of critical and strategic materials. 

Iam very happy, indeed, that the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico has undertaken 
to tell this story where it may be well 
known to the public. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
appreciate what the Senator from Wyo- 
ming has said. Again I wish to say that 
the article in Fortune magazine, to which 
the Senator has referred, was available 
to all the Members of the United States 
Senate. It was called to the attention 
of the Committee on Interior and Insu- 
lar Affairs. It showed that this com- 
pany, which has a Government loan and 
which considers such loans bad for 
other mining companies in the United 
States, was perfectly willing to accept 
the Government’s assistance in its ef- 
forts in South Africa. Furthermore, it 
was pointed out, as the Senator from 
Wyoming has suggested again, that ECA 
grants had been made in large quanti- 
ties to this very company, to put it into 
shape so that it might sell ores to this 
country, but at the same time the man 
who obtained those grants was testi- 
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fying that the Government should never 
assist a domestic mining company. 

The law to which we have been re- 
ferring further provides, in section 303, 
that— 

The President may make provision for pur- 
chases of or commitments to purchase met- 
als, minerals, and other raw materials—and 
for the encouragement of exploration, de- 
velopment, and mining of critical and stra- 
tegic minerals and metals. 


It is further provided under that sec- 
tion that purchases and commitments to 
purchase may be made without regard 
to the limitations of existing law, in such 
quantities and on such terms and con- 
ditions, including advance payments, 
and for such periods as the President 
deems necessary, except the purchases or 
commitments to purchase involving 
higher than currently prevailing mar- 
ket prices shall not be made unless it 
is determined that supply of the mate- 
rials could not be effectively increased 
at lower prices or on terms more favor- 
able to the Government or that such 
purchases are necessary to assure the 
availability to the United States of over- 
seas supplies. 

The President is given the right fur- 
ther under this section to transport and 
store materials purchased or to have 
them processed and refined. He may in- 
stall additional equipment, facilities, or 
improvements to carry out the program. 
He is authorized to use existing depart- 
ments, agencies, and officials to carry 
out the intent of Congress. 

Further, under section 304 (b) of the 
act, any agency created under this sec- 
tion is authorized, subject to the ap- 
proval of the President, to borrow from 
the Treasury of the United States such 
sums of money as may be necessary to 
carry out the functions as provided un- 
der the two sections to which I have just 
referred. Specifically, to carry out the 
minerals program, $5,000,000 was set 
aside, and an additional $5,000,000 
would probably have been made avail- 
able by the President’s authorization, 
had the agencies charged with the re- 
sponsibility of carrying out the act prop- 
erly functioned and committed or ex- 
pended the earmarked amounts. Much 
of this money has not been used and 
had to be returned during the fiscal year 
just closed, although additional amounts 
are being sought for the coming year. 
In fact, the President, in his recent mes- 
sage to the Congress, has asked for an 
additional $800,000,000 to stockpile stra- 
tegic and critical raw materials needed 
for national defense. 

As the Senator from Wyoming has just 
pointed out, when an item of that nature 
was before the Appropriations Commit- 
tee some time ago, Vice President Franz 
Snyder, of the Newmont Mining Co., ap- 
peared and opposed such an appropria- 
tion. That occurred during the last 
Congress. Had we made these stockpile 
appropriations and purchases then, we 
would have saved millions upon millions 
of dollars. 

In contrast to the position taken by 
Mr. Searls in advocating policies which 
are contrary to the mandate of Con- 
gress, the Secretary of the Interior, in 
his appearance before the Committee on 
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Interior and Insular Affairs, stated on 
February 12, 1951, that— 

Five months have elapsed since the dele- 
gation by the President of responsibilities 
under the Defense Production Act of 1950. 


Under this act it was necessary to set 
up an efficient organization and select 
high-caliber personnel and carefully 
spell out programs. His function was to 
recommend to the Defense Production 
Administrator actions with respect to 
and for the exploration and development 
of important minerals, applications for 
tax amortization certificates, and loans 
and purchase contracts. He said he was 
charged with the responsibility of mak- 
ing final certification to the financial 
and contracting agencies on these mat- 
ters. He stated that the Administrator 
of the Defense Minerals Administration 
had developed in short order a working 
personnel from a nucleus in the Geologi- 
cal Survey and the Bureau of Mines; 
that the Interior agencies were the basic 
points of contact between the Govern- 
ment and the industries which they rep- 
resent. 

In analyzing procedure, the Secretary 
explained that applications for assist- 
ance in exploration and development of 
minerals, for loans for expansion of fa- 
cilities, for tax amortization certificates, 
and for purchase contracts, are all sub- 
mitted to Interior Department agencies 
before they are sent to the Defense Pro- 
duction Administrator for final action. 

The Secretary emphasized that the 
task was twofold when he said: 

We must increase our production quickly 
enough to meet the immediate needs of our 
rearmament program with minimum cut- 
backs in civilian supplies and (2) we must 
expand our productive capacity to assure 
that we have an economic base sufficient to 
support an all-out effort. 


He further stated that industries with 
which his agency was in communication 
were anxious to carry out the program, 
and that his agency had received 300 
applications for accelerated tax amorti- 
zation, amounting to $1,600,000,000; that 
the Interior agencies had sent to DPA 
and its predecessor agency, NSRB, rec- 
ommendations on 40 applications, in- 
volving $200,000,000. 

The Secretary further pointed out that 
Public Law 520, section 7, authorized and 
directed the Secretary of the Interior, 
through the Director of the Bureau of 
Mines and the Director of the Geological 
Survey, “to make scientific, technologi- 
cal, and economic investigations con- 
cerning the extent and mode of occur- 
rence, the development, mining, prepa- 
ration, treatment, and utilization of ores 
and other mineral substances found in 
the United States or its territories or in- 
sular possessions, which are essential to 
the common defense or the industrial 
needs of the United States.” 

It was explained that the Geological 
Survey has been engaged in determining 
the extent and mode of occurrence of 
mineral deposits, and that the Bureau of 
Mines has projects under way for the 
utilization of existing ores and minerals. 
Mentioning projects for the development 
of minerals within the United States, the 
Secretary referred to the San Manuel 
copper deposits in Arizona. The large 
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copper deposit there is under contract 
negotiation now, and is expected to be 
brought into production in the next few 
years. It is interesting here to note that 
in testimony before the Appropriations 
Committee of the House of Representa- 
tives, Dr. Boyd showed that the San 
Manuel copper deposits were discovered 
by Government agencies, and that their 
extent and commercial applicability were 
determined by governmental agencies. 

In this connection, Mr. President, I 
point out that the testimony to which I 
now refer appears in the House hear- 
ings at page 174, on the third supple- 
mental appropriation bill for defense 
agencies, 1951. 

This property is now under owner- 
ship of Magma Copper Co., a subsidiary 
of the Newmont Mining Corp., of which 
Mr. Fred Searls, Jr., is president. The 
Government not only discovered this de- 
posit, but is helping finance its opera- 
tion. It would seem that Mr. Searls 
again did not object to the use of Gov- 
ernment funds for the discovery, devel- 
opment, and financing of the San Man- 
uel copper-mining operations, nor did 
Mr. Searls object to having a long-term 
contract entered into between a subsid- 
iary corporation of his and the United 
States Government in amounts involv- 
ing many millions of dollars. But he 
objects to similar help for others. 

In testimony before the Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee Mr. Searls 
pointed with pride to his opposition to 
the Leadville drainage tunnel in Colo- 
rado, but carefully made no mention of 
the Government loan which another one 
of his subsidiary companies had ob- 
tained for the driving of the Idarado 
tunnel at Ouray, Colo. Here it should 
be clearly explained that in the case of 
the Leadville drainage tunnel, to which 
Mr. Searls specifically objected, innu- 
merable small mine owners, as well as 
larger mining companies, would be 
benefited, while in the case of the Ida- 
rado tunnel, to which Mr. Searls raised 
no objection, the properties benefited 
belonged entirely to the one company 
under his direction and supervision. 

In examining further the activities of 
Mr. Searls one observes in the inter- 
office communications references made 
to a report on the mineral deposits of 
the United States in the possession of 
the National Security Resources Board. 
Mr. Searls points to this report with 
pride, and quotes it as an authority on 
the subject. Mr. Searls does not men- 
tion, however, that he and his business 
associate, Mr. H. DeWitt Smith, of the 
Newmont Mining Corp., are its authors 
and that they were paid for its compila- 
tion with Government funds. 

Mr. President, I bring these matters to 
the attention of the Senate because I 
believe that the President of the United 
States, the Secretary of the Interior, and 
the Director of the Defense Minerals Ad- 
ministration are anxious to see the man- 
dates of Congress carried out to the full- 
est extent, and to have loans and grants 
which will encourage and stimulate pro- 
duction of minerals made to those who 
are engaged in the mining industry. It 
is apparent from the record that these 
executives of our Government are anx- 
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ious to see exploration and development 
work done and contracts entered into so 
that the safety and security of our coun- 
try can be made possible through in- 
creased production of minerals within 
our borders. Criticism coming from the 
mining districts is justified, however, be- 
cause the program is not working and 
has not worked. In my opinion the re- 
sponsibility of these delays should be 
largely placed upon the obstructionist 
policies of one Fred Searls, Jr. 

Mr. President, I hope that with the 
elimination of Mr. Fred Searls, Jr., from 
Government service, this program will 
be speeded up, and that those in charge 
of it will see that the mining industry 
and those engaged in the production of 
minerals are promptly given the benefit 
of the provisions of the existing law. 


COMMITTEE TRIP TO EUROPE AND 
BIPARTISAN FOREIGN POLICY 


Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, as I said 
earlier today in obtaining leave of ab- 
sence, on Saturday, July 7, several 
members of the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, including myself, will leave by a 
military air transport plane for a brief 
Official visit to Europe. 

Our principal purpose will be to gather 
first-hand information in London, Paris, 
Athens, Rome, Madrid, Ankara, and Mu- 
nich, regarding the current and foresee- 
able European situation. We will want, 
for example, to explore the extent of 
Europe’s economic recovery, her military 
contribution to the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization, her morale, and her 
spirit of cooperation with the United 
States. 

It is indeed our hope that the presence 
right on the scene of various members of 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
will in itself be a source of encourage- 
ment to the European peoples—a symbol 
of the friendship of the United States, 
of our desire to understand at first hand 
Europe’s problems, coupled with our de- 
sire to improve our working relationship 
insofar as possible. 

TRIP IS NOT A JUNKET 


I want to make it quite clear, Mr. 
President, that this is a trip on official 
business of the United States Govern- 
ment. It is not what has been some- 
times called a junket. We go to work, 
and to work hard. The expenses will be 
borne largely out of ECA counterpart 
funds, and so there will be a minimum, 
relatively speaking, of direct cost to the 
United States Government. In other 
words, the governments over there will 
be largely paying for it. 

OUR CONCLUSIONS WILL SHAPE REVIEW OF 
PACKAGE AID 


I want to point out, further, that fol- 
lowing our return, we of the committee 
will launch into a consideration of the 
$8,500,000,000 economic and military aid 
package. And so the conclusions which 
we gather from this trip can be of tre- 
mendous importance in our future re- 
view of the way in which the funds of 
the American people have been. spent, 
are being spent, and may be spent. 

Within a period of 2 weeks we hope to 
crowd into every available moment of 
the day frank, detailed talks with Gen- 
earl Eisenhower, with top United States 
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and foreign diplomats, military, eco- 
nomic, and other officials. We trust that 
this trip may be a contribution to the 
unity of those powers which are dedi- 
cated to freedom, mutual self-help, and 
peace. 

TRIP SHOULD AID BIPARTISAN POLICY 


Both Republicans and Democrats will, 
of course, be on the trip, but they will go 
as Americans, as Senators of the United 
States, anxious to contribute to the fu- 
ture peace and prosperity of the world. 

We trust further, that this trip will 
be an aid to bipartisan foreign policy. 
And while I am on this subject I should 
like to say a few additional words on 
this same theme and to place in the 
Record an exchange of correspondence 
which I have recently had with the Sec- 
retary of State. 

LIP SERVICE NOT ENOUGH OF BIPARTISAN POLICY 


We are all aware that bipartisan or, 
preferably nonpartisan foreign policy 
has had a rocky time in recent months 
and years. A lot of folks pay lip service 
to it, and little more. 

As one Senator, however, and as rank- 
ing Republican member of the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee, I have 
tried various devices to help further 
genuine unity between the two major 
parties in foreign affairs. 

MY PROPOSAL FOR CONSULTATION WITH 
AMBASSADORS 

On April 17, on the floor of the Senate, 
I suggested that one of the means by 
which there could be closer cooperation 
(a) between the executive and legisla- 
tive branches, and (b) between the Dem- 
ocratic and Republican Parties, would 
be to have members of the Senate For- 
eign Relations and other committees 
consult with those United States Ambas- 
sadors, Chiefs of ECA missions, and 
other high United States officials who 
might be visiting this country tempo- 
rarily from their foreign assignments. 

I had corresponded on this same mat- 
ter in the early part of April with Sec- 
retary of State Acheson. In June, I 
again corresponded along this line with 
the State Department through Assistant 
Secretary of State Jack McFall. I sent 
a copy of that message to Hon. William 
C. Foster, Administrator for the Eco- 
nomic Cooperation Administration, who, 
incidentally, is a good Republican but 
who has been doing a very crucial job 
in a very nonpartisan way. 

ECA CHIEF’s COMMENTS 

Under date of June 26, Mr. Foster 
kindly replied: 

We shall always try to be sure that the 
committee is kept advised whenever any 
Chief of Mission or other key official is ex- 
pected to return to Washington, Arrange- 
ments may then be made for consultation 


with members either formally or informally, 
should it be desired. 


I am glad to say that this matter of 
executive-legislative consultation has in- 
deed been going ahead in actual 
practice. 

MY TALKS WITH ECA OFFICIALS 

In the recent past, for example, it was 
my pleasure to get together with Mr. 
Paul Porter, Assistant Administrator for 
program of the ECA. Mr. Porter, who 
now makes his home in Kenosha, Wis., 
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had performed most excellently for our 
country in Greece. He gave me a report 
on ECA work throughout the world, with 
particular reference to the Far East. 
Some time before that I had also enjoyed 
& chat with Mr. Foster in my office. 

In recent weeks, too, there have been 
consultations, either formally or infor- 
mally, with United States High Commis- 
sioner to Germany John McCloy; with 
Ambassador Loy Henderson, our Chief of 
Mission at India; with Hon. Myron 
Cowen, our able United States Ambas- 
sador at Manila; and with other high 
United States officials. 

PHILIPPINE STORY A REAL “‘COME-BACK EPIC” 


With regard to Ambassador Cowen, I 
am glad to report that at my invitation 
several members of the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] 
and myself had a very splendid luncheon 
conversation. Ambassador Cowen gave 
us a terse report on the splendid prog- 
ress which has been made in the Philip- 
pines. The fact-packed story he told de- 
scribed, in my judgment, one of the great 
come-back epics of the postwar era. 
Here we have a country, the Philippines, 
which was horribly devastated by World 
War II, a country which found its 
finances in very difficult condition, a 
country which faced armed insurrection 
forces reliably reported to be aided by 
Moscow and certainly to be staffed by 
Red leadership. Yet here was a coun- 
try whose deep comradeship with the 
United States, whose personal courage 
in war and peace are known throughout 
the world. Given those ingredients—a 
challenge plus the stamina to meet the 
challenge—and given able cooperation 
by our State Department officials, on the 
basis of genuine friendship, mutual un- 
derstanding, and respect, progress was 
assured. 

STATISTICS ON PHILIPPINE PROGRESS 


I have in my hands a statistical story 
of that progress as it was conveyed to 
the President of the United States by 
Ambassador Cowen on his visit to the 
White House and as it was submitted 
to us on request of members of the For- 
eign Relations Committee. 

I also have in my hand the letter which 
I wrote to the Secretary of State follow- 
ing our get-together with Ambassador 
Cowen. While ordinarily I would con- 
sider this matter as purely for private 
consideration, I do believe that the facts 
of cooperation cited in it will be of in- 
terest to my colleagues, and so I should 
like to make it a matter of public record 
at this point. i 

We all recognize that frequently head- 
lines are made by evidences of disunity. 
While headlines will not be made by this 
particular demonstration of sincere 
unity, I think that the lessons which 
we have learned from it, the mutual faith 
which has been developed by it, will be 
far more important in time to come 
than will instances of dissension which 
have been far more widely reported in 
the press. 

And so, Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that there be printed in 
the body of the Recorp at this point 
(a) the text of my exchange with Sec- 
retary of State Dean Acheson, includ- 
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ing my letter of June 23 and his reply 
of July 3 and (b) the statistical story 
of progress in the Philippines submitted 
to me by Ambassador Cowen. 

There being no objection, the letters 
and table were ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
June 23, 1951. 
Re our consultation with visiting ambas- 
sador. 
Hon. DEAN ACHESON, 
Secretary of State, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear MR. Secrerary: I am writing to 
you to report on a very fine luncheon ses- 
sion which several Senators and I had yes- 
terday afternoon with one of the President's 
very able ambassadors, the Honorable Myron 
Cowen. I had learned that he was to shortly 
return to Manila, and I felt that my col- 
leagues and I on the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee would enjoy and profit from seeing 
him and getting the benefit of his fine 
Judgment. 

And so I arranged for a luncheon session 
at which Ambassador Cowen related to Sen- 
ators SPARKMAN, GREEN, HUMPHREY, and my- 
self the story of the outstanding economic 
progress which has been achieved in the 
Philippines. The Ambassador also met later 
on just for a moment or two, with Senators 
CONNALLY, Kerr, and KEFAUVER. 

In the course of our conversation at the 
table, he happened to mention the con- 
siderable problem which the Kem amend- 
ment is causing our diplomatic relations 
with southeast Asiatic lands. What he had 
to say made a very deep and favorable im- 
pression on us, and it supplemented what 
John J. McCloy had told us on this very 
same issue. 

All of the Senators at the table agreed 
that the sort of straight-from-the shoulder 
presentation which Ambassador Cowen ex- 
temporaneously made is “just what the 
doctor ordered,” insofar as helping us Mem- 
bers of the Senate to gain a better under- 
standing of the actual, individual problems 
that are being experienced in the field by 
our highest diplomatic representatives. 

In response to one of the Ambassador's 
comments, Senator HUMPHREY soundly sug- 
gested—and the rest of us concurred—that 
what ought to be done is to have more 
luncheon sessions of the same sort at which 
the chairman of the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, the ranking majority and minority 
members and similar members of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee, together with the 
leading sponsors and backers of the Kem 
amendment, could get together and hear at 
first hand further evidences of the type of 
problem you folks are running into abroad. 
I am convinced that such a presentation 
would be a tremendous contribution to bi- 
partisan understanding on the Kem amend- 
ment or for that matter, on virtually any 
other issue. 

I also want to take this occasion to say 
that I appreciate the splendid and prompt 
cooperation of the Department in helping 
to arrange for this visit with me by the Am- 
bassador prior to his departure today. My 
colleagues and I wish him well and look for- 
ward to his further service to the Nation. 

I am delighted to note, too, that in line 
with my previous letter suggestion, there is 
now being made available to the Foreign 
Relations Committee on a weekly basis, a 
listing of the top United States diplomatic 
Officials visiting Washington, so that we of 
the Foreign Relations Committee and our 
colleagues of the Appropriations Committee 
might be able to consult at first hand with 
these top-level people. 

Finally, may I mention that this after- 
noon, there will be broadcast over station 
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WGN, Chicago, an address which I had pre- 
pared by transcription, mentioning this pro- 
cedure of ambassadorial consultation (il- 
lustrated by this Philippine chat) as one of 
the techniques of strengthening bipartisan 
foreign policy. I will insert my address in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on Monday, and 
I do hope that, amidst your busy day you 
and your associates might have the oppor- 
tunity to glance through it, particularly be- 
cause I think that you will generally agree 
with most of the suggestions made in it. 
One of the things that I stated in the 
address was that I feel it is incumbent on 
Members of the Senate to give praise un- 
hesitatingly where they feel it is justly de- 
served by members of your Department, or 
for that matter, any other governmental 
agency, and I thought that I might follow 
that precent by this letter to you today. 
With kindest wishes, I am 
Sincerely yours, 
ALEXANDER WILEY. 
THE SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Washington, July 3, 1951. 
The Honorable ALEXANDER WILEY, 
United States Senate. 
DEAR SENATOR WILEY: Thank you very 
much for your letter of June 23. It was 
thoughtful of you to send your words of 
praise—and good to receive them. I have 
passed them on to Jack McFall and others 
who are working with me in our effort to im- 
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prove the understanding and working rela- 
tions between Congress and the Executive 
branch on problems in the conduct of our 
foreign relations. 

It was a pleasure to arrange for Ambassa- 
dor Cowen to attend your luncheon meet- 
ing. I am confident that the discussion was 
as profitable to him in carrying out his 
heavy responsibilities as you indicated it was 
to you and your colleagues. 

We feel that Senator HUMPHREY’s sugges- 
tion which you have endorsed for more 
luncheon meetings of this kind to be at- 
tended by our representatives home from 
abroad would indeed be helpful in obtain- 
ing a better understanding of our common 
problems. As you mentioned, a list of our 
foreign representatives in Washington is now 
being supplied to the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee each week. We should be glad to 
provide for the attendance of any of these 
gentlemen at any meetings which the Chair- 
man or you or other Members might wish to 
arrange. In addition, we should like to feel 
free, if we may, to make suggestions when 
any particular ambassador may have infor- 
mation of special interest to Members of 
Congress. 

Thank you also for bringing your broad- 
cast address to my attention. I have ob- 
tained the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD contain- 
ing it and will read it with much interest. 

Sincerely yours, 
DEAN ACHESON, 


Statistics of the Philippines 


Population (millions 
ba 9 production (1,000 M 


Cement production (1,000 M tons) 


Electricity (millions of kilowatt-hours). 
Copra exports (1,000 M tons) 
Coconut oil exports (1,000 tons) 
Abaed exports (1,000 tons) 
Sugar exports (1,000 tons) 
All exports f.o. b. (millions of dollars) 
All import: f. o. b. (millions of dollars) 
Cost of living (all items as of January). 
Internation: ral Bank as 


International reserves Central 
and all other banks asof end Decem- 
ber (millions of dollars) 7 
Government revenues exclusive of 
— 5 (millions of pesos by fiscal 
Gee ex wt pea (millions of 
pesos by fi: o 
Appropriations for arn for — forces (mil- 
ions of pesos by fiscal year) 
ay psig sy for education (millions 
fiscal year) 
4 forces strength—oflicers and en- 


listed men (thousands) 


Enrollment in public and private ele- 
W and secondary schools (mil - 
FTT 


260. 0 356.0 | 393.0 

311.0 273.0 | 335.8 629.3 

425.1 502. 2 543. 3 619. 7 

54.8 90. 4 137.1 176.0 

122.4 140. 7 142.9 2143.0 
„„ 50.0 | 84.6 160,7 


1 Average 1934-38, 1 Note—Particular attention is invited to this item. 
2 Estimated. End of May. 
3? Estimated, fiscal year. * July planned. 
‘ t Estimated’ cost, insurance, and freight. ** 11 planned. 
6 End of March. 
INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- The next amendment was, under the 
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The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 3790) making ap- 
propriations for the Department of the 
Interior for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1952, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
CLEMENTS in the chair). The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment on 
page 5, line 4, and in line 8. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, by re- 
quest, I ask that amendment go over. 
The next amendment to be taken up is 
in line 17, on page 5. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 


subhead “Operation and maintenance, 
Southwestern Power Administration,” 
on page 5, line 17, after the word “area”, 
to strike out 81,275,000“ and insert 
“$1,255,712, of which not to exceed 
$900,712 shall be available for personal 
services.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Kansas. 

Mr. CARLSON. I wonder whether 
the Senator from Arizona will be kind 
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enough to yield to me for a brief state- 
ment. I note, on page 20 of the report, 
certain items in which the people and 
representatives of Kansas feel particu- 
larly interested. I note particularly the 
item “Bostwick division Nebraska-Kan- 
sas.” The budget estimate for the fiscal 
year 1952 is $1,982,300, and the smount 
recommended by the Senate committee 
is $1,900,000. I would appreciate any 
comment the Senator from Arizona 
might wish to make regarding that item. 

Mr. HAYDEN. A slight reduction 
was made, because we were not appro- 
priating the full amount of the budget 
estimate. The description of that proj- 
ect is: 

The development of the irrigable land of 
the division is planned to be in five sepa- 
rate subunits totaling approximately 90,000 
acres. Harlan County Dam and Reservoir, 
constructed by the Corps of Engineers, will 
provide the major portion of irrigation water 
for the project. Three diversion dams and 
seven main gravity canals will be construct- 
ed. Additional lands will receive water 
through construction of four pumping 
plants and pump canal systems. The Love- 
well Dam and Reservoir located near Love- 
well, Kans., will impound the waters of 
White Rock Creek for multiple purpose use 
and serve as a supplementary water supply 
for the Courtland Canal. A complete sys- 
tem of laterals and drains is planned for the 
Bostwick division. 


That is the description given in the 
justification for this project. The com- 
mittee understood that the dam and 
reservoir were practically complete. 
Therefore, there is no reason why there 
should not be an extension to take care 
of farm lands under cultivation. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. CARLSON: With reference to 
the Smoky Hill division, the Cedar Bluff 
unit, the amount estimated by the Bu- 
reau for 1952 is $1,310,141, The Senate 
committee recommends $500,000. I 
should like to state that very recently 
the Bureau dedicated this new dam. The 
Commissioner was in attendance. It is 
a very fine project. The fiood-control 
features of the dam are already in use, 
and are giving great benefit to that sec- 
tion. I was interested in the item of 
$500,000. 

Mr. HAYDEN. We followed the rec- 
ommendation of the Bureau to the effect 
that the money allowed in the bill would 
be a fair proportion of the total expendi- 
tures made. The justification reads as 
follows: 

The Cedar Bluff unit will irrigate 11,500 
acres of farm land. In addition, provision 
for flood-control storage in the Cedar Bluff 
Reservoir will allow irrigation storage down- 
stream and an additional 41,000 acres below 
Kanopolis Dam in Ellisworth, McPherson, 
and Saline Counties, Kans., will be irrigated 
by the existing Kanopolis Reservoir. The 
unit facilities include the Cedar Bluff Dam 
and Reservoir, on the Smoky Hill River, with 
a gross storage capacity of 473,850 acre-feet; 
the Cedar Bluff Canal, and a lateral system 
to serve the unit farm lands. 


Mr. CARLSON. If the Senator will 
yield further, I note in the report a table 
with reference to the Upper Republican 
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division. The Bureau recommends $334,- 
443, and the Senate committee recom- 
mends $134,000. I wonder if the dis- 
tinguished Senator can give us any in- 
formation on that point. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I might explain to the 
Senator from Kansas, in connection with 
these reductions, that neither the House 
committee nor the House itself allowed 
the full amount of the budget estimates. 
We have not done so. The committee 
arrived at the amount allowed in under- 
taking to make proper apportionment 
among the projects. The justification 
reads as follows: 

The unit consists of the 175,000 acre-feet 
Bonny Dam flood control and storage reser- 
voir; the St. Francis and Hale Canals, and 
lateral and distribution systems for the 
irrigation of 6,520 acres of land. 

Construction of Bonny Dam was initiated 
in December 1948, and as of June 30, 1950, 
this feature was 68.6 percent complete. The 
fiscal year 1951 program will consist of a 
continuation of construction on the dam and 
related reservoir facilities. Construction has 
not been started on canal and lateral systems. 


Mr. CARLSON. I want the Senator 
from Arizona to know that I appreciate 
very much the information he has fur- 
nished. There is a breakdown, which, 
as I understand, shows another phase 
of the construction of such projects. The 
Solomon division, in Kansas, has suf- 
fered bad floods within the past 60 days, 
and the Solomon and Saline Rivers have 
both been above the usual stage. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator will un- 
derstand that the projects in the Mis- 
souri Basin have been divided into phase 
A, which indicates projects which are 
ready for construction or under con- 
struction, and phase B, those which are 
still in the planning stage. They could 
not all be undertaken at once. The Kir- 
win Dam will create a reservoir with a 
gross storage capacity of 200,000 acre- 
feet, which will provide for the irriga- 
tion of 11,500 acres of land located on 
the north and south sides of the Solo- 
mon River, as well as downstream flood 
and silt-control benefits. The irrigation 
system for the irrigable area will consist 
of 45 miles of main canals, 33 miles of 
ea and an 11,500-acre drainage 
system. 

Those projects are all in the planning 
stage. The bill provides money to carry 
on the planning and to get them ready 
so that at the proper time construction 
may be begun. It is to be regretted that 
at this time the reservoir is not in exist- 
ence. If it had been, it could have held 
back 200,000 acre-feet of water and much 
of the damage would not have occurred. 

Mr. CARLSON. If I correctly under- 
stand the report, the committee rec- 
ommends no funds for the commence- 
ment of new projects. Is that correct? 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct. 

Mr. CARLSON. I appreciate very 
much the Senator’s statement. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That was not my per- 
Sonal recommendation, but that is what 
the committee recommended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment beginning in line 17, on page 5, 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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The next amendment was, on page 5, 
after line 19, to insert: 
TRANSFER OF CERTAIN FACILITIES, DENISON DAM 
PROJECT 
The jurisdiction and control of the Deni- 
son-Payne 132-kilovolt transmission line is 
hereby vested in the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior, and the interdepartmental accounts 
shall be adjusted accordingly. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Administrative provisions.” on 
page 6, line 3, after the word “exceed”, 
to strike out “fifteen” and insert “eight”, 
and in line 4, after the word “vehicles”, 
to strike out the comma and “of which 
eight shall be.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading “Commission of Fine Arts— 
Salaries and expenses,” on page 6, line 
18, after the word “Commission”, to 
strike out “$20,000” and insert “$14,530.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading “Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion—Construction,” on page 6, line 23, 
after the word “expended”, to strike out 
“$62,000,000” and insert “$67,500,000, of 
which not to exceed $8,387,470 shall be 
available for personal services, and.“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Operation and maintenance,” 
on page 7, line 6, after the word 
“energy”, to strike out “$5,250,000” and 
insert “$5,368,439, of which not to ex- 
ceed $3,983,862 shall be available for 
personal services.” 

The amendment was agreed to, 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Administrative provisions,” on 
page 7, line 16, after the word “vehicles”, 
to strike out “of which 12 shall be.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading “Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment—Management of lands and re- 
sources,” on page 8, line 10, after the 
word “Management”, to strike out 
“$6,900,000, of which $1,200,000 shall be 
used for soil and moisture conservation”, 
and insert “$7,722,605, of which not to 
exceed $4,864,096 shall be available for 
personal services.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
that that item be passed over, at the 
request of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr, FERGUSON]. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be passed over, The clerk will 
state the next amendment. 

The ‘next amendment was, on page 8, 
after line 16, to insert: 

CONSTRUCTION 

For construction of access roads on the 
revested Oregon & California Railroad and 
reconveyed Coos Bay Wagon Road grant 
lands; acquisition of rights-of-way and of 
existing connecting roads adjacent to such 
lands; to remain available until expended, 
$995,000, of which not to exceed $45,000 shall 
be available for personal services: Provided, 
That the amount appropriated herein for 
road construction shall be transferred to the 


Bureau of Public Roads, Department of Com- 
merce. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
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The next améndment was, under the 
subhead “Administrative provisions,” on 
rage 9, line 5, after the word “exceed”, 
to strike out “thirty-two” and insert 
“twenty-five.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading “Bureau of Indian Affairs,” on 
page 11, after line 17, to strike out: 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For expenses of the Bureau of Indian Af- 
fairs, $65,000,000, to be available in not to 
exceed the amounts indicated respectively 
for the following purposes. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 11, 
after line 21, to insert a new subhead, 
as follows: 

HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE SERVICES 


In line 23, before the word “For’’, to 
strike out “Health, education, and wel- 
fare services.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I might explain, Mr. 
President, that the House provided in 
the bill for the full budget estimate rec- 
ommended for all purposes and placed 
an over-all limitation so as to leave it 
within the discretion of the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs as to where the cut should 
be applied. The committee decided it 
did not think it was proper for Congress 
to grant that discretion to an adminis- 
trative officer. We preferred to go 
through the bill and take up each item 
and determine what to do with it. That 
is what we have done. That is the rea- 
son why the over-all limitation is 
stricken out. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. I had intended to ask a 
question along that line. Simply sup- 
plementing what the Senator has already 
said, the individual appropriations made 
under the several heads, then, approxi- 
mate the total in the leading paragraph 
which the committee eliminates? 

Mr. HAYDEN. No. The House alloca- 
tions for the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
exceeded the total amount of $65,000,000 
appropriated. The Senate committee 
thought that $65,000,000 was too drastic 
a cut below the Budget Bureau’s esti- 
mates, and so recommended more than 
that, but still did not allow the full sum 
requested by the Budget Bureau. 

Mr. CASE, In looking at the indi- 
vidual paragraphs it appears to me that 
the items are somewhat reduced from 
the figures used by the House. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The figures used by 
the House are the Budget estimates. In 
most cases the appropriations recom- 
mended by the Senate committee did not 
meet the Budget estimates. If the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota will indulge me, 
I will tell him the difference. 

Mr. CASE. The Senator’s statement 
clarifies the situation. In other words, 
the total figure which the House used 
was less than the sum total of the indi- 
vidual figures they had in the various 
paragraphs. 

me HAYDEN. That is exactly cor- 
rect. 
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Mr. CASE. And what the committee 
did was to make application to the spe- 
cific paragraph rather than to leave it 
for the Commissioner to make his own 
application. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. The House al- 
lowed the Budget estimate for the several 
appropriations, but placed the over-all 
limitation of $65,000,000. The commit- 
tee recommended that the over-all limi- 
tation be deleted, and provided what 
seemed to be proper and essential appro- 
priations, with a total amount not as 
high as the budget estimate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will state the next committee 
amendment. 

The next amendment was, on page 12, 
line 8, after the word “museum”, to 
strike out “$43,600,000” and insert 
“$41,180,000, of which not to exceed 
$23,699,661 shall be available for per- 
sonal services.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 12, 
after line 10, to insert a new subhead, 
as follows: “Resources management.” 

In line 12, before the word “For”, to 
strike out “Resources management.” 

And in line 22, after the word “exhib- 
its”, to strike out “$11,400,000” and in- 
sert “$10,921,360, of which not to exceed 
$6,843,485 shall be available for personal 
services.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, at the top 
of page 13, to insert a new subhead, as 
follows: “Construction.” 

In line 2, before the word “For”, to 
strike out “Construction.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, the 
next amendment, in lines 7, 8, and 9, I 
will ask to go over at the request of the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON]. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the amendment will be passed 
over. 

The Secretary will state the next com- 
mittee amendment. 

The next amendment was, on page 13, 
after line 19, to insert a new subhead, as 
follows: “General administrative ex- 
penses.” 

In line 21, before the word “For”, to 
strike out “General administrative ex- 
penses:”; and in line 23, after the word 
“offices”, to strike out “$3,600,000” and 
insert “$3,300,747, of which not to exceed 
$2,693,281 shall be available for personal 
services.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 14, 
after line 2, to insert a new subhead, as 
follows: “Revolving fund for loans.” 

And in line 4, before the word “For”, to 
strike out “Revolving fund for loans.” 

The amendment was agreed to: 

The next amendment was, on page 14, 
after line 8, to insert a new subhead, as 
mollows: “Payment to Choctaw and 
Chickasaw Nations of Indians, Okla- 
homa.” 

In line 12, before the word “For”, to 
strike out “Payment to Choctaw and 
Chickasaw Nations of Indians, Okla- 
homa”; and in line 17, after Congress)“, 
to strike out 825,000“ and insert “$22,- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


655, of which not to exceed $21,105 shall 
be available for personal services.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Administrative provisions,” on 
page 14, line 22, after the word “exceed”, 
to strike out “one hundred and ninety- 
one passenger motor vehicles, of which 
one hundred and ninety-one shall be for 
replacement only” and insert “one hun- 
dred and twenty-five passenger motor 
vehicles for replacement only.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Tribal funds,” on page 17, line 
2, after the word “Provided”, to strike 
out “further”, and insert “however”; and 
in line 3, after the word appropriation”, 
to insert “or other tribal funds.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading “Bureau of Reclamation—Gen- 
eral investigations,” on page 18, line 2, 
after the word “expended”, to strike out 
“$4,000,000,” and insert ‘$4,600,000, of 
which not to exceed $3,163,396 shall be 
available for personal services, and.” 

Mr. HAYDEN That amendment is to 
go over at the request of the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON]. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the amendment will be passed 
over. 

The Secretary will state the next com- 
mittee amendment. 

The next amendment was, on page 18, 
in line 4, after the word “which”, to 
strike out $3,500,000" and insert 
“$3,903,500.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, that 
amendment is also to be passed over. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the amendment will be passed 
over. 

The Secretary will state the next com- 
mittee amendment. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Construction and rehabilita- 
tion,“ on page 18, line 21, after the word 
“expended”, to strike out “$197,000,000” 
and insert “$208,344,450, of which not to 
exceed $29,160,408 shall be available for 
personal services, and.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I desire 
to offer an amendment to that amend- 
ment, and then ask that it go over and 
remain pending. I ask that the amend- 
ment to the committee amendment 
which I now offer may be stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 18, 
line 21, in lieu of the matter proposed to 
be inserted by the committee amend- 
ment, it is proposed to insert the fol- 
lowing: “$220,370,450, of which not to 
exceed $29,160,408 shall be available for 
personal services, and.” 

On page 18, line 23, in lieu of the figure 
proposed to be inserted by the committee 
amendment, it is proposed to insert 
“$33,896,650.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be passed over. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, in ex- 
planation of what I propose to do, I may 
say that in my opinion we should not 
approve of the “no new starts” policy 
adopted by the Bureau of the Budget 
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during the past two fiscal years with re- 
spect to appropriations for the develop- 
ment of the natural resources of the Na- 
tion. As a result of that policy the sums 
made available for the four major de- 
velopment agencies out of the total 
appropriations of $81,402,455,787 for the 
fiscal year 1951 were for reclamation 0.33 
percent, for flood control and river har- 
bors 0.76 percent, for soil conservation 
0.41 percent, and for highways 0.47 per- 
cent, or a total of less than 2 percent, 
being actually 1.98 percent of the total 
appropriations made last year for those 
four purposes. 

The curtailment of such internal im- 
provement projects has been justified by 
the Bureau of the Budget by asserting 
that labor and materials should be di- 
verted from them to direct use in the 
national defense effort required by the 
threat of armed Communist aggression. 
But the threat of aggression is quite cer- 
tain to exist for a considerable period of 
years and new wealth created from the 
Nation’s natural resuorces will be greatly 
needed to sustain the effort to defeat it. 
It is therefore sound public policy to 
devote a reasonable part of the total 
Federal expenditures to capital invest- 
ments in wealth producing projects 
which will be repaid by increased reve- 
nues derived for taxing income and 
profits which would otherwise not exist. 

I am, therefore, offering the amend- 
ment, and I propose to have it allocated 
to eight different projects. It would 
initiate construction of these projects, 
for all of which estimates were sub- 
mitted by the Department of the Inte- 
rior and the Bureau of the Budget, and 
disapprove the attitude of the Bureau of 
the Budget toward new-starts projects. 
They are projects which will put to work 
water now going to waste to the seas to 
grow crops, make homes, support people, 
produce power for urban, rural, and in- 
dustrial uses, and increase Federal reve- 
nues from taxation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to place in the Recorp at this point 
a summary of the projects or units pro- 
posed, showing the amount to be allo- 
cated out of the $12,026,000, and indicat- 
ing how much money will be used on 
each project. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Projects or units proposed additional to 
budget estimates 


Total esti- | Pro 


for fiscal 
year 1952 


Project or unit mated 
cost 


1, Solano project, California_.... $38, 745, 000 |$2, 500, 000 
2. Palisades project, Idaho 


3. Weber Basin project, Utah... 00 534, 000 | 1, 000, 000 

4. Yakima Project, Kennewick 
division, Washington. 10, 736,000 | 1,174,000 

5, Riverton project, Wyoming, 

2 Ridge canal and 
a a R 4, 385, 670 250, 000 

6. Mison River Basin project: 

(a) Lower Marias unit, 
Montana 64, 065, 000 | 2, 500, 000 

(b) Sargent uni 

braska....-.-....... 10, 671, 000 | 1, 227, 000 

(c) Jamestown t, 
North Dakota. ean 10, 740, 875, 000 


Additional proj- 


ects or units 298, 467, 000 |12, 026, 000 
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The reasons for the inclusion of appro- 
priations for these projects may be sum- 
marized as follows: 

1. Solano project, California: The $2,500,- 
000 recommended will enable contracts to be 
let to start construction of Monticello Dam 
to provide supplemental water for the city 
of Vallejo, vital defense installations, and an 
important irrigated food production area. 

2. Palisades Dam, Idaho: The $2,500,000 
recommended will permit completion of high- 
way relocation and initiation of construction 
of the dam. The Defense Electric Power 
Administration has approved the project 
which will have 112,500 kilowatts of power 
capacity. By supplemental water, the dam 
will later stabilize and increase production 
on 650,000 acres of irrigated land in Snake 
River Valley. 

3. Weber Basin, Utah: The $1,000,000 rec- 
ommended for this project will enable a con- 
tract to be let to bring vitally needed water 
for irrigation, municipal, and defense needs 
to the vicinity of Ogden. 

4. Kennewick division, Washington: The 
$1,174,000 recommended will assure a start 
toward obtaining irrigated crops that are 
needed in a critical area of the Hanford 
atomic energy development where more than 
30,000 new population has created a serious 
food problem. Both the House and Senate 
Committees on Appropriations have held that 
this division is a continuation of construc- 
tion of the successful Yakima project. 

5. Riverton project, Wyoming: The com- 
mittee has increased the amount for this 
project from $855,740 allowed by the House 
to $1,150,000 to permit construction to start 
on the Muddy Ridge canal to serve 30,000 
acres of public land that will be made avail- 
able for settlement by veterans. Construc- 
tion of the Riverton project has been ex- 
tended over 30 years with consequent in- 
creasing costs and overhead and should be 
completed as rapidly as possible, 

6. Missouri River Basin project—(a) Lower 
Marias unit, Montana: The $2,500,000 alloca- 
tion will permit award of contract for con- 
struction of the Tiber Dam for irrigation 
storage to stabilize agriculture in an area 
frequently devastated by drought where an 
assured supply of livestock feed is essential, 
An appropriation to commence construction 
of this project during the 1951 fiscal year 
was impounded by the Bureau of the Budget 
because of its “no new starts” policy. 

(b) Sargent unit, Nebraska: The 61.227. 
000 allocation will permit award of contract 
for the Millburn diversion dam to divert 
supplemental water from Middle Loup River 
to provide livestock feed and other irrigated 
crop production in an area of highly pro- 
ductive land greatly in need of supplemental 

(c) Jamestown Dam, N. Dak.: The $875,- 
000 allocation is for initiation of construction 
of Jamestown Dam, urgently needed to pro- 
tect the city of Jamestown from devastating 
floods and provide irrigation storage for fu- 
ture developments. A 1951 appropriation 
for this project was also impounded by the 
Budget Bureau. 


Mr.DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Will the Senator 
advise us whether the Palisades project 
is included in the list he has submitted 
for the Recorp? 

Mr. HAYDEN. It is. For the Pal- 
sades Dam in Idaho, the $2,500,000 rec- 
ommended will permit completion of 
highway relocation and initiation of con- 
struction of the dam. The Defense 
Electric Power Administration has ap- 
proved the project, which will have 
112,500 kilowatts of power capacity. By 
supplemental water, the dam will later 
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stabilize and increase production on 
650,000 acres of irrigated land in the 


Snake River Valley. 
Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 


Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. The Senator from 
Arizona, as chairman of the subcom- 
mittee, has indicated that the Bureau of 
the Budget has withheld requests for 
funds for any so-called new projects. 
Who makes that determination? Is it 
the Bureau of the Budget, or the Bureau 
of Reclamation? Or is some authority 
conceded to the Appropriations Commit- 
tee to determine when a certain project 
is in the category of new projects? 

Mr. HAYDEN. The determination 
has actually been made by the Bureau 
of the Budget. Take the case of the 
Kennewick division of the Yakima 
project, which I have listed. The House 
Committee on Appropriations, in its re- 
port, has stated that it is not a new proj- 
ect, but merely an extension or unit of 
an existing project, and a very fine one. 
The Senate committee so stated last year, 
but the Bureau of the Budget decided 
that it was new, and we could not do 
anything about it. 

In the case of the Jamestown project, 
which is a combined flood control and 
irrigation project in North Dakota, last 
year the Congress appropriated money 
to begin the construction of that badly 
needed project. The same was true of 
the Marias Unit project in Montana, but 
the Bureau of the Budget decided that 
they were new starts, and the money was 
impounded. It is very difficult for me 
to say how they arrived at that conclu- 
aves but that is what the Bureau has 

one. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. I should like to 
point out that in the case of the Palisades 
project, the original authorization was 
made by the Congress in 1941. There 
was a reauthorization of the revised proj- 
ect in 1950. More than $3,000,000 have 
been expended already upon their par- 
ticular project, for the construction of 
58 miles of transmission line to bring 
power to the dam site and to service the 
power plant after its construction; and 
yet the Bureau of the Budget has taken 
the position that this is a new project. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I may add that there 
is also a contract authorization of 
$2,000,000 available for that project. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. That was made 
available in 1948. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes; but none of it 
has eyer been used because the Bureau 
of the Budget has impounded the whole 
sum. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. This is still con- 
sidered a new project by the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

Mr. HAYDEN. It is so defined. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Even though, in 
the light of the apparent shortage of 
electricity in the Northwest, within the 
past month the Defense Electric Power 
Administration has granted a certificate 
of necessity for this particular project, 
stressing that it should be constructed 
because of the 112,000 kilowatts of power 
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which would be generated at that point. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. HAYDEN. It appeared to me that 
there was every reason in the world to 
appropriate some money to carry on the 
work on this project. It was fully justi- 
fied both from the standpoint of power 
and irrigation development. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Apparently it was 
the conclusion of the Appropriations 
Committee, particularly the subcommit- 
tee which handled this bill, that no 
funds would be provided for any project, 
regardless of whether it is in process 
of construction, if the Bureau of the 
Budget did not make a request for funds. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The items I have 
mentioned were all asked of the Budget 
by the Department of the Interior, and 
were all denied by the Budget. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. The Appropria- 
tions Committee did follow the recom- 
mendations of the Bureau of the Budget 
with respect to these various projects, 
did it not? 

Mr. HAYDEN. The committee as a 
whole did not go above the budget esti- 
mates, or include any project not specifi- 
cally mentioned in the budget. 

Mr. KNOWLAND, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I have discussed 
with Mr. Tolbert, one of the clerks in 
the Appropriations Committee, the item 
of Construction and Rehabilitation on 
page 18, and the item of Operation and 
Maintenance, on page 20. I call atten- 
tion further to page 23 of the committee 
report, dealing with the question of the 
All-American Canal. The amendments 
which I should like to propose would be 
to strike out, on page 18, line 21, the fig- 
ure “$208,344,450,” and insert “$208,- 
535,000“; and on page 20, line 15, to 
strike out “$1,862,000” and restore the 
figure “$1,671,000.” That would not in- 
crease or decrease the amount, but it 
would take it out of the construction 
fund rather than the operation and 
maintenance fund. That is the way it 
has been handled in the past, and I 
think it is in keeping with our general 
understanding. 

Mr. HAYDEN. It is absolutely imma- 
terial to me which way it is done, so 
long as it is done. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I thought this 
would be the proper place to bring it up, 
because we have an amendment which, 
if adopted, would increase the amount. 
So I should like to offer, first, an amend- 
ment on page 18, line 21. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President; I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from California may offer his amend- 
ments now. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

The first amendment offered by the 
Senator from California will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 18, 
line 21, it is proposed to strike out 8208, 
344,450”, and insert “$208,535,450.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? Without objection the amend- 
ment to the amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, as a 
corollary to that amendment, because we 
have increased that amount, the other 
item should be decreased by the same 
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amount. I therefore offer an amend- 
ment to the committee amendment on 
page 20, line 13, to strike out “$16,168,- 
594”, and insert in lieu thereof “$15,977,- 
594,” reducing the amount by $191,000. 
Also on page 20, line 15, I offer an amend- 
ment to strike out “$1,862,000” and re- 
store the figure “$2,671,000.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I wish to make an 
inquiry. I understand that the commit- 
tee amendments, which may be accepted 
today, are to be subject to amendment 
when the bill comes to a vote. 

Mr. HAYDEN. No. The arrangement 
is that whenever any Senator has indi- 
cated that there might be objection to 
the adoption of a committee amend- 
ment—and I have inquired diligently— 
we are passing over such amendments 
temporarily. The remaining amend- 
ments, to which no objection has been 
made, are not being passed over. What 
particular amendment is the Senator in- 
terested in? 

Mr, LEHMAN. I was thinking about 
an amendment to the committee amend- 
ment, such as that offered by the Sena- 
tor from California. If I understood him 
correctly, his amendment does not 
change the amount, but changes the al- 
location. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. It changes the fund 
from which the amount comes. I was of- 
fering the amendment in the hope that 
the chairman of the committee might, 
in effect, modify his amendment so as not 
to change the general parliamentary 
situation. It was a necessary correction. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Let me make an in- 

of the Senator from California. 
The arrangement which we have made 
was recommended in the committee, be- 
cause of a dispute between the Secretary 
of the Interior and the Imperial irriga- 
tion district with respect to the opera- 
tion and maintenance of the All-Ameri- 
can Canal. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is correct. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The district has a con- 
tract made with the Secretary of the 
Interior in 1932, which authorizes it to 
operate and maintain the canal. 

Mr. KNOWLAND, The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Secretary of the 
Interior has stated that in his opinion 
that contract has been abrogated by 
certain provisions in the Mexican Water 
Treaty. To bring that question to an 
issue the committee has recommended 
that for a temporary period of time funds 
to operate and maintain the canal be 
provided out of the Treasury, until about 
April of next year. 

Mr. KNCWLAND. The Senator is 
correct. The only purpose of my amend- 
ment is to carry out the committee re- 
port, beginning at the bottom of page 
23 and running to the top of page 24. It 
does not change the amount, but merely 
takes it out of the construction fund 
rather than the operation and mainte- 
nance fund, with no increase or decrease 
in the total amount, except that it comes 
out of the construction fund. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The committee has 
recommended to the district and to the 
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Secretary of the Interior that they get 
together and see if they can write a 
contract which is mutually satisfactory. 

Mr. KNOWLAND.. That is correct; 
and to bring in the Department of Jus- 
tice, in the hope that a mutually satis- 
factory understanding can be arrived at. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. If that cannot 
be done, the matter will have to be dis- 
posed of in the courts. We wanted to 
give them a reasonable time in which 
to see if they could get together. For 
that reason this money is proposed to 
be appropriated. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. At any rate, this 
is for a temporary period of time, in the 
hope that they can reach a mutually 
Satisfactory agreement. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, do I 
correctly understand that this particu- 


lar appropriation which is proposed is to . 


be passed over? Or is it the intention 
of the Senator to press for a vote this 
afternoon on the amendment to the 
committee amendment? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Only the amend- 
ment in relation to the $191,000, because 
there may be an amendment to be pro- 
posed by the Senator from Arizona to- 
morrow with respect to some new proj- 
ects, which would add a certain amount 
to the bill. I thought that from a sound 
parliamentary procedural standpoint, 
the minor item of $191,000 ought to be 
included now, so that we shall be acting 


on the proper total when we vote to- 


morrow, rather than to have the sifua- 
tion further confused. 

Mr. LEHMAN. That is just the matter 
on which I wish enlightenment. Ido not 
know that I would oppose any part of 
this amendment, but I had not seen the 
bill until this morning. I was wondering 
whether the committee amendment was 
to be passed over, or whether it was in- 
tended that it should be voted upon 
today. 


Mr. HAYDEN. The committee amend- 
ment will be passed over. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to modify the amendment which I 
have offered, and which will be passed 
over, so that the amount will be increased 
in each instance by $191,000. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That will be sat- 
isfactory. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? 

Mr. CASE. Reserving the right to ob- 
ject—and I am making my reservation 
only to get the matter clear in my 
mind—I am plagued in parliamentary 
situations by remembering the prece- 
dents of the House rather than those of 
the Senate. In the House, if the figure 
of $208,000,000 were once amended, it 
would not be subject to further amend- 
ment, and I am wondering whether the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
California, if agreed to, would be open to 
further amendment by the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. HAYDEN]. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The whole amount, 
which I have offered in my amendment, 
would be pending. In that case the 
amount provided for by the Senator from 
California [Mr. KNowLAND] would be in- 
cluded in my amount. 
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Mr. CASE. It would be included in the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Arizona? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator would 
not be foreclosed from offering another 
amendment. 


Mr. CASE. If by any chance the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Arizona should not be agreed to, the Sen- 
ator from California could still offer his 
amendment as an original amendment 
to the provision in the bill. 

3 HATDEN. Les; we will take care 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Do I understand cor- 
rectly that a portion of the appropria- 
tion is provided for what is described 
as the Arizona-California All-Ameri- 
can Canal? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. The money we 
are talking about now relates primarily 
to operation and maintenance of the All- 
American Canal. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. How much has the 
Senate authorized for the project? 

Mr. HAYDEN. The project has been 
practically completed. The amount pro- 
posed is merely for operating it until 
next spring. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. How much money is 
the Senate authorizing for it in the bill? 

Mr. HAYDEN. There is no construc- 
tion money involved. I understand 
what the Senator has in mind. What 
the Senator has in mind relates to the 
Coachella division. The Coachella 
canal is an extension of the All-Ameri- 
can Canal beyond Imperial Valley. The 
project could be completed within a 
year. However, there is a dispute be- 
tween the district and the Reclamation 
Bureau as to the amount to be paid. The 
district claims that the whole work shall 
be done for $13,500,000. The Reclama- 
tion Service, under legal advice, says it 
cannot make a contract for that amount, 
and that whatever money is expended 
must be fully reimbursed. We have pro- 
vided some money in the bill so that the 
work may be finished, but our directive 
is to the effect that the question shall be 
taken to court immediately to see 
whether or not the United States is 
obligated. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If I understand cor- 
rectly, about $3,000,000 is provided for 
that project in the bill, which is not rec- 
ommended by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. So the recommenda- 
tion is approximately $3.000.000 over 
the recommendation of the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. A few moments ago 
I understood the chairman of the sub- 
committee to say that he did not think 
he had exceeded the budget estimates in 
any of the items. 

Mr. HAYDEN. No. The Senator 
from Delaware misunderstood me. I 
said we had not exceeded the budget 
estimates with respect to reclamation as 
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a whole. Some of the items are below 
the budget estimates, some are above 
the budget estimates, and some are the 
same as the budget estimates. We had 
to deal with the subject in a practical 
way. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the amendment 
of the Senator which is to be brought up 
tomorrow is adopted, it will just about 
wipe out all the savings the committee 
made in the budget estimates. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Oh, no. What would 
happen with respect to the Bureau of 
Reclamation would be that the 1952 
budget estimates, including a supple- 
mentary estimate of $400,000 received by 
the Senate, which was disallowed, would 
be $252,475,000. The House approved 
$222,094.000. The committee recom- 
mends $234,991,247, which amount is 
$36,552,753 less than was appropriated 


for the fiscal year 1951, and it is $17,483,- . 


753 less than the 1952 budget estimates. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator is now 
speaking about the Bureau as a whole. 
I am speaking about pages 15 and 16 of 
the report. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is the item to 
which I have reference. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. On page 16 of the 
report it is stated that the budget esti- 
mate for the fiscal year 1952 is $224,090,- 
000. The Senate committee provides for 
$208,344,450. I understand that an 
amendment is now pending which would 
raise the amount to a figure which would 
just about restore the cuts which the 
committee made in the budget estimates. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The amount would 
still be more than $4,000,000 under the 
budget estimates. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. But it would restore 
substantially all of the cuts which the 
committee had made. 

Mr. HAYDEN. A very large part of 
them, yes. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. . Yes. 

Mr. WATKINS. Do I understand 
that the Senate has passed the investi- 
gations item of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion? 

Mr. HAYDEN. It passed it over. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wonder whether 
the Senator from Utah would yield so 
that we may dispose of the item under 
discussion. 

Mr. WATKINS. I merely wished to 
make inquiry with respect to this sub- 
ject, because I propose to offer an 
amendment to the particular item of 
general investigations. I am wonder- 
ing whether I am precluded from doing 
so by what has happened today? 

Mr. HAYDEN. The subject has been 
passed over. 

Mr. WATKINS. Then an amendment 
could be properly offered tomorrow, or 
any other day? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I asked that it be 
passed over at the request of the Sena- 
tor from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON]. 

Mr. WATKINS. The item appears on 
page 17 of the bill. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I am informed by the 
clerk of the committee that the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. Ferguson] has no 
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further objection to the consideration of 
the item. Does the Senator from Utah 
wish to offer an amendment? 

Mr. WATKINS. I received a copy of 
the bill only a few moments ago. Under 
certain contingencies, which I shall ex- 
plain to the Senator, I may wish to offer 
an amendment. I understand the Sen- 
ator will offer an amendment tomorrow, 
to include certain projects which were 
not included in the bill as it came from 
the House. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Not to that item. The 
item I intend to amend is on page 18, 
lines 21, 22, and 23. 

Mr. WATKINS. If the Senator’s 
amendment is adopted I shall not desire 
to offer an amendment to the particular 
item of general investigations. How- 
ever, if the amendment should not be 
adopted I shall wish to offer an amend- 
ment to that item. 

Mr. HAYDEN. We can pass over the 
amendment in lines 2 and 3 on page 18 
until we see what happens to the amend- 
ment in lines 21, 22, and 23 on page 18, 

Mr. KNOWLAND. In other words, 
the effect of what has been done is to 
modify the committee amendment to the 
extent of $191,000. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment goes over. The clerk will state 
the next committee amendment. 

The next amendment was, on page 18, 
line 23, after the word “which,” to strike 
out “$29,202,200” and insert “$28,972,- 
650.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. I ask that the amend- 
ment go over. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be passed over. 

The next amendment will be stated. 

Mr. HAYDEN, I ask that the next 
amendment go over from the point 
where the language is stricken, beginning 
at line 24 on page 18, to line 13 on 
page 19. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will go over. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Following the proviso 
in line 13 on page 19, I find that the 
language relates to agreements between 
the States of Nebraska, Wyoming, and 
Colorado. That amendment can be 
agreed to, beginning with the word 
“Provided” on line 13, and ending on 
line 2 of page 20. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the committee amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 19, 
line 13, after the colon, it is proposed to 
insert: “Provided furthe~, That in order 
to promote agreement among the States 
of Nebraska, Wyoming, and Colorado, 
and to avoid any possible alteration of 
existing vested water rights, no part of 
this or of any prior appropriation shall be 
used for construction or for further com- 
mitment for construction of the Glendo 
unit or any feature thereof, until a defi- 
nite plan report thereon has been com- 
pleted, reviewed by the States of Ne- 
braska, Wyoming, and Colorado, and ap- 
proved by Congress: Provided further, 
That no part of this or prior appropria- 
tions shall be used for construction, nor 
for further commitments to construction 
of Moorhead Dam and Reservoir, Mont., 
or any feature thereof until a definite 
plan report thereon has been completed, 
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reviewed by the States of Wyoming and 
Montana, and approved by the Con- 
gress.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. Do I understand that the 
so-called Keating amendment is going 
over? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. 

Mr. CASE. Task the Senator whether 
the modification proposed by the com- 
mittee is clarifying in nature, in that it 
adds to the language used in the Keating 
amendment the words: 

Except those transmission facilities for 
which construction funds have been hereto- 
fore appropriated, those facilities which are 
necessary to carry out the terms of such con- 
tracts or those facilities which the wheeling 
agency is unable or unwilling to provide for 
the integration of Federal projects or for 
service to a Federal establishment or pre- 
ferred customers. 


Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator from 
South Dakota is correct. We retained 
the words of the original Keating amend- 
ment, and made these exceptions, so as to 
make the amendment workable. Other- 
wise, without the exceptions, the Fed- 
eral Government could not build a trans- 
mission line to carry out contracts al- 
ready made with private utilities. 

Mr. CASE. As the Senator knows, I 
appeared before the committee, and that 
was one of the points I sought to make 
before the committee. So far as I can 
observe, the committee has done a good 
job in clarifying the amendment and 
making it workable. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator raised a 
question about it, and we told him we 
would pass over the amendment, I my- 
self think it is in good shape. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield, I desire to have 
the Recorp show that, with respect to 
the amendment beginning on page 19, in 
line 13, prohibiting the expenditure of 
any appropriations provided in the bill or 
made prior hereto for construction of 
either the Glendo project, in the State 
of Wyoming, or the Moorhead Dam and 
Reservoir, in the State of Montana is 
designed for the purpose of making it 
possible for the two States concerned in 
each instance, namely, the States of 
Wyoming and the State of Nebraska in 
the case of the Glendo Reservoir, and 
the State of Wyoming and the State of 
Montana in the case of the Moorhead 
Reservoir, to examine the report. The 
purpose is to prevent the expenditure of 
funds to initiate a project the entire 
scope of which has not as yet been laid 
before the people of both States. 

The purpose of the amendment, which 
has been adopted to previous bills, is to 
aid in carrying on the work of the Fed- 
eral Water Authority and the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the State water au- 
thorities in determining the best use of 
the waters of interstate streams. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr.CASE. The Senator from Arizona 
knows that during the course of their 


consideration and preparation of the bill, 


I appeared informally before the com- 
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mittee to discuss the water situation at 
the Rapid City Air Force Base, in con- 
nection with the Rapid Valley project. 
I have noted the paragraphs included 
by the committee on page 22 of its re- 
port, and I wish to express my appre- 
ciation for the consideration the com- 
mittee gave to this matter. 

I may say to the distinguished Senator 
from Arizona that following my infor- 
mal talk with the members of the com- 
mittee, I communicated with the com- 
manding officer of the air base, and I 
now have from him a letter dated June 
28, 1951, which, if anything, makes clear 
that I made an understatement to the 
committee as to the amount of money 
which might be saved, for although I 
was correct in stating that the cost of the 
wells is $193,000 each, I did not have with 
me at that time the cost of the pumps, 
namely, $22,000 for each well, or the cost 
of cleaning the wells, which will arnount 
to $80,000 a well, and the wells must be 
cleaned once a year on the average. 
Neither did I have available to me then 
the cost of the filtration plant, namely, 
$360,000. All those costs may be obvi- 
ated if the project is carried out along 
the lines described to the committee. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have inserted at this point in 
the Record, for the information and ref- 
erence of the committee, the letter I have 
received from the commanding officer 
of the Rapid City Air Force Base. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

HEADQUARTERS, TWENTY-EIGHTH 
STRATEGIC RECONNAISSANCE WING, 
Heavy, RAPID CITY AIR Force BASE, 
Weaver, S. Dak., June 28, 1951. 
Hon. Francis CASE, 
United States Senate, . 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR Case: In reference to your 
letter of June 21, 1951, with attached memo- 
randum of June 20, 1951, on the subject 
of the Rapid Valley project, I am forward- 
ing, in compliance with your request, in- 
formation which I believe will both supple- 
ment and correct certain portions of the 
memorandum, 

We have at present three deep wells in 
operation, which are of an average depth 
of 4,200 feet. A fourth well is now being 
sunk, while two more are under considera- 
tion with respect to siting and fiscal pro- 
graming. 

Current water consumption of 1,000,000 
gallons per day, with a normal increase to 
1,500,000 gallons during July and August, 
will absorb our total water gallonage in 
storage in less than 2 days unless stringent 
water-conservation measures are effected at 
the time of pump failure. 

This estimated normal increase does not 
include the Wherry housing or the 21 new 
barrack, BOQ, and mess hall buildings now 
under construction. We have also been 
asked to begin site planning on 22 addi- 
tional barrack buildings, which will further 
increase our water requirements. 

In regard to costs of our water-producing 
operation, the cost for a new well with pumps 
and connecting lines was correctly quoted 
at $193,000. It may be of interest to note 
that the pumps being located near the bot- 
tom of the well casing (the pumps can push 
the water much farther than they can pull 
it) cost twenty-odd-thousand dollars, and 
require occasional replacement. Cleaning 
the wells of sand and mineral deposits ap- 
proximates $80,000. While certain of our 
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wells require cleaning more often than 
others, a fair average would be once per 


year. 

I might further add that due to the highly 
mineralized content of this water a $360,000 
filtration plant to reduce the mineraliza- 
tion has been programed for fiscal 1952 funds, 
Then, too, our entire base plumbing system 
is presenting problems here and there as 
a result of this mineralization. 

It is quite obvious that our water-pro- 
ducing operation is quite costly under these 
conditions and an over-all saving could be 
realized if cold, comparatively soft water 
could be furnished from Rapid City sources. 
The cost of the filtration plant alone is 
estimated to cover more than half the cost 
of a pipeline from Rapid City to the base. 

I trust this information will be of assist- 
ance, and in the event further statistics are 
desired, please advise. 

Sincerely, 
- RICHARD E. ELLSWORTH, 
Colonel, USAF, Commanding. 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I also ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recor, at this point, in connection 
with the foregoing letter, the appropri- 
ate part of the committee report, on 
page 22. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
from the report was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


CHEYENNE DIVISION, WYOMING-SoUTH 
Dakota, RAPID VALLEY UNIT 

The Rapid Valley unit of the Cheyenne 
division, Wyoming-South Dakota, is under 
phase B (advance planning) and is included 
in the Bureau’s 1952 program. To the over- 
all figure recommended by the committee 
for the Missouri River Basin, the committee 
has added $185,000, which amount is ear- 
marked for further advance planning on this 
project. 

The Rapid City Air Force Base is east of 
Rapid City, S. Dak., and will be in need of 
an additional water supply. The committee 
was advised that the Air Force in lieu of 
digging additional wells would prefer to get 
water by gravity mains from Rapid City. 
The committee was further advised that the 
city can supply water from its present 
sources for about 3 to 5 years but that 
neither the city nor the Air Force would feel 
safe in contracting on this basis unless there 
is a reasonable prospect that the second 
reservoir in the Rapid Valley project, the 
Pactola Reservoir, is built. The committee 
feels that this project should go forward as 
rapidly as possible in order to provide an 
additional water supply for the Air Force 
base near Rapid City, as well as for the other 
purposes for which the project is planned, 
and has specifically included $185,000 in the 
bill to continue the planning on the project 
in order that it may be made ready for 
moving into the construction phase. When 
the planning has advanced to such a stage as 
to permit, and if the reports are favorable, 
the Congress should be advised by the Recla- 
mation Bureau and a budget estimate sub- 
mitted to start construction on this project. 
In the absence of being able to obtain water 
from Rapid City, the committee was advised 
that the Air Force base will need four or 
five additional wells at an additional cost of 
approximately $1,000,000. The committee is 
appropriating for the Rapid Valley project 
with the definite understanding that this 
additional $1,000,000 will not be spent by 
the Air Force to obtain an additional water 
supply. 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I am 
glad to have those matters printed in the 
Record. The committee was much im- 
pressed with the presentation originally 
made by the Senator from South Dakota 
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that if the plan was carried out, the ex- 
penditure of $1,000,000 for wells could 
be avoided. 

Mr. CASE. Yes. 

Mr. HAYDEN. We now understand 
from the Senator from South Dakota 
that the amount which may be saved 
may be even greater. 

Mr. CASE. I think that is true, be- 
cause the original estimates did not in- 
clude estimates for the cost for some 
housing which is already under construc- 
tion or for two groups of barracks which, 
when constructed, will result in an in- 
crease of the demand for water, and will 
make the situation even more compelling 
than I was able to state that it would be. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The next 
amendment reported by the committee 
will be stated. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Operation and maintenance,” 
on page 20, line 13, after the word “law”, 
to strike out “$15,094,000” and insert 
“$16,168,594”; in the same line, after the 
word “which”, to strike out “not to ex- 
ceed $12,592,900” and insert “$12,476,- 
494”; in line 15, after the word “and”, to 
strike out “not to exceed $1,671,000” and 
insert “$1,862,000”; and in line 16, after 
the word “fund”, to insert “and of which 
not to exceed $10,331,434 shall be avail- 
able for personal services.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, all 
amendments under the heading Opera- 
tion and maintenance” should go over. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ments just stated will be passed over. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “General administrative ex- 
penses,” on page 21, line 5, after the word 
“Reclamation”, to strike out “$5,500,000” 
and insert “$5,478,203 of which not to ex- 
ceed $4,696,178 shall be available for per- 
sonal services.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Emergency fund,” on page 21, 
line 19, after “(43 U. S. C. 502)”, to strike 
out “$500,000” and insert “$400,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 21, 
after line 21, to insert: 

TRANSFER OF CERTAIN FACILITIES, FORT PECK 
- PROJECT, MONTANA 

The Secretary of the Army is hereby au- 
thorized to transfer to the Department of 
the Interior without exchange of funds, all 
of the right, title, and interest of the Depart- 
ment of the Army in and to the following 
facilities, including rights-of-way (except 
that portion of the rights-of-way within 
the Fort Peck Reservoir area), but there 
shall be reserved the right to use the power 
facilities for the purpose of transmitting 
power to the Fort Peck project during emer- 
gency periods when the Fort Feck power 
plant is not functioning: (a) the Fort Peck- 
Rainbow (Great Falls) 161 kilovolt transmis- 
sion line: (b) the Rainbow (Great Falls) 
terminal facilities; and (c) the Fort Peck- 
Whatley 50 kilovolt transmission line and 
substation, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Administrative provisions,” on 
page 23, line 5, after the word “exceed”, 
to strike out “$30,000” and insert “$50,- 
000”; in line 7, after the word “exceed”, 
to strike out “$50” and insert “$100.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, may 
I ask the Senator why he is changing the 
figure from $50 to $100? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Because the figure has 
been carried at $100 a day for many 
years in this bill, and that rate is the 
same as the one which is allowed for 
consultants to the Corps of Army Engi- 
neers. If they wish to get the best, they 
should be able to pay for the best. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is that authority 
supposed to be used for employing expert 
engineers, and so forth? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. We had an il- 
lustration last year of the necessity for 
this allowance, in the case of some dif- 
ficulty which was encountered in the 
case of foundation conditions at the 
Harlem Dam, in the State of Nebraska, 
where it was believed that the expendi- 
ture of a very large sum of money would 
be required in order to rearrange the 
foundations, because of the rock forma- 
tion encountered there. The proper ex- 
pert was called in, and he pointed out 
how the matter could be handled, and 
in that way he saved enough money on 
that job to pay for all the experts who 
will be needed for the next 15 or 20 
years. In other words, in order to ob- 
tain the best information, we should em- 
ploy the best experts, 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I think it might be 
well to suggest that perhaps there is 
something a little wrong with the ex- 
perts who already are on our payroll. 
Perhaps we should get rid of some of 
them. 

Mr. HAYDEN, I would not say that, 
because those in the Corps of Army En- 
gineers are outstanding and of well-rec- 
ognized ability. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The next 
amendment of the committee will be 
stated. 

The next amendment was, on page 
23, in line 23, after the word “areas”, 
to strike out “as authorized by law” and 
insert “and investigation and recovery of 
archeological and paleontological re- 
mains in such areas in the same man- 
ner as prescribed for in the act of Au- 
gust 21, 1935 (16 U. S. C. 461-467)”; on 
page 24, line 6, after the word “except”, 
to strike out ‘$5,500,000 under the head”; 
and in line 7, after the word “and”, to 
strike out “$1,000,000” and insert 
“amounts provided.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 
26, line 3, after the word “exceed”, to 
strike out “$1,684,000” and insert 82. 
783,000"; in line 5, after the word “be”, 
to strike out “available for expenditure 
toward” and insert “expended for”; in 
line 8, after the word “that”, to strike 
out “prior thereto contractual arrange- 
ments satisfactory to the Secretary shall 
be made for repayment of” and insert 
“any”; in line 10, after the word “sums,” 
to insert “thereof”; in line 12, after the 
word “Coachella”, to insert “Valley”; and 
in line 13, after the word “States”, to 
insert “shall be repayable by said dis- 
trict to the United States unless said 
district shall be judicially determined to 
be not liable therefor.” 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
should like to have the amendment in 
line 3, on page 26, go over until tomor- 
row. 
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Mr. HAYDEN. Does the Senator refer 
to the amount? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. That amend- 
ment can be carried over until tomor- 
row, can it not? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes; if the Senator 
so desires. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I wish to have that 
done, Mr. President. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be passed over. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, the 
items to be passed over in that connec- 
tion include the committee amendments 
to and including line 15, on page 26. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Those 
amendments will be passed over. 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading “Geological Survey—Surveys, 
investigations, and research,” on page 
27, line 16, after the word “activities”, 
to strike out “$21,900,000” and insert 
“$21,300,000, of which not to exceed $13,- 
455,000 shall be available for personal 
services, and.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, that 
amendment should go over, at the re- 
quest of the Senator from Michigan [Mr, 
FERGUSON]. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be passed over. 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading “Bureau of Mines—Conserva- 
tion and development of mineral re- 
sources,” on page 29, line 10, after the 
word “owners”, to strike out ‘$17,950,- 
000” and insert ‘$17,587,203, of which 
not to exceed $10,639,175 shall be avail- 
able for personal services.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. This amendment also 
should go over, at the request of the Sen- 
ator from Michigan. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be passed over. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Construction,” on page 30, line 
8, after the word “expended”, to strike 
out “$1,250,000” and insert “$1,587,412, 
of which not to exceed $113,287 shall be 
available for personal services.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, that 
amendment should go over. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be passed over. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “General administrative ex- 
penses,” on page 30, line 13, after the 
word “offices”, to strike out “$1,290,000” 
and insert “$1,176,841, of which not to 
exceed $1.018,434 shall be available for 
personal services.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, that 
amendment should be adopted; it pro- 
vides for the 10-percent cut. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading “National Park Service—Man- 
agement and protection,” on page 32, line 
10, after the figures “$7,735,000”, to in- 
sert “of which not to exceed $6,584,342 
shall be available for personal services.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Maintenance and rehabilita- 
tion of physical facilities,’ on page 32, 
line 22, after the word “Service”, to strike 
out “$7,300,000” and insert “$7,369,790, 
of which not to exceed $4,193,747 shall 
be available for personal services.” 
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Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, that 
amendment should go over, at the 
request of the Senator from Michigan. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be passed over. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Construction,” on page 33, 
line 7, after the word “expended”, to 
strike out “$11,975,000” and insert “$11,- 
370,000, of which not to exceed $945,000 
shall be available for personal services, 
and.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “General administrative ex- 
penses,” on page 33, line 19, after the 
word “offices”, to strike out “$1,284,500” 
and insert ‘$1,171,774, of which not to 
exceed $1,014,538 shall be available for 
personal services.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading “Fish and Wildlife Service— 
Management of resources,” on page 34, 
line 18, after the word “Service”, to 
strike out “$6,870,000” and insert 
“$6,606,558, of which not to exceed 
$4,259,363 shall be available for person- 
al services.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Investigations of resources,” 
on page 35, line 4, after the word “law”, 
to strike out 83,875,000“ and insert 
“$3,858,986, of which not to exceed 
$2,487,629 shall be available for person- 
al services: Provided, That no part of 
this appropriation shall be used for in- 
vestigations, surveys, studies, trapping 
or similar work in foreign countries.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, that 
amendment should go over, at the re- 
quest of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. Fercusen]. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be passed over. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead Construction,“ on page 35, 
line 16, after the word “expended”, to 
strike out “$750,000” and insert “$733,- 
742, of which not to exceed $146,324 
shall be available for personal services.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “General administrative ex- 
penses,” on page 35, line 21, after the 
word “offices”, to strike out “$882,000” 
and insert “$806,631, of which not to ex- 
ceed $678,319 shall be available for per- 
sonal services.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Office of Territories—Admin- 
istration of Territories,” on page 37, 
after line 8, to strike out: 

For expenses necessary for the adminis- 
tration of Territories and the Trust Terri- 
tory of the Pacific Islands under the juris- 
diction of the Department of the Interior, 


for expenditure as authorized by law, 
$7,020,000, 


And in lieu thereof, to insert the 
following: 


For expenses necessary for the adminis- 
tration of Territories and the Trust Territory 
of the Pacific Islands under the jurisdiction 
of the Department of the Interior, including 
expenses of the offices of the Governors of 
Alaska, Hawaii, Guam, American Samoa, as 
authorized by law (48 U. S. C., secs. 61, 531, 
1422, 1431a (c)), expenses of the Government 
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of the Virgin Islands including the agricul- 
tural station, as authorized by law (48 
U. S. C. 1405, 7 U. S. C. 386g), and expenses of 
the High Commissioner of the Trust Territory 
of the Pacific Islands appointed pursuant to 
the trusteeship agreement approved by Public 
Law 204, Eightieth Congress; compensation 
and mileage of members of the legislatures 
in Alaska, Hawaii, Guam, and American 
Samoa as authorized by law (48 U. S. C., 
secs. 87, 599, 1421d (e), and 1431a (e)): com- 
pensation and expenses of the judiciary in 
American Samoa as authorized by law (48 
U. S. C. 143ta (e)) and the Trust Territory 
of the Pacific Islands under the trusteeship 
agreement approved by Public Law 204, 
Eightieth Congress; care of insane as author- 
ized by law for Alaska (48 U. S. C. 46-50); 
grants to the Virgin Islands, Guam, American 
Samoa, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific 
Islands, in addition to current local revenues, 
for support of governmental functions; and 
not to exceed 650,000 for personal services, 
household equipment and furnishings, and 
utilities necessary in the operation of the 
several Governors’ houses; $7,020,900, of 
which not to exceed $811,865 shall be avail- 
able for personal services: Provided, That the 
Territorial and local governments of the 
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and 
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands are 
authorized to make purchases through the 
General Services Administration: Provided 
further, That appropriations available for 
the Administration of Territories, including 
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, 
may be expended for the purchase, mainte- 
nance, and operation of not to exceed four 
aircraft, 1 AK and 6 AKL type surface vessels, 
and such minor vessels as may be required, 
for official purposes and for commercial 
transportation purposes found by the Secre- 
tary to be necessary in carrying out the pro- 
visions of Article 6 (2) of the trusteeship 
agreement approved by Public Law 204, 
Eightieth Congress. 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, that 
amendment should go over, at the re- 
quest of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. FERSUSON], 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be passed over.’ 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Alaska public works,” on page 
39, line 7, after the numerals “1955”, to 
strike out “$7,000,000” and insert “$8,- 
500,000”; in the same line, after the word 
“exceed”, to strike out “$500,000” and 
insert “$463,000”; and in line 8, after the 
word “expenses”, to insert “and of which 
not to exceed $333,000 shall be available 
for personal services.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Construction of roads, Alaska,” 
on page 39, line 16, after the figures 
“$20,000,000,” to insert “of which not to 
exceed $2,493,000 shall be available for 
personal services, and.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Operation and maintenance of 
roads, Alaska,” on page 39, line 22, after 
the word “trails”, to strike out “$2,600,- 
000” and insert “$2,900,000 of which not 
to exceed $1,935,840 shall be available for 
personal services.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Administrative provisions,” on 
page 40, line 7, after the word “exceed”, 
to strike out “25” and insert “20.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Virgin Islands public works,” 
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on page 41, line 13, after “(58 Stat. 827)”, 
to strike out “$1,000,000” and insert 
“$992,970, of which not to exceed $63,- - 
270 shall be available for personal serv- 
ices”; and in line 18, after the word 
“projects”, to insert a colon and the fol- 
lowing additional proviso: “Provided 
further, That no part of this appropria- 
tion shall be used for the waterfront de- 
velopment project on Saint Thomas, and 
the amount included in the 1952 budget 
estimates for this project is hereby made 
available for school and hospital facili- 
ties in the Virgin Islands.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Administration, Department 
of the Interior—Salaries and expenses,” 
on page 42, line 5, after the word “serv- 
ice”, to strike out “$2,000,000”, and in- 
sert “$2,154,911, of which not to exceed 
$1,890,798 shall be available for personal 
services,” 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
that that go over until tomorrow. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I have no objection. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. On request, 
the amendment will go over. 

The clerk will state the next amend- 
ment. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead General provisions —Depart- 
ment of the Interior,“ on page 44, line 
13, after the word “remain”, to strike out 
“unused” and insert “unobligated”; in 
line 14, after the figures “30”, to strike 
out “1951” and insert “1952”; and in the 
same line, after the word “rescinded”, to 
strike out the comma and “except public 
works in the Virgin Islands.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 44, 
after line 15, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 

Src. 109. Transfers to the Department of 
the Interior pursuant to the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 of 
property, other than real, excess to the needs 
of Federal agencies may be made at the re- 
quest of the Secretary without reimburse- 
ment or transfer of funds when required by 
the Department for operations conducted in 
the Territories and the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific islands. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading “Title II—Virgin Islands Corpo- 
ration—Revolving fund,” on page 45, 
line 6, after the word “law”, to strike 
out “$1,800,000” and insert “$2,595,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading “Title I11—General provision,” 
on page 46, after line 14, to strike out: 

Sec. 301. No part of any appropriation con- 
tained in this act, or of the funds available 
for expenditure by any corporation included 
in this act, shall be used for publicity or 
propaganda purposes designed to support or 
defeat legislation pending before the Con- 
gress, 


And in lieu thereof, to insert: 


Sec. 301. No part of the money appro- 
priated by this act or made available for 
expenditure by the Virgin Islands Corpora- 
tion which is in excess of 75 percent of the 
amount required to pay the compensation of 
all persons the budget estimates for personal 
services heretofore submitted to the Con- 
gress for the fiscal year 1952 contemplated 
would be employed by the Department of the 
Interior or the Virgin Islands Corporation 
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5 such fiscal year in the performance 
01— 

(1) functions performed by a person des- 
ignated as an information specialist, infor- 
mation and editorial specialist, publications 
and information coordinator, press relations 
officer or counsel, photographer, radio expert, 
television expert, motion-picture expert, -or 
publicity expert, or designated by any simi- 
lar title, or 

(2) functions performed by persons who 
assist persons performing the functions de- 
scribed in (1) in drafting, preparing, editing, 
typing, duplicating, or disseminating public 
information publications or releases, radio or 
television scripts, magazine articles, photo- 
= motion pictures, and similar mate- 
rial, 
shall be available to pay the compensation 
uf persons performing the functions de- 
scribed in (1) or (2). 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 47, 
after line 17, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


Sec, 302. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this act shall be used to pay 
the compensation of any civilian employee 
of the Government whose duties consist of 
acting as chauffeur of any Government- 
owned passenger motor vehicle (other than 
a bus or ambulance), unless such appropria- 
tion is specifically authorized to be used for 
paying the compensation of employees per- 
forming such duties. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 47, 
after line 24, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


Sec. 303. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this act shall be used to pay 
the compensation of any employee engaged 
in personnel work in excess of the number 
that would be provided by a ratio of 1 such 
employee to 115, or a part thereof, full-time, 
part-time, and intermittent employees of the 
agency concerned: Provided, That for pur- 
poses of this section employees shall be con- 
sidered as engaged in personnel work if 
they spend half time or more in personnel 
administration consisting of direction and 
administration of the personnel program; 
employment, placement, and separation; job 
evaluation and classification; employee re- 
lations and services; training; committees of 
expert examiners and boards of civil-service 
examiners; wage administartion; and proc- 
essing, recording, and reporting. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 48, 
after line 13, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


Src. 304. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this act, or of the funds availa- 
ble for expenditure by any corporation in- 
cluded in this act, shall be used to pay the 
salary or wages of any person who engages 
in a strike against the Government of the 
United States or who is a member of an 
organization of Government employees that 
asserts the right to strike against the Gov- 
ernment of the United States, or who adyo- 
cates, or is a member of an organization that 
advocates, the overthrow of the Government 
of the United States by force or violence: 
Provided, That for the purposes hereof an 
affidavit shall be considered prima facie evi- 
dence that the person making the affidavit 
has not contrary to the provisions of this 
section engaged in a strike against the Gov- 
ernment of the United States, is not a mem- 
ber of an organization of Government em- 
ployees that asserts the right to strike 
against the Government of the United 
States, or that such person does not advo- 
cate, and is not a member of an organization 
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that advocates, the overthrow of the Goy- 
ernment of the United States by force or 
violence: Provided further, That any person 
who engages in a strike against the Govern- 
ment of the United States or who is a mem- 
ber of an organization of Government em- 
ployees that asserts the right to strike 
against the Government of the United States, 
or who advocates, or who is a member of an 
organization that advocates, the overthrow of 
the Government of the United States by 
force or violence, and accepts employment 
the salary or wages for which are paid from 
any appropriation or fund contained in this 
act shall be guilty of a felony and, upon con- 
viction, shall be fined not more than $1,000 
-or imprisoned for not more than 1 year, or 
both: Provided further, That the above 
penalty clause shall be in addition to, and 
not in substitution for, any other provisions 
of existing law: Provided further, That in 
eases of emergency, caused by fire, flood, 
storm, act of God, or sabotage, persons may 
be employed for periods of not more than 
30 days and be paid salaries and wages with- 
out the necessity of inquiring into their 
membership in any organization. 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, would 
the Senator from Arizona be willing to 
let this go over until tomorrow? I was 
thinking that perhaps it would be better. 

Mr. HAYDEN. These are the amend- 
ments which were adopted by the Senate 
in connection with the independent of- 
fices appropriation. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is the language the 
same as the language of those amend- 
ments? 

Mr. HAYDEN. It is. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Very well, then. I 
had not had time to examine them. 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? : 
Mr. HAYDEN. I yield to the Senator 


from South Dakota. 

Mr. CASE. Can the Senator from Ari- 
zona tell me if the ratio of 1 personnel 
director to each 115 persons is in accord 
with the recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I do not know the 
origin of the recommendation, but it is 
what the Senate has adopted previously 
in connection with other appropriation 
bills. 

Mr. CASE. It runs in my mind that 
that is about what it is. I call atten- 
tion to it because we are implementing 
one of the recommendations of the 
Hoover Commission, which was that the 
retio of personnel directors, or persons 
in charge of personnel work, should not 
be excessive in proportion to the number 
o2 employees of whom they have charge. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the next amendment. 

The next amendment was, at the top 
of page 50, to strike out: 

Sec. 302. No part of any appropriation or 
authorizations contained in this act shall 
be used to pay the compensation of any in- 
cumbent appointed to any civil office or 
position which may become vacant during 
the fiscal year beginning on July 1, 1951: 
Provided, That this inhibition shall not 
apply— 

(a) to not to exceed 25 percent of all 
vacancies; 

(b) to positions filled from within the 
agency; 
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(c) to offices or positions required by law 
to be filled by appointment of the Presi- 
dent by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate; 

(d) to nurses, doctors, or other medical 
personnel, including orderlies and school 
teachers in the Indian Service; 

(e) to employees in grades CPC 1 and 2; 

(f) to law enforcement officers: 


Provided jurther, That when any department 
or agency covered in this act shall, as a 
result of the operation of this amendment, 
reduce their employment to a figure not ex- 
ceeding 80 percent of the total number on 
their rolls as of July 1, 1951, such amend- 
ment shall cease to apply and said 80 per- 
cent figure shall become a ceiling for em- 
ployment during the fiscal year 1952 and if 
exceeded at any time during fiscal year 1952 
this amendment shall again become 
operative. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, at the top 
of page 51, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


Sec. 305. In order to effect reductions 
equivalent to 10 percent or more in per- 
sonal service budget estimates, excepting 
operation and maintenance personnel, the 
following reductions below the 1952 budget 
estimates have been made in the following 
appropriations in the amounts indicated: 

Enforcement of Connally Hot Oil Act, 
$15,330. 

Power and energy studies, New England 
and New York, $24,100. 

Southeastern Power Administration: 

Construction, $499,980. 

Operation and maintenance, $115,200. 

Southwestern Power Administration: 

Construction, $65,200. 

Operation and maintenance, $44,288. 

Commission of Fine Arts, $2,015. 

Bonneville Power Administration: 

Construction, $931,941. 

Operation and maintenance, $131,561. 

Bureau of Land Management: 

Management of Lands and Resources, 
$326,295. 

Construction, $5,000. 

Bureau of Indian Affairs: 

Health, education, and welfare services, 
$164,100. 

Resources management, $451,140. 

Construction, $316,896. 

General administrative expenses, $299,253. 

Payments to Choctaw and Chickasaw Na- 
tions, $2,345. 

Bureau of Reclamation: 

General investigations, $351,488. 

Construction and rehabilitation, $3,240,045, 

Operation and maintenance, $116,406. 

General administrative expenses, $521,797. 

Geological Survey: 

Surveys, investigations, and research, $1,- 
495,000. 

Bureau of Mines: 

Conservation and development of mineral 
resources, $1,112,797. 

Construction, $12,588. 

General administrative expenses, $113,159. 

National Park Service: 

Management and protection, $414,936. 

Maintenance and rehabilitation of physical 
facilities, $26,710. 

Construction, $105,000. 

General administrative expenses, $112,726. 

Fish and Wildlife Service: 

Management of resources, $191,804. 

Investigations of resources, $187,014. 

Construction, $16,258. 

General administrative expenses, $75,369. 

Office of Territories: 

Administration of Territories, $90,207. 

Alaska public works, $37,000. 

Construction of roads, Alaska, $277,000. 

Operation and maintenance of roads, 
Alaska, $34,160. 

Virgin Islands public works, $7,030, 
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Administration, Department of the Inte- 
rior: 

Salaries and expenses, $210,089. 

Nothing in this section shall be construed 
to effect greater reductions in personal serv- 
ices than have been made in the individual 
appropriation paragraphs in this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That com- 
pletes the committee amendments, with 
the exception of those passed over. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, in view 
of the hour, I assume that the best thing 
we could do would be to recess until to- 
morrow noon. 


GRAND CANYON PARK SOUTH APPROACH 
HIGHWAY 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before 
the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
109) to protect scenic values along the 
Grand Canyon Park South Approach 
Highway (State 64) within the Kaibab 
National Forest, Arizona, which were, on 
page 2, line 11, after “meridian;”, in- 
sert “and also those mining locations 
made under the mining laws of the 
United States on public-domain lands 
within those particular sections of town- 
ships 23 north, 24 north, 25 north, 26 
north, 27 north, and 28 north, all in 


. range 2 east, Gila and Salt River Base 


and meridian, through which there ex- 
tends Arizona State Highway numbered 
64 and a strip of land 1,000 feet wide 
on each side of the center line of the 
right-of-way thereof;”; on page 2, line 
23, after “land”, insert “or rules and 
regulations issued by the Secretary of 
the Interior under this act with respect 
to public-domain lands under his juris- 
diction,”; on page 3, line 4, after reg- 
ulations”, insert “or rules and regula- 
tions of the Secretary of the Interior, as 
the case may be”; on page 3, line 6, 
strike out “national-forest” and insert 
“such”; on page 3, line 16, strike out 
“the national-forest” and insert “such”; 
on page 3, line 22, after “Agriculture”, 
insert “or the Department of the In- 
terior, respectively”, and to amend the 
title so as to read: “An act to protect 
scenic values along the Grand Canyon 
Park Approach Highway (State 64) 
within the Kaibab National Forest, Ari- 
zona, and certain public-domain lands 
under the jurisdiction of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior.” 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, this 
bill, which was unanimously recom- 
mended by the Senate Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, is designed 
to protect scenic values along the Grand 
Canyon Park South Approach Highway 
(State 64) within the Kaibab National 
Forest, Arizona. The purpose of the bill 
was to allow the continuance of mining 
operations upon certain mining locations 
within the boundaries of the forest, but 
in such manner that surface operations 
should be carried on only under the su- 
pervision of the Department of Agricul- 
ture, in order not to detract from the 
scenic value. 

The amendments adopted by the 
House include mining locations in areas 
not covered by the Senate bill. I have 
consulted both Senators from Arizona, 
and members of the Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs. There is no 
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objection to the amendments of the 
House, and I therefore move that they 
te concurred in. 

The motion was agreed to. 


DEVELOPMENT STAGE OF THE A-BOMB 
BEFORE YALTA 


Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, a few 
days ago I made certain observations 
concerning the role of General Groves 
in the building of an atomic bomb. My 
statement was answered by the Senator 
from Iowa (Mr. HicKENLOoPER], who has 
found it necessary to proceed to Europe, 
where he will be joined by other mem- 
bers of the Foreign Relations Commit- 
tee. In view of the state of the RECORD, 
I wish to read into the Recorp a letter 
which I addressed to the Senator from 
Iowa (Mr. HICKENLOOPER] under date of 
July 2, a letter which bears upon the 
remarks made by the Senator from Iowa 
on this subject, I read: 

JULY 2, 1951. 

Dear Senator: I am indeed sorry that I was 
unable to be on the Senate floor last Satur- 
day, June 30, when you discussed certain 
atomic energy security matters. However, 
I have the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD before me 
and note that it quotes you as saying this: 

“Dr. Fuchs [the British wartime atomic 
spy] worked in the Manhattan project. 
However, General Groves and the Manhattan 
project not only had no responsibility for his 
security, but were forbidden by Executive 
order even to investigate him or other scien- 
tists who had been sent here by other coun- 
tries. They were forced to accept the certifi- 
cates of purity given by foreign countries. 
The FBI could not examine into them. It 
was a matter of ‘Do not touch. You must 
not examine into the integrity or the back- 
ground of foreign scientists who come here 
with certificates from their own governments 
to the effect that they are clean? Fuchs and 
several others had certificates from the Brit- 
ish Government stating that they had been 
investigated there and that they were clean 
and responsible. We were forbidden to go 
further. We could not even check on them.” 

Had I been present, I would have pointed 
out that General Groves has often stated in 
public and has testified to the Joint Commit- 
tee on Atomic Energy that he personally had 
complete charge of security. To the very 
best of my knowledge—indeed, I am morally 
certain—there was never any Executive order 
forbidding General Groves to investigate 
members of the wartime British atomic 
energy mission. The general himself testi- 
fied to the joint committee that he was the 
one who made the decision to accept the 
British certificate of Fuchs’ loyalty at face 
value. Furthermore, General Groves testi- 
fied that if he had the decision to make over 
again, he would not have accepted the Brit- 
ish certificate of loyalty in Fuchs’ case. 
Therefore, from the general’s own testimony, 
it seems clear that there was no Executive 
order involved and that he was not “forced 
to accept the certificates of purity given by 
foreign countries.” 

Regarding the FBI, I understand that it 
sought to share in the responsibility for 
guarding atomic secrets during the war 
period and that General Groves insisted upon 
excluding the FBI. I am certain that if the 
general had permitted the FBI to help check 
upon all wartime project employees, that 
splendid organization would have been only 
too happy to assist in every way possible. 

‘The CONGRESSIONAL RECORD also quotes you 
as saying this: 

“I have in my possession a photograph, 
taken with a long-range telescopic camera 
at the Manhattan District while it was oper- 
ating, of one of the most prominent per- 
sons working in the project, with a Russian 
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espionage agent on one side and a member 
of the Russian consulate on the other. One 
of the Russians had in his pocket certain 
secret papers which this prominent person 
had transmitted to him. I have the photo- 
graph in my office. The Manhattan project 
was forbidden to prosecute this person. He 
was a traitor and spy, and they knew he was 
selling secrets. Yet, administratively higher 
authority prevented the Manhattan District 
from prosecuting him. A number of similar 
cases can be cited, if the facts ever come 
out.” 

I believe I know the identity of the indi- 
vidual in the picture to which you refer. If 
I am correct about his identity, he is the 
same individual as to whom the House Com- 
mittee on Un-American Activities has indi- 
cated (during the 80th Cong.) that prose- 
cution would be unjustified and ill-advised. 
However, it occurs to me that you may wish 
to give me, in confidence, the individual's 
name, so that I may cause a full report to 
be made to the Joint Committee. 

The Recorp further quotes you as saying 
the following: 

“They [the Russians] got advance infor- 
mation, and they got it during the Man- 
hattan District days; and I may say to the 
Senator that, without doubt, they have been 
getting it since the Manhattan District 
days.” 

As you know the law which now governs 
atomic energy in the United States, and 
which I had the honor of sponsoring, vests 
responsibility for investigating the loyalty 
of atomic employees in the FBI. Thus I 
believe you will agree that a charge of suc- 
cessful Soviet espionage against our Ameri- 
can project after the law was passed in mid- 
1946 and after the FBI entered the security 
picture is of serious concern not only to that 
organization but to the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission and the joint committee as well. I 
am sure that all three groups—the FBI, the 
AEC, and the committee—would be pro- 
foundly grateful if any such evidence in 
your possession could be made available to 
them. So far as I am aware, there is no 
known case of successful Soviet atomic es- 
pionage against the United States since the 
FBI replaced the wartime Manhattan Dis- 
trict as the agency responsible for investi- 
gating project workers. 

Possibly you had reference to the postwar 
security breaches known to have occurred 
in Britain and Canada. If this is the case, 
I believe the record should show that these 
countries—and not the United States—are 
the ones whose security defenses are known 
to have been breached. 

One final statement attributed to you in 
the Recorp gives me concern, It is this: 

“Since that time [the Manhattan District 
days] we have been spending—depending on 
whose pencil we use and what kind of book- 
keeping we employ, whether it is double- 
entry, triple-entry, quadruple-entry, or sin- 
gle-entry bookkeeping—we have been spend- 
ing many billion dollars a year [for atomic 
energy].” 

The official figures of both the Atomic 
Energy Commission and the General Ac- 
counting Office show that the AEC, from the 
time of its inception through the fiscal year 
which ended 2 days ago, has spent a total of 
less than $2,700,000,000—never more than 
$867,000,000 in any fiscal year and as little as 
$479,000,000 in one fiscal year. Next fiscal year 
AEC is indeed expected to spend in excess of 
a billion—$1,277,000,000 to be exact. How- 
ever, this outlay will represent only about 2 
cents in each dollar to be spent directly for 
military purposes. Likewise, ever since 
World War II ended, only about 2 cents in 
the total defense dollar has been devoted to 
atomic weapons; and this comparison ex- 
cludes all spending for foreign economic aid. 

As you know, I feel that we might well 
consider assigning a larger share of the de- 
fense dollar to atomic weapons than 2 cents; 
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and I am fearful lest the American people 
be led to believe that our atomic effort is 
than has actually been the case. 

I feel obligated to insert this letter in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, so that my views may 
become known; but I will not make the letter 
public until you have opportunity to read it. 

Sincerely yours. 


The letter is signed by me. 

Mr. President, there are some 80,000 
employees in the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission’s activity. Nowhere near that 
number have access to secrets or classi- 
fied information. In the case of every 
one of them having access to secret in- 
formation, under the obligations of the 
law, the FBI investigation is full and 
complete. This is a precaution which, 
unfortunately, was not taken, as I have 
indicated, in the Manhattan District 
days. Despite the best efforts of the 
greatest investigative organization which 
exists in the world, it is possible, I sup- 
pose, that some foreign agent may pene- 
trate the project. The important thing 
is that all the precautions I know of 
which can be written into law, and which 
can be applied administratively, have 
been used in order to prevent such things 
from happening. The day may come 
when it will be disclosed that there is 
someone in the Commission penetrating 
its secrets. It may be that he will be suc- 
cessful in penetrating them. But I am 
grateful that up to this moment, at least, 
no such case has been reported to us. 

I say, again, Mr. President, that in 
contrast with the record of security as it 
was maintained in the Manhattan Dis- 
trict days, it is a very, very satisfactory 
one. My description of the Manhattan 
District security a few days ago, as to 
its being almost like a cafeteria system, 
where persons marched in and got what 
they wanted seems to have been justified, 
Certainly Fuchs, May, Gold, Greenglass, 
and the other spies seemed to have had 
very little difficulty. 

Of course, the penetration of the proj- 
ect by Fuchs, May, and others was a 
very terrible thing to have happened. 
In the opinion of those best qualified to 
judge, the Soviet Government is today 
perhaps as much as 2 years ahead of 
where it would have been if it had been 
impossible for Russian agents to obtain 
the information concerning the project 
which they divulged to their masters in 
the Kremlin. The responsibility was 
directly upon the shoulders of General 
Groves. I state that without any bit- 
terness, but as being merely a statement 
of fact, acknowledged by the General 
himself. Time and time again, he stated 
that he was in direct charge of security. 
When the Fuchs case arose, and he was 
requested to appear before the commit- 
tee, he made that acknowledgement, as 
I indicated in my letter to the Senator 
from Iowa. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. The Senator’s interest in 
atomic energy is well known. It was my 
understanding, based upon activities in 
connection with the House Committee 
on un-American Activities, when we 
went into the subject of atomic espio- 
nage, also in connection with the matter 
of appropriations when I was a member 
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of the subcommittee dealing with appro- 
priations for the War Department, and 
also, later, when the Atomic Energy 
Commission was created, that General 
Groves was in charge of the project; that 
with respect to Fuchs, he had no oppor- 
tunity to question his fitness to have 
access to the atomic energy plants and 
installations; that Fuchs was chosen by 
the State Department on credentials of 
the British Government, and that Gen- 
eral Groves’ hands were tied in the mat- 
ter when it came to passing upon scien- 
tists who came as accredited represent- 
atives of the British Government. 

Mr. McMAHON. I will say to the 
Senator from South Dakota that I do 
not believe that version of the facts is a 
correct one. The agreement made at 
Quebec between President Roosevelt and 
Mr. Churchill for cooperation in the 
atomic project contemplated the bring- 
ing together of leading scientists of 
Great Britain and employing them in our 
project, more particularly at Los Alamos. 
In some aspects of the matter the Brit- 
ish at that time were ahead of our scien- 
tists. According to the testimony, which 
is available, they made a very great con- 
tribution in Los Alamos. However, it is 
a matter of record that the implement- 
ing of that agreement, as to how the 
scientists would be brought in, and who 
would be admitted, was in the hands of 
Gen. Leslie R. Groves. I will say to 
the Senator that I shall be glad to point 
out to him a portion of the record of 
General Groves’ testimony in which he 
admitted that if he had had it to do 
over again he would have inquired 
and made investigation to find out on 
what the certificate of clearance on 
Fuchs was based. The State Department 
had no responsibility in the matter and 
no duty in the matter. It was General 
Groves, in charge of security, who issued 
the order to admit or debar the scien- 
tists to Manhattan District. It is the 
general’s own testimony, in his own 
language, to which I refer. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. Will the Senator from 
Connecticut say that General Groves 
had complete discretion with respect to 
the certificate of clearance made avail- 
able to Fuchs, and that he had com- 
plete discretion about uranium and ma- 
terials of that sort which are reported 
to have gone from the Great Falls Air 
Base? 

Mr. McMAHON. Yes; I believe it is 
fair to say that there is no record of 
the general having been countermanded 
by any higher authority on either one 
of those subjects. It may interest the 
Senator to know that at the time that 
Racey Jordan—I have always liked that 
name Racey“; it fits—came into the 
news, I as Chairman of the Joint Com- 
mittee ordered a very thorough investi- 
gation of that situation, which will also 
be available to the Senator if he would 
like to look at it. 

As I indicated, after the Fuchs case 
broke we invited General Groves to be 
present at the meeting. It was a closed 
meeting. I have always regretted that 
it was, because there was no reason at 
that time why the public should not have 
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found out who was responsible for Fuchs 
getting into the project. I think the 
record discloses that the general ac- 
cepted the responsibility. I must say, in 
all fairness to General Groves, that he 
was carrying on the project in the midst 
of the war, when there was a great ur- 
gency about this project, one of the 
greatest industrial projects that has ever 
been known. 

I have complimented General Groves 
upon the performance of his household 
duties, which were in providing the ma- 
terials for the contractors, the indus- 
trialists, the engineers, and the scientists 
in building the bomb. When I said that 
I would, of course, have had more reser- 
vations if I had known that Klaus Fuchs 
had been admitted to the project as a 
result of the failure of General Groves 
to check on the certificate of clearance 
which had been given by the British 
when Groves admitted Fuchs to the 
project. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. What the Senator is say- 
ing about General Groves’ responsibility 
with respect to admittance of foreign 
scientists, is at complete variance with 
the understanding I had, growing out of 
discussions, both on and off the record, 
between the members of the Committee 
on Un-American Activities, when we 
were going into the subject of espionage, 
in the House committee 2 years ago, 
and also with my understanding of Gen- 
eral Groves’ responsibility at the time 
that he and General Marshall were get- 
ting appropriations from Congress for 
the Manhattan District. 

Mr.McMAHON. Of course, the Sena- 
tor may have information that I do not 
have. All I say is that when he was 
faced with the fact that Fuchs had got- 
ten in, and that Fuchs was a Soviet spy, 
General Groves did not attempt to place 
the responsibility on anyone else except 
himself. There is no reference in any 
record that I know of, I will say to the 
Senator from South Dakota, which indi- 
cates that anyone else passed upon this 
matter except Leslie R. Groves. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. It occurs to me, in view 
of the very serious statement the Sena- 
tor from Connecticut has made, that it 
would be far fairer to General Groves 
and the American people to have a hear- 
ing, at which General Groves would be 
invited to be present, and to testify in 
public with respect to his responsibili- 
ties and also with respect to the instruc- 
tions he had regarding the admission of 
scientists sent here by the British 
Government. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, in 
answer to that suggestion, I will say 
that the record of the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy on the Fuchs matter 
is plain. Then general testified as to his 
knowledge of the case. It came to us 
within 3 days after the Fuchs case broke. 
The general then stated what his re- 
sponsibility was. He was in charge, I 
will say to the Senator from South Da- 
kota, of security in that atomic project, 
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and in my opinion the Senator from 
South Dakota cannot name any indi- 
vidual who in any way impeded Genera: 
Groves in the discharge of that duty. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator again yield? 

Mr. McMAHON. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. When the Senator from 
Connecticut says the Senator from 
South Dakota cannot make a statement 
of the kind he has indicated, the Senator 
from Connecticut is taking advantage 
of the fact that the information the 
Senator from South Dakota has was 
given in a closed hearing, before certain 
members of the Committee of Un-Amer- 
ican Activities, which is not a matter of 
record. The Senator from South Da- 
kota can state that as a matter of his 
own personal memory of certain execu- 
tive or closed hearings, at which he was 
present, certain information was be- 
fore the committee which indicated 
about what I have stated. I certainly 
would like to see any record of the testi- 
mony to which the Senator from Con- 
necticut has referred, and I should like 
to know whether or not General Groves 
was directly asked, “Were you at any 
time ever given to understanding that 
either the State Department or the 
White House wanted you to clear these 
accredited scientists who come here from 
the British Government, and permit 
them to go to the atomic installation?” 

Mr. McMAEON. Mr. President, I do 
not object to that being done, but in 
view of the controversy I would not be 
as much interested in what the general 
says now as I would be interested in 
what he said when he appeared before 
the committee, and was confronted with 
the fact that Fuchs had stolen our 
shirts. Then he was subjected to ques- 
tioning, and he stated that the responsi- 
bility was his, and that if he had had it 
to do over again, he would have required 
an investigation into the certificates of 
clearance that were given to Fuchs by 
the British. That is a matter of record. 
I will be glad to show it to the Senator. 

Mr. CASE. Would the Senator care 
to state about the date of that testi- 
mony? 

Mr. McMAHON. About 3 days after 
the Fuchs case broke. It was a black 
day in the history of the United States. 
It was within 3 days after the case 
broke. 

Mr. CASE. If the Senator can tell us, 
I should like to know how Fuchs was 
permitted entry into the United States. 

Mr. McMAHON. Gladly. It was the 
fault and the failure of Leslie R. Groves 
whose duty it was to see that he did not 
get into the project. 

Mr. President, I desire now to refer to 
another subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SPARKMAN in the Chair). The Senator 
from Connecticut has the floor. 


THE KOREAN CEASE-FIRE SITUATION 


Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I 
ask uhanimous consent to have printed 
in the body of the Recorp at this point 
as a part of my remarks an article en- 
titled “Korea a Major Lesson to Us- - 
and to Stalin,” written by James Reston 
and published in the New York Times of 
Sunday, July 1, 1951. I believe that tnis 
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article is one of the finest that I have 
seen upon the subject of what we have 
accomplished in Korea. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Korea A MAJOR LESSON To Us AND ro STALIN— 
Now OUR ALLIES, AND ANy ENEMY, KNOW 
UNITED STATES STANDS UP TO AGGRESSION 

(By James Reston) 

WASHINGTON, June 30.—The armistice offer 
in Koréa represents merely the first and 
easiest step in the adjustment of one battle 
in a very large war. Moreover, the battle 
will end, if our terms are accepted, without 
the achievement of our political aims and in 
the midst of inexpressible and perhaps irre- 
trievable tragedy for the Korean people. 
Nevertheless, we may be seeing one of the 
memorable victories of our time. 

So much has gone into the record since 
those urgent meetings at Blair House a year 
ago, and so much malicious effort has been 
spent on distortion of the record during 
these 12 months that it is now largely for- 
gotten what men were thinking about when 
they ordered United States troops into the 
struggle and why America felt reassured and 
even exhilarated when the order to oppose 
the Communists was announced. 

They were not thinking about Korea pri- 
marily, or its government, or its unification, 
or its strategic value to us, or its geographi- 
cal position near Japan. They were thinking 
in far larger and wider terms. 


EFFECTIVE SECURITY SYSTEM 


They were thinking primarily of the whole 
postwar effort to build an effective worldwide 
security system that would maintain some 
kind of respect for decent international con- 
duct. They were thinking of preventing the 
successful armed conquest of a small coun- 
try by the power of a large country. They 
were thinking of punishing the invaders. 
They were thinking of keeping America’s own 
promises to help use its power for the com- 
mon good. And they were thinking of the 
history of the nineteen thirties and the ter- 
rible consequence of ignoring aggression. 

Many things can be said about the future 
of Korea, which is certainly not bright, but 
these major objectives of our intervention 
have been achieved. The invaders and their 
ubiquitous comrades from Communist China 
have been driven back of the thirty-eighth 
parallel, and their political advisers in the 
Kremlin have proposed the cessation of hos- 
tilities. These were the two purposes of the 
original Security Council resolution to which 
the United States responded when it entered 
the conflict. 

“I have ordered United States air and sea 
forces to give the Korean Government troops 
cover and support,” President Truman an- 
nounced on June 27, 1950. And he had 
done so, he added, in order to help enforce 
the Security Council’s call to the invading 
troops to cease hostilities and to withdraw to 
the thirty-eighth parallel. 

The achievement of certain limited mili- 
tary ponderables, however, is not nearly so 
important as the achievement of Korea in 
the realm of the imponderables. For one 
thing, it has done a great deal to restore re- 
spect for the word and the power of the 
United States. Such was the cynicism of 
our best friends as a result of the experiences 
of the nineteen thirties and forties that de- 
spite the clear and inescapable pledges given 
by the United States to the United Nations, 
they did not quite believe that we would 
honor our word. 

“America now faces the terrible responsi- 
bility faced by the British and French at the 
time of the occupation of the Rhineland,” 
one ambassador of a friendly country cabled 
his government after the outbreak of the 
Korean war, but before the President had 
taken action. “Now,” the ambassador added, 
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“she must put up or shut up, and my guess 
is that she will do neither.” 

Korea has done much to arrest this cor- 
roding cynicism in the Western World. It 
represents one of the great missed opportu- 
nities of the postwar period in the sense that 
the other members of the United Nations 
failed to defend the principle of collective 
action as they might, but at least the free 
world has seen a demonstration of the pos- 
sibilities of collective action and particu- 
larly of the determination of the United 
States to fight for its promises. 


EFFECT ON THE ENEMY 


The enemy too has learned a lesson. The 
struggle between the freemen and the slaves 
will go on and may even get worse, but it 
will never really be quite the same as a 
result of the sacrifices of Korea. Like our 
allies, the Russians too will probably not 
take our promises quite so casually. They 
assumed that we would calculate the risks 
in Korea with a map and a slide rule, but 
they were wrong. In the future, therefore, 
they must take into account, if not our prin- 
ciples, which they would not understand, at 
least our emotions, and that is likely to 
make them hesitate a little more before they 
press the button next time. 

Korea, too, has made the so-called proxy 
war slightly unpopular around the fringes 
of the Communist heaven. The number of 
comrades killed, wounded, and captured as 
of the last official guess here was about 
1,165,000. These, of course, have the bless- 
ings of Stalin, but they did not have his 
airplanes or his submarines, and this cannot 
have escaped the notice of the brethren in 
Indochina, Bulgaria, Hungary, Rumania, 
Czechoslovakia, and other points left, 


STALIN'S FEARS 


Stalin’s Korean adventure really created 
almost all the things he feared the most. 
He feared the rearmament of the West, and 
Korea set in motion a $100,000,000,000 re- 
armament plan. He feared the organization 
of the West and devoted a great deal of his 
time and energy to dividing the Allies, but 
his Korean decision put over the North At- 
lantic Treaty. He feared above all things 
the encirclement of the Soviet Union by 
American air bases, yet under the fears pro- 
duced by his resort to force those bases are 
encircling him tighter and tighter. 

He feared the atomic weapon and Korea 
has pushed along at a remarkable pace the 
development not only of the superhydrogen 
bombs but of the smaller atomic artillery and 
guided missiles which are designed for use 
against large mass armies. 

In the two areas which interest the Rus- 
sians more than any others in the world— 
Western Germany and Japan—it can scarcely 
be said, as of the situation today, that the 
Russians have bolstered their prestige and 
promoted their objectives. The really basic 
struggle for these two areas will certainly 
go on, maybe with even greater ferocity, 
but the picture of Korea no longer serves 
to bolster the Communist cause. 

How Asia will, in the long run, react to 
what has happened in Korea may depend 
upon how imaginatively the United Nations 
handles the rehabilitation problem there 
when and if the fighting stops. For the 
present, it is a terrifying syn:bol of collective 
security. Almost every town in the peninsula 
has been badly damaged and the human 
misery there is beyond the comprehension of 
the western mind, 

Thus victory does not make up for the 
anguish of the refugees or wipe out the 
experience, carefully multiplied, and exag- 
gerated by the Communists, of white men 
bombing Asiatics and bringing more misery 
to that part of the world. 

The prospects for the unification and 
democratization of Korea are frankly not 
good. Few people here really expect that in 
the long run that small peninsula, lying 
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along the line of Russian communications 
between Vladivostok and Port Arthur, and 
flanked by the immense power of both Russia 
and Communist China, can fail to take on 
the political coloration of its gigantic neigh- 
bors. 

Every legitimate effort will be made, of 
course, to prevent such a development. In 
armistice negotiations United States officials 
will at least try to remember some of the 
lessons of the last war, in which the long- 
range political consequences of their mili- 
tary acts were largely forgotten. 


PROTECTION IN THE FUTURE 


Moreover, when and if the negotiations are 
extended into the political and territorial 
field, the United States will do everything it 
can to unify and rehabilitate the country 
with enough of an army to defend itself 
against anything but a major attack. 

Even if all these programs should fail, 
however, and if the Korean people should 
eventually give up the good fight and vote 
Communist, it cannot be said that the Ko- 
rean war was a failure. 

The United States did not go to war to 
wipe out communism in Korea. It tolerated 
communism there before the war just as it 
is tolerating it now in Czechoslovakia. What 
it went to war against was the effort to im- 
pose communism on South Korea by force. 

Now the masters in the Kremlin say that 
they don’t want to do that; that they want 
to make peace; and maybe this is true and 
maybe it isn't. But meanwhile the meaning 
of Korea should not be allowed to be over- 
whelmed by Senator McCarruy’s cries that 
we have been defeated, and worse than that, 
betrayed. 

For the feeling of men more devoted to 
accuracy and fair play than Senator Mc- 
CARTHY is that we have neither been de- 
feated nor betrayed; that we have served our 
principles without provocation or appease- 
ment; and that the Korean effort, even 
though it was not pushed to the extremity 
of unconditional surrender, has been one of 
noblest chapters of American history. 


Mr.McMAHON. Mr. President, I also 
ask to have printed in the body of the 
Recorp at this point as a part of my re- 
marks a splendid editorial entitled Ap- 
peasement,” published in the Christian 
Science Monitor for Wednesday, June 
27, 1951. 

There being no objection, the edito- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

APPEASEMENT 

This word has become an epithet, used 
as a substitute for reasoned argument. For 
at least 20 years this newspaper has vigor- 
ously opposed such retreats before aggres- 
sion as are represented in names like Man- 
chukuo, Ethiopia, Spain, and Munich. Ap- 
peasement can be properly applied to those 
cases. But today it is used to describe any- 
thing short of preventive war. It is applied 
loosely to American foreign policy and par- 
ticularly to Korea. At a moment when 
critical decisions are to be made it is essen- 
tial to look behind the word and examine 
the substance of policies and actions to 
which it is so recklessly attached. 

The United States has pushed the fron- 
tiers of its power across two oceans, onto 
the continents of Europe and Asia, even to 
the Elbe and the Imjin. It has troops in 
Germany and Japan. It has built bases in 
north Africa, Britain, Iceland, South Amer- 
ica, Okinawa, and Korea. It is supplying eco- 
nomic and military aid to dozens of coun- 
tries for active opposition to Russia’s im- 
perialistic communism. Three years ago it 
resorted to selective service, and has now 
provided for universal military training. It 
signed the Atlantic Pact, and has led in set- 
ting up a joint defense force in Europe, It 
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is bullding up a stockpile of atomic bombs 
and other weapons in a gigantic military 
program. 

Is this appeasement? 

In the last year the United States has led 
the United Nations into active armed resist- 
ance to aggression in Korea. If North Korea 
had been allowed to get away with its in- 
vasion, that would have entailed appease- 
ment. But instead U. N. forces have not only 
repelled those attacks; they have not only 
forced the invader to “withdraw to the 
thirty-eighth parallel”; they have pushed 
him well beyond it and exacted more than 
1,500,000 casualties. 

Is this appeasement? 

Of course, the word is most frequently ap- 
plied today to two policies. One is the de- 
cision to confine war if possible to Korea, 
This entails refraining from bombing north 
of the Yalu River. It leaves U. N. air forces 
free to pound the enemy for hundreds of 
miles behind his lines and leaves U. N. ground 
and naval forces free from possible retali- 
atory action. It does not give Russia an op- 
portunity secretly to strike down American 
bombers over Manchuria, but conserves 
American air power as a deterrent to Soviet 
war plans. 

Is this appeasement? 

The second policy described as appease- 
ment is the announced willingness to nego- 
tiate a cease fire on the basis of restoring 
peace and security to the area of South Ko- 
rea, There is a drive on to put American 
policy into a strait-jacket of shibboleths. 
The effort appears to be to discredit in ad- 
vance any consideration of the thirty-eighth 
parallel—no matter what other gains are 
obtained. Already the United States is tak- 
ing a rigid stand on Formosa and the exclu- 
sion of the Peiping regime from the U. N. 

Is this appeasement? 

The United States is also demanding guar- 
anties against repetition of aggression in 
Korea and the restoration of South Ko- 
rea, Furthermore, it is setting conditions 
which would spell defeat and loss of pres- 
tige to the Communists. Korea has already 
provided valuable experience in cooperation 
for U. N. and a vast strengthening of demo- 
cratic defenses against Red imperialism. 
Peace under these terms would reflect a tre- 
mendous improvement in the whole situa- 
tion of the free world since the Communists 
launched their attempted coup a year ago. 

Is this appeasement? 

Let those who think so examine the al- 
ternative course. They concede that it gam- 
bles with a general war. In decent respect 
to the opinions of mankind can they jus- 
tify it? 


Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, I 
think I can say with much satisfaction 
that the Assistant Secretary of State in 
charge of far eastern affairs, Mr. Dean 
Rusk, spent 2 hours with the Foreign 
Relations Committee day before yester- 
day. There was practically a full com- 
mittee attendance. All the problems 
concerning the Korean cease-fire or 
armistice were carefully canvassed, and 
the committee asked all the questions 
which could possibly occur to any of us, 
Iam sure. I believe it should be a source 
of satisfaction that the committee at 
least seemed to find itself in agreement 
with the procedure which had been 
adopted up to date in the effort to ob- 
tain a cease-fire in Korea. I am espe- 
cially happy to say that. 

I Iam informed that a similar presen- 
tation occurred before the House Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. That com- 
mittee likewise had an opportunity to 
examine into this question and canvass 
with the Assistant Secretary the dangers 
of insincerity, and the objectives. Of 
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course, I was not present before the 
House committee, but I have been in- 
formed that there seemed to be on the 
part of the committee a feeling that a 
course was being pursued which was in 
the best interests of the United States. 

I believe that we have set our feet on 
the path to peace. We must, of course, 
remain very cautious. We must take 
care that we do not let our guard down. 
But the policy seems to be having the 
support of the American people. Cer- 
tainly now is the time for those who have 
positions of duty and responsibility for 
leadership of the American people, either 
in this body or out of it, to give voice 
to any doubts which they may have as 
to the wisdom of our course. But, tak- 
ing it by and large, I think we can all 
pray that General Ridgway's efforts shall 
be crowned with success, and that we 
may find ourselves in a position where 
we can continue to seek the peace, 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 3790) making appro- 
priations for the Department of the In- 
terior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1952, and for other purposes. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, by in- 
advertence I did not ask that the com- 
mittee amendment on page 12, lines 8, 
9, and 10, be passed over. I ask unani- 
mous consent that the vote by which the 
committee amendment was adopted be 
reconsidered, and that the amendment 
be passed over until tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the vote by which the com- 
mittee amendment was agreed to is re- 
considered, and the amendment will be 
passed over for consideration tomorrow. 


RECESS 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business, I move that the 
Senate stand in recess until 12 o'clock 
noon tomorrow. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator withhold his motion? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I withhold the motion. 

Mr. CORDON. I should like to in- 
quire from the Senator from Arizona 
what business will be before the Senate 
tomorrow. 

Mr. HAYDEN. There will be the 
amendments which have been passed 
over. They can be taken up tomorrow. 
I do not know whether any Senator may 
wish to address the Senate or not. 

Mr. CORDON. Is there any hope that 
there will be any more Senators present 
tomorrow than have been present today? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I cannot guarantee 
that; but I know that a great many Sen- 
ators are out of the city. If no greater 
number were present, we could not re- 
main in session very long if the contro- 
verted amendments required debate. 
The Senator will understand that the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON] 
asked that a considerable number of 
amendments be passed over, so that he 
might have an opportunity to look at 
them. He was not sure whether objec- 
tions would be raised to them or not. 

Mr. CORDON. I cannot understand 
how anyone can know which amend- 
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ments are or are not controversial, when 
only a handful of Senators know what 
they are. It is beyond me. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I now 
renew my motion, that the Senate stand 
in recess until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 
o’clock and 15 minutes p. m.) the Sen- 
ate took a recess until tomorrow, Friday, 
July 6, 1951, at 12 o’clock meridian, 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate July 5 (legislative day of June 
27), 1951: 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS 

Alton Adolor Lessard, of Maine, to be 
United States attorney for the district of 
Maine. He is now serving in this office under 
an appointment which expires July 21, 1951, 

Frank B. Potter, of Texas, to be United 
States attorney for the northern district of 
Texas. He is now serving in this office under 
an appointment which expires July 15, 1951. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuourspay, JuLy 5, 1951 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 
D. D., offered the following prayer: 


Almighty God, who art always seeking 
to draw us within the circuit and com- 
pass of Thy divine fellowship, make us 
more eager to accept the overtures of Thy 
friendship and love. We are Thy chil- 
dren and the subjects of Thy kingdom 
and Thou knowest how greatly we need 
Thee in order that we may be equal to 
every emergency and all the tasks and 
responsibilities which are far beyond our 
finite wisdom and strength. 

Grant that no accident or incident of 
time and no experience of hardship and 
trial of any day may ever eclipse or ban- 
ish from our souls the eternal certainty 
of Thy sustaining grace. 

Emancipate us from all fears except 
the fear that we are failing to do Thy 
will and failing to walk in the ways of 
righteousness and peace which Thou hast 
marked out for us. 

Hear us in the name of the Christ who 
is the way, the truth, and the life. 
Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


PRESIDENT TRUMAN'S ADDRESS TO NA- 
TION AT INDEPENDENCE DAY CEREMONY 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include President Truman’s address. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, fol- 
lowing is the text of President Truman’s 
address commemorating the one hun- 
dred and seventy-fifth anniversary of 
the signing of the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence: 

This is a very special occasion. Here in 
Washington tonight, in Philadelphia, and 
throughout our whole country, we are cele- 
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brating an anniversary of great importance, 
On this day, 175 years ago, the representa- 
tives of the American people declared the 
independence of the United States. 

Our forefathers in Philadelphia not only 
established a new nation—they established 
a nation based on a new idea. They said 
that all men were created equal. They based 
the whole idea of government on this God- 
given equality of men. They said that the 
people had the right to govern themselves. 
They said the purpose of government was to 
protect the unalienable rights of man to life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. 

These were sensational proposals. In 1776, 
a nation based on such new and radical ideas 
did not appear to have much chance of suc- 
cess, In those days, power centered in 
Europe. Monarchy was the prevailing form 
of government, 
was still widely accepted. 

The new Nation was small, remote, poor, 
and, in 1776, apparently friendless. Europe 
did not for a moment believe this new kind 
of government would work, and, to tell the 
truth, fully a third of our own people did not 
believe it either. 

We can hardly imagine the courage and 
the faith it took to issue the Declaration of 
Independence in those circumstances. 

Today, we can see that the Members of 
the Continental Congress were right. Less 
than two centuries later, the Nation born 
that day, instead of being small, stretches 
across a whole continent. Instead of being 
poor, the United States is wealthier than any 
other nation in the world. Instead of being 
friendless, we have strong and steadfast 
allies, 


FREEDOM IS STILL EXPENSIVE 


The transformation during these 175 years 


seems to be complete; but it is not. Some 
things have not changed at all since 1776. 

For one thing, freedom is still expensive. 
It still costs money. It still costs blood. It 
still calls for courage and endurance, not 
only in soldiers, but in every man and woman 
who is free and is determined to remain free, 
Freedom must be fought for today, just as 
our fathers had to fight for freedom when 
the Nation was born. 

For another thing, the ideas on which our 
Government is founded—the ideas of equal- 
ity, of God-given rights, of seil-govern- 
ment—are still revolutionary. Since 1776, 
they have spread around the world. In 
France in 1789, in Latin America in the early 
eighteen hundreds, in many parts of Europe 
in the mid-nineteenth century, these ideas 
produced new governments and new nations, 

Now in the twentieth century these ideas 
have stirred the peoples in many countries 
of the Middle East and Asia to create free 
governments, dedicated to the welfare of 
the people. The ideas of the American 
Revolution are still on the march. 

There is another way in which our situa- 
tion today is much like that of the Ameri- 
ccns of 1776. Now, once more, we are en- 
gaged in launching a new idea—one that 
has been talked about for centuries, but 
never successfully put into effect. In those 
earlier days, we were launching a new kind 
of national government. This time we are 
creating a new kind of international organ- 
ization. We have joined in setting up the 
United Nations to prevent war and to safe- 
guard peace and freedom. 

We believe in the United Nations. We 
believe it is based on the right ideas, as our 
own country is. We believe it can grow to 
bə strong, and accomplish its high purposes, 

But the United Nations faces stern, deter- 
mined opposition. This is an old story. 
Tte Declaration of Independence was also 
met by determined opposition. A spokesman 
for the British King called the declaration 
“absurd,” “visionary,” and “subversive.” 
The ideas of freedom and equality and self- 
government were fiercely opposed in every 
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country by the vested interests and the reac- 
tionaries, 

Today, the idea of an international organ- 
ization to keep the peace is being attacked 
and undermined and fought by 3 
forces everywhere and particularly by the 
forces of Soviet communism. 

NOT WITHOUT A STRUGGLE 


The United Nations will not succeed with- 
out a struggle, just as the Declaration of 
Independence did not succeed without a 
struggle. But the American people are not 
afraid. We have taken our stand beside 
other free men, because we have known for 
175 years that free men must stand to- 
gether. We have joined in the defense of 
freedom without hesitation and without fear, 
because we have known for 175 years that 
freedom must be defended. 

This determined stand has cost us much in 
the past year. I do not intend to dwell upon 
the money cost on the Fourth of July, the 
day on which we dedicated “our fortunes” as 
well as “our lives and our sacred honor” to 
the cause of freedom. I am much more 
deeply concerned that our stand has cost the 
lives of brave men. 

I report it with sorrow, but with bound- 
less pride in what they have done—for the 
men who have fallen in the service of the 
United States during the past year have died 
for the same cause as those who fell at 
Bunker Hill and Gettysburg, in the Argonne 
Forest, and on the Normandy beaches. They 
have died in order that “government of the 
people, by the people, for the people shall 
not perish from the earth.” They have died 
in order that other men might have peace. 

On this day, sacred to those who estab- 
lished freedom fn the United States, we 
should all pay tribute to the men who are 
fighting now to preserve our freedom. The 
troops under the command of General Ridg- 
way, including not only our own but those 
of 16 other free nations, constitute, I believe, 
the most magnificent army on the face of 
the globe today. We are all familiar with 
the splendor of their heroic deeds. 

I should like to say something to that 
army, something that I think is felt by free- 
men in every country in the world: 

Men of the Armed Forces in Korea, you 
will go down in history as the first army to 
fight under the flag of a world organization 
in the defense of human freedom. You have 
fought well, and without reproach. You 
have enslaved no freemen, you have de- 
stroyed no free nation, you are guiltless of 
any country’s blood. Victory may be in your 
hands, but you are winning a greater thing 
than military victory, for you are vindicat- 
ing the idea of freedom under international 
law. This is an achievement that serves all 
mankind, for it has brought all men closer 
to their goal of peace. 

It is an achievement that may well prove 
to be a turning point in world history. 


JUST AS CLEAR AND SIMPLE 


Our aims in Korea are just as clear and 
just as simple as the things for which we 
fought in the American Revolution. We did 
not fight that war to drive the British out 
of the North American Contintent. We did 
not fight it to destroy the military power of 
England or to wipe out the British Empire. 
We fought it for the simple limited aim of 
securing the right to be free, the right to 
govern ourselves. We fought it to secure 
respect for the principles of the Declaration 
of Independence. 

It is much the same with Korea. We are 
not fighting there to conquer China, or to 
destroy the Soviet Empire. We are fighting 
for a simple aim—as important to us today 
as the goal of independence was 1776—the 
aim of securing the right of nations to be 
free and to live in peace. 

The Charter of the United Nations says 
that its purpose is to “maintain international 
peace and security” and “to take effective 
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collective measures for the sup- 
pression of acts of aggression.” 

We are fighting to uphold this purpose of 
the United Nations. That is what we have 
been doing in Korea. 

We have made 1E clear that thoes words 
mean what they say. We have taken col- 
lective measures to suppress aggression, and 


we are suppressing it. 
We have shown the world that the United 


Nations Charter is not just a scrap of paper— 
but something very real, and very powerful. 
To establish this is worth all the sacrifices 
and all the effort we have been making, be- 
cause this is the way to peace. 

Our constant aim in Korea has been peace, 
under the principles of the United Nations. 
Time and again, since the aggression started, 
we have proposed that the fighting be 
stopped, and that peace be restored in ac- 
cordance with those principles. 

Now, at last, the Communist leaders have 
offered to confer about an armistice. It may 
be that they have decided to give up their 
aggression in Korea. If that is true, the 
road to a peaceful settlement of the Korean 
conflict is open, 

But we cannot yet be sure that the Com- 
munist rulers have any such intention. It 
is still too early to say what they have in 
mind. I do not wish to speculate on the out- 
come of any meetings General Ridgeway may 
have with the commanders on the other side. 
I hope these meetings will be sucessful. If 
they are not, it will be because the Com- 
munists do not really want peace. Mean- 
while, let us keep our heads, and be vigilant 
and ready for whatever may come. 

We must remember that Korea is only 
part of a wider conflict. The attack on free- 
dom is world-wide. And it is not simply an 
attack by fire and sword. It is an attack that 
uses all the weapons that a dictatorship can 
command: subversion, threats, violence, tor- 
ture, imprisonment, lies, and deceit. 

We cannot ignore the danger of military 
outbreaks in other parts of the world. The 
greatest threat to world peace, the tremen- 
dous armed power of the Soviet Union, will 
still remain, even if the Korean fighting stops. 
The threat of Soviet aggression still hangs 
heavy over many a country—including our 
own. We nust continue, therefore, to build 
up our military forces at a rapid rate. And 
we must continue to help build up the de- 
fense of other free nations. 

Furthermore, we must continue the 
struggle to overcome the constant efforts of 
the Soviet rulers to dominate the world by 
lies and threats and subversion. * 

The Soviet rulers are trying to destroy the 
very idea of freedom, in every part of the 
world. They are trying to take from us the 
confidence and friendship of other nations, 
They hate us not because we are Americans, 
but because we are free—because we are the 
greatest example of the power of freedom. 

The Soviet rulers are engaged in a relent- 
less effort, therefore, to persuade other na- 
tions that we do not, in fact, stand for free- 
dom. They are trying to convince the people 
of Europe that we intend to exploit them. 
They are telling the people of Asia—who are 
for the most part ill-informed about our Jur- 
poses—that we mean to fasten new chains 
upon them. They are trying to make the 
rest of the world believe that we want to 
control them for our own profit—that the 
ideas of our Declaration of Independence are 
a sham and a fraud. 


WEAPONS, TRUTH, FAIR DEALINGS 


This shrewd, this unscrupulous, this evil 
propaganda attack—we cannot overcome 
with military weapons. You cannot trans- 
fix a lie with a bayonet, or blast deceit with 
machine-gun fire. The only weapons against 
such enemies are truth and fair dealing. 

The way to meet this attack is to show that 
it is false—to live up to our ideals to prove 
that we mean them, 
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The world looks to us. This country is 
living proof that personal liberty is con- 
sistent with strong and stable government, 
This country proves that men can be free. 
As a result, the freedom of the American 
citizen means a great deal more than his 
individual safety and happiness. It means 
that men everywhere can have the freedom 
they hope for. 

Anyone who undertakes to abridge the 
right of any American to life, liberty, or the 
pursuit of happiness commits three great 
wrongs. He wrongs the individual first, but 
in addition, he wrongs his country and he 
betrays the hopes of mankind. 

It is for this reason that persecution of 
minorities, which is wrong anywhere, is 
worse in America. It is for this reason that 
vilifying men because they express unpopu- 
lar opinions is less to be tolerated here than 
in any other country. It is for this reason 
that holding men in bondage—personal, po- 
litical, or economic—is a graver scandal here 
than elsewhere. It is for this reason that 
“to promote the general welfare’ is more 
urgently required of the American Govern- 
ment than any other. 

We have made great strides in broadening 
freedom here at home. We have made real 
progress in eliminating oppression and in- 
justice and in creating security and oppor- 
tunities for all. I am proud of our record 
in doing these things. 

TO STRENGTHEN HOPES OF FREE 

Today, more than ever before, it is im- 
portant that we continue to make progress 
in expanding our freedoms and improving 
the opportunities of our citizens. To do so 
is to strengthen the hopes and determina- 
tion of freemen everywhere. 

Moreover, it is doubly important today 
that we set an example of sober and wise and 
consistent self-government. We face a long 
period of world tension, and great interna- 
tional danger. We have the hard task of 
increasing production and controlling infia- 
tion in order to support the strong armed 
forces we must have for years to come. 

One of the most difficult tasks, because it 
is new to our people, is that of organizing 
civil defense. Because we have been spared 
the rough schooling which the people of 
Europe have had, too many Americans are 
still skeptical and tardy. 

All these tasks challenge the ability of 
free people to govern themselves with both 
reason and resolution. There are people 
who say our democratic form of government 
cannot do these things. They say we can- 
not stick to a hard, tough policy of self- 
denial and self-control long enough to win 
the struggle. They say we are no match for 
the steady, ruthless way the Soviet rulers 
seek their goals. 

These people, and they are not all Com- 
munists by any means, say that we can’t take 
it, over the long pull. They say we will 
either lose our heads and rush into a worid 
war, or that we will relax and give up our 
efforts to maintain peace. They say that the 
demagogues and the special interests will 
tear us apart from within. These people do 
not believe that free men and self-govern- 
ment can survive in the struggle against 
Communist dictatorship. 

I think these prophets of doom are wrong. 
I think the whole history of our country 
proves they are wrong. I believe the last 
few months show that we will not be stam- 
peded into war, or broken up by distrust 
and fear. 

BEING PUT TO THE TEST 

But we are going through a period that 
will test to the utmost our self-control, our 
patriotism, and our faith in our institutions. 
The very idea of self-government is being 
put to the test in the world today as it has 
never been tested before. 

If we do not succeed in this country—if 
we do not succeed in building up our armed 
forces, in controlling inflation, and in 


strengthening our friends and allies—then 
the cause of self-government, the cause of 
human freedom, is lost. If we with all that 
we have in our favor do not succeed, no other 
free government can survive—anywhere in 
the world—and the whole great experiment 
that began in 1776 will be over and done 
with. 

I believe we will succeed. 

The principles of the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence are the right principles, They are 
sound enough to guide us through this crisis 
as they have guided us through the crises of 
the past. Freedom can overcome tyranny in 
the twentieth century as surely as it over- 
came the tyrants of the eighteenth century. 

There is a text inscribed on the Liberty 
Bell, the bell that rang out a hundred and 
seventy-five years ago to announce the sign- 
ing of the Declaration of Independence. 
When the Pennsylvania Provincial Assembly 
ordered that bell for the Statehouse in Phila- 
delphia, they directed that it should bear 
certain words, “well-shaped in large letters.” 
You remember what those words were: “Pro- 
claim Liberty Throughout All the Land Unto 
All the Inhabitants Thereof.” 

We should write these words again today. 
We should write them in everything we do 
in this country—‘well-shaped in large let- 
ters“ — by every deed and act, so that the 
whole world can read them. We have writ- 
ten them in the deeds of our soldiers in 
Korea—for the men of Asia and all the world 
to see. Let us write them in all that we do, 
at home and abroad, to the end that men 
everywhere may read them and take hope and 
courage for the victory of freedom. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that 
a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No, 101] 
Abbitt Durham Jenkins 
Allen, La. Ellsworth Jonas 
Anf uso Elston Jones, Mo. 
Armstrong Evins Jones, 
Bakewell Fallon n . 
Barden Fenton nes, 
Barrett Fernandez Woodrow W. 
Bates, Ky. Fine Judd 
Bender Fisher Kean 
Blatnik Flood Kearney 
Boggs, La Fogarty Kearns 
Bonner Frazier Kelley, Pa. 
Boykin - Fugate Kennedy 
Bray Fulton Keogh 
Breen Furcolo Kerr 
Brownson Garmatz Kilburn 
Busbey Kilday 
Bush Gavin Kirwan 
Butler Gillette Klein 
Byrne, N. Y. Goodwin Kluczynski 
Canfield Gore e 
Carlyle Gossett Lanham 
Carnahan Granahan Lantaff 
Case Granger Latham 
Celler Green LeCompte 
Chatham Gwinn Lesinski 
Chelf Hall, Lucas 
Chudoff Leonard W. Lyle 
Clemente Halleck cC: 
Cooley Harden McConnell 
Corbett Havenner McCulloch 
Coudert Hays, Ohio McGrath 
Curtis, Mo. Hedrick McGregor 
Dague Heller McGuire 
Davis, Ga Herter Madden 
Dawson Hess Mansfield 
Delaney Hill Martin, Mass, 
Denny Hoffman, Ill. Meader 
Dingell Hoffman, Mich. Merrow 
Dolliver Holifield Miller, Calif. 
Donohue Jackson, Wash, Miller, N. Y. 
Dorn James Morano 
Doughton Javits Morrison 
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Morton Reece, Tenn. Stanley 
Murray, Tenn. Reed, Ill. Stigler 
Murray, Wis. Regan Sutton 
Nelson Ribicoff Tackett 
Nicholson Richards Taylor 
O'Brien, Ill. Riehlman Thompson, 
O’Brien, Mich. Roberts Tex. 
O'Hara Rodino Thornberry 
O'Konski Rogers, Mass. Tollefson 
O'Neill Rooney Towe 
Ostertag Roosevelt Vail 
O'Toole Sabath Van Pelt 
Philbin St. George Vaughn 
Pickett Secrest Vorys 
Poage Shafer Weichel 
Potter Sheehan Welch 
Powell Sheppard Werdel 
Preston Short Wharton 
Prouty Steminski Whitten 
Quinn Sikes Wilson, Ind. 
Rabaut Sittler Winstead 
Radwan Smith, Miss. Wood, Ga. 
Ramsay Smith, Va. Yates 
"Reams Smith, Wis. Yorty 
Redden Staggers 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 233 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 


Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Armed Services may sit during gen- 
eral debate on this bill today and to- 
morrow. . 

The SPEAKER. Is there obection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 3 

There was no objection. 


UNITED STATES SECRET SERVICE 


Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 2395) to 
amend title 18 of the United States Code, 
entitled “Crimes and Criminal Proce- 
dure,” to provide basic authority for 
certain activities of the United States 
Secret Service, and for other purposes, 
with an amendment of the Senate there- 
to, and concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amend- 
ment, as follows: a 

Page 4, line 6, strike out “in connection 
with” and insert “directly concerning.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
South Carolina? 

There was no objection, 

The Senate amendment was concurred 


A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT AMEND- 
MENTS OF 1951 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 3871) to amend the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950, and for 
other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill H. R. 3871, with Mr. 
Muts in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent, the first read- 
ing of the bill was dispensed with. 


1951 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, on yesterday was cele- 
brated the one hundred and seventy- 
fifth anniversary of the signing of the 
Declaration of Independence. It was 
signed by citizens who were willing to 
give up all they had that the people of 
these United States should receive the 
liberty and freedom that they thought 
they were entitled to. It proclaimed 
liberty throughout the world. It was 
dedicated to the principle that all men 
are created equal, endowed by their 
Creator with certain inalienable rights. 
Amongst those are life, liberty, and the 
pursuit of happiness. To secure these 
rights governments are instituted among 
men, deriving their just powers from the 
consent of the governed. From that day 
to this there has been a struggle þe- 
tween the free people of the world and 
the people who are enslaved. That 
struggle is continuing now. 

We have heard in the last few days 
that there might be a cessation of hostili- 
ties in Korea. Korea was but a symp- 
tom, an outbreak, of world conditions. 
Those conditions still remain. The at- 
tack upon our institutions, the attack 
upon the fundamentals of our Govern- 
ment still continues. Although we all 
devoutly hope and pray that hostilities 
may cease, I fear there is no sincerity 
in the offer of our enemies to negotiate 
a peace. We have dealt with Soviet 
Russia before and she has never kept 
her promise. She appointed delegates to 
the Bretton Woods Conference and 
agreed to participate in contributing 
funds for the international stabilization 
fund and the International Bank. She 
agreed to put vast sums of money into 
the coffers of those institutions, and she 
never put anything in. 

I do not know whether we are being 
sold down the river or not, but Iam deep- 
ly apprehensive of what I hear men in 
high places say, that because we are now 
negotiating a peace treaty over there 
that our activities for economic stabili- 
zation and the mobilization of our de- 
fense resources should be abandoned. 
I hope that will not occur. The attack 
upon our freedom, the attack upon our 
free institutions still continues. Russia 
selected Korea as the theater of war be- 
cause she thought it would be the advan- 
tageous place for her to fight for the 
things that she intends to impose upon 
the world. She has found out that be- 
cause of the intelligence and the valor 
of the United States and the United Na- 
tions, she is unable to drive the Koreans 
out of their country. She never can 
drive them out, because enslaved people 
never finally overcome free people. I 
hope that because of these negotiations 
gentlemen will not say we need not go 
further in our defense mobilization and 
in our economic stabilization programs, 
If by the duplicity and deception of 
Soviet Russia we are persuaded to 
weaken these programs it will be the 
greatest victory she has achieved. It 
takes a Pearl Harbor to arouse the people 
but it takes very little to lull them to 
sleep. Eternal vigilance is the price of 
liberty, and we must exercise vigilance 
if we are going to preserve the things 
that we hold dear. 
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We are not only defending ourselves 
from the evil influences of the Soviet 
Union and maintaining ourselves for 
armed conflict if the need should come, 
but we are taking measures to defend our 
institutions from something else that is 
just as dangerous and more insidious, 
and that is inflation. 

Some people say that if we have a 
free economy things will adjust them- 
selves, prices will level off, production 
will be greater, and we will need no con- 
trols. They can look to nc incident in 
history that will substantiate that pre- 
diction. We have seen influences of in- 
flation in France; it destroyed the econ- 
omy of the country. We have seen the 
influences in Germany when the cur- 
rency of that country was worth abso- 
3 nothing, and it might happen 

ere. 

I hope you will not relax existing con- 
trols but will pass a bill containing pro- 
visions that are necessary to meet the 
conditions that confront us. I know 
that there are powerful interests azainst 
any controls, and I have seen that spirit 
evidenced before the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. Almost every 
person who appeared testified against 
any controls on his industry not con- 
sidering that the inflation that would 
result if controls were removed would 
probably cause him far greater losses 
and inconvenience than the imposition 
of controls. These influences against 
controls are mighty influences and they 
are combined to destroy the reasonable 
regulations that are imposed in this bill. 

If you do not continue these controls 
I predict that a disaster may come to the 
United States far greater than you have 
conceived. I do not like controls; no 
sensible person likes controls; they are 
abhorrent to people who live in a free 
country. But we must give up some of 
our rights in order to attain others. 
When man entered into the compact of 
civilized society he gave up some of his 
freedoms that he may obtain other rights 
including security; and these people who 
have prospered so much, who have made 
so much under our benign Government 
that controls us are willing to give up 
nothing for the general good and now 
come here and say: “We do not want to 
submit to controls.” 

General Marshall came before our 
committee and told us that expenditures 
for defense in the last year amounted to 
$34,000,000,000, and that it would have 
cost $7,000,000,000 less if prices had re- 
mained at the pre-Korea level. You say 
that we have had price control part of 
that time; we have, but it takes a mighty 
organization to enforce price controls; 
and you cannot write these laws on the 
statute books and have them effective 
unless you have an organization to en- 
force them. In the last year the Gov- 
ernment of the United States in its pur- 
chases alone lost $7,000,000,000 because 
of soaring prices, and every man and 
woman who had to buy the necessaries of 
life lost more in proportion by reason of 
the inflationary condition of our econ- 
omy. 

Are you going to let that continue? 
Are you going to maxe no effort to fight 
it? The only way it can be attacked 
effectively and immediately is by putting 
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a ceiling on prices, on wages, and on 
rents. We have triea to do that in this 
bill, and we have tried to implement it 
with the other things that are necessary. 
I do not approve of everything that is in 
the bill. Legislative measures are the 
result of concession and compromise, 
and this bill is the result of concession 
and compromise. While there are some 
amendments that I think are not in the 
best interest of the Government or the 
people in the bill, yet it is the best bill 
we could bring in under the circum- 
stances with the conflicting opinions of 
the members of the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee, and it is a bill I think 
that will accomplish the purpose of those 
who are charged with its administration. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself five additional minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not going into 
the details of this bill. It is a bill that 
has been reported here with all the 
amendments, You can see the exact 
changes that have been made, and you 
can go on record as to whether you are 
for them or against them. It is a bill 
that shows on its face what the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency has 
done, the amendments that have been 
made to the Defense Production Act. 

I appeal to the Members of this House 
not to let an incident that should have 
no influence upon you weaken you in 
your determination te control the econ- 
omy of your Nation. Maybe the Soviet 


- Union has made an offer at the present 


time in order to weaken our defense. I 
do not think that is beyond the realm of 
probability. It is well timed. And if 
she succeeds she will have attained a 
greater victory by this means than she 
ever could upon the field of battle. If 
she lulls you to sleep by reason of her 
professed desire to cease hostilities in 
far-off Korea, which will only mean that 
she may strike at another spot more ad- 
vantageous in the future, as I say, if she 
lulls you to sleep,.she has attained a vic- 
tory over us, and she has made dupes 
of us. This would be tragic. 

I have not discussed the details of this 
bill. They will be considered later. I 
am apprehensive from what I have read 
in the papers that we might be the vic- 
tims of a deep scheme of our enemies to 
destroy us by allaying any apprehen- 
sion we might have of her future con- 
duct: 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Nebraska. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I have two 
questions that are somewhat separated, 
but I know the gentleman can answer 
them. The President at his news con- 
ference said he did not like the Senate 
bill, that he wanted a stronger bill, the 
one the Price Administrator asked for, 
which calls for licensing everyone to do 
business in the United States. Does the 
gentleman subscribe to the theory we 
ought to issue a Federal license to every 
business? 

Mr. SPENCE. Licensing is not in this 

ill. 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. But he 
asked for it. He says he wants the bill 
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he asked for. Does the gentleman sub- 
scribe to the theory we ought to go along 
with the Price Administrator and the 
administration in producing a bill that 
will give a Federal license to everyone 
doing business in the United States? 

Mr. SPENCE. I do not know about 
general licenses. I do not want to license 
all the businesses of the United States. 
Maybe there are some businesses that 
should be licensed. We license now. For 
instance, we license the liquor business, 
we license the drug business, and there 
may be some businesses it would be nec- 
essary to license in order to control effec- 
tively. I am not in favor of licensing all 
the merchants of the United States, but 
I do thing maybe we might license some 
of them. I have seen evidence of the 
junk dealers taking advantage of the 
Government by buying up scrap. then 
selling it to the Government at enormous 
prices. Maybe it would be well to license 
people like that. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. The other 
question I had in mind was this: The 
gentleman spoke very eloquently about 
the Colonies trying price controls. Does 
the gentleman know of any nation that 
has ever put on price controls that ever 
made it a success, going back 4,000 


years? 

Mr. SPENCE. I have not gone back 
4,000 years. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Going 


back to the Continental Congress then, 

Mr. SPENCE. I have not gone back 
4,000 years; but I know that in recent 
years we made quite a success of it as 
compared to what might have happened 
to us and I do know there will be success 
for this if you compare it with the result 
that might take place if no price controls 
are put on at all. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Appar- 
ently the Democrats did not think very 
much about controls because they voted 
to remove them, but that was just be- 
fore the election and it was quite a 
success. 

Mr. SPENCE. Well, we stand on our 
record. The Democratic record has 
been pretty good for the last 20 years 
we have been in power, and the people 
have been the judges of that. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.) One hundred 
and one Members are present, a quorum. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 15 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that everyone 
agrees that inflation is our biggest prob- 
lem, but the fundamental issue lies not 
in the recognition of inflation as the 
problem but in the manner in which 
the problem will be solved. I hope that 
we can discuss this bill without having 
dinned into our ears such charges as 
have been made in the press and over 
the radio, even on this floor in the last 
few days, that unless this bill is passed 
in the form in which the President asked 
for it, there would be economic collapse 
not only here in America but throughout 
the world. 

Statements have been made within the 
last few days indicating that inflation 
could not be prevented unless all of 
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the controls which the President asked 
for were authorized. Claims have been 
made that because of the action which 
we took in extending these controls for 
31 days, in which we prevented certain 
roll-backs, that that action on the part 
of the Congress was going to cost the 
American people all the way—depending 
on how enthusiastic the person happened 
to be at the moment—from $2,000,000,- 
000 to $7,000,000,000. Much to our sur- 
prise, those same sources contend now 
that meat, the price of meat, the au- 
thority on the part of the administration 
to roll-back the price of meat, is the key 
to the whole stabilization effort—a per- 
fectly ridiculous contention. It would 
be made by the same people with the 
same enthusiasm to impress the people 
that these controls must be granted if 
the action had been taken in respect to 
safetypins. The program in respect to 
the stabilization of the price of safety- 
pins would then have become the key to 
our stabilization efforts, and there would 
have been just as much sense to that 
contention as there is in the holding that 
the price of beef is the key to our sta- 
bilization efforts. 

Now here today we are told in sub- 
stance that because we might have peace 
in Korea, which we all have hoped and 
prayed for for months, and upon which 
action these controls were predicated 
less than 6 months ago, now we are told 
that because we might have peace in 
Korea we must have these controls. 
Strange goings-on, reminiscent of the 
contentions made in January 1949 when 
the President asked for price controls, 
wage controls, rent controls, allocations, 
and priorities, when he asked for all the 
controls we gave him last September in 
the Production Act of 1950. 

If you will recall, in February of 1949 
we had a little recession. It frightened 
everyone, Prices were going down, and 
the administration was getting panicky 
because prices were going down. So the 
President sent another message in say- 
ing that he had to have the identical 
controls to prevent prices from going 
down. Can we blame the people for be- 
ing so much confused in respect to the 
administration’s stabilization program? 

Now let me charge without fear of 
successful contradiction that the admin- 
istration is just as frightened about a 
further drop in prices which might at- 
tend a Korean armistice as it ever was 
afraid from 6 months ago on to a month 
ago that the Korean situation might 
cause inflation. 

Does any fair-minded, intelligent per- 
son believe, is he going to give considera- 
tion to the statements which are now 
being made that Joe Stalin has got his 
mind so centered upon this bill that he 
is willing to bring about a cessation of 
hostilities in Korea to prevent the Presi- 
dent from getting the controls found in 
this bill? I do not think any American 
with a first-grade education is so naive 
as to buy that one. 

Mr. Chairman, I said that although 
the problem is inflation, the disagree- 
ment is in the manner of stabilizing our 
economy. The disagreement is not in 
the recognition of the problem itself. 
What has been done by the administra- 
tion in the last 5 years to prevent prices 
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from going higher? Ir 1940 or there- 
abouts—up to 1940—we in the Congress 
wrote a good many laws at the sugges- 
tion and recommendation of the admin- 
istration—acts which were designed to 
increase prices, to increase national in- 
come, to increase the volume and velocity 
of credit, to make prices higher—to 
create inflation. Since the thirties when 
wo deliberately inflated to lick a depres- 
sion, only to continue that inflation 
throughout the 4 years of war as an easy 
manner of financing that war, it has con- 
tinued until this very day to be the policy 
of this administration to keep prices 
high, to keep money cheap, which you 
and I call inflation. 

Let us review some of the things which 
were done in the thirties to bring about 
inflation. First we embarked upon a 
tremendously large public works program 
to make work. One program alone, if 
you will remember, amounted to $4,400,- 
000,000—all in one package, which in 
those days was an awful lot of money. 

Another one was $3,300,000,000. I do 
not know how much money was spent to 
make work, to increase income—to in- 
flate the currency. In order to increase 
the volume and velocity of credit we re- 
duced from 40 percent to 25 percent the 
gold reserves behind the issuance of Fed- 
eral Reserve notes. They are still at 25 
percent, thereby broadening the base for 
the issuance of currency which, under 
the quantitative theory, results in high 
prices—inflation, 

We reduced the reserves behind the 
deposit liability of banks from the tra- 
ditional 35 percent to 25 percent, where 
it still is 25 percent, thereby broaden- 
ing the base upon which a new and un- 
usually large credit structure was built 
and is being maintained. 

In the 1930’s we provided that the 
Federal Reserve no longer had to put up 
commercial paper to secure the issuance 
of Federal Reserve notes, There was 
not commercial paper enough to justify 
the inflationary increases which were 
thought desirable at that time, so we 
said, in effect, that the banks no longer 
would have to put up commercial paper 
to secure the issuance of Federal Re- 
serve notes, They might put up Govern- 
ment debt. With a 25-percent gold re- 
serve which, as I have said, used to be 
40 percent, 75 percent of the rest of the 
security can be put up in Government 
debt, bonded debt, held by the banks, 
Therein, Mr. Chairman, lies the most 
serious problem in respect to inflation. 
It results in this situation, which need 
not continue under proper guidance and 
with proper legislation. It results in 
tying the value of our currency to the 
Federal debt. The higher the debt, the 
cheaper the money, the higher the prices. 
And so long as we make it possible for 
debt to be used primarily in securing the 
issuance of money and credit, we are go- 
ing to have inflation. As we add to the 
debt under deficit financing, we cannot 
help but have inflation. It follows as the 
night the day. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WoL- 
coTT] has expired. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 10 additional minutes. 
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So unless and until we provide a limit 
beyond which our gold cannot be mone- 
tized and beyond which our debt cannot 
be monetized, deficit financing is going 
to be the means of the administration 
carrying out its studied policy of inflat- 
ing and keeping prices high. A cessa- 
tion of hostilities in Korea would have 
nothing perhaps but a psychological ef- 
ect upon the value of our currencies, 
because the administration has it within 
its power today to do the same things 
it has been doing for the last 5 years, 
offsetting and overcoming all attempts 
by economic stabilizers, price controllers, 
overcoming and offsetting altogether by 
these new issuances of credit. For every 
dollar of credit which is dried up through 
the operation of selective credit con- 
trols, the administration can create $2 
or $5 or $10, and they are doing it. 

A while ago we were told that we were 
not going to support the Government 
bond market any longer, because to sup- 
port the Government bond market at 
101 was recognized by everybody to be 
inflationary. So they decided they 
would not support the Government 
bond market. They are back in it again 
now. But let me tell you what was done 
in the meantime. You know that you 
have a Social Security fund without 
anything in it, amounting to about $14,- 
000,000,000. The Treasury started buy- 
ing in the open market for these trust 
accounts, which had, of course, the same 
effect as the purchase of bonds by the 
Open Market Committee in the open 
market. Now, it seems to me that these 
exaggerated statements which have been 
made in respect to these so-called direct 
controls are mere exaggerations and are 
not predicated upon fact. If the ad- 
ministration is really sincere about sta- 
bilizing our economy and reversing its 
policy and bringing prices down within 
the reach of the American people, it 
seems to me that if a little of it as was 
indulged in 2 months ago would operate 
as a palliative, just a little larger dose 
would cure the disease. 

Now, what should we do before we 
pass any bill like this, if you please? 
This bill is desired because it gives the 
administration more control over our 
economy, and ever since 1935 this and 
the preceding administration have been 
attempting to get control of our econ- 
omy. The American people can thank 
their God tonight on their knees for the 
Congress of the United States which has 
prevented the socialization of America, 
and we are going to continue to do it. 
We can stabilize the economy and we 
can do it without all the recrimination, 
discrimination, and confusion which at- 
tends these direct controls. Theoreti- 
cally the Federal Reserve has it within 
its power today to dry up every dollar of 
private credit. If they would raise the 
rediscount rate to 7 percent, the usury 
rates being under that or about that in 
almost all of the States west of the Mis- 
sissippi, no bank in the United States— 
and 95 percent of our credit comes from 
banks—no bank in the United States 
could afford to lend a dollar if the Fed- 
eral Reserve would only be enabled by 
the administration to exercise its statu- 
tory powers in respect to stabilizing our 
economy. Theoretically, of course, they 
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could go up to 7 percent and dry up all 
credit. It would not be necessary for 
them to go to 7 percent. They have, 
they were up to 7 percent years ago. If 
they could go to 7 percent, they could 
go anywhere between nothing and 7 per- 
cent, which is enough to control the 
volume and velocity of credit; and that 
is the way in 1913 the people of the 
United States acting through this Con- 
gress set out to do the job of stabilizing. 

A matter of a year ago the rediscount 
rate was 1 cent on the dollar, 1 percent. 
Banks could rediscount their paper at 
1 percent; they could get an untold vol- 
ume of cash for 1 cent on the dollar, 
1 percent. Then they said to the indi- 
viduals, industry, and agriculture: “Come 
and get it; it is the studied purpose of 
the Government to bring up prices by 
enlarging the volume and increasing the 
velocity of credit; so here it is at 1 per- 
cent; come and get it for a cent and a 
half or 2 cents.” That was the policy of 
the United States and still is, although 
they have increased the rediscount rate 
a quarter of a percent at a time until now 
it is up to 1.75 percent. But it has not 
increased since Korea. 

Mr.SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I cannot, if the gen- 
tleman will pardon me. Later I will take 
a couple of minutes and yield to the 
gentleman; I would like to yield to him 
so that he may explain the bill. 

The Federal Reserve also can prevent 
inflation in the credit field by increasing 
banks reserves. The influence of the ad- 
ministration on the Federal Reserve 
Board is such that the Federal Reserve 
Board today, and they will tell you so if 
you will call them, cannot agree on 
whether to ask Congress for an increase 
in reserve requirements, There is not 
going to be any question I do not think 
about what this Congress would do if the 
Federal Reserve Board asked for an in- 
crease in those powers, the orthodox 
method of stabilizing our economy. 

There are two of them. You may in- 
crease your reserve requirements, you 
may increase your rediscount rate as 
much as you please and stabilize your 
economy; then we can divorce debt from 
the issuance of money and credit, we 
can sterilize a certain amount of gold 
and public debt beyond which they can- 
not be monetized, we can raise the re- 
serve requirements and begin raising re- 
discount rates if needed. We can do a 
half dozen other things that should be 
done before these direct controls are 
used. 

Now, I am not advocating that we do 
not continue these direct controls, but I 
would like to see in this bill somewhere 
at least a clear intent of the Congress 
written in that these direct controls 
would be used only to supplement the 
indirect controls which should be used 
to their fullness before these direct con- 
trols are used at all. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
8 myself five additional minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, Secretary Tobin ap- 
peared before the committee and said in 
substance: “We cannot do it through the 
application of indirect controls.“ I 
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made the statement to him at that time: 
“Mr. Secretary, how can you say that 
you cannot regulate this economy or 
stabilize prices through the use of in- 
direct controls when indirect controls 
have never been used since 1940 for that 
purpose?” 

Now, the proof of the pudding is in the 
eating. Let us try a little bit of the in- 
direct controls. We tried them 2 months 
ago. We issued new issues, two and 
three-quarter issues, and said that those 
cannot be monetized. We stopped sup- 
porting the Government bond market. 
There was an indication then of a re- 
versal of policy on the part of the ad- 
ministration which had a salutary effect. 
Mr. DiSalle and Mr. Johnston will tell 
you that was on account of price con- 
trols, that that is what did it. I believe 
that this little recession which we are 
enjoying now and that causes so much 
panic on the part of the administrators 
that they are willing to go to the ex- 
tremes they have in the last few days in 
these exaggerated statements to get 
these controls through, has been due to 
the following: First, in September when 
this bill was passed, Mr. DiSalle threw 
out his chest, the same as Leon Hender- 
son did before him, and said, “God pity 
the first man who violates a regulation. 
We are going to control prices, we are 
going to roll back prices, if necessary, 
but they must go up another 6 percent 
before we can do it.” 

Why, nobody knew but him. So every- 
body who had anything to sell imme- 
diately put their prices sky high, all the 
traffic would bear, against the time when 
Mr. DiSalle would roll the prices back or 
would put price controls on as of a cer- 
tain date. Production was increased 
tremendously. Why, we almost pro- 
duced to capacity during that period, 
and the result of that was to get in under 
the price line—which did not come for 
4 months afterward. We produced so 
many goods that it is running out our 
ears now; that is, consumer goods are 
literally running out our ears, The in- 
ventories are the highest that they have 
ever been in the history of the United 
States. The pipe lines are full; every 
merchant is having sales now to get rid 
of them; price wars going on to move the 
merchandise. As much as anything was 
the statement made by a very honest 
executive, Charles Wilson, when he said 
that in the foreseeable future in the ag- 
gregate not more than 20 percent of the 
production is going for defense purposes, 
leaving in the aggregate 80 percent of 
our production for the manufacture of 
consumer goods. 

Al right. The average purchaser, the 
housewife said, “Here, price controls are 
on; they are not going any higher; we 
hope they can hold the line. There is 
a reversal on the part of the adminis- 
tration for that of cheap money, high 
prices, inflation, to stabilization. Mr. 
Wilson has told us that we are going 
to get 80 percent as many consumer 
goods as we did have, so why get panicky 
about buying any more.” So, you 
stopped your panicky buying everywhere. 
Now, they settled down and they are 
in a settled state today, and they would 
continue to be in a settled state if it 
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were not for those exaggerated state- 

ments made for the purpose of getting 

controls. 

Now, let us just try these indirect con- 
trols. That is why we, I believe, are 
justified ie writing in all of the stand- 
ards which have to be written in to 
compel the use of the indirect controls 
before these direct controls are used. 
We will be in session, and if the in- 
direct controls are used and the direct 
controls to supplement them are used, 
and the job is not done, then we will 
restudy this in the light of the failure 
of the indirect controls to take hold 
and stabilize them. But, nobody is go- 
ing to get these controls by the mere 
statement that indirect controls will not 
work, because indirect controls have not 
beer. used. 

Mr. Chairman, as we go on I think we 
will develop the issues, and I think our 
position, when it is known and studied, 
will be thoroughly justified, which will 
result, I hope, in saving for the Ameri- 
can people the form of government under 
which they are now operating. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield- such time as 
he may desire to the gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. ANGELL]. 

FOURTH WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION ASSEM= 
BLY AT GENEVA, SWITZERLAND, MAY 7 TO 26, 
1951 
Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Chairman, I have 

asked for this time to make some obser- 

vations on the Fourth World Health Or- 
ganization Assembly held in Geneva, 

Switzerland May 7 to 26, 1951, to which 

I had the honor to be one of the four 

congressional advisers, two named by the 

President of the Senate and two by the 

Speaker of the House. I appreciate 

deeply the opportunity afforded me to 

attend this outstanding assembly with 
my congressional colleagues, Senators 

HERBERT H. LEHMAN and RICHARD M. 

Nixon, and Representative THOMAS E. 

MORGAN. 

The delegation in behalf of the United 
States consisted of the following mem- 
bers in addition to the congressional ad- 
visers: Chairman and chief delegate, Dr. 
Leonard A. Scheele, Surgeon General, 
Public Health Service; two delegates, Dr. 
Roy Cleere, executive director of the 
Colorado State Department of Health, 
Denver, Colo., and Mrs, Herbert T. Ed- 
wards, executive director, women’s divi- 
sion, Democratic National Committee; 
four alternates, Dr. Frederick J. Brady, 
Assistant Chief, International Organi- 
zations, Division of International Health, 
Public Health Service; Dr. Howard B. 
Calderwood, Office of United Nations 
Economic and Social Affairs, Department 
of State; Dr. H. van Zile Hyde, United 
States Representative, Executive Board, 
World Health Organization; George M. 
Ingram, Chief of Division of Interna- 
tional Administration, Department of 
State; secretary of delegation, Millard 
L. Kenestrick, Conference Attaché, Of- 
fice of Resident United States Delega- 
tions to International Organizations, 
Geneva; technical assistant, Jeanne 
Ende, Office of U. N. Economic and Social 
Affairs, Department of State; documents 
officer, Florence S. Thomason, admin- 
istrative assistant to the United States 
representative, World Health Organiza- 
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tion; and administrative assistant, Wil- 
liam G. Murphy, conference assistant, 
Office of Resident United States Dele- 
gation to International Organizations, 
Geneva. 

The World Health Organization is a 
part of e concerted effort made by the 
United Nations to create a firm founda- 
tion of improved economic and social 
conditions for all peoples of all nations. 
It is the United Nations Health De- 
partment of the world, with almost 70 
nations belonging to it. It battles dis- 
ease on a global basis. The Director 
General of the organization is General 
Brock Chisholm whose office and head- 
quarters are maintained in Geneva. Dr. 
Chisholm has said no country can de- 
pend solely on its own protective ar- 
rangements. Each must be assured of 
satisfactory controls in all other coun- 
tries as well. The protection of one 
country depends on the effectiveness of 
health administrations in other coun- 
tries and upon the success of their col- 
lective actions. There is an annual 
meeting in which representatives of 
most of the United Nation’s organiza- 
tions take part. This international 
health agency was the subject of a dec- 
laration adopted in 1945 at San Fran- 
cisco, and the International Health Con- 
ference which met in 1946 adopted a 
constitution which is the vehicle of the 
present World Health Organization. 
Briefly the objectives of this organiza- 
tion are as follows: 

First. Peace and security can be ob- 
tained on a durable basis only in a world 
community composed of countries whose 
peoples are physically and mentally 
healthy. 

Second. In the shrunken world of to- 
day the concept of health is indivisible; 
that is to say that no individual, no na- 
tion, no group of nations, can be con- 
sidered safe from infection while disease 
still prevails in any part of the earth. 

Third. The means, skills, and tech- 
niques for the eradication of most ills, 
and for the betterment of health, exist. 

Fourth. It is therefore the joint re- 
sponsibility of nations to put an end to 
the unequal development in different 
countries toward the control of disease 
and the improvement of health, and 
thus to help all people to attain “the 
highest possible level of health.” 

This specialized agency of the United 
Nations is set up to be the medium for 
a world-wide cooperative effort through 
which knowledge and skills are put to the 
disposal of all countries needing them 
for the improvement of their health 
services and to mobilize all available 
health resources for the solution of those 
health problems which lend themselves 
to international action in this very im- 
portant field. Its purpose is to solve 
health problems on a world-wide basis 
by reason of the fact that under modern 
conditions united action on the part of 
all nations only can provide adequate 
answers to the problems. 

While the organization is known as 
World Health Organization, the concept 
behind it and the purposes sought to be 
achieved are broader than mere physical 
health. As set forth in its constitution, 
health is a state of complete physical, 
mental, and social well-being and not 
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merely the absence of disease or infirm- 
ity. The solution of the problem, there- 
fore, broadens the field beyond purely 
defensive measures to protect nations 
against disease. It has been said it must 
wage a defensive battle against man- 
kind's physical and mental ills by attack- 
ing their very roots, which can be found 
in the economic and social conditions 
under which the majority of people live 
today. In the furtherance of these 
broad objectives which should buttress 
á world-wide program, the constitution 
states that the World Health Organiza- 
tion should “promote, in cooperation with 
other specialized agencies where neces- 
sary, the improvement of nutrition, 
housing, sanitation, recreation, eco- 
nomic, or working conditions, and other 
aspects of environmental hygiene; study 
and report on administrative and social 
techniques affecting public health and 
medical care from preventive and cura- 
tive points of view, including hospital 
services and social security; promote im- 
proved standards of teaching and train- 
ing in the healtii, medical, and related 
professions; foster activities in the field 
of mental health, especially those affect- 
ing the harmony of human relations; 
promote maternal and child health and 
welfare, and foster the ability to live har- 
moniously in a changing total environ- 
ment.” 

The organization issues from time to 
time a large number of medical publica- 
tions and scientific works and the tech- 
nical services of the organization are 
contributing to the offensive against ill- 
ness through various research projects 
on diseases such as influenza, trachoma, 
and poliomyelitis, as well as a number of 
parasitic diseases which incapacitate 
millions of the inhabitants of the agri- 
cultural areas in America, Africa, and 
Asia. Also included for research are 
malaria, tuberculosis, and syphilis, which 
alone take 10,000,000 lives yearly. 

A colleague of mine recently called to 
my attention an experience which was 
brought to his notice when traveling in 
the Far East, of the spread of a cholera 
epidemic in Egypt in which hundreds of 
people were dying daily from the dread 
scourge. The World Health Organiza- 
tion immediately took over through the 
activities of the medical director, who, 
by the way, came from the United States, 
and as a result literally tons of serum 
and thousands of hypodermic needles 
were dispatched by air, most of them 
coming from New York, to the infected 
areas, and the cholera epidemic was ar- 
rested in its early stages, resulting in the 
saving of thousands of lives. While the 
expense involved in this case I have re- 
cited was initially borne by the World 
Health Organization, the Government of 
Egypt reimbursed the Organization. 

Mr. Chairman, all of the four congres- 
sional advisers were in attendance at the 
assembly and we not only found the ses- 
sions most interesting but of much im- 
portance to us as Members of the Con- 
gress in getting first-hand information 
on important problems of world health 
from the standpoint of the many na- 
tions affiliated in the Organization, com- 
prising some sixty-one in attendance, 
The sessions were given over largely to 
reports on progress made during the last 
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year in various areas of the world where 
contagions have threatened world health 
and also in the formulation of plans for 
the ensuing year for international coop- 
eration in alleviating and stamping out 
the spread of contagious diseases and the 
adoption of plans for improving the na- 
tional health of the various nations affil- 
iated in the program. Outstanding lead- 
ers from the nations represented at the 
assembly took part in the discussions, 
and it is one organization which seems 
to function with a minimum of friction, 
notwithstanding it has in the affiliation 
many nations which have not been able 
to cooperate successfully on political and 
economic questions. 

Dr. Leonard A. Scheele, the Surgeon 
General of the United States, was elected 
as president of the Organization for the 
ensuing year. He is a man of broad vi- 
sion and great, understanding in all 
health problems and will bring to the or- 
ganization leadership that unquestion- 
ably will result in great achievements 
during his stewardship. 

In considering the activities, accom- 
plishments, and objectives of the World 
Health Organization, it is of interest to 
note that in 1909 the Fifty-sixth Con- 
gress enacted legislation defining the 
future relations of the United States and 
Cuba, which stated that the Government 
of Cuba should execute plans to the end 
that a recurrence of epidemic and in- 
fectious diseases may be prevented, as- 
suring protection to the commerce of 
the southern ports of the United States 
and the people residing therein. This 
legislation reflected the difficulties that 
our Nation had experienced year after 
year as a result of the importation and 
consequent spread of yellow fever in the 
United States. The wording of this act 
indicated a new philosophy that diseases 
should be controlled at their sources 
rather than controlled by erecting inter- 
national barriers to their spread. 

In the past 50 years, we have made 
tremendous advances in all branches of 
medical science. But it is a black mark 
on our generation that the world still 
is ravaged by pestilential diseases that 
can be readily controlled. Smallpox, 
which can be controlled by vaccination, 
still sweeps through large areas of the 
world in epidemic waves leaving behind 
misery and death. Bubonic plague re- 
mains a scourge which could and should 
be controlled by the new tools available 
to medical science. Malaria still infects 
millions of people and yet its cure is in- 
expensive, and DDT, as well as other in- 
secticides, can be used to stop its trans- 
mission, The story with a host of other 
diseases is similar; new developments 
have made their eradication possible, but 
lack of personnel and funds have ham- 
pered nations in eradicating these dis- 
eases. 

Undoubtedly it was facts such as these 
which prompted the United Nations Con- 
ference in San Francisco in 1945 to recog- 
nize health as a matter with which it 
should concern itself. The World Health 
Organization later came into existence 
on April 7, 1948 when the required 26 
member nations of the United Nations 
ratified its constitution. The United 
States membership was not effective 
until June 21, 1948 some 2 months later. 
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The WHO is governed by the Assembly 
which is composed of delegations from 
member nations. The Fourth Assembly 
was the one just concluded in Geneva, to 
which 61 member states sent delega- 
tions. The membership today comprises 
78 member nations and 1 associate mem- 
ber. These nations include all the more 
advanced nations of the world. Of the 
78 members, 10 have indicated their wish 
to withdraw from the organization; these 
10 include Russia and its satellites and 
the Chinese National Government. How- 
ever, Communist Yugoslavia is an ardent 
supporter of the World Health Organi- 
Zation. 

The United States delegation to the 
Fourth Assembly, as I have pointed out, 
was comprised of health experts in a 
number of fields, whose services could be 
foreseen as needed at the Assembly. 
They included Public Health Service offi- 
cers, a State health officer, sanitary en- 
gineer, nurse, a dean of a school of public 
health, a practicing physician, a hospital 
administration expert, a public leader, 
as well as experts on financial and for- 
eign policy matters from the Department 
of State. The four Congressional ad- 
visers I have named were on the delega- 
tion, One of the first activities of the 
Assembly was to elect Dr. Leonard A. 
Scheele, Surgeon General of the Public 
Health Service and chairman of the 
United States delegation, as President 
of the Fourth World Health Assembly. 

The Fourth Assembly voted to reduce 
the assessment of the United States 
from 35 percent in 1951 to 3344 percent 
in 1952. A total budget of $8,400,000 
was voted for 1952 activities. 

There was considerable discussion of 
the WHO program for 1952. The activ- 
ities of the organization will to a great 
extent be directed at giving training and 
assisting educational institutions in var- 
ious parts of the world. In the United 
States there is 1 physician for each 
500 persons; in some countries the ratio 
reaches 1 to 80,000. In one country with 
a population of 1,500,000 only one na- 
tive has ever received a medical degree. 
The shortages of other types of person- 
nel needed for health such as nurses and 
sanitary engineers are even more acute, 
Today the developed countries are 
looked to to provide personnel for these 
areas, and the World Health Organiza- 
tion, by its training programs, is being 
of great assistance in helping the less 
fortunate countries to provide their own 
trained experts. 

The World Health Organization is giv- 
ing asistance to countries in their cam- 
paigns against malaria, smallpox, vene- 
real diseases, plague, cholera, tubercu- 
losis, and so forth. One can readily see, 
however, that direct assistance of WHO 
must be limited when it spent but three- 
one-thousandths of a cent per capita on 
health programs compared with our ex- 
penditure of over $2 on public health. 
WHO must operate by showing others, 
using as little of its funds as possible, 
This it is doing and doing well by giving 
advice to the appropriate branches of 
governments, by the use of demonstra- 
tion teams, by training nationals, by 
showing lethargic peoples a more 
healthy way of life previously beyond 
their comprehension, 
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The WHO, by virtue of its interna- 
tional membership of governments, sets 
standards of purity and potency of drugs 
for nations to adopt. These standards 
are similar to those adopted by the 
United States years ago but are new to 
much of the world. This activity pro- 
tects United States citizens when they 
become ill abroad in that they will not 
be treated with inferior preparations, 

The WHO keeps a constant vigil on 
the occurrence of epidemic diseases 
throughout the world. Compiled data 
are relayed by short-wave radio from 
Geneva daily so that we are alerted on 
the occurrence of epidemics thousands 
of miles away. The WHO has organized 
the best laboratories of ihe world into a 
network for typing and reporting the 
strains of influenza virus that are preva- 
lent. The results of this reporting of 
the types of virus are made known to 
us so that we may be able to alter the 
course of a threatened pandemic such 
as occurred in 1918-19. 

The WHO has the authority to adopt 
regulations binding on members. The 
Fourth World Health Assembly approved 
and adopted new quarantine regulations 
that in 18 months will be binding on 
the United States without the necessity 
of ratification by the Senate. Member 
states, however, are permitted to make 
reservations within 9 months after pas- 
sage by the Assembly. World travel has 
long been harassed by a maze of con- 
flicting regulations and agreements that 
have often unnecessarily delayed the 
traveler and hampered movement of 
commerce. The present regulations were 
drafted by assembled governmental ex- 
perts of 40 nations and were designed 
to give the maximum protection against 
importation of disease while at the same 
time expediting travel and commerce. 
The adoption of these regulations is a 
major accomplishment of WHO that will 
benefit us enormously because of the 
numbers of Americans who travel abroad 
and because of our large shipping inter- 
ests. 

The Fourth World Health Assembly 
was an outstanding example of how na- 
tions can cooperate effectively for the 
common good, forgetting selfish inter- 
ests—indeed it was an example of a 
democracy of nations through voluntary 
cooperation for mutual benefit. 

Mr. Chairman, after leaving the World 
Health Organization assembly meeting 
at Geneva, I took the occasion to re- 
turn to the United States through the 
Near and Far East and the Pacific area, 
making visitations first in Germany and 
Italy, in order to secure as much first- 
hand information as possible in a short 
trip through these world areas where 
vast populations are wrestling with so- 
cial, economic, and political, as well as 
world health problems which threaten 
the very foundation of world peace and 
security. 

While in Japan I had a conference 
with General Ridgway and also attended 
a briefing on the Korean war at a ses- 
sion of the military leaders in charge 
of our operations in Korea and was able 
to obtain some first-hand information 
on the ground with respect to this con- 
flict which threatens world peace. 
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Max Lerner, the noted author and 
columnist, has well said: 

A warless world will have its beginnings 
in what each of us does in his own com- 
munity. If humanity moves away from 
the corrupt and bestial it will * * * 
be by the restablishment of the sense of 
society—the sense of what ties men to 
other men. A local community, for ex- 
ample, in which men have come together 
to work out the housing problem * * 
is worth all the sermons in the book. This 
functioning sense of society, at the level 
of daily living, is the source to which alone 
we can lock. 


The program for moral rearmament 
is taking hold of many leaders through- 
out the world. As the Michigan con- 
gressional delegation put it: 

Moral rearmament has been described as 
“a world force having as its principal objec- 
tive adequate preparedness of free nations 
for the ideological conflicts in which the 
world is now engaged.” That is an ob- 
jective which challenges the interest and 
imagination of all of us who believe in 
the strength and guidance of God. We 
believe that material forces alone cannot 
assure permanent peace, security, and tran- 
quillity among nations and among people. 
We who believe in God see that our spiritual 
strength, as well as our material strength, 
must be mobilized to meet the universal 
threat of godless Communist materialism. 


The remarks of Dr. L. L. Williams, Jr., 
made before the American Society of 
Tropical Medicine in November of last 
year are worthy of note in this connec- 
tion. As he said, today public health 
has become a major concern also of the 
United States foreign policy with gen- 
eral recognition of international public 
health activities as an indispensable link 
in our strivings for solidarity between 
democratic nations. The underlying 
philosophy of this policy does not stem 
from unrealistic sentimentality. We are 
in an era of world unrest which has 
long been in the making but has been 
brought to a head by the economic and 
moral dislocations resulting from World 
War II. In the far-flung chain of na- 
tions essentially friendly to us, which 
encircles the globe, there are links which 
are weak because of downright poverty 
of the people. Such nations will be 
an easy prey to the extravagant prom- 
ises and amoral teachings of militant 
communism. Only by creating a better 
reality right now before their eyes can 
we dispel the specter of our own isola- 
tion in a hostile world. In Asia this 
chain of friendly nations dips down 
through semitropical to tropical cli- 
mates. Everyone in this room has seen 
such areas where poor health causes 
lethargy and apathy, and knows that 
tropical poverty can be broken only by 
breaking tropical diseases. The better- 
ment of health in this area is a neces- 
sary first step toward increasing pro- 
ductivity. The effects of malaria, yaws, 
schistosomiasis, intestinal parasites, mal- 
nutrition, and other ailments reduce 
toward the vanishing point the power 
for physical and mental exertion. A 
hemoglobin percentage of 65 is not un- 
usual. The daily calory intake is around 
2,000 as with over 3,000 in the 
United States, and the daily protein in- 
take is about one-sixth of ours. The 
death rates from tuberculosis are 4 to 10 
times those recorded among us, 
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The extent of my trip and the places 
visited by me is evidenced by the fol- 
lowing tabulation of the air travel made 
by me between the several stops enu- 
merated: 


1,000 

1,910 

2,030 

2,375 

Fran -| 2,410 

Portland and return] I, 380 

Salt Lake City 595 

Manone Air Force 2, 200 
aso, Mass, 

Waan D, Oisy 395 

o MINIE CEES N 26, 794 


I was particularly impressed by what 
I was able to observe in this hurried trip 
which took me around the globe, with the 
futility of attempting to solve by force 
of arms the grave international problems 
now confrontirg the nations of the world, 
having to do with their political, social 
and economic welfare. More and more I 
was led to the belief that international 
organizations such as the World Health 
Organization offer a greater opportunity 
for cooperation by the nations which ulti- 
mately may lead to the adoption of co- 
operative plans rather than war for the 
solution of international relations. 

Mr. Chairman, I was especially im- 
pressed by the great destruction that is 
still evident in such cities as Rome, 
Munich, Frankfurt, and Tokyo as a result 
of World War II. I was told 90 percent 
of Munich was either destroyed or dam- 
aged by bombs. In Toyko 80 percent 
or more was similarly damaged. Block 
after block of these great cities still re- 
main in total devastation with bare walls 
and gutted interiors of what were modern 
office buildings, industrial plants, homes 
and apartment houses. It is true the 
rubble has been removed from the streets 
and some of the interiors of the blocks, 


but in the main the major portions of the ` 


exterior structures remain as stark evi- 
dence of the ravages of war and the fu- 
tility of attempting to adjust interna- 
tional relations through bombs and guns. 
In Munich I visited Dachau which was 
the infamous scene of the destruction of 
over 100,000 Jews in the gas chambers 
operated by the Nazis. The structures 
still stand. The gas chambers where the 
deaths took place remain intact and the 
row of incinerators where the bodies si 
consumed stand as mute evidence of 
man’s inhumanity to man. 

An American traveling in the Middle 
and Far East is struck by the g. eat diver- 
gence in the standards of living between 
those of us here in the United States and 
these poverty-stricken areas. The 
hordes of people living in India have 
down through the centuries been forced 
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to live on the bare starvation diets and 
their populations have continued to in- 
crease despite that. Today the great 
problem with them is finding sufficient 
food to keep body and soul together. 

In almost every locality where my 
journey took me we in the United States 
are either directly or indirectly partici- 
pating in an attempt to raise the stand- 
ards of living and to bring peace and 
security to the world. The World Health 
Organization has the primary function 
of putting an end to failure in the var- 
ious countries of the world toward the 
control of disease and the improvement 
of health and thus to help all people 
attain the highest possible level of 
health. This is done through world-wide 
cooperative effort through which the 
combined knowledge and skills are put 
to the service of all countries needing 
them for the improvement of health 
services. 

In addition to cooperation in health 
problems there is a fertile field for in- 
ternational cooperation in bringing 
about the development of the natural 
resources and the attainment of higher 
standards of living to the end that all 
peoples of the world may by joint ef- 
forts bring greater happiness and con- 
tentment to their respective nations. It 
follows that as a result of cooperative 
effort in these various fields of endeavor 
we will have made a great advance 
toward bringing about universal peace 
among the nations of the carth and the 
establishment of stable, peaceful inter- 
national relations. 

Mr. Chairman, let us all ask divine 
guidance in seeking greater cooperation 
between all nations of the earth in the 
solution of these common problems 
which make for security and being 
which will hasten the day when all prob- 
lems may be settled around the peace 
table rather than by guns and bombs. 

As Kipling so well said: 

For heathen heart that puts her trust 

In reeking tube and iron shard— 

All valiant dust that builds on dust, 

And guarding calls not Thee to guard. 

For frantic boast and foolish word, 

Thy Mercy on Thy People, Lord! 

The tumult and the shouting dies— 

The Captains and the Kings depart— 

Still stands Thine ancient sacrifice, 

An humble and a contrite heart. 

Lord God of hosts, be with us yet, 

Lest we forget—lest we forget! 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
20 minutes to the gentleman from Geor- 
gia (Mr. Brown]. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, when the Congress passed the De- 
fense Production Act last fall, there was 


expansion contemplated then is becom- 
ing a reality now. Defense orders are 
being placed at the rate of $1,000,000,000 
a week—$50,000,000,000 a year. By this 
fall and winter, production to fill these 
orders will be taking large amounts of 
materials from production that other- 
wise would be available for the civilian 
economy. Purchasing power will be 
swelled by wages paid for the production 
of materials for defense purposes. There 
will be in existence increased purchasing 
power at the same time that there is 
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decreased production of civilian goods. 
If it was necessary to enact the Defense 
Production Act last year, and I believe it 
was, it is now vitally necessary that we 
extend the authority in that act when 
we are faced with the impact on the 
economy of this tremendous program. 
The bill we have under consideration, 
H. R. 3871, as amended, extends for 1 
year, and in some respects amends, the 
authorities of the Defense Production 
Act. The bill would also amend and 
provide a 1-year extension to June 30, 
1952, of the Housing and Rent Act of 
1947. 

Before commenting on some of the 
amendments proposed in the bill I would 
like to recall to the attention of the 
Members that the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 consists of seven titles. 
Titles I, II, and III of the act relate to 
expansion of productive capacity and 
supply. Titles IV, V, and VI of the act 
relate to stabilization of the economy. 
Title VII contains necessary general 
provisions. You will find that all of 
the amendments proposed to the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 are contained in 
title I of the bill which we have under 
consideration. The amendments pro- 
posed to the Housing and Rent Act ap- 
pear in title II of the bill. 

Title I of the act relating to priorities 
and allocations contains a provision de- 
signed to prevent the hoarding of mate- 
rials designated by the President as 
scarce materials. A provision of the 
bill amends the authority of the Presi- 
dent to make such designations so that 
he may prescribe reasonable exceptions 
permitting business concerns, for in- 
stance, to accumulate supplies of im- 
ported materials that will be needed in 
the defense production effort. 

Title II of the act provides authority 
in the Government to requisition real 
and personal property, and sets up ap- 
propriate safeguards to protect the per- 
son from whom the property is taken. 
We amended this provision in the bill so 
that the requisition authority would 
only apply to personal property and 
made clear that the Government could 
acquire real property needed in the de- 
fense effort through condemnation pro- 
ceedings; however, as in the case of the 
requisition authority, we set up appro- 
priate safeguards with respect to rea- 
sonable attempt at negotiation prior to 
institution of condemnation proceedings 

. and the promptly making available at 
least 75 percent of the estimated value 
of the property taken. Provision is also 
made for reaching agreement with the 
Armed Services Committees of the House 
and Senate with respect to property to 
be acquired under the authority of this 
section of the act for the use of the 
armed services. 

Title III of the act deals with expan- 
sion of productive capacity and supply. 
There are six amendments which the 
bill would make to this title which I 
would like to discuss with you. The 
present section 304 (a) and (b) of the 
act relate to Government purchase and 
resale authority. Presently the Gov- 
ernment may purchase, or make com- 
mitments to purchase, metals, minerals, 
and other raw materials for Govern- 


ment use or resale. Agricultural com- 
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modities, however, can only be pur- 
chased for resale for industrial uses or 
for stockpiling, and when sold cannot be 
sold at less than the market or Commod- 
ity Credit Corporation price, whichever 
is higher. The bill amends this author- 
ity so that any material rather than just 
raw materials may be purchased and 
further provides that imported agricul- 
tural products may be purchased, for re- 
sale for other than stockpiling or indus- 
trial uses. Now here is where we made 
a change that I think is important to 
all American producers of materials 
whether they be agricultural commodi- 
ties or otherwise. We provided that no 
sales of any commodities purchased un- 
der the authority of this section of the 
act could be made at less than the 
higher of ceiling price—if one has been 
established—or the market price and in 
the case of agricultural commodities, the 
Commodity Credit Corporation sale 
price. In other words, no authority ex- 
ists to import commodities and sell them 
at a price to beat down the domestic 
market price or to keep the domestic 
market price from rising to whatever 
fair domestic ceiling price has been set, 
Take cotton for instance. At the mo- 
ment, cotton is selling 5 or 6 cents under 
the established ceiling price. The Gov- 
ernment could not import cotton and 
sell it for industrial use or stockpiling at 
less than the domestic ceiling price. The 
authority could not be used to keep the 
market price of cotton from going to 
the ceiling price if other supply and de- 
mand factors would otherwise push the 
market price up to the ceiling price. The 
same is true with respect to protecting 
the American producer of any other 
commodity or material. 

We have provided in this section for 
limited subsidies to high cost producers 
or high-cost processors when the Presi- 
dent finds that it is necessary to main- 
tain needed »roduction from these 
sources or to offset temporary increased 
costs that would otherwise interfere with 
production or distribution in an area. 
An example of this latter type of sub- 
sidy, for instance, would be the tempo- 
rary use of higher cost rail transporta- 
tion to ship into an area needed supplies 
of a material that normally came into 
the area by lower cost boat transporta- 
tion during the period that for one rea- 
son or another there might be an inter- 
ruption in boat transportation service. 
Mr. Wilson, Director of Defense Mobil- 
ization, stated before our committee, and 
I quote: 

I want to make it absolutely clear that 
these proposals for subsidy aid to producers 
can be used only in those cases where neces- 
sary defense production would otherwise be 
lost or interfered with. 


I do not understand that this con- 
stitutes broad across-the-board subsidy 
authority and as a matter of fact I think 
we ought to further limit it to only 
critical defense materials, such as min- 
erals and metals. 

Our bill provides authority for Gov- 
ernment construction of defense plants 
when in the judgment of the President 
it will aid the national defense effort. 
Main reliance must be placed on private 
industry to provide needed plant expan- 
sion but there probably will be a few in- 
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stances in which private industry. will 
just not undertake the needed construc- 
tion even with the loan and tax amor- 
tization incentives now provided. It may 
be a question of highly specialized use 
of the end product for defense purposes 
only or the extensive experimental tech- 
nical development that a new production 
effort requires that makes the under- 
taking of the plant development unat- 
tractive to private industry. You are all 
familiar with the synthetic rubber and 
tin smelting programs of the Govern- 
ment in the last war. In specialized 
cases such as these the Government 
should have the right to step in and pro- 
vide the facilities for production needed 
in the mobilization program. I for one 
want to see the authority used sparingly 
but I think the authority should be pro- 
vided. We have provided that Govern- 
ment corporations could be created for 
this purpose. The power to create new 
corporations was included in the bill as it 
passed the House last year but was de- 
leted in conference. If a new Govern- 
ment corporation is better suited to 
carry out a program such as this, than 
an agency of Government would be, I 
see no reason why we should not grant 
the power to create new corporations. 
There is presently provided in the act 
a revolving fund of $600,000,000 and ap- 
propriation authorization of an addi- 
tional $1,406,900,000 to carry out the sup- 
ply and expansion of productive capacity 
authorities of sections 302 and 303 of the 
act. Congress has already added a bil- 
lion dollars to the revolving fund under 
authority of the $1,400,000,000 of appro- 
priations authorized. In this bill we 
provide for a further $500,000,000 in- 
crease in the revolving fund, bringing it 
up to $2,100,000,000 and delete the sub- 
section authorizing the $1,400,000,000 of 
appropriations. The bill further pro- 
vides that the revolving fund need only 
have charged against it, the amount of 
an anticipated loss, if any, in those cases 
where the Government undertakes a 
commitment, which until it is completed, 
imposes a contingent liability on the 
fund. This is of importance in the sup- 
ply program. The Government, for in- 
stance, may make a commitment to pur- 
chase a given amount of a metal to se- 
cure needed production. When that 
metal is sold by the Government it may 
be at no loss or even at a profit. Until 
it is sold, however, there is a contingent 
liability on the Government for the full 
amount of the purchase commitment. 
If it is anticipated that there may be a 
loss on resale, the bill provides that it is 
only the amount of the anticipated loss 
that has to be charged against the re- 
volving fund as a contingent liability. 
It is the same procedure that a business 
follows in charging reserves for antici- 
pated losses in its operating accounts. 
The bill would add a new section 305 
to title III of the act, setting forth a gen- 
eral policy to be followed in expansion of 
productive facilities, seeking to achieve 
full utilization of the resources of the 
Nation and dispersal of productive ca- 
pacity for purposes of national security. 
It does not seek the taking away of pro- 
ductive facilities from any region. It 
only seeks to operate with respect to 
plant construction that is assisted by 
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Government loans or tax amortization 
certificates. Administration of this sec- 
tion would be in the hands of the Presi- 
dent and he would make quarterly re- 
ports to the Congress on the administra- 
tion of this particular section of the bill. 

There are a few amendments to title 
Iv—the price- and wage-stabilization 
title of the act—to which I wish to direct 
particular attention. The most impor- 
tant of these is the limitation on price 
roll-backs on agricultural commodities. 
I dislike roll-backs. They introduce a 
retroactive factor which is apt to dis- 
rupt production, and production is what 
we are all seeking to achieve. Produc- 
tion is necessary for the expanded de- 
fense effort, and in the final analysis 
production is necessary to achieve sta- 
bility in the economy. But, gentlemen, 
we have to make a basic decision. We 
are either going to hold the line some- 


where or run the risk of further serious. 


depreciation of the dollar. That is the 
decision we must make. Now on this 
question of roll-backs—neither side 
comes into this argument with clean 
hands. It would not have been neces- 
sary for the Stabilization Agency to roll 
back beef prices if they had acted earlier 
to place a ceiling on beef prices, as could 
have been done any time last fall or 
since, under the authority in the act. 
The Stabilization Agency did place a 
price ceiling on the new passenger auto- 
mobiles on December 26, 1950. On Jan- 
uary 26, 1951, the Office of Price Sta- 
bilization placed a general freeze on 
prices and wages. With respect to 
prices they made exemptions at the pro- 
ducer level. In the case of cotton they 
claimed they had made an exemption at 
the producer level although the price 
freeze did apply at the gin level. Not- 
withstanding the claim of Mr. DiSalle’s 
agency, anyone who knows anything 
about cotton knows that a freeze of 
prices at the gin level is a freeze of prices 
at the producer level. Later on, on 
March 4, 1951, the Stabilization Agency 
announced a ceiling price on raw cotton, 
which price was made to apply at the 
producer level. It was not until April 
30, 1951, that carcass-beef ceilings were 
announced, with the 10-percent roll- 
back on prices, of course, to become 
effective as of May 20, 1951. Had car- 
cass-beef ceilings been announced in 
January, ceilings would have been estab- 
lished at approximately the level 
achieved by the first roll-back. Beef 
producers certainly should have realized 
that the strong bidding up in prices be- 
ginning in December 1950 was inviting 
corrective price- control regulations. 
So I say, neither side comes into this 
argument with clean hands. But that 
is water over the dam. We have to face 
conditions as they are. The amend- 
ment in the bill which limits price roll- 
backs to a ceiling price for any agricul- 
tural commodity to not less than 90 per- 
cent of the price received—by grade— 
by producers on May 19, 1951, as deter- 
mined by the Secretary of Agriculture, 
represents a compromise and in my 
opinion a fair one. Growers and feed- 
ers inform me that they can produce 
beef under the first 10-percent roll-back 
even though some of them will be hurt. 
As I have said, gentlemen, we must hold 
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the price line at some point, and I think 
this compromise is the best we can get, 
that it is needed, and I shall support it. 
Without this or a similar amendment it 
would have been very difficult to have 
gotten this bill out of our committee, 
through the Rules Committee, or, in my 
opinion, to pass it on the floor of the 
House. 

The act provides that in the placing of 
ceilings on agricultural commodities no 
ceiling shall be imposed below parity 
prices for the commodity. 

We added a provision in the bill that 
in connection with establishing and ad- 
justing ceilings for processors of agri- 
cultural commodities, that “equitable 
treatment shall be accorded to all proc- 
essors” and certainly no one can object 
to the fairness of such language. 

The act, as did the old OPA Act, lists 
certain specific exceptions from price- 
control authority. Under the old OPA 
operation no price controls were im- 
posed on barbers and beauticians. 
When we passed the Defense Production 
Act last fall it was not our intention that 
control be placed on barbers and beau- 
ticians and to make this clear we have 
specifically listed them in the exceptions 
from the price-control authority. 

The bill provides certain changes in 
enforcement authority for price and 
wage-stabilization controls imposed 
under title IV of the act. These include 
the right of the President to disallow 
over-ceiling prices paid or fines incurred 
for violations of title IV authorities, as 
expenses for purposes of any other law, 
the principal one, of course, would be 
to disallow such amounts from expenses 
that a business might take into consid- 
eration in computing the amount of its 
Federal tax liability. Another change 
the bill would make is with respect to 
the treble damage provision of recov- 
eries for violations. Presently the act 
provides that recoveries may be three 
times the amount of the violation, or the 
amount of the violation plus $10,000. 
This puts a heavy penalty on small vio- 
lators but is not so harsh on the large 
violators. For instance, a small violator, 
say to the extent of $3,000, would be sub- 
ject to recoveries against him in the 
amount of $9,000—three times the 
amount of the violation. However, a 
violator who had a violation to the ex- 
tent of $100,000 would only be subject to 
recovery of $110,000—the amount of the 
violation plus $10,000. In all fairness 
violators should be treated the same, 
small or large, and we have accordingly 
removed the $10,000 limitation plus the 
amount of the original violation. 

You will note in the bill there was a 
section 105 dealing with rent stabiliza- 
tion that is all stricken through. This 
repealed the existing rent-control law 
and would have substituted completely 
changed authorities with respect to rent 
control. This would have, for instance, 
provided for the control of commercial 
rents which even during the last war were 
not under rent control, and there is no 
reason why they should be made subject 
to rent control at this time. Business 
renting is entirely different from renting 
of housing accommodations. In many 
cases you have 3-, 5-, or 10-year leases 
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with rent step-up provisions freely 
agreed to by both parties, or the rent 
may be geared to volume of business so 
that it goes up or down, depending on 
the amount of business that a man does. 
I will come to the provisions we made 
with respect to rent control when I get 
to a discussion of title II of the bill, which 
is where provision is made for amend- 
ment and extension of the present Rent 
Control Act. I merely wish to make the 
above reference to rent controls for the 
reason that there was a strike-out of the 
original rent-control provision at this 
point in the bill. 

During the previous price-control pro- 
gram, railway labor had a separate labor- 
disputes panel and operated under the 
provisions of the Railway Labor Act with 
a certain degree of coordination with the 
over-all program. The bill provides for 
the setting up of a similar panel for the 
handling of railway disputes but makes 
the settlements subject to the over-all 
approval of the Economic Stabilization 
Administrator. The bill amends section 
503 of the act—title V being the settle- 
ment-of-labor-disputes title—so as to 
specifically mention the Railway Labor 
Act, as amended, as one of the acts with 
which no action inconsistent with the 
provisions thereof can be taken under the 
authority of title V of the Defense Pro- 
duction Act. 

Title VI of the act relates to control 
of consumer and real-estate credit. As 
you know, under authority of section 602 
of this title, regulation X has been issued 
controlling conventional financing credit 
on newly constructed homes. The bill as 
introduced would have permitted the 
control of conventional home credit on 
both new and old houses. We struck this 
provision and retained the language of 
existing law. Control of credit on old 
houses would not conserve any materials, 
since the materials have already been 
put in place and would only operate to 
impede freedom of people to move, and 
we all know that in this production effort 
there is going to be considerable shift- 
ing of population to meet new or ex- 
panded production needs. 

Under authority of section 601 of this 
title of the act the Board of Governors 
of the Federal Reserve System has im- 
posed consumer credit controls. Many 
Members of Congress have thought they 
have been too inflexible in administering 
these controls to adjust them to the 
actual conditions prevailing. Accord- 
ingly, the committee imposed limitations 
on the authority of the Board to exercise 
these controls. Presently credit controls 
on new and used cars require one-third 
down payment and repayment within 15 
months. We set limitations of one-third 
down in the case of new cars, one- 
fourth down in the case of used cars 
and a repayment maturity limitation of 
not less than 18 months by order of the 
Board. We likewise set limitations on 
terms for household appliances making 
them 15 percent down and 18 months to 
repay instead of 25 percent down and 15 
months to repay as presently provided 
by the regulation. On household furni- 
ture and floor coverings we set limits of 
10 percent down and 21 months to repay 
in place of the present provision of the 
regulation for 15 percent down and 15 
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months to repay. On residential repairs 
we maintained the 10 percent down that 
is provided in the existing regulation but 
increased the repayment term from 30 
months to 36 months. We also provided 
that the Board should recognize freight 
costs on automobiles by extending 
amortization periods so as to equalize 
as nearly as practicable mcerthly pay- 
ments throughout the United States and 
its Territories. This is done to enable 
a car purchaser on the west coast, for 
instance, where the cost may be $200 or 
$300 higher than nearer the center of 
production due purely to freight costs, 
to purchase an automobile with about 
the same amount of monthly payment as 
he could purchase the car if he lived near 
the place where the car is actually manu- 
factured. 

Under the authority of section 605 of 
the act, Government-assisted home 
credits, that is primarily the FHA and 
GI programs, may be subject to credit 
control. With respect to the GI home- 
loan program the committee added an 
a.iendment limiting any authority exer- 
cised thereunder so that not more than a 
6-percent-down payment could be re- 
quired on a GI home loan on a house 
costing not in excess of $12,000. In other 
words, on a $12,000 home a GI would only 
have to pay $720 down which contrasts 
with the 15.8 percent or $1,900 down 
that he is reyuired to pay under the 
existing credit-control program. 

The bill as introduced contained a sec- 
tion in title VI which would have given 
the Government the authority to con- 
trol margins on transactions on com- 
modity exchanges. This was stricken 
from the bill. The Congress has repeat- 
edly turned down previous requests for 
similar authority. The commodity ex- 
changes provide a highly specialized 
ready cash market for the products of 
the American farmer. In most cases his 
crops more to market in a comparative- 
ly short time. Speculative activity on 
the commodity markets allow these com- 
modities through futures markets to be 
absorbed without the depressing effect 
on prices that would otherwise occur 
when a large crop came into a cash mar- 
ket in a short period of time. We want 
to go mighty slow before tinkering with 
this delicate mechanism providing a 
good cash market for the products of the 
American farmer. The argument is ad- 
vanced that exceptions would be made 
for the legitimate hedging transactions. 
But I would like to remind you that there 
are two sides to every transaction—a 
buyer and a seller. The seller may be a 
legitimate hedger, the buyer may be a 
speculator. If the controls would take 
the speculator out of the market, that 
hedger may not be able to obtain an off- 
setting buyer for his transaction. Thus 
even though you exempt a legitimate 
hedger, through eliminating the specu- 
lator you may make it impossible for 
the hedger to effect a hedging transac- 
tion. Think of the selling pressure you 
would then get on the market. Let us 
never forget the interest of the Ameri- 
can farmers whenever we get into a dis- 
cussion of this proposal. 

Members of the Small Business Com- 
mittee of the House appeared before our 
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committee and presented a very con- 
vineing argument for proposals to aid 
small business and supported them by 
documentary evidence of the problems 
which small business is encountering. 
Essentially the proposals of the Small 
Business Committee have been incorpo- 
rated in section 110 of the bill which 
would add a new section 714 to the De- 
fense Production Act. I am sure that 
as you Members read these provisions 
you will find that they will provide an- 
swers to many of the proklems of small 
business that have been brought to your 
attention through letters from your own 
constituents. The principal means of 
aiding small business which this section 
would provide it that there be set up a 
Small Defense Plants Corporation, and 


this corporation would be given powers 


to protect the position of small business, 
It could obtain contracts from Govern- 
ment procurement agencies and then 
subcontract with small business. It 
could act as a claimant agency for ma- 
terials for small business, when it is nec- 
essary to use the material allocation au- 
thority in the act. It would have a mod- 
est revolving fund of $50,000,000 to be 
used to build or expand defense plants 
which in turn would be leased to small 
business on reasonable terms. Although 
having no loaning authority of its own, 
this new corporation could recommend 
small-business loans in an aggregate 
amount outstanding at any one time of 
not to exceed $100,000,000, to the Re- 
construction Finance Corporation, who 
then could make the loans out of its ex- 
isting lending authority. There is pro- 
vision in this section for consultation 
and cooperation with Government and 
with Government procuring agencies 
and private prime contractors to ease the 
problems of small business in this pe- 
riod of expanding defense production. 
I am sure that my good friend from 
Texas [Mr. Patman], who is chairman 
of the House Small Business Commit- 
tee, will go into more detail on this pro- 
posal, but I just want to record myself 
here and now as being heartily in favor 
of it. I think we ought to have such a 
provision in the bill. 

As I have previously indicated, title II 
of this bill would amend and extend the 
Housing and Rent Act of 1947. The ex- 
tension would be for a l-year period. 
The bill would retain its local-option 
authority but would broaden it so that 
it would be a two-way operation. At the 
present time local option only operates to 
decontrol. The bill would make it pos- 
sible for a community to have Federal 
rent control imposed upon it through 
making a request for it under the estab- 
lished local-option procedure. 

We have made one provision which 
would cut across the authorities in the 
act or any State or local law, and allow 
the imposition of Federal rent control 
in an area certified by the Secretary of 
Defense and the Director of Mobilization 
acting jointly, to be a critical defense 
housing area. This appears necessary 
to meet the situations that exist in some 
communities where military posts are 
being reactivated on a substantial scale. 
The certification by the Secretary of 
Defense and the Director of Mobiliza- 
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tion could not be made, however, unless 
all the following conditions exist: 
First, a new defense plant or installation 
has been or is to be provided, or an 
existing plant or installation has been 
or is to be reactivated or its operations 
to be substantially expanded; second. 
substantial in-migration of defense 
workers or military personnel is required 
to carry out activities at such plant or 
installation; and, third, a substantial 
shortage of housing required for such 
defense workers or military personnel 
exists or impends which has resulted or 
threatens to result in excessive rent in- 
creases and which impedes or threatens 
to impede activities of such defense plant 
or installation. Even in such a case, 
however, local-option decontrol still is 
possible but after 30 days the Secretary 
of Defense and the Director of Defense 
Mobilization would then be free to again 
certify the area as a critical defense 
housing area making it subject to Fed- 
eral rent control. This may sound to 
some of the Members like a round-robin 
affair but I want to call your attention to 
an automatic-compensating provision 
that the committee has inserted in the 
bill. If an area is declared to be a criti- 
cal defense housing area and Federal 
rent control imposed, provision is made 
that housing-credit controls shall be 
suspended with respect to housing cost- 
ing within the limits set forth in the bill. 
In the case of a single-family house, 
this is $9,000 for a two-bedroom house, 
$10,200 for a three-bedroom house, and 
$11,400 for a four-bedroom house, and to 
take care of high-cost areas these 
amounts could be increased by $1,000 if 
the President found the cost levels so 
require. The theory of the proposal is 
this—if there is a shortage of housing in 
a critical defense housing area which 
requires the imposition of Federal rent 
control, the basic thing that is needed is 
to get the production of housing to cure 
the situation. Removal of credit con- 
trols within the cost limits prescribed 
will encourage the production of the 
needed housing. When this has in- 
creased to the point where rent controls 
can be safely dispensed with, then there 
is no longer any reason for the suspen- 
sion of credit controls on housing in 
that area and provision is made that 
they would in that case automatically go 
back into effect. This compensating 
provision, I think, will minimize any 
control—decontrol “round robin” which 
some Members think might possibly 
occur. 

There is a provision in the bill which 
would give some measure of relief to 
owners of property who in many cases 
have not had their rents increased since 
the imposition of rent control. I know 
there is always open season on the big 
landlord but you Members know that in 
every one of your districts there are un- 
told numbers of small landlords, retired 
people, who by their own effort and 
frugal living acquired a piece of rental 
property to give them some measure of 
security in their declining years. It is 
only right that the owners of property 
should have some increase in rents over 
the levels at which their rents were fro- 
zen, We have provided that rent ceilings 
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may be increased to 120 percent of the 
June 30, 1947, level. If there was a rent 
increase after June 30, 1947, due to op- 
eration of the lease provision that for- 
merly existed in law, or due to an area 
rent adjustment, the amount of these 
increases would be deducted from the 
allowable 20-percent increase. In other 
words, if a rent ceiling had been in- 
creased 15 percent over the June 30, 
1947, level, the additional increase per- 
mitted by this provision would amount 
to only an additional 5 percent. On the 
other hand, if a landlord has altered his 
property, decreased the services pro- 
vided, or allowed it to run down to the 
extent that a rent decrease would be in 
order, proper allowance reflecting such 
factors would be deducted from the 20- 
percent increase that would otherwise be 
permitted. There are certain other 
changes that the bill makes in the Hous- 
ing and Rent Act of 1947, but I will not 
comment on these as I think that the 
ones I have mentioned above are the 
principal ones that will be of most in- 
terest to the Members. 

As I have stated heretofore, full pro- 
duction is one of the main weapons 
against inflation. It is not easy to write 
a control bill which will be satisfactory 
to all, but we have done the best we could 
and we feel that if this bill becomes law 
it will go a long way to prevent further 
depreciation of the dollar, and to halt 
inflation, and at the saine time we hope 
it will not retard full production. It is 
very difficult to write any bill that will 
be approved by the producers, proces- 
sors, distributors, and consumers, espe- 
cially when we do not have all-out war. 

Short of all-out war, we operate in an 
other man’s economy, that is, it is all 
right to have controls on the other man 
and his business, but leave us free. 

I realize I have given a rather lengthy 
explanation of the principal provisions 
of the bill, but I have tried to call at- 
tention to the ones to which I think 
Members will want to direct most of 
their attention. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not see why the members of the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency should 
talk to a lot of empty seats; therefore, I 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] Sixty-eight 
Members are present, not a quorum. 

The Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to 
their names: 


[Roll No. 102] 
Abbitt Butler Dingell 
Allen, II. Byrne, N. Y. Dolliver 
Allen, La, Canfield Donohue 
An Carlyle Dorn 
Calif. Cc Doughton 

Anfuso ` Case Durham 
Armstrong Celler Eaton 
Bakewell Chatham Ellsworth 
Barden Chenoweth Elston 
Barrett Chiperfield Engle 
Bates, Ky. Chudoff Fallon 
Bender Clemente Fenton 
Boggs, La. t Fernandez 
Bonner Coudert ine 

. Boykin Crawford Flood 
Bray Curtis, Mo, Fogarty 
Breen e Frazier 
Brownson Davis, Ga, Fugate 
Busbey Dawson Fulton 
Bush Delaney Furcolo 
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Garmatz Klein Reams 
Gary Kluczynski Redden 
Gavin, Pa, Lane Reece, Tenn, 
Gillette Lanham 
Goodwin Lantaff Ribicoff 
Gore Latham 
Gossett LeCompte Riehiman 
Granahan Lesinski Roberts 
Granger Lucas Rodino 
Green le Rogers, Mass. 
Hall, Cart. Roosevelt 
Leonard W. McConnell Sa bath 
Halleck St. George 
Harden McGrath Secrest 
Harrison, Va. McGregor Shafer 
McGuire Sheehan 
Havenner Madden Short 
Hays, Ohio Mansfield Sieminski 
Hedrick Martin,Iowa Sikes 
Heller Martin, Mass. Sittler 
Herlong Meader Smith, Miss, 
Herter Merrow Smith, Va 
Hess Miller, Calif. Smith, Wis. 
Miller, N. Y. Staggers 
Hoffman, III. 0 Stanley 
Hoffman, orris Stigler 
Mich. Morrison Stockman 
Holifield Morton Sutton 
Hunter Mumma Tackett 
Irving Murray, Tenn. Taylor 
Jackson, Wash. Murray, Wis. Thompson, Tex. 
James Nelson Tollefson 
Javits Nicholson Towe 
Jenkins O'Brien, Ill. Vail 
Jonas O'Brien, Mich. Van Pelt 
Jones, Mo, O'Hara Vaughn 
nes, O’Konski Vorys* 
Hamilton ©. O'Neill Weichel 
Jones, Ostertag Welch 
Woodrow W. O'Toole Werdel 
Judd Passman 
Kean Philbin Whitten 
Kearney Pickett „Miss. 
Kearns Wilson, Ind. 
Kelley, Pa. Powell Winstead 
Kennedy Withrow 
Keogh Price Wood, Ga. 
Kerr Prouty Wood, Idaho 
Kersten, Wis. Quinn W. 
Eilburn Raba ut Yates 
Kilday Radwan Yorty 
Kirwan Ramsay 


Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Mitts, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
H. R. 3871, and finding itself without a 
quorum, he had directed the roll to be 
called, when 222 Members responded to 
their names, a quorum, and he sub- 
mitted herewith the names of the absen- 
tees to be spread upon the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting, 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. CoLE]. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
inflation is our domestic enemy No. 1, 
Inflation is like a thief in the night be- 
cause it stealthily plunders part of our 
wages and robs us of our insurance and 
retirement benefits. Inflation is the sly 
embezzler of our desire to save for old 
age. It steals from us our American way 
of expecting to accomplish better things 
ourselves. Inflation stalks behind every 
housewife, and loots food from her mar- 
ket basket, taking it from her and her 
children. Inflation is the enemy sabo- 
teur that wrecks our domestic program. 
A victory for inflation, Mr. Chairman, 
will be a victory for the Communists. 

We must fight this implacable foe with 
every power at our command, and every 
man, woman and child in America 
should be enlisted in this struggle. The 
President of the United States must do 
his share, and the Congress must do its 
share, and the failure upon the part of 
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anyone of us to do our share will be 
fatal. 

Mr. Chairman, we must first recognize 
an enemy before we can fight him. 
Therefore we must determine what is 
inflation before we can root it out, before 
we can destroy this evil. What is in- 
flation? We all know the answer is com- 
paratively simple. Inflation is a situa- 
tion in the country when we have a 
greater supply of money on hand, than 
a proportionate supply of goods and 
services. It is that simple. 

Now that we recognize the enemy we 
should know what to do with it. How 
can we fight it? We cannot fight it 
until we realize what the cause of it 
is. It is easy to recognize but we must 
know what makes the enemy tick, what 
causes inflation, what causes the sup- 
ply of money to be greater than the 
supply of goods and services. Once 
again the answer is not too difficult, 
The supply of money is increased by the 
issuance of Government bonds and the 
expansion of bank credit. The supply 
of goods is decreased at the present time 
by the manufacture of military equip- 
ment instead of consumer goods, so the 
pressure of increased supply of money is 
constantly bearing upon the decreased 
supply of consumer goods and services, 

Remember this, that the prices of 
commodities may be the result of infla- 
tion but never the cause. I want to 
repeat that. Remember this, that the 
prices of commodities are never the 
cause of inflation, they are merely the 
result. So now that we recognize infla- 
tion, we know what it is, and we know 
what causes it. How can we fight it? 
A good commanding general will 
bomb the bases of his enemy even 
though his commander in chief might 
object, so in order to root out the cause 
of inflation we should bomb the bases of 
inflation, or should root out the causes 
of inflation. 

Remember again, high prices are not 
the cause of inflation, they are merely 
the result. So we want to cut the supply 
of money and increase the supply of 
goods. How can we cut the supply of 
money? How can we curtail the sup- 
ply of inflationary paper money? There 
are four ways in which that may be 
done? 

First, by paring Government expend- 
itures to the marrow of the bone. Sec- 
ondly, by a pay-as-you-go tax, after 
you have pared Government expendi- 
tures to the marrow of the bone. These 
two methods will curtail the issuance of 
Government bonds, which create more 
money. Third, we must curtail the is- 
suance of bank credit, which also creates 
money. Fourth, we must encourage per- 
sonal savings, because money placed in 
the bank is not spent for consumer goods. 

These are for all practical purposes 
the only way to curtail the supply of 
money, and only by bombing these bases, 
in other words, by rooting out these 
causes, can we really attack the prob- 
lem of inflation and thus properly at- 
tack the cause of high prices. 

Whether or not we can increase con- 
sumer goods in these days of mobiliza- 
tion might be debatable; but the miracle 
of American production, however, need 
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not end with our armament effort. Year 
after year we have astounded the world 
with our ever-increasing ability to pro- 
duce the things which make for a higher 
and higher standard of living. Short of 
all-out war, Mr. Chairman, it is not im- 
possible that side by side with our mili- 
tary rearmament effort we may be able 
to and can bring up our domestic pro- 
duction. Irrespective of this, however, 
a balance can be obtained between the 
supply of money and the supply of con- 
sumer goods and services. So it is not 
a myth to believe that inflation, the 
cause of high prices, can be attacked 
properly. 

Why have we not done it? We have 
expected the administration to use such 
power as it has at its command to ac- 
complish the purpose. It has failed. 
Then Congress must, as I said, do its 
job. 

We must remember that there are 
certain danger signals in this proposal 
of price and rent control. First, there 
is the politician standing before the ap- 
plauding voters and slashing the price 
tag in order that he might gain the de- 
serving votes from his constituents. 
That is No. 1. 

Secondly, a public scapegoat must be 
found, Soin this situation the adminis- 
tration has looked around carefully and 
found one or two or three or four scape- 
goats. Notably, of course, the scapegoat 
which has been the symbol of all re- 
sentment today has been the price of 
beef. Every housewife who buys beef 
realizes that the price of beef is high. 
Beef has been the symbol of high prices, 

After having found the scapegoat the 
administration realized cattlemen are a 
small group and therefore not political- 
ly potent compared to the people who 
consume beef. So they have found not 
only the scapegoat, but have found it pos- 
sible to use the scapegoat because it will 
appeal to a great number of people. 

Then finally although thousands of 
commodities—listen to this—although 
thousands of commodities are priced 
comparably with beef in the market to- 
day, none of them can be so dramatical- 
ly exploited. So the commander-in- 
chief gave his orders and all of his gen- 
erals down the line said, “Beef prices 
shall be rolled back.” They further 
said: “Beef is the symbol of high prices.“ 

But one sour note appeared on the 
horizon and that was the evidence sub- 

mitted to the House Committee on Agri- 
culture. After the evidence was sub- 
mitted to the House Committee on Agri- 
culture by numerous witnesses, that com- 
mittee reported the roll-back on beef 
would be detrimental to the consumer 
and that the consuimer would receive 
less beef at a higher price. 

Recall also that not a single dissent- 
ing vote was cast on that resolution in 
the Committee on Agriculture. So we 
found ourselves in this situation: that 
the administration had found its sym- 
bol—had found its scapegoat in spite 
of the fact that the nonpartisan com- 
mittee, after careful and complete study 
of the situation, did not agree. 

Another sour note appeared when wit- 
ness after witness appeared before the 
House Committee on Banking and Cur- 
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rency testifying as to the result of a 
beef-price roll-back. Not a single wit- 
ness who had anything to do with the 
production of beef testified that the roll- 
back order would be beneficial either to 
the consumers or to the producers of 
the commodity—not a single witness. 
On the other hand, some witnesses— 
some members of the agency downtown, 
who had had their orders, testified that 
in their judgment and in their opinion 
the roll-back on beef would not be detri- 
mental. So the only people who testi- 
fied, who knew something about the 
business, testified completely and abso- 
lutely that the roll-back on beef would 
be detrimental to the consumers of 
America. 

But in site of that the propaganda 
machine continued grinding out sta- 
tistics and ideas and inuendoes and im- 
plications. The scrapegoat must divert 
the attention of the people. 

The other symbol of high prices in 
the minds of a great many people is rent. 
We have not heard much about rent 
control in this bill, It has been rather 
lost in the welter of many confusing and 
complex issues—but still it is there. 
Rent control today represents a unique 
mistreatment of a great group of Ameri- 
can people. Rent control provides dis- 
criminatory housing at discriminatory 
prices to people who get there “fustest 
with the mostest” without any effort 
whatsoever to be fair and just to the 
tenant and the landlord, 

So we might continue to examine the 
9,000,000,000 commodities which are at- 
tempted to be controlled under this bill. 

Remember I said before the high prices 
are not the cause but merely the result 
of inflation. Price control is a politically 
expedient method of attempting to do 
a job in reverse. 

Why should we not continue price and 
rent controls today? There are five rea- 
sons. First, because the administration 
of the act today by those people charged 
with responsibility do not justify our 
confidence that they can do a good job. 
They have bungled it. Secondly, there 
are inherent difficulties in administering 
any price or rent control law which in 
the end defeats the very object of the 
law. Third, there has been, in my judg- 
ment, a willful neglect on the part of 
the agency and those administering it 
to understand the realities of the vari- 
ous industries controlled by virtue of 
this law. Fourth, the policy of politics 
first—let liberty, let freedom, let private 
enterprise and initiative, let the small 
wage-earner, let the white-collar person 
go—it makes no difference what happens 
to them—if the administration can only 
tell them that we are controlling their 
prices, for the sake of politics. That is 
the policy that hes prevailed. Fifth, 
because the bill does not attack the cause 
of high prices which is inflation. 

Mr. Chairman, as we approach this 
bill in the next few days, many amend- 
ments will be offered to it. Many 
amendments will be offered, attempting 
to clarify price control and rent con- 
trol; and yet, in the final and last 
analysis, none of those amendments 
will solve the problem of high prices for 
the people of America, because we have 
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not by this bill attacked the funda- 
mental issue, which is inflation. Until 
the administration has the courage and 
the forthrightness to do the job cor- 
rectly, then, Mr. Chairman, I believe it 
is the responsibility of every man in this 
Congress and the responsibility of the 
people of America to rise up and to say 
this job must be done right. Until it 
is done correctly we will not pass this 
legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Cote] has 
expired. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman three additional minutes. 

Mr.MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I yield. 

Mr. MULTER. There are two ques- 
tions I would like to have the gentleman 
answer if he can or if he will. First, I 
understand the gentleman and the rank- 
ing minority member of our committee 
have urged that the way to control in- 
flation is to control the bank-reserve 
requirements. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. That is one of 
many. 

Mr. MULTER. Is it not a fact that 
you joined the ranking minority mem- 
ber of our committee in tabling a motion 
that I made to amend the bill so as to 
increase those reserve requirements? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. That is true, 
but as you know and as the members of 
the committee know, there had been no 
hearings upon that proposition. 

Mr. MULTER. Why have hearings? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas, If you want me 
to answer, I will do so. Otherwise, I 
will yield the floor. There had been no 
hearings upon it. The reserve require- 
ments placed upon the banking system 
by the Federal Reserve Bank in the first 
place are very complex and very difficult 
to understand. At the last moment our 
committee had no business, at the last 
moment—and I mean at the very last 
moment—our committee had no business 
to attempt to pass an amendment which 
might have thrown the entire thing out 
of gear. In my judgment, you will not 
find the ranking member of my com- 
mittee nor myself nor others who believe 
as we do, opposing such a move. We 
will be happy to have hearings upon it 
and happy to consider the recommenda- 
tions of the Federal Reserve Board. 

Mr. MULTER. If the gentleman will 
yield further, my next question is: What 
testimony was there, if any, presented to 
this committee that you say looked upon 
this without bias or prejudice; namely, 
the House Committee on Agriculture— 
what evidence was submitted to that 
committee that was not submitted to 
your Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, at length? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I think there 
was a great deal of evidence submitted 
to the Committee on Agriculture which 
was not submitted to our committee, but 
I will say this to you: that the evidence 
submitted to our committee generally 
covered the same subjects that were 
covered by the House Committee on 
Agriculture. Generally so. We did not 
go into it fully and in as great detail. 
Probably if we had we might have had 
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a little more understanding among the 
members of the committee, including 
myself. But generally we did cover the 
same 2 

One thing I want to say to you, sir, is 
that our committee is not a committee 
on agriculture. 

A great many members of our commit- 
tee come from large urban areas: Some 
are like myself; I am not an agricultur- 
ist; I am a small-town lawyer, and I do 
not understand all of the problems in- 
volved in livestock raising. 

Mr. MULTER. But the gentleman 
can read a financial statement, certain- 
ly, can he not? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. It took a great 
deal of study for me to attempt to under- 
stand, and some of the members of our 
committee had preconceived ideas which 
were never changed. The House Com- 
mittee on Agriculture having great un- 
derstanding of agricultural problems im- 
mediately grasped the situation and they 
had no difficulty whatsoever. 

Mr. MULTER. Surely the gentleman 
will agree that every man who testified 
before our committee was able to present 
his case fully. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Yes; I will 
agree on that. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle- 
man from California [Mr. MCKINNON]. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may ex- 
tend at this point in the Recorp the re- 
marks of my colleague, the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. RIBICOFF]. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. Chairman, the 
membership of the House should be 
made familiar with the so-called Rains 
amendment, section 305 a, b, c of the 
bill. 

This so-called dispersal amendment 
was overwhelmingly defeated in the 
other body. It should receive the same 
treatment by this House when it comes 
before us under the 5-minute rule. 

Although many Members have had an 
active part in organizing the fight 
against this amendment, credit for the 
extent and effectiveness of the opposi- 
tion should be given where it is justly 
due. 

The State of Connecticut, every indus- 
trial community, and our Nation owe a 
debt of gratitude to Robert D. Byrnes of 
the Hartford Courant. He rang the 
alarm. Through a series of accurate and 
timely articles covering each move of 
this proposal, Mr. Byrnes touched off a 
chain reaction; others responded. 

This amendment was based on a study 
prepared by the committee staff of the 
Joint Committee on the Economic Re- 
port. The amendment was introduced 
in the other body on June 14, 1951. At 
that time no one had noticed or attached 
any significance to the amendment. 
While I am sure it was not so intended, 
this report was a sleeper that would have 
caused great harm to our Nation if 
translated into law. This report was 
aa for publication on June 18, 
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Through the vigilance of Mr. Byrnes, 
on June 15 he disclosed in the Hartford 
Courant this proposal “to discourage 
the continued geographic concentration 
of industry” and stated further that this 
measure would be offered as a rider to 
the Defense Production Act when that 
bill reached the fioor of the other body. 
His explanation and analysis of this 
proposal was most accurate. The next 
article by him appeared in the Hartford 
Courant on June 18, when he pointed 
out that in the State of Connecticut 
alone practically all future expansion 
for defense industry would be excluded. 
As a result of this article, the Hartford 
Chamber of Commerce sent telegrams to 
the Connecticut delegation, a copy of 
which telegram, together with my oppo- 
sition to the amendment, were intro- 
duced in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD by 
myself on June 19, 1951. 

From that time on many Members 
were contacted, and I can truthfully 
state that for a period of approximately 
a week thereafter very few were aware 
of this sleeper. I do not think that un- 
til June 19 any other newspaper in the 
country carried the story of this disper- 
sal proposal or the dangers it involved. 

Thereafter, the hue and cry was raised 
and it became a matter of widespread 
knowledge and concern throughout the 
entire Nation. Many Members in this 
body and the other gathered in opposi- 
tion. However, it is my belief that were 
it not for the early and timely dis- 
closures of Mr. Byrnes this measure 
could have well been brought to the floor 
without adequate awareness of its 
dangers. 

We should condemn the continuing 
efforts to break down Connecticut and 
all other industrial areas of our Nation. 
At the present time, neither the North- 
east, the Atlantic coast, nor the Pacific 
coast is any more vulnerable to enemy 
attack than any other section of the 
country. It is generally admitted that 
were a surprise attack to come it would 
be by air over the polar gap and not by 
sea. Under these circumstances, Wyo- 
ming and Kansas would be closer to the 
bases of a potential enemy than the 
eastern seaboard. 

Furthermore, the State of Connecticut 
has a great reservoir of skilled workers 
and an alert and competent industry. 
Time and time again they have given 
adequate proof of the production mira- 
cles they can accomplish for the benefit 
of our Nation and the world in both 
peace and war. 

On a proposal of such great signifi- 
cance, inadequate hearings were held. 
Basically, this proposal would change the 
economic and social life of our Nation. 
Industrial areas have grown in our coun- 
try because of power, transportation, 
housing, skilled labor, financial re- 
sources, and many other advantages 
which are part and parcel of our free 
enterprise system. This proposal would 
cause a crumbling of our efficiency and 
2 capacity which we so vitally 
n 

Section 305 would be most unfortu- 
nate. It is a dangerous proposal. It 
would require the building of new cen- 
ters of housing. It would break up social 
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and family patterns built up through 
generations. It would cripple our de- 
fense program and be a deterrent to our 
future. Under the guise of defense, we 
would change the face of America itself. 

I am sure that all who are interested 
in the welfare of our Nation will join in 
defeating this proposal. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. Burton]. 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, much 
as I dislike controls and will support 
their discontinuance at the earliest 
moment practicable, after most careful 
consideration in committee, may I say 
that your committee went into this mat- 
ter most exhaustively with many people 
of varying views; and after hearing those 
views presented I support this bill, be- 
lieving it necessary to avert runaway in- 
flation which is the greatest disaster 
this country could encounter. It would 
fall most heavily on those of dollar com- 
mitments and dollar contracts. Among 
those are widows and orphans and the 
workingman whose savings are mostly in 
bank deposits and in insurance. 

I wish especially to commend to your 
attention title II, amendments to the 
Housing and Rent Act of 1947, since I 
had something to do with this portion of 
the bill in committee. Rent control will, 
in my opinion, defeat its own purpose if 
carried indefinitely, but at this stage of 
the game if we put controls on all other 
commodities I do not see how we can do 
less than continue rent controls along 
the same basis that has been in opera- 
tion under the present act. 

The committee has been especially 
careful in providing that the Secretary 
of Defense and Director of Defense 
Mobilization acting jointly may only 
certify a defense area when three con- 
ditions exist which are carefully defined 
in the act. Those conditions as pre- 
sented to you in the bill now before us 
for consideration and amendment will, I 
believe, provide for local controls, local 
options, and at the same time will give 
sufficient Federal control in areas such 
as South Carolina, where we have an 
emergency need and where private en- 
terprise would not find it profitable, that 
the Federal Government may enter and 
take care of the situation. This, how- 
ever, is only in a critical area; and, as 
I previously stated and wish to empha- 
size, the definition is very explicit. We 
are writing into law limitations which 
I think will provide against controls 
going too far in getting out of local 
hands. 

I may say that General Marshall in 
his testimony stated before the commit- 
tee that the impact of defense deliveries 
in the fiscal year 1952 will be two and 
one-half times as great as in fiscal year 
1951. To me that was one of the most 
impressive statements made before the 
committee, because it indicates that we 
still have before us the principal effect 
of defense deliveries. 

Reasons have been given why control 
alone will not take care of inflation, and 
while that undoubtedly is true, the im- 
pact of defense purchases and deliveries 
is so great as to upset the normal law of 
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supply and demand and, therefore, re- 
quires that we continue controls. 

I would also call attention to the fact 
that those controls are now in effect and 
it would be disastrous to the economy of 
this Nation to blow-hot and cold, in other 
words, put on controls today and take 
them off tomorrow. 

The bill presented for your considera- 
tion is a moderate one, which has been 
most carefully examined by your com- 
mittee and I sincerely trust it will have 
your support. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia has expired. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] Seventy-six 
Members are present, nota quorum. The 
Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Members failed to answer to 
their names: 


[Roll No, 103] 

Abbitt Harden Nelson 
Allen, La. Harrison, Va. Nicholson 
Anf uso Hart O'Brien, II. 
Armstrong Harvey O'Brien, Mich. 
Bakewell Havenner O'Hara 
Barden Hays, Ohio O'Konski 
Barrett Hedrick O'Neill 
Bates, Ky. Heller Ostertag 
Bender Herlong O'Toole 
Boggs, La. Herter Passman 
Bonner Hess Philbin 
Boykin Hill Pickett 
Bray Hinshaw Potter 
Breen Hoffman, Ill Powell 
Brownson Hoffman, Mich. Preston 
Burdick Holifield Prouty 
Busbey Irving inn 
Bush Jackson, Wash. Rabaut 
Butler James Radwan 
Byrne, N. Y. Javits Ramsay 
Canfield Jenkins Reams 
Carlyle Jonas Redden 
Carnahan Jones, Mo. Reece, Tenn, 
Case Jones, Regan 
Celler Hamilton C. Ribicoff 
Chatham Jones, Richards 
Chenoweth Woodrow W. Riehlman 
Chudoff Judd Roberts 
Clemente Kean Rodino 
Corbett Kearney Rogers, Mass 
Coudert Kearns Roosevelt 
Crosser Kelley, Pa Sabath 
Curtis, Mo. Kennedy St. George 
Dague Keogh Secrest 
Davis, Ga Kerr Shafer 
Dawson Kersten, Wis. Sheehan 
Delaney Kilburn Short 
Dingell Kilday Sieminski 
Dolliver Kirwan Sikes 
Donohue Klein Sittler 
Dorn Kluczynskt Smith, Miss. 
Doughton Lane Smith, Va. 
Durham Lanham Smith, Wis. 
Ellsworth Lantaff Staggers 
Elston Latham Stanley 
Engle LeCompte Stigler 
Fallon Lesinski Stockman 
Fenton Lucas Sutton 
Fernandez Lyle Tackett 
Fine McCarthy Taylor 
Flood McConneil Thompson, Tex. 
Fogarty McCulloch Tollefson 
Frazier McGrath Towe 
Fugate McGregor Vail 
Fulton McGuire Van Pelt 
Furcolo Madden Vaughn 
Garmatz Mahon Vorys 
Gary Mansfield Weichel 
Gavin Martin, Iowa Welch 
Gillette Martin, Mass. Werdel 
Goodwin Meader Wharton 
Gore Merrow Whitten 
Gossett Miller, Calif. Williams, Miss, 

ranahan Miller, N. Y. Wilson, Ind. 
Granger Morano Withrow 
Green Morris Wood, Ga. 
Hagen Morrison Wood, Idaho 

all, Morton Woodruff 

Leonard W. Murray, Tenn, Yates 
Halleck Murray, Wis. Yorty 
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Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Mitts, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
H. R. 3871, and finding itself without a 
quorum, he had directed the roll to be 
called, when 225 Members responded 
to their names, a quorum, and he sub- 
mitted herewith the names of the ab- 
sentees to be spread upon the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

15 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Mutter]. 
- Mr.MULTER. Mr. Chairman, this be- 
ing the day after Independence Day I 
think most of you probably heard at 
some point during the course of yester- 
day’s celebration many of the remarks 
of the fathers of our country back in 
those trying days that brought this coun- 
try into being. At the expense of repeti- 
tion let me give you this quotation from 
Thomas Jefferson: 

Equal and exact justice to all men of what- 
ever state or persuasion, religious, or political, 


You will have an opportunity when it 
comes to passing upon the various 
amendments to this bill to give more 
than lip service to that doctrine. When 
the time comes to offer amendments to 
this bill I know you will be confronted, 
as our committee was, by pressures from 
all sides, each seeking an exemption for 
itself, all saying. Let George do it, as 
long as George is not me.” If we are to 
have an effective control bill that is going 
to do any good and help save the econ- 
omy of our country and beat down the 
forces of inflation, which all agree are 
just as vicious and just as bad as com- 
munism at its worst, we will have to have 
a control bill that will do equal justice 
to all with exemptions to none. We will 
have to put the national interest above 
the selfish interest. 

Mr. Chairman, I listened carefully to 
the ranking minority member of our 
committee, the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. Wotcort], and to the gentle- 
man from Kansas [Mr. Cote] when they 
told us that one of the ways to control 
inflation is through the Federal Reserve 
Board, by increasing bank-reserve re- 
quirements in order to control credit, I 
was happy to Fear them concede that 
that is not the only way. That is one 
of the ways to control inflation. There 
is no doubt but that one of the ways to 
control inflation is to control credit. 

We gave you gentlemen on the left an 
opportunity to do that last year and 
you struck it out of the bill, which be- 
came the Defense Production Act. You 
struck out all of the provisions for the 
control of credit other than consumer 
credit and real-estate credit. I gave 
you the opportunity again in our com- 
mittee when in executive session I of- 
fered an amendment permitting—not 
requiring, but permitting—the Federal 
Reserve Board to increase its bank re- 
serve requirements in order to control 
credit. The gentleman who was the 
first to oppose it was the very gentleman 


-who made such an eloquent argument 


here today that without those controls 
on credit we cannot control inflation, 
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He prevailed on his motion to table the 
amendment that would give the Federal 
Reserve Board the right to control cred- 
its, bank credits. Oh, consumer-credit 
control remains, but the consumer is a 
small guy; he has no lobby here to come 
in and plead for him. We can kick him 
around. He speaks only on election day 
and you hope by election day of 1952, 
he will have forgotten how you mis- 
treated him in 1951. You know, there 
is another quotation I would like to give 
you from the days of 1775. It was Pat- 
rick Henry who said, “I have but one 
lamp by which my feet are guided, and 
that is the lamp of experience. I know 
of no way of judging the future than 
by the past.” I will quote that many 
times during the campaign of 1952 and 
ask them to look back on how they were 
treated by the Congress of 1950 and the 
Congress of 1951 and how you granted 
exemptions to every special interest that 
had the money with which to send lob- 
bies down here and plead for them. 
Speaking about that, calls to mind the 
pamphlets that came to every Member 
with reference to beef control. Did you 
notice the sameness of the arguments 
and the sameness of the language? Did 
you stop to think where it all came from? 
It came from the cattle organizations, 
from the feeder organizations, from the 
little packers, but they did not tell you 
that it all came from the one source, 
from the big packers who organized this 
entire campaign and managed it and 
financed it from its beginning to its end. 
Let us see what past experience 
teaches us about that. Remember the 
promises we got back in 1946? “Would 
you like some butter or a roast of beef?” 
There were big full-page ads in all the 
papers of the country, “Would you like 
some butter or a roast of beef? Take off 
price controls and you will get it.” You 
got it—in the neck. You got butter and 


‘roast beef at higher prices than ever be- 


fore. The same people tell us again 
now, “Increase production. That will 
bring the price down.” They increased 
production for all of these items then, 
they increased production beyond what 
it had ever been in this country, and the 
prices went sky high with the increase of 
production. Now you are told again, 
“Increase production and the prices will 
come down.” 

Judge them by how they performed 
their promises in the past. You will get 
it again, the same fulfillment—even 
higher prices with an increase of pro- 
duction. I am sure the only reason 
those lobbyists and their spokesmen, 
and the moneyed interests of this coun- 
try, went before the Committee on Agri- 
culture to present their story there is 
that after they presented it to our com- 
mittee and were given the fullest and 
most complete hearings any man could 
get anywhere, when they were given 
every opportunity to come in with those 
figures, and knowing that they could not 
prove their case, they thought they could 
get sympathetic sectional support from 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

May I suggest that although I do not 
impugn the motives of any of the mem- 
bers of the Committee on Agriculture 
they perhaps overstepped the bounds of 
congressional propriety by taking that 
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proof at a time when our committee was 
considering this matter. If they had 
analyzed those facts and figures as we 
had, they would have come to the same 
conclusion as many members of our 
committee did. 

This is an old adage, “Figures never lie 
but liars do figure.” How those liars did 
figure in order to pretend that they could 
not get along with these beef roll-backs, 
that they would lose money. Some of 
them had the temerity to come in and 
say that on a $30 cost they had to pay 
$10.41 in taxes. So we said to them, 
“Where do you pay these taxes? Who 
do you pay them to? How do you arrive 
at such tax figures?” None of them 
could sustain an item of taxes of more 
than $1.41. 

We have a very fine pamphlet here, 
with page after page of figures. Take the 
time to analyze them, You do not have 
to be a farmer to read these figures and 
to understand them. You do not have 
to be a cattle raiser or a cattle feeder or 
a packer to understand them. It is very 
simple to be able to take the figures as 
given to us by the Department of Agri- 
culture, who know every facet of the 
business and every segment of it, and see 
how they arrive at their parity. They 
take the base cost and they add to it 
every increased cost, whether it be raw 
material or labor or what have you. 
Then they take today’s prices and they 
compare them and they find that the 
cost of livestock today is 152 percent of 
parity. Do you know of anybody in the 
country other than the cattlemen and 
feeders and packers who are making 52 
percent more money today than they did 
before Korea? And if you do, I would 
be glad to hear you tell me why they 
should be permitted to do that. If you 
are not going to control that kind of 
situation, then have the courage to stand 
up and vote against any and all con- 
trols. Incidentally that is what the 
packers said. They do not want any 
controls. They want a free enterprise 
system under which they can gouge the 
public and extort from them every last 
dollar that they can lay their hands on. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. In the first 
place, I want to ask the gentleman if 
he will not correct his statement that 
many witnesses came before the com- 
mittee and said the tax on one cow was 
$10. That was the statement of one wit- 
ness, which statement was introduced by 
another individual. Those witnesses 
who testified as to typical cases made no 
mention of any such tax figure and 
therefore the gentleman’s statement is 
incorrect. 

Mr. MULTER. I am sorry I must 
differ with the gentleman from Kansas. 
I will stand on my statement. The rec- 
ord will bear out the gentleman, or bear 
me out. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas, Fine. 

Mr. MULTER. I am sure the record 
will bear me out, and I am sure anyone 
who will take the time and trouble to 
analyze any set of figures which were 
given to us, whether a man came in and 
said—as one did—“Why, these are not 
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typical. I brought them to you because 
your committee demands some figures, 
so I am giving you these figures.” 

He just prepared a set of figures. 
Some witnesses came in with figures that 
they pretended were typical. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. They said they 
were typical. 

Mr. MULTER. When we got through 
analyzing the figures there was not one 
who was not making money, or who 
would not make money even if you took 
into account the three roll-backs. 

Let me call your attention to this: 
Two different witnesses, after testifying 
that they would lose money under these 
roll-backs were then asked by me: Do 
you mean you will lose some money so 
that you will not break even, or will not 
make a profit, or do you mean you are 
going to get less profits?” 

He said: “Yes; ve are going to get less 
profit.” 

One fellow said, “I am going to lose 
$50,000, and the industry will lose $500,- 
000,000.” I then asked, Does that mean 
loss of profit?” He said, “Yes we are 
going to get that much less profit if you 
let these roll-backs stand.” 

Well, you can give those men your 
sympathy if you want to, and then an- 
swer to your constituents when you go 
back Lome. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I read a news- 
paper column the other evening about 
a man who is a large feeder of cattle who 
was complaining that as a result of roll- 
backs, although he admitted that he 
would make a profit even under the roll- 
back, as I say he was complaining that 
he was going to make $500,000 less profit 
than he would with the roll-backs. 

But even with the roll-backs he admit- 
ted to the writer of the column that he 
would make a substantial profit, but he 
was complaining because of the fact he 
could not make a bigger profit, and he 
figured that he was going to lose $500,000 
because he was denied the opportunity 
to make that additional profit. 

Mr. MULTER. Iam sure that you will 
lend him your crying towel. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Oh, yes, indeed; 
I am weeping for him. 

Mr. MULTER. I will lend him my 
crying towel, too. 

Look, gentlemen, here is the second 
quarterly report to the President, of July 
1, 1951, by the Director of Defense Mobili- 
zation. Take it, and if you read nothing 
else, look at page 37 and read about Beef 
Prices—A Problem and a Solution. 
They are facts and figures that cannot 
be disputed because, bear in mind, every 
witness who came before our committee 
was asked: Are the figures of the De- 
partment of Agriculture accurate and 
correct? And every last one of them 
said, “Yes, they are.” Some volunteered 
that the Department of Agriculture has 
the best statistical bureau on agriculture 
in the world. These figures and these 


charts are based on their facts and their 


figures. They cannot be disputed, 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield. 
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Mr. COLE of Kansas. The gentleman 
will recall that after the testimony of 
Mr. Pickett, the representative of the 
Kansas State Livestock Association, who 
gave a number of typical illustrations of 
losses caused by the roll-back, I threw 
out the challenge and said, “I challenge 
the Department of Agriculture and Mr. 
DiSalle, and I challenge the gentlemen 
to show that these figures are not typi- 
cal and that they are incorrect.” 

That has not been done. I still make 
that challenge. And I want to say it 
cannot be done—I am talking about 
examining the figures and proving them 
incorrect, and not making wild state- 
ments about somebody making $500,000. 

Mr. MULTER. My answer to you now 
is what it was then. This record sustains 
every last word of what I said, and as I 
said to you and to those cattlemen, we do 
not have to disprove their figures. They 
are coming in looking for relief. The 
burden is on them to show that they 
have a case which requires relief, and 
when they come in to us with fantastic 
and fictitious figures they have not made 
out a case and are not entitled to any 
relief. These packers are the smartest 
operators in the world and have all but 
succeeded in getting away with the big- 
gest hoax of the century. 

They first established before OPS that 
the price of livestock should be rolled 
back. Then they went before the Wage 
Stabilization Board and urged an in- 
crease of wages to their own employees. 
Then they stirred the feeders and cat- 
tlemen into action and got the campaign 
under way to kill all controls. An idea 
of the manner in which they operate can 
be obtained by reviewing their financial 
statements. The last quarterly state- 
ment of Armour & Co. recently re- 
leased, I am certain, is typical of all 
these enterprises. They show a loss of 
$1,000,000 on their food operations, while 
their over-all operations show a net 
profit of almost $3,000,000. By juggling 
their books they can always demonstrate 
a loss on the food products and then try 
to hide the tremendous profits under the 
label of by-products. 

My colleagues, I urge you to wake up 
to the fact that every man, woman, and 
child in this country is a consumer and 
every consumer is a taxpayer or a poten- 
tial taxpayer. More important, however, 
is the fact that almost every adult con- 
sumer is a voter from whom you will 
hear in no uncertain terms in 1952. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM], 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
I was very much interested in the re- 
marks of the distinguished gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Muttrr], who pre- 
ceded me, and particularly his quotation 
from Thomas Jefferson for equal and 
exact justice for all mankind. I have 
been wondering for a long time why all 
mankind cannot get equal and exact jus- 
tice under the present administration. 
I have also been wondering, Mr. Chair- 
man, for some time why, under the pres- 
ent Price Control Act, as it is sometimes 
called, enacted by this Congress shortly 
after the outbreak of hostilities in Korea 
last year, the cost-of-living index has 
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gone higher that at any time in the his- 
tory of our country. I wonder why, un- 
der the administration of this act, the 
housewife is paying higher prices today 
than ever. And yet we are asked to ex- 
tend it. What is the t-ouble? 

I have been seeking for a long time to 
learn just what the trouble is, and per- 
haps I have the answer in a letter or two 
which I hold inmy hand. This letter is 
not from a big packer. It is from a little 
packer, a man who kills one or two or 
three beeves at a time. He lives in my 
district, about 25 miles from Des Moines. 
He is a very substantial and honorable 
gentleman, whose integrity is beyond re- 
proach. He has served several terms in 
the State Legislature of Iowa. Inciden- 
tally, this letter is from a man who lives 
in the one county in my district that is 
predominantly Democratic. 

I quote from this letter: 

Not long ago I was heartily in favor of 
ceiling prices on commodities in general and 
beef in particular. I now have reason to 
change my mind. 

We operate a locker plant, grocery and 
meat market. The manager of same is so 
confused that I have personally tried to help 
him determine what the rules are. We have 
for many years slaughtered most of our own 
beef for our retail trade. We are, at present, 
selling all beef cuts below the established 
ceiling prices excepting for ground beef. 
Yesterday we had occasion to call the United 
States Department of Agriculture in order 
that they might inspect and grade a carcass 
for us. The grader came; he told us that the 
carcass was a good one; graded it Choice (all 
of this we already knew); charged us more 
than $10 for his services based on 7 cents a 
mile plus $3.50 per hour (portal to portal no 
doubt). 

I told the manager of the market this 
morning to raise his prices enough to cover 
this expense which will run more than 3 
cents per pound on the finished meat (we 
can raise the price so long as we stay under 
established ceilings). My manager protested 
somewhat, saying that beef is already too 
high. True as this may be, the additional 
charges which Government regulation is 
forcing on us is not going to reduce this 
price. And already the forces of the black 
market are at work, draining supplies away 
from legitimate channels. 

If beef price control must be kept then it 
appears that rationing must follow quickly. 
I respectfully suggest that, so long as poultry, 
fish, and pork remain relatively inexpensive, 
you give your utmost consideration to abol- 
ishing controls on beef. 


This is not a big packer; this is a lit- 
tle man in a little town. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield. 

Mr. PRICE. I would just like to clar- 
ify a point; grading does not have any 
effect on price control. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. It has a decided 
effect as I shall proceed to show. 

I wrote to this gentleman to ask him 
for his permission to use this letter. He 
not only replied granting me permission 
but sent me a meat-grading certificate 
showing his receipt where he paid 
$10.80—and the gentleman may look at 
it. 

Mr. PRICE. If the gentleman will 
permit 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I cannot yield 
further at this time; I will proceed, then 
yield to the gentleman, 
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I wish to quote in addition from the 
second letter received from this gentle- 
man on June 6, 1951: 

In this particular case this Government 
service raised the price of the finished meat 
by nearly 4 cents per pound. It is true that 
the average cost would not run this much, 
since we usually try to have two or three 
head to grade at one time; nevertheless, it 
is a very substantial expense in the case 
of small packers, lockers, etc, And it must 
be passed on to the consumer whom the 
OPS claims to be protecting from high 
prices. OPS, no doubt, will point out that 
the merchant must absorb this; he cannot 
raise prices because of their ceilings. In 
this area that simply is not true due to the 
fact that with normal supplies beef is sold, 
in most cases, from 5 to 20 percent under 
the OPS ceilings. But in view of recent 
developments the OPS maximum will also 
tend to become the minimum, 


Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield. 

Mr. TALLE. My colleague from Iowa 
knows as I do that one of the difficulties 
in connection with the administration 
of price control in World War II was 
upgrading; in other words, shoddy ma- 
terials in the textile field were sold at 
high prices merely by the addition of 
a button or something of that sort to 
a garment. Under the present price- 
control law lower grades of meat are per- 
mitted to be sold at higher prices; for 
instance, that which was not choice grade 
before is called choice now. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the 
gentleman. He has anticipated one of 
the points I intended to make. The law 
intended to control prices to the con- 
sumer instead of holding prices down 
tends to bring the price of cheaper arti- 
cles up just as is demonstrated by the 
last letter I read. I have another letter 
which I desire to read, a letter which 
comes from a laboring man who lives 
in Des Moines, Iowa, and who is a mem- 
ber of a large labor organization. He 
refers to literature he has received from 
them as well as from Government de- 
partments demanding that he write his 
Congressman in support of these con- 
trols. I quote from that letter: 

Before the beef price roll-back we bought 
hamburger at the University Avenue A. & P. 
Store (10 percent fat) for 67 to 69 cents a 
pound. That pound made us four big lean 
patties. The OPS comes along, freezes the 
price at 62 cents a pound and allows 30 
percent fat. Now my pound of hamburger 
costs 5 cents less but I get only 314 fat- 
soaked (just like DiSalle) patties. So, I've 
either got to divide up the 314 patties into 4 
or buy an extra one-third pound. Either 
way I lower my standard of living and I get 
a greasy patty. If I insist on getting the 
same size patty now as before each patty now 
costs me 22 cents instead of the 17 cents. Is 
that what the OPS means when it proclaims 
that the housewife isn’t going to be the for- 
gotten person? 


It happens that but a few weeks ago 
I was in conference one evening with a 
number of other gentlemen from this 
House with representatives of a large 
labor organization. We had quite a dis- 
cussion, They were talking about bread 
and the cost of bread. I said, “Is it not 
true that out of a 20-cent loaf of bread 
the farmer who furnishes the wheat that 
goes into that bread gets somewhere 
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around 2% to 244 cents per loaf?” This 
gentleman who claimed to have all of 
the statistics from the Department of 
Agriculture, Bureau of Economic Statis- 
tics, said, “That is correct.” 

Therefore almost 18 cents of the 20 
cents paid for a loaf of bread by the 
housewife does not go to the producer 
of wheat. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Iowa has expired. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman three additional 
minutes. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
it does not go to the farmer or the pro- 
ducer of the wheat. It goes to the miller, 
the baker, the slicer, the retailer, de- 
livery boy, and so forth. 

Then I put this question, “Is it not true 
that if the price of wheat to the farmer 
is reduced 50 cents a bushel it will not 
change the price of bread 1 cent a loaf?” 
He agreed to that. Or if we increase 
the price of wheat to the farmer 50 cents 
or 25 cents a bushel, it will not neces- 
sarily change the price of a loaf of 
bread? That he agreed to. 

Mr. Chairman, you can go all through 
the items that are covered by price con- 
trol and you will find that the cost to 
the housewife will not be materially 
changed and she will not greatly benefit 
by this bill or any other bill, particularly 
the bill we have been operating under 
for almost a year, because, as the gen- 
tleman from New York said, to judge the 
future by the past, I think the history of 
the past year under price control as we 
have had it and under the manner in 
which it has been administered, shows 
that we have had higher prices and the 
cost of living index has gone higher than 
ever in the history of our country. 

I am very much interested in prevent- 
ing inflation and doing the best good 
for the greatest number of people. I 
have listened with great interest to this 
debate to find the answers to some of 
these questions, but I have not been able 
to find them. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. In connection 
with the grading of livestock and its im- 
pact upon price control, the question 
raised by our good friend from Illinois 
(Mr. Price], I would like to quote from 
page 871, part 2, of the hearings as 
follows: 

For example, OPS requires a spread of $4.41 
between Good and Commercial and $5.44 be- 
tween Commercial and Utility. The deci- 
sion of a grader can change the value of a 
1,000-pound steer $54.40 based on Kansas 
City prices. Packer buyers, knowing they 
must comply with these grade prices, natur- 
ally will try to buy with a margin of safety. 

Setting up livestock prices with a $5.44 
spread between grades is unrealistic and un- 
fair. Practical cattlemen know that one 
grade shades into the lower or higher grade 
and there is no definite break. Under 
normal conditions buyers trade on 25 cents 
and 50 cents per hundred and at times even 
use nickels and dimes, 


In that quotation is the difficulty with 
which OPS finds itself in attempting to 
grade livestock realistically. 
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Mr.CUNNINGHAM. I thank the gen- 
tleman from Kansas for his valuable 
contribution. Price control is a two- 
edged sword. It raises prices in many 
cases while lowering them in others. It 
is questionable whether any long range 
over-all advantage can be claimed for 
price control. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. DEANE]. 


EQUALITY OF SACRIFICE 


Mr. DEANE. Mr. Chairman, I think 
it is a little singular that throughout the 
long debate in the Senate covering many 
hours of the day and the night, and up 
to this particular point in our own dis- 
cussion, nothing has been said of the 
marvelous accomplishments of the Na- 
tional Production Authority. Under the 
Defense Production Act of 1950, as you 
know, the NPA was created. It is the 
basic agency which regulates the dis- 
tribution and use of scarce, strategic 
materials so as to assure priority to es- 
sential contracts of the Department of 
Defense and related agencies. It oper- 
ates within the Department of Com- 
merce. Mr. Charles E. Wilson, as Di- 
rector of Mobilization, supervises its op- 
erations through its Administrator. For 
some months Gen. William Henry Har- 
rison, president of International Tele- 
phone & Telegraph Co., was its Admin- 
istrator. He was succeeded in January 
by Mr. Manly Fleischmann, its present 
able and efficient Administrator. 

I have in my hand the second quar- 
terly report by Mr. Wilson to the Presi- 
dent. It is titled “Meeting the Defense 
Goals—A Must for Everyone.” It is an 
interesting record of accomplishment in 
increased production and distribution of 
materiais resulting in the promotion of 
the national defense without serious in- 
terference with the civilian economy. It 
has come to your office or is available and 
I urge you to take the time to read it, 
From a study of this particular report 
and figures I have been able to bring 
together it is seen that under the able 
direction of Mr. Wilson and Mr. Fleisch- 
mann the National Production Author- 
ity with a total employment here in 
Washington and in the field offices of 
only 6,000 people is doing the job that 
20,000 individuals were doing at the 
height of the work of the War Produc- 
tion Board in the last war. I hope each 
of the Members will take the time to se- 
cure this report because it is very re- 
vealing and it represents an outstanding 
accomplishment by these men. It dem- 
onstrates conclusively that the produc- 
tion controls and encouragements, 
which have been put into effect by the 
National Production Authority, have 
been conceived and administered by men 
who know the American economy and 
how to expand it to supply the suddenly 
increased needs of our national defense 
without disruption of the civilian econ- 
omy. 

OUR BASIC ECONOMY EXPANDS TO SUPPORT 

DEFENSE 


At this moment the Nation’s produc- 
tive plant is working on outstanding 
orders which exceed $32,000,000,000, in 
addition to the deliveries already made. 
In the last 3 months orders totaling $10,- 
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000,000,000 for military goods and facili- 
ties have been placed. But the military 
production program is essentially in the 
tooling-up stage. Orders are being 
placed and contractors are going through 
the long and difficult process of organ- 
izing for production. We are only ap- 
proaching that phase of our program 
when we will see heavy military goods 
coming in quantity from assembly lines 
that have been built and put in opera- 
tion since Korea—goods which must con- 
tinue to come from those lines, notwith- 
standing even the most satisfactory ter- 
mination of hostilities in Korea for which 
we could hope, if we are to avoid a third 
world war and preserve the free world 
and our own country from communistic 
aggression and conquest. As we pass out 
of the tooling-up stage into the produc- 
tion stage of our defense effort, greater 
and greater quantities of materials— 
steel, copper, aluminum, and countless 
other materials not normally considered 
war materials—must be used in the pro- 
duction of these military goods and 
facilities. 


[From the Second Quarterly Report to the 
President of July 1951] 


Our Basic Economy EXPANDS To SUPPORT 
DEFENSE 


Military power is much more than weapons 
of war and men in uniform. It is also the 
power to produce. Like modern society 
itself, modern war is constantly growing in 
its technological complexity—in the size, 
intricacy, and destructive power of ma- 
chines in relation to the number of men 
required for their operation. 

Military power depends, then, on the 
ability of this Nation to produce more power- 
ful and effective machines than our potential 
enemies, to produce more of them, and to 
produce them faster. This in turn depends 
upon the strength of the whole basic econ- 
omy in all of its interrelated segments, 

An example will illustrate how munitions 
production affects the entire basic economy. 
Completion of our aircraft production pro- 
gram will require huge quantities of alumi- 
num. Producing the aluminum will require 
an enormous volume of electric power. 
Generating and distributing the electric 
power will call, in turn, for great quantities 
of copper and also aluminum. Each of the 
three industries which experience the initial 
chain-reaction impact will place demands on 
transportation and productive equipment, 
which in turn are heavy users of steel. The 
effects of the aircraft program could be 
traced in an endless number of additional 
steps into every segment of the economy. 

Though we could conceivably meet the 
increased demands on our basic economy by 
simply reducing the output made available 
for civilian consumption, this would be 
short-sighted. Our aim should be a stand- 
ard of living at the highest level that can 
be maintained while yet meeting our defense 
production targets. 

In order to meet the combined demands 
of military production and a high standard 
of living, therefore, we launched simultane- 
ously with the military-production program 
a companion program to expand the Nation’s 
capacity to produce. 

Since the outbreak of the Korean conflict, 
industrial production has risen by over 12 
percent. As a measure of the production 
of goods and services by the whole economy, 
the gross national production, after adjust- 
ment for price changes, has risen by about 
9 percent. 

During the next 2 years, we hope to 
achieve further increases of 12 to 15 percent 
in industrial production and 10 to 12 per- 
cent in the gross national product, 
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EXPANSION GOALS ARE BEING SET FOR KEY 
INDUSTRIES 


The expansion required by the various 
segments of the economy will differ, of course, 
according to the particular demands placed 
upon each industry. To guide this expan- 
sion and, in particular, to guide the granting 
of tax amortization certificates, the loan 
programs, and the allocation of critical ma- 
terials, definite goals are being established 
for expansion of each of the key basic 
industries, 

The following examples indicate the nature 
of the expansion goals which are proposed 
and are now under review: 

Steel: If any single industry is basic to 
the whole industrial machine, that industry 
is steel. We are moving toward a steel ingot 
capacity of 118,000,000 tons by mid-1953. 
Ingot production has now reached an annual 
rate of 108,000,000, but this output is some- 
what in excess of rated capacity. 

In order to operate at or near the projected 
steel capacity, a number of problems must be 
solved, 

The first of these is coke supply. The coke 
industry today is in serious need of expan- 
sion and replacing overage facilities. Ex- 
pansion is in turn limited by the supply of 
the special brick used in the construction of 
ovens. Ovens with a capacity of 9,000,000 
tons are expected to enter production by the 
end of 1952, but less than half of this will 
represent new capacity, the rest being re- 
placement. 

A second limiting factor is the supply of 
scrap and pig iron. Inventories of scrap at 
the mills are very low and have already 
diminished to, in some cases, as low as 2 
days’ supply. Aimed at a goal of finding 
$6,000,000 tons of scrap this year, a program 
to flush out dormant scrap from industry, 
farms, and “automobile graveyards” has been 
commenced. Five hundred scrap mobiliza- 
tion committees have been formed, and 
leading heavy industries—public utilities, 
railroads, automobile manufacturers, and 
mines—are conducting campaigns. 

To the extent that scrap is not available, 
additional pig iron must be produced to 
maintain steel production at full capacity. 
This may require additional blast furnaces 
and will require a speed-up in developing 
new ore supplies and the means of transport- 
ing the ore to the steel centers. The most 
promising new sources are domestic low- 
grade ores, On which experimental work is 
being done, and high-grade ores in Vene- 
zuela and Labrador. Access to the Labrador 
supply will be greatly facilitated when the 
St. Lawrence seaway is developed. 

Alloying metals: A critical problem in rela- 
tion to the types of steel needed is the short- 
age of alloying metals—needed particularly 
for the high-quality steel required in jet 
engines, tanks, and other modern weapons, 
and for machine tools and other essential 
purposes throughout ind Controls 
on the use of cobalt, columbium, molybde- 
num, nickel, and tungsten and other alloy- 
ing metals haye been tightened through 
further limitations and allocations. For 
most of these metals, we are dependent pri- 
marily on foreign sources, and defense re- 
quirements of other nations are also increas- 
ing. For some of the metals, development of 
all possible sources at the fastest possible 
speed would still leave us well short of meet- 
ing total demand—which forces us to re- 
strict all nonessential uses, to eliminate 
waste through conservation measures, and 
to find substitutes in the essential uses 
wherever possible. 

Aluminum: During the past quarter, our 
estimates for expansion of primary alumi- 
num capacity have been raised, giving us a 
new. proposed target for total production of 
nearly 1,500,000 tons a year. This would be 
roughly double the capacity at the beginning 
of the defense program. 

Increased supplies of aluminum are par- 
ticularly important because of the heavy de- 
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mands upon this metal for aircraft, guided 
missiles, and ammunition, and as a substi- 
tute for copper—the supplies of which are 
more limited. 

The primary problem in connection with 
increasing aluminum output is providing 
over 1,500,000 killowatts of electric power for 
the additional production. 

Apparent shortages in fabricating capac- 
ity—particularly forgings and extrusions— 
are being investigated. 

Petroleum: The defense emergency has in- 
creased heavily the demand for petroleum 
products, and a war would increase demand 
even further, Steps are consequently being 
taken to bring about the expansion of the 
petroleum industry in all its phases—in de- 
velopment of oil reserves, in oil production, 
in refining capacity, and in transportation 
and distribution facilities. 

The urgency of this program is underlined 
by the world supply-and-demand pattern. 
The United States is now dependent on for- 
eign sources for nearly a million barrels a 
day, and the nations of Western Europe must 
rely on imports for virtually their entire 
consumption. The possibility of a reduc- 
tion in the supply of oil from the Middle 
East must necessarily be a factor in deter- 
mining the petroleum program for this coun- 
try. A loss of Iranian oil might force a 
drastic readjustment in our own pattern of 
distribution. 

In order to increase our available crude 
reserves, a goal of 43,400 new wells has been 
set for 1951. The rate of wildcat drilling has 
risen to a level 25 percent above the rate 
during the early part of 1950, and oil and 
gas producers have stepped up their regular 
drilling operations to substantially above 
levels of the previous year. Additional re- 
finery capacity of 1,000,000 barrels a day has 
been approved as a goal, and is under way. 
Specialized refining facilities to produce 
military aviation gasoline were further ex- 
panded during the second quarter, and out- 
put of high-octane aviation gasoline is now 
55 percent above the level of a year ago. 

Electric power: Additional facilities for 
the production of electric power will be nec- 
essary. A new target of 97,000,000 kilowatts 
of capacity by the end of 1953, which has 
been proposed by the Defense Electric Power 
Administration, would be an increase of 
nearly 40 percent in 3 years. A large expan- 
sion program is under way, and involves 
both private and public projects. 

Demand has been rising sharply. The peak 
demand in 1950 was 14 percent, or 7.8 million 
kilowatts over the peak of the previous year— 
by far the largest single-year increase in the 
history of the industry. As a result, reserve 
capacity has fallen to about half of the 15 
percent generally considered to be an ade- 
quate safety margin. Analysis of electricity 
requirements for atomic energy, aluminum, 
and other programs indicate that large in- 
creases can be expected throughout the de- 
fense period. One single plant, for exam- 
ple—that of the Atomic Energy Commission 
at Paducah, Ky.—is expected to require 
nearly 1,000,000 kilowatts. 

The limiting factor on the expansion pro- 
gram is the great strain which would be 
imposed upon the supplies of equipment and 
of critical materials, particularly copper— 
the industry’s needs amounting to one- 
seventh of the Nation's total copper supply. 
Several ways of substituting aluminum for 
copper have been found, but the tightness of 
the aluminum supply prevents an extensive 
exploitation of these possibilities at this time. 
High-tensile steels may be another limiting 
factor. 

Rail transportation: Providing the rail 
transportation necessary to support the ex- 
panded defense economy will require some 
increase in the number of freight cars in 
service—as well as improved utilization of 
those which are available. 
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The Defense Transport Administration has 
proposed a goal for mid-1953 of 1,850,000 
freight cars in operation by class I railroads. 
To reach this goal, 250,000 cars would have 
to be built. 

Freight car production rose to 9,774 in May, 
an increase of 56 percent over the 6,267 
monthly rate in the first quarter. A rate of 
10,000 is expected through June and July, 
but a tightening of steel allocation may lower 
the output beginning in the fall. 

As a result both of voluntary effort by the 
industry and of orders issued by the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, at the request 
of the Defense Transport Administration, 
traffic movement has been expedited and 
the utilization of rolling stock improved. 
Net ton-miles per freight-car-day ranged 
from 900 to nearly 980 during the first 4 
months of this year compared to from 675 
to 870 during corresponding months of 1949 
and 1950. 

To reduce the peak load upon the Na- 
tion’s transport facilities during the winter 
months, public and private consumers are 
urged to buy coal and fuel oil now so that a 
maximum movement of these commodities 
can be made during the summer and early 
fall. 

Sulfur: An outstanding supply problem in 
the chemical industry is that of sulfur. The 
growing shortage of this material touches 


-every sector of American industry and has 


had far-reaching effects abroad. During 
1950, supplies did not quite keep pace with 
demand, and inventories were lowered con- 
siderably. In 1951, the slight increase in 
production from our limited high-grade de- 
posits has failed to meet the growing re- 
quirements of the defense-mobilization pro- 
gram and of the civilian economy. 

The Defense Minerals Administration has 
proposed an expansion goal of about 1,000,000 
long tons of additional output by the end of 
1953. Expansion projects already under 
consideration will account for over 700,000 
tons, or about 12 percent more than the 
1950 domestic output. 

The program embraces exploratory drilling, 
recovery plants, stepped-up foreign produc- 
tion, and “hot water” mining. New sources 
of sulfur other than Gulf coast brimstone 
will have to be exploited. To decrease de- 
mand, conservation programs and the sub- 
stitution of other acids for sulfuric acid 
must be pressed. Nevertheless, require- 
ments are expected to increase faster during 
the next 2 years than the new supplies can 
be obtained, and the shortages will be felt 
in the production of fertilizers, petroleum, 
paint, aluminum, paper, and many types of 
chemicals, and in the availability of low- 
priced American sulfur for foreign countries. 

Nitrogen: With virtually all of our arable 
land now under cultivation, adequate farm 
production can be achieved only by greater 
output per acre. One of the major factors 
influencing output per acre is fertilizer, a 
critical ingredient of which is nitrogen. 

In 1953 demand for nitrogen may increase 
to nearly 2,500,000 tons, compared to a 
present supply of 1,750,000 tons. Most of 
this expected increase is for fertilizer pro- 
duction, although industrial and military de- 
mands are also expected to rise. 

The potential additional demand for nitro- 
gen for high explosives in event of global 
war must also be considered in determining 
the program nitrogen expansion. 

Synthetic wool: Several new plants are 
being planned for the production of syn- 
thetic fibers to be used as substitutes or 
extenders for wool. When these plants are 
completed and in full operation they should 
provide the equivalent of 225,000,000 pounds 
per year of wool. This will go far toward 
reducing the world wool shortage and will 
make it easier to provide fabrics for our 
soldiers and civilians, 

Other industries: The expansion programs 
in the specific industries discussed above 
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indicate the general nature of the build-up 
now under way through that part of the 
economy which contributes to military pro- 
duction or provides the basic support to 
defense and civilian production as a whole. 

Targets are being set for the production 
of many other items—including synthetic 
rubber, plywood, metals, and chemicals other 
than those mentioned above, fuels, farm 
machinery, certain textile products, and 
specialized types of equipment required for 
the construction, operation, and mainte- 
nance of our productive system. The pro- 
grams of Government aid, discussed below, 
and the various powers of the Government 
to direct the flow of critical materials are 
being employed to assist private industry 
to meet the requirements which are foreseen. 


GOVERNMENTAL AID SUPPORTS EXPANSION 


A large part of the industrial expansion 
program is dictated by defense needs and 
would not otherwise be undertaken by pri- 
vate effort—at least, not always at the time 
and place and in the form required. To 
stimulate such growth, therefore, and to 
speed its development, the Government em- 
ploys a number of incentives. These in- 
clude accelerated tax amortization, direct 
loans, loan guaranties, and long-term pro- 
curement contracts and stand-by purchase 
commitments. 

Under the program of accelerated tax 
amortization, companies investing in de- 
fense facilities may apply for the privilege 
of writing off a portion of their plant costs, 
for tax purposes, at the accelerated rate of 
20 percent per year in lieu of the normal 
depreciation rates. 

As of June 11, a total of 1,810 applica- 
tions for accelerated tax amortization had 
been approved covering a proposed invest- 
ment of $6,700,000,000. The amount which 
was allowed as eligible for rapid write-off 
was $4,700,000,000 or an average of 70 per- 
cent. 

Of this proposed $6,700,000,000 investment, 
68 percent is destined for expanding the 
Nation’s capacity to produce steel, aluminum, 
petroleum, and other basic materials. Of 
this amount, $2,200,000,000 went to the steel 
industry alone. Transportation, storage, and 
public utilities account for $1,400,000,000, or 
21 percent of the total, while plants turning 
out finished products received $700,000,000, or 
11 percent. The products being turned out 
by these plants include aircraft, special ma- 
chinery and components, tanks, vehicles, 
other ordnance, and electronic equipment, 

By June 11, the direct loan program had 
reached a total of $62,000,000, loaned to 37 
firms, plus supplemental participation in 
this program by the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation in the additional amount of 
$62,000,000. The Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation, as of May 31, had also author- 
ized an additional 372 direct defense loans 
totaling 86,000,000 under its own authority. 

Under the loan-guaranty program credits 
totaling $515,000,000 had been authorized 
for 402 projects as of May 31; of this amount 
$184,000,000 was actually outstanding on 
that date, while an additional $205,000,000 
was available to borrowers under loan au- 
thorizations executed. 

Almost all of this has been for working 
capital and does not, therefore, lead directly 
to facility expansion. 

Particularly important as a means of in- 
creasing production of strategic and critical 
commodities are guaranteed purchase con- 
tracts, mentioned further in the next 
section. 

To insure that essential industrial-expan- 
sion projects go forward, the Government 
has granted priorities for the materials and 
equipment used in these projects. As of 
June 8 a total of 773 projects costing $4,700,- 
000,000 had been granted priority assistance, 
including many of the key projects of the 
entire expansion program, 
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SMALL-BUSINESS PARTICIPATION IN DEFENSE 
HAS GROWN 

Small- and medium-sized companies are 
vital to the future economic growth of the 
country. The Federal Government is de- 
yoting considerable effort in this emergency 
toward maintaining the competitive posi- 
tion of these companies. To this end, the 
support of State governments and private 
organizations has also bee enlisted. 

A greater proportion of defense contracts, 
in dollar value, is now being let to small 
business than was the case earlier. The 
Army awarded to small business 40 percent 
of its prime contracts in April 1951, as 
against 22 percent in January; the Air 
Forces, 18 percent in April and 10 percent in 
January; and the Navy, 16 percent in April 
and 12.5 percent in January. Altogether, 
during 10 months of this fiscal year 22.5 per- 
eent of funds placed in military contract 
went into prime contracts with small-busi- 
ness firms. No estimate is possible of the 
dollar volume involved in subcontracts, but 
it ranges as high as 68 cents of the contract 
dollar, and most of these go to small 
business. 

A stimulus to greater participation of 
small business in military contracts was the 
adoption of the following four-point policy 
by all defense procurement and production 
agencies: 

(1) To bring into the defense effort every 
qualified producer who can be used as a 
contractor, subcontractor, or just a supplier, 
so that orders can be spread across as wide 
& base as possible; 

(2) To find and put to use the productive 
facilities of small firms; 

(3) To give small manufacturers all neces- 
sary information concerning Government 
needs and the steps they should follow in 
obtaining subcontracts as well as prime con- 
tracts; and 

(4) To develop and install procurement 
procedures which will encourage prime con- 
tractors to subcontract to small firms the 
maximum amount of business possible. 

Reports indicate that no upturn is oc- 
curring in business failures. In the first 10 
weeks of the second quarter of this year, 
1,793 business failures were reported com- 
pared with 1,967 in the same period last 
year. 

The National Production Authority re- 
ceived from small business approximately 
19,000 requests for asisstance in the period 
April 1 to June 15. Of these, approximately 
half were requests for construction permits 
and 60 percent of them already have been 
granted. Approximately 600 small firms pre- 
sented their steel problems to NPA during 
the period, and assistance already has been 
rendered to about 425. A total of 769 firms 
requested adjustments or exceptions to the 
NPA aluminum order, of which about 670 
have received favorable action. The ma- 
jority of requests for exemptions to copper 
orders has been favorably adjusted. In rub- 
ber, tin, lead, textiles, chemicals, machine 
tools, farm equipment, building materials, 
electronics, and other fields, requests for 
assistance have been given favorable action 
in the majority of instances. 

Legislation to encourage lenders to pro- 
vide funds on the security of defense con- 
tracts has been enacted. This will make 
loans more readily available to small firms 
to meet the increased working capital re- 
quirements resulting from defense contracts, 

Over 1,200 representatives from small-busi- 
ness concerns throughout the Nation are 
serving on NPA advisory committees. In 
addition, some 600 specialists, working 
through commissions appointed by State 
governors or through existing State organi- 
gations, now are engaged in furthering the 
proper utilization of small business in the 
national economy. 

To assist businessmen in their communi- 
ties, small-business specialists have been 
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appointed to each of the 105 field offices of 
the Department of Commerce. Specifically, 
it is their function to bring the potential 
seller and the Federal procurement officer, 
as well as prime and subcontractors, to- 
gether, both in the fields of Federal procure- 
ment and in the civilian economy. In addi- 
tion, the military services have designated 
procurement officers to specialize in small- 
business problems at the various purchas- 
ing offices, 


AN ALL-TIME HIGH IN FARM OUTPUT IS 
EXPECTED 


American farmers are well on their way 
to setting a new record in total farm pro- 
duction aiming at a target set by the De- 
partment of Agriculture at 4 percent above 
the production of 1950. Crop reports so far 
available indicate that goals will be met in 
some crops but that serious obstacles stand 
in the way in other cases. 

Although official reports will not be avail- 
able until July, it appears that production 
guides for cotton, corn, soybeans, and grain 
sorghums will be met. It is likely, however, 
that wheat output will be only slightly over 
1,000,000,000 bushels—a little below the pro- 
duction guide. Oats production is expected 
to be below the guides because of poor plant- 
ing weather. Several States also report poor 
prospects for barley. 

The reports show that farmers planned to 


plant about the same acreage as last year in 


13 major food crops, but are aiming at 
greater ylelds per acre. Production of meat 
and poultry is expected to increase. 

Production of fish products in the fish- 
eries industry will also be maintained at a 
high level. 

The Nation’s food supplies will thus be 
somewhat larger this year than last, per per- 
son and in total, and should make possible 
a moderate gain from 1950 in consumption 
per person by civilians. 

The second quarter—a crucial time in the 
farm planting season—brought greatly in- 
tensified efforts to assure adequate food, 
feed, and fiber production. 

After surveys showed that farmers intend- 
ed to plant almost 5,000,000 acres less corn 
than the production guides called for, the 
Secretary of Agriculture met with Corn Belt 
farm officials to encourage greater corn plant- 
ing. Increased corn acreages—necessary to 
underwrite expanded livestock production— 
have also been encouraged by campaigns 
under the leadership of State and county 
agricultural mobilization committees. 

Similiar efforts were undertaken to en- 
courage greater plantings of cotton, soybeans, 
and grain sorghums. As an incentive to 
increase production of grain sorghums for 
feed, the price support level was boosted from 
65 to 75 percent of the parity price. At the 
same time, Southwest Great Plains farmers 
were urged to seed abandoned winter wheat 
land to grain sorghums to increase feed 
production and to prevent the soil from erod- 
ing. To assure continued high output of 
milk, meat, wool, and other livestock prod- 
ucts, improvement of grasslands is also being 
encourage d. 

To achieve the output sought, some shifts 
in the balance of farm production are being 
worked out by the national, State, and local 
agricultural mobilization committees. The 
call for 16,000,000 bales of catton, in par- 
ticular, resulted in lower acreages of corn 
and grain sorghums in cotton-producing 
areas, and the campaign in the Midwest em- 
phasized greater plantings of those feed 
crops to make up for their cut-backs in the 
South. 

While the emphasis is on all-out produc- 
tion in 1951, mobilization committees are en- 
couraging farmers to keep the long-term 
view in mind. Better farming practices and 
cultivation methods, pest control, and the 
use of high-grade seed are being stressed to 
obtain maximum production without deple- 
tion of farm land resources. To this end 
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also, farmers are being advised against plow- 
ing up fields that ought to remain in grass- 
lands. 

In addition to the 1951 production pro- 
gram, the Department of Agriculture already 
has begun planning 1952 production guides, 
A special study of agriculture’s production 
potentials is also being started in coopera- 
tion with State colleges and experiment sta- 
tions. The study will review the needed 
practices and materials -which would assist 
in obtaining larger yields, and types of pro- 
grams likely to encourage farmers to adopt 
such measures. 


SEVERAL OBSTACLES MAY LOWER FARM 
PRODUCTION 


Farmers’ needs for machinery have been 
very nearly met through the first half of this 
year, but some curtailments in priorities for 
farm-machinery manufacture may cause 
the machinery output to be reduced for the 
remainder of 1951. 

Major pesticide problems are the sulfur 
shortage and the inadequate production 
rates of chlorine for DDT and 2,4-D, 

The sulfur and nitrogen shortages seriously 
affect production of fertilizers. 

Sheet steel for containers of some impor- 
tant foods is in short supply. Shortages of 
fencing—particularly barbed wire—are re- 
ported in many States. Other materiais 
quite generally reported in short supply in- 
clude baling wire and twine, burlap bags 
and, in the West, irrigation pumps and pipe. 


DISTRIBUTION CONTROLS HAVE BEEN PUT INTO 
EFFECT 


To assure equitable and prompt distribu- 
tion of certain agricultural commodities, 
some of the distribution controls authorized 
by the Defense Production Act of 1950 have 
been put into operation during the second 
quarter of the year. 

An initial 1951-52 cotton-export alloca- 
tion, with provision for licensing during the 
period from August through November, has 
been made. For the period from May 
through July, cotton export allocations un- 
der the 1950-51 program were revised up- 
ward in order to keep exports to friendly 
countries as high as the supply situation 
permits. Exports of hard and soft cotton 
wastes are also being allocated as a conserva- 
tion measure. In mid-April, plans were an- 
nounced to sell, subject to price and ceiling 
regulations, the remaining inventory of 
1948-crop and 1949-crop upland cotton held 
by the Government, 

Supplies of canned fruits and vegetables 
from the 1951 packs are expected to be ade- 
quate for both military and civilian con- 
sumers, with set-asides of these canned 
foods for defense use authorized April 13. 
The first set-aside covered certain canned 
vegetables, averaging about 8 percent of the 
total vegetable pack. Since a 16-percent 
increase is estimated in production of canned 
vegetables this year, an adequate total sup- 
ply of canned vegetables should be available 
to civilians. The second set-aside covered 
certain canned fruits. The canned fruit sup- 
ply remaining for civilians is expected to ap- 
proximate that of last year, if present crop 
prospects materialize. 


MAINTENANCE OF OUR CIVILIAN ECONOMY 


Small and medium-sized companies 
are vital to the future economic growth 
of our country. They are equally vital 
to the production of the goods needed 
by the armed services for our defense 
of our country. Without careful con- 
sideration in the control of scarce mate- 
rials it is the small business which is 
most likely to be damaged or destroyed 
in a period of scarcities created by tre- 
mendous expansion of defense prepara- 
tions. The essential soundness of the 
planning and administration of the Na- 
tional Production Authority, and of its 
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administration's belief in the American 
system of both small and large private 
industry is demonstrated in the record of 
accomplishment reported by Mr. Wilson: 


SMALL- BUSINESS PARTICIPATION IN DEFENSE HAS 
GROWN 


A greater proportion of defense contracts, 
in dollar value, is now being let to small 
business than was the case earlier. The 
Army awarded to small business 40 percent 
of its prime contracts im April 1951, as against 
22 percent in January; the Air Force, 18 
percent in April and 10 percent in January; 
and the Navy, 16 percent in April and 12.5 
percent in January. Altogether, during 10 
months of this fiscal year 22.5 percent of 
funds placed in military contract. went into 
prime contracts with small-business firms. 
No estimate is possible of the dollar volume 
involved in subcontracts, but it ranges as 
high as 68 cents of the contract dollar, 
and ~ost of these go to small business. 

A stimulus to greater participation of small 
business in military contracts was the adop- 
tion of the following four-point policy by 
all defense procurement and production 
agencies: 

(1) To bring into the defense effort every 
qualified producer who can be used as a 
contractor, subcontractor, or just a supplier, 
so that orders can be spread across as wide 
a base as possible. 

(2) To find and put to use the productive 
facilities of small firms. 

(3) To give small manufacturers all neces- 
sary information concerning Government 
needs and the steps they should follow in 
obtaining subcontracts as well as prime con- 
tracts; and 

(4) To develop and install procurement 
procedures which will encourage prime con- 
tractors to subcontract to small firms the 
maximum amount of business possible, 

Reports indicate that no upturn is occur- 
ring in business failures. In the first 10 
weeks of the second quarter of this year, 
1,703 business failures were reported, com- 
pared with 1,967 in the same period last 
year. 

The National Production Authority re- 
ceived from small business approximately 
19,000 requests for assistance in the period 
April 1 to June 15. Of these, approximately 
half were requests for construction permits 
and 60 percent of them already have been 
granted. Approximately 600 small firms pre- 
sented their steel problems to NPA during 
the period, and assistance already has been 
rendered to about 425. A total of 769 firms 
requested adjustments or exceptions to the 
NPA aluminum order, of which about 670 
have received favorable action. The ma- 
jority of requests for exemptions to copper 
orders has been favorably adjusted. In rub- 
ber, tin, lead, textiles, chemicals, machine 
tools, farm equipment, building materials, 
electronics, and other fields, requests for as- 
sistance have been given favorable action in 
the majority of instances. 

Legislation to encourage lenders to pro- 
vide funds on the security of defense con- 
tracts has been enacted. This will make 
loans more readily available to small firms 
to meet the increased working capital re- 
quirements resulting from defense contracts, 

Over 1,200 representatives from small busi- 
ness concerns throughout the Nation are 
serving on NPA advisory committees. In ad- 
dition, some 600 specialists, working through 
commissions appointed by State governors or 
through existing State organizations, now 
are engaged in furthering the proper utiliza- 
tion of small business in the national econ- 
omy. 

To assist businessmen in their communi- 
ties, small-business specialists have been ap- 
pointed to each of the 105 field offices of the 
Department of Commerce. Specifically, it is 
their function to bring the potential seller 
and the Federal procurement officer, as well 
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as prime and subcontractors, together, both 
in the fields of Federal procurement and in 
the civilian economy. In addition, the mili- 
tary services have designated procurement 
Officers to specialize in small-business prob- 
lems at the various purchasing offices, 
COOPERATION BETWEEN NPA AND INDUSTRY 


The success of NPA in maintaining our 
civilian economy while diverting neces- 
sary supplies of already scarce materials 
to defense needs demonstrates that here 
is a Government agency which is staffed 
with men who know the needs and the 
operations of the businesses, large and 
small, which they are regulating. Of 
the staff of about 4,000 in the Washing- 
ton office, approximately 1,500 are em- 
ployed in an administrative or advisory 
capacity. The staff is a carefully chosen 
group in which experience in business 
administration, both production and 
marketing, experience in Government 
service, and experience in study and re- 
search are well balanced. Practically all 
of the approximately 40 attorneys com- 
prising the staff of the general counsel, 
whose duties include drafting and inter- 
preting the regulations and orders, are 
mature lawyers with many years of ex- 
perience in advising businessmen and in 
Government service. 

In the operating divisions of NPA 
that is, the various divisions having re- 
sponsibility for the various industries af- 
fected by the agency—men drawn from 
large and small business establishments 
in that industry predominate. The reg- 
ulations and limitation orders of NPA 
stem from these operating divisions— 
that is, from men trained in the industry 
primarily affected, and in many instances 
presently on leave from companies which 
they have successfully managed in those 
industries and to which they expect to 
return. These operating divisions are in 
frequent contact with men now actively 
engaged in these industries and have the 
benefit of their advice. 

NPA has the benefit of the advice of 
over 300 industry advisory committees. 
These committees are composed of men 
presently engaged in the industry in 
question. According to the provisions of 
the Defense Production Act of 1950, these 
committee members have been selected 
by NPA so as to give both large and 
small business fair representation. The 
Small Business Committee of NPA exam- 
ines and approves the selections before 
they are final. The members of these 
committees serve without pay and are 
called into consultation by NPA in order 
that it may have the advice of industry 
before it undertakes to regulate that in- 
dustry. The meetings are presided over 
by a representative of the Government 
and the procedures established under the 
direction of the Department of Justice 
are followed so as to give effect to the 
antitrust laws. 

Because no regulation can be -drafted 
so as to provide for the needs of every 
individual case, every regulation and lim- 
itation order of NPA provides for ad- 
ministrative exceptions to relieve from 
undue and unusual hardship, These re- 
quests are first passed upon by the op- 
erating unit which has charge of the 
particular program, and which as I have 
said is predominately staffed with men 
experienced in the operations of that 
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industry. If an application for relief is 
denied there, the applicant has the right 
of appeal to the Appeals Board consist- 
ing of three members, one with a back- 
ground in labor, one with a background 
in business, and the third a distinguished 
professor from the Law School of the 
se ioe of Virginia, Judge Munford 
yd. 

The regulations and orders of the Na- 
tional Production Authority have worked 
well in preserving our civilian economy 
and promoting the national defense, be- 
cause there is a close cooperation be- 
tween NPA and American industry 
which gives to NPA an awareness of 
business practices and business needs. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel, regardless of 
our party affiliations or of our attitude 
toward controls, as much as we dislike 
them, we cannot help believe, and be- 
lieve in, these eminently successful busi- 
nessmen, such as Mr. Wilson and Mr. 
Eric Johnston, the able Director of Eco- 
nomic Stabilization, neither of whom, 
incidentally, belongs to my party but 
both of whom appeared before our com- 
mittee and in a very sincere and honest 
way presented a very strong case for the 
original bill which your Committee on 
Banking and Currency saw fit to amend 
drastically. 

DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENT MAKING ITS CONTRIBU= 
TION TO INFLATION 

General Marshall appeared before our 
committee and pointed out that out of 
an appropriation of thirty-five billion for 
the defense program inflation prices 
have taken seven billion. He submitted 
this rather striking statement: 

The loss of guns, tanks, and planes to a 
creeping inflation is just as damaging to na- 
tional security as if they had been destroyed 
in battle or captured by a more visible and 
concrete enemy. In either case, it is the 
Nation that suffers. 


I would respectfully reply to that 
statement by General Marshall that the 
Defense Establishment is making its full 
contribution to this seven billion take. 

There are many samples, but one with 
which I am particularly familiar is in 
the planning stage of the Department of 
the Air Force at the present time. It 
concerns my own State. They propose 
to pass over two or more established air 
bases that made their significant con- 
tribution in the winning of the Second 
World War, to which the Federal Gov- 
ernment still holds the title and each 
with a current value of not less than 
$20,000,000, each well suited for the pur- 
poses the Air Force have in mind. Yet 
the Air Force would move into another 
area of the State of North Carolina and 
spend over $30,000,000. 

I charge, Mr. Chairman, that this is 
not in the interest of the consumer. On 
the one hand we attempt to control 

prices and wages, and on the other hand 
the Defense Establishment disregards 
the objective of Congress. The time has 
come when the appropriate committees 
of Congress should make a searching in- 
vestigation and have the courage to stop 
this wasteful spending of the taxpayers’ 
money. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. DEANE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I want to con- 
gratulate the gentleman for bringing up 
the point that the National Defense 
Establishment itself is probably the 
greatest single cause of the present in- 
fiationary trend by the fact that it is 
refusing to practice some of the efficien- 
cies and economies that it can and 
should. I am wondering whether the 
gentleman can tell us if there is any 
price control on the things the Army and 
the Navy buy for national deferse pur- 
poses. There are no price ceilings, are 
there? 

Mr. DEANE. I will say to the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. Brown] that I am 
unable to advise him on the procurement 
policies of the Defense Establishment. 
My purpose in pointing up the fact that 
National Defense Establishment was 
playing its part in this inflationary 
spiral was to elect the responsible com- 
mittees of Congress to see that every de- 
partment of the National Defense Estab- 
lishment followed programs that would 
hold down inflation instead of rolling 
inflation forward. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I have infor- 
mation on my desk which shows the 
Army purchased 47 can openers, made 
out of metal, of course, for each soldier 
in the Army. I wonder if the gentleman 
would discuss whether or not he has an 
opinion that such a purchase would be 
inflationary and whether we could use 
a little common sense in buying some of 
these supplies. 

Mr. DEANE. I appreciate the gentle- 
man’s contribution. I want to say again, 
I am not trying to discredit the out- 
standing leaders of our Defense Estab- 
lishment. I have confidence in them, 
and they are winning victories for us. 
At the same time they must be careful 
of the moves that are being made which 
in my opinion is not in the interest of 
stable prices or wages. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEANE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr, McCORMACK. I listened with 
interest to the observation of the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. Brown]. I wonder 
if he would call that to the attention of 
the Defense Department, because I re- 
member on at least one occasion in the 
past my friend made a statement and 
inquiry showed that the statement was 
unsupported. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Which inquiry 
was that? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I remember a 
number of occasions when statements 
were made on the floor and when inquiry 
was made they were unsupported by the 
facts. If the gentleman will give me 
the facts, and the source of his informa- 
tion, I shall be very glad to take it up 
with the Defense Department. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I shall be very 
glad to give him that information, and 
along with it a few other facts the gen- 
tleman might be interested in, such as 
the purchase by the Army Quartermas- 
ter of 5,000,000 pounds of oleo at 25% 
cents a pound, in the same month that 
the Department of Agriculture sold 
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5,500,000 pounds of surplus butter for 15 
cents a pound. Yet we talk about 
economy. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Did the gentle- 
man call it to the attention of the De- 
fense Department? 

Mr: BROWN of Ohio. The gentleman 
will certainly be happy to do so, but does 
the gentleman think the situation would 
be corrected? 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
from Ohio has made many rash state- 
ments in the past. 

Mr, BROWN of Ohio. Name one, at 
least. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
made one before the Committee on Rules 
not so long ago. An inquiry was made, 
and investigation showed that the gen- 
tleman’s statement was unsupported. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Does the gen- 
tleman mean the one the Department 
of the Air Force backed down on? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes. If the gen- 
tleman will get me the information, I 
will make the inquiry the gentleman 
ought to make, 

Mr. DEANE. Mr. Chairman, if I may 
proceed, I did not wish to provoke a 
heated argument between two esteemed 
friends, but I wanted to point out a sit- 
uation, and there may be others, which 
I contend will contribute to the inflation- 
ary spiral which we are trying desper- 
ately to check. 

WHAT ABOUT KOREA? 


While we were considering this legis- 
lation in committee, I asked our first 
witness, Mr. Charles E. Wilson, the fol- 
lowing question: 

Mr. Deane. Assuming that the situation in 
Korea should suddenly ease, what would you 
contemplate would take place in our econ- 
omy? 


This was the reply: 

Mr. Witson. I suppose certain difficulties 
would be inevitable because it has certainly 
been obvious that as a Nation we blow hot 
and cold. When things are bad in Korea— 


Mr, Wilson let that sink in for a mo- 
ment, for it was obvious to us what he 
meant. We in the Congress have not 
only seen the turn from hot to cold and 
back to hot among the public as the sit- 
uation in Korea changed from time to 
time; we have not only seen that happen 
but, alas, we have often participated in 
and contributed to such shifts in opinion 
and outlook. But the Defense Mobilizer, 
in his answer to my question, con- 
tinued— 


but we have a plan. As far as I know, it is 
the plan of the Congress, judging by the ap- 
propriations you have given to go on to 
make America strong, along with the rest of 
the free world, and I presume we would pro- 
ceed with that plan and get that strength 
and might that it seems necessary to have if 
we are going to retain our freedom. 

Of course, by that time, there may be 
other trouble in the world, indeed there are 
other trouble areas that certainly seem to 
be giving great concern to our people. 


In other words, Mr. Chairman, even if 
the war in Korea were to end tomorrow, 
we are not safe from war, we are not, 
perhaps, through with war and—most 
significant of all in the testimony of Mr. 
Wilson—we are not ready for the kind 
of war we may be required to fight. 
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You may not agree with Mr. Drew 
Pearson, but I feel he was everlastingly 
correct when on June 28 he gave the 
appraisal of diplomatic contacts he made 
in Europe within recent months. It was 
the consensus of opinion of these diplo- 
mats that— 

The worst blunder ever made by Russia 
was to invade Korea. It created unity among 
the United Nations. It aroused the American 
people, and it put our mobilization program 
in high gear. 


Mr. Chairman, Korea was in a sense 
another Pearl Harbor, but I fear the 
Congress is not yet aroused to the seri- 
ousness of the tasks that still face us. 

The current overtones spoken by Malik 
appear to me to be the adroit moves of 
the Kremlin. I doubt that they are se- 
riously interested in this bid for peace. 
They would like to disrupt the unity of 
the United Nations. 

The continuation of the Defense Pro- 
duction Act and the amendments in the 
bill before us is essential in bringing the 
Soviets to their senses, The failure to 
pass these strengthening amendments is 
a real contribution to the Soviet efforts 
to disrupt our mobilization program. 

I do not mean to say that we should 
not seek every opportunity to arrive at 
an honorable peace in Korea. On the 
other hand, the sacrifices have been so 
terrific and the losses so great that we 
will not be keeping faith with the brave 
soldiers of this country and our allies 
within the U. N. if we allow ourselves to 
be negotiated into a false position by the 
Soviets. 

THE BIG TASK THAT LIES AHEAD 


Mr. Chairman, it is difficult for the 
consumers back at the grass roots to 
comprehend the colossal mobilization 
program to which we are committed, 
The military procurement program is 
the Trojan horse and is the direct cause 
of the inflation danger now upon us and 
which will become more acute in the im- 
mediate days ahead. 

The production goal is to produce 50,- 
000 airplanes and 35,000 tanks a year 
and 18,000 jet engines a month. It is 
the intention of this Government to equip 
an expanding American defense force of 
3,500,000 men and at the same time help 
rearm other free nations of the world. 

These goals must be met if we achieve 
the minimum of security. To achieve 
these goals the cost is going to be ter- 
rific. The defense procurement pro- 
gram has not really hit the civilian econ- 
omy up to now. In the 10 months since 
the Korean attack to the end of April, 
the defense procurement agencies placed 
altogether orders worth about twenty- 
seven billions. But nearly all of those 
orders were placed in the last 4 or 5 
months. Last May, for instance, we 
were placing orders at the rate of six 
hundred million a month, and in June it 
was one and four-tenths billion. Now 
we are placing them at the rate of a 
billion dollars a week. 

We do not see the results of these big 
orders yet in terms of ships and guns 
and planes and tanks and other needs, 
or in the diversion of manpower and 
materials to military production. But 
we will—soon. And then look out. 
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For we are mobilizing in depth—men, 
equipment, factories, and materials. 
This will lead to bottlenecks in some in- 
dustries, congestion in some communi- 
ties, shortages in labor. The unavoid- 
able shortages will be accompanied by 
artificial ones—by speculstion and 
hoarding—unless we are prepared to 
prevent them. 

The situation we face is well described 
by Aaministrator Erie Johnston, that 
unless we come to grips with price and 
wage stabilization, “prices will go up, 
profits will go up, and wages will go up 
unless we are in a position to take dras- 
tic counteraction against them. So far 
we are not fully equipped to take that 
action. We can conduct a delaying ac- 
tion, a holding action for a while—but 
it’s like sitting on the safety valve of a 
boiler. You keep the pressure from 
leaking out while the boiler is building 
up pressure, but when the pressure gets 
strong enough the steam you have kept 
from escaping suddenly blows you up.” 

Mr. Chairman and members of the 
Committee, we are not even now 
equipped to hold the lid on a fifty-bil- 
lion-a-year defense spending program 
and prevent inflation. As much as we 
dislike to think about it, our tax receipts 
are not big enough. Direct and indirect 
controls will never be made tough 
enough. 

WAGE HIKES SPREADING 

Mr. Chairman, you have heard lit- 
tle here today, and the debate on a sim- 
ilar bill in the other body, what can be 
expected in wage hikes unless the 
amendments proposed are enacted. I 
serve this warning on the National As- 
sociation of Manufacturers and the spe- 
- eial-interest groups who are trying to 
torpedo this legislation. This warning 
that I give comes not only from the facts 
of record but also from ESA Adminis- 
trator Johnston. 

Our attention has been concentrated 
on the price-control front, wages are 
rising all along the line, jacked up under 
escalator contracts by the rising cost of 
living. 

Some 1,200,000 railroad workers took 
a 1-cent-an-hour pay rise when the cost 
of living hit a new high as of May 15. 
If the trend continues, workers in the 
automobile industry will be due for an- 
other boost when their contract becomes 
open for adjustment September 1. 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the 
House, I serve this warning on the Na- 
tional Association of Manufacturers and 
the special-interest groups who are try- 
ing to strike title 4, price-and-wage 
stabilization, from this bill. The warn- 
ing I give is this: 

Mr. Eric Johnston, ESA Administrator, 
testified that there are more than 1,200 
cases pending before the Wage Stabili- 
zation Board in which labor and man- 
agement have joined in requesting wage 
increases in excess of the 10-percent 
formula, some of them breaking the for- 
mula by as much as 27 cents per hour. 

These are the questions I ask the Mem- 
bers of the House to consider: 

If there are no wage controls, would 
not these wage increases occur? 
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Parenthetically it might be the feeling 
of certain industrial groups that they 
are powerful enough to suppress wages. 

I ask this further question: Would 
employers absorb these wage increases, 
or would they raise their prices? 

The NAM, and these other several 
interest groups contend that indirect 
controls, less Government spending, 
higher or pay-as-you-go taxes will be the 
answer. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask representatives 
of these groups when they appeared be- 
fore our committee, “How would these 
indirect controls they advocated stop 
wage and price increases from occur- 
ring?” 

The hearings do not reveal any satis- 
factory answers. 

CALLING SOMEONE WHO WILL SPEAK FOR 

THE CONSUMER 


The consumer, of course, is not or- 
ganized. The consumer has no lobby. 
The consumer is not familiar with the 
tactics of pressuring Congress. The 
consumer, however, is not a separate 
economic interest in the Nation like the 
banker or the broker or the grocer or 
the manufacturer; the consumer en 
mass, is the people—all of the people, 
including all economic groups. His are 
not special needs of a special interest; 
his are the Nation’s needs. The con- 
sumer is the common denominator of 
our constituencies. The consumer 
should need no lobbyist to represent him 
in Washington, to represent his interests 
before Congress, because the consumers 
of our districts elected us to represent 
them here and to legislate for all of the 
people. 

The consumer, meaning all of the 
people, needs the protection now of price 
control. The consumer, meaning all of 
the people, needs the protection for his 
savings and his investments that we 
alone here in the Congress can provide. 

We hear lots about the public buying 
Government bonds. At the end of World 
War II around 90 to 95 percent of the 
so-called war bonds were owned by indi- 
viduals. Today not over 50 percent are 
owned by the fellow on the street. 

The facts show that during the past 
year, according to a survey made by the 
National Industrial Conference Board, a 
nonpolitical professional group, this seri- 
ous trend: : 

During the past year, the survey shows, 
consumers not only saved less of their cur- 
rent income but have also liquidated more 
of their past savings. 


The survey continues: 

A symptom of this is the fact that re- 
demptions of E bonds in the first quarter of 
1951 exceeded sales by $258,000,000; and for 
the year ending March 1951 the correspond- 
ing excess was $775,000,000. 


Yes, Mr. Chairman, only through the 
enactment of effective stabilization can 
we keep prices and wages from spiraling 
under the stress of defense production, 
manpower and material requirements, 
and shortages in consumer goods and 
consumer services. 

This meat issue is a good example. I 
voted to keep this first roll-back in beef 
in effect because, on examination, I find 
it fair both to producer and to con- 
sumer. It restores cattle prices to levels 
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in existence when other prices and 
wages were frozen. It may have reacted 
harshly on few feeders who took a gam- 
ble on beef prices going ever higher but 
the short-term loss in those cases will 
be more than made up if the prices they 
pay for feeder cattle are now kept stable. 
On the other hand, if the 10-percent 
roll-back were repealed, I understand 
that the consumers of this country would 
have to pay about 5 cents a pound more 
for every pound of beef they buy. I think 
beef prices are now so high that any 
such advance in price would be disastrous 
to the nutritional standards of low-in- 
come groups in this Nation. 

All prices must be stabilized and held 
in line. This bill, I believe, can provide 
for the accomplishment of such a pur- 
pose. It deserves our support. 

WHO KILLED OPA 


The same objectors and special inter- 
est groups fighting price control in 1946 
are on the firing line again. They are 
depending upon public apathy. These 
special interest groups believe that the 
people have short memories and have 
forgotten how prices soared when price 
controls were removed in 1946. 

The arguments used by these special 
interest groups in 1946 are the same 
today. 

On June 29, 1951, the Charlotte News, 
of North Carolina, took the National 
Association of Manufacturers to task 
for blaming President Truman for di- 
recting the end of controls in 1946. 

This editorial went on to say: 

The Congressional Quarterly Almanac for 
1946, usually considered a reliable record 
of congressional doings, tells the story of the 
long fight over price control that year. It 
says: 

“The 1946 fight over price control reached 
the floor of the House on April 15 after 6 
weeks of Banking and Currency Committee 
hearings and almost 3 months of wide- 
spread public discussion. During the hear- 
ings high administration officials and 
representatives of organized labor and con- 
sumer groups asked for a simple extension 
of the Price Control Act for 1 year from 
June 30 without amendments, except one 
extending control to commercial as well as 
residential rents. An unamended extension 
was opposed by a wide range of business and 
trade groups, led by the National Association 
of Manufacturers and the National Retail 
Dry Goods Association. Although the NAM 
advocated letting price control die on June 
30, most of the industry groups asked merely 
for amendments wholly or partially exempt- 
ing their own products.” 

The committee reports started one of 
the hottest battles in congressional history. 
First, the House riddled OPA with one 
amendment after another. When passed 
by the House on April 19, 1946, the bill was 
a mere shadow of its former self. Then 
the anti-administration surgeons in the 
Senate went to work on it, and they cut out 
other huge chunks of the control program. 
By the time a conference committee had 
worked out a compromise on June 24, the 
bill was so bad that President Truman vetoed 
it, charging that it represented a choice 
“between inflation with a statute and infla- 
tion without one.” 

The two Houses went back to work, and 
after long wrangling, finally agreed on a 
bill that was far short of President Tru- 
man’s requests but better than the original 
extension act. The President signed it re- 
luctantly. 

In mid-June 1947 the administration was 
still fighting for a continuation of price 


7680 


controls. But the President lost the battle 
when Congress permitted OPA to expire by 
the simple expedient of not providing any 
more funds. 

Whether the President was right or 
wrong is another matter. But it is entirely 
erroneous to allege that it was Mr. Truman 
rather than the NAM who “directed” the end 
of price controls in 1946. The NAM may not 
have “directed” the affair, but it had a large 
hand in killing OPA. 

WHAT HAPPENED IN 1946 WILL HAPPEN AGAIN 


The special-interest groups who 
largely contributed to the elimination of 
OPA contended that prices would be sta- 
bilized if price control was eliminated. 

When the people who suffer from in- 
flation were fooled in 1946 it was the 
fault of those who made them false 
promises. If the same people are fooled 
again by the same false promises they 
must look in the mirror to see who is 
to blame. 

In the first 9 months after price con- 
trols went off in 1946, consumer prices 
rose 17 percent. Wholesale prices rose 
32 percent. 

In those 9 months the economy suf- 
fered more than three times more infia- 
tion than during 3 years of effective 
price control. 

Two years after the end of effective 
price controls in June of 1946, prices had 
gone up 29 percent, wages had gone up 
only 22 percent, and profits had risen 
by 70 percent. 

Prices had risen more than four times 
as much as during 3 years of effec- 
tive price control. Wages had not kept 
pace with prices. But profits increased 
more than twice as much as prices and 
more than three times as much as wages. 

That shows clearly who suffers from 
inflation. It also gives the answer to 
those who say that price controls do 
not control prices. 

I challenge the membership of this 
House to join in strengthening these 
amendments to the point that we will 
not have the same repetition that we 
had in 1946. Unless we approve these 
amendments, we will repeat all over 
again exactly what took place in 1946. 
A SOUND STABILIZATION PROGRAM IS EVERYBODY'S 

BUSINESS 


Mr. Chairman, we are determined to 
reach our goals. This legislation put 
us on the road to our production goals 
last year. It is time to repair services 
and renew our legislative machinery so 
that we can keep on reaching these 
goals, and reach them as soon as possi- 
ble. Our production goals are the best 
task before America and we must not 
allow any group to take advantage of 
this enormous expenditure of the tax- 
payers’ funds to reach these production 
goals. For that reason, a stabilization 
of prices and wages is essential to avoid 
these clashes that we see at every turn. 
Total mobilization for defense requires 
stabilization else it cannot succeed. 

We had a succession of witnesses be- 
fore us during our hearings in the Bank- 
ing and Currency Committee on this 
legislation who told us we did not need 
direct controls over the American econ- 
omy in order to have mobilization for 
defense. They made, in some instances, 
good cases for their point of view. Un- 
fortunately, however, their cases were 
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nearsighted ones—based not on the na- 
tional needs but on their own economic 
activities. They beat a regular tatoo 
on the witness desk demanding the end 
of direct controls over the economy. 
In contrast, there was virtually no re- 
sponse from the consumers of the coun- 
try. We began to feel the people were 
completely apathetic about controls and 
that the only persons showing any in- 
terest were those anxious to kill off con- 
trols for personal economic considera- 
tions. We on the committee thought 
long and hard about this situation and 
there was an effort made to remove the 
controls. Fortunately, that effort did not 
succeed. 

I suppose it failed primarily because a 
substantial majority, including several 
of my Republican colleagues, looked at 
this problem not from the standpoint of 
who makes the most noise, of who 
screams the loudest, or who hires the 
best lobbyists to plead their cases, but 
rather on the basis of what is right and 
what is the national interests. 


THE DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT HAS BROUGHT A 
HALT TO ENFLATION—THE QUESTION: CAN IT 
BE STOPPED? 


Mr. Chairman, you hear it stated that 
price and wage stabilization has failed 
to work, has not checked inflation, and 
for that reason the law should be scut- 
tled. 

The membership of this House would 
be fair I know in their honest appraisal 
of the facts. The facts are available and 
as a part of my remarks I want to include 
a section from the second quarterly re- 
port to the President: 


INFLATION Is CHECKED—CaN It BE STOPPED? 


The initial surge of post-Korean inflation, 
which for a time threatened to engulf the 
whole American economy, has been halted— 
at least temporarily. The critical question 
now is: How long will the present lull last, 
and can the line be held when heavy pres- 
sures reappear? 

Since February, following the establish- 
ment of general price there has 
been a sharp break in price inflation. The 
Consumer Price Index rose less than 1 per- 
cent between February and May, after having 
risen about 4.5 percent in the three preced- 
ing months and 9.5 percent during the pre- 
ceding year. Retail food prices increased 
only about one-half percent from February 
to May, and wholesale prices, over-all have 
declined slightly. The prices of basic raw 
materials and other primary commodities, 
which scored the biggest increases in the first 
half year after Korea, have dropped about 
10 percent. 

The wage picture shows increasing signs 
of stability. Average hourly earnings in 
manufacturing continued to rise through 
April and May but at a rate slower than pre- 
valled through 1950. 


THE GREATEST INFLATIONARY PRESSURES LIE 
AHEAD 


While the spiral of inflation has been 
brought under control for the time being, we 
cannot. relax our efforts. 

Factors which could produce a strong, new 
inflationary push are present. We must pre- 
pare for the increased pressures which lie 
ahead, 

Inflationary pressures have a simple ori- 
gin—more money seeking goods than there 
are goods to buy. The excess of demand over 
supply is the inflationary gap. 

The impact of the defense program in the 
months to come will produce a new infla- 
tionary gap. Our plans call for an increase 
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for national security from the present rate 
of about $35,000,000,000 a year to an annual 
rate of more than $65,000,000,000 a year 
from now. The additional defense spending 
will drive up incomes and the desire to spend 
without adding to the supply of civilian 
goods. 

This increase in demand, which outruns 
available civilian goods, is the crux of the 
inflation problem facing the American 
people. No exact measurement of this in- 
flationary gap is possible. The size of the 
gap depends in part on how effective we are 
in stabilizing prices and wages. The Amer- 
ican people can enlarge or reduce the gap, 
depending on their attitudes and actions as 
buyers and sellers, employers, and wage 
earners, lenders, and savers, 

Nevertheless an increase of more than 
$30,000,000,000 in national security activities 
would produce an inflationary gap of $10,- 
000,000,000 to $20,000,000,000. 


THE INFLATION THREAT CALLS FOR A BROAD 
PROGRAM = 

There are four methods of dealing with the 
inflationary gap: 

1. Assure a steady increase in production 
and in the total national output. 

2. Mop up purchasing power or prevent its 
increase by higher taxes, inducements to 
save, and restrictions on credit. 

3. Cut down nondefense public expendi- 
tures and private capital expenditures that 
are not required to achieve the increase in 
output that we need. 

4. Hold the line by price and wage controls. 

An adequate policy to control inflation 
must involve a combination of these four 
methods, 

1. Increases in production 

If we can look forward to steady increases 
in production in the coming years, our sta- 
bilization program has good prospects of 
success. Increases in production mean that 
the initial cuts required in the standard of 
living will be moderate and that, after those 
cuts, living standards can be expected to 
rise steadily. If increases in the output of 
consumers’ goods are large enough, upward 
adjustments can be made in wages from year 
to year without forcing inflation. Higher 
production means that, despite high taxes, 
the American people will not feel that they 
are being steadily impoverished hy the 
defense program. 7 

Specific stabilization measures must sup- 
port the requirements of increased produc- 
tion. Too often a policy of freezing tends 
to retain economic resources in the areas 
where they are least needed. 

Specific production programs can also ma- 
terially assist stabilization. We found in 
World War II that an adequate supply of 
good-quality items at reasonable prices can 
be assured only if production controls are 
employed in such a way as to serve those 
purposes. Subsidies to the few relative’y 
high-cost producers in an industry is also 
a means for increasing production without 
disturbing the price line. 

We are now setting up procedures to insure 
that stabilization policies and production 
policies complement each other effectively. 


2. Taxes, credit, and savings 


Inflation control cannot be successful over 
a long period of time if the price structure 
is continually threatened by excessive pur- 
chasing power. 

A stiff tax program is, therefore, a basic 
requirement. The Revenue Act of 1950 im- 
posed substantial tax increases, and I hope 
the Congress will enact additional taxes that 
will yield at least $10,000,000,000 a year in 
the bill now under consideration. 

Even so, taxes alone cannot be relied on 
to curtail purchasing power sufficiently. 
Over the last months credit controls have 
proved themselves to be effective instru- 
ments for restraining inflation. 
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Federal Reserve Board regulation W has 
been a powerful check on consumer spending 
for durable goods. This has not only helped 
to restrain inflation but has made it easier 
to transfer scarce materials, such as steel 
and aluminum, to defense production, 

Tightening of mortgage loans under regu- 
lation X of the Federal Reserve Board and 
the restriction of Government-aided resi- 
dential mortgage credit by the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency and the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration have helped to cut the number 
of housing starts by more than one-third 
from last year’s level. While we have not 
yet reached fully satisfactory housing stand- 
ards we are now better supplied with hous- 
ing than we have ever been before, except 
for what is needed in critical defense areas, 
We cannot have both a large defense pro- 
gram and an unrestrained housing boom at 
the same time. 

Apart from these specific and selective re- 
strictions of credit, the Federal Reserve 
Board, in agreement with the Treasury, has 
adopted a more flexible policy of participa- 
tion in the Government security market. 
This policy is designed to discourage holders 
of long-term Government obligations from 
selling them and using the proceeds for new 
credit expansion. Although it is too early 
to assess the full effects of this action, it has 
contributed to the slowing down of private 
credit ion. 

The restrictive credit policy is reinforced 
by the voluntary credit restraint program 
now in full operation. Under the leadership 
of a national committee and 40 regional sub- 
committees, financial institutions are screen- 
ing credit proposals só as to channel savings 
into defense and defense-supporting activi- 
ties. 

The voluntary has also been ex- 
tended to include borrowing of State and 
municipal governments for deferrable proj- 
ects. On May 7, I wrote to governors, may- 
ors, and other local officials requesting that 
every proposed borrowing over $1,000,000 be 
reviewed and approved by regional commit- 
tees. 

While it is impossible to determine statis- 
tically the volume of credit proposals that 
has been curbed by the voluntary credit re- 
straint program, many specific loan re- 
quests, including several sizable ones, have 
been rejected. Together with policies of 
general and selective credit restraint, it has 
put a damper on total credit expansion. 

Federal lending agencies have likewise 
taken numerous steps to reduce credit used 
for nondefense purposes. Sharp cut-backs 
have been made in those types of housing, 
farm, and business loans which do not clear- 
ly contribute to defense. 

A special committee appointed by the 
President to make recommendations on 
credit policies has recommended legislation 
to permit continuation and some broaden- 
ing of selective credit controls, and emer- 
gency authority for the Federal Reserve 
Board to require, in case of need, supple- 
mentary reserves for all insured banks. The 
committee suggested that plans for further 
credit controls be prepared for use in the 
unfortunate event they become necessary. 

Taxes and credit controls must be rein- 
forced by individual saving and corporate 
saving. The rate of savings over the past 
year has been far from satisfactory, and ways 
need to be found to increase it. An essen- 
tial incentive to saving is an effective sta- 
bilization program which will assure that 
the dollar saved now will retain its purchas- 
ing power. 

3. Curtailment of public and private 
expenditures 

The defense must have the right 
of way in the Federal budget. Other Federal 
expenditures that do not support the defense 
program or do not represent previous com- 
mitments by the Federal Government are 
being held to a minimum. In addition, 
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State and local governments can make a 
contribution to the defense program by de- 
ferring public-construction programs of lesser 
urgency.’ 

Private capital outlays for less essential 
projects should also be curtailed. The gen- 
eral credit restriction contributes to this 
end, but, in addition, the Government is 
using its control over materials to limit non- 
essential business outlays. 


4. Price and wage controls 


For a defense program of the present size, 
price and wage controls—which are discussed 
in more detail below—are an essential part 
of the stabilization program. The taxes we 
now have in prospect and the credit controls 
that are feasible simply will not do the job. 

Price and wage increases tend to stimulate 
each other. A rise in prices brings new wage 
demands, and higher wages mean increased 
costs and hence put pressure on prices. We 
must have controls on both wages and prices 
if a wage-price spiral is to be avoided. 

Price stability does not mean an absolute 
freeze. In a changing and expanding econ- 
omy there is continual need for price ad- 
justment. There must be some price in- 
creases where higher prices are needed to 
stimulate or permit the increased produc- 
tion we require, On the other hand, profit- 
able business must be prepared to absorb 
cost increases to a reasonable extent. We 
must also be able to roll back some prices 
which have risen far out of line if general 
price stability is to be achieved. Actions 
such as the beef roll-back are a fundamental 
part of a stabilization program, 

If the price line can be held, wages can 
be held, too. Wage policy, like price con- 
trol, must reconcile the desirability of re- 
warding workers for their efforts and the 
need to increase production with the need 
to hold down increases in cost of production 
and increases in buying power in excess of 
available goods. These objectives require 
not only a firm and equitable Government 
policy but also the understanding coopera- 
tion of organized labor and of employers. 

Similarly, agriculture must exercise re- 
straint if the stabilization program is to 
be a success, Agricultural demands can up- 
set the vital food sector of the program. 


PRICE CONTROL REGULATIONS ARE BEING IMPROVED 


The original price freeze action in Janu- 
ary, which was not intended to be a perma- 
nent instrument of price control, caught 
many prices in badly distorted relationships. 
Continuation of the freeze over an extended 
period would have been neither fair nor 
feasible. It would have unfairly harmed 
those whose sales prices had not been fully 
adjusted to rising costs and especially those 
who had attempted to comply with the Gov- 
ernment's appeal for voluntary price stabili- 
gation. In addition, it would have impeded 
production and distribution. 

Something had to be done to relieve these 
inequities. Yet it was in many instances 
impossible to move directly from the general 
freeze to the ultimate objective of specific 
regulations—“tailored” to meet the needs of 
particular products or industries or stated 
in dollars and cents ceilings. Such regula- 
tions must in many cases be highly complex. 
For that reason the Office of Price Stabiliza- 
tion has utilized a number of interim regu- 
lations to serve until more precise ceilings 
become practicable. The formulas used for 
manufacturers generally permit them to add 
to their pre-Korean prices the increase in 
their materials and labor costs to a certain 
date, while those for distributors give them 
mark-ups which they may add to their 
invoice cost. 

The formulas for manufacturers were de- 
signed to establish a better balanced price 
structure—giving relief to those manufac- 
turers who had lagged behind, while rolling 
back prices that had run ahead of cost in- 
creases. In extending the Defense Pro- 
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duction Act for the month of July, how- 
ever, the Congress included a proviso that 
during that month no price ceiling should 
become effective lower than the ceiling in 
effect on June 30. 

Accordingly, the Office of Price Stabiliza- 
tion issued its General Overriding Regula- 
tion 13 suspending all price ceilings—in- 
creases as well as decreases—which would 
have become effective under these formula 
Tegulations after June 30. Manufacturers 
affected by this suspension will continue to 
price their products under the regulations 
previously applicable—in nearly all cases, the 
general freeze. 

This suspension is a stopgap measure 
pending enactment of the longer term ex- 
tension now being considered. I strongly 
recommend that the Congress, in enacting 
the extension, permit roll-backs so that it 
will be possible to establish a balanced price 
structure without raising the entire price 
level to the height of those prices that have 
gone up the most in the past year. 

Food prices: In order to stabilize the cost 
of living the Office of Price Stabilization after 
the general freeze focused immediately upon 
its largest component—the price of food 
and then concentrated in turn upon meat, 
which takes the biggest share of the food 
dollar. 

The most important cost-of-living control 
to date has been the orders covering the 
price of beef. The first of these orders was 
a distribution regulation issued in Febru- 
ary, which provided for the registration of- 
all slaughterers. By limiting each slaugh- 
terer to his 1950 share of the total livestock 
supply through a quota system, this regu- 
lation assured the maintenance of the gen- 
erally satisfactory 1950 meat distribution 
pattern. 

The adoption of this registration system 
was followed in April by livestock price reg- 
ulations making three reductions in the 
prices that may be paid for live cattle, 10 
percent effective the end of May, 4.5 percent 
August 1, and 4.5 percent October 1. 

Most of the first reduction was to elimi- 
nate the squeeze on slaughterers and mer- 
chants which was caused by the continued 
rise of live cattle prices as compared with 
meat prices which were frozen in January. 
The regulation has already done much to 
restore fair operating margins to the groups 
who were squeezed. 

The August and October reduction orders 
provide for corresponding reductions fn the 
price of beef to consumers. After the final 
reduction, live cattle ceilings would still ex- 
ceed current parity by an estimated 20 to 25 
percent. Reduction of beef prices at retail 
under these orders would average 8 cents to 
9 cents a pound—saving consumers an esti- 
mated $700,000,000 annually—and restoring 
retail prices to approximately the June 1950 
level. 

Specific dollars-and-cents ceilings are in 
effect for all sales of beef at wholesale and 
retail. Specific prices are provided for each 
type of seller, cut, and grade, varying for 
different geographical zones. In retail stores, 
these prices will be posted for the housewife 
to see. 

Sale of most other foods will eventually 
be placed on the same basis as beef—definite 
ceiling prices for each category and grade 

in each store. In the meantime, reg- 
ulations have been issued covering the so- 
called dry groceries and affecting 60 percent 
of the food items in the country’s 500,000 re- 
tail food stores. Modeled after certain OPA 
wartime regulations which were particularly 
effective, the regulations provide specific per- 
centage margins for 38 food categories. Re- 
tailers are placed in four groups according 
to the type of operation and gross volume of 
the store, with smaller margins permitted for 
chain stores and supermarkets. These reg- 
ulations have removed many of the squeezes, 
excessive margins, and other inequities 
arising under the January freeze. They also 


7682 


provide the foundation for dollars-and-cents 
ceiling prices, which will be established as 
soon as a sufficiently large number of food 
items can be brought under tailored regula- 
tion at earlier levels of production and 
distribution. 

Clothing prices: Unusually difficult prob- 
lems have been faced, also, in setting price 
ceilings on clothing—problems far more dif- 
ficult than existed at the beginning of World 
War II when large raw material surpluses 
were available to satisfy rising demand with- 
out pressure on prices. 

The prices of raw materials for clothing 
and shoes were among those advancing most 
sharply during the inflationary upsurge last 
year. Since these raw materials have to pass 
through numerous hands before reaching 
the consumer as finished products—a process 
taking many months or even years—their 
rising prices had not worked their way 
through the long chain when the freeze 
stopped the movement wherever it happened 
to be. Consequently, distortions were many 
and serious. This problem has not yet been 
completely solved, but headway has been 
made. 

Cotton and cotton textiles are a case in 
point. Last year’s crop of less than 10,000,- 
000 bales was supplemented by a carry- 
over of less than 7,000,000—not enough to 
meet large foreign and domestic demand. 
As a result, the inflationary outburst of last 
year boosted the price from under 34 cents 
a pound in June 1950 to 45 cents in January. 

Consequently in early March raw cotton 
was placed under a ceiling of 45.14 cents for 
the key grade—a record high in cents per 
pound and at least 125 percent of parity. 
Cotton textiles, meanwhile, had been frozen 
at prices which reflected to varying degrees 
the actual or anticipated rise of cotton costs. 
The general freeze clearly had to be modi- 
fied. The answer was an interim regulation 
under which manufacturers of primary tex- 
tiles are permitted to add to their prices 
for their last normal year the increase in 
their raw materials and labor costs up to a 
certain date. 

Wool and its products presented a similar 
problem, The price of wool, 70 percent of 
which we must import, more than doubled 
between June 1950 and April 1951. With 
prices of yarns and fabrics frozen at their 
January levels and raw wool prices continu- 
irg to increase, American manufacturers 
could not have continued in production. 
Therefore, at the beginning of April 1951, 
an interim regulation was issued allowing 
raw material and labor cost increases to be 
added to pre-Korean prices for wool yarn 
and fabrics. 

The regulation prohibited the inclusion 
of increases in raw material prices recorded 
after December 31. This cut-off date created 
no hardship on manufacturers, who at that 
time were still using wool bought before the 
turn of the year. Yet it served to make clear 
tkat the American Government was not 
ready to accept the last portion of the 
speculative run-up, which had raised wool 
prices another 30 percent after December. 
This attitude was further emphasized by 
the simultaneous decision of the Quarter- 
master Corps to suspend its wool purchases. 
The world markets promptly declined and 
are now nearly 50 percent below their peak. 

It was then possible for OPS to place a 
ceiling on domestic transactions in wool and 
related fibers—at a level somewhat higher 
tnan December prices but still 9 to 12 per- 
cent below the level of the price freeze. 
Simultaneously, the regulation for wool 
yarns and fabrics was thoroughly revised 
to reflect this ceiling for wool and to make 
& series of other improvements so that it 
now covers a broader area in more efficient 

fashion, 

Hides, the raw material for leather and 
shoes, also experienced an unusually sharp 
price rise after Korea. At the time of the 
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price freeze their prices were set by a special 
regulation at the level of November, and 
this level later became the basis for specific 
dollar-and-cents ceilings. Shoe manufac- 
turers were given a tailored regulation, which 
allows them, within limits, to raise their 
pre-Korean prices by the increase in their 
raw material and labor costs. 

Consumer goods at retail: It is at retail 
that the consumer actually feels the differ- 
ence between inflation and stability. There 
are nearly 2,000,000 retail sellers and the 
variety of their merhcandise is enormous. 
In order to arrive at a pricing method that 
is simple as well as fair, most of this mer- 
chandise is controlled through a ceiling on 
the retailer's mark-ups rather than on his 
prices. 

Paramount among the retail price regula- 
tions is Ceiling Price Regulation 7, which 
affects an estimated 270,000 stores, covering 
apparel, shoes, household textiles, furniture, 
housewares, silver, china, glassware, luggage, 
sporting goods, musical instruments, and 
other items. Each retailer selling these 
goods is permitted to add to his purchase 
cost the most typical mark-up found in his 
own experience for goods of the same cate- 
gory and price range. This form of regula- 
tion was strongly recommended by the retail- 
ers themselves on the basis of their experi- 
ence with a World War II OPA regulation 
using a similar technique, though in a nar- 
rower field. The regulation involves the 
preparation by each retailer of a pricing 
chart, listing the costs and prices of his 
goods as of a specified date. When the re- 
tailer later buys a commodity at a cost ap- 
pearing on his chart, the corresponding price 
on the chart is his ceiling. 

It is recognized that the preparation of 
pricing charts, while not easy or con- 
venient for any store, is particularly difficult 
for small stores with a multitude of low- 
price items. Consequently, smaller retailers 
were given the choice of pricing under this 
regulation or staying under the general freeze 
until another method of price control for 
small retailers could be found. This problem 
is currently receiving high, priority consid- 
eration, Meanwhile price adjustments have 
been provided for most distributors staying 
under the freeze by a supplementary regu- 
lation which assures that their prices reflect 
changes in the cost of their merchandise, 

No such problem, of course, exists for 
specialized retailers. Gasoline service sta- 
tions, for example, are covered by a tailored 
regulation allowing them a margin of 4 
cents a gallon or as an alternative their own 
mark-up during the base period. Automobile 
dealers and retail coal dealers are also per- 
mitted their prefreeze mark-up. 

Including food retailers and restaurants, 
well over 1,300,000 retailers are now covered 
by regulations other than the general freeze. 


AN INTERIM REGULATION COVERS 
MANUFACTURERS 


To adjust ceiling prices for manufacturers 
on an orderly and equitable basis, the Manu- 
facturers’ General Ceiling Price Regulation 
was applied on April 25 to an estimated 75,000 
firms covering a wide range of products. 
Under this regulation, manufacturers are 
allowed to add to their pre-Korean prices 
certain increases in the cost of labor and 
material going into the goods tu be priced. 
The cost increases whic: may be added are 
those reflecting the price and wage rises of 
last fall and winter up to specified cut-off 
dates. 

Before Korea, prices and costs generally 
were in balance at levels which yielded satis- 
factory operating margins to the vast bulk 
of manufacturing industries. Adjusting 
these prices for manufacturing cost increases 
therefore could be expected to result in gen- 
erally sound price relationships. In making 
this adjustment, no allowance was made for 
changes in any overhead costs, such as de- 
preciation, general administration, sales and 
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research. These overhead costs cannot be 
allocated to individual products in any ac- 
curate way. More important, they vary with 
volume and there is no way in which future 
production volume can be accurately fore- 
cast. 

Under the regulation, manufacturers are 
given the choice of several methods of com- 
putation so that each can select the one best 
suited to his method of operation and 
accounting. 

The basic formula of the general manu- 
facturers’ regulation has also been used in a 
number of companion regulations, designed 
to match more closely the operating and 
pricing characteristics of particular indus- 
tries. Included in this group are regulations 
for woolen yarns and fabrics, cotton textiles, 
apparel, and shoes, as well as a regulation 
for machinery and many other categories of 
producers’ equipment. 

Industrial materials pricing: As in the 
early period of World War II, the prices of 
many important industrial materials were 
initially stabilized by voluntary understand- 
ings between the producers and the Govern- 
ment. Included were such basic materials 
as iron and steel, prim<ry copper, lead and 
zinc, rayon, and sulfur. The prices set in 
these agreements were generally maintained 
until the freeze, so that they remained 
largely free from the distortions and inequi- 
ties that were so widespread in other areas. 

In contrast, violent upswings were re- 
corded in the most volatile of the markets 
not covered by agreements. Among these 
were industrial waste products, which play 
an important role in production. Prices of 
scrap metals in some cases rose up to or 
even beyond prices of primary metals. To 
bring relief to those manufacturers who de- 
pend on scrap for a large part of their pro- 
duction, steel, lead, zinc, copper, copper 
alloy, brass mill, nickel, and aluminum 
scrap—and some of the secondary metals 
made from them—had to be rolled back by 
special regulations to bring them in line with 
the new metal. The same was true of used 
steel drums, and of cotton and linen cut- 
tings used as raw materials in the paper 
industry. 

Some industrial materials, on the other 
hand, had to be increased in price in order 
to maintain or stimulate production, Sup- 
pliers of pulpwood in the Northeast, for in- 
stance, were given some dollars-and-cents 
ceilings higher than the freeze level in order 
to keep the industry going in the face of 
Canadian competition for raw material. 
Wage increases in coal had to be reflected 
in higher prices. A higher price was al- 
lowed for tungsten concentrates to encour- 
age domestic exploration and development. 


PRICE CONTROL CANNOT PERMIT AUTOMATIC 
ESCALATION 


As inflationary pressures rise, some prices 
now held down by slack in demand will 
tend to come up to the ceilings already 
established. Farm commodities that are as 
yet uncontrolled because they are below par- 
ity may also increase in price. Last year’s 
rise in raw-material prices may affect levels 
of production and distribution where it has 
not yet been fully reflected. Production 
costs also may be affected by increasing re- 
sort to more expensive resources, including 
more overtime work at premium-pay rates. 

Taken together, these factors point to some 
future price increases. But there could be 
no excuse for allowing future increases which 
do not serve a useful purpose, such as in- 
creasing production for the mobilization pro- 
gram or removing serious inequities. There- 
fore, it is essential to have firm policy guides 
limiting allowable future increases, once in- 
terim adjustments from the January freeze 
have been made. 

The basic formula underlying the general 
manufacturers’ regulations and similar 
interim regulations allows the reflection in 
sales prices of the major increases in cost 
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that occurred last fall and winter. But this 
must not be interpreted as an acceptance of 
automatic or indefinite escalation to re- 
fiect future cost increases. Such acceptance 
wou'd result not in price control but in rub- 
ber-stamped inflation. Clearly, prices can- 
not be held stable if all cost increases are 
to be automatically passed on. 

Nor does it follow that an increase in the 
price of a purchased material or in wages 
necessarily increases the unit cost of the 
product in the same proportion or even in- 
creases it at all. Improvements in produc- 
tivity and economies growing out of a high 
level of operations are among factors that 
destroy any exact parallel between material 
prices and wage rates on the one hand and 
total cost per unit of output on the other. 
Unit cost also is dependent in large measure 
on the degree of efficiency in operation, and 
much of the incentive for efficiency would be 
destroyed if every increase in each item of 
cost were automatically translatec into a 
higher sale prices. 

It is clear that cost absorption cannot be 
imposed beyond reasonable limits. These 
limits are indicated in the Defense Produc- 
tion Act, which requires that price ceilings 
be generally fair and equitable and that 
they not impede full production. This re- 
quirement has been translated into more 
specific terms by the Economic Stabilization 
Administrator in a policy guide given to the 
Office of Price Stabilization on April 21. 

According to this guide, no price increases 
will be allowed above the level set by the 
interim regulations, except to the minimum 
extent required by law, or for exceptional 
reasons of public policy. 

The basic standard reflecting the mini- 
mum requirement of law (apart from cer- 
tain farm and food commodities) is stated 
as follows: 

1. The level of price ceilings for an in- 
dustry shall normally be considered “gen- 
erally fair and equitable” under the Defense 
Production Act if the dollar profits of the 
industry amount to 85 percent of the average 
for the industry’s best 3 years during the 
period 1946-49, inclusive. The profits should 
be figured before Federal income and excess- 
profits taxes and after normal depreciation 
only, with adjustments made for any changes 
in net worth. 

2. Any increase in manufacturing or 
processing prices may not be passed along at 
distributive levels except to the extent nec- 
essary (a) to meet the above earnings stand- 
ards; or (b) to prevent dislocations in the 
relationship between costs and ceiling prices; 
or (e) to avoid serious hardships or inequi- 
ties or to preserve enforceability. Any such 
increase shall not, in general, exceed the 
actual dollars-and-cents rise in costs. 

This industry earnings standard—based on 
the standard adopted by the Congress for 
the excess-profits tax—limits the basic policy 
of cost absorption in principle. Its precise 
application to specific cases will be developed 
by the Office of Price Stabilization as the 
issues evolve. It will be necessary in each 
case to define the boundaries of the industry 
and the best means for making as promptly 
as possible a valid comparison of its profits 
with those of the base period. 

Appropriate adjustments must be made 
where abnormal situations make the normal 
standard inapplicable. Standards will also be 
set for price increases that are required to 
insure the continued flow of essential sup- 
plies, Special problems must also be solved 
where an individual product of a multiprod- 
uct industry is concerned or where the price 
of an individual seller must be adjusted to 
avoid extreme hardship or inequity. 

Provision has already been made for indi- 
vidual ceiling adjustments in a number of 
price regulations. Such adjustments are 
promptly considered where the ceilings would 
force operation at a loss. These adjustment 
provisions, however, are not meant to take 
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care of losses resulting from unusual or sea- 
sonal factors which would normally cure 
themselves, Nor are they to be used to bail 
out an inefficient operation which can be 
maintained only at a level of price substan- 
tially in excess of that sufficient for most of 
its competitors. Setting price ceilings so 
that they are fair for an industry on the 
average will tend to enhance the vigor of our 
competitive economy—leaving each individ- 
ual enterprise free to seek higher profits than 
its competitor by the application of greater 
ingenuity or the development of more effi- 
cient operations. 

Our price control policy must be both firm 
and flexible. We will not hesitate to make 
price adjustments promptly where the case 
for them is clear. But if we do not achieve 
stability of the price structure as a whole we 
shall not have the freedom to make needed 
adjustments. An aimless upward drift of 
prices would serve no useful purpose what- 
ever. 

RENTS ARE ONE IMPORTANT PRICE WITHOUT 

ADEQUATE CONTROL 


In the cost of living of the average tenant, 
rent is second in importance only to the cost 
of food, Any substantial increase in rents 
consequently results in pressures for higher 
wages and contributes to a rent-wage-price 
inflationary spiral. 

Rent increases must be restrained in the 
interest of defense mobilization, especially 
in areas where supply and demand for hous- 
ing has been unbalanced by the influx of de- 
fense workers. Exorbitant rents 
workers from moving to defense areas and 
thus delay munitions production. Similarly, 
stabilization of rents is urgently needed to 
protect military personnel and their families 
from exorbitant rents in areas where train- 
ing camps and bases are being reopened or 
expanded. 

The present rent-control law is not suited 
to current defense and stabilization needs. 
It is essentially a decontrol statute under 
which the coverage of Federal rent control 
has been reduced from 16,000,000 units at 
the peak to less than 7,000,000 units today. 
It provides that Federal control can be re- 
moved by State legislatures and local gov- 
erning bodies, following which it cannot be 
reestablished regardless of the magnitude of 
subsequent rent increases or the importance 
of stabilized rents to defense activities. in 
the locality. The law also exempts all dwell- 
ing units constructed or converted since 
February 1, 1947, as well as commercial rents 
and practically all hotel rates. 

The supply of rental housing was inade- 
quate even before Korea and is becoming in- 
creasingly so as defense needs expand. The 
1950 census reported a vacancy rate of only 
1.1 percent. A survey of more than 1,200 

realtors and managers in 100 cities 
later in 1950 indicated that out of 232,000 
rental units under their management, less 
than two-thirds of 1 percent were vacant. 

With so little vacant rental housing avail- 
able, the stage is set for a sharp rise in rents 
in critical areas unless controls are con- 
tinued and strengthened. A survey made by 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics some months 
ago showed that in nine areas where rents 
have been decontrolled, from 28 to 70 per- 
cent of all rental units had experienced rent 
increases and the average rise in rents since 
mid-1949 was 19.8 percent. In contrast, 
rents in the cities which remained under 
control rose an average of 3.5 percent. In 
the months ahead, as purchasing power in- 
creases, pressures toward continued rent in- 
flation seem inevitable. 

It is clear that a well-rounded and com- 
prehensive stabilization program requires 
more adequate rent control. A new and 
strengthened rent-control law to meet the 
new and growing needs of defense mobiliza- 
tion is now under consideration by the Con- 


gress. 
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THE WAGE-STABILIZATION PROGRAM IS 
REESTABLIHED 


Immediately after its creation, the Na- 
tional Advisory Board on Mobilization Policy 
turned to the problem of reestablishing the 
Wage Stabilization Board, which had been 
inactive following withdrawal of the labor 
members. Getting the Wage Stabilization 
Board reestablished and functioning prop- 
erly again had been a major concern also 
of the Economic Stabilization Administrator, 

On recommendation of the majority of the 
Advisory Board, the President on April 21 
created the present Wage Stabilization 
Board with six representatives each from 
industry, labor, and the public. 

The complete wage freeze imposed in Jan- 
uary 1951 stopped all emerging adjustments 
and in consequence froze a wide variety of 
inequities. The previous Board had made 
limited progress in substituting workable 
policies and standards for the absolute freeze 
when the Board broke up. Not until the 
Board was reconstituted was it possible to 
move forward in the development of work- 
able policies and standards. 

In carrying out its objective of stabilizing 
wages, the Wage Stabiliaztion Board must, 
under the terms of the Defense Production 
Act, make adjustments necessary to pre- 
vent or correct hardships or inequities, 
Stabilization of industrial relations is also 
among the objectives specified in that act. 

One of the fundamental problems before 
the Board has been that of developing for- 
mulas for relating wages to changes in the 
cost of living. Regulation No. 6, which had 
been issued by the earlier Board in Feb- 
ruary, was designed in part to permit wages 
to catch up with changes in the cost of liv- 
ing. That regulation permitted adjustments 
in wages up to 10 percent over the January 
15, 1950, level without prior Board — waged 
It also provided that the Board might ap- 
prove petitions for increases over 10 percent 
where circumstances made the use of the 
specified base date inequitable. 

Regulation No. 8, issued in March, permit- 
ted previously negotiated escalator clauses to 
take effect even though the resulting wage 
increases exceeded the 10-percent limit. 

The Administrator has discussed with the 
Board the prompt development of a general 
formula for wage adjustments to take into 
account changes in the cost of living. Dis- 
cussions have also been held on other com- 
plicated issues of wage stabilization, such as 
deferred in inter- and intra-plant in- 
equities, and productivity increases. In a 
resolution covering the General Motors con- 
tract and related contracts the Board ap- 
proved certain kinds of productivity in- 
creases where the employer warrants that 
the wage increase will not be used as a 
basis for petitioning for a price increase. 

The Board also has under consideration, 
among other problems, the questions of an- 
nual productivity increases, fringe benefits, 
hardships and inequities, and the applica- 
bility of wage ceilings to industries exempt 
from price control. 

Progress has been made in the reduction 
of the case backlog through the creation 
within the Board of Review and Appeals, 
Intra-Plant, and Shipbuilding Committees, 
and a tripartite Construction Industry Sta- 
bilization Commission to make rulings or 
prepare decisions of the Board. The Board 
has also begun an enforcement program to 
insure compliance with wage-stabilization 
policies. 

Settlement of disputes: In establishing the 
new Wage Stabilization Board, the President 
assigned to the Board a carefully limited 
jurisdiction to make recommendations for 
the settlement of labor disputes—a jurisdic- 
tion consistent with the principle of free 
and voluntary settlement between labor and 
management, 


7684 


Under the new Executive order the Board 
has jurisdiction in only two situations: 

1. The parties in a particular dispute may 
agree between themselves to submit their 
dispute to the Board for recommendation or 
decision. The Board may then decide to take 
or reject the case. Under this provision 
labor and management must themselves de- 
cide whether they wish to submit their dis~- 
pute, and, if so, what issues they wish the 
Board to consider. The Board has no power 
to intervene in any case upon its own motion. 

2. The only other way in which the Board 
may assist in the settlement of a labor dis- 
pute is when the President is of the opinion 
that the progress of national defense is sub- 
stantially threatened and decides to refer 
the matter to the Board. The Board then 
has the duty to investigate the issues in the 
dispute and report to the President with 
recommendations as to equitable terms and 
settlement, 

These procedures are not intended and 
cannot be used either as a substitute for 
collective bargaining or as a replacement 
for existing agencies of mediation. Specifi- 
cally, no action may be taken by the Wage 
Stabilization Board which conflicts with the 
provisions of the Taft-Hartley Act or the 
Railway Labor Act. 

Through the use of these new tools, the 
Government is in a position to encourage the 
parties to settle differences affecting the de- 
fense effort in a peaceful way without en- 
dangering the normal procedures of collec- 
tive bargaining. 

Salary stabilization program: The prob- 
lems of salary stabilization—although in 
many respects similar to those of wage sta- 
bilization—are sufficiently distinct to re- 
quire specialized handling and treatment, 
Accordingly, the Economic Stabilization Ad- 
ministrator has established a Salary Stabili- 
zation Board of five members, separate from 
the Wage Stabilization Board. To assure 
consistency with the wage stabilization pro- 
gram, however, the Chairman of the Wage 
Stabilization Board is an ex officio nonvoting 
member of the new Board. 


CONGRESSIONAL INCONSISTENCY 


On the one hand we criticize officials 
of OPS for not properly administering 
the law. On the other hand those who 
would like to destroy controls need not 
write a consistent bill. They need to 
throw only enough monkey wrenches in 
any bill to make it unworkable, then they 
can prove controls won’t work. That is 
exactly what happened during the 
months of OPA. 

Stafford Derby writing recently in the 
Christian Science Monitor: 

Drop the word “controls” into a group al- 
most anywhere and there is apt to be some 
uncontrolled talk. For back of that word 
stands inflation. 

And inflation is the less-headline-making 
enemy playing havoc with personal and pub- 
lic budgets. It is the thief which has been 
stealing dollars out of pay envelopes with 
increasing rapidity since K-day. 

Governmental wage and price controls, al- 
though tardily legislated and hesitantly ap- 
plied, find their champions in these informal 
discussions. Productivity is argued by oth- 
ers as the only proper answer to the gap be- 
tween consumer dollars and consumer goods, 
a fundamental cause of inflation. 


To pass a bill so crippled and confused 
with special interest amendments will be 
worse than useless in the fight against 
inflation. 

With no legislation or poor legisletion 
the consumers in this country will take a 
beating and our whole defense effort can 
be placed in serious jeopardy. 
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IT’S NOT WHO'S RIGHT BUT WHAT'S RIGHT 


Mr. Chairman, it is not, it would ap- 
pear to me, whether the NAM, the CIO, 
the Farm Bureau, the United States 
Chamber of Commerce, the Grange, the 
A. F. of L., those of you from the West 
who advocate the interest of the beef in- 
dustry, is right, but it is a question of 
what is right. 

A world-wide war for the control of the 
minds of men unquestionably faces us 
today. 

Here in our beloved country we are 
wondering who is going to control what. 
Will management or labor control in- 
dustry? Or will Government control 
management and labor? 

That really is not the question. It 
does not matter who controls what so 
much as what controls who. 

If the managers of a business are con- 
trolled by self-interest and greed, they 
are not the best men to run that busi- 
ness. But if the workers are themselves 
controlled by greed or by radical agita- 
tors who do not care a hang about labor 
but just want to grab off power for 
themselves, they should not control the 
business either. Nothing can be gained 
by changing hands. 

There is, in other words, no answer 
to the question, Who is right? when 
everybody is wrong. The question is, 
What is right? The thing that is right 
is teamwork between management and 
labor instead of class war. What is 
needed is not change of hands but a 
change in people where each begins to 
care for the other and to think what 
each can give to the welfare of us all, 

There came to my desk a few days ago 
one of the most thrilling stories that I 
have read in a long time. The title of 
this publication is “An Idea Takes 
Wings.” It is a story of the visit of a 
task force of moral rearmament to 
Miami, Fla. It was my privilege to be 
in Miami when the great airlines of that 
area and the Florida Power & Light Co. 
underwrote the coming of this tremen- 
dous new force that is being felt around 
the world today. 

While in Miami, I had the pleasure of 
meeting Mr. George T. Baker, president 
of the National Airlines. This great air- 
line was faced with a serious strike, 
Mr, Baker was at loggerheads with Mr. 
W. T. Babbitt, regional vice president 
of the Airlines Pilots Association. These 
two men were brought together by this 
task force, and in the above-mentioned 
publication you will find Mr. Baker mak- 
ing this statement: 

The real trouble has been the bitterness 
and lack of trust between us. It took an 


apology on my part and absolute honesty to 
restore a basis of confidence. 


Mr. Babbitt declared: 

Let bygones be bygones. Bitterness builds 
up so high you can't bring up a problem for 
solution. 


Babbitt said preparations for a strike 
set for January 15 were “brought to a 
screeching halt.” 

The National Airlines and the Airlines 
Pilots Association had been having dif- 
ficulties for 3 years. On January 1, the 
management and pilots were in deadlock 
over a list of 33 grievances and 13 other 
points. The mechanics of settlement 


JULY 5 


have been agreed upon in the last few 
days, the two leaders said. 

These two men, one a representative of 
the hard executive type in America and 
the other, equally unbending, represent- 
ing labor, started to work together on 
the basis of not who is right but what 
is right. 

Even though we pass this legislation, 
we are not going to solve the serious 
friction that exists in America today 
until we are willing to get along to- 
gether. 

If two people cannot get on together 
in one and the same family, there is 
not much chance that they will get on 
with other people, any other place. 
There is not much chance that democ- 
racy will work. 

By “getting on together” we mean not 
just living or working together without 
throwing things or calling each other 
names. We mean pulling together as a 
team to make every home what it should 
and could be—every business what it 
should and could be. To make democ- 
racy workable. To make our country a 
world pattern for teamwork that will 
show the way to lasting peace, 

WHAT WILL BE THE AIMS OF INDUSTRY? 


Mr. Chairman and members of the 
Committee, while it appears necessary 
that we enact into law price and wage 
stabilization, it would seem to me that 
American brains and brawn could come 
together on the basis of what is right 
instead of who is right, and right this 
old ship of state. 

It is a thrilling story of American in- 
dustry. Red-blooded pioneers—some of 
them buccaneers—laid the foundations, 
built the walls, and put the roof of man- 
agement above the whole structure of 
the world. 

Through the years cut-throat compe- 
tition, unfair trade practices, unreason- 
able demands of labor, and a thousand 
and one causes swept us into an era of 
serious friction. There is where we find 
ourselves today. 

We should recall today that this great 
industrial machine we built was accom- 
plished by no one man. We thought 
we were building strong, enduring, and 
in the interest of all mankind. It is sad 
but true that after years of alterations, 
largely in the furnishings alone, the 
business structure of America, which 
has stood wear and tear and many 
storms and hurricanes, is giving way. 
Even the foundations of our business 
practices seem to be undermined. 

We have the point of view of the NAM, 
the CIO, the United States Chamber, the 
A. F. of L., the Farm Bureau, the vet- 
erans, the Grange, and sundry others, 
in the main each seeking ways and 
means to protect their own interest, and 
in most instances they seek objectives 
for a particular group. 

It is my contention, Mr. Chairman, 
that if private enterprise is to survive, 
it is time for business to move into a 
new building. 

Let me explain. A wise and learned 
country editor in my district pointed 
out some weeks ago: 

That many people thought the First World 
War was brought on by what was called the 


warmongering of manufacturers of war ma- 
terials, 


1951 


This country editor, and I will name 
him, Roland F. Beasley, of Monroe, N. C., 
went on to say that, while this was not 
true, it was true that “the fundamenal 
idea of war around which the German 
economy was based was the primary 
cause of the First World War.” 

With this editorial friend of mine, I 
do not charge that the suppliers of war 
materials wish to bring on wars, but 
there is no question but what they fat- 
ten on high prices. 

I contend the National Association of 
Manufacturers, the farm bloc, the cattle 
people, and different segments of labor, 
everybody who has anything to sell, are 
in a gigantic log-ro!"'ng combination to 
keep up inflation, to defeat all efforts at 
control. I say that advisedly. 

A few minutes ago I stated that if pri- 
vate enterprise is to survive it is time 
for business to move into a new build- 
ing. These should be the war aims of 
industry: 

First. Win the battle of production: 
To win the battle of production is indus- 
try’s supreme task. No consideration 
such as laying up a secure position for 
the postwar period must be allowed to 
interfere with an all-out effort now. 
Private enterprise must prove its real 
usefulness to the country in this crisis 
and demonstrate its right to survive. 
The philosophy of production and profit 
must he enlarged to production and pro- 
vision for the needs of the Nation. It 
is the responsibility of industry to pro- 
duce the best possible product in quan- 
tities as large as needed at the lowest 
possible cost consistent with fair wages 
and a fair return on money invested. 

Second. Create a national philosophy 
of teamwork: Teamwork is the indispen- 
sable factor inindustry. As steel girders 
support a skyscraper, so must a united 
industrial framework support the na- 
tional structure. Industry can unite the 
Nation. It must break the human bot- 
tlenecks of suspicion and self-importance 
and learn how to solve every problem on 
a basis of “not who's right, but what's 
right.” It must sell America a national 
philosophy of teamwork and show the 
Nation how to pull together. This means 
teamwork within each concern and 
teamwork with (a) labor, (b) competi- 
8 (c) the public, and (d) Govern- 
ment. 


Third. Win the war of the ideologies:- 


Behind the war of arms, there lies the 
war of ideas. Though alien armies may 
be conquered, alien philosophies may 
still overrun the land. Industry is one 
of the first targets of the subversive 
forces. These forces aim to discredit 
private enterprise. They try to draw a 
battle line between men and manage- 
ment. Industry must draw the true 
battle line, which is between the patri- 
otic elements in management and labor 
on the one hand, and the materialistic 
and self-seeking elements on the other. 
While we produce materials, we must 
answer materialism. We must supplant 
the dollar philosophy with the -philos- 
ophy of nation-building. 

Fourth. Bring in the new industrial 
revolution: In the first industrial revo- 
lution, the machine came into its own. 
Man has been caught in the grip of a 
machine age. We need a new industrial 
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revolution where men will come into 
their own. Industry must give as much 
thought to building men as to producing 
materials. The exploitation of human 
beings is the certain road to revolution. 
Industry must give dignity and purpose 
to every worker. It must win the battle 
against fear, hate, and greed. As in- 
dustry has found the power to harness 
the mighty forces of nature, so it must 
now discover the forgotten factor in in- 
dustry—that God has a plan. 

Fifth. Raise up courageous industrial 
leadership: Men who will (a) honestly 
assess where their own industry falls 
short of this program; (b) start making 
changes themselves instead of waiting 
for the other fellow to begin; (c) unite 
with others to bring this program to in- 
dustry and the Nation. 

DO NOT PITCH A POLITICAL WEAPON TO AN 
OPPONENT 

Our mail runs true to form. Those 
for and against this legislation, I ask 
the Members of this House not to be 
swayed by any particular propaganda 
agency. Let us not give to any candi- 
date for President, or to any candidate 
who may be running against you or me, 
the opportunity to say that we stood 
here in July 1951, soon after the day of 
independence, and failed to come to 
grips with this serious problem of price 
and wage stabilization. If we fail, it 
certainly can, and I think will, be a 
major issue as it was once before. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. Gross]. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, that 
great farm journal, the Washington 
Post, has sent its agricultural expert, 
John Ball, out to Iowa to report to the 
farmers of the District of Columbia on 
the cattle price roll-backs. 

In his report of Tuesday morning, 
datelined Redfield, Iowa, Farm Expert 
Ball says this: 

If the Middle West cattle feeder is going 
to the poor farm, he’s going to ride there 
in his Cadillac or Beechcraft Bonanza and 
many display the antenna that tells there 
is a television set on the premises. 


Is there something sinister or wicked 
about a farmer owning a Cadillac or 
television set? 

As a matter of fact it is doubtful if 
actual figures will show that one farmer 
in a thousand owns a Cadillac or one 
in five hundred owns a television set. 

Apparently Farm Expert Ball is so 
accustomed to seeing Government- 
owned, chauffeur-driven Cadillacs roll- 
ing over the bureaucrat boulevards of 
Washington that he has hallucinations. 

Still to be explained by the Washing- 
ton Post and Mr. Ball is why their “Raw 
Deal” friends have not given consumers 
all over the Nation, including the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, the benefit of the lower 
meat prices they have chiseled off the 
farmers. 

We are waiting for an explanation of 
that, Expert Ball, and make it good. 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes; I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. EVINS. The gentleman spoke 
about the prosperity which we are en- 
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joying, with the farmers owning 
Cadillacs. 

Mr. GROSS. No. I did not say any- 
thing about prosperity. 

Mr. EVINS. Does the gentleman re- 
call having any television or radios under 
the Hoover Administration? 

Mr. GROSS. Commercial radio was 
in its infancy and commercial television 
was not even in existence under the 
Hoover administration, but let me say to 
the gentleman from Tennessee if he talks 
about prosperity in a time of $265,000,- 
000,000 of Federal debt, about $25,000,- 
000,000 of State and municipal debt, 
about $47,000,000,000 of home-mortgage 
debt in the country, and about $20,000,- 
000,000 of consumer debt, his idea of 
what constitutes prosperity is not mine. 
We do not talk the same language on 
this subject. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Iowa has expired, 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11 minutes to the gentleman from Mich- 
igan [Mr. CRAWFORD]. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, 
first I want to congratulate and pay my 
respects to the magnificent statement 
made by my colleague the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Worcorr! in his 
debate on this bill earlier today. He 
laid down in very plain language what 
we are up against, in that the previous 
and present administrations have, since 
1933, solidly, consistently, and contin- 
uously promoted a program of advanc- 
ing price levels, advancing wages, ad- 
vancing salaries, the extension of cred- 
it in most every conceivable form that 
the human brain can design, and now 
the administration forces come before 
the committees of this Congress and ask 
us to support controls that will not stop 
the price advances; that will not pre- 
vent the so-called inflation in prices, be- 
cause as fast as you attempt to set the 
brakes through these controls, the ad- 
ministration will continue the inflation- 
ary policy. 

As I said the other day, to me it is a 
shame and a fraud for men who hold 
positions in legislative bodies to so try 
to mislead the people. I have no pa- 
tience with it. I will not be a party to 
it now or later. 

Mr. Chairman, as I have said, this in- 
flationary spiral began back in 1933, and 
it has continued on its high-balling, sky- 


- rocketing way ever since. It is artificial 


and unsound; it is contrary to economic 
law, as well as to common sense. 

But some Members do not choose to 
discuss the present. They would rather 
live in the past, the past of the dark de- 
pression years particularly, where it is 
more politically expedient for them to 
dwell—and for them to attempt to focus 
the attention of their listeners and read- 
ers. 

They would rather tell about the un- 
fortunate years from 1929 until 1933, and 
they call those years the Hoover depres- 
sion, deliberately avoiding mentioning 
the fact that that terrible economic dis- 
aster was a world-wide, global catastro- 
phe, directly resulting from World War I, 
and that it was not confined to this 
country alone. These facts they fail to 
sta 
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Nor do these Hoover-day whiners tell 
the people that the United States was the 
last country to get out of the depression, 
in spite of years of New Deal pump-prim- 
ing and vast spending. In 1940 we still 
had about 10,000,000 unemployed. It 
took the horrors of World War II to get 
us out of the depression; the New Deal 
never did do it, in spite of the billions 
of dollars they added to the national 
debt, in spite of the vicious inflationary 
spiral they began in 1933. 

Most of these people who refer back to 
the Hoover administration do so politi- 
cally, and with a view to stigmatizing 
that great leader who was not directly 
or indirectly responsible for the world- 
wide washout which hit shortly after he 
took office. What we are supposed to be 
talking about is 1951, and the future. 
We are supposed to be considering a bill. 
We are supposed to be discussing infla- 
tion, its causes and cure. We are sup- 
posed to be doing something for the 
American people and the American eco- 
nomic structure, and not attempting to 
make political hay out of events of 20 
years ago. And most important of all, 
we are supposed to be meeting the pres- 
ent fundamental causes of our economic 
difficulties head on, instead of temporiz- 
ing with the consequences. 

If the people in my district do not 
know by this time, they certainly have 
not been listening to what I have said 
to them over the past many months. If 
the administration really wants to dis- 
continue this inflationary program it 
continues so aggressively to promote I 
will support it 100 percent, provided they 
start at the cause instead of just tem- 
porizing with the consequences. I think 
it is dishonest on the part of men who 
sit in this legislative body to try to thus 
fool the people in presenting these 
shoddy, fallacious, and ineffective so- 
called direct controls which are pri- 
marily political from their inception 
down to their last directive and execu- 
tion. This administration and the lead- 
ers of this program well know that 
these so-called direct controls cannot 
possibly operate in a manner that really 
offsets the inflationary characteristics of 
the other phases of the administration's 
program as related to the fiscal policy. 

I do not hate a man who makes a 
profit in his business; I do not hate the 
profit system. I do not have too much 
respect for a man who lives in this coun- 
try and continually fights the profit idea. 
Where in the world would this Govern- 
ment receive its $65,000,000,000 of reve- 
nue per annum with which to meet some 
of our expenses and with which to sup- 
port a $255,000,000,000 debt if there 
were no profit system, if enterprise 
earned no profits? What has brought 
us to the hour when man will stand up 
and scorn the fellow who wants to make 
a profit on his transactions? 

What is the past history of this coun- 
try? Why in the world did the people 
ever support a form of government which 
permitted children to be taught to save 
their funds, which permitted young 
people to be taught to invest those 
funds—in what? Why, in buildings, 
machinery, and machine tools so that 
the guy who did not save could have a 
job furnished him by the fellow who did 
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save. I can go out here and raise the 
devil every weekend and spend all of the 
income I can earn provided I earn any 
as a Member of Congress—mayhbe we do 
not earn any; you could get into quite a 
debate on that question with a lot of 
people today—but assuming we do earn 
it, I can go out here and have a high 
old time every week end and spend 
every cent and wind up early Monday 
broke, as many people do. I do not have 
to save any money; I can starve if I 
want to. But if I refuse to so spend and 
consume, but instead I live simply and 
exercise thrift, accumulate a few dol- 
lars savings and invest it in machinery 
and machine tools and give this fellow 
who sits in front of me a job who does 
live riotously on his week ends, why 
should I be crucified because I give him a 
job, because I am in business, because I 
am a so-called businessman? Why 
have we come to the time in the history 
cf this country where it is necessary for 
such observations to be nade? Why do 
men stand at this desk and fight the 
profit system today? What kind of 
system do you want? If you like the 
Russian system, go over there and live 
under it where there are no profits. If 
you like our system why in the world 
do you not defend it? Why do you not 
support it? Of course, the American 
enterprise system is not perfect: Neither 
am I perfect and may I respectfully say 
that you who criticize the system, are not 
perfect. And do not overlook the fact 
that the Russian system is not perfect. 
The English socialistic system is not per- 
fect. And if you know of a system that 
is any more perfect than this one we 
have, why in the world do you not go 
there and live under that system? 

You stand up here saying that men 
should pay taxes out of income. That 
is all right, but there must be some in- 
come to be taxed; and I am not advo- 
cating in these remarks any uncon- 
scionable profits. He who reads such 
into my remarks is either ignorant, un- 
fair, or just plain dishonest: That is, if 
he knows how our system works and if 
he understands our historical back- 
ground on returns on investments. 

If you want to do away with this type 
of system under which we live you have 
got to make a lot of changes in our phi- 
losophy. If you do not want the corpo- 
rate enterprise system to operate in this 
country, kill it; get rid of it; go ahead 


- and try a few months without it and see 


where you get; you will not have any- 
thing for the people to buy in the stores 
of any consequence. All you buy you 
will buy from the Great Father, what 
the great Federal Government says you 
can buy—and be dead sure that you are 
satisfied with it after you get it; do not 
bellyache because he did not give you 
more; be satisfied with what is handed 
out to you. Just forget your own per- 
sonal initiative; your self-determina- 
tion, your own judgment, your own in- 
dividual contribution—I say if you do 
not like the American system be content 
to take whatever the Government per- 
mits you to have: Be satisfied with the 
central planners and their edicts. 

So far as I am concerned I am not in 
favor of such a dictated Government 
hand-out system where the individual is 
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ignored. I would rather be dead—I mean 
dead, under the soil, back to the mag- 
gots, back to the dust, rather than to 
live under such a system; and I mean 
that. We do not have to be re-elected. 
My people know that; I do not have to 
be elected. I say it is high time you got 
into this thing with very firm convic- 
tions and conclusions and fight your way 
out. 

So many of these Government-con- 
trolled and Government-financed and 
Government-planned skin games of one 
kind or another have been presented to 
our people in recent years; and such a 
terrific Federal debt and Federal annual 
expense account has been wrapped 
around the economic necks of the people 
that millions of our citizens have lost 
their way. They have become lost be- 
cause of the poor leadership they have 
had. Read your mail—it is no different 
from that which I receive from my peo- 
ple I have the honor to represent. The 
people are tired of this Government pa- 
ternalism, this Government coddling, 
this Government taxation, this effort on 
the part of the administration to at- 
tempt to corrupt the electorate through 
handing out Government checks for this, 
that, and the other. The people want 
us to stop it, to get back to a sound 
basis of running government, to cut the 
expenses, stop the growth of the Federal 
debt, and discontinue issuing inflation- 
ary dollars in an effort to make the peo- 
ple believe “they have more money than 
ever before.” The people want a sound, 
stable, and effective dollar—not just a 
pocketful of 31-cent dollars such as now 
exist. 

I do not have to lose any sleep about 
what I am going to do on this particular 
subject. I am not confused and I have 
not lost my way. I have never been 
hypnotized by the sound of big money, 
I have sense enough to know that if my 
firm or my Government deals in big fig- 
ures that is no reason why I should 
expect my personal affairs to be bedded 
in the same sized figures. 

Borrowing from banks creates new 
money. Take the FDIC last report of 
December 30, 1950, and see how many 
bonds the banks of this country had on 
last December 31 in their portfolios of 
over $73,000,000,000. Then look and see 
how many bonds of the Federal Govern- 


ment the Federal Reserve banks own. 


About $23,000,000,000 worth April 25, 
1951. What was that? Printing press 
money, where the Treasury in manag- 
ing the debt goes out here and puts those 
bonds in the portfolio of the Federal Re- 
serve banks, 

Financing the Federal debt in such a 
manner through the banks is destructive 
inflation which the bill sent in by this 
committee and which we now debate 
will not correct. You can bring all your 
direct controls in here you please, but if 
the Treasury is going to continue to pur- 
sue its present and past course you are 
not going to get anywhere with your 
direct controls except to harrass and ag- 
gravate the people. There is no need 
of our trying to get the public into the 
belief that your direct controls will be 
effective. The public has had an oppor- 
tunity during the past 18 years to think 
this matter through and they do not 


1951 
want to be harassed by these ineffective, 
politically conceived, aggravating so- 
called direct controls with all the arro- 
gance displayed by the Bowles, the Hen- 
dersons, the DiSalles, and so on down 
the line. 

Borrowing from nonbank sources does 
not increase the money supply. Why 
does not this administration, why did not 
the previous administration, put such 
character of bonds out that the public 
will buy? I mean individuals, I mean 
men and women who live simply and ex- 
ercise thrift and accumulate savings. I 
do not mean the commercial banks and 
the Federal Reserve bank. I mean, why 
do not the people of this country have 
sufficient confidence in the administra- 
tion and its program and in what it ad- 
vocates to buy the long-term bonds so 
as to prevent this inflationary run 
through the portfolios of the banks? 
The confidence of the people in Govern- 
ment is the greatest need at all times. 
Without this, governments are always in 
trouble; and when the administration 
gets in difficulty with the citizens it then 
begins to play political tricks, and that 
is bad procedure for all. 

Borrowing from nonbank sources does 
not increase the money supply, but it 
adds to the total volume of the public 
debt and to the liquid assets held by the 
public, thus storing up inflationary pres- 
sures for the future under present debt- 
management policies. That means, for 
instance, that my two friends sitting in 
front of me may accumulate $10,000 in 
savings. They go out and buy $10,000 
worth of Government bonds. At the 
moment you do not increase the money 
supply, but through the Federal Gov- 
ernment having created that debt, which 
it sold to you, and it is a lot better selling 
to you than to the banks, you have 
$10,000 in reserve which can at the mo- 
ment you decide to do so become an in- 
flationary pressure when you sell the 
bonds and go back into the market for 
scarce goods. 

So Government debt itself is a promo- 
tion of inflation, Secretary Morgenthau 
knew that as well as anybody knew it, 
Leon Henderson knew it, Chester Bowles 
knew it, and Snyder knows it, if he 
knows his way home at night. He knows 
that Government debt is an inflationary 
force itself. 

Where is there s disposition on the 
pert of the administration to discontinue 
adding to the debt? The Treasury re- 
port came out the other day proposing 
that we had a $13,000,000,000 deficit 
coming up as of the close of business 
June 30, 1952, and this after applying 
the most terrible and fantastic tax bur- 
dens on our people they have ever heard 
of being imposed in any country. 

You talk about controlling with direct 
controls that kind of force? Of course, 
you are not going to do it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
with expenditures during this fiscal year 
starting July 1, 1951, estimated at $68,- 
500,000,000 for the purpose of preparing 
ourselyes to preserve our country—yes, 
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that is what it is for—the impact of that 
money on our economy should be plain 
to everyone through a realization that 
unless some effective control legislation 
is passed the people of our Nation will 
seriously suffer as a result of inflation. 

Reference has been made to our na- 
tional debt of about $265,000,000,000 as 
of the present time. A large amount, 
yes, but all but $39,000,000,000 of that 
money was incurred so that we might sit 
here today, as Members of the Congress 
of the United States. Of that great sum 
of money, all but $39,000,000,000 was in- 
curred in order that we might win World 
War II, and that we might have a coun- 
try as of yesterday, when we celebrated 
the Fourth of July, and today, that the 
signers of the Declaration of Independ- 
ence were willing to give up their lives 
and property for when they signed that 
historic document 175 years ago. 

The two gentlemen from Michigan 
[Mr. Crawrorp and Mr. WotcotrT] 
have made some rather interesting ob- 
servations, but when you give them even 
a superficial analysis you realize how 


weak they are and that they rapidly fall . 


to the ground of their own weight. The 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Craw- 
ForD] said that he is not against the 
profit system. Certainly I am not 
against the profit system, but I am 
against atheistic capitalism. I am 
against the profiteer, I am against the 
racketeer, I am against the one who is 
willing to make money, no matter what 
the conditions might be, at the expense 
of the public. Iam against the man who 
20 years ago would take people into his 
employ and pay them 5 or 10 cents an 
hour. That is not my idea of democracy 
and that is not my idea of sound capital- 
ism. I am for the capitalistic state be- 
cause I am for individual initiativeness, 
and capitalism is nothing more or less 
than individual initiativeness—you and 
I, having the dignity of an individual, 
the personality of an individual under 
the law and the right to the legitimate 
fruits of our labors. But, capitalism has 
its atheistic aspects, the abuses, the ex- 
ploitation of human beings, and I am 
against anyone who engages in such 
atheistic practices. I am for sound 
capitalism, not for any kind of capital- 
ism that means that one with power can 
gouge and exploit those who unfortu- 
nately come under this jurisdiction. 
They talk about 1933, yes. We Demo- 
crats took over this Government in 1933, 
a bankrupt Nation. We had it 4 years 
under the Republican leadership of for- 


mer President Hoover. Isatin this body 


and tried to get the Congress to appro- 
priate money in 1930, 1931, and 1932 to 
relieve human suffering and distress that 
existed throughout the country at that 
time, and the Republican Party refused 
to appropriate 1 penny after the States 
and the cities and the town and the 
local charities, religious and otherwise, 
had exhausted their means in taking 
care of the unemployed and their wives 
and their children. Yes, I remember we 
had twelve to fifteen million unemployed 
and I remember we tried to get a $1,000,- 
000,000 bill through this Congress au- 
thorizing the construction of public 
works. Jack Garner, who was the lead- 
er of the Democratic Party in this body 


` to obtain employment. 
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then, later Speaker, and later Vice Presi- 
dent, was the author of the bill, and 
those of you who were here will remem- 
ber that the Republican President and 
the Republican Party refused to permit 
legislation of that kind to pass the Con- 
gress of the United States; legislation to 
bring some degree of minimum economic 
security to men and women who were 
unemployed, willing to work, but unable 
I remember in 
1930, 1931, and 1932 the tens of thou- 
sands of farms foreclosed. Who stopped 
it? The Democratic Party. I remem- 
ber in those years the tens of thousands 
of homes foreclosed throughout the 
ecuntry. Who stopped it? The Demo- 
cratic Party. The cry of socialism was 
made then just as we heard it today. 
But if that is socialism in the minds of 
some, in my opinion it constitutes dy- 
namic democracy, saving and preserving 
the homes and strengthening the family 
life of our country, because the strength 
of a nation depends upon the strength 
of its family life. A strong family life 
means a strong government. A weak 
family life means a weak government. 
Yes, I remember the Social Security Act 
that I helped draft. Some called it so- 
cialism when it came on the floor, and 
some of those who talk in opposition to 
effective control legislation today were 
the bitter opponents of such legislation 
back in 1934 and 1935. 

I remember the minimum-wage law, 
the consideration of which bill I presid- 
ed over in the Committee of the Whole 
on two different occasions, to try to get 
a 25- to 40-cent minimum wage, since 
raised by a Democratic Congress to 75 
cents. 

Families were taken in and paid 5 
cents an hour for each member. They 
were exploited. Does that condition 
constitute rugged individualism? It is 
not my type of rugged individualism. I 
call it atheistic capitalism. I am against 
communism in all of its forms. I am for 
the individual initiative that constitutes 
the basis of what is called capitalism, 
but I am against the atheistic aspects of 
capitalism. 

One more observation, about trying to 
fool the people. Yes, they, the Repub- 
licans, tried to fool the people from 1928 
to 1932. Six thousand banks closed 
their doors between 1928 and 1932, with 
hundreds of millions of dollars lost to 
those who had deposits in those banks. 
Nothing was done to try to preserve the 
deposits they had in the banks. But 
under a Democratic leadership the Fed- 
eral Deposit Insurance Act became law. 
In all the years that it has been in exist- 
ence, about 16 years now, only 100 banks 
have closed, and in those 100 banks that 
closed every depositor was paid back in 
full up to $5,000. 

Yes, we remember those days. We 
remember the Securities and Exchange 
Commission Act. We remember when 
certain brokers in Wall Street and other 
streets of the big cities of our country 
robbed the American people with phony 
issues of stocks and bonds, to the extent 
of at least a billion dollars a year. When 
we tried to stop that by proper regula- 
tion in the interest of all the people, 
they cried “socialism.” Against opposi- 
tion and after difficulty the bill became 
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law. Now not one of them would dare 
introduce a bill to repeal that law. I 
call upon any one of you Republicans to 
introduce a bill to repeal that law. I 
call upon you to introduce a bill to re- 
peal the Social Security Act. I call upon 
you to introduce a bill, if you have the 
courage, to repeal the Minimum Wage 
Act. So you come down here now and 
talk about socialism and everything else, 
trying to fool the people. The people 
were fooled from 1928 to 1932, they have 
not been fooled since, they are not going 
to be fooled again. 

Mr, GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ne- 
braska [Mr. MILLER], 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have listened with a great deal of 
interest to the majority leader, the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Mc- 
Cormack], talk about the blessings of the 
New Deal administration. He failed to 
say much about the contents of the bill 
which is before the Committee. He went 
back to the Continental Congress, as did 
other speakers for the measure, quoting 
the Members as wanting equal rights for 
everyone. We all want equal rights, but 
I would remind the Democrats in the 
House that the founding fathers tried 
price control, and after 2 years found 
they would not work. There is an inter- 
esting statement available on their re- 
actions, I would also remind you who 
support this rigid control bill that con- 
trols were tried before the birth of Christ, 
and they were tried since His birth, and 
at no time were they found to be the 
remedy for inflation. The price controls 
in this bill merely treat the symptoms of 
inflation. 

I would support a measure which 
would allocate the strategic materials 
needed for the war effort, and for tighter 
controls on credits, to be instituted by the 
Federal Reserve System. We just cannot 
continue to have more money than goods 
and expect to control inflation. 

This morning the President asked that 
a stronger control bill be enacted. The 
one proposed by Mr. DiSalle would li- 
cense everyone doing business. I pre- 
sume it is to put them out of business if 
they do not follow the edicts put out by 
the bureaucrats in Washington or per- 
haps it could reach a point if they do not 
vote right. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the majority 
leader spoke about the errors of the Hoo- 
ver administration. He spoke about the 
glowing progress under Mr. Roosevelt 
and Mr. Truman. He claims great credit 
for passing the social-security measure. 

I wonder if he and his party would 
also take the credit for the $14,000,000- 
000 deficit in this Social Security De- 
partment? I know one is not supposed 
to refer to anyone in the galleries, but 
I note there are a number of oldsters 
looking down upon this body, who per- 
haps hope to benefit from the social 
security to which they have been con- 
tributing for many years. I wonder how 
many of these people know that 
this Democratic administration has 
squandered and defrauded them of 
$14,000,000,000. 

I wonder if he and his party will take 
credit for the $5,000,000,000 shortage 
which the Chairman of the Civil Service 
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Committee said, this week, was short in 
the annuity funds of those who work for 
the Federal Government? I wonder how 
many of these civil service workers 
realize that their fund also has been 
raided and new taxes and a cheaper 
dollar must be their reward in meeting 
this situation. 

I wonder also if the majority leader 
and his party will take credit for the 
biggest debt our Nation has ever had? 
I suppose he will say like others of his 
party, “What difference does it make— 
you owe it to yourselves.” That seems 
to be the New Deal philosophy. 

Would he take credit for the highest, 
back-breaking taxes the Nation has ever 
had? 

Would he take credit for debauching 
the dollar until today it’s worth about 
40 cents? 

Does he remember that under Mr. 
Roosevelt there was an average of more 
than 8,000,000 unemployed until they 
were able to bring on the Second World 
War? 

He chides Mr. Hoover about two 
chickens in every pot. Perhaps the 
American people would prefer one 
chicken instead of dotting every Ameri- 
can cemetery with the bodies of Ameri- 
can boys killed because of blunders of 
the New Deal administration. That 
sounds like tough words, but there are 
a lot of American people thinking just 
that way and its time for tough words. 

Now, let us return to this newfangled 
OPS bill. I recall that several promi- 
nent Democrats, including a man by the 
name of Claude Pepper and a man by 
the name of Scott Lucas, who were 
in the other body, were joined by the 
majority leader of this House, and sent 
an urgent appeal to the then Acting 
OPA Director, Paul Porter, asking that 
controls on meat and food be relaxed or 
taken off entirely. That was in 1946. 
The majority leader was afraid the peo- 
ple of Boston, and the people in the hos- 
pitals would starve. I ask the majority 
leader, “Why did he send such a wire?” 
And why does he support this measure 
which will produce a similar situation? 

Yes; the Vice President of the United 
States, in the last election campaign, 
made a speech to the farmers in Illi- 
nois and told them that if they wanted 
$40 cattle and $30 hogs, they should 
support the Democrats running for Con- 
gress. My, how he did double-cross the 
farmers. I wonder where he is speaking 
and what he is saying today. 

Mr. Chairman, I had a call from one 
of my cattlemen in the Fourth District. 
He has a sense of humor. He had heard 
that someone in Congress—perhaps he 
was a member of the committee spon- 
soring this bill—and he said he had 
heard that this member wanted the 
cows to have two calves a year in order 
to get more meat on the tables of the 
city people. He told me that he had 
taken this up with the cow and the bo- 


vine partner, and that they just did not 


want to cooperate, and would I please 
tell this city farmer that it takes about 
two-hundred-and-sixty-five-odd days 
for gestation. Tell him we would like 
to cooperate, but the old cow just will 
not go that way. 
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Well, Mr. Chairman, amusing situa- 
tions can develop. I am convinced, 
however, that the legislation before this 
body is not the proper method to con- 
trol inflation. The administration, I am 
convinced, really is not serious about 
controlling inflation. They are scared 
to death that prices will decline. I pre- 
dict that with a solid peace in Korea 
there will be more demands for a price 
floor under products than there are for 
price ceilings. This bill should be 
amended to place allocations and pri- 
orities on strategic materials plus cred- 
it and money controls and all other con- 
trols, should be killed. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. DOLLINGER]. 

Mr. DOLLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from New Jersey [Mr. ApDONIZIO] 
may extend his remarks at this point in 
the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

HIGH PRICES, HIGH RENTS, AND HIGHBINDERS 


Mr. ADDONIZIO. Mr, Chairman, the 
Committee on Banking and Currency 
has worked hard and ‘long—all of the 
members have—on this bill before us. 
We heard countless witnesses testify on 
the defense production picture and on 
the stabilization program. I think we 
were successful in obtaining a good cross- 
section of informed opinion on the mat- 
ter of production expansion for our se- 
curity, and price controls and other anti- 
inflation programs for our economic 
health and safety. I think there can be 
no doubt that we have, as a committee, 
been exposed, you might say, to all of the 
relevant facts on this vital issue. 

Following our hearings, we had ex- 
tended meetings in executive session to 
hammer out the specific provisions of 
the legislation. There was, of course, 
no unanimity in the committee on all 
features of the bill. We met the issues 
among ourselves, we discussed them, we 
debated them, and, then, in the demo- 
cratic tradition, we voted on them. I 
suppose no one is completely satisfied by 
the resultant bill we reported out and 
which is now before the House. I know 
I certainly am not satisfied. In the 
democratic tradition, however, we are 
now submitting our disagreements with- 
in the committee to the House itself for 
its considered judgment. My only re- 
quest, Mr. Chairman, is that the members 
not on the committee hear all sides and 
all arguments, weigh and consider them 
carefully, and decide on the basis of 
merit rather than passion, of fact rather 
than prejudice, of reason rather than 
wishfulness. 

Controls are not our normal method 
of economic practice. Controls of and 
by themselves are not magic cure-alls. 
Controls do not of themselves produce 
goods and services for the Nation’s mili- 
tary requirements and civilian needs. 

We are hearing a good deal here today 
about controls, as being some kind of 
mysterious New Deal monster out to 
slay the free-enterprise system. We are 
invited to be frightened at what controls 
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can do to our freedoms and our way of 
life. We are warned that controls will 
destroy our economy, and thus our mili- 
tary security, while the Communists sit 
back and wait patiently for our moral 
and eccnomic disintegration. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not Halloween. 
This is a time of deadly earnest and of 
great crisis. Scare words and hobgob- 
lins will not frighten the American people 
when there is such real and visible dan- 
ger lurking over our shoulders in the 
form of an atheistic Communist im- 
perialist aggressor waiting to strike at 
free nations everywhere and eventually 
at this Nation—the citadel of freedom. 

We have no choice but to be strong if 
we are to survive, if our precious freedom 
first handed to us 175 years ago is to 
survive. To be strong militarily, we inust 
have a vast expansion in production and 
in our capacity to produce tanks and 
bazookas and mortars and jets and sub 
killers and all the other things we need, 
and, yes, atomic weapons, too. 

We are going to crowd into the next 
few years an expansion of our productive 
plant such as no nation ever before un- 
dertook in such a short period. We are 
not doing that because we are a milita- 
ristic nation, far from it. We are doing 
it only because we know we have to if we 
are to retain the right not to be a mili- 
taristic people eternally, or an enslaved 
one. This defense effort is no side show; 
it’s the main event in our contemporary 
lives. 

Can we do this job without having con- 
trols over our economy? We would all 
like to see it done in a completely free 
economy with complete freedom of choice 
and action for every seller and every 
buyer, but we know it cannot be done 
that way. Some eminent American pro- 
duction experts have made it clear to us 
that we cannot do it that way—men like 
Defense Mobilizer Charles E. Wilson, of 
General Electric, like Eric Johnston, the 
former president of the United States 
Chamber of Commerce, like Bernard 
Baruch, like General Marshall, who, as 
Chief of Staff in World War II, accom- 
plished some of the greatest military 
supply miracles in history. These men, 
outstanding Americans, have told us very 
frankly that we cannot get the guns and 
planes and tanks and ships and supplies 
we need for our security, for our survival, 
if prices are not held down to reasonable 
levels, if workers cannot feed and clothe 
and house their families on their in- 
comes, if schools and hospitals and tax- 
supported agencies of all kinds are so 
victimized by high prices that tax rates 
for local needs must become burdensome 
to business and landlord and home owner 
and tenant. 

We have had a taste—a very foul 
taste—of inflation in the year since the 
Communists loosened war upon the 
world in Korea. I have seen what it 
has done to the people of Newark and 
the Oranges in my district. I have seen 
the poor made poorer by profiteering in 
bread and milk and meat and clothing 
and rents. I have seen the school teach- 
ers made impoverished by a shrinking 
dollar which robs them of their will to 
stay on at their difficult and demanding 
jobs where they are so urgently needed to 
inculcate the meaning of democracy in 
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our children. I have seen housewives 
turn bitter and disillusioned by the ever- 

decreasing nourishment they can afford 
to provide their families as prices go up 

= cruel disregard for the people’s wel- 
are. 

Why? Why have we had this specta- 
cle of a war far away suddenly skyrock- 
eting the cost of things produced a few 
miles from home? The economists tell 
us it was fear buying which sent prices 
up—people stocking up and hoarding in 
anticipation of shortages they expect 
from the existence of war. There may 
be some truth in that on the over-all 
level—there has been hoarding and 
stocking up and advance buying and 
fear buying and panic buying. 

But who was it doing all this buying? 
Not the people in my district. Not the 
workers and their families. They have 
never been that well off tl. at they could 
run out and buy a deep freeze and stock 
it full of meat. They cannot afford new 
cars every year. They do not eat steak 
three times a day or three times a week. 
They are lucky, by and large, if they can 
afford a steak or a roast once every cou- 
ple of weeks. They do not have closets 
full of clothes and 16 pair of shoes each. 

They are average-income people and 
they don’t have the money to start panic- 
buying sprees. It is all they can do to 
feed their families decently—and that is 
mighty hard these days—and keep them 
clothed and get a roof over their heads 
and educate the kids and they can do all 
this only by working mighty hard. 

There was hoarding all right, 
though—by business buying up and 
stocking up on everything in sight and 
then waiting for rising prices to give 
them big inventory profits. That has 
been stopped for the time being, and we 
can all be glad it has been stopped. 

Price controls—long overdue—put a 
stop to this panic of inventory specula- 
tion. And now that the bubble has burst, 
now that the warehouses have been filled 
to the roof and are bulging, now we are 
told by the inventory speculators we 
do not need price controls, that the infla- 
tionary danger is over. 

Mr. Chairman, the inflationary dan- 
ger—the real inflationary danger—is 
just beginning. The shortages business 
helped to create last fall and winter with 
its inventory accumulations will really 
begin to pinch in a few months when 
steel and aluminum and wool and cop- 
per and lead and zinc and a lot of other 
things which go into the consumer goods 
we normally buy and use will be going 
instead into new defense plants and into 
the equipment for a 3,500,000-man 
Military Establishment, and into the 
North Atlantic defense forces. 

If the prices of civilian goods and 
civilian needs could skyrocket in the 
past year even without any real and 
genuine shortages of any consumer 
goods, what can we expect when real 
shortages develop? 

Can we expect the steel mills and the 
food stores and the other establishments 
to run bargain sales when goods are 
scarce? Of course not. Unless we put 
through now a price-control bill which 
will not merely keep prices from going 
a whole lot higher but will bring down 
all those profit-heavy marked-up prices 
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of last December and January to rea- 
sonable levels, we are in for real trou- 
ble—for inflation. 

The next round of inflation we could 
expect would send coffee prices not to 
$1 but to $1.25. It woula send bacon not 
to 70 cents or so but to 90 or 95. It would 
give us the 20- and 25-cent loaf of bread, 
the 30-cent quart of milk. And the $35 
rent would be $70, or more since, with 
housing the one commodity which we 
can’t do without, for which there is no 
substitute, the sky would be the limit, 
particularly with an influx of 100,000 
defense workers expected in the indus- 
trial northern New Jersey area during 
the next 9 months. 

Is that the wish of the Congress? I 
can only say that I hope it is not. 

Mr. Chairman, if we allow prices to go 
much higher—and if we don’t bring them 
down, in fact, there will be a lot of new 
faces in the Eighty-third Congress, and 
that’s for sure. 

The people of this country, now mak- 
ing a tremendous effort in behalf of our 
defense and our safety, giving their sons 
up to a dirty, miserable, dangerous, 
deadly job of fighting for us, the people 
are not going to be played for suckers 
by fat cats and their lobbyists gouging 
the public and highbinding the Congress 
to do a hatchet job on price control. 

This bill is not strong enough. We 
must strengthen it. If we do, we 
strengthen not only price control; we 
strengthen America; we strengthen our 
ability to rebuild the defense power of 
the whole free world. We can save our 
way of life, or destroy it, by what we do 
on this bill. 

Mr. DOLLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from California [Mr. HOLIFIELD] 
may extend his remarks at this point in 
the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
great complexity of legislation is one 
of the problems we in this House face 
in this modern day of intricate social, 
economic, and political existence. To 
resolve this problem we often tend to 
oversimplify our thinking or attempt to 
legislate in a vacuum. 

One of the important problems we face 
today is economic control in a period of 
emergency. This is a vast and complex 
issue—one which we might want to deal 
with in simple terms but, at the same 
time, a question which has many vital 
facets which call for our closest con- 
sideration. 

We know how high prices hurt the 
American consumer and wage earner, 
the housewife, the pensioner, the white- 
collar worker, the nurse—everyone. In- 
filiation can be as serious to our Nation 
as an enemy attack. The fact is that 
the control of our economy in this time 
of crisis is an integral part of our whole 
program of foreign aid, defense, and 
security here at home. ‘This is one side 
of the story which is not often enough 
told or which has not received the proper 
emphasis. 

Important testimony was given before 
the committees of Congress showing the 
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effect of inflation on our military defense. 
It was pointed out that in the last year 
for every $10,000,000,000 appropriated to 
the Defense Department nearly $2,000,- 
000,000 was lost in increased costs. The 
cost of antiaircraft guns, for example, 
has nearly doubled in 1 year’s time. 
Comparable increases are reflected 
throughout our defense purchases. We 
have here a picture of enemy action 
stopping tanks in Korea and inflation 
stopping tanks here at home. We can 
correct half of this picture by passing a 
strong Defense Production Act. 

As a member of the House Foreign 
Relations Committee, I have been inter- 
ested in the effect of our economy at 
home on our various programs of foreign 
aid. In studying the economy in the 
Marshall plan countries, I have found 
wholesale price indexes on a steady rise 
during the last year anda half. In Aus- 
tria the rise has been nearly 35 percent; 
in Denmark, 30 percent; in England, 25 
percent. Comparable rises have been 
recorded in a majority of the -other 
nations participating in this program. 

The nineteenth edition of Recovery 
Guides, the report of the Economic Co- 
operation Administration, published in 
April of this year, points out that “the 
rise in the internal price levels of the 
participating countries has been almost 
all due to external pressure.” This same 
report goes on to point out that “this 
external pressure slackened in Febru- 
ary.” In other words, the controls which 
we imposed last January, although they 
came late and have only slowed the price 
spiral, have had an effect already upon 
the economic well-being of the Marshall 
plan nations. 

Through the Marshall plan and other 
foreign programs we have kept all of 
Europe from the clutches of commu- 
nism. We have aided them in rebuild- 
ing the economy of their nations. But, 
Mr. Chairman, I want to warn the Mem- 
bers of this House that if we do not pass 
a strong Defense Production Act to con- 
trol inflation now, the. inflation which 
we will have in this country will be felt 
throughout the world. The great gains 
we have made under the foreign legis- 
lation in the last 6 years may well go 
down the drain. The iron curtain will 
ring down over the continent of Europe. 
We may be isolated in a world controlled 
by our enemy. We may have the pleas- 
ure of counting our inflated dollars while 
sitting in a bomb shelter waiting for the 
enemy to attack. 

Mr. DOLLINGER. Mr. Chairman, 
the tremendous responsibility of saving 
our Nation from complete economic 
Tuin rests upon this Congress. The De- 
fense Production Act now before us falls 
far short of the stern measures which 
are required if we are to preserve our 
freedom. We are in a state of grave 
emergency, and it is our bounden duty to 
save the American people from addi- 
tional disastrous inflation. If we ac- 
knowledge our responsibility, we will 
pass a bill providing for strong price and 
rent controls—we will not stand idly by 
and accept this weak, ineffectual meas- 
ure which has been offered to us for con- 
sideration, without submitting strong, 
efiective amendments, 
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The administration has been severely 
criticized by many because they objected 
to the original provisions of H. R. 3871 
as they stood before being drastically 
changed in executive session in the 
Banking and Currency Committee. They 
felt that the bill was too strong; that the 
powers given under it were too broad. 
The accusation was made that it verged 
on dictatorship. This attitude is hardly 
understandable when we consider that 
only last year, when it was stated that 
the President asked for a weak control 
bill, Congress insisted upon passing a 
much stronger control bill. However, 
the President did not invoke all the 
broad powers given him. In view of 
this, those who say “dictatorship” are 
clearly in the wrong; their accusation 
cannot stand. Now, after a year of war, 
when our economic problems are grave, 
when we are in a period threatened with 
run-away inflation, and the President 
seeks a strong control bill to stop it, Con- 
gress is reversing its attitude, to the 
detriment of our entire stabilization 
program and with injustice to the 
American people. 

Additional roll-backs in prices of meats 
and other foods and commodities must 
be provided by us unless we wish to be 
accused of siding with the meat interests 
and those selfish profiteers who would 
much prefer business as usual to coop- 
erating with their Government in this 
crisis. So far, big business still holds 
the reins; the meat interests have had 
their way, and the American public has 
been forgotten. It does not occur to the 
graspers of fat profits to make the same 
sacrifices demanded of the ordinary 
citizen—Congress must force them to ac- 
cept their share of responsibility in sav- 
ing our country. We know that cattle 
prices have skyrocketed since January 
1950, compared with a small rise in in- 
dustrial wages and a tremendous jump 
upward in food prices in general, Yet 
the bill before us would prevent the roll- 
back in prices of meat as planned by the 
Office of Price Stabilization. It would 
also tend to prevent roll-backs of other 
items essential to our economy. How 
can we explain this to the housewife who 
cannot afford to buy even a reasonable 
amount of meat and other essentials for 
her family because of the prohibitive 
price? 

The recent so-called packers strike was 
a deliberate sabotage of our economic 
stabilization program. The American 
people were denied a staple, important, 
and abundant food, because those in con- 
trol of the meat industry were going to 
teach us a lesson, and this was done to 
scare us away from further roll-backs 
in meat prices. Are we to continue to 
tolerate such actions and threats? In- 
dustries’ threats of black markets if 
strong controls are passed are a shame- 
ful commentary upon their business 
methods and lack of patriotic spirit. 
Any industry which operates in coopera- 
tion with the Government, which wishes 
to lend a helping hand in time of need, 
can so control its business that black 
markets cannot flourish or gain a foot- 
hold. From the viewpoint of the ordi- 
nary American, industry and producers 
have prevailed in the fight so far, and 
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the citizen is faced with still higher 
prices and increased sacrifices. 

Our people must be protected against 
such unscrupulous methods. The licens- 
ing provision which appeared in the 
original bill would have given some pro- 
tection. Yet, it was stricken from the 
bill in committee without any considera- 
tion. The licensing provision would not 
hurt the seller in any way—but it would 
give the reasonable protection needed in 
these days of run- away prices. The 
licensing provision must be restored to 
the bill. 

I would even advocate a harsher rem- 
edy to protect us from the unpatriotic 
gougers who are responsible for black 
marketeering and the so-called strikers 
who threaten to withhold food from the 
market unless they get their price. I 
would recommend that just as soon as a 
black market appears in the meat indus- 
try or any other industry dealing in es- 
sentials which so vitally affect the well- 
being of our people, or there is a delib- 
erate curtailment in the production of 
such essential items so that they do not 
appear in the markets in normal quanti- 
ties for all to purchase at fair prices 
as prescribed by the Office of Price Sta- 
bilization, the United States Govern- 
ment should seize and operate such in- 
dustry in its entirety. In this way the 
producers and all those in the allied 
fields would be assured of a fair price and 
the consumer would not be subjected to 
the vicious practices of black markets. 

We are in a period of great emergency 
and must find a way to make the greedy 
respect and obey the laws of our country. 
Labor was forced to cooperate in the 
past when the railroads were seized and 
operated by the Government in the in- 
terest of our common welfare. Why 
cannot the same remedy be used today 
to assure the people of this country of 
an adequate supply of food? The pub- 
lic must be protected at any cost. 

Federal rent control as recommended 
by the administration must be adopted. 
The committee with one stroke elimi- 
nated the recommendations of the ad- 
ministration and substituted in their 
place provisions giving every landlord 
the right to increase rent by 20 percent. 
In making such provision, not only do 
we add further hardships to the millions 
of tenants who are already overbur- 
dened with high living costs and taxes, 
but we add greatly to the inflationary 
spiral. 

At no time before has the Congress 
provided for a flat increase in rents in 
any rent control legislation passed. Now 
that the tenant requires more protec- 
tion than ever before, we give the land- 
lords a 20 percent increase in rent and 
they need not show hardship or justifi- 
cation in any way. I have no recollection 
that any of the people who appeared 
before the Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee in behalf of property owners re- 
quested a 20 percent across the board 
increase. At no time did Congress grant 
any kind of increase unless the property 
owner could justify it by application 
made and proofs submitted to show that 
he was not receiving a fair return on his 
investment. We now ignore need to show 
proof that the owner is not earning a 
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fair return, and we give every landlord 
an increase whether or not he is entitled 
to it, at the expense of tenants. 

We should legislate for the best inter- 
ests of the country, and our chief con- 
cern should be that Mr. and Mrs. Amer- 
ica can live decently and obtain the es- 
sentials of life. This kind of bill gives 
our citizens no protection and makes it 
impossible for them to obtain bare essen- 
tials and shelter. 

It would be disgraceful on our part to 
throw tenants upon the mercy of land- 
lords—millions of persons would have no 
choice except to meet the unjust de- 
mands for increased rents made by their 
landlords, even though rent was exorbi- 
tant and property was in disrepair. 
There is even need for commercial rent 
control because the little-business man is 
being squeezed from all directions by 
economic factors beyond his control. 
The amount of rent he is forced to pay 
can be the deciding factor as to whether 
or not he stays in business and what 
the public must pay for the goods he 
sells, 


For these reasons, I demand that we 
enact strong, fair, rent-control legisla- 
tion. We cannot ignore the pleas and 
fears of untold numbers of tenants who 
look to us for this protection. Without 
our help, they will be forced to pay a 
highly disproportionate percent of their 
income for shelter. 

As I stated before, the bill in its pres- 
ent form is not acceptable—it is a sorry 
imitation of what a truly effective De- 
fense Production Act should be. It fails 
completely to meet reality, and betrays 
our American people and the future of 
our country. 

I cannot go into all the bad features 
of the bill under consideration as I do 
not have enough time to do so. I do 
maintain that it not only ignores the 
wishes of the people and the recommen- 
dations of the President, but will lead 
us directly into a period of increased, 
disastrous inflation. We can win a 
fighting war, but of what use will victory 
be if we lose the fight against inflation? 

I urge the Members of this House to 
fulfill their duty with courage; to recog- 
nize our present peril and to save the 
Nation’s economy. Those whom we rep- 
resent look to us to save them and our 
country, for they know that a ruined 
economy means a ruined Nation. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
9 minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. Harvey]. 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
listened with great interest to speakers 
in the well of the House, particularly 
with regard to their statements in ref- 
erence to the type of person they have 
been depicting farmers to be. I am a 
farmer myself and, naturally, I am in- 
clined to resent the implications that 
have been presented here to the effect 
that the farmer is a sort of unscrupulous 
person who is given to gouging every- 
body, he is the kind of person who is be- 
coming rich at the expense of city con- 
sumers. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARVEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kansas. 
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Mr. COLE of Kansas. I want to call 
the gentleman’s attention to the fact 
that the average income of those living 
on the farms during 1950 was $804, while 
the average income of those persons 
living off the farm was $1,546. The 
farmers’ income represents a percentage 
decline, while the off-the-farm income 
represents an increase. 

Mr. HARVEY. That is exactly cor- 
rect. The statistics show that the farm- 
ers in 1948 and 1949 enjoyed a higher 
net income than they did in 1950. 

The figures have not been accurately 
presented in a great many instances as 
to the cost of producing farm products; 
therefore I have brought here for the 
benefit of the Members some figures that 
represent actual production cost. I 
think we have had a great deal of mis- 
information disseminated and it is time 
that we actually get figures presented 
that do represent realistic cost of pro- 
duction. 

First of all, you must recognize, be- 
cause there has been a great deal said 
about the cost of beef, but it is not gen- 
erally understood that the person who 
feeds cattle is himself a processor. 

He does not produce calves. In most 
instances they are produced on the west- 
ern ranges. The cattle feeder goes to 
the market place, such as Kansas City, 
buys these calves, takes them to his feed 
lot, feeds them for a year, more or less, 
and puts them on the market as finished 
cattle. Without this cattle feeder, who 
represents a very vital link in the whole 
process of producing beef, you will not 
get the quantity tonnage of beef on the 
market even though the price of catile 
may be an attractive one to the range 
producer. I think that is a very impor- 
tant factor to recognize. In Mr. Di- 
Salle’s roll-back, which was done, as he 
said, to help out the packer, the roll-back 
meant nothing much more than simply 
taking the squeeze off of the packer and 
putting it on the feeder, the man who is 
going to market the beef in the next few 
months, and who is feeding cattle which 
he bought some months ago. He fed 
them, of course, under the assumption 
that certainly the price would not be 
rolled back before he was able to go on 
the market and sell them. 

I had a feeder from my own commu- 
nity recently come to see me. He had 
his .cattle ready to go about the time 
the roll-back went into effect and he said, 
“Congressman Harvey, I sold my cat- 
tle for one thousand more than I paid 
for them on the market,” but, he said, “I 
had $5,000 worth of feed in those cat- 
tle,” and he said, “besides that I had a 
good many months of work as well,” 
so that the claim, as he expressed it, and 
I have heard it from others, that the 
farmer is going to be able to sell his 
cattle for more than he paid for them, 
just does not mean he makes a profit 
when you consider likewise the cost that 
he has had in processing these calves 
into fat cattle. 

These figures that I am going to give 
you, I think, are authentic, and deserve 
your consideration. We have to remem- 
ber, first of all, that pork is a competi- 
tive product with beef, and these figures 
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for the cost of production of a pound of 
pork are as follows: 

Four and one-half pounds of corn and 
one-half pound of protein supplement, 
making a total production cost of 16 
cents a pound. Now that is the actual 
feed cost. That does not mean all the 
other incidental costs, but that is the 
n feed cost to produce a pound of 
pork, 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARVEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. Pork prices are not 
rolled back. It is only beef prices that 
are rolled back. 

Mr. HARVEY. If the gentleman will 
be patient, I will make that point in a 
very short time. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARVEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I want to con- 
gratulate the gentleman for knowing 
what he is. talking about. That is a 
rather unusual situation in the discus- 
sion of some of these matters, and I am 
very grateful to the gentleman because 
he does know something about the feed- 
ing of cattle and the livestock business. 

Mr. HARVEY. I thank the gentleman. 

The cost of producing a pound of beef 
is as follows by breakdown of the various 
components: 

Six pounds of corn at 3 cents a pound, 
18 cents; 10 pounds of corn ensilage at 
eight-tenths of a cent, 8 cents; three- 
quarters of a pound of cottonseed meal 
at 4 cents, 3 cents, and 3 pounds of hay 
at 1%, or 3% cents, making a total of 
32.75 cents. 

Now here is the important factor that 
I want to bring to your attention, and 
for the information of the gentleman 
from New York, who raised the point, 
the theory of the roll-back in beef prices 
was to try to get more beef for the peo- 
ple at an equitable cost. These farmers 
who are beef feeders can be and are in 
most instances pork producers. The in- 
evitable result is going to be, when dis- 
crimination is so marked as it is in this 
instance, because the farmer has a big- 
ger margin of profit in pork, even at 
the production cost of 16 cents a pound, 
than he does on beef at 3294, that the 
beef-cattle feeders are just not going to 
continue to feed cattle and the produc- 
tion is going to go into pork. 

If your purpose in trying to roll-back 
beef prices is to get more beef at equita- 
ble prices, I can say to you that you are 
just not going to get it. You will for a 
time, yes, because these people who have 
these cattle and have them on feed 
are eventually going to go to market 
with them. They will have to go to 
market with them and sell them regard- 
less of how they come out. But you are 
not going to see those men going right 
back into the cattle-feeding game the 
next year because, as I have said, they 
have pork, and the production will flow 
into the area where there is a possible 
chance for a profit. 

You folks who are not familiar with 
the industry are saying, “Well, these cat- 
tle out on the ranges are eventually go- 
ing to have to go to market. They are 
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there as calves today and they are going 
to have to go to market.” Most of the 
rangemen testified that right now they 
are not hurt, and I do not think they 
are, but what will eventually happen is 
that when the cattle feeder does not 
come to market to buy these calves that 
are 400- or 500-pound calves they will 
have to go eventually to the slaughter- 
house. That is the only place else for 
them to go. So your total number of 
cattle will continue to flow to the mar- 
ket, but there is a lot of difference in the 
total amount of beef that a 400- or 500- 
pound calf will carry when he goes to 
the slaughterhouse and an 1,100- or 
1,200-pound steer. That is the weakness 
in the whole argument and the approach 
that has been taken to it. 

I certainly do not want to stand here 
in the well—I am not a cattle feeder 
myself—and place myself in the posi- 
tion of saying that you should control 
everything else but beef prices, but what 
I am trying to say is that the approach 
to the solution of the problem has been 
wrong. 

We had extensive hearings in my Com- 
mittee on Agriculture with Mr. DiSalle. 
It was evident even in those hearings 
that he had no knowledge at all about 
the industry. Therefore, he had no 
knowledge about how to proceed. As a 
matter of fact, during the hearings when 
they questioned Mr. DiSalle as to how 
he arrived at his decision to roll back 
the prices, and the basis of his deter- 
mination, knowing full well that there 
were many economists who had adequate 
information in the Department of Agri- 
culture, he testified that he formulated 
his decision from having read a news- 
paper article. I submit to the Members 
of the House that that is not a proper 
approach to the solution of the problem. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARVEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. Does the gentleman 
take the same position as some of the 
witnesses who came before our com- 
mittee, that because pork is cheap you 
can bring down the price of beef by let- 
ting them eat pork instead of beef? 

Mr. HARVEY. Ihave not said that at 
all. If the gentleman assumes I said 
that, he is trying to put words in my 
mouth. 

Mr. MULTER. No; I did not. 

Mr. HARVEY. I am trying to say 
that the proposed roll-back in beef prices 
will not get you more beef but will get 
you less beef. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Rocers] for a unanimous-consent re- 
quest. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that my 
colleague, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. Lucas], be permitted to extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, when 
this bill is read for amendment under 
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the 5-minute rule the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. Barpen], chair- 
man of the Committee on Education 
and Labor, proposes to offer for the con- 
sideration of the Committee of the Whole 
an amendment to section 403 of the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950, which will 
establish a Wage Stabilization Board by 
statute, define its membership, the 
method of appointment and compensa- 
tion of the members, and set forth the 
jurisdiction of the Board. 

In my opinion this amendment, over- 
whelmingly approved by the majority of 
the House Committee on Education and 
Labor, is one of the most important 
which will come before the House in the 
consideration of this bill. Upon the ulti- 
mate fate of this amendment turns the 
question of whether or not the Congress 
of the United States will retain in its 
own hands its constitutional function of 
regulating the relations between man- 
agement and labor in commerce or 
whether it will abdicate its constitutional 
duty and invest questions of purely leg- 
islative policy in the executive branch of 
the Government. 

When the Defense Production Act 
was passed by Congress last year it gave 
the President broad authority to sta- 
bilize prices and wages. In an effort, 
however, to avoid the mistakes of the 
last war in which wage control and price 
control were handled independently by 
two different and largely uncoordinated 
agencies, title IV of the act provided that 
these controls should be administered 
through a single independent agency, 
headed by an administrator appointed 
by the President with the advice and 
consent of the Senate. 

In so providing, Congress remem- 
bered that while OPA under pressure 
from the Treasury, procurement agen- 
cies and the consuming public held the 
price line in World War II fairly rigidly, 
the War Labor Board which also had 
the function of settling labor disputes, 
invented all kinds of subterfuges to raise 
wages in order to appease unions to end 
strikes and threats of strikes. This time 
it was hoped that inflation would be ef- 
fectively curbed by the realization on the 
part of the Administrator that prices 
and wages were inextricably intertwined 
and that the success of any control pro- 
gram depended upon uniform policies 
with respect to both of these economic 
factors. 

Unfortunately, the administration has 
nullified to a great extent this statutory 
plan. 

The first step in this direction was 
Executive Order No. 10601 which divided 
the Economic Stabilization Agency into 
two semiautonomous units. First, an 
Office of Price Stabilization, and, second, 
a Wage Stabilization Board. In testi- 
mony before a committee of this House, 
Mr. Eric Johnston, the present Eco- 
nomic Stabilization Administrator, con- 
ceded that all he does is retain veto 
power over these agencies. Apparently 
little or no attempt is made to coordinate 
wage and price policies in general regu- 
lations or in particular industries or par- 
ticular cases. 

An even more serious nullification of 
the congressional purpose, however, was 
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the issuance of another Executive order 
on April 24, 1951. This order, No. 10233, 
was issued in response to the demands of 
certain labor-union officials who had re- 
signed from defense agencies. Under its 
terms the Wage Stabilization Board, 
whose primary function was to place 
ceilings on wages, was given authority 
to pass on all labor disputes if the Presi- 
dent was of the opinion that the dispute 
affected the defense effort. It was also 
given jurisdiction to arbitrate disputes 
submitted to it by the parties. 

It is true that when the Defense Pro- 
duction Act was considered by Congress 
last summer the conferees wrote into it 
a modification of a provision in the Sen- 
ate bill—previously rejected by the 
House—a separate title, title V, relating 
to labor disputes. Under the provisions 
of this title the President was authorized 
to conduct voluntary conferences be- 
tween management and labor with a 
view to securing an agreement under 
which an effective procedure could be 
developed for the settlement of labor 
disputes affecting national defense. It 
should be noted, however, that the Presi- 
dent never called such a conference. 

In testimony before the House Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor, admin- 
istration witnesses conceded that the dis- 
putes jurisdiction given the present Wage 
Stabilization Board therefore had no 
statutory basis. 

When interrogated as to the basis of 
the Board’s present authority, Chairman 
George W. Taylor and his legal adviser 
informed the committee that in the judg- 
ment the authority of the Board rested 
on title [V—that is, with respect to wage 
stabilization—and upon the President’s 
constitutional status as Commander in 
Chief of the Armed Forces—that is, with 
respect to its functions regarding labor 
disputes. 

In other words the administration wit- 
nesses admitted that the new functions 
of the Wage Stabilization Board do not— 
and could not—derive from title V. This 
title of the act is a dead letter, and from 
what was gleaned from the numerous 
Government witnesses. who appeared be- 
fore our committee, neither the Presi- 
dent nor his advisers have any intention 
of invoking the procedures defined in 
that title, yet it plainly expresses the in- 
tent of Congress in such matters. 

Obviously the power of the Wage Sta- 
bilization Board to investigate labor dis- 
putes, to propose settlements, and to 
render arbitration awards, cuts across 
the field of many agencies created by leg- 
islation over which our committee has 
jurisdiction—the National Labor Rela- 
tions Board, the Federal Mediation and 
Conciliation Service, the National. Me- 
diation Board, and the special boards of 
inquiry provided for under title II of the 
Labor-Management-Relations Act—to 
mention only a few. 

Mindful of the congressional mandate 
of our committee—section 136, Legisla- 
tive Reorganization Act of 1946—to exer- 
cise continuous watchfulness of the exe- 
cution by the administrative agencies 
concerned of any laws, the subject mat- 
ter of which is within the jurisdiction of 
our committee, the chairman, shortly 
after the reconstitution of the Wage 
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Stabilization Board by Executive Order 
No. 10233, appointed a subcommittee 
headed by me, to investigate the opera- 
tion of the Board and render a report. 

Pursuant to this direction, the subcom- 
mittee conducted public hearings and 
executive sessions over a 3-week period. 
Among the witnesses invited to appear 
before the committee: were the Secretary 
of Labor, the Economic Stabilization 
Administrator, the Chairman and pub- 
lic members of the Wage Stabilization 
Board, and the heads of the principal 
labor and employer organizations having 
representatives in that agency. Virtu- 
ally all the invited witnesses appeared 
and testified. 

At the conclusion of their testimony 
the subcommittee drafted their recom- 
mendations for legislation which were 
then incorporated into the form of a 
bill—H. R. 4552—which I introduced. 
These recommendations were adopted in 
the full committee by a vote of 15 to 7, 
with instructions that they should be of- 
fered as an amendment to section 403 of 
the Defense Production Act when the 
bill reported by the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency was being considered 
in the Committee of the Whole. 

Summarized briefly, these amend- 
ments proposed to abolish the present 
Wage Stabilization Board created by 
Executive order and establish a new 
board having the same designation as a 
division in the Economic Stabilization 
Agency with certain defined powers. 

The present nonstatutory Board is a 
tripartite Board composed of 18 mem- 
bers. All of these members are appoint- 
ed by the President; only six of them, 
however, are appointed as representa- 
tives of the public. Of the other 12, 6 
are considered to be representatives of 
industry and the other 6 are officials of 
CIO and AFL unions appointed by the 
President upon the nomination of the 
heads of these two major labor organi- 
zations. 

The Lucas amendment preserves the 
tripartite character of the Board but 
would change its composition in the fol- 
lowing respects: 

First. The number of public members 
shall be greater than the combined total 
of industry and labor members. The 
purpose of this change is to make cer- 
tain that the representatives of the pub- 
lic will be in a position to outvote the 
industry and labor members. While 
collusion between labor and industry 
members of the Wage Stabilization 
Board was comparatively rare, there 
were some occasions, however, when 
proposed wage increases acceptable both 
to employer and union were before that 
tribunal, that the industry and labor 
members did override the public mem- 
bers in approving the increase. 

Such decisions were actually made in 
the early history of the War Labor 
Board, despite recent statements to the 
contrary on the part of spokesmen for 
the present Board. This provision is de- 
signed to insure against repetition of 
any such incidents. 

Second. Thus far, all the labor repre- 
sentatives have been officers or em- 
ployees of an AFL or CIO union. In the 
judgment of our committee this has been 
unfairly discriminatory of the rights of 
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independent unions whose membership 
in this country is in the neighborhood of 
2,000,000. The amendment provides 
that at least one of the labor members 
shall be a representative of an organiza- 
tion not affiliated with either of the two 
major groups. 

The amendment also provides for 
Senate confirmation with respect to the 
appointment of the public members, 
This has always been a requirement with 
regard to members of the National La- 
bor Relations Board and the principal 
officers of the Department of Labor. 
Such a provision in this case seems to 
be essential in order to insure appoint- 
ment of public members whose philoso- 
phy is not completely one sided. It was 
brought out at the hearings before the 
subcommittee, for example, that four of 
the six present public members have 
publicly gone on record against the La- 
bor-Management Relations Act of 1947 
which, unless and until it is repealed or 
drastically amended, states the national 
labor policy of the United States. Each 
member of the Board would retain his 
office for a term of 1 year, unless title 
IV itself is terminated before that time 
in accordance with the provisions of the 
act. 

The amendment also provides that the 
public members of the Board shall serve 
full time and shall receive the same com- 
pensation, $15,000 per year, now fixed 
as the salary of a member of the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board. 

It provides that the labor and indus- 
try representatives shall be paid on a per 
diem basis. Since it is contemplated 
both under present practice and the pro- 
posed amendment that these members 
will be serving only part time, provision 
is made for exempting them from those 
provisions of the Criminal Code which 
forbid Government employees from prac- 
ticing before executive agencies, prose- 
cuting claims against the United States, 
and accepting compensation from out- 
side the Government. 

The most important part of the 
amendment are the provisions in para- 
graph 5 of the proposed new subsectiori 
which define the jurisdiction of the 
Board. Under this paragraph the Board 
would have the duty of, first, formu- 
lating and recommending to the Admin- 
istrator, general policies and regulations 
relating to the stabilization of wages, 
salaries, and other compensation; and 
second, advising interested parties with 
respect to the interpretation or applica- 
tion of these regulations to particular 
circumstances. 

In line with current administrative 
practice the term “stabilization of wages, 
salaries, and other compensation”—a 
phrase used in the present act—is de- 
fined as prescribing maximum limita- 
tions. 

This paragraph further provides that 
except where the dispute is solely con- 
cerned with the application of a wage 
ceiling, the Board shall have no juris- 
diction in any respect. So far as the 
Federal Government is concerned issues 
not relating to wage stabilization shall 
be dealt with under existing law. The 
amendment makes particular reference 
to the duties of the Federal Mediation 
and Conciliation Service which are set 
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forth in the Labor Managentent Rela- 
tions Act of 1947, as well as to the pro- 
visions of that statute dealing with na- 
tional emergencies. 

The concluding paragraph in the 
amendment provides that it will take 
effect within 30 days after enactment. 

During the period in which extension 
of price and wage controls has been 
pending we have heard much about the 
necessity for having strong controls in 
order to prevent runaway inflation. It 
is difficult to understand, therefore, why 
there should be any opposition to these 
amendments, for if the Wage Stabiliza- 
tion Board is permitted to have jurisdic- 
tion to deal with disputes it is bound to 
order or recommend wage increases in 
numerous cases. 

Surely nothing could have a more in- 
flationary effect upon our economy than 
another round of wage increases coming 
at a time when most prices are the sub- 
ject of regulation. The impact of wage 
increases under Government auspices 
would of necessity require that these 
price ceilings be adjusted upward. 

The arguments for leaving the present 
Executive order in effect are not convinc- 
ing. It is contended, for example, that 
the Wage Stabilization Board has not 
been transformed into a compulsory ar- 
bitration agency, since all the power 
given it by the President is the power to 
recommend. This was the only power 
which the War Labor Board 
when it was established by Executive 
order. Hence the courts held that its 
decisions were not mandatory, and their 
legality could not be reviewed in a judi- 
cial proceeding—Baltimore Transit Com- 
pany v. Flynn (50 F. Supp. 382). 

Yet, as we recall, their decisions really 
were binding upon employers, for any 
employer disregarding them ran the risk 
of having the President of the United 
States revoke allocations of materials, 
the employer’s priority status, and the 
right to operate his own plant. 

Unless this amendment is passed there 
is nothing to prevent the President from 
adopting such measures with respect to 
employers who challenge the validity of 
Board recommendations. 

Mr. Chairman, under leave previously 
granted I am including with these re- 
marks a list of bona fide independent un- 
ions which have appealed to the Commit- 
tee on Education and Labor to initiate 
legislation requiring independent union 
representation on the Wage Stabilization 
Board. They are as follows: 

Alabama (1): Cooper-Wells Independent 
Union. 

Arkansas (1): Trumann United Cabinet 
Workers Union. 

California (8): Tankers Officers Associa- 
tion; P. and G. Employees Association; 
Southern California Professional Engineering 
Association; Mine Workers Protective League; 
The Kern River St. Helens Employees Asso- 
ciation, Inc.; Maltha Employees Protective 
Association; Alameda Workers Association; 
Minnegua Independent Union. 

Connecticut (3): Industrial Machine and 
Office Workers Union; Princeton Employees 
Association, Inc.; Connecticut Union of Tele- 
phone Workers. 

Delaware (3): United Telephone Workers 
of Delaware; Seaford Nylon Employees Coun- 
on Nylon Workers Council, Wilmington 

ops, 
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District of Columbia (2): Electric Utilities 
Employees; United Cafeteria and Restaurant 
Workers. 

Florida (1): Independent Workers Union 
of Florida. 

Illinois (22): P. and G. Employees Associa- 
tion; Selco Employees Association; Oil Work- 
ers Security Union; Independent Metal 
Craftsmen; Salaried Employees Association; 
Independent Metal Stamping Union; Chicago 
ion; Independent Radiator Workers Union; 
of Chicago and Vicinity; Independent Ra- 
dionic Workers of America; Armed Guards; 
Chicago Belting Employees Independent Un- 
ion; Independent Radiator Workers Union; 
Independent Petroleum Workers Association; 
Independent Forge and Machine Workers; 
Independent Marine and Machinists Union; 
Metal Workers Union; Independent Crafts- 
men; Central States Petroleum Union (6). 

Indiana (10): Electric Utility Workers 
Union, Central States Petroleum Union, 
Stonefelt Workers Association, Indiana Bell 
Commercial Employees Association, Diesel 
Workers Union, Union Tank Car Employees 
Association, Central States Petroleum Union 

4). 

: Iowa (8): Victors Employees Association, 
Central Association of Independent Workers, 
Independent Electrical Workers Union, 
United Furnace Workers, United Furnace 
Workers of Des Moines, National Brother- 
hood of Packinghouse Workers, Franklin Em- 
ploy2es Union. 

Kansas (2): National Brotherhood of 
Packinghouce Workers, Independent Appli- 
ance Workers Union. 

Kentucky (1): Association of X-ray 
Builders of Northern Kentucky. 

Louisiana (5): Independent Industrial 
Workers Association, Cooperative Bargain- 
ing Agency, Independent Oil Workers Union 
of Norco, Independent Tank Workers Union, 
National Brotherhood of Packinghouse 
Workers. 

Maine (1): Independent Brunswick Textile 
Union. 

Maryland (4): Parkdale Employees Asso- 
ciation, Inc.; Independent Union of Petro- 
leum Workers; Esso Maribe Employees; In- 
dependent Petroleum Union, Inc. 

Massachusetts (8): Fall Rivers Loomfixers 
Union, Slasher Tender's and Helpers Associa- 
tion, Independent Union of Metal Trade Em- 
ployees, Everett Refinery Independent Union, 
Commonwealth Plastics Workers Council, 
Brotherhood of Shoe and Allied Craftsmen, 
Colonial Kraft Guild, Lowell Textile Inde- 
pendent Union. 

Michigan (7): Independent Union of 
Southland Paper Workers, Central States 
Petroleum Union (3), United Products 
Workers of Tecumseh, Independent United 
Prium Workers. 

Minnesota (1): Minneapolis Federation of 
Honeywell Engineers. 

Missouri (4): National Brotherhood of 
Packinghouse Workers, Indeperdent Union 
of Chemical Plant Workers, Central States 
Petroleum Union (2). 

New Hampshire (2): Square Deal Organ- 
ization, Inc., New Hampshire Shoe Workers 
Union. 

New Jersey (21): Independent Tool, Plat- 
ing and Wire Forming Workers Union, Inc.; 
Employees Council Plan Association; Diel 
Employees Independent Union, Inc.; Collec- 
tive Bargaining Organization of Repauno 
Works and E. Laboratory; Chemical and 
Crafts Union, Inc.; Bayonne Texaco Em- 
ployees Association; Independent Union of 
Pen and Pencil Sharpeners Workers; Alli- 
ance Independent Telephone Unions; In- 
dependent Unions of New Jersey; Newark 
Oxweld Employees Association; Weston Em- 
ployees Union; Independent Union of Merch 
Workers; Employees Association of Colgate- 
Palmolive-Peet; Standard Refinery Union; 
Professional and Technical Workers; Utility 
Coworkers Association; Friendly Society of 
Engravers ard Sketchmakers; Elco Workers 
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Employees Association; Cellophane Workers 
Council, Grasselli; Employees Association, 
Perth Amboy; Repauno New Jersey Workers 


_ Council. 


New York (18): Webendorfer-Wills Em- 
ployees Association; Buffalo Rayon Inde- 
pendent Union; Maddox Workers Union; Pro- 
duction Engineer Technical Association of 
Bell Aircraft Corp.; Independent Union of 
Building Services Employees; Employees As- 
sociation, Inc.; Independent Union of Bulld- 
ing Service Employees; P. and G. Employee 
Association; Socony-Vacuum Boatmens 
Union; Procter & Gamble Independent 
Union; Glove Workers Union of Fulton; Mica 
Insular Employees Industrial Union; Con- 
solidated Cutters and Shavers Union; Inde- 
pendent Textile Union of New York; Em- 
ployees Association Inc. of Olean; United 
Telephone Organizations; Defender Em- 
ployees Association; Buffalo Rayon Workers. 

Ohio (19): United Protection Workers of 
America; United Social Club and Employees 
Association; Sinclair Collins Employees As- 
sociation; Allied Chemical and Alkali Work- 
ers of America, local No. 1; Aircraft Workers 
Alliance; Independent Union of Schaible Em- 
ployees; Lima Independent Motor Associa- 
tion; Armco Employees Independent Federa- 
tion, Inc.; Lamp Workers Collective Bar- 
gaining Association; Gardner Board and Car- 
ton Workers; Liberal Independent Union of 
Dayton, Ohio; Plymouth Order of Mechanics, 
Inc.; Zanesville Armco Independent Associa- 
tion; N. C. R. Employees Independent As- 
sociation; Paint, Varnish and Chemical 
Workers Union; Safeworkers Organization; 
Aluminum Workers Organization; National 
Brotherhood of Packinghouse Workers; 
Union Chemical Employees Association. 

Oklahoma (3): Oil Industry League; Inde- 
pendent Oil Workers Union of Oklahoma; 
Independent Oil Workers Union of Ponca 
City. 

Pennsylvania (15): Antifriction Bearing 
Workers Union; Atlantic Maritime Officers 
Association; Ice Machinery Independent Em- 
ployeees Association; Salaried Employees As- 
sociation; Leeds and Northrup Employees 
Union; Brotherhood of Natural Gas Workers; 
Greenville Carbuilders Association; Atlantic 
Employees Union; Foundry Machine and 
Erectors Union; Electrical Switchgear Union; 
Industrial Union of Papermakers; Employ- 
ees Independent Association of Pennsylvania 
Power & Light Workers; Synthane Employees 
Association; National Brotherhood of Pack- 
inghouse Workers; Employees Association, 
Philadelphia Fabric and Finishers Workers. 

Rhode Island (1): Industrial Trades Union 
of America. 

Tennessee (3): Rayon Workers Council, 
Old Hickory; Nylon Workers Coyncil, Old 
Hickory; Cellophane Workers Council, Chat- 
tanooga. 

Utah (1): Nonferrous Clerical and Tech- 
nical Workers. 

Texas (8): Servis Employees Association; 
Cleco Independent Union; Houston Paper 
and Pulp Mill Workers Union; Baytown Em- 
ployee Federation; Independent Metal Work- 
ers Union; Independent Erectors Equipment 
Maintenance Union; National Brotherhood 
of Packinghouse Workers; FITU Oil Workers 
(Fort Worth). 

Vermont (1): Ameo Independent Union, 

Virginia (4): Peninsula Shipbuilders As- 
sociation; Nylon Workers Council, Marshall, 
Va.; Rayon Workers Council, Richmond; 
Nylon Workers Council, Waynesboro. 

Washington (1): Seattle Professional En- 
gineering Employees Association. 

West Virginia (1): Richwood Loggers and 
Lumberman's Union. 

Wisconsin (29): Wollensak Employees As- 
sociation; Wallpaper Workers Union; Bril- 
lion Iron Workers Union; Independent Union 
of Master Craftsmen; Independent Union 
of Milwaukee Taxicab Drivers and Employ- 
ees; Allied Independent Unions; Kohler Work- 
ers Association; Taxicab Drivers Independ- 
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ent Union; Independent Union of Gallun 
Employees; Independent Petroleum Union, 
Inc.; Employees Independent Union at Block- 
owiak Dairy; Employees Independent Union 
at Larsen Co.; Paper Mill Workers Union; 
Employees Independent Union; Kimberly 
Papermill Workers Union; Papermill Work- 
ers Union of Niagara; AIU Electricians and 
Helpers; AIU Retail Clerks; AIU Employees 
at Krambo Food Stores; AIU Cleaners and 
Dyers; AIU_ Dairy Workers; AIU Envelope 
Workers; AIU Dura Brick and Plasterers; 
AIU Sheet Metal and Furnace Workers; AIU 
Window Cleaners; AIU Refrigeration Service 
Employees; AIU Machine Tool Workers; Cen- 
tral States Petroleum Union (2). 

Wyoming (3): Central States Petroleum 
Union (3). 


Mr.FATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Mitts, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H. R. 3871) to amend the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950, and for other pur- 
poses, had come to no resolution thereon. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recor, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. Brown of Georgia and to include 
an editorial appearing in the Augusta 
(Ga.) Chronicle, July 2, 1951. 

Mr. PHILLIPS, in two instances, and to 
include in one an editorial. 

Mr. BURDICK, 

Mr. ANGELL, in one to include an edi- 
torial, and in his remarks in the Com- 
mittee of the Whole include extraneous ° 
matter. 

Mr. Gross, in two instances, and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. CLEVENGER, in two instances, and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Schwank, in three instances, and 
to include extraneous matter. ; 

Mr. Reep of New York, in four in- 
stances, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. AANDAHL. 


Mr. Auchixcross and to include a 
sermon. 


Mr. Garnes and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. Raxkix and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. VaN Zaxpr (at the request of Mr. 
Brown of Ohio) and to include an 
editorial. 

Mr. Curtis of Nebraska and to include 
an article. 

Mr. Furcoto (at the request of Mr. 
PRIEST). 


SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 


S. 718. An act to authorize the lease and 
purchase by the United States of the Young 
Men's Christian Association Building and 
premises in Phoenix, Ariz; and 

S. 1042. An act to amend the act creating 
the Motor Carrier Claims Commission (Pub- 
lic Law 880, 80th Cong.). 
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts (at 
the request of Mr. Brown of Ohio), in- 
definitely, on account of illness in her 
family. 

Mr. Fenton (at the request of Mr. 
GRAHAM) , indefinitely, on account of seri- 
ous illness in the immediate family. 

Mr. Situ of Virginia (at the request 
of Mr. Harpy), indefinitely, on account 
of illness. 

Mr. Hart, for an indefinite period, 
on account of illness. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. PRIEST, Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 5 o'clock and 11 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Fri- 
day, June 6, 1951, at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


590. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a 
letter from the Director of Legislation 
and Liaison, Department of the Air 
Force, transmitting copies of reports of 
property outleased by the Air Force as 
of June 1, 1951, pursuant to Public Law 
364, Eightieth Congress, and Public Law 
211, Eighty-first Congress, was taken 
from the Speaker's table and referred to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. LEONARD W. HALL: 

H. R. 4698. A bill to amend section 77, sub- 
section (c) (3), of the Bankruptcy Act, as 
amended; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORRIS (by request) : 

H. R, 4694. A bill to repeal certain legisla- 
tion relating to the Gallup-Durango Highway 
and the Gallup-Window Rock Highway at 
the Navajo Indian Reservation; to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

H. R. 4695. A bill to amend the Road Act 
of May 26, 1928 (45 Stat. 750), authorizing 
appropriations for roads on Indian reserva- 
tions; to the Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs. 

H. R. 4696. A bill to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to compromise, adjust, 
or cancel certain debts of individual Indians 
and Indian tribal organizations, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs. 

H. R. 4697. A bill to reserve certain land on 
the public domain in Utah for addition to 
the Goshute Indian Reservation; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

H. R. 4698. A bill to extend the time for 
enrollment of the Indians of California, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

H. R. 4699. A bill to declare title to the 
Chicale Day School site to be vested in the 
United States in trust for the Pueblo of 
Isleta; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. WALTER: 

H. R. 4700. A bill for the relief of certain 
civilian personnel employed by the Navy 
Department for expenses incurred incident 
to temporary duty performed at the Navy 
Yard, Philadelphia, Pa., in 1942; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr, BECKWORTH: 

H. R. 4701. A bill to amend the War Claims 

Act of 1948 to provide for paying the claims 
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of survivors of prisoners of war put to death 

by the Government of Japan; to the Com- 

mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
By Mr. WALTER: 

H.R. 4702. A bill to amend section 2 of 
the settlement of War Claims Act of 1928, as 
amended, so as to authorize restoration of 
trust funds for payment of the balances of 
the awards of the mixed claims commission, 
United States and Germany, to nationals of 
the United States; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BEALL: 

H. R. 4703. A bill to provide that certain 
school officers and employees of the Board 
of Education of the District of Columbia 
shall be granted annual leave of absence 
equal to that granted to teachers of the 
Board of Education of the District of Colum- 
bia; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. RICHARDS: 

H. R. 4704. A bill authorizing the Secretary 
of State to make grants or loans to needy 
widows of Foreign Service officers who died 
prior to the effective date of the Foreign 
Service Act of 1946; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HOPE: 

H. R. 4705. A bill to amend the Defense 
Production Act of 1950; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 


MEMORIALS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memo- 


rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 


By Mr. CASE: Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of New Jersey, memorializing 
the Congress of the United States, to adopt 
Federal legislation to establish a corporation 
or to reestablish a former corporation to in- 
sure private citizens against loss or damage 
to persons and property resulting from the 
action of foreign enemies during periods of 
hostilities; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of New Jersey, memorializing the Con- 
gress of the United States to adopt legisla- 
tion to release the citizens of one State from 
the payment of an income tax in a State 
where they work but wherein they are not 
residents; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of New Jersey, memorializing the Con- 
gress of the United States, to adopt legisla- 
tion providing Federal aid to the State in 
financing an adequate project for the pro- 
tection and preservation of the beaches and 
shore fronts from erosion and other damage 
from the elements; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis- 
lature of the State of California, relative to 
the need for materials for construction of 
additional school and college buildings in 
California; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. SEELY-BROWN: 

H. R. 4706. A bill for the relief of Louis S, 
Thomas and D. Grace Thomas; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BEALL: 

H. R. 4707. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Bessie Gathgens; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. LANE: 

H. R. 4708. A bill for the relief of Gerald 
Augustine Grant; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


By Mr. WATTS: 

H. R. 4709. A bill for the relief of Baron 
Fred Alexander D'Osten-Sacken; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WINSTEAD: 

H. R. 4710. A bill authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue to Robert 
Graham a patent in fee to certain lands in 
the State of Mississippi; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 


SENATE 


Fripay, JuLx 6, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 27, 
1951) 


The Senate met at 12-0’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Eternal God our Father, whose life is 
the breath of our being: In these times 
that try our souls as we gird the might 
of the Nation to defend our threatened 
liberties, we pray that we may take care 
to strengthen the spiritual foundations 
of our democracy, knowing that without 
Thee we build on sinking sand. Give 
us hearts and minds big enough for those 
social reconstructions, for those daring 
feats of generous good will that shall 
yet turn human life into a glad and gra- 
cious fraternity around this torn and 
tortured world. Help us to remember 
that the spiritual splendor of our her- 
itage cannot be handed down, that con- 
stantly it is to be rewon by eternal vigi- 
lance, and that with every generation it 
must be reborn, repossessed, and reinter- 
preted in the living garden of freedom. 

Now God be praised who hath 
matched us with this hour of world des- 
tiny, when we are privileged with our all 
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to defend the treasure committed to us ` 


by the founding fathers and to guard 
their dream and ours against sterner 
odds and darker perils than the signers 
of the Declaration were called to meas- 
ure or face. Give to us peace in our 
time, O God! The peace that comes of 
purity, and strength to simple justice 
due. In the name of the Prince of 
Peace, we ask it. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MCFARLAND, and 
by unanimous consent, the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Thurs- 
day, July 5, 1951, was dispensed with. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—AP- 
PROVAL OF BILLS AND JOINT RESOL- 
TION 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States were commu- 
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one 
of his secretaries, and he announced that 
the President had approved and signed 
the following acts and joint resolution: 

On June 29, 1951: 

S. J. Res. 51. Joint resolution providing for 
United States participation in the celebra- 
tion at Philadelphia, Pa., of the one hundred 
and seventy-fifth anniversary of the sign- 
ing of the Declaration of Independence. 
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On June 30, 1951: 

S. 1590. An act to extend and revise the 
District of Columbia Emergency Rent Act; 
and 

S.1645. An act to amend the act incor- 
porating the American University. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED 
BILLS SIGNED 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant 
reading clerk, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the Vice President: 

S. 109. An act to protect scenic values 
along the Grand Canyon Park Approach 
Highway (State 64) within the Kaibab Na- 
tional Forest, Ariz., and certain public 
domain lands under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of the Interior; 

S. 718. An act to authorize the lease and 
purchase by the United States of the Young 
Men's Christian Association Building and 
premises in Phoenix, Ariz.; and 

S. 1042. An act to amend the act creating 
the Motor Carrier Claims Commission (Pub- 
lic Law 880, 80th Cong.). 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE FOR CERTAIN MEM- 


BERS OF FOREIGN RELATIONS COM- 
MITTEE 


Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, a sub- 
committee of the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee is scheduled to leave for Europe 
tomorrow to obtain first-hand informa- 
tion for its use in the study of the pro- 
posed Mutual Security Act. Members 
of the subcommittee include the Sena- 
tor from Connecticut [Mr. McManon], 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK- 
man], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Witey!], the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. Smirn], the Senator from Iowa 
(Mr. HICKENLOOPER], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Lock], and the Sen- 
ator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER]. I 
have been designated as chairman of the 
group. 

The subcommittee expects to be gone 
about 2 weeks. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the members of this subcom- 
mittee be excused from attendance on 
bt sessions of the Senate for that pe- 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SENATE 
SESSION 


On request of Mr. Hoery, and by unan- 
imous consent, the Committee on Fi- 
nance was granted permission to meet 
at 2:30 o’clock this afternoon, during the 
session of the Senate. 


AWARD OF CONGRESSIONAL MEDAL OF 
HONOR TO KOREAN VETERANS 


Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, yester- 
day the President of the United States 
conferred upon four heroic veterans of 
the Korean conflict the Nation’s highest 
military award, the Congressional Medal 
of Honor. 

These men were Corp. Binar H. Ing- 
man, of Tomahawk, Wis.; Master Sgt. 
Stanley T. Adams, of Olathe, Kans.; 
Capt. Raymond Harvey, of Pasadena, 
Calif.; and Capt. Lewis L. Millett, of 
South Dartmouth, Mass. 

Theirs is the courage which enables a 
nation to survive its worst dangers. We 
in the Senate should acknowledge our 
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debt of gratitude to these brave men by 
spreading the story of their heroism onto 


the pages of our RECORD. 


I ask unanimous consent that this 
statement, together with the complete 
official texts of the four citations, be 
printed in the body of the RECORD, as 
close as possible to the front page 
thereof. 

There being no objection, the citations 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


The President of the United States of 
America, authorized by act of Congress ap- 
proved March 3, 1863 has awarded in the 
name of the Congress the Medal of Honor to 
Corp. Einar H. Ingman, United States Army, 
with citation as follows: 

“Corporal Ingman, Infantry, United States 
Army, a member of Company E, Seventeenth 
Infantry Regiment, Seventh Infantry Divi- 
sion, d himself by conspicuous 
gallantry and intrepidity above and beyond 
the call of duty in action against the enemy 
near Maltari, Korea, on February 25, 1951. 
The two leading squads of the assault pla- 
toon of his company, while attacking a 
strongly fortified ridge held by the enemy, 
were pinned down by withering fire and both 
squad leaders and several men were wounded. 
Corporal Ingman assumed command, reor- 
ganized and combined the two squads, then 
moved from one position to another desig- 
nating fields of fire and giving advice and en- 
couragement to the men. Locating en enemy 
machine gun position that was raking his 
men with devastating fire he charged it alone, 
threw a grenade into the position and killed 
the remaining crew with rifle fire. Another 
enemy machine gun opened fire approxi- 
mately 15 yards away and inflicted additional 
casualties to the group and stopped the at- 
tack. When Corporal Ingman charged the 
second position he was hit by grenade frag- 
ment and a hail of fire which seriously 
wounded him about the face and neck and 
knocked him to the ground. With incredi- 
ble courage and stamina, he arose instantly 
and, using only his rifle, killed the entire 
gun crey before falling unconscious from his 
wounds. As a result of the singular action 
by Corporal Ingman the defense of the enemy 
was broken, his squad secured their objec- 
tive, and over 100 hostile troops abandoned 
their weapons and fied in disorganized re- 
treat. Corporal Ingman's indomitable cour- 
age, extraordinary heroism and superb 
leadership reflect the highest credit on him- 
self and are in keeping with the esteemed 
traditions of the Infa-try and the United 
States Army.” 


The President of the United States of 
America, authorized by act of Congress ap- 
proved March 3, 1863, has awarded in the 
name of the Congress the Medal of Honor to 
Master Sgt. Stanley T. Adams, United States 
Army, with citation as follows: 

“Sergeant Adams (then sergeant first 
class), Infantry, United States Army, Com- 
pany A, Nineteenth Infantry Regiment, dis- 
tinguished himself by conspicuous gallantry 
and intrepidity above and beyond the call 
of duty in action against an enemy near 
Sesim-ni, Korea, on February 4, 1951. At ap- 
proximately 0100 hours, Sergeant Adams’ 
platoon, holding an outpost some 200 yards 
ahead of his company, came under a deter- 
mined attack by an estimated 250 enemy 
troops. Intense small-arms, machine-gun, 
and mortar fire from three sides pressed the 
platoon back against the main line of resist- 
ance. Observing approximately 150 hostile 
troops silhouetted against the skyline ad- 
vancing against his platoon, Sergeant Adams 
leaped to his feet, urged his men to fix 
bayonets, and he, with 13 members of his 
platoon, charged this hostile force with in- 
domitable courage. Within 50 yards of the 
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enemy Sergeant Adams was knocked to the 
ground when pierced in the leg by an enemy 
bullet. He jumped to his feet and, ignoring 
his wound, continued on to close with the 
enemy when he was knocked down four 
times from the concussion of grenades which 
had bounced off his body. Shouting orders 
he charged the enemy positions and engaged 
them in hand-to-hand combat where man 
after man fell before his terrific onslaught 
with bayonet and rifle butt. After nearly an 
hour of vicious action Sergeant Adams and 
his comrades routed the fanatical foe, killing 
over 50 and forcing the remainder to with- 
draw. Upon receiving orders that his bat- 
talion was moving back he provided cover 
fire while his men withdrew. Sergeant 
Adams’ superb leadership, incredible courage, 
and consummate devotion to duty so in- 
spired his comrades that the enemy attack 
was completely thwarted, saving his bat- 
talion from possible disaster. His sustained 
personal bravery and indomitable fighting 
spirit against overwhelming odds reflect the 
utmost glory upon himself and uphold the 
finest traditions of the Infantry and the 
military service.” 

The President of the United States of 
America, authorized by act of Cogress ap- 
proved March 3, 1863, has awarded in the 
name of the Congress the Medal of Honor to 
Capt. Raymond Harvey, United States Army, 
with citation as follows: 

“Captain Harvey, Infantry, commanding 
officer, Company C., Seventeenth Infantry 
Regiment, distinguished himself by conspic- 
uous gallantry and intrepidity above and be- 
yond the call of duty in action on March 9, 
1951, in the vicinity of Taemi-Dong, Korea. 
When his company was pinned down by a 
barrage of automatic-weapons fire from nu- 
merous well-entrenched emplacements, im- 
periling accomplishment of its mission, Cap- 
tain Harvey braved a hail of fire and ex- 
ploding grenades to advance to the first en- 
emy machine-gun nest, killing its crew with 
grenades. Rushing to the edge of the next 
emplacement, he killed its crew with carbine 
fire. He then moved the first platoon for- 
ward until it was again halted by a curtain 
of automatic fire from well-fortified hostile 
positions. Disregarding the hail of fire he 
personally charged and neutralized a third 
emplacement. Miraculously escaping death 
from intense cross-fire, Captain Harvey con- 
tinued to lead the assault. Spotting an 
enemy pillbox well camouflaged by logs, he 
moved close enough to sweep the emplace- 
ment with carbine fire and throw grenades 
through the openings, annihilating its five 
occupants. Though wounded he then 
turned to order the company forward, and 
suffering agonizing pain, he continued to 
direct the reduction of the remaining hos- 
tile positions, refusing evacuation until as- 
sured that the mission would be accom- 
plished. Captain Harvey’s valorous and in- 
trepid actions served as an inspiration to 
his company, refiecting the utmost glory 
upon himself and upholding the heroic tra- 
ditions of the military service.” 


The President of the United States of 
America, authorized by act of Congress ap- 
proved March 3, 1863, has awarded in the 
name of the Congress the Medal of Honor to 
Capt. Lewis L. Millett, United States Army, 
with citation as follows: 

“Captain Millett, Infantry (Artillery), 
commanding officer, Company Twenty- 
seventh Infantry Regiment, distinguished 
himself by conspicuous gallantry and in- 
trepidity above and beyond the call of 
duty in action on February 7, 1951, in the 
vicinity of Soam-Ni, Korea. While person- 
ally leading his company in an attack against 
a strongly held position he noted that the 
first platoon was pinned down by small arms, 
automatic and antitank fire. Captain Millett 
ordered the third platoon forward, placed 
himself at the head of the two platoons, and 
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with fixed bayonet, led the assault up the fire- 
swept hill. In the fierce charge Captain 
Millett bayoneted two enémy soldiers and 
boldly continued on, throwing grenades, 
clubbing and bayoneting the enemy, while 
urging his men forward by shouting encour- 
agement. Despite vicious opposing fire the 
whirlwind hand-to-hand assault carried to 
the crest of the hill. His dauntless leader- 
ship and personal courage so inspired his 
men that they stormed into the hostile po- 
sition and used their bayonets with such 
lethal effect that the enemy fled in wild dis- 
order. During this flerce onslaught Captain 
Millett was wounded by grenade fragments 
but refused evacuation until the objective 
was taken and firmly secured. The superb 
leadership, conspicuous courage, and con- 
summate devotion to duty demonstrated by 
Captain Millett were directly responsible for 
the successful accomplishment of a hazard- 
ous mission and reflect the highest credit 
on himself and the heroic traditions of the 
military service.” 


DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE— 
FRANCIS P. MATTHEWS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, as 
in executive session, I ask unanimous 
consent that the nomination of Francis 
P. Matthews, of Nebraska, to be Ambas- 
sador Extraordinary and Plenitpotenti- 
ary of the United States of America to 
Ireland, be considered and confirmed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, of 
course, there is no objection. I only 
want to say to the distinguished majority 
leader that I appreciate very much that 
he has asked the Senate to confirm this 
nomination out of order. 

As I said when this distinguished 
American was confirmed by the Senate 
to be Secretary of the Navy, Mr. Mat- 
thews is one of the most distinguished 
citizens of the State of Nebraska. He 
is thoroughly competent. He is a man 
of highest integrity and ability, and he 
will serve the United States of America 
in his new post with honor and distinc- 
tion. As a fellow Nebraskan, I am glad 
to say these few words on the Senate 
floor in commendation of this ap- 
pointee, whose nomination is about to 
be unanimously confirmed, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the nomination is confirmed; 
and, without objection, the President 

will be notified. 

Mx. BUTLER of N2braska subsequently 
said: Mr. President, earlier in the day, as 
in executive session, at a time when it 
was impossible for me to be present, 
Secretary Matthews’ nomination to be 
Ambassador to Ireland was considered 
and unanimously confirmed. My col- 
league [Mr. WHERRY] I understand, had 
some kind words to say about Secretary 
Matthews at that time, which I want to 
endorse in toto. 

Two years ago or thereabouts, when 
Mr. Matthews’ nomination to be Secre- 
tary of the Navy was before us to be 
confirmed, there was question on the 
part of some as to his qualifications to 
become Secretary of the Navy, a very 
responsible position. I am glad to call 
attention to the fact that at that time 
those of us who knew him and his record 
assured the other Members of the Sen- 
ate that he would render splendid serv- 
ice as Secretary of the Navy; and I am 
glad now to say that his record, being 
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an open book, confirms the prediction 
we made at that time. 

Secretary Matthews was born and 
raised in Nebraska. He has had a long 
and successful career there in his pro- 
fession, and in several lines of business 
enterprise in which he engaged. I am 
sure that a similar fine record will be 
made by Mr. Matthews in the new and 
responsible position of Ambassador to 
Treland. 

His influence will not be limited to the 
little country to which he is going as 
our representative; his influence will ex- 
tend over all the adjacent area in that 
part of the world, especially in Europe 
and among our Atlantic allies. I know 
taat he is going to be in a position to 
continue rendering outstanding service 
in his new position, and I add my word 
of endorsement to the appointment: 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session, the Vice Presi- 
dent laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United States 
submitting sunury nominations, which 
were referred to the appropriate com- 
mittees. 

(For nominations this day receivea, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators be 
permitied to transact routine business, 
without debate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate a letter from the Archivist of the 
United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a list of papers and documents on 
the files of several departments and 
agencies of the Government which are 
not needed in the conduct of business 
and have no permanent value or histor- 
ical interest, and requesting action look- 
ing to their disposition, which, with the 
accompanying papers, was referred to a 
Joint Select Committee on the Disposi- 
tion of Papers in the Executive Depart- 
ments. 

The VICE PRESIDENT appointed Mr. 
JOHNSTON of Souti: Carolina and Mr, 
LANGER members of the committee on the 
part of the Senate. 


PETITIONS 


Petitions were laid before the Senate 
and referred as indicated: 

By the VICE PRESIDENT: 

The petition of Mrs. L. Bortnik, of New 
York, N. Y. relating to price controls; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

The petition of Mrs. Katherine E. Man- 
zanares, of Long Beach, Calif., relating to 
overtime pay in the civil service, etc.; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

Petitions of former members of Philippine 
guerrilla forces submitting claims for com- 
pensation for services rendered the allied 
forces during World War II; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 


REPORT OF PERSONNEL AND FUNDS BY 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PRIVILEGES AND 
ELECTIONS OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 


Pursuant to Senate Resolution 123, 
Eightieth Congress, first session, the fol- 
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lowing report was received by the Secre- 
tary of the Senate: 
JuLY 9, 1951, 
REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON RULES AND 
ADMINISTRATION 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS 


To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following 
report showing the name, profession, and 
total salary of each person employed by its 
subcommittees for the period from Janu- 
ary 1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with 
the funds available to and expended by it 
and its subcommittees: 


Rate of 
Total 
Name and profession ross | salary 
—— received 
Anderson, Victor H., investigator, 
Nen st... $7, 022. 16 8585. 18 
Aultman, ae C., investigator, 
RH Ws | Pi ES 6, 153. 14 256, 38 
8 kaip Ë assistant coun- 
sel, Feb. 16 to May 18. 8, 273. 03 | 2, 068. 22 
Broderick, ue iiam È investiga- 
tof, Jan, tO al seared ca au 6, 153. 14 444, 39 
10 7 Lonis T 13 Jan. 
Fenn d —-—᷑ 6, 153. 14 | 1, 487. 00 
Golden, Bil ‘i „ investigator, Jan. 
ter see oS 6, 153. 14 | 1,555.37 
Johnson, Aai F 7,022. 16 | 3, 511. 08 
McDermott, Edward A. «s counsel, 
Jan, 1 to May 15; May 25 to June 
bite l E A miei as aaa emi picts 9, 766.16 | 4, 583. 59 
bag Le Roy A., counsel, Jan. 1 
::. Fone EAA EAR JESSA 9, 434. 35 786. 19 
Reidl. Olover F., investigator, Jan. 
I . aaa 6, 153. 14 | 1, 538. 28 
Sharfsin, Joseph, assistant counsel, 
Jan. 1 to Mar ö. 9, 351. 40 | 1, 714. 41 
Melvin, Myrtie M., secretary- 
stenographer, Jan 3 to Jan. 25. 3, 980. 59 254. 31 
Funds authorized or appropriated for com- 
mittee expenditure: ance Jan. 1, 1951... $44, 212. 82 
Amount expended: Salaries, $18,784.40; 
penses, $7,307, 61 --- 26,092.01 
Balance unexpended__-..........-..--- 18, 120, 81 


G. M. GILLETTE, 
Chairman. 
CARL HAYDEN. 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, July 6, 1951, he presented 
to the President of the United States the 
following enrolled bills: 


S. 109. An act to protect scenic values 
along the Grand Canyon Park Approach 
Highway (State 64) within the Kaibab Na- 
tional Forest, Ariz., and certain public-do- 
main lands under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of the Interior; 

S. 718. An act to authorize the lease and 
purchase by the United States of the Young 
Men's Christian Association Building and 
premises in Phoenix, Ariz.; and 

S. 1042. An act to amend the act creating 
the Motor Carrier Claims Commission (Pub- 
lic Law 880, 80th Cong.). 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. KEM: 

S. 1804. A bill for the relief of Nadejda 
Nadia Van Leeuwen; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LODGE: 

S. 1805. A bill for the relief of Jerome M. 
Dunn; and 

S. 1806. A bill for the relief of Stravroulu 
Lagou; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1807 (by request). A bill to amend sec- 
tion 303 of the Army and Air Force Vitaliza- 
tion and Retirement Equalization Act of 1948 
to provide for the crediting of certain service 
performed in the United States Military or 
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Naval Academies by persons appointed as a 
cadet to the United States Military Academy 
prior to August 24, 1912, or as a midshipman 
in the Navy prior to March 3, 1913; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska: 

S. 1808. A bill to amend subsection (a) of 
section 6 of the War Claims Act of 1948, as 
amended, to include claims of certain Ameri- 
can citizens who served in the armed forces 
of any government allied with the United 
States during World War II and who were 
taken prisoner of war; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. BUTLER of Nebras- 
ka when he introduced the above bill, which 
appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. HUMPHREY: 

S. 1809. A bill for the relief of Hristos M. 
Markas; and 

S. 1810. A bill for the relief of Susie Bal- 
lard; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. NIXON (for himself and Mr. 
McCarran) : 

S. 1811. A bill to suspend the running of 
the statutes of limitations applicable to 
offenses involving performance of official 
duties by Government officers and employees 
during periods of Government service of the 
officer or employee concerned; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr, HENDRICKSON: 

S. 1812. A bill for the relief of Janice Jus- 
tina King; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. HOLLAND: 

S. 1813. A bill to provide for the regulation 
of fares for the transportation of school 
children in the District of Columbia; to the 
Committee on th: District of Columbia. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Hottanp when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 


BENEFITS UNDER WAR CLAIMS ACT TO 
CERTAIN AMERICAN PRISONERS OF 
WAR 


Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I introduce for appropriate refer- 
ence a bill which proposes to make eli- 
gible for benefits under the war claims 
fund, American citizens who served with 
our allies in World War II and were 
taken prisoners of war. 

Under the present law, these citizens 
are not eligible, and the majority who 
fall within this category were in the 
service of the Canadian Armed Forces. 
As the law now stands, servicemen in 
the Armed Forces of the United States 
and civilians in either Government or 
private employment who were taken 
prisoners of war are eligible. 

This bill to amend the War Claims Act 
requires no appropriations, inasmuch as 
funds for payment to prisoners of war 
are derived from sale of assets of alien 
enemies, which assets were seized by the 
Alien Property Custodian. 

In most cases American citizens who 
entered military service of an ally did 
so prior to our entry into World War II. 
Most of those in allied service were able 
to transfer into the American service. 
However, there are a small number of 
cases where American citizens were 
taken prisoner before there was an op- 
portunity to transfer to the American 
Armed Forces. 

The bill (S. 1808) to amend subsec- 
tion (a) of section 6 of the War Claims 
Act of 1948, as amended, to include 
claims of certain American citizens who 
served in the armed forces of any gov- 
ernment allied with the United States 
during World War II and who were 
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taken prisoner of war, introduced by 
Mr. BEUTLER of Nebraska, was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


SELECT COMMITTEE ON CONSUMER 
INTERESTS 


Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, the 
battle over economic controls has high 
lighted once again a major defect in our 
legislative structure: there does not ex- 
ist any effective agency in the Congress 
through which the consumer’s voice can 
be specifically heard. 

The interests of all producer groups, 
financial groups, agricultural groups, 
distributor groups, big and small busi- 
ness, and labor organizations are fully 
represented through particular congres- 
sional committees. Yet there is no con- 
gressional body specifically dealing with 
consumer interests, though all our citi- 
zens are consumers. 

Congress often forgets that farmers 
are consumers as well as producers. 
The prices farmers have to pay for all 
the consumers’ goods which they need in 
order to live and to operate their farms 
are one of the two essentials in deter- 
mining whether they can make ends 
meet—the other essential, of course, be- 
ing the prices they receive for their farm 
produce. Congress often ignores the fact 
that the consumer’s interest is exactly 
equal to the producer’s interest and, in 
fact, is the other side of the same eco- 
nomic coin. Millions of housewives are 
appalled by the seemingly unending rise 
of the cost of living. Millions of our 
older citizens dependent on pensions or 
small fixed incomes, veterans living on 
pensions and families of men in the 
armed services, the great mass of unor- 
ganized workers and lower-bracket sal- 
aried employees—probably the majority 
of our citizens—are being squeezed be- 
tween low incomes and high prices. As 
consumers, these millions of people, as 
well as everybody else, are entitled to 
adequate protection by the Congress. 
They cannot today secure such protec- 
tion because there is no congressional 
committee dedicated to that purpose. 
The aim of the sponsors of a resolution 
I am about to submit is to remedy this 
basic defect as soon as possible. 

On behalf of myself, the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. Hunt], the junior Sena- 
tor from New York [Mr. Leman], the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], 
the Senator from Minnesota IMr. 
HUMPHREY], the senior Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. Lancer], the Sena- 
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopes], the 
senior Senator from New Jersey (Mr. 
SMITH], the Senator from Montana (Mr. 
Murray], the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator from Michi- 
gan [Mr. Moopy], the senior Senator 
from New York [Mr. Ives], the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Durr], the 
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. CLEMENTS], 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Douetas], 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. Mac- 
nuson], the junior Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Young], the senior Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. Green], the 
junior Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN], the junior Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. Pastors], the junior 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICK- 
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son], the senior Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. HLL], and the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. NEELYI, I submit for ap- 
propriate reference a resolution provid- 
ing for the creation of a select commit- 
tee to be known as the Committee on 
Consumer Interests, to consist of 13 
Senators to be appointed by the Presi- 
dent of the Senate. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GILLETTE. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I advise the Senator 
from Iowa that since receiving his in- 
vitation to join in sponsoring the reso- 
lution I have been unable to see him un- 
til this moment. I am very proud to ac- 
cept his invitation to join in sponsoring 
the resolution. 

Mr. GILLETTE. I thank the Senator 
from Oregon. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu- 
tion will be received and appropriately 
referred, and the sawdust trail is still 
open. 

The resolution (S. Res. 169), submit- 
ted by Mr. GILLETTE (for himself and 
other Senators), was received and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration, as follows: 


Resolved, That there is hereby created a 
select committee to be known as the Com- 
mittee on Consumer Interests and to con- 
sist of 13 Senators to be appointed by the 
President of the Senate as soon as practica- 
ble after the date of adoption of this resolu- 
tion. 

It shall be the duty of such committee to 
study and survey by means of research and 
investigation all problems affecting consum- 
er interests in the present national emer, 
gency and to obtain all facts possible in re- 
lation thereto which would not only be of 
public interest but which would aid the Con- 
gress in enacting remedial legislation, and 
to report to the Senate from time to time 
the results of such studies and surveys, to- 
gether with its recommendations. No pro- 
posed legislation shall be referred to such 
committee and such committee shall not 
have power to report by bill or otherwise 
have legislative jurisdiction. 

In carrying out its duties the commit- 
tee shall give special attention to prices 
charged the consumer for food, fuel, and 
clothing and the costs and methods of pro- 
ducing, processing, and distributing these 
and other consumer goods. 

For the purpose of this resolution, the 
committee, or any subcommittee thereof, is 
authorized to sit and act during the Eighty- 
second Congress at such times and places, 
whether or not the Senate is sitting, has 
recessed, or has adjourned, to employ upon 
a temporary basis such technical, clerical, 
and other assistants as it deems advisable, 
and, with the consent of the head of the 
department or agency concerned, to borrow 
from Government departments and agen- 
cies such special assistants, and to utilize 
the services, information, facilities, and per- 
sonnel of all agencies in the executive branch 
of the Government, to hold such hearings, 
to require the attendance of such witnesses 
and the production of such books, papers, 
and documents, and to take such testimony, 
as it deems necessary. Subpenas may be 
issued under the signature of the chairman 
of the committee or any properly designated 
chairman of a subcommittee thereof, or any 
member designated by him, and may be 
served by any person designated by such 
chairman or member. The chairman of the 
committee or any member thereof may ad- 
minister oaths to witnesses. The expenses 
of the committee under this resolution, 
which shall not exceed $ „ Shall be paid 
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from the contingent fund of the Senate up- 
on vouchers approved by the chairman of 
the committee, 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
FRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Ap- 
pendix, as follows: 

By Mr. HILL: 

Graduation exercises address delivered by 
Hon. Elbert D. Thomas, at the University of 
Hawaii, and tribute paid to him in connection 
with the award of honorary degree of doctor 
of laws. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado: 

Memorial Day address by Herve J. 
L'Heureux at Freeport, Long Island, N. Y. 
May 30, 1951. 

By Mr. FREAR: 

Editorial entitled “Complacency at the 
Pentagon,” from the Washington Evening 
Star for July 6, 1951, and an article entitled 
“Tungsten Blunders,” from the Washington 
Daily News for July 6, 1951, dealing with the 
work of the Preparedness Subcommittee of 
the Senate Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. DOUGLAS: 

Table showing the share of Illinois, by 
counties, in the Federal public debt and 
assessed valuation of real and personal 
property. 

Article entitled “Is Democracy New to the 
Slovaks?” written by Blaise Hospodar and 
published in Slovak Amerika. 

By Mr. SPARKMAN: z 

Letter from Roy V. Peel, Director of the 
Census, enclosing data on rent-income ratios 
for nonfarm dwelling units. 

Editorial published in the Christian Sci- 
ence Monitor, as reprinted in the Jackson 
County (Ala.) Sentinel, and editorial in the 
Florence (Ala.) Times, both with reference 
to appeasement. 

Editorials published in the New York 
Time of July 3, 1951, and in the Washington 
Daily News of July 5, 1951, with reference 
to the defense program. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 3790) making appro- 
priations for the Department of the In- 
terior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1952, and for other purposes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, when 
the pending bill was acted on by the 
House I addressed a letter to the distin- 
guished chairman of the Senate sub- 
committee handling House bill 3790. At 
the time I wrote this letter I was deeply 
concerned over the cuts which the House 
had made in certain of the items in this 
bill, especially those for the construction 
of transmission lines. I was also con- 
cerned over the Keating amendment. 
The committee has, I understand, modi- 
fied this amendment, but I am still not 
completely satisfied with it. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
letter referred to printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the Rec- 
ORD, as follows: 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., June 4, 1951. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Appropria- 
tions for the Interior Department, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR HAYDEN: The subcommittee 

of which you are chairman is considering the 
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appropriation bill for the Interior Depart- 
ment. I am extiemely interested in several 
major aspects of that bill, including espe- 
cially some of the changes made by the 
House. 

Although my State is not directly affected, 
except by one of the changes made, I feel 
very strongly, as a member of the Interior 
committee, against the entire tendency of 
the House-approved amendments—especially 
the Keating amendment—to strike down the 
authority of the Federal Government to build 
transmission lines in the areas where they 
are needed. 

As one who has long been associated with 
the study and advocacy of hydroelectric 
power development in the public interest, I 
feel that the actions taken by the House were 
most unwise and could prove disastrous. I 
trust that your committee will reverse the 
actions taken by the House. 

I refer above all, as I have said, to the 
Keating amendment which prohibits con- 
struction of transmission facilities in areas 
covered by power wheeling service contracts, 
This provision, if retained, would mark a 
complete reversal of our public power policy 
which has done so much tu bring low-cost 
water power tu the homes and industries of 
America. In a time as critical as the present 
one, .shen the fate of this Nation and of the 
entire free world depends upon the growing 
productive capacity of America, a move such 
as the one referred to would be foolhardy 
a crippling to the defense effort. 

Many of the cuts in specific appropria- 
tions especially those for construction of 
new transmission lines and short extensions 
of present lines, also impress me as being 
most unwise and self-defeating, accomplish- 
ing no real economy, but wasting our most 
precious national resource, water power. 
This comment applies especially to the cut 
ir the Bonneville power item, but also ap- 
plies to the cuts in the Southeastern Power 
Administration and the Southwestern Power 
Administration. 

One further item deleted without real 
justification, in my judgment, was the $35,- 
000 requested for Interior Department par- 
ticipation in the New York-New England 
power resources survey. This item was elim- 
inated, without prejudice, but on the basis 
that no legal authority for this expenditure 
existed. I would suggest that there is au- 
thority for such a survey under the terms 
of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944. 
A similar survey, under the same authority, 
was carried on in the Red River Valley in 
the Southwest. 

I have strongly advocated this survey in 
the New York-New England area; I think 
the findings from such a survey can be of the 
greatest usefulness in the consideration of 
plans for the development of water resources 
in that entire area. I hope the Senate com- 
mittee will see its way clear to restoring this 
item. 

I hope you will find it possible to give such 
consideration to these views as you think 
are justified. I would be gratified if my views 
could be laid before the committee and made 
part of the record. 

With kind personal regards. 

Very sincerely yours, 
HERBERT H. LEHMAN, 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, if there 
be no further routine business, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the Sen- 
ator suspend for a moment? The Chair 
was about to call attention to the fact 
that the amendments passed over yester- 
day, unless the Senator wishes it other- 
wise, will be taken up in the order in 
which they appear in the bill. 

Mr. HAYDEN, I think that will prob- 
ably be the best way to proceed. In case 
there are Senators who ask for further 
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continuance of amendments, we can 
consider such requests at the time they 
are made. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Yes. 

The Senator from Arizona has sug- 
gested the absence of a quorum. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

gas Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll, 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded, and that 
“further proceedings under the call be 
dispensed with. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


RECORD OF THE EIGHTY-SECOND 
CONGRESS TO DATE 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
this is the beginning of a new govern- 
mental year. Fiscal year 1951 just 
ended and the Senate has been in ses- 
sion just 6 months. It is a time to take 
stock; to review what we have done and 
what we must do in the days ahead. 

I think it is particularly important 
that we do this since we have just cele- 
brated once again the signing of the 
Declaration of Independence by the 
First Continental Congress in 1776. 
When we review our record, we will find 
that our traditional method of carrying 
on our business is the finest and most 
responsive in the world. 

Mr. President, the United States is 
the most productive, the most energetic, 
and in all respects the strongest nation 
our earth has ever seen. 

What makes it that? 

Is it our millions of fertile acres pro- 
ducing greater amounts of food and 
fibers than people ever conceived pos- 
sible? 

Is it the tremendous resources of oil 
and gas and coal which power our gi- 
gantic industry? 

Is it our thousands of square miles 
of timber? 

Is it our industrial empire, greater 
and more productive than that of all 
the rest of the world combined? 

Is it our modern communications sys- 
tems linking together almost instanta- 
neously all our people? 

Ah, yes, Mr. President, all of these 
contribute to our strength. But they 
are as nothing; they are sterile, inani- 
mate things without one factor—the real 
reason for our greatness. The strength 
of America, Mr. President, is our free- 
dom; the freedom of our people, from 
the humblest to the mightiest to say 
what they think; to be free to criticize 
their Government and their leaders; to 
insist and demand that they be heard 
and heeded. That, Mr. President, is 
America’s greatest strength. 

The people of this Nation, Mr. Presi- 
dent, have come through trying times in 
the last quarter century. They have 
lived through two awful wars, taking 
thousands of their loved ones from them. 
They sacrificed lives and property for 
an ideal—to make freedom more secure 
in the world. A year ago they respond- 
ed as with a single voice in a similar 
threat against a poor, downtrodden, 
scarcely known people thousands of 
miles away. Again their sons and 


daughters shed blood there while their 
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parents poured out their substance to 
support that sanguinary war, and to 
help make other nations stronger and 
more determined to resist further 
threats of aggression. 

Is it to be wondered that this has be- 
come known as the age of anxiety? Our 
people are disturbed, wondering, ques- 
tioning. They have been demanding 
facts; they have been exercising the 
power that has made America strong. 

How has the Congress responded? 
Well, let us look at the record. The prob- 
lems confronting the Congress today de- 
manded time-consuming committee 
hearings and prolonged debate on this 
floor on many momentous issues. 

Long before the Congress assembled in 
January, the people had before them the 
proposition that conditions in the world 
demanded once again not only the reim- 
; a of selective service but the estab- 

hment of a longer-range system of 
universal military training. To Euro- 
pean countries, to peoples reared in a 
tradition of militarism, such a proposal 
was commonplace; as expected as death 
and taxes. 

But, Mr. President, to us—to our 
people—this was a momentous step; an 
action pregnant with a thousand dread- 
ed possibilities. We are a people which 
has been taught to shun militarism. The 
founding fathers abjured standing 
armies; they feared the rise of a military 
caste. The millions of immigrants who 
came here in the century that followed 
were running away from enforced mili- 
tary service; they taught their children 
to hate it. 

Is it any wonder that we were facing 
an issue that required the fullest and 
most thorough exposition? Is it any 
wonder that our people demanded that 
they be shown the need for this unprec- 
edented step—a step that had been re- 
sisted from the day George Washington 
himself urged that the young Republic's 
men all receive some military training, 

These studies begen last September. 
The hearings consumed seven solid 
weeks in the Senate alone; testimony was 
taken from scores of witnesses—educa- 
tors, churchmen, leading citizens from 
every walk of life, in addition to the mili- 
tary men. Then followed 10 days of de- 
bate on the Senate floor. Surely, every- 
one will agree that the 2 months spent 
in consideration of so momentous and 
far-reaching a new policy was in the best 
interests of our people. For the first 
time in 175 years of the Republic’s his- 
tory we had set into motion the ma- 
chinery to establish a universal military 
training program; a commission of emi- 
nent citizens has been appointed and 
confirmed by the Senate to establish the 
machinery. The Nation has been set on 
a new path and it was done only because 
through the legislative process the people 
had their chance to approve the program, 

What came next? Was it some rou- 
tine, run-of-the-mine legislative pro- 
posal? Oh, no, Mr. President. Within 
a few days after we had assembled, we 
had thrust upon us the question of send- 
ing American soldiers to a foreign land 
in peacetime. Was it wrorg to raise 
this question? Was it wasting time to 
debate this proposition? 
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Mr. President, let us remember that 
here again we were taking, for us, a new 
and wholly unprecedented step in for- 
eign policy. The people were concerned; 
their sons were to be sent to foreign 
lands to stand guard at faraway ram- 
parts in defense of the homeland. Some 
found it difficult to understand the un- 
derlying facts, the necessity for such 
action. People were puzzled, angry, even 
fearful of what such a policy meant to 
the future of their country. They had 
a right to know the facts, and we had a 
duty to explore and lay bare for them 
what necessitated such a policy. 

So, for one solid month through Feb- 
ruary, 26 Members of this body sat in the 
joint sessions of the Foreign Relations 
and Armed Services Committees and 
threshed out the pros and cons. Then 
came two additional weeks of debate and 
explanation on this floor. The 6 weeks 
of careful and searching exploration of 
this proposed new policy was essential 
that the people and the Congress would 
know the facts. 

Then, with that question hardly out of 
the way, we were face to face with 
another, perhaps less vital and less far- 
reaching, but far more strident and 
passionate. I refer, of course, to what 
history will probably term the Mac- 
Arthur incident, 

Involved here, whether properly or 
not, was the entire issue of the Nation’s 
far-eastern foreign policy. A brilliant 
military leader had dramatically chal- 
lenged basic policy decisions, and by that 
act had brought to a head the funda- 
mental concept of whether the military 
or the civil arm is supreme. In the ex- 
citement of the moment, millions of our 
citizens, most of our organs of public 
opinion, and a substantial majority of 
our legislative establishment, all nor- 
mally calm and purposeful, suddenly be. 
gan to shout and scream and insist that 
the Nation hear at first hand from the 
lips of the general, and from all others 
concerned, the sworn facts. Quiet rea- 
soning and prudent counsel was 
brushed aside; hysteria replaced sanity 
for a while, and forthwith there began 
one of the longest, most searching, and 
most complex legislative hearings in our 
entire history. 

For eight solid weeks it went on; testi- 
mony under oath was taken from 13 key 
witnesses and more than 2,000,000 words 
were recorded. If the people of our 
country were split over the MacArthur 
incident, surely it was essential that an 
investigation be conducted in such a way 
as to convince us that all the facts were 
laid on the record. With all of their 
disadvantages the hearings have served 
the best interest of the country; they 
have produced a measure of unity which 
otherwise might have been unattainable, 
While leaders in other lands may be per- 
plexed as to why such an investigation 
was desirable, those who know our own 
history and our way of doing things un- 
derstand fully that the hearings have 
brought about just what the joint com- 
mittee has said—the American people 
are “unshaken in our determination to 
defend ourselves and to cooperate to the 
limit of our capabilities with all of those 
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free nations determined to survive in 
freedom.” 

What did those hearings mean to Con- 
gress, particularly to the Senate? From 
April 11, the date of General Mac- 
Arthur’s dismissal, to 10 days ago the is- 
sue has been uppermost in the minds and 
in the actual day-by-day activities of the 
overwhelming majority of the Senate. 
While technically only the 26 members 
of the two committees were directly in- 
volved in the 2 months of hearings them- 
selves, actually from one-third to one- 
half of our membership participated di- 
rectly in the hearings and in the debates 
that flared up and accompanied the 
hearings from time to time. Members of 
Foreign Relations and Armed Services 
Committees are also key members of at 
least six other major Senate committees, 
each of which was supposed to be con- 
sidering important legislation. 

Understandably the legislative process 
lagged under the demands of this hear- 
ing and the attendant foreign-policy 
questions. The hearings themselves ran 
morning, afternoon, and even night. To 
conduct them properly, to ask intelligent 
questions, required painstaking prepara- 
tion and long hours of study on the part 
of all members of the committees. 

Our distinguished colleague the junior 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], 
whose fairness and competency have won 
him the admiration of all of us, worked 
14, 15, and even 16 hours a day on the 
job, Saturdays, Sundays, and weekdays, 
for more than 2 months. I am sure that 
there were many others on both sides of 
the aisle who followed an equally ardu- 
ous schedule. 

None of these men would have it other- 
wise. More important, the people, who 
had been stirred and disturbed, would 
not have it otherwise. The very publica- 
tions which today chide us for being be- 
hind in our normal legislative schedule, 
were themselves the loudest in insisting 
on full hearings, thorough hearings, 
complete hearings. I can even remember 
some arguing that all other business be 
laid aside since this, they asserted, was 
the most important issue in a century, 
and should be fully gone into by every 
Member of the Senate. 

Bearing in mind that some 3 months 
was actually lifted out of the normal 
legislative calendar, let us consider what 
we have accomplished in spite of these 
delaying factors. 

The Senate itself has considered and 
passed some 485 bills, 70 of which have 
thus far become public law, following 
action by the House of Representatives. 
Most of these are not the kind of bills 
that we read a great deal about in the 
newspapers, but they are nevertheless of 
great importance to thousands of peo- 
ple in every State in the Union, The 
humdrum, day-by-day routine of getting 
our work done does not get into the 
headlines; in fact, more often than not 
the headlines and the flash radio reports 
about Congress are not nearly so im- 
portant as the daily grind—10, 12, and 
14 hours a day in committee and on the 
floor, sifting the wheat from the chaff. 

Consider what we have done in the 
way of passage of what may be termed 
major legislation—nationally important 
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bills and resolutions. The list, by any 
standard, is imposing. Let me recite it: 

First. The bill extending selective 
service and setting up machinery for a 
permanent universal military training 
program, 

Second. The resolution approving the 
sending of four American divisions to 
Europe. 

Third. The resolution declaring that 
Communist China should not be ad- 
mitted to membership in the United 
Nations. 

Fourth. The resolution calling on the 
United Nations to brand Red China as an 
aggressor in Korea. 

Fifth. The resolution expressing the 
American people’s friendship for all the 
peoples of the world. 


Sixth. The resolution calling on the, 


United Nations to take action to bring 
about an embargo on the shipment of 
war materials to Communist China. 

Seventh. The bill extending the im- 
portant Reciprocal Trade Agreements 
Act. 4 

Eighth. The bill authorizing construc- 
tion of 140 new naval vessels, including & 
super aircraft carrier. 

Ninth. The bill providing for a long- 
term loan to India to provide 2,000,000 
tons of grain for its starving people. 

Tenth, The bill granting the President 
authority to control exports, to conserve 
scarce materials, 

Eleventh. Two bills of great interest 
to soldiers and veterans which grant 
free life insurance to those in the Armed 
Forces, and provide hospitalization for 
Korean veterans. 

Twelfth. The approval of the reor- 
ganization of the RFC, thus maintaining 
it as an important lending agency for 
small American businesses anxious to 
contribute to the defense effort. 

Thirteenth. The bill establishing new 
procedures for renegotiation of defense 
contracts, so as to prevent exorbitant 
profits. - 

Fourteenth. Nine appropriation bills, 
seven of which were for essential supple- 
mental items and two of the regular an- 
nual bills. Since it was necessary last 
week to adopt a temporary continuing 
resolution for appropriations for a num- 
ber of agencies, I think it should be 
pointed out, Mr. President, there is noth- 
ing new or novel about such action; that 
this is not the first time that a Congress 
has found it necessary to take such ac- 
tion. In fact, since 1948, 10 such con- 
tinuing resolutions have been passed; 
and there were others before then, but 
on previous occasions there were few of 
the compelling factors that brought 
about the delay encountered this year. 
Let me remind you that appropriation 
bills originate in the House of Represent- 
atives; that this year they were delayed 
more than a month there until a final 
decision was reached to abandon the 
single-package appropriation bill of last 
year and return to the separate bills of 
former years. Our own Appropriations 
Committee is now considering, and will 
have ready for action very shortly, the 
five additional bills already passed by 
the House, one of which is now before 
the Senate for consideration. 
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Fifteenth. The bill extending the De- 
fense Production Act. Here, again, we 
were up against a deadline; and long ses- 
sions were necessary to meet the expira- 
tion date of the existing act. For the 


` record, may I point out that the Commit- 


tee on Banking and Currency was ready 
to start work on the continuing bill as 
early as last February, even though some 
of its key members were also involved 
in important foreign-policy debates and 
hearings. But those in charge of the 
administration of this program were not 
ready to go ahead. Because it was new, 
they wanted time to assess important 
economic factors, and they suggested 
waiting. It was late April before their 
proposal reached the Congress, and 
within a week the committee began hear- 
ings. These hearings took more than a 
month. Many witnesses had to be heard, 
This was a minimum time for the con- 
sideration of so important and so far- 
reaching a series of actions, affecting not 
only the domestic economy but the wel- 
fare and defense of this Nation. 

That, Mr. President, is the record, and 
it is one that no Member of this body 
need apologize for or defend. There is 
much yet to be done, and we will do it— 
military and economic aid to our allies in 
Europe, the Near East and Asia; a tax 
bill; additional appropriations to run the 
agencies of Government; and a score of 
other bills of a less major character. 

The record of the Senate before we 
adjourn, Mr. President, will result in this 
Congress being classified as a hard- 
working body which devoted itself un- 
stintingly toward strengthening the 
country domestically, and at the same 
time coping with the most critical inter- 
national problems in the entire history 
of the Republic. 

The important consideration is that 
we are fulfilling our duties and respon- 
sibilities to the American people on the 
most vital and basic concept of the Amer- 
ican form of government—the people's 
right to know all the facts. To do that 
may slow down the legislative wheels, it 
may bring criticism from those who 
short-sightedly demand speed and rub- 
ber-stamp actions, but it bolsters that 
which is the greatest source of strength 
this Nation has—the right of our people 
to criticize; to insist on their demands; 
to have a direct voice in what is done. 

Mr. MORSE and Mr. KNOWLAND ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, before I 
turn to the two subject matters I desire 
to discuss, I wish to file a most respect- 
ful dissent to the observations just made 
by the majority leader, and, for the 
Recor, to express the opinion and con- 
clusion that one would have to go back 
a great many years in the history of the 
Congresses of the United States in order 
to find a Congress with so poor a record 
of accomplishment as the present Con- 
gress, I think it should rightly be known 
as the “do-nothing Congress,” at least 
to date. I think it most regrettable that, 
because of what I consider to be the 
dilly-dally tactics of this Congress, we 
not only have not proceeded further 
with the very important legislative pro- 


7701 


gram which confronts us, but that we 
are going to have to run long into a 
session this fall, when an efficient Con- 
gress, in my opinion, would have finished 
its business by August 1, to return later 
in the fall for the purpose of taking care 
of any problems which might have risen 
during the recess. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
wonder whether the Senator from Ore- 
gon would yield at this point for an 
insertion in the Recorp, which I think 
is along the line he has been discussing. 

Mr. MORSE. I always welcome sup- 
port from the Republican side. I yield 
to my friend from California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the body of the Recorp an article 
which appeared in the Washington 
Times-Herald under date of July 5, 1951, 
entitled “Eightieth GOP Congress Treat- 
ed Truman Better Than His Own,” and 
also a news release from the Citizens 
Committee for the Hoover Report, com- 
paring the activities of the Eighty-sec- 
ond and Eighty-first Congresses. 

There being no objection, the article 
and news release were ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

[From the Washington Times-Herald of 

July 5, 1951] 

EIGHTIETH GOP CONGRESS TREATED TRUMAN 
BETTER THAN His OwN—Box Score SHOWS 
EIGHTY-FIRST AND EIGHTY-SECOND IGNORED 
MORE OF PRESIDENT’S LEGISLATIVE WISHES 

(By Walter Trohan) 

President Truman has been treated more 
harshly by two Democratic Congresses than 
by the Republican Eightieth Congress, which 
he labeled in the 1948 presidential campaign 
the “do-nothing Congress” and the “worst 
Congress” and finally “the second worst Con- 
gress.” 

Cold figures, prepared by the nonpartisan 
Congressional Quarterly, show that the 
Democratic Eighty-first and Eighty-second 
Congresses have ignored more of the Presi- 
dent’s legislative program than the GOP 
Congress. 

ACHIEVEMENTS LISTED - 

The figures also show that the Republican 
Congress completed action on about as much 
of the White House program in its first 
6 months of existence as has the present 
Democratic Eighty-second Congress and the 
Democratic Eighty-first Congress in the cor- 
responding period. 

The box score on congressional perform- 
ance follows: 


Eightieth Congress 


Proposals 
r E E E EN 
Completed action 12 
c suman EE 1 
Partial een oe cnn 15 
Fo ((( eke nesses eee 13 
Bae ee tee ae ge ee Ee 6 

Eighty-first Congress 

Proposals 
Sec AA 59 
Completed action 15 
SS ra ̃ĩ˙— Se epee ean n meena 1 
0 20 
raa Monet a Aee EE E 10 
patayo E ae ae e S 13 

Eighty-second Congress 

Proposals 
Neodelved . 4ũ 47 
Completed action 9 
Rejected- . 2 5 
Partial: Seti. A 12 
Heat on uneen ARRA 5 
Ignorod sedaan sunun ——r 16 
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JOHNSON CONGRESS CITED 

Mr. Truman changed his mind and branded 
the Eightieth Congress as the second worst 
instead of the worst because he decided that 
the Congress which almost impeached An- 
drew Johnson, the Democrat who succeeded 
to the Presidency on the assassination of 
Lincoln, was the worst Congress. 

The President has a warm affection for the 
man who came to the Presidency by accident 
just as he did. He does not feel as warmly 
toward Lincoln, the first Republican Presi- 
dent. Mr. Truman's mother refused, as a 
strong southern sympathizer, to sleep in the 
Lincoln bedroom at the White House. 

In outdoing the GOP Congress on rejecting 
Whit: House measures, the present Congress 
doomed five pet White House projects, 
These are temporary reorganization of Fed- 
eral agencies concerned with mobilization, 
dispersal of other agencies from the Capital, 
construction of defense housing, regulation 
of commodity exchanges, and a roll-back of 
prices. 

Other proposals ran the gantlet of Con- 
gress, but came out almost unrecognizable. 

The Trade Agreements Act permitting the 
President to cut tariffs was amended to in- 
clude most of the restrictions the GOP 
Eightieth Congress had approved. The 
Eighty-second voted to lend, instead of give, 
money to famine-threatened India for food. 
Universal military training was recognized 
in principle, but its practice was postponed 
to some future date. 

One of the most dramatic examples of 
Congress diluting a Presidential request 
came in connection with the bill to extend 
anti-inflation economic controls. The Sen- 
ate made mincemeat of the bill, again re- 
fusing to permit price roll-backs. Congress 
did not even accede to Mr. Truman's request 
for enactment of the extension bill before 
June 30, when the existing one expired. 
Instead, it rushed through a stopgap exten- 
sion measure, The regular bill remained in 
a partial-action status. 

The same process of dilution is evident in 
hearings Congress is holding on some of Mr. 
Truman's requests. For example, the Pres- 
ident asked for a $10,000,000,000 tax bill. 
The House watered this down to seven and 
two-tenths billions. The Senate's Finance 
Committee opened hearings on the bill amid 
cries it could be chopped down below five 
billions. 


STATISTICALLY UNFAVORABLE 


Actually, the picture of Mr. Truman's re- 
lation with Congress changes considerably 
when it is expanded to include incomplete, 
as well as finished, actions by the latter. (In- 
complete actions include those by one Cham- 
ber only.) Statistically, it reflects unfavor- 
ably on the Eighty-second Congress, which 
has held fewer hearings but ignored more 
proposals than either the Eightieth or the 
Eighty-first. 

In defense of Congress, come Congressmen 
insist that the White House has been slow 
in sending up its proposals. They also re- 
fute the statistical record, which would re- 
veal this Congress as more of “a do-nothing 
Congress” than the GOP Eightieth Con- 
gress, by pointing to the intense investi- 
gating activity of the current Congress, 

The administration takes a dim view of 
this activity, holding that the uncovering of 
scandals, such as the RFC and crime in- 
quiries, and into policy, such as the Mac- 
Arthur inquiry, have done the administra- 
tion nothing but harm. 


[News release of Citizens Committee for the 
Hoover Report] 


The bipartisan Citizens Committee for 
the Hoover Report issued a box score today, 
comparing the legislative and reorganization 
records of the Eighty-first Congress and the 
administration with those of the Eighty- 
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second Congress and the administration so 
far this year. 

The study shows that down to June 20, 
1951, less than half as many laws of all sorts, 
51, have been enacted by the current Con- 
gress as by either session of the Eighty-first 
Congress during the same period. Only one 
Presidential reorganization plan has been 
submitted to the Congress during 1951. 

During the Eighty-first Congress, 50 per- 
cent of the bipartisan Hoover Commission's 
recommendations for Federal reorganization 
efficiency and economy were adopted. 
Twenty public laws were enacted and 26 re- 
organization plans, submitted by President 
Truman, were accepted by the Congress. 
The eventual savings resulting from the total 
46 measures are estimated by the citizens 
committee at 62,000,000, 000 a year. All told 
the committee believes, $5.400,000,000 a year 
could be saved through full enactment of 
the report. 

Beyond pointing out a striking contrast, 
the study made no comment on the present 
situation. Dr. Robert L. Johnson, president 
of Temple University and national chairman 
of the citizens committee, said a complete 
analysis would be issued at a later date. 

“For the present I can only say that these 
are the facts and the facts speak for them- 
selves,” Dr. Johnson said. 

The box score and a full list of the legisla- 
tive achievements of the Eighty-second Con- 
gress follows: 

LEGISLATIVE AND REORGANIZATION BOX SCORE 

There is a striking contrast between the 
legislative and reorganization record of the 
Eighty-first Congress and the administra- 
tion in 1949-50, when compared with that of 
the Eighty-second Congress and the admin- 
istration in 1951, 

General legislation 
The results on laws of all sorts are as fol- 


lows for the Eighty-first and Eighty-second 


Congresses: 

Eighty-first Congress: First session, laws 
enacted (to June 20, 1949), 114; second ses- 
sion, laws enacted (to June 20, 1950), 126. 

Eighty-second Congress: First session, laws 
enacted (to June 20, 1951), 51. 


Legislative and reorganization proposals of 
the citizens committee 


In order to effect the remaining recom- 
mendations of the Hoover Commission, the 
Citizens Committee for the Hoover Report 
has submitted the following proposals to the 
legislative and executive branches: 

To the Congress, 19 bills and 1 concurrent 
resolution. 


To the President, 51 suggested reorganiza- 
tion plans, 


Action on Hoover Commission bills before 
Congress 

On the 20 legislative proposals submitted 
to Congress, action with respect to hearings 
has been as follows: Hearings held in both 
Houses on 1 minor measure, hearings held 
in Senate only on 4 minor measures, hear- 
ings held in House only on 0 measures, no 
hearings held in Senate on 15 measures, no 
hearings held in House on 19 measures. 

On these 20 measures, congressional com- 
mittees have taken the following action: 


Due to failures of congressional commit- 
tees to hold hearings, the administration's 
position on all of the 20 Hoover Commission 
proposals has not yet been made public, 
However, formal communications from the 
Budget Bureau and the departments and 
agencies have been received and recorded 
on 14 of the 20 measures: 


Support in full — 0 
Support in part oe 
Oppose ISSi oaia — 12 
Position not reported 6 


JULY 6 


Action on reorganization plans 


Fifty-one new reorganization plans were 
suggested to the President in a letter from 
Dr. Robert L. Johnson, chairman of the 
Citizens Committee, on May 8, 1951. Pre- 
viously many of the proposed plans were in- 
formally submitted to the Budget Bureau. 
Up to now not one of the proposed plans 
has been forwarded to Congress. Twenty- 
four of these plans were submitted in final 
form, ready for Presidential signature and 
submission to Congress, The remainder 
were set forth in outline. 

Summary 

With respect to Federal reorganization, 
the difference between the records of the 
Eighty-first Congress and the administration 
in 1949-50, as against the records of the 
Eighty-second Congress and the administra- 
tion for 1951, can be summarized as follows: 


I, REORGANIZATION PLANS 


Presidential reorganization 
a approved or disap- 


n. PUBLIC LAWS 
Reorganization laws enacted.. 


Reorganization bills in proc- 
ess of enactment—both 


Nctre.—Twenty legislative proposals, im- 
plementing the remaining recommendations 
of the Hoover Commission, have been placed 
before the Senate and House under biparti- 
san sponsorship. Major in scope because of 
the size of the Government operations they 
affect are: 

1. Reorganization of the Department of 
Agriculture. 

2. Reorganization of the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration and creation of a streamlined 
Veterans’ Insurance Corporation within VA. 

8. Reorganization of the Post Office and 
elimination of politics from postmaster ap- 
pointments. 

4. Consolidation of Federal medical serv- 
ices in a Department of Health. 

5. Consolidation of Federal public works 
activities of the army Corps of Engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation, 

6. Modernization of Federal personnel 
policies. 


APPENDIX A. FULL LIST OF THE LEGISLATIVE 
ACHIEVEMENTS OF THE EIGHTY-SECOND CON- 
GRESS (AS OF JUNE 20, 1951) 


Public Law 1: To permit free importation 
of gifts by members of armed services. 

Public Law 2: To amend the Internal 
Revenue Code. 

Public Law 3: To authorize construction 
of naval vessels. 

Public Law 4: To authorize Marine Band 
attendance at one hundred and seventy-fifth 
anniversary of fortification of Dorchester 
Heights, Mass. 

Public Law 5: To confer jurisdiction on 
Court of Claims in a claim of the Board of 
County Commissioners of Sedgwick County, 
Kans. 

Public Law 6: To adn.jt alien spouses and 
minor children of members of armed services, 

Public Law 7: To make addilional appro- 
priatione. nine in numbe., runging from 
$5,000 to $400,000. 


1951 


Public Law 8: To continue the Housing 
and Rent Control Act. 

Public Law 9: To provide for renegotiation 
of contracts. 

Public Law 10: To extend the District of 
Columbia Emergercy Rent Act. 

Public Law 11: To make minor additional 
appropriations for the District of Columbia, 

Public Law 12: To authorize payment of 
interest on Series E Savings bonds. 

Public Law 13: To compensate Metropol- 
itan Police force and others for duty per- 
formed on days off. 

Public Law 14 To clarify immigration 
status of certain persons, 

Public Law 15: To authorize vessels of 
Canadian registry to transport iron to United 

States Great Lakes ports. 

Public Law 16: To extend time for filing 
wer claims. 

Public Law 17: To amend the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act, as amended. 

Public Lew 18: To authorize the printing 
of the annual report of the Girl Scouts as 
separate House documents, 

Public Law 19: To convey certain lands in 
Ogden, Utah, to the Ogden Chamber of Com- 
merce. 

Public Law 20: To authorize relief of cer- 
tifying officers of certain terminated war 
agencies, 

Public Law 21: To provide reimbursement 
of burial expenses of those who served in 
armed services in the Philippines before July 
26, 1941. 

Public Law 22: To make emergency ap- 
propriations of $10,000,000. 

Public Law 23: To authorize indemnity to 
survivors of servicemen. 

Public Law 24: To establish daylight sav- 
ing time in the District of Columbia. 

Public Law 25: To authorize charters of 
vessels in the Philippines. 

Public Law 26: To authorize transfer of 
lands to Vermont Agricultural College. 

Public Law 27: To authorize the sale of 
post route and rural delivery maps. 

Public Law 28: To provide certain benefits 
to members of the Armed Forces. 

Public Law 29: To allow deduction of State 
gasoline taxes for income-tax purposes, 

Public Law 30: To amend Assignment of 
Claims Act. 

Public Law 31: To amend subdivision a of 
section 34 of the Bankruptcy Act, as 
amended. 

Public Law 32: To amend subdivision a of 
section 55 of the Bankruptcy Act, as 
amended. 

Public Law 33: To provide for regulation 
of exports. 

Public Law 34: To amend an amendment 
of the Internal Revenue Code. 

Public Law 35: To amend section 153 (b) 
of the Internal Revenue Code. 

Public Law 36: To authorize national serv- 
ice life insurance dividends as payment of 
premiums. 

Public Law 37: To authorize appointment 
of a Director of Civil Defense for the District 
of Columbia. 

Public Law 38: To suspend certainNmport 
taxes on copper. 

Public Law 39: To reconvey a tract of land 
to Tuskegee Institute. 

Public Law 40: To authorize attendance of 
Navy Band at reunion of United Confederate 
Veterans. 

Public Law 41: To transfer certain lands in 
Louisiana, 

Public Law 42: To amend the act respect- 
ing telephone and telegraph services to 
Representatives. 

Public Law 43: To make supplemental ap- 
propriations. 

Public Law 44: To amend the Enabling Act 
for the State of Arizona, relating to the terms 
of leases of State-owned lands. 

Public Law 45: To make supplemental ap- 
propriations, 
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Public Law 46: To waive tariffs on articles 
sent to Japanese Trade Fair. 

Public Law 47: To amend the Civil Aero- 
nautics Act. 

Public Law 48: To furnish emergency food 
aid to India, 

Public Law 49: To make an additional ap- 
propriation of $150,000. 

Public Law 50: To extend the President's 
authority to enter into trade agreements. 

Public Law 51: To authorize universal 
military training. 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have 
but one additional brief comment to 
make in regard to the record of the 
present Congress. It is that I do not 
think that there is any excuse for the 
failure of this Congress to transact more 
business. The failure of this Congress to 
transact the people’s business cannot be 
excusec by citing the hearings and the 
investigations which various committees 
have been holding. In my judgment we 
sitaply ought to face the fact that we 
are not going to have an efficient admin- 
istration of this branch of the Congress, 
the Senate, until we take some action to 
revise our rules and until we undertake 
to acopt a more efficient meeting sched- 
ule. I consider it to be plain inefficiency, 
and inexcusable, for the Senate to con- 
tinue a practice of having several com- 
mittees meeting at the same time the 
Senate itself is in session. We cannot 
justify refusing to come to grips with 
the need for adopting a sensible daily 
meeting schedule for this body. Is there 
any reason why the Senate should not 
hold sessions starting at 9 or 9:30 
o'clock in the morning, on Monday, 
Wednesday and Friday of each week, de- 
pending upon the business before the 
Senate, and devote the remainder of the 
time to committee meetings? There is, 
in my opinion, no reason why the par- 
ticular investigatior to which the major- 
ity leader referred, the MacArthur in- 
vestigation, should have caused any 
interference with the efficient opera- 
tion of the Senate, had there been some 
coordination between the schedule of the 
Senate and the schedules of the two 
committees, sitting jointly. I can well 
imagine how the party of the opposition 
at this time, in view of the sorry record 
it has made in this session of the Con- 
gress, wants to come forward, for public 
consumption, with some such statement 
as the one made today by the majority 
leader. But I think that, when the 
Democrats get out across the country, 
they are going to wake up to the fact 
that they have not fooled the people. 
The people are fully aware of the fact 
that this Congress has not taken care of 
the business of the people in the efficient 
manner it should have done throughout 
the session. 

Mr. President, I now desire to turn my 
attention to another subject. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Oregon has the floor. 


INVESTIGATION OF ALLEGED ACTIVITIES 
OF FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS TO INFLU- 
ENCE AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in behalf 
of myself and the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. McManon] I submit a reso- 
lution, which reads as follows: 


Resolved, That the Committee on For- 
eign Relations, or any duly authorized sub- 
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committee thereof, is authorized and di- 
rected to make a full and complete study 
and investigation for the purpose of de- 
termining (1) what attempts, if any, have 
been made by any individuals or groups of 
individuals representing the Chinese Na- 
tionalist Government, the Chinese Commu- 
nist Government, or any other foreign gov- 
ernment, to influence the foreign policy of the 
United States since September 2, 1945, and 
(2) the extent and means, including meth- 
ods of financing, of any such attempts. The 
committee shall report to the Senate at the 
earliest practicable date the results of its 
study and investigation together with such 
recommendations as it may deem advisable. 

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this resolution, 
the committee, or any duly authorized sub- 
committee thereof, is authorized to employ 
upon a temporary basis such technical, cleri- 
cal, and other assistants as it deems advis- 
able. The expenses of the committee under 
this resolution, which shall not exceed $50,- 
000, shall be paid from the contingent fund 
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by the 
chairman of the committee. 


Mr. President, I wish to refer to a 
few pages of the printed hearings of the 
MacArthur investigation, relative to the 
origin of the suggestion which is set forth 
in the resolution. 

On page 2116 of the MacArthur hear- 
ings, in my examination of the Secretary 
of State, I raised the question as to what 
information he could give the committee 
in regard to allegations and rumors con- 
cerning the existence of a China lobby. 
I shall repeat, as the main part of my 
speech today, the comments which I 
made on that occasion. On that occasion 
I said: 


Mr. Secretary, I want to make a very 
brief statement in regard to allegations con- 
cerning the existence cf a force in America 
known as the China lobby before I ask you 
questions relative thereto. 

I would like to say for the record that 
behind the sincere differences of opinion in 
this country over the proper course of the 
United States to follow in China there has 
existed the more or less clandestine struggle 
between two extremist groups, each repre- 
senting not America's interests but the in- 
terests of the two principal contenders for 
power in the Chinese civil war. 

While American Communists and their 
fellow travelers have ardently backed the 
Chinese Communists and sought to turn 
American public and official opinion in favor 
of Communist ends in China, it was alleged 
that there has been operating at the other 
extreme a propaganda and pressure group 
working for the Nationalist Chinese, Kuomin- 
taug, Chiang Kai-shek interests. This lat- 
ter group is generally referred to in the 
American press as the China lobby. 

Although the vicious operations of the 
Communist: have been widely exposed, to 
some extent, but I believe still not fully—and 
I am strongly in favor of a complete dis- 
closure and exposé of Communist activities 
in the United States and elsewhere in the 
world—there never has been, however, a 
thorough public investigation of the so-called 
China lobby. 


Mr, President, I digress for a moment 
from a reading of the quotations from 
the printed hearings of the MacArthur 
investigation to emphasize the last para- 
graph which I read, because I simply 
cannot understand how any newspaper 
reporter, columnist, or editorial writer 
could possibly fail to understand the 
spirit and the intent of the junior Sen- 
ator from Oregon when he suggested an 
investigation of the so-called China 
lobby. Anyone who knows me knows of 
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the vigorous opposition of the junior 
Senator from Oregon to communism, 
and to the activities of communism in 
our own country and abroad. Yet, in 
this day, when smear tactics have come 
to be the principal device of character 
assassins in this county, we find that 
some representatives of the press are de- 
serving of the charge that they delib- 
erately distorted the obvious intent of 
the junior Senator from Oregon when he 
made the suggestion in the MacArthur 
hearings that there be a China-lobby in- 
vestigation. There were writings and 
editorials to the effect that the proposal 
of the junior Senator from Oregon was 
designed to divert attention away from 
Communist Chinese activities in this 
country. I think my colleagues and my 
friends will permit at least a little ex- 
pression of righteous resentment on my 
part, because I do not yield to any man 
in the Congress of the United States or 
in the entire Nation in my hatred for 
and my detestation of everything for 
which communism stands and for Com- 
munist tactics both here and abroad. 

Mr. President, I have stated many, 
many times that the threat of Russian 
communism is so serious, from the 
standpoint of the survival of my coun- 
try, that I believe the American people 
should unite as they have never before 
united, in an all-out economic and mili- 
tary mobilization program, to the end 
that, with the utmost rapadity, we be- 
come as strong as we possibly can in 
order to demonstrate to Stalin and the 
crowd in the Kremlin that they have 
everything to lose and nothing to gain 
from a continuation of their aggressive 
course of action in the field of foreign 
policy. I have tried to point out to the 
people of my country that we ought to 
lead through strength and not through 
weakness in the struggle with Russia, 
If we are going to avoid what I am satis- 
fied would be hundreds of thousands of 
casualties if we should get into a war 
with Russia before we were ready to ab- 
sorb the first shock of military contact 
with Russia, we had better proceed to 
make ourselves stronger than we now 
are, because, although I believe we can 
defeat Russia now, and I have said so 
during the hearings—and I refer to my 
examination of former Secretary of De- 
fense, Louis Johnson—nevertheless, I 
am satisfied that if we got into a war 
with Russia now we would suffer a great 
many casualties we would not experi- 
ence if we first took the precious time 
available to us to become strong enough 
to lead through strength. 

This indicates the position of the jun- 
ior Senator from Oregon with regard to 
the whole matter of the mobilization 
program which confronts us. Because 
of my deep conviction of the need for 
military and economic strength on the 
part of our country, I have been pleading 
with the Amrerican people to face the 
reality of one of our great domestic ene- 
mies, which is the constant threat of in- 
flation. That is why I offer no apology 
to the people of my State or of my coun- 
try for taking the position I took on the 
floor of the Senate last week when the 
defense production bill was before the 
Senate, because I believe the Senate 
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should have a much stronger control bill 
which came much nearer to carrying 
out the Baruch plan. I do not believe 
the bill in its present form will be much 
of a barricade against the threat of in- 
flation. 

Mr. President, the most potent defense 
weapon we have is the great mass-pro- 
duction power which our capitalistic 
economy gives to us and with which we 
can build powerful defenses, unless we 
let a tide of inflation engulf the country. 
In my judgment, that danger will be- 
come very real if the Congress, before 
it adjourns, fails to pass a defense-pro- 
duction bill much stronger than is the 
one which the Senate passed last week. 
I did not hear the majority leader defend 
that bill in his talk today and probably 
for the obvious reason that it cannot be 
defended. 

I make that comment on this issue be- 
cause it is directly related to the atti- 
tude which I have taken on the whole 
problem of strengthening the security 
of our country, and because I believe the 
only hope we have of fighting a success- 
ful war with Russia is for the American 
people to make the sacrifices now re- 
quired to put our defenses in shape so 
that Stalin will understand that it is 
in his best interest, in the long run, to 
sit down at a world peace table, work out 
an honorable peace, and thereby avoid 
the holocaust which will result if and 
when we are thrown into world war III. 

I make these comments, Mr. Presi- 
dent, because I confess that though Iam 
used to political abuse, I resent the writ- 
ings of some irresponsiblie columnists 
and editorial writers who have sought to 
poison the attitude of the people of my 
State and elsewhere in the Nation by in- 
dicating that this proposal of mine for 
the investigation of the Chinese lobby is 
some left-wing device in collusion with 
Comnmunist activities in this country to 
divert attention away from the Mac- 
Arthur issue. 

Mr. President, as my resolution shows, 
and as my language at the time I dis- 
cussed this question in committee made 
clear, I am of the opinion that all for- 
eign lobbies should be investigated, in- 
cluding not only the China lobby, if one 
exists, but a Communist lobby—Chinese, 
Russian, or any other Communist 
stripe—and the lobbies of any other for- 
eign government, be it Great Britain, 
France, the Netherlands, Spain, Israel, 
or any other country which may be seek- 
ing to use lobbying tactics in influencing 
American foreign policy. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to 
ask the able Senator from Oregon 
whether the wording of his resolution is 
sufficiently broad to enable the commit- 
tee to trace, for instance, the contacts of 
the Amerasia group, which apparently 
was operating very vigorously a few years 
ago to influence opinion in this country 
that the Chinese Communists were only 
agrarian reformers, and the contacts 
they had within the State Department, 
because, as the Senator from Oregon 
will recall, on the board of Amerasia 
magazine was Frederick Vanderbilt 
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Field, the gentleman who is now in trou- 
ble with the court in New York for hav- 
ing put up bail for the Communists and 
then refusing to furnish the names re- 
quested by the judge, and in 1945 or 1946, 
in the offices of that rather obscure mag- 
azine, was found a rather complete pho- 
tostating equipment such as would have 
been used in a large publication, together 
with a thousand top-secret confidential 
and restricted Government documents 
which obviously had come from inside 
the executive departments of the Gov- 
ernment of the United States. 

Mr. MORSE. I may say to my friend 
from. California that I think the lan- 
guage of the resolution is sufficiently 
broad to cover that field, If it is not, 
I shall be very happy to cover it, or to 
accept an amendment from the Senator 
from California to broaden the scope of 
the resolution. I shall be happy, if the 
Senator from California wants to modify 
the resolution for that purpose, to wel- 
come him as a cosponsor of the resolu- 
tion. But I think the language “to make 
a full and complete study and investiga- 
tion for the purpose of determining, first, 
what attempts, if any, have been made 
by any individuals or groups of individ- 
uals representing the Chinese National- 
ist Government, the Chinese Commu- 
nist Government, or any other foreign 
government, to influence the foreign pol- 
icy of the United States since September 
2, 1945,” which would be VJ-day, “and, 
second, the extent and means, including 
methods of financing, of any such at- 
tempts,” is broad enough to include 
what the Senator from California has in 
mind. But I will give the matter further 
consideration, and if I have any doubt 
about it after further consideration, I 
shall insert phraseology which will cer- 
tainly leave no room for doubt. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I am not certain of 
the wisdom of including in the Senator’s 
resolution the cut-off date of September 
1945, because I think the record will 
show that the Amerasia group was very 
active in this country probably dating at 
least from the time of the Yalta Con- 
ference, which was in February 1945. I 
merely suggest to the able Senator that 
putting that arbitrary date in the reso- 
lution possibly might foreclose a thor- 
ough investigation, which has never yet 
been had, of the ramifications of the 
Amerasia magazine, Mr. Jaffe, Mr. Fred- 
erick Vanderbilt Field, and a great many 
others avho obviously were attempting 
to influence American public opinion to 
let the Republic of China be sold down 
the river. 

Mr. MORSE. What date would the 
Senator from California suggest? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to ex- 
plore that a little with the Senator. It 
is somewhat difficult to keep dates in 
mind, but I think it is something to 
which the Senator himself might care 
to give further thought. 

Mr. MORSE. I shall do so. I shall be 
perfectly willing to go back to Pearl Har- 
bor, to December 7, 1941. We must have 
some beginning date, and I should think 
that December 7, 1841, would cover such 
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a period of time as to afford opportunity 
for the investigation to check almost 
every possibility. Therefore, subject to 
further thought, I am going here and 
now to modify the resolution by making 
the date December 7, 1941. 

Referring again to the statement I 
made before the committee—a state- 
ment which I want to repeat by way of 
a supporting statement for submission 
of the resolution today—lI said: 


Yet often in the political struggle for 
domination over American opinion the best 
interests of the United States, it seems to 
me, have been lost sight of in the smoke 
arising from the behind-the-scenes battles 
of these two sets of agents in the United 
States, representing extreme factions in 
China. 

It is widely alleged that the China lobby, 
-or pro-Chiang group, in the United States 
has for several years been conducting a 
violent campaign against American policies 
in China, chiefly by charging that the State 
Department, and especially its Far Eastern 
Division, is a nest of Reds, controlled by 
Communists and fellow travelers. 

These charges have gone along the line 
that the State Department has set up a for- 
eign policy in Asia contrary to the long-time 
best interests of the United States, because 
of its alleged support of pro-Communst in- 
terests in China. 

In addition, it is believed by many that 
the China lobby has been especially active 
in pressuring Congress for financial, eco- 
nomic, and military aid for the Chiang 
regime, both before and since it retired to 
Formosa, 


Then there follows, Mr. President, a 
series of quotations, with explanatory 
remarks on my part, which I had taken 
out of various newspaper articles and 
columnists’ articles and editorials deal- 
ing with this issue. I ask unanimous 
consent to have the remainder of that 
statement inserted at this point in the 
Record. It runs through page 2122 of 
the MacArthur hearings. 

There being no objection, the matters 
referred to were ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


It is believed by many that Chinese indi- 
viduals related to the Soong family—Mrs. 
Chiang Kai-shek’s relatives—have immense 
sums of money cached outside Chinese ter- 
ritory, some of it in the United States, some 
of it in European countries and in England, 
some of it, some people think, in South 
Africa, and some in South America. 

It is rumored that T. V. Soong himself has 
many millions of dollars on deposit in the 
United States. 

It is also allegod that prominent National- 
ist officials and generals made fortunes in 
graft on American loans and grants-in-aid 
during and since the war against Japan. It 
is probably reasonable to assume that some 
of this money is being used to finance propa- 
ganda and similar operations in the United 
States chiefly to promote more money being 
given to Chiang and the Chiang forces. 

This suggests to some a closed circuit of 
American dollars flowing from Congress to 
the Nationalists and back again in the form 
of lobbying activities for still more money 
for Chiang. 

It is alleged that from 1946 to 1949 the 
Central News Agency, a wholly owned instru- 
ment of the Nationalist Government, spent 
in the neighborhood of $654,000,000 to in- 
fluence American public opinion, 


PAID LOBBYIST FOR CHINA 


In March 1948 the counselor of the Chinese 
Embassay, Chen Chihmai, hired William J. 
Goodwin as a lobbyist paid by the Natural 
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Resources Commision of China, a wholly 
owned subsidiary of the Nationalist Govern- 
ment of China. It is alleged that Goodwin's 
contract paid him $40,000 a year. 

His job called for interesting American 
investors in China. Goodwin switched to 
the Chinese News Service under contract 
starting July 7, 1949. 

His new job required him to explain to 
leaders of thought in the United States, and 
including Members of Congress, the danger 
of the Communist movement to the security 
of the United States, and conversely to urge 
confidence in the Nationalist Government 
of China and to seek for it large measures 
of American support and material aid. It 
is reported that he received $25,000 a year 
for this work. 

In an interview with Alfred Friendly, of the 
Washington Post, in September 1949, Good- 
win said he had converted at least 50 Con- 
gressmen, mostly Senators, to his way of 
thinking on China aid. 

He added in a confidential whisper, “China 
will get anything she asked for,” reports 
Friendly. “China is bound to get what she 
wants. Just think of the billboards next 
November if she doesn’t,” is the quote from 
Friendly’s story of his interview with Good- 
win. 


FORTUNES ALLEGEDLY AMASSED BY CHINESE 
INDIVIDUALS 

T. V. Soong, Chiang’s brother-in-law, re- 
signed from the Kuomintang rather than go 
to Formosa, it was announced on June 9, 
1950. Reputed to be one of the wealthiest 
men in the world, he left China shortly be- 
fore the Government fled from Canton to 
Nanking, late in 1948, At that time an ef- 
fort was made to have him donate part of 
his fortune, said to be scattered in banks, as 
I have pointed out, in France, North and 
South America, and South Africa. It is be- 
lieved that he refused and left for Hong Kong, 
and then for Paris. He is now, I understand, 
living in the United States. 

In January 1950 Madam Chiang ended a 
14-month mission to the United States to ob- 
tain support in a military mission for the 
Nationalists, in which she failed. 

Doris Fleeson wrote in the Evening Star on 
January 16, 1950, that the administration 
arsenals are crammed with facts about the 
entire Chiang circle—who they are, the 
wealth they have taken from China, the 
troubles we have had with them. “With 
such a story they can make a telling fight, 
if pushed to it. They prefer not to,“ she 
wrote, “because they don’t want to lend aid 
and comfort to the Reds.” 

Now, it was reported by Robert Allen in a 
story in 1949 which he wrote for the press— 
and I quote: 

“Note deleted from the white paper, as 
published, was a State Department list of 
several hundred top Nationalist officials and 
generals who made millions grafting on 
United States aid. The United States au- 
thorities know the whereabouts of the secret 
bank accounts of many of these officials. 
They are in London, Paris, Chicago, New 
York, San Francisco, Manila, and Bangkok. 
Certain multimillionaire Nationalists in the 
United States are highly fearful the Treasury 
may freeze their holdings. The Nationalists 
have demanded the return of these private 
fortunes.” 

Then I quote also from Childs’ 
article of May 5, 1950, in which he says: 

INQUIRY ONCE URGED INTO “CHINA LOBBY” 

“Both President Truman and Secretary of 
State Acheson have resolutely set themselves 
against any investigation of the co-called 
Nationalist China lobby. Urging and prod- 
ding from every quarter has met with a firm 
“No.” The belief is that such an investiga- 
tion would serve chiefly to further the bitter 
controversy now focused on American foreign 
policy in ‘he Far East. Any benefits from 
showing the sources of paid propaganda and 
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paid pressures would be purely incidental. 
No one who knows anything about the way 
things work here doubts that a powerful 
China lobby has brought extraordinary in- 
fluence to bear on Congress and the Execu- 
tive. It would be hard to find any parallel 
in diplomatic history for the agents and 
diplomatic representatives of a foreign power 
exerting such pressures. The methods used 
cannot, of course, be compared with those of 
Russian communism, since Russian commu- 
nism works in each country through an in- 
ternal conspiracy. Nationalist China has 
used the techniques of direct intervention on 
a scale rarely, if ever, seen. The lobby has 
gained adherents among some ex-Commu- 
nists in America who have in some instances 
carried over into this new endeavor the con- 
spiratorial fanaticism they gave to commu- 
nism. 

“Another reason for opposing a congres- 
sional inquiry is the difficulty—perhaps the 
impossibility—of digging up the underlying 
facts. That is particularly true with respect 
to sources of money. High officials here be- 
lieve that Chinese Nationalists or members of 
their families have put in foreign banks con- 
siderably over a half billion dollars. But it 
is so carefully concealed that it could hardly 
be traced in Swiss and New York accounts 
to the real owners. 

“A planeload of 21 American newspaper- 
men has just left for Formosa as invited 
guests of the Chinese Central News Agency. 
The news agency is subsidized by the Na- 
tionalist Government.” 

Then I have many others, and one other 
newspaper story that I want to cite as the 
foundation for the first question I want to 
put to you. 

This is a news story of the Washington 
Post by Benjamin Bradlee, September 18, 
1949, under the headline “Chiang pays lobby- 
ist here to get funds—former member of 
Christian front gets $25,000 salary.” 

Bradlee writes: 


LOBBYIST HIRED BY CHINESE 


“The Chinese Nationalists have hired a 
$25,000 a year lobbyist to get more money for 
Chiang Kai-shek and to sabotage adminis- 
tration plans to withhold funds. The inter- 
national-influence man is William J. Good- 
win, of Roslyn, N. Y., and the Metropolitan 
Club in Washington, a registered lobbyist 
and foreign agent with a stormy background 
of Wall Street finance, Christian-front activ- 
ity, Tammany Hall politics, and big-time 
public relations. 

“In less than 2 years, according to Jus- 
tice Department records, Goodwin has con- 
tracted for $65,000 from the Nationalist Gov- 
ernment, first to get help from the United 
States, then to influence leaders of thought 
and urge them to approve larger measures 
of American support and material aid. 

“With this money Goodwin has given in- 
timate dinners in Washington’s exclusive 
clubs and hotels for more than 100 Mem- 
bers of Congress. He has campaigned for 
legislators, even while registered as a foreign 
agent, contributed to their campaigns, and 
sent some of them flowers and at least one 
a congratulatory present.” 

Senator WET. Who was that, may I ask? 

Senator Morse. Goodwin. 

“His checks for entertainment have run 
as high as $640." (From the Washington 
Post, by Benjamin Bradlee, September 18, 
1949, extract therefrom.) 

Now, Mr. Secretary, may I say that I have 
never had any contact or conversations or 
experience in any way with any person since 
I have been in the Senate that would jus- 
tify my saying that I know anything about 
a China lobby from first-hand contact there- 
with, if such a lobby exists. But I do feel, 
Mr. Secretary, that there has been so much 
talk about the China lobby, so much has 
appeared in the press and so much criti- 
cism has been hurled at you and the State 
Department in respect to the same, as some 
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of these articles I have quoted from indi- 
cate very clearly, that in the course of this 
hearing an opportunity ought to be pre- 
sented to the State Department to make any 
statement that it wishes on the problem 
of a China lobby, if one exists. That is why 
I am pursuing this line of questioning this 
afternoon. 


STATE DEPARTMENT ATTITUDE TOWARD CHINA 
LOBBY 


My first general question—and I will be 
more specific later—my first general ques- 
tion is this: Do you feel that the broad 
general account in respect to the existence 
of an alleged China lobby which is set forth 
in the statement I have just made for the 
record, and in which statement I have quoted 
from newspaper accounts that have appeared 
in the press in the past, sets forth in any 
degree whatsoever a factual statement in 
respect to the existence of what has gen- 
erally been referred to as a China lobby, 
which seeks to influence the policies of this 
Government in respect to support for the 
Nationalist Government regime? 

Secretary ACHESON. Senator Morse, I am 
not able to answer the question as to whether 
I do or do not feel that the facts are as 
represented in those statements. 

Since you notified me that you were going 
to go into this subject, I have asked in the De- 
partment of State that ‘whatever material we 
have bearing upon the possibility of illegal 
or improper use of funds should be collected 
so that I could look at it. I am told that 
it has been collected, but I have not had an 
opportunity to look at it, and I do not know 
what sort of thing it indicates at all. 

I am told that, for the most part, this ma- 
terial is material which comes in in the reg- 
ular course of affairs from some other agen- 
cies to the Department of State and that it 
is very fragmentary. As soon as I can get to 
it I will look at it. 

I agree with what Senator MCMAHON has 
said and what I gather from your remarks 
that you also believe, and that is that if 
there is any improper use of funds to influ- 
ence the foreign policy or any other policy 
of the United States Government, the people 
are entitled to know about it, and it is im- 
portant that they should know about it, 
and that it would be a very serious and 
deleterious thing for the United States to 
have that happen. 

The Department of State is not the agency 
which is charged by law with finding out 
these matters, nor is it equipped for that, 
We do not have the administration of the 
so-called Lobbying Act and the registration 
under the Lobbying Act. We do not have the 
administration of the foreign agents registra- 
tion law. 

We do not have an investigatory source 
of the sort which can be used for this kind 
of thing. We do not have powers of sub- 
pena. We do not have the power to admin- 
ister oaths, and we do not have access to 
financial transactions which would reveal, or 
might reveal, some of these matters. 

We are not in any way equipped nor are 
we charged with the administration of the 
laws in this respect. So far as I myself am 
concerned, I would not want to make charges 
against people under any circumstances un- 
less it was in my line of duty and unless 
I believed that the charges had evidence, 
substantial evidence, behind them, which I 
had and which I could vouch for. 7 

I should be particularly careful not to 
make any charges against people who could 
immediately respond that I was doing this 
because they were criticizing me. Criticism 
is something which I have to bear as an 
occupational hazard and I am quite ready 
to bear it, and therefore I cannot respond 
to the question because to do so goes be- 
yond my knowledge and would be for me to 
imply that there are illegal activities going 
on when I do not have the responsibility for 
that nor do I have the adequate basis for 
knowledge. 
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STATE DEPARTMENT KNOWLEDGE OF FACTS ON 
CHINA LOBBY 


Senator Morse. Mr. Secretary, do you be- 
lieve there is any basis of fact in the alle- 
gation in the Robert Allen article from which 
I read that the names of some considerable 
number of Nationalist Chinese were deleted 
trom the white paper because of his claim 
that they were involved in transactions that 
showed their involvement in corrupt prac- 
tices? 

Secretary AcHEson. No, sir; I do not be- 
lieve that is true. 

Senator Morse. Do you know of any names 
of Nationalist Chinese being deleted from 
the original manuscript of the white paper 
prior to its printing for any purpose what- 
soever? 

Secretary ACHESON. I do not, but I shall 
have inquiry made as to whether any such 
thing was done. 

Senator Morse. Is there any basis in fact, 
in your opinion, for the assertion made or 
implied in some of the newspaper articles 
from which I quoted that you as Secretary 
of State sought to prevent an investigation 
of what is referred to as the China lobby? 

Secretary ACHESON. That is not correct, sir, 
in any respect whatever. 

Senator Morse. And you know of no such 
activity of repressing such an investigation 
at the White House level; do you? 

Secretary ACHESON. No, sir; and I do not 
believe that represents the President's atti- 
tude. 

Senator Morse. I am correct in my under- 
standing, am I not, that your investigation of 
whatever the files of the State Department 
may show in regard to the information data 
which have been compiled by your subordi- 
nates on the broad question that I have 
raised as to the possible activity of National- 
ists or Nationalist agents in this country will 
be studied and the study completed by you 
in time to report to this committee? 

Secretary ACHESON. I shall get at it just as 
soon as I can, Senator. I am fairly occupied 
most of the day with these hearings and a 
good part of the evening carrying on my reg- 
ular duties. 

Senator Morse, I want to make very clear 
for the record, Mr. Secretary. 

Senator WET. Can't you fellows talk a 
little louder? 

Senator Morse. I wish to make very clear 
for the record that all I have sought to do 
in raising this matter is to offer the Depart- 
ment of State and, through the Department 
of State, the administration, an opportunity 
to put into the record of these hearings any 
information that they have in their files 
bearing upon any allegations of lobbying ac- 
tivities on the part of agents of the National- 
ist Chinese regime to influence either ap- 
propriation legislation or other legislation 
or American public opinion, 

There has been so much discussion of it 
and so many charges and coun 
that as a lawyer it seems to me the only way 
to meet such an issue as that is to get it 
on the record if the information exists, and 
if this administration has any such infor- 
mation, I personally think that it owes it to 
the American people to bring the facts out. 

If there is not such information, then I 
think that the American people ought to 
know that, too; and I repeat, I have no such 
information. I wouldn't have the facilities 
to get it if it existed. I have already stated 
that I have not been myself contacted by 
anyone in regard to Asiatic policy that would 
justify my pinning on them the label or the 
accusation that they were seeking to lobby 
me for the Nationalist Chinese cause. 

But, Iam disturbed about it, and I wanted 
to at least make a good-faith attempt to 
find out what the Government files can dis- 
close on it, if the information is in the file, 
and I shall await whatever information you 
are able to give us on the basis of your ex- 
amination of the information that your sub- 
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ordinates have, I understand, compiled for 


you. 

Ido not mean, by that, Mr. Chairman, that 
this is the last question that I shall ask on 
this general issue. 

I think it is only fair, however, in view of 
what the Secretary has said, that he should 
be given an opportunity to look at the in- 
formation which has been compiled for him 
in the State Department on the general sub- 
ject, and report on it to this committee be- 
fore I continue with my examination here, 
or elsewhere, on this issue. 

Therefore, I will turn to another issue, 
Mr. Secretary. 


Mr. MORSE. At the time the Secre- 
tary of State replied in effect that he 
did not have any personal knowledge 
that he could give the committee, but 
that subordinates in the State Depart- 
ment were looking into the files, and that 
at a later date he would be in a posi- 
tion to advise the committee. 

On the same date, Mr. President, the 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Mc- 
Maxon], who is one of the joint authors 
of the resolution, made a statement to 
the committee in regard to his views on 
the China lobby. That statement be- 
gins on page 2188 and runs over to page 
2189. I ask unanimous consent to have 
the statement appearing on those pages 
of the hearings printed at this point in 
my remarks. 

There being no objection the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


Senator McManon. Mr. Secretary, I hope 
that you will not think it improper if I 
were to suggest to you—and I make the sug- 
gestion in all seriousness and with respect 
fc? your office—that you consult with the 
President of the United States and perhaps 
with your brother Cabinet officers for the 
purpose of finding out what is going on in 
this country with regard to this crowd. 

I think it is of the utmost importance, 
and I suggest to you, sir, that it is your duty 
as Secretary of State, on the basis of the 
operations which have been carried out in 
this country, to see about these possible vio- 
lations of criminal statutes. 

The gold deal that I described to you yes- 
terday is a particularly scandalous thing. 
Tae American people are being asked to 
bear heavy taxes in part for economic aid for 
our allies. It is most important that they 
be reassured that the money disbursed is 
being used for the purpose for which it is 
appropriated. 

And the repetition of this kind of busi- 
ness that went on in that gold speculation 
is a very, very serious thing. I do not say 
there is any repetition of that particular 
kind of transaction, but this crowd is get- 
ting notorious. It is the subject of talk in 
every newspaper establishment that I know 
of. 

The St. Louis Post Dispatch ran a series 
of articles upon the subject of this China 
lobby. 

So I do not ask for any answer, but I mere- 
ly suggest to your consideration that you 
give thought to pursuing this matter in the 
executive department, and I shall give 
thought to pursuing it in the Congress of 
tLe United States. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Secretary AcHEson.I shall consider your 
suggestion most respectfully, sir. 
. * = . . 

Senator McManon. It will be brief, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, I would like to be advised of 
any activities by agents for the Chinese Na- 
tionalist Government which violate our laws, 
either as to the law on registration of foreign 
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agents or other statute in the United States; 
and if such evidence exists of such violations 
I would like to be advised by presentation 
before this committee why they have not 
been prosecuted. 

Senator Morse. I would like to join in that 
request. 

Senator BREWSTER. I would like to say that 
I very much appreciate the Senator from 
Connecticut making this observation; it 
seems to me very wise. 

Secretary ACHESON. I shall go through the 
material that I have in my field whenever 
I have a chance to do so. 

Of course, you understand that I have no 
authority over the registration of agents. 

Senator McManon. No, Mr. Secretary; but 
as the first Secretary in the Cabinet, I think 
you will agree that you can express to the 
President what has been considered here 
now. I notice Senator BREWSTER has joined 
Senator Morse and myself, so it shows that it 
is more than in the interest of one Senator 
that we would appreciate being advised by 
the executive department not only as to 
what they have, but we would like them to 
get busy and give us the full information 
upon this subject. We regard it—at least, I 
think I can speak now for Senator MORSE— 
we regard it as extremely important. 


Mr. MORSE. Then at a later date 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK- 
MAN], while examining the Secretary of 
State, had this to say, as is found to be 
printed on page 2205 of the record: 


Senator SPARKMAN. Now, Mr. Secretary, I 
am not going to ask you a great many more 
questions. Mr. Secretary, I keep hearing a 
great deal about the so-called China lobby. 
I must say that I know nothing about it, but 
almost every time we turn with reference to 
any new development over the last 2 or 3 
years, ~ have heard about opposition in at 
least one area of our foreign policy, and that 
is China—that is where it has really grown. 
I have heard what you have said here, and I 
am not asking you to restate your situation. 
As I understand, you have made it very clear, 
it is not a function of the State Department 
to make investigations. But I do want to 
add my word to what has already been said 
by Senator Morse and Senator MCMAHON and 
others, that this Government ought to utilize 
every power at its command to find out about 
these charges made in this editorial which 
Congressman Burrert, of Nebraska, put into 
the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp back in 1947. 
These things come out in editorials and in 
the leading newspapers—in our own Wash- 
ington Post this morning, for instance, I 
believe. I hope that something will be done 
to find out just what it is that has been at 
work that has developed this screen of con- 
fusion and falsehood with reference to the 
work of this Government, particularly in 
orderly relations with China and the Far 
East. : 

Secretary ACHESON. Senator SPARKMAN, this 
may be a good opportunity for me to make a 
statement which I should like to make on 
that subject. 

Senator SPARKMAN. I would be very glad 
for you to do so. 

Secretary ACHESON. I do not want to go 
into your time, but I will go into it when you 
are through. 

Senator Sparkman. I should like for you to. 


Then, Mr. President, the Secretary of 
State, as appears on page 2206, made 
the following comment: 


Secretary ACHESON. I should like to say 
that yesterday afternoon I spent the time 
going through the material which has been 
collected for me in the State Department 
on this subject. 

The material consists of several categories. 
There is a very large collection of newspaper, 
magazine, and other public articles on the 
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subject, all very much along the line of 
those which Senator Morse spoke of the 
other day. 

There are reports from other agencies such 
as the CIA, reporting things which have been 
said to them, and those are sent along to 
the other agencies of Government, includ- 
ing the State Department. 

There are in that file reports of confer- 
ences and meetings between officers of the 
State Department and officers of other de- 
partments in the Government on that gen- 
eral subject, which are general summaries 
of what information the other departments 
have, but very sketchy in that regard. 

There are reports from our own officers 
overseas as to what has been said to them 
by various people. There are reports which 
have been made to officers of the State De- 
partment by people who come in and say 
that someone has told them various things. 

I read all of this material yesterday after- 
noon, and with one exception, to which I 
shall revert in a moment, these are all hear- 
say statements; that is, they are statements 
which are made not on the knowledge of 
the person making them, but reporting things 
which that informant, very often not iden- 
tified, has been told by others. The ex- 
ception to that—well, I will not go on with 
that. 

The exception to that is a considerable 
amount of information in the file which has 
to do not with the improper use of funds 
or proper use of funds to influence opinion 
but with an alleged attempt to violate the 
law against recruiting in the United States 
for foreign armies.. There is considerable 
direct evidence on that subject in the file. 

On that point, however, the file ends up 
with the fact that the person who was en- 
gaged in this allegedly illegal activity died, 
and that brought to an end that particu- 
lar effort. 

This information is not sufficient or would 
not warrant me in making charges of any 
sort. The information is such that if this 
hearsay is correct and can be believed, it 
would support the charge that there is very 
considerable use of foreign funds in the 
United States for the purpose of influencing 
opinion and there is some reason, if this 
hearsay is believed, to say that some of these 
activities, at least, are not in accordance 
with the law; but that would all depend on 
whether the hearsay turns out to be correct 
or incorrect. 

In the light of this file, it is quite clear 
that I could not say that there is not such 
use of foreign funds, proper or improper. 
There is sufficient in this file to prevent me 
from saying that there is not any use of 
funds. 

As I say, the material does not warrant 
charges. The material is of the nature which, 
if supplemented by other material, would be 
useful to the investigating staff, either of an 
executive agency or a committee of Congress 
in looking forward into the activities of 
certain individuals and institutions. 

It is not material which, in any fairness, 
ought to be made public, but it ought to 
be used by an investigating staff to pursue 
their investigation. 

Already most, if not all, of this has been 
brought to the attention of such investigat- 
ing staffs of the executive branch. If any 
committee of Congress has a staff which 
wishes to go into that, I would be glad to 
make this available to that committee. 


PRESIDENTIAL AUTHORIZATION OF LOBBY 
INVESTIGATION 


Now, I have also reported to the President 
of the United States the views of the mem- 
bers of this joint committee as expressed 
to me yesterday by the Senators who have 
spoken on the record, and I am authorized 
and directed by the President to say to the 
joint committee that he has instructed the 
agencies of the executive branch having 
powers and duties in regard to this matter 
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to get together all their material and bring 
it together so that there can be an immedi- 
ate, cr as soon as possible, an appraisal of 
what is known in the executive branch, with 
a view to going forward to legal action if 
that is provable by what is known, or by 
conducting investigations further if that 
appears to be the proper course to follow, or 
in making public the situation if that seems 
to be the proper course. 

He has also authorized me and directed 
me to say that he will direct all these agen- 
ċies of the Government to cooperate to the 
fullest possible extent with any committee 
or committees of the Congress which wish 
to go into this matter for the purpose of in- 
forming them what is known, for the pur- 
pose of helping any investigation, for the 
purpose of assisting them in coming to a 
conclusion as to whether or not they wish 
to have one. 

That, I believe, is a full statement on my 
activities yesterday afternoon in this regard. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. Chairman, 
would the Senator yield for a question 
either on his time or out of it on that point? 

Senator SPARKMAN. I am afraid my time 
is up. How much time do I have, Mr. 
Chairman? 

Chairman RUSSELL. The Senator has 1 
minute. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Just one statement 
the Secretary made is not clear to me. He 
said the President would cooperate. Does 
that mean the release to any senatorial or 
congressional committee of all the papers 
in relation to this subject in the hands of 
the Department? Because that is a very 
vital point. 

Secretary ACHESON. I didn't cross-exam- 
ine the President as to what he meant. I 
have told you his words to me. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Cooperate. 

Secretary ACHESON. I am authorized and 
directed to say that he has instructed the 
agencies in regard to their own duties as I 
have already described it, and that he has 
or will direct them to cooperate to the full- 
est extent with any committee or commit- 
tees of the Congress which may want to look 
into this matter. 


I digress from this quotation from the 
testimony of the Secretary of State to 
say that in my opinion, in his statement 
last read, the Secretary of State made it 
very clear that if the Congress of the 
United States wishes to proceed with 
such an investigation the State Depart- 
ment will cooperate in it. We should ac- 
cept the Secretary at his word. I think 
it is a part of the public’s business to 
have such an investigation conducted, 
for the American people are entitled to 
know what is unfounded rumor and 
what can be established as facts, in re- 
gard to the activities of foreign lobbies 
within our country. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to ask 
the able Senator from Oregon if he does 
not believe that, if it is a fact that there 
has been illegal use of funds by any for- 
eign government, whether it be by the 
Chinese, the Communists, the British, 
the French, or any other government 
which might be named, the Department 
of Justice, and perhaps the Department 
of State, have been derelict in their duty 
in not running down such illegality to 
date? 

Mr. MORSE. I am glad the Senator 
from California asked the question. I 
think it is unfortunate that a resolution 
such as mine, calling for a Senate inves- 
tigation, has to be submitted. It seems 
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to me the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment should have conducted such an 
investigation on its own motion, a long 
time ago. It has not done so. In my 
opinion that does not justify the United 
States Senate in failing to do its duty in 
this matter. In a moment I shall read 
a statement from the Secretary of State, 
with which statement the Senator from 
California is familiar, because he also 
was present. This statement was in be- 
half of the President’s promise of coop- 
eration. We at least have the assurance 
of the executive department that it will 
cooperate with us if we undertake the 
investigation. I am for calling the hand 
of the executive department. Let us get 
the cards down, face up, on the table, 
and let us see just what is in the hands. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Does not the Sen- 
ator feel that to some extent, like the so- 
called Kefauver crime investigation, such 
an investigation would perform a very 
useful service in turning the spotlight 
into places where the spotlight has been 
badly needed? I cannot help but have 
the feeling that there has been consid- 
erable dereliction, when conditions of 
that kind exist, and when they must be 
exposed by a senatorial committee 
rather than by the Department of Jus- 
tice. In this case, if any government in 
the world has been seeking illegally or 
dishonestly to use funds for such a pur- 
pose, it seems to me that long since the 
Department of Justice should have gath- 
ered the facts and should have been able 
to conduct prosecutions of persons ille- 
gally using such funds. 

Mr. MORSE. I completely agree with 
the Senator from California. However, 
I point out that he and I are not mem- 
bers of the executive branch. We are 
Members of the Senate, and we have 
the duty of seeing to it that our system 
of checks upon the Executive is con- 
stantly exercised when there is need for 
its exercise. I maintain that this is a 
place where a congressional check ought 
to be placed on the Executive, and that 
a congressional check ought to be ex- 
ercised in order to give to the American 
people the information to which I think 
they are entitled, and which apparently 
they are not going to get unless the 
Senate acts. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Even under the 
modified resolution of the able Senator 
from Oregon, going back to the day of 
Pearl Harbor, December 7, 1941, is it 
not a historic fact—some of us on this 
Side of the aisle might say an unfortu- 
nate historic fact, but a historic fact— 
that either the present administration or 
its predecessor administration has been 
in power and in control of the Depart- 
ment of Justice and the executive branch 
of the Government during that entire 
period of time? 

Mr. MORSE. That is a fact. The 
Senator from California and the junior 
Senator from Oregon have done their 
best to change that situation, but in that 
respect we have not been successful. 
However, I am sure that the Senator 
from California has not given up hope, 
any more than I have given up hope. 
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I believe that such an investigation as 
the resolution proposes is important in 
order to get some facts to the American 
people, so that they can be better judges, 
when they go to the polls, as to what is 
in their interest. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 

Mr. CASE. Does the resolution which 
the able Senator has submitted deal 
solely with the China lobby, or does it 
authorize an investigation of the whole 
field of improper lobbying by representa- 
tives of foreign powers? 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from South 
Dakota stepped out of the Chamber 
when I read my resolution in the first 
instance. I assure him that it is just as 
broad as I know how to make it. It 
covers lobbying by all foreign govern- 
ments. It will take me only a second 
to read part of one sentence: 

For the purpose of determining (1) what 
attempts, if any, have been made by any 
individuals or groups of individuals repre- 
senting the Chinese Nationalist Government, 
the Chinese Communist Government, or any 
other foreign government, to influence the 


foreign policy of the United States since 
December 7, 1941. 


Mr. CASE. The resolution is pointed 
toward the so-called China lobby, but it 
is broad enough to cover any similar 
lobbying activity, is it not? 

Mr. MORSE. The discussion of the 
China lobby is what gave rise to the reso- 
lution in the first instance, as I have pre- 
viously stated in my remarks this after- 
noon. However, the instructions to the 
committee do not limit it to the China 
lobby, but instruct the committee to pro- 
ceed with the investigation of any al- 
leged lobby of any foreign government. 

Mr. CASE. And the Senator does not 
intend, by the specification of the China 
lobby, to limit the scope of the commit- 
tee’s activities? 

Mr. MORSE. Not only do I not so in- 
tend, but the record of the MacArthur 
hearings, from which I am now reading, 
will show that at that time I did not so 
intend, misrepresentations by some of 
the deceptive writers of the country to 
the contrary notwithstanding. 

I continue to quote from the testi- 
mony of the Secretary of State, at page 
2207: 

Now I have also reported to the President 
o° the United States the views of the mem- 
bers of this joint committee as expressed to 
me yesterday by the Senators who have 
spoken on the record, and I am authorized 
and directed by the President to say to the 
joint committee that he has instructed the 
agencies of the executive branch having 
powers and duties in regard to this matter 
to get together all their material and bring 
it together so that there can be an imme- 
diate, or as soon as possible, an appraisal of 
what is known in the executive branch, with 
a view to going forward to legal action if 
that is provabłe by what is known, or by con- 
ducting investigations further if that ap- 
pears to be the proper course to follow, or 
in making public the situation if that seems 
to be the proper course. 

He has also authorized me and directed 
me to say that he will direct all these agen- 
cies of the Government to cooperate to the 
fullest possible extent with any committee 
or committees of the Congress which wish 
to go into this matter for the purpose of 
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informing them what is known, for the pur- 
pose of helping any investigation, for the 
purpose of assisting them in coming to a 
conclusion as to whether or not they wish 
to have one. 

That, I believe is a full statement on my 
activities yesterday afternoon in this regard. 


I read the colloquy between the Secre- 
tary of State with the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL], appearing 
at page 2208: 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Just one statement 
the Secretary made is not clear to me. He 
said the President would cooperate. Does 
that mean the release to any senatorial or 
congressional committee of all the papers in 
relation to this subject in the hands of the 
Department? Because that is a very vital 
point. 

Secretary ACHESON. I didn’t cross-examine 
the President as to what he meant. I have 
told you his words to me, 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Cooperate. 

Secretary ACHESON. I am authorized and 
directed to say that he has instructed the 
agencies in regard to their own duties as I 
have already described it, and that he has or 
will direct them to cooperate to the fullest 
extent with any committee or committees 
of the Congress which may want to ook into 
this matter. 


Mr, President, I say that we should not 
only take the Secretary of State at his 
word, but that we should take the Presi- 
dent of the United States at his word, in 
accordance with the instructions he gave 
to the Secretary of State, and proceed, 
through the Foreign Relations Commit- 
tee or a subcommittee of the Foreign Re- 
lations Committee, to make a thorough 
investigation of the subject matter of 
my resolution. 

I wish to refer to certain comments 
which were made by the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES], appear- 
ing at page 2216 of the transcript of the 
hearings, with which comments I am in 
complete agreement now and was in 
complete agreement at the time the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire made them. 
I read the Senator’s comments: 

Senator Brinces. I would like, Mr. Chair- 
man, as Senator McMaHon and Senator 
Morse have done, to respectfully ask the 
Secretary of State, not only to assemble such 
material on any influences and pressures that 
may be brought in behalf of the anti-Com- 
munist Nationalist Government of China, 
headed by Chiang Kai-shek, but also on the 
influences, people, pressures, and lobby, if 
there are any, of the Communist Government 
of China, which is now slaughtering Amer- 
ican boys by the thousands, until the casual- 
ties have run to a sum over 174,000 in this 
country. 

INVESTIGATION OF ALL FOREIGN LOBBIES 

I would respectfully ask that. I would re- 
spectfully ask that the pressures and lobbies 
and influences of nations first that are 
friendly to us such as Great Britain, such 
as France, such as Belgium, such as Holland, 
and such as Colombia, such as Finland, such 
as Denmark, such as Greece, such as Sweden, 
such as Iran be included in that group. 

I would then again most respectfully ask 
for the assembling of data on the influences, 
the people, the lobby if there are any operat- 
ing in behalf of the great international oil 
interests in this country which would in- 
clude one of the hot spots of the world to- 
day here in this country. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that there be printed at this point 
in my remarks the remainder of the 
statement of the Senator from New 
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Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] with reference 
to the subject matter under discussion. 
There being no objection, the re- 
mainder of the statement was ordered to 
be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


I would respectfully ask that we then as- 
semble material on the influences, the pres- 
sures and the lobby if any that have been 
brought in the past and are today brought 
for the country of Poland which is pro-Com- 
munist or Communist country, and for other 
countries of similar nature which are going 
on here. 

I respectfully ask that an investigation be 
made of those individuals Within the Amer- 
ican Government, if there are such individ- 
uals, who have in the past, who are in the 
present espousing the cause directly and in- 
directly of communism against our better 
interests and the policy of the United States, 
and ask that appropriate action of firing 
them or prosecuting them be taken, 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that if the thing 
is gone into then we ought to go into it all. 
I would like to see not only our friends and 
allies investigated, but our enemies. 

I want to say that when we start to in- 
vestigate our friends and allies, that we in- 
vestigate all our friends and allies. I want 
to see our enemies investigated and the pro- 
Communist influences in this country 
brought out. 

Now it is a terrible thing if we have in 
this country groups which are allowed to 
operate which are jeopardizing the very life 
and security of America, and to me that is 
more important than the investigation of 
an ally with which we are furnishing aid 
and assistance today. But if we are going 
to investigate those kind, then I want these 
other countries that have been so success- 
ful in getting billions of dollars of Ameri- 
can aid brought into the open. 

I just want to say, Mr. Chairman, and 
most respectfully to the Secretary, that un- 
less we do that, the whole thing will be a 
farce. There is plenty of information, as 
most of you gentlemen know, and I am sure 
the Secretary does, of the activities of some 
of these countries and their representatives 
and the infiuence they bring to bear here. 

I think it is most essential if we go into 
it, that it all be brought out. I would like 
to see how those individuals are paid. I 
Would like to see who they employ. I would 
like to see former individuals in the Ameri- 
can Government who resigned, severed their 
connections, who are now found represent- 
ing foreign governments and foreign inter- 
ests. 

There is a very interesting list. They will 
ring a bell pretty well through this country. 
I would like to see the legal firms that rep- 
resent these countries or their various in- 
terests in this country brought out. 

I would like to see all these things, and 
if we are going to have an investigation, I 
agree with the Senator from Georgia, Mr. 
GEORGE, that it should be full and compre- 
hensive, and I think it will produce some 
very startling results, but any investigation 
limited to a particular group who happen 
to be our allies at the moment and have been 
in the past, which we have been supporting, 
and not look into our enemies and not look 
into our other allies who have been so suc- 
cessful to the tune of billions of dollars of 
getting help from this country in my judg- 
ment would be a farce and a travesty on 
justice. 

There are a great many people who would 
be glad to cooperate to that end. 

Now, I would like to have you, Mr. Secre- 
tary, just as you were -requested on the 
other—and I make my request in all sincerity 
and very respectfully to you on those things, 
and I realize that I have included quite a 
number in this, and there are many more 
besides what I have included. But if we are 
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going to go into this subject, certainly we 
should go into the whole phase and the 
whole situation. 

I hope that you will feel, as I do, that it 
is essential if we look into one, certainly we 
should look into others. 

It is a very interesting thing to me that 
some of the people in our country seem to 
think so lightly of the burrowing under in 
America today by the people who would de- 
stroy us, and their representatives, their 
agents in our country. After all, when the 
chips are down—and they may be down here 
in the weeks, the months, the years ahead— 
I think that would be a very interesting 
thing to have on the record. 

I expect to see in the lives of us here 
around these tables who live a normal life 
such a show-down. I hope that it will not 
come, and I hope as a result of our action, 
our attitude, our policy, that we can avoid 
an outright show-down. But it may come, 
and if it comes let’s have the record straight, 
complete on the record of just who we have 
in this country bringing influence for as- 
sistance, 

I would like to see them, if they are doing 
this, go way back to the UNRRA program 
and find out—UNRRA did have some good 
qualities, but on the other hand, who didn't 
take the precautions to see that Russia and 
the Russian Communist satellites used it to 
their own ends. That is certainly one of the 
bases in that. 

And anyone who had their eyes open in 
the American Government and didn't see to 
that, certainly if they didn't know it, then 
they certainly know. it today. It has vitally 
affected our whole situation there. 


INVESTIGATING BOTH ALLIES AND ENEMIES 


So, Mr. Secretary, and very respectfully, if 
we are going to do this, let's do the whole 
picture and let’s make our prime object our 
enemies and the people who are responsible 
for the influences who are responsible for 
putting America in this war economy we 
are in today, putting the terrific drain on 
the taxpayers of this country, the people who 
are responsible for killing thousands of 
American boys, and others wounded, until 
they total today more casualties than we had 
combined in the Revolutionary War, the War 
of 1812, the Mexican War, the Spanish-Amer- 
ican War, which was begrudgingly admitted 
here by one of the previous witnesses—that 
we have had almost 172,000, and now there 
are 175,000 casualties. 

Let’s get a little attention to our enemies, 

However, if we are going to go in and 
start investigating our friends—and if they 
have done anything improper, I certainly 
feel it should be investigated and they be 
exposed. I am for this. But I want all of 
these influences investigated, all of these 
countries, and I want the people who are 
playing it up. 

And you will find some very startling facts, 
because you will find that people who have 
been very high in the American Government 
and who have since disassociated themselves 
are some of the ones representing them, 

You will be amazed at some of the legal 
firms who are representing them and who 
are getting huge fees for it, and I think that 
picture should be brought to the attention 
of the American people. 

When we start talking about one thing, 
when that one thing happens to be—I don’t 
know of any China lobby, but if there is 
one, and if it is doing anything illegal, 
certainly it should be exposed. But if they 
are not doing anything illegal, they are 
certainly helping carry out the policy of 
the United States of America today. And 
the people who call the Chinese Commu- 
nists merely agrarian reformers, who have 
done everything they can to directly and 
indirectly give America a false sense of se- 
curity as far as the Chinese Communists 
are concerned, that should be brought out, 
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and it should be brought into the headlines 
here in our country and people should know 
it. 

Now, if the time comes when bombs start 
dropping on this country from some enemy— 
and we now see American boys being 
slaughtered—but if the time comes when 
we get civilians and cities being destroyed 
here, then I would like to see the record 
straight as to who had a little influence in 
this and who played a part in it—and I 
tell you that the feeling will be terrific at 
that time. 

And if you gentlemen want to know the 
feeling that there is today in this country, 
I would like to have any of you gentlemen 
take a trip with me, and you will see the 
feeling. You just let the show-down come 
here and let some of our industrial cities 
and potential be destroyed, and you will 
see some people up for treason in our coun- 
try—and if there is anything lower than 
treason in our country, I do not know what 
it is. And if they are not up for treason 
they will be up for accessories or aides to 
treasonable persons. 

We gentlemen sitting around these tables 
now, if we live normal lives, may see that— 
and let us get the record straight on that 
all along the line. 

So, I have made of you in the same man- 
ner as made by Senator McManon of Con- 
necticut, and Senator Morse, a request for 
this; that is, for all this information on all 
of this thing, and insofar as they have re- 
quested it about the Red China lobby, so- 
called, or about any illegal activity—or any- 
thing that they have done here in this coun- 
try that is wrong—anything—I think it 
should be exposed, but also certain people 
exposed at the same time. That is all, sir. 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a read- 

ing of the record will show that I was 
in complete agreement with the sugges- 
tion chat all lobbies should be investi- 
gated, and that the investigation be not 
limited to the so-called China lobby. 
I believe the resolution speaks for itself. 
The material which I have inserted in 
the Recorp today from the MacArthur 
hearings adequately supports the resolu- 
tion, and justifies early action on it. by 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 
- I sincerely hope that at an early date 
the chairman of the Committee on For- 
eign Relations will take up my resolu- 
tion in a meeting of the committee, and 
that the committee will reach the de- 
cision at least to proceed with an inves- 
tigation of foreign lobbies by a subcom- 
mittee, if the full committee does not 
wish to undertake the investigation. I 
am inclined to believe that a more ex- 
peditious handling could be accomplished 
if the investigation were conducted by 
a subcommittee. I respectfully urge 
upon the members of the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee that such a subeommit- 
tee be appointed at a very early date. 

The resolution (S. Res. 170) submitted 
by Mr. Morse (for himself and Mr. Mc- 
Manon) was referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations as follows: - 

Resolved, That the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, or any duly authorized subcom- 
mittee thereof, is authorized and directed 
to make a full and complete study and in- 
vestigation for the purpose of determining 
(1) what attempts, if any, have been made 
by any individuals or groups of individuals 
representing the Chinese Nationalist Gov- 
ernment, the Chinese Communist Govern- 
ment, or any other foreign government, to 
influence the foreign policy of the United 
States since December 7, 1941, and (2) the 
extent and means, including methods of 
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financing, of any such attempts. The com- 
mittee shall report to the Senate at the 
earliest practicable date the results of its 
study and investigation together with such 
recommendations as it may deem advisable. 

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this resolution, 
the committee, or any duly authorized sub- 
committee thereof, is authorized to employ 
upon a temporary basis such technical, 
clerical, and other assistants as it deems ad- 
visable. The expenses of the committee 
under this resolution, which shall not exceed 
$50,000, shall be paid from the contingent 
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved 
by the chairman of the committee. 


APPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL FOR SUB- 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND LABOR- 
MANAGEMENT RELATIONS 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I desire 
now to make a few brief comments on 
an entirely different subject matter. 
They are comments which I have de- 
sired to make for some time but which 
I have not been able to make because 
I did not get the floor of the Senate at 
a time that I thought was appropriate 
for them to be made. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WELKER in the chair). The Senator 
from Oregon may proceed. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I desire 
to call the attention of the entire Sen- 
ate to a matter which, it seems to me, 
reflects upon the fairness of this great 
body. It also seems to me it is particu- 
larly appropriate that I should discuss 
this matter now, when the Senate is 
continually expressing its interest in the 
honesty and morality of Government 
Officials, and when a subcommittee of 
this distinguished body, under the. bril- 
liant leadership of the senior Senator 
from Illinois, is holding hearings on a 
resolution designed to bring into being 
a code of ethics by which we can meas- 
ure the decorum and propriety of the 
conduct of Members of the Congress and 
the executive branch of Government. 

It seems to me that politics on the 
one hand, and indifference on the other, 
have involved the Senate in a situation 
which beclouds the credit of this body. 
Briefly the facts are these: 

The Subcommittee on Labor and 
Labor-Management Relations, like its 
predecessor in the Eighty-first Congress, 
is investigating labor-management re- 
lations in interstate industry. For these 
investigations, the subcommittee re- 
quires the services of a counsel expe- 
rienced and skilled in labor law. Most 
of the attorneys who have had experi- 
ence in labor law are retained either by 
employers or by labor unions, and thus 
have been paid to adopt and maintain 
a biased, rather than impartial, view 
with respect to labor law. Human na- 
ture being what it is, their approach to 
labor problems is subjective and preju- 
diced, rather than objective and open- 
minded. Such an attorney, if employed 
by the subcommittee, would be under 
strong incentive to be less the unbiased 
advisor of the subcommittee and more 
the advocate of his long-standing clients. 

Having in mind these facts, and know- 
ing that human nature does not change 
simply because it is suddenly transported 
into the Capitol, the distinguished sen- 
ior Senator from Montana who, during 
the Eighty-first Congress, was chairman 
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of this subcommittee, made a diligent 
search to find an attorney who, while 
trained and experienced in labor law, 
was not employed by or indebted to 
either labor unions or employers. He 
succeeded, and appointed Mr. Ray R. 
Murdock, of the District of Columbia 
Bar, as counsel to the subcommittee. 
The best testimonial to Mr. Murdock’s 
conscientiousness, industry, and effec- 
tiveness, is the fact that, when the new 
subcommittee was constituted in the 
present Congress, it was moved by the 
ranking Republican member and sec- 
onded by the ranking Democratic mem- 
ber that Mr. Murdock be reappointed as 
counsel, 

In private practice, Mr. Murdock pros- 
ecutes claims against the Federal Gov- 
ernment. He does not lobby either be- 
fore Congress or the administrative 
agencies. He does not represent any 
contractor with the Federal Govern- 
ment. The claims he prosecutes are the 
individual claims of private citizens, and 
all of them are prosecuted in the United 
States Court of Claims. He does not 
practice before the National Labor Re- 
lations Board, or any other Federal 
agency having jurisdiction over labor 
relations. 

It will be seen that technically Mr. 
Murdock is affected by the so-called 
“conflict of interest” statutes, viz, sec- 
tions 281, 283, and 284 of title 18 of the 
United States Code. That is, because he 
prosecutes claims against the Govern- 
ment, he cannot be a Federal employee 
without special exemption from these 
statutes. 

In fact, as every member of the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare 
knows, there is no actual conflict of in- 
terest between Mr. Murdock’s private 
practice and his employment as counsel 
of the Senate subcommittee; but be- 
cause of the broad interpretation of the 
statutory language—and I firmly believe 
that it should be interpreted so as to 
give it the widest possible scope—he can- 
not accept employment without violat- 
ing at least the spirit of these statutes. 

Mr. President, I wish to emphasize that 
point. I am not arguing that the stat- 
utes do not apply to Mr. Murdock. They 
do apply to him, and I think the only way 
that he can be hired by the subcommittee 
is for the Congress to pass the bill which 
will make an exception to the statutes in 
the case of his employment, a practice in 
which we have engaged heretofore and, 
as I shall show in a moment, a practice 
in which we adopted in the last session 
of Congress, in the case of Mr. Murdock 
himself. 

Let me also say that I support the bill 
which would give the relief to which Mr. 
Murdock is clearly entitled, in my opin- 
ion, on the basis of the service he has 
rendered and the fine performance he 
has given the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare, because, so far as I know, 
all members of that committee, Republi- 
cans and Democrats alike, have the high- 
est regard for Mr. Murdock personally 
and for the caliber of his fine services to 
the committee. In other words, the Sen- 
ate has before it, so far as I know, a re- 
quest for relief for this particular em- 
ployee of a Senate committee, backed by 
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the high regard of all members of the 
committee, of both parties, for that em- 
ployee. 

So, Mr. President, I say that I believe 
that broad interpretations should be 
made in applying the conflict of interest 
statutes, but it should be pointed out 
that Mr. Murdock cannot accept employ- 
ment without violating at least the spirit 
of these statutes. 

To remedy this situation, Senator 
Thomas, of Utah, introduced during the 
last session Senate Joint Resolution 180, 
exempting Mr. Murdock’s employment 
from these sections of the code. The 
joint resolution was referred to the Judi- 
ciary Committee, which promptly and 
unanimously reported it favorably. It 
was passed by both Houses of Congress, 
without dissent, and was approved by 
the President. 

When the new subcommittee was re- 
constituted in January of this year, and 
when the motion for the appointment 
of Mr. Murdock was made and seconded, 
as I have previously indicated, he was 
urged to do the work and assume the 
responsibility attached to the position of 
counsel, and was given assurance that 
his employment would again be ex- 
empted from the conflict of interest 
statutes. In other words, Mr. Murdock 
was given a solemn promise that he 
would be employed if he would do the 
work, and that he would be compensated 
for his services. I was a party to that 
promise. Every member of the full com- 
mittee was a party to the promise. In 
pursuance of this promise, the distin- 
guished senior Senator from Montana 
(Mr, Murray], on January 23, 1951, in- 
troduced Senate bill 630, which now is 
on the calendar. Its prompt enactment 
into law would have enabled the sub- 
committee to fulfill its promise to Mr. 
Murdock. The bill was promptly re- 
ferred to the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee. 

The Judiciary Committee did not act 
on the bill for some time, in spite of the 
urgent requests of practically all mem- 
bers of the Labor and Public Welfare 
Committee. However, some time in 
March, the bill was referred to a sub- 
committee of which the senior Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. O’Conor] was 
chairman. The subcommittee, I am in- 
formed, without dissent, favorably re- 
ported the bill to the full committee; 
and on April 17, the full committee re- 
ported it to the Senate. The report is 
No, 252, and I urge all Members of the 
Senate read the report. It reproduces a 
letter from the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. Murray] to the chairman of the 
Judiciary Committee, briefly setting 
forth the reasons why the Labor and 
Public Welfare Committee regards the 
reemployment of Mr. Murdock as de- 
sirable and urgent. From that letter, I 
quote the following: 

The subcommittee had learned that it was 
extremely difficult to find a competent law- 
yer familiar with and experienced in labor- 
relations law who had not been retained 
either by labor or management, and who 
could therefore serve the subcommittee ob- 
jectively. Finally, we found such an attor- 
ney, Mr. Ray R. Murdock, of the District of 
Columbia Bar, with whom you are ac- 
quainted. However, the large part of Mr. 
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Murdock’s private practice involved claims 
against the United States Government, and 
he was therefore ineligible to serve the sub- 
committee under the provisions of sections 
281, 283, and 284 of title 18, United States 
Code. Senator THomas, of Utah, chairman 
of the Senate Committee on Labor and Pub- 
lic Welfare, therefore introduced Senate 
Joint Resolution 180, to suspend until De- 
cember $1, 1950, the application of the afore- 
said sections to the subcommittee’s counsel, 
and that resolution was, of course, referred 
to your committee. I called the whole mat- 
ter to your attention in a letter dated June 
19, 1950. You and your committee were very 
cooperative and promptly reported out the 
resolution. You will recall that it passed 
both Hcuuses and was approved by the 
President. 

Mr. Murdock became counsel to the sub- 
committee on July 13, 1950. Since that 
date the subcommittee has completed a tre- 
mendous amount of work. It has thor- 
oughly investigated labor relations in the 
Bell Telephone System, the cast-coast oil- 
tanker industry, the southern textile indus- 
try, and in other involved fields too numer- 
ous to mention. Exhaustive hearings have 
been held, and reports of vital importance 
to the Committee on Labor and Public Wel- 
fare, and Congress have been prepared and 
filed. 

It is unanimously agreed by all members 
of the subcommittee and by everyone who is 
familiar with the work of the subcommit- 
tee, that Mr. Murdock has done an out- 
standing job and has rendered invaluable 
service to the Senate. I have personally ob- 
served that all members of the staff have 
worked with unusual zeal and conscien- 
tiousness under Mr. Murdock's supervision. 

The Senate Committee on Labor and Pub- 
lic Welfare will, of course, continue its 
studies of labor-management relations. 
These problems, as you well Know, take on 
added significance in view of the tension of 
the international situation. The commit- 
tee feels, therefore, that Mr. Murdock ought 
to be retained as counsel, and unanimously 
instructed me to introduce and sponsor leg- 
islation which would again suspend the ap- 
plication of the aforesaid sections to Mr. 
Murdock. I believe you will agree that it 
seldom occurs that all members of a com- 
mittee are so well satisfied with the services 
of a professional employee. 


Mr. President, at this point let me 
state that it may be that the Senate 
committee is entitled to censure for em- 
ploying its counsel before it obtained an 
exception to the statutes, but in that 
case let the Senate censure the commit- 
tee. I submit that it is not fair, and it 
is not right for the Senate to let Mr. 
Murdock be the sufferer in the premises, 
if it be true that, in the opinion of the 
Senate, the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare followed a course of ac- 
tion which it should not have followed. 
However, I am perfectly willing to let 
the committee take its chances on the 
matter of whether it should be subjected 
to censure, if the bill is allowed to come 
to the floor of the Senate for a vote. 

In view of the comments made today 
by the distinguished majority leader in 
regard to the work of the Senate at this 
session, I wish respectfully to suggest 
that here is a bill which has been kept 
bottled up on the calendar, in my opin- 
ion, long beyond the time when it should 
have been allowed to come to the floor 
of the Senate for discussion and for vote. 
So I respectfully suggest to the majority 
leader that this bill gives him an oppor- 
tunity io offer to the Senate, by way of 
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an early motion, a bill which ought to be 
considered and passed in the interest of 
doing what is right and just to an em- 
ployee of the Senate who, through the 
action of one of the standing committees 
of the Senate, has been doing very fine 
work as an employee for that particular 
committee, but has not been drawing 
any pay for months past. 

This bill which, as I have said, has the 
official endorsement of every member of 
the Senate Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare, Republicans and Demo- 
crats alike, has now been reached on the 
Calendar several times. On each occa- 
sion, however, without stating the na- 
ture of the objection, an official objector 
has had it passed over, with the result 
that no action has been taken on it. Iam 
not informed as to who is objecting to 
this bill, or the nature of the opposition. 
I do know from my personal exverience 
as a member of the subcommittee that 
there can be no objection which is hon- 
estly based either upon the character or 
the service of Mr. Murdock. A grave in- 
justice unbecoming the S mate is being 
done to Mr. Murdock. I respectfully 
submit that the majority leader should 
preceed without further delay, by mo- 
tion, to make Senate bill 630 the unfin- 
ished business of the Senate. 

Mr. Murdock has not been and cannot 
be employed by the subcommittee unless 
S. 630 is enacted. He has not been com- 
pensated since the 3lst of December 
1950. Nevertheless, during this entire 
period of 6 months, his services have 
been commanded, his skill and experi- 
ence have been exploited, his time has 
been consumed by the subcommittee. 
He has, to the personal knowledge of the 
members of the committee, worked full 
time everyday, including Saturdays and 
many Sundays. He has worked over- 
time, and has been available whenever 
and wherever any member of the com- 
mittee desired his services. 

He actively participated in the long 
hearings we conducted, covering a period 
of a great many days, in connection with 
the railroad controversy, which took up 
so much time of the committee during 
this session of the Congress. One has 
but to read the transcript of that record 
to recognize the ability displayed in the 
examinations by this highly competent 
attorney, whose services the committee 
has made use of during this period of 
6 months, although he has not received 
any pay. He has not received any pay 
because the bill which would make it 
possible for him to receive his pay has 
been bottled up on the Senate Calendar. 

The Senate Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare is deserving of the sup- 
port of the full membership of the 
Senate in this matter. Mr. Murdock is 
deserving not only of his pay, but of 
fair treatment by the Senate. A con- 
tinuation of the present injustice which 
is being done Mr. Murdock would be un- 
conscionable conduct on the part of the 
Senate. 

Therefore, I respectfully urge that the 
majority leader at an early date make 
Senate bill 630 the unfinished business 
of the Senate. I think it will take a 
relatively short time for a full discus- 
sion of any objections there may be to 


7711 


the bill and for a full disclosure on the 
part of the other members of the Senate 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
of their participation, as the junior Sen- 
ator from Oregon has disclosed this 
afternoon his participation, in the events 
which resulted in the employment of 
Mr. Murdock, the use of his services dur- 
ing the past 6 months, and, finally, the 
introduction and recommendation by the 
Judiciary Committee of Senate bill 630. 


INVESTIGATION OF ALLEGED ACTIVITIES 
OF FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS TO INFLU- 
ENCE AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY 


Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
desire to read into the Recorp at this 
time a letter which was issued by the 
Communist Party of New York State 
under date of March 1, 1949, as follows: 


COMMUNIST Party OF 
New YORK STATE, 
New York, N. Y., March 1, 1949. 
To All Sections and Counties: 

Dear Comranprs: Enclosed please find pro- 
gram for action on China policy, as voted 
upon by a united-front-action conference on 
China held in New York on January 29, 1949. 

We are sure tht you will find this mate- 
rial not only informative but helpful in plan- 
ning actions on China in your communities. 

A special outline has also been issued by 
the national education committee on Com- 
munist policy in China. This can be se- 
cured through orders from our district edu- 
cation department. The outline can be 
used as the basis for discussion in your sec- 
tions and branches. 

Any inquiries in relation to further activ- 
ity can be received by writing to the Com- 
mittee for a Democratic Far Eastern Policy at 
111 West Forty-second Street, New York City. 

Comradely yours, 
May MILLER, 


Assistant Organizing Secretary. 


Included with the letter, sent to all 
sections and counties of the Communist 
Party of New York State, under date, as 
I have previously mentioned, of March 1, 
1949, there was included the following: 


ProcraM FOR ACTION ON CHINA PoLicy as 
SUGGESTED BY THE ACTION CONFERENCE ON 
CHina Pouicy, New York Crry, JANUARY 
29, 1949 

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 


1. Demand a congressional investigation: 

A. Of the Chinese lobby in Washington. 
One of the largest spending foreign influences 
in our Capital; not registered as foreign 
agents. 

B. Of the billions of dollars of private 
accumulation deposited in American banks 
and investments by Chinese officials and 
individuals. 

2. Demand a new China policy: 

A. An end to all forms of American inter- 
vention in China and of plans to aid any 
elements and remnants of the Kuomintang. 

B. Preparation by our Government to rec- 
ognize the Government which the people of 
China are now establishing. 

C. Planning now by our authorities for 
genuine and self-respecting cooperation with 
the people’s government in China, includ- 
ing normal and friendly trade relations free 
of any political conditions. 

8. Get the facts and implications of the 
Government's China policy to the American 
people. 

I merely wish to say, as a member of 
the same committee as the one to which 
the able Senator from Oregon belongs, 
which went into the far-eastern policy, 
that he made it very clear from the in- 
ception that his resolution providing for 
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an investigation would include not only 
what illegal influences, if any, were ex- 
ercised by the Government of the Repub- 
lic of China but also by the Communist 
elements who have also had a very active 
part in attempting to influence Ameri- 
can policy, and that the resolution was 
sufficiently broad to include other gov- 
ernments, which also perhaps may have 
attempted to influence American public 
opinion. 

I am glad the able Senator from Ore- 
gon has submitted his resolution, broad- 
ening it so as to include the elements 
which, for a period beginning long before 
the date in early 1949, mentioned by the 
Communist Party of New York as March 
1, 1949, were actively at work in an at- 
tempt to undermine the Government of 
the Republic of China, to permit 
450,000,000 people of China, who had 
been our historic friends and allies, to be 
taken behind the iron curtain; where 
mass liquidations are taking place every 
day; where the vast contributions of 
American educators and American reli- 
gious organizations are daily being liq- 
uidated by communism in China as has 
been done in every other nation of the 
world where the Communists have had a 
chance to fasten their hold upon the 
people. 

The only point I wish to make today is 
that we, of course, have a hindsight to- 
day which, perhaps, makes it easier for 
us than for some who were dealing with 
this problem currently; but it seems to 
me that one of the fallacies of our for- 
eign policy has been that, while we were 
closing the door to communism in Europe 
we were leaving the other door wide open 
to communism in Asia. Communism is 
destructive of human liberty in Asia as 
it is in Europe. Coalition with commu- 
nism has not worked at any place in the 
world. It did not work in Poland, where 
the democratic leader Mikolajezyk had 
to flee for his life. It did not work in 
Bulgaria, where the democratic leader 
Petkov was hanged. It did not work in 
Rumania, where the King was given 
about an hour’s ultimatum to change his 
government, regardless of the consti- 
tution. 

The American Government, as a mat- 
ter of policy, was strongly urging the 
Government of Italy not to take Com- 
munists into their government, because 
the Government of the United States ap- 
parently recognized by that time that in 
Europe a coalition with communism 
would not work, while at the same time 
the policy of the State Department and 
of the Government of the United States 
was to urge the Government of the Re- 
public of China to take Communists into 
a coalition. 

When I was in China in November 
1949, I visited Chungking just 2 days 
before that city fell to the Communists. 
One of the leaders of the Republic of 
China, in discussing the situation rela- 
tive to a proposed coalition government, 
when it had been stated that coalition 
had not worked in any of the satellite 
states in Eastern Europe said, “Senator, 
we have an old saying in China that you 
cannot have coalition with a tiger un- 
less you are inside the tiger. That is 
why we resisted the blandishments of 
your Government to include Communists 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


in our government, We did not feel that 
it would work.” 

In my opinion the Government of the 
Republic of China was correct in not 
accepting the Communists into the gov- 
ernment. When they refused, we placed 
an embargo upon them for a period of 
almost 8 months. During the same 8 
months the Soviet Union was in occu- 
pation of Manchuria as a result of the 
secret Yalta agreement, which was made 
without the knowledge or consent of the 
American people, and without the knowl- 
edge or consent of our wartime ally and 
old-time friend, China, under which 
there were turned over to the Soviet 
Union the Manchurian railroad and the 
ports of Port Arthur and Dairen. That 
enabled the Soviet Army to occupy a 
portion of Manchuria, so that they, in 
turn, could turn over the captured Japa- 
nese arms and equipment to the Chi- 
nese Communists. The general belief is 
that that was the turning point in the 
Chinese civil war. 

I think we were very naive in some 
of the agreements into which we en- 
tered. If we read the Yalta agreement, 
it will be found that there was discussed 
the building of democracy and the es- 
tablishment of free elections in Poland. 
That, Mr. President, was ridiculous. The 
idea of the Soviet Union is entirely dif- 
ferent from that of the free world. Rus- 
sia puts her own interpretation on the 
words “democracy and free elections.” 
We place the customary interpretation 
on them. When the Soviet Union had 
an opportunity to bring about a coali- 
tion of Communist forces and the Gov- 
ernment of Poland, they stayed only long 
enough to liquidate the Polish leaders 
and take over the country. They operate 
as termites in every country in the world 
for the purpose of destroying constitu- 
tional government and human liberties. 

It was very naive for our country to 
think that communism would work any 
better in Asia than it did in Europe. I 
want the Recor to be complete in show- 
ing that as far back as 1949 there was 
an active Communist lobby in this coun- 
try that was attempting to build a gen- 
eral feeling that the Chinese Commu- 
nists were only agrarian reformers, that 
they represented some new kind of de- 
mocracy there, when, as a matter of fact, 
they r presented in China only the same 
kind of totalitarianism that communism 
represents all over the world. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank my colleague 
from the West coast, the Senator from 
California, for the fairness which has 
typified his remarks with respect to the 
junior Senator from Oregon, which is 
characteristic of all of our relationships. 
I particularly appreciate his pointing 
out that from the very beginning I have 
taken the position that although the 
issue of the China lobby was the incident 
which gave rise in the MacArthur hear- 
ings to a discussion of foreign lobbies, I 
have been in favor, from the beginning, 
of an investigation of all lobbies. The 
fact that some communistic protocol 
has come out of New York or elsewhere, 
which lists as a propaganda line an in- 


JULY 6 


vestigation of the China lobby, has noth- 
ing to do with the record of the junior 
Senator from Oregon in regard to this 
issue. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. To the contrary, I 
would say I think it supports the Sen- 
ator, because it shows that in that field 
there may have been forces at work 
which played a considerable part in 
trying to influence coalition government. 

Mr. MORSE. It is interesting to note 
that the Communist protocol which the 
Senator read does not contain a sug- 
festion that we investigate Chinese Com- 
munist lobby activities, which I am all 
for investigating. I am glad the Sena- 
tor brought that out. When we are deal- 
ing with ideas, the problem frequently is 
that because some persor of a reprehen- 
sible nature discusses an idea that may, 
in and of itself, be perfectly proper, there 
is a danger that anyone else who even 
discusses that idea is thereby labeled, 
through the process of attempting to 
prove guilt by association of ideas, as 
having some of the attributes of the 
reprehensible person. 

Mr. President, I am very appreciative 
of what the Senator from California has 
said for the Recorp this afternoon, It 
nails that one to the mast, so far as con- 
cerns any possible implication that the 
resolution introduced by me for the in- 
vestigation of foreign lobbies, including 
the China lobby and the Communist 
China lobby, in any way imputes any 
association with the authors of the 
protocol from New York. 

I thank the Senator for giving me this 
time in which to make that perfectly 
clear. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I am delighted to 
do that, and I only wish to say to the 
Senator from Oregon that I am sorry 
that he will not be a member of the 
investigating committee, because I am 
sure he would devote as much attention 
to investigating Communist activities in 
connection with undermining the Gov- 
ernment of the Republic of China as he 
would to the other phases of the investi- 
gation. I only hope that if and when the 
subcommittee is appointed in the For- 
eign Relations Committee, which, I un- 
derstand is the committee to which the 
resolution has been referred, in the in- 
terest of fair play the committee will 
give some attention and equal attention 
to that phase of the situation, rather 
than striking out at the groups that may 
have been active in the interest of pre- 
serving China as a non-Communist and 
free republic. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have 
exactly the same hope, and such is clear- 
ly the intent of my resolution. I should 
like also to say, while I am on my feet, 
with the permission of the Senator from 
California and of the Senate, that the 
observation which the Senator has made 
with regard to mistaken American poli- 
cies in Asia for some years past are views 
which, as he knows, I have shared. The 
Recorp of the Senate is clear that on 
many occasions I have stood up and sup- 
ported the Senator from California in 
his criticisms of the great mistakes which 
I think the State Department has made 
in connection with our Asiatic foreign 
policy. I started doing it in July 1945, 
when I made a speech deploring what I 
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thought was a great mistake in not rec- 
ognizing the provisional Government of 
Korea. I did it later when I deplored the 
partition of Korea, and I said at that 
time that we were partitioning the free- 
dom of Korea and giving Russia the foot- 
hold in Asia for which she was looking. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the 
Senator that I think the historic facts 
will bear me out that the same policy 
of urging a coalition upon the Govern- 
ment of the Republic of China was being 
followed in Korea, and we had instructed 
our military commanders in Korea to 
take in what were loosely called the dem- 
ocratic elements. But when we care- 
fully examine the directives under which 
they operated, we find that the demo- 
cratic elements, so-called, included the 
Communists. In Korea the same situ- 
ation would have occurred if the Com- 
munists had been included in a coalition. 
I think they would have gone in only 
fer the purpose of destroying the gov- 
ernment. They were not able to get in 
in that way because the Soviet Union 
would not permit them to “play ball,” 
not because the government would not 
have welcomed them in, but because the 
Soviet Union would not permit them to 
goin, As a result, in the elections ap- 
proximately 95 percent of the people of 
the Republic of Korea, in the area south 
of the thirty-eighth parallel, voted non- 
Communist. I think there was less than 
5 percent who cast a vote which could 
be even slightly described as being a 
Communist vote. When they found they 
could not operate, since they did not 
have the strength in South Korea, they 
bided their time, built up their military 
strength, and in June of last year pre- 
pared for the overt type of aggression 
which communism will be prepared to 
use whenever it cannot by infiltration 
destroy the free governments of the 
world. 

Mr. MORSE. As they built up their 
strength in northern Korea we withdrew 
ours in southern Korea, and we an- 
nounced to the world that our front line 
of defense would not any longer be so 
located as to protect that part of Asia. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the 
Senator at that point that while the 
Soviet Union was equipping the forces 
in North Korea as an invasion force 
with tanks, with planes, and with heavy 
artillery, we were limitiug our help to 
the Republic of Korea to a constabulary 
force. We did not give them a single 
airplane, we did not give them a single 
tank, I will also say to the Senator from 
Oregon on my responsibility as a United 
States Senator that our Government 
was amply warned in advance that that 
type of a build-up was taking place in 
North Korea. So there was no reason 
for the Government of the United States 
to be taken by surprise when the invasion 
occurred. 

I do not mean to indicate by saying 
that that they knew that on a precise 
date in June of last year the invasion 
would take place, but I do say that they 
had ample warning that tanks and 
planes and heavy equipment were being 
furnished to the North Koreans. They 
had at least some notice that an area 
some 5 kilometers wide was being cleared 
on the north side of the thirty-eighth 
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parallel; and anyone who knows the 
history of invasions knows that one of 
the steps taken by a potential aggressor 
is always to clear an area on his side of 
the border to prevent intelligence infor- 
mation from reach‘ng the victim of the 
irvasion. 

Mr. MORSE. I agree with the obser- 
vation of the Senator from California. 
I made the same point in many speeches 
across the country in months gone by, 
but I think it is important to reempha- 
size it in the Record from time to time. 
The fact is that our Government knew 
that Russia was following the same pat- 
tern in Nerth Korea that. she followed 
in every satellite country she ever took 
over. We had notice of what the Rus- 
sian pattern was before we jeined with 
her in the partition of Korea. It was a 
mistake to join in the partition, but 
having joined in it we certainly cannot, 
as history will prove, justify the course 
of action we followed in South Korea 
thereafter when we left it in a weakened 
condition, knowing full well the great 
strength the Russians were building up 
in North Korea. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the 
Senator, in conclusion, that I hope we 
are not going to repeat some of the same 
mistakes, and I trust the negotiations 
which are to begin tomorrow will bring 
a peace with honor, and not on a peace- 
at-any-price basis, because if we are not 
careful there could be a far-eastern 
Munich in that area of the world, which 
would reconstitute the Communists in 
North Korea, allow the Chinese Com- 
munists to go unpunished for their ag- 
gression, and leave them in such a posi- 
tion that at a later date, perhaps in not- 
the-too-distant future they could repeat 
their aggression, and possibly the next 
time completely overwhelm the poor 
people of the Republic of Korea. 


RECULATION OF FARES FOR TRANSPOR- 
TATION OF SCHOOL CHILDREN IN THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to introduce for ap- 
propriate reference a bill to provide for 
the regulation of fares for the transpor- 
tation of school children in the District 
of Columbia. I request unanimous con- 
sent at this time to Have the bill printed 
in full in the Recorp, at this point, as 
a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the bill 
(S. 1813), to provide for the regulation 
of fares for the transportation of school 
children in the District of Columbia, 
introduced by Mr. Hotianp, was received, 
read twice by its title, referred to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia, 
and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That notwithstanding 
the provisions of the joint resolution entitled 
“Joint resolution to authorize the merger 
of street-railway corporations operating in 
the District of Columbia, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved January 14, 1933, and the 
provisions of the Unification Agreement in- 
corporated therein, and notwithstanding the 
provisions of the act entitled “An act to 
provide for the transportation of school chil- 
dren in the District of Columbia at a reduced 
fare,” approved February 25, 1931, the Public 
Utilities Commission of the District of Co- 
lumbia shall fix the rate of fare for trans- 
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portation by street railway and bus of school 
children going to and from public, parochial, 
or like schools in the District of Columbia 
at not more than one-half the cash fare 
established from time to time by the Public 
Utilities Commission for regular route trans- 
portation within the District of Columbia, 
and shall cstablish rules and regulations 
governing the use thereof. No fares for 
school children shall be available to persons 
over 18 years of age. 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the 
principal purpose of this bill is to au- 
thorize the Public Utilities Commission 
of the District of Columbia to fix the 
rate of fare for the transportation by 
street railway and bus of school children 
going to and from public, parochial, or 
like schools in the District of Columbia, 
at not more than one-half the cash fare 
established from time to time by the 
Public Utilities Commission for regular 
route transportation within the District 
of Columbia. The bill also provides that 
no fares for school children shall be 
available to persons over 18 years of age. 

I am introducing this bill at the re- 
quest of the Capital Transit Co., in which 


_ certain Florida citizens have substantial 


investments, but only after careful study 
of the situation by which I have become 
thoroughly convinced that the subject 
matter should be dealt with promptly by 
an act of Congress along the lines of 
the bill which I have introduced. 

In order to get the factual and legal 
background of this matter I have con- 
sulted with the Public Utilities Com- 
mission of the District of Columbia. At 
this point I incorporate in the RECORD 
as a part of my remarks a letter which 
I received from Commissioner Spencer 
under date of May 29, 1951, at follows: 


Dear SENATOR HOLLAND: In accordance with 
your telephone request regarding the school 
fare in the District of Columbia, I have de- 
veloped the following facts which I believe 
will explain the situation. 

A brief history of the 3-cent school fare is 
that it was originated by Public, No. 733, 
Seventy-first Congress, approved February 25, 
1931, wherein the Public Utilities Commis- 
sion was directed to fix a reduced fare for 
school children not to exceed 3 cents. In ac- 
cordance with this act, the Commission is- 
sued, on March 3, 1931, its order No. 898, fix- 
ing a 3-cent school fare and the terms and 
conditions under which it would be issued. 

Public Resolution No. 47, Seventy-second 
Congress, approved J: nuary 14, 1933, in para- 
graph nineteenth, directed the Public 
Utilities Commission to fix the rate of fare 
at 3 cents for school children not over 18, 
and further stated that the act approved 
February 27, 1931, should become inoperative 
upon the acceptance of the unification 
agreement. However, as the 3-cent school 
fare had been established under order No. 
898, no further action was taken by the Com- 
mission. j 

In order No. 3688, issued June 28, 1950, on 
page 36, this Commission made a special find- 
ing of fact: 

“2. The 3 cents school ticket fare was es- 
tablished by act of Congress in 1933. Since 
that time, the cost of service, and other fares, 
have increased substantially. It is, there- 
fore, apparent that this fare does not com- 
pensate the company for the cost of service 
rendered and imposes an undue burden upon 
other users of the service.” 


I digress long enough to say, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that that is the official finding of 
the Public Utilities Commission of the 
District of Columbia, to the effect that 
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the 3-cent fare does not compensate the 
company for the cost of the service ren- 
dered, but instead imposes an undue 
burden upon other users of the service. 

Continuing with the letter from Mr. 
Spencer: 

At the time of the initiation of the 3-cent 
school fare, the adult rate of fare had been 
fixed by the Supreme Court of the District 
of Columbia on appeal from an order of this 
Commission granting a 10-cent cash—4 to- 
kens for 30 cents fare on the line of the Capi- 
tal Traction Co. and the Washington Rail- 
way & Electric Co., effective July 23, 1930. 
This fare structure remained substantially 
the same until November 3, 1937, except that 
in order No. 1210, dated November 25, 1933, 
this Commission established free transfers 
and the weekly pass. 

I am enclosing copies of the above-men- 
tioned orders covering both the adult fare 
schedule and school fares. 

If we can be of any further assistance in 
this matter or any other public utility mat- 
ter we would be glad to do so. 

Yours sincerely, 
KENNETH W. SPENCER, 
Commissioner, 


I do not ask to have printed in the 
Recorp the voluminous copies of the 
orders of the Commission which are re- 
ferred to in this letter. They are merely 
incorporated by reference. 

It is thus completely clear that al- 
though clothed with ample authority to 
fix other fares for travel on street rail- 
ways and busses within the District, the 
Public Utilities Commission, by the in- 
flexible provision of existing law, has 
been precluded from effecting any ad- 
justment whatever of the 3-cent fare 
for school children, which has remained 
in effect since March 10, 1931, or more 
than 20 years. 

During the same time, other rates 
have so increased that I understand that 
the regular adult rate of transportation 
fare now in effect in the District of Co- 
lumbia is 15 cents cash or three tokens 
for 40 cents. Also weekly passes may 
be purchased for $2. There is every in- 
dication that a request for an increase 
in regular fares is imminent. 

To compare briefly the rates appli- 
cable in 1931 with the rates at this date, 
I think it would be fair to say that tokens 


cost 742 cents each in 1931, and that 


they now cost 1345 cents each. 

Again I wish to emphasize that this 
bill is for the purpose of granting author- 
ity to the Public Utilities Commission 
to fix rates for school children, but it 
specifically places a ceiling on the au- 
thority of the Commission to fix such 
rates at not more than one-half the 
cash fare established from time to time 
by the Commission for regular route 
transportation. 

I am advised by Capital Transit that 
in 1934, the first full calendar year of 
operations by Capital Transit there were 
4,218,032 school fares collected at this low 
rate, Sixteen years later, in 1950, the 
number of school fares at this low rate 
was 9,056,941. The number of school 
children now carried is thus more than 
twice the number carried in 1934. It 
is quite obvious that when the 3-cent 
fare was established, costs were very 
low in comparison with costs today. 

Capital Transit advises that the aver- 
age cost of carrying a passenger in the 
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first full calendar year, 1934, subsequent 
to the formation of the Capital Transit 
Co., was 6.15 cents before return. The 
cost, therefore, in 1934 of carrying school 
children during the year was $259,409, 
which meant a loss to the company, be- 
fore any return on investment, of 
$132,868. 

According to Capital Transit, the cost 
of carrying a passenger for the year 1950 
averaged 11.58 cents before return. As 
previously stated, the number of school 
fares collected in 1950 was 9,056,941. 
Thus the loss in 1950 before return was 
$777,086, or nearly six times the loss 
resulting from the use of school fares in 
1934. There is no reason to believe that 
the number of school children taking 
advantage of the 3-cent fare will de- 
crease in the immediate future. 

Apparently one of the reasons in the 
past which has compelled the Capital 
Transit Co. to request increases in other 
fares is the loss suffered in carrying 
school children at the 3-cent fare. The 
company believes that the rate which 
has been in existence for more than 20 
years should now be changed to absorb 
some of the annual losses in carrying 
such school children, and it seems to me 
that such a course is both equitable and 
necessary. 

At this point I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD as a 
part of my remarks a memorandum 
from the Legislative Reference Service 
of the Library of Congress, which lists 
the fares charged to children and stu- 
dents by transit companies in other 
cities. I ask leave to incorporate the 
full list, but I brief the list to Members 
of the Senate who are present by stating 
that this report of the Legislative Refer- 
ence Service of the Library of Congress 
shows the school fares prevailing in 
Baltimore, Chicago, Cleveland, Detroit, 
Kansas City, Milwaukee, Minneapolis, 
Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, and St. Louis. 

There being no objection, the memo- 
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

Report ON TRANSIT FARE SCHEDULES FOR 
CHILDREN AND STUDENTS IN VARIOUS LARGE 
CITIES 
Baltimore: The Baltimore Transit Co. 

charges 7 cents both,for children to 12 years 

of age and for students through high school. 

Chicago: The Chicago Transit Authority 
charges 7 cents for children up to 12 years 
of age. The 7-cent rate is also applicable to 
students on weeks days for the hours up to 
6p.m. This latter rate applies only to stu- 
dents of accredited parochial and public 
schools. It does not apply to college 
students. 3 

The Chicago Motor Coach Co. charges 5 
cents for children up to 12 years of age. It 
also charges 5 cents for students providing 
they are not over 17 years of age, and are 
traveling between 6 a, m. and 6 p. m. on 
school days, and that they present an iden- 
tification card. 

Cleveland: The Cleveland Transit System 
charges 5 cents cash or 6 tokens for 25 
cents for children up to 12 years of age. 
Students through high school may purchase 
a weekly pass for 60 cents which is effective 
between 6 a. m. and 6 p. m. on school days. 

Detroit: The Detroit Department of Street 
Railways has no children’s rates as such but 
charges 5 cents for students through high 
school for trips between 7 a. m. and 5 p. m. 
on school days. 
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Kansas City: The Kansas City Public Serv- 
ice Co. charges 5 cents for children up to 12 
years of age. It also has a 50 cent weekly 
permit for students through high school. 
This permit allows the children additional 
rides, outside of school hours, upon pay- 
ment of 5 cents a ride. 

Milwaukee: The Milwaukee Electric Rail- 
way and Transport Co. charges 7 cents or 
four tokens for 25 cents for children up to 
12 years of age. It also has a weekly pass 
for 75 cents for students through 18 years, 
The student’s rate is effective between the 
hours of 7:15 a, m. and 4:45 p. m., Monday 
through Friday. 

Minneapolis: The Twin City Rapid Transit 
Co. of Minneapolis has no children’s rate 
but has a 10 cent student's rate for children 
through high school. This rate is effective 
between 7:30 a, m. and 4:30 p. m. Monday 
through Friday, and is effective all day Sat- 
urdays, Sundays, and holidays. 

Philadelphia: Philadelphia Transit Co, has 
no children’s rates but sells 10 tokens for 75 
cents to students. These tokens are effec- 
tive between the hours of 7 a. m. and 
5:30 p. m. 

Pittsburgh: The Pittsburgh Railways Co. 
has no children’s rates as such but has a 
73 cent weekly pass for students through 
high school. This pass may be used on 
school days between the hours of 6 a, m, 
and 4:30 p. m. The Pittsburgh Railways 
Co, has no children’s or student’s rates for 
their through busses. 

St. Louis: The St. Louis Public Service 
Co. has a rate of 5 cents for children to 12 
years of age. This rate does not apply to 
express busses, fares on which are 10 cents 
for children. There is a 75 cent weekly pass 
for students which is good’ on school days 
from 7 a. m. to 4:30 p. m. This pass may 
be used at other times upon payment of an 
additional 5 cents per ride. 


Mr. HOLLAND. The memorandum 
shows that the rates prevailing in those 
cities run all the way from 5 cents per 
trip to 10 cents per trip, as will appear 
from the specific facts found and re- 
ported by the Legislative Reference 


Service of the Library of Congress. 


For example, to mention only two or 
three of the specific rates, in the neigh- 
boring city of Baltimore the charge is 7 
cents, both for children up to 12 years 
of age and for students through high 
school. In the case of Milwaukee the 
charge is 7 cents, or four tokens for 25 
cents. In the city of Minneapolis the 
charge is 10 cents, and that rate is ef- 
fective only between 7:30 in the morn- 
ing and 4:30 in the afternoon on Mon- 
days through Fridays, and is effective 
all day on Saturdays, Sundays, and holi- 
days. 

The appropriate rates for all the other 
cities are shown by the list, and I shall 
not weary the Senate by referring to 
them specifically at this time. Suffice 
it to say that in every city comparable 
in size with Washington, the school fares 
charged for school children largely ex- 
ceed those which are charged in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia under existing law, 
which my bill would allow to be cor- 
rected by allowing the matter to be heard 
by the Public Utility Commission and 
allowing rates to be fixed, just as in the 
case of other rates, except that the ceil- 
ing or limitation upon such rates would 
be 50 percent of the adult rates. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recorp at 
this point as a part of my remarks an 
excerpt from an article which appeared 
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in the Washington Sunday Star of Au- 
gust 6, 1950, written by Mr. Jesse C. 
Suter. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Civic PROBLEMS, Civic BoplEsS—WasHINGTON 
AND THE 1950 CreNsus; SCHOOL FARES A 
MissInc Factor 


(By Jesse C. Suter) 


SCHOOL FARES AN IMPORTANT FACTOR IN RATE 
PROBLEM 


In the face of a recent increase of fares 
on the lines of the Capital Transit Co., there 
is threatened an early company demand for 
a further boost if the Potomac Electric 
Power Co. is permitted to raise its rate on 
current supplied to the transit company. 
The transit company has already asked to be 
made a party in the forthcoming Potomac 
Electric Power Co, rate case before the Public 
Utilities Commission. 

In the recent proceedings on the transit 
company's rate increase, the 3-cent school 
fare, established by act of Congress in 1933, 
was merely mentioned and apparently not 
considered as a factor in the solution of the 
rate problem. The Commission then said: 
“It is apparent that this fare does not com- 
pensate the company for the cost of service 
rendered and imposes an undue burden 
upon other users of the service.” However, 
there was no indication that the school fare 
of 3 cents was given any consideration or & 
remedy suggested. 

Whether it be the rate of fare or the rate 
of return on the valuation determined by 
the PUC, the 8-cent fares of school children 
are a factor which in equity should be con- 
sidered. The Star editorial of June 29, 1950, 
stated: 

“The Commission's critical comments on 
the 3-cent fare for school children are well 
justified. The concession to school children, 
it pointed out, puts an unfair burden on all 
other passengers. But the PUC can do 
nothing to correct this inequity. The 3-cent 
fare was fixed by Congress in 1933, at a time 
when the regular fare was 744 cents. It has 
not been increased since, despite the higher 
cost of providing this transportation. If 
school children are to have a special rate, 
the subsidy should not be borne by the com- 
pany or by its patrons. It should be borne 
by the public at large, through a govern- 
mental subsidy.” 

The law creating the present Public Utili- 
ties Commission clothes that body with 
broad powers minutely described as to val- 
uations of properties of public utility com- 
panies used and useful in the operation of 
their business. Upon determining such val- 
uation the Commission is charged with the 
responsibility of fixing rates for services 
which will yield a fair return on the valua- 
tion officially established. The enactment 
by Congress of the 3-cent school fare, under 
the acts of 1931 and 1933, is a direct contra- 
vention of the general powers of the Com- 
mission under the law. 

The District Code first quotes the provi- 
sion of the act of February 25, 1931, and 
then in a compiler’s note quotes the act of 
January 14, 1933, as follows: “The Public 
Utilities Commission shall fix the rate of 
fare at 3 cents for school children not over 
18 years of age, going to and from public, 
parochial, or like schools in the District of 
Columbia, and shall establish rules and reg- 
ulations governing the use thereof.“ 
This enactment replaced the act of 1931, 
which become inoperative upon the comple- 
tion of the unification of the District’s pub- 
lic transportation system. 

From the public-utilities law, which shows 
the complete lack of harmony between the 
school-rate legislation and the fare-rate uni- 
formity required by the law, there is quoted 
a pertinent paragraph: 
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“Every public utility doing business with- 
in the District of Columbia is required to 
furnish service and facilities reasonably safe 
and adequate and in all respects just and 
reasonable. The charge made by any such 
public utility for any facility or services fur- 
nished, or rendered or to be furnished or 
rendered, shall be reasonable, just, and non- 
discriminatory. Every unjust or unreason- 
able or discriminatory charge for such fa- 
cility or service is prohibited and is hereby 
declared unlawful. Every public utility is 
hereby required to obey the lawful orders of 
the commission created by chapters 1-10 of 
this title.” (Title 43, ch. 3, sec. 301, D. C. 
Code, 1940 ed.). 


MORE LIGHT ON SCHOOL FARES 


Putting aside the discussion of this ques- 
tion from a largely academic viewpoint, and 
dealing instead with facts and figures, is 
more illuminating and may suggest a practi- 
cal solution. 

During the calendar year 1949 the Capital 
Transit Co. collected 8,989,243 3-cent fares 
from school riders. This represented a 
money value of $269,677.26. The average 
full-price fare at this time is over 13 cents per 
passenger. This indicates an estimated loss 
on each school fare of about 10 cents, or, 
using the 1949 figures, a total of nearly $899,- 
000. The Star editorial and other editorials 
on the subject have referred to the special 
school rate of fare as a subsidy borne by 
other riders through the imposition of a 
higher rate. 

Viewing this matter another way, it ap- 
pears that this subsidy of nearly $899,000 rep- 
resents an added cost to the transit company. 

The special-school-rate law was enacted by 
Congress in 1931 in response to a popular de- 
mand crystallized in a vigorous and well- 
publicized campaign. It was then apparent 
that a substantial portion of the community 
favored a special low-rate fare for the chil- 
dren going to and from school. A very natu- 
ral question arises as to who should subsi- 
dize these riding school children, and it has 
never been considered and decided as to 
whether the burden should fall upon the 
community or the transit company. 

If this is a clearly defined community ob- 
ligation and is to be handled by the transit 
company for the community, there should be 
adequate compensation for the company's 
heavy loss of revenue. 

If the Capital Transit Co. is considered to 
be entitied to reimbursement, the next prob- 
lem to be confronted is to find the most 
feasible method. To cover such an amount 
by an appropriation from the Public Treas- 
ury would beyond a doubt be most unpop- 
ular among citizens’ groups and in Con- 
gress. A more simple and painless plan 
might be for Congress, by appropriate legis- 
lation, to authorize an equivalent credit 
against the heavy District taxes imposed an- 
nually on the Capital Transit Co. 

These taxes include 3 percent on gross 
street-railway receipts, 8 mills per mile on 
bus operation, motor-vehicle license taxes, 
gasoline tax, real-estate taxes, unemploy- 
ment-compensation taxes, District income 
tax, and other miscellaneous District of Co- 
lumbia taxes. ‘These District taxes alone 
aggregated during the year 1949 more than 
$1,300,000. A credit of more than $300,000 
would make a substantial reduction in the 
amount of District taxes paid annually by 
the company and might figure conspicuously 
in determining fares and return. 

There is an apparent reluctance on the 
part of the Capital Transit Co. and the PUC 
to inaugurate and actively urge remedial 
legislation to remove the inequity of the 3- 
cent rate for children going to and from 
school. 

Section 408 of the public-utilities law ap- 
pears definitely to authorize the PUC to in- 
vestigate in any respect unreasonable or 
unjustly discriminatory rates. But the posi- 
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tive requirement for a 3-cent school fare 
would prevent the Commission from grant- 
ing any kind of relief. However, under sec- 
tion 411, “if upon such investigation the 
rates, tolls, charges, schedules, or joint rates 
shall be found to be unjust, unreasonable, 
insufficient, or unjustly discriminatory, or 
to be preferential or otherwise in violation 
of any of the provisions of chapters 1-10 of 
this title,” normally under such a situation 
it would be handled by the Commission. 
In absence of the necessary authority be- 
cause of the school-fare law there is nothing 
to prevent the matter being urgently 
brought to the attention of Congress for 
remedial legislation, Under section 417, an 
opening appears for the company to make a 
complaint to the Commission and urge that 
it officially seek a cure for this gross inequity 
through proper legislation. 


Mr. HOLLAND. Without wearying 
the Senate by quoting the article in full, 
I wish to read two paragraphs. The first 
is a quotation by Mr. Suter from a Star 
editorial which had appeared earlier, in 
the issue of June 29, 1950, and which 
I read, as follows: 

The Commission's critical comments on 
the 3-cent fare for school children are well 
justified. The concession to school children, 
it pointed out, puts an unfair burden on all 
other passengers. But the PUC can do noth- 
ing to correct this inequity. The 3-cent fare 
was fixed by Congress in 1933—at a time 
when the regular fare was 744 cents. It has 
not been increased since, despite the higher 
cost of providing this transportation. If 
school children are to have a special rate, 
the subsidy should not be borne by the com- 
pany or by its patrons. It should be borne 
by the public at large, through a govern- 
mental subsidy. 


The other paragraph which I wish to 
read is the conclusion of the writer of the 
article, Mr. Suter, in which he shows 
rather clearly the contrast between the 
provisions now affecting rates charged 
school children in the District and the 
other provisions of law applicable to 
public utilities and the fixation of rates 
in general. I quote: 

The law creating the present Public Util- 
ities Commission clothes that body with 
broad powers minutely described as to valua- 
tions of properties of public-utility com- 
panies used and useful in the operation of 
their business. Upon determining such val- 
uation the Commission is charged with the 
responsibility of fixing rates for services 
which will yield a fair return on the valua- 
tion officially established. The enactment 
by Congress of the 3-cent school fare, under 
the acts of 1931 and 1933, is a direct contra- 
vention of the general powers of the Com- 
mission under the law. 


Mr. President, I wish to emphasize the 
last statement by reading it again: 

The enactment by Congress of the 3-cent 
school fare, under the acts of 1931 and 1933, 
is a direct contravention of the general pow- 
ers of the Commission under the law. 


Mr. President, in the effort to get at 
the facts, I have gone into this matter 
in detail with the Public Utilities Com- 
mission and the Capital Transit Co., and 
also to some extent with the school au- 
thorities of the District. I have likewise 
discussed it with the distinguished Sen- 
ator from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY], 
chairman of the Senate Committee on 
the District of Columbia, the distin- 
guished Senator from South Carolina 
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[Mr. Jonnston], ranking majority mem- 
ber of the committee, and the distin- 
guished chairman of the House Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia, Mr. Mc- 
MILLAN, of South Carolina, all of whom 
seem to feel that it is highly appropriate 
at this time to consider legislation on 
this matter. 

Further, it seems to me particularly 
necessary for the Congress to go into 
this subject at this time in view of the 
recent strike, the resulting substantial 
increase of operating costs, and the gen- 
eral opinion that the whole rate struc- 
ture of the Capital Transit Co. must 
be carefully reexamined. The rates 
charged in other cities, according to the 
information furnished me by the Library 
of Congress, a copy of which I have al- 
ready inserted as part of my remarks, 
clearly show that the rates for school 
children in the District of Columbia are 
considerably lower than the rates 
charged in other American cities com- 
parable in size to Washington. 

In asking for the reference of this 
bill to the Senate Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, I express the strong 
hope that early and thorough hearings 
may be held to the end that this legis- 
lation, either as submitted or in such 
form as may be indicated by the hear- 
ings to be most wise and equitable, may 
be passed at an early date so that any 
general early rate revision which may 
be required may include a study and 
revision of the rates for school children, 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952 


The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 3790) making ap- 
propriations for the Department of the 
Interior for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1952, and for other purposes, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bur- 
LER of Maryland in the chair). The 
clerk will state the first committee 
amendment passed over. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
line 5, it is proposed to insert a new para- 
graph under the title “Construction, 
Southeastern Power Administration.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
that this amendment and the other 
amendments be passed over, except an 
amendment which the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. Watkins] desires to offer, be- 
cause Senators have stated to me that 
they desire to vote on the amendments 
on Monday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment, which I ask 
to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 12, 
line 8, it is proposed to delete the numer- 
als “$41,180,000” and insert the numer- 
als “$41,324,750.” 

On page 12, line 9, it is proposed to 
delete the numerals “$23,699,661” and 
insert the numerals “$23,751,661.” 

Mr. WATKINS. The purpose of the 
amendment—— 

Mr. HAYDEN. The amount in line 9 
need not be changed, because the 
amount is based upon the budget esti- 
mate. The only item which the Senate 
needs to change is in line 8. 
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Mr. WATKINS. The other figure 
need not be changed? 

Mr. HAYDEN. No; because all limi- 
tations on personal services are based 
upon a 10 percent reduction in admin- 
istrative personnel, as set forth in the 
budget estimates. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I will 
accept the modification of my amend- 
ment. Therefore, it will go only to line 
8, on page 12. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WATKINS. Yes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. How much would 
the amendment add to the bill? 

Mr. WATKINS. $144,750. It is for 
the purpose of operating the Intermoun- 
tain Indian School at Brigham City, 
Utah, to the full capacity of 2,150 pupils. 
At the time the budget was prepared it 
was thought that the school could take 
eare of only 2,000 pupils. The amount 
of $144,750 would take care of the addi- 
tional students. The general overhead 
for heat and light would be the same, 
with some minor exceptions. It is for 
the general operation of the plant, which 
was originally an Army hospital. It has 
been turned over to the Indian Bureau. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. WATKINS. Yes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Will the Senator 
advise the Senate why the anrount was 
not included in the budget estimates? 

Mr. WATKINS. At the time the 
budget was made up, the improvements 
had not been completed, so it was not 
possible to take care of the full capacity 
of 2,150 students. It was thought that 
only 2,000 could be taken care of. 

Mr. FERGUSON. From time to time 
the committee receives supplemental 
budget estimates, and I do not recall 
any supplemental estimates on this 
item. 

Mr. HAYDEN. There was no supple- 
mental budget estimate. The Senator 
from Utah appeared at the hearings and 
explained to the committee that it was 
not realized by the Bureau of the Budget 
at the time the budget estimates were 
prepared that the number of students 
could be increased without increasing 
the overhead. The Senator is aware of 
the fact that there are more than 5,000 
Navajo Indian children who cannot 
speak the English language. This is a 
determined effort to try to enroll them 
in school and teach them to speak our 
language, and thus enable them to get 
about in the world. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is this one of the 
schools at which children are boarded 
during the term of school? 

Mr. HAYDEN. The facility formerly 
housed an Army hospital. It was turned 
over to the Indian Bureau in order to 
establish a school. It is not very far 
from the Navajo country in southern 
Utah. 

Mr. FERGUSON. There is no com- 
pulsory education of Navajo Indian 
children, is there? 

Mr. HAYDEN. It is impossible to 
have compulsory education in this case 
because there are no schools to put them 


in. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Where school fa- 
cilities are provided there is no compul- 
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sory education, as I understand. When 
I spent some time in the Navajo coun- 
try, I found that students would stay 
in school 1 day, perhaps, and then go 
back home. In other words, there is no 
compulsory educational program pro- 
vided, and the parents are under no ob- 
ligation to send their children to school. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. WATKINS. Conditions in the 
Navajo reservation in the last few years 
have changed. The Navajo parents 
themselves now desire educational op- 
portunities for their children. When 
the busses, which take the Indian chil- 
dren to school, called at the collecting 
Stations during the first year, even 
though the children had not had an op- 
portunity to see what the school was 
like, several hundred more Indian chil- 
dren collected at the stations than it was 
possible to take care of. 

Last year the superintendent of 
schools told me that at Shiprock alone 
some 300 Indian students, in addition 
to those that had been designated to go 
to school, were at the bus station ready 
to go to school. They have had no dif- 
ficulty in keeping the children in school. 
They want to go to school. Instead of 
the 5,000 children to whom the Senator 
from Arizona has called attention as 
being without facilities for education, 
there are more than 12,000 students on 
the Navajo Reservation who should be 
in school. We have not provided the 
facilities, notwithstanding that 80 years 
ago we entered into a solemn treaty with 
the Indians to furnish them with 1 
schoolroom and a teacher for every 30 
pupils. We have never kept the obliga- 
tion. This is an attempt to train the 
children so that they can take their 
place in modern society. We shall have 
to move at least half of the Navajos from 
the reservation because the resources 
will not take care of more than 30,000 
Indians, and they have increased to more 
than 60,000. 

Mr, FERGUSON. Mr. President, let 
me ask at what age the Indians are 
taken into the school. 

Mr. WATKINS. They have been 
taken in between the ages of 12 and 16. 
I visited the Indian school last fall, and 
they have one of the finest groups of 
young people I have seen in any school 
in the country, whether for white chil- 
dren, red children, or black children. 

I understand that the English lan- 
guage is being taught in the school, be- 
cause, contrary to what the Senator 
from Arizona said, nearly 80 percent of 
the Navajos, including the men, women, 
and children, cannot speak English. 
That is a big handicap, so the first job 
at the school is to teach the children 
the English language. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I have always been 
in favor of freedom for the Indians, I 
think we have a typical example of com- 
munism in America insofar as the In- 
dians are concerned, for they are the 
wards of the state. We take care of 
them to the nth degree. 

However, because of the parliamen- 
tary situation with which we are con- 
fronted today, I request the Senator 
from Utah to agree that a vote on this 
amendment be withheld until Meuday, 
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when votes will be taken on the other 
amendments, 

Mr. WATKINS. In view of the small 
size of the appropriation called for by 
the amendment, and in view of the fact 
that the United States is already bound 
by contract to provide these children 
with an education, and the school is 
there, I thought there would be no hesi- 
tancy on the part of the committee in 
accepting the amendment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Of course the com- 
mittee considered the amendment, but 
it was not allowed, insofar as this par- 
ticular amount was concerned. 

Mr. WATKINS. Did the committee 
consider this particular amount and 
amendment? 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator had 
an amendment before the committee. 

Mr. WATKINS. Yes; but I do not be- 
lieve the committee considered it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I find in the com- 
mittee hearings a statement by the Sen- 
ator from Utah, from which I read the 
following: 

I urge that this committee increase the 
appropriation for operating the Intermoun- 
tain Indian School at Brigham City, Utah, 
by $144,750 during fiscal 1952 so that this 
school may be operated to capacity. 


Although the committee did not vote 
to add that amount to the bill, natu- 
rally the committee considered the re- 
quest, but did not allow it, as I think the 
chairman of the committee will agree. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I think the Senator 
from Utah is correct. The matter was 
not brought to the attention of the com- 
mittee, and there was no vote on it. 

The only record we had on it was the 
record made by the Senator from Utah 
at the time when his statement was pre- 
sented. However, when the committee 
came to mark up the bill, this matter 
was not mentioned. 

Mr. WATKINS. That is why I want 
to have the amendment accepted by the 
committee. Under the contract, we have 
the obligation of providing the Indians 
with an education; but now 12,000 of 
them have no opportunity to attend 
school, and previously 16,000 of them 
were without an opportunity to attend 
school, 

Mr. FERGUSON. I appreciate that 
situation and the importance of the 
problems of the Indians in the Senator’s 
State and in other States. However, I 
think the amendment should be passed 
over until Monday, when we may have 
a vote on it. 

Mr. WATKINS. I am willing to have 
that done. What I want is to have the 
Indians treated properly, and I desire 
this amendment presented fairly. I 
wish to have a vote taken on the merits 
of the amendment. When the merits of 
the amendment are understood, I am 
certain that no Senator will wish to vote 
against it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the amendment submit- 
ted by the Senator from Utah will be 
passed over. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed at 
this point in the Recorp a statement 
which I have prepared in support of the 
amendment I have just proposed. 
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There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WATKINS 


T have sent to the desk an amendment to 
H. R. 3790. 

The purpose of this amendment is to make 
it possible to use to the full capacity the In- 
termountain Indian School at Brigham City, 
Utah. This Indian school was formerly a 
military hospital known as Bushnell, which 
was built for the Army during World War II 
at a cost between ten and fourteen million 
dollars. The exact cost of this plant I have 
never been able to learn. 

At the conclusion of the war the Army 
abandoned it as a military hospital. De- 
spite repeated efforts on my part to have 
the Army or the Veterans’ Administration 
use this hospital for the original purpose for 
which it was constructed, the Army and the 
Veterans’ Administration persisted in their 
refusal, 

When I found that it was impossible to get 
these Departments to continue the plant as 
a hospital, I proposed to the Congress that 
it be transferred to the Indian Bureau for 
the purpose of establishing an Indian school 
principally for the education of the Navajo 
and Hopi Indians. Congress enacted the nec- 
essary legislation and also approved an 
amendment I submitted to the appropria- 
tion bill, appropriating $3,750,000 for the 
purpose of remodeling the hospital quarters 
for dormitory service and 54 additional class- 
rooms, a gymnasium, and an auditorium. 

The Indian school has been in operation 
now for a year and a half. When the budget 
was prepared for the Indian Bureau for fis- 
cal 1952, the plant had not been quite com- 
pleted to permit its use in full capacity. But 
by next September 1 it will be 100 percent 
completed so it will be possible to house and 
train 2,150 pupils instead of 2,000 that were 
provided for in the budget which was sub- 
mitted to the Congress. 

The use of the plant to its full capacity will 
require an additional $144,750. This is the 
cost Yor 150 extra pupils at an average cost 
of $965. This covers their board and room, 
some clothing, and incidentals. Certainly the 
plant should be used to its full capacity. 

May I remind the Senate at this time that 
some 80 years ago the United States entered 
into a treaty with the Navajo and Hopi In- 
dians in which it was agreed that the United 
States would provide education for the In- 
dian children, specific provisions being for 
1 classroom and a teacher for each 30 
children of school age. The United States 
has utterly failed to keep its part of the 
agreement. Even with the Intermountain 
Indian School operating at full capacity 
there will be more than 12,000 children of 
school age on the Navajo reservation for 
which there are absolutely no educational 
facilities. That means that that many chil- 
dren will become adults without any train- 
ing whatever to help them care for them- 
selves in a modern world. 

It has been repeated here many times, and 
should be reemphasized, that the Indian 
population is now more than 60,000 and at 
least one-half of this number will have to 
be finally relocated elsewhere in order to 
make a living. The known resources on the 
r ꝗervation will not take care of more than 
30,000 Indians. 

I regret very much that the President did 
not budget the full amount of the rehabilita- 
tion program for the Navajo and Hopi Indi- 
ans. The budget was cut some $4,000,000 
under what it should have been in order to 
keep up with the rehabilitation program 
authorized by Congress a year ago. 

At one time it was difficult to get the 
Indian children to attend school, but that 
time has long since passed. Contact with 
the world which Navajo youth had during 
World War II has changed the thinking of 
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the Navajo people. They now seek an edu- 
cation. In fact, they are clamoring for it. 
When the busses called at the collection 
centers last September to transport Navajo 
children to Brigham City to attend the 
school, they found 300 more children than 
could be accommodated at the school ready 
for the trip to Brigham City. The extra 
300 children and their parents knew about 
the limit to the school’s capacity and knew 
they had not been included, but nevertheless 
they came to the collection stations with 
the hope that there might be some vacan- 
cies or some last minute possibility of going 
to the school. 

It seems to me that this great Nation 
which is taking on so many obligations to 
develop the undeveloped areas and peoples of 
the earth should not fail and neglect to keep 
its solemn agreements with the American In- 
dians who were by force required to give up 
lands which their tribes had occupied for 
centuries. We wrote the treaties ourselves 
and we certainly ought to keep them. 

By the adoption of this amendment at 
Teast 150 more Navajo children who are 
anxious to go to school and praying for 
that opportunity will be taken care of. 
The general overhead will not be increased. 
The cost of heating plant, lighting system, 
and general supervision will be the same 
whether they are there or not. In this time 
of inflated prices the figure of $965 yearly 
cost per pupil is not extravagant in the 
least. I consider it a very modest cost and 
there should not be the slightest hesitancy 
in adding this sum to the budget or to the 
appropriation for education with a definite 
understanding that it will be used to permit 
the Intermountain Indian School to operate 
to full capacity. 

The proposals in this appropriation bill for 
Indian education are well below the budget 
estimate. I urge this amendment be accepted 
by the Committee, and if not, that it be ap- 
proved by the Senate, 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk seven amendments to 
the pending bill, which I ask to have 
printed and lie on the table, and to be 
called up on Monday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments will be received, printed, 
and lie on the table. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I sub- 
mit amendments intended to be proposed 
by me to the bill (H. R. 3790) making 
appropriations for the Department of 
the Interior for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1952, and for other purposes, 
and I ask unanimous consent that an ex- 
planatory statement by me be printed in 
the Rxconn. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ments will be received and printed, and 
will lie on the table, and, without objec- 
tion, the explanatory statement will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The explanatory statement is as 
follows: 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DovuGLas ON His 
AMENDMENTS TO H. R. 3790, INTERIOR DE- 
PARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS BILL 
Mr, President, the nine amendments I am 

submitting, if adopted, would result in sav- 

ings of $23,871,000 below the amounts rec- 
ommended by the Senate Appropriations 

Committee and savings of $39,235,300 below 

the budget estimates. 

The largest of these is the amendment to 
reduce funds for construction and rehabili- 
tation in the Bureau of Reclamation. Going 
over these projects, I have found that by 
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cutting money for plans and investigations 
and slowing up construction on irrigation 
projects we can save $16,083,000 below the 
committee recommendations and $27,126,000 
below the budget. The affect of these cuts 
on power facilities needed for defense would 
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thus be negligible. This can be demon- 
strated in the project break-down of my 
amendment shown below. 

Also shown in a table below are the effects 
of my other eight amendments. As indi- 
cated in the table these cuts primarily affect 
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funds for management, studies, investiga- 
tions, construction, maintenance, and ad- 
ministrative overhead. These items repre- 
sent points which, in my judgment, should 
be reduced during a period of rising defense 
expenditures. 


Proposed Douglas amendments to H. R. 3790, Interior appropriations bill 


Douglas amendment 
bel 


Senate Douglas 
Agency Purpose Budget committee | amendment 
Senate 
committee 

National Park Service. DE SERS eB Maintenance and rehabilitation of physical facilities $7, 396, 500 | $7, 369, 780 500, 000 $869, 790 
Pe el aa Construction 11, 975, 000 | II. 370,000 | 10, 370, 000 1, 000, 000 
Fish and Wildlife Service. Management of resources 6, 870, 000 6, 606, 5F8 6, 000, C00 606, 558 
S Investigation of resources. 4, 046, 000 3, 858, 986 3, 500, 000 358, 986 
CIRC ̃ q EAN, ¾ 8 22, 900, 000 21, 300, 000 20, 000, 000 1, 300, 000 
Bureau of Reclamat General investigation 5, 500, 000 4, 600, 000 3, 000, 000 1, 600, 000 
n ae ea Operation and maintenan 16. 385, 000 16, 168, 594 15, 094, 000 1, 074, 594 
Do.. -| General administrative expenses.. 6, 000, 000 5, 478, 203 4, 500, 000 978, 000. 

BIO eter IA NEAN A CEUS ͤ x — Construction and rehabilitation 223, 690, 000 | 208, 344,450 | 192, 261, 450 16, 083, 000 
POET OR VINES Soo ono cnn coco A E KOIVET . . N linen net Sieecbe 23, 871, 000 


Project 


All-American Canal, Ariz.-Calif. 
Cachuma, Calif__._...........-. 
Central Valley project, California 


Columbia Basin project, Washington 


issouri River Basin: 


Senate 
committee ſamendment 


Douglas | Saving below 
budget 


Saving below 
Senate com- 
mittee 


Remarks 


Hold to budget. 
Or. owai construction, 


Do. 


Do. 
Slow-down planning. 
Do. 


EXPLANATION OF DOUGLAS AMENDMENTS TO 
H. R. 3790 


A. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, MAINTENANCE AND 
REHABILITATION OF PHYSICAL FACILITIES 


The budget request for this item of $7,- 
396,000 was only slightly reduced by the Sen- 
ate committee to $7,369,790. This appro- 
priation is divided almost equally between 
building and utilities on the one hand and 
roads and trails on the other of these two, 
the maintenance of roads is probably the 
more important. 

My amendment would set this figure at 
$6,500,000 which would be a saving of $869,- 
790. The cut should be allocated so that 
$500,000 is applied to buildings and utilities 
with the lesser cut of $369,790 applied to 
roads and trails. This cut would amount to 
only 12 percent in an item for maintenance, 


B. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, CONSTRUGTION 


The budget request for this item of $11,- 
975,000 is broken down as follows: 

Parkways, $5,825,000—Baltimore-Washing- 
ton Parkway, $4,200,000; Natchez-Trace Park- 
way, $800,000; Suitland Parkway, $825,000. 

Roads and trails, $3,000,000, as estimated. 

Buildings and utilities, $1,400,000, as esti- 
mated. 

Acquisition of lands and water rights, $1,- 
750,000. 

Four million one hundred and fifty thou- 
sand dollars is for liquidation of prior con- 
tract authority. The Senate committee 
slightly r duced the request to $11,370,000, 
denying $500,000 for new roads and trails 
projects. I believe we can save another $1,- 
000,000, applying the cut primarily to roads 
and trails but also in some degree to the 
other items. 

C. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, MANAGEMENT 
OF RESOURCES 

The budget request for this item of $6,- 
870,000 is broken down as follows: 

Administration of fish and game laws, 
$1,624,636—increase of $78,091. 

Propagation and distribution of food fishes, 
$2,107,809—increase of $181,632. 


Mammal and bird reservations, $1,837,763— 
increase of $168,250. 

River basin studies, $263,442—increase of 
$49,382. 

Control of predatory animals and injurious 
rodents, 8939,199— decrease of $12,328. 

Soil and moisture conservation, $97,151— 
same as 1951, 

The Senate committee slightly reduced 
this request to a figure of $6,606,558 by a 10 
percent cut in personal services and denying 
funds for river basin studies. I believe we 
can save another $606,558 by denying all 
increases requested amounting to $427,000 
and squeezing the total program down by 
$180,000, or about 3 percent. 


D. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, INVESTIGATIONS 
OF RESOURCES 


The budget request for this item of $4,046,- 
000 is broken down as follows: 

Research on fish and fisheries, $1,990,971— 
increase of $141,598 to provide for expanding 
West Coast Pilchard Fishery investigations 
and to cover investigations authorized by 
new legislation. 

Exploration, development, and utilization 
of fishery resources, $1,580,330—increase of 
$86,650 to expand program on basis of new 
legislation. 

Research on birds and mammals, $474,- 
699—increase of $11,750, includes studies for 
administering Migratory Bird Treaty Act and 
cooperation with States and universities to 
give training in wildlife management. 

The House cut this request to $3,875,000 as 
the result of an amendment offered by Mr. 
Smurx of Virginia, who pointed out that this 
amount is the same as the sum provided last 
year. He objected to a 150-page booklet, on 
gloss paper and with lithograph cuts, on 
racoons in North and Middle America, as 
well as to other publications and the time 
spent in their preparation. Mr. H. CARL 
ANDERSEN stated that the Service had shown 
a stubborn and uncompromising attitude in 
its relations with the sportsmen of Minne- 
sota. 


The Senate committee made little change 
in the figure, recommending $3,858,986. I 
believe we can save another $358,000 on these 
investigations expenditures. 


E. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 


The budget request for this item of $22,- 
900,000 is broken down as follows: 

Topographic surveys and mapping, $8,930,- 
000—increase of $1,650,000; geological and 
mineral resource surveys and mapping, 
$6,130,000—increase of $1,720,000 to provide 
for acceleration of mineral resources studies, 
increased scope of investigations of mineral 
fuels, expansion in general service geologic 
mapping, and remodeling space in Denver 
Federal Center; water resource investiga- 
tions, $6,015,000—increase of $797,000 above 
the current year basis; soil and moisture con- 
servation, $41,000—no increase; classification 
of lands, $354,000—increase of $31,000; super- 
vision of mining, oil, and gas leases, $910,- 
000—$65,000 increase to provide operating 
staff 25 percent greater than in 1944 to han- 
dle workload 200 percent greater; general 
administration, $520,000. 

The Senate committee recommended $21,- 
300,000 for this item. My amendment would 
save another $1,300,000 and still allow over 
$1,100,000 above last year’s figure. This will 
permit a substantial increase for topographic 
surveys and mapping which are needed, espe- 
cially in Alaska. But it will stop all other 
increases requested. 

I should also like to point out that waste 
exists in this agency. The Williams Repcrt 
on the Geological Survey (H. Rept. 2457, 
issued last year, p. 117) says this about it; 


“THE GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 


“The relationship of the Geological Survey 
with the Department is unique. It operates 
almost separate and apart from the Depart- 
ment, and there is little knowledge con- 
cerning its operation at the secretarial level. 
Its organization is made up of four highly 
professionalized divisions, which are prac- 
tically independent of each other. 

“The Geological Survey has paid little at- 
tention to the Department's efforts to de- 
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centralize its activities closer to the scene 
of its operations. It chooses to remain the 
most centralized activity within the Depart- 
ment; yet each of the divisions maintains 
separate administrative services, including 
budget, personnel, accounting, and procure- 
ment services. Each division has its own 
supply room; and its scientific equipment, 
although consisting of many of the same 
items, are kept separately in the so-called 
central warehouse. Equipment and sup- 
plies are procured at seven different points 
in the headquarters organization. 

“An attitude of intolerance toward good 
administrative practices pervades the or- 
ganization. The following quotation, taken 
from a report submitted to the subcommit- 
tee by the Survey, serves to illustrate this 
attitude: 

n a highly technical engineering and 
scientific organization, such as the Geologi- 
cal Survey, recognition must, of necessity, be 
given to the difference between operating 
problems (involving scientific skills) and ad- 
ministrative, or housekeeping problems. 
Awareness of this distinction is of prime 
importance. For example, in many agencies 
the organization and management staff can 
be used interchangeably on either program 
or administrative problems, but not in the 
Survey. In the Survey, however, the usual 
type of operations and management analyst 
would be of no use if confronted with such 
a technical problem as how best to perfect 
the accurate measurement of flood flows 
through a survey of critical data after the 
flood has occurred. Such problems must 
be left to the employees who have com- 
petence in the many highly specialized fields 
of scientific endeavor which touch upon the 
Survey's operational . Because of 
this need for technical specialization, the 
Survey must assign the improvement of pro- 
gram techniques to its technical divisions, 
This necessary and practical arrangement 
precludes the segregation or formalizing of 
any segment of a program staff to devote 
full time to personnel management improve- 
ment activities. No study has ever been 
made of the portion of the total time that 
operating personnel spend in management 
improvement. The very fact that the Sur- 
vey, throughout its expansion, has not only 
been able to keep its head above water, but 
has increased its reputation for professional 
competence, is ample evidence of the exer- 
cise of such considerable ingenuity that 
many a formalized staff in a static agency 
would proudly claim it as savings attribu- 
table to management improvement. For 
example, when the agency first undertook to 
test a sudden great increase in the number 
of samples of ore for the presence of ura- 
nium, it took highly skilled employees 2 
weeks to make a single test. With the new 
techniques and equipment which were then 
developed it is possible for subprofessional 
personnel to test a sample in 2 minutes, 
The saving represented by the number of 
employees who would have been hired if 
the new technique had not been developed 
is significant. Here again, management ex- 
perts could not have devised the most effi- 
cient method. The improvement was worked 
out by the technical staff.’ 

“Here is a fertile yet difficult field for 
management improvement.” 


F. BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, GENERAL 
INVESTIGATION 


The budget request for this planning item 
is $5,500,000. The Senate committee recom- 
mended $4,600,000. However, this request 
includes $400,000 for planning work not au- 
thorized in the Central Valley where there 
is already $300,000,000 worth of work for 
which plans are available on authorized proj- 
ects. Another $159,000 is for planning of 
the central Arizona project which already 
has a plan before Congress not yet author- 
ized. Another $334,000 is for planning of 
Colorado River storage and there is in exist- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


ence a plan which is now awaiting comments. 

This planning work can be cut back dur- 
ing a period of defense mobilization, and my 
amendment would cut the request to $3,000,- 
000, saving another $1,600,000. 


G. BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, OPERATION AND 
MAINTENANCE 


The budget request for this item is $16,- 
385,000, of which the Senate allowed $16,168,- 
594. I believe that here we should hold 
to the House figure of $15,094,000 and save 
another million dollars in this overhead 
item. 


H. BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, GENERAL ADMINIS- 
TRATIVE EXPENSES 

The budget request for this item is $6,000,- 
000. However, the House committee has 
received reports of inefficiencies and over- 
staffing in several parts of the country. 
Hoarding valuable personnel, including engi- 
neers and technicians whose efforts might 
better be applied to defense effort is in- 
excusable. Reduction of construction and 
other reclamation projects makes it impera- 
tive that Bureau reduce administrative and 
other personnel, and take firm action toward 
consolidating regional and district organiza- 
tion and eliminating duplication. The Sen- 
ate committee has recommended $5,478,203, 
but I believe we should be able to save an- 
other million dollars in this item which is 
strictly overhead, 


I. BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, CONSTRUCTION AND 
REHABILITATION 

The budget request for project construc- 
tion totals $223,690,000, of which the Senate 
committee recommended $208,334,450. This 
huge sum includes a great many power 
projects essential to the defense effort, 
However, I believe we can save another $16,- 
000,000 by slowing down construction of 
£-me of the irrigation projects and making 
substantial reductions in planning funds, 

The following projects would be affected 
by my amendment: 


1. BOULDER CANYON PROJECT, ALL-AMERICAN 
CANAL SYSTEM, ARIZONA-CALIFORNIA 

Approximately $61,000,000 has been made 
available for this project which will cost ap- 
proximately $67,000,00. The requirements 
for fiscal year 1952 are estimated in the 
budget at $180,000.. The funds are requested 
for minor betterments to the desilting works 
and for maintenance during construction. 
This would appear to be primarily a mainte- 
nance item. However, both the House and 
the Senate committees increased this amount 
by including funds for the Coachella water 
district raising the amount above the budget 
figure. My amendment would retain the 
budget figure and save $2,800,000. 

2. CACHUM PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 

The sum of $11,500,000 is requested by the 
budget for this project estimated to cost 
$31,520,000. The Senate committee reduced 
this request to $10,000,000, Over $13,500,000 
have been provided thus far. The purpose 
of the project is to provide additional water 
to maintain existing irrigation, suburban, 
and urban developments and to permit fu- 
ture expansion for the city of Santa Barbara 
and water districts in the environs. The 
works are scheduled for completion in fiscal 
year 1953. I believe we can reduce this fund 
by another million dollars without harming 
our investment there, 


3. CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


The sum of $38,350,000 is requested by the 
budget for this project estimated to cost over 
$625,000,000 and for which over $363,000,000 
has been provided to date. The Senate com- 
mittee reduced this request to $33,900,000. 
It appears from the agency data that the 
funds requested would be used for the ini- 
tiation of the Contra Costa canal and the 
Delta Mindona canal distribution systems as 
well as for continuing specific items under 
way. By reducing funds allocated to irri- 
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gation by 10 percent, we can sav2 another 
$2,700,000. 


4. COLUMBIA BASIN PROJECT, WASHINGTON 


The sum of $27,900,000 is requested by the 
budget for this project, which is estimated 
to cost in total as presently authorized $715,- 
100,000. The Senate committee reduced this 
request to $27,000,000. To date $414,033,000 
has been provided. The agency presentation 
states that the program for fiscal year 1952 
provides for continuation of work scheduled 
to be under way at the end of the current 
fiscal year and commencement of additional 
construction essential to achieving estab- 
lished program goals. The agency points 
out that the power shortage in the Pacific 
Northwest remains acute and that comple- 
tion of power and related multipurpose fa- 
cilities at Grand Coulee Dam is of primary 
importance. However, by reducing funds 
allocated to irrigation by 10 percent we can 
save another $2,600,000. 


5. MISSOURI RIVER BASIN PROJECT 


The data furnished by the agency indi- 
cates that this project as presently author- 
ized will cost $3,140,000,000. Of this amount 
some $271,000,000 has already been provided 
and the sum of $58,673,600 is requested in 
the budget for fiscal year 1952 

Phase A—Construction: The budget re- 
quest for phase A is $46,000,000 which was 
reduced to $40,500,000 by the Senate com- 
mittee. 

The presentation states that the funds re- 
quested will provide for the substantial com- 
pletion of the Boysen Dam and power plant, 
Key Hole and Cedar Bluff Dams, and the 
Lrigation facilities of the Cartwright, Fort 
Clark, and N-Bow-N units. Several trans- 
mission lines and substations will be com- 
pleted and pleced in service. Construction 
will be continued on several projects now 
under way. The statement continues that 
construction activities will be initiated on 
the irrigation facilities of the Sadie Flat, 
Crow Creek, and Sidney units. In addition, 
final design and specifications will be under 
way on several units and the assembly of 
des'~n data and development of unit plans 
will be continued on a number of others. 

The Crow Creek unit of the Three Forks 
division, Montana, is estimated to cost 
$1,550,000 and $100,000 of tle total amount 
requested for the Missouri River Basin would 
be used for letting a pumping-plant-equip- 
ment contract and the preparation of design 
and specification in fiscal year 1952. The 
sum $581,900 is requested for the Sadie Flat 
unit, estimated to cost $2,094,000. The funds 
would be used for completion of design and 
specificetions, award of contracts, and ini- 
tiation of construction of the pumping 
plants, canals, and laterals. For the Sidney 
unit, Yellowstone division, Montana, $521,- 
000 is requested for the project, estimated to 
cost $920,000. In addition to preparation 
of plans and designs for the pumping plants, 
canals, and laterals, construction would be 
initiated on these featurc.. No defense jus- 
tification of these three units is given. By 
applying a 10-percent reduction to these 
construction costs we can save another $4,- 
000,000. This whole cut should be applied 
to irrigation features. 

Phase B—Units being prepared for con- 
struction: The sum of $3,525,000 is requested 
in the budget for thece units estimated to 
have a total construction cost of $768,955,000. 
Phase B work consists of preconstruction 
surveys, investigations, and designs. The 
Senate committee reduced this amount to 
$3,200,000. However, I believe we can save 
another $1,500,009 on these planning funds. 

Phase C—Continuing work on the general 
plan of development: For this portion of the 
work $3,500,009 is requested by the budget. 
The Senate committee reduced this request 
to $3,000,000. But these are also general 
investigations and I believe we can save an- 


other $1,500,000 here. 
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RECESS TO MONDAY 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to be transacted 
at this time, I now move that the Senate 
stand in recess until 12 o’clock noon on 
Monday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 2 
o’clock and 35 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until Monday, July 9, 1951, 
at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate July 6 (legislative day of June 
27), 1951: 


DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 


The following-named persons, now Foreign 
Service officers of class 2 and secretaries in 
the diplomatic service, to be also consuls 
general of the United States of America; 


Elbert G. Mathews, of California. 
Henry E. Stebbins, of Massachusetts. 


The following-named persons, now For- 
eign Service officers of class 3 and secretaries 
in the diplomatic service, to be also consuls 
general of the United States of America: 

M. Williams Blake, of Ohio, 

William E. Flournoy, Jr., of Virginia. 

John F, Stone, of Pennsylvania. 

William D. Wright, of Tennessee, a Foreign 
Service reserve officer, to be a consul general 
of the United States of America. 


The following-named Foreign Service staff 
officers to be consuls of the United States of 
America: 

Robert J. Boylan, of Illinois. 

John A. Bywater, of the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

Kennedy M. Crockett, of Texas. 

J. Alfred LaFreniere, of Massachusetts, 

William F. Merrill, of Massachusetts. 

John P. Nevins, of Vermont. 

Thomas J. B. Wenner, of Ohio. 


The following-named Foreign Service re- 
serve officers to be consuls of the United 
States of America: 

John A. Noon, of Maryland. 

William E. Phipps, Jr., of California. 

Ray E. Lee, of Texas, a Foreign Service 
reserve officer, to be a consul and a secretary 
in the Diplomatic Service of the United 
States of America. 


The following-named Foreign Service re- 
serve officers to be vice consuls of the United 
States of America: 

Jesse R. Core 3d, of Texas. 

Donald Y. Gilmore, of Massachusetts. 

Marschal D. Rothe, Jr., of Florida. 


The following-named Foreign Service re- 
serve officers to be secretaries in the diplo- 
matic service of the United States of Amer- 
ica: 

Richard F. Allen, of the District of Co- 
lumbia. 


Roswell H. Whitman, of the District of 


Columbia. 
* UNITED STATES District JUDGE . 
Luther W. Youngdahl, of Minnesota, to be 
United States district judge for the District 
of Columbia, vice Hon. T. Alan Golds- 
borough, deceased. 
IN THE ARMY 


The following-named persons for appoint- 
ment as chaplains of the Regular Army in 
the grade of first lieutenant under the pro- 
visions of section 506 of the Officer Personnel 
Act of 1947 (Public Law 381, 80th Cong.), 
subject to physical qualification; 

Walter S. McCleskey, 0954169, 

John V. Peters, 0961893. 

Jerome O. Sommer, 0931456. 
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The following-named persons for appoint- 
ment in the Regular Army of the United 
States in the grades and corps specified, 
under the provisions of section 506 of the 
Officer Personnel Act of 1947 (Public Law 
381, 80th Cong.), title II of the act of August 
5, 1947 (Public Law 365, 80th Cong.), Public 
Law 625, Eightieth Congress, and Public Law 
36, Eightieth Congress, subject to physical 
qualification: 

To be lieutenant colonel 


George K. Lewis, MC, 0253703. 
To be majors 
Ralph E. Conant, MC, 0295442, 
William S. Cornell, MC, 0310237. 
Paul A. Reed, MC, 0381049. 
James H. Smith, MC, 0364247. 


To be captains 

John C. Carpenter, MC, 0964449. 
Enrico D. Carrasco, MC, 0935760. 
Arthur Cohen, MC, 0935883. 
Robert M. Fowler, MC, 0977417. 
Charles R. Green, MC, 935985. 
Thomas D. Kelly, MC, 01766567. 
Samuel V. King, MU, C 992565. 
Lawrence P. Kleuser, Jr., MC, 0996046, 
James G. McFaddin, MC, 01736407, 
Henry H. Modrak, MC, 01775880. 
Glenn H. Richmond, MC. 
Hasell G. Ross, MC, 0976251. 
William J. Tiffany, Jr., MC, 01715946. 

To be first lieutenants 
Russell W. Bickley, DC, 02051412. 
William B. Blackstone, MC, 0977486. 
Raymond J. Congour, DC. 
Roy E. Daniel, DC, 0808191. 
Michael J. Davis, MC, 0978750. 
Eugene A. Garcia, DC, 0981008. 
Robert W. Little, DC, 0446456. 
Ralph B. Lydic, DC, 01556908. 
Thomas O’Sullivan, DC, 0722875. 
Grace G. Palmer, WAC, L1010000. 
Charles M. Powell, Jr., JAGC, 0840851, 
Irving Wikler, MC, 0966304. 
Hal C. Worcester, DC, 01755288. 


To be second lieutenants 


Milton Braveman, MSC, 0707219. 
Margaret M. Butler, WAC, L201148. 
David W. Duttweiler, MSC, 0981055. 
Freeda L. James, WMSC, 8 
Mary K. Leath, WMSC, M2873. 

Julia E. Ledbetter, WAC, 1010098. 
Frances L. T. McKinney, ANC, N792223. 
Sarah F. Niblack, WAC, L201642. 
Lois M. Nuhn, WAC, L1010246. 
Florence A. Schmidt, WMSC, M2875. 
Dorothy S. Siler, WAC, L1010040. 
Helen D. Steir, WAC, L702161. 
Barbara A. Stierle, WMSC, R2560. 
Alice L. Turner, WAC, L1020599. 
Frances O. Vandiver, ANC, N792530. 
Eileen B. Witte, WMSC, R2556. 


The following-named persons for appoint- 
ment in the Medical Corps, Regular Army of 
the United States, in the grade of first lieu- 
tenant, under the provisions of section 506 
of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947 (Public 
Law 381, 80th Cong.), subject to completion 
of internship, and subject to physical quali- 
fication: 

John R. Daniels, 02203688, 

Alan R. Hopeman, 02050512. 

Heber S. Hudson, 02209678. 

Lloyd Kitchen, 01039061. 

George A. Levi, 0841520. 

Donald G. McLeod, Jr., 01048902. 

Jack D. Reedy, 01542646. 

Stephen N. Schanzer, 0986956. 

Paul W. Shefer, 02209671. 

James B. Standerfer, 02206697. 

William A. Stephens, 01542877. 

Henry T. Zelechosky, 02037024. 

The following-named persons for appoint- 
ment in the Regular Army of the United 
States in the grades specified, under the pro- 
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visions of section 506 of the Officer Personnel 
Act of 1947 (Public Law 381, 80th Cong.), 
subject to physical qualification: 


To be first lieutenants 


Prank M. Bott, 0933389. 

Colin D. Ciley, Jr., 01186968, 
Michael G. Collins, 01060047. 
Jack D. Dougherty, 0453521. 
Walter J. Harbort, 0450881. 
George A. McCowen, 01118086. 
Lee P. Moore, 01182197. 
Robert C. Morris, 0498281. 
Bedell A. Tippins, Jr., 01296768. 


To be second lieutenants 


Charles P. Alter, 01648965, 
Thomas J. Barnes. 

Jerry F. Bradley, 02020244, 
James B. Bryant, 0957017. 
Danford S. Carroll, 01342157. 
Ray A. Clardy, 0439388. 

Arthur H. Collins, Jr., 01291077, 
William M. Dickson, 01333440. 
Michael A. DiGennaro, Jr., 0974254, 
Alexander R. Evans, 01688439, 
Carlos L. Fraser, 01030768. 
Edward C. Gustely, 0556317, 

Cam J. Hurst, Jr., 0957029. 
Joseph P. Jaugstetter, 0443195, 
Robert J. Landseadel, Jr., 0557086. 
William Nelson, 0955894. 

Charles E. Parrish. 

Harlan A. Rasmusson, 01062904. 
Herbert L. Sauermann, 02210152, 


The following-named distinguished milt- 
tary students for appointment in the Regu- 
lar Army of the United States, in the grade 
of second lieutenant, under the provisions 
of section 506 of the Officer Personnel Act of 
1947 (Public Law 381, 80th Cong.), subject to 
designation as distinguished military grad- 
uates, and subject to physical qualification: 


Carroll H, Blanchard, Richard R. Heineke 
Jr. Lavar Jensen 
Donald K. Blumenthal Walter O. Johnson, 
Richard B. Boughton 0978306 
Wesley R. Bozone Guy M. Lubold, Jr. 
Kenneth J. Carah, Frank R, Olcott 
02209967 Laurence C, Peabody 
Douglas E. ChristensenGeorge E. Pickett, Jr. 
Donald E. Corum, George H. Schubert 
02211125 John E. Stuntz 
Charles A. Dawdy, Jr. William T. Tanner, Jr. 
Leonard J. D'Eon Edward E. Townsend 
Edward A. Fraser Robert S. Williams, Jr. 


The following-named persons for appoint- 
ment in the Medical Corps, Regular Army, in 
the grade of first lieutenant in lieu of cap- 
tain, Medical Corps, as previously nominated 
and confirmed: 

Anthony A. Borski, 01534682. 

Robert I. Bosman, 0444500. 

Roscoe C. Brand, Jr., 01169034. 

Gerald J. Breakstone, 0426719. 

Otis E. Bridgeford, 01534685. 

John E, Buess, 0926884. 

Thornton R. Cleek, 01041526, 

James A. Ewart, 0407299. 

Hugh S. Geiger, Jr., 0747124, 

Robert W. Green, 0388326. 

Thomas M. Hall, 0410302. 

Joe S. Haney, Jr., 0441260. 

William O. Kearse, 0366344. 

Dean McCandless, 0414073. 

Gordon B. Miller, 0451619. 

Walter S. Mizell, 0513096. 

John de La S. Morris, 0379853. 

Harold W. Mueller, 02209654, 

Robert C. Nelson, 0363141. 

Robert L. Obourn, 0418579. 

Matthew D. Parrish, 0789498. 

Arnold M. Reeve, 01296257. 

William L. Richardson, 0985652. 

Thomas D. Sellers, 0678337. 

James A. Shafer, 40671116. 

Leo H. Silverman, 0325022. 

John W. Stark, 0460951: 

Walter E. Switzer, 0854290. 

James C. Syner, 0566870, ` 
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Lewis A. Van Osdel, 0420535. 
Lloyd T. Wright, 02209672. 
Harry H. Youngs, Jr., 01535118. 


CONFIRMATION 


Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate July 6 (legislative day of 
June 27), 1951: 

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

Francis P. Matthews, of Nebraska, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten- 
tiary of the United States of America to 
Ireland. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Fray, Jury 6, 1951 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following prayer: 


O Thou eternal God, our Father, whose 
divine providence hallows all our days 
with Thy richest blessings, we pray that 
we may be more worthy and more con- 
scious and confident of Thy continuing 
love and care. 

Grant that daily we may be strength- 
ened in mind and in heart against the 
disappointments and disillusionments, 
the temptations and trials, and all the 
frustrations and fears of life. 

Enable us by Thy grace to stand val- 
iantly for whatever is just and right. 
When doubt and darkness beset our path 
may we place our hands in Thine and 
go forth strong and unafraid. 

Inspire us with the noblest aspirations 
and may our souls reach out coura- 
geously in expectation and in hope for 
the triumph of the eternal principles of 
truth and justice, of good will and 
brotherhood. 

Hear us in Christ’s name. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Landers, its enrolling clerk, announced 
that the Senate agrees to the amend- 
ments of the House to a bill of the Senate 
of the following title: 

S. 109. An act to protect scenic values 
along the Grand Canyon Park Approach 
Highway (State 64) within the Kaibab Na- 
tional Forest, Ariz., and certain public do- 
main lends under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of the Interior. 


MOCK TRIALS OF ARCHBISHOP GROESZ 
AND WILLIAM N. OATIS 


Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wis- 
consin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, the Communist Government of 
Czechoslovakia and the Communist Gov- 
ernment of Hungary represent neither 
the peoples of Czechoslovakia nor the 
people of Hungary. These puppet gang- 
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ster governments do not represent any 
decent segment of society in the world. 

They represent only the big gangster 
government run by the bloody men of 
Moscow, who themselves have murdered 
over 40,000,000 of their own citizens in 
the name of state justice since they came 
to power. 

The recent trial of Archbishop Josef 
Groesz in Hungary and the just con- 
cluded trial of the American citizen and 
Associated Press Reporter William N. 
Oatis, in Czechoslovakia, engineered by 
each of these puppet states under the 
direction of the Kremlin, are the maca- 
bre perversions of justice that charac- 
terize the whole structure of Communist 
governments everywhere in the world. 

The United States and all decent na- 
tions, and the United Nations, should 
cast out the phony representatives of 
these nonrespresentative Communist 
satellite states who falsely wear the 
badge of the peoples of Czechoslovakia 
and the people of Hungary. The exist- 
ence of the representatives of these 
gangster governments on free soil is an 
insult to freedoms of religion, of speech, 
and of the press. In the interests of 
world peace and in behalf of the Czech 
and Slovak peoples and the people of 
Hungary, I ask that diplomatic relations 
be withdrawn from the Communist 
regimes that enslave them. 


GENERAL MacARTHUR 


Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Con- 
necticut? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise not to make an issue of General 
MacArthur, but rather to offer a com- 
ment concerning the pending confer- 
ence from which it is hoped will come 
the terms and conditions under. which it 
will be possible to end honorably the 
fighting in Korea. : 

The imminent cease-fire conference 
comes about as a result of an appeal 
broadcast directly to the field command- 
ers of the enemy forces in Korea by Gen- 
eral Ridgway. It is significant that Gen- 
eral Ridgway, in making these broad- 
casts, was acting under directions from 
our Government. All of us recall very 
vividly what happened to General Mac- 
Arthur for making this same suggestion 
last March. 

The real significance of these moves 
may have escaped the attention of many 
of our own people. Had General Mac- 
Arthur's recommendations in this in- 
stance been followed, the American Gov- 
ernment would have been able to go be- 
fore the peoples of Asia as the champion 
of world peace. It is regrettable that 
General Ridgway’s broadcast to the en- 
emy commanders was precedeti by a 
Russian spokesman’s Move. As a result, 
the propaganda efforts of the Kremlin 
throughout Asia and Europe is vastly 
strengthened and now Russia rather 
than the United States gets credit for 
being the peace-loving power that has 
used its influence for bringing about a 
cessation of hostilities. Had we followed 
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Macarthur's suggestions in March in 
this respect, we would now be in the 
driver's seat; instead, we find ourselves, 
at least as far as Asia is concerned, now 
forced to get on the Russian propa- 
ganda bandwagon. It may be that we 
have lost one more round in the propa- 
ganda war. 

I regret that this is one additional 
step in the tragic ineptness of the pres- 
ent administration in the handling of our 
relations in Asia, and particularly in 
China. It is appropriate to recall that 
undoubtedly there would not have been 
any fighting in Korea now, no United 
Nations police action to terminate if 
that same tragic ineptness of the admin- 
istration had not reduced our military 
strength and forfeited our diplomatic 
advantages a year and a half and more 
ago in the Far East. 

The people of the United States are 
united in their awareness of what we 
seek. It is unfortunate that we cannot 
with any confidence expect the admin- 
istration to be as positive in determining 
how we are to attain it. 

All of us hope and pray that the meet- 
ing which has been arranged in Korea 
will put an end to the bloodshed there, 
and thus save the lives of thousands of 
American fighting men. 

Even if we are successful in ending 
forever the fighting in Korea on terms 
that are acceptable to our Government, 
it cannot possibly mean that the peril to 
world peace, which affects the lives of 
each one of us and the future of our 
children, is over. , 

The result in Korea, if a real truce re- 
sults, will have been achieved because of 
the valor of the American fighting men 
and their comrades of the 15 other free 
nations; the power of American guns, 
planes, and tanks; and the success 
which has been achieved to date in in- 
creasing the preparedness of the Ameri- 
can people to meet whatever tensions, 
pressures, or acts of aggression may de- 
velop. 

The peril to world peace that results 
from Communist imperialism and Krem- 
lin-controlied plans for domination of 
the free world either by conquest or in- 
filtration cannot be abated by the out- 
come in Korea. If we value our freedom, 
it behooves each and every one of us to 
continue to be on the alert. 

We must continue to build up our mili- 
tary and our economic strength. We 
must avoid wasting our personal as well 
as our national resources in order to 
have the strength against the foe, which 
we are going to need. Even with the 
fighting in Korea brought to a successful 
conclusion, time is not necessarily on 
our side in building up our strength and 
that of our allies to maintain a free 
world against all aggression. 


ADJOURNMENT OVER 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to 
meet on Monday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA LEGISLATION 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that it may be in 
order any day next week for District 
legislation other than Monday. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 2 

There was no objection. 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR NEXT WEEK 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
1 minute for the purpose of ascertain- 
ing from the majority leader the pro- 
gram for next week. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I shall be very 
glad to respond to the inquiry made by 
my friend. 

The amendments of the Defense Pro- 
duction Act will be the continuing order 
of business next week until completed, 
with this exception: 

Tuesday there will be call of the Pri- 
vate Calendar. The call of the Pri- 
vate Calendar was dispensed with last 
week but made in order for some day this 
week. That, of course, will not take 
long, and there are bills on it in which 
many Members are interested. There- 
after there will be District day, for which 
I have just obtained consent, and there is 
one bill for consideration, H. R. 2094, 
dealing with District of Columbia hospi- 
tal facilities, a bill which I personally in- 
troduced and providing for facilities 
which are very badly needed in the 
District. 

After disposition of the Defense Pro- 
duction Act amendments and District 
day, the State, Justice, and Commerce 
appropriation bill will be the next order 
of business. 

Conference reports, of course, may be 
called up at any time; and I make the 
usual reservation that any further pro- 
gram or change in program will be an- 
nounced later—the usual reservation in 
statements of the program. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Inasmuch as 
the Defense Production Act amendments 
will be up all next week under the 5- 
minute rule there will undoubtedly be 
quite a number of votes, since there are 
57 amendments; is that correct? It will 
be necessary for the Members to be 
present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. There is no ques- 
tion about it. It all depends on how the 
bill emerges from the Committee of the 
Whole. That bill will be the order of 
business with the one exception of the 
Private Calendar. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And the De- 
fense Production Act amendments bill 
will be continued next week until 
completed? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I thank the 
gentleman. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Speaker, inasmuch 
as Eric Johnston now wants to direct the 
whole anti-inflation picture I think we 
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ought to have a quorum present to hear 
the arguments and debate today. 

Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that a quorum is not present. ‘ 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman could 
have made that point very easily. The 
gentleman from New York makes the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 104] 

Abbitt Hall, O'Brien, NI. 
Allen, La, Leonard W, O’Brien, Mich. 
Anfuso Halleck O'Hara 
Armstrong Harden O’Konski 
Bakewell Harrison, Va. O'Neill 
Barden Hart Ostertag 
Barrett Eavenner O'Toole 
Bates, Ky. Hedrick Philbin 
Bender Heller Phillips 
Boggs, Del, Herter Pickett 
Boggs, La Hess Potter 
Bonner Hill Powell 
Bosone Hinshaw Prouty 
Bow Hoffman, Ill. Quinn 
Boykin Hoffman, Mich. Rabaut 
Bray Holifield Radwan 
Breen Jackson, Calif. Ramsay 
Brownson Jackson, Wash, Reams 
Busbey James Redden 
Bush Javits Regan 
Butler Jenkins Richards 
Byrne, N. Y. Jonas Riehlman 
Byrnes, Wis Jones, Mo. Roberts 
Carlyle Jones, Rodino 
Carnahan Woodrow W. Rogers, Mass. 
Case Kean Roosevelt 
Celler Kearney Sabath 
Chatham Kearns St. George 
Chudoff Kelley, Pa, Scott, Hardie 
Clemente Kennedy Secrest 
Corbett Keogh Shafer 
Coudert Kerr Sheehan 
Cox Kilburn Sheppard 
Curtis, Mo, Kilday Short 
Dague Kirwan Sieminski 
Davis, Ga. Klein Sikes 
Davis, Wis. Kluczynski Smith, Miss. 
Dawson Lane Smith, Va. 
Delaney Lanham Smith, Wis. 
Denton Latham Staggers 
Dingell LeCompte Stanley 
Dolliver Lesinski Stigler 
Dondero ` Lucas Stockman 
Donohue Lyle Taber 
Dorn McCarthy Tackett 
Doughton McConnell Taylor 
Durham McCulloch Thompson, Tex 
Ellsworth McGrath Tollefson 
Fallon McGregor Towe 
Fenton McGuire Vail 
Fernandez Madden Van Pelt 

ine Mansfield Vaughn 
Flood Martin, Mass. Vorys 
Fogarty Meader Weichel 
Frazier Merrow Welch 
Fulton Miller, Calif. Werdel 
Furcolo Miller, Md. Wharton 
Garmatz Miller, N.Y. Whitten 
Gary Morano Williams, Miss. 
Gavin Morris Wilson, Ind. 
Gillette Morrison Withrow 
Goodwin Morton Wood, Ga, 
Gossett Murray, Tenn. Woodruff 
Granahan Murray, Wis. Yates 
Granger Nelson 
Green Nicholson 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 238 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
cee under the call were dispensed 
with. 

DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT AMEND- 

MENTS OF 1951 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I move 


that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 


JULY 6 


State of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 3871) to 
amend the Defense Production Act of 
1950, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur- 
ther consideration of the bill (H. R. 
3871) to amend the Defense Production 
Act of 1950, and for other purposes, with 
Mr. Mitts in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Permit the Chair 
to make a statement. 

When the Committee rose on yester- 
day, the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
Spence] had 58 minutes remaining, and 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WoL- 
coTT] had 59 minutes remaining. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. BOLLING]. 

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Chairman, a lit- 
tle over a year ago North Korean Com- 
munist forces, without warning and 
without provocation, attacked the Re- 
public of Korea. The United Nations 
and the United States promptly com- 
mitted forces to repel this aggression. 
As a consequence many bitter battles 
have been fought, thousands of Ameri- 
cans killed and tens of thousands 
wounded, while casualties were inflicted 
on the aggressors in a ratio of 10 or 15 
to 1. As a result of that act of brutal 
aggression, the United States and its 
allies of the free world began a great 
program of defense mobilization. 

We in the United States did this, not 
only because of the act of aggression, 
but because we recognized its signifi- 
cance. The Red attack in Korea made 
clear the fact that the men in the Krem- 
lin, the rulers of Russia, to achieve their 
ends would use, not only subversion, vio- 
lation of solemn agreements and threats 
of force, but also armed aggression. 
This fact was but reemphasized in No- 
vember when the Red Chinese began 
their overt aggression in Korfa. Thus 
was the last cobweb of illusion removed 
from the eyes of free men. 

Should the fighting in Korea soon be 
brought to a successful conclusion as we 
now have some reason to hope, the sig- 
nificance of Korea would remain. The 
significance that Soviet imperialism 
will use every means, including armed 
aggression to achieve the victory of 
Slavery over freedom. Seeing this 
clearly, we in America have embarked 
on a great defense mobilization to insure 
the preservation of our liberties and our 
freedom. 

The expenditures for the defense 
mobilization have far exceeded the 
amount necessary to support our par- 
ticipation in the Korean war. Our de- 
fense mobilization is designed to build 
for us and our allies the strength in the 
next few years to make freedom impreg- 
nable. Despite the high level of our 
economy our mobilization effort is so 
large that at its peak it will take from 
civilian consumption about 20 percent 
of our vast production, This 20 percent 
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will go to strengthen our own defensive 
ability and through cooperative en- 
deavor to strengthen our allies in West- 
ern Europe and around the world, 

Our defense mobilization will in the 
months ahead, create tremendous pres- 
sures on our economy. Our success or 
failure in this great effort will depend 
largely upon our capacity to do the job 
while at the same time stabilizing our 
economy at home. Since our greatest 
strength is our industrial capacity and 
the morale of our people, it is imperative 
that neither be damaged by our mobili- 
zation efforts or we will in fact have can- 
celed out that effort and defeated our 
purpose. Past experience reminds us 
and simple good sense tells us that we 
must continue our defense mobilization, 
It shculd be equally easy to see that we 
must continue and strengthen economic 
stablization until expanding production 
makes it possible for us to produce 
enough of both guns and butter. 

There is no question but that we can 
do the job—we did a greater job in 
World War II. The only question now 
is do we have the will to do the job. In 
many respects our present task, being 
more complicated and more confused, 
presents greater difficulties than the war 
mobilization of World War II. Al- 
though freedom faces a threat as great 
or perhaps even greater than that it 
faced from fascism, it is more difficult 
to keep that threat always before us. 
Although we had no Pearl Harbor on 
June 25, 1951, and God willing we will 
never have another Pearl Harbor, we 
must still recognize that the danger is 
there and that it is very great. 

Our economy today is functioning at 
the highest peacetime level in all his- 
tory. We have virtually full employ- 
ment, our people are receiving good 
wages, our factories are producing great 
quantities of goods. We are very strong 
but the danger is very great. The dan- 
ger comes from complacency and the 
illusion that America cannot be de- 
stroyed; an illusion that Berlin, Czecho- 
slovakia, Greece, Tibet, Korea are but 
separate incidents with no long-range 
significance; an illusion based on wish- 
ful thinking and a natural desire that 
things be as usual; an illusion based on 
a hope that, despite our previous bitter 
disappointments, the Soviet Union now 
necessarily will turn sincerely to peace; 
an illusion and a complacency that could 
do a job that the world-wide Communist 
conspiracy could not do without the 
existence of that illusion; an illusion 
that can disarm us; an illusion that can 
destroy us. 

The question before us today and in 
the days that we debate the amendments 
to the Defense Production Act is a simple 
question—do the representatives of the 
American people have the will to do 
those difficult things they know in their 
hearts should be done? Do we have 
the courage to face up to the fact that 
there will not be and there cannot be 
business as usual for years to come? Do 
we have the strength of character and 
the courage that enabled Washington 
and Lincoln in tinies of crisis to stick 
grimly to their tasks in the face of over- 
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whelming pressures. The question is 
whether we are to act as representatives 
of a section, a point of view, a narrow 
interest, or will we act for America and 
for freedom. 

The facts are clear, our powerful econ- 
omy can be destroyed by inflation, the 
morale of our people can be wrecked by 
rises in prices. Our ability and our will 
to resist slavery can be destroyed by 
complacency and laziness. We can pre- 
sent to the country legislation so weak 
that inflation will wreck the value of 
the dollar and tax our people three times 
over; once in the taxes they pay; once 
in the loss of purchasing power for their 
personal needs; and once in the loss of 
purchasing power of their tax dollars 
spent for defense. 

To the hearings and to the offices and 
through the mails have come special 
pleaders, arguing cleverly, selfishly, and 
often dishonestly. Special pleaders who 
have said this great burden musi be 
borne but not by me. This great task 
must be done but not by me. The dan- 
ger is great and it must be faced but 
not by me. We have heard the siren 
song of those with great economic power. 
We have heard the specious arguments 
of those who claim great political power. 
We have been cajoled and threatened, 
urged, and pushed. By and large the 
people have been silent. In a large part 
lulled into a false security by those who 
say, “Is this an emergency?” confused 
by those who would divide and destroy. 
Despite the people's silence, we who know 
the facts—and the facts are clear—must 
face those facts and act despite the 
special pleaders and despite com- 
placency. 

Inflation in this country will directly 
damage the defense effort: The defense 
effort designed to build the strength of 
the United State, by stealing from our 
appropriations for defense, a large por- 
tion of their value in tanks and guns 
and shoes and food, by stealing from the 
value of our economic and military aid 
to our allies. 

Inflation in America will destroy the 
standard of living of all but a few of 
the American people. This legislation 
before us is the third great pillar in 
our defense effort. Without sound leg- 
islation in this field our efforts to rearm 
can be as nothing. This legislation is 
designed to preserve the value of the 
dollar so that our appropriations will 
buy the military equipment that we in- 
tend to buy. This legislation is designed 
to preserve the value of the dollar so 
that our economic and military aid to 
our allies will strengthen them as we 
mean it to. This legislation is designed 
to protect the economically weak here 
at home from the economically strong 
and ruthless, just as our mobilization 
program is designed to protect freedom 
from Communist aggression. 

Many details of this legislation are 
controversial—there are many honest 
differences. However, I am confident 
that despite those differences strong 
legislation will be written on the floor 
of the House if the people’s representa- 
tives have but the will. The task is 
ours. We cannot pass the buck to a 


7723 


seemingly complacent people. We can- 
not through intellectual gymnastics 
avoid the responsibilities. Unlike our 
men in Korea, we here all volunteered 
for our responsibilities. Unlike the men 
in Korea, we face no short range danger 
greater than the loss of office or pre- 
ferment. Unlike the men in Korea, we 
face no death in mud, but just as they, 
by their actions are determining and 
will determine the future of freedom, 
we equally, by our action or inaction 
play a great role in determining the 
future. The problem before us is at 
once complex and simple. Whom do 
we serve? Who are our masters? To 
what do we look? The next election 
or the next generation? Our answers 
will be written large for all to see— 
not in blood but in words in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD, which will say for 
all history to read “these men served 
themselves” or “these men served their 
country.” 

The American people will know how 
to read that record. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such item as he may desire to 
the gentleman from Montana [Mr, 
D'EWaRT]. 

Mr. D'EWART. Mr. Chairman, it is 
interesting to examine history, with ref- 
erence to price controls. For the infor- 
mation of this House, following is an edi- 
torial put out by the Montana Standard 
that I think shows interesting light on 
historical efforts to control prices: 

ABOUT THE GOOD INTENTIONS OF OUR 

Economic DocTORS 

We became accustomed to thinking things 
were new just because they seem to orig- 
inate in Washington. But as a matter of 
fact most of the schemes, the devices, the 
programs, the nostrums, the panaceas, the 
plots, and plans which have emanated from 
our Nation’s Capital in the last several years 
have been tried out on unsuspecting peoples 
ages ago. 

A good part of the so-called New Deal was 
old when Rome was young. (To the best 
knowledge of historians Rome was founded 
more than 700 years before Christ). 

In more recent times we have come to 
think of price fixing and a controlled econ- 
omy as something new. Just for fun, let us 
look at the record. 

In the volume, The Grandeur That Was 
Rome, written by J. C. Stobart, the Harvard 
historian, and published in 1911, we find the 
following: 

“The whole Roman world was being slowly 
strangled with good intentions. The bu- 
reaucracy had grown so highly organized and 
efficient, so nicely ordered through its vari- 
ous grades of official life, that everybody 
walked in leading-strings to the music of 
official proclamations. Paternalism regu- 
lated everything with its watchful and benig- 
nant eye. The triumph of the system may 
be seen in the famous Edict of Prices issued 
by Diocletian in A. D. 301. Here we find 
scheduled a maximum price for every pos- 
sible commodity of trade and a maximum 
wage for every kind of service. Death is the 
penalty for any trader who asks, or any pur- 
chaser who pays a higher price. No differ- 
ence of locality or season is permitted. 
Trade is forbidden to fluctuate under penalty 
of death. This delightful scheme, which was 
engraved on stone in every market in Eu- 
rope, was evidently the product of the 
highly efficient board of trade, which had 
sat late of nights over the study of statistics 
and political economy. Benevolent officials 
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of this type swarmed all over the empire, 
spying and reporting on one another as well 
as on the generaf public. 

“The same system of blear-eyed officialism 
had found a still more ingenious method of 
throttling the society which it was endeavor- 
ing to nurse back into infancy. It was 
under Severus Alexander (about A. D. 230) 
that the various collegia or guilds were in- 
corporated by charter, so that every industry 
whatever became a closed corporation. This 
rendered the task of administration much 
simpler, It meant that every human occu- 
pation became hereditary. There was, for 
example, a guild of coloni or tillers of the 
soil.” 

A little farther on in the book the author 
discloses the results: “It looks as if the 
benevolent despotism engendered by highly 
centralized government of very large areas 
was one of the methods by which provi- 
dence is accustomed to bring great empires 
low.’ 

Now, does anybody believe that the eco- 
nomic pains we are suffering from today are 
something new? No; the symptoms are very, 
very old. But it is obvious we of this mod- 
ern day are trying the same kind of medi- 
cine which killed the patient so long ago. 

The only difference is that some of us may 
have reason to doubt the good intentions 
of some of our modern economic physicians. 


So much for ancient history. Now let 
us examine what happened in 1942-46. 
Following the end of price controls on 
October 14, 1946, by order of President 
Truman, I prepared a brief statement 
summarizing the history of controls dur- 
ing those years. I think in view of the 
present demand for return of controls 
that statement written in 1946 is of in- 
terest and it is therefore included with 
my remarks and is as follows: 


Mr. Chairman, the proposal by President 
Truman that Congress grant him authority 
to institute selective controls on prices has 
been made more specific by Secretary of 
Commerce Harriman who stated that meat 
controls would be among the first estab- 
lished.. Apparently the President and his 
advisers have completely forgotten the ex- 
perience gained during 1942-46 when meat 
controls were attempted under OPA and 
failed. It is to be hoped that the Congress 
will not be similarly forgetful of this costly 
lesson. 

The plain fact is that 4 years of experience 
with Government controls on livestock 
demonstrated beyond any doubt that it is 
impossible by OPA methods to control the 
price and distribution of this great industry, 

Meat controls were established in May 1942, 
Prices on meat were rolled back to the whole- 
sale and retail levels of March 1942, but cat- 
tle prices continued to rise uncontrolled. 
The immediate result was a price squeeze on 
the packers which continued throughout the 
history of OPA. Even as early as 1943, the 
black market had begun to takə over a large 
share of the meat brisiness, and the history 
of meat control from that time is the series of 
attempts to stifle the black market. Needless 
to say, none of them was successful. Orders 
allocating feed and grain, licensing slaugh- 
terers, assigning slaughter quotas, paying 
subsidies of more than $3,500,000,000 for 
slaughtering and for feeding—all failed to 
stop the black market just as they failed to 
make meat control effective. Indeed, the 
regulations themselves constituted a terrific 
burden on the legitimate businessman. At 
least 111 price regulations, orders, and direc- 
tives were issued, and more than 1,100 
amendments in the beef and veal division 
alone. 

Still more and more cattle and hogs dis- 
appeared into the black market. It became 
increasiagly difficult for consumers to find 
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any meat in the butcher shops, regardless of 
price ceilings. It was impossible for the 
packer to pay the maximum permissible or 
ceiling prices for livestock and sell the re- 
sulting fresh or cured meat at wholesale 
meat ceiling prices without losing money. 
As a result some packers were forced to dis- 
continue their beef operations entirely. The 
regularly established packers curtailed their 
operations to the industrial areas. Cattle 
prices at the principal markets were higher 
than the ceiling prices which legitimate 
packers could legally pay. Livestock pro- 
ducers and feeders were equally hampered 
by the maze of regulations, and meat disap- 
peared almost completely from the butcher 
shops. 

In early 1946, in spite of the fact that this 
country was at an all-time peak in cattle 
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numbers, surveys in 11 representative cities 
showed that consumers were paying at least 
$1,250,000,000 a year in excess of the ceiling 
prices for meat. In addition, the Govern- 
ment was paying about $750,000,000 for sub- 
sidies, with the result that the American 
public paid more than $2,000,000,000 annually 
in excess of the ceiling prices for meat. Ceil- 
ing prices meant nothing to people who had 
the money to pay for the meat they wanted. 
People in the low-income groups who could 
not afford black market prices were left to 
wait in line before butcher shops which of- 
fered little more than empty counters. 

The relationship between ceiling prices, 
at which little or nothing was available, and 
the black market prices plus subsidies— 
which represent the real cost to American 
consumers—was as follows in July 1946: 


d 
Round steak, pound 
Ground beef, Pound xe 
Lamb rib chops, pound 


OPA ceiling |Black market] Subsidy Total cost 
$0, 67 $0. 95 $0. 135 $1. 085 

27.32 85-1. 00 124 - 97-1. 12 
.32-. 36 «90-1. 10 124 1. 02-1, 22 
. 40.46 295-1. 25 „12 1, 07-1, 37 
.40-. 45 1.00 -20 1. 
8-3 75 05 8 
44.51 78 . 056-. 138 886. 918 


The cost effects of the black market were 
not, however, the sole loss suffered as a 
result of price controls on meat. The na- 
tional health was imperiled through insani- 
tary slaughtering and curtailed production 
of essential medicinal byproducts. And all 
related industries were thrown into confu- 
sion by the complete breakdown of normal 
livestock processing and distribution. 

Most people familiar with the livestock 
and meat industry agreed that the removal 
of controls was the only cure for the situa- 
tion, Finally, on May 2, 1946, Secretary 
ANDERSON agreed that the controls were not 
working. His testimony before the Senate 
Agriculture Committee was reported as fol- 
lows in the Washington Post: 

“Secretary of Agriculture ANDERSON said 
yesterday that price control on meat should 
be abandoned unless a 90-day test period 
shows packers can get livestock in something 
like normal volume.“ 

“This is about the last chance to make 
it work,” he said. The following day Presi- 
dent Truman at his press conference agreed 
that controls should be abandoned if the 
black market could be stopped in no other 
way. At that time, Mr. Speaker, even the 
minority leader, Mr. RAYBURN, was in favor 
of lifting controls on meat. Referring to 
amendments to lift controls, he stated in 
the House on May 3: 

“But if I had my way I would have joined 
with the gentleman from New York in pass- 
ing the amendment insofar as it related 
to cattle, because I felt that with 89,000,000 
cattle in the United States there is a sufi- 
cient number and production. 

“I may say to the gentleman from New 
York and to others that I have spoken to 
people in high places and told them I think 
that cattle ought to be removed from con- 
trols.” 

The Senate Agriculture Committee, under 
the chairmanship of Senator Elbert D. 
Thomas, decided that the evidence presented 
in its hearings did not justify a 90-day delay 
as suggested by Secretary ANDERSON. The 
committee recommended in a report released 
May 2 that controls be lifted immediately. 

This advice went unheeded however until 
midsummer when President Truman ended 
all controls by vetoing the measure which 
was intended to continue OPA. For little 
more than a month the Nation returned to a 
free economy. Temporarily, meat was avail- 
able at reasonable prices and the black mar- 
ket ceased to function. But before the mar- 
ket could return to normal, controls were 
restored and all of the old problems returned 


in full force and vigor. The situation became 
so desperate that on October 14, just a few 
days bofore the election, President Truman 
ended meat controls. A month later he put 
an end to almost all of the remaining price 
controls. 

“I am convinced that the time has come 
when these controls can serve no useful pur- 
pose,“ the President stated. 

“I am, indeed, convinced that their further 
continuance would do the Nation’s economy 
more harm than good.” 

All of this occurred during wartime, when 
tue people of this country had a compelling 
patriotic motive for cooperating with the 
Government's efforts to control prices and 
distribution. Nonetheless, the black mar- 
keteer like the bootlegger before him prof- 
ited hugely at the expense of all of us, Is 
there any reason to believe that controls 
which failed to work under patriotic stimulus 
could be made to work today? It is extremely 
dificult to understand how a return to OPA 
controls on meat could fail to result in the 
same evils which I have discussed. Prob- 
a ny they would be greatly accentuated. 


Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. McDonoveu]. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
perhaps the most difficult kind of legis- 
lation to agree upon is legislation to con- 
trol or stabilize the economy of the 
Nation. Legislation of this kind is as 
controversial as a tax or tariff bill, and 
on final consideration, no one is satis- 
fied. Nobody wants their wages, prices, 
Services, or credit controlled by legisla- 
tion. 

Controls and stabilization of wages, 
prices, and credits are repugnant to the 
American way of life, and are an attempt 
to replace the fundamental law of supply 
and demand. 

It is unfortunate that the administra- 
tion did not realize the need for drastic 
action by freezing prices, wages, services, 
and credits last September when the 
Congress passed the 1950 Defense Pro- 
duction Act which provided full author- 
ity to hold the line then. Instead of 
using the authority granted by Con- 
gress at that time, the Office of Price 
Stabilization Director from time to time 
isswod statements that as of a certain 
date an order would be issued placing 
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ceilings on certain commodities as much 
as 2 or 3 weeks in advance which gave 
the producers, retailers, and wholesalers 
of these commodities plenty of time to 
increase prices so that their ceilings 
would be at the highest ceiling when they 
were applied. This has brought about a 
state of frustration and confusion un- 
equaled in the economic history of the 
Nation, There is little wonder that it 
has been difficult to obtain the full co- 
operation of the public in the adminis- 
tration and establishment of economic 
controls and stabilization. There is little 
wonder at the fear of the public that the 
underlying intention of the administra- 
tion is to nationalize industry and social- 
ize the Government because as these con- 
trols are fastened on the economy of the 
country because of an extréme emer- 
gency they become more difficult to re- 
lease when the emergency is passed. 

The perfect example of this is rent 
control which went into effect in 1942 
and is still in effect in many parts of the 
country. 

If the Congress had not provided the 
right for local governments to decontrol 
themselves, many of the 16,000,000 total 
rental units which were under control 
would still be under control. 

I have obtained figures from the Hous- 
ing Expediter on the decontrols on rent 
in various sections of the country. 
There is a total of 5,771,000 units that 
have been decontrolled by the action of 
the State legislatures, the counties, cities, 
towns, and villages who took the initia- 
tive to remove Federal control, in spite of 


all the pleas on the part of the Expediter . 


that it would bring about strife and 
bloodshed. 

I propose to offer an amendment to 
that section of the bill which provides 
that after the survey ordered by the 
President, by the Secretary of Defense, 
and the defense mobilizer, that if it is 
found that the three following con- 
ditions prevail in the area surveyed: 
First, a new defense-plant installation 
has been added to the community; sec- 
ond, it requires an in-migration of work- 
ers and, third, there is a shortage of 
housing in the area. The local elected 
legislative body has the right to review 
these findings. 

I think the time has come for the Con- 
gress to recognize that local governments 
have some responsibility in matters of 
this kind. After these findings have 
been made by the chief mobilizer and 
the Defense Secretary, my amendment 
will provide that they shall be submitted 
to the local government for the purpose 
of determining whether these conditions 
actually exist. Within 60 days, the local 
elected legislative body can agree or 
disagree on whether rent control will be 
imposed in the area under their juris- 
diction. The amendment is as follows: 

Amendment to H. R. 3871 proposed by Mr. 
McDonoucH: Page 76, after line 20, in- 
sert the following new sentence: “If any 
locality which has been decontrolled as a 
result of action by its local governing body 
under paragraph (3) of subsection (j) of 
this section is included in an area certified 
under this subsection as a critical defense 
housing area, the President shall promptly 
notify the local governing body of that fact, 
and shall not establish any maximum rent 
for any housing accommodation in the lo- 
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cality until 60 days have elapsed after the 
date on which such notice is given, If, with- 
in such 60-day period, the local governing 
body adopts a resolution in accordance with 
applicable local law and based upon a find- 
ing by it reached as the result of a public 
hearing held after 10 days’ notice, that any 
of the conditions listed in paragraphs (A), 
(B), and (C) of this subsection does not 
exist in the locality, the certification in- 
volved shall have no effect with respect to 
the locality for the purposes of this subsec- 
tion and subsection (m) of this section.” 


This amendment has nothing to do 
with those areas that did not decontrol 
themselves by legislation. Those that 
are now under control or have never 
taken the initiative to remove themselves 
from control are not affected, but I think 
any area that took the iniative to remove 
itself by legislation should have the right 
to determine by affirmative action 
whether it wants to or should go under 
rent control. 

It is an economic and a social problem 
in these areas. It is a serious question 
that has repercussions in any area where 
the Federal Government invades the 
right of local government. The City 
Council of Los Angeles on June 25 passed 
a resolution to the effect that they want- 
ed the right to review any attempt on 
the part of the Federal Government to 
impose rent control on Los Angeles. The 
council is made up of 15 men. The res- 
olution passed by a vote of 12 to 3. Two 
of the three who voted against the reso- 
lution are lame-duck councilmen who 
voted not to decontrol last July and were 
subsequently defeated. 

The resolution is as follows: 

City or Los ANGELES, CALIF., 
June 25, 1951. 

Dear CONGRESSMAN: At the meeting of the 
council held June 25, 1951, the following res- 
olution presented by Councilman Ed. J. Dav- 
enport and seconded by Councilman Don A, 
Allen, relating to rent control, was adopted: 

“Whereas on July 28, 1950, after long pub- 
lic hearings on the findings of a survey cost- 
ing $25,000, paid for out of city funds and 
conducted by a survey firm selected by agree- 
ment between landlords and tenants, labor 
and tenant groups who favored rent controls, 
the city council acting under powers granted 
it by the Congress in the 1950 Federal rent 
statute voted for decontrol of rents in Los 
Angeles by a two-thirds majority of its mem- 
bership of 15 (10 to 4), 1 member absent; and 

“Whereas Housing Expediter Tighe Wood 
defied not only the legal action of our legis- 
lative body but the Congress of the United 
States and joined in a fantastic court action 
with a local group who opposed decontrol, 
refusing to approve our action even under 
court orders with the result that decontrol 
in Los Angeles was not effectuated until 5 
months later on December 20, 1950, on the 
very eve of the 1951 local elections; and 

“Whereas with rent decontrol as the para- 
mount campaign issue, 9 of the 10 who voted 
for decontrol were reelected at the primaries 
plus 1 new member who ran as an apart- 
ment-house landlord on a platform of rent 
decontrol and the 1 member of the 10 de- 
control councilmen who was not returned to 
office was defeated in the Hollywood district 
on issues other than rent control, while 2 of 
the 4 councilmen who voted to continue rent 
controls were defeated for reelection; and 

“Whereas, since this election April 3, came 
so close on the heels of decontrol it is beyond 
argument that the tenant voters who vastly 
outnumber the landlords were not disturbed 
about decontrol of rents in Los Angeles, but 
instead gave a vote of confidence to those 
legislators who brought it about; and 
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“Whereas while the survey upon which 
local decontrol was voted July 28, 1950, re- 
vealed a rental vacancy factor of 4.2 percent, 
surveys by three different agencies completed 
May 11 of this year show vacancy factors 
ranging from 6.57 percent to 9.82 percent, and 
of the 18,000 plus rental units surveyed 


‘(which is more than the minimum percent- 


age prescribed United States Bureau of La- 
bor Statistics as a comprehensive sample in 
a survey of this type) 24.28 percent of the 
vacant units are being offered for rent at 
amounts less than $40 per month and 35.66 
percent of the vacancies are in the $40 to 
$60 per month, and 

“Whereas thousands of rental units which 
have been held off the market during rent 
control are now being offered at hundreds 
of large subdivisions ranging in size up to 
18,000 moderate-priced homes in one single 
tract and the Los Angeles newspapers are 
carrying more classified for-rent ads than 
at any time since rent controls were imposed 
in 1942 and with the bitterness that existed 
between some landlords and tenants being 
wiped out by decontrol and with hundreds 
of thousands of dollars being spent by prop- 
erty owners to renovate their rental units 
now that their personal pride of controlling 
their own property has been restored for 
the first time in 10 years, and 

“Whereas despite the past increase of our 
defense-plant employment rolls during the 
6 months of rent decontrol the May rental 
housing surveys reveal a surplus of rentals 
that still can absorb more than 100,000 peo- 
ple not to mention the many huge new sub- 
divisions constantly being opened where 
moderate-price homes can be purchased like 
rent for as little as $45 per month even by 
nonveterans: Now, therefore be it 

“Resolved, That the city council, as the 
elected representatives of nearly 2,000,000 
people, and being composed of the same 
members who voted 10 to 4 to decontrol on 
July 28, 1950, does respectively petition the 
Members of the House of Representatives 
and the Senate of the United States to make 
as a provision of whatever new rent-control 
law is passed, that no city which decontrolled 
rents under the local-option powers granted 
to its legislative body by Congress in the 
Federal rent statute of 1950 could be re- 
controlled without a majority vote of ap- 
proval by its legislative body.” 

Respectfully submitted. 

WALTER C. PETERSON, 
City Clerk. 
By A. M. Morris, 
Assistant City Clerk. 


That is the attitude of the people of 
Los Angeles insofar as rent control is 
concerned, and I think it is the attitude 
of the people in many parts of the Na- 
tion who exercised the right of express- 
ing their own independence and deter- 
mined that rent control was not 
necessary. 

The various States that have decon- 
trolled, including Texas, Mississippi, and 
Alabama, have also taken the initiative 
in their own hands, and, in my opinion, 
when the time comes I think the Con- 
gress should give full recognition to the 
right of any State, county, or city that 
wants to say, “We do not want to be in- 
vaded by a Federal bureaucracy. We do 
not want to have to go through the 
courts to determine whether our actions 
are legal or otherwise”—similar to the 
problem that the city of Los Angeles 
went through. 

Tighe Woods, Housing Expediter, 
dragged the case of the action of Los 
Angeles through every court in the land, 
and he was finally. defeated. It was 6 
months after the action of the city 
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council to decontrol rents in Los Angeles 
that the decontrol became effective be- 
cause of appeals from one court to 
another. 

I certainly think this is a very vital 
part of the bill, aside from many other 
parts of the bill having to do with the. 
control of credit and the economy of the 
country. This is of a different charac- 
ter. The city and county officials have 
nothing to do with the price of food in 
their area. They have nothing to do 
with the control of credits in their area, 
but they have a lot to do with the people 
who own and rent houses in their area, 
and they have a lot to do with realty 
values, tax values, and the assessed val- 
uation of those properties that have a 
direct bearing upon the attempt on the 
part of the Federal Government to im- 
pose rent controls. 

I trust when the time comes that those 
of you who believe that local government 
has any right at all to determine for 
itself whether rent control should or 
should not be established will support 
the resolution. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
13 minutes to the gentleman from Ala- 
bama [Mr. RAINS]. 

Mr. RAINS. Mr. Chairman, I well 
know that what I have to say in this 
general debate will have little bearing on 
how anyone votes on the many amend- 
ments which we will be considering next 
week. Perhaps I would not even at- 
tempt to make this speech did I not feel 
it my duty as a member of the Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency to at least 
make my position known and to give 
some idea as to what I think about the 
legislation. 

In my opinion, the Congress will not 
consider a more momentous piece of 
legislation this year unless we are con- 
fronted with a declaration of war. 

I doubt also that we will consider a 
more controversial piece of legislation. 
As I view this legislation, it is an effort 
on the part of a free people to forge and 
build the sinews of defense and of war 
if need be against a communistic aggres- 
sor. If I did not have that feeling I 
would not vote forit. But if I had that 
fear in my mind that sometime, some- 
where, somehow we must stop aggres- 
sion, I would be a little slow about voting 
against some of the things wrapped up 
in this legislation. 

Too few of us, I think, pay attention 
to the first part of the bill. The first 
part of the bill provides for a program 
second only to that which we had in 
World War II for the building of the 
defense might of this Nation. It pro- 
vides for the building of new war plants; 
it provides for the allocation and priori- 
ties necessary to build a great defense 
military machine. I judge there will be 
little opposition to that part of the bill. 

First of all, I want to say that I detest 
controls of any kind. Frankly, it may 
sound strange in this day and age, but I 
am the kind of Democrat who, like 
Thomas Jefferson, believes that the peo- 
ple who are governed least are governed 
best. But I recognize also in the tragic 
day in which we live—and any man who 
fails to do it is not facing reality—that 
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there are certain emergencies which we 
must meet with emergency legislation. 
I long for the day when price control 
and wage stabilization can be forgotten 
and the law of supply and demand will 
take its rightful place in our American 
economy. When that day will come it 
is not ours to say. I think a man named 
Joe Stalin will have more to say about 
that than anyone else. That is my 
frank opinion about it. But until the 
day comes when aggression is aban- 
doned we in America are compelled to 
put up with controls which we dislike. 
Theie is no way around it. 

So, what are we going to do with price 
and wage legislation? I think the ad- 
ministration blundered when price and 
wagce- control legislation was not put into 
action immediately after the Congress 
enacted it last August. I think it is pos- 
sible to hold prices and wages, to hold 
the line, but I do know it is prac- 
tically impossible to roll back prices once 
they have accumulated. Did you ever 
try to unscramble a scrambled egg? 
Somebody said to me the other day, “You 
can pull a string but you cannot push 
one.” This much I know, that prices are 
too high and unreasonable. I know that. 
We know that the cost of living has gone 
up 10 percent since last August, when 
the Congress acted. I have a feeling 
that if wage and price controls had been 
clamped on, as Congress provided at that 
time, we would not be worrying about 
the 10-percent increase since Korea, 
However, we cannot solve our duty today 
by pointing to the mistakes and failures 


of the past. So the problem is before us 


to do with the best we can as of now. 

Inflation is a danger second only to 
communism. I think that Joe Stalin 
had rather hear of a boom and bust in 
America than any other one thing. I 
would like to believe with my good 
friends on my left that you would be able 
to control inflation in this country by 
indirect controls, rather painless credit 
controls. I remember in the debates in 
committee someone said that controls 
is not the cure for inflation. That is 
absolutely correct. But neither is a shot 
in the arm that the doctor gives you 
when you are in pain a cure for the ill- 
ness. It only holds the pain in check 
until you can take care of the symptom 
or move over the emergency. So I re- 
gard this legislation as purely emergency 
legislation of the painful variety, but I 
say to you, and I say it to those in my 
district—and they are legion—who op- 
pose controls of any kind, that this Con- 
gress had better not be taken in with 
apathy and indifference, with the rift 
in the clouds in Korea, with the super- 
optimism about the end of the fighting. 
We had better not be taken in with that. 
We had better clamp down reasonable 
and adequate price and wage controls in 
this country. I believe that is the only 
way out of the emergency in which we 
find ourselves. 

I have but a few minutes more and I 
feel compelled to discuss another matter 
because it has received so much unfa- 
vorable publicity in the last few weeks. 
I am sorry my friend the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack] is 
not here, but we have witnessed the new 
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coalition between Republicans and Dem- 
ocrats, my good friend the minority 
leader over here and my good friend the 
majority leader on the other side join- 
ing in opposition to the so-called war 
plants dispersal amendment. That 
amendment was adopted in the Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency, as I re- 
call, by a vote of 17 to 5. It is section 
305 of the bill. It is an amendment 
which I introduced with absolutely no 
intent or purpose of taking anything 
away from anybody. I introduced it 
largely at the behest of my good friend 
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
Hays] who appeared before our commit- 
tee and gave a very good and intelligent 
discussion of the need for the dispersal 
of war plants. I introduced it because 
I believed it to be and still do in the 
interest of the national welfare. It has 
no part in any sectional feeling one way 
or the other; so I should like to address 
my concluding remarks to that phase 
of the bill, if I may. 

In the first place, if you will read the 
amendment you will find there is noth- 
ing mandatory about it; it is merely rec- 
ommendatory in character and suggests 
that in the national interest where the 
President finds it practical and in the 
national interest that consideration be 
given to the dispersal of war plants to 
be constructed under this and other 
measures. I frankly was amazed to 
learn that some of my good friends from 
New England and other sections of the 
country assumed that I was trying to 
take away with this amendment some- 
thing that they have. Nothing is fur- 
ther from my mind and I would be op- 
posed to any such gesture. This is sim- 
ply a provision that has already been 
incorporated into law. In the legisla- 
tion setting up the National Resources 
Security Board we stated that it was the 
intent of Congress that in the interest 
of national security there should be the 
wise dispersal of war industry. Not 
only is that true, but in the Joint Com- 
mittee on Defense Production, known as 
the so-called watchdog committee, the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Hays] 
talked at long length with Mr. Wilson 
about it. He admitted it was under 
consideration. I examined Mr. Wilson 
when he appeared before our committee. 
Tax amortization certificates are being 
utilized—listen to this—more than 75 
percent of them in a few States, with 
the result that we are piling one indus- 
try upon top of another right in the very 
centers where there is great concentra- 
tion already. If you believe that there 
is a danger of an atomic attack they are 
already too crowded. Not only are we 
doing that, but in certain centers—not 
in areas, let us not mistake the idea— 
in certain centers there is a short supply 
of labor, and in others there is an over- 
supply. Wherever a man lives in this 
country, be it in the West, New England, 
the South, the far West, if that man can 
he is entitled to play his part, and that 
area is entitled to play its part, and that 
community likewise, in the defense in- 
dustry. 

I think you will find that the Hardy 
Committee on Expenditures in the Ex- 
ecutive Departmer.ts—it will be brought 
out in the debate under the 5-minute 
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rule—found that these tax amortiza- 
tion certificates are being utilized not 
only to stack industries, vital defense 
industries up in the same section of the 
same city but alongside one another. 
I hope you will look at this amendment 
seriously in the light of what it is really 
intended to accomplish. 

The fear that this amendment seeks 
to remove industries from their present 
location is without foundation. You 
should read the amendment first. It is 
aimed at the national security, it is 
aimed at utilizing all of our resources, 
it is aimed at giving everybody a fair 
break in doing the job for our country 
together. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr, COLMER. The gentleman from 
Alabama is making a very splendid 
statement, as he always does, although 
he speaks very rarely. 

I wonder if the gentleman on the over- 
all question of controls will agree that 
we either have to have all-out across- 
the-board controls, controlling prices of 
commodities and the prices of wages as 
well, or else we should have no controls 
whatever? 

Mr. RAINS. I am one of those who 
last year advocated such, but we will 
have to do the best we can at the present 
time. If we cannot get all-out control 
we better take what we can get instead 
of nothing at all. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Alabama has expired. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 minutes to the gentleman from Ne- 
braska [Mr. BUFFETT]. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, my 
remarks in general debate will be lim- 
ited to title IV, the section of this meas- 
ure that continues price and wage con- 
trol. 

Over 4 years ago I made some remarks 
in the well of this House, titled “Is Tru- 
man Playing Into Stalin’s Hands?” It 
was a discussion of his foreign policy. 
Then I declared: 

OPA regimentation and coercion would be 
reimposed under the old forms or in some 
new sugar-coated version. (CONGRESSIONAL 
ReEcorp, volume 93, part 2, page 2216.) 


During those same remarks, I also 
forecast war in Korea. 
Both have arrived. 
OPS IS ROAD TO SOCIALISM 


I mention these items simply to dem- 
onstrate that the present OPS is no 
surprise or unexpected development. It 
fits the pattern by which America is 
being marched toward socialism and to- 
talitarianism. 

OPS and the economic regimentation 
that goes with it, are an important part 
of that strategy. But OPS does nothing 
to stop inflation. 

I say this confidently and challeng- 
ingly, because in 4,000 years no price- 
fixing system has ever effectively halted 
inflation. 

Look at the price-fixing attempts in 
the past decade—on any continent you 
choose—and price fixing has resulted in 
the disappearance of goods or a price 
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spiral, or both, and the growth of so- 
cialism. } . 

I would like to point out in passin: 
that communistic rule of China came on 
the heels of perhaps the greatest print- 
ing-press money inflation in all Asiatic 
history. 

Likewise communism came into Hun- 
gary on the heels of a price-fixing and 
printing-press money inflation that de- 
stroyed all money savings. 

If I came to you claiming that I had a 
remedy for cancer you would be inter- 
ested, would you not? But if the record 
showed that no patient I had treated had 
ever recovered, you would consider me a 
quack, or worse. 

Price control as a remedy for inflation 
has exactly that kind of record. You 
can put your own label on it—from 
pious humbug to vicious swindle. 

WHERE HAS PRICE CONTROL SUCCEEDED? 


Have I overstated the case against 
price and wage control? 

If you think so, I respectfully request 
you to answer these two questions fully, 
fairly, and honestly: First, Where have 
price fixing and its corollary devices for 
economic regimentation ever perma- 
nently halted inflation? 

Second. What historical evidence sup- 
ports the claim that inflation can be 
permanently halted in the absence of a 
currency redeemable in gold on demand? 

Mr. Chairman, any Member voting to 
continue price fixing and wage fixing 
should first have satisfactory answers to 
these two questions. 

I challenge the advocates of this 
measure to show the House where price 
fixing has ever been more than an eco- 
nomic narcotic that deadens, conceals, 
and postpones the effects of inflation. 

That is my challenge. 

Show the House the places where price 
fixing has halted inflation over the life- 
time of one generation. Let us see the 


` evidence. 


Let it be credible evidence from the 
history books. 
ERIC JOHNSTON FAILS TO SUPPLY EVIDENCE 


Mr. Chairman, I challenged Eric 
Johnston and Mike DiSalle when they 
appeared before the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee with the second of 
these questions. I asked them to an- 
swer this question: 

What historical evidence can you offer to 
support the notion that inflation can be 
effectively halted in the absence of a cur- 
rency redeemable in gold? 


I received a letter from Mr. Johnston. 
It was a very nice letter—a page and a 
half. He concluded it by saying that the 
letter also expressed the views of Mr. 
DiSalle. His letter contained no answer 
to my question. 

In his letter, Mr. Johnston recom- 
mended a 440-page compendium of ma- 
terials on monetary, credit, and fiscal 
policies, plus a second volume. I guess I 
was supposed to find the answer to my 
question somewhere in those books. We 
hunted through them without success. 

I am forced to conclude that Mr. 
Johnston cannot provide credible evi- 
dence to support price fixing as a remedy 
for inflation, and Mr. DiSalle apparently 
did not even try. 
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Mr. Chairman, some advocates of price 
control talk pompously and piously about 
their desire to hold down prices. I do not 
question their motives for I cannot read 
their minds, but I will say this to you: 

That any honest man who claims that 
price and wage fixing is a genuine remedy 
for inflation is apparently defying or 
ignoring all the teachings of history. 
Persisting in that course in the absence 
of historical evidence to support his be- 
liefs, either his competence or his in- 
tegrity become suspect. 

I recall one American statesman once 
said, “I will take a page of experience 
rather than a volume of logic in guiding 
my decisions.” He was on sound ground. 
Experience is the best teacher. 

And right here I would like to remind 
you that Mr. Johnston has said publicly 
that he expects to limit wage increases to 
10 percent a year. That alone can bring 
about a 60 percent rise in the cost of liv- 
ing in the next 5 years, insofar as labor 
costs make up the cost of living. Does 
that sound like stability and stopping in- 
flation? 

PRICE FIXING IS AN ECONOMIC NARCOTIC 


No Member of Congress serves the wel- 
fare of his constituents if he votes for 
price and wage regimentation, unless he 
can find genuine evidence that it is 
something more than an economic nar- 
cotic that deadens and postpones infla- 
tion. 

Icannot find such evidence, and I have 
studied in a modest way the great infla- 
tion of the American Revolutionary War, 
the fiat money of the French Revolution, 
the great German inflation following 
World War I, together with the global 
panorama of inflation in our own life- 
time. 

Money redeemable in gold has been 
the only effective final cure for infla- 
tion. But this administration does not 
want to talk about this remedy. 

Why not? 

At least two reasons. First of all, the 
power of the Fair Deal is based on con- 
tinual inflation. 

The Rocsevelt administration started 
inflation in 1933. When inflation stops, 
the Fair Deal is through, unless by that 
time our economy is so weakened that a 
socialistic dictatorship can be forced on 
us without serious opposition. 

A few more years of a steadily rotting 
currency and the economic independence 
of the American people will be effective- 
ly destroyed. Then a socialistic tyran- 
ny like England’s will be an easy ma- 
neuver. 

The second reason the Fair Deal does 
not want to talk about having our money 
redeemable in gold is that even an hon- 
est discussion of this remedy might serve 
to arouse the still puzzled majority of 
the American people, who do not yet 
understand that their Government has 
deliberately outlawed a basic economic 
freedom, the right to own gold. 

The American people do not know that 
one of the first acts of each of the great 
modern dictators; Lenin, Hitler, and 
Mussolini, was to seize from their peo- 
ple the right to own gold. 

The same abrogation of personal 
rights took place in this country in 1933. 
Was that just a coincidence? 
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Congress has two choices in this mat- 
ter. 

It can continue the fiction that we are 
trying to halt inflation by extending 
OPS. 

That action will deceive many trusting 
people. Also, it will give the cunning 
and well informed a longer time to de- 
fraud the uninformed owners of real 
property. 

This is perhaps the cruelest part of 
every great inflation, this business of 
having steady inflation and telling peo- 
ple there is no inflation, and thus giving 
the wise and cunning more and more 
time to accumulate and take over the 
property of patriotic and trusting people. 

That was the cruelest part of the great 
inflation in Germany. That was one of 
the decisive reasons why the Chinese 
went Communist. In almost every land 
the ordinary fellow did not fathom what 
was happening to the currency, and so 
continuous inflation gave the cunning, 
the sly, and the well-informed a longer 
and longer time to rob the poor and 
humble people of their savings in the 
form of real property. 

CUNNING AND CLEVER PERSONS ENRICHED BY 
PRICE FIXING 

Those who understand the nature of 
inflation connive by every method to get 
title to tangible property. 

When the rotting currency approaches 
extinction, these cunning people are en- 
trenched with real property. They are 
not impoverished, but actually enriched, 
by the monetary black magic that wipes 
out the pensions, annuities, war bonds, 
and other fixed income securities of the 
large middle classes, who are the back- 
bone of a free nation. 

Look at the record in this country in 
the last 10 years. You will find that 
the people who understand inflation 
have been buying farms, real estate, 
tangible property, while the simple, 
trusting souls were buying annuities and 
pensions and putting their money in sav- 
ings banks in response to governmental 
appeals. 

Now they are discovering that the 
bonds they bought 10 years ago are 
worth only half as much as when they 
bought them. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Has the gentleman 
ever figured out approximately what loss 
in buying power has been sustained by 
the holders of life insurance policies in 
the United States? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I have seen. some 
figures on the loss to the policyholders 
and the holders of war bonds and those 
who put their money in savings banks. 
If I remember correctly, the loss in the 
last 5 years alone has been somewhere 
in the neighborhood of $50,000,000,000. 

I can give the gentleman the exact 
figure in one area of this picture. In 
1950 alone the loss of buying power by 
savings bondholders was $3,600,000,000. 

Compare that figure with the loss to 
bank depositors of $1,900,000,000 in the 
whole 13 years ending in 1933. 

In 1 year the holders of United States 
Savings bonds lost in purchasing power 
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almost twice what all bank depositors 
lost in the whole 13-year period from 
1921 to 1933. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I have figured out 
from data the Congressional Library has 
furnished me that my life insurance plan 
has been depreciated in purchasing 
power in the last 30 years by 50 percent 
or a little over. Last year there was out- 
standing $228,000,000,000 worth of life 
insurance in America. If that has been 
depreciated less than 50 percent, even, 
there might be a loss of $100,000,000,000 
in purchasing power that the life insur- 
ance policyholders have sustained on ac- 
count of this inflation. 

Mr. BUFFETT, The gentleman is 
correct. 


UNLESS GENUINE REMEDIES ADOPTED, PRICES WILL 
CONTINUE TO RISE 


Mr. Chairman, I cannot be an accom- 
plice to such a despicable swindle of the 
patriotic and thrifty people of America. 

In every feasible way I must warn the 
people I represent that OPS does not 
deal with inflation. 

Iam going to tell them, as I have been 
for years, that so long as Federal spend- 
ing continues unrestrained, the value of 
the American dollar is going to deterio- 
rate, and the dollar is going to buy less 
and less. é 

That is my solemn duty, unless an 
honest approach is made to this problem 
now. 

On June 27, 1946, over 5 years ago, I 
made this prediction about prices in my 
weekly report to my district: 

Will prices ever return to prewar figures? 
My answer is “No.” Except for temporary up- 
sets and individual items, prices will not 
go down again in your lifetime or mine. The 
huge Federal debt and the continuing war 
costs have kited the cost of living perma- 
nently, and OPA concealment efforts are 
about washed up. 


I hoped that that forecast was wrong. 
But the facts seemed clear. 

That unpleasant forecast is as ac- 
curate again today as it was in 1946. It 
certainly is accurate unless Congress 
takes the right road now—the road that 
will restore an honest redeemable cur- 
rency. 

Mr, Chairman, the remedy for infla- 
tion is not an extension of OPA. 

It is not more production, 

The cure for inflation comes in two 
parts. 

First, it is a contraction in Federal 
commitments, at home and abroad, to a 
size commensurate with the willing 
abilities of our people. We only wreck 
ourselves and destroy hope everywhere 
as well if we continue to try to supply 
and manage the whole non-Russian 
world. A corollary of this reduction is 
an abandonment of easy money credit 
policies. 

The second half of the cure is a sound 
currency redeemable in gold on demand. 

Here are the correctives that will halt 
the arrogant and irresponsible outpour- 
ings of printing-press money and easy 
credit that fuel inflation. 

The OPS remedy is quackery. It is 
my duty to do everything I can, as one 
Member of this body, to expose its true 
nature—a cruel and cunning fraud. 

The greatest Nation and people in the 
history of the world, the citizens of 
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America, are entitled to an inteligent 
and constructive economic policy in this 
time of trouble. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may require to the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
Bryson}. 

Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Chairman, it has 
been my privilege to spend a few days, 
including the Fourth of July, in my home 
district, as did many of you gentlemen. 
Knowing the traditions of our people as 
we do, it was no surprise to find them 
keenly interested in world events as they 
are transpiring in the hoped for trend 
toward peace. The first desire in most 
hearts is for an early, honorable, safe 
cessation of the so-called Korean inci- 
dent. As anxious as all of us are for the 
final cease-fire order, we must not allow 
our desires to divert our thoughts from 
impelling measures of national security. 
The strength of our Nation must be pre- 
served if we are justified in securing and 
maintaining an era of peace. 

The measure which we now debate, 
H. R. 3871, of course is of vital impor- 
tance. The thought of broadening, in- 
creasing, or extending any sort of regu- 
lations or controls is unpleasant. We 
rebelled in our youth from the taking 
of medicine, but just as we complied 
with the doctor’s request then, we now 
face the necessity of resorting to those 
measures—we hope only temporarily— 
which will insure our continuing 
strength. 

One hundred and seventy-five years 
ago the people of this country, finding 
the encroachment of a strong centralized 
government unbearable, set forth cer- 
tain basic principles representing their 
idea of the proper relationship between 
a citizen and his government; and to pre- 
serve these principles the people of 
America staked their lives and future on 
their ability to throw off the chains of 
tyranny and establish and maintain a 
free and independent government. 
Those early Americans endured the grav- 
est hardships fighting against an enemy 
overwhelmingly superior both in mili- 
tary and naval forces and in economic 
resources, but at no time during the bit- 
ter conflict were the tattered forces of 
the colonists willing to compromise. In 
the face of almost certain destruction 
they refused to accept defeat, and in the 
end the strength of their conviction 
brought them victory. 

When the American people set about 
to establish their own Government, they 
reaffirmed their faith in the right of in- 
dividual choice and the sovereignty of 
each State, and to guarantee and protect 
these basic ideas they established a gov- 
ernment based upon a Constitution 
which expressly reserved all but certain 
limited powers to the States and to the 
people themselves. It was a simple dele- 
gation of certain essential powers to the 
central Government. It was the clear 
intention of those earliest patriots that 
these fundamental principles should for- 


ever remain the guiding light in the 


American way of life. 

In the years that have passed since 
the founding of this democracy many 
have been blinded by more immediate 
but less weighty issues with the result 
that they lost sight of the basic tenets 
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of our American philosophy. Despite 
the prophetic warning of our founding 
fathers, including the eloquent remind- 
ers voiced by such statesmen as my own 
distinguished predecessor, John C. Cal- 
houn, the fundamental principles of our 
Constitution at one point became so be- 
clouded by sectional interests and pas- 
sions that it was necessary to take up 
arms in their defense. The Southern 
States were forced to resist compulsion 
from without, and through the days of 
that most regrettable conflict uppermost 
in the minds of those in gray was the 
preservation of the American way of life. 
Not even in defeat did tie South re- 
linquish its steadfast hold on those prin- 
ciples of Americanism, and today the 
spirit of America glows brighter in the 
South than anywhere else. 

Today, while collectivist forces are 
making sweeping gains in many parts 
of the world and are even challenging 
our liberties here in the United States, 
the South remains the citadel of de- 
mocracy, an example of the truly pro- 
gressive democracy envisioned by the 
founding fathers. 

While constantly resisting socialistic 
programs which would undermine the 
sovereignty of the States and diminish 
our individual liberties, the South has 
made tremendous progress in rebuilding 
the once destroyed southern economy, 
and this has been done with a system 
of private enterprise and individual lib- 
erty. We have rejected the encroach- 
ments of such things as socialized medi- 
cine and all other schemes which would 
surrender our right of self-determina- 
tion and leave us at the mercy of a dom- 
ineering Federal Government. And the 
progress of the South, even during my 
years in Congress, is unprecedented. 

As contrasted with the 1939 level of 
output the South has made tremendous 
strides in every aspect of its economy. 
Great progress has been made in farm- 
ing, mining, manufacturing, construc- 
tion, utilities, trade, service, and finance. 
In 1948 the industrial output of the 
South measured 190 percent above the 
1939 level according to the 1939 dollar 
value. This was 377 percent above the 
1939 level according to the 1949 dollar 
value, and represented an increase of 90 
percent in physical volume and an in- 
crease of 277 percent in dollar value. All 
of this has been accompanied by a steady 
improvement in roads, schools, hospitals, 
and other facilities throughout the 
South. 

Today there are those who would have 
us believe that progress requires the 
abandonment of our cultural heritage 
and basic ideals. They would have us 
give up our faith in the American way 
of life. They would have us sacrifice the 
spirit of democracy and liberty for an 
impractical utopia called collectivism, 
socialism, or some other ism—any- 
thing but real Americanism. But the 
South has demonstrated the fallacy of 
such thinking. The South has shown 
that the way to progress is not through 
increased government, but through hard 
work and a vigorous system of free enter- 
prise based on individual initiative and 
self-determination. 

When the early American settlers 
tackled this rugged continent they did so 
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with a spirit of individualism and self- 
reliance. By that spirit they built an 
empire from a land of wilderness and 
hardship. Today the South seeks to pre- 
serve that spirit. 

To those who cherish our American 
way of life the South has come to rep- 
resent the last great stronghold of the 
American heritage. The spirit of Amer- 
ica is embodied in these tenets: freedom 
from compulsion from without, the right 
of individual choice, government by the 
consent of the governed, and the right of 
a State to determine its own affairs. 
These ideals constitute the core of every- 
thing for which the South stands. The 
spirit of the South is the spirit of the 
founding fathers; the spirit of the South 
is the spirit of America. 

Let us therefore proceed with more 
than usual caution as we provide for 
such continuing controls only as will lead 
to our military, economic, moral, and 
social strength. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr, Parman]. 


WRECK COUNTRY BY GOLD STANDARD 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. BUFFETT] 
is advocating going back on the gold 
standard. With all due respect to the 
gentleman, and he is just as much en- 
titled to his views as I am to mine—I 
never know when I am wrong, and I as- 
sume other people never know when they 
are wrong, but to my mind that would 
be the quickest way to entirely wreck the 
country. It would be the shortest way 
to destruction to go back on the gold 
standard. 

We were on the gold standard a long 
time and we had a depression every 10 
or 15 years and the country would go 
through the wringer. A lot of people 
thought that was fine, and a lot of peo- 
ple are advocating a depression now. 
They want another wringer to come 
along. They want to squeeze out cer- 
tain folks. They want property to get 
into stronger hands, as they call it. 
Well, that is not in the interest of the 
country in my book. I do not believe in 
that. If you were to adopt the policy 
advocated by the gentleman from Ne- 
braska and made our money redeemable 
in gold, we would find there is not enough 
gold in the United States, and we have 
over half of the gold of the world, to re- 
deem our outstanding money only. We 
have less than $22,000,000,000 in gold and 
we have $28,000,000,000 of outstanding 
money. 

Going back on the gold standard would 
also lead to a world-wide depression. 
You would be putting your money behind 
something that is scarce and it being 
scarce a few international racketeers 
could do as they have done in the past, 
corner the gold and cause a world-wide 
depression. That is the first thing they 
would do, and the United States would be 
No. 1 on the list. I repeat, the best way 
in the world to wreck our country is to 
return to the gold standard. I do not see 
how anyone can advocate the gold stand- 
ard without deliberately advocating an- 
other depression and advocating that the 
country go through the wringer regularly 
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every few years and squeeze out the 
financially weak people. 
FIGHT INFLATION 

Now, we have an inflation threat. We 
should either fight it or just let it go. 
Obviously, we should oppose inflation. 
Inflation will destroy a country just 
about as soon as anything else in the 
world could possibly destroy it. We are 
all opposed to inflation. We want to 
stop it. How are we going to stop it? 
Are we going to use weak methods? 
Well, that is the way to have inflation. 
That would encourage inflation—using 
weak methods. The best way to fight 
inflation is to use the strongest and best 
weapons at our command, and to use 
every weapon that we possess just as we 
would use every weapon that we have 
against a common enemy to our country. 
We want to use our best weapons and 
use them most effectively. 

CONTROLS 


It happens there are several weapons 
we can use. One, we can reduce Govern- 
ment expenditures. We can balance the 
budget. We can increase taxes; and in 
addition to that, we can have controls of 
scarce goods. It is true that everything 
is not scarce. The gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Wotcotr] made a good 
point when he said that we have a lot 
of goods in abundance today that we did 
not have a few years ago, especially 
foods. That is exactly right; but there 
are many things that are just as scarce 
now as they were then; namely, steel, a 
basic metal that is used by small manu- 
facturers and big manufacturers more 
than any other one commodity on earth. 
There is a scarcity of steel. We should 
have controls on steel scrap, aluminum 
and all the basic metals and chemicals 
and things like that. That is the only 
way we can assure equality of sacrifice 
or equality of opportunity in getting 
these scarce goods. 

STRONG CONTROLS 

So controls are absolutely necessary. 
Let us have strong controls, not weak 
controls. If we are going to have con- 
trols we must trust somebody. In a 
democracy that is what it is, trusting 
other people; trusting the people who 
are officials of the people and the officials 
of our Government. We must trust 
somebody. We cannot administer the 
laws. Under our system of Government 
it is not right for the legislative body to 
attempt to administer the law. It is 
not a part of our function. It is not our 
prerogative. Those duties and func- 
tions are in the executive branch of this 
Government. The people placed them 
there under our Constitution. It is our 
duty to trust the executive branch of 
our Government, the branch of Gov- 
ernment that the people trust. The 
people are responsible fcr the executive 
branch of our Government, and since 
we must trust somebody, we should trust 
the branch of Government that the peo- 
ple have said we should trust. So we 
should trust the executive branch of our 
Government. Then, anyone who wants 
to cause trouble in our executive branch, 
the easiest way to do it is to give them a 
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lot of power. Then, if they do not exer- 
cise that power properly, uf course that 
would be the end of those ir charge of 
the executive branch of the Government. 
Give them plenty of power. Yes; the 
people elect us and expect us to look 
after the public interest. The people 
elected the Executive and expect the 
Executive to look after the public in- 
terest. We are going to comply with our 
form of Government. I think that is our 
duty. j 

I am going to vote for a strong price- 
control bill, one that has teeth in it; 
one that is possible of enforcement. I 
am *oing to vote for it with the knowl- 
edge and realization that many things 
are in supply; they are not scarce now, 
but I am doing it on the theory that 
when the spending for defense purposes 
takes full effect in 60 or 90 or 120 days 
from now, many things that are now 
in abundance will be very scarce then. 
It takes time to place those functions 
into operation, and have a force that 
is properly trained in order to prevent 
inflation at the right time, when it is 
really a necessity to prevent it. So I 
am going to vote for a strong bill. 

Members of Congress are apprehen- 
sive that our dollar is declining too 
rapidly; we all have that apprehension. 
How do you stop a declining dollar? 
One way is by controls, another is by 
taxes. We have just passed a tax bill 
probably insufficient; I would vote for 
a stronger bill than that; I would vote 
for taxes I have never voted for before 
in order to balance the budget. I be- 
lieve in a balanced budget; I think that 
is one of the best ways to fight inflation. 
If we are not willing to vote for ade- 
quate taxes and not willing to vote for 
controls, we will have to accept the re- 
sponsibiilty for ruinous inflation which, 
of course, causes more declining dollars 
and declining at a more re pid rate than 
heretofore. 

The statement made hy the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Wotcott] who is 
a very able man—he is one of the ablest 
Members of this body—was a great sur- 
prise to me. Ordinarily the gentleman 
from Michigan has a mighty good reason 
to support his argument, but yesterday 
I was disappointed in the weakness of 
the arguments he presented to support 
his viewpoint on this bill. First he said 
that the Government is responsible for 
inflation because of our money supply 
which hase been encouraged by cheap 
interest rates. What is the answer to 
that? We have had an expanding econ- 
omy; we have gone from a forty or fifty 
billion a year economy in 1932 under 
President Hoover to over a three hun- 
dred billion a year economy. There is 
only one way to take care of an expand- 
ing economy, and that is through an 
increased money supply. That is the 
only way you can have an expanding 
economy. So it was absolutely neces- 
sary to expand our money supply three 
times, four times, six times. It was ab- 
solutely necessary to expand that supply 
of money. So I do not thiuk the gentle- 
man’s argument was valid. Then he 
said we should raise the reserve require- 
ments of banks. I consider that an- 
other very weak argument. The reserve 
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requirements of all banks has been 
raised as much as they can be raised 
except in the central reserve cities of 
Chicago and New York 2 percent only. 
It would be insignificant, the amount 
of credit or potential credit that could 
be issued under that small amount 
would be wholly ineffective. It is ab- 
solutely useless as a weapon to fight 
inflation. It would be like trying to 
hold the waves of the ocean back with 
a broom to try to fight it with increased 
reserve requirements on the banks when 
the banks do not have any power to in- 
crease reserve requirements except 2 per- 
cent in the centra? reserve cities, Chicago 
and J ‘ew York. 

Furthermore, the gentleman said we 
should raise the rediscount interest 
rate that the Federal Reserve banks com- 
pel commercial banks to pay. Is that a 
good weapon? Yes, if the banks were in 
debt and were borrowing money it would 
be a perfect weapon. He even said “Let 
them go up as high as 7 percent.” But 
the banks today are not borrowing 
money: they do not need to borrow 
money, and as long as they are not bor- 
rowing money, how would a 20-percent 
rate deter them? A 50-percent rate 
would not because they are not borrow- 
ing money. So that weapon is absolutely 
useless, no good at all. Furthermore, 
back in 1929 when the banks were in debt 
and they were borrowing from the Fed- 
eral Reserve banking system the interest 
rates went to 7 percent. Did it deter the 
banks? Not at all. It did not stop 
Speculation and stock inflation, It en- 
couraged inflation. Call money on Wall 
Street went to 29 percent. Did it stop 
speculation? No. As long as people can 
make 100 percent on what they borrow, 
regardless of the interest rate they will 
borrow it. If it had been 50 percent it 
would have been the same. 

So in light of the experience of the 
past we know a rediscount rate is not 
an effective weapon in the fight against 
inflation. Frankly, I was very disap- 
pointed in the argument of the gentle- 
man from Michigan, because normally 
and usually he makes a mighty fine argu- 
ment in support of the side he represents, 
But this time his argument was very, 
very weak. 

I notice that the gentleman is quoted 
as stating if a few in the House would 
change their vote this bill could be de- 
feated. I make the statement that this 
bill can be defeated if those who are 
opposed to it really want to defeat it. If 
it is saved, it will be because they do not 
want to take the responsibility. With 
the minority party voting 100 percent 
against controls, and a few Democrats 
voting with them, they can do anything 
they want to. 

If this bill is killed, the Republican 
Party is entitled to the credit or blame 
for killing it. If this bill is weakened, 
the Republican Party is entitled to the 
credit or blame for weakening it. If we 
have a strong bill they are entitled to 
credit. It is entirely up to the organized 
100 percent Republican minority in this 
House, which is now on this legislation 
the majority party absolutely in control. 

I want to plead with you not to do what 
I know you have the power to do. We 
do not need inflation in this country. It 
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is not in your interest. The Republicans 
suffer from it the same as the Democrats. 
There is no future to inflation. And I 
want to appeal to you to stop, look, listen 
and think before you riddle this bill with 
amendments and scuttle it. A weak bill 
is no bill so far as a weapon against infia- 
tion is concerned. I assume that the 
President of the United States if he were 
to get a weak bill would veto that bill. 
That is what I would expect the Presi- 
dent to do, because it is hard enough to 
fight infiation with the strongest bill in 
the world. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman three additional minutes. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, we 
cannot fight inflation with weak weap- 
ons. We have got to have the strongest 
weapomson earth. So give the people 
who have the power the strongest weap- 
ons to fight with, then if they do not 
fight effectively it is their responsibility, 
not our responsibility. 

Mr. Chairman, I know there is a lot 
of peace talk in the air, but may I re- 
spectfully invite your attention to the 
fact that this Congress has caused, be- 
cause the American people caused them 
to cause it, our military forces to become 
weak upon two occasions which caused 
us to get into two World Wars. 

In 1917 we were attacked. Why? Be- 
cause we were weak militarily and che 
international desperadoes felt we were 
ripe for conquering. They wanted to 
overrun our country because we were 
weak. That is why we had World War 
I. That was No. 1 mistake. 

Then we went ahead and went through 
the twenties. We sunk our battleships 
in the Atlantic while the other countries 
sunk their blueprints. We went ahead, 
isolationism spread all over the coun- 
try America  first—American first. 
These two oceans will keep back any 
enemy, although they could prove to be 
paved highways for attacks upon this 
country. We became weak again, and on 
December 7, 1941, the Second World War 
was commenced. Why? Because we 
were weak, and the international des- 
peradoes again thought that we were 
ripe to be taken over and that that was 
a good time to start while we were weak. 

Now, in the light of the experience 
we have had, with two World Wars, 
caused for one reason by lack of ade- 
quate military security, we have had 
those two mistakes to face and the loss of 
hundreds of thousands of fine young 
men. Are we going to return to that 
policy which we know to be ruinous? I 
hope we will not. Now, one mistake is 
all right. People with the very best 
judgment on earth will make one mis- 
take occasionally, and occasionally good 
people will make two mistakes, but 
should we make three mistakes and 
cause a third world war? Of course, 
we should not. We should do what is 
necessary for adequate security, and the 
best way not to help Stalin is not to have 
this country destroyed by ruinous infla- 
tion. 

ONE COST ELEMENT WHICH THE GOVERNMENT 
HAS BEEN DRIVING UPWARD 

A great deal has been said about the 

need for controls of prices and wages in 


1951 


order to prevent the repetition of cir- 
cumstances which in the past year 
brought about an 8-percent rise in the 
cost of living and a 15-percent rise in 
the wholesale prices of all commodities. 
It is undoubtedly true that every effort 
must be made by adequate taxation, 
supplemented by direct controls, to 
avoid the continuance of this trend. 

The fact is, however, that one agency 
of the Government has deliberately and 
intentionally taken steps. in recent 
months, the result of which is to in- 
crease an important cost and price ele- 
ment by 15 to 30 percent. While in the 
period since the beginning of March 
wholesale prices of most commodities 
have declined, this particular element 
in which the Government’s responsi- 
bility and power of control are over- 
whelmingly clear, has not only been 
permitted to rise, but forced to rise, by 
the actions of Government itself. The 
cost element in question is the interest 
rate. 

The cost of money touches every seg- 
ment of the economy: Millions of home 
and farm owners; every businessman, 
large and small; every city, State, and 
county; and the Federal Government it- 
self. Very few realize the change that 
has taken place in interest rate levels in 


the few months since the Ist of March. 


when the Government abandoned its 
policy of keeping a firm hand upon this 
important cost element. Data on the 
change in rates which individual bor- 
rowers are being called upon to pay are 
not yet available. It is common knowl- 
edge that they are higher than they were 
a few months ago. A few examples and 
a glance at the accompanying table 
should disturb those who have hereto- 
fore been unaware of what was taking 
place, 

Here are a few examples of what has 
happened in the Government bond 
market: Treasury 234’s, December 1960- 
65, on March 1 sold to yield 1.31. On 
July 2, 4 months later, they were selling 
to yield 1.71, an increase in yield of 
nearly one-third. Treasury 1% percent 
notes, due in March 1954, have gone from 
a yield of 1.66 to 1.92, a rise of 15.7 per- 
cent, or nearly one-sixth. Standard 
& Poor's index of high-grade munici- 
pals, which stood at 1.65 percent in 
March were 37 percent higher at 2.26 on 
the 1st of July. 

TEN-PERCENT INCREASE PER MONTH 


It is true that these shocking increases 
have taken place in issues already out- 
standing. Borrowers have thus not yet 
been faced with the necessity of paying 
the increased rates on their existing 
debt. The important thing is that on 
any new money or refunding issue the 
average municipality must today pay 40 
percent more for money than it had to 
pay 4 months ago. 

The effect on private corporations is 
well illustrated by a paragraph from 
Barron’s financial weekly of July 2. In 
an article entitled “Mcney Shortage: It’s 
the Most Important Force in the Econ- 
omy Today,” Barron’s says: 

Three utilities last week sold bonds at the 
highest interest cost in over a dozen years. 
The Southern Pacific Railroad recently 
chugged to market with a load of equipment 
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trust certificates, a security generally held in 
high esteem; it had to pay more than 3 per- 
cent for its money. Last time anyone quoted 
a carrier that figure was 1937, when half the 
class I roads were bankrupt. 


There seems to be little use in talking 
of cost controls and wage and price con- 
trols if this important cost, bearing upon 
every household, every business as well 
as Government, is to be driven up and 
up by action of the Government itself. 
Beginning last March the Federal Re- 
serve System has progressively decreased 
the price which it was willing to pay in 
the market for Government securities, 
In the last few weeks it has bought sev- 
eral hundred million of Treasury bonds 
at prices well below par. Most of the 
longer-term Treasury bonds are selling 
around 97 percent of par, and one issue 
as low as 9644. What is there to stop 
this trend? At present there is nothing 
except the confidence of present holders 
of Government bonds that in spite of al- 
ready falling market prices, bonds will 
go no lower. In the face of the Federal 
Reserve action it is hard to expect poten- 
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tial investors to maintain their faith in 
a stable Government bond market. 

The only other thing that can reverse 
the trend is a change in the decision of a 
few men making up the Federal Open 
Market Committee. They may at any 
time decide that enough is enough, or 
they may just as easily determine that 
the money shortage of which Barron's 
speaks should be turned into an even 
greater shortage. The Government's re- 
sponsibility in this field was made clear 
by Secretary Snyder last August 21, when 
he said: 

Developments in the Government-bond 
market have repercussions which fan out 
through the entire economy. Both the pres- 
ent size and the wide distribution of the 
Federal debt are unprecedented in compari- 
son with what faced us at other periods of 
international crisis. We have an obligation 
of the highest order not only to maintain 
the finances of the Government in the 
soundest possible condition but also to ful- 
fill our responsibilities to the millions of 
Federal security holders throughout the Na- 
tion. A stable and confident situation in 
the market for Federal securities is our first 
line of defense on the financial front. 


Yields on Treasury and other bonds Mar. 1, and July 2, 1951, with comparison 


Security 


Treasury bonds:! 
21 percent, Dec. 15, 1959-62? 
234 percent, Dee. 15, 1960-65 
214 percent, Dee. 15, 1964-69 ? 
214 percent, Sept. 15, 190772 
244 percent, Dec. 15, 1967-72 4 


notes: 
1% percent, Dee. 15, 1985. 
136 percent, Mar, 16, 19546 
0 ee eS 
%% ANOGIA AA 


Amount of oo 
Mar. 1, 1951 | July 2, 1951 | {crease in yield 4 
yield Mar, months 
July 2 | March-June 

Percent Percent 
2.18 2. 67 17.9 
1.31 1.71 30.5 
2.41 2.76 14.5 
2. 28 2. 60 14.0 
2.45 2.72 11.0 
1.73 1.97 13.9 
1.66 1.92 15.7 
1.65 2. 26 37.0 
2. 68 3.08 13.1 


1 Yields computed to first call date. 


2 Not eligible for commercial bank holding before Dec. 15, 1952, 
$ Not eligible for commercial bank holding before June 15, 1953, 
4 Not eligible for commercial bank holding before Dec. 15, 1962. 


$ Standard and Poor's high grade. 
Moody's high grade. 
Money SHORTAGE: It’s THE Most IMPORTANT 
FORCE IN THE Economy Topay 
(Excerpts from an article of the above title, 
Barron’s, national business and financial 
weekly, July 2, 1951 
* . * * . 

In departing, Mr. Eccles leayes behind a 
legacy, “the greatest change in Government 
credit policy in a generation,” as it has been 
described. Though perhaps that's a shade 
extravagant, there is no blinking the fact 
that because of recent moves made by the 
Federal Reserve Board the economy is smack 
in the middle of what in another day and 
age was called a money shortage. 

Today, of course, there is no dearth of 
cash or specie (except pennies, perhaps), 
It is credit, a much more important me- 
dium of exchange, that has grown scarce. 
The well springs began to dry up on March 
4, 1951. On that day after years of con- 
troversy the Federal Reserve Board and the 
Treasury reached an accord on monetary and 
fiscal policy. 

* * . * * 

Three utilities last week sold bonds at the 
highest interest cost in over a dozen years. 
The Southern Pacific Railroad recently 
chugged to market with a load of equipment 
trust certificates, a security generaly held 
in high esteem; it had to pay more than 
3 percent for its money. Last time anyone 
quoted a carrier that figure was 1937, when 
half the class I roads were bankrupt. 


In 15,000 smaller markets, the loan de- 
partments of commercial banks, the same 
influence has been at work, reinforced by 
last winter’s hike in reserve requirements, 
Rates on business loans have advanced stead- 
ily. Bank credit spigots have been twisted 
tight. By no coincidence the number of 
commercial and industrial failures recently 
started to run ahead of year-ago figures. 

But perhaps the weight of the Treasury- 
Federal Reserve accord has fallen heaviest 
on the mortgage market. e 


Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr, TALLE]. 
FEDERAL RESERVE POWERS 


Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, inasmuch 
as the name of the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Wotcort] was brought 
into the speech that was just made, I 
think in order to keep the RECORD 
straight it would be proper for me to 
take just a little time to read from the 
hearings on the pending bill. This is 
part 1 of the hearings on page 154. At 
that point I asked Mr. William McChes- 
ney Martin some questions. Now, he is 
the Chairman of the Board of Governors 
of the Federal Reserve System, and he 
certainly is qualified to speak as to the 
powers of that Board. The gentleman 


from Texas [Mr. Patman], who preceded 
me, said that the powers of the Federal 
Reserve Board are very weak, and could 
not be used effectively in the present 
emergency. I shall quote from the col- 
loquy between Mr. Martin and myself. 
Remember this, Mr. William McChes- 
ney Martin is the Chairman of the Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System: 

Mr. Taz. I wanted to ask you, Mr. Martin, 
whether you have used your existing powers 
to the fullest extent? 

Mr. Martin. Not entirely, Mr. TALLE. There 
are two percentage points on reserves in cen- 
tral reserve cities that we could invoke. We 
can, of course, use our discount and open 
market and also our selective credit controls 
still more vigorously. We believe the prob- 
lem of using our powers, especially open 
market operations, in moderation. We could 
use our authority very savagely, but I ques- 
tion whether it would be in the national in- 
terest to do so. 

Mr. TaLLE. I remember you said that you 
had the power to put the economy on its 
back and I know that it is not on its back. 
I was wondering whether the time to ask for 
more power might not be when you have ex- 
hausted the powers you now have? 

Mr. Martin. I would not want to say that 
we could just tomorrow put the economy on 
its back. 


But Mr. Martin did say that the Board 
could use its existing powers “savagely”; 
that the Board “could put the economy 
on its back.” Mr. Chairman, any Gov- 
ernment agency which has that power is 
not “weak,” as the gentleman from Texas 
said. It is indeed a very, very powerful 
agency in our Government. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chaifman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle- 
man from New Jersey [Mr. WOLVERTON], 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, 
generally speaking there is little, if any, 
doubt as to the necessity to provide in 
time of war, or conditions approaching 
war: First, a mobilization policy that 
will effectively gear the productive facili- 
ties of the Nation in a manner that will 
expand and greatly increase our rate of 
production in the essentials necessary to 
strengthen our military strength, and, 
recognizing the tremendous impact such 
as expanded production, with the conse- 
quent increased expenditure of money 
would have upon the economy of the 
Nation, it can be readily seen that there 
is also a necessity for; second, a stabili- 
zation policy to control or prevent the 
disastrous effects of inflation. 

To attain these objectives the Con- 
gress passed, shortly after the com- 
mencement of the Korean war, the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950—Public 
Law 774, Eighty-first Congress, approved 
September 8, 1950. This act by its terms 
expired on June 30, 1951. Hence the 
necessity at this time to consider its ex- 
tension to a future date. There can be 
no reasonable doubt that present condi- 
tions make necessary continuing legis- 
lation. 

The bill now before us—H. R. 3871— 
with numerous and varied committee 
amendments, presents many questions 
affecting our national economy that will 
require careful consideration and study 
by the Congress. The need for some of 
the suggested changes is questionable. 
This is especially true in view of the fact 
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that the House Committee on Banking 
and Currency, which conducted hear- 
ings on the bill, reported as follows: 


The Defense Production Act has proved 
to be sufficiently comprehensive in scope to 
meet the problems arising in the many areas 
involved in the operations of our complex 
economy. To quote Mr. Charles E. Wilson, 
Director of Defense Mobilization, in his ap- 
pearance before your committee: 

It is clear that the Defense Production 
Act has provided an efficient and indis- 
pensable mechanism for carrying out the 
basic objectives of the mobilization program. 
The flexibility provided generally throughout 
the act has enabled us, as the Congress an- 
ticipated, to adapt necessary orders and reg- 
ulations to the complex and intricate econ- 
omy of the country with a minimum of dis- 
location and inconvenience. 


Yet, notwithstanding this over-all en- 
dorsement of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950, the committee further reports 
as follows: 

Although the act has proven to be sound 
in its conception, experience to date has 
shown that the act should be strengthened 
or clarified in some respects if our mobiliza- 
tion objectives are to be met most effec- 
tively. 


I am in agreement with the necessity 
for clarification of the 1950 act. From 
all sources have come complaints of 


inability of businessmen, particularly. 


small-business men, to understand its 
provisions, or, the rules and regulations 
issued under the provisions of the act 
by the several agencies of Government 
charged with its administration. There- 
fore, if this difficulty can be corrected 
by a clarification of the act, or, the 
writing of its provisions in more under- 
standable language resulting in simpli- 
fication of rules and regulations, then, 
I am wholeheartedly in favor of such 
changes. 

The committee report makes a point 
of the necessity to strengthen the act. 
I am in agreement with the need for 
additional strength, but, the need for 
additional strength is not entirely due 
to deficiency in the act itself, but, more 
particularly because of a weak and in- 
efficient administration of the act, with 
particular reference to the control of 
food and food products prices to the 
consumer. 

The manner in which the Office of 
Price Stabilization, under Michael Di- 
Salle, has permitted prices of food prod- 
ucts to rise has been scandalous. In the 
face of declining commodity prices, the 
price to the consumer has steadily arisen. 
Why is that? With all the power and 
authority given by Congress in the orig- 
inal act, why have those powers not been 
utilized long before this time? If they 
had been used to hold down prices in 
the beginning, as Congress intended, 
there would not have been the present 
condition requiring so-called roll-backs. 
If roll-backs are necessary with respect 
to meats, and, I believe they are neces- 
szry in view of present high prices, then, 
why is there no effort to roll back prices 
of other foods that are equally high in 
8 to what they were a year 
ago 

Furthermore, it should be remembered 
that many months elapsed before Price 
Stabilizer DiSalle was even appointed to 
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the job. Why was that delay? Why 
was not a price stabilizer appointed im- 
mediately upon the passage of the Con- 
trol Act by Congress? If such had been 
done, the inflation that has become so 
prevalent would not have happened. 
The delay and hesitation upon the part 
of the President to act is the direct 
cause of our present predicament. Be- 
cause of the experience gained in World 
War II it was generally recognized with 
the beginning of the Korean war there 
would be a run-away in prices unless 
something was done immediately to 
curb the tendency to higher prices. 
Congress acted promptly and passed a 
control bill that was even stronger and 
broader in its powers than requested by 
the President. Yet, notwithstanding 
the experience gained from World War 
II, and the knowledge that prices were 
Steadily going up, the President delayed 
utilizing all the powers of authority 
given to him by Congress. It comes 
with extremely poor grace for the ad- 
ministration to claim that Congress has 
been derelict or that sinister forces are 
at work to sabotage price-control legis- 
lation, The truth is that the efforts of 
Congress to. control prices were sabo- 
taged by the administration by its fail- 
ure to do what Congress had given it the 
power to do. Apparently, the only full 
use of the act by the administration 
forces has been to appoint thousands 
upon thousands of jobholders as politi- 
cal patronage. In most cases it seems 
that the only fitness required was that 
of party loyalty. But, even this could 
be overlooked if results beneficial to the 
consuming public had been attained, 
But, such has not been the case. The 
result has been a vast expenditure of 
Federal funds without any worth-while 
results. 

The need for a strong control bill is 
just as necessary now as it was a year 
ago. In fact, the creeping inflation that 
has become so apparent makes it more 
necessary than heretofore. I have sup- 
ported control legislation from the be- 
ginning. I expect to do so as long as 
the need exists, but, I do want to see an 
honest and strong enforcement of the 
Jaw, and, not a namby-pamby political 
administration of the act, or, one that 
can see only the advantages to a politi- 
cal machine by supplying jobs. What 
we need is a law that will protect the 
public, and, an administration of the 
law that will let no interest take prece- 
dence over the public interest. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. WIDNALL], a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, yes- 
terday in this House we began the debate 
on amendments to the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950. The bill currently un- 
der consideration is probably the most 
important one to be acted upon by the 
House in the present session. The 
Banking and Currency Committee lis- 
tened to testimony on behalf of the Gov- 
ernment, of business, of labor interests, 
and many organized groups in our eco- 
nomic society. During that time the 
phrase “equality of sacrifice” was con- 
tinually harped upon by many of the 
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groups that came before us. After lis- 
tening to their testimony I am inclined 
to feel that what was meant was “equal- 
ity of no sacrifice.” Their testimony 
seemed an effort to protect and secure 
their particular group or interest against 
any intrusion or actual sacrifice in an 
economic way. 

If there is one thing I think the people 
of America want today, it is an approach 
to a final solution of this problem that 
will be made without resort to politics, 
to rancor, or to special pleading on be- 
half of any particular group. 

I was rather surprised yesterday to 
hear the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MuLTER] castigate the beef interests as 
special interest pleaders and state how 
he was going to “many times during the 
campaign of 1952 state how exemptions 
were granted to every special interest 
that had the money with which to send 
lobbyists down here and plead for them.” 

For the information of this House and 
the gentleman from New York I would 
like to read from the beginning of an ed- 
itorial in the New York Times of July 4, 
1951, which stated: 

Of all the congressional efforts made on 
behalf of special interests to cripple the 
Defense Production Act, none is more high- 
handed and indefensible than the drive to 
undermine the existing curbs on installment 
credit. Under title VI of the original act, 
responsibility for determining policy in this 
area was placed in the hands of the Federal 
Reserve Board. No other course indeed 
would have made sense, 


It is interesting to note that the gen- 
tleman from New York was the sponsor 
of the amendment to the Defense Pro- 
duction Act that was seeking to under- 
mine the existing credit controls that 
have proven quite effective toward re- 
ducing prices, It would appear that his 
remarks yesterday come with ill grace in 
view of his own efforts to increase the 
inflationary spiral. 

It is my hope that everyone who was 
not in the House Chamber yesterday at 
the time the gentleman from Michigan, 
Congressman Worcorr, made his excel- 
lent statement, will read the facts and 
figures that it contained as it throws a 
light on the complete picture in a very 
concise manner. 

Final action on this bill should not 
be determined by emotional appeals and 
by political demagogery, but by what 
will do the job so urgently needed for 
our national defense in the way that will 
preserve the freedom of the United 
States and protect the national welfare. 

Talk is cheap. Action is what we need 
so clearly and the indirect controls ad- 
vocated by the distinguished gentleman 
from Michigan should be used to the full 
as suggested by him. 

Since June of 1950 and even before, 
this country has been in a state of na- 
tional emergency, and some steps have 
been taken to provide for the national 
defense. Up to now the formula has 
been a very expensive one, because no 
one must be hurt and no one must he 
called upon to sacrifice because it might 
affect the election in 1952. When I say 
no one, it means no one, except the thou- 
sands and thousands of casualties in 
Korea who are to be forgotten if capital 
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and labor both get theirs. The focus of 
attention has been placed by the admin- 
istration on control of beef prices in an 
effort to take the minds of the public off 
the provisions they seek to write into 
the bill that would restrict and strait- 
jacket our country in a way that was 
never approached during World War II, 
The pattern is clear when licensing of 
every business is sought and also author- 
ity to be granted the President in his 
discretion to take over any business or 
farm in the United States if that busi- 
ness or farm is not producing to the full, 
or is withholding from the market any 
part of its production. Those terms 
smack of nazism at its worse. 

For authority for this statement I 
would call your attention to a book pub- 
lished by the Brookings Institution en- 
titled “How Nazi Germany Has Con- 
trolled Business.” On page 82 of that 
book it states as follows: 


The right to close businesses has also been 
of great value in enforcing regulations ap- 
plicable to business; it has been used effec- 
tively as a threat to insure compliance. Gov- 
ernment licensing to control entry into busi- 
ness which the Nazis extended to cover a 
very large number of trades and occupations 
has played a very prominent part. 


On page 83 it states: 


There is no so-called security for business, 
German business enterprise has no right to 
live. It is merely authorized to live as long 
as it fits the plans of the government. 


In a further quote—on extension of 
the Nazi system—the book states: 


Under this system the concept of profits 
has substantially changed; very largely 
profits have ceased to be the flexible residual 
margin between the obtainable market price 
and the sum of what the businessman may 
consider as his cost. The relationship be- 
tween prices and profits has been reversed, 
Prices no longer determine profit margins; 
rather profit margins are set as a factor in 
price. Profits are controlled as an integral. 
part of price control. They have become a 
more or less rigid percentage added to the 
cost as to be construed by the government 
in order to ascertain the final price that may 
be charged. 


The book that I have referred to con- - 


tains one deadly parallel after another to 
the powers sought for by the administra- 
tion in this bill. If put into full effect 
every phase of control of a man’s farm 
or business would be subject to govern- 
mental whim and discretion and subordi- 
nated to bureaucratic control. I have 
great faith in the people of America and 
in their willingness to serve and do the 
job that must be done in the days ahead. 
Such faith does not apply to a law that 
would blanket our economy and be en- 
forced in the way that the current law 
appears to be enforced with every special 
interest group obtaining through Gov- 
ernment order a break-through of ceil- 
ings or exemptions from controls. How 
else can one construe a beef roll-back 
order that is set up after the Government 
control agencies set the prices of beef 
higher than ever before and make pos- 
sible the 15 to 20 cents rise in the price 
of cheaper beef cuts by their own direc- 
tives? How else can one construe the 
statements of control officials in placing 
ceiling prices that the consumer can still 
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expect to pay higher prices for the con- 
trolled items? The American people 
will be for a full control program the 
day that they see Government itself hon- 
estly decreasing its nondefense spend- 
ing and screening its defense expendi- 
tures program so that the taxes paid out 
of their toil and sweat will be for the 
items essential and thoroughly needed 
for the defense program. The continu- 
ance of large spending contributes as 
much to the inflationary spiral as any 
other factor. Let Government, by its 
example, prove its earnestness toward 
the national welfare and public support 
will follow for any urgently needed con- 
trol program. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may require to the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. CANFIELD]. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I was 
surprised to hear the confession of party 
weakness from the lips of the distin- 
guished gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
PaTMAN], on the floor of the House this 
afternoon. To me his words were an in- 
dictment of the leadership in the White 
House, and an indictment of the leader- 
ship in this body and in the other body 
as well. Speaking for myself, I was for 
real, effective, workable controls last 
year when the President of the United 
States did not want them. I am for 
such controls today when he pleads for 
them belatedly. 

According to Eric Johnston, Economic 
Stabilizer, the price-control measure 
passed by the other body would be 
likely to boost living costs $1 a day for 
every American family. He charged it 
would create an economic Pearl Har- 
bor. In other words, he foresees a $30- 
a-month pay cut for every American 
home. 

Mr. Johnston's figures are being dis- 
puted here today. Half his estimate and 
the cost is too high at a time when the 
distinguished gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. Doucuton], chairman of 
the House Ways and Means Committee, 
is telling the country in effect we have 
gone about as far as we can go in im- 
posing taxes on the American people.” 

Before we take our final votes next 
week it would be a wholesome venture in 
the best interest of the housewives of 
America and our national economy as a 
whole if every Member of the House 
were to spend a few hours behind a meat 
or grocery counter in a neighborhood 
market in his home community. They 
would run into persons on both sides of 
the counter who are furious and dis- 
gusted and, while they may not be writ- 
ing Washington at the moment, they 
have plans to make themselves heard in 
the days to come if real relief is denied 
now. 

The demobilizers are at work again. 
I shall never forget how persuasive they 
were in 1945 and 1946. They used to 
have a favorite question and it was this: 
Who is there to challenge us now, who 
would want to fight now? They blinked 
their eyes at the refusal of the Soviet 
Union to demobilize and they poked fun 
at reports of Russian slave-labor camps 
and armament production. Will the de- 
mobilizers be equally persuasive now as 
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the Soviet Union continues to build and 
build, spread and spread? 

I look upon these controls as a painful 
necessity in these turbulent days and it is 
my prayerful hope that they will be bet- 
ter administered in the days to come. 
The Congress might well follow the lead 
it is taking in following closely the arms 
production program and have a special 
watch-dog committee constantly observ- 
ing the controls administration to pre- 
vent both inequities and iniquities. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may require to the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN]. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I take 
this time to read into the RECORD a 
statement The Effects of the Beef Roll- 
Back, by Nelson G. Kraschel, former 
Democratic Governor of the State of 
Iowa and for 6 years general agent of the 
Farm Credit Administration of Omaha: 


THE EFFECTS or BEEF CATTLE PRICE RoLL-Back 


(By Nelson G. Kraschel, former Democratic 
Governor of Iowa and for 6 years, general 
agent of the Farm Credit Administration 
of Omaha) 

I am a cattle feeder with some five hun- 

dred head in my Iowa feed lots at the present 
time. 
At the outset, I want it clearly understood 
that I am opposed to excessive war profits. 
I have had sufficient experience as adminis- 
trator of public trusts that I appreciate the 
confusion that must exist in the minds of 
OPS officials and members of the Congress 
who have the responsibility of extending or 
curtailing the powers now exercised by OPS, 
and I hope that my comments on this sub- 
ject will be understood to be an effort on my 
part to help clarify some of the complexi- 
ties of this problem. Certainly, my remarks 
are not intended to be for the sole benefit 
of me and other cattle feeders. 

It occurs to me that the public hearings 
on this question have attracted more heat 
and fewer facts than is desirable. It re- 
minds me of the days of OPA when many 
unwise actions were taken by public officials 
because they did not understand the intri- 
cate problem of meat production and were 
unable to obtain the true facts because of 
selfishness of the affected parties. 

The following facts are basic in this 
controversy: 

1. OPS officials seem to have centered their 
entire attention to the problem of lower- 
ing the price of beef. They have taken such 
a definite stand on this subject before they 
knew all the facts that they now claim that 
to retreat from their position would jeopar- 
dize the entire price control structure. 

2. The retail price of beef is not entirely 
determined by the selling price of live 
cattle—the cost of processing, freight, and 
distribution (in which the wages of labor 
figure prominently) are a big factor in the 
retail price of beef. But it appears that 
OPS officials consider their job accomplished 
when and if they have broken the market 
for live fat cattle. 

3. The cattle feeder is the only man who 
can create more beef during this national 
emergency. 

The rancher and beef-cattle breeder sel- 
dom finish their cattle for market. It is 
their practice to sell calves at about 400- 
pound weight or yearlings at 600-to-700- 
pound weight. In both cases the calf or 
yearling, when it leaves the pastures of the 
cattle breeder, is a poor candidate for slaugh- 
ter. The beef would be far below par, and 
it would be a tremendous waste to slaughter 
thin cattle at such light weights. The cattle 
feeder is the principal buyer cf these light- 
weight cattle. In the case of the calf he 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


enters upon a 12-month growing and fatten- 
ing program. The yearlings or other light- 
weight cattle of more age require 6 to 7 
months in the feed lot, 

When they are ready for market the calf 
will weigh 900 to 1,000 pounds; the yearling 
from 1,000 to 1,250 pounds; thus the cattle 
feeder has transformed the original weight 
into high-quality, edible meat, and increased 
the tonnage about 500 pounds per head. It 
is, therefore, plainly apparent that if the 
cattle feeder’s operation is interfered with 
it will certainly reduce the tonnage and qual- 
ity of beef in the future. 

It is the cattle feeder who is being pun- 
ished by the regulations now in effect by 
OPS. The problem of the cattle feeder is 
primarily a financial one. His purchases are 
usually made in the fall of the year dt the 
end of the pasture season when ranchers 
and other feeders are liquidating their year’s 
production. Soon thereafter the prudent 
feeder purchases the grain and other feeds 
necessary to fatten the cattle he has pur- 
chased. They are usually carried through 
the winter months on roughage and a light 
feed of grain, and as soon as the spring rainy 
season with its mud and discomfort is over 
the feeding operation begins. Heavy-weight 
cattle sell in June and July, and the calves 
from August until November. 

In most instances the price-control order 
of OPS set a limit above which prices could 
not advance, but in no case excepting in 
that of the cattle feeder did they ask the 
merchant or other owners of inventory to 
roll back the prices, and in most cases, in- 
cluding labor, there have been adjustments 
upward to take care of hardship cases. In 
the case of meat packers and retailers they 
have received adjustments to make their life 
easier, but always in the form of farther roll- 
ing back the price of live cattle. This action 
has not applied to hogs, poultry, or eggs; they 
seem to see only beef cattle. And in addi- 
tion to these inequalities, they have an- 
nounced another roll-back for the month of 
August and still another one in October, 
Remember that all of these roll-back prices 
have occurred since the cattle feeder had 
made his complete investment in feeder 
cattle and feed for the year 1951. 

Mr. DiSalle, a few days ago, made a state- 
ment that this progressive roll-back method 
would enable cattle feeders to unload some 
of their high-priced cattle. This statement 
alone proves that he and his advisers (if he 
has any) did not know anything about the 
problems of producing beef, because the 
cattle feeder is no more likely to find a buyer 
for his inventory above the possibilities 
offered him in completing his feeding opera- 
tion than the merchant who has bought a 
stock of merchandise above wholesale prices. 
In fact, Mr. DiSalle admitted in that state- 
ment that he had not consulted any agri- 
cultural advisers, and that the action was 
taken primarily to take the heat off inde- 
pendent packers who were unable to pay cur- 
rent prices for cattle and comply with the 
ceiling prices for retail beef. 

I am sure that OPS officials desire a larger 
supply of all kinds of meat, and to my mind 
this is the crux of the whole list of errors 
that can be found in their present policy, 
Cattle feeders are patriotic citizens and are 
willing to make their share of sacrifices 
which all good Americans are willing to 
make during this emergency. They are not 
going to go out on a strike and refuse to 
function, even though they have been 
singled out of the whole American colony 
to make greater sacrifices than other groups 
are asked to make. But if the attitude of 
OPS is not changed, the American public 
must prepare for a smaller supply of meat 
in the future. 

I have already pointed out that the cattle 
feeder’s problem is primarily one of finances. 
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He makes a huge investment in thin cattle 
and another investment in feed. His opera- 
tion is in great part financed by banks. If 
the elements of finished beef which he puts 
together is a profitable one, he will continue, 
but both he and his banker will back away 
from a long-time financial hazard such as 
is created by OPS in this present emergency. 
He has already taken one loss, he is promised 
another in August, and still another in 
October. No sane businessman will continue 
with a threat of a price control over him that 
is determined to solve the whole problem 
by rolling back the price of cattle. 

The Chicago Federal Reserve System re- 
ports that agricultural paper is now at an 
all-time high due to the high livestock and 
feed inventories of livestock feeders; and 
any cattle feeder or midwestern bank will 
testify to the fear that they entertain for 
the future of the industry under these con- 
ditions. 

There is one other factor that I should like 
to deal with. The parity system has been 
recognized as a sound standard by which 
agricultural prices should be gaged. It is 
reported that beef cattle are selling at a big- 
ger premium above parity than other farm 
products. Insofar as the cattle feeder is 
concerned, I challenge this statement. It 
would have more effect if the cattle grower 
were fattening his own production, but the 
cattle feeder buys the calf or yearling and 
pays cash for it. He in turn buys corn or 
other feeds from farmers who are obtaining 
a supported price for their products because 
of parity. Therefore, he is actually penalized 
by the use of that standard in arriving at his 
prices. Instead of his commodity being the 
result of ordinary farm operation costs in 
the form of labor, machinery, and living 
costs for the operating farmer, he buys all 
of these commodities for cash and cannot be 
judged by the parity standard as it applies 
to other farmers when se sells his product. 

In conclusion, and by way of recapitula- 
tion, I wish to emphasize that America is 
a meat-eating Nation. Beef is the preferred 
meat; yet pork, poultry, eggs, or statisfactory 
substitutes are selling at far below the re- 
tail price of beef. Therefore, I contend that 
it is not the serious problem that OPS offi- 
cials seem to rate it. If they are right in 
wanting to satisfy the American public's ap- 
petite for beef without regard to these other 
substitutes, then they should give serious 
consideration to my contention that their 
present attitude is going to deprive the Amer- 
ican Nation of millions of pounds of beef. 
It proved to be so under OPA during World 
War II and will be so again because the cat- 
tle feeder is the only man, I repeat, whose 
operation will increase beef tonnage. The 
packer is able to slaughter only the cattle 
which feeders bring to him. Therefore, the 
tendency to favor the commercial interests 
who are processing, distributing, and retail- 
ing meat at the expense of the cattle feeder 
is a false policy to pursue. £ 

Iam sure that all Members of Congress and 
administrators in Government want to pre- 
serve our economic structure which is based 
on the profit motive of the capitalistic sys- 
tem. This certainly applies to producers as 
well as to those who traffic in the finished 
product; and because of all these facts, I 
believe it would be prudent that the Con- 
gress restrict authority for OPS to make any 
further roll-backs in the price of beef, and 
thereby remove the threat of destroying a 
well-established portion of our economy 
which has and is today providing more 
meat for human consumption at a lower 
cost in wages or goods than is provided in 
any other nation today. Along with curtail- 
ing the authority of future roll-backs, I sug- 
gest that the quota system for packers. and 
other killers be reviewed because it seems 
perlectly senseless to have a controlled retail 
price and not permit processors to purchase 
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and process all of the marketable cattle they 
are offered within this price limitation, 
Many markets are demoralized today because 
packers are prohibited by restrictions from 
buying cattle which they need to supply 
their current demand. 


Then also I would like to read into the 
Recorp an article from the Washington 
Post regarding the beef situation, by 
John W. Ball: 

LEGAL BLACK MARKET IN CATTLE DISCLOSED 

(By John W. Ball) 


SOUTH OMAHA, NEBR., July 4—Black mar- 
kets in beef, missing from the American 
scene since 1946, are making their appear- 
‘ance again. 

Inquiries at the Chicago and Omaha stock- 
yards about such operations almost invaria- 
bly bring this reply: 

“There’s a lot of strangers around, and 
some buyers we haven't seen in 5 years are 
showing up again.“ 

Cattlemen in both yards are derisive of 
Price Administrator Michael V. DiSalle’s 
claim that the Office of Price Stabilization 
knows where every head of cattle is going. 

“We don't know, so how does DiSalle?” 
they argue. 

Former Democratic Congressman Harry B. 
Coffee, president of the Union Stock Yards 
Co. of Omaha, explained that slaughtering 
percentages are showing a marked similarity 
to the last days of OPA in 1946. 

“Ordinarily an average of 73 percent of all 
cattle bought in the Omaha yards are slaugh- 
tered in local packing houses,” Coffee said. 
“Since early May this figure has dropped to 
less than 50 percent, and is still dropping.” 

Buyers at the yards insist there are two 
kinds of black markets. One is the illegal 
type generally considered under that term. 
The other is given the contradictory name of 
“legal black market.” It is a black-market 
operation that, while not ethical, is still not 
in violation of any law. 

The situation was discussed at a luncheon 
table with Coffee and three of the Nation’s 
leading cattle dealers and feeders, William 
Foxley, Michael Thell, and Ed Corrigan. Fox- 
ley's feeding operations are among the larg- 
est, if not actually the largest, in the coun- 
try. He declares Thell is the smartest feeder 
in the country. Corrigan operates a com- 
mercial feeding yard in the stockyards. Each 
reported meeting strangers who had bought 
cattle there recently, Here is how one of 
these strangers operated, according to his 
own admission: 

Cattle grading varies between stockyards, 
At Omaha—the second largest yards in the 
world, and the center of the best breeding 
area—top grades are distinctly superior to 
top grades in some other yards. 

This buyer purchased cattle that graded 
good in Omaha. He trucked them to Birm- 
ingham, Ala., where some graded prime and 
none lower than choice. Other loads weren’t 
taken that far. Many went to small plants 
scattered throughout the cattle country. 

On the illegal side, the evidence points to 
the fact that some prime cattle are being 
bought and then disappear. Cattlemen 
think they go generally to night clubs and 
expensive resort hotels. Every community 
has many farmers who know how to slaugh- 
ter cattle. 

The biggest leak, these men believe, will 
eventually develop in grading operations, 
Many meat graders have been employed re- 
cently with comparatively little experience or 
training. If a buyer can get a load of cattle 
graded at good or commercial, and after 
slaughter, grade them, or part of them, as 
choice meat, he realizes a profit well above 
OPS calculations. 

Significantly, the writer heard several 
times, both at Chicago and Omaha, com- 
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ments such as “there'll be a lot of graders 
driving Cadillacs soon.” 

The day I was in Des Moines, the Iowa OPS 
enforcement officer announced that OPS al- 
ready had evidence of 15 black market 
slaughterers in that State alone. 

Less than 1 percent of the country’s beef 
grades prime. Very little of that finds its 
way onto retail meat counters. It goes to 
clubs, ritzy hotels, night clubs and some rail- 
road dining cars. Under OPS ceilings such 
beef costs the packer between 54 and 55 cents 
a pound, The writer bought an order of 
roast beef at a restaurant—not a night 
club—within a few miles of the packing- 
house district, for $6. It was only a fraction 
of a pound. 


SPREAD ANNOYS CATTLEMEN 


It is this spread that annoys the cattlemen, 
Also they point out that one of the biggest 
proportional increases in the retail cost of 
beef is in transportation costs. The rail- 
roads blame the increased cost of transporta- 
tion upon higher labor costs. When the rail 
labor unions complain about the high retail 
costs of farm products and demand strict 
controls, the farmer sees red. 

One feature stands out prominently in all 
discussions: Administrator DiSalle’s choice 
of beef as the first agricultural product to 
attempt to govern with price ceilings was 
unfortunate. There are five grades of beef, 
prime, choice, good, commercial, and utility. 
The line of demarcation between grades is 
very thin. It varies, as we have seen, at dif- 
ferent cities. It is subject to human error, 
intentional or otherwise. Cattlemen are 
independent and refuse to be pushed around. 
No commodity can be more easily traded in 
black markets. 

Cattlemen, including feeders, commission 
men, and packers say that although cattle 
prices are 149 percent of parity on the Gov- 
ernment's parity tabulations, actually, they 
are not that high. 


PARITY FORMULA OBSOLETE 


Invariably they will agree that beef prices 
are too high and that it would be better 
for all of us if they were lower. But they 
insist the parity reckoning formula is ob- 
solete. 

These arguments take two tacks: (1) The 
feeders say that the parity formula discrimi- 
nates against cattle, while (2) the packers 
show statistics to prove that more meat can 
be bought with fewer hours of labor than jn 
the period 1909-14 upon which parity is 
based. 

“In 1914,” as Coffee explains the problem, 
“the quality of beef was vastly inferior to its 
quality today. The Texas longhorn was still 
predominant. Today the only longhorn 
herds are at agricultural museums, rodeos, or 
experimental farms. Beef that would have 
graded prime in 1914 wouldn’t grade good 
today, and choice grade would go as com- 
mercial, The parity formula doesn't recog- 
nize that change,” he says. 

Furthermore an acre of range land doesn’t 
produce any more beef today than in 1914, 
whereas the yields of corn, potatoes, and 
nearly every other crop that helps to set 
the parity price, are much higher. Also, in 
1914, cattle raisers could graze their herds 
on Government land for practically no 
cost—a practice denied them today. 


SUPPORT PRICES REFUSED 


The base for figuring the parity formula, 
therefore, these men insist, is distinctly un- 
fair. The reason they haven't complained is 
chiefly because beef doesn’t come under Gov- 
ernment price supports—the cattlemen have 
invariably refused them. The parity for- 
mula heretofore has been important only in 
establishing price-support levels. 

The American Meat Institute has prepared 
a table, based upon Government statistics, 
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that indicates that meat is cheaper than in 
previous years in actual worth. It compares 
the minutes of labor required of industrial 
workers to purchase 11 food items: 


Minutes labor 


Coffee. gs 
Sugar (5 pounds). 
Narr 
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1 The peak of meat prices. 

Although the meat institute didn’t intend 
that it should, the above table is pretty con- 
vincing that all farm products are cheap 
compared with labor costs. 

The Bureau of Agricultural Economics has 
recognized the soundness of the cattlemen's 
complaint against inequalities in the parity 
formula. BAE altered the formula in 1949 
to remedy this situation. But cattlemen in- 
sist the change corrected the situation only 
fractionally, but that none of them com- 
plained, because at that time, few of them 
cared. 


Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Illi- 
nois [Mr. Mason]. 

INFLATION AND GOVERNMENT CONTROLS 


Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, during 
the past 10 years Congress has consid- 
ered and debated from time to time the 
subject of inflation. Weeks and 
months have been spent in discussing 
the subject. Much heat and eloquence 
have been generated, both on the floor 
of the House and in the Senate—but the 
net result seems to be confusion worse 
confounded. The people do not know 
what to think; they do not know whom 
to blame; but they do know they are at 
the mercy of inflated prices, that they 
are suffering from runaway prices, and 
they want to know what can be done to 
obtain relief. 

In the hope of shedding some light 
on the subject, and also in the hope that 
I can clear away some of the fog that 
has been generated to confuse the peo- 
ple, I have asked for time during this 
debate in order to discuss the subject of 
Inflation and Controls in words and lan- 
guage that anyone should be able to 
understand. 

A PRIMER ON INFLATION 


Mr. Chairman, inflation is a greater 
menace to America today than the atom 
bomb, because it can destroy jobs, cre- 
ate hunger and want, and lead to social- 
ism or communism all over America. 
Inflation comes when prices skyrocket 
until folks can’t afford to buy what they 
really have to have. Three things cause 
inflation, namely: First, too many dol- 
lars; second, too few things for sale; and, 
third, Government price ceilings. 

Too many dollars come from the Gov- 
ernment printing presses when your 
Government spends more money than it 
gets in taxes, and cannot pay what it 
owes in any other way. The way to stop 
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having the Government print too many 
dollars is to make sure that it spends no 
more than it takes in—except when the 
life of America is threatened. Your own 
father, if he did not have enough money, 
would borrow some to pay for an opera- 
tion to save your life. So your Uncle 
Sam should borrow to protect America’s 
life. But your own father would not 
borrow dollars to buy all the neighbors 
a television set just to make them like 
him, Neither should your Uncle Sam 
borrow or print dollars to buy needless 
things or provide needless jobs just so 
the people will like him. 

Too few things for sale come when the 
farmers do not grow enough things and 
the factories do not make enough things. 
When there are not enough things to go 
around, the people who want the things 
most, pay more than other people are 
paying or can pay so as to be sure they 
get the things they want. When every- 
body tries to do this, prices go up and up. 
If farmers would raise enough food and 
workers would make enough things, there 
no longer would be too few things for 
sale. 

Government price ceilings stop all 
kinds of folk from wanting to produce 
more, because they are afraid if they 
produce it the price ceiling will be lower 
than what it cost them to raise it or to 
make it. An excellent example of this 
is the present ceiling on beef and the 
present shortage of beef in the butcher 
shops of the Nation. If Government 
price fixing lasts long enough, folks will 
produce less and less. Then there will 
be fewer and fewer things for sale, and 
the prices will keep going up and up. 

It is as simple as that. Why Wash- 
ington bureaucrats cannot understand 
it is a mystery to me. 


THE REAL CAUSE OF INFLATION 

Mr. Chairman, reckless Government 
spending of borrowed money is the real 
cause of the present inflation. There are 
other causes, of course, such as retail 
credit purchases, credit extended by 
banks, and so forth, but these other 
causes represent only a minor part of 
the inflationary pressure, while a major 
part of the inflationary pressure is due 
to the araci spending program of the 

on. 

A demand for price controls comes 
from the A. F. of L. and the CIO and is 
reechoed by President Truman. How- 
ever, these same organizations demand 
that credit controls be relaxed. Credit 
controls are far more effective in curb- 
ing currency expansion—the root of in- 
flation—ithan price controls. Currency 
expansion brought about by Government 
deficit spending is the disease that 
needs to be treated. Price controls are 
only doses of aspirin to relieve the head- 
ache; they are not a cure for inflation. 

High prices in and of themselves are 
not inflation; they are the result of in- 
flation. Can one cure a disease by try- 
ing to control its results? Controls 
cause shortages and dislocations of ma- 
terials and manpower. This pushes 
prices still higher. The cost of admin- 
istering controls adds to the debt, in- 
fiates the money supply by extra mil- 
lions, and causes prices to rise still 
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higher. Controls stifle production, 
thereby creating shortages and conse- 
quent higher prices. How can anyone 
speed production by controlling it? 

The present inflation, in terms of 
arithmetic, is caused by the expansion 
of our money supply from 836,000, 000,000 
in 1940 to $116,000,000,000 in 1950. This 
vast expansion of the currency is the 
result of the administration’s policy of 
borrowing from the banks to cover the 
deficit spending that has been practiced. 
The administration can and does force 
banks to buy its I O U's. 

The real cure for inflation is to stop 
the Government’s deficit spending, and 
to limit the extension of private credit. 
The cure is not to be found in any price- 
control law—that is, as I said before, 
only a dose of aspirin to relieve the 
headache caused by inflation. 

Mr. Chairman, it is easy to give advice; 
it is hard to take one’s own advice. If 
President Truman would only follow the 
advice he has given the American peo- 
ple, we would soon get rid of inflation. 
The President, however, refuses to fol- 
low his own advice and as a result the 
American people continue to suffer from 
inflation. 

President Truman has told the Na- 
tion’s consumers to buy only what they 
actually need. He has told American 
businessmen to stop piling up invento- 
ries, to increase the efficiency of their 
organizations, and to make the best use 
of their manpower. He has asked all 
of us to work harder and to put in longer 
hours. He has asked workers to forego 
wage increases and businessmen to cut 
down on their profits. That is good ad- 
vice, excellent advice, but unless he fol- 
lows the advice himself and sets a good 
example for the rest of us, we cannot 
cure our inflationary troubles. 

The Federal Government is the Na- 
tion’s greatest consumer of goods, con- 
suming today about 15 percent of the 
Nation’s total production. The Federal 
Government is the greatest buyer on the 
American market today, buying up 
great quantities of goods, thereby creat- 
ing scarcities and boosting prices. 

For example, during the last year 
Uncle Sam bought 68,000,000 can open- 
ers to supply the 2,000,000 soldiers in uni- 
form; 6,000,000 gallons of paint, one 
whole year’s supply, to be delivered in 
60 days; 1,917,000 pounds of black pep- 
per, almost the entire supply of black 
pepper on the market; 5,000,000 pounds 
of oleo, bought at 2544 cents a pound, 
while at the same time our Department 
of Agriculture was selling Italy 5,500,000 
pounds of butter at 15 cents a pound; 
219,000 pairs of nylon stockings, bought 
in 1 day for the WAC; excessive 
amounts of wool jackets, wool trousers, 
wool blankets, shoes, and boots, also 
bought by the armed services, upping 
the prices of these articles of clothing 
to civilians from 50 to 100 percent. These 
purchases—and many others that could 
be listed—created scarcities and sent 
prices skyrocketing. The Federal Gov- 
ernment should stop buying more than 
it needs. 

And, Mr. Chairman, what about mak- 
ing the best use of manpower? 
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The reports of the Byrd committee 
and the reports of the Hoover Commis- 
sion show that Uncle Sam himself is the 
worst example of waste and hoarding in 
manpower that can be found in the 
whole Nation. Not only have pay in- 
creases for Federal employees been rec- 
ommended by the administration, but 
opposition has been expressed to any re- 
duction in the number of Federal em- 
ployees now on the payroll, to any re- 
duction in the 26 days’ annual leave and 
the 15 days’ sick leave for Government 
employees, and the 5-day workweek for: 
Government employees is to be contin- 
ued in spite of the emergency. 

The latest figures on the Federal Gov- 
ernment’s civilian payroll from the of- 
fice of Senator Byrp show that in April 
of this year there were 2,409,121 civilian 
employees. This compares with 2,093,- 
297 in April of 1950. The increase of 
315,824 during the year represents an 
average boost in the number of em- 
ployees of 26,319 per month. 

The Byrd committee also reports that 
due to increased pay rates—part of the 
general inflation the Government is sup- 
posed to be preventing—the payroll 
today is at the rate of $8,300,000,000 
per year as compared to $7,300,000,000 
last year. Most alarming of all is the 
fact that these additions to the Federal 
payroll represent hundreds of thousands 
of potential votes for the administra- 
tion—and for the perpetuation of their 
own jobs—plus, of course, many more 
votes that will be influenced by these 
job holders, 

Senator PAUL DOUGLAS, 
Illinois, says: 

The average Government worker gets the 
equivalent of 10 weeks off each year with 
full pay. He works only 1,650 hours a year, 
as against 1,900 working hours per year in 
private industry. Thus the Government 
worker gets 6 weeks’ more time off annually 
at full pay than the non-Government 
worker gets. 


Would not you call this an excellent 
example of waste, inefficiency, and 
hoarding of manpower? - 

Mr. Chairman, if President Truman 
would only act upon his own advice and 
set an example to the rest of the coun- 
try, we could lick the inflation bugaboo 
overnight. And, we could do it without 
more controls, without more regimenta- 
tion, without more restrictions, and 
without more bureaucratic domination. 
Why not take a dose of your own medi- 
cine, Mr. President? Why not follow 
you own advice? 

Mr. Chairman, even the President’s 
own leaders in the Congress know where 
the blame and the responsibility lies for 
the present inflation. Senator MAYBANK, 
chairman of the Senate Banking and 
Currency Committee, in the Senate 
debate on this subject last Friday, June 
29, said: 

Mr. President, I am a Democrat, and I 
will always be a Democrat. However, in 
justice to the Republican Members of the 
Senate who voted for the control bill last 
September, I wish to say that they joined 
with us in writing a strong law. It has 
never been used. I would suggest that the 
abuse of Congress results from an attempt 
to permit those who are responsible for 
the failure to act promptly under the law 
to avoid their own responsibility. 


Democrat, 
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Articles appear in the newspapers and 
statements .are made by commentators to 
the effect that Congress is to blame. Con- 
gress wrote a law in September, almost a 
year ago. The law is on the statute books. 
I shall not undertake to criticize the ad- 
ministration. However, I am glad that I 
was a Member of the Congress in which 
Republicans and Democrats alike wrote a 
law which would have stopped inflation. 
No we hear that the Republicans 
are no good, that the Democrats are no 
good, that the Members of the House are 
no good, and that the Members of the 
Senate are no good, It is all done in order 
to confuse the housewives. 


The Senator was referring to the Pres- 
ident’s recent speech when in a radio 
address the President spoke to the 
housewives of the Nation and charged 
the Congress with being responsible for 
inflation, and for the troubles and hard- 
ships the housewives complain about to- 
day. However, the Senator fixed the 
blame where it really belongs when he 
said, “The truth is the administration 
has failed to act.” Coming from a 
Democrat, one high in the councils of 
his party, the Senator speaks with the 
voice of authority. His words cannot be 
questioned. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want 
to assert that the high prices of today 
are due mainly to the fact that the Pres- 
ident refuses to follow his own advice, 
advice he has given to the American 
people; that he continues to object to 
any reduction in the Federal payroll or 
to any reduction in the present rate of 
Federal spending; and that the “cold 
war — which is the root of most of our 
present-day troubles and upon which we 
are now spending $60,000,000,000 per 
year—is the result of the bungling of 
both President Truman and Mr, Ache- 
son. We will never get rid of inflation 
and the national headache caused by 
inflation until we get rid of both Truman 
and Acheson. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
6 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Gwinn]. 

PRICE CONTROLS FOR ATHEISTIC CAPITALISM 

ONLY 

Mr. GWINN. Mr. Chairman, the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. Worcorr! 
and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
CrAwrorp] and the gentleman from 
Kai.sas [Mr. Cote] showed very clearly 
yesterday the causes of inflation and 
high prices. They are Government bor- 
rowing at the commercial banks and 
Government spending and spending this 
watered money not issued for consumers’ 
goods. The bonds the Government 
thus pledges with the banks furnishes 
additional credit to the customers of the 
banks three or four times the face value 
of bonds. Millions of people thus have 
their pockets full of new money for 
which there is no comparable production 
of consumer goods. New money is is- 
sued much faster than consumer goods 
such as clothes, shelter, and so forth, are 
produced. Millions of people get from 
the Government in this way $2 to spend 
whereas the rest of us have only $1 to 
spend for beef, for example. It is in- 
flation for us and a big time for the 
others who have the Government money 
te spend. 
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The remedy is obvious. Stop Govern- 
ment borrowing at the commercial 
banks—the basis for expanded currency 
and credits four or five times what the 
Government borrows. 

How can price controls cure the evils 
that Government has created? That is 
like loading a gun with explosives called 
inflation of the currency and then set- 
ting up a paper wall of price controls 
to stop the effects of the shooting, 

Reason no longer prevails. 

The Government’s propaganda offers 
the false remedies and diverts the atten- 
tion of the people from the real causes. 
To justify the administration of Gov- 
ernment in its management and control 
of us, it deplores the failures and the 
selfishness of a free people. It says the 
selfishness and the profits of free com- 
merce are the causes of high prices. It 
Says liberty will not work—especially in 
wartime. If threatened with peace it 
says liberty will not work in peacetime 
either. So they want socialistic man- 
agement of our economy in either event. 

Yesterday the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. McCormack] took the 
floor to reassure the Members that he 
half believed in freedom as the best kind 
of society. He said: 

Certainly I am not against the profit sys- 
tem, but I am against atheistic capitalism. 
I am against the profiteer, I am against the 
racketeer, I am against the one who is will- 
ing to make money, no matter what the con- 
ditions might be, at the expense of the 
public. 


The Members absent from the debates 
yesterday missed a show. 

The atheistic dollars are to be man- 
aged by the administration for the bene- 
fit of the people, whereas the Godly dol- 
lars by a series of exemptions will be 
turned free by an army of administration 
minions who will be the judges of the 
good and the bad. Strangely enough, 
atheistic dollars in a free economy pro- 
duce alongside of the good dollars—the 
Godly dollars—in a free competitive 
market. The characteristic of the athe- 
istic dollars as well as good dollars is 
that they will not or cannot work under 
restraints and compulsions and under 
the damnation of politics. How can the 
Fair Deal separate the sheep from the 
goats so as to get an increase in produc- 
tion of the basic necessity of life plus 
war materials? 

Who will produce better and at lower 
prices under management controls, com- 
pulsions of Government, than they will 
when free? 

For example, can the meat-packing 


industry? Swift & Co. had profits on 
each dollar of sales as follows: 

Cents 
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Can the railroads of America who 
transport the goods and products to the 
markets be rolled back? The New York 
Central reported profits with a capital 
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investment of 81,000, 000,000 of 4.9 per- 
cent in 1944, 3.6 percent in 1945, net 
loss in 1946, and 0.3 percent in 1947. 

A hundred of the best corporations in 
all lines make less than 5-percent prof - 
its. Nothing less can sustain expansion 
to increase production and attract risk 
capital for that purpose. We dare not 
treat them as atheists and damn them 
to produce. Is the next group of small 
business which produces, possibly at 2- 
percent profit, or another great group 
that produces at a loss to be controlled 
because they are atheistic capitalists? 

A vast volume of our production is 
done at a loss each year, by new busi- 
nesses, by changing businesses, by the 
marginal producers. Under price con- 
trols they are forced out of business. 
Production must be greatly reduced, just 
at a time when it must be increased for 
war. 

Mr. SPENCE, Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle- 
man from Washington [Mr. MITCHELL]. 

Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. Chairman, 
those who oppose the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1951 seek to give the impres- 
sion that they are not opposed to price 
controls. However, by its maneuvers it 
proves that one of the basic issues in this 
debate is, indeed, price control. And by 
the amendments the opposition have 
proposed and now proposes, it is clearly 
evident that it will go to any lengths to 
prevent the enactment of an effective 
price control law. 

This opposition has made much of the 
difficulties of administering controls in 
our very complex economy. It has said 
little, however, about the importance of 
economic stability which, with our bil- 
lion dollar per week defense program, 
depends so greatly upon effective price 
controls, now nearing actuality. 3 

At a time when we must, if we are to 
be the arsenal of democracy, encourage 
the greatest production in history, the 
opposition seems determined to place 
road blocks in the way of production. 

Because price ceiling negotiations, to 
be fair and equitable, have necessarily 
required the investment of a great many 
OPS and industry man-hours the oppo- 
sition pretends there has been a failure 
of administration. This criticism would 
have been doubled or tripled, however, 
had the price control agency acted dic- 
tatorially and imposed poorly considered 
controls. Wisely the OPS has sought to 
act in cooperation with industry. It rec- 
ognizes it cannot operate in a vacuum. 
As an example, this desire to gain coop- 
eration has necessitated months of ne- 
gotiation with those industries to be con- 
trolled by Ceiling Price Regulation 22. 

Many caustie and slighting remarks 
have been made in regard to OPS’ esti- 
mates of consumer price savings repre- 
sented by current and planned price roll- 
backs and realinements. The challenge 
of the opposition has little meaning and 
only serves to confuse the public unless 
it is supported by concrete facts which 
disprove the OPS estimates. No one has 
come forward with figures to show that 
proposed OPS actions would increase the 
cost of living. Yet that is what the op- 
position infers. 
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To convince the people of this Nation 
that we need weakened, instead of 
strengthened, price controls, those who 
oppose controls must bear the burden of 
proving as false, the carefully worked 
out estimates of consumer savings that 
would be realized through price roll- 
backs, including the following: 

That beef roll-backs would save the 
consumer $700,000,000 annually and still 
permit a fair and adequate profit to the 
beef industry. 

That veal roll-backs would save the 
consumer $35,000,000 per year, 

That soft drink price realinement 
woul’! save $8,000,000. 

That price readjustment—already 
agreed to by the salmon packing in- 
dustry—would save the consumer 
$15,000,000. 

That bakery goods roll-back would 
save the consumer about $40,000,000. 

That CPR 22 would reduce industrial 
soap prices by $12,000,000. 

That CPR 22 would reduce glycerine 
prices by $4,000,000. 

That CPR 22 would reduce the Big 
Three companies’ farm machinery prices 
by 4 percent. 

That price reductions on canned, 
dried, and frozen fruits and vegetables 
and canned soups would reduce the cost 
of the consumers’ market basket. 

That the 70-cent CPR 41 roll-back 
applied to only one-third of the 450,- 
000,000-pair shoe production would save 
the consumer a minimum of $105,000,- 
000, with a strong possibility of the sav- 
ing being nearer $200,000,000. 

The onus of disproving these carefully 
worked-out estimates falls squarely on 
those who oppose effective legislation. 
‘They must prove, unconditionally, in 
this debate that their proposals will not 
allow greater inflation and accelerate 
ruinous price spirals. 

To prove the effectiveness of price 
control is no longer the responsibility of 
the Office of Price Stabilization. That 
Office has facts and figures indicating 
quite conclusively the value of a 
strengthened program. The responsi- 
bility to act intelligently on these facts 
is that of Congress. 

Congress cannot intelligently follow 
the advice of those opposed to controls 
for their proposals are made to confuse 
the public. Some Members of Congress 
now declare their opposition to stronger 
controls because they were not put into 
effect last January, or last September, 
or June 25, 1950. While I called for en- 
actment of control legislation on June 
25, 1950, I do not believe we can junk 
the program so painstakingly worked 
out since that date merely because it 
was not put into effect earlier. This is 
just as absurd as to contend that a 
criminal who eludes capture for 6 
months should be rewarded for his wily- 
ness by being given his freedom auto- 
matically. 

We must act here and now to solve the 
problem facing the American consumer 
today. Otherwise, the consumer will 
lose the last shreds of his purchasing 
power and our entire national economy 
will be disrupted beyond imagination. 
This will result in the loss of homes and 
property and savings. It will make our 
defense program meaningless. 
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The consumer knows this. He is 
frightened that Congress will legislate 
for the benefit of only the special in- 
terests and organized pressure groups 
instead of for the good of all the people 
of our Nation. He has every right to 
be alarmed. 

But let me submit some direct testi- 
mony from Washington State con- 
sumers. 

Consumers of the State of Washing- 
ton must be much like all other consum- 
ers. Congress should be ready and will- 
ing to listen for these consumers have a 
very objective interest in the meaning of 
price control on the economic, social, 
and physical well-being of all citizens. 
They know the price squeeze for they are 
fighting it each day. They know the 
nutritional problems because they must 
feed their families under a budget al- 
ready too small. 

Let them speak for themselves. I want 
to read some letters which indicate their 
understanding of problems, pressures, 
and remedies. 

Mr. Stern writes: 


This is in response to your request that 
members of the community express their in- 
dividual views on the question of whether 
or not price control should be continued. 

I feel that it must be extended. 

Although the present degree of inflationary 
pressure is comparatively mild, it cannot be 
anything short of overwhelming in the very 
near future, unless there is effective price 
control (to keep it from completely throw- 
ing our economy out of joint). Practically 
everyone realizes that price control, itself, 
is not the complete solution of the problem 
of inflation—that increased production is the 
long-range answer. But we're faced with 
an emergency and must use emergency meas- 
ures to deal with it. 

Price control is such an emergency meas- 
ure. In conjunction with wage controls, in- 
creased taxation, and a reduction in unes- 
sential consumer spending, it can do much 
to keep the Nation on an even keel economi- 
cally. 

At present, the Commies regard us as a 
formidable opponent. But with an economy 
shot through with the ravages of uncon- 
trolled inflation, which is what we'll be in for 
unless we pass a bill extending price control, 
we'll be sitting ducks for them. ; 

Anyone opposing this legislation, whether 
they do so through timidity, ignorance or 
just plain selfishness, will certainly be guilty 
of a very serious disservice to their country— 
a disservice so great, in fact, that it might 
easily pave the way for its eventual destruc- 
tion. 


In part, the question is an academic 
one to Mr. Stern, but it is anything but 
that to the Mrs., wife of a disabled vet- 
eran, who writes: 


We are very concerned about price con- 
trol. We must have it and soon. 

My husband is a disabled veteran of World 
War II—60 percent disabled. His income has 
not increased in approximately 4 years, and 
we do not expect it to—at least much, if 
any. 

He is 33 years old and is supporting me 
and our 2 children. We find it increasingly 
hard to manage and are slowly going more 
into debt. We have not been able to save any 
money for a long time. 

My husband is becoming very worried as 
to our future. With wage controls in effect 
(he is a white-collar worker) we are in a 
bad situation. 

Please continue your good work in stim- 
ulating public interest in price controls. 


JULY 6 


Mrs. Maxsted is very direct in her 
pointed letter: 


Concerning price controls, I think it is 
very essential to have them. It is really the 
only way to prevent inflation, and it is the 
only fair way. I hope something will be 
done to retain them. Without them, the 
United States economy could be ruined. 
Russia would like nothing better. 


And here is a letter from Mrs. New- 
man, whose husband has just had a 6- 
cents-an-hour wage raise: 


In regards to price control, I believe the 
controls should not only be.continued but 
tightened. With the new increase in taxes 
coming up the workingman and family are 
really going to be in a tight spot. 

We have just received a 6-cents-an-hour 
wage increase which wouldn't even start to 
take care of the price rise since the last 
wage raise, let alone the tax increase. Try- 
ing to buy groceries and clothe a family with 
conditions as they are today is very depress- 
ing to say the least. 


With three small children and a fixed 
income, Mrs. Evans’ plaint is under- 
standable: 


Please excuse the school paper. It is all 
I have at the moment—and I want to take no 
chances on not getting my word in about 
meat controls. 

We live on a fixed salary since my husband 
is a county employee. If prices go 1 cent 
higher, I shall either have to leave my three 
very small children (3, 2, a 0 8 months) and 
go to work or they will have to go without 
proper food. Please add my word to the 
others. Keep food prices down and put into 
working order rigid meat controls. 


And here is a very direct question from 
Mrs. Miller with which Congress would 
have to deal if prices spiral higher: 


Is the Government going to give raises to 
the military men so they can pay the prices 
as they rise? 

My husband was recalled into the Air Force 
last October 1950 and, therefore, I, for our 
own preservation want controls. 

I only pray those st the head of the con- 
trols still have some guts and remain firm, 
allowing no one to be exempt. In that way 
success will be attained. 


Mr. Lesh puts it very directly: 


How can you question the need for con- 
trols? Hasn’t your cost of living gone be- 
yonc reason? Am working for the same 
salary of 3 years ago. Can't make both ends 
meet. 


Mrs. Klein’s attitude is understand- 
able and is due real consideration: 


This is to urge you to do everything in 
your power to enact price-control legislation. 

My husband is a civil-service employee. As 
you probably know, civil-service workers re- 
ceive comparatively low salaries. If prices 
rise much more, many people will be forced 
to either lower their standard of living or 
seek other employment. Neither alternative 
is a good one. 

There are millions of people in our posi- 
tion—families trying to live on $3,000 or so 
à year (much less when taxes and retirement 
are deducted). It isn’t fair for a small per- 
centage of the people to make profits from 
the present world situation at the expense 
of the ordinary workingman and his family, 

I hope you will make every possible effort 
to enact effective price, wage, and rent con- 
trol legislation. 


I agree definitely with Mrs. Stowers: 


Dear Sm: Yes, we do want the price con- 
trols kept on. They haven’t been on long 
enough for even a sample. Lot's really give 
them a good try. 


1951 


Mrs. Balles, like the OPS, would like to 
see uniform realinement of prices: 


I am a homemaker living on a moderate 
$230 monthly income. 

I know I speak for many of my confreres 
when I tell you that prices must be held at 
their present level or, if possible, rolled back, 

The principle of free enterprise is very dear 
to us. At this time, however, when the 
problem of inflation threatens to ruin our 
economy and lower our standard of living, I 
feel that exceptional measures are required. 

In a word, these measures must take the 
line of uniform price control or uniform roll- 
backs. It must be a uniform measure else 
full cooperation on the part of business and 
farmers will not be forthcoming. 

I know that you will do your best to try 
and push througb a stringent price-control 
program. 


And here again is the indication that 
spiraling prices are making for increased 
class consciousness in our great democ- 
racy. Mrs. Finch writes: 


This letter is written in favor of price 
control. 

Prices must stay down to keep it fair to 
the serviceman’s family, the fixed-income 
group, and the people in the low-income 
bracket. Let us not destroy the near equality 
that we have in this country. 

There are true arguments on both sides 
of the ledger of price control but we dare 
not take the chance of prices going up. 
They are impossible to reduce. We must 
not reduce the purchasing power of the 
low-income groups any further. Let us have 
the best possible price control with fairness 
to all but favor the above groups. 


From the Cliftons comes a letter ex- 
pressing the fear being felt by many 
people: 

We are asking you to use every effort for 
continued price controls, in order to curb 
inflation. Those of us on fixed incomes and 
salaries are very concerned over the danger 
of the lobbyists winning this fight. 


And here is a letter from Mrs. Cohen, 
who well remembers 1946: 


It is folly to believe prices would remain 
static after our experience of price removal 
following the Second World War—and at 
that time also we were reassured time and 
again that prices would level off. What the 
big manufacturers and industries meant by 
leveling off is not clear from the way prices 
immediately started to soar. Prices have 
continued to rise until the first of this year. 
Don't let us make the same mistake twice. 

Help us fight inflation. Price controls are 
imperative. 


Mr. Whitman is waiting to see what 
Congress does on beef roll-backs: 


I would like to express, through you, my 
desire to have price control extended. I 
am very disappointed in the recent action 
taken on beef roll-back prices, but believe 
the people will show this displeasure in this 
at voting time. 


And here, a family of six speaks 
through Mrs. Lewis: 


I want to add my bit about price control. 
I do hope everything possible will be done 
to keep controls and make them work. 

We are a family of six, with an income of 
$57 a week. We cannot buy meat and a 
lot of things that we really need because 
prices are too high. Everyone says it is up 
to the consumer to bring prices down, by 
not paying the high prices. There must be 
many people that are doing just that, but 
prices aren't changing much. We haven't 
had any beef of any kind for months now, 
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and we won’t until prices fall. Just what 


are people like us going to do? 


Mrs. Stasky expresses in a few words 
an attitude often repeated in my mail: 


At this late date I would like to add my 
most urgent plea to Congress to not only 
continue the economic controls but to ex- 
pand them and put teeth in the enforcement, 
Might also suggest Congress give thought to 
action in cases where the large combines 
practically threaten in their testimony to 
originate black markets. Thet is shameful. 


Mrs. Anderson speaks for the people in 
small towns: 


My acquaintances and I feel that even 
more stringent price controls are urgently 
needed. Further, we feel that the beef roll- 
backs originally planned should be put into 
effect and that credit restrictions should not 
be relaxed, Surely this would be a more prac- 
tical way to curb the inflation than taxing 
and taxing us until we can no longer ade- 
quately feed and clothe our families. 

There must be thousands of small com- 
munities like ours, and millions of people 
like us with moderate incomes who at this 
time are extremely hard pressed to make ends 
meet. We feel that the good of the country 
must be considered first, and the interests 
of the highly organized and selfish pressure 
groups ignored. 

The signs of the chaos that lies ahead if 
we continue in our present course are plainly 
printed. We must not be blinded by them. 


For the Federal employee, Mrs. Butler 
writes: 


My husband is a Federal employee in the 
low-pay bracket. We have two small chil- 
dren. Since the Korean war, our standard 
of living has declined, and if there were no 
ceiling on prices I dread to think of what 
would have become of us. The average per- 
son just wouldn’t make it. 


Mrs. Jacobson with three small chil- 
dren and an Army income of $107.50 per 
month should be heard by Congress: 


I am 21 years of age and a housewife. I 
have three children, ages 5 years, 4 years, and 
4 months, 

If the ceiling goes off food prices, I do 
not know how people will eat, let alone pay 
rent and keep their children properly 
clothed. 

My husband is in the Army and my income 
is a set one. If the price of meat and food 
keeps going up, people like myself will not 
be able to afford eating. My income is 
8107.50 per month. 


And here, a short note from an area 
under rent control written by Mrs. 
Smith: 

We certainly do want our rent controlled. 
We have had two raises recently, and this 
is all we can afford to pay. 


Mr. and Mrs. Hagen write for the mil- 
lions who have had no raise in wages: 

Just a line to say that my husband and I 
want to express our hope that price control 
will be extended. His salary has never been 
advanced since prices have become so high 
and we find it very hard to break even, al- 
though we try to live as simply as possible, 
Surely the workers who have had no advance 
in wages, through no fault of their own 
should have some consideration. 


Mrs. Woodcock summarizes very well, 
I think, the attitude of the overwhelm- 
ing ee of people in these United 
States: 


I welcome this opportunity to add my 
opinion to those of many other Washingto- 
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nians in regard to the contemplated lifting 
of all price controls. 

In our family, the consensus of opinion 
is that controls should continue through this 
critical period. Our monthly income is mod- 
erate and at present we barely make ends 
meet. Just what will we, and others who 
no doubt are less fortunate, do, if rents, 
food, etc., soar higher and higher? 


These are not pressure letters written 
at the behest of any specific organization. 
They are simply from individuals wor- 
ried about the effect of the price pinch 
on themselves, their families, and their 
Nation. They are worthy of considera- 
tion by this Congress. 

Some of these letters were written di- 
rectly to me. Some were in response to 
information broadcasts over Seattle’s 
radio station KIRO, by Paul West.on 
his widely followed Housewife's Protec- 
tive League broadcast. 

If the homes and savings and pensions 
are to be guarded and if the individual, 
hard-pressed to make his income cover 
his bare living costs, is to be protected, 
a strong and effective anti-inflation pro- 
gram must be enacted. 

In a democracy a point of great pride 
is the recognition and the protection of 
the individual and his rights and needs. 
This is our opportunity to prove our sup. 
port of that cherished ideal. 

Mr. SPENCE, Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia [Mr, FUGATE]. 

Mr. FUGATE. Mr. Chairman, no one 
could discuss the merits of this bill in 3 
minutes. Ido not propose to undertake 
to debate the merits of the bill or to per- 
suade anyone to support or oppose any 
provision in the bill. I am here simply 
to state my own position that in the 
main I am in favor of the legislation. 
I-am in favor of the bill because I be- 
lieve at this time, and with the condi- 
tions of the country as they are, it mer- 
its our support. Personally I do not like 
controls. I would that we could operate 
without any regulatory measures, any 
limitations or restrictions or any kind of 
controls, but in a time such as we are 
now living and with conditions such as 
they now are, it is imperative that we do 
some things even though we do not 
want to. 

The bill before you is a voluminous 
one, composed of some 84 pages, dealing 
with some seven titles. It does two 
things. It extends the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 and it amends it in cer- 
tain respects. There are provisions in 
the act which are opposed by certain 
Members vehemently and there are 
other provisions in the law which are 
supported with an equal zeal. It is the 
best we could get out of our committee 
and it is a compromise to a large extent. 
Necessarily, there must be compromise 
when there are conflicts of opinion if ac- 
tion is taken. I know that many of the 
Members even on our committee do not 
approve of the bill as it now stands. I 
shall support it because I think we must 
have some kind of controls, Personally, 
I am sort of a middle-of-the-road per- 
son. I like to think of myself being lib- 
eral enough to be progressive and con- 
servative enough to preserve the institu- 
tions which have made this country 
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great, and I am not in favor of doing 
anything that would undermine the in- 
stitutions which have maintained this 
country, nor do I believe that I would be 
justified to not raise my voice against 
those proposals which I think are a men- 
ace to this country. 

Certain things have taken place in 
the last few days which may have some 
effect on the extension of the act. There 
are some who believe that, with a truce 
in Korea and with other levelopments 
that may follow after that, controls will 
not be needed. I do not subscribe to 
that view because I believe we are in 
the midst right here in our own country 
of one of the greatest menaces that 
could confront us as a people. I think 
inflation is of such a nature that it, 
like termites working covertly, will de- 
stroy us without our knowing it. It is 
at work today. Many people came be- 
fore our committee to emphasize that 
inflation is costing this country billions 
of additional dollars for living costs and 
national defense which we must accept 
as a fact. The tax dollars which are 
coming into the Treasury are not buy- 
ing their full value because of inflation. 
I believe we should take such measures, 
though they may be limited, as are nec- 
essary to prevent the destruction of our 
economy. 

I also am of the opinion that it is 
equally as essential to levy a tax suffi- 
cient to pay for the cost of the war and 
the cost of our normal functions of 
Government. I believe we should bal- 
ance the budget, because the productive 
capacity and the profits of this country 
are sufficient to do those things, I þe- 
lieve those are essential to the well- 
being of the people of this country, and 
I think the people of this country will 
support them if we maintain those prin- 
ciples as basic and fundamental. We 
are confronted with inflation and we 
must do something about it. Taxes im- 
posed on a higher level will do much 
to keep it down. Economy in the main- 
tenance of Government and curtailment 
in nonessentials will be most helpful. 
Encouraging wage earners, salaried em- 
ployees, and investors to put more of 
their income in savings, with tight con- 
trols on the procurement needs for the 
military will be of help. 

This is a program to be supported even 
though we do not like it. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
6 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. KEATING]. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, a 
chaotic situation would occur, were we 
to allow all controls to expire August 1. 
Undoubtedly they must be extended, in 
some cases strengthened, in some re- 
laxed, according to the demonstrated 
needs of our economy. While the 
American people instinctively resent 
governmental interference with their 
business dealings and mode of living, 
they realize for the most part that it is 
necessary in times of war crisis or ex- 
traordinary rearmament programs to 
take steps to stabilize the economy which 
are not orthodox or in keeping with the 
traditional attachment of our people to 
a system which offers free and equal 
opportunities to all. 
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One of the greatest mistakes we could 
possibly make would be to relax our ef- 
forts to strengthen our Nation economi- 
cally as well as militarily because of any 
actions which Russia may take. The 
men of the Kremlin are masters in the 
art of throwing the peoples of other 
nations off balance and off guard by their 
maneuvers. They have done it to us 
before. We must not fall for a repeti- 
tion of these tactics. 

Whatever may happen in Korea or 
any other of the world’s trouble spots will 
not alter the fact that we face this fall 
increased defense expenditures of 
roughly a billion dollars a week, addi- 
tional shortages of civilian goods in 
many categories and greater, rather than 
less inflationary pressures. These have 
already added an estimated $7,000,000,- 
000 to our rearmament bill and can 
throw our entire economy into a tail- 
spin unless we exercise caution and 
common sense. 

What we must strive to write is a 
sound, fair, and workable law. So far 
as possible, it must be equitable for all 
segments of our people with favoritism 
for none. It should be devised to deal 
with the enemy of inflation, rather than 
to serve the purposes of a political 
campaign. $ 

It is unfortunate that the measure 
reported to us by the Committee on 
Banking and Currency is in such form 
that we are told the committee will seek 
to offer something like 57 different 
amendments. It is impossible at this 
stage to discuss the details of this bill 
and these proposed amendments, except 
as illustrations of the guideposts which 
should govern our deliberations. 

We should avoid converting this 
measure into a vehicle which will serve 
special or sectional interests. One of 
the most blatant efforts in that direc- 
tion is represented by the committee's 
amendment to require that the President 
shall give the green light to the location 
of a factory before it will be afforded 
Government assistance through loans, 
tax considerations, or otherwise for con- 
struction or enlargement of plant. This 
proposal, thinly disguised under the veil 
of military necessity, would grant power 
to disperse and relocate most of the in- 
dustry of this country. It is one of the 
most sweeping suggestions yet made by 
power-hungry Washington bureaucracy 
for control of the lives and fortunes of 
our people. In the hands of a capricious 
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the potentialities for political favoritism 
and abuse in such a piece of legislation 
as this defy comprehension. This 
amendment should be opposed, not on a 
sectional basis by those who represent 
districts where the application of this 
law to their area might result in untold 
disaster, but rather on the broad ground 
that the delegation to the President of 
the United States of any such life and 
death power over the future growth and 
development of American communities is 
unwise, unsafe, and a radical departure 
from all our traditions. 

We must avoid writing into this law 
not only provisions which are outright 
objectionable, but also those which may 
furnish the temptation for administra- 
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tive abuse. No matter how good a bill 
we may write, it will not work if un- 
soundly administered. This and pre- 
ceding Congresses are familiar with re- 
peated instances of efforts on the part 
of the executive branch to discredit, 
through faulty administration, a law 
which was not favored. Whether bad 
administration stems from incompe- 
tence or cunning and purposeful design, 
the result is the same. The will of Con- 
gress is frustrated and all the people 
suffer. 

It should not fall to the lot of a Re- 
publican Member to defend this Demo- 
cratic Eighty-second Congress against 
the onslaughts which are being made 
against it by the President and his ad- 
ministration spokesmen over this subject 
of control legislation. There are many 
actions which this Congress has taken 
and many respects in which they have 
failed to act which justify, in my judg- 
ment, the most severe criticism. But on 
this subject of failure to control the in- 
flationary trends whereby our economy 
has threatened to get completely out of 
hand, the responsibility rests squarely 
on the shoulders of this administration, 
specifically and primarily the President. 

In the first place, the greatest single 
contributing factor in causing inflation 
is, as we all know, excessive Govern- 
ment spending. The President and his 
spokesmen who have appeared in his be- 
half, while paying lip service to economy 
as a beautiful concept, have resisted, 
with every weapon at their command, 
including misleading propaganda, every 
effort made to require the Government 
to tighten its own belt with regard to 
nondefense, nonessential expenditures. 
The only progress in that direction 
which has been made at all has been 
because a Majority of the Members of 
Congress have sensed the dangers and 
injustices in the irresponsible spending 
policies of Government departments and 
agencies and have acted to curtail them. 

At the very outbreak of the Korean 
war the inevitable consequences of a 
huge rearmament program were recog- 
nized by many, both in and out of Con- 
gress, but not by the President nor his 
intimate advisers. They brushed off the 
incident as involving only a minor skir- 
mish, and resisted all efforts at that time 
to take steps to protect our economy 
against the enemy of inflation, which 
they have now belatedly recognized. 

At a press conference a full month 
after the Korean war started, the Presi- 
dent was asked whether he thought price 
and wage controls would be necessary, 
to which he replied he did not think they 
would. 

Then when Congress, in September of 
last year, insisted upon acting to meet 
the incipient threat, a Republican move 
to freeze prices at the June 1950 level 
was sternly resisted by administration 
forces, who succeeded in defeating the 
effort to write this protective provision 
into the act we passed last year. It was 
pointed out at the time how difficult it 
would be in the future to try to roll back 
prices and how much easier and less dis- 
rupting it was to let the hammer fall 
then, than to try at some future time to 
set back the clock and try to restore 
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prices which were then current. Again 
and again the warning was sounded, but 
it went unheeded by the White House. 

Along in August, the House wrote into 
the legislation which it passed at that 
time a provision which required that 
price and wage controls would automat- 
ically go into effect at any time when 
the cost-of-living index reached a level 
5 percent above pre-Korean figures, 
Again, at a press conference the Presi- 
dent was asked what he thought of this 
law, and replied that he did not like it, 
stating it was an invitation to a 5 per- 
cent rise in prices. What a difference 
that 5 percent is from the zooming 
prices resulting from stubbornness and 
maladministration. 

Finally, the Defense Production Act of 
1950 was passed, although unasked for 
and unwanted by the administration. 
The act became a law on September 8, 
1950, but the President did not lift a 
finger to appoint a Director for the Office 
of Price Stabilization for more than a 
month. It was not until January 25 of 
the succeeding year, 4½ months after 
the law had been passed, and 8 months 
after the Korean war started that the 
first positive action was taken to imple- 
ment this law, through issuance of the 
first price control order. Ever since that 
date, orders and counterorders have 
been ground out, practically all of them 
seeking, directly or indirectly, to remedy 
the mistake which had been made in not 
recognizing the dangers in time. The 
Bureau of Labor Statistics reports that 
prices have gone up, on an average, more 
than 10 percent. That, by the way, is 
more than double the 5 percent which 
the House, in August of last year, wanted 
to fix as an automatic limit, when the 
President said he did not want any price 
control law at all. 

While all this fumbling has been going 
on, the Government itself, by its mass 
buying, sometimes necessary but fre- 
quently ill-considered, has boosted the 
price of many products out of sight. 
Natural rubber has gone in a year from 
about 14 to 77 cents a pound. The 
Armed Forces went on a pepper buying 
spree, which has raised the price of pep- 
per 60 cents a pound. The same is true 
to a lesser degree about jams and jellies, 
Other instances could be cited. 

On top of all of this, while I recog- 
nize that the problems of the Office of 
Price Stabilization are stupendous, their 
solution has not been aided by the fran- 
tic effort to pass out jobs to the politi- 
cally deserving rather than devotion of 
that time and energy to the task in hand, 

No better illustration of the faulty ad- 
ministration of a law could be given than 
the way the beef problem has been han- 
dled. Mail from indignant housewives 
reveal how strongly they feel on the sub- 
ject. Now, they write, there are no more 
cheap cuts of beef. Fven the lowly ham- 
burger is fast becoming a luxury when 
its price is compared with poultry or 
fish. Hamburger, which used to retail 
at 49 cents at a large chain store here in 
Washington, now sells for 69 cents, since 
the OPS has established price ceil- 
ings. Similarly, chuck roasts and other 
pot roast cuts have risen from 5 to 10 
centsa pound, These cuts are the staples 
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of the meat line for the average house- 
wife. It is true that in some States the 
price of porterhouse steak was cut a few 
cents by the dollars-and-cents ceiling 
price issued. The same is true of rib 
roast of beef. But both these cuts of 
meat are expensive, not only in price, 
but also because the proportion of bone 
is high. The only effect which the OPS 
ceilings have had on the meat bill for 
9 out of 10 families has been to raise it. 
In other words, the attitude of the OPS 
is the Marie Antoinette approach of 
“Let them eat cake!” 

Then there is another hardship which 
the OPS ceilings have worked on the 
housewife. That is in the “loss leader” 
sales over weekends, which are now a 
thing of the past. Similarly, the shrewd 
purchaser could watch the ads, shop 
around, and usually make a good bar- 
gain. Many stores made a regular prac- 
tice of making less profit on one va- 
riety of meat, which they advertised 
widely, so that customers would be lured 
in to buy the week end or the following 
week’s groceries. Now even that last 
refuge of the hard-pressed shopper is 
gone. OPS ceilings have operated in 
this field to fix a minimum more than 
they have to fix a limit. 

These are a few of the facts which 
should be spread upon the record. Ire- 
iterate that a good workable law is un- 
doubtedly necessary to meet an emer- 
gency situation. But bad administra- 
tion and politics can ruin the best in- 
tentions in the world to solve our eco- 
nomic problems in a sound and satis- 
factory manner. The President and his 
administrators have amply demon- 
strated that fact. 

Let them not try to shift the blame for 
the mess they have made and the hard- 
ships they have created, from them- 
selves to the Congress—not even to a 
Congress dominated in both branches 
by their own political party. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Mutter]. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, yester- 
day, July 5, my esteemed colleague 
from Iowa, the farm expert [Mr. Gross], 
spoke to this House on the subject of 
Cadillacs and television sets, a subject 
on which I was sure he was well versed. 
He doubted that one farmer in 1,000 
owns a Cadillac, or that one in 500 had 
a television set. 

Normally, when my colleague speaks 
on subjects such as farms and Cadillacs 
and television sets, I accept his words 
without question for I know that he is 
an expert on these subjects. But, in this 
one instance, I decided to check. I found 
some interesting figures. 

On the subject of Cadillacs, I found 
that there were approximately 100,000 
sold last year. I found also that Iowa, 
one of our great farm States, repre- 
sented here in Congress by my distin- 
guished colleague, has about 2 percent 
of our automobiles. That would mean 
that, if Iowa lives up to the Nation’s 
average and I am sure that my colleague 
would not admit that Iowa was below 
the average, that about 2,000 Cadillacs 
were sold in the State in 1950. My col- 
league cannot tell me that a great num- 
ber of those 2,000 are not owned by the 
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farmers who have become so exception- 
ally prosperous during the last 20 years. 
And, of course, this does not account for 
all of the Cadillacs sold before last year. 

On the subject of television I found 
this: There are three stations which 
have listening audiences in Iowa. One 
of these is located on the eastern bor- 
der, one in the center of the State, and 
the other on the western border. There 
are 192,000 television receivers in the 
areas where these stations can be re- 
ceived. Naturally those on the borders 
serve States other than Iowa but at least 
about one-half of their listening audi- 
ence isin Iowa. Therefore, by adjusting 
the figures we find that there are about 
124,000 sets in the State. If we look at 
the map of the areas which these sta- 
tions cover we see that they are primarily 
rural, meaning that well over half, or 
about 75,000 of the sets, are in farm 
areas. Since there are approximately 
1,500,000 persons in the Iowa farm areas 
this would indicate that nearly 1 farm 
in 20 has television. 

Since my distinguished colleague, 
who spoke here with such authority on 
television and Cadillacs, seems to be so 
far off base on the figures on these sub- 
jects right in his home State I am won- 
dering if his figures hold in other 
States? The farmers of this Nation are 
a great and hard-working group of our 
citizens. I think that one of the reasons 
they are among our hardest-working 
citizens is the fact that they know they 
can get their rewards under the pro- 
gram of the present administration. 
They know that instead of working hard 
only to keep the wolf from the door as 
they were doing in the 1920's, they now 
can keep the Cadillac in the garage and 
the television set in the front room. 
And they are supporting us in our fight 
to write a decent Defense Production 
Act because they know that will keep 
our Nation’s economy healthy so that 
they may continue a prosperous exist- 
ence enjoying the fruits of their labor. 

I continue to wish them well. I will 
continue to aid them, not by lip service 
but with my votes in this Congress 
whenever that is in the national inter- 
est. The least we have a right to expect 
is that the representatives of the farm 
areas will do as much. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the remainder of the time on this side, 
11 minutes, to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. MCKINNON]. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, were 
conditions less serious, debate on this bill 
would be amusing. For many of you to- 
day who are protesting continued direct 
controls were the ones calling most ear- 
nestly for price controls late last summer, 

Now, since we are all gentlemen—at 
least by designation—and friends—some 
of the time—let us assume that politics 
and the desire to embarrass the admin- 
istration holds no spot in our thinking 
on legislation so important to America 
and the world as the Defense Production 
Act. Having watched the outspoken 
concern of the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. Brown] and the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack] yester- 
day over the grave problem of can open- 
ers, I am sure that no one is interested 
in politics as usual. 
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What, then, has happened to change 
the minds of some who once wanted con- 
trols and now despise them? 

From what I can piece together, there 
is a sincere feeling among some that 
mandatory price controls were invoked 
too late, and that they are not being 
properly administered. Let us analyze 
that situation for a moment. 

You will recall that in our bill last 
year Congress legislated price controls 
in three steps: First, voluntary; second, 
selective; and, third, mandatory. 

The legislative history of the bill indi- 
cated a preference to try voluntary con- 
trols first; and that is what the President 
called for late last year. As many of us 
feared, voluntary controls not only failed 
to stem rising prices but actually resulted 
in skyrocketing the cost of most essen- 
tial items. 

Then, mid-December, the President 
called in Mr. Johnston and Mr. DiSalle, 
and immediate steps were taken to cre- 
ate an organization to administer man- 
datory controls. On January 26 a gen- 
eral price freeze was ordered under au- 
thority given by Congress, and for the 
past 5 months Mr. Johnston, Mr. DiSalle, 
and others have been hurrying price reg- 
ulations into effect. It is a herculean job. 
Many consumers have been disappointed 
because prices did not decline. Many 
businessmen have been enraged because 
the price orders create uncertainty and 
paper work. Many special interests have 
been indignant because they are threat- 
ened with the loss of millions of dollars 
of paper profit. All these disappoint- 
ments have descended upon us in Con- 
gress and have caused many Members to 
doubt the need or the wisdom of con- 
tinued controls. 

But on the other side of the ledger, 
price controls did stoy the alarming rise 
in the cost of living. Since March, less 
than 60 days after the price freeze, liv- 
ing costs leveled out. If we continue au- 
thority, we may even see some declines 
here and there—but personally, I feel 
that the Government will have done a 
great job if it can simply hold costs 
where they are. But to do that, we must 
provide the authority to roll back prices 
here and there, where certain interests— 
and the meat industry in particular— 
took advantage of unnecessary increases 
before controls became effective upon 
them. There must be room for price 
adjustments upward and downward— 
but if we do not do something to con- 
tinue adequate controls such as provided 
in this bill, there will be nothing but in- 
creases ahead for the consumer—and 
that means everyone in America. 

There are some who point out things 
that look sort of foolish on the surface, 
but for which there are basic underlying 
reasons, The gentlemen from Iowa yes- 
terday read a persuasive letter from a 
meat slaughter and from a housewife. 
Of course, there are costs in price con- 
trols, but nowhere near the cost that is 
attached to spiraling prices. Every point 
increase in the cost of living means $2,- 
000,000,000 additional cost to the Ameri- 
can consumer, Meat grading and price 
regulation is peanuts compared to the 8- 
pereen cost-of-living increase since 
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There are some who apparently feel | 


our inflationary pressures are over, and 
that prices—even without controls—will 
not continue to rise. If we continue our 
defense spending—and the peace of the 
world and our national survival depend 
upon this policy, irrespective of the truce 
in Korea—we will have more than 
double the inflationary pressures in the 
last half of 1951 over what we had in 
the last half of 1950—and even then, 
those pressures were sufficient to boost 
our cost of living by $16,000,000,000. 
Every time that happens, our dollar be- 
comes smaller in purchasing value, and 
the shrinking dollar has already cost the 
taxpayers seven billions in inflated costs 
of military procurement alone during 
the past 12 months. Or to say it differ- 
ently, we have lost nearly five times more 
than we have saved from the careful 
pruning of the 1952 appropriation bills 
passed thus far by the House. Here we 
work diligently for economy in Govern- 
ment and then sweep out by five times 
over what we so carefully try to save the 
taxpayers. And yet, again I want to 
emphasize, what we have seen thus far in 
cost-of-living increases are as nothing 
compared to what we will see if we Mem- 
bers refuse to legislate adequate price 
controls for the coming year. 

There are some who cay that indirect 
controls will do the job. I do not doubt 
their good intentions, but I do question if 
down deep in their hearts they really 
believe what they are trying to sell them- 
selves. Yesterday we heard the distin- 
guished and able gentleman from Mich- 
igan eloquently plead the case of credit 
restriction, yet in committee my good 
friend and genial companion voted for 
the amendment on page 43 of the bill 
that forces the Federal Reserve Board 
to relax regulation W on autos, appli- 
ances, and furniture. Here he argues 
for one thing and votes just the oppo- 
site. He, too, realizes, as you must 
realize if you stop to consider, that while 
credit restrictions can suddenly lock our 
economy like a faulty brake, that such 
restrictions do not work evenly and 
equitably. They force the burden upon 
the small wage earner, the small farmer, 
and the small-business man, while the 
rich consumer and the heavily financed 
business concerns are free to feed the 
flames of inflation. More than that, it 
makes impossible the expansion of small 
industry and the increase in production 
so essential to our war effort and to the 
eventual balancing of supply and de- 
mand. 

There are some who say that a bal- 
anced budget, created by heavier taxes 
and stringent economy, can do the job. 
We pass a $7,000,000,000 tax bill, but that 
bill is opposed by many of the Members 
who now say that a balanced budget is 
most essential. And the revenue from 
the bill has already been eaten up by 
inflated prices on the weapons of war. 

Credit restrictions and a balanced 
budget are necessary, but so are other 
tools if we are to whip this inflation on 
the home front. When we fight the 
Reds in Korea, we use all our forces: 
Our Army, our Air Force, our Navy, and 
our Marines. 
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The battle against inflation on the 
home front is just as menacing, and I 
submit that we should use every force at 
our command. Credit, taxes, economy, 
direct controls, and, especially, more 
production. 

Now production can be accomplished 
only by incentives. Incentives, not 
merely for capital and management, but 
for labor, too. If the dollar shrinks in 
value, there is neither the incentive to 
produce nor the incentive to save. Farm 
income can never increase as rapidly as 
prices. What incentive does the farmer 
have to break his back and invest his 
funds to produce a crop only to discover 
that his returns are eaten up by a shrink- 
ing dollar and are insufficient to finance 
the next year’s crop? What incentives 
does the workingman have when his 
wages fall farther and farther behind in 
buying food, clothing, and shelter? 
Check the record, and you will find that 
strikes occur in direct proportion to sud- 
den increases in the cost of living. 

The great wizard of production, 
Charles Wilson, testified before our com- 
mittee that if we could have price and 
wage controls to stabilize the value of the 
dollar for the next 2 years, that he would 
stake his reputation that production 
would be expanded sufficiently to balance 
out supply and demand by 1953—and 
controls thereafter would be unneces- 
sary. Moreover, he and General Mar- 
shall indicated that if we had production 
at home, and no general war abroad, 
that within 18 months our armed might 
and economic strength would make 
Russia hesitate thereafter about further 
aggression; and that after 24 months our 
strength would overpower Russia to such 
extent that it would make war suicidal 
for the Kremlin. 

Now, one last word about meat con- 
trols. The retail price of meats were 
frozen January 26. Based upon the as- 
surances of the livestock interests, cattle 
prices were not frozen. Such assurances 
proved false, however, for between Jan- 
uary and May cattle prices zoomed up 
15 percent, entirely out of proportion to 
production costs. Now OPS was faced 
with one of two alternatives; either in- 
crease the retail ceilings of meat or roll 
back the price increases since last Jan- 
uary. The 10 percent roll-back last 
month made retail price increases un- 
necessary, except for adjustments in 
grades and cuts, and the proposed roll- 
backs in August and October will effect 
an actual reduction in retail meat prices. 
Even after the roll-backs—all of them— 
cattle prices will average $32.40 a hun- 
dredweight, and will be the second high- 
est price in the Listory of the cattle 
industry. 

Only in 1947 were cattle prices higher 
than they will be after the roll-backs, 
and except for a relatively few feeders 
who made purchases between February 
and May, there will be adequate profits 
and incentives for the cow-and-calf man, 
for the feeder, and for the slaughterer. 
Most feeder operations are conducted 
between October and April, and the roll- 
backs are purposely scheduled to cause 
little or no hardship on the seasonal 
feeder and the small cattleman. More- 
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over, on those who feed the year round, 
the ceiling prices are sufficient to give 
an annual profit to the relatively few 
who are hurt temporarily for several 
months by the roll-backs. OPS wants 
meat production, the same as you and 
I want it, and it is not going to estab- 
lish ceilings that removes the profit in- 
centive. 

I insert at this point facts and figures 
to establish this point, and I challenge 
the meat industry to disprove their 
accuracy. Now on the matter of quotas 
that have drawn so much uninformed 
ertticism. : 

Through a quota system—the same in 
principal as followed by NPA on steel, 
aluminum, and other scarce materials— 
two objectives are sought: 

First. To assure a fair division of 
available supplies of livestock among ex- 
isting slaughterers. 

Second. To prevent irresponsible oper- 
ators from obtaining supplies of live- 
stock and diverting meat into the black 
market. 

The quota system is the only possible 
way to assure equitable distribution of 
meat among areas and to keep in busi- 
ness the legitimate established slaugh- 
terer. 

It simply seeks to guarantee the con- 
tinuance of the historic pattern of 
slaughtering and distribution. Without 
such a quota system, black-market oper- 
ators can set up a slaughterhouse, rob 
the legitimate packing house from its 
source of supply, cause abundance of 
meat at black-market prices in some 
areas and a complete scarcity of meat in 
others. There is nothing but simple jus- 
tice in the idea and a protection to the 
established businessman and consuming 
areas. 

There has been talk about 90 percent 
of quota and what happens to the other 
10 percent, That is merely deliberate 
confusion. Each slaughterer will have a 
quota based upon his last year’s kill. If 
90 percent of the cattle that moved to 
market last year moves to market this 
year in any given month, that slaughter- 
er’s quota will be 90 percent of his 1950 
kill. If 110 percent moves to market any 
given month over that of a year ago, any 
given slaughterer will have 110-percent 
quota that year. And so forth, the quota 
being based in direct proportion to the 
available supply of cattle in relation to 
the kill last year. 

It is as simple and as sound as that, 
and the principle is already in satisfac- 
tory operation in steel, and many other 
parts of our war economy. 

Controls are unpopular with all of us. 
But rising costs of living, that penalize 
the great bulk of Americans for the profit 
of only a few, are not only unpopular but 
dangerously harmful. If we are to give 
Americans reason to fight for democracy 
and free enterprise, during these periods 


of stress, it is essential for us to see that 


each American can buy a living with his 
pay check, and that his stock in the free- 
enterprise system yields dividends of 
adequate living standards, 

Inflation is every bit as dangerous to 
America as the millions of Red soldiers. 
You would not hesitate 1 minute to vote 
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all the dollars and all the weapons neces- 
sary to defeat the armed might of an 
aggressor. Since inflation is the major 
ally of the Kremlin, let us not haggle 
about the-details, but courageously pro- 
vide the tools to defeat inflation just as 
we vote the funds to resist the Reds. 

In short, that is what this bill proposes; 
and sometimes it is necessary for us to 
forego liberties of the present for free- 
doms of the future. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
that the Clerk read. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for gen- 
eral debate having expired, the Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That this act may be 
cited as the “Defense Production Act Amend- 
ments of 1951.” 


Mr, MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I was going to ask the 
gentleman who just preceded me if he 
thought there was any black market in 
existence. According to press dispatches 
from Omaha and the OPS, as of today 
there are 15 black marketeers who are 
operating in Nebraska and Iowa. The 
cattle that should go into legitimate 
slaughtering channels now are going 
into black-market operations. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. McKINNON. I do not know of 
any black markets, but I do not doubt 
but what there are black markets, 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Now, let 
us talk a little bit about these quotas on 
slaughterers. The Department of Agri- 
culture says you have got to produce 
more. That is what the gentleman says. 
You have to produce more. We all agree 
to that. But the OPS comes along and 
says that you can only kill 80 percent 
of what you killed last year. You have 
to have more meat to send into the 
market, but the slaughterer can only buy 
80 percent of what he killed last year. 
How are you going to get more meat into 
legitimate channels? If that is not one 
of the asinine actions of the OPS, I 
would not know what would be. 

Now they talk about high wages. Here 
is what the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
says—and I just copied this from an 
article that came to my desk today quot- 
ing the Department of Labor: Labor in 
February 1951 could buy 10 loaves of 
bread for an hour’s work. In 1929 he 
could buy but 6% loaves. What about 
round steak? Meat seems to be the 
whipping boy in this bill. In 1951 the 
average factory worker was able to buy 
1½ pounds of steak for an hour's wage, 
as compared to 1.2 pounds of steak in 
1929. What about the good old bacon 
and eggs? In 1929 he was able to buy 
only 1.1 dozen eggs, whereas in 1951, 
February, he was able to buy 244 dozen. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to 
the gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I wonder if 
the gentleman is contending that we 
should go back to 1929? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. No; I am 
just quoting some statistics because 
somebody thought we were not well off 
today as compared with 1929. I just 
wanted to tell you what you can buy for 
your dollar. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Will the 
gentleman compare the prices of 1932 
and 1933 with 1951? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Let me tell 
you something, we had fewer American 
boys in graves in 1929 than we have now 
and we will have a lot more trying to 
protect somebody else in wars that you 
New Dealers got us into and through 
secret agreements at Yalta, Potsdam, 
Cairo, and Tehran. For instances, 
when Roosevelt said there were no secret 
commitments. You heard him sitting 
right here that there were no secret 
alliances or commitments made. It was 
about 3 months before Mr. Truman 
found out there were secret alliances. 
These unholy secret agreements with 
Russia brought on the Korean war. 
Does the gentleman remember that? 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Yes, and I 
also recognize the fact we are still a free 
nation. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Well, this 
bill will cut down your freedom, sir. We 
did have some freedom before this New 
Deal group came into power. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. The gentle- 
man is expressing his own opinion as to 
the values in 1929 compared with 1951. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of lebraska. I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I think the gentle- 
man was quite correct when he referred 
to beef as being the whipping boy. 
When we refer to wages, why do we not 
refer to the wages of the highly skilled 
mechanic as being all out of line? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I thank 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

A few weeks ago Mr. Truman ap- 
peared on four major networks, and 
on television urging strong price con- 
trols. Mr. Boyle of the Democratic Party 
sent out notices to his henchmen all over 
the country “Get on your Congressman; 
tell him he has got to vote for price con- 
trols.” And even Drew Pearson, whom 
I do not like to quote, said in this morn- 
ing's paper that Mr. Truman had ap- 
pealed to Arthur Godfrey, who has a fine 
radio show, to do a little of this propa- 
gandizing. He said, “I wish you would 
tell the Congress and the people what 
they have to do.” Adopt price controls 
or face disaster. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Nebraska has expired. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent to proceed 
for one additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 2 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. And, you 
know that with all of that appeal that 
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the President made by the radio and 
television it resulted in my getting 64 
letters. And, only 5 of those letters 
supported the President’s stand on his 
price control measure. I was amazed; I 
thought it was going to be something 
like the MacArthur avalanche. How 
many of my colleagues got more than 50 
letters? How many supported the Presi- 
dent? 

So, Mr. Chairman, I hope a bill will be 
presented that will have in it priorities, 
allocations and credit controls. Let us 
forget about the price controls on 9,000,- 
000 items in this country and let us forget 
about wage controls. They never have 
worked and they never will work. Let us 
end there: Priorities, allocations, credit 
controls, period, and you will have an 
economy that will remain strong and the 
people will be able to go ahead under the 
free enterprise system and develop a 
nation that we love to have, and that you 
and I have known in the past. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr, Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield. 

Mr. MULTER. That is not embarrass- 
ing to me. Would the gentleman mind 
telling us, if it does not embarrass him, 
how many letters he received urging 
Selective Service? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Well, I did 
not receive very Many except by a poll 
as I sent out 70,000 cards on the subject. 
The division was about even, 

Mr. MULTER. Did not the gentleman 
vote for it? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Yes; I did. 

Mr. MULTER. So did most of us, and 
we did not need any letters from back 
home to tell us that we needed that to 
protect the country and I do not think 
we need any letters from back home to 
tell us we need this legislation to protect 
the economy of the country. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Well the 
gentlemen from New York, who seems 
to be such an expert on farming, should 
get out where the food is produced—he 
being a consumer has a distorted idea 
about farming and the profits connected 
with this great industry. The President 
and the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MuLTER] would license everyone doing 
business in this country—I submit Mr. 
Chairman, that is not the American way. 

Mr. MULTER, Mr. Chairman, a par- 
liamentary inquiry, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MULTER. I have an amendment 
at the desk to the first section. I do 
not want to offer it at this time, but at 
the same time I want to be sure that 
Iam not precluded from offering it when 
we meet next. Will I have an oppor- 
tunity to present it? 

The CHAIRMAN. The 
will have an opportunity. 

Mr. MULTER. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. WOOD of Idaho. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike out the last two words. 
Mr. Chairman, we are witnessing a mad 
struggle for controls by the party pres- 
ently in power. One might understand 
some slight excuse for such powers dur- 
ing the heat and urgency of the last war, 
though even there much of a pettifog- 
ging character was permitted to unnec- 
essarily plague the body politic. 


gentleman 
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The conditions now are very differ- 
ent. Everyone can understand, and ac- 
cept temporarily the allocations of 
searce strategic materials necessary to 
national defense. 

Are foodstuffs, for instance, any less 
plentiful than they were 2 years ago? 
One ‘only needs to look at the advertis- 
ing sections of the daily papers to learn 
there is not only not a scarcity of con- 
sumer goods, but an actual glut on the 
market. Sales for anything up to almost 
a half off of goods for which rationing is 
proposed in the immediate future. Store- 
keepers tell me the only scarce thing in 
the stores is customers. 

And even in the field of scarce strate- 
gic minerals, with the exception of man- 
ganese, tungsten, and tin, there are 
plenty of these in America were it not 
for the operation of the cartel system, 
by which the largest mining companies 
are permitted to use cheap foreign labor, 
aided and abetted by the reciprocal 
trade treaties, and the depletion of our 
gold reserves, to the end they are able 
to produce them from foreign countries 
to the detriment of trade within the 
United States, as well as of domestic 
labor. 

We all saw these controls operate dur- 
ing the last war. Few of us ever want 
to see them again. Particularly when 
we know that outside of building a big, 
voting bureaucracy, most of them were 
totally unnecessary, and whatever is un- 
necessary in Government is harmful. 
But now it is proposed to inflict the 
whole ghastly mess upon us again. Al- 
ready the offices are being set up, blonde 
stenographers hired, an army of snoop- 
ers, price fixers, control gauleiters com- 
missioned and trained, and all the loath- 
some mess readied to inflict upon a long- 
suffering public, 

And for what? Where is the emer- 
gency which is the only possible excuse 
for these controls? Where is the scar- 
city of consumer goods which is sup- 
posed to be the only excuse for their 
existence? We still have tons of wheat 
to send to India, shiploads of those same 
consumer goods to give away to people 
in Europe who have made a much more 
complete recovery from the late war 
than we. 

Not only is there no scarcity at pres- 
ent, but unless we overshipped goods to 
our enemy Russia, there was none in 
the last war. If you will recall, controls 
were first placed upon sugar. We live 
in a sugar-producing section. During 
the time of the most rigid state of con- 
trol I visited one of the largest beet- 
sugar mills in south Idaho. I found the 


warehouse simply bursting with sacks of ` 


sugar piled in tremendous ricks away up 
to the ceiling. I asked the manager: 
“How long will it take you to get rid of 
this enormous supply of sugar?” He 
said: “Probably not until controls are 
lifted.” The real truth of the matter 
was there never was the slightest scarcity 
of sugar. Nor of beef. Nor of cheese. 
And yet these were under the strictest 
controls. 

Why? An English writer speaking of 
the men carrying out controls in Eng- 
land after the last war said: 

The people of Britain accepted controls 
as uncomplainingly as they had accepted 
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the war. They did not see the enemy who 
crept upon them behind their backs, Frog- 
like, little men charged with the execu- 
tion of controls clambered on the war's back, 
and, barnaclelike, they clung when the 
emergency was over. 


Another British writer, speaking of 
controls said: 

Controls are a knife held at the country’s 
throat, and none may know who shall seize 
it next. Controls make a vast prison house 
for free peoples. The peoples in a controlled 
state are digging their own graves. 


Moreover it is a tremendous waste of 
money if one considers the vast army of 
bureaucrats necessary to carry out the 
plans. It would cost much less for the 
Government to subsidize the articles in 
scarcity by taxation, and this army of 
the riders of Sinbad would not then 
be brought down from their mountain 
lairs to ride on the people’s backs for 
all time. 

Time and again history has shown 
there are five milestones on the highway 
to a totalitarian state. 

First. Emergency powers granted to 
the Executive. 

Second. Money and exchange control 
usurped by the Executive. 

Third. Conscription, or universal mili- 
tary training in peacetime, 

Fourth. Rationing. 

Fifth. Control of the press and other 
media of exchange of ideas. 

If you care to take the trouble to can- 
vass the present situation within the 
United States, you will find how far we 
have come upon that broad highway to 
destruction. You may also begin to 
guess the reason for the tremendous and 
uncalled for clamor for all of these 
things by the administration. 

There is a tendency in a controlled 
society to bring into existence a great 
army of officials feeding and breeding 
on paper. It becomes the age-old proc- 
ess of reducing a free nation, nay, the 
very home and palladium of freedom, to 
serfdom. Under emergency powers, 
power becomes irresponsible, like a high- 
tension wire cut loose. When individ- 
uals in charge of controls may do this 
or that by signing a paper, the doctrine 
of collective governmental responsibility 
collapses, and the limits of departmental 
authority becomes blurred, so that no 
cohesive government or collective au- 
thority remains. 

Mr. Churchill said of controls 
England: i 

These are wholly wrong and evil measures; 
we need wholly different measures to restore 
our liberty to live, work, build, and trade. 


History and the march of time in 
Britain have shown how prophetic those 
words were. But let us not forget that 
totalitarianism can thrive in any clime, 
amongst any people, and “it can happen 
here.” Let us see to it today that we do 
not forge our own chains by this measure 
to carry us the rest of the way toward the 
militaristic, fascistic power state. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to go back 
to the meat situation a little bit because 
I do not want anyone to think I do not 
like meat and I do not like anyone to 
think we are trying to make meat the 
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whipping-boy. Actually, if anybody is 
doing the whipping, it is meat that is 
doing the whipping and not taking the 
whipping. p 

I would just like to submit a few fig- 
ures of what has happened to meat dur- 
ing the last few months since Korea. 
We have seen the price of cattle rise five 
times faster than manufacturing wages 
have risen. We have seen the price of 
cattle rise four times faster than the 
prices paid by farmers for producing 
crops. We have seen the price of cattle 
rise five times faster than consumer 
prices have risen. We have seen the 
price of cattle rise three times faster 
than food items have risen. 

So actually you can see our concern 
about meat is not to take our spite out 
on meat, but in trying to keep meat from 
upsetting our living standards to a de- 
gree that nobody will be able to afford 
meat. We want to be your meat cus- 
tomers, but we want to keep meat in line 
so that we can afford to buy it. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Where in 
the world did you get that blabber about 
rising five times faster than food? 
Whose mouthings are these? Are they 
yours or somebody you are quoting from? 
They are not true. They are absolutely 
not true. 

Mr. McKINNON. They are not true? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Absolutely 
not. 

Mr. McKINNON. Then you disagree 
with- figures that the Department of 
Agriculture puts out? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I certainly 
would, if those are their figures. 

Mr. McKINNON. That is where I am 
quoting, Eric Johnston, a very promi- 
nent member of your party. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCKINNON. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman 
mean to say that the price of live cattle 
has gone up five times? 

Mr. McKINNON. Five times faster 
than the rate of increase of manufactur- 
ing wages. 

Mr. GROSS. Oh, well. 

Mr. McKINNON. That is what I said. 
If the gentleman listened, he could hear 
what I said. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON., I yield. 

Mr. MULTER. Do you know of any 
product, agricultural or otherwise, in this 
country that has gone up 52 percent of 
what it was selling for in pre-Korea 
days? 

Mr. McKINNON. No; J do not. 

The gentleman from Nebraska men- 
tioned the fact of the cost of labor. I 
will admit here and there labor has gone 
up tremendously in its price, too, but the 
cost of labor, the cost of plaster, the 
cost of the bricklayer, the cost of the 
carpenter, and the cost of all other 
things figure in the cost of living as he 
well knows and figure in the parity price 
and the cost of beef. With the parity 
price on the cost of beef placed at 100, 
figuring it on the last 10 years as the 
cost, we see today the price of beef is at 
152 percent of parity, which is 52 per- 
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cent over a normal profit. I know of 
no other commodity in our whole cost of 
living that has gone up commensurate 
with the price of meat. 

That is why meat is an important and 
a hot item at the present time. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska, Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. You will 
remember that this Congress passed a 
price-control law and the President took, 
oh, 4 or 5 months to put it into opera- 
tion. That is when most of these prices 
you are talking about went up on food 
and many materials. Since then there 
has been some increase, not because of 
the law, because that has been disre- 
garded. 

Mr. McKINNON. I will point out to 
the gentleman that meat went up by 12 
percent since the retail price ceiling was 
frozen on January 26 with the clear 
warning given to the meat industry and, 
though cooperation was offered by the 
livestock industry that they would not 
increase their prices, still the price went 
up by 12 percent. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCKINNON. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I wonder if the 
gentleman can explain to the House 
what percentage of increase we have had 
in the Presidential budget request for 
appropriations for operations of absolute 
civilian or nonmilitary activities of the 
Federal Government in the same period 
of time? 

Mr. McKINNON. This is in the past 
12 months: the gentleman is taking the 
same length of time I am. If I recall 
correctly the budget of the President 
which was sent to us here on Capitol 
Hill, and the appropriation bill has been 
less rather than more for expenditures 
in the appropriation bili between the fis- 
cal year 1951 and 1952. Let me make one 
statement there, that is on everything 
except military procurement. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I was talking 
about nonmilitary activities. If the gen- 
tleman will take time to check he will 
find that for purely civilian activities 
of the Government, President Roosevelt 
in his last budget message requested 
$3,600,000,000 and in the 1951 budget 
message of President Truman, delivered 
last January for this fiscal year, for the 
very same activities of the Government, 
President Truman requested an appro- 
priation of $9,800,000,000, and since that 
time he has asked for additional appro- 
priations. I think we have had quite an 
increase in Government cost, as well as 
every other cost, and perhaps there is 
some relationship between them. I hope 
the gentleman will consider that. 

Mr. McKINNON. I, too, am alarmed 
over the increased cost of Government. 
But would not the gentleman agree that 
the increase in the cost of Government 
was brought about by an undue and 
abrupt repeal of the OPA back in 1946 
when the gentleman’s party was in 
power. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I think un- 
doubtedly perhaps some of the increase 
in the cost of Government came about 
as a result of the Pi esidential order 
which took off all controls back there 
in 1946 and early 1947. 
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Mr. McKINNON. And was supported 
by the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. No. I did not 
write the Presidential order. 

Mr. McKINNON. But you supported 
it? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. No, I did not 
support it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Mc- 
RIN NON] has expired. 

Mr.POULSON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word, and I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. POULSON. Mr. Chairman, while 
we are all happy over the prospect for 
peace in Korea, we certainly do not want 
to let our enthusiasm overcome our bet- 
ter judgment. First, we are not sure 
that the peace terms will be satisfactory. 
Then, too, we must not appease anyone, 
Munich proved the futility of appease- 
ment. Nor do we want to fall the victim 
of Russia’s propaganda by relaxing our 
defense program. 

I voted for the 1950 Defense Produc- 
tion Act and favored over-all controls at 
that time. However, the delay of the 
edministration in putting that law into 
action, and their succumbing to the 
various pressure groups, has practically 
nullified the original value and intent of 
the 1950 Defense Production Act. In 
fact, the situation is so far out of hand 
it is questionable whether the controls 
will solve the problem at this time. 

Frankly, I think we are making the 
wrong approach to the problem of fight- 
ing inflation. We know we have an over- 
supply of money and an undersupply of 
products. This makes inflation. More 
production and the curtailing of credit 
and Government expenditures should be 
the approach. However, the adminis- 
tration absolutely refuses to cooperate in 
curtailing Government expenditures. 

We should have had a pay-as-you-go 
tax program, or a tax bill which was 
sound, and not the demagogic and po- 
litical tax bill which was recently passed 
and which I opposed for that reason. 
We must control the money, which is like 
the fire under a teapot. Even though 
you close the spout something will break 
out as long as you keep the fire going. 

Much has been said about Mr. Di- 
Salle's filling up the OPS with political 
workers of the Democratic Party and 
former candidates. That might be true. 
But I think he has made a greater mis- 
take in calling in men who have used 
their position in OPS to the benefit of 
their particular industry and to the det- 
riment of the American public. Experi- 
ence has taught us that that is always 
one of the dangers we encounter in any 
type of Government regulation. The 
free-enterprise system, properly admin- 
istered, calls upon all segments of busi- 
ness to give their best to the public 
through competition. All too frequent- 
ly, regulation eliminates that competi- 
tion and protects certain segments of 
business, and under this protection they 
prosper and the people pay. 

What I am specifically trying to say 
is this. Mr. DiSalle has called in certain 
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representatives of the meat industry. 


to write regulations, and they have 
written them so that they absolutely fa- 
vor the processors at the expense of 
both the producers of livestock and the 
consumers of meat. The regulations 
are so written that they deny the 
restaurants the right to buy the com- 
plete carcass and compel them to buy 
the processed meat. They lower the 
price of certain cuts which the wealthy 
can afford to buy and raise the price 
on the cuts which the average man must 
buy. They are resorting to the World 
War II trick of making desired meat 
available only to those who will buy 
products they do not want to purchase. 
In other words, the restaurant owner is 
forced to buy the package deal. 

Now to prove these charges I am sub- 
mitting this documentary evidence fur- 
nished by the most reliable and substan- 
tial restaurateurs in the Los Angeles 
area. These statements positively show 
that they have paid far more for meat 
since the freeze than they did before. 
They have itemized the types of cuts and 
the prices, which they have taken from 
their invoices, for meat purchased prior 
to the freeze and since the freeze. Fur- 
thermore, they have identified them- 
selves and have signed these statements. 

The net result is the test of every- 
thing. Therefore, I would like to ask the 
chairman of this committee why we 
should support legislation which has 
proven an absolute failure. I have an 
open mind on this subject and I repre- 
sent a consumer area and hence will 
probably vote for the bill if I think there 
is more good than bad in it. But I do 
think that the administration has made 
a miserable failure in administering the 
Defense Production Act up to this date, 

CLIFTON’S, 
Los Angeles, Calif., May 24, 1951. 
Mr. MICHAEL V. DISALLE, 
Director, Office of Price Stabilization, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mn. DISaLLE: On February 16, 1951, 
I was appointed a member of the Public 
Feeding Industry Advisory Committee, 
United States Department of Agriculture, 
and subsequently received your letter stat- 
ing that, in accordance with declared 
policies, I am also a member of the industry 
advisory committee for your office. 

It is in my capacity as adviser that I pre- 
sume to bring certain matters to your atten- 
tion, although I would like to point out that 
I have not cleared the material I wish to 
present through the committee or its chair- 
man but am acting solely in my individual 
capacity. 


Col- Col- Col- 
umn 1, | umn 2, | umn 3, 
price price price 
paid paid paid 
before | Jan. 25 | after 
an. 25,| to May | May 9, 
1951 8, 1951 1951 
Brisket of corned beef. $6.65 | $0.69 |......-. 
Bottom round corned $0. 65 70 7 
70 72 772 
„50 55 57 
1. 50 1. 50 1. 59 
Full round, bone in «60 62 0) 
Liver, boef.. 72 70 789 
New York st 1.55 1.65 1,708 
Sweetbreads_ 245 48 485 
Top sirloin.. 90 . 92 952 
T bone steaks. 90 292 972 
Rib steaks 80 82 872 


Supporting inlormation ſor column 1. 
(These invoices being held in our files.) 
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Because I am a member ot the Government 
Affairs Committee of our National Restau- 
rant Association and, through my other 
activities in the food service industry in 
California, and particularly in southern 
California, I receive many calls asking the 
whys and wherefores of the results of the re- 
cent meat roll-back order (MPR 24 and 25). 
To enable me to answer inquires more in- 
telligently I would appreciate receiving some 
clarification on the operation of this order 
and its end results which seem to be con- 
trary to its published intent. 

Anyone who sells meat at retail or in 
restaurants is on the spot when, in the 
face of newspaper, radio, and TV publicity 
emanating, so I am informed, from the 
press department of OPS, he finds that in- 
stead of getting meat products at a lower 
price, he is forced to pay an increased price 
and consequently either take a loss or add 
further to inflation by advancing the price 
of meat dishes to consumers. 

Through some apparent loophole in the 
order most cuts of meat now cost us more 
than before the roll-back. Our industry has 
found that the average cost per carcass has 
advanced about $30 since the roll-back. I 
am satisfied in my own mind that your 
efforts are sincere in trying to keep prices 
down and am hopeful that your obvious in- 
tent will not be circumvented in actual 
practice. I believe that greed controls many 
of the requests which pressure groups put 
on your office and perhaps is responsible for 
certain loopholes which seem superficially 
fair but actually permit the unscrupulous to 
deviate from fair and equitable practices. It 
is difficult to otherwise explain how the 
packers would overnight withdraw from 
regular channels some of their former prac- 
tices, namely the sale of carcass beef. They 
have taken advantage of the clause which 
permits them to process their meat and sell 
it at an advanced price forcing established 
firms to pay more when they are already set 
up to process the carcass themselves. 

Moreover, many of the packers are now 
resorting to the World War II trick of making 
desired meat available only to those who will 
also buy products they do not desire to pur- 
chase. Unless the buyer submits to this 
“package deal” he is told that the item de- 
sired is not ayailable, 

I am aware of the packers’ claim that their 
margin of profit is too narrow to allow them 
to absorb price reductions and am not ex- 
pecting them to take a loss. I do feel, how- 
ever, that they should not be permitted to 
interpret a roll-back order to effect a price 
increase, They are thus enabled to benefit 
both by lower prices they pay and higher 
prices they charge. If in fact this order was 
designed to help the packers and suppliers, 
why not face the issue squarely and make 
it clear to the consuming public that it was 
so designed. 

If the members of our committee were not 
consulted in the preparation of this order I 
feel that they should be allowed to suggest 
modifications which would make it function 


Company 


Apr. 24,1951 
Apr. 16, 1951 


meh 8 1951 


175 1951 | Cooper 
18, 1951 


n 
Jan. 15, 1951 
Jan. 19, 1051 
1 18, 1951 


J an. 


Jan. New Eastern.. 


Apr. 18 1551 
Apr. 27, 1951 
‘Apr. 18, 1951 


19, 1951 


Jan, 
eat ‘do 


pr. 
Apr. 1951 
Abr. 24 2, 24, 1951 


Supporting information for column 2, 
tr ‘These invoices are attached.) 
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as intended. If they were consulted and if 
the result is justified for good reasons not 
apparent to me, then I feel that your office 
should clarify the situation to the general 
public so that blame would not be leveled 
at the food-service industry for higher con- 
sumer prices. : 

In further defense of matters affecting the 
public feeding industry, I would like to point 
out that meat items account for 25 to 30 per- 
cent of the entire food budget of a restaurant 
and cannot be replaced in order to keep the 
meal cost at acceptable levels when the price 
of meat goes up. Statistics show that 27 
percent of the carcass, which represents the 
choicest part of the animal, is used almost 
exclusively by public eating establishments, 
leaving the remaining 73 percent to be sold 
through customary retail outlets. Very 
frankly, Mr. DiSalle, it appears to me that 
the order was designed so that the 27 percent 
mentioned above would carry the load for 
the less desirable cuts. 

I would greatly appreciate. information 
which I may pass on to the many who ask 
me why the order seems to contradict its 
announced purpose. We are not asking for 
anything that is inequitable or for any 
special consideration not given to all. We 
want to keep the good will of our customers 
and render public service and fulfill our 
obligations to the Government. We appre- 
ciate the great task which confronts you and 
do not desire our comments to be other than 
helpful. If, with more information, we can 
be more helpful in implementing the intent 
of your policies, we shall be most grateful for 
your suggestions. 

Sincerely, 
Ransom M. CALLICOTT, 
Vice President. 
June 14, 1951. 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RESTAURANT 


ASSOCIATION, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
(Attention: Mr, William W. Brad- 
ford.) 


Dear Sirs: The attached list of compara- 
tive prices backed up by the attached in- 
voices will prove exactly how the price 
freeze of January 25, 1951, as well as the re- 
cent meat roll-back order (CPR 24 and 25) 
has raised, rather than lowered, the prices 
we are paying for meats. These prices do 
not take into account the changes in cuts 
according to OPS rulings. On many of our 
cuts we must not only pay a higher price 
per pound, but we must absorb more “trim,” 
which ultimately makes our net cost still 
greater. 

The OPS regulation may sound fine at the 
Washington level and in the press releases, 
but here is your proof of how it is affecting 
the small-business man, the public, and the 
housewife. 

It is our hope this information will help 
your office to convince OPS to seriously re- 
consider and revise the existing regulation, 

Very truly yours, 
J. A. BaARRACLOUGH. 


Supporting information for column 3, 
rh hese invoices are attached.) 


Company 
aaa Tune Cooper. 
BSR, Feed June 1, 1961 | American, 
May New Eastern. 
Cooper May 25,1051 | Cooper. 
American. June American, 
— — do 6 Do. 
ooper. 
50 Do: 
American. 
New Eastern, 
eee Do. 


1 We used to buy a full round with the bone in and the jobber would bone it at no charge. Now the only way we can buy it is boneless at a price of 86 cents. If we had 
bought it boneless on the old basis, it would have cost us approximately 74 cents. So, the roll-back makes our net meat on a full round cost about 12 cents per pound more. 
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CLIFTON’S, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
Company Date Invoice 
Hamburger or ground round. 38870H 
EE a ADA — ¶ K ee, A TSE A 70961 
1 118390H 
Comme 1683 
ia TS RE Ra OS, IGN Te) N T 2” Renae aa AAEE 71397 
Boneless, 136853 
New York shells 118399. 
me tae Sy 136853. 
— eee Se De ES 118399 
fe RAGES SAVER RE SSDI SRR pI REESE 136853 
Norx.—-Comparisons are futile in other items as OPS regulations allow different fabrications and some cuts used 
before are not available. In the case of ribs, although the raise is 7 cents, a 2-inch allowable increase on the short ribs 
aon 8 to 10 pounds more. uch of this was trimmings and heretofore could have been bought at 28 
cen 


EATON’S RESTAURANTS, 
Studio City, Calif, 


Full Join 
rowe rib, short 


Brisket, 
less (deckles 


Skinned hams 
Canned hams 
Pork loin 


1 Highest prices sold on that period. 
CHAS. EATON, 
MIKE LYMAN’s, 
Los Angeles, Cali}. 


U.S. 

55 V. S. V. 8. 

Choice, | Choice, | Choice, 

to May 8 May9 | June4 
81.30 81. 388 81. 388 
1.30 1.233 1.233 
1.55 1. 643 1. 643 
1,75 3, 965 . 965 
4,59 . 836 . 8360 
„04 771 10 710 
80 864 864 
78 806 800 
2 . 783 . 783 
.70 .806 . 806 
40 432 432 
Ox -30 .209 327 
Beef liver... —— „ 60 75 „782 
Beef kidneys .........- +20 179 «202 
Sees 40 439 42 

72 72 74 

85 85 85 

1.00 1.00 1. 00 

05 1. 00 1.00 

73 . 78 85 

63 6 68 

58 .65 .65 

82 . 35 35 

be 251 51 53 

83 53 52 

50 56 56 

Roly 42 42 42 

Suet. . 2134| . 2] 22 
19. 05 20.41 20. 61 
eren. 7.14 8. 19 
ä — — — — 


1 Oven ready, 99 cents. 
a ores cear $1.12. 
3 Boned, 78 cents, 
J, LARDEMER, 


General Manager, 


Cuas. J. GOWANLOCK, 
Buyer. 


RODGER YOUNG AUDITORIUM 


Cents per | Cents per 


und nd 
Ribs of beef AA sc 65 pi 68.2 
c ee EE 115 135 
ound. = 60 62 
Top sirloin 125 126.8 
Beef tender ed 150 158 
RALEMAN LOEB, 


General Manager. 


Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have asked this time 
for the purpose of discussing the provi- 
sions of the pending legislation that 


have to do with the setting up of a Wage - 


Stabilization Board. 

Hours of general debate have been 
had on the provisions of this legisla- 
tion as it was reported by the Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency. To say 
that the proposed legislation falls far 
short of the kind of controls needed to 
stabilize our economy is putting it mildly. 
There is far more involved than the 
question of prices and wages. The Con- 
gress must not be led to deviate from 
the major objectives of our preparedness 
program by the possibility of a cease- 
fire truce in Korea or, for that matter, 
by a peaceful settlement of the Korean 
trouble. 

It should be apparent to every Ameri- 
can and to the Members of the Congress 
that we face an all-out struggle for 
existence—not only as a leader of the 
free nations of the world, but our very 
existence as a nation. This is no time 
to sell America short by according any 


one group of our citizenry special priv- 


ileges. If ever there was a time for na- 
tional unity—a time for closing ranks— 
it is now. Whoever contemplates com- 
ing out of the present emergency one 
nickel richer than when entering— 
whether group, worker, management, 
merchant, or professional man—either 
does not understand the situation con- 
fronting us or does not deserve to be 
called American. Let us keep our values 
straight and put priorities where they 
belong. 

From my experience in the Congress, 
I have learned not to anticipate too 
much. I fear far more the contents of 
some of the 50, or more, amendments 
that will be offered to this legislation 
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than tlie general provisions of this pend- 
ing legislation. As a member of the 
Committee on Labor, I happen to know 
that one of these pending amendments 
which will be offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Lucas] will destroy the 
present tripartite Wage Stabilization 
Board. 

In brief, the proposal will abolish the 
present Wage Stabilization Board and 
require the setting up of a new Board 
on which the public members shall at all 
time outnumber the representatives of 
labor and industry. It will also require 
confirmation by the Senate of all public 
members which, in this instance, will 
mean a majority of the Board. Further, 
it will necessitate representation of in- 
dependent unions and takes away from 
the Wage Stabilization Board all author- 
ity to handle disputes cases, thereby 
confining its functions solely to that of 
acting as a referee in purely wage 
disputes. 

I would like at this time to warn every 
friend of labor in the Congress that the 
amendment which will be sponsored by 
the gentleman from Texas is unneces- 
sary and unwarranted. It is punitive 
legislation aimed directly at labor and 
will create a situation similar to that 
which existed in February of this year 
when the labor groups withdrew from 
participation in the wage stabilization 
effort. As proof of my remark that this 
is punitive legislation, I desire to call 
the attention of my colleagues to an ex- 
cerpt of a statement by the representa- 
tive of the National Association of Man- 
ufacturers testifying before the Labor 
Subcommittee and I quote: 

Organized labor has sought in every way 
possible to repéal or hamstring the operation 
of the Labor-Management Act of 1947. La- 
bor leaders see in a Labor Disputes Board a 
method of directly bypassing the national 
emergency section of the Labor-Management 
Act and indirectly nullifying other provi- 
sions of the law. 


Every witness before the Labor Sub- 
committee, representing industry, labor, 
or the public, whom I cross-examined, 
was insistent that the tripartite Wage 
Stabilization Board, as it exists at pres- 
ent, has no legal sanctions. It functions 
only in an advisory capacity. How, 
then, could it interfere in any way with 
the provisions of the Taft-Hartley law— 
Wage Stabilization Act of 1947. 

The present Wage Stabilization Board 
has gone on record, in a unanimous 
statement, in opposition to the proposal 
coming from the Subcommittee on Labor 
that would abolish the present Board. 
Your attention is called to an excerpt 
from that joint statement which I desire 
to read into the RECORD: 

WAGE STABILIZATION BOARD, 
FEDERAL SECURITY BUILDING SOUTH, 
Washington, June 27, 1951. 

The following resolution was adopted to- 
day by the Wage Stabilization Board: 
“STATEMENT OF THE WAGE STABILIZATION 

Boakp ON ProposaL To CHANGE THE TRI- 

PARTITE CHARACTER OF THE BOARD 

“The Congress is now considering a pro- 
posal to alter the tripartite character of the 
Wage Stabilization Board, now composed of 
equal members representative of labor, man- 
agement, and the general public. The pro- 
posal is fora preponderance of public mem- 
bers whose votes would exceed the combined 
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votes of the members representative of labor 
and management. This proposal is serious 
enough, in our opinion, to warrant public 
concern, even if considered only in relation 
to the operations of the present Board. It 
is much more serious, however, when con- 
sicered in the light of its effect on our sys- 
tem of tripartite action in the long run, 
where Government is a participant in labor- 
management relations, and its effect on the 
democratic values which a tripartite system 
seeks to preserve. The issues are so impor- 
tant that we would feel remiss in our duty 
if we were to remain silent. Hence this 
statement: 

“Wage stabilization affects millions of 
employees and their employers. It is only 
one phase of stabilization of industrial re- 
lations in an emergency. Any time groups 
of employees are involved, their problems 
must be handled (a) by individual action, 
(b) by collective bargaining, or (c) by Gov- 
ernment intervention and control, When 
employees wish to be organized, the princi- 
ples of democracy, confirmed repeatedly by 
Congress, endorse collective bargaining as a 
means of solving those problems. One of the 
great strengths of the American way of life 
is the proven ability of labor and manage- 
ment to solve their problems with the co- 
operation, rather than the domination, of 
Government, 

“When, as in the present emergency, it 
is necessary in the public interest to take 
the power of final decision out of the hands 
of the parties, the Government must make 
every effort to preserve for the future the 
basic values of self-determination, including 
collective bargaining. During such an emer- 
gency, the Government is truly the cus- 
todian of the liberties of the parties. It is 
essential, therefore, that Government act 
in such a way that those liberties may be 
returned to the parties at the end of the 
emergency, with a minimum of damage. 
This is the objective of the tripartite ap- 
proach, as it has been practiced traditionally 
by the Government in emergencies similar 
to the present. Thus, in the structure of 
the present Wage Stabilization Board, the 
members representative of labor, of manage- 
ment, and of the general public have equal 
power and equal responsibility, reflected in 
their equal numbers and their equal voting 
rights. Decisions are made after discussion 
among equals. They are reached through 
the exercise of persuasion rather than the 
exercise of a dominant voting power by any 
particular segment of the Board. Only 
through participation by equals can real co- 
operation be achieved in reaching decisions 
affecting millions of employees and their 
employers. Only in this way can those em- 
ployees and employers be assured that Gov- 
ernment is fully aware of their problems, 
their needs, and their desires.” 


It is significant that the same pro- 
posal as was introduced in the House as 
H. R. 4552 has also been introduced in the 
other body by the distinguished Senator 
from Ohio, coauthor of the Taft-Hart- 
ley—Wage Stabilization Act 1947—it 
was offered by the gentleman from Ohio 
as an amendment to the control legisla- 
tion in the Senate but was for some un- 
mentioned reason withdrawn without a 
test vote. 

Punitive action such as is contem- 
plated here can lead to but one result— 
labor will again withdraw from the tri- 
partite set-up and rely once more on 
their power to bargain collectively. This 
can mean only one thing: a wave of 
strikes that will disrupt our production 
effort and prevent stabilization of our 
economy. 
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At this time, I desire to offer certain 
comments from outstanding labor lead- 
ers which express, in no uncertain terms, 
their reaction to this legislation which 
will again return them to the status of 
second-class citizenship. These quota- 
tions follow: 

Statement by William Green, president, 
American Federation of Labor, as reported in 
the New York Times, April 27, 1951: 

“We have witnessed the seizure of power— 
under the cloak of mobilization—by an ex- 
clusive clique, drawn from the board rooms 
and countinghouses of America. 

“The mobilization of America calls for en- 
lightened leadership, not the arbitrary dicta- 
tion of the factory boss. This is still a 
democracy. The American people cannot be 
ridden into the fray by self-appointed war 
lords or some synthetic Cae: sé 

Statement of James B. Carey, secretary- 
treasurer, CIO, at labor rally in New York, 
April 26, 1951, as reported in the CIO News, 
April 30, 1951: 

“Carey spoke on Whose Defense Program 
Is It? He answered his own query—It’'s 
big business’.” 

“He denounced the obscene accumulation 
of enormous profits and not wage increases, 
as the major cause of inflation. 

“He described the profit-taking spree 
+ * œ runing berserk; business schem- 
ing to dodge not only excess-profits taxes, 
but other taxes as well; the new price-con- 
trol set-up that he said will increase prices; 
the fake sacrifices of business and the gen- 
uine sacrifices of the average American.” 

Walter Reuther, speaking at Cleveland on 
April 2 at the UAW-CIO convention is re- 
ported in Daily Labor Report for April 21, 
22 page A-9, to have served notice that— 

* © we are not going back into a re- 
rean Wage Stabilization Board until it 
has disputes machinery.” 


Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee is to be commended for 
banning the two 4%-percent roll-backs 
on cattle. The first 9 %- percent roll- 
back as ordered has not had the desired 
or intended effect. All the first roll-back 
did was cause Corn Belt cattle feeders to 
sell the cattle they had on hand. They 
did this even though these cattle were 
not ready for market. They took as 
much profit or as little loss as possible. 

These same feed lots today are empty. 
No cattle feeder will buy cattle on to- 
day’s market knowing they will be 
marked down by their own Government 
4% percent on September 1, and 4½ per- 
cent, October 1—the total 9 percent less 
than when they bought them. Only a 
fool would do that. 

Every Member of this body should 
realize that when cattle are quoted at 
the top price it means only one feeder 
having cattle at that market that day 
received top price. When newspapers 
quote cattle at the top price only, all it 
does is confuse the consumer. For exam- 
ple, at Chicago yesterday, prime steers 
weighing 1,000 to 1,500 pounds soid for 
$37.50 to $38.60 per hundredweight; 700- 
to 1,000-pound steers brought $35 to $38 
graded good to best; poorest in same 700- 
pound weight brought $30; low-grade 
steers sold for $26 to $30; cows, com- 
mon to good, $23.50 to $27.50; canners 
and cutters, $18 to $22.50; calves, on 
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which there is no control on roll-back, 
poor to best, $23 to $40. 

The public should know as well as the 
Members of this body that when one can 
buy a steak, in all probability, one will 
not get a piece of prime beef. That beef 
never did go through regular channels— 
it went to the high-priced eating places. 
Another thing to be remembered is that 
all of a steer is not steak. A steer weigh- 
ing 1,200 pounds on hoof, when slaugh- 
tered will not dress out over 65 percent 
of that weight at the most. 

It takes 3 years to produce a 1,200- to 
1,400-pound steer. No legislative body 
in the world can change it. I did not 
vote for this program last year and I 
will not vote for its extension. 

Until today I have never publicly said 
a word relative to regulation W. The 
reason that I have not is because I have 
been in the automobile business for 
about 35 years. I wanted no one know- 
ing me to misconstrue anything I would 
have said relative to regulation W. I 
am now making a statement because of 
the action taken by the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. Surely anyone 
with 35 years’ experience would have 
something beat in their head in that 
length of time. 

The Banking and Currency Commit- 
tee is also to be commended for restor- 
ing the time limit of 18 months on car 
payments. The 15-month limit should 
never have been put on in the first place. 
All that regulation W order did was to 
single out the person who is compelled to 
own a car for transportation to and from 
work to pay for his car under hardship 
while the person fortunate enough to 
be able to pay cash for his car has 
suffered no penalty or discrimination. 
This country is on wheels and rubber. 
They are a necessity even for those eno 
have chauffeurs. 

If controls are necessary—and I do. 
not believe they are—the regulation 
should not discriminate. It should 
treat all alike, namely, let no one buy a 
new car until the old one had 3 years of 
age on it, or a reasonable number of 
miles. Then all would be treated alike, 
The exceptions, of course, should be in 
case of fire or wreck damage when re- 
pairs were prohibitive. 

If we must have socialistic legisla- 
tion in order to stop communism, why 
not go that way and not have 146,373 
casualties in Korea? 

The extension of this legislation 
places us “not in the land of the free.” 

It remains to be seen how long we will 
be “the home of the brave.” 

This legislation, according to the Con- 
stitution preamble, does not “establish 
justice”; does not “insure domestic tran- 
quillity”; does not promote the general 
welfare.” 

Article 7 of the Bill of Rights states 
that ‘nor shall private property be taken 
for public use without just compen- 
sation.” 

Roll-backs on cattle in my opinion 
does just that. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the pro forma amendment. 
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Mr. Chairman, yesterday the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Mutter] made 
some remarks from which I should like to 
quote a few excerpts, then ask him a 
question or two, 

He said: 

This is an old adage, “Figures never lle 
but liars do figure.” How those liars did 
figure, in order to pretend that they could 
not get along with these beef roll-backs, 
that they would lose money. 


Continuing, the gentleman from New 
York said: 

We have a very fine pamphlet here, with 
page after page of figures. Take the time to 
analyze them. You do not have to be a 
farmer to read these figures and to under- 
stand them. You do not have to be a cattle 
raiser or a cattle feeder or a packer to un- 
derstand them. It is very simple to be able 
to take the figures as given to us by the 
Department of Agriculture, who know every 
facet of the business and every segment of 
it, and see how they arrive at their parity. 
They take the base cost and they add to it 
every increased cost, whether it be raw ma- 
terial or labor or what have you. 


Since he has spoken of labor costs of 
farmers, I should like to ask him how 
he thinks these labor costs are arrived 
at in fixing parity prices on the six basic 
agricultural commodities. 

Mr. MULTER. The same as they are 
arrived at in every other industry. 

Mr. GROSS. No, no. Now you are 
dealing with parity, not cost of produc- 
tion, when you are dealing with farm 
commodities. 

Mr, MULTER. Take the actual cost 
of labor and compare it with what it 
was in the base period. The difference 
in the cost of labor together with the dif- 
ference in all other costs between the 
base period and the date you compute 
your parity are all included in arriving 
at parity. 

Mr. GROSS. Well, then, will the gen- 
tleman tell us what labor costs are fig- 
ured in the parity price in the produc- 
tion of a bushel of corn in the State of 
Iowa or anywhere else? 

Mr. MULTER. You are a farmer. 
You tell us what it is. 

Mr. GROSS. But the gentleman from 
New York said yesterday he had all the 
facts and figures to support his ill- 
founded statement that parity provides 
for all costs, including all labor. 

Mr. MULTER. I said the difference 
in the cost which you take into account 
to arrive at your parity for that bushel 
of corn, or whatever the agricultural 
commodity may be, is the difference be- 
tween what it cost to raise in the base 
period and what it costs now, and you 
add onto that a fair profit, and the result 
is parity. If it cost you a dollar in the 
base period and you sold for $1.10, you 
made 10 cents on the deal. If it now 
costs you $1.10 for the same things that 
it cost you a dollar in the base period, you 
add the difference in cost and then add 
onto the total present cost of $1.10 the 
same ratio of profit. In other words, you 
do not take 10 percent of a dollar and add 
that onto the $1.10 cost to arrive at your 
parity price, but you take 10 percent of 
the $1.10 parity cost and you get an 11 
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cent profit instead of 10 cents and your 
parity price is $1.21. 

Mr. GROSS. Take corn, at a parity 
price of $1.76 a bushel, how much of 
that represents labor cost? 

Mr. MULTER. I do not know. 

Mr. GROSS. Well, you said yesterday 
you had the facts and figures. 

Mr. MULTER. Do you want me to 
take the time to give them to you now? 

Mr. GROSS. You said you had figures 
that anybody could understand. Let us 
have them. 

Mr. MULTER. That is right. Do you 
want me to give them to you so that you 
can understand? I will hand you the 
pamphlet so that you can read it for 
yourself. 

Mr. GROSS. I know, but I did not 
think the gentleman knew yesterday 
what he was talking about, Now I am 
sure of it. 

Mr, MULTER. Let us not quibble. 

Mr. GROSS, I do not yield any fur- 
ther. 

Mr. MULTER. If you will let me 
make a statement, I will answer it. 

Mr. GROSS. Let me say to the gen- 
tleman from New York that the 1910 
through 1914 price level upon which the 
parity price of corn is based does not in- 
clude a single dime for the farmer for 
labor. The 1941 to 1950 price level on 
which two of these basic commodities 
are based, rice and tobacco, provides 53 
to 63 cents an hour for hired farm labor, 
but not a dime for the farmer himself, 
or his wife, or his children. It must be 
obvious to everyone that the gentleman 
does not know what he is talking about. 

If the gentleman from New York had 
his wife or his son or his daughter work- 
ing for him in his office, certainly he 
would allow them something for the 
work they performed, and he should, 
Then why not provide the farmer and 
members of his family who are producing 
food for the Nation an honest cost of 
production price that includes a decent 
wage? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Let me see if I un- 
derstand it. As I understood the gentle- 
man, he quoted to the effect that these 
figures from the Department of Agricul- 
ture include all labor and material costs, 

Mr. GROSS. That is right. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Now the gentleman 
from Iowa states that the parity price 
formula on those commodities, 1910 and 
1914, do not embrace any labor whatso- 
ever performed on the farm by hired 
hands. 

Mr. GROSS. That is right. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is, the farmer, 
his wife, or his children, is that correct? 

Mr. GROSS. That is right. No labor 
costs are allowed, under the 1910-14 pe- 
riod, for the farmer, members of his 
family, or hired hands. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. And that those 
items covered from 1941 to 1950 include 
only hired labor? 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from 
Michigan, who is now actively engaged 
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in farming as well as being a Member of 
Congress, is correct. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. If that is true, that 
just shows the absolute falsehoods and 
intellectual dishonesty which are con- 
tinually spread across this country to the 
effect that these parity prices include the 
farmer's labor costs. 

Mr. GROSS. Exactly so. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Of course, the gen- 
tleman from Iowa is correct; there is no 
question about that. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word, and ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, let the 
Recorp be clear at the very outset. I 
have no member of my family in my 
employ, neither my wife, children, nor 
anyone even distantly related to me on 
my payroll. If there were, and I were 
filing an income-tax return, I would 
probably deduct what I paid them as 
an expense, but I would make sure that 
they reported what they received as in- 
come. That is not what the meat packers 
and their representatives did when they 
came in and pretended that cattle rais- 
ing and feeding costs and expenses were 
so terribly high. One of the items in- 
cluded was an allowance to them for 
their own labor. They are entitled to 
a fair return for their labor just as every 
American citizen is. Anyone who is 
working is entitled to a fair return for 
his labor. But you are not entitled to 
add that in twice, once as a cost of 
operation, and then ask for another item 
on top of that again as a return in 
order to build up fictitious cost. 

You want the figures? You do not 
have to take them from me. Go out in 
the Speaker’s lobby and get any one of 
the newspapers from the farm areas. 
You will find them all listed for you, 
every item you want, of cost and parity 
and what you are getting for your prod- 
ucts today. If you want any further 
figures, maybe you farmers do not know 
it, and I am not a farmer, but here are 
some of them: “Agricultural prices; 
prices received and paid.” It is a free 
bulletin issued by the Department of 
Agriculture every month. There are 
any number of other bulletins you can 
get from the Department of Agriculture 
just for the asking, free. In addition 
you get free agricultural yearbooks, an- 
nual statistics, and booklets and pam- 
phlets on every subject imaginable, tell- 
ing you how you can operate better and 
more efficiently and more cheaply, how 
to conserve your soil and how to build 
up your crops—all free to the farmer. 
They are prepared for you and your 
farmers by our Government at the ex- 
pense of all the citizens of the country. 
We are glad to be able to do it. Weare 
clad to be able to contribute a part of 
our taxes to give you thai free service. 

Let us get some of this atmosphere 
clarified. It turns your stomach to hear 
some of this stuff you hear on this floor, 
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and some of the stuff we were given in 
our committee. We were told that this 
inflation is due to the fact that the 
Government is operating at a deficit, 
that we are not paying as we go. Do 
not take my figures. The Library of 
Congress sent them over to me this 
morning. You can get them, too. For 
the last five fiscal years your Federal 
Government has operated with a net 
surplus of almost $8,000,000,000. Let 
us hear no more about deficit financing. 

You are crying about your meat 
packers. I took the trouble while at 
the Library of Congress to ask them for 
some photostatic copies of the records. 
Do you want to look at them? I will 
lend them to you. Wilson & Co., Cudahy 
& Co., Swift & Co., Armour & Co., John 
P. Morrell & Co. They are the five 
biggest packers in our country. Get out 
your crying towels, boys, and weep 
copious tears. All they have been able 
to do is increase their dividends, increase 
their net earnings over what they were 
last year, and they were not very much. 
Cudahy & Co., $84,000 in 1949. In 1950 
a slight increase, $860,000, more than 
ten times. And you cry for these peo- 
ple who come down here and give you 
this cock-and-bull story. Mayb^ I can- 
not inseminate the seeds of destruc- 
tion of the economy of our country, but 
I recognize tne bull when I hear it. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. Yes, I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. I think the operator in 
the gentleman’s part of the country or 
anywhere else ought to have a wage, and 
if he employs any members of his family 
in his plant they ought to be paid. I 
think they should be. 

Mr. MULTER. So should your farmer 
and everybody who works on the farm. 

Mr. GROSS. Yes, but they do not get 
it. The gentleman still has not an- 
swered my question of how farm labor 
costs figure in parity prices. 

Mr. MULTER. Your farmers set up 
this parity program, this formula. We 
city boys went along with you. Do you 
know what you are talking about? If 
there is anything wrong with it, you cor- 
rect it. You show us where it is wrong 
and we will help correct it. We will go 
along with you. We followed you every 
time. When you were starving we 
helped you out with subsidies. When 
you were losing your homes, we gave you 
farm loans. We did everything we could 
to keep you alive and give you a decent 
living, and to help bring up your stand- 


ard so you could be on the same level . 


we are. We do not look down on you, 
we want you up to the same level as the 
city boys. You constantly look down 
your nose at us and say the city slicker 
does not know what he is talking about. 
You show us where parity is wrong and 
that it needs correction and we will help 
you to correct it. 

Mr. GROSS. Iam showing you where 
you are wrong. 

Mr. MULTER. All you do is tell us 
that parity is wrong. You do that only 
because we showed you beyond dispute 
you are getting 52 percent more than you 
are entitled to get. A fair profit is all 
anyone is entitled to, not an extortionat2 
profit. 
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Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, the proposed extension of the De- 
fense Production Act, with its provisions 
for price, wage, and rent controls, in my 
opinion will have an adverse effect upon 
the national economy and be harmful 
to the vital defense effort. Experience 
has shown that price-wage controls are 
not the cure for inflation nor do they 
effectively check the results of inflation 
without resort to the public treasury for 
subsidies and indirect benefits to bridge 
the gap between the prices fixed by gov- 
ernment and the price of the market 
place. Its adoption at this time can only 
result in continued and greater chaos, 
mismanagement, inequities, inflation, 
black market, and curtailed production. 

When the original version of this 
measure first came before the Congress 
last September, I supported it in the be- 
lief that this was but a part of an over- 
all economic program to be proposed and 
put into action by the Administration 
in a genuine effort to correct the causes 
of inflation. Since then I have seen that 
they have no intention of taking the 
steps which are essential in any deter- 
mined effort to curb inflation. I have 
come to realize that the plan is incapable 
of being properly administered and bas- 
ically unworkable. It is fundamentally 
unsound, and since the Administration 
has insisted on demanding broader and 
broader controls in an effort to favor 
and appease special privileged groups 
even before they attempted to put into 
effect the powers they had already been 
granted by the Congress—the whole 
scheme has become not the economic 
issue it should be, but a political issue. 

It is useless and illogical to attempt to 
control and regulate the symptoms of 
any illness—whether it be human or eco- 
nomic. The illness today is inflation and 
the threat of even greater inflation in 
the months to come. The one sure way 
to combat this economic illness is by 
utilizing courageous measures which 
strike directly at the source of inflation. 
The facts of recent months show beyond 
a shadow of any reasonable doubt that 
wage controls—or more accurately, the 
attempt to control wages—is nothing 
more than a farce. Under the long-es- 
tablished administration policy of play- 
ing one economic group against another, 
wage controls, no matter what type of 
law this Congress legislates, can never 
amount to anything more than sham and 
hypocrisy. The inequities of rent con- 
trols on a national basis are well known. 
And price controls are just plain useless 
and contradictory. They actually en- 
courage more and more inflation because 
they destroy the one sure cure to infla- 
tion—increased production. They are 
like the aspirin tablet which cures the 
immediate pain and is so easy to take but 
never does a permanent job because it 
never reaches the real basic cause of the 
pain. 

Many here must indeed have short 
memories. Have we forgotten how price 
controls failed in the last war and es- 
pecially in the years immediately follow- 
ing the war? Have we forgotten the 
black markets, lawlessness, and the 
greatest inflation in our national his- 
tory—all in the face of more complete 
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controls than are even being requested 
here? 

In 1946 the Congress forced the ad- 
ministration to abandon its socialistic 
controls plan. Less than half of the 
present membership was here at that 
time. When controls were finally taken 
off, prices spurted at first as the stored- 
up demand showed its force. But soon 
the prices met consumer resistance and 
the economy settled back to a normal 
supply and demand basis within the 
reach of all groups and a definite de- 
flationary trend had begun. Funda- 
mental economics—as certain as the 
laws of nature—yet completely ignored 
in an unfundamental program such as 
we have before us now. 

This bill is in reality an economic nar- 
cotic proposal. Its proponents claim 
that if we use the stuff for 2 years we 
can then easily put it aside and return 
to a free economy. I submit that there 
never will be a better time to stop using 
the stuff than right now, while we still 
have a relatively free economy. 

The people of my district, through an 
unusually large amount of correspond- 
ence, have expressed themselves in op- 
position to this pian. These communi- 
cations have not been from organiza- 
tions and pressure groups, but from 
housewives, the average wage earner, and 
the farmer. They have shown a sin- 
cere interest in and genuine understand- 
ing of what basically is an economic 
problem. The pressure groups say that 
the people want more controls and their 
wages and prices regulated by some bu- 
reau in Washington. My people tell me 
nothing of the kind. They insist on the 
complete abolishment of all Government 
regimentation. They want a sound basic 
economic program designed to combat 
not the results of inflation but the causes 
of inflation. They demand the end of 
political tampering with their wages, 
their homes and apartments, and their 
market baskets. 

Instead of granting more and more 
controls and powers to an administra- 
tion that has shown itself to be in- 
capable of even controlling itself, much 
less the American economy, constructive 
and fundamental programs should be 
adopted. This should be a program of 
immediate action and not held back until 
political pressure forces action. It is not 
a program that will provide thousands 
of new jobs and set up hundreds of new 
bureaus, but, if carried forward courage- 
ously in an economical unbiased politi- 
cal spirit, it will accomplish the neces- 
sary task of halting inflation. 

First and most fundamental is the 
necessity of increasing the production 
of consumer goods. All burdensome 
and unnecessary governmental re- 
straints should be removed and the ed- 
ministration should encourage and ac- 
tively assist this program. We must 
strive toward increased efficiency and 
the elimination of waste. We must find 
substitutes for scarce materials. We 
must work unceasingly to bring the sup- 
ply market closer to the demand. Allo- 
cation of basic materials should be pro- 
vided for. If necessary rationing, as 
distasteful as it may be, should be insti- 
tuted. As the production increases it 
should be channeled into the areas where 
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it is most needed, whether the factory 
or the home. Increased production of 
consumer goods will not alone defeat in- 
flation. But it is the keystone to any 
really aggressive and effective program. 

Next most important in any realistic 
fight against an uncontrolled war econ- 
omy is something this present adminis- 
tration has refused to consider—again 
for purely political reasons. We must 
insist on the strongest type of economy 
in the Federal Government. All non- 
essential spending must be eliminated— 
not next month or year, but right now. 
Even the vital defense spending must be 
scrutinized with the greatest care. In 
these crucial days there is no need at all 
for any “dare” budgets—from which 
over $2,000,000,000 in nondefense items 
alone has already been cut. The budget 
should be balanced and the burden of 
accomplishing this should not be placed 
entirely on higher taxes. The argument 
of the need for higher taxes in order to 
siphon off purchasing power is bunk of 
the rankest sort for it simply means that 
the Government spends the money and 
thereby creates the inflationary pres- 
sures rather than spending by the indi- 
vidual. We want the people to stop un- 
necessary spending—let this administra- 
tion set an example. If we are to have 
a war economy as far as defense is con- 
cerned, let us have the same type of 
economy for politics and nondefense 
spending. 

The real controls that should be im- 
posed are in the monetary and credit 
fields, restrictions on expansion of the 
supply of money, and limitations on con- 
sumer credit. These again will hit the 
basis of inflation and not the inflated 
wages and prices which are merely re- 
sults. For example, the Federal Reserve 
Board should be allowed to operate free 
of domination by the administration and 
without having to support Government 
securities at a fixed price. Some im- 
provements have been noted in this field 
but the over-all situation is still one of 
political purpose. This is basically an 
economic program—not a political one— 
and should be instituted and carried out 
in that manner and spirit. 

And lastly, the Government should en- 
courage private savings. Instead of a 
campaign to try and put over price and 
wage controls, let the Government 
launch an intensive campaign to pro- 
mote saving on the part of the public. 
Let us have an aggressive drive to sell 
defense bonds and introduce a new 
type savings bond attuned to current in- 
terest rates. Let us put the imagina- 
tion and ingenuity of the control schem- 
ers into a savings program. Above all 
else, let the Government set the example. 

Until the administration decides to 
make a sincere effort to stop the rising 
prices, halt inflation, and abolish their 
extravagant political spending, the 
people will refuse to cooperate in any 
program that is presented to them. Let 
the elected leaders take their time-hon- 
ored place and the people will follow. 

We cannot cure a disease by attempt- 
ing to control the symptoms of that 
disease. We cannot cure inflation by at- 
tempting to control the results of that 
inflation—rising prices and accelerating 
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wage scales. We can only cure it by 
attacking the fundamental causes—by 
fearless administration of the basic laws 
already on the books. The present pro- 
posal—the revised extension of the De- 
fense Production Act—is not that type 
legislation and in good conscience I can- 
not support and vote for it. 

Mr. SPENCE, Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tempore, Mr. PRIEST, 
having assumed the chair, Mr. MILLS, 
Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole touse on the State of the Union, 
reported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H. R. 
3871) to amend the Defense Production 
Act of 1950, and for other purposes, had 
come to no resolution thereon. 


THE WILLIAM N. OATIS CASE 


Mr. BEAMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks? 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Indi- 
ana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BEAMER. Mr. Speaker, today I 
have submitted a concurrent resolution 
which concerns the conviction of Wil- 
liam N. Oatis, the Associated Press cor- 
respondent, in Czechoslovakia. 

The similar sordid story of the arrest 
and conviction of Vogeler, another 
United States citizen, has been told on 
the pages of the daily press. 

Vogeler is released and Oatis is im- 
prisoned. Who will be next, and how 
long will this shameful procedure con- 
tinue? 

William Oatis was a resident of the 
district in Indiana that I have the privi- 
lege to represent. When his arrest was 
announced, friends of Oatis wanted 
something done in his behalf. Accord- 
ingly, I contacted the State Department, 
and the advice I received was “not to 
rock the boat.” In the hope that the 
State Department would exert every pos- 
sible effort in behalf of this citizen, no 
comments were made on this floor. 

However, again the State Department 
seemingly failed to give aid and comfort 
to one of our citizens or, at least, to pro- 
tect him in his time of need. 

Back home the question is asked “Of 
whom is the State Department afraid?” 

The concurrent resolution is as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), Whereas the arrest 
and conviction of William N. Oatis, corre- 
spondent for the Associated Press in Prague, 
Czechoslovakia, is a shocking violation of 
fundamental human freedoms guaranteed in’ 
the United Nations Charter; and 

Whereas the Oatis case demonstrates anew 
that the iron curtain maintained by the 
Soviet Union and its satellites is the world’s 


— menace to peace: Now, therefore, 
t 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That the Congress 
of the United States expresses its profound 
indignation at the farcical arrest and con- 
viction of William N. Oatis, and that the 
sense of this resolution be conveyed by the 
proper officials of our Government to the 
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United Nations and to the officials of the 
Czechoslovakian Government, 


HOME, SWEET HOME 


Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, I have 
taken very great pleasure in introduc- 
ing, on last Tuesday, a joint resolution 
setting up a commission to celebrate the 
one hundredth anniversary of the death 
of John Howard Payne, the author of 
Home, Sweet Home. 

I am very hopeful that the Committee 
on the Judiciary will see fit to bring it 
to the floor promptly for affirmative 
action. 

Perhaps there is no song in all the 
world that has done so much to unite 
people upon the fundamental idea of to- 
getherness as that beautiful song, Home, 
Sweet Home, which was part of an opera 
which he wrote and successfully per- 
formed in London. 

It is a song that touches hearts and 
arouses emotion. It would be impossi- 
ble to estimate the contribution it has 
made to a common understanding of 
the institution upon which this Nation 
was built: The home. 

The poignancy of the words came 
from the deep longing of the author for 
the home he did not know—for he was 
@ wanderer upon the earth, 

Born in New York State, John Howard 
Payne early showed his talent for poetry 
and the theater. As a young clerk in a 
New York counting house, he spent his 
spare time editing a theatrical maga- 
zine, the Thespian Mirror. Soon after 
he acted in his first part at the Park 
Theater in New York, he went to London 
where he soon gained a reputation as a 
playwright, turning out several success- 
ful dramas and adapting others. 

It was in the opera Clari, or the Maid 
of Milan, first produced at Covent Gar- 
den in 1823, that the song Home, Sweet 
Home appeared. The story of how it 
came to be composed is extremely inter- 
esting. I give you Mr. Payne’s own 
words: 

I first heard the air in Italy— 


Mr. Payne related. 


One beautiful morning as I was strolling 
along amid some delightful scenery, my at- 
tention was arrested by the sweet voice of a 
peasant girl who was carrying a basket laden 
with flowers and vegetables. This plaintive 
air she trilled cut with so much sweetness 
and simplicity that the melody at once 
caught my fancy. I accosted her and after 
a few moments’ conversation I asked for the 
name of the song, wiich she could not give 
me; but having a slight knowledge of music 
myself, barely enough for the purpose, I re- 
quested ‘her to repeat the air, which she did, 
while I jotted down the notes as best I could. 
It was this air that suggested the words of 
Home, Sweet Home, both of which I sent 
to Bishop at the time I was preparing the 
opera of Clari. (Henry J. Bishop, of London, 
adapted the music for the opera.) Bishop 
happened to know the air perfectly well and 
adapted the music to the words. 
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As so often happens, in spite of the 
great suecess of the opera, John Howard 
Payne received the least benefit of any- 
body. The song was published and be- 
came immediately popular, being quoted 
in sermons and sung in churches as well 
as in the homes, theaters, and on the 
streets. Yet the publisher did not even 
place Mr. Payne’s name on the title sheet 
nor send him a complimentary copy. It 
was soon after this that Mr. Payne’s for- 
tunes began to decline. He returned to 
New York in financial straits which con- 
tinued in spite of handsome royalties 
earned from his earlier plays, Brutus, 
Virginius, and Charles the Second. 

John Howard Payne served his coun- 
try as United States Consul at Tunis 
from 1841 to 1845 and from 1851 until 
his death the following year. But his 
body was not returned to his native land 
until 31 years later. All that was mortal 
of this patriot poet lies buried in Oak 
Hill Cemetery right over here in George- 
town, marked by a bust erected by that 
fine citizen, William W. Corcoran. 

Mr. Speaker, it has seemed to me espe- 
cially fitting at this time when emphasis 
is being placed on the vital role of the 
home in all countries of the free world, 
that we pay tribute to this man whose 
touch was so human, so universally 
warm that it made the whole world kin. 
Few individuals have given more vivid 
expression to the fundamental need of 
and longing for home than has John 
Howard Payne in the lovely words of 
Home, Sweet Home. 

It is an especial pleasure to me, Mr. 
Speaker, to present this joint resolution 
to this body because through the ma- 
ternal side of my house I can claim dis- 
tant kinship with the poet. It is my 
earnest hope that the Committee on the 
Judiciary will act swiftly to bring it be- 
fore this House for affirmative action, 
and that equally swift action may be 
taken at the other end of the Capitol. 


WILLIAM N. OATIS 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
congratulate the gentleman from In- 
diana [Mr. Beamer] on the introduction 
of his resolution in the Oatis case, 
Every straight-thinking, true American 
resents with every fiber of his being the 
action that has been taken by an auto- 
cratic government against a great 
American newspaperman. As a news- 
paperman myself I join with the gen- 
tleman from Indiana [Mr. Beamer] in 
the hope that some action can be taken 
by this Government to preserve the 
rights of the individual citizen, Mr. Oatis, 
and the rights of a great newspaperman. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Ohio has 
expired. 

SPECIAL ORDER 


The €PFAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
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man from California [Mr. JACKSON] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. JACKSON of California. Mr, 
Speaker, I have two unanimous-consent 
requests. First, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a statement by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Huex D. Scort, 
IR.] may be included in the RECORD at 
this point. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from California? 

There was no objection. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENTS By LEADING REPUBLICANS FOL- 
LOWING THE ORIGINAL ANNOUNCEMENTS OF 
THE BIG THREE AGREEMENTS OF TEHRAN, 
YALTA, AND POTSDAM 


During World War II the Big Three met in 
@ series of conferences to discuss and to 
reach agreement on the conduct of the war 
and the peace which was to follow. From 
November 28 to December 1, 1943, Roosevelt, 
Churchill, and Stalin held their first meet- 
ing at Tehran. Over a year later the three 
conferred again at Yalta from February 4 
to 11, 1945. Following Roosevelt's death and 
the surrender of Germany, President Tru- 
man met with Churchill and Attlee and 
Stalin at Potsdam from July 17 to August 
2, 1945. For reasons which are not yet en- 
tirely clear the full texts of the Yalta and 
Potsdam agreements were not released un- 
til 1947. The incomplete announcements 
made at the conclusion of the agreements 
left many important provisions untold. 
When the complete texts of the Big Three 
agreements were made public, in March 
1947, there was widespread criticism of their 
provisions as appeasement of Russia. At 
the time of the incomplete announcements 
the main line of attack was directed at the 
handling at Yalta of the Polish question. 
The provision by which the Curzon line be- 
came Poland’s eastern frontier meant a Rus- 
sian gain of a large section of prewar Poland, 
This agreement was loudly denounced as 
constituting appeasement of Russia. It was 
not until the final release of the Yalta 
agreement, however, most of the provisions 
of which had been “smoked out“ during the 
interval, that it became clear how far the 
appeasement of Russia had really gone. 
The complete report on Yalta showed how 
the United States and Great Britain agreed 
with Russia to the sell-out of their wartime 
ally China without the consent or even the 
knowledge of the Government of the Re- 
public of China despite previous pledges to 
restore to China her rightful possessions. 
The agreements by which Russia acquired 
southern Sakhalin, the Kurile Islands, a 
lease on Port Arthur, and preeminent in- 
terests in Darien, the Chinese Eastern and 
South Manchurian Railroads constituted a 
selling out to Russia of another nation’s 
interests in the Far East as well as in Europe. 
Although the complete texts were not 
available, the original announcements made 
at the conclusion of each of the Big Three 
conferences were received with suspicion and 
wings by many leading Republicans 
both within and out of Congress. And 
those who stood up to denounce the agree- 
ments on the basis of the information at 
hand and of their fear of secret commitments 
found themselves justified when the com- 
plete reports of the conferences confirmed 
their apprehensions. The criticism and 
suspicion of leading Republicans, with only 
incomplete evidence available on which to 
base their fears, followed immediately upon 
the conclusion of the agreements, that they 
were later, when the full stories of the agree- 
ments became known, joined in their opposi- 
tion by increasing numbers from all sides in 
justification of their foresight. 
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HERBERT HOOVER (TEHRAN) 


“So far as these published descriptions (of 
Tehran) go this method is. power politics 
and the balance-of-power diplomacy. That 
is not the diplomacy of freedom, And worse 
still apparently the United States is to fur- 
nish the balance between Britain and Rus- 
sia. If that be the case you may be sure 
that we will sooner or later gain the enmity 
of both of them. The basis of lasting peace 
for America must be friendship of nations 
not brokerage of power politics. 

“There may have been no political com- 
mitments at Tehran. But certainly since 
that conference we have seen a series of 
independent actions by Russia which seem 


to be the negative of restored sovereignty to 


certain peoples. Certainly the Atlantic 
Charter has been sent to the hospital for 
major amputations of freedom among 
nations. * * * 

“And the Tehran conference raises 
another question. Under our form of gov- 
ernment the President cannot speak either 
for Congress or the conclusions of American 
public opinion. The only way for America 
to succeed in foreign relations is by open 
declarations of policies. They must have 
seasoned consideration and public under- 
standing. These do not come by secret 
diplomacy. America cannot successfully 
bluff, intrigue, or play the sordid game of 
power politics.” (Address before the Repub- 
lican National Convention, Chicago, June 
27, 1944.) 


GOV. THOMAS E. DEWEY, OF NEW YORK (TEHRAN) 


“If we are to be successful in our future 
labors to bring about lasting peace, they can- 
not be the property of one party or one man. 

“Tam equally convinced that to the extent 
that we leave our international relations to 
the personal secret diplomacy of the Presi- 
dent, our efforts to achieve a lasting peace 
will fail, 

* * * * . 


“e + * The result is today that no one 
knows what our foreign policy is with respect 
to Poland, France, Germany, Rumania, and 
other countries of Europe, or for that matter 
South America or China. We have no hint 
of what commitments may have been made 
and American opinion is stifled and ineffec- 
tive.” (Address: Nomination for President, 
New York Herald Tribune Forum, Waldorf- 
Astoria Hotel, October 18, 1944.) 


ROBERT A. TAFT (POTSDAM) 


In a statement to the press Senator Tarr 
said in speaking of Potsdam that President 
Truman nad “assumed to speak for the 
United States in settling many of the most 
controversial boundaries and terms to be im- 
posed on Germany without consultation with 
the Senate or the people of the country.” 

That it appeared Stalin received “all he 
wished to obtain and has not surrendered 
any position which he has taken in the past.” 

“s + + The transfer to Poland of nearly 
one-fourth of Germany certainly sows the 
seeds of future war. * * + In effect, we 
have recognized that the Russians can do us 
they please with a puppet Polish Govern- 
ment.” (New York Times, August 2, 1945.) 
SENATOR HUGH BUTLER, OF NEBRASKA’ (YALTA) 

“If we have lost the game in Europe, or 
if we are being forced to forsake the policies 
and ideals to which we are pledged as a Na- 
tion, I think it is time that we should know 
it. It is true, in short, that the veil of 
secrecy and the cover of ambiguous phrases 
behind which the entire scheme of negotia- 
tions is being concealed should be removed. 

. * * » * 

“On the surface, it would appear that the 
unparalleled strength of our early position 
has been dissipated; that in the councils of 
the world we have lost ground step by step; 
and that the decisions with which we are 
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vitally concerned, and which directly af- 
fect the future of this Nation are being made 
almost totally independent of our consent. 

* * * . * 

“Aside from this vague and unsatisfactory 
pronouncement, [on a future conference on 
the United Nations Organization] the sole 
practical result of the Yalta Conference has 
been to countersign the unilateral actions of 
one of our allies, the Soviet Union, in respect 
to certain of its European neighbors, 

. . . a * 

“I note in the declarations at Yalta what 
appears to be a cool recognition of the right 
of larger states to protect their individual 
interests by the use of force, not only against 
our enemies but against our smaller allies. 
The three states meeting at Yalta have, in 
the circuitous language of the declaration 
which was issued ted to themselves 
the full right of intervention in any liberat- 
ed European state. 

. . . . * 

"e under the miscalled compro- 
mise agreement suggested by our President 
at Yalta, no check whatever can be placed 
in the way of future aggression which may 
be instituted by any one or all three of these 
men [the Big Three at Yalta]. Such a con- 
dition of affairs, if we allow our Government 
to become a party to it, would be the nega- 
tion of every principle of freedom for which 
our ancestors fought and died on the battle- 
fields of former wars. 

; * * e * ” 

“e They [the Big Three] have met, 
deliberated, and concluded, with no more 
than lip service to the rights of any of the 
other nations or, indeed, without reference 
to the supreme lawmaking body of one of 
them, the Congress of the United States. 
They have, in short, counter- 
signed and underwritten with legal sanction 
the unilateral actions and system of power 
politics to which I have referred. 

. > * * » 


“Congress cannot continue to operate in 
the dark in reference to the details of our 
foreign policy. Certainly the Senate of the 
United States, by reason of its constitutional 
position in the framework of our Govern- 
ment, is entitled to light upon all the issues 
involved. * * * It is we as a body who 
must accept the task of de the na- 
tional future and the nature of the national 
commitments. We must do it, not as a rub- 
ber stamp after the fact; we must do it now, 
in full, free discussion of all the issues. 

„ . . * . 

“If the Government of the United States 
is indeed a Government of the people, by 
the people, and for the people, they are en- 
titled to be entrusted now with an oppor- 
tunity to consider their own foreign policy.” 
(CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 91, pt. 2, pp. 
1423-1426, remarks on the floor of Senator 
BUTLER (Nebraska), February 26, 1945.) 


EEPRESENTATIVE HUGE D. SCOTT, JR., or PENN- 
SYLVANIA (TEHRAN) 

“The war is nowhere near won, and we 
find the administration floundering around, 
meèring mysterious noises but still entirely 
unwilling to take the country into its con- 
fidence. A decade of failure in the field of 
foreign policy accounts for, but does not 
excuse, continued secrecy on the part of 
the President. 

. * * . * 

“Have we a foreign policy? Whose? A 
people’s foreign policy? 

* . * . » 

“Will our foreign policy be dictated by 
American public opinion? Not unless we 
get to work on it now by free and open 
public debate and discussion. 

* * * . 8 

“The inescapable fact is that our foreign 
policy is now being handled exclusively by 
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Franklin D. Roosevelt. His failure to recog- 
nize any clear line of demarcation as be- 
tween his two responsibilities contributes to 


the confusion as to what is happening to 


our foreign policy. 
. * . * * 
“The President has no exclusive power 
to make foreign policy or even to commit 
the United States to any policy whatever. 
* * * 


If we have no clear idea of what our for- 
eign policy is either in Europe or the Pacific, 
we can expect with the end of the European 
war a great deal of turmoil when we seek to 
improvise our policy toward the fashioning 
of a peace in Europe. We will run up against 
other nations with much clearer ideas of 
what they want and what they want done. 
By crystallizing public opinion now we can 
avoid the dangers inherent in the Presi- 
dent's habit of improvising foreign policy, 
as well as domestic policy on a 24-hour basis. 

. „ * * . 

“The unwillingness of the President to 
operate in the traditional American fashion 
has resulted in a series of highly dramatic 
conferences attended by public hand-shak- 
ing and private head-shaking, followed by 
another decline and deterioration of the 
relationship between our allies and our- 
selves. This phase is then followed by an- 
other sudden and dramatic patching up of 
our relationship to our allies. It has not 
resulted in any clear or even reasonable 
specific statement as to our intentions to- 
ward our enemies. 

“Americans are not used to having other 
nations know what they want, while we are 
told that no information is available. We 
are tired of being beaten to the gun again, 
and again, and again. 

* * „ . . 

“Damage done in foreign affairs wrought 
through ignorance, vanity, secretiveness, or 
plain incompetence may lead us, without the 
consent of our people, into such deep in- 
volvement with other nations as to be ir- 
reparable. 

ec 


“It is up to the President of the United 


States to take the people of the United States 
into his confidence. 

“It is later than we think.” (Concres- 
SIONAL RECORD, vol. 90, pt. 2, pp. 2861-2865, 
remarks on the floor by Representative HUGH 
D. Scorr, JR., of Pennsylvania, March 21, 
1944.) 


REPRESENTATIVE CLARE BOOTH LUCE, OF CON- 
NECTICUT 

“Those of us who reproached the admin- 
istration for the secrecy with which it con- 
ducted its negotiations at Yalta and Tehran, 
and the cynicism with which the decisions 
made there scuttled the high principles here- 
tofore always held by this Nation in its in- 
ternational dealings, have been justified by 
events. 

“The betrayal of Poland to meet Russian 
demands was the initial step down the road 
to the bog and mire of power politics in 
which our Nation now finds itself.“ (Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD, Appendix, vol. 91, pt. 12, 
p. A4180, extension of remarks of Representa- 
tive Clare Booth Luce, of Connecticut, Octo- 
ber 4, 1945.) 


REPRESENTATIVE PAUL W. SHAFER, OF MICHIGAN 
(YALTA) 


“The statement issued by the Big Three 
after their Crimean conference means that 
there will be no peace in our time, if the 
provisions of the agreements reached are car- 
ried out. To carry out the provisions it is 
clear that the United States will be called 
upon to maintain in Europe an expedition- 
ary force in perpetuity. 

“Under the commitments we become the 
guarantor of boundary lines which I do not 
believe can be maintained in peace. They 
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can be maintained only at the cost of perpet- 
ual fighting, and it is quite clear that we are 
to do the fighting. 


* * * * > 


“The Crimean agreements indicate that 
all Mr, Roosevelt and Mr, Churchill had to do 
at the conference was to agree with Mr. 
Stalin.” (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Appendix, 
vol. 91, pt. 10, p. A666, extension of remarks 
of Representative SHAFER, of Michigan, Feb- 
ruary 16, 1945.) 
REPRESENTATIVE GEORGE H. 

(YALTA) 


“The President's report to the Nation 
added little to our knowledge of the Yalta 
couference. What was left unsaid must give 
us deep concern. There was no reference 
to the Atlantic Charter, and the revelation 
from the President on his return to Wash- 
ington that secret commitments have been 
made is most disturbing. One of the major 
sources of dissatisfaction with our conduct 
of foreign affairs has been the widespread 
belief that America is being bound to courses 
of action without previous knowledge or ap- 
proval of Congress. Nothing was said by the 
President to dispel this belief. In my judg- 
ment the Nation is entitled to know every 
commitment undertaken by our Government 
without any exceptions whatever.” (Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD, Appendix, vol. 91, pt. 10, 
p. A933, extension of remarks of Represent- 
ative BENDER, of Ohio, March 1, 1945.) 


REPRESENTATIVE LAWRENCE H. SMITH, OF 
WISCONSIN (YALTA) 

“I feel it is my duty to speak, for I am 
firmly convinced that a great mistake was 
made at Yalta; yes, a mistake, which, if not 
rectified will lead to world war II. * * * 
To me, however, the results of the conference 
must be tested by their effect upon millions 
of people of the small European countries, 
who apparently had no spokesman at Yalta. 

“+ + > The principle set down in the At- 
lantic Charter were clear and unequivocal, 
they were straight from the shoulder, and 
the world applauded. At Yalta we departed 
from those principles and a world mourns, 

* * * * 6 

From the information presently avail- 
able, I believe that we have acquiesced in 
every demand made by Russia. 80 1 
repeat, that it is obvious that Britain and 
the United States have acquiesced fully in 
the demands of Stalin for his self-selected 
sphere of influence, not only in Poland and 
the Baltic area, but in the south of 
also. That constitutes a retreat from the 
high moral ground we have been resting 
upon in this war; it can but lead to another 
war, more deadly, more devastating, more 
cruel and more costly than this one. 

„ * * * . 

“* + + Russia wants all of Poland east of 
the Curzon line and will keep it regardless 
of what we do or say; it is in the driver's 
seat. And the whole scheme has our offi- 
cial blessing. Appeasement, what great and 
holy crimes have been committed in thy 
name? 

* * . 7 * 

“+ No matter how lofty the Yalta 
statement may be in its alleged adherence 
to the ideas expressed in the Atlantic 
Charter, no matter how clear the affirma- 
tions to establish a free democratic govern- 
ment by conducting free and unfettered 
elections, the fact remains that Poland is 
the victim of territorial aggrandizement, 
and territorial changes not in accord with 
the expressed wishes of the people. Unfor- 
tunately, Great Britain and the United 
States are parties to this nefarious act. It 
serves as notice to all the small nations in 
the world of a policy that is to prevail in 
the future. We have now embraced the 
principles of force and political expediency 
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which constitute a threat to the future 
peace of the world. 
* . * * * 

“e I am satisfied * “ that 
unless we adopt the policy now of no terri- 
torial aggrandizement we are headed for 
trouble in the future which can only result 
in another letting of blood when the next 
generation has reached a military age. 
There must be no retreat from the 
moral ground upon which our cause rests.” 
(CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 91, pt. 2, pp. 
1700-1702, remarks on the floor by Repre- 
sentative Smrrx of Wisconsin, March 2, 1945.) 


REPRESENTATIVE ALVIN E. O’KONSKI, OF 
WISCONSIN (YALTA) 

„Mr. Speaker, I am very sorry I cannot 
agree with the two previous speakers [Repre- 
sentatives Douglas and JOHNSON] concern- 
ing the Big Three conference, which turned 
out to be nothing but the “big one” con- 
ference. 

* * » * * 

„ To me Propaganda Minister 
Goebbels scored his first victory at Munich 
and he scored his second victory at the con- 
ference in the Crimea. The selling out of 
Poland, in my judgment, is a stab in the 
back of freedom. 

* * * + * 

“* but I cannot help but feel that 
with the announcement of the crime of 
Crimea we have had a repetition of the 
Munich. This Crimean tragedy will go down 
in history as the second Munich. 

° + * * * 

“+ The Black Sea conference, in 
my judgment, has sounded the death knell 
of the Atlantic Charter. 

. * * * . 

“e + * The proceedings of the Black 
Sea conference, in my judgment, are going 
to go down in history as one of the most 
gross injustices ever perpetrated by any 
country on any people. [Poland.] 

. * * » * 
I predict to you now, Members 
of the House, that likewise the second 
Munich, the Black Sea conference of ap- 
peasement, is going to have telltale dis- 
astrous effects for all time to come. 

“+ * * The crime of Crimea has de- 
nied freedom to 100,000 Europeans. This is 
just the beginning. The crime of Crimea 
puts a stamp of approval for slavery in Fin- 
land, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Bulgaria, 
Yugoslavia, Rumania, and Czechoslovakia. 

“+ © Only Moscow has reason to re- 
joice. All other decent living people today 
have reason for sorrow.” (CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp, vol. 91, pt. 1, pp. 1045, 1069-1072, 
remarks on the floor by Representative 
O’Konsk1, of Wisconsin, February 13, 1945.) 


Mr. JACKSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
I may be allowed to proceed for 15 addi- 
tional minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HILLINGS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JACKSON of California. I yield 
to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. HILLINGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may insert my 
remarks in the Recorp immediately fol- 
lowing the remarks of the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Jackson]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from California? 

There was no objection. 


“s „ * 
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MILITARY OPERATIONS IN KOREA. 


Mr. JACKSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, the most important cold-war 
development in recent months now oc- 
cupies the attention of the American 
people. Our diplomatic and military 
representatives are currently engaged in 
discussions on a possible “cease fire,” 
looking to the cessation of military op- 
erations in Korea. Our people, who 
have been led by successive stages along 
the path to war, are quite rightfully con- 
cerned over the prospects of another 
Soviet triumph through the medium of 
the “cease fire.” That these fears are 
by no means groundless can be testified 
to by the long succession of tragic errors 
and blunders which have led us into the 
military cul-de-sac in which we find our- 
selves in Korea. The American people 
are concerned lest the architects of our 
past disasters again retreat before the 
Communist aggression. 

Lest it be said by some that I am exer- 
cising hindsight in my criticism today, 
the record should show that no Mem- 
ber of this body has been a more consist- 
ent opponent of administration policies 
with respect to Korea than have I. From 
the inception of the Korean aid pro- 
posals here in the Congress during the 
month of June 1949, I have consistently 
and without exception opposed a course 
of action which came from nowhere, led 
nowhere, and was not in pursuit of the 
national defense activities of this coun- 
try. Together with others, notably the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Vorys], the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CHIPER- 
FIELD], the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr, SMITH], and our former and dis- 
tinguished colleague from Connecticut, 
Mr. Lopce, I have tried to raise a 
small voice of caution in the face of a 
hurricane of indecision and vacillation. 
Those efforts were to no avail, but the 
record should be clear. When the over- 
night decision to commit American 
forces into action in Korea was taken on 
his own responsibility by President Tru- 
man and without any discussions with 
the Committees on Foreign Affairs and 
Foreign Relations, I continued in my op- 
position, although it must be acknowl- 
edged, in all frankness, that the Presi- 
dent’s action appeared to have wide- 
spread support. 

During the month of November 1950, 
I publicly stated to the press in my own 
district that entry of the Chinese Com- 
munists into the action in Korea was 
but a matter of weeks or months, 

In spite of the fact that the military 
spokesmen for this country were unan- 
imously opposed to the commitment of 
United States forces into action on the 
Korean peninsula, those forces were 
committed, and we have reaped a har- 
vest of bloodshed as a result. 

It should be perfectly clear to any 
thinking person that the fiasco of Korea 
was the result of a political determina- 
tion, made on the spur of the moment 
and without consultation with repre- 
sentatives of the legislative branch nor 
of those upon whom we would have to 
rely in the event of the spread of hos- 
tilities. We have seen the obvious reluc- 
tance with which the support of some 
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members of the United Nations has been 
accorded in Korea. The great surprise 
is that we have received even so great 
a measure of support. 

Ido not believe that the American peo- 
ple realize the fact that military testi- 
mony is in the official record indicating 
the unanimous opinion of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff that Korea was consid- 
ered an isolated, exposed position of no 
value to our national defense. Do the 
American people realize that up to the 
very hour of the attack on South Korea 
by the Communist puppets no plan ex- 
isted for countermeasures against a 
possible attack? It is generally known 
that the Seeretary of State himself, to- 
gether with other State Department wit- 
nesses, openly avowed during June 
1949, that South Korea would not be de- 
fended and that this position had the 
strong and unqualified support of the 
several spokesmen for the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff? Prior to June 26, 1950, it was 
never contemplated that this Nation 
would commit American troops to action 
on the exposed projection of the Korean 
peninsula, and I challenge any denial 
of that fact. 

In light of the many warnings sounded 
here on the floor of the House with re- 
spect to the dangers inherent in a 
Korean operation the administration 
found itself, when the attack came on 
June 26, 1950, in a most vulnerable posi- 
tion, politically speaking. To have failed 
to take positive action to save what 
could be salvaged of a policy that was in 
danger of complete disaster and public 
repudiation would have been to make a 
mockery of purported foresight and a 
farce of advance planning and judg- 
ment, both diplomatic and military, 

So, the die was cast, the Rubicon was 
crossed, and American men were com- 
mitted to a dangerous and impracticable 
course of military operations. Under 
the shield of the U. N. the administration 
lifted itself off the “hook” upon which its 
lack of good judgment had impaled it, 
and marched bravely into battle on the 
enemy's ground and upon the enemy’s 
terms. What had previously been an 
“isolated position” suddently became 
terrain well suited to our purposes. 
What had been discussed as a military 
fantasy, suddenly became tactically 
sound. The very ground classified by 
our military experts as untenable and 
never to be defended by American arms 
became, overnight, the battlefield. 

It is little wonder, in light of the 
record, that the American people have 
slight confidence in diplomatic maneu- 
vers designed to wrest some form of vic- 
tory from an impossible situation. 

It is indeed unfortunate that the 
American people do not have access to 
the testimony included in the unpub- 
lished transcript of hearings conducted 
by the House Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs during the month of June 1949. 
The answers of some of the witnesses, 
both of the State Department and the 
Military Establishment, are shocking 
and revealing. The Members of this 
House should have the benefit of that 
testimony, but that appears impossible, 

Under the rules of the House, testi- 
mony taken in executive session is classi- 
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fied and unavailable to any except com- 
mittee members. However, with respect 
to Korea, much of the testimony is in 
the realm of professional opinion and 
does not bear upon the national security 
of this country. It should be declassi- 
fied, and I have requested the Secretary 
of State to take that action. I doubt 
that he will do so. The testimony would 
prove of great interest to those men who 
are present in Korea, and to the families 
of those who have died in a conflict 
played with loaded dice. I deplore the 
tendency to classify as confidential, 
testimony and records which tend to in- 
dicate prior bad judgment of the execu- 
tive agencies, or personalities employed 
therein. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JACKSON of California. I yield 
to the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. JUDD. Unfortunate and inex- 
cusable as it is that this testimony should 
be held up, page after page after page 
of it, for these 2 years, will not the gen- 
tleman agree that the real tragedy was 
that without this information the Amer- 
ican people could not be expected to 
realize in advance what they are up 
against, even the Congress did not have 
the benefit of the information that we 
had in committee. We might have been 
. able to rally enough support to avoid 
this terrible hook we are on and cannot 
get off of, if all had had the story as we 
had dug it out in executive session? 

Mr. JACKSON of California. Yes, 
and the sad part of it is that American 
forces were committed into action 
against the advice of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff of this country. 

In an effort to cast some light on the 
subject of official thinking before Korea, 
I have excerpted a few statements that 
were permitted to remain in the pub- 
lished hearings. The most damning evi- 
dence is not available to me for use, but 
I feel that even the few statements which 
are left in the record will be sufficient to 
indicate the facts as they existed before 
wo went to war 5,000 miles from our own 
shores, in defense of the indefensible and 
impractical, 

Mr. JUDD. Is it not also true that 
when the hearings were published the 
usual practice of putting a row of aster- 
isks where there has been discussion off 
the record, or a statement in paren- 
thesis “Discussion off the record oc- 
curred at this point,” was not followed? 
There were places where as many as 75 
pages of testimony were omitted from 
the record without any indication what- 
soever to the reader that portions of the 
testimony were being omitted. The peo- 
ple at large and the Members of the 
House who read those hearings thought 
they were reading all that transpired 
before the committee? It was one of 
the most inexcusable cover-ups of stuff 
they knew would not stand the light of 
day, that I have seen in the years I 
have been here. 

Mr. JACKSON of California. The 
gentleman is correct. There are scores 
of pages of testimony, very vital testi- 
mony, as to what the diplomatic and 
military representatives of this country 
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were thinking that have been ruthlessly 
lead penciled and is today unavailable. 
Today the eyes of the world are upon 


Korea. 

On that peninsula, which projects like 
a thumb from the land mass of conti- 
nental Asia, the forces of the United Na- 
tions, including substantial elements of 
the armed services of the United States, 
have been locked for many months in a 
see-saw confiict which has involved, to 
this time casualties in the magnitude of 
more than 159,000. In addition, the 
surge of warfare back and forth 
throughout almost the entire length of 
the two halves of Korea has brought 
about a condition of human misery 
among the nationals of Korea, and the 
almost complete destruction of the na- 
tional economy and the physical instal- 
lations upon which any nation must nec- 
essarily depend for a normal existence. 

In order to properly assess our respon- 
sibilities and the obligations which we 
have as a nation incurred as a result of 
our military operations in Korea, it is 
necessary to start from some point of 
reference from which we may logically 
and in proper sequence retrace our na- 
tional policies and the course of events, 
economic, social, and military, which 
have led to the present impasse in the 
Korean operations. It is essential at 
this time that we so review our actions 
in light of the recent cease-fire proposal 
advanced by the Soviet Union through 
that nation’s representative in the 
United Nations, Mr. Malik. 

Korea became something more than a 
hazy geographical reference during the 
course of operations in World War II. 
Long occupied by the Japanese, the Ko- 
rean people were reduced in fact to the 
status of vassals, and the natural re- 
sources of the peninsula were system- 
atically exploited for the benefits of the 
conquerors. Korea had no national 
military tradition, and it is doubtful that 
any organized resistance short of the 
outbreak of hostilities and involving mil- 
itary forces of other nations could have 
effectively thrown off the bondage to 
which the Korean people were subjected. 

Victory for the Allies in World War 
II came initially as a blessing to the 
millions of Korean nationals. Military 
success of the western powers brought 
a promise of liberation and the reestab- 
lishment of a Korean Republic in which 
the sovereignty and the integrity of the 
nation would be established and main- 
tained. To keep the record in this con- 
nection straight, it should be empha- 
sized that this agreement was negotiated 
by the executive branch of Government 
and did not carry the approval or con- 
sent of the legislative branch of Gov- 
ernment. It is not my intention nor 
desire at this point to labor the consti- 
tutional points at issue in this connec- 
tion, nor to enter into the constitutional 
debate which centers about the author- 
ity of the President to commit American 
forces to armed combat abroad without 
the express consent of the Congress, 
where such commitment may in the 
course of events constitute a war as dis- 
tinguished from a police action. In this 
connection I will state only that the 
present operations in Korea are, by any 
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yardstick one chooses to use, the oper- 
ations of full-scale warfare. The use of 
any other terms to describe the Korean 
operations, which have already cost this 
Nation more casualties in dead, wounded 
and missing than did four previous wars 
in which the United States has engaged, 
is simply an exercise in dialectics, and 
one not designed to enhance the con- 
fidence of the American people in those 
using the phrase “police actiton.” The 
average citizen, close to the combat, 
either as a member of the armed serv- 
ices or as a member of a family num- 
bering one or more sons on the field 
of battle, will likely view the casualty 
figures as the toll of war, open and un- 
disguised. Let us use whatever term we 
wish, so long as we bear in mind that 
the Korean action is costing this Na- 
tion a tragic price in blood, in natural 
resources, and dollars and cents. 

Upon the termination of the hostili- 
ties the question of accepting the sur- 
render of Japanese troops on the Korean 
peninsula became a matter of immedi- 
ate moment. In the northern half of 
the country a considerable number of 
Russian troops were in control. Many 
thousands of Japanese throughout the 
length of Korea were ready to capitu- 
late to the Allies, and a hasty military 
decision was reached. What had pre- 
viously been simply an imaginary line 
across the waist of the Korean peninsula 
became overnight a dividing line which 
was to assume tremendous and far- 
reaching importance as the months went 
by. By mutual agreement the line, 
known throughout the world today as 
the thirty-eighth parallel, became the 
line of demarcation between the two 
halves of a severed and tragic country. 
The surrender of the Japanese Army 
forces north of the parallel was accepted 
by the Red army, and Allied forces, 
hastily gathered together and dispatched 
to South Korea, accepted the surrender 
of the Japanese on September 9, 1946, in 
that portion of the peninsula below the 
thirty-eighth parallel. 

To the time of the surrender and 
shortly thereafter the dividing line 
served the purposes of the military on 
both sides and the round-up and evacu- 
ation of Japanese prisoners continued 
without undue incident. It was not un- 
til several months thereafter that ques- 
tions of a political mature evidenced 
themselves and gave indication that the 
thirty-eighth parallel might be consid- 
ered by the Soviets as a political iron 
curtain. These evidences caused grave 
concern in diplomatic circles through- 
out the world, and when further evidence 
of a consolidation of the Red army posi- 
tion north of the thirty-eighth parallel 
reached the world in the form of the 
establishment of a puppet people’s re- 
public, genuine alarm spread among the 
victorious Allies. 

In light of parallel actions which had 
largely decimated China, and had re- 
sulted in the diplomatic rape of North 
China and Manchuria, the alarm was 
well grounded and the fears understand- 
able. I do not contend that this Nation 
should have undertaken military opera- 
tions against North Korea at that time, 


7756 


nor do I believe that a suggestion that 
we do so was ever advanced by any re- 
sponsible spokesman for the Administra- 
tion or on Capitol Hill. We were only 
beginning to recognize the nature and 
extent of Soviet plans for world domina- 
tion and with our national feet still 
firmly planted in the clouds, we were 
passing through that era which will 
probably find its place in history as the 
befuddled age. 

The nations of the world, which had 
given so much in the fight against 
nazisri and fascism, were too weary of 
combat to view dispassionately or objec- 
tively the signs of a new aggression which 
were so evident on every hand. 

After many months of overt acts by 
the Soviet and by the puppet regime 
which has been established north of the 
thirty-eighth parallel in Korea, the 
United Nations took reluctant cogni- 
zance of the situation. Following a series 
of border incidents along the parallel in 
the vicinity of the Ongjin Peninsula in 
western Korea, the international or- 
ganization, acting under the terms of its 
charter and upon the pleas of the South 
Korean Government, established a com- 
mission and instructed its members to 
make a study of the situation to the end 
that the two severed portions of the 
country might be reunited in a single 
Republic under a single constitution. 

The commission failed in its efforts 
to reunite the north and south of Ko- 
rea. The government of North Korea 
refused its consent for the commission 
to enter for a study of the circumstances 
necessary to a determination of a course 
of action for the United Nations to fol- 
low, and as a result of the refusal of co- 
operation the efforts of the commission 
to accomplish its mission proved fruit- 
less. 

In the meanwhile, we had as a Nation 
come to our senses in a manner of speak- 
ing. A growing suspicion of Soviet in- 
tentions was evidenced by military lead- 
ers and by spokesmen on Capitol Hill. 
As a result of these suspicions, and in 
order to properly protect the newly es- 
tablished regime south of the thirty- 
eighth parallel, the United States main- 
tained a considerable number of well- 
equipped combat troops in South Korea. 
These troops held the key to the ques- 
tion of tranquillity or renewed aggres- 
sion in the southern half of the country, 
and this fact was universally evident. 

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JACKSON of California. I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. May Ire- 
call to the gentleman that in October of 
1947 I spoke in Seoul, Korea, to General 
John Hodge, the commander of our 
troops. I asked him then what would 
happen if we withdrew our troops from 
Korea. He said the North Korean Com- 
munists and their partisans would over- 
run Korea in about seven days. He 
expressed his opinion then that it would 
be a fatal mistake for us to withdraw 
our troops from Korea unless and until 
we had taken the necessary steps to 
enable the South Korean Government to 
defend themselves, 
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May I say that the gentleman is 
making a most interesting presentation, 
The information he has and the experi- 
ence he has are in line with the frequent 
warnings the gentleman himself has 
given us in the past about the terrible 
danger involved in the lack of policy or 
program or planning on the part of our 
Government administrators. 

Mr. JACKSON of California. I thank 
the gentleman. 

Given a situation in which a national 
South Korean army stood ready and 
trained for the defense of its homeland, 
reasonable arguments might have been 
advanced for the withdrawal of United 
States forces from the peninsula. Given 
a strong and determined government, 
free from internal strife, South Korea 
might have found the national spirit 
necessary to the raising of such an army 
for self-defense. Neither of these con- 
ditions was present. 

In a moment of self-dedication and 
blindness to the realities of the moment, 
it was decided by the United States De- 
partment of State to withdraw our mili- 
tary forces from the peninsula, In ef- 
fect, we held a strong hand in the in- 
ternational game that was being played. 
As I said upon the floor of this House on 
July 26, 1949—a full year before the 
Soviet puppets finally launched their 
attack across the thirty-eighth parallel— 
and I quote: 

With our forces on the scene of action, 
there might have been advanced substantial 
arguments in favor of economic assistance, 
but without the presence of an adequate 
force to protect delivery of, and guarantee 
practical utilization of, the great volume of 
material, it appears folly of the highest order 
to embark upon the program. 


But in spite of the protests of those 
who saw nothing but tragedy and suffer- 
ing for this Nation and for our South 
Korean allies in the course of action pro- 
posed and followed by the administra- 
tion, our forces, in accordance with the 
agreements reached at Cairo, and con- 
firmed at Potsdam, were withdrawn from 
South Korea and the “go” signal was 
posted in plain view of the aggressors. 
To insure that we had washed our hands 
of South Korea, the Secretary of State, 
Dean Acheson, publicly announced on 
January 12, 1950, in a speech before the 
National Press Club, of Washington, and 
I quote: 

Our defensive perimeter runs along the 
Aleutians, then to Japan, and then goes to 
the Ryukyus. 


Obviously, both Korea and Formosa 
were outside the realm of our national 
interests, as delineated by Mr. Acheson. 

Then, like Pontius Pilate, we proceeded 
to wash our hands of the entire affair. 
Owen Lattimore, certainly no critic of 
the present administration, departed 
from his usual posture of adulation for 
the Department on July 17, 1949, in the 
Sunday Compass, a left-wing New York 
newspaper, when he said, and I quote: 

The thing to do is let South Korea fall, 
but not let it look as though we pushed it— 


hence the recommendation of a parting grant 
of $150,000,000. 


That was the genesis of the miscalled 
economic assistance which was so bit- 
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terly opposed by many of us here on the 
floor of the House. That measure was 
defeated once, only to be later passed by 
a very narrow margin. The passage of 
the economic-aid measure never lent a 
whit of strength to South Korea, nor did 
it deter for a moment the well-laid plans 
of the Soviet Union for aggression in the 
moment they selected. On the contrary, 
the thought of the enhanced prize, and 
the possibility that added strength might 
accrue to the Republic of South Korea, 
unquestionably hastened the actual hour 
when the forces of international commu- 
nism struck across the thirty-eighth 
parallel. 

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JACKSON of California. I yield. 

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. It was 
just after the passage of that economic 
aid, and while we had refused to permit 
the South Koreans to have a navy of 
their own that they took a few old mine- 
Sweepers and made themselves up what 
they called a coast guard as part of the 
aid to Korea, and a number of parts 
were sent to this coast guard and they 
landed in Yokohama Harbor. Rear 
Adm. Sohn Won Il, who commands the 
South Korean Navy, told me last sum- 
mer that he had tried through our De- 
fense and State Department channels 
for over 12 months to get the parts for 
the South Korean Coast Guard from 
Yokohama to Korea, but he was sabo- 
taged, interfered with, and obstructed all 
the way through. That is the kind of 
cooperation that our Government was 
giving the South Koreans, and I suspect 
it was deliberate noncooperation origi- 
nating in the Department of State. 

Mr. JACKSON of California. I am 
very happy that the gentleman men- 
tions military aid and the supply prob- 
lem, because I have some very interesting 
information on that very point. 

The position of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff during the period immediately pre- 
ceding the withdrawal of our forces from 
South Korea is an interesting study 
when viewed in retrospect. It is not a 
pleasant record to look back upon, and 
it is to be hoped that the military and 
naval witnesses who testified for the 
withdrawal of the United States troops 
were expressing, not their studied and 
considered professional opinions, but 
the official policy of the Department of 
State and of the administration. Mem- 
bers of Congress, returning from Korea, 
during the period when General Hodge 
was in charge of the occupation forces, 
quoted the general as being in opposi- 
tion to any military activity by our 
forces in Korea. If the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff were not so acting upon the in- 
structions of the President and Secre- 
tary Acheson to support the withdrawal, 
their testimony is ample evidence that 
they are not professionally qualified to 
retain positions of military and naval 
authority. In light of subsequent de- 
velopments, they were as completely 
wrong as any military men have ever 
been, and if the following excerpts from 
their testimony before the House Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs indicates their 
considered estimate of the far-eastern 
situation, the sooner their services can 
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be spared, the better. A fledgling sec- 
ond lieutenant who could produce no 
better estimate than that provided by 
the representatives of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff would be summarily reduced to 
the ranks—and the action would be 
justified. 

My personal belief is that the officers 
whom I shall quote from official records 
were thoroughly briefed on the admin- 
istration position, and instructed to sup- 


port that position before the committees ` 


of the Congress. If my assumption is 
correct, and I await the denial of the 
charge from any officer I may name, 
their professional opinions were subordi- 
nated to unqualified and nonmilitary 
positions assumed by men whose qualifi- 
cations to plot military strategy is open 
to serious question. 

It is my contention, Mr. Speaker, that 
the tragedy of Korea need never have 
occurred. We could have disposed our 
strength around the periphery of the free 
world in such a manner as to better safe- 
guard the rights c? freemen, and to 
sooner come to grips with the real intel- 
ligence of the Communist menace—the 
Kremlin. While we have exhausted men 
and supplies on the Korean peninsula, 
the real strength of the enemy has in- 
creased, the tremendous losses of North 
Koreans and Chinese Communists to the 
contrary notwithstanding. The real 
threat to freedom, the Red army and the 
Red air force, is still intact, and in no 
way committed to the attrition rate to 
which our forces are being subjected. 
And the initiative, to this day, remains 
with the Soviet. 

The premises upon which this Nation 
undertook to salvage its foreign policy 
and save its face in the Orient were un- 
sound, unreal, and impractical. Those 
premises have led down a blind alley, to 
a point where military victory is impos- 
sible and diplomatic negotiations may 
well write off whatever has been achieved 
by the valor of our fighting forces. The 
foundation of sand upon which our dip- 
lomatic structure was built with respect 
to Korea was based upon faulty conclu- 
sions, inadequate advance planning, and 
a lamentable lack of fundamental study 
and inquiry. What were the premises 
upon which the administration based its 
case for economic aid alone, unsupported 
by any adequate armed protection? 
Those premises, supported by direct tes- 
timony before the House Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, were as follows: 

First. That this country had an ob- 
ligation under the agreements reached 
at Cairo to aid in the establishment and 
future maintenance of a free and inde- 
pendent Korea. 

Second. That the withdrawal of 
American Armed Forces from South 
Korea was not likely to incite possible 
aggression from North Korea. In any 
case, no American forces should be com- 
mitted to action on such an exposed and 
militarily untenable peninsula. 

Third. That the South Korean mili- 
tary and security forces had reached a 
state of training and equipping which 
rendered them capable of meeting and 
revelling any attack short of one 
launched by the Red army itself. 
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Fourth. That Korea lay outside the 
periphery of our legitimate interests in 
the Pacific. 

Fifth. That no armed defense of South 
Korea by American forces was planned 
or in any manner contemplated by the 
administration or its military advisers. 

These opinions were given voice by 
witness after witness during the course 
of the hearings, and became the fixed 
and set pattern of testimony received. 

Let us consider the premises, one by 
one, and document each from official 
records and that portion of the hearings 
which were made public by the commit- 
tee. The stricken portions would serve 
only to give additional weight of evi- 
dence in support of the premises set 
forth above. 

Did this Nation have a commitment 
to take any actions or refrain from tak- 
ing any actions with respect to the es- 
tablishment of the Republic of Korea? 
I have already touched upon the Cairo 
agreement, which was broad in nature 
and general in its terms. It envisaged 
a long-range program directed toward 
certain ends, but the courses of action 
were left to the individual interpreta- 
tion of the signatory nations and in no 
manner constituted a promise in the 
generally accepted sense of that word. 
The following exchange of questions and 
answers should serve to shed light upon 
that aspect of our relationship with Ko- 
rea. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Vorys] questioned Mr. Claxton, of the 
State Department, as follows: 

Mr. Vorvs. I think Dr. Jupp used the word 
“commitment.” Is there any commitment 
or obligation upon the Government of the 
United States with reference to this economic 
aid program? 

Mr. CLaxrox. There is not a commitment 
in the sense of an international treaty or 
international agreement or anything that 
could be enforced in a world court or other- 
wise. 

Mr. Vorys. Or with the Government of 
Korea, either, there is no such commitment? 

Mr. Jupp. I think I used the word “prom- 
ise.” 

Mr. CLAXTON. It is not as much as a prom- 
ise. We have made numerous declarations 
as to our intentions with the Government of 
Korea. 


Acting upon the premise that Amer- 
ican troops should never be committed in 
any action between North and South 
Korea, the administration and the mili- 
tary witnesses pressed for the removal of 
our tactical forces. Testimony available 
for use makes crystal clear the position 
of the military with respect to possible 
military operations on the peninsula, a 
position which was completely disre- 
garded by the President and appears in 
light of recent statements by military 
leaders to have been repudiated. Let us 
go to the record for some revealing state- 
ments from the representatives of the 
State Department and of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, in June of 1949. The 
witnesses questioned included: Mr. 
George F. Kennan, Director, Policy Plan- 
ning Staff, Department of State; Maj. 
Gen. Charles Bolte, Director, Plans and 
Operations, Department of the Army; 
Brig. Gen. T. S. Timberman, Chief, Op- 
erations Group, Plans and Operations 
Division, Office Chief of Staff, Depart- 
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ment of the Army; Mr. Philander P. 
Claxton, Jr., Office of Far Eastern Af- 
fairs, Department of State; Rear Adm. 
E. T. Wooldridge, Office, Chief of Naval 
Operations, Department of the Navy; 
Maj. Gen. Charles G. Helmick, former 
Deputy Military Governor of Korea; 
and Dr. Edgar A. J. Johnson, Director, 
Korean Program, Economic Cooperation 
Administration. 

Many of the members of the Commit- 
tee protested the withdrawal in 1949 of 
American military support from the Re- 
public of South Korea. Their fears were 
allayed or their questions silenced by 
the repetitious declaration of military 
witnesses that it would be folly to com- 
mit our forces on the peninsula. That 
theme, repeated time and time again in 
the published hearings, appears in more 
emphatic form in the executive hearings. 
However, and inadvertently, I presume 
to suggest, enough testimony was left 
for public consumption to indicate clear- 
ly the opposition of the State Depart- 
ment and military authorities to any 
form of armed intervention by United 
States forces. Witnesses advocating the 
withdrawal of American forces pointed 
out that the retention in Korea of our 
troops constituted a very real danger of 
their involvement in any military action 
between the North and South Koreans. 

In short, the administration line in 
June 1949 was one of no involvement 
of American forces under any circum- 
stances. How different was the role than 
the one played in a single-handed gam- 
bit by the President 1 year later. The 
terrain had not changed, the exposed 
and isolated situation remained the 
same, the dangers were as great and as 
real as they had been a year before. 
Only the administration line differed. 
What factors or considerations caused 
the complete reversal of previous form 
remains one of the great and unan- 
swered questions of today. 

Let us go back to the hearings again 
for a damning story of inconsistency out 
of the mouths of the witnesses who sup- 
ported the administration position rela- 
tive to the use of American Armed Forces 
in Korea. Mrs. Helen Gahagan Douglas, 
a former Member of this body from Cal- 
ifornia, inadvertently, I am sure, left 
some loose pieces of ammunition for 
present examination. She asked Mr. 
Kennan of the State Department, for 
which agency of Government she held 
a high and somewhat misty-eyed regard, 
the following question: 

Mrs. Dovatas. Is it sound to withdraw 
United States troops from Korea July 1, leav- 
ing only technical forces to further train 
the Korean Army? Or should the United 
States troops stay on for another year in 
Korea, stay until the country can become 
stronger economically, and thereby stronger 
politically? 


To which question Mr. Kernan re- 
plied: 


I do not think, myself, that the retention 
of American troops there will be what it 
takes to do the things we want to have done 
in the next year in Korea. If I did, I would 
feel quite differently about the whole thing 
at this time. 


Would that someone in authority had 
felt differently about the whole thing. 
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General Bolte, whose estimate of the 
situation was subsequently to prove seri- 
ously in error, said: 

With respect to whether the tactical units 
should come out now or whether they should 
remain for an additional period of a year, we 
feel that they should come out now. 


Mr. Kennan pursued the issue with a 
dogged determination which should have 
been devoted to a better cause. Drawing 
upon what he termed “presently avail- 
able data, including the judgment of the 
responsible United States political and 
military representatives in the field,” he 
urged the withdrawal of the troops, and 
stated in part: 

It is believed that the effectiveness of con- 
tinuing United States support of the Govern- 
ment of the Republic of South Korea need 
not be dependent upon the further reten- 
tion of United States occupation forces in 
Korea. 


He further volunteered his considered 
opinion that the forces of the Republic 
of South Korea were “capable of serving 
effectively as a deterrent to external ag- 
gression and a guarantor of internal or- 
der in South Korea.” That analysis of 
the capabilities of the Korean security 
forces was laid quietly to rest when the 
North Koreans stormed across the 
thirty-eighth parallel. 

Some of the witnesses before the com- 
mittee acknowledged that military ac- 
tion was a possibility, but none departed 
from the premise that United States 
forces should have no part of it. Mr. 
Lonce, of Connecticut, asked General 
Timberman whether the danger of “un- 
toward incidenis” was greater in Korea 
or in Greece. General Timberman 
answered: 

I would say under the circumstances, 
greater in Korea, but not that it has any- 
thing to do with the presence or nonpresence 
of American forces. 


During recent weeks I have talked 
with a number of military and naval 
officers, some of whom have but recently 
returned from tours of duty in Korea, 
Without exception these officers have ex- 
pressed the opinion that the attack which 
was launched on June 26, 1950, would 
never have come to pass in the presence 
of well-equipped and well-trained United 
States forces. 

Still the theme continued throughout 
the hearings: “Get our men out of 
Korea.” 

The gentleman from Wisconsin IMr. 
Situ], in an attempt to develop some 
possible threat to our national security 
in Korea, asked General Timberman the 
following question: 

It seems to me that you have just ad- 
mitted that, from a military standpoint, it— 


Korea— 
does not affect our national security. 

General TIMBERMAN. No; it does not. As 
an agency of the Government, we help where 
we can. I do not think the military part of 
the matter enters into the economic aid at 
all, besides we might get in trouble later on, 
after we are in there militarily, which would 
be unfortunate, 


We did get in there later on with the 
men, the equipment and the subsequent 
losses. The Congress would like to know 
what the generals and the admirals think 
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today of the tactical worth or the strate- 
gic importance of Korea. Has the mili- 
tary viewpoint undergone a change, or 
is Korea still considered a military lia- 
bility? These things are important as 
we move toward negotiations with Soviet 
Russia, negotiations which may well 
determine whether additional American 
lives are to be laid on the altar of bad 
judgment. 

Further questions touching on the 
military feasibility of operations on the 
Korean Peninsula elicited the following 
statement. The gentleman from Wis- 
consin [Mr. SMITH] asked: 

Assuming it— 

Korea— 
went down because we did not give the aid, 
would it follow from that, that we might 


have to go in there with military force and 
defend ourselves and our national security? 


The gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. RICHARDS], the present distin- 
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, broke in at that point 
to rephrase the same question. He said: 

I just want to ask one question. Is your 
position, General, taking into consideration 
world conditions as they are, taking into 
consideration potential enemies of the Unit- 
ed States, but leaving out political con- 
siderations and matters of policy, that it 
would not be wise to keep troops in Korea? 
In short, this is your position? 

General TIMBERMAN, Yes, sir. 
not be wise. 

Mr. RicHarps. That is all. 

General TIMNERMAN. I would ask these 
other gentlemen, 

Admiral Wootprince. I concur. 

General Hamuzton. I concur fully, and that 
has been the poistion of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. It has been unanimous. There 
has been no difference as far as I know. 


In light of the foregoing, it would 
appear that in June 1949 the military 
and naval authorities representing the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff were in unanimous 
agreement that we should not fight any 
action of any kind on the Korean Penin- 
sula. The American people have a right 
to know what influences have been 
brought to bear to change the opinion 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in that 
regard, if, indeed, the opinion has under- 
gone revision. 

Before any agreements are concluded 
on the cease-fire proposal, the Joint 


It would 


Chiefs of Staff should be called before 


the House and Senate Committees on 
the Armed Services and required to 
justify their silence today on a point 
which they pleaded so eloquently 2 years 
ago. No man can serve two loyalties, 
and no man of conviction can change 
his course like a weathercock. Either 
Korea is defensible and necessary to 
the national security of the United 
States, or it is, as the Joint Chiefs said, 
indefensible and exposed. In the latter 
case, every American fighting man 
should be off the peninsula as soon as 
transport can be arranged. 

Equally puzzling when viewed in ret- 
rospect, was the official assessment of 
the capabilities of the South Korean 
Army forces, which forces were swept 
aside in the sudden lunge of the North 
Korean forces across the parallel. Al- 
most without exception, the ROK forces 
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were approved as fit and ready to fight 
for their homeland, following the with- 
drawal of United States forces. We 
know today that they were not ready to 
fight, that no great will to fight was 
present, and that they would have been 
swept from the peninsula save for the 
sudden intervention of American forces, 
which, you will recall, were never to be 
allowed to engage in military operations 
in Korea. 

Mr. Javits, of New York, asked Gen- 
eral Helmick for an evaluation of the 
ROK forces, as follows: 

Is it your statement that the will to re- 
sist will be strong enough to withstand a 
Korean move as distinguished from a Rus- 
sian move from the north? 
eee HELMIcK. Generally, I believe so, 
Slr. 

Mr. Javits. You believe so? 

General HELMICK. Yes, sir. 


General Bolte expressed the same 
opinion as to the readiness of the ROK 
forces to repel invaders. He said: 

The small forces we have had in South 
Korea have been there for the primary pur- 
pose of assisting the maintenance of peace in 
that part of the country, until the Korean 
Government could assume that function, and 
we feel they are now in a position to do so. 


Assurance that adequate supplies and 
equipment would be in the hands of the 
ROK forces before the withdrawal of our 
forces, was given to the committee by 
Mr, W. W. Butterworth, Director, Far 
Eastern Affairs Division, Department of 
State. He stated: 


Korea is included in the military-aid pro- 
gram, but at the present time the bulk of 
the supplies that Korea is getting is through 
surplus property in connection with with- 
drawal of our troops. So, when our troops 
withdraw, the Korean Army will have ade- 
quate supplies. 


Further indication of an absolute dis- 
regard of pertinent facts respecting the 
state of training of the South Korean 
forces was the statement made by Gen- 
eral Bolte when he said: 


The Army, as the executive agent for the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff for the Far East is not 
only agreeable to the withdrawal of the tacti- 
cal formation from Korea, but are heartily 
in favor of it as they feel that the point has 
been reached in the development of the 
South Korean forces and in the supplying of 
material aid as well as advisory aid to the 
South Korean forces, that it has reached 
a point where the tactical units can and 
should be withdrawn * * * we have pro- 
vided very substantial material aid to the 
South Korean forces in the way of small 
arms and other military equipment. 


Consider General Bolte’s testimony on 
the amount of aid furnished the South 
Korean forces in the light of the state- 
ment made by the President of the Re- 
public of South Korea, Syngman Rhee, 
who stated on a Voice of America broad- 
cast on July 4, 1950: 


I asked for antitank guns. I did not get 
antitank guns. I asked for antiaircraft guns. 
I got none. I asked for ammunition for 
what few rifles we had. I got no ammuni- 
tion. Wher? the dreaded blow fell we were 
unable to oppose the strong North Korean 
Air Force with only 10 trainer planes * * * 
the best we could afford, but our machine 
guns did not arrive in time from the United 
Nations. 
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It has been further stated that Gen- 
eral Lemnitzer, while Director of the 
Office of Foreign Military Assistance, told 
a committee of another body that only 
$200 worth of combat wire reached the 
South Korean forces prior to the attack 
on June 26, 1950. This is hearsay, of 
which I have no personal knowledge, 
and the exhibit should be marked as 
such. However, taken together with the 
Rhee statement on the shortage of sup- 
plies and equipment, the statement 
gains added currency. 

Along the line of our course of action 
in Korea, many blunders have been 
made. Perhaps the most serious one 
was the removal of our troops. Another 
was the professional opinion given in 
testimony by our military and naval ex- 
perts on the state of training and readi- 
ness of the South Koreans. It is far 
more charitable to suggest that the 
thinking of the Joint Chiefs of Staff was 
conditioned and directed by the State 
Department, and that it did not repre- 
sent an objective estimate of either the 
capabilities of South Korean troops, or 
those of the enemy north of the thirty- 
eighth. Either the military sincerely 
believed that Korea was no place to fight 
a war, or they believed it was. Their 
recorded opinion, on the record, is that 
it was not. Has that opinion changed 
in the meanwhile? The House and the 
American people have a right to know. 
If we are locked in combat on an exposed 
and isolated peninsula, where terrain 
and the conditions of supply favor the 
enemy, it is no less than criminal to 
continue the Korean operations. It has 
become progressively evident to the 
American people that an objective and 
thought-out opinion is a difficult thing 
to get these days, unless the witness is 
prepared to sacrifice his career by taking 
a position in opposition to that pro- 
posed by the Department of State. 

Mr. Lodge asked whether General 
Bolte felt that the South Korean gov- 
ernment would be able to fill the vacuum 
caused by the withdrawal of the occu- 
pation ferces. General Bolte’s answer 
was an unequivocal “Definitely.” 

General Timberman was somewhat 
more cautious in his evaluation of the 
situation. He stated: 

Of course, you cannot guarantee beyond 
a shadow of a doubt that the South Korean 
forces can take care of every known situa- 
tion, but we feel the chances are so good 
that it is worth the small risk involved. 


In answer to a question from the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. Jupp], who 
said: 

You do not deny that the Army has wanted 
to get out a long, long time. 


Mr, Johnson, of ECA, replied: 
No, sir. 


General Timberman remarked that 
the withdrawal should be “under certain 
conditions when there were security 
forces developed, trained, and equipped 
so there would not be any military power 
vacuum when we departed.” 

That a power vacuum did exist when 
we departed is of course a matter of his- 
tory. The North Koreans moved into the 
vacuum immediately, and the curtain 
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was rung up on world war III at a time 
when we were in no manner prepared to 
meet the attack. The President coun- 
tered the move by the dispatch of ill- 
trained, poorly equipped military forces, 
and we became mired down exactly 
where international communism wanted 
us—on an isolated and exposed peninsula 
that represented neither strategic terri- 
tory nor common sense military tactics. 
I remind the House that this is not my 
evaluation of Korea—it is the military 
opinion of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, as 
expressed in hearings 2 years ago. 

Iam not attacking the military assess- 
ment on any personal basis. So far as I 
know, the witnesses who testified for the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff are able and con- 
scientious public servants, dedicated to 
the defense of this Nation. I am attack- 
ing only the philosophy of government 
which requires absolute subordination to 
policy, whether or no the policy is sound 
and viable. Military opinion is of the 
utmost importance in a world in which 
military force has become the order of 
the day. It is not within the province 
of the civilian mind to plot military 
strategy nor to execute that strategy in 
the field. But here we have a clear-cut 
example of the pursuit of strategy and 
tactics which were branded illogical and 
unsound 2 years ago. 

Is there any great woncer that the 
American people look with deep concern 
upon the present negotiations. I should 
say, in all justice toa great soldier, that 
Gen. Matthew Ridgway is in no way re- 
sponsible for developments which led to 
the military impasse. He entered the 
picture as Supreme Commander after 
the policy decisions had been decided 
upon and implemented by diplomats. 
The Nation has confidence that he will 
do his best in what is admittedly a bad 
situation. 

I said to General Helmick when the 
latter appeared before the committee: 

It has been said so often that Korea is 
absolutely untenable, or would be, in the face 
of any determined opposition, whether that 
opposition be military or whether it be by 
infiltration. That is a fair statement, is it 
not, General? 


To which question, General Helmick 
answered: 
From a military point of view, yes. 


At this late hour I do not wish to un- 
duly labor the points raised by the testi- 
mony of the military spokesmen, but it is 
a matter of grave importance. In light 
of our staggering casualties, the state- 
ment by General Hamilton, made before 
the committee, gains added interest. He 
said, and I quote: 

I cannot believe that anybody from a mili- 
tary point of view would consider that we 
have troops over there because we consider 
3 strategically and militarily advisable to 

0 80. 


But, 2 years later, our troops are 
still in Korea, the advice and opinions of 
military leaders notwithstanding. Upon 
the outcome of the present negotiations 
will depend our course of action in the 
future. 

We have a poverty of choice in the 
matter of alternative courses of action 
from this time on. Practically, we can 
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follow one of three courses in Korea. 
We can, first of all, evacuate our forces 
and those of our allies from the penin- 
sula, leaving behind for the time being, 
what the military considers a strategic 
liability. Obviously, this ccurse would 
represent a complete victory for the 
Communists, and the Red propaganda 
machine would run wild. Although we 
had no previous commitment or promise 
with respect to South Korea, we have 
today the sole responsibility for the al- 
most complete destruction of the physi- 
cal and social resources of the Korean 
nation. The bill, when it arrives on that 
score, will be a big one—probably in the 
magnitude of 8 to 10 billions of dollars. 

So withdrawal, no matter how com- 
pletely justified from a military stand- 
point, appears unlikely and undesirable. 
The existing government of South 
Korea could not stand for 30 days in 
such event. 

Secondly, we can refuse to negotiate, 
and press forward toward the Mancbur- 
ian frontier. This course of action, un- 
der present restrictions placed upon the 
military, would serve no purpose except 
to maintain the rate of attrition at its 
present high level. Strategically, we 
would gain nothing but more untenable 
ground, and more exposed positions if 
we succeeded in reaching the limited 
military objectives to the north. If an 
end was in view, if a policy was to be 
justified and redeemed, there might be 
advanced good arguments for pursuing 
the foe. The truth is that we have no 
goal in Korea save expediency and that 
on a day-to-day basis. We have not 
had a policy in the Far East since we de- 
clared our national intention to be one 
of waiting for the dust to settle. 

Which brings us in natural course to 
the last of three poverty-stricken 
cnoices—the maintenance of the status 
quo on Korea. It would appear that this 
is the best bargain that can be driven. 
The establishment of a demilitarized 
buffer zone between the armed forces of 
each side; the exchange of inspection 
teams to supervise withdrawal from the 
agreed-upon front, and the rotation of 
units based on the existing status quo in 
ia the future. These are the military 
problems, the solution of which may 
serve to bring a restless and uncertain 
tranquility for the time being. 

But our concern must extend beyond 
the problems of a military character to 
the political future. The Soviet Union 
expects ultimate victory in Korea, and 
the military negotiations may be viewed 
as the first steps toward that victory. 
Our fundamental errors have committed 
us to permanent military occupation of 
the territory now under the control of 
the U. N. military forces, and one who 
looks forward coniidently to the with- 
drawal of our forces and the conduct 
of orderly and fair elections is simply a 
victim of his own imagination. 

In the instant that we withdraw mili- 
tary support from the Government of 
South Korea, that Government will fall, 
and no amount of economic aid will suf- 
fice to save it. We liad better be prac- 
tical about the matter because it is my 
personal feeling that our tenure in Asia 
is to be short-lived at best. 
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We have lost on the diplomatic front. 
We have come off second best in the 
propaganda war in Asia. We have 
saved for the time being, and at tre- 
mendous cost, one-half of the Korean 
peninsula. We can lose that and we 
will if our negotiators permit the course 
of cease-fire talks to enter the realm of 
the political. Our position in Korea is 
important, but it must not be held at 
a cost that involves seating the Chinese 


Communists in the United Nations, or 


ceding Formosa to the enemy. On the 
record it can be stated that the Soviet 
Union will continue in its efforts to 
achieve both of those ends. They must 
not succeed, if the outer perimeters of 
our diplomacy and our defense are to 
be preserved. 

The eyes of the American people are 
on Kaesong. But they are also peering 
with justified apprehension into the 
darkness of diplomacy beyond that 
Korean city. They will hold strictly ac- 
countable those who are charged with 
the defense of freedom throughout a 
world in turmoil. 

We must not consider the Russian 
proposals as an omen for peace in the 
future. The Soviet Union has followed 
consistently, and continues to pursue 
today, a course of action designed to 
bring about world domination. The 
likely focal points of renewed assaults 
upon the free world are numerous, and 
we must not again be caught off guard. 
Today we recognize the nature of the 
aggression and the ultimate goal toward 
which it is directed. The subjugation 
of Tibet is more than a military gambit 
for the occupation and control of that 
vast mountainous plateau. Tibet is es- 
sential to any southward move against 
India, Burma, and Thailand. To retreat 
into a false feeling of national security 
at this point is to lose more of the sur- 
face of the earth to the aggression of 
international communism. Korea was 
not the finale to Soviet conquest, but 
simply a stepping stone along the path 
of Red ambitions. We had best con- 
tinue to prepare ourselves for successive 
attacks when they occur, and hope that 
the judgment of those who control our 
national destinies will prove more ade- 
quate to the necessities of our future 
defense than it was in Korea. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JACKSON of California. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. I would 
like to commend the gentleman for his 
very excellent statement. It must be a 
source of great satisfaction to him, not 
in the fact that the results are being ob- 
tained today which he predicted but the 
fact that he so clearly saw what was on 
the move, when in 1945 these important 
people appeared before our committee 
to testify. 

I want to say for the Recor that the 
gentleman from California who has just 
spoken did the spadework on the mi- 
nority views that were expressed by the 
five Republican members of the House 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. JACKSON of California. I thank 
the gentleman. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JACKSON of California. I yield. 

Mr. JUDD. I wish to compliment the 
gentleman from California just as much 
for the soundness of the views he has 
expressed today with respect to the fu- 
ture, as for the soundness of the views 
which the Record shows he was express- 
ing along with several others on the 
committee 2 years ago. Above all else 
he has demonstrated this today, that if 
it was so important for us to hold South 
Korea in 1950, it could not have been 
right to pull out in 1949; and, contrari- 
wise, that if it was right to pull out our 
forces in 1949, it could not have been 
right to fight back in with ground 
forces, and the resulting rows of crosses 
that the gentleman has described, in 
1950. It is a record of such miscalcula- 
tion or worse that whoever is respon- 
sible for it can never possibly get it off 
his conscience. 

Mr. JACKSON of California. I thank 
the gentleman for his comment. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JACKSON of California. I yield. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Do I un- 
derstand the gentleman now favors a 
program of our getting out of Asia? Or 
what? 

Mr. JACKSON of California. No; I 
believe I said that we had one of three 
very poverty-stricken choices insofar as 
Korea is concerned. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. 
which one? 

Mr. JACKSON of California. And I 
say that the one that seems most plaus- 
ible is that of maintenance of the status 
quo that now obtains between the con- 
tending forces. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Does the 
gentleman think we should maintain 
that status quo indefinitely? 

Mr. JACKSON of California. I think 
the thing to do now is to get all the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff together in a her- 
ing and find out what they feel today is 
the position we should assume, the pos- 
ture we should take, and see if they have 
changed their minds since 2 years ago. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The gen- 
tleman was a member the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs in 1950 when this situa- 
tion broke out in Korea, was he not? 

Mr. JACKSON of California. That is 
correct. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. And has 
the gentleman any information as to 
what position Congress and the public 
generally took upon the stand taken by 
President Truman to stay in Korea? 

Mr. JACKSON of California. I think 
if the gentleman will remember my re- 
marks during my speech I said that at 
the time it had considerable and wide- 
spread approval. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Yes; and 
having had considerable and widespread 
approval at that time does the gentle- 
man feel that we should have withdrawn 
the troops from Korea in the meantime? 

Mr. JACKSON of California. Well, of 
course, our troops—the gentleman is 


Mr. 


Yes; 


talking about troops who are there. The 
“ gentleman will remember that I was 
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talking about the troops we had there 
that were withdrawn because the mili- 
tary said that was not the place to fight. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Then does 
the gentleman feel that it was a mistake 
to supplement the troops that were in 
Korea with other troops? Or does he 
think that we should have withdrawn 
those that were there on June 25? 

Mr. JACKSON of California. If the 
gentleman is asking me personally I may 
say to the gentleman that based on mili- 
tary testimony we probably should have 
withdrawn the troops we had and not 
committed any others to an impossible 
military position. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Then the 
gentleman does not agree with General 
MacArthur in the statement he made in 
this House in substance that President 

was correct in his military 
strategy in Korea; I think that was his 
statement. 

Mr. JACKSON of California. Let me 
say to the gentleman that I try to do my 
own thinking. I do not follow blindly 
recommendations by the State Depart- 
ment or even the military. God gave me 
a head and I try to use it. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HILLINGS. Mr. Speaker, a peace 
settlement in Korea which allows the 
Communists to control all the territory 
north of the thirty-eighth parallel would 
mean that we have lost the war. Such 
a settlement on Communist terms will 
mean that 150,000 American casualties 
have been suffered in vain. The Red 
aggressors will remain in power in Korea 
and the Communists will claim a great 
victory over the United Nations forces. 

We would have much greater hope for 
world peace if our negotiators would de- 
mand that all Chinese Communist forces 
be completely withdrawn from Korea 
before any settlement is discussed. We 
will not have achieved a victory over 
Communist aggression in Korea unless 
we insist that all of that country be 
united under a non-Communist govern- 
ment. Appeasement of communism by 
our Government during the last 5 years 
resulted in war in Korea. Further ap- 
peasement as evidenced by agreeing to 
Communist terms at the thirty-eighth 
parallel will lead to a new and bloodier 
war. 

Our only chance for world peace is 
to convince the Russians that if they 
provoke further Communist aggression 
it will bring on world war III and Rus- 
Sia will be destroyed. We can never dis- 
courage Communist aggression and keep 
the peace by a policy of appeasement in 
Korea, in China, in Europe, or anywhere 
else. We must remember the lessons 
of history and not repeat the tragic mis- 
take made at Munich where appease- 
ment of nazism led to World War II. 

The Chinese Ccmmunists are already 
claiming a great victory and are telling 
their people that the United States forces 
have been beaten in Korea and that- 
America is begging for peace. The Chi- 
nese Communist troops are on the move, 
threatening now to attack in Burma, 
French Indochina, and other parts of 
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Asia, at the sa_ne time intensifying their 
campaign to destroy any elements of 
anti-Communist forces still existing 
within China itself. 

Last March, Gen. Douglas MacArthur 
asked the Communist commanders in 
Korea to meet him on the battlefield 
and discuss a possible armistice on 
American terms. This action led to 
MacArthur’s dismissal. However, when 
Russian’s Jacob Malik suggested last 
month that a cease-fire order be effected 
in Korea, President Truman and Dean 
Acheson immediately announced that 
they would be happy to work out such an 
agreement with the Communist aggres- 
sors. No mention was made of the fact 
that Mr. Truman and Mr. Acheson had 
fired General MacArthur for suggest- 
ing a similar meeting but on American 
terms. When the Russians asked for a 
cease-fire meeting, Mr. Truman and Mr. 
Acheson jumped at the chance to do just 
what the Communists suggested. 

Everyone here in America wants 
peace. But there are grave doubts that 
we can ever gain peace in Korea or any- 
where else in the world by appeasing the 
Communists. Prime Minister Chamber- 
lain appeased the Nazis at Munich for 
“peace in our time” and a short while 
later the most devastating war in history 
broke out. Our own Government ap- 
peased the Russian Communists at Yalta 
and within 5 years the Communists had 
control of over 800,000,000 people in the 
world and we found ourselves at war in 
Korea. 

In our desire for peace, we might well 
remember the words of Patrick Henry 
when he said: 

Gentlemen may cry peace, peace, but there 
is no peace. Is life so dear and peace so 
sweet as to be purchased at the price of 
chains and slavery? Forbid it Aimighty God. 


We can well lose our hopes for peace in 
the world and our chances to prevent 
world war III if our Government accepts 
a peace settlement in Korea on Commu- 
nist terms which gives our enemies time 
to consolidate their gains and strengthen 
their forces for further aggression. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION AUTHOR- 
IZES NEW HOSPITAL FOR SOUTHERN 
CALIFORNIA 


Mr. SCUDDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCUDDER. Mr. Speaker, in the 
State of California, where there are over 
1,750,000 veterans—and the highest per- 
centage of veterans drawing compensa- 
tion and pension than any other State 
in the Union—the lack of available beds 
in Veterans’ Administration hospitals is 
a matter of vital concern. 

It is therefore very gratifying to make 
the announcement today that the Vet- 
erans’ Administration has selected a site 
in the Los Angeles area upon which a 
1,000-bed neuropsychiatric hospital, has 
been authorized for construction. 

There is a shortage of 3,375 beds now 
existing in Veterans’ Administration hos- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


pitals in California, to meet medical re- 
quirements of neuropsychiatric patients. 

Overcrowded and understaffed State 
mental institutions have been called upon 
to provide what attention they possibly 
can, and now administer to 2,965 pa- 
tients who should be provided for by the 
Federal Government. 

There are at least 311 recognized cases 
going without any care at all—simply 
because there has not been facilities 
available in VA or State institutions. 
They have been forced to remain at 
home, doing without the proper medical 
attention and care they should have. 

Such conditions are not fair to the 
patient, nor is it right to disregard such 
recognized mental cases and turn them 
loose on society. 

During the Eighty-first Congress, 
when I was a member of the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs, we saw documen- 
tary and first-hand evidence of such 
conditions as these, existing not only 
in California—but in several other 
States. 

We were appalled at the lack of proper 
facilities to care for veterans, and the 
apparent lack of interest on the part of 
an otherwise grateful society—to pro- 
vide these needs. 

The very men who w2re maimed phys- 
ically and mentally as the result of 
their defending our principles of free- 
dora on far-flung battlefields of the 
globe—were being neglected by their own 
Government which had made extensive 
promises of providing and maintaining 
facilities for their adequate care. 

The Veterans’ Administration hospital 
to be constructed in southern California 
for novropsychiatric patients, will fill 
a great need. Its authorization is in- 
deed gratifying to these of us who have 
carried on the fight to bring about its 
realization. 

But more important than that, it will 
provide a ray of hope for the mentally 
ill veterans. Through this hospital the 
road lies ahead for their return to a 
full life—and once again the possibility 
of resuming an important place in 
society. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recorp, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. Hays of Ohio and to include a 
newspaper editorial. 

Mr. BaRTLETT and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. Brooks in three instances and to 
include extraneous matter. . 

Mr. Ruopes and to include an address 
delivered by himself. 

Mr. Botting and to include a speech 
made by the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. McCormack]. 

Mr. Burnsive in two instances. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California in two 
instances, and in each to include a news- 
paper article. 

Mr. Kersten of Wisconsin in two in- 
stances. 

Mr. Ayres and to include a newspaper 
article. 
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Mr. Hore in three instances and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. JENISON and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. AsPINALL and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. Van Zaxpr (at the request of Mr. 
Brown of Ohio) and to include certain 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. Schwanz in three instances, in 
each to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Poutson to revise and extend the 
remarks he made in Committee of the 
Whole today and to include certain 
charts. 

Mr. McCormack (at the request of Mr, 
SHELLEY) and to include a letter from 
the President of the American Federa- 
tion of Tabor. 

Mr. Mutter in three instances, in each 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Dempsey (at the request of Mr. 
SHELLEY) and to include an article from 
the New York World-Telegram and Sun. 

Mr. HILTuxds in four instances, in 
each to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Martin of Iowa and to include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. McDonovucuH to revise and extend 
the remarks he made in Committee of 
the Whole today and to include extra- 
neous matter. 

Mr. Gwinn, in three instances, and in 
one to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Smitx of Wisconsin, in four in- 
stances, and to.include extraneous mat- 
ter. 

Mr. Encie in two instances in each 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Jupp in three instances, in each to 
include extraneous matter. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Commiitee 
on House A¢ministration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the 
following title, which was thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 2395. An act to amend title 18 of the 
United States Code, entitled “Crimes and 
Criminal Procedure,” to provide basic au- 
thority for certain activities of the United 
States Secret Service, and for other purposes. 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title: 

S. 109. An act to protect scenic values 
along the Grand Canyon Park Approach 
Highway (State 64) within the Kaibab Na- 
tional Forest, Ariz., and certain public-do- 
main lands under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of the Interior. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to Mr. WERDEL (at the 
request of Mr. Poutson), for an indefi- 
nite time, on account of illness in 
Bethesda Hospital with pneumonia, 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 5 o'clock and 40 minutes p. m.) the 
House, pursuant to its previous order, 
adjourned until Monday, July 9, 1951, at 
12 o’clock noon. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETO. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

591. A letter from the President, Board of 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia, 
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill en- 
titled, “A bill to amend the act creating a 
Juvenile Court for the District of Columbia, 
approved March 19, 1906, as amended”; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

592. A letter from the Archivist of the 
United States, transmitting a report on rec- 
ords proposed for disposal and lists or sched- 
ules covering records proposed for disposal by 
certain Government agencies; to the Com- 
mittee on House Administration. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. LARCADE: Committee on Public 
Works. H. R. 4332. A bill to authorize the 
city of Burlington, Iowa, to own, maintain, 
and operate a toll bridge across the Missis- 
sippi River at or near said city; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 684). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL: 

H. R. 4711. A bill to lighten combat fatigue 
and to improve the system of rotating mili- 
tary personnel to and from combat areas; to 
the Committee on Armed Services, 

By Mr. MCMULLEN: 

H. R. 4712, A bill to amend section 117 (j) 
of the Internal Revenue Code with respect 
to sales of real property on which there are 
growing crops; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. BAKEWELL: 

H. R. 4713. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, with respect to transporting 
narcotics in interstate commerce for the pur- 
pose of delivering the same to minors; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin: 

H. R. 4714. A bill to provide for the grant- 
ing of financial aid to Israel; to the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. CELLER: 

H. J. Res. 285. Joint resolution to authorize 
appropriate participation by the United 
States in commemoration of the one hundred 
and fiftieth anniversary of the establishment 
of the United States Military Academy; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BEAMER: 

H. Con. Res. 140. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing indignation at the arrest and con- 
viction of Associated Press correspondent 
William N. Oatis by the Czechoslovakian 
Government; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memo- 
rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 


By Mr. LANTAFF: Memorial of the Florida 
Legislature, 1951 session, memorializing the 
Congress of the United States to request the 
enactment of a Federal law forbidding the 
interstate transmission of racing informa- 
tion when the same is transmitted with such 
speed, detall, and accuracy as to further 
gambling purposes; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
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‘PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. AYRES: 

H. R. 4715. A bill for the relief of the 
estate of Joseph Deutsch, deceased; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BARRETT: 

H. R. 4716. A bill for the relief of James 
Frederick Kapnek and Pita Soref Kapnek; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BATES of Massachusetts: 

H. R. 4717. A bill for the relief of Jerrie 
Nagashima; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. GREENWOOD: 

H. R. 4718. A bill for the relief of Julia 

Endres; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. SASSCER: 

H. R. 4719. A bill for the relief of Yee 
Chin-ying and Yee Won-yi; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SHELLEY: 

H. R. 4720. A bill for the relief of Abdul 
Ghani, Abdul Karim, Baro Khan, Hamid 
Khan, Irfan Khan, Lal Khan, Lal Khan, 
Lookman Ali, Mohamed Khan Fazil Din, 
Mohamed Thuna Khan, Nona Mish, Rang, 
Razul Khan, and Yaqub Mohamed; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC, 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 


339. By the SPEAKER: Petition of National 
Association of Naval Technical Supervisors, 
San Mateo, Calif., relative to protesting the 
proposed elimination of cost of living pay 
differentials for certain local Federal em- 
ployees in the Territories; to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

340. Also, petition of Eastern Labor Press 
Conference, Washington, D. C., relative to 
being placed on record as protesting the 
continuation of the orders reducing the 
number of mail deliveries and reducing the 
distribution service of certain types of pub- 
lications, and requesting a return to the for- 
mer standards of service; to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service, 


SENATE 


Monpay, Jury 9, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 27, 
1951) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

Rev. Charles Wesley Lowry, Ph. D., 
rector, All Saints’ Episcopal Church, 
Chevy Chase, Md., offered the following 
prayer: 


Eternal God, from Thee all thoughts 
of truth and peace proceed. Thou art 
Thyself truth; Thou” art the central 
peace of the universe; Thou art Being in 
fullness and perfection; from Thee all 
things take their origin, and to Thee all 
things return. 

Grant, O God, that we may be still 
before the vision of Thy sublime im- 
mensity. Quiet our passions allay our 
fears, let us see our selfishness and be 
ashamed, Give us renewal in the deep 
places of our being. Baptize us again 
with the spirit of courage, faith, and a 
sound mind. Enable Thy servants of 
this House, charged with great respon- 
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sibilities and subjected to many pres- 
sures from many quarters, to will with 
steadfastness not their own desires and 
designs but Thy perfect will. Lift them 
above clamor and partisanship to Thy 
purity, and help them with energy and 
wisdom to serve this whole people. 

So may Thy Kingdom come end Thy 
sovereign purpose be set forward. To 
Thee, O God, be all glory, now and for- 
ever. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MCFARLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Friday, 
July 6, 1951, was dispensed with. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting 
nominations were communicated to the 
a by Mr. Miller, one of his secre- 
aries, 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED 
BILL SIGNED 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant 
reading clerk, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill (H. R. 2395) to amend title 
18 of the United States Code, entitled 
“Crimes and Criminal Procedure,” to 
provide basic authority for certain ac- 
tivities of the United States Secret Serv- 
ice, and for other purposes, and it was 
signed by the Vice President. 


TERMINATION OF STATE OF WAR WITH 
GERMANY — COMMUNICATION FROM 
THE PRESIDENT 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
has received a communication from the 
President of the United States, which the 
clerk will read. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 


THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, July 9, 1951. 
Hon. ALBEN W. BARKLEY, 
Vice President of the United States, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. VICE PRESIDENT: The prog- 
ress which has been made in the recov- 
ery of Europe and in the strengthening 
of democratie institutions there makes 
it appropriate at this time to end the 
status of Germany as an enemy coun- 
try. Bit by bit in recent years we have 
carried out a policy, agreed upon with 
our allies, of building up a freely elected 
German government, and returning to 
the German people an increasing degree 
of control over their affairs. This pol- 
icy has been most successful. As å legal 
matter, however, we are still in a state 
of war with Germany. It therefore be- 
comes desirable, in pursuance of our pol- 
icy, to bring this state of war to an end. 

Six years ago, when the wartime allies 
achieved complete victory over Ger- 
many, the country was destitute and 
there was no effective German govern- 
ment. Allied control was the only way 
to manage the prostrate country. We 
went forward with a clearly stated pol- 
icy which anticipated that after a period 
of Allied occupation and reconstruction 
we would be able, together with our al- 
lies, to conclude a treaty of peace wiih 
a newly established German govern- 
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ment—a government truly representa- 
tive of the German people, willing to as- 
sume its responsibilities as a member of 
the world community and anxious to 
work with its free neighbors in main- 
taining the peace and fostering the pros- 
perity of Europe. 

We have never deviated from this pol- 
icy. Neither have cur British and French 
allies. Unfortunately for all of us, how- 
ever, and especially for the people of Ger- 
many, Soviet Rusisa has actively pre- 
vented the growth of a representative 
democratic government in a unified Ger- 
many, and has thus made impossible for 
the time being the arrangement of a final 
peace settlement. The Soviet effort has 
been, instead, to cut the eastern third of 
Germany away from the rest of the coun- 
try and to develop it as a province of the 
new Soviet Empire. 

As it became plain that we could not 
expect Soviet cooperaticn in rebuilding 
all of Germany as a self-respecting, dem- 
ocratic and peaceful nation, we were 
forced to change our approach. The ul- 
timate fulfillment of our German policy 
had been delayed, but we were deter- 
mined to do all we could to advance that 
policy in the part of Germany under our 
control. We were joined in our efforts 
by the British and French Governments, 
Together with them, we gave the German 
people under our jurisdiction the chance 
to create their own government. Now, 
approximately two-thirds of the area of 
prewar Germany and three-fourths of 
the German people are free of Soviet con- 
trol, within the present borders of the 
German Federal Republic. The Govern- 
ment of the Federal Republic rests on a 
democratic constitution worked out by 
representatives of the people themselves 
and approved by the Western Occupying 
Powers. Since its birth in September 
1949, this German government has shown 
steadily increasing responsibility and 
readiness to take its place in the com- 
munity of free nations and to do its share 
toward building peaceful and cooperative 
relationships with its neighbors of the 
West. 

On their side, the occupying powers 
have shown faith in the German people 
and in the government of the Federal 
Republic by a continuing process of re- 
laxing occupation controls on the one 
hand and increasing the scope of the 
Federal Republic Government’s respon- 
sibility on the other. This process has 
been accompanied by a changing atti- 
tude on both sides. The relationship of 
conqueror and conquered is being re- 
placed by the relationship of equality 
which we expect to find among free men 
everywhere. 

Last September, the governments of 
Great Britain, France, and the United 
States took another step in harmony with 
their developing policy when they joined 
in the following statement regarding 
continuation of a state of war with Ger- 
many: 

In the spirit of the new relationship 
which they wish to establish with the Fed- 
eral Republic, the three governments have 
decided, as soon as action can be taken in 
all three countries in accordance with their 
respective constitutional requirements, to 
take the necessary steps in their domestic 
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legislation to terminate the state of war with _ 


Germany. 

This action will not affect the rights and 
status of the Three Powers in Germany, 
which rest upon other bases. It will, how- 
ever, create a firmer foundation for the de- 
veloping structure of peaceful and friendly 
relationships and will remove disabilities to 
which German nationals are subject. It is 
hoped that other nations will find it possi- 
ble to take similar action in accordance with 
their own constitutional practices. 


In this statement, our Government 
and the governments of the other west- 
ern occupying powers clearly recognized 
the desirability of bringing the existing 
technical state of war to a close, and 
pledged themselves to take action in col- 
laboration with one another to that end. 
Since this declaration was issued, dis- 
cussions have been held with the other 
friendly countries who are also in a tech- 
nical state of war with Germany, and 
most of them have indicated their will- 
ingness to take similar action in the near 
future, thus lifting Germany from its 
present enemy status. 

Ending the state of war with Germany 
will have many tangible benefits. Ger- 
mans who wish to travel or do business 
here will receive the status accorded to 
national of other friendly governments. 
They will no longer be classed as 
enemies, While Germans have been 
permitted to have commercial relations 
with this country since the Presidential 
proclamation of December 31, 1946, de- 
claring hostilities at an end, German 
citizens are still subject to certain dis- 
abilities, particularly with respect to 
suits in United States courts. General 
disabilities of this kind will be eliminated 
by the termination of the present state 
of war. 

The termination of the state of war 
with Germany will not affect the status 
of the occupation. The rights of the 
occupying pcwers do not rest upon the 
existence of a state of war, as such, and 
will not be affected by its legal termina- 
tion. The rights of the occupying powers 
result from the conquest of Germany, ac- 
companied by the disintegration and 
disappearance of its former government, 
and the allied assumption of supreme 
authority. We are not surrendering 
these rights by terminating the state of 
war. We do intend, however, in agree- 
ment with our allies, to grant the Fed- 
eral Republic increasing authority over 
its own affairs, and eventually to see 
Germany restored as a fully sovereign 
nation. 

Similarly, the termination of the state 
of war will not affect in any way the 
rights or privileges, such as the right 
to reparations, which the United States 
and its citizens have acquired with re- 
spect to Germany as a result of the war. 

Furthermore, it is not intended that 
the termination of the state of war shall 
in any way change or alter the program, 
which Congress has authorized, of seiz- 
ing, under the Trading With the Enemy 
Act, German property in this country on 
or before December 31, 1946, and using 
the proceeds to pay just and legitimate 
claims arising from the war in accord- 
ance with the War Claims Act of 1948. 
The vesting of German property under 
this program does not extend to property 
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acquired since tire resumption of trade 
with Germany on January 1, 1947, fol- 
lowing the cessation of hostilities. It is 
limited to German property and rights 
located here before or during the period 
of hostilities. 

Most of this German property has al- 
ready been identified and vested. This 
Government does not intend to embark 
ol. any new program in this field. How- 
ever, some of the property already sub- 
ject to vesting is believed to be cloaked 
or hidden and not yet discovered, and 
seme is still under examination or sub- 
ject to legal proceedings. Most of the 
property remaining unvested is involved 
in prublems of conflicting jurisdiction 
between this and other governments, 
which are in the process of settlement 
by negotiation under authority of legis- 
lation which was enacted in September 
of last year. 

Should the vesting power lapse im- 
mediately, this Government would find it 
difficult to wind up this program in an 
orderly way, or to carry out its commit- 
ments for the equitable settlement of 
intergovernmental differences relating to 
enemy property. 

Completion of the vesting of wartime 
enemy property, even after the conclu- 
sion of peace, is commonly accepted 
practice in connection with the settle- 
ment of claims between the nations 
which were at war. Our peace treaties 
with Bulgaria, Hungary, Rumania, and 
Italy all authorize the continued vesting 
and retention of such property. 

In the absence of treaty provisions, 
however, there may be legal obstacles to 
the continued vesting of German prop- 
erty, after the termination of the state 
of war, unless there are changes in our 
existing statutes. According to the 
terms of the Trading With the Enemy 
Act, many of its powers expire at the 
“end of the war,” a phrase which the act 
defines to mean the date of proclaiming 
the exchange of ratifications of a treaty 
of peace, or an earlier date fixed by 
Presidential proclamation. There is 
some doubt that the vesting powers of 
the Trading With the Enemy Act can be 
exercised after the termination of the 
state of war, unless expressly provided 
for in new legislation. 

This doubt should be eliminated, and 
it should be made clear that the Con- 


, gress intends the vesting of German 


property for the purpose of paying war 
claims to continue. 

In these circumstances, I believe that 
the best method for terminating the 
state of war with Germany would be Ly 
the enactment of appropriate legislation 
in advance of the issuance of a Presi- 
dential proclamation. 

Such action will give the German peo- 
ple a new demonstration of our desire to 
help bring them back to membership 
among the nations of the free world. It 
will represent another and logical step 
on the road which leads toward the 
eventual restoration of German inde- 
pendence. 

I will appreciate it if you will lay this 
matter before the Congress for its con- 
sideration. For the convenience of the 
Congress, I am attaching a draft of a 
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joint resolution that would be appropri- 
ate to achieve these objectives. 
Very sincerely yours, 
HARRY S. TRUMAN. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The com- 
munication from the President and the 
accompanying paper, will be referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators 
be permitted to transact routine busi- 
ness and insert matters in the RECORD, 
without debate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 


REPORT ON ADMINISTRATION OF FOREIGN 
AGENTS REGISTRATION ACT 

A letter from the Attorney General, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the 
administration of the Foreign Agents Regis- 
tration Act of 1938, as amended, for the 
calendar year 1950 (with an accompanying 
report); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


INTERIM REPORT OF WEATHER BUREAU 


A letter from the Secretary of Commerce, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the third 
interim report of the Weather Bureau of the 
Department. of Commerce, fiscal year 1951 

(with an accompanying report); to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 


REPORT ON LEASES OF REAL AND PERSONAL 
PROPERTY, DEPARTMENT OF THE Navy 


A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Navy, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report on leases of real and personal prop- 
erty by the Navy Department, for the period 
January 1 to June 30, 1951 (with an accom- 
panying report); to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 


REPORT ON COLLBRAN PROJECT, COLORADO 
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a report on the Collbran project, Colorado 
(with an accompanying report); to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
REPORT ON PROPERTY OUTLEASED BY DEPART- 
MENT OF AIR FORCE 
A letter from the Director, Legislation and 
Liaison, Department of the Air Force, trens- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of prop- 
erty outleased by the Air Force, as of June 
1, 1951 (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 
REPORT ON ADVANCE PLANNING PROGRAM 
A letter from the Acting Administrator, 
Housing and Home Finance Agency, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the 
administration of the Advance Planning 
Program (with an accompanying report); to 
the Committee on Public Works. 
REPORT OF COMMISSION ON RENOVATION OF 
EXECUTIVE MANSION 
A letter from the Acting Chairman of the 
Commission on Renovation of the Executive 
Mansion, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report on the execution of the plan for the 
on or other appropriate disposition 
of all the materials removed from the Execu- 
tive Mansion (with an accompanying re- 
port); to the Committee on Public Works. 
Laws ENACTED BY MUNICIPAL COUNCILS or ST. 
THOMAS AND St. JOHN Ax Sr. Crorx, V. I. 


A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
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copies of laws enacted by the Municipal 
Councils of St. Thomas and St. John and St. 
Croix, V. I. (with accompanying papers): 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate and referred as indicated: 


By the VICE PRESIDENT: 
A joint resolution of the Legislature of 
the State of Wisconsin; to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare: 


“Assembly Joint Resolution 71 


“Joint resolution memorializing the Con- 
gress of the United States to authorize the 
Federal Security Administrator to bring to 
Washington, District of Columbia, theater 
productions of land-grant and State and 
other accredited colleges and universities 


“Whereas the authorization to bring 
theater productions of land-grant and State 
and other accredited colleges and universi- 
ties to Washington, District of Columbia, 
would enhance a general American cultural- 
arts program; and 

“Whereas cultural programs of participat- 
ing schools would gain enormous benefits; 
and 

“Whereas further development of college 
theater productions would afford increased 
entertainment for large numbers of peo- 
ple; and 

“Whereas the Eighty-second Congress of 
the United States has before it for consider- 
ation bill S. 266 which would authorize 
the Federal Security Administration to bring 
to W: , District of Columbia, theater 
production of land-grant and State and 
other accredited colleges and universities: 
Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the assembly (the senate con- 
curring), That the Legislature of the State 
of Wisconsin memorialize the Congress of 
the United States to enact such legislation 
to authorize the Federal Security Admin- 
istration to bring to Washington, District of 
Columbia, theater productions of land-grant 
and State and other accredited colleges and 
universities; and be it further 

“Resolved, That properly attested copies of 
this resolution be sent to the clerk of each 
House of the Congress, and to each Wiscon- 
sin Member thereof. 

“Ora R. RICE, 
“Speaker of the Assembly. 
“ARTHUR L. May, 
“Chief Clerk of the Assembly. 
“GEORGE M. SMITH, 
“President of the Senate. 
“Tuomas M. DONAHUE, 
“Chief Clerk of the Senate.” 


A resolution adopted by the Board of Com- 
missioners of the City of Covington, Ky., 
relating to the appropriation for the contin- 
uation of the Covington flood wall; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

A letter in the nature of a memorial from 
the National Association of Naval Technical 
Supervisors, San Mateo, Calif., signed by 
Brian E. Menzies, president, remonstrating 
against the proposed elimination of cost of 
living pay differentials for certain local Fed- 
eral employees in the Territories (with an 
accompanying paper); to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

A resolution adopted by the Rhode Island 
State Aerie of the Fraternal Order of Eagles, 
at Providence, R. I., relating to inflation; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

The petition of Mrs. L. Shapiro, of New 
York, N. Y., praying for the enactment of 
legislation to curb rents and food prices; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

A telegram in the nature of a petition from 
District 6 Council, United Furniture Workers 
of America, CIO, signed by Carl Hartman, 
president, Evansville, Ind., relating to roll- 
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back of prices and a strong Defense Produc- 
tion Act; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

Resolutions adopted by the Italian-Ameri- 
can World War Veterans of the United States, 
Inc., department of New York, relating to 
the existing Italian treaty, and so forth; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

A resolution adopted by the annual con- 
vention of the Grand Lodge of Massachusetts, 
Order of Sons of Italy in America, at Mag- 
nolia, Mass., relating to an amendment of 
the Displaced Persons Act, so as to extend 
the present limits of the act to include dis- 
placed persons in Italy; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

A resolution adopted by the American As- 
sociation of Workers for the Blind, in con- 
vention at Daytona Beach, Fla., favoring the 
enactment of legislation to establish a 
strong, effective, and permanent Federal pro- 
gram for the rehabilitation of the blind and 
other severely disabled war veterans; to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

A resolution adopted at the Eastern Labor 
Press Conference, Washington, D. C., protest- 
ing against the continuation of the order 
of the Postmaster General curtailing certain 
mail deliveries; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The followin: reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary; without amendment: 

S. 302. A bill to amend section 32 (a) (2) 
of the Trading With the Enemy Act (Rept. 
No. 503); 

S. 426. A bill for the relief of Teruko Oku- 
aki (Rept. No. 504); 

S. 462. A bill for the relief of Rosita Anita 
Navarro and Ramona Alicia Navarro (Rept. 
No. 505); 

S. 1845. A bill to amend acts relating to 
fees payable to the clerk of the United States 
District Court for the District of Columbia, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 506); 

H. R. 702. A bill for the relief of Karl Chi- 
mani and Ada Chimani (Rept. No. 507); 

H. R. 783. A bill for the relief of Bela Abeles 
and Maria Abeles (Rept. No. 508); 

H.R.791. A bill for the relief of Bror 
Rainer Heikel (Rept. No. 509); 

H. R. 1096. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Gizella Kezdy-Reich (Rept. No. 510); 

H. R. 1104. A bill for the relief of Marie 
Louise Sageros (Rept. No. 511); 

H. R. 1157. A bill for the relief of Lum 
Ying (Rept. No. 512); 

H. R. 1233. A bill for the relief of Mrs, 
Vasilia Parselles (Rept. No. 513); 

H. R. 1691. A bill for the relief of Sylvio 
Latino (Rept. No. 514); 

H. R. 1973. A bill for the relief of Sanae 
Iida (Rept. No. 515); 

H. R. 2064. A bill for the relief of Doctor 
Thor Sevcenko (Rept. No. 516); 

H. R. 2170. A bill for the relief of Mrs, 
Johanna Maria Lummer Valentine (Rept. 
No. 517); 

H. R. 2180. A bill for the relief of Mrs, 
Florence E. Homann and her son, John A. 
Villas (Rept. No. 518); 

H. R. 2204. A bill for the relief of Lamar 
Calloway (Rept. No. 519); 

H. R. 2299. A bill for the relief of Biagio 
Poidimani (Rept. No. 520); 

H. R. 2406. A bill for the relief of B. H. 
Manley (Rept. No. 521); 

H.R. 2408, A bill for the relief of Mrs, 
Margit Helena Falk Raboff (Rept. No. 522); 

H. R. 2455. A bill for the relief of Ars. 
Maryanna Boppel (Rept. No. 523); 

H. R. 3455. A bill to amend section 4202 of 
title 18, United States Code, relating to pa- 
role of Federal prisoners (Rept. No. 524); 


1951 


H. R.3665. A bill for the relief of Mrs, 
Margarete Katharina Metz (Rept. No. 525); 
and 

H. R. 3950. A bill for the relief of Rita V. L. 
Flaherty (Rept. No. 526). 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, with an amendment: 

S. 76. A bill for the relief of Herbert H. 
Heller (Rept. No. 527); 

S. 100. A bill to record the lawful admis- 
sion for permanent residence of certain 
aliens (Rept. No. 528); 

S. 121. A bill for the relief of Tryntje 
Bierema (Rept. No. 529); 

S. 168. A bill for the relief of Helmuth 
Russow and Volker Harpe (Rept. No. 530); 

S. 269. A bill for the relief of Nicholas 
Papaeconomou (Rept. No. 531); 

5.810. A bill for the relief of Howard I. 
Smith (Rept. No. 532); 

S. 1133. A bill for the relief of Sophie 
Strauss (Rept. No. 533); and 

S. 1279. A bill for the relief of Davis Min 
Lee (Rept, No. 534). 

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, with amendments: 

S. 83. A bill for the relief of First Lt. 
James E. Wilcox (Rept. No. 535); 


S. 1474. A bill for the relief of E. C. Browder 


and Charles Kenyon (Rept. No. 536); and 

H. R. 4106. A bill to amend title 28 of the 
United States Code entitled “Judiciary and 
Judicial Procedure” by adding a new section 
thereto known as section 1732b to permit 
the photographic reproduction of business 
records and the introduction of the same in 
evidence (Rept. No. 537). 

By Mr. DOUGLAS, from the Committee on 
Banking and Currency: 

S. J. Res. 78. Joint resolution to make the 
restrictions of the Federal Reserve Act on 
holding office in a member bank inappli- 
cable to M. S. Szymczak when he ceases to 
be a member of the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 538). 


AMENDMENT OF UNITED STATES CODE 
RELATING TO PROCEDURE IN CON- 
DEMNATION PROCEEDINGS — REPORT 
OF A COMMITTEE 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on the Judiciary, I report 
favorably an original joint resolution to 
amend title 28 of the United States Code 
so as to add thereto a chapter relating 
to procedure in condemnation proceed- 
ings, and I submit a report (No. 502) 
thereon. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report 
will be received, and the joint resolution 
will be placed on the calendar. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 82) to 
amend title 28 of the United States Code 
so as to add thereto a chapter relating 
to procedure in condemnation proceed- 
ings, was read twice by its title and 
placed on the calendar. 


EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME OF IN- 
COME FROM DISCHARGE OF INDEBT- 
EDNESS — REPORT OF COMMITTEE — 
AMENDMENTS 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the bill 
(H. R. 2416) relating to exclusion from 
gross income of income from discharge 
of indebtedness, was recommitted to the 
Committee on Finance with instructions 
to report the bill within 2 weeks, in- 
cluding the McFarland amendment— 
that is to say, the amendment relating 
to old age assistance, aid to the blind, 
dependent children, and so forth. From 
the Committee on Finance, I report the 
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bill favorably, with amendments, and I 
submit a report (No. 539) thereon. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report 
will be received, and the bill will be 
placed on the calendar. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I sub- 
mit an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by me to the bill (H. R. 2416) re- 
lating to exclusion from gross income 
of income from discharge of indebted- 
ness, which was just reported from the 
Committee on Finance, by the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE]. I will call 
it up at the appropriate time. 

I ask unanimous consent that there be 
printed in the Recorp a statement I have 
prepared on the amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be received and printed, and 
will lie on the table, and, without objec- 
tion, the statement presented by the 
Senator from New York will be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The statement is as follows: 

STATEMENT By SENATOR LEHMAN 

I have prepared an amendment to H. R. 
2416 as reported out by the Senate Finance 
Committee, designed to minimize the dis- 
crimination in public assistance made avail- 
able under the Social Security Act for the 
people of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, 

My amendment decreases the discrimina- 
tion now directed against Puerto Rico and 
the Virgin Islands and proposed to be con- 
tinued in the bill now before us. My amend- 
ment would make Puerto Rico and the Vir- 
gin Islands eligible to receive Federal pay- 
ments for the aged, blind, and the perma- 
nently and totally disabled equivalent to 
two-thirds of the first $26 paid out by Puerto 
Rico and the Virgin Islands in public assist- 
ance benefits, and one-half of any excess up 
to $30 per month, rather than one-half of 
any payments, up to $30 as is now provided. 
The bill now before us, as recommended by 
the Finance Committee, would provide Fed- 
eral grants of three-fourths of the first $26 
for all the States and one-half of the excess 
up to $53 per month, My amendments make 
appropriate changes for aid to dependent 
children to conform to the amendments for 
the aged, the blind, and the disabled. 

Under the terms of my amendment, the 
present flat limitation of $4,250,000 on Fed- 
eral payments for public assistance in Puerto 
Rico, and $160,000 on similar payments to 
the Virgin Islands would not be affected 
whatsoever. 

Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands are 
integral parts of the United States. While 
certain Federal taxes are, in fact, waived 
in the case of Puerto Rico and the Virgin 
Islands—to a greater extent in Puerto Rico 
than the Virgin Islands—this waiver is in 
specific recognition of the special economic 
problems of these islands and is not, and 
never was, intended by the Congress to set 
these people apart from all other citizens 
of the United States and other integral areas 
of this country in the treatment accorded 
such citizens under our laws. 

In my judgment, it is paradoxical to waive 
the payment of Federal income taxes and 
to return certain internal revenue collec- 
tions to Puerto Rico in recognition of its 
special economic problems and then to turn 
around and deny Puerto Rico an equitable 
share of Federal payments for public assist- 
ance grants under our social security law. 
The fact that the Congress has seen fit to 
provide these special tax exemptions to 
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands empha- 
sizes, rather than minimizes, the need for 
full social security payments to these peo- 
ple. 
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If the time comes—and I hope it comes— 
when Puerto Rico can pay its share of the 
Federal income tax, that tax should be as- 
sessed, but Puerto Rico should not be de- 
prived of its fair share of public assistance 
payments under the social-security law. 

I recognize that the committee has not 
had an opportunity to study this amend- 
ment, However, it is an extremely simple 
amendment whose justice can easily be seen 
by the Senate without extensive study. The 
amendment would not increase the Federal 
share above the commitment already made 
by the Congress in the Social Security Act 
amendments of 1950. It would make an 
additional $1,750,000 a year available to 
Puerto Rico within the $4,250,000 maximum 
already authorized. Similarly, for the Vir- 
gin Islands, it would not increase the Fed- 
eral cost above the $160,000 maximum now 
in the Federal law but it would make $75,- 
000 a year available to the Virgin Islands, 
within the maximum already in the statute. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, on 
behalf of myself and the Senator from 
New York [Mr. LEHMAN], I submit an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
us jointly, to the bill (H. R. 2416) re- 
lating to exclusion from gross income of 
income from discharge of indebtedness. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be received and printed, and 
will lie on the table. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PERSONNEL AND FUNDS 


Pursuant to Senate Resolution 153, 
Eightieth Congress, first session, the fol- 
lowing reports were received by the Sec- 
retary of the Senate: 

JUNE 30, 1951. 

REPORT OF SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON 

SMALL BUSINESS 
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant 
te Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Congress, 
first session, submits the following report 
showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and 
its subcommittees for the period from Jan- 
uary 3, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with 
the funds available to and expended by it 
and its subcommittees: 


Total 
Name and profession apnea. | salary 
salary received 
Laurance G. Henderson, profes- 
sional staff member $10, 846. 00 85, 423. 00 
Charles E. Shaver, professional 
staff member 10, 846. 00 5, 423.00 
Walter B. Stults, professional 
staff member — A 9,019, 50) 4, 509. 75 
Blake O’Connor, professional staff 
Minna . Rasper chief dak 1 18 
nna uppert, chief elerx. k „ 426, 85 
Ruth N. Thomas, assistant chief 
On AEA DE R 5, 544. 82| 2, 587. 53 
Elizabeth B , Clerical assistant. 4, 241, 29) 1,831. 59 
Saidee F. B ir, clerical assistant. 4, 007. 40 2,033.75 
Esther M. Joyce (resigned), clerical 
GIANG SS E 4. 007. 40 180. 77 
Sara Betty Lasky (from May 15), 
clerical assistant 3, 980.59) 497. 56 
Susan E. Liebman (Jan. 16-29, 
resigned), clerical assistant 4. 241. 290 188. 17 
Vivian V. Lynn (Mar. 1 to May 14, 
resigned), clerical assistant 4. 067. 40 836. 07 
Minnie Moultrie (Jan. 1-24, re- 
signed), clerical assistant 4, 007. 40 271. 16 


Senu O. Novak (from Jan, 19 


to June), clerical assistant 


3, 980. 59} 1, 791. 23 


„00 


4, 950. 55 
JOHN SPARKMAN, 
Chairman, 
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June 30, 1951. 
REPORT or SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON SMALL 
BUSINESS (Pursuant To S. Res. 42, AGREED 
To FEBRUARY 1, 1951} 
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant 
to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Congress, 
first session, submits the following report 
showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and its 
subcommittecs for the period from February 
1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with the 
funds available to and expended by it and 
its subcommittees: 


Rate of | potat 
Name and profession eal — . 
salary recefve 
John E. Newby, Jr. (from Mar. 5), 
fessional member 208. 45 2. 988. 49 
R. — 3 professional 
— A 9,019. 59 | 3,758.15 
Lee ay pose tal (from Feb. 21), asso- 
— — 6, 066. 23 | 2,190, 54 
Bernard H — 2 (from Feb. 1 
jeal assistant 6, 326, 94 | 2,355.00 

Marina Dixon, datai 3 3, 980. 59 1, 688. 55 

DE — (from Mar. 12), cler 
Fru area 15 e scans a 3, 806. 78 | 1, 152. 60 
5 5 Se ar, 12 to 

fary Fr — 3, 806. 78 | 1, 040. 88 
Vivian Lynn Feb. 6 to 6 to: 28, re- 

signed), ical assistant 4, 087. 49 282. 46 
Margaret MeCormick (reb 5 to 

May 23), clerical assistant 4, 241. 29 | 1,254.15 
Lila Pounds (from Feb. 15. clerical 

SESE 3, 459.17 | 1, 287.56 
Margaret Tucker (from May 19), 

Clerical assistant... 3, 806. 78 444.12 
Helen Whitaker, clerical assistant. 3,508.78 | 1,395.81 
Mes E. Liebman (Feb. 9 to Mar. 

resigned), clerical assistant... 3, 489. 17 182, 56 
Willert ©. Alford, Jr. (from June 
21), messenger 3, 024. 66 84.01 
sao ee) — 20, 108. 85 
Funds authorized or appropriated for com- 

mittee expenditure $25, 000. 00 
Amount — — (salaries, 520, 108, S5 other 

expenses, $3,897 01) M 24, 005. 86 

Balance unexpended..........--------- of4. 14 
JOHN SPaARKMAN, 
Chairman, 
June 30, 1951. 


REPORT oF COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 


INTERNAL SECURITY SUBCOMMITTEE (UNDER 
AUTHORITY OF S. RES. 7, AGREED TO JANUARY 
29, 1951) 


To the SECRETARY oF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant 
to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Congress, 
first session, submits the following report 
showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and its 
subcommittees for the period from February 
1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with the 
funds available to and expended by it and 
its subcommittees: 


Rate of 

Total 

Name and profession Toss) | salary 
— 5 received 
Baker, Dorothy C., stenographer.../$5, 023. 41 093, 05 
— 
inves a 1l 

. vena | yas 
V 31, 1951), stenographer 1, 255. 83 
Edwar investigator. =- 2 12 2.702. 36 
* — — — eS oS — 587.65 | 274. 48 
e ee T a 727.43 
1 bh rer] X, Grom Mar. 34, 10, 846. 00 8 
S sana 846. 00 as 
r 
—— 1 
orris, Robert bert, special cou — 10, 846, 765. 95 

Somes, Nao ot from mee 14, na 8 >: 

— . 1. 
Utley, Frede (from Apr. 10, to June > Lae 
15, 1951), research cler 4, 502. 00 $25, 35 


Walker, Marion L., (from Apr. 1, 
1851), stenographer 
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vanes authorized or aj ae for com- 
iture: J Res 1 es. 7, — 8. 


Res. 966, 0,000.2 ——7—«Cj¶j $85, 000. 
Amount expended—— — 32,449. 41 
Balance unexpended———- 82, 550. 59 
Pat McCarran, 
Chairman, 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRO- 
DOD 


Bills and a joint resolution were in- 
troduced, read the first time and, by 
unanimous consent, the second time. 
and referred as follows: 


By Mr. KILGORE: 

S. 1814. A bill for the relief of certain 
aliens from Finland; and 

S. 1815. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Jessie 
Sibert; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 

By Mr. TAFT: 

S. 1816. A bill for the relief of Shizu Hase- 
gawa Crockett; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Br. KNOWLAND: 

S. 1817. A bill to amend the Universal Mili- 
tary Training and Service Act to provide for 
the deportation of certain aliens who apply 
for relief from liability thereunder; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

S. 1818. A bill to amend section 324A of 
the Nationality Act of 1940, as amended, to 
provide for the nationalization of certain 
aliens serving in the Armed Forces in time 
of war or hostilities; to the Committee on 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. NIXON: 

S. 1819. A bill for the relief of Wolfgang 

Vogel; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina: 

S. 1820. A bill to promote the rescue of 
civilian employees of the Federal Govern- 
ment who are lost in the performance of 
their official duties, to continue salary pay- 
ments of such employees, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. MOODY: 

S. 1821. A bill for the relief of Dr. Man- 
ousos A. Petrohelos; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McCARRAN: 

S. J. Res. 82. Joint resolution to amend 
title 28 of the United States Code so as to 
add thereto a chapter relating to procedure 
in condemnation proceedings; reported by 
Mr. McCarran, from the Committee on the 
Judiciary, and ordered to be placed on the 
calendar. 

(See the remarks of Mr. McCarrAn when 
he reported the above joint resolution, which 
appear under a separate heading.) 


Mr. CONNALLY submitted the fol- 
lowing resolution (S. Res. 171), which 
was referred to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Foreign 
Relations hereby is authorized to e 
from the contingent fund of the Senate, 
during the Eighty-second Congress, $10,000 
in addition to the amount, and for the same 
purpose, specified in section 134 (a) of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act approved 
August 2, 1946. 

INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 

TIONS—AMENDMENT 


Mr. HUNT (for himself, Mr. Macnu- 
son, and Mr. HUMPHREY) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
them, jointly, to the bill (H. R. 3790) 
making appropriations for the Depart- 
ment of the Interior for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1952, and for other pur- 
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poses, which was ordered to lie on the 


oo table and to be printed. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951—AMENDMENT 


Mr. HOLLAND (for himself and Mr. 
SMATHERS) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by them, jointly, 
to the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide reve- 
nue, and for other purposes, which was 
referred to the Committee on Finance, 
and ordered to be printed. 


NOTICE OF MOTION TO SUSPEND THE 
RULE—AMENDMENT TO INTERIOR DE- 
PARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL 


Mr. WILLIAMS submitted the follow- 
ing notice in writing: 


In accordance with rule XL of the Stand- 
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice 
in writing that it ‘s my intention to move 
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the 
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 3790) 
making appropriations for the Department 
of the Interior for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1952, and for other purposes, the 
following amendment; namely, at the proper 
place ir. the bill to insert: 

“Sec. —. No funds or contract author- 
izations made available by this act shall be 
used for the construction of any structure, 
work, or other project unless (1) stich con- 
struction is certified by the Secretary of 
Defense to be essential to national security, 
or (2) the construction of such structure 
work, or other project has been commenced 
prior to the enactment of this act, and sub- 
stantial detriment to the interests of the 
United States will result if the proposed 
further construction is not carried out.” 


Mr. WILLIAMS also submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to House bill 3790, making appro- 
priations for the Department of the In- 
terior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1952, and for other purposes, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

(For text of amendment referred to, 
see the foregoing notice.) 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session, 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


As in executive session, 
The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 


By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

Edward Jordan Dimock, of New York, to be 
United States district Judge for the southern 
district of New York, vice George Murray 
Hulbert, deceased; 

Loomis E. Cranor, of Kentucky, to be 
United States marshal for the western dis- 
trict of Kentucky; and 

Cyril Michael, of the Virgin Islands, to be 
district attorney for the district court of the 
Virgin Islands, vice Francisco Corneiro, whose 
term will expire July 3, 1951. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

Harvey Erickson, of Washington, to be 
United States attorney for the eastern dis- 
trict of Washington; and 

Wayne Bezona, of Washington, to be 
United States marshal for the eastern dis- 
trict of Washington. 


1951 


Ey Mr. HILL, from the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare: 

James A. Shannon and sundry other can- 
didates for appointment and promotion in 
the Regular Corps of the Public Health 
Service. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, 
ETC., PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Ap- 
pendix, as follows: 

By Mr. HILL: 

Article entitled “United States Must Not 
Let Korean Peace Bring Letdown in Military 
Effort,” written by Senator Moopy and pub- 
lished in the Washington Star of July 8, 
1951. 


By Mr. LEHMAN: 

Article entitled “The Kremlin Changes the 
Tune—Temporarily,” written by C. L. Sulz- 
berger, and published in the New York 
Times of July 8, 1951. 

By Mr. LODGE: 

Editorial entitled “High Honor” pub- 
lished in the Boston Post of July 5, 1951, re- 
lating to the number of Medal of Honor 
winners from Massachusetts in the Korean 
conflict. 

By Mr. KEFAUVER: 

Address entitled Our Federal Prisons Are 
Good,” delivered by J. Pope Dyer, of Chatta- 
nooga, Tenn. 

By Mr. TAFT: 

Excerpts from a commencement address 
delivered by Felix Morley at Bethany Col- 
lege, West Virginia, on June 10, 1951. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska: 

Editorial entitled “‘Big Wind’ From An- 
chorage,” published in the Ketchikan 
(Alaska) Daily News of June 26, 1951. 

Editorial entitled “Are There No Patri- 
ots?” published in the Omaha World-Her- 
ald of July 2, 1951, relating to assistance to 
foreign countries, 

Editorial entitled “What Could Have Ver- 
digre Done With $450,000 To Improve the 
Town?“ recently published in the Verdigre 
(Nebr.) Eagle. 


SHIPMENT OF WAR MATERIAL TO COM- 
MUNIST PORTS—EDITORIAL FROM THE 
BISMARCK (N. DAK.) LEADER 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, in the 
July 5, 1951, issue of the Bismarck Leader 
there appeared an editorial entitled “A 
Dirty Business,” from which I read: 

Traitor is a dirty word to be throwing 
around. It shouldn't be usod unless you 
really mean it. But what other word is there 
to apply to the American and other United 
Nations’ citizens who are using their ships to 
send war material to Communist ports? 

Our American “businessmen”—if that is 
the right word for them—are being foxy 
enough to list their ships under Panamanian 
registry. By so doing, they hope to keep their 
dirty hands clean; they hope that American 
mothers and fathers and brothers and chil- 
dren won't find out that these businessmen 
are selling to the enemy the materials that 
kill and maim our men in Korea. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the entire editorial be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

A Dirty BUSINESS 

Traitor is a dirty word to be throwing 
around. It shouldn't be used unless you 
really mean it. But what other word is there 
to apply to the American and other United 
Nations’ citizens who are using their ships to 
send war material to Communist ports? 
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Our American “businessmen”—if that is 
the right word for them—are being foxy 
enough to list their ships under Panamanian 
registry. By so doing, they hope to keep 
their dirty hands clean; they hope that Amer- 
ican mothers and fathers and brothers and 
children won't find out that these business- 
men are selling to the enemy the materials 
that kill and maim our men in Korea. 

We can be thankful that only a few per- 
sons are engaged in such a dirty business. 
But even a few is too many, 

If such practices don’t give “aid and com- 
fort to the enemy,” then we don’t know what 
the phrase means. 

Here's a brief item from Time that should 
be of interest to all Canadians, as well as 
to all other members of the United Nations: 

“With its overwhelming majority in Par- 

liament, Canada’s Liberal Government can 
quickly smother discussion of any embarrass- 
ing subject. That seemed to be the Liberal 
strategy last week when the Tory opposition 
again raised the question of the Ming Sung 
Industrial Co. fiying the Canadian flag. 
Ming Sung's five ships sail regularly from 
Hong Kong and Macao to Communist China, 
despite Canada’s support of the United Na- 
tions strategic embargo against the Chinese 
Reds. 
“Maj. Gen. George Pearkes, the Tories’ mil- 
itary critic, read a telegram from the China 
Officers Guild at Hong Kong reporting that 
the Canadian-registered, Chinese-manned 
Ming Sung ships were loading war materials 
for Red China at Macao. Tory Leader George 
Drew demanded that the Canadian registry 
for the ships be withdrawn. Said Drew: 
‘These ships * * * assist the enemy at 
a time when that enemy is sending its troops 
to fight our troops in Korea.” 

“Liberals acknowledged that such valuable 
commodities as scrap iron and rubber tires 
for Red China were aboard the Ming Sung 
ships. But they excused the traffic as a mi- 
nor affair, defending Ming Sung’s Canadian 
registry as a protective device for Canadian 
investors and taxpayers, i. e., the banks who 
hold Ming Sung ship mortgages. Prime Min- 
ister St. Laurent flatly refused to withdraw 
the ships’ Canadian charter. The Liberal 
majority, without a single defection from 
the ranks, voted down, 116 to 36, the Tory 
proposal to cancel the registry.” 

Isn’t that trading with the enemy? Our 
good Canadian neighbors are doing it by ma- 
jority public vote in their parliament. Our 
few Americans who are doing it have the 
shame to hide behind a phony Panamanian 
registration. 

Both are wrong, in our opinion. It seems 
to us that every person engaged in’ this 
shabby trade might change his mind if he 
got a telegram from his Nation’s War De- 
partment that reads like this: 

“We deeply regret to inform you that a 
member of your family was killed this week 
in the service of his country and the per- 
formance of his duty.” 

Maybe that would wake up some of the 
gentlemen who seem to think that war is 
nothing but a heaven-sent opportunity to 
fill their pockets without troubling to fulfill 
their duty. 


PERSECUTION OF WILLIAM N. OATIS 


Mr. O’CONOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may have 4 
minutes to address the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none, and the 
Senator from Maryland may proceed, 

Mr. O'CONOR, Mr. President, one of 
the basic principles upon which the 
American way of life is founded is free- 
dom of speech. This right to freedom of 
expression has been jealously defended 
and maintained even in the most hectic 
periods of our national life. To every 
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one who has any real conception of what 
American citizenship and what Ameri- 
can freedoms mean, the right to speak 
and write one’s convictions will always 
be an essential requirement. 

The record of American journalism is 
replete with names of outstanding news- 
men who have been vigilant, even 
though at times and under certain cir- 
cumstances it may have entailed some 
personal danger, to bring to the people 
of our country unbiased and complete 
reports of happenings both within and 
without the United States. 

Among the organizations which have 
contributed mightily to the extension 
of news gathering and reporting facili- 
ties for our people is the Associated 
Press. From its very inception, this 
splendid news agency has never deviated 
from its primary objective of getting the 
news and reporting it objectively and 
dispassionately, but promptly and com- 
pletely. 

The same can be said for the other 
news services and for the great number 
of representatives of individual Ameri- 
can newspapers and magazines who 
have been busy throughout the United 
States, and all over the world in recent 
years to bring to the people of this coun- 
try the fullest news and information of 
developments elsewhere. 

Unfortunately, the same concept of a 
newsman’s function does not exist in 
other parts of the world, where individ- 
ual freedoms have been ruthlessly sup- 
pressed. The most recent example of 
this is presented in the case of AP cor- 
respondent, William N. Oatis, who has 
been subjected by Czechoslovakian au- 
thorities to one of their farcical trials, 
convicted on alleged admissions of spy- 
ing and sentenced to imprisonment. 

The board of directors of the Asso- 
ciated Press has issued a statement in 
connection with the trial and sentencing 
of Mr. Oatis which, in justice to the As- 
sociated Press, should be brought to the 
attention of every citizen, some of whom 
may still harbor some misapprehension 
regarding the conduct of justice in the 
iron curtain countries. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
statement of the Associated Press Board 
of Directors be printed in the RECORD at 
this point as part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

[From the Washington Evening Star of 

July 7, 1951] 
ASSOCIATED PRESS BOARD STATEMENT ON OATIS 

In view of the verdict rendered in Czecho- 
slovakia against Associated Press Corres- 
pondent William N. Oatis, the board of di- 
rectors calls the attention of members to 
the following facts: 

Correspondent Oatis is a competent re- 
porter who has been a member of the staff 
of the Associated Press since 1937; he had 
served in Indianapolis, New York, and Lon- 
don with an excellent record of accuracy 
and judgment. 

He was arrested April 23 and held incom- 
municado nearly 70 days before he was 
brought to trial, was deprived of the right 
to consult an attorney of his own choice 
and was forced to testify against himself. 

Developments at his trial indicated the 
pattern in which a man can te convicted of 
so-called espionage when he has done no 
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more than report established facts and daily 
development in the country to which he is 
accredited. The statute under which he 
was tried appears to be so all-embracing 
that a prosecutor and court could, if de- 
sired, find his activities in conflict with the 
law if a correspondent recorded anything 
about public events in words other than 
those authorized by the Czechoslovak Gov- 
ernment. 

It is not possible to determine clearly the 
motives and purposes which actuated his 
prosecutors but it is important that all 
members recognize that this is a trial with- 
out precedent of a newspaperman of good 
character and record and that it is an in- 
conceivable act of injustice that he should 
become the victim of his duty to objective 
and truth news reporting. 

The officers and management of the Asso- 
clated Press since his arrest have exerted 
every effort in his behalf, are continuing to 
do so, and are confident of your wholeheart- 
ed support. 

Robert McLean, Philadelphia (Pa.) Eve- 
ning Bulletin; J. R. Knowland, Oak- 
land (Calif.) Tribune; Paul Bellamy, 
Cleveland (Ohio) Plain Dealer; Ar- 
thur Hays Sulzberger, New York (N. 
Y.) Times; James E. Chappell, Bir- 
mingham (Ala.) News; B. M. McKel- 
way, Washington (D. C.) Sunday Star; 
Raymond L, Spangier, Redwood City 
(Calif.) Tribune; Norman Chandler, 
Los Angeles (Calif.) Times; Paul Mil- 
ler, Rochester (N. Y.) Democrat and 
Chronicle; Robert B. Choate, Boston 
(Mass.) Herald and Boston Sunday 
Herald; James M. North, Jr., Fort 
Worth (Tex.) Star Telegram; Harry F. 
Byrd, Jr., Winchester (Va.) Evening 
Star; Roy A. Roberts, Kansas City 
(Mo.) Star; Palmer Hoyt, Denver 
(Colo.) Post; John S. Knight, Chicago 
(II.) Daily News; James M. Cox, Jr., 
Dayton (Ohio) Daily News; Mark Eth- 
ridge, Louisville (Ky.) Courier-Jour- 
nal; Dolph Simons, Lawrence (Kans.) 
Journal-World; Directors of the Asso- 
ciated Press. 


THE PEACE-TRUCE TALKS IN KOREA 


Mr, O’CONOR. Mr. President, this is 
a fateful moment for the future of man- 
kind. We are on the eve of the long- 
hoped-for day of peace-truce talks in 
Korea. The Allied and Communist mil- 
itary leaders are about to gather for 
their historical conference. 

The world has high hopes of this con- 
ference, just as it had high hopes of 
previous talks with Communist leaders 
at Yalta and Tehran. However, it is 
well to bear in mind, and I know our mil- 
itary leaders will remember it, that 
America yielded much and received lit- 
tle in return at the previous conferences 
from which so much had been expected. 

While being fully on the alert, there- 
fore, for a recurrence of the Communist 
duplicity which has marked practically 
all efforts fox peace and mutual cooper- 
ation up to now, we must, at the same 
time, be prepared to make every reason- 
able effort to arrive at a mutually satis- 
factory understanding. Yet, concessions 
must not be made which would be un- 
worthy of the sacrifice of life and re- 
sources already made by our people. 

It is a matter where reliance should 
be placed in Almighty God, without re- 
fiection on our military representatives, 
competent and capable as they un- 
doubtedly are. Our foe must be con- 
vinced, on this first conference and the 
others to follow, that he has more to 
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gain from a peaceful solution of world 
difficulties than by continued hostilities. 
Most appropriate is it, therefore, that 
the people of America, whose every hope 
is for a just and enduring world peace, 
should offer earnest prayers to God that 
our representatives may be inspired and 
our foes persuaded to the point where 
the world may confidently go forward 
with a will to peace that will end the 
carnage which has plagued the world. 


NEWS COVERAGE OF PEACE-TRUCE TALKS 
IN KOREA 


Mr, KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may be 
allowed to proceed for not more than 2 
minutes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none, and the 
Senator from California may proceed. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Briefly, I wish to 
state that I hope some way will be found 
by General Ridgway and our command 
in the Far East to permit at least a se- 
lected group of American correspond- 
ents and photographers to attend the 
peace-truce talks which are scheduled 
to be held tomorrow in Kaesong. I be- 
lieve that it would be perfectly feasible 
for a pooling arrangement to be made, so 
that several correspondents and photog- 
raphers could represent all the Ameri- 
can press associations and all the major 
American newspapers which have cor- 
respondents in that area of the world. 

Reports coming from Korea yesterday 
indicated that at the preliminary meet- 
ing, where no American correspondents 
were allowed to be present, and where 
only at the last minute was one Army 
photographer allowed to be present, the 
Communists had present a number of 
photographers, motion picture camera- 
men and presumably reporters. 

The world is interested in these pro- 
ceedings. No one knows just what the 
outcome may be. But certainly the 
American people have contributed a 
great deal to this effort. American forces 
have contributed more than 350,000 men 
to the Korean fight whereas all the other 
members of the United Nations have 
contributed less than 10 percent of that 
number, The American people are en- 
titled to be fully informed, and I believe 
that that could be more adequately guar- 
anteed by having representation of the 
American press. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
am informed that news has come over 
the ticker this morning to the effect that 
arrangements have been made for United 
Nations mewspapermen and photog- 
raphers to be on the truce train. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the distin- 
guished Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] be permitted to proceed for 12 
minutes, to present suggestions regard- 
ing a Korean settlement. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none, and the 
Senator from Vermont may proceed. 

SUGGESTIONS FOR A KOREAN 
SETTLEMENT 


Ir. FLANDERS. Mr. President, there 
has been much complaint on the part 
of Republican Members of Congress that 
our foreign policy, at least so far as con- 
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cerns Asiatic matters, has not been bi- 
partisan. That complaint was voiced 
before his death by Senator Vandenberg, 
who played such an important part in 
developing a bipartisan policy for our 
relations with European nations. 

It has seemed clear to me that mem- 
bers of our party should not sit patiently 
waiting for bipartisanship to be offered 
to us on a silver platter by our Demo- 
cratic friends. There is no reason why 
we cannot make constructive contribu- 
tions at any time. These contributions 
should be positive. They should be made 
publicly and they should be made early 
in the development of any situation to 
which they apply. 

Keeping these points in mind, the fol- 
lowing suggestions are offered as a con- 
tribution from the Republican side of the 
aisle to the attainment of a just and 
honorable peace in Korea. It would seem 
that the following requirements must be 
met: 

First. Any Korean settlement to be 
effective must have as its primary objec- 
tive the well-being of the Koreans them- 
selves, both north and south. 

Second. The settlement must strength- 
en the position and the responsibility of 
the United Nations, particularly in the 
eyes of the Asiatic peoples. 

Third. It must allow none of the ad- 
vantages which were sought for by ag- 
gression. 

Fourth. It must be a Korean settle- 
ment of a Korean war, and we must not 
allow it to become entangled with the 
wider problems of relations between the 
Soviet Government and the western na- 
tions. 

Fifth. It must offer advantages to all 
parties concerned, 

To obtain these objectives it will be 
necessary to negotiate directly with 
Communist China. That country can 
make all the claims it pleases as to vol- 
unteer” soldiers. Arms, ammunition, 
tanks, and planes did not “volunteer.” 
They were furnished by a government 
which thus establishes itself as a belliger- 
ent in opposition to the United Nations. 

Correspondingly the Soviet denies re- 
sponsibility for the aggression which we 
have been resisting. We cannot pin re- 
sponsibility on the Soviet Government 
in the way in which we can on the mu- 
nitions and planes which came over from 
Manchuria. We should therefore take 
Russia’s words at their face value and 
not include her in the negotiations. 

We must be careful to separate the 
armistice discussions from the peace set- 
tlement. The armistice will deal with 
military matters only. It will, for in- 
stance, not concern itself with the block- 
ade of China by the powers of the United 
Nations, so that the blockade should still 
continue in full force until the political 
agreements have been reached in the 
subsequent peace negotiations. The 
peace negotiations themselves should be 
between China, North and South Korea, 
and the United Nations. These are the 
admitted or self-admitted parties to the 
present conflict. By this means entan- 
glement with the major problems of the 
relations between the Soviet Government 
and the western nations will be side- 
tracked. 
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Not only will the peace problem be 
simplified and limited by this means but 
also its conclusion will be hastened, since 
the economic sanctions applying to 
Communist China will be continued in 
full force until a settlement has been 
arrived at. There will be no incentive 
for stalling on the part of Communist 
China. 

With the Koreans, North and South, 
a 3-year agreement might be negotiated 
for repairing devastation and for rees- 
tablishing agriculture and industry in a 
country which will again have a working 
balance between the industrial north and 
the food-raising south. With proper 
guidance it can become a self-sustaining 
country. 

The peace terms might very well in- 
clude the demilitarization of a strip of 
land of suitable width along the Man- 
churian border of Korea, said strip of 
land to be under the surveillance, but not 
under the government, of the United Na- 
tions to assure that it was not being used 
for any military purposes. This gives as- 
surance that Manchuria will not be 
threatened, and this should relieve the 
fears of the Communist government, 
which has claimed in broadcasts from 
Peiping that its only interest in the 
Korean war is the protecticn of the 
Manchurian border from attack. 

The most difficult point in these pro- 
posals is to persuade the North Koreans 
to cease their conflict and join with 
South Korea to make a united country. 
This evidently would not be relished by 
the Communist leaders of North Korea, 
who nevertheless could retire to enjoy 
the blessings of their faith in Manchuria 
or anywhere else that such blessings are 
available. Their misled followers should 
be favorably impressed by the United Na- 
tions offer to rebuild the country. It is 
this offer to rebuild the country as a part 
of the peace terms that would give the 
settlement an entirely new turn and es- 
tablish a landmark in the history of 
peace terms and peace treaties. It would 
be hard to justify a rejection of such 
terms. Any group who supported rejec- 
tion would expose themselves in the eyes 
of the world as seeking war rather than 
peace. 

It is most interesting that a Moscow 
dispatch dated July 6 predicts that Com- 
munist Korea will demand aid from the 
United Nations in rebuilding ruined 
cities, transports, and private homes. 
We must insist upon just what the Com- 
munists will needlessly demand. Only 
after an agreed upon period of rebuilding 
should general elections be held. 

A solution like this, so obviously free 
of power politics and so obviously direct- 
ed toward the healing of the nations, 
can scarcely fail to result in a better un- 
derstanding of United Nations purposes 
and procedures by all the people of Asia 
who have been unduly susceptible to 
Communist propaganda. 

All of this will have been attained 
without yielding to the blackmailing 
attempt of Communist China to “shoot 
its way into the United Nations,” to use 
the picturesque expression of our own 
Ambassador Austin, and without making 
damaging arrangements as to Formosa 
and the Nationalist Army. 
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As to ourselves—our soldiers and their 
families—I need say little, except that 
we must be on guard, even though the 
fighting on this front may cease. We 
must indeed dig in for the long pull. We 
must adjust our economy, our social 
planning and our defense to a sustained 
effort which we can safely carry on for 
years if necessary. It is only against 
the background of such a sustained effort 
that we can hope to attain our ultimate 
objectives of a disarmed, peaceful, and 
prosperous world. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
lays before the Senate the unfinished 
business, the Interior Department ap- 
propriation bill. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 3790) making appro- 
priations for the Department of the In- 
terior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1952, and for other purposes. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken George McFarland 
Anderson Hayden McKellar 
Benton Hendrickson Millikin 
Bricker Hennings Monroney 
Bridges Hill Moody 
Butler, Md. Hoey Morse 
Butler, Nebr. Holland Mundt 
Eyrd Humphrey Neely 

Cain Hunt Nixon 
Capehart Ives O’Conor 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney 
Case Johnson, Tex. Pastore 
Chavez Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Clements Kefauver ussell 
Connally Kem Schoeppel 
Cordon Kerr Smith, Maine 
Dirksen Kilgore Smith, N. C. 
Douglas Knowland Stennis 
Duff Langer Taft 
Dworshak Lehman Tobey 
Eastland Lodge Underwood 
Ecton Long Watkins 
Ellender Magnuson Welker 
Ferguson Malone Wherry 
Flanders McCarran Williams 
Frear McCarthy Young 
Fulbright McClellan 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
Mr. GREEN], the Senator from Connect- 
icut [Mr. McManon], and the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are ab- 
sent by leave of the Senate on official 
business of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

The Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. MAYBANK] is absent on official 
business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. Mur- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business, having been ap- 
pointed a representative of our Govern- 
ment to attend the International Labor 
Conference being held in Geneva, Swit- 
zerland. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH- 
ERS] is absent because of illness. 

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] and 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE] 
are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. Brew- 
STER], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICK- 
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ENLOOPER], the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. Smitu] and the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. Witey] are absent by leave 
of the Senate on official business of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN- 
NER] and the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent because of illness. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum 
is present. 
` The clerk will state the first amend- 
ment which was passed over. 

The first amendment passed over was, 
on page 2, after line 4, to insert: 

CONSTRUCTION, SOUTHEASTERN POWER 
ADMINISTRATION 

For construction and acquisition of trans- 
mission lines, substations, and appurtenant 
facilities, and for administrative expenses 
connected therewith, in carrying out the 
provisions of section 5 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1944 (16 U. S. C. 825s), as applied to 
the southeastern power area, to remain avail- 
able until expended, $342,020. 

The sum of $1,758,400, the unobligated 
portion of the $1,860,000 appropriation con- 
tained in chapter V of the Second Supple- 
mental Appropriation Act, 1951 (Public 
Law 911, 8lst Cong.), under the heading De- 
partment of the Interior, Southeastern Power 
Administration, construction,” is hereby re- 
scinded and shall be carried to the surplus 
fund and covered into the Treasury im- 
mediately upon the approval of this act. 


CHECKS ON INFLATION—ECONOMIC 
CONTROLS 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 
cl the attention of the Senate to an 
article which appears in today’s issue of 
the United States News and World Re- 
port, entitled “We Still Need Controls.” 
I shall take the liberty of reading a ques- 
tion or two from the article, and Mr. Eric 
Johnston’s replies thereto. I want to 
commend the United States News for 
inserting within its pages such an excel- 
lent article as this question-and-answer 
artic'e between the editors of the United 
States News and Mr. Johnston. I espe- 
cially commend them because the con- 
tenis of Mr. Johnston’s answers are so 
much at variance with what I have inter- 
preted to be the editorial policy of the 
United States News for several weeks 
past that I am glad such an effective 
answer to that editorial policy is to be 
found in Mr. Johnston’s answers to the 
questions put to him: by the editors of 
United States News. The first question: 

The feeling now is, Mr. Johnston, that with 
the Korean war ending, you won’t need any- 
thing more in the way of controls; isn’t that 
s50? 


I have noticed, Mr. President, that in 
the so-called dope sheets or predic- 
tion sheets of the United States News, an 
effort has been made to leave that im- 
pression with the reader; and it is a 
rather widespread impression in these 
days. It is a dangerous impression, Mr. 
President, from the standpoint of the 
security of our country, and I am glad 
that Mr. Johnston hit it on the nose 
squarely in the answer to the first ques- 
tion which was put to him by the editors 
of this magazine, in which he said: 

If that's the case, then you won't get any- 
thing. And if that's the case we might just 
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as well look for a much cheaper dollar a 
couple of years from today than we have. 
It is now worth about 53 or 54 cents in 1939 
_purchasing power. My guess is that it might 
be worth between 30 and 40 in 1939 purchas- 
ing power, in 10 years if you don't do some- 
thing about controlling inflation. 


I do not know what we can do more 
than Mr. Johnston is trying to do in this 
interview to make clear to the American 
people the danger of inflation. We re- 
peat and repeat and repeat to the 
American people the great danger they 
are running if they do not recognize that 
adequate checks on inflation must be 
adopted. The American people them- 
selves are going to have to tighten their 
belts and make the sacrifices necessary 
to preserve what I think is, after all, the 
most precious thing we have, namely, the 
economic freedom which is ours, upon 
which all our political freedom ultimate- 
ly rests. Paradoxical as it may sound 
the fact is that without adequate con- 
trols during this period of defense spend- 
ing our free economy may sacrifice its 
freedom through ruinous inflation. 

The next question put to Eric John- 
ston is in line with what I have inter- 
preted for some weeks past to be the 
editorial slant of the United States News, 
and the editors got their ears pinned 
back again with Mr. Johnston’s answer 
to the next question which they put to 
him. They asked: 

What if you shave the rearmament pro- 
gram 25 percent, as is to be expected? 


I do not know who expects it. I do not 
know why we should expect it, but Iam 
Satisfied, as a member of the Armed 
Services Committee of the Senate, that it 
would be a dangerous and risky thing 
to shave back the rearmament program, 
We had better not be shaving it back, 
Mr. President; we had better proceed full 
steam ahead with it, and place ourselves 
in such a condition that Russia will un- 
derstand we are ready and able to ab- 
sorb the first shock of war with her, if 
she decides on a course of war-like ac- 
tion. I refuse to believe that we must 
wait until some American city is bombed, 
in order to cause the American people 
to appreciate fully the danger which con- 
fronts them. Listen to Mr. Johnston’s 
answer: 

If you shave 25 percent, you can shave 25 
percent of the pressures. I don’t think you 
can eliminate them. I think if you shave 
it by 50 or 60 or 70 percent—yes, you can 
eliminate the pressures, if you want to take 
that chance and do it. Personally, as one 
who has been in Russia a couple of times, I 
think we're darn fools to take that chance, 
I think we ought to be strong. 


In my opinion, he could not tell the 
American people a greater truth than 
that. I believe the American people 
ought to do the things which are neces- 
sary in order to be in a position to lead 
through strength and not meet the dan- 
ger of a Russian threat in what I con- 
sider to be the all-too-weak condition in 
which we presently find ourselves. 

Then, the next question also repre- 
sents an attitude of mind which I think 
has come to characterize a great many 
editors in this country who overlook the 
fact that, after all, they have a job to do, 
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too, in making the facts known to the 
American people. The question is: 

The public reaction is to grow strong more 
slowly, though? 


It seems to be the attitude of many 
editors and politicians that when a tem- 
porary public opinion exists on some is- 
sue, then editorial writers and politicians 
apparently should automatically follow 
such public opinion. Certainly many 
politicians feel that they should; but I 
have always held to the point of view 
that it is the duty of men in public of- 
fice—and I certainly think it is also the 
duty of men who sit behind editorial 
desks—to make the facts known to the 
public, and not accept the notion that 
public opinion should be blindly followed 
although it may be wrong. Frequently 
public opinion is dead wrong; frequently 
the public does not have the facts. The 
challenge of statesmanship, as I see it, 
is to make the facts clear to the people 
and change public opinicn in accordance 
with the facts, as I am satisfied can 
always be done when the people are made 
acquainted with the facts. I am never 
disturbed about the soundness of public 
opinion, once I know it is a permanent 
public cpinion which is the result of re- 
flection upon a thorough and careful 
analysis of the facts. What concerns 
me is that waves of temporary, mis- 
taken public opinion sweep the country, 
and too many politicians fall in right 
behind the waves, seeking to carry out 
a mistaken public opinion, rather than 
to take the facts to the people and change 
erroneous public opinion. 

Let me say further that I consider that 
this question put by the editor of United 
States News is undoubtedly a correct in- 
terpretation of the present state of pub- 
lic opinion on this matter. I think the 
present attitude of the public probably is 
that we should grow strong more slowly; 
but the public ought to be told that we 
cannot afford to risk the danger of the 
time that it will take to grow strong more 
slowly. The public ought to be told by 
the politicians and by the editorial writ- 
ers of America that time is now a very 
precious thing from the standpoint of 
the rearmament program, and we had 
better take advantage of every hour of 
that time in order to become strong as 
fast as we can. I am glad that Eric 
Johnston hit that one between the eyes, 
which he did in the following answer: 

That might be the reaction—and if that is 
the case, we always do in this country what 
the public wants. There are those who feel 
we don’t need anything at all. There are 
those who feel we need many times as much. 
Personally I think it’s a pretty sane pro- 
gram, a pretty adequate program. I think 
we can do it, without any serious loss in 
the purchasing power of the dollar. 


I think so, too, Mr. President. I believe 
we should go ahead as fast as we can 
with this rearmament program, not slow 
it up. We have no right to gamble with 
the millions of lives, not only of Ameri- 
can boys but of all our population, by a 
defense program which seeks to go slow, 
simply because there is some hope of an 
end to hostilities in Korea. We all pray 
those hostilities can be brought to an 
end on an honorable basis, but, Mr. 
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President, the danger is always constant 
that similar hostilities may break out 
elsewhere in the world. I refuse to be- 
lieve that the American people, once 
made fully aware of what the defense 
problems of the country really are, would 
favor going slowly on the rearmament 
program. It is very sound advice that 
Eric Johnston gives to the American 
people in the excellent series of answers 
he made to the questions put to him by 
the United States News in the issue re- 
leased today. 

The next question put to him by the 
editor was: 


I was wondering what would happen if we 
did slow down. 


Johnston answered: 
I think it would be a dangerous mistake. 


I think he is quite correct. 
The next question is: 


With all these prices falling, why do we 
need controls? 


We hear that on every side today, Mr. 
President. Prices of some commodities 
are falling today, and therefore we ought 
to look to the elimination of controls. 
pon to Johnston’s answer to that ques- 

on: 


I'd like to give you our view on that. You 
have a full-employment economy and on 
top of that a tremendous defense economy. 
Foreign-aid program wants seven or eight 
billion dollars’ worth of materials for Europe 
in the coming 12 months. We are increasing 
our own tempo from twelve to thirteen bil- 
lion dollars annually from the fall of last 
year on defense to approximately fifty bil- 
lion, at an annual rate, for the fourth quar- 
ter of this year. We have no unemployment 
to speak of today. We anticipate another 
million people will go into the labor force 
by the first part of next year. We anticipate 
personal income will increase in the neigh- 
borhood of $24,000,000,000 in the first quarter 
of next year over the first quarter of this 
year. 


Think of it, Mr. President—$24,000,- 
000,000. With many more billion dollars 
going into defense, which are nonpro- 
ductive dollars, I say, Mr. President, that 
any freshman in any economics class 
should know that we cannot pour those 
billions of dollars into the economic 
stream and not risk the danger of run- 
away inflation as we would risk it if we 
failed to impose adequate checks, 
through controls, upon the economy of 
the Nation. 


Returning to Mr. Johnston’s answer: 


There will be shortages—they are inevita- 
ble if you are going through with the arma- 
ment program. Copper, as an illustration, 
is extremely short, We are talking about 
things that we can substitute for copper, 
because we are going to be a minimum of 
100,000 tons short on copper this coming 
year for civilian requirements and for de- 
fense—even after the cut-backs. We've got 
to have further cut-backs. So we think the 
inflationary pressures will continue to mount 
as we get on into the year. We never have 
had a period of inflation in which it always 
goes steadily upward. If you look through 
all the inflationary periods of the past you 
will see there are always undulating periods— 
that there is no inflationary movement that 
I ever knew about that vas constant for any 
protracted period of time. You always have 
dips. 
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Question. Are we in one of these periods 
now? 

Answer. Now we are in one of these un- 
dulating periods. We have large inventories 
in some lines. There has been a tendency 
not to buy because it has been felt that 
prices were steady and maybe there would 
be some downturn. There is a tendency to 
pay off the debts on what was purchased on 
tick after Korea. But we think that all this 
is a temporary situation. We think it will 
last probably until August or September or 
maybe October. And then you will find the 
inflationary pressures mourting again. 

We were spending early last fall at the rate 
of about $500,000,000 a month—that is, ac- 
tual expenditures for the hardware of war, 
excluding the payment of troops. We are 
spending now for the hardware of war at the 
rate of about one and four-tenths billion a 
month. That will step up—and this is actual 
expenditure, not contracts but money the 
Treasury pays—it will step up to about four 
billion by October or November oi this year. 
Now that’s a tremendous increase. We don’t 
think you can flood that additional spend- 
able money into the economy without its 
hiving a tremendous inflationary effect. It's 
not for civilian goods that can be consumed. 
Now, again, this time next year, 12 months 
from now, we will be spendiag at the annual 
rate of sixty billion for defense, 


In fact, Mr. President, in my opinion 
that is an understatement. I think we 
will probably be spending for actual de- 
fense at the rate of $60,000,000,000 in 
9 months, and if we really do the job 
which needs to be done, probably within 
18 months we shall be spending at the 
rate of pretty close to $80,000,000,000 
for defense. The American people 
simply have to be told that they are go- 
ing to have to pay a tremendous price to 
protect and preserve their security. The 
idea that we can play along with the 
defense problem which confronts us, 
with Russia devoting almost her entire 
economy to war output, just does not 
make sense to me. Those of us in the 
Congress, and particularly those of us 
who are members of the Armed Services 
Committee, who, through our briefings, 
know something about the terrible de- 
fense problem which confronts us on 
a global scale, have a particular obliga- 
tion to get busy and tell the American 
people they must reconcile themselves 
to tremendous sacrifices in order to make 
certain that their security and freedom 
shall be preserved. 

The next question put to Mr. John- 
ston was as follows: 

What do you mean—it can’t be consumed? 


Referring, of course, to goods pro- 
duced for defense dollars— 


Answer— 


And a very effective answer it is, too, 
that Eric Johnston made— 


You can’t eat a gun, a bazooka isn’t much 
use in the living room, a tank doesn’t wash 
the dishes—and the result is you're paying 
labor and paying for materials, but there is 
nothing that labor can buy. The things 
they are making for defense cannot be con- 
sumed. So we think that these pressures 
will be very great. 

Now let’s take a look at the budget. In 
the fiscal year just ended you wound up 
with a budgetary surplus of $3,500,000,000. 
Now what’s the picture? The picture is: We 
spent about forty-four billion last fiscal year. 
We will spend this year an estimated seventy 
billion—in that neighborhood, the Treasury 
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says.. We will collect in taxes, if. they are 
not increased, about fifty-eight and five- 
tenths billions, and if taxes are increased by 
seven billion, we will collect sixty-five bil- 
lion. You will have a cash deficit in the 
budget in the present fiscal year, then—even 
if they pass this $7,000,000,000 tax bill—of 
five, six, seven billion. Now, that isn’t 
too great. Probably we can live with it, pro- 
vided Congress gives us adequate controls— 
stronger, not weaker, controls. 

But what’s the picture in the fiscal year 
beginning in July 1952? These are the 
Budget Bureau's figures. I think you ought 
to get a picture of the inflationary pres- 
sures. The Budget Bureau's figures for the 
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1952—which is 
just a little less than a year from now—are 
between eighty and ninety billion dollars. 
Now the tax receipts for that fiscal year, pro- 
viding you get an increase of seven billion 
in taxes, are estimated at about sixty-eight 
billion, or sixty-one billion if they don’t get 
the increase. You've got a tremendous def- 
icit—up to twenty or twenty-five billion, 
depending on the amount of a tax increase. 
If you finance this through the banks, you 
have again tremendous inflationary pres- 
sure. 

Question. Maybe it can be financed by in- 
surance companies? 

Answer. Yes; but again—you can finance 
some of it—but the savings picture 

Question. Do you think that situation 
will prevail, that they really will spend that 
money? 

Answer, That is the present plan. 


What I am pleading for, Mr. Presi- 
dent, is that the American people wake 
up to the fact that they cannot afford 
not to have that money spent upon the 
country’s defenses. I want them to 
realize that there are forces of propa- 
ganda in the Nation which would try to 
have them slow up the process of mak- 
ing the national defenses strong. I 
want to say, Mr. President, that we have 
already delayed too long in making our 
defenses sufficiently strong. If we had 
moved faster and after the end of World 
War II, on VJ-day, I believe we would 
now be in a stronger position to make 
Russia come to terms in negotiating an 
honorable peace than we are at the 
present time. 

Eric Johnston, 1n this excellent inter- 
view he had with the editors of the 
United States News, has hit the nail right 
on the head, time and time again. I 
think it is such a fine presentation of 
the point of view of those of us who 
believe that more adequate checks 
against inflation should be adopted by 
the Congress before any recess is taken, 
that I ask unanimous consent to have 
the complete article appearing in the 
United States News and World Report 
printed at this point, in the body of the 
REcorD, as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

We STILL NEED Controts—An INTERVIEW 
Wir Eric A. JOHNSTON, ECONOMIC. STA- 
BILIZATION ADMINISTRATOR 
(Eptror’s NoTe.—Will an end to fighting in 

Korea mean the United States can safely 

relax controls over prices, wages, and ma- 

terials? How long will the lull in price rises 
last? Can pay increases really be limited? 

How soon will there be enough goods for de- 

fense and civilians too, and when do the 

controllers themselves think controls can 
come off? To discuss these questions and 
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others about the effects of rearmament on 
American life, the editors of United States 
News and World Report invited Eric John- 
ston to their conference room. Eric A. John- 
ston was a longshoreman when in college and 
a vacuum-cleaner salesman later in Spo- 
kane, Wash. He bought into “re cleaner 
concern, added other interests, became the 
largest electrical manufacturer in the North- 
west. He headed the Chamber of Commerce 
of the United States 4 years, served on war- 
time boards and won the Medal for Merit for 
work in labor-management relations. The 
Motion Picture Association made him its 
president in 1945. Mr. Johnston became Eco- 
nomic Stabilization Administrator early this 
year. He is 55.) 

Question. The feeling now is, Mr. Johns- 
ton, that with the Korean war ending, you 
won’t need anything more in the way of 
controls—isn't that so? 

Answer. If that’s the case, then you won’t 
get anything. And if that’s the case we 
might just as well look for a much cheaper 
dollar a couple of years from today than we 
have. It is now worth about 53 or 54 cents 
in 1939 purchasing power. My guess is that 
it might be worth between 30 and 40 cents in 
1939 purchasing power, in 10 years, if you 
don’t do something about controlling in- 
flation. 

Question. What if you shave the rearma- 
ment program 25 percent, as is to be ex- 
pected? 

Answer. If you shave 25 percent, you can 
shave 25 percent of the pressures. I don’t 
think you can eliminate them. I think if 
you shave it by 50 or 60 or 70 percent—yes, 
you can eliminate the pressures, if you want 
to take that chance and do it. Personally, 
as one who has been in Russia a couple of 
times, I think we're darn fools to take that 
chance. I think we ought to be strong. 

Question. The public reaction is to grow 
strong more slowly, though? 

Answer. That might be the reaction—and 
if that is the case, we always do in this 
country what the public wants. There are 
those who feel we don’t need anything at all. 
There are those who feel we need many 
times as much. Personally I think it’s a 
pretty sane program, a pretty adequate pro- 
gram. I think we can do it, without any 
serious loss in the purchasing power of the 
dollar. 

Question. I was wondering what would 
happen if we did slow down 

Answer. I think it would be a dangerous 
mistake. 

Question. With all these prices falling, 
why do we need controls? 

Answer. I'd like to give you our view on 
that. You have a full-employment economy 
and on top of that a tremendous defense 
economy. Foreign-aid program wants seven 
or eight billion dollars’ worth of materials 
for Europe in the coming 12 months. We 
are increasing our own tempo from twelve 
to thirteen billion dollars annually from the 
fall of last year on defense to approximately 
fifty billion, at an annual rate, for the fourth 
quarter of this year. We have no unemploy- 
ment to speak of today. We anticipate an- 
other million people will go into the labor 
force by the first part of next year. We an- 
ticipate personal income will increase in the 
neighborhood of $24,000,000,000 in the first 
quarter of next year over the first quarter of 
this year. 

There will be shortages—they are inevi- 
table if you are going through with the arma- 
ment program. Copper, as an illustration, is 
extremely short. We are talking about 
things that we can substitute for copper, be- 
cause we are going to be a minimum of 
100,000 tons short on copper this coming 
year for civilian requirements and for de- 
fense—even after the cut-backs. We've got 
to have further cut-backs. So we think the 
inflationary pressures will continue to 
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mount as we get on into the year. We never 
have had a period of inflation in which it 
always goes steadily upward. If you look 
through all the inflationary periods of the 
past you will see there are always undulating 
periods—there is no inflationary movement 
that I ever knew about that was constant 
for any protracted period of time. You 
always have dips. 

Question. Are we in one of these periods 
now? 

Answer. Now we are in one of these undu- 
lating periods. We have large inventories in 
some lines. There has been a tendency not 
to buy because it has been felt that prices 
were steady and maybe there would be some 
downturn. There is a tendency to pay off 
the debts on what was purchased on tick 
after Korea. But we think that all this is a 
temporary situation. We think it will last 
probably until August or September or may- 
be October. And then you will find the in- 
flationary pressures mounting again. 

We were spending early last fall at the rate 
of about $500,000,000 a month—that is, ac- 
tual expenditures for the hardware of war, 
excluding the payment of troops. We are 
spending now for the hardware of war at 
the rate of about $1,400,000,000 a month. 
That will step up—and this is actual expendi- 
ture, not contracts, but money the Treasury 
pays—it will step up to about $4,000,000,000 
by October or November of this year. Now 
that’s a tremendous increase. We don't 
think you can flood that additional spend- 
able money into the economy without its 
hving a tremendous inflationary effect. It’s 
not for civilian goods that can be consumed. 
Now, again, this time next year, 12 months 
from now, we will be spending at the annual 
rate of 60,000, 000,000 for defense. 


LESS TO BUY WITH MORE PAY 


Question. What do you mean—it can’t be 
consumed? 

Answer. You can’t eat a gun, a bazooka 
isn’t much use in the living room, a tank 
doesn’t wash the dishes—and the result is 
you're paying labor and paying for materials, 
but there is nothing that labor can buy. The 
things they are making for defense cannot 
be consumed. So we think that these pres- 
sures will be very great. 

Now let's take a look at the budget. In 
the fiscal year just ended you wound up with 
a budgetary surplus of $3,500,000,000. Now 
what's the picture? The picture is: We spent 
about $44,000,000,000 last fiscal year. We 
will spend this year an estimated $70,000,- 
000,000—in that neighborhood, the Treasury 
says. We will collect in taxes, if they are 
not increased, about $58,500,000,000, and, if 
taxes are increased by $7,000,000,000, we will 
collect $65,000,000,000. You will have a cash 
deficit in the budget in the present fiscal 
year, then—even if they pass this $7,000,000,- 
000 tax bill—of five, six, seven billion, Now 
that isn’t too great. Probably we can live 
with it, provided Congress ves us adequate 
controls—stronger, not weaker, controls. 

But what's the picture in the fiscal year 
beginning in July 1952? These are the 
Budget Bureau’s figures. I think you ought 
to get a picture of the inflationary pressures. 
The Budget Bureau's figures for the fiscal 
year beginning July 1, 1952—which is just a 
little less than a year from now—are between 
eighty and ninety billion dollars. Now the 
tax receipts for the fiscal year, providing you 
get an increase of seven billion in taxes, 
are estimated at about sixty-eight billion, or 
sixty-one billion if they don’t get the in- 
crease. You've got a tremendous deficit—up 
to twenty or twenty-five billion, depending 
on the amount of a tax increase. If you 
finance this through the banks you have 
again tremendous infiationary pressure. 

Question. Maybe it can be financed by in- 
surance companies? 
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Answer. Yes, but again—you can finance 
some of it—but the savings picture 

Question. Do you think that situation will 
prevail, that they really will spend that 
money? 

Answer. That is the present plan, 

CONTROLS—OR INFLATION 

Question. In the time allotted—perhars 
it will be over a longer period of time? 

Answer. I can tell you what the plan is; 
whether they will expend it or not is some- 
thing different. If you spend the sum of 
money you've got to do one of these things: 
Either you’ve got to have much more rigid 
controls that you now have—by that I mean 
particularly more rigid indirect methods, 
credit controls, higher taxes, much greater 
savings on the part of the people—or you've 
got to face a very rapid inflation. That's the 
choice. Now the only other alternative is to 
extend the expenditure of defense money 
over a more protracted period than a year 
and a half or so. 

Question. That is probable, isn’t it, if the 
Korean war ends? 

Answer. Maybe, but I personally thing it is 
a great mistake—— 

Question. What is a great mistake? 

Answer. To slow our rearmament over more 
than a 2-year period. In other words. I 
think it is a great mistake not to go ahead 
with rearmament as planned. 

Question. Where would you store all the 
stuff? 

Answer. There isn’t that much to store— 
40 to 50 t is actual plant expansion 
or defense buildings, etc. 

Question. You're talking about a $90,000,- 
000,000 annual budget for 1953, What is the 
1952 budget? 

Answer. Around sixty-eight to seventy 
billion. 

Question. So you have an increase of 
about twenty billion. What is the basic rea- 
son for that increase? 

Answer. In the first place, you will have 
a larger armed force, and, in the second 
place, you will begin to pay in quantity for 
the things that you're ordering today and 
the rest of this year—the planes, the ships, 
the tanks, all the other things. For instance, 
the Atomic Energy Commission will spend 
considerably more, That’s required. The 
bigger planes run into a great deal of 
money—some of them cost around $2,000,- 
000 apiece—and those are being delivered in 
very small quantities today. Beginning 8 or 
10 months from now, they II be delivered in 
volume. It takes a long time to tool up for 
them. That is true, too, of some of the ship 
construction which is just beginning to get 
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Question. What about this 6% -billlon- 
dollar building program of military construc- 
tior? 

Aħswer. That’s for this year. 

Question. Just 1 year? 

That's right. It's in Alaska, the 
Pacific, and all over the country. 

Question. That will go ahead? 

Answer. This program should go ahead 
and go ahead rapidly. 

Question. Should these defense items cost 
as much as they do? How do you know these 
prices aren't too high—what about price con- 
trols? 

Answer. Many of the defense contracts, 
as you know, are negotiated contracts. They 
are let on a bid and then they are negotiated 
during the period of delivery. 

Then, take a bomber: A B-29 in the last 
war cost, as I remember the figures, less than 
$500,000. A B-50 today costs over two mil- 
lion. Of course, it is a much bigger plane. 


TAXES, SAVINGS FIRST, THEN CONTROLS 


Question. Your formula for restraining 
inflation is to put a ceiling on prices and 
on wages, isn't it? 
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Answer. No, no. I think that is only part of 
it—a necessary but the minor part. I think, 
in the first place, you've got to start from a 
solid foundation of indirect controls, such 
as an adequate tax program, increased sav- 
ings, very much increased savings. Let me 
give you some figures. In 1944 we saved $35,- 
000,000,000. At the present rate of national 
income, if we saved on the same proportion,” 
it would be fifty-five billion. We actually 
saved, in the first quarter of this year, at an 
annual rate of around ten billion. That in- 
cludes savings bonds, insurance, all the 
forms of saving. Now, if we could increase 
that to twenty-five billion or two and a half 
times, and we get a seven-billion tax pro- 
gram, we'd be safe from inflation for a while. 
But does anybody have any idea you can in- 
crease that ten up to twenty-five billion in 
savings? 

Question. Do ycu plan on compulsory sav- 

? 


Answer. No; I'm not thinking of compul- 
sory savings—I’m opposed to that. Im 
thinking of incentives to get people to save. 
Then you've got to have credit restrictions. 
One of the reasons for the softness in some 
lines today is the pressure on commercial 
banks to liquidate inventories. Mr. Charles 
E. Wilson and his credit committee are do- 
ing a fine job in the credit area today. Com- 
mercial credit has gone up steadily since 
Korea. From the time of Korea up to March 
of this year it rose a little more than $10,- 
000,000,000, or about 19 percent. So some- 
thing had to be done. Now the banks are 
cooperating admirably, in my opinion, with 
the credit committee. It is one of the few 
instances of voluntary cooperation which is 
actually working. Now the banks are doing 
it; they are reducing their loans. That’s 
one of the pressures that you have. But it is 
a temporary pressure, as I'm trying to say. 
In my opinion, it is temporary. 

HIGHER PRICES IF TERMS ARE EASED 


Question. Isn't the reverse going on? The 
automobile people want the down payments 
and terms shifted, and we hear every other 
day that you're going to do it? 

Answer. No; that's a matter for the Federal 
Reserve. We hope it doesn't do it. If it is done 
for automobiles, why shouldn’t you do it for 
television sets and other consumer dura- 
bles? We think it’s the wrong direction to 
go. It’s not the right direction to help sta- 
bilize the economy. The inflationary pres- 
sures from extending the time from 15 to 18 
months for paying for used cars would be 
so great that it would raise the price of a 
used car by a substantial amount. That 
would more than cancel out the 3 months’ 
additional extension. We're opposed to it. 

The same groups which say we should not 
have wage and price controls; we must use 
only the indirect method, taxation, credit 
controls, and so on—they tell that to the 
Banking Committees, then go around to the 
House Ways and Means Committee and say 
we mustn't have taxes on the articles they 
sell. 

But who is the worst hit by inflation? I 
think the very groups who are most opposed 
to direct controls. I think they are the ones 
who in the long run lose a great deal. 

Direct controls, in my opinion, are not 
worth too much unless you have good, sol- 
id, indirect controls. I think you've got to 
have indirect controls. And on top of that, 
I think you've got to have direct controls for 
a relatively short period of time. 

Now, why do I say that? Canada is using 
the indirect-control method. While I was 
up in Canada recently they gave me some 
figures. Canada has much more rigid in- 
direct controls than anything you would con- 
template in this country, or ever stand for. 
Their down payment on a consumer durable, 
irrespective of what it is, an automobile or 
others, is 50 percent. Ours Is from 15 to 
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33%, percent, depending on the item. The 
automobile is 33% percent, the highest. 
They have 12 months to pay. We have 15 
months. 

In addition to that type of control, they 
have a 25-percent excise tax on autos and a 
10-percent sales tax, which is 35 percent, 
We have an 8-percent Federal tax on 
an automobile. A Ford car costing $1,800 
here costs $2,500 in Canada. 

Question. But haven't you got a different 
situation than we had in the war period? 
You’ve got this inflationary pressure com- 
ing, and you've got these restrictions that 
you're talking about—direct and indirect. 
How long are you going to have them on? 
Is there any plan as to when they will be 
relaxed? 

Answer. Yes, definitely. We think that 
you have to have wage and price controls. 
I’m talking about direct controls, not the 
indirect controls, which nobody seems to dis- 
agree with in theory but many do disagree 
with in particular application to themselves. 
The direct controls we think should be re- 
linquished within the next 24 months. We 
think then there will be enough production 
of steel—steel will be up to 118,000,000 tons 
by the middle of 1953. We think that that 
can take care of military and civilian require- 
ments, and that there will be no black mar- 
ket in steel, There may even be a small 
steel surplus. 

Aluminum production by the middle of 
1953 will be up to 1,100,000 tons, from 700,- 
000 tons at the start of Korea. The same is 
true of electric-power capacity—it will be up 
40 percent. And we can go on down the list. 
There should be enough capacity to take 
` care of regular civilian demand and the de- 
fense effort, and then controls should: be 
removed. And our office is planning a sys- 
tem for the removal of controls. 


PROGRAMS WITH WAR, AND WITHOUT 


We're planning two programs. We're 
thinking of what wov'd happen in case there 
were all-out war—what do you do in case 
of all-out war? What happens to the whole 
economy—to the flower store, to the mil- 
linery store, to the nonessential industries? 
What happens to essential industry and its 
manpower in all-out war? But in case there 
isn’t all-out war in the next 2 years, we think 
controls can be removed and a program in- 
stituted for their orderly removal. We're 
working on that. 

Question. You've got the direct wage and 
price control, and the indirect controls, 
which are credit and regulation of materials, 
and now you come to taxes. Have you people 
made any recommendation as to the kind of 
tax bill that would siphon off these savings? 

Answer. We have never made any recom- 
mendation as to specific details of a tax bill 
we should have. We recommended the 
amount of taxes we feel are needed to help 
stabilization. 

We have not presented an actual tax pro- 
gram; we have gone along with the Treasury's 
tax program and have endorsed the Treas- 
ury’s tax request, which, as you know, is a 
tax on individuals, corporations, and excise 
taxes on commodities. Personally, I feel you 
have to raise more of this money from the 
lower- and middle-income groups than you 
have in the past, because there is the great 
spending power. It isn’t easy to do. We 
are doing what we can to back a tax program 
recommended by the Treasury Department. 

Question. What happens now if the war 
ends? 

Answer. I wish I knew. Korea is only a 
small part of the defense program, so far as 
expenditures go, but psychologically it's a 
big part. 

Question. It’s a big part until they start in 
Iran or somewhere else? 

Answer. A lot of things could happen. It 
could be the country would decide to remove 
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these controls, or to postpone the armament 
program. I don’t know what the answer is— 
I wish I knew. But I feel very strongly it 
would be a great mistake to let down our 
guard, to curb the defense program, no mat- 
ter what happens in Korea. 


NARROWING THE GAP 


Question. Can we afford rearmament? 
What you're saying is that you're going to 
have a $25,000,000,000 gap there 2 years from 
now no matter what we do? 

Answer. No, I said a gap up to twenty bil- 
lion to twenty-five billion dollars if you 
didn't get an adequate tax program, if you 
didn’t get an adequate savings program, and 
if you didn't get an adequate credit-control 
program. I think if you can have those 
things you can narrow the gap down, per- 
haps to nothing. 

Question. Are you talking about the cash 
gap now? 

Answer. Yes, I'm talking about the cash 


gap. 

Question. What about the budget gap? 
Do zou think we can collect $90,000,000,000 
in taxes? 

Answer. With a reasonable tax program I 
think you can keep the Federal budget 
deficit in 1953 someplace between eighteen 
and twenty-two billion dollars. In 1954 it’s 
hoped to have that drop to about eight 
billion. . 

Question. At what level of expenditure? 

Answer. The expenditures will drop down 
after 1953. That will be your big year. 

Question. How do you get savings from 
ten to twenty-five billions without even a 
war on? 

Answer. I think you would have much 
more savings with a higher national income. 
Question. You don’t see any deflation? 

Answer. Yes; I think you could possibly 
have deflation. You've got to be very flex- 
ible about this whole program. I think you 
could have deflation. If you have a Korean 
peace, if the American people begin to 
feel that everything is all right, prices are 
coming down and they don’t need to buy, 
and if the Congress refuses to appropriate 
money for a continuation of the defense 
effort on the scale as it now stands, I think 
you could have deflation. How much, I don't 
know. 

Question. Is that a 50-50 prospect? 

Answer. I don’t think so. But it is a pos- 
sibility. It’s not a probability, however. 

Question. Could you have & deflationary 
period for a few months, even without any 
curtailment of spending? As a psychological 
reaction to this? 

Answer. Yes that is what I had hoped 
we would have—not substantial deflation, 
but some deflation during the next few 
months. It is so much easier to get con- 
trol of the whole situation and to lay the 
correct foundation and framework to with- 
stand the future inflation. Yes; I think you 
can have deflation. 

Question. What happens to plant expan- 
sion? 

Answer. I think a decrease in nonessential 
plant expansion would be very healthy. We 
have been spending at the rate of $24,000,- 
000,000 a year for the first 5 months of this 
year for plant expansion. I think that’s a 
mistake. When this emergency is over we're 
going to need a lot of projects that people 
want. The reason we had such great pros- 
perity following the war was the fact that 
we had a great deal of underconsumption. 

I think if we can defer now some of these 
thing; that we want, we need not have a 
depression after this emergency. The addi- 
tional plant capacity can be absorbed. But 
I think if we have to have everything we 
want today, plus our military program—and 
I think the American productive capacity is 
almost equal to it—then I have some serious 
doubts as to what we'll have in 19-x, what- 
ever that year is. 
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Question. You're not going to get a law 
that's any different than you have now? 

Anawer. If we get the present law we can 
live under it and operate under it, in my 
opinion, and hold prices for the rest of this 
year. If we get a weaker law, all bets are off. 

Question. How about wages—do you think 
you can work out a wage formula, or will 
you have another withdrawal of the unions? 

Answer. No, I think you can work out a 
formula that will stabilize wages. I've re- 
quested the Board to try to come up with 
one soon. We urgently need such a formula. 

What do you think the wage rates for in- 
dustries essential to defense would be if you 
didn’t have wage controls? I'll tell you what 
they would be, pretty nearly. I can tell you 
by past experience. In the year from Jan- 
uary 1950, to February 1, 1951, only 2,500,000 
workers in America got a 10 percent or more 
wage increase. And what do you think those 
increases were? Almost exclusively steel, 
coal, aluminum, motors, and aircraft. Those 
are the defense industry. Motors produce 35 
to 40 percent of the entire war effort today. 
Now the pressures in those industries are 
terrific for wage increases. Without controls 
they'd shoot way up. 

Because these key industries are highly 
organized and are needed for defense, be- 
cause they're short on manpower and can use 
all the employees they can get, they’d pay 
almost any wage. 

WHY WAGE CONTROLS ARE NEEDED 


Question. The same thing is going to have 
to happen in all other industries, then? 

Answer. Of course. And that’s why I think 
you have to have wage controls, and any- 
body is just wishfully thinking if he thinks 
we can have a full-employment economy with 
defense work on a time-and-material basis 
and not have strong wage controls. I don’t 
blame the unions. I'm not critical of the 
unions or businessmen or anyone else. I 
don't blame them. All of us would get it if 
we could. 

. Do you think labor will walk 
ou 

Answer. No, I don't think so. 

Question. Are employers going to resist? 

Answer. Let’s be practical about these 
things. When you get back to a normal 
economy of market prices, law of supply and 
demand—yes, management will resist. And 
they will resist effectively inordinate wage 
demands. But not very strongly today, in 
my opinion. 

PROBLEM OF LABOR PIRACY 

Question. What protection are you going 
to be able to give against the hiring of labor 
by these groups? If you have these frozen 
schedules isn’t it easy for a man to leave 
one place and go to another and be upgraded 
in the other one, so that you can lose all 
your employees that way? 

Answer. You have to do just as you did in 
the last war. There was some of that, but 
not much, You had some of it going on, but 
you controlled it fairly well. 

Question. Wasn’t it controlled in the last 
war by refusing to give them certificates 
which permitted them to take the other job 
when they resigned from a job? 

Answer. In general that was never used. 

Question. But they had that as a threat? 

Answer. We don’t think that is going to be 
essential. 

Question. You haven't begun to exercise 
your authority under the existing law on 
wage control, have you? 

Answer. We haven’t enforced it all along 
the line yet. 

Question. Therefore you're going to get 
tight enforcement if you're going to do 
anything? 

Answer. If you get into a position where 
you have to, yes. But personally I don’t 
think we will get into that position. We're 
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not in all-our war. We're still going to give 
a large amount of consumer goods to people. 

Question. Take all these unorganized in- 
dustries where they try to operate under your 
rules—you're just going to find it more and 
more difficult in those industries to apply 
any standards such as you've got in the 
unionized industries? 

Answer. I don't agree with you. 

Question. But what standard are they 
going to use? Ten percent above January 
1950? For everybody? 

Answer. That's right. 

Question. White-collar workers and execu- 
tives, too? 

Answer. That's right. 

Question. What are your 
You’ve got your escalators? 

Answer. Yes, you can hold it fairly well. 

I am opposed to controls, but all I am try- 
ing to say is that I think you can hold a 
rear-guard action in this whole process bet- 
ter with controls than you can without 
controls. 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in clos- 
ing I wish to commend Mr. Eric Johnston 
for his industrial statesmanship and for 
his courage. Here is a great industrial- 
ist, as wedded as is any Member of the 
Senate of the United States to the pres- 
ervation of the free-enterprise system, 
who recognizes that in order to prevent 
the free-enterprise system from turning 
into a license to exploit the consumers 
during an inflationary period it is essen- 
tial that the Congress adopt a stronger 
and a more effective control program. 
I not only commend Mr. Johnston, but 
I recommend to the Senate and to the 
American people the reading of his 
article. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 3790) making appro- 
priations for the Department of the In- 
terior for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1952, and for other purposes. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
that the clerk state the first committee 
amendment which was passed over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hory 
in the chair). The clerk has already 
stated the amendment. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That amendment, 
which appears on page 2, lines 5 to 19, is 
in two parts. The last part is a rescis- 
sion of $1,758,400, representing the un- 
obligated portion of the appropriation of 
$1,850,000 made last year for the con- 
struction of a transmission line from 
Buggs Island to Langley Field in Vir- 
ginia. That appropriation was made 
because up to that time the Virginia 
Power Co. had been unable, or had 
not actually made any kind of an agree- 
ment to carry power and deliver it to 
the aeronautical service of the United 
States at Langley Field. Congress, 
therefore, made an appropriation to 
build that line. But in the meantime, 
as happened in so many other parts of 
the United States, the company found a 
way to make a contract satisfactory to 
itself and satisfactory to the Govern- 
ment, with the result that it was not 
necessary to spend the money which it 
is here proposed to return to the Treas- 
ury. We have had a similar experience 
in a number of places in the United 
States. That is the reason why the 
committee asks for the adoption of the 
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first part of the amendment, which pro- 
vides “for construction and acquisition 
of transmission lines, substations, and 
appurtenant facilities, as applied to the 
southeastern. power area, to remain 
available until expended, $342,020.” 
That sum of money is to be divided 
into two parts. First, in the Roanoke 
River Basin, survey and plans for a 
transmission line direct from the Buggs 
Island Dam to Kinston, N. C., $23,520, 
and second, Savannah River Basin, 
Clark Hill to Greenwood transmission 
line, 150 kilovolts at $318,500. This is 
what the committee says in its report: 
The committee has approved the two fore- 
going items with the definite understanding 
that the funds recommended therefor are 
not to be used if the Southeastern Power 
Administration and the public utility com- 
panies in the areas concerned can enter into 
wheeling agreements for the transmission of 
power from the Buggs Island Dam to Kins- 
ton, N. C., and for the transmission of power 
from the Clark Hill Dam to Greenwood, S. C. 


The committee goes on to say that— 

Considerable progress has been made in 
the last few years in the negotiation of 
wheeling agreements in other areas of the 
United States, and the committee knows 
of no valid reasons why similar agreements 
cannot be obtained in the southeastern area 
of the United States. 


Then we suggest in our report: 


The committee, therefore, directs the 
Southeastern Power Administration and the 
Secretary of the Interior to exhaust every 
possible effort to obtain proper wheeling 
agreements before utilizing the funds rec- 
ommended for the above-mentioned facili- 
ties. It is the hope of the committee that 
it will not be found necessary to use these 
funds. In the judgment of the committee, 
fair and reasonable offers should be made by 
the public utility companies in the areas 
concerned for the wheeling of power from 
the Buggs Island and the Clark Hill Dams to 
preferred customers of the Government 
under section 5 of the 1944 Flood Control Act, 
and likewise in the judgment of the com- 
mittee when fair and reasonable offers are 
made by the public utility companies such 
offers should be accepted by the Secretary of 
the Interior as the distributor of public 
power under section 5. 


Continuing, the report says: 


in other areas of the United States, and the 
committee sincerely hopes that not only with 
respect to the Kinston, N. C., area and the 
Greenwood, 8. C., area, but with respect to 
the entire area covered by the Southeastern 
Power Administration similar progress can be 
reported to it in the negotiation of wheeling 
agreements, 


That is the sum and substance of it. 
We tried the plan first in the Southwest- 
ern power area, where 2 years ago, as 
Senators will remember, we appropriated 
$6,000,000 for the construction of trans- 
mission lines, expressing the hope that 
it would not be necessary to spend it if 
the public utilities and the Southwestern 
Power Administration could get together 
upon an appropriate wheeling agree- 
ment. They did, and very satisfactory 
contracts were made, satisfactory to the 
companies and satisfactory to the Gov- 
ernment, with the result that we rescind- 
ed the $6,000,000 which had been previ- 
ously appropriated. Appropriations were 
made last year with the same idea in 
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mind, in Colorado, in Montana, and in 
California. Similar arrangements were 
made by the Reclamation Service and 
by the Bonneville Power Administration 
with private utilities, so that it was not 
necessary to spend the money. 

We know of no other way of assuring 
the carrying out of the purpose of the 
Flood Control Act, which gives prefer- 
ence to preferred customers, such as 
Rural Electrification Administration co- 
operatives, to municipalities, to Govern- 
ment itself, except by working out proper 
wheeling agreements. And if that can 
be done we would like to see it done. 
For that reason I hope the committee 
proposal will prevail. 

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, I wish to 
oppose the first part of the amendment, 
the part relative to making an appro- 
priation for building a transmission line 
from Buggs Island to Kinston, N. C., 
and which provides for the building of 
a transmission line from Clark Hill to 
Greenwood, S. C. These lines run 
through North and South Carolina. 
This matter was considered by the House 
committee and by the full session of 
the House. It was fought out there all 
the way through and defeated. I think 
it should be defeated in the Senate. I 
have no objection, of course, to the 
second part of the amendment. I think 
that is entirely proper. But I do not 
believe the appropriation should be 
adopted by the Senate. 

Let us analyze for a few minutes what 
is involved. One part provides for 
building a line which would cost approxi- 
mately $1,000,000, according to the esti- 
mate, but probably $1,500,000 under 
present prices. There is an appropria- 
tion made of $23,250 for surveying. 
That is from Buggs Island to Kinston. 
Already the Carolina Light & Power Co. 
has made contracts for Goldsboro, which 
is one of the places mentioned in the 
report for Wilson, and for Rocky Mount, 
both of which are mentioned in the re- 
port, and the company has been ready 
and willing all the time to make con- 
tracts to transmit the power at a cheaper 
rate than the Government could do it 
after building these lines. 

The company made contracts with the 
electric cooperatives, but when they 
went to the Southeastern Power Admin- 
istration they were handed a sort of 
ultimatum, to the effect “Here are seven 
things you have to agree to before we 
will even talk to you about making a 
contract.” That is the attitude the 
Southeastern Power Administration 
has assumed. That is the arrogance 
with which they have approached this 
matter. The Carolina Light & Power 
Co. has been willing to make a contract 
and transmit this power cheaper than 
the Government could do it after it 
builds its line, and has offered in every 
conceivable way to proceed. There 
would he no difficulty at all in making 
that sort of a contract if it could deal 
with the committee of the Senate, with 
the distinguished chairman of the sub- 
committee, my friend the Senator from 
Arizona, who is always fair, and with the 
whole committee. But what the South- 
eastern Power Administration wants to 
have a gun placed at the head of the 
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company and to say, “If you do not make 
the sort of a contract we want we will 
pull the trigger.” 

I want the power transmitted. This 
line runs in North Carolina. It serves 
the people of my State. But the Caro- 
lina Light & Power Co. has the lines al- 
ready built. There is no need in the 
world for the Congress to authorize the 
expenditure of $1,009,600 to provide 
what has already been provided. The 
very minute this appropriation is de- 
feated, I do not think there will be any 
difficulty about signing the contract. 

Let us look at one other feature in 
that connection, to show the attitude 
with reference to the building of these 
transmission lines.. The power com- 
pany in eastern North Carolina known 
as the Tidewater is a small company. It 
does not serve a large number of people, 
and therefore has had a high rate. The 
Carolina Light & Power Co., together 
with the Virginia Electric & Power Co., 
decided that they wanted to do some- 
thing to help out the cooperatives in 
that section. They worked out a for- 
mula and contract by which they would 
reduce rates, and enable this small 
company to reduce rates to the coopera- 
tives in eastern North Carolina. As a 
result of the contract which they sub- 
mitted, the cooperatives would have 
saved $25,090 a month. That contract 


was submitted in January 1950. Instead 


of being acted upon, it was sent to Mr. 
Wickard, in Washington, the Director 
of REA. That contract is still lying 
upon hisdesk. It has not been executed, 
and the cooperatives of eastern North 
Carolina have lost more than $300,000 in 
the higher rates which they are paying, 
and which they would not have had to 
pay if the contract had been executed. 

What does the Department want? It 
wants appropriations for transmission 
lines. That is what this controversy is 
about. I do not believe the Government 
of the United States ought to dea) with 
its citizens in that fashion. If this ap- 
propriation is defeated, I do not believe 
there will be any trouble. The power 
company stands ready to make a con- 
tract, and there is not a single kilowatt 
of power to be transmitted until 1953. 
There is all that time. If for any rea- 
son the contract is not signed by Jan- 
uary 1, the Congress will be back in ses- 
sion and can provide whatever is nec- 
essary. There will be a whole year in 
which to do it. 

I do not believe that the Government 
of the United States wants to assume an 
additional burden of more than $1,000,- 
000 to build a line which the people 
themselves do not want, and which the 
public does not want. 

Let me read a brief statement from an 
editorial in the Kinston (N. C.) Daily 
Free Press, published at Kinston, N. C., 
the very place where they are talking 
about building this line: 

The Free Press has had numerous com- 
ments regarding the proposed distribution 
by REA of current to be generated at the 
Buggs Island plant, Government constructed 
on the Roanoke River just across the State 
line in Virginia. i 

This paper has opposed any expenditure 
of tax money for extention or distribution 
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lines in eastern Carolina on the ground that 
such expenditure is unnecessary and would 
be unjustified. 


The editorial discusses the question in 
full. This newspaper is published at the 
point to which it is proposed to build the 
line under discussion. It is wholly un- 
necessary. I do not think there is any 
justification for the Government mak- 
ing an appropriation merely to give the 
Southeastern Power Ass*ciation a club 
with which to deal with someone. That 
is not the American way. It is not our 
Government’s way. It should not be the 
way of dealing of any sort of business 
concern. 

I shall not take further time to dis- 
cuss that part of the project. I wish to 
talk about the part in South Carolina. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield before he leaves that 
subject? 

Mr. HOEY. I am delighted to yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Can the Senator 
give us an idea of what would be the cost 
5 transmitting the power by private 

e? 

Mr. HOEY. Yes. A proposal has al- 
ready been made. I will say to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Tennessee that 
the power company agrees to transmit 
the power at a lower rate than the Gov- 
ernment can possibly transmit it if the 
lines are built. The company has said, 
“We will make a wheeling agreement.” 
The Department has said, “We do not 
want you to put in anything about a 
wheeling agreement.” 

The whole attitude has been that of 
resentment toward the making of a con- 
tract. The Department does not want 
a contract. It wants to build transmis- 
sion lines. Those of us who are familiar 
with the attitude of the Interior Depart- 
ment know that it wants to supplant pri- 
vate power with public power every- 
where possible. It does not want a con- 
tract to be made, and that is the only 
reason it has not been made. 

I should like to speak a little about the 
proposed line from Clark Hill to Green- 
wood, S.C. However, before I leave the 
other subject, let me say that the Caro- 
lina Light & Power Co., is not an octo- 
pus. It has 30,000 stockholders in North 
and South Carolina. No single stock- 
holder owns more than 2 percent of the 
stock of the company. It is owned by 
the people. The people are interested 
in it. It has served Goldsboro for 40 
years. It has served Wilson, and other 
places where it is proposed to build 
transmission lines. The cooperatives 
have all signed contracts with the power 
company. This proposed project is not 
desired at Kinston. It is wholly unnec- 
essary. I mention that as incidental to 
showing the attitude of the people in 
my State in connection with this mat- 
ter. 

Coming to the Clark Hill-Greenwood 
transmission line, an appropriation of 
$318,500 is proposed. That project 
would cost $1,068,000, on the basis of the 
estimate, but, of course, the cost at the 
present time would be very much more 
than that. If this appropriation is 
granted, it means that this project will 
be constructed. The South Carolina 
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Electrict & Gas Co. and the Duke Power 
Co. have offered to sign, and are willing 
to sign, a contract similar to the Geor- 
gia contract, which has been approved. 
They are willing to sign a contract which 
would do just what the committee wants 
done, and that is to transmit the power 
at a more reasonable figure than the 
Government possibly could do it, result- 
ing in the savings of an expenditure of 
$1,500,000 to build this line. 

In the case of the Clark Hill-Green- 
wood project, the Southeastern Power 
Administration has already signed a 
contract. It did not even wait for an 
appropriation. It went ahead and 
signed a contract. Now it wants this ap- 
propriation of $323,090, which is ap- 
proximately a third of the cost, if they 
could build it for what they thought 
they could. They are going to begin 
building it. They are not going to give a 
chance for a contract. If they get this 
authority they are going to start work to 
build that line, because that is what they 
want to do. I do not believe they should 
be granted that authority. 

I may say in passing that the Duke 
Power Co. was a pioneer in hydroelectric 
development in North and South Caro- 
lina. If one were to travel over both 
States, he would find great industrial ex- 
pansion and development, due to the fact 
that cheap power was brought to the 
people of those commonwealths. The 
power company serves the rural coopera- 
tives. The Duke Power Co. has more 
than 500,090 customers. Of that num- 
ber, a large percentage are rural coopera- 
tives. Why supplant that arrangement 


-and build a new transmission line, when 


facilities can be provided by the existing 
corporations engaged in that sort of busi- 
ness? 

Mr. President, I think these appropri- 
ations are wholly unnecessary. They 
would represent expenditures of any- 
where from two and one-half to three 
million or four million dollars if they 
were voted, because this is only the be- 
ginning. I can see no reason in the 
world for these appropriations. The 
House of Representatives defeated both 
of them. Members of the House of Rep- 
resentatives from North and South Car- 
olina practically unanimously opposed 
them in the House, and they were de- 
feated there. Ido not believe they ought 
to be passed by the Senate. 

There is just ground for feeling that 
the Interior Department wants te have 
Government control and regulation of 
power, rather than to have the business 
carried on by privete industry. My rea- 
son for saying that is a situation which 
now exists and has existed for some time 
in North Carolina. When the Buggs 
Island appropriation was made, I voted 
for it. I wanted to develop power. I 
wanted flood control on the Roanoke 
River. In the Buggs Island development, 
there were some 8 or 10 other dams 
which it was suggested the Government 
might build. Among those was one at 
Roanoke Rapids. The Government has 
not done anything about it, and will not 
do anything at any time soon. 

It so happened that the Virginia Elec- 
tric & Power Co. owned the site at Roa- 
noke Rapids. In October 1948 it filed an 
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application with the Federal Power Com- 
mission to build a dam for $28,000,- 
000. The Federal Power Commission 
appointed an examiner to hear the 
case. He proceeded to hear it. After 
he had heard it for a while, the Interior 
Department came forward and asked 
permission to intervene. It opposed the 
project, That controversy has been go- 
ing on during 1949 and 1950. The De- 
partment has offered everything in the 
way of delay. It has hindered the proj- 
ect and has held it up. Finally, when 
the examiner made his report in favor 
of permitting the Virginia Electric & 
Power Co. to build the dam at Roanoke 
Rapids, the Department asked that the 
case be reopened. It wanted to offer 
more testimony. That was done. Final- 
ly the case came before the Federal 
Power Commission, and the Federal 
Power Commission, after full hearing, 
with the Interior Department fighting 
it all the way through, gave a unanimous 
decision that the Virginia Electric & 
Power Co. should build the dam. 

What then happened? The Depart- 
ment went to the circuit court and ap- 
plied for an injunction, and they ob- 
tained a temporary injunction, in order 
to delay the project further. The hear- 
ing was set for June 4 of this year. The 
Department appeared and said their 
lawyers had not had time to prepare 
briefs and had the hearing put off until 
September of this year. They have de- 
layed the building of the dam for 2 years. 
In 2 years the dam could have been built 
and power could have been supplied to 
eastern North Carolina. 

The Secretary of the Interior has an- 
nounced that there is a shortage of pow- 
er and that we must have more power. 
Nevertheless he has moved heaven and 
earth to keep the dam from being built. 
The Government has estimated that it 
would cost $32,000,000 to build the dam. 
The power company was going to build 
it for $28,000,000. They could have had 
the dam built and the power made avail- 
able to the cooperatives and to all the 
people of eastern North Carolina but for 
the interference of the Department of 
the Interior. 

The Richmond Times-Leader, review- 
ing the subject on May 10, 1951, said: 


UNCONSCIONABLE DELAY AT ROANOKE RAPIDS 


The petition brought by Secretary of the 
Interior Oscar Chapman, seeking a further 
delay in court consideration of the Roanoke 
Rapids case, walks on the edge of contempt. 
His blandly arrogant motion is aimed at 
postponing argument in the Roanoke Rapids 
case a full 4 months, from the June term of 
the United States Circuit Court of Appeals 
in Asheville until the court’s October term 
in Richmond. Those months would be ir- 
retrievably lost to the Virginia Electric & 
Power Co. in its long struggle to erect the 
proposed $27,000,000 dam, If Mr. Chapman 
were sincerely interested in seeing the de- 
velopment of a water resource, he long ago 
would have joined the power company in its 
application; he would have encouraged an 

effort simultaneously to harness the Roanoke 
River and to preserve the private-enterprise 
system. Instead, Mr. Chapman has willfully 


- adopted a campaign of harassment and de- 


lay, of objection and obstruction; he is out 
to save the South for socialized power, and 
no devious legal stratagem is beneath him. 

Vepco filed its application for authority 
to build the dam on October 6, 1948. The 
Department of the Interior intervened the 
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following January; for more than 2 years, 
Interior's attorneys have pursued a calcu- 
lated plan to delay and delay and delay. 
After all evidence had been taken, in June 
1950, the secretary conjured up some flimsy 
pretexts to reopen the case for further testi- 
mony; so further testimony was taken, and 
the case was stalled another 4 months, but 
the additional evidence added little, if any- 
thing, to the record. In January, the Power 
Commission decided every point in Vepco’s 
favor. If the case is argued in June, Mr. 
Chapman will have had nearly five full 
months to prepare his presentation. It is 
absurd to say that Interior’s skilled attorneys 
need four more months to write a brief in 
a case in which they already have written 
two monumental briefs. 

This may seem a small point—a minor 
legal proceeding of limited public interest— 
but Mr. Chapman’s delaying tactics has a 
significance beyond the surface merits of this 
case. In this new obstruction, one finds one 
more clear and unmistakable sign of the 
Fair Deal’s war against the private-power in- 
dustry. The Secretary, a Halifax County 
Cato, is determined that every Carthage of 
private power must be destroyed; he has 
been remarkably successful elsewhere— 
notably in the Pacific Northwest—but Vepco 
has resisted stubbornly. 

If Vepco can be defeated at Roanoke 


“Rapids—let us make no mistake about it— 


the Nation's private-power industry is virtu- 
ally done for. At issue in this case is the 
Fair Deal’s distorted concept that the Fed- 
eral Government may constitution&lly erect 
pure-power projects and engage in the power 
business wholly apart from flood control or 
aid to navigation. The proposed dams at 
Roanoke Rapids and Gaston have nothing to 
do with flood control; they have nothing to 
do with navigation. They are pure power 
projects. Vepco should build these dams, 
and the sooner the better. Public accept- 
ance of socialized power, in these parts, is 
still a long way off. 


I have read this editorial to show the 
attitude of the Department of the Inte- 
rior. It controls the Southeastern Power 
Administration. The Administration 
does not want to make the contracts. If 
it were left to them, they would make 
them. I say that the Congress should 
not give authority to make contracts for 
things which are not needed and for 
services which could and would be sup- 
plied at a much cheaper rate than would 
be obtainable if the Government were to 
build the lines. 

I ask the Senate to consider the matter 
very seriously. I have no personal inter- 
est in the world in the subject. The lines 
are to be built in my State. We need 
more power in North Carolina. Our peo- 
ple cannot understand why, when we 
need more power, the Secretary of the 
Interior fights the building of the dam at 
Roanoke Rapids, which would supply the 
needed power, when at the same time 
the power companies who operate in that 
section are rendering magnificent 
service. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOEY. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I should very much 
appreciate it if the Senator would am- 
plify one part of his remarks. I under- 
stood the Senator from North Carolina 
to say that in the case of various agen- 
cies at Goldsboro and at Wilson con- 
tracts have been entered into which were 
acceptable to the Southeastern Power 
Administration for the transmission of 
power from the Buggs Island develop- 
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ment to the areas, and that a similar 
contract had been offered for the trans- 
mission from the same place to Kinston, 
N. C., but had been denied. Would the 
Senator amplify his statement in that 
regard? 

Mr. HOEY. The Senator is correct, 
except in one respect. I did not say that 
the Southeastern Power Administration 
had approved the contract. I said it was 
acceptable to the cooperatives at Wil- 
son, and Rocky Mount, and that they 
had signed contracts. I did not say that 
the Southeastern Power Administration 
had approved them. I do not know 
whether they had. However, the power 
company is perfectly willing to make 
the same sort of contract at Kinston 
which they have made at the other 
places. As an indication of the attitude 
of the Southeastern Power Administra- 
tion, when they talk about a contract 
they hand the company a paper with 
seven conditions written on it. They say 
to the company, “Here are seven things 
which you must agree to before we will 
even talk about a contract.” That is an 
example of the arrogance with which the 
Administration approaches the subject. 
It is not a matter of one man talking 
with another man, of one American citi- 
zen discussing a subject with another 
American citizen, or of the Government 
dealing with one of its citizens. The 
Southeastern Power Administration says, 
“You do this. No argument about it. 
You sign your name.“ They want the 
Senate to give them a gun, so they can 
point it at a power company’s head and 
say, “If you do not sign, we will pull the 
trigger.” Iam opposed to investing that 
sort of power in the Administration in 
its dealings with power companies. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, HOEY. Yes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Is it not a fact that 
the contracts to which the Senator from 
North Carolina refers were made at Wil- 
son, Rocky Mount, and Goldsboro only 
a few weeks ago, when it become appar- 
ent that the Congress would take action 
and approve the appropriation necessary 
to make a survey and build power lines to 
service those communities? 

Mr. HOEY. No; they were made after 
the House had already defeated the pro- 
vision. Furthermore, I may say to the 
Senator from Louisiana, the same con- 
tracts had been offered all along. There 
is no trouble about making contracts. 
The companies have been serving Golds- 
boro for 40 years. 

Mr. ELLENDER. But the contracts 
were entered into when efforts were 
made to obtain Congressional action. 
With respect to the proposed contract 
at Kinston to which the Senator re- 
fers, is the Senator certain that a con- 
tract similar to the one offered at Wilson 
and Goldsboro has been offered at Kin- 
ston? 

Mr. HOEY. The company is per- 
fectly willing to do so. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The record does not 
show that the company is willing to 
contract on the same basis. 

Mr. HOEY. I do not know whether 
the contract had been actually offered. 
However, the company announced pub- 
licly that it would be glad to make that 
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kind of contraci. There is no difficulty 
about making a contract. The company 
wants to transmit the power. It has the 
lines running from Buggs Island to Kin- 
ston, through the towns which are al- 
ready being served, where there would be 
no reason on ea tlhi to build another line. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator 
think it is a good policy for the Gov- 
ernment to spend millions of dollars to 
build dams, such as at Buggs Island and 
Clark Hill, and then permit a private 
concern to be the sole distributor of the 
electricity produced at such facilities? 

Mr. HOEY. Not at all, but if a private 
company is willing to wheel the power 
at a reasonable rate I cannot see any 
reason why it should not be permitted 
to do so. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator 
mean from the bus bar? 

Mr. HOEY. Yes; that is what they 
are willing to do. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Let us consider 
Greenwood. We are now talking about 
Greenwood. 

Mr. HOEY. From Clark Hill to 
Greenwood. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes. As I under- 
stand, the Duke Power Co. wishes to 
furnish electricity at Greenwood. 

Mr. HOEY. Yes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Unless we permit 
the Government to build lines from 
Clark Hill to Greenwood, and other 
points, does it not follow that private 
concerns will be the only ones to come 
to the bus bar and obtain the publicly 
generated electricity, and that it is 
therefore possible that the preferred 
customers will not be able to obtain it? 

Mr. HOEY. Not at all. The Duke 
Power Co. has offered to wheel this 
power at 1 mill per kilowatt-hour, and 
let them send it wherever they wish to. 
The Duke Power Co. and the Carolina 
Electric & Gas Co. are willing to make 
the same sort of contract that the 
Georgia Power Co. made, and that the 
Southeastern Power Administration has 
approved. 

Mr. ELLENDER. If the policy the 
Senator is now advocating is followed, 
the result in the case of Buggs Island 
and Clark Hill will be that the privately 
owned concerns will get the sole right 
to distribute the power, to the exclu- 
sion of those who are entitled to it, 
namely, the preferred customers. 

Mr. HOEY. No; they would be de- 
livering it to whomever they wish to; 
there is no trouble in regard to deliver- 
ing it. They would offer to make a 
wheeling agreement to deliver the 
power. It is not that they wish to con- 
fiscate the power, because the Carolina 
Light & Power Co. has a lower rate than 
Buggs Island will have. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The evidence 
shows, as I recall it, that the Carolina 
Power Co. has refused to contract with 
the cooperatives in the Kinston area. 
The reason why the committee decided 
to have a survey made in regard to that 
line was that it hoped that the same 
offer which was made and consummated 
at Rocky Mount and Wilson and Golds- 
boro would be made and undertaken at 
Kinston. The fact that there was no 
evidence to show that the power com- 


pany had agreed to deal with Kinston 
in the way that it had with the three 
other localities I have just mentioned, 
was the reason that prompted the com- 
mittee to include in the bill an item to 
provide funds with which to have the 
survey made. 

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will recall, L. V. Sutton, who ap- 
peared before the committee, testified 
that they were ready at any time to 
make a contract. There is no question 
about that. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I hope the Senate will 
note that one of these lines is entirely 
within South Carolina; I refer to the 
line which runs from Clark Hill to 
Greenwood, a distance of 41 miles. I 
wish to call attention to the further 
fact that no transmission-line now runs 
where this proposed transmission line is 
to be built. I also call attention to the 
fact that the Government has spent 
millions of dollars in Greenwood County 
to build what is known as the Buzzard 
Roost development. When we finish 
the Clark Hill development, what we 
want there is a transmission line 
running from Clark Hill to Greenwood, 
so in case we have more electricity than 
we can use in Greenwood, it can be dis- 
tributed down the line to Clark Hill. 
On the other hand, if there is a shortage 
of electricity at Buzzard Roost, then by 
means of the transmission line we can 
deliver the electricity to Greenwood. If 
we do not have that line, but have to de- 
pend on the private lines, we shall be 
charged twice—both going and coming, 
so to speak—for the transmission, un- 
der the wheeling agreements and one 
thing and another. 

Mr. President, in fairness to the power 
companies, I wish to say that they have 
done a good job in South Carolina, as 
far as they have gone. However, until 
we had in South Carolina a develcpment 
financed by the Federal Government, 
known as the Santee-Cooper project, as 
it is generally referred to in South Caro- 
lina, we could not obtain results. But 
since we have had the Santee-Cooper 
project, which we could use as a whip 
over the private power companies, we 
have gotten more done by the power 
companies in my State. 

I wish to commend the committee for 
whai it has done in the past toward hav- 
ing the power companies enter into the 
agrecments by saying to them, in effect 
“If you enter into the agreement, we 
will not build a transmission line.” In 
effect, the committee says that in this 
bill. 8 

What harm will be done if the Gov- 
ernment subsequently builds a transmis- 
sion line, or even if it builds a trans- 
mission line now? The private power 
companies certainly can build a trans- 
mission line before the Government 
builds one. Thus far, the private com- 
panies have not built a transmission line 
there. Power cannot be transmitted 
there until the line is built. 

This committee amendment is merely 
a little encouragement to the private 
power companies to do what we would 
like to have them do in connection with 
this matter. I believe this appropriation 
will not have to be spent if we provide for 
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it in the terms in which it is now pro- 
vided for in the bill; but the amendment 
will have a great influence in getting the 
private power companies to enter into 
contacts suitable for carrying the elec- 
tric power or wheeling it to the people, 
and in getting the power companies to 
look out for the interests of the people 
of my State. 

Let us bear in mind that from Clark 
Hill to Greenwood its entirely in South 
Carolina. I am not referring at this 
time to North Carolina. I wish the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina would confine 
his recommendations regarding the com- 
mittee amendment to North Carolina, in- 
stead of applying them to both North 
Carolina and South Carolina, for I know 
what is needed in my State, and I believe 
I know what would be for the best inter- 
ests of the power companies and for the 
Government-owned power lines. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

e JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
eld. 

Mr. HILL. Is it not true that the De- 
partment of the Interior has entered 
into approximately 125 wheeling con- 
tracts, and that in almost every case 


‘there has been no contract until the 


Congress has provided in the bill funds 
for the building of the line in the event 
the wheeling contract is not made? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
agree with everything the Senator from 
Alabama has said. The committee 
amendment is included in the bill only 
for the purpose of encouraging the 
private power companies to do the work 
and to receive the benefits therefrom. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I urge the 
adoption of the committee amendment. 
I am sorry that my colleague is not here 
today. Of course, I cannot speak for 
him. I imagine that the chairman of 
the committee knows his position in re- 
gard to this matter. However, I know 
what my colleague’s position has been in 
the past in connection with matters of 
this kind. 

We only wish to do what is fair and 
what is right for both the power com- 
panies and the Government-owned com- 
panies, and we must also keep in mind 
the interests of the public at large. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
STENNIS in the chair). Does the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina yield to the 
Senator from North Dakota? 

Prs JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
eld. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I do not 
think it is necessary for the colleague of 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina to be here, for the Senator from 
South Carolina seems to be taking very 
good care of the people of South Caro- 
lina, as he usually does. Certainly he is 
taking good care of his constituents. 

I should like to ask the distinguished 
Senator how much the appropriation 
amonnig to, in the case of South Caro- 

a. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
It amounts to $318,500; I think that is 
correct. 

Mr. LANGER. Let me say to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Alabama that 
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the so-called wheeling contract covered 
by the Keating amendment in the House 
of Representatives would put out of busi- 
ness eight of the REA cooperatives in 
North Dakota, if the Keating amend- 
ment were adopted by the Senate. So I 
am delighted with the action of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, the distin- 
guished Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. JoHNsTon] has well and ably pre- 
sented the case for the appropriation of 
funds provided in the committee amend- 
ment for the transmission line from 
Clark Hill to the Greenwood County Co- 
operative Association in the event no 
wheeling contract is entered into. 

In this connection, I should like to 
call the attention of the Senate to the 
fact that the Senate Committee on Ap- 
propriations in reporting the bill to the 
Senate has, in its report on the bill, di- 
rected the Secretary of the Interior to 
make every possible effort to obtain a 
wheeling contract. As I said in the 
course of my query addressed to the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina that is the 
way we have gotten wheeling contracts, 
namely, by including such funds in the 
bill. Until the funds are provided in the 
bill, so that the Department of the In- 
terior is able to proceed to build a trans- 
mission line if need be, wheeling con- 
tracts are not entered into. That is the 
whole history of the matter of wheeling 
contracts and transmission lines, as the 
distinguished Senator from South Caro- 
lina and the distinguished Senator from 
Arizona have so well stated. 

As to the provision with reference to 
the power from Buggs Island to Kinston, 
N. C., let me say that all the commit- 
tee amendment provides is approxi- 
mately $23,000 for a survey, but not a 
penny or nickel is provided by the com- 
mittee amendment for the building of a 
transmission line from the Buggs Island 
project to Kinston. All that the com- 
mittee amendment provides for is a 
survey. It would be impossible to build 
the line without first coming to the Con- 
gress and getting an appropriation for 
that specific purpose. 

‘There is no Senator for whom I have 
higher regard or greater esteem than 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. Hoey]. I think he 
knows of the esteem in which I hold him. 
I am a member of the Senate Commit- 
tee on Appropriations which considered 
this matter, and I am afraid that the 
Senator from North Carolina simply has 
not had called to his attention all the 
facts in the matter. I should like to call 
his attention to testimony to be found 
in the hearings, at page 939, of Mr. 
L. P. Beverage, the manager of the Four 
Counties Electric Membership Corp., 
of Burgaw, N. C. He appeared before 
the subcommittee. He did not request 
@ survey, such as the one the com- 
mittee provided. He requested money 
for the purpose of building the line. 
Speaking for the REA co-ops in that sec- 
tion of North Carolina, Mr. Beverage 
said: 

For the past 3 years we have been work- 
ing on a program, and at the first of our 
program we organized what we called an 
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Electric Membership Corp., of which I am 
president, to work out something to get a 
more dependable power supply for eastern 
North Carolina at a reasonable cost. 


He then said: 

Our studies that we have been making in- 
dicate that our most feasible feeder point 
would be to come into Kinston, where the 
Southeastern has proposed to build a line to, 
and we have repeatedly tried to work out 
something with the power company since 
January of 1950. ` 


I have been reading from the testi- 
mony of Mr. Beverage, who was speak- 
ing on behalf of the REA co-ops in that 
section of North Carolina. I repeat what 
he said: 

We have repeatedly tried to work out 


something with the power company since 
January of 1950. 


He continued: 

The original proposal was to wheel Buggs 
Island power, but they added a restriction to 
this clause that they proposed to give us that 
would almost prohibit us from realizing the 
benefits of the low-cost power at Buggs 
Island. Since that time we have negotiated 
with them on several occasions to try to 
work out something. In October 1950, we 
asked them to give us a little more reason- 
able contract and stated the terms that we 
would like to have, and they said, “Oh, no, 
we cannot do that. You would have to be- 
come customers of the company and let 
us buy the power at Buggs Island and re- 
sell it to you.” 


Mr. President, that is the nub of the 
thing. The question is whether this 
power is to be bought at the bus bar by 
the private power company, in turn to be 
sold by it to the REA co-ops, in the same 
manner in which they sell to any other 
customer desiring to purchase power; or 
whether we shall carry out the provi- 
sions of section 5 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1944, which provided that REA's 
and public bodies should get the power at 
the lowest cost consistent with sound 
business principles, which means, as the 
law prescribes, that there shall be a suf- 
ficient income to pay the cost of the Gov- 
ernment project. 

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HILL. I am glad to yield to my 
friend from North Carolina. 

Mr. HOEY. The testimony to which 
the Senator has been referring relates 
to power to be furnished by the Tide- 
water Power Co. It is a very high rate, 
and I referred to that. As late as Janu- 
ary 1950 the other companies got to- 
gether and proposed a contract which 
would have called for a reduced rate, 
which would have saved the coopera- 
tives $25,000 a month. That contract 
has not been approved. 

Mr. HILL. I intend to come to that 
in a very few moments. They got along 
as they did in 1938, when they first re- 
ceived a very low rate, which was later 
increased so that they are now paying 
1% cents for power. I am coming to 
that. 

Mr. HOEY. Had they been given the 
reduced rate, which the company had 
agreed to give them, it would have saved 
them, up to this time, over $300,000. 

Mr. HILL. Iam coming to that. Mr. 
Beverage. in his testimony, speaks of that 
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very proposition. Reading further, from 
page 940, Mr. Beverage said: 


And we are paying at the present time 114 
cents per kilowatt-hour. 


Any Senator who has gone into the 
matter of rates knows that 14 cents 
per kilowatt-hour is a very high rate. 

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 

Mr. HOEY. This contract would 
have brought it down to practically half 
that amount, would it not? 

Mr. HILL. Yes, and in a few moments 
I shall come to that very point. 

Then Mr. Beverage goes on to say 
that, because of the high rate, it has 
not been possible to develop the REA 
co-ops and to develop the use of power 
as should have done, and as the develop- 
ment of North Carolina and of the coun- 
try as a whole dictates should be done. 
He brings out the fact that this high 
rate, as the Senator from North Caro- 
lina has suggested, is the rate of the 
Tidewater Power Co., which is now fur- 
nishing the power; and he further de- 
velops that the Tidewater Power Co. 
buys most of its power from the Carolina 
Power & Light Co. He states that the 
Tidewater Power Co. buys from Carolina 
Power & Light Co., and that they have 
never been able to understand why the 
Carolina Power & Light Co. would not 
sell to the REA co-ops directly, instead 
of making them buy from the Tidewater 
Power Co., that company buying in turn 
from the Carolina Power & Light Co. 

Reading furtner, from page 941, Mr. 
Beverage said: 

There is a funny thing on that resale 
proposition that we have never been able 
to figure out. We have a substation locat- 
ed approximately 6 miles from the C. P. & L. 
system where they sell to Tidewater Power 
Co. Tidewater charges us 144 cents, and 6 
miles up the road C. P. & L. is selling it for 
7% mills. 

We never have been able to figure out why 
C. P. & L. has repeatedly just evaded the 
issue when we approached them about pur- 
chasing the power. 


He further said: 


We have been planning in our last talks 
with the power company—we asked them 
what we could do to take advantage of this 
cheaper rate of 1244 mills, approximately, 
and they told us that the only way that 
they saw that we could do it at that time 
would be to build a transmission system of 
our power which would consolidate all of our 
load into one metering point, and through 
that we would be able to buy on a 1,000- 
kilowatt-rate schedule, 


I invite particular attention to this: 


But when we first organized our coopera- 
tive in North Carolina in 1937 we couldn't 
get any agreement with the power com- 
panies at all to sell our cooperative power at 
a reasonable cost. 

Our engineers came up with the idea of 
building our own hydro plant on a river 
which was located within the area of the co- 
operative, and we had made application for 
funds to REA to build that hydro project. 

Immediately after the plans were submit- 
ted to REA the power company came back 
and were glad to deal with us if we were go- 
ing to put in our own power system. 


In other words, when the power com- 
pany saw that the cooperative meant 
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business, and that they were going to 
put in their own power system, rather 
than pay the high rates demanded by 
the power company, then the company 
became ready to do business. Mr. Bev- 
erage continues: 

They came down to a point where we could 
afford to buy power from them, which was 
around 1 cent at that time. 


The contract at that time was for 1 
cent. He continued: 
Since 1938— 


That is when all of this happened— 


Since 1938 through what they call a fuel 
charge they have been gradually increasing 
our rate to a point now where it has gone 
up from 1 cent to a little over 1½ cents. 

When we organized our eastern group and 
asked the power companies to make a coun- 
terproposal to give us dependable service at 
a reasonable cost to avoid having to build 
a transmission system of our own, they came 
back with a somewhat similar proposal to 
that which they gave us in 1938 of 814 mills, 
and we build our own load centers. 

And we look upon it somewhat as exactly 
what to do. Our board saw practically the 
same thing happen in 1938. Are we going 
to be faced with the same thing 10 years 
from now? We are going to be back to the 
144-cent power. 


We know that if the power company 
makes an offer today it can raise the 
rate tomorrow, unless there be a wheel- 
ing contract which stipulates a reason- 
able rate to the farmers and insures 
their continuing to receive power at a 
reasonable rate. 

The witness w2nt on to say that there 
were 7,.00 members of his particular 
cooperative, and that the eastern group 
represented 49,000 members. I take it 
be means 49, 00 families altogether. 

In connection with the proposition as 
to whether the company has made any 
real proposal, let us take a look at the 
record with reference to wheeling the 
power. I wish to read from page 1022, 
from the testimony of Mr. L. V. Sutton, 
the president of the Varolina Power & 
Light Co. I read from page 1022: 

Senator Haypen. What is the difference 
between your situation and that in Okla- 
homa or Arkansas or southern Missouri and 
other places, or in the far West, wherein the 
private power companies have found it to 
their advantage to agree that they will help 
to carry out the »ublic-power policy of the 
Government; thai is, to make available any 
power generated at these hydroelectric dams 
to preferred customers of the Government, 
the co-ops, the municipalities, or to the Gov- 
ernment itself, at the lowest possible rates 
ecasistent with good business principles? 
They have agreed in these wheeling agree- 
ments to do that very thing and have found 
it advantageous to do it, because, by inte- 
grating the hydro power with their steam 
power, they save money on steam genera- 
tion. You say this high-cost coal is involved. 
I+ would certainly be possible to integrate 
the Buggs Island power, fluctuating as it is, 
into your system in an advantageous way; 
is that not true? 


Does Mr. Sutton say, “We have made 
an offer to do that very thing”? Does 
he say, “We have offered a wheeling con- 
tract to the Southeastern Power Associa- 
tion“? Does he say, “Here is your con- 
tract; we are ready to sign it’? Does 
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he say, “I have already signed it; have 
Mr. Chapman, the Secretary of the In- 
terior, sign it’? No. What does he say? 
He says, “I think that could be worked 
out.” Could there be any better evi- 
dence, in fact, that he has not offered 
such a wheeling contract? He said, “I 
think that could be worked out.” Then 
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN] 
said: 

Then, if you can do it, as in ths West, 
it is simply a question of how much you 
should be paid for wheeling it from Buggs 
Island to these preferred customers of the 
Government. What is your objection to do- 
ing that? 


Mr. Sutton replied: 


We will be glad to work out something 
of that kind. 


Mr, AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr, HILL. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator from Ala- 
bama, in reading from the testimony, 
quoted a reference to high-priced coal. 
IJ assume that high-priced coal is affected 
by the escalator clause which is added 
to some of the wholesale contracts. Does 
the Senator from Alabama know whether 
in this case the fuel charge may be based 
upon high-priced coal, or whether the 
power is generated by means of off- 
shore, low-cost oil, as is done in many 
generating plants along the Atlantic 
coast? 

Mr. HILL. I could not tell the Senator. 
I do not know whence comes the coal. 

Mr. AIKEN. I think it would be well 
for the smallér companies, the coopera- 
tives and municipalities, that purchase 
wholesale power, where there is an esca- 
lator clause in the contract based on the 
cost of fuel, to investigate and find out 
whether they are being charged on the 
basis of high-cost coal, whereas low-cost 
offshore oil may actually be used. 

Mr. HILL, I think the Senator has 
made a very wholesome suggestion. 

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 

Mr. HOEY. I will say, in response to 
the question of the Senator from Ver- 
mont, that ordinarily the price is based 
not on an escalator clause, but on one 
mill or half a mill per kilowatt hour for 
the transmission of power for 50 miles 
and another half-mill for another 50 
miles, It is based on the lowest possible 
cost. 

Mr. AIKEN. In this case does the 
utility company actually transmit power 
to be used at so much a kilowatt-hour, or 
does it buy it and resell it to the cus- 
tomer? 

Mr. HOEY. It transmits it either way. 
In one instance, they buy it, and if they 
want to transmit it, they wheel it. 

Further on in Mr. Sutton’s testimony, 
he mentioned the fact that in submitting 
contracts to cooperatives, he put in 
wheeling agreements, but they said, “We 
do not want that; we want a delivered 
price.“ They asked him to eliminate it. 

Mr. HILL. Let me say to my distin- 
guished friend that on page 1024 of the 
hearings the Senator from Wyoming 
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[Mr. O’ManonEy] asked some questions. 
One of the questions was: 

Have you presented such contracts to the 
Southeastern Power Administration? That 
is, wheeling contracts—— 

Mr. Sorrow. No, I would like to tell you 
why—— 

Senator O'MAHONEY. Are you willing to 
present such a contract? 

Mr. SUTTON. Tes. 

Senator O’Manonry. Have you discussed 
it with the Administration? 

Mr, SUTTON. To some extent. Then rela- 
tions were broken off. I would like to put 
in the record why. 

They gave us a manifesto. 

Senator O'Manoney. That is a bad word 
to use. 

Mr. SUTTON. I know no other word to ex- 
press it. I picked that word as the best 
word I could use covering this. 

They handed us a proposed basis for con- 
tractual agreements between the Southeast- 
ern Power Administration and the private 
power companies. In other words, before 
they would talk, we would have to agree to 
all these things. 

Senator O’Manoney, I never knew a pro- 
posal to be a definitive contract, sir. 


We find ourselves, Mr. President, in 
the position of having the Senate Com- 
mittee on Appropriations bringing be- 
fore us a bill with an appropriation pro- 
viding for only a survey of this line, and 
directing the Secretary of the Interior 
to use every power at his command to 
work out a wheeling contract. We find, 
according to Mr. Sutton’s own testimony, 
that he has never made any real bona 
fide offer of a wheeling contract. 

So far as the proposal coming to the 
Southeastern Power Administration is 
concerned, of course any proposal for 
the making of any contract is subject to 
change and modification. We usually 
take the best offer we think it is possible 
to get, with the idea that we can change 
it, modify it, or give something. That 
is the situation. If we place the little 
sum of $23,000 in the bill we will get a 
wheeling contract and the people and 
the farmers of North Carolina will get 
the benefit of the dam which they have 
been promised by the Congress in the 
Flood Control Act of 1944. They will 
receive the same treatment in the mat- 
ter of power that many REA communi- 
ties and municipalities are receiving. 
Otherwise, they will be denied the cheap 
power which is being furnished to other 
municipalities. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Hunt in the chair). The question is 
on agreeing to the committee amend- 
ment on page 2, beginning in line 5. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I 
should like to suggest to my very good 
friend, the senior Senator from North 
Carolina, that he withdraw his request 
for a vote on this question. I make that 
suggestion in all good faith. As he 
knows, we have on previous occasions, by 
following a similar procedure, brought 
about a meeting of the minds between 
the Federal authorities and the private 
power companies. 

As the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
HILL] has just pointed out, so far as 
his own State is concerned, we have 
merely provided for a survey—that is all, 
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The situation in eastern North Carolina, 
as disclosed by the hearings, is that they 
are not served by the principal power 
companies of the State, either by the 
Virginia Power Co. or the Carolina 
Power Co., but by a subsidiary power 
company, which produces no power, but 
buys it from some other company. Cer- 
tainly the main companies in that area 
ought to be able to take care of that 
business themselves. If they do that, 
and not act through a subsidiary, the 
rate can be cut in half, as the Senator 
himself has suggested; instead of one 
and a half cents it could be seven and 
a half mills. That can be done. I think 
that is the way to go about it. 

If the language is entirely stricken 
out of the bill it will be a clear indica- 
tion to the power company tha the Con- 
gress does not intend to appropriate any 
money in that area to build any trans- 
mission lines, and that the sole recourse 
the preferred customers of the Govern- 
ment have is to make some kind of an 
arrangement with the private power 
company, and that, of course, gives the 
private company the very best side of the 
bargain. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. What it means is this: 
The power is available; the water going 
over the dam to waste. Power is being 
generated, with one customer, that is 
the private power company. They come 
to the dam, to the bus bar, and the Gov- 
ernment is in such a position that it is 
forced to sell to them for whatever it 
can get for the power. Furthermore, as 
the Senator so well knows, it is abso- 
Iutely to the interest of the Government 
to be able, if necessary, to build a line 
so as to tie its power in with other. power, 
because by so doing the secondary, or 
peak, or what we call dump power, can 
be firmed up through a mutual arrange- 
ment, and thereby be made more valu- 
able to the Government, bringing to the 
Federal Treasury much more money, 
and contributing more to pay off the 
cost of the project to the taxpayers of 
the United States. Is that not true? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. That is exactly 
what was done in Oklahoma, to the mu- 
tual advantage of the Government and 
the private power company. Both of 
them made money by such an arrange- 
ment. The same thing can be done in 
this instance. Iam just as well satisfied 
as I am that I am standing here, that 
if we had not appropriated the money to 
build the transmission line from Buggs 
Island to Langley Field there would to- 
day be no low-cost power delivered by 
the Virginia Power Co. to Langley Field. 
When the House first indicated that it 
would act on that appropriation the 
company came forward with a more 
favorable offer, and when we actually 
appropriated the money, they made a 
still more favorable offer. That shows 
that they can make money delivering the 
power to that area, 

We want to see the Carolina Power 
Co. make money. I have indicated al- 
ways that I favor a policy of “live and 
let live”; but there must be some bar- 
gaining. 
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So I suggest that the Senator permit 
this situation to continue for another 
year to see how it comes out. Unless 
we put in the bill this language in an 
effort to bring about a wheeling contract, 
we are making no effort whatever toward 
getting this benefit to the farmers of that 
section of North Carolina. I know that 
my friend from North Carolina is anxi- 
ous and eager to do all he can to bring 
to the people of this area the benefits 
of this power at the low rates provided 
for in the Flood Control Act of 1944, to 
obtain for them the same benefits which 
many farmers and many co-ops are get- 
ting throughout the United States from 
Government-built projects. 

I can understand the Senator’s con- 
cern about the situation in his own State. 
But so far as the State of South Carolina 
is concerned we have one of the Senators 
from that State with us upon the floor. 
The other Senator [Mr. MAYBANK], as a 
member of the committee and the junior 
Senator from South Carolina both agree 
that it is advisable to appropriate money 
for the transmission line from Clark Hill 
to Greenwood. They believe that if that 
appropriation is made a proper wheeling 
contract will be entered into with the 
private utilities in that area. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I should like to say to the Senator from 
Arizona that since I spoke on the floor a 
few minutes ago the senior Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK] called me 
and said just what he had previously said 
in reference to his position on this 
particular amendment; that he thought 
that the language should be adopted in 
the form reported by the committee, of 
which he is a member. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Those, Mr, President, 
are the representations I wanted to 
make. I ask for a vote on the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, I should 
like to say to the distinguished Senator 
from Arizona that I am fully in accord 
with his views about this matter. I 
would have not the slightest question 
about it at all if his committee were 
going to pass on it. I want to say very 
definitely that I am very strongly in 
favor of providing the lowest possible 
rate for the cooperatives in North Caro- 
lina as well as the other States. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator said, “If 
the committee were going to pass on it.” 

Mr. HOEY. Yes. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is exactly what 
the committee does. An appropriation 
for a survey would have to be followed 
up by an appropriation for a transmis- 
sion line. That is when the committee 
passes on it. The appropriation will be 
made for the southeastern area as the 
appropriation was made for Colorado, as 
the appropriation was made in Montana, 
as the appropriation was made in Cali- 
fornia. They were all made with this 
understanding. When the wheeling 
agreements were made the money was 
withdrawn, just as we have made the 
rescission in the very next paragraph 
with reference to the Virginia Power Co, 
conveying power to Langley Field. 
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The committee played fair, and it will 
continue to play fair if there is proper 
agreement made and a real sincere effort 
to trade. When people want to trade 
they can trade. When they do not want 
to, and feel that they do not have to, 
that is another situation. The Senator 
can trust the Senate Committee on Ap- 
propriations. We will not make appro- 
priations arbitrarily to carry out any 
kind of an arrangement if we find that 
the Government is trying to take an un- 
fair advantage of the Senator’s constit- 
uents who are in the private power busi- 
ness. On the other hand we want to be 
sure that both sides are on the up and 
up, each trying to do its best for one 
another. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. I am just wondering 
about these wheeling agreements, which 
I assume are made more or less to extend 
over most of the country. Assuming 
that a wheeling agreement is made with 
a private power company to carry the 
power from a publicly owned dam, and 
that it is on a perfectly satisfactory 
basis, for a 5-year period or a 10-year 
period; what happens when that con- 
tract expires? The company has the 
only high-tension line going to the dam. 
Most States have public service commis- 
sions which would prohibit anybody else 
from building lines to that dam. What 
is going to happen then when those con- 
tracts expire? Are not the private com- 
panies going to be virtually the only pur- 
chasers or carriers of that power? 

Mr. HAYDEN. So long as it is to their 
advantage to take unfirm hydro power 
and consolidate it with the steam power 
that is the situation throughout practi- 
cally all parts of the United States. It is 
to their advantage to plan the two to- 
gether. If they could not get the hydro 
the Government had they would have 
to build stand-by steam plants, which 
it would not pay them to do. On the 
other hand, the power the Government 
has, which is unfirm, is firmed up by 
these contracts, so that the Government 
naturally has more power to sell to its 
preferred customers. It is a mutually 
advantageous arrangement, and there is 
no reason for breaking it at the end of 
5 years or any other time. All these 
contracts, I may say to the Senator, con- 
tain a provision that they may be re- 
vised upward or downward on a year's 
notice after a period of 3 years. Either 
party can do that. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator is highly 
correct, that it would be to the mutual 
advantage of both the cooperatives, if 
they are using the power, or part of it, 
and the private companies, to continue 
with a satisfactory arrangement. But I 
am wondering what will happen at the 
end of the 3-year agreement, when the 
power company has the only line going 
to this great source of power. Iam par- 
ticularly concerned because of the mat- 
ter which the Senator from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. Hoey] is discussing today. I 
do not know the local situation which 
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relates to this particular case. I think 
this matter is only one phase of the con- 
flict between the private power com- 
panies, on the one hand, and the mu- 
nicipals, the public power districts, and 
the REA, on the other. 

We know that the aim of the private 
companies is not to prevent the expendi- 
ture of Federal funds in developing elec- 
trical energy, but to make sure that they 
have a complete monopoly over such 
energy once it is developed. I am fully 
satisfied as to that. The Senator knows, 
for example, how hard I have worked 
for the development of the St. Lawrence 
seaway. The Senator also knows of the 
intense opposition which that project has 
encountered from the utility companies, 
using the railroads as a front, largely— 
including the Senator’s own railroad, 
the Santa Fe, which is apparently acting 
as “hatchet man” for the utility com- 
panies at this stage of the game. A few 
years ago the president of one of New 
England's larger power companies wrote 
to me—he did not telephone—that if the 
proponents of the St. Lawrence seaway 
would agree to sell all the power to the 
utility company at the bus bar, not let- 
ting the municipals or the cooperatives 
have any except what they purchased 
from the power company, they would not 
only withdraw their opposition to the St. 
Lawrence development, but they would 
get behind it and help us to put it over. 

That is why I know that all this is 
simply one phase of the conflict by which 
the private utility companies are now 
undertaking to obtain control of all the 
power generated at publicly constructed 
and owned dams. I cannot draw any 
other conclusion from these operations. 

What concerns me is this: Once they 
get a line into this source of power, can 
anyone else ever put a line in there? 
The Congress might vote to construct a 
public line when it would not vote to 
confiscate a line which was already there 
and privately owned. Iam simply rais- 
ing the question now because we may 
have to face it later. I will vote for the 
committee amendment at this time, but 
I do not think that settles the problem. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Let me say to the 
Senator from Vermont that I think he is 
borrowing trouble by anticipating what 
will happen some 5 or 10 years from now 
in the event that a satisfactory wheeling 
arrangement having being been made, 
and the contract having expired, the 
private power company might say, 
“Since we have the only high tension 
transmission line to carry this power, 
we will not enter into any further agree- 
ment, but we will proceed to charge the 
preferred customers of the Government 
more money for carrying the power than 
we have charged them heretofore.” 

In the first place, the power companies 
would certainly be under some regulation 
by the State utilities commission, or 
whatever the regulating authority may 
be. In the second place, if they could 
get away with it, is there any doubt in 
the mind of anyone that Congress would 
say, “That being the case, we shall sim- 
ply have to parallel your line, and see 
that the preferred customers get their 
power.” 
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When the power companies found that 
to be the situation, they would again 
come forward and make a decent wheel- 
ing agreement, just as we ask them to 
do now. 

Let me mention one basic fact. We 
know that the investment in the genera- 
tion and transmission of power by the 
Federal Government at the present time 
is about $2,000,000,000. We know that 
the investment by the private utilities of 
the United States in generation and 
transmission of electric power is about 
$22,000,000,000. So when anyone enter- 
tains the idea, first, that it is possible to 
socialize public power throughout the 
United States, all he has to do is to stop 
and think what chance there would be 
of getting an appropriation of $22,000,- 
000,000 from any American Congress 
now in existence or in prospect. So that 
question is out of the way. 

The cry of socialism has been raised 
by many of the private utilities. In my 
mind it is utterly unjustified. No mem- 
ber of the Senate Committee on Appro- 
priations that I know of, or that I have 
known since I have had anything to do 
with it, is a Socialist. All we are trying to 
do is to carry out a policy laid down by 
Congress in the Flood Control Act, which 
states that public power shall be made 
available to preferred customers at the 
lowest possible rates consistent with 
good business judgment. If that objec- 
tive cannot be attained by making 
wheeling agreements with the private 
utilities, then the Government itself will 
have to take appropriate action. 

Every member of the committee pre- 
fers to see private industry do this work 
where it can be done fairly and equit- 
ably; and we find that wherever it is 
done, it is to the mutual advantage of 
the Government and the private util- 
ities. 

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. HOEY. I should like to say, in 
response to what the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. ArkEN] has said, that the 
companies would like to have longer con- 
tracts than 3 years. The Government 
does not want to make a contract for 
lenger than 3 years. I do not believe 
that that phase need concern us. 

I believe that what the Senator from 
Arizona says is absolutely true in that 
respect. The limitation of 3 years on a 
contract is a provision which the Gov- 
ernment inserts. 

Mr. HAYDEN. There are contracts 
for 5 years, and longer. They are sub- 
ject to revision 

Mr. HOEY. At the expiration of 3 


years. 

Mr. HAYDEN. No. They are subject 
to revision on a year’s notice, beginning 
3 years after the contract is written. 

Mr. HOEY. That is correct. How- 
ever, that provision is ordinarily in- 
serted at the instance of the Govern- 
ment, and not the power company. 

I appreciate very much the assurance 
which the Senator from Arizona gives 
with reference to what his committee 
will do in supervising the matter. 

With reference to the line with re- 
spect to which provision is made for a 
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survey to Kinston, that subject, of 
course, would come back for further at- 
tention by the committee. However, in 
the case of the appropriation for the line 
from Clark Hill to Greenwood, the pro- 
posed appropriation is $323,000, which 
would represent a part of the cost of 
building the line. I wonder if the Sen- 
ator and his committee would have any 
supervision before the building began, 
or whether the appropriation would be 
made available so that the Administra- 
tion could begin to construct the line 
whenever it got ready. 

Mr. HAYDEN. This appropriation is 
to commence construction. It will not 
finish it. The cost of the entire con- 
struction will be approximately $1,500,- 
000. 

Mr. HOEY. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Administration 
would have to come to Congress to get 
more money. When it did so, we would 
be able to inquire whether or not a 
wheeling agreement had been made. 

Mr. HOEY. After having spent $323,- 
000, which they would probably do un- 
less they exercised some restraint, they 
could come to Congress and say, “We 
have already invested $323,000.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. They could say that, 
but they would have to say it in the 
face of the directive which the commit- 
tee has written into its report. They 
would have to say that they had tried 
and found it impossible to make a wheel- 
ing agreement. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I sought to inter- 
rupt because I think I may have an an- 
swer for the Senator from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. Hogy). 

The Senator from Arizona will recall 
that the Committee on Rules and Ad- 
ministration has twice approved a reso- 
lution from the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, which is presently 
conducting a study of energy resources 
in the United States. It covers not only 
coal, petroleum, and natural gas, but 
also hydroelectric power. The members 
of the Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs feel that the study should 
also attempt to bring about an under- 
standing with respect to the cooperative 
operations of public and private power. 

Evidence which I have seen brought 
before the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, and also as a member of 
the Committee on Appropriations, is 
clear that there is much more demand 
for electrical energy than we are supply- 
ing. I believe it would be very much 
against the public interest if, because of 
controversy between public and private 
power, we should stop the construction, 
generation, and transmission of electric 
energy. I can say to the Senator from 
North Carolina that we are going into 
the matter fully, completely, and ob- 
jectively. I believe there is no need for 
any continuing controversy between 
public power and private power. We 
need both sources. The work will be 
done. 

Mr. HOEY. I thank the Senator from 
Wyoming. In conclusion I wish to say 
that I have a tremendous interest in 
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the cooperatives in my State. When I 
was Governor of North Carolina we ex- 
tended the rural lines and brought power 
to many farmers who had never had it. 
The power companies have cooperated. 
We had no difficulty except for some 
higher rates which were charged by 
the smaller companies in the eastern 
part of the State. For instance, the 
Carolina Light & Power Co, is deliv- 
ering power at a cheaper rate than 
they can get at Buggs Island. It is 
cheaper than if the Government were 
to build the lines. Farmers are getting 
power cheaper than if the Government 
built the lines and carried the power 
from Buggs Island. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOEY. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. My memory of the 
testimony is that a representative of the 
cooperatives in the Kinston area testified 
that his group purchased power from a 
small local electrical utility—Tidewater 
Electric, or some such name 

Mr. HOEY. The Tidewater Power Co. 

Mr. CORDON. They purchased it 
from the Tidewater Power Co. He tes- 
tified that the rate averaged a cent and 
a half per kilowatt. He called attention 
to a situation which he said existed, 
namely, that the Carolina Power Co., 
which sells power to the Tidewater Power 
Co. for its retail purposes, also sells to 
other cooperatives, and that within a 
very short distance of the point where 
the witness’ cooperative took its power 
from the Tidewater Co., other coopera- 
tives took power from the Carolina 
Power Co. for 7½ mills per kilowatt 
instead of the cent and a half rate 
which those taking power from the Tide- 
water Co. had to pay. He said the rea- 
son was that the Tidewater Power Co. 
did not have adequate generating facili- 
ties. If I remember, he said they had 
one or two old steam plants, which were 
used more or less for stand-by purposes. 

Furthermore, he said that the Tide- 
water Co. bought all of their power from 
the Carolina Co., and that they were not 
properly equipped to transmit power. As 
a result the Kinston group was discrimi- 
nated against to an extent of substan- 
tially 100 percent in their cost of power. 

It was that situation, appearing in the 
record, which led me to the view that it 
was time that some action should be 
taken to correct the inequity, which was 
purely local, but still a very definite in- 
equity in the Kinston area. My memory 
also is that representatives of the Caro- 
lina Power Co. intimated, without con- 
fessing the fact, that the situation re- 
ferred to did exist there and that they 
were in an anomalous position, because 
while they were willing to furnish power 
at 7% mills per kilowatt, it was in the 
area of a competing colleague—if one 
may use that term—and they, therefore, 
felt they should not do it. If that situa- 
tion does exist, something is needed to 
correct it. Is the Senator aware of the 
situation? ' 

Mr. HOEY. I may say to the Senator 
from Oregon that I mentioned the sit- 
uation before he came into the Chamber, 
However, it is not due to the fact that 
Tidewater buys its power from Carolina 
Light & Power Co., but is due to the fact 
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that it does not have adequate facilities 
to provide the power. It is a small com- 
pany. It is a situation of great discrimi- 
nation. That is why the Carolina Power 
Co., the Virginia Light & Power Co., and 
others got together in an attempt to fur- 
nish power sold at that rate. They for- 
mulated a contract for that purpose. As 
far back as January 1950 they laid such 
a contract on the table of the electric 
cooperatives in that section who had been 
discriminated against. The contract had 
to be signed by Mr. Wickard, the head of 
the REA. It has been lying on his desk 
for a year. It has cost the cooperatives 
$25,000 a month more in rates than they 
would have had to pay if that contract 
had been signed. 

Mr. CORDON. I do not recall such 
testimony. It may be in the record. 

Mr. HOEY. The testimony is in the 
record. That condition exists. 

Mr. President, recurring to the prop- 
osition which I started to discuss a while 
ago, I realize that a bad condition exists. 
The Tidewater rates have been expen- 
sive in that particular area. However, 
I call attention to the fact that if a 
transmission line is built to Kinston, it 
would not serve the other places which 
have been mentioned, where the same 
rate must be paid. Other lines would 
have to be built, unless a power company 
was willing to transmit the power. 

Mr. CORDON. That is to be ex- 
pected. It would all have to be inte- 
grated. 

Mr. HOEY. I have a tremendous 
interest in the farmers of my State. 
They should be properly served. The 
course I am pursuing is to their best 
interest. I wish to say that in every 
part of my State we have tried to de- 
velop rural electric lines. We favored 
the cooperative set-up. The power com- 
panies have cooperated. Each of the 
power companies has a large number of 
rural customers. 

I wish to say that my colleague from 
North Carolina [Mr. SMITH] joins with 
me in the position Iam taking. We have 
gone into the subject fully. We believe 
it is the best course to pursue. If I could 
be assured that the Senator from Ari- 
zona and his committee would have the 
power to see to it that a reasonable con- 
tract would be submitted by the South- 
eastern Power Administration I would 
have no further concern about it, and 
I would be willing to risk their deter- 
mination of the matter. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOEY. Yes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. In order to demon- 
strate to my good friend from North 
Carolina that the committee is ever 
mindful of the rights of privately owned 
institutions, I should like to point 
out that last year the committee rec- 
ommended almost $3,000,000 for the 
building of connecting lines in the west- 
ern Missouri project. Congress agreed 
to the proposal. This year the House 
added to its appropriation $1,560,600, in 
order to do further work on that project. 
However, there was evidence to show 
that the local privately owned concern 
offered a wheeling contract along the 
same provisions as contained in the Ok- 
lahoma contract and that the South- 
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western Power Authority refused to 
enter into the contract. When that fact 
became known to the committee it re- 
voked the $1,560,600 recommendation of 
the House. In addition the committee 
added a provision in its report to the 
Senate with respect to an unexpended 
balance amounting to about $1,300,000 
that it should not be expended if it could 
be shown that the privately owned util- 
ity in that area is willing to enter into 
a wheeling contract as indicated. 

Mr. HOEY. I thank the Senator from 
Louisiana. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator need 
not worry about it. The committee has 
taken cognizance of the fact. If it can 
be shown that the Carolina Power Co. is 
willing to enter into a wheeling contract 
the money will not be spent for the con- 
struction of a power line, nor will a sur- 
vey be made as suggested. 

Mr. HOEY. Iappreciate the Senator's 
attitude. As Isaid, I have full confidence 
in the committee. I do not expect to 
have a yea-and-nay vote on the subject. 
My interest lies in everyone concerned 
with the matter, not necessarily with the 
power companies, although I believe they 
have done a magnificent job. My inter- 
est is for all concerned. I will not ask 
for a record vote. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I re- 
gret that we are unable to consider sepa- 
rately the two problems involved in this 
amendment, which relates both to an 
appropriation for the construction of a 
transmission line from Clark Hill to 
Greenwood and the matter of engineer- 
ing on an altogether separate and differ- 
ent line. Certainly it is difficult to use 
with reference to one the same argu- 
ment that is used with reference to the 
other, or, perhaps, to take action in the 
case of one in the same way that we 
might desire to act with reference to the 
other. 

In connection with this matter, I have 
received three telegrams which are some- 
what surprising to me, and I do not un- 
derstand why they were sent to me unless 
they were sent to all other members of 
the committee, as well. One of them 
comes from H. B. Gantt, president of 
Local Union No. 1879, International 
Association of Machinists, at Columbia, 
S. C. The telegram reads as follows: 

CoLUMBIA, S. C., July 7, 1951. 
Hon; Guy CORDON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Interior Department appropriations con- 
tain money for Southeastern Power Admin- 
istration transmission lines in South Caro- 
lina for Clark Hill to Greenwood. These 
lines will be waste of money, manpower, and 
material as power can be transmitted cheaper 
over existing facilities. Government agen- 
cies’ invasion into private industry endan- 
gers union bargaining rights. Urge you sup- 
port motion to strike these funds from bill 
and save taxpayers needless waste of money. 

H. B. GANTT, 
President, Local Union No. 1879, In- 
ternational Association of Ma- 
chinists. 


Substantially the same sentiment is 
expressed in another telegram, which 
comes to me from T. W. H. Davis, presi- 
dent of the Amalgamated Association of 
Street, Electric Railway & Motor Coach 
Employees of America, Division No. 
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1337; and I have also received another 
telegram, to the same tenor, signed by 
M. Ellis George, president of Local Union 
No. 772, International Brotherhood of 
Electrical Workers; and J. C. Lanier, 
business manager of Local Union No. 
398, of Charleston, S. C. I ask unani- 
mous consent that the last-mentioned 
two telegrams may also appear in the 
body of the Recorp, as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the tele- 
grams were ordered to be printed in the 
Rxconb, as follows: 

Cotumen, S. C., July 6, 1951. 
Senator Guy GORDON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Interior Department appropriation bill 
contains funds to build transmission lines 
from Clark Hill to Greenwood, S. C., existing 
lines can satisfactorily move this power 
without wasting millions of tax money and 
helping Interior's encroachment on private 
enterprise endangering bargaining rights of 
thousands of organized employees. Would 
appreciate your support of motion to take 
this money out of the bill. 

T. W. H. Davis, 

President, Amalgamated Association 
of Street, Electric Railway and 
Motor Coach Employees of Amer- 

ica, Division No. 1337. 
Cotumaia, S. C., July 7, 1951. 

Senator Guy GORDON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Ask you support motion strike from In- 
terior Department appropriations bills 
funds to build transmission lines Clark Hill 
to Greenwood. This power can be moved 
over existing lines cheaper and better. In- 
terior Department in such needless cases of 
invasion of private industry endangers job 
rights of hundreds of thousands of union 
workers and wastes millions of tax money. 

M. ELLIS GEORGE, 


President, Local Union No. 772, In- 
ternational Brotherhood of Elec- 


398, Charleston, S. C. 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. CORDON. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. CASE. I understard that the 
pending question is on the adoption of 
the committee amendment on page 2, in 
lines 5 to 11, inclusive, to provide $342,020 
for construction and acquisition of trans- 
mission lines. 

Mr. CORDON. That is correct. 

Mr. CASE.. Is there any connection 
between the proposal for the appropria- 
tion of those funds and the paragraph 
immediately following, which would re- 
scind the sum of $1,758,400, the unobli- 
gated portion of a previous appropria- 
tion of $1,850,000? 

Mr. CORDON. There is none what- 
ever. 

Mr. CASE. There is no connection 
between the two? 

Mr. CORDON. None whatever. The 
fact is that the appropriation to be re- 
seinded was to be administered by the 
Southeastern Power Administration, and 
the appropriation proposed to be made 
at this time is to be made for adminis- 
tration by the same agency. Otherwise, 
there is no connection between the two. 

Mr. CASE. I thank the Senator. 
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Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, gen- 
erally speaking, I have opposed appro- 
priations by the Government for the 
construction of transmission lines in 
Iccations where the Government could 
obtain from an existing private utility 
a contract whereby the Federal power 
could be wheeled to preferred customers 
of the Government, including the Gov- 
ernment itself, at reasonable rates. 

In this instance, I am constrained to 
vote with the committee. I shall do so 
chiefly because I believe the situation is 
one which needs perhaps a bit of whip- 
lash. I say very frankly that I was not 
satisfied with the testimony of Mr. Sut- 
ton, who appeared for the Carolina 
Power Co. at the committee hearings. 
I believe that the enactment of this bill 
with this particular item included in it 
will be salutary. I think we can rest 
reasonably assured that there will be no 
expenditures of these funds until the 
Senate Appropriations Committee and 
the House Appropriations Committee 
have been advised that there is no chance 
of securing a reasonable contract for 
wheeling with the companies which now 
have transmission facilities in the area. 

I do not agree with those who say 


that the Government should use such an 


appropriation as a whip to require the 
signing of such an agreement as the 
Government desires. It should be used 
only to induce the making of the kind of 
recsonable agreement which protects the 
equities of both sides. 

In this instance the testimony indi- 
cated to me that, more than in most 
cases with which I am familiar, this 
would be a salutary operation; and I 
shall support the committee in this in- 
stance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLEMENTS in the chair): The question is 
on agreeing to the committee amend- 
ment on page 2, in lines 5 to 11, inclusive. 
[Putting the question.! 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING CFFICER. The 
next committee amendment previously 
passed over will be stated. 

The next amendment previously 
passed over was, on page 2, after line 11, 
to insert: 

The sum of $1,758,400, the unobligated 
portion of the $1,850,000 appropriation con- 
tained in chapter V of the Second Supple- 
mental Appropriation Act, 1951 (Public Law 
911. 8lst Cong.), under the heading De- 
partment of the Interior, Southeastern Power 
Administration, construction,” is hereby re- 
scinded and shall be carried to the surplus 
fund and covered into the Treasury immedi- 
ately upon the approval of this act. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the committee amendment 
will be 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I should like to ask 
several questions of the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee, the Sen- 
ator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN]. 

I understand that this provision re- 
scinds $1,758,400 of an appropriation 
previously made to build a transmission 
line from Buggs Island to Langley Field, 
Va. Is that correct? 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct. 

Mr. HILL. I further understand that 
the reason for the proposed rescission 
is that a contract has been signed be- 
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tween the Buggs Island authority and 
the private power company to deliver the 
power to Langley Field. Is that correct? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. The National 
Advisory Committee on Aeronautics has 
signed a cor.tract for the delivery of 
power, and that contract is very much 
more favorable to the Government than 
the previcus contract which the Vir- 
ginia Power Co. had with the Federal 
agency for the delivery of power. 

Mr. HILL. Does the power come from 
the Virginia Power Co.’s system, and is 
it other than power from the Buggs 
Island project? 

Mr. HAYDEN. At the present time 
that is true. 

Mr. HILL. Very well. 

Mr. HAYDEN. We are hopeful that 
by the time the Buggs Island project is 
finished, there will be a suitable wheel- 
ing agreement to carry, not this particu- 
lar power, but power from Buggs Island 
FEA’s in Virginia into the territory 
served by that company. That is what 
we desire. 

Mr. HILL. I wonder whether the 
Senator from Arizona, as chairman of 
the subcommittee, will be willing to re- 
quest the Civil Aeronautics Authority, 
the Government agency, to provide him 
with a copy of the contract. 

Mr. HAYDEN. As I recall, it was sub- 
mitted. Let me ask the Senator from 
Oregon about that. 

Mr. CORDON. I do not recall that 
a copy of the contract last signed went 
into the RECORD. 

Mr. HAYDEN. At any rate, the Sec- 
retary of the Interior said that under 
those circumstances he did not ask that 
any appropriation for this purpose he 
made, and he recommended that this 
rescission be made. 

Mr. HILL. I understand that there 
is no objection on the part of the chair- 
man of the subcommittee to requesting 
the authorities to provide a copy of the 
contract, and then to put it into the 
RECORD. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Not at all. 

Mr. HILL. I make that request for 
the reason that, but for the contract, 
the rescission of this appropriation 
would not be requested. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct. I 
shall request a copy of the contract, and 
Place it in the Recorp tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the commit- 
tee amendment on page 2, between lines 
12 to 19, inclusive. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
committee amendment previously passed 
over will be stated. 

The next amendment passed over was, 
under the subhead “Continuing fund, 
Southeastern Power Administration,” on 
page 3, line 24, after the word “area”, 
to insert 2 colon and the following pro- 
viso: “Provided, That the following para- 
graph under the heading ‘Office of the 
Secretary, continuing fund, power trans- 
mission facilities,’ in the Interior De- 
partment Appropriation Act, 1950—Pub- 
lic Law 350, Eighty-first Congress—is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

CONTINUING FUND 

Continuing fund, power transmission fa- 
cilities: All receipts from the transmission 
and sale of electric power and energy under 
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the provisions of section 5 of the Flood Con- 
trol Act of December 22, 1944 (16 U. S. C. 
825s), generated or purchased in the south- 
western power area, shall be covered into 
the Treasury of the United States as miscel- 
laneous receipts, except that the Treasury 
shall set up and maintain from such receipts 
a continuing fund of $300,000, including the 
sum of $109,000 in the continuing fund es- 
tablished under the Administrator of the 
Southwestern Power Administration in the 
First Supplemental National Defense Appro- 
priation Act, 1944 (57 Stat. 621), which shall 
be transferred to the fund hereby estab- 
lished; and said fund of $300,000 shall be 
placed to the credit of the Secretary and 
shall be subject to check by him to defray 
emergency expenses necessary to insure con- 
tinuity of electric service and continuous 
operation of the facilities. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment will be—— 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, just a min- 
ute, please; there is objection to that 
amendment. 

Mr. KERR. Yes, Mr. President, there 
is very strenuous objection to the 
amendment. 

Mr. HILL. As the Senator from Okla- 
homa has said, there is very strenuous 
objection to the amendment, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the commit- 
tee amendment beginning in line 24, on 
page 3. 

Mr. HAYDEN. As to the amount of 
money which is made available for the 
operation and maintenance of the south- 
eastern power area, I may say that that 
was the subject of an amendment at the 
top of page 3, line 2, which amendment 

‘has been agreed to. The amendment on 
page 3, line 24, is the one concerning 
which there is disagreement. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN, I yield to the Senator 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator from 
Arizona not understand that the amend- 
ment which is now before the Senate is 
the one on page 3, beginning in line 24? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes; and concerning 
it there is a sharp disagreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands that that is the 
amendment which is before the Senate. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, ques- 
tion was raised in committee with ref- 
erence to lines 13 to 24 on page 3, creat- 
ing a continuing fund in the South- 
eastern Power Administration. That is 
legislation on an appropriation bill. At 
first, in committee, it was decided, it be- 
ing a substantive proposition, that to 
legislate with respect to the South- 
western Power Administration by chang- 
ing the existing law as to its continuing 
fund would require a suspension of the 
Senate rules. On second thought, the 
majority of the committee decided that, 
inasmuch as the subject matter was that 
of continuing funds, the House language 
could be amended by adding to the pro- 
vision authorizing the establishment of a 
continuing fund for the Southeastern 
Power Administration, a provision which 
modifies the existing law with respect 
to the Southeastern Power Administra- 
tion. In committee, my contention was 
that it was legislation on an appropria- 
tion bill and not germane: that. as to 
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the continuing fund for the South- 
western Power Administration as pro- 
vided now by existing law, legislation re- 
lating to it constituted one substantive 
proposition, and that the provision in- 
serted by the House, creating a similar 
fund for the Southeastern Power Ad- 
ministration was another substantive 
proposition, and that to attempt to 
amend the Southeastern provision by in- 
serting a provision in the bill relative to 
the Southwestern was not proper under 
the rules of the Senate relative to ger- 
maneness. 

I could illustrate it in this way: Sup- 
pose a bill to admit the Territory of 
Hawaii into the Union were reported and 
were pending before the Senate and 
that an amendment were offered to that 
bill to admit the Territory of Alaska. 
Truly, the subject matter would be 
statehood, but the admission of Ha- 
waii would be one substantive provision, 
the admission of Alaska would be an- 
other substantive provision, and cer- 
tainly, under the rules of the Senate 
pertaining to germaneness, it would not 
be germane to amend the bill in that 
respect. That is my contention about 
the matter under discussion and the 
contention is borne out by what hap- 
pened in the House of Representatives, 
where the procedure is different from 
that in the Senate. In the House, the 
Chair rules whether a provision is ger- 
mane; and, under the rules of the House, 
it was held that a similar amendment 
was not germane. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN, I yield to the Senator 
from Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT. Does the Senator from 
Arizona make a point of order, or does 
he not make a point of order? Also, is 
the Senator from Arizona representing 
the committee, or is he not representin: 
the committee? ` 

Mr. HAYDEN. The majority of the 
committee did not agree with me, but I 
feel constrained to say why there was 
this disagreement in committee. I am 
pointing out that fact. The procedure 
in the House has been long-established, 
and, as generally quoted from Cannon’s 
Precedents, the two provisions of the 
House rules which were quoted, and 
which induced the Chair in the case 
presented to rule that an amendment 
of this type was not germane, were, first, 
from Cannon’s Precedents, under “Ger- 
maneness,” volume 8, pages 2917-2921, 
which states: 

If the efect of striking out the language 
so affects the scope and import of the text 
as to present a subject different from that 
under consideration, it is not germane. 


Again, there is a quotation from Can- 
non’s Procedure in the House, on page 12, 
the last paragraph of which reads as fol- 
lows: 

While an amendment proposing to strike 
out cannot ordinarily be ruled out of order as 
not germane, if the effect of striking out the 
language so affects the scope and import of 
the text as to prevent a subject different 
from that under consideration, it is not 
germane. 


It is my contention that the provision 
inserted by the committee, amending 
the provision contained in the House, 
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contravenes the principle laid down in 
those two statements I have read. For 
that reason, I objected, and I thought it 
proper to make a statement. 

As to the merits of the amendment, 
other Senators may discuss them. I have 
given my interpretation of the parlia- 
mentary rule. The situation in the 
Senate is that the question of germane- 
ness is not passed upon by the Chair, but 
it must be submitted, without debate, to 
be decided by the Senate. I did not 
think it proper to make the point of 
order at this moment, because it would 
cut off debate, and I think Senators on 
both sides of the question ought to have 
an opportunity to discuss the merits of 
the proposal. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. I am opposed to the 
amendment reported by the committee, 
for many reasons. I thoroughly agree 
with the statement of the Senator from 
Arizona, that it is not germane. The 
language which is in the bill has to do 
with the continuing fund of the South- 
eastern Power Administration. The 
amendment which the committee has 
placed in the bill would constitute a re- 
striction upon previous legislation which 
set up a continuing fund for the South- 
western Power Administration. There 
are now before the Congress certain 
statehood bills for the admission of Ter- 
ritories, which bills provide that the 
Territories shall become States and shall 
be admitted to the Union. I do not think 
Senators would contend that it would be 
germane to offer an amendment to one 
of those bills, to deprive of statehood 
some State that is already a member of 
the Union; yet that is analogous to what 
is hereby sought to be done. There is 
language in the bill setting up a con- 
tinuing fund for the Southeastern Power 
Administration. What the amendment 
seeks to do is to destroy a continuing 
fund provided in previous sessions of the 
Congress for the Southwestern Power 
Administration. 

Mr. President, I am also very much 
opposed to the amendment because of 
the destructive effect it would have upon 
the whole power program in the State 
of Oklahoma and in other areas adjacent 
thereto. For many years—— 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. For a question? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Yes; I will put it in 
the form of a question. 

Mr. KERR. I yield for a question. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Would it not be 
well that we determine now, by a vote of 
the Senate, whether the subject is ger- 
mane, which would dispose of the mat- 
ter of germaneness, and which would 
end the question and save some time? 
Germaneness is a question which has to 
be submitted to the Senate for a vote. If 
the Senator will raise the question now, 
we can debate it and be through with it. 
If it is held to be germane, the Sena- 
tor’s objection and the other grounds 
will stand out more clearly. 

Mr. KERR. There are two points 
with reference to that suggestion. In 
the first place, my understanding is that 
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if the point of order were made at this 
time, the question would not be debat- 
able and would thereby have to be im- 
mediately submitted to a vote. The 
other point is that I have stated just one 
of the reasons why I am opposed to the 
language of the amendment. 

Mr. President, for many years there 
was a fight in the Southwest between 
private utility companies on the one 
hand and the Southwest Power Admin- 
istration on the other hand, with refer- 
ence to the transmission cf power. That 
fight developed because the private utili- 
tes, which, in my opinion, were sincere 
in their contention, felt they were in 
position to furnish the rural electrical 
cooperatives, and others listed by law 
as preferred customers, with all the 
power they needed at a reasonable price. 
They were mistaken in that belief. As 
time went on, it became apparent to 
those who were closest to the problem, 
and who were most familiar with the 
facts, that the private utility companies 
had neither the generating capacity nor 
the lines to provide an ample supply of 
power to the rural electric cooperatives, 
nor did they have such projects on the 
trestleboard or in prospect of being 
planned in the foreseeable future. Nor 
were they in position to furnish the 
power at a reasonable cost. 

When the rural electrification pro- 
gram started, various estimates were 
made by various groups of persons and 
organizations as to the demand that 
would exist on the part of farm fami- 
lies fo” electricity. All the estimates, Mr. 
President, had one thing in common. 
They were all far too low. I believe the 
average of the estimates indicated that 
it was the thought of those who made 
them that when power was made avail- 
able to farm families they would use on 
the average approximately 75 kilowatt- 
hours a month. It was decided by the 
private utilities—and on the basis of the 
estimates, I believe accurately—that they 
could not furnish power to the average 
farm family in that quantity for any 
reasonable price. 

The rural electrification program be- 
gan. It made headway. However, it had 
not been carried to a third of the farms 
in Oklahoma when it became apparent 
that there was no possible way for rural 
electric cooperatives to obtain adequate 
power from the utility companies at a 
reasonable price. It developed that the 
use for each family each month was 
nearer 200 kilowatt-hours than 75 kilo- 
watt-hours. 

As time has gone on, Mr. President, it 
is now the considered judgment of those 
best qualified to know that the demand 
will be a thousand kilowatt-hours by 
each farm family each month. It is a 
known fact that there was no possible 
way for the private utilities, with the fa- 
cilities they then had or planned, to 
meet such a demand at any cost. 

The Government, in its fiood-control 
program, began the building of great 
hydroelectric power projects in my sec- 
tion of the country. That is, they were 
great projects for that area. I know 
that our friends in the Tennessee Valley 
and in the Northwest and along the 
Missouri would regard them as rather 
small compared with some of the simi- 
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lar projects in other areas, but for our 
area they were great projects. 

The Flood Control Act of 1944 speci- 
fied that power from these flood-control 
projects would be made available, first, 
to a certain group of preferred custom- 
ers, the rural electric cooperatives, mu- 
nicipalities, and Government facilities. 
As these hydroelectric power projects 
were being devoleped, there were de- 
mands for the power, the greatest de- 
mand being from the Rural Electrifica- 
tion Administration. They were in the 
situation of not being able to obtain 
power at all, or of having inadequate 
quantities of it if they had lines to the 
homes in the area. They saw an oppor- 
tunity to have their supplies of power 
augmented by the power developed at 
the hydroelectric projects. 

Then, with the development of the 
program of building transmission lines 
by the Southwestern Power Adminisira- 
tion, began the fight by the private utili- 
ties to prevent the building of the trans- 
mission lines. As time went on, the bat- 
tle waged back and forth, with some 
progress being made by the Southwest- 
ern Power Administration in securing 
funds with which to build the transmis- 
sion lines. I believe they call them 
backbone transmission lines, and most 
of them were between the power proj- 
ects themselves and’ certain centers 
where large quantities of power were 
deliverable. $ 

Senators will remember that 2 years 
ago, I believe it was, in the Interior De- 
partment appropriation bill as it came 
from the House, there was an appropri- 
ation to enable the Southwestern Power 
Administration to build certain addi- 
tional transmission lines. As I recall, 
the provision was stricken out by the 
Senate committee, and the question 
came before the Senate as the result of 
an effort on the part of a number of us 
to restore the appropriation to the bill. 
It was then pointed out that the South- 
western Power Administration some- 
time previously had worked out a wheel- 
ing contract—I think that is the proper 
designation—with the Texas Power & 
Light Co. It was a contract which made 
it unnecessary for the Government to 
build transmission lines. It was a con- 
tract which made it possible for the 
Southwestern Power Administration to 
take the power generated at the Deni- 
son Dam and use the transmission lines 
of the Texas Power & Light Co. and de- 
liver that Government power, under the 
arrangements of a wheeling contract, to 
the customers designated as preferred 
in the State of Texas. 

Douglas Wright was the Administrator 
of the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion who worked out that contract. He 
had sought to negotiate similar con- 
tracts with the power companies in Okla- 
homa, Arkansas, and other areas in the 
Southwest. Those companies had re- 
fused to make such contracts. Acting, as 
they had a right to, on the basis of their 
own judgment, they took the position, 
and some of them stated publicly, that it 
would be criminal for the officials of 
those companies to make such contracts 
with reference to the areas they served. 

As a result, many of us took the posi- 
tion in the Congress that the money 
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should be appropriated to Douglas 

Wright with an understanding, based on 

statements made by him as Administra- 

tor, that if he were able to work out 
wheeling contracts with the utilities in 

Oklahoma and Arkansas and that area 

generally, the appropriation would not 

be used, but would be permitted to revert 
to the Treasury. 

After a considerable amount of dis- 
cussion and debate, Mr. President, the 
Senate agreed to restore the appropria- 
tion to the bill, following which the Ad- 
ministrator of the Southwestern Power 
Administration, in accordance with the 
statement he had made to many of us, 
and in accordance with the statement he 
had made on the floor, negotiated wheel- 
ing contracts with the Oklahoma Gas & 
Electric Co. and the Public Serv- 
ice Co. of Oklahoma along the lines 
of the Texas contract. That event, 
Mr. President, was hailed both in Okla- 
homa and in Washington as one of the 
greatest advancements in the use of pub- 
lic power made in the history of that mo- 
mentous development in our country. 

I hold in my hand an article written 
in the Tulsa Tribune along about that 
time, which has this headline: “Public- 
private power truce spells new era for 
„ enemies now are bud- 

ies.” 

Mr. President, the Tulsa Tribune is 
not exactly a New Deal newspaper. How- 
ever, that great newspaper hailed this 
accomplishment, this contract between 
the Southwestern Power Administration 
and the private utilities in Oklahoma, as 
one of the most progressive and bene- 
ficial steps ever taken in our State. Iask 
unanimous consent that the article may 
be printed at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp 
as follows: 

From the Tulsa Tribune of February 10, 

1951} 

PUBLIC-PRIVATE Power TRUCE SPELLS New ERA 
FOR STATE—LONG-TIME ENEMIES Now ARE 
BUDDIES 

(By Roger V. Devlin) 

On a wall in an office of the Southwestern 
Power Administration is a huge map of the 
Southwest. A large area in the center of the 
map—embracing all of Oklahoma, a large 
section of Texas, most of southern Missouri, 
and a big portion of western and northern 
Arkansas—is shaded blue. 

That blue is the color of an electric spark, 

It defines the area which, says Douglas G. 
Wright, SPA Administrator, is being served 
by the Nation’s only partnership of public 


and private power. 


It is an area where industry can be offered, 
because of that partnership, lower power 
rates than anywhere else in the country with 
the exception of the Pacific Northwest and 
the Tennessee Valley—and probably just as 
low as TVA. 

“It solves a major problem,” said Gov. 
Johnston Murray, after conferring with 
Wright. “I have every reason to believe we 
are in better shape than ever to draw new 
industry to our State.” 

That map, centering on Oklahoma, is cross- 
hatched with marks representing major elec- 
tric lines, All are linked to each other. 

It also is studded thickly with bright metal 
pins whose color identifies major power con- 
sumers on or near those lines—municipali- 
ties, Rural Electrification Administration 
units, key industries. 
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Until recently those power lines were di- 
vided into three sections. One was the sys- 
tem of the Public Service Co, of Oklahoma, 
A second was the Oklahoma Gas & Electric 
Co. Both are private utilities. 

The third system, consisting principally of 
a trunk line from north-central Arkansas 
into east-central Oklahoma, then bending 
south to reach the Denison Dam on the Red 
River, was that of the Scuthwestern Power 
Administration. 

For years the two private systems have 
fought a no-holds-barred battle against the 
SPA. 

But the battle now is ended. They have 
become partners in a program which, they 
have discovered, will be mutually advanta- 
geous and will help materially in develop- 
ing the State. 

The Federal Power Commission put its 
final stamp of approval on the partnership 
agreement a few days ago. It earlier had 
been approved by the two companies and 
the Secretary of the Interior, who is top 

ss of the SPA. 

Two basic factors make the agreement 
possible and workable: SPA gets its power 
from hydroelectric projects built and build- 
ing; P. S. C. and O. G. & E. get theirs from 
steam generating plants, 

But hydroelectric dams must contend with 
weather factors which provide them with 
plenty of water energy during flood periods 
and only small amounts during droughts. 

They could operate at top speeds during 
the one period and close down entirely dur- 
ing the other, but that would be inefficient. 
They attempt to balance it out by generat- 
ing at much less than capacity over the full 
year, or by operating at near capacity for 
short periods each day, then cutting back 
for the remainder of the day. 

On the other hand, customers of Public 
Service and Oklahoma Gas & Electric don't 
require an even flow of power all day long. 
They turn on their lights in the mornings, 
again in the evenings, but use little or no 
electricity during the night and at midday, 

But in order to meet the power demands 
during those “peak” periods, private utilities 
must install considerably greater generat- 
ing capacity than they need during the rest 
of the day. 

Both the steam and the hydro systems 
thus had a grave weakness, economically, 
when operating, independently and fighting 
each other. 

The partnership eliminated those weak- 
nesses with the stroke of a pen. It tied the 
two systems together. 

The steam plant can operate at a steady, 
efficient level 24 hours per day. When the 
peaks hit, hydroelectric generators go to 
work and handle the extra load. In ex- 
change, the hydro system can draw on the 
steam plant’s steady supply of energy dur- 
ing low water periods. 

A second major advantage also enters the 
picture. Scattered through the area are 
Many small REA units and communities 
whose power consumption is so small or so 
scattered that a private power company can- 
not supply them except at a loss. 

On the other hand, those customers are 
defined as “preferred” by the Government 
agency and they can buy hydroelectric 
power at wholesale rates. 

In order to serve them, though, the SPA 
would have to build a whole network of 
transmission lines—which in many cases 
might duplicate private lines already in 
place. 

The private-public power partnership also 
has solved that problem. Southwestern 
Power, for instance, has a “preferred” cus- 
tomer in western Oklahoma but no lines 
anywhere near it. So it sells a block of 
power to Oklahoma Gas & Electric at a junc- 
tion roint of their two lines. At the other 
end cf an O. G. & E. line, near the customer, 
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SPA buys back that block of power for de- 
livery to the REA. 

The private utility is recompensed for 
what virtually amounts to use of its trans- 
mission line. The REA gets a low Govern- 
ment-power rate. Everyone is happy. 

Obviously, the partnership—it is called an 
“interchange agreement“ —is much more 
complicated and detailed than those illus- 
trations. 

But the important thing is that, for the 
first time in history, public and private 
power have gotten together for their mutual 
benefit—instead of fighting—and that their 
cooperation will be of tremendous , benefit 
for Oklahoma and the Southwest. 

“The power potentialities of this area un- 
der this agreement are terrific,” says Wright. 
“We can handle any foreseeable industry. 

“As far as power is concerned, this can be- 
come the most favorable area in the 
country.” 

And Governor Murray agrees: “This is the 
kind of spirit we must have to attract new 
industries.” 


Mr, KERR. Mr. President, under the 
terms of that contract the power-gen- 
erating facilities of the Southwestern 
Power Administration, the public util- 
ities, and the Grand River Dam Author- 
ity of the State of Oklahoma, were 
hooked up into one power grid, which 
gives our area the finest supply of power 
of any area in the Nation, outside of a 
very few that have a superabundance of 
hydroelectric power. 

The continuing-fund provision, which 
is now a part of the law, was placed in 
the statute by an amendment which 
I offered at the time, about 2 years ago, 
when the Senate decided to leave the 
appropriation in the bill. That continu- 
ing-fund provision is necessary to enable 
the Southwestern Power Administration 
and the utilities to carry out the wheel- 
ing contracts, into which they have en- 
tered and which are now in operation. 
The contracts give Oklahoma rural elec- 
tric cooperatives an abundant supply of 
power at a reasonable cost. It had never 
before been available to them, either in 
adequate supply or at reasonable cost. 
If that continuing-fund provision, placed 
in the statute 2 years ago, is now de- 
stroyed by the language which the com- 
mittee has placed in the bill, it will set 
back the operation of the rural electric 
cooperatives in Oklahoma to where they 
were before the wheeling contracts were 
made, 

The continuing fund involves no cost 
to the Federal Government, Mr. Presi- 
dent. It does not cost the taxpayers 
one penny. In fact, it is an instrumen- 
tality whereby the taxpayers save money, 
whereby revenue is created for the Treas- 
ury of the United States, It is an au- 
thorization that has made it possible for 
the rural electric cooperatives in Okla- 
homa to solve their problem of having 
the amount of power which they desire, 
on a basis which is equitable, and which 
has had the stamp of approval not only 
of the Congress which adopted the 
amendment, not only of the rural elec- 
tric cooperatives which sought its enact- 
ment, but also of the private utility com- 
panies that are signatory to the wheel- 
ing contracts now in operation, and 
which were developed under the provi- 
sions of this continuing-fund legislation. 

I do not know who now seeks to wreck 
the structure which has been built up. 
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I do not know who now seeks to make it 
so that Oklahoma's rural electric co- 
operatives would be denied the benefits 
of the contracts they have made. The 
utility companies are signatories to the 
contracts. The Southwestern Power 
Administration, for the Department of 
the Interior, is signatory to the contracts. 
The State of Oklahoma has placed its 
stamp of approval upon them, because its 
agency, the Grand River Dam Authority, 
itself a State hydroelectric project with 
a great steam plant which it secured 
from the Federal Government under the 
Surplus Property Act, generates power 
which it pours into the grid uniting these 
three great sources of power. I do not 
know why Senators from other sections 
should now seek to interfere in our ter- 
ritory and deprive our citizens of the 
benefit of these contracts which mean 
more to the industrial development of 
Oklahoma and to the development of an 
adequate farm life in Oklahoma than 
any other material event I know of that 
has taken place in a decade. i 
Mr. President, the Southwestern Power 
Administration pioneered the equitable 
wheeling contract between the Federal 
Government and the private utilities. 
The Administrator of the Southwestern 
Power Administration has kept faith with 
the Congress. He has lived up to every 
agreement which he has made. He has 
lived up to every directive which the 
Congress has given him. He has lived 
up to the letter and the spirit of every 
directive which the Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee has given him. He has 
provided for his area the wheeling con- 
tract which has been acknowledged by 
many utilities, by industry in my area, 
and by the Department in Washington, 
to be the pattern which proves that Fed- 
eral power, private power, and State 
power can be developed in the same area 
under an equitable live-and-let-live ar- 
rangement. I am astonished that Sena- 
tors should now seek to pull the rug out 
from under that arrangement, that con- 
tract, and that situation in my State, and 
in that area of our country. Without 
the continuing-fund provision now in 
the law, the Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration could not carry out its 
arrangements with the rural electric co- 
operatives or with the municipalities 
which, under the law, are entitled to be 
recognized as preferred customers. A 
few weeks ago it was my privilege to visit 
the little community of Wetumka, in 
Oklahoma, where they were turning on 
lights as the result of a contract entered 
into between the municipality of We- 
tumka, the Southwestern Power Admin- 
istration, and one of Oklahoma's great 
public utilities. For many years they 
had been operating their own generating 
plant and their own distribution system. 
Through the years it had worn out, and 
they did not have the funds with which 
to replace it. The power they were pro- 
ducing was inadequate. It was not re- 
liable, and it was costing them something 
over 2 cents a kilowatt. They came to 
the Southwestern Power Administration 
and the Public Service Co. of Oklahoma. 
That great public institution and that 
great private institution, under the 
terms of the wheeling contract in opera- 
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tion by reason of the continuing-fund 
provision now in the law, provided elec- 
tricity to the city of Wetumka. The 
private utility wheels it to the city gate. 
There it is delivered to the Southwestern 
Power Administration, technically under 
the provisions of the contract, and by it 
sold to the municipality of Wetumka. 
So now that community of some 1,500 or 
2,000 people has as abundant a supply 
of electricity as any municipality in the 
Nation. 
They invited me there to turn on the 


switch. They acted as though they felt- 


that I had a little something to do with 
working out the arrangement under 
which they were enabled to have such a 
contract. In a community with a total 
population of less than 2,000, 2,500 people 
gathered on the streets that night to 
celebrate the turning on of the light 
available to them because of the con- 
tract between the Southwestern Power 
Administration and the Public Service 
Co., one of Oklahoma’s great public 
utilities. 

If the pending amendment should be- 
come the law, it would destroy the work- 
ability of that contract. It would take 
from half the rural electric cooperatives 
in Oklahoma the power which they now 
have or ezpect to have, which would 
mean the difference between having 
abundant power at reasonable cost and 
having inadequate power at excessive 
cost. I hope that the Senate will disap- 
prove this amendment, which does not 
relate, as the rules of the Senate say it 
must, directly to the provision it seeks 
to amend. It does not relate to it even 
indirectly. I hope the Senate will reject 
this amendment, which would destroy 
the workability of the wheeling contract 
which the Congress itself has said it is 
our objective to bring about all over the 
Nation between public power and private 
power. 

The amendment, if adopted, weuld de- 
stroy the workability of the arrange- 
ment which the great Southwestern 
Power Administration has developed 
with our public and private utilities in 
such a way as to give the greatest bene- 
fit to the rural electric cooperatives and 
the municipalities which seek power, as 
well as to the Government facilities in 
the State of Oklahoma. 

At this point I ask to have printed in 
the Record as a part of my remarks, a 
letter to me from Mr. Douglas C. Wright, 
Administrator of the Southwestern 
Power Administration, relative to what 
this amendment would do to the work- 
ability of his contracts, and relative to 
the necessity for keeping the law as it is. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION, 
Tulsa, Okla., July 9, 1951. 
Hon. ROBERT S. Kerr, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dran SENATOR Kerr: In response to 
your inquiry on the use and necessity for 
the continuing fund of the Southwestern 
Power Administration, I submit the following 
information. 

The continuing fund, which was estab- 
lished in the Interior Appropriation Act for 
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fiscal year 1950, is created in the Treasury of 
the United States out of revenues derived 
from the sale of electric power and energy 
to the customers of Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration. Not one penny is appropriated 
to this fund from the general fund of the 
Treasury. This-is in accordance with the 
law which provides that “all receipts from 
the tranmission and sale of electric power 
and energy * * + shall be covered into 
the Treasury of the United States as miscel- 
laneous receipts, except that the Treasury 
shall set up and maintain from such receipts 
a continuing fund of $300,000, * .“ 

This fund is placed to the credit of the 
Secretary of the Interior and its use is 
limited to the following three purposes: 

1. To defray emergency expenses neces- 
sary to insure continuity of electric service 
and continuous operation of facilities. 

2. To cover all costs in connection with the 
purchase of electric power and energy. 

3. To cover all costs in connection with 
rentals for the use of facilities for the trans- 
mission and distribution of electric power 
and energy to public bodies, cooperatives, and 
privately owned facilities. 

No money has been expended by the South- 
western Power Administration from the con- 
tinuing fund which wis established in the 
Interior Appropriation Act for the fiscal year 
1950. Prior to that fiscal year there was in 
existence a continuing fund of $100,000, 
which was limited to emergency expenses 
necessary to insure continuity of electric 
service and continuous operation of facilities. 
That fund has been used by the Southwest- 
ern Power Administration only to the extent 
of $78,765. This amount was used in 1949 
to insure continuity of electric service during 
the interval between the expiration of funds 
appropriated by the Congress for the first 
8 months of that year and the supplemental 
appropriation subsequently enacted for the 
last 4 months. After the supplemental ap- 
propriation was enacted, the continuing fund 
was reimbursed in the amount of $78,765 
from the appropriation. 

I am informed that you have been given to 
understand that there has been or may be 
misuse of these funds. You can readily see 
from the limited historic use of the fund and 
the almost immediate reimbursement there- 
of that in the past there can have been no 
misuse of it. In the future there can be no 
misuse of the fund, because its use is lim- 
ited to the three stated purposes, and each 
occasion for such use must be approved by 
the Secretary of the Interior. This required 
prior approval is a departmental control, 
inasmuch as the law makes the money avail- 
able to the credit of the Secretary of the 
Interior. In addition, expenditures from 
the continuing fund are re to the 
Congress each year in the budget of the 
United States. 

With the exception of money spent out of 
the continuing fund to defray emergency 
expenses, all expenditures from this fund 
serve in commercial transactions which in 
turn derive revenues for deposit into mis- 
cellaneous receipts of the Treasury in 
amounts greatly exceeding those withdrawn 
from the continuing fund. 

When the continuing fund is used to pur- 
chase power from private utilities and rural 
electric cooperatives this power cannot be 
stored or destroyed; it can only be delivered 
to customers. The rates for the purchase 
and sale of power by Southwestern Power 
Administration are set forth in each of the 
pertinent contracts. In addition, the rates 

by the Southwestern Power Admin- 
istration to its customers must be confirmed 
and approved by the Federal Power Com- 


mission and must be sufficient to return all 


costs to the Treasury. 

In the contract with the private utilities 
of Oklahoma, Southwestern Power Adminis- 
tration pays a service charge for the use of 
facilities owned by those companies in de- 
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livering electric power and energy to cus- 
tomers of the Government. In the contracts 
with the large generation and transmission 
cooperatives the Southwestern Power Admin- 
istration leases transmission facilities from 
the cooperatives. As in the case of purchase 
of power, the payments of service charges 
to private utilities and of rentals to coopera- 
tives will likewise be made from the continu- 
ing fund. In the same fashion, the sale of 
electric power and energy made possible by 
these service charges and rentals will return 
immediately to the Treasury far greater 
amounts than are expended from the con- 
tinuing fund. 

Without both the money and the author- 
ity contained in the continuing fund for the 
purchase of power and the rental of trans- 
mission facilities, all existing contracts with 
generation and transmission cooperatives 
end with the private utilities will have to be 
canceled or completely modified and cur- 
tailed 

Sincerely yours, 
DoucLas G. WRIGHT, 
Administrator. 


Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. As I understand, this 
amendment would deny to the South- 
western Power Administration two 
rights which it now enjoys. First, it 
would deny to the Southwestern Power 
Administration the right to use any of 
the income from the sale of its power to 
lease a line. Is that correct? 

Mr. KERR. That is correct. At the 
present time, under the continuing- 
fund authorization, the Southwestern 
Power Administration out of its revenue 
can pay for any emergency repairs 
which may be necessary to maintain 
the continuity of the flow of electricity. 

Secondly, it can lease transmission 
facilities of a rural electric cooperative 
which, under the law, has secured a 
loan and constructed a generating plant 
and generates power for the use of its 
customers or for sale to someone else, 
Under the continuing-fund provision, 
the Administrator is authorized to 
lease such lines, which is a boon of in- 
estimable value to the rural electric co- 
operative, without which it could not 
have built its facility, without which 
western Oklahoma rural cooperatives 
would have had less than a 50-percent 
supply of electricity. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. The thought in my mind 
is this: When the Southwestern Power 
Administration enters into a wheeling 
contract for the delivery of certain 
Southwestern Power Administration 
power, what it really does is to enter 
into a lease. The contract really is a 
lease in itself. The Administration 
leases the use of that line to carry power 
from the Southwestern Power Admin- 
istration to the REA cooperative or to 
the municipality, or wherever it may be 
delivered. So it seems to me that to 
deny the Southwestern Power Admin- 
istration the right to lease is to deny to 
it the right to do the very thing which 
Congress has been urging should be done 
and has been trying to do, namely, the 
negotiation of wheeling contracts. 

Mr. KERR. It would place the 
Southwestern Power Administration in 
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such a position that the contracts it now 
has would be unworkable. It would be 
physically impossible for it to make such 
contracts witn any of the other 10 utili- 
ties in the area which it serves. 

Furthermore, under the continuing 
fund provision the Southwestern Power 
Administration could either buy power 
from the public utilities or the REA co- 
operatives and place the money to the 
credit of the fund when it sold the power. 

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Okla- 
homa has well stated previously in his 
speech that the objective of buying this 
power is not that the Southwestern 
Power Administration may have more 
power to sell because it wants to sell more 
power, but, rather, in order to make the 
power which the Government has at a 
particular dam or reservoir more valu- 
able and bring in a greater return to the 
Government. It can take power which 
stands naked and alone as secondary 
power, or what is sometimes called dump 
power, which can be sold only at a very 
cheap price, and step it up, as we say, 
and convert it into firm power, and thus 
bring in more return to the Treasury of 
the United States. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Ala- 
bama is correct. It has been stated on 
the floor of the Senate that a continuing- 
fund authorization for $300,000 would 
result in the expenditure of $67,000,000. 
The fact of the matter is that no one 
knows how much power the Southwest- 
ern Power Administration will buy and 
sell. 

The fact further is that for every bit 
of power it buys for a dollar, it will get 
back more than $2, for the reason that 
the arrangement enables it to sell all the 
power generated at the dams in our area 
at a very favorable price to the Govern- 
ment, but when furnished to the REA it 
sells to them at a very low price, because 
it is enabled to move every bit of power 
generated at the public power projects 
into the rural electrical cooperatives and 
the municipalities at a rate which saves 
them great amounts of money. At the 
same time it brings the Government 
twice as much money as it would get for 
the power without such an arrangement. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. I recall the figures. The 
Government would be buying the power 
for about ½ mill per kilowatt. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator means sell- 
ing it, does he not? 

Mr. HILL. Yes, I should have said 
“selling it.“ It would use the power to 
step up its own power and would get 634 
mills for it by the use of the operation. 
The Government would receive 634 mills 
per kilowatt for power which, without 
the arrangement, it would be selling as 
dump power for one-fourth mill per 
kilowatt. 

Does not the question resolve itself 
into this: The Government has built the 
dams, most of them for flood-control 
purposes, in order to protect property, 
crops, and farm lands from the devasta- 
tion of floodwaters, and since the Gov- 
ernment has built the dams, does it not 
behoove all of us, as trustees for the 
people, to use the property to the best 
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advantage and bring in the greatest re- 
turn for the benefit of the taxpayers of 
the United States? 

Mr. KERR. Icertainly agree with the 
Senator, and I would enlarge the point 
a little. We are trustees in two ways. 
First, we are trustees in seeing to it that 
the power generated at the public power 
project is not sold as dump power. Sec- 
ond, we must see to it that, if possible, 
the power can be transmitted and de- 
livered to those designated as preference 
customers under the Flood Control Act. 
Especially is that dual trusteeship im- 
portant in view of the fact that the Gov- 
ernment, on the one hand, gets at least 
twice as much for its power, and the 
preferred customer, on the other hand, 
is enabled to buy power oftentimes at 
no more than half of what he would have 
to pay elsewhere. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. I should like to get the 
matter a little clearer in my mind. As 
I understand, the Southwestern Power 
Administration sells to the REA cooper- 
atives throughout the Southwest. Is my 
understanding correct that if the amend- 
ment is adopted, even though the South- 
western Power Administration has ade- 
quate power to carry out its contract 
with the REA's over 9 months of the 
year, it would be prohibited from spend- 
ing any of its funds for the purchase of 
power to carry out its contract in full 
with the REA’s in the event that it is 
short of power itself for 3 months? 

Mr. KERR. That is correct. How- 
ever, the percentage is a little different 
than the Senator from Vermont has 
stated it. It is perhaps even more dra- 
matic than the Senator has stated it. 
The public power projects are provided 
with about an 18 percent return. 
Through the operation of the continuing 
fund they are able to buy the rest of the 
power. 

Mr. AIKEN. But they cannot buy the 
rest of the power, if the amendment is 
agreed to, above the amount of $200,000? 

Mr. KERR. That is correct. They 
cannot do so with respect to any future 
contract, and they cannot do it with re- 
spect to any contract already made, al- 
though the contract may be satisfactory 
to the utilities and satisfactory to the 
Government, and even hailed by the 
REA as the greatest development in 
Oklahoma’s history. 

Mr. AIKEN. The cooperatives now 
depend on the Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration to supply them with the full 
amount of their needs? 

Mr. KERR. Some of them do, but not 
all of them. It is due to the fact that 
the contract has only recently been 
made. However, as they look into the 
future and the time when we hope 100 
percent of Oklahoma's farms will have 
rural electrification, I would say to the 
Senator that at least two-thirds of them 
will look to the workability of the con- 
tract as a source of abundant power at 
reasonable cost. 

Mr. AIKEN. If the amendment is 
agreed to the REA cooperatives will have 
to contract with the Southwestern Pow- 
er Administration for what power they 
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could get from them, and look elsewhere 
for the balance of their needs? 

Mr. KERR. That is correct. 

Mr. AIKEN. That would make it 
more expensive, would it not? 

Mr. KERR. It would make it more 
expensive, make it unworkable, and make 
the REA's dependent upon various 
sources of power, not working together, 
whereas all of them now do work to- 
gether in the arrangements to which 
they have agreed. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names; 


Aiken George McFarland 
Anderson Hayden McKellar 
Benton Hendrickson Millikin 
Bricker Hennings Monroney 
Bridges Hill Moody 
Butler, Md. Hoey Morse 
Butler, Nebr. Holland Mundt 
Byrd Humphrey Neely 
Cain Hunt Nixon 
Capehart Ives O'Conor 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney 
Case Johnson, Tex. Pastore 
Chavez Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Clements Kefauver Russell 
Connally Kem Schoeppel 
Cordon Kerr Smith, Maine 
Dirksen Kilgore Smith, N. C 
Douglas Knowland Stennis 
Duff Langer Taft 
Dworshak Lehman Tobey 
Eastland Lodge Underwood 
Ecton Long Watkins 
Eliender Magnuson Welker 
Ferguson Malone Wherry 
Flanders McCarran Wiliams 
Frear McCarthy Young 
Fulbright McClellan 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A 


quorum is present. 


THE NEED FOR PATIENCE IN INTER- 
NATIONAL RELATIONS 


Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, last 
night I participated on the famous Ted 
Granik radio program entitled “Ameri- 
can Forum of the Air,” with the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr], the Senator 
from California [Mr. Knownanp], and 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
Cain]. The subject was the significance 
of the MacArthur hearings. After the 
broadcast, I chatted with my friend, the 
distinguished Senator from Washington, 
about a fundamental difference which 
seems to me to exist between us, as 
brought out on that program, concern- 
ing the conduct of our foreign policy. 
He and I agreed that the difference 
could be expressed in the word 
“patience,” 

The discussion between the Senator 
from Washington and myself dates 
back to an earlier broadcast in which 
both of us participated, The People’s 
Platform, in the course of which I ad- 
vocated patience as applied to our 
activities in Korea. 

The Senator from Washington does 
not now favor a counsel of patience, as 
I continue to do, in the face of the severe 
provocations with which we have been 
faced. 

Last week in Connecticut I again dis- 
covered a widespread feeling of frus- 
tration among our people, arising from 
our experiences in Korea and elsewhere 
since the termination of the last war. 
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This deep-seated sense of frustration, 
which is so widespread, may, I fear, 
cause us as a people to be impetuous, 
instead of patient. I feel that this is the 
gravest danger which we as a democracy 
are facing today. 

Mr. President, international politics 
has often been compared to a poker 
game. It seems to me that the analogy 
was never more true than it is today. It 
is a deadly poker game, with our very 
survival as the stake for which we are 
playing. Furthermore, we do not hold 
all the good cards, although some of 
my friends seem to think we do. How- 
ever, we like to think that we Americans 
are good poker players and can develop 
the skill and the patience we need if we 
are to win. 

Mr. President, on the strength of the 
conversation of last night, I have sought 
recognition for 3 or 4 minutes in order 
to plead with the Congress and with the 
American people for patience, because 
I believe it is our weapon and that we 
must learn how to use it. We should not 
abdicate its use to the Kremlin. 

When I was a young man in the ad- 
vertising business, a famous copywriter 
named McManus, in Detroit, wrote a 
noteworthy advertisement for the Cad- 
illac Motor Co., with the headline, The 
Penalty of Leadership.” That phrase 
became one of the great commercial 
phrases of the twenties. Mr. President, 
the penalty of American leadership in 
the world today is that we must seek to 
learn patience. 

In the course of my conversation with 
the Senator from Washington, follow- 
ing the broadcast last night, in my ef- 
fort to advance my argument, I referred 
to the lead article appearing in yester- 
day’s magazine section of the New York 
Times. The article, which is entitled, 
“Patience: Atomic Weapon in the Cold 
War,” is written by Barbara Ward, for- 
mer foreign editor of the Economist, of 
London, and author of The West at Bay, 
and Policy for the West. I think the ar- 
ticle is so important that it should be 
called to the attention of the Congress 
and of all readers of the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp. Therefore, I ask unanimous 
consent that the article be inserted in 
the Recor at the conclusion of my re- 
marks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Rrcorp. 

(See exhibit A.) 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I am 
only sorry that the article as it will be 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
cannot show the cartoon which appears 
at the top of the page in the New York 
Times magazine section to illustrate the 
article. The cartoon shows Prime Min- 
ister Atlee and President Truman tensely 
looking across a table at each other, al- 
most leaping out of their chairs in their 
anxiety, and between them is a paper 
bearing the words “Korea, China.” At 
the other end of the table, leisurely lol- 
ling back, with his pipe in his hand, is 
the figure of Stalin, and before him is a 
little paper with the words, and each 
of these words has a question mark after 
it, Germany? Yugoslavia? Mideast?” 

I told the Senator from Washington 
that I would send him this article. Iam 
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glad to have-this opportunity today of 
sending it to him through the medium 
of the CONGRESSIONAL Record, because 
this insures for it a far larger audience. 

Mr. President, there never has been a 
time in all our history, in my judgment, 
when the virtue of patience should be 
so strongly urged and commended to the 
American people. 

Exuistr A 


[Prom the New York Times magazine section 
of July 8, 1951] 

PATIENCE: ATOMIC WEAPON IN THE COLD War— 
WHATEVER HAPPENS IN -KoREA, We NeED To 
PREPARE TO OUTDO THE RUSSIANS AT THEIR 
WAITING GAME 

(By Barbara Ward) 

We need not doubt that for Stalin Korea 
is just an episode. True it has been an un- 
lucky episode, since it has proved the chief 
cause of massive rearmament in the west 
and may yet be eyen unluckier—as unlucky 
for Sovict prestige as the failure of the Berlin 
blockade and the attempted Communist 
eapture of Greece. But for the Kremlin all 
these events are simply incidental to a much 
broader purpose—consolidation and exten- 
sion of Communist power. This process will 
not be checked by a local rebuff. 

The pressure which has met a firm barrier 
in Berlin or Greece or on the thirty-eighth 
parallel will simply be renewed in some other 
apparently propitious spot. The Western 
Powers could not make any greater mistake 
than to confuse a local Communist maneu- 
ver or misfortune with general change in the 
direction of Communist policy. That is the 
arena of history itself. For this reason we 
in the west must avoid all belief in sudden 
decisive settlements, To hold the enemy in 
Korea is victory, but it is the winning of a 
battle not of a whole campaign. 

The course of events since the war indi- 
cates that the Soviet Union’s preferred 
strategy is to play a waiting game. This 
likelihood becomes all the more plausible 
when one considers how many cards Stalin 
must believe himself to hold, provided the 
struggle between the Communist and free 
worlds drags on over the years and over the 
decades. 

In a sense, the rulers in the Kremlin can 
convince themselves that their struggle 
against the west is already won. History 
has won it for them. The “sentence of the 
watchers” has gone forth on capitalism, and 
it is due to follow mercantilism and feudal- 
ism and slave ownership into the limbo of 
obsolete societies. Now that communism, 
the new (and final) version of economic 
order, has taken firm root in Soviet Russia 
it is destined by the inscrutable dialectic of 
history to conquer the world. The west is 
only fighting a futile rear-guard action. The 
end is certain. 

This underlying confidence in the verdict 
of history gives considerable strength and 
flexibility to Soviet strategy. There is no 
need to hurry an unavoidable climax. Since 
the west must of necessity weaken and 
stagnate, it is not absolutely necessary to 
defeat it in a military head-on collision this 
year or next. On the contrary, if the West- 
ern Powers show signs of alarm and vigi- 
lance, the Soviet Union would be well ad- 
vised to avoid provocation and wait until 
once more the confusion and collapse de- 
creed by fate overtake them. Then, indeed, 
quick military action, backed by Russia’s 
accumulated strength, can deliver the coup 
de grâce to the rotting structure of the 
free world. But there is no hurry. Those 
who have history on their side can afford to 
wait. 

There can be no doubt that this perverted, 
yet in some way sublime, view of the world 
conflict admirably suits certain aspects of 
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the Russian character. That Russia should 
be the site of the consummation of history 
is not a new thought for Russians. Cen- 
turies have passed since an orthodox prophet 
called Moscow “the third Rome.” The re- 
cently published fragments of Dostoeysky’s 
autobiography show that this man, who as a 
novelist wrote incomparably of the gran- 
deurs and servitudes of the Russian soul, 
was a perfervid nationalist when he turned 
his pen to journalism and called for Russian 
leadership and Russian world dominion. 
Russian Messianism has simply found a new 
outlet in Marx's dialectic of history. 

But possibly the most fateful correspond- 
ence between the Marxist world view and 
the character of the Russian people lies in 
the fact that both can afford to wait. Prob- 
ably no people on earth are better at wait- 
ing than the Russians. There may be queues 
in other parts of the world, but nowhere do 
the people wait in them with such oxlike 
calm. There may be good chess players in 
other nations, yet Russia produces one un- 
beaten champion after another in this game 
in which one move may take hours. One 
must be patient to talk the night through 
about one’s own soul and spend the next 
night listening to a neighbor’s confidences. 
One must be patient in the long Siberian 
winters and among the vast distances of the 
unending steppes. Stalin can, if he chooses, 
call on incomparable reserves of patience 
and inertia. He can play—as Hitler could 
not—the waiting game. 

The Western Powers are not necessarily 
as well off. They do not appear to be sus- 
tained by any particular view of world his- 
tory, Their earlier view—the Victorian con- 
fidence in automatic progress—has not sur- 
vived two world wars or the evidence dug up 
by archaeologists in the sands of the Near 
East that great civilizations have flourished 
and crumbled again and again in the brief 
span of human history. This collapse of 
confidence in automatic progress would be 
no bad thing if it led to the opposite philos- 
ophy—it was Goethe’s—that each generation 
must act and suffer and create in order to 
preserve its standards. What you have in- 
herited from your fathers, struggle to build 
for yourself.” But suppose the consequence 
is the disappearance of any sense of history 
at all? Even a false Marxist idea is likely 
to be more potent than a vacuum. 

Nor, at first glance, do the west's reserves 
of patience seem as striking as those of the 
Slavs. Britain, it is true, has had some ex- 
perience of the waiting game—and against 
Russia. The essence of the eastern question 
during most of the nineteenth century was 
Britain’s successful determination to keep 
Russia out of Constantinople, if necessary by 
force. Another effective achievement of 
sustained defense occurred in India where, 
for half a century, British and Indian 
troops fought a never-ending series of small 
local wars to keep the northwest frontier 
inviolate. Here, too, Russian agents were 
often an intrusive element. But these in- 
stances of successful “containment” con- 
cerned only a fraction of the British peo- 
ple—the men serving regularly in the navy 
and army—whereas sustained defense today 
involves everyone. 

In the United States, the tradition of long- 
drawn-out defense is even more strikingly 
absent. America's participation in two 
world wars was nearer to the forming of a 
sheriff’s posse to round up a gang of rustlers 
and then disband them, to participation in 
a police force which is never off the job. 

Even some of the emotional force behind 
the great debate on Korea came from the 
angry belief that there must be a quick way 
out of the local war. And this deep and 
entirely understandable desire for quick re- 
sults has appeared in other fields—in the 
“get rich quick” tradition of the old busi- 
ness. system; the rapid plowing and turning 
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up of the Great Plains that let in the scourge 
of soil erosion; the thrust of competition 
and ambition; the electric, stimulating, im- 
mensely zestful atmosphere of so much of 
American life. 

But is it, can it, be patient? Can it endure 
as well as build? Has it fortitude as well 
as force? One answer is certain: Nowhere 
in the United States or the British Common- 
wealth or Europe is there the endurance of 
the Russian people. To that degree of 
stoicism we cannot return, But it does not 
follow that the zest and the life and the 
movement cannot be controlled in a more 
dynamic patience, in a strength that is all 
the morn effective because it is the strength 
not of a stone but of a coiled spring. 

In the last two decades the lesson of sus- 
tained effort has been learned in field after 
field of western life; and the United States, 
apparently the most volatile partner, has 
repeatedly given the lead. One need only 
refer in business enterprise to the steady 
trend in the last two decades of plowing 
back profits into reserve, and preferring the 
strength and continuity of the enterprise to 
the possibility of a quick raking in of profits, 
In the last decade the percentage of profits 
thus devoted to reinvestment has risen from 
30 to 60 percent. In agriculture soil con- 
servation has followed in the path of soil 
erosion, and all over the European Continent 
and, by American example in other conti- 
nents as well, the careful husbanding and 
re-creation of the topsoil has taken the place 
of the old spendthrift farming. 

All this represents the fruits of patience. 
We need not despair of seeing it extended to 
the field of diplomacy and defense. In fact, 
it is there already. The essence of “contain- 
ment” is patience. The rationale of the 
“limited war” is patience. And could any 
three men have give a more moving display of 
fortitude than the American, British, and 
French foreign ministers’ deputies who en- 
dured—without a single instance of bodily 
assault—week after week of Mr. Gromyko's 
insults and prevarications? 

The Western Powers are already showing 
that they can match Russian endurance. 
Our fortitude will be all the more vital and 
creative for being achieved and won, and not 
inbred by habit and environment. But pa- 
tience is not the only Russian asset. They 
believe history is on their side. The world 
revolution which has already established its 
immense bridgehead in the Soviet Union is 
not simply going to give Russia world do- 
minion. It is the end of history, the con- 
summation of history, the beginning of per- 
fect freedom, happiness, and security. It is 
utopia. It is the end of the world. 

No one will underestimate the potency of 
this ideal. It has haunted mankind since 
the dawn of civilization, and even though 
some men have looked back to find the per- 
fect society—to a lost Golden Age—and oth- 
ers have looked forward for it, and some 
have wanted it here and now on earth, and 
others have been content to find it here- 
after, the idea of it has always stirred the 
hungry heart of man. 

The Communists not only know the attrac- 
tion of this longing, but they know that they 
can present it in a particularly appealing 
form. According to their doctrine, utopia 
must come automatically once the order of 
Capitalists and kulaks and kings and priests 
has gone down to its inevitable doom. The 
perfect society must come, and its delay is 
someone else’s fault. There could be no more 
effective appeal to the mixture of dreaming 
and irresponsibility that play so large a part 
in the human spirit. 

It is no coincidence that the Communists 
offer this heady brew, in the first place, to 
adolescents and to younger men and women, 
They do not care if experienced citizens— 
say in eastern Europe—oppose them today 
and tomorrow, They are looking to the day 
after that when the thousands of intoxicated 
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youths who marched through Berlin in last 
year’s Communist youth rally will have taken 
office and power, and will fill the police force 
and the bureaucracy, and the courts and the 
army. 

It is another manifestation of the policy 
of patience. “We are prepared to wait,” the 
Soviet leaders seem to say. “Our picture of 
the future is so binding, the dream so 
strong, the finding of scapegoats so attrac- 
tive, the sloughing off of personal guilt so 
great a relief, that we can forget the older 
men with experienced eyes and tired faces. 
Give us the bright, blank face of youth, and 
we will print on it our pattern of power 
and conquest. You may oppose us today. 
To us belongs tomorrow.” 

This is not an idle challenge. Whatever 
else it is, the western way of life is not a 
utopia, It offers no automatic security for 
the good life. It cannot promise any his- 
torically conditioned coming of the kingdom. 
Just as it has learned that each generation 
must re-create its own standards or lose 
them—there is no inevitable collective prog- 
ress—rco it has learned that each individual 
human personality must find its own king- 
dom and build its own utopia. 

The founding fathers, after all, provided 
the best definition of the western way of life. 
Government, the state, must guarantee life, 
liberty, and the means of pursuing happi- 
ness. But happiness is not within its power 
to give. Happiness comes not from a social 
order imposed by history or by Stalin but 
from each man's success in his pursuit, and 
his understanding of where it truly lies. Not 
a single, automatic, state-provided utopia, 
but the possibility of the western way of life. 

True, society can hamper this possibility. 
It may give too little security to life, it may 
interfere with liberty, i: may cramp and 
stifle the means—health, opportunity, edu- 
eation—of pursuing happiness. In effect, 
government has an immense range of nega- 
tive possibilities. But on the positive side, 
it can do no more than pass an enabling 
act and hope for the best. 

We have to admit that this view of human 
destiny is infinitely more complex and pro- 
visional than the Messianic promises of com- 
munism. To young people especially, the 
happiness that comes in one apocalyptic 
burst from outside is more appealing than 
the happiness that is built doggedly year 
after year by personal effort and sacrifice 
and wisdom. This essence of democracy is 
particularly unsuited to being yelled from 
platforms, howled into loudspeakers, dragged 
through processions, and written in 20-foot- 
high letters on the billboards. Youth wants 
headier wine than democracy can offer. Does 
the future, then, belong, after all, to the 
Communist idea? 

The Western World should not be com- 
placent in seeking an answer, any more 
than it should be quite confident about its 
own reserves of patience. The risk is real. 
The danger is obvious. The regimentation 
of youth in every country beyond the iron 
curtain is a fact. Yet once again the Soviet 
advantage is not as great as it seems at first. 

Even if we in the west have thought and 
done too little about the ideological struggle 
for the mind of the young, nevertheless the 
good sense and staying power—and the sense 
of humor—of western youth should not be 
underestimated. It was by a free decision, 
for instance, that the British National Union 
of Students recently disaffiliated itself from 
the world body which the Communists had 
captured. And the underlying reasons for 
the disaffiliation are significant. It sprang 
from the realization that whatever else the 
Communist students assembled in Prague 
might be, they were not free. However much 
the Western World may still fall short in 
its provision of the means for pursuing hap- 
piness it has not failed with life and liberty. 
Students breathing the free air of English 
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universities could recognize the dank smell 
of the prison behind the Communists’ boast- 
ful. talk. 

The Soviet Union, on the other hand, suf- 
fers from the insurmountable obstacle that 
the Kingdom of Heaven descended in 1917 
and has been getting more fixedly intoler- 
able ever since. When André Gide visited 
Russia as an enthusiastic Communist in 1936, 
and returned as a disillusioned opponent, 
one of the turning points in his conversion 
was to discover that in Soviet Russia unhap- 
piness had become counterreyolutionary. 
Utopia was here, everybcdy was therefore 
happy. If you were miserable, it could only 
be a plot. 

So, today, the chief obstacle of the Soviet 
version of the millennium is that it has 
already arrived, and that its compulsorily 
happy millions are among the most wretched 
of mankind. Between the idea and the real- 
ity has fallen the shadow. By promising 
total nappiness, the Soviet Union has under- 
mined its capacity to promise anything at 
all. 

In the west, the promise has been more 
modest. The state indeed makes no prom- 
ises at all. It can only offer opportunities, 
But when individual men and women, se- 
cure in life and liberty, seize upon those 
opportunities, the result can be not only the 
quiet and unsensational Utopias of those 
who live in peace with their families, their 
neighbors, and their fellow workers. It can 
be more than this, great as this peaceful 
happiness may be. It can, on occasion, be 
the full coming of the kingdom of which 
communism is a perversion and a sham, 
We know, to the Christian roots of our s0- 
ciety, that the personal destiny of man tran- 
scends history, transcends society, transcends 
the vast, anonymous collectiveness of the 
modern total state. 

The flowering of goodness and greatness 
in the individual personality of the free 
citizen is a goal beyond any goal proposed 
by communism. Its realization has a force 
before which all Communist manipulations 
of the masses must fail. Wesley preaching 
to the miners, Shaftesbury reforming the 
factories, Lincoln freeing the slaves, Pas- 
teur in his laboratory, Schweitzer in his 
African mission—these are the summits of 
western achievement. These are the deepest 
roots of western power. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 3790) making appro- 
priations for the Department of the In- 
terior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1952, and for other purposes. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
the distinguished Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. Dovcias] inserted in the RECORD 
last Friday a statement concerning cer- 
tain reductions which he proposed to 
make in the avpropriaticns contained in 
the pending bill. I think that was a very 
fair and a very proper thing for him to 
do. 

I desire to say that I am as much in- 
terested in economy as is the Senator 
from Illinois. I intend to vote for some 
of the cuts which he suggested in his 
statement of last Friday. In fact, in the 
committee I voted for one or two which 
the Senator from Illinois did not see fit 
to mention. 

However, he suggests cuts in the ap- 
propriations for the Fish and Wildlife 
Service which I definitely feel would in- 
volve not true economy, but false econ- 
omy. I think most of us realize that fish 
and wildlife have an esthetic value. 
They have a great recreational value for 
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25,000,000 or 30,000,000 people who hunt 
and fish. 

Mr. President, the June issue of Sports 
Afield contains a compilation of figures 
which show that the fish and wildlife 
resources of this Nation constitute a 
$4,000,000,000 annual business. If we 
eliminate from the pending bill the item 
for predator control, which is meant al- 
most exclusively for the protection of 
livestock in the West, to protect it from 
coyotes and mountain lions, it will be 
found that this is the only agency of the 
Government to which the sportsmen of 
America contribute more than twice the 
amount which Congress appropriates, 
even including the maintenance of our 
great commercial fisheries, which con- 
stitute a business in themselves, and in 
which the sportsmen, as such, are not 
primarily interested. 

Some years ago, when Congress was 
about to drop the provision for an 11- 
percent excise tax on sporting arms and 
ammunition, the distinguished former 
Senator from Nevada, Mr. Pittman, and 
I succeeded in obtaining passage of a 
bill which provided for grants-in-aid to 
the States. It is now commonly referred 
to as the Pittman-Robertson Act. under 
which the States have been getting ap- 
proximately $10,000,000 a year for the 
protection of game. Last year, the Con- 
gress passed a bill which earmarked a 
tax on sporting equipment for fishins, 
from which there will probably be col- 
lected $1,500,000 or $2,000,000. Some 
years ago, as chairman of a Select Com- 
mittee on Conservation of Wildlife Re- 
sources in the House, I assisted in the 
drafting and passage of a bill to require 
every duck hunter to pay $1 for a stamp, 
even if he went hunting only once. Two 
years ago, we raised the fee to $2. Those 
funds, put up by sportsmen, as I have 
said, amount to more than twice what is 
carried in the pending bill for this great 
natural resource. 

Mr. President, there are not many Sen- 
ators on the floor at this time, and some 
of those who are now present may not 
be here when the debate occurs on the 
Douglas amendments regarding the fish 
and wildife item; so I ask unanimous 
consent to insert in the Record at this 
point an analysis of the cuts proposed 
by the Senator from Illinois in the appro- 
priations for the Fish and Wildlife Serv- 
ice contained in the Senate bill. 

There being no objection, the analysis 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MANAGEMENT OF RESOURCES—GENERAL 

The effect of that part of the amendment 
requiring a further general decrease of $180,- 
000, after disallowing the budget estimates 
for administration of fish and game laws, 
hatchery operations, and the maintenance 
and operation of refuges, would be to further 
curtail activities which are the basic element 
of the national program of fish and wildlife 
conservation. At a time when hatchery fish 
are required in ever-increasing numbers due 
to the increased number of fishermen, the 
creation of farm ponds, and new reservoirs, 
and the loss of fishing waters by pollution, it 
would require the outright closure of existing 
hatcheries. Many of these have been in oper- 
ation for over 50 years. 

There would be a further necessity for a 
decrease in the number of men enforcing the 
Federal game laws at a time when there are 
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more hunters than ever before and when 
violations are on the increase. Enforcement 
of the Federal regulations already leans 
heavily on the States for assistance, but this 
would throw an increasing burden upon the 
State conservation agencies and leave only 
a token number of Federal agents to cover 
the States. In many instances it would leave 
not more than one or two Federal agents to 
enforce the waterfowl and other Federal 
regulations within a whole State. 

As for the Federal refuge system, it would 
add to the difficulty of simple maintenance of 
the buildings, roads, fences, water-control 
structures, and other facilities which are 
essential to the successful operation of a 
refuge. These areas are the principal win- 
tering, resting, feeding, and nesting spots 
for our continental waterfowl populations. 
Only by maintaining these refuges in the 
maximum condition of productivity as a 
means of supplementing adequate enforce- 
ment of the regulations can the populations 
of waterfowl be built up to the levels of 
earlier days. 

The committee action in allowing the full 
estimates for operation and maintenance of 
these field activities was sound. A cut-back 
upon these operations will have immediate 
and lasting effects upon wildlife resources 
which can be maintained under present con- 
ditions only by providing additional habitat 
to replace that which is lost by industriali- 
zation, population increase, and drainage. 


MANAGEMENT OF RESOURCES—ADMINISTRATION 
OF FISH AND GAME Laws 


The proposal to eliminate $78,091 from 
the appropriation for administration of fish 
and game laws would primarily affect the 
administration of Alaska fisheries. The 
highly important Alaska salmon fishery has 
shown serious depletion and there has been 
an increase of from 200 to 300 percent in the 
number of fishing boats in the last several 
years. The amount of $33,136 was requested 
in order to employ seven additional fishery 
management aides and to supply the funds 
necessary for their operations in the Terri- 
tory of Alaska. At the present time the 
enforcement of the Alaska fishery regulations 
is carried on with a staff of 26 field enforce- 
ment officers and agents, and this is obvi- 
ously an inadequate force in view of the vast 
territory of the Alaska coastline that has to 
be covered. Without the funds called for 
by this estimate the enforcement and man- 
agement of this resource, which has an 
annual value approaching $100,000,000, 
would be further impaired. The cut would 
also eliminate funds required for within- 
grade promotions of agents enforcing the 
Alaska game laws and the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act. A further result would be the 
elimination of any staff for the enforcement 
of several treaties to which the United States 
is a party. These include the Sockeye Sal- 
mon and Northern Pacific Halibut Treaty 
Acts, the Whaling Convention Act, and the 
Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Convention Act, 
all of which call for enforcement of regula- 
tions by personnel of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service. The amounts required for these 
various functions are less than $40,000. In- 
ability to meet treaty obligations under these 
acts will reflect upon the good faith of the 
United States. 

MANAGEMENT OF RESOURCES—PROPAGATION AND 
DISTRIBUTION OF Foop FISHES 


In order to meet the cut of $181,632 pro- 
posed by the Douglas amendment, the only 
alternative is to close hatcheries to main- 

present production at the remaining 
hatcheries. At least eight hatcheries would 
have to be closed, and in addition propaga- 
tion of mussels would have to be discon- 
tinued. 

The estimate in the budget for the opera- 
tion of new and expanded facilities was to 
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operate fish- cultural stations where Con- 
gress has provided funds for additional fa- 
cilities. It would be impossible to use these 
facilities and they would have to lie idle 
until such times that funds could be pro- 
vided. 

This curtailment will involve the opera- 
tion of new hatcheries in Michigan, Massa- 
chusetts, Georgia, and North and South 
Dakota, as well as expanded facilities in 
Arizona, Washington, Montana, Ohio, Penn- 
sylvania, New Hampshire, Virginia, West Vir- 
ginia, and eight other States. 

Funds for the replacement of automotive 
equipment anticipates the replacement of 
two units out of a total of 289, which is ap- 
proximately .5 percent replacement whereas 
the normal life of automotive equipment 
anticipates an annual replacement of 10 to 
11 percent. 

An adequate replacement program for fish 
screen equipment has never been provided. 
If funds are not provided in the amount 
requested, at least one of the screens will 
have to be closed. This would resu't in the 
loss of thousands of down-stream migratory 
salmon and a loss to the commercial fishery. 
The number of down-stream migratory sal- 
mon saved by the operation of a fish screen 
is often far in excess of the number that 
could be provided by a hatchery. 


MANAGEMENT OF RESOURCES—MAINTENANCE 
OF MAMMAL AND BIRD RESERVATIONS 


This proposed elimination of $168,250 
(budget increase) include an item of $62,500 
for replacement of equipment on the wild- 
life refuges. The cost of normal annual re- 
placement requirements for the 1,049 units 
of operating and maintenance equipment on 
the refuges for the fiscal year 1952 should be 
8363, 800. The amount requested represents 
only slightly more than one-sixth of these 
requirements. The present average life of 
equipment now in operation varies from 8 
years for automotive equipment to 15 years 
for tractors; some of the equipment in use 
was acquired in the early 1930's. Equipment 
primarily involved in the request includes 
pickup and other operation and maintenance 
trucks and tractors required for farming and 
dike and road maintenance. 

Public Law 534 (80th Cong.), commonly 
referred to as the Lea Act, provided for the 
establishment of waterfowl management 
areas in California to provids feeding areas 
for waterfowl to alleviate damage to agricul- 
tural crops in the Central and Imperial Val- 
leys of California. Since passage of the Lea 
Act, funds have been provided by the Con- 
gress each year for the acquisition of land 
under this program, Under the appropria- 
tion Maintenance of mammal and bird res- 
ervations, there are included funds in the 
amount of $81,602 which were to be used 
as follows: 


For farming operations on Lea Act 
lands acquired as an addition to 


the Colusa Refuge $10, 000 
For farming on Lea Act lands added 
to the Salton Sea Refuge 25, 000 


For staffing and placing in operation 
an area in the San Joaquin Valley. 46, 602 


81, 602 


The latter area, now referred to as the 
Merced waterfowl management area, was 
acquired in the spring of 1951. This is the 
only Federal acquisition in the San Joaquin 
Valley, and it is very essential, if it is to 
furnish the protection for agricultural crops 
anticipated, that it be put in operation at 
once. The former owner of the property 
put 700 acres in barley before turning the 
property over to the Government. This crop 
is to be made available for waterfowl feed- 
ing during the coming season, and must be 
irrigated if it is to be brought to maturity. 
Soil preparation must also be started in 1951 
for the 1952 crop. It is essential, therefore, 
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that the funds requested, which will provide 
for a minimum permanent staff, operating 
expense, and the necessary farming equip- 
ment, be provided. 

The increase also provided an item of $15,- 
398, which would provide one additional per- 
son for the 2,000,000-acre Kenai National 
Moose Range in Alaska, one man for a new 
waterfowl refuge area in Alaska which has 
not previously been staffed and minimum 
operating expenses for this refuge. The ref- 
uge staff in Alaska is at present far below 
that required for proper operations on these 
areas, and setting up the two new positions 
will still leave this critical area under- 
manned. 

The increase also included an item cf 
$8,750 to cover within-grade salary advance- 
ments. 


FisH AND WILDLIFE ServicE—INVESTIGATION 
OF RESOURCES 


The effect of the action already taken in 
the House in reducing the budget estimates 
and of the further reduction proposed by 
the Senate committee is to eliminate studies 
of both sport and commercial fisheries of the 
Atlantic coastal waters—a study which was 
authorized by Public Law 730 of the Eighty- 
first Congress. In addition, investigations 
required for the effective management of the 
commercially important Alaska salmon fish- 
eries would be curtailed. A further effect 
would be to cut back exploratory work in- 
tended to develop a commercial fishery for 
tuna in the North Atlantic. Beyond this, 
the curtailment would affect normal long- 
continuing statistical and technological 
work by disallowing normal increase in op- 
erating costs. 

The additional proposed curtailment of 
$358,000 as carried in the Douglas amend- 
ment is not directed to any specific activi- 
ties, but its effects would inevitably apply 
to studies already under way intended to 
foster and promote commercial fisheries and 
to other long-term investigations looking 
toward more scientific management and con- 
servation of wildlife and of sport fisheries. 
Among the commercial fisheries studies 
which would be drastically curtailed or elim- 
inated are investigations directed toward 
the development of a tuna fishery in the 
vast Central Pacific area where this Nation 
has acquired new responsibilities for the 
support of the natives. Fisheries remain the 
most prom: resource in that area. 

Another item which would have to be 
materially retarded or postponed would be 
an investigation of the cause of the terrific 
decline in the pilchard fishery of the West 
Coast. This appropriation also carries the 
funds expended for a study of means of con- 
trolling the sea lampreys in the Great Lakes 
which have virtually decimated the fisheries 
of Lake Michigan and Lake Huron. It would 
apply to exploratory fishing investigations of 
the Gulf of Mexico and the North Pacific 
areas where there are latent undeveloped 
fisheries which could be developed to the 
economic bencfit of the respective areas and 
provide additional food in case of emergency. 

The statistical program, which provides 
the basic statistical data upon which the 
Government as well as the fishing industry 
depends for its knowledge of the economic 
status of the industry, would likewise suffer 
a curtailment. In 1951, for the first time 
in many years, there has been a complete 
statistical survey of the fishing industry as 
a whole. This could not be continued in 
the face of the proposed cuts. Technologi- 
cal studies involving the utilization of fish- 
ery byproducts and the better handling and 
utilization of fishery products as a whole 
would have to be dropped. 

Among the wildlife items which would 
be affected would be studies to improve 
methods of controlling the depredations of 
certain birds and animals which now cause 
losses ta agriculture. The new chemicals 
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which are being widely used for the control 
of insects have very serious effects upon 
wildlife and fish, and the Fish and Wild- 
life Service has considered it imperative to 
make observations of these effects in order 
to suggest means of application which would 
minimize the damage to highly beneficial 
wildlife. 

The general programs of the Fish and Wild- 
life Service in these fields have been directed 
toward developing methods of improving the 
production of game birds and animals on 
agricultural lands and public lands in order 
to recommend to administrative agencies as 
well as to private landowners better methods 
of achieving a secondary crop of game birds 
and animals. These studies also include in- 
vestigations on wildlife diseases which pe- 
riodically exert a heavy toll upon our stocks 
of game. 

In addition, the cooperative wildlife re- 
search units, operated on a joint basis with 
the States, agricultural colleges, and certain 
private organizations, are conducted under 
this appropriation and would be subject to 
material reduction. 

The exact extent to which these various 
programs would be cut back under the pro- 
posed reduction of $358,000 is not capable of 
being specifically defined at the moment, but 
it is obvious that all of them would have to 
be restricted to a point where their effective- 
ness would be seriously impaired. 


RIVER BASIN STUDIES 

The deletion of the “River basin studies” 
item of $263,442 would almost completely 
prevent the carrying out of substantial obli- 
gations under the provisions of two statutes, 
the act of August 14, 1946 (16 U. S. C. 661), 
and sec. 18 of the Federal Power Act (16 
U. S. C. 811), and thus preclude action to- 
ward fish and wildlife protection concurrent 
with the construction of reservoirs and other 
river-basin developments. It would bring to 
a halt the design and installation of fish and 
wildlife protective facilities on water-use 
projects throughout a great part of the coun- 
try that are presently in advanced planning 
and construction stages. 

Fish and wildlife conservation must be 
integrated with the developments being made 
by all Federal agencies and by private power 
companies during the periods when detailed 
plans of construction are being made and 
after construction has started. These con- 
servation measures are developed by special- 
ists after study of the detailed construction 
plans, and are directed to the prevention of 
unnecessary destruction of important com- 
mercial fish and fur bearers as well as ir- 
replaceable sport fish and game. The studies 
are not advanced planning in the general 
sense but are concentrated upon 
projects which are under consideration for 
specific authorization by the Congress or for 
private development. 


Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, in 
conclusion, I wish to point out that the 
House cut the appropriations for the 
wildlife agency below the Budget esti- 
mate, and the Senate committee cut it 
again. I think the Senate committee 
cut it as far as we could prudently go, 
and that the further cuts proposed by 
the distinguished Senator from Illinois 
should not be adopted. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota. i 

Mr. LANGER. Is it not true that most 
of the States also make large contribu- 
tions for the purpose of getting rid of 
predatory animals? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. It is undoubtedly 
true in the West. We used to make such 
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an appropriation in Virginia, but we do 
not have it now. Pennsylvania makes 
a very large appropriation for that pur- 
pose. Many States make such appro- 
priations, and practically all States, so 
far as I know, spend a great deal of 
money on the conservation of wildlife 
resources. I have forgotten the total, 
but it is very large. 

Mr. LANGER. If the Senator will 
yield further, one of the very best pur- 
poses for which the money can be spent 
is as a defense against coyotes and 
wolves. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. If the Douglas 
amendment should be agreed to, that 
program would take a big cut, and it 
would mean a reduction in livestock in 
the West. If the wolves and mountain 
lions eat the livestock, we do not eat it. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I submit 
two amendments intended to be pro- 
posed by me to the pending bill. They 
apply to the Southeastern and South- 
western Power Administrations, and to 
the same restriction upon the building 
of transmission facilities which is pro- 
posed by the so-called Keating amend- 
ment on Bureau of Reclamation funds. 
I ask that the amendments be printed 
for the consideration of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments will be received, printed, 
and lie on the table. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, on 
page 3 of the pending bill, making ap- 
propriations for the Department of the 
Interior, beginning in line 24, to and in- 
cluding line 22, on page 4, appears the 
committee amendment covering the con- 
tinuing fund for the Southwestern Pow- 
er Administration. The amendment is 
an amendment to the provision for the 
continuing fund for the Southeastern 
Power Administration, which was 
placed in the bill by the House, so that, 
even though the latter is legislation, it is 
not subject to a point of order in the 
Senate. The committee amendment, 
being an amendment to the House pro- 
vision, although it is also legislation, is 
not subject to a point of order, because it 
a germane to a provision already in the 


It is germane, Mr. President, because 
both amendments deal with the same 
subject matter, continuing funds for the 
power-marketing agencies of the De- 
partment of the Interior, both agencies 
having been created under the same 
basic autkority, section 5 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944, and both amend- 
ments proposing to authorize the same 
thing, the establishment of a continuing 
fund and the use of such fund for 
emergency purposes and to insure the 
continuity of service. 

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will 
adopt the committee amendment relat- 
ing to the Southwestern Power Adminis- 
tration continuing fund. The purpose 
of the amendment is to place the con- 
tinuing fund of the Southwestern Power 
Administration on the same basis that 
is recommended for the continuing fund 
of the Southeastern Power Administra- 
tion, and on the same basis that is 
recommended for the continuing fund 
for the Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion. In other words, all the amend- 
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ment does is to put the Southwestern 
Power Administration on the same basis 
with any other agency established un- 
der similar circumstances. 

In respect to the Bonneville Power 
Administration, the basic act creating 
that agency established a continuing 
fund of $500,000. The act was approved 
on August 20, 1937, and it ís extremely 
significant that from that day to this the 
Bonneville Power Administration has 
operated under its provisions, and has 
been able to carry on and to follow the 
directives laid down by the Congress, 

The provision for the continuing fund 
may be found in 16 United States Code 
832-J, and reads as follows: 

All receipts from transmission and sale of 
electric energy grenerated at the Bonneville 
project shall be covered into the Treasury of 
the United States to the credit of miscel- 
lancous receipts, save and except that the 
Treasury shall set up and maintain from such 
receipts a continuing fund of $500,000 to the 
credit of the Administrator and subject to 
check by him— 


Listen to the language, Mr. President— 


to defray emergency expenses and to insure 
continuous operation. 


That is exactly the language pro- 
posed in the pending amendment, and 
the same language is applied to the 
Southeastern Power Administration. 

Mr. President, if we note carefully the 
language used with reference to the con- 
tinuing fund of the Bonneville Power 
Administration, it will be seen that the 
language is identical with the language 
in the bill creating the continuing fund 
for the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion, and in the committee amend- 
ment. 

Mr. President, I should like to review 
briefly the background of the operation 
of the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion, so that the Senate will have before 
it material which goes far to explain the 
committee’s position in recommending 
that the use of the continuing fund of 
the Southwestern Power Administration 
be curtailed. 

Let me say at the outset that no mem- 
bers of the committee are against the 
rural electrification program, or against 
making Government power available at 
the cheapest rate possible to preference 
customers. Attempts are always made 
in debates on these matters to put the 
issue as being solely whether one is for 
or against the rural electrification pro- 
gram. In spite of the many words that 
will be used to convince us, that issue is 
not involved. I repeat, that issue is not 
involved. 

What, then, is involved? That can 
best be answered by the phrase “finan- 
cial sleight-of-hand” or “now-you-see- 
it-and-now-you-do-not.” Very simply 
stated, the continuing fund of the 
Southwestern Power Administration has 
become an issue, because the fund, since 
its use was expanded in the Interior 
Appropriation Act of 1950, has been used 
as a device through which the South- 
western Power Administration is ac- 
quiring facilities and expanding in a 
manner that was never contemplated 
by the Congress. I will point out the 
details of this in just a moment. The 
acquisition of facilities and the expan- 
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sion of the operation are being accom- 
plished by the method of the South- 
western Power Administration entering 
into lease and purchase agreements with 
so-called REA super co-ops, whereby 
the super co-ops borrow money from 
the Rural Electrification Administration 
to construct transmission lines and build 
steam generating plants. To make the 
loan feasible, the super co-ops must 
demonstrate that such loans will be re- 
paid. The lease and purchase agree- 
ment contract between the super co-ops 
and the Southwestern Power Adminis- 
tration is the guaranty for the loan. 
These agreements extend for 40 years 
and at the end of such time, when the 
loan has been repaid, the facilities will 
belong to the Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration, an agency of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. 

Let us analyze this situation a little 
more. The Rural Electrification Admin- 
istration loans money for generating and 
transmission facilities to a super co-op. 
There is nothing wrong with this and up 
to this point everything is completely 
legal and aboveboard. The super co-op 
then enters into a lease-and-purchase 
agreement with the Southwestern Power 
Administration. Also up to this point 
everything is legal, since the super co-op, 
so long as it meets the terms of the loan, 
can do with its facilities what it pleases. 
But now comes the peculiar twist to this 
transaction. The Southwestern Power 
Administration through the device of the 
continuing fund, out of which payments 
are made to the super co-ops under the 
lease-and-purchase agreements, prac- 
tically acquires complete and full own- 
ership of facilities without ever having 
to come to the Congress. Once having 
accomplished this, the Southwestern 
Power Administration then can commit 
Congress to more and more operation 
and maintenance funds for the growing 
system. 

The record discloses that this continu- 
ing fund has been used and will be used 
to guarantee repayment of over $66,000,- 
000 in loans made by the Rural Electrifi- 
cation Administration to the super co- 
ops for the construction of transmission 
systems and steam generating facilities, 
none of which was ever approved by the 
Congress and none of which will ever be 
approved by the Congress if this system 
continues. 

Approximately 3,578 miles of trans- 
mission lines will be constructed. A sub- 
stantial portion of these lines will be 
leased and eventually purchased by the 
Southwestern Power Administration 
through its continuing fund, The Con- 
gress has clearly laid down the principle 
that it must appropriate all funds for 
the construction or purchase of trans- 
mission facilities. 

That has been a policy laid down in the 
beginning, and it has come down until 
today. 

In addition, several steam plants will 
be constructed, and here again the 
Southwestern Power Administration has 
contracted to take their entire output. 
While this technically is not a lease of 
steam generating facilities, yet for all 
practical purposes it is the same thing, 
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Remember that all of this is being done 
without prior approval of the Congress. 

Now the argument will be made that 
in choosing to illustrate the transaction 
by using as an example a super co-op, I 
completely ignore the fact that the con- 
tinuing fund is also used to carry out the 
contracts between the Southwestern 
Power Administration and the private 
utilities in Oklahoma, Louisiana, and 
Texas. The charge would be correct ex- 
cept for the fact that these same private 
utilities have testified before the Appro- 
priation Committees of the Congress that 
the continuing fund is not needed to 
carry out the terms of their contract 
and that it should be limited to emer- 
gency expenses only. 

In that regard, I refer to the testi- 
mony of Mr. Gesell, as it appears on 
page 1609 of the Senate committee 
hearings. He said: 

Mr. GESELL, So far as the Oklahoma con- 
tract is concerned, it is not essential that 
the continuing fund exist at all. The Texas 
Power & Light Co. contract with the South- 
western Power Administration, already in 
operation for 4 years, has never required the 
use of the continuing fund for its success- 
ful operation. 

Senator ELLENDER, How do they operate? 

Mr. GESELL. They balance the purchases 
by the Texas Co. as against the purchases by 
the Government. 


Again Mr. Gesell said, as it appears 
on page 1610 of the hearings: 

Mr. GESELL. The Oklahoma contract is a 
variant of the Texas Power & Light Co. 
agreement, and likewise does not require the 
use of the continuing fund. It would be 
very simple for the Administrator to esti- 
mate his money requirements for purchas- 
ing power from the Oklahoma companies 
and to include such amount with other an- 
nual requests for appropriations in case the 
balancing did not work out properly. It is 
our belief that the Administrator should 
justify all of his expenses before this com- 
mittee each year. It would not be difficult 
for him to do so. 


So, Mr. President, the continuing fund 
is not essential to the welfare of the 
Southwestern Power Administration. 

At this point it might be well again to 
refer to Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion as being the same type of agency as 
is the Southwestern Paper Administra- 
tion, and yet even though Bonneville’s 
continuing fund is limited to emergen- 
cies, they have been able to enter suc- 
cessfully into working agreements with 
REA’s, municipalities, public-utility dis- 
tricts, private utilities, and private in- 
dustrial users in the area. 

I may say in that regard that, as is 
disclosed on page 47 of the Senate com- 
mittee hearings, out of 56 contracts in 
Bonneville, 28 were with REA’s and 16 
were with public-utility districts, mak- 
ing a total of 44. So they were able to 
enter into all kinds of wheeling con- 
tracts with the REA’s and all kinds of 
wheeling contracts with the public- 
utility districts. 

Since August 20, 1937, the date of the 
creation of the Bonneville Power Ad- 
ministration and the continuing fund, 
Bonneville has been able to do the same 
things in the same manner that the 
Southwestern Power Administration 
claims it cannot do without blanket au- 
thority through tue continuing fund. 
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This to me does not make any semblance 
of sense. 

Mr. President, for the past several 
years the Southwestern Power Adminis- 
tration has testified that it is willing and 
anxious to enter into contracts with all 
the private utilities in its area. Yet it 
refuses even to negotiate with the utili- 
ties in southern Missouri, but, at the 
same time, is busy entering into lease 
and purchase agreements with super 
co-ops in this area. The Senate Appro- 
priation Committee was furnished letters 
from Mr. Douglas Wriglit to the private 
utilties in the southern Missouri area in 
which he stated he was not ready to 
negotiate for contracts and that even 
though such contracts might eventually 
be negotiated, the Southwestern Power 

_ Administration fully intended to proceed 
with all its plans in the area. In other 
words, Mr. President, the Southwestern 
Power Administration takes the position 
that it will negotiate contracts when it 
gets good and ready to do so, but that 
such contracts will not stend in the way 
of the expansion planned by using the 
continuing fund. This is a very startling 
position for a Government agency to 
take, in view of the constantly stated 
policy of the Congress—the constantly 
stated policy of the Congress and of this 
body, if you please—that it wants con- 
tracts to be negotiated between Govern- 
ment agencies and private companies; 
that it believes that Government agen- 
cies and private enterprise can exist and 
get along side by side; and that these 
contracts can save needless duplication 
and waste of critical materials. It ap- 
pears that the time has come for the 
Congress to step in and regain control 
of this situation. Mr. President, if we 
maintain this continuing fund as we 
have, we will be losing day by day con- 
trol of the sifuation, and in the end 
we will never recoup. Congress can 
only do so by limiting the use of this 
continuing fund and making the South- 
western Power Administration do busi- 
ness in exactly the same manner as the 
Bonneville Power Administration has 
been doing since 1937, and such as is pro- 
posed for the South astern Power Ad- 
ministration to do. 

Mr. President, the basic authority for 
the Southwestern Power Administration, 
a: well as the Southeastern Power Ad- 
ininistration, is section 5 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1944. It might be well 
at this point to review the growth of 
the Southwestern Power Administration 
and look at the record of how and why 
section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 
is worded as it is. 

During the early thirties the Okla- 
homa Legislature created a State cor- 
poration known as the Grand River Dam 
Authority which was authorized to bor- 
row money for the construction of dams, 
power plants, transmission lines, and re- 
lated facilities in the State of Oklahoma, 
The Grand River Dam Authority pro- 
ceeded to borrow $25,000,000 from the 
Federal Works Agency to construct the 
Grand River Dam in northeastern 
Oklahoma. 

During the late thirties the Army en- 
gineers, under authorization of the Con- 
gress, started construction on the Nor- 
folk Dam in northwestern Arkansas and 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


a few years later the Denison Dam on the 
Red River between Oklahoma and Texas, 
On November 19, 1941—Executive 
Order No. 8944—President Roosevelt, 
under his emergency powers, took pos- 
session of the State-owned Grand River 
Dam and ordered its operation by the 
Federal Works Agency. Douglas Wright 
was appointed administrator of the proj- 
ect. On June 19, 1943—Executive Order 
No. 9353—The President directed the 
Federal Works Agency to take over the 
power-marketing activities of the Nor- 
fork Dam, and on July 30, 1943—Execu- 
tive Order No. 9366—he directed the 
Secretary of Interior to dispose of power 
generated at Denison Dam. This later 
order transferred control of Norfork and 
Grand River Dam to the Secretary of 
the Interior. On August 30, 1943—Ex- 
ecutive Order No. 9373—another Presi- 
dential order directed the Secretary of 
the Interior to operate the three dams 
as an integrated system and create an 
agency to administer the dams “in such 
manner, upon such condition, and to 
such extent” as he deemed necessary to 
“fulfill the defense requirements of the 
United States.” The Secretary of the 
Interior immediately set up the South- 
western Power Administration as an 
agency of the Interior Department. 

The first supplemental National De- 
fense Act for 1944—Public Law 216, Sev- 
enty-eighth Congress—approved De- 
cember 23, 1943, carried an appropriation 
of $135,000 for power-marketing activi- 
ties of the Southwestern Power Admin- 
istration. The bill also set up a continu- 
ing fund of $100,000 to be placed to the 
credit of the Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministrator and subject to check by him 
“to defray emergency expenses and to 
insure continuous operation.” 

The following year saw enactment of 
the Flood Control Act of 1944. Section 
5 authorized Interior to market hydro- 
electric power generated at flood-control 
projects constructed by the Army engi- 
neers. Although placed in the bill by 
the Senate, section 5 was substan- 
tially modified by the conferees. The 
most important limitation placed on the 
Senate amendment by the conferees was 
the requirement—and I invite the atten- 
tion of the Senate to this language—that 
transmission lines constructed or ob- 
tained by purchase or other agreement 
should be financed from funds to be ap- 
propriated by the Congress. 

The statement of the Members on the 
part of the House conferees made this 
cc.ament regarding conference action: 

This amendment of the Senate (sec. 5), 
as modified, authorizes the Secretary of the 
Interior to dispose of electric energy gen- 
erated at reservoir projects under control 
of the War Department not required in the 
operation of such projects; authorizes, from 
funds to be appropriated by the Congress, 
the construction, or acquisition by purchase 
or other agreement, of such transmission 
lines or related facilities as may be neces- 
sary in order to make the power and energy 
generated at such projects available in 
wholesale quantities on fair and reasonable 


terms and conditions. (H. Rept. No. 2051, 
78th Cong., p. 7.) 


When the conference report was de- 
bated on the House floor, Representative 
Whittington, of Mississippi, chairman 
of the House Flood Control Committee 
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and chairman of the House Conferees on 
the Flood Control bill, explained the 
joint House-Senate action on section 5, 
as follows: 

As I have indicated, amendment No. 9 
(sec. 5), as modified, authorizes the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to dispose of electric 
energy generated at reservoir projects under 
the control of the War Department and not 
required in the operation of such projects. 
The Secretary of the Department of the 
Interior is authorized from appropriations to 
be made by Congress to construct or acquire 
by purchase or other agreement only such 
transmission lines and facilities as may be 
made necessary in order to make the power 
available i^ wholesale quantities for sale on 
fair and reasonable terms. Congress retains 
control over the construction and acquiring 
of transmission lines and related facilities, 
inasmuch as funds must be provided here- 
after by Congress for such lines and facili- 
ties, They may be constructed, but they can 
only be acquired by purchase or other agree- 
ment. (CONGRESSIONAL Recorp, volume 90, 
part 7, page 9282.) 


Iseem to be amusing the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. HILL]. I am sorry. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. It was not anything the 
Senator from Nevada said which caused 
the smile on my countenance. It was a 
thought with reference to Thomas Jef- 
ferson, once the Presiding Officer of the 
Senate, and a rule which he wrote, which 
we find in Jefferson’s Manual. It may 
be that the Senator from Nevada 
prompted my thought as to Mr. Jeffer- 
son’s rule. 

Mr.McCARRAN. Assurance was given 
to the Congress of the United States 
that all transmission lines had to be 
appropriated for, and that these emer- 
gency funds were never set up for the 
purpose of acquiring facilities, but rather 
for the purpose of meeting emergencies, 
and emergencies only. 

We followed that policy down the line 
to the present day. Today, under the 
bill we are considering, the Southeastern 
Power Administration is limited to $50,- 
000 a year which it may use, subject to 
the check of the Administrator, for 
emergency purposes. The great Bonne- 
ville project, into which the Govern- 
ment of the United States has poured 
millions of dollars, today is operating 
under that very language. 

Later in the debate, in answer to a 
question by Representative Angell, Re- 
publican, of Oregon, Chairman Whit- 
tington reiterated Congress’ control of 
Interior’s purse strings in regard to ac- 
quiring or constructing transmission 
lines: 

Mr. ANGELL. Am I correct in understand- 
ing that under the provisions as agreed upon 
by the conferees, the Secretary of the In- 
terior has the power either to buy transmis- 
sion facilities or construct them and dispose 
of power at wholesale? 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Yes; he has the power 
to construct or acquire by purchase or other 
agreement, but the funds have to be pro- 
vided by the Congress of the United States, 
and the Congress thus retains the purse 
strings of the Treasury. 


I have read from the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp, volume 90, part 7, page 9206. 
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It will undoubtedly be argued that the 
phrase “From funds to be appropriated 
by the Congress,” and “funds * * 
provided hereafter by Congress for such 
lines and facilities” mean permanent, in- 
definite appropriations as well as annual 
appropriations, since permanent appro- 
priations are, in & general sense, con- 
gressional appropriations. This argu- 
ment, however, was answered by Repre- 
sentative Whittington in testimony be- 
fore the House Appropriations Commit- 
tee on the Interior appropriation bill for 
1847, Seventy-ninth Congress, part III, 
page 418, when he stated, regarding the 
power-marketing features of section 5 
of the Flood Control Act: 

It is my view that Congress, in line with 
its obligations, should provide an agency 

to dispose of the surplus power at dams 
which might be constructed under the Flood 
Control Act, primarily for the protection of 
the lives and property of the people of the 
country. 

So, the Secretary of the Interior under 
the provisions of this act is authorized to 
dispose of the surplus power in such man- 
ner as to dispose of it at the lowest possible 
rates to consumers consistent with sound 
business principles, the rate schedule to be 
provided for as included in the conference 
report and in the act. 


I invite the attention of the Senate to 
the foliowing language: 

I thought it was unwise, and it was not our 
intention, to give the Secretary of the In- 
terior power to construct transmission lines 
and other related facilities from the income 
of the power sale, but to require him to come 
to Congress for the funds for the construc- 
tion of transmission lines and other of the 
facilities. 


I should like to read that paragraph 
again, It is worthy of memorizing: 

I thought it was unwise, and it was not 
our intention, to give the Secretary of the 
Interior power to construct transmission 
lines and other related facilities from the 
income of the power sale, but to require him 
to come to Congress for the funds for the 
construct:on of transmission lines and other 
of the facilities. 


Iam reading from the hearings before 
the House Committee on Appropriations 
on the Interior Department appropria- 
tion bill for 1947, Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress, part III, page 418. 

The fact that the Department of the 
Interior itself believed it was required 
to come to Congress for specific appro- 
priations for its transmission lines is 
borne out further in the testimony of 
former Secretary of Interior Ickes be- 
fore the Senate Commerce Committee 
on the Flood Control Act of 1944. 
The committee had previously writ- 
ten an amendment to the Rivers 
and Harbors: Act setting up a blan- 
ket prohibition against the Federal 
Government constructing transmission 
lines directly or indirectly in competi- 
tion with private companies. When 
questioned by the late Senator Overton, 
of happy memory, subcommittee chair- 
man, regarding the blanket “competi- 
tion” amendment, Mr. Ickes stated: 

It (the amendment) seems to me unneces- 
sary, if I may say so, because if we should 
attempt to build or buy, we would have to 
come to Congress for an appropriation of 
money, so it could then be determined on 
the merits of the particular case. 
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I have read from the testimony before 
the Senate Committee on Commerce on 
H. R. 4485, Seventy-eighth Congress, 
page 458. 

In addition, a memorandum on the 
authority of the Southwestern Power 
Administration to construct or acquire 
by purchase or other agreement trans- 
mission lines and steam-generating 
facilities, dated May 17, 1946, and sub- 
mitted to the Federal Power Commission 
by Douglas Wright, Administrator of the 
Southwestern Power Administration, 
under letter of same date stated: 

The legislative record shows that the sub- 
stituted language (section 5 as it now ex- 
ists) worked out by Senator Overton and 
Mr. Goldschmidt and the subsequent addi- 
tions thereto by the conference committee 
on the disagreeing votes of the House and 
Senate were intended and understood to differ 
from the original suggestion of President 
Roosevelt and Secretary Ickes only to the 
extent of (1) assuring that the acquisition 
of facilities by the Secretary of the Interior 
would be subject to control by the Congress 
through the appropriation procedure and 
that income from power would not be in- 
vested directly in power facilities; (2) assur- 
ing that the power was to be marketed in 
wholesale quantities and that the Govern- 
ment would not go into the distribution of 
power at retail; and (3) obviating the con- 
demnation of facilities of the private 
utilities. 


I have read from the hearings of the 
subcommittee of the Senate Committee 
on Commerce, Seventy-eighth Congress, 
second session, on H. R. 4485, pages 803- 
813, and the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl- 
ume 90, part 7, pages 8329, 9277, and 9259. 

In November 1945, just 1 year after 
passage of the Flood Control Act, the 
Southwestern Power Administration 
published its “Comprehensive plan of 
power distribution and sales from hydro- 
electric projects as authorized by the 
Flood Control Act, December 1944 
(H. R. 4485) in the Southwestern 
region.” This plan provided for the con- 
struction of 15,000 miles of federally 
financed duplicating transmission lines 
and the initial installation of 260,000 
kilowatts of steam power to be owned 
and operated by Southwestern Power 
Administration—all under the claimed 
authority granted by section 5 of the 
Flood Control Act. 

Congress denied funds for most of 
Southwestern Power Administration’s 
initial plan for the Southwest. South- 
western Power Administration was given 
only snough funds to interconnect the 
three hydro projects then operating in 
the Southwest, plus funds to construct 
some stub lines. Southwestern Power 
Administration was specifically informed 
tuat it had no authority to construct or 
operate steam plants. 

When the bill was debated on the Sen- 
ate floor, the chairman of the Interior 
Appr: priation Subcommittee explained 
the Southwestern Power Administration 
section as follows: 

The argument was very firmly made 
throughout all the hearings by the com- 
mittee that there was at the present time, 
in the opinion of the committee, no author- 
ity of law for building steam plants to firm 


up this power, and it was the judgment of 
the committee that if the power was to be 
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firmed up by steam plants it should be done 
by appropriate legislation approved by the 
Congress. 


That statement was made by the 
chairman of the subcommittee when 
speaking on the floor of the Senate and 
stating what was the sentiment of the 
Senate at that time. 

He said further: 

-The issue here is, Shall three dams 
be connected together by a transmission 
line? * * 

» „ +. * . 

* * * so fa is the Appropriations Com- 
mittee is concerned, not a member of it, 
to my knowledge, or the knowledge of the 
Senator from Oklahoma, says that it would 
be a commitment to build steam plants or 
to go any further than to connect these 
three dams together with a transmission line. 
That is all there is to it. Furthermore, if 
that program is t) .e carried out, it shall 
be done by legislation reported by an ap- 
p vpriate committee and not on an apppro- 
priation bill. 


Mr. President, in 1947 and 1948 the 
Southwestern Power Administration re- 
ceived only operation expenses. During 
this period the agency requested an n- 
crases in the siz? of its continuing fund 
from $100,000 to $300,000, and requestcd 
that the fund be expanded to include 
the purchase of power and energy and 
the acauiring of transmissicn lines. On 
both these occasions Congress refused 
the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion’s request. Testimony by the Ad- 
ministrator .of the Southwestern Power 
Administration before the House Ap- 
propriations Committee indicated that 
this fund was necessary in order to 
operate under contracts such as the 
Texas contract. The Southwestern 
Power Administration repeated its re- 
quest in 1949. The House approved the 
change, but the Senate Appropriations 
Committee rejected it, saying that “No 
law exists authorizing appropriations 
for such purposes.“ 

In requesting expansion of the con- 
tinuing fund on the Senate floor in Au- 
gust 1949, the impression was given that 
the continuing fund was necessary to 
work out contracts with the private com- 
panies. On two occasions it was stated 
that the sole purpose of the fund was to 


enable the Southwestern Power Admin- 


istrator to make contracts with the pri- 
vate utility companies similar to the 
Texas Power & Light Co. contract. 

Yet, Mr. President, as I have already 
pointed out, the Senate Appropriations 
Committee had before it testimony, from 
both private utilities that have already 
entered into contracts and from others 
who are trying to negotiate such con- 
tracts, that the continuing fund is not 
necessary to carry out the terms of such 
contracts. No, Mr. President, the con- 
tinuing fund is not necessary to carry out 
wheeling contracts. And again I point 
to the contracts that have been entered 
into by the Bonneville Power Adminis- 
tration; but the argument is made that 
it is necessary in its enlarged form. 
What is not stated, Mr. President, is that 
only by this device can the Southwestern 
Power Administration circumvent the 
will of Congress. Only by this method 
can its operating area be enlarged and 
enlarged. What started out as a modest 
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marketing agency to market the power 
from a few Corps of Engineers dams will 
end up- unless Congress reestablishes its 
control—no one knows where, for by the 
device of expanding through the leasing 
of transmission facilities—with the fur- 
ther agreement to purchase—and the 
purchase of the output of steam gener- 
ating plants that do not belong to the 
Southwestern Power Administration, the 
expansion and growth of this agency are 
limited only by the availability of lines 
to lease and purchase and steam plants 
from which to purchase the output, and 
all of this can be done without prior ap- 
proval of the Congress, through the de- 
vice of the continuing fund. 

Mr. President, to emphasize again the 
point that the Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration should not be treated any 
differently than any other power-mar- 
keting agency, I refer now to Senate Re- 
port No. 1754, on House bill 940, a bill 
authorizing construction of the Eklutna 
project, hydroelectric generating plant 
and transmission facilities in connection 
therewith. This bill was reported by the 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee in 
the second session of the Eighty-first 
Congress. The Senate committee struck 
out all after the enacting clause and 
amended the bill. Section 2 of the Sen- 
ate version of the bill contains this state- 
ment and, Mr. President, I ask all Sen- 
ators to listen carefully to the statement 
issued only a few weeks ago by the Sen- 
ate committee: 

All receipts from the transmission and 
sale of electric power and energy generated 
at said project shall be covered into the 
Treasury of the United States to the credit 
of miscellaneous receipts, save and except 
that the Treasury shall set up and maintain 
from the receipts of said project a continu- 
ing fund of $200,000 to the credit of the 
Secretary and subject to expenditure by 
him, to defray emergency expenses and to 
imsure continuous operation. 


I submit, Mr. President, that this is 
the exact language that was used in cre- 
ating the Bonneville continuing fund. It 
is also of interest to note that the same 
report reproduces a letter from the 
Bureau of the Budget to the Secretary of 
the Interior, commenting as follows on 
a suggested draft of the bill drawn up by 
the department: 

Such fund (referring to the proposed con- 
tinuing as drawn by the depart- 
ment) would be subject to expenditure by 
the Secretary to defray the operating ex- 
penses of generation and transmission of 
such power and energy, to defray emergency 
expenses, including expenses for such instal- 
lations and connections as may be required 
to deliver power and energy from the trans- 
mission system, and to insure continuous 


operation. This provision is contrary to the 


existing Federal practice of defraying such 
operating expenses from funds appropriated 
by the Congress. Section 4 should be 
amended to limit the use of the continuing 
fund to cy expenses required to in- 
sure continuous operation of the system 


generally as presently employed by the 
Bonneville Power Administration. 

The letter from which I have just 
quoted is dated July 1, 1949, and was sent 
to the Interior Department by the Bureau 
of the Budget a few weeks before the 
Southwestern Power Administration was 
successful in having the Congress do 
what the Bureau of the Budget had 
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stated to the Department of the Interior 
would be in violation of existing Federal 
practice of paying these expenses out of 
funds appropriated by the Congress, 
rather than from receipts taken in. 

Mr. President, the present Secretary of 
the Interior is making a sincere and quite 
successful effort to resolve the so-called 
power fight. However, there are some 
who serve under him who will not rest 
until the Federal Government has an ab- 
solute monopoly on all power produced 
in this country. I know that there are 
those who scoff at such an idea, but 
socialism is a creeping paralysis that de- 
stroys the will to resist and feeds on its 
own gains. The time has come for Con- 
gress to resolve the issue by reestablish- 
ing its control over the public moneys 
and fulfilling its constitutional preroga- 
tives of a complete and annual review of 
all Federal expenditures. The time to 
start is now. The way to start is by 
adopting the committee amendment on 
the Southwestern Power Administration 
continuing fund. 

Mr, MONRONEY obtained the floor. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to my dis- 
tinguished colleague. 

Mr. KERR. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will cali the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. KERR. Mr, President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for a 
quorum call be rescinded and that fur- 
ther proceedings under the call be sus- 
pended. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the request of the Senator 
from Oklahoma? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? : 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the Sen- 


quire ot the distinguished chairman of 
the committee what his intentions are 
about asking for a vote on the pending 
amendment tonight. 

Mr. HAYDEN. In view of the lateness 
of the hour, I think it would be well to 
recess until tomorrow, at the conclusion 
of the remarks of the Senator from Okla- 
homa, and to vote on the amendment 
following the reconvening of the Senate 
tomorrow. 

Mr. WHERRY. Two or three Sena- 
tors had inquired as to what the inten- 
tion is. 

Mr. HAYDEN. It is our intention to 
ask for a vote on the amendment, im- 
mediately after the Senate reconvenes 
tomorrow. The point of order can be 
made then. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I 
regret deeply the fact that the arrange- 
ments which have been made through- 
out the southwest, particularly ir the 
State of Oklahoma, to work out a feas- 
ible, equitable, and fair method of bring- 
ing a supply of electricity for the use 
of preferred customers, the Government, 
the REA cooperatives, and municipali- 
ties, will be so gravely damaged, as it 
will, by the adoption of the amendment 
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reported by the committee, which would 
strike out the $300,000 continuing fund 
which the Senate, 2 years ago, in its wis- 
dom, enaeted. This $300,000 continuing 
fund is the basis for much of the prog- 
ress we have made in the State of Okla- 
homa in trying to bring about an egui- 
table solution of the proper disposal of 
Federal power. If we adopt the amend- 
mont of the committee I am sure we 
shall do violence to contracts entered 
into with private utilities and also with 
the REA generating and transmission 
cooperatives which have worked to help 
improve and to better the supply of pow- 
er. 

In order to make it crystal clear that 
the Secretary of Interior had the au- 
thority to purchase steam- generated 
electricity to firm up its hydroelectric- 
power, and to lease lines for transmis- 
sion, it was specifically provided in last 
year’s bill under this language: “and 
said fund of $300,000 shall be placed to 
the credit of the Secretary, and shall be 
subject to check by him to defray emer- 
gency expenses necessary to insure con- 
tinuity of electric service and continu- 
ous operation of the facilities, and to 
cover all costs in connection with the 
purchase of electric power and energy 
and rentals for the use of facilities for 
the transmission and distribution of 
electric power and energy to public 
bodies, cooperatives, and privately 
owned companies.” 

With approval of this principle and 
the assurance of the $300,000 continuing 
fund with which to buy power and lease 
lines, the SPA under congressional direc- 
tive has gone forward in making its con- 
tracts work. The Oklahoma contract 
with the two big Oklahoma private utili- 
ties was hailed as a model and acclaimed 
by both private and public power inter- 
ests as an example of how -both could 
work together in full cooperation. But 
this contract depends upon the $300,000 
continuing fund. Without it the con- 
tract will not work. 

Contracts made also with REA gen- 
eration and transmission cooperatives, 
under this same section of the bill, also 
will be invalidated. The purchase of 
power from both private utilities and 
cooperatives, as well as the leasing of 
certain transmission lines, will be ruled 
out completely under the language on 
page 4 of this bill. 

Thus this program that offered so 
much hope and was destined to insure 
an adequate power supply for the REA 
cooperatives of the entire Southwest 
through use of private REA and public 
lines will be brought to an abrupt end. 

This $300,000 continuing fund is not 
an expense item. This money can be 
spent only as electric power is purchased 
or as payments are due for lease of 
transmission lines. As the money is 
spent for this service and power pur- 
chases, other money flows back into the 
United States Treasury. 

Not one thin dime comes from any 
other source than the income which is 
derived from the continuing fund to 
buy power. 

Power cannot be stored. It must be 
sold, and as the payments are made for 
it, the money is returned to the Treasury. 
For $300,000 spent for the purchase of 
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electricity, from $700,000 to $800,000 can 
flow back into the Treasury. 

If this purchase of steam power can- 
not be made, to firm up the hydropower, 
then much of the hydropower would have 
to be disposed of at dump-energy rates 
at a fraction of its worth as firm usable 
power. The effect of killing the con- 
tinuing fund would be to withdraw from 
the Secretary of Interior the right to 
market his power at the best possible 
rates by firming it up with purchases of 
steam power. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator men- 
tioned the $300,000 fund. Will he ex- 
plain how it operates? Iam told by some 
persons that they interpret it to mean 
that the $300,000 can be used in many 
different ways; that is, that it may be 
spent for transmission lines, and then 
$300,000 may be accumulated in addition 
and can be used for some other author- 
ized purpose. 

Mr. MONRONEY. The money can be 
spent only for the purchase of power or 
for the lease or rental of facilities. It 
would not be turned over more than once 
a month, at the most. The money comes 
back from the sale of power which has 
been bought from the utilities or the 
cooperatives, 

Mr. STENNIS. When the money 
comes back, what is done with it? 

Mr. MONRONEY. It is turned into the 
Treasury. It is a constant continuing 
fund which is replenished. 

Mr. STEN. JS. So that when the re- 
turns come in from the investment of the 
$300,000, the money goes into the Treas- 
ury? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes, Whatever 
amount has been spent is replaced. If 
$100,000 is spent in 1 month, and per- 
haps $300,000 comes in, $100,000 of that 
amount will go into the Treasury. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Various wild 
schemes were advanced in the hearings 
by private utility witnesses who sought 
to prove that the continuing fund could 
be killed without affecting the purchase 
of power from the private utilities. 
These included “payment in kind” or a 
completely balanced interchange of pow- 
er between SPA and the utilities, 

That is practically an impossibility, 
It has been compared with the Texas 
Power & Light Co. contract, but it is en- 
tirely dissimilar. Under the Oklahoma 
contract, we buy much steam-generated 
power from utility companies, and the 
balances must be settled each month. 

It seems highly doubtful if the Comp- 
troller General will approve dealing in 
kilowatts instead of money and other ad- 
ministrative difficulties make this plan 
impossible of achievement. 

Another argument was that Congress 
could approprate each year the money 
SPA would require for its power pur- 
chases. With budgets made up 14 to 18 
months ahead of use, with demand loads 
unpredictable, and with water supplies 
uncertain for hydro generation, this of- 
fers an objectionable and fantastic de= 
tour to kill off the simple and effective 
continuing fund operation, 
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I might say, Mr. President, that there 
is nothing mysterious about the con- 
tinuing-fund operation. It is not a well- 
kept secret. The Administrator has to 
come before the Appropriations Com- 
mittees and explain the conditions every 
year. The operation is reported to the 
Budget Bureau, and it is closely and 
carefully watched. Any time Congress 
feels that the continuing fund is being 
abused, it has the power, as it always 
has the power, to control the operation, 
to modify the terms, or to withdraw it 
completely. I think that now is a poor 
time, as we start on the task of work- 
ing out the Oklahoma contract to de- 
liver through private-utility companies’ 
lines cheap Government power, to buy 
steam-generated power from them. I 
think it is a poor time to start to wreck 
the program. 

The hearings reveal, rather clearly I 
think, that the only objective to this 
killing of the continuing fund is to elimi- 
nate the purchases of power from the 
REA generating cooperatives and the 
lease of their transmission lines. It was 
these contracts that received the brunt 
of the attack in the hearings from the 
private-utility witnesses. They were 
willing even to risk striking down the 
model contract with the private utilities 
in order to kill off the arrangements 
made for a small amount of power from 
the generating and transmission co-ops, 

There is nothing new about generat- 
ing and transmission co-ops in REA. 
Out of more than $2,000,000,000 in 
REA loans $423,863,488 has been ad- 
vanced Nation-wide for this type of op- 
eration. That is less than one-fifth of 
total loan authorizations. 

The Oklahoma contract with SPA 
was signed by the two large utility com- 
panies with full knowledge of the ne- 
gotiations with these co-ops. Yet one 
witness testified that he feared that the 
cooperatives having steam generation 
would destroy the contract in 5 years. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr, MONRONEY. I yield to my dis- 
tinguished colleague, 

Mr. KERR. Is it not a fact that the 
Western Electric Co-op was negotiating 
with the Rural Electrification Adminis- 
tration in Washington for the funds 
with which to build their steam plant 
in western Oklahoma at the same time 
that SPA was negotiating with the pri- 
vate utilities to enter into this contract? 

Mr. MONRONEN. Exactly; and they 
were fully advised and knew all about 
the likelihood of the contract being ac- 
cepted, and with that in mind signed, 
and hailed as a great achievement, this 
Oklahoma type of contract, which was 
the result of that bargaining. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes. 

Mr. KERR. Is it not further the fact 
that the Oklahoma utilities urged the 
Rural Electrification Administration in 
Washington to go ahead and complete 
the loan to the Western Electric Co-op 
in Oklahoma to build that generating 
plant so that any doubt of its being 
built might be removed from the minds 
of Oklahoma REA’s, and thereby they 
would not become uneasy about this 
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contract which the Oklahoma utilities 
were so anxious to have signed? 

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator is 
better advised about that than I. But 
there is no question that they knew of 
these negotiations, and the likelihood 
of their completion at the time they 
signed this model contract. I believe 
the Senate knew about it, because in re- 
reading the hearings when the commit- 
tee considered the Kerr amendment 
which gave the Secretary the right to buy 
steam power and to lease the facilities, 
I find it was said by the then senior 
Senator from Oklahoma that these con- 
tracts for transmission lines were being 
entered into, and the Senate was surely 
on notice and was certainly advised that 
it was a part of the general operation 
at the time it agreed to the Kerr amend- 
ment to that bill. “ 

The witness for the utility companies 
based his claim that these contracts 
would destroy the private utilities upon 
the fact that the cooperatives have 
steam-generating capacity which would 
run the private utility companies out of 
business. 

Let us look at the record on that one. 
Contracts have been signed with seven 
generating and transmitting co-ops. 
These provide for the lease of certain 
high-voltage transmission lines and also 
provide for the purchase of power gen- 
erated by four of them. The other three 
They 
merely attempt to serve rural areas 
which have not had adequate transmis- 
sion line service. 

After the contract is in full operation, 
in 3 or 4 years, the SPA will, in purchas- 
ing their output, buy 115,000 kilowatts. 
But in turn they will be selling them 
259,500.. In other words, they will be 
selling more than twice as much as they 
buy from them. Does this sound like 
enough electricity to interfere with their 
contracts with the private power 
companies. 

In annual kilowatt-hours SPA will 
purchase a total of 837,000,000 and will 
sell them 1,135,810,000 kilowatt-hours or 
buy only 70 percent as much energy as 
they sell them each year. 

In addition to this small amount of 
power purchased from these REA coops, 
the SPA leases their high-voltage trans- 
mission lines. ‘hese co-op lines were 
designed specifically to render efficient 
and reliable service to their REA mem- 
bers at their load centers. Thus it would 
make for good engineering in these farm 
systems, which in the past have had to 
depend solely upon private power lines 
which were designed for city load 
centers—not farm load centers. These 
lines would take the power where 
needed, while existing lines often are 
many miles away from the load cen- 
ters of the rural co-ops. 

That is an important consideration in 
trying to get these lines into the country 
where the power is needed because the 
load lines that REA is often charged 
with duplicating go far beyond the rural- 
line centers. They were not built with 
anything like the rural demand in mind, 
and it has only been an afterthought, so 
far as the private utilities are concerned, 
because their big money, their big market, 
their big interest is and will continue to 
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be within the metropolitan areas where 
they still operate. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to my dis- 
tinguished friend from Alabama. 

Mr. HILL. In connection with the 
statement made by the Senator from 
Oklahoma, I was very much interested 
in reading the hearings on this bill to 
find a statement by the distinguished 
senior Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O’Manoney] refreshing our recollection 
of the fact that when Congress passed 
the NIRA bill back in 1933 that bill not 
only dealt with the national industrial 
recovery program, but it also carried 
certain public works appropriations to 
provide for the construction of projects 
to give people jobs. The Administra- 
tion at that time offered certain of the 
public works funds to power companies, 
asking them to take those funds and 
build rural lines with them. The an- 
swer was, “The farmers are getting all 
the power they can pay for now.” The 
implication strongly was that the farm- 
ers were getting all the power they 
needed. The public utilities were or- 
ganized with the idea of serving the cit- 
ies and the big markets, so to speak, 
instead of stringing out lines into 
sparsely settled rural areas. 

So, the Senator from Oklahoma is ex- 
actly right in what he is saying. The 
utilities have not been disposed to go 
into the rural areas; they have not 
found that it would be profitable for 
them to do so. They have set up their 
systems, not with the view of going into 
the rural areas, but with the view of 
serving the cities and the towns where 
the large markets exist. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Alabama for his statement. 
In other words, the service to the rural 
co-ops is a byproduct. The private 
utilities are not organized for and it is 
not their intention or their purpose to 
serve rural co-ops. But, Mr. President, it 
is our business, because we have put more 
than $2,000,000,000 in loans in the REA’s, 
The continuing adequate supply of low- 
cost power where needed and when 
needed is our responsibility, because we 
put up $2,000,000,000 to build the lines 
which the private utilities said were im- 
possible to build and make work. Yet 
the farmers of the country have proved 
that they could build them and make 
them work. Do not tell me that is an 
invasion of the enterprise of the private 
utilities. 

We have $2,000,000,000 invested in 
lines built years ago. They were not 
built by Government workers. They 
were built by small contractors who went 
into every nook and cranny of the coun- 
try and undertook to build $2,000,000,000 
worth of lines. Those lines would not 
have been built had it not been for the 
action of Congress, which overrode the 
objections which were made against ap- 
propriations for such purposes. Had 
Congress listened to the objections which 
were made against the building of such 
lines there would have been no REA's. 
We have an obligation, Mr. President, 
to s2e to it that these lines are supplied 
with low-cost power, because we built 
that market and we are on the back of 
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the naper for those REA loans. I think 
we should be more concerned in seeing 
to it that we secure adequate service 
to the REA's than with whether one 
line or two lines may perhaps constitute 
what a private utility man says is a 
duplication and represent an interfer- 
ence with his transmitting system. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it not also true 
that many of the REA contracts were 
consummated with certain pledges or 
plans in mind on the part of the Govern- 
ment; for example, a contract which was 
made for the building of a generating 
plant on the basis that a certain amount 
of the power would be used in a wheeling 
system, or an arrangement to firm up 
some power with the hydroelectric power 
and thereby divert that back into the 
REA distribution system? 

What the Senator is driving at, I 
assume, is that in many of these con- 
tracts there is an arrangement with the 
Federal Government, in terms of fed- 
erally purchased power so as to benefit 
the users of REA. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Of course. With- 
out the contract with the SPA a local 
REA generating cooperative would be 
denied the very preference right which 
it enjoys with respect to the power gen- 
erated at dams. I cannot see how any 
Senator could criticize connecting up the 
SPA with REA generating and trans- 
mission lines, because if they are not con- 
nected, we are saying, “Because you are 
a part of the REA system we are not 
going to let you buy any low-cost hydro 
power.” They must be connected if they 
are to get the advantage of the law 
which has been in force for years. Con- 
gress says that they are entitled to that 
power. Why should the Southwestern 
Power Administration be criticized for 
helping to integrate the REA generating 
and transmission systems when the law 
says that they are the preferred cus- 
tomers? I do not think it makes sense. 
I think Congress is being led down the 
wrong line of thinking. Our thinking 
should be toward the supply of REA 
cooperatives, and to see that they get 
the power. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Oklahoma has just stated that the REA 
is one of the preference customers. Let 
us consider for a moment the term 
“preference.” That preference is cre- 
ated by an act of Congress. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Under an act of 
Congress, we must sell to them first. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. With respect to 
the particular amendment to which the 
Senator directs his remarks, if the con- 
tinuing or revolving fund is denied, or 
if the authority for that fund is re- 
moved, is it not true that the preference 
customer becomes a preference customer 
only in theory, and is not permitted to 
be a preference customer in fact? 

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator from 
Minnesota is correct. The preference 
customers then become the private util- 
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ities operating in the neighborhood of 
the dams. The power can go only to 
them if we deny the $300,000 continu- 
ing fund. We cannot run our power 
over the utility lines. We cannot serve 
the REA’s. We shall have to dump that 
power, which today we sell for 6.4 mills, 
to the private utility buyers as dump 
power, at 14 mills. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the Sen- 
ator has aptly pointed out that what 
this proposal amounts to is a reversal of 
policy. The preference customer is no 
longer a preference customer. The pri- 
vate utility becomes the No. 1 customer, 
and the only preferred customer. 

Mr. MONRONEY. He is the only one 
able to take the power. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is there not yet 
another point with reference to the re- 
volving fund and the program to which 
the Senator directs his attention? The 
REA’s in the particular area to which 
the Senator is referring, as I understand, 
have invested a sizable amount of money 
in a generation and transmission system. 

Mr. MONRONEY. They have in- 
vested the money in good faith, believ- 
ing that Congress knew what it was do- 
ing, and that it would not suddenly re- 
verse its policy completely. I have in 
mind a particular REA generating coop- 
erative in the western part of Oklahoma. 
It has spent about $4,000,000 on trans- 
mission lines and power generation. 
Another one, in the northeastern part 
of the State, near the power “desert,” 
is now undergoing construction. If 
Congress is going to reverse its policy 
without notice, after having made these 
contracts in good faith, of course the re- 
sult will be as described. We can get 
out of them under an escape clause. 
The losers will be the REA cooperatives 
and the REA itself, which guarantees 
the loans. The result will certainly be 
a great waste of public money. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. The Senator speaks of the 
cooperatives in Oklahoma which have 
made large investments. I understand 
that Central Electric Cooperative of Mis- 
souri has also invested some $4,000,000, 
acting on what it felt was the good faith 
of the Congress of the United States. 

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Am I not correct in 
assuming that if the committee amend- 
ment prevails it will be impossible for 
the Southwestern Power Administration 
to carry out its contracts with the rural 
electrification units, or at least that its 
ability to provide power for the rural 
electrification units will be greatly cur- 
tailed under any circumstances? 

Mr, MONRONEY. It would practi- 
cally wreck the entire program. The 
REA units could not buy the steam power 
necessary to firm up the hydro power. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Is it not a fact that 
for many years the furtherance of rural 
electrification has been one of the fun- 
damental policies of the Federal Gov- 
ernment? — 
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Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. LEHMAN. If that be the case, 
would not the proposed amendment be 
definitely a step backward, and would 
it not retard the development rather 
than advance it? 

Mr. MONRONEY. It certainly would, 
because the load on REA lines in REA 
distributing cooperatives doubles every 
5 years, The farmers are canny. They 
are used to trading. They know that the 
lines overhead are not going to be worth 
anything unless they have a dependable 
power supply which will energize them. 
They worry about the increasing load, 
because in so many places they are faced 
with the answer, “We have no power to 
sell,” or “We are going to have to limit 
you to so much,” or “We are going to 
have to put other restrictions in the 
contract.” Under the program of the 
SPA for the first time the farmers of the 
Southwest have felt secure in their ability 
to have, at long last, an ample supply of 
power at low rates, in order to make the 
REA work as the farmers dreamed it 
should work. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe it was 
about 2 years ago that the Senator's 
colleague, the senior Senator from Okla- 
homa [Mr. Kerr], offered an amend- 
ment which provided for the continuing 
or revolving fund. 

Mr. MONRONEY,. That is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That was for the 
express purpose of seeing to it that the 
private utility, the Government power 
agency, and the REA facility all worked 
together and were tied into a common 
network or pooling arrangement, so that 
there would be the maximum utilization 
of power. Is not that true? 

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator is cor- 
rect; and the Recorp, when that amend- 
ment was adopted, so shows. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it not true that 
if the revolving or continuing fund is 
done away with, there may actually be 
a loss of the power which would ordi- 
narily be available—in other words, of 
the firm power, the kind of power which 
can be used 24 hours a day? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Certainly. There 
would be no way of firming it up. The 
continuing fund is the money which buys 
the steam power which firms up the hy- 
droelectric power. In our part of the 
country it must be firmed up with steam 
power. 

The distinguished Senator from Ne- 
vada (Mr. McCarran] was comparing our 
part of the country with Bonneville, If 
we had the water of the Columbia River, 
or if we had the hydro capacity which 
Bonneville has, we would not need to 
have any continuing fund; but we must 
buy steam-generated electricity to have 
the power to sell on the line. 


Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the. 


Senator yield? 

Mr, MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. As I understand, some of 
the Government dams have, on an aver- 
age, only 18 percent of firm power. In 


other words, only 18 percent of the 
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power at a particular dam is available 
every day throughout the year. 

Mr, MONRONEY. That is correct. 

Mr. HILL. So what we must do is to 
firm up that 18 percent. It is my un- 
derstanding that on the Bonneville 
project the average is not 18 percent, but 
about 80 percent. So that represents 
an entirely different picture. The fact 
of the matter is that any time we have 
held hearings with relation to power, if 
there was any one thing which stood out, 
it was the fact that the Columbia River 
was a wonderful river. There is a con- 
stant flow every day throughout the 
year. There is a much more favorable 
situation on the Columbia River than we 
aie in the Southwest or in the South- 
east. 

I have had it brought home to me in 
connection with the TVA. People say, 
“Why are not the TVA rates as low as 
Bonneville rates?” The difference is 
represented in the difference of flow as 
between the two rivers, The Columbia 
River has a steady flow, and the Ten- 
nessee River has a much more variable 
flow. In the area under the jurisdiction 
of the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion steam power must be bought to firm 
up the hydro power, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY, I think we need to 
get this issue out in the open as clearly 
as possible. It seems to me that the re- 
volving fund makes it possible to have 
the maximum utilization of all the 
power which is generated, whether it 
is what we call firm power or secondary 
power. It makes it possible to utilize it 
to the fullest. capacity. 

7 MONRONEY. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If we do away with 
the revolving fund, will it not mean that 
aside from the so-called hydroelectric 
power about which the Senator from 
Alabama has been talking, which is only 
about 18 percent firm power, the re- 
mainder will be what we call dump 
power, which will go to the private util- 
ity at any price it wants to pay for it? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Usually about one 
and a quarter mills. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. About one and a 
quarter or one and a half mills. In 
turn, by the use of a little steam power, 
the public utility could get anywhere 
from 6 to 7 or 8 or 9 mills for it, from 
the Federal Government hydroelectric 
power project, which would then be- 
come merely an agency or unit of the 
private company, and not an agency of 
the REA cooperatives or the preferred 
customers. 

Mr. MONRONEY. That would be en- 
tirely possible. In other words, it would 
be possible to use the generating facili- 
ties around the clock, if they were inter- 
connected with SPA. If they were to 
serve only one cooperative they would 
be used only 50 percent of the time, and 


there would be involved a higher cost of ` 


generation and completely inefficient 


operation. 


By purchasing the firm power gener- 
ated by the four REA generating and 
transmission co-ops, and by leasing their 
lines, these rural systems will be inter- 
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connected so that full utilization of their 
generating capacity and their trans- 
mission lines will be utilized. 

If this interconnection is good busi- 
ness and engineering for the private 
utilities, then why is it not just as good 
for these REA plants and systems? 

Much has been made of the fact that 
steam-generated power will be pur- 
chased by SPA from these four REA 
plants. If it is good business and proper 
management to purchase steam power 
from the private utilities, would it not 
be just as proper to purchase come small 
amount of power from these plants as 
well? Or should the private utilities be 
given an absolute monopoly on the sup- 
ply of steam-generated electricity? 
While the contracts to purchase differ in 
some degree, the principal of the pur- 
chase and sale of power between the two 
is the same. 

The law which Congress passed last 
year did not direct the Secretary of the 
Interior to buy only from the private 
power companies. 

There is nothing new about these gen- 
erating and transmission REA co-ops. 
They have been in operation through- 
out the country almost since the incep- 
tion of REA in 1937. Their numbers 
have grown as the loads have grown 
on rural lines, and the need for a better 
supply of rural power to serve the ever- 
increasing demand of farm users made 
itself felt. REA loans for this purpose 
are well under one-fifth of the total REA 
loan authorizations thus far made. 

I may say that in the debate earlier 
today it was indicated that the gener- 
ating and transmission co-ops were or- 
ganized as a part of a scheme to cir- 
cumvent Congress. The Western Elec- 
tric Cooperative in my State was organ- 
ized in 1940 or 1941, long before Mr. 
Wright came to Oklahoma. The Kamo 
project, in the northeastern part of Ok- 
lahoma, was organized before World 
War II, long before Mr. Wright came 
to Oklahoma. Some of the others, par- 
ticularly the Sho-Me Co-op, have been 
operating, as the distinguished Senator 
knows, where no other services are pos- 
sible in Missouri. It is not new, and it 
is not a part of any scheme to circum- 
vent Congress. It is merely the com- 
mon-sense linking together of the facil- 
ities of private, REA, and public power 
that we have in that area, in order to 
get the power to the farmers. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Any insinuation to 
the effect that the construction of gen- 
erating facilities by an REA is an effort 
to circumvent Congress literally flies in 
the face of the facts. There have been 
repeated attempts made in Congress, in 
the form of amendments, to deny REA 
co-ops the right to build generating fa- 
cilities. Congress has repeatedly turned 
down such attempts, 

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator is ab- 
solutely correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Congress has rec- 
ognized in the REA program that, while 
the basis should be distribution, in or- 
der to have distribution at some place 
it may be necessary to have generation, 
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and, therefore, the generating facilities 
provision has always been a part of the 


REA program. Is that not correct? 
Mr. MONRONEY. That is entirely 
correct. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. In short, to de- 
stroy the REA generating facilities, as a 
part of the distribution system, is an 
open knock-out blow against the whole 
program of REA; is it not? 

Mr. MONRONEY. That is certainly 
true. To deny them the right to con- 
nect up with a system distributing hy- 
droelectric power is utterly preposterous. 
It is turning the law completely around 
to deny preference customers, because 
they are preference customers, the right 
to such power. 

Congress knew all about the genera- 
tion and transmission needs of coopera- 
tives. Two fuil investigative studies 
were made only last year by the sub- 
committee on appropriations of both 
Houses, in answer to complaints filed by 
the private utilities companies. In the 
complaints they asked Congress to pro- 
hibit this type of loan. The subject was 
gone over very carefully by the Appro- 
priations Subcommittee on Agriculture 
in the House, and I believe by both com- 
mittees in the Senate. They had the 
testimony before them and they went 
over it, and no action was taken to pro- 
hibit this activity. So I do not believe 

it comes in any good time now to say 
that this was some sort of slick trick to 
circumvent Congress. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am very much 
interested in the generating facilities, 
because it seems to me that there is al- 
most a plot or conspiracy to undermine 
the economic solvency of the REA, be- 
cause if the REA facilities are not per- 
mitted to tie together, in order to get 
the benefit of their hydroelectric power, 
which can be made available and firmed 
up with some steam power, it would force 
the REA cooperatives to go deeper and 
deeper into debt in an effort to build 
generating facilities. 

Mr. MONRONEY. It would be less 
economical and less successful. The use 
of hydroelectric power makes possible 
operation at a profit. It would not be 
impossible for them to operate at a profit 
or on an even keel if we were to set them 
apart in one corner and sey, “It is all 
right for everyone else to interconnect, 
but you iaust not do so.” 

Mr, HUMPHREY. If we do not per- 
mit them to interconnect the only 
alternative they would have would be to 
try to construct enough generating facil- 
ities at the load center to take care of 
their customers within that area, which 
would mean that there would be an 
excess capacity in perhaps a half dozen 
areas, which would never be used be- 
cause of no interconnection. 

Mr. MONRONEY. That is exactly 
correct. As one section grows it is pos- 
sible to pipe in, so to speak, electricity 
from another section without need for 
further construction of generating 
facilities. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The reason I speak 
as I do is because 16 cooperatives in my 
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own State were before the appropria- 
tions subcommittee to testify to exactly 
what the Senator from Oklahoma is 
bringing out. We have six generating 
facilities. In those six generating facil- 
ities we have a power deficit in three 
areas and a power surplus in three other 
areas. Because we do not have any in- 
terconnecting lines there is no way by 
which we can use a power surplus in 
one area to take care of a power deficit 
in another area. The only thing we can 
do is to have a great expenditure of extra 
money to build up the deficit in one area, 
while at the same time we are not able to 
put to full use the surplus in another 
area. Under a program such as the Sen- 
ator from Oklahome is referring to, we 
would be able to tie in and get the bene- 
fits which the Senator’s State now en- 
joys. On the other hand, if the amend- 
ment is adopted it would deny such a 
program to Oklahoma, and the Senator's 
State would be paying from 13 to 15 mills, 
instead of 5 or 6 mills. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the Sena- 
tor for his contribution. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. MOODY. I wish to ask the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma, who 
is making such a splendid presentation 
of the case, whether or not some of the 
persons who are advocating cutting off 
the program, which would, as the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota says, make necessary 
the construction of new dams, are the 
same persons who continue to urge us to 
reduce the expenditures of the Govern- 
ment? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes. 

Mr. President, there can be no ques- 
tion of the right of the REA generating 
and transmission co-ops to serve other 
REA distribution co-ops in their areas. 
But the objection is raised when they 
are linked together for better and more 
efficient operation by SPA into an in- 
tegrated power grid that will permit the 
maximum use of their generating facili- 
ties at the lowest possible cost basis. 

By the use of integrated transmission 
lines, a fully effective and well-engi- 
neered system can be maintained to take 
power to many places throughout the 
Southwest where no adequate transmis- 
sion lines now exist in rural areas, and 
where today power shortages prevent 
expansion of present systems to achieve 
maximum farm coverage. 

The success of this program of pro- 
viding adequate power when and where 
needed for these farm electric systems 
depends upon this continuing fund, both 
to make the contracts with the private 
utility companies work, and to provide 
for the purchase and sale of power from 
these REA co-ops, 

The claim that this program will de- 
stroy private enterprise is ridiculous. 
This load that SPA is seeking to serve 
was not built by private enterprise. It 
was built by Government loans to REA, 
and was built by small towns owning 
and operating their own electrical dis- 
tribution systems. None of the cus- 
tomers created by the private utility 
companies will be affected by these lines 
nor plants. 
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The plain fundamental fact involved 
is whether special privilege will be ex- 
tended by edict and order of this Con- 
gress to the private utility companies 
now fighting this program. 

The Government has spent hundreds 
of millions of dollars in building flood- 
control dams and the hydroelectric 
plants that are a part of them. These 
dams cover up land that was taken away 
from the farmers for public use. The 
money tht built them came from all the 
taxpayers. The power they generate 
has been for years wisely earmarked 
for use that would benefit the public— 
not monopoly. 

To turn over exploitation of this Gov- 
ernment investment in hydroelectric 
plants to two or three private utilities, 
for them to reap an exorbitant profit off 
of Government investment, is special 
privilege at its worst. 

Yet if the Senate today cripples this 
program of transmitting this Govern- 
ment generated power to the preferred 
users, the Senate will invite such ex- 
ploitation, and will wind up at the bus 
bar philosophy to force the sale of Gov- 
ernment power at dump rates for a pit- 
tance, while the preferred customers buy 
it back from the private utilities at a 
high rate, 

It seems to me that with millions of 
dollars of Government money invested 
in hydroelectric generation at the 
dams, and with hundreds of millions of 
dollars of Government money loaned to 
the REA’s to develop a completely new 
electric market, now to give the private 
utilities an exclusive toll bridge be- 
tween these two—with Government 
power at one end, with the Government- 
built market at the other end, and with 
the private utility serving as a toll bridge 
between the two, and collecting from 
both ends—would be a breach of our re- 
sponsibilities as a Congress. 

These preferred customers—the 
REA’s, the towns owning their own dis- 
tribution systems—are entitled to the 
service we have long promised them, 
They are entitled to some security on 
their power supply, such as that pro- 
vided by the program Congress passed 
last year, 

I do not want to see us put a big stick 
into the hands of a few private utility 
companies so that they can dictate all 
the terms and all the conditions in deal- 
ing with these public bodies for their 
future power supply. 

The Lest way that we can prevent this 
monopoly of power supply from crippling 
both the power generation program and 
the REA systems is to maintain a small 
amount of power—power not under the 
monopolistic control of the few private 
power companies in their area—to give 
them effective bargaining power for 
their supply, service and rates. 

In last year’s bill the Senate gave them 
this guaranty that they would not be 
solely dependent upon the power com- 
panies. It made provision for the build- 
ing of lines by appropriating money if— 
and I repeat the word if“ —a contract 
could not be worked out with the Okla- 
homa companies. With the right to build 
the line approved, the SPA was able then 
to negotiate as an equal for the contract 
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with Oklahoma companies. As a result, 
this widely hailed contract was signed, 
and the $6,000,000 appropriated for the 
SPA line was turned back to the Treas- 
ury, as the SPA said would be done if the 
contract were made. 

Government power, REA power, and 
private power can live together under the 
type of contract worked out on the Okla- 
homa plan. There will be enough de- 
mand for electricity in the southwest 
area and throughout the country to in- 
sure a big market for the private utility 
companies and for their continued pros- 
perity and expansion. There must also 
be some supply of power that will guar- 
antee to these smaller cooperatives and 
municipal systems that they, too, will 
have a chance to obtain some of the 
benefits of these public expenditures for 
power generation. 


THE COST OF CONTROLS 


Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, re- 
‘cently the Senate considered a controls 
measure. At that time many of us 
thought, and we still think, that that 
bill was a good one. It gives ample 
power and authority to control many of 
the inflationary trends if those charged 
“with the authority would devote as much 
time and effort to the administration of 
the power given to them by the Congress 
as they devote in seeking to grasp for 
themselves, more and more over-all pow- 
er and controls. 

Mr. President, in this connection we 

should consider some of the experiences 
we had during World War II. Let us 
bear them in mind when we consider the 
question of what controls entail. 
I Iam interested in a statement which 
I received a few days ago, which points 
out most vividly some of the develop- 
ments of which we should be very fully 
aware. It was during the first session 
of the Seventy-eighth Congress that the 
distinguished Senator from Virginia 
IMr. Byrp] submitted, on February 11, 
1943, Document No. 4, a report of the 
Joint Committee on the Reduction of 
Nonessential Federal Expenditures. 
This particular report delved into the 
‘existing methods of all the Government 
‘departments and bureaus in respect to 
the manner and form of questionnaires, 
reports, and so forth, which businessmen 
throughout the Nation were required to 
fill out under the wartime controls then 
in effect. 

The report indicates that a total of 
7,025 reports were required from the 
public by 34 offices and agencies of the 
Federal Government. 

The report pointed out the following 
defects in the forms sent out: 

First, the purpose and use of many 
forms were not clear. 

Second, identical information was re- 
quested by several of the Government 
agencies. 

Third, many of the questions were 
couched in language too technical for 
the small-business man. That is the 
hue and cry with which many of us are 
confronted today. 

Fourth, the forms were not prepared 
with a view of saving the businessman 
or the Government time and money, 
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and in many instances were prepared 
without regard to the accounting prac- 
tices of the particular industry con- 
cerned, 

Fifth, where the purpose of the form 
was clear, many superfluous questions 
were added. 

Sixth, the investigation conducted by 
the committee indicated that many of 
the reports served no useful purpose, 
that a great many of them were filed 
away by the Government agencies, and 
that the information contained in them 
was not subsequently tabulated. 

Mr. President, one company furnished 
the committee with information that the 
added cost of personnel and stationery 
required to fill out the forms demanded 
by the Government amounted to $192,- 
500, presumably for 1 year. 

On the basis of the present employ- 
ment, if the Congress votes to extend the 
controls as requested by the President, 
it is safe to assume that the total man- 
days of employment which will be divert- 
ed from the productive effort to the 
filling out of bureaucratic forms will, on 
the basis of 4,500,000 concerns in the 
United States, be not less than 1 day a 
month for each concern, or 4,500,000 
man-days in all, every month, or 54,000,- 
000 man-days a year. 

The man-days lost to production 
therefore would be approximately 10 per- 
cent less than the total unemployment 
in the Nation for the average during the 
year 1950, when such unemployment 
averaged 5,010,000 man-days a month. 

With a crying need for manpower, the 
Congress should give this fact careful 
consideration. 

Then, too, there is the matter of cost 
to the taxpayers, both direct and in- 
direct. Where the costs are passed along 
to the consumer, as they generally are, 
the effect is directly the opposite of what 
many of the bureau heads say they need 
controls to do, namely, reduce the cost 
of living and prevent inflation. 

Many contend that controls, as con- 
templated, are themselves highly infla- 
tionary in character. 

Mr. President, we have not had the 
time, as is pointed out in an article I 
have received, to make a study of the 
costs during World War II. However, 
from the number of employees hired for 
OPA, the Economic Stabilization Board, 
and other stabilization or special agen- 
cies, it is a safe bet that the total costs 
to the Government and to the business 
economy amount or will amount to ap- 
proximately $1,000,000,000 a year. As 
the article points out, we hope someone 
will very quickly challenge that estimate. 

All this occurs at a time when whole- 
sale commodity prices have dropped a 
total of 11.8 percent since February 17, 
1951. 

Mr. President, these are matters for 
the Congress and those who have asked 
for congressional consideration of addi- 
tional control measures to ponder. 


RECESS 


Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I move that 
the Senate stand in recess until 12 o’clock 
tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 
o’clock and 39 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
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took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday, 
July 10, 1951, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate July 7 (legislative day of June 
27), 1951: 

CHILDREN’S BUREAU 


Martha M. Eliot, of Connecticut, to be 
Chief of the Children’s Bureau, Federal Se- 
curity Agency, vice Katharine F. Lenroot, 
retired. 

Home Loan BANK BOARD 


Kenneth G. Heisler, of Washington, to be a 
member of the Home Loan Bank Board for 
the remainder of the term expiring June 30, 
1953, vice Oscar Kent LaRoque, resigned. 


DEFENSE PRODUCTION ADMINISTRATOR 


Manly Fleischmann, of New York, to be 
Defense Production Administrator, vice Wil- 
liam H. Harrison, resigned. 


IN THE ARMY 


Gen. Wade Hampton Haislip, 03374, Vice 
Chief of Staff, United States Army (major 
general, U. S. Army), to be placed on the 
retired list in the grade of general under 
the provisions of subsection 504 (d) of the 
Officer Personnel Act of 1947. 

Lt. Gen, John Edwin Hull, O7377, Army 
of the United States (major general, U. 
S. Army), for appointment as Vice Chief 
of Staff, United States Army, with the rank 
of general and as general in the Army of 
the United States, under the provisions of 
sections 504 and 515 of the Officer Personnel 
Act of 1947. 

- Lt. Gen. James Alward Van Fleet, 03847, 
Army of the United States (major gen- 
eral, U. S. Army), for appointment as com- 
manding general, Eighth Army, with the 
rank of general and as general in the Army 
of the United States, under the provisions 
of sections 504 and 515 of the Officer Person- 
nel Act of 1947. 

Lt. Gen. Alfred Maximilian Gruenther, 
012242, Army of the United States (major 
general, U. S. Army), for appointment 
as Chief of Staff, Supreme Headquarters, 
Allied Powers, Europe, with the rank of 
general and as general in the Army of the 
United States, under the provisions of sec- 
tions 504 and 515 of the Officer Personnel Act 
of 1947. 

Lt. Gen. Joseph May Swing, 03801 (major 
general, U. S. Army), for appointment 
as commanding general, Sixth Army, with 
the rank of lieutenant general and as lieu- 
tenant general in the Army of the United 
States, under the provisions of sections 504 
and 515 of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947. 

Maj. Gen. Andrew Davis Bruce, 05857, 
United States Army, for appointment as 
commandant, Armed Forces Staff College, 
with the rank of lieutenant general and as 
lieutenant general in the Army of the United 
States, under the provisions of sections 504 
and 515 of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947. 

Maj. Gen. Maxwell Davenport Taylor, 
014898, Army of the United States (brig- 
adier general, U. S. Army), for appoint- 
ment as Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations 
and Administration, United States Army, 
with the rank of lieutenant general and as 
lieutenant general in the Army of the United 
States, under the provisions of sections 504 
and 515 of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947. 

Maj. Gen. Anthony Clement McAuliffe, 
012263, United States Army, for appoint- 
ment as Assistant Chief of Staff, G-1, United 
States Army, with the rank of lieutenant 
general and as lieutenant general in the 
Army of the United States, under the provi- 
sions of sections 504 and 515 of the Officer 
Personnel Act of 1947. 

Maj. Gen. Lewis Andrew Pick, 08096, 
United States Army, to be lieutenant gen- 
eral in the Army of the United States. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monpay, Jury 9, 1951 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


O Thou who art the Supreme Ruler 
of the universe and the sovereign reality 
in our lives, we pray thet daily we may 
commit our way unto Thee for Thou 
alone canst satisfy our mortal needs and 
our immortal longings. 

May we see how idle and futile it is 
to put our confidence and hope in human 
ingenuity or in anything except Thy di- 
vine wisdonr which never errs and Thy 
divine love which never fails. 

Give us a clearer vision of Thy salva- 
tion and strength, Thy greatness and 
goodness, which will enable us to con- 
front, with patience and courage, the dif- 
ficult decisions, the heavy burdens, the 
bitter struggles and all the hard experi- 
ences of life. 

Grant that we may place our hands 
in Thine and begin each day with the 
prayer, “Lord what wilt Thou have us 
be and do?” 

To Thy name, through Christ Jesus, 
we ascribe all the praise. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of 
Friday, July 6, 1951, was read and ap- 
proved. 


DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR WEDNES- 
DAY BUSINESS 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the busi- 
ness in order on Calendar Wednesday 
of this week be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. JAVITS asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House today for 
5 minutes, following any special orders 
heretofore entered. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that 
@ quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
Move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 


lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 105] 
Bates, Ky. Hand Morrison 

Hart Moulder 
Boykin Havenner Murray, Wis 

n Heffernan O’Konski 

Chatham Hil Powell 
Chudoff Holifield Prouty 
Coudert Jackson, Calif, Radwan 
Curtis, Mo. Jackson, Wash. Roosevelt 
Dingell Je Sabath 
Dolliver Jones, Scott, Hardie 
Durham Woodrow W. Shafer 
Fernandez Kearney ort 
Flood Kelley, Pa. Sieminski 
Furcolo La Taylor 
Gary Lyle Vail 
Gillette McGrath Wilson, Ind. 
Gossett Mason Wood 
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The SPEAKER. On this roll call 382 
Members have answer to their names, a 
quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were 
with. 


DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT AMEND- 
MENTS OF 1951 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 3871) to 
amend the Defense Production Act of 
1951, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur- 
ther consideration of the bill (H. R. 
3871) to amend the Defense Production 
Act of 1950, and for other purposes, with 
Mr. Mitts in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN, When the Commit- 
tee rose on Friday, July 6, 1951, the Clerk 
had read down to and including line 4 
on page 1 of the bill. Are there any 
amendments? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I of- 
fer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Worcorr: On 
page 1, after line 4, insert a new section as 
follows: 

“Sec, 2. Section 2 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof a new sentence to read as 
follows: ‘It is the further intention of the 
Congress that none of the powers contained 
in this act with respect to the control of con- 
sumer and real estate credit, or with respect 
to the stabilization of prices and wages, shall 
be used unless and until other indirect 
means of effectuating such controls and sta- 
bilization presently provided in other acts 
for use by the Secretary of Treasury and the 
Federal Reserve Board have been utilized, 
and then only to the extent necessary to 
implement and supplement such indirect 
means of control and stabilization’.” 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve a point of order against the amend- 
ment. 

Mr, WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, in 
the general debate on this bill attention 
was called to the fact that the Federal 
Reserve and the Treasury had powers to 
stabilize our economy which had not 
been used, Attention was called to the 
fact that the Federal Reserve, as a 
means of controlling credit and stabiliz- 
ing prices, could raise rediscount rates; 
could, through the Open Market Com- 
mittee, support or not support the price 
of Government bonds; they should make 
recommendations to the Congress in 
respect to increases in bank reserve re- 
quirements; they should make recom- 
mendations to the Congress in respect to 
the restoration of the gold reserve be- 
hind deposit liability from the present 
25 percent to 35 percent where it had 
been from 1913 up to the time that we 
put it back to 25 percent to make money 
more plentiful in the depression; they 
should make studies and should recom- 
mend to this Congress the advisability 
of restoring the gold reserve behind the 
issuance of Federal Reserve notes from 
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the present 25 to 40 percent and to re- 
store to 35 percent from the present 25 
percent the reserve behind the deposit 
liability. 

There are a good many things which 
the Federal Reserve can do today to 
stabilize our economy in the traditional 
orthodox methods that our economy has 
been stabilized from the initiation of the 
Federal Reserve Act of 1913. Now, had 
those controls been utilized judiciously 
as they always had been in the latter 
part of 1950 and the fore part of 1951, 
none of the direct controls provided for 
in the Production Act of 1950 would have 
been necessary. 

Our inflation is studied; it is a studied 
policy of the administration to keep 
prices high, to keep credit in high 
volume and velocity, and because of that 
policy we now have high prices, and 
prices cannot be controlled by these di- 
rect methods unless and until these in- 
direct methods which are now at the 
disposal of the Federal Reserve and the 
Treasury are utilized. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment merely 
provides in the declaration of policy that 
it is the intention of the Congress—just 
the intention of the Congress—that these 
controls in this bill in respect to consum- 
er credit and real estate credit and in 
respect to prices and wages shall not be 
used unless and until the indirect con- 
trols which I have mentioned, and what- 
ever others there might be, have been 
used, have been tried by the Federal Re- 
serve and the Treasury. Then, if these 
indirect controls which are traditional 
over credit fail, these direct controls 
should be here as standby controls to be 
used only to the extent it is necessary to 
implement or supplement indirect con- 
trols to do the job of stabilization. 

Now, there is a five- or a six-point pro- 
gram that the Federal Reserve could yery 
well launch and obviate the necessity 
of these direct controls. The first thing 
we should do is reestablish or restore the 
independence of the Federal Reserve Sys- 
tem. This amendment helps to do that. 

Second, the rediscount rate should be 
increased sufficiently to do the job, not- 
withstanding any effect which that might 
have upon the Government bond interest 
rates, because the increase in the Gov- 
ernment bond interest rates resulting 
from an increase in the rediscount rates 
would be negligible to the point where 
it would have little or no effect upon our 
prices, especially if the third provision 
of this program is considered, and that is 
to sterilize a certain amount of gold, a 
certain amount of debt, beyond which 
gold and debt could not be monetized. 
In that manner we divorce debt from the 
value of our currency, so that we obviate 
this system that we now have of increas- 
ing prices through depreciation of the 
value of the dollar proportionately as our 
debt goes up. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for three 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Michi- 
gan? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, we 
should also initiate a series of interna- 
tional conferences, notwithstanding the 
International Fund, for the purpose of 
determining the manner in which we 
should eventually go back on the gold 
standard. It might be disastrous if the 
United States alone were to go back on 
the gold standard. But after a series of 
conferences among the former gold coun- 
tries, we could agree upon a price for 
gold, a price which would be used in the 
international exchange and as a base for 
convertible currencies. 

We should look into the future in re- 
spect to these things. This amendment 
of mine is intended to do jrst these 
things, that we stabilize as we always 
he ve stabilized and in consequence of 
it we maintain a semblance at least of 
the American system of Government. 

I hope you give due consideration to 
this amendment because to me it is fun- 
damental. It is the basis oi all our eco- 
nomic problems today. Until we solve 
these in the manner in which I have sug= 
gested, then we can hope for no sta- 
bility. Without stability there is going 
to be economic chaos throughout the 
world. With economic uncertainty and 
chaos, there can be no peace. So per- 
haps the peace of the world depends on 
the logic which we use here today in the 
consideration of this method of stabiliz- 
ing our economy. 

Mr, SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I with- 
draw my point of order, and rise in op- 
position to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment of 
course would scuttle the bill. Its pur- 
pose is to nullify every provision of it. 
The gentleman who offered the amend- 
ment voted for the bill in committee, 

The historical way to control prices is 
by putting a ceiling upon them. I ad- 
mit the Federal Reserve has great 
powers. It has the power to dry up the 
money supply and the credit supply. It 
is a highly technical and delicate pro- 
ceeding. The exercise of its powers 
might not only control prices, it might 
bring on a depression, it might bring on 
a panic. : 

We are here to meet a condition that 
exists. Nero fiddled while Rome burned. 
Some people may minimize the present 
condition. I think it is a condition that 
should be looked upon with apprehen- 
sion by every patriotic American. 

The amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Michigan provides that no 
direct controls shall be used until the 
controls now in the jurisdiction of the 
Federal Reserve are exhausted. What 
does that mean? That means we can- 
not attempt to immediately control 
prices. The indirect controls might be 
very effective, but they would not op- 
erate immediately. The only control 
that could operate immediately is the 
placing of ceilings on prices. The Fed- 
eral Reserve has no control over in- 
creased taxation. That increase will be 
one of the most effective ways to absorb 
the purchasing power of the people and 
to pay as we go. The Federal Reserve 
has no power over increased taxation. 
The Federal Reserve has no power over 
reduction in the expenses of govern- 
ment. Yet, this amendment attempts 
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to place in the Federal Reserve alone the 
power to control prices by the machinery 
which they operate—reserve require- 
ments, rediscount rates, open-market 
operations, and banking policies—totally 
inadequate to meet the conditions that 
confront us now. 

Are you going to put into the hands 
of the Board of Governors of the Fed- 
eral Reserve System the entire power 
to control the economy of our Nation? 
Are you going to let them use these 
powers as they see fit and disregard the 
duties and powers that are vested in 
you by the Constitution? What direc- 
tion do you give the Federal Reserve? 
You do not give them any direction at 
all. You merely direct them to use the 
powers they have to control the infla- 
tionary conditions now existing in the 
United States without direction and 
without limitation of any kind. They 
can do with them as they please. Are 
you willing to delegate to an unelected 
board this power? Iam not disparaging 
the Federal Reserve, but it is not within 
the jurisdiction and not within the dis- 
cretion of the Federal Reserve to meet 
these grave conditions which exist in 
this country, but it is within your juris- 
diction and within the discretion of the 
Congress of the United States. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I thor- 
oughly agree with the gentleman that 
this amendment, if adopted, will scuttle 
the bill. I am not ready to turn over 
to the Federal Reserve Board of this 
country the destiny of every man, 
woman, and child in America. 

Mr, SPENCE. I think the gentleman 
is perfectly right—and neither am I 
willing to do so, 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 


gentleman yield? 4 
Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 
Mr. EVINS. The Chairman of the 


Federal Reserve Board, Mr. McChesney 
Martin, testified that there are a variety 
of methods to prevent inflation and that 
they should all be used and that one 
alone would not be sufficient. 

Mr. SPENCE. Surely. Furthermore, 
Mr. Chairman, I would point out that 
the method proposed by the committee 
is the historical method of meeting con- 
ditions such as now exist. When have 
we ever turned over to the Federal Re- 
serve the power to meet a grave emer- 
gency in the Nation? In the last war 
we used price controls. It is the only 
direct method. It is the only way and 
the only method tha’ will have an im- 
mediate effect. What would it mean to 
turn over to the Federal Reserve the 
whole economy of our Nation and to say 
that nothing can be done by the Con- 
gress until the Federal Reserve Board 
has exhausted its power? It would 
mean that we can take no action at all 
while we await the judgment of the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board. 

I hope you will not agree to any such 
proposal as this. It scuttles the bill. It 
scuttles the bill which we have consid- 
ered in committee for 7 weeks. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 

* 
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Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for three 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPENCE. This is a serious condi- 
tion that confronts us. I said the other 
day I hoped we would not be lulled to 
sleep by the peace conference. This 
morning when I read the papers I felt 
more apprehensive than ever. I have no 
confidence in the Communists wherever 
they may be, because I have seen them 
operate. I saw them at Bretton Woods, 
and I know how they have acted as 
members of the United Nations. Again, 
it may be a ruse to lull us to sleep. 

This is a grave condition you have got 
to meet. If this condition grows worse, 
you will be held responsible if you do not 
take the necessary measures to meet it 
and meet it courageously. You cannot 
do it by delegating the powers that are 
conferred upon you to an unelected body, 
without any direction as to what they 
shall do. You are charged with the duty 
of attacking the inflationary conditions 
under the powers vested in you by the 
Constitution—powers which you have no 
right to delegate or abdicate. The pow- 
ers of the Federal Reserve Board are 
immense, I will admit that; and if mis- 
used they can bring a depression on this 
country. They can bring a panic. I 
have seen the result of the exercise of 
some of their powers that were destruc- 
tive of the economy of the Nation. I 
know that the only way you can control 
prices is by a direct ceiling placed upon 
them immediately. We cannot tempo- 
rize and meet the condition that con- 
fronts us. We must act and we must act 
now. It is the responsibility of every 
Member here to take such action as he 
thinks is necessary to meet this condi- 
tion which I think is not only an emer- 
gent condition but one which imperils 
the welfare of our Nation and the future 
happiness of our people. We are in a 
tragic era, and if we do not attempt to 
solve the problems that confront us now 
it will be difficult to envision the results 
that may occur. 

Mr. DEANE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. DEANE. The gentleman is mak- 
ing a splendid statement. I would like 
to direct the attention of the Commit- 
tee to page 238 of the hearings, when the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WoL- 
corr] was interrogating Mr. Johnston: 

Mr. JouHnston. * * We had down 
here the week before last the Deputy Min- 
ister of Finance and the Deputy Minister of 
Trade of Canada and we spent a couple of 
days discussing Our mutual problems. It 
will be of interest to you to know that Can- 
ada so far has relied on the indirect method 
of control. 

Since our wage and price freeze in Jan- 
uary, prices have gone up more rapidly in 
Canada than they have in the United States. 
Canada has a very rigid control over het 
credit. I think they have—is it 11 banks 
in Canada—maybe 10 or 11—and these banks 
have about 3,000 branches but there are only 
10 or 11 banks. 
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The Government, the Bank of Canada, has 
very rigid control over the banking system, 
something we couldn't have here, unless you 
changed our entire banking laws. 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, in con- 
clusion I want to plead that you do not 
abdicate the powers that are vested in 
you. Do not fail to discharge the duties 
that are upon you, but consider this bill 
which has been reported after long hear- 
ings and great consideration by the 
Committee on Banking and Currency 
for the purpose of controlling the infla- 
tionary conditions that exist in the 
United States today. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in favor of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the House 
examine what this amendment does, 
I ask that the members of this Commit- 
tee examine and determine the purpose 
of this amendmert. Let us, for a mo- 
ment, forget some of the statements 
which have been made in an effort 
merely to sway opinion; let us examine 
the facts. 

It has been said by our beloved 
chairman of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency [Mr. Spence] that this 
amendment will scuttle the bill. Now, let 
us look at the amendment for a mo- 
ment. Let me quote it to you: 

It is the further intention of the Congress 
that none of the powers contained in this 
act with respect to the control of consumer 
and real-estate credit, or with respect to the 
stabilization of prices and wages— 


Only two things, stabilization of credit 
and with respect to the stabilization of 
prices— 
it shall not be used unless and until other 
indirect means of effecting such controls and 
stabilization presently provided for in other 
acts for the use by the Secretary of the 
Treasury 

I notice the gentleman from Kentucky 
did not mention the Secretary of the 
Treasury— 
and the Federal Reserve Board have been 
utilized, and then only to the extent neces- 
sary to implement and supplement such in- 
direct means of control and stabilization. 


Mr. Chairman, this is purely and sim- 
ply a declaration of policy. Nothing in 
this amendment provides for any man- 
datory directive to the Secretary of the 
Treasury or the Federal Reserve Board; 
it simply states that wage and price con- 
trols, and real-estate and consumer 
credit shall be used only after the au- 
thorizations now provided in the law to 
the Secretary of the Treasury and the 
Federal Reserve Board have been uti- 
lized—a declaration of policy only. 

As I said in debate on this bill before, 
this question must be answered by those 
people who believe that those indirect 
controls should not be exercised: First, 
what is the question? The question is, 
What is the cause of high prices? I 
asked that question a number of times 
and no one on the opposition has at- 
tempted to answer. What is the cause of 
high prices? The cause of high prices is 
inflation. And what is the cause of in- 
fiation? Inflation is caused by an in- 
creased supply of money disproportion- 
ate to the supply of commodities and 
services; it is that simple, and that is 
the problem. 
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Returning once again to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Michigan, what does he attempt to do? 
He merely attempts to say that in the 
judgment of the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury and in the judgment of the Federal 
Reserve Bank they shall utilize such laws 
as they have at their command today, 
the first thing to do, the primary thing 
to do, the basic thing to attack the cause 
of high prices. Which is what? Which is 
inflation. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I yield. 

Mr. COX. There are those of us who 
are wondering if all controls except as 
to strategic materials in short supply 
should be eliminated what effect the 
pending amendment would have upon 
that proposition. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I am one of 
those, may I say to the gentleman from 
Georgia, and think it my duty and obli- 
gation to point out to those in opposi- 
tion to my position that if they are in 
favor of attacking high prices, then lay 
down 2 policy. This is a declaration of 
policy. 

I may say to the gentleman from 
Georgia that I am going to vote against 
price controls irrespective of what is 
in the bill. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I yield. 

Mr. MULTER. Would the gentleman 
mind pointing out to us what power is 
vested by law in the Secretary of the 
Treasury to control consumer credit 
or real-estate credit? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Probably none, 
or at least very little. In its over-all 
operation of the management of the debt 
the Secretary of the Treasury does 
have power to control not only real- 
estate and consumer credit but, of course, 
does have certain definite control over 
the stabilization of our economy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
two additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. It is a general 
proposition. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I yield. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. May I suggest in 
answer to the question asked by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia [Mr. Cox] that this 
amendment has nothing whatsoever to 
do with allocations and priorities and 
the other powers in the bill except con- 
sumer and real-estate credit, and wages 
and price controls. 

In answer to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Mutter] I may say that the 
Secretary of the Treasury dominates the 
policy of the Federal Reserve Board, and 
the Secretary of the Treasury today, 
notwithstanding the fact that the open- 
market committee of the Federal Re- 
serve Board presumably is no longer 
buying and selling to support the Gov- 
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ernment bond market, the Secretary of 
the Treasury is today buying for trust 
accounts, which has exactly the same 
effect as supporting the Government 
bond market perhaps above par, which 
is one of the inflationary trends they 
said they were going to combat. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. The gentleman 
has used so much better language than 
I did to say that it is management of 
the public debt. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Kansas may proceed for one addi- 
tional minute that I may ask him to 
yield to me. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection, 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I yield. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I think 
this House ought to consider why it is 
that every time the Truman administra- 
tion attempts any dealings with the Com- 
munists, the United States always comes 
out in the worst possible position. I 
think we ought to consider what mental 
complexities cause this administration 
to immediately bend a knee when it faces 
Communist negotiators. 

Over this week end we have seen his- 
tory repeat itself. The American peo- 
ple were assured that the armistice ne- 
gotiations would be held in Kaesong, a 
“neutral” city in no man’s land. It 
now develops that the city is in Com- 
munist hands. 

The American people were assured 
that there would be no display of arms. 
We now know that there were armed 
Communist troops everywhere. 

We now know that the indignities 
have been climaxed by the disclosure 
that Communist newspapermen were 
present, but American newspapermen 
were barred. Despite the protests that 
have been made by American news- 
papermen, General Ridgway, according 
to the Associated Press, has indicated 
that they will not be admitted at the 
opening sessions. 

I think this House should seriously 
consider why it is that every time the 
Truman administration enters a situa- 
tion like this, it is outwitted, outma- 
neuvered, and outnegotiated. We 
should ask ourselves if these events are 
a prelude to another Yalta. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. | 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I am much impressed by the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Worcorr] and by 
the statement of the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. Cork! with regard to it. 
I would like to know who would make 
the decision as to when the control as 
set up in the bill would go into operation 
and wherein would the discretion in that 
regard lie? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. The discretion, 
in my judgment, would lie with the 
President of the United States. I think 
it is a discretion which now applies. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, it is rather amusing to 
wateh the frantic efforts of my friend 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ARENDS] 
to ger the floor in order to make the 
speech he just made, interrupting a 
speech on an amendment, to get in some- 
thing that is irrelevant to this debate. I 
assume it was done to hit the headlines. 
It seems to me the important question 
‘is not where the negotiators meet but 
the success of the negotiations. That 
seems to me to be the paramount ques- 
tion. 

With reference to the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Michigan, 
my friend the gentleman from Kansas 
Mr. CoLe! says it is merely a declara- 
tion o policy. Let us see if it is: 

It is the furtner intention of the Congress 
that none of the powers contained in this 
act with respect . the control of consumer 
and real-estate credit, or with respect to the 
stabilization of prices and wages, shall be 
used unless and until other indirect means 
of effectuating such controls and stabiliza- 
tion presently provided in other acts for use 
by the Secretary of the Treasury and the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board have been utilized. 


It seems to me that is not a declara- 
tion of policy. That is a condition prec- 
edent. That is my construction of the 
language. No matter what hill might 
pass through here, it does not go into 
operation un il indirect methods as pro- 
vised by existing law relating to the 
Secretary of the Treasury and the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board have been utilized. 

Who is going to determine when they 
have been utilized? Who is going to pass 
upon that question? Further, who is 
going to determine what indirect meth- 
ods are going to be employed? 

Here is an ainendment which is very 
broad and very general. It certainly 
means nothing to me except that I know 
what a condition precedent to controls 
going into effect is, and no matter what 
the other provisions of the bill might be, 
they are inoperative until the provisions 
of this particular amendment—I do not 
know what it may mean in operation— 
have been complied with. But I do 
know it is a condition precedent to any 
of the other provisions of the bill going 
into operation. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Does not the gentleman 
believe the time has passed this amend- 
ment by, that it might have been proper 
at the time we were debating the orig- 
inal act, at the time we were talking 
about the imposition of voluntary con- 
trols, rather than at this particular 
time? 

Mr. McCORMACK, Certainly the 
tine has gone by now. Whether it 
would have been applicable before or 
not is a question I do not want to pass 
on now. 

Furthermore, we are giving to a small 
group of men complete control over the 
economy of our entire country. I have 
heard many of my friends in bygone 
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years talk about dictatorship and the 
tremendous delegation of powers and 
talk about the abrogation of the consti- 
tutional duties and responsibilities of 
tke Congress, but here is an amend- 
ment coming from one of my dear 
friends whom I admire very much, who, 
in bygone years, has advanced that argu- 
ment, and yet he is offering an amend- 
ment now which, in my opinion, gives 
to a small group of nonelected men the 
power to control the national economy 
of the United States of America. When 
we pass a bill it is the expression of 
the Congress, but under this amendment 
it is a blanket delegation and direction 
in relation to the use of indirect pow- 
ers and controls to try to control infia- 
tion. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. SPENCE]. 

Mr. SPENCE. Is there anything in 
the law requiring the Federal Reserve 
to exercise the powers they have in any 
particular way? Have we not delegated 
to them purely legislative powers, and 
they exercise their own judgment as to 
how they should be used? 

Mr. McCORMACK. That is my im- 
pression. 

Mr. SPENCE. That is true. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr, 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. It is my 
understanding that they already have 
these powers, and that this is merely 
a direction that they use them, and if 
they have them, how, therefore, would 
that be a delegation? 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. COX. The difficulty with the 
pending amendment, as I see it, is that 
our patient has pneumonia rather than 
tuberculosis, and the treatment that we 
must give must be one that is imme- 
diately effective. The amendment is a 
slow treatment that is proposed for a 
disease that is threatening the life of the 
patient at the moment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
one additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. Cote] was perfectly 
honest, and I admire him for it, when 
he said, in supporting the amendment, 
that even if adopted he was going to vote 
against the bill. You and I are justi- 
fied in construing this intent in deter- 
mining what we are going to do on an 
amendment of this kind. As I remem- 
ber, only a few days ago the distin- 
guished gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Wotcort], in his opening speech, mani- 
fested uncertainty as to the method of 
legislative approach on the proposition 
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of indirect controls through the Federal 
Reserve Board that he then suggested. 
He clearly evidenced to me, and I am 
sure to the other Members of the House, 
his uncertainty as to whether or not 
from a legislative angle he could ap- 
proach it. Certainly this amendment, 
so vague and so general, so powerful in 
its direction as a condition precedent 
from the Congress of the United States 
to a small group of men to control and 
dominate the economy of our country, 
is something that this Congress or no 
other Congress should delegate to any 
group of men or direct them to do, non- 
elected officials. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last two words, and ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for five 
additional minutes, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Texas? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, I wish to 
inquire at this time if debate will be 
limited, and if the answer is that time 
will not be allowed, I am going to object 
to any 5-minute extensions. I wish to 
inquire if there is going to be reasonably 
full debate on this amendment so that 
Members other than the committee may 
discuss the amendment. 

Mr. PATMAN. Certainly so far as I 
am concerned, I would like to see full 
discussion. 

Mr. SPENCE. I have no desire to shut 
off debate. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Ido not want to ob- 
ject to anyone extending time, but I 
know that this is the real issue on this 
bill and I think Members other than 
members of the committee should have 
time to debate it. 

Mr. SPENCE. I will not say we will 
have unlimited debate. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I do not ask for un- 
limited debate, but I say reasonable time 
in accordance with the importance of the 
amendment. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Reserving 
the right to object, Mr. Chairman, is it 
the intention of the Chair to recognize 


“Republicans as well as Democrats, 


equally, when amendments are up for 
consideration? : 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Nebraska will be recognized as soon 
as the Chair gets around to him. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Reserv- 
ing the right to object, Mr. Chairman, 
and I will object unless I get an answer 
to my question 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has an- 
swered the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. The Chair 
did not answer my question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for an 
additional minute. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Reserving 
the right to object, Mr. Chairman—— 

The CHAIRMAN. Permit the Chair 
to state to the gentleman from Nebraska 
that the present Chairman or any other 
occupant of the chair has the discretion 


I object, 
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of recognizing Members on the floor as 

they arise. It is the purpose of the pres- 

ent occupant of the chair to at all times 

recognize members of the Committee on 

paoia and Currency seeking recogni- 
on. 

As soon as the Chair has recognized 
members of the committee, rotating 
from side to side as he can, alternating 
Democrats and Republicans, it will be 
the purpose of the Chair to recognize 
Members who are not on the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, and in that 
process rotate from side to side. The 
Chair will follow that procedure 
throughout the course of this debate 
under the 5-minute rule. 

Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Yes. I 
object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman ob- 
jects. The gentleman from Texas is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED WILL DESTROY BILL 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
chairman of our committee is correct in 
his statement that the adoption of this 
amendment will effectively scuttle this 
bill. It will destroy it. Let us see what 
this amendment will do. 

First, it says we cannot touch real- 
estate credit, consumer credit, or wage 
or price stabilization, unless indirect 
controls have been fully utilized. It is 
the duty of the Congress to make laws, 
the executive to enforce them, and the 
judiciary to interpret them. This 
phrase “until these indirect controls 
have been fully utilized” will go to the 
courts for interpretation. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. May I call the atten- 
tion of the gentleman to the fact that I 
very purposely left out the word “fully.” 

Mr. PATMAN. Anyway, “utilized”; 
what is the difference in that? It has to 
be utilized, and the question of how much 
it is utilized will be up to the courts. 
Does the gentleman believe one person 
could not find one United States judge 
in America that would not hold up this 
entire control law, if enacted, on that 
one phrase? An injunction would be is- 
sued by at least one judge in the United 
States of America. So you are making it 
absolutely impossible of enforcement in 
the beginning. 

With all due respect to my friend from 
Michigan [Mr. Worcorrl, whom I ad- 
mire, and always have, for he is an able 
man, just as able as any man in this 
body, and I respect him as much as I do 
any man in this body, he is clearly wrong 
about this, according to my viewpoint. 
He is clearly wrong. 

These indirect controls cannot be uti- 
lized to any extent to amount to any- 
thing without setting in motion a chain 
reaction that will cause mass unemploy- 
ment and universal distress. 

The gentleman talks about the gold 
standard. What does the gold standard 
have to do with this, or the national 
debt? The national debt has been 
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talked about. This is a question of stop- 
ping, at least retarding, inflation; stop- 
ping it in its tracks. Instead of this 
amendment’s stopping inflation in its 
tracks, it will permit inflation to go 
ahead as long as there is one judge in the 
United States who will agree with one 
greedy person who tries to stop the ad- 
ministration of price and wage controls 
in this country. 
MERVERT HOOVER PHILOSOPHY 


Whether the gentleman realizes it or 
not, he is advocating exactly what Her- 
bert Hoover advocated and enforced 
when he was President—exactly the 
Herbert Hoover program. That is what 
Herbert Hoover said—restrict credit—do 
not put out any money so that we may 
have p power—just restrict 
credit. That is what Herbert Hoover 
advocated and that is what Hoover did. 
Look what kind cf condition the country 
found itsel: ix. then. 

SHORT SHEETS MAKE TIIE BED SEEM LONGER 


Down in the great Southwest, when the 
pioneers first came to that country they 
had an old saying when everything was 
skimpy and they did not have enough of 
anything and did not even have com- 
fortable places o sleep. The old saying 
was “Short sheets make the bed seem 
longer.” This system of reducing credit 
and money makes it seem as if you have 
a lot more goods than you actually have. 
Scarce money makes the supply of goods 
seem larger. That is what happened 
under Hoover. We did not have enough 
goods and commodities tu give the fam- 
ilies of the American people a decent 
standard of living during the Hoover 
time. The people could not purchase the 
goods that were available because they 
did not have thr money and the head of 
the family could rot get a job because 
of the scarcity of money and credit. The 
gentleman from Michigan is now advo- 
cating that we should go back to that 
sort of condition. Money was restricted. 
There was not enough money as a me- 
dium of exchange. That is why the 
people could not purchase anything. 
But it seemed as if there was a lot of 
goods because they did not have enough 
money to purchase the goods that were 
available. 

In an expanding economy we must 
have additional money as the economy 
expands. Under Hoover, the manufac- 
turer went to his local bank to borrow 
some money to keep an inventory or 
to produce. The bank said, “No; Mr. 
Hoover wants credit restricted,” and the 
manufacturer did not get the loan. 
What was the result? The manufacturer 
went back and laid off 5 men or 10 men 
or 50 men or 100 men. Those men were 
put out of their jobs. That went on all 
over the Nation. It will start again if 
the Herbert Hoover-Wolcott amendment 
becomes law. We must not have it that 
way—we must not have it that way. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. SRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the pro forma 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Wotcortr]. 
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Mr. Chairman, on the first page of 


_ the Defense Froduction Act of 1950 we 


find this language: 

It is the objective of this act to provide 
the resident with authority to accomplish 
these adjustments in the operation of the 
economy. It is the intention of the Con- 
gress that the President shall use the powers 
conferred by this act to promote the na- 
tional defense, by meeting, promptly and 
effectively, the requirements of military pro- 
grams in support of our national security 
and foreign policy objectives, and by prevent- 
ing undue strains and dislocations upon 
wages, prices, and production or distribu- 
tion of materials for civilian use, within the 
framework, as far as practicable, of the 
American system of competitive enterprise. 


That is the intention of this bill. 

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Worcorr! has offered an amendment 
and I categorically deny—and I will 
leave it to time to answer—that his 
amendment scuttles the bill. His 
amendment does not scuttle this bill. 
His amendment goes directly to the 
problem of inflation. If his amendment 
is adopted and if put into operation by 
the authorities of this administration, 
and the laws, it would stop this infla- 
tion and seve the savings accounts and 
liquid funds of the people of this coun- 
try and put our people back in business 
on a stable doller. 

With all due respect to the gentle- 
man from Texas who has so castigated 
Mr. Hoover and Mr. Wotcort, the Pat- 
man inflation argument which he has 
just presented, and which he presented 
here on the floor of the House the other 
day, is to further increase credit in this 
country and strengthen the inflatienary 
forces to the point where they will liter- 
ally devour the buying power and savings 
of people. 

The gentleman from Texas always ad- 
vocates more credit and slways advo- 
cates more inflation and cheaper money. 
This is the essence of inflation which 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Par- 
MAN] advocates. Mr. Parman’s policy has 
been inflationary down through the 
years, and he follows it today. This Wol- 
cott amendment would stop the inflation- 
ary course. So far as being a slow treat- 
ment, may I say to the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Cox] there is no other 
treatment on earth that can work as 
quickly and as effectively as through the 
credit machinery of this country. That 
is the place to stop your inflation; not 
down at Mr. DiSalle’s office, 

I repeat what I said the other day: If 
the administration is to continue its 
fraudulent proposals to this country to 
let these indirect controls run and pro- 
duce inflation all the time, why in the 
name of goodness does it expect men to 
sit here and vote to continue such in- 
flationary forces and then come in and 
ask the people to believe that the so- 
called direct controls issued by Mr. Di- 
Salle—and I would rather have my fu- 
ture in the hands of the Board of Gov- 
ernors of the Federal Reserve and the 
Treasury Department and the White 
House than in the hands of Mr. DiSalle 
and his kettle of economic fish—I mean 
that literally and sjncerely. If you will 
adopt this amendment, I will vote for 
your bill; because, as I said the other 
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day, when the administration got ready 
to do the job the right way I would go 
along with it. This is the right way. 
This is the only effective way. You are 
not going to kid me into this so-called 
direct stuff when you are leaving indi- 
rect controls to run free and destroy 
the buying power of our people, promote 
further inflationary forces. This amend- 
ment should be adopted. Then you can 
go home and face your people with some 
respect for your own conscience. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Is not 
the talk of the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. PatmMan] just the same as it was 
when he was advocating payment of the 
soldier’s bonus with printing press 
money? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Why, he would 
have this country go back and have the 
whole Federal Reserve system become 
an engine of inflation in this country. 
The gentleman from Texas [Mr. PAT- 
MAN] knows that his proposals are in- 
flationary. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. PATMAN. I would just state that 
the gentleman is mistaken. I am against 
inflation. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Les; you are 
against it, but you advocate it. You 
stood here the other day and advocated 
it through the Open Market Committee 
of the Federal Reserve System coming 
back and standing on the corner of the 
street, for instance, with a big hopper 
and saying to the people, “Bring your 
bonds and dump them in here and I 
will take them at par plus accrued in- 
terest. Convert all your long-term pa- 
per into short-term paper, and we will 
issue Federal Reserve notes to pay them 
any time you want the cash for them.” 
Advocate a thing like that and then get 
up here and tell me that I should vote 
for these so-called direct controls? 
Shame on us for carrying on such a per- 
formance! Such misleading of the pub- 
lic! 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, we should not vote on 
this bill without knowledge on the part 
of the membership of the House of what 
the statement of policy of the Office of 
Price Stabilization is. I went to con- 
siderable effort to get a statement of 
that policy from no less a personage 
than Eric Johnston when he came be- 
fore the Committee on Agriculture a few 
weeks ago. I can tell you that as far as 
I am concerned I was very much dis- 
appointed, chagrined, and terribly hurt 
over the whole thing. When I voted to 
set up the Office of Price Stabilization 
I voted with one objective. The people 
back home were and still are calling for 
lower prices, but apparently that is not 
the conception of Eric Johnston or of 
any of the top officials of that office. I 
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am going to read to you the colloquy 
I had with the distinguished stabilizer: 

Mr, HALL. Mr. Johnston, I want to tell 
you at the outset that you are the man to do 
the job of this price stabilization, in view 
of your great personal success. 


You see that I gave him all the breaks. 

I went on to say: 

Do you not feel, sir, that in order to jus- 
tify any huge governmental bureau as big as 
the OFS your organization must roll back 
prices? It seems to me that they ought to 
preduce, or their whole function is out the 
window. 


And here was his answer: 

I do not agree with you, Mr. Congressman. 
I wish I could agree with you. I do not 
agree that we must lower the cost of living. 


That is, to my way of thinking, the 
justification of the existence of the whole 
Office of Price Administration; and in- 
sofar as I go I am for lowering these food 
prices that are far beyond the pocket- 
books of any worker or farmer that I 
know of; they just cannot buy the food 
and the clothing that now are being sold 
at these various stores for the prices they 
are asking. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. The gen- 
tleman might be interested in knowing 
what Eric Johnston said on October 6, 
1946. He said that the OPA control law 
was an open invitation to more black 
markets and more bankruptcy, and went 
on to ask for their complete removal. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL, It is 
obvious to me that these fellows are in- 
terested in just one thing, big salaries for 
themselves and their friends. I would 
like to go along with them if they would 
do their job; if they would do what they 
are supposed to do for the people of the 
United States I would go along with them 
even to the point of paying their huge 
salaries which I am against doing unless 
they can lower these prices. They are 
certainly not entitled to these high sala- 
ries of $15,000, $20,000, and $25,000 that 
makes a Congressman’s salary look like 
chicken feed. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Here is 
something in the Washington Daily 
News. Can the gentleman tell me what 
this refers to? It reads: 

Texan stops mortar shell with head. 


Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I ap- 
preciate that observation, 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I wish to ask the 
gentleman a question in all seriousness. 
We talk about lower prices; you have a 
great national debt and a great national 
budget. They deal in dollars. There is 
not any way on earth you can support 
that debt or support that budget unless 
you have great dollar volume. Now, if 
you cut your prices all to pieces how can 
you support it? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. With 
present high prices, there is no way on 
earth that the average worker. making 
$40 and $50 a week today with a family 
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of four or five children can make ends 
meet. I know—I have been through the 
mill—I have six of them myself. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. If the gentleman 
will yield again, that is the reason I voted 
against the growth of the debt; that is 
the reason I voted to cut the budget, be- 
cause I know it is murdering those people 
economically. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I say 
to the Price Stabilizer, carry out your 
function; control prices; keep prices 
down; roll back the price of beef; fix it 
so the poor man can buy clothing, food, 
and pay for the necessities of life. Un- 
less this is done the theory of having 
price stabilization is a fallacy and a trav- 
esty on the good judgment of the people. 

I say: Lower these prices in order to 
justify your existence. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have taken the floor 
to oppose this amendment because I 
think one very important point has to be 
made in this debate and at its very incep- 
tion, and this amendment provides the 
opportunity in an excellent way. 

If we are going to have partisan de- 
bate on the subject of economic controls 
for the American people in this national 
emergency with an effort being made to 
put the Democrats on the side of con- 
trols and the Republicans against con- 
trols it is going to be a very sad day for 
the country and it is not true. For the 
consumer has less chance of getting 
adequate controls if it is made a parti- 
san issue. To get adequate controls will 
take both Republican and Democrat 
votes. 

Let me point out before we get into 
this business of partisanship in this de- 
bate which threatens from the begin- 
ning that the administration from Sep- 
tember until January had the power to 
institute controls, yet instituted neither 
controls or even a price freeze until Jan- 
uary 25, 1951. So there are no rosettes 
on the administration, either, especially 
when prices went up something in the 
area of 50 to 60 percent of the total rise 
between June 15, 1950, and January 15, 
1951, in the period between September 
and January when there was power but 
no controls. There are no rosettes on 
anybody in this situation. The people, 
in my view, are going to judge us as in- 
dividual legislators and not by party af- 
filiation, on what we do now, by what 
we deliver in the way of effective eco- 
nomie stabilization under this bill. 

With his customary astuteness, the 
gentleman from Michigan, the ranking 
minority member of the Banking and 
Currency Committee, has pointed up the 
issue very clearly. He knows as well as 
I do, and perhaps better than I do, that 
the Federal Reserve Board has all the 
powers he feels they ought to exercise, 
now, and that they do not need this 
declaration in the bill to be enabled to 
exercise them. What he is trying to get 
the Congress to do is to direct that they 
shall do the things they have the power 
to do, before, and I emphasize the word 
“before”—there are any price-wage sta- 
bilization controls—that is exactly what 
this amendment calls for. It says “unless 
and until certain measures are taken by 
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the Federal Reserve Board there shall 
be no direct controls. It is the funda- 
mental issue here between two very dif- 
ferent schools of economic thought. 

One school holds this whole inflation 
problem can be controlled by the exer- 
cise of “central bank” powers over credit. 
The other school feels there must be 
direct controls. If we were dealing with 
an imminent depression, or if we were 
dealing with widespread unemployment 
in the United States, or if we were deal- 
ing with a degree of underproduction, 
then it might be thought that indirect 
controls should be given their head and 
given an opportunity to work the situa- 
tion out. But we are not. 

We all agree that we are dealing with 
a great national emergency, we all agree 
that we are in a condition requiring de- 
fense which is tantamount to the perils 
of war. Weall can understand the figure 
of $60,000,000,000 for armament in this 
present fiscal year as against the aver- 
age expenditure in World War II of some 
80-odd billion dollars in the highest ex- 
penditure years. 

The gentleman from Kansas asked why 
consumers’ prices are up. They are go- 
ing up because you are taking from 25 
to 30 percent of the American produc- 
tion and devoting it to essential yet ster- 
ile utilization for military defense. 

It does not feed, it does not clothe, it 
does not house. That is why prices 
are up, and prices are going to continue 
to go up unless there are controls. 

This idea that there should be direct 
controls is no revolutionary, socialistic 
idea. It is at a time like this a position 
taken by leading conservative newspa- 
pers like the New York Times and the 
New York Herald Tribune and, yes, it is 
a position taken by leading banking in- 
stitutions also. They say that certainly 
there is lots of room for amendment in 
this bill, there is lots of room for archi- 
tecting this bill and that direct controls 
should not be fastened on the economy 
beyond the point where they are needed 
to enable us to deal with inflation 
brought on by defense mobilization. 

We cannot wait for the Federal Re- 
serve to catch up with the problem 
through indirect controls; rather we 
must take the emergency measures of 
direct controls to give Federal Reserve 
types of indirect controls a chance to be 
effective as they come along. In 
the meantime this spiral of prices 
chased by wages, chased by prices; 
chased in turn by wages, is going 
on and the indirect controls are going to 
affect the economy, if we take that tack, 
on a very much higher level than the 
prices in effect today. That is the very 
thing that can destroy the economy of 
the country and the t is the very result 
of inflation we are trying to prevent. 

This amendment does not propose just 
a statement of intention in the bill. It 
cannot be dismissed that easily. I as- 
sume Congress means what it says. If 
we pass this amendment, then the House 
Says it does not want direct controls at 
all. It means it wants indirect controls 
tried first and direct controls taken off; 
that I think would be fatal to the situa- 
tion we are in today, which is a defense 
mobilization the size of a war effort. I 
do not think anyone in this House 
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should be fooled by the Korean cease- 
fire negotiations. It was the Russians 
who announced they wanted a cease-fire 
in Korea, not the North Koreans, not 
the Chinese, but the Russians. They are 
playing all the cards. They have de- 
cided it is in their interests and one of 
the big factors in their decision is the 
fact they think we are going to quit 
our defense mobilization effort if there is 
peace in Korea. If we were to succumb 
to any such idea the Soviets would win 
one of the greatest victories they could 
ever have hoped for in their fondest 
imagination. 

This bill says we mean business. I am 
not for diluting it with the pending 
amendment. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the 
requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, the way this debate 
is runting indicates this is a very com- 
plex subject; it is highly controversial 
to say the least. However, I would like 
to obtain some information from the 
chairman of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency if I may. 

I listened to the speech made by the 
chairman last week. He started out 
eloquently referring to the chief danger 
facing our economy—infiation. It is 
my understanding that inflation, as one 
of the gentlemen pointed out this morn- 
ing, means too much money in relation to 
the products on the market. Deflation 
or depression is the opposite of that— 
too little money. It seems to me that 
somewhere in between is a balanced 
economy that we are striving for here. 
Now, if, as some of the gentlemen have 
said, these indirect controls would more 
effectively control the supply of money, 
why, therefore, would not these indirect 
controls be one of the best ways to at- 
tack inflation? In other words, we do 
not. want to go all the way to a de- 
pression, but we do want to move away 
from the high point of inflation, which 
means that there should be a less amount 
of money in circulation than there now 
is. Would it not seem, therefore—and 
I ask the chairman this question—that 
to cut down the oversupply of money 
would be one of the best ways to attack 
not only inflation but to avoid the evils 
of a black market. I would like to have 
the chairman comment on that, if he 
can. 

Mr. SPENCE. I think high prices are 
due to the demand for goods and the 
volume and the velocity of money, that 
is true. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Yes. 

Mr. SPENCE. You cannot control 
the supply of goods by the mechanism 
of the Federal Reserve. I do not think, 
notwithstanding what the learned gen- 
tleman on the other side says, that the 
effect of the controls, of the powers of 
the Federal Reserve, would be felt im- 
mediately, and this amendment compels 
the utilization of the powers of the Fed- 
eral Reserve before any action is taken 
under the bill. I notice a good many 
gentlemen say they are opposed to the 
bill but they will vote for it if this amend- 
ment is in it. I think that substan- 
tiates my charge that it is a scuttling 
amendment. Now, the powers of the 
Federal Reserve are their powers. We 
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have never limited them or defined them 
at all. They can use them as they 
please. They can dry up credit; they 
can dry up the sources of money, and 
who is going to tell them what to do with 
this highly delicate instrument? It is 
going to be, in their judgment, an abdi- 
cation of our powers, a delegation to the 
Federal Reserve to use these powers 
which you have without direction of lim- 
itation or control to meet the conditions 
that exist today. I do not think it would 
be desirable to do that. I think probably 
the Federal Reserve by the exercise of 
their powers could not only create a 
depression, they can create a panic, and 
I do not want to delegate to a non- 
elected board that kind of power in times 
of emergency. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I yield 
to the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. BUFFETT. So far as I can de- 
termine, this amendment does not dele- 
gate any powers of the Congress to any- 
body. I wish someone would tell us 
where any powers are delegated by the 
eee that they do not already 

ave. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. It is my 
understanding that the gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, it would 
hold in abeyance all other powers that 
might be delegated until these are 
utilized, and during that time we do not 
know what will happen to the economy 
of the United States. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. It 
seems to me that the chief evil of in- 
flation is an oversupply of money, and 
we, therefore, must take care of that 
oversupply of money. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin.. I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. And. the Open 
Market Committee of the Federal Re- 
serve System can reduce that oversupply 
of money within 48 hours. They can do 
it a hundred times while Mr. DiSgJle and 
his legal staff are writing an order on 
how to handle the price of blankets, for 
instance. Talk about it being effective. 
The expansion and contraction of the 
currency through the Open Market 
Committee of the Federal Reserve can 
operate almost as quick as lightning, 
and the Members of this Congress 
know that, especially the members of 
the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. If they do not, they ought to re- 
sign from the committee. It is their 
business to know that; no question about 
that. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I thank 
the gentleman. I think he is correct in 
that. It does seem to me that there is 
as much competence in the members of 
the Federal Reserve as there is in Mr. 
DiSalle, and it seems to me if inflation 
is a big problem, we must control the 
supply of money in this manner. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment, if 
adopted, would scuttle this bill. We 
need indirect controls and have them, 
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and without indirect and direct controls, 
in my opinion, our dollar will go down 
in value from 54 cents to 25 cents in less 
than 12 months from now. There were 
many who advocated pay-as-you-go 
taxes as the solution for inflation before 
our committee. When we are spending 
more than $1,000,000,000 per week for 
national defense, how can you tax peo- 
ple any more? The Committee on Ways 
and means called witness after witness 
to find something to tax, to find where to 
tax, and could not raise over six or seven 
billion dollars. This is no solution when 
you are preparing to spend more money 
than you ever spent before in the history 
of this country. To save the dollar we 
have to have something more than in- 
direct controls. The Wolcott amend- 
ment would allow the Federal Reserve 
Board to control every producer, proc- 
essor, and merchant in my State, and 
all over the country. I hope you farm 
people from the South and West agree 
with me that we are against the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board having power to con- 
trol the very existence of every man, 
woman, and child in this country. Iam 
sure the Board does not want it as con- 
templated by thisamendment. The idea 
of delegating such authority to any 
agency who is not answerable to any- 
body is reprehensible to me. 

Many are advocating high taxes or 
the so-called pay-as-you-go slogan as 
the solution to prevent inflation. How 
much will you tax, who will you tax, and 
when will you tax? This is the question 
I asked the witness for the Chamber of 
Commerce of the United States, the meat 
packers, and many others who are 
against controls on prices and wages. 
None of them had any answer except 
pay-as-you-go, which is no answer un- 
der present day conditions. 

This amendment means nothing on 
earth except to do away with controls, 
I am not one of those who wants to roll 
back and cripple production, because I 
know production is an important weap- 
on to fight inflation. I know we gave 
the President authority to put on con- 
trols which could easily have been done 
in November, December, January, and 
February. If they had been invoked, it 
would not be necessary to roll back any 
more. The producers of cattle and the 
feeders certainly should have realized 
that the strong bidding up in prices 
beginning in December 1950 was inviting 
corrective price control regulations. So 
neither side, as I have stated before, 
comes into this argument with clean 
hands. The bill I think is a fair one 
which, in effect, limits the price roll-back 
to a ceiling price on agricultural com- 
modities to not less than 90 percent of 
the price received by the producers on 
May 19. 

We must check the devaluation of the 
dollar somewhere, at some point, some 
period, whether it be December, January, 
or February, and unless it is checked 
somewhere my prediction is that with 
the impact of all this money on the 
economy of this country in December of 
this year the dollar will not buy 25 cents 
worth of food. This is the very point at 
issue. Let us say right now that if we 
stop trying to preserve the value of the 
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dollar, if we let it run wild, we will all 
be sunk within 12 to 18 months from now. 

I want to call to the attention of you 
Members from the South and also the 
West that the Federal Reserve Board, 
in the twenties, when they called on the 
banks to pay what they owed after cot- 
ton in the South almost overnight 
had gone from 40 cents to 10 cents per 
pound, broke the banks. We had 68 to 
fail in 1 day in Georgia. The banks 
could not pay without further time. 
The merchants could not pay them be- 
cause the farmers could not pay the 
merchants. The effect was that people 


in every walk of life were unable to pay 


their debts and many were walking the 
streets. A similar condition existed 
with the farmers in the Western States. 

The Federal Reserve Board recently 
exercised its authority by placing con- 
trols on new cars and used cars, by re- 
quiring one-third down payment and 
giving only 15 months for deferred pay- 
ments. The sellers of cars and the 
buyers of cars all over the country 
complained about this, especially the 
short term for deferred payments. All 
you Members have heard about this and 
also the short length of time given for 
deferred paymenis on household ap- 
pliances and furniture. We appealed to 
the Federal Reserve Board to extend the 
time for deferred payments, but to no 
avail, so we corrected this by including 
in the bill a provision for one-third down 
payment and 18 months deferred pay- 
ments on new cars, and 25 percent down 
payment and 18 months deferred pay- 
ments on used cars, also a little less down 
payment for household appliances and 
longer deferred paymerts. There is not 
aman in this Chamber who opposes these 
changes, yet we were forced to make the 
changes because we were unable to per- 
suade the Federal Reserve Board to make 
more liberal terms so the poor people 
could have theze necessaries of life. At 
the same time we know the short ex- 
tension of time added to make these pay- 
ments will not have any weight on in- 
flation. 

I beg you not to vote for this amend- 
ment. It will scuttle the bill, inflation 


will run wild, and we will say to the 


world “We do not care.” 

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, at the outset I should 
like to ask the chairman of my com- 
mittee, a gentleman for whom I have 
very great affection, a number of ques- 
tions. Is the gentleman in favor of re- 
pealing the powers of the Federal Re- 
serve Board? 

Mr. SPENCE. I am not. I am not in 
favor of repealing the powers of the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board. 

Mr. TALLE. Then I would like to ask 
the gentleman to what extent he be- 
lieves those powers should be exercised? 

Mr. SPENCE. That is a pretty big 
question. . 

Mr. TALLE. And a very important 
one, sir. 

Mr. SPENCE. I do not think they 
should be exercised to the extent pro- 
vided in this amendment. I do not think 
we should do anything that will delay us 
in taking such measures as are necessary 
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in meeting the conditions that exist. I 
think that we should use all available 
means to control the inflationary con- 
dition that grows out of the impact of 
the expenditures for defense in our con- 
flict with totalitarian governments. 

Mr. TALLE. Then what balance 
would the gentleman say there shouid be 
between those powers and those proposed 
in the pending bill? To what extent 
should the Federal Reserve exercise its 
powers? 

Mr. SPENCE. You are asking me to 
do something that the Congress has 
never done. The Congress has never put 
any limitation or direction or instruc- 
tions in its legislation with reference to 
the Federal Reserve. We have not set 
any objective to be achieved. We have 
given them powers to be exercised with 
respect to reserve requirements and 
open-market operations and rediscount 
rates and the policies of the banks which 
they supervisc. We have not told them 
what to do with those powers, so that is 
a pretty big question you are asking me 
this afternoon. 

Mr. TALLE. I thank the gentleman 
very much for his answers. I think the 
gentleman has thrown as much light on 
the purposes of the administration as he 
can at this moment. 

Mr. SPENCE. I think I have shed as 
much light by my answer as the gentle- 
man’s question requires. 

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, I can see 
very clearly what is going on. Of course 
I have seen it for a long time. I have 
stood in the well of this House and 
warned of the dangers of inflation for 
many years. I was aware of those dan- 
gers at the start of World War II. I was 
aware of them before that, because I was 
aware of the policy of the administration 
that has been in power so long. Make 
money cheap—that is the persistent pol- 
icy—make money cheap. That has been 
the policy of the party now in power all 
along. There will be more and more 
money and prices will go higher and 
higher so long as this administration is 
in power. If money is very cheap the 
consumer gets very little of goods and 
services in return for it. So what is hap- 
pening here is exactly what happened in 
France. Anybody who will review the 
history of the franc and what happened 
in France following World War I will 
find that this is a very, very familiar ex- 
perience. It is the same old story of 
making money cheap. 

Not so long ago this administration 
even advocated two sets of books. One 
of them in balance; the other out of bal- 
ance and including whatever was awk- 
ward in the accounting of the other set 
of books. Pure deception. 

Mr. Chairman, this of course is very, 
very serious. It is a very serious mat- 
ter because it involves the lifeblood of 
our entire economy. The purpose of the 
present administration, as I read the 
proposed legislation in its original form, 
is not directed so much to stabilizing our 
economy as it is to winning the election 
of 1952. I must say that when the ma- 
jority leader, for whom I have great re- 
gard, used precious time last week to 
make a speech which had not one iota 
to do with this bill, I knew for a cer- 
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tainty that the cat was out of the bag, 
and instead of meeting this issue as 
statesmen and thinking in terms of the 
good of the Americar people who are 
at heart the leaders and the saviors 
of the world at the present time, we have 
this hackneyed old business of collect- 
ing votes brought to the forefront. I 
must say I resent it. I think we should 
attempt to ke statesmanlike and do a 
job in the interest of saving our Repub- 
lic. 

When the Federal Reserve Board, 
charged by law as it is to stabilize the 
price level, is outmaneuvered in a quar- 
rel between that agency and the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, we can see as clear- 
ly as the noonday sun that cheap money 
will prevail as long as the administration 
now in power retains it power. As 
money becomes cheaper and cheaper, 
prices go higher and higher. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit to you, such 
a policy is very dangerous and tragic 
business. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TALLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Can the gentle- 
man think of any act that could be per- 
formed that would make money more 
plentiful and make money cheaper than 
for the Open Market Committee of the 
Federal Reserve to stand on the street 
corner and say to the people who own 
$138,000,000,000 worth of marketable se- 
curities, issued by the Treasury, running 
from 5 years to 25 years, “Bring your 
bonds here; put them in the hopper. I 
will give you cash for them”? Can you 
think of anything that would make a 
greater supply of money than that? 

Mr, TALLE. The gentleman is cor- 
rect. Cheap money is in the saddle. 
That is why prices are so high. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Iowa has expired. 

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, it may be we have 
progressed so far in the process of gen- 
erating heat that there is no hope of 
even a little light. 

It seems to me very important to rec- 
ognize that this piece of legislation which 
we are considering attempts to do two 
things. One is to increase our defense 
production so that we may make safe 
freedom and democracy. We are trying 
today to increase our productive capac- 
ity so that we may shortly reach the 
point where we can produce enough of 
both guns and butter. At the moment 
even our powerful economy cannot do 
that and our present mobilization pro- 
gram will, in a few months, take 20 per- 
cent of that productive capacity which 
has been going to civilian consumption, 
and divert it to military eonsumption. 
In other words, we are artificially creat- 
ing a situation in which civilian con- 
sumption goods there will be an acute 
shortage, which inevitably will cause 
prico rises. In order to do well this one 
of our two jobs we must do the other 
job. The other job is the job of stabiliz- 
ing our economy. Indirect controls by 
themselves cannot work and they will 
not work in such a situation, because of 
the fact that through defense mobiliza- 
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tion we are artificially creating an in- 
flationary situation in civilian consump- 
tion goods and services. For that rela- 
tively brief period when there is this 
enormous inflationary gap of 10 or 15 or 
20 percent, despite the fact that we might 
use all indirect controls as strongly as 
would be sound in relation to our need to 
expand our economy, we would still have 
price rises. It is inevitable that we use 
all the tools available to us if we are to 
accomplish soundly both jobs. We must 
use indirect controls to the greatest de- 
gree feasible and possible, but for at least 
a number of months we must have 
among the tools available to the eco- 
nomic stabilizers direct controls. The 
proof of the pudding is in the eating. 
Canada, which has a banking system 
through which it is much easier to use 
indirect controls more quickly and more 
flexibly than we do, has found it impos- 
sible to stabilize their price structure, 
using only indirect controls. That is 
Canada’s experience this year. 

There is another point I would like to 
bring to your attention. There has been 
much criticism of the administration for 
failure to put into effect the price con- 
trols authorized by this Congress in 1950. 
One of the reasons why the administra- 
tion was unable to put price controls of 
a compulsory nature into effect as 
promptly as seemed superficially possible 
was that a similar amendment, a “hook- 
er” amendment—an amendment with a 
hook in it—was put into the 1950 bill. 
This was that part of the bill, section 402, 
which was interpreted by the lawyers as 
requiring an attempt to use voluntary 
methods before compulsory methods 
could be used. A number of months were 
wasted in attempting voluntary methods 
because the then chief counsel of OPS 
felt that the mandate of Congress re- 
quired voluntary methods to be used be- 
fore compvlsory methods cou'd be em- 
ployed. This amendment will have the 
same effect. Politicians will criticize the 
administration for not using indirect 
methods fully enough but after the fact 
will complain because direct methods 
were not used promptly or fully enough. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOLLING. I cannot; I have not 
time. 

The trick in this amendment, or the 
effect of this amendment—possibly it is 
not intended as a trick—will be to delay 
the effective continuance and strength- 
ening of direct price controls. Read sec- 
tion 402 of the present act; look at the 
history of the attempt to enforce price 
controls in this country in the fall of 
1950, and you will find, No. 1, that this 
amendment will not work; and No. 2, 
the effect of the amendment will be to 
throw into chaos the price control pro- 
gram we now have. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this debate seems to be 
centered about the question of direct or 
indirect controls. Personally, I am a 
practical man; I observe what I see 
about me affecting the lives of the peo- 
ple and I try to find a solution and come 
to a conclusion to bring about a 
correction. 
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This Eighty-second Congress stands 
at the threshold of immortality. We 
have an opportunity that few Con- 
gresses have to insure our place in his- 
tory. If we deny to the Government 
the authority to roll back prices and 
maintain firm economic controls, we are 
sure to be remembered. We will be re- 
membered by the American people as 
“the horse-meat Congress“ —the Con- 
gress that put the old gray mare on the 
family dinner table—the.. horse-meat 
Congress. 

It is a sad commentary, indeed, that 
we should heed the special interests who 
are opposing price roll-backs and fail 
to note that already large numbers of 
the American people are being reduced 
to a diet of horse meat. 

I have here a report from the July 9 
issue of Time Magazine that a leading 
newspaper in our Pacific Northwest, the 
Portland (Oreg.) Journal has its cook- 
ing expert dispensing recipes on the 
preparation of horse meat for human 
consumption. This report says that 
the number of horse butchers has trebled 
and sales of horse meat have increased 
threefold because that is all the people 
can afford. : 

This is taking place in a modern 
American city, not in some backward or 
underdeveloped area. 

How many of my colleagues consider 
horse meat fit fare for the American peo- 
ple—for the people who elected them 
and sent them to Washington? 

I certainly do not consider horse meat 
fit fare. I want to see my people have 
beef, and pork and lamb, and veal and 
poultry at prices they can afford. Let 
those who agree with me stand behind 
price controls and give the Government 
authority to roll-back exorbitant prices. 

Let those who believe that beef and 
other standard meats are too good for 
Americans, vote to oppose roll-backs. 
Let those who favor a diet of horse meat 
for their constituents vote to oppose 
price roll-backs. Let those who want to 
be known as horse-meat Congressmen 
declare themselves. 

If we vote to oppose roll-backs on the 
price of beef and other commodities 
which have gotten out of line we will 
certainly deserve to be known to the 
American people as the horse-meat 
Congress. 

Time magazine reports—and I quote: 

Horse meat, hitherto eaten as a stunt or 
only as a last resort, was becoming an im- 
portant item on Portland tables. Now there 
were three times as many horse butchers 
selling three times as much horse meat. 
Peopie who used to pretend that it was for 
the dog came right out and said it was going 
on the table. In the face of high beef prices, 
the old gray mare, obviously, was more than 
she used to be. 


She is a blue-plate special now. 

Mr. Chairman, when the old gray mare 
becomes the main course on the family 
dinner table because of the failure of 
Congress to vote adequate price controls 
I can only say that America is not what 
it used to be. 

The old gray mare might well be a 
fitting theme song for a “horse meat” 
Congress. If we do not do our duty by 
the American people and give the Gov- 
ernment authority to roll back excessive 
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prices, I for one am going to feel a sense 
of guilt every time I hear that tune 
played. 

I am not talking about the price of 
beef alone. Many prices are out of line 
and need to be rolled back. And any 
amendment to deny roll-back authority 
can properly be called a “horse meat” 
amendment. 

I am for an American price control 
law and not for a “horse meat” law. 

As part of my remarks I should like 
to include the full report from Time 
Magazine which I have quoted: 

MANNERS AND MORALS—HORSE OF A 
DIFFERENT FLAVOR 

When preparing pot roast of horse, the 
cook should remember that the meat tends 
to be sweet. More onion should be used and 
fewer carrots. If the roast is cooked slowly 
in red wine, as some prefer, a sour wine 
should be used. In broiling horse fillets, 
spread some butter over the meat because it 
is lacking in fat. 

This kind of advice was being given to 
frequent callers last week by the Oregon 
Journal’s cooking expert, Mary Cullen, 
Horsemeat, hitherto eaten as a stunt or only 
as a last resort, was becoming an important 
item on Portland tables. Now there were 
three times as many horse butchers, selling 
three times as much meat. In the Portland 
markets, horse sirloins are 35 cents a pound, 
while beef is $1.14; horse tenderloins 45 
cents, compared to $1.95-$2.15 for beef. 
People who used to pretend that it was for 
the dog now came right out and said it was 
going on the table. In the face of high 
beef prices, the old grey mare, obviously, was 
more than she used to be. 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to proceed for five additional min- 
utes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of Illinois. 
man, I object. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I be- 
lieve that is the only effective thing I 
have ever heard the gentleman from Nli- 
nois say in this House. 

Mr. Chairman, this is one of the most 
dangerous steps the Congress has ever 
been asked to take; that is, to fasten 
upon the American people those commu- 
nistic controls with which they are now 
being punished. 

In the first place, this bill comes from 
the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. That committee reminds me of 
the old faith doctor who undertook to 
cure a boy who stuck a nail through his 
foot. Instead of putting the ointment 
on the sore he rubbed it on the nail that 
made the sore. That is what they are 
doing now. The are not touching side, 
edge, or bottom of the real trouble, but 
they are applying the ointment to the 
instrument that caused the wound. 

What is your trouble? It is inflation of 
the currency. How many of them have 
told you how much money there is in 
circulation? 

Not one of them. 

Prices in a free country, that is in a 
free economy, are governed by two 
things—the volume of the Nation’s cur- 
rency and the velocity of its circulation. 


Mr. Chair- 
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Every intelligent, well-informed econo- 
mist on earth will tell you so. 

In 1921, we had $5,698,000,000 in circu- 
lation. Cotton rose to its normal value 
of 40 cents a pound. In 1928 we had $4,- 
500,000,000 in circulation. Cotton 
reached its normal value of 22 cents a 
pound. Today you have how much? 
Not $4,500,000,000, but $27,268,000,000 
and it increased during the month of 
March $160,000,000. Members of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency 
have not even told you that, yet they 
want to leave the fate of this country 
in the hands of the international bank- 
ers who can force us into a depression or 
a panic at any time just as they did in 
1929. 

They can bring their money in—those 
Federal Reserve notes of which there 
are out today $22,966,000,000—they can 
bring that money in, turn that in, take 
up their bonds and that money is de- 
stroyed. In that way they can throw 
this country into the most disastrous 
crash of all times. You are floating 
along on an inflated balloon, if you 
please, that is likely to explode at any 
time. Here you are talking about fixing 
prices of farm products, instead of reg- 
ulating the currency and protecting the 
country from the dangers with which it 
is threatened. 

You want to try to stabilize prices by 
stepping on the little farmer who has a 
cow to sell, or the cotton farmer who 
today is being robbed of $100 a bale by 
this crazy DiSalle order. 

I know what I am talking about. I 
have the world price list before me. It 
shows that cotton is $100 a bale higher 
in Sao Paulo, Brazil, than it is in Mem- 
phis, Tenn., or New Orleans, La. 

You go ahead and pass this measure 
and every farmer who raises a bale of 
cotton will be robbed of $100 a bale. It 
will cost the farmers of Mississippi $200,- 
000,000 if they raise the 2,000,000 bales 
of cotton the administration is pleading 
with us to produce this year. 

This issue goes deeper than all the 
propaganda about the price of beef or 
the price of horse meat. It goes to the 
very life of the Nation, and if we adopt 
this program, we will have started down 
the path of regimentation such as they 
have in Russia. It will probably mean 
the end of this Republic. Talk about 
cheap meat. The very Members on this 
committee who ought to be looking into 
this question and stabilizing the currency 
within a given limit, come in here and 
talk about cheap meat, cheap beef; they 
want to step on the little farmer in the 
cattle-growing areas as they are doing 
on the cotton farmer of the South. 

If this committee would bring in a 
bill stabilizing the currency within a 
given limit they could then protect Amer- 
ica from the depression with which we 
are now threatened. How? By making 
it illegal to expand the currency be- 
yond a given point. If they want to make 
it $27,000,000,000, since we are up to that 
point—say $27,000,000,000; and that it 
cannot be deflated below a given point. 
If it is, then the Government will be 
authorized to replace it with United 
States notes, with a gold reserve behind 
them, 
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In that way you can stabilize the coun- 
try and save the Nation from the disas- 
ters with which we are now threatened. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi has expired. 

Mr. WERDEL. Mr, Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, first I want to say that 
I regret that I was not able to be present 
to hear the general debate. I also want 
to say that in my humble opinion the 
gentleman from Mississippi has made 
one of the most pertinent statements 
that could possibly be made on this 
amendment. I think, however, that he 
might add that out of the $27,000,000,- 
000 that is now in circulation, that is, 
currency, there is an average of some- 
where between six and seven billion dol- 
lars on deposi; in our banks; and if we 
allowed $4,000,000,000 for pocket money 
and till money for business, we have 
$17,000,000,000 that we might call scare 
money. It is so scared that it will nci 
even buy bonds that could be converted 
to the same kind of money and receive 
interest while it is being used for bonds. 

Mr. Chairman, I only take this time 
because I have listened attentively this 
morning. We are now discussing the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Worcorr] which in 
effect requires that we consider the pri- 
mary causes of inflation before we use 
communistic controls. Apparently we 
are all agreed that that is necessary, 
Action to control the cause of inflation 
should be taken first. The gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. Brown] so stated. 
We need them both, he said. Yet on 
both sides of the aisle, and I have 
walked along both sides of the aisle this 
morning, I find that the Members of the 
House are astounded. The Banking and 
Currency Committee has reported this 
bill, and the Rules Committee has 
granted a rule, yet no substantial time 
of the committee was devoted to ques- 
tioning those instrumentalities of gov- 
ernment that have the exercise of the 
power of these indirect controls. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WERDEL. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kentucky. 

Mr. SPENCE. We had 5 weeks of 
hearings on this bill. The Federal Re- 
serve Board were heard. We did dis- 
cuss all phases of controls. 

Mr. WERDEL. I am very glad the 
chairman of the committee has risen, 
because I will ask him this question 
which I think is very pertinent. What 
did the committee in its studies of the 
use of the indirect controls finally arrive 
at as the proper ratio of money and 
goods that should be in existence before 
these requested controls the gentleman 
now proposes become necessary? 

Mr. SPENCE. We did not come to 
any definite conclusion as to what ratio 
should be used. We discussed all of 
those questions. For 5 weeks we heard 
people who were interested. We heard 
all the agencies of the Government that 
were interested, all that had any au- 
thority over the subject, including the 
Federal Reserve Board. I think you 
could dry up the supply of money and 
you could make it buy much more, but 
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what would happen to the national debt, 
and what would happen to the private 
debt and what would happen to the peo- 
ple who bought houses and could not 
pay for them? 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WERDEL. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. The question of 
indirect controls was considered by the 
committee to a limited degree. The 
amendment that was adopted by the 
committee came from the Democratic 
side of the committee to liberalize direct 
controls, to liberalize regulation X and 
to liberalize regulation W. That is in 
direct contradistinction to the amend- 
ment before the House offered by the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. WERDEL. May I ask the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. Woxcortr] 
this question: Did the committee make 
studies of the indirect controls and their 
use in the past from which they could 
conclude as to whether or not the proper 
or sufficient use of those controls had 
been made? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. No; the committee 
did not. We approached the subject. 
We asked William McChesney Martin 
to comment upon it. It developed in 
the questioning that a committee had 
been appointed made up of Mr. Martin, 
the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Wil- 
son, and Mr. Keyserling, who were going 
to make a report on different phases of 
the causes of inflation, and so forth. 
So we said, “We will not question you 
further until that report is in.” Mr. 
Martin never came back before the 
committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. WERDEL. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for one 
additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man’s time be extended one additional 
minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WERDEL. I yield. 

Mr. McKINNON. In answer to the 
inquiry of the gentleman from Los An- 
geles [Mr. McDonovucH] a moment ago 
I would like to set the record straight, 
and I am sure the gentleman will agree 
with me. The motion to liberalize reg- 
ulation X came from a member of the 
Republican side of the Committee on 
Banking and Currency and not from the 
Democratic side and on the motion to 
liberalize regulation W, which, while 
the motion originated on the Democrat- 
ic side, practically all the members on 
the Republican side likewise voted for 
the motion. Is that not true, Mr. Mc- 
DonovucH? 
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Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WERDEL. I yield. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Regulation X 
was included as bait to apply rent control 
in that section of the bill. Where rent 
control is applied, regulation X is re- 
laxed, and insofar as any motion to fur- 
ther liberalize regulation X, I do not re- 
call that coming from the Republican 
side. 

Mr. McKINNON. It was Mr. Corx's 
motion. 

Mr. WERDEL. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not yield further. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit to you and to 


the House that by the admissions now _ 


made we are faced with this conclusion, 
and this admission, that the committee 
has not made studies of the causes of 
inflation. The committee is not here 
reporting to the House what we need to 
solve our inflation problems. The com- 
mittee is before the House granting time 
to the majority leader, speaking for press 
consumption against the delegation of 
further congressional powers to the 
Executive, while the President, through 
another mouth, the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee, is demanding complete 
Executive control over our whole 
economy, The President demands 
powers of socialistic control while the 
Banking and Currency Committee is bold 
enough to admit that it has made no 
studies, formed no conclusions, as to 
whether or not inflation can or should be 
controlled. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit that this is 
an admission which will again appear 
in connection with present labor control 
and wage control. This administration 
admits that either it does not think it 
can control inflation or it does not intend 
to do so or make any effort to do so, ex- 
cept, Mr. Chairman, to issue press re- 
leases and make speeches on the floor 
about holding prices, for political pur- 
poses. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the pro forma 
amendment. 

On the amendment now before us it 
is not so much a question of do we favor 
indirect controls or do we favor direct 
controls. In this big battle that we face 
on inflation it is imperative that we 
use every tool in our possession to whip 
inflation. We need indirect controls and 
we need direct controls. For us to say 
simply that we are going to tie our 
hands behind our backs so far as one 
tool is concerned and use the other tool 
first is to use our weapons too late. It 
is the same as sending ourselves into 
the prize ring to fight a championship 
prize fight and to say that for the first 
round or two we are going to have one 
hand tied behind our back. By the time 
we get that hand behind our back un- 
tied it may be too late, and we may find 
ourselves stretched out on the canvas 
for the count of 10. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit 
that we are using indirect controls and 
we need to use direct controls also. We 
are using indirect controls right now 
and have been for quite a period of time. 
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We have restricted the flow of funds 
through regulation W with respect to 
the sale of automobiles and television 
sets and a myriad of other things. We 
have written regulation X, which cur- 
tailed inflation in housing. We had 
nearly a million five hundred thousand 
homes built last year. This year, 
through the restriction brought about by 
regulation X, it was calculated to bring 
home building down to the annual rate 
of about 850,000 homes. Indirect con- 
trols sometimes catch and grab in the 
most unexpected ways and instead of 
securing 850,000 homes, it looks as if we 
will be lucky to hit 500,000 homes this 
year. 

Now, that is certainly reducing infla- 
tion, but it is bringing about some real 
human suffering on the other hand. We 
also saw how regulation W did not take 
effect evenly nor did not work equitably 
in the matter of distributing automobiles 
and the result was that we modified regu- 
lation W in committee to permit a long- 
er period of time in which to pay for an 
automobile. In other words, while we 
have been using indirect controls we 
have found that they do not work equi- 
tably and do not do a complete job al- 
though they are very valuable and help- 
ful tools in limiting inflation. 

We have also used indirect controls in 
the bond market by increasing the in- 
terest rates which likewise caused a drop 
in the price of bonds and discouraged 
many insurance companies from going 
into the mortgage field, for they now 
have decided to hold Government bonds 
rather than take a loss through selling 
them. That was a very anti-inflationary 
move. But it is hurting our home- 
building program. 

We have used voluntary bank controls, 
and if you do not think they are working 
in your home town today, go and ask your 
merchant how easy it is for him to get an 
inventory loan to buy goods with, and 
you will find your home-town merchant 
will tell you this voluntary-loan program 
in his home-town bank is certainly help. 
ing to control inflation, but is likewise 
penalizing many of the merchants with 
small finances, while doing nothing at all 
to the better-financed merchants. It is 
not at all equitable, but it is working to- 
ward inflation control. 

We increased taxation by $7,000,000,- 
000 here in the House, not so long ago. 
I doubt if the action will carry through 
the other body. But if it does, we are 
going to find unless we have some direct 
control on prices and wages that a lot 
of the merchants and a lot of the big 
manufacturers will pass along that tax 
to the consumer because when commodi- 
ties are scarce they can simply increase 
the price and pass the tax on to the con- 
sumer. So we do not find indirect con- 
trols will work equitably and do a com- 
plete job. 

We need more production, and I am 
happy to say that for the third quarter 
of this year our steel production is in- 
creasing about 14 percent. But if we 
are going to continue production we have 
to have incentives for production. We 
must stop strikes. You will find that 
as prices go up strikes arise; so we need 
to use all the tools we have, not only 
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indirect controls now in use but direct 
controls also. 

Our committee received evidence from 
Mr. Martin, Chairman of the Federal 
Reserve Board. He said: 

I think we would still need to use all of 
the weapons in our arsenal to halt this in- 
flationary tide. I think that the conven- 
tional, orthodox methods of fiscal, monetary, 
and credit control must be exercised, but 
they alone will not do the job in a quasi-war 
situation and a situation which changes 
from week to week and month to month and 
is, therefore, not predictable in any precise 
sense, 


In other words, he is on record that 
indirect controls will not do the job 
alone. If we are going to win this se- 
rious battle of inflation, we need to use 
not only indirect controls but direct con- 
trols. We should not tie one hand be- 
hind our back and see if we can whip 
the enemy with one hand before we use 
the other. We would not think of di- 
recting the Secretary of Defense in his 
operations in Korea to see whether the 
Army and the Navy could win out in 
a battle against our enemies before the 
Air Force and the Marine Corps were 
engaged in that encounter. We strike 
with all four of our forces. When we 
come to fight this inflationary enemy, 
we must use every means at our com- 
mand to whip that too. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. McKin- 
non] has expired. 

Mr. HERTER. Mr. Chairman, I of- 
fer an amendment to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: A 

Amendment offered by Mr. HERTER to the 
amendment offered by Mr. Worcorr: On line 
5 of the Wolcott amendment, after the word 
“unless”, strike out the words “and until.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes in support of 
his amendment. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HERTER. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I may say it is per- 
fectly satisfactory, and perhaps ex- 
presses the intent better than I did in 
the original language. 

Mr. HERTER. I am very grateful to 
the gentleman from Michigan, because 
I think the amendment will clarify what 
I am sure is the intent of the gentleman 
from Michigan, an intent which I be- 
lieve to be entirely satisfactory and very 
worth while in connection with this bill. 

There is no question whatever but 
what the indirect controls that are avail- 
able to the country have not been made 
use of to the extent intended by those 
who drafted the original act creating the 
Federal Reserve, and at a later time giv- 
ing the Federal Reserve Open Market 
Committee an opportunity to operate as 
it should. Controls of our currency are 
of the utmost importance in connection 
with our entire price and inflationary 
situation. In fact, they strike at the 
cause, whereas everything in this bill, 
with a minor exception on one or two 
small matters, deals entirely with the 
effect. It is the cause of inflation that 
we should be primarily concerned about, 
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That cause, simply stated, is that there 
is more money in circulation, and more 
money will continue in circulation, than 
there are goods available for that money 
to buy. As long as that situation exists 
you will have tremendous pressure, The 
entire effort made by this House in con- 
nection with the taxation legislation was 
to try to reduce the amount of money 
in circulation that can be used in the 
purchase of scarce goods. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HERTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. Does the gentleman 
think that indirect controls, such as 
will be provided under the Wolcott 
amendment, would do the job as long as 
the Federal Reserve is permitted to go 
direct to the Treasury and buy Gov- 
ernment bonds, which has been their 
privilege? Before that time they were 
compelled to buy these Government 
bonds on the open market. The Fed- 
eral Reserve bank is permitted to go in 
and buy these bonds direct from the 
Treasury of the United States. What 
is the effect? 

Mr. HERTER. That is in effect a 
printing-press operation. 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. HERTER. What we do is to cre- 
ate money in that way. When bonds are 
issued, instead of reducing the amount 
of money available for spending by com- 
ing out of the savings of the people, the 
Federal Reserve is creating money with 
which to buy them and inereasing the 
amount of money in circulation. 

Mr. JENSEN. Even though the Wol- 
cott amendment were made the law of 
the land, so long as the Federal Reserve 
wants to continue buying United States 
bonds direct from the Treasury will the 
effect of the Wolcott amendment do the 
thing we hope it will do in controlling 
this inflation? 

Mr. HERTER. I think it can do a 
great deal, because I think today it is 
not so much the direct purchase of bonds 
by the Federal Reserve as it is the 
pegging of the market by the Federal 
Reserve or buying from all comers in 
order to maintain the price of our bonds, 
buying from all comers and converting 
bonds into cash which goes into 
circulation. 

I was perfectly amazed to hear in this 
House last week not only the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Patman], but the ma- 
jority leader, take the floor and say that 
we ought under all circumstances to 
maintain Government bonds at par. Of 
all the inflationary things that we can 
do today that is the most infiationary, 
I was amazed at that type of economic 
thinking permeating the Government at 
the present time when we are trying to 
keep prices down. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HERTER. I yield. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Do I 
understand correctly that the provision 
for indirect controls is to operate simul- 
taneously with direct controls? 

Mr. HERTER. That is right. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. In 
other words, under the Wolcott amend- 
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ment, the administration will not have 
one hand tied behind its back, as the 
gentleman from California mentioned. 
Mr. HERTER. There is no question 
but what indirect controls would take a 
considerable period of time to react upon 
the economy of the country, but this 
amendment directs that the indirect 
controls be used at the same time that 
direct controls are being put into effect. 
Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HERTER. I yield. . 
Mr. WOLCOTT. I agree with what 
the gentleman says. Let me ask the 
gentleman this question: Where the 
Treasury has these long-term bonds out- 
standing, theoretically sold on a long- 
term basis, and the open market com- 
mittee converts those into cash, does not 
that make them the equal of money? 
Mr. HERTER. In effect, it does. Any 
redeemable bond which is constantly 
redeemable at par is in that situation. 
Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I hold in my hand some 
photostatic copies of newspapers dated 
in September and October 1946. There 
are some interesting statements about 
controls by men who were prominent in 
the administration at that time. I shall 
not quote all of them at this time. Later 
on I desire to place a statement of the 
distinguished majority leader, the 
Speaker of the House, and other promi- 
nent Democrats who wanted to be on 
record about controls in 1946. u re- 
member there was an election No- 
vember. The history of OPA controls in 
1946 is as follows: The Congress adopt- 
ed a bill in July, and the President ve- 
toed that bill. The Congress, after 6 
weeks, passed a bill which became law. 
The administration was terrible. 
Things began to happen; the CIO sent 
the following wire to the President: 
Join with the Nation's top labor and in- 
dustrial leaders and end OPA at once, ex- 
cept for rent control, and get America pro- 
ducing the needs of life in a free market. 


Then there was Mr. O’Dwyer, the new 
Ambassador, I believe, to Mexico, under 
some little cloud. He sent an urgent 
wire to the President of the United 
States as follows. He said on October 
5, 1946: 

The dire food situation that now con- 
fronts the people of the city of New York, a 
deplorable condition with regard to meat ex- 
ists. An investigation which I have just 
caused to be made shows that meat has van- 
ished from the New York market. If al- 
lowed to continue, can create a serious men- 
ace to the health of the people of the city, 
Protein is an essential article of the diet, 
necessary for the growth and repair of tissues. 


Then he goes on and sets out a table 
showing the ceiling prices on butter, 
eggs, and poultry, and points out that 


the present price disregarded the ceil- 
is ings and were 25 percent to 40 percent 


over the ceilings. He also points out 
that Secretary ANDERSON stated that 
only 160,000 head of cattle were received 
at 12 markets in the week ending Sep- 
tember 27, 1946. 

What did Eric Johnston say? He was 
prominent in 1946. Good old Eric, who 


7814 


is now the movie director for OPS. He 
said: 

The OPA controls are an open invitation 
to more black markets and to moral bank- 
ruptcy. 


That was on October 6, 1946. 
Let me quote some more. He said: 


No law, in the history of a democracy, has 
been effective without public support. 


Here is what he said about the Wage 
Stabilization Board: 

The Wage Stabilization Board is dead. It 
needs only to be buried. Without wage con- 
trols, it is an illusion to think we can have 
price controls. Attempts at wage controls 
ought to be abandoned immediately. They 
have become a fiction. Prices should be de- 
controlled at the earliest possible moment 
because controls are no longer effective. 


He went on to say further: 

Millions of otherwise law-abiding citizens 
are openly flouting Government controls so 
that effective control remains only a shadow 
of a shadow. 


I think Mr. Johnston should go back 
and read what happened under OPA. 
He should review what he said in 1946 
and compare that with what he says 
today, because we are adopting the same 
pattern we had in 1946, exactly the same 
pattern of price controls. 

Then there was Senator Pepper, do you 
remember him? The great agitator for 
price controls. Here is what he said on 
October 10, 1946, according to the New 
York Times: 

rice control is getting back like pro- 
hibition in its last days, so that public 
opinion is not going to support effective 
price control and the Congress is not going 
to support it, we might just as well not try 
to have it. 


You know, the President then got wor- 
ried. He had all the Democrats working 
against him. Here is what he said, when 
he killed price controls on October 14, 
1946: : 

I am convinced that the time has come 
when these controls can serve no useful pur- 
pose. I am more than convinced that their 
further continuance would do the Nation’s 
economy more harm than good. 


Of course, they were facing an elec- 
tion then, and there were some things 
to be considered beside controls. 

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to 
the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. BOLLING. I wonder if the gen- 
tleman is trying to demonstrate that 
these gentlemen he is quoting have rec- 
ognized a changed situation? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. The gen- 
tleman was not a Member of the House 
at that time. Of course, we do not like 
to have the chickens come home to 
roost. Some of you have a rather short 
memory, and I submit you have a short 
Memory if you do not remember what 
happened then. Later I will insert other 
statements of Democrats and others in 
the RECORD. 

History repeats itself. You who cry 
for more and more controls will before 
the election of 1952 be crying for relief. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Herter 
amendment be reread by the Clerk. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk reread the Herter amend- 
ment, 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 
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Mr. Chairman, if I understand that 
amendment correctly, it changes the 
word “unless” to “until.” I think it car- 
ries out the same effect intended by the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Wor- 
corr]; in other words, these controls 
will not be effective until these indirect 
controls have been utilized and failed. 
Who will say when that point has been 
reached “until they have been utilized 
by these indirect controls”? It will be 
left up to any one United States judge 
in the United States, and if just one 
greedy person with enough money to 
go into court wants to take action—and 
there are a lot of them—one district 
judge will be found who can be persuaded 
who will stop this entire program upon 
the application of one person until the 
law is properly interpreted, That is the 
quickest and easiest way to successfully 
scuttle this bill. 

SHOULD NOT TRUST FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD IN 
THIS MATTER 

Now as to the Federal Reserve Board: 
Do you want to trust them with our 
economy as to whether or not we have 
prosperity or whether or not we have 
mass unemployment? We have a his- 
tory to go by that is a sordid history so 
far as the Federal Reserve Board is con- 


cerned. Who caused the devastating 


crushing depression of 1920 that caused 
hundreds of thousands of homes to be 
foreclosed, families evicted, many mil- 
lions of unemployed? The Federal Re- 
serve Board. Who contributed most to 
the depression of 1929 to 1932 under 
President Herbert Hoover, adopting the 
same policy that this amendment would 
have us adopt today? The Federal Re- 
serve Board. In 1937 we were going 
along peacefully and easily and enjoying 
a measure of prosperity and the Federal 
Reserve Board doubled the reserve re- 
quirements of banks which threw this 
country into a tailspin and caused an- 
other depression. Is that the kind of 
board you want to trust with our econ- 
omy today? If you vote for this amend- 
ment that is what you are voting to do. 

Now, who are these members of the 
Federal Reserve Board and the Open 
Market Committee that we would be 
placing so much trust in? To whom do 
they owe obligation? Are they elected 
by the people? Not a one of them. Are 
they responsible to any person who is 
responsible to the people? Not a one 
of them. They are set up as a Kremlin 
in Russia would be set up, exercising 
their own responsibility as they con- 
strue it and administering their own 
edicts as they want to issue them, using 
the credit of this Nation absolutely as 
they want to use it. That is what they 
are doing. That is seven members of 
the Open Market Committee. Who are 
the other 5 members constituting the 
12? They are representing the pri- 
vate bankers of the country and on any 
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division vote in the Federal Reserve 

Board the representatives of the private 

bankers represent the balance of power. 

That is the reason they passed that rule 

not to further support the Government 

bonds at par. 

FEDERAL RESERVE OPEN MARKET COMMITTEE 
SUPPORTED GOVERNMENT BOND MARKET LAST 
10 YEARS 
The statement has been made here it 

would be terribly inflationary if we were 

to adopt that policy again. From 1941 

to March 1951, that was the policy of the 

Open Market Committee which was sup- 

porting the Government bond market 

100 percent. Did that break the Gov- 

ernment? Did that break the country? 

Did that cause inflation? No. Imention 

it by law because they would not go back 

on the arbitrary ruling, the thing they 
have been doing for 10 long years, re- 
sulting in constructive good to the 

United States of America. 

DEFEAT HERBERT HOOVER-WOLCOTT AMENDMENT 


So I tell you, if you want to wreck this 
country the quickest possible way, the 
shortest route to mass unemployment 
and foreclosures and universal distress, 
is to adopt this Herbert Hoover-Wolcott 
amendment. 

Mr. YORTY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word, and ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. YORTY. Mr. Chairman, it seems 
to me this amendment is a very danger- 
ous one that is apt to have results which 
the gentlemen who are proposing it have 
never envisioned. 

I was very much impressed with the 
remarks of the gentleman from Texas, 
who recited a little bit of the history of 
the Federal Reserve System. Those of 
you who know from first-hand knowl- 
edge or who have read Carter Glass’ ac- 
count of the founding of the Federal 
Reserve banks will recall that these are 
privately owned banks, so much so that 
Carter Glass felt unable to answer the 
argument of the bankers when they said 
they should name the members of the 
Federal Reserve Board themselves. It 
was only when President Wilson asked 
the bankers to name any other Govern- 
ment regulatory board in the world 
which was appointed by the interests 
which it regulated that the bankers re- 
lented and consented to the members of 
the Board being named by the President 
of the United States. 

It seems to me that to turn over com- 
plete control of the economy to a Board 
of this kind by making direct, in addition 
to indirect controls, dependent upon its 
action is unfair to that Board. I fore- 
see in the future, if you do this sort of 
thing, great pressure on the Board, wide- 
spread public attention directed to it, 
and intense resentment against it if the 
controls do not work. In this you are 
planting the seeds for the kind of agita- 
tion for nationalization of the banks 
which I hope we are not going to see in 
this country. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. YORTY. Iyield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. PATMAN. Is it not a fact that 
when the President names a memher of 
that Board that is when his authority 
ends? That member is no longer respon- 
sible to the President of the United 
States. 

Mr. YORTY. The gentleman is ex- 
actly right, so much so that I would be 
unable to say offhand whether this Board 
can properly be classed as belonging to 
any branch of our Government: the ex- 
ecutive, the judicial, cr the legislative 
branch. It is a sort of hybrid kind of 
board. Yet this amendment would make 
use of direct controls dependent upon the 
willingness of the board to utilize its 
powers—to what degree the amendment 
does not say. 

Surely you all know that indirect con- 
trols have a certain element of unfair- 
ness in them. Their very nature makes 
this inevitable. Regulation W for in- 
stance has come under severe attack 
from our small merchants because they 
claim they cannot sell their merchandise 
with the one-third down payment and 
the restricted period of amortization. 
Surely we should try to permit our mer- 
chants to make enough sales to stay in 
business if it is at all possible to do so. 
This amendment could ruin them. 

If you carry indirect controls to their 
ultimate conclusion, you might force a 
cash sales price for every consumer item. 
If you do that, the people who have the 
cash but who may not need the products 
will still be able to buy them. On the 
other hand, the fellow of modest means 
who does not have the cash but who may 
desperately need the products could not 
buy them. Do you think under those cir- 
cumstances that the people of this coun- 
try who have not had sufficient income 
to amass a hoard of cash are going to 
think that such controls are fair to 
them? 

If you shut down all the little mer- 
chants in the country by permitting them 
to sell only to the relatively few people 
who can pay cash, do you think that is 
protecting the economy of the United 
States at this time when we are with 
great difficulty striving to maintain our 
civilian industries and at the same time 
carry the load of defense production? 

It seems to me it is obvious that we 
can and should use some indirect con- 
trols but we can properly apply them only 
to the point at which a reasonable equi- 
librium is reached resulting in relative 
fairness to the consumers, fairness to the 
merchants, and to our producers, There 
is definitely a point beyond which we can- 
not go in using indirect controls to con- 
trol inflation. When you are of necessity 
siphoning the resources of the country 
cut of the consumer market and into 
military production, which from the 
standpoint of economics is loss, you have 
to have some direct controls if you are 
going to be fair at all. 

I just want to point out to the gen- 
tlemen who I think have unwisely made 
this proposal that they are asking the 
Federal Reserve Board to do something 
but they have not told them what they 
want them to do. We are asking the 
Board to exercise the power which Con- 
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gress ought to exercise. If you want the 
Federal Reserve Board to handle all con- 
trol of inflation in this country, if you 
want to turn such a job over to them, 
at least tell them what you want them 
to do. We certainly should not abdi- 
cate our Congressional power and turn 
it over to a nonelective board govern- 
ing private banks; a board which would 
thereby be laid open to attacks which 
would soon be coming its way, and all 
this in addition to leaving our economy 
open to destruction by the unfairness 
that would result from such an unwise 
course of action. Indirect controls can 
stop consumption by persons not pos- 
sessing cash. They can thereby bring 
prices down on many items and curtail 
demand, but is it fair or right to use 
only controls which work no hardship 
on the rich while depriving others of a 
fair share of such civilian products as 
it is possible for us to produce? Exclu- 
sive reliance on indirect controls would 
be an easy suedo solution but com- 
pletely impossible. £ 

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YORTY. I yield. 

Mr. TALLE. As a matter of fact, the 
Congress did outline the powers of the 
Board and did tell the Federal Reserve 
Board what to do in December 1913 when 
the Federal Reserve System was estab- 
lished. The Congress has amended the 
act since then and pointed out what the 
people want the Board to do. But the 
President has intervened since March 
4, 1933, in a number of ways. The Presi- 
dent has, in fact, exercised considerable 
power over the Federal Reserve Board 
during the past 18 years. 

For instance, it was said a moment 
ago, that as soon as he, the President, 
appoints a member to the Board, that 
ends it. But if anybody suggests that 
to Marriner Eccles, former chairman of 
the Board and who wrote his book, Beck- 
oning Frontiers, not long ago, I think an 
inscrutable smile will quickly appear on 
his face because he knows something 
about the power the President actually 
has or the power he arrogates to him- 
self. 

Mr. YORTY. The President has less 
power over this Board than any other 
agency that I know of. If the gentle- 
man will look in his billfold and look 
at the Federal Reserve note which he may 
have in his pocket he will find that while 
it is true that it says at the top, “Fed- 
eral Reserve note,” underneath it says, 
“The United States of America will pay.” 
This Board which governs private banks 
has power now to control the issuance of 
currency in this country and as the gen- 
tleman from Texas pointed out, if they 
had not abused that power we might have 
averted the terrible depression which oc- 
curred in 1929. This is simply not the 
board to which to delegate all of this 
authority. 

Mr. TALLE. Does the gentleman 
favor delegating to the President all the 
power that is suggested to be delegated 
in the pending bill? 

Mr. YORTY. I certainly would dele- 
gate to the Executive agencies of the 
Government under the President, the 
elected head of our Government, power 
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which I would never give to the Federal 
Reserve Board. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to try 
to understand what is sought to be ac- 
complished by this amendment. We have 
been told, as is the fact, that to adopt 
this amendment with or without the 
Herter amendment, would scuttle the 
controls bill. If you do not want any 
centrol legislation, then beat it down and 
vote against it, but do not try to do it 
indirectly. Years ago, when we had no 
radio or television, Members of the Con- 
gress could resort to that kind of conduct 
in the House and emasculate a bill and 
then go back home and tell their people, 
“I voted for the bill,” while at the same 
time they knew that they had voted fora 
bill which would never accomplish its 
purpose. 

You are not going to get away with 
that kind of tactic today. So, if you are 
opposed to controls, stand up and be 
counted against controls. Do not try to 
kill them by an amendment of this kind. 

You reeall that when the amendment 
was offered I asked the gentleman from 
Kansas to tell us what power or author- 
ity there was on the statute books of the 
country today which gives the Secretary 
of the Treasury any authority to do any- 
thing that he has not yet done to control 
inflation or to control credits. The gen- 
tleman from Kansas said he knew of no 
such statute. But the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Worcorr! volunteered 
that the Secretary of the Treasury domi- 
nates the Federal Reserve Board. That 
is the only answer you can get and you 
can get no other, 

Take it from me, ladies and gentlemen, 
there is nothing on our statute books that 
gives the Secretary of the Treasury one 
bit of authority or one bit of power to do 
anything to stabilize wages or prices or 
to control credits. 

The language in this proposed amend- 
ment is that nothing provided by this 
Defense Production Act can be done 
unless some other indirect means are 
first used “by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury and the Federal Reserve Board.” 
Having agreed that the Secretary of the 
Treasury has no power to use, let us 
see what the Pederal Reserve Board has 
a right to do under existing conditions. 
It has the right to increase reserve re- 
quirements of all banks that are mem- 
bers of the Federal Reserve System. 
Up to the present time the Federal Re- 
serve Board has used every last bit of 
authority it has, with the exception 
raising by another 2 percent the require- 
ments they can demand in the central 
reserve cities. Knowing that that was 
the situation, and having heard the 
arguments advanced by the gentieman 
from Michigan, and others who are sup- 
porting the amendment offered today, 
that one of the ways to control inflation 
is by increasing the bank reserve require- 
ments, I offered a resolution on March 
14 to increase the powers of the Fed- 
deral Reserve Board so that it could 
demand additional reserve requirements, 
It has exhausted its powers except in 
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the central reserye cities. In those cities 
they can only increase the reserve re- 
quirements another 2 percent. I offered 
House Joint Resolution 204, which seeks 
to increase those requirements—not 
mandatorily, but by giving the Board the 
discretion to increase them. I offered 
that by way of an amendment to this 
bill in our committee, and the very gen- 
tlemen who are now urging the Wolcott 
amendment, in our committee unani- 
mously voted to table the amendment. 
So they are not looking for that kind 
of requirement. 

Now, what else can the Federal Re- 
serve Board do that these gentlemen 
want it to do before you control prices 
and wages and stabilize the economy? 
I do not think anybody can tell you what 
they have in mind that the Federal Re- 
serve Board will be required to do, nor 
can they tell you who is going to deter- 
mine that it has been done, nor can 
they tell you when it will have been 
done. In other words, what they are 
saying is, “Gentlemen, let us pass this 
Defense Production Act, and we will tell 
the people we are going to control wages 
and prices and perhaps we will even con- 
trol commodity speculation, but we will 
not let it go into effect.” This amend- 
ment would attempt to set up a super- 
government of seven appointed officials 
who in theory are responsible to no one 
except the Congress, but who actually 
are not responsive to either the Presi- 
dent or the Congress. This amend- 
ment says that we can have no controls 
of any kind until the Federal Reserve 
Board exercises its existing powers. 
There is not a word in the amendment 
that would require them to exercise such 
powers, and no proponent of this amend- 
ment has even intimated as to why you 
can expect this Board to exercise powers 
that it has seen fit not to exercise up to 
the present time. Everybody in and out 
of this House, including every member 
of the Federal Reserve Board, agrees 
that inflation must be controlled, even 
though we may disagree as to the meth- 
ods. You must admit that if inflation 
can be controlled by the exercise of any 
powers vested in the Federal Reserve 
Board that Board has not exercised 
them. It is absurd to expect them to 
exercise such powers because of this 
amendment, which provides that no 
other power can be used until the Board 
decides to act. The amendment should 
be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the Wolcott amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto close at 3:20 p. m. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Simpson] is 
recognized. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, one member of the Demo- 
cratic Party after another rises in op- 
position to the Wolcott amendment and 
Says that the Federal Reserve Board can 
. do nothing toward licking this inflation 
bugaboo. Others in opposition to the 
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the Federal Reserve Board should not 
have this power which they now have 
because they will do too much. They 
say that the Federal Reserve Board can 
bring about a depression; that it can 
cause a deflation that will be calamitous. 
There is no agreement at all by the 
opponents. 

What is the fact? Is it not the truth 
that had the Federal Reserve Board, and 
agencies under the President, exercised 
the powers that Congress gave them dur- 
ing past years we would not have the 
inflation picture we have today? Had 
this administration been interested in 
stopping inflation in past years it would 
have used the authority Congress dele- 
gated these agencies for this purpose. 
Right now the Federal Reserve Board 
and governmental agencies should with 
discretion apply the authority they now 
have toward deflating this unnatural 
condition that exists today. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield. 

Mr. TACKETT. Did the gentleman 
say that the Federal Reserve Board was 
a Government agency? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. The 
Federal Reserve Board is independent. 
The Board failed to exercise the au- 
thority which it had in the past. Many 
men now fear they would exercise it un- 
reasonably and cause a depression. I 
say they will not do that. I say we 
should utilize their power, their ability, 
their authority toward licking inflation 
right now. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Kirwan] is recognized. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
for the bill the way the committee wrote 
it; because, looking back in America’s 
past, most of the injurious things that 
happened to this great country came 
about because we had no controls. Many 
times in the past I have mentioned the 
history of petroleum in Pennsylvania and 
the billions of barrels of oil that were 
burned along the Alleghany River be- 
cause we had no controls. 

Take a look at the railroads and what 
they did until we got the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission law, and realize how 
many people were put out of business 
before that took place. 

Take a look at the experience one of 
our great Presidents had, Theodore 
Roosevelt, when it took him 3 years to 
get through a bill to protect the Ameri- 
can people against poisoned corned beef 
such as was foisted off on the American 
Army in the Spanish-American War be- 
cause we had no controls. It took the 
President 3 years to get any semblance 
of controls through Congress. 

Take a look at the cattle industry. 
Without proper controls under which we 
could know what the cattle population 
was, we found the grazing lands of the 
West being ruined, millions of cattle 
grazing on land which would only sup- 
port thousands. Congress belatedly but 
finally enacted the Taylor Grazing Act in 
1934. At that time beef was selling at 5 
cents a pound and the cattle raisers had 
to pay only 5 cents a month per head for 


cattle grazing on the public domain. Re- 
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cently, the fee was put up to 8 cents a 
month, but in the same length of time 
the price of beef-jumped 10 times. 

Certainly, I am for controls, and the 
best controls, the most severe controls, 
if you will, that can be put on by this 
Congress while the kids are fighting and 
dying in Korea. I think everybody wants 
them. 

Mr. Chairman, at this point I am in- 
cluding with my remarks a letter I have 
received from my old friend, Mike Di- 
Salle, Administrator of the OPS. It is my 
hope that the membership of the House 
will read this letter very carefully be- 
cause it tells the full story in a way 
everyone can and should understand: 


Hon. MICHAEL J. Kirwan, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mike: I am certainly happy to be 
able to give you my impressions on some 
of the problems that we are faced with aris- 
ing from the status of the present legisla- 
tion. Your long and honorable service in 
the House of Representatives certainly qual- 
ifles you as an expert on past and present 
legislation and the effect that past legisla- 
tion has had on the course of history in our 
country. 

Some people advocate the removal of di- 
rect controls, and exclusive reliance on in- 
direct controls and production as the answer 
to the rising cost of living. It certainly 
does not take my statements to refresh 
your memory as to what happened during 
the past control period when the same state- 
ments were made, in many cases by the same 
people, and what happened as the result of 
listening to the same advice. In July of 
1946 when the Nation was without controls 
for a period of 26 days the cost of living rose 
6 percent. Most noticeable was the increase 
in food prices. During that period food 
prices shot up 14 percent with meat prices 
leading the procession with increases rang- 
ing from 25 to 45 percent. Round steak in- 
creased nearly 20 cents a pound, chuck roast 
and pork chops 14 cents, hamburger 13 cents, 
and ham 12 cents. This was the result of 
ignoring the economic facts of life and de- 
controlling at a time when pressures were 
still high. We are faced with a similar sit- 
uation today as a result of inflationary pres- 
sures that loom very large on the economic 
scene. 

Certainly there is no gainsaying the fact 
that inventory accumulations must today 
be credited with “an assist” in the staving 
off of inflationary prices. But this accumu- 
lation of inventory will certainly be eased 
as result of the acceleration of the defense 
effort. Without some assurance that prices 
would be held in line during the period of 
time required to reach the production needs 
of our defense effort we will certainly be 
faced with the same type of pressures that 
caused the price rise from June 1950 to 
February 1951. 

Certainly some control legislation is better 
than none. I have been asked many times 
whether we could have effective stabilization 
under the Senate bill. My answer has al- 
ways been that effective stabilization can be 
achieved on many levels just as a mountain 
climber might secure himself by ropes at 
various levels of his clime in an attempt to 
reach a difficult mountain peak. The danger 
of our stabilizing at higher levels than exist 
even now, which has been constantly recog- 
nized as a very high-price level, is that our 
precarious perch might be endangered by 
our rope giving away to the extent that our 
fall would be more disastrous if it occurs 
from a point closer to the peak. 

The House Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee has reported out a bill which is much 
more workable than the Senate version. In 
fact, with the exception of the ban on the 
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last two roll-backs of meat prices, it is in 
many respects a stronger bill than the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950. However, I 
want to emphasize again the position that 
I have taken on the necessity and the justice 
of reducing meat prices which have climbed 
more rapidly and more sharply than any 
other vital cost-of-living item during the 
period from January 1950. Some people 
have questioned why we used the January 
1950 period. The ans ger to that is that 
January 1950 is the period that has been 
used by the Wage Stabilization Board as the 
base period for their 10-percent wage formu- 
la. The wages of manufacturing workers 
have increased just slightly over 10 percent 
since January 1950, while the price of cattle 
has increased 53.1 percent. 

Two of the most important features of the 
Senate bill are as follows: 

First, the restriction of the Butler amend- 
ment takes away from us the authority to 
establish quotas on the slaughtering of live- 
stock. Control of meat prices would be the 
most difficult part of our program even if we 
should possess every technique known. But 
taking away any of the essential techniques 
makes the program next to impossible, and 
would lead us to a position where we would 
have to consider seriously the decontrol of 
meat. I leave to your own imagination what 
the effect of that would be on stabilization. 
Without the control of slaughter quotas we 
would be returned to the same position that 
OPA wes in when unlicensed slaughter and 
unlimited slaughter on the part of some to 
the deprivation of others caused distorted 
distribution patterns that created grave black 
markets throughout the country. A return 
to this would be unthinkable. 

The second amendment is the anti-roll- 
back amendment. The word roll-back“ 
has become a term of greatly distorted sig- 
nificance. In effect it means only the right 
to reduce greatly swollen prices to a level 
which would have to be, under the terms of 
the act, “generally fair and equitable.” 

Effective stabilization legislation should 
require that its proper administration yield 
price increases under any circumstances 
where denial would cut across general fair- 
ness and equity. Equally, however, such leg- 
islation should t some administrative 
exercise of authority to roll back those prices 
where the public or business interest would 
otherwise suffer. 

The OPS general freeze order in January 
was issued at a time when costs and prices 
had been rising pell-mell, in a great many 
cases entirely out of anything approaching 
normal proportions or reasonable relation- 
ships either among commodities or indus- 
tries 


If roll-backs are to be prohibited, the only 
way in which this abnormal price structure 
can be unscrambled is on the basis of the 
highest prices caught by the freeze order— 
whether or not such prices represented pure 
speculation, outright profiteering, semiwar 
hysteria, or extraordinary inventory accu- 
mulation. Those companies or industries 
which exercised restraint would receive a 
windfall which they neither expected nor 
particularly desired and the actions of those 
who caused much of the difficulty would be 
rewarded and legalized. 

The result can only be the perpetuation of 
a general price level higher than necessary, 
increased costs of the defense program, and 
a new high in consumer cost of living with 
consequent pressure for further wage-rate 
increases. In a technical sense, a prohibi- 
tion against roll-backs would have these spe- 
cific results which we believe counter to the 
public and business interest: 

1. It would prevent lower raw material 
prices from being reflected in manufacturer 
or distributor ceilings, and would thus ex- 
pand manufacturer-distributor margins at 
the cost of producers and consumers; 

2. As in the case of scrap industries, it 
would perpetuate distorted situations where- 
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in scarce used or secondary metals would 
necessarily have ceiling prices as high as or 
higher than the primary materials, contrary 
to any normal relationship; 

3. In an industry where the prices of a few 
individuals were clearly out of line with those 
of the majority in that industry, either in 
volume or numbers, a roll-back prohibition 
would apparently require the ceiling prices 
for the industry to be raised up to the basis 
of the few isolated, out-of-line prices, 

All of these and other similar situations 
were clearly recognized by OPS before its 
general freeze order was issued to brake 
the unsound momentum of price increases, 
in the public as well as in the business in- 
terest. Accordingly, the continuing develop- 
ment of OPS price actions since the freeze 
order has been designed almost entirely to 
correct and adjust those situations while un- 
dertaking to achieve a workable and prac- 
ticable plateau of price stability. 

In that process, a fair and judicious exer- 
cise of administrative roll-back authority, 
consistent with the “legal minimum” stand- 
ards for agricultural materials and general 
standards of “fairness and equity” already in 
the act, is just as vital as the requirement 
that some price increases be granted under 
varying circumstances. Otherwise, normal 
and reasonable cost-price relationships can- 
not be restored in the near future, the gen- 
eral price level can move only upward and 
ordinary standards of equity and public in- 
terest will be submerged. 

Mrge, I want to thank you for the oppor- 
tunity of placing these facts before you. I 
have tried to be as objective as possible, 
realizing that during the legislative process 
and under the stress of the hard work that 
goes with this a great deal of ill will, temper, 
and rancor can be generated. We have tried 
to avoid this, for we realize that economic 
stability is not something that should be 
endangered in a needless clash of personali- 
ties or name calling. I realize the great pres- 
sure that Members of Congress are under. 
I further realize that there is great room 
for an honest difference of opinion in a large 
number of these matters, I recognize that 
it is most difficult unless a person lives with 


the complex problems of price controls al- 


ways to realize the reasons why certain ac- 
tions are taken and why they must be 
taken. Therefore, if this letter is in any way 
helpful in explaining some of our problems 
I am grateful to you for giving me the op- 
portunity. 
With every kind personal wish, I am 
Sincerely yours, 
MIKE, 
(Michael V. DiSalle.) 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. NICHOLSON] is 
recognized for 2 minutes. 

(Mr. Nicholson asked and was given 
permission to yield his time to Mr. 
Worcorr.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New Mexico 
(Mr. DEMPSEY]. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
quite agree that the Federal Reserve Act 
can do a lot toward stabilizing our situa- 
tion—but I certainly do not believe that 
they can do everything that is going to 
be necessary. As a matter of fact, I 
think that the action of the Federal Re- 
serve Board in regulating the payments 
on automcbiles nearly caused a great 
many little automobile dealers in this 
country to go out of business. 

We are not in peacetime. We are in 
wartime right now. I dislike controls 
as much as anybody in this House, but, 
in my opinion, this is not the time to 
eliminate controls, 
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I do not especially subscribe to the 
practice of some of these fire alarm boys, 
referring to Wilson and Johnston, who 
every time they make a speech try to 
scare the American people to death. I 
have no confidence in practices of that 
kind. Many of the people who are in 
these big jobs administering the acts 
which we pass, in my opinion, are not 
quite fitted for the job. But I do not 
have the power to cure that. 

I have had some contact with certain 
of these recently employed bureaucrats 
and I do not especielly like them. I do 
not like any man who lies to me. If a 
man does not tell me the truth, i think 
he is dishonest. I spoke to you a short 
time ago about the National Production 
Administration not permitting the auto- 
mobile industry to keep the fifth tire on 
a car when they sold it. They told you, 
they told the public, they told me, it was 
to save rubber—when that was not the 
fact at all—when it would slightly 
change the economy of this country. 
The fact is, it was their desire to slightly 
change the economy of this country. 
We are bound to have people who make 
mistakes. We all make mistakes, but at 
least we could admit the fact and not 
make false statements, just to save face. 

I am going to support the committee 
bill in large part. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin’ 
(Mr. KERSTEN]. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. KERSTEN of 
Wisconsin as a substitute for the amend- 
ment offered by Mr. Wotcorr: After line 4, 
insert a new section: 

“Section 2 of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 is amended: ‘It is the further in- 
tention of the Congress that none of the 
powers contained in this act with respect 
to the control of consumer and real-estate 
credit, or with respect to the stabilization 
of prices and wages, shall be used unless 
other indirect means of effectuating such 
controls and stabilization presently provided 
in other acts for use by the Secretary of the 
Treasury and the Federal Reserve Board are 
concurrently utilized and then only to the 
extent necessary to implement and supple- 
ment such indirect means of control and 
stabilization.’ ” 


Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, my amendment was meant 
to be merely an amendment to the Wol- 
cott amendment and amends it in only 
one respect, and that a Clarifying one. 
It is my understanding it is not the pur- 
pose to have indirect controls first used 
as a condition precedent and that only 
then may the direct price control con- 
ditions in the bill be used. The majority 
leader speaking here a short while ago 
mentioned that the Wolcott amendment 
was a condition precedent. It is my 
understanding it is not a condition prec- 
edent but that the indirect controls are 
to be brought into play concurrently 
with the direct controls provided in the 
bill. Much of the argument on the 
other side of the aisle has been along 
that line. 

My amendment to the Wolcott 
amendment changes the one phrase 
“have been utilized” to “are concur- 
rently utilized.” In other words, it 
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seems to me there might be an implica- 
tion in the phrase “have been utilized” 
that the indirect controls are a condi- 
tion precedent. I do not think that is 
the intention of the amendment at all. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. How are you going to 
compel the Federal Reserve Board to 
use its powers? It has the powers now. 
What are you going to do to make them 
use those powers? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. It is up 
to the President who has the discretion 
to make that a definite part of his policy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. EBERHARTER]. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
the remarks of the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Raksur] impel me to call 
attention to the fact that today I re- 
ceived from a housewife some new lyrics 
to a very popular song, which I would 
like to read into the Recorp at this time. 
These lyrics are indicative, I believe, of 
the feelings of many families in the 
country today. ‘They are sung to the 
tune of Happy Days Are Here Again. 

STEAKLESS Days ARE HERE AGAIN 
Steakless days are here again, 
The price of beef is dear again, 
A steak’s a dream of days gone by, 
With the prices up sky high. 


Horsemeat days are with us, dear, 
Only millionaires can eat a steer, 
So dig right in and have a treat, 
Its delicious and it’s cheap. 


There was a horse who came in last, 
And Crosby sure got rid of him fast, 
That nag is making like a cow, 
He's a blue plate special now. 


Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. 
gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. Does the gentleman 
know that labor does not have to work as 
many minutes now to buy a pound of 
steak? 

Mr, EBERHARTER. Would the gen- 
tlemen rather have them eat horse meat 
than steak? Is that what you want la- 
bor to do? 

Mr. JENSEN. 
a question. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Well, I am an- 
swering you now. This is my time. I 
cannot answer it. 

Mr. JENSEN. Of course the gentle- 
man cannot, because he knows it is the 
truth. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
MEADER]. 

(Mr. Meaper asked and was given 
permission to yield the time allotted him 
to Mr. Worcorr.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. CRAWFORD]. 

(Mr. Crawrorp asked and was given 
permission to yield 1 minute of the time 
allotted him to Mr. Worcorr.) 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, 
great emphasis has been placed on the 
fact that the members of the Board 
of Governors are not elected by the peo- 


I yield to the 


I asked the gentleman 
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ple. Since when were Wilson, Johnston, 
DiSalle and all their underlings elected 
by the people of this country? 

The question has been asked: How can 
you force the Federal Reserve to act? 
Well, let me remind you that Mr. DiSalle 
and his group can act or they can do 
nothing. Where is there any phase in 
this law to make them do anything? 
The gentleman from California asked, 
Why do we not write in the law specifica- 
tions as to what shall be done? In this 
proposition you do not tell the Price 
Administrator what price he shall set, on 
what commodity, or at what time. These 
are practical answers to the questions 
you gentlemen over there have submitted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Connecticut 
(Mr, SEELY-Brown]. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise to ask the ranking minority mem- 
ber or the chairman of the committee 
this question. In your opinion does the 
Wolcott amendment as originally pre- 
sented, or as amended by the Herter 
amendment or by the Kersten amend- 
ment guaranty that we will have both 
direct and indirect controls to aid us in 
the fight against inflation? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I might say when I 
drafted the amendment this morning it 
was my intention that they both be 
utilized, and I think the Herter amend- 
ment removes any doubt about the use of 
both direct and indirect controls, con- 
currently. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Would the 
chairman of the committee care to com- 
ment on that very question because 
many of us are concerned about the true 
answer to that question. 

Mr. SPENCE. I do not agree to that 
atall. I think we would merely delegate, 
merely suggest to the Federal Reserve to 


exercise a power that they already have. . 


We do not direct them how to exercise 
it or what to do with it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. DEANE]. 

(Mr. Deane asked and was given per- 
mission to yield the time allotted him to 
Mr. SPENCE.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman fr m California [Mr. 
McKinnon]. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to point out that if we are 
earnestly and sincerely interested in do- 
ing something to stop the inflationary 
spiral, we cannot refuse to use every tool. 


We need indirect controls and we need. 


direct controls. But this amendment is 
most restrictive on two counts. It is 
vague and indefinite in timing for one 
thing. Consider carefully the wording 
of the amendment: 

It is the further intention of the Con- 
gress that none of the powers contained in 
this act with respect to the control of con- 
sumer and real-estate credits or with respect 
to the stabilizetion of prices and wages shall 
be used unless (and until) other indirect 
means of efiectuating such controls and 
stabilization presently provided in other acts 
for use by the Secretary of the Treasury and 
the Federal Reserve Board have been utilized. 


It is further objectionable because it 
can tie the President’s hands if the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board fails to act. The 
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to Congress and not at all to the Presi- 


dent. If it does not wish to go ahead and 
do something in the way of regulating 
credit and using the powers of the in- 
direct control, if it sits still and does 
nothing, then automatically the Presi- 
dent cannot do anything on any other 
front in fighting inflation. The Presi- 
dent cannot force the Board to action. 
The Federal Reserve Board has done 
some things but the critics say it has not 
done enough. If it does not do any- 
thing more, then the President is pre- 
vented by this vague amendment from 
doing anything on the direct control 
front. I do not think we can just use one 
oar and get anywhere. You know what 
happens when you use one oar in a boat, 
you go around in circles. That is exactly 
what will happens if we adopt this 
amendment. We will simply be going 
aroung in circles, while inflation runs 
wild. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Wotcortr}. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, it is 
very interesting to note the exaggerated 
claims on the part of those who are op- 
posed to the use of the orthodox or in- 
direct controls for the stabilization of 
oureconomy. They are purely exaggera- 
tions and are not predicated upon any 
fact whatsoever. 

Your declaration of policy, of which 
this amendment will become a part, also 
provides that it is the policy of the 
United States to oppose acts of aggres- 
sion, yet we do not authorize the raising 
of armies in this bill. It also states that 
the United States is to develop and main- 
tain whatever military and economic 
jurisdictions are found to be necessary 
to carry out this purpose. We do not ex- 
pand our military for that purpose in this 
bill, neither do we authorize the appro- 
priation of money for that purpose in 
this bill. 

It is just as senseless to say that the 
amendment I have offered here will scut- 
tle the bill. Of course, those who do not 
want the indirect controls to operate are 
going to see the dire consequences which 
they predict, but if they were honest with 
themselves they would have to recognize 
that under the Constitution of the United 
States the Congress is given the power 
and the authority and the obligation to 
coin money and regulate the value there- 
of. In setting up the Federal Reserve 
Board this Congress set up the Federal 
Reserve System as the agency of the Con- 
gress to coin money and regulate the 
value of it. We cannot do it piecemeal. 
We have had to delegate it to the Board. 

May I say parenthetically that every 
member of the Federal Reserve Board 
has keen appointed to his office by either 
President. Roosevelt or President- Tru- 
man, the same who are appointing the 
men to administer the direct controls. 
So you cannot blow hot and cold at the 
same time. 

Let me say without fear of successful 
contradiction, and if there is any ques- 
tion, read the report from the Joint 
Committee on the Economic Report, the 
so-called Douglas subcommittee of a year 
ago, of which I happened to be a mem- 
ber, that the big problem before that 


1951 


committee was that the Treasury dom- 
inated the policy of the Federal Reserve 
Board. Of course it does. In conse- 
quence, the Federal Reserve Board has 
not been a free agent. That is why 
I said as No. 1 in the program that 
the adoption of this amendment we de- 
clare that the independence of the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board as the agency of 
the Congress for coining and regulating 
the value of our money is restored to its 
rightful position. 

They said they would throw us into 
a depression. How ridiculous the con- 

, tention is. They could—they have the 
authority. Without these direct con- 
trols they have the authority to throw us 
into a depression. But how silly they 
would be to do so. Of course they would 
not theoretically they could doit. They 
could raise the rediscount rate to 7 per- 
cent and stop 97 percent of all private 
credit. This is a credit inflation. No- 
body denies that, and the only way to 
control inflation then is to control the 
credit that goes into the volume of cur- 
rency and credit, and increases the ve- 
locity of credit and currency to the point 
where it is reflected in cheaper money 
and higher prices. Why, to try to con- 
trol inflation by these direct methods of 
price controls and consumer-credit con- 
trols and real-estate credit controls is 
like trying to prevent the inflation of a 
child’s toy balloon by resting your hand 
lightly upon it. It just cannot be done. 

All this amendment amounts to is a 
declaration of policy in which the Con- 
gress announces to its agency that it is 
expected to exercise the constitutional 
rights which we have delegated to that 
agency to stabilize our economy. If the 
Federal Reserve cannot do it, then it 
should be abolished and direct controls 
administered by this Congress. Nobody 
would think of doing that so long as the 
Federal Reserve exists for the stated 
legislative purpose of stabilizing our 
economy, and so long as that board does 
exist it should be given a free hand 
to do so and no one should interfere 
until they have first exhausted their 
powers. The gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. Brown] an estimable gentleman if 
there ever was one, and a great friend 
of mine if I ever had one, said those con- 
trols would not work. I want to call 
his attention to the fact that they have 
never tried them. The person who 
argues that is in the same position as 
Secretary Tobin was when he came be- 
fore our committee and said that indi- 
rect controls will not work. His atten- 
tion was called to the fact that he could 
not say that about indirect controls, be- 
cause indirect controls had not been 
tried. Why not try indirect controls? 
We tried direct controls during the Sec- 
ond World War. You want to try them 
now for control’s sake. But let us get 
back to fundamentals in this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
Spence] to conclude debate. 

Mr. SPENCE, Mr. Chairman, I am 
astonished to hear the gentleman say 
that we have delegated to the Federal 
Reserve Board the powers vested in the 
Congress by the Constitution to coin 
money and regulate the value thereof. 
Those powers cannot be delegated. It is 
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a continuing power in the Congress, and 
we cannot delegate that power to any 
other body. 

We must exercise that power and we 
have always attempted to exercise it, In 
this cloudy and undefined amendment 
we would delegate to the Federal Re- 
serve and the Secretary of the Treasury 
the authority to control prices. We do 
not tell them what to do with it. We 
give them no directions, no advice, and 
no instructions. They use the power 
they now have, and it is notorious that 
the Federal Reserve Board and the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury often do not 
agree. What are we doing? We will 
have chaos and confusion worse con- 
founded—a delegation of a power to a 
body to be exercised in conjunction with 
the Secretary of the Treasury without 
any directions and without any instruc- 
tions. What is the purpose of tying our 
hands? Is there an emergency in ex- 
istence? Is the country in danger of 
inflation which will destroy the purchas- 
ing power of the dollar and the savings 
of our people and weaken the economy 
of the Nation? If it is not, do not vote 
for any bill. Secretary Marshall said 
that this Government contracted in 
the last year 834,000,000, 000 for defense. 
He could have contracted for $7,000,- 
000,000 less and obtained the same ma- 
terials if there had not been the infla- 
tionary rise in prices. 

If these dangerous conditions exist, 
and if you want to meet them, why 
do you limit a government which has 
Many powers to the exercise of one 
power, especially when you do not know 
in what manner such powers will be ex- 
ereised. 

You can dry up the sources of credit; 
you can dry up the money supply, and 
what will become of the national debt? 
What will become of the debt of the 
veteran who comes back here and tries 
to buy a home, if you dry up the source 
of money and credit and make the dollar 
buy more but make the dollar harder to 
get? What is going to become of those 
people who have gone into debt? I tell 
you, you are playing with a dangerous 
instrument, one that may bring disas- 
ter and discomfort to our people, one 
that is entirely inadequate to meet 
present conditions. Canada tried indi- 
rect controls. The testimony before our 
committee was that they were totally in- 
adequate to meet the conditions that 
exist there. Conditions here are grow- 
ing worse all the time. The money for 
defense commitments has not yet been 
spent, and when the impact comes you 
will find that the inflationary conditions 
must be met by everything the Nation 
has at its hands. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 

All time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by Mr. Herter to the amendment 
offered by Mr. WOLCOTT. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. HERTER) there 
were—ayes 138, noes 105. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
men appointed as tellers Mr. PatMan 
and Mr. HERTER. 


7819 


The Committee again divided; and the 
tellers reported that there were—ayes 
151, noes 147. 

So the amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the substitute offered by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. KERSTEN]. 

The substitute was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Michigan [Mr. Wotcorr] as 
amended by the Herter amendment. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, on 
that I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. Worcorr 
and Mr. PATMAN. 

The Committee divided; and the tellers 
3 that there were —ayes 149, noes 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO DEFENSE PRODUC- 
TION Act oF 1950 
PRIORITIES AND ALLOCATIONS 

Sec. 101. (b) Section 102 of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 (Public Law 774, 
8lst Cong.) is amended by striking out the 
third sentenc2 and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following sentences: “In making such 
designations the President may prescribe 
such conditions and exceptions with re- 
spect to the accumulation of materials in 
excess of tue reasonable demands of busi- 
ness, personal, or home consumption as 
he deems necessary to carry «ut the objec- 
tives of this act. This section shall not 
be construed to limit the authority con- 
tained in sections 101 and 704 of this act.” 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 8, insert the following: 

“(a) Section 101 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is amended by inserting 
‘(a)’ immediately following ‘Sec. 101.’ and by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

b) Whenever priorities are established 
or allocations made under subsection (e) 
with respect to any raw material, the Pres- 
ident shall by proclamation prohibit the im- 
portation during the period such priorities 
or allocations are in effect, of any article or 
product in the manufacture or production 
of which such raw material is used; except 
that this subsection shall not apply to 
articles and products whose importation is 
deemed by the President necessary or ap- 
propriate to promote the national defense.“ 


Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the committee amend- 
ment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Mutter to the 
committee amendment: On page 2, line 5, 
strike out everything beginning with the 
words, “the President” to and including the 
word “used” on line 8, and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: “The President may 
prohibit the importation during the period 
such priorities or allocations are in effect, 
of any article or product in the manufac- 
ture or production of which such raw ma- 
terial is used, whenever he finds that such 
restriction or prohibition is essential to the 
acquisition or equitable distribution of such 
raw material and whenever he finds such 
imported article or product has heretofore 
been manufactured in the United States 
and could be continued to be manufactured 
in the United Stutes except for the restric- 
tion or prohibition of the use of such raw 
material in such manufactured article or 
product.” 
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Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment I have offered to the com- 
mittee amendment is not intended to 
change the intent or purport of the com- 
mittee amendment. It is intended to 
clarify the language and to carry out 
the purpose of the amendment as adopt- 
ed by the committee. 

I received any number of inquiries 
from other Members of the House after 
this amendment was offered, and in the 
light of the situation which they called 
to my attention, I thought it would be 
much better if we made the changes as 
suggested by my amendment. 

If you will read on page 2 you will find 
that now the provision is mandatory. 
My amendment would make it not man- 
datory but discretionary with the Pres- 
ident. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. A lot of people like 
to use the word “scuttle” around here. 
Does not the gentleman think his 
amendment would scuttle the whole 
purpose of the committee amendment 
as adopted and reported? 

Mr. MULTER. No, because the com- 
mittee amendment was not intended to 
scuttle the bill. My amendment is not 
intended to scuttle the commitee 
amendment. It is intended to clarify it 
and make the amendment workable. It 
will permit the President to prohibit the 
importation of any articles or products 
into this country while we have allocated 
or restricted the use of raw materials 
which are on the strategic list and which 
are à part of such imported items. 

For instance, if the use of cobalt is 
restricted in this country to the extent 
that it will put out of business many 
factories in this country that need the 
item to manufacture pottery, or if the 
use of platinum is restricted so that the 
manufacturers of jewelry which con- 
tains platinum would have to go out of 
business then we should limit the import 
of such manufactured items. Unless 
we have a provision of this kind, all some 
people would have to do is go across the 
border to Canada or Mexico, set up a 
plant there, use the cobalt or platinum 
or aluminum, or what have you, and 
ship in the finished article. This 
amendment will prohibit the importa- 
tion of any article into this country con- 
taining raw materials that our people 
here at home cannot get with which to 
carry on their business. Necessarily 
there is an exception written into the 
amendment so that the President may 
exempt any item or the importation of 
any item which is necessary to promote 
the national defense. I urge that the 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment be adopted. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield. 

Mr. YATES. As a matter of fact, will 
not this provision of the bill as well as 
your amendment prohibit the importa- 
tion of any article into this country 
which is on the critical-materials list? 
For instance, steel is in short supply. 
Will not any article which is manufac- 
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tured in a foreign country and which 
contains steel be prohibited from com- 
ing into this country? 

Mr. MULTER. The President might 
conceivably restrict the importation of 
steel, but that is the very reason why 
we must make it “may” and not “shall” 
prohibit, and also give him the right 
to grant exemptions from the rule. For 
instance, if by bringing in the steel we 
are going to relieve the situation here 
at home, then you should be permitted 
to bring in steel and the President may 
permit steel to come in. But if by brirg- 
ing in steel you are simply going to give 
someone else an opportunity to carry 
on abroad while our own industry here 
at home is restricted from using that 
steel, then it should not come in. 

Mr. YATES. Then your amendment 
is a permissive amendment as opposed 
to a mandatory prohibition? 

Mr. MULTER. The gentleman is quite 
right. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. This seems to be 
a provision dealing with imports. What 
has that to do with price control? It 
seems to me that has to do with the 
question of tariffs and is a matter for 
the Committee on Ways and Means to 
deal with. Why is it in this bill? 

Mr. MULTER. The distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Ways and 
Means is quite correct. This deals with 
imports. Ordinarily it would be a mat- 
ter for the consideration of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, but it is 
necessary here in connection with the 
allocations and priorities provision of 
this bill. We must include this provi- 
sion in this bill lest we find that we are 
crippling our home industries and rather 
than expanding production at home we 
would be limiting production at home. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr, Chairman, I am in a rather pe- 
culiar position with regard to this 
amendment. I cannot find it in my con- 
science to vote for this amendment which 
was adopted in committee. I was op- 
posed to it in committee and I am 
opposed to the committee amendment as 
well as any amendments thereto. The 
purport of this amendment is that where 
allocations are used there shall not be 
any importation into the United States 
of any of those materials produced from 
such allocated materials. In other 
words, this is an embargo on all such 
materials, 

I think it is a short-sighted amend- 
ment. Ido not think we considered this 
in committee at sufficient length. I do 
not think the committee understood fully 
the import of this provision. It may 
interfere with some of our trade agree- 
ments. Certainly nobody wants to put 
an embargo on materials in short supply 
in the United States, where allocations 
have to be used, which simply says to 
the people of the United States: “We 
re not have them and you cannot get 

em.” 
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I have a letter before me addressed 
to Mr. Wilson, which gives the full im- 
port of this amendment, and I want to 
place it in the RECORD. 

The letter is as follows: 


The Honorable CHARLES W, WILSON, 
Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. 
(Attention: Mr. Herbert A. Bergson.) 

My Dran Mr. Witson: I understand that 
the House Banking and Currency Commit- 
tee has reported favorably on an amendment 
to the pending Defense Production Act 
which, in effect, would embargo the import of 
any product containing any material which 
is subject to priorities or allocation control in 
this country, unless the President finds that 
the article is necessary for the national de- 
fense. The Department is of the view that 
the enactment of this provision into law 
would be strongly prejudicial to the interests 
of the United States. 

The Department's reasons for this view are, 
briefly: 

1. In most cases the sole effect of the pro- 
vision will be to divert the products which 
are barred from the United States market to 
other markets, with no resulting conserva- 
tion of scarce materials involved and no 
gains to the American economy. In some 
cases, these “other markets” will be the 
countries of the Communist bloc, which are 
bending every effort to obtain products con- 
taining scarce materials. 

2. The provision fails to take account of 
the financial impact on foreign countries of 
the proposed limitations on imports. The 
United States is deeply concerned with put- 
ting the nations of Europe on a self-sup- 
porting basis, so that they can more effec- 
tively meet their military commitments un- 
der the North Atlantic Treaty and maintain 
a standard of living sufficient to hold off 
the development of internal Communist 
strength. The effect of these prohibitions 
will be to cut down measurably on imports 
from abroad. As a result, we will either have 
to increase our loans and gifts to these coun- 
tries or run the risk of jeopardizing our mili- 
tary and anti-Communist objectives. 

8. The proposal takes no account of the 
fact that import prohibitions of this type 
are in flat violation of numerous trade agree- 
ments entered into between the United 
States and most of the other nations of the 
free world. We have been doing our utmost 
to retain the structure of these agreements, 
during the present period of crisis, in order 
to retain for private competitive enterprise 
an opportunity to exist in international 
trade. Once these trade agreements go into 
the discard, the chances that American busi- 
ness will be able to sell its products abroad 
without hindrance from foreign government 
control will be greatly diminished. More- 
over, the immediate effect of the measure in 
question will be to generate retaliations on 
the part of foreign countries which will hurt 
extensive American exporting interests. 

4. In practice, the provision is bound to 
prove a significant deterrent to the acquisi- 
tion of many necessary or useful items from 
foreign sources. Any prospective importer 
of a new product would have first to go 
through the procedure of having the product 
added to existing lists before he could be 
assured that he would be able to bring the 
product into the country. This process, at 
best, would be costly and time consuming. 
In practice, it would probably shut off many 
useful imports. 

5. The proposal fails to take into account 
the grossly inequitable effects on foreign 
producers which a prohibition on imports 
would have in some circumstances. The 
fact that a raw material is subject to priori- 
ties or allocations in the United States does 
not mean a complete termination of non- 
essential manufactures which contain the 
material. In many cases, generous alloca- 
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tions are made for nonessential production, 
notwithstanding the allocation system. As 
a resuit, foreign producers with an estab- 
lished record in the American market might 
well be excluded from the market by the pro- 
posed proyision while their American com- 
petitors continue to produce for the domestic 
market. 

6. Other nations, on their own initiative, 
are adopting end-use controls parallel to 
those of the United States. Strenuous efforts 
are now being exerted to extend these con- 
trols as fast and as far as is necessary in the 
common defense effort. In time, therefore, 
the problem to which the proposed provision 
is addressed will tend to solve itself, without 
drastic action of the type under considera- 
tion. 

Sincerely yours, 
Jack K. MCFALL, 
Assistant Secretary 
(For the Secretary of State). 


It certainly places me in a rather em- 
barrassing position to say I am not in 
favor of a committee amendment or any 
amendment thereto, but in the light of 
the facts as I have discovered them since 
this amendment was reported, I am 
compelled to take the position I take. I 
think it would be extremely short- 
sighted and ill-advised to support the 
committee amendment in this particular 
instance, and I hope the committee 
amendment and amendments thereto 
will be voted down. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 


Mr. HARRIS. I should like to ask the 


gentleman if the effect of this proposal 
would not be that in case it was neces- 
sary to import steel, for instance from 
Mexico, the President would have to 
find it to be in the interest of national 
defense before the steel could be im- 
ported from Mexico for other reasons? 

Mr. SPENCE. Absolutely. The 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Mutter] modifies 
it a little bit, but he would have to find 
that in every case. 

We have to import many things. We 
are not self-sufficient. We have to im- 
port tin, manganese, and other things. 
If there was an allocation of tin, and 
there is no production of tin in the 
United States, the President would have 
to make findings before we could im- 
port a ton. I think it is short-sighted 
and ill-advised and was not considered 
sufiiciently by the committee as they did 
not have the facts now available. 

Mr. HARRIS. Will the gentleman 
yield further? 

Mr. SPENCE, I yield. 

Mr. HARRIS. Is it not true that if this 
amendment were to be adopted, he would 
have to find it in the interest of national 
defense before any such materials that 
are in short supply could be imported 
from a friendly country? 

Mr. SPENCE. Absolutely. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. I understand this 
provision has no place in this bill, and 
that the provision and the amcndment 
thereto should be defeated. Is that 
true? 

Mr. SPENCE. I think it is a matter 
for the Ways and Heans Committee. 


Chairman, 
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You have control and regulation of im- 
rts. 


Mr. DOUGHTON. The Committee on 
Ways and Means has jurisdiction over 
matters of imports and the internal 
revenue, both. This seems to be an in- 
fringement on our jurisdiction. 

Mr. SPENCE. I am not prepared to 
say that we have not infringed on your 
jurisdiction. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, there has been some 
colloquy as to whether the Banking and 
Currency Con mittee has usurped the 
jurisdiction of the Ways and Means 
Committee with respect to this amend- 
ment. Ido not think it is of particular 
moment whether it has or not, because 
points of order were waived against the 
bill. But I want to call attention to 
the committee to the fact that the Ways 
and Means Committee never did have 
before it the Second War Powers Act, 
during the Second World War, which 
gave the President authority to place 
embargoes against the importation of 
commodities and regulated exports, 
There is not any question of tariffs in- 
volved here, excepting that there might 
be an embargo against the importa- 
tion of a fabricated commodity. It 
might affect the volume of the tariff 
collections, but there is no tariff ques- 
tion involved here. It is whether he 
shall or shall not prohibit any importa- 
tions, but if they are imported, then, 
of course, they must be imported under 
the same schedule of tariffs as apply to 
legislation which was passed, having 
been reported from the Ways and Means 
Committee. 

This amendment is to protect Ameri- 
can ‘ndustry against unfair foreign com- 
petition. We do nct make any watches 
or clocks in my district. We do not 
have a silver factory in my district that 
I know of. We do not make any pot- 
tery. So I do not know why I should 
be here calling your attention to the fact 
that during World War II you lost your 
watch and clock industry through cer- 
tein practices which this amendment 
prohibits. You lost the Waltham Watch 
Co. up there, which had been in existence 
for I do not know hov many decades, 
merely because you took the market 
away from them by reducing the tariff 
on Swiss watches. 

This amendment is for the purpose of 
protecting American industry against 
the same competition, the same on- 
slaughts which destroyed so many Amer- 
ican businesses during the Second World 
War. I should think some of you Mem- 
bers who represent some of these small 
industries using metals which are fabri- 
cated from strategic and critical ma- 
terials would be here protecting your in- 
dustries. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. That is not a mat- 
ter to be considered by the Committee 
on Banking and Currency but by the 
Committee on Ways and Means in the 
proper way. Thisis just an attack on the 
reciprocal trade program. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. The Second War 
Powers Act was not referred to the Ways 
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and Means Committee. We have things 
in this bill that affect labor, that affect 
agriculture, that affect all segments of 
the economy of the United States. This 
is a bill to prevent inflation. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Have the gentle- 
man’s committee and my committee both 
got jurisdiction over the same thing? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. If that should come 
about then we would have concurrent 
jurisdiction. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. If the gentleman’s 
committee has jurisdiction over it what 
will become of ours? 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. HALLECK., Frequently there are 
bills introduced that include matters 
that would properly come within the 
jurisdiction of several legislative com- 
mittees, but when they are referred they 
must be referred to one committee. 
Time and again that one committee re- 
ports the bill, as has been done here, 
in such manner as might be said to in- 
fringe on the jurisdiction of some other 
committee. But, after all, there is no 
way to avoid that. 

Let me make an inquiry. The gentle- 
man from Michigan refers to basic 
things such as steel and aluminum, I 
understand those to be the raw materials 
referred to and that when such raw 
material is allocated once it is in short 
supply, a prohibition would run only 
against articles or products manufac- 
tured from those raw materials in short 
supply. So it would not be possible to 
prohibit the importation of such things 
as steel or aluminum that could be used 
for fabrication in this country. 

The sole purpose, as the gentleman 
from Michigan so well pointed out, is to 
protect the manufacturer or fabricator 
when he himself is put out of business 
because of the allocation. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. This is just a 
fiank movement against the reciprocal 
trade policy; it is a flank movement to 
me. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, it is very interesting 
that the first amendment to a commit- 
tee amendment is offered by my good 
friend, the gentleman from New York. 
It is interesting that the first amend- 
ment offered to the committee amend- 
ment is an amendment which attempts 
to protect American industry and Amer- 
ican initiative, and that it was offered 
by my good friend from New York [Mr. 
MULTER]. 

I wish to call your attention to a state- 
ment which my friend from New York 
made in debate upon this bill the other 
day, July 5. This will be found at 
page 7670 of the Recorp. He said: 

We will have to have a control bill that 
will do equal justice to all with exemptions 
to none. We will have to put the national 
interest above the selfish interest. 


Then I quote further: 


I will quote that many times during the 
campaign of 1952 and ask them to look back 
on how they were treated by the Congress of 
1950 and the Congress of 1951, and how you 
granted exemptions to every spetial inter- 
est that had the money with which to send 
lobbies down here and plead for them. 
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And I quote the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Mutter], further: 

Well, how did they perform their promises 
in the past? You will get it again, the same 
fulfillment, even higher prices with an in- 
crease of production. I am sure the only 
reason those lobbyists and their spokesmen, 
and the moneyed interests of this country, 
went before the Committee on Agriculture 
to present their story there is that after 
they presented it to our committee and were 
given the fullest and most complete hear- 
ings— 


And so forth. Then Mr, Mutter said: 

There is an old adage, figures never lie 
but liars do figure, and how those liars did 
figure in order to pretend that they could 
not get along with these beef roll-backs, that 
they would lose money. 


I address my remarks to the gentle- 
man from New York. I am interested 
that he is here today protecting the en- 
terprise and ingenuity of the people of 
New York who do a job, who are at- 
tempting to manufacture articles for the 
benefit of the people of America. He 
comes here with an amendment for that 
purpose. 

The question I want to present to him 
is this: Will you do the same thing when 
I come here a little later this afternoon 
or tomorrow for the benefit of the live- 
stock producer? I say to the gentleman, 


when I come before you on the question 


of roll-backs I am asking that the live- 
stock producer have a fair, just, and equi- 
table treatment. That he will then not 
say to me that I am representing liars; 
that we will debate this matter upon 
facts and whether or not the facts are 
true and correct. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. I never said that the 
gentleman represented liars, nor was 
there anything in what I said that could 
be construed to mean that. I can as- 
sure you, Mr. Chairman, and the entire 
committee, that nobody in my district 
has contacted me with reference to this 
amendment, either as offered in commit- 
tee or as I offered the amendment to the 
committee amendment. So far as I 
know, there are no pottery makers in my 
district, there are no jewelry manufac- 
turers in my district. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. The gentleman 
has answered the question. 

I interrogated Mr. Wilson and Mr. 
Johnston when they appeared before 
our committee. I asked: “Is it the pur- 
pose and theory of this law to protect 
the industry of America and to deter- 
mine that each individual segment of 
the industry should have a profit? In 
other words, do you believe that in the 
Stabilization of our economy we shall 
have a profit?” Each one of them an- 
Swered me in the affirmative. “Yes, it 
is proper,” they said, “that each seg- 
ment of each industry have a profit.” 

So I agree with the gentleman’s 
amendment because I believe that the 
miracle of American production, pro- 
viding the best standard of living in the 
world, is the fact that American pro- 
ducers are entitled to profit. That un- 
der some circumstances they are entitled 
to protection. So it is true with the 
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jewelry manufacturers of New York and 
New England, so it is true with the shoe 
manufacturers of New England, so it 
is true with the cotton manufacturers, 
so it is true with the manufacturers of 
the products of corn, wheat, barley. 

I believe that the miracle of American 
liberty rests upon that sound founda- 
tion. As we proceed with this debate, 
let us keep it upon the basis that we 
believe in capitalism, that we believe in 
liberty, that we believe in freedom. If 
that be true, then if some people come 
before our committee and testify that 
certain laws will operate contrary to 
their interest, that we do not consider 
them liars. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
may proceed for 1 additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Is it not a fact that 
a bill which sought to accomplish that 
which this amendment accomplishes 
was introduced as H. R. 282 and referred 
to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency and not to any other committee? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Yes. The gen- 
tleman is talking about this amendment. 

Mr. MULTER. That is correct. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, it is with reluctance 
that I oppose the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Murg] my very dear friend, and that 
I must support the contention made by 
the distinguished chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency that 
we should not tinker with these imports 
as involved in this particular section of 
the bill. It is a dangerous proposal. It 
provides that where raw materials are 
allocated or given priority, any product 
containing those raw materials can be 
denied importation into this country 
upon the proclamation of the President, 
if it is ir the interest of the national 
defense. That means that no matter 
how tiny or minuscule the raw material 
may be that is contained in the imported 
product, that article may be denied im- 
portation into this country. Such a 
provision would have very serious reper- 
cussions. It flies in the face of recip- 
rocal trade policy. Such restrictions 
would generate similar restrictions by 
other countries against us. It involves 
indirect embargoes. Other countries 
would give us a does of our own medi- 
cine. They would reciprocate and erect 
higher tariff walls and/or quarantines or 
quotas or complete embargoes against 
our products. It seriously would impede 
the operation of the Economic Coopera- 
tion Act. Almost all of the departments 
having jurisdiction over this matter have 
indicated to me and to others that they 
are violently opposed to these provisions. 
The ECA opposes it. The National Pro- 
duction Authority opposes it. The Office 
of Defense Mobilization opposes it. The 
Departments of State, Commerce, and 
Treasury oppose the entire proposition. 
Now, with such important and far- 
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reaching opposition we should pause 
long before we would adopt the com- 
mittee amendment or the perfecting 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York. 

Now, think of this. This important 
power under the original act that we 
passed last year may be delegated; this 
Presidential power could be delegated to 
anybody that the President saw fit to 
give the power to, and in turn there 
would be redelegation, The person to 
whom the President delegated such im- 
portant power could redelegate to some- 
body in the third or fourth echelon in 
the National Production Authority or in 
the Office of Defense Mobilization, and 
that individual would have power of life 
and death over many manufacturers in 
this country. Now that is a very serious 
situation. This provision would apply 
to tens of thousands of products. Think 
of the myriad of products that contain 
steel. If steel is allocated, or there are 
priorities for steel, all these thousands 
of products that contain even a tiny por- 
tion of steel could be kept out of the 
country. So it would be with rubber 
goods, aluminum goods, copper products, 
furniture, chemicals, and paints and var- 
nishes, chemicals, textiles, leather goods, 
scientific and musical instruments, 
tools, baby carriages. I could go on and 
give you thousands and tens of thou- 
sands of articles that would be affected. 

There was no hearing on this provi- 
sion. It was put into the committee bill 
at the eleventh hour. 

Now, what does the Treasury Depart- 
ment say about it? I will read you 
briefly from a letter from its’ general 
counsel: 

From a technical standpoint, it is believed 
that the amendment might be very diffi- 
cult if not impossible for the Bureau of 
Customs to administer. If the President by 
proclamation prohibited the importation of 
specified and readily identifiable articles, 
such as knives, for example, Customs would 
be able to stop their importation. How- 
ever, if the President merely proclaimed that 
certain articles could not be imported if 
they contained raw materials for which 
priorities or allocations are in effect, Cus- 
toms could be faced with an impossible task, 
To determine what raw materials entered 
into the manufacture or production of an 
article would require detailed information 
regarding manufacturing processes of indi- 
vidual foreign companies or would entail a 
more extensive examination and laboratory 
analysis of imports than would be feasible. 


What does the State Department 
say?— 

The Department is of the view that the 
enactment of this provision into law would 
be strongly prejudicial to the interests of 
the United States, 


The Department gives us six reasons 
for its opposition. I cannot unfold in 
the time allotted to me all of them, but 
I will give you one specific reason they 
offer: 


In most cases the sole effect of the pro- 
vision will be to divert the products which 
are barred from the United States market 
to other markets, with no resulting conser- 
vation of scarce materials involved and no 
gains to the American economy. In some 
cases, these “other markets” will be the 
countries of the Communist bloc, which are 
bending every effort to obtain products con- 
taining scarce materials, 
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Generally th> State Department voices 
objection because the proposal takes no 
account of the fact that import prohi- 
bitions of this type are in flat violation 
of numerous trade agreements entered 
into between the United States and most 
of the nations of the world. 

I hope that this amendment will be 
voted down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman may be permitted to pro- 
ceed for one additional minute. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
be permitted to proceed for two addi- 
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MARTIN cf Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The 
gentleman says that this is a question 
of life or death for industry. This 
amendment is the only opportunity that 
the particular industries shall have for 


life. Why not give them a chance to 
live? 
Mr, CELLER. I do not think you 


would give many dealers a chance to 
live. There would be many dealers and 
jobbers and even manufacturers who 
could not get materials which they need. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The 
industries have, through Government 
decree, been sharply curtailed. Now are 
we going to turn the American markets 
over to the foreign manufacturers? 

Mr. CELLER. No, indeed, we would 
not. Remember foreign trade is a two- 
way street. We must also buy some for- 
eign goods if we wish to sell our goods. 
Otherwise how could countries selling to 
us get funds and currency to buy in turn 
our goods? This provision cuts off these 
sales to us. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. That 
is what you do if you oppose this leg- 
islation. 

Mr. CELLER. We must consider the 
picture whole. We have to see to it that 
these countries which are receiving our 
ECA support become self-sufficient, that 
they in turn can maintain their foreign 
economies. If we erect indirectly em- 
bargoes or high tariff walls, they cannot 
ship to us. Then they have no way to 
get funds to buy in turn our products— 
unless we continue ECA aid indefinitely. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Are 
we going to let our American workmen 
go idle? 

Mr. CELLER. Do not talk about 
American labor. My vote and my ex- 
perience with labor is a little different 
than the gentleman's. See my record 
and see his, I will say to the distinguished 
gentleman from Massachusetts. Labor 
never worries about me. The American 
workman has naught to fear from me. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts, I will 
say to the gentleman that my workers 
ars with me in this fight for a chance 
to live. 
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Mr. CELLER. Labor would stand by 
me every inch of the way, I would say to 
the gentleman, and I have the highest 
regard for the gentleman's point of view, 
although I mey differ with him. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York, — 

Mr. MULTER. Is it not a fact that the 
objections the gentleman read from the 
two departments were directed against 
the committee amendment as reported? 

Mr. CELLER. That is correct. 

Mr. MULTER. In other words, I 
have since changed that. My amend- 
ment seeks to correct that and elimi- 
nate the objection of the two depart- 
ments. 

Mr. CELLER. That is correct, but I 
will say that the departments are also 
opposed to the gentleman’s amendment, 
They said they would live under his 
amendment if they had to, but they pre- 
ferred, indeed, not to have his amend- 
ment, and they hoped his amendment 
would not prevail. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. RABAUT. I want to know what 
the gentleman’s position is on this 
amendment as regards the automotive 
industry, with its plants in Canada 
across the Detroit River, where they 
send products for processing and add 
some new materials. We could not get 
the processed product back here. 

Mr. CELLER. That is correct. If raw 
material is added in Canada, the final 
product would be barred entry back into 
the United States. 

Mr.RABAUT. I am talking about tr 2 
detrimental effect of this amendment on 
the automobile business. 

Mr. CELLER. I do not think the gen- 
tleman need worry about it. The amend- 
ment will not prevail. 

Mr. RABAUT. Iam worried about it, 
coming from Detroit. 

Mr. CELLER. I say it applies to prod- 
ucts that have in them the raw materials. 
It applies to steel products and alumi- 
num products and all sorts of metal 
products. The raw material would not 
be kept out. It is the final product that 
may contain the allocated raw material 
that is embargoed. 

In practice, the provision is bound to 
prove a significant deterrent to the ac- 
quisition of many necessary or useful 
items from foreign sources. Any pros- 
pective importer of a new product would 
have first to go through the procedure of 
having the product added to existing 
lists before he could be assured that he 
would be able to bring the product into 
the country. This process, at best, 
would be costly and time consuming. 
In practice, it would probably shut off 
many useful imports. 

The proposal fails to take into account 
the grossly inequitable effects on foreign 
producers which a prohibition on im- 
ports would have in some circumstances. 
The fact that a raw material is subject 
to priorities or allocations in the United 
States does not mean a complete termi- 
nation of nonessential manufactures 
which contain the material. In many 
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cases, generous allocations are made for 
nonessential production, notwithstand- 
ing the allocation system. As a result, 
foreign producers with an established 
record in the American market might 
well be excluded from the market by the 
proposed provisions, while their Ameri- 
can competitors continue to produce for 
the domestic market. 

Other nations, on their own initiative, 
are adopting end-use controls parallel 
to those of the United States. Strenuous 
efforts are now being exerted to extend 
these controls as fast and as far as is 
necessary in the common defense effort. 
In time, therefore, the problem to which 
the proposed provision is addressed will 
tend to solve itself, without drastic ac- 
tion of the type under consideration. 

There are, moreover, many imports 
clearly not in the essential category 
which it would be folly to prohibit. ` In 
most cases we have relied upon these for- 
eign products for many years and like- 
wise the countries of origin have depend- 
ed upon them as a source of exchange. 
A quick look at some of these imports will 
illustrate. In 1950 we imported over 
$12,000,000 worth of musical instruments 
and parts, more than $6,000,000 worth of 
scientific and professional instruments, 
about $57,000,000 worth of clocks, 
watches, and parts, and something over 
$12,000,000 worth of sewing machines. 
Other imports which would be prohibited 
by the proposed amendment are cameras 
and parts which last year amounted to 
over $5,000,000, cutlery which ran over 
$2,000,000 dollars, and needles which 
alone were valued at almost $2,000,000. 

In effect this provisions says, “Buy 
American and buy nothing else,” because 
there is scarcely a commodity imported 
that does not carry with it at least some 
part of material which has been or shall 
be subject to priorities and allocations. 

Mr. SCUDDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word, and rise 
in support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am very happy the 
gentleman from New York has submit- 
ted this amendment because it is a sub- 
ject in which I have been very much in- 
terested for a long time. The previous 
speaker has stated that the departments 
were against this amendment. That is 
sufficient for me to be for it, because I do 
not believe the various departments who 
have entered into our trade agreements 
have done the honest and fair thing for 
American industry. 

I refer particularly to the plywood in- 
dustry, a proposal to reduce the tariff 
was recently before the Tariff Commis- 
sion. I appeared before the Tariff Com- 
mission with representatives of the ply- 
wood industry of this country. We 
thought we had impressed them as to our 
position and that the Tariff Commission 
would support our request that the 
tariffs should not be reduced. 

After the tariff committee met with 
the other department heads, recom- 
mendations were evidently made and 
the delegation to Torquay reduced the 
tariff on plywood 50 percent. That af- 
fects a whole segment of my district, 
and it affects the States of Oregon, 
Washington, Michigan, Maine, and many 
other States as well, which manufacture 
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plywood in this country. I was in Can- 
ada not long ago, A very prominent 
gentleman told me they were highly 
elated on the very fine deal they made 
at Torquay. He said it took a lot of 
string pulling and hemming and hawing 
in order to get their program over, but 
they secured a reduction of tariff on ply- 
wood by 50 percent, which would mean 
so much to western Canada. There 
ought to be some way of stopping the 
various agencies that are involved in 
making these trade treaties. I think 
they should be investigated, and, if nec- 
essary, a committee appointed to inves- 
tigate the method they use in developing 
these trade agreements, because in my 
opinion many of them are not in the best 
interest of the industries involved, but 
instead are used for trading by the State 
Department in their diplomatic relations 
with other countries. 

I believe this amendment has a great 
deal of merit. I know that many other 
commodities which I could mention have 
been adversely affected. In fact, about 
2 years ago a trade agreement was 
made with Czechoslovakia to reduce the 
tariff on hops imported from that coun- 
try which were in direct competition 
with several States of the Union, and 
particularly California. Weare stillim- 
porting hops from Czechoslovakia, de- 
spite the fact that a short time ago Con- 
gress passed a bill prohibiting trade with 
countries behind the iron curtain, but no 
exception has been made with respect to 
Czechoslovakia so far, we are still im- 
porting hops to the detriment of an in- 
dustry in the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope this amendment 
is carried because I feel it will do some- 
thing to protect American industry. 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I opposed this amend- 
ment in committee and oppose it now. In 
my opinion the amendment to the 
amendment as now proposed will be an 
improvement, but I am against the 
amendment as reported by the commit- 
tee as it provides further regimentation. 
I must express considerable surprise at 
the support this amendment is receiv- 
ing, coming as it does from champions 
of free enterprise. I, too, wish to protect 
industry and agriculture. But to my 
mind this will so limit the free movement 
of international trade that yov. will have 
more of your manufacturers placed at a 
disadvantage than you will find receiving 
an advantage from this amendment if 
it is passed. 

It states that whenever priorities are 
established with respect to any raw ma- 
terial, the President shall prohibit impor- 
tation of articles made from such raw 
material. In making this provision I 
fear domestic industry will be seriously 
hampered as it can only import such in- 
termediates and products, with bureau- 
cratie permission, which to my mind is 
further regimentation and limitation. 
I would suggest that you examine this 
amendment most carefully before you 
support it. 

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely trust that 
the Members will vote it down. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 
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Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to address the House for five addi- 
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield, that I may prefer 
a unanimous-consent request? 

Mr, COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kentucky. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the pending amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto close in 20 minutes fol- 
lowing the remarks of the gentleman 
from North Carolina, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Chairman, is that at- 
tached to the committee amendment 
only? 

Mr. SPENCE. That is the committee 
amendment and all amendments there- 
to. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. That is without re- 
striction to amendments that may be 
offered later to the balance of the sec- 
tion? 

Mr. SPENCE. Oh, yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from North Carolina is recognized. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, 
prompted by the fact that, during the 
course of the debate on the pending 
amendment, reference has been made to 
roll-backs and to the hearings before the 
House Committee on Agriculture and to 
some of the activities of that commit- 
tee, Iam constrained to take the floor at 
this time for the purpose of calling at- 
tention to two amendments which I will, 
at the appropriate time, offer to the 
pending bill. The first amendment will 
deal with subsidies to the producer of 
agricultural commodities. This amend- 
ment is as follows: 

Strike out all of paragraph (2), renumber 
paragraph (3) to conform, and after the word 
“material” in line 13 add the words “other 
than an agricultural commodity,” 


If you will look at page 8 you will see, 
couched in the language written in about 
seven or eight lines, the entire Brannan 
plan—lock, stock, and barrel, just as it 
has heretofore been presented. The 
language which we propose to strike out 
provides for the payment of subsidies to 
agriculture in such an amount and in 
such manner as the President may deem 
necessary or desirable. The Brannan 
plan as it was presented, authorizing the 
payment of subsidies as it did, was, after 
careful consideration and lengthy de- 
bate, defeated and repudiated by Con- 
gress, Why should an effort now be 
made to revive it? No one interested in 
the welfare of agriculture wants sub- 
sidies; none of our farmers have re- 
quested subsidies and the Government 
can ill afford to provide or to pay the 
subsidies to the agricultural producers of 
the Nation. Farmers want only a fair 
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price in the market place. Farmers do 
not want to be dependent upon Govern- 
ment subsidies to be handed out to them 
in the form of Government checks. 
Farmers know that such proposals are 
not in their interest but they are de- 
signed and intended only as consumer 
subsidies. Yet the farmers must bear 
the onus and the stigma inherent in such 
aprogram. If we start out on a program 
of subsidizing agricultural commodities, 
I wonder just where we will stop? How 
many millions or billions of dollars will be 
involved in such a program? I would 
also like to know, Mr. Chairman, who is 
responsible for having submitted such a 
proposal to our Committee on Banking 
and Currency. I am quite certain that 
no intelligent farmer or responsible farm 
leader has appeared before that commit. 
tee, urging the payment of subsidies to 
the agricultural producers of the country, 
and yet in the eight lines which we pro- 
pose to strike out you will find broad and 
comprehensive grants of authority to pay 
such subsidies and in such amounts and 
in such manner as may be determined 
by some bureaucrat in one of the execu- 
tive departments. I do not believe that 
the House should grant this authority. 
I do not believe that the executive branch 
of the Government should request 
this authority. Nor do I believe that the 
present situation warrants either the 
granting of the power or the use of the 
power. 8 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. The gentleman 
refers to section 103, I think, beginning 
on page 6 and running over to pages 7 
and 8. I would like to get the purport 
of the gentleman’s remarks. Is the 
gentleman referring to that section of 
the bill that was passed in September? 

Mr. COOLEY. I am referring to the 
section now in the bill, which appears at 
the top of page 8. 

If the gentleman will look at subsec- 
tion (2) he will find that it provides that 
upon making certain findings he is au- 
thorized to make subsidy payments on 
any domestically produced material in 
such amounts and in such manner, in- 
cluding purchase of such materials and 
in resale at a loss without regard to limi- 
tations of existing law. 

Let us talk for one moment about roll- 
backs. I voted for the National Produc- 
tion Act, but I did not even remotely con- 
template that anybody would devise this 
thing that we now know as roll-backs. 
Actually, there is no authority in any of 
the organic law of this Republic that 
would authorize such a thing as a roll- 
back. The whole idea is alien to the con- 
cept of the American Government; it 
violates the spirit and the letter of the 
organic law; it is un-American, it is il- 
legal, and it is immoral; it is in violation 
of the very sacred principles which we 
celebrated on July 4. The right of pri- 
vate property is cataloged along with 
the right to life, liberty, and the pursuit 
of happiness. The right of private prop- 
erty is regarded by most Americans as 
sacred, Of course, we all accord to the 
Government the right to condemn an in- 
dividual’s proverty when it is taken in 
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the national interest, but even then the 
law contemplates and requires remu- 
neration. But here we are told that by 
this new device they are not going to 
take all of the property at once but are 
going to roll back the value of the prop- 
erty 10 percent at one time, 10 percent 
at another time; that they are going to 
depreciate the value of your property, 
going to reach into the value and take 
away without due process of law, without 
compensation of any kind, a part of the 
value, Let us pursue that a moment and 
see what it will lead to. If you can grant 
the right to take away part of a man’s 
property by degrees, it will be a matter 
of percentage; if you can grant the right 
to take any part of a man’s property then 
you can grant the right to take away 50, 
60, 70, or even 100 percent of the value 
of a citizen's property and use it for Gov- 
ernment purposes. 

Mr. FELLOWS. Does not this whole 
act do just that? 

Mr. COOLEY. I cannot agree with 
that statement. The original act con- 
templated the freezing of values, and 
that act, in a free-enterprise system, 
was drastic enough, but I frankly do not 
believe that any one of us anticipated or 
even remotely contemplated the rolling 
back of prices or the confiscation of 
profits and even of property by the 
scheme and device which is now being 
used. At.the time I voted for the Na- 
tional Production Act, I believed that 
an honest and diligent effort would be 
made to retard and to halt the forces of 
inflation by freezing and fixing prices, 
profits, wages, and all other things nec- 
essary to be controlled in a bold and 
broad effort to stabilize our economy. I 
thought and believed that equitable and 
uniform action across the board would 
be taken, but I had no reason to believe 
that prices would be fixed while profits 
and wages continued to increase. 

Roll-backs are incompatible with the 
very spirit and genius of our Govern- 
ment. There is no precedent in any le- 
gal jurisdiction which justifies or war- 
rants such action. Such orders are re- 
pugnant to the legal jurisprudence of 
our Nation, I challenge the authors 
and sponsors of roll-backs to find any- 
where in the organic law of this Nation 
the slightest authority which authorizes 
the legislative branch of the Federal 
Government or the legislative branches 
of any of the governments of the 48 
States to roll back the value of private 
property, or by legislative enactment 
depreciate the value of the property of 
a citizen. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 

Mr. RIVERS. I hope your committee 
will take the same position on all com- 
modities on roll-backs, because it will 
lead to nothing but state control and ulti- 
mately state socialism; it takes property 
without due process of law. 

Mr COOLEY. Certainly. Our 
amendment, if it is adopted, will pro- 
hibit any roll-back in the prices of agri- 
cultural commodities. 

Here is a different situation than 
when we were here with stop-gap legis- 
lation, Then we had an amendment 
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which we called the status quo amend- 
ment, and it did prohibit roll-backs on 
anything. But our committee has re- 
sponsibility only on matters pertaining 
to agriculture. So upon reflection and 
upon further consideration our commit- 
tee concluded that we had no right to 
usurp the functions and prerogatives of 
the Committee on Banking and Curren- 
cy and to deal with matters such as 
scrap iron and materials which might 
be strategic in our national defense. 

I am unalterably against any roll- 
backs. We are confining ourselves to 
those things we know something about. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr, COOLEY. I yield. 

Mr. HALLECK. Would the gentle- 
man agree with me that if roll-backs as 
the gentleman argues very forcibly are 
wrong with respect to agricultural prod- 
ucts, they likewise would be wrong with 
respect to industrial products? 

Mr. COOLEY. Certainly. The gen- 
tleman is entirely correct. 

Mrs. KELLY of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from New York. 

Mrs. KELLY of New York. What is 
the gentleman’s idea of retroactive? 

Mr. COOLEY, This thing is retroac- 
tive. It confiscates a man’s property, 
and does not give him the right to go to 
a court of any kind to even present his 
grievance. 

Mrs. KELLY of New York. Has the 
gentleman ever voted for a law that had 
a retroactive clause in it? 

Mr. COOLEY. Perhaps I have, but I 
am not going to vote for roll-backs. 
I am not going to vote for retroactive 
confiscation of a citizen's property, or 
an ex post facto law. 

I can easily visualize the possibility of 
some grasping or greedy group corner- 
ing a market in some strategic material, 
forcing the price unduly high and under 
such circumstances perhaps not only 
should we confiscate the property but we 
should lock them up for violating some 
of our laws against monopoly. But how 
on earth can the farmers, the wheat and 
corn farmers, the hog farmers, the cat- 
tle farmers of this country exercise any 
monopolistic power? They are scattered 
all over this vast country. They have 
no control over the price of their prod- 
uce. They are a scattered group. 
They do not act as a result of concerted 
consideration. They put their produce 
on the market and they have no con- 
trol over it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, if you 
are going to follow this committee, here 
is where you are going to find yourself 
on roll-backs, They have come out with 
a committee report that prohibits the 
next two roll-backs, which were de- 
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signed and intended to aid consumers, 
but they countenance and approve the 
one roll-back which was designed and 
intended to aid the packing industry of 
America and under which $700,000,000 
is taken away from the beef cattle pro- 
ducers and put into the pockets of the 
packers. 

I, for one, Mr. Chairman, am not 
willing to compromise on the principle 
because I believe the principle is un- 
American, 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kentucky. 

Mr. SPENCE. It seems to me that 
the Committee on Agriculture got a little 
off the beam, too, when it presented roll- 
backs on anything other than agricul- 
tural products. Those who are to ad- 
minister the law are very much exer- 
cised because it does not permit roll- 
backs on aluminum, scrap copper, and 
things of that kind, that are going clear 
out of sight, and for which the Govern- 
ment has been robbed. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman says 
that the House Committee on Agricul- 
ture did that. He is entirely in error. 
The House of Representatives plus the 
United States Senate prohibited those 
roll-backs, and I am telling you now, in 
an effort to protect the prerogatives of 
the gentleman’s committee, we have 
modified our position, but we have not 
modified our position on roll-backs on 
agricultural commodities. 

Mr. SPENCE. Did the gentleman’s 
committee recommend and propose it? 

Mr. COOLEY. We did that, yes, to 
give the House a chance to prohibit roll- 
backs across the board. Now this matter 
of roll-backs is intolerable. I do not see 
how anybody who knows anything about 
the legal jurisprudence of America can 
stand up here and defend them. 

Mr. Chairman, at the proper time I 
will offer the following amendment: 

) Section 402 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is hereby amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof a new subsection: 

„) No existing ceiling shall be main- 
tained and no new celing shall be placed into 
effect for any agricultural commodity (in- 
cluding dairy products) at a level below the 
average price for each grade, quality or type 
of any such commodity prevailing therefor 
in the 10 days immediately preceding the 
issuance of the regulation or order first es- 
tablishing a ceiling for such commodity.’” 


In concluding my remarks in refer- 
ence to the amendment, which I will 
offer, the effect of which will be to pro- 
hibit a roll-back in the prices of agri- 
cultural commodities, I desire to again 
emphasize the fact that the whole idea 
of rolling back prices, which means roll- 
ing back the value of property, is just as 
objectionable and repugnant to our jur- 
isprudence when such roll-backs are ap- 
plied to industrial articles as when they 
are applied to agricultural commodity 
prices, but our committee did not believe 
that as a committee we should sponsor 
a prohibition against the imposition of 
roll-back orders on other than agricul- 
tural commodities. I am certain, how- 
ever, that a majority of the members 
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of our committee look with disfavor up- 
on the very principle involved in the 
issuance and effect of such orders. 

Roll-back orders, such as those which 
have been issued, will not only confis- 
cate profits and property and the value 
thereof, but will actually impair a citi- 
zen’s financial status to the extent that 
no bank, insurance company, or other 
lending agency can with any degree of 
safety or security grant loans based upon 
a financial statement which might be 
submitted by applicants for such loans, 
because such lending agencies would 
have no way of knowing when by Gov- 
ernment edict and order the values in- 
volved might be rolled back to the point 
that what appears to be a safe and secure 
loan might, overnight, become very un- 
safe and insecure. 

Mr, Chairman, at the proper time, I 
shall introduce the following amend- 
ment: 

Page 15, line 3, insert a new subsection 
reading as follows: 

“Paragraph (3) of subsection (d) of sec- 
tion 402 of the Defense Production Act of 
1950 is amended by adding at the end there- 
of the following new sentence: ‘No price ceil- 
ing shall be established or maintained for 
any agricultural commodity when acreage 
allotments and marketing quotas for such 
commodity are in effect under the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
or for any commodity processed wholly from 
such an agricultural commodity.’ ” 


Only two agricultural commodities are 
now under acreage allotments and mar- 
keting quotas—tobacco and peanuts, 
Acreage allotments and marketing 
quotas were imposed with the consent 
and approval of the producers of such 
commodities, for the reason that the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture found as a fact 
that we had an abundance or a surplus 
of each of such commodities. Actually, 
we have a tremendous surplus of pea- 
nuts, and on the price-support program 
for peanuts the Government has sus- 
tained substantial losses. The producers 
of peanuts were perfectly willing to fol- 
low the advice of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture and to reduce very substantially 
the production of peanuts and to comply 
with both acreage allotments and mar- 
keting quotas. In the present situation, 
the Government is still supporting the 
price of peanuts and it appears ridicu- 
lous to propose that the Government 
should now, having in the first instance 
restricted acreage, impose price ceilings 
which depress the market and lower the 
price. I understand that some of our 
smart experts have officially determined 
that when the shell is taken off the pea- 
nut, it ceases to be an agricultural com- 
modity and automatically becomes some 
sort of an industrial article. The same 
experts have determined that spinach, 
when washed and wrapped in cellophane 
ceases to be an agricultural commodity 
and takes on the attributes of industry, 
and is properly the subject of price 
ceilings and controls. 

Tobacco farmers are now planting 
exactly the acreage they were told to 
plant by the Secretary of Agriculture, 
after conference with his corps of ex- 
perts. The tobacco farmers will market 
exactly what they are told they can mar- 
ket. Tobacco is sold at public auction. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Now, let us see what will happen to the 
public auction system if grade by grade 
ceilings are imposed. The Government 
has not only told tobacco farmers what 
they can plant and what they can mar- 
ket, but the Government has provided 
tobacco inspectors to classify and to 
grade every single basket of tobacco. 
And the same Government has provided 
a price support, and when the tobacco 
is inspected and graded and the support 
price therefor is fixed, and then the Gov- 
ernment comes along and imposes a 
price ceiling on each and every basket 
of that tobacco, pray tell me how it will 
be possible to operate an auction system 
such as has been operated through all of 
the long decades of the past? The buy- 
ers for tobacco manufacturers and the 
buyers for our export markets have never 
been willing to accept the Government 
grades. Government grades are only 
guides for farmers and to be used by 
them in connection with the price-sup- 
port program. If, therefore, the Gov- 
ernment does all the grading and fixes 
both the minimum and the maximum 
price, the auction system will cease to 
be and we might conceivably have a 
tobacco monopoly in the hands of the 
Government. If tobacco prices, or if, 
by some remote chance, peanut prices, 
should increase unduly when the mar- 
keting season opens, all the Secretary of 
Agriculture will have to do is to an- 
nounce, as he has a perfect right to do, 
that there will be a substantial increase 
in acreage allotments in the next crop 
year, and this will have the direct effect 
of leveling off or lowering such prices as 
may have risen unduly. 

In conclusion let me repeat and reiter- 
ate, production is the answer to infla- 
tion; production is our only salvation; 
production will make governmental con- 
trols unnecessary. Production is not 
encouraged by orders diminishing incen- 
tives or destroying profits. The Presi- 
dent himself and his Price Administra- 
tor, Mr. Chester Bowles, shared the sen- 
timent I have just expressed back in the 
spring of 1946, and yet it now appears 
that no emphasis is being placed upon 
the importance of production but rather 
that all emphasis seems to be placed 
upon controls and more controls. 

I hope that when my amendments are 
presented they will be carefully con- 
sidered. I am making the purpose of 
the amendments known now so that all 
Members might have ample opportunity 
to study and to understand them. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, it is my 
purpose at the appropriate time and 
place to offer two amendments to this 
bill which I consider to be of vital im- 
portance and which should probably be 
considered along with the amendments 
proposed by my chairman, Mr. COOLEY. 

The first amendment seeks to provide 
a formula for the automatic decontrol of 
any material or service which for a 
period of 60 days has maintained an 
average price of 2 percent or more under 
the ceiling. This amendment reads as 
follows: : 

Amendment offered by Mr. Poace: Page 40, 
line 22: “Amend section 104 by adding at 
the end thereof a new subsection. ‘If ceil- 
ing prices applicable to producers, manufac- 
turers, or processors, or their raw material 
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suppliers have been or are hereafter estab- 
lishéd, they shall be suspended whenever the 
average price Of such material or service for 
a period of the preceding 60 days is 2 per- 
cent or more below the ceiling price so es- 
tablished and shall not be reestablished or 
maintained unless or until the average price 
equals or exceeds for a period of the preced- 
ing 60 days, or exceeds by more than 5 percent 
for any cne day, the ceiling price previously 
established, and if and when such ceiling 
price is so reestablished it shall be (except in 
those cases where a uniform industry-wide 
ceiling price is established in lieu of individ- 
ual ceiling prices) at not less than the ceil- 
ing price previously established.“ 


The second amendment seeks to re- 
quire the control authorities to carry out 
the clearly expressed intent of this 
House which was evidenced by the fav- 
orable vote in this Chamber last year 
on an amendment which I then pro- 
posed requiring wages and prices in any 
given industry to both be placed under 
ceilings at the same time. This amend- 
ment is as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Poace: Page 
40, line 22, amend section 104: “ ‘Paragraph 
(5) of subsection (b) of section 402 is 
amended by striking out paragraph (5) in 
its entirety and inserting in lieu thereof a 
new paragraph reading as follows: 

“*(5) Whenever an increase in wages is 
specifically authorized or approved by any 
regulation or order issued under this title, 
such regulation or order containing such au- 
thorization or approval shall be accompa- 
nied by an order or regulation increasing 
the ceiling price of the applicable material 
or service to the extent necessary to cover 
the actual increase in wages unless the 
President finds and determines that the 
profit margin for each unit of such ma- 
terial or service will not be reduced below 
the average profit earned on an equivalent 
unit of such material or service during the 
period 1946-49 inclusive.’” 


I offer these amendments at this time 
for printing in the Recorp so that the 
Members will be familiar with them. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the committee amendment and all 
amendments thereto close at 5 o'clock. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr: Chairman, reserv- 
ing the right to object, may I ask the 
chairman if that means that debate 
would be closed on subdivision (b) on 
page 2? 

Mr. SPENCE. No; only on the com- 
mittee amendment and all amendments 
thereto. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Kentucky asks unanimous consent 
that all debate on the committee 
amendment and all amendments to the 
committee amendment close not later 
than 5 o’clock. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from West Virginia 
(Mr. Ramsay]. 

Mr. RAMSAY. Mr. Chairman, of 
course, I cannot say very much in a 
minute and a half, but I do want to say 
that I believe on both sides of the House 
I am recogniz d as a Democrat. But 
I am not a free-trade Democrat. I be- 
lieve in protecting American industry by 
the broad shield of the American law. 
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I want to add that this amendment was 
originally written by me and introduced, 
I believe, on the 23d of January, at the 
instigation of the pottery and glass man- 
ufacturers in West Virginia. Certain 
materials that they use in coloring their 
wares is very scarce, and of course, they 
had reason to be afraid that this scarce 
material being used by the Government, 
they would be put out in the cold so far 
as manufacturing that kind of glassware 
was concerned. They only ask for pro- 
tection the same as the rest of the 
people, that if they cannot get this ma- 
terial then the war from foreign coun- 
tries should be prohibited from coming 
into the country until such time as these 
materials are not scarce. 

(Mr. Wotcott asked and was given 
permission to yield his time to Mr, 
CRAWFORD.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
CRAWFORD]. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, as 
I read the Multer amendment it appears 
that it is strictly a special interest 
amendment introduced to protect some 
particular group. Now, who that group 
is, I do not know. 

As I read the amendment, it leaves in 
the bill this particular language: “ex- 
cept that this subsection shall not apply 
to articles and products whose importa- 
tion is deemed by the President neces- 
sary or appropriate to promote the na- 
tional defense.” 

Leaving that language in the bill on 
page 2, lines 8 to 11, inclusive, I think 
the President would have the power to do 
just as he pleases even with the Multer 
amendment, If the amendment is for 
a special group, which I am dead sure it 
is, if you read it carefully, designed to 
protect them specifically and at the 
same time running contrary to the in- 
terests of the established processes of 
this country, I think the amendment 
should be defeated. I hope that the 
House will draw the same conclusion. 
If the gentleman from New York de- 
sires to do so, he might give us a little 
more light on just what particular group 
this amendment will benefit. 

(Mr. TALLE asked and was given per- 
mission to yield his time allotted to Mr. 
BAILEY.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from West Virginia 
[Mr. BAILEY]. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, the de- 
bate on this amendment recalls the re- 
cent debate over the extension of the 
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act. You 
will recall one of the basic reasons I ad- 
vanced for the adoption of an escape 
clause was the fact that certain critical 
materials in this country were frozen 
and denied to certain manufacturers in 
the production of domestic products. I 
fought to get the escape clause adopted 
so that those people could demand an 
import quota to prevent the importation 
of foreign products made from raw ma- 
terials on which there was a freeze order 
iu this country. That is all this amend- 
ment proposes to do. 

To bring it down to actual facts, let 
us say that cobalt is one of the major 
raw materials in the manuf cture of 
glassware. 


I have considerable glass- _ 
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ware in my district. They cannot buy 
cobalt at the present time, but there is 
no freeze order in France, Czechoslo- 
vakia, and the other countries that use 
cobalt. Naturally they go ahead and 
manufacture their product and bring it 
in here and take the American market 
away from the producers of glass in my 
district. 

Iam in favor of the amendment. Ido 
not even want to see it weakened by the 
adoption of the Multer amendment. Let 
me remind the Committee that if we 
had not written some mandatory lan- 
guage in the renewal of the Reciprocal 
Trade Agreements Act you would not 
have seen the order from the State De- 
partment last week affecting the recip- 
rocal trade relations with the-nations be- 
yond the iron curtain. 

If we are going to say anything, just 
as I said on the floor in asking for the 
escape clause under the Reciprocal 
Trade Agreements Act, let us say it here 
on the floor of the Congress and not 
leave it to the determination or the dis- 
cretion of anybody. So I am in favor of 
the committee amendment. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BAILEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I wish to stand 
with the gentleman on that last propo- 
sition. As I understand, the Multer 
amendment would also strike out the 
language of the bill which provides that 
the President shall by proclamation pro- 
hibit the impoftation, and so forth, so 
that you know what is going on, you do 
not have to guess about it, It is out in 
the open and everybody has the same 
notice. j 

Mr. BAILEY. Those of you who sup- 
ported the amendment to the Reciprocal 
Trade Agreements Act that was under 
the caption of the so-called escape 
clause could very well follow through 
and support this amendment because it 
has the samegbasic purpose. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts (Mr. MARTIN]. 

(Mr. GAMBLE and Mr. Harris asked 
and were given permission to yield the 
time allotted to them to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MARTIN].) 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr, 
Chairman, I am in favor of this amend- 
ment. It will probably save industries 
in this country that have prospered un- 
der normal conditions. Today they 
find themselves, because of Government 
interference, deprived of raw materials, 
without which they cannot operate prop- 
erly, if at all. 

These industries are glad to coop- 
erate with the Government in the de- 
fense effort. We realize there is a great 
national defense emergency. We have 
no quarrel with the Government in its 
efforts, but we do believe wé should 
have sympathetic consideration from 
our Government. Thousands of work- 
ers have their livelihood threatened 
through no fault of their own. 

I understand only five members of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency 
voted against this amendment. That 
shows its merit. I understand there 


has been some talk about bureaucrats 
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finding this is an unworkable law; well, 
‘they are actually doing this today with- 
out authority. Therefore why should not 
Congress take back some of these re- 
sponsibilities that it formerly had and 
write into law that which they are doing 
by administrative regulation? After all, 
Congress is supposed to frame the laws. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. HARRIS. I am deeply sympa- 
thetic with the objectives of this pro- 
posal because I am for protecting 
American industry under the circum- 
stances as brought forth to us, but I 
should like to call the attention of the 
gentleman to the effect this might have 
on newsprint. Eighty percent of our 
newsprint comes from Canada. Sulfur 
is a vital product in the production of 
newsprint. We are short of both. If we 
are deprived of bringing newsprint from 
Canada for our newspapers, what are we 
going to do? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachussetts. As 
a publisher, I buy a lot of newsprint. 

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman gets it 
from Canada, too. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I am 
not worried about a ban on newsprint. 
We will get Canadian newsprint, Fur- 
thermore, I buy from the good old State 
of Maine. The question here is whether. 
thousands of honest workers shall have 
curtailed their opportunities in the 
American market. 

Mr, CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
yield with great delight to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. CELLER. Does the gentleman 
know there are practically no newsprint 
plants in Maine? There are some plants 
in this country. Only 15 percent of our 
newsprint is made in this country. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I am 
not going to get into an argument with 
the gentleman about newsprint. I buy 
newsprint from the State of Maine, and 
am well cared for. 

Mr. Chairman, I repeat I do hope we 
will recognize the claim of these thou- 
sands of workers. These are not pros- 
perity days for many of them. The cost 
of living zooms and they are work- 
ing on short schedule. Some will expe- 
rience hardship and poverty. If you 
fail to give them the necessary protec- 
tion now, where will they be if the wars 
ever cease? They will find the home 
markets will be replaced by foreign 
countries. Many of them are behind 
the iron curtain in Czechoslovakia. 
You will find a great many industries in 
(West Virginia, Pennsylvania, Ohio, and 
New England will be idle unless we give 
them a chance to live and their home 
market preserved. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is in 
the interest of the American working- 
man. It should be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr, 
Javits], 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Committee 
on Agriculture has announced that his 
committee will put forward certain 
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amendments to rule out roll-backs on 
beef. I think it is fair that some of the 
rest of us who intend to fight the whole 
proposition tooth and nail should an- 
nounce our position as well, and I shall 
put in the Recorp tonight the amend- 
ments I propose which will deal with 
repeal of the affirmative proposition of 
the preference given to farm products 
under the price stabilization law as now 
in effect and proposed to be renewed. 

Members I hope will examine this 
question very carefully because it is go- 
ing to be quite a struggle. 

Also let us bear in mind that there is 
nothing moral about this question. In 
the original Defense Production Act a 
distinct preference was given to farm 
products, not at just 100 percent of par- 
ity, but at the highest price they 
reached in the base period from May to 
June 1950. That means that at that 
time beef cattle prices were about 135 
percent of parity and that constituted 
the minimum ceiling price. What the 
roll-back is doing is to bring beef prices 
back to about where they were then and 
the act provided that they should be giv- 
en a preference at that time. 

Let us not forget that the whole dif- 
ficulty in wage stabilization has been 
the inability to do anything really con- 
structive about food prices, which has 
made the whole cost of living spiral and 
unless we can successfully deal with that 
problem we cannot successfully stabilize 
the wage structure. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. Does the gentleman 
know that at the very moment the House 
Committee on Agriculture was conduct- 
ing these hearings on the roll-backs, and 
while the roll-back was in effect, that the 
same agency permitted an increase in 
the wage earner’s wage rate of 9 cents an 
hour in the packing plants, which added 
to the cost? 

Mr. JAVITS. That is exactly what I 
am saying. Food represents 40 percent 
of the total cost of living of the moder- 
ate-income family, and so long as you do 
not control that effectively, and you do 
not under this law and under this bill, 
and you will do it even less so if the Agri- 
culture Committee’s amendment is suc- 
cessful—so long as you do not really con- 
trol food prices under this bill without 
preferences—you are going to get a very 
short way with price stabilization. 

The text of the amendments which are 
in the alternative follows: 

(1) To repeal paragraph (3) of subsection 
(d) of section 402 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 entirely, there being full power 
left in the act to protect in every way the 
legitimate interests of food producers; or 

(2) to strike out the first sentence of para- 


graph (3) of subsection (d) of section 402 
and to insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“(3) No ceiling shall be established or 
maintained for any agricultural commodity 
below the highest of the following prices: 
(i) The support price for such commodity, 
as determined by the Secretary of Agriculture 
in accordance with the Agricultural Adjust- 
ment Act of 1938, as amended, and adjusted 
by the Secretary of Agriculture for grade, 
location, and seasonal differentials, or (ii) 
the highest price received by producers dur- 
ing the period from May 24, 1959, to June 24, 
1950, inclusive, as determined by the Secre- 
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tary of Agriculture and adjusted by the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture for grade, location, and 
seasonal differentials, or (iii) in the case of 
any commodity for which the market was not 
active during the period May 24 to June 24, 
1950, the average price received by producers 
during the most recent representative period 
prior to May 24, 1950, in which the market 
for such commodity was active as determined 
and adjusted by the Secretary of Agriculture 
to a level in line with the level of prices re- 
ceived by producers for agricultural com- 
modities generally during the period May 24 
to June 24, 1950, and adjusted by the Secre- 
tary for grade, location, and seasonal differ- 
entials, or (iv) in the case of fire-cured to- 
bacco a price (as determined by the Secretary 
of Agriculture and adjusted for grade differ- 
entials) equal to 75 percent of the support 
price of Burley tobacco of the corresponding 
crop, and in the case of dark air-cured to- 
bacco and Virginia sun-cured tobacco, re- 
spectively, a price (as determined by the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture and adjusted for grade 
differentials) equal to 6334 percent of the 
support price of Burley tobacco of the cor- 
responding crop.” 


The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
O'BRIEN]. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, commencing on line 22, on 
page 14, of H. R. 3871, as reported by the 
Committee on Banking and Currency, 
under title “Price and Wage Stabiliza- 
tion,” is the text of the Fugate amend- 
ment which reads as follows: 

(a) Paragraph (3) of subsection (d) of 
section 402 of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 is amended by inserting after the 
third sentence thereof the following new 
sentence: “No ceiling shall be established or 
maintained for any agricultural commodity 
below 90 percent of the price received 
(by grade) by producers on May 19, 1951, as 
determined by the Secretary of Agriculture.” 


This amendment was adopted by a 
very close vote in the Committee and I 
voted against the adoption of this 
amendment. I take this opportunity to 
urge the Committee of the Whole to vote 
“no” on such amendment when acted 
upon in this body. e 

The whole justification for the con- 
trols provided in H. R. 3871 is to protect 
the national interests of the country. 
It is estimated that a billion dollars a 
week will be spent during the ensuing 
year in the cause of rearmament and 
preparation for defense. It is also esti- 
mated that up to 20 percent of the av- 
erage of national production may be 
used in defense preparations. If con- 
trols were not adopted, this amount of 
Government spending and consumption 
would result in disastrous inflation and 
a dangerous deterioration in the value 
of the dollar. In laying out these con- 
trols the principle of equality of sacrifice 
should be observed. 

Therefore, there is no justification in 
permitting excessive profits to accrue 
to those who have raised their prices 
exorbitantly on agricultural commodi- 
ties during the period from the outbreak 
of the Korean hostilities: The provi- 
sions of this amendment are not needed 
to protect parity prices. In fact, in the 
amendment there is no mention of par- 
ity. 

The adoption of this amendment is 
special interest legislation. Others are 
called upon to make sacrifices under the 
several controls provided for in this leg- 
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islation, but the administrators of this 
act are handcuffed from providing full 
and adequate controls on the already 
inflated prices of agricultural commodi- 
ties. This is a test between profits to 
narrow special interests on the one 
hand, and the good of the whole Nation 
on the other, for all of us are consumers 
of agricultural commodities. 

Controls of materials needed in the 
several industries in this country; con- 
trols on credits, on rents, provisions for 
wage stabilization and mediation of la- 
bor disputes all impose certain restric- 
tions for a temporary period upon in- 
dividuals, but are justified for the good 
of the whole Nation. 

Agricultural producers are well pro- 
tected by the provisions for the mainte- 
nance of parity prices and the provisions 
for subsidies contained in this bill. The 
Fugate Amendment would impose pro- 
tection upon protection and benefit upon 
benefit and would put this bill out of 
balance, and, in my opinion, would per- 
mit unreasonable costs of the necessities 
of life to be imposed upon the consumers 
of this country. 

I ask that such amendment when of- 
fered be defeated and stricken from the 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Kentucky 
(Mr. SPENCE]. 

(Mr. McKinnon asked and was given 
permission to yield his time to Mr. 
SPENCE.) 

Mr, SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I think 
the amendment is an amendment to 
grant special privileges and foster 
monopoly. In the good old days of Re- 
publican tariffs, the Republican Party 
never advocated an embargo. This is 
an embargo on foreign goods in short 
supply in our country. The principle 
is, if you have not got it you cannot get 
it. In this time of expanding world 
economy in a contracting world, when 
we are trying to establish friendly rela- 
tions with those people who are in favor 
of our form of government and the lib- 
erty that we cherish, we are introducing 
an amendment that will prevent them 
from trading with us. 

I can see why the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. Bamey] wants it. 
Oxide of tin is the coloring matter in 
pottery. Under this act they could ex- 
clude pottery entirely, and create a 
monopoly in this country. I do not want 
to do any injury to American industry, 
but what effect will this amendment 
have upon the prices of goods if we ex- 
clude all foreign competition? It will 


raise pri when we are fighting infia- 
tion. It do everything we are trying 
to prevent. 


I earnestly ask that this amendment 
be voted down and the committee 
amendment as well. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 

All time has expired. 

The question occurs on the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Mutter] to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment to the committee 
amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 
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The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. Martin. of Massa - 
chusetts), there were—ayes 77, noes 96. 

So the committee amendment was re- 
jected. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Mitts, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H. R. 3871) to amend the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950, and for other pur- 
poses, had come to no resolution 
thereon. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. KENNEDY asked and was given 
permission to address the House today 
for 15 minutes, following the conclusion 
of any special orders heretofore entered. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 30 minutes on Wednesday next, fol- 
lowing the legislative business of the day 
and any special orders heretofore 
entered, 


INTERNATIONAL FRIENDSHIP 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise anu extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, in debate we hear a great deal 
about what would happen if we should 
lose the friendship of other countries. 
We are a great and powerful Nation and 
a very kind and generous Nation. We 
should stress more, and more, and more 
what would happen to other countries if 
they lost our interest and our support 
which are extremely valuable. They 
should pause and remember what their 
loss of our friendship would mean to 
them in every way. We do not stress 
that angle as we should. 


REFERENCE OF EXECUTIVE COMMUNI- 
CATION 


Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on House Administration be discharged 
from further consideration of Execu- 
tive Communication No. 568 from the 
Administrator of the General Services 
Administration, transmitting a proposed 
bill to amend or repeal certain laws re- 
lating to Government records, and that 
the communication be referred to the 
Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia? 

There was no objection, 

BILL TO PREVENT DISCRIMINATION IN 
HIRING OR FIRING WORKERS OVER 45 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, I have a 

5-minute special order. I would like to 

ask unanimous consent to address the 

House for 1 minute and give up the 

special order. 
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The SPEAKER: If the gentleman de- 


sires to give up his special order and 


proceed for a minute in lieu thereof, 
without objection he may do so. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, I am to- 
day introducing the National Act Against 
Age Discrimination in Employment. It 
makes discrimination in hiring or firing 
workers over 45 years of age an unfair 
employment practice which can be re- 
dressed with recovery of back wages and 
cease-and-desist orders. 

Judicial review is provided and the bill 
emphasizes conciliation and investiga- 
tion. Adminstration is vested in the 
Wage and Hour Administrator of the 
Department of Labor. This bill is in 
efect a FEPC for older workers. 

A vital resource—the working power 
of older citizens, both men and women 
is being wasted at a crucial time in our 
national life while the burden of relief 
rolls and State and municipal aid for our 
olders citizens becomes drastically in- 
creased due to short-sighted discrimina- 
tion against the hiring and retention of 
older workers. We cannot afford any of 
these wastes. The enactment into law 
of the bill which I have proposed will 
not only deal directly with the job prob- 
lem but will focus attention on the other 
problems of older the citizen—rehabili- 
tation and retraininz, housing, recrea- 
tion, retirement, pensions, and social 
security. 

There are 11,500,000 men and women 
over 65 in the United States making up 
about 8 percent of the total population. 
Estimates are that by 1975 there may be 
close to double that number. If we do 
not see to keeping our workers over 45 
employed during the next 25 years they 
are likely to become public charges in 
increasing numbers; in addition, cur- 


rent employment, considering the lib- 


eralized provisions of the social-security 
laws applicable to older workers, will 
make more of them eligible in the en- 
suing years for benefits under the social 
security system. 

The mounting demands on Federal, 
State, and municipal budgets for old-age 
assistance is shown by the experience of 
the city of New York, where Welfare 
Commissioner Henry L. McCarthy, re- 
cently declared that within a period of 
9 months from July 1, 1950, to April 1, 
1951, the number of employables on the 
relief rolls over 40 had risen from one- 
half to two-thirds of the total. Com- 
missioner McCarthy found a direct 
“prejudice against hiring workers over 
40.“ Experience in other parts of the 
country bears out this situation. For 
older people a job is the best guarantee 
of status, independence, and health, 
For «xample, the 1949 report of the New 
York State Joint Legislative Committee 
on Problems of the Aging lists as the first 
of five basic shortcomings in current 
employment practices concerned with 
the aged “wide-scale prejudice against 
hiring workers over 45.” 

The problems of defense mobilization 
have reduced the number of unemploy- 
ed to almost the irreducible minimum of 
1,600,000; yet demand for over 3,500,000 
additional workers is expected in the 
next year or two, The only way this can 
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be satisfied is through the employment 


of older workers, the handicapped and 
women. In this field older workers rep- 
resent the most fruitful source of em- 
ployment with the least economic and 
social dislocation. It is estimated that 
older persons, women, and farm workers 
can supply 2,000,000 of the 3,500,000 ad- 
ditional workers needed. But the con- 
tribution of women will be very mate- 
rially less than it was in World War II. 
It is estimated that only 900,000 women 
are now seeking jobs against the 4,000,- 
000 drawn into the labor force during 
World War II. Many of these remained 
at work after World War II and the in- 
creased birth rate has given many of the 
others young children to care for. 

Traditionally older people found it 
much easier to gain employment than 
today. Going back to 1890, 68 percent 
of all men over 65 were in gainful occu- 
pations. By 1950 this figure had 
dropped to 43 percent and it is dropping 
further. An idea seems to be abroad 
that the complexity of modern business 
and industrial operations excludes the 
employment of the older worker. Those 
who have employed older workers in 
World War II found them steady and re- 
liable with a minimum of absenteeism 
due to illness or other causes. 

The State of Massachusetts has had 
legislation for some years declaring un- 
lawful the discriminatory practices in 
hiring or firing workers between 45 
and 65 years of age. This is an excellent 
precedent to which the Congress ought. 
to give its attention. 


THE NEED FOR STRONG PRICE AND WAGE 
CONTROLS 


Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, a cease- 
fire in Korea would no more end the 
threat of further Communist aggression 
than did the successful termination of 
the Berlin airlift. Our mobilization ef- 
fort must continue until Communist 
Russia and her satellites are ready to 
prove, by act and deed, a genuine desire 
for peace with the free world. The 
mobilization program is still in the 
tooling-up stage. In the months ahead 
the billions of dollars of military: orders 
and the vast expenditures for expansion 
of industrial capacity will mean higher 
purchasing power in the hands of the 
people and goods available for consumers 
to buy. That spells inflation unless 
strong measures are taken to combat it. 

Unless the Congress were to decide to 
abandon the mobilization program en- 
tirely on the theory that an end to the 
Korean war removed all fear of Com- 
munist aggression, then it could not 
safely abandon the controls against in- 
fiation provided in the Defense Produc- 
tion Act. If it did otherwise, and elimi- 
nated or crippled anti-infiation controls, 
it would have to shoulder responsibility 
for an inevitable increase in living costs 
and for higher prices for the guns, 
planes, tanks, and other military goods 
we so urgently require. 3 
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Surely, this is a responsibility Congress 
would not want to take lightly. If prices 
have to go up, so would wages. Infla- 
tion sends prices, wages, rents, profits, 
costs, and parity chasing each other ever 
upward. It would particularly hurt the 
people on fixed incomes, and State and 
local governments, already hard pressed 
financially, organizations, churches, and 
similar institutions. A new inflation 
spiral must be prevented if America is 
not to collapse economically just at the 
time when, for the safety of freedom 
everywhere, we must be stronger than 
ever. We must not let a Korean cease- 
fire be used as an excuse to weaken our 
military or economic might. 

ROLL-BACKS 

Prohibiting roll-backs in any price 
ceiling could: 

First. Permanently knock out the roll- 
backs i: the manufacturers’ regulation, 
scheduled to go into effect July 2, which 
would have resulted in the following 
savings to consumers: 

A. One billion dollars a year in build- 
ing-materials costs. 

B. Three hundred million to four hun- 
dred million dollars in chemicals. 

C. Two hundred million dollars in 
rubber products. 

Second. Prohibit the two 434 percent 
roll-kacks in beef cattle prices in Au- 
gust and October, which would lower 
beef prices to consumers by $709,009,- 
000 a year. 

~ Third. Cost the consumers of America 
perhaps fourteen or sixteen billion dol- 
Jars a year. Of this amount, $4,000,- 
000,000 represents the savings they would 
receive through lower prices if roll-backs 
were permitted; the rest represents the 
higher prices that would inevitably result. 

Fourth. Cost each family in America 
as much as $1 a day—$360 a a eas 
higher living costs. 

Fifth. Cost the taxpayers four — five 
billion dollars more a year for the same 
quantity of guns, tanks, planes and other 
military goods. 

Sixth. Provide windfalls to all sellers 
who marked up their prices out of all 
proportion to increased costs before the 
freeze oh January 26 despite the Gov- 
ernment’s plea to business voluntarily 
to hold the line. It would protect their 
excessive prices against roll-backs while 
penalizing the patriotic businessmen 
who held their prices in line. 

THE LUCAS AMENDMENT 

The Lucas amendment, limiting the 
powers of the Wage Stabilization Board 
and revising its tripartite character, 
would scuttle the whole wage stabiliza- 
tion program which up to now has been 
Successful in holding wage rate increases 
to reasonable levels in the face of grow- 
ing manpower shortages and competition 
for essential workers. 

The tripartite method is the best guar- 
anty of labor and management partici- 
pation and cooperation in the program. 

Wage stabilization depends for success 
upon mutual confidence by labor, man- 
agement and the public that the pro- 
gram and regulations issued under it are 
fair to all groups. The present Wage 
Stabilization Board program grew out of 
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protracted negotiations and compromise 
among the groups affected, in the tra- 
ditional American way. To change the 
composition and the powers of the Board 
at this time would be to destroy all of 
the patient and careful work which went 
into the development of this program. 

The Lucas amendment would impose 
on the Board a division of representation 
which the present Board believes would 
1 destructive of effective wage stabiliza- 

on. 

In connection with the Board’s limited 
disputes powers, which the amendment 
would take away, these powers are en- 
tirely voluntary or advisory. The Board 
cannot “settle” any dispute except in 
those instances where management and 
labor unite ir submitting the dispute to 
the Board. Otherwise, it can only in- 
vestigate the facts and make recommen- 
dations to the President in those disputes 
certified to it by the President. 

The limited disputes powers of the 
Foard do not in any way conflict with 
any of the provisions of existing law, in- 
cluding those of the Labor-Management 
Relations Act. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. McCORMACK asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 10 minutes today, following any 
special orders heretofore entered. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY} is recognized 
for 15 minutes. 


DEFENSE PRODUCTION BILL 


Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I be- 
lieve that the defense production bill in 
the form it has come before the House 
is wholly inadequate to accomplish the 
vital task of stabilizing prices, wages, 
and rents. * 

I am opposed especially to the follow- 
ing provisions of the bill: 

First. The prohibition of further roll- 
backs of beef prices. 

Second. The authorization of a 20- 
percent increase in rent over the 1947 
maximum rent, plus the same 20-per- 
cent increase on all allowably adjusted 
increases since 1947; 

Third. The amendment to the bill, to 
be offered by the education and labor 
committee, which would seriously ham- 
per the Wage Stabilization Board’s tasks 
of stabilizing wages in a just and reason- 
able manner. 

I am also opposed to these shortcom- 
ings of the bill: 

Pirst. Its failure to require that public 
utilities and common carriers, which are 
not regulated by state, city or other mu- 
nicipal body, be subject to Federal price 
control. entirely uncontrolled 
utilities and public carriers have raised 
their prices so high that many producers 
have asked the Office of Price Stabiliza- 
tion for price increases to be passed 
along to the public. 

Second. Its failure to authorize the 
Office of Price Stabilization to license 
businesses selling articles subject to price 
control. Ex-President Hoover has stated 
that this licensing power is essential if 
price control is to be truly effective. 
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Third. Its failure to meet more realis- 
tically the food-price problem caused by 
the present law’s provision that no price 
ceiling may be set on agricultural prod- 
ucts below the so-called parity level. 

Fourth. Its failure to permit more ef- 
fective control over commodity specula- 
tion and profiteering. 

My opposition to the prohibition of 
further roll-backs on beef prices is based 
on these facts. When the Office of Price 
Stabilization announced the first beef 
roll-back on April 28 beef cattle prices 
were 152 percent of parity. This first 
roll-back, amounting to 10 percent, went 
into effect on May 20, but was not felt 
at the consumer’s retail level. 

In order to allow the meat industry to 
make adjustments to the change, the 
next announced roll-backs were stag- 
gered over several months. Roll-backs 
of 4144 percent each were scheduled for 
August 1 and October 1, at which time 
the consumer would finally obtain some 
relief from increasingly high beef prices, 

Even after the scheduled October roll- 
backs beef prices would be higher than 
the highest ever paid before Korea, and 
would stand at 125 percent of parity. 

Obviously, the roll-backs on beef would 
be reasonable and in the interest of the 
American consumer. What is more, they 
would be fair to the beef producers. 

The provision in the present bill which 
prohibits these roll-backs is, in effect, a 
favor to a special-interest group, which 
is already being well taken care of by the 
Government. It should be stricken from 
the bill. 

Prohibition of roll-backs will be a se- 
vere blow to our attempts to meet the 
threat of inflation, for increased food 
prices will result in demands for higher 
wages and the never-ending conse- 
quences of price-wage spirals. 

The 20-percent increase in rents above 
1947 maximum rents provided for in this 
bill, although seeming reasonable, would 
but add to the burden of those Americans 
already most heavily burdened by the 
present high cost of living—the lower- 
and middle-income rent payers. 

In my own native city of Boston, for 
example, the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
says the average rent increase from 1941 
till this year amounts to 25.7 percent. 
The average percentage increase in 34 
large cities in the country amounts to 
28.7 percent, the Bureau of Labor Sta- 
tisties also tells us. 

What harm, then, say the broponents 
of this bill’s 20 percent authorized in- 
crease over 1947 rents, can be done to 
the rent payers of the Nation if the 
average increase is already above 20 per- 
cent? The bill provides, they say, that 
any rent which has already been in- 
creased by 20 percent since 1947 will 
not be affected. 

In checking into the statistics given 
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, how- 
ever, I have found these to be the facts 
in Boston—and housing officials have as- 
sured me that Boston is typical of the 
other large metropolitan cities in the 
country: 

There are approximately 250,000 
rental units out of a total of 415,000 
dwelling units in the Boston area. Of 
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these 250,000, about 25,000 were never 
under rent control. Of the remaining 
225,000 units, about 100,000 signed the 
15 percent rent increase lease author- 
ized a couple of years ago by the Con- 
gress. Some 40,000 individual rent in- 
crease adjustments have been made. 

The only general increase that has 
been granted in Boston since 1947 was 
an 8 percent general tax increase allow- 
ance. 

Thus, it is apparent that, taking dupli- 
cation of those landlords receiving the 
15 percent increase leases and those 
who have received individual adjust- 
ments into consideration, upward of 
half of Boston’s controlled rent payers 
have been increased only the 8 percent 
granted in the general tax increase. 

Therefore, about 100,000 Boston ten- 
ants will, if the bill’s rent-control pro- 
visions stand, have their rent increased 
by 12 percent. 

I am bitterly opposed to such a rent 
increase at this time when we are strug- 
gling to keep the cost of living down. 
Consequently, I shall offer an amend- 
ment to the present bill cutting down 
the authorized increase from 20 percent 
to 10 percent. 

The effect of the proposed amend- 
ment to abolish the existing Wage 
Stabilization Board and substitute a new 
board would be to strip the Board of its 
responsibility for day to day admin- 
istration of wage stabilization controls 
and to confine and limit its jurisdiction. 

The proposed amendment rolls back 
most of the dispute settlement authority 
granted by Executive Order 10233; and, 
more, it freezes the authority of the 
President to deal with national indus- 
trial relations problems as they arise. 
It would prohibit any use of the Board 
in the solution of national industrial re- 
lations problems. 

This bill, in its present form, will not 
do the job that vitally needs to be done, 
If passed in its present form, it increases 
the responsibility which the Congress 
and the President must assume for fail- 
ing to meet the problems of inflation 
with the vigor that was required. The 
responsibility of the President rests with 
his failure to request full and complete 
powers to limit the rise in the cost of 
living at the beginning of the hostilities 
in Korea, and with his delay in using the 
limited powers granted to him. 

The responsibility of the Congress 
rests with its failure to accept the recom- 
menations of Mr. Baruch a year ago, and 
with its willingness—as in this present 
bill—to listen to the siren call of the 
special interests. 

What has happened in the past year 
to the cost of living, when the full impact 
of the defense effort upon the economy 
has not been felt, is indicative of the ne- 
cessity for strong action on all fronts in 
this war against inflation. 

The facts are plain: 

PRICES 

For the month ending May 15, ac- 
cording to the most recent Labor Depart- 
ment Consumer’s Price Index, the cost of 
living reached an all-time high of 185.4 
percent over the 1935-39 average. 
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The following breakdown gives the 
comparative figures for May 15 of last 
year; June 15, 1950, just prior to the 
outbreak of the Korean war; and May 
15, 1951: 


May 15, | June 15, | May 15, 
1950 1950 1951 


Percent | Percent 

All items... 170.2 185.4 
Food 200. 1 227.4 
Apparel. 184.6 204.0 
F 130. 9 135. 4 
Fuel, electrieit 

refrigeration... 139.1 143.6 
House furnishin 184.8 212.6 
Miscellaneous 154. 6 165.0 


There has thus been almost a 10-per- 
cent rise in living costs since the Korean 
war started, while there has been nearly 
a 20-percent rise in wholesale prices dur- 
ing the same period. 

WAGES 

The average weekly earnings for all 
manufacturing workers was estimated 
for April of this year to be $64.22. In 
1939 the average earning was $23.86; in 
April of 1950, $56.93; and in June 1950— 
Korea month—$58.85. 

The latest estimate of the average 
weekly earning for retail-trade workers 
in March of this year was $48.95. A year 
ago, March, it was $46.26, and for Korea 
month it was $48.06. 

For manufacturing workers, then, the 
figures show a rise in wages of about 9 
percent since Korea; for retaii-trade 
workers a rise of less than 2 percent 
since Korea. This indeed is clear proof 
that the workingman, including the 
white-coliar worker, has lagged well be- 
hind the increase in the cost of living. 

CREDIT 


Prices and wages are commonly 
thought to be the only important ele- 
ments leading to inflation. But there is 
another factor which has greatly added 
to the acceleration of the inflation we 
face, namely, large-scale borrowing from 
banks. As a natter of fact many of the 
expert economists believe the uncurbed 
expansion of bank credit is the greatest 
danger we face today. 

From April of last year when bank 
loans totaled $43,800.000,000 through 
April of this year there was an increase 
of over $10,000,000,000 in commercial- 
bank credit, with the April estimate of 
total loans at $54,400,000,000. 

It is estimated that business loans ex- 
panded during that period by some 
$5,000,000,000 and that real estate and 
consumer loans expanded about $2,500,- 


-000,00C each. 


Of the $5,000,000,000 business loans, 
although no factual data are available, 
it is considered improbable by Govern- 
ment officials that over a small percent- 
age went into a direct defense produc- 
tion. It is commonly agreed that the 
overwhelming portion of this $5,000,000,- 
000 went into post-Korea share buying 
and inventory build-ups by nondefense 
business. 

PROFIT 

Corporate profits for the year 1950 
amounted to $49,500,000,000 before taxes 
and 822,400, 000,000 after taxes, For the 
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first quarter of this year they have been 
running at an estimated rate of $51,000,- 
000,000 before and $24,300,000,000 after 
taxes. In 1939 they amounted to $6,500,- 
000,000 before and $5,000,000,000 after 
taxes. In 1949 corresponding figures 
for profits were $27,600,000,000 and 
$17,000,000,000. 

The steady rise in profits is clearly evi- 
dent in the figures showing at what an- 
nual rates, seasonally adjusted, they 
were running for each quarter of last 
year and for the first quarter of this 
year: 

[In billions of dollars} 


Before After 

taxes taxes 
950: 

First quarter 29.2 16.0 
Second quarter.. = 37.4 20.9 
Third quarter 46.4 25.8 
Fourth quarter. 5 50. 8 28.5 
1951: First quarter.. a 51.0 24.3 


Thus we see that corporate profits for 
the first quarter of 1951 surpassed those 
of any previous period. After taxes, 
which hit hard in the first quarter of 
the year, they were $8,000,000,000 more 
than in the first quarter of 1950, a rise 
of 50 percent. 

All of these elements, prices, wages, 
credit, and profits, have had their effect 
on the spiraling of costs and the progres- 
sive weakening of the value of money we 
call inflation. 

After the invasion of South Korea by 
the Korean Communists, and the re- 
sultant spurt in our own defense efforts, 
it was unmistakably clear that the Gov- 
ernment would have to take steps both 
to adequately build up our Armed Forces 
and also to insure the stability of our 
national economy. Congress as a result 
voted moneys to build up our Army, 
Navy, and Air Force, and likewise passed 
the Defense Production Act. 

I think it is safe to say that our defense 
forces’ build-up, except for the fact that 
defense-item prices have soared tre- 
mendously, has progressed fairly well 
since then, although I personally feel the 
military goals have been set too far 
ahead. The role played by inflation in 
our defense build-up is evident in the 
report of the Department of Defense to 
the Joint Economic Committee, which 
states that— 

In terms of the number of guns that can 
be procured with available funds, the effect 
of inflationary prices increase is almost the 
same as if half the guns on order had been 
destroyed by enemy action. 


I know it is eminently safe to say that, 
in the fight against inflation and an un- 
sound economy, the Government has 
failed, and failed badly, in the eyes of 
every segment of the American public. 

Consequently, it is well to consider at 
this time the weapons the Government 
has used in this fight—weapons which so 
far have proven so ineffectual. For if 
the economy of the country is so riddled 
with the symptons of inflation today 
when our defense mobilization is taking 
but about a 10-percent bite out of our 
national production, it is clear that im- 
proved weapons must be forged as we 
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approach 1952 when mobilization will be 
biting an estimated 20 percent out of our 
national production. 

Title IV of the Defense Production 
Act, passed into law last September, 
states: 

It is the intent of Congress to provide 
authority necessary to achieve the following 
purposes in order to |) zomote the national 
defense: To prevent inflation and preserve 
the value of the national currency; to assure 
that defense appropriations are not dissi- 
pated by excessive costs and prices; to stabil- 
ize the cost of living for workers and other 
consumers and the cost of production for 
farmers and businessmen; to eliminate and 
prevent profiteering, hoarding, manipula- 
tion, speculation, and other disruptive prac- 
tices resulting from abnormal market con- 
ditions or scarcities; * * * to protect 
the national economy against future loss of 
needed purchasing power by the present dis- 
sipation of individual savings; and to prevent 
a future collapse of value. 


Title VI authorized the President, 
through the Federal Reserve System, to 
exercise control and to regulate con- 
sumer and real-estate credit. 

Up to today, not one of these objec- 
tives has been realized. Inversely, in- 
deed, if the act had said that it was 
“the intent of Congress to create infla- 
tion, to dissipate defense appropriations 
through excessive costs and prices, to 
increase the cost of living for consumers, 
and so forth,” conditions today would 
indicate that the law had worked 
perfectly. 

The chief weapon the Defense Produc- 
tion Act put into the President’s hands 
to achieve the objectives of the law was, 
of course, the authority to control prices 
and wages. 

The ineffectiveness of these controls 
is apparent today. While it is true that 
the Economic Stabilization Agency 
needed time to get going after being 
set up last fall, no one or no group today 
pretends that the purposes for which it 
was established have been, to any con- 
sequential degree, achieved. 

Certainly the Congress expected and 
the American people looked for more 
concrete results from the Government 
in the fight for economic stabilization 
than have been achieved up to now. 

And yet the Congress itself and many 
private American citizens are not en- 
tirely innocent of contributing to the 
lack of results. 

For example, one of the most contro- 
versial provisions of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act which Congress wrote into it 
is the protection of parity guaranties 
to farmers. 

We have seen from figures quoted 
earlier, while the over-all cost of living 
rose about 9 percent in the past year, 
food prices have come up about 16 per- 
cent—and more than 11 percent since 
the Korean war started. Food is the 
No. 1 item in the workingman’s budget. 
Despite this fact, the present defense 
production law includes a provision that 
price controls or ceilings cannot be im- 
posed on any agricultural commodity 
below the highest of either, first, the 
parity prices for such commodity; or 
second, the highest price received by pro- 
ducers during the period May 24, 1950, 
to June 1951. 
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When the first price freeze was put 
on back in January, the majority of farm 
commodities were below parity. Of the 
one-hundred-and-sixty-odd farm prod- 
ucts listed by the Agriculture Depart- 
ment, only 24 were selling above parity 
at that time. The prices of these were 
frozen and they included beef, cotton, 
wool, rice, cottonseed, lambs, sheep, and 
veal calves. The long list of those sell- 
ing below parity included chickens, eggs, 
milk, potatoes, citrus fruits, sugar, and 
many vegetables. 

While there has been a rise toward 
parity by some of these latter products, 
most of the foods which were under 
parity in January, although some have 
risen, have still not reached the parity 
figure, and consequently we can expect 
further price increases in food. 

It is bad enough to think that Con- 
gress allowed in the production law all 
of these food prices to rise to a fixed 
parity point. If the matter ended there, 
perhaps the provision guaranteeing 
parity prices might be justified for the 
farmers’ stability. 

It does not, however, end there. For, 
indeed, there is no such thing as a fixed 
parity. As prices of farm products rise 
to a certain parity point, naturally there 
is a rise in food prices and a resultant 
need for higher wages by the consumer, 
This means, in turn, that the prices 
farmers have to pay go up—necessitating 
the establishment of a new higher parity 
price for their own products. 

Many leading economists and govern- 
mental officials have been greatly dis- 
turbed by this vicious inflationary circle 
caused by the parity provision, but have 
run up against the very powerful farm 
bloc both throughout the country and 
in the Congress itself. 

The retention of this parity guaranty 
in the price-control set-up will no doubt 
negate pretty completely the effect of the 
system announced by the Price Stabilizer 
of mark-up dollar-and-cent ceilings for 
food items that account for 60 percent of 
the Nation’s food budget. For in the 
order setting up this system whereby a 
grocer could, for example, charge 25 per- 
cent above his cost for a can of toma- 
toes, there was nothing to bar further 
higher farm prices and the accompany- 
ing rise in retail food prices. 

Moreover, there is the present bitter 
opposition to any roll-back of prices on 
farm products. 

Besides the parity problem, other ob- 
stacles in the way of price stabilization 
have been profiteering and hoarding. 
Private American citizens are the profit- 
eers and hoarders. 

All in all, it is obvious that controls 
on prices have been flexible and soft. 

The wage-control policy of the Gov- 
ernment has, on the other hand, been 
comparatively inflexible and hard. The 
only exceptions to the general wage 
freeze ordered last January have been, 
first, to allow wages to rise up to 10 per- 
cent over January 1950 levels; and, 
second, to authorize escalator clauses— 
which automatically adjust wages to 
changes in the cost-of-living index—if 
1551 were in contracts before January 26, 
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Just as governmental price controls 
have been, eredit controls too have been, 
in large measure, soft and pseudo- 
disciplinary. 

It is true that since the Defense Pro- 
duction Act was passed, the Government 
has imposed certain credit controls—on 
bank credit, on real-estate credit, and 
on installment buying. But, most econ- 
omists hold the firm conviction that not 
enough has been done in this field. 

We have seen earlier the reason for 
this conviction—the fact that from last 
April through April of this year commer- 
cial-bank credit has risen $10,600,000,000 
to an all-time high of almost $54,400,- 
000,000. Consumer credit alone today 
amounts to almost $20,000,000,000. The 
resultant increase of available purchas- 
ing power, of course, added to the infla- 
tionary trend. It is obvious, then, that 
particularly in the matter of bank credit, 
the dam which was constructed to keep 
back the floodwaters of easy money 
proved Cangerously porous. 

In Government itself we witnessed a 
few months ago a disagreement between 
the Federal Reserve System and the 
Treasury Department over this vital 
curbing of credit, which, while it has 
been since resolved, did much damage 
to our economy. 

The Federal Reserve Board, as author- 
ized by the provisions of the Defense 
Production Act, did take steps to raise 
reserve requirements, impose controls of 
a selective nature on installment buy- 
ing—regulation W—and on housing 
credit—regulation X. On the other 
hand, it, in accord with fixed interest 
rates set by the Treasury Department, 
bought—or had to buy—United States 
Government securities from the commer- 
cial banks. The banks in turn have used 
the money from the sale of these secu- 
rities to extend credit. According to 
reserve requirements, moreover, a bank 
can lend five or six times the amount of 
money received from the Federal Reserve 
in payment for the Government secu- 
rities it sells. Thus we see that, in a 
period when it is imperative that credit 
curbs be applied, the Federal Reserve 
support uf Government securities created 
a new reservoir of available credit. 

The figures bear this out—and show 
that the Federal Reserve bought over 
$3,000,000,000 of Government securities 
during the last half of 1950, and that, 
for the same period, total outstanding 
credit increased over $4,000,000,000. 

Likewise, figures show that during 
1950 the commercial bauks steadily in- 
creased their sale of Government secu- 
rities and at the same time raised their 
loans by some 20 percent, 

The Treasury opposed the view of the 
Federal Reserve that interest rates on 
Government bond issues should be raised 
because it would result in an increase in 
cost to them in financing the public 
debt, now standing at $255,000,000,000. 

The Treasury-Federal Reserve dispute 
was resolved in a compromise. Presi- 
dent Truman in his memorandum of 
February 25 suggested the advisability, 
first, of limiting private lending through 
voluntary actions by private groups; 
and, second, of providing the Federal 
Reserve with powers to impose addi- 
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tional requirements of banks. Subse- 
quently the Treasury Department an- 
nounced the issuance of new, nonmar- 
ketable bonds at a 2%4 interest rate. 
But, as stated in the minority views in 
the Joint Economic Committee’s report, 
while final compromise and cooperative 
evolution of a program is always advan- 
tageous, no one should overlook the 
great damage resulting to the economy 
of the country from the months-long de- 
lay in the Treasury and Federal Reserve 
agreement, 

Of all the elements involved in today’s 
economic instability, one of them, corpo- 
rate profits, has received probably less 
attention by the public than the others. 
While prices and wages have increased 
at a reasonably comparable rate, about 
10 percent, we have noted that corporate 
profits increased almost about 50 per- 
cent, after taxes, from the end of June 
1950 through the first quarter of 1951. 

It is true that excess-profits legisla- 
tion was passed last December by the 
Congress, but obviously it is not enough. 

One of the economists participating in 
a panel before the Joint Economic Com- 
mittee, Dr. Richard Musgrave, professor 
of economics at the University of Michi- 
gan, told the committee he felt that the 
present excess-profits-tax law was 
“really a corporation income tax in ex- 
cess-profits-tax guise. I do not see 
much sense in an excess-profits tax 
which, if I read it correctly, tells a fel- 
low that he must pay excess-profits rates 
when his profits begin to exceed the 
credit, but that he may move back to 
close to the regular rate after his excess 
profits come to exceed one-half of his in- 
come. The essence of an excess-profits 
tax is that you pay a higher rate if your 
profits are more excessive.” And he 
stated that he doubted that “we would be 
satisfied with the present tax for long.” 

The bill recently passed by the House 
tightens up the excess-profits law some- 
what, but it might well be that circum- 
stances will demand even more stringent 
action against excessive defense profits. 

I believe and recommend, therefore, 
that, if inflation is to be stopped and a 
sane form of economic stability restored, 
the Federal Government must: 

First. Increase taxes: To pay as we go 
the mobilization program must be paid 
in great measure by equitable increased 
taxes both on personal income and on 
corporate and by excise taxes. The new 
tax bill is doubtlessly a correct step in 
this direction. 

Second. Formulate a strong and con- 
sistent across-the-board system of con- 
trols over rents, prices, wages, credit, 
and profits: This will necessitate some 
below-parity revision of the current 
parity provision in the Defense Produc- 
tion Act. Profits must be controlled 
through a new and strengthened excess- 
profits tax. 

Third. Reduce nondefense govern- 
mental expenditures to a point where the 
budget can be balanced even if this neces- 
sitates the repeal or modification of ex- 
isting laws or the suspension of existing 
Congress-approved authorization, for 
example the total of about $43,000,000,- 
000 already authorized by law for non- 
defense construction. 
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Fourth. Encourage savings by issuing 
for public sale purchasing-power bonds: 
As recently suggested by Professor 
Slichter, such bonds would guarantee the 
holder that he would get the same pur- 
chasing power back as he originally in- 
vested. In other words, if the inflation- 
ary period should recur some years hence 


at the time of the bond’s maturity, an - 


automatic adjustment would be made 
and there would be repaid to the holder a 
value in money equivelent to the pur- 
chasing power he originally invested. 

Certainly it is clear that any other sug- 
gested remedies will not reduce com- 
pletely inflationary tendencies if per- 
sonal savings are not greatly increased. 

The issuance of such purchasing-power 
bonds would eliminate the inequities of 
the E type defense bonds, as seen in 
the considerable loss of buying power 
suffered by those Americans who bought 
E bonds with recent maturing dates. 
For example, an $18.75 bond purchased 
in May 1941, if redeemed on May 15 of 
this year, would bring $25. That $25, 
however, in 1941 purchasing power would 
be worth only $14.67. Thus the bond 
holder suffered a net loss in purchasing 
power of $4.08 on his original investment. 

Our rearmament program has started 
the building of both our own military 
strength and that of our allies, but it 
has clearly had a derided impact upon 
the stability of our economy. 

Some may argue that this impact was 
not caused directly by the defense effort 
but rather by scare buying, consumer 
and business anticipation of shortages 
and unnecessary nondefense expansion. 
And they may point to the fact that al- 
most three-fourths of the $40,000,000,000 
increase in gross national product ex- 
penditures from the second quarter of 
1950 till now has been spent for non- 
defense purposes. 

To them I would say that whether the 
net result, an obviously already strained 
economy, is attributable directly, or in- 
directly to the rearmament program, the 
plain fact is that before further strain 
which, remember, Mr. Wilson has prom- 
ised us for next year, is imposed, steps 
must be taken and taken fast to restore 
the American economy to a position of 
stability. 

The inflationary forces that are now 
pushing the cost of living upward are 
far more severe than any in our history. 

The job of controlling these forces has 
been complicated by the already inflated 
price levels that were in existence at the 
time of the commencement of the Ko- 
rean struggle. 

Faced with this most serious and com- 
plicated economic emergency, our ac- 
tion has been too little and too late until 
we find ourselves in our present precari- 
ous position. 

Thus we are now paying and will con- 
tinue to pay a heavy price for our failure 
a year ago to take the necessary actions 
to control the cost of living. It is, there- 
fore, imperative that the Defense Pro- 
duction Act that will be in effect during 
the coming year when the impact of the 
defense program will be more heavily 
felt, should give the President the powers 
that he has asked for to control the econ- 
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omy and to provide for the common 
defense. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. McCormack] is recog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 


THE FIRST ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
EIGHTEENTH FIGHTER-BOMBER WING 
IN KOREA 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
wish to extend to you of the Eighteenth 
Fighter-Bomber Wing a few words of 
greeting on the occasion of the first an- 
niversary of its entry into the conflict 
in Korea. Since beginning operations in 
Korea July 13, 1950, the Eighteenth has 
compiled a record of which it may well 
be proud. It is only fitting that we at 
home should take this opportunity to 
congratulate this splendid outfit who 
make up this wing for its splendid 
achievements. 

It is evident that each man in the 
wing has contributed to the over-all ac- 
complishment. Without full participa- 
tion and close teamwork its task would 
have been impossible. I think that it 
was not merely by chance that the 
Eighteenth Fighter-Bomber Wing was 
the first to fly combat missions from an 
airstrip north of the thirty-eighth paral- 
lel; nor was it unusual that fighter pilots 
of the Eighteenth should be the first to 
engage MIG-15 enemy jets in aerial com- 
bat. The willingness of this unit to meet 
the enemy wherever and whenever possi- 
ble has demonstrated its determination 
to defeat him. The daring exploits of 
the fighter pilots of this organization in 
knocking out enemy roadblocks, destroy- 
ing enemy tanks, trucks locomotives, 
and other vehicles, inflicting huge cas- 
ualties on enemy ground troops, and 
shooting down enemy aircraft are a re- 
fiection of the gallant task being car- 
ried on by each member of the wing, 
whatever may be his job. 

I know that I express the thought of 
all Americans when I convey my per- 
sonal thanks to all of its officers and 
enlisted men for the job they have so 
well done. We are all aware of the 
sacrifices made. Certainly it has not 
been easy for these and our other fighting 
men in Korea. Like other freemen be- 
fore them, they were called upon to stop 
unprovoked aggression, and like others 
before them, they have displayed the 
courage that comes only with sincere 
conviction. 

Recently we observed the one hun- 
dred and seventy-fifth anniversary of 
the signing of the Declaration of In- 
dependence. The reading of this im- 
mortal document, made immortal by the 
valor of men such as are fighting in 
Korea, immediately brings to mind sev- 
eral striking parallels. The purpose of 
the United Nations forces in Korea is 


. not unlike the purpose behind the 


struggle of those early patriots who were 
to go down in history as the famed Min- 


. utemen. The Minutemen were quick 


to defend the principles embodied in the 
Declaration of Independence; the men 
of the United Nations armed forces were 
quick to defend the principles of the U. N. 
Charter. 

I am sure that future historians will 
high light these two vital struggles when 
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they survey the long fight between the 
forces of freedom and the forces of op- 
pression. Very likely the course of his- 
tory will be affected just as greatly by 
this epic Korean conflict as it was by the 
victory of the infant American Republic. 

May I again offer my congratulations 
to the men of the Eighteenth Fighter- 
Bomber Wing for a splendid job accom- 
plished under the most trying condi- 
tions. Like the Minutemen of old, they 
are demonstrating the ability of free and 
democratic people to rise to the occa- 
sion. This unit and the other United 
Nations units in Korea have succeeded 
in cutting down a ruthless aggressor, 
and in so doing have sounded a warning 
to future would-be world conquerors. 

There are those who would have us 
believe that the United Nations forces 
in Korea have never been able to under- 
stand clearly the purpose behind the 
U.N. effort in Korea. They have tried to 
becloud the issues with half-truths and 
out-and-out lies. They have tried to 
weaken the U. N. effort by attempting to 
drive a wedge between the home front 
and the fighting man in Korea. They 
have made every effort to reduce the 
effectiveness of U. N. forces by attempt- 
ing to tear down the spirit of the indi- 
vidual fighting man. But we know they 
have failed. I am confident that within 
the heart of every American and U. N. 
fighting man there is the conviction 
that he is fighting for the right of his 
family to live decently in a free com- 
munity, the right of free men to remain 
free forever. 

The people on the home front under- 
stand the purpose behind Korea, and 
they are making great strides in an ef- 
fort to build a strong America and a 
strong free world to insure adequate 
strength to prevent further aggression 
anywhere in the world. It is my sin- 
cere conviction that had Communist ag- 
gression not been firmly opposed in Ko- 
rea, there would be considerably less 
hope for the free world today. Let us 
hope that the Communists now realize 
that the cost of future aggression would 
be prohibitive. 

We of the free world must not relax 
our guard. We must always remember 
that, in the words of George Washing- 
ton, “There is nothing so likely to pro- 
duce peace as to be well prepared to 
meet an enemy.” God grant that we 
will always be strong enough to defend 
our freedom from the forces of oppres- 
sion. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recorp, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. Yorty in two instances and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. Kirwan (at the request of Mr. 
MANSFIELD) and to include a newspaper 
article. 

Mr. Price in two instances and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. McKinnon in three instances and 
to revise and extend his remarks. 

Mr. CLEVENGER and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. Donvero and to include an ad- 
dress which he delivered last Friday at 
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at a testimonial lunch- 
eon for Earl C. Michener, former Mem- 


Jackson, Mich., 


ber of the House. 

Mr. ANGELL in four instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Forp. 

Mr. BeaMer and to include an edito- 
rial. 

Mr. Core of Kansas to revise and ex- 
tend the remarks he will make in the 
Committee of the Whole today and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Baker and to include an editorial. 

Mr. Raxkix to revise and extend the 
remarks he will make in the Committee 
of the Whole in two instances and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. Jupp in three instances and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska and to in- 
clude a table. 

Mr. Van Zanpt and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. Gwinn on price and rent control. 

Mr. Brown of Ohio and to include a 
report by the Bipartisan Citizens Com- 
mittee for the Hoover report. 

Mr. Lane and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. EBERHARTER in two instances and 
to include in one an address delivered by 
Mr. DiSalle in Toledo, Ohio, Saturday, 
June 30, 1951, and in the other an arti- 
cle appearing in the Christian Science 
Monitor, 

Mr. LarcabE in three instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. GREEN in two instances. 

Mr. McCormack and to include a let- 
ter from William Green, president of 
the American Federation of Labor. 

Mr. Rivers and to include an article, 

Mr. BENDER in four instances. 

a Foranp and to include an edito- 
rial, 

Mr. Roprno and to include a speech 
delivered by the national deputy for the 
Sons of Italy. 

Mr. Rasavt and to include an article. 

Mr. Ranaur to revise and extend the 
remarks he made in Committee of the 
Whole today, and to include a news- 
paper article. 

Mr. Green in two instances and to in- 
clude two editorials. 

Mr. Fatton and to include an address 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr, 
PICKETT]. 

Mr. Bartey and to include a state- 
ment by O. R. Strackbein, chairman of 
the National Labor-Management Com- 
mittee on Foreign Trade Policy. 

Mr. ENGLE and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. MACHROWICZ. 

Mr. Kirwan (at the request of Mr. 
MansriEtp) to include in the remarks 
he made in the Committee of the Whole 
this afternoon a letter from Mike Di- 
Salle. 

Mr. Kroc (at the request of Mr. 
Mutter) and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. BurnsivE and to include extrane- 
ous matter. 

Mr. McGutre and to include two 
newspaper articles. 

Mr. FisHer (at the request of Mr. 
Prest) and to include extraneous 
matter. 
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Mr. Poace to revise and extend his re- 
marks and to include two amendments 
in the body of the Recor immediately 
following the remarks of the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. Ostertac and to include an ad- 
dress by Governor Dewey. 

Mr. Rees of Kansas and to include a 
statement from a constituent with re- 
spect to the legislation now pending. 

Mr. Harvey and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. MiLLxR of Maryland and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS PRE- 
SENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on the following’ 
dates present to the President, for hig 
approval, bills and joint resolutions of 
the House of the following titles: + 


On June 25, 1951: 

H. R. 2084. An act relating to the treat- 
ment of powers of appointment for estate 
and gift tax purposes; and 

H. R. 3576. An act to amend the Dis- 
placed Persons Act of 1948, as amended. 

On June 30, 1951: 

H. R. 2349, An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue patents in fee 
to certain allottees on the Crow Indian Res- 
ervation; 

H. R. 3181. An act to continue until the 
close of June 30, 1952, the suspension of 
duties and import taxes on metal scrap, ana 
fo: other purposes; 

H. R. 4395. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to expedite the provision of 
housing in connection with national de- 
fense, and for other purposes,” approved Oc- 
tober 14, 1940, as amended; and 

H. J. Res. 278. Joint resolution to continue 
for a temporary period the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950; the Housing and Rent Act 
of 1947, as amended; and for other purposes, 

On July 2, 1951: 

H. J. Res. 73. Joint resolution amending 

chapter 26 of the Internal Revenue Code. 
On July 9, 1951: 

H. R. 2395. An act to amend title 18, of 
the United States Code, entitled “Crimes and 
Criminal Procedure,” to provide basic au- 
thority for certain activities of the United 
States Secret Service, and for other purposes. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. McCORMACK, Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn, 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 5 o’clock and 2 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues- 
day, July 10, 1951, at 12 o’clock noon, 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred, as follows: 


593. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Navy, transmitting the eighth semi- 
annual report, for the period ending June 30, 
1951, of leases entered into by the Depart- 
ment of the Navy, pursuant to Public Law 
364, Eightieth Congress; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

594. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a pro- 
posed supplemental appropriation for the 
fiscal year 1951 in the amount of $6,000,000 
for the Federal Security Agency (H. Doc. No. 
187); to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

595. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting recom- 
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mendations for the enactment of appropri- 
ate legislation “To terminate the state of 
war between the United States and the Gov- 
ernment of Germany” (H. Doc. No. 188); to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs and or- 
dered to be printed. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred, as follows: 


By Mr. CHELF: 

H. R. 4721. A bill to amend section 1073, 
title 18, United States Code, with respect to 
indecent molestation or sexual abuse of a 
minor; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DONOHUE: , 

H. R. 4722. A bill to empower the Supreme 
Court of the United States to promulgate a 
code of ethics for attorneys at law prac- 
ticing before the district courts of the United 
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 4723. A bill to amend Veterans’ Reg- 
ulations to establish for persons who served 
in the Armed Forces during World War II a 
further presumption of service connection 
for psychoses developing to a compensable 
degree of disability within 5 years from the 
date of separation from active service; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

: By Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL: 

H. R. 4724. A bill to facilitate the discharge 
from the Armed Forces of fathers who apply 
to come home on account of dependency or 
hardship; to the Committee on Armed Sery- 
ices. 

By Mr. HILLINGS: 

H. R. 4725. A bill to suspend the running 
of the statutes of limitations applicable to 
offenses involving performance of official du- 
ties by Government officers and employees 
during periods of Government service of the 
officer or employee concerned; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McMILLAN (by request): 

H. R. 4726. A bill to amend section 15 of 
the District of Columbia Alcoholic Beverage 
Control Act; to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, 

By Mr. SMITH of Mississippi: 

H. R. 4727. A bill to amend title I of the 
Social Security Act to provide additional re- 
quirements for State plans for old-age assist- 
ance; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. HOLIFIELD: 

H. R. 4728. A bill to amend the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 
1949, as amended, to authorize the decen- 
tralization of certain Government personnel, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Expenditures in the Executive Departments. 

By Mr. McGRATH: 

H. R. 4729. A bill to amend the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, as amended, to further pro- 
mote the development and maintenance of 
the American merchant marine, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. HOLIFIELD: 

H. R. 4730. A bill to amend or repeal cer- 
tain laws relating to Government records, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Expenditures in the Executive Departments, 

By Mr. JAVITS: 

H. R. 4731. A bill to prohibit discrimina- 
tion in employment because of age; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. MARTIN of Iowa: 

H. R. 4732. A bill to amend the Rallroad 
Retirement Act of 1937, as amended, so as to 
provide full annuities, at compensation of 
half salary or wages based on the five highest 
years of earnings, for individuals who have 
completed 35 years of service or have at- 
tained the age of 60; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
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By Mr. FULTON: 7 

H. R. 4733, A bill to prohibit discrimina- 
tion in employment because of age; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor, i 

By Mr. MORANO: 

H. R. 4734. A bill to prołdbit discrimina- 
tion in employment because of age; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor, 

By Mr. RABAUT: 

H. Res. 318. Resolution authorizing the 
purchase of electric office equipment for use 
by Members, officers, and committees of the 
House of Representatives; to the Committee 
on House Administration, 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memo- 
rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 


By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis- 
lature of the State of Wisconsin, memorial- 
izing the President and the Congress of the 
United States relative to authorizing the 
Federal Security Administrator to bring to 
Washington, D. C., theater productions of 
land-grant and State and other accredited 
colleges and universities; to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

Also, memorial of the Legisiature of the 
State of Wisconsin, memorializing the Pres- 
ident and the Congress of the United States 
relative to requesting the passage of H. R. 
2815 (1951) or other proper legislation to 
bring about reciprocal trade agreements pro- 
viding for duty-free mutual transshipments 
of crude petroleum between the United 
States and the Dominion of Canada to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. ALLEN of California (by re- 
quest): 

H. R. 4735. A bill for the relief of Denning 
Mills, a copartnership; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ANDERSON of California: 

H. R. 4736. A bill for the relief of Pierino 

Pavese; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mrs. BOLTON: 

H. R. 4737. A bill for the relief of Victor 
Romond; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. SHELLEY: 

H. R. 4738. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Amy Isabel Ericcson; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. YORTY: 

H.R. 4739. A bill for the relief of Gordon 
Victor Currie; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


SENATE 


Tuespay, Jury 10, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 27, 
1951) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

Rev. J. Warren Hastings, Ph. D., min- 
ister of the National City Christian 
Church, Washington, D. C., offered the 
following prayer: 

Father, we thank Thee for every bless- 
ing that Thou hast bestowed upon us. 
We thank Thee for the high and noble 
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heritage that Thou hast bequeathed to 
us. We thank Thee for the ideals that 
inspired us in our youth. We thank 
Thee for the high calling of service to 
our country. Thou hast been a good 
God to us. 

We beseech Thee, dear Father, that we 
may be true to our finer selves, be ever 
aware of the noble ideals which have in- 
spired our lives, and thus serve Thee with 
highest loyalty. 

Be with our representatives today as 
they engage in the deliberations which 
we pray will lead to peace. Give them 
discriminating insight, a constant sense 
of high mission, the consciousness that 
we are solidly behind them, and the acute 
awareness of the presence of Thy spirit. 
And may peace cover the earth as the 
waters cover the sea as a result of their 
consecrated efforts, and the efforts of all 
men of good will. 

In the name of the Prince of Peace. 
Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MCFARLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Monday, 
July 9, 1951, was dispensed with. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting 
a nomination was communicated to the 
ee by Mr, Miller, one of his secre- 

ries. 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators 
who so desire may make insertions in 
the Recorp and transact other routine 
business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate and referred as indicated: 


By the VICE PRESIDENT: 

The petition of Mrs. John Henry McCreary, 
of Cambridge, Mass., praying for the enact- 
ment of legislation to provide price controls; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

The petition of Mrs. Edna B. Drayton and 
Alvin P. Drayton, of Chicago, III., praying 
for the enactment of legislation to continue 
rent controls; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

A letter in the nature of a petition from 
the Mothers’ Club of Public Schools 84 and 
8, Long Island City, N. Y., signed by Eileen 
Whelpley, corresponding secretary, praying 
for the enactment of legislation to provide 
adequate appropriations for the expansion of 
personnel to guard all ports of entry against 
the illegal importation of narcotics, and so 
forth; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

The petition of Edna Carmine, of Preston, 
Mad., relating to the taxation of cooperatives; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

A letter in the nature of a memorial from 
the Jewish Family Service Association, of 
Cleveland, Ohio, signed by Gabriel Leeb, 
president, remonstrating against the Jenner 
amendment relating to public inspection of 
assistance records to House bill 3709, the 
Federal Security appropriation bill; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

The memorial of Mr, and Mrs. Mason, of 
New York City, N. Y., remonstrating against 
the tax on dividends (with an accompanying 
paper); to the Committee on Finance, 
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FLOOD WALL AT COVINGTON, KY.—LET- 
TER AND RESOLUTION 


Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself and my colleague, the 
junior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Un- 
DERWOOD], I present a letter, dated July 
2, 1951, from Stanley Chrisman, Esq. 
city solicitor of the city of Coving- 
ton, Ky., transmitting copy of a reso- 
lution adopted by the Board of City Com- 
missioners of the City of Covington, urg- 
ing appropriation of the necessary funds 
with which to complete the flood wall at 
Covington, Ky. ` 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Chrisman’s lettcr and the resolution be 
printed in the Recorp and referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and resolution were referred to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to 
be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


Tre Crry or COVINGTON, KY., 
OFFICE oF THE CITY SOLICITOR, 
July 2, 1951. 
The Honorable EARLE CLEMENTS, 
The United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator: There is enclosed herein 
a resolution passed by the Board of City Com- 
missioners of the City of Covington, Ky., re- 
questing that the United States Government 
restore the $1,400,000 flood-wall appropria- 
tion which had been allocated for the com- 
pletion of the flood wall in this city, and was 
taken out of the appropriation by the House 
of Representatives. 

If the flood wall is permitted to remain in 
its present condition, it would be but half 
completed, and will be of little or no benefit 
to the entire city. There is also located in 
this area St. Elizabeths Hospital, which is the 
largest hospital in this area, and serves people 
in the various counties adjacent to the city 
of Covington. 

Trusting that you will give this matter 
every consideration possible, I am, 

Very truly yours, 
STANLEY CHRISMAN, 
City Solicitor. 


Commissioners’ Resolution R-59-51 


Resolution requesting the United States Gov- 
ernment to reconsider the appropriation 
for the continuation of the city of Cov- 
ington flood wall and replacing the appro- 
priation in the Federal budget 


Whereas the city of Covington did enter 
into an agreement with the United States 
Government, which agreement required that 
the city provide certain moneys for acquir- 
ing rights-of-way, easements, and/or prop- 
erty on which the United States Government 
was to construct a flood wall on the north 
and east fronts of the city; and 

Whereas the city of Covington did cause 
the matter of obtaining the necessary moneys 
for carrying out its obligations under the 
agreement to be submitted to the electorate 
of the city, that said electorate did vote au- 
thority to the city to issue and sell bonds 
to obtain the necessary moneys for such pur- 
pose, and that bonds were issued and sold in 
accord with such authority so granted; and 

Whereas moneys so obtained have been and 
are being used for the purposes aforesaid 
and the city of Covington has been and is 

paying interest on the bonds so issued and 
sold and the unexpended portion of the 
moneys not already used for the purposes 
intended is still in hand and cannot be in- 
vested for profit while the completion of the 
fiood-wall construction is being delayed; and 

Whereas that portion of the ficod wall on 

which construction is now being delayed is 
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not a new project but is a fundamental part 
of the original project involved when the 
city of Covington entered into its agreement 
with the United States Government, which 
agreement covered the construction of flood 
wall for the protection of the city on its 
north and east fronts; and 

Whereas many thousands of dollars in 
damage is done to streets, sewers, water and 
gas mains, and other utilities, as well as to 
other property of Covington citizens, and 
streets are littered with mud and debris and 
insanitary and unhealthful conditions arise 
during flood times which will require that 
residents of the entire eastern portion of the 
city leave their homes and seek temporary 
living quarters elsewhere, which conditions 
put the city to considerable expense; and 

Whereas it is manifestly unfair to the 
residents of the eastern portion of the city 
for them to be left without flood protection 
when such residents have been and are pay- 
ing for the flood wall which has been built 
for the protection of residents of the nortn- 
ern and western portions of the city and 
from which such residents are receiving 
much less protection than the complete 
project contracted for was designed to give 
them; and 

Whereas the construction agreement dated 
May 17, 1951, of certain interceptor sewers by 
the Campbell-Kenton County Sanitary Com- 
mission, which was in immediate prospect 
as the result of contracts between such com- 
m' rion and the city of Covington, which 
contracts were predicated on the United 
States Government and the said Commis- 
sion dividing the cost of construction of 
interceptor sewers designed for the relief 
of the city of Covington as well as for nor- 
mal drainage of the flood wall itself, at a 
considerable saving of money for both the 
United States Government and for the said 
commission; and 

Whereas failure to complete the work 
already well along on the flood wall protec- 
tion of and for the city of Covington can 
result in the loss of the facilities of St. 
Elizabeths Hospital, the largest institution of 
its kind in the northern section of the State, 
if and when flood conditions arise which 
would deprive the community of the use of 
such 350-bed facilities at the time when 
they could and would be used most effec- 
tively, which condition has arisen hereto- 
fore and can again occur; and 

Whereas the city of Covington has been 
and is carrying out all its obligations under 
the agreement entered into with the United 
States Government, and such United States 
Government has not completed its obligation 
and is now delaying the completion of its 
obligation under said agreement: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Board of Commissioners 
of the City of Covington, Ky.: 

Section 1. That the Members of the United 

States Senate and the Members of the United 
States House of Representatives exert any 
and all effort and influence to see that the 
United States Government carry out its ob- 
ligation as entered into under the agree- 
ment with the city of Covington, by the ap- 
propriation of $1,400,000 for the continua- 
tion of the erection and construction of the 
flood-protection wall in the city of Coving- 
ton, and by including said appropriation in 
the Federal budget for the ensuing fiscal 
year. 
Sec. 2. That a copy of this resolution be 
sent to the United States Senate Committee 
on Appropriations, the House of Represent- 
atives Committee on Appropriations, the 
President and the Vice President of the 
United States, all senatorial and congres- 
sional representatives of the State of Ken- 
tucky, the United States engineer at Wash- 
ington, D. C., the United States district en- 
gineer at Louisville, Ky., and the United 
States engineer's offices at Covington, Ky. 
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Sec. 3. An emergency is hereby declared 
to exist, and this resolution shall be in full 
force and effect upon its first reading and 
publication, 

Wm. F. ROLFES, 
Mayor. 
ROLE OF IRREGULAR AIRLINES IN UNITED 

STATES AIR TRANSPORTATION INDUS- 

TRY—REPORT OF SELECT COMMITTEE 

ON SMALL BUSINESS (S. REPT. NO. 540) 


Mr. DUFF, from the Select Commit- 
tee on Small Business, submitted a re- 
port on the Role of Irregular Airlines in 
United States Air Transportation In- 
dustry, which was ordered to be printed. 


ORGANIZATION OF CONGRESS—REPORT 
OF COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS (S. DOC. 
NO. 51) 


Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Committee 
on Expenditures in the Executive D2- 
partments, submitted a report covering 
in detail some of the more troublesome 
problems relating to commitiee juris- 
diction in selected subject-matter fields, 
compiled at the direction of the commit- 
tee in connection with its review and 
evaluation of the operations of the Leg- 
islative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
which was ordered to be printed as a 
Senate document. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PERSON- 


Pursuant to Senate Resolution 123, 
Eightieth Congress, first session, the 
following reports were received by the 
Secretary of the Senate: 

JuLy 6, 1951. 
REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND 
Forestry 
To the SECRETARY or THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and its 
subcommittees for the period from January 
1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with the 


funds available to and expended by it and 
its subcommittees: 


$8, 438. 93'$2, 812. 96 


_ ae ee 7, 941. 22 3, 812. 23 
Jean Douglas, cler tant 632. 97 808. 13 
Harriet D. Willey, clerical assist- $ a 
Pe de E A S S 3, 632. 97| 898. 13 
Joycette K. Jones, chief clerk 2... . 7,775.31] 971.91 
1 Service began Mar, 1, 1951. 
2 Service began Apr. 2, 1951. 
Ser vice terminated Feb. 15, 1951. 
Funds authorized or appropriated for com- 
mittee expenditure.. = $10, 000. 00 
Amount expended = 902. 23 
Balance unexpended - — 9, 097. 77 
ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, 
Juty 6, 1951. 
REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND 
FORESTRY 


SUECOMMITTEE ON UTILIZATION OF FARM chers, 
PURSUANT TO SENATE RESOLUTION 261, 
EIGHTY-FIRST CONGRESS 

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
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gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and its 
subcommittees for the period from January 
1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with the 
funds available to and expended by it and 
its subcommittees: 


Rate of 


Total 
Name and profession aual | salary 
received 
salary 
Paul E. Hadlick, counsel 1. $10, £46. 00 oes 
Albert J. Wolken, investigator 1....| 7, 888. 27 654. 85 
1 Service terminated Jan. 31, 1951. 
Funds authorized or appropriated for commit- 
rr nawachhesanensaeraso „000. 00 
Amount expended—— 30, 956, 25 
Balance unexpended..........--------- 19, 043. 7 
ALLEN J. ELLEN DER, 
Chairman, 
Jury 6, 1951. 
FEPORT OF COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND 


FORESTRY 
SUBCOMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE MEANS OF 
STIM LATING SURPLUS AGRICULTURAL COM- 
MODITY EXPORTS, PURSUANT TO SENATE RESO- 
LUTION 173, EIGHTY-FIRST CONGRESS 
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 
The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and its 
subcommittees for the period from January 
1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with the 
funds available to and expended by it and 
its subcommittees: 


gross Total 
Name and profession sonal salary 
salary received 
Rollis S. Nelson, investigator 1 $7,858.27) $43.65 
— — 
1 Service terminated Jan, 2, 1951, 
Funds authorized or appropriated for com- 
mittee expenditure... .......-.-.----.------ 000. 00 
. 9, 557. 50 
Balance unexpended— 15, 442, 44 
ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, 
Juty 6, 1951. 
Report OF COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND 
FORESTRY 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON FOOT-AND-MOUTH DISEASE, 
PURSUANT TO SENATE RESOLUTION 223, EIGHT- 
IETH CONGRESS, AS CONTINUED BY SENATE 
RESOLUTION 72, EIGHTY-FIRST CONGRESS 


To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant 
to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Congress, 
first session, submits the following report 
showing the name, profession, and total sal- 
ary of each person employed by it and its 
subcommittees for the period from January 
1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with the 
funds available to and expended by it and 
its subcommittees: 

No expenditure for personnel. 


Funds authorized or appropriated 


for committee expenditure $8, 000. 00 
Amount expended 2, 348. 47 
Balance unexpended 5, 651. 53 
ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, 


Jury 11, 1951. 


REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND 
CURRENCY 


To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and its 
subcommittees for the period from January 
1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with the 
funds available to and expended by it and 
its subcommittees: 


Rate of 


N: d professi — 8 
ame and profession > ary 
annual | received 
A. Lee Parsons, chief cler. 810, 846. 0085, 423. 00 
Joseph P. McMurray, staff director. 10, 846. 00 5, 423. 00 
William F. McKenna, counsel 10, 846. 00 5, 423. 00 
Robert D. L'Heureux, counsel 10, 848.00) 5, 423. 00 
Thomas H, Daniel, counsel. z... 10, 846, 00) 5, 423. 00 
Raimond Bowles, assistant clerk...| 10, $46.00 5, 423. 00 
Eunice V. Avery, clerical assistant.| 5, 892. 43 2, 946. 22 
iow Neg S. Chase, clerical assist- 
5, 371, 02) 2, 436. 30 
Pauline Cc. . clerical assistant_| 4. 849.61) 2, 217.17 
Caro M. Pugh, clerical assistant 4, 849.61) 2, 217. 17 
Funds authorized or appropriated for com- 
mittee expenditur ee 10, 000. 00 
Amount expended January 1 through June 
o 4, 684. 50 
Balance unexpenqed———— 5,315. 41 
Burnet R. MAYBANK, 
Chairman. 
Jury 11, 1951. 


Report OF COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CUR- 
RENCY UNDER AUTHORITY OF SENATE RESO- 
LUTION 64 

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and its 
subcommittees for the period from February 
15, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with the 
funds available to and expended by it and 
its subcommittees: 


Name and profession 


John L. Douglas (from Feb. 16, 
1951), staff assistant 
Carter E. Talman ors Feb, 16, 
1951), staff assistant 
Ann Livingston (Feb. 16 to Mar. 
15), clerical assistant 
James H. 10 (May 1 to June 15), 
mettre 
Stephanie E. Lojewski (May 1 to 
June 15) clerical assistant 
John T. M. Reddan Oisy 1 to 
June 30), special counsel 


Funds authorized or appropriated for com- 
mittee expenditure... ...................-. 
Amount expended, Feb. 15 through June 30. 


, 000. 00 
12, 097, 59 
37, 902. 41 


Burnet R. MAYBANK, 
Chairman. 


Balance unexpended._._................ 


Juty 11, 1951. 


REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND 
CURRENCY 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE RECONSTRUCTION FI- 
NANCE CORPORATION, OPERATING UNDER AU- 
THORITY OF SENATE RESOLUTION 307 AND 
SENATE RESOLUTION 17 
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 


The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
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5 Edith H. Anderson (through Jan. 
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gress, first session, submits. the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and its 
subcommittees for the period from January 
1, 1951, to April 30, 1951, together with the 
funds available to and expended by it and 
its subcommittees: 


i 3 Total 

Name and profession sentra salary 
ived 

salary {recive 


15, 1951), clerical assistant 
William A. ne throug T 

15, 1951), in 
James H. Foley, investigator... .... 
9 E. Lojewski, clerical 


assista! 
Helene Pischall (hrongb Jan. 15, 


$4, 067.49) $169, 47 
5,805.53) 2241.89 
4, 849. 610 1,616, 52 
4, 007. 49 1,355.80 


1951), clerical assistant 4,967.49) 169.47 
John T. M. Reddan, pre rae 10, 846.00 3,615.32 
William A. Brewer (per diem), 

investigator - 2. --2--2n--2.5-- 30. 13] 542. 29 
Funds authorized or appropriated for com- 

mittee apat 

Balance Jan. 1, 1951 $20, 407. 80 
Amount expended 1 1 through Apr. 
—TTTTTTTTT—TT—T—T—T——T is 20, 383. 43 
Balance unexpended 84.37 
BURNET R. MAYBANK, 
Chairman. 


JuLy 11, 1951. 


REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND 
CURRENCY 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, OPERATING 

UNDER AUTHORITY OF SENATE RESOLUTION 

218 
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, E'ghtieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and its 
subcommittees for the period from January 
1, 1951, to February 15, 1951, together with 
the funds available to and expended by it 
and its subcommittees: 


John L. Douglas, invéstigator...... 


Sarah I. Harley, clerical assistant... 508. 42 
Ann Livingston, clerical assistant 454. 11 
William O. Stewart, Jr., investigator. 982. 27 
Carter E. Talman, financial ad- 

VINE T E A 982, 27 
Funds authorized or appropriated for commit- 

tee expenditure: Balance Jan. 1, 1051 . $4,873.45 


Amount expended Jan. 1 thru Feb. 15, 1951... 4, 020. 03 


Balance unexpended 853, 42 


Burner R. MAYBANK, 
Chairman. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 


Bills and a joint resolution were intro- 
duced, read the first time, and, by unan- 
imous consent, the second time, and re- 
ferred as follows: 


By Mr. NEELY (by request) : 

S. 1822. A bill to amend the act creating 
a juvenile court for the District of Colum- 
bia, approved March 19, 1906, as amended; 
to the Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia. f 

By Mr. KERR: 

S. 1823. A bill to extend medical, hospital, 
and domiciliary carə to certain citizens of 
the United States who served in the active 
military or naval service of any government 
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allied with the United States during World 
War II: to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

By Mr. HOLLAND: 

„S. 1824. A bill to confer jurisdiction on the 
Court of Claims of the United States to hear, 
determine, and render judgment upon the 

claims of Trent Trust Co., Ltd., Honolulu, 
T. H.; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RUSSELL (by request): 

S. 1925. A bill to extend to the Panama 
Canal and Panama Railroad Company provi- 
sions of the act entitled “An act to facili- 
tate the settlement of the accounts of cer- 
tain deceased civilian officers and employees 
of the Government,“ approved August 3, 
1950; 

S. 1826. A bill to authorize the appoint- 
ment of Joseph F. Carroll as a permanent 
colonel in the Regular Air Force; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

S. 1827. A bill to provide for the with- 
holding of certain patents that might be 
detrimental to the national security, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 1828. A bill to exempt certain civilian 
employees of the Department of Defense 
from the laws governing the employment, 
removal, classification, pay, retirement, leave 
and disability and death compensations of 
Federal officers and employees; and 

S. 1829. A bill to repeal the provision of 
the act of July 1, 1902 (32 Stat. 662), as 
amended, relating to pay of civilian em- 
ployees of the Navy Department appointed 
for duty beyond the continental limits of 
the United States and in Alaska; to the Com- 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. YOUNG: 

S. 1830. A bill to amend the act of October 
29, 1949, Public Law 437, Eighty-first Con- 
gress, entitled “An act to vest title to cer- 
tain lands of the Three Affiliated Tribes of 
the Fort Berthold Reservation, N. Dak., 
in the United States, and to provide com- 
pensation therefor,” and to add to said act 
certain supplemental provisions; and 

S. 1831. A bill authorizing the transfer to 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs of certain prop- 
erty for use of the Standing Rock Indian 
Reservation, N. Dak.; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY: 

S. 1832. A bill for the relief of Ella Hen- 
riette Nielsine Bonnerup; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado: 

S. 1833. A bill for the relief of Barbara 
Jean Takada; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. HENDRICKSON: 

S. 1834. A bill to provide advanced retired 
rank for certain members of the Armed 
Forces specially commended for bravery in 
actual combat in each of any two wars in 
which the United States has been engaged, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

By Mr. RUSSELL (by request): 

S. J. Res. 83. Joint resolution to authorize 
appropriate participation by the United 
States in commemoration of the one hun- 
dred and fiftieth anniversary of the estab- 
lishment of the United States Military Acad- 
emy; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPP.OPRIA- 
TIONS—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. KERR submitted amendments in- 
tended to be proposed by him to the bill 
(H. R. 3780) making appropriaticns for 
the Department of the Interior for the 
fiscal year 1952, and for other purposes, 
which were ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 

Mr. MAGNUSON submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
House bill 3790, supra, which was or- 
dered to lie on the table and to be 
prinicd. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


AMENDMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH — 
ICE AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 
ACT—AMENDMENT 


Mr. HILL submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill (S. 337) to amend the Public Health 
Service Act and the Vocational Educa- 
tion Act of 1946 to provide an emergency 
5-year program of grants and scholar- 
ships for education in the fields of medi- 
cine, osteopathy, dentistry, dental hy- 
giene, public health, and nursing profes- 
sions, and for other purposes, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 


APPOINTMENT OF ADDITIONAL CIRCUIT 
AND DISTRICT JUDGES—AMENDMENT 


Mr. EASTLAND submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (S. 1203) to provide for the 
appointment of additional circuit and 
district judges, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary, and ordered to be printed. 


USE OF CERTAIN INDIAN TRIBAL 
FUNDS—AMENDMENT 


Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska (for him- 
self and Mr. Marone) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed 
by them, jointly, to the bill (H. R. 3795) 
to provide for the use of the tribal funds 
of the Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah 
and Ouray Reservation, to authorize a 
per capita payment out of such funds, 
to provide for the division of certain 
tribal funds with the Southern Utes, and 
for other purposes, which was referred 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, and ordered to be printed. 


WILLIAM O. STEVENS—CHANGE OF 
REFERENCE 


Mr. MAGNUSON.. Mr. President, the 
distinguished chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee, the junior Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], is attend- 
ing a committee meeting, and has asked 
me to submit the following request: 

On June 7, 1951, there was referred 
to the Committee on Armed Services the 


bill (H. R. 662) for the relief of William 


O. Stevens. Three similar bills, cover- 
ing the payment of retirement annuities 
to civilian members of the teaching staff 
of the Naval Academy, have been han- 
dled by the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

Therefore, on behalf of the chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Armed Services be discharged from 
the further consideration of House bill 
662, and that it be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous consent, 
addresses, editorials, articles, and so 
forth, were ordered to be printed in the 
Appendix, as follows: 


By Mr. WHERRY: 

Editorial entitled “What Is Federal Aid?” 
published in the May 1951 issue of Nebraska 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. HILL: 

Article regarding the struggle in Korea en- 

titled “They Kept the Road Open,” written 
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by Ralph McGill and published in the At- 
Janta Constitution. 
By Mr. AIKEN: 

Two editorials regarding the St. Lawrence 
seaway, the first entitied “The St. Lawrence 
Seaway,” published in the Washington Star 
of July 10, 1951, the second entitled “Case 
of Split Personality,” written by Lowell Mel- 
lett, and published in the Washington Star 
of June 30, 1951. 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT: 

Article entitled “Schoolroom Embassies,” 
written by Roy Tasco Davis, reprinted from 
the State Department Record for January 
1949. 

By Mrs. SMITH of Maine: 

Article entitled “Spirit of "76 Challenged 
Again,” written by James Morgan, and pub- 
lished in the Boston Globe of July 1, 1951. 

By Mr. McCARTHY: 

Article entitled “Shameful Chapter in His- 
tory,” written by David Lawrence, and pub- 
lished in the Washington Evening Star of 
July 10, 1951. 

By Mr. HUNT: 

Article entitled “Consumers May Get Into 
the Act,” written by Lowell Mellett, and 
published in the Washington Evening Star 
of July 7, 1951, discussing means to offest 
pressure of special interests on Congress. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY: 

Editorial entitled “He Should Make a Good 
Judge,” and an article entitled “ ‘Good Gov- 
ernment’ Platform Has Been Toungdahl's 
Pride,” published in the Washington Star 
of July 6, 1951. 

Editorial entitled “Unification of Korea 
Not Our Military Aim,” published in the 
e Morning Tribune of June 27, 
1951. 

Editorial entitled “The GI Bill.“ published 
in the St. Paul Dispatch of June 26, 1951, 
dealing with the GI bill of rights. 


THE THIRTY-EIGHTH PARALLEL AS A 
BOUNDARY BETWEEN THE COMMUNIST 
AND UNITED NATIONS FORCES— 
LETTER FROM SENATOR DOUGLAS TO 
GENERAL MARSHALL 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the Recor for the informa- 
tion of Senators a copy of a letter which 
I have had delivered to Secretary of De- 
fense George C. Marshall earlier today 
on the question of why I believe the 
United Nations should not accept the 
thirty-eighth parallel as the dividing 
line between the Communist and the 
United Nations forces. 


There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
July 10, 1951. 
Hon. GEORGE C. MARSHALL, 
Secretary of Defense, 
Department of Defense, 
Washington, D. C. 

My DEAR GENERAL MARSHALL: Now that the 
cease-fire negotiations in Korea have reached 
the critical stage, I recognize that the pres- 
sures upon you and upon others responsible 
for our policy are enormous. The decisions 
we must make are of grave import for our 
own country, for the UN and for the cause of 
freedom everywhere. 

While I do not have access to all of the 
information. available to you and cannot 
presume to set my judgment up as a final 
one, I am so deeply concerned over one im- 
mediate aspect of the armistice discussions 
that I want to share with you my own 
analysis of this question before the basic 
decisions are made. It is my earnest hope 
that a temperate public consideration of 
these issues may assist in the achievement 
of an informed public orinion and a work- 
able cease-fire agreement. 
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While we all welcome the possibility that 
an honorable and lasting peace may develop 
in Korea, there is one point above all others 
about which we should be very careful. That 
is the seeming acceptance by our allies and 
apparently also by our State Department that 
the line of division between the Communist 
forces and our own is to be at the thirty- 
eighth parallel. 

It is true that for the moment all that 
is under discussion is a “cease-fire” agree- 
ment at or near this line, But there is great 
danger that once such a line is accepted, it 
may harden into a permanent arrangement 
and that we will ultimately return to the 
same division of Korea as existed before the 
attack, namely at the thirty-eighth parallel. 

I think I am aware of the forces which 
are operating and the arguments being ad- 
vanced in favor of such a settlement. Our 
allies in the United Nations, particularly 
Great Britain and those who have never been 
enthusiastic about taking up arms in defense 
of Korea, are anxious to get the hostilities 


over with as soon as possible. Quite natural- 


ly they do not want to become embroiled in a 
third world war because of Korea, and they 
want to husband their and our resources for 
other possible trials of strength in which 
their own interests are more immediately in- 
volved. These countries individually and the 
United Nations collectively are therefore 
strongly urging that we accept the thirty- 
eighth parallel as the dividing line. Since 
the State Department deals primarily with 
foreign countries, it is but natural that it 
should be impressed with this point of view. 

In the second place, public opinion in this 
country is undoubtedly getting somewhat 
weary of the struggle which has now cost 
us approximately 80,800 battle casualties. 
It may well be that such a settlement would 
be initially popular. 

Thirdly, after a year of heavy fighting, we 
are only a little way north of the thirty- 
eighth parallel and there is a natural 
tendency for us to say to ourselves that our 
mission has been accomplished, now that we 
have restored the line which existed prior to 
the attack of the North Koreans and that we 
should not push further. 

But while I can appreciate the motives 
back of this acceptance of the thirty-eighth 
parallel and do not wish to disparage them, 
I must say in all frankness that I believe it 
would be a calamity for both military and 
psychological reasons for it to be adopted as 
the basis for peace. Since we may have only 
a few hours befera ae fateful decision is 
finally made, 1 zeef it proper to express my 
reasons for this belief. I know how difficult 
the choices are, and I shall not question the 
motives of those who think differently. I 
a-k only that the reasons be considered. 

I, It would permit the Communists to 
build up their strength north of the thirty- 
eighth parallel so that their forces would 
continue to threaten the independence of 
South Korea. It is 235 miles from the thirty- 
eighth parallel to the Manchurian border and 
prior to hostilities, this northern territory 
had approximately 10,000,000 inhabitants. 
This would give the Communists both the 
depth in which they could organize and de- 
ploy armies and a large populaticn which 
they could enslave and press into military 
service. Southern Korea and the nations 
which are pledged to defend it would there- 
fore be forced to live in constant suspense 
under the continuing threat of a further 
Communist attack at a time opportune to 
them. 

But at this point someone is likely to object 
that officials of the United Nations would 
be able to inspect the area north of the 
boundary and either prevent such Com- 
munist forces from being built up or give us 
ample warning if they were. 

This I submit is a fantasy. The Com- 
munists have never permitted U. N. inspec- 
tors or agents within their borders. They did 
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not permit them inside the Balkans, and in 
North Korea itself they refused to let the 
U. N. electoral representatives get an inch 
north of the thirty-eighth parallel. When- 
ever and wherever the Communists take over, 
they lower the iron curtain and there is no 
ingress, 

Even if they agreed to such international 
inspection as a condition of the cease-fire, 
we could not rely on their keeping this 
agreement, without a U. N. army of occupa- 
tion north of the thirty-eighth degree line to 
enforce it. In the meantime we would have 
laid down our arms and it would be hard 
to take them up again. I believe it would 
be much harder to persuade our U. N. as- 
sociates and our own people to start enforce- 
ment operations should the Communists 
violate an inspection agreement than it 
would be to hold out for a more defensible 
line now while our forces are still in the field. 

II. The second weakness of the thirty- 
eighth parallel is that it is almost impos- 
sible to defend. It is a wholly artificial line 
approximately 150 miles long with few or 
no topographical strong points for defense. 
It would require a considerable number of 
well-armed divisions to furnish an adequate 
defense, The thirty-eighth parallel, there- 
fore, has nothing to recommend it from a 
military point of view. It was chosen in 
1945 either accidentally or because it had 
previously marked the zone of influence of 
Czarist. Russia, Since we are still deter- 
mined to resist aggression and have had 
conclusive proof of the danger of such ag- 
gression from North Korea, we cannot con- 
tent ourselves in restoring the indefensible 
former line in the pious hope the Commu- 
nists will not do it again. 

III. But, most important of all, the adop- 
tion of the thirty-eighth parallel as the di- 
viding line would inevitably be turned into 
a great propaganda victory for the Chinese 
Communists. They would proclaim 
throughout Asia that they had driven our 
forces and those of the U. N. from our posi- 
tions of last November back to the thirty- 
eighth parallel and that they had won a 
crushing victory. Instead of losing face, 
they would gain it, This is of crucial im- 
portance in the Orient and would undoubt- 
edly help to swing tens of millions into the 
Communist camp, 

Our prestige is already being weakened by 
sending emissaries under the protection of 
the white flag into the Communist-held 
town of Kaesong to negotiate a truce. These 
men have been. frequently photographed by 
the Communist news photographers who 
were on hand and posters of their entrance 
will soon be distributed all over Asia. 
Since the white flag is the symbol of surren- 
der as well as of a truce, such photographs 
will be hailed in the absence of other facts 
as proof positive that the Chinese Commu- 
nists have won, and we have lost, the war 
in Korea. I want to make it clear that I do 
not say that an armistice at the thirty- 
eighth parallel would actually be a defeat, 
But I do want to emphasize that it will be 
so interpreted in Asia, and by some elements 
in our own country, 

For all these reasons, I submit that in the 
long-run interests of peace and of prevent- 
ing the renewal of aggression there, we 
should not make the thirty-eighth parallel 
the dividing line between the two forces, 
but that it should, if possible, be fixed ap- 
preciably to the north of this. 

I would tentatively suggest (1) that the 
line should run across the so-called neck“ 
of Korea, approximately 100 miles north of 
the thirty-eighth and between Anshu and 
Eiko; (2) that the power plants on the south 
bank of the Yalu River and the transmis- 
sion lines through Korea should at the same 
time be put under U. N. control; and (3) that 
in the long run, we should strive for a com- 
pletely united Korea free of any outside 
domination, which was the objective of the 
U. N. before the aggression. 
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The advantages of such an arrangement 
and more particularly of the more northerly 
line of division are obvious. (1) In the 
first place, it would restore the vast propor- 
tion of the territory and the people of Korea 
to a unified country. At least four-fifths 
of the population would be under U, N, pro- 
tection, and this proportion would be still 
further raised as the North Koreans would 
come out of the hills to live under the 
greater security and freedom enjoyed by 
those in the non-Communist section. It 
would be far less possible, therefore, for the 
Chinese Communists to force appreciable 
numbers of Koreans into their armed 
forces. Their military strength would be 
greatly weakened, and if they attacked 
southward again they could not effectively 
pretend that they were leading a Korean 
army of liberation. 

(2) The “neck,” as the narrowest part of 
the whole Korean Peninsula, is far more de- 
fensible from a military standpoint than is 
the thirty-elghth parallel. It is, for exam- 
ple, approximately only 90 miles long as 
compared to 150 miles at the thirty-eighth 
parallel. It can, therefore, be held with 
fewer divisions, and a smaller total force 
can provide greater defense in depth. While 
no line can be fixed that will eliminate all 
future risks, the line at the neck seems 
best devised to minimize those risks, 

(3) Only such a line or one still further 
to the north would permit our helping in 
the economic and social reconstruction of 
Northern as well as Southern Korea which 
Senator Flanders has advocated in a most 
statesmanlike and Christian speech. For we 
cannot reconstruct territory which is under 
the military occupation of the Communists, 

(4) Finally and most important of all, 
it would prove to all Asia and to the world 
that the armies of the United States and 
those of the other members of the United 
Nations had won a military victory in Korea. 
For we would not only have defeated the 
North Korean Communists, but also driven 
the Chinese Communists back to where we 
were at the time they initially attacked, 
This would cause the Communists to lose 
a tremendous amount of “face” all over Asia. 
Their heavy losses of men, running into the 
hundreds of thousands, would have gone for 
naught. They would not have driven back 
the armies of the United States and the 
United Nations. On the contrary, they, the 
Chinese, would have been severely punished. 
This would cause the fence sitters to keep 
away from the Communists and would lead 
many within the Communist ranks to de- 
sert, In addition to being a military victory 
for us, it would be a propaganda triumph 
of the first magnitude. It would be tan- 
gible and visible proof that Communist ag- 
gression had been punished and that it did 
not pay. 

At the same time, there would be a “buf- 
fer” zone between this new line and Man- 
churia. This would be largely mountainous 
in character. The Chinese Communists 
could not therefore pretend that we were 
threatening their territory. This would de- 
prive them of an argument which they might 
otherwise continue to use in their efforts to 
stir up the Chinese both to fear and to hate 
us. Ultimately, of course, as passions 
cooled, this territory could be assimilated 
into a united Korea. 

It would, however, be highly desirable that 
from the very start, we should have the 
power plants on the Korean side of the Yalu 
River under United Nations control. This 
would prevent the Communists from using 
their ability to shut off the power to coerce 
or blackmail the people and industries of 
Korea, 

Perhaps we should also take account of 
the argument that our mission was to repel 
the effort to change territorial control by 
force, and therefore that we ourselves must 
not use force to make a corresponding shift 
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of the territorial control to the north of the 
thirty-eighth parallel. 

The establishment of a line at the “neck,” 
100 miles north of the thirty-eighth par- 
allel which I am proposing, does not, how- 
ever, require the immediate political allo- 
cation to South Korea of the strip of terri- 
tory in the zone between it and the thirty- 
eighth. This, too, might be made something 
of a buffer strip, but under the protection 
of United Nations forces and under tempor- 
ary United Nations civil supervision. Com- 
munist troops should not be allowed in this 
area. But South Korean troops and our own 
national forces could even be kept south of 
the thirty-eighth parallel for a time. But 
the strategic position would be much 
stronger for defense against any renewal of 
aggression at the line I have indicated than 
at the thirty-eighth parallel. Because of 
their defiance of United Nations appeals and 
decisions on the Korean aggression, the Com- 
munists can hardly justify a claim that we 
should now merely restore the condition 
which existed prior to June 1950 without 
our imposing any additional safeguards 
against a renewal of attacks. We cannot 
turn the clock back to June 24, 1950, in 
view of all that has happened. 

Will the Communists agree to such a 
proposal? I do not know. But I suggest 
that it is important to find out, and that, 
if they refuse, we should most certainly 
see if the military situation will not per- 
mit us to move forward and to drive the 
Communists back to the neck of Korea. 

Perhaps the military situation will not 
permit us to do this and our very compe- 
tent generals in the field may feel that a 
settlement at the thrity-eighth is the best 
we can do. If so, I shall acquiesce. I have 
no desire to play military expert at a dis- 
tance of 10,000 miles with the lives of several 
hundred thousand men. 

But I do feel it proper to express my dis- 
quietude at the prospect of using the thirty- 
eighth parallel as the point of settlement. 
The policy I have suggested may well cost 
more in the short run, but I cannot help 
believing that it will save lives and effort in 
the long run. In any event, I hope that we 
and our allies wi)’ wake up to the danger 
of uncritically accepting the thirty-eighth 
parallel merely because it constitutes the 
easiest terms upon which an armistice may 
be arranged and the shooting stopped. 

Sincerely, 
PAuL H. DOUGLAS, 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 3790) making appro- 
priations for the Department of the In- 
terior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1952, and for other purposes, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The pend- 
ing question is the amenament which 
was under discussion yesterday, on page 
3, beginning in line 24. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Butler, Md, Ives Monroney 
Johnston, S.C. Neely 
Capehart Kem Pastore 
Carlson Kerr Robertson 
Cordon Knowland Russell 
Flanders Langer Smith, N. O. 
Frear Lehman Underwood 
Hayden Magnuson Wherry 
Hill McCarran Young 
Hunt McFarland 


The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
not present. The clerk will call the 
names of the absent Senators. 
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The Chief Clerk called the names of 
the absent Senators, and Mr. AIKEN, Mr, 
Cask, Mr. DworsHak, Mr. HENDRICKSON, 
Mr. KILGORE, Mr. Loben, Mr. Lone, Mr. 
ScHOEPPEL, and Mr. WILLIAMS answered 
to their names when called, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I move that the 
Sergeant at Arms be directed to request 
the attendance of absent Senators. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Ser- 
geant at Arms will execute the order of 
the Senate. 

After a little delay, Mr. STENNIS, Mr, 
WELKER, Mr. O’Manoney, Mr, MeCLEI.- 
LAN, and Mr. Hennincs entered the 
Chamber and answered to their names, 

After a little further delay, Mr. 
McKeE tar and Mr. ELLENDER entered the 
Chamber and answered to their names. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
wish to say that I have been in the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
should not. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I know it is not per- 
missible under the rules for debate to 
occur while a quorum is being obtained, 
but I simply wish to say that we have 
been in the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I say 
ditto to that. 

After a little further delay, Mr. Nrxon, 
Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mr. Bricker, and Mrs. SMITH of Maine 
entered the Chamber and answered to 
their names, 

After a little further delay, Mr. BEN- 
TON, Mr. BRIDGES, Mr. BUTLER of Ne- 
braska, Mr. Carn, Mr. CHAvxz, Mr. 
CLEMENTS, Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. DOUGLAS, 
Mr. Durr, Mr. EASTLAND, Mr. Ecton, Mr. 
FERGUSON, Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. Hory, Mr. 
HOLLAND, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. JOHNSON 
of Colorado, Mr. MALONE, Mr. MCCARTHY, 
Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. Moopy, Mr. Morse, 
Mr. Munpt, Mr. O’Conor, Mr. Tart, and 
Mr. Watkins entered the Chamber and 
answered to their names. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON], the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. KEFAUVER], and the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK] are ab- 
sent on official business. 

The Senator from Georgia 
GerorGE] is necessarily. absent. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. Green], the Senator from Connect- 
icut [Mr. McManon], and the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are ab- 
sent by leave of the Senate on official 
business of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR- 
ray] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business. having been ap- 
pointed a representative of our Govern- 
ment to attend the International Labor 
Conference being held in Geneva, Switz- 
erland. 

The Senator from Florida IMr. 
SMATHERS] is absent. because of illness. 

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] and 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE] 
are absent on official business. 
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The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW- 
STER], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICK- 
ENLOOPER], the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. SMITH], and the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. WILEY] are absent by leave 
of the Senate on official business of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN- 
NER] and the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tosey] is absent on official busi- 
ness of the Committee on Crime Investi- 
gation, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
present. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, on yester- 
day the distinguished Senator from Ne- 
vada [Mr. McCarran], addressing him- 
self to the Senate committee amend- 
ment to the Interior Department appro- 
priation bill, beginning in line 24, on 
page 3, and going down to line 22 on page 
4, made some observations which I do 
not believe were pertinent and some 
statements which, Mr. President, I be- 
lieve to be in error. Some of the state- 
ments made by the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Nevada were correct, but in my 
opinion their application is influential in 
defeating the amendment, rather than 
in sustaining it. 

The Senator from Nevada told us that 
it was his purpose to put the South- 
western Power Administration on the 
same basis as the Southeastern Power 
Administration now is and as the Bonne- 
ville Administration now is. 

I think the statement with reference to 
putting the Southwestern Power Admin- 
istration on the same basis as the South- 
eastern Power Administration is accu- 
rate. I would hope that the statement 
with reference to putting the Southwest- 
ern Power Administration on the same 
basis as the Bonneville Administration is 
accurate, but Iam convinced that is im- 
possible, I believe those who favor this 
amendment want to put the South- 
western Power Administration just 
where the Southeastern Power Admin- 
istration now is, namely, on a basis 
where it does not have a single foot of 
transmission line, where is does not have 
a single kilowatt of power either to buy 
or to sell. That is the status of the 
Southeastern Power Administration, 
shorn of any responsibility, denied by 
circumstances and otherwise the op- 
portunity of being an instrumentality of 
the slightest service to the rural elec- 
tric cooperatives in that area, or of value 
to the Government. I think the pro- 
ponents of this amendment would like to 
see the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion in quite as poverty-stricken a condi- 
tion, both with reference to opportunity 
to be of service to the rural electric co- 
operatives or of value to the Govern- 
ment. 

I submit that it would be impossible 
to put Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion on the same basis as the Bonne- 
ville Administration. As my colleague 
(Mr. Monroney] pointed out last eve- 
ning, the generation of hydroelectric 
power in the Southwest and from proj- 
ects operated in connection with the 
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Southwestern Power Administration is 
on such a limited basis that it is im- 
possible to derive from the available 
projects sufficient electric energy to have 
a firm fiow of power in excess of 18 per- 
cent of the time for the market which it 
seeks to serve, while on the other hand 
the steady flow of water in the Columbia 
River makes the hydroelectric power 
there almost as firm as it would be if it 
were generated by steam facilities, 

The distinguished Senator from 
Nevada sought to make it plain, as he 
said, that he was not against the REA 
program; yet I must remind him that 
the continuing-fund provision in the 
statute is in accordance with the REA 
program. I remind him that it is the 
REA program. I remind him that the 
REA cooperatives were the proponents of 
it. He remembers well the time in 1949 
when that amendment was placed in the 
law. He remembers that the directors 
of local REA cooperatives from the 
Southwest came to Washington by scores 
and by hundreds. He remembers that 
they petitioned their representatives in 
the Congress and the committees to pro- 
vide the continuing-fund feature in or- 
der that, from their viewpoint, the pro- 
gram might become workable. We are 
all aware that the opposition at that 
time came from the private utilities in 
the Southwest; and, so far as I know, 
the only opposition in the Southwest to 
the program as it is now provided by the 
law comes from a few of the private 
utilities, but not all, because, as I said 
yesterday, the two in Oklahoma are sig- 
natory to the contract which was exe- 
cuted by reason of the existence of the 
continuing-fund provision of the law. 

The distinguished Senator from Ne- 
vada read into the Recorp yesterday a 
statement by a Mr. Gesell, of the Okla- 
homa Gas & Electric Co., which appears 
at page 7793 of the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp of July 9. Mr. Gessell's state- 
ment appears on page 1609 of the Senate 
committee hearings. He said: 

So far as the Oklahoma contract is con- 
cerned, it is not essential that the con- 
tinuing fund exist at all. 


I call the attention of the Senate to 
two facts: First, that Mr. Gesell’s com- 
pany is signatory to the contract which 
was made by reason of the existence cf 
this provision of the law; second, that 
that contract was negotiated by Mr. 
Lane, president of the other great public 
service corporation in Oklahoma, who 
has repeatedly recognized and stated 
that, insofar as the Southwestern Power 
Administration is concerned, so far as 
the REA co-ops are concerned, so far as 
the municipalities seeking power are 
concerned, and so far as the Government 
is concerned, the continuing-fund pro- 
vision is necessary. 

I acknowledge that that continuing- 
fund provision is not necessary for the 
welfare of the private utilities. I ac- 
knowledge that their welfare is not en- 
hanced by the continuing-fund pro- 
vision. I acknowledge that their profits 
are not increased by it. Before that 
provision was written into the law, and 
before the contract was entered into, 
which was made possible by the pro- 
vision, the Oklahoma utilities were buy- 
ing hydroelectric power at the bus bar, 


They were paying about 5 mills for half 
of it, and about 1% mills for the re- 
mainder of it. Since this contract has 
been entered into, they pay 69% mills 
per kilowatt hour for the power they 
buy. ‘Therefore, I acknowledge again 
that the continuing-fund provision is 
not necessary for the profit or the posi- 
tion or the welfare of the private 
utilities. 

But let us see, Mr. President, who has 
profited by reason of the existence of 
the law. In the first place, the rural 
electric cooperatives have benefited. 
They have received an abundant quan- 
tity of power, instead of the limited and 
inadequate quantity they had been re- 
ceiving. They receive it at a much lower 
cost than they had been paying. There- 
fore, the rural electric cooperatives profit 
by reason of the continuing fund provi- 
sion in the law and the contract which 
was made as a result of it. Municipali- 
ties in Oklahoma profit. I referred yes- 
terday to the specific case of the small 
community of Wetumka, which now has 
an abundant supply of power at a rea- 
sonable rate, because of the working 
of the contract, which was made possible 
and put into operation following the 
enactment of the continuing-fund pro- 
vision. 

The Government profits by reason of 
it. The Government can now sell every 
kilowatt of power it can generate at any 
of the hydroelectric projects now in ex- 
istence in the Southwest, or which may 
be built, at a price which will bring the 
Government approximately 634 mills per 
kilowatt-hour, instead of having to con- 
tinue to sell it at an average of less than 
3 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Mr. President, who would lose if this 
committee amendment were adopted? 
The first group, which would take a ter- 
rific loss, would be the rural electric co- 
operatives. They would have less power, 
and they would have to pay more money 
for it, The same is true of any munici- 
pality in Oklahoma which now has or 
may hope to have a source of power. 
The third entity which would lose, if this 
amendment were adopted, would be the 
United States Government. It would 
again be faced with the condition of hav- 
ing to sell about half its power as dump 
power, and the rest of it, at a lower price 
than they now receive for all of it. Who 
would profit, if this amendment were 
adopted? There is only one group which 
would profit, if the Senate of the United 
States were to accept this amendment, 
and that group is the private utilities in 
the Southwest, two of whom have al- 
ready acknowledged the equity of the ar- 
rangement worked out by reason of the 
passage of this provision in the law, 
which it is now sought to repeal. 

Without fear of the slightest substan- 
tial contradiction, Mr. President, I make 
the statement that the only ones who 
can profit from the adoption of the 
amendment are the private utilities in the 
Southwest. I make the statement, with- 
out the slightest fear of substantial con- 
tradiction, that insofar as our part of 
the country is concerned, the only oppo- 
sition to the law as it now reads, and the 
only support for the amendment as of- 
fered, comes from a limited number of 
utilities in the Southwest. I cannot be- 
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lieve that the United States Senate or the 
Congress, when fully aware of the un- 
contested facts, that the REA coopera- 
tives, the municipalities, and the Gov- 
ernment must lose by the adoption of the 
amendment, and that only the utilities 
can profit by it, will seriously, under 
those circumstances, consider the adop- 
tion of an amendment which could have 
that result, and only that result. 

7 7 distinguished friend from Nevada 
said: 

Very simply stated, the continuing fund 
of the Southwestern Power Administration 
has become an issue because the fund, since 
its use was expanded in the Interior Depart- 
ment appropriation of 1950, has been used as 
a device through which the Southwestern 
Power Administration is acquiring facilities, 


I submit, Mr. President, that that 
statement is in error. I submit that the 
Southwestern Power Administration is 
neither acquiring facilities by reason of 
the continuing-fund provision in the 
law, nor is it able to acquire facilities be- 
cause of the continuing-fund provision. 

Let me tell the Senate what the con- 
tinuing-fund provision permits. The 
use of the continuing fund is specifically 
limited to these three uses: No. 1, to de- 
fray emergency expenditures necessary 
to insure continuity of electric service 
and continuous operation of facilities. 
The amendment which Senators seek to 
have adopted would not permit that. 

No, 2, to cover all costs in connection 
with the purchase of electric power and 
energy. 

No. 3, to cover all costs in connection 
with the leasing of facilities, not the 
acquiring of facilities. 

I should like to tell the Senate the only 
sin the Administrator of the South- 
western Power Administration has com- 
mitted, if he has committed any sin. 
He has entered into certain contracts 
with rural electric cooperatives where- 
by he leases their high-voltage trans- 
mission lines running from their steam 
generating plants and over which the 
power from those plants travels to its 
ultimate destination, 

As a part of that lease provision, Mr. 
President, the Administrator of the 
Southwestern Power Administration has 
acquired an option to purchase those 
transmission lines. But there are cer- 
tain conditions with reference to that 
option which should be stated. In the 
first place, the option has been acquired 
without cost to the Government. In the 
second place, the option is in favor of or 
to the benefit of the Government. In 
other words, after a period of years, I 
believe 40 years, during which time the 
rentals paid by the Southwestern Power 
Administration to the rural electric co- 
operative have been sufficient to enable 
the cooperative to pay back to the Rural 
Electric Administration in Washington 
all the money borrowed and all the in- 
terest required, so that the loan secured 
from the Government has been fully 
paid back, at that point the Southwest- 
ern Power Administration has an option 
to acquire the transmission line. 

Certain facts, however, stand out in 
bold relief with reference to that option. 
In the first place, the Administrator 
must come to Congress to get an appro- 
priation for even the $10, if that is the 
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option price, to acquire the transmission 
line. 


which he has the option to purchase that 
transmission line, if Congress by making 
an appropriation authorizes him to do 
so, is the result of the fact that he has 


paid the rural electric cooperatives ` 


through the years for the lease of the 
line a sufficient amount to enable them 
to pay back to the Government every 
dollar they borrowed with which they 
built the line, and the interest on the 
money, or the unpaid portion of it while 
it is being repaid to the Government. 

It may be that the Administrator of 
the Southwestern Power Administration 
has been too thrifty an agent of the Fed- 
eral Government to please certain Sena- 
tors. If the Senate of the United States 
or the Congress wants to say to him, 
“You have made too good a deal for the 
Government; we want you to make a deal 
of less value to your Government,” I say 
to the Senate that he will comply with 
that mandate. Apparently, insofar as 
the Senate is concerned, his efficient 
service for the Government has been 
taken as the basis for criticism, and cer- 
tain Senators now want to cripple his ac- 
tivities because he has done too good a 
job for the Government. If we want 
him to be less efficient, and will tell him 
so, he will comply. 

I should think, Mr. President, that in- 
stead of seeking to interfere with his 
work, he should be commended by the 
Congress for the effectiveness, the ef- 
ficiency, and the thrift of his operation, 
rather than to be condemned for it. He 
has not taken advantage of the rural 
electric cooperatives. His contract with 
them makes it possible for them to be in 
such a condition that they are a good 
enough risk to enable the REA to make 
a loan to a cooperative whereby it can 
build the generating facility. Without 
the contract with the Administrator, Mr. 
President, there would be the same sit- 
uation in Oklahoma which exists in Min- 
nesota, as it was portrayed yesterday by 
the distinguished Senator from Minne- 
sota (Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

The rural co-ops in Minnesota have 
borrowed money and built generating 
plants. Three of them operate on such 
a basis that they cannot produce suf- 
ficient power to meet the demands made 
on them. Three of them have a surplus 
of power, and have to slow down in their 
operation, which decreases the useful- 
ness of their facility and increases the 
cost of their product. If they had a 
line connecting them, and a grid where- 
by all their power could flow into the 
same system, the overproduction of the 
one could be used to supply the demands 
of the other. 

That problem has been eliminated in 
Oklahoma, Mr. President, by reason of 
the contract which has been made pos- 
sible. The Western Electrice Co-op be- 
gan, in 1940, to get the money with 
which to build their generating plant. 
Their plans were made and approved. 
Their application for a loan had been 
received, accepted, and approved, but 
the requirements of World War II for 
critical materials were such that they 
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were compelled to postpone the build- 
ing of their plant. So it was deferred 
for the duration of World War II. Im- 
mediately thereafter, the Western Elec- 
tric Cooperative renewed their effort to 
secure the loan from the REA with which 
to build their steam-genere ting plant to 
supply an area which was poverty- 
stricken for power. 

When they initiated théir application 
in 1941, the utilities opposed their re- 
quest for loans, saying, “There is no need 
for power in that area.” Yet today the 
utilities themselves are building there, 
or planning to build, a steam-generat- 
ing plant which will produce either three 
or four times as much as the plant which 
the rural electric cooperatives are build- 
ing; and those who look into the future 
and judge on the basis of reality know 
that both plants will not be able to sup- 
ply the demand in western Oklahoma. 
So, after the war, the cooperative re- 
newed their application for a loan with 
which to build the plant. But the cost 
had gone up; indeed, it had gone up so 
much that they could not justify the 
loan on the basis of the output which 
they would be able to produce and the 
price they would be able to obtain for `t. 

Then came the opportunity to make 
the contract with Southwestern Power, 
whereby they could sell every kilowatt 
they could produce operating 24 hours a 
day, 365 days a year. Then the loan to 
them became feasible. Then the founda- 
tion was laid upon which it was justi- 
fiable to make the loan. 

So the REA’s are profiting by this 
contract. They seek it. They favor it. 
They were happy to give the Southwest- 
ern Power Administration’s Administra- 
tor the option after 40 years to acquire 
the transmission facilities they leased to 
him on a basis whereby they would be 
paid enough in rental to repay with in- 
terest every dollar of the loan they had 
made. 

So the Administrator thought he was 
doing a good thing for his Government 
when he took an option whereby, after 
the lease money he had been paying was 
sufficient to retire every loan, with in- 
terest, he could acquire the facility for 
the account of the United States Gov- 
ernment for a very modest price. But, 
as I said a while ago, he could not im- 
plement that option, Mr. President, until 
and unless the Congress authorized it 
and appropriated the money for it. 

So I return, Mr. President, to the 
statement that the distinguished Senator 
from Nevada was in error when he said 
that the continuing fund has become an 
issue because its use was expanded and 
it became a device through which the 
Southwestern Power Administration is 
acquiring facilities. 

I say again to the Senate that if we 
want to condemn the Administrator for 
having made so favorable a contract, not 
for himself, not for the REA, not for the 
utilities, but for his Government, his 
principal, then tell him not to continue 
to make such good contracts any more, 
and he will not do it. I do not believe 
Senators, knowing the facts, will con- 
demn an agent of the Government for 
being frugal and thrifty at the same 
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time he is being efficient and effective in 
carrying forward his program. 

Mr. President, it would be a tragedy for 
this amendment to be adopted. It would 
be a tragedy that would result in a loss 
to Oklahoma REA’s and those in the 
Southwest generally. It would be a loss 
to the Government if the amendment 
were to be adopted. It would be a source 
of profit only to the private utilities, two 
of whom in Oklahoma have already 
signed a contract whereby they put 
themselves in a position of saying, “We 
do not want the additional profit which 
this amendment would give us.” 

I do not believe the great Senate of the 
United States will adopt an amendment 
which would penalize the rural electric 
cooperatives, which would penalize mu- 
nicipalities now securing this power, or 
those that could secure it, which would 
penalize any Government facility that 
receives it, which would penalize the 
Government itself in the sale of its 
power, and which would result in an 
unasked and unearned profit to the utili- 
ties in the Southwest who are neither in 
position to ask for it nor worthy to 
receive it. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, it is my 
intention to make a point of order against 
the language beginning on page 3, line 
24, and lines 1 to 22, inclusive, on page 
4, as legislation on an appropriation bill. 
But I know that that will close the de- 
bate, and I should like to inquire whether 
there are Senators who desire to be heard 
before making the point of order. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
think the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Corpon] desires to be heard. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Then I withhold the 
point of order for the moment. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed, without amendment, 
the following bills of the Senate: 


S. 51. An act for the relief of Arthur 
Henrik Sorensen, Maren Anderson Sorensen, 
and minor child, Zvelyn Sorensen; 

S. 124. An act for the relief of Mrs. George 
(Wong Tze-yen) Poy; 

2. 275. An act for the relief of Rafael 
Kubelik, his wife, Ludmila Kubelik, and their 
minor son, Martin Kubelik; 

S. 417. An act for the relief of Sui Ken 
Fong and Sui ‘fung Fong; 

S. 536. An act for the relief of the estate 
of Sidney Lomax, deceased; 

S.631. An act for the relief of Conrad 
Xavier Charles Mauerer; 

S. 699. An act for the relief of James M. 
Shellenberger, Jr., a minor; 

S. 879. An act for the relief of Luigi Po- 
desta; 

>. 915. An act for the relief of Betty Minoru 
Kawachi; 

S. 1109. An act for the relief of Grady 
Franklin Welch; 

S. 1113. An act for the reliei of Philip J. 
Hincks; and 

S. 1438. An act for the relief of Paul D. 
Banning, chief disbursing officer, Treasury 
Department, and for other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. $53) for 
the relief of Joseph A. Myers, Hazel C. 
Myers, and Helen Myers. 
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INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952 


The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 3790) making ap- 
propriations for the Department of the 
Interior for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1952, and for other purposes. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, before 
discussing the amendment, I want to 
read two telegrams into the RECORD. 
The first is from Umatilla, Oreg.—quite 
a way from the Southwestern Power 
Administration—and the second is from 
Heppner, Oreg. The first is as follows: 

Request. your support of original Interior 
appropriation bill without any amendments. 
Any other action will be vote against rural 
electrification. It has demonstrated its 
worth many times as an investment and no 
expense to the Government. Please advise 
us of action you take when this bill comes 
before the Senate. 


The telegram is signed “W. C. Kik, 
president, Umatilla Electric Cooperative 
Association.” 

The second, from Heppner, Oreg., 
reads as follows: 

Regards the Interior amendments which 
you will soon be asked to vote on. Please 
support these amendments as it is vital to 
our existence in obtaining low-cost power. 
Also please note that in these, you will be vot- 
ing for or against the rural electrification 
program. Your support is urgently needed. 


Signed “Columbia Basin Electric Coop- 
erative, Inc., Kenneth Smouse, presi- 
dent.” 

Mr. President, I undertake to say that 
neither Mr. Kik nor Mr. Smouse had an 
opportunity to study this bill or its pro- 
visions, or any amendments proposed by 
the committee, or amendments which 
might ke intended to be proposed by 
Members of the Senate when the bill 
reached the floor. These are worthy gen- 
tlemen. They are very much interested 
in the rural electrification movement, 
and properly so. But these two tele- 
grams were sent by them at somebody 
else’s request. I do not believe it would 
take a Hawkshaw to identify the source 
of the request, and I suggest that the 
name might be Clyde Elis. 

In other words, again we are faced 
with pressure tactics. They are very ef- 
fective at times. Perhaps they may be 
this time. Note these statements. It is 
said that we are voting for or against 
rural electrification. Nothing in God’s 
wide world is further from the truth. We 
who have supported appropriations and 
have worked in subcommittees to attain 
such appropriations, and who have en- 
deavored to see that the funds were 
soundly and wisely expended to effectu- 
ate rural electrification, find ourselves 
faced with that kind of ill-advised state- 
ment. It is not the judgment of the gen- 
tlemen who send the telegrams, but the 
judgment of someone else. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. CORDON. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I merely wish to 
testify, as a member of the Appropria- 
tions Committee who has served on that 
committee for a number of years, that 
the senior Senator from Oregon has 
consistently been a constructive advocate 


of rural electrification. He has been 
mindful of the importance of rural elec- 
trification to the Nation as well as to his 
own State of Oregon; and I know of no 
Senator on either side of the aisle who 
has taken greater interest in the con- 
structive development of rural electrifi- 
cation than has the senior Senator from 
Oregon. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I very 
greatly appreciate the statement of the 
Senator from California. It is seldom 
that the bouquets arrive while one is still 
alive. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CORDON. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. I received a similar tele- 
gram from a local rural electric coopera- 
tive. However, I also received another 
telegram, from a local power company, 
urging me to take exactly the opposite 
position. I have strong suspicions that 
that telegram was also sent by request. 
So I am wondering if we should not rec- 
ognize the fact that perhaps there are 
two pressure groups involved. 

Mr. CORDON. I am happy to have 
had that statement from the Senator 
from Vermont. He beat me to the 
punch. I wanted to take up that point 
as the next step. 

Mr. AIKEN. I am sorry if I beat the 
Senator to the punch. 

Mr, CORDON. Iam glad the Senator 
did. I like corroboration before the 
statement is made. : 

I have also received the same type of 
telegram from private utilities which 
have no interest in that area. Unques- 
tionably the telegrams come from a simi- 
lar source. 

In my opinion, it is the duty of a Mem- 
ber of the United States Senate not to 
wholly disregard that sort of thing, but 
to inquire into the soundness of any 
representations which are made, to at- 
tempt to understand any reasoning 
which may be submitted, and then to 
use such judgment as God gave him, and 
that alone, in making his decision. Less 
than that is less than the duty which a 
citizen owes his courtry. Enough with 
reference to pressure tactics. 

With respect to the question of rele- 
vancy, I know that a point of order will 
presently be made, and that once it is 
made there will be opportunity for 
debate. 

Very frankly, I think there is a grave 
question involved in the point of order 
which will be made with respect to the 
germaneness of this amendment at the 
place where it appears, and in connec- 
tion with the particular provision to 
which it is attached as a proviso. 

Mr. President, I know of no tougher 
question to come to a man who seeks to 
be wholly fair with himself, and in ac- 
cordance with the established rules and 
precedents of the Senate, than a deci- 
sion of this character. I say very frank- 
ly that I favor the amendment, and I 
hope presently to indicate why I favor 
it. On the other hand, the question, 
important as it is, is not of sufficient 
importance to justify the Senate in 
overturning precedents with reference 
to the question of germaneness when 
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that question reaches the floor of the 
Senate. : 

I am of the opinion, after such con- 
sideration as I have been able to give to 
the question, that there is one basis upon 
which this proviso can be deemed to be 
a germane amendment. The inclusion 
by the House of the provision for a con- 
tinuing emergency fund for the South- 
eastern Power Administration is in it- 
self notice that that body has adopted, 
with reference to the administration of 
the power policies of the United States, 
a different concept than that which is 
included in the so-called continuing 
fund section of the substantive law. 
That provision came into the substantive 
law in the same way that this amend- 
ment appears in the pending bill, that 
is, by way of an amendment to an ap- 
propriation bill. Both again emphasize 
the vice of trying to write substantive 
legislation in an appropriation bill on 
the floor of the Senate. If we may as- 
sume that the House, in writing into 
this bill the provision with respect to 
the Southeastern Power Administra- 
tion, was enunciating the policy of 
limiting the use of receipts from the 
sales of federally-produced power to 
meet emergency needs, repairs, and so 
forth, to maintain continuity of serv- 
ice—if we may take the position that 
that is the view of the House, then we 
have the right to take the position that 
the House, had it had the opportunity to 
consider this question with relation to 
the Southwestern Power Administration, 
would have taken the same view. How- 
ever, we are now in the process of deter- 
mining policy in a place where it should 
not be determined, namely, in an appro- 
priation bill. Let that be understood. 

I believe we can properly say that if 
we are to pass judgment on the ques- 
tion of the application of Federal money 
in one section of the United States by 
amendment, we have the right, as a rele- 
vant and germane modification of that 
statement of policy, to make an applica- 
tion of Federal funds under the same 
circumstances elsewhere within the 
United States. 

In my opinion, on that basis it is pos- 
sible properly and legally, and in ac- 
cordance with the precedents, to deter- 
mine that the proposed proviso is ger- 
mane. I myself know of no other basis. 
For that reason, Mr. President, I wish 
to support the inclusion of the amend- 
ment as a germane proviso. 

In presenting my argument I hope I 
can be entirely frank. I wish to be 
wholly unbiased. In order that I may 
present my views on that basis, let me 
say, first, that I am one Member of the 
United States Senate who is committed 
to the proposition that wherever it is 
possible in the United States we should 
have private ownership and private in- 
centive and private initiative and private 
interest. I make that statement at this 
time because I do not want to be mis- 
understood, either on the floor of the 
Senate or in my State, 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. CORDON. For a question. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes; for a question 
with respect to the last statement made 
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by the Senator. I was wondering how 
the Senator feels about the public own- 
ership of most of the power resources 
in the hydroelectric field in his section 
of the country, and whether he intends 
to make an effort to return them to pri- 
vate ownership. As I understand, most 
of the hydroelectric power in the Sen- 
ator's area is Government owned. 

Mr. CORDON. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not quite 
understand the Senator’s position. As 
I understood, he has always promoted 
that program in his area of the coun- 


try. 

Mr. CORDON. I have always pro- 
moted the use of electric energy. The 
Senator is correct. Sometimes, because 
there was a dollar or two more appro- 
priated for that purpose, the Senator 
from Oregon has been accused of pro- 
moting it in the West to the detriment 
of some other part of the United States. 
Of course, there was no basis for such 
accusation. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator 
from Oregon see any inconsistency in 
the statement which he has just made 
with respect to private ownership and 
the program which he has so success- 
fully promoted in his State? 

Mr. CORDON. I see no inconsistency 
whatever. I shall now return to my first 
statement. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CORDON. I yield. 

Mr. MUNDT. Several of us are not 
clear whether the Senator referred to 
the committee amendment or to the 
Kerr amendment when he stated that he 

Would support the amendment. 

Mr. CORDON. I was referring to the 
committee amendment. Of necessity, in 
supporting the committee amendment 
I must vote upon the question of ger- 
maneness when that question arises. 
Therefore I wish first to discuss that 
question. I want the Recorp to show 
that on the question of germaneness 
I shall vote that the amendment is ger- 
mane, in order that the amendment may 
remain in the bill and come before us 
for a vote. When I say “in order,” I 
wish it to be understood that I have 
first satisfied myself on the question of 
germaneness. 

I now wish to go back to my first 


statement, namely, that I am one of 


those Senators who believe in private 
enterprise. I believe that when my 
statement is read by the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], he will notice 
a slight qualification. However, in case 
he should overlook it, I shall phrase it in 
different words. 

I am in favor of private enterprise. 
Of course, every thinking man recognizes 
that there are conditions under which 
the Government, as such, must function, 
although under different circumstances 
private enterprise may function. That 
statement is not an exception to my 
views. It is only an extension of my 
views. I recognize, as everyone must 
recognize who believes in representative 
government and in the basic concept 
that governments are established for the 
benefit of the governed, that all power 
rests in the people. I believe in the right 
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of any group of people, however small or 
however large, among the one-hundred- 
and-fifty-odd million people who make 
up the United States, to decide whether 
they shall have in any particular field, 
or in any portion of any particular field, 
private ownership or public ownership. 
It is a right which rests in the people 
themselves. 

Knowing what the views of a consider- 
able number of people in a given area 
are, I should be less than honest if I were 
to deny them the knowledge of my own 
views. They have a right to know my 
views. They have a right also to know 
that when they have decided, in accord- 
ance with the processes prescribed by the 
law, whether they want private or pub- 
lic ownership, I, as their servant, am 
bound by their views. That is my idea 
of serving the people who have sent me 
to the Senate. 

Because I take the position I have set 
forth, I do not wish to stand here as a 
false champion for either private or pub- 
lic ownership. I want my views in the 
RECORD. 

I am sorry the senior Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr] has left the 
(amber. He will be able to read the 
compliment I am about to pay to him. 
It is a very sincere compliment from the 
Senator from Oregon to the senior Sena- 
tor from Cklahoma. I particularly refer 
to the senior Senator from Oklahoma, 
rather than including both Senators 
from Oklahoma, because tl.e senior Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma today on the floor 
of the Senate presented the most com- 
plete picture of the situation in the 
Oklahoma area that has ever been pre- 
sented on the floor of the Senate or be- 
fore any committee on which I have 
served. I wish to compliment him on 
presenting fully to the Senate the situa- 
tion existing in Oklahoma, the circum- 
stances which gave rise to the situation, 
and, from his viewpoint, the necessity 
for maintaining the continuing fund, 
although in that respect I differ with 
him. 

I am making this statement so that 
Members of the Senate, if they will read 
the Recorp, may be fully advised. I 
suspect that many Members of the Sen- 
ate will not read the RECORD, and I can 
understand why that is so. There are 
too many subjects occupying the atten- 
tion of Senators at this time for any 
Senator to cover all the subjects which 
are presented, either in committee or on 
the floor of the Senate. Unfortunately 
we have in the Congress of the United 
States rather adopted a procedure in 
legislation of attempting to cover the 
waterfront, so to speak, at every session. 
We seem to have the idea that volume 
is synonymous with quality in legislation, 
although, unfortunately, that is far from 
the truth. However, Mr. President, the 
record is there for those who care to 
read it. 

I cannot agree with the views of the 
senior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
Kerr] either as to the law involved or 
as to the facts as stated, insofar as those 
facts were embroidered with the Sena- 
tor’s views as to how they might or 
might not be changed by reason of this 
committee amendment, if it is adopted. 
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Now getting to the meat of the mat- 
ter, Mr. President, let us examine a 
thumbnail picture of the obligations of 
the Federal Government in this field. 
Public power has now come to mean gen- 
erally power generated by the Federal 
Government in excess of its needs. Such 
power first came into being in a general 
way as a result of the passage of the 
1944 Flood Control Act, which was an 
omnibus rivers-and-harbors and flood- 
control authorization act. In it ap- 
peared for the first time ambitious proj- 
ects for both improvement of navigation 
and dood control, wherein multiple pur- 
r se was found in the recomm=ndations, 
in so far as the construction of dams was 
concerned. Until that time, dams were 
built to retain water for the purpose 
either of aiding navigation or of retard- 
ing floods; but with the 1944 act, mul- 
tiplicity of purpose was written into the 
law, so that a dam might at one and 
the same time serve at least three pur- 
poses: First, to control food waters; 
second, to improve navigation; and, 
third, to generate power. In many in- 
stances there was a fourth purpose, 
namely, reclamation in the arid areas. 

When that bill was under consideration 
before the then Senate Commerce Com- 
mittee, for the first time consideration 
was given to what was to be done by 
the Government with the power gener- 
ated at the dams constructed by the 
Army engineers throughout the country. 

There had been exceptions before that 
time. The Army engineers already had 
built the Bonneville Dam between the 
States of Oregon and Washington, and 
there had been other exceptions; but 
that was the first time Congress enacted 
general law on the subject. 

In that Flood Control Act, as shown 
by the hearings, after several rewritings 
of sundry provisions with respect to the 
handling of power, the final provision 
was in substance that the power should 
be delivered at the bus bar by the Corps 
of Engineers to the Secretary of the In- 
terior, who became the sales agent, and 
was directed to sell the power to certain 
selected customers first, at the lowest 
rates consistent with good business man- 
agement; and the Secretary was author- 
ized to construct transmission lines, if 
necessary, for that purpose. Mr. Presi- 
dent, that was, in substance, all the law 
on the statute books at the time when 
Mr. Douglas Wright became Administra- 
tor of the Southeastern Power Adminis- 
tration. 

There. have been various interpreta- 
tions of the meaning of that short pro- 
vision of the Flood Control Act. I shall 
not go into that matter. I disagree with 
many of the interpretations; but so far 
as this particular matter is affected, 
when the Southwestern Power Adminis- 
tration became the servicing agent for 
all of the Corps of Engineers dams in the 
southwestern area of the United States, 
a number of problems arose. Included 
among them was the necessity of con- 
necting the dams, the question of trans- 
mitting the energy, and then the all- 
important question, which every Mem- 
ber of Congress could have known about, 
had he read and understood the reports 
which the Corps of Engineers had made 
on every dam in the multiple-purpose 
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field in that area they had ever recom- 
mended to the Congress in all their his- 
tory. In every instance they estimated 
the amount of energy which might be 
generated at the several dams, and they 
identified the energy as being of the 
peaking or variable type which was not 
satisfactory as a continuous supply of 
electric current for a continuous de- 
mand, or firm energy, for sale generally. 
That appears in every report; and in 
every report, when they estimated the 
amount of energy, they determined its 
value as p power. That was 
known long before Mr. Wright became 
Administrator of the Southwestern 
Power Administration as such. 

Mr. President, after the Southwestern 
Power Administration was established, 
Mr. Wright became the Administrator. 
He is a competent engineer; he is, from 
his lights, a faithful and honest servant 
of the United States. He seeks to do 
what, in his opinion, is the best thing for 
the people in the area he serves. He is 
entitled to have that said of him by me 
at least on the floor of the Senate. How- 
ever, when Mr. Wright looked over the 
series of dams which were coming under 
his jurisdiction, being a good engineer, 
and particularly a good electrical engi- 
neer, and, I believe, having a passionate 
belief in public ownership of power— 
although that is only my belief; he has 
never said that to me—the thing which 
first came into the mind of Douglas 
Wright was that inasmuch as this power 
was peaking power, the thing for the 
Government to do would be to build the 
necessary steam plants in order to get 
@ continuous base for electrical power, 
and then superimpose the variable pow- 
er from the dams, and thus obtain not 
only the greatest value from the peak- 
ing power, but also an electrical public- 
ownership empire, as a result of the 
establishment of the base of steam-gen- 
erated power. That plan was presented 
to the Congress, but the Congress denied 
the funds with which to do that job. 
That is one of the most important points 
before the Senate at this time, namely, 
that the Congress acted upon the appli- 
cation, and denied it. 

Mr. Wright’s actions thereafter do not 
meet with my approval. I believe that 
the administrator of any law is the ex- 
ecutor of a trust. I believe that if any 
man working for the Government in an 
executive or administrative position or 
field desires to change the law, he has 
the perfect right, and it is his duty, to 
resign his job and get elected to Con- 
gress, and come to Congress, and there 
seek to change the law in the way the 
Constitution provides that changes in 
.the law shall be made. 

However, Mr. Wright did not do that. 
Having been directly denied the funds 
with which to build steam plants and the 
funds with which to build transmission 
lines, Mr. Wright, when he was denied 
that right, turned to a new field. He is 
ingenious, and he seeks to carry out his 
convictions. I differ with him only with 
respect to whether he had the right to 
act as he did. The Rural Electrification 
Act was on the statute books, That act 
made available the credit of the United 
States to rural cooperatives anywhere in 
the United States, to assist them in se- 
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curing something which they all sorely 
needed, electrical power; something 
which the private companies could have 


furnished but did not furnish. I hold 


no brief for them in their lack of vision 
and in their failure to discharge what, 
in my opinion, was their clear duty as a 
quasi-public organization. - 

Mr. Wright turned to the Rural Elec- 
trification Act. That act provides au- 
thority for its Administrator to loan 
money to rural cooperatives for the 
purpose of building transmission lines, 
and so forth, or, in those cases where 
they cannot secure power at reasonable 
rates and on an adequate basis, to con- 
struct generation facilities. It is a sep- 
arate act from the Flood Control Act; 
therc is no connection between them. 

The Flood Control Act basically is ad- 
ministered by the Corps of Engineers; 
the power which results from it is ad- 
ministered by the Secretary of the In- 
terior; and the REA is under the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture. Mr, Wright was 
employed by the Interior Department 
only. He performed his duties well, in 
my opinion. Of course, he never told 
me that, but what was accomplished was 
too well done not to have been performed 
by a good mind; and he has a good 
mind. It was perfectly clear that what 
the Government had denied directly, 
namely, the money to build steam plants, 
with about 18,000 miles of transmission 
lines, and to establish in this field Gov- 
ernment ownership in the southwest 
portion of the United States, might be 
achieved by indirection; and it was. 

How was it achieved? Let us not for- 
get that the only authority of law pos- 
sessed by Mr. Wright consisted of a few 
words in the Flood Control Act of 1944. 
Nevertheless, he worked up with rural 
electric cooperatives some agreements, 
by which they would construct the 
steam plants which the Congress denied 
him the right to construct, and by 
which they would construct the net of 
transmission lines which the Congress 
had prohibited him from constructing. 

But the electric cooperatives had to 
make a showing, under the law, of feasi- 
bility, in order to get that kind of money; 
because it went into the tens of millions 
of dollars in the affected areas. Mr. 
Wright was equal to that necessity. His 
contract provides that he will, in the 
case of a steam plant, buy the total out- 
put of the steam plant from the co- 
operative. If the cooperative will con- 
struct the transmission lines, then he 
will lease the transmission lines and 
that is not a wheeling agreement, by the 
way. He will lease the transmission 
lines, and he will guarantee payment for 
the use of the transmission lines neces- 
sary to repay the Federal Government, 
in the REA division, the total capital 
outlay, plus interest. 

Mr. Wright becomes a guarantor of 
REA investment; but I do not find any 
authority for that in the law. Mr. 
Wright in every instance, wrote into the 
contract he entered into a provision 
that the payments were intended to 
amortize the loan; and, Mr. President, 
the senior Senator from Oklahoma men- 
tioned that Mr. Wright, being very 
zealous of the interests of his Govern- 
ment provided that, once these heavy 
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investments were in effect amortized, the 
Government would have an option to 
purchase the plant and lines. Accord- 
ing to my understanding, that is true. 
The senior Senator from Oklahoma said 
the purchase would be at a very nominal 
price; so nominal, my understanding is, 
that it was 81 or $10 in each instance, 
although the facilities might be worth 
hundreds of thousands or even millions 
of dollars. 

I have no objection to that kind of 
zeal for the Government, although I 
should prefer, after facilities were amor- 
tized, to leave them still in the owner- 
ship of the local people, who themselves 
were the ones in need, and who would 
still need the facilities. If there is not 
to be private ownership, then I want 
public ownership right down at the grass 
roots where the people live. Therefore, 
so far as I am concerned, I would rather, 
after the loan on the facilities was 
amortized, if it should be, that they still 
remain the property of the people whose 
vision and courage went into their con- 
struction in the first place. 

I wish to concentrate on one thing, 
namely, the legal aspects of the problem. 
In my opinion there was and is no au- 
thority justifying Mr. Wright in doing 
what he sought todo. Iam not question- 
ing whether there should be authority. 
Perhaps what is contemplated is sound, 
where a majority of people desire this 
sort of service. If so, let it be done in 
the proper way. Let it be done by means 
of a bill which is carefully thought out, 
which comes before this body and which 
is explained to the Senate, so that Sena- 
tors may know what they are doing, and 
let us not put Doug Wright, seeking in 
good faith to advance the interests of 
the people in the area where he serves, 
in the position of trying to do by indirec- 
tion what he knew, from the word of the 
Congress, he had no legal authority to do 
directly. It is not fair to him. 

Where does that bring us with refer- 
ence to this particular amendment, Mr. 
President? I think it should be perfect- 
ly clear to anyone that when we charge 
a man with the heavy responsibilities 
which rest on the shoulders of Douglas 
Wright, and then circumscribe him with 
the shackles of the appropriative pro- 
cedures of the Congress, we almost re- 
quire him to do a thing which we at- 
tempt to prohibit him from doing. He is 
almost in that paradoxical situation. 
He is in business, an important business, 
and the Government is not established 
to handle that kind of business. Under 
those circumstances, there are certain 
naked necessities for variation from the 
ordinary appropriative procedures and 
for the ordinary administration of funds 
which must be adopted if Mr. Wright is 
to have any chance at all to do his job. 
One of them is the necessity for meeting 
emergencies that could not be foreseen 
when appropriations were made. 

The Senator from Oregon was a mem- 
ber of the Appropriations Committee and 
favored the exception which was granted 
at the time when Congress, I think in 
1949, recognizing this necessity, pro- 
vided a fund of $100,000 which should be 
continuously available to the Adminis- 
trator of SPA for the purpose of meeting 
emergency necessities, in order that there 
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might be no break in the continuity of 
service to be rendered with respect to 
the delivery of Federal power. 


If my memory now serves me correct- < 


ly, the next request was for $300,000. I 
believe that was only last year.. The 
senior Senator from Oklahoma prepared 
an amendment, offered it on the Senate 
floor, and it was adopted. But, Mr. Pres- 
ident, when the $300,000 came into the 
picture, it was no longer an emergency 
fund. It was properly denominated a 
continuing fund, but where it did not 
fully disclose its purpose was the point 
at which it was described as a $300,000 
continuing fund. 

Mr. President, when we read that par- 
ticular provision we must reach the con- 
clusion that Congress intended to estab- 
lish a fund of $300,000, and that that 
was the limit of the amount of money 
which might be spent within any fiscal 
year. Let me read the provision: 

Continuing fund, power transmission fa- 
cilities: All receipts from the transmission 
and sale of electric power and energy under 
the provisions of section 5 of the Flood Con- 
tract Act of December 22, 1944 * * 
generated or purchased in the Southwestern 
Power area, shall be covered into the Treas- 
ury of the United States as miscellaneous 
receipts— 


That is general language. Let us fol- 
low this language— 
except that the Treasury shall set up and 
maintain from such receipts a continuing 
fund of $300,000, including the sum of $100,- 
000 in the continuing fund established under 
the Administrator of the Southwestern 
Power Administration in the First Supple- 
mental National Defense Appropriation Act, 
1944 * * * which shall be transferred 
to the fund hereby established; and said 
fund of $300,000 shall be placed to the credit 
of the Secretary and shall be subject to check 
by him to defray emergency expenses neces- 
sary to insure continuity of electric service 
and continuous operation of the facilities, 
and to cover all costs in connection with the 
purchase of electric power and energy and 
rentals for the use of facilities for the trans- 
mission and distribution of electric power 
and energy to public bodies, cooperatives, 
and privately owned companies. 


I undertake to say, Mr. President, that 
anyone reading that language would 
reach the conclusion that it provided 
a fund of $300,000 for the purposes set 
forth. As matter of law—and I know 
that any lawyer worthy of the name 
will have to agree with the statement— 
there is no limit upon the amount 
which can be spent in any period of 
time under the terms of the amendment 
except the limit imposed by taking the 
total amount of funds which have here- 
tofore been and are now being placed 
in the Treasury of the United States as 
gross receipts from the whole operation 
of the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion. There is no limit beyond that, and 
the $300,000 is, in legal effect, only a 
prohibition on the Secretary of the In- 
terior against the writing of a single 
check in excess of $300,000. That is 
what it means in law. That is why I 
think the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Nevada should be adopted. 
Under the language of the amendment 
there is available to Douglas Wright, as 
the agent of the Secretary of the In- 
terior, every dollar that has ever been 
paid into the Treasury of the United 
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States from the Southwestern Power 
Administration and every dollar that will 
be paid while this section remains on 
the statute books. 

There is a limit as to what the money 
may be used for, and that is reasonably 
clear. It is to “defray emergency ex- 
penditures necessary to insure continuity 
of electric service and the continuous 
operation of facilities.’ That is alto- 
gether sound. It is to “cover all costs 
in connection with the purchase of elec- 
tric power and energy.” 

The Flood Control Act of 1944 does not 
contain expressly or by implication any 
authority to anyone to purchase any 
electric power or energy. 

There is also reference to “rentals for 
the use of facilities for the transmission 
and distribution of electric power and 
energy to public bodies, cooperatives, 
and privately owned companies.” Those 
words are window dressing, 

Mr. President, we are now at the meat 
of the proposition. This continuing 
fund is a blank check in the hands of 
the Secretary of the Interior for every 
dollar of receipts that will come to the 
Southwestern Power Administration 
from whatever source. Let us see how 
that affects the fiscal situation of the 
United States. 

It is not a problem of Oklahoma, Mr, 
President; it is not a problem of southern 
Missouri; it is not a problem of the 
Southwest area. It goes to the very heart 
of the integrity of the Treasury of the 
United States. It goes to the very heart 
of the integrity of the Flood-Control Act, 
Let us remember that when funds go 
into the Treasury of the United States 
they, of necessity, go for one of two pur- 
poses: They go into the unappropriated 
funds of the Treasury and become the 
property of all the people, subject to ap- 
propriation, subject to being applied in 
the general fund of the Treasury, to all 
bonds and other indebtedness of the 
United States, or they go into some spe- 
cial, earmarked fund, and as such they 
are subject to use only for the specific 
statutory purposes enumerated, and they 
are not a part of the assets of the United 
States. They cannot be used to pay the 
debts of the United States. 

I submit, Mr. President, that not one 
dollar ever paid by the Southwestern 
Power Administration into the Treasury 
of the United States can go free into the 
funds of the United States so long as this 
language is on the statute books. Every 
dollar that goes into the Treasury of the 
United States while this language is in 
the law as it is today is entitled by that 
provision, which, apparently, would limit 
the Secretary to $300,000, when there is 
no limitation on the Secretary beyond 
the limitation that he cannot spend more 
than $300,000 by any given check. 

Mr. President, there is a series of dams 
in the Southwest area. Those dams were 
constructed with the money of the people 
of the United States. A part of the capi- 
tal investment is charged off against gen- 
eral benefits of flood control and naviga- 
tion, and is not repayable. The part that 
is allocated to investment in power is 
repayable. There is a charge set up in 
the Treasury with respect to each of 
those capital investments, and the reim- 
bursable portion is to be met by the un- 
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entailed receipts from the power gen- 
erated at a particular dam, and until 
that money can come into the Treasury 
and be offset against that capital invest- 
ment, the total of the capital investment 
must remain on the books, with its ac- 
cruing interest, endlessly. 

The only way to stop the interest, the 
only way to retire the capital invect- 
ment, the only way the people of the 
United States can ever know whether 
they were wise or foolish in making the 
investment, or that their servants, the 
Corps of Engineers, did or did not use 
good judgment when they made their 
prognosis with reference to future pay- 
ments and future justifications, is by 
setting up the receipts from the actual 
sale of the energy as a credit to offset 
the capital investment and the continu- 
ally increasing interest. That cannot be 
done—and I am as certain of my facts 
and my law as I am that Iam standing 
on my feet today—so long as there is in 
existence a contingent or a conditional 
power which can be called into play— 
not may be, not will be, but can be. So 
long as there is a conditional power to 
draw those funds from the Treasury they 
cannot become unappropriated funds in 
the General Treasury subject to off- 
setting against the capital investment. 

This presents the reason why I think 
we ought to amend the bill. In amend- 
ing it I do not want to hurt the people of 
Oklahoma, or the people of Missouri, or 
people anywhere else. But, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I do believe it was unwise in the 
first place to put the provision in the law. 
There should have been some limitation 
so that some part of the funds could 
have been forever discharged from any 
contingent liability, so that they could 
ultimately be used for the purpose for 
which they were intended to be used, 
namely, finally to offset the capital in- 
vestment in the power features of the 
dams. That cannot be done under the 
present language of the law. 

The Senator from Oklahoma cited the 
situation he so well knows in his own 
State of cooperatives having been in- 
duced to invest in transmission facilities 
and in steam-generating plants a very 
great sum, perhaps millions of dollars; 
I do not know what the exact amount is. 
They were induced to do it by reason of 
a promise by the Southwestern Power 
Administration to lease the transmis- 
sion line on the basis of such payments 
as in effect are 40-year installments on 
the purchase, or to purchase the power 
from steam installations on a basis that 
represents 50-year purchase installment 
contracts, which is what they really are. 
Then, with that guaranty, of course the 
cooperatives could go to the Adminis-. 
trator of REA and get their loans, be- 
cause the loans in effect would have 
been guaranteed. 

Mr. President, ve do not need the kind 
of language here employed to make that 
possible, if that is what we want to do. 
The statement has been made by the 
two champions of what is suggested, the 
Senators from Oklahoma, that the power 
purchased will be purchased for a sum 
much less than the sum for which it 
will be sold; that it cannot be stored, 
that it must be sold, and as we all know, 
the two operators are. almost instanta- 


1951 


neous. The Government purchases the 
power that comes over the transmission 
line, and sells it, and most of it the Gov- 
ernment sells right back to the individ- 
uals from whom it was purchased, So 
they are operations going on coinciden- 
tally every minute of the day and night. 
If the Government is getting more for 
what it is selling than it is paying for 
what it is buying, why does it need a 
blank check on every dollar of receipts 
from all the dams in the Southwest? 
There is only one reason why it would 
be needed, Mr. President, and that is 
that a bad mistake might be made. 
The Government might have made a bad 
contract. Do not forget that these con- 
tracts carry minimum payments, and the 
minimum payments represent the 
amount that is necessary to amortize 
the debt in 40 or 50 years in each in- 
stance—not the debts of SPA, not the 
debts of the Federal Government, but 
the debts of the cooperatives. 

The money is not needed, Mr. Presi- 

dent, if this is a sound deal. I am not 
discussing for the moment whether it 
is legal. I am merely taking the view 
which I think the people of Oklahoma 
in the rural areas who need the elec- 
tricity would take. They want the elec- 
tricity. They want the power. God bless 
them, I want them to have it, and I 
will help them get it and keep it, but 
I cannot agree that it be done in this 
way. ; 
Mr. President, we can provide for a 
fund in any reasonable amount coming 
from receipts, and I am perfectly will- 
ing to have such a provision accepted 
and written into the bill, or, better 
still, presented to the appropriate com- 
mittees. In that event, I say here and 
now I shall be glad to go before the 
committee as a proponent, and support 
the suggestion there, and support it on 
the floor of the Senate. I do not, how- 
ever, like that so well; I would prefer to 
have an appropriation made, because I 
do not like a revolving fund. I think it 
is unsound. I know my friend from 
Wyoming [Mr. O’Manoney] shares with 
me that basic view, as almost everyone 
who is familiar with this kind of Federal 
financing. But because of the business 
characteristics of this provision, because 
of the fact that some matters cannot be 
foreseen, I would be willing in an in- 
stance of this kind to permit a fund to be 
set aside from receipts and made avail- 
able, but it shculd be a fund to which 
there would be a limit in dollars, It 
should be a fund which would leave free 
and unentailed the balance of the rev- 
enues from these dams and transmission 
lines. 

They must be paid for. I do not be- 
lieve that anyone would think otherwise. 
I do not believe that there is anyone who 
does not want to see these investments as 
sound investments, repaid to the Federal 
Treasury, so that the program may move 
on in the way it should move. But we do 
not need this kind of a provision to do 
it. We can adopt a provision which does 
carry a limitation, and we can set a lib- 
eral ceiling, so far as that is concerned. 
If necessary, we can write the stand- 
ards under which the money is to be 
spent, 
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I undertake to say that for a long time 
to come Mr. Wright would never draw 2 
nickel out of the continuing fund. He 
never has yet. He did draw out some 
$78,000 from the old $100,000 fund, at 
various times, for the purpose for which 
it was furnished, namely, emergency re- 
pairs and the like. But up to date he has 
never used a dollar of the $300,000 fund. 
If there continues to be in this country 
the kind of expanding electrical market 
which I believe there will be, he never 
will have to use it. But every time there 
is made a contract such as those which 
have been made, the legality of which is 
now in dispute in the Federal Court in 
Missouri, I am advised, we underwrite, 
with the funds of the Southwestern 
Power Administration and Interior De- 
partment operation, limited only to the 
sale of power at the Federal dams, the 
capital investment made by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture through a Rural 
Electrification Administration. Mr. 
President, we cannot find authority for 
that in this language of the bill. We 
cannot find it in the Flood Control Act 
of 1944, or any other Flood Control Act, 
or any other act or section of an act on 
the statute books of the United States, 
The authority is not there. 

Mr. President, I regret that this ques- 
tion is before the Senate in connection 
with this bill. But it is here. I would 
have preferred to go into it before a 
regular legislative committee and work 
out the problem when all the factors 
could be presented. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. CORDON. Just a moment. 

Mr. President, I do not overlook the 
fact that some of these contracts were 
signed, sealed, and delivered before the 
provision in question went on the statute 
books in 1950. However, I do not want 
any more of them made until there is 
statutory authority, and until sound 
standards are established to govern 
them. That is the only reason I support 
the position which I have described. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator vield? 

Mr. CORDON. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. Does not the Senator 
know that the language which it is 
sought to amend went on the statute 
books in 1949 and not 1950? 

Mr. CORDON. I answer the Senator 
in this wise: His statement yesterday 
was that until this amendment went on 
the statute books, there was no power to 
do any of the things mentioned. 

Mr. KERR. Is the Senator aware of 
the fact that the language went on the 
statute books in 1949? 

Mr. CORDON. I have answered the 
Senator. Now I shall continue my state- 
ment, 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. CORDON, Mr. President, I ask 
for order. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Frear in the chair). The Senator from 
Oregon declines to yield. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, there 
may be a necessity for a guaranty by 
the Federal Government of the loans 
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which it itself makes. But I cannot un- 
derstand that kind of paradox. If the 
Federal Government loans the money 
in the first instance and uses its right 
hand to do it, if the money is in jeopardy 
after it is loaned, the mere fact that the 
left hand of the Federal Government 
makes a guaranty does not make the 
job done by the right hand any more se- 
cure because the left hand may come 
over and guarantee the right hand. 

If this kind of a guaranty is neces- 
sary at all, I cannot understand finance. 
I cannot understand risk, and I cannot 
understand the principles of guaranty. 
If it is a sound loan when it is made, it is 
a sound loan because of the facts which 
exist in the area and the market which 
is there or is to be expected; and the 
market is no bigger because the Govern- 
ment, through Douglas Wright, steps in 
and writes a guaranty. There is not 
a thing in those contracts which cannot 
be written into a true wheeling contract; 
and the leasing of lines on an install- 
ment basis equivalent to a contract of 
purchase has not the faintest resem- 
blance to a wheeling contract. 

I have heard the statement made 
here—and it has been made to me in 
some telegrams and letters which I have 
1eceived—and if this amendment is 
adopted there can be no more wheeling 
contracts. 

Mr. President, we must understand the 
difference between operating leased fa- 
cilities and entering into a wheeling con- 
tract. A wheeling contract is a service 
contract. The facilities which are used 
are in the possession of the individual 
or corporation rendering the service. 
The operation of leased facilities means 
that the holder of the lease is, for the 
term of the lease, in possession, opera- 
tion, and full control of the facilities. 
One is a leasing operation and the other 
a wheeling operation, and they are as 
far apart as the poles, 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. CORDON. I am happy to yield 
for a question, 

Mr. HILL. Is it not true that what 
happens in the case of a wheeling con- 
tract is this: The Southwestern Power 
Authority, taking its directions from sec- 
tion 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, 
sells the power to the cooperative, or 
municipality, or other preferred cus- 
tomer; but in order to sell it to the pre- 
ferred customer, the power must be 
transmitted. It must be carried to the 
customer. So the Southwestern Power 
Administration simply leases the right 
to make use of the service of the trans- 
mission lines to deliver the power to the 
preferred customer. 

Mr. CORDON. That is a lease, and 
not a wheeling agreement. The same 
operation might be had under a wheel- 
ing contract, in accordance with which 
the owner of the line continues to 
operate the line, though he may do so 
solely as an agent. He takes the Gov- 
ernment power in one place and de- 
livers it in another, under the direction 
of the Government. That is a wheeling 
contract. 

Mr. HILL. But the Government, as 
the owner or generator of power, must 
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have a contract to use the transmission 
line to carry the power to the preferred 
customer. The Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration gets its authority to lease, 
hire, or buy the right to the use of the 
line, under the authority now in the 
law to lease. 

Mr. CORDON. I believe we have be- 
fore us a matter which needs a little ex- 
ploration. I believe it goes to the philos- 
ophy of the whole question of public 
power. I shall explore it slightly. The 
Flood Control Act of 1944 directed the 
delivery to the Secretary of the Interior 
of power from Army engineer dams, pe- 
riod. It did not authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to buy or sell any power 
other than the power resulting from 
the power installations at Federal dams. 

Wheeling contracts—and I speak now 
of true wheeling contracts—in my opin- 
ion are clearly within the meaning and 
intent of the Flood Control Act, when 
it says, in connection with the sale of 
power, that the sale shall be made in 
such a manner as to promote the wid- 
est distribution, at reasonable rates, 
and so forth. As I understand, it means 
that the Secretary is entitled to do any 
and all things which will change the 
characteristics of the power from inter- 
ruptable or variable power to demand 
or firm power, so long as the final re- 
sult is that the power he sells is the 
equivalent of the power which the Flood 
Control Act gives him to sell. When he 
leaves that concept and takes the new 
view, that because he is taking power 
rather than taking power and changing 
it to the equivalent of demand power 
and is selling it, he should build, by di- 
rection or indirection, all the necessary 
base under the peak, so as to have for 
sale not only the power from the dams, 
but all the firm power below which is 
necessary to support the use of the peak- 
ing power on top; we have a widening of 
the purpose and intent of the Flood Con- 
trol Act to the broad aspects of public 
Federal power at wholesale—and it is 
only a step from that to retail—in the 
whole area where we have peaking power, 
If we are to do that—and I shall not vote 
to do it—we should do it after very care- 
ful consideration and in the full knowl- 
edge of the legal effect of what we are 
doing, and the consequences. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. CORDON. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to ask 
whether the Secretary of the Interior 
is not now authorized under the Flood 
Control Act to distribute and sell, under 
priorities, the electrical energy which is 
mentioned in the law and which comes 
within his jurisdiction. 

Mr. CORDON. The Secretary of the 
Interior is the selling agent for all ex- 
cess power at all dams operated by the 
Corps of Army Engineers. 

Mr. WHERRY. Does the McCarran 
amendment in any way nullify any part 
of such authority? 

Mr. CORDON. It does not. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator has al- 
ready answered the question, but in line 
with the same thought, is it not a fact 
that the McCarran amendment does not 
prohibit the negotiation of wheeling 
contracts to carry out the purposes of 
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the Flood Control Act under which the 
Secretary of the Interior has the right 
to distribute and dispose of power? 

Mr. CORDON. Would the Senator 
restate his question? 

Mr. WHERRY. Does the McCarran 
amendment in any way prohibit or pre- 
vent the making of wheeling contracts 
to deliver the energy by the Secretary of 
the Interior under the Flood Control 
Act? 

Mr. CORDON. In my opinion it does 
not. In my humble opinion, when we 
grant to the Secretary of the Interior 
authority to sell the power generated at 
the dams in such a manner as to pro- 
mote its greatest usefulness, at reason- 
able prices and on a business basis, and 
so forth, there is implied the power to 
do those things which are necessary to 
be done to effect that purpose. I do not 
believe there is implied, however, the 
additional power to sell more electric 
energy than is turned over to him by 
the Corps of Army Engineers. 

Mr. WHERRY. Does not the question 
resolve itself into the situation that 
wheeling contracts to deliver energy 
under the Flood Control Act are one 
thing, but that the leasing of lines is 
quite another thing? 

Mr. CORDON. Yes; and the pur- 
chase of steam plants is still another. 

Mr. WHERRY. That is what the 
Senator says is involved in the so-called 
authority which has been used in con- 
nection with the revolving fund, and the 
McCarran amendment would hold the 
revolving fund to the purposes for which 
it was originally established. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. CORDON. That is my under- 
standing. The Senator from Nebraska 
referred to various steps. Let me say 
to him that the action of becoming a 
guarantor of the capital investment in 
both transmission lines and steam gen- 
erating equipment is still quite another 
step. They are all involved. 

Mr. WHERRY. The point I believe 
the membership of the Senate should 
have clarified is that the McCarran 
amendment, at least as I interpret it, 
in no way nullifies or countermands any 
part of the Secretary's authority to make 
wheeling agreements. 

Mr. CORDON. In my opinion it does 
not. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CORDON. Yes. : 

Mr. HILL. As I understand the Sen- 
ator’s position it is that the language 
which authorizes the Secretary of the 
Interior to transmit and dispose of such 
power and energy in such a manner as 
to encourage the most widespread use of 
it, on a sound business basis, and giving 
preference to public bodies and co-ops, 
and so forth, gives him authority, as I 
understand the Senator’s position, to 
enter into a wheeling contract, which is 
a contract to make use of somebody 
else's line to transmit power. 

Mr. CORDON. That is correct. 

Mr. HILL. Does the Senator think 
that it also gives him the power, if need 
be, to lease transmission lines? 

Mr. CORDON, In my opinion it gives 
him power to lease transmission lines so 
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long as the leasing of the line is for the 
purpose of disposing of power, and noth- 
ing else. I believe he would have that 
authority. I cannot understand, if we 
give him the authority to hire someone 
else to transmit the power why he should 
not have the authority to lease lines. 

Mr. HILL. That is the reason why I 
asked the question. 

Mr. CORDON. I do not believe there 
can be any question about that. 

Mr. HILL. Does the Senator contend 
that if the Administrator leased the line 
or had a wheeling contract, he could not 
send any power over it except the kilo- 
watts of power generated at one of the 
dams, as provided for in the Flood Con- 
trol Act? ’ 

Mr. CORDON. The Senator’s ques- 
tion is one of those ad absurdum ques- 
tions, which go beyond all reason. In 
the first place, Mr. President, in the case 
of wheeling, if the whole line is at the 
disposal of one person, there can be no 
power on it except what he puts on it, 
and he can take nothing off it that he 
did not put on. If it is a wheeling line 
in common use, ho one else would put a 
kilowatt on it that could be taken off it 
by someone else. 

Mr. HILL. If the question led to an 
absurdity it was suggested by the state- 
ment of the Senator from Oregon, be- 
cause he seemed to emphasize the prop- 
osition that the Secretary could not dis- 
pose of power other than the power 
which was generated at one of the flood- 
control dams or reservoirs. 

Mr. CORDON. The Senator from 
Alabama did not understand the Sena- 
tor from Oregon at all. My statement 
was that the quantum of power avail- 
able for disposal by the Secretary could 
not rise above the quantum which was 
given him to dispose of. 

Mr. CASE, Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. CORDON. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. Why was the figure of 
$300,000 selected as the dividing line? 

Mr. CORDON. I shall never know. 
It might just as well have been $1,000,- 
000 or $30,000, or $1,000, because it is 
nothing but a limitation upon the 
amount of money which can be with- 
drawn at one time in one operation; 
that is all it is. 

Mr. CASE. Was it sought by that 
means to measure the amount which 
might be needed for the purpose of firm- 
ing power, so the contracts could be 
satisfied? 

Mr. CORDON. In that respect we 
must, to a very great extent, deal in 
speculation. The original provision was 
an emergency-fund provision. The 
continuing fund was $100,000. Inciden- 
tally, on that basis, a $100,000 check 
could be writen as often as that much 
money was available. However, there 
was a limit on the purposes for which 
the money could be spent, and in that 
case it could be spent only for emer- 
gency repairs to guarantee the continu- 
ity of what they contracted to do, 
namely, to deliver the power. 

In this instance, in addition to the 
emergency use, it is possible to purchase 
power and to lease transmission facili- 
ties; and in that case the sky is the limit, 
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because there is no standard by which to 
judge it. 

Mr. CASE. Is it the Senator’s opinion 
that the allowance of 8300, 000 for the 
continuing fund will make it possible for 
the Power Administration to meet its 
delivery contracts with the REA’s? 

Mr. CORDON. In my opinion, it has 
nothing at all to do with that matter. 
Ido not think this fund is needed at all 
in any case other than one in which 
these ultra vires contracts have been 
attempted to be put into effect; and be- 
cause the local party contracts in each 
case, it is in no sense in pari delicto with 
the Government itself, which knew bet- 
ter. Because of that, it may be alto- 
gether right and proper that in some 
way we attempt to confirm the contracts, 
so that those who have spent their 
money, based on their faith that the 
Government was following the law and 
had a right to do what it did, may not 
lose the money they have spent by rea- 
son of that faith; and I would protect 
them to the last ditch. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, although 
the amendment refers specifically to the 
Southwestern Power Administration 

Mr.CORDON. Mr. President, I do 
not wish to interrupt the Senator, but 
I had simply answered a question. 

Mr. AIKEN. I thought the Senator 
from Oregon had concluded. 

Mr. CORDON. Did the Senator from 
Vermont wish to ask me to yield? 

Mr. AIKEN. No. Mr. President. The 
Senator from Oregon sat down before I 
rose to my feet; and then the Senator 
from South Dakota asked a question, and 
the Senator from Oregon rose to an- 
swer it. 

I am willing to wait, if the Senator 
from Oregon has anything further to 


say. 

Mr. CORDON. If I sat down, I did so 
in a moment of mental aberration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
thought the Senator from Oregon had 
concluded, because he did sit down. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, in 
order that the President of the Senate 
may not find himself in error, as quite 
clearly the Senator from Vermont has, 
the Senator from Oregon will now sit 
down. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I did not 
intend to preempt the position of the 
Senator from Oregon in any way. 

Although the amendment relates spe- 
cifically to the Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration, it has been brought to the 
point where it goes considerably beyond 
a matter involving the Southwestern 
Power Administration alone, because 
what is determined in the case of this 
particular area might well apply to any 
other part of the United States. In fact, 
as I view the amendment now, it goes 
beyond the controversy of public power 
versus private power, and raises’ the 
question of whether and to what extent 
Government should engage in business 
at all. 

Mr. President, it is unfortunate that 
sometimes we in the Senate are not given 
an opportunity to choose a moderate 
course. We find controversy, with those 
on either side very adamant in their 
opinions and very unyielding in their 
methods. We seem to have such a case 
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before us at this time. On the cne 
hand, we have the power companies of 
the United States, who undoubtedly 
would do away with TVA, municipal 
power plants, the REA, and all public 
power development, except as they might 
control the power, at the first opportu- 
nity they have. In fact, it appears that 
they are campaigning toward that end 
at this very time. On the other hand, 
we have some of the disciples of public 
power, so ardent in their views that 
undoubtedly they would make all the 
power systems in the United States pub- 
lic if they had their way. Neither one 
of them is correct. 

Mr. President, each of us has to set 
up his own criterion in deciding how he 
will vote on the question of whether the 
Government shall engage in business in 
any particular form. So far as I am 
concerned, the criterion which I use in 
deciding how I shall vote on the matter 
of Government in business, will the 
Government by engaging in any opera- 
tion or business make it possible to ex- 
pand and make more profitable private 
industry in general? If the Government 
does things which private industry is 
unable to do for itself, and therefore 
makes it possible for more persons to do 
more business in private industry, then 
I think such a program is justifiable. 

We have several examples of that, 
cases in which the Government has gone 
into business for the general good of 
private industry and the country as a 
whole. Probably our first example was 
the establishment of the public-school 
system. It was deemed good for the 
country as a whole to do away with 
illiteracy by providing for education. 

We have the Post Office as one of the 
oldest examples in the United States of 
Government in business. The Govern- 
ment set up the postal system because 
that made it possible for private busi- 
ness to prosper. 

We have our great system of high- 
ways, which was developed a little later, 
superseding the system of private toll 
roads and toll bridges, because as our 
commerce grew, it was determined that 
it was better for private industry in gen- 
eral to have the highways and the 
bridges publicly owned. 

We have the development of our 
harbors by public funds, because it was 
impossible for the individual shipping 
interests which use the harbors to de- 
velop them by themselves. 

More recently we have the develop- 
ment of airports, practically all of which 
are publicly owned and publicly oper- 
ated, because obviously it was uneco- 
nomic for the airlines to build their own 
airports and operate them themselves. 

So we have those examples of the Gov- 
ernment engaging in business and 
thereby making private industry more 
profitable and making it possible for 
more persons to become engaged in pri- 
vate industry. 

Within the past 20 years we have seen 
the development of public power sys- 
tems, mostly generating plants. These, 
for the most part, have been developed 
where the power was an incidental part 
of a complete Government program, as 
in the case of the multiple-purpose 
dams, or of giant developments such as 
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Hoover Dam, Bonneville, and Grand 
Coulee, where the cost of the develop- 
ment was so high that no one private 
concern could engage init. So, in mak- 
ing up our minds as to how we should 
vote on this amendment relating spe- 
cifically to the Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration, we must decide whether it 
is in the interest of private industry to 
permit the Southwestern Power Admin- 
istration to lease lines and to buy power 
to firm up its own power so that it may 
better serve the private industry in that 
great area. : 

The Southwestern Power Authority is 
a good example of public power, an ex- 
ample of Government engaging in busi- 
ness. Other examples are the public 
power districts of other areas of the 
country, notably Nebraska. We also 
have an example of municipal distribu- 
tion systems scattered throughout the 
country which are public developments. 
On the other hand, we have the private 
utility corporations as perfect examples 
of private industry. We also have the 
REA, which serves, I think, 3,000,000 
farm homes of this country, as another 
type of private industry. 

The question we have to ask before 
voting on this amendment is this: If we 
give the Southwestern Power Adminis- 
tration authority to lease lines or to pur- 
chase power in order to firm up its own 
supply of power, will it better serve its 
private customers and enhance the pri- 
vate economy of that area as a whole? 
Or will we, by adopting the McCarran 
amendment, deny the Southwestern 
Power Administration the right to buy 
power and thereby force the sale of that 
which it now produces to other distribut- 
ing companies at dump power rates? In 
this particular case, however, the ques- 
tion, it appears, is not so direct as that. 
The question, I understand, is whether. 
the amendment itself is germane to the 
pending bill. So far as Iam concerned, 
it appears that if the Southwestern 
Power Administration has had the right 
to lease lines and purchase power over 
the past 2 years and if contracts under 
this authority have already been made, 
then it appears that any proposal to 
repeal this authority becomes definitely 
a matter of legislation and is definitely 
not a matter to be incorporated by way 
9 an amendment into an appropriation 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
should like to address two or three ques- 
tions, if I may, to the Senator from 
Oregon, if he will indulge me by per- 
mitting me to address questions to him. 
I may say to the Senator from Oregon 
that I was deeply impressed by his 
speech, and particularly by two points 
which he made in it, which I want to be 
very sure I understand correctly, and 
which I sould like to have further re- 
flected in the Recor, so that at least my 
understanding may appear therein. 

In the first place, I understood the 
Senator from Oregon to say that he ob- 
jected to the present proposal with ref- 
erence to the Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration’s operations, in that it per- 
mitted, through the use over and over 
again of this so-called revolving fund, of 
the use of receipts monthly, and from 
month to month, up to the amount of 
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$300,000; and in that it permitted the 
expenditure of sums vastly larger than 
$303,000, without their having been 
cleared through Congress, without their 
having been made the basis of any ap- 
propriation, and without their being ex- 
pended as the result of Congress having 
authorized such expenditure. Is the 
Senator from Florida correct in his un- 
derstanding that that was one of the 
principal points made by the Senator 
from Oregon? 

Mr. CORDON. The Senator from 
Florida is entirely correct. The Senator 
from Oregon endeavored to make him- 
self clear on that proposition; and that 
is his view. If the Senator from Florida 
will indulge me, I should like to say that 
in the ordinary operation of the particu- 
lar provision of the bill we are consider- 
ing, and if we utterly forget its legal ef- 
fect, if we are not willing to apply the 
rule which I think should always be ap- 
plied by lawmakers, to test the law by 
what can be done under it, not by what 
is expected to be done, I think we could 
reach the conclusion that the probabili- 
ties in this field do not at all approach 
the possibilities. Very frankly I doubt 
that, if any sound system of bookkeep- 
ing is set-up in the particular area, there 
would ever be the necessity of the use 
of $1. But it could be used; and that is 
the only point. 

I should also like to touch upon one 
other thing. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I should be glad if 
the Senator would elaborate his answer. 

Mr. CORDON. The danger I see in 
this type of operation lies here in this: 
I take it that Federal money ought to be 
in the Federal Treasury, and since every 
dollar received from the operation of 
the facilities concerned is Federal 
money, we can deem it to be money 
which should be in the Federal Treasury, 
and if expenditures are to be made from 
the Federal Treasury, and an applica- 
tion for the amount of money is made to 
the Congress, then the two Houses of the 
Congress will have an opportunity to 
scan carefully the application, and to 
require such justification as may be 
deemed necessary. That will be first in 
committee, and then in the two Houses, 
Then, at least, the people may know that 
their representatives, who are not ap- 
pointed, but who are elected, have passed 
judgment not only upon the legality of 
the action, but also upon the advisability 
of it. 

On the other hand, under what is pro- 
posed, there is no control by any elected 
officials of the Federal Government; the 
contract is made between an appointive 
administrative agency of the Federal 
Government and a group who, of course, 
have the greatest possible interest in the 
development, naturally, because it is to 
serve them. There is no check by any 
elected group of people of the United 
States with respect to the expenditure 
of Federal money, if we permit this sort 
of use of money to guarantee the con- 
struction of lines. Remember, it is not 
to be used to construct lines, it is not 
to be used to build steam plants, it is to 
be used to guarantee the payments so 
the plants can be built. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield further? 
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Mr. CORDON. I am happy to yield, 
if I may. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I should like to ask 
the Senator a question based upon a 
statement made in the RECORD yesterday 
by the distinguished junior Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Monroney], who, I am 
glad to see, is present in the Chamber 
at this time. In response to a question 
addressed to the Senator from Oklahoma 
by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
STENNIS], as shown on page 7797 of yes- 
terday’s Record, the junior Senator 
from Oklahoma, speaking of the use of 
this revolving fund, and of the amount 
of the fund, made this reply: 


It would not be turned over more than 
once a month, at the most. 


The Senator from Florida understood 
that to mean that this $300,000, if the 
details of the purchase and sale of power 
required it under the operation, for 
monthly bills and the monthly payment 
of those bills, could be turned over in its 
entire amount once a month, which 
would mean an expenditure in the course 
of a year of $3,600,000, assuming that 
the fund could be perfectly used each 
month; which might not be the case. 
Assuming, however, that the fund might 
be so used, is it the point of the Senator 
from Oregon that through an uncon- 
trolled use of the fund an expenditure of 
$3,600,000 a year might be made under 
the current operations of the South- 
western Power Administration without 
Congress having authorized any of that 
expenditure, and without Congress hav- 
ing appropriated any of the $3,600,000 
to be expended during that year? 

Mr. CORDON. It is clear from the 
language of the act which is now on the 
statute books that the limit upon the 
amount of money which can be expended 
is measured by the total amount of 
money which has been paid into the 
Federal Treasury through the South- 
western Power Administration. It is not 
limited to $3,600,000 or to $10,000,000, if 
that much money has been paid in. It 
is limited, of course, by the use to which 
the money is to be put. The greatest 
danger rests in the fact that this almost 
fantastic possibility would be realized, 
that there would be contracts continuing 
on for years and years to which the 
funds would be pledged, and which 
would face some future Congress as a 
very strong and compelling moral obli- 
gation, even though perhaps there was 
no legal obligation. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield in order that I may 
propound a question to the Senator from 
Oregon? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may be 
permitted to yield to the Senator from 
Nevada for the purpose which he has 
stated, without my losing the floor. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The more that is 
paid in by the Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration the more there is to pay 
out, and as the fund expands from year 
to year the amount paid in becomes 
greater. Is not that true? 

Mr. CORDON. The only way to an- 
swer that question is to say that the 
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provision is a blank check against the 
gross receipts of the Southwestern Power 
Administration. This is the most ex- 
treme situation that could be presented: 
The Secretary could write checks of 
$300,000 as long as the purpose of the 
expenditure was within the limits of the 
provision, just as rapidly as each check 
came in and was cleared, so that the 
fund would have to be replenished, and 
the contingent claim for the fund is equal 
to the total amount of the gross receipts. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it correct to say 
that the only limitation upon the opera- 
tion, under the existing law, is the size 
of the operation, in dollars and cents, of 
the Southwestern Power Administration 
in any given year? 

Mr. CORDON. That is correct. Of 
course, if the operation is in good faith 
and there is a purchase of electricity, or 
there is a rental of a line and the line 
has been used and electricity has been 
sold, when the sale is made the money 
goes back to the Treasury subject to the 
same lien. That is the vice of it. 

Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator will 
yield further, there is another point in 
the remarks of the Senator from Oregon 
which is of particular interest. If the 
Senator from Florida correctly under- 
stood the Senator from Oregon, it was 
the view of the Senator from Oregon 
that the matter of enlargement of the 
public power program br the acquisition 
and construction of steam-power facili- 
ties was a legislative matter, and that 
in each case it was necessary to be con- 
sidered in the light of its impact upon 
the entire program and should be 
adopted or rejected by the Congress as a 
legislative matter. Is that understand- 
ing correct? 

Mr. CORDON. It is correct. 

Mr. HOLLAND. In other words, to 
use the TVA as an illustration rather 
than the national power venture, the 
Sent tor from Oregon means that in the 
case of the TVA it was entirely proper 
for the Congress, in connection with the 
so-called Johnsonville project, to con- 
sider the problem as to whether Congress 
felt that the steam plant, if constructed 
and added to the power units in the TVA, 
would be a justifiable addition to the 
whole program, but that the Johnsonville 
project was one which could not be de- 
termined by anyone other than the Con- 
gress. Am I correct in my understand- 
ing of the position taken by the Senator 
from Oregon? 

Mr. CORDON. That is my view. The 
funds used by TVA in the ordinary course 
of business can be used for business pur- 
poses, separate and apart from going 
back into the Treasury. But there are 
limitations on the use. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Under the Fiood 
Control Act, the Senator from Oregon 
meant to take the position, and does 
take the position, does he not, that the 
enlargement of the program by the ac- 
quisition or construction of a steam 
power plant is always a legislative mat- 
ter, and that the legislative jurisdiction 
may not be properly bypassed through 
such means as are now being used in 
connection with the Southwestern 
Power Administration's operations under 
the current law? 
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Mr. CORDON. The Senator has 
made the statement much more clearly 
than did the Senator from Oregon. That 
is my view in a nutshell. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator 
from Oregon. I have one more ques- 
tion, if the Senator will yield fur- 
ther. Is is a fair statement of the 
position of the Senator from Oregon 
that he feels that the current operation, 
under which, both as to transmission 
lines and as to steam power plants, the 
Southwestern Power Administration is 
operating under long-term leases which 
would permit the payment of the entire 
cost of construction of either the trans- 
mission lines or the steam power plants 
over a period of years, and at the end 
of the period would make it possible 
for the Administration to acquire for a 
nominal amount the transmission lines 
and the steam power plant, is a patent 
method of bypassing congressional jur- 
isdiction to determine whether trans- 
mission lines and steam power plants 
should be acquired by the Southwestern 
Power Administration as an arm of the 
Federal Government? 

Mr, CORDON. That would appear to 
be perfectly clear. Of course, the Sena- 
tor is familiar with the rule which the 
courts have announced time after time, 
that that which the law prohibits doing 
directly may not be done by indirection. 

Mr. HOLLAND. It is, then, the opin- 
ion of the Senator from Oregon, is it not, 
that, just as the question of the wisdom 
of establishing the steam plant at John- 
sonville or the question of the wisdom of 
building a transmission line in Mon- 
tana—— 

Mr. CORDON. Or in Oregon. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Or in Oregon or 
Montana or Oklahoma or Colorado was 
a question exclusively addressed to the 
legislative judgment, discretion, and de- 
termination of the Congress, so the ac- 
quisition of any steam power plant or 
any transmission line by the Southwest- 
ern Power Administration should be like- 
wise reserved entirely, as a question of 
jurisdiction, discretion, and judgment, to 
the legislative authority, namely, the 
Congress of the United States? 

Mr. CORDON. I agree entirely, and I 
think we are both supported by the Con- 
stitution of the United States in that 
position. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator, 
I yield now to the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. HILL. Mr, President, the Senator 
from Florida realizes, of course, that 
when the Southwestern Power Admin- 
istration, instead of coming to Congress 
to ask to have a Government-built trans- 
mission line, makes a contract for the 
wheeling of the power generated, that 
is, contracts with a private utility to 
carry the power to the cooperative or to 
the public body to which the South- 
western Power Administration is send- 
ing the power, of course the Southwest- 
ern Power Administration has to pay, 
and should properly, pay the private 
utility for the service rendered? 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 
Florida well understands that, but the 
Senator from Florida regards it as at 
least a very grave question as to whether 
the Southwestern Power Administration 
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should charge such a sum as would en- 
able it not only to pay a fair price for 
the power from time to time, but also 
to amortize the entire construction cost 
of the steam power plant or of the trans- 
mission line, so that at the end of a 
stated period of years the cost would 
be fully paid, and so that as a result of 
the contract the Southwestern Power 
Administration, for a nominal consid- 
eration, would have the right to claim 
delivery to it, as its own asset, of the 
steam power plant or transmission line. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HILL. In one moment, 

The Senator from Florida realizes, 
does he not, that, so far as the facilities 
which are owned by the Southwestern 
Power Administration are concerned, 
the law itself, section 5 of the Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1944, requires a rate schedule 
that will include the amortization of the 
capital investment allocated to power 
for a reasonable period of years? Cer- 


-tainly there is nothing unsound about 


that, is there, that there be such a rate 
charged that the Government will get 
back the money which it has invested in 
the dams and power facilities? The 
Senator certainly has no objection to 
that, has he? 

Mr. HOLLAND. What the Senator 
from Florida is inclined to object to and 
on which he is trying to bring the facts 
out crystal clear for the Recor», is that 
the Southwestern Power Administration, 
rather than the rural electrification co- 
operatives, which are supposed to be the 
beneficiary of the power to borrow from 
the Rural Electrification Administration, 
is writing into its contracts such a rate 
that at a given time in the future, by the 
payment of a merely nominal sum, it, the 
Southwestern Power Administration, be- 
comes the owner, and is entitled to be 
the owner, of both the power plant and 
the transmission lines, and thereby has 
Successfully bypassed the Congress, and 
has failed to present to the Congress that 
specific matter for determination, as it 
did present similar matters to the Eighty- 
first Congress in connection with the pro- 
posed construction of transmission lines 
in Oklahoma and in Missouri. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question there? 

Mr. HILL. I can answer the Senator’s 
question. The senior Senator from Okla- 
homa, who lives in Oklahoma and who 
lives with this matter, seems very anx- 
ious to answer it, however. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator know 
that this leasing contract does not affect 
the ownership of the steam generating 
plant at all? 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 
Florida is not so well acquainted with 
the details as he would like to be, but he 
heard his friend from Oklahoma state— 
unless he wholly misunderstood him— 
that for the payment, in the case of the 
transmission line, of the nominal sum of 
$10 at the end of a period of years, the 
Southwestern Power Administration 
would have the right, under an option 
which it had written into the contract, 
to bypass the law and to bypass the sub- 
mission of this matter to legislative con- 
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sideration at the hands of the Congres, 
and to become itself the owner of the 
transmission lines. That in the case of 
the power plants the Senator from Flor- 
ida was following closely his friend the 
Senator from Oklahoma. He did not 
hear him say $10, but he did say “for 
a minor consideration.” 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield for a correc- 
tion of the impression he has? The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma would like to clear 
up the question the Senator from Florida 
has in his mind. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. I wish to say that the 
leasing contract would not have any- 
thing in the world to do with the power 
plant. It has to do only with the high- 
voltage transmission line. ‘The con- 
tract permits the Southwestern Power 
Administration to lease this line for the 
reason that it will be available for the 
handling of the output from the steam 
plant which is built by the rural electric 
cooperative, owned by it, and retained 
by it, with no provision in the agree- 
ment with the Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration relating to it, or the title 
to it, or an option with reference to it 
whatsoever, but only with reference to 
the high-voltage line which will be used 
= the Southwestern Power Administra- 

on. 

The understanding is that the line 
will be available not only to carry the 
output of the steam plant, but also to 
carry the power which the Southwest- 
ern Power Administration gets from the 
hydroelectric project. The lease rental 
provides for a sufficient payment over 
the 40-year period to enable the coop- 
erative to meet its commitments to the 
Rural Electrification Administration for 
principal and interest until the loan is 
paid. Then, as I stated, as a measure of 
thrift, or whatever one may care to call 
it, there is a provision in the contract 
that at that time the Southwestern 
Power Administration has the option to 
buy the high-voltage transmission line. 
I think for 

Mr. HOLLAND. For $10. 

Mr. KERR. For $10. But-it cannot 
do that without coming to the Congress 
and asking for the authority to do it 
and the appropriation with which to 
pay for it. 

I should like also to clear up one 
other point in the Senator’s mind. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Let the Senator 
from Florida say briefly what he thinks 
about the $10 provision. He does not 
believe at all that the Southwestern 
Power Administration would have to 
come to Congress for a $10 appropria- 
tion. He thinks the $10 might very 
easily come out of the pocket of the 
manager, or any farmer or ay citizen 
who was interested, and that this device 
represents a bypassing of the will of 
the Congress. In other words there is 
an avoidance of a contest in the very 
field, which developed here during the 
Eighty-first Congress, when, as the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma knows, there was 
very real diversity of opinion here as to 
the wisdom of the acquisition of certain 
transmission lines by agencies of the 
Federal Government. By the device 
now proposed a complete bypassing is 
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accomplished, it seems to the Senator 
from Florida. 

It seems likewise to the Senator from 
Florida that this should not be regarded 
as merely a thrifty arrangement on the 
part of the manager of the Southwestern 
Power Administration. He does not 
know the manager, and he does not want 
to deprive him of any credit whatsoever, 
but it seems to the Senator from Florida 
that, if the volume of business is such, 
and the rates charged for handling the 
business are such, that instead of the 
REA association which is involved re- 
taining and claiming and continuing to 
own the transmission line at the end of 
a period of years, the Southwestern Pow- 
er Administration instead becomes the 
owner by the payment of a mere song, 
Instead of this being a matter of thrift, 
it would appear that a larger rate has 
been paid than a rate which was simply 
sufficient to allow the carrying on of the 
Southwestern Power Administration’s 
business as such, because somewhere 
along the line, out of that operation the 
entire capital cost has been repaid from 
the operating revenue. 

So it seems to the Senator from Flor- 
ida that there is at least a definite ques- 
tion as to whether this arrangement is 
thrifty, or is not, instead, at a rate great- 
er than the minimum rate which would 
be allowed if a mere nonprofit operation 
of the purchase and sale of power was 
what was being carried on by the oper- 
ation of the Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration. 

Mr. KERR. If the Senator from Flor- 
ida will yield for one further observa- 
tion, in the first place, there is more 
than $10 involved in acquiring title to 
this facility. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 
Florida heard the Senator from Okla- 
homa state several times on the floor 
that $10 was the amount which, when 
paid at the end of a period of years, 
would entitle the Southwestern Power 
Administration to claim and receive title 
to the transmission lines. 

Mr. KERR. Yes; but the Senator 
from Oklahoma made it very clear that 
the Administrator had to come to Con- 
gress, not only to get the $10, but to get 


the authority to acquire the facility. He 
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does not under the present law, nor un- 
der the continuing-fund provision, have 
the authority ever to acquire title to the 
facility. Nor can he ever acquire it un- 
til Congress gives him such authority. I 
tried to make it clear that when he 
comes to Congress he must come not 
only for the $10, but also for the author- 
ity to acquire the facility. 

With reference to the amount of the 


‘lease charges over the 40 years, which 


amortize the cost of the facility, I say 
to the distinguished Senator that that 
cost must be in the rate. Whoever 
amortizes the facility, whoever receives 
the revenue from it, must have an item 
in the rate which will be sufficient to 
pay for the power and to amortize the 
cost of the facility. 

In that regard, not only is it done on a 
basis to which the REA cooperatives are 
agreeable, but it is done on the basis on 
which they have sought to have it done, 
because, by reason of its being done, and 
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by reason of the high-voltage transmis- 
sion facility being available not only to 
handle the output of the steam plant, 
but also the hydroelectric power, they 
are assured of a greater supply, an 
abundant supply of power, and at a far 
cheaper rate than they have ever yet 
been able to get, and cheaper than any 
rate which is available to them at the 
present time under any other arrange- 
ment which is possible to them. Al- 
though it is at a lesser rate, and although 
it is for an abundant supply of power, it 
is at a rate which permits the inclusion 
of the amount necessary for the 
amortization. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator 
from Oklahoma. However, it seems to 
the Senator from Florida that it is very 
patent in this whole matter that the 
rates must be made sufficient to amortize 
the whole capital cost. If they are so 
made, it seems to the Senator from Flor- 
ida that the purpose of the original Fed- 
eral law is being circumvented if anyone 
other than the rural electrification asso- 
ciation is to have title to this facility, 
which the members of the association 
themselves have made possible. The 
Senator from Florida is not prepared to 
give his blanket endorsement to any ar- 
rangement under which the head of the 
Federal agency serving many of these 
associations is permitted to enter into 
such contracts, said by the Senator from 
Oklahoma—and undoubtedly believed 
by him—to be wholly voluntary on the 
part of the association, but with respect 
to which the Senator from Florida feels 
there might frequently be a question as 
to whether they were voluntary. It is 
not human nature to expect people to 
pay for something by rates which they 
are paying, and then to proceed to hand 
it over, for a nominal payment of $10, to 
an arm of the United States Govern- 
ment when they get through paying 
for it. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a further observation? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. In the first place, the 
Senator from Florida says that he does 
not believe that that provision should be 
in the contract. I stated a little while 
ago that the Administrator- had said, 
both publicly and privately, that if the 
Senate did not want him to have that 
additional provision in his contract he 
would gladly eliminate it. Further 

Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator will 
permit me to interrupt him right there, 
I understood the Senator to say that if 
the Senate had decided that it did not 
want the Administrator to have a pru- 
dent and frugal operation, and would so 
instruct him, he would abandon this pru- 
dent and frugal operation, at the ex- 
pense of the members of the rural electri- 
fication association, and would take that 
provision out. That is entirely different 
from the statement—at least, as the 
Senator from Florida now understands 
it—which is now advanced by the Sena- 
tor from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. I tried to make it per- 
fectly clear that I was speaking for the 
Administrator in saying that at any time 
the Senate advised him that it did not 
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approve of that provision in his con- 
tract he would remove it. 

Mr. HOLLAND. But the Senator from 
Oklahoma spoke of it repeatedly as fru- 
galand prudent management. The Sen- 
ator from Florida does not feel that man- 
agement is frugal and prudent when it 
permits the head of a Federal agency in 
effect to impose rates under which the 
members pay out the capital cost, 
through money which they pay from 
month to month for the power which 
they use, and then, at the end of a 
period of years, hand over to an arm of 
the Federal Government the asset which 
they have bought with money out of their 
own pockets. The Senator from Flor- 
ida dees not think that that is frugal- 
ity. He would use a different word in 
describing that operation, X 

Mr. KERR. Regardless of what word 
the Senator might use to describe it, the 
sentiment which I expressed remains 
the same, that the Administrator has 
stated that if the Senate does not desire 
that provision in the contract, he will 
take it out. Furthermore, if the Senator 
from Florida is curious about what the 
REA’s in the Southwest think about it, 
let me say that their representatives are 
sitting in the gallery. They are now in 
Washington begging every Senator who 
will listen to them please not to ap- 
prove this amendment, because if this 


amendment is adopted it will result in 


their having less power at a higher rate. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Ishall be glad to yield 
in a moment. í 

On that point the Senator from Flor- 
ida is not at all adamant with respect to 
public purchase or construction and op- 
eration, in proper cases, of steam power 
plants or transmission lines. For ex- 
ample, the Senator from Florida voted 
for the Johnsonville steam power plant 
in the TVA. The Senator from Florida 
has personally appeared before the Ru- 
ral Electrification Administratoy, in com- 
pany with his good friend the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. HILL], in connection 
with the granting of a loan for the con- 
struction of a steam plant facility which 
the Senator from Florida believed was 
completely necessary and completely 
justified by the purposes of the original 
REA Act. Originally the plant was in- 
tended to be constructed at the gracious 
city of Andalusia, Ala., but I believe, 
under later plans, it was placed at some 
other site. 

The Senator from Florida has also 
appeared before the same REA Admin- 
istrator in furtherance of a program for 
the construction of another steam plant 
in Florida which, by reason of certain 
concessions made by the commercial 
power companies in his State, did not 
prove in the final analysis to be needed. 
However, the Senator from Florida is 
inclined unyieldingly to take the posi- 
tion that there is a legislative question 
which always ought to be addressed to 
the judgment of the Congress. He does 
not take that position to the degree that 
he is not willing to be persuaded by the 
dulcet tones and the engaging and al- 
ways pleasing manner of his friend from 
Oklahoma, but he is rather strongly of 
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that opinion. The Senator from Florida 
is bound to feel in this instance that 
the manipulation—and he does not use 
that term as indicative of anything 
fraudulent—of this act under the prac- 
tices which he has learned largely from 
the exposition of those practices as 
given by the Senator from Oklahoma 
which is now taking place in Oklahoma, 
is such that the facilities, whether 
plants or transmission lines, are paid for, 
and then, at the end of the payment, 
the right is claimed by an arm of the 
Government, for a nominal considera- 
tion, to have such facilities go to an 
arm of the Federal Government, the 
Southwestern Power Administration, in- 
stead of to the good people who paid 
for them. 

The Senator from Florida feels that 
that is questionable from two points of 
view. First, he fears that the good 
people who approve that project because 
they want the power so badly would 
much rather have the property for them- 
selves when they get through paying for 
it. It is only human nature for them 
to feel that way. Secondly, he feels that 
it is always improper for an administra- 
tive agency, having found that it is 
rather difficult to impress Congress with 
some of its programs, to go out in the 
field and bypass the attitude which it 
has found in Congress, by adopting a 
contractual practice which accomplishes 
the purpose which Congress approved 
reluctantly and only in strong cases. 

Therefore, the Senator from Florida, 
without finding any fault at all with 
the senior Senator from Oklahoma, his 
junior colleague, or the citizens of Okla- 
homa, feels that if the Senate, finds a 
practice which is bypassing its own juris- 
diction and authority, in which it is very 
heavily divided, because much opinion 
is found on both sides of the question, 
and if it likewise finds that a practice 
is under way which it believes might be 
used adversely to the interests of the 
rura! people who comprise the member- 
ships of REA associations, it is the duty 
of the Senate and of Congress to take 
a position which will prevent an opera- 
tion which will bring about either of 
the two results, The Senator from 
Florida feels those two results are not 
good results, and he much prefers to 
have members of the REA associations 
everywhere in the Nation safeguarded, 
and to have the jurisdiction and respon- 
sibilities of Congress performed right 
here, rather than by decision of some 
administrator in the field, who might 
or might not scrupulously observe the 
rights of the people who are intended to 
be the beneficiaries of this Federal pro- 
gram, namely, the rural people who are 
members of the REA associations. 

Mr. CORDON, Mr. HILL, and Mr. 
KERR addressed the Chair. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, some- 
time ago I promised to yield to the Sena- 
tor from Oregon, I do so now. 

Mr. CORDON. Would the Senator 
from Florida permit me to make a state- 
ment at this time in order that the 
Record may be complete? It is actually 
in answer to a question which was asked 
of me by the senior Senator from Okla- 
homa [Mr. Kerr] earlier in the day. I 
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have before me a record from which I 
should like to answer the question of the 
Senator from Oklahoma, if the Senator 
from Florida will permit me to do so. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none, and 
the Senator from Oregon may proceed. 
Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I made 


-the statement that I thought it was 


timely to adopt the committee amend- 
ment in order that there might not be 
more contracts of this type made before 
Congress could thoroughly study the 
subject and reach a sound conclusion. 
I call attention to the fact that a con- 
tract was made before the enactment of 
the provision giving any authority to 
make any such contract. I should like 
to have the Recorp show the figures in- 
volved. A contract, which appears in 
the hearings, was made between the 
SPA and the Western Electric Coopera- 
tive of Oklahoma. It carries the date of 
the 4th day of August 1949. The $300,000 
continuing fund was provided for by an 
amendment to the 1950 appropriation 
bill, which was considered in 1949. The 
committee recommended that it be not 
approved. The amendment, with a 
slight modification, was offered on the 
floor of the Senate by the Senator from 
Oklahoma. It was adopted on the floor, 
The bill containing it was passed by the 
Senate on August 25, 1949, and it be- 
came law on October 12, 1949. The con- 
tract was negotiated certainly some time 
before the bill was signed, and it is a 
rather long contract. As I have said, 
it was signed on the 4th day of August 
1949. I thank the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I now yield to the 
Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, of course 
the Senator from Florida is familiar with 
the REA Act, and he realizes that the 
period of amortization under the REA 
Act is 40 years. The transmission lines 
which the Senator has been discussing 
were built by the REA cooperatives, with 
loans from the REA. The leasing 
contracts with the Southwestern Power 
Administration not only provide for 
a leasing of the lines during the 
40-year amortization period, but they 
also provide that the Southwestern 
Power Administration shall bear the cost 
of maintenance, repair, and upkeep of 
the lines, 

The thought was that at the end of 
40 long years the Southwestern Power 
Administration would have put so much 
into the lines, by way of repair, new 
material, and labor in maintaining them 
for that long period, that really and 
truly they would be, at the end of the 40 


years, the property of the Southwestern. 


Power Administration, on the theory 
that the Southwestern Power Adminis- 
tration had put so much into the lines. 
That was the reason why both sides, the 
REA cooperatives and the Southwestern 
Power Administration, thought it would 
be equitable to provide for the purchase, 
if Congress saw fit in its wisdom to au- 
thorize a fund to buy the lines. That 
was the reason for it. There was noth- 
ing unusual about the contract. It was 
just a good business proposition from 
the standpoint of the REA. 
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Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 
Florida does not question the good mo- 
tives of anyone who was involved in the 
undertaking. However, he does wish to 
call attention to the fact that if it be 
true, as has been stated by his good 
friend from Alabama [Mr. HILL I- and 
he is certain that his good friend from 
Alabama believes it to ke true or he 
would not advance the idea—that at the 
end of a period of years the amount of 
money put up by the Southwestern 
Power Administration was sufficient to 
justify its becoming the owner, the Sen- 
ator from Florida calls attention to the 
fact that every dime that was used dur- 
ing that period of years to accomplish 
that result was Federal money, because 
that is the only kind of money that the 
Southwestern Power Administration is 
able to use. 

Therefore, the result would be that 
through a period of years of payments, 
chips and whetstones, the Southwestern 
Power Administration, without specific 
appropriation and without Congress hav- 
ing passed on the question of the wis- 
dom or unwisdom of construction or ac- 
quisition of a transmission line, would 
have become the owner of that trans- 
mission line. Thereby the authority of 
Congress to hear that specific matter 
and to pass upon it one way or another 
would be completely defeated. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I shall be glad to yield 
in a moment. I should like to continue 
with my statement. The money which 
the Senator from Alabama says would 
have been paid over the years by the 
Southwestern Power Administration 
would have been Federal money. There- 
fore the facility, the Senator from Ala- 
bama argues, should become Federal 
property. 

The Senator from Florida calls atten- 
tion to the fact that all of that operation 
would have been without the approval 
of Congress, and it would have bypassed 
the Congress, 

In the second instance, the Senator 
from Florida calls attention to the fact 
that there is at least a question as to 
whether it was all Federal money, be- 
cause, as the Senator from Florida sees 
the matter, there is certainly a good 
probability that much of that money re- 
flects expenditures out of the pockets of 
the members of the REA’s, for whose 
benefit the loans were made. 

The manipulation of the matter, as 
disclosed here, in that case would result 
in depriving those REA members, those 
equitable owners of the property, of their 
right to the property, and would bring it 
into Federal hands, again by-passing its 
submission to the Federal legislative 
body, the Congress. One or the other 
must be true. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I should like to con- 
clude my discussion of the point. One 
or the other must be true. Either the 
money which is paid out for the facilities 
is Federal money, in which case it has 
been spent without Federal authoriza- 
tion, and has bypassed congressional au- 
thority; or it was local money, belong- 
ing to the people who are members of 
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the REA’s. The net result through this 
contract will be to deprive them of the 
investment which they made over that 
long period of years. The Senator from 
Florida does not wish to be heard sup- 
porting either one of those developments, 
because either one of them, it seems to 
him, is equally bad. He does not care 
to be put in the position of approving 
such a program. 

Now I am glad to yield to the Senator 
from Alabama. 

Mr. HILL. So far as Federal funds 
are concerned, they are Federal funds in 
the sense that a Federal agency is run- 
ning the power distribution in the area, 
and the funds come from that agency. 

Mr. HOLLAND. In other words, they 
are Federal funds. 

Mr. HILL. Yes; in that sense they 
are Federal funds. 

Mr. HOLLAND. In that case, would 
not the result of this proposal be to allow 
the expenditure over a period of years of 
Federal money and the acquisition by 
one arm of the Federal Government of a 
transmission line or a facility which up 
to this time the Congress has been in- 
sisting should come before it for ap- 
proval or disapproval? 

Mr. HILL, Here is what this proposal 
would amount to: The REA cooperatives 
would lease the line to the Federal agen- 
cy, namely, the Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration. Power would be carried 
over the line to the REA cooperatives 
from the Southwestern Power Admin- 
tration, and the Southwestern Power 
Administration would pay for the lease; 
and, in turn, the REA cooperatives would 
pay for the power they received. 

However, the contract went further, 
and provided that the REA cooperatives, 
the owners of the line, those who have 
the fee simple title to it, would not be 
required to keep it up. Of course, Mr. 
President, when there is a landlord-and- 
tenant relationship, the landlord usually 
keeps up the property, unless there is a 
contrary provision in the contract. How- 
ever, in this case it was provided in the 
contract that not only would the Gov- 
ernment lease the line and furnish the 
power to the REA cooperatives, but the 
Government also would maintain the 
line. It was provided that the lease 
would be a long one, for 40 or 41 years, 
By the end of that period, the Govern- 
ment will have put so much into the 
lines, by way of maintenance, repair, re- 
habilitation, and upkeep, that the lines 
probably will have been more or less paid 
for by the Government. So there was 
included in the contract a provision to 
the effect that at the end of the 40-year 
period the Government would have an 
option to buy. There is nothing unusual 
about that. 

However, before the Southwestern 
Power Administration can buy, it must 
obtain from Congress authority to make 
the purchase and must obtain from Con- 
gress the funds with which to purchase. 
At the end of 40 years, if the distin- 
guished Senator from Florida is still a 
Member of the Senate and if I am still 
a Member of the Senate—and I hope 
both of us will be Members of the Sen- 
ate at that time—we shall participate in 
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the determination by the Senate of 
whether the Government will exercise 
its option to buy the line or lines. Be- 
fore the agency can buy the line or lines, 
Congress must authorize it and must 
appropriate the funds needed for that 
purpose. 

There is nothing unusual about this 
contract, in other words, except that it 
is for a long period—up to 40 years. We 
know that often when there is a long 
contract—one for 40 or 50 years, or per- 
haps for a longer period of time—there 
are provisions of this kind, If the ten- 
ant is going to put a great deal of money 
into the repair and upkeep of the prop- 
erty, amounting in many instances to re- 
building the property, the tenant is given 
an option to purchase the property at 
the end of the long leasing period. 

However, before the purchase can be 
made in this case, the senior Senator 
from Fiorida—who, as I said, I hope will 
be a Member of the Senate at that time— 
or whoever then is, in part, representing 
the State of Florida in the Senate, will 
have to share in the determination by 
the Senate of the question of whether 
the purchase shall be made and whether 
the funds needed for that purpose shall 
be appropriated. 

Mr. HOLLAND. At least both the 
Senator from Alabama and I can agree 
in hoping that we shall be in the Sen- 
ate at that time. 

Mr. HILL. Yes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. However, I wish to 
inquire of the Senator from Alabama 
whether the provision of the contract 
actually requires affirmative action by 
the Federal Government at the end of 
the period of time. I invite the Senator 
from Alabama to place that provision of 
the contract in the Recor at this point. 

Mr. HILL, I do not have a copy of 
the contract. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I have a 
copy of the contract, if the Senator will 
yield to me for that purpose. 

Mr. HILL. I have a copy of the law 
which gives the Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration authority to construct or 
acquire lines; and the law says, in part: 

The Secretary of the Interior is authorized, 


from funds appropriated by the Congress, to 
construct or acquire— 


So Congress must pass on this matter; 
there is no by-passing of Congress in 
connection with it. 

The truth of the matter is, let me say 
2 my friend the Senator from Flor- 

a—_— 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I in- 
vite the Senator from Alabama to place 
in the Recorp either the entire contract 
or the portion of it which deals with the 
option to which reference has been made, 
because I would be shocked beyond 
measure if it appears, upon inspection of 
that provision, that there is a specific 
requirement that the $10 cannot be paid 
unless Congress takes affirmative action 
at that time. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield, to permit me to read that 
provision of the contract? 

Mr. HOLLAND, I shall be glad to 
have the Senator place the contract in 
the RECORD. 
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Mr. HILL. Mr. President, if the Sen- 
ator will yield further 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Florida yield further to 
the Senator from Alabama? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. I wish to say that I can 
understand the position the Senator 
from Florida takes in regard to this mat- 
ter, but I am sure he also sees the other 
side of the picture. 

The chances are that if during the 40- 
year period the Government, through 
the Southwestern Power Administration, 
put thousands or millions of dollars into 
the upkeep of the transmission lines 

Mr. HOLLAND. If it did, it would be 
putting Federal money into them. 

Mr. HILL, That is right, and that is 
the very reason why the Government 
should have the opportunity to purchase 
at the end of that time. 

Mr. HOLLAND. That is the very rea- 
son why I think that if there is a pros- 
pect of expending millions of dollars of 
Federal money during that period of 
time—and that is the figure now used 
by the Senator from Alabama—the 
question of whether those millions of 
dollars of Federal money should be so 
invested is a proper one for the Con- 
gress to determine, not for an Admin- 
istrator in the field to determine. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Florida yield to the 
Senator from Alabama? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. Each and every year the- 
Southwestern Power Administration has 
to come before the subcommittee of the 
House Committee on Appropriations to 
have that question considered, and then 
it is considered by the full House Ap- 
propriations Committee, and then by the 
House of Representatives itself; and, 
later on, consideration is given to it in 
the Senate. The question has to come, 
first, before the subcommittee of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee, and 
then before the full Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee, and then before the 
Senate itself. It must also come before 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

However, I say to the Senator from 
Florida that the question before us now 
is not one of whether the policy was 
right or wrong. The dams were built for 
flood-control purposes, and in that con- 
nection certain power was developed. 
Certainly the Government would not 
want that power to go to waste. The 
wise and businesslike thing to do was 
to sell the power. If the power is to be 
sold, and is to be sold as the law pro- 
vides, namely, on a sound and business- 
like basis, then the Administration has 
to have some flexibility of operation, 
subject always to a check each year by 
the Congress and by the Bureau of the 
ae and by the Comptroller Gen- 
eral. 

Mr. President, if the Senator will yield 
further 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. If the Senator will ex- 
amine the Bonneville Power Act, he will 
see that in that act the broadest kind 
of power was provided, as was necessary, 


1951 


so that the Bonneville Power Adminis- 
tration could operate on a sound, busi- 
nesslike basis. 

We cannot sit back and say, “We can- 
not give this authority or that author- 
ity,” and then let the taxpayers’ prop- 
erty be wasted and not get the best we 
can from the property. We certainly 
would not be very good trustees if we 
proceeded in that way. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the 
remarks of the Senator from Alabama 
point up the fact that exactly what 
should not be accomplished is being ac- 
complished, this property does become 
the taxpayers’ property—the Senator 
from Alabama has just so referred to 
it—without having the Congress ever 
pass upon it. 

Mr, President, I ask the Senate to re- 
call—as can very easily be done by all 
Senators who were in the Senate during 
the last Congress—that on the specific 
question of the acquisition or construc- 
tion of certain transmission lines, this 
very Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion came before the Eighty-first Con- 
gress and found the Congress to be de- 
cidedly divided on the question of the 
wisdom or unwisdom of each of those 
programs, Certain of the programs were 
modified, and they had to be abandoned 
to that extent. Certain of them were 
approved by the Congress. 

It is evident to the Senator from Flor- 
ida that this device now being used and 
now under debate on the floor either is 
or could easily be a bypass to avoid the 
submission to Congress of the very de- 
batable question of the wisdom of con- 
structing: any particular transmission 
line. It is so obvious to the Senator from 
Florida that this is in the nature of a 
subterfuge, or could be made so, that he 
does not, by his vote, want to approve 
its continuance; because it is clear that 
those supporting the set-up regard it 
as a matter under which millions of 
dollars—and I now quote the Senator 
from Alabama—‘of public or Federal 
money! —and again I quote the Senator 
from Alabama - can be expended during 
the years’—and I am still quoting the 
‘Senator from Alabama—‘without any 
authority, by way of appropriation by 
Congress, and that this property could 
become Federal property“ —and again I 
quote the Senator from Alabama—“with- 
out Congress ever having once been given 
the chance to decide the wisdom or un- 
wisdom of the acquisition of the par- 
ticular transmission line.” 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, if the Sen- 
ator from Florida will yield, he mis- 
quotes me, if I may say so. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 
Florida does not intend to misquote the 
Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Florida 
certainly misquotes me when he says 
that I said that this property by which 
I take it he means these transmission 
lines, could become the property of the 
Federal Government without action on 
the part of the Congress. I cited to the 
Senator the very provision of the law 
which requires approval by the Congress, 
and the fact that these lines cannot be 
acquired except by direct appropriation 
from the Treasury by the Congress. 

XCVII—495 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


I should like to say further to the Sen- 
ator, if I may 

Mr. HOLLAND. But the Senator 
from Alabama, in his later statement, 
said that the property of the Federal 
Government ought to be safeguarded. 

Mr. HILL. Yes; and the Senator from 
Florida knows that these transmission 
lines today are not the property of the 
Federal Government. The titles of the 
transmission lines are in the REA coop- 
eratives, and when I said that the prop- 
erty of the Federal Government ought to 
be safeguarded, I meant exactly what I 
said. I referred to property to which 
the Federal Government holds title in 
fee simple, namely, the dams and reser- 
voirs which the Government has built, 
and which the Government, of course, 
now owns, 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 
Florida had no expectation of being 
drawn into an extended debate, but he 
feels very keenly that there is a question 
of retention of the jurisdiction and au- 
thority of Congress to pass upon sub- 
stantial investments of public funds; 
which question is being ignored and by- 
passed by following the practice which 
prevails under the current law; a prac- 
tice which he does not believe is sound. 
He thinks that that practice is objection- 
able upon either of two grounds: It may 
result in mistreatment of the members, 
themselves, of the rural electrification 
associations, whose property these trans- 
mission lines really ought to be; or it 
may result in the taking of this action 
and the commitment of the Federal 
Government to the expenditure of mil- 
lions of dollars of Federal money with- 
out consideration by Congress, and with- 
out appropriation by Congress; and at 
the end of a few years it may result in 
having a huge federally owned power- 
distributing organization in the area 
which is served by the Southwestern 
Power Administration, without the Con- 
gress having, from this moment on, 
passed upon the wisdom or the unwisdom 
of the extension of transmission lines, 
From both standpoints, the Senator 
from Florida thinks that such a pro- 
cedure is unsound and is an abdication 
of the responsibilities of Congress which 
cannot be contemplated with any degree 
of pleasure by the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Senator 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. I desire to place in the 
Recorp, with the permission of the Sena- 
tor, the paragraph from the contract 
which gives the option to purchase, to- 
gether with a statement concerning sec- 
tion 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, 
which is the existing law. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Would the Senator 
mind putting the entire contract in the 
RECORD? 

Mr. KERR. Ido not have the entire 
contract; but, if the Senator desires it, 
I will get a copy of it and give it to him. 
Iam placing in the Recorp that for which 
he asked, and that is the option provision 
of the contract. If the Senator wants 
the entire contract I will secure it and 
give it to him. 
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Mr. HOLLAND. I will appreciate that, 
if the Senator will do so. May I see the 
paper to which the Senator refers? 

The PRESIDING OFFI . Does the 
Senator from Oklahoma ask that the 
paragraph and statement be placed in 
the Recor as part of his remarks? 

Mr. KERR. I do. 

There being no objection, the para- 
graph from the contract, together with 
a statement regarding section 5 of the 
Flood Control Act of 1944, was ordered 
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

OPTION TO PURCHASE 

Grant: The cooperative hereby grants to 
the Government the exclusive right, at the 
option of the Government, to purchase the 
transmission system (a) at any time during 
the term of this agreement and lease for a 
sum equal to the principal of the cooper- 
ative’s REA loan attributable to the trans- 
mission system, less the actual amount of 
the rental payments theretofore made by 
the Government on account of the principal 
of the cooperative’s REA loan attributable 
to the transmission system, and (b) upon 
the expiration of the term of this agreement 
and lease for the sum of $10. In the event 
the Government is in default as to any pay- 
ments under this agreement at the time it 
exercises its option hereunder, the Govern- 
ment shall be required to pay all payments 
in arrears before exercising its option here- 
under. 


STATEMENT 


The funds for the purchase of the trans- 
mission lines of the various cooperatives 
could not be used from the continuing fund 
but must be approved and appropriated spe- 
cifically by Congress. 

WHY DOES THIS HAVE TO BE DONE? 

I have pointed out that the continuing 
fund does not authorize the construction or 
purchase of any transmission facilities. The 
only authority for SPA to construct or ac- 
quire transmission lines is contained in sec- 
tion 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, which 
reads as follows: “The Secretary of the In- 
terior is authorized, from funds to be ap- 
propriated by the Congress, to construct or 
acquire, by purchase or other agreement, 
only such transmission lines and related fa- 
cilities as may be necessary in order fo make 
the power and energy generated—available 
in wholesale quantities.” Under this au- 
thority SPA submits annually to the Con- 
gress its estimate for construction. In the 
event there is a desire to exercise the con- 
tract option in cooperative constracts to 
purchase their transmission facilities, the 
Administration must include a specific re- 
quest for funds to so do in its construction 
appropriation and that request must be spe- 
cifically approved by the Congress before 
such purchase may be made. 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I do 
not wish to detain the Senate further 
on this subject, except for a few mo- 
ments, to try to clear up some of the 
misunderstanding and fear and appre- 
hension which may be in the minds of 
certain Senators. In the State of Okla- 
homa we have worked hard to bring 
about a proper distribution system, and 
to fulfill our obligations to see that the 
REA’s in the Southwestern area, who 
have about a quarter of a billion dollars’ 
worth of Government loans, have an op- 
portunity to get the power supply to 
which the law has for so long said they 
were entitled. 

We have had an uphill fight. First, 
it was most difficult to try to bring about 
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a full utilization in our States of wheel- 
ing arrangements with the private power 
companies. Due to the very successful 
cooperation and support, I might add, of 
the Texas Power & Light Co., we man- 
aged to settle the question in Texas sev- 
eral years ago, and that has been a boon 
to set the pattern for proper cooperation 
with private utility companies in wheel- 
ing arrangements. 

In the State of Oklahoma, those in- 
terested worked many years to effect 
wheeling arrangements. Unfortunately, 
the private utilities were not as coopera- 
tive in trying to work them out as were 
those in the State of Texas; but finally, 
with full knowledge and understanding 
of the negotiations with the REA gen- 
erating and transmission cooperatives, 
the two big utilities in Oklahoma en- 
tered into what has been hailed as one 
of the greatest contracts which has ever 
been signed in the relationship between 
public power intcrests and private power 
interests. The private utilities knew 
what were the provisions of the contract. 
They knew also that the REA lines in 
the State of Oklahoma were destined 
to reach sections of Oklahoma which 
they themselves could not reach and 
render adequate service. Private power 
lines did not exist on which to wheel 
sufficient power to reach the sections 
which constituted a power desert. So 
they made no objection cnd did not de- 
lay signing the contract, because they 
knew what was in the picture. 

I feel it is rather late, after contracts 
have been successfully negotiated with 
the private utilities and with the REA’s, 
to come forward now with an amend- 
ment which literally stops this project. 
I fear it would leave the REA’s of the 
State of Oklahoma and throughout the 
Southwest, except in the State of Texas, 
in a very bad state with respect to their 
electric supply. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to my dis- 
tinguished colleague, the Senator from 
Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In regard to the 
last point which the Senator made, were 
the people of his State given an oppor- 
tunity to testify before the Appropria- 
tions Committee regarding the effect of 
this amendment? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Iam glad the Sen- 
ator has brought that up. This amend- 
ment was not in the picture, as I under- 
stand, at the time the testimony was 
taken by the Senate Appropriations Sub- 
committee. I hope the chairman will 
correct me if I am in error, but as I un- 
derstand, the subcommittee which was 
conducting the hearings did not report 
this amendment. It never considered 
the amendment. The amendment was 
put into the bill by the full Appropria- 
tions Committee, without hearings and 
without testimony. 

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I wanted to be 
sure to emphasize that, because it illus- 
trates the evil of changing basic legis- 
lation in an appropriation bill. That is 
the very reason for rule XVI, section 4, 
particularly the portion with regard to 
relevancy, being in the Rules and Manual 
of the United States Senate. It seems to 
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be a very dangerous thing to do, 
and to be very unfair to the people of 
Oklahoma, or to others who may be in- 
volved, to come forward with an amend- 
ment which, in my opinion, is obviously 
not germane, an amendment which deals 
with a fundamental matter which no one 
who is affected has had an opportunity 
to consider or discuss, or to present tes- 
timony on the merits before the com- 
mittees. It seems to me to be very bad 
practice. 

I should like to observe, if the Senator 
from Oklahoma will permit that the 
idea of making the provision uniform 
with some provision applying to the 
Northwest, the great section of the Sen- 
ator from Oregon, does not at all appeal 
to me, because the conditions are not 
uniform. That is absolutely a false 
analogy. If the rivers of the two sections 
were of the same character, if the dams 
in the Southwest were constructed in 
rivers such as the Columbia River, this 
question, which is of such great impor- 
tance to the Senator from Oklahoma 
and to the people of the Southwest, 
would not have arisen. 

I do not see how such an argument 
can be made in good faith. It is per- 
fectly proper to have uniformity if it is 
possible, but the conditions are abso- 
lutely different. 

Mr. MONRONEY. The conditions 
surrounding our problem are as differ- 
ent from those in Oregon and Bonneville 
as the Columbia River and other rivers 
in those great watersheds in the far 
West are different from ours. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. If the Senator from Okla- 
homa will examine the Bonneville Act, 
he will see that the Bonneville Admin- 
istration was given, as it should have 
been given, complete authority to oper- 
ate that great and remarkable project on 
the Columbia River on a wise, sound, eco- 
nomic, and businesslike basis. It was 
given whatever discretion and flexibility 
were needed for that purpose. I read the 
act this morning. It was passed by the 
Seventy-fifth Congress. If there was 
anything left out of the act that should 
be in it, heaven knows, I could not see 
what it was. There was complete au- 
thority given to do the job. 

As the Senator from Arkansas has 
suggested, there has not been any hear- 
ing on this question. It has not been 
even considered by the subcommittee. 
The amendment was offered after the 
hearings were closed. When the sub- 
committee reported the bill to the full 
committee there was inserted an amend- 
ment by the full committee to take from 
the Southwestern Power Administration 
the authority which it must have in 
order to operate on a wise and business- 
like basis to meet its contracts and to 
provide benefits to the farmers and 
public bodies, which Congress, in the 
Flood Control Act of 1944, has promised 
and committed itself to provide. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I should like to 
point out that because of the flexibility 
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of the Bonneville Act, anticipating con- 
ditions which I know must be antici- 
pated by the Senators from Oklahoma, 
we have gone ahead in the Pacific North- 
west and are now 95.9 percent rural- 
electrified. Without this arrangement I 
do not think the State of Oklahoma can 
anticipate the kind of growth to which 
every State in the Union is entitled and 
will attain if power is available. 

Mr. MONRONEY. That is correct. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr, FULBRIGHT. In regard to the 
question which disturbed the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND], with re- 
spect to congressional approval and ac- 
tion, it seems to me the way in which 
this amendment is injected into the 
question is something less than congres- 
Sional approval. It is more like a very 
clever device to evade any thorough con- 
sideration by the Congress of the pro- 
posal on its merits. When we examine 
the provision adopted by the House re- 
lating to an entirely different section of 
the country, the argument that it is ger- 
mane certainly does not appeal to me at 
all. I think if the law is changed it 
should be changed as a result of a regu- 
lar examination and hearing by the 
appropriate legislative committee. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Iyield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 
Florida wishes to invite attention at this 
time to the fact that this specific matter 
was heard by the subcommittee, and that 
the record of the hearings, at pages 1609 
to 1621, contains the testimony—— 

Mr. MONRONEY. Will the Senator 
be good enough to tell us who testified? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I notice several 
names, such as Mr. Gesell, 

Mr. MONRONEY. He is vice presi- 
dent of the Oklahoma Gas & Electric Co. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The question to 
which the Senator from Florida is ad- 
dressing himself is that the matter was 
heard in public hearings by the subcom- 
mittee, and the testimony is set forth 
in some detail in that portion of the 
report which is headed “Use of the con- 
tinuing fund,” beginning on page 1609 
and going to page 1621, further supple- 
mented by a special showing that at the 


- request of the committee a statement 


was later filed by one Frank M. Wilkes. 

Mr. MONRONEY. He is the head of 
another utility company. 

Mr. HOLLAND. That appears on 
pages 1941 to 1954, with numerous quota- 
tions from numerous other persons. The 
Senator from Florida did not attend the 
hearing, but he is sure that no one in- 
volved in this debate would want it to 
appear that there had been no consid- 
eration given to the subject. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I certainly do not 
want to leave that impression. After 
those representing the cooperatives had 
appeared, many weeks later two or three 
utility officers testified in behalf of kill- 
ing the continuing fund. I did not want 
the Recorp to be erroneous on that point. 
But so far as the burden of proof is con- 
cerned, if this amendment is adopted, the 
result will be that the testimony of two 
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or three witnesses will override the testi- 
mony of dozens of witnesses who must 
depend for an adequate power supply on 
the program which is under way in Ok- 
lahoma. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. What I had in 
mind was that this amendment has no 
place in an appropriation bill at all. The 
Senate did not have the issue presented 
before a legislative committee, hearing 
witnesses having full knowledge of what 
was being considered, and having the 
issue fought out in that manner, primar- 
ily because I do not think the issue was 
properly before the committee. It is true 
that in the course of the hearings state- 
ments. were made bearing upon legisla- 
tion, but I do not think the amendment 
is properly in the bill, because there is 
nothing in the bill relating to the South- 
western Power Administration’s continu- 
ing fund. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I wish to address a 
question to the Senator from Arkansas. 
The matter was properly before the com- 
mittee, and hearings were held on it. It 
came over from the House, so we had a 
right to deal with it as we are now dealing 
with it and as we always have a right to 
deal with a measure passed by the House. 
The legislative provision was originally 
attached to an appropriation bill by an 
amendment of the senior Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr]. The senior Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma dwelt on that yes- 
terday. There can be no question about 
it. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oklahoma yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 
Florida read rather carefully those por- 
tions of the record which were indexed 
under this particular point, beginning at 
page 1609 and going to about page 1621, 
and then beginning again at page 1941 
and going through page 1954. It ap- 
peared to the Senator from Florida that 
the committee went into this subject 
matter from the point of view as to 
whether the interpretation by the South- 
western Power Administration was at all 
in accord with the legislative intent. 
A very strong showing was made, going 
back to the date of the hearings on the 
Rural Electrification Act itself, and quot- 
ing from the sponsors of that act, from 
appearances in the various hearings, and 
in arguments on the floor, quoting from 
statements made upon the floor at a 
later date. When this amendment was 
put in, a strong showing was made, and 
it seems to the Senator from Florida that 
the interpretation now being followed in 
the administration of the act by the 
Administrator thereof is at variance with 
what was intended. 

That point was particularly studied by 
the committee, if the record correctly re- 
flects what was done—and I am depend- 
ing entirely upon the printed record, be- 
cause I am not a member of the com- 
mittec and did not attend the hearings— 
I feel that a strong showing was made 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


before the committee that there were 
great departures from the intent of the 
legislation. 

Mr. MONRONEY. But the subcom- 
mittee took no action with refereace to 
this amendment. It was put into the 
bill by the full Appropriations Commit- 
tee and not by the subcommittee which 
heard all the testimony. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Was the Senator 
about to yield to the Senator from 
Arkansas? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I still have the 
floor, and I shall be glad to yield to the 
Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Let me bring to the 
Senator’s attention a statement in the 
report of the committee on the Interior 
Department appropriation bill for 1950, 
at page 4, which reads as follows: 

With further reference to the Southwest- 
ern Power Administration, the committee 
recommends that the paragraph under the 
heading “Continuing fund, power trans- 
mission facilities’ be deleted from the bill. 
This provision proposes to set up and main- 
tain from receipts a continuing fund of 
$300,000, including the sum of $100,000 in 
the continuing fund established under the 
Administrator of the Southwestern Power 
Administration in the First Supplemental 
National Defense Appropriation Act, 1944. 

The said “continuing fund” was intended 
to be used for the “purchase of electric 
power and energy and rentals for the use of 
transmission lines and appurtenant facilities 
of public bodies, cooperatives, and privately- 
owned companies,” and the committee re- 
ports that no law exists authorizing appro- 
priations for such purposes. 


Then follows the bill with the deletion 
recommended, and then follows, in the 
volume I hold in my hand, the amend- 
ment of the senior Senator from Okla- 
homa creating the situation which we 
are now trying to rectify. 

Mr, MONRONEY. Was not that in 
1949? 

Mr. MCCARRAN. That was the ap- 
propriation bill fo- 1950. 

Mr. MONRONEY. And the Senate 
did act in approving the amendment of 
the senior Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. McCARRAN. It did, and it was 
legislation. No point was raised against 
it. We are now trying to rectify the 
situation. I do not want to take the 
Senator’s time, because I intend to deal 
with the matter at some length. I 
would rather have the matter go to a 
vote and be through with it. 

Let me say further that in effect it 
was said yesterday and today that this 
is a battle between private power lines 
and private power concerns, and public 
power. That is the furthest from being 
a part of the issue. The issue is: Shall 
the Congress of the United States as- 
sume a responsibility which under the 
Constitution belongs to the Congress? 
In other words, shall money, shall pub- 
lic funds, be appropriated out of the 
Treasury of the United States without 
consent of Congress? Let us consider 
the Treasury as we should. Let those 
who seek money for these purposes come 
to Congress for an appropriation. That 
is 5 there is involved in the amend- 
ment. 
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Mr. MONRONEY. I will say to the 
distinguished Senator from Nevada that 
it is absolutely necessary every year that 
the Southwestern Power Administrator 
come before the Appropriations Com- 
mittee and lay in full view of the entire 
committee the complete operation with 
respect to the continuing fund, for its 
review and examination. Any time the 
members of the committee are critical 
or do not like what is presented to them, 
or it is found that the Southwestern 
Power Administration has abused its 
privilege, it is certainly within the power 
of the Appropriations Committee to 
withdraw the continuing fund. 

Mr. McCARRAN,. Let me call the at- 
tention of the Senator from Oklahoma 
to the fact that under the language of 
the bill as it was amended, we can do 
nothing whatever with contracts which 
have already been made, with agree- 
ments which have already been entered 
into, to the extent that they are now 
negotiated, to the extent of some $66,- 
000,000 pledged from the Treasury of the 
United States for expenditure in the 
future. The Congress of the United 
States cannot touch that money. 

Mr. MONRONEY. The Congress can 
touch it if it does not want to go along 
with the continuing fund. 

Mr. McCARRAN, No, it cannot touch 
it, and in a couple of years it may reach 
the sum of $166,000,000. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will my 
colleague yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. Is it not a fact that every 
dollar the Southwestern Power Admin- 
istrator collects is turned into the Treas- 
ury of the United States? 

Mr. MONRONEY. It is. 

Mr. KERR. And is available for ap- 
propriation by Congress, and for nothing 
else, except that, with reference to the 
continuing fund, each month it can be 
kept at $300,000? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. I should like to make a 
brief observation, with the permission of 
my colleague, if I may receive unanimous 
8 that he will not thereby lose the 

oor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Frear in the chair). Is there objection? 
The Chair hears none, and it is so or- 
dered. 

Mr. KERR, Our distinguished friend 
from Florida [Mr. HorLAN DI, who is one 
of the ablest and finest Members of this 
body is, I believe, under the impression 
that the Administrator has the author- 
ity, under this continuing fund amend- 
ment, to take moneys received from the 


-sale of power and spend it in maintain- 


ing and replacing and improving the 
transmission lines which are leased 
from the Western Electric Cooperative 
under the provisions of the contract 
which has been referred to. I should 
like to call my colleague’s attention, as 
well as the attention of the distinguished 
Senator from Florida, to the fact that 
that is not the case; for the Administra- 
tor must come to the Congress of the 
United States, to the Appropriations 
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Committees of both Houses of the Con- 
gress, and receive whatever money he is 
permitted to use for replacement of 
equipment, for improvement of equip- 
ment, or for anything else with reference 
to a transmission line, except money 
which it might be necessary to use in 
the case of an emergency to enable him 
to continue the flow of power, because 
of conditions which might arise by rea- 
son of storm or other act of God. Aside 
from that, every dollar he spends on im- 
provement, repair, upkeep, maintenance 
or replacement of the transmission line 


must come to him by positive act of the 


Congress of the United States after he 
comes before it and submits his request 
and makes his presentation, and the 
committees of the two Houses have 
heard it and acted on it. 

Mr. MONRONEY. And the continuing 
fund is continually reviewed every year 
the Administrator comes before the Ap- 
propriations Committees. 

Mr. KERR. Yes; and it is put into the 
President’s budget. I presume that is in 
the budget which is before the Congress 
now. It is referred to the committees of 
both Houses, and the Administrator un- 
dergoes rigid cross-examination when he 
lays the subject matter on the tabi>. Ina 
few moments I expect to have a deline- 
ation of every dollar he has received and 
every dollar he has spent, and what has 
been done about the matter since this 
amendment became the law. I shall 
place that delineation in the Recorp in a 
few moments. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I note that in the de- 
bate of yesterday, as found on page 7797 
of the Recorp, the distinguished junior 
Senator from Oklahoma, in response to 
a question from the distinguished junior 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS], 
made a statement, part of which I shall 
read, and all of which is available if the 
Senator wishes it to be inserted in the 
RECORD. 

He said: 

The money can be spent only for the pur- 
chase of power or for the lease or rental of 
facilities, It would not be turned over more 
than once a month, at the most, 


My question to the distinguished junior 
Senator from Oklahoma is this. Is it 
the meaning of the statement which he 
made yesterday in the debate that the 
turning over of the entire $300,000 may 
be accomplished as often as the business 
of the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion requires, but that his judgment is 
that it would not be more than once a 
month? Is that the meaning of that 
statement? 

Mr. MONRONEY. No. The question 
was asked what the maximum possible 
turnover might ultimately be. Obvi- 
ously, if the Southwestern Power Admin- 
istration reaches its goal in the matter of 
the large number of preferred customers 
it seeks to serve, it is going to have large 
bills for firm steam power with both the 
REA’s and with the private utilities. 
The service charge for wheeling over 
these private power lines runs a mill and 
a half, I believe, or a mill and a fourth. 
The more business that is done, the more 
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power that is sold, the more turn-over 
there is going to be in th- continuing 
fund. By the same token, a greater 
number of dollars are going to be brought 
into the Treasury as the result. That 
purchase of power is for the use of the 
private-power lines for service, or even 
for the use of the REA transmission 
lines for service. The more power that 
is run over them, the more they are 
used, the more money is going to be 
earned for the Government. Does that 
explain to the Senator how the opera- 
tion works? 

Mr. HOLLAND. No; not entirely. 
Did the Senator mean by his statement 
yesterday, which I have already quoted 
from the Recorp, to say that, if re- 
quired by the size of the operation, the 
entire revolving fund of $300,000 might 
be turned over once monthly? 

Mr. MONRONEY. It could be turned 
over once monthly if the volume of busi- 
ness warranted the purchase of power, 


the wheeling of power over private lines, 


or the purchase of other power from 
the REA's, or even from other sources. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The next question is 
this: Would it not be true that under 
such conditions this provision of the 
law, as now administered, would per- 
mit, the expenditure by the Southwest- 
ern Power Administration as much as 
$3,600,000 a year without appropriation 
by the Congress? 

Mr. MONRONEY. That is correct; 
because it is a month-to-month, daily 
business operation, involving power 
which is being sold, to settle the bal- 
ances which are due. Any time this 
fund is improperly used and any time 
the Appropriations Committee finds that 
it is not being used for the purpose 
specified, it can certainly call the Ad- 
ministrator to task and change or fur- 
ther restrict the use of that fund. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Florida is called from the 
Chamber by circumstances beyond his 
control. I wonder if his friend (Mr. 
Monronty] will yield for the purpose 
of his making a brief statement, which 
will not require more than 2 or 3 minutes. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, some 
reference has been made to the atti- 
tude of those who take the position 
which the Senator from Florida is con- 
strained to take in this matter. So far 
as the Senator from Florida is con- 
cerned, consistently throughout all the 
years since its creation he has been a 
strong supporter of the REA. As a mem- 
ber of the senate of the State of Fior- 
ida, he served as floor leader in connec- 
tion with the act—which was hotly con- 
tested—under which the organization of 
associations in the State of Florida was 
permitted, in order to operate under the 
conditions of the REA Act. 

Since coming to the Senate he has on 
many occasions assisted in setting up 
or enlarging REA activities, and that 
will always be his position. He sup- 
ported the Johnsonville steam plant for 
TVA. He supported the Andalusia steam 
plant in the State of his good friend 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL], 
and the later substitute for that plant. 
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He has supported, in the case of a group 
of Florida cooperatives, a strong request 
for a Florida steam plant known as the 
Seminole plant, which was found not to 
be necessary by reason of the conces- 
sions later made by the power company, 
He expects to continue strongly to sup- 
port this program, but he feels very sin- 
cerely—and that is the sole purpose of 
this statement—that this program could 
easily get entirely out of hand and be- 
come subject to misinterpretation and 
enlargement by the fiat of administra- 
tive regulation and interpretation in the 
field, in such a way as to take away 
from Congress its own jurisdiction and 
responsibilities, not only to the preju- 
dice of Congress and all the people of 
the United States, but possibly—and the 
Senator from Florida makes no charge 
that that is the case in this instance— 
to the very great injury of members of 
cooperatives served either by the South- 
western Power Administration or by 
other Federal agencies in the field. 

For that reason the Senator from 
Florida very strongly feels that the Con- 
gress should preserve its own jurisdic- 
tion, and that the soundness of this 
whole program and the degree of con- 
fidence in which it is held by the peo- 
ple generally, will be greatly shaken if 
the idea ever becomes established that 
administrators in the field can interpret 
the law in any way they see fit and com- 
mit the United States to the making 
of investments running into many mil- 
lions of dollars in the purchase of trans- 
mission lines or power facilities, with- 
out the Congress having devolved upon 
it the necessity of determining the pro- 
priety of the building or acquisition of 
the particular facilities. 

Because the Senator from Florida 
prizes this program and believes that it 
has been full of tremendous good for the 
rural population of the Nation, he wants 
to keep it, like Caesar's wife, above sus- 
picion. He feels that in just such mis- 
taken friendship, in just such mistaken 
liberality in the treatment of officials in 
the field, lies the greatest possibility of 
destroying the confidence of the people 
as a whole in this very fine program. 
For that reason he will certainly insist 
upon Congress preserving its responsi- 
bility, as he feels it should. 

I thank the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President—— 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a moment? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. HILL, I hope the Senator from 
Oklahoma will not let the statement of 
the Senator from Florida go unanswered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To 
whom does the Senator from Oklahoma 
yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to my dis- 
tinguished friend from Alabama. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, it requires 
iteration, reiteration, and sometimes ad- 
ditional reiteration; but certainly it has 
been said time and again by the junior 
Senator from Oklahoma and the senior 
Senator from Oklahoma, as well as by 
the Senator from Alabama, that the 
Southwestern Power Administration 
cannot buy lines. It cannot build steam 
plants. It cannot build reservoirs, or 
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anything of that kind, without coming 
to Congress and getting express au- 
thority for it. In fact, so far as a steam 
plant is concerned, it has no authority 
whatever. 

Mr. MONRONEY. It cannot set foot 
in a steam plant. 

Mr. HILL. As the Senator from Ok- 
lahoma has said, the only thing the con- 
tinuing fund can be used for is to meet 
an emergency such as a terrible flood or 
storm, or something of that kind, which 
blows down power lines or impairs or 
destroys portions of the power facilities. 
It can be used to carry out a wheeling 
agreement, to lease a transmission line, 
or to buy power from a private power 
company or from an REA, to firm up 
otherwise secondary or dump power, 
which would be sold at a give-away 
price, so to speak. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr.CASE. Possibly the Senator from 

Alabama has implied the answer to the 
question I was about to ask the Senator 
from Oklahoma. However, I should 
like to ask the question and let the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma answer it in his 
own way. 
- I should like to ask a question with 
respect to a statement which is found on 
page 7995 of the Recorp of yesterday. 
The Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCar- 
Ran] quoted a statement which was made 
by Representative Whittington before 
the House Appropriations Committee in 
connection with the Interior Department 
appropriation bill for 1947. As the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma knows, Mr. Whit- 
tington was chairman of the Committee 
on Flood Contro: in the House of Repre- 
sentatives, which had a large part to 
play in writing the Flood Control Act 
of 1944, including the paragraph which 
relates to disposal of power. Mr. Whit- 
tington is quoted as having said before 
the committee: 

I thought it was unwise, and it was not our 
intention, to give the Secretary of the In- 
terior power to construct transmission lines 
and other related facilities from the income 
of the pr wer sale, but to require him to come 
to Congress for the funds for the construc- 
tion of transmission lines and other of the 
facilities. $ 


It may be that the Senator from Ala- 
bama stated that the money, which 
would be available for the replenish- 
ment of the $300,000 fund, would not be 
available for the construction of trans- 
mission lines; but is that not a part of 
the whole proposal before us? Does not 
the use of the revolving fund to purchase 
power under contract from associations 
of cooperatives, when the contract pro- 
vides for the ultimate transfer of such 
lines to the Department of the Interior, 
indirectly provide for the acquisition of 
transmission lines from the proceeds of 
power sales? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I certainly cannot 
see that it does, because the coopera- 
tives were organized long before Mr. 
Wright came to the State of Oklahoma 
as Administrator of the Southwestern 
Power Administration. These plans 
were in the mill long before that. In 
trying to develop an integrated system 
of rural cooperative supply the South- 
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western Power Administration did step 
into the picture, and has integrated the 
REA cooperatives. In that way they will 
receive the benefit of the hydroelectric 
power, and they will maintain their own 
steam plants. But by having contracts 
with Mr. Wright's organization, the 
Southwestern Power Administration, 
they can operate them for 20 hours a day, 
or 24 hours a day, instead of 12 or 14 
hours a day. They can make a much 
better showing of low-cost generation 
than they possibly could without con- 
tracts for the sale of the power, and 
without contracts for the use of their 
lines. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. Then, is the Senator from 
Oklahoma in harmony with the inter- 
pretation of the intent of the law as 
stated by Mr. Whittington, that the Sec- 
retary of the Interior should come to 
Congress for the funds for construction 
of transmission lines? 

Mr. MONRONEY. The Secretary does 
come to Congress now. There is some 
money provided in this bill for that pur- 
pose. The money has been provided for 
that purpose in other bills. The Secre- 
tary must come to Congress to get the 
money to build the lines. But that is not 
true with respect to the REA’s. In the 
law which Congress enacted 2 years ago 
we specifically gave the Secretary the 
right not only to buy steam-generated 
power, but to lease lines and facilities. 
The Senate passed it, and it became a 
part of the law. 

Mr. CASE. Can the Senator from 
Oklahoma state, if he knows, whether a 
contract between the Southwestern 
Power Administration and the western 
cooperatives provides for the ultimate 
transfer to the Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration of transmission lines? 

Mr. MONRONEY. It provides that 
the Government has an option under 
which it can buy them, if Congress ap- 
proves at any time during the lease con- 
tract. The Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration cannot acquire and they 
cannot buy any lines they lease unless 
and until Congress specifically acts to 
authorize them to do it. 

Mr. CASE. Do they acauire any 
rights in connection with the payment of 
sums of money out of the $300,000 fund 
to acquire electric energy? 

Mr. MONRONEY. No. Does the 
Senator have reference to generating 
plants? 

Mr. CASE. I have reference to ac- 
quisition. 

Mr. MONRONEY. No; because the 
plants are solely in the hands of the 
REA. Much has been said about vast 
amounts of power. It should be borne 
in mind that the total capacity is 115,- 
000 kilowatts. That is the total amount 
involved in the contracts. There are 
seven REA generating and transmission 
cooperatives, and only four of the seven 
generate power. 

One generates 30,000 kilowatts, an- 
other generates 15,000 kilowatts, another 
generates 40,000 kilowatts, and the West- 
ern Electric cooperative generates 30,- 
000 kilowatts, a total of 115,000 kilo- 
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watts. The Western Electric coopera- 
tive is today putting in a 150,000 kilo- 
watt plant. We are not talking about 
big figures. 

It should also be borne in mind that 
the Southwestern Power Administration, 
because of its contracts with the cooper- 
atives, within 4 years, after the con- 
struction has been seasoned and the 
load built up, will sell them about twice 
as much power as they buy from it now. 

Actually, the load which will be fur- 
nished by the cooperatives is a very 
small proportion, but their plants are 
well placed with respect to where the 
need exists, particularly in Missouri and 
other places, where there is a real need 
for power. 

Mr. CASE. Any expenditure for de- 
velopment from the $300,000 continuing 
fund would be solely for the purchase of 
current, if the Senator understands me, 
not for acquisition or any right of ac- 
quisition? 

Mr. MONRONEY. There is no right 
of acquisition whatsoever so far as steam 
plants are concerned. The right to an 
option to purchase the lines is provided, 
if Congress should give its consent. 

I should like to say one more thing 
in conclusion, and then I shall yield the 
floor to the chairman of the subcommit- 
tee. If we pull the rug from under this 
whole operation of wheeling contracts 
with private utilities, and contracts with 
REA’s, into which they have entered in 
good faith, and not provide anything in 
the bill to take its place, we will be in a 
state of confusion, and without any 
funds and without any method of oper- 
ating. The pending amendment, which 
was hurriedly put into the bill at the 
last meeting of the Committee on Ap- 
propriations, would certainly destroy the 
chances of our farmers, to which they 
have looked forward for so long, to have 
a low-cost and a dependable source of 
power. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Fresident, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. The farmers in the Sena- 
tor’s State would have no money with 
which to pay private power companies 
with which the Administration has 
signed such contract, because they would 
not carry power free and could not be ex- 
pected to carry power free. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Let the policy of 
Congress, as set forth in the bill, is to 
try to encourage the signing of new con- 
tracts with private utilities. How will it 
be possible to do so? There would be no 
authority granted to the Secretary of the 
Interior to enter into any contracts. 

Mr. HILL. No funds would be pro- 
vided with which to pay for the services? 

Mr. MONRONEY. That is correct. 

Mr. HILL. I hope the Senator will 
emphasize in one word how much it is 
to the interest of the Government and 
to the taxpayers, who have to put up the 
money to pay for the ficod-control dams, 
to be able to buy the private power in 
order to firm up the secondary or dump 
power. The Government can get much 
more for the power, if it is firmed up by 
purchasing power from the private utili- 
ties or cooperatives and selling it as firm 
power, than it would be possible to get if 
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the Government were forced to sell the 
power as dump power. 

Mr. MONRONEY. The difference is 
the difference between 112 mills and 5.6 
mills. 

Mr. HILL. About four times as much? 

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes; if we dump 
the power without making it available to 
the people who are ready and willing to 
use it, someone else will deliver it to 
them, and the people will have to pay 
5.6 mills, 7 mills, or even 8 mills. There- 
fore, it is to the benefit of the Govern- 
ment, as well as the people, to maintain 
the arrangement. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I make 
a point of order that the proviso of 
the committee amendment, begininng 
with the word “Provided” in line 24 on 
page 3, down to and including the word 
“facilities”, in line 22 on page 4 is legis- 
lation on an appropriation bill, and, 
therefore, is not in order. 

Under the heading “Continuing fund” 
the words beginning in line 6, at page 4, 
down to and including the word “facili- 
ties”, in line 22 on page 4, are a repetition 
of the language of the existing law. 
However, there are omitted from the 
existing law—and that is how it becomes 
legislation—the words: 

And to cover all costs in connection with 
the purchase of electric power and energy 
and rental for the use of facilities for the 
transmission and distribution of electric 
power and energy to public bodies, coopera- 
tives, and privately owned companies, 


I therefore make the point of order 
that the amendment proposes legislation 
on an appropriation bill and is not in 
order under the rule. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Hont in the chair). The Chair wishes 
to confer with the Parliamentarian. 

Mr. CASE. While the Chair is con- 
ferring with the Parliamentarian, will 
the Senator from Arizona yield for a 
question? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. 

Mr. CASE. In other words, the point 
made by the Senator from Arizona is 
that since the amendment omits a por- 
tion of the existing law it is an amend- 
ment of the existing law. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Parliamentarian advises the Chair that 
the position taken by the Senator from 
Arizona (Mr. HAYDEN] is correct, namely, 
that the amendment is general legisla- 
tion, and therefore is not in order on 
that ground. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I understand that the 
Senator from Nevada desires to make a 
point of order that, notwithstanding the 
point of order which I have made, the 
amendment may be germane to lan- 
guage already in the bill. At his re- 
quest, therefore, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

Mr, WHERRY. Mr. President, before 
a quorum call is had, may I inquire as 
to the reasoning of the distinguished 
Senator from Arizona on his point of 
order? As I understand, he makes the 
point of order on the ground that a por- 
tion of the language in the so-called 
— amendment changes existing 
aw. . 

Mr. HAYDEN, It does. 
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Mr. WHERRY. Which existing law 
was passed prior to this session of Con- 
gress? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes, 

Mr. WHERRY. On that basis the 
Senator feels that his point of order 
should be sustained? 

Mr. HAYDEN. The point of order has 
been sustained by the Chair. 

Mr. WHERRY. Will the Senator 
from Arizona restate what he said a 
moment ago with reference to the posi- 
tion of the Senator from Nevada? 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. McCarran], as I under. 
stand, contends that because there is in 
the bill a legislative provision, adopted 
by the House, relating to the Southeast- 
ern Power Administration, the subject 
matter of which is a continuing fund, it 
would be in order and germane to amend 
the language and change the law relat- 
ing to the Southwestern Power Adminis- 
tration. 

As I pointed out the other day, my 
judgment is that they are two separate 
substantive propositions. The question 
of germaneness must be passed upon by 
the Senate. 

Mr. WHERRY. May I ask the distin- 
guished occupant of the chair whether 
he made his ruling with the full knowl- 
edge of the statement now made by the 
Senator from Arizona relative to the ob- 
servations of the Senator from Nevada, 
that there is in the bill language relating 
to the Southeastern Power Administra- 
tion which is now sought to be applied to 
the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Hunt in the chair). The Chair had no 
alternative; he was placed in a position 
in which he could make no other ruling. 

Mr. WHERRY. In other words, that 
point had come to the knowledge of the 
distinguished occupant of the chair when 
he made the ruling. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Hendrickson McKellar 
Benton Hennings 

Bricker Hill Monroney 
Bridges Hoey Moody 
Butler, Md. Holland 

Butler, Nebr. Humphrey Mundt 
Cain Hunt Neely 
Capehart Ives Nixon 
Carlson Johnson, Colo, O'Conor 
Case Jobnson, Tex. O'Mahoney 
Chavez Johnston, S. C. Pastore 
Clements Kem Robertson 
Connally Kerr Russell 
Cordon Kilgore Schoeppel 
Dirksen Knowland ith, Maine 
Douglas Langer Smith, N. C. 
Dworshak Lehman Stennis 
Eastland Lodge Taft 

Ecton Long Underwood 
Eliender Magnuson Watkins 
Ferguson Malone Welker 
Flanders McCarran Wherry 
Frear McCarthy Wiliams 
Fulbright McClellan Young 
Hayden McFarland 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 
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Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I fear 
that inadvertently a mistake has been 
made, and I desire to correct it. When 
this matter was discussed in committee, 
I had understood that it was merely a 
question of whether the language pro- 
posed by the committee amendment was 
germane to the provision which the 
House placed in the bill with respect to 
the Southeastern Power Administra- 
tion. I inquired of the Parliamentarian 
as to how to proceed. His directive was 
to make the point of order that it was 
legislation on an appropriation bill; 
which I did. It seems, now, that when I 
made the point of order, the next move 
should have been, before the Chair ruled, 
for the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCarran] to say, “Yes, but it is germane 
to the provision which the House incor- 
porated in the bill.” That is a question, 
not debatable, to be passed upon by the 
Senate. Not realizing that the Senator 
from Nevada had to be present and on 
his feet at that instant, to take that ac- 
tion, I hope the Chair will rescind his 
ruling, and that we may start all over 
again. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the circumstances, the Chair believes he 
would be justified in rescinding his pre- 
vious ruling and in view of the under- 
standing which was had, in giving the 
opportunity to the Senator from Nevada, 
to make his motion now. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I renew the point of 
order, that the amendment is legislation 
on an appropriation bill. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arizona withhold making 
the point of order so that I may submit 
a unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. HAYDEN. What is the request? 

Mr. KERR. I had intended to place in 
the Recorp a brief statement with refer- 
ence to certain facts, which statement is 
still in the process of preparation by the 
office of the Secretary of the Interior, 
I had underestimated the brevity of the 
Senate, and therefore thought I would 
have plenty of time. I ask unanimous 
consent that I be permitted to place the 
statement in the Recor at this point, 
prior to the making of the point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The statement, in a letter from the 
Secretary of the Interior, is as follows: 
UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., July 10, 1951, 

My Dear SENATOR KERR: In response to 
your telephone request, I am happy to sup- 
ply you with information as to the reye- 
nues, and the continuing fund available to 
Southwestern Power Administration. From 
fiscal year 1944 through fiscal year 1949 the 
continuing fund available to SPA amount- 
ed to $100,000. In the appropriation act for 
fiscal year 1950 this fund was increased to 
$300,000. During this entire period the to- 
tal expenditures from the fund have 
amounted to $78,165. That amount was ex- 
pended in fiscal year 1949 in order to insure 
continuity of service. No money has as yet 
been expended from this fund for the pur- 
chase of power or costs in connection with 
the leases of transmission facilities. 

The following table shows the actual and 
estimated figures by years from 1949 to 1953, 


1951 


inclusive, for gross revenues and expendi- 
tures from the continuing fund: 


Continuing 
Fiscal year Revenue | fund expend- 
iture 
— EE $1, 540, 089 $78, 765 
pe ea Rey 1, 627, 867 0 
1951 8 2, 280, 000 0 
1952 (estimated)... 2, 388, 000 198, 000 
1953 (estimated) 6, 700, 000 2, 800, 000 


You will note that we expect to receive a 
total revenue of $2,280,000 in the current fis- 
cal year without the use of the continuing 
fund. It is anticipated that in fiscal year 
1952 the continuing fund will have to pro- 
vide $198,000 for the purchase of power and 
service charges under the Oklahoma contract 
with private utilities. In fiscal year 1953 the 
continuing fund will have to supply a total 
of $2,800,000 for the purchase of power and 
service charges under the Oklahoma con- 
tract and the purchase of power and lease 
of facilities under the contracts with genera- 
tion and transmission cooperatives. By that 
time the gross sales by Southwestern Power 
Administration will have increased to $6,- 
700.000. 

You will note from these few statistics how 
important the continuing fund is to the suc- 
cessful operation of the Oklahoma contract 
which was executed by this Department last 
year and which became effective after con- 
firmation and approval of the rate schedules 
therein in February of this year. If these 
wheeling type contracts in which the Con- 
gress has expressed such great interest are 
to be successful, the continuing fund for 
SPA must remain in force and effect as it is 
written in the Interior Department Appro- 
priation Act for the fiscal year 1950. 

All revenues since the initial service from 
the Norfork and Denison project in 1944 
have been deposited in miscellaneous receipts 
of the Treasury except the $300,000 which 
is now in the continuing fund. All except 
this amount are subject to appropriation by 
Congress. 

Regarding your further inquiry as to the 
contract said to have been executed on 
August 4, 1949 with Western Electric Coop- 
erative, Inc., records show that a contract 
was executed with that organization on Jan- 
uary 3, 1949, and one on lease of lines on 
March 24, 1950, but do not show any on the 
date stated. Our authority for these two 
contracts was for the first our basic law, 
and for the second the Kerr amendment, 
which was enacted several months earlier. 

Sincerely yours, 
Oscar L. CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair desires to state that the point of 
order has already been made. The Chair 
simply rescinded his ruling. The point 
of order was not withdrawn. The Chair 
now recognizes the Senator from Nevada, 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr, President, con- 
ceding that it is legislation, the amend- 
ment is germane, and I therefore make 
the point of order that it is germane. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, under the Senate rules, now sub- 
mits to the Senate the question raised 
by the Senator from Nevada, namely, Is 
the amendment germane or relevant to 
the subject matter of the House bill? 
The Chair understands that the ques- 
tion is not debatable. The Chair wishes 
to confer with the Parliamentarian, 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state the inquiry, 
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Mr. KERR. Is the question of ger- 
maneness automatically subject to a 
yea-and-nay vote? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is not debatable. The Chair 
is advised by the Parliamentarian that 
there is no mandatory provision for a 
yea-and-nay vote. 

Mr. KERR. I ask for a yea-and-nay 
vote. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. CASE. Mr, President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. CASE. Under the rule, may an 
amendment be considered, if it is held 
to be legislation? Would it not auto- 
matically fall from the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised by the Parliamentarian 
that such is not the case. The Chair 
asked the same question of the Parlia- 
mentarian a few moments ago. The 
Parliamentarian advises the Chair, now, 
that if the amendment is held to be 
germane, then it will be open to further 
amendment. 

Mr. CASE. It is in order, notwith- 
standing the fact that it is legislation. 
Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
is correct. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The previ- 
ous occupant of the chair has advised 
the Chair that the ruling on the point 
of order was rescinded by the occupant 
of the chair, and that the yeas and nays 
were ordered. 

Mr. McCARRAN, I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Hendrickson McKellar 
Benton Hennings Millikin 
Bricker Hill Monroney 
Bridges Hoey Moody 
Butler, Md Holland Morse 
Butler, Nebr. Humphrey Mundt 
Hunt Neely 
Capehart Ives Nixon 
Carlson Johnson, Colo. O’Conor 
Case Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney 
Chavez Johnston, S. C. Pastore 
Clements Kem Robertson 
Connally Kerr Russell 
Cordon Kilgore Schoeppel 
Dirksen Knowland Smith, Maine 
Douglas er Smith, N.C, 
Dworshak Lehman Stennis 
Eastland Lodge Taft 
Ecton Long Underwood 
Ellender Magnuson Watkins 
Ferguson Malone Welker 
Flanders McCarran Wherry 
Frear McCarthy Williams 
Fulbright McClellan Young 
Hayden McFarland 
The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
present. 


During the absence of the present 
Presiding Officer a point of order was 
raised against the pending amendment 
on the ground that it was general legis- 
lation on an appropriation bill. The 
temporary occupant of the chair sus- 
tained the point of order, which decision 
he later rescinded, because, under the 
rules, although an amendment which is 
legislation on an appropriation bill may 
therefore be out of order, if it is germane 
to some legislative provision in the bill 
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itself, the question of its germaneness 
must be passed on by the Senate, with- 
out debate. That is now the question 
before the Senate, Is the pending 
amendment germane? 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the Secretary 
will call the roll. Senators who think 
the amendment is germane will vote 
“yea”; those who think it is not germane 
will vote “nay.” 

3 — Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska (when his 
name was called). On this vote I have 
a pair with the senior Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL]. If 
he were present he would vote “yea”; 
if I were permitted to vote, I would vote 
“nay.” 

Mr. STENNIS (when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. 
If he were present he would vote “yea”; 
if I were permitted to vote, I would vote 
“nay.” I therefore withhold my vote. 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON], the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. BYRD], the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. KEFAUVER], and the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK] are ab- 
sent on official business. 

The Senator from Georgia 
GerorcE] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. Green], the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. McManon], and the Sen- 
ator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are 
absent by leave of the Senate on official 
business of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. Mur- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate on 
Official business, having been appointed 
a representative of our Government to 
attend the International Labor Confer- 
ence being held in Geneva, Switzerland, 

The Senator from Florida IMr. 
SMATHERS] is absent because of illness. 

I announce that on this vote the Sena- 
tor from Connecticut [Mr. MCMAHON] 
has a general pair with the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. BREWSTER]. 

I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON! is paired with the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Durr]. If pres- 
ent and voting, the Senator from New 
Mexico would vote “nay,” and the Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania would vote 
“yea.” 

I announce also that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
Keravver], the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. Murray], and the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. Sparkman] would vote 
“nay.” 

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is ab- 
sent on official business. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. Brew- 
STER], who is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate on official business of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, has a general pair 
on this vote with the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. MCMAHON]. 


[Mr. 
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The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Hicken- 
LOOPER], the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. SmirH], and the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. WET] are absent by leave 
of the Senate on official business of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN- 
NER] and the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is paired on this vote with 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BUTLER] 
and that pair has been announced pre- 
viously. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr, 
MarTIn] is absent because of illness, 

The Senator from Minnesota IMr. 
Tuye] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tosey] is absent on official business 
of the Committee on Crime Investiga- 
tion. 

On this vote the Senator from New 
Jersey (Mr. SmrrH] is paired with the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr, 
Tozer]. If present and voting, the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey would vote “yea” 
and the Senator from New Hampshire 
would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Durr}, who is detained on official busi- 
ness, is paired with the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania would vote “yea” and the Senator 
from New Mexico would vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 42, 
nays 30, as follows: 


YEAS—42 
Bricker Flanders McKellar 
Bridges Hendrickson Millikin 
Butler, Md. Mundt 
Cain Holland Nixon 
Capehart Ives O’Conor 
Carlson Kem Robertson 
Case Kilgore Schoeppel 
Cordon Knowland Smith, Maine 
Dirksen Lodge Smith, N.C 
Dworshak Long Taft 
Eastland Malone Watkins 
Ecton McCarran Welker 
Ellender McCarthy Wherry 
n McClellan Williams 
NAYS—30 

Aiken Hin McFarland 
Benton Humphrey Monroney 
Chavez Hunt Moody 
Clements Johnzon, Colo, Morse 
Connally Johnson, Tex. Neely 
Douglas Johnston, S. C. O'Mahoney 

r Kerr Pastore 
Fulbright Langer Russell 
Hayden Lebman Underwood 
Hennings Magnuson Young 

NOT VOTING—24 

Anderson Green Saltonstall 
Bennett Hickenlooper Smathers 
Brewster Jenner Smith, N. J. 
Butler, Nebr. Kefauver Sparkman 
Byrd Martin Stennis 
Duft Maybank Thye 
George McMahon Tobey 
Gillette Murray Wiley 


So the Senate decided that the amend- 
ment was germane. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment beginning in line 24, on 
pe 3, to and including line 22 on page 


Mr. HILL, Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 
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AMENDMENT OF UNITED STATES CODE 
RELATING TO PROCEDURE IN CONDEM- 
NATION PROCEEDINGS 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
should like to have the attention of the 
leaders on both sides, and of the senior 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN]. 
There is on the calendar a joint reso- 
lution, Senate Joint Resolution 82, Cal- 
endar 475, to amend title 28 of the Unit- 
ed States Code so as to add thereto a 
chapter relating to procedure in con- 
demnation proceedings. That measure 
was reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary. Under the law as it now 
stands the Judicial Conference of the 
Federal courts submits to the Congress 
on or before a certain date each year 
any change it may propose in the rules 
of the Federal courts. Unless the joint 
resolution dealing with the change of 
rules submitted to us by the Chief Jus- 
tice, who, as chairman of the Judicial 
Conference, submits the proposed 
changes in the rules, is acted upon by the 
Congress before the end of July, and the 
proposed change is either modified or 
altered, it becomes the rule of the court. 
The joint resolution is now on the cal- 
endar. I fear that something may arise 
by reason of which the Senate will be 
deprived of the right to vote on this very 
important change in the rules. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that at this time the unfinished 
business be temporarily laid aside, and 
that Senate Joint Resolution 82 be taken 
up for consideration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? 

Mr. McPFARLAND. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I should like 
to ask the distinguished Senator if, in 
case the joint resolution is not passed, 
the proposed rule would not change the 
procedure so that in condemnation pro- 
ceedings owners of property would be 
deprived of the right of trial by jury? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, that 
is exactly the matter that was presented 
to the Congress. It has been consid- 
ered by the Committee on the Judiciary 
and the measure is now on the Senate 
calendar. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
further reserving the right to object, I 
should like to state that we discussed 
this matter in the policy committee of 
the. majority. We decided that it was 
an important subject, and I hope there 
will be no objection to consideration and 
passage of the joint resolution immedi- 
ately. If there is one thing that is im- 
portant to our country, it is that the 
right of trial by jury be preserved. Even 
though we have now before us for con- 
sideration an important appropriation 
bill, I am of the opinion that it should 
be temporarily laid aside and that we 
should proceed to consider the joint res- 
olution, so as to preserve the right of 
trial by jury in condemnation cases. 

The -VICE PRESIDENT. The joint 
resolution will be stated by title for the 
information of the Senate. 

The Curer CLERK. A joint resolution 
(S. J. Res. 82) to amend title 28 of the 
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United States Code so as to add thereto 
a chapter relating to procedure in con- 
demnation proceedings. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the request of the Senator 
from Nevada that the appropriation 
bill, which is the unfinished business, be 
temporarily laid aside, and that the 
Senate proceed to consider the joint 
resolution? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I have 
no objection if the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Nevada will amend his unan- 
imous-consent request so that the joint 
resolution be made the order of busi- 
ness for 12 o’clock noon tomorrow. It is 
now after 5 o’clock. It seems to me that, 
as soon as possible, we should proceed to 
vote on the committee amendment to 
the appropriation bill, which was being 
considered when the Senator from Ne- 
vada made his request. 

I think each and every Senator ought 
to have the time from now until noon 
tomorrow to look into the joint resolu- 
tion referred to by the Senator from Ne- 
vada. Personally, I wish to commend 
the Senator from Nevada for endeavor- 
ing to have it considered by the Senate. 
But I believe that between now and to- 
morrow noon Members of the Senate 
should be given an opportunity to read 
and study the joint resolution, even 
though it may be simple in its terms. I 
shall not object if it is made the special 
order of business of the Senate for to- 
morrow noon. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
have no objection to that. I simply 
thought that because of the fact that 
there are now so many Members present 
on the floor we would be justified in hav- 
ing immediate consideration of the joint 
resolution. I should like to have as 
many Members as possible on the Sen- 
ate floor when the joint resolution is 
considered, because it is a highly impor- 
tant matter. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Nevada amend his re- 
quest? i 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
suggest that there are quite a number 
of Members of the Senate present now 
on the fioor. The subject matter of the 
joint resolution could be discussed with 
the understanding that it would then go 
over until tomorrow, when there could be 
a limitation of debate of 30 minutes, if 
that would be agreeable to the Members 
of the Senate. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I have 
no objection so far as I am personally 
concerned. I believe the Members of 
the minority in the Senate will agree 
with me that we can make the joint res- 
olution the pending business now, and, 
if Senators desire, discuss it now, but 
that when the Senate convenes tomor- 
row, 1 hour be allotted for discussion of 
the joint resolution, 30 minutes to each 
side, and then that a vote be taken on it. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Nevada modify his request 
in the manner suggested? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
am glad to modify my request. The ouly 
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reason I wished to have the joint reso- 
lution taken up at this time was that 
we now have a splendid attendance on 
the floor, and I should like to make an 
explanation of the joint resolution. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the request of the Senator 
from Nevada? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I think it is very 
important that we proceed with the con- 
sideration of the proposed change in the 
rules of Federal court procedure tomor- 
row at noon. I think it is of funda- 
mental importance that we preserve the 
jury system in passing upon exactly 
such questions as condemnation pro- 
ceedings. I think it would be a great 
mistake to limit debate on a principle 
so fundamental as that. Therefore, 
while I have no objection to consider- 
ing the joint resolution at noon tomor- 
row, I do object to any limitation of de- 
bate on the issue, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The objec- 
tion goes to the whole request. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished Senator from Nevada 
modify his request, so as to provide that 
the joint resolution be made the order 
of business tomorrow at noon? 

Mr. McCARRAN. Very well. Would 
it be agreeable to explain the joint reso- 
lution now, which would probably take 
7 or 8 minutes? Then Senators will have 
my explanation to consider overnight. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. First, is 
there objection to making Senate Joint 
Resolution 82 the pending business be- 
ginning at 12 o’clock tomorrow? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

a Senator from Nevada may pro- 
ceed. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, this 
is an original joint resolution intended 
to establish a uniform system of proce- 
dure in the trial of condemnation pro- 
ceedings. 

By the Rules Act of 1934, the Supreme 
Court was given authority to promul- 
gate uniform rules of civil procedure 
which should have the force and effect 
of law. Originally, the Supreme Court 
was required to make its report through 
the Attorney General at the beginning 
of a session, and the rules so adopted and 
reported by the Supreme Court were to 
become effective only upon the expira- 
tion of one full session of the Congress. 
An amendment to the Rules Act in the 
Eighty-first Congress provided that the 
promulgated rule might be reported di- 
rectly to the Congress on or before May 
1 of any year, and that the rule would 
then become effective 90 days after its 
submission to the Congress. 

On the 1st day of May, 1951, the Su- 
preme Court submitted to the Congress 
a rule designated as rule 71A, to govern 
proceedings in condemnation cases. 
This rule will therefore become effective 
August 1 unless the Congress by statute 
provides otherwise in advance of that 
date. 

A study of this rule indicated to the 
committee that while the rule as a whole 
is meritorious, one feature of it is ob- 
jectionable, This feature is found in 
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section (h) of the rule, which in effect 
gives the court in condemnation pro- 
ceedings the authority to determine 
whether or not a jury should be used in 
such cases. The committee is of the 
opinion that such broad delegation of 
authority over trial by jury should not 
be permitted. At the present time, in 41 
States, a litigant may have a jury trial 
of the issue of reasonable compensation, 
in a condemnation case. This new rule 
promulgated by the Supreme Court 
would take away that right and permit 
a Federal court in its discretion to have 
the issue of just compensation deter- 
mined by a commission appointed by the 
court. This is the provision which, the 
committee has voted unanimously, 
should be rejected. 

The committee, however, desired to 
carry out the intention of the Supreme 
Court insofar as it was compatible with 
the views of the Congress. The commit- 
tee was informed and believes that Con- 
gress lacks power to disapprove the new 
rule in part, but should disapprove it 
completely, or not at all. The commit- 
tee has therefore reported this original 
joint resolution which disapproves the 
rule as promulgated by the Supreme 
Court in toto; but in this same joint res- 
olution the committee proposes to enact 
all of the rule as promulgated by the 
Supreme Court except that portion of 
section (h) which was deemed to be 
objectionable. 

Section (h) as it now appears in Sen- 
ate Joint Resolution 82 conforms with 
the views of the Advisory Committee to 
the Supreme Court, as expressed at its 
meeting in 1948, and conforms also with 
the expressed position of the Depart- 
ment of Justice, as set forth in the sup- 
plemental report of the Advisory Com- 
mittee to the Supreme Court in House 
Document 121, Eighty-second Congress. 

The Judiciary Committee is of the 
opinion that there should be a uniform 
Federal rule of procedure relative to 
condemnation cases, and believes that 
the procedure set forth in Senate Joint 
Resolution 82, which provides for trial 
before a jury, if demanded by either 
party, or before the court, is a good and 
satisfactory rule. The committee there- 
fore recommends that the joint resolu- 
tion be considered favorably. 

It should be stressed that this rule, as 
promulgated by the Supreme Court, will 
become effective August 1 unless both 
Houses of Congress and the President 
take action prior to that date to approve 
legislation specifically directing that the 
rule shall not become effective. If Con- 
gress should approve such a resolution 
in its simplest form, the Supreme Court 
would be unable to promulgate an 
amended rule for submission to Congress 
until next year, since such a rule may 
not be submitted after May 1 of any year. 
That is why the committee has brought 
out a resolution which not only in terms 
rejects the whole rule as issued by the 
Supreme Court but which also would 
enact all of the rule except the one por- 
tion which has been found objectionable, 
namely, the portion eliminating the 
right to a jury trial of the issue of just 
compensation. 
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Mr. MCCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN, I yield. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Am I to under- 
stand that the rule as promulgated will 
go into effect unless the Congress acts? 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 

Mr. McCLELLAN, And that the rule, 
as promulgated, would leave it to the dis- 
cretion of the trial court as to whether 
or not a jury should pass on the issue of 
compensation? 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. In effect, that 
amounts to the denial of a jury trial. 
ane McCARRAN. It could amount to 

at. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. It would amount to 
it if the court exercised that discretion. 

8 MeCARRAN. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. MeCLELLAN. As I understand, it 
is proposed to enact, by a joint resolu- 
tion, all of the rule which is not objec- 
tionable. As I understand, this is the 
only part of the rule which is objec- 
tionable. 

ms MCCARRAN. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. MCCLELLAN. The joint resolu- 
tion would compel the court to grant a 
jury trial if either party demanded it. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The joint resolu- 
tion would leave the situation as it is. 
At the present time either party may 
demand a jury trial. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Either party now 
may demand a jury trial. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. And the court has 
no jurisdiction in the matter, but is com- 
pelled to grant the request. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield so that I may suggest 
the absence of a quorum? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I won- 
der if the Senator from Michigan will 
withhold his suggestion of the absence 
of a quorum so that I may ask the Sen- 
ator from Nevada a couple of questions 
in connection with his explanation. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I withhold it for a 
question. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Nevada yield for a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Can the Senator from 
Nevada advise the Senate whether up to 
this time any other rule has been pro- 
mulgated by the Supreme Court which 
sought to grant discretion to a trial 
judge to waive a jury in the trial of any 
issue before the court? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I have none in 
mind at this time. I do not think there 
has been. I am quite certain there has 
not been ever since I have been on the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. MORSE. Am I correct in my un- 
derstanding that in the opinion of the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary this would create 
the first precedent by which a rule would 
be promulgated giving a trial court dis- 
cretion to waive a jury trial? 
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Mr. McCARRAN. Of which I have 
any knowledge. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 
Nevada agree with me that the estab- 
lishment of such a precedent should be 
more carefully scrutinized by this body, 
because it might be the beginning of 
the undermining of the whole jury sys- 
tem in American jurisprudence, which 
some forces in this country would seem 
to like to undermine? 

Mr. McCARRAN. That was exactly 
the thought which impelled the Judici- 
ary Committee unanimously to report 
the joint resolution to the Senate. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nevada yield? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Tennessee. 

Mr, McKELLAR. Perhaps it is an 
antiquated decument, and perhaps few 
people ever refer to it, but I wish to read 
amendment VII to the Constitution of 
the United States for general informa- 
tion: 

In suits at common law, where the value 
in controversy shall exceed $20, the right of 
trial by jury shall be preserved, and no fact 
tried by jury, shall be otherwise reexamined 
in any court of the United States, than ac- 
cording to the rules of the common law. 


Mr, President, to my mind, such a rule 
would be an absolute violation of that 
provision of the Constitution. All of us 
held up our hands to Almighty God and 
swore that we would protect and defend 
the Constitution. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Nevada yield for that pur- 
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Mr. McCARRAN. Yes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. What is the pend- 
ing question? Is it not the vote on the 
McCarran amendment, which has been 
declared to be germane? 

Mr. McCARRAN. That is correct. I 
have asked unanimous consent that I 

may make a 4- or 5-minute explanation, 

so that the explanation could be before 
the Members of the Senate overnight 
and could be considered tomorrow when 

a vote would be taken on the joint reso- 

lution. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I withdraw my re- 
quest for a quorum call, in view of the 
fact that I now know what the pending 
question is. I believe we should vote on 

the McCarran amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. No sugges- 
tion of the absence of a quorum is before 
the Senate, because the Senator from 
Nevada had the floor and he had not 
yielded to the Senator from Michigan for 
that purpose. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor, because the Senate has 
agreed to do what I requested. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 3790) making appro- 
priations for the Department of the In- 
terior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1952, and for other -purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the committee amend- 
ment beginning in line 24 at page 3 of 
the bill. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Several Senators requested the yeas 
and nays, and they were ordered. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll, and Mr. Armen voted in the 
negative when his name was called. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Will the Chair 
state whether the Senate is voting on 
the amendment to the committee amend- 
ment or on the committee amendment 
itself. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. -There was no 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment. The amendment offered by the 
Senator from Oklahoma was an amend- 
ment to the bill. The question now is on 
agreeing to the committee amendment. 

The legislative clerk resumed the call 
of the roll. 

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska (when his 
name was called). On this vote I have 
a pair with the senior Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL]. If he 
were present and voting he would vote 
“yea.” If I were permitted to vote I 
would vote “nay.” I withhold my vote. 

Mr. STENNIS (when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Byrrp]. If he were present and voting, 
he would vote “yea.” If I were permitted 
to vote I would vote “nay.” I therefore 
withhold my vote. 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 


ANDERSON], the Senator from Connecti- - 


cut [Mr. Benron], the Senators from 
Virginia [Mr. Byrd and Mr. ROBERTSON], 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. FREAR], 
the Senators from South Carolina [Mr. 
JOHNSTON and Mr. MAYBANK], the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], 
and the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
O’Conor] are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
GEORGE] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. Green], the Senator from Connec- 
ticut [Mr. McMaxon], and the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are ab- 
sent by leave of the Senate on official 
business of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Murray] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate on official business, having been 
appointed a representative of our Gov- 
ernment to attend the International 
Labor Conference being held in Geneva, 
Switzerland. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS] is absent because of illness. 

I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Mc- 
Manon] has a general pair with the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER]. 

I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is paired with the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
New Mexico would vote “nay,” and the 
Senator from Virgnia would vote “yea.” 

I announce also that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Connecticut 


- (Mr, Benton], the Senator from Ten- 


JULY 10 


nessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. Jounston], the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. Murray], 
and the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN] would vote “nay.” 

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is 
absent on official business. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. Brew- 
STER], who is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate on official business of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, has a general pair 
on this vote with the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. McManon]. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
Locrer], the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. Surry], and the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. Wier] are absent by leave 
of the Senate on official business of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN- 
NER] and the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] are necessarily 
absent. The Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] is paired on this 
vote with the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr, Burter] and that pair has been 
announced previously. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Menrtin] is absent because of illness, 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
TRR] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tozgy] is absent on official business 
85 the Committee on Crime Investiga- 

on. 

On this vote the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. Smirx] is paired with the 
Senator from New Hampshire IMr. 
Tosey}. If present and voting, the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey would vote “yea” 
and the Senator from New Hampshire 
would vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 39, 
nays 29, as follows: 


1EAS—39 
Bricker Ferguson McCarthy 
Bridges Flanders McClellan 
Butler, Md endrickson McKellar 
ain oey Millikin 
Capehart Holland Nixon 
Carlson Ives Schceppel 
Cordon Kem Smith, Maine 
Dirksen Kilgore Smith, N. C. 
Duff Knowland Taft 
Dworshak Lodge Watkins 
Eastland Long Welker 
Ecton Malone Wherry 
Ellender Williams 
NAYS—29 
Aiken Humphrey Mo 
Case unt f 
Chavez Johnson, Colo. Mundt 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Neely 
Connally Kerr O'Mahoney 
Douglas Langer 
Fulbright Russell 
Hayden Magnuson Underwood 
Hennings McFarland Young 
Monroney 
NOT VOTING—28 
Anderson Hickenlooper Saltonstall 
Bennett Jenner Smathers 
Benton Johnston, S. C. Smith, N. J. 
Brewster Kefauver Sparkman 
Butler, Nebr. Martin Stennis 
Byrd Maybank Thye 
Frear McMahon Tobey 
George Murray Wiley 
Gillette O'Conor 
Green Robertson 


So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McFARLAND obtained the floor. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? I wish to place a matter 


in the RECORD. 
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Mr. McFARLAND. I yield to my col- 
league for that purpose. 

Mr. HAYDEN, Mr, President, the 
amendment on which the Senate has 
just voted concludes all reference in the 
bill to the Southeastern Power Adminis- 
tration. On yesterday a request was 
made to have included in the Recorp a 
copy of the negotiated contract between 
the National Advisory Committee for 
Aeronautics, at Langley Field, and the 
Virginia Electric & Power Co. I have a 
copy of the contract, and I ask unani- 
mous consent that it be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the contract 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


NEGOTIATED ELECTRIC SERVICE CONTRACT NO. 
NAw-6078 DATED APRIL 30, 1951, BETWEEN 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA (NATIONAL AD- 
VICORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS, LANG- 
LEY FIELD, VA.) AND VIRGINIA ELECTRIC & 
Power Co. 

Premises to be served: Langley Field, Va. 
County: Elizabeth City. State: Virginia. 

Contractor: Virginia Electric & Power Co., 
Richmond, Va. 

Premises are Government owned. 

Connection charge: None. 

Bills will be rendered to officer in charge of 
this contract at National Advisory Commit- 
tee for Aeronautics. 

Payments will be made by United States 
regional disbursing officer at Richmond, Va. 

This negotiated contract is made pursuant 
to the provisions of section 2 (c) (10) of the 
Armed Services Procurement Act of 1947 
(Public Law 413, 80th Cong.). 


— 


Tue NACA NEGOTIATED ELECTRIC SERVICE 
CONTRACT 


This contract, entered into as of April 30, 
1951, by and between the United States of 
America, hereinafter called the Government, 
represented by the contracting officer execut- 
ing this contract, and the Virginia Electric 
& Power Co., whose address is Richmond, Va., 
hereinafter called the contractor, witnesseth 
that the parties hereto do mutually agree as 
follows: 


1. SCOPE AND TERM OF CONTRACT 


(a) Subject to the terms and conditions 
hereinafter set forth, the contractor shall sell 
and deliver to the Government and the Gov- 
ernment shall purchase and receive from the 
contractor electric service (hereinafter 
called service) requested by the Government 
from the contractor at the premises to be 
served hereunder (hereinafter called the 
service location), all in accordance with elec- 
tric service specifications attached hereto and 
made a part hereof. 

(b) (i) Except as provided in paragraph 
1, (b) (iii) hereof, the date of initial de- 
livery hereunder shall be the date upon 
which contractor completes the installation 
of facilities described in paragraphs 5 and 
10 of Electric Service Specifications attached 
hereto and is prepared to deliver 70,000 kilo- 
watts on-peak and 150,000 kilowatts off-peak 
to Government at Langley Field and Govern- 
ment is prepared to take delivery of these 
amounts of service. The parties hereto will 
make every reasonable effort to be prepared to 
deliver and to take delivery of these amounts 
of service on or before January 1, 1953; how- 
ever, in no event shall the effective date here- 
of be more than 6 months after January 1, 
1953, or more than 6 months after the date 
on which contractor is prepared to deliver 
the above amounts of service whichever is 
later. 

(ii) The term of this contract will be for 
the remaining portion of the Government’s 
fiscal year and will be renewed for a period 
of 10 years, subject to the appropriation of 
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necessary funds. The contract will be re- 
newed yearly thereafter until and unless 
terminated by the Government giving not 
less than 60 days’ written notice of termina- 
tion. However, in order that Government 
may receive any benefits that might accrue 
from the purchase of its service requirements 
from Buggs Island project, Government, at 
any time during the term of this contract, 
may cease obtaining its service requirements 
from contractor provided Government c- 
tains its service requirements for Langley 
Field from Southeastern Power Administra- 
tion by wheeling power from the Buggs 
Island project through contractor’s facili- 
ties, including those provided hereunder, 
under the terms of any agreement which 
contractor may make with Southeastern 
Power Administration for wheeling such 
power. 

(iii) Notwithstanding anything to the 
contrary in this contract and exhibits, upon 
completion of the second transmission line 
from contractor's Chesterfield station to 
Langley Field, which is expected to be com- 
pleted in January or February of 1952, con- 
tractor will make available to Government 
hereunder 50,000 kilowatts at unity power 
factor during the on-peak hours and 75,000 
kilowatts t unity power factor during the 
off-peak hours. In the event Government 
elects to take delivery of service hereunder 
after this second transmission line between 
contractor’s Chesterfield station and Langley 
Field is completed the charges will be based 
on a contract demand of 50,000 kilowatts un- 
til the delivery and receipt of service com- 
mences under paragraph 1 (b) (1) hereof. 

(c) () For and in consideration of the 
faithful performance of the stipulations of 
this contract, the contractor shall be paid 
by the designated disbursing office or officer 
for service herein contracted for, at the rates 
and under the terms and conditions herein 
set forth; provided, that the Government 
shall be liable for the minimum monthly 
charge specified in this contract commencing 
with the billing period in which service is 
initially furnished thereto and continuing 
until this contract is terminated, except that 
the minimum monthly charge specified in 
this contract shall be equitably prorated for 
the billing period in which commencement 
and termination of this contract shall be- 
come effective. 

(ii) The contractor hereby declares that 
rate schedules available hereunder are not 
in excess of the lowest rate schedules now 
available to any prospective customer, under 
like conditions of service, and agrees that 
during the life of this contract Government 
shall continue to have available the lowest 
available rate for similar conditions of 
service. 

(iii) Recognition is given to the fact that 
the Government fiscal year ends on June 30. 
Payments hereunder shall be contingent 
upon the availability of appropriations 
therefor, and shall not be made in advance 
of service rendered. 

(iv) All bills for service shall be paid 
without penalty or interest and the Govern- 
ment shall be entitled to any discounts cus- 
tomarily applicable to payment of bills by 
all customers of the contractor. 

(v) Invoices for service rendered hereunder 
shall contain statements of the meter read- 
ings at the beginning of the billing period, 
meter constants, consumption during the 
billing period and such other pertinent data 
as shall be required by the Government, 


2. TECHNICAL PROVISIONS 


(a) Measurement of service: (1) All service 
furnished by the contractor shall be meas- 
ured by suitable metering equipment of 
standard manufacture, to be furnished, in- 
stalled, maintained, calibrated and read by 
the contractor at its expense. When more 
than a single meter is installed at the service 
location, the readings thereof shall be billed 
conjunctively. In the event any meter fails 
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to register or registers incorrectly the service 
furnished therethrough, the parties shall 
agree upon the length of the period during 
which such meter failed to register or reg- 
istered incorrectly and the quantity of serv- 
ice delivered therethrough during such pe- 
riod and, upon agreement, an appropriate 
adjustment based thereon shall be made 
in the Government’s bills. For the purpose 
of the preceding sentence, any meter which 
registers not more than 2 percent slow or fast 
shall be deemed correct. 

(ii) Contractor, as far as possible, shall 
Tead all meters on the last regular working 
day of the month. All billings based on 
meter readings of less than 26 days or more 
than 35 days shall be prorated accordingly. 

(b) Meter test: The contractor, at its ex- 
pense, shall periodically inspect and test 
the meters installed by it at intervals not ex- 
ceeding lyear. At the written request of the 
contracting officer the contractor shall make 
additional tests of any or all of such meters 
in the presence of Government representa- 
tives. The cost of such additional tests shall 
be borne by the Government if the percent- 
age of error is found to be not more than 
2 percent slow or fast. No meter shall be 
placed in service or allowed to remain in 
service which has an error in registration in 
excess of 2 percent under normal operating 
conditions, 

(c) Change in volume or character: Rea- 
sonable notice shall, so far as possible, be 
given by the contracting officer to the con- 
tractor respecting any material changes pro- 
posed in the volume or characteristics of the 
utility service required at each location, 

(d) Continuity of service and consump- 
tion: (i) The contractor shall use reasonable 
diligence to provide a regular and uninter- 
rupted supply of service at the service loca- 
tion, but shall not be liable for damages, 
breach of contract or otherwise to the Gov- 
ernment for failure, suspension, diminution 
or other variations of service occasioned by 
or in consequence of any cause beyond the 
control of the contractor, including but not 
limited to acts of God or of the public enemy, 
fires, floods, earthquakes, or other catas- 
trophies, strikes, or failure or breakdown 
of transmission or other facilities: Provided, 
That when any such failure, suspension, 
diminution, or variation of service shall ag- 
gregate more than 10 hours during any bill- 
ing period hereunder, an equitable adjust- 
ment shall be made in the monthly rates 
specified in this contract (including the 
minimum monthly charge). 

(ii) In the event the Government is un- 
able to operate the service location in whole 
or in part for any cause beyond its control, 
including but not limited to acts of God 
or of the public enemy, fires, floods, earth- 
quakes, or other catastrophes, or strikes, 
an equitable adjustment shall be made in 
the monthly rates specified in this contract 
(including the minimum monthly charge) 
if the period during which the Government 
is unable to operate such service location in 
whole or in part shall exceed 15 days during 
any billing period hereunder. 

3. RATES AND CHARGES 

(a) For all service furnished under this 
contract to the service location the Govern- 
ment shall pay the contractor at the rate 
schedule, exhibit A, attached hereto and 
made a part of this contract. 

(b) For purposes of charges under para- 
graph (a) of this clause any demands due to 
faulty operation of, or excessive or fluctuat- 
ing pressure on, the contractor’s system shall 
not be included as part of the Government's 
demand. 

4. CONTRACTOR'S FACILITIES 

(a) The contractor, at his expense, shall 
furnish, install, operate, and maintain all 
facilities required to furnish service here- 
under to and measure such service as of the 
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point of delivery specified in the service speci- 
fication. Title to all such facilities shall be 
and remain in the contractor, and the con- 
tractor shall be responsible for all loss of or 
damage to such facilities. 

(b) The Government hereby grants to the 
contractor, free of any rental or similar 
charge, but subject to the limitations speci- 
fied in this contract, a revocable permit to 
enter the service location for any proper pur- 
pose under this contract, including use of 
the site or sites agreed upon by the parties 
hereto for the installation, operation, and 
maintenance of the facilities of the contrac- 
tor required to be located upon Government 
premises, all of which facilities shall be and 
remain the sole property of the contractor 
and shall, at all times during the life of this 
contract, be operated and maintained by the 
contractor at its expense; and all taxes and 
other charges in connection therewith, to- 
g2ther with all liability arising out of the 
negligence of the contractor in the construc- 
tion, operation, or maintenance of such fa- 
cilities shall be assumed by the contractor. 
Authorized representatives of the contractor 
will be allowed access to the facilities of the 
contractor at suitable times to perform the 
obligations of the contractor with respect to 
such facilities. Such facilities shall be re- 
moved and Government premises restored to 
their original condition by the contractor at 
its expense within a reasonable time after 
the Government shall revoke the permit 
herein granted and in any event within a 
reasonable time after termination of this 
contract, provided that in the event of ter- 
mination due to fault of the contractor such 
facilities may be retained in place at the 
option of the Government until service com- 
parable to that provided for hereunder is ob- 
tained elsewhere. It is expressly under- 
stood, however, that proper military or gov- 
ernmental authority may limit or restrict the 
right of access herein granted in any manner 
considered by such authority to be necessary 
for the national security. 


5. PUBLIC REGULATION AND CHANGE OF RATES 


(a) Public regulation: Service furnished 
under this contract shall be subject to regu- 
lation in the manner and to the extent pre- 
scribed by law by any Federal, State, or local 
regulatory commission having jurisdiction. 
If during the term of this contract the public 
regulatory commission having jurisdiction 
receives for file in authorized manner rates 
that are higher or rates that are lower than 
those stipulated herein for like conditions 
of service, the contractor agrees to continue 
to furnish service as stipulated in this con- 
tract and the Government agrees to pay 
for such service at the higher or lower rates 
from and after the date when such rates 
are made effective. 

(b) Change of rates: (i) Subject to para. 
graph (a) of this clause, in the event the 
contractor, during the term of this contract, 
shall make effective any new rate schedule 
or amended rate schedule applicable to the 
class of service furnished the Government at 
the service location which may contain a 
lower rate or conditions more favorable to 
the Government for such class of service, the 
contractor shall forward to the contracting 
Officer a copy of such rate schedule or 
amended rate schedule within fifteen (15) 
days after the effective date thereof, and, 
upon receipt of written request from the 
Government, shall substitute such rate 
schedule or amended rate schedule for the 
Tate schedule then in effect hereunder for 
such service location, commencing with the 
billing period in which such written request 
is received. 

(ii) Subject to paragraph (a) of this 
clause, in the event of a permanent change 
in the class of service furnished the Gov- 
ernment at the service location, service shall, 
effective sixty (60) days after written request 
is made by either party or at such other time 
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as may be agreed upon, thereafter be fur- 

nished to such service location at the lowest 

available rate schedule of the contractor 

which is applicable to the class of service fur- 

nished following such permanent change. 
6. OFFICIALS NOT TO BENEFIT 


No Member of or Delegate to Congress, or 
Resident Commissioner, shall be admitted to 
any share or part of this contract, or to any 
benefit that may arise therefrom; but this 
provision shall not be construed to extend 
to this contract if made with a corporation 
for its general benefit. 


7. COVENANT AGAINST CONTINGENT FEES 


The contractor warrants that no person 
or selling agency has been employed or re- 
tained to solicit or secure this contract upon 
an agreement or understanding for a com- 
mission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent 
fee, excepting bona fide employees or bona 
fide established commercial or selling agen- 
cies maintained by the contractor for the 
purpose of securing business. For breach or 
violation of this warranty the Government 
shall have the right to annul this contract 
without lability or in its discretion to de- 
duct from the contract price or considera- 
tion the full amount of such commission, 
percentage, brokerage, or contingent fee. 

8. ASSIGNMENT OF CLAIMS 

No claim under this contract shall be 
assigned. 

9. CONVICT LABOR 


In connection with the performance of 
work under this contract, the contractor 
agrees not to employ any person undergoing 
sentence of imprisonment at hard labor. 


10. NONDISCRIMINATION IN EMPLOYMENT 


In connection with the performance of 
work under this contract, the contractor 
agrees not to discriminate against any em- 
ployee or applicant for employment because 
of race, creed, color, or national origin; and 
further agrees to insert the foregoing pro- 
vision in all subcontracts hereunder except 
subcontracts for standard commercial sup- 
plies or for raw materials. 

11. DISPUTES 

Except as otherwise provided in this con- 
tract, any dispute concerning a question of 
fact arising under this contract which is not 
disposed of by agreement shall be decided 
by the contracting officer, who shall reduce 
his decision to writing and mail or otherwise 
furnish a copy thereof to the contractor. 
Within 80 days from the date of receipt of 
such copy, the contractor may appeal by 
mailing or otherwise furnishing to the con- 
tracting officer a written appeal addressed 
to the head of the agency, and the decision 
of the head of the agency, or his duly au- 
thorized representative for the hearing of 
such appeals shall be final and conclusive: 
Provided, That if no such appeal is taken, 
the decision of the contracting officer shall 
be final and conclusive. In connection with 
any appeal proceeding from this clause, the 
contractor shall be afforded an opportunity 
to be heard and to offer evidence in support 
of its appeal. Pending final decision of a 
dispute hereunder, the contractor shall pro- 
ceed diligently with the performance cf the 
contract in accordance with the contracting 
Officer’s decision. 

12. DEFINITIONS 

As used throughout this contract, the fol- 
lowing terms shall have the meanings set 
forth below: 

(a) The term “contracting officer” means 
the person executing this contract on behalf 
of the Government, and any other officer or 
civilian employee who is a properly desig- 
nated contracting officer; and the term in- 
cludes, except as otherwise provided in this 
contract, the authorized representative of a 
contracting officer acting within the limits 
of this autuority. 
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(b) Except as provided in this contract, 
the term “subcontracts” includes purchase 
orders under this contract. 


13. CONFLICTS 


To the extent of any inconsistency be- 
tween the provisions of this contract, any 
schedule, rider, or exhibit incorporated in 
this contract by reference or otherwise, or 
any of the contractor’s rules and regulations, 
the provisions of this contract shall control. 

In witness whereof, the parties hereto have 
executed this contract as of the day and 
year first above written. 

Tue UNITED STATES oF 
AMERICA, 
By E. H. CHAMBERLIN, 
Contracting Officer. 
VIRGINIA ELECTRIC & 
Powar Co., 
By M. C. Smirs, 
Vice President, 


CERTIFICATE 


I, L. G. Parrish, certify that I am the as- 
sistant secretary of the corporation named 
as contractor in the foregoing contract; that 
M. C. Smith, who signed said contract on 
behalf of the contractor, was then vice presi- 
dent of said corporation; that said contract 
was duly signed for and in behalf of said 
corporation by authority of its governing 
body and is within the scope of its corporate 
powers. 

L. G. PARRISH. 


ELECTRIC SERVICE SPECIFICATIONS 


1. Premises to be served: Langley Field, Va. 

2. Estimated service requirements: Esti- 
mated maximum demand, off-peak kilowatts, 
150,000; on-peak kilowatts, 70,000. Esti- 
mated annual consumption, 120,000,000 kilo- 
watt-hours. (The Government is in no way 
obligated to use nor is it restricted to the 
above-estimated requirements except as pro- 
vided in paragraph 12 of these specifications.) 

8. Point of delivery: The point of delivery 
of service hereunder shall be where con- 
tractor’s facilities are connected to Govern- 
ment’s facilities at Stratton Road substation. 

4. Description of electric service: Con- 
tractor will supply three-phase, three-wire 
grounded neutral alternating current service 
at approximately 60 cycles and at a nominal 
line voltage level of 110,000. The voltage 
level and regulation will be as provided in 
paragraph 10 hcreof, 

5. Service connections: Service shall be 
over three 110-kilovolt transmission lines. 
One of these lines is to be the existing line 
with such modifications as are necessary. 
The cecond line shall be an additional 110- 
kilovolt circuit between Chesterfield Station 
and Langley Field. The third line will be 
run across the James River in the vicinity of 
Newport News and shall extend to the trans- 
mission system of the contractor on the 
south side of the river. 

The three lines shall be terminated in 
a switch and terminal yard to be installed 
and maintained by contractor. Government 
agrees to the use of space on Langley Field 
adjacent to the Yorktown Road and coin- 
cident insofar as practicable with the area 
to be traversed by the service lines. Con- 
tractor shall install two circuits of 500, % 
circular mill copper or equivalent between 
its terminal structure and Government’s 
Stratton Road substation without imposing 
dead-end strains on Government's structure 
in excess of 2,000 pounds per wire. 

6. Meters: The contractor shall supply me- 
tering equipment suitable for measuring the 
service with an accuracy consistent with es- 
tablished practices for the character of serv- 
ice rendered. The meters shall be located 
in contractor's station on the terminal of 
the line. 

7. Meter readings: Meters shall be read on 
the last working day of each month by the 
contractor in the presence of a representa- 
tive of Government. Whenever contractor 
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performs adjustments or calibrations of the 
metering equipment a representative of 
Government shall be present. It is agreed 
that all metering equipment used for bill- 
ing purposes may be sealed by both the con- 
tractor and Government and no seals will 
be broken except in the presence of both. 

8. Use of service: The service shall be used 
primarily for the operation of National Ad- 
visory Committee for aeronautics (NACA) 
at Langley Field, however, Government re- 
serves the privilege of serving other needs 
of Government at Langley Field with or 
without an exchange of funds between Goy- 
ernment agencies. Government furthermore 
reserves the right to sell service to contrac- 
tors engaged in actual construction work at 
Langley Field, 

9. Parallel operation: (a) The Diesel- 
electric generating plant of Government 
may be used in parallel operation with the 
service by contractor. It is understood that 
the plant will not be used to supply the 
base load of the Government but will only be 
used as a peak-load plant to reduce the 
maximum demand on the contractor's serv- 
ice. The plant may be operated for other 
purposes by mutual agreement or for the 
supply of electric energy to the contractor 
as provided by separate contract. 

(b) Within its reasonable ability to do so, 
without jeopardizing or impairing its own 
operations, Government will make electricity 
available to contractor during contractor's 
emergencies, Contractor shall notify Gov- 
ernment of its expected emergency require- 
ments as much in advance of such emer- 
gency as is possible, giving the schedule of 
expected requirements. Oral notice of con- 
tractor's emergency requirements shall be 
immediately confirmed in writing, stating 
that a curtailment in the supply of electricity 
is imminent or in effect. 

(c) Contractor shall pay Government for 
all electricity generated by Government at 
contractor’s request under paragraph 9 (b). 
Such electricity shall be determined by read- 
ing the integrating meter or meters at the 
Government’s power plant. Said meter read- 
ing shall be taken by the Government and 
supplied to contractor as requested by con- 
tractor. At the end of each of contractor's 
billing periods, Government shall bill con- 
tractor for emergency electricity, generated 
at contractor's request, using the same over- 
all unit cost per kilowatt hour as was used 
by the contractor in billing Government un- 
der exhibit A of this contract during the next 
preceding billing period when no emergency 
electricity was generated by Government at 
contractor’s request. The kilowatt hours 
supplied and billed Government under this 
contract for each billing period during which 
emergency service is supplied by contractor 
shall be the total kilowatt hours generated 
by Government for contractor, plus the kilo- 
watt hours delivered to Government by con- 
tractor, less the kilowatt hours delivered by 
Government into contractor’s system. 

10. Voltage regulation: The contractor 
shall provide regulated voltage which shall 
not exceed a band width of 105,000 volts 
minimum and 110,000 volts maximum under 
all permissible load conditions of this con- 
tract. Contractor shall install, own, main- 
tain, and operate the necessary condenser 
capacity located adjacent to contractor's 
terminal structure, Facilities to permit 
convenient control of contractor’s con- 
denser capacity by Government shall be in- 
stalled by contractor and Government will 
control, at contractor's direction, contrac- 
tor’s condenser capacity, to maintain oper- 
ating voltage levels mutually agreed upon 
from time to time. Government will con- 
trol this equipment only when its load dis- 
patcher is on duty. No liability will accrue 
to Government for such control. 

11. Power factor: The minimum power 
factor of the load will be maintained by 
Government to 95 percent lag for all loads 
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between 70,000 and 150,000 kilowatts, 
Smaller demands may be at a lower power 
factor, but will not exceed 21,600 regulated 
kilowatt-ampere flow to Government, 

12. Power available: The maximum power 
available to Government hereunder during 
on-peak hours and during off-peak hours 
is delineated on exhibit B. Instantaneous 
swings will be limited to 10,000 kilowatts 
above the maxima indicated, This is not 
to be interpreted as applying to malfunction 
or failure of equipment. 

13. Rate of change of power: The Govern- 
ment shall regulate its use of power so as not 
to exceed a rate of change of power of 10,- 
000 kilowatts per minute under all operating 
conditions. This is not to be interpreted 
as applying to emergency shut-down in the 
event of malfunction or failures of equip- 
ment. 

14. Grounding and relaying: The con- 
tractor shall furnish all necessary ground- 
ing and relaying equipment necessary for 
discriminating control of system faults Oc- 
curring at or on the contractor's side of the 
service connection. Government will co- 
operate with the contractor in the coordina- 
tion of its relaying and switching practices. 
Carrier equipment and relaying equipment 
now owned by Government may be coordi- 
nated into any mutually agreed upon relay- 
ing and protective system desired by the 
contractor. 

The contractor and Government mutually 
agree to exchange freely data on system 
characteristics, relaying, protection, switch- 
ing, performance characteristics, machinery 
characteristics, and all other engineering 
information to permit intelligent planning, 
design, and operation by both parties. 

All relays that control the 110-kilovolt oil 
circuit breakers protecting contractor's 110- 
kilovolt lines and services to Government 
shall periodically be tested, set, and sealed 
by contractor. Said relays shall be tested 
and set in the presence of Government's 
representatives at settings determined by 
contractor. Initial settings and subsequent 
changes in settings of said relays shall be 
made by contractor after reasonable notice 
to Government. After reasonable notice to 
contractor, and with reasonable frequency, 
Government may require contractor to test 
and check the settings of any of said relays. 

Government shall be provided with remote 
control of these lines at its switchboard for 
manual switching and for relay operation 
of service breakers to protect Government's 
equipment. 

15. Operational communication: Govern- 
ment shall cooperate in notifying contractor 
daily in advance of its schedule of opera- 
tions which will cause material changes in 
the demand on contractor. 

In the event instant notification of load 
changes are required by the contractor, the 
necessary communication facilities will be 
provided and maintained at the contractor’s 
expense. 

Exuisir A 
I. APPLICABILITY 


This schedule is applicable to a contract 
demand of 70,000 kilowatts on-peak and 
150,000 kilowatts off-peak. 

II. RATE 

(a) Monthly charge: First 5,000 kilowatts 
or less on-peak demand, $5,900; all over 
5,000 kilowatts on-peak demand, $1 per kilo- 
watt; all off-peak demand in excess of on- 
peak demand, 20 cents per kilowatt. 

(b) Excess of on-peak contract demand: 
At any time during on-peak hours, if con- 


, tractor agrees to and does make available to 


Government demand in excess of on-peak 
contract demand and Government uses this 
excess demand, such excess of the on-peak 
contract demand shall be treated for billing 
purposes as though it had been used during 
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the off-peak hours (10 p. m. to 7 a. m.). In 
this case the on-peak demand used for bill- 
ing shall not be less than the on-peak con- 
tract demand. 
(c) Monthly energy charge: 
Cents per 

kilowatt-hour 

First 200 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt 


r osc o noe =E S 0.45 
Next 200 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt 

E a i or sialon paki pre ons eee 40 
All over 400 kilowatt-hours per kilo- 

watt of demand — 30 


III. MINIMUM MONTHLY CHARGE 

The min! zum monthly charge will be the 
demand charge of the highest of the follow- 
ing: 

(1) Current on-peak and off-peak mea- 
sured demand. 

(2) Seventy-five percent of the highest 
firm on-peak demand used for billing pur- 
poses during the preceding 11 months, or 25- 
percent of the contract demand during the 
first year following the date of initial deliv- 
ery, 50-percent of the contract demand during 
the second year following the date of initial 
delivery and 75 percent of the contract de- 
mand for the remainder of the term of the 
agreement, 

IV. DETERMINATION OF DEMAND 

(a) The on-peak demand to be used in 
paragraph II (a) shall be determined each 
month by taking 75 percent of the highest 
avorage kilowatt load plus 25 percent of the 
highest average kilovolt-ampere load meas- 
ured over any period of 30 consecutive min- 
utes between the hours of 7 a. m. and 10 p. m. 
daily, except that the demand used for billing 
shall not be less than 75 percent of the de- 
mand established during the previous 11 
months. 

(b) The off-peak demand to be used in 
paragraph II (a) shall be determined each 
month by taking 75 percent of the highest 
average kilowatt load plus 25 percent of the 
highest average kilovolt-ampere load meas- 
ured over any period of 30 consecutive min- 
utes except between 7 a. m, and 10 p. m. 
daily. 

(c) Demand to be used in paragraph II 
(c) shall be the measured monthly demand 
as determined in paragraph IV (a). 

V. FUEL CLAUSE 

When the cost of fuel to the company, as 
determined under the standard classification 
of accounts approved by the commission, is 
1.0 cent or more above or below 14.0 cents 
per million B. t. u, then for each whole 
0.5 cent variation above or below 14.0 cents 
per million B. t. u. the cost of energy deliv- 
ered hereunder shall be increased or de- 
creased at the rate of 0.0075 cent per kilo- 
watt-hour. 

This charge for each current month shall 
be based on costs recorded during the second 
preceding calendar month. 


APPEAL FOR EXPEDITIOUS ACTION ON 
THE BUSINESS OF THE SENATE 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
wish to make an appeal to Senators to 
be present on the floor of the Senate 
tomorrow at 12 o’clock. As I stated the 
other day, we have an average of three 
quorum calls a day; and it takes 20 min- 
utes, on the average, to obtain a quo- 
rum. That amounts to a total of an 
hour a day which we lose every day on 
quorum calls; and an hour a day for 
5 days amounts to 5 hcurs. In other 
words, we are losing from the time of 
the Senate one legislative day a week, as 
a result of quorum calls. 

I hope Senators will be present to- 
morrow at noon, so that we can proceed 
with consideration of the joint resolu- 
tion of the Senator from Nevada and can 
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quickly dispose of it, and then resume 
the consideration of the appropriation 
bill. I hope we can make more progress 
tomorrow with the consideration of that 
bill than we have made in the last few 
days. 

Mr. President, I wish to say further, 
that unless we can make more progress 
on these bills we shall have to have some 
evening sessions. I hope we will not 
have to resort to them; I hope we can 
proceed with their consideration and 
dispose of them without having to hold 
evening sessions. 

MEETING OF APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOM- 
MITTEE ON STATE, JUSTICE, AND 
COMMERCE DEPARTMENTS APPROPRI- 
ATIONS 


Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, we 
are getting behind with the appropria- 
tion bills. For 242 months we have been 
holding hearings on the State, Justice, 
and Commerce Departments appropria- 
tion bill. The House has not yet passed 
that bill; it probably will pass it next 
week. 

In the Appropriations Committee, we 
are dealing with the State Department 
appropriations phase of that bill. At 
7 o'clock this evening we shall hold a 
meeting in an attempt to complete 
action on the State Department division 
of that bill. We shall greatly appreciate 
it if the members of the subcommittee 
will attend the meeting at room F-82 for 

several hours this evening. 


PRICING PRACTICES—MODIFICATION OF 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
spoke to the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. Lonc] about a modification of the 
unanimous-consent agreement which 
was entered into on July 2 in regard to 
the bill (S. 719) to establish beyond 
doubt that, under the Robinson-Patman 
Act, it is a complete defense to a charge 
of price discrimination for the seller to 
show that its price differential has been 
made in good faith to meet the equally 
low price of a competitor. At that time 
I forgot to place in the agreement the 
usual provision that in case the Senator 
who is in charge of the bill favors an 
amendment which has been proposed, 
the time in opposition to the amendment 
will be in the control of the minority 
leader. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I now ask 
unanimous consent to modify the unani- 
mous-consent agreement by making the 
following insertion in it, after the name 
of the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEF- 
AUVER], where it appears the second 
time; “but in the event Mr. KEFAUVER is 
in favor of any such amendment or mo- 
tion, the time in opposition thereto shall 
be controlled by the minority leader 
(Mr. Wuerry] or some Senator desig- 
nated by him.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the requested modification of 
the unanimous-consent agreement? 
The Chair hears none, and the modifica- 
tion is made. 
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INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 3790) making appropri- 
ations for the Department of the Interior 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, 
and for other purposes. f 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment on page 5 of the bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 5, in 
line 4, it is proposed to strike out “$2,- 
314,400” and insert “$2,814,400.” 

On page 5, line 8, after the word 
“granted”, it is proposed to insert: Pro- 
vided, That $500,000 of the amount ap- 
propriated herein shall be available for 
purchase of electric power and energy 
and for leasing of transmission lines and 
related facilities of others.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator from 
Oklahoma is proposing an amendment 
to the next committee amendment 
which was passed over, and which is in 
order at this time. We have just dis- 
posed of the committee amendment on 
page 4. Now the Senator from Okla- 
homa is offering an amendment to in- 
crease the amount of money proposed 
in the committee amendment on page 
5, line 4. 

Mr. KERR. That is correct. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If the 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from Oklahoma is submitted to a com- 
mittee amendment, the committee 
amendment should first be reported 
— before amendments are offered 
to it. 

The next committee amendment pre- 
viously passed over will be stated. 

The next amendment passed over was, 
under the subhead “Construction, 
Southwestern Power Administration,” 
on page 5, line 4, after the word “ex- 
pended”, to strike out “$3,375,000” and 
insert “$2,314,400, of which not to ex- 
ceed $586,800 shall ke available for per- 
sonal services, and.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Oklahoma proposes to 
amend that amendment by increasing 
the amount and by earmarking a part 
of the increase. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
understands that the part increasing the 
amount is an amendment to the commit- 
tee amendment, but that the remainder 
of the amendment of the Senator from 
Oklahoma is an amendment to the bill. 
In other words, the Senator’s amend- 
ment seems to be double-barreled. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. KERR. I believe it is an amend- 
ment to the committee amendment, be- 
cause the committee amendment struck 
out a priviso at the same place in the 
bill where the proviso which I offer in 
my amendment would be inserted. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Then there would be 
two amendments. 

Mr. KERR, Yes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If the latter 
part of the Senator’s amendment were 
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placed at the end of the paragraph, it 
would be in order. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, in that re- 
gard I should like to say that I deeply 
regret the action the Senate has taken 
today with reference to the continuing 
fund. However, I am convinced that 
many Senators voted as they did on the 
amendment because they felt that the 
old continuing fund would give the Ad- 
ministrator powers which they described 
as being ones which would usurp certain 
legislative powers. I am convinced that 
many of the Senators who voted in favor 
of the committee amendment are just as 
anxious to make it possible for the REA 
to operate and for the Southwestern 
Power Administration to operate with 
them, as though those Senators had 
voted the other way. 

Mr. President, I am convinced that 
the amendment I am now offering to the 
committee amendment would enable the 
Couthwestern Power Administration, 
through a legislative act and appropria- 
tion by the Congress, to perform its func- 
tions in accordance with its contract for 
the fiscal year. Therefore, I ask that 
my amendment to the committee 
amendment be accepted. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Oklahoma to the amend- 
ment of the committee on page 5, 
line 4, 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, no yea- 
and-nay vote was taken on the amend- 
ment just offered by the distinguished 
Senator from Oklahoma. I desire to say 
I think that what he has suggested is 
the proper way by which the authoriza- 
tion should be made. I had already 
asked the Senator whether a legislative 
committee had ever considered such a 
proposal, and I understood him to say 
he did not know. He had not had a 
chance, of course, to search the record. 
I was one of the Senators who believed 
that the revolving fund was being used 
for purposes other than the purposes 
intended by the provision in the present 
law. I think the Senator from Okla- 
homa has proposed the proper way to 
legislate in the matter of aid to the 
REA’s, and I want the Recorp to show 
that I voted in the affirmative on his 
amendment, in order to provide the 
necessary appropriation. 

Mr. KERR. Mr, President, I wish to 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Nebraska for his statement, and I would 
like to say for the Recor that he is one 
of the Senators with whom I conferred 
in the preparation and submission of the 
amendment. I did so feeling that he 
was for the end sought by the amend- 
ment, and I wish to thank him for what 
he has said. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I have an 
amendment to the same paragraph. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment as amended. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I had 
intended to make certain observations on 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Oklahoma, but had no opportunity. - 
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I was on my feet, addressing the Chair, 
but I was not recognized, and the vote 
was taken. I do not know yet, and I 
do not think any other Senator, except 
perhaps the Senator from Oklahoma, 
knows exactly what the amendment, 
which has been offered and adopted 
post-haste, will do, I frankly say I do 
not know. But I want to say now that 
if it does what it might well do, I shall 
move to reconsider the vote by which it 
was agreed to. I shall not do it today. 
My understanding from the Senator 
from Arizona (Mr. Haypen] was that 
the amendment would be explained to- 
day and would be voted on tomorrow. 
Instead, it was rushed through without 
any Senator getting an opportunity to 
read it, much less to understand it. 

I believe that a thorough understand- 
ing of substantive legislation should be 
had by the United States Senate before 
it adopts a completely new policy in any 
field. I believe this particular amend- 
ment will, in effect, have that result. 
Perhaps it will not, but we should have 
had an opportunity to hear it discussed 
and to study it before we voted upon it. 

I call attention to the fact that it pro- 
vides for $500,000 for the purchase of 
electrical energy. It does not indicate 
what is to be done with the energy pur- 
chased. There is no authority for mak- 
ing such a purchase, other than what is 
found in this amendment. The action 
of the Senate, I say with all due defer- 
ence, may have been taken in ignorance, 
because the Senate did not understand 
the situation. 

The amendment may well result in 
confirming contracts which were the 
basis of the action taken by the Senate 
a little while ago when, after thorough 
debate, it adopted the committee 
amendment, limiting the effect of the 
continuing fund. 

I want to do anything that can be done 
to straighten out the situation in Okla- 
homa, and I will do it; but I do not be- 
lieve we should be whipped into doing 
it in the way it was done, and tomorrow, 
after a careful study of it, I may offer a 
motion to reconsider the vote by which 
the Kerr amendment was adopted. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I have an 
amendment, marked “7-9-51—C,” which 
pertains to this paragraph which has 
been amended, which I should like to 
call up and have considered. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is it an 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment? 

Mr. CASE. It is an amendment in 
line 8. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
would suggest that we are now on a 
different amendment. It seems that the 
Senator's amendment is an amendment 
to the next amendment, which has not 
yet been acted upon. The question now 
is on the committee amendment as 
amended. The Senator’s amendment 
apparently comes later on, to a different 
part. The question is on the amend- 
ment as amended, 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, again 
we are faced with a situation which 
arises by virtue of the amendment, as 
amended. In what I deem to be fair- 
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ness to Members of this body, who are 
entitled to know what they are doing 
before they do it, in my opinion this mat- 
ter should go over until tomorrow, in 
order that Senators may have an op- 
portunity to study the present situation 
with respect to this particular amend- 
ment and its legal effects. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CORDON. I yield to the Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
have been trying to get the floor. I 
wanted to move that the Senate recess, 
because I had told Senators I was going 
to do that, and I do not think it would 
be fair to vote on the matter now, after 
some of the Senators have left the floor. 

Mr.CORDON. Mr. President, I would 
be happy to yield the floor for the pur- 
pose of a motion to recess, 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business, 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration 
of executive business, 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate a message from the President of 
the United States submitting a nomina- 
tion, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services: 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 
EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 


The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, from 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service: 

Sundry postmasters. 


_ The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be 
no further reports of committees, the 
nominations on the Executive Calendar 
will be stated. 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 


The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Edward Jordan Dimock to be United 
States district judge for the southern dis- 
trict of New York. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the nomination is confirmed, 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS 


The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Cyril Michael to be United States at- 
torney for the district court of the Vir- 
gin Islands. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Harvey Erickson to be United States 
attorney for the eastern district of 
Washington. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 

UNITED STATES MARSHALS 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Loomis E. Cranor to be United States 
marshal for the western district of Ken- 
tucky. ; 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the nomination is confirmed, 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Wayne Bezona to be United States 
marshal for the eastern district of Wash- 
ington. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the nomination is confirmed, 


PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 


The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the Public Health 
Service. 

Mr. McFARLAND, I ask that the 
nominations in the Public Health Service 
be confirmed en bloc. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the nominations in the Public 
Health Service are confirmed en bloc. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask that the President be immediately 
notified of all nominations this day con- 
firmed, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the President will be notified 
forthwith. 

Pe gs completes the Executive Calen- 

r. 

RECESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. As in legislative 
session, I move that the Senate stand in 
recess until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 
o'clock and 48 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Wednes- 
day, July 11, 1951, at 12 o’clock meridian, 


NOMINATION 


Executive nomination received by the 
Senate July 10 (legislative day of June 
27), 1951: 

IN THE ARMY 

Col. Bickford Edward Sawyer, ©8349, 
United States Army, for appointment as 
Chief of Finance, United States Army, and 
as major general in the Regular Army of 
the United States, under the provisions of 
section 206 of the Army Organization Act 
of 1950 and section 513 of the Officer Per- 
sonnel Act of 1947. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate July 10 (legislative day of 
June 27), 1951: 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
Edward Jordan Dimock to be United States 
district judge for the southern district of 
New York. 


UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS 
Cyril Michael to be United States attorney 
for the district court of the Virgin Islands. 
Harvey Erickson to be United States at- 
torney for the eastern district of Washington, 
(Now serving under an appointment which 
expired February 7, 1951.) 


UNITED STATES MARSHALS 


Loomis E. Cranor to be United States mar- 
shal for the western district of Kentucky. 

Wayne Bezona to be United States marshal 
for the eastern district of Washington, 


PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
APPOINTMENTS AND PROMOTIONS IN THE REGU- 
LAR CORPS OF THE PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
To be medical director (equivalent to the 
Army rank of colonel), efective date of 

acceptance 
James A. Shannon 
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To be senior surgeon (equivalent to the Army 
rank of lieutenant colonel), effective date 
of acceptance 
E. Ross Jenney 


To be surgeons (equivalent to the Army rank 
of major), effective date of acceptance 
Charles E. Smith 
Gert L. Laqueur 
William J. Card 
To be sanitary engineers (equivalent to the 
Army rank of major), effective date of ac- 
ceptance 
Ralph J. Van Derwerker 
Harry W. Poston 
To be junior assistant pharmacists (equiva- 
lent to the Army rank of second lieuten- 
ant), effective date of acceptance 
David E. Sutliff 
Car! H. Brown 
Bertram J. Baughman 
To be nurse officer (equivalent to the Army 
rank of major), efective date of accept- 
ance 
Margaret T. De Lawter 
To de assistant sanitary engineers (equiva- 
lent to the Army rank of first lieuten- 
ant) 
Dade W, Moeller Roy O. McCaldin 
Richard D. Coleman Charles V. Wright, Jr. 
John V. Miner, Jr. Gordon E. Stone 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuespay, Jury 10, 1951 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Almighty God, who hast revealed 
Thyself as a presence to strengthen and 
a light to lead, may this new day be 
rich in the realization of Thy divine 
power and guidance. k 

Grant that we may be endowed with 
a faith which will make us victorious 
over all the dark and disquieting moods 
that frequently baffie and play such 
havoc with our souls. 

May we have within our hearts that 
peace which is begotten of simple trust 
in Thee, and may we realize more fully 
that when we have Thee we have every- 
thing. 

Fill us with an eager desire to know 
and do Thy will, and may we follow 
faithfully and courageously the ways of 
righteousness and justice which Thou 
hast marked out for us. 

May we be united in the service of our 
beloved country, not merely striving to 
the utmost to dethrone and destroy the 
gods-of war but seeking to build a na- 
tion that is spiritually minded lest the 
darkness of secularism and materialism 
and atheism descend upon us. 

Hear us in Christ's name. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of 

-yesterday was read and approved. 
GEN. JAMES A. VAN FLEET 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 


There was no objection, 
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Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I note with 
pride and gratification the promotion of 
James A. Van Fleet, commander of the 
Eighth Army in Korea, to the rank of 
full general. 

A distinguished son of Florida, General 
Van Fleet has done an outstanding job 
throughout his career. He has shown 
particular skill and ability in coping 
with Communist military tactics. In 
plainer words, he whipped them in 
Greece and he whipped them in Korea. 
His rank and stature have been earned 
the hard way. 

He is clearly one of America’s ablest 
present-day military leaders. 


JOSEPH A. MYERS ET AL. 


Mr. BYRNE of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s table the bill 
(H. R. 953) for the relief of Joseph A. 
Myers, Hazel C. Myers, and Helen Myers, 
with a Senate amendment thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 

Page 1, line 7, strike out “$2,000” and in- 
sert “$1,000.” 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was concurred 


A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 
CONTROL OF INFLATION 


Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the Rscorp. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection, 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
it is now perfectly obvious that the 
Democratic Party has no genuine de- 
sire to curb inflation. The solid vote of 
the Democrats yesterday against a Re- 
publican proposal declaring as a matter 
of policy that the present authority of 
the Secretary of the Treasury and Fed- 
eral Reserve Board to exercise control 
on credit, bank deposits, and public 
financing concurrently with the direct 
controls of prices and wages makes it 
readily apparent that they intend to 
make a political issue of the distressing 
conditions caused by inflation. This is 
natural and understandable because it 
means thousands of jobs to their faith- 
ful followers and gives them an oppor- 
tunity of paying lip service to the plight 
of the distressed consumers but it does 
not indicate a proper regard for the na- 
tional welfare. Though understandable, 
it is unpardonable. 

Certainly the existing laws with re- 
spect to indirect control of our credit 
and money supply were intended to be 
used and used effectively to control either 
inflation or deflation. The refusal by 
the Democrats to use these powers is un- 
forgivable and shows their colors in 
striking contrast to the flag of genuine 
statesmanship. For 20 years Truman 
and his cohorts have fooled the Amer- 
ican public. Certainly the country can 
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not withstand their mismanagement 
much longer. Complete socialism or 
bankruptcy, or both, is the inevitable re- 
sult of the policies of the Democratic 
Party. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to address the 
House for 5 minutes today, following the 
legislative program and any special or- 
ders heretofore entered. 


MAKING PEACE WITH GERMANY 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, accord- 
ing to the press a message, or a letter, 
has been sent by the President to the 
House and the Senate with reference to 
making peace with Germany. I should 
like to know if that message has been 
delivered to the House, or if it is avail- 
able. 

The SPEAKER. It has been referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs and 
ordered printed. 

Mr. RANKIN. Has it been published 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD? 

The SPEAKER. It has not. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may extend 
my remarks and include a resolution to 
declare the war at an end, a resolution 
I introduced on February 28 of this year. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, the reso- 
lution is as follows: 

House Joint Resolution 177 
Joint resolution terminating the state of 
war between the United States and the 

Imperial Government of Japan and be- 

tween the United States and the Govern- 

ment of Germany 

Resolved, etc., That the state of war de- 
clared to exist between the United States 
and the Imperial Government of Japan by 
joint resolution of Congress approved De- 
cemver 8, 1941 (55 Stat. 795), is hereby de- 
clared at an end. 

Sec.2. The state of war declared to exist 
between the United States and the Govern- 
ment of Germany by joint resolution of Con- 
gress approved December 11, 1941 (55 Stat. 
796), is hereby declared at an end. 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, a further 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. RANKIN. When can we have an 
opportunity to vote on that proposition? 

The SPEAKER. When it is reported 
by the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. RANKIN. Are we going to have 
to wait on them? 

The SPEAKER. Yes. 

Mr. RANKIN. That will probably be 
after the next war, I am afraid. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not 
know anything about that. 

Mr. RANKIN. If we should get into a 
war with Communist Russia we would 
need the help of the German people. 
The sooner we make peace with them the 
better it is going to be for us, as well as 
for them, and for our white Christian 
civilization as a whole. 
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STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, AND THE 
JUDICIARY APPROPRIATION BILL, FIS- 
CAL YEAR 1952 


Mr. ROONEY, from the Committee on 
Appropriations, reported the bill (H. R. 
4740) making appropriations for the De- 
partments of State, Justice, Commerce, 
and the Judiciary, for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1952, and for other pur- 
poses (Rept. No. 685) which was read 
a first and second time, and, with the 
accompanying papers, referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union and ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. STEFAN reserved all points of 
order on the bill. 


PRIVATE CALENDAR 


The SPEAKER. This is Private Cal- 
endar day. ‘The Clerk will call the first 
bill on the Private Calendar. 


ARTHUR HENDRIK SORENSEN, MAREN 
ANDERSON SORENSEN, AND MINOR 
CHILD, EVELYN SORENSEN 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 51) for 
the relief of Arthur Henrik Sorensen, 
Maren Anderson Sorensen, and minor 
child, Evelyn Sorensen. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Arthur Henrik Sorensen, Maren Anderson 
Sorensen, and minor child, Evelyn Sorensen, 
shall be held and considered to have been 
lawfully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fees and head taxes. Upon the 
enactment of this act the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control officer 
to deduct three numbers from the appro- 
priate quota for the first year that such quota 
is available. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


MRS. GEORGE (WONG TZE-YEN) POY 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 124) for 
the relief of Mrs. George (Wong Tze- 
yen) Poy. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, ir the adminis- 
tration of the immigration and naturaliza- 
tion laws, Mrs. George (Wong Tze-yen) Poy, 
who is the widow of a native-born citizen of 
the United States and the mother of seven 
children who are citizen residents of the 
United States, and who, but for the death 
of her husband, would be entitled to non- 
‘quota immigration status, shall, if otherwise 
found admissible to the United States, be 
deemed to be a returning resident under the 
provisions of section 4 (b) of the Immigra- 
tion Act of 1924, as amended, 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

RAFAEL KUBELIK, LUDMILA KUBELIK, 
AND MARTIN KUBELIK 

The Clerk called the bill (S. 275) for 
the relief of Rafael Kubelik, his wife, 
Ludmila Kubelik, and their minor son, 
Martin Kubelik. 
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There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Rafael Kubelik, his wife, Ludmila Kubelik, 
and their minor son, Martin Kubelik, shall 
be held and considered to have been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment of 
this act, upon payment of the required visa 
fees and head taxes. Upon the granting of 
permanent residence to such aliens as pro- 
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control officer 
to deduct appropriate numbers from the first 
available appropriate quota or quotas, 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


SISTER BERTHA PFEIFFER AND SISTER 
ELZBIETA ZABINSKA 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 470) for 
the relief of Sister Bertha Pfeiffer and 
Sister Elzbieta Zabinska. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That, for the pur- 
poses of the immigration and naturalization 
laws, Sister Bertha Pfeiffer and Sister Elzbi- 
eta Zabinska shall be held and considered to 
have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fees and head taxes. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence to 
such aliens as provided for in this act, the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct two numbers 
from the appropriate quotas for the first year 
that such quotas are available. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 1, line 11, after “numbers”, strike 
out “from the appropriate quotas for the first 
year that such quotas are available” and in- 
sert “from the number of displaced persons 
who shall be granted the status of permanent 
residence pursuant to section 4 of the Dis- 
placed Persons Act, as amended (62 Stat. 
1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50 U. S. C. App. 1953).” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


CONRAD XAVIEP, CHARLES MAUERER 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 631) for 
the relief of Conrad Xavier Charles 
Mauerer. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Conrad Xavier Charles Mauerer shall be held 
and considered to have been lawfully ad- 
mitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment 
of this act, upon payment of the required 
visa fee and head tax. Upon the granting of 
permanent residence to such alien as pro- 
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control officer 
to deduct one number from the appropriate 


quota for the first year that such quota is 


available, 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table, 
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LUIGI PODESTA 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 879) for 
the relief of Luigi Podesta. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That for the 

of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Luigi Podesta shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the 
date of the enactment of this act, upon pay- 
ment of the required visa fee and head tax. 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such alien as provided for in this act, the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first year 
that such quota is available. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


JAN JOSEF WIECKOWSKI AND FAMILY 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1229) for 
the relief of Jan Josef Wieckowski and 
his wife and daughter. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Jan Josef Wieckowski, his wife, Irena, and 
daughter, Maria, shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fees and head 
taxes. Upon the granting of permanent res- 
idence to such aliens as provided for in this 
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota- control officer to deduct the 
required numbers from the appropriate 
quota for the first year that such quota is 
available. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

On line 11, after the words “to deduct”, 
strike out the remainder of the bill and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: “three 
numbers from the number of displaced per- 
sons who shall be granted the status of 
permanent residence pursuant to section 4 
of the Displaced Persons Act, as amended 
(62 Stat. 1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50 U. S. OC. 
App. 1953) .” 


The committee amendment 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


JAMES M. SHELLENBERGER, JR. 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 699) for 
the relief of James M. Shellenberger, Jr., 
a minor. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, author- 
ized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
to the legal guardian of James M. Shellen- 
berger, Jr., a minor, of Mishawaka, Ind., the 
sum of $50,000, in full settlement of all 
claims against the United States for the 
injury of said James M. Shellenberger, Jr., 
which resulted in the permanent loss of 
sight in his left eye, the partial loss of 
sight in his right eye, and facial disfigure- 
ment, caused by the use of an improper 
solution of silver nitrate in the eyes of said 
infant at the time of his birth in the Sixty- 
first Station Hospital, United States Army, 


was 
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at Leghorn, Italy, on January 8, 1947: Pro- 
vided, That no part of the amount appro- 
priated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, aay 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding, 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a 
third time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


HENDRYK KEMPSKI 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 579) 
for the relief of Hendryk Kempski. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That Hendryk Kemp- 
ski, who arrived at the port of New Yc-k, 
N. Y., June 4, 1949, shall, upon the pay- 
ment of the required head tax, be considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States. Upon the enactment of 
this act, the Secretary of State shall in- 
struct the proper quota-control officer to 
deduct one number from the Polish quota for 
the first year that Polish quota numbers are 
available. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: “That 
for the purposes of the immigration and 
naturalization laws, Hendryk Kempski shall 
be held and considered to have been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment of 
this act, upon the payment of the required 
visa fee and head tax. Upon the granting 
of permanent residence to such alien as 
provided for in this act, the Secretary of 
State shall instruct the proper quota officer 
to deduct one number from the number of 
displaced persons who shall be granted the 
status of permanent residence pursuant to 
section 4 of the Displaced Persons Act, as 
amended (62 Stat. 1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50 
U. S. C. App. 1953).” 


The committee 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


KWANGNYENG CHU 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 580) 
for the relief of Kwangnyeng Chu. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, in the adminis- 
tration of the immigration and naturaliza- 
tion laws, Kwangnyeng Chu, of Neptune, 
N. J., who entered the United States on a 
visitor's visa, shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence, upon pay- 
ment of the required head tax and visa fee. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of State is author- 
ized and directed to instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first year 
that such quota is available. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: “That 
for the purposes of the immigration and 
naturalization laws, Kwang Myeng Chu shall 
Pa held and considered to have been lawfully 


amendment was 
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admitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment 
of this act, upon payment of the required 
visa fee and head tax. Upon the granting 
of permanent residence to such alien as 
provided for in' this act, the Secretary of 
State shall instruct the proper quota officer 
to deduct one number from the appropriate 
quota for the first year that such quota is 
available,” 


The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
5 5 bill for the relief of Kwang Myeng 
Chu.” 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


ISABEL TABIT 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R, 581) 
for the relief of Isabel Tabit. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Isabel Tabit, Montgomery, W. Va., who 
entered the United States on January 14, 
1949, as a temporary visitor, shall be held 
and considered to have been lawfully ad- 
mitted, as of such date, to the United 
States for permanent residence. Upon the 
enactment of this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control 
officer to deduct one number from the 
quota for the Lebanon for the first year 
such quota is available, 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: That 
for the purposes of the immigration and 
naturalization laws, Isabel Tabit shall be 
held and considered to have been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of the date of the enactment 
of this act, upon payment of the required 
visa fee and head tax. Upon the granting 
of permanent residence to such alien as pro- 
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota officer to de- 
duct one number from the appropriate quota 
for the first year that such quota is available. 


The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


MRS. TJITSKE BANDSTRA VAN DER VELDE 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 627) 
for the relief of Mrs. Tjitske Bandstra 
Van Der Velde. 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstand- 
ing the provisions of section 3 of the Immi- 
gration Act of 1917 (U.S. C., 1940 ed., title 8, 
sec. 136), the alien Mrs. Tjitske Bandstra 
Van Der Velde, whose husband, John Van 
Der Velde, and two children are residents 
and citizens of the United States, shall be 
admitted to the United States for perma- 
nent residence as a nonquota immigrant. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment» 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: “That 
notwithstanding the provision of the sec- 
ond category of section 3 of the Immigration 
Act of 1917, as amended, Mrs. Tjitske Band- 
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stra Van Der Velde may be admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence if she 
is found to be otherwise admissible under 
the provisions of the immigration laws.” 


The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


RAMUTE ALEXANDRA VAILOKAITIS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 677) 
for the relief of Ramute Alexandra 
Vailokaitis. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That Ramute Alexandra 
Vailokaitis, upon payment of the required 
head tax, be considered, for the purposes of 
the immigration and naturalization laws, to 
have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence on May 14, 
1949. Upon the enactment of this act the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the Lithuanian quota of the first year 
that the same Lithuanian quota is available, 

Sec. 2. That the Attorney General is di- 
rected to cancel forthwith any warrant of 
arrest, order of deportation, warrant of de- 
portation, and bond, if any, in the case of 
the alien Ramute Alexandra Vailokaitis. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
“That for the purposes of the immigration 
and naturalization laws, Ramute Alexandra 
Vailokaitis shall be held and considered to 
have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the 
date of the enactment of this act, upon the 
payment of the required visa fee and head 
tax. Upon the granting of permanent resi- 
dence to such alien as provided for in this 
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota officer to deduct one number 
from the number of displaced persons who 
shall be granted the status of permanent 
residence pursuant to section 4 of the Dis- 
placed Persons Act, as amended (62 Stat. 
1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50 U. S. C. App. 1953).” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 


ANTON BERNHARD BLIKSTAD 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 870) 
for the relief of Anton Bernhard Blik- 
stad. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That in the adminis- 
tration of the immigration and naturaliza- 
tion laws, the Attorney General be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to record 
the lawful admission for permanent resi- 
dence of Anton Bernhard Blikstad as of 
January 18, 1949, at New York, N. Y., the 
date and place he entered the United States 
legally as a visitor. Upon the enactment of 
this act, the Secretary o° State shall instruct 
the proper quota-control officer to deduct 
one number from the quota for Spain for 
the first year that such quota is hereafter 
available. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
“That for the purposes of the immigration 
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and naturalization laws, Anton Bernhard 
Blikstad, shall be held and considered to 
have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the 
date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fee and head 
tax. Upon the granting of permanent resi- 
dence to such alien as provided for in this 
at, the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota officer to deduct one number 
from the appropriate quota for the first 
year that such quota is available.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 


ANTONIOS CHARALAMBOU 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 970) 
to adjust the status of an alien who is 
in the United States and who is a quota 
immigrant. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr, Speaker, reserving 
the right to object. ` 

The SPEAKER, There is no reserva- 
tion of objection on the Private Calendar. 
There must be an objection or a request 
to pass the bill over. 

Mr. RANKIN. I want to make some 
inquiry about this. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
gentleman cannot do it. Is there ob- 
“jection? 

Mr. RANKIN. Then I object to this 
bill, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Two objections are 
required. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that there is no 
quorum present. If we are going to tear 
down the immigration laws in this way, 
we ought to all be here to see it done. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair must en- 
force the rules of the House. 

The Chair will count. [After count- 
ing.] Evidently there is no quorum 
present. 

Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Members failed to answer to 
their names: 

[Roll Call No. 106] 


Armstrong Flood Mumma 
Beall Gillette Murray, Wis. 
Blatnik Havenner O'Konski 
Bosone = Powell 
Boykin Irving Prouty 
Breen Jenkins Sabath 
Burdick Kearney Scott, Hardie 
Chatham Kelley, Pa. Shafer 
Coudert Latham Sheppard 
Curtis, Mo, Lyle Thompson, 
Dawson Mason Mich. 
Dingell Mitchell Woodruff 
Dolliver Morrison 

Durham Moulder 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 393 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum, 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with, 

PRIVATE CALENDAR 
ANTONIOS CHARALAMBOU 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the present consideration of the bill 
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(H. R. 970) to adjust the status of an 
alien who is in the United States and 
who is a quota immigrant? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Antonios Charalambou shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted 
to the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee and 
head tax. Upon the granting of permanent 
residence to such alien as provided for in this 
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to deduct one 
number from the appropriate quota for the 
first year that such quota is available. 


Mr. RANKIN, Mr. Speaker, I moye to 
strike out the last word, and rise in op- 
position to the bill. 

I yield to the gentleman from Mary- 
land [Mr. GarMatz] to explain the meas- 
ure. Let me say to the gentleman from 
Maryland that what I am trying to do 
is to prevent the gradual destruction of 
our immigration laws by piecemeal. 
The gentleman from Maryland is the 
author of this bill, and according to his 
explanation this bill would not have that 
effect. I would like for him to state to 
us just what it does. 

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, Mr. 
Charalambou is a native of Greece, born 
May 15, 1902, and since his fifteenth 
year has been a seaman. He sailed 
aboard American vessels continuously 
since August 1941 and up to his last dis- 
charge on October 13, 1950. In 1940, im- 
mediately prior to the commencement of 
his service aboard American ships, he 
was aboard two Greek merchant ships 
in American-European commerce which 
were torpedoed. In the summer of 1941 
the alien made application for papers 
to ship aboard American ships, was ac- 
cepted, and at once shipped out on the 
Silver Sword on August 30, 1941. He re- 
mained in constant service aboard the 
Silver Sword until this ship was tor- 
pedoed on September 20, 1942, while re- 
turning from a run to Archangel, 
U.S.S.R. He was rescued by an English 
ship in this convoy, which was in turn 
torpedoed, and then by a Dutch ship in 
the same convoy, also torpedoed. After 
several hours in the water he was again 
rescued and landed in England by a 
British destroyer. He returned to the 
United States as a rescued seaman 
aboard the Queen Mary, and by January 
12, 1943, was again aboard an American 
merchant ship, the Henry St. George 
Tucker, on which he stayed to Septem- 
ber 27, 1943. After more than 2 years 
steady service aboard American ships 
during the early war period, he became 
ill because of a stomach disorder, and 
was forced off the ships but for a period 
of less than 6 months, being all of the 
time under a doctor’s care. He reported 
to the Immigration Service his disabil- 
ity and was permitted to remain in the 
United States under the care of his 
doctor. 

Again, on March 17, 1944, he went back 
to sea aboard the American ship, Con- 
rad Weiser, and remained on board until 
September 5, 1944, when his old disorder 
returned and forced him ashore, where 
he remained under care of a physician 
for almost a year, returning to the ships 
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aboard the ships Lone Star, August 5 to 
September 22, 1945; Charles N. Coe, No- 
vember 7 to February 9, 1946; and Wal- 
ker D. Hines, March 21 to October 11, 
1946. It might be noted that during the 
alien’s illnesses ashore, he did not take 
shore employment and kept the Immi- 
gration Service advised of his presence 
and the reason for his inability to ship. 

The alien continued shipping Ameri- 
can, and next remained aboard the Park 
Benjamin from December 16, 1946, to 
November 29, 1947, shipping on the Wm. 
H. Aspinwall, January 25 to March 22, 
1948, on the George Walton, July 31 to 
September 10, 1948, and on the Donald 
H. Holland, December 29, 1948, to March 
28, 1949, 

After concluding service aboard the 
Holland, the alien learned that he was 
eligible to apply for American citizen- 
ship in accordance with the provisions 
of section 325 of the Nationality Act of 
1940. Having long had the desire to be- 
come an American citizen, the alien at 
once took the first step toward citizen- 
ship, filing the Form N-400 with the Im- 
migration and Naturalization Service at 
New York in April 1949. While waiting 
to hear from the service, the alien did 
not wish to remain illegally in the United 
States and shipped again aboard an 
American ship, the Pan Virginia, July 13, 
1949, but when this vessel was ordered 
into the coastwise service, the alien was 
forced to leave the ship because of regu- 
lations against aliens serving on coast- 
wise vessels. Meanwhile, the Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization Service, New 
York, addressed a letter to the alien on 
June 21, 1949, requesting him to come in 
to complete his application and, infer- 
entially, to prepare his formal petition 
for citizenship. This letter was not for- 
warded to the alien from his New York 
address, the alien being then in Balti- 
more seeking a ship. Thereafter the 
alien, still awaiting further word on his 
application for citizenship, shipped on 
December 3, 1949, on the Cygnet III, and 
remained on board continuously until 
October 13, 1950, when the alien signed 
off at New York, and learned for the first 
time of the letter of June 21, 1949, It 
is of interest to note that the Cygnet III 
spent almost its entire cruise in far- 
eastern waters, returning to the United 
States twice to reload for brief periods 
at Mobile, Ala., and Gulfport, Miss. 

At last receiving the long delayed let- 
ter of June 21, 1949, the alien went im- 
mediately to the Immigration and Nat- 
uralization Service, and thereafter to 
your correspondent in an effort to move 
consideration of his long pending appli- 
cation to petition for citizenship. Mean- 
while, as is well known to you, the Con- 
gress enacted the Internal Security Act 
of 1950, containing a provision, section 
26, amending section 325 (a) of the 1940 
Nationality Act so that only seamen who 
were permanent immigrants could there- 
after count American ship service toward 
residence credit for naturalization, An 
exception was provided, but only for sea- 
men who had filed their formal petitions 
for naturalization prior to enactment of 
the law, September 23, 1950. No provi- 
sion was made for those who had filed 
the required form of application to pe- 
tition for naturalization, and who 
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through circumstances beyond their 
control had not been able to complete 
formal filing before September 23, 1950. 

In this case, the alien, with years of 
service, many under the most danger- 
ous circumstances, was actually again 
serving in a danger area at a time when 
the law was passed depriving him of a 
privilege which he highly desired and 
for which he had taken the preliminary 
steps. 

The alien presently resides in Balti- 
more, at 931 East Baltimore Street, and 
has at all times been a law-abiding 
person. 

Mr. RANKIN. This measure desig- 
nates this individual, does it? 

Mr. GARMATZ. That is right. 


Mr. RANKIN. And it does not apply 


to anyone else? 

Mr. GARMATZ. That is right. It is 
really a bill for the relief of Antonios 
Charalambou. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. I yield. 

Mr. GRAHAM. As a matter of fact 
this takes one number off the quota num- 
ber, so far as that is concerned. 

Mr. GARMATZ. That is right. The 
bill says that one number shall be de- 
ducted from the appropriate quota. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. I yield. 

Mr. WALTER. The effect of the en- 
actrent of this bill will be to substitute 
the name of this man for that of some 
other alien who is on the quota list, but 
whose name has not been reached. 

Mr. GARMATZ. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania is correct. 

Mr. RANKIN. It is limited to one 
individual? That does not show in the 
record here, and that is what I was try- 
ing to find out. ` 

Mr. GARMATZ. The bill states on 
line 9 of page 1 that the “Secretary of 

State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number 
frora the appropriate quota for the first 
year that such quota is available.” 

Mr. RANKIN. I thank the gentle- 
man. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Antonios Chara- 
lambou.“ 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


SISTER NATALIE AND SISTER ALICE 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1136) 
for the relief of Sister Natalie (Marie 
Palagyi) and Sister Alice (Elizabeth 
Slachta). 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That Sister Natalie 
(Marie Palagyi), who arrived at the port of 
New York, February 7, 1950, and Sister Alice 
(Elizabeth Slachta), who arrived at the port 
of San Francisco, Calif., October 13, 1949, 
shall, upon the payment of the required 
visa fee and head tax, be considered for the 
purpose of immigration and naturalization 
laws, to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence, 
Upon the enactment of this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota 
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control officer to deduct two numbers from 
the quota of Hungary, for the first year that 
such quota is available. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: “That 
for the purposes of the immigration and 
naturalization laws, Sister Natalie (Marie 
Palagyi) and Sister Alice (Elizabeth Slachta) 
shall be held and considered to have been 
lawfully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon the payment of 
the required visa fees and head taxes. Upon 
the granting of permanent residence to such 
aliens as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota 
officer to deduct two numbers from the num- 
ber of displaced persons who shall be granted 
the status of permanent residence pursuant 
to section 4 of the Displaced Persons Act, 
as amended (62 Stat. 1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50 
U. S. C. App. 1953).” 


The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read tk > third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


DR. EUGEN JOSE SINGER AND MRS. 
FRIEDA SINGER 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1420) 
for the relief of Dr. Eugen Jose Singer 
anc. Mrs. Frieda Singer. 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Attorney Gen- 
eral is authorized and directed to discon- 
tinue any deportation proceedings and to 
cancel any outstanding orders and warrants 
of deportation, warrants of arrest, and bonds, 
which may have been issued in the cases of 
Dr. Eugen Jose Singer and Mrs. Frieda Singer. 
From and after the date of enactment of 
this act, the said Dr. Eugen Jose Singer and 
the said Mrs. Frieda Singer shall not be sub- 
ject to deportation by reason of the same 
f..ts upon which such deportation proceed- 
ings were commenced or any such warrants 
or orders have been issued. 

Sec. 2. For the purposes of the immigra- 
tion and naturalization laws, the said Dr. 
Eugen Jose Singer and the said Mrs. Frieda 
Singer shall be held and considered to have 
been lawfully admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence as of the date of 
enactment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fees and head taxes. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
aliens as provided for in this act, the Sec- 
retary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct two numbers 
from the appropriate quota for the first year 
that such quota is available. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 


On page 1, strike out all of lines 3 through 
12. 


On page 2, line 1, strike out the words 
“Sec. 2.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


SISTER M. CROCEFISSA AND SISTER M. 
REGINALDA 
The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2158) 
for the relief of Sister M. Crocefissa and 
Sister M. Reginalda. 
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There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That, in the adminis- 
tration of the immigration and naturaliza- 
tion laws, Sister M. Crocefissa (Maria Pozzo- 
bon) and Sister M. Reginalda (Giovannina 
Gemin), who were admitted to the United 
States on temporary visas, shall be deemed 
to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the dates of their last entries, on payment 
of the required visa fees and head taxes. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
“That for the purposes of the immigration 
and naturalization laws, Sister M. Crocefissa 
(Maria Pozzobon) and Sister M. Reginalda 
(Giovannina Gemin) shall be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
payment of the required visa fees and head 
taxes. Upon the granting of permanent resi- 
dence to such aliens as provided for in this 
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota officer to deduct two numbers 
from the appropriate quota for the first year 
that such quota is available.” 


The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


SISTER M. LEONIDA 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2160) 
for the relief of Sister M. Leonida. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, in the adminis- 
tration of the immigration and naturaliza- 
tion laws, Sister M. Leonida (Zanka Got- 
cheva), who was admitted to the United 
States on a temporary visa, shall be deemed 
to have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the 
date of her last entry, on payment of the 
required visa fee and head tax. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
“That for the purposes of the immigration 
and naturalization laws, Sister M. Leonida 
(Zanka Gotcheva) shall be held and consid- 
ered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as 
of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon the payment of the required visa fee 
and head tax. Upon the granting of per- 
manent residence to such alien as provided 
for in this act, the Secretary of State shall 
instruct the proper quota officer to deduct 
one number from the number of displaced 
persons who shall be granted the status of 
permanent residence pursuant to section 4 
of the Displaced Persons Act, as amended 
(62 Stat. 1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50 U. S. C. App. 
1953) .” 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table, 


JAI YOUNG LEE 


The Clerk called the bill (H R. 2292) 
for the relief of Jai Young Lee. 


1951 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc, That, in the adminis- 
tration of the immigration laws, the provi- 
sions of section 13 (c) of the Immigration 
Act of May 26, 1924, as amended, shall not 
apply to Jai Young Lee, the Korean step- 
child of an honorably discharged veteran 
of World War II, and that, if otherwise ad- 
missible under the immigration laws, she 
shall be granted admission into the United 
States as a nonquota immigrant for perma- 
nent residence. 


With the following commitiee amend- 
ments: 

Page 1, line 6, after the word of“, insert 
“Frank Lee.“ 

Page 1, line 7, after the word “War”, strike 
out the balance of line 7, all of lines 8 and 
9 and down to and including the word “resi- 
dence” in line 10, and insert “II. For the 
purposes of sections 4 (a) and 9 of the Im- 
migration Act of 1924, as amended, the said 
Jai Young Lee shall be held and considered 
to be the natural-born alien child of the 
said Frank Lee.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


THOMAS ALVA RAPHAEL (RICHARDS) 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2787) 
for the relief of Thomas Alva Raphael 
(Richards). 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, That, in the administration 
of the immigration laws, section 13 (c) of 
the Immigration Act of 1924, as amended, 
shall not apply to Thomas Alva Raphael 
(Richards), Japanese minor child in the care 
of Staff Sgt. and Mrs. Thomas G. Richards, 
For the purposes of sections 4 (a) and 9 
of the Immigration Act of 192¢, as amended, 
the said Thomas Alva Raphael (Richards) 
shall be held and considered to be the nat- 
ural-born alien child of the said Staff Sgt. 
and Mrs. Thomas G. Richards. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 


IRENE SENUTOVITCH 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3214) 
for the relief of Irene Senutovitch. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That for the purpose 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
the alien Irene Senutovitch, who entered the 
United States as a temporary visitor, shall 
be held and considered to have been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for permanent 
residence, Upon the enactment of this act, 
the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to make the ap- 
propriate quota deduction with respect to 
such alien. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 1, line 4, after the word “Senutovitch”, 
strike out the balance of line 4, all of lines 
5, 6, 7, 8, and 9, and down to and including 
the word “alien” in line 10, and insert “shall 
be held and considered to have been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for perma- 
nent residence as of the date of the enact- 
ment of this act upon payment of the re- 
quired visa fee and head tax. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
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alien as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from the 
appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available.” 


a committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


ANN ELISABETH (DIANA ELIZABETH) 
REINGRUBER 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3819) 
for the relief of Ann Elisabeth (Diana 
Elizabeth) Reingruber. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purpose 
of sections 4 (a) and 9 of the Immigration 
Act of 1924, as amended, the minor ‘child, 
Ann Elisabeth (Diana Elizabeth) Reingruber, 
shall be held and considered to be the nat- 
ural-born chiid of Capt. and Mrs. Billy J. 
Munnerlyn, citizens of the United States. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
Sider was laid on the table. 


SAHOZO ICHIWAWA 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3823) 
for the relief of Shozo Ichiwawa. 

There heing no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, in the adminis- 
tration of the immigration laws, section 13 
(c) of the Immigration Act of 1924, as 


Sergeant and Mrs. Robert Yung. 
purposes of sections 4 (a) and 9 of the Immi- 
gration Act of 1924, as amended, the said 
Shozo Ichiwawa shall be held and considered 
to be the natural-born alien child of said 
Staff Sergeant and Mrs. Robert Yung. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


DR. GEORGE ALEXANDROS CHRONAKIS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4038) 
for the relief of Dr. George Alexandros 
Chronakis. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Dr. George Alexandros Chronakis, of Knox- 
ville, Tenn., shall be held and considered to 
have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the date 
of the enactment of this act, upon payment 
of the required visa fee and head tax. Upon 
the granting of permanent residence to such 
alien as provided for in this act, the Secretary 
of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct one number from the 
appropriate quota for the first year that such 
quota is available. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 

STATUS OF PERMANENT RESIDENCE TO 
CERTAIN ALIENS 

The Clerk called the next business (H. 
Con. Res. 111) granting permanent resi- 
dence to certain aliens. 
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Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that this resolution 
be passed over without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 


CARROLL O. SWITZER 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 623) 
for the relief of Carroll O. Switzer. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding 
section 1204 of the General Appropriation 
Act, 1951, or any other provision of law, there 
shall be paid, out of any appropriation avail- 
able for payment of salaries of judges of 
the district courts of the United States, to 
Carroll O. Switger a sum representing the 
salary of a of a district court of the 
United States for the period which the said 
Carroll O. Switzer served as district judge 
for the southern district of Iowa after 
August 9, 1950. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


MAJ. BRUCE B. CALKINS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 828) 
for the relief of Maj. Bruce B. Calkins. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Maj. Bruce B. 
Calkins, Air Force Reserve, AO 385-054, the 
sum of $962. The payment of such sum shall 
be in full settlement of all claims of the said 
Maj. Bruce B. Calkins against the United 
States arising when, as a result of a tempo- 
rary change in Army regulations, he was de- 
prived of terminal leave to which he would 
otherwise have been entitled: Provided, That 
no part of the amount appropriated in this 
act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any agent 
or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating 
the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceed- 
ing $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 1, line 6, strike out “$962” and insert 
“$475.78.” 


The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


R. E. AGEE AND MARGARET E. AGEE 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1485) 
for the relief of R. E. Agee and Margaret 
E. Agee. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to R. E. Agee and 
Margaret E. Agee, Orland, Calif., the sum of 
$28,749.42. The payment of such sum shall 
be in full settlement of all claims of the 
said R. E. Agee and Margaret E. Agee against 
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the United States arising out of the destruc- 
tion and depreciation of their livestock, im- 
provements, and equipment on San Nicolas 
Island, Calif., as the result of Government 
construction of military installations on the 
island during 1942 and 1943 and Government 
termination, on March 19, 1943, of the 
revocable permit under which they had oc- 
cupied the island for grazing purposes since 
June 11, 1934: Provided, That no part of 
the amount appropriated in this act in ex- 
cess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or 
delivered to or received by any agent or 
attorney on account of services rendered in 
connection with this claim, and the same 
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con- 
trary notwithstanding. Any person violat- 
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex- 
ceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 6, strike out “$28,749.42” and 
insert “$7,500.” 


The committee 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table, 


JAMES J. LIEBERMAN 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1688) 
for the relief of James J. Lieberman. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the 
Treasury is authorized and directed to pay, 
out of any money in the Treasury not other- 
wise appropriated, to James J. Lieberman, 
Detroit, Mich., the sum of $1,700. The 
payment of such sum shall be in full settle- 
ment of all claims of the said James J. Lie- 
berman against the United States arising out 
of a collision on June 19, 1948, at Giessen, 
Germany, between his automobile and an 
Army vehicle driven by a member of the 
United States Army. At the time of the col- 
lision, which was caused by the negligence 
of the driver of the Army vehicle, Mr. Lieber- 
man was driving his automobile in line of 
duty as.a member of the United States Army. 
No part of the amount appropriated in this 
act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shali be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


GUY CHRISTIAN 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1961) 
for the relief of Guy Christian. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Guy Christian 
(formerly known as McVea J. Vigouroux, 
staff sergeant, 14026146, AC), San Jose, Calif., 
the sum of $450. The payment of such sum 
shall be in full settlement of all claims of 
the said Guy Christian against the United 
States for reimbursement of expenses neces- 
sarily incurred by him in evading capture by 
the enemy, and ultimately returning to the 


amendment was 
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military control of the United States, while 
serving in guerrilla bands in the Philippine 
Islands during the Japanese occupation of 
such islands in World War II: Provided, 
That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof 
shall be paid or delivered to or received by 
any agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contract notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000, 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


J. ALFRED PULLIAM 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2275) 
for the relief of J. Alfred Pulliam. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary 
of the Treasury is authorized and directed 
to pay, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, to J. Alfred 
Pulliam, of Waukegan, Ill, the sum of 
$20,000 in full settlement of all claims 
against the United States for personal in- 
juries, medical and hospital expenses, and 
loss of earnings sustained as a result of an 
accident involving a United States Army 
vehicle, on December 22, 1944, at Pearl Har- 
bor, Territory of Hawaii: Provided, That no 
part of the amount appropriated in this 
act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be 
paid or delivered to or received by any agent 
or agents, attorney or attorneys, on account 
of services rendered in connection with said 
claim. It shall be unlawful for any agent 
or agents, attorney or attorneys, to exact, 
collect, withhold, or receive any sum of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess 
of 10 percent thereof on account of any 
services rendered in connection with said 
claim, any contract to the cor trary notwith- 
standing. Any person violating the provi- 
sions of this act shall be deemed guilty of 
a misdemeanor and upon corviction thereof 
shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
$1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 6, strike out “$20,000” and 
insert in lieu thereof “$17,000.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


OLLIE O. EVANS, JR. 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2459) 
for the relief of Ollie O. Evans, Jr. 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That sections 15 to 20, 
inclusive, of the act entitled “An act to pro- 
vide compensation for employees of the 
United States suffering injuries while in the 
performance of their duties, and for other 
purposes,” approved September 7, 1916, as 
amended (5 U. S. C. 765-769), are hereby 
waived in favor of Ollie O. Evans, Jr., for 
compensation for disability allegedly caused 
by his employment as a member of the Civil- 
ian Conservation Corps, in Jones County, 
Miss., in 1936, is authorized and directed to 
be considered and acted upon under the re- 
maining provisions of such act, as amended, 
if he files such claim with the Federal Se- 
curity Agency (Bureau of Employees’ Com- 
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pensation) not later than 6 months after 
the date of enactment of this act. No bene- 
fits shall accrue by reason of the enactment 
of this act for any period prior to the date 
of its enactment. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 2, lines 2 and 3, strike out “Federal 
Security Agency” and insert in lieu thereof 
“Department of Labor.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to l 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


THOMAS G. DIGGES 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2550) 
for the relief of Thomas G. Digges. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of funds of the District of Columbia, 
to Thomas G. Digges, Arlington, Va., the 
sum of $96. Payment of such sum shall be 
in full settlement of all claims of the said 
Thomas G. Digges against the District of 
Columbia for refund of the amount of the 
nonresident tuition fee which he paid on 
September 1, 1949, to the District of Colum- 
bia for the attendance of his son, Robert 
H. Digges, at Gordon Junior High School for 
the first semester of the 1949-50 school 
year. The said Robert H. Digges attended 
such school for only 1 day, September 13, 
1949, before withdrawing to attend school in 
Virginia but refund of such fee by the Dis- 
trict of Columbia is not authorized because 
payment thereof was legally and properly 
made: Provided, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this act in excess of 10 per- 
cent thereof shall be paid or delivered 
to or received by any agent or attorney on 
account of services rendered in connection 
with this claim, and the same shall be un- 
lawful, any contract to the contrary notwith- 
standing. Any person violating the pro- 
visions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex- 
ceeding $1,000: 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time; and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. ; 


ELWOOD GRISSINGER 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3730) 
for the relief of the estate of Elwood 
Grissinger. 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to pay 
and deliver to the estate of the late Elwood 
Grissinger, of Buffalo, N. Y,, in full satisfac- 
tion of its claim against the United States, 
on account of the use outside of the United 
States of certain long-distance telephone 
patents, inventions, and devices of the said 
Grissinger by the American Expeditionary 
Forces during the World War and the subse- 
quent sale thereof, such amounts of bonds 
which the United States received from the 
Republic of France and other foreign coun- 
tries, through the United States Liquidating 
Commission, as the Secretary of Defense, 
with the approval of the Secretary of the 
‘Treasury, finds to be equitable compensation 
as a result of such use and sale. The Court 
of Claims is hereby authorized and directed 
to render to the Secretary of Defense its opin- 
ion as to any matter as to which he requests 
to be advised, but such opinion, if any be 
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requested and rendered, shall not limit the 
authority of the of Defense to 
determine suitable compensation hereunder, 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider \7as laid on the table. 


WILLIAM C. REED 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2858) 
fo rthe relief of William C. Reed. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, author- 
ized and directed to pay, out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
to William C. Reed, of Pasadena, Calif., the 
sum of $5,710.20 for the damages caused to 
his property locrted in Riverside County, 
Calif., on September 21, 1943, as the result 
of noncombat activities of the United States 
Arny: Provided, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this act in excess of 10 per- 
ccnt thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on ac- 
count of services rendered in connection with 
this claim, and the same sha): be unlawful, 
any contract to the contr ry notwithstand- 
ing. Any person violating the provisions of 
this act shall be decmed guilty of a misde- 
meanor and upon conviction thereof shall 
be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


ESTATE OF NORA B. KENNEDY 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3430) 
for the relief of the estate of Nora B. 
Kennedy. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to the estate of Nora 
B. Kennedy, late of South Boston, Mass., the 
sum of $10,000. The payment of such sum 
shall be in full settlement of all claims of 
such estate against the United States arising 
out of the death of the said Nora B. Ken- 
nedy, which occurred as a result of her be- 
ing struck by a United States Army vehicle 
on December 31, 1944, while she was crossing 
D Street near the intersection of Third Street 
in South Boston: Provided, That no part of 
the amount appropriated in this act in excess 
of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or de- 
livered to or received by any agent or attor- 
ney on account of services rendered in con- 
nection with this claim, and the same shall 
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary 
notwithstanding. Any person violating the 
provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction there- 
of shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
$1,000, 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 1, line 6, after the word “of” strike 
out everything up to the colon on page 2, 
line 1, and insert in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing: “$5,000, and to pay Mrs. Ann R. Norton 
the sum of $1,500. The payment of such 
sums shall be in full settlement of all claims 
against the United States for the death of 
Nora B. Kennedy, deceased, and for personal 
injuries and expenses incident thereto sus- 
tained by Mrs. Ann R. Norton which occurred 
as a result of an accident during which they 
were struck by a United States Army vehicle 
on December 31, 1944, while they were cross- 
ing D Street near the intersection of Third 
Street in South Boston, Mass.” 
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oot committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of the estate of 
Nora B. Kennedy, deceased, and Mrs, 
Ann R. Norton.” 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 


table. 
PAUL D. BANNING 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3891) 
for the relief of Paul D. Banning, chief 
disbursing officer, Treasury Department, 
and for other purposes. . 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TRIMBLE, Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that a similar Senate 
bill, S. 1438, for the relief of Paul D. 
Banning, chief disbursing officer, Treas- 
ury Department, and for other purposes, 
be substituted for the House bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as 
foliows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That there be hereby 
appropriated, out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of 
$2,625.40 of which amount (a) not to exceed 
the sum of $1,641.41 shall be credited in the 
accounts of Paul D. Banning, chief disbursing 
officer, Treasury Department, not to exceed 
the sum of $207.68 shall be credited in the 
accounts of E. J. Brennan, former chief dis- 
bursing officer, Treasury Department; and 
not to exceed the sum of $416.31 shall be 
credited In the accounts of Guy F. Allen, 
former chief disbursing officer, De- 
partment, such credits being allowed to ad- 
just certain overdrafts in such accounts; 
and (b) not to exceed the stated sums shall 
be paid to the following-named employees of 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue in reim- 
bursement for amounts paid by them from 
their personal funds on account of counter- 
feit bills and notes accepted by them while 
in the discharge of their official duties: J. W. 


Bell; Florence Brown; Rosamond H. Cross: 


Charles F. DeLisle; William H. Franz; Edward 
N. Fuller; Raymond C. Hein; Estelle V. 
Laisch; Mrs. Mae Mohn; Mrs. Charlotte Par- 
mentier; Carolyn E. Phipps; Arthur T, 
Schroeder; Joseph F. Schuler; Margaret T. 
Sennott; Florence Stetter; Lenora Willsey, 
$10 each; F. H. Bowden, Jr.; Gertrude J. 
Davis; Mary 8. Donovan; Helen Keegan; 
Arthur J. Loucks; Helen M. Pietzcker; Doro- 
thy Baron Rich; J. L. Schrum, $20 each; and 
Harriet Ann Duke, $40. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider and 
a similar House bill were laid on the 
table. 

GEORGE S. PASCHKE 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3966) 
for the relief of George S. Paschke. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is hereby authorized and di- 
rected to pay, out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated, to George 
S. Paschke, of Bremerton, Wash., the sum of 
$1,668.34. The payment of such sum shall be 
in full settlement of all claims of the said 
George S. Paschke against the United States 
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for loss of wages, crops, and personal prop- 
erty, and for medical expenses, resulting 
from his wrongful imprisonment by the 
United States Army from May 23, 1946, to 
June 7, 1946: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess of 
10 percent thereof shall be paid or deliv- 
ered to or received by any agent or attorney 
on account of services rendered in connection 
with this claim, and the same shall be un- 
lawful, any contract to the contrary not- 
withstanding. Any person violating the pro- 
visions of this act shall be deemed guilty of 
a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof 
shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
$1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


WALTER M. SMITH 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4226) 
for the relief of Walter M. Smith. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
sum of $112.15 to Walter M. Smith, of 72 
Chittenden Avenue, Columbus, Ohio, in full 
settlement of all claims against the United 
States as reimbursement for expenses in- 
curred in travel from Columbus, Ohio, to 
Riverton, Wyo., and return, on instructions 
trom Bureau of Reclamation, Department of 
the Interior, in the month of June 1948: 
Provided, That no part of the amount appro- 
priated in this Act in excess of 10 per centum 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in 
any sum not exceeding 61,000. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


MRS. MAUD M. WRIGHT AND MRS. 
MAXINE ROBERTS, FORMERLY MRS. 
MAXINE MILLS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4246) 
for the relief of Mrs. Maud M. Wright 
and Mrs. Maxine Roberts, formerly Mrs. 
Maxine Mills. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Mrs. Maud M. 
Wright, Robinson, III., the sum of $7,500, 
and to Mrs. Maxine Roberts, formerly Mrs. 
Maxine Mills, Robinson, III., the sum of 
$7,500. The payment of such sums shall 
be in full settlement of all claims against 
the United States of the said Mrs. Maud M. 
Wright for the death of her husband, Orlin 
C. Wright, on January 21, 1944, and of the 
said Mrs. Maxine Roberts, formerly Mrs. 
Maxine Mills, for the death of her former 
husband, Charles W. Mills, on January 22, 
1944, both of whom died as the result of 
burns sustained in a fire at the Evans Hall 
housing project, Evansville, Ind., which was 
under the supervision and management of 
the National Housing Agency, the United 
States Court of Claims (Cong. No. 17850, 
decided March 6, 1951, pursuant to S. Res. 
227, 80th Cong.) having found -that the 
United States was negligent in failing to 
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enforce its safety regulations, and that such 
failure was the proximate cause of the 
deaths: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess 
of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or de- 
livered to or received by any agent or attor- 
ney on account of services rendered in con- 
nection with this claim, and the same shall 
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary 
notwithstanding. Any person violating the 
provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex- 
ceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 


Page 1, line 6, strike out “$7,500” and in- 
sert 85,000.“ 

Page 1, line 7, strike out $7,500” and in- 
sert “$5,000.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


JOHN S. DOWNING 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4269) 
for the relief of John S. Downing. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to John S. Down- 
ing, of Fayetteville, N. C., the sum of $327.75. 
The payment of such sum shall be in full 
settlement of all claims of the said John S. 
Downing against the United States for com- 
pensation for services performed between 
March 26, 1949, and May 12, 1949 (both 
dates inclusive, as United States Commis- 
sioner for the eastern district of North Car- 
olina: Provided, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this act in excess of 10 per- 
cent thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to. re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


STEFAN LENARTOWICZ AND HIS WIFE, 
IRENE 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 360) for 
the relief of Stefar Lenartowicz and his 
wife, Irene. 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes of 
the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Stefan Lenartowicz and his wife, Irene, shall 
be held and considered to have been law- 
fully admitted to the United States for per- 
manent residence as of the date of the en- 
actment of this act, upon payment of the 
required visa fees and head taxes. Upon the 
granting of permanent residence to such 
aliens as provided for in this act, the Secre- 
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota- 
control officer to deduct two numbers from 
the appropriate quota for the first year that 
such quota is available. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 10, after the word “proper”, 
strike out the balance of the line, all of line 
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11 and line 1 on page 2 and insert the fol- 
lowing: “quota officer to deduct two numbers 
from the number of displaced persons who 
shall be granted the status of permanent 
residence pursuant to section 4 of the Dis- 
placed Persons Act, as amended (62 Stat. 
1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50 U. S. C. App. 1953).” 


15 committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed, 
and a motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


SUI KEN FONG AND SUI TUNG FONG 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 417) for 
the relief of Sui Ken Fong and Sui Tung 
Fong. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of sections 4 (a) and 9 of the Immigration Act 
of 1924, as amended, the minor children, Sui 
Ken Fong and Sui Tung Fong, shall be held 
and considered to be the natural-born alien 
children of Soo Wing Fong, a citizen of the 
United States. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


BETTY MINORU KAWACHI 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 915) for 
the relief of Betty Minoru Kawachi. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That in the adminis- 
tration of the immigration and naturaliza- 
tion laws the provisions of section 13 (c) of 
the Immigration Act of 1924, as amended, 
shall not apply to Betty Minoru Kawachi, 
the minor child of Mrs. James J. Leather- 
man, a citizen of the United States. 


The bill was ordered to be read a 
third time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


ESTATE OF SIDNEY LOMAX 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 536) for 
the relief of the estate of Sidney Lomax, 
deceased. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to the estate of Sid- 
ney Lomax, deceased, the sum of $5,000 in 
full satisfaction of all claims against the 
United States for compensation for the death 
of the said Sidney Lomax, who died as a re- 
sult of injuries received when he was struck 
by a United States Army truck in Stark- 
ville, Miss., on November 27, 1943: Provided, 
That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof 
shall be paid or delivered to or received by 
any agent or attorney on account of services 
rendered in connection with this claim, and 
the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person 
violating the provisions of this act shall 
be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

GRADY FRANKLIN WELCH 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1109) for 
the relief of Grady Franklin Welch. 


JULY 10 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay to Grady Franklin Welch, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro- 
priated, the sum of $450, in full settlement 
of all claims against the United States for 
attorney's fees paid by him, the said Welch, 
to his attorney of record in the case of 
United States against Welch, criminal num- 
ber 10200, District Court of the United States 
for the Eastern District of Virginia, Norfolk 
Division: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess 
of 10 percent thereof shall be paid or de- 
livered to or received by any agent or attor- 
ney on account of services rendered in con- 
nection with this claim, and the same shall 
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary 
notwithstanding. Any person violating the 
provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex- 
ceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


PHILIP J. HINCKS 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1113) for 
the relief of Philip J. Hincks. 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Philip J. Hincks, 
of Middlebury, Vt., the sum of $150. The 
payment of such sum shall be in full pay- 
ment of all claims of the said Philip J. 
Hincks against the United States for reim- 
bursement of money paid for uniforms 
which were required during his training 
as a midshipman at the United States Naval 
Reserve Midshipman’s School, Chicago, Ill.: 
Provided, That no part of the amount ap- 
propriated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misd2meanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 


ROY F. WILSON 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 796) 
for the relief of Roy F. Wilson. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Roy F. Wilson, of 
Burlington, Iowa, the sum of $336.17, in full 
settlement of all claims against the United 
States for travel allowance from Paris, 
France, to Burlington, Iowa, incident to his 
discharge from the Army of the United 
States on November 23, 1946: Provided, That 
no part of the amount appropriated in this 
act in excess of 10 percent thereof shall 
be paid or delivered to or received by any 
agent or attorney on account of services ren- 
dered in connection with this claim, and the 
same shall be unlawful, any contract to the 
contrary notwithstanding. Any person vio- 
lating the provisions of this act snall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon 
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conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
not exceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 1, line 6, strike out “$336.17” and 
insert “$330.25.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read the third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


JOSEPH A. FERRARI 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3026) 
for the relief of Joseph A, Ferrari, 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury is authorized and directed to 
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, to Joseph A. Ferrari, 
Dorchester, Mass., the sum of $368.50. The 
payment of such sum shall be in full settle- 
ment of all claims of the said Joseph A. Fer- 
rari for reimbursement for personal prop- 
erty which he lost when the steamship 
Antoine Saugrain was sunk by enemy action 
on December 5, 1944, while transporting the 
said Joseph A. Ferrari and other members of 
the Armed Forces from Hollandia, New 
Guinea, to Leyte, Philippine Islands: Pro- 
vided, That no part of the amount appropri- 
ated in this act in excess of 10 percent 
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or attorney on account 
of services rendered in connection with this 
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any 
contract to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Any person violating the provisions of this 
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in 
any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Page 1, line 6, strike out “$368.50” and in- 
sert $333.75.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


VINCENT F. LESLIE 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4456) 
for the relief of Vincent F. Leslie. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury, not otherwise appropriated, to 
Vincent F. Leslie, Washington, D. C., 
the sum of $2,000. The payment of 
such sum shall be in full settlement of all 
claims against the United States for dam- 
ages sustained by the said Vincent F. Leslie 
on account of his arrest and imprisonment 
at Jacksonville, Fla, by and at the re- 
quest of United States Post Office Depart- 
ment inspectors on July 3, 1926, and again 
on July 8, 1926, and his ensuing confinement 
in jail until the dismissal of the prosecution 
against him: Provided, That no part of the 
amount appropriated in this act in excess of 
10 percent thereof shall be paid or de- 
livered to or received by any agent or attor- 
ney on account of services rendered in con- 
nection with this claim, and the same shall 
be unlawful, any contract to the contrary 
notwithstanding. Any person violating the 
provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
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thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex- 
ceeding $1,000. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 


KIYOKO MATSUO 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 608), 
for the relief of Kiyoko Matsuo. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the provisions of 
the immigration laws relating to exclusion 
from the United States of aliens inadmis- 
sible because of race shall not apply to 
Kiycko Matsuo, Japanese fiancée of Martin 
Boyer, Lancaster, Ohio, a United States citi- 
zen. The said Kiyoko Matsuo shall be eli- 
gible for a visa as a nonimmigrant tempo- 
rary visitor for a period of 3 months if the 
appropriate administrative authorities find 
that she is coming to the United States with 
a bona fide intention of marrying the said 
Martin Boyer and that she is otherwise ad- 
missible under the immigration laws. If 
such marriage does not occur within 3 
months after her entry, the said Kiyoko Mat- 
suo shall be required to depart from the 
United States and upon failure to do so 
shall be deported under sections 19 and 20 
of the Immigration Act of 1917, as amended 
(8 U. S. C., secs. 155 and 156). If such 
marriage occurs within 3 months after her 
entry, the Attorney General shall record the 
lawful admission of the said Kiyoko Matsuo 
to the United States for permanent resi- 
dence, as of the date of her entry, upon 
payment by her of the required fees and 
head tax. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a thirc time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


MRS. SHIZUKO YAMANE 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 644) 
for the relief of Mrs. Shizuko Yamane. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That, notwithstanding 
any provision of law excluding from admis- 
sion to the United States persons of races 
ineligible to citizenship, Mrs. Shizuko Ya- 
mane, Japanese wife of Kanichi John Ya- 
mane, a citizen of the United States, and 
the mother of three United States citizen 


-children, shall be admitted to the United 


States for permanent residence upon appli- 
cation hereafter filed and without present- 
ing an immigration visa or other travel doc- 
uments, if she is otherwise admissible under 
the immigration laws. Upon the admission 
of the said Mrs. Shizuko Yamane to the 
United States for permanent residence, the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota- control officer to deduct one number 
from the Japanese quota for the first year 
such quota is available. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert “That, notwithstanding the pro- 
visions of section 13 (c) of the Immigration 
Act of 1924, as amended, Mrs. Shizuko Ya- 
mane, the wife of Kanichi John Yamane, a 
United States citizen, may be admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
if she is found to be otherwise admissible 
under the provisions of the immigration 
laws.” 

The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
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third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


WLADIMIR PETER LEWICKI ET AL. 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 744) 
for the relief of Wladimir Peter Lewicki, 
Mrs. Heedwige Lewicki, and George 
Wladimir Lewicki. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Wladimir Peter Lewicki, Mrs. Heedwige 
Lewicki (his wife), and George Wladimir 
Lewicki (their son), who entered the United 
States for a temporary stay, shall be held 
and considered to have been lawfully ad- 
mitted to the United States for permanent 
residence upon payment of visa fees and 
head taxes. Upon the enactment of this act, 
the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota control officer to make appro- 
priate deductions from the immigration 
quota or quotas to which such aliens are 
properly chargeable. 

7 605 the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert “That, for the purposes of the immi- 
gration and neturalization laws, Wladimir 
Peter Lewicki, Mrs. Heedwige Lewicki, and 
George Wladimir Lewicki shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence as 
of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon the payment of the required visa fees 
and head taxes. Upon the granting of per- 
manent residence to such aliens as provided 
for in this act, the Secretary of State shall 
instruct the proper quota-control officer to 
deduct three numbers from the number of 
displaced persons who shall be granted the 
status of permanent residence pursuant to 
section 4 of the Displaced Persons Act, as 
amended (62 Stat. 1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50 
U. S. C. App. 1953) .” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


WILLEM SMITS 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 982) 
for the relief of Willem Smits. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, in the adminis- 
tration of the immigration and naturaliza- 
tion laws, Willem Smits shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted 
into the United States for permanent resi- 
dence as of November 30, 1947, the date of 
his last entry into the United States, 

Sec, 2. Upon enactment of this act, the 
Secretary of State is authorized and directed 
to instruct the proper quota-control officer 
to deduct one number from the nonprefer- 
ence category of the first available immi- 
gration quota for nationals of Holland. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert “That, for the purposes of the 
immigration and naturalization laws, Wil- 
lem Smits shall be held and considered to 
have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of the 
date of the enactment of this act, upon pay- 
ment of the required visa fee and head tax, 
Upon the granting of permanent residence 
to such alien as provided for in this act, 
the Secretary of State shall instruct the 
proper quota-control officer to deduct one 
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number from the appropriate quota for the 
first year that such quota is available.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 

GEORGE CRISAN 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1454) 
for the relief of George Crisan. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That, in the admin- 
istration of the immigration and naturali- 
zation laws, the Attorney General be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to re- 
cord the lawful admission for permanent 
residence of George Crisan as of September 
17, 1949, the date he lawfully entered the 
United States, upon the payment by him of 
the required visa fee and head taxes, 

Src. 2. Upon the enactment of this act the 
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper 
quota-control officer to deduct one number 
from the quota for Rumania of the first year 
that such quota is available. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert “That, for the purposes of the 
immigration and naturalization laws, 
George Crisan shall be held and considered 
to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of the enactment of this act, upon 
the payment of the required visa fee and 
head tax. Upon the granting of perma- 
nent residence to such alien as provided for 
in this act, the Secretary of State shall in- 
struct the proper quota-control officer to de- 
duct one number from the number of dis- 
Placed persons who shall be granted the 
status of permanent residence pursuant to 
section 4 of the Displaced Persons Act, as 
amended (62 Stat. 1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50 
U. S. C. App. 1953).” 


The committee 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered. to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table, 


HANOH SARAPANOVSCHI 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1598) 
for the relief of Hanoh Sarapanovschi. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That, the Attorney Gen- 
eral be, and he is hereby, authorized and 
directed to record the lawful admission for 
permanent residence of Hanoh Sarapanov- 
schi as of April 4, 1950, the date on which he 
entered the United States at San Antonio, 
Tex., upon the payment of the required 
visa fee and head tax. 

Sec. 2. Upon the enactment of this act 
the Secretary of State is directed to instruct 
the proper quota-control officer to deduct 
one number from the appropriate quota for 
the first year that such quota is available. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert “That, for the purposes of the 
immigration and naturalization laws, Hanoh 
Sarepanovschi, also known as Hanoh Charat, 
shall be held and considered to have been 
lawfully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this act, upon the payment of 
the required visa fee and head tax, Upon 
the granting of permanent residence to 


amendment was 
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Hanoh Sarapanovschi the Secretary of State 
shall instruct the proper quota-control offi- 
cer to deduct one number from the number 
of displaced persons who shall be granted 
the status of permanent residence pursuant 
to section 4 of the Displaced Persons Act, as 
amended (62 Stat. 1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50 
U. S. O. App. 1953). 

“Sec. 2. That, for the purposes of the im- 
migration and naturalization laws, Gizela 
(Gizele) Sarapanovschi (nee Levy) and 
Philippe Sarapanoyschi shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act. 


The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 


and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Hanoh Sarapa- 
novschi (also known as Hanoh Charat), 
Gizela (Gizele) Sarapanovschi (nee 
Levy) and Philippe Sarapanovschi.” 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

HOSHI KAZUO 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1920) 
for the relief of Hoshi Kazuo. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be ıt enacted, etc., That, in the adminis- 
tration of the immigration laws, section 
13 (c) of the Immigration Act of 1924, as 
amended, shall not apply to Hoshi Kazuo, 
half-Japanese minor child in the care of 
Sgt. John B. Humberd and Mrs. Thelma 
Humberd, citizens of the United States. For 
the purposes of sections 4 (a) and 9 of the 
Immigration Act of 1924, as amended, the 
said Hoshi Kazuo shall be held and consid- 
ered to be the natural-born alien child of 
the said Sgt. John B. Humberd and the 
said Mrs. Thelma Humberd. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 

MARIANNE AND MICHEL SPEELMAN 

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2498) 


for the relief of Marianne and Michel 
Speelman. 


There being no objection, the Clerk 


read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purpose 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Marianne and Michel Speelman, of New York, 
N. V., who were admitted into the United 
States on temporary visas, shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted 
to the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon the payment of the required visa fee 
and head tax. 

Sec. 2. Upon the granting of permanent 
residence to such aliens as provided for in 
this act, the Secretary of State shall instruct 
the proper quota-control officer to deduct two 
numbers from the number of displaced per- 
sons who shall be granted the status of per- 
manent residence pursuant to section 4 of the 
Displaced Persons Act, as amended (62 Stat. 
1011; 64 Stat. 219; 50 U. S. C. App. 1953). 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 9, strike out “visa fee and head 
tax“ and insert visa fees and head taxes.“ 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
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time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table. 


MARIA THERESA STANCOLA 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2514) 
for the relief of Maria Theresa Stancola. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That, in the administra- 
tion of the immigration laws, the provisions 
of the eleventh category of section 3 of the 
Immigration Act of 1917, as amended (8 U. 
S. C., sec, 136 (e), shall not hereafter apply 
to Mrs. Maria Theresa Stancola, German wife 
of Joseph J. Stancola, a United States citi- 
zen serving in the United States Armed 
Forces, with respect to any conviction or ad- 
mission of the commission of any crime in 
her case of which the Department of State 
and the Department of Justice have knowl- 
edge on the date of enactment of this act. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert the following: "That, notwithstand- 
ing the provisions of the eleventh category of 
section 3 of the Immigration Act of 1917, as 
amended, Maria Theresa Stancola may be 
admitted to the United States for permanent 
residence if she is found to be otherwise ad- 
missible under the provisions of the immigra- 
tion laws.” 


i The committee amendment was agreed 
0 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re- 
consider was laid on the table, 


HELEN J. LUMLEY 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2774) 
for the relief of Helen J. Lumley. 


There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Helen J. Lumley shall be held and consid- 
ered to have been lawfully admitted to the 
United States for permanent residence as of 
the date of her last entry into the United 
States, upon payment of the required visa 
fee and head tax. Upon the enactment of 
this act, the Secretary of State shall instruct 
the proper quota-control officer to deduct 
one number from the appropriate quota for 
the first year that such quota is available, 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert the following: “That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Mrs. Helen J. Lumley and her daughter, Kir- 
sten-Jessen Schmidt, shal! be held and con- 
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence as 
of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fees and 
head taxes. Upon the granting of permanent 
residence to such aliens as provided for in 
this act, the Secretary of State shall instruct 
the proper quota-control officer to deduct 
two numbers from the appropriate quota for 
the first year that such quota is available.” 


The committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill for the relief of Helen J. Lumley 
and Kirsten-Jessen Schmidt.” 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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JANE AND MARTHA CLARK 


The Clerk called the bill (H. H. 3151) 
for the relief of Jane and Martha Clark. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes 
of sections 4 (a) and 9 of the Immigration 
Act of 1924, as amended, and notwithstand- 
ing the provisions of section 13 (c) of that 
act, the minor children, Jane and Martha 
Clark, shall be held and considered to be the 
natural-born alien children of Eric B. Clark, 
a citizen of the United States. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 


ETHEL CRISTETA BERNER 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3895) 
for the relief of Ethel Cristeta Berner. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etec., That, for the purposes 
of the immigration and naturalization laws, 
Ethel Cristeta Berner who entered the United 
States on September 21, 1945, at San Fran- 
cisco, Calif., and who currently is in a non- 
quota status as a student, shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted, 
as of such date, to the United States for 
permanent residence. Upon the enactment 
of this act, the Secretary of State shall in- 
struct the proper quota-control officer to 
deduct one number from the quota for the 
Philippine Islands for the first year such 
quota is available. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert the following: “That, for the pur- 
poses of the immigration and naturalization 
laws, Ethel Cristeta Berner shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of the date of the enactment of this act, 
upon payment of the required visa fee and 
head tax. Upon the granting of permanent 
residence to such alien as provided for in 
this act, the Secretary of State shall instruct 
the proper quota-control officer to deduct 
one number from the appropriate quota for 
the first year that such quota is available.” 


The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT AMENDMENTS 
OF 1951 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 3871) to 
amend the Defense Production Act of 
1950, and for other purposes, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 3871, with 
Mr. Mitts in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. When the Com- 
mittee rose on yesterday, the Clerk had 
read down to and including line 21 on 
page 2 of the bill. 

If there are no amendments at this 
point, the Clerk will read. 
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Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Avucusr H. 
ANDRESEN: On page 2 immediately following 
line 21, title I of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 is hereby amended by adding the 
following section: 

“Sec. 104. That import, controls of fats 
and oils (including oil- ng materials, 
fatty acids, and soap and soap powder, but 
excluding petroleum and petroleum products 
and coconuts and coconut products), pea- 
nuts, butter, cheese and other dairy prod- 
ucts, and rice and rice products are necessary 
for the protection of the essential security 
interests and economy of the United States 
in the existing emergency in international 
relations, and no imports of any such com- 
modity or product shall be admitted to the 
United States until after June 30, 1953, 
which would (a) impair or reduce the domes- 
tic production of any such commodity or 
product below present production levels, or 
below such higher levels as the Secretary 
of Agriculture may deem necessary in view 
of domestic and international conditions, or 
(b) interfere with the orderly domestic stor- 
ing and marketing of any such commodity or 
product, or (c) result in any unnecessary 
burden or expenditures under any Govern- 
ment price-support program.” 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve a point of order against the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. Aucust H. ANDRESEN] in support of 
his amendment. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield. 

Mr. ALBERT. I want to congratulate 
my colleague of the Committee on Agri- 
culture for this amendment. I have an 
identical amendment at the desk, and I 
hope the amendments prevail. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to revise and extend my remarks fol- 
lowing the remarks of the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, this amendment is a vital and 
necessary amendment to the security and 
economy of the United States. It simply 
authorizes the continuance of the present 
import controls of fats and oils. The 
amendment also includes cheese and 
other dairy products which are vital to 
our economy and for which increased 
domestic production is needed. 

House Resolution 278, which was ap- 
proved by both Houses of Congress on 
June 30, continue title IT of the Second 
War Powers Act which authorized import 
controls on fats and oils and butter. 
Therefore, these controls are extended in 
the executive branch of the Federal Gov- 
ernment for the month of July. If that 
action had not been taken by the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency as well 
as the House and the other body, then the 
law would have expired on June 30. This 
would have permitted large imports of 
fats and oils and butter upon our do- 
mestic market to the detriment of Amer- 
ican production. 

Mr. Chairman, it is very vital to the 
economy of our country to encourage 
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abundant domestice production of fats 
and oils and dairy products during the 
present emergency. If we do not con- 
tinue these powers of control over im- 
ports of these commodities, it is quite 
apparent that we will have a flood of 
fats and oils and dairy products on our 
domestic market coming from other 
countries and produced at a much lower 
cost than what we produce them for here 
in the United States. 

I feel that it is vital to the security 
and economy of the United States to 
secure abundant production of fats and 
oils and dairy products by American 
farmers. This production should be 
encouraged by Congress and the Gov- 
ernment, and my amendment proposes 
to give such encouragement. 

There has been an embargo on im- 
ports of foreign butter for several years 
under authority of the Second War Pow- 
ers Act, which law has been continued 
by Congress on severa! occasions. This 
law expired on June 30, but was con- 
tinued for the month of July by Con- 
gress with the approval of the President. 

The tariff duty on butter was reduced 
by the President from 14 cents to 7 cents 
per pound in 1949. A quota of butter 
imports under the reduced duty was 
placed at 60,000,000 pounds. This was 
an invitation to foreign producers of 
butter to ship their products to the 
United States. Foreign-produced butter 
can be laid down in our principal con- 
suming markets, with duty and trans- 
portation paid, at from 43 cents to 55 
cents per pound. The support price on 
butter fixed by the Department of Agri- 
culture is 66 cents per pound. Up to the 
present time, the embargo on butter im- 
ports has protected domestic producers, 
If the embargo is not continued as pro- 
posed in my amendment, our country 
will be flooded with foreign butter im- 
ports, and the Department of Agricul- 
ture will be required to buy at least 100,- 
000,000 pounds of domestic butter under 
the support program. This would result 
in another potato fiasco. The people 
will remember that 15,000,000 bushels of 
potatoes from Canada came into the 
United States at a price a few cents un- 
der the support price, while we were de- 
stroying potatoes produced in the United 
States. We do not want to go through 
a similar experience with butter, cheese, 
and other dairy products, or with fats 
and oils. 

During the past 5 years dairy cow 
population has decreased around 3,000,- 
000 head. The population of human be- 
ings in the United States has increased 
by more than 10,000,000 during the same 
period. We should have more dairy cows 
instead of less to provide the American 
people with more milk at cheaper prices, 
My amendment seeks to give this en- 
couragement to American dairy farmers 
for the next 2 years by placing an em- 
bargo on imports of butter, cheese, and 
other dairy products. Unless favorable 
action is taken here today, and should 
the farmers be compelled to face foreign 
competition from imports many of them 
will sell their dairy cows for slaughter 
which will mean a further reduction in 
the supply of milk, cheese, and other 
dairy products for American consumers, 
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I have included cheese and other dairy 
products in my amendment. These 
dairy products are definitely tied into 
butter, and should have the same pro- 
tection as to imports. Around 50,000,000 
pounds of foreign-made cheese was 
brought into this country in 1950. 

There are many kinds of cheese which 
have been imported from foreign coun- 
tries. I want to illustrate what has 
happened in the case of blue—bleu— 
cheese. Imports. of this cheese in 1950 
amounted to 3,491,837 pounds. This 
type of foreign cheese is being sold today 
in the New York market at a wholesale 
price from 39 cents to 43 cents per 
pound. There are 22 American pro- 
ducers of blue cheese. Under prevail- 
ing milk prices it costs the American 
producers at least 50 cents per pound to 
produce blue cheese. American pro- 
ducers of this type of cheese cannot long 
survive if they are forced to meet this 
foreign competition. It is the intention 
of my amendment to place an embargo 
against importation of blue cheese, or 
any other type of cheese that is presently 
injuring domestic production. It is also 
the intention of my amendment to con- 
tinue the embargo against butter im- 
ports and the other commodities or 
products set forth in the amendment. 

The embargo as defined in the amend- 
ment will be automatic and go into oper- 
ation in accordance with the three 
standards set forth in my proposal to 
the Committee of the Whole. The 
amendment reads as follows: 

Sec. 104. That import controls of fats and 
oils (including oil-bearing materials, fatty 
acids, and soap and soap powder, but ex- 
cluding petroleum and petroleum products 
and coconuts and coconut products), pea- 
nuts, butter, cheese, and other dairy prod- 
ucts, and rice and rice products are necessary 
for the protection of the essential security 
interests and economy of the United States 
in the existing emergency in international 
relations, and no imports of any such com- 
modity or product shall be admitted to the 
United States until after June 30, 1953, which 
would (a) impair or reduce the domestic 
production of any such commodity or prod- 
uct below present production levels, or below 
such higher levels as the Secretary of Agri- 
culture may deem necessary in view of do- 
mestic and international conditions, or (b) 
interfere with the orderly domestic storing 
and marketing of any such commodity or 
product, or (c) result in any unnecessary 
burden or expenditures under any Govern- 
ment price-support program. 


The Senate of the United States has 
adopted the language of this amend- 
ment which is found in S. 1717, an act to 
amend and extend the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950, and so forth. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr, Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Does the 
gentleman’s amendment only seek to 
carry out the present law? Is it different 
from the present law? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It is 
somewhat different from the present 
law because we have spelled out in the 
amendment certain commodities. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I wish the 
gentleman would discuss that feature of 
his amendment. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for five additional minutes, 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, the amendment provides a 
certain yardstick that will govern the 
embargo provisions of this bill. In the 
first place, no imports of fats and oils 
and butter, cheese, and other dairy prod- 
ucts will be permitted to come into this 
country for the next 2 years, provided 
(a) if such imports will impair or reduce 
the domestic production of any com- 
modity or product below present produc- 
tion levels, or below such higher levels 
as the Secretary of Agriculture may 
deem necessary, in view of the domestic 
and international conditions; or, (b) if 
it interferes with the orderly domestic 
storing and marketing of such commod- 
ities; or, (e) if it results in any unnec- 
essary burden or expenditure under any 
Government support program. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? F 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, [I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman’s 
amendment is not confined to dairy 
products, is it? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It is 
confined to all fats and oils. I will read 
the items in there. Import controls of 
fats and oils include oil-bearing mate- 
rial, fatty acids, and soap and soap pow- 
der—but excluding petroleum and pe- 
troleum products, coconuts, and coconut 
products—peanuts, butter, cheese, and 
other dairy products, rice and rice prod- 
ucts. Those are the items covered. 

Mr. COOLEY. Would it not be inter- 
esting to know why the committee left 
this provision out of this bill, since a 
similar provision has been in the law for 
quite some time? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Well, it 
was not in the Defense Production Act 
of 1950. The authority for an embargo 
on fats, oils, and butter was contained 
in the Second War Powers Act which has 
been continued several times under leg- 
islation from the Banking and Currency 
Committee of the House. 

Mr. COOLEY. When did that expire? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. That 
expired on June 30, but was continued 
under House Resolution 278 for another 
month. 

Mr. COOLEY. And but for the con- 
tinuing resolution, it would have already 
expired? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It 
would have already expired and those 
commodities would have been dumped 
on our market, 

I introduced a bill having somewhat 
the same language and the same intent, 
on June 5, H. R. 4335, which was referred 
to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. I wrote the chairman of the 
committee asking for a hearing, but up 
to the present time a hearing has not 
been granted. I can readily understand 
vaan because the committee has been so 

usy. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield 
to the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman cer- 
tainly did not understand I was crit- 
icizing the committee. I merely asked 
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him if it would not be interesting to know 
why the committee did not put provisions 
of this kind in the bill. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I am 
sure that we do not intend to criticize 
the committee. 

Mr. COOLEY. Is there any such pro- 
vision in the bill as presented by the com- 
mittee? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. There 
is no such provision. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. We did not 
have any jurisdiction of the subject mat- 
ter at all. We never did have. We ex- 
tended it for 30 days so we could look into 
it. It is not in this bill because it is not 
the proper place for it. x 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. When 
I introduced my bill on June 5, it was 
referred to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. I asked for a hearing 
on it. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield 
to the gentleman fromm Oklahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman has 
made a very fine statement. I think one 
other thing should be pointed out. 
Some of these commodities are under 
price supports and acreage quotas, and 
if a flood of imports comes in at this 
time the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion’s good record for the last year will 
be in reverse in a few days. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I 
would like to elaborate on that for just 
a moment, because that is very vital and 
that is included in the amendment. In 
the case of butter, butter from New 
Zealand can be laid Gown in the United 
States at 43 cents a pound, duty and 
transportation paid. The support price 
is 66 cents a pound. 

A few hundred thousand pounds of 
butter can break the market. The 
wholesale market now is about 68 cents, 
and with the support price at 66 this 
foreign butter flooding our market will 
cause the Department of Agriculture to 
buy probably 150,000,000 pounds of do- 
mestic butter at the support price. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. Did I understand the 
gentleman to say that he referred his 
bill to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency and that it is currently being 
considered. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. That is 
right. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for three additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection. 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr, Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield 
to the distinguished chairman. 

Mr. SPENCE. Under the present law 
the President has control of the im- 
portation of fats and oils. The gentle- 
man's amendment makes some material 
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changes in the present law. That is true, 
is it not? 

Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. That is 
correct. 

Mr. SPENCE. That is correct. I am 
sure the committee will be perfectly glad 
to have a hearing on this proposition and 
consider reporting a bill. But here 
comes an amendment; we have had no 
opportunity to study it. The first time 
I saw it was a few minutes ago. I think 
the gentleman ought to give us an op- 
portunity to study the facts; and I want 
to say to the gentleman that I do not 
think it will take more than a day; that 
we will consider this proposition and give 
him a hearing on his bill. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I thank 
the chairman for that statement, but 
this is a matter of emergency. If this 
amendment is not passed in this bill by 
the end of this month our country is 
going to be flooded with butter and fats 
and oils from other countries in the 
world under a reduced tariff and there 
is only one concern in the United States 
who will profit by it; that is the Uni- 
Lever Bros., who control fats and oils 
throughout the world. Uni-Lever has a 
virtual monopoly on fats and oils sup- 
plies throughout the entire world, and 
we certainly do not want all of those 


competitive products dumped upon our 


market in the United States to the 
detriment of American producers. It 
will react against our entire economy. 

Mr. LARCADE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Iryield. 

Mr. LARCADE. I would like to ask 
the gentleman whether rice and rice 
products are included. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Rice 
and rice products are included in the bill. 

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield. 

Mr. ABBITT. Is not the gentleman’s 
amendment word for word like the 
amendment adopted by the other body 
when it passed the act week before last? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Yes, 
this amendment, word for word, was 
adopted by the other body and there ap- 
parently was not much of any opposition 
to it because I assume that they were also 
interested in protecting the domestic 
producers in a long-range program. 

Mr, BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield. 

Mr. BROOKS. Does the gentleman’s 
amendment cover vegetable oils gen- 


erally? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It cov- 
ers all fats and oils; and with a large 
cotton crop staring us in the face, prob- 
ably 16,000,000 to 19,000,000 bales you 
are going to have so much cottonseed oil 
that certainly it must be protected from 
imports. That also is true for soybeans 
and soybean oil and other fats shich the 
Department of Agriculture is urging be 
produced in this country. If we do not 
want the Government to buy these prod- 
ucts under the support program at the 
cost of hundreds of millions of dollars, 
then we had better pass my amendment 
so we can protect not only the Treasury 
of the United States but also the econ- 
omy of the country. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has again 
expired. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from Minnesota may proceed 
for two additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I agree with 
the gentleman that we ought to extend 
the present law. If we can get a com- 
mitment from the chairman to have 
hearings on it then I think that prob- 
ably will be the better way to do it, but 
I realize we have got to have something 
within 30 days, but to have a separate 
law is a better way to do it. I do not 
understand the difference between the 
gentleman’s amendment and present 
law, but I think something ought to be 
done along this line. 


Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. If we 


do not do it now it will be too late to 
enact another law and have it passed by 
both bodies before the end of this month; 
and we certainly do not want our country 
to be used as a dumping ground for fats 
and oils and dairy products. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield. 

Mr. MORANO. What effect would the 
gentleman's amendment have on butter 
price to consumers? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It will 
protect the consumers and assure them 
of an adequate supply of butter and other 
dairy products produced in our country. 
Since 45 percent of our meat comes from 
American dairy farms, meat supplies will 
be increased for the consumers. It is 
profitable for a dairy farmer to sell his 
dairy cattle today for beef and that is 
what a lot of them are doing. That is 
why we have lost over 3,000,000 head. If 
you want to look forward a year or two 
from now, we better have more milk 
cows and protect the economy of the 
dairy farmers who are producing the 
milk, butter, and other dairy products 
for American consumers. The best in- 
surance for American consumers against 
price increases will be to encourage more 
production of dairy products. in the 
United States. ‘ 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will th 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. In other words, let us 
give him more protection than he gets 
now under the parity price program? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Yes, 
this gives him protection from the im- 
ports that come in under a reduced duty, 
and under devalued foreign money. 

Mr. JAVITS. It will give him more 
production than he has under the pres- 
ent price support program? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. If we 
do not, we will have another potato 
fiasco here in the United States, with 
hundreds of millions of pounds of fats 
and oils and dairy products being im- 
ported into the country, and with our 
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Government buying it under the price- 
support program to hold up the price, 
simply providing a market for foreign 
production, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
may proceed for one additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H, ANDRESEN. I yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. When was the last 
time any of these products the gentle- 
man seeks to place an embargo upon, 
these edible products, were imported into 
this country? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. This 
embargo has been in operation for sev- 
eral years under the Second War Powers 
Act, which expired on June 30, but was 
continued for 30 days in the recent reso- 
lution we passed. 

Mr. MULTER. As I understand it, the 
gentleman has no fault to find with the 
laws as they exist today? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. No; 
certainly not; but there is a question 
whether or not it can be administered 
and interpreted as a continuing propo- 
sition under the Second War Powers Act, 
for butter and the other products in the 
amendment. 

Mr. MULTER. Does it not accomplish 
the gentleman’s purpose if the present 
law is simply extended? In other words, 
we simply extend the existing law for the 
duration of this act? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. No. 

Mr. MULTER. Then we will give the 
gentleman a hearing on his bill and de- 
termine what changes, if any, should 
be made? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. That 
will not accomplish the purpose that I 
seek, because the administration Las de- 
cided that under the powers in the De- 
fense Production Act they are not broad 
enough to take in and protect these 
various fats and oils and dairy products. 

Mr. MULTER. I suggest we extend 
the existing law. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. That 
will not do the job. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment offered by 


-the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 


Aucusr H. ANDRESEN]. I have an iden- 
tical amendment at the Clerk’s desk. 
The control of imports of the type con- 
templated by this amendment is essen- 
tial to protect the farmers and taxpayers 
of this country. Importations of fats 
and oils, including dairy products and 
peanuts, would seriously jeopardize the 
price-support program on such products. 
In order to maintain their prices, pea- 
nut farmers of this country have con- 
sented to the reduction of their acreage 
over the years. If foreign peanuts were 
allowed to be shipped into this coun- 
try, it would mean that the Commodity 
Credit Corporation would probably have 
to buy the entire American crop. The 
effect of this would be disastrous for 
two reasons. In the first place, it woulé 
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cost the taxpayer enormous sums of 
money, and in the second place, its ulti- 
mate effect would be to destroy the 
price-support program on American pro- 
duced peanuts. As a matter of fact it 
would probably ultimately result in 
bankrupting farmers who depend upon 
peanuts as a cash crop. 

I congratulate the gentleman upon his 
amendment and sincerely hope that it 
prevails. 

The CHAIRMAN. May the Chair in- 
quire of the gentleman from Kentucky 
whether or not he withdraws his point 
of order against the amendment? 4 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I with- 
draw my point of order. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 


in support of the pending amendment. - 


Mr. Chairman, this amendment should 
beadopted. It must be perfectly obvious 
to all of us that separate legislation -will 
not be enacted within the next 2 or 3 
weeks and if this amendment is not 
adopted the law will expire and our 
country could be flooded with imported 
fats and oils. 

Even while the law was in effect and 
embargoes were in operation, I received 
information to the effect that consider- 
ation was being given to the advisability 
of lifting the embargoes so as to permit 
the importation of peanuts in large 
quantities from Red China. This was 
about a year ago and upon receiving the 
information, I came straight to Wash- 
ington where some of my colleagues met 
me, and we discussed the matter at 
great length with officials in the execu- 
tive branch. We emphasized the fact 
that the peanut producers of our coun- 
try had accepted acreage allotment and 
marketing quotas and had embarked 
upon a program which contemplated a 
drastic reduction in the production of 
peanuts. We also pointed out that our 
Government at that time was supporting 
the price of peanuts and that the Gov- 
ernment had millions and millions of 
dollars: invested in peanuts which had 
been acquired under the support pro- 
gram. Just how ridiculous can we be? 
If we are going to support the price of 
peanuts in this country and sustain sub- 
stantial losses, how can we justify per- 
mitting the importation of large quanti- 
ties of peanuts from places across the 
sea? 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will che 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. If this amendment is 
not enacted, it is entirely probable that 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, with 
taxpayers’ funds, will buy the entire 
American peanut crop and a substantial 
portion of all butter and milk products 
produced in this country. 

Mr. COOLEY. I think the gentleman 
is correct. I know that about a year ago 
we were told that there were shiploads of 
peanuts ready to be dumped on the 
market in America, and but for the fact 
that the embargo was not lifted, those 
peanuts would have come in. How do 
we know that tomorrow morning, or 
rather, at the expiration of this law, that 
ships might not be in our ports ready to 
unload large quantities of fats and oils 
to further depress the American market? 
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Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. MULTER, Is it not a fact that 
while this embargo has been in effect 
that no imports of butter has come in, 
and the Commodity Credit Corporation 
did buy large quantities of domestic 
butter? 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes, under the support 
program, perhaps that is true. We 
probably will be buying peanuts, but why 
should we lift the embargo and flood our 
market with foreign oils and fats and 
still continue the support program? 

Mr. MULTER. We are not suggesting 
that we lift the embargo, but the ques- 
tion in my mind is, How can you possibly 
be hurt if the existing embargo law 
stands, until we can have a hearing on 
the bill to determine whether changes 
in the bill should be enacted? That is 
the point. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota, the author of the 
bill. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The 
solicitor for the Department of Agricul- 
ture has stated that the existing law will 
only apply to linseed oil and rice. Those 
are the only two commodities to which 
he can make it applicable. And, I might 
say further, that on June 30, before this 
continuing act was passed, the Depart- 
ment had prepared an order putting the 
existing law as provided in the Defense 
Production Act into operation covering 
only imports on linseed oil and rice. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, permit me 
to read from the law. With all due defer- 
ence to the gentleman, he just cannot 
read what it says when he gives you the 
opinion he quoted: Fats, edible oils, in- 
cluding oil-bearing materials, fatty acids, 
butter, soap and soap powder, but ex- 
cluding petroleum.and petroleum prod- 
ucts and coconut products. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. That 
is right. S 

Mr. COOLEY. That is the law the 
gentleman wants to extend. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. And 
rice and rice products. They have ruled 
down in the Department that they must 
come in under the Defense Production 
Act and not under the War Powers Act, 
and under either act they have ruled 
that it was not particularly in the inter- 
est of defense production for them to 
include other fats and oils and butter. 
Now, they were before our committee, 
and that was the ruling their counsel 
made. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has 
again expired. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 


be permitted to proceed for two addi- - 


tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, the law 
that I am talking about that we are sug- 
gesting should be extended is the same 
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law that we extended a few days ago 
when we included rent control in the 
Defense Production Act, and specifically 
this very Fats and Oil Embargo Act we 
are talking about is chapter 426 of Pub- 
lic Law 591. 

Mr. COOLEY. How long was it ex- 
tended? 

Mr. MULTER. Until the end of this 
month. 

Mr. COOLEY. That is right, and the 
gentleman knows full well that if we do 
not take action here and now it will never 
be extended past the first of August, and 
on the second of August our market 
could very well be flooded. 

Mr. MULTER. I agree with that, but 
let us extend this law as it is now, and 
then decide what changes, if any, must 
be made in this law. 

Mr. COOLEY. In other words, as I 
understand it, the gentleman is willing 
to accept an extending amendment, an 
amendment the effect of which would be 
to extend existing law. 

Mr. MULTER. Exactly. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman from 
Minnesota should be able to discuss that 
more intelligently than I could, because 
he knows the real difference between his 
amendment and existing law. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes, of course I yield. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I have 
already stated the attitude of the De- 
partment of Agriculture and their coun- 
sel on this matter, so that either under 
the Second War Powers Act, to which 
the gentleman has referred, or under any 
provision of the Defense Production Act, 
they say it will not be made applicable to 
anything but linseed oil and rice. That 
is all that is necessary, because it is all 
in the interest of defense production and 
the security of the country. I have tied 
into mine the economy of the country. I 
do not know, and I have no way to de- 
termine, how the administrators or the 
lawyers down in the administration are 
going to act, so I do not think the gen- 
tleman and I can say here how they will 
interpret a law, but I do know that they 
came before our Committee on Agricul- 
ture and stated that, and they threw out 
dairy products and they threw out the 
other fats and oils. So this amendment 
was perfected, and they saw it, and they 
agreed that this would accomplish the 
result for which I have offered it, and it 
has been adopted in the Senate. 

Mr. MULTER. My suggestion is, let 
us extend the existing law and either the 
gentleman's Committee on Agriculture 
or the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency can consider it and hold hearings. 
Our chairman says it should not take 
more than a day. Then we can find out 
what changes you need, if you need any. 

Mr. COOLEY. The situation is that 
we must act now. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Andreser amendment, 
for what I consider very good and suf- 
ficient reasons. 

This Nation produces annually around 
10,000,000,000 pounds of fats and oils. 
Because of that great production we 
have had in this Nation more fats and 


_oils than the American people could con- 


sume. Because of that the price of lard 
has been about 50 percent of the 


1951 


should have been over the period o* the 
rast 4 or 5 years. 

When a packer buys a hog, he knows 
before he even huys the hog that he is 
ging to lose on the lard, so he must 
raise the price of pork chops in order 
to make up that difference. So when 
p.sple buy the pork chops, they must 
pay a higher price than they would pay 
if lard was at its proper price level. 

Here are some more facts the Mem- 
bers from the large industrial centers 
should take into consideration before 
they vote on this amendment. Labor 
draws in wages a little over $4 for every 
dollar the farmer takes in. Industry 
sells on an average a little over $4 worth 
of goods for every dollar the farmer 
takes in. So when you reduce the farm 
income you reduce by at least fourfold 
the amount that labor will draw in 
wages, and by over fourfold the amount 
the business man will sell in goods. So 
it affects the whole economy of the 
Nation. 

Every raw product comes from the soil 
or the seed. 

Seventy percent of the working people 
of America are employed in some phase 
of growing, transporting, processing and 
wholesaling and retailing farm products. 

If the farmer does not get sufficient 
pay for those products, every man, 
woman and child in America suffers. It 
must also be remembered that since we 
mechanized our farms over the past 25 
years, the national income averages al- 
most exactly seven times our farm in- 
come. So it is not only for the benefit 
of the farmer that the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. Aucust H. ANDRESEN] 
has offered his amendment, but it is for 
the benefit of every American. 

I hope that the Representatives from 
the industrial sections of the country will 
recognize these facts and that farming 
is the basic industry of the country. We 
have always had a depression in this 
Nation when farm prices were too low, 
and we have always had prosperous times 
when farm prices were at fairly high 
level as is the case today and when we 
argue that we should have beef roll- 
backs, for instance, we raust realize that 
those roll-backs will cost the American 
farmer many hundreds of millions of 
dollars and in turn they will cost the 
laboring man and indusiry fourfold 
more than the farmer will suffer as a 
result of such roll-backs. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time because 
I think this amendment is serious 
enough to justify a great deal of thought 
and consideration. I come from a cot- 
ton-producing State. Our section de- 
pends upon cotton. Last year we had a 
very great shortage of cotton. The De- 
partment of Agriculture appealed to our 
people to plant more cotton, a great 
deal more cotton and to try for an all- 
time record in cotton production. Our 
farmers have gone to work this year and 
are preducing an all-time record in the 
production of cotton in the South and 
West. 

Last night I read in the paper and 
then again this morning I read the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


articles in the paper in reference to the 
agricultural report on the production of 
cotton. I find that the cotton acreage 
is up 58 percent in the United States over 
what it was a year ago. Our farmers 
are planting 11,000,000 more acres of 
cotton this year throughout the South 
and West than they did the year before. 
The three Western States of California, 
Arizona, and New Mexico alone have 
planted an all-time record acreage in 
cotton, about 40 percent above the previ- 
ous record year of 1949. None of us were 
greatly surprised last night to read the 
report from the Department of Agri- 
culture showing an estimate of 17,000,- 
000 bales of American cotton to be pro- 
duced during the coming year. That is 
what they estimate, and I think it is a 
conservative estimate. 

We find as a result of it that yesterday 
afternoon the cotton market fell $3.10 
a bale on cotton. I think that is some- 
thing we ought to think about. Iam not 
alarmed. But if cotton produces cot- 
tonseed, and from cottonseed comes cot- 
tonseed meal and oil, we should have in 
force a law which will permit our Gov- 
ernment to restrict the importation of 
vegetable oils in competition with cot- 
tonseed oil. If there is any doubt at all 
about the authority, I am in favor of 
extending that authority. So I am in 
support of the amendment presently be- 
fore the committee or some other 
amendment which will accomplish this. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. Brooxs] 
has expired. 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
a substitute amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SPENCE: 

“Src, 104. The act of June 30, 1950, Public 
Law 590, Eighty-first Congress, as amended, 
is hereby amended by striking out ‘July 31, 
1951,’ and inserting in lieu thereof Septem- 
ber 30, 1952.” 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
this as a substitute for the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Minne- 
sota (Mr. Aucust H. ANDRESEN]. I think 
the present law has served every purpose 
for which it was enacted. It has pro- 
tected every agricultural product that 
was sought to be protected. 

I might say that includes peanuts. 
The growers of peanuts are much exer- 
cised that the law would expire and they 
would have no protection. 

That law was considered by the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. It is 
within the jurisdiction of that commit- 
tee, and that committee reported it after 
hearings. I realize that the farmer 
needs protection. While I live in an in- 
dustrial section, seven of the counties I 
represent are as much devoted to agri- 
culture as any county in the United 
States. I want to protect the farmers. 
I know that farming is the great basic 
industry of America. I know that when 
the farmer is not prosperous none of us 
is prosperous. I want to see the farmer 
protected. I want him to obtain the 
fruits of his labor. But why should we 
adopt an amendment, when we have had 
no opportunity to consider it? Iam sure 
the gentleman from Minnesota will ad- 
mit it changes the basic policy. It is a 
far-reaching amendment. 


+ 


7885 


Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. Not right now. It is a 
far-reaching amendment. We have had 
no opportunity to give it consideration. 
I had never seen it until a few minutes 
ago. The Senate may have adopted it, 
but is that any precedent for the House? 
I think not. If you adopt it, there will 
be no chance for any consultation in 
conference in regard to it, because I un- 
men ag it is in the words of the Senate 


Now, why not give the Committee on 
and Currency an opportunity to 
consider this matter? Why not give 
them an opportunity to hear witnesses 
on the subject, to see how far-reaching 
the gentleman’s amendment is? I can 
say to the gentleman that the Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency needs no 
guardianship by any other committee. 
We are as truly interested in the welfare 
of the farmers of the country as any 
other committee of this Congress. Many 
of the Members on that committee have 
large farming sections in their districts. 
They do not need the guardianship or 
patronizing advice of any other commit- 
tee. They will meet in the spirit of tak- 
ing care of the farmer’s interest and in 
taking care of his interest we will take 
care of the public weal. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Iknow 
the gentleman wants to be accurate. 

Mr. SPENCE. Certainly. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The 
gentleman has stated that the Senate 
has adopted an amendment similar to 
the one he has offered, 

Mr. SPENCE. No, no. Similar to 
the one you have offered. That is what 
I said was the objection to your amend- 
ment. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. If my 
amendment is adopted, then, according 
to the genileman’s interpretation, it 
would not be in conference; it would be 
agreed to. 

Mr. SPENCE. That is correct. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. And 
that is the way we want it. 

Mr. SPENCE. It would be a final set- 
tlement of it without any consideration 
and without any hearings, I did not say 
that the Senate had adopted an amend- 
ment such as I have offered, but such 
as the one which the gentléman has of- 
fered. Therefore there is nothing to go 
to conference. We would finally have 
accepted an amendment that we had had 
no consideration of in the Banking and 
Currency Commiitee to whom it ought 
to be referred. 

What is unreasonable about contin- 
uing the present act for 90 days? It 
is the act that was the result of hear- 
ings; it is an act that has accomplished 
its purpose; it is an act that has pro- 
tected the farmer, and it will give us 
time to have a hearing on the subject. 
We will give the gentleman an oppor- 
tunity to be heard on his bill, and we 
will proceed in an orderly way to arrive 
at a conclusion after consideration and 
judgment, and there is certainly nothing 
unreasonable in my request, and I hope 
the House will adopt the amendment I 
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have offered. I hope the House will not 
override the right of the Committee on 
Banking and Currency to consider this 
matter in an orderly fashion under the 
rules of the House and give the Mem- 
bers the benefit of a report which will 
analyze the proposal and give you all 
the facts. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in opposition to the pro 
forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel sure every Mem- 
ber of the House approaches legislation 
and votes in the way that he feels will 
be for the best interest of the country. 
I have never been for controls, and I 
think it might be well for those who are 
asking to be shackled by controls to 
examine what happened under the OPA. 

During the year previous to Pearl 
Harbor 50,000 food outlets closed their 
doors. Labor was scarce, and operating 
costs were mounting steadily, but ceil- 
ing prices were frozen under OPA. 

I recall that in the first quarter of 
1943 about 5,000 grocers and butchers 


closed their shops every month. On one. 


day in March 1943 the New York State 
Retail Merchants Association recorded 
arrivals of 62 carloads of .potatoes as 
compared with 143 carloads on the same 
day of the previous year. Oranges were 
10 carloads, against 21 a year earlier; 
fresh peas, 1 carload against 33; spin- 
ach, 6 carloads against 26; grapefruit, 
10 carloads against 26. Total cars of 
all fruits and vegetablés on track in 
the New York market that day were 292, 
against 554 a year earlier. The same 
situation developed in poultry. 

I recall that during 1942 the grocery 
manufacturers of America maintained 
almost daily contact in Washington 
with no less than 21 Federal agencies— 
certificates, amendments, special orders, 
interpretations, from OPA, WPB, FSA, 
BLS, FCA, FDA, FWA, OCD, OLLA, USI, 
and ODHWS. 

In February 1943 the Byrd committee 
reported to the Senate that in a period 
of 6 months the OPA had “issued and 
requested statistical data on 1,715,229 
report forms, exclusive of rationing 
forms and instructions.” Yet OPA, in 
that period, was only one of 48 Federal 
agencies sending out questionnaires to 
businessmen. 

The OPA topped the list with 1,096 
different forms. 

T recall definitely that in October 1943, 
when butter was unobtainable in several 
large cities, and available only in quar- 
ter-pound lots generally, an official re- 
port showed 221 million pounds of but- 
ter impounded in cold storage by the 
Federal Government, about 6.7 pounds 
for each of the 33,000,000 families in the 
United States. Worst of all, much of 
this butter had been in storage so long 
it was unfit for human consumption. 

I am sure that many Members will 
recall the report submitted to the House 
of Representatives in November 1943 
covering nonrecoverable losses in Gov- 
ernment-owned food spoilage. This re- 
port included 2,739,000 pounds of dried 
beans and peas which had become 
mouldly and weevil-infested; 295,000 
pounds of wheat cereal; 234,620 pounds 
of strawberry preserves, mouldy; 113,088 
pounds of canned salmon—rusty cans; 
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121,600 pounds of potatoes—old stock; 
138,750 pounds of fresh onions—de- 
cayed; 69,804 pounds of canned toma- 
toes—spoiled; 74,064 pounds of canned 
peaches—rusty cans. 

Another list carried items spoiled but 
partially salvageable. This list included 
1,939,000 pounds of rolled oats, damaged 
by rodents; 47,420 pounds of canned 
chicken; 240,000 pounds of canned sal- 
mon; 102,700 pounds of mouldy beans. 

At Zanesville, Ohio, 30 carloads of 
evaporated milk were on hand at least 
3 months on Government account when 
the cans began to explode. 

Mr. Chairman, that is exactly what 
you are rushing into now under these 
controls. Memories are short, In less 
than 11 years the people have forgotten 
apparently the turmoil and shortages 
due to OPA. Now we propose to repeat 
that history and I am against it. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to correct my amend- 
ment by striking out August 1, 1951,” 
nee inserting in lieu thereof “July 1, 
1952.’ 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I object. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sorry that the 
gentleman from Minnesota has objected. 
An amendment can be prepared and of- 
fered to make it 12 months, and I hope 
it will be accepted. 

I am not saying that the gentleman 
from Minnesota is wrong, I do not know, 
but in the interest of orderly procedure 
and good judgment in legislation and 
acting in a manner that we should act 
with discretion, it occurs to me that the 
safe way is not to adopt the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Minne- 
sota [Mr. Aucust H. ANDRESEN] and 
make it a part of this bill. If we do, it is 
cemented in the law then and there is 
nothing in conference to talk about, 
there is no area of disagreement between 
the two Houses. As I stated, it is sealed 
in the law. The gentleman from Min- 
nesota wants it that way. Well, I sup- 
pose if we understood it like the gentle- 
man from Minnesota possibly we would 
feel the same way. But we do not under- 
stand it that way. 

We have not had any hearings on this 
matter, it has been given no considera- 
tion. The chairman of the Committee 
on Banking and Currency offers to give 
it immediate consideration after this bill 
is out of the way. Then we will hear the 
gentleman from Minnesota and if he is 
right we will be on his side and will re- 
port a bill out. 

The amendment offered by the chair- 
man of the Committee on Banking and 
Currency is to extend the present law 
for 60 days after expiration, which in 
practice will mean 90 days. He asked 
unanimous consent to extend the pres- 
ent law, in effect, for 12 months, but the 
gentleman from Minnesota objected to 
that. I do not see why he objected but 
he did object. 

An amendment will undoubtedly be 
offered to amend the substitute offered 
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by the gentleman from Kentucky to 
make it 12 months. Certainly no one 
can object to that. Then the two will go 
to conference, the existing law and the 
Senate amendment as proposed by the 
gentleman from Minnesota. The con- 
ferees in that area of disagreement will 
have something to work on. If there is 
something being done that is not in the 
public interest, it can be stopped, it can 
be prevented; but if you cement it in the 
present bill, we have no area of dis- 
agreement at all. The conferees are 
absolutely helpless. 

I hope the gentleman will withdraw 
his cbjection to that amendment. Will 
not the gentleman do that? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I have 
been informed that when a House bill is 
amended, even though there is identical 
language in a Senate bill, it is still sub- 
ject to conference. 

Mr. PATMAN. Oh, no; the gentleman 
is not correct. He has been here a long 
time, because I have been here 23 years. 
I believe the gentleman has been here 
that long. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. A little 
longer than that. 

Mr. PATMAN. A little longer; yes. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The 
Parliamentarian has advised me that 
when the House amends its own bill, 
even though there is a similar provision 
in the Senate bill, and we do not amend 
the Senate bill, that it is subject to 
amendment. 

Mr. PATMAN. Well, that is in the 
shadow of trickery, and we are not going 
to work any trickery here. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I do 
not engage in that kind of trickery. 

Mr. PATMAN. And we do not want to 
be compelled to do it to protect the pub- 
lic interest. So save us from a situation 
where we might be constrained to do 
something against the rules to protect 
the public interest: Let us fix this thing 
so that there will be an area of dis- 
agreement, and then if the gentleman 
is right he should not object, because 
right will prevail. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. It is difficult for me to 
understand how the Committee on 
Banking and Currency can suggest that 
the committee is taken by surprise by 
this amendment in view of the fact that 
the House of Representatives inserted 
almost a similar provision in the stop- 
gap legislation which continued the op- 
eration for an additional 30 days. 

Mr. PATMAN. Well, that gives us 
some time to study it. We have plenty 
of time. 

Mr. COOLEY. You have already had 
a week’s time. 

Mr. PATMAN. I know, but we still 
have time. This is only the 10th day of 
July, and we have been up to the dead- 
line a lot closer than 21 days before this. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. PATMAN, I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I 
might say to the gentleman that I in- 
troduced a bill on June 5, and on the 
6th I wrote a letter to the chairman and 
asked for a hearing on it, and up to this 
date I have not received a hearing. I 
know you have been busy. 

Mr. PATMAN. For the obvious rea- 
son that the chairman has been con- 
ducting hearings night and day, and 
even Saturdays. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I un- 
derstand, and I am not criticizing him 
for that. 

Mr. PATMAN. And even the ambi- 
tious and aggressive Committee on Agri- 
culture has not been doing that well. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. That is 
why it is necessary to enact this amend- 
ment as a part of this law. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Georgia. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. We are try- 
ing to carry out the intention that you 
have in your mind. Today we are offer- 
ing an amendment to amend the pres- 
ent bill. Now, that goes to conference. 
That gives us an opportunity to investi- 
gate without a formal hearing, and cer- 
tainly it is fair, and I hope you will not 
object to this amendment. That goes to 
conference, and if we are convinced that 
your amendment is better than the pres- 
ent law, we will accept it. You certain- 
ly are entitled to some kind of a hearing, 
and I ask the Members to vote for this 
amendment to the existing law, not that 
we do not want to have a hearing, but 
we will find out from some witnesses if 
the present law is better for the people 
of the country. I think this is a fair 
solution, and I think you ought to go 
along with it, because we are trying to 
help you out. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. I have read the Andre- 
sen amendment and I have read the 
committee substitute. The Andresen 
amendment speaks of cheese and cheese 
products. Is that included under the 
present law, or is that a new one? 

Mr. PATMAN. That is another thing 
we do not know about in other words, 
we are legislating in the dark. 

Mr. JAVITS. If it is a new one, I 
think that puts a different light on the 
situation. 

Mr. PATMAN. I think the gentle- 
man will admit that some commodities 
are included that are not in the present 
law. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I 
stated that in my statement. 

Mr, PATMAN. Each one is a basic 
commodity. We do not know how far it 
will go. 

Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment 
to the Spence substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Patman to the 
substitute offered by Mr. SPENCE: 

“Src. 104. The act of June 30, 1950, Public 
Law 590, Eighty-first Congress, as amended, 
is hereby amended by striking out ‘August 1, 
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1951,’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘July 1, 
1952.” i 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, this is 
offered in view of the fact that the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. AUGUST 
H. ANDRESEN], did not see fit to per- 
mit the gentleman from Kentucky 
(Mr. SPENCE] to amend his own amend- 
ment accordingly. As far as the 
Committee on Banking and Currency 
is concerned, I think the impression 
has been left that we are not looking 
after the farmers. I desire to invite your 
attention to the fact that the Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency has a rec- 
ord of going so far in the interest of the 
farmers that by unanimous consent we 
lowered the parity law one time. When 
the first Price Control Act was passed 
by Congress the latter part of 1941 or 
early part of 1942, January 8, I believe 
it was, when it became law, we had a pro- 
vision inserted by the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee providing for 110 per- 
cent of parity. Now, no other committee 
of Congress ever did that well for the 
farmers. We went too far. We went so 
far we had to go back and lower it. So 
our committee has not been on the side 
of being stingy with the farmers, we 
have been on the side of being generous 
with the farmers. 

Our committee is composed of Repre- 
sentatives from farming districts just 
like most of the other committees of this 
House. We have the interest of agri- 
culture at heart just like any other com- 
mittee of this House. We yield to no 
committee of this House in our interest 
in and appreciation of the farmers of the 
country. We want to do what is neces- 
sary to keep them prosperous, recog- 
nizing, as has been said here, that if the 
farmers are not prosperous the country 
is not prosperous. We must maintain a 
sound, prosperous agriculture. We all 
realize that. Now I want to appeal to 
the Members of the House if this is not 
absolutely sound. 

We have before our committee now a 
bill to amend the present act on im- 
ports of fats and oils, to extend it for 
1 year. We have not had an oppor- 
tunity to hold hearings on that bill 
by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
Aucust H. ANDRESEN] because it in- 
volves other commodities. The gentle- 
man here admits it involves other com- 
modities than the present law. We want 
to hear the testimony on it. We do not 
want to act in the dark. We have plenty 
of time. We have 21 days. The chair- 
man has promised a hearing imme- 
diately after this bill passes. A promise 
from the gentleman from Kentucky 
means it will be done. He is a man of 
honor, a man of integrity. No one ever 
questions his word. He has told us we 
are going to have that hearing. Then 
if the gentleman from Minnesota can 
make a case for the additional commodi- 
ties we will be on his side. We will re- 
port his bill. But if he does not, we will 
not, we will report the present law just 
as itis. So why not pass this extension 
of 12 months, and then it will be in the 
House bill. The other bill in the Sen- 
ate, meeting us half way, contains a 
proposal advanced by the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRE- 
SEN] just exactly as he has put it in this 
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bill. Then we will have an area of dis- 
agreement. If there is anything wrong 
about the Andresen matter we can do 
something about it. If it is all right, 
we can agree to the Senate provision. 
But if you accept the Andresen amend- 
ment now you have cemented it in the 
bill and there is no way on earth for the 
conferees to change the dotting of an 
“i” or the crossing of a “t.” It has to 
remain exactly that way. 

It does not seem to me like that is the 
right way to legislate. If there are two 
ways to do something and one is a good, 
safe, reasonable way and the other is 
uncertain, let us do it the reasonable 
way. 

This Andresen amendment embraces 
commodities the present law does not 
embrace. We are willing to have a hear- 
ing on the additional commodities. The 
chairman says so. We do not object to 
that. But let us extend the present law 
now, and then meet with the Senate 
conferees and do what is right. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the Andresen amend- ` 
ment. i 

Mr. Chairman, you do not need to try 
and convince something is wrong, and 
uncertain about this language we have 
in the Andresen amendment, It is very 
plain, fair and constructive. It states 
that import controls of fats and oils, 
peanuts, butter, cheese, and other dairy 
products, and rice and rice products are 
necessary for the protection of the es- 
sential security interests and economy 
of the United States in the existing 
emergency in international relations. 

If it is necessary for national defense 
to bring those things in, I have no ob- 
jection to bringing them in. But the 
Andresen amendment also states this, 
and this is where the certainty and the 
protection come in: 

No imports of any such commodity or 
product shall be admitted to the United 
States until after June 30, 1953, which would 
impair or reduce the domestic production of 
any such commodity or product below pres- 
ent production levels, or below such higher 
levels as the Secretary of Agriculture may 
deem necessary in view of domestic and in- 
ternational conditions. 


Why do you want to bring in imports 
which will upset the program of our do- 
mestie production at present levels or 
higher levels if the Department of Agri- 
culture says we need those higher levels 
of production? Higher levels should be 
protected. That is what the gentleman 
wants to do. He wants to protect our 
present production and higher produc- 
tion if necessary—to do what? To ac- 
complish the main purpose of the law. 
Where is there anything wrong in that? 
Why does the Committee on Banking 
and Currency want to further consider 
that proposition? 

That is just cold-blooded American- 
ism, and that is what we want in this 
proposition. If these imports interfere 
with the orderly domestic storing and 
marketing of any such commodity or 
products they must not come in until 
1953. What is wrong with that? Do 
you want to upset the domestie storing 
activities? Do you want to upset the 
marketing activities of our domestic 
procedure? If you do not want to upset 
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those things, then adopt the Andresen 
amendment. 

Now, the third and last proposition 
if these imports result in any unneces- 
sary burden or expenditure in any Gov- 
ernment price-support program, they 
must not come here until 1953. What 
is wrong with that? 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. And ve are supporting 
oil-producing commodities such as pea- 
nuts and cottonseed. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Certainly. When 
you vote against this amendment you 
will vote to defeat your idea and to de- 
stroy your own program. I am sure we 
do not need any further time to consider 
that sort of proposition. We should 
adopt this amendment. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Under 
the amendment offered by the chairman 
of the committee and the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Patman], the Govern- 
ment must own the commodities and 
own the fats and oils in the support pro- 
gram before this would go into operation. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is correct. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. At the 
present time the Government does not 
own any of these fats and oils and all 
this does is to seek to stop the Govern- 
ment from being put in a position of 
having to buy these fats and oils; and, 
in other words, to save the taxpayers’ 
money. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is correct. 
This is protection all the way through. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield. 

Mr. ALBERT. The Commodity Credit 
Corporation sent me a letter this morn- 
ing stating they had reduced their in- 
ventories over a billion dollars, I believe, 
and this will add that billion dollars back 
to their inventories if the commodities 


come, because the Commodity Credit 


Corporation, under the law, is bound to 
buy American-produced products if 
there is no other market for them. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is correct. 
They have to do it. 

Mr. ALBERT. That is right. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. This will save 
money for the taxpayers and protect 
American agriculture at the same time. 

Mr. BELCHER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield. 

Mr. BELCHER. Can the gentleman 
tell us why the Committee on Banking 
and Currency would need to hold hear- 
ings to determine whether or not we 
should permit imports into the United 
States of products at the very time that 
the Government of the United States is 
spending he taxpayers’ money to support 
that market? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. And which im- 
ports would upset this program? Of 
course they do not need any hearings 
on that. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield. 
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Mr. CELLER. Has the gentleman con- 
sidered the impact this amendment 
would have on our relations with other 
countries with whom we have reciprocal 
trade agreements, and the ECA coun- 
tries? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Now, wait a min- 
ute, if we are going to upset the domestic 
production of any commodity or upset 
the orderly domestic storing activities 
which will result in any unnecessary 
burden of expenditure on Government 
price-support programs, in order to pro- 
tect the reciprocal trade-agreements 
program—if we are going to go that far, 
we might as well kick American agricul- 
ture in the pants and tell them to go 
rustle for themselves. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. We have had almost 
the same provision in the law and there 
has been no complaint about any conflict 
with reciprocal trade treaties. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is right, the 
only difference is that we have had one 
or two more products added. 

Mr. COOLEY. That is right. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. We want to adopt 
the Andresen amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not take any 
more time than is necessary, but I think 
a word or two ought to be said to clear 
up the situation. The gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. Aucust H. ANDRESEN], 
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
ALBERT], and myself have offered an 
amendment to the bill to take care of im- 


introduced a substitute amendment 
which would carry on the present law 
for another year. The present law is not 
sufficient to adequately meet the situa- 
tion. There are only two instances in 
which imports of these commodities can 
be stopped. First, the President must 
find that such controls are essential to 
the acquisition or distribution of prod- 
ucts in world short supply. That does not 
help relieve the situation at all. That 
applies to commodities in short supply. 
Second, essential to the orderly liquida- 
tion of temporary surpluses. That does 
not meet our situation. So to adopt the 
substitute will not meet the situation at 
all. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ABBITT. I yield. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I would 
like to stress what the gentleman has 
said, that before the amendment offered 
by the chairman of the committee [Mr. 
SPENCE] or by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. Parman] goes into effect, the Gov- 
ernment must have these surpluses. At 
the present time the Government does 
not have these surpluses of these com- 
modities. Our amendment seeks to pre- 
vent the Government from getting them, 
in order to have orderly marketing in 
this country. So on fats and oils and 
dairy products the amendment proposed 
by the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr, 
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Spence] will not prevail, and imports 
will come into the United States. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ABBITT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. SPENCE. The gentleman comes 
from a peanut-growing section of the 
country. 

Mr. ABBITT. Yes. 

Mr. SPENCE. Have not peanuts been 
taken care of under the present act? 

Mr. ABBITT. Peanuts have been 
taken care of. 

Mr. SPENCE. Has not butter been 
taken care of? What agricultural prod- 
uct has not been taken care of under the 
present act? 

Mr. ABBITT. The only answer I can 
give the gentleman is that when this 
matter came up and it looked like con- 
trols would expire on June 30, our very 
efficient chairman called a conference of 
members of the committee interested in 
this matter. We have certain people 
from the Department of Agriculture, and 
they told us then that under the present 
law it was doubtful if they protect our 
producis. 

Mr. SPENCE. Because the act was 
about to expire. Was that not the 
reason? 

Mr. ABBITT. No, sir. They said that 
under the language there had to be two 
things. There must either be a short 
supply or it must be essential to the 
orderly liquidations of temporary sur- 
pluses. 

Mr. SPENCE. What agricultural 
product has not been taken care of at 
the present time? 

Mr. ABBITT. I cannot tell the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. SPENCE. They have all been 
taken care of. The act is very wide in 
its scope. I have heard no complaints 
from all of the people who are produc- 
ing oils and fats, butter and butter prod- 
ucts, They knew that it protected them. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ABBITT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. Is it not a fact that 
since the war there have been in the 
Commodity Credit Corporation store- 
house surpluses of these commodities, 
and therefore the provisions of the law 
were necessarily put into effect; whereas 
at the present time those surpluses have 
been reduced and we are putting our- 
selves in the position of making it im- 
Possible to operate this law, by reason 
of the fact that this condition is 
longer present? 

Mr. ABBITT. The gentleman is 
exactly right. Last year we had about 
10,000,000 bales of cotton. There was a 
short supply. The same was true of all 
these other things. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ABBITT. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I under- 
stand the gentleman himself introduced 
a bill along this line. What is the dif- 
ference between the gentleman’s bill 


and the present law and the And 


amendment? a 
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Mr. ABBITT. I introduced a bill con- 
tinuing the present law, with an added 
amendment, which takes care of the sit- 
uation to which the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT] referred. 

Mr. COOLEY. Will the gentleman 
read that amendment? 

Mr, ABBITT. “Essential to the or- 
derly marketing of commodities under 
price control or diversion program.” 
But that is not in the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Kentucky 
[Mr. SPENCE]. Unless we have that 
added to the present law or our amend- 
ment we might just as well not have any 
law, so far as keeping out these products 
is concerned at the present time. 

First. These are abnormal times in 
which we find ourselves, and many of 
the adjustments which were set in mo- 
tion after the cessation of hostilities in 
World War II will not have been com- 
pleted by the time the current law ex- 
pires. Specifically, adjustments are 
still being made with respect to the pea- 
nut program and while impressive prog- 
ress has been made toward bringing sup- 
plies into line with demand, I am reli- 
ably informed that the CCC, on the basis 
of estimated yields this year, might very 
well lose over $3,500,000 on peanuts. 
Certainly we are not justified in adding 
to this burden by stimulating the im- 
portation of peanuts at the time when a 
Government agency is doing everything 
within its power to bring supplies into 
line with demand. 

There is nothing unfair or out of keep- 
ing with the spirit of the general agree- 
ment on trade and tariff in connection 
with the protection of our domestic pea- 
nut industry. Fundamentally, the 
United States is producing peanuts for 
edible market in the United States. 
Practically all of the remaining produc- 
tion of peanuts throughout the world is 
for oil on a much lower-priced market. 
By opening our domestic edible market 
to foreign produced peanuts we are pro- 
viding foreign producers with a high 
priced edible market for which their 
nuts were not originally produced. The 
current acreage adjustment program 
with respect to peanuts in the United 
States provides for determining yields 
on a 5-year average basis. Over a pe- 
riod of time such a basis has proven to 
be acceptable and sound, However, it 
does mean that in a period such as we 
are encountering now, it does not fully 
reflect probable yields. Accordingly, it 
will take a little more time to properly 
bring supply into line with demand in 
this country. 

Second. I understand the CCC still 
holds in excess of 500,000 pounds of lin- 
seed oil at an aggregate cost of approxi- 
mately $146,000,000, which is the carry- 
over from the production of flaxseed in 
World War II. Additional time is needed 
for orderly reduction of these stocks, 

The two main sources from which we 
could expect importation of flaxseed, 
which would interfere with the orderly 
marketing of this commodity which was 
acquired under price support, are Argen- 
tina and Canada. While it is true that 
supplies in the Argentine have been re- 
duced materially, they have increased 
their acreage this year approximately 
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1,500,000 acres, which amounts to a 
50-percent increase in acreage. There 
is little doubt but what many circum- 
stances and forces would operate to 
bring a substantial portion of Argentine 
production into this country unless con- 
trolled. 

Last year Canada had a short flax 
crop. There is no indication that last 
year’s short Canadian crop will be re- 
peated this year. 

Third. The present market in the 
United States for rice is sufficiently high 
that it would tend to draw supplies from 
far-eastern markets to the United States 
at a time when food which is produced 
in the Far East should be kept in that 
area. In view of the current unsettled 
times, it is quite obvious that we should 
take steps now to see that the necessary 
legislation is passe 1 to protect the gains 
we have already made in solving our 
agricultural adjustment problems. 

Fourth. For those of you who believe 
that this proposal is sufficiently covered 
by the Defense Production Act of 1950, 
let me explain that the law is not suffi- 
ciently clear to say with absolute cer- 
tainty that the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 will be interpreted to permit 
the control of imports such as we have 
in mind. Accordingly, I urge you to 
pass. this legislation and leave no doubt 
as to the intention of the Congress. 

Fifth. The Depa-tment.of Agriculture 
has very strongly urged that the cotton 
producers of the United States increase 
their production from 10,000,000 bales 
in 1950 to 16,000,000 bales in 1951. The 
present prospects indicate that the 
American f.rmer has responded to this 
appeal and will not only mec’ the goal 
of 16,000,000 bales, but probably will 
exceed it. This will result in the pro- 
duction of huge quantities of cotton- 
seed oil. It is patently absurd for the 
Congress of the United States to say 
to the cotion grower: “You should in- 
crease your production of cotton, and 
incidentally cottonseed, and at the same 
time while you are increasing your pro- 
duction in response to our needs, we are 
going to aid and aket the lowering of 
the price you will receive for the cotton- 
seed by opening up importation of fats 
and oils which are not needed in this 
country, but are very definitely needed in 
the countries from which they would be 
exported to this country. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. ABBITT] 
has expired. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I would 
like to point out, Mr. Chairman, that we 
have members on both sides of the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture who seem to be 
satisfied that the Andresen amendment 
should be adopted. I think that it is best 
that we do take this language the Senate 
has adopted, for by so doing we can ce- 
ment it into law, as the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Patman] has so well stated, 
though he does not approve of such ac- 
tion. Personally, I want to cement it 
into law. Ido not want the President to 
have the opportunity to veto the same 
restrictions as to imports of competing 
farm products, and he would have that 
opportunity if we followed the advice of 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
SPENCE] and the gentleman from Texas 
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[Mr. PaTMAN] and attempted to reenact 
the present law. Let us express the will 
of the House today and legislate as we 
feel is right. I have every confidence in 
the members of the Committee on Agri- 
culture and in my colleague, the gentle- 
man from Minnesota [Mr. Aucust H. 
ANDRESEN], who has always worked hard 
for the best interests of our dairy farm- 
ers. Why in the name of common sense 
should we, on the one hand, spend 
huge sums to support farm commodity 
prices and then, on the other hand, open 
our Nation’s doors wide to competing 
products produced by cheap labor? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield that I may ask a 
question of the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. ABBITT]? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I yield. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. In response to the 
chairman of the committee, the gentle- 
man from Kentucky [Mr. Spence], when 
he asked what farm products are not 
protected, as I understood the gentle- 
man’s presentation none of them are 
protected unless they fit into those two 
categories which the gentleman enu- 
merated. ` 

Mr. ABBITT. That is exactly right. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. So the answer to 
the question of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky is that none are protected unless 
that amendment is put in. 

Mr. ABBITT. That is right; as was 
pointed out so well by the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT], we no 
longer have these circumstances, so we 
will not be protected. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. In con- 
clusion, let us vote down the Spence sub- 
stitute and accept the Andresen amend- 
ment. Millions of farmers who produce 
hogs, dairy products, and flaxseed will 
have added incentive to work long hours 
and produce ample food so necessary to 
our Nation at this time. 


Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I strong- 
ly support this amendment by the gentle- 
man from Minnesota [Mr. Aucust H. 
ANDRESEN]. Too long and too often have 
the farmers of Iowa and the Nation been 
made the victims of *vreign fats and oil 
imports, produced by cheap labor. 

I am opposed to undermining Ameri- 
can farmers, labor and industry through 
the importation of any foreign products 
unless there is a tariff differential r-pre- 
senting the differential in cost of produc- 
tion and the American standard of liv- 
ing. 

I will never knowingly vote for any 
piece of legislation that will permit Lever 
Bros. and the soap monopoly or any other 
industry in this country to purchase raw 
material on a cheap foreign labor market 
and then sell the finished product in this 
country at a price based on the American 


‘raw material and labor market. 


Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the pro forma 
amendment and wish to speak in opposi- 
tion to the Andresen amendment, 

I find on looking over the Andresen 
amendment that it affords no protection 
at all to our national defense effort. 
When it comes to national interest and 
the defense effort we are not farmers, we 
are not city folks, we are not in any spe- 
cial category except that we are all 
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Americans, and our first thought is and 
must be for the protection of this coun- 
try. Iam sure the gentleman from Min- 
nesota [Mr. Aucust H. ANDRESEN] feels 
the same way, but I can find nothing in 
his amendment to meet the situation in 
which we now find ourselves, the shortage 
of edible fats. Fats and oils are used in 
many things that enter into our war ef- 
fort, and we cannot let prohibition 
against the importation of fats and oils 
go to the point where it interferes with 
the manufacture of our war materials, 
and that is what the gentleman’s amend- 
ment would do. There is everything in 
the amendment that would limit the de- 
fense efforts of the United States since 
we are admittedly in short supply of fats 
and oils. If the gentleman can show me 
where I am mistaken about his amend- 
ment I would be very glad to have him 
do so. : 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. T yield. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Does 
the gentleman feel that it is in the inter- 
est of national defense to secure an 
abundant production of all kinds of foods, 
fats, and oils? 

Mr. McKINNON. I will be glad to an- 
swer this way: I think our economy 
wants a full production and we want to 
do everything we can to encourage full 
production; but if due to reasons beyond 
our control we cannot get sufficient fats 
and oils for the war effort, for war pro- 
duction, then we must be able to import 
them. The gentleman’s amendment 
does not provide for that. 5 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Oh, 
yes; my amendment takes care of se- 
curing an abundant production of lin- 
seed oil and other oils that go into 
paints. So if the gentleman is inter- 
ested particularly in that angle he is go- 
ing to get abundant production of those 
oils 


Mr. McKINNON. Will the gentleman 
be more specific? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Let me 
say further that we have seen the time 
in this country when the shortage of 
fats and oils has been so bad that we 
were gouged by other countries of the 
world in our efforts to secure raw mate- 
rials for the war effort to keep up pro- 
duction in this country. We had to pay 
$3.22 a pound for pepper and 67 cents 
for rubber, and other things propor- 
tionately. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I 
cannot conceive how pepper and rubber 
enter into the production of fats and 
oils, edible or otherwise. 

I want to say simply that last year we 
reported this bill out and favored it be- 
cause there was a surplus. There is no 
surplus now. In the last 12-month pe- 
riod flaxseed, for instance, was selling 
at about four times what it sold for in 
the 1935-39 period. If 400 percent in- 
crease is not sufficient incentive to se- 
cure the necessary production of flax- 
seed oil, I think we should not tie our 
hands on national defense by prohibit- 
ing further importation of flaxseed oil. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield. 
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Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. The gen- 
tleman is mistaken in the price of flax- 
seed. The approximate price of flaxseed 
was $4 per bushel. It was up to $7 per 
bushel during the war. It certainly is 
not four times today what it was in 1935. 
It is about 30 percent over. 

Mr. McKINNON. The Department of 
Agriculture reports the price of flaxseed 
in April of 1951 at $4.37. In the 1935- 
39 average the price was $1.69, practi- 
cally four times as much. Now, if that 
kind of price incentive cannot produce 
enough flaxseed to take care of our war 
effort, I think our war effort comes be- 
fore the protection of a few people. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. Does the gentleman 
think any one of these conditions in the 
Andresen amendment would- prohibit 
this country from bringing into it any 
of these fats and oils if the defense ef- 
fort should require it, and local produc- 
tion could not meet the demand? 

Mr. McKINNON. That is the way I 
read it. I asked the gentleman for that 
clarification. I do not object to seeing 
that our own farm bloc gets adequate 
protection and incentive for production. 
We want to keep our domestic produc- 
tion high. 

Mr. ALBERT. What in the amend- 
ment leads the gentleman to think that 
if the defense effort of the country 
would require imports and American 
agriculture could not produce it, we 
could not bring it in? 

Mr. McKINNON. Read the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. ALBERT. Where in the amend- 
ment? 

Mr. McKINNON. The amendment 
simply says that notwithstanding the 
provisions of any other law the import 
controls on fats and oils are prohibited 
from coming in if it will do one of three 
things. 

Mr. ALBERT. That is right. 

Mr. McKINNON. First, will reduce 
the domestic production, which is a very 
broad thing, and, second, interfere with 
the orderly domestic storing, and, third, 
pees in unnecessary burden of expendi- 

ure, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman may proceed for one addi- 
tional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, the gentleman has referred 
to linseed oil. The Government itself, 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, owns 
1 year’s supply of linseed oil from a crop 
that it purchased 2 years ago when the 
Government purchased the entire crop 
of flaxseed in this country. They have 
all kinds of flaxseed. With the rest of 
the provisions of the bill, before they 
become operative, under the amendment 
proposed by the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky, the Government would have to 
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own all of these surpluses before the em- 
bargo could be put into operation. 
What my amendment seeks to do is to 
have an orderly production in this coun- 
try and orderly marketing, so that the 
Government will not have to waste the 
taxpayers’ money under the support pro- 
gram to buy fats and oils, butter, cheese, 
and these other items. 

I hope I have made myself clear that 
there is an ample supply of linseed oil 
in this country because the United States 
Government owns one full year’s supply 
of it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has again 
expired. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
two additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, first 
of all I want to point out that during 
that year the gentleman is describing 
the great stockpile on the Government 
Shelf the price of flaxseed went from 
$3.68 to $4.37. If the gentleman is will- 
ing to write into his amendment, if the 
war effort necessitates these fats and oils 
may be brought in for the protection of 
our country, that is one thing, but the 
gentleman’s amendment does not pro- 
vide that. There would be a great dan- 
ger to our national defense and to our 
welfare to allow special interests to come 
in here, as this amendment does, and 
take over the defense of our country. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I 
would like to read the amendment. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. McCARTHY. As I read the 
amendment, it would prevent the impor- 
tation of these things, even though it is 
necessary to stockpile them. I can see 
the point of the gentleman from Minne- 
sota, if he wants to write an amendment 
that will lay down certain provisions for 
the distribution of this stockpile ma- 
terial after the emergency has passed, 
but, as I read the amendment, it would 
prevent stockpiling under emergency 
conditions if the stockpiling itself would 
constitute a threat to American agri- 
culture. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The 
gentleman is entirely in error. It would 
not prevent stockpiling, it would not pre- 
vent greater production when ordered 


by the Secretary of Agriculture to get 


more linseed. 

Mr. McCARTHY. If you bring it in 
you have a stockpile. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. No. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. Patman] to the 
substitute, 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. SPENCE) there 
were—ayes 61, noes 129. 
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So the amendment to the substitute 
was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the substitute offered by the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. SPENCE], 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Spence) there 
were—ayes 65, noes 136. 

So the substitute was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Minnesota [Mr. Aucust H. 
ANDRESEN]. - 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Wis- 
consin: On page 2, after line 21, insert a new 
subsection as follows: 

“(c) Add a new section of title 1 of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 to read as 
follows: 

“ ‘Sec. 104. The President shall establish a 
single central agency to serve as a claimant 
to present the construction and supply needs 
of State and local governments and their 
tax-supported agencies’.” 


Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair- 
man, in view of the action just taken by 
the Committee of the Whole, I ask unan- 
imous consent that my amendment be 
corrected to show that it will follow the 
amendment just adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair- 
man, in contrast to the rather compli- 
cated matter upon which this House has 
just been deliberating, the purpose of 
this amendment is quite simple and 
quite direct. It is to establish one claim- 
ant agency for the various governmental 
units. During World War II there was 
such an agency. It was called the Gov- 
ernment Requirements Bureau. It op- 
erated within the War Production Board. 

I suppose it might be said with con- 
siderable force that this is an adminis- 
trative matter and that, therefore, it 
should be handled by the administrative 
agencies without aétion on the part of 
the Congress. As a matter of fact, how- 
ever, the assurance has been given sev- 
eral times that such a unified agency 
would be created, but the months have 
gone by and that assurance has never 
been acted upon, A 

Just about a month ago an order was 
issued which continues the existing 
claimant agencies, so that at the present 
time the local and State governments in 
order to have their needs presented must 
act through not one but through at least 
19 different claimant agencies. This 
means that our States, our county and 
city governments, and our school dis- 
tricts in the States must try to verse 
themselves in the operations of those 
19 agencies, instead of being able to 
operate through one. 

I think it would alleviate a confusing 
situation for the 168,000 local and State 
governmental units in this Nation if they 
were permitted to operate at this time 
as they were during World War II. 
through some sort of a single claimant 
agency. 
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As I said, perhaps there will be some 
feeling that it is not necessary to write 
this into legislation, but this will not be 
the first time the Congress has found it 
necessary, because of the dilatory tactics 
of an administrative agency, to write 
into law a provision to enact something 
that has been promised many times by 
administrators but has never been acted 
upon. I think it will eliminate con- 
fusion and will increase the efficiency 
of the allocations program if this 
amendment is adopted. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. What difference 
wculd there be between the service of the 
agency about which the gentleman is 
speaking as compared to the services 
now rendered by NPA? 

Mr, DAVIS of Wisconsin. This would 
work through and with the NPA. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Does not the 
NPA render this kind of service now? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. It attempts 
to. It deals with several claimant 
agencies that present the case for re- 
quirements, just as I would like to have 
one claimant agency that would present 
the claims of these governmental units 
for materials. At the present time, when 
a school wants materials, it may have to 
work through the Federal Security Ad- 
ministration, or it may have to work 
through one or more of the 18 other 
agencies. There are 19 of them operat- 
ing with, and dealing with, the local units 
of government at the present time. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. Under the gentle- 
man’s amendment, the way it would op- 
erate would be that if a school district 
or any other unit would go to this one 
central agency, it in turn would know 
which group among these various war 
agencies the matter should be taken up 
with, and would go directly to it? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. That is the 
purpose, to channelize the necessary re- 
quests for materials. 

Mr. KEATING. It strikes me it would 
be a very desirable thing. We have all 
encountered difficulty under the present 
system. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr, 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I can 
confirm what the gentleman from New 
York has just said, because we had such 
a situation with regard to governmental 
agencies in Milwaukee. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I am sure 
you have had. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I ap- 
preciate the gentleman’s point. I think 
we would be doing a good and real serv- 
ice through the adoption of this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. I also want to com- 
mend my colleague for offering this 
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amendment, and I want to join in spon- 
soring it. In many instances my office 
was called to aid the city of Milwaukee 
in trying to get through the various de- 
partments an application with the NPA. 
Is it not true that if the gentleman’s 
amendment is adopted this agency will 
provide information and aid to the State 
and other local governments and help 
get allocations and priorities, to aid the 
efforts these local governments are mak- 
ing together and mutually with our other 
defense and military efforts in the 
American production job? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. That is the 
purpose of the amendment, and I believe 
it will be of real benefit to State and 
local governmental units. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Worcorr: On 
page 2, line 16, after the word “conditions”, 
strike out the words “and exceptions.” 


Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, it 
will be noted by reference to section 102 
that the President, to prevent hoarding, 
and for other purposes, may designate 
certain materials as materials which 
cannot be hoarded. In order that there 
might be a better understanding of the 
matter before us, let me read the fore- 
part of section 102, which does not ap- 
pear in the copy: 

In order to prevent hoarding, no person 
shall accumulate (1) in excess of the rea- 
sonable demands of business, personal, or 
home consumption, or (2) for the purpose 
of resale at prices in excess of prevailing 
market prices, materials which have been 
designated by the President as scarce mate- 
rials or materials the supply of which would 
be threatened by such accumulation. The 
President shall order published in the Fed- 
eral Register, and in such other manner as 
he may deem appropriate, every designation 
of materials the accumulation of which is 
errana and any withdrawal of such desig- 
nation. 


The amendment proposed is this: 
“Making such designation the President 
may prescribe such conditions and ex- 
ceptions with respect to the accumula- 
tion of materials in excess of the rea- 
sonable demand,” and so forth. 

With the language “and exceptions” 
included it makes possible gross dis- 
crimination between corporations, agen- 
cies, and individuals. Of course I do 
not suppose we could presume that in 
the administration of any law there 
would be any discrimination in the al- 
location of materials, but we do have 
complaints today from small business 
as well as big business and from in- 
dividuals that favoritism is being shown 
in the distribution and allocation of 
materials. 

If the President is authorized to make 
exceptions in respect to stockpiling and 
in respect to the amount of material 
which might be accumulated by any per- 
son, then the charge can be made per- 
haps successfully that exceptions are 
made in some cases. Now, I do not want 
anyone to say that merely because I am 
a Republican favoritism is being shown 
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to me by the administration over a good, 
loyal, constitutional Democrat. Ido not 
want anybody to say that because I am 
a Republican I can have 100 pounds of 
beef in my deep freeze, but that because 
another person is a Democrat he can 
have only 50 pounds. That is what this 
language says. But, more serious is this 
situation: 

As between two manufacturing con- 
cerns, as between, let us say, the Ford 
Motor Co. and General Motors, under 
this language an entirely different rule 
can be set up for the amount of material 
which the Ford Co. might have to the 
disadvantage of General Motors. I 
merely use these two concerns as an 
example. 

In the stockpiling or accumulation of 
raw materials sometimes lies the answer 
as to whether a concern can satisfac- 
torily compete with another concern. I 
do not think we should put any agency 
of the Government in a position where 
it can successfully be charged that under 
the law they can show favoritism to one 
concern over another concern. 

That is the gist of the whole situation. 
The President may prescribe such con- 
ditions as he may see fit for the dis- 
tribution of goods; but with the amend- 
ment which I have offered, favoritism 
cannot be shown. There can be no ex- 
ceptions to the general rule. Everybody 
will have to be treated alike in the allo- 
cation of material. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
understand that reasonableness of the 
amount he got would then be the test. 
Mr. WOLCOTT. It might be the test. 
It also might depend upon the interpre- 
tation of the reasonableness of it whether 
or not a concern is put out of business. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment, and I 
ask unanimous consent to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, this is 
another of those very simple amend- 
ments that does nothing except impede 
the proper administration of the law. 
In other words, the gentleman offering 
the amendment says to you that the 
President may not impose any excep- 
tions or grant any exemptions, as far 
as the accumulation of material is con- 
cerned. He says that it is all right to 
impose conditions under the anti-hoard- 
ing amendment. You have there a pro- 
vision against the unreasonable accumu- 
lation of material, whether it is for home 
consumption or for national defense or 
otherwise. In other words, under the 
proposed amendment if a businessman 
says, “I am willing to invest my money 
and buy up outside of this country and 
import and stockpile for the Govern- 
ment cobalt or aluminum or any other 
strategic material,” the President can- 
not say, “You can do that” The only 
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way you can get that material, if you 
do not grant an exception, is to compel 
the Government to go out and buy and 
stockpile that material. The same in- 
stance can be multiplied thousands of 
times. They go right through the en- 
tire economy. You will not be able to 
do those things under this proposal. As 
a matter of fact, you will even destroy 
the amendment you have just passed, 
embargoing the importation of fats and 
oils and other items in order to build 
up your production here in order to 
build up stockpiles. If the President 
cannot give you an exception so that 
you can stockpile linseed oil or any of 
the other items as you increase produc- 
tion—and if you increase production only 
as far as you can consume it, it will do 
no good—you vitiate all of the provisions 
in the law which tend to effectuate the 
allocation and priorities title of this bill. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield. 

Mr. SPENCE. Was not the word “ex- 
ception” placed in there in order that 
he might have authority to help the 
small dealer? 

Mr. MULTER. That was one of the 
things we had in mind. You cannot 
possibly treat a small-business man the 
same as a big fellow. The big fellow 
buys an inventory of a million dollars. 
The small fellow will buy only a thou- 
sand dollars worth, but his $1,000 in- 
ventory may be 100 percent more than 
he had last year, while the million-dollar 
inventory maye be a drop in the bucket 
to the big fellow. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. I think the use of 
the word “conditions” would take care 
of that situation, because conditions 
could be made general; and if the pur- 
pose were to have general classification, 
then those conditions could be accepted. 

Mr. MULTER. If “exceptions” are 
included in “conditions,” why take the 
word “exceptions” out of the law? Why 
did we put it in there in the first place 
if we did not intend it to cover two dif- 
ferent provisions? 

Mr. HALLECK. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I have always proceeded 
on the theory that when additional 
words are used they mean something. 
Z do not believe that “conditions” is 
synonymous with “exceptions.” 

Mr. MULTER. I agree. And that 
answers the argument you made a mo- 
ment ago. We need the word “excep- 
tions” as well as “conditions.” The 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WoL- 
cott] is offering an amendment to take 
out the word “exceptions.” 

Mr. HALLECK. The point you made 
a moment ago seemed to indicate that 
if the word “exceptions” were taken out, 
the small business might thereby be 
prejudiced. 

Mr. MULTER. Yes. 

Mr. HALLECK. I do not hold with 
that at all because I think that under 
the application of the word “conditions,” 
small busines; as a class could be taken 
care of under the conditions imposed. 
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Mr. MULTER. I cannot understand 
how you can write a condition as a part 
of a regulation so as to grant a specific 
exemption. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield. 

Mr. KEATING. If the antihoarding 
provisions are sound in order to prevent 
inflationary trends, and I believe they 
are, then does not the granting of ex- 
ceptions completely vitiate the basic pro- 
vision against hoarding? 

Mr. MULTER. Of course it does not. 

Mr. KEATING. Why not? If any- 
body can grant blanket exceptions here, 
there, and yonder? 

Mr. MULTER. The answer to that is 
very simple: If you do not trust the 
President, do not pass this law. This 
law vests all of these authorities in the 
President. 

Mr. KEATING. The gentleman has 
answered my question. 

Mr. MULTER. If you are not going 
to trust him as to one of these powers, 
you certainly cannot trust him as to any. 
I can point out one department of our 
Government that is operating satisfac- 
terily to the Republicans. The distin- 
guished chairman of our committee 
joined me in asking questions a few 
moments ago about the embargo amend- 
ment and you found unanimity of opin- 
ion among the Republicans that at least 
as to that provision of law the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture is operating satis- 
factorily under your President. Every 
other department is operating under our 
President. I am satisfied that all depart- 
ments are operating satisfactorily under 
the same President. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Michigan [Mr. WOLCOTT]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair being in doubt, the Committee 
Na and there were—ayes 80, noes 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair 
appointed as tellers Mr. Worcorr and 
Mr. PATMAN. ; 

The Committee again divided; and 
the tellers reported that there were— 
ayes 126, noes 111. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word, and I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for five 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, if my 
memory serves me correctly, it was about 
a year ago that the President sent up to 
the Congress a request for what was 
known as a Defense Production Author- 
ity that had to do primarily with priori- 
ties, allocations, requisitions, expansion 
of production, and consumer-real estate 
credits. It will be recalled that this was 
shortly after the President had com- 
mitted our forces to Korea. After that 
message came to the Congress it became 
apparent throughout the country that 
the impact on our economy would be 
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such as to, in all likelihood, bring about 
an increase in prices in many fields and 
further fire the fuels of inflation which 
have beset us for many years. Because 
of that fact there arose across the coun- 
try an insistent demand that the Con- 
gress do something affirmatively and ef- 
fectively to deal with the problem of 
price and wage stabilization. It is sig- 
nificant that no request came from the 
White House for any such action. The 
request as it came to the Congress on 
that occasion came from the people, and 
as the result of that request, which I 
say was overwhelming, the Congress re- 
sponded, and in September of last year 
enacted the Defense Production Author- 
ity Act, which included added titles deai- 
ing with price and wage stabilization. 

There was considerable controversy 
about this at the time. However, I think 
the larger part of the argument re- 
volved around the original request from 
the White House than around the pro- 
vision of wage and price stabilization. 

Today the administration, which a 
year ago not only did not ask for any- 
thing to deal with price and wage sta- 
bilization but as a matter of fact op- 
posed it, is here putting the chief em- 
phasis on added authority to deal with 
price and wage stabilization. Now we 
are hearing again the talk of pressure 
groups, pressure groups supposedly sin- 
ister, or alleged to be sinister, that some- 
how or other are working their will upon 
the Congress. Well, let me say that I 
have listened to that sort of talk from 
people in the Government so long that 
Iam getting pretty tired of it. 

I resent the implication that the Con- 
gress of the United States, sent here 
by the people to represent them, is sub- 
servient to the will of so-called pres- 
sure groups. I served on the Lobby In- 
vestigating Committee in the last Con- 
gress and I observed there the tremen- 
dous effort that was made by some to 
try to make it appear that all private 
interests or private lobbying organiza- 
tions, whatever they may be, are sin- 
ister and bad. Yet if the lobbying comes 
from the departments downtown, we are 
told it is all good. There again, no one 
was able to make anything like that 
stick. Of course, it is only important 
now as we hear again the drums of the 
people in the Government downtown 
beating, prodding, going out over the air- 
ways and into the press, trying to make 
it appear that there is some sort of a 
sell-out going on here in the Congress. 
Again, I say, I resent that. And we 
have come to a point where we hear the 
suggestion that the cease-fire operations 
now going on in Korea are nothing but 
some sort of a Communist threat to 
wreck the control program in this coun- 
try. That will certainly be sad news 
to a lot of the boys in Korea and to 
a lot of people in this country who have 
been led to believe that those cease-fire 
talks might really produce something 
that would bring about peace. I would 
still like to believe it in spite of all the 
suggestions that have been made. 

Today, of course, there is talk about 
the impact of the situation that is going 
on in the country in respect to prices; 
people worrying about inflation. Well, 
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I might suggest that some people should 
have been worried about that a long 
time ago. An eminent economist re- 
ported the other day that inflation, since 
the days of the depression, has cost the 
person with his money invested in dol- 
lars 61 times as much as was lost by 
all of the people in the bank failures 
during the depression. 

Of course, we are all worried about 
inflation and high prices. The ques- 
tion is, What are we going to do about 
it? Every housewife in Indiana knows 
when a pot boils over on the stove, the 
only sensible thing to do is to turn down 


‘the fire under the pot. She knows that 


trying to hold down the lid will not do 
any good, certainly for not very long. 

In fact, she knows she would get badly 
scalded if she tried to do that. 

By the same token, we cannot hope 
to reduce the pressure on our economic 
system by holding the lid down on prices 
and wages by direct controls alone. We 
have to get at the fire which is gener- 
ating the inflation steam. 

Much of this heat results from the 
administration’s spending policy. There 
is no evidence that the administration, 
for all its protestations about concern 
for the consumer and the taxpayer, is 
doing a thing to cut back on Federal 
spending. In fact, the Congress has been 
meeting with administration resistance 
at every turn in its efforts to reduce 
appropriations. 

Moreover, the administration has con- 
sistently stifled, rather than promoted, 
the consumer production so vitally need- 
ed, and it has failed to exercise basic 
credit and monetary controls. 

Of course, none of us should delude 
ourselves that the passage of this bill or 
any other bill would satisfy an adminis- 
tration which has already demonstrated 
its total inability or unwillingness, prob- 
ably a combination of both, to effectively 
and sincerely tackle the basic problems 
of inflation. 

Regardless of what we do or what we 
do not do, the administration, the folks 
downtown, are already primed to blame 
the Congress for whatever further mess 
that same administration makes of the 
situation in which the Nation now finds 
itself. 

Yes, the White House is all set to 
blame the Congress, and this time you 
know it will be a Democrat-controlled 
Congress, for conditions which can be 
laid directly on the doorstep of incom- 
petent administrative leadership. 

Let me emphasize again what has al- 
ready been pointed out. 

The Congress did pass legislation last 
September which, had there been any 
intelligent foresight on the part of the 
administration, might well have proved 
an effective brake on inflation. As a 
matter of fact, some of us fought for 
what undoubtedly would have been a 
much more effective and equitable bill, 
that was known as the Kunkel substi- 
tute. 

But we did give the White House and 
the administration the tools with which 
to do a job. 

What happened? 

The White House and the Truman ad- 
ministration insisted loudly that it did 
not need and did not want control over 
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wages and prices. That was in Septem- 
ber of 1950. I have tried to figure out 
why they felt that way about it, and 
maybe it goes back to that campaign 
oratory of the then candidate for Vice 
President, Mr. BARKLEY, who went to 
5 III., on August 18, 1948, and 
said: 

It is legitimate for me to ask today wheth- 
er you want to change back from $40 cattle 
and $30 hogs. 


In other words, if you want $40 cattle 
and $30 hogs, vote the Democratic ticket. 

The candidate for President had some- 
thing to say about that: 

I want to say to you that if the farmers 
of this country know which side their bread 
is buttered on—and I believe they do— 
they’re not going to put this Republican 
gang in control of the Government. 


It is obvious that apparently a lot of 
farmers must have believed that. 

The President also said: 

Never in the world were the farmers of any 
republic or any kingdom or any other coun- 
try as prosperous as the farmers of the 
United States. 


Then cattle were about $40. Of course, 
you orators in the city were saying to the 
city folks, “These awful folks are respon- 
sible for dollar beefsteak in the city.” 
But whether you know it or not, if you 
come from the city, there is a lot more 
to the steer than beefsteak. If he is $40 
a hundred, you do not carve out steaks 
at less than a dollar a pound, if you 
make it at that. As a matter of fact, 
today cattle are about $32 in Chicago and 
hogs are $23. 

The contract that you folks were mak- 
ing in that campaign was a 4-vear con- 
tract. I sometimes wonder what you are 
concerned about. You ought to take the 
responsibility for high beef prices, if the 
people in the cities do not like it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana has expired. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for five 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALLECK. When you talk about 
the price of beefsteak, everyone wants to 
see it lower, of course. But let us take 
another look at the record. The admin- 
istration did not want controls last Sep- 
tember or during the months that fol- 
lowed. 

But they want even more controls 
now—more controls and what they 
choose +o call roll-backs. 

Having .aissed the bus in September, 
they would like to roll back the calen- 
dar—and I refer to the administration 
people—piling confusion on top of con- 
fusion because they failed to act at the 
proper time. 

Instead of acting, the administration 
vacillated, stalled, yes, and looked the 
other way, for months after adequate 
executive powers were on the books. 
Cattle were $27 last fall, and again I say 
they are $32 now. 

Not until the fat was in the fire did 
the administration attempt action. Not 
until the simmering pot was coming to 
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a rolling hoil did the administration at- 
tempt action. And even then such ac- 
tion was a half-hearted attempt to apply 
controls under a formula that put poli- 
tics before national welfare. 

Every move was made with an eye to 
political consequences. 

And now, having first failed to use the 
powers granted to the Executive, and 
then having abused those powers, the 
administration wails that more absolute 
and far-reaching authority is necessary. 

Isay that regardless of what powers we 
mighi; see fit to grant we would still face 
a whining protest that the Congress 
had not gone far enough. 

Our problem today is not only how 
best to control inflation. It is also how 
to get the job done, after the Congress 
agrees once more on measures, by an 
administration of proven incompetence. 

We might just as well realize, to put it 
bluntly, that the Congress, no matter 
how hard it might try, cannot legislate 
competence into the Truman adminis- 
tration. 

The people of this country have—and 
we might as well face this basic fact— 
the people of this country have lost faith 
in the ability of this administration to 
cope with the problems we find before us. 

The people realize—and not without 
abundant evidence—that in the final 
analysis the Congres: can only create 
tools in the form of laws. And no law, no 
matter how expertly conceived, is of any 
value unless it is wisely administered. 

That, really, is our problem: How to 
achieve sincere, e vective administration 
of the laws passed by the Congress. 

We have not been getting effective, sin- 
cere administration and we are not going 
to get it. 

The people have lost faith in the ad- 
ministration and so has the Congress. 

There is no good reason why this great 
Nation cannot do the job that needs to 
be done without putting everybody into 
an unnecessary strait-jacket of regimen- 
tation and control. 

The trouble lies in the fact that this 
administration insists on tying to the 
emergency its carefully laid plans for an 
ever-increasing Government strangle- 
hold on our national economic system. 

It insists on exploiting an emergency 
atmosphere to its own ends. 

Those ends are bigger spending pro- 
posals, bigger bureaucracy, more jobs for 
party faithful, higher taxes, and more 
controls. 

What we really need is an honest de- 
sire by the administration to get this job 
done with a minimum of dislocation to 
all segments of our people. 

I am convinced that an intelligent 
assessment of the program we must un- 
dertake, an assessment made with the 
reasonable security of America in mind, 
along with a realistic appraisal of our 
own capabilities, will disclose that we can 
do the job that needs to be done from 
here on out. And it will disclose, further, 
that it can be done without all this ham- 
stringing of industry, business, labor, and 
agriculture that is proposed. 

The administration asks for more au- 
thority when it has not shown an ability 
to intelligently use what has already been 
extended, 
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What the administration really needs 
is a genuine will to make the American 
system work as it was designed to work— 
as a system of free men who produce best 
when they are not saddled with restric- 
tions, regimentation, and control. 

There is, I repeat, no bill that this Con- 
gress could pass which could create in 
this administration that sort of will. 

The best we can do under the circum- 
stances is to resist the efforts of the 
White House to impose an ever-increas- 
ing load of debt and an unnecessary 
tightening net of controls around our 
people. 

In its failure to cope with the problems 
of the hour the administration will once 
again attempt to pin the blame for its 
own shortcomings on the Congress. 

This it will attempt to do regardless of 
the action we take here. 

I am confident, however, that the 
people of this country have been fooled 
for the last time by Mr. Truman and his 
Socialist-minded coterie. I believe the 
people still have faith in the deliberations 
of the Congress. 

We should not let them down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I always make a special 
effort to be present to listen to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HALLECK]. 
During the years that he has served 
with me in the House I have found him 
very interesting. In fact, I can truth- 
fully say that I find him very amusing. 
His ability to talk all around a piece of 
legislation without disclosing his point 
of view has afforded me many a laugh. 

The gentleman from Indiana is like 
the late James J. Corbett, former heavy- 
weight champion boxer of the world. 
Corbett, after he retired, was famous for 
his inability to pick a winner. The gen- 
tleman from Indiana is a worthy succes- 
sor to Corbett’s laurels. His inability 0 
feel the pulse of the people and to recog- 
nize their wants is common to the party 
for which he is such an able mouthpiece. 
The failure of his party to recognize the 
intelligence of the citizenry of this coun- 
try has kept that party out of political 
power in the Federal Government for 
almost a quarter of a century. Old- time 
vaudevillians would change their act 
every 6 months or a year, but the Re- 
publican Party cannot see innovations 
of that type. They are still trying to 
sell the old act with the same songs and 
chatter that they used a quarter of a 
century ago. Truthfully, they have be- 
come the Cherry sisters of politics. 

I do not believe that politics should 
enter into the question of controls, but 
unfortunately the gentleman from In- 
diana chose to put this question on the 
political stage. Over a year and a half 
ago, the gentleman from Indiana while 
speaking on the floor of this House used 
nearly the identical words and phrases 
that he uttered today. He told how the 
people had lost faith in the administra- 
tion, that they did not want controls, 
that they wanted the free-enterprise sys- 
tem. I do not like to recall to the gen- 
tleman the result that was obtained in 
the election the following November. 
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I recognize the gentleman for his 
courage. He always has the courage to 
fight for the minorities. In his case the 
minorities are people with the views of 
the National Association of Manufac- 
turers, the National Real Estate Board, 
the National Chamber of Commerce, and 
the Goulds and Rockefellers. 

My distinguished colleague said that 
he resents the talk emanating from the 
administration that pressure is being 
used to defeat this measure. Surely, the 
gentleman must realize that we in this 
House are not so naive that we do not 
believe that some of the most powerful 
financial groups in this country are doing 
everything in their power to remove 
controls and to prohibit the strengthen- 
ing of the existing regulations. Does he 
choose to completely ignore the great 
wave of pressure that is coming in favor- 
ing this legislation? Does he choose to 
ignore the pressure whose source is from 
the grass roots and the asphalt of our 
Nation? Because the people of the 
United States are speaking lucidly and 
forcefully on an issue that affects their 
every-day existence does he think that 
their plea and call should be ignored? 
The gentlemen should not look down on 
these people because they have not the 
media of the press, radio, and other fa- 
cilities of public opinion at their com- 
mand. He should not brush their 
thoughts aside because they are unable 
to write speeches for Congressmen to 
deliver upon this floor. He must realize 
that this is the voice of the people of our 
country who make the Government and 
who are the Government and who have 
a right to dictate the policies under 
which they desire to live. These are the 
people who are paying the bill. These 
are the people who—when they gather 
at the cross road, the street corner, the 
butcher shop, the grocery store—main- 
tain that prices are entirely too high,. 
that profits are too great, and that their 
dollar purchases too little. These are 
the people who have sent us here be- 
lieving that it is a representative form 
of government and that we should speak 
for them and recognize their plight. 

If the Republican Party desires infla- 
tion, excessive profits, and a higher cost 
of living the people will recognize the 
party’s aims. If the Republican Party 
desires to see higher prices that have 
led to economic ruin in almost every Eu- 
ropean country they will continue to vote 
and speak as they have during the debate 
on this measure. If the gentleman from 
Indiana desires to once again make this 
the political issue of a campaign, we will 
gladly pick up the gauntlet and go to the 
people in the American way at election 
time, and I know that once again the 
people will recognize the inertia, dis- 
interest, and lack of responsibility shown 
by that party, and will once again hand 
the reins of Government to the Demo- 
cratic Party that is not afraid to fight 
the people’s battle. 

Let the gentleman from Indiana con- 
tinue to give this type of leadership, and 
I can safely vouch for a Democratic ad- 
ministration for many years to come. 

The other side of the aisle labels this 
legislation socialism and regimentation. 
During the 15 years that I have been in 
this House each measure that was 
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brought up on the floor for debate that 
benefited the mass of our people was sure 
to have the cry of socialism and regi- 
mentation thrown at it from the Re- 
publican side of this body. Fair wages 
and hours, social security, the strength- 
ening of the workingman’s compensation 
laws, and similar legislation was damned 
with the opprobrium of socialism. 

If this measure before the House today, 
which is an attempt on the part of the 
Government to control gross profits and 
the high cost of living and make it pos- 
sible for the workingman to feed his 
family, is termed socialism, I, for one, am 
not afraid to embrace it. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment, which is at the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Hope: On page 
2, after line 21, insert a new paragraph as 
follows: A 

“Section 101 of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: ‘No restriction, quota, 
or other limitation shall be placed upon the 
quantity of livestock which may be slaugh- 
tered or handled by any processor.“ 


Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is the same that was adopted 
by the Senate when it had the price- 
control bill under consideration recently. 
I am offering it believing that if it is 
adopted the people of this country will 
get more meat, which is what they want 
at the present time. 

We heard some remarks on this floor 
yesterday that I think were more or less 
facetious, about people being compelled 
to eat horse ineat. They are not going 
to be compelled to eat horse meat in this 
country if Mr. DiSalle will let them pur- 
chase and consume the beef, pork, lamb, 
and veal that is available. As a matter 
of fact, if Mr. DiSalle will not interfere 
too much we will have this year a supply 
of meat which will be greater per capita 
than we have ever had, with one or two 
exceptions. We will have about the 
same supply of beef that we had last 
year. We will have about the same sup- 
ply of veal. We will have about 3% 
pounds per capita more pork available. 
We will have about the same amount of 
lamb. Under the authority which the 
Director of Price Stabilization has as- 
serted, by virtue of the provision in the 
law which gives the President power to 
make allocations of scarce materials, he 
has set up a system whereby every 
slaughterer must procure a slaughter 
quota before he can kill cattle or hogs. 
There are no price ceilings on hogs, 
nevertheless a slaughter quota has been 
put into effect as to hogs. Notwith- 
standing the fact that there are more 
cattle ia this country this year than last 
the slaughter quota on cattle for the 
month of June was 80 percent of the 
number killed for the similar period a 
year ago. In July it has been raised to 
90 percent. 

In the case of hogs the June quota was 
115 percent of a year ago. It has been 
reduced now to 105 percent of a year 
ago. That, of course, prevents the 
legitimate slaughterers of this country 
from slaughtering as much beef as they 
slaughtered a year ago, yet we have more 
beef on the hoof than we had a year ago. 
Slaughterers this month must slaughter 
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10 percent fewer hogs than they slaugh- 
tered last month because Mr. DiSalle 
says that that is the quota which will 
be permitted for this particular period. 

We are told that these quotas were 
imposed to prevent black markets, but 
my question is: If that be the case and 
the legitimate slaughterers are permitted 
to purchase only a portion of the amount 
they purchased a year ago when there 
are more cattle and hogs now than then 
where is the extra supply going to go? 
I think the question is too obvious to 
need an answer, for if it goes to market, 
for there is only one place that it can 
go—the black market. 

Farmers are opposed to these slaugh- 
tering quotas for several reasons. One 
is that they feel that it gives the packer 
a club over their head they would not 
have otherwise, because when there are 
more cattle or hogs on the market or 
more hogs on the market than the mar- 
ket can absorb or the packers can buy, 
all the packer has to do is to say: “I 
cannot buy any more today; I have 
bought my quota.” Then he can go on 
and say: “I can buy on next week's 
quota, and I will take what you have 
left, but at a lower price,” and they use 
that as a means of beating down the 
price. I do not say that every packer 
does it, but it is being done; and the re- 
sult is that the farmer is forced to take 
a lower price than he would have to take 
in an unrestricted market. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield. 

Mr. DONDERO. Not long ago we had 
luncheon with the meat producers of my 
State. Their complaint was that while 
they have no objection to your fixing a 
price on what they can sell, they do ob- 
ject that there is no ceiling price on the 
producer of the beef; he can charge 
anything he wants. That day they said 
to us: “We are losing $2 a head on the 
slaughter of hogs, and we are going to 
lose on beef.” I think the price of beef 
is clear out of line at the present time, 
and I wish something could be done 
about it; but that is their complaint. 
Now, what are we going to do to correct 
that? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for five 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOPE. I will tell you what Mr. 
DiSalle did; he did something very ef- 
fective; he rolled back the price of the 
producer. That took about $700,000,000 
from the cattle producer and gave it to 
the packers and distributors. That is 
what Mr. DiSalle has done. So the dif- 
ficulty the gentleman mentions may 
have been corrected to the satisfaction 
of his packers, although I may say that 
I do not know any meat producer, 
packer, or distributor who is satisfied 
with the program which Mr. DiSalle has 
inaugurated. 

Mr. DONDERO. That was 3 weeks 
ago. 
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Mr. HOPE. Prices have been rolled 
back, and the packers have gotten the 
benefit of it. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman has just 
discussed the effect of this quota system 
and has pointed out that when a pro- 
ducer brings his cattle into the market 
and the packers all say, “I have no 
quota,” he is left without an adequate 
market. Is not that surplus which is 
left there in the market without a place 
to go the place from which the black 
market always gets its start? In other 
words, does not some black marketeer 
come along and buy those cattle that 
the packers cannot legitimately buy, 
take them out and slaughter them? 

Mr. HOPE. That is the thing that is 
most likely to happen and it is what will 
happen if the legitimate slaughterers 
cannot buy them, The farmer will have 
to take his product home, or it will be 
purchased by someone without a quota. 

I am opposed to this slaughter quota 
provision also for the additional reason 
that it discriminates against the little 
packers and those who have no history of 
having killed a uniform number of live- 
stock per month. I recently talked to a 
man out in my town who runs a large 
food business, who slaughters part of his 
own beef. I asked him how this was 
affecting him. He said: “I cannot get a 
quota. I have always killed some beef. 
I have always bought some beef from the 
packers. I have done whatever I could 
do which was the best for my customers. 
If I could do better by buying from the 
packers I bought from the packers; if I 
could do better by buying at home and 
slaughtering, I ould do that. But be- 
cause a year ago I was not buying from 
the packers, I cannot get a slaughter 
quota. Based on 2 years. ago I could. 
The result is I have to buy from the 
packers,” 

You see what that does to competition. 
It gives the big packers an unlimited 
market here without any competition 
from the little slaughterers in your com- 
munity and mine. Its tendency will be to 
make big packers bigger and put small 
packers out of business. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. I find an inconsistency 
in the gentleman’s explanation to our 
colleague from Texas [Mr. Poace]. The 
little packers cannot get an allocation 
for slaughtering but will get this cattle 
that is fed into the black market. Is it 
better to have a restriction on all 
slaughtering if we want to avoid a black 
market? 

Mr. HOPE. The people who do not 
have slaughter permits will be driven to 
the black market or out of business al- 
together. 

Mr. JAVITS. The gentleman feels we 
would be better off if we kept that 
slaughterer out of the market or in the 
market? 

Mr. HOPE. Let us have them all in 
without any restrictions, just as we had 
before the controls went into effect. 
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Then everybody will have an equal op- 
portunity. The producer can sell his 
product, the packer can slaughter it, 
large or small, it will go on the market 
and we will get the full benefit of our 
large production of meat animals. 

Mr. JAVITS. What the gentleman is 
saying in practical effect is you want no 
controls of any kind, either price or 
otherwise, and if you have no control 
over the slaughterers you would make 
price control easier? 

Mr. HOPE. I do not think you would. 
The only outlet you have if the legiti- 
mate slaughterers cannot kill the beef 
is for it to go to the black markets. It 
is an encouragement to black marketing. 
There is no other conclusion that can be 
reached. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Is not the nub of the 
gentleman's argument this: There are 
not enough slaughterers’ permits being 
given? From the gentleman’s argu- 
ment, as I get it, apparently the Price 
Stabilizer is not allocating sufficient 
slaughtering permits to the small 
packer, is that true? And if that is 
true, why cannot sufficient permits be 
given to those people to prevent the 
cattle from going into the black market? 

Mr. HOPE. I think they can. It 
would be of some assistance if the Price 
Stabilizer would issue a larger number 
of permits, and increase the percentage 
of livestock to something near the 
amount that is likely to come to market. 
But it all goes back to the fact that the 
Economic Stabilizer or Mr. DiSalle has 
to guess how many cattle are .going to 
come to market and he fixes that as the 
quota. His guess may be good or it may 
be bad. 

Mr. YATES. Will not those people 
who are in business and qualify as pack- 
ers be able to get licenses to continue 
to slaughter? 

Mr. HOPE. Some of them can and 
some cannot. But, suppose they do get 
them, if they can only kill 90 percent of 
what they did a year ago, although there 
are more cattle in the country now than 
then. i 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent that the gen- 
tleman be permitted to proceed for 5 
additional minutes. 


The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection ` 


ty the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I think per- 
haps I can help explain the situation 
that the gentleman from Kansas is at- 
tempting to call to the attention of the 
House by telling the House of an in- 
cident in my own district, in the city 
of Bellefontaine, Logan County, Ohio, 
which is a city of about 12,000; the 
county seat of a rural county, in which 
there was a little slaughtering plant 
that had been in operation a number 
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of years, but the conditions in that 
slaughtering plant were not up to mod- 
ern standards, sanitation and all. So, 
the farm leaders of that county and 
community and some of the civic leaders 
got together and purchased the plant 
last year and spent about 7 months in 
modernizing the plant. When they 
were ready to open they were told by 
the officials in the regional office in 
Cleveland, Ohio, to go ahead with their 
normal slaughtering and a permit would 
be issued later. However, when the 
permit came along the number of ani- 
mals they were permitted to slaughter 
was based not on the entire year of 1950, 
but on what had been slaughtered in the 
old plant in a little over 3 months, so 
that they could not operate at a profit. 
After weeks of discussion with every- 
body—this man Leach that you have in 
OPS, Mike DiSalle and others—a ruling 
was finally made despite the orders of 
the regional office, that they had to be 
bound by the 3 months’ limit, and then 
cut by 80 percent, and the result is that 
that little packing plant has been closed 
and the local meat markets are unable 
to get their meat supply locally, and they 
have to depend on these outside packers. 
Now that is the situation up there, and 
that is an outrage. 

Mr. HOPE. Well, there are many 
similar instances, and there are many 
cases where a small packer, who is run- 
ning on a pretty close margin anyway, 
cannot operate under an 80- or 90-per- 
cent allocation. He makes his profit 
out of the last 10 or 20 percent of his 
slaughter. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma, 

Mr. ALBERT. It is not only the 
slaughtering quotas, but the grading reg- 
wations in the small communities, along 
with other things, that are making it 
almost impossible for the small butcher- 
slaughterer to operate. 

Mr. HOPE. That is true. There is 
hardly a regulation issued by Mr. DiSalle 
that does not have the direct or indirect 
effect of reducing the meat supply of this 
country. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. It is not only the 
lack of license and the regulations, but 
the cost of the graders themselves in the 
small plants, particularly in the rural 
districts, where they have to travel miles 
and be paid for it that makes it impos- 
sible for the small plants to operate. 

Mr. HOPE. Yes, and that contributes 
to the closing of many small plants. 
There is no question about that. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. GAMBLE. The packers in addi- 
tion to having a quota for the month, 
must buy at an average price for that 
month which is not over the ceiling 
price. Is it not a fact that the packers 
are afraid to buy at the prevailing price 
at the beginning of the month which 
might be over the ceiling without know- 
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ing whether they can buy at a lower price 
later on in the month and maintain their 
average price not over the ceiling? 

Mr. HOPE. That is true. 

Mr. GAMBLE. And he would be pe- 
nalized if his average price is over the 
ceiling. 

Mr. HOPE. That has the effect of re- 
ducing the price to the producer because 
of the caution which the slaughterer 
must exercise in making his purchases 
during the early part of the month. 

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. BRAY. There is a situation even 
worse than any that has been mentioned 
s- far. In Bloomington, Ind., there is a 
packer, the Bloomington Frosted Food 
Locker Co., Inc., that provided the uni- 
versity dining rooms there with a certain 
type of meat to meet their needs. Prior 
to 1948 they had built as fine a packing 
plant as there is in the country for its 
size. In 1948 they entered into an agree- 
ment with some other packers whereby 
they were to do the buying from them 
and do the processing of the meat them- 
selves. That worked out very well until 
this present emergency came about, and 
they have been unable to buy the beef 
that they must have. They are not in 
the black market; they are absolutely re- 
liable, and the meat section of OPS here 
agreed to that, but they said, “We abso- 
lutely cannot allow anyone to start 
butchering that has not done so in 1950.” 
I said, “Do you mean to say the situa- 
tion is now that no one can start another 
packing plant in America?” They said, 
“That is exactly what we mean.” Un- 
less this amendment goes through, that 
is exactly the situation we are going to 
have. That is absolutely un-American. 

Mr. HOPE. That means that every- 
one has to get a license because that is 
what a quota amounts to. Mr. DiSalle 
suggested awhile ago that he wanted to 
license all business and you know what a 
storm that caused. He has already li- 
censed the packing business. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
be permitted to proceed for three addi- 
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COOLEY. The statement has 
been made to the effect that if quotas on 
slaughtering are prevented black mar- 
kets will be encouraged and will flourish. 
Has anyone in Mr. DiSalle’s office given 
our committee any satisfactory proof of 
the fact that this quota provision is 
calculated to control black markets? 

Mr. HOPE. We have asked the ques- 
tion, of course, in the committee and at 
other times of Mr. DiSalle and other 
people from his organization. They al- 
ways beat around the bush and do not 
come up with any direct answer. That 
has been the experience we have had. 
They have, I think, to a certain extent 
let the cat out of the bag when they say 
that it is a lot easier to convict a man 
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of violating a slaughtering quota than 
it is to convict him of selling meat above 
ceiling prices. In other words they want 
it as a punitive measure. 

Mr. COOLEY. But they lose complete 
sight of the fact that black-market meat 
does not necessarily have to go to the 
slaughter house at all. It can be slaugh- 
tered in the woods, on the creeks, behind 
trees, and in barns. 

Mr. HOPE. That is correct. For 
that reason, I do not think the reason 
they give gets to the real black-market 
situation. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Is it possible, in the gen- 
tleman’s opinion, to have a price-control 
system on livestock without having such 
a quota and slaughtering regulation? 

Mr. HOPE. I will have to answer the 
gentleman this way: I do not believe 
you can successfully maintain price con- 
trols on beef under any circumstances. 
I do not think it can be done. I think 
that any attempt to do so will in the end 
result in failure. It will result in less 
meat, it will result in black markets, it 
will result in law violations of all kinds. 
I believe that will be the experience we 
will have under this program, no matter 
what we do here or do not do here, just 
as it was the experience we had under 
the program during World War II. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York, 

Mr. JAVITS. Is not what the gentle- 
man from North Carolina said getting 
down to this, that if the slaughterer is 
not licensed then if he sells on the black 
market he is guilty of only one crime, he 
has sold on the black market and broken 
the price ceiling, but on the other hand, 
if he has to-be licensed he is guilty of 
two violations, he is doing it without a 
‘license and he is also selling over the 
ceiling price. Therefore, are not we in 
the cities better off to have him licensed? 

Mr, COOLEY. I do not have any ob- 
jection to the licensing aspects of it, 
it is the limitation of the quota. Cer- 
tainly you can license a slaughterer. I 
assume that most reputable slaughterers 
are licensed, The gentleman knows 
pretty well that the big packers are not 
going to violate this law, the violations 
are going to be by the fly-by-night black- 
market racketeers. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, there has been much 
confusion about slaughtering quotas. 
The facts are very simple. The expected 
supply of meat for any month is dis- 
tributed among the regular slaughterers 
in proportion to the amount they 
slaughtered in 1950. It is, in fact, fol- 
lowing precisely the provisions of section 
701 (c) of the act which calls for making 
materials available to businesses in the 
normal channel of distribution on the 
basis of their historical consumption. 

The computation starts with a known 
factor, the number of meat animals of 
various kinds which were slaughtered 
each month in 1950. Each month OPS, 
in. cooperation with the Department of 
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Agriculture and the industry, makes an 
estimate of the number of cattle, hogs 
and other kinds of animals which the 
farmers will send to the market for 
slaughter each month. If OPS estimates 
that the same number of cattle or hogs 
will be sent to market as were slaughtered 
during the same month last year, a quota 
of 100 percent would be assigned to each 
slaughterer. If the estimate is that only 
50 percent as many will be sent to market 
as were slaughtered during the same 
month last year, then quotas of 50 per- 
cent would be assigned. By the same 
token, if the estimate is that twice as 
many animals will be sent to market dur- 
ing the coming month, then a quota of 
200 percent would be assigned. 

If more animals are sent to market 
than expected, the quotas are increased 
accordingly. In other words, the quota 


` is based solely on the relation between 


the supply for the month and the num- 
ber of animals slaughtered during the 
same month last year. 

In May the following quotas were 
assigned: 


Percent 

(ariaa T cdot AE N E E ni aca amen 90 

ORL ON PEI AE T ec oe 8) 

Sheep and lambs. «44% 89 

222 ⁰ T 110 
For June the quotas assigned were: 

Percent 

%—PP——P—T—T—T—T—T—T—T—TT—T—T—T—T—T—T—T—T—T—T—V—V—V—V—T— one NE 80 

A G—G—T—T—T—T—T—T—T—T—T—T—T—T———— E N A 80 

Sheep and lambs 80 

IN EAA a a o 115 

For July the quotas are: 
y; Percent 
ORIG eaa . 90 


8 5 - 105 


By this method, all the cattle sent to 
market are channeled to the normal dis- 
tributors through the normal channels of 
distribution, and consumers are able to 
buy their normal amount of meat at 
their usual places of supply. 

WILL ESTABLISH CHAOS 


Ordinarily I would not be in favor of 
freezing anything in the normal chan- 
nels of trade and distribution which 
might prevent or hinder or retard or 
act as a deterrent to some person going 
into that same business, but we are in 
an emergency now which of course 
makes us do things which we would 
not ordinarily do. I do believe it is 
in the interest of the country and in 
the interest of the people to channel 
the meat supply through the normal 
distributors, the slaughterers and the 
wholesaler and retailer. Then the people 
can go to the places that they normally 
go to purchase their meat and purchase 
it there. I am afraid the gentleman's 
amendment would establish chaos in the 
industry. 

Then, instead of the normal channels 
of trade and distribution handling the 
meat it would go through the black mar- 
ket. This is to stop the black market. 
Certainly we should not encourage it, 
but stop it as much as possible. The 
black marketeer would slaughter the 
animals, He would not be under any 
quotas. The animals would not go 
through the normal channels of trade 
because we have experienced that. They 
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would go out through a different chan- 
nel of trade and distribution and you 
would not get your meat at the grocery 
store where you normally get it, because 
it will be diverted. It could not go over 
through those normal slaughterers as 
before; and it would not go through 
the same wholesaler and the same dis- 
tributors, but will be diverted. There- 
fore, there would be chaos in the meat 
industry. 

I think it is in the interest of the 
people and in the interest of the na- 
tional defense effort that we channel this 
meat supply, which, of course, will ke 
scarce, through the normal channels of 
trade. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 5 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PATMAN. In doing that, the 
people in the areas which do not have 
a meat supply will have an opportunity 
to get meat just as they are getting it 
now. It is more or less frozen in that 
situation. But if you have chaos, with 
the black marketeers taking over, butch- 
ering the animals back of the barn some- 
where, thereby causing all of that waste 
with which you are acquainted, diverting 
it from normal channels, the areas where 
they do not produce meat will not receive 
their fair share for the people. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Suppose the gentleman 
had a hundred head of steers on feed 
today and he would have them ready 
for market in October, and he ran 
into an 80-percent slaughter quota, the 
packer refused to buy, or any other legit- 
imate dealer refused to buy, what would 
the gentleman from Texas do then? 

Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman is 
talking about an exceptional case. 

Mr. GROSS. Oh, no. 

Mr. PATMAN. Yes, it is. That can 
be provided for easily. That is not new. 
That has come up before. It was han- 
dled under the hardship clause, just as 
the case mentioned by the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Brown]. If they do not 
handle it properly, it is the fault of the 
Administrator. Let us not be at fault 
ourselves. Let us give them the power 
to do it and expect them to do it dis- 
creetly. If they do not do it, we cannot 
help it, but we will give them the power 
and iron out such cases as that, adjust 
the hardship cases later on. 

Mr. GROSS: What power are you 
going to give them? 

Mr. PATMAN. I am not going to be 
diverted on any such detail. That is 
just incidental. There are many things 
in the country that there is no way to 
handle. Controls happen to be one 
of them. Relief is another. There is 
no satisfactory way to administer relief, 
We have got to provide the best law we 
can and give the administrators the 
power to properly administer it, to make 
adjustments, to correct inequalities and 
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hardships, and then they will be obli- 
gated to properly enforce it. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Idaho. 

Mr. BUDGE. I notice the comment 
of the gentleman from Texas, in answer 
to the question put by the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. Gross], with reference 
to the steers. I happen to represent the 
great State of Idaho where we have not 
only a lot of cattle but a lot of sheep. 
Most of the land out there still belongs 
to the Federal Government. The Fed- 
eral Government says how many sheep 
We can graze on that land. This year 
we have an unusually heavy lamb crop, 
a larger percentage of the lambs. 

Mr. PATMAN. Now I yielded for a 
question, if you please. 

Mr. BUDGE. This lamb crop this 
year was exceptionally heavy, due to the 
fact that there were a lot of doubles. It 
is almost a hundred percent larger lamb 
crop, much bigger than last year. What 
does the gentleman from Texas expect 
us to do with the lambs left over after 
80 percent of them have been 
slaughtered? 

Mr. PATMAN. Now we are talking 
about quotas. $ 

Mr. BUDGE. That is what I am talk- 
ing about. 

Mr. PATMAN. If you raise a lot more 
sheep and lambs in Idaho you will have 
to increase the quotas. In other words, 
if they raised twice as many, the quota 
will be 260 percent. If they raised three 
times as many, the quota will be 300 per- 
cent. That will be easily adjusted. 

Mr. BUDGE. One more question, 
please. 

Mr. PATMAN. Just a question now. 

Mr. BUDGE. In the gentleman’s 
opinion, are we not going back to the 
co theory of plowing under little 

Mr. PATMAN. No, I do not think so. 
I do not think we are going in that di- 
rection at all. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from West Virginia. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. You just pick that 
up next month; adjust the quota that 
way. 

Mr. PATMAN. Yes. I thought I ex- 
plained that. 

Now, I do not believe the other body 
would have placed in this bill many of 
the amendments they did if they had 
entertained the idea that the same iden- 
tical amendments would be accepted 
over here, because that means they are 
out of conference. You know how that 
body acts. They just say, “We will send 
it to conference. We will just vote for 
it and send it to conference”; but if we 
adopt the policy of adopting the identi- 
cal language like this, the other body 
having adopted this identical language, 
then it is not in conference, and there 
is no way to change it. I do not care 
how harmful it may be, it is cemented 
in the bill. There is no way to change 
it. I respectfully suggest that the best 
thing to do is certainly not to adopt this 
in the identical language, so as to take 
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it out of the area of disagreement, but to 
leave it as it is, defeat the amendment, 
and then it wiil be in conference. If it 
is a good thing, the conferees can agree 
to it. This amendment will place the 
handcuffs on the administration. Mr. 
Charles E. Wilson made a wonderful 
speech last night. I hope those who did 
not hear it will read it. It had the ring 
of sincerity that could only come from 
an honest, God-fearing American. 

DON’T PASS THE BUCK—MAKE IT WORTH A DOLLAR 


Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 8 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, when 
a workingman in my district in Philadel- 
phia goes into a store and finds that a 
pair of workshoes that used to cost him 
$6.98 a year age now has on it a price 
tag of $8.65, he does not understand what 
is going on down here. He reads in the 
papers that inflation is supposed to be 
over, and that we do not need price 
controls. 

“What would the price of those shoes 
be without price controls?” he wants to 
know. And he wants to know: “When 
are we going to get the kind of price con- 
trols that will get prices down where they 
belong?” 

I have just recently had the honor and 
privilege of being appointed to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency of the 
House of Representatives, and have had 
the privilege of joining in the commit- 
tee’s deliberations on the Defense Pro- 
duction Act which contains the price 
control law. This enabled me to bring 
directly before this committee the pro- 
tests of thousands of my constituents, 
whom I personally interviewed, against 
rising prices and demanding strong price 
controls. But while I am new to this 
committee, I want to admonish the mem- 
bers of the great need for legislation of 
this type. 

I do not find it hard to think back to a 
period 5 years ago, on this very House 
floor, just exactly 5 years ago in June of 
1946, when we had before us another bill 
dealing with price control. That was 
during my first term in the Congress and 
there were many speeches on the House 
floor by Members who had served here for 
long periods and were regarded as ex- 
perts on this kind of legislation. 

I listened carefully to those experi- 
enced Members as they discussed the 
OPA. It was my owa belief then based 
on my own background and experience 
among the working people of Philadel- 
phia, that we needed price controls in 
1946 and needed them very badly. I so 
voted. I opposed all of the amendments 
to cripple OPA and kill effective price 
control. My side lost. We were out- 
voted by those who assured us they had 
the real answer to all of the Nation’s 
problems and that it was a very simple 
answer: Just get rid of OPA, 

There was a big advertisement running 
in the newspapers in those days, It said: 
“Would you like some butter or a roast of 
beef?” It says OPA means low produc- 
tion, low production means black mar- 
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kets, black markets mean needlessly high 
prices. 

This ad ran in the Washington Post on 
May 4, 1946. Ads like it ran in news- 
papers all over the country. They were 
paid for by the National Association of 
Manufacturers—which, by the way, 
never registered under the lobbying act 
because it claims it does not engage in 
lobbying activities. 

This ad and others like it and the 
many millions big business spent in 1946 
to stampede the Congress and the people 
had a lot to do with killing price control 
in 1946.. When the people woke up to 
what had hit them, it was too late. The 
cost of living had gone up so fast that 
millions of wage earners were priced 
right out of the market, and they never 
did catch up again on their standard of 
living for years afterward. As soon as 
they did start to catch up, and could live 
fairly decently, along came this inflation 
last June and took the food right out 
of their mouths. 

Well, we finally got price controls on 
again and stopped the price rush. Ham- 
burger costs 68 or 70 cents a pound now 
instead of 55; a quart of milk in Philadel- 
phia is up from 19 to 22 cents or so; a suit 
of clothes that used to cost $39.25 in 
Philadelphia a year ago now costs $45; 
rents are up, baby food went up and so 
did just about everything else, but at 
least we finally stopped them from going 
any higher. We are groggy from the 
beating this inflation gave us, but at 
least we worked our way out of the wind- 
mill of punches and we are getting a 
chance to catch our breath. 

And now the National Association of 
Manufacturers in trying to talk the Con- 
gress into doing the same thing it talked 
the Seventy-ninth Congress into doing 
5 years ago last month, right here on 
this floor—that is, kill price control and 
let the profiteers loose again. 

Mr. Chairman, we just cannot permit 
it to happen. We learned our lesson the 
hard way 5 years ago. We saw our peo- 
ple suffer. We saw mothers forced to 
cut down on the milk they could buy for 
their children. We saw kids running 
around in tatters because clothing cost 
so much. We saw our constituents lose 
faith in the Congress—and that is a ter- 
rible thing to have happen. 

This bill on price control which has 
come out of the Banking and Currency 
Committee is not a strong enough bill. 
It says to the American people that beef 
is just for the rich and that the poor shall 
not be enabled to buy it. They must eat 
something else. We have more beef cat- 
tle than we ever had in this country 
before, and the farmer is making this 
year probably more money in net income 
that he ever made—farm income this 
year will probably be greater even than 
it was in the peak year of 1947—and yet 
we are told in this bill that there can 
be no roll-back on beef prices for the 
consumer. The roll-back that benefited 
the packers—that was different. This 
bill does not touch that. But the roll- 
backs to benefit the consumer, they are 
out. 

Mr. Chairman, I voted to give the con- 
sumer, the workingman, the housewife, 
the break on roll-backs. Meat prices are 
too high. They must be reduced. This 
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bill must be amended to reduce meat 
prices to the consumer. The cattle 
raiser is doing all right and the roll- 
back will not ruin them at all. 

Between the NAM lobby trying to kill 
price control and the beef lobby trying 
to kill the roll-backs on meat prices for 
the consumer, the Congress is getting 
the business. But it is bad business, Mr. 
Chairman. It is not right. 

We have the chance here on this bill 
to show our people that we are working 
for them and voting in their interest 
and not for the special interests and the 
big business interests and the Beef Trust. 
The people of Philadelphia know that 
the Democratic administration is in their 
corner and fighting for them on this 
issue. Philadelphia is going to go Demo- 
cratic this year and elect a Democratic 
city administration for the first time in 
generations because it has learned that 
the Democrats on an. issue which means 
decent living standards for the people 
can be counted on to do the right thing. 

But we Democrats are not selfish on 
things like this, The Republicans in the 
Congress are invited to join with us in 
putting through a good bill, and thus 
helping to redeem their party a little in 
the eyes of the people. 

So here is the chance, Mr. Chairman, 
for all Members of Congress to show that 
we are not going to pass the buck—we 
are going to make it worth a dollar—a 
hundred cents’ worth of purchasing 
power again. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word and rise in 
support of the amendment. ; 

Mr. Chairman, if you want chaos in 
the cattle industry the surest way to have 
it is to have the quota system. I repre- 
sent the second largest livestock market 
in America, at Omaha, Nebr. Here is 
how those quotas would operate in that 
market: 

If in June 100,000 cattle come to the 
Omaha market and that is the amount 
Omaha slaughtered last year, this 
year they can buy cnly 80 percent of 
that number. The other 20,000 that have 
come to our market must go back to the 
farm or some questionable purchaser has 
to buy them. 

That is the only way on earth the 
farmer can get rid of those cattle. If 
you want to guarantee a black market 
the surest way on earth to do it is to 
set quotas and to have quotas that are 
less than the supply. 

Here is what happened in the last war 
under a similar situation: A friend of 
mine brought cattle to south Omaha on 
one of the big market days. He had his 
cattle in the pens and went over to the 
livestock exchange to get his dinner. 
There was no meat on the menu; he 
could not get meat to eat. He went back 
to the livestock pens after he had his 
dinner and asked how much they had 
sold his cattle for. They replied: “We 
have not been able to sell them on ac- 
count of the quotas.” So here was a 
fellow with thousands of pounds of beef 
on the hoof right in the stockyards ready 
to sell and yet he could not buy a meat 
course in the livestock restaurant 200 
feet away because quotas had prevented 
the packers from buying the meat. 
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That was the time when black mar- 
kets ran wild. We had a report in the 
committee in 1945 from the Secretary 
of the New York State Food Merchants’ 
Association, who had collected facts 
from 4,500-odd dealers, He reported to 
our committee that 53 percent of the 
meat coming through the retail New 
York market of his association were com- 
ing from black markets. That is what 
the situation will be under quotas. 

In the last war, Safeway Stores, one of 
the biggest food merchants in the United 
States, had to buy eight packing plants 
in order to get meat. The quotas were 
making it impossible for the normal sup- 
pliers, the normal processors, to get the 
supply of cattle that they normally 
processed in their plants. So I say, Mr. 
Chairman, that if you want to have 
black markets keep having quotas and 
I will guarantee that you will have black 
markets. 

Mr.CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I yield. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Let us take the 
case of the Safeway Stores; they had to 
purchase this line of packing plants not 
so much in order to get all the meat they 
wanted but in order to gef a constant 
flow of some meat. Is that correct or 
not? 

Mr. BUFFETT. That is largely cor- 
rect; yes. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Because if the 
quota prevented them from slaughter- 
ing the meat that they need to supply 
their own retail customers, then it pre- 
vented their attaining the big objective, 
that is, not having all the meat they 
wanted, but to have a constant flow of 
meat, a narrow stream or wide stream, a 
constant flow; they had to acquire those 
packing plants. 

Mr. BUFFETT. That is correct. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is what they 
are up against now. May I ask the gen- 
tleman this question? Under the pres- 
ent situation is this 80 percent order 
established in advance of the beginning 
of the month in which it applies? 

Mr. BUFFETT. As I understand, it 
is established in advance. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. If that is correct 
and I bring my livestock either to a small 
auction market or to a market like 
Omaha, and before they dispose of my 
cattle the quota has been filled, what do 
you expect.me to do with those cattle? 

Mr. BUFFETT. You are certainly up 
against it; you have got to sell your 
cattle in the black market. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I am asking the 
gentleman a plain question. 

Mr. BUFFETT. You would have to 
find a buyer. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Yes, a buyer any- 
where I can find a buyer. 

Mr. BUFFETT. You have no choice. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is right, I 
have no choice. And does the gentle- 
man think the men who live and work 
12, 14, or 18 hours a day on the farms 
and ranches are going to submit to that 
kind of program in this country? : 

Mr. BUFFETT. No, sir. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Of course, they are 
not. They will sell to black market or 
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otherwise. We ought to have sense 
enough to know that, too. 

Mr. BUFFETT. When cattle are 
ready for market, they are like water- 
melons, you have to market them. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. If it is true he has to 
bring these cattle to market, why, then, 
did we have such a shortage of cattle 
coming to the market within the last 
few months? 

Mr. BUFFETT. Does the gentleman 
mean the temporary shortage for sey- 
eral weeks? j 

Mr. YATES. Correct. f 

Mr. BUFFETT. I understand the 
greater part of that shortage was due 
to the fact that when the roll-backs 
were announced a lot of people marketed 
half-finished cattle. They marketed 
them ahead of the roll-back and quotas, 
so that after the quotas were put in there 
were a small number of cattle in the 
market for some period of time. If the 
gentleman has a better answer than 
that, I would like to have it. 

Mr. YATES. -I have an answer that 
I have seen in the newspapers; that is, 
perhaps it was to the best interest of 
those who raise the cattle not to bring 
them to market at that particular time 
in the hope that amendments such as 
this would be presented and there would 
be no ceilings on beef or livestock at all. 

Mr. BUFFETT. I suggest to the gen- 
tleman he might find that an easy way 
to go broke is to keep cattle in a feeding 
lot after they are finished and ready for 
market. If the gentleman does not be- 
lieve that, try it sometime. { 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 


in opposition to the pending amend- 


ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I will undertake to 
answer the question asked a moment ago 
by the gentleman from Illinois of the 
gentleman from Nebraska. Here is the 
answer, and, incidentally, this is one 
chamber of commerce that is not against 
controls but for controls. I quote from 
a letter I received from the Flatbush 
Chamber of Commerce: 

Our local butchers inform us that short- 
ages are caused by the cattle raisers who are 
holding up shipments to the markets for 
higher prices. The retailers are incensed at 
the methods being used by the wholesalers 
who have created a black market such as 
we have never seen before. Butchers are 
compelled to accept tie-in sales. For a cer- 
tain amount of inferior grades of meat they 
must take a box of hams, eggs, butter, etc, 
If they want choice grades they have to pay 
in cash all the way down the line in addi- 
tion to outrageously high prices for the meat 
and short weight, etc. There are many other 
disgraceful means of cheating by the black 
marketeers, meaning the wholesalers, too 
numerous to mention here, 


That is the answer. 

To you farmers from Idaho and Ne- 
braska, let me say that I am a Repre- 
sentative of the State of New York. The 
State of New York raises as much cattle 
and sells as much livestock and livestock 
products as 10 other States together, 
four and a half times as much as Idaho, 
and almost as much as Nebraska, and 
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the livestock raisers and producers in 
my State are not crying the way you 
gentlemen are. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. Will the gentleman ex- 
plain this point that has just been made 
about licensing? Is there any control 
over slaughterers unless this quota pro- 
vision is in effect? 

Mr. MULTER. None whatsoever. 

Mr. JAVITS. In other words, they 
are not licensed at all? This is the only 
way to control them if you want to avoid 
black marketing? 

Mr. MULTER. You cannot control 
them without quota regulations. To you 
farmers who want to protect the little 
fellow, let me tell you this, and you can 
read it in the regulations if you want 
to read because I do know you can read, 
even though you do not interpret cor- 
rectly what you read: 

Any farmer may slaughter up to 6,000 
pounds of livestock a year and freely dispose 
of it any way he pleases, 

There is no quota regulation against 
them, there is no other regulation against 
them. That has been traditional in the 
industry and the OPS and Mr. DiSalle 
have not tried to change it. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from New York. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I am sure that 
the gentleman, while he is probably 
quite capable of doing so, does not want 
to give the House the impression that 
he represents the State of New York? 
There are a few others of us here from 
New York who would like to be recog- 
nized also. 

Mr. MULTER. I am sorry I gave that 
impression. I am only 1 of 45 Repre- 
sentatives from the State of New York. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Quite so, and I 
am sure the gentleman also does not 
want to give the impression that all the 
Representatives from the State of New 
York take exception in a rather—well, 
let us say, violent way with the farmers 
of the great West. I do not think that 
is entirely correct. 
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Mr. MULTER. No. I am quite sure 
you and I agree that New York produces 
more than 15 percent of the taxes and 
income in this country and has always 
helped the rest of the country, and will 
continue to do so. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Certainly, and we 
will continue to do so. 

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a correction? 

Mr. MULTER. Surely. 

Mr. TALLE. Perhaps I misunder- 
stood the gentleman, but I gathered 
from what he said in the early part of 
his speech that the State of New York 
produced more livestock than any other 
12 States of the Union. Reference was 
made to Idaho and Nebraska specifically. 
Now, coming as I do from the State of 
Iowa, and knowing something about 
what we produce, I am interested in 
having the gentleman check his figures 
so that the Members of the House may 
have accurate information. 

Mr. MULTER. The State of New 
York is the twelfth highest State of the 
Union in producing livestock and live- 
stock products. 

Mr. TALLE. That is quite a different 
thing from saying that the State of New 
York produces as much as any other 12 
States put together. 

Mr. MULTER. For your edification 
let me say this. Did the gentleman re- 
fer to Iowa? 

Mr. TALLE. Yes. 

Mr. MULTER. Iowa produces three 
times as much as the State of New 
York. 

Mr. TALLE. That is fine. 

Mr. MULTER. And the State of New 
York produces four and a half times as 
much as the State of Idaho. 

Mr. TALLE. Now we are getting 
nearer to the truth. Let us have some- 
thing about Texas and Florida. 


Mr. MULTER. All right, let us take ` 


the State of Florida. We will find it here. 
Florida produces less than one-fifth of 
that produced by New York State. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 10 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. MULTER. I cannot let this mo- 
ment go by without saying that we heard 
a lot of pleas earlier in the debate that 
we ought to approach this Defense Pro- 
duction Act on a nonpartisan basis; that 
it is not a political issue; that it is a 
matter of the national interest and the 
national security. Well, to emphasize 
that, you were privileged a while ago to 
hear the distinguished gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. HALLECK] deliver his cam- 
paign speech of 1952. We boys on our 
side are ready to slug it out with you 
now if you are ready to start the cam- 
paign. We will take the issue you are 
giving to us. In the French Revolution 
it was “Let them eat cake,” and now you 
are saying “let them eat pork, if they 
cannot buy steak.” We will meet that 
issue. One of our colleagues said the 
farmer was told he should know on what 
side his bread is buttered. Do not over- 
look the farmer who was asked: “Who 
are you going to vote for in 1952—” and 
the farmer responded, “Well, I voted for 
Dewey twice, and I have never been so 
well off.” 

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Nebraska. 

Mr. BUFFETT. The gentleman gave 
some figures on livestock production in 
New York compared to Nebraska. To 


-~ retrieve the honors of Nebraska, will you 


give us the comparative figures for Ne- 
braska and New York? 

Mr. MULTER. Gentleman, I am not 
going to take my time answering all of 
those questions for you now, but I will 
tell you what I will do. As soon as we go 
back into the House I will ask for per- 
mission to put in the Recorp the com- 
plete statement of the 48 States as given 
to us in the bulletin, Farm Income, re- 
leased June 27, 1951, by the Department 
of Agriculture, and I am sure you will 
not dispute the figures. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Quote the figures in 
the RECORD. 

Mr. MULTER. I am quoting them 
correctly and you can compare them and 
then tomorrow you can read them for 
yourselves. You should know them be- 
fore you attempt to make these argu- 
ments. 

The figures are as follows: 


TABLE 4.—Cash receipts from farm marketings, by States, January-April 1950-51 


{In thousands of dollars] 


State and region 


New Jersey... 
Pennsylvania. 


North Atlantic region. 
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32, 842) 290,514) 367,7 


3 Includes revision for livestock and products. 


1951 


State and region 
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TABLE 4.—Cash receipts from farm marketings, by States, January-April 1950-51—Continued 
[In thousands of dollars] 


State and region 
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Livestock and 
products 
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Now, let us get this quota business 
straight. I told you that any farmer can 
slaughter up to 6,009 pounds of meat a 
year and dispose of it freely where, when, 
and as he pleases. Any slaughterer wno 
slaughters up to ten head of cattle a 
month is free of these quota restrictions. 
Do not come in here telling us how the 
little farmer is crying, that he needs 
some help. These restrictions are aimed 
at the big black marketeers, the big 
packers, who supported and financed this 
entire phony baloney campaign. 

This quota system is not what its an- 
tagonists pretend it is. Under this quota 
system the Department of Agriculture 
determines “What did the packing houses 
slaughter last year?” Not the farmer, 
not the feeder, not the cattle raiser, but 
what did the slaughterer slaughter last 
year? Then they estimate how many 
cattle are coming to market today. Then 
OPS gives you the quota based on that. 
If the amount of cattle coming to mar- 
ket today is in excess of what it was 
then by 10 percent, the slaughtering quo- 
ta is increased 10 percent. The idea is 
not to stop the farmer, not to stop the 
cattle raiser, not to stop the feeder, but 
to see to it that these cattle are chan- 
nelled in to the licensed slaughterers 
and do not get into the black market. 

Mrs. KELLY of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
woman from New York. 

Mrs. KELLY of New York. Will the 
gentleman include in the Recorp the 
amount contributed by the State of New 
York to the Federal Government which 
helps support the farmers throughout 
the Nation? 

Mr. MULTER, I think the gentle- 
woman will agree it is about 15 percent 
of the over-all national income. Is not 
that about right? 

Mrs. KELLY of New York. Yes; I be- 
lieve that is the amount. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman referred 
to the regulation that now allows 
any individual to slaughter up to 6,000 


pounds for his own use, also to the regu- 
lation that allows a minimum of slaugh- 
tering by a commercial slaughterer, 
without regard to any quota. Can the 
gentleman give us some assurance that 
if this law is passed as it is now written 
without any amendment, 2 months or 3 
months or a year from now we will still 
have those same exemptions in the regu- 
lations? I understand they are regula- 
tions only and not statutory law, and 
that they are subject to change any day 
that Mr. DiSalle sees fit to change them. 
Can the gentleman give us any assurance 
that he is going to keep those regulations 
in effect? Can he tell us what we will 
have to do to keep them in effect, if we 
do not adopt an amendment to do it? 

Mr. MULTER. If we are going to try 
to do more than lay down in the law the 
principles instead of leaving to the De- 
partment the regulation, we had better 
make up our minds that from here on in 
we are going to be a regulatory body and 
not a Congress. Your assurance that 
these regulations are going to continue 
to be reasonable, and reasonably 
enforced, is that we have reasonable- 
minded men in Government, and we are 
calling upon reasonably-minded men to 
try to do an honest-to-goodness job so as 
to protect your security and my security, 
the security of this country. 

Now and then, here and there, we will 
get a man who will not do that, but Iam 
sure we will remove him before he can 
do any damage. Your best assurance of 
future reasonableness is past reasonable- 
ness. 

My experience with that man who has 
been so harshly and unjustly abused, 
Mr. DiSalle, is that he is reasonable, he 
is fair, he is honest, and he is decent. 
Any time anyone comes in and says, 
“This is my problem,” he will sit down 
and go over it with him and help him 
if he is entitled to help. 

Bear this in mind when we are talking 
about the quota regulation, that he can 
change the quota the very day it is estab- 
lished. If the estimate calls for a regu- 
lation that fixes it at 105 percent and 
actual marketing conditions show it 
should be 110, he can change it in 24 
hours or less, He said so to the Commit- 


tee on Agriculture. When conditions re- 
quire the quota to be changed, he can and 
does change it on short notice. 

Mr. PFOAGE. I read in this morning’s 
paper, whether it is correct or not, that 
more cattle were coming to market now 
than at this time a year ago. I believe 
the gentleman read just a moment ago 
that the present quota on cattle is 90 per- 
cent. 
ae MULTER. No, I did not read 

at. 

Mr. POAGE. What is it, then? 

Mr. MULTER. I cannot tell the gen- 
tleman at the moment. 

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman >* from 
Texas read it, then, but the gentleman 
will agree it is 90 percent?- 

Mr. MULTER. No, I do not know 
what it is. 

Mr. POAGE. What is it today? Iam 
asking the gentleman, what is the quota 
right today? 

Mr. MULTER. I refuse to yield any 
further. It is of no importance. No one 
has dared stand up here and say it is 
wrong. You make an argument based 
on supposition and imagination. 

The fact of the matter is that if cattle 
coming to market are 10 percent over a 
year ago, the quota is 10 percent over a 
year ago for salughtering. 

Mr, O’TOOLE. Mr. Chairman, will 
te gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. O’TOOLE. Is it not true that we 
cannot have legislation of this type if 
we do not have flexible regulations to 
meet conditions that change practically 
every day? 

Mr. MULTER. There is no doubt 
about it. Conditions change, and we 
have to meet the existing situation. 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield. 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Will you 
explain why it is that if the number of 
cattle to be slaughtered is reduced be- 
cause of the quota that that will make 
the price of meat cheaper to the con- 
sumer? 

Mr. MULTER. The quota system is 
not intended to cheapen the price of 
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meat. Do not confuse allocations and 
priorities with price control. Let us 
keep the record clear. 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. All right 
then, what is it for? 

Mr. MULTER. The quota system is 
intended to keep the black marketeer out. 
It is intended to see that the cattle that 
you send and your farmers send to mar- 
ket reach the legitimate slaughterer and 
no one else. 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. But you 
are restricting the number that the legit- 
imate slaughterer can slaughter. 

Mr. MULTER. We are restricting the 
number that he slaughters in accord- 
ance with the number that comes to 
market and the restriction is only for 
the purpose of allocating the cattle that 
come to market amongst the legitimate 
slaughterers and nothing else, and you 
cannot read anything else into that regu- 
lation. 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. You do 
agree it raises the price, do you not? 

Mr, MULTER. It does not raise the 
price. I do not agree. 

Mr. DOLLINGER. Mr. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield. 

Mr. DOLLINGER. Reference was 
made before to the statement that the 
1952 campaign issue will be based upon 
the packers’ statement, “Let them eat 
pork”; I think the gentleman should 
make some correction in the RECORD so 
far as those of us are concerned who do 
not eat pork. What are we going to do? 

Mr. MULTER. If this amendment 
prevails, we are all going to become 
vegetarians, whether we like it or not. 

_ Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Your own 
mayor of New York, Mr. O’Dwyer, when 
the OPA was in effect in 1946, wired an 
urgent wire to the President asking him 
to take off controls so that the people in 
New York could get a little beef. You 
are following the same pattern here. 

Mr. MULTER. No; we are not. You 
are. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. What will 
you do just before the election in 1952? 

Mr. MULTER. We are not following 
that pattern. You are following that 
same pattern. You are voting to take 
controls off. We learn by our mistakes, 
but you do not want to learn. 

You are saying to take these controls 
off. You want to kill this control bill. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. What will 
you be doing in 1952 before the election? 

Mr. MULTER. You will be begging 
for these controls. I will say this, too, 
even though the President said last year 
he did not want these price controls, at 
that time the Committee on Banking and 
Currency and the Democrats on this side 
of the House voted them, with the help 
of some of you men, as standby controls. 
You can ignore the best interests of your 
country and of your constituents now. 
They will know how to respond in 1952. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 


Chairman, 
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Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on the 
Hope amendment and all amendments 
thereto close at 15 minutes to 5. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, can the Chair 
advise us how many Members are stand- 
ing, indicating that they would ‘ike to be 
heard on the amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair observes 
37 or 38 Members. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on the 
Hope amendment and all amendments 
thereto close at 5 o’clock. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, 
reserving the right to object, by unani- 
mous consent we just allowed one mem- 
ber of the committee 15 or 20 minutes 
to argue one side of this amendment. 
I do not think it is fair te ask 45 or 50 
people to be satisfied with three-quarters 
of a minute each to express some ideas 
that they might have on this, and there- 
fore I will have to object to that request. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on the Hope amendment 
and all amendments thereto conclude at 
15 minutes after 5. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. SPENCE]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. Spence), there 
were—ayes 110, noes 45. 

So the motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. Regs] is recognized. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr, H. CARL 
ANDERSEN, Mr. Hoeven, Mr. POULSON, 
and Mr. Gross yielded the time allotted 
to them to the gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. Rees].) 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I want to thank my colleagues for yield- 
ing me the time allotted to them. I now 
have 4% or 6 minutes. The gentleman 
from New York who preceded me [Mr. 
Mutter] has just consumed about 20 
minutes. Unfortunately, the gentleman 
from the city of Brooklyn, N. Y., is not 
familiar, from a practical viewpoint, as 
he might be with this problem. 

The gentleman from New York at the 
close of his remarks did make a rather 
interesting observation when he said Mr. 
DiSalle under this bill could change the 
rules, orders, and regulations with re- 
spect to quotas on livestock at any time 
he may choose to do so. Of course, since 
he can do that to quotas he can do it 
with regard to other regulations. In 
other words, you would leave it to the 
head of a bureau to determine how many 
cattle, hogs, sheep, and other animals 
may, or may not, be sold in the market 
during any period of time. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MvULTER] has pointed out, for example, 
that Mr. DiSalle decided the number of 
cattle that could be slaughtered during 
April of this year should be 80 percent 
of what the same slaughterers processed 
in the same month last year. On hogs 
I think it was 90 percent, and on sheep 
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80 or 90 percent. Then during the last 
of April he modified his orders and said 
the number of cattle should be 80 per- 
cent for June. Then on the last day 
of June he ordered the quota at 90 per- 
cent for July. That is 90 percent of the 
number slaughtered in July 195t. All 
this is being done while you complain 
that not enough meat is going to the 
retailers for the family table. And, 
moreover, when there is no shortage of 
meat animals in the country. No one, 
so far as I have been able to ascertain, 
has even suggested a shortage of cattle, 
hogs, or sheep. 

Before I proceed further I want to 
make it clear that this amendment deals 
only with quotas. This amendment has 
nothing to do with prices. The only 
way, as I see it, where it could affect 
prices is that it should lower them for 
the reason there would be a bigger supply 
in competition within the market limi- 
tation. 

Now, I would like to say just a word 
or two as to how this proposal affects 
the farmer and feeder who produces beef 
for the market. Under this legislation 
the farmer has no assurance from month 
to month, or week to week, what this 
Bureau may do to the market on his 
livestock. He has no assurance whether 
quotas will be manipulated upward or 
downward. In fact, he does not even 
have assurance that his livestock will be 
sold when they go to the public mar- 
ket for fear the quotas are filled and 
there is no market for his livestock. 

Somehow, you fail to realize the feed- 
ing of cattle is a long-time operation. 
Many farmers in my area and in other 
parts of the country have already mar- 
keted cattle prematurely when they 
should have remained in feed lots and 
increased their weight and quality. In 
other words you would have had more 
meat and of better quality. Farmers 
take a good many long risks: weather, 
that is rainy or dry seasons, diseases 
that may injure livestock, general de- 
mands for their product when ready for 
market, The livestock man does not ask 
for subsidies. He does not want a bu- 
reau limiting the number of cattle he 
can sell when he is told that the demand 
for his product is greater than is sup- 
plied in the market place. It hardly 
makes sense. 

I have in my district a number of cat- 
tle producers and feeders, most of whom 
handle only livestock in small numbers. 
A few of them feed on a comparatively 
large scale. I have in mind a feeder in 
my community who had a continuous 
program of feeding and finishing 2,000 
head of cattle. Early last spring he was 
faced with the confusion and the un- 
certainty, and the further risk-quota 
regulations, and he sold his cattle and 
closed his feeding operations before the 
cattle were finished and ready for mar- 
ket. Result was loss of supply of beef 
because cattle were underweight. 

Something was said a while ago. I 
believe it was the gentleman from Chi- 
cago, III. [Mr. Yates], about holding cat- 
tle off the market. He does not realize 
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the farmer cannot do that very long 
after they are fattened even if he would 
choose to do so. Feeding after they are 
ready for market is a losing proposition. 
Furthermore, when the cattle are 
shipped to the open market there is no 
guaranty of price, but they must be 
sold unless the owner decides to ship 
them back home. You just do not han- 
dle livestock you would automobiles 
and other similar goods. Livestock are 
perishable goods, 

You seem to set aside the idea of sup- 
ply and demand. Listen to this: A week 
ago last Monday I talked with the head 
cattle buyer for one of the big four pack- 
ing companies on the Kansas City mar- 
ket. He said he had just bought 260 
steers for slaughter for that day. He 
said normally he would have purchased 
1.20. He said the cattle were on the 
market, but because of quota restrictions 
he could buy no more. He said there 
was plenty of outlet for the beef. He 
further stated his company would be 
penalized by deducting from the July 
quota three times his overquota for the 
month of June. I talked to the buyer 
for another of the big four and he re- 
lated precisely the same story. This was 
on Monday when the supply of cattle on 
the market is usually the heaviest. 

Here is another thing you fail to take 
into account. The quota is on the basis 
of the number of head of livestock and 
not the quantity of meat. You fail to 
take into account that market condi- 
tions differ from year to year. This be- 
cause of weather conditions, crop con- 
ditions and other things over which the 
farmers have no control. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield. 

Mr. VORYS. I tried to get the Brook- 
lyn cowboy to help me out, but he would 
not do so. Are the quotas the same over 
the whole United States, 90 percent of 
last year’s? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. That is correct. 
Under the order the quotas would apply 
the same in various parts of the country. 
If it is 90 percent in one area, it is 90 
percent in other places. 

Mr. VORYS. I may be ignorant, but 
let me ask: Do the cattle of the United 
States necessarily grow just exactly at 
the same percentage all over the United 
States? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Oh, no; not at 


all. 

Mr. VORYS. Would it be possible for 
you to have a 90-percent quota in a place 
where cattle production was 110 percent 
over last year and 90 percent at an- 
other place where it is only 80 percent 
o? last year? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. There might 
be more cattle in an area than last year. 
Or there might be less cattle in a cer- 
tain area than there were a year ago. 
Under this order the percentage quota 
applies the same. I was rather surprised 
that the gentleman from Texas [Mr, 
Parman] did not take cognizance of that 
situation when he addressed the com- 
mittee earlier today. 
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Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota, who was 
Eind enough to yield me his time on this 
amendment. The gentleman, inciden- 
tally, is quite familiar with this problem 
by reason of his own experience. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I believe 
it has been said that the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Mutter] seriously stated 
in the Banking and Currency Committee 
that we should arrange matters so that 
a cow would have two calves in 1 year, 
without having twins. Just how that 
could be arranged, perhaps the gentle- 
man from Brooklyn [Mr. Mutter] could 
say. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I read of it in 
a local newspaper. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. If the gentle- 
man can answer the question real 
quickly and say “Yes” or “No,” it is all 
right with me. 

Mr. MULTER. Is that Democrat the 
gentleman spoke of as having 2,000 head 
of cattle one of the small farmers in his 
district? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. I did not say 
he was a small operator. Neither is he 
crying. But he is one of the men who 
has produced thousands of tons of beef 
for the people of New York and other 
parts of the country. He is a successful 
businessman just as the gentleman from 
New York is a highly successful lawyer. 
You are not hurting him by this legis- 
lation. The fellow you are injuring is 
the little fellow. The strange thing 
about it is you are talking about pro- 
tecting the little packer and the little 
individual, but he is the man you are 
killing off. 

Mr. MULTER. Are we killing off Ar- 
mour & Co. that made only $3,000,000 in 
the first quarter of this year? 

Mr. REES of Kansas. The big oper- 
ator the gentleman talks about is the 
only one, if anybody, that gets any pro- 
tection under this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, fixed slaughter quotas 
for livestock slaughterers are impracti- 
cal and unworkable of variable and un- 
predictable livestock receipts on the 
market. 

Maximum farm production requires 
the removal of hampering uncertainties 
such as the proposal under considera- 
tion, If Congress deems necessary to 
deal with this problem at all, it ought 
write a clear and definite policy that 
farmers can depend upon. If it is done 
it should not hamper the farmer in his 
effort to do his part in producing a suffi- 
cient supply of food in this emergency. 
What we need is more and more produc- 
tion of food in this country. The farmer 
will do his part if you will give him a 
chance. Better think of meat goals, not 
quotas, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
MILLER] 


Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent that the time 
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allotted me may be given to the gentle- 
man from Nebraska [Mr. MILLER]. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, it is seldom that history repeats 
itself in 5½ years. If the gentleman 
from Brooklyn would look over some 
photostatie copies of newspaper state- 
ments I have, he might get a lesson. He 
would know, for instance, that cows do 
not have two calves in 1 year. He would 
know some of these things and would not 
have to make that statement in commit- 
tee. 
You know, it is very interesting, we 
had an OPA back in 1946. Just before 
the elections of that year the majority 
leader of this House stated, according 
to the newspaper: 

McCormack urges holiday on prices. 


Mr. McCormack also sent the following 
letter to the Price Administrator: 

Price controls on meat and scarce food 
products should be suspended for 60 days. 
This is absolutely necessary if our hospitals 
and our citizens are to have sufficient meat 
and food supplies. 


The beloved Speaker of this House, 
Mr. Sam RAYBURN, came down into the 
well of the House on May 3, 1946, and 
made the following statement: 

I may say to the gentleman from New 
York and to others that I have spoken to 
people in high places and told them I think 
that cattle ought to be removed from con- 
trols. 


He was honest about it. 

That was in 1946 after we had had 2 
years of experience in trying to do 
something about controlling cattle. 

The Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. 
ANDERSON said on May 2, 1946: 

Price controls on meat should be 
abandoned. 


The President of the United States on 
October 14 found out they would not 
work and took controls off just ahead of 
the elections so he would not get this 
horse-meat Congress that the gentleman 
from Michigan was talking about. 

The President of the United States 
said at that time: 

I am convinced that the time has come 
when these controls can serve no useful pur- 
pose. I am more than convinced that their 
further continuance would do the Nation's 
economy more harm than good. 


The then Secretary of Agriculture, 
Mr. ANDERSON, now a Member of the 
other body said, May 2, 1946: 

Price controls on mcat should be aban- 
doned, unless a 90-day test period shows 
packers can get livestock in something like 
normal volume. This is about the last 
chance to make it work. 


These slaughter quotas bring on the 
black markets. The OPS states that 
now 15 large black markets operate in 
Iowa. In 1945 and 1946 we spent 
$2,000,000,000 on subsidies to help you 
people from Brooklyn and other places 
to get meat. We spent $2,000,000,000 so 
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that you could get cheaper meat. Well, 
the meat disappeared from the market, 

Mr. Chairman, I support this amend- 
ment. I think the way to get more meat 
is not to have a 90-percent slaughter 
quota but to have a 110-percent or more 
quota, If they say, “We want more 
meat,” well, you just let them slaughter 
110 percent and you will get more meat. 
This way we have no place tə go with the 
livestock, and that is what exactly is 
happening here in the United States to- 
day. It is the same pattern that was 
followed under OPA. You will be cry- 
ing in 1952 for meat. The mayor of the 
City of New York sent a wire to the 
President in 1946 saying, “Please, the 
people of New York are starving. We 
must have meat.” Here is a photostatic 
copy of the wire. He said that meat was 
40 percent higher under OPA. The only 
place to go was the black market. 

Take heed, gentlemen, history repeats 
itself. These meat controls, roll-backs, 
and price regulations are the same pat- 
tern that brought disaster under OPA. 
Adopt these foolish regulations and you 
city people will want to know your 
barber and butcher better than the doc- 
tor or minister. 

I support this amendment to end 
slaughter quotas. It was adopted in the 
Senate by a big vote. It was even sup- 
ported by the Democratic majority 
leader. 

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Chairman, it is 
vitally necessary at times, for the wel- 
fare of our country and our way of life, 
that we submit to controls by those in 
authority; however, I do not believe in 
submitting to controls just for controls’ 
sake. The Administrator has seen fit 
to impose slaughter quotas on various 
livestock, which means that no slaugh- 
ter-house can operate and continue to 
slaughter livestock until it secures a 
slaughtering quota and it cannot exceed 
this quota regardless of the amount of 
livestock available in this community. 

It so happens that there is more live- 
stock in the United States this year than 
it was last year and ample to meet the 
needs and the demand of the consumer 
public. In view of this, slaughtering 
quotas have been put on beef consider- 
ably lower than the records show for 
last year. I cannot believe that this 
action will hold down inflation or help 
the defense effort, nor mean cheap meat 
to the American people. In my opinion, 
it will add to the inflation, create a 
scarcity of meat and, in general, is harm- 
ful to the welfare of our country. 

It is not contended by the Office of 
Price Stabilization that slaughtering 
quotas will in any way keep down infla- 
tion nor increase the production of live- 
stock. The only excuse they give us for 
putting on slaughtering quotas is so 
that the Office of Price Stabilization may 
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have an accurate record of the livestock 
slaughtered. 

I believe that the slaughtering quotas 
are more harmful than they are bene- 
ficial and for that reason I intend to vote 
for the amendment which prohibits the 
Office of Price Stabilization from impos- 
ing slaughtering quotas. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
PoacE}. 

(Mr. THOMPSON of Texas, Mr. GATHINGS 
and Mr. ABBrrr asked and were given 
permission to yield the time allotted to 
them to Mr. PoacE.) 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I feel 
that I cannot let go unchallenged the 
suggestions of the opponents of this 
amendment that we can safely turn the 
administration of this control program 
over to any individual or agency who- 
ever it may be, without any direct super- 
vision on tne part of Congress and expect 
that agency or administrator to do the 
kind of job that we want done. I am 
not here to direct any charges against 
Mr. DiSalle as an individual or against 
anyone else as an individual, but I do 
think that all of us have lived long 
enough to know that whenever we give 
any governmental agency or any admin- 
istrator the power of economic life and 
death over our people that they will ex- 
ercise that power, and that unless we 
have provided adequate safeguards, they 
will exercise the power in a way that 
will result in the destruction of many 
small but fine business operations. If 
we leave the OPS without any rules to 
guide its actions, it will abuse the power 
granted just as certainly as will any 
other agency when you give it unlimited 
and unbridled power. 

Some of the proponents of the grant- 
ing of unlimited power have suggested 
that as yet the OPS has not destroyed 
everyone that it could through the exer- 
cise of this power—as yet, it still allows 
some reasonable exemptions in the 
slaughtering-quota provisions. But even 
the proponents of this broad grant 
of power admit that unless this amend- 
ment is adopted the power does exist, 
and that it might be exercised under 
this bill as it now stands at any time 
that the administrator saw fit to exer- 
cise it. 

Is the existence of such a threat cal- 
culated to encourage any business? Do 
you believe that we can expect to get 
maximum production in the United 
States in any line of business if we 
place it in a position where it can be 
destroyed on a moment’s notice at the 
whim of some bureau or administrator? 
True, we are told by the proponents of 
this measure that we do not need to 
limit the administrator’s power because 
he has granted reasonable exemptions. 
These proponents must therefore expect 
us to rely on the continuation of these 
exemptions. If the exemptions are good, 
if we are supposed to rely on them, why 
not write them into the law? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Is it not a fact that 
if the farmer has to keep his cattle off 
the market because of quota restrictions 
for any length of time, that the cost of 
the animal or the cost of the finished 
product goes up and must eventually be 
reflected in higher meat prices? 

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman from 
Mississippi is exactly right. Of course, 
that is one of the fundamental errors 
that so many of the proponents of the 
regulation have made. They assume 
that cowmen can keep cattle without 
cost. They assume cowmen can strike, 
Of course, cowmen have not and cannot 
strike. But I have even heard it down 
home in my district where people ought 
to know better. I do not find it in my 
heart to feel unkindly toward the gen- 
tlemen from Brooklyn or New York or 
Chicago who do not understand the de- 
tails of cattle marketing. I do feel that 
my own people, all of whom have at least 
seen a cow, and most of whom have seen 
stockyards, should know that if the 
packers in any market can only slaugh- 
ter 500 head of cattle, any day that 800 
head shows up in those yards there are 
going to be 300 head of cattle going to 
irregular buyers. Most of these cattle 
will probably go to the black market. 
At least these slaughtering quotas cer- 
tainly are made to order to provide the 
black market with a convenient supply. 

Unfortunately, there are all too many 
people who believe that all you have to 
do is pass a law. That you can have all 
the meat you want, at 10 cents a pound 
if you only pass a law to that effect. 

Anybody who has a fourth-grade edu- 
cation and will think things through, and 
most of us will not think things through, 
knows that that is not true. If it were 
true, all we would need to do would be to 
just pass laws rather than work. No- 
body would work because we could just 
pass laws. Unfortunately, you have to 
work to make a living in this world. Un- 
fortunately even this Congress cannot 
produce meat by just passing laws. We 
must still rely upon economic law rather 
than upon statutory law. We must rely 
in the final analysis upon the profit 
motive if we are to live under the free 
economic system which we believe is best. 

If you are not going to rely on the 
profit motive, you must substitute some 
other motive if you are to get any pro- 
duction. If you take away the hope of 
a profit, you have to adopt the Russian 
system, under which the motive for pro- 
duction is compulsion. There just is no 
choice. There are only two ways to 
get people to produce meat or any other 
food. One way is by giving a man the 
hope he can make a profit. That is the 
American way. That is the way which 
has worked. The other way is by as- 
suring him that he is going to be thrown 
into jail or the salt mines if he does not 
produce the meat or the other food the 
government orders him to produce. 
This is the Russian system. This is the 
way which has pulled everybody down to 
a common level of misery, I believe our 
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American system works the best, and I 
think most of us believe it. So let us 
stay with it. 

I want to talk a moment about a fun- 
damental principle that is involved in 
this matter of marketing quotas. When 
the gentleman insists that slaughtering 
quotas are necessary in the market place 
in order to properly distribute the meat 
that is coming in, he must follow that 
logically by an admission that quotas are 
going to be necessary in the butcher shop 
and in the grocery store, and that the 
housewife is inevitably going to have to 
carry little red meat coupons with her 
again. We are just as certain to have 
consumer rationing on meat as we are 
that we have quotas in the stockyards. 
You are not going to have the one and 
have it work fairly without the other. 
You are going to have consumer ration- 
ing just as surely as you continue the 
course that is now being pursued by the 
Office of Price Stabilization. 

Do not let anybody fool you. All of 
this is pure eyewash when these people 
come along and talk to you about how 
they are going to lower the price of 
meat, reduce the amount of meat coming 
through the packing plants, and still let 
everybody buy all they want to at a low 
price. It cannot be done, and I do not 
think we are fair with the American 
people if we encourage them to believe 
it is possible. The fact that there was 
not enough meat to equal the demand 
even at high prices is the only reason 
that the price of meat went so high. 
People were willing to pay the high price 
in order to get it. There was not enough 
to supply everybody with all he wanted. 
None of these regulations are going to 
produce an extra pound of beef. How, 
then, can we honestly hold onto the hope 
that we can supply everyone who wants 
beef with all he would like to buy? If 
the price does go down it will surely in- 
crease, not decrease, the demand for 
beef. It will make less, not more, beef 
to be divided. If we slaughter only 80 
percent or 90 percent as much beef as 
we did last year, who is going to get 
that beef? Will the first housewife to 
the butcher shop get all she wants and 
the latecomers get none? My col- 
leagues, you know that there is but one 
answer. If you reduce the number of 
cattle slaughtered in the legitimate mar- 
ket, you inevitably force rationing in 
the butcher shop—and you drive the 
cattle that the legitimate packer could 
not buy into the black-market channels. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
CURTIS]. 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, the idea of establishing slaughter- 
ing quotas is far removed from the 
American idea of justice. It gives to 
those who may have a quota now a vested 
right to continue in business, and it 
shuts the door to everyone else. It will 
result in higher prices of meat. If you 
reduce the amount of meat that is to 
be distributed by lowering the slaughter- 
ing quotas, that meat is going to be 
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higher. It will send more meat into 
the black market. 

What does this country lose when we 
follow a course that builds up the black 
market? In the first place, this clan- 
destine slaughtering means that the Na- 
tion loses the important medicines that 
are byproducts of the packing indus- 
try. We strike fear into the hearts of 
thousands of people in the country be- 
cause of the shortage of vital medicines, 
When we restrict the amount of meat 
that can be slaughtered in ordinary 
channels, we send it to the slaughtering 
sources where the Federal Government 
loses the taxes involved. 

(By unanimous consent the time al- 
lotted to Mr. CLEMENTE was granted to 
Mr. SPENCE.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. MCCARTHY]. 

(By unanimous consent, the time al- 
lotted to Mr. ZABLOCKI, Mr. DOLLINGER, 
Mr. Cuuporr, Mrs. Bosone, and Mr. BAR- 
RETT was given to Mr. MCCARTHY.) 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
assume the House really wants to know 
how a quota is determined and why it 
is determined. Some Members who have 
spoken before me know very well what 
the purpose of the quota is and how 
it is determined. I do not think there 
is much excuse for their having left the 
House in confusion on that point. They 
have stated that the quota has the effect 
of preventing the farmers from market- 
ing their livestock when it is ready to 
go to market. Let me explain to you 
just how a quota is determined. 

The United States Department of Ag- 
riculture gives the Office of Price Sta- 
bilization an estimate of the number of 
cattle, calves, hogs, sheep, and lambs 
that may come to market in the next 
month. In other words, the Department 
estimates how much livestock would 
come into the market even if we had 
a free market operating. Then, this 
estimate is expressed in terms of a per- 
centage of the amount of the same kind 
of livestock marketed in the same month 
of the preceding year. 

So, if they estimate for a free market— 
that is, if the Department of Agriculture 
estimates that in a free market 110 per- 
cent, in terms of the number of cattle, 
would be marketed in the month of July, 
over what was marketed in that month 
a year ago, the Department sets the 
quota at 110 percent. If they estimate 
that in the operation of a free market 
with no controls and no restraints, only 
90 percent as many cattle are going to 
ke marketed, then they set the quota at 
99 percent for the month of July. Then 
tae OPS sets its quotas roughly in line 
with the United States Department of 
Agriculture estimate. That is the first 
step. That is how it is set up. 

Now the next question is why is it set 
up? It is set up chiefly to protect all 
packers and slaughterers who are 
licensed. The quota simply means that 
if you are a licensed packer you have the 
risht to buy 90 percent of what you 
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slaughtered in the same month of the 
previous year. If you are a licensed big 
packer you can buy 90 percent, and if you 
are a small packer who is licensed you 
get 90 percent. 

A previous speaker asked the question, 
Why do they not set the quota at 110 
percent? To set the quota at 110 would 
have no effect unless the Government 
were to go out and force the farmers to 
market their livestock to meet the quota. 
Understand, this quota is simply an esti- 
mate of the number of cattle that would 
come into the market if we had a free 
market operating. It is set up in order 
to insure each pacher's getting his fair 
share of the livestock marketed. 

There is one more point I would like to 
make. There is no ofticial intent to re- 
duce the marketings by the use of quotas. 
I will quote now from a farm letter of 
Mr. Wayne Darrow of June 2, 1951, and 
his is the proper interpretation: 

There is no official intent to reduce mar- 
ketings by the use of quotas. 


The only intention is to get a fair dis- 
tribution of livestock that comes into the 
market. 

Now, just to show you how this quota 
system has been misunderstood and mis- 
represented, let me quote from another 
farm letter which goes out of Washing- 
ton, the Washington Farm Reporter, 
May 26, edited by Fred Bailey. He says: 

The June slaughter quotas are due out 
soon and will call for another reduction in 
the slaughter of beef cattle. 


Now, the quota has nothing to do with 
reduction of slaughtering. It is simply 
an estimate of the number of cattle that 
will come into the market, into a free 
market. Mr. Bailey and a number of 
Members who have spoken say it calls 
for reduction. It does not call for a re- 
duction. It simply is an estimate of the 
percent of livestock which will come into 
the market this month and a determina- 
tion that each packer shall get his fair 
share. 

The quota is not something that is 
fixed. I would like to point out to you 
that if it is found that the estimated 
quota is wrong, it can be changed and 
Mr. DiSalle said this before the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, as I recall, “we 
can change the quota in 24 hours.” 

Now, to make the point clearer, the 
OPS made two upward quota adjust- 
ments in the month of May, one in 
Minnesota and in Wisconsin when calf 
marketings exceeded the 80 percent 
quota, and one in the Missouri River 
marketings when hog marketings ran 
120 to 123 percent of May 1950. They 
adjusted it upward to meet the actual 
marketing supply. 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY., I yield. 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Suppose 
there are some individuals who would 
like to start a new slaughtering plant; 
how are they going to get a quota? 

Mr. McCARTHY. They are not going 
to get a quota, because they are not li- 
censed, 
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Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Why 
should they not get a license? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Because we are 
trying to establish some kind of order, 
Does the cotton farmer under the allot- 
ment program get a permit to grow cot- 
ton when he has not done it before? 
No. We say that we have to establish 
some kind of order. What about the 
tobacco grower under the allotment pro- 
gram? If he has a history of growing 
cotton or a history of growing tobacco 
or a history of growing peanuts, he will 
get his quota. If not, he gets nothing. 

I do not yield further now. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I promised to yield 
to the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman says the 
quota does not limit the production. 

Mr. McCARTHY, I said it is not set 
up as a limitation. It might have that 
effect late in the month, but OPS can 
make adjustments. 

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman says they 
can change it in 24 hours, but I call 
attention to the fact that one day last 
week they had a run of hogs in Kansas 
City. The receipt of hogs was 5,400, 
which has been exceeded only once this 
year. The news account of that situa- 
tion says: 

A liberal number of hogs was shipped else- 
where for slaughter. A restricted slaughter 
quota announced for this month was a fac- 
tor in the lower prices and the shipper 
movement. The OPS cut the hog quota 
from 115 percent to 105 percent of a year 
ago. 


Mr. McCARTHY. I think I have the 
gentleman's point. I know that there 
have been temporary dislocations. 
However, the information has been left 
here today that under the quota system 
there is a possibility that there will be 
livestock left over. It has even been 
suggested that we will have to burn the 
surplus pigs. This is ridiculous. There 
will be 100 percent sale and slaughter of 
all the livestock that the farmers wish 
to sell. The quota as I have said before 
is simply an estimate of the percent of 
last year’s monthly supply that is ex- 
pected to be put on the market during 
the same month of this year. In 1 
month it may be 80 percent, in another 
month it may be 120 percent or 130 per- 
cent, or even 150 percent. In any case, 
I repeat, in the course of the year, 100 
percent of all livestock which farmers 
wish to sell, can be sold. There has been 
much concern expressed here today that 
beef cattle have not been coming into 
the market. The fixing of quota has 
had no bearing on this fact. Anyone 
who is considering this livestock ques- 
tion today should know that it takes ap- 
proximately 3 years to produce a first- 
grade steer from breeding to slaughter. 
The decision to increase the supply of 
beef must be made several years in ad- 
vance of the actual increase in the sup- 
ply on the market. During 1949, when 
the farm price of cattle averaged $19.90 
per hundredweight, cattlemen added 
1,800,000 head to their herds. During 
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1950 when they were getting approxi- 
mately $23.10 per hundredweight pro- 
ducers increased their herds by 4,100,000 
head. If beef is not coming to the mar- 
ket today, it is not because of the quota 
system. It is due to any one or a combi- 
nation of these factors. Either the cat- 
tlemen are holding them off the market 
in the hope that the roll-back may be 
repealed or prices increased. They are 
holding them off because the cattle are 
not ready for the market or they may be 
withholding breeding stock in order to 
increase the size of the marketable beef 
a year from now or 2 years from now. 
Some of the members who have spoken 
advocating quotas of 110 or 120 seem to 
think that by fixing such a quota it will 
follow in some miraculous manner that 
more beef will be put on the market. I 
do hope that they are not advocating 
that the cattle growers be forced to mar- 
ket their cattle in order to bring the 
price of beef down. I am sure that no 
one here wants to force the farmers of 
this country to market their cattle con- 
trary to their own wishes. On the other 
hand, it is not the purpose of the quota 
to keep them from marketing the cattle 
before they wish to. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I just wanted to call 
attention to the fact that the setting 
of quotas for people on historical rec- 
ords is what is being done right now 
throughout industry. All of the short 
metals are allocated on the basis of per- 
centage to historical use. If a new user 
wants to come in and use steel or alu- 
minum, he cannot get an allocation. He 
just does not go into the business. It 
is a recognition of the fact that we are 
in an emergency and such materials as 
we have must be allocated fairly. They 
allocate them to the people who have 
a record of prior use, and that is the 
only fair way to work it out. 

Mr. McCARTHY. The gentleman is 
absolutely right. We have been using it 
in the farm program. 

It is 


Mr. HOLIFTELD. 
nothing new. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I know the gentle- 
man wants to be fair, and certainly my 
qwestion is directed in that way, but the 
comparison you draw between cotton 
controls and tobacco controls, while I 
think they are proper, giving the permis- 
sion to stay in business to the packer, 
is similar, I do think you have pointed 
your finger at the chief weakness of this 
approach of having controls on slaugh- 
tering, because in that case it is a ques- 
tion of having too large a supply and 
your purpose is to hold down production. 
I think in this instance, where the sup- 
ply is short, you are falling into the 
same mistake. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I do not yield fur- 
ther. The gentleman is confusing the 
picture again, because the quota does not 
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have as its purpose any reduction. The 
over-all purpose is simply to provide an 
orderly workable procedure so that 
every packer who has a license can get 
his fair share of the available supply. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I am not an economist, but 
when Mr. DiSalle tells us that the quota 
system on slaughtering is just an admin- 
istrative device to control the black mar- 
ket, it is difficult for me to go along with 
him. To me it seems when you have a 
limitation on what a packer can slaugh- 
ter it limits the supply that he can buy; 
and when he is limited to 90 percent in 
his purchases as against the supply of 
last year, that limits the supply of mcat 
that he can sell through legitimate 
channels of trade. 

Mr. JENSEN. And they adhere to it. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. And 
there is a strict penalty enforced against 
the packer when he is out of compliance. 
So rather than go into the market and 
buy the supply that is on the market he 
limits his purchasing in order to keep 
away from penalties. 

When the packer goes into the reg- 
istered market to buy livestock, he faces 
stiff competition for the cattle from 
numerous order-buyers. These order- 
buyers have received orders from all 
parts of the country for cattle and other 
livestock. Some of the livestock pur- 
chased by order-buyers may go into the 
black market. The packer is forced to 
stay in compliance for his quota and 
price paid for livestock established by 
the OPS. He dare not bid up the price 
because of the penalties involved. In 
view of this situation some of the live- 
stock purchased by order-buyers will 
pass into black-market channels, and 
the supply of meat through legitimate 
channels will be reduced for the consum- 
ers, and result in higher consumer prices, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

(Mr. GAMBLE and Mr. Worcorr asked 
and were given permission to yield their 
time to Mr. Aucust H. ANDRESEN.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Minnesota is recognized for 3 min- 
utes additional. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Now 
we have 5,000,000 more people in the 
United States than we had last year— 
155,000,000 people at the present time, 
according to the Census Bureau, so we 
need more meat rather than less. The 
livestock population of the United States 
has increased around 3,000,000, I am 
told by the Department of Agriculture, 
in the last year, 

Now if you want to provide more meat 
to the people through legitimate chan- 
nels you should adopt the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Kansas 
so that slaughtering may be increased 
over and above the quota. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, I yield. 

Mr. JENKINS. I have one packing 
house in my district; it is quite a con- 
Siderable operation. What the gentle- 
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man mentioned a few minutes ago is ex- 
actly their experience. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. And 
unless we take this action we are going 
to find the same situation we found in 
the last part of 1946 and early 1947 where 
80 percent of the beef which was sold in 
this country went through black-market 
channels and at black-market prices. 

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time allotted 
to me may be given to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I must 
. yield to the gentleman who so kindly 
yielded me his time. 

Mr, TALLE. I cannot resist recalling 
the testimony that was given before the 
Committee on Banking and Currency in 
the closing days of World War II. We 
were talking about black-market opera- 
tions, so much of the meat then was 
going into the black market. I remem- 
ber one witness, a gentleman from 
Texas, said we could not control slaugh- 
tering because people could slaughter 
wherever there was a tree and a brook. 
He added: “In the United States there 
are a lot of trees and a lot of brooks.” 
The Congress should not encourage 
black-market operations. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I was 
a member of the so-called Anderson 
committee in 1946 that was headed by 
the distinguished Senator from New 
Mexico, who later became Secretary of 
Agriculture. We had hearings in the 
great city of New York about the meat 
situation. You should have been with 
us at that time, because 80 to 90 percent 
of the meat sold in New York City was 
sold at black-market prices. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. T yield. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. McCartuy] admitted 
that there would be dislocations in this 
quota deal. Who is going to compen- 
sate the farmers and raisers of livestock 
such as the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
Rees] cited where they have 5,000 head 
that they cannot absorb in the Kansas 
City market and had to be shipped some- 
where else? Who is going to compen- 
sate the farmer for the loss in shipping? 

Mr. AUGUST H, ANDRESEN. There 
will be nobody to compensate the farmer 
for that loss; he must take that loss 
himself; and the consumers of the coun- 
try will pay higher prices because the 
meat will not flow into normal channels 


of trade. 
Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 


Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield 
to the gentleman from California, 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Does the gentle- 
man recall any black-market operations 
in a free market? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. No, of 
course not. There is no incentive for the 
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black-market operator to operate on a 
free market. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
SPRINGER}. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
was very much impressed earlier by the 
remarks of the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. Hore] and the gentleman from Illi- 
nois [Mr. Yates]. I have a letter here 
from a concern that is not in the gentle- 
man’s district which came to my office 
today. It is awfully close to the district 
represented by the gentleman from Ili- 
nois, This is from a small packer who 
says: 

We own and operate a small pork-proc- 
essing plant in Chicago under BAI inspec- 
tion. Due to the irregularities created by a 
low base period, we were frozen in a loss 
position. 

So far this year our operation shows & loss 
of $16,386.25 as of June 16, 1951, compared 
to a profit of $54,724.41 as of June 17, 1950. 


The gentleman from Illinois [Mr, 
Yates] probably received the same let- 
ter in this morning’s mail. 

May I say that it does not make much 
difference whether you proceed under 
this plan or this plan over there, you will 
have a black market. There will be a 
certain number of people go into the 
black-market business. But I believe 
this one over here will work a little bit 


better for one or two reasons, 


The people, as was demonstrated here 
by the gentleman from Nebraska, take 
their livestock down to the processing 
yard and there is no legal sale to be made 
because the quota has been filled for that 
day. That man is going to sell his on 
the black market, although ordinarily 
he is not that kind of a fellow. 

A lot of the gentlemen over on the 
opposition side, have been for small busi- 
ness. It seems to me you are going to 
drive the small packer and the small 
processor out of business if you adopt 
this procedure, because the small fellows 
have a margin of only 10 to 20 percent 
with which to operate on and when we 
have this kind of 80-percent business it 
will make it impossible for them to oper- 
ate at a profit. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Javits]. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time al- 
lotted me may be given to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Javits]. 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, there 
are a certain number of Members of this 
House who are against direct controls 
and whether we adopt this amendment 
or not they are going to vote against the 
bill, A great many of those have been 
speaking. 

This particular amendment affects the 
rest of us, who I hope are in a majority 
in the House, who are going to support 
the controls bill and want it to be fair. 
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Nothing has been said about the fact 
that there is no other practical way of 
controlling the slaughterer than by the 
quota system. There is no licensing pro- 
vision in the Defense Production Act or 


‘under this bill except under this quota 


system. That is the only way to keep 
our hands on the slaughterer; therefore, 
it seems to me strange that the argu- 
ment is made that if we do not keep 
our hands on him by defeating this 
amendment we are going to have less 
rather than more black-marketing op- 
erations. It seems to me that if we de- 
prive ourselves of the ability to keep 
our hands on him that is the very way to 
get more rather than less of black-mar- 
ket meat—the very thing we want to 
avoid. 

The only real control over meat that 
is linked to price control is the control 
of the slaughterer. There is no ration- 
ing of meat and it seems to me if we 
want to avoid rationing—and I think 
many of us certainly want to—we need 
to have this kind of control at the source 
rather than to take it off. To defeat 
this amendment is the way to get less 
control rather than more control. 

I think all of the arguments in sup- 
port of this amendment, other than 
from those who are just against direct 
controls, head up to the fear that some 
unreasonable regulation will be made 
by the Price Administrator. I think it 
would be perfectly fair to insert an 
amendment to the bill writing into the 
last section of the act, section 716, a 
provision that the Congress shall have 
residual control, to be exercised by con- 
current resolution, not only over the 
act and the sections of the act but also 
over the regulations, rules, and orders 
and amendments to them issued under 
the act’s authority. 

So, if we feel that regulations may be- 
come arbitrary or discriminatory or 
block out new producers—and I am 
against that, too; I think there must be 
quotas available for new producers and 
small producers—then we always have 
the residual power in the Congress to 
correct that situation. If we are in 
favor of the fundamental principle of 
direct controls, we have a right to the 
protection that regulations shall not be 
arbitrary or capricious, 

Otherwise, I can see this amendment 
to bar slaughterer’s quotas as nothing 
else but a further effort to dilute the 
opportunity to really make price controls 
stick and make them strong. I think if 
we have this protection against arbi- 
trary and unreasonable regulations, we 
protect ourselves fully against a 
the Administrator may do which would 
be unfair. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. Iyield to the gentleman 
from Kansas, 

Mr. HOPE. Is it not a fact that the 
Department of Agriculture at the pres- 
ent time licenses all packers of this coun- 
try and that all of the States have sani- 
tary regulations which require con- 
formance by the packers? 
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Mr. JAVITS. Yes, but this right to 
establish slaughterer’s quotas, barred by 
this amendment, ties what is in effect 
licensing to this price stabilization law, 
to compliance with this law and to op- 
eration under this law, and that is ex- 
actly why I say that we would have less 
regulation of black markets in meat 
rather than more unless we defeat the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr, 
YATES]. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, first let 
me say to my colleague the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] that I, too, 
received this morning the letter he 
quoted, and that I am as interested as he 
is in protecting the small packer. I be- 
lieve, however, that the way to protect 
the small packer under a system of price 
controls is through the quota system es- 
tablished by the Office of Price Stabi- 
lization. Of course, if we are to have no 
price controls, there is no need for such 
a quota system, but inasmuch as I believe 
such controls on food prices are essential 
at this time, I shall oppose this amend- 
ment, 

There has been much talk during these 
debates of packers, of farmers, and of 
slaughterers. Nobody has mentioned 
the consumer. Apparently, the great 
American consumer is the forgotten man, 
and little attention is being given to his 
needs, his interests, and his rights. As I 
listen to this debate, I cannot avoid the 
feeling that the raid is on—that this de- 
bate should be called the great gold 
rush of 1951, and just as prospectors 
raced to file their claims in the gold fields 
of California in 1849, so today and dur- 
ing the days to come claims are being 
staked right now in the pockets of the 
American consumers. Earlier today the 
oil and fat interests staked out their 
claims. This amendment is the claim 
being staked out by the beef and live- 
stock interests, and I am sure that later 
on the cotton people and the other agri- 
cultural interests will drive through 
amendments to assure their participa- 
tion in the apparently rich lode in the 
pockets of the consumers. And this, Mr. 
Chairman, is without benefit of any kind 
of depletion allowance for the consumer, 
which most of the same gentlemen in- 
sist is necessary for those engaged in the 
mining and oil industries in our Nation. 
On the contrary, they would fix the 
wages and earnings of the consumers at 
present levels, unrealistic levels in the 
face of the increases in food costs which 
are inevitable with the elimination of 
price controls on food products. 

This is a game of “heads I win; tails 
you lose,” and the American consumer 
is always the loser. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Poace] a few moments 
ago stated that increased production will 
compel a reduction in prices and that we 
cannot get it under a controls system. 
This attitude truly fails to take into ac- 
count the realities of our farm program, 
of which he is such a champion, because 
no matter how much production is 
achieved there will never be a substan- 
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tial reduction in farm prices because of 
price supports. Two years ago we had 
a surplus in almost all agricultural com- 
modities, but the prices could not go 
down because of price supports. Then 
we had the case of “heads I win,” be- 
cause the consumer-taxpayers had to 
pay the costs of sustaining support 
prices. Now we are faced with shortages 
in such commodities, and we have the 
case of “tails you lose,” because when 
the gentlemen insist that farm prices 
should have no ceilings in an economy 
which controls other prices and earn- 
ings, again the consumers must pay. 

Mr. Chairman, this insistence upon 
special privilege for one segment of our 
economy is not only unfair; it is posi- 
tively immoral. This is a time which 
demands equal sacrifice from all of our 
people, from the farmers as well as the 
city dwellers, from the producers as well 
as the consumers. You cannot in good 
conscience compel the consumers to 
shoulder a discriminatory and dispro- 
portionate share of the burden. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr, 
CRAWFORD]. 


AGAINST SLAUGHTERING RESTRICTIONS 


Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, 
when a farmer takes his produce to the 
market and sells it, he at that moment 
collects his wage; he does not collect it 
at any other time. The debate this 
afternoon has indicated that a farmer 
should not collect the highest wage he 
can. That amazes me coming from 
Members of a body like this. On what 
grounds can you ask a farmer to cut the 
income of his family on which his wife 
and children depend, simply to sell meat 
below a price which he can get? Unless 
this amendment is adopted, this pro- 
gram will drive the farmer into the black 
market in order to maintain his wage, 
and he is entitled, to maintain that wage 
just the same as any union me; rin 
industry is entitled to maintain wage 
under a collective-bargaining agree- 
ment. By what line of reasoning would 
you have the farmer cut his wage and 
at the same time allow advances in 
wages of union workers? Over 800 
farmers in my district and a lot of city 
people have written me to oppose the 
controls which have been pushed against 
them, and less than 40 have asked me to 
support the control program. Naturally, 
on the basis of my common sense and 
ordinary judgment, plus the support of 
my people, I will oppose the controls as 
called for by this bill and support the 
Hope amendment to remove slaughter- 
ing restrictions. 

(Mr. Hays of Ohio and Mr. GREEN 
asked and were given permission to yield 
the time allotted to them to Mr. SPENCE.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. RODINO]. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point, and to yield the bal- 
ance of my time to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. BOLLING]. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

CONGRESS IN CRISIS 


Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, a few 
days ago we celebrated July Fourth, In- 
dependence Day. Many of us were back 
home making patriotic speeches to the 
folks in our districts, discussing the needs 
of the day in terms of the historical 
traditions of our great Nation. It is 
very likely that in discussing the concept 
of a free America which reached its fate- 
ful achievement for the first time 175 
years ago, we in the Congress developed 
somewhere in our themes the place of the 
Congress in protecting the rights of the 
American people, in safeguarding their 
liberties, in legislating in the interests- 
of the whole people. 

Mr. Chairman, we have every right to 
stress the fundamental role of Congress 
in safeguarding the public interest, 
That role is basic. But how a particular 
Congress might stand up to its responsi- 
bilities is sometimes something alto- 
gether different from the basic role, the 
basic concept. 

Congresses are judged, Mr. Chairman, 
by the manner in which they react in 
time of stress, in time of crisis. This 
Congress is a Congress in crisis. This 
bill now before us, the Defense Produc- 
tion Act, is a measure which is a test of 
our resolve to stand up to our respon- 
sibilities. 

Will we examine this bill objectively, 
Mr. Chairman, and study its provisions 
carefully, and, in view of world condi- 
tions we recognize as difficult and dan- 
gerous, lend our support unstintingly to 
the crusade launched by this great Na- 
tion in defense throughout the world of 
the freedom we ourselves inherited from 
the bravery and resolution of Americans 
175 yearsago? Or will we turn and run? 
Will we find good reasons to overcome 
our collective conscience and, instead of 
what is right and necessary, vote for 
those things politically most palatable? 

Actually, there is no real dilemma for 
us on that question. The best politics, 
as I think we have all learned, is gov- 
ernment in the public interest—in the 
interest of all of the people. Special in- 
terests and special pleaders may rend the 
air with threats of the reprisals they can 
command at election day, but the fact 
remains that when the people have the 
facts, the special pleaders fight a losing 
vendetta at the polls. 

Mr, Chairman, in this fight over de- 
cent price control and anti-infiation 
legislation, the facts will not be sup- 
pressed; the people will know the facts. 
This legislation cannot help but become 
increasingly important as a public issue 
as time goes by and as the inflationary 
pressures we know are ahead in the next 
few years begin to bear down hard on the 
purchasing power and the standard of 
living of my constituents and those of 
every other Member of Congress. 

This bill is not the perfect anti-infla- 
tion bill. In my opinion, it has some 
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serious faults. As it has come from the 
Committee on Banking and Currency 
after exhaustive hearings and, I am 
sure, sympathetic consideration, it leaves 
big gaps in the line against inflation. I 
shall vote to strengthen it in every pos- 
sible respect. I shall vote to insure 
against inflation wrecking our economy. 
But whether or not my views prevail on 
every clause or section or amendment, I 
want to be able to tell my constituents, 
Mr. Chairman, that 175 years after the 
freedom of America was proclaimed, the 
Congress of the United States was not 
unmindful of its duties and its obliga- 
tions to the people of this democracy in 
time of crisis. 

The people of my district are not 
apathetic about this legislation, Mr. 
Chairman, and, frankly, I do not think 
the people anywhere else in the United 
States are apathetic either. Some 
Members of Congress may not have re- 
ceived any floods of mail about price 
control—except from those special-in- 
terest groups trying to destroy it—but 
the people in my district have made clear 
in no uncertain terms how they feel 
about the need for protection against in- 
flation in this emergency. 

They know what has happened to the 
price of milk in the Newark area in the 
year since the start of the Korean war— 
up more than 16 percent. More than 16 
percent—think of it. A loaf of bread in 
the vicinity of Newark today costs near- 
ly 12 percent more than it did a year ago. 
Who gets that extra money—the farmer? 
Not at all. We have learned to our 
chagrin in the Congress that when the 
price of grain goes up 50 cents or a dollar 
a bushel, the price of bread inevitably has 
to go up, too, because we are told, of in- 
creased graim costs. And then, when the 
price of grain goes down a dollar or so 
a bushel, does the price of bread go 
down, too? Not at all. We are then told 
that the cost of the grain is such a small 
proportion of the cost of making a loaf 
o? bread that a decrease of even 33 per- 
cent or more in the price of grain is not 
enough to be reflected by a decrease in 
the cost of a loaf of bread. 

It is only when the price of grain goes 
up, it appears, that grain suddenly be- 
comes an important cost item in bread- 
making, 

That is the kind of economic double- 
talk my constituents are getting fed up 
with. And getting fed up on economic 
nonsense is no substitute for getting the 
foods they need at prices they can afford. 

Mr. Chairman, when the National As- 
sociation of Manufacturers comes in 
here and turns its multi-million-dollar 
lobby loose to kill price controls, we need 
only remember the promises of that 
organization in 1946—kill price control, 
it said, and there will be plenty of roast 
beef, plenty of butter, plenty of every- 
thing for everybody at prices the people 
can afford to pay. 

And the Congress did, in fact, kill 
price control. Not with a straight clean 
blow, but by slow torture until of neces- 
sity it collapsed and died. And what 
happened? The black markets in meat 
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which the NAM had talked so -glibly 
about ending merely by ending price 
control suddenly turned into legalized 
robbery instead of the criminal kind. 
Before a year had passed, black-market 
prices for meat were put to shame by 
the exhorbitant legal prices shamelessly 
charged by the meat trust in the great 
era of an unbridled economic free-for- 
all let loose by the death of price control. 

Round steak by 1947 had shot up to 
84 cents a pound, which was 18 cents a 
pound higher than the black-market 
price in OPA days—and most Americans 
did not patronize black markets during 
OPA no matter what the pressure groups 
say. 

And where is round steak today? It 
went up to $1.02 in Newark on the aver- 
age a year ago—right before Korea. The 
last official figure from the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics on meat prices in 
Newark is for April, when the price was 
11 percent higher than pre-Korea—$1.14 


. @ pound. And as everyone knows, it 


went even higher than that and it is still 
higher. 

In this anti- roll-back amendment 
voted by the House Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee, the price of beef in 
Newark cannot go any lower and will 
probably have to go even higher. 

Where is the justice, Mr. Chairman, 
the fairness, the decency in that? What 
are my people to do? There is one thing 
they can do if the Congress refuses to 
cut out this profiteering with an effec- 
tive price-control statute, and that is de- 
mand higher and higher pay to keep 
up with the spiraling cost of living. 

Mr. Chairman, I am fully aware that 
there are a great many fair-minded and 
considerate people in the district which 
I represent. They realize the need for 
effective controls, too. These people are 
patriotic, unselfish, and willing to make 
their contribution to the defense effort. 
However, as they have expressed it to 
me, they seek fair and equitable treat- 
ment, They believe that if we are to 
continue controls, we should hold the 
line all over and not give way to certain 
preferred groups. And they are right. 
For, unless these controls are effective 
and across the board, the result would 
be penalizing those who voluntarily re- 
frained from raising prices and reward- 
ing those who jacked up prices unrea- 
sonably prior to the general price freeze, 

This inequality of treatment might 
wreck the whole price- control program 
by making it impossible for the control 
agencies to lower the ceiling prices of 
beef, clothing, shoes, and other essen- 
tial living—cost items. This would fur- 
ther destroy belief in the efficacy of price 
controls. 

Therefore, once again we must decide 
which is to be put first, the national in- 
terest or the special interest. 

And, in this defense emergency, if 
they put selfishness first the way a lot of 
special interests are doing, they will get 
higher and higher pay rates and the 
whole stabilization program will go cut 
the window. 
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With higher rents recommended in 
this bill, with the proposal that beef 
prices be regarded as sacred and secure 
against any roll-backs, with butter up 
somewhere between 80 and 90 cents a 
pound and coffee selling at nearly $1, 
with a shortage of decent accommoda- 
tions that people can afford to buy or 
rent, and with profits at shamefully high 
levels—while wage rates remain virtu- 
ally frozen—there is bound to be an ex- 
plosion in this economy that will rock 
the whole country at a time of crisis. 

The press will scream about labor im- 
periling the defense effort. But the peo- 
ple will not be fcoled by the sound and 
fury—if this Congres today, this week, 
on this bill, caves in and gives in to the 
profiteers wanting their pound of the 
people's flesh. 

The time to prevent unrest and re- 
sentment and a lowering of morale that 
would weaken our defense effort is right 
now. It must be the best price-control 
bill we can devise. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Missouri IMr. 
BoLLINxdI. 

(Mr. MITCHELL asked and was given 
permission to yield the time allotted to 
him to Mr. BOLLING.) 

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
think I have heard more piety here this 
afternoon than in some time. It is very 
clear that everybody is for everybody 
else. We are anxious to do the best thing 
we can for our country but we are going 
to be sure to take care of our own con- 
stituents regardless of what happens to 
the rest of the country. 

Let us take off our false whiskers. It 
is quite clear what we are doing if we 
vote for elimination of this slaughter 
quota provision. If we do that, we will 
knock out any effective control over black 
markets. If we do that we will in effect 
knock out any chance of 2ffective price 
control on meat. We are, by voting t3 
knock out slaughter quotas, which is a 
technique to insure equitable distribu- 
tion and nothing else, in effect making 
it entirely clear that we do not want to 
serve the country as a whole and have 
fair and equitable prices on meat. 

It seems to me a little ridiculous for 
those who would defend their own to 
come in here with piety defending 152 
percent of parity. It seems to me wise 
for the gentlemen to take thought. It 
may well be that the other farmers in 
the country will resent the fact that the 
beef producers have said over and over 
again that parity means nothing. I think 
we might pause briefly if we are inter- 
ested in the long-run welfare of our 
constituents as well as of the country 
as a whole to see what we are doing. 

The exact reverse of the process un- 
dertaken by the Office of Price Stabili- 
zation took place under the Office of 
Price Administration during the last 
war. OPA failed to establish slaughter 
quotas until quite late in the game. As 
a result, when they did, they legalized a 
number of black marketeers who had 
come in.before slaughter quotas were 
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established. If we eliminate the slaugh- 
ter quota provision, we are sure to have 
an indefinite number of those black-mar- 
ket trees and those black-market barns 
and those black-market streams used to 
the detriment of the American people, 
detrimental from the point of view of 
sanitation and detrimental from the 
point of view of all the very important 
byproducts. 

Let us quit kidding ourselves, if we 
are, and certainly let us quit trying to 
kid the public. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey 
IMr. HAND]. 

Mr. HAND. Mr. Chairman, the Hope 
amendment seeks to prevent the OPS 
from the further use of the quota sys- 
tem. It is as simple as that. It has 
nothing whatever to do with price con- 
trols, and I feel very strongly that the 
amendment should be adopted. 

No doubt the OPS, in establishing 
quotas, are seeking to regulate the or- 
derly production and distribution of 
meat. The difficulty is, as in so many 
cases where we tamper with the national 
economy, it is impossible to work justice. 
A notable example has recently arisen 
in my own district. A packing plant 
quite recently established, or perhaps I 
should say, revived, was assigned a quota 
of 2,754,000 pounds of swine annually. 
This plant has modern facilities for pro- 
duction and employs 22 persons, The 
quota allowed is rot sufficient to keep 
them operating even at half time. The 
union labor in the plant quite properly 
insists upon full-time employment. Un- 
der the quota allowed the plant cannot 
operate. While waiting for an adjust- 
ment from OPS, the management is lit- 
erally paying men for doing nothing. 

What will be the net result? 

First. The capital invested in the plant 
will be lost. 

Second. The employees of the plant 
will lose profitable employment. 

Third. A substantial quantity of meat 
will be lost to production and to normal 
and lawful markets. 

Fourth, A significant percentage of 
that meat will eventually go into the 
black market. 

Mr. Chairman, this kind of a system 
just will not work. 

I am just hopeful enough to believe 
that Mr. Gregg of OPS intends to try at 
least to make an equitable adjustment 
of this situation. His office has dealt 
with me courteously. The fact remains 
that the quota system is a bad one, will 
indirectly lead to inflated prices by re- 
stricting production and by diverting 
meat into the black market under un- 
Sanitary and expensive conditions. 

The farmers of my area have no other 
convenient market place to deliver their 
stock. I am no expert, but I know you 
cannot continue feeding a hog after it 
is ready for the market without inviting 
bankruptcy. The authority to establish 
quotas is one which cannot be worked 
out with equity and justice, and defeats 


the very purpose of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act. 
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Mr. Chairman, I am including here- 
with a few of the communications I have 
from my district on this problem as fol- 
lows: 


JuLY 3, 1951. 
Congressman HAND, 
Second District, New Jersey, 
House of Congress Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Wildwood Packing Co., Rio Grande. im- 
portant market, our swine. We do not 
want to lose it. We find Manager Dresnin 
honest and square. This custom slaughterer 
Cape May asset. Employees trained since 
last July not willing, remain half-time jobs 
because full work at beach. OPS has re- 
fused appeal thinking Dresnin greedy, selfish 
motives. Quota 200,000 pounds swine weekly 
and no cattle. Could continue operate. 

Care May County Boarp OF AGRICULTURE, 
RUSSELL TAYLOR, President. 
Rural Delivery, Cape May. 


CAPE May County 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Wildwood, N. J., July 7, 1951. 
Hon. T. MILLET HAND, 

Member of Congress, Second District, 
New Jersey, House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HAND: It has been 
called to our attention that the quota given 
by OPS to the Wildwood Packing Co., at Rio 
Grande, is not of sufficient size to permit 
continued operation. 

The plant is still open, running at a loss 
in hope of securing adjustment upward, 
Without going into long detail it is easy to 
see that a force of men cannot be held to- 
gether with work occupying 2 or 3 days per 
week. 

This custom slaughterhouse is presently 
well run and is a real asset to Cape May 
County. Any aid which you can give Harry 
Dresnin, manager, in securing favorable 
answer to his hardship appeal will be greatly 
appreciated, 

T. B. Hamm, President 

(For the County Chamber of Commerce). 


Finally I want to include a very illum- 
inating letter from the official govern- 
ment of the County of Cape May written 
by the Honorable Walter H. Treen, a di- 
rector of the board of chosen freeholders, 
This explains the situation concisely. 


BOARD OF CHOSEN FREEHOLDERS, 
CounTY oF Care May, N. J., 
July 6, 1951. 
Hon. T. MILLET HAND, 

Member of Congress, Second District, 
New Jersey, House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MILLET: Upon a request of a farmer, 
Allan McClain, of Green Creek, I called at the 
Wildwood Packing Co., Rio Grande, N. J. 
July 3. I also consulted with Henry White, 
the agricultural agent of Cape May County, 
who has had many talks with Harry Dresnin, 

The Wildwood Packing Co, was purchased 
by the present owners in December 1949, be- 
ing acquired for the slaughter of swine, 
During the first 9 months or so, cattle were 
slaughtered to keep the plant operating, and 
plant changes were being made sp hogs could 
be handled efficiently. Cattle were slaught- 
ered during the period of January 7, 1950, to 
September 23, 1950, and none since, 
Slaughter of swine began in a small way 
July 15, 1950, when 255 head per week were 
killed. Mr, Harry Dresnin became manager 
in September 1950, at which time the out- 
put increased. 

Very soon thereafter, the plant became 
unionized, and the union requiring full-time 


JULY 10 


work for the men. Working 40 hours per 
week the union output was up to 950 head 
per week (188,100 pounds) before the end 
of 1950 and has been above 200,000 pounds 
weekly many times since. With the union 
demanding full-time work and with plenty 
of employment available at the beaches, the 
OPS, which is too small for even half-time 
work in July, will apparently force this plant 
to close. Mr. Dresnin has been paying help 
for not working while trying to hold the 
men until the quota matter is settled, 

Dresnin reported to Mr. White that he is 
not interested in any quota of cattle. He 
is set up for hog slaughter and he would 
not consider a cattle slaughter at all, except 
as a last resort to keep the plant open if the 
OPS refuses to adjust the swine quota 
upward. 

The OPS, seeking orderly marketing of 
meat products, uses formulae much to the 
disadvantage of the Wildwood Packing Co. 
Quotas given are based on past history. 
Here is a custom slaughterhouse, special- 
izing in swine, with quota based on a period 
when a start was being made, assembly-line 
methods being installed, and local men being 
trained. 

The OPS calls the plant’s capacity 168,000 
pounds per week (8,777,600 per year) and 
grants 75-precent quota (6,583,000 pounds 
per year) with only 85,000 for July and 115,- 
000 for August. The plant operates on a 
charge of 1 percent per pound. When 200,000 
pounds are killed weekly the income is $2,000. 
I understand the weekly costs of labor and 
operating overhead amount to $1,800 per 
week. It is very apparent then that operating 
with the July quota of 85,000 pounds with 
the income of $850 would leave considerable 
deficit in operation. 

Farmers of our county have been work- 
ing to adjust their farms to crops which 
meet modern requirements. Beans, a good 
crop, occupy too many acres, One solution 
has been to shift to more swine. Among 
the larger growers in this area are McClain, 
Walter Barber & Son, John Hall, and the 
Germanio’s. The Wildwood Packing Co. has 
purchased these locally produeed hogs on the 
basis of the day's market price. Farmers 
in this area have found this outlet superior 
to the Woodstown and more-distant markets, 
They feel that it will hurt this enlarging 
animal industry to lose this company. 

I understand that you have kindly sought 
to aid the Wildwood Packing Co. in this situ- 
ation. If you can do anything further, I 
would appreciate it. I have been interested 
in the industries for Cape May County and 
here is one that the farmers say is well run 
and is important to them. I sincerely hope 
that OPS can be convinced that Dresnin's re- 
quests are sincere and honest, and not an 
attempt to override an agency which is seek- 
ing orderly marketing of swine during a 
national emergency. 

Kind personal regards, 

Yours truly, 
Water H. TREEN. 


Mr. Chairman, during the course of 
this debate some Members have quali- 
fied as experts on this subject and others 
have pretended to be. I make no such 
pretense, but I think that the facts in 
this case are very clear, and that this 
recitation makes some contribution to 
the discussion of the question. 

I trust that the Hope amendment will 
be adopted in the interest of equity and 
justice, and indeed in the interest of 
fair emergency legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. Evins], 
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Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, the per- 
petuation of monopoly should never be 
tolerated. It seems to me that the ex- 
isting licensing and quota system per- 
petuates a monopoly for the big beef 
packers in the country and eliminates 
the possibility for a small packer or 
packers to enter the field. Completion 
is thus stifled, and a black market in 
meat will inevitably develop under such 
a system. In addition, by a scarcity of 
beef held off the market, the price to 
the consumer will thus go up. Let us 
have free competition, not a black mar- 
ket, and cheaper food prices for the 
consumers. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that 
the debate thus far on this most impor- 
tant legislation has been too partisan. 
Too much interest shown for special 
groups. The combating of the evil of 
inflation should not be a partisan mat- 
ter. It is a job for all of us to accom- 
plish. 

Frankly, the people of the great dis- 
trict which I have the honor to repre- 
sent, being good Americans, do not like 
and do not want controls, but, being 
highly patriotic Americans, they recog- 
nize the need and necessity for some 
type of protection and some action in 
this regard during the continuance of 
this emergency to protect all Ameri- 
cans—protect our economy from the 
virus of inflation. 

The people of my district feel that if 
controls are necessary and required— 
and such seems to be the case at this 
particular time—that they should be 
across the board, so to speak, and all 
along the line, fairly affecting all our 
people, all segments of the economy— 
industry, labor and commerce—alike 
and fairly. 

No one wants controls—except on the 
other fellow. Manufacturers do not want 
controls to limit their profits. Labor does 
not want ceilings put on their wages and 
earning capacity. Our farmers and pro- 
ducers do not want a freeze on their 
efforts and productive capacity. No one 
segment of our economy and our people 
like controls for themselves or their 
group, yet each recognizes that some 
type of stabilization is necessary for the 
well-being of our country at this time. 

I want to make my position clear— 
and that is that if we are to have con- 
trols they should be across the board— 
over-all and all along the line—fair to 
all and fairly administered. Otherwise, 
there should be none. 

Our farmers do not like the freeze on 
raw cotton and our cattlemen do not like 
the roll-back on beef prices. They prop- 
erly insist that it is unfair to permit 
prices of other products to go up while 
the products of the farm are held down 
and, in some instances, reduced. 

There are no more patriotic citizens 
than our American farmers, and they 
are willing to make their share of the 
sacrifices so long as they are treated 
fairly and equally with the others and 
not discriminated against. 

If the prices of farm products are to 
be held down the manufactured prod- 
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ucts which the farmers have to buy— 
farm machinery and such—should like- 
wise be held down. If the prices of farm 
products are rolled back, then the prices 
of products produced by the manufactur- 
ers should be rolled back. Fairness and 
equity of sacrifice all along the line 
should be the order of this legislation. 
In this connection, Mr. Chairman, with 
the indulgence of the Committee, I 
should like to read a few brief state- 
ments taken from the extensive record of 
the testimony taken before the commit- 
tee. These excerpts are from the testi- 
mony of men who have no special axes 
to grind, who represent no special in- 
terest groups, but men whose qualifica- 
tions to speak on the subject are well 
known and whose testimony on this vital 
question should be listened to and heard 


-with respect. 


Mr. Bernard M. Baruch, whose qualifi- 
cation to speak on this matter is certainly 
recognized and whose views are sought, 
had this to say: 

The existing law should be extended for 
at least a year. Our last, our best hope for 
averting another world war lies in getting 
stronger militarily without delay. We have 
hardly begun to rearm. We cannot 
strengthen our defenses as quickly as we 
must without effective control over the en- 
tire economy, so that our resources make 
the maximum contribution to the defense, 
The law should be strengthened by elimina- 
ting all favoritism and exemptions to any 
and all individuals and groups. * * * To 
stop inflation, action must be taken across 
the whole economy, over all prices, all wages, 
all rents, all costs. 


Now, let me quote briefly from the 
testimony of Mr. Charles E. Wilson, Di- 
rector of Defense Mobilization, and 
former president of General Electric— 
a businessman who is charged with the 
responsibility of administering this pro- 
gram, 

The defense program has not yet had any- 
where near the maximum impact on * 
economy. The greatest scar cities 
are yet to come. Similarly, the greatest W 5 
sures on prices and wages —the most serious 
threat of inflation—will be felt some months 
from now. We have obligated for military 
procurement more than $27,000,000,000 and 
by July 1, 1952, we shall have obligated an 
additional $57,000,000,000. The inflationary 
pressures coming up are not psychological— 
they are very real—arising from the full im- 
pact of the production program. 
Until our security has been assured, we can- 
not relax, we cannot slacken our efforts, 


I also feel in this connection, Mr. 
Chairman that we would be advised to 
listen to what Mr. William McChesney 
Martin, Chairman of the Board of Gov- 
ernors of the Federal Reserve System, 
has told the committee—Mr. Martin, as 
we all know, being also qualified to speak 
on the subject of finances and national 
economy: 

The full effects of expansion for defense 
purposes are still to be felt. + Fed- 
eral expenditures for defense and related 
activities are scheduled to rise sharply and 
may account for as much as 20 percent of 
total output within a year. It would be 
extremely unfortunate if any of the means 
we have been using to stem the inflationary 
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tide should be allowed to lapse at this criti- 
cal moment when they are achieving a con- 
siderable measure of success. 


Further, Mr. Martin testified—and 
this seems to me important in view of 
statements made here yesterday that 
credit restriction and credit controls 
alone should be employed: 

I think that we would still need to use all 
of the weapons in our arsenal to halt this 
inflationary tide. I think that the conven- 
tional, orthodox methods of credit control 
must be exercised, but they alone will not 
do the job in a quasi-war situation and a 
situation which changes from week to week 
and month to month and is, therefore, TP 
predictable in any precise sense. * * 
We have to use a variety of weapons across 
the board and no one of them alone will do 
the whole job. 


Mr. Chairman, I fear that Russia has 
not altered her long-term plans, despite 
the cease-fire negotiations under way. 
We must continue to prepare our mili- 
tary arm and strengthen our economy. 
It is the consensus of many in a position 
to know that the greatest pressures on 
our economy from our present defense 
program are yet to come. 

We should, therefore, not relax our 
effort following a truce in Korea, which 
we hope and pray may properly mate- 
rialize. 

Let me urge that we strengthen our 
country’s military arm and that what- 
ever program of controls which may be 
adopted during this emergency be a fair 
one—fairly administered—one which 
does not bring about inequities or dis- 
crimination. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr, 
KEATING]. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, about 
the only thing I am sure of in connection 
with this particular amendment is that 
I can add nothing to the enlightenment 
of my colleagues by anything I might say 
about it. Ido, however, for my own edu- 
cation on the subject want to address 
this question to the author of the amend- 
ment and likewise to someone like the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. MULTER] 
who is strongly opposed to the amend- 
ment. 

Is there any connection between the 
fixation of slaughtering quotas and the 
administration of the price-control pro- 
gram? Iam anxious to avoid taking any 
action which can possibly have the effect 
of driving the price of meat to the con- 
sumer any higher than it is now. Per- 
haps this amendment has nothing to do 
with that question. It may relate solely 
to the elimination of black-market op- 
erators, also certainly a desirable objec- 
tive, but as to which there is apparently 
considerable difference of opinion re- 
garding the result of adopting the 
amendment. I recognize the gentleman 
from Kansas is opposed to the entire 
price-control program and I respect his 
views although I do not agree in all re- 
spects. Does the adoption or failure to 
adopt this amendment have anything to 
do with the administration of the price- 
control program? 
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Mr. HOPE. It is part of the adminis- 
tration of the price-control program. 

Mr. KEATING. Is the fixation of 
quotas of assistance in the proper ad- 
ministration of a sound price-control 
program? 

Mr. HOPE. That depends upon the 
viewpoint. Mr. DiSalle saysitis. I think 
it is a detriment and a hindrance to the 
operation of such a program. 

Mr. KEATING. In other words, the 
gentleman’s view is that it hinders the 
program rather than helps it? 

Mr. HOPE. Certainly. 

(By unanimous consent, the time al- 
lotted to Mr. PATMAN and Mr. DEANE was 
given to Mr. SPENCE.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California 
[Mr. McKinnon]. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, most 
people should be in agreement that 
there are two things we want to do in 
relation to our situation on meat. We 
want to encourage maximum produc- 
tion, but on the other hand we want to 
get equitable distribution. 

Now there is a fear about this quota 
which is totally unfounded. The OPS 
does not reach up into the blue and draw 
down a quota. The quota is based upon 
the movement of livestock to the mar- 
ket. The cattleman himself is the man 
who sets the quota. It works this way. 
Each month at the first of the month the 
Department of Agriculture estimates 
the cattle that are going to move to mar- 
ket in that given month. They adjust 
that estimate from time to time, every 
day or every few days or every week. 
If a lot of cattlemen move their stock 
into the market the quota goes up. If 
they do not move their stock into market 
the quota goes down. It is the cattle- 
man himself who determines that quota. 
So we do not touch maximum produc- 
tion in this formulation of the quota, 
but what we do accomplish is to see that 
we have an equitable distribution. We 
have heard pleas by the slaughterhouses. 
If a slaughterhouse historically last year 
was butchering 10 cows and this year 
the same amount of cattle moves into 
market, he will be able to butcher the 
same 10 cows if we have this quota as- 
signment. But if we do not have this 
quota assignment some larger outfit or 
some black marketeer can move in and 
take over the purchase and the estab- 
lished slaughterhouse will lose the quota 
that belongs to it. More than that, the 
community that is normally supplied by 
this slaughterhouse will be without meat. 

This amendment should be voted 
down if maximum production and equi- 
table distribution are to be obtained. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Montana [Mr, 
D'EWARTI. 

Mr. D'EWART. Mr. Chairman, over 
the last 30 or more years I have mar- 
keted a few cattle each year. I have 
sold them as low as 3 cents a pound and 
have sold them as high as 43 cents a 
pound. This quota system is the most 
ridiculous thing I have ever run up 
against, and I marketed cattle under the 
OPA during the last war. Why in the 
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world, when there are more cattle in the 
country than there have been for years, 
and why in the world, when there are 
5,000,000 more people in the United 
States than there were a year ago, we 
should limit the quota on cattle to 90 
percent of the number sold last year, is 
beyond me to understand. It is the 
most ridiculous thing I have ever heard. 
We have these cattle. The number of 
people have increased. We would like 
to furnish this meat to the people. Yet 
the OPS says that we cannot market 
more than 90 percent during the month 
of July. I checked that figure before 
I came into the well of the House. I 
sincerely hope the amendment of the 
gentleman from Kansas will prevail and 
that there will be an end to quotas, 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. D'EWART. I yield. 

Mr. BENDER. Here are about 1,500 
of the several thousand telegrams which 
have been pouring into my office this 
afternoon. Obviously my constituents 
are somewhat concerned about this issue. 
You can appreciate why I am so con- 
cerned and confused when every few 
minutes the Western Union boys are 
running themselves bowlegged with 
messages from my constituents. All 
these telegrams are on this issue of con- 
trols. In fact, my office staff is now 
burning the midnight oil keeping up 
with what is happening here. 

The CHAIRMAN. The ‘hair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
SPENCE] to close debate. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
asked the gentleman to yield for the pur- 
pose of reading the following notation 
in regard to beef parity: 

Back in 1948 and 1949, run-away beef prices 
were pushing up the price parity ratio— 
based on the 1910-14 relationship between 
prices received and prices paid—well up to- 
ward 175 percent. Monthly calculations of 
the beef parity ratios were getting so high 
as to be scandalous. The beef lobby was con- 
cerned, Congress changed the base period 
for beef parity to the average of the preced- 
ing 10 years. These 10 years preceding 1951 
are the very lush and profitable years of 
1941-50. It is with these fat years used 
as a base of 100 that the new parity ratio rose 
to 152. Calculated on the old base, beef 
prices in April of this year stood at 205. 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not pretend to be an expert on the cattle 
industry. I think it is obvious that those 
who are opposed to the quota are op- 
posed to any ceiling on beef. I hope I 
do not do any injustice to anybody in 
that respect. And it seems to me it is 
very obvious that all those who spoke 
against the quota were against a ceiling 
on beef. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield for a reply. 

Mr. KEATING. No reply. Will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. SPENCE. I do not yield for a 
question, 
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It is obvious that if you are going to 
have ceilings, and we admit that ceilings 
are obnoxious to people, but if you are 
going to have ceilings you must have 
some control. Quotas are the only 
means that I know of whereby you can 
control the slaughtering. If there is 
any other way of controlling it, I have 
not been informed of it. The regulation 
merely continues the historical pattern 
of beef slaughtering that is in existence 
now and that has continued for a long, 
long time. 

Quotas are not looked upon as so 
unusual in this country. The tobacco 
growers vote quotas on themselves, be- 
cause they feel it is for their benefit to 
have quotas. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield for a question. 

Mr. HOPE. I am going to ask the 
question if the Director of Price Stabili- 
zation does not have authority and 
power to punish violations of price ceil- 
ings and can use that power against 
every packer and every wholesaler and 
every retailer who violates the quotas? 

Mr. SPENCE. He can if he catches 
them, but he will not have any way of 
finding them out unless he has some con- 
trol over them. The evils that come 
from black marketing are more than 
just the evils of raising the price. They 
are the same character evils that come 
from bootlegging liquor. They are the 
evils that come from a disregard of the 
law. They are not only bad for our 
economy but they are bad for the mo- 
rality of the people of the United States. 
It is not only essential that we prevent 
black markets because of the rise in 
prices of beef, but it is essential that we 
prevent them because of the bad effect 
they have on the morals of the Ameri- 
can people. 

I admit that the gentleman from Kan- 
sas has made a deeper study of this ques- 
tion that I with reference to slaughter- 
ing, but I think I can see the obvious, 
The gentleman from Kansas, of course, 
represents a great beef-producing coun- 
try. I have no objection to his repre- 
senting his people in that respect; I 
think it is natural that he should look 
out for their interests; we all do that. 
But there is another problem here; it is 
not a city program and it is not a coun- 
try problem; it is the problem of fight- 
ing inflation, and it is the problem of 
seeing that the men, women, and chil- 
dren of America have sufficient food at 
fair prices; that is the problem that 
presents itself. 

I represent a district that is half agri- 
cultural and half industrial, and I often 
want some help from the agricultural 
part of my State. The agricultural dis- 
tricts often need help from the cities to 
obtain legislation that will do them jus- 
tice and I am sure you will agree with 
me when I say the city members seldom 
fail. I know that the people of my 
cities voted for parity; they voted for 
many things that the agricultural people 
wanted. We cannot divide this country 
into sections with prejudices one against 
the other, because it weakens, it weakens 
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us economically, it weakens us morally, 
it weakens us spiritually. There is no 
fight here between the country and the 
city; the question is: What is best for 
all of our people? What is best in this 
time of emergency which we hope may 
be over before long? What is best for 
all our people? Farming is the basic 
industry. The farmer feeds the Ameri- 
can people. He is entitled to all the 
credit in the world for that; he is a 
great citizen; he has helped our coun- 
try in time of peace and in time of war. 
But I think now he must make a sacri- 
fice. No man has a right to profit be- 
cause of the condition our country is in. 
They talk about the power of the Gov- 
ernment; why, the Government can take 
your boy away from you and put him out 
on the hills of Korea and make him give 
up his life if need be. Then they talk 
about property rights. Property rights 
are very insignificant as compared to 
the authority to take the boys of Amer- 
ica to fight for our country and our in- 
stitutions. The Government has the 
right to regulate the slaughterers, and 
if there is any other way to do it except 
putting your hand on them and holding 
the control there I do not know what it 
is, 

I hear men say that we do not need any 
controls; we need a free market. I have 
heard the President appeal to the people 
to use self-restraint and to agree to do 


the things they ought to do. Only the . 


good obey the admonition; only the good 
obey those who ask them to do the things 
that are right. The bad will profit. 
There must be some controls, and it 
seems to me the most efficient way to 
control this great iidustry—I want to do 
it justice, I want to see that they make a 
profit—the only way to do it is to put 
your hand on them and say: “You shall 
have what you have had in past years; 
you shall have what the historical pat- 
tern entitles you to.” 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield for a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska, The other 
body in their wisdom adopted this 
amendment by a vote of 75 to 10 with the 
suppport of the majority and minority 
leaders. Were they wrong? 

Mr. SPENCE. What the other body 
has done does not influence me. I will 
tell you what it does; it takes away all 
discretion from the House. We can just 
abdicate our function and let the other 
body dictate what we should do. Do you 
think that desirable. If you pass this 
Hope amendment that ends it; it goes 
into the law and there is no way of taking 
it out. I hope the House and this com- 
mittee will not do so. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. Hope]. 

Mr. GORE. Mr, Chairman, I demand 
tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. Hore and 
Mr. PATMAN, 
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The Commmittee divided; end the 
tellers reported that there were—ayes 
200, noes 112, 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Mitts, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H. R. 3871) to amend the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950, and for other pur- 
poses, had come to no ~esolution thereon. 


BUREAU OF CUSTOMS 


Mr. O'TOOLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the rentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. Mr. Speaker, it is 
hoped the Senate will give serious con- 
sideration to the budget of the Bureau 
of Customs for the coming fiscal year. 
Crippling amendments to the Treasury 
appropriation bill, adopted by the House 
on March 21, would hamper enforce- 
ment activities of the Customs agency. 
The House Appropriations Committee 
voted to strike $800,000 from Budget 
Bureau figures for Customs and then the 
House itself voted an additional cut of 
$675,000. These cuts were voted at a 
time when the need was never greater for 
funds to combat smuggling activities in 
the war on narcotics. Cuts made by the 
House were incorporated in spur-of-the- 
moment amendments as part of a gen- 
eral economy move and were ill-con- 
sidered and ill-advised in view of the 
very obvious need for more Customs in- 
spectors to combat the drug traffic. 

The fact is the Bureau of Customs has 
long been hobbled by lack of adequate 
funds to carry on the work assigned to 
it. As import trade has increased, 
limitations under which Customs staffs 
have been forced to work have become 
more acute. Meantime, Customs receipts 
have been running more than 50 per- 
cent higher than during the previous 
year. 

Narcotics Chief Anslinger, writing on 
the problem of teen-age dope addicts in 
the United States News and World Re- 
port of June 29, 1951, in answer to the 
question, Can Congress Help? said: 

We would like to increase our force. And, 
of course, the Customs Bureau should be 
given additional guards. 


Under leave to extend my remarks, I 
include the following excerpts from the 
New York Daily Mirror, the New York 
Herald Tribune, and the New York Jour- 
nal of Commerce, which lend emphasis 
to the urgent need to strengthen én- 
forcement activities of the Customs 
Bureau. ; 

a the Daily Mirror of June 20, 

United States Customs inspectors are rais- 
ing a loud voice in militant opposition to 
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the Government's “penny wise and pound 
foolish” attitude in slicing Customs appro- 
priations almost a million and a half. Al- 
ready operating with an anemic force, the 
customs men believe our first line of defense 
against narcotics smuggling and other con- 
traband debauching may be even more dan- 
gerously weakened by additional cuts in 
force and operations. 

In addition to providing Uncle Sam's wall 
of protection, the customs men more than 
pay for themselves. They have already 
added more than $446,000,000 to the United 
States Treasury via revenue collections for 
the current fiscal year, and their intake may 
run far in excess of $600,000,000. 


From the Herald Tribune of June 20, 
1951: 

Narcotics TRAFFIC—PERIL TO CUSTOMS 
PROTECTION SEEN IN APPROPRIATION CUT 
To the New York Herald Tribune: 

A basic fact is that the Customs Service is 
the first and only line of defense against the 
entrance of narcotics into this country, Ex- 
cellent enforcement work is being done by 
the Bureau of Narcotics, and the various mu- 
nicipal and State police departments. All 
of these agencies, however, go to work after 
the narcotics have entered the country from 
abroad. It is only the vigilance of the Cus- 
toms Service which prevents this scourge 
from overrunning the entire country. Un- 
fortunately, the Customs Service has a piti- 
ful few to hold back this invasion, Our bor- 
ders have been all but stripped and there is 
not a single port that is not undermanned. 

On March 21 the House of Representatives 
voted to cut the customs appropriations by 
$675,000, This was in the face of the unani- 
mous recommendation of the subcommittee 
which had studied the bill for many weeks, 
and which had itself made a cut of $800,000. 
If this total of $1,475,000 is cut from the bill, 
the operations of the Customs Service will 
be severely handicapped. Customs is a rev- 
enue-producing agency, In addition to pro- 
tecting the citizens of this country from 
contraband and narcotics, we collected 
nearly $446,000,000 during the first 9 months 
of this fiscal year. It is estimated that for 
the full year the total will be in excess of 
$600,000,000. 

The curtailment of customs activities is a 
deadly serious matter. Economy in govern- 
ment is necessary and desirable. However, 
let us practice economy with reason by cut- 
ting where it is actually needed; not by 
opening wide the door to the dope smug- 
gler's debauching traffic. We know that ad- 
diction, particularly among young people, 
has increased. We feel that this is so be- 
cause the supply is plentiful, cheap and ac- 
cessible. With the present personnel, cus- 
toms is hamstrung in trying to do a complete 
enforcement job of stopping the dope before 
it enters the country. If the appropriation 
cut is allowed to stand, our association is of 
the opinion that the entire wall of customs 
protection will be dangerously weakened. 

One of the facts established is that a 
principal source of revenue to the under- 
world is the narcotic traffic. We know that 
this traffic has been increasing. The smug- 
gling of heroin, opium, morphine and mari- 
huana has increased. The more we seize, 
the more attempts are made to smuggle dope 
in. It is frightening to know that, in many 
large cities, a “cap” of heroin can be bought 
as cheaply as marihuana. 

JoHN J. MURPHY, 
President, United States Customs 
Inspectors’ Association. 
New YORK, June 17. 
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From the Import Bulletin published by 
the Journal of Commerce at New York: 


We hope the Senate will show more sense 
than the House in the handling of the Cus- 
toms Bureau's budget for the coming fiscal 
year. If it does not, importers can look for- 
ward to further vexations and costly delays 
at United States ports of entry. 

The rub is not so much that the House 
Appropriations Committee voted to lop 
$200,000 from President Truman's $38,300,- 
009, request for the Bureau, or even that the 
House itself then voted an additional cut of 
$675,000. The total mount is not large, and 
a certain amount of judicious trimming is 
necessary wherever possible in the Govern- 
ment’s nondefense budget. 

But the trouble is that these cuts were 
voted at a time when the need is plainly for 
greater, not reduced, appropriations for the 
Customs Bureau. Moreover, they appear to 
have been made on the spur of the moment 
for reasons which were ill-considered if not 
actually foolish. 

The Customs Bureau has long been hob- 
bled by the lack of adequate funds to carry 
on the work assigned to it. This is a fact 
widely bemoaned in foreign-trade circles, 
and seemingly obvious to nearly everyone but 
Congress, the only body in a position to do 
anything about it. 

As our import trade has increased, the 
limitations under which the port collectors 
are forced to work have become more and 
more painfully apparent. As far back as last 
September, customs clerks in the port of 
New York, who can normally be expected 
to process 50 entries a day, were struggling 
with an average of 103. Appraisers stores 
were falling behind 200 to 600 cases a day, 
and approximately 43,000 uncompleted 
ledger statements were reported to have ac- 
cumulated in the Divisions of Accounts and 
Entries. By the end of the year the backlog 
of unliquidated entries at this port stood at 
274,000. Since then, by dint of hard work, 
the customs staff here is reported to have 
come abreast of the daily volume of entries. 
But its backlog has grown to 286,000. In the 
meantime, customs receipts have been run- 
ning nearly 55 percent higher than during 
the previous fiscal year. 

Why, then, has the House voted to cut the 
budget back to the level of the present fiscal 
year, which actually will buy $500,000 less in 
man-hours because of salary increases in the 
Bureau? 

Two chief reasons were given for this: one 
was that the Bureau had failed to hire 207 
new employees it had been authorized to 
hire, the funds having been voted in Janu- 

The other was that the Bureau had 
failed to put into effect certain Treasury 
recommendations for streamlining procedure. 

In the first instance, it appears that the 
207 new workers were to have been taken on 
as of March 1, while the House check show- 
ing that none of them had been employed 
was made on February 8. Customs officials 
explain with some reason that they cannot 
find and process through civil-service chan- 
nels all the right kind of employees all at 
once, Certainly they could have been given 
3 months’ grace. 

Something of the same can be said of the 
second complaint—that Customs has not 
given sufficient attention to ways and means 
of improving its own performance. Actually, 
the Bureau has put several of the Treasury’s 
recommendations into effect. Some others 
it still has under study. Still others it feels 
are impracticable and many would require 
enabling legislation. 

But criticizing the Customs Bureau for 
failing to streamline its own machinery is 
like scolding a chauffeur for frequent break- 
downs of a 1918 Stanley Steamer. What is 
needed, as we and many others have said 
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repeatedly, is a new machine, not a rubber- 
band and paper-clip patchwork job on the 
old one. 

Congress has now had before it for 2 years 
a measure known as the Customs simplifi- 
cation bill which would provide the basis 
for the type of streamlined structure our 
Customs Bureau should be. This measure 
has the support of the major foreign trade 
organizations and of the Customs Bureau 
itself. But it has run into one snarl after 
another, and today seems no nearer passage 
than at this time a year ago. 

It is much to be hoped that the responsible 
legislators will take a long hard look at the 
record of their own failure to take the first 
necessary step toward an efficient, up-to-date 
customs system. But so long as they seek 
to dodge the responsibility of providing an 
efficient machine, the least that can be ex- 
pected of them is that they will provide the 
chauffeur with sufficient funds to keep the 
old one running. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


Mr. BECKWORTH asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 10 minutes today, following any 
special orders heretofore entered. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to vacate her 
special order for today and to address 
the House for 5 minutes tomorrow, fol- 
lowing the legislative program and any 
special orders heretofore entered. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. BeckwortH] is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

COTTON ACREAGE 


Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Speaker, 
when the cotton-quota legislation was 
considered last year I had a good deal to 
say about what I conceived to be the 
final effects of that legislation so far as 
the distribution of income from cotton 
is concerned. Some people do not seem 
to be aware of the fact that when you 
limit acreage you limit bales and there- 
fore you limit dollars. In effect, finally, 
it amounts to a method of distribution 
of dollars derived from the sale of cotton. 

I pointed out at that time that in many 
instances where one county in a given 
State got 15 times as many acres as 
another county that did not represent 
the fact merely that that county’s in- 
come from cotton was 15 times the in- 
come of the other county. I pointed 
out that in many instances the final fig- 
ures translated into dollars would be 
much more, I have been able to collect 
some facts and figures from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. In one State, for 
example, and this is no isolated instance 
by any means, one county received some 
2,600 allotments of cotton and another 
county in the same State received some 
2,600 allotments of cotton. 

The final income from cotton in one 
of the counties was under $400,000 
whereas the final income from cotton 
in the other county was $27,000,000, just 
about 80 times as much. I questioned 
the justice of such a program at that 
time, and I question it even more vigor- 
ously today after seeing the figures. I 
say to the membership of the House as 


Emerson said, Every excess brings on a 


defect, and every defect finally an 
excess,” 
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We have some excesses and some de- 
fects in our farm program today. Final- 
ly everybody loses as a result of that sort 
of thing. As one who was born and 
reared on the farm, I recognize how im- 
portant agriculture is to the people of 
this country. I yield to no one in my 
friendship for agriculture and our farm- 
ers. Many of my relatives earn their 
livings from agriculture and raising 
cattle today. But we must have fair and 
equitable programs. I have said this be- 
fore to the membership of the House 
that when aid is sought in the Congress 
it is sought in the name of the farmer, 
but when the giving out takes place, too 
small a segment gets away with a too 
heavy percentage of the sum total of aid. 
Yes, we must undertake as the programs 
continue, to bring about more fairness 
and more justice and more equity and I 
ask and hope that the membership of 
the House will read carefully this very 
comprehensive study which has been 
prepared in regard to the distribution 
finally and actually of the income from 
cotton. 

Mr.DORN. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. BECKWORTH. I yield. 

Mr. DORN. Iwas not in the last Con- 
gress, but I have read the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp, and I know of the fight that the 
gentleman made in behalf of the small 
cotton farmers of Texas and of the South 
generally. We all appreciate what the 
gentleman did when he was making his 
fight for the cotton farmers. My father- 
in-law had to plow up cotton. But this 
year a committee called on him and 
begged him to plant more cotton. I 
think the farmers of this country have 
common sense enough to know that we 
should raise cotton and there should not 
be such a great difference in the pro- 
gram from 1 year to another. 

Somewhere along the line something 
is lacking. We appreciate what the 
gentleman has done and appreciate the 
efforts he is now putting forth in behalf 
of the cotton farmer. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. They cut some 
of my people down to less than an acre. 
Some who had farmed and wish to farm 
could get no acreage. Some people who 
grew little more than one bale of cotton 
are compelled to pay heavy penalties to 
sell the cotton. This, I feel, is unwar- 
ranted. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BECKWORTH. I yield. 

Mr. HARRIS. I concur in what the 
gentleman has said, and compliment 
him highly on the fight he has made over 
a long period of time on this important 
matter. I also want to remind the gen- 
tleman that he supported an amendment 
which I offered during the considera- 
tion of the agricultural appropriation 
bill for the measurement of cotton acre- 
age in 1951, notwithstanding that we do 
not have cotton quotas. Is it not a fact 
that part of this dilemma came out of 
1946, 1947, and 1948 when we did not 
have any records whatsoever and now 
looking forward to another year, since 
the policy program is still in effect and 
is still a matter of law, we are probably 
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going to have another such dilemma in 
the future if we do not have a measure- 
ment of acreage of 1951? 

This morning I went before the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations on that 
particular matter. I welcome the gen- 
tleman’s comment and the efforts he has 
made with reference to this program. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. The gentleman 
has been a great deal of help on this 
problem. He was the author of an 
amendment which the House was con- 
siderate enough to adopt that should 
have the effect of helping bring about 
more order when we do have another 
allotment program. Judging from the 
very report that appeared in the paper 
this morning, in the writings of Mr. John 
Ball, of the Washington Post, it certainly 
looks like we are going to have quotas 
in the foreseeable future because he pre- 
dicts the production of cotton may be 
probably 16,000,000 or 17,000,000 bales. 

I am glad to see the Secretary of Agri- 
culture recognizes this problem—the 
problem of the family-size farmer. He 
recently wrote me a letter in regard to 
the family-size farmer, and he welcomed 
from me, he stated, any observations 
that might be presented that would make 
strong the family-size farmer. I told 
him, among other things, through the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD that one of the 
best things to do, when you invite people 
to grow a crop, particularly the small 
farmer, is to give them at least some 
acreage. That was not done in many 
instances. If they are given any acreage, 
give them enough to justify their grow- 
ing a crop. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks and include cer- 
tain data in connection with this sub- 
ject. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. It should be borne 
in mind many people asked for allot- 
ments in 1950 who could not get them be- 
cause they were classified as new farmers. 
A new farmer might be and often was 
one who had farmed many years, but 
because in 1950 he was not on a piece of 
land that had cotton on it in 1946, 1947, 
or 1948, he was legislated out of the cot- 
ton business by being called a new farmer. 

It should be emphasized that many of 
the counties which received the least 
number of acres, had the least produc- 
tion, and the least number of dollars 
per allotment likewise had numerous ten- 
ant farmers. Thousands of these es- 
pecially in the poor land counties re- 
ceived no cotton acreage or so little they 
could not afford to plant cotton. 

When acres are limited, bales of cot- 
ton are limited, hence dollars are limited. 
Allotment of acres means ultimately 
allotment of dollars. The spread of 
“average dollars per allotment” as be- 
tween the given counties in a given 
State is remarkable. 

For example, each man receiving a cot- 
ton allotment in one Texas county sold 
an average of $10,671.34 worth of cot- 
ton—a total of $27,798,840—whereas 
each man in another Texas county sold 
an average of $124.30—a total of $334,- 
980—worth of cotton which means the 
allotment in one Texas county is worth in 
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dollars more than 80 times what the al- 
lotment in another Texas county is 
worth. I seriously question the justness 
of such a situation. The former county— 
the one with the larger income—had 
2,605 people receiving allotments where- 
as the latter county—the one with the 
smaller income—had 2,695 allotments. 
The latter county I might add has been 
growing cotton doubtless 100 years. The 
total income of the larger county is ap- 
proximately 80 times the latter county, 
although the acreage allotted to the 
more fortunate county has only 14 times 
what the acreage in the less fortunate 
county was. 

Farmers are told to grow truck crops 
and cattle when they cannot get cotton 
and peanut allotments, as is shown in 
the following letters: 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 
ADMINISTRATION, 
Quitman, Tez., May 29, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
New House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: This is in reference 
to your letter, dated May 13, 1950, to the 
Wood County PMA Committee. 

We have approximately 400 peanut pro- 
ducers in the county. The least number of 
acres each producer can afford to grow is 
2 acres. We have about 150 producers who 
received allotments of less than 2 acres. 
Of those growers having allotments of less 
than 2 acres, there will be about 25 or 50 
who will cease to grow peanuts. I do not 
believe there will be any to cease to farm 
for themselves. The number of new pro- 
ducers were 35 and the number of acres dis- 
tributed was 21.4 acres and the average to 
each was 0.6 of an acre. 

The excess acreage (for oil) up to the 
1947 picked and threshed will help at least 
150 to 200 producers in Wood County. (I 
am told today, June 5, 1950, by Mr. Akers, 
that peanuts for edible purposes are worth 
$200 to $220 a ton and for oil purposes from 
$100 to $120 a ton.) [Part added in paren- 
theses by LINDLEY BECKWORTH. ] 

Hoping the above is the desired informa- 
tion, I am 

Yours very truly, 
Roy E. BARNETT, 

Secretary, Wood County PMA Committee. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 
ADMINISTRATION, 
Quitman, Ter., April 10, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: This is in reference 
to your letter of April 5, 1950, to the county 
committee. 

(1) The number of farmers receiving 5 
acres of cotton or less was 1,248. (2) The 
number of new producers that applied for 
allotments was 340, (3) The acreage that 
was available to distribute among the new 
producers was 300. (4) Each producer re- 
ceived from 1 acre to 1.1 acres. (5) The 
number of zero allotments was 10. (6) The 
percent of new producers regarded as gen- 
uine farmers was 83 percent (300) applica- 
tions. 

The number of applications left from item 
2, less item 5, less item 6, consisted of 30 
applications that did not meet the necessary 
eligibility requirements. 

If you desire further information please 
advise. 

Yours very truly, 
Roy E. BARNETT, 
Secretary of Wood County PMA. 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 
ADMINISTRATION, 
De Ridder, La., May 22, 1950. 
Mr. LINDLEY BeckwortTH, 
Congress of the United States, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN BECKWORTH: In refer- 
ence to your letter of May 18, 1950, listed 
below is a tabulation to your questionnaire, 
Thank you for your interest in peanut and 
cotton farmers, 
Very truly yours, 
T. SHELBY OAKES, 
Administrative Officer, Beauregard 
Parish Production and Marketing 
Administration. 


Peanuts, 1950 


Number of peanut producers 67 
Number of peanut acres he can economi- 
cally grow 


less than 5 ares 60 
Number of producers received allotment 
less than 2 acres 47 


Number of producers received less than 
2 acres that will cease to grow 
8 ——— T —— 25 
Number of producers that will cease to 
farm for themselves P 
Number of new producers applied for 
allotment in 1950—— 8 
How many acres did you have to 


Approximately how much did they re- 
OPTA TUL tates —— 5.9 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 
ADMINISTRATION, 
De Ridder, La., June 1, 1950. 
Dear Sm: Please find enclosure for your 
attention. 
Yours very truly, 

T. SHELBY OAKES, 

Parish Administrative Officer, 

County Committee of Beaure- 


gard Parish. 
Cotton, 1950 

1. Cotton producers in Beauregard 
5 307 

2. Farmers receiving 5 acres or less 
TP 272 
3. New producers applied for acreage. 150 

4. Acreage to distribute among new ~ 

269 — EE 415 
5. Acreage each received 2.0-3.4 
6. Farmers receiving zero acreage 13 

7. Percent of new producers regarded 
as genuine farmers.___.....-. 90 

8. a. Acreage the new cotton amend- 
ment helped new producers.. 0 
i ORI ee in 0 


9. Number of producers receiving less 

than 5 acres that will probably 

grow no cotton 15 
10. Number of farmers that will cease 

to farm for themselves 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 
ADMINISTRATION, 
Canton, Tex., March 20, 1950. 
O. L. HAPTONSTALL, 
Fruitvale, Tez. 

Dear Sm: This is to advise that the county 
committee finds it necessary to set up a zero 
allotment on the above farm serial number. 
Since we had 600 applications for new grower 
allotments and only 427.7 acres of cotton, 
you can see that the average allotment would 
have been 0.7 of an acre if all approved for 
allotments. The county committee ap- 
proved 257 farms for new grower allotment 
with an average allotment of 1.7 acres. In 
view of the above facts we cannot see that 
you have been done any disservice by disap- 
proval of your application, 


7916 


Any appeal from the above must be made 
within 15 days from the date of this notice. 

Your application was disapproved for one 
of the reasons set out below. 

1. Work stuck and equipment not avail- 
able. 

2. Has a cotton allotment on another farm, 

3. Cotton allotment not necessary to live- 
lihood of operator. 

4. Land not adapted to production of cot- 
ton. 

5. Allotment which could be set up too 
small to be of possible benefit to farm 
operator. 

R. W. Brown, 
N. L. CHEATHAM, 
r J. M. STEPHENS, 
County Committee, Van Zandt County 
PMA. 


UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 
ADMINISTRATION, 
Gilmer, Tex., November 17, 1950. 
To: Congressman LINDLEY BECKWORTH. 
From: Lewis E. Stracener, Jr., administra- 
tive officer, Upshur County PMA. 
Subject: Reply to letter written to Mr. B. F. 
Vance, chairman State PMA commit- 
tee in regard to complaint of Mr. How- 
ard M. (Reece) Smith, route 1, Big 
Sandy, Tex., having difficulty with his 
cotton allotment. 

Mr. Smith is operating a farm this year 
that did not have any cotton or war crop 
history for the years used in setting up cot- 
ton acreage allotment. Therefore, under the 
regulations this farm was considered a new 
farm for cotton allotment. 

Mr. Smith filed an application for a new 
grower cotton allotment and received 4.2 
acres cotton allotment out of the reserve set 
up for new growers. Mr. Smith planted 3.7 
acres of cotton on farm. 

I rather think Mr. Smith is complaining 
about 1950 peanut allotment. The farm Mr. 
Smith is operating has no 1950 peanut acre- 
age allotment as farm has no past peanut 
history and he has 12.8 acres of peanuts 
planted on farm and intends to thresh and 
sell the peanuts which will be subject to the 
5.4 cent penalty per pound, according to 
peanut marketing quota regulations. 

Mr. Smith signed application for a new 
grower peanut allotment. County commit- 
tee recommended a 5-acre peanut allotment 
when application was submitted to State 
PMA committee for approval. After review 
by State committee, a zero allotment was 
approved by State committee. However, the 
new grower peanut allotments amounted to 
nothing, since no new grower applicant re- 
ceived more than 0.6 acre, mostly 0.2 to 0.4 
acre allotment. 

Lewis E. STRACENER, Jr., 
Administrative Officer, Upshur County PMA. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 
ADMINISTRATION, 
Carthage, Tex., December 29, 1949. 
Hon, LINDLEY Beck wortH, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. BECKWORTH: This will acknowl- 
edge your letter of December 19, 1949, re- 
questing certain data relative to cotton al- 
lotments in Panola County, Tex. 

In comparing 1950 with 1942 allotments we 
note that Panola had an allotment of ap- 
proximately 52,700 acres in 1942 and 17,367 
for 1950. These figures include the allot- 
ment for new growers also. 

You ask about release and reapportion- 
ment of unused cotton acreage allotment, 
We expect very few acres from this source. 
We estimate 150 for the county. Farmers 
anticipate changes in procedures and fear 
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that the surrender of cotton allotment may 
affect any future allotment that would be 
established on the farm. 

We are in bad shape on new grower farms 
(those who did not grow cotton in any of 
the years 1946, 1947, or 1948); 1,300 such 
farms, and only 1,000 acres to distribute. Of 
this 1,300, at least 400 will apply for a portion 
of this acreage. 

I hesitate to estimate the number of ten- 
ants that will be without homes as a result 
of the small allotments in this county. The 
big move will start in the spring and after 
Congress has considered giving some relief. 
They still have hopes that something better 
will come their way. No doubt the gentle- 
man from Wills Point, Tex., was about right 
in his estimates. For example, in Panola 
County, in 1942, 0.3145 percent of the crop- 
land was allowed for cotton, while in 1950 
only 0.1398 percent is allowed. 

We appreciate your interest and will gladly 
furnish any additional information upon 
request. 

With kindest regards, I am, 

Yours very truly, 
T. L. VINCENT, 
Administrative Officer, PMA, Panola 
County, Tex. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 
ADMINISTRATION, 
Athens, Tez., January 18, 1950. 
Mr. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
Member of Congress, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mn. BECKWORTH: Henderson County 
reserved 1,450 acres of its official county al- 
lotment, all but 334 acres were used in ad- 
justing 5- to 15-acre and other farms. 

The chief concern of the committee is 
new-grower allotments as you see we only 
have 334 acres for this purpose, which will 
only be a drop in the bucket when distrib- 
uted among 1,000 new growers. 

We think you could relieve the situation 
in east Texas if you could get a price sup- 
port on dry black-eyed and cream peas. Un- 
derstand the State of California has one on 
black-eyed beans, which is the same as our 
peas. 

The county committee concurs with Hous- 
ton County in that the amendment will not 
help this county if we have to use the BAE 
acreage for the country. I am enclosing 
copy of a letter we sent Tom PICKETT. 

If we can be of further help, please advise. 

Yours sincerely, 
RAYMOND G. MAGERS, 
Chairman, PMA Committee of Hen- 
derson County. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 
ADMINISTRATION, 
Tyler, Tez., January 3, 1950. 
Mr. LINDLEY BecKworTH, 
Member of Congress, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear MR. BECKWORTH: In reply to your 
letter of a few days ago, in which you re- 
quested information relative to the cotton 
allotment situation in Smith County, the 
following is submitted: 

1. 1942 Smith County cotton allotment: 
58,000 acres. 

2. Number of acres we would have to re- 
distribute if the unused 1950 allotment could 
be used. It is estimated that about 1,000 
acres would be released by farmers for re- 
distribution. 

3. Number of acres that would come from 
genuine cotton farmers who cannot continue 
to farm because of too little acreage. It is 
doubtful if any acres would be released by 
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such farmers, as they would merely reduce 
the number of tenants on the farm, so that a 
reasonable crop could be had by each tenant. 

4. War crop credit: Smith County would 
receive about 3,000 additional acres if this 
credit were granted. 

5. Number of genuine cotton farmers that 
will be forced to quit farming in Smith 
County due to the 1950 cotton-allotment 
formula (including tenants). It is esti- 
mated that at least 500 will be forced off of 
farms due to insufficient cotton acreage. 

Hoping this to be the desired information, 
and should additional information be needed 
don't fail to call on us. 

For the county committee: 

Dan G. OWEN, 
Secretary, Smith County PMA. 


They grow tomatoes, but then are told 
the following: 
UNITED STATES 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 
ADMINISTRATION, 
College Station, Tez., June 25, 1951. 
Mrs. ROY DENTON, 
Troup, Ter. 

Dear Mrs. DENTON: Your letter of June 19 
to the Honorable LINDLEY BEckworTH, Con- 
gressman, Third District of Texas, has been 
referred to me. 

I regret very much that we have no price 
support on fresh tomatoes. We fully under- 
stand that the price is very low and that 
farmers are not realizing the cost of produc- 
tion from the crop. I certainly hope that the 
market improves and that the producers will 
receive a fair return for the crop. 

Very truly yours, 
B. F. VANCE, 
Chairman, State PMA Committee. 

(Copy to LINDLEY BECKWORTH, Congress- 

man.) 


Note the article from the Kilgore Her- 
ald of June 17, 1951: 


East Texas TOMATO GROWERS DENIED AID 


WASHINGTON.—East Texas tomato farmers, 
faced with a bumper crop and low prices, 
aren't in line for such help because they 
overplanted, the Agriculture Department 
says. 

Under Secretary C. J. McCormick in a let- 
ter to Senator CONNALLY (Democrat, Texas), 
said Texas growers, spurred by high prices in 
1950, went against the Department's sugges- 
tions as to the acreage to be planted in to- 
matoes this year. 

McCormick continued that laws governing 
purchases of surplus commodities require 
the Department consider whether farmers 
complied with suggested acreage limits. 

“Therefore,” he continued, “it has been 
our policy to deny assistance to vegetable 
growers in those areas substantially exceed- 
ing the Department’s suggested acreage. 

“The east Texas tomato producing area 
substantially exceeded our acreage sugges- 
tions.” 

He said the east Texas tomato acreage 
this year was 25 percent above 1950, and the 
estimated yield was 47 percent greater. 

Another reason for the depressed market 
prices and slow movement of the crop in 
east Texas, McCormick explained, was the 
lateness of tomatoes maturing this year in 
the Rio Grande Valley. Freezes there caused 
a second planting, and a resulting overlap- 
ping in tomato crops from the two primary 
producing sections of Texas. 

He added, however, that shipments from 
the Rio Grande Valley are declining and 
most of the remainder of the crop there 
will go to the canning factories. As a re- 
sult, he said, “with less competition from 
other areas and improved quality of their 
own product, growers in east Texas should 
soon experience a more favorable market.” 
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The farmers grow sweetpotatoes, but 
the following develops: 


PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 
ADMINISTRATION, 
College Station, Tez., November 7, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BeckwortH, 
Member of Congress, 
House of Representatives, 
Gladewater, Tez. 

Dear Mr. BeckworTH: You will find en- 
closed copy of final report of sweetpotato pro- 
gram RMP-25a-74 which was terminated 
November 3. You will note that only 500 
bushels of potatoes were purchased. 

Iam also enclosing a copy of a letter to Mr. 
J. L. Harris, route 1, Gladewater, Tex., and one 
to Mr. N. E. Dudley, of Whitehouse, Smith 
County Tex., giving them information we 
have regarding shipments of sweetpotatoes 
from quarantined areas. 

I want you to know that I appreciated the 
visit with you, and it is regretted that we 
were not able to help the farmers in your 
area. In summing up the potato situation 
up there this year and with the interest of 
the farmer at heart, you cannot blame the 
farmer for not selling his potatoes to the 
Government at a price we offered as most 
of the farmers were only getting 25 to 40 per- 
cent U. S. No. 1. potatoes off of their land and 
the actual cost to them runs at least $75.00 
per acre and the farmers felt that they had 
rather hold, taking a chance on a better mar- 
ket instead of taking a $25.00 per acre loss 
on their potatoes. 

The market is stronger and has improved 
some. I think the cooperative advertising 
has helped some. Assuring you of our coop- 
eration, and with kindest personal regards, I 


Yours very truly, 
DeENNIs M. Pon, 
Purchase Representative. 


The farmers are told to grow cattle, 
but then comes the roll-back. Note 
these letters: 

PITTSBURG, TEX., May 5, 1951. 
The Honorable LINDLEY Beck wortH, 
The House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dran Mr. BeckwortH: After reading the 
attached article in the Wichita Daily Times, 
April 29, 1951, Wichita Falls, Tex., I have 
learned that it is the intention of the Office 
of Price Stabilization to roll back the price 
of beef received by the producers 18 percent 
by October 1951. 

I am not a cattle king, and it is not my 
intent to become a cattle baron, but I am 
one of the many small producers of beef 
cattle who would like to have a decent return 
on the money and time I have invested in 
this enterprise. 

To go further into detail, I will give you 
the following facts relative to my operation: 

I have 108 acres in Camp and Upshire 
Counties and I use 211 acres in Franklin 
County, ownership being in the family. 
These two farms are ordinary east Texas 
farms and I judge worth $11,000. The two 
farms are stocked with 48 cows and 2 bulls. 
These cows are common cows, most of them 
of Hereford type, with an occasional Angus, 
Shorthorn, or brindle cow. My bulls are 
Hereford and from considerably better stock 
than the cows. These cows are worth a 
minimum of $10,000. 

As you well know, from your past experi- 
ence, a certain amount of costly equipment 
is necessary in order for an organization of 
this type to function. These items will in- 
clude a pick-up truck, wire stretchers, lariat 
ropes, all sorts of hand tools and shovels, 
etc. I believe that allowing $2,000 for this 
expense is not excessive. In addition, $1,000 
is needed to take care of any overhead. 
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The annual calf crop to be expected will 
run about 80 percent, therefore I expect to 
sell around 40 calves annually from my 48 
cows at April 25, 1951, prices. These calves 
when sold at 9 or 10 months of age would 
average about $100 each, or $4,000. 

Expenses during the year for feed, auto- 
mobile expenses, and maintenance of fences 
and buildings alone will certainly amount to 
$1,000 each year, leaving a net expected re- 
turn of $3,000, 

If we, the producers, are cut back 18 per- 
cent as proposed by OPS, then my income 
will be reduced 18 percent of $4,000, which is 
$720. This amount deducted from my net 
income of $3,000 will leave only $2,280. 

I believe and I think that you will agree 
that a return of $2,280 for 1 year’s work and 
a $24,000 investment ir entirely too little 
under current conditions. I also believe that 
this proposed OPS roll-back is unjustified 
and is discriminatory against the producer 
of beef cattle, when other expenses are not 
rolled back proportionately. 

Any assistance or information you may be 
able to give will certainly be appreciated. 

Respectfully yours, 
W. Rex SPENCER. 
PITTSBURG, TEX., April 2, 1951, 
LINDLEY BECKWORTH. 

Dear Sm: I am a small farmer with a few 
cattle, with high-priced feed and higher 
wages would make an awful hard go, with 
cattle prices cut back. 

Our cattle have been raised on high-priced 
feed. If the cut-back comes, I don’t see 
anything to do except quit producing cattle. 

I hope we can get some relief and am ask- 
ing you to do what you can to help us cattle 
growers. 

Very respectfully, 
H. M. MELTON. 


EUSTACE, TEX., April 30, 1951. 
To Co an LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
Washington, D. C. 

Well, LINDY, here I come for some infor- 
mation from you. Now I am asking you. 
Well, they wrote me and said I owed them 
$108.50 for growing a bale of cotton in 1950 
because I did not sign a contract. My allot- 
ment is 3.6 acres. Say, I can't live on that 
small acreage. My peanuts acreage is 2.6 
acres. I did not violate God's law growing 
one bale, as bad as we need it. My tax is so 
high I can't pay them everything, so high 
everybody left the farm and went to town to 
work. I am asking you, do I have to pay 
that $108.50, or must I ignore it? So give me 
your opinion on it and answer at once. If 
I do have to pay for it, Iam quitting farm- 
ing to go to town to work. I can make a 
better living in town. I am growing pea- 
nuts for feed for my cattle. I did not ask the 
Government for help, and, if I can't grow 
what I want to on my farm enough to keep 
it up, there is no need staying on it. So the 
farmer is so handicapped he can’t grow 
enough, anyhow. 

So this year they want me to grow all the 
cotton I can. Trying to fine me for growing 
one bale in 1950, now what must I do—pay 
or not? 

Now, here is the situation: Now I have 
$20 acres; my neighbor has 100 acres. He 
has 37 acres peanut allotment, I have 1 acre, 
So I am keeping a copy of this letter I am 
sending you. So tell me, do I have to pay or 
not? You find out and let me hear from 
you. I have been your supporter and Tru- 
man, too, so, I am trying to support the 
Government every way I can. My desire is 
grow something but the —— does not want 
me to sell it, but by being penalized for it. 
If you can read this—I am left-handed—so 
answer as soon as you well can. 

T. C. MEWBORNE. 
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MINEOLA, TEX., May 1, 1951. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, 
Third Congressional District, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear LINDLEY: I have decided to write you 
concerning a problem that concerns not only 
you and I but our whole Nation. 

It is the absentee ownership of land as 
I have seen it and read about in the State 
of Texas. I am sure you must have given 
no little thought to the matter as the de- 
cline of population in your district I feel is a 
definite outgrowth of this evil. 

Many reasons for that decline is given by 
one and another authority but in my opin- 
ion the fact that good farms and ranches 
being as nearly unobtainable as they have 
become since so many business and profes- 
sional people and people of means have de- 
veloped the fad of buying farms as a hobby, 
or else for speculation purposes, 


* * * * * 


* + * own about 12,000 acres of land 
composed completely of small farms pur- 
chased and assembled into a block oper- 
ated by one or two hired hands on each 
three or four thousand acres of land which 
formerly furnished a living for some 40 to 60 
people or rather families. 

are just examples; there are num- 
bers more owning hundreds of acres ac- 
quired in the same manner, and with hardly 
an exception these are people that acquired 
their money in some other manner than 
farming. 

Add to these people the lower-income 
professional people who buy one or two 
small farms each and the many farms our 
old folks are living on and not operating and 
not able to rent or sell under the present 
administration of our old-age pension law, 
and you will see the difficulties faced by a 
person of moderate means who likes to farm 
or grow stock and also the reason our pop- 
ulation is declining in our rural areas. 

Also the ill will toward our Government 
created by these conditions is of no small 
import, since, as Iam certain you are aware, 
the ownership of the majority of land by a 
few large landowners has always been a 
matter of disturbance in whatever country 
it has and is occurring. 

This is a State-wide—and probably a Na- 
tion-wide—problem, as you can readily see 
by checking the sharp fall in the number of 
individually owned farms in the State of 
Texas during the last decade. 

Being a man of limited education and ex- 
perience in such matters, I can recommend 
no pat solution but do feel that through 
taxes or other means this situation should 
be remedied for the good of our Nation and 
its people and especially the future gen- 
erations. 

I am & disabled ex-marine—World War 
II—sent to the farm by the doctors to find 
a means of livelihood more suited to my 
health, and after 2 years of renting while try- 
ing to find a farm to buy have been made 
well aware of the situation in east Texas, 
and I hope you will find this whole prob- 
lem worthy of your attention and consid- 
eration. 

Sincerely, 
Barton S. HILL, 
WILLS Pornt, TEX., April 29, 1951. 
Mr. LINDLEY BECKWORTH. 

Dear LINDLEY: I have been intending to 
write you for some time in regards to some of 
the things that are being passed and put on 
farmers and stock raisers, 

First, DiSalle set the ceiling price on cot- 
ton at 45 cents, and just across the Mexican 
border cotton is selling for 85 cents a pound. 

I sit here with a Dallas newspaper's head- 
lines on beef prices—to be cut back 10 
cents a pound. Still Brannan is asking for 
16,000 bales of cotton. This is, as you know, 
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around Wills Point, a cotton and cattle coun- 
try. Our son, D. L., Jr., and I, are farming 
550 acres of land, and farm machinery is up 
this year about 25 percent above last year. 
Gasoline is up 2 cents a gallon, but DiSalle, 
Wilson, and Brannan are doing nothing 
about it. Fire the hell out of all. 
La . . + . 

LINDLEY, we think you are tops, but for 
God sakes, what is wrong up there. Guess 
by now you will say just another old fogy 
fool. I was at the cotton meeting in the 
bank. In regards to cotton allotments last 
year, Mr, Curtis asked me to state my allot- 
ment and acreage, which I did and I do want 
to tell you. I, my wife, and son did appre- 
ciate what you did in getting the cotton 
allotment raised. 

Linbtey, in 1949 D. L., Jr., and I ginned 74 
bales of cotton; in 1950 we ginned 37 bales, 
14,000 pounds of vetch, 600 bushels of corn, 
After expenses were paid we did not pay in- 


come tax, for expenses got it all. Still the 
farmer makes it all, 
Your friend, 
Davx FULLER. 


One then can easily understand why 
the Department of Agriculture is study- 
ing family-farm problems. Note Mr. 
McCormick’s letter: 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., June 27, 1951. 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. BeckwortH: During recent 
months it has become abundantly clear that 
our United States pattern of land tenure 
and family farming should be used as an 
American export of hope in our world-wide 
struggle against Communist expansion. But 
if democracy is to be a continuing source of 
hope to rural people elsewhere in the world, 
democracy must continue to advance in our 
own rural areas—we must hold the mirror 
up to ourselves. Secretary Brannan and I 
feel strongly the need for all farm organiza- 
tions and public institutions concerned with 
agriculture to unite in a definite, vigorous 
program to strengthen family farming in 
America. 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you 
of the steps we are taking in that direction. 

With the aid of representatives from farm 
and church organizations and the land- 
grant colleges, we have initiated a Nation- 
wide study of the Department’s policies and 
programs with a view to determining (1) 
programs already well adapted to the need 
oi family farmers, including the making of 
their greatest contribution to defense pro- 
duction at a minimum of cost for the serv- 
ices rendered; (2) programs which should be 
discontinued; and (3) programs and policies 
which should be changed to adapt them to 
family farm needs in the mobilization pe- 
riod. 

As the first step in this review, at the re- 
quest of the Secretary there has been cre- 
ated a family farm policy review commit- 
tee made up of agricultural leaders from 
outside the Department as well as Depart- 
ment people. We invited each of the major 
farm and church organizations to designate 
representatives to participate in this com- 
mittee. Under the committee’s supervision, 
task groups were assigned to make prelimi- 
mary reviews of programs and policies of 
each agency, which have now been consoli- 
dated into a provisional report and tenta- 
tive recommendations to be used as a basis 
for the most widespread study and discus- 
sion we can obtain. 

Copies of the provisional report are being 
made available in every county in the United 
States, with the assistance of farm and 
church groups requested in obtaining its 
widespread consideration through neighbor- 
hood meetings and discussion groups. 

We have asked our State and county agri- 
cultural mobilization committees to act as 
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clearinghouses for getting reports and rec- 
ommendations from farmers and farm 
groups during the next few months, but have 
also invited farm and church groups to con- 
sider and make recommendations on the 
policy review in any way they see fit. 

I am enclosing for your information a 
copy of the provisional report, a copy of a 
pamphlet entitled “The Family Farm's Fu- 
ture” that explains our purpose in this re- 
view, together with a copy of the agricultural 
mobilization memorandum setting forth 
procedures for carrying out the policy review 
at the State and county levels. 

I want to emphasize that the report is 
intended merely as a starting point for the 
widest possible consideration and discussion 
by farmers and farm groups throughout the 
Nation. From such discussion we hope to 
evolve final recommendations reflecting the 
broadest possible cross section of the opin- 
ions and ideas of American farmers them- 
selves, 

We believe such an appraisal will make a 
valuable and constructive contribution to 
the future guidance of the Department, and 
to the eventual formulation of improved 
national policies for the well-being of Amer- 
ican agriculture. 

Both the Secretary and I will welcome any 
suggestions you may care to make toward 
furtherance of such objectives. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. J. MCCORMICK, 
Under Secretary. 


In answering the Secretary's letter 
asking for suggestions about keeping 
strong our family-size farm units, I sug- 
gested to him through the CONGRESSIONAL 
Record on page A3990, of the Appen- 
dix, the following. I might add I shall 
welcome his comments. 


Mr. Speaker, among other things I hope 
to write the Secretary later, T would say to 
the Secretary and Mr. McCormick that many 
of these farmers referred to are not new 
farmers. Also I say to them when there are 
allotments, give these small farmers enough 
acreage to justify growing the given crops 
as I proposed August 3, 1949, on pages 10723 
and 10728, volume 95, part 8, of the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD: 

“Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

“The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. BeckworTH: 
Page 16, line 3, after the period insert the 
following subsection: 

et) The penalty provided for in this 
section shall not apply with respect to cotton 
produced by any person who is recognized 
by the county committee as being a cotton 
farmer if his total acreage does not exceed 
5 acres.” ”” 

“Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

“Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask some 
of the Members who are sponsoring this bill 
this question. It is in the form of an as- 
sumption, but I think a very real assumption. 

“Assume that a veteran 25 or 26 years of 
age never did anything except grow cotton 
on a cotton farm until 1942 when he went 
into the Army; assume he remained in the 
Army until 1946; assume that he took GI 
training to be a mechanic, for 2 years, and 
while doing so he did not farm; assume that 
he owns a 60-acre cotton farm which has 
had no cotton on it since 1942; assume that 
today he loses his job and goes back to that 
cotton farm which has not had cotton grown 
on it since 1942. The question is: Will he be 
privileged to get 5 acres of cotton? 

“Mr. Pack. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

“Mr. BecKworTH. I yield. 

“Mr. Pace. That depends, and I have tried 
to explain it to the gentleman, that depends 
entirely upon the State PMA Committee of 
the State of Texas, and the county PMA 
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committee in which that farm is located. 
He can, ani will very likely get considerably 
more than 5 acres. It depends upon the 
amount of acreage the State committee allo- 
cates to that county for new farms. If the 
State committee gives the county, for exam- 
ple, 500 acres for new farms every acre of 
it must go to new farms. Then, in addi- 
tion to that 500 acres, the county committee 
may reserve 10 percent that can be used for 
new farms, So the allotment could be identi- 
cal with like farms in the same area, 

“Mr. BeckwortH. May I ask this further 
question: However, is it true or it is not true 
that the definite 5-acre minimum applies to 
him? 

“Mr. Pace. It does not.” 

Mr, Speaker, apparently others feel the 
same way. 


From the Farmer-Stockman of November 
1950] 
“TALKS WITH Our READERS 
“(By Ferdie J. Deering, editor) 

“The futility of Government attempts to 
control crop production through acreage al- 
lotments is demonstrated again in the 1950 
cotton-crop failure. So, for 1951 at least, 
there won't be any acreage controls on the 
cotton crop. 

“The breakdown of the allotment system 
might be glossed over by designating last 
spring’s ‘cotton surplus’ as ‘national re- 
serve this fall. But that won't keep farm- 
ers from regarding last spring’s red tape in 
the form of red ink this fall. What does it 
matter if cotton sells for 40 cents a pound 
if you lost your crop to bugs, bad weather, 
and bureaucrats? 

“Farmers planted only about 18,000,000 of 
the 21,000,000 acres allotted this year, in 
spite of clamor for larger allotments in some 
areas. Texas in 1949 grew about one-third 
of the Nation’s cotton, so drew a big cut in 
acreage this year. But farmers planted 8 
percent less than allotted. Oklahoma, with 
& small allotment failed by about 19 percent 
to get it all planted. 

“A survey by Texas Congressman LINDLEY 
BECKWORTH revealed that one reason was 
that, all over the Cotton Belt, thousands of 
farmers received less than 5 acres cotton- 
acreage allotment. Many of these planted 
no cotton. 

“In Oklahoma, 384 of Le Flore County's 
2,097 cotton growers had less than 5 acres. 
In Stephens County 305 had 5 acres or less, 
in Atoka County 659 growers were assigned 
less than 5 acres. In Carter County, where 
Ardmore was once a major inland cotton 
market, 154 of the 735 old cotton growers 
had under 5 acres. The list could be ex- 
tended in Texas, Tennessee, Arkansas, or 
Mississippi.” 


“COUNTRY GENTLEMAN, 
Philadelphia, March 1, 1951. 
“Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 
“DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BECKWORTH: Thank 
you for letting us see the page from the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD telling of Mr. Spivey’s 
experience with the PMA. There ought to 
be an exemption of 5 acres, to take care of 
the little farmers, in any future allotment 
programs. 
“Sincerely yours, 
“E. H. TAYLOR.” 
“SOUTHWESTERN CROP AND STOCK, 
Lubbock, Tez., March 10, 1951. 
“Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 
“DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BECKWORTH: The 
H. R. Spivey case is perhaps only one of hun- 
dreds so affected. It bespeaks an unjust 
situation. Your proposal of a 5-acre ex- 
emption is favorable. My opinion is that it 
should be considered a bare minimum ex- 
emption in any future allotment programs. 
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“We appreciate your sending us the page 
from the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp and asking 
our opinion in the matter. 

“Yours very truly, 
“RAYMOND LEE JOHNS, 
Publisher.” 


Among other suggestions I, in this 
manner, submit to the Secretary of Agri- 
culture this one: Make a similar study 
to the one I herewith include concerning 
cotton for all crops subject to or likely to 
become subject to controls. 

Also I suggest to the Secretary that 
he diligently seek to get accurate figures 
for his Washington office as to where 
the Federal money is going in the cases 
where given crops are being supported 
in any manner. If this is done, in my 
opinion, a wiser use of the Federal dol- 
lar for price support of crops will take 
place. I refer specifically to the five 
pages of communications which I placed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RecorpD, June 30, 
1951, 

Also I suggest that no effort be made 
to prevent information being obtained 
as to allotments. I judge this type of in- 
struction was sent to many counties: 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 
ADMINISTRATION, 
Gainesville, Fla., May 9, 1950. 
SPECIAL LETTER TO COTTON COUNTIES 
To: PMA secretaries, administrative officers, 
and chief clerks in cotton counties. 
From: R. S. Dennis, executive officer. 
Subject: Inquiry from Congressman BECK- 
WORTH. 2 

We have just received the following tele- 
gram from Mr, Frank K. Woolley, Deputy 
Administrator, PMA: 
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“Instruct county offices to delay until 
further advised replying to Congressman 
BECKWORTH's letter to counties asking 11 
questions with respect to cotton under Public 
Law 471.“ 

Please comply with the instructions from 
the Deputy Administrator in this connection. 


ASH FLAT, ARK., May 10, 1950. 
Hon. LINDLEY BeckworrH, f 
Washington, D. C.: 

In regarc to information requested by the 
county PMA office, we were ready to mail 
reply when orders came not to reply until 
otherwise notified. 

As I am on the county committee, I am 
also writing to try to find out where the 
orders to withhold came from and what au- 
thority they had to issue the order to with- 
hold anything from anyone, as all records 
should be open to the public at any time. 

I hope to be able to furnish the informa- 
tion soon. 

Very truly yours, 
Rosy SouTHARD. 


My good friend, Mr. Vance, says he 
feels we should have as many family size 
farms as possible. 


PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 
ADMINISTRATION, 
College Station, Tex., June 21, 1951. 
Hon. LINDLEY BeckwortH, 
Member of Congress, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. BECKWORTH: I have your letter 
of June 8, in which you quoted parts of two 
letters, one from Madisonville and one from 
Wills Point, Tex. 
I do not have much comment to make in 
connection with these statements; however, 
I am of the opinion that the fact that peo- 
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ple are leaving the farm is not altogether bad. 
We have made progress in this country by 
increasing our production through the use of 
technology, and it does not require so many 
people to produce the raw products. At the 
present time it takes only about 10 percent 
of our people to produce the raw products, 
whereas in many other countries it takes 80 
percent. We have the many conveniences, 
such as electricity, radio, television, cars, air- 
planes, good roads, and good churches and 
schools because we have been able to release 
people from the production of raw agricul- 
tural products. 

I do not want to be misunderstood. I am 
not at all for corporation farming. I think 
we should have as many family size farms 
as is possible; however, it is my opinion that 
many of the farms in East Texas have been 
too small for a family to make a good living 
on. Just what size the farm should be is 
very difficult to determine, and, of course, 
that depends on whether the producer grows 
beef cattle, dairy cattle, or intensely culti- 
vates crops such as potatoes, tomatoes, and 
vegetables. 

I fully recognize that there are many peo- 
ple dissatisfied with the present administra- 
tion; however, many of these dissatisfied peo- 
ple fail to understand the objectives of the 
present programs being administered, and, of 
course, these programs do work hardships on 
individuals. As I have discussed with you 
before, I am a firm believer in local admin- 
istration. I think the laws enacted by Con- 
gress and administered by Government agen- 
cies should leave a great deal of latitude to 
the local people, for I believe local people 
selected by their neighbors are in a better 
position to administer justice in hardship 
cases than we can possibly have under any 
set of rules or regulations. 

Very truly yours, : 
B. F. VANCE, 
Chairman, State PMA Committee, 


Cotton production in the United States by cotton State, by cotton county, 1950 
[Counties were used for each State in the cases where complete information was available] 


Num- Total Num- 
ber of cotton ber of Toi 
State and county oron acreage otan vaine, ot 
o cotton 
ments allotted 
u) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Alabama: 
Antauga.......-| 1,183) 15,608 5, 788 $1, 041, 840 
Barbour.. 1.702 18,813 5, 515 992, 700 
Bibb... 774 6, 716 2, 456 442, 080 
Blount. 4.017 32,397 8, 502 1, 541, 160 
Bulloch 815| 16, 139 4, 056 730, 080 
Butler. 1.8560 14, 848 5, 058 910, 440 
Calhoun. 1,803} 14,637 2,8 512, 100 
Chambers... 1,416) 19, 543 8, 265) 1, 487, 700 
Cherokee... 2, 14 35, 917 15,809) 2, 845, 620 
Chilton.. 2,622| 16, 223) 5,315 956, 700 
Choctaw. 1,638} 8,325 1, 93: 347, 760) 
Clarke... 1, 694 7, 434 1.822 327, 960 
Clay... 1,744 9, 847 2, 182 392, 760 
Cleburn: 1, 192| 8, 540) 1, 313) 236, 340) 
Coffee.. 2, 088| 24, 71 9,647 1,736, 400 
Colbert 1. 900 36,135} 17, 133] 3, 083, 940 
Conecun 2,387) 15, 755 5, 395) 971, 100 
Coo 988 4, 073 770 138, 600| 
Covington.. 2,691| 22, 233 8, 888 1, 599, 840 
Crenshaw.. 1,644) 17, 902 5, 540 997, 200 
Cullman.. 6, 820 61,493} 23,234) 4,182,120 
ale 1.341] 10, 563 3, 378 608, 040 
Dallas. 1,634] 40, 331] 11,736) 2.112, 480 
De Kal 6, 034 395} 15,109} 2,719, 620 
Elmore... 2, 240 26,818} 12, 272] 2. 208, 960 
Escambia. 1, 588 13, 330) 5, 813] 1, 046, 340 
Etowah.. 3,044] 25, 266 5, 506 991, 080 
Fayette 2, 39 16, 879 4, 539) 817, 
Franklin 2,648} 25,531) 6, 779 1. 220, 220 
2,116] 25,153} 13, 613] 2, 450, 340 
1.342 24, 453 6, 258 1, 126, 440 
1,814) 24,1 9, 280 1, 670, 400; 
1,322 19,406} 8, 352] 1, 503, 360 


1 Rounded to nearest thousand, 
xCVII—499 


Num- 
age Average ber of 
2 value per || State and county | cotton 
“allot oes allot- 
ment ments 
(6) (8) u) (2) 
13.194) 4.893) $880, 68 2, 764 
11,053} 3. 240 583. 25 4, 254 
8.677] 3.173] 571.16 2.424 
8. 00 2.131) 383.66 3, 971 
9. 80 4.977) 896. 80 3, 183 
8. 000 2.725] 490. 54 1. 183 
8.118} 1. 5780 284. 03 3, 491 
13. 802 5. 837) 1, 050. 64 823 
16.768} 7.380) 1, 328. 49 1, 616 
6. 187 2.027) 364.87 3, 500) 
5, 08: 1.179) 212.31 1, 951 
4.388 1.076} 193.60 3, 381 
5.646) 1. 251 225.21 5, 015 
7. 164] 1. 102 198. 27 2, 176 
11. 838) 4.620 831.64 1,171 
18. 158 8. 610) 1, 549. 72 4, 125 
6. 600 2. 260 406.83 1, 215 
4.122 770% 140. 28 2 205) 
8. 202 3.303) 594. 52 1, 601 
10. 889) 3. 370 606.57 2,714 
9. 005 3. 402 612.41 831 
7.936) 2.519) 453. 42 1,878 
24. 682 7. 182 1, 292.83 971 
9.180} 2.504) 450. 72 1, 238) 
11.972} 5.479) 1, 002. 25 2, 282) 
8.394) 3.661] 658. 90 1, 545) 
8. 300 É 325. 58 3, 264 
7. 056 . 898} 341. 56 3, 259 
9, 64: $ 460. 81 1, 453 
11. 887 433 1, 158. 01 2, 282 
15. 986| 4.663) 839. 37 
13. 324] 6. 1160 920, 84 
14. 6790 6. 318] 1, 137. 19 


Aver- 
Aver- | age N 
age | num- verage 
3 acre- | ber of | value per 
cotton age per] bales allot- 
allot- 2 ment 
ment lot- 
ment 
() (6) m (8) 
33. 3 14,186) $2, 553,480) 12.057} 5.132] $923, 84 
43, 761 ys 1, 717, 920 10. 287 2.244) 404.22 
20, 9280 7,397 1, 331, 400 8.634) 3.052 549. 28 
48,569} 16,324) 2,938,320) 12.231] 4. 111] 739. 94 
61,337] 27,292 4, 912. 500 19. 270 8. 574 1, 543.37 
14. 435 5, 1,021, 140| 12. 202 4.795| 863.18 
68, 650% 36,331| 6, 539, 580| 19.666} 10. 407| 1, 873. 27 
17, 4, 886, 500| 21. 258 5.984| 1,077.16 
25, 9, 1,791,000) 15.816] 6.157| 1, 108. 29 
87, 44, 7, 974, 360| 24. 9800 12. 658| 2, 278. 39 
28. 1, 640, 880 14. 521 4.672 841. 05 
25, 1, 456, 020 7. 460 2.392 430. 65 
52, 3, 188, 880 10.506} 3. 507 635. 87 
25, 1, 334, 160 11.533) 3. 400 613. 13 
19, 1, 036, 260) 16. 4380 4.916] 884. 94 
48, 3, 544, 200 11.824) 4.773] 889. 20 
18, 1, 053, 180| 15.454) 4.816) 866. 81 
26, 1,337, 400 11.626) 3. 237 5582. 75 
26, 1, 390, 860| 24.758] 4.826) 888. 74 
20, 1, 244, 700 7. 532 2.548] 458.62 
16, 773, 460} 19. 611 5. 171 930.76 
12, 455, 220 6.805) 1.347) 242.40 
9, 539, 280) 9. 583 3.085) 555.39 
22, 1, 236,960) 18. 480 5.551] 999. 16 
24, 1,035,000} 10. 591] 2.520) 452. 55 
14. 956,520) 9. 008] 3.439) 619. 11 
30, 1, 952, 100 9.358] 3.323 598.07 
1 581, 940 4.9360 992 178.56 
780, 480) 12. 822 2.984] 537. 15 
721, 800 6. 884] 1. 757 316.30 
565, 939) 1 102,771,000 11. 652| 3.989) 383. 64 
= — 
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Counties were used for each State in the cases where complete information was available] 
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2 Total value calculated on the basis of 36 cents per pound. 
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Cotton production in the United States by cotton State, by cotton county, 1950—Continued 


[Counties were used for each State in the cases where complete information was available] 
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Total um: 
cotton | ber of 
acreage cotton 
allotted bales 
(3) (4) 
13, 834 6, 275 
20,042) 14, 455 
22, 279) 9, 189) 
54, 260| 20,710 
7.767 1,174 
48, 158) „300 
12, 537 5, 782 
25,251) 16, 264 
16, 870 3, 265 
5, 293 „838 
11, 422 3, 047 
15, 997 3, 749 
30,372) 17, 670) 
3, 358 363 
877, 503| 407, 689 
5, 907 971 
21,566} 6, 978 
15,867 5, 864 
23, 715 8, 211 
14, 424 6, 113 
162. 546| 123, 603) 
„262 
23, 217 9, 873 
22, 131 9, 423 
7.655 768 
8, 760 2, 887 
, 928 610 
15,018 5,010 
070 660 
13, 500 4.185 
16, 180 5, 839 
47,001] 25, 593 
2, 381 595 
16, 372 9, 906 
41,231] 17,888 
51, 762 28, 765 
686| 45, 256 
19, 145 9, 519) 
, 426 6, 650) 
12, 576) 5, 529 
9, 572 2, 688 
876) 9, 987 
16, 274 7, 309 
19, 567 5, 682 
366) 9, 908 
5, 525 1, 793 
10, 553 3, 706) 
13, 694 4, 208 
26,611) 11, 645 
40, 389 13, 987 
97, 701 85, 854 
13. 866) 3,611 
24, 753 9, 781 
45,849) 20,793 
16, 725) 5, 633 
40,027) 16,972 
42,384) 16, 853 
12, 192 4, 113 
20, 652| 11,543 
17,511 7, 823) 
20, 807 11,344 
9, 898) 2,079 
52,759 26, 087 
12, 800) 2, 888 
29,756} 10, 305 
24, 546| 10,057 
72, 573| 58, 628 
16, 771 5, 958 
17, 610 7, 602) 
39, 364 24, 624 
19, 402 8, 846 
16, 441 8, 706 
156, 030} 123, 808 
71,82 40, 397 
32, 753 17, 676 
20,750 , 173 
16, 140 3, 761 
66,682) 52, 072 
26, 481 $ 717 
21, 452] „038 
9, 635 5,172 
114,864] 86,977 
9, 181 3,858 
12, 800 6, 092) 
19, 503 8, 576 
16, 284 5, 780) 
59,641} 306, 796 
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2.781 500.63 
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5.400 984. 24 
1. 574| 283. 35 
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5750 103.44 
790 143.88 
1.8800 2585.47 
1.1780 211.80 
1.714 352.33 
———__—_j 
9.821 1, 767. 72 
3.825 688.40 
475 85.47 
3.081 854.65 
3.047 548.45 
377 67.90 
1.500 28242 
4.800% 885. 81 
1045] 8.02 
7.391] 1, 330. 43 
2.0680 372.21 
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Cotton production in the United States by cotton State, by cotton county, 1950—Continued 
[Counties were used for each State in the cases where complete information was available] 


1 Aver- 

Num- Num- ver] | 889 
ber ot | Total der ot | ‘Total | 380. | num | Average 

State and county cotton | cotton cotton | value of acer] ber of | value per 
allot- | atiotted | ba cotton a der ment 
es sinned ment | allot- 


802) 4,413) 8794, 340 23. 870 5. 502 8990. 5010 16. 470 8580, 800 27.868] 5, 5100 8992. 89 
2.605 154, 438| 27, 708, 840 95.144] 59. 28510, 671. 34 1,353] 30,657] 10. 974% 1. 975,320 27.00] 8. 1110 1, 459.96 
1, 632) 88. 780 15, 980, 400| 121.878) 54. 400 9, 791. 91 Terry 1. 32 122,866] 43,216] 7,778,880) 90. 877] 31.964) 5, 753. 61 
636, 3, 029 545, 220) 26.377 4.763] 857. Throckmorton _ 255 5, 980 2,987 887,600 23. 451] 11.714) 2,081. 02 
3,442 39, 640 7, 135, 200 35.2680 11. 517] 2,072.98 Tom Green 837| 56, 976 112| 4. 700, 160 88. 072] 31,197| 5,615.48 
679 53| 2, 543 457,740| 14.364| 3.745 674.14 1,282] 49,488| 15,601 2, 824,380] 38.602| 12.239] 2,203.10 
795 , 40, 317] 8, 837,060] 124. 557| 58. 260| 10, 486. 87 623} 4. 7850 1, 848 332.640 7. 681] 2.966] 533.93 
762} 7,307 1, 315, 250 21.993] 9.589) 1,726. 06 1.577 10, 179 555 105,913] 6.455] 352 67.16 
341| 23,758| 8,984] 1, 617, 120 69.672| 26.346| 4,742. 20 2,601} 39,234| 6,060] 1,091,880) 15.084] 2,332] 419.80 
186] 7,922 4,935 888, 300 42. 501 26.532) 4,775.81 1.010 25,962} 11,3480 2.042, 640 25. 705] 11.226] 2,022. 42 
2. 63,902] 21, 137 3, 804. 600 28.464) 9. 415 1. 694. 73 Ss 7,880 2.134 384, 120 9.243] 2.517] 452.97 
1,022] 67,784) 38, 570 6, 942, 600 66.325) 37. 740 6, 793. 15 516 7, 255 2, 082 374, 760] 14.060) 4. 085 726. 28 
887| 7,242 529 95,220) 8.165] 596] 107.35 174] 11,501] 6,672 1. 200. 960 66. 008] 38. 345] 6,902.07 
512] 38, 779% 8.602] 1, 359, 100 75.740 6.918] 3,045. 23 2.410 34. 28 9.802 1. 780, 560| 14.226] 4. 105 1. 762. 93 
1.682 13,5750 1, 983 350, 940 8.071] 1. 17 212. 21 2.407 81,361] 37. 850 6, 813,000 33. 801 18.925] 2,830.49 
3,304) 139,335) 45,257) 8, 146, 260 42. 172 13.698] 2, 465.58 952) 33, 861 5, 005 900, 900} 35. 568) 5.257 946.32 
747 41, 297| 20, 106) 3, 619, 080 55. 284 26.916) 4, 844. 82 523| 10,261) 1, 200 217, 620 19.620 2.312} 416. 10 
1. 711 99,589) 45, 449 8, 180,820} 58. 205 26.563) 4, 781. 31 1,232} 66,818] 18,609 3. 349, 020 54.235] 15. 105 2. 718. 85 
1,969] 19,182} 1. 675 301,500] 9.742) 851] 153.12 Willacy....-.-| 1,227] 107,793} 79,781] 14. 360, 580] 87. 851 65.02 | 11, 703. 81 
282| 17, 110 9, 703) 1, 746, 540] 60. 674 34. 408 6, 193. 40 Williamson 3, 512 141, 44% 57, 257 10,306,260] 39.159] 15.8510 2,850.19 
2,006] 51,332] 5,171 930, 780| 25. 588 2.578] 464.00 70 9,114] 1,400 208, 200 11. 435] 1.870) 336. 51 
251] 20,855] 33, 010% 6. 103, 800 83.088] 35. 100 24, 317. 93 10,474 418 75,240) 5501| 220 395.17 
304] 11, 936 5,798] 1, 043, 640] 39.263) 19.072 472. 50 0, 2, 615 470. 700 18. 6580 4. 478 805, 99 
1, 079 39,373] 16,911] 3.043, 980 36. 400 15.673} 2, 820. 80 — — | — —— 
7417| 32.6760 7, 200 1. 200, 000 45.573] 10.042] 1. 807. 83 217, 922/7, 549, 039/3, 222, 907| 512,934,180} 39. 097 42. 3020 2,755.31 
1. T0 89,754] 28,706] 5, 167,080] 50. 708 16. 218 2,919, 25 — | — —ůů 
2.967 26,403} 3,013 542. 340 8. 899 1.016] 182. 79 
743| 8,271 1.889 340,020} 11.132} 2,542) 457.63 4, 437 614 110, 520 2.963 410 73. 85 
1. 17 T1. 557] 23, 777 6,079, 800 62.935) 29.710] 5,347. 28 5, 865) 613 110,340) 5.153 . 
1,234] 85,307] 35,040) 6, 307, 200 69.130] 28.395) 5, 111.18 — 120, 600 3. 3000 614% 110.67 
2.482] 18.041 2.040 367, 200| 7. 200 «822 147. 95 3, 740 611 109, 980 2. 910 475 85. 59 
2,695} 17,600] 1,881 334,980] 6.531 6010 124.30 7,456) 1. 522 273,960} 4. 902 1. 000 150. 12 
1,268} 25, 910 3, 763 677, 340] 20.434) 2. 968) 534. 18 MEAE ee arn CGA 
483) 24, 077 8,831} 1, 889, 580 49. 849 18.284] 3, 291. 00 25, 408 4, 080 734, 403] 3. 863 + 608 109. 44 
UNITED STATES Number of 1950 farm cotton acreage allot- Number of 1950 farm cotton acreage allot- 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, ments and total acreage allotted by ments and total acreage allotted by 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING counties counties—Continued 
ADMINISTRATION 
z hi 
Washington, D: C., January 11,1951, _ ‘This report includes data for both old snd new cotton ereak woul 
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH, Nama of connty, allotments | Streage 
House of Representatives. ‘ Number ot Total otted 
Dear Mr. BECKWORTH: This will acknowl- Name of county allotments | Screage 
edge your letter of January 3 requesting in- 4 i sen cia 1 
formation on cotton prices during 1950. 14.434. 8 
The following figures show monthly aver- 15, 607.6 68, 655.5 
age prices for Middling 15-inch cotton in 2 346.6 2 B 3 
the 10 designated spot markets and mid- 18, 812. 5 87, 430.3 
month average prices received by farmers 6, Li z 28, 329.6 
for cotton, 1950 calendar year; rere 25, 221.8 
7 14, 847.9 226. 
[Cents per pound] 1.803 14.6372 25 ost 
marke’ . 
Midmonth 48, 774.2 
Month Middling 2, 622 16, 223.7 
15%{¢-inch | {Fm price 1,638] 8,325.3 282 
1, 604 7, 434.4 26, 208. 4 
1,744 9, 847. 4 20, 442.6 
1680—January. 31.03 26, 47 1,192 8, 540. 2 16, 296.7 
February 31, 98 27. 50 2, 088 24, 717.3 12, 778.6 
M 31, 98 28, 05 1, 990 36, 135, 3 9, 305.3 
32. 47 28.74 2, 387 15, 755. 1 22 877.9 
32. 90 29, 24 988 4, 073.1 24, 167.7 
33. 81 29. 91 2, 601 22, 232.9 14, 056.8 
37, 12 33. 05 1, 644 17, 901.9 30. 545.5 
38. 06 36. 95 6, 829 61, 493. 1 16, 086, 2 
40. 68 39. 98 1,341 | 1.52.8 2027.2 
39. 81 38. 90 1, 634 40, 331.4 18. 630.9 
42, 24 41,13 6, 034 55, 394. 6 15, 709. 5 
aed Sa 1 ies 2 
3.044] 209 285.8 3 
The average spot price for Middling 15/16- 2, —— 16, — 9 
inch was 36.22 cents in the 1950 calendar 2 a 2 me 15 679. 2 
year. The average for the August-December 1,342 21, 453. 2 1.611.2 
1950 period was 40.68 cents. These are sim- 1,814 24, 169. 91, 395,0 
ple averages of the monthly average prices b — 2 = i 11, 159.0 
shown above. 421 3701.1 117, ae 
Sincerely yours, 7s x ee 5 3. 561.0 
FRANK K. WOOLLEY, noes 8 
$ — - 4. O71! 45,509. 2 State total 7 
D ty Administrator. Lauderdale S 1S 48, 569. 2 247, 585.0 
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872 22, 878. 9 

186 5, 273.0 

1 46.0 

1 31.0 

4 62.6 

3, 972 082.0 

State total 12, 690 863. 4 
Florida: 


Alachua 16.0 
Se ms 
Columbia_ 396. 2 
Duval... 7.0 
Escam 1,913.9 
Gadsde 13.7 
Hamilton- 1, 624. 5 
Holm 6, 369. 7 
Jackson. 9, 509. 3 
Jefferson 2, 618.0 
Lafayette. ...-.-2-22.-... 306.7 
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Number of 1950 farm cotton acreage allot- Number of 1950 farm cotton acreage allot- Number of 1950 farm cotton acreage allot- 
ments and total acreage allotted by ments and total acreage allotted by ments and total acreage allotted by 
counties—Continued counties—Continued counties—Continued 


Total 
Name of county e 


Number of] , Total 
allotments 


Name of county 


Name of county 


allotted allotted 
Louisiana—Continued . Mississippi—Continued North Carolina—Continued 
ECC 34, 024.9 Monroe 2, S47 42, 384.0 DUDIN: Soccer ed 7,729.6 
55, 919. 6 1, 209 12, 192.3 Durham 328.9 
1, 155.5 3, 128 26, 652, 0 Edgecombe. 17, 936, 2 
7, 408. 4 2, 589 17, 511.0 Forsyth. 276. 5 
1. 778. 7 1. 443 29, 807. 1 lin 16, 202. 6 
15, 267. 0 1,312 , 897.8 9, 992, 2 
28, 377.9 2, 266 52, 759. 1 4, 279.9 
12.547. 4 128 372.3 Granvill 1,115.9 
22, 301.9 729 2, 587. 9 Greene. 5, 938. 9 
East Baton 2, 212.5 1, 863 12, 799.7 Guilford 363.3 
33, 452.6 2,720 20, 755. 9 Halifax 31, 389. 6 
East Felician. 8, 283.3 2,151 24, 546. 2 Harnett. 21, 963. 2 
24, 660. 5 1,189 72,572. 5 Hertford 5, 641.3 
59, 797.6 1.924 16, 770. 7 Hoke 18, 039. 2 
6, 147, 2 2, 129 17, 610.0 Hyde... 3, 000. 3 
2, 708. 6 635 39, 363. 9 Iredell 20, 460. 5 
1, 199. 4 2, 358 19, 401.7 33, 771.3 
3, 391. 5 2, 270 16, 440.7 733.3 
3, 969, 4 118 8 Tee. 3, 399. 6 
25, 538. 1 Sunflower.. 1, 698 156, 030, 4 4, 391.0 
379.0 Tallahatchie. - 1,491 71, 831.9 16, 081. 6 
1, 085. 0 1,445 32, 753.3 4,295.1 
15, 581. 0 2,129 23, 749. 6 16, 566. 7 
22, 874.3 2, 198 16, 139. 8 2.539. 2 
742.4 0 667 66, 681.9 oore. 3,151.9 
36, 278.6 26, 481. 1 Nash. 19,031. 3 
40, 479. 5 21, 452.3 New Hanove 55.4 
14.6 9, 635.0 Northampton.. 23, 421.0 
19, 831. 0 114, 863. 7 Onslow... ... 681.4 
5 13, 333. 7 9, 181.1 533. 6 
1. 20, 042, 1 12, 805. 5 1, 568. 2 
22, 278. 8 7,801.9 1, 547.3 
2, 54, 259. 6 19, 503. 4 811.6 
1, 7, 767.0 16, 284. 2 4, 203.6 
3, 536. 1 59, 640.6 9, 340.6 
7.5 4,476.0 
4, 48, 158. 1 2, 306, 508. 9 389.0 
1 12, 536.9 10, 578.4 
f 2 72.5 53, 704. 1 
834.3 137.8 11, 653.8 
3, 277.1 25, 314. 9 22, 414. 2 
25, 250. 6 204.7 32, 703, 4 
16, 869. 9 21.3 24, 934. 9 
13.202. 7 93, 652. 3 7, 069. 4 
4, 718.6 114.7 633, 1 
11, 421.8 35, 489. 8 33, 174.2 
15, 997.2 122, 947.0 4,817.7 
1, 556.7 401.4 14, 614. 5 
30, 372.0 121.5 14, 565. 0 
3. 407. 2 127, 574. 7 1. 408. 8 
3, 357.6 2 15 0 J 
55, 202. 4 13, 114. 1 
9 8.6 253.6 
5,907.1 488, 360. 4 748, 796, 9 
21, 566, 3 
15, 860.8 Nevada: Nye 
“Pi aes New Mexico: ‘ 6, 6272 
102 548 5 38, 559.9 69, 266.3 
20, 262. 4 120.9 13, 039,1 
22, 131. 2 6,117.4 Caddo 64, 905, 1 
7,654. 8 28, 803. 2 14. 012.0 
8. 750. 7 45: eee 5, 121. 8 
7. 927.6 2, 835.2 1,177.5 
15, 017.7 18, 487.0 13, 528.7 
109, 076, 1 10, 225. 6 5,999. 1 
13, 506.3 755.4 — Coal....--.. 8, 430.7 
16, 179.8 6,322, 2 18, 845.3 
47, 001. 4 15, 997.8 20, 630. 4 
2 380. 5 2,081.6 228, 1 
4, 768. 0 865.7 18, 521.6 
1. 672. 6 100.0 19, 652. 1 
pegs 178, 556, 2 8,300.6 
4 5 vie 
4.21. 350.9 16, 3568 
51, 761.7 3, 502. 5 37, 835.7 
63, 685. 5 24, 155.0 52, 037.4 
19 145.3 3, 577.9 56, 327.3 
20, 425.6 8, 493. 3 11, 411.9 
"47.0 8, 137.4 17, 306, 2 
12, 575.6 637.1 edict 
9, 571.9 1, 108. 6 31, 916.3 
22, 876. 1 9, 067. 4 5, 505.8 
16, 273. 9 240, 1 558. 1 
per 19, 566. 9 1,862.1 7 331.5 
23, 365.7 354. 3 56, 061.1 
5, 524. 6 6.6 2120.3 
2 10.552.8 10, 427.7 15, 203. 8 
13, 604. 2 2, 943.1 1 9 5 
26, 610, 7 3,121.9 9,083. 1 
ois of 40, 388. 5 55, 250. 7 16, 008. 2 
—— 97, 700.6 4, 969.7 21, 528.8 
13, 865.7 1, 457.8 22, 267. 4 
24, 753.1 19, 225, 4 34, 681.1 
45, 849. 2 1, 307.3 1, 216.5 
16, 725.0 2, 131. 6 7, 965.0 
40, 027.4 4, 624.3 3,755.2 
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Number of 1950 farm cotton acreage allot- Number of 1950 farm cotton acreage allot- Number of 1950 farm cotton acreage allot- 
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Number of bales of cotton ginned in 1950 by 
counties—Continued 


ALABAMA—continued 
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Number of bales of cotton ginned in 1950 by 
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Number of bales of cotton ginned in 1950 by Number of bales of cotton ginned in 1950 by Number of bales of cotton ginned in 1950 by 


counties—Continued counties—Continued counties—Continued 
GOA continued LOVIsIANA—continued MISSISSIPPI—continued 
4. 598 
1. 757 
2, 593 
883 
3,972 
1. 159 
1. 502 
8, 732 
7. 867 
3, 257 
5, 602 
8, 128 
3,321 
10, 158 
6, 669 
9, 004 
LS — a e aA 
17,830 All other 
1, 265 
3. 823 
6, 989 
7, 900 
8, 644 
6, 061 
2, 237 
10, 868 
885 Lea. 
5, 199 T 
5, 057 * 
Teste NORTH CAROLINA 
4, 089 2, 
2, 328 2, 887 
5, 103 8, 610 
1, 261 5. 010 
1, 806 93, 660 
2, 572 4. 185 
9, 436 5, 829 
2, 354 25, 593 
7,438 595 
h Genn 9, 906 
2, 259 — 17, 888 
4,093 28, 765 
2,145 45, 256 
7. 506 9, 519 
1, 796 6, 650 
3, 510 5, 529 
4, 396 2, 688 
1, 094. 9, 987 
3, 006 7. 309 
885 5, 632 
14, 451 9, 908 
6, 142 1, 793 
8, 000 3, 706 
889 4, 208 
6,111 11, 645 
2, 700 13, 987 
693 85, 854 
8, 656 3, 611 
50, 227 9, 781 
20, 793 
5, 933 
1, 302 16, 972 
16, 853 
4,113 
11, 543 
eee 7. 823 
11, 344 
2,079 
418, 978 26, 087 
2, 888 
11, 188 10, 395 
16, 385 10, 057 
1,941 58, 628 
22, 682 5, 958 
39, 116 7, 602 
6, 665 24, 624 
4, 578 8, 846 
7. 658 8,706 
4. 165 123, 808 
18, 105 49,397 
ESOS a ee as ae 17, 676 
18. Fenn — 8,173 
83,349 Tishomingo_..-----.--..--- Sasiu 3,761 
22898 Te.... 072 
111% Union: ee reach cnc 8,717 
D... 7. 038 
5, 172 


18.887 W TTT 


1951 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 7929 


Number of bales of cotton ginned in 1950 by Number of bales of cotton ginned in 1950 by Number of bales of cotton ginned in 1950 by 
counties—Continued counties—Continued counties—Continued 


OKLAHOMA—continued TENNESSEE—continued TEXAS continued 


S Se = sere a 
838338832 


— 


3, 785 
93 


Collingsworth 
Colorado 


7930 


Number of bales of cotton ginned in 1950 by 
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recorp, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. Fern6s-Isern in two instances and 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. MANSFIELD and to include a speech 
he made on foreign policy of the United 
States before the Montana Bar Associa- 
tion on June 30, 1951. 

Mr. Rivers and to include a sermon. 

Mr. Kir pax and to include a portion of 
a broadcast by Mr. Bill Downs over the 
Columbia Broadcasting System. 

Mr. Witson of Texas and to include 
an article. 

Mr. Bryson and to include a newspaper 
article. 

Mr. Lane in three instances and to in- 
clude some news items. 

Mr. Morano and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. ANGELL, Mr. MEADER, and Mr. Van 
Zaxpr in two instances and to include 
‘extraneous matter in each. 

Mr. Ayres in two instances and to in- 
clude a letter. 

Mr. SHEEHAN and to include a news- 
paper article. 

Mr. Bow and to include an editorial. 

Mr. Hoeven and to include a news- 
paper article. 

Mr. Berry and to include a telegram 
from Harry J. Devereaux to Eric John- 
ston. 

Mr. SHAFER in three instances. 

Mr. CarnaHAN and to include an ad- 
dress by General Eisenhower. 

Mr. Risicorr and to include a speech 
by Jesse W. Randall. 

Mrs. Bosone and to include excerpts 
from a letter received by her. 

Mr. Green and to include an article 
by James B. Carey that appeared in 
Labor and Nation, spring 1951 issue. 

Mr. Ruopes and to include a radio ad- 
dress delivered by him. 

Mr. Kron (at the request of Mr. 
Mutter) and to include an article from 
the Herald-Tribune. 

Mr. O’Brien of Michigan and to in- 
clude a newspaper article. 

Mr. Burpick and to include a short 
article from the National Grange, 

Mr. McKinnon in two instances and 
to include extraneous material. 

Mr. McGrecor in two instances and to 
include in one an article by Louis Brom- 
field and in the other a newspaper 
article. 

Mr. LeCompte and to include a state- 
ment on the price-control bill by Mr. 
Zed Hughes, of Corydon, Iowa, appear- 
ing in the Corydon (Iowa) Times- 
Republican on July 5. 

Mr. Sapiaxk in two instances and to in- 
clude in each a newspaper article. 

Mr. Poutson in four instances and to 
include extraneous matier. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Mr. BENDER and to include a few tele- 
grams. 

Mr. Beckworts and to include two 
articles. 

Mr. Kiem (at the request of Mr. 
Priest) and to include extraneous mat- 
ter. 

Mr. Mutter to revise and extend his 
remarks on the Hope amendment and to 
include a tabulation of figures furnished 
by the Department of Agriculture on 
farm income for the month of May 1951. 

Mr. Aucust H. ANDRESEN to revise and 
extend and to include extraneous mat- 
ter. 

Mr. Hanp to revise and extend and to 
include pertinent correspondence and 
other material. 

Mr. Dorn and to include a certain 
article. 

ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 5 o’clock and 36 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday July 11, 1951, at 12 o’clock 
noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


596. A letter from the President, Board 
of Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia, transmitting a draft of a proposed bill 
entitled “A bill to amend the act approved 
March 3, 1899 (30 Stat. 1045, 1057, ch. 422) so 
as to provide for the appointment of special 
policemen by the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes”; 
to the Committee on the District of Colum- 
bia. 

597. A letter from the President, Board 
of Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia, transmitting a draft of a proposed bill 
entitled “A bill to amend section 15 of the 
District of Columbia Alcoholic Beverage Con- 
trol Act”; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. ROONEY: Committee on Appropria- 
tions. H. R. 4740. A bill making appropria- 
tions for the Departments of State, Justice, 
Commerce, and the judiciary for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1952, and for other pur- 
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 685). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi- 
clary. S. 1696. An act to amend Public Law 
687 of the Eighty-first Congress (approved 
June 30, 1950) to provide relief for the sheep- 
raising industry by making special quota im- 
migration visas available to certain alien 
sheepherders; with amendment (Rept. No. 
686). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. BENTSEN: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. H. R. 2976. A bill relating 
to the activities of temporary and certain 
other employees of the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement; with amendment (Rept. No. 689). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. BENTSEN: Committee on Interlor and 
Insular Affairs. H. R. 3883. A bill to repeal 
certain laws relating to timber and stone 
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on the public domain; without amendment 
(Rept: No. 690). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. ENGLE: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. H. R. 4288. A bill granting 
the consent of the Congress to the negotia- 
tion of a compact relating to the waters of 
the Sabine River by the States of Texas and 
Louisiana; without amendment (Rept. No. 
691). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 

Mr. MORRIS: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. House Joint Resolution 210. 
Joint Resolution to provide a l-year exten- 
sion of the 5-year limitation on the time for 
presenting Indian claims to the Indian 
Claims Commission; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 692). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS ` 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 


Mr. MORRIS: Committee on the Interi 
and Insular Affairs. H. R. 3838. A bill au- 
thorizing the Secretary of the Interior to is- 
sue a patent in fee to Joseph Pickett; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 687). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. MORRIS: Committee on the Interior 
and Insular Affairs. H. R. 3840. A bill au- 
thorizing the Secretary of the Interior to is- 
sue a patent in fee to Laura A. Craig; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 688). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House, 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. ROONEY: 

H.R. 4740. A bill making appropriations 
for the Departments of State, Justice, Com- 
merce, and the Judiciary for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1952, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. GROSS: 

H. R. 4241. A bill to ereate the Postal Serv- 
ice as an establishment of the Government 
accountable only to the Congress, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

H. R. 4742. A bill to provide for appoint- 
ments to positions of rural carrier in the 
postal service without regard to political af- 
filiation and to prescribe a penalty with re- 
spect to solicitation of political contributions 
from applicants for such positions; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

H.R. 4743. A bill to amend section 602 of 
title 18 of the United States Code with re- 
spect to solicitation of political contribu- 
tions from applicants for Federal employ- 
ment; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HESS: 

H.R. 4744. A bill to provide for the con- 
struction of a suitable building for the Vet- 
erans’ Administration regional office at Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio; to the Committee on Appro- 
priations. 

By Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL: 

H. R. 4745. A bill imposing penalties upon 
Officials or others who make public the names 
of persons on welfare relief rolls; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PRICE: 

H. R. 4746, A bill to equalize certain retire- 
ment benefits for commissioned officers of 
the Armed Forces; to the Committee on 
Armed Services, 

By Mr. QUINN: 

H. R. 4747. A bill to grant additional in- 

come-tax exemptions to taxpayers supporting 
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blind or aged dependents; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 
By Mr. RHODES: 

H. R. 4748. A bill to grant additional in- 
come-tax exemptions and deductions to tax- 
payers who are permanently disabled, and to 
allow additional income-tax exemptions to 
taxpayers supporting dependents who are 
permanently disabled; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BROOKS: 

H. R. 4749. A bill authorizing the Secretary 
of Agriculture to return certain lands to the 
police jury of Caddo Parish, La.; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. CHELF: 

H. R. 4750. A bill to increase penalties for 
the sale of narcotics; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

y Mr. ELSTON: 

H. R. 4751. A bill to provide for the con- 
struction of a suitable building for the Vet- 
erans’ Administration regional office at Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio; to the Committee on Appro- 
priations. 

By Mr. REGAN: 

H. R. 4752. A bill to amend the mineral 
leasing laws in order to eliminate the waiver 
of rentals for oil and gas leases; to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. WHITAKER: 

H. R. 4753. A bill to provide for the pay- 
ment of increased special pensions to per- 
sons holding the Congressional Medal of 
Honor, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. ROONEY: 

H. R. 4754. A bill to provide for the issu- 
ance of a special postage stamp in com- 
memoration of the one hundred and seventy- 
fifth anniversary of the Battle of Brooklyn; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 


H. Con. Res. 141. Concurrent resolution to 
express the disapproval of the Congress of the 
arrest and conviction of Archbishop Josef 
Groesz of Hungary and of William N. Oatis, 
correspondent for the Associated Press in 
Prague, and of similar instances of personal, 
religious, and political persecution; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
pills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BAKEWELL: 

H.R.4755. A bill for the relief of Mrs, 
Emily Wilhelm; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. FERNANDEZ: 

H. R. 4756. A bill for the relief of George 
Francis Hammers; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. GATHINGS: 

H. R. 4757. A bill for the relief of Vernelle 
V. Caruthers and Linda Ann Wells; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr, McCARTHY: 

H. R. 4758. A bill for the relief of Donald 
James Darmody; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H. R. 4759. A bill for the relief of Edward J. 
Farrell; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORGAN: 

H. R. 4760. A bill for the relief of Irene 
Proios (nee Vagianos); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RIBICOFF: 

H. R. 4761. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Elizabeth M. Casey; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SMITH of Virginia: 

H. R. 4762. A bill for the relief of Deborah 
Anita Hudson; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, 

By Mr. BYRNE of New York: 

H. Res. 319. Resolution for the relief of cer- 
tain claimants against the United States who 
suffered personal injuries, property damage, 
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or other loss as a result of the explosion of 
a munitions truck between Smithfield and 
Selma, N. C., on March 7, 1942; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC, 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 


341. By Mr. LESINSKI: Resolution of the 
Allied Veterans Council of Michigan, Inc., 
urging the United States Congress to make 
necessary changes in the Federal Civil De- 
fense Act; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

342. Also, resolution of the Allied Veterans 
Council of Wayne County, Mich., urging the 
United States Congress to make necessary 
financial appropriation for civil defense 
which will grant city of Detroit sufficient 
money to purchase necessary air raid warn- 
ing sirens; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

343. Also, resolution of the City Council 
of the City of Wyandotte, Mich., urging ap- 
propriation of necessary funds to deposit 
the dredged materials from the River Rouge 
in a location which does not endanger the 
health of any of the communities on the 
Detroit River; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

344. Also, resolution of the Allied Veterans 
Council of Michigan, Inc., urging legislation 
giving Korean veterans same GI bill of rights 
as those enjoyed by veterans of World War 
II; to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

345. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Thad 
Pusco, city clerk, Cieveland, Ohio, relative to 
requesting the repeal of the regulation defer- 
ring college students who attain certain 
grades, or pass special aptitude tests, from 
military service; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

346. By Mr. HOPE: Resolution of the First 
Baptist Church of Lakin, Kans., urging that 
all grains and fruits now used for the 
manufacture of all distilled, fermented, and 
malt beverages be diverted to purposes 
which are useful in our national defense; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


SENATE 


WEDNESDAY, JuLy 11, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 27, 
1951) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Lord God Almighty, who amidst the 
shifting sands of time standest sure: 
Like men who turn from dusty toil to 
the cleansing of crystal streams, so we 
lift our soiled faces to Thee, from the 
perplexities and imperfections which 
crowd the common days. As we pause 
now in reverent silence, let this high 
place of the Nation’s life, so great a fac- 
tor in tomorrow's pattern for all men, be- 
come the audience chamber of Thy 
presence. Because there is no solution 
of the world’s ills save as it springs from 
the hearts of men and because out of the 
heart are the issues of life, we pray for 
ourselves. May we stand in this holy 
place with pure hearts and clean hands, 
Purify our hearts by Thy grace, feed our 
minds with Thy truth, guide our feet in 
the paths of righteousness, for Thy 
nam+:’s sake. Amen, 
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THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MCFARLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
July 10, 1951, was dispensed with. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States submitting 
nominations was communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his sec- 
retaries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant 
reading clerk, announced that the House 
had passed the following bills of the Sen- 
ate, severally with an amendment, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 


S. 360. An act for the relief of Stefan 
Lenartowicz and his wife, Irene; 

S. 470. An act for the relief of Sister Bertha 
Pfeiffer and Sister Elzbieta Zabinska; and 

S. 1229. An act for the relief of Jan Josef 
Wieckowski and his wife and daughter. 


The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 


H. R. 579. An act for the relief of Hendryk 
Kempski; sai 

H. R. 580. An act for the relief of Kwang 
Myeng Chu; 

H. R. 581. An act for the relief o 
rae ef of Isabel 

H. R. 608. An act for the relief of Ki 
Matsuo; 8 85 

H. R. 623. An act for the relief of Carro 
O. Switzer; 0 

H. R. 627. An act for the relief of Mrs 
Tjitske Bandstra Van Der Velde: 

H. R. 644. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Shizuko Yamane; 

H. R. 677. An act for the relief of Ramute 
3 Vailokaitis; z 

R. 744. An act for the relief of Wladimir 
Peter Lewicki, Mrs. Heedwige Lewicki, and 
ba Wladimir Lewicki; 

R. 796. An act for the relief 
3 of Roy F. 

H. R. 828. An act for the 
Bruce B. Calkins; 

R. 870. An act for the relief 
Bernhard Blikstad; 5 

H. R. 970. An act for the relief 
ene of Antonios 

H. R. 982. An act for the relief of Willem 
Smits; 

Fe 8 re 7755 eg act for the relief of Sister 
atalie arie Palagyi) and Sister Ali 
(Elizabeth Slachta) ; 58 

H. R. 1420. An act for the relief of Dr. 
angen Jose Singer and Mrs. Frieda Singer; 

R. 1454. An act for the relief of 
be George 

H. R. 1485. An act for the relief of R. E. 
Agee and Margaret E. Agee; 

H. R. 1598. An act for the relief of Hanoh 
Sarapanovschi (also known as Hanch 
Charat), Gizela (Gizele) Sarapanovschi (nee 
Levy) and Philippe Sarapanovschi; 

H. R. 1688. An act for the relief of James 
J. Lieberman; 

H. R. 1920. An act for the relief of Hoshi 
Kazuo; 

H. R. 1961. An act for the relief of Guy 
Christian; 

H. R.2158. An act for the rellef of Sister 
M. Crocefissa and Sister M. Reginalda; 

H. R. 2160. An act for the relief of Sister 
M. Leonida; 

H. R. 2275. An act for the relief of J. Al- 
fred Pulliam; 

H. R. 2292. An act for 
Young Lee; 


relief of Maj. 


the relief of Jal 
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H. R. 2459. An act for the relief of Ollie O. 
Evans, Jr.; 

H. R. 2498. An act for the relief of Mari- 
anne and Michel Speelman; ' 

H. R. 2514. An act for the relief of Maria 
Theresa Stancola; 

H. R. 2550. An act for the relief of Thomas 
G. Digges; 

H. R. 2774. An act for the relief of Helen 
J. Lumley and Kirsten-Jessen Schmidt; 

H. R. 2787. An act for the relief of Thomas 
Alva Raphael (Richards); 

H. R. 2858. An act for the relief of William 
O. Reed; 

H. R. 3026. An act for the relief of Joseph 
A. Ferrari; 

H. R.3151. An act for the relief of Jane 
and Martha Clark; 

H. R. 3214. An act for the relief of Irene 
Senutovitch; 

H. R. 3480. An act for the relief of the es- 
tate of Nora B. Kennedy, deceased, and Mrs, 
Ann R. Norton; 

H. R. 3730. An act for the relief of the es- 
tate of Elwood Grissinger; 

H. R. 3819. An act for the relief of Ann 
Elisabeth (Diana Elizabeth) Reingruber; 

H. R. 3823. An act for the relief of Shozo 
Ichiwawa; 

H. R.3895. An act for the relief of Ethel 
Cristeta Berner; 

H. R. 3966. An act for the relief of George 
S. Paschke; 

H. R. 4038. An act for the relief of Dr. 
George Alexandros Chronakis; 

H. R. 4226. An act for the relief of Walter 
M, Smith; 

H. R. 4246. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Maud M. Wright and Mrs. Maxine Roberts, 
formerly Mrs. Maxine Mills; 

H. R. 4269. An act for the relief of John S. 
Downing; and 

H. R. 4456. An act for the relief of Vincent 
F. Leslie. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The message further announced that 
the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills, and they 
were signed by the Vice President: 

S. 51. An act for the relief of Arthur Hen- 
rik Sorensen, Maren Anderson Sorensen, and 
minor child, Evelyn Sorensen; 

S. 124. An act for the relief of Mrs. George 
(Wong Tze-yen) Poy; 

S. 275. An act for the relief of Rafael 
Kubelik, his wife, Ludmila Kubelik, and their 
minor son, Martin Kubelik; 

S. 417. An act for the relief of Sui Ken 
Fong and Sui Tung Fong; 

S. 586. An act for the relief of the estate 
of Sidney Lomax, deceased; 

S. 631. An act for the relief of Conrad 
Xavier Charles Mauerer; 

S. 699. An act for the relief of James M. 
Shellenberger, Jr., a minor; 

S. 879. An act for the relief of Luigi Po- 
desta; 

S. 915. An act for the relief of Betty Minoru 
Kawachi; 

5.1109. An act for the relief of Grady 
Franklin Welch; 

8. 1118. An act for the relief of Philip J. 
Hincks; 

S. 1438. An act for the relief of Paul D. 
Banning, chief disbursing officer, Treasury 
Department, and for other purposes; and 

H.R.953. An act for the relief of Joseph 
A. Myers, Hazel C. Myers, and Helen Myers, 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 


The following bills were severally read 
twice by their titles and referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 

H. R. 579. An act for the relief of Hendryk 
Kempski: 

H. R. 580. An act for the relief of Kwang 
Myeng Chu; 
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H. R. 581. An act for the relief of Isabel 
Tabit; 

H. R. 608. An act for the relief of Kiyoko 
Matsuo; 

H. R. 623. An act for the relief of Carroll 
O. Switzer; 

H. R. 627. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Tjitske Bandstra Van Der Velde; 

H. R. 644. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Shizuko Yamane; 

H. R. 677. An act for the relief of Ramute 
Alexandra Vailokaitis; 

H. R. 744. An act for the relief of Wladimir 
Peter Lewicki, Mrs. Heedwige Lewicki, and 
George Wladimir Lewicki; 

H. R. 796. An act for the relief of Roy F. 
Wilson; 

H. R. 828. An act for the relief of Maj. 
Bruce B. Calkins; 

H. R. 870. An act for the relief of Anton 
Bernhard Blikstad; 

H. R. 970. An act for the relief of Antonios 
Charalambou; 

H. R. 982. An act for the relief of Willem 
Smits; 

H. R. 1136. An act for the relief of Sister 
Natalie (Marie Palagyi) and Sister Alice 
(Elizabeth Slachta) ; 

H. R. 1420. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Eugen Jose Singer and Mrs. Frieda Singer; 

H. R. 1454. An act for the relief of George 
Crisan; 

H. R. 1485. An act for the relief of R. E. 
Agee and Margaret E. Agee; 

H.R. 1598. An act for the relief of Hanoh 
Sarapanovschi (also known as Hanoh 
Charat), Gizela (Gizele) Sarapanoyschi (nee 
Levy) and Philippe Srapanovschi; 

H. R. 1688, An act for the relief of James J. 
Lieberman; 

H. R. 1920, An act for the relief of Hoshi 
Kazuo; 

H. R. 1961. An act for the relief of Guy 
Christian; 

H. R. 2158. An act for the relief of Sister 
M. Crocefissa and Sister M. Reginalda; 

H. R. 2160. An act for the relief of Sister 
M. Leonida; 

H. R. 2275. An act for the relief of J. Al- 
fred Pulliam; 

H. R. 2292. An act for the relief of Jai 
Young Lee; 

H. R. 2459. An act for the relief of Ollie O. 
Evans, Jr.; 

H. R. 2493. An act for the relief of Marianne 
and Michel Speelman; 

H. R. 2514. An act for the relief of Maria 
Theresa Stancola; 

H. R. 2550. An act for the relief of Thomas 
G. Digges; 

H. R. 2774. An act for the relief of Helen 
J. Lumley and Kirsten-Jessen Schmidt; 

H. R. 2787. An act for the relief of Thomas 
Alva Raphael (Richards); 

H. R. 2858. An act for the relief of William 
C. Reed; 

H. R. 3026. An act for the relief of Joseph 
A. Ferrari; 

H. R.3151. An act for the relief of Jane 
and Martha Clark; 

H. R. 3214. An act for the relief of Irene 
Senutovitch; 

H. R. 3430, An act for the relief of the 
estate of Nora B. Kennedy, deceased, and 
Mrs. Ann R. Norton; 

H. R. 3730. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Elwood Grissinger; 

H. R. 3819. An act for the relief of Ann 
Elisabeth (Diana Elizabeth) Reingruber; 

H. R. 3823. An act for the relief of Shozo 
Ichiwawa; 

H. R. 3895. An act for the relief of Ethel 
Cristeta Berner; ; 

H. R. 3966. An act for the relief of George 
S. Paschke; 

H. R. 4038. An act for the relief of Dr. 

Alexandros Chronakis; 

H. R. 4226. An act for the relief of Walter 
M. Smith; 

H. R. 4246, An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Maud M. Wright and Mrs, Maxine Roberts, 
formerly Mrs, Maxine Mills; 
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H. R. 4269. An act for the relief of John S. 
Downing; and 

E. R. 4456. An act for the relief of Vincent 
F. Leslie. 


LEAVES OF ABSENCE 


On request of Mr. Jonxso of Texas, 
and by unanimous consent, Mr. Con- 
NALLY was excused from attendance on 
the sessions of the Senate for the re- 
mainder of this week, beginning today. 

In request of Mr. SALTONSTALL, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. MARTIN was 
excused from attendance on the sessions 
of the Senate for the remainder of the 
week, because of illness. 


TRANSACTIONS OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators be 
permitted to make insertions in the 
Recorp and transact other routine busi- 
ness, without debate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATION AND 
LETTER 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following communication and 
letter, which were referred as indicated: 


PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION, 
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH (S. Doc. No. 52) 


A communication from the President of 
the United States, transmitting a proposed 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal 
year 1952, in the amount of $67,800, for the 
legislative branch, in the form of an amend- 
ment to the budget for said fiscal year (with 
an accompanying paper); to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed, 


OF Pustic Law 565 (797TH CONG., 
2D SESS. ), RELATING TO ACCEPTING OF GIFTS 
A letter from the Seere of State, trans- 
mitting a draft of eee legislation to 
amend the act providing for membership 
and participation by the United States in 
the United Nations Educational, Scientific 
and Cultural Organization to provide for the 
acceptance of gifts, and for other purposes 
(with accompanying papers); to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate, and referred as indicated: 


By the VICE PRESIDENT: 

Resolutions adopted by the United States 
Junior Chamber of Commerce, at Miami, 
Fla., relating to vorld trade and education; 
1 the Committee on Labor and Public Wel- 
are. 

A resolution adopted by the United States 
Junior Chamber of Commerce, at Miami, 
Fla., relating to Federal encroachment on 
State and local governments; to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

A resolution adopted by the United States 
Junior Chamber of Commerce, at Miami, 
Fla., relating to democracy; ordered to lie 
on the table. 

A resolution adopted by the United States 
Junior of Commerce, at Miami, 
Fla., endorsing a program of international 
public relations; ordered to lie on the table. 

A resolution adopted by the United States 
Junior Chamber of Commerce, at Miami, 
Fla., relating to penalties for acts of espio- 
nage by American citizens; ordered to lie on 
the table. 

A resolution adopted by the United States 
Junior Chamber of Commerce, at Miami, 
Fla., relating to the report and findings of 
the Hoover Commission on Organization of 
the Executive Branch of the Government; 
ordered to lie on the table. 
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A resolution adopted by the United States 
Junior Chamber of Commerce, at Miami, Fla., 
endorsing a program of universal military 
training; ordered to lie on the table. 

A resolution adopted by the United States 
Junior Chamber of Commerce, at Miami, Fla., 
relating to government by law; ordered to lie 
on the table. 

A resolution adopted by the United States 
Junior Chamber of Commerce, at Miami, Fla., 
favoring the enactment of legislation pro- 
viding statehood for Hawaii; ordered to lie 
on the table. 


PROHIBITION OF LIQUOR ADVERTISING 
IN INTERSTATE COMMERCE 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
present for appropriate reference a peti- 
tion signed by 333 citizens of Kent 
County, Del., praying for the enactment 
of legislation to prohibit alcoholic-bev- 
erage advertising over the radio and tele- 
vision as well as in magazines and news- 


papers. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The petition 
will be received and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. O’MAHONEY, from the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs: 

S. 950. A bill to amend the act authorizing 
the segregation and expenditure of trust 
funds held in joint ownership by the Sho- 
shone and Arapaho Tribes of the Wind River 
Reservation for the purpose of extending the 
time in which payments are to be made to 
members of such tribes under such act, and 
for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 541). 

By Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska, from the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs: 

S. Res. 147. Resolution to investigate cer- 
tain matters concerning funds and securi- 
ties of the several Indian tribes; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 542). 

By Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Committee 
on Expenditures in the Executive Depart- 
ments: 

S. 1166. A bill to create a commission to 
make a study of the administration of over- 
seas activities of the Government, and to 
make recommendations to Congress with re- 
spect thereto; with amendments (Rept. No, 
543). 

By Mr. BRICKER, from the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce: 

H. R. 2995. A bill to amend the joint reso- 
lution of August 8, 1946, as amended, with 
respect to appropriations authorized for the 
conduct of investigations and studies there- 
under; without amendment. 


COORDINATION OF CERTAIN MISCELLA- 
NEOUS ACTIVITIES IN THE DISTRICT— 
TRANSFER OF DISPLACED PERSONS 
COMMISSION AND WAR CLAIMS COM- 
MISSION 


Mr: O'CONOR. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Department, I report, with 
amendments, and without recommenda- 
tion, the bill (S. 1136) to place in the 
Administrator of General Services re- 
sponsibility for coordination of certain 
miscellaneous activities in the District of 
Columbia in accordance with a recom- 
mendation of the Commission on Orgańi- 
zation of the Executive Branch of the 
Government, which has been given con- 
sideration by our committee. I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be re- 
ferred to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia, because the subject matter, 
according to the unanimous opinion of 
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our committee, ought to be considered 
by that committee. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the request of the Senator 
from Maryland? The Chair hears 
none, and the bill will be referred to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments, I report, without 
amendment, and without recommenda- 
tion, the bill (S. 1147) to provide for the 
transfer of the Displaced Persons Com- 
mission and the War Claims Commission 
to the Department of State, in accord- 
ance with a recommendation of the Com- 
mission on Organization of the Executive 
Branch of the Government. I ask unan- 
imous consent that the bill be referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

I might say that in both instances I 
have conferred with the chairman of 
the two committees, and the action I 
propose is in agreement with their 
wishes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the request of the Senator 
from Maryland? The Chair hears none, 
and the bill will be referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. O’'CONOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a statement by 
me with reference to the two bills be 
printed in the RECORD, 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RecorpD, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR O’CoNoR 


In accordance with a directive from the 
Committee on Expenditures in the Executive 
Departments, in executive session, I have 
reported to the Senate, without recommen- 
dation, on two bills, S. 1136, to place in the 
Administrator of General Services responsi- 
bility for coordination of certain miscel- 
laneous activities in the District of Colum- 
bia, and S. 1147, to provide for the transfer 
of the Displaced Persons Commission and 
the War Claims Commission to the Depart- 
ment of State. These bills were drafted by 
the Citizens Committee for the Hoover Re- 
port. S. 1136 was introduced by Senator 
MCCLELLAN, chairman of the committee, and 
16 other Senators as cosponsors, in order 
that the recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission in its report on General Services 
would be placed before the Congress for 
proper consideration. The other bill, S. 1147, 
introduced by me with 11 other Senators as 
cosponsors, provides for the transfer of the 
Displaced Persons Commission and the War 
Claims Commission to the Department of 
State, in accordance with a recommendation 
of the Commission on Organization of the 
Executive Branch of the Government. 

The bill, S. 1136, provides for transferring 
all the powers vested in the President for the 
direction, control, or supervision of activities 
of the Government of the District of Colum- 
bia, the Smithsonian Institution, the Na- 
tional Capital Park and Planning Commis- 
sion, and the Commission on Fine Arts to 
the Administrator of General Services, sub- 
ject to the direction and control of the Presi- 
dent of the United States. 

The agencies included opposed its enact- 
ment, and as a result of their opposition the 
bill was redrafted to permit the President, in 
his discretion, to transfer the execution of 
certain functions affecting these agencies to 
any officer of the Executive Office of the 
President or any head of any of the depart- 
ments and agencies of the executive branch 
of the Government, under such conditions 
as he may prescribe. This proposal was also 
opposed by the agencies included in the bill, 
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The committee carefully considered the 
bill and proposed amendments, concluding 
that, inasmuch as all of the agencies affected 
are located in the District of Columbia, and 
are concerned with matters peculiar to the 
Washington metropolitan area, the bill 
should be rereferred to the Senate Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia for con- 
sideration of policy determinations which 
come within the jurisdiction of that com- 
mittee. 

The other bill, S. 1147, would transfer the 
Displaced Persons Commission and the War 
Claims Commission to the Department of 
State. It purports to be based upon a 
recommendation of the Hoover Commission. 
An examination of the Commission’s reports 
however, reveals that no formal recommenda- 
tion to this effect was ever made. In its 
concluding report, the Hoover Commission 
stated: 

“To reduce the number of agencies report- 
ing directly to the President, we recommend 
that the Displaced Persons Commission and 
the War Claims Commission report to the 
Secretary of State.” 

This statement was not accompanied by 
any formal analysis or discussion. The 
Commission merely noted in a footnote that 
its recommendation was made at this point, 
for the first time, and did not appear in any 
other Commission report. 

The bill contains only one section, which 
provides that the Displaced Persons Commis- 
sion and the War Claims Commission, to- 
gether with all their functions, property, 
funds, personnel, and records “are hereby 
transferred to the Department of State, and 
shall be administered, subject to the super- 
vision, coordination, and policy guidance of 
the Secretary of State, by the members and 
officers of the respective Commissions as 
provided by the laws creating them.” 

Both of these Commissions were estab- 
lished by the Congress to perform certain 
temporary functions for a limited period of 
time, in order to meet special emergency 
situations arising out of World War II. The 
Displaced Persons Commission will terminate 
its existence on August 31, 1952. The life of 
the War Claims Commission has recently 
been extended to March 31, 1955. When 
these Commissions were created, considera- 
tion was given to the question of whether 
they should be independent agencies or 
whether they should be placed within an 
existing agency. Because of the peculiarly 
specialized nature of the function of each, 
the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, and 
the Congress, deemed it best to establish 
them as independent agencies. 

The agencies concerned have advised this 
committee that they are vigorously opposed 
to the transfer contemplated by this bill 
for a variety of reasons. The most important 
of these is that although their work involves 
some liaison with the Department of State, 
they have similar relations with many other 
agencies. Thus, the Displaced Persons Com- 
mission works closely with the Department 
of Justice and the Department of the Army. 
The War Claims Commission works with the 
Department of the Army and the Depart- 
ments of State, Labor, and Justice. 

In an effort to overcome these objections, 
the Committee on Expenditures incorporated 
the intent of this bill as section 2 of the 
revised committee version, S. 1136. 

After careful consideration of the original 
bill and the amended substitute, the Com- 
mittee on Expenditures, decided that any 
action which it might take to transfer these 
Commissions to the Department of State 
would not only serve no useful purpose, but 
might also be interpreted as congressional 
approval for the indefinite continuation of 
their functions and programs. More im- 
portant, however, was the considered view of 
the committee that the decision to estab- 
lish these Commissions having been taken 
by a substantive committee of the Senate, 
namely, the Committee on the Judiciary, 
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that committee is directly concerned. Ex- 
tensive hearings were held by that commit- 
tee and careful consideration was given to 
many matters connected with these agen- 
cies. It was not the desire of the Commit- 
tee on Expenditures to take any action con- 
cerning these agencies which might infringe 
upon the prerogatives or jurisdiction of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, which has long 
been concerned with the substantive aspects 
of these agencies and their programs. 

In accordance with the directive of the 
Committee on Expenditures, I have requested 
a reference of S. 1147 to the Committee on 
the Judiciary for such action as it deems 
appropriate. 


Department or agency 
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ADDITIONAL REPORT OF JOINT COM- 
MITTEE ON REDUCTION OF NONESSEN- 
EMPLOYMENT IN EXECUTIVE BRANCH 


Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, as chair- 
man of the Joint Committee on Reduc- 
tion of Nonessential Federal Expendi- 
tures, I submit an additional report on 
civilian employment in the executive 
branch of the Federal Government for 
the month of May 1951 and, in accord- 
ance with the practice of several years’ 
standing, I request that it be printed in 
the body of the Record as a part of 


1. Agencies exclusive of National Military Establishment 


2. National Military Establishment. 
Within the National Military Establishment: 
Office of the í Def 


part Arm 
Department of the Air 
Department of the Navy 


MUTUAL DEFE!SE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 


Table V shows personnel counted in tables 
I, II. III. and IV who are assigned to the 
mutual defense assistance program by the 
State Department, Economic Cooperation 


Administration, and the component units of 
the National Military Establishment, together 
with their pay. 

Table VI, A and B, shows civilian and uni- 
formed personnel employed by the Depart- 


Civilian personnel in executive branch | Payroll (in thousands) in executive branch 
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my remarks, together with a statement 
by me. 

There being no objection, the report 
and statement were ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 

FEDERAL PERSONNEL IN THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH, 


Arn. Mar 1951, AND Pay, MARCH-APRIL 
1951 


PERSONNEL AND PAY SUMMARY 
(See table I) 

According to monthly personnel reports for 
May 1951 submitted to the Joint Commit- 
tee on Reduction of Nonessential Federal 
Expenditures: 


ment of Defense and its components in con- 
nection with advertising, publicity, and pub- 
lic relations, and payroll costs involved. 
This information was furnished by the Sec- 
retary of Defense. 


TaBLE I. Consolidated table of Federal personnel inside and outside continental United States employed by the executive agencies during 
May 1951, and comparison with April 1951, and pay jor April 1951, and comparison with March 1951 


Department or agency 


Executive departments nee National Military Establishment): 
Agriculture 


Executive Office ve — — 
White House 


7 ——— 0000000 os 


Bore of the Budget — 


Executive Mansion and Grounds. 


Policy 
Subversive Activities Control Board... 
Fonnar agencies: 
Displaced Persons Commission 
Economie Cooperation Administration. 
Motor Carrier Claims Commissio) 


Accounting Offi 
—— Services ee eee, 
Government Print ffice. 
and Home 
Indian Claims Commiss 


= a figure is exclusive of 


1 May figure includes 5,069 employees of National Production D sang an increase — 7 over the April figure of 4,020. 
4,382 seamen on the rolls of the Maritime their pay. 


manye of personnel = fo of the Central Intelligence Agency. 


Deactivated as of = wy’ 
i period on basis of later information. 


udes personnel and pay of Howard University and Columbia Institution for the Deal. 


Pay (in thousands of dollars) Personnel 
March April Increase Decrease April 
20, 845 75, 765 
19, 449 58, 683 
18, 150 58, 987 
11,714 30, 129 
2, 571 8, 136 
133, 342 501,035 
6, 800 27, 605 
30, 052 91, 533 
M EENEN 133 133 282 
267 258 518 
18 17 74 
9 9 19 
97 70 163 
2 32 39 
5 5 18 
149 155 442 
yas | 2145 6, 090 
"217 273 837 
8 28 35 87 
1 2 8 
14 20 39 
11 12 26 
dap 88 : 
3 
9 9 5 15 
902 852 2, 500 
14 8 44 . 
43 11 T 
ers 141 50 129 
2,168 ain z 5 a 5, 20 250 
1 225 4433 
0 65 1 126 128 
505 440 65 1, 202 1, 200 
411 392 19 1.047 1.035 
195 195 he eee si 355 358 
mis 2 5 4 ng 
305 20 11 691 688 
2,418 2, 339 -79 6, 43 6, 894 
7, 664 6, 840 815 29, 042 29, 698 
4 0 4 4 28 
. 7 FF 1¹ bet 
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TaBLe I—Consolidated table of Federal personnel inside and outside continental United States employed by the executive agencies during 
May 1951, and comparison with April 1951, and pay for April 1951, and comparison with March 1951—Continued 


Department or agency 
3 a ontinued 

terstate 876 2, 189 
National Ad Committee for Aeronautics. 2, 700 7,619 
National Cap ousing Autho! 88 329 
National Capital Park and Planning 2 6 
National Ca 5 118 
National — ae aE 86 326 
National Labor Relations Board. 598 529 
National Mediation Board 73 117 
National Science Foundation 2 2⁰ 
Panama Canal 7 286 


PrepS m 
> 
8 


Reconstruction Finance Corporation. 506 
Securities and Exchange 047 
Belective Service Syste: 338 
Smii 610 
Or as 735 
‘Tariff Commission 207 
Tax Court of the United States 127 
‘Tennessee A ae 17, 235 
‘Veteroma’ Acrministration . 184, 874 
are exclu National Military Establishment 
eee al Miia meta? rr T AA aN D AESA 
National Mili stablishment: 
Office of 1 TVVVVVPT T 899 
Department of the Army: 
Inside continental United States 121, 982 
Outside continental United States 11, 139 
Air Force: 
Inside continental U; UR lec metic anes A AAE 59, 736 
Outside continental United States. 5, 516 
Inside continenta! United States. 129, 990 
Outside continental United States. 8, 691 
Fan National Military Establichment 5 — 337, 953 
et change, National Military nenen , ᷣ ho | Seren eee aa ier re 
Grand total, — National Military Establishment 693, 238 
Net change, including National Military Establishment 17, 010 F k 


Includes 221 employees assigned to Munitions Board Cataloging Agency and 31 employees assigned to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 
TaBLe Ii.—Federal personnel inside continental United States employed by executive agencies during May 1951, and comparison with 


April 1951 
April May Increase | Decrease Department or agency 
8 agencies—Continued 
‘ederal Trade Commission 
73,508 
anne 54, 099 
52,227 | 53,542] 1,815 |......... || | Government Printing Ofhce. 
29, 603 Ho 
8, 057 Indian Claims Commission 
499, 156 Interstate Commerce Commission 
eS 10, 290 3 Advisory Committee for Aero- 
766 
* National ‘Capital Housing Authority sates 
282 eran 3 Park and Planning 
SOSA SSRIS 518 F 


74 
s Bonrd 103 Ni ational Č Gallery of ArTft—— 326 
ational Galery of Art 
LS ee 39 National Labor Relations Board. 1,509 
National Bi 117 
„FFF 18 29 
613 
442 2,071 
2,588 
1,047 
8, 098 
601 
735 
— 8 , T ˙·˙ ... ~ Care Onin a cance 207 
127 


Total, excluding National Military 


— Net increaso, excluding 

bi tary Establishment. „444 

C AEREA al 32 ͤͤ X 
1 752 ine War Damage Commission National Mili Establishment: 

ra 1 GAS eee Office of { the Secretary of Defense.........| 2186] 2,142 
d Department of the Army 46 z 
American ttle. Monuments Commis- Department of the Air Force. 
. eee ae EE Department of the Navy 
Atomic Energy Commissio: 
Civil Aeronautics Board 51 Total, National — Establishment 
Civil Service Commission 269 Net 8 N. Military Estab- 
E Import Bank of Washington 28 2 C AR S ee Sa 23,409 
Federal Communications Commisslon 
Federal Deposit Insurance Co: Grand total, including National Mili- 
tary Estab! eee ee | 33, 422 2, 260 


bias M Ton and Con- on Serv- 


— 
Federal Power Commission 


2 Includes 5,062 employees of National Production Authori ee pon ce A figure of 4,020. 
2 March figure is Roy rolis of the 1 Administration, 2 R 


3 Exclusi if . l 
usive of personnel of the telligence Agen 
‘Includes personnel of Howard University and Sat Beten in the Deal. 


xCVII—500 
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TaBLe III. Federal personnel outside continental United States employed by the executive agencies during May 1951, and comparison 
with April 1951 


Department or agency Department or agency 
Executive — . — (except National Mil- 8 agencies—Continued 
itary Establishmen' ‘ousing and Home Finance Agency. 
DC STE Ty Re SSE SE ane National Labor Relations Board 
Commerce 1. 3. ... — 
Interior Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
Justice. Selective Service System 
Labor 79 78 Smithsonian Institution. 
= Office. 906 Veterans’ Administration 
tate 4 
TOt -aannam Total, excluding National bool oc bl 
Emergency agencies (1950-5. Establishment... 
Dilization Agency .-.-----.-.---.-.---.----| S88) I S anen Net increase, exclud 
Postwar agencies: tary Establishment. 
Displaced Persons Commission... 3 
Economic Cooperation Administration.] 3, 94 4,020] ũ — 296 National Military Estabiishment: 
Office of the Housing Expediter Department of the Arm: 


al a Alien Property Administra- Department of the Air 
— Department of the Navy 

Philip ine War Damage Commission. 
War Claims Commission Tora. National Military Establish- 
Independent agencies: 
American Battle Monuments Commis- 
: . ie a ee eae 691 


Net increase, National Military Estab- 
lishment 


Atomic Energy Commission. 4 

Civil Aeronautics Board 14 Grand total. including National Mili- 

Civil Service Commission : 3 tary Establishment. . . 

Federal Communications Commissi 25 Net incresse_ including Nati 

Federal Security Agency 348 e 
General Services Administration. 73 


1 Includes 7 employees of National Production Authority. J 
TaBLE IV. Industrial employees of the Federal Government inside and outside continental United States employed by executive agencies 


during May 1951, and comparison with April 1951 


Department or agency Department or agency 


National Military Establishment: 


Executive departments eaten National Mil- 


itary Establishment) Department of the Army: 
Commerce Inside continental United States .] 248, 247 3, 083 |.......-- 
Interior 3, 040 4, 263 Outside continental United States.] 27, 521 41 
Rees - 400 390 Department of the Air Force: 
Inside continental United States 119, 362 N 
Independent agencies: Outside continental United States.. 20, 283 MS oe 
mic Energy Commission k 8 ol the navy 
General Services Administration. “ Inside continental United States 275,371 1018. 
Panama Canal Outside continental United States] 25, 217 9 
Tennessee Valley Authority — 


TON; ee Military Estab- 
Total, excluding National Military 


Establishment 
Net increase, 5 National Mili- 
e <2... |..-.<<<---}---- 25 
32 ————— Grand total, including National 

Military Establishment 
Net increase, including National 
Military Establishment 15,336 


Civilian personnel 


Department or agency 


In April In May Increase 
numbered— | numbered— oe 

NNT SERA Ra N ² — EE MRCS es td 26, 017 23, 915 —2, 102 
State Department .. KK ĩ —ů asis 
Economic Cooperation Admmistration— 4 ee 
Office of the Secretary of Defense 46 een 
Department of the Army 21, 668 20, 112 —1, 556 
Department of the Air 1,195 1, 529 334 
Department of the Navy... 2, 858 1,973 —885 


TaBLe VI.—Civilian and uniformed personnel employed by the Department of Defense and its components in connection with advertising, 
publicity, and public relations, and payroll costs involved (estimated for fiscal years 1951 and 1952) 


A. CIVILIAN AND UNIFORMED PERSONNEL á 


People: Fiscal year 1951 (estimated) 
Personnel estimates for Department of Defense 
Total 


Civilian employees 
Military (uniformed) personnel. 


‘Total civilian and military (uniformed) personnel.. 


Anne ð T . E ane 
nter (uniformed) pe onnel . -—Ä4“ꝓꝝ„»˙ãꝗõU6„ꝑiwn 


Total civilian and military (uniformed) personnel 


1 Exclusive of personnel and costs involved in contracts with commercial agencies, and exclusive of other incidental costs. 
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Taste VI.—Civilian and uniformed personnel employed by the Department of Defense and its components in connection with advertising, 
publicity, and public relations, and payroll costs involved (estimated for fiscal years 1951 and 1952)*—Continued 


B. CIVILIAN AND MILITARY PAYROLL COSTS 


Payroll cost estimates for Department of Defense 


Salaries of civilian employees. 


Pay and allowances for military (uniformed) personnel 
Total civilian employee salaries and military (uniformed) pay and allowances 


Salaries of civilian employees 
Pay and allowances for military (uniformed) personnel 


Total civilian employee salaries and military (uniformed) pay and allowances 


Money: Fiscal year 1051 (estimated) 


Air Force Total 
$844, 348 $2, 710, 756 
2, 759, 628 7, 398, 353 


3,603,976 | 10, 100, 109 


$3, 060, 890 
10, 345, 125 
13, 408, 015 


1 Exclusive of personnel and costs involved in contracts with commercial agencies, and exclusive of other incidental costs. 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR BYRD 


Civilian employment in the executive 
branch of the Federal Goyernment increased 
in May for the eleventh consecutive month, 
The increase was at the rate of more than 
1,000 a day, and the total employment 
reached 2,443,076. 

The net increase during the month was 
33,955—with 25,196 civilians added to the 
payrolls of the Military Establishment, and 
8,759 additions to the payrolls ot civilian 
agencies. 

More than half of the increase was in so- 
called white-collar rolls, while 15,836 were 
added to industrial rolls for work in navy 
yards, arsenals, etc. Of the total Federal 
employment during May, 757,600 were em- 
ployed for industrial type work and 1,685,476 
were white-collar employees. 

Of the total employment, 2,271,444 were 
assigned to duty stations within continental 
United States and 171,632 were assigned 
abroad. 

Among the civilian agencies, major in- 
creases were reported by the Department of 
Agriculture, Interior Department, Economic 
Stabilization Agency, National Production 
Authority, General Services Administration, 
and Tennessee Valley Authority. Major de- 
creases were reported by the Post Office De- 
partment which was still employing more 
than a half million, and the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration which was still employing 
184,373. 

These figures were compiled today from 
monthly personnel statements submitted to 
the Joint Committee on Reduction of Non- 
essential Federal Expenditures, 

MILITARY PUBLICITY PAYROLL COSTS 


This monthly employment compilation by 
the committee includes a special table show- 
ing that the Department of Defense and its 
components—the Army, Navy, and Air Force 
Departments, and Office of the Secretary of 
Defense—this year is using 3,022 civilians 
and uniformed persons in advertising, pub- 
licity and public relations jobs at a payroll 
cost of $10,109,109, and that in the new 
fiscal year beginning July 1 it is proposed to 
increase the number in these jobs to 3,825, 
at a payroll cost of $13,406,015. 

Included among those employed in this 
type of work this year are 2,235 military 
(uniformed) personnel, and estimates show 
the number of military (uniformed) person- 
nel to be employed in advertising, publicity, 
and public relations work next year is to be 
increased to 2,941. Civilians would be in- 
creased from 787 this year to 884 next year. 


REPORT ON PERSONNEL AND FUNDS BY 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 


Pursuant to Senate Resolution 123, 
Eightieth Congress, first session, the fol- 


lowing report was received by the Sec- 
retary of the Senate: 
Jux 10, 1951. 
REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant 
to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Congress, 
first session, submits the following report 
showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and its 
subcommittees for the period from January 
1, 1951, to July 1, 1951, together with the 
funds available to and expended by it and 
its subcommittees: 


oo AE RNS ARES 


Alice Lanier Olds, 
(from June 11, 1951) 
Serge Benson, professional staff. 


191———— — EE 


Balance unexpended—— 


WALTER F. GEORGE, 
Chairman, 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, July 11, 1951, he presented 
to the President of the United States the 
following enrolled bills: 

S. 51. An act for the relief of Arthur Hen- 
rik Sorensen, Maren Anderson Sorensen, and 
minor child, Evelyn Sorensen; 

S. 124. An act for the relief of Mrs. George 
(Wong Tze-yen) Poy; 

S. 275. An act for the relief of Rafael 
Kubelik, his wife, Ludmila Kubelik, and 
their minor son, Martin Kubelik; 

S. 417. An act for the relief of Sui Ken 
Fong and Sui Tung Fong; 

S. 536. An act for the relief of the estate 
of Sidney Lomax, deceased; 

S. 631. An act for the relief of Conrad 
Xavier Charles Mauerer; 

S. 699. An act for the relief of James M. 
Shellenberger, Jr., a minor; 

S. 879. An act for the relief of Luigi 
Podesta; 


S. 915. An act for the relief of Betty Minoru’ 


Kawachi; 


S. 1109. An act for the relief of Grady 
Franklin Welch; 

S. 1113. An act for the relief of Philip J. 
Hincks; and 

S. 1438. An act for the relief of Paul D. 
Banning, chief disbursing officer, Treasury 
Department, and for other purposes. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 


By Mr. AIKEN (for himself, Mrs. 
SmrrH of Maine, Mr. Ives, Mr. FLAN- 
DERS, Mr. BRIDGES, Mr. GREEN, Mr. 
SALTONSTALL, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. 
TOBEY, Mr. BENTON, Mr. LEHMAN, 
and Mr. BREWSTER) : 

S. 1835. A bill granting the consent and 
approval of Congress to the participation of 
certain provinces of the Dominion of Canada 
in the Northeastern Interstate Forest Fire 
Protection Compact, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations, 

By Mr. NEELY (by request) : 

S. 1836. A bill to amend the act approved 
March 3, 1899 (30 Stat. 1045, 1057, ch. 422) 
so as to provide for the appointment by the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
of special policemen, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. SALTONSTALL: 

S. 1837. A bill for the relief of Thomas O. 
Robitscher; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina: 

S. 1838. A bill to amend section 4202 of 
title 18, United States Code to permit the 
granting of parole to prisoners serving terms 
of 1 year or less; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. KILGORE: 

S. 1839. A bill for the relief of Willy 
Giroud; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 

By Mrs. SMITH of Maine: 

S. 1840. A bill for the relief of Tsuneo 
Tanigawa, also known as David Lawrence 
Rogers; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LANGER: 

S. 1841. A bill for the relief of 
Ilmari Timonen and his family; and 

S. 1842. A bill for the relief of Erkki 
Johannes Mannynvali and his family; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. IVES: 

S. 1843. A bill for the relief of John Kint- 
zig and Tatiana A. Kintzig; and 

S. 1844. A bill for the relief of Panagiotis 
Carvelas; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LANGER: 

S. 1845. A bill for the relief of Akil Mo- 

hammed; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


Martti 
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PRINTING OF REPORT RELATING TO 
STATE LAWS AND REGULATIONS GOV- 


ERNING NOMINATION AND ELECTION 
OF FEDERAL OFFICERS 


Mr. HUMPHREY submitted the fol- 
lowing resolution (S. Res. 172), which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration: 

Resolved, That a report prepared by the 
Legislative Reference Service of the Library 
of Congress on the laws and-regulations in 
the various States governing the nomination 
and election of Federal officers be printed as 
a Senate document, 


PRINTING OF COMMITTEE PRINT EN- 
TITLED “THE NEED FOR INDUSTRIAL 
DISPERSAL” 


Mr. O’MAHONEY submitted the fol- 
lowing resolution (S. Res. 173), which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration: 

Resolved, That the committee print en- 
titled “The Need for Industrial Dispersal,” 
prepared by the Joint Committee on the 
Economic Report, be printed as a Senate 
document, 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952—AMENDMENT 


Mr. HUMPHREY submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H. R. 3790) making appropria- 
tions for the Department of the Interior 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, 
and for other purposes, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951—AMENDMENT 


Mr. WILLIAMS submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide reve- 
nue, and for other purposes, which was 
referred to the Committee on Finance 
and ordered to be printed. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous consent, 
addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were 
ordered to be printed in the Appendix, as 
follows: 


By Mr. JOHNSON of Texas: 

Statement regarding RFC loans to the Bal- 
timore & Ohio Railroad, by Jesse H. Jones, 
before the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency of the United States Senate. 

By Mr. MORSE: 

Address entitled “Historic Shrines in New 
Jersey,” delivered by William C. Cope at the 
Irvington Lodge, Benevolent and Protective 
Order of Elks, on June 14, 1951, 

By Mr. McCARTHY: 

Article entitled “Senator DoucLas Speaks 
His Mind,” written by David Lawrence, and 
published in the Washington Star of July 
11, 1951, relating to a letter from Senator 
Dovctas to Secretary Marshall regarding the 
fixing of an armistice at the thirty-eighth 
parallel in Korea. 

By Mr. KEM: 

Commencement address delivered by Roy 
A. Roberts, president and general manager 
of the Kansas City Star, entitled “Don’t Wait 
for a Free Ride.” 

Editorial entitled “Operation Decency,” 
from the Los Angeles Herald Express of July 
7, 1951, relating to the restoration of honesty 
and decency in the executive agencies of the 
Government. 

By Mr. O'CONOR: 

Vaiedictory address, delivered by Leonard 
H. Hudson, at Mount Vernon School of Law, 
Baltimore, June 9, 1951. 
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By Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska: 

Article entitled What's Wrong With 
Alaska?” written by William H. Ferris and 
published in the Ketchikan Daily News. 

Article entitled “Sulfur Shortage To 
Stay,” published in the Christian Science 
Monitor of June 13, 1951. 

By Mr. LODGE: N 

Articles regarding shipments of strategic 
materials to Communist areas, the first en- 
titled “Thanks to O’Conor,” by Fred Oth- 
man, published in the Washington Daily 
News May 12, 1951, the second entitled 
“Stream of War Materials Go From West 
Reich to Soviet,” written by James Daniel, 
and published in the Washington Daily News 
May 17, 1951, and the third entitled “Trading 
for War,” written by Fred Othman, and pub- 
lished in the Washington Daily News May 
17, 1951. 

By Mr. LEHMAN: 

Editorial entitled “Miss Lenroot to Retire,” 
published in the New York Times of July 
11, 1951, relating to the retirement of Kath- 
arine F. Lenroot as Chief of the Children's 
Bureau of the Federal Security Agency. 

By Mr. LANGER: 

A letter dated June 26, 1951, addressed to 
him by Carlyle D. Onsrud, executive direc- 
tor, Public Welfare Board of North Dakota, 
dealing with subject of maternal and child 
health, as administered by the State Health 
Department of North Dakota. 

Letter dated July 10, 1951, addressed to him 
by the International Association of Machin- 
ists, Milton, Mass., dealing with the subject 
of annual leave as applied to a graduated 
leave scale for per diem workers. 


AMENDMENT OF UNITED STATES CODE 
RELATING TO PROCEDURE IN CON- 
DEMNATION PROCEEDINGS 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the 
special order entered yesterday, the 
Chair lays before the Senate, Senate 
Joint Resolution 82, which the clerk will 
state by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A joint reso- 
lution (S. J. Res. 82) to amend title 28 
of the United States Code so as to add 
thereto a chapter relating to procedure 
in condemnation proceedings. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
joint resolution. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on the engrossment and third reading 
of the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That part VI of title 28 of 
the United States Code is amended by adding 
at the end of such part a new chapter as 
follows: 

“CHAPTER 173—PROCEDURE IN CONDEMNATION 
PROCEEDINGS 


Sec. 
2701. Applicability of Rules of Civil Proce. 
dure 


2702. Joinder of Properties. 

2703. Complaint. 

2704. Process. 

2705. Appearance or Answer. 

2706. Amendment of Pleadings. 

2707. Substitution of Parties. 

2708. Trial. 

2709. Dismissal of Action. 

2710. Deposit and Its Distribution. 

2711. Condemnation Under State’s Power of 
Eminent Domain. - 

2712. Costs. 


“§ 2701. Applicability of Rules of Civil Pro- 
cedure 


“The Rules of Civil Procedure for the 
United States District Courts shall govern 
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the procedure for the condemnation of real 
and personal property under the power of 
eminent domain, except as otherwise pro- 
vided in this chapter. 
“§ 2702. Joinder of Properties 

“The plaintiff may join in the same action 
one or more separate pieces of property, 
whether in the same or different ownership 
and whether or not sought for the same use. 


“§ 2703. Complaint 


“(a) Caption: The complaint shall con- 
tain a caption as provided in rule 10 (a) of 
the Rules of Civil Procedure, except that the 
plaintiff shall name as defendants the prop- 
erty, designated generally by kind, quantity, 
and location, and at least one of the owners 
of some part of or interest in the property. 

“(b) Contents: The complaint shall con- 
tain a short and plain statement of the au- 
thority for the taking, the use for which 
the property is to be taken, a description 
of the property sufficient for its identifica- 
tion, the interests to be acquired, and as 
to each separate piece of property a desig- 
nation of the defendants who have been 
joined as owners thereof or of some interest 
therein. Upon the commencement of the 
action, the plaintiff need join as defendants 
only the persons having or claiming an in- 
terest in the property whose names are then 
known, but prior to any hearing involv- 
ing the compensation to be paid for a piece 
of property, the plaintiff shall add as de- 
fendants all persons having or claiming an 
interest in that property whose names can be 
ascertained by a reasonably diligent search 
of the records, considering the character and 
value of the property involved and the in- 
terests to be acquired, and also those whose 
names have otherwise been learned. All 
others may be made defendants under the 
designation ‘Unknown Owners.’ Process shall 
be served as provided in section 2704 upon 
all defendants, whether named as defendants 
at the time of the commencement of the 
action or subsequently added, and a defend- 
ant may answer as provided in section 2705. 
The court meanwhile may order such distri- 
bution of a deposit as the facts warrant. 

“(c) Filing: In addition to filing the com- 
plaint with the court, the plaintiff shall fur- 
nish to the clerk at least one copy thereof 
for the use of the defendants and additional 
copies at the request of the clerk or of a 
defendant. 

“$ 2704. Process 


“(a) Notice; delivery: Upon the filing of 
the complaint the plaintiff shall forthwith 
deliver to the clerk joint or several notices di- 
rected to the defendants named or desig- 
nated in the complaint. Additional notices 
directed to the defendants subsequently 
added shall be so delivered. The delivery of 
the notice and its service have the same ef- 
fect as the delivery and service of the sum- 
mons under rule 4 of the Rules of Civil 
Procedure, 

“(b) Same; form: Each notice shall state 
the court, the title of the action, the name 
of the defendant to whom it is directed, that 
the action is to condemn property, a de- 
scription of his property sufficient for its 
identification, the interest to be taken, the 
authority for the taking, the uses for which 
the property is to be taken, that the defend- 
ant may serve upon the plaintiff's attorney 
an answer within 20 days after service of 
the notice, and that the failure so to serve 
an answer constitutes a consent to the taking 
and to the authority of the court to proceed 
to hear the action and to fix the compen- 
sation. The notice shall conclude with the 
name of the plaintiff’s attorney and an ad- 
dress within the district in which action is 
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brought where he may be served. The no- 
tice need contain a description of no other 
property than that to be taken from the 
defendants to whom it is directed. 

„(e) Service of notice. — 

“(A) Personal service: Personal service of 
the notice (but without copies of the com- 
plaint) shall be made in accordance with 
rule 4 (c) and (d) of the Rules of Civil 
Procedure upon a defendant who resides 
within the United States or its Territories 
or insular possessions and whose residence is 
known, The provisions of rule 4 (f) of the 
Rules of Civil Procedure shall not be ap- 
plicable. 

“(B) Service by publication: Upon the 
filing of a certificate of the plaintiff's at- 
torney stating that he believes a defendant 
cannot be personally served, because after 
diligent inquiry within the State in which 
the complaint is filed his place of residence 
cannot be ascertained by the plaintiff or, if 
ascertained, that it is beyond the territorial 
limits of personal service as provided herein, 
service of the notice shall be made on this 
defendant by publication in a newspaper 
published in the county where the property 
is located, or if there is no such newspaper, 
then in a newspaper having a general cir- 
culation where the property is located, once 
a week for not less than three successive 
weeks. Prior to the last publication, a copy 
of the notice shall be mailed to a de- 
fendant who cannot be personally served as 
provided herein but whose place of residence 
is then known. Unknown owners may be 
served by publication in like manner by a 
notice addressed to ‘Unknown Owners.’ 

“Service by publication is complete upon 
the date of the last publication. Proof of 
publication and mailing shall be made by 
certificate of the plaintiff’s attorney, to which 
shall be attached a printed copy of the pub- 
lished notice with the name and dates of the 
newspaper marked thereon. 

“(d) Return; amendment.—Proof of serv- 
ice of the notice shall be made and amend- 
ment of the notice or proof of its service 
allowed in the manner provided for the re- 
turn and amendment of the summons under 
rule 4 (g) and (h) of the Rules of Civil 
Procedure. 


“§ 2705. Appearance or Answer 

“Tf a defendant has no objection or de- 
fense to the taking of his property, he may 
serve a notice of appearance designating 
the property in which he claims to be in- 
terested. Thereafter he shall receive notice 
of ail affecting it. If a defend- 
ant has any objection or defense to the tak- 
ing of his property, he shall serve his an- 
swer within 20 days after the service of notice 
upon him. The answer shall identify the 
property in which he claims to have an 
interest, state the nature and extent of the 
interest claimed, and state all his objections 
and defenses to the taking of his property. 
A defendant waives all defenses and ob- 
jections not so presented, but at the trial 
of the issue of just compensation, whether 
or not he has previously appeared or an- 
swered, he may present evidence as to the 
amount of the compensation to be paid for 
his property, and he may share in the dis- 
tribution of the award. No other pleading 
or motion asserting any additional defense 
or objection shall be allowed. 


“§ 2706. Amendment of Pleadings 

“Without leave of court, the plaintiff may 
amend the complaint at any time before 
the trial of the issue of compensation and 
as many times as desired, but no amendment 
shall be made which will result in a dismissal 
forbidden by section 2709. The plaintiff 
need not serve a copy of an amendment, but 
shall serve notice of the filing, as provided 
in rule 5 (b) of the Rules of Civil Procedure, 
upon any party affected thereby, who has 
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appeared and, in the manner provided in 
section 2704, upon any party affected there- 
by who has not appeared. The plaintiff 
shall furnish to the clerk of the court for 
the use of the defendants at least one copy 
of each amendment, and he shall furnish 
additional copies on the request of the clerk 
or of a defendant. Within the time allowed 
by section 2705 a defendant may serve his 
answer to the amended pleading, in the 
form and manner and with the same effect 
as there provided, 


“§ 2707. Substitution of Parties 


“If a defendant dies or becomes incom- 
petent or transfers his interest after his 
joinder, the court may order substitution 
of the proper party upon motion and notice 
of hearing. If the motion and noti.2 of 
hearing are to be served upon a person not 
already a party, service shall be made as 

| provided in section 2704 (c). 


* 2708. Trial 


“If the action involves the exercise of the 
power of eminent domain under the law of 
the United States, any tribunal specially 
constituted by an act of Congress governing 
the case for the trial of the issue of just 
compensation shall be the tribunal for the 
determination of that issue; but if there is 
no such specially constituted tribunal any 
party may have a trial by jury of the issue of 
just compensation by filing a demand there- 
for within the time allowed for answer or 
within such further time as the court may 
fix. Trial of all issues shall otherwise be by 
the court. 

“§ 2709. Dismissal of Action 

“(a) As of right: If no hearing has be- 
gun to determine the compensation to be 
paid for a piece of property and the plain- 
tiff has not acquired the title or a lesser 
interest in or taken possession, the plain- 
tiff may dismiss the action as to that prop- 
erty, without an order of the court, by filing 
a notice of dismissal setting forth a brief 
description of the property as to which the 
action is dismissed. 

“(b) By stipulation: Before the entry of 
any judgment vesting the plaintiff’ with 
title or a lesser interest in or possession of 
property, the action may be dismissed in 
whole or in part, without an order of the 
court, as to any property by filing a stipu- 
lation of dismissal by the plaintiff and 
the defendant affected thereby; and, if the 
parties so stipulate, the court may vacate 
any judgment that has been entered. 

(e) By order of the court: At any time 
before compensation for a piece of property 
has been determined and paid and after 
motion and hearing, the court may dis- 
miss the action as to that property, except 
that it shall not dismiss the action as to 
any part of the property of which the 
plaintiff has taken possession or in which the 
plaintiff has taken title or a lesser inter- 
est, but shall award just compensation for 
the possession, title or lesser interest so 
taken. The court at any time may drop a 
defendant. unnecessarily or improperly joined. 

“(d) Effect: Except as otherwise provided 
in the notice, or stipulation of dismissal, or 
order of the court, any dismissal is without 
prejudice. 

“§ 2710. Deposit and Its Distribution 

“The plaintiff shall deposit with the court 
any money required by law as a condition 
to the exercise of the power of eminent do- 
main; and, although not so required, may 
make a deposit when permitted by statute, 
In such cases the court and attorneys shall 
expedite the proceedings for the distribution 
of the money so deposited and for the ascer- 
tainment and payment of just compensation, 
If the compensation finally awarded to any 
defendant exceeds the amount which has 
been paid to him on distribution of the de- 
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posit, the court shall enter judgment against 
the plaintiff and in favor of that defendant 


` for the deficiency. If the compensation 


finally awarded to any defendant is less than 
the amount which has been paid to him, the 
court shall enter judgment against him and 
in favor of the plaintiff for the overpayment. 


§ 2711. Condemnation Under a State’s Pow- 
er of Eminent Domain 


“The practice as herein prescribed gov- 
erns in actions involving the exercise of the 
power of eminent domain under the law of 
a State, provided that if the State law 
makes provision for trial of any issue by 
jury, or for trial of the issue of compensa- 
tion by jury or commission or both, that 
provision shall be followed, 


“$ 2712. Costs 


“Costs are not subject to rule 54 (d) of 
the Rules of Civil Procedure.” 

Sec. 2. The analysis preceding part VI of 
title 28 of the United States Code is amend- 
ed by adding the following: 

“173. Procedure in, Condemnation Pro 
ceedings. 


Sec. 3. The amendments made by this joint 
resolution shall be effective with respect to 
all proceedings brought on or after the date 
of its enactment and to all proceedings 
pending on such date except to the extent 
that in the opinion of the court their ap- 
plication in a particular action pending on 
such date would not be feasible or would 
work injustice. 

Sec. 4. Notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 2072 of title 28 of the United States 
Code, as amended, the amendments to the 
Rules of Civil Procedure for the United 
States District Courts reported to the Con- 
pa on May 1, 1951, shall not become effec- 

ve. 


Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, in 
connection with the joint resolution 
which has just been passed, I ask unani- 
mous consent that a statement I have 
prepared relating thereto be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR O'CONOR 


I desire to record my support of Senate 
Joint Resolution 82. 

It is my view that we are confronted with 
a most vital decision when we deal with 
the question of trial by jury. This is par- 
ticularly true when it has to do with the 
taking of the property of our citizens under 
a condemnation proceeding. Probably the 
greatest safeguard that any citizen of this 
country has is his inalienable right to trial 
by jury. There is no question but what the 
United States Government has the right to 
condemn and take away the lands of the 
citizens when it is done to serve the pub- 
lic interest, but that taking should be sur- 
rounded by all of the safeguards that are 
known to our judicial proceedings. Thus 
the individual in a condemnation proceed- 
ing is assured that he is being justly and 
fairly dealt with by the Government. 

Rule 71 (a) as promulgated by the Su- 
preme Court and submitted to the Congress 
on May 1, 1951, would, if allowed to become 
effective on August 1, 1951, abrogate the 
right to trial by jury in condemnation pro- 
ceedings. Section (h) of this rule provides 
for trial by jury, and I quote: 

“Unless the Court in its discretion orders 
that, because of the character, location, or 
quantity of the property to be condemned, 
or for other reasons in the interest of jus- 
tice, the issue of compensation should be 
determined by a commission of three per- 
sons appointed by it.” 
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It will become immediately apparent that 
the trial by jury with the above limitations 
imposed thereon is ineffective to guarantee 
any right of trial by jury except where the 
court in its discretion may grant such trial 
by jury. Therefore, the net conclusion is 
that trial by jury in condemnation proceed- 
ings could become a thing of the past under 
the terms of this proposed section (h). The 
case loads of the United States District 
Courts are such that these courts are gen- 
erally overburdened by work at the present 
time and under section (h) it would only be 
human and natural for the district courts to 
farm out to commissioners the question of 
compensation in condemnation proceedings 
if allowed so to do. The eventual result, of 
course, would be that we would have set up 
a system where all condemnation proceed- 
ings and the compensation to be paid for the 
land involved would be determined by com- 
missioners only. I do not believe that this 
should be permitted. 

The Constitution of the United States pro- 
vides in amendment 7 thereto, as follows: 

“In suits of common law where the value 
in controversy shall exceed $20 the right of 
trial by jury shall be preserved and no fact 
tried by jury shall be otherwise reexamined 
in any court of the United States, than ac- 
cording to the rules of the common law.” 

At first blush, it would appear that a rule 
promulgated which would, in effect, abro- 
gate and make useless the seventh amend- 
ment to the Constitution would be uncon- 
stitutional. However, it is my opinion that 
the rule, if it should become effective, would 
not be unconstitutional for the reason that 
a condemnation proceeding was not a suit 
known at common law and therefore not 
one of those actions which is contemplated 
by the seventh amendment to the Constitu- 
tion. This is further borne out by recalling 
the special statutes enacted for condemna- 
tion proceedings under the TVA and the 
act which provides for condemnation pro- 
ceedings in the District of Columbia. Both 
of these acts provide for a special tribunal. 
Since the Constitution’ by amendment 7 
safeguards the public in the right of trial by 
jury in actions at common law, it becomes 
the bounden duty of Congress to see that 
the public is adequately protected in all of 
those situations in which the seventh 
amendment to the Constitution does not 
apply. There would be no need for Senate 
Joint Resolution 82 if the seventh amend- 
ment to the Constitution so applied, but, 
since it does not, Congress must protect the 
citizens of the United States by guarantee- 
ing to them the right of trial by jury when 
their property is being taken by the Govern- 
ment. 

As the distinguished, senior Senator from 
Nevada noted in his remarks of yesterday, 
there are a great majority of the States 
which provide for jury trials in condemna- 
tion proceedings. To abrogate by the rule 
proposed by the supreme court, the legisla- 
tive will of these States is indeed a drastic 
and far-reaching undertaking. I firmly be- 
lieve that it is our bounden duty to respect 
the will of those legislatures as well as to 
guard against any possible encroachment on 
the sacred right of a trial by jury when a de- 
mand is made by any citizen of these United 
States for such a trial. 

Senate Joint Resolution 82 rejects the rule 
as promulgated by the supreme court and 
enacts into law the right of trial by jury in 
condemnation proceedings. It is my earnest 
plea that my colleagues will give this legis- 
lation their wholehearted and active support, 


WITHDRAWAL OF APPOINTMENT OF DR, 


RALPH BRIMLEY AS A MEMBER OF AN 
EDUCATIONAL MISSION TO JAPAN 


Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, Dr. Ralph 
Brimley, of Winston-Salem, N. C., who is 
one of the leading educators in my State, 
was selected by the Army to go to Japan 
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on an educational mission. The Ameri- 
can Federation of Labor filed an objec- 
tion with the State Department to the 
appointment of Dr. Brimley, and on July 
5, 1951, Dr. Brimley received a letter 
from the Army notifying him that he 
would not be a member of the mission, 

Today I received a letter from Mr. 
Fred E. Lewis, Jr., president of the For- 
syth County unit of the North Carolina 
Education Association, in which Mr. 
Lewis discusses the subject, and encloses 
a clipping from the Twin City Sentinel, 
of Winston-Salem, N. C., which also re- 
fers to this subject. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the body of the 
Recorp at this point in my remarks the 
letter from Mr. Lewis, the newspaper 
article from the Twin City Sentinel of 
July 5, 1951, and a copy of a letter which 
I wrote to General Marshall yesterday. 

There being no objection, the letters 
and article were ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


Oak SUMMIT SCHOOL, 
Winston-Salem, N. C., July 9, 1951. 
Hon. CLYDE R. HOEY, 
Senator from North Carolina, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sm: Enclosed is a clipping from the 
July 5 issue of the Winston-Salem Twin 
City Sentinel. 

This article, Mr. Hory, leaves a question 
in my mind whether democratic principles 
are still existing in our country. I am un- 
able to comprehend the power that a labor 
union has over the United States Army in 
demanding that Dr. Ralph Brimley’s name 
be stricken from the list of educators being 
sent to help in the educational program in 
Japan. 

We, the teachers of Forsyth County, are 
proud of him and the work he has done for 
the county schools and we resent greatly the 
Army’s bowing to the whims of the A. F. of L. 

A transcription of the talk he gave to all 
Forsyth County teachers in regard to the 
union is available and the controversial 
issues of which the Army speaks have not 
existed. 

We are fully aware that this whole matter 
is larger and more important than the indi- 
viduals involved. We do, however, respect- 
fully submit that any domination of the 
Army by a labor union is very undesirable 
in a country of free people. We hasten to 
assure you that we feel the deletion of Dr. 
Brimley's name from the mission will be a 
great loss to the Army and evidence only of 
a revengeful move on the part of the A. F. 
of L., lacking entirely in foundation locally. 

We are not asking for the reinstatement of 
Dr. Brimley; we are but pointing out that 
this inordinate control by a labor union over 
the Army or any part thereof is wrong and 
needs to be terminated. 

Sincerely, 
Frep E. Lewis, Jr., 
Forsyth County Unit of the North 
Carolina Education Association, 


[From the Winston-Salem Twin City 
Sentinel of July 5, 1951] 


AFL OBJECTS TO BRIMLEY, So ARMY 
WIrHDRAaws Irs CALL 

The United States Army has canceled Dr. 
Ralph Brimley’s assignment to an educa- 
tional mission in Japan, at the request of 
the American Federation of Labor, 

Dr. Brimley, superintendent of Forsyth 
County Schools, has been granted a leave by 
the county commissioners to take part in 
a leadership mission which will start in 
August and last 7 months. 

This morning, however, he received a let- 
ter signed by Col. John E. Keough at Wash- 
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ington, D. C., regretting that he had been 
relieved of the assignment. 

The colonel said the Army had been un- 
aware of the controversial labor issues in 
which Dr. Brimley was involved. He said 
the circumstances had been called to the 
Army’s attention by the AFL, 

“I don’t know of any controversy with the 
labor folks,” said Dr. Brimley. “This seems 
to be the outgrowth of one talk I made 
to the teachers back in May of this year.” 

In May a group of county teachers formed 
the Forsyth County Federation of Teachers 
and asked the AFL for a charter. At that 
time Dr. Brimley spoke to the teachers and 
urged them to use the NCEA to deal with 
any grievances they had. And he added: 

“I do not believe I would recommend to 
schools elsewhere a teacher who has been 
active in a union in this county.” 

Later C. A. Fink, the president of the 
North Carolina State Federation of Labor, 
denounced Dr. Brimley’s speech as undemo- 
cratic, un-American, uncivilized and non- 
Christian. 

This morning Dr. Brimley said that he 
hadn’t asked for the assignment to Japan 
but that he was flattered by it. (He was one 
of 15 educators in the United States who 
had been invited to participate in the mis- 
sion.) 

“But,” he said, “it doesn't taste good to 
be fired from an assignment based on charges 
by Mr. Fink and Mr. Green.” (William Green 
is the national president of the AFL.) 

“I received a call from the Pentagon last 
week,” he said, “telling me that a protest 
had been filed, but the caller didn’t think 
anything would be done about it. 

“I understand the actual firing was done 
by Gen. A. D. Hamblen, although the letter 
was signed by Colonel Keough. 

“Well, Mrs. Brimley will be glad I’m stay- 
ing here.” 

Dr. Brimley was invited to take part in 
the 210-day assignment with the institute 
of educational leadership mission about 3 
weeks ago. 

Dr. Brimley’s services were “especially de- 
sirable,” the invitation said, “because of his 
recognized ability in the fleld of elemen- 
tary education and administration” and be- 
cause the allied forces desired “to secure 
the most outstanding educators in all fields 
to assist the Japanese in gaining new in- 
sights and acquiring new skills in the demo- 
cratic education process.” 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
July 10, 1951, 
Gen. GEORGE C. MARSHALL, 
Secretary of Defense, 
Washington, D.C, 

My Dear GENERAL MARSHALL: Dr. Ralph 
Brimley, of Winston-Salem, N. C., who has 
been county superintendent of schools for 
many years of Forsyth County, and one of 
the prominent educators in our State, was 
selected by the United States Army as 1 
of 15 educators in the Nation to take part 
in an educational mission to Japan begin- 
ning in August. Dr. Brimley did not seek 
this appointment but was selected evidently 
because of his qualifications and merit. 

On July 5, 1951, Dr. Brimley received a 
letter from Col. John E. Keough, regretting 
to inform him that he had been relieved 
frorı this assignment and that an alternate 
had been appointed. It further appeared 
that this action had been taken upon ob- 
jection made by the American Federation 
of Labor to the appointment of Dr. Brimley 
because they did not agree with some of 
his views. It appears that Dr. Brimley has 
had no controversy with the labor unions, 
but this opposition on the part of the Amer- 
ican Federation of Labor seems to have de- 
veloped because Dr. Brimley made a talk 
to the teachers in his county in May of 
this year in which he urged the teachers 
to use the North Carolina Education Asso- 
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ciation to deal with any grievances which 
they had rather than to organize a union 
among the teachers, 

The newspapers and the public of North 
Carolina have been outraged by this action 
on the part of the United States Army. Per- 
sonally I resent the Army permitting any 
labor union or any other minority group 
to dictate a policy and to veto the appoint- 
ment of a capable and well-qualified man 
on a mission of this character merely be- 
cause the union does not like his views, 
I wish to enter my very solemn protest 
against this action, and to say that I think 
it deserves severe censure. Since when has 
the American Federation of Labor obtained 
the right to dictate to the people of the 
United States in determining appointments 
to be made by its United States Army? 

I am enclosing two editorials which ex- 
press the sentiment of the people of North 
Carolina with reference to this matter, one 
from the Charlotte Observer and the other 
from the Greensboro Daily News. Similar 
editorials have appeared in a number of 
other North Carolina papers. 

I should like to know if it has become the 
policy of the United States Army to let mi- 
nority groups dictate the selection or veto 
appointments made by the Army. 

Yours very truly, 
CLYDE R. Horry. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 3790) making appro- 
p-iations for the Department of the In- 
terior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1952, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
before the Senate is the committee 
amendment on page 5, line 4, as amended. 

Mr. MALONE. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Aiken Hendrickson McKellar 
Bricker Hi Millikin 
Bridges Hill Monroney 
Butler, Md. Hoey Moody 
Butler, Nebr. Holland 
Byrd Humphrey Mundt 
Cain Hunt Neely 
Capehart Ives Nixon 
Carlson Jenner O'Conor 
Case Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney 
Chavez Jobnson, Tex. Pastore 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Cordon Kem Russell 
Dirksen Kerr Saltonstall 
Douglas K Schoeppel 
Duff Knowland Smith, Maine 
Dworshak T Smith, N. C, 
Eastland Lehman Stennis 
Ecton Taft 
Ellender Thye 
Magnuson Underwood 
Flanders Watkins 
Frear McCarran Welker 
Fulbright McCarthy Wherry 
George McClellan Williams 
Hayden McFarland Young 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
Anperson], the Senator from Connecti- 
cut (Mr. BENTON], the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], and the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina [Mr. Mar- 
BANK] are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. CON- 
NALLY] is absent by leave of the Senate, 

The Senator from Iowa (Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. Green], the Senator from Connec- 
ticut [Mr. McManon], and the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are ab- 
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sent by leave of the Senate on official 
business of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. Mur- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business, having been ap- 
pointed a representative of our Govern- 
ment to attend the International Labor 
Conference being held in Geneva, Swit- 
zerland. 

The Senator from Florida IMr. 
SMATHERS] is absent because of illness. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. Brew- 
STER], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICK- 
ENLOOPER], the Senator from New Jer- 
sey [Mr. SMITH], and the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] are absent by 
leave of the Senate on official business of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania {Mr. 
Martin] is absent by leave of the Senate 
because of illness. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
iMr. Tosey] is absent on official busi- 
ness of the Committee on Crime Investi- 
gation. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
present. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, speaking 
for the distinguished Senator from Ne- 
braska [Mr. WHERRY] and myself I ask 
unanimous consent that the figure of 
$2,814,400, on page 5, line 4, of the com- 
mittee amendment, as amended, be re- 
duced by $250,000, so as to make the fig- 
ure read $2,564,400. The same change 
should be made at page 5, line 8, in the 
proviso, as agreed to, so as to make the 
figure read $250,000, instead of $500,000. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Oklahoma refer to the 
amendment which he offered yesterday 
to the committee amendment? 

Mr. KERR. Yes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR, I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. As I understand the 
facts, the entire requirement to meet 
the emergencies involved, according to 
the budget estimate, was $198,000. I un- 
derstand that $300,000 was included in 
the bill prior to the adoption of the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Oklahoma to the committee amendment, 
Therefore, I cannot see why $250,000 
would be required. 

Mr. KERR. I say to the distinguished 
Senator that in the time that I have had 
to study the matter—and I have devoted 
a good deal of time to it since last eve- 
ning—the best estimate I can give at the 
present time is in accordance with what 
I have just stated. 

I call the Senator’s attention to the 
fact that the $300,000 to which he refers 
is not available for spending on the basis 
of the amount included in the amend- 
ment I offered to the committee amend- 
ment, 

Mr. FERGUSON. I merely say that 
at page 7861 in the CONGRESSIONAL REC- 
orp of yesterday, July 10, there appears 
a letter from the Secretary of the In- 
terior, containing the following figures: 

Nineteen hundred and fifty-two (esti- 
N Continuing fund expenditure, 
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Mr. KERR. That is with reference 
to certain items, but others were taken 
into consideration, Mr. President, in ar- 
riving at the figure which I am now 
using. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr, President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. As I understand, 
the original language which was 
amended by the McCarran amendment, 
was in the budget estimate for 1952, and 
the entire amount of the budget estimate 
was $198,600. Now does the Senator 
wish by his amendment to the commit- 
tee amendment to include items other 
than those which could have been pro- 
vided for prior to the McCarran amend- 
ment? 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator 
from Oregon. 

Nr. CORDON. I think a little further 
reading of the Recorp may clarify this 
particular matter. 

The estimate of $198,000, appearing 
in the letter of the Secretary of the In- 
terior under date of July 10, while it is 
said to be the estimate of the amount to 
be paid from the continuing fund, is in 
fact the estimate of the amount that 
will come from the continuing fund for 
the purpose for which the Senator from 
Oklahoma has submitted his amend- 
ment to the committee amendment, to 
effectuate for 1 year the contracts which 
are outstanding. In other words, the 
Secretary did not attempt to estimate 
what might be needed for emergency re- 
pairs, because that is obviously an im- 
possibility; and he indicates that in his 
letter when he says: 

You will note that we expect to receive a 
total revenue of $2,280,000 in the current 
fiscal year without the use of the continuing 
fund. It is anticipated that in fiscal year 
1952 the continuing fund will have to pro- 
vide $198,000 for the purchase of power and 
service charges under the Oklahoma contract 
with private utilities. 


So there he explains that the $198,000 
was not submitted as an estimate to 
cover any emergency repairs or to guar- 
antee the continuity of service on Fed- 
eral lines, but it was dedicated to the 
purpose the Senator mentions. 

If I may make a further statement at 
this time, let me say that in discussions 
had this morning with representatives 
of the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion, my attention was called to the fact 
that at the time when this estimate was 
prepared, and was used as a basis for the 
Secretary’s letter, there were not then 
in contemplation certain lines which can 
be made usable in the coming fiscal year 
1952. 

Mr. KERR. And which it is thought 
will be made available. 

Mr. CORDON. If those lines are put 
into use, then an additional fund will be 
needed. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Ore- 
gon is entirely correct. 

Mr. CORDON. Two hundred and 
fifty thousand dollars would appear un- 
der those circumstances to be a reason- 
able amount to cover whatever obliga- 
tions will be faced by the Administrator 
for the fiscal year 1952. 
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Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Oregon for his state- 
ments. They are in line with discus- 
sions which I had with representatives 
of the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. Yesterday I an- 
nounced that I would move today to re- 
consider the vote by which the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Oklahoma to 
the amendment was adopted. I have 
gone into the figures, and have done what 
I could in the way of studying the amend- 
ment. It seems to me there is an imme- 
diate necessity for this amount of money 
to carry on the operations of the South- 
western Power Administration for the 
fiscal year 1952. From my viewpoint, 
there is no ratification of anything for 
which this matter stands as an appro- 
priation by the Federal Congress as an 
operating item in the handling of the 
business of the Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration, and I myself have no ob- 
jection to the figure as it has been 
amended by the Senator from Okla- 
homa. 

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I wish to call to the 
attention of the Senator from Okla- 
homa and the Senator from Oregon an 
item on page 607 of the budget for 1952; 

PROGRAM AND PERFORMANCE 

A continuing fund of $300,000, consisting 
of power receipts, is used to defray expenses 
incurred under emergency conditions— 


I emphasize the words emergency 
conditions” — 
to insure the continuity of electric service 
and continuous operation of the facilities 
within the southwestern power area, and to 
cover all costs in connection with the pur- 
chase of electric power and energy and 
rentals for the use of facilities for the trans- 
mission and distribution of electric power 
and energy to public bodies, cooperatives, 
and privately owned companies (16 U. S. C. 
825s-1). 


The estimate for 1952 is $198,000. 

Is the Senator aware of that? 

Mr. KERR. I am aware of the para- 
graph and the figures to which the Sen- 
ator from Michigan has referred. I call 
his attention to the fact that under the 
continuing fund authorization, the Ad- 
ministrator of the Southwestern Power 
Administration was impowered to carry 
on certain operations and to pay certain 
costs, and had the money available, 
through the continuing fund, for that 
purpose. 

In view of the fact that the continu- 
ing fund authority is now taken away, 
and in view of the fact that his expendi- 
tures must be limited to funds actually 
appropriated, it has been thought, on 
the basis of the best calculation which 
can be given te pse, that $250,000 is the 
minimum which he feels will meet the 
requirements. It is on the basis of that 
information, Mr. President, that I have 
requested unanimous consent that the 
amont agreed to yesterday, in the sum 
of $500,000, be reduced to $250,000. 
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Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
call this matter to the attention of the 
Senate because I feel that when this 
amendment goes to conference, the con- 
ferees should be mindful of what was in 
the appropriation budget; and as I read 
the figures, the $300,000 can still be used 
for the purposes of emergency, as origi- 
nally provided for. It was to keep an 
enormous sum, running up into the mil- 
lions of dollars, from being used for that 
purpose, that the Senator from Nevada 
had offered his amendment. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I did not 
yield except for a question. If the Sen- 
ator objects to the proposed reduction 
from $500,000 to $250,000, I think that 
should be stated. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am not going to 
object. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Oklahoma, on behalf of himself 
and the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Wuerry] that the figure $2,814,400 in the 
amendment agreed to yesterday to the 
committee amendment on page 5 in line 
4 be reduced by $250,000, so as to make 
the figure read $2,564,400, and that the 
same reduction be made in line 8, in the 
proviso, as previously agreed to, so as 
to make the figure read $250,000, instead 
of $500,000? The Chair hears no ob- 
jection, and the amendment to the com- 
mittee amendment will be so modified. 

The question now is on the committee 
amendment as amended. 

The amendment as amended was 
agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The next 
committee amendment passed over will 
be stated. 

The next amendment passed over was, 
on page 5, in line 8, after the word 
“granted”, to strike out the colon and 
the following proviso: “Provided, That 
this appropriation shall not be expended 
for the construction of facilities desig- 
nated as comprising the western Mis- 
souri project.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I 
call to the attention of the Members of 
the Senate, and submit for inclusion in 
the Recorp at this point, specific infor- 
mation which indicates the dire need of 
additional electric facilites and services 
proposed to be rendered in connection 
with Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion’s program, 

I should like to point first to a wire 
I received recently from the Springfield 
Junior Chamber of Commerce, and to 
the survey made by the fact-finding 
committee of that organization in con- 
nection with the cost of power by one, 
building a steam-generated power 
plant; two, buying power from Empire 
District Electric Co.; and, three, using 
power from Bull Shoals Dam. The sur- 
vey was made in connection with a bond 
issue which was defeated by the voters 
of Springfield in 1949. The Jaycee 
fact-finding committee spent many 
days and nights in this exhaustive study, 
and I should like to direct particular 
attention to the summary of their re- 
port. I ask unanimous consent that the 
telegram from the Springfield Junior 
Chamber of Commerce and the report of 
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survey be printed in full in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the tele- 
gram and report were ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


SPRINGFIELD, Mo., June 13, 1951. 
Senator THOMAS C. HENNINGS, Jr., 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The Springfield Junior Chamber of Com- 
merce urges you to give utmost considera- 
tion in acting on Short amendment which 
strips Springfield of SPA power lines from 
Bull Shoals Dam. For past 2 years Jaycees 
locally have been vitally interested in 
Springfield’s power problem. A Jaycee sur- 
vey based on months of exhaustive study 
convinced us that SPA power from Bull 
Shoals necessary to give us adequate power 
reserves. We believe Short amendment 
could do more to work against this area's 
interest than any other piece of legislation 
yet proposed. Since the dam is already 
built, it is inconceivable that such an 
amendment should be attached to any bill. 
The Jaycees have always been in favor of 
economies in Government. The lines will 
cost the taxpayers nothing but save them 
thousands of dollars in rates. We therefore 
are urging defeat of the Short amendment 
so that SPA lines can be built from Bull 
Shoals to Springfield. 

SPRINGFIELD JUNIOR CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE, 


To the Citizens of Springfield: 

Months ago the junior chamber of com- 
merce became interested in a proposed ref- 
erendum on the bond issue to provide funds 
for the building of a new steam plant to gen- 
erate electric power for the city of Spring- 
field. This referendum action would once 
again place this question before the voters 
of our city. 

In order to transmit the interest of the 
junior chamber of commerce into worth- 
while community activities and service, the 
board of directors appointed a fact-finding 
committee to investigate and make public 
the facts concerning some of the highly con- 
troversial issues which were evidenced in the 
last bond issue election which was defeated. 
To obtain this information on an unbiased 
and factual basis, the fact-finding commit- 
tee prepared a list of eight questions which 
were submitted to the chairman of the two 
groups which were arguing pro and con on 
the issue in question, These questions have 
been answered very ably. The committee 
which favored the bond issue presented its 
answer through Ann Fair Dodson, who sub- 
mitted their report. The committee which 
opposed the bond issue presented its answer 
through M. D. Lightfoot, who authorized 
their report. 

The junior chamber of commerce fact- 
finding committee prepared the two sets 
of answers and reconciled the differences. 
In many cases, the answer arrived at as a 
result of the reconciliation was different 
from either the answer submitted by Mrs. 
Dodson or the answer submitted by Mr. 
Lightfoot. 

The conclusions reached by the fact-find- 
ing committee of the junior chamber of 
commerce were not arrived at hastily. Many 
days and nights have been devoted to this 
study, and each answer was carefully 
weighed, and all pros and cons were dis- 
cussed before the committee arived at a 
conclusion. Much technical reference mate- 
rial was referred to and studied carefully, 
including the following: Burns and McDon-< 
nell, Consulting Engineers for City Utilities, 
Report of Power Supply, Springfield, 1945; 
Burns and McDonnell, Supplemental Report 
of Proposed Generating Station for Spring- 
field, 1947; Burns and McDonnell Estimated 
Construction Cost of Proposed Generating 
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Station as of May 17, 1949; City Utilities 
Annual Reports of 1946-49; T. V. A. Manuals 
and Bulletins on MHydro-Electric Power; 
Barrow's Treatise on Water Power Engineer- 
ing; letters from different individuals to the 
fact-finding committee, and the above- 
mentioned reports by Mrs. Dodson and Mr. 
Lightfoot. 

Various individuals have been contacted 
and their opinions have been considered and 
carefully weighed. Among those individuals 
are Mr. Sprong, Mr. Rice, Mr. Challander, and 
Mr. A. P. Stone, Jr., representing the City 
Utilities; Mr. Douglas Wright, representing 
the Southwest Power Administration; and 
Mr. M. D. Lightfoot, representing the Citi- 
zens Committee. 

It must be realized that the figures we 
have used in some cases are the result of 
projections and estimates based on future 
needs and development of the city and its 
electrical power needs. However, nearly 
every business and businessman, must look 
into the future to try and predict what the 
future will hold. While he might not always 
be correct in his predictions, he must fur- 
nish himself with a yardstick or basis by 
which he can make his plans for future 
work. That is what we have tried to do, 

It must also be realized that our conclu- 
sions are the conclusions of laymen; by that 
I mean that no member of our committee 
is a technically trained expert on electric 
power, or on municipal utility management, 
However, the people of Springfield, who are 
really the owners of the city utilities, and 
whose vote is necessary to decide whether or 
not the steam generating plant should be 
built, are not technical experts either. 
Therefore, we believe that the junior cham- 
ber of commerce fact-finding committee is 
& qualified to arrive at a conclusion 
on this vital question, as looked at through 
a layman’s eyes. The fact-finding committee 
is a truly representative group. Don Roper 
is an accountant with the firm of Roper & 
Adkins, and is well qualified to figure pro- 
jections, cost, revenue, and related topics. 
Guy McMillan is a businessman, associated 
with the International Business Machines 
Corp. James Woody is a feed manufacturer 
with the Tindle Milling Co., and is greatly 
concerned with our power supply and rate 
level as those factors affect the local busi- 
nessman. James Matthews is an engineer, 
with the firm of Johnson & Robinett, and 
has the ability to estimate construction 
cost, fuel cost, and related topics. Douglas 
W. Greene, the chairman of the committee, 
who acted as moderator, and whose job it 
was to try and reconcile divergent points of 
view within the committee itself, is an at- 
torney, with the firm of Mann, Mann, Walter 
& Powell. 

We wish to emphasize, and to emphasize 
heavily, that not one of the fact-finding 
committee will receive any personal or 
financial gain as a result of the position we 
have taken. Instead we feel that we will 
be open to criticism from some sources, 
However, we have been honest and con- 
scientious in our approach to the solution 
of this problem and it is our sincere hope 
that the future will prove that we are right. 
We wish to express our sincere thanks to all 
of those who generously contributed their 
time and their knowledge in an effort to 
help us in the conclusion of this problem. 

We will now present the list of the eight 
questions which were submitted to the 
chairmen of the two groups which were argu- 
ing pro and con on the issue in question, 
and the answers to those questions which we 
have found, as the result of our research. 

SPRINGFIELD POWER PLANT 

Question 1. What is the estimated cost of 
the proposed steam plant, including a de- 
tailed breakdown of all costs? 
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Answer. The cost of the proposed steam 
plant itself does not appear to be much in 
controversy. Insofar as this committee has 
been able to learn, the cost estimate as 
prepared by the Burns & McDonald engi- 
neering firm represents as true an estimate 
as can be obtained without actually prepar- 
ing blueprints for the plant, and taking com- 
petitive bids from potential contractors. 

The latest detailed estimate of this cost 
was submitted by Burns & McDonald en- 
gineering firm last May. I will not read each 
itemized amount in this May 1949 estimate, 
but for the sake of giving you a clear idea of 
how the cost is distributed I have grouped 
the items as follows: 

For the power-plant building, in- 

cluding boiler foundation, 

stack and foundation, crane, 

intake, roads, drives, and 

— — ates 81, 275, 000 
882, 000 


118, 000 


For the purchase and clearing of 
the land for the reser voir 
For the actual equipment, such 
as the 20,000-kilowatt turbine, 
generator, condensers, pumps, 
surge tanks, heaters, desorator, 
evaporator, water softener, 
steam generator, coal-handling 
system, ash-handling system, 
power wiring, switching sta- 
tion, two substations, 7!2-mile 
transmission line, power pip- 
ing, and circulating-water pip- 
ing, including motor-operated 
3, 040, 000 
110, 000 
Contingency allowances, over- 
head costs, and allowances 
for possible price increases 955, 000 


This comes to a total of... 6, 380, 000 


The best information available is that the 
present-day cost of this plant would not 
exceed such an amount and might come to 
very slightly less. It is pointed out that the 
requested amount in the recent bond issue 
was six and one-half million, which ex- 
ceeds the estimated amount by $120,000, 
This is a small percentage and would not 
appear to be out of order when it is remem- 
bered that the above is merely an estimate, 
and in the event that the project could be 
completed for less money the full amount 
of the bonds would not have to be issued. 

Question 2. How does the investment 
cost per kilowatt of the proposed steam 
plant compare with the cost per kilowatt of 
similar projects under construction at the 
present time or that have been completed 
within the past 4 years? 

Answer. In the beginning we should re- 
member that the comparative value or 
utility of any kind of power depends pri- 
marily upon the cost of production, and that 
the initial investment in your plant must 
necessarily be reflected in this cost of pro- 
duction. 

It should also be borne in mind that higher 
unit costs are usually caused by provision for 
future increases of capacity, as is the case 
of our own proposed steam plant. As you 
know, it is proposed that we install one 
20,000 kilowatt generating unit, although 
the building would be of sufficient size to 
house an additional 20,000 kilowatt generat- 
ing unit at some future date when the addi- 
tional capacity was required. Therefore, it 
is assumed that costs will lower materially as 
these increases are made, 

Our committee investigated the answers 
and references given by both sides. We 
found that in using $6,380,000 as the cost of 
a completed power plant in Springfield and 
including allowances for contingencies and 
possible price increases, and excluding possi- 
ble reductions, the cost per kilowatt of the 
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proposed 20,000-kilowatt plant is $319 per 
kilowatt, 

Both sides admit that the cost is high due 
to the fact that the plant must be built from 
the very beginning, involving dam construc- 
tion, acquisition of the land and construc- 
tion of new buildings; and further, that the 
contemplated building was to be built large 
enough to house two 20,000 kilowatt generat- 
ing units, although only one was to be in- 
stalled at the present time. 

Numerous examples were cited of other 
power plant installations in different parts of 
the United States indicating the size of in- 
stallation and total completed cost. How- 
ever, due to the fact that these plants repre- 
sented merely extensions of the existing 
power plant, little could be concluded in a 
cost comparison analysis with our own pro- 
posed plant cost. 

In conclusion, we, as a committee, feel 
that both sides are in agreement with the 
cost of $319 per kilowatt, and that this per 
kilowatt cost is high. 

Question 3. What is the anticipated reve- 
nue per year from the sale of electric power, 
assuming there is no change in user rates, if 
the proposed steam plant is built and put 
into use? 

Question 4. A. What will be the yearly ob- 
ligations of bonded indebtedness, consisting 
of principal and interest, of the electrical 
power division of the City Utilities, if the 
proposed steam plant is built and put into 
use? B. What will be the estimated operat. 
ing expenses, depreciation, cost of supple- 
mental power, other fixed charges, and any 
incidental expense of the electrical power 
division of the City Utilities, if the proposed 
steam plant is built and put into use? 

Nore.—Due to the fact that both of these 
questions are so interrelated, they have been 
answered together. 

Answers to questions 3 and 4: In order to 
estimate the anticipated annual revenue 
from the sale of electric power if the pro- 
posed steam plant is built and put into use, 
it is necessary to determine two basic fac- 
tors: First, we must have an estimate of the 
total number of kilowatt-hours which will 
be sold during some future year after the 
proposed steam plant has been put into op- 
eration. Second, we must determine at what 
average price each of these estimated kilo- 
watt-hours will be sold during that future 
year. 

We have selected the fiscal year ending 
March 31, 1954, as the year into which we 
will project our estimates. This year was 
chosen because it is the first full year dur- 
ing which the proposed steam plant could 
be in operation. 

During the past 30 years the kilowatt- 
hours of electric power sold over this entire 
Nation have increased at an average annual 
rate of about 614 percent, according to sur- 
veys published by the Federal Power Com- 
mission. During the past 4 years electric 
power sales of the City Utilities of Spring- 
field, Mo., have increased annually, the rate 
of increase varying from about 7 percent to 
about 10 percent. However, a nationally 
known firm of engineers retained by the 
City Utilities estimated in 1947 that the rate 
of increase for Springfield during the next 
15 years would approximate 4 to 5 percent. 

Because the 644-percent rate of increase 
represents the facts as compiled by the Fed- 
eral Power Commission over a long period of 
time for the Nation as a whole and because 
this 614-percent rate falls generally between 
the extremes of the 4- to 5-percent and the 
7- to 10-percent estimates, this committee 
has based its study of the future power re- 
quirements of this city on an average annual 
rate of Increase in kilowatt-hours sold of 614 
percent. 

On the basis of this rate of increase, the 
98,000,000-plus kilowatt-hours sold during 
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the fiscal year ended March 31, 1949, would 
have grown to over 134,000,000 kilowatt-hours 
sold during the fiscal year ending March 31, 
1954. 

During the fiscal year ended March 31, 1949, 
the average price paid by consumers per kilo- 
watt-hour was about 1 cent 9 mills. Had the 
2-mill increase in user rates been in effect 
during the entire year, the average price per 
kilowatt-hour would have been just over 
2 cents. Since we want to determine the 
anticipated annual revenue during 1953-54, 
assuming no change in present user rates, 
this is the average price which we have used. 

During the year 1953-54, then, based on 
the assumptions which I have outlined, the 
estimated annual revenue from sale of elec- 
tric power can be determined by multiplying 
the expected sales in kilowatt-hours, 134,000,. 
000-plus, by the average user rate per kilo- 
watt-hour, a little over 2 cents, for a total of 
about $2,753,000. 

In order to determine the probable results 
of operation, financially, should the proposed 
steam plant be built, it is necessary to esti- 
mate not only the annual revenue from elec- 
tric-power sales but also the cost of produc- 
ing this revenue. 

The various elements of cost and expense 
which are expected to be incurred in the 
operation of the electric department of the 
City Utilities during 1953-54, together with 
the various facts and assumptions on which 
the projections are based, are, briefly, as 
follows: 

1. Production costs: We must estimate the 
kilowatt-hours to be produced, and the cost 
of production per kilowatt-hour, in order to 
arrive at the annual cost production. Based 
on expected kilowatt-hour sales, as outlined 
previously, with allowances for nonrevenue 
energy and unaccounted for energy (in other 
words, energy which must be produced but 
is not sold), we have estimated that over 
154,000,000 kilowatt-hours would be needed 
during 1953-54. Of this total, based on rela- 
tive plant- and contracted-capacities, we 
estimate that about 110,000,000 kilowatt- 
hours would be produced in the new and old 
steam plants, and the balance, about 44,000,- 
000, purchased under existing contracts. The 
average cost of production, assuming the use 
of coal for fuel 4 months of the year and gas 
the remaining 8 months, based on costs de- 
veloped by the utilities’ engineering con- 
sultants, should approximate less than 314 
mills at the new plant, and just over 54 
mills at the old plant. Extended on this 
basis, the cost of production during 1953-54 
would approximate $492,000. 

2. Cost of power furnished for resale: We 
have previously estimated that about 44,000,- 
000 kilowatt-hours would be purchased dur- 
ing 1953-54 under existing contracts. Based 
on the terms of these contracts, and assum- 
ing that this power is supplied us by our 
contract sources in the same proportion as 
that borne by the respective contract capaci- 
ties, the cost of this purchased power would 
total about $368,000. 

8. Distribution expense, customer account- 
ing and collection expense, sales promotion 
expense, and administration and general ex- 
pense: Assuming the same average annual 
rate of increase or decrease in these expense 
items as that prevailing during the past 4 
years, these expenses would total approxi- 
mately $264,000 during the year 1953-54. 

4. Maintenance expense: Assuming that 
the level of maintenance expense for the old 
plant will remain about the same as in the 
year ended March 31, 1949, and that mainte- 
mance expenses for the proposed plant ap- 
proximated $1 per installed kilowatt, as 
recommended by the utilities’ engineering 
consultants, maintenance would total about 
$158,000 in the year 1953-54. 

5. Depreciation: Again, assuming that de- 
preciation of the old plant will remain the 
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same as at present, and accepting the aver- 
age life expectancy for the various com- 
ponents of the proposed steam plant as 
recommended by the engineers, depreciation 
would total about $875,000 during 1953-54. 

6. Payments in lieu of taxes to city of 
Springfield: If the same average annual rate 
of increase prevails from now until 1954, as 
has been apparent during the past 4 years, 
these payments would total approximately 
$94,000 in 1953-54. 

The various elements of cost and expenses 
which I have just enumerated are referred 
to as operating revenue deductions, and come 
to about $1,751,000. When this total is de- 
ducted from our anticipated revenue, it 
leaves a net operating revenue of approxi- 
mately $1,002,000. From this figure must be 
deducted the interest on the present and pro- 
posed bond issues, which we estimate will 
total about $253,000, to arrive at the net 
income, for the year 1953-54, approximately 
$749,000. 

This net income, as estimated, is more 
tnan sufficient t: provide for bond retire- 
ment payments into sinking funds, which 
payments we have estimated to total about 
$405,000. The balance of net income after 
sinking fund payments would be available 
to provide better and more economical serv- 
ice to the citizens of Springfield. 

Although such a comparison was not re- 
quested in our original questions, we have 
prepared a second projected statement of 
income, along the same lines as the study 
I have just discussed, in an attempt to esti- 
mate the results of operations during the 
year 1953-54 if the city utilities should not 
build the proposed steam plant, but instead 
contract with the Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration for the additional 20,000 kilo- 
watts. 

Again, various assumptions had to be 
made. Basic among these assumptions was 
the ability or inability of the Southwestern 
Power Administration to deliver the needed 
electricity at that future time, and the re- 
liability of the rates to be cherged, as now 
published in “Interim Rate Schedule .“ 

Assuming that this power would be avail- 
able to the city of Springfield during 1953-54 
at the same rates as quoted in our present 
contract with Southwestern Powe: Adminis- 
tration, we develop an estimated “net op- 
erating revenue“ for that year of approxi- 
mately $1,022,000, which is about $20,000 
higher than the estimated “net operating 
revenue” should the new plant be built. 
“Net income,” after deduction of estimated 
interest, on the present bond issue only, 
is estimated at about $932,000. This figure, 
i. should be noted, is about $183,000 higher 
than our estimated “net income” on the 
basis of our other study, and is more than 
sufficient to provide for payments into sink- 
ing fund for retirement of the present bond 
issue. The balance of net income, after 
sinking fund payments, would again be 
available to provide better and more eco- 
nomical service to the citizens of Springfield. 

In summary, let me emphasize the fact 
that any estimate of future happenings is 
necessarily based on various assumptions 
which are difficult, if not impossible, to 
prove conclusively in advance. This com- 
mittee fully realizes the great possibility 
of error in making any projections into the 
unknown future. However, we believe that 
some attempt at forecasting the probable 
financial results of any proposed operating 
change is required by sound business-man- 
agement policy. We have attempted to base 
our projections on assumptions which seem 
valid at this time; should future develop- 
ments prove some of our estimates to be at 
variance with the facts as they are then 
apparent, the justification of our efforts 
must be found in the fact that, when drawn, 
our assumptions were the very best that 
our thinking could produce. 
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City utilities of Springfield, Mo.—Projected 
statement of income, electric department 


Assumptions 


Operating revenue 


Operating revenue deductions: 
Operating expense: 
Production 


Customer accounting 
und collection 


city 


Net operating revenue 


Other deductions: 
Interest on revenue bonds, 
series A 


Net income. 

Sinking fund requirements: 
Present bond issue 
Proposed bond issue... 


Assumption No. 1: 20,000 additional kilo- 
watt demand supplied by proposed steam 
plant. 

Assumption No, 2: 20,000 additional kilo- 
watt demand supplied by contract with 
Southwestern Power Administration. 

Question 6, What will be the estimated 
cost per kilowatt-hour to the city of Spring- 
field (average normal usage) in 1953 for 
supplemental power from: 

A. Empire District Electric Co., 

B. Bull Shoals Hydroelectric Power, 

C. Power from old and proposed new 
plants? 

Answer. If we assume (for the sake of 
comparison) that the three given sources of 
power supply are equak with respect to ade- 
quacy and reliability, the selection should 
then be governed largely by simply a ques- 
tion of price. 

First, let us consider the proposed new 
plant, Jim Matthews has just stated that 
the estimated cost of production of electrical 
power per kilowatt hour on the basis of 
present day fuel costs, would be approxi- 
mately 6.32 mills. 

It is our understanding that should a 
new plant be built it would be advisable to 
operate both plants. Therefore, our com- 
mittee was anxious to know what the cost 
of generating power locally would be under 
these circumstances. 

For this information we had the 1947 
Burns & McDonald report to work from 
and using the then preyailing 1947 price of 
fuels, the engineers estimated the total gen- 
erating costs of the new plant, together with 
the continued operation of the old plant at 
6.84 mills down to 6.11 mills, depending on 
the amount of power generated. 

Our committee believes that with present 
day advanced fuel and labor costs, that by 
1953 both combined plants would not be able 
to produce power any cheaper than these 
figures, and, therefore, we estimate the cost 
to be somewhere between 6 and 7 mills, de- 
pending upon the amount of power pro- 
duced, 
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EMPIRE DISTRICT ELECTRIC POWER 
When we examine the cost of power from 
the Empire District Co., under the terms of 
our new contract, we have found that the 
average cost, based on average normal usage, 
will be around 6.73 in the future 10 years 
of the contract. 

This committee is cognizant of the fact 
that in the Empire contract there is a clause 
giving the Empire Co. an opportunity to 
readjust their prices on the basis of exceed- 
ingly high fuel cost. But, we reason that 
any advance in their rates due to fuel ad- 
vances would also affect cost of our own 
generated power. 

BULL SHOALS POWER 


When we consider power from Bull Shoals 
Dam, here again we must realize that the 
rate is subject to revision by the Federal 
Power Commission if further study and ex- 
perience indicate the desirability of such 
revision; however, for the purpose of com- 
parison, we are assuming that further rates 
will remain comparable to present rates. 

Last October 17, Mr. Doug Wright, who 
is the Administrator for the Southwestern 
Power Administration, made a talk before 
the chamber of commerce about this source 
of power and their rates. He said, and we 
quote; 

“The average use per month is 350 to 400 
kilowatt hours and that means a rate of 
5.5 mills to 5.6 mills. If you use the energy 
almost constantly the rate could go down to 
4.75 mills.” 

All of our findings prove this to be exactly 
correct, 

CONCLUSIONS 


Our conclusions on this question are then 
as follows: 

Our conclusions on this question are then 

First. That the cheapest source of supple- 
mental power in 1953 will be from Bull 
Shoals at the rate of from 5.5 mills down to 
4.75 mills. 

Second. That the highest cost of power 
will be from the Empire District Electric 
Co. at a rate of 6.73 mills. 

Third. That power generated from the pro- 
posed steam plant in conjunction with our 
present plant would cost us between 6 and 
7 mills. 

Question 7. At this time, what amount of 
power can be made available to Springfield 
for use in 1953—a and b? 

Answer. I will answer the a and b together 
by first observing that if the new plant is 
built, we will have 20,000 kilowatts per day 
more available than we will have available if 
we don’t build the new plant. 

In addition to the above, or, if you will, 
exclusive of the above, we will have 17,500 
kilowatts available from our present plant. 
This plant will, no doubt, remain operative 
for some time; but it is admittedly old, and 
maintenance costs cannot be expected to 
ever be reduced on it, 

Springfield Utilities has a new contract 
with Empire District Electric calling for a 
minimum of 5,000 kilowatts daily and pro- 
viding for whatever additional power we 
may require. This contract runs for 10 years 
and would seem to fully alleviate the fear 
of insufficient power for that period. Cost 
of producing our own power with the pro- 
posed new plant, however, would be expected 
to be more economical than purchasing all 
our needs from Empire, and, of course, we 
would have to make another deal in 10 years, 

The Southwest Power Administration has 
contracted to furnish Springfield another 
10,000 kilowatts daily, starting in 1953 upon 
the completion of provision for transporting 
the power to Springfield, at a rate that ap- 
pears favorable in light of our own costs, 
Additional amounts of such power, however, 
could be contracted for. The other consid- 
eration in this source of power would seem 
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to be that in contracting for such additional 
amounts of power m advance of actual need, 
we will have to pay demand charges in ad- 
vance of actual requirements. Springfield, 
as a municipally owned power plant, is a 
preferred customer of SPA and shares this 
preference with the REA’s who also are taking 
much of the SPA power. There is a more 
secure feeling in our minds at least, about 
obtaining power from a self-owned source 
than about obtaining it from proposed 
sources subject to changing legislation; but 
the attractive rates offered by SPA, plus the 
fact that some power is definitely available 
for present contract, makes it a source wor- 
thy of consideration. 

To conclude upon the availability of power 
to Springfield in 1953, you can see that we 
have, without the new plant, 17,500 kilo- 
watts of our own make, 5,000 kilowatts from 
Empire, and 10,000 kilowatts from SPA. This 
equals 32,500 kilowatts daily minimum with 
as much more as required from Empire con- 
tracted for, and additional from SPA at pres- 
ent, at least, available. This should more 
than cover our needs. So, as we see the 
matter, the question is more one of relia- 
bility and economy than supply. 

Question 8. What amount of firm power 
will be needed for the city of Springfield in 
the year 1953? 

Answer. The first step for us to determine 
approximately was how much the peak load 
would be in 1953. This has been relatively 
simple to do, because from all of our sources 
we find they point closely to the same figure. 
Therefore, we believe that in 1953 our peak 
demand will be between 30,000 kilowatts and 
35,000 kilowatts. For a close estimate we are 
using a figure of 32,500. 

We feel that we should go one step further 
and point out that this figure is by coinci- 
dence the same as the combined total of our 
power now contracted for and produced in 
our local plant; that is, 10,000 kilowatts from 
Bull Shoals for 20 years, plus 5,000 kilowatts 
minimum with Empire District Electric for 
10 years, plus 17,500 which we produce in our 


present plant exactly total the estimate for . 


peak demand in 1953. 

We believe that it is the obligation of this 
committee to make note of the fact that 
from 1953 to 1963 we will have to have an ad- 
ditional amount of power over and above this 
peak load of 32,500 in 1953 to meet the in- 
creasing loads of this 10-year period. It is 
pointed out that provision will have to be 
made for obtaining this additional power 
from one of the three sources which have 
been discussed. 

SUMMARY 


In a brief summary of the answers arrived 
at by our committee, we find the following 
conclusions: 

1, That the latest estimated cost of con- 
struction of a new steam plant to the citizens 
of Springfield would be $6,380,000. 

2. That the cost per kilowatt of the pro- 
posed plant is $319 per kilowatt, and that 
cost is admittedly high. 

3 and 4. That by building the proposed 
plant our electric department of the City 
Utilities could show a net profit for the year 
ending March 31, 1954, or $344,000, but by 
not building the plant it could show a net 
profit of $724,000, with rates remaining at 
what they are. 

5 and 6. That our cheapest source of power 
will be from Bull Shoals, our next cheapest 
would be from combined operation of the 
old and new plants in Springfield, and that 
the most expensive will be from the Empire 
Electric Co. 

7 and 8. By building the new plant, using 
the old plant, and using the 10,000 kilowatts 
from Bull Shoals, and the 6,000 kilowatts 
from Empire, which we must pay a demand 
charge for whether we use it or not, we would 
have available 52,500 kilowatts for usage, 
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without additional contracts. If we do not 
build a new plant, we would have*available 
32,500 kilowatts. Our requirements for 1953 
will be 32,500 kilowatts. 

On viewing the above answers, it would 
seem that there could be but one conclusion, 
and that is, that on a strict basis of costs to 
the utility users, that the new steam plant 
should not be built. However, there are 
many other factors that should be considered. 
First, that our present steam plant is old, 
and its age is reflected by its rising main- 
tenance costs. It must also be replaced 
eventually. Second, would power from Bull 
Shoals or Empire be as reliable as power 
from our own steam plant? Third, building 
a new steam plant in Springfield would in- 
volve the cpending in Springfield of over 
$2,070,000, and that the labor employed 
on the project and in the new plant would 
be Springfield labor. Fourth, that the new 
lake for the power plant would provide a 
fine recreation area for Springfield, and other 
factors are present. 

However, the committee feels that to 
build the new steam plant would not alle- 
viate any present power shortage. There is 
no immediate crisis. Our present contract 
with Empire runs until 1959, and our con- 
tract with SPA runs for 20 years. In 
1956, or possibly sooner, this issue will be a 
crisis, and we should be prepared to meet it. 
The utilities board and every responsible 
citizen should keep this problem in mind. 
Some time in the near future construction 
costs may be reduced, or the SPA will be able 
to offer service to us over an integrated net- 
work of transmission lines, or some other 
important factor may develop which would 
change the picture. However, at this date, 
we cannot say that the voters of Springfield 
made a mistake when they voted against 
the new plant. In the words of Douglas 
Wright, “The voters could have decided 
either way without making a technical 
error.” 

We sincerely hope that the many hours 
which our committee has devoted to this 
question have been of some benefit to the 
people of our community. We believe that 
this problem is one to be decided by the 
people. If our city is to grow and prosper, 
the reople in it must be constantly aware 
of their civic responsibilities, and should 
have an interest in their city’s problems. 
If our efforts have done nothing more than 
stimulate that interest, we, of our commit- 
tee, feel that our efforts have been amply 
rewarded. 


Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I 
should also like to commend to the Sen- 
ate a letter from Mayor Otis L. Barbarick, 
in which he discusses the great concern 
of the community for securing adequate 
electric energy at reasonable prices. 
Mayor Barbarick states: 

In behalf of the people of our city and 
of our trade territory, I would like to say that 
we would greatly appreciate your giving due 
consideration to this matter and your as- 
sisting us in any way you can to bring about 
the completion of these lines and other 
facilities which might give us the oppor- 
tunity to be served by hydroelectric power. 


I ask unanimous consent that the 
entire letter from Mayor Barbarick be 
printed in the Recor at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CITY OF SPRINGFIELD, 
Springfield, Mo., May 18, 1951. 
Senator THOMAS C. HENNINGS, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator: I have just had a visit with 

our mutual friend, Mr. Leonard Chinn, who 
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has just returned from Washington. He ad- 
vised me that he discussed with you a prob- 
lem which is of great concern to our commu- 
nity and to the city of Springfield, that of 
having adequate electric energy at the right 
price. I want to assure you that the council 
of our city, as well as the writer, would be 
greatly pleased if you would use your influ- 
ence in helping us accomplish that end. 

There will be a hearing before a Senate 
committee, which, I am syre, Mr. Chinn dis- 
cussed with you, dealing with the allocation 
of money for use in the construction by SPA 
of lines and substations, and if this legisla- 
tion is passed, it will have to have strong 
support and leadership in the Senate. In 
behalf of the people of our city and of our 
trade territory, I would like to say that we 
would greatly appreciate your giving due 
consideration to this matter and your assist- 
ing us in any way you can to bring about the 
completion of these lines and other facilities 
which might give us the opportunity to be 
served by hydroelectric power. 

I want to thank you in advance for your 
assistance in this matter. I would also like 
to thank you for the courtesies extended to 
our mutual friend, Mr. Chinn, and for any 
courtesies which you may extend to any of 
our council members or official family or citi- 
zens of our city. 

With kindest regards, I am 

Yours very truly, 
Oris L. BaRBARICK, 
Mayor. 


Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I fur- 
ther direct to the attention of the Mem- 
bers of the Senate a letter from Mr. M. D. 
Lightfoot, chairman of the Citizens 
Committee of Springfield, representing 
14.000 citizens, protesting the withhold- 
ing of Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion funds needed to complete the fa- 
cilities for the delivery of power to the 
Springfield area. I ask that the letter 
from Mr. Lightfoot be printed in the 
Recorp at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SPRINGFIELD, Mo., May 14, 1951. 
Senator THOMAS C. HENNINGS, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR: Our citizens committee, 
more than 14,000 strong, herewith desires 
to enter the strongest protest possible be- 
cause of the withholding of Southwestern 
Power Administration funds to complete the 
facilities for the delivery of power to Spring- 
field and this territory. 

There is a shortage of prime power and the 
present monopoly costs for power are most 
burdensome. Springfield and the entire ter- 
ritory simply are “paying through the nose.” 

March 31, 1949, the United States of Amer- 
ica signed a contract with Springfield, Mo., 
to deliver 10,000 kilowatts per day. In ad- 
dition other contracts have been signed with 
REA groups. Are we now to see our Govern- 


ment, through its Congress, repudiate those ` 


contracts? Are we just to consider them as 
another scrap of paper? 

Approximately $100,000,000 of Federal 
funds has been spent developing the Bull 
Shoals area, designed to give power re- 
lief for this Ozark Commonwealth territory. 
Now, with but around $500,000 additional re- 
quired to complete partly constructed in- 
stallations, western Missouri, of all this mid- 
western territory has been singled out for 
rank and unjust discrimination. We submit 
that this is too great a price to pay simply 
to preserve the monopoly of an untility that 
has this territory firmly in its grip. 

Senator, we earnestly petition you to aid 
and forward our cause with the full power of 
your ability. 
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We ask you to file this letter with your 
senatorial committee as the expressed will 
of many thousands in requesting that this 
embargo placed on us by the lower House of 
Congress, be removed. 

Very truly yours, 
THE CITIZENS COMMITTEE, 
By M. D. Licutroot, Chairman. 


Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, at 
this point I would like to have printed in 
the Recorp a wire I have received from 
Mr. John K. Hulston, president of the 
Springfield Chamber of Commerce, in 
which it says: 


The city officials of Springfield, its citizenry 
and all civic organizations respectfully pray 
for your earnest and effective influence to 
do the needful. 


I ask unanimous consent that the 
telegram from Mr. Hulston be printed in 
the Recorp in full. 

There being no objection, the telegram 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


SPRINGFIELD, MO., June 20, 1951. 
Senator THomas C. HENNINGS, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

If the so-called Short amendment is not 
eliminated and funds restored for SWPA, this 
very important segment of the State you rep- 
resent will be seriousiy handicapped. Why 
should we be made noncompetitive for in- 
dustry when we have in our backyard re- 
sources that entitle us to be out in front. 
You are intelligent enough to recognize that 
claims of hardship by privately owned utili- 
ties are not borne out by net—net earnings 
after all taxes paid. The city officials of 
Springfield, its citizenry, and all civic organ- 
izations respectfully pray for your earnest 
and effective influence to do the needful. 

SPRINGFIELD CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
JOHN K. HULSTON, President. 

L. E. MEADOR, 

Chairman, River Projects Committee. 


Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I 
should also like to have printed at this 
point in the Recorp a statement of the 
Board of Public Utilities of the City of 
Springfield, Mo., in support of the pro- 
posed program of the Southwestern 
Power Administration. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT OF BOARD or PUBLIC UTILITIES OF 
City OF SPRINGFIELD, MO., IN SUPPORT OF 
PROPOSED PROGRAM OF SOUTHWESTERN 
POWER ADMINISTRATION 


In March 1945 the city of Springfield, Mo., 
purchased the electric, gas, steam-heating, 
and bus-transportation utiilties serving said 
city and the suburban territory adjacent 
thereto, which has a population of some 
90,000 persons. All of said municipally 
owned utilities are operated by a board of 
public utilities, consisting of six businessmen 
appointed by the city council. 

The municipally owned electric system has 
experienced a continuous and rapid growth 
since acquisition by the city in March 1945. 
The number of customers served by the elec- 
tric system has increased from 22,148 in 
1945 to 29,522 at the present time, and the 
peak system demand has risen from approxi- 
mately 18,100 kilowatts in 1945 to 27,080 
kilowatts now. The city of Springfield has 
experienced a steady, continuous, and un- 
interrupted growth for many years, and 
similar growth and development are antici- 
pated in the future. 

To supply the electric power required by 
the city’s distribution system, the board of 
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public utilities has no generating capacity 
or source, other than a steam-power plant 
which has a firm generating capacity of 12,- 
000 kilowatts. The remainder of the city's 
power requirements must be obtained by 
purchase from high voltage transmission 
lines. 

At the present time, all of the wholesale 
power required by the city, in excess of that 
generated at the city's steam-power plant, 
is being purchased from Empire District 
Electric Co., a private utility with head- 
quarters at Joplin, Mo., under a wholesale 
power contract which became effective on 
June 1, 1950. By that contract, the demand 
charge was raised from $1.40 to $1.95 per 
kilowatt, the energy charge for “on-peak 
energy” was reised from 414 to 5 mills per 
kilowatt-hour, the period during which so- 
called off-peak energy might be taken was 
shortened materially, and an onerous and 
burdensome fuel adjustment clause was in- 
cluded in the rate schedule. All on this has 
increased materially the cost of power pur- 
chased from Empire District. For example, 
the average cost of purchased power from 
Empire District during the month of April 
1951, under the present wholesale power 
contract was 10.07 mills per kilowatt-hour, 
as contrasted with an average cost of 6.7 
mills per kilowatt-hour during April 1950, 
under the previous contract. The city 
of Springfield is not, and never has been, 
satisfied with the rate schedule in the pres- 
ent contract with Empire District Electric 
Co.; but, having no other outside source of 
power, the city has been compelled, from 
a practical standpoint, to purchase from 
Empire District on the best available rate, 
whatever that might be. 

For many years, Springfield has supported 
and urged construction by the Federal Goy- 
ernment of hydroelectric generating facilities 
in the White River basin, which would enable 
the city to obtain power from that source. 
Under date of March 21, 1949, Springfield en- 
tered into a wholesale power agreement with 
the Federal Government, acting through the 
administrator of the Southwestern Power 
Administration, under which the Govern- 
ment agreed to sell and deliver to Springfield 
10,000 kilowatts of power and such accom- 
panying energy as Springfield might require, 
said contract being designated as Contract 
Ispa-256. However, electric service under 
that contract has not become available, and 
could not become available, unless and until 
high voltage transmission lines from Bull 
Shoals Dam to Springfield and adequate sub- 
station facilities at or near Springfield 3 
constructed. By virtue of the so-called Short 
amendment in the House of Representatives, 
Southwestern Power Administration could 
not proceed with construction of these ur- 
gently needed transmission and substation 
facilities during the ensuing fiscal year, and 
the date, on which Springfield might hope to 
receive power from Bull Shoals Dam, would 
be postponed and delayed indefinitely. 

The city of Springfield, its board of public 
utilities, and the city's 29,522 electric con- 
sumers have a vital interest in that portion of 
the program of Southwestern Power Admin- 
istration which contemplates construction of 
high voltage transmission lines from Bull 
Shoals Dam to Springfield and erection of a 
substation at Springfield for delivery of elec- 
tric power to the city’s distribution system. 
The conditions and rate schedule under 
which wholesale power presently is purchased 
from the only available outside source, i. e., 
Empire District Electric Co., are neither 
favorable nor satisfactory from the city’s 
standpoint. Accordingly, representatives of 
the city and its board of public utilities are 
appearing before this subcommittee in sup- 
port of the program of Southwestern Power 
Administration and in order that this sub- 
committee may be informed of the interest 
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of the city and its electric consumers in ob- 
taining power from Bull Shoais Dam. It is 
earnestly hoped that the Congress may see fit 
to provide without further delay adequate 
and sufficient funds for construction of pro- 
posed high voltage transmission lines from 
Buil Shoals Dam to Springfield and a substa- 
tion at Springfield, and to remove any crip- 
pling limitations, restrictions or prohibitions 
upon Southwestern Power Administration 
with respect to construction, operation, and 
maintenance of such transmission and sub- 
station faciilties which are so urgently 
needed to supply power to Springfield. 
Respectfully submitted. 
BOARD or PUBLIC UTILITIES OF CITY 
OF SPRINGFIELD, MO. 

By CHARLES L. CHALENDER, Secretary. 


Mr. HENNINGS. And finally, Mr. 
President, I ask to have printed in the 
Record a Memorandum drawn up by 
Mr. C. Sprong, general manager of the 
City Utilities of Springfield. This mem- 
orandum covers every angle of both 
the Southwestern Power Administra- 
tion’s contracts and the Empire District 
Electric Co. contract, and presents the 
facts about the operation of Spring- 
field's small low pressure steam gener- 
ating plant. The statement concludes: 


` The furnishing of electric energy to the 
city of Springfield, Mo., and vicinity is a 
matter of vital interest to the Board of 
Public Utilities and every citizen. The low- 
est cost would be under service from South- 
western Power Administration transmission 
lines and from the Government dams. The 
Board of Public Utilities requests earnest 
consideration by all Senators for the ap- 
proval of the necessary appropriation to the 
Southwestern Power Administration. 


The memorandum was ordered to be 
printed in the Record as follows: 
THE Power SITUATION IN SPRINGFIELD, MO. 


The city of Springfield, Mo., a municipal 
corporation, owns and operates ite own 
utilities, electric, gas, steam and trans- 
portation, through a Board of Public Utili- 
ties consisting of six prominent businessmen, 

The electric utility through 29,375 meters, 
as of May 31, 1951, is serving the citizens 
of Springfield and immediate vicinity ap- 
proximately 11 miles from the city limits in 
all directions. This territory has a popula- 
ton including rural customers and small 
settlements of about 90,000 people: 

The low pressure steam generating plant 
operated by the utility has an installed ca- 
pacity of aproximately 24,500 kilowatts con- 
sisting of 8 turbines, one of 5,000 kilo- 
watts, one of 7,000 kilowatts and one of 
12,600 kilowatt rated capacity. This means 
that the firm generating capacity in case 
the largest turbine was out of commission 
for any cause would be only 12,000 kilowatts. 

These turbines are capable of generating 
for resale between 19,000 and 20,000 kilo- 
watts. The present peak load is 27,800 kilo- 
watts which is far above the generating ca- 
pacity of the plant. The average cost in 
this plant for the year ending May 31, 1951, 
was 6.74 mills per kilowatt-hour. During 
this period there was a net generation in the 
plant of 72,905,690 kilowatt-hours. 

Because of this limited generating capac- 
ity it is necessary for the utility to pur- 
chase the additional needed electric energy. 
To receive this purchased power there is at 
present installed on the distribution system 
two substations, one of 7,000 kilovolt- 
amperes and the other of 15,000 kilovolt- 
amperes capacity or 22,000 in all. Another 
15,000 kilovolt-ampere capacity substation is 
now on order and will be installed early in 
1953. 
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At present the only physical connection 
the system has is with the Empire District 
Electric Co. of Joplin, Mo., a privately 
owned utility which operates both hydro- 
€lectric and steam generating plants. A 
10-year contract for electric energy to be 
purchased from that company was put into 
effect June 1, 1950. This contract stipulates 
that the Empire Co. will on demand fur- 
nish all the requirements of the utility over 
and above the firm generating capacity of 
12,000 kilowatts in the utility steam plant. 

Under terms of the existing contract the 
utility must pay a demand charge of $1.95 
for each kilowatt of billing cemand during 
“on peak” hours each month. Also an 
energy charge of 5 mills per kilowatt-hour 
during “peak hours” and 3 mills per kilo- 
watt-hour during “off peak hours.” In ad- 
dition there is a very onerous fuel adjust- 
ment clause based on a variation from 10 
cents per million British thermal units o 
the average cost of fuel. As no fuel can 
now be purchased for that cost this adjust- 
ment clause has increased materially the 
cost to the utility of all energy purchased. 
Every effort was made to reduce these ex- 
horbitant charges at the time the contract 
was made but the Empire Co. refused to 
lower any of the terms of the contract. As 
there was no other means of securing power 
the Board of Public Utilities was placed in 
a position where signing such a contract 
was necessary. 

The cost of purchased power to the utility 
during the year ending May 31, 1951, was an 
average of 8.57 mills per kilowatt-hour. Dur- 
ing this period there was purchased 58,325,- 
700 kilowatt-hours. The fuel adjustment 
clause caused the utility cost to rise sharply 
since November 1950. Since that time the 
average cost has been 10.23 mills per kilo- 
watt-hour. In the month of May 1951, the 
cost was 12.05 mills. 

The representatives of the Empire Co. 
have testified before the House and Senate 
committees that these are reasonable rates 
but this utility does not agree. While it is 
true that the Empire Co. can furnish all 
the power the utility can receive the cost is 
prohibitive. 

The utility has contracted with the South- 
western Power Administration for 10,000 
kilowatts. Until there is some means of 
bringing electric energy from the Govern- 
ment dams the utility cannot receive any 
power through this source. Under this con- 
tract the utility will pay the Southwestern 
Power Administration 1.35 per kilowatt of 
billing demand for which it would receive 
free 200 kilowatt-hours per kilowatt per 
month. Any additional energy would cost 
4 mills per kilowatt-hour. The maximum 
cost to the utility under the present schedule 
“A” rates would be 6.75 per kilowatt-hour, 
Under the use of this demand the cost can 
be reduced for 600 hours use to 4.917 mills 
per kilowatt-hour. This would constitute 
approximately 60 percent of the utility re- 
quirements. In the month of May 1951 the 
total energy generated and purchased was 
11,233,910 kilowatt-hours of which only 
3,706,200 kilowatt-hours was purchased from 
the private company account of high rates 
and costs. 

The conclusion arrived at by these facts 
show that costs to the utility are as follows: 


Mills per 

kilowatt-hour 

Owners power plant - 6.74 
Empire District Electric Co., after No- 

vember [3900 soo — 10. 23 


Southwestern Power Administration 
under proposed service under Gov- 
ernment power contract. 4.917 


Under rates quoted heretofore this utility 


paid to Empire District Electric Co. for pe- 
riod June 1, 1950, to May 31, 1951, on pur- 
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chase of 58,325,700 kilowatt-hours the sum 
of $499,433.81, 

If the same amount had been purchased 
under schedule “A” rates of Southwestern 
Fower Administration the cost would have 
been $305,792.80. 

This would have resulted in a saving of 
$193,641.01 to the City Utilities of Spring- 
field, Mo. 

The furnishing of electric energy to the 
city of Springfield, Mo., and vicinity is a 
matter of vital interest to the board of pub- 
lic utilities and every citizen. The lowest 
costs would be under service from South- 
western Power Administration transmission 
lines from the Government dams. The 
board of public utilities requests earnest 
consideration by all Senators for approval 
of the necessary appropriation to the South- 
western Power Administration. 

C. SPRONG, 
General Manager. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The next 
committee amendment previously passed 
over will be stated. 

The next amendment passed over was, 
under the heading “Bureau of Land Man- 
agement—Management of lands and re- 
sources,” on page 8, line 10, after the 
word “Management”, to strike out 
“$6,900,000, of which $1,200,000 shall be 
used for soil and moisture conservation”, 
and insert “$7,722,605, of which not to 
exceed $4,864,096 shall be available for 
personal services.” 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment identified by the 
marking *7/6/51—N,” and offer it to this 
committee amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment proposed by the Senator from 
Michigan to the committee amendment 
will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment on page 8, in line 12, 
it is proposed to strike out “$7,722,605” 
and insert “$7,484,301”. 

On page 8, line 12, it is proposed to 
strike out “$4,864,096” and insert “$4,- 
824,692.” 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
proposed amendment relates to page 8, 
line 12. It would strike out “$7,722,605” 
and insert “$7,484,301.” It relates to 
“management of lands and resources, 
Bureau of Land Management.” 

On page 8, in line 12, my amendment 
would also reduce the amount which can 
be used for payroll or personal services 
from “$4,864,096” to “$4,824,692.” 

As I have said, Mr. President, this is an 
amendment to the appropriation for 
“management of lands and resources,” 
under the Bureau of Land Management. 
The simple purpose of the amendment is 
to make the action of the Committee on 
Appropriations on this item consistent 
— 8 its approach on other items in the 


Mr. President, the rule of thumb of 
the committee was to apply a reduction 
of 10 percent to the budget estimates for 
personal services, exempting operation 
and maintenance personnel from the 
reduction. In other words, there was 
to be a 10- percent cut, but there were 
exemptions of operation and mainte- 
mance personnel from the 10-percent 
reduction. 

I must say that I was not at all satis- 
fied with the approach of the committee, 
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and raised this question before the com- 
mittee, not that I disapproved the 10- 
percent-reduction formula, because I 
believe that such a formula is a pre- 
requisite to any economy effort the Con- 
gress may make toward the assertion of 
congressional control over the mush- 
rooming of Federal payrolls, which are 
now at an all-time record height. In 
other words, I believe a great step for- 
ward has been taken in imposing a limi- 
tation of 10 percent, plus the further 
fact that there is a limitation on the 
amount which can be used for payrolls. 
The proposal before the Committee on 
Appropriations was without personal 
service limitations, such as were in the 
original bill coming from the House. It 
would include such items as travel, tele- 
phone, rent, and various other expendi- 
tures which, if the Administrator de- 
sired, he could use at any time for the 
personnel payroll. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON, I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Does this item in- 
volve publicity activities on the part of 
the Department? 

Mr. FERGUSON. The question of 
publicity is involved in every item relat- 
ing to personnel. There is no way for 
Congress to keep a constant check on 
the question of public relations, what is 
sometimes called education, or what is 
called by others propaganda, which 
is merely publicity. At times not only 
is the Administrator interested in pub- 
licity, as we hear constantly over the 
radio, but in the question which con- 
stantly arises in regard to lawyers, econ- 
omists, planners, and many of the 
stenographers and clerks employed in 
connection with the program of public 
relations. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I should like to an- 
swer the Senator from Kansas, but I 
cannot answer him directly, because 
there is no way of telling how much of 
this money is being used for public rela- 
tions. There is a statute which pro- 
hibits the use of any money for propa- 
ganda purposes, either for or against 
legislation; but I think the statute is 
“more honored in the breach than the 
observance.” It is continually breached. 

This bill now contains a limitation 
allowing but 75 percent of the sum which 
was requested for public relations; but, 
as I say, we cannot limit it in that way. 
It is only an attempt to limit it. When 
the administration wants to issue propa- 
ganda, it uses every employee and every 
means of doing so; and it is not under 
the head of public relations. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Iam glad to yield to 
the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. That was one of 
the points I wanted to be sure to have 
brought out; that is, how this activity, 
in fact, is being handled, in view of the 
specific statute against the use of public 
funds in furtherance of or in opposition 
to measures pending before the Con- 
gress. I was wondering whether, in 
connection with the reductions proposed 
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by the amendments, the bill specifically 
pinpoints and takes care of that phase 
of activities on the part of certain of 
the departments, and particularly of 
this one, at this time. 

Mr. FERGUSON. We are trying to 
take care of it. Under the Byrd amend- 
ment, in which the Senator from Mich- 
igan and certain other Senators joined, 
an attempt was made to limit the 
amount which could be used; but we are 
continually facing the impossibility of 
limiting propaganda. Let us say that, 
today, one of the administrators delivers 
a speech by radio or television, regarding 
land management, or that he makes a 
trip to the West for that purpose. How 
many people are brought into play in the 
writing of the speech, or in obtaining the 
necessary data? There is simply no way 
of saying, and there is no lmitation 
which can be placed upon an item of that 
particular kind. 

Mr. President, what I proposed was 
that the committee substitute a rule-of- 
thumb formula for other reductions 
which it was possible to make. In doing 
so, the 10-percent rule has actually back- 
fired on us, in view of the fact that we 
are shut off from the elementary reduc- 
tions to which the committee should first 
look, before going to the personal-service 
cut. 

I was also compelled to take into con- 
sideration the rather broad exemption 
for operation and maintenance person- 
nel, which was voted by the committee, 
under the 10-percent rule. Exemptions 
started as a means of protecting vital 
hospital and medical services. In other 
words, when we first took up on the floor 
of the Senate the 10-percent amend- 
ment, and, in fact, when it was first 
taken up in committee, the question 
came up as to exempting all hospital 
attendants and medical services in hos- 
pitals, and it seemed reasonable, as it 
now seems reasonable, that while such 
personnel, if not needed, can be cut off, 
yet, if they are needed, we cannot reduce 
a service of that kind. 

As I said, I have no objection to ex- 
tending the exemption to law-enforce- 
ment personnel, or to such safety activi- 
ties as the forest firefighters; but we are 
going rather far afield when we make 
blanket exemptions for everyone who is 
placed in the category of operation or 
maintenance. In effect, we are almost 
saying that all Federal personnel in the 
field shall be exempt from reduction. 

I am merely inviting the attention of 
the Senate to what has been done. In 
this case, the committee actually re- 
versed itself in its application of even the 
10-percent rule, with exceptions. There 
were nine programs carried on under this 
appropriation title. The committee ap- 
plied the 10-percent rule on seven out of 
the nine, and exempted Soil and Mois- 
ture Conservation and Forest Manage- 
ment. Those two items were exempted 
entirely. As a matter of fact, the Soil 
and Conservation Agency was provided 
with an earmarked sum of $198,900 above 
the budget estimate. The House like- 
wise provided an earmarked sum for this 
program which was above the budget 
estimate, but the House did not raise the 
appropriation as a whole to include the 
earmarked fund, In other words, the 
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House earmarked the sum of $198,900, 
but did not raise the total appropriation 
to cover the earmarked portion. The 
Senate committee not only earmarked 
the sum, but provided an excess sum of 
$198,900 to cover the portion that was 
earmarked. In so doing, it did not apply 
the 10-percent cut on the excess. In 
other words, by this action it exempted 
the full $198,000 for the program of soil 
and moisture conservation. It also 
granted to the Forest Management per- 
sonnel an exemption from the applica- 
tion of the 10-percent-reduction rule, 
which amounted to $39,404. The justi- 
fication for this exemption was the belief 
that additional revenue would be pro- 
vided. 

In other words, Mr. President, we find 
at times that there is a claim that we 
should not cut a particular item because 
revenue is derived from the work being 
done by the personnel. That is not al- 
ways a safe rule to follow. The ques- 
tion is whether the extra employees are 
needed for that particular line of work, 
whether it can be done without them be- 
cause the Nation faces a great emer- 
gency. As the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. Grorce], the chairman of the Fi- 
nance Committee, has indicated, we 
must find a way of cutting the budget by 
approximately $6,000,000,000. 

I receive letters from time to time with 
reference to questions of economy, and I 
find that the complaint usually is not 
that we are cutting too much, but that 
we are cutting too little. All I am doing 
in this particular case is asking to cut 
$238,304 from an appropriation which 
carries more than $7,000,000. I do not 
blame the public for saying that the 
amount to be taken off is too small. We 
are never going to cut $6,000,000,000 from 
the budget by any such reductions. But 
the Senator from Michigan feels that 
when we apply the rule of a 10-percent 
cut we should not exempt two of the 
particular items covered by the rule, nor 
should we increase the appropriation 
when we earmark $198,900 above the 
budget estimate and do not take even 10 
percent out of that appropriation. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. I am quite surprised at 
the statement of the distinguished Sen- 
ator that he has been unable to find out 
the amount of money being spent for 
propaganda, and also that he is unable 
to stop that procedure. Is not my dis- 
tinguished friend a member of the Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive 
Departments? 

Mr. FERGUSON. No; I am not a 
member of that committee. 

Mr. LANGER. Was the Senator late- 
ly a member of it? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I was a member of 
it approximately 2 years ago. 

Mr. LANGER. Does the distinguished 
Senator know that there is nothing to 
prevent the committee from calling in 
the head of any department? 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. LANGER. For example, we find 
various heads of departments writing 
books and selling them, some of them 
receiving high prices, 
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Mr. FERGUSON. Yes; and using 
Government material and Government 
help to write the books. 

Mr. LANGER. That is exactly correct. 
There is nothing to stop the Committee 
on Expenditures in the Executive De- 
partments from calling in one of these 
authors and finding out to whom he 
dictated the book, and whether Govern- 
ment supplies and help were used. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. LANGER. So, as a matter of fact, 
the Senator was perhaps in error when 
he said there was no way to stop the 
practice, when the committee to which 
I have referred has ample power. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I appreciate the 
remarks of the Senator from North Da- 
kota, who has pointed out that a re- 
search job could be done. In 1946 I un- 
dertook to make that kind of a survey, 
and I discovered that there were as- 
signed to a certain executive officer 
1,080 full-time and part-time propa- 
ganda agents. The work was being done 
in the name of education, and different 
things. I discovered that $74,000,000 
was being used for the purpose of edu- 
cation. When we consider what is used 
for propaganda purposes, I wish we 
could find the telegrams that went out 
urging people to get in touch with their 
Representatives and Senators. With 
reference to a cut even so small as the 
one now proposed, we would find that 
telegrams have been sent out by the 
agency affected. I say it is a physical im- 
possibility to solve the problem as to 
how much propaganda actually goes out. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pas- 
TORE in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Michigan yield to the Senator from 
North Dakota? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. In view of the state- 
ment made by the Senator from Michi- 
gan that he found that $74,000,000 was 
being used for propaganda purposes by 
the departments in 1946, I am curious to 
know what he did about it. 

Mr, FERGUSON. I tried to do some- 
thing. I proposed from time to time 
cutting their budgets. The Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES], who 
worked on the matter in 1946, collected 
many books and pamphlets. I wish he 
would tell us how many he did collect. 
They were piled up in an office which 
the Senator from Michigan was occupy- 
ing in the Capitol, and we could hardly 
get into the office because of the pile of 
books and propaganda issued by various 
departments. We exposed that fact. 
The Senator from New Hampshire has 
made several speeches on the floor with 
reference to this item, and he has en- 
deavored, as the senior member of the 
Appropriations Committee on the mi- 
nority side, to get at this evil, on every 
possible occasion, and make reductions 
in such appropriations. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I may say to the Sen- 
ator from North Dakota that we knew 
this practice was indulged in, and we 
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communicated with each executive de- 
partment of the Government of the 
United States, asking to be furnished 
with one copy each of the booklets which 
had been printed for publication and 
general distribution in the previous fiscal 
year. In other words, we did not ask 
for booklets of the Agriculture Exten- 
sion Service which might be sent to their 
own workers, nor did we ask for com- 
munications between departments. We 
asked only for one copy each of the 
pamphlets and booklets which had been 
prepared for public distribution. They 
totaled 82,343 in number. 

As the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan has stated, he had assigned 
to him an office in the basement of the 
Capitol, and the documents were placed 
in that office. They occupied that large 
room pretty nearly halfway to the ceil- 
ing. We brought out the facts and took 
steps, insofar as we could, to alert Con- 
gress to what was going on. Very 
shortly after that the Republicans lost 
control of the Congress of the United 
States, and the work which we had been 
doing had no continuity of action and 
follow-up. We were in the minority 
then, but we did establish the facts as 
to what was going on, and, as the Senator 
knows, we did reduce certain appropria- 
tions for strictly publicity work during 
1948, when some of this information was 
available. 

That effort has not been followed up 
as the Senator from New Hampshire 
would like to see it followed up, and, as 
the Senator from North Dakota has 
suggested, a proper committee of the 
Senate, which has the time to do such 
work, could call in the representatives 
of various departments, department by 
department, and follow the thing 
through. The trouble is, as the Senator 
knows, that Senators are completely 
swamped with work. If a Senator were 
three different persons instead of only 
one, he then would not have half the time 
to do what he is called upon todo. But 
the basis has been established for such 
a study. Action is needed. I concur 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan in all that he has stated. I 
wish to associate myself with him in sup- 
porting his amendment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
wish to answer the Senator from North 
Dakota, because he has asked a question, 
the answer to which everyone wishes to 
know, What has been done about the 
matter? 

Mr. LANGER. That is exactly right. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is the ques- 
tion that must be answered. There is 
no use of obtaining information concern- 
ing an evil unless some action is taken to 
correct it. 

Mr. LANGER. The Senator from 
Michigan will remember, as I do, that 
the distinguished Senator from New 
Hampshire came before the Senate on 
two different occasions and delivered 
magnificent speeches on the subject. 
He had pamphlets with him, and he ex- 
plained what they were, and told us how 
absurd the situations were. But I have 
never found out what was done to remedy 
those situations. I should like to have 
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the Senator from Michigan tell me 
what was done. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Because of those 
situations we have arrived at the cul- 
mination represented by the committee 
amendment which is sectiofr 301 of the 
bill, as it appears on pag> 46. 

2 part of the money appropriated by this 


That is, no part of the appropriation 
contained in this bill 
or made available for expenditure by the 
Virgin Islands Corporation which is in excess 
of 75 percent of the amount required to pay 
the compensation of all persons the budget 
estimates for personal services heretofore 
submitted to the Congress for the fiscal year 
1952 contemplated would be employed by 
the Department of the Interior or the Virgin 
Islands Corporation during such fiscal year 
in the performance o 

(1) functions performed by a person des- 
ignated as an information specialist, infor- 
mation and editorial specialist, publications 
and information coordinator, press relations 
officer or counsel, photographer, radio expert, 
television expert, motion-picture expert, or 
publicity expert, or designated by any similar 
title, or 

(2) functions performed by persons who 
assist persons performing the functions de- 
scribed in (1) in drafting, preparing, edit- 
ing, typing, duplicating, or disseminating 
public information publications or releases, 
radio or television scripts, magazine articles, 
photographs, motion pictures, and similar 
material, 
shall be available to pay the compensation of 
persons performing the functions described 
in (1) or (2). 


In other words, what we have at- 
tempted to do by that amendment is to 
allow only 75 percent of the budget esti- 
mate. The Senator is now going to ask 
the question, “Why did you allow any- 
thing?” 

Mr. LANGER. Yes, surely. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The answer to that 
is that the Senators who sponsored that 
committee amendment, which would al- 
low 75 percent of the budget estimate, 
after surveying the situation came to the 
conclusion that if we made the cut any 
deeper, if we cut down into the nerve 
center of propaganda any deeper, we 
could not get such a cut approved by the 
Senate. What we wanted to do was at 
least to make a start with a cut of 25 
percent this year, and after having made 
such a start we felt that perhaps next 
year we could cut off even 50 percent, 
and perhaps the time will come when 
we can cut out all the nerve centers 
we find in this propaganda machine. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr, FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. I notice in lines 12 and 
13 on page 47 the language “disseminat- 
ing public information.” The Senator 
from North Dakota is interested in 
knowing why there was not included in 
the amendment the elimination of books 
which heads of departments and agen- 
cies frequently write, and sell to maga- 
zines, or which on many occasions are 
submitted to some editor who publishes 
them by the hundreds of thousands. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I should think that 
such matters would be covered by the 
provision which I read to the Senator 
from North Dakota. 
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Mr. LANGER. But such a book would 
be a private book. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator says it 
would be a private book. Of course, the 
one who writes it is not always paid for 
it. But what he is doing is neglecting 
his Government work while he is writ- 
ing his memoirs or someone else’s mem- 
oirs, and employing in that activity 
Government personnel and making use 
of research departments of various Gov- 
ernment agencies, and so forth, perhaps 
for personal gain. 

Mr. LANGER. That is correct. 

Mr. FERGUSON. There is no doubt 
that that is true. 

Mr. LANGER. But such a book is not 
included? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I would say that it 
is not included. I do not see how such 
a limitation could be placed in the bill. 
The one writing such a book may claim 
he is writing it at night, and that no part 
of the money contained in the bill is 
being paid out for such purposes. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Is not the Senator 
from Michigan sure that by the pro- 
posed reduction of 25 percent which he 
is attempting to make—and it is most 
commendable—he is not crippling le- 
gitimate operations of any of the de- 
partments, but only attempting to re- 
duce, by 25 percent, appropriations for 
such purposes as he has mentioned. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. And is the Sena- 

tor not sure that the proposed action 
cannot be honestly and fairly criticized 
from the standpoint that it will result in 
crippling the work of a department? 
Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. If 
an agency is honest in dealing with 
propaganda such as the Senator from 
North Dakota has referred to, such as 
the writing of a private book which the 
writer proposes to sell, the agency will 
come to Congress and tell how much of 
the appropriation is to be used for such 
propaganda. 
Mr. Eric Johnston indicated when 
the Senate was debating the defense 
production measure, particularly the 
matter of price controls, which is now 
being debated in the House, that his 
agency was going to send out informa- 
tion on the subject. The radio has been 
used for that purpose day in and day 
out. Messages have gone to the press 
containing statements as to how the 
economy of the country will be ruined 
unless Congress follows a program rec- 
ommended by his agency; even saying 
that it will result in an additional cost 
of a dollar a day to each family in the 
United States if the program is not 
adopted. 

Where does the information come 
from? It comes from that particular 
agency. It is using its power today to 
bring to the public all such information. 
Certainly the agency can present all the 
information necessary on the subject 
with the use of 75 percent of its pres- 
ent personnel. The agency can well cut 
25 percent of its personnel and still send 
out propaganda information, which is 
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not essential to the operation of the 
Government, 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. WATKINS. I understand the 
Senator’s amendment is directed only to 
cutting down the propaganda activities 
of the Department of the Interior. 

Mr. FERGUSON. No. We have 
gotten away from a discussion of the 
amendment that is before the Senate, 
and I have been answering a question 
asked by the Senator from North Dakota 
as to whether the purpose of the amend- 
ment was to cut down the amount of 
propaganda. 

Mr. WATKINS. I am very much in 
favor of cutting down the propaganda. 
What I refer to is whether the Senator’s 
amendment will cut off activities of the 
agencies which lease oil lands and other 
mineral lands owned by the Government 
throughout the Mountain States. Is the 
Senator proposing to cut down the per- 
sonnel in the offices dealing with such 
matters? 

Mr. FERGUSON. The committee has 
already made a 10-percent cut in the 
items the Senator has mentioned, except- 
ing operations and maintenance person- 
nel. That cut has already been made 
pursuant to the expressed sentiment of 
the Senate in connection with earlier 
bills. My amendment would restore the 
budget figures as a basis for the 10-per- 
cent cut instead of allowing the excess 
over the budget represented by the ear- 
marking of funds for soil and moisture 
conservation, and it would deny a special 
exemption from the 10-percent cut for 
the benefit of forest management, which 
the committee had allowed contrary to 
its basic formula. 

Mr. WATKINS. Would the Senator’s 
amendment cut anything from the Bu- 
reau of Land Management? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. 

Mr. WATKINS. That is what I am 
trying to find out. 

Mr. FERGUSON. This is under the 
heading “Bureau of Land Management: 
management of lands and resources.” 

Mr. WATKINS. If the cut is to be 
directed at the leasing activities in the 
land offices in the West, where leases 
are taken care of, it strikes me that it 
is a very poor business move. Take the 
Salt Lake City Land Office, where stacks 
of lease applications are on file. For 
years they have been asking for enough 
helr so that they can handle those leases. 
We need oil in this country. The de- 
lay in the land office there has discour- 
aged many applicants who would other- 
wise go forth and drill for oil. 

Utah is being discovered and developed 
as an oil field. I have been beseeched 
time and again by business interests to 
get that activity going, so that oil leases 
may be made. If oil leases are made, a 
large income will accrue directly to the 
United States. I call attention to the 
fact that through leasing operations 
alone last year more than $35,000,000 
was brought into the public treasury, as 
against a very small outlay for that ac- 
tivity on the part of the Government. 
That income will increase 10-fold in Salt 
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Lake City if we can get those leases acted 
upon. Some of them have been held up 
for 2 or 3 years. 

Mr. FERGUSON. For leases and dis- 
posal of land and mineral resources, the 
amount asked for by the Budget Bureau 
was $942,500. The House cut it to $875,- 
000. The Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittee reduced the personnel by 10 per- 
cent. However, that would not prevent 
the agency which was spending the en- 
tire amount, which is $7,722,605, from 
properly handling the leasing and dis- 
posal of mineral resources. 

The difficulty we find is that that kind 
of an agency will be neglected. If a 
cut comes, the Department will take 
practically all of it from that kind of 
an agency, so as to arouse public opinion 
in that particular section on the country 
and encourage the people to telegraph 
their Senators and Representatives. 
The result is to damage a particular 
activity, whereas the item which we are 
seeking to reduce is not reduced at all. 
We say, “Reduce your personnel 10 per- 
cent.” That includes those who sit here 
in Washington, holding down nonessen- 
tial jobs in public relations—lawyers, 
planners, and charters—who have noth- 
ing to do with the granting of leases. 
But the Government agency will reduce 
personnel where it thinks it will hurt the 
public the most. It is very difficult, in 
a Republic like ours, to reduce the 
budget. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for an observation? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. WATKINS. I fully agree with the 
Senator, that there has been a failure 
on the part of various departments to 
reduce expenses in Washington. On the 
other hand, they will make cuts in the 
field. However, we find this situation 
in the Bureau of Land Management: It 
is far behind in its work of acting on 
leasing and other applications, not only 
in the field, but in Washington. When 
I first came to Washington they were 
3 or 4 years behind in considering ap- 
plications for patents for lands which 
had been proved up many years ago. 
Frequently we would have to go to the 
Department and have the officials hunt 
for an application, and then give it a 
red tag, or some sort of priority. They 
claimed then that they were handicapped 
in that office, and all down the line. 

I feel that the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement has been discriminated against 
somewhere—I do not know just where 
to the extent that it has not been able 
to operate as it should operate. I know 
that it needs more personnel in the Salt 
Lake City office, and in some of the other 
offices. Until it can catch up in Wash- 
ington, in the General Land Office, as 
it used to be called, it needs more help. 
So I do not want this cut to apply to 
an activity which is supposed to expedite 
the bringing in of oil, and the bringing 
in of more revenue to the Federal Gov- 
ernment, 

Mr. FERGUSON. The cut would not 
apply at all to what the Senator from 
Utah is talking about. 

Mr. WATKINS. That is what I 
wanted to know. 
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Mr. FERGUSON. The question is 
whether or not the activity to which the 
Senator has referred can be operated 
economically and properly with an ap- 
propriation of $7,750,000. That is still 
a great deal of money. 

Mr. WATKINS. That is still a great 
deal of money. I do not know how much 
is absolutely needed in Washington. Can 
the Senator point out any figures which 
would indicate an increase in the per- 
sonnel in the offices which I have men- 
tioned, or how a reduction in Washing- 
ton could be worked out as a practical 
matter? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I do not have the 
amount in the Leasing Branch of the 
Department. 

This cut is not from the budget esti- 
mate. The amount of the budget esti- 
mate has been increased. It is $198,900 
above the budget estimate. The Depart- 
ment did not even request this amount 
of money. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Will the Senator 
from Michigan tell me what item he is 
speaking about? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am speaking 
about the item on page 8, line 12, under 
the heading of “Bureau of Land Man- 
agement: Management of Lands and 
Resources.” I am speaking particular- 
ly about taking $198,900 out of the total 
amount, because it has been earmarked 
and added, above the budget estimate. I 
am also talking about a reduction of 10 
percent in the item of Forest Manage- 
ment, which is $39,404, making a grand 
total of $238,304, from $7,722,605. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I thought I un- 
derstood the Senator to say that, but I 
am sure he is mistaken. The budget es- 
timate for this item, which I hold in my 
hand, is $7,850,000. So the committee 
report of $7,722,605 is below the budget 
estimate. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan was speaking only about one 
particular item, which was raised above 
the budget estimate by an amount of 
$198,900. He was not talking about the 
entire budget. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Was the Senator 
speaking about the budget estimate for 
Forest Management? The budget es- 
timate for management of lands and 
resources is divided as follows: 

For the lease and disposal of lands and 
mineral resources, $942,500; for land 
classification, $634,900; for the grazing 
administration, $1,475,600; for forest 
management, $1,775,700; for cadastral 
surveys, $804,300; for soil and moisture 
conservation, $1,001,100; for the Squaw 
Butte Experiment Station, $39,000; for 
fire suppression, $150,000; for general 
administration, $1,026,900; making a 
total of $7,850,000. 

When it is considered that that is an 
appropriation for the management of 
a bureau which is estimated to produce 
in revenue for the Federal Government 
during the next fiscal year in excess of 
$43,000,000 or $44,000,000, it seems clear 
to me that a cut below the committee 
report is bound to result in a decrease 
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in the production of revenue which the 
Government needs. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The figures are 
clear in the report, that the budget esti- 
mate for 1952 for soil and moisture con- 
servation was $1,001,100. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That is correct. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The report indi- 
cates, on page 10, that the committee 
allowed $1,002,000. In other words, it 
increased the amount above the budget 
estimate. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The committee, 
composed of many Senators who have 
been studying this problem for a great 
many years, know perfectly well that 
one of the great resources we have is 
the soil, and that whatever we can do to 
promote soil and water conservation, 
particularly at this time, is decidedly 
in the public interest. 

We cannot build defense plants with- 
out water. We cannot develop minerals 
without water. We cannot grow crops 
without soil. Soil conservation and 
water conservation help to reduce the 
appropriations which are needed for the 
building of huge flood-control projects. 
If we are able to retain water on the 
soil in the upper reaches of the stream 
we are able to save money for the Gov- 
ernment of the United States. 

I believe that in this item for the 
Bureau of Land Management, as in the 
case of the Bureau of Mines, and the 
Geological Survey, the committee has 
served the public interest. We have cut 
the appropriation as deeply as it could 
be properly cut. In my opinion, fur- 
ther cuts would only result in reducing 
the revenue of the Federal Govern- 
ment. Certainly we should not cut a 
productive enterprise of the Federal 
Government. A few Members of Con- 
gress, who have not had an opportunity 
to visit the public-land States, have no 
conception of the vast resources which 
are the property of all the people of the 
United States, and which are there to 
be found. We should and must con- 
tinue the development of these vast re- 
sources. 

I believe the Senator from Michigan 
knows, from service with the present 
speaker on the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, that I desire to cut appropriations 
wherever it is possible to cut them. I be- 
lieve the Senator is making a grave mis- 
take in advocating cuts in the adminis- 
trative provisions of one of the most pro- 
ductive bureaus in the entire Govern- 
ment. The Senator from Utah spoke a 
moment ago about the revenues from oil. 
The revenues produced by the activities 
of the Bureau of Land Management, and 
by the Geological Survey in the handling 
of mineral leases and permits are per- 
fectly remarkable. The actual cash re- 
ceipts to the Treasury of the United 
States from the management of mineral 
leases and permits during the fiscal year 
1950 amounted to $29,115,664.64. The es- 
timate for 1951 was $32,500,000. When 
the figures were submitted we were 
scarcely half through the fiscal year 1951. 
Now we know that the estimate was a 
conservative estimate. The receipts for 
fiscal 1952 are estimated at $34.250.000. 
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As chairman of the Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs, I have had a 
certain responsibility with respect to the 
administration of the Department of 
the Interior. I know that there is now 
a backlog of applications for mineral 
leases on the public domain, which can- 
not be handled because of the inadequacy 
of the staff. The Munitions Board has 
requested the petroleum industry to pro- 
duce 1,000,000 barrels a day more than 
was produced in the last fiscal year. 
One of the principal sources from which 
increased production of oil can be de- 
rived is from leases issued upon the pub- 
lic domain. 

In my State of Wyoming, in the State 
of Nebraska, represented by its senior 
Senator [Mr. BUTLER] and by the minor- 
ity leader [Mr. WHERRY] there are now 
oil fields which are coming in under such 
leases. In Utah, the State represented 
by the senior Senator [Mr. WATKINS], 
in Colorado, and in Montana, there is a 
great opportunity to build up the pro- 
duction of oil. In this turbulent world 
of ours, particularly in view of the Ira- 
nian crisis, it would be utterly absurd, 
from my point of view, to cut the ap- 
propriation. 

I believe the record is clear. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan would be well ad- 
vised to withdraw his amendment. I 
shall cooperate with the Senator in cut- 
ting where cuts can properly be made. 
I have demonstrated my willingness to 
do it, as the Senator well knows, in com- 
mittee, when I voted against appropria- 
tions, much as I disliked to vote against 
the suggestion of the chairman of the 
subcommittee, for new starts or new ad- 
ditions to existing reclamation projects. 
That is where we can save money. Cer- 
tainly it is not economy to curtail the ad- 
ministrative and managerial capacity of 
the Bureau of Land Management. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O’"MAHONEY., I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from 
Wyoming mentioned the revenues being 
received by the Government from the 
leasing of oil lands. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Les. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Does not the Senator 
agree with me that the revenues could 
be multiplied substantially if the Gov- 
ernment were to lease the oil lands at 
competitive bidding, rather than at the 
minimum level, as they are now being 
leased? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Iam not quite cer- 
tain that the Senator is right. We con- 
sidered the matter in the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs several years 
ago. Witnesses were heard from every 
section of the country, and it was de- 
termined that the system which was pro- 
vided for in the law is the better system 
to secure the development of the lands. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield fur- 
ther? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is the Senator aware 
of the fact that Mr. Clawson, who han- 
dles the subject in the Department of 
the Interior, stated that the Government 
is losing several million dollars annually 
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under the present system, in leasing oil 
lands on a noncompetitive basis? 

Mr. OMAHONEL. I have not seen the 
statement; but I will say to the Senator 
that in the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs in 1946 I offered a bill to 
amend the leasing act. The bill pro- 
vided for a flat royalty, instead of for a 
sliding-scale royalty. The argument was 
then made by representatives of the De- 
partment of the Interior that a flat 
royalty would reduce the revenue of the 
Government. My argument was that it 
would provide an incentive to get more 
people out upon the public domain look- 
ing for oil. The law was passed, as I had 
recommended it should pass, with a flat 
royalty of 124 percent, which is the sys- 
tem employed, generally speaking, in the 
leasing of private lands. 

The result was a tremendous increase 
in drilling upon the public domain and 
an increase in revenues to the Govern- 
ment, not a decrease. Of course, that is 
aside from the point under discussion. 

The question is whether we shall ap- 
propriate the amount recommended by 
the subcommittee for the Bureau of Land 
1 

WILLIAMS. I agree with the 
e that this discussion does not 
strictly relate to the question before us; 
however, the. Senator referred to the 
revenue received by the Government. 
The Recorp should show that the rev- 
enue presently received by the Govern- 
ment is only a fraction of what the 
Government could collect if we leased 
the land on a competitive basis, as is 
recommended by the Department of the 
Interior. They further stated that it 
was impossible for any administrator to 
pass out these bargains without having 
the distribution of leases lending itself 
to the charge of political favoritism, 
whether or not such favoritism exists. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
there is not the slightest ground for any 
allegation of political favoritism with 
respect to the distribution of oil and gas 
leases, because the law is specific in its 
provisions. I will not hesitate to say 
that most of the big companies which 
have leases upon the public domain can- 
not by any stretch of the imagination 
be regarded as political supporters of the 
administration. It is easy enough to 
charge political favoritism. However, 
I wish the Senator to know that Con- 
gress passed the law which governs the 
issuance of leases upon the public do- 
main. I do not hesitate to say without 
the slightest reservation that the law is 
entirely objective and is free from any 
1 of political favoritism. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr, OMAHONMTV. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the Senator will 
read the Recorp, I think he will find that 
I said it would lend itself to charges of 
political favoritism. That is what the 
Official to whom I have referred said. 

However, since the question has arisen, 
I wish to point out to the Senator an 
instance which I called to the attention 
of the Senate more than a year ago, in 
which political favoritism was being ex- 
ercised in the leasing of oil lands, and 
in that connection I named five Govern- 
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ment officials who had leased the land to 
themselves. All that information is in 
the Recorp. The Senate Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry seemed to be 
astounded when one of the Government 
officials came here and confirmed the 
fact that five Government officials were 
involved. However, no hearings have 
been held on the matter since that time. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator was 
talking about the Department of Agri- 
culture. 

Mr, WILLIAMS. I am speaking of 
Government-owned land and leases. 
Mr. O’MAHONEY. However, 

Senator from Delaware was 
the Department of Agriculture; was he 
not? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I say to the Sena- 
tor that the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs has long been of the 
opinion that all leasing of mineral lands 
should be in the Department of the Inte- 
rior. We are dealing here with appro- 
priations for the Department of the 
Interior. I know of no single violation 
of the high standards of leasing the 
public domain since Albert Fall, Secre- 
tary of the Interior, leased the Teapot 
Dome in my State. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Merely because the 
Department of Agriculture happened to 
be the agency responsible for a little bit 
of political favoritism in the leasing of 
oil lands does not mean that everything 
is lovely. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator 
from Delaware did not describe political 
favoritism; he described official favorit- 
ism. If there was such favoritism, if 
any Officials of any Department under- 
took to lease lands to themselves, I will 
join the Senator from Delaware in ask- 
ing for a complete investigation and for 
the punishment of such officials. 

However, I submit that it is going far 
afield from this appropriation bill to 
delve into activities in another Depart- 
ment. We are dealing now with appro- 
priations for the Department of the 
Interior. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The names of those 
officials and all the details in regard to 
this case are a matter of record, and 
have been a matter of record for a year, 
during which the Senator from Wyo- 
ming and his party have had charge of 
the Congress, but nothing has been done. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator 
from Delaware has never mentioned this 
matter to the chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. I 
will say to the Senator that that com- 
mittee is composed of seven Democrats 
and six Republicans; and if my mem- 
ory serves me correcily, the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture and Forestry of the 
United States Senate is also composed 
of seven Democrats and six Republicans, 
I am sure that if there is any criticism 
to be directed against either of those 
committees, it falls impartially upon all 
members of the committee 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield further, let me say 
that I am not directing the criticism 
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necessarily against anyone; but since 
the question has come up further, I call 
the attention of the Senator from Wyo- 
ming, who is chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs, to 
the fact that I did call this matter to 
his attention over a year ago, at which 
time I placed the details in the Recorp, 
and asked his committee to give atten- 
tion to the need for competitive bidding. 
The Department of Interior in 1947 
pointed out that political favoritism 
could be possible, and wanted to avoid 
it; also wanted to save millions of dol- 
lars for the Government; also wished to 
avoid a possible scandal; and they saw 
the possibility that such a condition 
could develop. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
submit that the testimony of the Sen- 
ator from Delaware, which he is now giv- 
ing, is now incorporated in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD. He repeatedly refers 
to political favoritism as though it were 
partisan political favoritism. That is 
the implication he seeks to make. How- 
ever, the testimony he gives has nothing 
to do with political favoritism, but deals 
with the allegation that officials of a 
Government department—probably Civil 
Service officials—favored themselves. 
That is not the political favoritism which 
the Senator from Delaware seeks to 
imply. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield further, I should like 
to point out that all political favoritism: 
is charged to the party in power. The 
Senator from Wyoming has referred to 
the scandal in connection with the Tea- 
pot Dome. Certainly that was charged 
to the Republican Party, which was in 
power at that time; I am not denying 
that. Likewise, any political favoritism 
that exists today is charged to the Demo- 
cratic Party, by the same token. 

Mr. OMAHONEN. If there were any 
political favoritism. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. But I say that the 
Senator from Delaware has utterly failed 
to substantiate any charge of political 
favoritism. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I beg to disagree. 
If the Senator from Wyoming will only 
read the Recorp, he will find the names, 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Iyield to the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I have 
been listening to the colloquy between 
the Senator from Wyoming and the 
Senator from Delaware. Let me say 
that what makes the Government click, 
so to speak, or function, are appropria- 
tions. The junior Senator from Georgia 
{Mr. RUssELL] is chairman of the sub- 
committee of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee handling appropriations for the 
Department of Agriculture; and that 
subcommittee is now holding hearings, 
and will be in session at 2 o’clock this 
afternoon. If the Senator from Dela- 
ware cares to appear before that sub- 
committee and tell us about the things 
he is talking about now, I am sure he 
will find that neither the Democrats nor 
the Republicans on that subcommittee, 
which is composed of Members of this 
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body, will agree that there should be any 
particular political favoritism. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Wyoming will yield, so that 
I may reply to the Senator from New 
Mexico, I should like to point out to the 
Senator from New Mexico that what I 
have just said in reference to political 
favoritism or official favoritism, or what- 
ever one may call it, in connection with 
the leasing of lands under the supervi- 
sion of the Department of Agriculture, 
has been called to the attention of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 
Last year I appeared before that com- 
mittee in executive session. This mat- 
ter has been submitted to that commit- 
tee in writing. The chairman of the 
committee said he was going to check 
into it. He said that about a year ago, 
but to my knowledge nothing has been 
done. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware tell me, or will he 
tell the Senate, where the Department of 
Agriculture has any authority whatever 
to make mineral-land leases? That is a 
function of the Department of the Inte- 
rior. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from New Mexico is mistaken. 
The Department of Agriculture did have 
such authority, until approximately 6 
or 8 months ago, and was leasing certain 
lands which were under the jurisdiction 
of the Department of Agriculture. I 
agree with the Senator from Wyoming 
that all those lands should be placed 
under one Government agency, and one 
agency should handle them. Neverthe- 
less, the Department of Agriculture did 
have authority to lease the lands which 
came under its jurisdiction during the 
depression. On the floor of the Senate 
I pointed out that the Department had 
leased some of the lands and had sold 
some of the leases to officials of the Gov- 
ernment who themselves were handling 
the leases; and I pointed out that the 
Government had lost a substantial 
amount of money in that way. 

That millions have been and are now 
being lost is concurred in by Mr. Claw- 
son, of the Department of the Interior. 
The Government is losing millions of 
dollars annually by leasing these oil 
lands at noncompetitive rates. 

Perhaps this matter has nothing to do 
with the appropriation bill now before 
the Senate. However, the Government’s 
income is diminished by means of such 
proceedings, and of course an increased 
income to the Government would dimin- 
ish the need for appropriations, if these 
matters were handled properly. 

I further point out that the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture and Forestry has all 
this information before it and has had 
it for over a year. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, the 
point I am making is that the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations is of course inter- 
ested in the American taxpayers’ dollars. 
If the Senator from Delaware will be so 
kind as to go before the subcommittee 
which is handling the appropriation bill 
for the Department of Agriculture, and 
if he will tell his story there, I know we 
shall be glad to hear it, becausa we do 
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not want anything of the sort he has 


mentioned to occur. 

What I object to is an implication that 
any Senate committee would be partial 
politically when the American taxpay- 
ers’ dollars are involved. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
point out to the Senator from New Mex- 
ico that all this information is a matter 
of record, including the names of the 
officials and the list of the land leases 
transferred to them, All of it is in the 
Record, and was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

I should like to see some action taken, 
instead of just letting the matter ride. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I admit 
that the standing committees of the 
Senate—for instance, the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry or the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs— 
are fine; but, of course, the only thing 
that makes the Government click, so to 
speak, is appropriations. 5 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I call 
for the regular order. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, the 
Government cannot function without 
having appropriations made. I am con- 
cerned about the charges made by the 
Senator from Delaware. We do not 
want such things to exist. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wyoming has the floor, and 
he has yielded for a question. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Very well. Does not 
the Senator from Delaware feel that the 
matter should be called to the attention 
of the Committee on Appropriations? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, that is what I 
am doing now. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. In which case the 
committee could investigate the men the 
Senator has in mind, and the matter of 
their salaries, could it not? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I think it should, 
and I call it to their attention again. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I de- 
mand the regular order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The 
Senator from Wyoming has the floor. 

Mr, O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
since the regular order has been re- 
quested, I shall resume the floor. But 
I shall say, first, that this has been a 
very excellent illustration of irrelevant 
and immaterial talk. We are dealing 
here with an amendment which was 
offered by the Senator from Michigan 
to cut the appropriation on page 8 of 
the bill as reported by the committee, 
in line 12, from $7,722,605 to $7,484,301, 
The budget estimate for that item was 
$7,850,000; so the committee made a 
cut in this item of more than $100,000. 

The Senator from Michigan desires to 
make an additional cut. My point, Mr. 
President, has been that the Bureau of 
Land Management is one of the most 
productive bureaus of the whole Gov- 
ernment, productive in natural resources 
needed by the Government of the United 
States, and productive in revenue needed 
by the Government of the United States, 
I believe that mineral leases and per- 
mits alone in 1950 produced in excess 
of $29,000,000, and, from the sale of 
public lands and materials, fees and com- 
missions, grazing fees, sales of Indian 
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lands, right-of-way leases, O. & C. and 
Coos Bay timber sales, which amounted 
to $4,005,608.92, and other timber sales, 
amounting to $364,666.07, with certain 
miscellaneous receipts, provided a total 
revenue of $36,177,349.42 in 1950. The 
estimated revenues from these sources 
in 1952 amount to $47,050,000. It seems 
to me, upon the face of it, comparing 
the receipts with the cost of the main- 
tenance of this Bureau, the amendment 
ought to be rejected. 

Mr, President, out of the long expe- 
rience, not only as a Member of the 
Senate, but also as a practicing attorney 
for many years in Washington at times, 
and back in my home State of Wyo- 
ming at other times, I want to say that 
the Bureau of Land Management and 
its predecessor, the General Land Office, 
has been one of the most efficient of 
all the bureaus of the Government, just 
as it is one of the oldest. The staff of 
that Bureau is composed of men and 
women with a high sense of duty, de- 
siring to serve the public interests. Their 
record has been a record of production 
in the public interest, and, in my judg- 
ment, their appropriation should not be 
further reduced. 


SUGGESTIONS FOR INCREASING REVE- 
NUE BY TAXES ON HORSE-RACE 
GAMBLING 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I in- 
vite the attention of the majority leader, 
the distinguished Senator from Arizona, 
to what Iam about to say. Two or three 
days ago, he announced on the Senate 
floor that he was trying very hard to 
have this Congress adjourn. He said 
that the very earliest that the Congress 
could possibly adjourn, in his judgment, 
would be the Ist day of October. I de- 
sire to call the attention of the Senate 
to the fact that the majority of the 
Senators are Democrats, and that the 
House also has an overwhelming Demo- 
cratic majority; in addition to which we 
have a Democratic President. 

Mr. MCFARLAND, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield at 
this time. 

I call attention to an insertion made 
by the Vice President of the United 
States, in the Appendix of the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD, volume 94, part 12, pages 
A4655-4656, entitled “President Tru- 
man’s Speech of Acceptance.” I am go- 
ing to repeat this several times, so I want 
to read it now so that the distinguished 
majority leader may contemplate what 
was said by Mr. Truman when he was a 
candidate. After enumerating a great 
many things which were immediately to 
be done, to which I shall advert, Mr. 
Truman, seeking the votes of the Ameri- 
can people, and referring to the Republi- 
can Congress, said: 

They can do this job in 15 days, if they 
want to do it. They will still have time to 
go out and run for office, 


Mr. President, we were here through- 
out the year 1950, and we have been 
here over 6 months in 1951. I have not 
made the arithmetical calculation to 
determine how many times 15 that 
amounts to; but we have here the word 
of the President of the United States 
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job could do all the things that he asked ` 


for in 15 days. The American people 
evidently believed the President, because 
they elected a Democratic Congress. 
Therefore, thoughout 1950 and thus far 
in 1951, the opportunity has been given 
to the Democratic Party to fulfill their 
platform pledges in 15 days. 

I call attention to the fact that my 
distinguished colleague from Missouri 
(Mr, Kem], shortly after the Congress 
convened in 1950, made a list of Presi- 
dent Truman’s recommendations and 
referred to this identical speech by Pres- 
ident Truman, in which the President 
said that the Democratic Party could 
carry out its platform, if the Congress 
wanted to do it, within 15 days. Indeed, 
the distinguished Senator from Missouri 
not only called it to the attention of the 
Congress once, but he also called it to 
the attention of the Congress upon sev- 
eral different occasions. I refer, for ex- 
ample, to one paragraph of the Presi- 
dent’s speech, in which he said: 

On the 26th day of July, which out in 
Missouri we call turnip day, I am going to 
call Congress back and ask them to pass 
laws to halt rising prices, to meet the housing 
crisis—which they are saying they are for in 
their platform. 


Mr. President, I have in my hand the 
Democratic platform, adopied at the 
very time when the President received 
his nomination at Philadelphia. In it 
they say they are going to stop the rise 
in prices, they are going to provide for 
slum clearance, and they are going to 
provide homes for veterans; and cer- 
tainly the President said he was going 
to do it within 15 days. But they were 
going to do more than that. In the 
Democratic platform it was said: 

The Democratic Party is responsible for 
the great civil-rights gains made in recent 
years in eliminating unfair and illegal dis- 
crimination based on race, color, or creed. 


What did they then promise? They 
promised that, if reelected, they were 
going to carry out the civil-rights pro- 
gram. They said the Democratic Party 
stood for— 

(1) The right of full and equal political 
participation; (2) the right to equal oppor- 
tunity of employment; (3) the right of se- 
curity of person— 
= Evidently referring to the antilynch 
aw— 

(4) the right of equal treatment in the serv- 
ice and defense of our Nation. 


If anyone believes, for example, that 
Negroes are getting a square deal in the 
Army, Navy, or Air Force at the present 
time, or that they are getting it in the 
matter of civil employment or as Federal 
employees, all he has to do is to go to the 
Government Printing Office and find that 
of the thousands of Negroes employed 
there, not one has ever become a foreman 
or one who has any real responsibility, 

Iam bringing this matter to the atten- 
tion of the distinguished majority leader 
only because I believe if we could get this 
job completed in 15 days it would offer 
a wonderful chance to make good on 
what the President said when he stated 
that we could clear out slums, pass civil- 
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rights legislation, and do many other 
things within 15 days. 

I repeat, Mr. President, the Democrats 
have a majority in both Houses of Con- 
gress, and we have a Democratic Presi- 
dent, and it should be a very simple 
proposition for them. 

The Democrats also stated in their 
platform that they were going to balance 
the budget. The President said it could 
be done within a short time. I suppose 
he expected Congress to pass, within 15 
days, a law providing for the balancing 
of the budget. 

In the next to the last paragraph of 
the President’s speech, he said: 

Now, my friends, with the help of God and 
the wholehearted push that you can put be- 
hind this campaign, we can save this coun- 
try from a continuation of the Eighticth 
Congress. 


That was the clarion call made by the 
President at that time. The people re- 
sponded to it and gave him a Democratic 
Congress and elected him to the Presi- 
dency. 

The Democratic Party has been in 
power through all of 1950 and part of 
1951, but we find that they are appar- 
ently still not through with their labors, 
but are holding us here until the Ist day 
of October. 

Iam glad that my distinguished friend 
the majority leader is present. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield at 
this time. I know that with his great 
ingenuity we certainly should be able to 
adjourn before the Ist day of August. 
If he does not know how to do it, I sug- 
gest he talk to the President of the 
United States at the White House for 5 
minutes, because the President is an 
expert. He said in his speech that all 
these things which I have enumerated, 
and a great many more dealing with 
Federal education and many others, 
could be acted upon in 15 days. I, for 
one, want to tell the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Arizona that I have confidence 
in the President of the United States 
and in his ability, and if the Democratic 
leadership will follow the advice which 
the President will give to the majority 
leader and to the Democratic Policy 
Committee, there is no reason in the 
world why we can not get away by the 
Ist day of August. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield at 
this time. 

The Democrats keep on repeating that 
they are short of money; they want 
money all the time. The proceedings of 
the Senate’s great anticrime committee 
were shown on television to many mil- 
lions of persons, 

In a possible endeavor to help raise 
some money I introduced two bills deal- 
ing with the matter of stopping the ship- 
ment of racing information in interstate 
commerce and providing revenue, so that 
the great Democratic Party, which has 
the responsibility of raising money, 
could receive some aid. 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O’ManonEx] stated awhile ago that 
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every committee is made up of seven 


Democrats and six Republicans. That 
is not strictly true. 

One of my colleagues on the Republi- 
can side of the aisle said that we took the 
blame for the Teapot Dome scandal. 
Likewise, the Democrats are responsible 
for the predicament in which they find 
themselves. 

I want to talk about one of the bills 
which I introduced. 

The Members of this body will per- 
haps recollect that on June 8, 1951, I 
introduced a bill, Senate bill 1627, re- 
quiring the operators of racing enclo- 
sures wherein betting is legalized by 
State law to file forms containing the 
name and address of all persons to whom 
$50, or more, is paid. At that time I 
stated that the racing business is the 


only business in America which keeps 


no records of the names of persons to 
whom millions are paid out annually 
even though we require the little house- 
wife, who is fortunate enough to have a 
domestic, to keep records if $50, or more, 
a month is paid to such domestic. 

This housewife may be a woman who 
perhaps has three or four little children, 
but if she is fortunate enough to have a 
part-time maid she must keep records 
if $50 or more a month is paid to such 
part-time maid. That amounts to $600 
a year. 

I have given considerably more study 
to this matter, since I have had an op- 
portunity to study the proposed reve- 
nue act of 1951 and the House Ways and 
Means Committee report. 

I want to assure my distinguished 
friend from Arizona that my sole pur- 
pose is to help the Democrats. I never 
have wanted to be an obstructionist. 
When the Democrats introduce a good 
measure, I try to help, and I have given 
them, I believe, some very valuable sug- 
gestions in the years during which I 
have been a Member of the Senate. 

I have four suggestions to make at 
this time to which I feel each and every 
Member of this body should give his 
careful attention and study and particu- 
larly those of our colleagues who consti- 
tute the Finance Committee. This is 
particularly true in this year when the 
proposed revenue act would cause an 
increase in the tax burden to be borne 
by both individuals and corporations and 
the suggestions which I am about to 
make will, I feel, go a long way toward 
lessening that burden. 

The first of these suggestions is with 
respect to chapter 27A—Wagering 
Taxes, “Subchapter A—Tax on Wagers, 
section 3285, subsection E,“ of the pro- 
posed revenue act. 

Mr. President, I hope the distinguished 
majority leader will be able to keep 
track of these four suggestions, because 
they represent the bringing in of mil- 
lions of dollars which at the present time 
are not paying any taxes, while the poor 
housewife with two or three children 
and with a part-time maid has to keep 
a record if she pays $50 a month to her 
maid. 

The section reads as follows—and I 
hope that my distinguished friend will - 
not leave the floor. 
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Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator now yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield at 
this time. It is very important that the 
Senator from Arizona hear my sugges- 
tions. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield. 

The section to which I have referred 
reads as follows: 

(e) Exclusions from tax: No tax shall be 
imposed by this subchapter (1) on any wager 
placed with, or on any wager placed in a 
wagering pool conducted by, a parimutuel 
wagering enterprise licensed under State 
law, and (2) on any wage placed in a coin- 
operated device with respect to which an 
occupational tax is imposed by section 3267. 


I firmly believe that this exemption 
from the 10 percent tax imposed by sec- 
tion 3285 should be stricken. Last year 
the various States wherein racing is 
legalized took a total of—I want my dis- 
tinguished friend, the majority leader, 
to note the amounts the States received 
last year—a total of $98,221,189.65 by 
virtue of approximately a 5 percent tax 
on the pari-mutuel turnover. But the 
Federal Government took nothing, Mr. 
President. We did not get 1 cent. Last 
year—and listen to these figures, Mr. 
President—$1,637,705,199 was paid out to 
winners through pari-mutuel machines. 
That is $1,666,666,666.66 paid out to 
winners. In the present year, according 
to The Daily Racing Form of June 14, 
1951, the amount handled through the 
pari-mutuel machines has increased 
about 19% percent. So for the full 
year, if the increase continues, the total 
amount will be nearly $2,000,000,000. 
Therefore it is quite apparent and obvi- 
ously easy to determine that more than 
$2,000,000,000 will go through the mu- 
tuel machines. 

If subsection (e) of section 3285 is 
stricken from the proposed revenue act 
the result would be $200,000,000 annually 
paid into the Treasury of the United 
States and a pro rata portion of that 
amount this year depending on the 
number of races still to be held after 
the passage of the revenue act. It seems 
to me an utter absurdity to endeaver 
to impose a 10 percent tax on gambling 
houses—it is proposed to impose a 10 
percent tax on gambling houses—and 
exempt the largest gambling institutions 
in the country, namely race tracks. 

If a 10 percent tax is going to be 
levied on gambling houses why should 
not a 10 percent tax be imposed on race 
tracks, Mr. President? On the people 
of this country who are now paying far 
too much income tax it is now proposed 
to levy a Federal sales tax. Why should 
they not receive the benefit of this addi- 
tional $200,000,000 in taxes? 

So much for my suggestion No. 1. I 
now come to suggestion No. 2, and I am 
glad that I have the attention of the 
distinguished majority leader. 

As we are all aware, excise taxes are 
imposed on hundreds of different com- 
modities, most of which are considered 
necessities by the people of this coun- 
try, but for revenue purposes it is 
deemed necessary to impose such excise 
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taxes. We pay taxes on nearly every- 
thing we buy today. Mr. President, in 
the form of excise taxes. Poor people 
pay them in every way, shape, form, and 
manner. 

I suggest, therefore, that consideration 
be given to the imposition of a 5 percent 
excise tax on the sale of all pari-mutuel 
tickets. Such a tax would be very sim- 
ple to collect and would result in the col- 
lection of approximately $100,000,000 
annually. Such an excise tax might 
well permit the elimination of excise 
taxes on some commodities which strike 
at many who are now in needy circum- 
stances, but certainly no one can object 
to the imposition of a 5 percent excise 
tax on pari-mutuel tickets where the 
people affected are engaged in the luxury 
of gambling. 

Those people are big shots, Mr. Presi- 
dent. They never do a day’s work. 
Many of them have inherited their 
money from their fathers or grand- 
fathers. They go out to these places 
and gamble. Every little while we read 
of how they gamble large sums on 
whether a certain horse is going to win 
by a nose, or whether it is going to be 
first, second, or third, and all that sort 
of thing. It is simply engaging in a 
luxury. The man who works every day 
does not have the time to go to a race 
track and engage in the luxury of 
gambling. 

People who can afford to pay $3 or $6 
just to go to a track can certainly well 
afford 5 percent in tax on the tickets 
they purchase through such pari-mutuel 
machines 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I shall be through in 
10 minutes. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I simply wish to 
make a unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. LANGER. I assure the Senator I 
shall take only a few more minutes, If 
the matter I am discussing were not so 
important I would yield, but I am en- 
deavoring to show the Democratic ma- 
jority how they can secure income in the 
amount of millions of dollars if they 
place a tax on gamblers who can best 
afford to pay. So the Senator can see 
how very important the proposal is. 

I strongly urge that this suggestion 
be given serious consideration by my 
colleagues on the Finance Committee. 
As I have stated before, it is a tax which 
is extremely easy to collect and would 
result in the collection of approximately 
$100,000,000 annually. 

I may say to my distinguished friend, 
the majority leader, that my third sug- 
gestion is in line with Senate bill 1627. 
I suggest that serious consideration be 
given to the withholding of 20 percent of 
the moneys which are paid out to win- 
ners at race tracks. Mr. President, the 
Government even withholds money from 
the salaries of United States Senators. 
But a man can go to a race track and 
make thousands of dollars, and not one 
penny is withheld. I want to know 
where these gamblers receive their pro- 
tection, Mr. President. I want to know 
why they should not pay taxes the same 
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as every other individual and industry 
is taxed in this country. 

With a total paid out of $2,000,000,000 
annually—and I showed in my sugges- 
tion numbered 1 that $2,000,000,000 is 
‘what is being paid out this year—such a 
withholding would amount to $400,000,- 
000. I do not assume for a moment that 
there would not be losses against gains 
with many of the bettors, but the imposi- 
tion of a 20-percent withholding tax on 
such amounts would compel the bettors 
to keep records for themselves so as to be 
able to take the credit for any losses 
which they may have incurred in the 
course of their betting transactions. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield at 
this time. ; 

I believe it safe to say that as a result 
of the imposition of such taxes the 
Treasury would be enhanced by at least 
$250,000,000 per annum, The mechanics 
of such a withholding could be readily 
worked out. As far as the bettor is con- 
cerned, his losing tickets would serve as 
proof of loss. No longer would bettors 
be throwing away their losing tickets, 
but would hold on to them very care- 
fully. On the other hand, those who are 
in brackets higher than 20 percent, that 
is, the bulk of those who attend the 
tracks—and I think no one will deny 
that—would probably let the matter 
slide on bets less than $50, feeling that 
their tax is less than it might be if it 
were brought to the attention of the 
authorities what they had won at the 
races. My suggestion of a 20-percent 
withholding tax is aptly pointed out by 
a recent story which the Associated Press 
carried on July 6, 1951, from Oceanport, 
N. J. The Associated Press stated: 

Nice HAUL 

Oceanport, N. J., July 6.—A record $2,831.40 
daily double was paid out to 24 ticket holders 
yesterday at Monmouth Park. Windsor Park, 
a 149-to-1 shot, won the second race, after 
Garamona, at 4 to 1, had won the first. 
Monmouth's previous record double was a 
$2,113.40 pay-off on July 20, 1949. 


If the 20-percent withholding were to 
have applied in this instance, the Treas- 
ury would receive at least some moneys in 
taxes properly owed. It is safe to say 
that the winners, having been paid in 
cash, will have very pronounced lapses 
of memory when March 15, 1952, comes 
around. 

Let me say to my distinguished friend, 
the majority leader, that I have one final 
suggestion which will not result in the 
collection of the hundreds of millions, 
which my three previous suggestions 
would do. However, every million counts. 
This would bring in as much as any one 
of my suggestions, numbered 1, 2, or 3. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield at 
this time. Because of the very great im- 
portance of this speech, I desire not to be 
interrupted. I want the distinguished 
majority leader to get this speech in its 
proper continuity—1, 2, 3, and 4—so that 
he can take up with the Democratic 
Policy Committee the matter of making 
gamblers, who do not pay anything to 
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the Government, contribute something 
in the way of taxes. The poor housewife 
with three or four or five little children, 
who has a part-time maid whom she pays 


$50 a month, must keep a record. Even 


the poor maids must pay taxes. But the 
millionaire gamblers do not pay a cent. 
So I say that every million counts. I 
suggest that a tax stamp of $150 be re- 
quired to be levied on such horses which 
participate in races for cash prizes or 
where betting facilities are made avail- 
able to the public. I am not talking 
about dog racing. We have not the rec- 
ords with respect to dog racing. Per- 
haps even larger sums are bet, in many 
instances, than are bet on horse races. 

Last year some 22,554 horses partici- 
pated in races. Such a tax would have 
resulted in a collection of two and one- 
half million dollars. This is a very sim- 
ple tax to collect and the cost of collec- 
tion would be so negligible that its impo- 
sition would be warranted. We have 
heretofore imposed such taxes on slot 
machines. There is no reason why a race 
horse should be excepted. 

That is not all, Mr. President. In 
World War II, what did we do when we 
needed a few million dollars? We im- 
posed a tax on every automobile in the 
country, whether it was worth $5 or $15, 
or whether it was in a junk yard. It 
might have been a car which a poor hired 
man used once a month when he drove to 
town from the farm, or it might have 
been a Cadillac or Rolls Royce worth four 
or five thousand dollars. The same tax 
was imposed on each—a stamp tax of $5. 
We were not worried because no greater 
tax was paid on a Cadillac than on a 
junky old car. We taxed them all alike, 
at $5. Now I am proposing that all race 
horses be taxed alike, whether they be 
fine race horses or not. I propose theim- 
position of a tax on every single horse 
entered in a money race. As I have pre- 
viously stated, we have heretofore im- 
posed such taxes on slot machines. We 
did not ask whether the player played 50 
cents, 25 cents, or a nickel in the slot 
machine. We taxed them $100 a year. I 
think the tax has now been raised. 

A race horse, participating in a race 
where betting is permitted, is as much 
an instrument for gambling as is a slot 
machine. Having deemed it proper in 
the past to impose a tax on one type 
of gambling apparatus, I feel that the 
same reasoning is equally applicable to 
race horses. 

In closing, I refer to the American 
Racing Manual, 1951 cdition, page 428, 
which shows the complete breakdown 
of the moneys paid out to bettors for 
last year, and which completely sub- 
stantiates all the figures which I have 
used in this discussion. 

Today on the floor of the Senate the 
distinguished Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. Ferguson] did a magnificent job 
fighting for a reduction in expenditures. 
We came down to an item of $50,004. So 
careful was the distinguished Senator 
from Michigan that he did not want to 
miss even the $4. As I recall, that item 
appeared on page 8, line 12. As Ben 
Franklin would have said, “Four dol- 
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lars saved is four dollars earned.” The 
distinguished Senator from Michigan 
believes in that kind of philosophy. I 
am very proud of the very fine record 
vhich the Senator from Michigan has 
made on the floor of the Senate in behalf 
of economy. 

My suggestions would result in raising 
approximately four hundred and fifty 
million to half a billion dollars from an 
entirely heretofore untapped source of 
revenue. I have discussed only revenue 
to be obtained from horse racing, as I 
do not find available any statistics on 
dog racing. I believe that the amount 
realized from dog racing would perhaps 
be comparable to that realized from 
horse racing. I assume that a substan- 
tial amount would be collected in that 
field, and therefore all my remarks ap- 
ply equally to dog racing as well as to 
horse racing. I earnestly urge that not 
only the Finance Committee but each 
individual Senator give serious thought 
to these suggestions. 

Mr. President, I have before me a cal- 
culation showing the amount of money 
paid to States last year. The calcula- 
tion is headed “Pari-mutuel turnover, 
revenue to States in 1950.“ This is what 
the States got. The Federal Govern- 
ment did not get a cent. All we have 
is expenses. We send out a Senate com- 
mittee to investigate gambling. I do not 
know how much the committee had to 
pay for television. Perhaps it got it for 
nothing. In any event, we show by tele- 
vision what the Senate committee is do- 
ing to stop gambling; yet we have no 
Federal law which taxes gambling. 
There is a little wishy-washy measure 
which does not amount to anything. I 
am hopeful that both bills which I have 
introduced will be approved by the com- 
mittees and passed by the Congress. 

Last year the pari-mutuel turn-over in 
the State of Arizona, the home State of 
the majority leader, was $6,083,233. 
This information is taken from page 428 
of the American Racing Manual, 1951 
edition. I note that the distinguished 
majority leader has just entered the 
Chamber. I am glad he is present, so 
that he may know exactly what the pari- 
mutuel turn-over from horse racing in 
Arizona last year was. The total was 
$6,083,233. Practically all of that came 
from the racing of thoroughbred horses. 

Arkansas, $10,922,763. 

California, $278,073,056. 

Colorado, $8,762,350, 

Delaware—and I know my good friend 
from Delaware will be interested in this 
figure—$22,761,763. 

Florida, $94,740,160. 

Illinois. I wish particularly to bring 
this figure to the attention of the distin- 
guished senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Dovcras], who has been leading a fight 
for economy. I forget how many amend- 
ments he submitted. I believe there 
were 142, of which none was adopted. 
In any event he said he was in favor of 
economy. Mr. President, the finest job 
which the distinguished Senator from Il- 
linois can perform is to put a Federal tax 
on the pari-mutuel turn-over in the 
State of Illinois. In the State of Illinois 
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the pari-mutuel turn-over to the State 
was $147,210,290. Think of the great 
source of revenue our Government is 
losing from the State of Illinois alone. 

The average person believes that it is 
in Kentucky where most of the horse 
racing takes place. Kentucky is a piker 
compared with Illinois. In Illinois, the 
total, as I said, is $147,210,290. 

In Kentucky it amounted to only $27,- 
309,447. 

In Louisiana it amounted to $15,- 
712,115. 

In Maine, it was $9,435,677. 

Maryland. I should like to call this 
particularly to the attention of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
O’Conor] who is the chairman of the 
special committee investigating organ- 
ized crime in interstate commerce. He 
is the author of several bills dealing 
with gambling. Last year in the State 
of Maryland legalized horse racing paid 
to the State $100,143,879. 

In Massachusetts the turn-over was 
$56,707,579. 

In the State of Michigan it was $68,- 
746,632. I know that my friend from 
Michigan [Mr. Fercuson] will be glad to 
know the figure. This morning he fought 
for the last $4, Mr. President. He stood 
on the floor and asked for a reduction 
of $50,004. He fought for the last $4. 
The turn-over from the gamblers in his 
State amounted to $68,746,632. 

In Nebraska the turn-over was $11,- 
615,219. 

Mr. President, in New Hampshire, the 
State of another member of the Crime 
Committee, and where horse racing is 
legalized, the turn-over was $31,475,600. 

New Jersey. I see my distinguished 
colleague [Mr. HENDRICKSON] in the 
Chamber. Last year the State of New 
Jersey took in from pari-mutuel race 
operations $156,632,158. I note that the 
Senator from New Jersey is taking down 
the figure. I will repeat the figure, so 
that he can take it down accurately. 
The amount was $156,632,158. 

New Mexico, $4,110,216. 

New York, $452,888,165. 

Ohio, $33,658,002. 

Oregon, $3,085,760. 

Rhode Island, $61,832,104. 

South Dakota, $330,300. 

Washington, $11,752,959. 

West Virginia, $23,987,761. 

Mr. President, I have named the States 
in which horse racing is legalized. The 
total amount received by the States is 
$1,637,705,199. That amount of money 
is untaxed federally. 

Yet the wife of a veteran trying to raise 
a family of three, four, or five little chil- 
dren, who keeps a part-time maid, must 
keep a record and must pay taxes. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that the 
Finance Committee has missed an op- 
portunity for a long time to tax one of 
the greatest luxuries in the entire world. 
It is the luxury which is enjoyed by peo- 
ple who have money to gamle away, and 
who apparently have no need for neces- 
sities. Apparently they are not engaged 
in any useful occupation, because they 
can get away whenever they want to get 
away to go to the race tracks and play 
the horses. 


1951 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the record from which I have 
read be printed in full at this point in 


Oregon 
Rhode Island. 
South Dakota 
Washington 
West Virginia 
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my remarks, because it also includes 
harness racing and fairs, in addition to 
thoroughbred racing. 


Pari-mutuel turn-over, revenue to States, 1950 
[Taken from the American Racing Manual, 1951 edition, p. 428] 


Pari-mutuel turn-over 
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There being no objection, the chart 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Revenue to State 


1 

681, 121. 5 
469, 025. 44 
507, 811. 32 |. 


1, 137, 095. 59 


83, 772, 287.62 | 13,311, 806. 44 


1 Flat racing and harness racing under jurisdiction of separate commissions. 
Remarks: Colorado—Marked increase in wagering over previous year due to opening in 1950 of only major track: Centennial Park, 46 days’ racing. Maine First year for 


thoroughbred racing in Maine; decrease in total wagering at harness tracks largely due to cancellation of racing dates at Gorham and Lewiston, 


Maryland—Pari-mutuel turn- 


over at mile tracks 2,28 percent decrease, fairs 10.9 percent decrease; harness racing 43.50 percent increase. West Virginia—Decrease due to fewer racing days. 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Secretary 
of the Senate send a copy of this address 
to the chairman of the Committee on 
Finance, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Pastore in the chair), Without objec- 
tion, it is so ordered. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 3790) making appro- 
priations for the Department of the In- 
terior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1952, and for other purposes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Hendrickson McKellar 
Bricker Hennings Millikin 
Bridges Hill Monroney 
Butler, Md, Hoey Moody 
Butler, Nebr. Holland Morse 

Byrd Humphrey Mundt 
Cain Hunt Neely 
Capehart Ives Nixon 
Carlson Jenner O'Conor 
Case Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney 
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Pastore 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Cordon Kem Russell 
Dirksen Kerr Saltonstall 
Douglas Kilgore Schoeppel 
Duf Knowland Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Langer Smith, N. O. 
Eastland Lehman Stennis 
Ecton Lodge Taft 
Ellender i Long Thye 
Ferguson ; Magnuson Underwood 
Flanders Malone Watkins 
Frear ` McCarran Welker 
Fulbright McCarthy Wherry 
George McClellan Williams 
Hayden McFarland Young 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 


The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Michi- 
gan [Mr. Fercuson] to the committee 


amendment on page 8, in lines 10 to 13. 


Mr. BRIDGES. On the question, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
demand for the yeas and nays sufficiently 
seconded? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
may I have the attention of the minority 
leader, please? I ask unanimous con- 
sent that after this vote, it be agreed, 
by unanimous consent, that there be a 
limitation on debate of 30 minutes 
on all amendments, the time to be di- 
vided equally between the proponents 
and the opponents of the amendment, 
and to be controlled, respectively, by the 
proponent of the amendment and the 
senior Senator from Arizona, except that 
when he favors an amendment, the time 
allotted to those in opposition to the 
amendment be in the control of the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY]; 
and that there be a limitation of 1 hour 
on debate on the bill, to be divided 
equally between the proponents and the 
opponents, and to be controlled, respec- 
tively, by the Senator from Arizona and 
the Senator from Nebraska IMr. 
Wuerry], the minority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is 
the proposed limitation in regard to de- 
bate on amendments? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Thirty minutes on 
each amendment, to be divided equally 
between the proponents and the oppo- 
nents, and to be controlled, respectively, 
by the proponent of the amendment 
and the Senator from Arizona, as stated 
in the proposal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, now 
that we have agreed to the limitation, I 
understand that it provides for 30 min- 
utes on each amendment and 1 hour on 
the bill, or 30 minutes to each side on the 
bill. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, now 
that the yeas and nays have been or- 
dered on the question of agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Mich- 
igan to the committee amendment, I 
should like to make a brief statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays have not yet been ordered. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on this question. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I wish 
to make a brief statement in behalf of 
the committee: The Bureau of Land 
Management is an agency which pro- 
duces revenue for the Government. The 
1952 estimate is that it will bring in a 
total of $47,000,000, at an expense of 
$8,048,000. The principal source of rey- 
enue is from oil leases on the public 
domain. 

At the present time there has been 
great delay in consummating such leases. 
Yet the Senator from Michigan would 
have us cut the personnel engaged in that 
work, although such a cut would result 
in further delay. 

The Senator from Michigan also sug- 
gests that the committee made a mis- 
take in not applying the 10 percent cut 
to the personnel engaged in selling tim- 
ber. Mr. President, timber cannot be 
sold properly unless the forest has been 
cruised and unless the trees which are 
to be sold are indicated, if a sustained 
yield is to be maintained. 

The committee, having heard all the 
facts, decided that the amount of money 
provided by the committee amendment 
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was necessary and that it was in the 
interest of the Government that it be 
appropriated. 

Therefore, I ask that the committee 
amendment be sustained. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. I recall that during World 
War II a somewhat similar situation 
arose in connection with appropriations 
for the Forest Service, which requested 
supplemental funds in order that it 
might cruise some timber. The report 
on that operation, a year later, was that 
the Government had recovered $4 for 
every dollar spent, by being able to sell 
the timber, at the time the timber was 
needed, at the current market, for 
stumpage, which was very high, as the 
Senator, I am sure, knows. = 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is exactly the sit- 
uation in this instance. This Bureau 
has charge of what is known as the Ore- 
gon and California Land Grant. Some 
of the heaviest stands of timber in the 
United States are on that land. The 
trees to be marketed must be approved, 
and if there is a reduction in the per- 
sonnel which approves the trees which 
are to be marketed, it becomes impos- 
sible to get the timber out. The ex- 
penditure pays for itself, over and over 
again. If we were not to provide suf- 
ficient money to enable the work to be 
done it would not be economical but 
would be shortsighted in the extreme. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Nevada. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Arizona if this is the same 
Bureau of Land Management which has 
charge of the grazing services? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes, the grazing serv- 
ice appropriation in this item, out of the 
$8,000,000 estimated, is $1,475,000. They 
collect $2,100,000 in grazing fees; so 
nothing is lost, but, on the contrary, a 
profit is made. 

Mr. MALONE. I suppose the Senator 
from Arizona is familiar with the fact 
that they are slowly clamping down on 
the grazing areas, and that there is less 
livestock in many of the areas today 
than there was several years ago. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That may be true in 
certain areas of the United States. 

Mr. MALONE. The Senator is also 
no doubt familiar with the fact that the 
fees are continually rising, and that in 
a desert area. 

Also taxes had been collected on the 
headquarters ranches which included 
the value of the adjacent range for 50 
years until Mr. Ickes had the great in- 
spiration of charging for the use of this 
desert land. 3 

The people paid taxes on the whole 
area, through the headquarters ranches, 
because they had the use of the desert 
range land and the ranches had little 
value without the range. The ranches 
were of little or no value when they were 
too far away from the towns to ship the 
hay and the grain to the market. The 
feed produced on such ranches must be 
marketed through the livestock. This is 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


the same Bureau of Land Management 
which has squeezed out of the livestock 
ranchers, fees to the extent of $2,000,000, 
in addition to the taxes. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I know; but the live- 
stock men of the West, through their 
association, made an agreement with the 
Bureau of Land Management that the 
fees could be raised—and they have been 
raised during the past year—upon con- 
dition that they get the service they were 
paying for. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Carrying out that 
agreement, they have paid more money. 
We are trying to give them the service 
we promised to give them in that agree- 
ment. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. MALONE. I would be very happy 
if the Senator would tell me how we will 
win on the desert and range areas by 
continued pressure on the part of a Gov- 
ernment bureau to take all of the value 
of the feed through range fees, in re- 
turn for services which the recipients 
would be very glad to furnish them- 
selves if given the opportunity. 

Mr. HAYDEN. There must be regu- 
lation of grazing on the public domain. 
When we did not have it, anyone could 
use the public domain for grazing at any 
time; so we passed what was known as 
the Taylor Grazing Act. At that time 
we put the grazing on the public domain 


‘under regulation, and we established 


grazing fees to pay the cost. The bene- 
fits received by the man who operates 
the range is that he has a certain area 
on the range assigned to him, and he 
pays a fee for using it. He would much 
rather pay the fee than have migratory 
herds of cattle and sheep coming in to 
eat the grass. The users of the range 
are adequately compensated for the fees 
they pay. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. MALONE. I regret that it is 
necessary to emphasize this particular 
point since I realize that time is of the 
essence in the Senator’s argument. He 
emphasizes the cruising of timber, when, 
as a matter of fact, that is only a small 


part of the work of the Bureau of Land 


Management. 
RANGE SUPERVISION 

Range supervision has simply been 
carried to a ridiculous extreme, so that 
instead of making the range carry 
more cattle and sheep, there is continual 
pressure to reduce the number of cattle 
and sheep. In other words, the more 
regulation they get the less livestock 
they are able to run. They are simply 
breaking many of the livestock men on 
the desert areas. On some of the des- 
ert areas, much of it in my own State 
and, I am informed, in the State of 
Idaho, it requires as much as 140 acres 
to run a cow unit. The ranchers have 
paid taxes on the value of the range 
lands through the headquarter ranches 
for 75 years—yet the Bureau of Land 
Management charges a fee for super- 
vision, sending swarms of men, many of 
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whom would not know the nature of 
desert feed. The desert is entirely dif- 
ferent from the humid East, where 
grass grows all over the ground. 

I had intended to bring this question 
up in a future major debate. It was not 
my intention to debate it at this time, 
but the Bureau is applying continual 
pressure to include every acre of such 
lands in their supervised areas and it 
cannot be ignored. a 

Mr. HAYDEN. If the Senator wants 
the situation corrected he must seek to 
amend the Taylor Grazing Act. We 
have a law on the statute books which 
requires administration. All I am say- 
ing is that the committee has considered 
the appropriation adequate for the pur- 
pose. There would be nothing gained 
by cutting out the appropriation. 

Mr. MALONE. The only control we 
have over these bureaus at the present 
time is to trim them down to our size. 

Mr. HAYDEN. If the Senator wants 
to abolish the Grazing Service 

Mr. MALONE. I am not saying that 
I want to abolish the Grazing Service, 
but I think it should be amended to cur- 
tail their activities—to adjudicate the 
range use in the same manner as the 
State engineer adjudicates the right to 
the use of water in the arid areas. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That may be; but the 
point I am making is that the Bureau 
is collecting more money than it is pay- 
ing out, and the law is satisfactory gen- 
erally throughout the West. 

Mr. MALONE. It is blood money, and 
it is not satisfactory. I beg the Sena- 
tor’s pardon. Under pressure, if the 
cattle and sheep men do not acquiesce, 
they get their range rights reduced. It is 
done under threat and blackmail. 

The headquarters ranches are largely 
valueless without the use of the range— 
spring, summer, fall, and winter range— 
therefore the total investment is con- 
trolled by the range supervisor. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I know of no 
cattleman in the East who would not 
welcome the privilege of grazing on the 
public domain. Mr. DiSalle is using fig- 
ures on price roll-backs based in large 
part on the production of beef on the 
public domain. In addition to that, 
there has been a constant conflict for 
20 years between the wildlife conserva- 
tionists and the cattle raisers, and there 
has been a conflict between the big cattle 
people and the little cattle people. . As 
the Senator from Arizona has stated, we 
tried to settle it some years ago by pass- 
ing the Taylor Grazing Act. There has 
been constant agitation in recent years 
from some sources to break down, nulli- 
fy, and destroy the Taylor Grazing Act. 
We know that before that there were 
areas of overgrazing. Sheep were run 
on the high slopes and the sheep ate not 
only the grass, but the root of the grass, 
which caused serious erosion. We tried 
to regulate the matter not only in the 
natural resource interests, but in the in- 
terests of the cattle raisers and the sheep 
raisers themselves, 
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Unless the Senator wants to make a 
frontal attack—— 

Mr. MALONE. That may be the only 
effective way to get at a Government 
bureau. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Then let the Sen- 
ator make it before the committee which 
has jurisdiction of the Taylor Grazing 
Act, and not attempt to nullify the ad- 
ministration of the law. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. My time is very 
limited. 

Mr. MALONE. I do not think the 
time is too limited. 

Mr. HAYDEN. It is limited to 30 
minutes. 

Mr. MALONE. This is a very im- 
portant question. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. MALONE. Has the Senator from 
Virginia ever seen any desert grazing of 
the land in question? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I have seen it 
from the air, but I did not see it closely. 

Mr. MALONE. I think the debate 
would indicate that fact. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The junior Sena- 
tor from Virginia has been in touch with 
the conservation program of this Nation 
very intimately long before the distin- 
guished Senator from Nevada enter- 
tained the ambition of being a Senator. 

Mr. MALONE. But the junior Sena- 
tor from Nevada was sleeping in the cow 
and sheep camps before the junior Sena- 
tor from Virginia ever heard of desert 
range land. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I know what 
others who sleep in cow camps are try- 
ing to do with the public domain, and I 
want to help to stop it. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Idaho. 

Mr. WELKER. I want to join with 
the junior Senator from Nevada. When 
it comes to all the praise which has been 
given to the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, I happen to have been a sheep- 
herder myself and therefore am a gradu- 
ate of the grazing school of experience. 
I receive daily in my mail, as do most 
western Senators, I think, complaint af- 
ter complaint about the army of inspec- 
tors that is tramping all over our area 
and limiting our cattlemen out of busi- 
ness. I invite the attention of the Sena- 
tor from Arizona to one district which 
raised more cattle 25 years ago than it 
raises today. Last year they had better 
grazing than they have had in 25 years. 
At this very moment I am handling com- 
plaints of not less than 25 cattlemen 
whose grazing allotments are being cut 
from 20 to 70 percent. Iam going to join 
with the junior Senator from Nevada to 
examine and reexamine the Bureau of 
Land Management from the top on 
down. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pas- 
Tonk in the chair). The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Sena- 
tor from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON] to 
the committee amendment. 

Mr.FERGUSON. Mr. President, from 
what has been said, one would think 
the Senator from Michigan was trying 
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to wreck the Forest Service. Let us see 
what the amendment would do. The 
amendment would do exactly what the 
subcommittee of the Committee on Ap- 
propriations did, and that was to cut 
off $39,404. When the item came to the 
committee as a whole, because of a defi- 
nition of the agency, the amount was 
put back in the bill. It is now said 
we are trying to wreck forest manage- 
ment. Let us see whether we are. In 
1951 the budget estimate was $1,492,000. 
In 1952, before we take off the amount 
of $39,404, it is $1,775,700. It is nearly 
$300,000 more than the 1951 budget es- 


timate. So when we take the $39,404 off, ` 


which is applying the 10-percent rule, 
we arrive at the amount of $1,736,296. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. CORDON. Would the Senator 
from Michigan be interested in having 
in front of him at this time some rather 
pertinent information as to what hap- 
pened as the result of the increase in 
the appropriation for forest manage- 
ment? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. 

Mr, CORDON. Would he be inter- 
ested in the fact that in 1948, when the 
appropriation was $323,000, there was 
a net return that year of $422,000 to 
the Treasury, that in 1947, when the 
appropriation had been increased to 
$410,800, the return in net money to the 
Treasury jumped to $1,161,228? That 
in 1948 when the appropriation went up 
to $469,300, the amount of money that 
came into the Federal Treasury was $1,- 
938,000, and that it has so continued 
to increase? Furthermore, this money 
is used to put men into the field so they 
can mark and classify timber, so the 
Government can sell the timber, get the 
money for it and put the money into the 
Treasury? 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan understands that. There is 
no dispute about those figures. The 
Senator from Michigan would allow 
more than the three hundred and some 
odd thousand dollars more than the 1951 
budget, but he would cut 10 percent off 
that excess, which would still leave them 
$300,000 more than they had last year. 

As to the soil conservation, all the 
Senator from Michigan is asking is that 
there be a return to the budget esti- 
mate, which would take $198;900 off the 
appropriation recommended by the com- 
mittee. On the two amendments it 
makes a total of $238,304. There is not 
any attempt to wreck this agency. The 
purpose is to do the same with this 
agency as was done with the other seven 
items. The Senator from Michigan is 
asking that all the items under the Bu- 
reau of Land Management be treated 
alike. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment pro- 
posed by the Senator from Michigan. I 
want to state first that I have gone 
along with the Senator where I thought 
I could, where I thought economies could 
be effected. I disagreed with him on the 
10-percent cut. I thought a 5-percent 
cut across the board was as much of a 
cut in basic personnel as the Nation 
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could stand. I think 10 percent is too 
much, I know it is too much when it 
is applied indiscriminately, when it is 
applied to all service agencies without 
regard to the value or necessity of the 
work with which they are charged and 
without regard to their history of effi- 
ciency in doing the job. However, that 
is beside the point. 

I merely want to call the attention of 
the Senate to the forest-management 
item, which is small, and to the other 
item which would be affected by the 
amendment of $198,000, which is in the 
soil and moisture field. I will take them 
up in reverse order. 

As to the soil and moisture item, Mr. 
President, an argument can be made to 
eliminate it. I freely confess that. I 
think perhaps if we were to take the 
Bureau of Land Management appro- 
priation and say that its appropriation 
must be reduced $198,000, this item is 
probably as good a place as we could 
find to make the cut. But I do not think 
the Senate ought to legislate in that 
way. I think we should first ask our- 
selves, “Is this soil and moisture pro- 
gram one that is in the very real in- 
terest of the United States and its peo- 
ple?” That program represents the 
work of the Department in the nature 
of preventive medicine. It attempts to 
stop floods before they occur. It at- 
tempts to hold the water where it will 
do good and not harm. It may be said, 
“Oh well, we are in an emergency; we 
have got this terrific defense budget 
facing us,” and that statement would 
be entirely correct. 

But, Mr. President, it would be a 
strange philosophy to be adopted in the 
United States that while spending bil- 
lions and tens of billions of dollars, as 
we must spend them, in order to protect 
ourselves from foreign enemies, we our- 
selves should destroy our own resources 
within our own borders, and to the ex- 
tent of such destruction ourselves be- 
come our own enemies. 

For that reason, Mr. President, I be- 
lieve that we should stand by what I 
believe was the sound discretion of the 
subcommittee. I do not want to say 
that I have any knowledge that is not 
possessed by others. I do want to say 
that I have long been acquainted with 
the work of the Interior Department. I 
knew it long before I came to the Sen- 
ate, particularly the work of what is 
now termed the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement. I knew it when it was the 
General Land Office. I did legislative 
work in connection with the Bureau 
years before I came to the Senate. I 
have a working knowledge of what the 
Department does, of how they do it, and 
of its importance or lack of importance. 

Mr. MORSE, Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CORDON. I shall be happy to 
yield in a moment. I should like to say, 
Mr. President, to those who may have 
confidence in my judgment, if any there 
be, that in my judgment this budget 
item was cut by the committee as much 
as it ought to be cut even in these hours 
of stress which we face. 

I now yield to my colleague, 
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, before I 
ask my colleague two questions, I hope 
he will not be embarrassed by my say- 
ing on the floor of the Senate that I 
think my colleagues in the Senate ought 
to know that my senior colleague is rec- 
ognized in my section of the country as 

the outstanding authority in this whole 
field of O. & C. land-management prob- 
lem. 

He worked intensively in this field be- 
fore he came to the Senate. I would 
rather have my colleague's opinion on 
the probiems of O. & C. land manage- 
ment than the opinion of any other man 
in the country, because I think he knows 
more about the problem than any other 
man, including any man in the service 
of the Federal Government, even in the 
Bureau of Land Management itself. 

With that observation, I wish to ask 
my colleague a few questions. First, is 
it his opinion that the budget which he 
seeks to have adopted in the case of this 
particular item will, if expended, bring 
back into the Federal Treasury much 
more money than any saving the Fer- 
guson amendment in respect to this par- 
ticular item could possibly make for the 
Federal Government? 

Mr. CORDON. First, let me thank 
my colleague for his generous expres- 
sion. I wish I deserved it. 

With respect to his question, while an 
expenditure in soil and moisture conser- 
vation operations cannot be said to re- 
turn an immediate dollar for every dollar 
expended, to the extent that it saves 
the soil surface, to the extent that it 
prevents lower-stream flows, to the ex- 
tent that it holds water where water is 
needed throughout the public-land area, 
it is the consensus of all with whom I 
have talked that it is one of the sound- 
est approaches to one of the most 
serious problems we have. 

Mr. MORSE. My second question 
deals with the possible saving of na- 
tional wealth, through the Government, 
which would flow from keeping the per- 
sonnel at the level at which my colleague 
thinks it ought to be kept, from the 
standpoint of the harvesting of Federal 
timber which otherwise would get into 
an overripe condition and be wasted. 
Does my colleague agree with me that 
we need the personnel called for by his 
proposal in order to do the cruising job 
necessary to get the timber in shape so 
that it can be offered to private lumber- 
men for purchase and manufacture? 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, the 
answer to the last question the Senator 
from Oregon can give of his own 
knowledge. 

In western Oregon there is an area of 
some 2,200,000 acres of timberland, title 
to which originally went from the Fed- 
eral Government to a railroad company 
in one of the old railroad land grants. 
Title was recaptured by the Government 
after extensive litigation followed by leg- 
islation, I shall have more to say on 
that subject when I offer an amendment 
to the bill later in its consideration, 
That area contains some of the finest 
merchantable timber growing in the 
United States. It is in a very moun- 
tainous area, difficult of access. Find- 
ing survey lines alone is a terrific job. 
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In many instances, a mew survey must 
be made in order to locate lines. 

That becomes very important in this 
particular case, because the property in 
question is not in one solid block. It 
consists of the odd-numbered sections 
over an area some 40 miles wide and 
340 miles long. The intervening even- 
numbered sections are privately owned 
to the extent of about 99 percent, at 
least. All of this is timbered land. 
That timber is now selling in the stump 
at an average price in excess of $12 per 
thousand. I knew the day when it could 
be bought for 50 cents per thousand in 
the stump. 

A number of years ago the Congress 
very wisely enacted legislation to reauire 
the management of that vast timber 
principality on a consistent or perpetual- 
yield basis, which is another way of say- 
ing that it required its management on 
an annual-crop basis, cutting in 1 year 
no more than was reproduced in that 
year. That kind of management, as 
private industry has found, pays divi- 
dends. I am happy to say that in our 
country today private industry is turn- 
ing more and more to that kind of 
timber management, especially in the 
southern area. It is found to be profit- 
able. However, it does cost money. It 
costs money to go over that kind of area 
and determine what timber should be 
sold, what should be reserved, and what 
is a reasonable appraised or upset price 
to place upon it; to determine, after the 
sale, if the terms of the sale have been 
complied with, and to determine if the 
area has had the debris and fire hazard 
removed, and that sort of thing. It is 
a management or operation problem. 

The point I wish to make is that today 
it is a paying proposition in dollars and 
cents to the Federal Government. The 
amount of net return, the amount of 
money coming unentailed into the Treas- 
ury, the amount of new money which 
has no claim against it except the claim 
of the general debt, increases mathe- 
matically with the number of persons 
who are put on the job to make timber 
sales, so long as the demand for the 
timber exceeds the amount of timber 
available. The demand now far exceeds 
the amount available. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President. 

Mr. CORDON. Just a moment, and I 
shall be happy to yield. 

About 2 weeks ago I received a letter 
from a former governor of the State of 
Oregon, Charles A. Sprague, of Salem, 
Oreg., the editor and publisher of the 
Salem Statesman in that city, and one 
of the outstanding citizens of the State 
and of the United States. He is a very 
public-spirited man, a man with sound 
judgment, who is giving of his time to 
serve on an advisory committee with the 
Bureau of Land Management, through 


its administration in that area, in the 


— of this very valuable national 
asset. 

Ex-Governor Sprague advised me in 
his letter that the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement would be unable this year and 
I hope the Senator from Michigan will 
follow me in this statement—to offer for 
sale timber with respect to which there 
are requests from more than 100 appli- 
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cants, all of which timber is what is 
known as salvage timber, That means 
timber so defective that it is not pur- 
chased by the average operator. It 
means the kind of timber which is most 
dangerous as a fire hazard. It means 
the kind of timber which must be re- 
moved if new timber is to be grown. 
Even with the full amount of the budget 
estimate, those applications cannot all 
be granted. I doubt whether more than 
a small fraction of them can be 
granted. We should have for this kind 
of a job not less money, but an amount 
which would permit of management at 
the highest state of efficiency, and with 
the greatest rate of return in unencum- 
bered dollars to the Federal Treasury. 

I am sorry that I took so much time 
to answer my colleague’s question, but 
I had to go into it somewhat compre- 
hensively. 

Mr.MORSE. Mr. President, I will say 
to my colleague that Iam delighted with 
his answer to my question. I wish to 
associate myself with his answer, be- 
cause I completely agree with his ob- 
servations. 

I have one last question, but as a mat- 
ter of courtesy I shall be very glad to 
forego asking it until the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. McKerLLAR] asks the 
question which he seeks to ask. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the 
Senator is very kind. However, the sen- 
ior Senator from Oregon has already an- 
swered the question. I was about to call 
his attention to the testimony before our 
committee as to the kind of timber 
which had to be inspected and divided. 
One kind was the first-class timber, 
which sold at the high prices which the 
Senator has mentioned. The other kind 
was the so-called salvage timber. How- 
ever, the Senator has answered the ques- 
tion I had intended to ask. 

Mr. CORDON. Iam happy that I did. 
I regret that I became so interested that 
I overlooked the fact that the Senator 
had asked to be recognized. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. CORDON. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I heard some discus- 
sion this afternoon with regard to the 
relationship between the Bureau of Land 
Management and the livestock produc- 
ers of the West. Can the Senator tell us 
whether it is not his understanding that 
the livestock associations of our State— 
and I believe it is typical of the associa- 
tions of the Pacific Northwest—in the 
years gone by have urged that an ade- 
quate personnel be maintained in the Bu- 
reau of Land Management, in order to 
give them the kind of service they need? 
Can the Senator tell us whether in his 
opinion the personnel which he is recom- 
mending in this instance is needed not 
only to take care of the problems of the 
persons who want to buy timber, but also 
the problems of the livestock men, who 
want to be better served by the Bureau 
of Land Management? 

Mr. CORDON. In answer to the ques- 
tion of my distinguished colleague I have 
had, as I said, requests from users of the 
public domain under the administration 
of the Taylor Grazing Act for the full 
budget appropriations in the bill. Such 
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letters I believe are deemed to be con- 
fidential and personal. Iam certain that 
there was no pressure put upon any per- 
mittee to get such letters written. I have 
had the opportunity to sit in the privacy 
of my own office, and to discuss the mat- 
ter with the president of the Oregon 
Stock Growers Association. He gave me 
the same information that was brought 
to me by letter. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, several 
years ago I was a member of a sub- 
committee which conducted hearings on 
the Taylor Grazing Act administration in 
the field in the West. We did not reach 
some of the areas where I understand 
there have been many complaints made 
about the service. Our hearings were 
held at Boise, Idaho, and in the State 
of Oregon. We heard the usual criti- 
cisms that one can expect to hear. Many 
of them I have no doubt were well found- 
ed insofar as changes are concerned. I 
believe most of the changes have been 
made. I know that the public domain 
is a better asset to the United States to- 
day because of the Taylor Grazing Act. 
Had it not been for that act there would 
have been the old cutthroat overgraz- 
ing competition throughout the area. 
There would have been unsettled land 
values. There would not have been the 
present plentiful supply of beef from 
that section of the country. 

Mr, MORSE. If my colleague will 
yield further I will say that his answer, 
in regard to the attitude of large stock- 
men, is identical with the information 
which the livestock men of my State, 
who have talked to me, have given to 
me. I wish to say that I associate my- 
self with my colleague in his opposition 
to the amendment, because I believe the 
Ferguson amendment in this particular 
regard is not an amendment for true 
economy but is an amendment for false 
economy. 

Mr. CORDON. I think my colleague 
for his comments. 

Mr. MALONE, Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CORDON. I am happy to yield 
to my colleague from Nevada. 

Mr. MALONE. I should like to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Oregon, 
in whom I have the fullest confidence, 
whether he is entirely familiar with the 
differences in the type of range land 
throughout the West, that is to say, 
where the difference in latitude and ele- 
vation and rainfall make such a wide 
difference in the carrying capacity of 
the range land. 

Mr. CORDON. The Senator from 
Oregon must admit that he is not en- 
tirely familiar with it. He is familiar 
with the fact of its existence. He is 
familiar with it a little more than casu- 
ally in his own State. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. CORDON. I yield. 

Mr. MALONE, I believe the state- 
ment of the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon may be applicable to certain 
portions of his State, which contains 
some very humid areas, 

Mr. CORDON. I will say to my friend 
from Nevada that my State contains 
some very arid areas, also. 
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Mr. MALONE. Yes. I was about to 
say that perhaps the areas pronounced 
by the United States Geological Survey 
requiring as much as 140 acres per cow 
unit might apply to some of the south- 
eastern area of Oregon where the States 
of Oregon and Nevada border. 

Mr. CORDON. We have them, too. 

Mr. MALONE. Perhaps that is not 
applicable where the rainfall, latitude, 
or elevation bring the carrying capacity 
to as much as three or five or ten acres 
per cow unit. 

Mr. CORDON. That is true wherever 
the elements of latitude and precipita- 
tion are present. 

Mr. MALONE. Wherever we have 
areas of very sparse vegetation, with as 
low as 34% inches of rainfall annually, a 
difference of one-half an inch or an inch 
in rainfall, or a difference in the spacing 
of such rainfall or times of year of the 
rainfall, makes so much more difference 
in the amount of feed than any super- 
vision could possibly make—the attitude 
of the Bureau of Land Management be- 
comes of paramount importance. 

Mr. CORDON. That is correct. 

Mr. MALONE. The Senator under- 
stands that? 

Mr. CORDON. Yes. 

Mr. MALONE. The junior Senator 
from Nevada understands the differ- 
ences. He served on a President's Com- 
mission about 20 years ago, which was 
set up to examine the value and carry- 
ing capacity of the range land of the 
Western States. The investigation cov- 
ered the entire public domain, which is 
mostly located in about 11 Western 
States. It was realized that no one per- 
scription would serve all of the wide 
range of land values. We had had a pub- 
lic-land policy since the Civil War, that 
the Federal Government was holding the 
lands in trust for the States until a pub- 
lic law could be enacted by which such 
lands could reach private ownership and 
thus go on the tax rolls. 

The Homestead Act of the sixties was 
the first move. We gave away the corn 
land in Iowa and areas west through 
Kansas for a filing fee of $16. Then an 
additional homestead of 160 acres was 
added because of lighter rainfall. That 
took us out onto the mesas in Colorado 
where the rainfall was less. There they 
added a grazing homestead of 640 acres, 
so they had a total of 960 acres. That 
carried the homesteaders west to Utah 
and parts of Nevada. 

The old saying used to be that the 
Government was betting 160 acres 
against the $16 filing fee that the home- 
steader could not make it, and finally 
were winning most of the bets. 

Suddenly, with the advent of Mr. Ickes, 
we quit trying to bring it under private 
ownership. As Secretary of the Interior 
he suddenly discovered the 400,000,000 
acres of desert land and figured it was 
a Government asset which belonged to 
all of the people and that it should never 
go into private ownership, but could be 
charged for every year in the form of 
rental. 

I have heard figures quoted, which 
I shall investigate for later discussion, 
to the effect that we have collected 
$2,000,000 through the Bureau of Land 
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Management and that it spent only 
$1,500,000. I think an investigation will 
find a great deal of overhead which is 
not included in the listed expenditures. 
The figures should be analyzed and fur- 
nished the Senate in understandable 
form. I intend to do just that. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, as the 
junior Senator from Nevada said a mo- 
ment ago in debate with the senior Sen- 
ator from Virginia that the key ranges 
had been taxed through the head- 
quarters ranches for 70 years, since 
such ranches have little or no value 
without the range. 

When we talk about a band of sheep 
or two bands of sheep or 250 head of 
cattle, or 400 head of cattle, we are talk- 
ing about townships instead of sections 
or quarter sections since the carrying 
capacity is limited. 

The people who settled those areas 
are paying taxes on the whole area 
through the headquarters ranches. If 
suddenly the range lands utilized were 
deeded to those who own and control 
the headquarters ranches, their taxes 
could not be raised, because they are 
already paying taxes on the value of the 
entire range unit. 

So the headquarters ranches con- 
trolled the ranges, and for many years 
the homesteaders and the cattlemen and 
the sheepmen understood the range 
diversion. 

There were what we called range 
fights until a method was worked out 
throught State laws to determined range 
use. I note that some Senators still do 
not quite understand that the range use 
was and should be a State matter to 
work out ways and means to determine 
range use in the same manner as the 
determination of the right to the use of 
water. 

The State of Nevada passed a stock- 
water law to control the use of the 
range. The law made it a trespass of- 
fense for a person to use a watering 
place without the right so to do. The 
law gave the State engineer the right 
to turn down any applications for addi- 
tional stock-water rights when the 
range in that area was substantially 
utilized by fhose who had the existing 
right, 

Some of us believe that instead of the 
objective being to decrease the carry- 
ing capacity of the ranges, by cutting 
down on their use, some method should 
be found to adjudicate the use of the 
range, without the authority to manip- 
ulate its use, and without the necessity 
of another layer of charges—on the land, 
in addition to the taxes. 

ADJUDICATION OF RANGE USE 


So some of us believe that a trial 
should be made to simply adjudicate the 
range use in the same manner as the 
State engineer adjudicates the right to 
the use of water in the arid areas, The 
isolated ranches have no value apart 
from the range land and the water for 
irrigation and for stock-watering pur- 
poses. A determination of the right to 
the use of the ranges could be made by 
the Bureau of Land Management with- 
out having the newly graduated agri- 
cultural experts with little actual experi- 
ence in the hair of the stockmen all of 
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the time; such an arrangement would 
make sense. 

With that explanation, I wish to say 
that I am very sympathetic in regard to 
the request for the appropriation of the 
amount of money that is necessary to be 
spent for cruising and for estimating the 
amount of salable timber in Oregon. 

However, the only means by which we 
can keep some check on the Bureau of 
Land Management activity is to control 
these activities through appropriations 
until we can amend the present law or 
through passing a measure applicable to 
special areas. In the meantime we must 
control the size of these appropriations 
for otherwise those in charge will con- 
tinue the pressure to collect more and 
more money from the stockmen, and will 
continue to decrease the number of the 
cattle and sheep on the ranges—and in- 
crease the number of men supervising 
the range. It is simply a vicious circle 
as it now stands and there is no end 
to it. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate the comments of the Senator 
from Nevada, and I have a great deal 
of confidence in his judgment. I do not 
know of anyone in the West who is more 
intimately acquainted with the public- 
land problem in the entire West, and 
particularly in his home State, than is 
Gerorce Matone. I know that in his past 
experience as a State officer, he has 
traversed almost every foot of that ter- 
ritory. I know he has had personal ex- 
perience in connection with this problem. 

I cannot comment on the situations 
which exist in much of Nevada. I have 
been here and there in the State, and I 
know something about the desert char- 
acteristics of much of it. In a great deal 
of the Nevada area, the precipitation is 
perhaps not one-third of what it is in 
the most arid section of Oregon. So 
those problems are present, and unques- 
tionably changes could be made in the 
methods of administration of the grazing 
service which would be all to the good. 
It would be strange if that were not so, 
even though the service were being op- 
erated by the people who were using the 
range, and more strange when it is oper- 
ated as an absentee by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. So there is no argument there, 
so far as I am concerned. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CORDON. In a moment. I rec- 
ognize the argument, and there may 
well be real merit in the suggestion which 
the Senator from Nevada has made with 
reference to the Adjudication Board. 
The only thing I can say about it is that 
we cannot turn aside to take care of 
that type of substantive legislation now. 
We tried it yesterday, and, in the end, I 
think we did not do too good a job. I 
am afraid that if we started in on this 
subject, we would not be able to adjourn 
even by the first of October; so we simply 
must determine now what we shall do 
with reference to the appropriation to 
be made in the pending bill for the com- 
ing year. 

The testimony which impressed me 
most was that there was going into effect 
an increase in the per-animal- unit fee. 
It is going to be paid, anyway. It can 
go into the Treasury. God knows there 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


is room enough in the Treasury for it, 
and for a great deal more money, so far 
as that is concerned; but in this case 
it is being paid by the people who are 
using the range. I should like to see 
as much of it as possible go back onto 
the range, because it does two things: 
First, it increases the value of the range 
to the people who are now using it, and 
second, it increases its value as a na- 
tional asset for all time to come. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CORDON. Iyield first to the Sen- 
ator from Idaho; then I shall be happy 
to yield to the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. WELKER. I appreciate tha‘ it is 
impossible for us of the West to affect 
the Bureau of Land Management by a 
sidling attack, as we are attempting to 
do. A few moments ago I paid my re- 
spects to the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, and I note that the two Senators 
from the State of Oregon apparently 
disagree with me. According to the 
statement of the junior Senator from 
Oregon, they perhaps are in unanimous 
agreement that this agency is rendering 
a valuable service. In addition to my 
holdings in Idaho I happen to be a tax- 
payer and a small cattle operator in the 
State of Oregon. I must disagree with 
the Senators from Oregon, and if they 
would like the names of some operators 
in Oregon, who are of the same opinion 
as that entertained by the junior Sena- 
tor from Idaho, I shall be glad to sub- 
mit them. 

I know the position they are in, but I 
want to go on record as stating now that 
the views of the chairman of the Oregon 
Cattle Association are no different from 
those of the chairman of the Idaho Cat- 
tlemen’s Association, of which I am a 
member, namely, that the Bureau of 
Land Management does not overlook the 
fact that it can lobby also at our annual 
State conventions of cattlemen which I 
attended last year, and the year before, 
and the years previous to that. The 
Bureau of Land Management does a 
pretty heavy job of selling this thing to 
the cattle growers of my State, through 
pressure. 

I can do nothing in opposition to this 
bill, which is sponsored by the senior 
Senator from Oregon, but I promise to 
join with the junior Senator from Ne- 
vada to the extent of seeing whether or 
not the numerous complaints I am get- 
ting from cattle and sheep growers in 
the State of Idaho are in fact justified. 

I think there has been too much over- 
seeing, too much investigating, on the 
part of those in charge of this Bureau, 
and I am sure that when we present the 
facts to the senior Senator from Oregon, 
he will join with us; because I know that 
in the hearings he held in my State, at 
Boise, Idaho, he could not get to the 
grass roots of the complaints which I 
hear so many times in my office here in 
Washington. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Oregon would not only be 
happy to get the results of such an in- 
vestigation, but he will also be happy to 
join with his colleagues in making it. 
I hold no brief for the Bureau of Land 
Management, nor do I contend that is it 
a perfect agency; it is not. That there 
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can be cuts made in the appropriation 
for it, I think there is no question. But, 
Mr. President, in the time the committee 
had—and every minute of it was uti- 
lized—we cut where we thought we could 
cut, In the last analysis, I cannot stand 
on the floor of the Senate and say to my 
colleagues that I know I am right, and 
that I know they are wrong; I do not. 
I cannot prove. that my judgment is 
sound, nor would I attempt to prove, by 
any type of proof which would be ac- 
ceptable to a logical mind, that theirs 
is unsound. It rests, at last, in judg- 
ment. 

I do want to say to my colleagues 
that most of us who have served on the 
committee come from the West. We 
are involved with the philosophy of the 
West. We want to see the West con- 
tribute to the national interest to the 
extent of its ability, and we want the 
West to be prosperous in its own right. 
This appropriation is our best judgment. 
If it be not good judgment, then it is up 
to the Senate to make the decision. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield, before he takes his 
seat? 

Mr. CORDON. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. OMAHON ET. Mr. President, 
earlier in the day, in discussing this 
matter, I pointed out that the receipts 
from timber sales, that is, the O. & C. 
and Coos Bay timber sales, which 
amounted to $4,005,608.92 in 1950, had 
increased in 1951 to $7,500,000, and that 
it is now estimated that there will be 
another increase of at least $1,000,000 
in 1952. The amendment we are now 
discussing is directed wholly toward a 
reduction of the personnel to operate 
and manage the timber sales on these 
lands. The result of such a cut would 
not be to save money, but would be to 
reduce the revenue of the Government 
and reduce the amount of timber which 
is so vitally needed in the present situa- 
tion for the national defense. 

Mr. CORDON. The Senator from 
Wyoming is absolutely correct. 

Mr. President, I regret the Senator 
from Michigan is not now in the Cham- 
ber. I do not want to be thought at all 
critical of his efforts to reduce these ap- 
propriations. I, too, want to reduce 
them wherever it can be properly done. 
In these particular cases, I think some 
of us perhaps have had more experience 
in the field, and to that extent perhaps 
our judgment differs, and perhaps ought 
to be followed because it is based on more 
information. I believe the effort to re- 
duce the cost of Government must go on; 
and, because I happen to stand here now 
in opposition to this particular amend- 
ment, I do not want my position to be 
misunderstood for one minute by any- 
one. I want to cut appropriations to 
the bone wherever it it appropriate to 
do so. But, Mr. President, when it 
comes to the point where I am causing 
the people of the United States to pay 
for my mistakes in attempted economy, 
I balk; and when I call attention to this 
timber-management item, I simply say— 
and I make this statement categorical- 
ly; and here is one place where, if nec- 
essary, I can submit the proof and give 
demonstrative evidence, if it is desired 
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that if we make the reduction proposed 
in this instance the people of the United 
States will pay in dollars for every 
single dollar of reduction; and it may 
be several dollars, up to five, or more. 
That is not economy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the amendment of the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON] 
to the committee amendment. The yeas- 
and-nays having been ordered, the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON], the Senator from Connecti- 
cut [Mr. Benton], the Senator from Ten. 
nessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK], the Sen- 
ator from Nevada (Mr. McCarran], and 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] 
are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. Con- 
NALLY] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. Green], the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. McManon], and the Sena- 
tor from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are 
absent by leave of the Senate on official 
business of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate on 
official business, having been appointed a 

-representative of our Government to at- 
tend the International Labor Conference 
being held in Geneva, Switzerland. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. SmaTH- 
ERS] is absent because of illness. 

I announce that on this vote the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut [Mr. MCMAHON] 
has a general pair with the Senator from 
Maine (Mr. BREWSTER]. 

I announce further that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. ANDERSON], the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], and the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. Murray] would vote 
“nay.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW- 
STER] who is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate on official business of the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Relations has a general 
pair on this vote with the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. MCMAHON]. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICK- 
ENLOOPER], the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. SMITH), and the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. WILEY] are absent by leave 
of the Senate on official business of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent by leave of the Senate 
because of illness. 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Tosey] is absent on official business of 
the Committee on Crime Investigation. 

On this vote the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH] is paired with the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. To- 
BEY]. If present and voting, the Senator 
from New Jersey would vote “yea” and 
the Senator from New Hampshire would 
vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr, 
DourF] is detained on official business. 
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The result was announced—yeas 24, 
nays 51, as follows: 


YEAS—24 
Bricker Hendrickson Saltonstall 
Bridges Ives Schoeppel 
Butler, Md Jenner Smith, Maine 
Byrd em Taft 
Capehart Lodge Thye 
Dirksen Malone Welker 
Douglas Moody Wherry 
Ferguson O'Conor Williams 

NAYS—51 
Aiken Hennings McClellan 
Butler, Nebr. Hill McFarland 
Cain Hoey McKellar 
Carlson Holland Millikin 
Case Humphrey Monroney 
Chavez Hunt orse 
Clements Johnson, Colo, Mundt 
Cordon Johnson, Tex. Neely 
Dworshak Johnston, S. C. Nixon 
Eastland Kerr O'Mahoney 
Ecton Kilgore Pastore 
Ellender Knowland Robertson 
Flanders Langer Smith, N. C. 
Frear Lehman Stennis 
Fulbright Long Underwood 
George Magnuson Watkins 
Hayden McCarthy Young 

NOT VOTING—21 

Anderson Green Murray 
Bennett Hickenlooper Russell 
Benton Kefauver Smathers 
Brewster Martin Smith, N. J. 
Connally Maybank Sparkman 
Duft McCarran Tobey 
Gillette McMahon Wiley 


So Mr. Fercuson’s amendment to the 
committee amendment was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the commit- 
tee amendment on page 8, beginning in 
line 10. There is a limitation of debate 
which now takes effect. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the next amendment 
passed over. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 12, 
after the semicolon in line 8, it is pro- 
posed to strike out “$43,600,000,” and in- 
sert “$41,180,000, of which not to ex- 
ceed $23,699,661, shall be available for 
personal services.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, that 
amendment was passed over at the re- 
quest of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Warkixs!, and he has an amendment to 
the committee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Utah to the amend- 
ment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 12, 
line 8, it is proposed to delete the nu- 
merals 841,180,000“ and insert the nu- 
merals “$41,324,750.” 

On page 12, line 9, delete the numer- 
als “$23,699,661” and insert the numer- 
als “$23,751,661.” 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, did 
the Senator from Arizona contact the 
Bureau of the Budget with respect to 
this amendment? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I did. I was advised 
by the Director of the Budget that he 
did not know at the time the budget was 
made up all the facts with reference to 
the subject; that the information was 
not made available to the Budget Bu- 
reau at that time, and, therefore, the 
lesser amount was suggested. 

Mr. WATKINS. The reason I ask the 
question is that a number of Senators 
asked about that matter when we had 
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it up before, and I checked and found 
that that is correct. The Bureau of the 
Budget would have recommended this 
amount so that the school could be op- 
erated to capacity. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is what the Di- 
rector said. There will be no increase in 
overhead. It will simply result in tak- 
ing care of a larger number of Navajo 
Indian children who will be sent there 
to learn to read, write, and speak the 
English language. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WATKINS. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. Does this relate only to 
the Navajo Indians or to the Indians in 
all States? 


Mr. FERGUSON. Let me say it re- 
lates only to the one school in Utah. | 


Mr. HAYDEN. The school was a for- 
mer Government hospital in southern 
Utah which was turned over to the In- 
dian Service and made into a school 


where the Navajo Indians may be pre- 
| 


pared for civilized life. 

Mr. THYE. If the amount requested 
is not granted there will be a number of 
children who will not be admitted for 
such educational training? 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct. Space 
is now available in the dormitories for 
the additional children. The number of 
teachers will not be increased. The 
number of schools will not be increased. 
It is simply a proposal to take care of a 
larger number of children. 

Mr. THYE. In other words, it repre- 
sents an expense in connection with the 
dormitories, to make available facilities 
in which the Indian pupils may live while 
attending school? 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct. 

Mr. THYE. And if the appropriation 
is not made, it will result in reducing the 
number of Indian children who may be 
admitted yearly. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I may 
explain to the Senator that there are 
now more than 12,000 Navajo Indian 
children of school age who cannot go 
to school because the necessary facilities 
are not available. By the establishment 
of this school and others, we have been 
attempting to obtain the necessary fa- 
cilities to take care of these children. 
Adoption of this proposal will mean that 
at least 150 more Indian children can go 
to this school. The school already has 
2,000 pupils in it, but it has a capacity of 
2,150. The extra money will make it pos- 
sible for at least 150 more children to go 
to this school. In view of the treaty our 
Government has with the Navajo In- 
dians, it seems a shame that we cannot 
furnish them with necessary educational 
facilities, one schoolroom and one teach- 
er for 30 students. Throughout the 
years we have not done so. Here we 
have a school which can be put to use to 
its full capacity by means of the pro- 


- posed appropriation. Had the facility 


been finished in time, provision for the 
appropriation would have been made. I 
hope the amendment will be agreed to. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
notice that the Senator has used the per 
capita cost of $965, but it has meen indi- 
cated that the Bureau of the Budget said 


there would not be any more overhead, 


| 
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Mr. WATKINS. There will be some 
additional overhead, because it will be 
necessary to feed the pupils, to buy some 
clothing for them and provide some 
transportation for them. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I appreciate that, 
but we are now talking about overhead. 
That would not be overhead; that would 
be actual cost. 

Mr. WATKINS. There will be the cost 
of the heating plant, and the item of 
general superintendence of the educa- 
tional system. They will be exactly the 
same. But there are the additional costs 
per pupil. There will be the cost of tak- 
ing care of these additional pupils. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Where does the 
Senator get the figure of $144,750? 

Mr. WATKINS. The figure in the bill 
represents the amount necessary for 
2,000 students. The amendment adds 
$965 per student, for 150 extra students. 
The sum of $965 is largely the cost of the 
care and keep for an individual student, 
But the more students there are the 
more the overhead would be cut down 
per student. It is less expensive per stu- 
dent for a large number than it would 
be, let us say, for a school of 500. 

Mr. FERGUSON. But the Senator 
did not use the cut-down figure. 

Mr. WATKINS. I made a statement 
to the Senate last Friday on that subject, 
and do not care to debate it at any more 
length. We have by treaty an obligation 
to take care of these Indians, and my 
amendment would permit us, to some ex- 
tent at least, to keep our pledged word. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. WATKINS. I yield. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Will not the Senator 
from Utah agree that under the Con- 
stitution, so far as the Indian tribes are 
concerned, including the Navajos, the 
Government has the right to enter into 
a treaty, into a contract, to do something 
for the Indian tribes, and that the Gov- 
ernment did enter into a treaty with the 
Navajos directly after Lincoln’s time, in 
the late sixties. 

Mr. WATKINS. About 80 years ago. 

Mr. CHAVEZ, About 80 years ago, by 
which the Government contracted to 
provide additional facilities for these 
poor people. If there is any tribe in the 
country that is entitled to fair play from 
Uncle Sam it is the Navajos in the west- 
ern United States—Utah, Arizona, Colo- 
rado, and New Mexico. They are fine 
people. All they are asking by the 
amendment, and the Senator from Utah 
has this in mind, is to make it feasible to 
provide educational facilities for a few 
more poor little Navajos who are entitled 
to fair play from the Government. 

Mr. WATKINS. I wish to point out 
that there are more than 12,000 who are 
still without any facilities whatever, not- 
withstanding our solemn word. It seems 
to me we should at least keep our agree- 
ments with these people at home, at a 
time when it is insisted that we help 
people in foreign nations. a 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WATKINS. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. As I understand, 
there is no compulsory education among 
the Indians. What assurance are we 
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going to have that this school will not 
operate in the same manner as the 
others on the Navajo Indian Reserva- 
tion, and that the students will come 
and go at will? 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I am 
glad to answer that question. This 
school is just a day’s drive by bus from 
the Navajo Reservation to Brigham 
City, Utah. The Indian children, some 
1,500 of them, came there. We have 
had them there for a year and a half, 
some of them for 2 years. Instead of 
trying to get away from the school we 
have a hard time to keep them from at- 
tempting to get in. When calls were 
made at the collecting stations on the 
reservation for these children 300 more 
than were allocated were ready to go. I 
am told at the school that very few 
have ever tried to get away. They do 
not even want to go home from the 
school when vacation times arrives. 
Tears were in the eyes of the children 
at the end of the school year, I am told, 
when they were informed they had to 
go home for the summer. It is a de- 
lightful school. It was converted into a 
school from a hospital at some extra 
cost. It has been prepared for the use 
of the students, and all we ask is to make 
full use of what the Congress has pro- 
vided for these students, and which they 
have a right to use. 

Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WATKINS. I yield. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Is it not correct to say 
that not only the children in question, 
but thousands of other Navajo children 
in the same category are willing and 
anxious to go to school and would do so 
if only Uncle Sam would provide 
facilities? 

Mr. WATKINS. At least 12,000 of 
them would go tomorrow if school fa- 
cilities were available for them, I am 
a member of the “watchdog” committee 
for the Navajo rehabilitation program. 
That is one of the reasons why I am 
fighting for them now, to use what has 
already been provided, to its limit, 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Utah yield to the Sen- 
ator from Illinois? 

Mr. WATKINS. I should rather yield 
the floor. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, may I 
ask the Senator from Illinois a question? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I do not have the 
floor yet. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Can we not have a 
vote on the amendment? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I should like to make 
a few observations. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, in my 
position as acting minority leader, I am 
temporarily in charge of the time of the 
opposition. I shall be very glad to yield 
to the Senator from Illinois, How much 
time does he wish? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I should like to have 
15 minutes. 

Mr. CORDON. A total of 15 minutes 
is all the time under the control of the 
opposition. If the Senator will ask for 
10 minutes of the time under my control, 
he perhaps can obtain some more time 
from the other side. 
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Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I have 
been yielded 10 minutes by the Senator 
from Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon has control of the 
time on the part of the opposition, if the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN] is 
not opposed to the amendment. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Iam not opposed to it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I shall not address 
myself to this particular amendment, 
but rather rise in the spirit of protest 
against some of the expenditures in this 
bureau. I remember the days on the 
other side of the Capitol when appro- 
priations for the Indian Bureau reached 
$32,000,000 a year, and I made, by rule 
of thumb, a ready calculation which 
indicated that the amount appropriated 
represented $1,000 for every Indian in 
addition to whatever social security 
benefits he had, and in addition to what- 
‘ever other general benefits inured to him 
by virtue of residence in the United 
States of America. 

Last year the budget estimate reached 
$71,000,000, and if I correctly remember 
the figure in this bill, the appropriation 
is roughly $67,000,000 for the fiscal year 
1952. Of that amount, there is roughly 
$23,000,000 for education. I think we 
are now spending $2,300,000 for social- 
welfare activities, for placement, guid- 
ance, and a great many other things. 

I am wondering about this kind of 
expenditure. It is a little startling when 
we realize that 13,006 civilian employees 
of the Government—and I should like to 
be corrected if I am wrong—are admin- 
istering the affairs of X number of 
Indians. Not even that number has been 
determined. The Census Bureau has one 
rule by which it determines what con- 
stitutes an Indian. The Indian Bureau 
has another, and there is quite a dis- 
parity between their estimates. I think 
the Indian Bureau insists that there are 
393,000 Indians in the country. The 
Census Bureau says, roughly, 333,000. 

Some years ago I had this rather en- 
trancing experience: I sent a letter to 
the Indian Bureau. I simply said to 
Mr, John Collier, who was at that time 
at the head of that activity, “What is 
an Indian?” I got back four pages of 
single-spaced typewriting, and when I 
got through I could not find out what 
an Indian was. 

I addressed a letter to the Bureau of 
the Census. I got back five pages. To 
this good hour, I do not quite know what 
an Indian is, although by one standard 
probably one-sixty-fourth blood entitles 
one to be on the tribal rolls. By that 
standard the second Mrs. Woodrow Wil- 
son would have been enrolled upon the 
rolls of the Indian Bureau; and if num- 
bers mean anything for the purpose of 
getting anything out of Congress, that 
is a very felicitous way to do it, 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield, although I 
have but little time to labor this matter. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Iagree completely with , 
the statement of the Senator from Mli- 
nois that the appropriation is not in 
keeping with the welfare of the Indians. 
In the instance of the present appropria- 
tion, my only interest is to do something 
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for the Indian, and not for the Indian 
Bureau. I have seen the Bureau grow 
from an appropriation of $22,000,000 a 
year in 1931, to an appropriation of 
$71,000,000 last year. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I hope 
the Senator will not take too much of 
my time, because my time is limited. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Let us cut the Indian 
Bureau, but let us not sacrifice the 
Indians. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I sometimes wonder 
earnestly—and I yield to no one in my 
solicitude for the aboriginal inhabitants 
of this country—whether we would not 
be infinitely better off if we were to 
abolish the Indian Bureau. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I think we would. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I think the record 
before the committee is not too happy a 
one in this connection. Let me read 
what the Senator from California [Mr. 
KNOWLAND] said. Perhaps he is a mem- 
ber of the committee. This was with 
relation to education. There is $23,- 
600,000 in this item for education. The 
Senator from California said: 

Senator KNOWLAND. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not like to interrupt the speaker, but we are 
now in the year 1951. Is it not a rather sad 
commentary—and this is not personal, be- 
cause you have only fairly recently come 
into the picture—but is it not a sad com- 
mentary with the years and generations that 
have passed that we have had some responsi- 
bility for and to the Indians of this country 
that we now find some of them handicapped 
in getting employment because they cannot 
speak the English language? 


There was an Indian Bureau in 1824. 
That was 127 years ago. It was under 
the direction of the Army. It was trans- 
ferred to the Interior Department, such 
as it was, in 1849, or 102 years ago. 

When we read this record we see the 
allergy of these people toward work, and 
toward the idea of being assimilated and 
absorbed. When we are now spending 
nearly $2,000 a year per Indian, frankly, 
it is time to call a halt and take a look 
at this problem. I think the situation 
ought to be investigated from top to bot- 
tom. There are in this service 13,006 
civilian employees, or nearly 1 employee 
for every 30 of our Indian wards. There 
is something wrong with that picture. I 
want to see the right thing done, but I 
do not want to see money wasted. 

In my time I have seen this Bureau 
grow from an appropriation of $30,000,- 
000 to an appropriation of $70,000,000, 
and this year $67,000,000. It seems to 
me that the subject eminently deserves 
a far better exploration than it has re- 
ceived. I do not pretend to be an expert 
on the subject. Ido not pretend to have 
the answers. I know that those who 
come from the Western States and the 
Northwestern States probably have lived 
with this problem for a long time, and 
have a more intimate knowledge of it 
and greater familiarity with it than 
have I. 

But how long is this thing to go on? 
Recognizing, of course, that the Indians 
are the wards of the Government, recog- 
nizing that in certain cases there are 
treaty obligations to the Indians, that 
still is no warrant, and certainly no jus- 
tification, for wasting money, if there is 
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waste in this bill. We are getting peril- 
ously close to that time. Iam beginning 
to wonder about it. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I shall be very 
glad to have the time taken out of what- 
ever time may be allotted to me, if 
necessary. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Wyoming. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I merely wish to 
say to the Senator, first of all, that there 
is another study of Indian problems now 
in process by the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. Many studies have 
been made in the past, which has not 
been productive, sad to say, of too great 
results. But the fact of the matter is 
that by way of education we are doing 
more than can be done, I think, in any 
other way to bring the Indian popula- 
tion of the United States to a better 
realization of the opportunities which 
are presented to them. 

The record of the last war shows that 
Indians have been subject to military 
duty and have performed that duty with 
great credit to themselves and to the 
country. The record of defense mobiliz- 
ation during World War II shows, 
throughout the country, that Indians 
have been employed in industrial estab- 
lishments, and to great advantage. In 
recent years there has been a substantial 
degree of progress. 

There are many, many errors in the 
administration of Indian affairs. Ihave 
no doubt about that. But with respect 
to education, it certainly is an obligation 
which the Congress of the United States 
owes to the aboriginal inhabitants of 
this continent. I assure the Senator 
that if the will and desire of the chair- 
man of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs will bring it about, the 
study which is now in progress will re- 
sult in a report upon which the Congress 
may act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UnbeErwoop in the chair). The time of 
the Senator from Illinois has expired, 
unless the Senator from Utah [Mr, 
Watkins! yields additional time. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Frankly, time was 
supposed to be made available to me by 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'Manoney]. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President; how 
much time have I left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Utah has 7 minutes. 

Mr. WATKINS. I shall be glad to 
yield some of that time to the Senator 
from Illinois, 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Will the Senator from 
Utah yield 5 minutes to me in order that 
I may respond to the Senator from 
Wyoming? 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes additional to the Senator from 
Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I wish 
to respond for a moment to my friend 
from Wyoming. ; 

The question in my mind is this: How 
long is this type of wardship to go on? 
It has been in process now for well over 
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a century and a quarter. In the House 
report the following statement is made: 

Although recognizing the necessity to pro- 
vide material assistance, the committee feels 
that the increasing emphasis must be placed 
upon active, tangible progress toward the 
assimilation of Indians into the general 
population. 


Is this to go on for another 50 years? 
Is it to go on for another 100 years? Will 
the appropriations reach $100,000,000 a 
year? 

I know something about the ravages of 
disease, and I have some doubt as to 
whether there is quite the increase in 
the Indian population which has been 
asserted by the Indian Bureau. I would 
much rather take the Census Bureau 
figures. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
may I answer the Senator? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I believe that some 
attention ought to be paid to this load. 
It is not fair to the country and to the 
taxpayers to carry a burden like this 
when we fail, evidently, in the job of 
assimilation. We fail in the job of edu- 
cation. Furthermore, the committee 
hearings—and I have read every word on 
the subject of the Indian Bureau—are 
certainly not very encouraging in re- 
spect of the assimilation of Indians into 
working activities. I believe we have a 
right to ask that they overcome their 
allergy toward employment and that 
something be done toward facilitating 
their adjustment. If they are able- 
bodied, they should carry their load, just 
like anyone else. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. If the Senator 
will permit me—— 

Mr. DIRKSEN. First I yield to my 
friend from Utah. 

Mr. WATKINS. The vocational 
school covered by the pending amend- 
ment is for the purpose of training the 
Indians, so that they will be able to take 
jobs. These particular Indians, the Nav- 
ajos, are very fine mechanics when 
trained and they become good workers, 
but they must be taught the English 
language first. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Do they stay at the 
job, or do they go back to the blanket 
on the reservation? The testimony be- 
fore the committee indicated that there 
were some persons who counseled the 
Indians that they should stay on the res- 
ervation, instead of going outside and 
finding useful employment. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is the fault of the 
Bureau. The Bureau people would like 
to keep them on the reservation, in order 
to perpetuate their own jobs. They 
would like to keep them where the Sen- 
rsd from Illinois says they are being 

ept. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Will the Senator from 
New Mexico join me in striking a mil- 
lion and a half dollars from the appro- 
priations for the Indian Bureau? 

Mr. CHAVEZ. When I get the floor 
in my own time I intend to give the 
Senate my opinion of the Indian prob- 
lem. I say that nothing is the matter 
with the Indian. The Indian should be 
left alone. He should be allowed to as- 
similate. I shall read the language 
which the committee inserted in the re- 
por It will take only a half minute to 
read, 
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Mr. DIRKSEN. I have just read the 
language into the RECORD. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. The House report used 
the following language: 

Although re the necessity to pro- 
vide material assistance, the committee feeis 
that increasing emphasis must be placed on 
active, tangible progress toward the assimila- 
tion of the Indians into the general popula- 
tion. Unless this is done the Indians will 
inevitably continue in their dependent 
status. 


The Bureau wants the Indians to re- 
main in the dependent status. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I have heard such as- 
sertions made for 12, 15, or 16 years, and 
I have not seen any improvement. All 
I have seen is requests for more money, 
until we now have over 13,000 paid med- 
ical, educational, and enforcement of- 
ficials. There is something tragically 
wrong with that kind of picture. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. CASE. Can the Senator yield me 
1 minute? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield 1 minute to 


of the Senator from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. WATKINS. I am glad to yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from South Da- 
kota. 

Mr.CASE. I do not need 2 minutes. I 
merely wish to make the observation 
that the prolongation of the existence 
of the Indian Bureau and the wardship 
of the Indians are not only unfair to 
the taxpayers, but unfair as well to the 
Indians themselves. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Utah yield me 2 min- 
utes? 

Mr. WATKINS. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I desire to say to 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN ] 
that I believe substantial progress is be- 
ing made along the line which he be- 
lieves the Government should follow, 
namely, toward the elimination of the 
wardship of the government of the In- 
dians. 

The chief obstacle in the path of the 
assimilation of the Indians into the gen- 
eral body of our citizenship has been the 
fact that through the years the Indians 
have had claims against the Government 
for what they assert to be violations of 
their treaty rights in the taking of their 
land and resources. 

Several years ago, in the Seventy-ninth 
Congress, while I was chairman of the 
Committee on Indian Affairs for a few 
brief months, I sponsored in the com- 
mittee and in the Senate a bill to estab- 
lish the Indian Claims Commission. The 
theory of the bill was that all Indian 
claims should be finally determined, once 


the deadline. Let the claims be finally 
adjudicated. Then there will be removed 
the principal obstacle to the development 
of the Indian, because so long as the In- 
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dian feels that he has a claim, or some- 
thing to be awarded to him, he will follow 
the other road. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Wyoming has 
expired. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
minutes. 

Mr. WATKINS. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I wish to take 1 min- 
ute in order to reply to the Senator from 
Wyoming. Let us assume that we finally 
come to the conclusion of the claims, and 
that they are all liquidated. 


Four 


to Congress, the way we are going, with 
respect to appropriations. 


lish language and that he cannot adjust 
himself. If he cannot adjust himself, 
and if he cannot find a job, he will con- 
tinue as an aggravation in the body 


We have established a school. The build- 
ings were formerly occupied by an army 
hospital. It can accommodate 2,150 In- 
dians, if filled to capacity. The Indians 
are being trained so that they can leave 
the reservation and live somewhere else. 
They must do so, because there are not 
enough resources on the reservation to 
take care of all of them. As a matter 
of fact, half of the Indians, or some 
30,000 of them, must be moved from the 
reservation. A replacement program is 
being worked out under which they will 
be taken off the reservation as fast as 
they can understand the English lan- 
guage and are able to take care of them- 
selves. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 


graduates 
of Carlisle College in Pennsylvania, on 
reservations today who are in the same 
position as Indians who: have #9 odaca- 


= WATKINS. That is true. The 
reason for it is largely because only a few 
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Indians are educated. We must have 
mass education to get any effect in that 
respect. One or two went back to the 
blankets in a hurry. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Why did they not 
leave the reservation? Was it the fault 
of the Bureau? 

Mr. CASE. Yes. 

Mr. WATKINS. This is an honest 
effort to get the Indians on their own 
feet. Congress voted unanimously to 
establish the school and transferred it to 
the Indian Bureau. We voted $3,750,000 
to build it. Why should we recede now 
and cut the appropriation down $150,000, 
merely because there is an economy 
wave? It is a matter of contract, as well, 
that we should keep. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WATKINS. Yes. 

Mr. CASE. I beg the pardon of the 
Senator from Utah and the Senator from 
Michigan for interrupting them. I be- 
lieve the answer is that the emphasis 
which has been followed under the In- 
dian Reorganization Act has been to keep 
the Indian an Indian. Until the em- 
phasis is changed that will be the effect 
of the Bureau’s policy. Personally I 
have been somewhat encouraged by the 
present Commissioner of Indian Affairs. 
He is a gentleman who is disposed, more 
than anyone I have ever met in the 
Bureau, to get away from maintaining 
the Indian as an Indian on a reservation, 

Mr. WATKINS. This is an honest ef- 
fort to get the Indians off the reservation 
as fast as they come out of school and 
are able to carry on for themselves. 

Mr. CASE. A program of taking them 
off the reservations must be the answer 
to the Indian problem. 

Mr. WATKINS. I have asked for 
$500,000. What did Congress do? 
While Congress wants to get them off the 
reservation, it has cut off the money for 
that purpose. I did not make any argu- 
ment for the $500,000, but it should have 
been made. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Unverwoop in the chair). The time of 
the Senator from Utah has expired. All 
time on the amendment has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Utah to 
the committee amendment on page 12, 
in line 8. 

The amendment to the amendment 


question now is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment as amended. 

Mr. HAYDEN obtained the floor. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will my colleague yield 2 minutes to me? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I simply wish to 
say, regarding the committee amend- 
ment, that it provides for a percentage 
cut in regard to the appropriations for 
the health, education, and welfare serv- 
ices of the Indians. What has been 
said in regard to what the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs has done and what it has 
not done has been interesting; but I 
simply wish to say that if perhaps in 
the past the Government has not fulfilled 
its obligations to the Indians, at least 
we are not relieved from the obligation 
of fulfilling our responsibilities to them. 
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Poor Indians are living in certain 
areas in hogans, and many of them do 
not understand the English language 
and do not know how to get a job. We 
have tried to obtain the enactment of 
laws which would permit them to obtain 
Off-the-reservation employment. We 
would like to have established in the 
towns schools which the Indians could 
attend, learn the English language, and 
commingle with the white people. How- 
ever, that cannot be done if we reduce 
the appropriations. 

The second part of this committee 
amendment, providing that “not to ex- 
ceed $23,699,661 shall be available for 
personal services,” may be all right, for 
it would reduce the personnel of the Bu- 
reau of Indian Affairs. However, when 
the conferees take the amendment to 
conference, I hope they will not agree to 
reduce the appropriation that is needed 
for the education and welfare of the 
Indians and to help them obtain good 
jobs in other places. 

Senators speak of having the States 
assume the obligations for the Indians. 
The States will be glad to assume the 
social-security obligation and every other 
obligation for the Indians as soon as the 
Indians are put on their feet, so that 
they can cope with the white men by 
their side. We are making rapid strides 
in that direction. We are trying to ob- 
tain off-the-reservation employment for 
the Indians, There are programs calling 
for the establishment of schools for the 
Indians, and also programs to allow the 
Indians to attend the regular schools for 
the white people. 

So I hope the committee of conference 
will restore the allowance of $43,600,000, 
even if they maintain the limitation of 
$23,699,661 for personal. services, Mr. 
President, if we are going to do our duty 
by our own people, we must make this 
appropriation. We cannot make meat- 
ax cuts in the appropriations available 
for the education and welfare of poor 
people and then expect to rehabilitate 
them at the same time. 

Where did the committee get this re- 
duced appropriation? It simply decided 
on a straight cut in the eppropriation, 
regardless of whether these poor people 
need the money or not. 

I say we should hang our heads in 
shame if we do not take care of these 
poor, dependent Indians who cannot 
speak English. 

It is said that they are able-bodied. 
Yes; perhaps they are able-bodied; but 
how can they get jobs if they cannot 
speak the English language? 

I simply wish to make this statement 
in behalf of the Indians of my State, and 
there are many of them. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the junior Senator from Arizona 
has expired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to ask 
a question. 

Mr, HAYDEN. I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized 
for 1 minute. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to ask 
whether the item in the appropriation 
bill providing for grants and assistance 
to needy Indians applies universally to 
every State where there are Indians, I 
ask that question because I was under 
the impression that certain States are 
given assistance by way of grants for 
social-security purposes, but other States 
are not. This matter was brought to 
my attention by the Bureau of Public 
Welfare of my State of Minnesota, 

Mr. HAYDEN. I can answer that 
question. The situation with which we 
are now dealing arises in connection 
with special legislation which was passed 
for the benefit of the Navajo and Hopi 
Indians. The Senator recalls that there 
were very heavy snowstorms in the area 
where the Navajos and Hopis live, and 
there was starvation on the reservation. 
A cry went up to the effect that if we 
can take care of persons in foreign 
countries, we should be able to take care 
of our own. Therefore, special legisla- 
tion in that connection was enacted. 

That legislation was enacted because 
of the fact that the Navajos and Hopis 
are the largest tribes of Indians that are 
living on lands which really are not suf- 
ficient to support them. There are ap- 
proximately 60,000 Navajos and Hovis 
on that reservation, but the reservation 
will not support more than half that 
number. As a result, they had to re- 
ceive assistance, which is not granted 
elsewhere. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I asked the ques- 
tion because certain counties in Minne- 
sota have a very heavy public-relief load 
brought about by the number of Indians 
and the small number of jobs available 
in the area. 

Does this item provide assistance for 
the State of Minnesota in that con- 
nection? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Some general relief is 
provided; I am sure it is not restricted to 
the particular counties, That matter is 
covered under the title of the bill re- 
lating to health, education, and welfare; 
it covers all those purposes. 

However, I would not want to tell the 
Senator from Minnesota that the bill 
provides a special fund which would be 
available to the counties of his State, 
because such is not provided in the bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is my feeling 
that if we are going to give the kind of 
special treatment which is given to some 
areas—and I am not saying that is not 
right—certainly we should give the same 
kind of treatment to other areas where 
the counties have taken on a tremendous 
public-assistance load. If we can do 
that, I should like to know when it will 
be accomplished. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
tke Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. This appropria- 
tion applies to the general welfare of all 
Indians, and the appropriation could be 
used in one State as well as in another. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Oh, yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment on page 12, in line 8, as 
amended by the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Utah [Mr. WATKINS]. 


7967 

The amendment as amended was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


clerk will state the next committee 
amendment passed over. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
was going to state 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, this 
amendment was passed over at the sug- 
gestion of the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes; and the ques- 
tion will be on agreeing to my amend- 
ment to the committee amendment. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes; the Senator from 
Michigan has an amendment of his own 
pending to the committee amendment, 
and it should be considered now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
next committee amendment passed over 
will be stated. 

The next amendment passed over was, 
on page 13, line 7, after the word “ex- 
pended”, to strike out “$12,000,000” and 
insert “$11,683,104, of which not to ex- 
ceed $2,852,067 shall remain available for 
personal services, and.“ 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, to 
this committee amendment, I call up my 
amendment identified as “7-6-51—J’”’, on 
page 13, in line 8. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from Michigan to the committee amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment on page 13, in line 8, 
it is proposed to strike out “$11,683,104” 
and insert “$10,000,000.” 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, is 
particular item is the construction item 
for the Bureau of Indian Affairs. The 
budget estimate for it was $12,000,000. 
The bill as it is now before us implies 
that the House voted the full amount of 
the budget estimate, namely, $12,000,000, 
However, what the House really did was 
to provide a lump-sum or over-all limi- 
tation of $65,000,000. If the House had 
actually voted to allow the full amount 
of the budget estimate for each of the 
several items which make up the appro- 
priations for the Bureau of Indian Af- 
fairs, the amount voted by the House 
for this purpose would have been the 
amount of the budget estimate, or $71,- 
425,000. 

In their tentative allocations based on 
the House limitation, the representa- 
tives of the Bureau testified that if the 
House total were sustained, this con- 
struction item would be reduced to 
$8,231,000, which, in reality, is what is 
in the House appropriation for this item. 

As the bill was reported to the Senate 
by the Appropriations Committee, it 
carriec at this point the amount of $11,- 
683,104. The purpose of my amendment 
to the committee amendment is to re- 
duce that sum to $10,000,000. In other 
words, the over-all appropriation by the 
House would actually be $8,231,000; and 
if we take my figure of $10,000,000, the 
comparison would be between that fig- 
ure and the $8,231,000, which, in effect, 
was allowed by the House. 

Mr. President, that is one item, 
When we are talking about construction, 
I point out that construction covers the 
construction of buildings and utilities, 
roads and trails, irrigation systems, and 
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there is the item of land acquisition, 
All of these items, except the provision 
for the roads and trails and the land 
acquisition, of course, would require the 
use of valuable building material, and 
so forth, from the various military proj- 
ects. If the Bureau itself says they get 
only $65,000,000, they would allot $8,- 
231.000, whereas now they are in effect 
getting from this bill the $12,000,000; 
and it is the purpose, as I said before, to 
cut this figure to $10,000,000. 

Mr. CASE. Does the Senator know 
how much was allotted, or planned, in 
the allocation of this fund, for the ac- 


quisition of land? x 
Mr. FERGUSON. Nothing was 
planned along that line. The appro- 


priation for 1951, last year, carried an 
item for land acquisition, and that is 
why the term “land acquisition” was 
used, in connection with the item of 
$137,500. 

Mr. CASE. It occurs to me that this 
is a poor time for the Indian Bureau to 
be acquiring land, or to be adding to its 
holdings of land. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Bureau is ap- 
plying $1,000,000 to roads and trails, 
$1,921,000 to irrigation, and $5,310,000 
to buildings and utilities; and, as I say, 
it amounts to giving the Bureau their 
breakdown of $8,231,000. What the 
amendment of the Senator from Michi- 
gan would appropriate to them would 
be $10,000,000, for the particular items 
I have designated, so that if any cut is 
justified, it appears that this cut of 
$2,000,000 is justified, when the amount 
allowed is $2,500,000 more than the 
amount which the House appropriated, 
and which was in the House bill. 

Mr.CASE. Does the Senator’s amend- 
ment propose to do anything to the per- 
sonal-services figure? 

Mr. FERGUSON. No; this amend- 
ment does not touch the personal-serv- 
ices item. It relates to construction. 

Mr. CASE. It seems to me the amend- 
ment ought to be directed to that item, 
when the Senator understands that, on 
an Indian reservation, where the Indian 
Service has the responsibility for main- 
taining roads, there is no other agency 
having the duty to maintain the roads. 
The Indian reservation that is within 
an organized county, or in an unor- 
ganized county, generally speaking, has 
no funds for the maintenance of roads 
within the Indian reservation; and if 
the Indian Service does not have the 
money for improving the roads, none is 
available. 

If the Senator’s amendment would 
simply change the $11,000,000 figure of 
the committee amendment to $10,000,- 
000, and still leave $2,852,000 available 
for personal services, it strikes me that 
the proportion would be wrong; for the 
committee has said that, of the $11,683,- 
104, $2,852,067 should be available for 
personal services. If the Senator 
changes the total figure, reducing it from 
$11,683,104 to $10,000,000, and still leaves 
the personal-services figure at $2,852,- 
067, then the personal-services figure 
would be out of proportion to the total, 

Mr. FERGUSON. The language is 
“not to exceed.” There is a provision in 
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the report indicating that when con- 
struction, or the various personal-serv- 
ice items are reduced, the other items 
are not to be increased in connection 
with personal service. 

Mr. CASE. But that is not the way 
the Bureau now interprets it. It is not 
a total limitation; it is a reservation of 
that much for personal services, that is 
to say, “of which not to exceed $2,852,067 
shall be available for personal services”; 
and, under the interpretation of the Bu- 
reau and of the Comptroller General, it 
reserves that much out of the total for 
personal services. 

Mr. FERGUSON. There is no doubt 
they could use that full amount. 

Mr. CASE. If we were to reserve for 
personal services $2,800,000 of the 
$10,000,000, it would be a wrong pro- 
portion. Certainly, if the Senator is 
going to reduce the $11,000,000 figure to 
$10,000,000, he should reduce the per- 
sonal-service item. 

Mr. FERGUSON. It is very difficult 
to ascertain how much of the $11,683,104 
would be for personal services. 

Mr.CASE. Iwonder, though, whether 
the Senator would not want to modify his 
amendment to say that “of which not to 
exceed $2,500,000 shall be available for 
personal services.” Certainly we ought 
not to give them the same amount for 
personal services as we would if the ap- 
propriation were 16 percent larger. 

Mr. FERGUSON. In this particular 
amendment, of course, there is no specific 
amount for personal services. It is listed 
as construction, and the committee cut 
the amount for personal services by 10 
percent. 

Mr. CASE. Yes, but that was based 
on $12,000,000. 

Mr. FERGUSON. It is on the basis 
of $12,000,000. 

Mr. CASE. But the Senator’s amend- 
ment would let them spend exactly as 
much for personal services, namely, 
$2,800,000 on a lower basis, that is, out 
of 810,000, 000. In other words, the com- 
mittee proposes to let them spend $2,- 
800,000 for personal services out of the 
$11,600,000. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The committee did 
that on the same basis on which it was 
willing to allow them to use $12,000,000. 

Mr. CASE. But why, if the Senator 
wants to press his amendment, would he 
not knock down the $2,800,000 for per- 
sonal services, and leave a little more for 
actual construction? 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan feels that, if they will really 
make a 10 percent cut, the result will be 
practically the same whether they figure 
on the amount of $11,683,104, or $10,- 
000,000. It will cut down the amount 
for construction, in the actual operation 
of that particular item, by $1,683,104. 

Mr. CASE. The Senator from South 
Dakota would like to offer an amend- 
ment to the Senator’s amendment, to 
reduce the personal-services item. As 
I understand, however, such an amend- 
ment would be in the third degree. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I think that is true. 

Mr. CASE. The Senator’s amend- 
ment is already an amendment to an 
amendment, 
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Mr. FERGUSON. I do not think the 
Senator from Michigan can accept such 
an amendment. He believes it would be 
an amendment in the third degree. 

Mr. CASE. Certainly the Senator 
from South Dakota, for himself, cannot 
say that the Senator could accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, let me 
explain the situation. The reduction of 
10 percent, through the action taken by 
the Senate, was based on the principle 
that the budget estimate, whatever it 
might be for this purpose, should be re- 
duced 10 percent. When we reduce the 
amount shown in the budget for personal 
services by 10 percent, the figure reported 
by the committee is the amount which 
is left, that is to say, $2,852,067, which 
is 90 percent of tne budget estimate for 
personal services. 

Mr. CASE. Ninety percent of the 
$12,000,000? 

Mr. HAYDEN. No. 

Mr.CASE. Ninety percent of the esti- 
mate for personal services? 

Mr. HAYDEN. That had nothing to 
do with it. If the Senator will consider 
the situation as it actually exists, he will 
recall that the Committee on Appropria- 
tions was instructed by the Senate to re- 
duce the budget estimate for personal 
services by 10 percent. What the 
amount for construction would be has 
nothing to do with that reduction. We 
are cutting personal services 10 percent. 
The committee has carried out the in- 
structions of the Senate. That is all we 
have done. There is no relation between 
that and anything else. 

Mr. CASE. But the Senator from 
Arizona will agree with me that if $2,- 
800,000 is the proper item for personal 
services, out of a total construction fund 
of $11,600,000, it is too much if we are 
going to reduce the total construction 
item from $11,600,000 to an even $10,- 
000,000. Is not that true? 

Mr. HAYDEN. That would be true if 
it were not based upon the total amount 
to start with. We are not cutting the 
personal services appropriation in rela- 
tion to operation and maintenance work, 

Mr. CASE. But it comes out of the 
$11,600,000. 

Mr. HAYDEN, It certainly does, but 
it comes out of the budget estimate. 

Mr. CASE. If the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Michigan prevails, 
$2,800,000 would be taken from the 
$10,000,000. 

Mr. HAYDEN. It remains the same. 

Mr. CASE. But there would be less 
money left for actual construction. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Not necessarily. 

Mr, CASE. The $2,800,000 could not 
be used for anything except personal 
services. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator fron. 
Michigan did not make clear the fac 
that last year there was appropriated 
for construction $19,137,650. The Bu- 
reau of the Budget reduced that amount 
to $12,000,000, and we have made the 
10-percent reduction in personal sery- 
ices, which reduces the amount recom- 
mended to $11,600,000, in round figures. 
Of that sum, as stated in the bill, ap- 
proximately $3,125,000 is for the liquida- 
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tion of obligations under previous con- 
tract authorizations. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr, FREAR. Following up the ques- 
tion asked by the Senator from South 
Dakota, since we have already allocated 
$3,125,000, I should like to ask the chair- 
man of the committee why $2,000,000 is 
still needed for personal services. 

Mr. HAYDEN. To liquidate the obli- 
gations, and to do the work which the 
Bureau of the Budget estimated would 
cost a certain amount. 

Mr. FREAR. Five percent of the 
$3,000,000 would amount to only $150,- 
000, which is a very small amount com- 
pared with the $2,852,000. 

Mr, HAYDEN. Within the budget 
estimate of $12,000,000 there was an 
estimate by the Bureau of $3,168,000 for 
personal services. The Budget Bureau 
estimated that it would require that 
much to pay the personnel necessary to 
do the work. We cut that item 10 per- 
cent as directed by the Senate. 

Mr. FREAR. Then I would assume 
that the Budget Bureau took into con- 
sideration that the $3,125,000 would not 
require excessive administration ex- 
penses. 

Mr, HAYDEN. It took into consider- 
ation what personnel was necessary. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr, HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. The effect of the language 
proposed in the committee amendment, 
“of which not to exceed $2,852,067 shall 
be available for personal services,” is 
equivalent to earmarking that much 
money for personal services. The Sen- 
ator will not disagree with that state- 
ment, will he? 

Mr. HAYDEN. No. 

Mr. CASE. When we say that $2,- 
$52,067 shall be available for personal 
services, we have earmarked that 
amount, and it cannot be available for 
any other purpose. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct. The 
Bureau of the Budget estimated that 
$3,168,000 would be required for personal 
services to enable the Bureau to do the 
kind of work contemplated and sched- 
uled. That is the basis on which the 
committee acted. The Senate decided 
that they could get along with 10 percent 
less. 

Mr. CASE. I accept that statement, 
there is no quarrel with it; but I insist 
that the effect of the language is that 
we have earmarked two things—$3,- 
125,000 for the liquidation of obliga- 
tions incurred pursuant to authority 
previously granted, and we have ear- 
marked the sum of $2,852,067 for per- 
sonal services. When we add those two 
sums together we get $5,977,067. If we 
subtract that from $11,683,104, we have 
left, under the language of the Sen- 
ate committee amendment, $5,706,037. 
Under the language proposed by the 
Senator from Michigan we would have 
left only $4,023,000 for construction. 


Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 


Mr. CORDON. The error in the Sen- 
ator’s conclusion is that what we set 
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as a ceiling for personal services and a 
ceiling for liquidation is a floor for each. 
The words “not to exceed” make it a 
ceiling, and the mandatory word shall“ 
places a limitation on the total amount 
that can be spent for the purpose. It 
is not in any sense a requirement that 
the money be spent exclusively for that 


purpose. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I entirely agree with 
the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. CASE. I also agree. But not 
more than that amount can be expended 
for personal services. It is earmarked, 
“put on ice,” and set aside, and not to 
exceed that much shall be available for 
personal services. I am confident that 
future interpretation of that language 
will bear me out that that much money 
is set aside for personal services. 

I further submit that if we want to 
earmark a certain amount of money for 
the liquidation of obligations, we should 
Say, “Not to exceed so much is for liqui- 
dation of obligations.” We have ear- 
marked that much money, and it must 
be preserved for that purpose. We have 
earmarked a certain amount of money 
for personal services, and we have re- 
served that amount for personal serv- 
ices. We thereby reduce construction 
money by that amount. 

Mr, HAYDEN. I cannot follow the 
Senator’s argument. The Bureau of 
the Budget made an estimate of $3,168,- 
000 for personal services. It set forth 
in the estimate that it could not be used 
for anything else. 

Mr. CORDON. I think I follow the 
Senator’s statement. I have no infor- 
mation on the subject, but I think the 
Senator is correct that perhaps the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office has rendered a 
decision that such language would set 
up a contingent use which would effect 
a reservation of that amount from any 
other use. If that kind of an opinion 
has been rendered by the Comptroller 
General, then at the appropriate time, 
in conference, the language needs to be 
changed. It was not the intent of the 
committee to do that. The language, I 
submit to any lawyer, does not so pro- 
vide; but if the Comptroller General 
says it Goes, then we can ask the Comp- 
troller General to choose some language 
that suits him. 

Mr. CASE. I am sure the Senator is 

familiar with the work of Marcellus C. 
Sheild. Every time we wanted to ear- 
mark a certain amount in a fund for a 
particular purpose, it was his custom to 
write language providing that a certain 
amount should be available for a specific 


purpose. 
Mr. HAYDEN. When he earmarked 
a certain sum of money, he did not use 
the words “not to exceed,” but he said 
“of which so much shall be available.” 
Mr. CASE. Either way, I think the 


effect would be the same. 

Mr. HAYDEN. No; it makes a vast 
difference. 

Mr. CASE. It would be available for 
that purpose. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield. 


Mr. CASE. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I think there is 
universal agreement in the committee 
that when the words “of. which not to 
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exceed” are used, the interpretation is 
that it is purely a limitation. 

Mr. CASE. I agree that it is a limi- 
tation. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That the amount 
that is not used will revert to the Treas- 
ury, and that under no circumstances 
can more than that be used, So it be- 
comes a ceiling. 

Mr. CASE. It becomes a ceiling. 
That is perfectly clear. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. If it were de- 
sired to make it mandatory, then there 
would be left out the language “of which 
not to exceed $2,852,067 shall be avail- 
able,” and so forth. 

Mr. CASE. Certainly not more than 
that can be used, but up to that amount 
can be used. If it is not used, it is not 
usable. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, speak- 
ing in whatever time may be yielded to 
me by whomsoever may yield it—and it 
wiil not take me long to conclude my 
remarks—I should like to suggest that I 
am inclined to believe, directing my 
statement to the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. Case], who has had vast 
experience in the field of appropriations 
on the other side of the Capitol, and 
whose opinion merits most careful con- 
sideration by the Senate, that if the in- 
terpretation which the Senator has 
placed upon this language should be the 
interpretation which the Comptroller 
General places upon it, then if we were 
to adopt the House language with refer- 
ence to this whole appropriation, the 
House having made a single appropria- 
tion of approximately six-million-and- 
some dollars less than the total budget 
estimate, and then with respect to each 
of the items of appropriation included 
used the term not to exceed” and then 
used the figures of the budget estimate, 
the Comptroller General would be face 
to face with an interpretation requiring 
an impossibility to the extent of a defi- 
ciency of $6,500,000, because the rest 
could not be applied. 

Mr. CASE. That is perfectly proper.“ 

Mr. CORDON. I rather doubt that 
the event will show that that kind of an 
interpretation has been made. Where 
the words “not to exceed” are not used I 
am quite sure that would be the rule, 
But I am strongly of the opinion that the 
Comptroller General will follow the gen- 
eral legal interpretation in connection 
with a matter of this kind, and that the 
words of statutory presentation will pre- 
vail. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, if there 
is no further discussion, I wish to ex- 
press the hope that the amendment will 
be defeated. The matter will, however, 
have to ga to conference, and there we 
will endeavor to adjust it as best we 
can. I think it would be a mistake to 
adopt the amendment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
suggest that he take the matter to con- 
ference? 

Mr. HAYDEN. We will have the com- 
mittee amendment in conference be- 
tween the House and the Senate. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The difference be- 
tween the amount in the House bill of 
$12,000,000 and the amount recommend- 
ed by the committee of $11,683,104, will 
ke in conference. There is no way by 
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which the conference committee can re- 
duce the amount to $10,000,000. They 
cannot even reduce it to the amount the 
House thought it was providing by its 
over-all cut. 

Mr. HAYDEN. No. Let me repeat 
that the House had no thought on that 
subject at all. The House took what we 
considered to be a wrong action. They 
made an arbitrary $6,500,000 cut. The 
apportionment of that cut was not made 
by the House of Representatives. 

Mr. FERGUSON. No, it was made by 
the Bureau. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Bureau, faced 
with a cut of that size, decided to whack 
it off wherever it could. It did not agree 
to it, and the House had no knowledge 
of where it would be applied. That is 
why the Senate committee deliberately 
decided that we would make our own 
cuts in the proper places, and not leave 
it to the discretion of a bureau chief as 
to where he would place the money. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoL- 
LAND in the chair). The time of the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN] has 
expired. The Senator from Michigan 
Mr. FERGUSON] has 3 minutes remain- 
ing. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr, FERGUSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Oregon. 

Mr, CORDON. It occurs to me, Mr. 
President, that we are going to be in 
rather an anomalous position in confer- 
ence on this bill, because the language 
referring to the availability of money not 
to exceed a certain sum certainly means 
anything from that amount down to 
nothing. 

Mr, HAYDEN. That is correct. 

Mr. CORDON. Therefore, inasmuch 
as the House made an appropriation of 
$65,000,000, the difference between that 
and the total budget request of $71,- 
425,000 being approximately $6,500,000, 
it seems to me the House would be in 
the position of saying, and with some 
real reason, that they were entitled to 
vary any item either below the figure 
they used as an allocation of the budget 
estimate, or our figure which we use as 
an appropriation, so long as the total 
of those variances does not go beyond 
the total to which they have held their 
single figure of appropriation. 

Mr. HAYDEN. There is no question 
about that, because first the conference 
will have to determine whether or not 
the ceiling of $65,000,000 shall be main- 
tained. If it is maintained, the matter 
is wide open to any change below that, 
If it is not maintained, the conferees 
can then make any change they please, 
anywhere through the entire*appropria- 
tion for the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 

think we should place this figure beyond 
any doubt at $10,000,000, so there will 
be in conference the item of $12,000,000 
approved by the House and $10,000,000 
by the Senate. Then the question of 
the interpretation will be eliminated. 

Mr. President, on my amendment I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays have been requested. Is 
the request sufficiently seconded? 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Mich- 
igan, designated 7-6-51—J. [Putting the 
2 The “noes” appear to have 

1 FERGUSON. I ask for a divi- 
sion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A divi- 
sion is requested. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. : 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Alken Hendrickson McKellar 
Bricker Hennings Millikin 
Bridges Hill Monroney 
Butler, Md. Hoey Moody 
Butler, Nebr, Holland Morse 
Byrd Humphrey Mundt 
Cain Hunt Neely 
Capehart Ives Nixon 
Carlson Jenner O'Conor 
Case Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney 
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Pastore 
Clements Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Cordon Kem Saltonstall 
Dirksen Kerr Schceppel 
Douglas Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Knowland Smith, N. C. 
Eastland Langer Stennis 
Ecton Lehman Taft 
Ellender Lodge Thye 
Ferguson Long Underwood 
Flanders Magnuson Watkins 
Frear Malone Welker 
Fulbright McCarthy Wherry 
George McClellan Williams 
Hayden McFarland Young 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hot- 
LAND in the chair). A quorum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Michigan to the committee amendment 
on page 13, line 8. 

Mr. FERGUSON and other Senators 
requested the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON], the Senator from Connecti- 
cut [Mr. Benton], the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK], the Sen- 
ator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran], and 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] 
are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. CON- 
NALLY] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL-ẹ 
LETTE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
Mr. Green], the Senator from Connecti- 
cut [Mr. McManon], and the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are ab- 
sent by leave of the Senate on official 
business of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate on 
official business, having been appointed a 
representative of our Government to at- 
tend the International Labor Conference 
being held in Geneva, Switzerland. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. Smatu- 
ERS] is absent because of illness. 

I announce that on this vote the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut [Mr. MCMAHON] 
has a general pair with the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. BREWSTER]. 

I announce that on this vote the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] 
is paired with the Senator from New 
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Hampshire [Mr. Topey]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from New Mexico 
would vote “nay” and the Senator from 
New Hampshire would vote “yea.” 

I announce that on this vote the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] is 
paired with the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. SmitH]. If present and voting, the 
Senator from Tennessee would vote 
“nay” and the Senator from New Jersey 
would vote “yea.” 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Murray] would vote “nay.” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is 
absent on official business 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW- 
STER] who is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations has a general pair on 
this vote with the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. MCMAHON]. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Hrcken- 
Looper], the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. SMITH], and the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. WI ET] are absent by leave 
of the Senate on official business of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tovey] is absent by leave of the 
Senate on official business of the Com- 
mittee on Crime Investigation, and is 
paired with the Senator from New Mex- 
ico [Mr. ANDERSON]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire would vote “yea” and the Senator 
from New Mexico would vote “nay.” 

On this vote the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH] is paired with the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
New Jersey would vote “yea” and the 
Senator from Tennessee would vote 
“nay.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Durr] is detained on official business. 

The result was announced—yeas 40, 
nays 35, as follows: 


YEAS—40 
Aiken Ferguson O'Conor 
Bricker Flanders Pastore 
Bridges Frear Robertson 
Butler, Md. George Saltonstall 
Butler, Nebr. Hendrickson Schceppel 
Byrd Hoey Smith, Maire 
Cain Holland Smith, N. C. 
Capehart Ives Taft 
Carlson Jenner Thye 
Dirksen Kem Welker 
Douglas Lodge Whe: 
Dworshak Malone Williams 
Eastland McCarthy 
Ecton Moody 

NAYS—35 
Case Johnson, Tex. Millikin 
Chavez Johnston, S.C. Monroney 
Clements Kerr Morse 
Cordon Kilgore Mundt 
Eliender Knowland Neely 
Fulbright Langer Nixon 
Hayden Lehman O'Mahoney 
Hennings Long Stennis 
Hill Magnuson Underwood 
Humphrey McClellan Watkins 
Hunt McFarland Young 


Johnson, Colo. McKellar 
NOT VOTING—21 


Anderson Green Murray 
Bennett Hickenlooper Russell 
Benton Kefauver Smathers 
Brewster Martin Smith, N. J. 
Connally Maybank Sparkman 
Duff McCarran Tobey 
Gillette McMahon Wiley 
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So Mr. Fercuson’s amendment to the 
committee amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the commit- 
tee amendment on page 13, in line 8, as 
amended. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I have an 
amendment to this committee amend- 
ment at another point. Is it in order at 
this time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from South Dakota to the committee 
amendment will be stated. 

The Curer CLERK. In the committee 
amendment on page 13, in line 8, it is 
proposed to strike out “$2,852,067” and 
insert in lieu thereof 82,500,000.“ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from South Dakota 
to the committee amendment, as 
amended. 

The Senator from South Dakota is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, it will not 
be necessary for me to take 15 minutes, 

If Senators will examine the bill on 
page 13, they will note that as the com- 
mittee amendment now stands, as a re- 
sult of the adoption of the amendment 
submitted to it by the Senator from 
Michigan, the figure $11,683,104 has 
been reduced to an even $10,000,000. My 
amendment proposes that the following 
figure be reduced; I refer to the figure 
in the same line, which applies to per- 
sonal services. My amendment to the 
amended committee amendment would 
reduce the amount allowed for the per- 
sonal services item from $2,852,067 to 
$2,500,000. 

It is my contention that at the pres- 
ent time the amendment as it would now 
stand would earmark $2,852,067 to be 
available for personal services, plus $3,- 
125,000, in line 10, for liquidation of 
prior obligations. 

Although the total amount reported 
by the committee, namely, $11,683,104, 
is now to be reduced to $10,000,000, as 
will be done as a result of the adoption 
of the amendment of the Senator from 
Michigan to the committee amendment, 
yet the committee amendment as thus 
amended, but without the adoption of 
my amendment, would provide $2,852,067 
for personal services. 

Since the total amount is to be re- 
duced as the result of the adoption of 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Michigan to the committee amendment, 
it is my contention that the amount to 
be appropriated for personal services 
should be reduced in proportion. 
Roughly, the reduction made as a result 
of the adoption of the amendment of the 
Senator from Michigan to the committee 
amendment is 10 percent, or $1,683,104, 
being a reduction from $11,683,104 to 
$10,000,000. Similarly, a rough 10-per- 
cent reduction of the $2,852,067 would 
result in a figure of approximately $2,- 
500,000. 

So my amendment to the committee 
amendment, as amended, simply would 
match, in this case, the reduction made 
by the amendment of the Senator from 
Michigan to the committee amendment. 
It is my purpose to make sure that some 
funds are allowed so that the job to 
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which the amendment applies can really 
be done. After all, the appropriation is 
for the construction and repair of roads 
on Indian reservations and the construc- 
tion, repair, and maintenance of build- 
ings there. This fund will be the only 
fund available for those purposes, 
Therefore, let us not permit all the 
amount to be spent for personal serv- 
ices, but let us try to provide that some 
of the fund will be available for new 
construction and for the repair and im- 
provement of existing construction. 
This paragraph of the bill also allows 
certain funds for the liquidation of prior 
obligations. 

So let us not permit all the fund to 
be used for personal services, but let us 
provide that some of the fund shall be 
used for the repair and painting of build- 
ings and for fixing up the roads, so that 
these people can get around. 

So, Mr. President, I hope my amend- 
ment to the committee amendment, as 
amended, will be accepted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN] is 
recognized, if he wishes to resist the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
South Dakota to the committee amend- 
ment, as amended. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I 
merely wish to explain to the Senate 
that there is no relationship between 
the limitation and the amount of money 
available in this case, because the limita- 
tion, made under the directive given to 
the Appropriations Committee by the 
Senate, was a 10-percent reduction of 


` the Budget estimate, and that is what 


the committee made. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator accept the amendment to 
the amendment and take it to confer- 
ence? ' 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
Senator could accept the amendment 
and take it to conference, and then find 
from the Bureau the proper ratio. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senate estab- 
lished the ratio, which was that we 
should reduce by 10 percent the budget 
estimates for personal services. The 
committee obeyed that direction. 

Mr. FFRGUSON. But now that the 
Senate has voted that a further cut be 
made in the $12,000,000 item, namely, a 
cut to $10,000,000, instead of to $11,683,- 
104, as reported by the committee, it is 
the theory of the Senator from South 
Dakota that a cut should also be made 
in the amount provided for personal 
services. I would agree with him if I 
knew the exact amount in accordance 
with the ratio. 

So if the Senator from Arizona will 
accept this amendment to the amended 
committee amendment, and will take it 
to conference, the ratio can then be de- 
termined from the Bureau. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I dis- 
agree that the words “not to exceed” do 
not mean anything. However, under 
the circumstances, I accept the amend- 
ment to the committee amendment, as 
amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the amendment of the 
Senator from South Dakota to the com- 
mittee amendment, as amended, is 
agreed to. 
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The question now is on agreeing to the 
committee amendment, as amended, on 
page 13, in lines 7 to 9. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment lettered “A.” 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, let 
me inquire on what page of the bill that 
item is to be found. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. On page 18. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that before that point 
in the bill is reached, the Senate must 
consider certain committee amendments 
which previously were passed over and 
have not yet been disposed of. 

The Senator from Arizona will be 
recognized to bring up the next commit- 
tee amendment passed over. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, if 
my colleague will yield, let me say that it 
was my understanding that when we 
reached the items for the Bureau of 
Reclamation we would not proceed fur- 
ther with the bill this evening. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair did not understand the Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
am about to make a motion that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
executive business. 

However, first, I yield to the Senator 
from Oregon. 

PRESENT PROBLEMS OF SMALL BUSI- 

NESS IN THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the Rrcorp, as a part of my 
remarks, a very able statement made by 
Mr. Edgar W. Smith, president of the 
Portland Chamber of Commerce, before 
the Small Business Committee of the 
House of Representatives, at the Mult- 
nomah Hotel, Portland, Oreg., on July 
5, 1951. In the address Mr. Smith dis- 
cussed what the Senators from Oregon 
have pointed out, on more than one oc- 
casion in the Senate, constitutes an un- 
fair discrimination against the great 
Pacific Northwest by this administra- 
tion in respect to the letting of Govern- 
ment contracts in connection with the 
defense programs to business concerns 
in the Pacific Northwest. 

In the interest of saving time, I ask 
unanimous consent to have the state- 
ment published in the body of the REC- 
ORD, as a part of my remarks; and I 
hereby associate myself with the com- 
ment and arguments which Mr. Smith 
makes in the course of his statement. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object—although I shall 
not object—I wish the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon to know that 
neither North Dakota nor South Da- 
kota has gotten a single defense con- 
tract. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I want 
my good friend the Senator from North 
Dakota, to know that he has, here and 
now, my support for ending the discrim- 
ination on the part of this administra- 
tion in respect to its policies both in 
relation to the Pacific Northwest and to 
the States of North Dakota and South 
Dakota, as well. 


7972 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, if the Sen- 
ator will yield 

Mr. MORSE. I do not have the floor. 

Mr. CASE. In any event, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I should like to correct the record 
by saying that South Dakota does have 
some such contracts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon has requested 
unanimous consent for the printing of 
the statement in the body of the RECORD, 
Is there objection? Without objec- 
tion 

Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, let me say 
that I heard my distinguished friend, 
t>e Senator from Oregon, use the blanket 
term “Pacific Northwest.” I must say 
that the State of Washington has many 
war contracts of great magnitude; but 
I want to associate myself with the Sen- 
ator’s statement in regard to what we 
call smaller business in the Pacific 
Northwest. 

Mr. MORSE. I was merely trying to 
save the feelings of my good friend from 
Washington. What I might have said 
was, there has been some discrimina- 
tion on the part of this administration 
in favor of the State of Washington over 
the State of Orcgon. But we will let 
it go on the basis of how the record 
stands, with this serious comment—be- 
cause everyone present knows I have 
been speaking jocularly in reply to the 
Senator from Washington. Seriously, 
the Senator from Washington is correct 
in stressing the point that the small busi- 
ness of the Pacific Northwest certainly 
have been subjected to most unfair dis- 
crimination by the authorities in charge 
of the defense program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Oregon? 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Record, as follows: 

STATEMENT OF Epcar W. SMITH, PRESIDENT, 
PORTLAND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, BEFORE 
THE SMALL BUSINESS COMMITTEE OF THE 
House oF REPRESENTATIVES, PORTLAND, 
OREG., JULY 5, 1951 
As president of the Portland Chamber of 

Commerce, I take this opportunity of wel- 
coming you to our community. We appre- 
ciate the reasons behind your visit and hope 
that your stay here will be profitable to the 
committee and to the small-business men 
of this area. 

As you have ascertained from your previ- 
ous hearings, the problems of the small- 
business men are many and are increasing 
day by day. Anything that your group 
might do to alleviate this situation will work 
to the good of the country as a whole. 

From the standpoint of defense contracts, 
as you well know, there are two systems of 
bidding in force by the armed services; com- 
petitive bidding and negotiated bidding. In 
the competitive bidding situation we find 
that our manufacturers on the Pacific coast 
are at a disadvantage from the standpoint 
of the time element. When the Department 
of Commerce initiated its system of bid 
synopses sheets, many of our local com- 
panies that requested drawings and speci- 
fications found that they arrived the day 
the bids opened or after the bids were 
Opened, even though in many cases tele- 
grams had been sent to get the information, 
This situation has improved somewhat, and 
we find the Air Force is now mailing its bid 
specifications to this area and other 
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branches of the service are trying to cor- 
rect the situation, but we still feel that not 
enough time is allowed for our manufac- 
turers to get the bids to the procurement 
offices most of which, as you all know, are 
located east of the Mississippi River. Some 
of our individual witnesses here will elabo- 
rate on the problems of this situation. 

Another disadvantage on these competi- 
tive bids is that some of the specifications 
which apply were written from the stand- 
point of eastern suppliers. For instance, 
until recently, under General Services Ad- 
ministration specifications for furniture, no 
furniture containing alder or spruce core 
stock was acceptable. These two woods are 
used in all commercial lines of furniture 
produced in this area. Through the efforts 
of our Oregon delegation, on one recent or- 
der we were able to get these original speci- 
fications amended so that our people could 
bid, and two of our local concerns were able 
to get a part of this business. As a result of 
our demand for equal opportunity on this 
type of thing, the General Services Admin- 
istration is sending a man out there to 
make a detailed check of our furniture in- 
dustry with the view of rewriting many of 
the Government specifications that apply on 
these products. 

Another matter which has militated 
against us on competitive bidding projects 
is that our cost of doing business is higher 
out here. We pay our workers a high level 
of wages. Steel and other products which 
have to be shipped to the area cost us more. 
Consequently, on many products in the 
metalworking line, our bids are higher than 
older eastern centers. In the wood products 
line our workers also receive twice as much 
pay as certain competitive areas in the South, 
and this has not helped the situation. 

It is our belief that some of this Govern- 
ment purchasing should be regionalized and 
those items which are to be delivered in this 
area should be purchased in this region, if 
at all possible. For instance, on a recent bid 
specification on pallet boards for GSA, 
warehouses, 15,000 of these were to be de- 
livered in Seattle and San Francisco, but the 
original specification called for oak pallet 
boards and all our local warehouses use 
pallets produced from Douglas fir grown and 
cut in this area, On this particular bid, sev- 
eral of our pallet manufacturers put in bids 
for Douglas fir pallets, but due to our high 
labor costs the lowest Northwest producer 
was about 60 cents a pallet higher than 
Southern producers. 

When we come to the consideration of 
negotiated bids with the armed services, we 
find that we are also at a disadvantage. If 
you apply the Federal definition of small 
business as being “a concern that employs 
less than 500 persons and is not a dominant 
factor in its industry” you will find that al- 
most 99 percent of our companies in the area 
fall in that category. There are only about 
two score plants in the whole State of 
Oregon that employ more than 500 persons. 

On the negotiated contracts we have found 
that preference is given to the large manu- 
facturer, and perhaps from the viewpoint of 
the armed services there may be some justi- 
fication in this preference. Many of these 
prime contractors, however, do not make a 
sincere effort in trying to spread the work to 
the smaller manufacturers. Also, on the 
negotiated bids, those organizations which 
have participated in the M-day mobilization 
program are given prior preference. It would 
seem to me that an honest effort should be 
made to spread around the work. 

We have been able to bring in many sub- 
contracts to this area by reason of the fact 
that we have camped on the doorstep of 
the prime contractors on the Pacific coast, 
and have prepared a detailed brochure giving 
the machine tool facilities of all the metal- 
working plants in the Portland area. In this 
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way we are able to convince these prime 
contractors that we do have small concerns 
in the area which can do a job for them. It 
is a hard proposition, however, and by and 
large most of the companies in this area 
with the machinery that will work to close 
tolerances are pretty busy at the present 
time. Nevertheless our economy out here has 
been built on a job-shop basis and very few 
of our plants have been geared up to quantity 
production. It is these smaller job-shop 
plants that are feeling the effect of the 
mobilization program, particularly as they 
will be faced with greater and greater short- 
ages of materials such as steel, copper, alu- 
minum and other items, 

Another anomalous situation has de- 
veloped recently. Several of our companies 
have been able to get contracts from the 
armed services only to find that their DO 
priority ratings will not get them steel and 
other materials which will enable them to 
make delivery in the time requested by the 
contracting services. On the other hand, 
large manufacturers appear to be in a gen- 
erally more favorable position with respect 
to materials; first, because they are larger 
and therefore preferred customers of basic 
suppliers, and second, because they have 
greater financial resources to seek out and 
buy materials perhaps at higher prices than a 
smaller concern can afford to pay. In this 
respect it is realized that the proposed con- 
trolled materials plan is supposed to elimi- 
nate such difficulties of supplies to concerns 
that have actual defense contracts; however, 
the smaller manufacturer who has had a 
rough time in the past wants to be shown 
that such is the case. 

Our electrical appliance wholesalers and 
dealers, and our automobile dealers are hav- 
ing tough times due to the credit regulations 
which have been imposed by the Federal Re- 
serve system. Also, our building contractors 
are beginning to feel the pinch. We realize 
that the basic concept of these credit reguia- 
tions is to cut down the consumption of 
critical materials and channel it to the de- 
fense needs; but if the employees of such 
concerns in our area lose their jobs and have 
to go to other areas where there is more 
defense business, then these controls work a 
permanent hardship on our region. These 
difficulties will be explained in more detall 
by the witnesses that are here today repre- 
senting these segments of our economy. 

The problems arising out of the Office of 
Price Stabilization are many and varied. We 
all know the need of price control, but the 
multitude of work necessary for the concerns 
to fill out forms, etc., means the hiring of 
extra help—the cost of which cannot be ab- 
sorbed as easily by small concerns as by large 
concerns, It is my firm conviction that the 
biggest enemy of our country at the present 
time is inflation. The Federal Government, 
in its quest to get maximum production of 
military requirements, as well as to maintain 
a civilian economy, should adopt some of the 
following policies: 

1, Strict economy in all nondefense gov- 
ernmental expenditures, both at home and 
abroad. 

2. Elimination of waste in our military ex- 
penditures. N 

3. Adoption of a program to stimulate in- 
dividual savings and an equitable pay-as- 
you-go tax program that will be fair to busi- 
ness, with emphasis on fair—particularly to 
the small-business man. 

In closing I wish to thank you again for 
your visit to our community and your inter- 
est in the problems of our small-business 
men. I know that you will give serious con- 
sideration to the men who follow me in this 
hearing. 


INCREASED CONSUMPTION OF HORSE 
MEAT 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I want 
to take just a moment to read a very 
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brief article which appeared in the Port- 
land Journal of recent date. It is a 
United Press article which speaks for 
itself. The headline is “Portland turns 
to horse meat,” and the article reads: 
The Oregon Journal said Thursday that 
the high cost of meat had caught up with 
many Portlanders and they were now eating 
“three times as much horse meat” as they 
did 3 months ago. 

The newspaper said there were only six 
horse-meat retailers catering to consumers 
90 days ago, but now there were 18 and sev- 
eral other beef, lamb, and mutton handlers 
were contemplating a switch to horse meat. 

Milton W. Bowerman, retail distribution 
manager for the Westward Packing Co., said 
Portland area consumers were buying 60,000 
pounds of horse meat a week in the form 
of roasts, steaks, wieners and sausages. 


I only wish to comment good hu- 
moredly, Mr. President, that the reports 
I am getting from my State in regard to 
the increase in the consumption of horse 
meat have caused me to give serious con- 
sideration to doubling the locks on my 
stablcs in Eugene, Oreg., because I sus- 
pect there are plenty of people who think 
that is the use to which those horses 
should be put. 


NO PLACE FOR POLITICS—EDITORIAL 
FROM THE ST. LOUIS POST-DISPATCH 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, on 
July 6, 1951, an editorial entitled “No 
Place for Politics” appeared in the St. 
Louis Post-Dispatch. In this editorial 
there is pointed out the high price which 
our country is paying for the politicaliz- 
ing of its Bureau of Internal Revenue. 
I ask unanimous consent that the edi- 
torial be printed in the body of the REC- 
orp at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

No PLACE For POLITICS 


Removal of the United States collector of 
internal revenue for the third New York 
district shows anew what a high price the 
country is paying for the politicalizing of 
its Bureau of Internal Revenue. 

In the case of James W. Johnson, who is 
defying his dismissal by President Truman, 
the price apparently was an all-pervasive 
inefficiency. In other cases which have ex- 
ploded in a mere 6 months the prices have 
run from doubtful conduct to racketeering. 
These cases have occurred from the Pacific 
coast to the Atlantic. 

Ernest Mike Schino, chief field deputy for 
northern California, was fired after the 
Kefauver committee investigated California 
crime. Shortly thereafter he and Patrick 
Mooney, former chief fleld deputy in Nevada, 
were indicted at San Francisco in an in- 
come-tax-fixing racket in which worthless 
copper company stock was sold to persons 
who wanted tax-evasion cases against them 
dropped. 

William D. Malloy, deputy collector at San 
Prancisco, was fired for taking money from a 
woman in the prostitution racket whose tax 
returns were under investigation when Mal- 
loy was in charge of the branch office at 
Salinas. Denis W. Delaney, who had been 
charged with irregularity in handling polio 
funds, was suspended by the President from 
his post as collector of internal revenue in 
Massachusetts. Here in St. Louis, James P. 
Finnegan resigned after it was disclosed that 
he was to become a partner in a nickel plant 
in Cuba if the RFC approved lease of the 
Government-owned plant to a private group. 
There is no suggestion that anything Mr, 
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Finnegan did was legally wrong, but ethically 
it was certainly doubtful. 

Throughout it all, the man responsible for 
the administration of the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue showed little zeal in correcting the 
deplorable conditions under him. The Cali- 
fornia Special Crime Study Commission com- 
plained that years after it exposed the cor- 
ruption in the Bureau there, no action 
worthy of the name had been taken. Com- 
missioner George J. Schoeneman continued 
to denounce idle rumors and unverified 
rumblings, until the Kefauver Committee 
severely criticized him in its inquiry into 
the fixing of tax cases. Now Mr. Schoene- 
man himself has resigned. 

The Internal Revenue Bureau has got into 
this mess because its jobs are filled not on 
merit but as political patronage. 

Appointment of all the officials of the In- 
ternal Revenue Bureau from the career serv- 
ice, without Senate confirmation, was recom- 
mended by the Commission on Organization 
of the Executive Branch of the Government, 
headed by former President Hoover. This, 
said the Commission, would elevate all em- 
ployees, including collectors, above the level 
of politics, and encourage them to build up 
an experienced and competent personnel. 

Some such reform is ripely due. At the 
top, furthermore, should be an Administra- 
tor with some more to recommend him than 
that the President wished to reward him for 
faithful service to the party. John B. Dun- 
lap, who has been appointed to succeed Mr. 
Schoeneman as Commissioner, has shown 
zeal in his direction of a national drive to 
curb tax frauds by racketeers. Mr. Dunlap 
now has a chance to show whether he will be 
jealous of the good name of the Bureau that 
has been entrusted to him, and zealous in 
administration. 


McGRATH ACCUSES EX-TAX COLLEC- 
TOR—ARTICLE FROM THE WILMING- 
TON (DEL.) MORNING NEWS 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, yes- 
terday there appeared in the Wilming- 
ton Morning News an article, by the As- 
sociated Press, carrying a St. Louis date 
line of July 9, 1951, entitled “McGrath 
Accuses Ex-Tax Collector; Finnegan 
Violated Laws in Office, He Asserts, 
Backing Senator Williams’ Charge.” I 
ask unanimous consent that this article 
be printed at this point in the body of 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

McGrath Accuses Ex-Tax COLLECTOR—FIN- 
NEGAN VIOLATED Laws IN OFFICE, HE 
ASSERTS, BACKING SENATOR WILLIAMS’ 
CHARGE 
Sr. Louis, July 9.—Attorney General J. 

Howard McGrath said in a letter made public 

today he has been informed James P. Finne- 

gan, former collector of internal revenue 
here, violated criminal laws in the conduct 
of his office. 

The statement was made by McGrath in 
a letter appointing a special Assistant At- 
torney General for prosecution of any cases 
growing out of a grand jury investigation of 
alleged income-tax irregularities. 

The Attorney General did not disclose the 
source of the information. 

Finnegan, an attorney, resigned as col- 
lector for the eastern district of Missouri 
last April after serving in the office since 
1944. 

Senator JoRN J. WILIA Ss (Republican, of 
Delaware) charged on the Senate floor last 
May 7 that the qustice and Treasury Depart- 
ments withheld damaging evidence against 
Finnegan when the grand jury investigation 
first began here. 
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The Senator said the administration sup- 
pressed evidence which showed Finnegan 
received substantial attorney fees from cor- 
porations which got financial help from the 
Government. 

At that time Finnegan said WILLIAMS’ 
charges were “too damned ridiculous to 
comment on.” Today he was not imme- 
diately available for comment. 

McGrath said the Justice Department was 
informed Finnegan and other unknown 
persons violated the internal revenue code 
“by receiving or to receive compen- 
sation for services rendered in relation to 
matters in which the United States is a 
party or indirectly interested.” 

The Department was informed also, Mc- 
Grath continued, that they “have violated 
other criminal laws of the United States and 
have conspired to commit all such offenses” 
in violation of another section of the code. 

The letter was addressed to Thomas E. 
DeWolfe, a special assistant in the Criminal 
Division of the Justice Department. It 
named him to help in prosecution of any 
cases growing out of the grand jury investi- 
gation, which is scheduled to be resumed 
tomorrow. 

The letter and an oath taken by DeWolfe 
were filed today with United States District 
Court Clerk Joseph J. O’Connor. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 


As in executive session, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoL- 
LAND in the chair) le‘i before the Sen- 
ate a message from the President of the 
United States submitting sundry nomi- 
nations, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 


CONFIRMATION OF POSTMASTERS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, as 
in executive session, I ask unanimous 
consent that the nominations of post- 
masters, appearing on the Executive Cal- 
endar, be confirmed en bloc, and that 
the President be notified immediately. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, as in executive session the 
nominations of postmasters are con- 
firmed en bloc; and, without objection, 
the President will be notified imme- 
diately. 

RECESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, as 
in legislative session, I move that the 
Senate stand in recess until 12 o’clock 
noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
5 o’clock and 45 minutes p. m.) the Sen- 
ate took a recess until tomorrow, Thurs- 
day, July 12, 1951, at 12 o'clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate July 11 (legislative day of June 
27), 1951: 3 

IN THE ARMY 

The following-named officers for temporary 
appointment in the Army of the United 
States to the grade indicated under the pro- 
visions of subsection 515 (c) of the Officer 
Personnel Act of 1947: 


To be brigadier generals 
Col. Calvin DeWitt, Jr., 04459, United 
States Army. 
Col, Charles Frost Craig, 07231, United 
States Army. 
Col. Charles Wilkes Christenberry, 08373, 
United States Army. 
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Col. Robert Alston Willard, 08586, United 


States Army. 

Col. Henry Maris Black, 08596, United 
States Army. 

Col. Thomas Kenneth Vincent, 09682, 


United States Army. 

Col. Harry Frederick Meyers, 011877, United 
States Army. 

Col. Robert Gilbert Lovett, 012062, United 
States Army. 

Col. Frank Otto Bowman, 012090, United 


States Army. 

Col. George Gage Eddy, 012108, United 
States Army. 

Col. Arthur Pulsifer, 012211, United States 
Army. 

Col. John Ray Hardin, 012283, United 
States Army. 

Col. Elton Foster Hammond, 012291, 


United States Army. 

Col. Eugene McGinley, 
States Army. 

Col. Hobart Hewett, 012328, United States 
Army. 

Col, James Holden Phillips, 012331, United 
States Army. 

Col. Nathaniel Alanson Burnell 2d, 012337, 

United States Army. 

Col. John Leonard Whitelaw, 
United States Army. 

Col. Frank Andrew Henning, 012648, United 


012318, United 


012357, 


States Army, 

Col. James Malcolm Lewis, 012650, United 
States Army. 

Col. Bernard Linn Robinson, 012652, 


United States Army. 

Col. William Wallace Ford, 012667, United 
States Army. 

Col. John States Seybold, 012693, United 
States Army. 

Col. Maurice Wiley Daniel, 012766, United 


States Army. 

Col. Gustave Harold Vogel, 012793, United 
States Army. 

Col. Charles Harlan Swartz, 012798, 


United States Army. 

Col. William Earl Crist, 012828, United 
States Army. 

Col. William Edward Waters, 
United States Army. 

Col. Carroll Heiney Deitrick, 014796, 
United States Army. 

Col. Mark McClure, 014935, United States 
Army. 

Col. James Dunne O'Connell, 014965, 
United States Army. . 

Col. Oliver Wendell Hughes, 014974, United 
States Army. 

Col. Robert Parker Hollis, 015079, United 
States Army. 

Col. Joseph Howard Harper, 015083, United 
States Army. 


014700, 


Col. Einar Bernard Gjelsteen, 015143, 
United States Army. 
Col. John William Harmony, 015240, 


United States Army. 

Col. Earl Shuman Gruver, 015259, United 
States Army. 

Col. Leonard James Greeley, 
United States Army. 

Col. Haydon Lemaire Boatner, 
United States Army. 

Col. John Archer Elmore, 015823, United 
States Army. 

Col. John Perry Willey, 015954, United 
States Army. 2 

Col. James Francis Collins, 016819, United 
States Army. 

Col. Lawrence Russell Dewey, 
United States Army. 

Col. Arthur Lawrence Marshall, 038593, 
United States Army. 

Col. Ira Kenneth Evans, 016215, United 
States Army. 5 

Col. William Murlin Creasy, 016397, United 
States Army. 

Col. John Gibson Van Houten, 016669, 
United States Army. 

Col. William Peyton Campbell, 
United States Army. 


015449, 
015641, 


015575, 


014886, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Col. Andrew Thomas McNamara, 017324, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant 
colonel, United States Army). 

Col. Marshall Sylvester Carter, 018359, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant 
colonel, U. S. Army). 

Col. Harold Richard Duffie, 0126221, Army 
of the United States. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate July 11 (egislative day of 
June 27), 1951: 

POSTMASTERS 
ARIZONA 
James H. Callan, Litchfield Park. 
CONNECTICUT 
William L. Humphrey, Kensington. 
Nina J. Bartram, Sharon. 
FLORIDA 
Lemuel B. Crandell, Madison. 
IDAHO 
Margaret J. Redl, Pierce, 
ILLINOIS 

John Wherry, Danville. 

Wayne L. Donahue, Huntley. 

Roy E. Williams, Kane. 

John Lawrence McCuen, Percy. 

IOWA 

Raymond Baumgartel, Amana. 

Laurel H. McDonald, Castana, 

Roy H. Smith, Delhi, 

Ernest L. Perin, New Hartford, 

Leo F. McGrane, Osage. 

Dean A. Whitney, Radcliffe. 

Beltran L. Lambertsen, Wiota. 

KENTUCKY 

Corinne Aswell Cantrill, Georgetown. 

John H. McGee, Jr., Horse Cave, 

William A. Patton, Louisa. 

Frank J. Murphy, Pleasure Ridge Park 

* LOUISIANA 
Ellis A. Terrebonne, Golden Meadow. 
LeRoy Ford, Leesville. 
MAINE 
Howard W. Stormann, Stillwater. 
Harold C. Smith, West Buxton. 
MARYLAND 
Garland Berdan Jones, Girdletree. 
MISSISSIPPI 
Bonnie B. Ball, Summit. 
Daniel Clarence Selby, Tinsley. 
MISSOURI 

John J. Summers, Hale. 

John R. Short, Jackson. 

Alvin O. Hendrickson, Memphis. 

NEBRASKA 

Phillip T. Grove, Alliance. 

Ellsworth C. Tepner, Plainview. 

Herman R. Stanislav, Staplehurst. 

NEW JERSEY 

James P. O'Malley, Rocky Hill. 

NEW MEXICO 

Troy Meadows, Madrid. 

NEW YORK 

Donald H. Bush, Ludlowville. 

/ NORTH CAROLINA 

Love D. Cain, Albemarle. 

Albert L. Bennett, Grantsboro. 

Rebecca D. Meyer, McLeansville. 

Thomas B. Ashby, Mount Airy. 

OHIO 

John J. Scholes, Danville. 


Claude A. Benedict, Johnstown. 
Harold H. Hill, Sr., St. Paris. 


JULY 11 


PENNSYLVANIA 
Robert W. Ecelbarger, Big Run. 
Elmer E. Mower, Linwood. 
John Kenneth Lapham, McSherrystown. 
Eleonore C. Kirkland, Secane. 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
Francis O. Haselden, Scranton, 
TENNESSEE 
James M. Fry, Camden. 
Rankin E. Mathis, Jr., Milan. 
Inez L. Hawks, Ralston. 
_ TEXAS 
Vernon M. Gill, Garden City. 
Herbert S. Wilkes, Happy. 
Tommie Wood, Hawley. 
Billy M. Traylor, Hughes Springs. 
Marvin J. Booker, Newton, 
Lenard A. Yankie, Silsbee. 
VERMONT 
George F. Whitcomb, Bristol. 
Lynford F. Lamphere, Underhill. 
VIRGINIA 
John H. Coleman, Lynchburg. 
Raymond H. Woodall, Sandston. 
WEST VIRGINIA 
Charles P. Ott, Ronceverte. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


WEepbnespay, Jury 11, 1951 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

Rev. John Adams Pinckney, rector of 
St. James Episcopal Church, Greenville, 
S. C., offered the following prayer: 


Most merciful Father, who art the 
Divine Architect of the universe, in 
whose power all mankind is held and in 
whose strength all men should live and 
labor, we implore Thy blessings upon the 
people of these United States and espe- 
cially upon their representatives here as- 
sembled. Save them from all ignorance, 
pride, and prejudice, and give them 
faith, courage, and determination to 
think clearly, speak fearlessly, and stand 
firmly, to do Thy will and follow Thy 
way. Help them to stand for the hard 
right against the easy wrong for the 
benefit of all Thy people that Thy king- 
dom may come and Thy will be done. 
For in Thee only all our life is begun, 
continued, and ended. Let these Thy 
servants know Thy love and feel Thy 
presence that they may do everything to 
Thy honor and Thy glory. These and 
all the other blessings of this life we ask 
in the name of Him, who is the King of 
Kings and Lord of Lords, Jesus the 
Christ. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of 
yesterday was read and approved. 


HUBER v. AYRES—CONTESTED ELECTION 
CASE (H. DOC. NO. 189) 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication from the 
Clerk of the House, which was read, re- 
ferred to the Committee on House Ad- 
ministration, and ordered printed: 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 10, 1951. 
The honorable the SPEAKER, 
House of Representatives. 

Sm: I have the honor to lay before the 

House of Representatives the contest for a 


1951 


seat in the House of Representatives from 
the Fourteenth Congressional District of 
the State of Ohio, Walter B. Huber v. Wil- 
liam H. Ayres, notice of which has been filed 
in the office of the Clerk of the House; and 
also transmit herewith original testimony, 
papers, and documents relating thereto. 

In compliance with the act approved 
March 2, 1887, entitled “An act relating to 
contested-election cases,” the Clerk has 
opened and printed the testimony in the 
above case, and such portions of the testi- 
mony as the parties in interest agreed upon 
or as seemed proper to the Clerk, after giv- 
ing the requisite notices, have been printed 
and indexed together with notice of con- 
test, and the answer thereto and original 
papers and exhibits have been sealed up and 
are ready to be laid before the Committee on 
House Administration. 

Two copies of the printed testimony in 
the aforesaid case have been mailed to the 
contestant, and the same number to the 
contestee, which, together with the briefs 
of the parties, will be laid before the Com- 
mittee on House Administration, to which 
the case shall be referred. 

Very truly yours, 
RALPH R. ROBERTS, 

Clerk of the House of Representatives. 


SPECIAL ORDER TRANSFERRED 


Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that the spe- 
cial order I have for today may be 
transferred to tomorrow, to follow any 
special orders previously entered. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. LANE asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 10 
minutes today, following the legislative 
program and any special orders hereto- 
fore entered. 


THE LATE PERCY HAMILTON STEWART 


Mr. CASE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. Speaker, only once in 
the last third of a century have the 
people of the district which I have the 
honor to represent elected a Democrat to 
membership in the House of Representa- 
tives. 

In a special election in December 1931 
to fill the vacancy caused by the death of 
Representative Ernest R. Ackerman, 
Percy Hamilton Stewart, of Plainfield, 
N. J., was elected to represent the old 
Fifth District which then comprised the 
county of Morris as well as the county of 
Union, 

On June 20, Mr. Stewart died at the 
age of 84 years. 

While Mr. Stewart served in the House 
for but a short time, he is remembered 
by his colleagues with affection and re- 
spect. Though a life-long Democrat, he 
was a person of independent character 
who frequently supported measures of 
the then Republican administration. A 
member of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency, his maiden speech was in 
support of the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation bill. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Mr. Stewart’s service in the House was 
but one incident in a life of activity in 
civic and public service. 

He served as mayor of Plainfield from 
1913 to 1915, the only Democrat to hold 
that office for many years. 

During World War I, Mr. Stewart was 
New Jersey chairman of the Military 
Training Camps Association, chairman 
of the State examining committee for the 
Central Officers Training School and 
civilian aide to the adjutant general. 

He served on the State board of educa- 
tion in 1919 and 1920 and on the State 
highway commission from 1923 to 1929. 

Mr. Stewart was a former chairman of 
the Union County Democratic Commit- 
tee and was a delegate in 1920 to the 
Democratic National Convention. In 
1932 he was Democratic candidate for 
the office of United States Senator from 
New Jersey, being defeated in that elec- 
tion by the late W. Warren Barbour in a 
spectacularly close election. 

Mr. Stewart was born in Newark, N. J., 
on February 10, 1867. He was graduated 
from Yale in 1890 and received his 
bachelor of laws degree from Columbia 
University in 1893. Shortly thereafter, 
he was admitted to the New York bar. 

Mr. Stewart’s death removes from his 
home community of Plainfield a most 
distinguished citizen. I know that the 
Members of the House join me in this ex- 
pression of affectionate respect to his 
memory and in extending the warmest 
sympathy to the surviving members of 
his family. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. O'TOOLE. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present, 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 107] 
Breen Durham Murphy 
Chatham Flood Murray, Wis. 
Curtis, Mo Gillette O’Konski 
Davis, Tenn. Kelley, Pa Powell 
Dawson Kennedy Sieminski 
Dingell Magee Thompson, 
Dolliver Mason Mich. 
Donovan Moulder Werdel 


The SPEAKER. On this roll 409 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT AMENDMENTS 
OF 1951 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 


‘State of the Union for the further con- 


sideration of the bill (H. R. 3871) to 
amend the Defense Production Act of 
1950, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 3871, with 
Mr. Mitts in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill, 
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The CHAIRMAN. When the Com- 
mittee rose on yesterday the Committee 
was considering section 101, ending with 
line 21, page 2, of the bill. If there are 
no further amendments at this point, 
the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

AUTHORITY TO REQUISITION AND CONDEMN 

Sec. 102. (a) Title II of the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950 is amended by adding 
to the heading thereof the words “And con- 
demn,” 

(b) The first sentence of subsection (b) 
of section 201 of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 is amended by striking out the word 
“title” and inserting in lieu thereof the 
word “section,” 

(c) Title II of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 is further amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

“Sec. 202, Whenever the President deems 
i+ necessary in the interest of national de- 
fense, he may acquire by purchase, donation, 
or other means of transfer, or may cause 
proceedings to be instituted in any court 
having jurisdiction of such proceedings to 
acquire by condemnation, any real property, 
including facilities, temporary use thereof, 
or other interest therein, together with any 
personal property located thereon or used 
therewith, that he deems necessary for the 
national defense, such proceedings to be in 
accordance with the act of August 1, 1888 
(25 Stat. 357), as amended, or any other 
applicable Federal statute. Upon or after 
the filing of the condemnation petition, im- 
mediate possession may be taken and the 
property occupied, used, and improved for 
the purpose of this act, notwithstanding 
any other law. Property acquired by pur- 
chase, donation, or other means of transfer 
may be occupied, used, and improved, for 
the purposes of this section prior to the 
approval of title by the Attorney General 
as required by section 355 of the Revised 
Statutes, as amended.” 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 3, strike out lines 1 to 24, inclusive, 
and lines 1 and 2 on page 4 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

“(b) Section 201 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is amended— 

“(1) By adding at the end of subsection 
(a) the following new sentence: ‘No real 
property shall be acquired under this sub- 
section.’ 

“(2) By adding after subsection (a) the 
following new subsection: 

“*(b) Whenever the President deems it 
necessary in the interest of national defense, 
he may acquire by purchase, donation, or 
other means of transfer, or may cause pro- 
ceedings to be instituted in any court having 
jurisdiction of such proceedings to acquire 
by condemnation, any real property, includ- 
ing facilities, temporary use thereof, or other 
interest therein, together with any personal 
property located thereon or used therewith, 
that he deems necessary for the national 
defense, such proceedings to be in accord- 
ance with the act of August 1, 1888 (25 Stat. 
357), as amended, or any other applicable 
Federal statute. Before condemnation pro- 
ceedings are instituted pursuant to this 
section, an effort shall be made to acquire 
the property involved by negotiation unless, 
because of reasonable doubt as to the iden- 
tivy of the owner or owners, because of the 
large number of persons with whom it would 
be necessary to negotiate, or for other rea- 
sons, the effort to acquire by negotiation 
would involve, in the judgment of the Presi- 
dent, such delay in acquiring the property 
as to be contrary to the interest of national 
defense. In any condemnation pr 

instituted pursuant to this section, the court 
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shall not order the party in possession to 
surrender possession in advance of final 
judgment unless a declaration of taking has 
been filed, and a deposit of the amount esti- 
mated to be just compensation has been 
made, under the first section of the act of 
February 26, 1931 (46 Stat. 1421), providing 
for such declarations. Unless title is in dis- 
pute, the court, upon application, shall 
promptly pay to the owner at least 75 per- 
cent of the amount so deposited, but such 
payment shall be made without prejudice to 
any party to the proceeding. Property ac- 
quired under this section may be occupied, 
used, and improved for the purposes of this 
section prior to the approval of title by the 
Attorney General as required by section 355 
of the Revised Statutes, as amended, Prior 
to the acquisition of any real property, or 
interest therein, under the provisions of this 
section, for the use of the Department of 
the Army, the Department of the Navy, or 
the Department of the Air Force, the Admin- 
istrator, Director, or head of the agency des- 
ignated by the President to administer the 
provisions of this section shall come into 
agreement with the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and of the House of 
Representatives with respect to the terms 
of such prospective acquisitions.’ 

“(3) By striking out ‘requisitioned’ in the 
presently designated subsection (c), and in- 
serting in lieu thereof ‘acquired.’ 

“(4) By redesignating subsections (b) and 
(e) as subsections (e) and (d), respectively.“ 


Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, this 
committee amendment was worked out 
in the committee to correct an over- 
sight in the bill. In the Production 
Act of 1950 we had provided for the 
requisitioning of supplies or component 
parts thereof on materials and facilities 
necessary for the manufacture, servic- 
ing, or operation of equipment, supply 
and component parts as needed for the 
national defense. 

We made provision also that where 
real estate was requisitioned that the 
owner of the real estate, after the Gov- 
ernment had gotten through with the 
property, would have a priority to re- 
purchase the property upon terms and 
conditions agreed upon between the 
owner and the Government. The over- 
sight was that we did not mention real 
estate. The nearest we came to it 
was authorizing the requisitioning of 
facilities, and facilities might or might 
not have been real property. We added 
a new provision, the effect of which is 
to classify the property which can be 
requisitioned as personal property and 
the property which is condemned as real 
property, and setting up the provision 
under which real property might be con- 
demned. 

I think the committee in overcoming 
the oversight has done the same sort 
of a job that we intended to do last 
year, so that there is no question now 
but that we requisition personal prop- 
erty and we condemn real property, of 
course, under the standards set up in 
the act. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. MORANO. How would you go 
about condemning real-estate property 
under the act as it now stands? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I doubt very much 
whether they could condemn real prop- 
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erty under the act as it now stands. 
There is an old act which was passed 
back in 1888, 25 Statute 357, which gives 
the Federal Government sort of general 
jurisdiction over the acquisition of real 
property, but it could not be done in the 
manner set up here without this lan- 
guage, and there are certain safeguards 
in this language which do not appear in 
the act of August 1, 1888, with respect 
to the payment of the amount of money, 
and so forth, In all condemnation pro- 
ceedings there are two questions to be 
determined: First, is the necessity for 
the taking, and, second, is the compen- 
sation to be paid to the owner for the 
taking of the property. 

Mr. MORANO. Is there any question 
in your mind but what the Government 
could take the Chance Vought Co. prop- 
erty up in Bridgeport, Conn., which is 
made up of real estate and facilities? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I think they have 
authority under this law and other laws 
to acquire by purchase. It was question- 
able whether they had the authority to 
acquire by condemnation. 

Mr. MORANO. They have not done 
it yet. It is in the courts. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Ido not know. This 
would correct any deficiency in the law. 
It might compel them to stop the pro- 
ceedings and start over, but under this 
language they could get property un- 
der condemnation, 

Mr. MORANO. Do you think the law 
of 1888 would permit them to take the 
real estate? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Yes; I think under 
the general law the Government has the 
authority to purchase real estate, It is 
a question, on the question of necessity, 
whether this situation meets the stand- 
ards set up in the act of 1888 with respect 
to the question of necessity, 

Mr. MORANO. I thank the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. REED of New York. If they 
establish necessity, then can they give a 
bond and go ahead with the use of the 
real estate? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Well, the Govern- 
ment does not have to put up a bond, 
and the major difference between the 
present condemnation act and this bill 
is this, that in this bill the question of 
necessity is determined by the President, 
so the question of necessity is not for the 
court to determine under this bill. The 
amendment as it was originally intro- 
duced provided that upon the filing of a 
petition in condemnation, title to the 
property would vest immediately in the 
Government. They could come in and 
take it over. Theoretically they could 
come to your house at 10 o’clock this 
morning and tell you “We filed a petition 
in the district court at 9:30” and put 
you out of the house and take it over 
immediately. Now, we provided lan- 
guage foreseeing there might be abuses. 
We provided there must be negotiation 
and notice given before the property 
could be taken. 

Mr. REED of New York. But they put 
up no bond at all? 
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Mr. WOLCOTT. The Government 
does not put up any bond at all. When 
the Government determines how much 
should be paid as compensation, then 75 
percent of the amount is either paid into 
court, if there is any question as to where 
the title lies, or it is paid to the owner 
of the property, and then the balance of 
it is determined in the suit. At the pres- 
ent time they are paying 100 percent 
to the owner, and there is nothing in 
here to prevent paying 100 percent to the 
owner. 

Mr. REED of New York. That is, he 
is paid that as soon as they take over; is 
that right? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Yes. 

Mr. REED of New York. I thank the 
gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


EXPANSION OF PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY AND 
SUPPLY 


Sec. 103. (a) Section 303 of such act is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Src. 303. (a) To assist in carrying out 
the objectives of this act, the President may 
make provision (1) for purchases of or com- 
mitments to purchase metals, minerals, and 
other materials, for Government use or re- 
sale; and (2) for the encouragement of ex- 
ploration, development, and mining of crit- 
ical and strategic minerals and metals: Pro- 
vided, however, That purchases for resale 
under this subsection shall not include that 
part of the supply of an agricultural com- 
modity which is domestically produced ex- 
cept insofar as such domestically produced 
supply may be purchased for resale for in- 
dustrial uses or stockpiling, and no domes. 
tically produced agricultural commodity pur- 
chased under this subsection shall be sold 
at less than the established ceiling price 
for such commodity, or, if no ceiling price 
has been established, the higher of the fol- 
lowing: (i) the current domestic market 
price for such commodity, or (ii) the mini- 
mum sale price established for agricultural 
commodities owned or controlled by the 
Commodity Credit Corporation as provided 
in section 407 of Public Law 439, Eighty-first 
Congress, 

“(b) Subject to the limitations in subsec- 
tion (a), purchases and commitments to 
purchase and sales under such subsection 
may be made without regard to the limi- 
tations of existing law, for such quanti- 
ties, and on such terms and conditions, in- 
cluding advance payments, and for such pe- 
riods, as the President deems necessary, ex- 
cept that purchases or commitments to pur- 
chase involving higher than established 
ceiling prices (or if there be no established 
ceiling prices, currently prevailing market 
prices) or anticipated loss on resale shall 
not be made unless it is determined that 
supply of the materials could not be effec- 
tively increased at lower prices or on terms 
more favorable to the Government, or that 
such purchases are necessary to assure the 
availability to the United States of overseas 
supplies. 

“(c) If the President finds 

“(1) that under generally fair and equit- 
able ceiling prices for any material, there 
will result a decrease in supplies from high- 
cost sources of such material, and that the 
continuation of such supplies is necessary 
to carry out the objectives of the act; or 

“(2) that under ceilings on products re- 
sulting from the processing of agricultural 
commodities, including livestock, which allow 
a generally fair and equitable margin for 
such processing, certain high-cost processors 
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will be unable to mairtain production, and 
that continued supplies from such processors 
are necessary to carry out the objectives of 
the act; or 

“(3) that an increase in cost of produc- 
tion, distribution, or transportation is tem- 
porary in character and threatens to impair 
maximum production or supply in any area 
at stable prices of any materials, 
he may make provision for subsidy payments 
on any domestically produced material in 
such amounts and in such manner (includ- 
ing purchases of such material and its resale 
at a loss without regard to the limitations of 
existing law), and on such terms and condi- 
tions, as he determines to be necessary to 
insure that supplies from such high-cost 
sources or processors are continued, or that 
maximum production or supply in such area 
at stable prices of such materials is main- 
tained, as the case may be. 

„dd) The procurement power granted to 
the President by this section shall include 
the power to transport and store and have 
processed and refined any materials procured 
under this section. 

“(e) When in his judgment it will aid the 
national defense, the President is authorized 
(1) to acquire by purchase, donation, con- 
demnation, or other means of transfer any 
real property, including facilities, or other 
interests therein, and to erect and construct 
plants, factories, and other industrial facili- 
ties for the purposes of manufacturing, pro- 
@ cing, and processing materials necessary to 
the national defense and to engage in the 
marketing, transportation, and storage of 
such materials; (2) to install additional 
equipment, facilities, and processes in, and 
to construct additions and improvements to, 
plants, factories, and other industrial facili- 
ties owned by the United States Government; 
(3) to operate, lease, license, or otherwise 
arrange for the use by others of such plants, 
factories, and industrial facilities; and (4) to 
install Government-owned equipment, facili- 
ties, and processes in plants, factories, and 
other industrial facilities owned by private 
persons. To the fullest extent the President 
deems practicable, a fair charge shall be 
made for the use by others of Government- 
owned property, facilities, and processes un- 
der the authority of this subsection, in order 
to reimburse the Government for the cost 
incurred by it.” 

(b) Subsection (a) of section 304 of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 is amended 
by striking out the words “other than” and 
inserting in lieu thereof the word “includ- 
ing.” 

(c) The presently designated subsection 
(b) of section 304 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is amended by striking out the 
period at the end of the first sentence and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: “plus 
such additional amounts as may be fixed 
from time to time in appropriation acts.” 

(d) Section 304 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is further amended by redesignat- 
ing subsection (b) as subsection (c), by 
striking out the presently designated sub- 
section (c) and by inserting the following 
new subsection: 

“(b) Any corporation created under this 
section— 

“(1) shall have the power to sue and be 
sued, but any litigation involving such cor- 
poration shall be subject to the provisions 
of section 706 (b) of this act; to acquire, 
hold, and dispose of property; to use its 
revenues; to determine the character of and 
necessity for its obligations and expenditures 
and the manner in which they shall be in- 
curred, allowed, paid, and accounted for sub- 
ject to laws specifically applicable to Gov- 
ernment corporations; and to exercise such 
other powers as may be necessary or appro- 
priate to carry out the purposes of such 
corporation; 
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“(2) shall have its powers set out in a 
charter which shall be published in the Fed- 
eral Register, and all amendments to which 
shall be similarly published. 

“(3) shall not have succession beyond the 
limitation contained in section 716 of this 
act, unless its life is extended beyond such 
date pursuant to act of Congress; and 

“(4) shall be subject to the Government 
Corporation Control Act to the same extent 
as wholly owned Government corporations 
listed in section 101 of the said act: Provided, 
however, That the requirements of said act 
for the transmittal of a budget program to 
the Congress shall take effect with respect 
to the first fiscel year commencing more 
than 3 mcnths after the creation of such 
corporation.” 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 6, line 21, strike out “domestically 
produced agricultural.” 


The committee amendment 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will e- 
port the next committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 10, line 1, strike out all of lines 1 to 
6, inclusive, and insert the following: 

“(c) The presently designated subsection 
(b) of section 304 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is amended by striking out the 
proviso in the first sentence and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: ‘Provided, 
That the amount borrowed under the provi- 
sions of this section by all such borrowers 
shall not exceed an aggregate of $2,100,000,- 
000 outstanding at any one time: Provided 
further, That when any contract, agreement, 
loan, or other transaction heretofore or here- 
after entered into pursuant to sections 302 
or 303 imposes contingent lability upon the 
United States, such liability shall be consid- 
ered for the purposes of sections 3679 and 
$732 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, as 
an obligation only to the extent of the prob- 
able ultimate net cost to the United States 
under such transaction; and the President 
shall submit a report to the Congress not 
less often than once each quarter setting 
forth the gross amount of each such trans- 
action entered into by any agency of the 
United States Government under this au- 
thority and the basis for determining the 
probable ultimate net cost to the United 
States thereunder’.” 


Mr, WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, will 
somebody explain what this amendment 
is about? 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment deals 
with the provision of funds for carry- 
ing out the functions authorized by sec- 
tions 302 and 303 of the act. It pro- 
vides a revolving fund of $2,100,000,000 
for such purposes, which include the 
production loan and procurement au- 
thority. It is essential to carry out the 
purposes of the act. I do not think 
there is anything in the amendment 
that is controversial, if you expect to 
give the President the power to imple- 
ment this bill in preparation for our na- 
tional defense. 

This gives the President the funds to 
provide for adequate supplies of critical 
and strategic materials. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the amend- 
ment be adopted. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word, 


was 
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Mr. C I think we should 
understand that the Production Act of 
1950, as passed originally, provided a 
$600,000,000 revolving fund for the pur- 
poses mentioned by the chairman of the 
committee, the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky. 

The~ Committee on Appropriations 
sometime later, in the spring, I believe, 
by House Joint Resolution 45, I am not 
sure of the exact number of the resolu- 
tion, provided that this revolving fund 
should be increased from the $600,029,- 
000 to $1,600,000,000. They just took it 
upon themselves to raise the ante by the 
inconsequential amount of a billion 
dollars. There was a provision in the 
law for an authorization of $1,400,000,- 
000. The difference would be this: That 
in the revolving fund the moneys are 
raised by the Treasury under the Liberty 
Loan Act, and no appropriation was nec- 
essary. But they would have to come to 
the Committee on Appropriations for 
any part of the $1,400,900,000 authorized 
in this section. 

What we have done in the amendment 
is to increase the revolving 8500, 000,000 
to 82, 100,000,000, which, according to the 
testimony, will activate about $8,000,- 
000,000 of purchases, requisitions, sub- 
sidies, and all the other things which 
they are authorized to spend money for 
in the act. The testimony was that on 
this base of $2,100,000,000 they could do 
the job which they. think has to be done. 

Because we raised the revolving fund 
by this $500,000,000, to make it $2,100,- 
000,009, we deleted from the bill $1,400,- 
000,000 of authorizations for appropria- 
tions. The net result of it is that we 
have increased the amount available to 
the administration for those purposes by 
$100,600,000, but we have thrown it into 
a revolving fund by which something 
over 88,000,000, 000 of contract obliga- 
tions and so forth may be activated. 

Mr. Chairman, I thought the commit- 
tee would like to know that we have 
raised the amount by $100,000,000 above 
existing law, and that we treat it as a 
revolving fund to be raised by the 
Treasury and to be requisitioned by the 
administration for the purposes men- 
tioned in the bill. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Are these 
funds used to purchase strategic and 
scarce materials for stockpiling purposes, 
and if so, what was the testimony given 
as to the amount presently stockpiled? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. We did not have any 
testimony on the amount that is stock- 
piled. I am glad the gentleman raised 
that question because I do not know and 
I was unable to determine where the 
steel which is being manufactured is 
going. We are laying off men in the 
automobile industry by the thousands in 
Detroit due to the cut-backs in alloca- 
tions of steel to the automotive industry. 
Defense contracts are not coming 
through fast enough to take up the 
slack. We are producing 110 percent 
more steel than we have ever produced 
before, so we do not require too much 
imagination to conclude that within the 
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next 60 days, if we keep going at the 
pace we are now going, we will have steel 
running out of our ears and not being 
used. Where it is and who is stockpiling 
it nobody knows. Industry cannot stock- 
pile it. They do not have the facilities 
to stockpile it. The Government may be 
stockpiling it, but if it is we do not know 
where it is. However, industry is not 
getting it. As a consequence, they are 
laying off employees. That is one of the 
things we must give consideration to in 
this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentieman from Michigan [Mr. WoL- 
cotr] has expired. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD in 
connection with the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 provided, 
in subsection 304 (b), for borrowing 
from the Treasury for the purposes of 
expanding productive capacity and sup- 
ply under sections 302 and 303, in an 
amount not exceeding $600,000,000 out- 
standing at any one time. It also pro- 
_ vided, in subsection 304 (c), an authori- 
zation for appropriation of not in excess 
of $1,400,000,000 for the same purpose. 
No action has ever been taken under 
the authorization for direct appropria- 
tions for the purposes of sections 302 
and 303. However, the Third Supple- 
mental Appropriation Act, 1951, in- 
creased to $1,600,000,000 the amount au- 
thorized to be borrowed from the Treas- 
ury. This action was, in effect, in lieu 
of the direct appropriation originally 
authorized. Therefore, all operations to 
date have been confined to the revolving 
fund established under the borrowing 
authority of the act. The revolving fund 
has proved to be the most efficient 
method of accounting for the many 
operations under sections 302 and 303. 
These involve programs for the purchase 
and resale of metals and minerals, such 
as copper, tungsten, rubber, and tin; 
commitments to purchase involving the 
expansion of aluminum and domestic 
minerals production and the machine 
tool pool order program; loans prin- 
cipally for the expansion of minerals 
production, coke, petroleum, grains, cot- 
ton, transportation facilities and general 
industrial requirement; and programs 
for metals and minerals research and 
exploration. 

Many of the programs which have 
been initiated under title III authority 
result in technical obligations of funds 
far in excess of the amounts which the 
Government actually will be required to 
pay. These programs include guaran- 
teed purchase controls—wherein the 
Covernment agrees to purchase at a 
specified price all the output of a pro- 
ducer which he cannot dispose of on the 
market at or above such price; direct 
loans to private concerns engaging in 
essential defense production; and pur- 
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chase and sale arrangements—such as 
current programs in which the Govern- 
ment, as the sole importer of tin and 
natural rubber, purchases the material 
and resells it for military or essential 
civilian production. 

The Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency concluded that no useful purpose 
is served by providing either cash appro- 
priations or borrowed funds to cover 
contingencies which will never require 
actual cash payments by the United 
States. For example, the Government 
commitments to purchase under the alu- 
minum expansion program will entail an 
estimated gross liability of over $1,000,- 
000,000. However, the ultimate net cost 
to the Government is estimated at ap- 
proximately $125,000,000 or slightly in 
excess of 10 percent of the gross liability 
amount. Accordingly, H. R. 3871, in sec- 
tion 103 (c) on page 10, contains lan- 
guage that will permit these programs to 
be carried out on the basis of the net 
obligations incurred by the Government 
against the borrowing authority to be 
provided. It is further provided that 
the President shall submit to the Con- 
gress at least once each quarter a report 
setting forth the gross amount of each 
transaction and the basis for determin- 
ing the probable ultimate net cost to the 
United States thereunder. In addition, 
section 103 (c) raises the amount of bor- 
rowing authority from $600,000,000 to 
$2,100,000,000. 

Section 103 (d) eliminates the direct 
appropriation authority so that all the 
operations will be carried out under the 
revolving funds established under the 
borrowing authority of the act. 

There is presently available for title 
III programs $1,600,000,000. Govern- 
ment witnesses have testified that pro- 
ceeding on the gross liability basis, as 
presently required by law, approximately 
$1,600,000,000 have been obligated for re- 
quirements for the fiscal year 1951, 
which ended this past June 30, for 
programs involving purchase and resale, 
commitments to purchase, direct loans, 
and programs for exploration, research 
and installation of equipment. The es- 
timated program requirements for fiscal 
1952 for these four major areas of ac- 
tivities is $4,500,000,000, so that on the 
basis of gross liability a total of $6,100,- 
000,000 will be required for 1951 and 1952 
programs. However, operating on the 
basis of probable ultimate net cost, the 
1951 programs would require approxi- 
mately $500,000,000 and the 1952 pro- 
grams would require approximately 
$1,600,000,000 for a total of $2,100,000,- 
000. Therefore, the borrowing authority 
provided in H. R. 3871 should adequately 
care for the fiscal needs in the adminis- 
tration of title III programs. By the 
same token, the requirement for reports 
at least once each quarter will provide 
adequate congressional review of the 
operations under this authority. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment, 

The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment, 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Committee amendment: Page 12, line 7, 
insert: 

“(e) Title III of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 

“Sec, 305. (a) No construction or expan- 
sion of plants, factories, or other facilities 
shall be (1) undertaken, or assisted by means 
of loans (including participations in, or 
guaranties of, loans), by the United States 
under this or any other act, or (2) certified 
under section 124A of the Internal Revenue 
Code (relating to amortization for tax pur- 
poses), and no equipment, facilities, or proc- 
esses owned by the Government shall be in- 
stalled under the authority of this or any 
other act in any plant, factory, or other in- 
dustrial facility which is privately owned, 
unless the President shall have determined 
that the proposed location of such construc- 
tion, expansion, or installation is consistent, 
insofar as practicable, with a sound policy of 
(1) utilizing fully the human and material 
resources of the Nation wherever located, 
(2) dispersing productive capacity for pur- 
poses of national security, and (3) minimiz- 
ing the necessity for further concentrations 
of population in areas in which available 
housing and community facilities are pres- 
ently overburdened, 

“*(b) In making the determination re- 
quired by subsection (a), the President shall 
give consideration to counties, or compara- 
ble governmental subdivisions, which— 

“*(1) have natural resources embracing 
minerals, metals, materials, and other com- 
modities, valuable to the defense program; 

2) are not fully utilizing their em- 
ployed labor forces (as indicated by a rela- 
tively low rate of production per worker) or 
are not fully utilizing their natural resources; 

“*(3) are relatively underdeveloped indus- 
trially; 

“"(4) by reason of outward migration 
since 1930 have not retained their natural 
increase in population; and 

“*(5) are relatively less vulnerable to 
enemy attack by reason of geographic loca- 
tion, or the absence of heavy concentrations 
of population or vital defense industry. 

“*(c) The President shall make quarterly 
reports to the Congress on the administra- 
tion of this section. Such reports shall re- 
veal the extent to which the policy objec- 
tives of this section have been attained, the 
cases in which they have been found imprac- 
ticable of attainment, and the criteria used 
in such cases, Such reports may include 
such recommendations as the President may 
deem appropriate.“ 


Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
make a point of order against the 
amendment on the ground that it is not 
germane to the subject matter of the 
bill. It has to do with an amendment 
to the Internal Revenue Code, in re- 
spect to the acceleration of appreciation 
for tax purposes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be 
glad to hear the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. Furcoto] who was also on 
his feet. 

Mr. FURCOLO, Mr. Chairman, I 
simply wanted to join in the point of 
order and making the point of order for 
the same reason. There is nothing in 
the Defense Production Act of 1950 re- 
lating to amortization for taxation pur- 
poses. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, of 
course a committee amendment occupies 
no different status than an amendment 
offered by a Member from the floor, 
This amendment undertakes to add to 
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this bill a provision which has no rela- 
tion at all to the Defense Production 
Act of 1950. It relates to amortization 
for taxation purposes, the so-called 5- 
year amortization program. That was 
in the tax bill that was passed in the 
last Congress and not in the Defense 
Production Act of 1950. 

Therefore, I respectfully submit to the 
Chair that it is not germane to the part 
of the bill under consideration, nor to 
the bill itself. 

There is a secondary reason, Mr. 
Chairman, but purely secondary. The 
committee amendment also proposes to 
amend the National Production Act of 
1950, and in line 18, “or any other act.” 
However, that is not the primary reason. 
I agree with the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. Worcorr] and the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Furcoto] that 
the basic reason why the amendment is 
subject to a point of order is that it has 
no relationship to this bill. There is 
nothing in the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 which relates to amortization for 
taxation purposes, 


Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, may. 


I be heard on the point of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be 
glad to hear the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. KEATING. Supplementing what 
the gentleman has said with regard to 
the certification under this section of the 
Internal Revenue Code any legislation in 
that respect, of course, would have to 
come from the Committee on Ways and 
Means. Furthermore, with reference to 
the first part of this amendment which 
he made the secondary basis of his ob- 
jection, I call the attention of the Chair 
to the wording: 

No construction or inspection of plants or 
other facilities shall be undertaken by the 
United States under this or any other act. 


That would cover actions which might 
come under the jurisdiction of the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services; for in- 
stance, if they wished to expand the fa- 
cilities of the Naval Gun Factory out 
here they would be covered by that sec- 
tion; and, certainly, the Armed Services 
Committee should pass on a problem 
such as that before it is brought before 
the House. 

The very fact that in this amendment 
are included matters which are properly 
under the cognizance of other commit- 
tees of the House, in my judgment, 
makes it not germane to this bill. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chairman, 
may I be heard on the point of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be 
glad to hear the gentleman from Con- 
necticut. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chairman, 
I certainly want to concur as regards the 
grounds for the point of order that has 
been raised against the amendment by 
my colleague from New York. 

Mr. Chairman, section 305 of this bill 
should be stricken out in order to cor- 
rect not only a grave injustice to my 
State, but also to have the great indus- 
trial production machine of our coun- 
try from being seriously handcuffed at 
a time when we need, and quickly, a 
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mobilizing of the brains and skill, as well 
as the machinery, to build up our na- 
tional security. 

Section 305 in the Defense Production 
Act is an amazing one. Actually, it is 
applying gangster methods to regulation 
of the economy of our country. I am 
told that the records of the Crime In- 
vestigating Committee of the Senate dis- 
close numerous incidents in the past of 
collusive action by the police to take 
into protective custody persons that the 
racketeers wanted to get out of the way 
for the time being. It is easy to draw a 
parallel to that in this situation. 

I well remember one of the alpha- 
betical agencies created in the early 
New Deal days was the Resettlement Ad- 
ministration, the purpose of which ap- 
parently was to create a vast number 
of displaced persons right in our own 
country and resettle them where the 
Government thought they ought to be 
resettled. This Agency issued a re- 
port the substance of which was that 
the only future New England had was 
as a recreational area, and that the 
Government had better get started find- 
ing homes and jobs elsewhere in the 
country for the millions of skilled work- 
ers who had helped to make New Eng- 
land the foremost industrial area in the 
world. 

That report never was adopted by 
Congress, but somebody in the Govern- 
ment has been trying to do a job on re- 
moving the industries from New Eng- 
land ever since. 

Now, we in Connecticut are very 
proud of our recreational resources. 
Hundreds of thousands of people come 
to our State every year to enjoy the sea- 
shore and the broad green vistas of the 
hinterland, to fish in the streams and 
lakes, and even to ski in the winter. But 
Connecticut is primarily an industrial 
State, and Connecticut’s well-developed, 
well-manned industries represent one of 
the reasons why American production is 
the amazing factor in world affairs that 
it is today. 

This recommendation for dispersing 
the industries now settled in Connecticut 
and elsewhere along the east and west 
coasts came out a week or so ago in a 
report prepared by the staff of the Joint 
Committee on the Economic Report. 

It is interesting to note that it is the 
third time within less than 10 years 
that Connecticut’s industrial position has 
been threatened by an attempted Gov- 
ernment fiat. 

The threats have been beaten off by 
sheer logic, vigorously and ardently 
wielded by the Connecticut delegation 
in Congress. 

The blows struck at New England's in- 
dustrial power by sectionally minded 
politicians, backed by greedy supporters 
in their home bailiwicks, go back very 
far in our history—back at least to the 
War of 1812. No accusation has been 
too false, no legislative subterfuge too 
daring to be tried by covetous-minded 
neighbors from other sections. We can 
go all through the tortuous history of 
rate cases, tariff fights, so-called defense 
emergencies, right down to the admin- 
istrative provisions under the War Man- 


7979 


power Act in World War II, when serious 
efforts were made to deny war contracts 
in toto to areas, such as ours, which were 
classified as critical labor shortage areas. 

In spite of this, Connecticut produced 
the goods—in the War of 1812, in the 
Mexican War, in the War Between the 
States, in the Spanish-American War, 
and in both World Wars, as well as in 
the intervening years of peace—goods 
for serving mankind by advancing the 
standard of living of the entire world 
with whom we traded. 

The excuse for this latest attempt at 
“economic sanctions” against Connecti- 
cut and our New England neighbors is 
that industry should be dispersed in 
order to provide better defense against 
an atomic attack. This excuse has be- 
come an old story. There was a lot of 
dispersal in the last war. Vast new 
plants were built out in the cornfields 
and among the sagebrush. Hundreds 
of thousands of workers migratec. Con- 
necticut and the other New England 
States had less plant construction, rela- 
tively, than many other sections; but 
when the score was added up, Connecti- 
cut led all the States in per capita pro- 
duction. 

The atomic attack that the “dis- 
persers” are talking about, the danger 
from which they want to save Connecti- 
cut industry by “protective custody,” is 
more likely to come in Wyoming, or 
Minnesota, or any of the other North 
Central States than it is on the east or 
west coasts, because those inland States 
are nearer, on the great circle route 
from Russia. 

We cannot defend ourselves by mov- 
ing to the hinterland any more than we 
can by moving underground. The way 
to defend ourselves from attack is to 
prevent the attack from being started. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. Chairman, may 
I be heard on the point of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be 
glad to hear the gentleman from Con- 
necticut. 

Mr. RIBICOFF., I think the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts is absolutely . 
correct; there is no question that we have 
involved here a tax amortization policy, 
especially the mention specifically is 
made of 124 (a) of the Internal Fevenue 
Code. This amendment, therefore, is 
not germane and should be handled as 
a tax matter, not in the Defense Pro- 
duction Act. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
be glad to hear someone in opposition to 
the point of order. 

Mr. RAINS. Mr. Chairman, may I be 
heard in opposition? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be 
glad to hear the gentleman from Ala- 
bama. 

Mr. RAINS. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment in this particular act has 
reference to defense plants or to plants 
engaged in the defense effort. It is true 
that in this particular amendment ref- 
erence is made to the Internal Revenue 
Act and to tax amortization certificates, 

ter the Chair rules say this in order 
that Members may get their speeches 
ready—if the Chair rules it out on a 
point of order I have an amendment 
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which I shall offer at this particular 
place that eliminates the specific refer- 
ence to any other act. I am not, of 
course, anticipating the Chair’s ruling, 
but I wanted to inform the membership 
on that score. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready 
to rule. 

The committee offers an amendment 
to the bill on page 12, line 11, through 
line 2 on page 14 reading as follows: 


(c) Title III of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 

“Sec. 305. (a) No construction or expansion 
of plants, factories, or other facilities shall 
by (1) undertaken, or assisted by means of 
loans (including participations in, or guar- 
an' es of, loans), by the United States un- 
der this or any other act, or (2) certified un- 
der section 124A of the Internal Revenue 
Code (relating to amortization for tax pur- 
poses), and no equipment, facilities, or 
processes owned by the Government shall be 
installed under the authority of this or any 
other act in any plant, factory, or other in- 
dustrial facility which is privately owned, 
unless the President shall have determined 
that the proposed location of such construc- 
tion, expansion, or installation is consistent, 
insofar as practicable, with a sound policy of 
(1) utilizing fully the human and material 
resources of the Nation wherever located, (2) 
dispersing productive capacity for purposes 
of national security, and (3) minimizing the 
necessity for further concentrations of popu- 
lation in areas in which available housing 
and community facilities are presently over- 
burdened. 

“(b) In making the determination re- 
quired by subsection (a), the President shall 
give consideration to counties, or comparable 
governmental subdivisions, which— 

“(1) have natural resources embracing 
minerals, metals, materials, and other com- 
modities, valuable to the defense program; 

2) are not fully utilizing their employed 
labor forces (as indicated by a relatively low 
rate of production per worker) or are not 
fully utilizing their natural resources; 

(3) are relatively underdeveloped indus- 
trially; 

“(4) by reason of outward migration since 
1930, have not retained their natural in- 
crease in population; and 

“(5) are relatively less vulnerable to enemy 
attack by reason of geographic location, or 
the absence of heavy concentrations of popu- 
lation or vital defense industry. 

“(c) The President shall make quarterly 
reports to the Congress on the administra- 
tion of this section. Such reports shall re- 
veal the extent to which the policy objectives 
of this section have been attained, the cases 
in which they have been found impracticable 
of attainment, and the criteria used in such 
cases. Such reports may include such recom- 
mendations as the President may deem ap- 
propriate.” : 


To this amendment the gentleman, 
from Michigan [Mr. Wotcorr], the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Fun- 
coLo], and several others raise a point of 
order and have advised the Chair as to 
vis the point of order should be sus- 

The Chair calls attention to the rule 
on germaneness and desires to read one 
paragraph from Cannon’s Procedure in 
the House of Representatives: 

While the Committee may report a bill 
embracing different subjects, it is not in 
order during consideration of the bill to 
intrcduce a new subject and the rule ap- 
plies to amendments offered by the Com- 
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mittee as well as to amendments offered from 
the floor. 


The amendment offered by the com- 
mittee goes beyond the purview of the 
bill, House bill 3871, and beyond the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency in attempting to 
amend other statutes in connection with 
this bill. 

The amendment refers not only to the 
bill under consideration but to other 
acts. It also refers to section 124 (a) of 
the Internal Revenue Code, invading the 
jurisdiction of another standing com- 
mittee of the House. 

The Chair is therefore constrained to 
sustain the point of order. 

Mr. RAINS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Rarns: At the 
end of line 6 on page 12, add a new section, 
as follows: 

“(e) Title III of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 

“ ‘Sec. 305. (a) No construction or expan- 
sion of plants, factories, or other facilities 
shall be (1) undertaken, or assisted by 
means of loans (including participations 
in, or guaranties, of loans), by the United 
States, under this act, and no equipment, 
facilities, or processes owned by the Gov- 
ernment shall be installed under the author- 
ity of this act in any plant, factory, or other 
industrial facility which is privately owned, 
unless the President shall have determined 
that the proposed location of such construc- 
tion, expansion, or installation is consist- 
ent, insofar as practicable, with a sound 
policy of (1) utilizing fully the human and 
material resources of the Nation wherever 
located, (2) dispersing productive capacity 
for purposes of national security, (3) mini- 
mizing the necessity for further concen- 
trations of population in areas in which 
available housing and community facilities 
are presently overburdened, and (4) pre- 
venting post-emergency unemployment in 
localities having defense activities. 

„b) In making the determination re- 
quired by subsection (a), the President shall 
give consideration to counties, or compara- 
ble governmental subdivisions, which— 

“*(1) have natural resources embracing 
minerals, metals, materials, and other com- 
modities, valuable to the defense program; 

2) are not fully utilizing their em- 
ployed labor forces (as indicated by a rela- 
tively low rate of production per worker) or 
are not fully utilizing their natural re- 
sources; 

(3) are relatively underdeveloped in- 
dustrially; 

“*(4) by reason of outward migration 
since 1930, have not retained their natural 
increase in population; and 

“*(5) are relatively less vulnerable to 
enemy attack by reason of geographic lo- 
cation, or the absence of heavy concentra- 
tions of population or vital defense indus- 
try. 

“*(c) The President shall make quarterly 
reports to the Congress on the administra- 
tion of this section, Such reports shall re- 
veal the extent to which the policy objec- 
tives of this section have been attained, the 
cases in which they have been found im- 
practicable of attainment, and the criteria 
used in such cases. Such reports may in- 
clude such recommendations as the Presi- 
dent may deem appropriate’.” 


Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve a point of order on the amendment. 
Mr. RAINS. Mr. Chairman, I recog- 
nize there was merit in the point of order 
to the original amendment as included 
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in the committee bill. I point out in the 
beginning that in this particular amend- 
ment there is no reference made to any 
act except this act. 

I point out further the bill which we 
have before us at this time provides for 
expenditures on the part of the Federal 
Government for the building of plants 
for defense purposes. It has nothing to 
do with private industry. It does have- 
to do with the taxpayers’ money. I sub- 
mit to you in all fairness that if we are 
going to build defense plants it is the 
duty cf the Congress to provide in the 
legislation the elements of security. 

I have no personal interest in this 
particular amendment. I simply say if 
you believe therc is danger of an atomic 
attack it is utterly foolish to take the 
taxpayers’ money—your taxpayers and 
mine—and have the Government build 
defense plants in dangerous, congested 
areas. That is a fair statement, I am 
quite sure. I do not believe there is a 
Member of the Congress but will agree 
with that statement. 

It has nothing to do now with tax 
amortizations. Only direct Government 
construction is provided for in this act. 
Certainly I am not one wko has any sec- 
tional interest or prejudice. I do not 
think I have been charged with that, and 
if I have, it was unjust. This is not 
aimed at any section of the country. An 
examination of tax amortization certif- 
icates issued shows the amazing fact 
that more than 50 percent have gone 
to a few, a very few, States. 

When the legislation was enacted es- 
tablishing the National Resources Plan- 
ning Board we, the Congress, said that 
consideration should be given to the 
safety of the country in the dispersal of 
war industry. We have restated the 
policy many times. I would like to ask 
a question, and I hope to get an answer: 
Do you mean to tell me it is not the 
concern of Congress that war plants 
built by the Government for defense 
should not be dispersed in keeping with 
the sound policy for the national de- 
endl That is all this amendment seeks 

0. 

Now I move to one other point. A 
great many States in the Union have lost 
population. Do you know where they 
lost it to? To the already overburdened, 
congested industrial areas. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Alabama has expired. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man be permitted to proceed for five ad- 
ditional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
te the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, I wish to 
raise this point. Here is a reservation 
on a point of order, and if the point of 
order runs contrary—for the argument 
as made has been made against amor- 
tization of facilities—no one will be per- 
mitted to make answer thereto. Now, it 
just so happens that I am in favor of 
amortizing these war facilities, and I 
do not think that the House should be 
requested to permit a 10-minute argu- 
ment to go on when there is no chance 
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to answer that argument, provided the 
Chair should so rule. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, this has nothing to 
do with amortization. This is about 
Government-owned plants, is it not? 

Mr. RAINS. That is right. It has 
nothing to do with amortization. I am 
for tax amortizations also, where needed 
for the defense effort, but this has noth- 
ing to do with armortization. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I do not think 
the gentleman from Michigan will ob- 
ject to the gentleman from Alabama 
having five additional minutes. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Oh, no. I do not 
want to object to any man having all the 
time he wants for debate, provided the 
House is given a chance to present both 
sides of the situation. I think it is fair 
to do that at all times. I do not want 
to object to any man talking just as long 
as he wants to. The question I raise is, 
Will there be a chance to answer the 
argument? 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RAINS. I appreciate that kind- 
ness on the part of my good friend the 
majority leader. 

Mr. Chairman, I got into this battle 

at the behest of my good friend the gen- 

tleman from Arkansas [Mr. Hays]. I 
think I can say to the Members of the 
House that there is not a kindlier man 
on the floor of the House and one who 
has less desire to hurt any section. I 
think you believe that. I know I do. 

He came to me because he had taken 
this matter up with Mr. Wilson in the 
watchdog committee, and after he trans- 
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs he asked that I pursue it. I did. 

Along about that time there came out, 
as you know, a report from the Joint 
Committee on the Economic Report. I 
do not mean the committee, I mean the 
staff. It was prepared, I assume, by the 
committee staff. The report pointed out 
certain facts which were not new as to 
the concentration of war industry in cer- 
tain localities. 

When I looked into that report, I came 
to the firm conclusion that something 
should be done about it in the interest 
of the Nation’s safety, especially when 
you are dealing with war plants being 
built by the Government. Keep that 
in mind, 

When you build these war plants, if 
you put these war plants constructed by 
the Federal Government in ‘the same 
areas where you place many of the tax 
amortization certificates, it will be ex- 
tremely dangerous. In the Hardy sub- 
committee report reference is made to 
an industry engaged in making dies, as 
I recall it. My memory may be a bit 
faulty. However, I am sure you saw 
the report. As I understand it, that 
particular industry makes a rather large 
percentage of the dies used in war in- 
dustry in this country. They already 
have two plants adjacent. I understand 
they came down and asked for a tax 
amortization certificate to build a plant 
in Kentucky, because they recognized 
the danger to our defense effort if one 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


bomb tore away the facilities for dies in 
this country. The request was denied. 
Why? 

So in all sincerity, and for no other 
purpose except to try to utilize the re- 
sources of the Nation in the defense ef- 
fort, all of them, and in an effort to pro- 
tect the defense industry which the 
Government will build I have offered 
this amendment. We had this before 
our committee, and that committee is 
made up of men from every section of 
this country, and it was adopted by a 
17 to 5 vote, in the calm, cool delibera- 
tions of the committee. But I under- 
stand how pressures from back home 
based on false assumptions can operate. 
However, I ask you simply and sincere- 
ly to ask yourselves this question: Is it 
the concern of my Government to have 
anything to say about locating war in- 
dustries which the Government will 
build in places of security? I believe it 
is. For that reason, I will appreciate 
your vote for the am ent, 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINS. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. I know the gentle- 
man is anxious to be fair and wants to 
leave the correct impression with the 
House. I fear from the remarks of the 
gentleman that the House might have 
the wrong impression, that this amend- 
ment is limited only to plants built by 
the Government. 

Mr. RAINS. That is correct. 

Mr. KEATING. As I read it, it would 
include any plant built perhaps 90 per- 
cent by private industry but assisted by 
a Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
loan, for instance. 

Mr. RAINS. It does not say that at 
all. It says for Government plants and 
for facilities. 

Mr. KEATING. But it says assisted 
by means of loans. That does not neces- 
sarily mean built by the Government. 

Mr. RAINS. I will go back to my orig- 
inal statement, to say that if it is a war 
plant you would not want it built right 
alongside of another, would you? And 
if it is built by loan, if it endangers the 
Nation’s security, I still think my argu- 
ment would be just and valid, that it 
should not be put in a congested area, 
whether it is by loans or whatever it is, 
if the Government is furnishing the 
money. 

Mr. KEATING. That is arguable. I 
wanted to get the record straight that 
it is not limited simply to Government- 
built plants. It does include plants built 
by anybody if they get a Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation or other loan from 
the Government. 

Mr. RAINS. That is correct, so long 
as it is a defense plant. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
may be allowed to proceed for two addi- 
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Wotcorr] further 
reserves the point of order against the 
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amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINS. I yield. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. The gentleman from 
Alabama mentioned Mr. Wilson. I would 
like to call the attention of the House to 
page 22 of the hearings, where, in answer 
to a question by Mr. Rains, Mr. Wilson 
testified as follows: 

You know you can get into more difficul- 
ties if you try this business of dispersing the 
plants the way you would like to have it. 
First you need a labor market, and then there 
is the other question of how much it costs to 
get certain ores to the plant and all that sort 
of thing that has all been taken into con- 
sideration, 

There has been, I assure you, a very con- 
siderable dispersal beyond anything we nor- 
mally would have had because we knew that 
that was your intent and the President's 
intent, but that it is 100 percent; well, I 
agree that that is not so. 

You just cannot do it in many cases. 


Here is a man who is in charge of the 
productive facilities of our Nation tell. 
ing us that you cannot work this out as 
a practical proposition. 

Mr. RAINS. Does the gentleman want 
to ask me a question about that? 

Mr. RIBICOFF. I am making a com- 
ment. Would the gentleman care to 
comment on Mr. Wilson’s statement? 

Mr. RAINS. I think that is very clear. 
I think he said, if you will read it, he 
knew it was the intent of the Congress 
that we should disperse these plants, and 
he said he recognized it was in the Na- 
tion’s interest, but that he was afraid we 
would run into what I am running into— 
that, and that only. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINS. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. It is my un- 
derstanding the gentleman’s amendment 
is not mandatory; is that not correct? 

Mr. RAINS. It is not mandatory. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINS. I yield. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. In the first place I 
did not understand originally that the 
gentleman had stricken out that lan- 
guage referring to section 124 (C) of the 
Internal Revenue Code. 

Mr. RAINS. Yes. That was stricken 
on the point of order against the amend- 
ment, 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Secondly, the gen- 
tleman made a remark to the effect that 
he did not believe we should build a 
plant adjacent to another existing plant. 
Suppose you wanted to build a synthetic- 
rubber plant, for instance, adjacent to 
an oil refinery. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Alabama has expired. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Alabama may proceed for three 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan further reserves his point 
of order against the amendment offered 
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by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
RAINS]. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. During World 
War II we did those very things. We in- 
terlinked the pipelines, and to have done 
otherwise would have cost the taxpay- 
ers hundreds of millions of dollars. So 
I think it is extremely wise to build a 
facility adjacent to, and mixed in with, 
an old facility. 

Mr. RAINS. What I meant to say, if 
I did not say it, was that if it is in the 
interest of national security I am for it. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is correct. 

Mr. RAINS. But if it is not, and my 
amendment is merely recommendatory 
and is not mandatory so far as that is 
concerned, then I am not in favor of it. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINS. I yield. 

Mr. GAVIN. I have listened very in- 
tently to what the gentleman has had to 
say and I would like to refer to a situa- 
tion, as an illustration of what my 
friend, the gentleman from Connecti- 
cut, has just said about the location of 
industry. We are deeply sympathetic to 
the development of our Nation from the 
economic standpoint. In fact, right now 
we are holding hearings on an authori- 
zation bill for $6,700,000,000 in the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services, and most of 
it is going into the Southern States. 

The point I am trying to make is that 
you cannot put industry in a location un- 
less that location is adapted to the indus- 
try. We took the B-36 operation and we 
put it in a great aviation plant. But we 
put the plant in the heart of the cattle 
country and the heart of the cotton 
country. Then when we wanted to get 
the raw materials, we found that the raw 
materials were only to be obtained in the 
North or in the East. When we wanted 
tə get the skilled mechanics and die- 
makers and tool-makers and technical 
men, and draftsmen and so forth, we 
found that they were not available and 
for the 10 years that that plant has been 
in operation it has never proven to be 
satisfactory because they do not have 
the raw materials and the skilled labor 
in that section of the country. They do 
not have the skilled labor. So even 
though we might be sympathetic to the 
location of industry in certain areas to 
decentralize it, nevertheless, in the 
emergency which we are now in, when 
it is necessary to produce materials, we 
cannot start to disperse these industries 
all over the country unless that particu- 
lar location is desirable and adaptable 
and has the material and the help to do 
the job. 

Mr. RAINS. That is all this amend- 
ment seeks to do. That is all it seeks 
to do. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr, 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINS. I yield. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I wish to 
compliment the gentleman for the stress 
he is putting on this very important 
proposition of plant dispersal. While 
there may be certain difficulties by dis- 
persing some of these plants, it is a far 
simpler proposition than to have such a 
plant in a vulnerable area. Russia is do- 
ing this type of thing, and I think for the 
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protection of our industry in the future 
we must keep this idea in mind. 

Mr. RAINS. I think the gentleman 
is entirely correct. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 8 

Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman’s 
amendment does nothing except to make 
this factor of security and factor of ex- 
cess population unemployed to be taken 
into account? 

Mr. RAINS. To be taken into ac- 
count. That is correct. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Rains] 
has expired. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I in- 
sist on the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Mitts). The 
Chair is ready to rule. The Chair has 
had an opportunity to examine the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. Rarys] and observes 
that the gentleman from Alabama, in 
offering his amendment, has deleted the 
provisions of the committee amendment 
which the Chair deemed to be out of 
order. 

Thus the Chair feels that the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. Rarxs] is germane, and 
the Chair overrules the point of order 
made by the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. Wotcorr]. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 


Mr. Chairman, I dislike to disagree. 


with the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
Ratns], a very valuable member of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency, 
but I am opposed to his amendment, be- 
cause, as was pointed out by the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Gavin] a 
few minutes ago, fortunately the East- 
ern States, including New England, for 
over 200 years, have been the industrial 
life of this Nation. We are in a position 
to produce anything for the defense of 
this country. We have the tool makers, 
the die makers, the foundry men, and 
every kind of artisan there is to produce 
things. If we are sincere about the de- 
fense of this country, the place for plants 
to be established is where they can get 
the labor to do the work, where they 
can get the trained men who know how 
to lay out these propositions. We cer- 
tainly know it throughout the eastern 
seaboard, which includes New Jerséy, 
New York, and Pennsylvania, as well as 
New England. 

We all have more or less small busi- 
ness, and while we may be congested it 
is a great thing for this country that 
we are in a congested area. If we want 
to disperse these different kinds of busi- 
nesses, as was pointed out by the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania, who said quite 
a lot in a minute and a half—perhaps 
more than I could in 10 minutes—you 
build a plant down there and then you 
come in here because they are short of 
housing and you have to go into the 
housing business for them, and when the 
emergency is over you have got a ghost 
town. You have got one more town to 
take care of. 
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Let us look at this from an historical 
point of view. What happened in the 
last war? Who did the producing with- 
out this dispersal of business? We did 
it in the producing areas of the country, 
not the farming areas; the industrial 
areas. We are equipped to do it, and we 
did a good job, a better job than ever 
before had been conceived in the mind of 
man; we could hardly believe ourselves 
the production miracle that tool: place. 

What happened in 1917? The same 
thing; we manufactured all the things 
the Government asked us to. 

This is just another one of those prop- 
ositions—I do not think that even the 
gentleman from Alabama believes in it— 
of the Federal Government having to 
step into everything we do and attempt- 
ing to run the whole Nation. We object, 
and it is about time that the States of 
this Union woke up to the fact that 
every bill that is passed by this Congress 
gives the Federal Government a little 
more power. Whenever they get in 
a jam they come to the Congress to ap- 
propriate money to take care of their 
mistakes. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NICHOLSON. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAWFORD, Suppose corpora- 
tion A in the gentleman’s home town 
wished to expand its present facilities by 
adding a $50,000 addition in order to 
complete a war order which it had al- 
ready obtained, and needed some assets 
from the Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration; would the language of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Alabama permit the RFC to make 
that loan? 

Mr. NICHOLSON. As I understand 
the language of the bill none of these 
plants can be built with Government 
money. I think the language is very 
specific to that effect. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. As I read the 
amendment, the RFC would not be per- 
mitted to participate. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. I do not know. 
The Government would not be allowed 
to. I do not think it specifically men- 
tions the RFC, but I am convinced that 
the Government could not do it. 

Mr, CRAWFORD. The language 
reads: 

No construction or expansion of plants, 
factories, or other facility shall be: (1) un- 
dertaken or assisted by means of loans, 


Certainly the RFC is a Government 
agency. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Yes; I say they 
could not do it. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. So I think this 
will eliminate participating loans which 
the RFC ordinarily makes to industry 
today. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. I think it will my- 
Self. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it is rather difficult to 
be in disagreement with my friend from 
Alabama, a member of the committee, 
but I cannot follow him in this instance. 
As the gentleman from Alahama him- 
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self stated, there was disagreement in 
our committee in regard to this amend- 
ment, and I was one of those who voted 
against it. 

I think it would be an exaggeration 
to say, in the 2 months long hearings 
this committee gave to the bill that 
there were adequate hearings given to 
this particular proposition. I believe 
that on the closing day of the hearings 
one Member of Congress brought up the 
subject and testified in behalf of it. Then 
some members of the committee read 
a few questions and answers from pre- 
vious testimony on the subject. But I 
contend that a subject of this characier, 
the dispersal of industry under the 
threat of foreign attack, is of such im- 
portance that we should not attempt to 
deal with it in this indirect method; we 
should not attempt to deal with it with 
such scanty information as was pre- 
sented in the hearings. I think this sub- 
ject of the dispersal of industry should 
be considered in connection with the dis- 
persal, if necessary, and the security of 
the population. Surely it would be un- 
wise for our party to divorce itself from 
the slogan that it always places human 
rights above property rights. If it is 
found necessary to disperse industry, if 
a logical and factual plan is produced 
by which it could be accomplished, we 
should consider simultaneously the ques- 
tion of population dispersal or security. 
I think this Congress might well accept 
a mandate to itself to bring up the 
whole subject of civilian defense, defense 
of people and populations and prop- 
erty defense against such a threat from 
any foreign power, and I would be 
strongly in favor of considering this 
whole subject of the security of indus- 
try and people. I would have this given 
full consideration with adequate hear- 
ings, and then have a bill reported deal- 
ing comprehensively with the subject. 
But preceding that there should be ade- 
quate hearings taking into consideration 
the effect on the areas and the persons 
concerned. There should be full inves- 
tigation in regard to this dispersal of 
industry as proposed in order to find out 
whether or not there is a danger and 
against what part of the country the 
danger lies, together with a development 
of views to show what parts of the coun- 
try are safe. Such presentation should 
be made to a committee of this Con- 
gress before we take one single part 
of this subject and go off on a tangent 
and act on an amendment presented on 
the floor here which hardly anyone has 
had an opportunity to read. The gen- 
tleman from Alabama [Mr. Rains] says 
almost apologetically for his amend- 
ment, that it is not mandatory, after 
all. Well, the amendment contains the 
word “shall” and while it does say “as 
far as practicable” it is not clear that 
those words nullify the mandate con- 
tained in the other language of the 
amendment. 

Mr, PATTERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I, too, am definitely 
opposed to the Rains amendment. In 
my opinion, there is a little more in- 
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>. 
volved in this than has appeared so far 
on the surface. 

No. 1, in New England we have the 
facilities as far as working people, skilled 
workers, modes of transportation and 
everything else that goes toward making 
a strong set-up for the manufacturing 


of war goods. The last war proved that. 


New England was far ahead of any other 
part of the country in the production of 
war goods. 


Furthermore, the argument that has 


been made here as to safety from attack 
appears to be made against only one ag- 
gressor, Soviet Russia. If that country 
has long-range bombing planes, fac- 
tories will not be any safer in the Mid- 
dle West, Southwest, or any other part 
of the country than they are right in 
good old New England. 

There is another thing to take into 
consideration, especially during these 
times when the entire country is upset. 
You are going to uproot families that 
have lived in New England all of their 
lives, who own their own homes; their 
children are coming along and will follow 
in the footsteps of their fathers in the 
skilled trades that have been taught our 
people, This amendment is certainly 
one that will make New England strictly 
a ghost-town area, a vacation land for 
the brass hats of this administration. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATTERSON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GAVIN. I recall during the war 
when they ripped that propeller plant 
out of—I believe it was—Hartford, Conn, 
Twenty-five hundred people were in- 
volved. Is that in the gentleman’s dis- 
trict? 

Mr. PATTERSON. The gentleman re- 
fers to the Chance Vought plant in 
Stratford, and a classic example of 
what the Rains amendment would do to 
all of the eastern seaboard States. 

Mr. GAVIN. Involving 2,500 people. 

Mr. PATTERSON. And you could 
multiply that by two and say there were 
5,000 people who left Bridgeport and the 
area surrounding Bridgeport and went 
down to the Southwest. -When they ar- 
rived in Texas there were no housing 
facilities or anything else for those 
people. 

Mr, BELCHER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATTERSON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. BELCHER. I may say that 220,- 
000 people left the State of Oklahoma 
because the Government was spending 
their money in some other parts of the 
United States, not 5,000. 

Mr. PATTERSON. When you refer 
to spending money, per capita the people 
of New England contribute more money 
to the Federal Government than any 
other part of the United States. 

Mr. GAVIN. I may say to the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma that they left of 
their own volition, they were not com- 
pelled to go because the Government 
stepped in and took an industry out of 
their community. They went on their 
own volition, not because the Govern- 
ment interceded, displaced an industry, 
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and compelled them to move to some . 
other place. 

Mr. PATTERSON. This amendment 
will compel these people to leave New 
England. 

Mr. BELCHER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATTERSON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. BELCHER. Two hundred and 
twenty thousand of them were compelled 
to go to some place in the United States 
where the Government was spending 
enough money so that those people 
could get a job. Maybe they went of 
their own volition, but they had to hitch- 
hike there and then the Government had 
to build them houses after they got 
there. 

Mr. PATTERSON. For example, if 
this administration moves a factory to 
some remote part of the Middle West, 
what are you going to do for housing 
facilities? What are you going to do for 
schools for the children that are being 
moved there, and what are you going 
to do for medical facilities? 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I might say 
that after you do get the industry there 
and the war effort starts to slough off, 
why, then I suppose they will be in with 
legislation to subsidize the industry if it 
is operating at a loss. 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATTERSON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. I want to 
ask the gentleman what this language 
has to do with removing factories or in- 
dustries now existing. This all has to do 
with new industries, Where would you 
move an industry without workers now? 

Mr. PATTERSON. Part of an indus- 
try certainly cannot work when it is far 
removed from its parent organization. 
The question of skilled labor comes in. 

Mr. RAINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr, PATTERSON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Alabama. 

Mr. RAINS. I would like to make an 
observation, if I may, very briefly, on 
what the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
says. He has a very short memory, I am 
afraid, because it has only been a few 
months ago when his colleague from 
Pennsylvania on this side was plèading 
for some kind of legislation to have the 
Government come into Pennsylvania and 
help remove unemployment that was 
caused there at that time. You must 
not forget that, and at this particular 
time it should be just fair in considering 
employment in other sections of the 
country. 

Mr. PATTERSON. The amendment 
to disperse industry from its present lo- 
cation to more isolated areas of the Na- 
tion would also disperse the country’s 
capacity and dissipate its economic 
strength. 

This is, by no means, a sectional quar- 
rel. The proposal—while seemingly in- 
nocuous—would more seriously disrupt 
the productive capacity of our industries 
and the lives of our people than any 
heretofore proposed in Congress. 
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I mention New England in connection 
with this proposal because I am most 
familiar with its position with respect to 
industrial concentration. New England 
is an industrial area primarily because it 
has the advantages necessary to the suc- 
cessful production of goods through 
manufacturing. It is an industrial area 
because its people are immigrants from 
other places in the world where indus- 
trial skills have been acquired and nur- 
tured. Isay immigrants not in any sense 
of meaning only those who have recently 
come to this country because the found- 
ers of New England's industrial effort 
brought with them the skills they had 
acquired and which had been passed on 
to them from European nations. 

As an example, the brass industry in 
my own district will celebrate 150 years 
of continuous progress stemming from 
the efforts of English immigrants who 
foresaw the great need for the products 
of this process. 

It is ridiculous to assume that this 
historical background should be com- 
pletely ignored and to think that merely 
through the legislative process we can 
transplant successful industrial effort to 
other areas of the country. 

The statement has been made that op- 
position to the amendment stems from 
chambers of commerce and other so- 
called pressure groups. I can state with- 
out equivocation that a tremendous 
amount of effort had been exerted by in- 
dividual Members of Congress from in- 
dustrial areas before most of the indus- 
trial organizations were even aware of 
the proposal now being considered. 

Modification of the amendment would 
not change its effect one bit. The Multer 
proposal would only suggest calling a 
horse an equine and shooting it with a 
blunderbuss instead of a rifle. In any 
event, the horse would be just as dead 
and, in this specific instance, the horse 
is the industrial health of New England 
and other industrial areas. Proper con- 
cern should be shown by Members from 
all parts of the United States because the 
Rains amendment would seek to nullify 
the laws of nature and of economics. We 
cannot, in New England, produce the 
agricultural products which will feed the 
world—and the reverse also holds true. 
The agricultural areas of this country 
cannot, produce the manufactured goods 
which have made America the arsenal of 
democracy. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, it is painful for me to 
speak on a subject that has been so close 
to me for some 15 years in such a limited 
time. I am very grateful to the gentle- 
man from Alabama for his friendly ref- 
erence to me, and I hope I can justify 
the kind comment he made. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GAVIN. I wish to call the atten- 
tion of the gentleman to the fact that 
most of his forebears came from up in 
my district in Pennsylvania, and I am 
glad to see that he has developed into a 
real, sound, thinking statesman, 
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Mr. HAYS of Arkansas, Now the gen- 
tleman has embarrassed me. But I ap- 
preciate the gentleman’s friendship and 


have always been proud of my Pennsyl- 


vania heritage. 
Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 


Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. I yield to the 


gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. JUDD. Is that not a perfect ex- 
ample of the advantages of dispersal? 
See what happens to them when they get 
away, 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. I am very 
grateful for these remarks, but I do not 
want to be flattered out of my argument. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we can make 
of this debate a very helpful discussion, 
and it ought to be that. Iam sure it is 
not necessary for me to add, but I do it 
to fortify the gentleman from Alabama, 
that I would rather lose this debate than 
to see any damage done to our national 
unity. I mean that; it comes from my 
heart. This is a serious emergency for 
the Nation, and I would not want my 
section to gain at the disadvantage of 
any other section of our country. 

I remember asking my father once 
when I was a boy and subject to illu- 
sions about money how some people can 
get richer without others getting poorer, 
He said it is just like cattle in the pas- 
ture, one cow gets fat, but no other cow 
has to get lean to let it happen. In our 
efforts for a higher income, of course we 
do not want incomes of other sections to 
be reduced. Now, I concede that there 
has been some faulty thinking on this 
problem of decentralization, and I can 
understand how some of our New Eng- 
land friends feel in the light of some 
vague, perhaps unfriendly, language that 
got into some public documents back in 
1944. It was wrong, and I do not blame 
you a bit for resenting that kind of ap- 
proach to decentralization. It was wrong 
for any section to attract industry by 
cheapening the wage rate and giving tax 
exemptions. Now I am glad that all of 
that is back of us; I am sure it is, and 
we have gotten rid of the idea of taking 
from one to give to another. 

We are now discussing a problem that 
will not be solved this year by this legis- 
lation or even in a decade. It will re- 
quire many years for us to get a balanced 
industry in America, but when we do get 
it the interest of the whole Nation will 
be served. 

Without undertaking to present the 
other side, for the opponents are needing 
no help from me, let me speak of the 
other sections. It was not only the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania who pleaded 
for Government aid in order to lessen 
the impact of unemployment mentioned 
by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr, 
Rains]. The gentleman from Con- 
necticut [Mr. Saptak] and the gentle- 
man from New Jersey (Mr. CANFIELD] 
spoke one day on the need for relieving 
unemployment in their States. That 
was in 1947. The administration im- 
mediately designated 31 areas in which 
there was severe unemployment and I re- 
quested procurement agencies and others 
to give special consideration to the prob- 
lem. We perhaps should have gone fur- 
ther and legislated on it. Certainly it 
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would be ignoble on our part to oppose 
aid for the more highly developed in- 
dustrial sections of our country if in 
periods of unemployment they found 
they needed it. 

The attention of the House should be 
called to one addition that the gentle- 
man from Alabama [Mr. Ratns] has 
made to his amendment. It is not 
exactly the language that appears in the 
committee amendment. He proposes 
another criterion in addition to the one 
he has emphasized, that is, to use fully 
the human and material resources of the 
Nation wherever located—do not forget 
that is the prime point—he has added 
this criterion, “preventing post-emer- 
gency unemployment in localities having 
defense activities.” We ought to do that. 
Mr. Wilson's agency ought to be thinking 
now as they plan the location of these 
plants in terms of the impact on em- 
ployment conditions when an industry 
folds up. 

Suppose we place an industry in San 
Diego and then the emergency’s end 
comes and the people in San Diego find 
unemployment on their doorstep. The 
Defense Production Agency ought to be 
considering, in location plans, placing 
an industry there at the same time, as 
a parallel effort, that will not fold up 
so that your employment can move out 
of one industry into another, so that we 
will be providing nearby opportunities 
to absorb it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Arkansas has expired. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas, Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent to pro- 
ceed for five additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. I yield to 
the gentleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. As the gentleman 
knows, I have a great deal of respect for 
him. At the beginning of his argument 
he stated that this is a complicated prob- 
lem that is going to take generations to 
work out. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. It is, finally. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Under the circum- 
stances, does the gentleman believe suf- 
ficient hearings were held on such a 
complicated subject, and that at the 
present time we should consider such a 
complicated subject as an amendment 
to a bill of this nature? . 

Mr. HAYS or Arkansas. The gentle- 
men has raised an important point. If 
he feels that inadequate hearings were 
conducted, it would be difficult for me 
to disagree with him. I would hope, 
however, to emphasize this, and to con- 
vince him if I could, in view of the fact 
it is not mandatory, that hearings are 
not needed. If it were dealing, as some 
might have suggested, with moving ex- 
isting industry, why, of course, we 


should have hearings. The purpose of 


this amendment is far from that. This 
does not propose to take a single in- 
dustry from any city and move it to an- 
other location. But how can the gentle- 
man find fault ‘with a provision that 
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says, “Mr. Wilson, in planning new loca- 
tions for new industry with the taxpay- 
ers’ money you should take into account 
the security of the United States and the 
employment and human factor”? 

Mr. RIBICOFF. I may state to the 
gentleman that basically vou are chang- 
ing the entire economic and social fabric 
of this country by an amendment of this 
nature. I have gone through the hear- 
ings, and the only discussion was half a 
dozen questions put to Mr. Wilson by 
the gentleman from Alabama IMr. 
Ralxs] and comment by the gentleman 
now speaking, Under the circumstances, 
certainly insufficient hearings were held 
on a matter of such importance. 

The gentleman talks about the security 
of this Nation, I think the gentleman, 
with his experience on the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, realizes that if a 
surprise attack should come such an at- 
tack would come over the polar gap, be- 
cause the Soviet Union does not have a 
navy that could deliver a lethal blow. 
Under those circumstances Wyoming 
and Kansas would be more vulnerable to 
attack than the Northeast or New 
England. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. We do not 
say that dispersal means moving indus- 
try from one State to another or from 
one section of the country to another. I 
agree with the. National Security Re- 
sources Board that only one target can 
be destroyed by one bomb, and that 
some plants 20 miles from that target 
might be safer than one 1,000 miles 
away. 

And I agree with the gentleman from 
Alabama that a plant change of per- 
haps 20 miles would meet requirements 
of dispersal in some instances. I would 
say that Mr. Wilson in locating a plant 
in northeast Connecticut, for example, 
might meet that criterion when he 
could not meet it by placing the plant in 
a congested urban area as, if the gen- 
tleman will permit me to say it, some 
part of the city of Hartford. 

Mr. RAINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas, I yield. 

Mr. RAINS. In further answer to 
what the gentleman from Connecticut 
said, would it not be correct to say that 
the Government or those in charge of 
our security should have the right to 
consider whether or not it would be saf- 
er to put a plant in Montana or Florida 
or Massachusetts? That is all this 
amendment does. If it would not be 
safe to place it there, then it would be 
their duty to see that it is not located 
there; is that not correct? 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. 
rect. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the House will 
forgive me if I decline to yield further to 
my fellow Members, and I trust that the 
time for debate on this important 
amendment will not be shut off. 

Mr. Chairman, we are probably not 
aware of the tremendous population 
problem of this Nation and the tremen- 
dous movement of people. I hope you 
of the Northeast will not think of this 
as an attack on your section. I reiter- 
ate that plea. 


That is cor- 
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Now, Mr. Chairman, let us look at 
what the Nation’s population did be- 
tween 1940 and 1947. Please hear me 
on this. The Northeast part of the 
United States had a net loss through 
migration in those years of 265,000 peo- 
ple. The North Central States lost 
282,000 people. The South lost 1,523,000 
people. My State lost 320,000 people by 
migration in that period. What hap- 
pened in the West? The West gained 
2,070,000 people in a 7-year period. 
Thus only one area had a net increase 
during the war years. And yet the 
West was not fully prepared to meet 
some of the problems that were created 
by that movement.. No one who knows 
the West will ever argue that that great 
region cannot absorb many more people 
than now reside there, but sudden mi- 
grations help neither their section nor 
the Nation. Only stabilized populations 
can do the best productive job for our 
country. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the pro forma 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the 
amendment. I want to say something 
about the Pacfic coast and its relation- 
ship to this problem. I am op posed to 
the amendment because I think this is 
the first step in the direction of a 
planned economy, and an attempt to 
nationalize the industry of this coun- 
try. I do not recall that any legislation 
by Congress was required to determine 
the site of the atomic energy plant 
which was located in South Carolina. 
There was not any determination so far 
as the Congress was concerned in lo- 
eating the Hanford plant in the State 
of Washington for the atomic bomb 
plant during the last war, 

In other words, if the President and 
his advisers want to build plants with 
Federal funds for the purpose of pro- 
ducing defense material for de- 
fending the Nation and pick a loca- 
tion for that plant, there is no law 
against such action. There is a grave 
danger that once this authority is put 
on the statute books of this Nation, 
Washington bureaucrats could, with 
this authority, further plan the economy 
of the country by moving industries now 
located in other areas to a location of 
their choice for some specific reason. 
I ean see the possibility of many things 
developing from this kind of legisla- 
tion if it is approved. As a matter of 
fact, the Pacfic coast is a large center 
of industry, especially southern Cali- 
fornia. We do not want the authority 
of the Government to come along and 
demand that in the interest of defense 
we are going to move some of the air- 
plane plants to Kansas or Iowa, nor do 
we want them to say that some of the 
rubber industry that is out there, which 
is located there for economic reasons, it 
being close to the Pacific raw rubber 
market, has to be moved to some other 
location. 

In other words, as I understand the 
amendment, it has to do with the author- 
ity to build new plants in new locations 
for defense purposes. But I do not think 
it is going to stop there, and for that 
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reason it is very dangerous legislation 
for this House to give authority to the 
President during this emergency, which 
may be extended to apply to other indus- 
tries at a future time and in such a way 
as to so adjust the economy that industry 
may be nationalized instead of being left 
to find its own location best suited to its 
own purposes, 

I think the gentleman from Connecti- 
cut [Mr. PATTERSON] made an excellent 
point when he said that modern planes 
can fly to any part of the world at any 
time. Industry is no safer in one place 
than it is in another. Certainly, if they 
can find a target where a lot of industry 
is located, Pittsburgh for instance, it 
would be a terrible and destructive thing 
to happen, but are we, for the purpose of 
defense, going to remove from Pittsburgh 
certain of the steel industry because the 
President and his advisers decide it 
should be located in some other part of 
the Nation? Think of the expense, think 
of the disruption to our economy such 
authority could bring about. 

Mr.CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. z 

Mr. CRAWFORD. It seems to me if 
this amendment is adopted and goes 
along with the language on pages 8 and 
9, beginning in line 25 on page 8, running 
through line 20 on page 9, the President 
of the United States will have absolute 
control over the productive facilities of 
this country and can do just about as he 
pleases. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Do you mean in 
normal times as well as in an emergency? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Yes. It provides 
“when in his judgment it will aid the 
national defense the President is au- 
thorized”; not just in an emergency time. 
The President is authorized to acquire by 
purchase, to install additional equip- 
ment, to operate, to lease, to install 
Government-owned equipment. What 
is it he cannot do under that language 
to transfer the economic production of 
the country from one place to the other? 

Mr. McDONOUGH. The gentleman 
is exactly right. 

Mr. RAINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I yield to the 
gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. RAINS. Does the gentleman 
mean to say he thinks this is manda- 
tory? It simply says “as far as prac- 
tical.” 

Mr. McDONOUGII. I am sure you 
will agree with me that this kind of leg- 
islation is just an opening wedge for 
authority to the Federal Government 
and that it can be used to drive the 
wedge in much deeper at a later iime, 
and to use it for a lot of additional au- 
thority that was not anticipaied by the 
Congress. I respect the gentleman as 
a very valuable member of the Banking 
and Currency Committee, and I think 
his intentions are very good, but I defi- 
nitely think that this kind of author- 
ity will move us in the direction of a 
planned economy. We must not give au- 
thority to nationalize our industry and 
socialize the Government. We must not 
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throw our freedom away while we are 
fighting to retain it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired, 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, as was indicated ear- 
lier in the debate, by the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. O'BRIEN], this is a sub- 
ject of tremendous magnitude. It is a 
subject that would, in my opinion, re- 
quire many years of study before we 
could arrive at a proper answer. 

In my opinion, the gentleman from 
Arkansas (Mr. Hays] defeated his own 
argument when he called attention to 
the migration of population from his 
State. In effect, he said we should go 
into a great social experiment and 
change the trend of population in order 
to save those territories that are losing 
population. So in that respect it would 
be a great social experiment, but it would 
be a planned social economy, to dis- 
perse the population to wherever some- 
body down here in one of the depart- 
ments decided would be the best place 
to put it. 

This country has become great be- 
cause the financiers and industrialists 
have taken advantage of the natural 
resources of the country and placed in- 
dustrial plants where they should be- 
long and where it is most advantageous 
to have them, and where they have pro- 
duced the greatest good, both financially 
and militarily. 

The amendment provides that. the 
President shall do so and so. Then it 
sets several criteria. We know that 
when a law provides that the President 
shall do a certain thing that he will del- 
egate that authority to some individual, 
or to some group of persons. Here are 
some of the things that are required: 
“to utilize the human or material re- 
sources of the Nation wherever located.” 

Who is going to decide that? Do you 
want the business, the industry of this 
country to have to listen to somebody 
down here to whom the President has 
delegated that authority to decide the 
extent to which human and material 
resources are being utilized? 

Another thing that has to be taken 
into account in this matter of dispersal 
is the productive capacity for purposes 
of national security. Who is going to 
decide that? Somebody down here in 
one of these temporary buildings to 
whom the President delegates this 
power? Is he to be the one to disperse 
the productive capacity? 

Who is going to decide what area of the 
country is safest from attack? The mili- 
tary? That has not been decided; no- 
body knows where the attack may come. 

Here is another criterion: “are not 
fully utilizing their employed labor as 
indicated by a relatively low rate of pro- 
duction.” 

I do not know whether that means an 
area where all production is lower per 
man-hour and that there is where the 
President must place the defense plants; 
or whether it refers to the rate of wages 
as establishing that production is rela- 
tively low, and that that is where the 
plants must be put. 
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Mr. O'TOOLE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. Does not the gentle- 
man think this amendment gives to the 
legislative branch power the Constitu- 
tion never intended it to have? The 
Constitution assigned certain defined 
powers to the executive branch, and this 
was one of them. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
submit that this is a subject which cer- 
tainly has no place in this bill, and it is 
of too great magnitude. It is going in 
the direction, if I ever saw anything go- 
ing in any direction—in the direction of 
a planned economy, giving all the au- 
thority to regulate industrial functions 
and business to some person or group 
delegated by the President. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. I think the gentle- 
man has made an unusually good point. 
There is a sleeper in section 2: “are not 
fully utilizing their employed labor forces 
(as indicated by a relatively low rate of 


production per worker).” 


My understanding of the interpreta- 
tion placed on that is that they determine 
the rate of production by the amount of 
wages paid. If, therefore, the rate in 
Arkansas be, let us say, 75 cents an 
hour as against $1.30 an hour in Pitts- 
burgh, the place where that industry 
would go would be to Arkansas at 75 cents 
per hour instead of Pittsburgh at $1.30. 

Mr. EBERHARTER, I think the gen- 
tleman’s point is well taken. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield. 

Mr. YATES. I think the gentleman 
will agree, too, that it would prevent the 
expansion of facilities of existing plants. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
may proceed for two additional minutes 
to answer my question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. YATES. It covers expansion of 
existing facilities as well and would pre- 
vent that in the absence of meeting cer- 
tain criteria. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. That is abso- 
lutely correct, 

Mr. YATES. It would mean that an 
existing steel plant in Chicago, for in- 
stance, or in Pittsburgh, without meet- 
ing the conditions of various criteria 
would be prohibited under this section 
from expanding their plants to meet in- 
creased demands on them because of 
their war orders. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. The gentleman 
is absolutely right. For instance, take 
a plant making electrical facilities; if 
they wanted to expand to meet the needs 
of the defense program and they had 
part of the money to do it, and wanted 
some loans from the Government to help 
with the balance, the Government could 
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not help them because they did not meet 
certain criteria. 

Mr. RAINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr, EBERHARTER. I yield. 

Mr. RAINS. I assume the gentle- 
man has read the amendment. He says 
they could not do it. Does the gentle- 
man mean that the amendment actually 
states that loans could not be made? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Les, it says so 
in the first two lines. 

Mr. RAINS. Iask that each Member 
of the House read it and see whether it 
is mandatory or may be done. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. “No construc- 
tion or expansion of plants, factories, or 
other facilities shall be undertaken,” 
and so forth. 

Mr. RAINS. If the gentleman will 
continue reading he will find that the 
language is not mandatory. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Later on, you 
cite the criteria that it is necessary to 
meet. I have always believed in giving 
the Executive enough power to carry out 
the will of the Congress, but I do not 
want to turn over to the Executive any 
power to redistribute the population of 
this country and to redistribute the fi- 
nancial and industrial capacity of our 
country. 

Mr. RAINS. . The gentleman would 
like to give the Commander in Chief au- 
thority to take care of the national de- 
fense, would he not? 


Mr. EBERHARTER. Not in this 
manner. 
Mr. RAINS. I was very much sur- 


prised to hear the gentleman’s speech on 
planned economy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
favor of the pending amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I come from the State 
that has been designated the safest place 
in the Nation from enemy attack. Ap- 
proximately $22,000,000,000 of our gold 
is buried in the heart of Kentucky. I 
come here with no personal interest. 
What I say, I am sure, will be in the in- 
terest of the entire country including 
the eastern section. 

If we should centralize our defense 
plants in any section of the country to 
such an extent that an atomic bomb 
would destroy them it would cripple us 
and make us an easy prey for our enemy. 
When I say that there should be a dis- 
persal of our industries I say that not 
only in behalf of the sections where they 
might be established, but I also speak in 
behalf of the highly congested areas 
where many of them are now located. 
We are dependent in our defense mo- 
bilization not only on the plants them- 
selves, but also on the skilled workers 
who would be hard to replace. One 
bomb dropped in such a locality might 
destroy both plant and workers. 

I do not think we need very extensive 
hearings on the subject of dispersal of 
industry. I think it is as natural to 
want our industries dispersed as is the 
instinct of self-preservation. We all 
know that the more you disperse the in- 
dustries the less chance there is for total 
destruction at one time, 
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There have been over $6,000,000,000 of 
tax amortization certificates issued, most 
of which have gone to the great con- 
gested areas. It may be a good thing for 
you people that they are there, but the 
ultimate disadvantages that might come 
to you could be overwhelmingly greater. 

I hope you will consider this proposi- 
tion thoroughly. It is one to be studied. 
It has not been decided yet as to where 
they shall go in this great country of 
ours, There are many places where 
plants might be established that would 
not only be of great advantage to the 
people but might be a great source of se- 
curity to our Nation. I think this is a 
very important question. 

This does not mean planned economy 
in America or the regimentation of our 
industries. It merely means that we 
are doing something to make us strong- 
er in this time of peril to our Nation, 
and it should be obvious to everyone that 
if you place all of your industries that 
are necessary for national defense or for 
war in one section, you weaken your 
country and you make this section a con- 
stant allurement to attack. 

Mr, Chairman, I hope the amend- 
ment will be adopted and I believe, if it 
operates to the fullest extent as it 
should, it will be beneficial; it states a 
policy that should be carried out, a pol- 
icy that I hope will eventually be adopted 
as far as practical, as far as labor con- 
ditions and other things will permit. 
This will have to be made effective with 
the cooperation of industry who should 
have the right to select where they will 
go in conformity with the policy stated 
in the amendment. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Mutter to the 
amendment offered by Mr. RAINS: 

At line 13, strike out all of the words after 
the comma and the first four words of line 
25, and substitute therefor the following: 
2) Coordinating activities authorized un- 
der this act with those prescribed by the 
National Security Act of 1947, with partic- 
ular reference to the location of strategic 
industries.” 

At line 17, strike out the word “localities”, 
and insert the word areas.” 

At line 5, on the second page, strike out 
the words “geographic location” and insert 
the words “being outside of congested 
localities.” 

At lines 5 and 6, on the first page, strike 
out the words “or assisted by means of loans 
(including participations in, or guaranties 
of loans) .” 

At line 5 of the first page, strike out the 
word shall“, and insert the word “may.” 


Mr. RAINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Alabama. 

Mr. RAINS. I discussed this matter 
with the gentleman before he offered 
his amendment, and so far as I am per- 
sonally concerned I have no objection 
whatever to it going into the amend- 
ment because the intent is not to make 
it mandatory. I have no objection to 
the change whatsoever. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Arkansas. 
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Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. I, too, would 
like to agree that the amendment is not 
objectionable from the standpoint of 
those of us who have concerned our- 
selves with the problem. As I under- 
stand, the word “localities” is used in- 
stead of “areas.” 

Mr. MULTER. That is right. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. The purpose 
of the gentleman is to avoid any section 
being proscribed; is that correct? 

Mr. MULTER. That is correct. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. And further 
that it limits it to plants constructed 
with Government funds under Govern- 
ment direction. 

Mr. MULTER. Correct. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. And that it 
clarifies the purpose of the amendment 
to make clear that it is not mandatory. 

Mr. MULTER. There is no question 
about that. In other words, the amend- 
ment I have offered will clarify the lan- 
guage to show that you are attempting 
to accomplish exactly what you said. It 
will apply only to Government plants, 
Government buildings, and it will apply 
not mandatorily but it will be discre- 
tionary. We will thereby set up the 
standards that should be used in deter- 
mining where these plants shall be 
erected, and you tie it in with the Na- 
tional Security Act of 1947 under which 
we are determining where these stra- 
tegic plants should be built. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I would like to have 
the gentleman clear up this point.. If a 
private plant in a congested area wants 
to enlarge and it uses only private capi- 
tal, this bill will not stop it, will it? 

Mr. MULTER. No, and if it gets Gov- 
ernment loans, if my amendment pre- 
vails, it will not stop it. In other words, 
the amendment as offered by the gentle- 
man from Alabama [Mr. Rarns] says 
that no construction shall be undertaken 
by the Government or by means of loans 
from the Government, and I take out the 
word “loans,” so this will apply, if my 
amendment prevails, only to Govern- 
ment plants connected with the defense 
effort. 

Mr. JOHNSON. In other words, this 
is a plan where you spend Government 
money and where you locate your Gov- 
ernment plants, and the criterion will be 
labor skills, and so forth, so that it will 
be subject to the judgment of the man 
that makes the decision. 

Mr. MULTER. That is correct. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Connecticut. 

Mr.MORANO. What is the difference 
between the gentleman’s amendment 
and existing law? Why do we need the 
gentleman’s amendment? 

Mr. MULTER. This amendment writes 
the standards into the Defense Produc- 
tion Act. 

Mr. MORANO. Under existing law are 
they not there now? 

Mr, MULTER. No, not in this lan- 
guage or to this extent. 
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Mr. MORANO. What is the difference 
between the gentleman’s language and 
existing law? 

Mr. MULTER. May I suggest that the 
gentleman take the National Security Act 
of 1947 and read it. I will lend it to the 
gentleman in a moment. It will take 
much more time to try to give the gentle- 
man the differences than I have at my 
disposal. I will be glad to lend it to the 
gentleman, and he will see the difference 
in language. This amendment is at- 
tempting to set up standards not manda- 
torily but so they will have these things 
in mind when the Government builds 
these plants. 

I could very easily be sectional in my 
thinking about this and say, “Let us not 
pass it. The State of New York does not 
want it because it may hurt the State of 
New York.” That is not so. If you take 
the time to analyze it, I think you will 
find that it will not hurt any State of the 
Union. 

I sat down with representatives of the 
Department of Commerce of the State of 
New York, who at first stated, “This is 
very bad; it will take industry out of the 
State of New York.” I took it item by 
item, and they had to agree that there 
was not a doubt that even New York 
State, with all its congestion, could com- 
ply and could qualify under the stand- 
ards set up here. 

If you ask me if that would be true as 
to the city of New York, from which I 
come, I would say no. Personally, I do 
not want an atomic-energy plant in the 
city of New York built by the Govern- 
ment. In my opinion Government de- 
fense plants should not be built there. I 
think the same is true of every congested 
area. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Do you in the city of 
New York want an expansion of exist- 
ing facilities? Do you not by the terms 
of your amendment prohibit the ex- 
pansion of any facilities which may be 
in the making in the event such facili- 
ties are dependent upon a guaranty of 
loans that a private company may make? 

Mr. MULTER, If my amendment pre- 
vails, “guaranteed loans and loans” 
comes out, and this will apply only to 
Government facilities and expansion of 
Government facilities. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
be permitted to proceed for two addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr. GAVIN. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Chairman, I want to observe 
that the committee have monopolized 
most of the time, and we have listened 
to them. There are some of us who 
would like to have an opportunity to 
talk. If the committee will give us who 
are not on the committee an opportunity 
to be heard, I will be grateful to them. 

I withdraw my reservation of the right 
to object, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. FELLOWS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Maine. ? 

Mr. FELLOWS. I want to ask a ques- 
tion for my own information. If the 
Government has the power to build the 
plants, has it not also the power to 
choose their location? 

Mr. MULTER. I would say that it 
should have. 

Mr. FELLOWS. Without this legisla- 
tion? 

Mr. MULTER. Then we do not need 
much of the legislation we have passed 
here in which we have set forth the 
manner in which we think the Govern- 
ment should proceed. 

Mr. FELLOWS. I do not think it does 
any good. Does the gentleman really 
think so? 

Mr. MULTER, I think it does and 
will. 

Mr, CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York. 

Mr. CELLER. Did I hear the gentle- 
man correctly when he stated that New 
York City does not need any more de- 
fense plants? 

Mr. MULTER. Any more Govern- 
ment-owned defense plants. 

Mr. CELLER. Does the gentleman 
know that it might be to the advantage 
of the Government to locate in New York 
City? There are many open spaces even 
in the Borough of Brooklyn, from 
whence the gentleman and I come. We 
have the tools, the dies, and the skilled 
labor, and we might have the technolog- 
ical know-how that may not be obtain- 
able in other parts of the Nation. Does 
not the gentleman think that under 
those conditions the Borough of Brook- 
lyn, or even the city of New York, is en- 
titled to its fair share of these defense 
plants? It does not have its fair share 
now. 

Mr. MULTER. We are talking about 
two different things. You are referring 
to defense contracts for existing private 
facilities and the amendment refers to 
Government plants. I think there is a 
much greater advantage to be gained 
by the country at large if we disperse 
some of our Brooklyn cowboys, as some- 
body referred to them yesterday, and 
some of the Brooklyn know-how to the 
rest of the country. I think both Brook- 
lyn and the rest of the country would 
gain much more that way than by try- 
ing to concentrate Government plants 
in Brooklyn. 

Mr, CELLER. I am afraid I am in 
emphatic discord with the gentleman, 
because there can be great advantage to 
the Nation right in Brooklyn. 

Mr. MULTER. In my book, Brooklyn 
is the best place in the world. I want 
to keep it that way. I think this amend- 
ment will help and not hurt Brooklyn. 

Mr. YATES. Does the gentleman’s 
amendment strike out the words “ex- 
pansion of plants”? 

Mr. MULTER. No, it does not, 

Mr. YATES. In other words, under 
the gentleman’s amendment the criteria 
would have to be met, nevertheless, for 
the expansion of existing plants? 
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Mr. MULTER. “Expansion of Gov- 
ernment plants” remains in the amend- 
ment. I emphasize “Government.” It 
does not apply to private plants. The 
word “shall” becomes the word “may,” 
under my amendment, making it all dis- 
cretionary. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield. 

Mr. KEATING. I do not understand 
the gentleman was attempting to convey 
the impression that the Department of 
Commerce of the State of New York ap- 
proves of the amendment with the 
changes which the gentleman has indi- 
cated. 

Mr. MULTER. No, the department of 
commerce did not say that, and I did not 
say that it did. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the pro 
forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the 
pending amendment. As I was walking 
toward the well of the House someone 
said to “take it easy,” but I do not feel 
I can take this easy, because to me it 
means the carrying out of the Wallace 
plan. I am sure the gentleman from 
Alabama does not want to follow the 
plan of Mr. Henry Wallace. When he 
was Secretary of Agriculture I went to 
a meeting with a newspaperwoman and 
commentator, husband and wife—he told 
me then that his plan, the plan of his 
administration he felt should be the dis- 
persal and removal of industrial plants 
in Massachusetts and New England and 
to have those States, particularly Mas- 
sachusetts, become recreational States. 
In back of my mind has been that fear 
always that there would be such moves 
made, and I have seen many instances 
of that very thing. I am sure the gen- 
tleman from Alabama [Mr. Rays] does 
not want to follow the Wallace plan. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

ot ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield. 

Mr. HALE. This plan for New Eng- 
land is a little bit like the Morgenthau 
plan for Germany; is it not? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. It 
is very much like it. I think if the 
Members stopped to consider it seriously 
they would realize that it is and realize 
fully the danger of it. We have very fine 
labor in Massachusetts, in fact all of 
New England. We have worked terribly 
hard to develop our industries there. 
Those industries have been very helpful 
to other sections of the country. 

As a result of the earnings of our in- 
dustries we have paid a great deal in 
taxes. We have given a great deal in 
all of the wars that our Nation has been 
engaged in, and we are now giving a 
great many men in the Korean war. In 
1944, during World War II, I visited four 
countries in Europe. I was asked by the 
people in authority to investigate a num- 
ber of items, among them, supplies at 
the front. There was a shortage of 
supplies going to the front. Therefore, 
it interfered with the fighting of the 
war at the front and our men were in- 
jured because of the shortages of sup- 
plies. Some of those supply shortages 
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had been made in my very city of Lowell, 
Mass. That plant was dispersed to an- 
other section of the country. They lost 
their trained labor and it took them a 
long while to get started again. When 
I came back from seeing war sectors in 
Europe, the War Department asked me 
to talk to 42 officers, not es a military 
expert, but to tell them what I actually 
had seen of the physical need for those 
war supplies. I did do that. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachuetts. I 
yield. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Not only do they 
demand war supplies, but they also de- 
mand our men from New England to take 
up arms and protect this great country 
of ours. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Yes, 
I said we have given a great number of 
men in proportion to other sections of 
the country to the service of the country. 

Mr. PATTERSON. You do not think 
that the veterans that were sent into 
World War II, our laboring people from 
New England, will ever condone this 
Wallace plan which is before us here 
today, do you? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
do not for New England. They did 
not want his plans when he was Secre- 
tary of Agriculture. Our workers are 
very highly trained. I would like to tell 
a story of the labor at Lowell and their 
patriotism in the war effort. I came 
back and told a big manufacturing plant 
in Lowell of the need for supplies. It 
was just before New Year’s and a holi- 
day. They were not obliged to work that 
day but they did, and those men and 
women worked all day and all night to 
produce those supplies quickly for a long 
period. They did not have to do it, but 
they did it as a matter of loyalty. 

Mr, SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Is it not cor- 
rect that the production per capita in 
New England during World War II was 
the highest of any section of our coun- 
try? I mean the production per capita. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Ves. 
We have the skilled labor. We also have 
a very fine climate. It is an invigorat- 
ing climate, and the men can produce 
more for that reason. 

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from Connecticut, 

Mr, PATTERSON. Is it not also true 
that, per capita, all of New England pays 
a higher tax rate than any other part of 
the country to support the programs that 
we vote for on this floor? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 1 
agree with the gentleman. I do not be- 
lieve there is a Member on this floor who 
would want this program if he stopped to 
consider it thoroughly. He does not rea- 
lize that it may come back to curse his 
section and ruin the free economy of the 
country. ; 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Massachusetts has 
expired. 


Chairman, 
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Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to both the Multer amend- 
ment and the Rains amendment. 

After listening for the past hour to the 
discussion that has been going on, I feel 
that the House is getting more confused 
as the debate proceeds. Here we have 
two pages of legislation that is written 
into a bill that is not even understood 
by the lawyers of the House, who are 
disagreeing at the present time. If the 
lawyers of the House cannot agree on 
the meaning of the words “shall” and 
“may” or the meaning of “mandatory” 
or “permissive,” I do not know how we 
as laymen can understand any other 
part of this amendment. 

The gentleman from Alabama [Mr, 
Ratns], the author of the amendment, 
has claimed time and time again that 
this legislation is not mandatory, yet, 
on the other hand, we have outstanding 
lawyers saying that this legislation is 
mandatory. Then we find a few mo- 
ments ago the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. Mutter], perhaps agreeing in his 
own mind that it is mandatory, he, be- 
ing a member of the committee, offers a 
clarifying amendment to say that it is 
not mandatory. Still, after he goes to 
that extent, there is disagreement in the 
minds of the lawyers present today 
whether it is discretionary, permissive, 
or mandatory legislation. 

I think the only fair and reasonable 
thing for the House to do is to reject 
both amendments. If there is any need 
for this dispersal of defense plants in the 
immediate future, open and public hear- 
ings should be granted by the proper 
legislative committee of the House, and 
all sections of the country would then 
have an opportunity to express their 
opinions. A 

I agree with much that has been said 
about placing too much power in the 
hands of Mr. Wilson. We would be do- 
ing much more for the defense effort in 
this country if we would only get a little 
action on the establishment of a smaller 
war plants corporation, such as we had 
during the last World War. 

I questioned Mr. Wilson when he was 
before the Committee on Appropriations 
3 months ago about giving some of these 
subcontracts to the smaller war plants 
throughout the country. He claimed 
that he was doing just that, but the last 
report I saw from the Small Business 
Committee was to the effect that 99 per- 
cent of all defense contracts are going 
to big business and none of it is being 
given to the smaller plants throughout 
this country. 

Until we enact legislation establishing 
a Smaller War Plants Corporation such 
as we had in the last World War, we can 
get up here day after day and talk about 
the defense effort and everything that 
should be done for the small-business 
man, but until we take that definite 
action we are only talking out of both 
sides of our mouth at the same time 
and not doing a thing for the smaller 
plants of the country. 

The gentleman from Maine [Mr. FEL- 
Lows] questioned the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Mutter] on this amend- 
ment, asking him: “Is this necessary?” 
And the gentleman from New York said 
that he did not know whether it was or 
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not—that from the author of the amend- 
ment. Another question was raised as 


to whether if the Government has power . 
Projects all over the South, the West, 


to build plants it does not likewise have 
power to place these plants in the sec- 
tion of the county they think it desir- 
able or necessary to have them. And 
the answer was “Yes.” So why do we 
need this particular type of legislation? 

There are many reservations in this 
amendment, and one that was pointed 
out by the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. EBERHARTER] struck me force- 
fully; it was the one with reference to 
utilizing manpower and the labor force 
as indicated by the workload per worker, 
Who is going to decide what that lan- 
guage means? Does the workload per 
worker mean the amount of production 
he turns out, or does it mean his wage 
rate as indicated by the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. Rrstcorr]? Is that the 
differential? 

It seems to me that the only fair 
and reasonable thing to do with all the 
confusion that has been created by this 
language, with even the authors of the 
amendment themselves not agreeing as 
to the intent or purpose of the language, 
is for the authors to withdraw the 
amendment and let us not have any vote 
on it at all. It was only a couple of 
weeks ago that we passed the migra- 
tory farm labor bill which will cost every 
taxpayer of this country real dollars. 
For what? To import cheap Mexican 
labor to help out on the farms of the 
great Southwest. They have not even 
got labor enough to take care of their 
farm crops out there at the present time, 
so they wanted Congress to pass this 
migratory farm labor bill which will cost 
the taxpayers millions of dollars. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to both amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, to me these amend- 
ments simply add confusion on top of 
confusion, I also rise because I come 
from Pennsylvania, a great State that 
I am proud and honored to represent, 
a State that sent 1,400,000 men and 
women into World War II; a State with 
ten to twelve million people, a State 
that produced 30 to 50 percent of all the 
war materials, and a State that is now 
fighting to protect its economic and in- 
dustrial life in a highly competitive in- 
dustrial world. 

The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
Rains] has stated that Pennsylvania 
asked some relief for certain sections 
of my State. He is not here now but I 
listened intently to what he had to say 
and I wish he were here to listen to what 
I have to say, because I want to tell him 
why we have to have relief in some sec- 
tions of Pennsylvania. 

Fifteen years ago Pennsylvania was 
the greatest coal-producing State in the 
Union, leading all the States in the pro- 
duction of coal. That leadership has 
now gone to West Virginia, Virginia, 
Kentucky, and Tennessee. Pennsylvania 
is now down to ninth or tenth in the 
production of coal. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to point out the 
reasons for that. Since I have been in 
Congress I have watched the develop- 
ment of great hydroelectric projects, 
navigation projects, irrigation projects, 
and land-reclamation projects involving 
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billions and billions of dollars. My State 
pays approximately 10 percent of the 
taxes to develop all of these gigantic 


and the extreme West, all of which cut 
into the agricultural, industrial, and 
economic life of the State of Pennsyl- 
vania. 

So, now that these programs have 
been developed, a program of decentrali- 
zation of industry is conceived to bring 
industry into these areas that have been 
developed with the tax money from the 
industries of my State May I point out 
to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
Rains] that TVA, tax exempt, cost about 
$800,000,000; so Pennsylvania’s share of 
building TVA was approximately $80,- 
000,090. Now, when the Aluminum Co, 
of America wants to build a new plant, 
they do not build it in Pittsburgh where 
the Aluminum Co. of America started, 
They go down into the TVA valley, 
where they have cheap hydroelectric 
power, tax exempt, where labor is not so 
well organized; where the wage scales, 
in my opinion, are not Pennsylvania’s 
rates; where they have preferred rail 
rates and many other advantages. 

Recently a number of Congressmen 
from the Northeast section of the coun- 
try got together for the first time since 
I have been here, to discuss what we 
could do to protect that industry which 
we still have left. Over the years my 
State, the New England States, and the 
States of the North and East, have been 
developing industry to raise the money 
to pay the taxes to develop projects all 
over the Nation. And we have no ob- 
jection to that; but when you come in 
and try to take away from us our bread 
and butter, our industries upon which 
our people are dependent, disrupt our 
communities and our homes, and where 
the people are rooted to the soil and 
have been for years, certainly we are 
not going to sit idly by and not put up 
a defense. In other words, all we from 
the northeast section of the country 
have been doing is furnishing the money 
to sharpen the razor to cut our own 
economic throats. I am glad to see this 
vigorous fight that is now being waged 
against the attempt to regiment our 
people, decentralize our industry, con- 
trol our economy under the guise of 
helping the war effort. These amend- 
ments should be voted down. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not happen to live 
in the New England area, although I am 
a Connecticut yankee from the Ohio 
Western Reserve. I am not going to 
speak sectionally because I think this is 
something that is so much greater than 
any particular section of our country, 
and we should look at it very definitely 
from a national standpoint. 

In my opinion, in the next 100 years 
we are going to find it both necessary 
and intelligent to disperse our cities, not 
with a camouflage for ulterior designs 
but because they are unhealthy, morally, 
spiritually, materially, and physically for 
our children; but I do not believe that 
this is the moment to do it and certainly 
this is not the way to do it. This is 
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being thrust at us through the back 
fence, which I thoroughly oppose, 

We are a migratory people, Mr. Chair- 
man. My people landed in New Eng- 
land, stayed a while, and then moved 
on as so many other Americans have 
done. It does not frighten me that Ohio 
has increased in population, as well as 
California, and that poor Oklahoma and 
Arkansas have kind of lost out tempo- 
rarily, because I truly believe that this 
country is going to take care of some 
500,000,000 people before it is anywhere 
near through opening itself up. No, 
that kind of thing does not frighten me 
at all. But, I would like to ask these 
gentlemen who bring in such a proposi- 
tion as this at such a time as this, when 
they expect to have any of it functioning 
by way of protection to the people in- 
volved? How are they going to get the 
plants built and with what personnel, 
at a time when we are short of person- 
nel? We are short of labor in many 
areas. We are needing people for jobs 
almost everywhere in this country. We 
are needing them for the Army, and the 
Navy, and the Air Force. Where is all 
this labor coming from that is going to 
build railroads? From the present 
plants, from the populated areas, to the 
new plants? Where is it all coming from? 
I am all for the St. Lawrence waterway, 
and have been these many years, long 
before my industries were, but I am just 
wondering if this is really the time to 
take 2,500 men to build just one bit of 
railroad and the steel that is necessary, 
and other thousands of laborers to build 
a project that is going to take 7 years? 
Where are we going to be 7 years from 
now in relation to Russia and the whole 
Soviet orbit? And as to this suggestion 
presented as an amendment to this bill, 
how long is it going to take us to do all 
this dispersing, granted that as an ideal, 
as a civilization, we need to disperse our- 
selves? 

I would be sorry to think that we are 
so closed in attitude that we do not 
realize that cities are no place for chil- 
dren to grow up in. But we will have 
to find better ways of transportation; we 
will have to find faster ways of going 
here and there. Maybe we shall have to 
have conveyor belts. Maybe we shall 
have to find safer ways of using the air- 
plane to take us back and forth from 
rural areas into factory areas, from un- 
habitable places to habitable places to 
protect our children and the future of 
our civilization. 

But, I feel very strongly at this mo- 
ment, when our need of so-called safety 
may be immediate, that to bring this 
suggestion to us in this way without due 
consideration, is quite the wrong way of 
going about it. I sincerely trust this 
House in its wisdom will reject this 
amendment. I have confidence in the 
membership of this committee and of 
the whole Congress. I am certain it will 
not be willing to accept this ill-consid- 
ered legislation. If it is to be done some- 
day let it be done as a separate matter 
after the most careful study and the most 
earnest consideration, 

So I ask, Mr. Chairman, for due con- 
sideration of 2 matter so momentous to 
the whole future of the United States. 
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Let us not now accept so drastic a change 
in our way of life, which smacks of regi- 
mentation of a highly developed order. 
If some day we decide it wise to spread 
our people out into less congested areas 
let us work it out in the American way. 
We have always been a migratory people. 
We move from place to place. We un- 
derstand that that is the way things grow 
and nations grow. We are not afraid to 
change but we must not fail to have each 
change one of courageous growth away 
from the very regimentation this amend- 
ment would have us accept, to an ever 
truer, broader freedom. 

I trust, Mr. Chairman, that this Com- 
mittee will vote down the amendment. 

Mr. CORBETT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment and 
the amendment pending thereto have 
been described by my colleague from 
Pennsylvania as a dangerous experiment. 
Mr, Chairman, not only is it a dangerous 
experiment but it is an experiment which 
is bound to fail. This Congress cannot 
by amendment repeal the economic law 
of least social cost. I would like the pro- 
ponents of the amendment to consider, 
if they will, the fact that we are pres- 
ently involved in a frigtening war with 
a great enemy. If we are going to dis- 
rupt the industrial life of America, if 
we are going to disrupt and reallocate the 
transportation lines, if we are going to 
have to relocate many of our people while 
trying to economically rehabilitate Eu- 
rope, to provide military aid to all the 
free nations of the world and at the same 
time rearm ourselves, we certainly must 
have a confidence in the capacity of the 
American people that is unrealistic. 

In the consideration of this Defense 

Production Act the very people who are 
insisting that inflation has to be curbed 
are the ones trying to put through this 
scheme which would require the use of 
more men, money, and materials than 
we have available. I do not see how it 
is humanly possible at a time like this 
to engage in a great social experiment 
to try to upset the law of least social 
costs. 
What they are attempting to do here 
would mean tens and tens of years of 
subsidizing submarginal areas. It would 
mean tens and tens of years of relocat- 
ing labor and housing. 

I agree with the Member who spoke 
prior to this that it would be a good, 
wholesome thing at this time for this 
amendment to be withdrawn and sent 
back for consideration to a committee 
where it could be discussed at some time 
when the security our our Nation is not 
in danger. 

This is not simply a matter of sec- 
tional interest. We have to produce the 
materials to safeguard America and the 
free world. We have to do that with 
the least disruption of our economy that 
is humanly possible. We have to put in 
the facilities where we have the men 
and the know-how to do the job. 

Mr. DENNY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORBETT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. DENNY. May I say that I be- 
lieve that this is a very strange place for 
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an amendment of this kind, because it 
is one of the most inflationary things 
that could possibly be imagined. The 
cost to the Government of the United 
States, the cost to the taxpayers of this 
country, would be tremendous. 

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, this debate has been 
very confusing to me. In the committee 
I was in favor of this amendment and 
I am still. The only reason the debate 
has been confusing to me is that I have 
heard so many things said which have no 
relationship to the provisions of the 
amendment as originally proposed, or 
the amendment to the amendment. 

It has been indicated by some Mem- 
bers that this is not the place in which to 
consider or the time at which to con- 
sider an amendment on dispersal. May 
I remind us all that this act we are dis- 
cussing is the Defense Production Act. 
We are trying to achieve the kind of pro- 
duction that will make it sure that our 
country will survive. To achieve this 
production we are going to have to de- 
velop new productive capacity, in other 
words, factories. It may be that we are 
going to have to spend some of the tax- 
payers’ money in direct Government 
construction of plants and facilities. It 
seems to me eminently proper and ap- 
propriate, in fact, I believe the commit- 
tee would have been negligent if it had 
not raised this point at this time in the 
form of the committee amendment, to 
take under consideration the question of 
whether or not we in the Congress, we 
in the Government of the United States, 
are willing to face up to the fact that 
this country is subject to a real threat 
today, a potential threat of a devastating 
air attack, a threat from sabotage. 

Is it not pretty obvious that if we have 
all our eggs in one basket, if, for example, 
nearly all our productive facilities in 
the field of crude abrasives, a material 
absolutely essential in the production of 
machine tools, is in a limited area, that 
it is wise to disperse them, not for any 
sectional reason, but only in the interest 
of our national security? It seems to me 
very clear this is the time to consider the 
matter. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOLLING. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Is not this the fact: 
that the more you concentrate the more 
you invite attack? One of the most 
vivid experiences I ever had was flying 
over Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1946, 
If you could have seen what one little 
bomb did, you could well imagine what 
one big one could do in a concentrated 
area. Is it not a fact also that this is 
not taking industry away from anybody? 

Mr. BOLLING. That is certainly 
true. 

Mr. JOHNSON. This only permits us 
to use our judgment in placing industry 
in certain locations, if we are spending 
public funds, so that we may put them 
in a safe place, rather than place them 
in an overcrowded place, which would 
make a more inviting target. 

Mr. BOLLING. I thank the gentle- 
man from California for his contribu- 
tion. I would like to make one further 
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point. It seems to me quite clear that 
if in our consideration at this time of 
this kind of legislation we approach it 
only from the point of view of those 
in our own districts, we are forgetting 
a very important thing. We wear two 
hats here at all times. Each one of us 
is a representative of a certain State or 
a certain district in a State, but each 
one of us is at all times a Member of the 
Congress of the United States. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOLLING. I yield. 

Mr, HAYS of Arkansas. I recall go- 
ing with the gentleman from Missouri 
on a subcommittee to meet the gentle- 
man from California [Mr.'JoHNson] in 
his home district. Were we not discuss- 
ing there, from the national standpoint, 
the problem of housing caused by the 
movement of people from one section 
of the country to another? 

Mr. BOLLING. Certainly. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. In other 
words, the committee of which the gen- 
tleman and I were members at the time, 
the Banking Committee, was required 
in the national interest to study the 
impact of war on housing in Valejo and 
Richmond and in other areas of Cali- 
fornia. Isn't it just as fair to say that 
in the national interest the problems of 
noncongested areas, the underdeveloped 
areas shall also receive consideration, 
as this amendment does. 

Mr. BOLLING. The gentleman is ab- 
solutely correct. 

I thank the gentleman for his con- 
tribution. 

Mr. LEONARD W. HALL. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOLLING. I yield. 

Mr. LEONARD W. HALL. This is the 
Defense Mobilization Act, and I would 
think Mr. Wilson, the Mobilization Di- 
rector, would know more about it than 
anyone else, I spoke with his office just 
a few minutes ago and I am authorized 
to say that Mr. Wilson did not ask to 
have this provision put in this bill. 

Mr. BOLLING. I think without my 
consulting Mr. Wilson’s office I can say 
that Mr. Wilson is not opposed to this 
provision being added to the bill, 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment, 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONAS. I yield. 

Mr. MORANO. I gepresent the dis- 
trict that Charles Wilson, head of the 
General Electric Co., has lived in for 
quite a while. I am quite certain he is 
not for this amendment. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, the legis- 
lation under consideration now, if I un- 
derstand the objective of the amend- 
ment, is, first, designed to take up the 
slack in areas where there is unemploy- 
ment; and, second, they propose to put 
defense plants in areas where they are 
not so vulnerable to attack by an actual 
or potential enemy. Following that, in 
the arguments we have listened to today, 
there is every indication that this legis- 
lation in its present form is in a terrible 
state of confusion. The best indication 
of that is that you have not yet deter- 
mined what the words “may” or “shall” 
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mean, or whether it is discretionary or 
mandatory. Surely, the area from which 
I come is entitled to be heard on this 
question of whether we should pass any 
legislation on this floor that would even 
by inference or indirectly raise the ques- 
tion or create a doubt as to whether an 
existing plant has a right to add addi- 
tional facilities, or whether that is en- 
tirely forbidden to such plant. That is 
important to a city like the city of Chi- 
cago, where we have centered some of 
the largest manufacturing plants deal- 
ing with war production in the United 
States. Therefore, I am vitally interest- 
ed and I emphasize this point above that 
of a number of additional objections that 
I have to the amendment. 

Let me point out further that if we 
are going to pass legislation that has to 
do with the potentialities of how actual 
or prospective war plants are to be de- 
fend:d against an invading enemy, be- 
gin with my city. There are more fa- 
cilities in the city of Chicago for manu- 
facturing materials for defense purposes 
than you will find in any other given 
place in the United States. 

It takes 7 hours to fly from Kamchatka 
across the Canadian area to the city of 
Chicago, We have not a popgun or a 
single weapon of sufficient force or power 
that the people of Chicago can use to de- 
fend their city and all of its great indus- 
trial and manufacturing plants against 
any airplane attack. In that city you 
have the largest railroad center of the 
country, the largest manufacturing 
plants of Diesel engines and other en- 
gines, and so many other byproducts that 
they are too numerous to mention, that 
are a vital part of our great defense war 
program. 

I am opposed to this legislation unless 
you can absolutely assure me that you 
are not passing legislation that will re- 
quire judicial interpretation later on, or 
that is not clear to the authors or to 
those who have authority to enforce it, 
If this comes to pass we will be com- 
pelled, in case we want to expand these 
vast institutions that now have to do 
with producing war material, to appeal 
to some authority in Washington to de- 
termine whether we can do it; or, in the 
alternative, be denied the privilege of 
doing it. I am opposed to that kind of 
legislation, 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONAS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Does the gentle- 
man construe this language to mean that 
no plant for which allocations of ma- 
terials is made under the Defense Act 
may be constructed until the President 
makes his finding? 

Mr. JONAS. I say that language is 
rather involved. Such a vital question 
as is under discussion today should be 
clear and specific in its terms so there 
can be no doubt about its interpretation, 
If it provides that you cannot add to ex- 
isting plants, or if there is any doubt 
about it, why should we not have that 
question expressly determined in clear 
and concise language. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois has expired. 
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Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, one 
of my good friends and colleagues re- 
ferred to our section a short time ago 
as “the remote Midwest.” 

I would like to inform the House that 
even though the Midwest may be re- 
mote, it is still a very important part of 
the United States, and we are proud of 
it, of its importance to the Nation’s wel- 
fare. 

As far as we are concerned in connec- 
tion with sectionalism, we have heard 
people talk to us at different times that 
we ought to think in terms of the whole 
country. We agree with that, but some- 
times it is surprising when something 
comes up which may remotely affect the 
northeastern part of this country, how 
soon some people rise up and become 
sectionalists. 

It certainly is not the purpose of the 
language of this amendment to do any- 
thing that would disrupt certain parts 
of this country; it is a matter of trying 
to provide for the establishment of 
emergency operations in localities where 
there is labor that can provide the serv- 
ice required. I still vividly remember 
what happened in the last war, because 
from my district many people left to go 
into areas of concentrated population 
in order to assist with the war effort. 
As soon as that effort subsided many of 
those people returned to their homes. 
The tales that they brought to us when 
they came back are something that will 
forever live with me. That is one rea- 
son when the question of public housing 
comes up I can support those measures. 
Many of those people said that when 
they went to live in places of concen- 
trated population they were forced to 
live in huts and hovels and shacks that 
back home we would not put our live- 
stock in. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr, Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARSHALL, I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr, GREEN. The gentleman from 
Minnesota has stated that a lot of peo- 
ple left Minnesota and came back after 
the war. We have one of your distin- 
guished citizens in Philadelphia, Harold 
5 We wish you would take him 

ack, 

Mr. MARSHALL, In connection with 
the program before us I wish to say that 
this is a matter of vital importance, 
There is no part of this country that is 
not interested in the welfare of America; 
I am certain of that. There is no part 
of this country that is not interested in 
producing, no part of this country has a 
corner on production. We are very 
proud of the northeastern part of our 
country and the production that it put 
forth during World War II. We would 
like to have you realize the extent of 
the agricultural production that we put 
forth in the Midwest. No one would 
have believed that we could have ex- 
panded our agricultural production to 
the extent we did. 

The disruption of people in times of 
emergency like this is a very disturbing 
thing. When we have people who are 
available to do some little defense work 
in an area why is it not more sensible to 
defense production plant in that area 
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than to cause the disruption of moving 
these people to a place where they do 
not wish to go but do so because the lack 
of employment where they are forces 
them to go to strange places? That 
sort of thing is not good for industry or 
government. It is much easier to pro- 
vide facilities where people are than to 
cause people to move. 

We have heard a iot said about social- 
ization of things here. I am a little 
concerned. I am afraid that some of 
my good friends are actually afraid of 
private enterprise; that is what it sounds 
like to me. Certainly they are afraid 
of efficient economical operations. 

The purpose of this amendment is 
commendable. Does anyone in this 
Chamber know of any of our colleagues 
who are more American in their think- 
ing, or more conscious of national wel- 
fare. No Members are more consistently 
above sectionalism than are the gentle- 
man from Alabama [Mr. Rams! who in- 
troduced the amendment, and the gen- 
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. Hays] who is 
supporting it. Never once have I heard 
these gentlemen talked of as being 
sectionalists. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Connecticut 
(Mr, SADLAK]. 

Mr. SADLAK. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment pro- 
posed by the gentleman from Alabama 
(Mr. Rams! and to the amendment by 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MULTER]. 

In order to save time and to avoid 
being repetitious because I agree with 
the arguments by my colleagues from 
the New England, the Northeast, and 
other areas thus far expressed against 
these amendments, section 305, I shall 
confine my remarks to the proposition 
stressed by the distinguished chairman 
of the Banking and Currency Commit- 
tee, the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
Spence], when he spoke in favor of the 
proposal and to the remarks emphasized 
by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
BoLLING]l, who is a member of that com- 
mittee: Vulnerability to attack. To me, 
it seems that the most destructive weap- 
on being manufactured by us success- 
fully, the weapon which has proven to 
be tremendously effective in devastation, 
is the atomic bomb. I feel, therefore, 
that if an enemy is to attack us he would 
endeavor, first of all, to attack and de- 
Stroy the plants where our most ef- 
fective instruments of war were being 
manufactured. From what I have been 
able to learn, these plants manufacturing 
the atomic bombs are primarily located 
in the Middle West and in the South. 

When the gentleman from Kentucky 
(Mr. Spence] spoke, he, I am sure, for- 
got that recently a plant was ordered 
to ke built in his State, namely in 
Paducah, Ky. And it was decided to 
build it there without the benefit of the 
amendments now in issue. I submit to 
him if that plant is being built to pro- 
duce atomic bombs, then instead of 
stopping at Chicago, as the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. Jonas] mentioned, 
and dropping his or their bombs on Chi- 
cago, or Hartford, Conn., the enemy 
would head for Paducah, Ky., or Oak 
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Ridge, Tenn., or certainly they would go 
to Los Alamos, N. Mex. 

Mr. Chairman, if this amendment with 
or without the Multer amendment was 
to become law and other factories and 
manufacturing plants and industries 
were also attracted to the same area or 
ordered to be built in the vicinity where 
atomic bombs are being manufactured 
presently, it vould appear to me that an 
enemy, from wherever he came, would 
inevitably designate such areas, com- 
munities as first targets because he would 
then be able to kill two birds with one 
stone and knock out atomic bomb plants 
and the industrial plants simultaneously. 

I feel thet the amendment should be 
removed from this bill if for no other rea- 
son than on the contention I have just 
made. 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment and 
the amendment thereto which was in- 
troduced in order to clarify it and to meet 
some of the arguments which had been 
proposed prior to the introduction of the 
substitute or the amendment in the na- 
ture of a substitute should not be called 
a dispersal amendment; it should be 
called an anticoncentration amendment, 
because actually all it attempts to do is 
to preveut undue concentration of de- 
fense industries in those parts of the 
country where new construction is made 
necessary for defense work. 

Every speaker virtually who has spoken 
in opposition to these amendments has 
said something about taking plants out 
of his State or district. This amend- 
ment will have nothing to do with ex- 
isting plants or existing facilities or jobs 
already in existence; it relates only to 
new jobs. 

A lot has been said about what we 
are going to do with this new defense 
production and as to how it will take 
something away in the way of jobs. Peo- 
ple seem to have the idea that our na- 
tional economy is a big pie and if we 
get a little bit bigger slice down in our 
area we are going to take it way from 
you. That is contrary to the whole con- 
cept of our American system, our Ameri- 
can free-enterprise system, that believes 
in the expansion of our productive ca- 
pacity for the benefit of all the popula- 
tion of our country. The history of our 
country is that we have expanded our 
capacity all down through the years, as 
a result of which all of our people have 
been able to enjoy more the benefits of 
the great productive capacity which our 
free enterprise system has established. 

Something also has been said about 
so-called subsidies in the way of de- 
fense industries that may be necessary. 
Most of this has been stated by gentle- 
men who represent the great New Eng- 
land States, the great region that has 
meant so much to the development of 
our country; yet thesc same gentlemen 
have said nothing about helping the de- 
fense effort. Why do we not repeal the 
Walsh-Healey Act? We could get a lot 
cheaper Government contracts all over 
the country if we removed this act, 
which is nothing more than a subsidy in 
regard to cost of Government contracts. 
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I do not ask that they be repealed, but I 
say if you are trying to do something 
about subsidies involved in defense in- 
dustries, why do you not strike at the first 
one, the one that costs the taxpayers 
more than anything else today; the one 
that benefits those industries in New 
England. 

A lot has been said about the change 
in population that might result if this 
amendment goes into effect. The whole 
purpose is to provide some use and some 
employment. We built homes for those 
workers in World War II, and in the 
preliminary stages of our present build- 
up they move away from those areas in 
the South and the West and go up to 
defense industries, paid for by the tax- 
payers in those areas where there is al- 
ready an overconcentration of indus- 
try. Some mention was made about the 
views of Mr. Wilson, the head of the 
Office of Mobilization, on this amend- 
ment. I think Mr. Wilson is doing a, 
good job, but I am not voting like Mr. 
Wilson on all of the votes on this bill, 
and I note that most of the gentlemen 
mentioning Mr. Wilson certainly have 
not voted along the lines he suggested in 
the previous votes here. Apparently no- 
body on that side of the aisle has been 
voting with us. I do not want to urge 
anybody to vote like that, I probably will 
not do very much of it myself, and he 
is not the man to decide how we will vote 
on this bill. What we have to do here 
is to consider the national interest as to 
how we can best exercise the productive 
capacity of all our people, and if we are 
going to continue to increase defense 
facilities only in those areas where there 
is already heavy concentration of pro- 
ductive capacity, we are going to drain 
the population from the other areas of 
our country. The people who come to 
defense areas, it has been proven time 
and time again in World War II, were 
good workers, and we are just going to 
continue to bring about an overcentrali- 
zation that will make more expensive 
this defense mobilization which we have 
got to achieve. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr, Chairman, a year ago when I first 
came to this House I thought the Defense 
Production Act was the most confusing 
bill that could be devised. Obviously the 
bill that is being presented today is no 
less confusing. I remember last week, 
after I brought home the debate that we 
had on the floor a year ago, reading over 
the statement of the chairman of the 
committee as well as other members. 
At that time they said there was no ne- 
cessity for controls and that the Presi- 
dent did not want them. Now here they 
are today, a few months later, telling us 
of the absolute necessity for having con- 
trols, What consistency. 

Mr. Chairman, the present amend- 
ment is equally confusing. First of all, 
there is considerable question as to the 
necessity for having it in the bill be- 
cause of prior authorizations and Mr. 
Wilson has not asked for it. 

I believe that this matter has been ill- 
considered. 

It has been said here that this is a sec- 
tional matter. so I want to quote from 
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a national report, a report on the New 
England economy to Mr. Keyserling, 
which is to be transmitted to the Presi- 
dent. 

Here is what the report says: 


In recent years New England has ex- 
perienced an increasing net drain of funds 
as the result of Federal operations. We do 
not urge that New England should oppose 
Federal programs which contribute to the 
well-being of the country at large merely 
because they are a drain upon the region. 
We do insist, however, that New Englanders 
should reconsider their attitudes toward the 
Federal Government. They must decide 
whether, as Federal operations continue to 
expand, New Englanders can stand idly by 
and shun Federal aid of all kinds. New 
Englanders have to choose between two al- 
ternatives: to oppose many Federal programs 
without success and so to face a continuing 
and perhaps increasing drain of funds 
through Federal Government operations, or 
to yield to the trend of the times. 


Mr. Chairman, it is not my purpose 
today to discuss the philosophy of gov- 
ernment suggested in this report but I 
do want to say that the recommenda- 
tions made in this report are diametri- 
cally opposed to the pending amend- 
ment, The report indicates we should 
put more Federal funds into New Eng- 
land. The amendment says we should 
take them out. 

I also want to bring to the attention 
of the House a report that was submitted 
by the Committee on Armed Services last 
May 2. At that time, when it was con- 
sidering the prospects of dispersal, Ad- 
miral Noble appeared before the cori- 
mittee, and he had this to say on tnis 
very matter: z, 

We are faced with the fact that our avail- 
able resources of management, labor, elec- 
tric power, and transportation facilities are 
definitely limited, and tend to be concen- 
trated in particular areas. 

People are understandably reluctant to 
move from the place where they have estab- 
lished their homes, enrolled their children in 
schools, built up friendships, and otherwise 
identified themselves with the community. 
But even when they can be persuaded to 
move, that is only the beginning. In their 
new homes they will need transportation, 
housing, and utility services. They will re- 
quire schools for their children, recreational 
areas, commercial facilities, and churches. 
The furnishing of all these places a great 
strain on the economy. It requires the allo- 
cation of scarce manpower and materials for 
purposes other than bare defense plants and 
their equipment. Unless we are willing to 
incur these collateral costs, we have to estab- 
lish our new plants near the places where 
our skilled management and technical peo- 
ple now are. We should remember that we 
are not speaking of a pool of unskilled and 
semiskilled labor, interchangeable as it were, 
but of a small group of highly trained ex- 
perts. These people, on whom our whole de- 
fense economy rests, are not replaceable and 
exchangeable like so many ninepins. We 
must take them as we find them and where 
we find them, 


I have listened to the military expert 
from Kentucky and the military expert 
from Missouri. I should like to address 
myself for a moment to the remarks of 
a real expert, Admiral Noble. This is 
what Admiral Noble said about the de- 
fense aspect of scattering plants, He 
said: 

Wide scattering of targets often presents 
an extremely difficult defense problem. An 
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` enemy can concentrate on each target indi- 


vidually and hence is faced only with a scat- 
tered air defense. 


Mr. Chairman, in view of the previous 
remarks, I think this amendment should 
be voted down conclusively. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Connecticut 
(Mr. RIBICOFF]. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. Chairman, this 
certainly has been a most vigorous de- 
bate. For the fight that is taking place 
today credit cr blame, in my opinion, 
should go to Mr. Robert D. Byrnes of the 
Hartford Courant. On June 14, he 
started a series of analytical articles in 
the Hartford Courant pointing out the 
dangers of this entire program, and what 
it would mean to New England and also 
to the United States. 

After that series of articles a chain re- 
action started which spread to the rest 
of the country. So far az I know Mr. 
Byrnes’ articles were about a week ahead 
of any other newspaper in the country. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ap- 
proach this problem nct as a Connecti- 
cut or New England problem, but as a 
national problem. There have been 


many arguments made that are good 


arguments, based on dispersal. But 
there is a point, even as important as 
dispersal and safety, and that has to do 
with the question of production. You 
are not going to produce our defense 
requirements unless you produce them in 
an area that has the capabilities. How 
do we get production? We get produc- 
tion out of material, out of transporta- 
tion, out of power, out of financial re- 
sources, out of skilled labor and capable 
management. 

Certainly under the present law, when 
a new industry such as the atomic energy 
industry is started, we disperse that over 
the country. I have no quarrel with 
such decisions, or with that point of view. 
But on the other hand, when it comes 
to expanding a presently existing indus- 
try, it becomes very important to use the 
facilities you have. I would like to give 
you just a small example. In the city of 
Hartford, a group of engineers started 
the development of a helicopter in a 
shed. They exhausted their own funds 
and the funds of their families and 
friends. After those funds were ex- 
hausted they went +o the Hartford finan- 
cial community and raised enough funds 
to keep the Kamans Aircraft Co. going. 
I was pleased to read recently that the 
Navy has authorized the building of a 
new plant in Bloomfield, Conn., for the 
Kamans Aviation Co. to produce this 
helicopter. The men and the people 
who have worked on this helicopter pro- 
gram are part of the warp and woof of 
Connecticut. These men know how to 
build these helicopters for the Navy. Is 
there any reason why this plant should 
be sent out to Kansas? 

Let me give you another example. 
The gentleman from Pennsylvania talked 
about the shifting of the aircraft plant 
from Stratford, Conn., to Texas. There 
was a movement of the population, 
What has happened as an aftermath? 
That same plant now has been taken 
over by the Aviation Corp. of America, 
to build aircraft again. 
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In the locality of Hartford we have 
the United Aircraft Corp., the largest 
manufacturers of aircraft engines in the 
world. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIBICOFF, I yield. 

Mr. MORANO. It is also true that 
all the skilled workers who left Strat- 
ford, Conn., which is in the district that 
I have the honor to represent, came back 
from Texas, and went back to their own 
jobs and families because they did not 
like the food, they did not like the cli- 
mate, and they did not have adequate 
housing in Texas. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. Chairman, in 
order to run a plant and run it prop- 
erly you have to have engineering ard 
administrative ability and the ability of 
skilled labor. In East Hartford you 
have this great United Aircraft plant 
whose facilities must be expanded to 
take care of the present aircraft pro- 
gram. What have they done? Twenty 
miles away from East Hartford they are 
building another plant in Windsor 
Locks, and 30 miles away in North Haven 
they are building an additional plant to 
expand their facilities. During the last 
war they were required to move one of 
their plants to Kansas. They ran into 
terrific difficulties in inducing the long- 
time employees to move out to Kansas 
in order to properly operate the plant. 

You must take into account the fam- 
ily life and the economic and social fab- 
ric of a community. I am sure that pro- 
duction is just as necessary for survival 
as dispersal. The amendments offered 
by the gentleman from New York and 
the gentleman from Alabama and the 
gentleman from Arkansas would, in my 
opinion, greatly harm the productive 
capacity of our Nation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
EDWIN ARTHUR HALL]. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Chairman, in my opinion this amend- 
ment is not needed if we are to base our 
findings on the results of the present 
census, at least what the Bureau will tell 
us about it. In the northeast section of 
the country, Pennsylvania will lose three 
congressional districts and New York 
State two congressional districts. I pre- 
sume New England may come in for its 
share of losses also. If this means any- 
thing as far as population goes, it means 
that from natural causes emigration 
from the Northeast to the other sections 
of the country is progressing at a more 
rapid rate than any dispersal program 
could possibly conceive of or bring about. 

So I point out that we are losing our 
population fast enough, and you do not 
need to help us do it. We want to keep 
our industries, We want to keep our peo- 
ple, and we want to keep our citizens in 
the Northeast. We want them to have 
an opportunity, just as they have had 
ever since this Republic was founded, to 
enjoy the fruits of their labor and the 
toil that they put into the industries of 
our section. 

I believe such an amendment is not 
necessary at this time. I know it could 
not happen here, but the industrial pic- 
ture behind the iron curtain is one which 
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has been perfected along strong-arm 
methods through the centuries. The 
Czars used their tools of persuasion in 
the wielding of the knout, with which 
they beat people over the head and 
made them go where they wanted them 
to. When the Bolsheviks came into 
power, and subsequently the Commu- 
nists, they improved those browbeating 
techniques in the form of the machine 
gun. 

It could not harpen here, because all 
sections of the country are equally delec- 
table to the citizenry. When the citizens 
of the Northeasi: travel to Texas or Cali- 
fornia or some other pait of the country, 
or wherever they may go, they see the 
glories of that section of the country 
and they put them all on the same plane, 
whether it be climate or opportunity. 
So such a thing could not happen here. 
But when the commissar of light indus- 
try meets with the commissar of heavy 
industry and the commissar of labor 
and some of the other officials in the 
Kremlin, they meet behind closed doors. 
They draw up their decrees and their 
orders, and they say, “We will put X 
plant over in Georgia”—I mean Georgia 
in the Soviet Unicn—or “We will put 
plant B behind the Urals, or we will take 
this group of workers and send them to 
Siberia or some other section of the far- 
flung Soviet Union.” Those workers 
have absolutely no choice as to where 
they will go. 

As I mentioned, that could not pos- 
sibly come to pass here. But I, for one, 
cannot vote for an amendment which 
will deliberately make a blueprint of the 
industrial picture of the country and take 
some of the important industries of the 
Northeast and put them into some other 
sections of our country. 

Mr, DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DONDERO. The question of dis- 
persal came before the Committee on 
Public Works last year and I think 
somewhat this year. The committee has 
laid aside that subject. We were asked 
to consider taking out of the city of 
Washington some of the Government 
agencies and placing them elsewhere. 
At the same time we are completing two 
large buildings, costing about $2,000,000, 
the General Accounting Office and the 
new courthouse. So while we are con- 
sidering the dispersal of Government 
agencies on the one hand, we are build- 
ing public buildings on the other, to 
keep them right here. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. It is 
my understanding that they have tried 
to disperse some of those agencies in the 
District of Columbia to other sections of 
the country and it has met with a great 
deal of disapproval on the part of the 
officers and the people and they have 
not been able to do it. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I yield 
to the gentleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. MORANO. Would you not agree 
that this might be indirect compulsory 
manpower control? 
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Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL, I said 
I did not want to draw any comparisons 
between what we might do here and 
what is happening over in the Soviet 
Union. But I say the privilege to send 
workers from one part of a country to 
another section, when they might not 
want to go, belongs to the Soviet Union, 
and has no place in this country. Let 
industry locate where it may, and the 
workers go wherever they prefer, as they 
are so permitted in a free nation and 
by a noble constitution. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I won- 
der if we could agree on a limit of time 
for further debate on this amendment? 
I ask unanimous consent that all de- 
bate on this amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto conclude at 4:15. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, reserv- 
ing the right to object, would it be pos- 
sible by unanimous consent to limit the 
speeches to 3 minutes each? 

The CHAIRMAN. It would be pos- 
sible to do that by unanimous consent, 

The gentleman from Kentucky asks 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the pending amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto conclude at 4:15. 

Is there objection? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. Yorty] is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that after the gen- 
tleman from California has concluded, 
further speeches on this amendment and 
all amendments thereto be limited to 3 
minutes. 

Mr.DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. DONDERO. Does that apply to 
the whole bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. It applies to the 
pending amendment and amendments 
thereto. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, I ob- 
ject. 

Mr. YORTY. Mr. Chairman, it seems 
to me it is very unfortunate that we 
should have an amendment as impor- 
tant as this brought in for discussion 
on the floor without thorough committee 
study. I certainly would favor any kind 
of program that would have as its first 
objective the national defense; and if I 
thought this amendment were really in 
the interest of national defense I would 
be for it. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the proponents 
of ihe amendment in their zeal to help 
certain sections of the country get de- 
fense industries have, without realizing 
it, “stacked the cards” or stacked their 
proposed tests, which would qualify an 
area for Government defense plants, 
against some sections which now fare 
better from the standpoint of national 
defense production than some other sec- 
tions. For instance, there is nothing in 
their proposed tests having to do with 
transportation facilities. You cannot 
move the great harbors of the country 
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into the isolated areas, and yet you cer- 
tainiy have to consider harbors when you 
consider the placement of national de- 
fense plants. If for instance you were 
to lose your railroad facilities due to a 
bombing, in an area otherwise isolated, 
and you had no dependable alternative 
mode of transportation, then your iso- 
lated factory would prove far more vul- 
nerable than one in a more concen- 
trated area but having the advantage of 
more alternate ways of transporting the 
products being produced. 

In addition to that, if you place a 
plant in an isolated area you are not 
only putting an extra strain on the 
transportation facilities but you are also 
requiring additional transportation 
workers and you may be forced to use 
very precious fuel that is in short sup- 
ply in order to haul products back and 
forth unnecessarily. For instance, if 
you are shipping products out to the 
Pacific theater and you manufacture 
them in California, you can simply load 
them onto the ships. But if the products 
are manufactured in some isolated area 
you will have to first transport them to 
the coast, move them out over the heav- 
ily burdened transportation facilities, 
then perhaps store them temporarily, 
and then handle them again in getting 
them on ships. All of this can represent 
wasted time, effort, and material. So 
from the standpoint of national defense 
itself it seems to me that it is a great 
mistake to set up a series of tests and 
not include transportation facilities as 
one of those tests. 2 

I use the foregoing as only one exam- 
ple. There probably is not a Member 
here who cannot add another example 
showing the need for some other test 
that would be proper if you were really 
going to set up sound standards by which 
to figure out the best place to put a 
plant from the standpoint of national 
defense. 

Here we are, called upon on the floor 
of the House, to try and determine if 
five or six tests outlined by a few Mem- 
bers of the House are the proper ones to 
use in placing our defense plants. You 
cannot move our harbors to some iso- 
lated area, you cannot move the inland 
waterways from where they are now lo- 
cated. I submit to you the concentra- 
tion of industry has developed to a con- 
siderable degree because of transporta- 
tion facilities which were already 
available, or which were made available 
through an economically justifiable ex- 
penditure of funds. 

In addition to what I have already 
said, I certainly would not be doing my 
duty to my State if I did not mention 
the fact you cannot legislate our climate 
away from us. You cannot move those 
sunny afternoons and those cool salubri- 
ous evenings away from the State of 
California. That is one reason workers 
want to live in our State. If you want 
to relate climate to national defense, I 
could point out to you, getting a bit far- 
fetched, because I think the amendment 
is farfetched, may I suggest that if 
people are bombed out of their homes, 
they have some little consolation if they 
live in a climate where they are not go- 
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ing to freeze to death in the absence of 
shelter. So, you see, California for 


many reasons not considered by the 
proponent: of this so-called dispersal 
amendment, is from a national defense 
standpoint the best place to build de- 
fense industries, 

There is one very serious aspect to 
this matter not yet discussed. If we are 
going to invest Government money in 
defense plants, I take it we are not hop- 
ing to set up a permanent Government- 
owned series of industries throughout 
the country. I hope we are all con- 
templating that we will someday convert 
these plants to civilian production, that 
they are not going to be permanently 
run by the Government but that they 
will be converted to private enterprise 
for civilian production. If we are going 
to do that, is it not wise to build them 
_ where they will be attractive to private 
enterprise, where we can get people who 
are interested in private enterprise to 
bid the highest possible price for these 
plants? If you expect to do this, you 
have to locate them near a market, and 
where adequate transportation facilities 
are available; otherwise you will have to 
give them away for almost nothing, or 
the alternative will be that someone will 
want to have the Government operate 
them in competition with private indus- 
try in order to avoid loss and unemploy- 
ment. 

There are aspects to this whole thing 
that I think are far too comprehensive 
to consider in one short afternoon on 
the fioor of the House. I hope, there- 
fore, we can defeat this amendment and 
consider any dispersal of industry in a 
sound, sane manner with all of the 
factors taken into consideration. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] One hundred 
and thirty-six Members are present, a 
quorum. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, this has been a fleld day 
on the floor of the House of Representa- 
tives for colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle who have devoted considerable time 
to singing the praises of their States and 
communities. Under the circumstances, 
a word or two should be spoken for Cleve- 
land and Ohio, the best location in the 
Nation. The great State of Ohio has re- 
ceived no subsidies from the Govern- 
ment, but has grown as a result of its 
strategic location and honest sweat. We 
cannot offer you any bargains in taxes 
because we pay more than our share— 
thanks to Washington’s growing bu- 
reaucracy. 

Now that I have put in a plug for the 
State of Ohio, I should like to devote a 
little time to the discussion of the issue 
before us. 

The following thought was conveyed in 
practically every newscast on the radio 
this morning and every newspaper that 
reported yesterday’s session: 

The price-wage-credit controls bill 
reeled under “no compromise” attacks by 
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Republicans and southern Democratic 
groups in the House today and faced pos- 
sible delay until next week in the final 
vote there. 

The anticontrols coalition seemed 
overwhelmingly in the driver’s seat after 
they flattened administration forces yes- 
terday in getting three major limiting 
amendments. 

The first of the lead paragraph in one 
Washington newspaper was this: 

A House coalition of southern Democrats 
and Republicans was riding high and ram- 
ming through amendments weakening the 
present price-wage-rent controls which have 
been temporarily extended until July 31. 


I want to register an objection to that 
impression being conveyed to the people 
of the United States. As a Republican, 
I want to say emphatically that I have 
no orders from any of our leaders as to 
my vote on this issue. We have had no 
meetings on the subject; no party caucus 
or conference has been held; and no 
coalition of Republicans and Democrats 
has been formed. I am sure every Re- 
publican on the floor of this House would 
concur in that statement, and I am sure 
the same can be said of our Democratic 
brethren. I am certain the leadership 
on the Democratic side is afraid to call a 
conference on this very issue because of 
the many sectional problems confronting 
their own party. We are not being regi- 
mented here as Republicans or Demo- 
crats on this particular issue. Whatever 
reactions we have come naturally as the 
result of our experience. Our memories 
serve us well. We remember in 1946 what 
happened. We remember when the ma- 
jority leader of the House, my friend, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Mc- 
Cormack], only a few months before the 
November elections begged the President 
to remove controls on meat. Every one 
of you remember that as if it had hap- 
pened today, and you remember with all 
the controls in effect, there was no meat. 
You could not even buy a roll of toilet 
paper in most retail establishments. Nor 
could you buy soap or soap powder. 
These shortages were around in spite 
of all the synthetic Washington drives. 
The people expect intelligence in Govern- 
ment. They want a strong Government, 
but on the other hand, they are sick and 
tired of being welfared and wet-nursed 
from Washington, and they know what a 
terrific price they pay for these annoy- 
ances without any concrete results. In- 
evitably, there is the course into which 
all rigid Government controls lead. First 
you control—then you regulate—then 
you license, and by that time, you have a 
State socialistic scheme in practice. It 
cannot happen here? It can, if we let 
the present administration stay on and 
on. 

The Democratic Party has pulled off 
one of the most amazing tricks in Amer- 
ican political history. Ever since the 
year 1933 our Federal Government has 
been run by the Democratic Party. 
They have controlled the White House, 
the Congress, and the Federal courts. 
In all this time there have been only 
2 years when Republicans had any in- 
fluence at all, and that was limited ex- 
clusively to Congress. 
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But, in spite of these facts, the Dem- 
ocratic Party has convinced many 
Americans that the Democrats are their 
pals, and the Republicans are the big 
bad wolves. Everything that the Demo- 
crats consider good, they claim for them- 
selves. Everything they promised and 
did not perform, they say the Repub- 
licans stopped. No bigger fraud was ever 
perpetrated on the American people. 

It is incredible that a great Nation 
should be ready to accept this kind of 
nonsense. In the Seventy-ninth Con- 
gress there were 236 Democrats in the 
House to 190 Republicans. There were 
56 Democratic Senators to 39 Repub- 
licans. In the Eighty-first Congress, 
261 Democrats in the House and only 
169 Republicans. In the Eighty-second 
Congress there is a majority of 35 in the 
House and a working majority in the 
Senate. We had 54 Democratic Sena- 
tors and 42 Republicans. And on top of 
these majorities in Congress, we had a 
Democrat in the White House. There 
is nothing which the Democratic Party 
cannot do if it chooses. To blame the 
Republicans for high living costs, for 
rent increases, for our failures in foreign 
policy is sheer, downright dishonesty and 
misrepresentation, 

What are the facts? Three years ago 
the Democratic Party adopted a plat- 
form. Among other things, the Demo- 
cratic Party said this: 

We advocate the maintenance of an ade- 
quate Army, Navy, and Air Force to protect 
the Nation’s vital interests and to assure our 
security against aggression. 


This was a Democratic Party pledge. 
How was it carried out? Ask the fami- 
lies of the boys who were rushed into 
Korea. The Democratic administration 
could not agree inside its own councils 
on what our vital interests were. There 
was constant bickering on Korea and 
Formosa. There is no assurance even 
now that this conflict has been ended. 
As of this moment, we do not know 
whether the administration will vote to 
seat Red China in the United Nations. 
We do not know how far the administra- 
tion will go in protecting Formosa.. 

But we do know some things. We 
know that the Democratic administra- 
tion cut down our military strength to a 
point where it was almost invisible. On 
the day when the North Koreans 
stormed across the thirty-eighth paral- 
lel, we did not have a single aircrait 
carrier in the area. We had no trained 
troops ready for battle. We were 
caught flat-footed and empty-handed. 

Whose doing was that? Who was re- 
sponsible for our failure to know what 
was going on in Korea? Was it the 
Democratic administration, in complete 
control of our Government, or was it 
the Republican Party, which had not 
been consulted? 

They talk about a bipartisan policy on 
foreign affairs. The plain fact is that 
the Republican Party has not been asked 
for its advice or its opinion for the last 
5 years on any major question. We 
have been asked to raise our hands like 
good little boys and say “Yes.” 

You remember a man named Louis 
Johnson. Until recently, he was our 
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Secretary for Defense. He has been 
dropped like a very hot potato, because 
the White House figures he was too 
much of a political liability. But the 
truth is that he was the President’s 
voice. It was Truman’s policy on our 
armed forces that Johnson followed. It 
was Truman’s policy on Formosa that 
Johnson followed. It is the old story all 
over again. If the fellow next door is 
too big to kick, you kick his dog. That 
is what the Democrats did to Johnson. 
They could not fire Truman, so they fired 
Johnson. 

But they could not fire the problem. 
Those problems are still with us. Ask 
the marines. Why do you know that 
only 3 years ago, the administration was 
thinking of abolishing the Marine Corps 
entirely. Truman let the cat out of the 
bag himself. He has always regarded the 
marines as the Navy’s police force. 
Some police force. If it had not been for 
the fight made inside committee meet- 
ings to keep the marines, the Korean 
War would have been far worse, and our 
casualties still greater than they have 
been. I am proud to say that as a Mem- 
ber of Congress 3 years ago, I battled 
every effort to cut down the strength of 
our marines. 

These things must not be forgotten by 
the voters. We are living in a crucial 
era of world history. Our foreign poli- 
cies must be clear. Every other country 
on the face of the globe must know what 
we stand for—and how far we can be 
pushed. If Russia had known that we 
would fight to save Korea, there would 
have been a far better chance of preserv- 
ing peace. 

We have known for a long time that 
the only language aggressors understand 
is the language of the big stick. “Speak 
softly and carry a big stick.” This should 
be our motto now as it was in the days of 
Teddy Roosevelt. We want a world in 
which we can rear our children decently. 
We do not get that kind of world without 
showing the tough guys that we are as 
tough as they are. 

I charge that the Democratic adminis- 
tration has weakened our country. It 
has cut down our military strength. It 
has failed to develop an intelligent diplo- 
matic corps. It has allowed our Secre- 
tary of State to maneuver us into the 
hottest spot in our history. Do not let 
anyone tell you that the Republican 
Party can be blamed for these things. 
We did not sell out the ideals of our 
country at Tehran, and Yalta, and 
Potsdam, The men who ran our country 
then are the same people who are run- 
ning it now. They have been trying to 
duck out of their responsibilities ever 
since. 

And let us not forget that the big 
failures of this administration have by 
no means been confined to our foreign 
policies. 

In the 1948 Democratic platform, 
these pledges appear: 

We shall curb the Republican inflation. 
We pledge the continued maintenance of 
those sound fiscal policies which, under 


Democratic leadership, have brought about 
a balanced budget. 
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We know which political party has 
moved toward inflation. Living costs 
are still mounting skyward. Rents are 
rising month by month. Food, clothing, 
and shelter costs are up. Old man High 
Cost of Living is right with us again, 
and nobody is going to blame this on the 
Republican Party this time. 

If the Republicans were to blame for 
inflation in 1948, who is to blame for in- 
flation in 1951? 

Three years ago, the Democrats said: 

We advocate the repeal of the Taft-Hart- 
ley Act. That act has failed. 


There has been very little done in the 
3 years that have gone by to repeal the 
Taft-Hartley Act. Democrats and Re- 
publicans and independent voters know 
that this law has done the labor move- 
ment tremendous good. It has helped 
labor unions in their efforts to get rid of 
Communists. It has shown them which 
labor organizations deserved the support 
of thinking Americans, and which have 
become petty tyrannies. In a time of 
national crisis, we could not afford to 
have any labor organizations whose 
leaders followed the Communist line. 
Check the record, and you will find that 
the CIO itself has used the help of the 
Taft-Hartley Act to get rid of Commu- 
nist-dominated unions within its own 
membership, The CIO is better for this 
surgery. 

We Republicans stand firm for the re- 
tention of the Taft-Hartley law. It has 
imperfections. The author of the law 
himself has suggested some 20 amend- 
ments to correct these. What could be 
fairer? 

In foreign affairs, we have bungled 
and blundered. By its policies, our Gov- 
ernment has made it possible for com- 
munism to spread into every part of 
Europe, and to sweep over China. By 
our weakness, we have made it possible 
for Russia to seize the initiative all over 
the world. They determined the time- 
table for Korea. They have now started 
a new outbreak in Indochina. We are 
everywhere on the defensive, and our 
policies to this moment have won us few 
allies who are willing to risk their sons 
and their strength on the field of battle. 

At home the Democratic Party by its 
policies has driven deep wedges between 
management and labor. It has prom- 
ised all things to all men with the usual 
consequences. Few of its promises could 
be fulfilled. No one in the Democratic 
Party expected them to be fulfilled. 
They were sugar and molasses designed 
to catch votes—and voters. 

I believe in frankness and honesty. 
The Republican Party does not pretend 
that it can wave a magic wand and cor- 
rect all those things that are wrong 
overnight. We do know, and we do in- 
sist, that the Republican Party contains 
no one who could be accused of com- 
munism or perjured testimony concern- 
ing communism. Can the Democrats 
say the same? 

I believe in America—a strong, un- 
divided America, where men and women 
work and live and bring up their chil- 
dren in freedom. We want a peaceful 
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world, We can begin the job of getting 
it by voting for Republicans in 1951 and 
1952. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is in the interest of national 
security. 

Some of its opponents say that the 
President already has the authority to 
require the dispersal of defense indus- 
try. I do not believe that he has; and 
those who oppose the amendment, I am 
sure do not believe that he has, other- 
wise they would not put up such a fight 
against the amendment. 

The defense industries that have been 
built since the Korean war started have ` 
been built under very favorable amor- 
tization and tax terms, as a result of 
which we can fairly say that in order to 
encourage the building of defense indus- 
tries of all kinds the Government has 
given the builders a subsidy, Thus, the 
taxpayers, the people of the United 
States, have an interest in seeing that 
the benefits given the defense industries 
are so used, and the industries are so lo- 
cated, that their investment is protected. 

This amendment does not require the 
removal of a single industry that has 
been built, or that is now in process of 
being built. It does not take one single 
industry away from any section of the 
country that now enjoys its benefits. It 
applies only to industries to be built in 
the future. 

The provisions of the amendment are 
not mandatory, they are directory or ad- 
visory in nature. 

Some of the opponents say that suf- 
ficient hearings have not been held on 
this amendment. After carefully con- 
sidering the amendment I conclude 
that no further hearings are necessary, 
Since the atomic bom) became a reality 
about 1945, the question of decentraliza- 
tion of industry, the question of disper- 
sal of industry, has been a topic that has 
received wide consideration in the press 
of the country. The heads of industry 
have considered it. The Congress has 
considered it from time to time. I fail to 
see how there can be any disagreement 
about the necessity to scatter our indus- 
try so that great segments of it will not 
be destroyed by the destructive power of 
one atomic or hydrogen bomb. 

Yet, with all that information before 
us, we now find that defense industries 
built over the period of the last year are, 
in the main, being built at or near the 
points where industry is already con- 
centrated. I am sure that as the poi- 
soned minds of the Kremlin look at what 
we have been doing as we concentrated 
one vital industry upon another, that 
they must receive a considerable amount 
of satisfaction from our careless disre- 
gard of the safety of this country. 

Many of those who have participated 
in this debate have tried to make a sec- 
tional issue out of this question of the 
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Gispersal of industry. Some of our 
friends from New England seem to fecl 
that the dispersal of industry would 
mean that industry would move from 
New England to the South and West. 
Yet, there are vast unoccupied spaces in 
New England where its industry could 
be dispersed so as to, partially at least, 
avoid the terrible effects of the atom 
bomb. 

We have the highest employment in 
this country now that we have ever had. 
Shortages of labor are becoming acute 
in some of the highly concentrated in- 
dustrial areas of the country. A‘ the 
same time there are other areas of the 
country where there is today widespread 
unemployment. The district which I 
have the honor to represent is one of 
those areas. In the late summer or 
fall of 1949 the Department of Com- 
merce made a survey to determine the 
boundaries of the areas where unem- 
ployment was highest in this country. 
It was found that the Seventh Congres- 
sional District of Alabama had the high- 
est rate of unemployment in the entire 
Southeast. There has been some im- 
provement between that time and this, 
yet there are today thousands of un- 
employed people in the area. Additional 
thousands have left the area within the 
past year to seek employment in the in- 
dustrial centers of the East and North- 
west. 

In addition there are areas of this 
country rich in the raw materials of 
wood, coal, waterpower, oil, gas, and 
transportation, which have not yet felt, 
or have hardly felt the impact of defense 
manufacturing. Some of the opponents 
of this amendment say that our labor is 
not trained. And undoubtedly the labor 
of the sparsely settled areas of the South 
and West do not have the industrial 
skills possessed by those on the industrial 
centers who have acquired them through 
generations spent in industrial crafts- 
manship. But, all the surveys I have 
read make the point very clearly that the 
labor of the South trains easily for the 
most complex industrial tasks. The 
South and West would never develop in- 
dustrially under a philosophy which says 
that because its labor is not trained, in 
some areas, for complex industrial tasks, 
therefore industry requiring those skills 
cannot be located there. As I see it, it is 
in the national interest to have our 
defense industries scattered widely over 
the entire area of the United States so 
that if disaster strikes in one section we 
will still have large industrial potential 
left. 

I think we kid ourselves when we fail to 
realize the dangers of atomic warfare to 
this country. We know that even today 
we are faced with an enemy that has the 
atomic bomb, and has the ability to de- 
liver it on this country, So, we must pre- 
pare against the evil day when Soviet 
Russia in her mistaken judgment at- 
tempts. to destroy this country. Our 
task of warding off Russia’s attack, and 
indeed of returning it to Russia in awful 
destruction will be made easier if we 
adopt this amendment and begin imme- 
diately to disperse our industry in a man- 
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ner that will meet the test of common 
sense against the realities that exist. 

I have been amused as I am sure you 
have, Mr. Chairman, at the efforts on the 
part of the opponents of this amendment 
to make it appear that it is socialistic to 
require defense industry to disperse or 
scatter out over the country so that de- 
struction, if it comes, will have the least 
harmful effect. You know, it seems to 
be a sort of game in this country for us to 
charge those who disagree with us about 
anything of any economic or social im- 
plication with being socialistic. I see no 
socialism about this amendment. In- 
stead, I see self-preservation. 

The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
Ratns] is to be congratulated for propos- 
ing this amendment. I am glad to join 
with him in this fight for its passage. 
Matters of fundamental national import 
are being discussed here today. If this 
amendment fails of passage here, it can- 
not fail to make a great impress on the 
minds of those, whether in industry or 
government, who are charged with the 
responsibility of the safety of this Nation, 
its people, and its industry. 

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? $ 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
committee’s amendment No. 5 which we 
are now debating is of a piece with the 
whole picture of what is being done in 
the House and what has been done in the 
Senate to the chances of getting a con- 
trols bill written for the benefit of the 
country as a whole, instead of a bill 
written for the benefit of every special 
interest group with an axe to grind. We 
are helping sharpen a lot of axes here— 
and the only use that can or will be made 
of them is to take a cut out of the 
pocketbooks of the American people. 

The people are crying for relief from 
the terrifically high cost of the necessi- 
ties of life—and we are writing regula- 
tions which will prevent effective relief, 
The Defense Department and the ad- 
ministration as a whole have asked for 
controls which will hold down the cost 
of living and keep at a minimum the 
cost of the defense program. This 
amendment will add millions to that cost 
as sure as God made little green apples, 

This amendment requiring geographi- 
cal dispersal of defense plants built or 
expanded through the use of Govern- 
ment funds or loans is purely sectional 
interest legislation. It is designed to 
cause a fiood of gift money to flow and 
to create artificial industrial communi- 
ties in areas where there is at present no 
good economic reason for their being, 
It is designed to have the Government 
pay another bill in a long list which have 
already been paid and are being paid for 
the benefit of those areas represented by 
some of our distinguished colleagues 
who come before the House day after 
day and month after month and ask us 
to vote money to support the poor cotton 
grower and the poor peanut grower and 
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the poor tobacco grower; and then they 
come the next day or the next month 
and they ask us to vote Government sub- 
sidies to help them bring in cheap labor 
for their constituents to exploit while 
they keep good Americans from jobs; 
they follow up those requests by includ- 
ing a disproportionate share of such 
things as veterans’ hospitals and flood- 
control projects in the authorizations 
for such works—and day after day and 
month after month we tamely submit to 
the demands and give them what they 
ask for, These same distinguished gen- 
tlemen, who are such past masters at 
asking for and receiving the Govern- 
ment’s bounty, apparently have gotten 
so into the habit that they have for- 
gotten how to act or vote for the country 
asa whole. It is about time that we call 
a halt to this all-take and no-give sys- 
tem. It is about time that we said “No” 
for a change. 

Let us analyze the need for the plant- 
dispersal amendment: The argument 
that our present industrial centers are 
too vulnerable to attack is one attempt 
at justifying including the amendment 
in the bill. With modern bombing 
planes and techniques there is no sec- 
tion of the country which is not open to 
attack. It used to be said that the east- 
ern and western coasts and the indus- 
trial centers there would likely be struck 
at first by any attacking enemy. That 
is no longer true—the Great Plains and 
the Mississippi Valley can be reached by 
planes flying the polar route from Rus- 
sia just as easily as, or more easily than, 
the coasts. It is foolish to imagine that 
we are going to be able to stick our heads 
in the sands like ostriches and make 
ourselves safe in any part of the United 
States. The only answer to danger from 
attack anywhere is to build up our outer 
defense system and to destroy our at- 
tackers before they can drop their 
bombs. We will be far better off doing 
that with defense funds than we will be 
building isolated industries hundreds of 
miles away from supply sources, normal 
markets, and necessary shipping facili- 
ties. American industry knew what it 
was doing when it built its plants where 
it did. When economic interests dictate, 
American industry can afford to relocate 
or to build new plants wherever neces- 
sity demands. To pour Government 
money into building whole new commu- 
nities in isolated areas with the present 
emergency as an excuse would simply 
be to prostitute the purposes of the pro- 
gram and vote more “pork” for one sec- 
tion of the country—which has more 
than its share already. 

Neither the Army, nor the Navy, nor 
the Air Force have recommended this 
dispersal program. You may be sure 
that if they considered it desirable or 
necessary for national defense purposes 
they would have done so. None of the 
large manufacturing or industrial groups 
or associations have recommended such 
a move. In fact they are strongly op- 
posed to it as disruptive of normal eco- 
nomic development. The only evidence 
of support that I can find for the amend- 
ment is by representatives of those areas 
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who hope to profit from it by having 
going factories handed to them on a 
Silver platter at a cost of millions to the 
taxpayer, and with little chance that 
they will ever be self-supporting once 
the emergency is over. I can under- 
stand the need for building such projects 
as atomic energy plants in isolated areas, 
I cannot agree with the idea of ham- 
stringing the chance of effective utiliza- 
tion of our industrial capacity to its 
maximum capacity by tying the hands 
of the defense agencies in passing on the 
locations where plants shall be located. 
I particularly cannot agree when the 
only possible motive for such hamstring- 
ing is a selfish and sectional one. 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, PHILBIN. Mr, Chairman, this 
amendment reaches a new high in 
demonstrating the futility and imprac- 
ticability of so-called national planning, 

The progress of this Nation has been 
based on freedom of choice, freedom of 
enterprise, freedom of initiative on the 
part of our citizens. We have grown 
and prospered and reached our present 
advanced stage of civilization and na- 
tional prosperity because to a greater 
degree than any nation in recorded his- 
tory we have given to our people and our 
businessmen the freedom of opportunity 
to establish themselves in places of their 
own choice and to conduct their business 
or profession according to their own 
plans and desires so long as they remain 
within the law. 

This proposal would negative and de- 
stroy that historic principle and time- 
honored practice. It is asserted that 
the purpose of this dispersal is to pro- 
mote the national security by scattering 
key and critical industries throughout 
the Nation so that industry as a whole 
would be less vulnerable to attack. 

! Let me say in this connection that 
there is no place in the United States 
that is free or safe from the danger of 
attack. It is an incontrovertible fact 
attested to by our greatest strategists 
that the Midwest, the West coast and all 
parts of the South are just as vulnerable 
to attack as any point in the Northeast, 
in fact there are many places that are 
more easily reached over the great circle 
aerial route than New England and the 
Northeast. 

Iam reluctant to believe that sectional 
selfishness is a factor in this amendment, 
I would be loathe to believe that any sec- 
tion of the country would be willing in 
order to achieve industrial prosperity to 
disrupt and disperse the industries of 
any other section and leave behind a 
trail of social ruin, unemployment, 
bankruptcy, and depression, 

If this were so, I should look with grav- 
est concern upon our chances for na- 
tional unity because the disaster visited 
upon the dispersed sections would stir up 
hatreds, prejudices, and resentments 
that would unquestionably produce dan- 
gerous national disunity. This is just 
what socialistic, communistic social 
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planners are seeking in many ways to 
achieve. If we fall into this trap we will 
invite the bitterest of resentment and 
unrest. 

There is, in my considered view, no 
need for this amendment to produce the 
degree of reasonable dispersal that we 
are now pursuing in order to be sure that 
we do not put all our eggs in one basket, 
that we shall not unduly increase pres- 
ent concentration of industry. 

The leaders of industry and State and 
local governments are fully aware of the 
needs for spreading an industry accord- 
ing to strategical advantage. But this 
cannot be done without availability of 
labor supply, raw materials, power, 
transportation, and managerial skills. 
These cannot be acquired or assembled 
overnight, and that must be recognized. 

Let us not stir up the fires of sectional- 
ism. Let us not yield to self-seeking 
special interests. Let us keep in our 
minds at all times the great aim of the 
national interest—a free united people, 
all devoted to serving and protecting the 
Nation. I hope this amendment will be 
defeated. 

Every day we are observing new ex- 
amples of the failure which usually at- 
tends efforts to hog-tie our free economy. 
The situation presented by economic 
controls is typical of the inconvenience, 
annoyance, and harassment which follow 
regimentation. Only a great emergency 
such as we are now facing could pos- 
sibly justify tampering with the mechan- 
isms which underlie our free way of life. 

This proposal to disperse industry 
emanate, I believe, from the minds of 
those who believe in a completely 
planned, completely regimented econ- 
omy. The basic assumption is that Gov- 
ernment can do for business and the 
people better and more expeditiously and 
in the end more socially gainful what 
Americans have customarily done for 
themselves. 

There are all sorts of reform aspects 
to dispersal of industry besides the mere 
intent to provide for the national secu- 
rity which I do not have time to discuss 
at this point. 

But it is very clear that the proposal 
has greatly appealed to many sections 
and groups who have been led to believe 
that as a result of this measure they will 
receive additional hand-outs and bene- 
fits from or through the Federal Gov- 
ernment. I am at a loss to understand 
sometimes the thinking that lies behind 
this state of mind. I do not speak in 
@ partisan or sectional sense. I have 
been willing during my service here that 
all groups and sections in the national 
interest should receive fair and equitable 
consideration and every assistance which 
the Federal Government could render 
them compatible with our institutions, 

My good friends from the South and 
the West have received gigantic bounties 
from the Federal treasury flood control, 
irrigation projects, power developments, 
the location of at least three-quarters of 
all military installations and the benefit 
of the price support program. To be 
perfectly fair about the matter, it must 
be admitted that the Northeast and cen- 
tral parts of the United States have paid 
by far the major costs of these bounties, 
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I am not complaining or criticizing my 
friends because I believe in a very real 
sense that the Nation may have bene- 
fited as a whole from many of these 
measures. But I cannot refrain from 
asking myself, When and where will these 
demands stop? Will there ever be an 
end to the spread and scope of gigantic 
financial assistance rendered solely to 
some sections of the country at the ex- 
pense of all our taxpayers? 

New England is in truth a great source 
of our American liberty as well as a great 
source of the development of our na- 
tional prosperity because it was in that 
section that free institutions were care- 
fully nurtured, that capital and plans 
were furnished to the pioneers to develop 
the great Mississippi Valley and the great 
West and South. The imprint of the 
influence of New England spiritually, 
economically, socially and culturally is 
spread upon all parts of the Nation. In 
the arts and sciences, in trade and in- 
dustry, in religion, in education, in cul- 
ture, in all the essential values which 
have ennobled the spirit of the American 
people and stimulated the great surge of 
initiative, which in turn developed our 
strength and vigor as a political entity 
and great civilizing force in the Nation 
and in the world New England and Mas- 
sachusetts have furnished noteworthy 
leadership. And in making this state- 
ment, I would not detract one iota from 
the great contributions which have been 
made by our sister States along the 
Atlantic seaboard, in the Midwest, the 
West and the South. 

And now it is proposed in effect by this 
amendment to plunge a dagger into the 
heart of the industrial organism of New 
England. It is proposed to take away 
our industrial strength and distribute it 
in other places by government decree, to 
channel progress and industrial expan- 
sion away from our section. 

Let me warn my good friends from 
other sections who are supporting this 
amendment that this proposal is not only 
fantastic, a dangerous experiment and 
impracticable in every respect but un- 
workable as well. You cannot develop 
the industrial know-how which has taken 
New England more than a century and 
a half to acquire in any short space of 
time. The measure would bring disas- 
trous results to the American production 
machine and the national security. I 
strongly urge that the House reject this 
amendment, 

Mr. LANE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LANE. Mr. Chairman, it is my 
understanding that the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Alabama 
(Mr. Rats] is similar in purport to sec- 
tion 305 (a) as it appears in line 10 of 
the bill now before us for consideration, 
in which it states that the President 
shall determine the proposed location 
of any construction or expansion of 
Plants and factories with a policy of 
utilizing fully the human and material 
resources of the Nation wherever lo- 
cated. dispersing productive capacity for 
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national security and minimizing the 
necessity for further increasing of popu- 
lation in overcrowded areas. 

The Multer amendment to the Rains 
amendment would make this provision 
permissive by striking out “shall” and 
inserting “may” and by limiting the bill 
to Government owned and constructed 
factories or plants. 

I have listened attentively to the argu- 
ments in behalf of these amendments 
and I am sorry to say that they appear 
to me to be needless and most objection- 
able. Under the so-called Rains amend- 
ment any construction or expansion of 
an existing plant in which the Govern- 
ment assists financially, the President 
or his duly chosen representative would 
have the final say as to the location of 
this new defense facility. In other words 
I have in my district a very large fac- 
tory or plant. With millions of dollars in 
defense orders in this emergency, it be- 
comes necessary for that corporation to 
expand their factory needs by building 
1 keep up the day and night produc- 
tion. 

Under this amendment they may be 
prevented from building an addition to 
their present site, which would be highly 
detrimental not only to that particular 
industry but to the Government as well. 

Since the Multer amendment only ap- 
plies to the Government-owned and op- 
erated factories there is no need for the 
legislation since the Government can 
locate under present law wherever they 
see fit that best serves the interest and 
needs of the Government. 

The real purpose, Mr. Chairman, of 
these amendments is to disperse or 
scatter these new plants and factories 
away from our present industrial loca- 
tions to more rural areas. In other 
words, instead of locating these new in- 
dustries in the northeast section of our 
country or some other equally industrial 
area, the tendency will be to place them 
in the South. New England, New York, 
Pennsylvania, and a few other States 
have established an enviable record for 
production in industrial development. 
This reputation has been built up over 
the years by management and labor and 
interest manifested by the people of 
those communities. 

These industries have been located 
purposely in certain areas, due to water 
facilities, accessibility to railroads and 
shipping ports, the labor market, close- 
ness to highway routes, and many other 
factors. 

These industries already established 
have what is commonly called the know- 
how and that quality has already proven 
itself by their accomplishments in the 
last World War, when thousands upon 
thousands of “E” awards were given to 
the industries in those States by our de- 
fense department. 

In these days when we are trying to 
build up as rapidly as possible for our 
national defense, time may well be lost 
if new defense industries are located in 
out of the way areas, distant from the 
present markets of strategic and raw 
materials, and other commodities. Let 
us not for one minute forget the alarm- 
ing expense and cost to establish new 
plants in these rural sections, the need 
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for proper housing for the worker, the 
cost of transportation and delivery of 
parts and the finished products, and 
many other items that appear in the pic- 
ture. 

Our industries located where they are 
at present can and will continue to fulfill 
the needs of the Government and if ad- 
ditional plants must be constructed it is 
most sensible to build closest to the pres- 
ent locations which are already equipped 
to fulfill the needs of the defense of our 
country. 

For my part I am satisfied that in the 
event of a bombing attack it will be much 
easier to protect our industries in one 
given area from such an attack than if 
our industries are dispersed all over the 
countryside. 

Let us leave well enough alone, by de- 
feating both of these amendments which 
I believe would only add chaos to our 
present disturbed country. 

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FENTON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
listened with a great deal of interest to 
the debate on this amendment to amend 
title III of the Defense Production Act 


of 1950. 


First of all, the membership of this 
House knows of my great interest in pre- 
serving private enterprise. Certainly I 
would not be a party to or condone the 
restriction of expansion of existing fa- 
cilities anywhere for defense. My 
thoughts along those lines have always 
been to protect private industry and cur- 
tail Government interference. 

However, I want to point out to the 
House that while Pennsylvania is a great 
manufacturing State—that is, certain 
parts of it—the anthracite coal region 
has more unemployment than probably 
any section of the country notwithstand- 
ing the fact that this administration 
brags about employment being at the 
greatest height in the history of the 
country. 

It is admitted by the White House, 
after surveys were made to determine 
the distressed areas of this country, that 
the anthracite coal region was a highly 
distressed area. There are more people 
on relief in the hard-coal fields of Penn- 
sylvania than any section of the country. 
In the past 10 years Pennsylvania's pop- 
ulation has decreased to such an extent 
that we will lose three Representatives 
in Congress. Asa matter of fact my dis- 
trict alone, the Twelfth District, com- 
prising Schuylkill and Northumberland 
Counties has lost 38,000 people. This of 
course is due to various factors which, 
at the time at my disposal, I will not be 
able to discuss in detail. One of the 
main factors is that anthracite coal is a 
sick industry and this administration is 
not helping it recover. Rather it is help- 
ing keep it in a sick state by removing 
or attempting to remove from its Federal 
buildings coal heating units; and, by 
placing oil or gas in newly constructed 
facilities in the region adjacent to the 
anthracite fields. 
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During the period of preparation for 
and throughout World War II, thousands 
of people left my district to work in de- 
fense plants in Philadelphia, Chester, 
Connecticut and other areas. They were 
forced to leave their homes and families, 
after the cessation of active war many 
were forced to return home, to unem- 
ployment. Others did not return. Inci- 
dentally, I was told by some of our great 
industrialists who were working on de- 
fense orders that the workers from the 
anthracite area were wonderful em- 
ployees. 

During all of this debate I have not 
heard any one say, from the areas where 
defense plants are teeming, that they 
would object to a Government defense 
plant—built or constructed by the tax- 
payers’ money—being built in their 
areas. 

I would also point out that under 
exicting authority our Defense Depart- 
ment ean build plants where it chooses, 
The proposed amendment is not neces- 
sary if the powers that be want to help 
distressed areas. 

Someone has said that these defense 
facilities will have to be placed in areas 
where thero is plenty of practical me- 
chanics and technical know-how. The 
anthracite coal area of Pennsylvania 
has, through the GI bill of rights, pro- 
duced a plentiful supply of these men 
through its technical schools. Thou- 
sands of former servicemen are available 
and certainly they should be given an 
opportunity to pursue their trades. If 
they are not given the opportunity I fear 
another exodus of our population. 

I am opposed to disrupting existing 
plants ov curtailing their expansion. 
But I believe I have a right to expect 
that when new defense plants are built 
by this Government of ours—at tax- 
payers’ expense—that the anthracite 
area of Pennsylvania generally, and 
Schuylkill and Northumberland Coun- 
ties particularly, should be considered. 
Up until now we have been given a lot 
of sympathy and lip service. However, 
this does not curtail our unemployment. 

I believe the proposers of this amend- 
ment are sincere Americans, and that 
they have no other motives than helping 
areas such as my own. 

Finally, while I believe there is now 
sufficient authority to locate and build 
Government defense plants, I am sup- 
porting this amendment for the welfare 
of my people and the Nation. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
have listened with a great deal of inter- 
est rather impartially to the debate on 
this particular amendment. 

Due to the changed methods in war- 
fare and to the shrinkage of distances 
between the various parts of the world, 
there is great danger in the next war 
that much of our concentrated indus- 
tries could be destroyed with a few well- 
aimed atom bombs. All of us are aware 
of the precarious situation in which our 
industry in large areas like Pittsburgh, 
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Gary, Chicago, Cleveland, and St. Louis 
would be placed in the event of another 
large-scale war. 

For almost 5 years. we have been 
discussing this problem, not only in 
newspapers and magazines, but I have 
heard the matter discussed on this floor 
from time to time since this session 
opened in January. It seems to me al- 
most necessary that we make some posi- 
tive declaration of policy on the loca- 
tion of the industry over which this 
Government will have control during the 
next few years. Russia, as we all know, 
is dispersing its heavy industry over a 
large area in some of the most inacces- 
sible places possible in order to protect 
those industries from atomic attack in 
any future war. Would we not be foolish 
if we did not use at least the same rea- 
sonable precautions to guarantee the 
protection of our own security by using 
similar dispersal methods? 

Many gentlemen on both sides of the 
aisle have arisen today who feel that 
their particular areas would suffer as 
the result of such a dispersal. The 
declaration of policy in this amendment 
does not bind the President nor any of 
the agencies operating under this act. 
This declaration is the sense of Congress 
that they should be aware of the dangers 
of getting our industries concentrated. 
These same gentlemen who speak in op- 
position of this amendment certainly 
would have a great deal on their con- 
sciences if at some future time there 
should be an atomic bomb attack which 
would destroy these defense areas and 
kill thousands of people who might 
otherwise be saved by putting these 
plants in greatly separated areas. I am 
sure if these gentlemen were operating 
these plants as their own in free enter- 
prise they would want the plants sepa- 
rated. It certainly would be to their 
personal disadvantage to have them in 
areas where they could be easily and ut- 
terly destroyed. Applying the same 
principles of self-interest at the national 
level, we certainly can arrive at only one 
reasonable conclusion. 

When these gentlemen return to their 
districts, I feel sure that the people 
there will realize how sensible the posi- 
tion of this Congress is in adopting such 
a resolution as is now before this House. 
I doubt very much if there would be any 
newspaper today that would take any 
other position than one for the reason- 
able dispersal of our defense plants. 
Surely some of those gentlemen have 
read in their own newspapers within the 
last few years various editorials on this 
question of dispersal of national defense 
industries. 

It appears to me that this body should 
accept the responsibility of using rea- 
sonable care and caution in doing every- 
thing possible to keep our industry alive 
and going during any long protracted 
war where we might be the subject of 
atomic attack. It is my belief that this 
amendment, although being only di- 
rective in nature, does put those in 
charge of plant placement at the na- 
tional level on their guard to see that 
we do not carelessly mismanage that 
part of our defense effort. This amend- 
ment has my entire support. 
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Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the Constitution of the 
United States provides among other 
things that Congress shall have the pow- 
er to provide for the common defense of 
our Nation. We must recognize the fact 
that we are living in the atomic age. I 
cannot think of any better defensive 
measure for us to take than to properly 
disperse our war plants. 

It would not have been of such great 
and dire importance a number of years 
ago but it certainly is in this age in which 
we are living. This is the Defense Pro- 
duction Act amendments of 1951 that 
we are now considering. What could be 
more in line with correct and proper and 
necessary defense than that our war 
plants not all be put figuratively speak- 
ing in one basket? 

We cannot afford to let sectionalism 
or anything else interfere with our na- 
tional defense. I think we should ask 
ourselves this one big question: Is this 
for national defense? If it is for na- 
tional defense, then other things must 
go overboard. 

A thing that has not been mentioned 
in the debate up to this time, I believe, 
is this: This amendment provides among 
other things that the President shall 
make quarterly reports to the Congress 
on the administration of this section. 
If the President is not carrying out all 
the intents and purposes of the act, 
then the Congress will review it every 
3 months and Congress, upon whose 
shoulders rests the burden, to provide 
for our national defense will take such 
action, in connection therewith, as it 
deems proper. 

I ask for emphasis sake, that in this 
atomic age in which we are living, what 
could be more necessary for our na- 
tional defense than that our military 
iustallations be spaced so that the ene- 
my could not wipe out any material por- 
tion thereof by one fell blow? 

I am one who does not believe that a 
world war is imminent. I am one who 
believes that there is better than a 50- 
50 chance that we will not have a world 
war. Iam not an alarmist at all. I be- 
lieve we can work out of this dangerous 
situation in which we find ourselves and 
that we can prevent another world war. 
I am hoping and praying that we can, 
We all hope and pray that we can. I 
honestly believe we can. But nobody 
knows for certain, and we cannot afford 
to take any chances. We must be ready 
if the enemy should strike. 

I call this to your attention: We must 
get started, too. We cannot wait and 
wait. This is the Defense Act. This is 
the proper place for this matter. Un- 
less we get started with this dispersal 
program it may be too late. You can- 
not put in these installations overnight. 
If we continue to delay, and wait for 
long hearings, and so forth, it may be 
too late. 

This amendment is not a mandatory 
matter but it does give direction to our 
national defense by the Congress. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORRIS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Connecticut. 
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Mr. MORANO. The gentleman is 
talking about military installations. The 
gentleman knows the law provides now 
that the Government can put military 
installations wherever it chooses to, 
right now. 

Mr. MORRIS. I understand that. 
Certainly it is true. But the Constitu- 
tion says that Congress must provide 
for the common defense, and this gives 
direction by the Congress of the United 
States as to what ought to be done. The 
responsibility is ours and we cannot es- 
cape it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. E.EATING]. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, we 
have heard protestations here on both 
sides that we should not consider this 
problem on a sectional basis. I thor- 
oughly agree with that. I make the 
same protestations. The gentleman 
from Oklahoma who has just spoken 
might be somewhat suspect when he says 
that, just as I might be somewhat sus- 
pect. I happen to represent a large in- 
dustrial area in New York State, while 
the gentleman represents an area more 
of a rural character. I would be opposed 
to this amendment, and I want to be 
frank about it, because of the potentiali- 
ties of danger in it which I envision for 
the particular area that I have the honor 
to represent. I believe, however, I 
could overlook that and would overlook 
it in the larger interest of my country, 
were it not for a more basic and funda- 
mental objection to this proposal which 
seems to me to represent a real danger 
to the security, stability, and future wel- 
fare of this country. 

The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
Risicorr] expressed one nonsectional 
argument against this amendment when 
he pointed out that the primary matter 
with which we must concern ourselves is 
production, greatly expanded and im- 
mediate. This is a def enge production 
bill. It does not involve some 10- or 25- 
year plan. It is a plan for the present. 
These plants must be located in the areas 
which today can give them best ready 
access to the requisite raw materials, 
which can best furnish the manpower to 
run those plants as well as supply the 
electrical or other energy for their op- 
eration. Labor supply, transportation, 
and power are, I suppose, the principal 
elements which must enter into the de- 
termination with relation to the location 
of plant. Any attempt by artificial 
means to interfere with an essentially 
sound business decision based on these 
considerations is extremely unwise. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I want to speak 
about a matter also not of sectional in- 
terest, but of national interest which, to 
my mind, is of even greater importance 
in this proposed legislation. I appeal in 
that respect to my good friends in areas 
which might be called rural areas from 
the South and from the West, who I 
know as a result of many talks with them, 
hold the same basic philosophy with 
reference to our country as I do. 

Here we are asked by this legislation to 
give to the President, and he may dele- 
gate it, and of course probably he would, 
elthough he would have the final word. 
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the power to make certain findings and 
then to determine by executive decree, 
because ihat is the effect of it, where 
various plants are going to be located 
and gradually, at least, if not immedi- 
ately, to take an entire industrial area 
and move that industrial area to an- 
other part of the country. That is an 
opening wedge, as I see it, to a completely 
planned economy. It does not of course 


go all the way. These things never hap- 


pen by going all the way at the very be- 
ginning. Bvt the door is opened, and 
then the next step is taken, and then the 
next step. Finally, we are so far down 
the road that we cannot retrace our 
teps. 

Mr. Chairman, the free-enterprise 
system must be ready to yield and to 
bend, of course, to meet the problems of 
an emergent situation, but one basic 
principle to which those of us: who be- 
lieve in a free-enterprise, free-opportu- 
nity system adhere, is the principle that 
we should not start down a road which 
we can clearly see may lead to a com- 
pletely regimented economy. 

How better, Mr. Chairman, could we 
start down that road to complete regi- 
mentation than by passing a bill which 
vests in the Chief Executive of our coun- 
try the power to locate industrial plants 
in one part of the country or another 
at his discretion. What suggestion could 
possibly be imagined more clearly 
fraught with potentialities of danger to 
the operation of a free economy? 

It might be said that this only applies 
to those plants which are owned and 
operated by the Government. That is 
true if the Multer amendment is 
adopted, as I understand it. My an- 
swer to that is that there is no necessity 
for the adoption of this amendment if 
its application is thus restricted. As far 
as the plants of this country which are 
owned by the Government are con- 
cerned, they now have the power to lo- 
cate those. We do not need to write any 
law to give them that power. On the 
other hand, if it is not so restricted, it 
represents one of the most far-reaching 
suggestions yet advanced for govern- 
mental control over the lives and prop- 
erty of our citizens. 

I am not blind to the need for con- 
tinuation of certain controls, distaste- 
ful to a free people in normal times, but 
essential now to relieve inflationary 
pressures and to preserve the maximum 
of stability in our economy. As pres- 
ently minded, I expect to vote for the 
bill before us. 

But, under the guise of necessity to 
act in an emergency, we must not be 
misled into surrendering to Government 
the power to make decisions which may 
have nothing whatever to do with the 
national interest, which may be dictated, 
or at least, affected by political consider- 
ations and which may conceivably even 
culminate in complete domination by 
Government. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. KEAT- 
Inc] has expired. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to this amendment. 

I thought when my good friend and 
colleague, Mr. BENDER, the Member at 
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Large from the State of Ohio, took the 
floor, we were going to be in complete 
agreement in opposition to this amend- 
ment. I believe we are, as far as that 
goes, but from the rather profuse prolix- 
ity of his political remarks, I find we 
are in disagreement about some items, 

I wish I had time to reiterate a speech 
that I made about a year ago about how 
many people were unemployed in Ohio 
and in the United States in 1931 and 
1932. It is a funny thing, but the coun- 
ty from which I come and where I have 
lived all my life, was considered one of 
the strongest Republican counties, not 
only in Ohio but in the country, but 
those people were taught such a lesson 
during the 4 years of Mr. Hoover's ad- 
ministration that they have consistently 
voted Democratic ever since, in every 
election. 

But to get back to the matter of this 
amendment, I think the point has been 
made, but perhaps not broadly enough, 
that the national defense of this country 
requires more than the dispersal of 
plants. 

Suppose you had located a plant in 
some isolated area where there are 
neither raw materials nor labor, and you 
had to take the raw materials into that 
area, you would have to build railroads, 
you would have to build roads, and you 
would have to import labor, and im- 
mediately you create another vital area. 

The Ohio Valley, which is sometimes 
called the workshop of America, did not 
become the workshop of America by ac- 
cident. My district borders on about 100 
miles of the Chio River. There are in- 
dustrial plants nearly every mile of that 
space. The few miles of space along the 
river that do not have plants are under 
option for plants. The reason is good. 
One of the great basic raw materials of 
any factory is right at the back door of 
those plants—coal. Coal in abundance. 
They do not have to bring it in. It is 
right there. 

Another thing we have plenty of is 
electricity, a requisite for the modern in- 
dustrial plant. Many of the synthetic 
fiber plants of the country are located in 
the Ohio Valley for those two reasons, 
and one other. It seems that these syn- 
thetic materials can be composed of 
three things: coal, salt, and air, along 
with water. All of those are right there, 
They do not have to haul them in. We 
find industry in Pennsylvania and in 
West Virginia and in Ohio, because the 
raw materials are available, and the 
plants have been placed there for that 
reason. I think that is important. I 
think it is important in the defense of 
this country. I am inclined to believe 
that if you have some bureaucrat say 
that we should put X plant here and Y 
plant there and Z plant somewhere else, 
you will not only have the defense of the 
country snarled up but you will have the 
whole economy of the country snarled 
up. 

I do not think the Congress wants to 
delegate its authority to someone we do 
not even know to decide where these 
plants are going to be built, Industry 
locates because of economic and natural 
reasons, not just because people want to 
put it some specified place. We have 


8001 


already had too much tampering with 
economic and natural laws by people 
who know too little about them. 

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. MORRIS. Under present law 
there is delegation to others; under this 
bill the Congress is taking the initiative. 

Mr, HAYS of Ohio. I am inclined to 
disagree with the gentleman on that; I 
do not think that is the case. As a mat- 
ter of fact this amendment would do just 
the opposite. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Ohio IMr. 
Reams]. 

Mr. REAMS. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not relish opposing an amendment to a 
bill that I. think is so important as this 
bill is, but I cannot stand here and ac- 
cept an amendment which flies in the 
face of economic principles and flies in 
the face of experience in this country. 
Three things are necessary before in- 
dustry can find a location where it can 
stay and prosper. We could pass a bill, 
of course, because of the wartime emer- 
gency which would put plants anywhere, 
whether these requisites were present 
or not. But so long as the urgency does 
not demand it, why waste our money 
that way? 

The three things necessary to success- 
fully support industry are: First, a sup- 
ply of labor qualified to do the job at 
hand; second, a transportation system 
adequate for the situation; and third, 
abundant power, particularly electric 
power in these days. 

It is not by accident that industry has 
found its way into the areas where it 
exists at present; it is not by accident 
that inland waterways, the Ohio River 
and the Great Lakes are the locations 
for the industry of this country; that is 
in response to economic and natural 
laws, and we cannot change them, al- 
though for short periods of time and 
at great expense we may seem to by 
passing an act such as these amend- 
ments would provide. i 

Some suggestion was made here con- 
cerning moving industry into areas such 
as east Tennessee because of the fact 
that the Government spent much money 
there. Over 30 years ago the Aluminum 
Co. of America was building dams on 
the Little Tennessee and other rivers 
of that area, and built those plants at 
Alcoa and Cheoah because they had the 
requisites for this industry. Whenever 
any part of the country satisfies the re- 
quirements necessary for industry, it 
will go there. 

I do not try to conceal the fact that 
the district which I have the honor to 
represent is an industrial district, one - 
of the great industrial districts; but it 
is a great industrial district because it 
is one of the great railroad centers of 
the country; because Toledo is one of 
the great harbors of the country; be- 
cause of the fact that it has an abun- 
dance of skilled labor; and because of the 
fact that it has the means of producing 
and does produce an adequate supply of 
electricity. If these plants were dis- 
persed and moved away, as soon as this 
emergency had passed, industry would 
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come back just as the gentleman from 
Connecticut related that industry had 
been removed from that State but had 
come back. In due time whenever lo- 
calities are ready for industry and are 
prepared for it, industry will go there by 
normal means; not by legislation. We 
could produce oranges in Ohio if we 
spent enough money to do it. We are 
already making rivers that used to flow 
toward the Pacific now flow into the 
Atlantic and Gulf basin; we have been 
changing the nature of many things, 
but when we come to dealing with mat- 
ters as complex as the basic requisites 
under which modern industry can op- 
erate efficiently, we dare not meddle 
with economic principles. I insist that 
we should not be stampeded or fright- 
ened at this time in making a law to 
provide such an unnatural and uneco- 
nomic change as mighi result from this 
amendment. 

Mr. MCMULLEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REAMS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. McMULLEN. Does not the gen- 
tleman think the presumption that you 
could raise oranges in Ohio is a very 
violent one? 

Mr. REAMS. It may be just as vio- 
lent as the presumption that you could 
put the kind of integrated industry that 
is needed to prepare this country for 
the war effort in other places in the 
country where they do not have the 
requisites for such industry. 

Mr. McMULLEN. This amendment 
provides not for the moving of plants 
already in existence but for the con- 
struction of new plants in the future. 

Mr. REAMS. This is what happened 
during World War II: There were many 
plants already built to carry on the in- 
dustry that was so necessary, but they 
required additions. The Government 
built the additions to exisiting plants, 
This amendment would create a situa- 
tion which might block that kind of 
logical and necessary expansion. 

Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to direct my 
remarks to section 305 of the bill before 
us, the so-called disperse! section of the 
bill. Under the guise of security consid- 
erations, this section would permit the 
President to remake the industrial face 
of America. Mr. Chairman, if the emer- 
gency, in which we now find ourselves, is 
s.fficiently critical to justify our vast 
defense program, then speed is of the 
essence; and our overriding objective 
must be to make the most efficient pos- 
sible use of labor, management, and pro- 
duction facilities. Yet, in the name of 
emergency, this amendment would give 
the Frs dent power to build factories 
in deserts, put housing developments in 
cornfields, and set the untrained and the 
unskilled to making precision tools. It 
could delay production, hamper the effi- 
cient use of men and materials, create 
confusion in the procurement program, 
and provide the ground work for another 
costly series of postwar ghost towns. 

The record demonstrates that section 
305 cannot be justified on the basis of 
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the present defense-production program, 
since industry is already dispersing un- 
der its own initiative, but in a sound and 
orderly fashion. The Defense Produc- 
tion Administratiou has just completed 
a study showing that manufacturers 
who are expanding or building under 
the acceleratei tax amortization pro- 
gram are turning nore and more to such 
States as Arkansas, Texas, Oklahoma, 
and Colorado. 

The DPA’s study shows that, except 
for expansion in the iron and steel in- 
dustry, which necessarily must take 
place near the raw materials, 46.4 per- 
cent, or almost cne-half, of the proposed 
capital investment under the acceler- 
ated amortization program is taking 
place in the Mountain States, the East 
South Central States, and the West 
South Central States. 

Moreover, as was pointed out on the 
floor of this House last week, authority 
already exists under the act creating the 
National Security Resources Board to 
disperse industry where necessary and 
desirable, but under carefully prescribed 
conditions. Section 305 would add to, 
and in some respect supersede this au- 
thority, at the same time removing the 
safeguards which are vital to the main- 
tenance of economically sound and stable 
production. It could be used to build 
plants where there are neither adequate 
raw materials, adequate labor, adequate 
housing, or adequate transportation. 

It could work a hardship on small 
business, for most small businesses which 
are eligible for defense contracts are 
located in or near industrial areas where 
they can furnish necessary components 
and parts to prime contractors in the 
quickest and most economical manner. 

Mr. Chairman, if we are really mobiliz- 
ing to meet the international emergency, 
then let us use our existing facilities and 
build new ones in the most efficient man- 
ner possible. But, if the threat of an 
emergency, is being used to redistribute 
our industrial plants in a manner which 
better suits the planners in the admin- 
istration, then let us deal with the prob- 
lem on that basis, 

As it stands, section 305 is not germane 
to the proposed Defense Act; it is not 
necessary, it is not practicable, and it 
should not be approved. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close at 4:30. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

Mr. FULTON. I object, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close at 4:15. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, I would like 
to say to the gentleman from Kentucky 
that the number of Members who want 
to speak on this amendment will be 
reduced as time goes on, and it would 
be senseless to have a lot of people rise 
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and yield to somebody else. Why not 
let us make our speeches on the subject? 

Mr. SPENCE. I withdraw my request, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I have listened with a 
great deal of interest to the arguments 
on both sides of this question, and I am 
deeply indebted to my learned colleagues 
for the able presentation that has been 
made. But, I do not think that we 
should lose sight of the major issue in- 
volved, and that is, “what does the pres- 
ent world situation demand?” It is 
something that must be faced as a fact, 
that we cannot concentrate all of our 
industries in the places that they have 
been located all through these years and 
not expect those industries to be bombed 
out of existence if we get into any kind 
of war with Russia. 

Now I am afraid that many Members 
of this body have held in their minds 
certain suspicions about what other 
Members thought with regard to this 
amendment, whether they were for or 
against the amendment, and so that I 
may be clearly understood I want you 
to know that I am not coming before 
this committee supporting this amend- 
ment because I think the Panhandle of 
Texas can get a Government plant. We 
appreciate anything that you throw our 
way. We are not asking for a Govern- 
ment plant, but we are offering the Pan- 
handle of Texas if you need it for that 
purpose. And I want to say to you that 
we will cooperate fully. We will even 
have the weather cooperate fully with 
you. I would not be a true Texan if I 
did not stand up to answer the remarks 
of the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
Morano], when he told you that those 
people that worked in those plants came 
back to Connecticut because they did 
not like the people in Texas. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I did not say that 
they did not like the people of Texas. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I beg the 
gentleman’s pardon. 

Mr. MORANO. I said they did not 
like the food and the climate, and there 
was inadequate housing. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. 
the food first. 

Mr. MORANO. I like chili. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I am sorry 
that those people in New England have 
such jaded appetites that they cannot 
appreciate good Texas food. If they 
would stay out there just a few months 
they would have an appetite and get rid 
of their ulcers and be able to eat any- 
thing that did not bite them first. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr.MULTER. I worked awfully hard 
yesterday so that we could get some of 
that good Texas beef, but you will not let 
us have it. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I will tell you 
how further we will cooperate with you. 
Since we have done away with the 
slaughter quota we will even feed these 
people beef. Now we are trying to help 
out. We know you have congestion, and 
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that many of you want public housing 
in these Middle West and New England 
areas. We want you folks to send these 
people out into the Southwest, and we 
will let private industry build houses, 
and provide plenty of fresh air and good 
wholesome living. We will take care of 
them and cooperate with you. Send us 
labor out there, if we cannot furnish it, 
and we will show them how to really live 
in the good old American way. 

Now there is one other thing I want to 
tell you about. When I said that we are 
not asking for a Government plant but 
we are offering our services, I meant this. 
We want private enterprise industry out 
there. We can fill the bill and we will 
do it. No Russian plane is going to 
come near the Panhandle of Texas and 
ever get home again. We can do the job 
out there. We have oil and gas running 
aplenty. We have the fuel. and we are 
going to have the water. We want you 
to send those plants out there so that 
we can put in our part on this defense 
effort: so that we can help you folks 
in the congested areas. We extend to 
all industry an open invitation to look 
us over and take advantage of the many 
benefits that our great section has to 
offer. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to talk 
with relation to my own State nor to 
anyone else’s location in particular, but 
merely as one who has made somewhat 
of a study of this subject as an engineer. 

The New England States and the 
Northeastern States generally around 
through Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, and 
Illinois became industrial States for very 
good reasons in time gone by. They 
maintain that position today because of 
the people who have been trained for 
skilled work in those States and who still 
live there. While our west coast makes a 
great many of the airframes that are 
made for airplanes, the engines are 
mostly made in the East. The reason 
why they are made there is that the 
skilled workers in fashioning iron and 
steel live there. ; 

To the gentlemen from the farming 
country who so earnestly seek to have 
industry established in their districts I 
think I can speak from a little experience 
in the last war in reference to the grow- 
ing pains that descend upon you when 
these things come into your districts. 

Mine was a district having an air- 
craft plant as good as those anywhere 
else, with some 2,500 employees. Before 
we knew it, that plant had been built to 
65,000 employees. If you think that is 
easy upon the general surrounding coun- 
try in which those people work, you had 
better take another look. It required us 
to operate our public school system three 
shifts a day, awaiting the time when we 
could build additional schools. It re- 
quired people to run over roads that 
could not be paved. It required people 
to live in tents and trailers, and in hous- 
ing that sometimes was built out of old 
tin cans and boxes for places to live until 
housing could be built. If that is the 
sort of thing you are looking for, then go 
to it. You will have your fun, and you 
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will have your pains and you will have 
troubles galore. 

The Government built in the last war 
1,195 defense plants over the United 
States, 1,195 good size, many of them 
enormous, defense plants. Approximate- 
ly 90 of those were sold to private indus- 
try with a recapture clausc. Approxi- 
mately 1,100 of them remain in the hands 
of the Government. With those plants 
in existence in the United States and 
the locations of the workers settled, we 
had the greatest war production effort 
the world ever saw. 

The aircraft business, for example, 
went from two or three million pounds of 
airframes built per year to 110,000,000 
pounds of airframes per month. These 
plants are still in existence, and so are 
other plants still in existence. I per- 
sonally do not see what all the scrapping 
is about for building new plants for a 
war effort that thus far is a great deal 
smaller than the maximum we were 
called upon to take care of in the last 
war. I wonder when I see these bills 
ccome here authorizing the building of 
new defense plants just what the idea is? 
Did we not have a plant capacity sufi- 
cient from 1943 to 1945 to supply all of 
the allied armies of the world put to- 
gether at one time? What are we up to 
at the present time? That is what I 
would like to know. I would like to know 
what the people’s money is going to be 
spent for now in building additional 
plants. It is a problem which somebody 
in the proper committee might give very 
careful consideration to. 

There have been some changes in 
manufacturing and some changes in 
military requirements since that time. 
No doubt there needs to be some addi- 
tional plant equipment to take care of 
some of the new gadgetry that has to go 
on the guns and tanks and airplanes 
and all of the other facilities that go 
along with the modern scientifically 
equipped army of today. © 

But if, for example, you think you can 
build delicate instruments where they 
raise hogs, you are just as crazy as all 
get-out. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Connecticut 
(Mr. McGuire}. 

Mr. McGUIRE. Mr. Chairman, the 
thing that seems to be running through 
every speech that has been made here 
today, in the minds of the committee 
and in the minds of everyone of our 
colleagues here is the theme of confu- 
sion. That is what seems to be both- 
ering everybody not only here but 
throughout the country and throughout 
the world. I get home to my district 
week ends. Here are some of the things 
confusing the people. I come from an 
area where we have the International 
Silver Co. and the Wallace Silver Co., 
two of the biggest silver companies in 
the world. They are told by the Gov- 
ernment that they can only use 10 per- 
cent of nickel in their silverware, where- 
as Japan and England come here and 
tell the American people that their prod- 
uct is better, and it is better because 
they can put 18 percent nickel in their 
product, The contractors in Connecti- 
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cut cannot buy a keg of nails made in 
the United States. But they can get 
these sacks of nails that are made in 
England. 

Just to show you how this confusion 
goes on throughout the world, just listen 
to this: Recently I met a man from Dub- 
lin, Ireland, who was stopping here on 
his way to Cincinnati to buy some tin 
to take back to Ireland to manufacture 
tin cans in which to send Irish beef 
back to this country. I took him out 
to dinner. He was amazed that we had 
such good beef in this country. He said, 
“All this leaves me so confused.” 

So as long as the American people 
have all the confusion they need, I think 
that if for no other reason than that, 
every Member of the Congress ought to 
vote against this dispersal of industry 
so as not to create more confusion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. FULTON]. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chariman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULTON. I yield. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the pending amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto conclude at 4:45 o’clock 


p. m. 

Mr. COMBS. Mr. Chairman, reserv- 
ing the right to object, some of us have 
been on the list all afternoon, and I 
would like to have 5 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct, he has been on the list most of 
the afternoon. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on the pending amend- 
ment and all amendments thereto close 
at 5 o’clock. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from 
Kentucky. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULTON. I yield. 

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may ex- 
tend my remarks in the Recorp at the 
conclusion of the remarks of the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. FULTON]. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I think 
we should look at the wording of this 
amendment and see how it reads. It 
speaks about counties or comparable 
Government subdivisions. It does not 
mention States. By the specific form 
of this amendment, the President shall 
give consideration to counties and com- 
parable Government subdivisions in de- 
ciding how the country shall be set up 
for industry. This is a piecemeal and 
outmoded political approach to indus- 
try in our great industrial areas. In 
determining what are the other means 
for the President to decide, you will see 
by subsection (4) on page 13, “by reason 
of outward migration since 1930 have 
not retained their natural increase in 
population.” If we read this amend- 
ment closely, we will then find that it 
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will be causing further concentration, 
because most of the cities and metro- 
politan areas in such counties have been 
losing their population. Then any 
large city would be able to come under 
the wording of this particular amend- 
ment and could not be denied. Even if 
you look at States, you will find that 
such States as Pennsylvania and New 
York have not gained proportionately 
in population to the growth of the coun- 
try. We in Pennsylvania, according to 
this current census, will lose three con- 
gressional districts, the most in number 
of any State. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULTON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. What puzzles 
me is what is the natural increase in 
population. 

Mr. FULTON. Well, I do not know 
whether it is intended to be by natural 
means or by migration. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Perhaps the 
author can tell us what is meant by 
“natural increase.” 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas, Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULTON. I yield to the distin- 
guished gentleman, my friend from Ar- 
kansas. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. I think we 
should be clear on that point. A good 
illustration, if I can use my own State, 
Arkansas had a net loss in population of 
48,000 people, but we also had an excess 
of births over deaths of 280,000. That 
is the reason I used that figure. So our 
natural increase did not remain in Ar- 
kansas. The natural increase was 280,- 
000. As I recall the figure, Pennsylvania 
just about maintained its natural in- 
crease. 

Mr. FULTON. A 6-percent increase 
in 10 years. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. The loss was 
in some of your rural counties. That is 
where the President should give consid- 
eration. That is the reason I felt that 
the sectional approach was not justified, 
because there are areas in your State 
which should have industries. 

Mr. FULTON. Do you not think that 
the phrasing of this smendment is 
wrong, where it denies completely to cer- 
tain sections of the country any partici- 
pation in construction of plants or ex- 
pansion of plants if such sections are of 
a certain type? I think that is directly 
contrary to the American system of ex- 
pansion. We want everybody to partici- 
pate. Would it not have been much 
better to say affirmatively that the 
United States as a whole, including all 
sections, should try to expand where it is 
economical and most feasible, and will 
best serve the economy and the defense 
effort? 

In this expansion, we should, of course, 
take into account any unused facility 
wherever it is located, regardless of sec- 
tion or geography. We should also take 
into account any areas that should have 
further expansion to keep up with the 
rest of the country. Let us all move 
forward as Americans in this defense of 
our country, and avoid sectional contro- 
versy or jealousies. 
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The way this amendment is worded, 
though, of course it makes everybody 
mad from a settled area, so we do get 
disputes between regions here. I be- 
lieve the amendment should be defeated 
because it is a universal negative, pre- 
venting further participation in the ex- 
pansion of the defense production pro- 
gram to many high-tax-paying and 
high-production areas. Furthermore, it 
is disturbing to both urban and rural 
areas, increases cost cf Government, and 
does not further defense production. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. That is not 
the intent of the amendment. 

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the pending amend- 
ment which seeks the dispersal of de- 
fense plants and industries. The pro- 
posal is appealing in theory but strikes 
me as utterly unsound from a practicable 
viewpoint. Most certainly it is a subject 
which requires much more study than 
has yet been given it. The problem of 
dispersal is a long range one and requires 
more time than is afforded by this legis- 
lation. 

Defense industries are located at their 
present sites not by chance but because 
of certain advantages existing at those 
sites. Transportation facilities, availa- 
bility of raw materials and other prod- 
ucts, availability of labor and electric 
power are only a few of those advan- 
tages. The industries are generally situ- 
ated at their present locations because 
they can there do most efficiently the job 
which they seek to do. The Defense 
Production Act envisions maximum pro- 
duction in the shortest possible time. A 
dispersal program at this time would 
tend to defeat the purpose of this bill. 

Many arguments have been advanced 
this afternoon in opposition to the pend- 
ing amendment. I need not repeat 
them. All of them convince me that 
the proposal is impracticable, The large 
number of existing defense plants are 
fairly well despersed. Any further dis- 
persal would create dislocations, would 
be extremely costly, and would hamper 
the defense effort. No part of our 
Nation is invulnerable to attack. That 
was clearly pointed out within the last 
2 years when an effort was made to 
transfer a part of the Seattle Boeing 
plants’ production elsewhere. I trust 
that the amendment will be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Comps] is recognized. 

Mr. COMBS. Mr. Chairman, in 
spite of the lateness of the hour I want 
to take this opportunity to discuss one 
effect of this amendment that I think 
has been barely touched, if touched 
at all. 

This bill, if I read it right and if the 
Members have been discussing it right, 
would authorize a Federal agency by law 
to determine where a private concern 
can build its plant. If we have come to 
that in this country we have gone a lot 
further than I think any of us intend to 
go. But aside from that, we have sol- 
emnly discussed the question of the dis- 
persal of existing industry not accord- 
ing to economic laws as plants are lo- 
cated now, but arbitrarily by statute. 

Let me say that I do not want to see 
any of these temporary industries lo- 
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cated in my district. I will tell you why. 
Remember we are here dealing, pri- 
marily at least, with so-called defense or 
war industries, many of which will have 
no permanent use. They are to manu- 
facture guns, tanks, military planes, and 
many other commodities needed for the 
defense effort only. When peace returns 
to the world, which we devoutly hope it 
will in a few years at most, such plants 
will immediately close down. They will 
leave thousands of workers unemployed, 
housed in temporary housing. Many of 
them will remain there indefinitely be- 
cause they have no place to go and 
nothing to do when they get there. 
This creates a tremendous problem for 
the communities where such industries 
cease to operate. I have seen the ghost 
towns that result. For 6 years I have 
been interested here in the House in pro- 
moting the appropriation of money un- 
der the Lanham Act and similar legisla- 
tion to assist such communities in meet- 
ing their problems. These problems 
range all the way from providing suf- 
ficient funds to educate the children to 
providing decent and adequate housing. 
We have such communities all over,the 
Nation—in Washington, in Idaho, Okla- 
homa, Arkansas, Texas, Alabama, Geor- 
gia, and, in fact, in practically. every 
State where war industries folded up 
and left thousands of workers housed 
in temporary shacks and with no avail- 
able employment. It has created an 
awful situation wherever it occurred. 
Do you people from the agricultural 
States, such, for example, as Iowa, or 
Minnesota want this to happen to you? 
For example, do you want a war industry 
to locate in a farm section and at first 
draw the scarce farm labor from the 
farms, and then fold up and leave the 
community burdened with thousands of 
unemployed workers and their families 
drawn to the industry from many sec- 
tions? What permanent benefit could 
this possibly be to your community or to 
your State? Finally, there has been 
much discussion about dispersing indus- 
tries which are already concentrated in 
certain sections. Do we want to set the 
precedent of distributing industry by 
statute instead of the laws of economics? 
I am certain none of us would want to 
launch this country upon such a course. 
But quite apart from that, assuming it 
would he possible, the result would be to 
upset our whole economy. It would 
mean to move factories and their work- 
ers from where they are located to the 
great injury of our great industrial cen- 
ters. You can no more injure the econ- 
omy of New England, or any other in- 
dustrial section, without injuring the 
entire Nation than you can injure my 
arm without injuring my body. 

We have had a great industrial de- 
velopment along the Gulf coast, and in 
my own district, in recent years, but 
so far as I know we have no industry 
which has picked up and moved its fac- 
tory and its workers from any other 
section, and I hope no such thing as 
that occurs. We are proud of the in- 
dustries we have, but we have them 
because we have the conditions that 
induce their owners to build them there. 
I certainly want no industry located in 
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my section because it is compelled to 
locate there by law. This amendment 
is more far reaching than many seem 
to realize. I regret the limitation of 
time has made it impossible for me to 
do little more than touch upon what 
I think are the bad features of the 
amendment. I can only say, in closing, 
that, in my judgment, it is unsound in 
principle, impossible of just adminis- 
tration, and would be most hurtful in 
application. I hope it will be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. SIMPSON]. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr, 
Chairman, I hope very much that this 
amendment will be defeated. This com- 
mittee is now engaged in what is de- 
scribed to the country as a controls bill 
and is an amendment to the Defense 
Production Act of 1950. 

The people have been told that this 
legislation will control prices; that it 
will keep prices at a reasonable level 
and thus will serve as a brake against 
inflationary high prices. 

et the committee has been working 
an fey on what is termed the Rains 
amendment, which is highly inflationary. 
I firmly believe if this amendment is 
adopted its effect will be to largely undo 
the section of the bill which may be 
truly deflationary. Under the provisions 
of this amendment which would be ad- 
ministered by some bureaucrat, the Gov- 
ernment will determine that an industry 
or part thereof is to be moved from the 
point where good business management 
and judgment dictates that it should be 
placed. It will move the industry to 
another place, more or less at the dis- 
cretion of the bureaucrat. This so- 
called dispersal of industry is justified 
for the purposes of this amendment as 
a defense measure, and the inference 
is that the sole consideration should be 
the hiding or dispersal of an industry 
to a point where it cannot be discovered 
or under any foreseeable circumstance 
bombed by the enemy. 

This would argue toward the dispersal 
of industry from a logical and economic 
location to out-of-the-way areas any- 
where in the Nation. 

Wherever and whenever industry is 
forced to move from the most efficient 
area of operation to a less efficient area 
it follows that there will be additional 
expense involved. The forced moving 
of steel production or fabrication, for 
example, from Pennsylvania or Alabama, 
to an area without natural resources 
essential to the steel industry, will greatly 
increase the costs. It will curtail pro- 
duction, force the moving of skilled 
workers, involve the construction of new 
housing, schools, transportation facil- 
ities, and in countless other ways hinder 
the defense effort. This construction 
will increase costs, which is another word 
for inflation. Thus this amendment is 
inflationary, and I hope it will be de- 
feated. 

(Mr. Barrerr asked and was given 
permission to yield his time to the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. SPENCE].) 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Oklahoma 
(Mr. ALBERT]. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Rains amendment. 
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What we who have been sponsoring this 
amendment propose to do has been 
grossly misunderstood by many of those 
who have spoken in opposition toit. We 
are not asking that your plants be dis- 
mantled and removed to Oklahoma or 
to any other State. All we propose to 
do is to require consideration of security 
factors and population factors, as well as 
other important factors, in the defense 
expansion program, 

Oklahoma is the most invulnerable 
part of this continent. No considera- 
tion of the security requirements of the 
defense- program can ignore the geo- 
graphical facts of the Southwest. 

We also have a surplus population, 
people who have been leaving our coun- 
try, because the defense effort has been 
passing us by. We lost more population 
during World War II than any other 
State in the Union. Talk about the hu- 
man factor, these people are having to 
leave their homes to search for employ- 
ment. Why? Because the defense ef- 
fort is not only passing us up, but be- 
cause it is hampering the industries we 
already have. It is making it impossible 
for our people to get the materials neces- 
sary to carry on their peacetime pur- 
suits. I had one man tell me he was 
unable to get an allocation of materials 
because his business did not produce de- 
fense materials. He then tried to con- 
vert his plant into a defense plant so 
that he could enter into subcontracts to 
produce defense goods. He found that 
he could not convert his plant, because 
he was too far from prime contractors. 
No wonder Oklahoma has lost and is 
losing population. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment 
will be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. HAND]. 

Mr. HAND. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
be very brief, but I do want to emphasize 
in just a minute or two the statements 
made by Members on the other side of 


the aisle a moment ago, and I refer to 


the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Hays] 
and the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Greenwoop], They said what I think is 
the important thing, that industry does 
not concentrate in certain areas by acci- 
dent. They concentrate where they can 
produce business most efficiently. 

It is not an accident that in my State 
of New Jersey, the third smallest State 


in the Union in area, is the sixth great- 


est industrial producer, with 1,200 new 
industries in the last year and a half 
coming to its borders. It is no accident 
that those industries are there because 
of the great ocean ports, because of the 
great river development, and because of 
one of the greatest transportation sys- 
tems in the world, also because of a mar- 
velous highway system. They are there 
for natural reasons and to disturb and 
upset those natural reasons would be 


the worst thing we could do for the effi- 


ciency of the production of this coun- 
try. That is a very serious thing. This 
would not aid defense production. It 
seems to me it would militate against 
defense production. 

The official position of the State of 
New Jersey is set forth in a telegram 
which I received from the Commissioner 
of the Department of Conservation and 
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Economic Development, Mr. Erdman, in 
which it is stated: 
TRENTON, N. J., June 26, 1951. 
T. MILLET HAND, 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building: 

State Department of Conservation and 
Economic Development protests the con- 
templated purposes of section 205, House 
Resolution 3871 and its counterpart in Sen- 
ate bill 1397. It is understood that the 
legislation is designed to curb the continued 
expansion and growth of manufacturing in 
certain sections of the Nation. New Jersey 
will gladly support any studies that are pro- 
moted in the interest of national defense. 
The current proposals are apparently based 
on preconceived series designed to afford 
special privileges to certain sections of the 
country at the expense of other areas. Eco- 
nomic expansion may be seriously retarded 
by any program which involves arbitrary 
regulations designed to promote artificial 
industrial locations contrary to logical eco- 
nomic development. The formula for legis- 
lation used by the committee is subject to 
serious question regarding its validity. If 
adopted the legislation would be detrimental 
to continued development of New Jersey. 

Commander R. ERDMAN, Jr., 
Department Conservation and 
Economie Development. 


The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
MEADER]. 

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, first 
of all, I wish to welcome into the ranks 
of those who favor a free economy some 
of those who until recently might have 
given a different hapression of their 
political philosophy. I refer to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania IMr. EBER- 
HARTER] and the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. Yorty] and others, who now 
oppose a planned economy. I am very 
glad to see this conversion. 

Second, I would like to point out that 
this amendment is one of the most dev- 
estating criticisms of the administration 
of the Defense Production Act that has 
yet been presented on the floor of this 
House. Too little has been said so far 
in this debate about the poor adminis- 
tration of this act. The power to ac- 
complish the objectives of this amend- 
ment already exists in those who ad- 
minister the defense production author- 
ity contained in the present law. 

In fact, the objectives of this amend- 
ment are now written into the regula- 
tions. No. 600, on the issuance of neces- 
sity certificates, contemplates the very 
purposes that are sought in this amend- 
ment. The only thing that is wrong is 
that the administrators pay no atten- 
tion to their own regulations. This is 
vezified by a hearing of the Hardy com- 
mittee held on April 16, 1951, from which 
I will quote the testimony of Mr. Frank 
R. Creedon and other responsible ofi- 
cials of the National Production Au- 
thority and the Defense Production 
Administration: 

‘TRANSCRIPT OF TESTIMONY OF SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS OF THE HOUSE 
OFP REPRESENTATIVES COMMITTEE ON EXPENDI- 
TURES IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS, 
Apa, 16, 1951 
Mr. Crezepon. * * 1 might say, if it 

would be helpful to you, that in the matter 

of dispersal, not only in this, but in other 
applications, percentagewise we have given 
no additional percentage point in connection 
wish those, in connection with the matter 
of dispersal, if you want to call it that. 
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Neither did we in this one. We did not, if 
you will, give any additional percentage 
points for the dispersal factor (p. 582). 

. s + + . 

Mr. Casey (committee counsel), Your own 
regulation states that consideration will be 
given to the location of the facility in fixing 
the percentage, does it not? 

General FARRELL. It is one of the factors 
on the form which they must report on. 
Whether or not the question of military se- 
curity as to location is involved is a factor 
and they must report on it. 

Mr. Creepon. I do not know that you can 
say categorically that the regulations say 
that the location has a hearing on the per- 
centage. 

Mz. Casey. I was referring to this particu- 
lar thing that I understand was put out by 
the Defense Production Authority. 

Mr. CREEDON. I agree that the location 
should be on> of the considerations. The 
only point that is troubling me is that I do 
not find anything thus far in the law or in 
any executive order or in a supplemental ad- 
ministrative order that says specifically it 
should influence the percentage. 

Mr. Casey. What does that say there? 
Read the first line at the top of the page. 

Mr. Creepon. It says may or may not be— 
are to be considered. $ 

Mr. Casey. Does it not say that in deter- 
mining the percentage in a certificate of 
necessity, the following factors shall be 
considered? 

Mr. CREEDON. It does. 

Mr. Casey. And the second one mentions 
location. 

Mr. CREEDON. Yes. 

„Mr. Casey. I would like to read it into 
the record at this point. 

Mr. Harpy. Identify it. What is it? 

Mr. Casey. This is a memorandum con- 
‘cerning amortization of emergency facili- 
ties. Under section 124-A of the Internal 
Revenue Code, dated March 1, 1951, issued 
from the Office of the Administrator of the 
Defense Production Administration, on page 
13, it reads as follows: 

“In determining the percentage of certi- 
fication allowed on facilities which are de- 
termined to be necessary, some factors 
ee may or may not be specifically 

‘covered by the regulations are to be 
considered: 

“A. Normal rates of depreciation; 

“B. Location” (pp. 584-586). 


The applicable regulation provides as 
follows: 


TITLE 32A—NATIONAL DEFENSE, APPENDIX 


CHAPTER VI—NATIONAL SECURITY RESOURCES 
BOARD 


Part 600—Issuance of necessity certificates 
under section 124A of the Internal Revenue 
Code 
(e) Other considerations: In making such 

determination, guidance to the maximum ex- 

tent will be obtained from the following ad- 
ditional considerations: (1) assurance of fair 
opportunity for participation by small busi- 
ness; (2) the promotion of competitive en- 
terprise; (3) the competence, performance 
record, if any, and other factors bearing 
upon the ability of the applicant to manage 
effectively the proposed expanded facilities; 

(4) location of the facility with due regard 

to military security; (5) the availability of 

manpower, housing, community facilities, 
ation, and other elements of pro- 
duction; and (6) methods of financing. 


The Hardy committee, in its report on 
certificates of necessity and Government 
plant expansion loans, issued on May 28, 
1951, said this: 

Under the present policy no effort is made 
by the Government to control the location of 
new facilities through certificates. Moreover, 
not only has the Government taken no ini- 
tiative in this direction but has refused to 
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aid, through a higher percentage certificate, 
an applicant who proposed to construct a 
facility in a location chosen primarily for 
reasons of military security, 


Not only has the administration failed 
to exercise the powers it now possesses 
to accomplish the objectives sought to be 
reached by this amendment with respect 
to privately owned facilities, but the ad- 
ministration in its own building program 
for the civilian departments of the Gov- 
ernment and for the Defense Establish- 
ment has apparently given no regard to 
dispersal for military security. In the 
construction of airfields, camps, bases, 
stations, arsenals, atomic-energy facili- 
ties, and in other Government public 
works there is discernible no pattern of 
seeking to avoid possible atomic attacks. 

This amendment would prove unwork- 
able. It would require, prior to the au- 
thorization of Government loans, a find- 
ing with respect to certain complicated 
questions of fact which there is no evi- 
cence that the administration is com- 
petent to explore. For example, before 
the RFC could make a loan to permit any 
factory to erect an addition, no matter 
how small that addition might be, the 
President would have to make a finding: 

First. That the human and material 
resources of the Nation, wherever lo- 
cated, would be fully utilized; 

Second. That it would promote dis- 
persal of productive capacity for pur- 
poses of national security; and 

Third. Would minimize the necessity 
for the further concentration of popula- 
tion in areas in which available housing 
and community facilities are presently 
overburdened. 

Action on RFC loan applications is 
slow enough now. If applications must 
be further delayed, while the President, 
or some subordinate, makes the study 
this amendment requires, the emergency 
may well have passed before the loan is 
granted or denied. 

Without this amendment, the policy 
advanced can be achieved under exist- 
ing authority, if the administration 
wants to do it. Writing a requirement 
of this kind into the law would encum- 
ber and confuse an already unbusiness- 
like and unsatisfactory handling of the 
power to aid the expansion of produc- 
tive facilities through defense produc- 
tion loans and certificates of necessity. 

The amendment is unworkable and 
ought to be defeated. 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, shar- 
ing as I do the feeling of each Member 
of the House that we should be ever 
vigilant in the matter of the national se- 
curity of our ccuntry, of which national 
defense is a most integral part, we should 
always approach this objective in a most 
practical, sound, reasonable and efficient 
way. 

It is my opinion that, whereas the pur- 
pose of the Rains amendment is laudable, 
the dispersing of our industries into iso- 
lated areas is not the proper course to 
follow in bringing about the result we are 
all desirous of attaining. 
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We are being asked, in this amend- 
ment, to reshape the business, industrial, 
social, and political life of our country, 
which has been built up in over 150 years 
of our existence in a free economy, in 
this 1 day of debate, by giving to the 
Federal Government the power to say 
where our industries shall be located, 
and, incidentally, where our citizens 
shall work, telling them where he and his 
family shall live, and where his children 
shall attend schcol—that is what it prac- 
tically amounts to, in that our citizens 
must work to live and must follow in- 
dustry because that is where their job 
opportunities exist. 

I happen to represent the Fourth 
Massachusetts District, which is highly 
industrial and which has made great 
industrial contributions to our economic 
life, both in peace and war. My con- 
stituents have been employed in the in- 
dustries of this area for practically all 
of their lives and are workers of un- 
usual skill. The skill of these workers, 
plus transportation facilities and hous- 
ing accommodations, are the reasons 
why these industries have seen fit to lo- 
cate in this and similar areas and have 
prospered under such conditions and 
circumstances. This is not a sectional 
matter with me, but one that affects the 
security of the entire Nation. 

We are all concerned with a strong 
defense program, but we have learned 
by experience that we have become a 
leader among nations in this regard be- 
cause of our ability to produce. I main- 
tain that our position as a leader mili- 
tarily among the nations of the world 
will depend upon our continued ability 
to produce the implements so necessary 
to wage modern warfare. 

I further maintain that in these days 
of guided missiles, jet planes, and other 
scientific methods of war, every section 
of our country will be vulnerable. To- 
day a State in the middle section of our 
country may be closer by way of the 
great circle to the threat of Soviet ag- 
gression, more so than a coastal State. 
In other words, we cannot decide by the 
standards of yesterday the likelihood 
that any given area will be immune from 
attack under present-day standards. 

I feel that this amendment, which 
would empower the Federal Government 
to disperse our industries, is unwise, im- 
practicable, and contrary to every sound 
principle which has made our country 
great industrially and to its continued 
progress in the future, and, therefore, I 
urge that it be voted down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. NICHOLSON]. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, 
there has been cuite a lot of talk about 
establishing these plants in places where 
they would not likely be bombed, that is, 
in areas where there was no consider- 
able industry. In the United States 
World Report, Mr. Chairman, there is a 
map of the United States with locations 
of certain major atomic bomb installa- 
tions. Now then, Mr. Chairman, I am 
rather inclined to think that when you 
hand a map to whoever may be going to 
bomb us, they would be very glad to get 
that kind of information, and I think it is 
about time that these flannel mouths 
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over in the department of the Pentagon 
should keep their mouths shut about 
some of the military secrets, and then 
those locations probably would not be 
bombed. I agree, Mr. Chairman, that 
we need every kind of protection that 
we can get, and I do not think that we 
are so secure that we can tell the whole 
world just where all of our defense proj- 
ects are located so that they can come 
and attack us. The gentleman from 
Texas told the whole story that when the 
Federal Government starts building fac- 
tories and lets the States and the com- 
munities take care of the children and 
erect housing and facilities that go with 
them, there is no wonder that we have 
ghost towns which we eventually have 
to pay for. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. Kersten]. 

(Mr. GamBLE asked and was given 
permission to yield the time allotted to 
him to Mr. Kersten of Wisconsin.) 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, the debate on this amend- 
ment has proceeded largely on what I 
think are selfish or domestic lines. It 
has been a struggle to a certain extent 
between the areas represented by a high 
concentration of industry and those that 
would like to get more industry. 

I come from an area, Milwaukee, Wis., 
which is highly industrialized, which has 
diversified industry, The urban part of 
that area is in my district. 

I think the issue is much larger than 
these domestic interests. It is much 
larger than the ordinary natural eco- 
nomics which develop industry. It is 
much larger than the ghost towns that 
were left at the end of World War II and 
other times, There are other types of 
ghost towns. There are the prototypes 
of what may be towns of the future, and 
they are over in Europe, places like Ber- 
lin and other cities that have been ac- 
tually bombed. 

The present regime in Russia actually 
intends to attack the United States. I 
think all of us in our heart of hearts 
realize the strong probability of their 
intent. Whether or not they are able to 
do it is another question, but at least 
there is a danger. 

Not so long ago the head of a commis- 
sion for the development of rocket air- 
planes in Soviet Russia, Colonel Tokaev, 
was called to the Kremlin and inter- 
viewed by Stalin a number of times. At 
the final conference he was made the 
head of this commission, When he 
found out what Stalin’s plans were, he 
defected and came to the west, just a 
short time ago, and wrote a book en- 
titled “Stalin Means War.” This man 
was the head of this commission to de- 
velop rocket planes. I want to read one 
sentence from his book: 

It was evident that Stalin desired nothing 
so much as rocket aircraft capable of drop- 
ping bombs on the people of the United 
States, whom his friend Molotov courteously 
characterized as “degenerate riffraff.” 


Mr, Chairman, these are the inten- 
tions of this regime. ‘They have been 
pretty successful in other of their inten- 
tions. They have conquered 100,000,- 
000 people a year for the last 6 years. 
They intend to attack the United States, 
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All domestic issues, all domestic consid- 
erations, all matters of natural econom- 
ics will be shattered by an aerial bomb 
on any one of our industrial areas. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
{Mr. Kearns]. 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr, Chairman, per- 
sonally I feel it is very unfortunate that 
this particular aspect of our defense 
should be considered in this bill. How- 
ever, I do feel that this great body has 
missed one thing in this entire debate. 
I wish we would all pause here today to 
pay tribute to the great men of indus- 
try and the great masses who have fol- 
lowed the roads of industry throughout 
the development of this great Nation. 
During that process of development, in 
the last World War and the one pre- 
ceding it, we were able to make more 
planes, more guns, more ships, and more 
ammunition than all the other nations 
put together. 

So today while we are debating on 
dispersal we should pause to acclaim 
the men of this country who had the 
foresight to locate industry where they 
did and produce when production was 
demanded, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr, 
MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, the amendment we are debating 
goes too far, and I am opposed to such a 
plan, I think that some of the problem 
of disbursing industry is being taken 
care of by the Air Force today. The gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. Comss] men- 
tioned that he did not want any of the 
industry in his district. I present this 
news item from the ticker tape. It states 
that the Committee on Armed Services 
approved today works estimated to cost 
$427,751,000 for 21 air bases. I note that 
all but one of the air bases goes south of 
the Mason and Dixon line, and 11 of them 
are in Texas. That is not what this 
amendment tries to do. 

I am just hoping that when the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services gets around 
to it we will get some of these bases in 
Nebraska. We have bases at Grand 
Island, Kearney, Scottsbluff, and Alli- 
ance. They were built during World 
War II. They are good big bases. They 
are still there and could be used on short 
notice. It does seem that air bases used 
in World War II should be used and not 
all placed in the South. 

I see the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. Vinson] here. He is a very fair 
gentleman and is chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee. I hope he 
will look over the proposed new air base 
installations and sort of disperse them 
& little as we are trying to do in this 
bill. I think it is a good plan. 

Of course, Texas has a lot of wide 
open spaces, and that is all right. Air- 
men must fiy in all kinds of weather. 
Bases ought to be scattered and cer- 
tainly instead of buying land and build- 
ing new bases the Armed Services Com- 
mittee should insist that existing bases 
be used. If we are to have a 150-group 
Air Force it will be necessary to reacti- 
vate most of the World War II air bases. 
I again call your attention to facilities 
in Nebraska. I respectfully suggest their 
use by the Air Force, 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
BELCHER]. 

Mr. BELCHER. Mr. Chairman, all 
afternoon I have sat here and listened 
to the most unselfish group of Congress- 
men and Congresswomen that I have 
ever heard since I came to the Congress, 
Not a single Member of the House has 
gotten up and admitted that the only 
reason for him being on his feet is be- 
cause the interest of his own district is 
at stake. I am going to depart from 
that, and say that the only reason I am 
in the well of the House now is because 
the interest of Oklahoma is at stake. 

But let us just consider what we would 
do if we did not represent the Eighth 
Oklahoma District, or the Thirty-second 
Pennsylvania District, or a New York dis- 
trict, and instead represented the United 
States at large. What would I do in re- 
gard to this particular amendment if I 
was a Member at large to the Congress 
of the United States? Let us see—just 
what part of this amendment I would 
disagree with. 

First: 

The President shall, so far as is practical, 
with a sound policy first utilize fully the 


men and material resources of the Nation 
wherever located, 


As a Member at large would I disagree 
with any part of that? Would I dis- 
agree with the President of the United 
States utilizing the human and material 
resources of any section of the United 
States? I do not think I would. 

Second: 

After he had utilized the human and 
material resources he shall next consider the 
dispersing of productive capacity for pur- 
poses of national security. 


If I was a Member at large in this 
body would I object to the President of 
the United States dispersing the btild- 
ing of new plants for the productive 
capacity of the United States in the in- 
terest of nationai security? I do not 
think so. If I was a Member at large, 
and if I really had the interest of the 
United States at heart, I would want 
the national security of the United 
States to be protected in every way pos- 
sible and I would want the national in- 
terest to prevail over any sectional in- 
terest. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr, 
SPENCE] to close debate, 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
for a vote on the amendment. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, before 
the vote is taken, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to correct my amendment. In sub- 
mitting the amendment the word “used” 
was used instead of the word “localities.” 
I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment be corrected to read: 

Strike out the word “localities” in the 
Rains amendment and insert the word 
“areas.” 


The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the amendment will be so corrected. 

There was no objection, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question oc- 
curs on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Mutter] 
to the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Alabama [Mr. RAINS]. 
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The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question re- 
curs on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Ratns], 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. Ratns), there 
were—ayes 79, noes 134. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Mitts, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H. R. 3871) to amend the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950, and for other pur- 
poses, had come to no resolution thereon. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend at this 
point in the Recorp an address made by 
Charles E. Wilson, Director of Defense 
Mobilization, on July 9, 1951. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 

THIS MONTH OF DECISION 


Fellow Americans, July 1951 will be a 
month of tremendous decision for the peo- 
ple of the United States. History will re- 
cord whether we decide wisely or otherwise 
to fulfill our destiny as the major bulwark 
of freedom in the world. Across that world 
the black shadow of communism is eclipsing 
the light of liberty and freedom to a terrify- 
ing degree. 

Already Communist masters dominate the 
lives of 800,000,000 people—already a great 
majority of these people have been reduced 
to a state of serfdom. Untold millions of 
them are used as slaves to produce the vast 
array of military weapons to supply the 
armies created by the Kremlin for world 
conquest. 

America and the remaining free nations 
were slow in becoming alive to this terrible 
menace. 

The attack by Communist forces on the 
Republic of Korea gave the free nations 
solemn warning of the damnable purposes of 
the Communist masters. 

The United Nations sprang to the defense 
of the Republic of Korea and in spite of 
the frenzied efforts of the Communists—in- 
cluding the onslaught of hordes of Red Chi- 
nese troops—supplied with Russian arms 
and other assistance—the United Nations de- 
fenders of freedom soundly defeated the 
Communists. 

Now the Communist war lords suggest a 
truce in Korea. Why? Is it because they see 
the error of their evil ways? Is it because 
they are at long last willing to forsake their 
ambition to overcome the free nations? 

No—rather because it serves their purpose 
to call off the fighting in Korea before the 
Red armies there are completely annihilated 
and the victorious United Nations armies 
force them to withdraw from all of Korea, 

If the Reds had changed their plans of 
world conquest, the invitation to consider a 
Korean truce would have been in much 
broader terms—terms which would contem- 
plate consideration of a world peace plan— 
a plan to permit freedom to reign again in 
the subjugated nations. 

Why did the Russian representative to 
the United Nations—Jacob Malik—make his 
cease-fire proposal just 1 week before the 
Defense Production Act was due to expire? 
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Why did he make it at the very time pres- 
sure groups were urging Congress to weaken 
the act? Why did he throw in his olive 
branch at the moment when the enemies 
of the act were trying to hamstring the ac- 
tivities of price Officials? For months cease- 
fire proposals had been made by the United 
Nations and could have been accepted at 
any time. Why was it that the voice of the 
Soviets was silent until just 7 days before 
the vote on the Defense Production Act? 

No matter what the outcome of the pres- 
ent negotiations in Korea—and I pray fer- 
vently they may lead to a quick truce and 
ultimately to peace and freedom for the 
sorely wounded Republic of Korea—let us 
not be lulled into a false sense of security 
for our beloved country. 

If we can reach a truce that ends the Com- 
munist aggression in Korea we will have won 
a great victory, but it will not be the final 
victory over aggression. Our position will 
be infinitely stronger than it was before Ko- 
rea, but still we will not be safe. 

Surely Americans don't need to be re- 
minded of the tragedy of our unprepared- 
ness in past crises. Then by God's grace we 
had time to catch up, time bought by our 
allies’ efforts to contain the enemy until we 
could get ready. 

But next time, if there is another world 
war, it will be different. The enemy can 
strike at us directly, immediately, and with 
devastating effect. We have to be ready to 
protect ourselves right from the beginning. 

If world diplomacy can contrive to contain 
the enemy in time, so much the better. But 
you cannot win diplomatic victories against 
an enemy of this kind unless our diplomats 
are backed up by strength. 

We cannot place our faith and safety in 
the hope of diplomatic victories alone. 

Rather we had better pursue our plans to 
build America's might—the might of the 
free nations—and implement the strength 
of their diplomats—so they may proceed 
from a position of great military strength 
to work out what we all so fervently want— 
warld peace.. 

Here at home, July will be a month of 
profoundly important domestic decisions af- 
fecting our country’s future. 

I am shocked to learn that, even before a 
truce has been arranged in the Korean war, 
there is a movement in some quarters to 
wreck the country’s defense program. 

There is talk of slashing the foreign-aid 
program, of cutting the tax bill, of depriv- 
ing the Defense Department of funds it needs 
for armament, in addition to weakening in- 
flation controls. 

There is even talk of cutting back the 
strength of our Armed Forces to 3,000,000 
men or less, or to a figure far below the mini- 
oe considered safe by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. 

I am confident that Congress will not fol- 
low so dangerous a course. 

If we are to carry out our present plans to 
build up our might in the next few years—at 
a cost of some 50 billions a year—it is impera- 
tive that we do so without wrecking our 
economy—by permitting wholesale inflation 
to overwhelm us. 

If inflation gains on us during this period, 
Stalin will have won a tremendous victory— 
as he has planned—without firing a shot. 
Like other countries the Communists have 
taken over—when those nations were broke— 
Wwe would be easier prey if we had squandered 
our economic strength through the process 
of inflation and the ultimate destruction of 
the value of the dollar. The only way the 
Russians can beat us is to encourage us to 
beat ourselves. 

Iam not a politician. I left the compara- 
tive peace and quiet of private life last 
December when the President declared the 
existence of a national emergency. That 
meant to me that the country I love was in 
danger. At the request of the President I 
took over the job of Director of Defense 
Mobilization because I thought it was my 
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duty to do so, and certainly not to gratify 
any personal ambition. 

All my life I have believed in the doctrine 
of free enterprise, and that means that I am 
opposed to a controlled economy. But the 
principles of a free economy were designed 
for times of peace. It has always been nec- 
essary in times of war, with its unnatural 
interferences in the exchange of goods, to re- 
sort to governmental control. That is why I 
am compelled to favor a strong defense pro- 
duction act. 

This, I repeat, is a month of great decision 
in America. 

Last year Congress passed a strong Defense 
Production Act. Under it, a Nation-wide or- 
ganization has been set up to stabilize prices 
and wages. That organization—known as 
the Economic Stabilization Agency—is func- 
tioning effectively. 

The law expired June 30. Congress was un- 
able to agree in time on a new law to take 
its place. So it extended the old law for a 
month until a new one can be passed by 
both Houses. Unfortunately, Congress added 
amendments which cripple economic stabili- 
zation and the new bill, as it has passed the 
Senate, would cripple it still further. 

This could mean price boosts of 5 to 7 
percent in the next year. It could mean an 
increase of from 12 to 14 billion dollars in 
the already high cost of living. It could 
mean an increase in the expenses of the 
average family of approximately a dollar a 
day. The stage would be set for the disaster 
of runaway inflation. 

I should like to ask the housewives of 
America who are listening to me tonight to 
make a simple but effective test of the action 
Congress is considering. If Congress passes 
disabling legislation—and I mean just that, 
disabling legislation—preventing us from 
rolling back and otherwise controlling prices, 
I ask you housewives to join with me and 
my wife in a very practical project. I ask you 
to take a pencil and a piece of paper and 
jot down the prices of all the household 
necessities you buy during the course of a 
week. Look at the advertisements in the 
newspaper and put down the prices of other 
articles that you have to buy from time to 
time. Then put the paper carefully away 
in a drawer. 

One year from now take out the paper 
and compare it with the prices you will then 
be called upon to pay in the grocery, the 
meat market, and the clothing store. If you 
do so, I am convinced that you will be in for 
a very unpleasant shock—you will be using 
red ink when you figure out your household 
accounts—unless Congress in this fateful 
month passes a strong law against inflation. 

Let us all get our pads and pencils ready. 

In extending the Defense Production Act 
for 31 days, Congress forbade further roll- 
backs in beef and in a wide area of manufac- 
tured items, including men’s and women’s 
clothing and shoes, woolen yarns and fabrics, 
cotton textiles, farm machinery and every 
other item—regardless of whether their 
prices are too high. This prohibition against 
roll-backs will take billions of dollars from 
the pockets of the American buying public. 

What is the story of beef? Since January 
1950, cattle prices have increased more than 
50 percent. Cattle are now selling at more 
than 150 percent of parity—that level which 
farmers themselves regard as fair. In the 
same period—that is, since January 1950— 
prices paid by farmers have risen less than 
13 percent. Wages of manufacturing work- 
ers haye risen less than 11 percent. Food 
prices in general have risen less than 16 
percent. z 

It does not take a mathematical wizard to 
come to the conclusion that cattle prices are 
far out of line with other prices. That is 
why price officials ordered the roll-backs. And 
even if all three roll-backs should go into 
effect, cattle would still be selling at 125 
percent of parity. And again I say that vari- 
ty is a standard of fairness recognizea by 
the farmers themselves, 
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It is estimated that the roll-backs on beef 
would save consumers $700,000,000 a year, 
but this saving will be lost unless Congress 
permits the roll-backs to go into effect. 

I have said I am not a politician. I do 
not know the political complications in the 
halls of Congress. But I do know what 
meat, grocery, and clothing bills are. I do 
know how important it is to balance the 
family budget. 

I am sure many of you remember the fa- 
mous ledger written down by Charles Dick- 
ens in his novel, David Copperfield. It goes 
something like this: 

“Annual income, 20 pounds, annual ex- 
penditure 19 pounds 19 shillings and 6 pence. 
Result; Happiness. 

“Annual income, 20 pounds, annual ex- 
penditure 20 pounds and 6 pence. Result: 
Misery.” 

Many people in America have already 
learned that difference between happiness 
and misery. Surely, it is appreciated by the 
millions who are living on fixed incomes like 
pensions and insurance annuities. And it 
is appreciated by many others whose wages 
and salaries have not kept pace with rising 
costs. 

If inflation is not stopped, the whole coun- 
try will know the meaning of Charles Dick- 
ens’ ledger. 

In the debate in Congress over the De- 
fense Production Act, the charge has been 
made that the Government waited too long 
to use the powers granted under that act 
when it was passed last year. 

I have this comment to make that, after 
the act was passed on September 8, the panic 
buying tapered off with our victories over 
the North Koreans. In November, the 
Chinese Communists unexpectedly entered 
the war and the panic buying resumed. So 
it was not entirely clear until then that con- 
trols were needed. The next month the 
President issued his proclamation of na- 
tional emergency, and the following month 
prices were frozen. 

In any event, it is absurd to use the 
charge of delay as an argument that stronger 
controls should not be voted now—or that 
present controls should be weakened. Our 
big problem now is not what we did in the 
past, but what we are going to do in the 
future. 

The wisest man in the world is the Mon- 
day morning quarterback. He can tell you 
how every mistake in last Saturday’s game 
could have been avoided. But he is not 
quite so smart about next Saturday’s game— 
and it is next Saturday’s game that we must 
consider now. 

The general freeze of last January was 
necessarily an arbitrary action which created 
a good many inequities and injustices, It 
favored merchants and manufacturers who 
had boosted prices to high levels and it pe- 
nalized those who had not—and particularly 
those who had responded to the Govern- 
ment’s appeal for voluntary price restraint. 

Ever since last January the price officials 
have been trying to iron out the kinks in the 
general freeze order and to establish price 
levels fair and just to all. That is why roll- 
backs had been ordered in beef and other 
comodities whose prices had soared to un- 
reasonable levels. 

If these roll-backs are barred by Congress, 
the country faces another general rise in 
prices. If roll-backs are forbidden, it will be 
necessary for price officials to grant further 
increases for those commodities which had 
lagged behind the general advance. 

Since February, there has been a general 
leveling-off of prices, This is due to the 
general freeze and succeeding price orders, 
and to the end of the panic buying that oc- 
curred after the Korean invasion began. 

But we are now entering a period when 
inflation safeguards will get their severest 
test. Up until now, our huge Government 
orders for defense production have been in 
the blueprint stage. Our defense industries 
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have been tooling up. Soon these industries 
will be in full production while, at the same 
time, the production of civilian goods will 
diminish, 

Meantime, people will have more money 
in their pockets from defense industry pay 
checks and there will be fewer articles to 
buy. Therefore, inflationary pressures will 
increase tremendously and the strongest 
kind of sandbags will be needed to keep 
them within bounds. 

What will it profit America to build up its 
might only to go bankrupt in the process? 
And what will it profit America to shed 
the blood of her men in Korea only to fall 
asleep when the fighting there is over? 

My fellow-countrymen, I am more wor- 
ried than ever before in my life about Amer- 
ica’s safety—and in that life I have wit- 
nessed two World Wars. I can’t believe that 
Soviet Russia, in coming out for a truce in 
Korea, has altered its long-term plans. I 
can only believe it is but the latest maneu- 
ver in a continuing series of actions designed 
to weaken the free world. 

Patrick Henry said: “I have but one lamp 
by which my feet are guided, and that is the 
lamp of experience.” Our bitter and bloody 
experience since the Second World War ended 
has shown that we cannot relax in the 
struggle with Soviet Russia. 

We have seen Communists attempt to con- 
quer Greece, to blockade Berlin, to win politi- 
cal victories in Italy and France, to seize 
Malaya and Indochina. 

We know that Russia did not really de- 
mobilize after the last war. In 1946 the 
proportion of Soviet national income devoted 
to military expenditures was twice as high 
as in the United States. In the following 
4 years, the Soviet Union was spending three 
times as great a proportion of its national 
income on armaments as was the United 
States. 

Let us consider all these facts when we 
are inclined to lean back and relax as a re- 
sult of the possible Korean truce. They spell 
trouble in the future—perhaps in the im- 
mediate future. That is why we must go 
ahead with the preparedness program on 
which we have embarked and which is now 
well underway. That is why we must con- 
tinue to fight inflation—Domestic Enemy 
No. 1— with all the weapons at our command, 

When I took on the job as Director of De- 
fense Mobilization last December, the Presi- 
dent and Congress gave me the tools to work 
with. I needed every one of them and I still 
do. But I cannot work effectively with the 
handcuffs the pressure groups are forging 
for me now. 

Americans aren't quitters. If they under- 
stand the grave dangers that confront our 
country, they won't quit on a program de- 
signed to promote our military might, quick- 
ly and adequately. 

They won’t quibble at the bill to provide 
for our security—or refuse to make the sacri- 
fices necessary to pay the bill. They will 
wholeheartedly accept the controls they hate 
in normal times—to insure the safety of the 
Nation. 

Those are the decisions the current world 
situation requires of you, my fellow Ameri- 
cans, in this very month of July. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


Mr. BRYSON asked and was given 
permission to address the House on to- 
morrow for 30 minutes, following the 
legislative business of the day and any 
other special orders heretofore entered, 

Mr. EBERHARTER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
today for 10 minutes, following any other 
special orders heretofore entered, 

PRICE CONTROL 


Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr, Speaker, ap- 
parently the Republican Party is deter- 
mined to play politics on price control 
at the expense of the American con- 
sumer. 

Yesterday this House voted on one 
provision of the Defense Production Act 
that is at the very heart of price con- 
trol on meat. If we are to keep meat 
moving through the channels of legiti- 
mate business and out of the black mar- 
kets the Government must have the au- 
thority to impose quotas on livestock 
slaughtering. 

By a teller vote yesterday, the House 
voted against livestock slaughter quotas. 
It would be more correct to say that the 
Republican Party voted to deny slaugh- 
ter quotas, It would be more correct 
to say that the Republican Party voted 
to substitute horse meat for beef on 
the dinner table of the American family. 

I want to read a brief quote from a 
story which appeared on the front page 
of the Washington Post this morning, 
This story said, “as far as reporters 
could check from the gallery on the teller 
vote, only three Republicans broke ranks 
to fight the quota ban.” 

The Republican Party holds 200 seats 
in this House. When only three of this 
number vote to oppose black markets in 
meat the only conclusion I can draw is 
that the Republican Party favors the 
black marketeer as against the legiti- 
mate merchant. When only three Re- 
publicans vote to maintain effective 
price control on beef I can only conclude 
that the GOP chooses to be known as 
the “horse meat” party. 

We have already had reports from 
Oregon that the people of that State are 
being reduced to a diet of horse meat. 

Do we want that to be the pattern 
from the other 48 States? I do not and 
the Democratic Party does not. It will 
be up to the Republicans to declare 
themselves when slaughter quotas come 
up for a roll-call vote. 


LABOR-FEDERAL SECURITY APPROPRIA- 
TION BILL, 1952 


Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the conferees on 
the Labor-Federal Security appropria- 
tion bill may have until midnight to- 
night to file their report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 


WHY ARE THE NATION'S LOWEST RETAIL 
CEILING PRICES FOR BEEF IN JACKSON 
COUNTY, MO.? 


Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 2 minutes, to revise and ex- 
tend my remarks, and include a table. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 4 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I 
have before me a copy of OPS Ceiling 
Price Regulation 25, which is the official 
rent cores price schedule on all grades 
0 A 
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For your information, Mr. Speaker, the 
OPS retail ceiling prices on various 
grades of beef differs in various parts 
of the United States, depending upon 
the zone established by Mr. DiSalle. 
Zone 1 includes Washington, Oregon, 
California, Nevada, Idaho, and part of 
Montana. These States are among the 
leading States of the Nation in the pro- 
duction of beef cattle. Yet the retail 
ceiling prices for beef set by OPS in 
zone 1 are next to the highest in the 
Nation. ; 

What zone in the Nation enjoys the 
lowest OPS retail ceiling prices on beef? 

Zones 6 and 6A, which includes north- 
ern Missouri, including the original po- 
litical stamping ground and home of 
President Truman, Jackson County, Mo. 
You can buy choice T-bone steaks in 
Jackson County for 5 cents per pound 
less than in Los Angeles, choice boneless 
sirloin steak for 6 cents per pound less 
than in Los Angeles, choice round tip 
roasts for 8 cents per pound less, and 
believe it or not, you can buy choice rump 
roast in Jackson County, Mo., for 17 
cents per pound less than you can in 
Los Angeles. 

I am not here charging that this was 
done for political preference, but after 
all, DiSalle was appointed by President 
Truman, who may be running for Sen- 
ator from Missouri some day. 

I am saying that the people of zone 1, 
which includes Los Angeles, all of Cali- 
fornia, Nevada, Oregon, Washington, 
Idaho, and part of Montana, one of the 
largest beef cattle producing areas in the 
United States, should not be penalized by 
OPS to pay from 5 to 17 cents per pound 
more for beef than the people in Tru- 
mans home county, Jackson County, 

0. 

In order to remove any doubt of the 
facts I am including herewith OPS offi- 
cial retail ceiling prices on beef from 
CPR 25 in zone 1 and zones 6 and 6A. 
(a) Retail ceiling prices for beef—Zone 1, 

which includes Los Angeles County, Calif. 
The following ceiling prices per pound apply in all 
“Groups 1 and 2” stores selling the grades of beef cuts 


listed below at retail in zone 1, * accordance with 
cae Price Regulation No. 25, effective May 14, 
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Choice| Good | Com’ | Utility 
I. 1 
1. Porterhouse TEUS $1.31 | $1.10 | $0.84 | $0.69 
2. 1.31 | 1.10 84 69 
3. b. 1,31 1. 10 . 8⁴ 00 
4. Rib, 10-inch cut..| .77 68 » 60 47 
5. Rib, 7-inch cut...| .88 70 . 0³ „50 
6. Sirloin... en. 1. 04 . 87 
7. Pin bone. 1.23 1.17] 1.04 87 
8. Sirloin (boneless). 1.37] 1.90] 1.11 89 
9. Round (bone in, 
full cut) 1.13 | 1.13 | 1.04 .98 
10. Round (boneless, 
top and bot- 
m 1. 16 1.16 | 1.09 1. 03 
11. Round tip 1.16 | 1.16 | 1.09 1,03 
12. Chuck "iade 
bone in) 7 77 70 63 
13. Chuck: im (bone 
are £ 90 76 
14. Flank 1. 00 
84 
II. Roasts 
1. ib standing 
(chine bone in, 
10-inch cut). «77| 68 57 47 
2. Rib standing 
(chine bone in, - 
7-inch cut) +88 76 63 5⁰ 
3. Round tip 1.16 | 1.16 | 1.09 1. 03 
z Rump (bone in) +89 89 +85 82 
5. Rump (boneless).1 1. 16 1,161 1,09 1,03 
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(a) Retail ceiling prices for beef—Zone 1, 
which includes Los Angeles County, Calif.— 
Continued 


Choice} Good | Com’! | Utility 


II. Roasts—Continued 
6. Chuck blade pot 


7. Chuck arm pot 
roast (bone- 
less N 


8. Cine 
aoe: a=} 09 
9. English cut... 07 
10. Rib oot (bone- 
less, ri YORE BRIE BERS IES I areas 
11. Short’ Join (bone- 
CCC 
III. Stews and other 
cuts 
1. Short ribs 52 
2. Plate (bone in, 
fresh or cured)_| 43 
3. Plate (boneless, 
fresh or cured)_| . 60 
4. Brisket (bone in, 
fresh or cured).| . 78 
5. Brisket (bone- 
less, fresh and 
cured, deckle 
F 70 
6. Brisket (bone- 
less, cured, 
deckle off) 1.04 5 8 
7. Flank meat. 70 70 
8. Neck pone in) 74 > 60 
9, Neck (honeless)_.| 90 82 
10, Heel of round 
(boneless) 00 
11. Shank (bone in, 
hind and fore)..| 40 . 40 
12, Shank (boneless, 
hind and fore) 75 73 
ee Soup bone . 005 RE 00 . 00 
. Sret 10 10 
IV. "arcana beef. . 70 70 
V. Wholesale cuts: 
1. Round beef 
+69 62 
+86 58 
3. 
1.06 .52 
4 
43 43 
5R DAT (Whole) 00 53 37 
6. 3 chuck 
hole) . 03 .50 
7. Short plate 
Whole) ._.... 42 «42 
S. Brisket (Whole) - 54 


9. Shank (Whole) 42 „42 


(f) Retail ceiling prices for bee Zones 6 
and 6A, which includes Jackson County, 
Mo. 


[The following ceiling prices per pound apply in all 
“Groups 1 and 2” stores selling the grades of beef cuts 
listed below at retail in zones 6 and 6A, in accordance 
1 15 pone Price Regulation No. 25, effective May 


Choice} Good | Com’! | Utility 


I. Steaks: 


1. Porterhouse. $1.26 | $1.05 | $0.79 | $0. 64 
2. L. bone 1.26 1.05 . „64 
Oedt 1.20 | 1,05 % 64 
4, Rib, 10-inch cut. 73 . 64 53 . 
5. Rib, nch cut...| 82 71 58 46 
6. Sirloin... 1.18 | 1,12 .99 82 
7. Pin bone. 1.18 | 1.12 99 82 
8. Sirloin (boneless).| 1.31 | 1.23 | 1.04 .82 
9. Round (bone in, 


full cut) 


10. Round (boneless, 

top and 

tom 1.08 | 1.02 +98 
11. Round tip. 1.08 | 1.02 90 
12, Chuck 

(bone in) 70) 64 57 
13. Chuck 

(bone in) 83] 277 +70 
14, Flank... 90 197 297 
eb E E a A 77 

II. Roasts: 

1. Rib standing 

(chine bone in, 

10-inch cut) . . 73] 64 88 +43 
2, Rib standing 

(chine bone in, 

7-inch cut) 282] 7 -58 .44 
3. Round tip 1.08 | 1.08] 1.02 0 
4. Rump (bone in)!“ 72 72 68 „64 
5. Rump (boneless)-] 1. 08 1 1.081 1,02 .96 
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(f) Retail ceiling prices for beef—Zones 6 
and 6A, which includes Jackson County, 
Mo—Continued 


Choice} Good | Com’) | Utility 


II. Roasts—Continued 
6. oo blade pot 


70 | $0.70 | $0.64 | $0.57 
7. ‘chk ar 
83 83 77 70 
8. Chuck or shoul- 
der (boneless). . 9 89 82 73 
9. English cut 0 . 90 84 77 
10. Rib roast (bone- 
Jess, rolled) .. ~50 
11. Short loin (bone- f 
less, rolled) TF1 1. 03 
III. Stewsand rather cuts: 
1, Short ribs 48 48 48 48 
2. Plate (bone in, 


fresh or cured) .39 .39 .39 39 


3. Plate (boneless, 
fresh or curod) -“ 54 5¹ 54 „54 
4. Brisket (bone in, 
fresh or cured).-| 73 70 +62 59 
5. Brisket (boneless, 
fresh or cured, 
deckle on) 89] 80] 73 60 
6. Brisket (boneless, 
cured, deckle 
pa SE ON ol +96 90 70 75 
. Flank mest. - 68 68 68 68 


7 
8. Sars (bone in) -67 . 67 56 53 
9. Neck (boneless)--| 82 82 .76 68 
0. Heel of round 
(boneless)... .. 88 88 77 71 
11. Shank (bone in, 
hind and ſore) «44 44 4 44 
12, Shank (boneless, 
hind and fore) __ 
13. Soup bo; 
14. Suet.. 
IV. Ground beef. 
V. Wholesale euts: 


- Round beef 

(Whole 64 64 60 57 
. Sirloin beef 

(Whole .81 70 +65 52 
„ Short loin beef 

(Whole) . I. 02 87 67 49 

lank beef 


(hole «38 38 -38 38 
. Rib beef (Whole) .58 51 +43 34 
„ Regular chuck 


1 57 57 62 „45 
Short plate 

Whole) 30 -36 30 30 

„ Brisket (Whole) 40 . 40 „4l 39 

. Shank (Whole) 36 30 86 36 


I have written a letter to Mr. DiSalle 
demanding an explanation why beef in 
Los Angeles should cost from 5 to 17 
cents per pound more than in Jackson 
County, Mo., where OPS retail price 
ceilings for beef are the lowest in the 
Nation according to OPS CPR 25. > 

I am sure the people of Los An- 
geles County would like to know why 
the OPS has set the retail price ceiling 
on beef in Los Angeles at the second 
highest rate in the Nation, and why the 
people of Jackson County, Mo., can buy 
T-bone steaks for 5 cents per pound less, 
choice boneless sirloin steak for 6 cents 
per pound less, choice round top roast 
for 8 cents per pound less, and choice 
rump roast for 17 cents per pound less 
than the people in Los Angeles County 
must pay for the same grades of beef. 

Los Angeles County is located in OPS 
zone 1, and the people of Los Angeles 
have available to them the beef cattle 
produced in Washington, Oregon, Cali- 
fornia, Idaho, Nevada, and part of 
Montana, one of the largest beef-pro- 
ducing areas in the Nation, and Los An- 
geles is the major retail market for the 
sale of beef provided by these States. 
The differential in prices cannot be 
based on a shortage of beef, and there is 
no logical reason why my people in Los 
Angeles should be penalized over the 
people of Jackson County, Mo. 
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Here is a copy of my letter to Mr. 
DiSalle: 


MICHAEL V. DISALLE, 
Director, Office of Price Stabilization, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. DISaLLE: In the interest of 
the people of my congressional district, I am 
concerned over the glaring difference in the 
retail-price ceiling on beef set in CPR 25 for 
zone 1 which includes Los Angeles County 
as compared with the considerably lower 
reta'l-price-ceiling schedule established for 
the same quality of beef in zones 6 and 6A 
which includes Jackson County, Mo. 

In view of the fact that zone 1 includes 
California, Oregon, Washington, Nevada, 
Idaho, and part of Montana, all important 
States for the raising of beef cattle, it ap- 
pears to me that the high retail-price ceiling 
established by the Office of Price Stabiliza- 
tion under your direction has penalized and 
discriminated against the people of Los An- 
geles and the other sections of zone 1. At 
thé same time the people of northern Mis- 
souri, including Jackson County, have re- 
ceived a considerable advantage in the lower 
retail-price ceiling set for that area. 

In behalf of my constituents and of the 
people of Los Angeles County, I am asking 
you to inform me why this great difference, 
which is costing the people of Los Angeles 
from 5 to 17 cents per pound for beef in 
excess of the cost to residents of zones 6 and 
6A, was established by CPR 25. 

Sincerely yours, 
GORDON L. MCDONOUGH, 
Member of Congress, Fifteenth Dis- 
trict, California. 


PROGRAM FOR BALANCE OF WEEK 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I take this time for the purpose 
of interrogating the majority leader as 
to the early program for tomorrow. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I am going to ask 
consent, with the permission of the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts, that when 
the House adjourns today it adjourn to 
meet at 11 tomorrow. 

The first order of business tomorrow 
will be the conference report on the 
Labor-Federal Security appropriation 
bill. We will then resume considera- 
tion of this bill, and it will be the con- 
tinuing order of business until com- 
pleted. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts, 
What will be the program for Friday 
and Saturday? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I am sure the 
gentlewoman’s judgment is as good as 
mine; I think we will be going strong on 
Friday on this bill. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. And 
probably on Saturday. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts, 
Probably next week, too. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I reasonably ex- 
pect that. 

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet 
at 11 o’clock tomorrow. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


ARE REDS MAKING MONEEYS OUT OF U.N, 
AT PARLEY? 


Mr. SHEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to call to the attention of the Congress 
the fact that again we have fallen into 
the hands of the Communists in the war 
of propaganda. 

The public was led to believe that the 
truce party in Korea would be held in a 
appa: place and under a neutral set- 

g. 

From the dispatches of Mr. Fred 
Sparks, a Chicago Daily News Pulitzer 
prize-winning correspondent, it defi- 
nitely appears that Kaesong is in the 
hands of the enemy and the commu- 
nistic propaganda makes it appear that 
we are the suppliants seeking a truce. 
Mr. Sparks reports that a goodly number 
of armed Chinese and North Koreans 
were around Kaesong and the house 
where the truce negotiations were held. 

When the pressmen attempted to find 
out from the Army how they could ac- 
cept what appears to be a violation of 
our understanding, the Army men re- 
fused to comment. 

It seems to me that here is but another 
example of the simplicity which perme- 
ates our State Department and our Army 
officials in failing to recognize commu- 
nism and communistic tactics for what 
they really are. Mr. Fred Sparks’ arti- 
cle is as follows: 

[From the Chicago Daily News of July 9, 
1951] 


Are REDS MAKING MONKEYS OUT or U. N. AT 
PARLEY ?—COMMUNISTS DRESS UP SCENE To 
Loox LIKE ALLIES GIVING UP 

(By Fred Sparks) 

SEOUL, Korza.—A good number of United 
Nations civilians as well as Army folk now in 
Korea are worried that the Communists 
might try to make the present cease-fire 
conference look like an American surrender. 

These folks frankly were shocked when the 
U. N. agreed to meet the enemy’s agents in 
Kaesong, which was just about the only town 
of any size in South Korea the Communists 
could move in and out of. 

It was felt that a ship offshore or a tent 
pitched right smack between lines of oppos- 
ing fox holes would be a more truly neutral 
locale, 

At the time General Ridgway accepted 
Kaesong it was generally understood that the 
place was in no-man’s land. 

I investigated and found that while the 
Reds did not actually occupy Kaesong they 
were sitting just north of it while we had 
roughly a 16-mile hike to enter the city. 

When our first peace mission took a whirl- 
ing helicopter to Kaesong it was assumed 
they would enter a city free of enemy troops. 

Ridgway told the enemy in advance, via 
radio, how large our party would be—three 
colonels, two interpreters, plus pilots and 
so forth. 

We figured the Communists would have 
the same number. 
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But, in the words of Col. Andrew Kinney, 
handsome, brilliant Air Force colonel who 
headed our mission, the town definitely 
appeared to be in the hands of the enemy 
and the enemy was certainly host. 

Both Colonel Kinney and the pilots re- 
ported seeing a goodly number of armed 
Chinese anc North Koreans around Kaesong 
and the house where the confab was held. 

How many enemy troops? They could 
not say. 

Certainly, Kaesong during the conference 
was as much an open city for all practical 
purposes as hai. 

When attempts were made by pressmen 
to draw from the Army how they could ac- 
cept what appeared to us to be a wicked 
violation of the understanding, they refused 
to comment, which, of course, is understand- 
able. Officers on the spot operate on the 
lower echelon and everyone has a finger in 
this deal from Dean Acheson on down. 

Now among normal people this little mat- 
ter would make mighty little difference. 

Normal people would say, ‘Let us get on 
with the talks to end the killing and to heck 
with such small details.” 

But through painful postwar years we 
have learned that the Communists simply 
do not work that way. 

The Communists had a number of still- 
and motion-picture photographers on the 
spot to shoot the visiting peace party. They 
were snapped from all angles. 

It is certainly correct to say that our 
peacemakers were photographed with gun- 
carrying Communist troopers in the fore or 
back ground. 

The results when released will be to give 
millions of people in various parts of this 
divided world the impression that the allied 
peace party came to seek terms, not,to confer 
as equals. 

As a wise Chinese once said, “A picture is 
worth a thousand words.” 

Something amounting to a small verbal 
brawl took place in the Eighth Army gen- 
eral headquarters conference room Sunday 
night as reporters were questioning Colonel 
Kinney on this matter. 

After he said “definitely” he felt the town 
was in Chinese hands a censor told the 
assembled journalists they could not use the 
quote. 

The censor and the Eighth Army spokes- 
man insisted that such information might 
give aid to the enemy from a military, not 
a political standpoint. 

We rather strongly protested, further 
heating the humid, blacked-out room. We 
asserted that the Chinese were very well 
aware whether they were occupying Kae- 
song. 

Finally permission to quote Colonel Kin- 
ney on just who have their mitts on Kae. 
song—which was supposed to be an open 
city—was granted. 

A consultation now is taking place be- 
tween the civilian press corps and the Army 
to assure the free world full coverage of 
all events of the Kaesong conference. At 
Sunday’s meeting not one allied civilian 
journalist was present and only one Army 
Signal Corps photographer. 

In the opinion of most of the represent- 
atives of the United Nations and reporters 
I have spoken to, plus high Army officers and 
GI’s and available diplomats—hardly to men- 
tion the bitter South Korean population— 
our Government has not so far considered 
fully the propaganda possibilities of this 
great meeting, the main part of which be- 
gins Tuesday. 

As a globe-trotting journalist who has 
been present at almost every foreign post- 
war struggle between freedom and commu- 
nism—fought with either guns or words— 
I am personally worried silly. 

Having been blocked from seizing all 
Korea by the courage (and blood) of thou- 
sands of fine American boys with occasional 


8012 


aid from other United Nations lads, the Com- 
munists will most assuredly try to make the 
present military stalemate, which brought 
on this conference, look like a Red victory. 

In respect to those who died in the stink- 
ing rice paddies of this pummeled penin- 
sula—and for our own honor—we must be 
on guard. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous or- 
der of the House, the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts [Mrs. ROGERS] is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 


KOREAN WAR VETERANS 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Speaker, on tomorrow, Thursday, 
July 12, 35 or 40 amputee veterans of 
the Korean conflict, who are now hos- 
pitalized at Forest Glen and Walter Reed 
General Hospital, will leave early in the 
morning by busses supplied by the Wal- 
ter Reed Hospital for Wynne, Md., for a 
day’s fishing ir Chesapeake Bay. 

The fishing trip has been arranged by 
Federal Chapter No. 1 and National 
Service Chapter No. 9, Disabled Ameri- 
can Veterans. All of the refreshments 
and food is being supplied by the DAV. 

I would like to tell the Members of the 
House, Mr. Speaker, that this was spear- 
headed by Mr. George Turner, a member 
of the staff of the Committee on Vet- 
erans’ Affairs, himself a veteran, who 
spent a long time in Walter Reed Hos- 
pital and in other hospitals and nearly 
gave his life for his country. It was his 
idea to give these men, who have given 
their arms and legs, this opportunity for 
a fishing trip, the first since they left 
the Korea battle front. 

The Walter Reed Hospital has pro- 
vided the four motorboats that have been 
assigned the party through the generos- 
ity of Andy Schieble, former District of 
Columbia policemaa. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to take 
this time to praise, on behalf of the 
amputees who have come to the Capitol, 
the Capitol that belongs to them more 
than anyone else because they have 
saved it, the gvards, the doorkeepers 
and others employed at the Capitol who 
made these veterans so welcome and 
gave them happiness when they came 
here. You know, it is very difficult for 
these men to get here. It is not easy. 
But they did come and they received a 
fine welcome from the attendants here 
at the Capitol for which they are very 
grateful. Many of them were brought 
here by Mr. Sam Belasco of the Civil 
Service Reporter. He has given his 
time, with the approval of the Civil Serv- 
ice Reporter, with great unselfishness. 

Mr. Speaker, may I also say that the 
Veterans’ Administration has written to 
me stating they feel that only one con- 
tzet man is sufficient to operate at the 

Walter Reed Hospital, one man is enough 
to give information to these Korean 
veterans who do not know what will hap- 
pen to them when they come out of the 
hospital. Of course this is not the case. 
One man is not enough for these 
wounded who must lie in their beds out 
there without knowing anything of their 
rights except by asking some strange 
person who might go into the hospital 
what he or she thinks will happen to 
them. 
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Iam asking that all the Members join 
with me in requesting that the Veterans’ 
Administration place enough contact 
men there to give these veterans infor- 
mation as to their future benefits. They 
are entitled to know their rights—now is 
the time to plan for their future. The 
House has passed numerous bills. May 
the Senate act at once. 


GEORGE J. SCHOENEMAN 


Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 5 minutes and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, George 
J. Schoeneman, Commissioner of In- 
ternal- Revenue, has resigned after 40 
years of service for the Federal Govern- 
ment, 31 of which were in the Bureau 
he has headed so ably since 1947. 

I first came to know Mr. Schoeneman 
when he appeared before the House Sub- 
committee on Treasury-Post Office Ap- 
propriations of which I was chairman in 
the Eightieth Congress. It was a period 
of Bureau reformation and I was deeply 
impressed by the Commissioner’s charac- 
terful approach to his assignment and 
his intense desire to lead the Bureau in a 
better job for the American taxpayers 
and their economy. He felt he had been 
challenged, he accepted such, and he 
turned in a real performance, 

During the last 4 years, which covers 
the period of Mr. Schoeneman’s com- 
missionership, more far-reaching im- 
provements in operations have occurred 
than in any previous period of the history 
of our Internal Revenue Service. In my 
assignment I had something to do with 
the Bureau's improvement program and 
there is concrete evidence of its efforts 
toward providing a more efficient service. 

I am informed that during the fiscal 
year 1951 the total man-years employed 
in the total operations of the Bureau 
were 4.5 percent less than during the 
fiscal year preceding Mr. Schoeneman’s 
tenure as Commissioner. In considera- 
tion of the fact that the number of tax- 
payers increased 5 percent during this 
time, the number of examinations made 
by deputy collectors and revenue agents 
increased 37 percent, and collections in- 
creased 29 percent, I think this accom- 
plishment is a great tribute to Mr. 
Schoeneman’s effectiveness in the man- 
3 of our Internal Revenue Serv- 

ce. 

For the first fiscal year ended June 
20, 1921—that Mr. Schoeneman was 
associated with the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue, the Bureau collected approxi- 
mately $4,600,000,000 in all forms of in- 
ternal revenue taxes, In the fiscal year 
just ended, the total collections were 
more than $50,000,000,000. 

In 1921, the Bureau had slightly more 
than 17,000 employees, who handled ap- 
proximately 12,000,000 returns of all 
kinds. In 1951, the staff consisted of 
more than 55,000 employees and more 
than 92,000,000 returns were received. 
In 1921 the cost of collecting $100 was 
92 cents; for 1951 the cost was approxi- 
mately 50 cents. 


JULY 11 


Appropriations for operations of the 
Bureau have increased from approxi- 
mately $33,000,000 in 1921 to $246,000,000 
for 1951. 

During the 31-year period in which 
Mr. Schceneman was associated with the 
Bureau, that organization has collected 
a total of more than $442,000,000,000 in 
internal revenue taxes. 

George J. Schoeneman was born in 
Newport, R. I., March 4, 1889. He was 
appointed to Post Office Department 
July 1911, as stenographer at $900 per 
annum. When Mr. Albert Burleson be- 
came Postmaster General on March 4, 
1913, Mr. Schoeneman was assigned to 
his immediate office; promoted through 
various grades and was ultimately as- 
signed as executive clerk to Postmaster 
General Burleson; the Postmaster Gen- 
eral subsequently assigned Mr. Schoene- 
man as Assistant in Charge of Press Re- 
lations and then was placed in charge 
of office. Then he was promoted to as- 
sistant superintendency, Division of 
Equipment and Supplies, and retained 
that position until he resigned to accept 
a position with the Federal Reserve 
Board, November 1919. 

Mr. Schoeneman served as secretary 
to member of Federal Reserve Board 
from November 1919 to July 1920. 

On July 1, 1920, he was appointed to 
Internal Revenue Bureau, and placed in 
charge of collectors’ personnel. He 
served in this position until January 1, 
1924, when he was appointed Assistant 
Deputy Commissioner, Accounts and 
Collections Unit. Upon the promotion 
of the Deputy Commissioner, Mr. 
Schoeneman served as Acting Deputy 
Commissioner for a period of about a 
year, and on August 1, 1929, he was ap- 
pointed Deputy Commissioner, Accounts 
and Collections Unit. He served here 
until May 11, 1944, when he was ap- 
pointed Assistant Commissioner of In- 
ternal Revenue. 

On May 8, 1945, he was appointed Ad- 
ministrative Assistant to the President, 
and on September 11, 1945, he was ap- 
pointed Special Executive Assistant to 
the President. He served in this position 
until July 1, 1947, when he was appointed 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. EsERHARTER] is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 


DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT OF 1950 


Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, 
during the past 2 days of debate on price 
controls, we have had two votes on key 
amendments. One of these amend- 
ments was the so-called Wolcott amend- 
ment. This would have scrapped direct 
controls over prices and wages, and sub- 
stituted indirect controls, which would 
have let prices free to rise sky high. 

The other amendment was the 
slaughter-quota amendment. The Gov- 
ernment has instituted a system of 
slaughter quotas to insure that meat 
shall continue to be sold through legiti- 
mate channels. A vote to deny the 
Government authority to maintain 
slaughter quotas was a vote to channel 
meat into the black market, 

In the vote on both these crucial 
amendmenis, we have seen the over- 
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whelming majority of the opposition, the 
overwhelming majority of the Repub- 
lican membership, alined with the 
special interests who are out to gut price 
control. We have seen the Republican 
membership forsake the American con- 
sumer, the American worker, and vote 
solidly with.the beef trust, the packing 
house aristocracy and the other privi- 
leged interests who have been fighting 
for the removal of controls on prices. 

It is obvious from these two votes that 
the Republican Party proposes to stand 
in the 1952 election as the “Horse Meat 
Party.” It is obvious that the Repub- 
lican Party, by voting to deny the Gov- 
ernment the authority to roll back prices 
on beef, wants to see beef reserved for 
the well-to-do. 

The Republican Party has demon- 
strated by its votes, that it thinks horse 
meat is good enough for the average 
American. Our distinguished colleague 
from Michigan [Mr. Rasavt] told us on 
Monday, that already the people of Port- 
land, Oreg., are being reduced to a diet 
of horse meat because they cannot afford 
beef at present-day prices. 

The Federal Government wants to roll 
back the price of beef so that beef can 
again take its place on the family din- 
ner table. But the gentlemen of the op- 
position say “No.” 

If the Republican Party is going to run 
in 1952 as the “Horse Meat Party” there 
must ke a good reason for that decision. 
Perhaps the leaders of the Republican 
Party have concluded, since they have 
been unable to win running behind the 
elephant, they are going to try their 
luck behind the old gray mare. 

Since ‘the Republican Party has 
demonstrated in recent elections that 
it cannot win the confidence of the 
American people in any other way, it is 
going to try to run-on the slogan of 
“horse meat in every pot.“ 

Yes, times do change—times do 
change indeed. And slogans change. 
Today the Republican Party, which once 
ran on the slogan of a chicken in every 
pot, is now going to run on a slogan of 
horse meat in every pot. That is clear 
from the record that the Republican 
Members have made so far in this House. 

As for myself, I would rather not see 
price control and wage control become a 
partisan issue. Inflation is no respecter 
of party labels. Economic stabilization 
is an essential part of the national de- 
fense. Certainly, if there is any legis- 
lation that should be above partisan 
politics, it is legislation dealing with the 
national defense. And I say to my 
friends across the aisle, that in the next 
day or two they can demonstrate whether 
they really are the “Horse Meat Party,” 
whether they are going to substitute the 
old gray mare for the elephant. They 
can demonstrate it by how they vote on 
some of the key amendments we still 
have to consider and on the final enact- 
ment of this bill itself. 

Any vote to deny the Government of 
the authority to roll back excessive 
prices, prices which have risen sky high, 
prices which are out of reach of the 
average American, is a horse-meat vote. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Some days ago the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. KEATING] 
made the point that the Democratic 
majority was responsible for the votes 
that had taken place in this House. In 
view of the vote that took place yester- 
day on the Hone amendment, does not 
the gentleman believe that the Repub- 
lican Party is actually in control of what 
occurs in Committee of the Whole, in 
view of the fact that only three Mem- 
bers of the minority voted against the 
Hope amendment? Does that not sig- 
nify that the Republican Party, together 
with a defection in the Democratic 
Party, is actually controlling the legis- 
lation that goes through the House? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. It goes without 
saying that the gentleman’s statement 
is correct, because the program spon- 
sored by the leadership of the Demo- 
cratic Party and the administration it- 
self is not being adopted. The opposi- 
tion program, which is to scuttle con- 
trols and to create greater inflation, is 
winning at this time, and therefore the 
Republicans and their leaders must be 
charged with the consequences which we 
expect to see within a few weeks or a 
few months after this Congress adjourns. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. I would like to say 
first, in answer to the gentleman, that 
I entered the Chamber just as he hap- 
pened to use my name. I would view 
the remarks of the gentleman from Illi- 
nois, although I may be mistaken, as an 
acknowledgment of weakness on the 
part of the leadership of the Democratic 
Party. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I would say to 
the gentleman in answer to that that 
the gentleman knows the Hope amend- 
ment was carried with the assistance of 
the special interests that want to scuttle 
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and that will be the result. The gen- 
tleman admits that will be the result, 
does he not? 5 

Mr. KEATING. I happen to be op- 
posed to the Hope amendment, and there 
are Many on the gentleman’s side who 
were opposed to it. There were many 
on the Republican side who favored it. 
There were many on the Democratic side 
who favored it. The point Iam making 
is that this is a Democratic Congress 
and the responsibility is on the Demo- 
cratic Party. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I am certain the 
gentleman from Illinois wants to cor- 
rect any false impression he may have 
given to that effect, because the policy of 
the Democratic Party and the Demo- 
cratic administration is not the policy 
that is being followed in this Congress. 
That is the point I am sure he wants to 
make clear. I will be glad to yield to 
him if I have not stated it correctly. 

Mr. YATES. The article in the Wash- 
ington Post this morning listed three 
Republicans as having voted against the 
Hope amendment. I did not see the 
name of the gentleman from New York 
on that list. 
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Mr. KEATING. I am opposed to the 
Hope amendment. I hope the gentle- 
man will ask for a roll call on it because 
I shall vote against it on a roll call. I 
am speaking only for the Republican 
Party as such. Most of the Republicans, 
or many of them, will differ with that 
particular position. The thing I am 
criticizing is the effort the gentieman 
from Illinois is making and that some of 
the newspapers are making to pin en the 
Republican Party the responsibility for 
what happens or what fails to happen in 
this Congress. The responsibility lies 
only on the shoulders of the Demorcatic 
Party for what happens here. If there is 
a schism, a division in the Democratic 
Party as to which element controls, that 
is something that certainly the gentle- 
man should not lay on the doorstep of 
the Republicans. 

Mr. YATES. I should like to say that 
the votes speak for themselves. If the 
newspapers incorrectly reported what 
occurred in the Committee of the Whole 
yesterday in reporting that only three 
members of the Republican Party voted 
in the Committee of the Whole against 
the Hope amendment, I think the news- 
papers should be corrected; but from my 
observation on this floor the Republican 
Party votes almost en masse against any 
sort of an administration measure and 
for any sort of measure which is designed 
to curtail the price-control bill. I cer- 
tainly will call for a roll call vote at the 
conclusion of the consideration of the 
price-control bill, 

Mr. KEATING. I hope the gentleman 
will do that. : 

Mr. YATES. I hope the gentleman as 
well as the public will see how many Re- 
publicans vote in favor of the Hope 
amendment and how many vote against 
it. I think that will be the determining 
factor. i 

— KEATING. And how many Demo- 
crats. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Keatrne] is speak- 
ing for himself only, of course, when he 
admits that the great majority of the 
Republicans do not agree with his view- 
point. Therefore, I think he puts him- 
self in an embarrassing position when 
he says that he does not agree with his 
leadership. 

Mr. KEATING. No; I agree with my 
leadership. 

Mr. YATES. Which way did the lead- 
ership vote yesterday? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Does the gen- 
tleman agree that the Hope amendment 
will curtail price control? 

Mr. KEATING. I am opposed to the 
Hope amendment, but there was no 
leadership on either side, as far as I 
know, on that point. There was cer- 
tainly no leadership on the Democratic 
side. Nobody asked me to vote one way 
or another on that amendment. Each 
man here is responsible for his own vote 
on every amendment on every bill that 
comes up. The only thing I am object- 
ing to is the continual effort which to me 
is a sign of weakness on the part of the 
gentlemen on the other side to lay at 
the doors of the Republican Party, the 
minority party, the responsibility for 
what happened. 
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Mr. EBERHARTER. That is not the 
purpose. The purpose is to call the at- 
tention of the people of the country, and 
particularly the voters, to the fact that 
the overwhelming majority, perhaps 90 
percent of the Republicans in this House, 
vote against price-control legislation. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. KeaTING] places 
himself in a very inconsistent and em- 
barrassing position, as Isee it. He makes 
one statement that the sole responsibil- 
ity rests upon the Democratic Party. He 
later said it is up to each individual 
Member to vote according to his con- 
science. I agree with that statement, but 
when you consider his first statement, 
you find his two statements are incon- 
sistent with one another.’ Under our 
constitutional set-up no matter who the 
minority party is, the Republican Party, 
the minority party in this case, is not an 
opposition party. In England under the 
parliamentary set-up that they have it 
is an opposition party. But under the 
constitutional form of government which 
we have the good fortune to enjoy, the 
minority party is supposed to be the con- 
structive critic, the constructive op- 
ponent, the constructive proposers, In 
other words, it is not.supposed to be the 
party of blind opposition such as we 
have witnessed in the last 20 years in 
the main. There are some Members on 
the other side who are independent and 
I pay my respects to them. My remarks 
do not apply to all. I want to be fair, 
of course. 

But unfortunately there is a psychol- 
ogy there where they follow blindly the 
one policy that they have had in the 
last 20 years, namely a policy of blind 
opposition to anything proposed by the 
Democratic Party. I think the gentle- 
man from New York places himself in 
a most untenable position when he un- 
dertakes to say that his party, as such, 
has no responsibility, because when he 
makes that admission he is admitting 
by inference that his party has abdi- 
cated its responsibility which is to con- 
structively propose, constructively op- 
pose, and constructively criticize. When 
his party blindly opposes, why then it 
has abdicated completely its responsi- 
bility as a minority party. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex- 
pired. 

PARTY RESPONSIBILITY 


Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, in an- 
swer to the remarks of my good friend 
for whom I have the greatest admira- 
tion and affection, the distinguished 
majority leader, I must point out that 
he misunderstood my remarks. I did 
not say the Republican Party does not 
have a responsibility. We have a great 
responsibility and a great opportunity. 
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We should support the administration 
when we believe it is following the right 
course for our country, just as we should 
emphatically oppose it when, as more 
frequently is the case, it is acting con- 
trary to our conceptions of our Nation’s 
interest. 

What I said was that the responsibil- 
ity for what takes place or does not take 
place in this body lies with the Demo- 
cratic leadership, just exactly as the re- 
sponsibility for such action, or lack 
thereof, has always lain with the ma- 
jority party in power in every Congress 
in history. It lay with the Republican 
Party in the Eightieth Congress, and it 
now lies with the Democratic Party in 
the Eighty-second Congress. 

But lo, we are almost daily presented 
with a new theory in this Congress. The 
Democratic majority seeks to take credit 
for everything which happens to their 
liking, but by some curious hocus-pocus 
seeks to throw on the Republicans the 
responsibility for all actions taken which 
do not accord with their desires. Now 
they cannot have it both ways, hard as 
they try. The people are tired of hear- 
ing them talk out of both sides of their 
mouths at the same time. With a clear 
majority in both Houses of Congress, 
they should either shoulder the responsi- 
bility which is theirs and defend it, if 
they are able to do so, or they should 
abdicate and turn over the leadership 
to the Republican Party, so that they 
can then assume the minority role they 
seem to seek, 

There is none of this effort to push it 
off on the minority party which is going 
to succeed, in my judgment, with the 
people of this country because it is ob- 
viously simply an effort to delude the 
public, 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, when 
the gentleman from New York IMr. 
Keatinc] just referred to the leadership 
of the Republican Party in the House of 
Representatives, I take it he referred to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Martin], the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr, HALLECK], the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. ARENDS], and the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Brown], who are in fact 
the leaders of the Republican Party here 
in the House. 

Mr. KEATING. I referred to the mi- 
nority leader, the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. Martin]. 

Mr. ROONEY. It might be well to 
point out the position those four Repub- 
lican gentlemen have taken all along 
during these days of debate and during 
the reading of this bill for amendment 
on the matter of price controls and roll- 
backs, They have been the leaders of 
the wrecking crew which is scuttling 
control of prices and they are the lead- 
ership of the Republican Party here in 
the House of Representatives. 

Mr. KEATING. That is the gentle- 
man’s view and I do not accept that as 
the position of the gentleman from Mas- 
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sachusetts [Mr. Martin], the minority 
leader. I believe he stands for construc- 
tive legislation today just as he has 
always over a period of many years, and 
I am very proud to be associated with 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
MARTIN]. 

Mr. ROONEY. Personally, I like the 
gentleman from Massachusetts very 
much. Everybody likes him. He is a 
gentleman in the fullest sense of the 
word. But on the matter of fighting in- 
flation, which is of such great impor- 
tance to the American public today, we 
can only be guided as to his intentions 
to really and effectively combat higher 
prices and inflation by his words and his 
votes. This business of scuttling a real 
bill with teeth in it by amending it to 
death in behalf of special interests and 
then voting for the watered-down ver- 
sion on final passage will not much 
longer fool the people of America, 

Mr. BROWNSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for.1 minute. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROWNSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to ask the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. EBERHARTER] if he is 
prepared to call the distinguished gen- 
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
Coor EY], chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture, a horse-meat“ Democrat, 
on the same ground that he is attacking 
the Republican leadership. I noticed 
that he voted for the Hope amendment, 
yesterday. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. In my remarks 
I did not call any Member of the House 
a “horse-meat” Congressman. So the 
gentleman is making an assumption that 
is based on no premise whatsoever. 

Mr. BROWNSON. The gentleman 
said anybody who voted for it was a 
“horse-meat” Republican, as I under- 
stood him. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWNSON. I yield. 

Mr. KEATING. Certainly the chair- 
man of the Committee on Agriculture 
[Mr. CooLEY], one of the great com- 
mittees of this House, is a member of the 
Democratic administration and a mem- 
ber of the Democratic leadership of this 
House, just as much as any of the other 
men that he mentioned on the Republi- 
can side of the House. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Indiana [Mr. Brownson] 
has expired. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recor, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. Price in two instances and in each 
to include extranous matter. 

Mr. Yorty in two instances and to 
include extraneous matter, 

Mr, O'TOOLE. 

Mr. LANE in two instances and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. DonouveE in two instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 
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Mr. Van Zaxpr in two instances and 
to include extranous matter. 

Mr. ANGELL in two instances and to 
include extraneous matter, 

Mr. BURDICK. 

Mr. CrawFc2xp to revise and extend the 
remarks he made in the Committee of 
the Whole today and to include ex- 
traneous matter. 

Mr. Cote of Kansas. 

Mr. DENNY. 

Mr. Coxe of Kansas to revise and ex- 
tend the remarks he will make in the 
Committee of the Whole today and in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. REED of New York in five instances, 
ne in each to include extraneous mat- 

re 

Mr. Reep of New York on the subject 
Inflation, Its Causes and Progress, which 
is estimated by the Public Printer to cost 
$391. 

Mr. CANFIELD and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mrs. St. GEORGE and to include copies 
of two telegrams. 

Mr. AucHINcLoss and to include an 
editorial. 

Mr. Smt of Wisconsin and to include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. Patman to revise and extend the 
remarks he will make in the Committee 
of the Whole today on the pending bill 
and to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. WEICHEL (at the request of Mr. 
Martin of Massachusetts). 

Mrs. CHURCH. 

Mr. Steep and to include an editorial. 

Mr. RANKIN to revise and extend the 
remarks he made in Committee of the 
Whole today and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Mutter in three instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Keocx (at the request of Mr. MUL- 
TER) and to include extraneous matter. 

Mr, Jenison and to include a letter 
from a constituent. 

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. 

Mr. Saprak in two instances, in each 
to include an editorial. 

Mr. Jupp in three instances, in each to 
include extraneous material. 

Mr. Javits and to include extraneous 
material. 

Mr. Green in two instances and to in- 
clude extraneous material. 

Mr. Ostertac and to include ex- 
traneous matter. 

Mr. Boykin and to include two state- 
ments, 

Mr. HinsHaw and to include two 
letters, 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to Mr. Hoxvxx (at the 
request of Mr. Martin of Massachusetts), 
for July 12 to July 18, on account of offi- 
cial business. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the 
following title, which was thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R.953. An act for the relief of Joseph 
A. Myers, Hazel C. Myers, and Helen Myers. 
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The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 

S. 51. An act for the relief of Arthur Hen- 
rik Sorensen, Maren Anderson Sorensen, and 
minor child, Evelyn Sorensen; 

S. 124. An act for the relief of Mrs. George 
(Wong Tze-yen) Poy; > 

S. 275. An act for the relief of Rafael Ku- 
belik, his wife, Ludmila Kubelik, and their 
minor son, Martin Kubelik; 

S. 417. An act for the relief of Sui Ken 
Fong and Sui Tung Fong; 

S. 536. An act for the relief of the estate 
of Sidney Lomax, deceased; 

S. 631. An act for the relief of Conrad 
Xavier Charles Mauerer; 

S. 699. An act for the relief of James M. 
Shellenberger, Jr., a minor; 

S. 879. An act for the relief of Luigi Po- 
desta; 

8.915. An act for the relief of Betty Minoru 
Kawachi; 

S. 1109. An act for the relief of Grady 
Franklin Welch; 

S. 1113. An act for the relief of Philip J. 
Hincks; and 

S. 1438. An act for the relief of Paul D. 
Banning, chief disbursing officer, Treasury 
Department, and for other purposes. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. QUINN. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 5 o’clock and 26 minutes p. m.), un- 
der its previous order, the House ad- 
journed until tomorrow, Thursday, July 
12, 1951, at 11 o'clock a. m. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


598. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a 
letter from the Clerk of the United States 
House of Representatives, transmitting 
a letter relative to the contest for a seat 
in the House of Representatives from the 
Fourteenth Congressiona! District of the 
State of Ohio, Walter B. Huber against 
William H. Ayres, and including original 
testimony, papers, and documents re- 
lating thereto (H. Doc. No. 189), was 
taken from the Speaker’s table, referred 
to the Committee cn House Administra- 
tion, and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. ENGLE: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. H. R. 3144. A bill relating 
to certain construction cost adjustments in 
connection with the Greenfields Division of 
the Sun River irrigation project, Montana; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 693). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union. 

Mr. FOGARTY: Committee of conference. 
H. R. 3709. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of Labor, the Federal 
Security Agency, and related independent 
agencies, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1952, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 694). 
Ordered to be printed. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee: 

H. R. 4763. A bill to exempt certain civilian 
employees of the Department of Defense 
from the laws governing the employment, 
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removal, classification, pay, retirement, leave, 
and disability and death compensations of 
Federal officers and employces; to the Com- 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. OSTERTAG: 

H. R. 4764. A bill granting the consent and 
approval of Congress to the participation of 
certain Provinces of the Dominion of Canada 
in the Northeastern Interstate Forest Fire 
Protection Compact, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. PATTEN: 

H. R. 4765. A bill to authorize acquisition 
of the Gila Pueblo, Globe, Ariz., for pur- 
poses of the national monuments of the 
Southwest, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. COTTON: 

H. R. 4766. A bill granting the consent and 
approval of Congress to the participation 
of certain Provinces of the Dominion of Can- 
ada in the Northeastern Interstate Forest 
Fire Protection Compact, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. REES of Kansas: 

H. R. 4767. A bill to amend the Universal 
Military Training and Service Act to pro- 
vide for the release of reservists who shall 
have served 12 months or more on active 
duty since June 25, 1950; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

By Mr. WALTER: 

H. J. Res. 286. Joint resolution to postpone 
the effective date of amendments to the 
Rules of Civil Procedure for the United 
States District Courts; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GILLETTE: 

H. J. Res. 287. Joint resolution to authorize 
the issuance of a special series of stamps 
commemorating the first trial run of a steam 
locomotive, the Stourbridge Lion, in the 
Western Hemisphere on August 8, 1829, at 
Honesdale, Pa.; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. LARCADE (by request): 

H. J. Res. 288. Joint resolution approving 
the agreement between the United States 
and Canada, relating to the development of 
the resources of the Great Lakes-St. 
Lawrence Basin for national security and 
continental defense of the United States of 
America and Canada; providing for making 
the St. Lawrence seaway self-liquidating; 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. MULTER: 

H. Res. 320. Resolution creating a Select 
Committee on Consumer Interests; to the 
Committee on Rules. y 

By Mr. TACKETT: 

H. Res. 321. Resolution creating a select 
committee to study the Federal Reserve 
Board's activities concerning the consumer- 
credit controls; to the Committee on Rules. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr, ANDERSON of California: 

H. R. 4768. A bill for the relief of Shizuko 

Miyata; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ANFUSO: 

H. R. 4769. A bill for the relief of the Bush- 
wick Savings Bank, Brooklyn, N. Y.; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 4770. A bill for the relief of Michaeli- 
na Crosetti Caraccia; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BUCKLEY: 

H. R. 4771. A bill to record the lawful ad- 
mission to the United States for permanent 
residence of Rozalia Oesztreicher and Martha 
Oesztreicher; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HARRISON of Wyoming: 

H. R. 4772. A bill for the relief of Patricia 
Ann Harris; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 
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By Mr. KEOGH: 
H. R. 4773. A bill for the relief of Domenico 
Landolfa; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. WALTER: 
H. R. 4774. A bill for the relief of Elef- 
therios G. Kokolis; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 

347. The SPEAKER presented a petition 
of United States Junior Chamber of Com- 
merce, Tulsa, Okla., relative to urging the 
continued support of the principles of the 
International Trade Organizations as a 
means of insuring the prosperity of all the 
nations of the world; which was referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 


SENATE 


Tuurspay, JuLy 12, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 27, 
1951) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Our Father God, in the midst of 
epochal days in which Thou hast cast our 
lot, we would toil in these fields of time 
in the sense of the eternal. We humbly 
invoke Thy Spirit’s guidance as with a 
sense of awesome responsibility we face 
the thorny problems of our saddened and 
shadowed world. Like tillers of the 
soil who stand reverently, with bowed 
heads, listening to the music of holy 
bells, we pause now at noontime to be- 
come spiritually aware of silvery notes 
from a pealing belfry no mortal eye can 
see nor ear hear. 

May Thy holy powers of renewal be 
felt in every heart. And may all that is 
withered and blighted in us be morally 
and spiritually restored. Send us forth 
with serenity and calm to meet an agi- 
tated world with an unruffled kindness 
that is strength and an inner candor 
which is the courage of the soul. In the 
dear Redeemer’s name. Amen, 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. MCFARLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes- 
day, July 11, 1951, was dispensed with, 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

On request of Mr. MCFARLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. McCarran was 
excused from attendance on the ses- 
sions of the Senate for the next 10 days 
on Official business. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 

. Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators be 
permitted to transact routine business, 
without debate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO FEDERAL SEED ACT 


A letter from the Secretary of Agriculture, 
transmitting proposed amendments to the 
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Federal Seed Act (53 Stat. 1275) (with an ac- 
companying paper); to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 


SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN 
ALIENS 


letter from the Attorney General, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, copies of the or- 
ders of the Commissioner of Immigration 
and Naturalization suspending deportation 
of certain aliens, together with a detailed 
statement of the facts and pertinent pro- 
visions of law as to each alien, and the rea- 
sons for ordering such suspension (with ac- 
companying papers); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 


SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF ALIZNS— 
WITHDRAWAL or NAME 


A letter from the Attorney General, with- 
drawing the name of Jessie Nowell Hoover 
from a report relating to aliens whose de- 
portation was suspended more than 6 months 
ago, transmitted to the Senate on June 1, 
1951; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


TEMPORARY ADMISSION INTO UNITED STATES OF 
CERTAIN DISPLACED PERSONS 


A letter from the Attorney General, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a copy of an order 
of the Acting Commissioner of tion 
and Naturalization, dated November 16, 1950, 
authorizing the temporary admission into 
the United States of displaced persons, to- 
gether with a list furnishing detailed infor- 
mation as to each individual (with accom- 
panying papers); to the Committee on the 
Judiciàry. 


GRANTING OF STATUS OF PERMANENT RESTOENCE 
TO CERTAIN ALIENS 


A letter from the Attorney General, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, copies of the or- 
ders of the Commissioner of Immigration 
and Naturalization granting the application 
for permanent residence filed by certain 
aliens, together with a detailed statement of 
the facts and pertinent provisions of law 
as to each alien, and the reasons for grant- 
ing such applications (with accompanying 
papers); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


REPORT ON PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS, CHIL 
DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION 


A letter from the Administrator, Federal 
Civil Defense Administration, Washington, 
D. C., reporting, pursuant to law, on proper- 
ty acquisitions by the Administration, for 
the quarter ended March 31, 1951; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 


PETITIONS 


Petitions were laid before the Senate 
and referred as indicated: 

By the VICE PRESIDENT: 

A resolution adopted by the board of di- 
rectors of the Four Hundred and Forty-sec- 
ond Veterans Club, Honolulu, T. H., relat- 
ing to.the differential in pay between Fed- 
eral employees in Hawaii and those of con- 
tinental United States, as contained in the 
agricultural appropriations bill for 1952; to 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

A resolution adopted by the Seattle-King 
County (Wash.) Chapter of Americans for 
Democratic Action, relating to price controls 
and inflation; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

A letter in the nature of a petition from 
the American Newspaper Guild, New York, 
N. Y., embodying a resolution, relating to 
housing, health, social security, and so forth; 
ordered to lie on the table. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 
were submitted: > 
By Mr. PASTORE, from the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service: 


S. 832. A bill to reduce the annual leave 
of Federal officers and employees to 15 days 
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during the continuance of the existing na- 
tional emergency, and for other purposes; 
with amendments (Rept. No. 546). 


FURTHER RESEARCH AND CONTROL OF 
SEA LAMPREYS OF THE GREAT LAKES 
AREA—REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 


Mr. BRICKER, from the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, sub- 
mitted a report (No. 545) on the bill 
(H. R. 2995) to amend the joint resolu- 
tion of August 8, 1946, as amended, with 
respect to appropriations authorized for 
the conduct of investigations and studies 
thereunder, which had heretofore been 
reported from that committee. 


TEMPORARY NATIONAL COMMISSION ON 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS— 
REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 


Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments, it is a source of 
particular gratification to me to report 
favorably, with amendments, the bill (S. 
1146) to establish a temporary National 
Commission on Intergovernmental Re- 
lations, and I submit a report (No. 544) 
thereon. I ask unanimous consent that 
I may be permitted to address the Senate 
fo: 3 minutes in connection with the bill 
and the report. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report 
will be received, and the bill will be 
placed on the calendar; and, without ob- 
jection, the Senator from Maryland may 
proceed, 

Mr. O’CONOR. Mr. President, this 
bill proposes to set up a temporary bi- 
partisan Commission on Intergovern- 
mental Relations. With a single ex- 
ception, it is directly in line with the 
recommendations in the closing volume 
of the reports 2 years ago by the Hoover 
Commission, i. e., the Commission on Re- 
organization of the Executive Branch of 
the Government. 

The single exception is that the Hoover 
Commission urged a permanent agency 
to study the various and complex prob- 
lems of intergovernmental relations, in- 
stead of the temporary body proposed in 
S. 1146. In theory we can agree with the 
idea of a permanent Commission. But 
there are valid reasons for the temporary 
approach which the bill proposes. And, 
while the Commission is made temporary 
at this time, the way is cleared for perma- 
nent status if the Congress later de- 
cides that this is advisable. 

Much discussion has been held in re- 
cent years as to the benefits to be 
achieved through integration of the ac- 
tivities of Government at various levels, 
Preliminary studies made during the 
Eighty-first session of the Congress 
pointed up clearly the opportunity, and 
the real need, for cooperative action in 
the field of Government to avoid over- 
lapping and duplication of activities and 
to eliminate thereby much of the waste 
and excess governmental costs resulting 
therefrom. 

It is highly necessary, however, that 
the discussions in this field be brought 
down from the clouds of generalities 
and translated into definite programs of 
constitutional amendments, or statutory 
changes or administrative modifications 
at the three levels of government—Fed- 
eral, State and local. 

Furthermore, it will be necessary to 
progress beyond the present tug of war 
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between the attitudes of the various 
groups in the interest of a proper solu- 
tion and the development of a specific- 
action program. Various legislative pro- 
posals have been advanced toward the 
solution of these intergovernmental 
problems but conflicting interests, some 
of them generated by fears that proposed 
establishment of such a Commission was 
aimed at some current Federal-State 
cooperative programs have made real 
progress impossible, 

It is my belief that S. 1146, as 
amended, will afford a starting point in 
this intergovernmental study through 
which conflicting views can be resolved. 
I speak on the basis of many years of 
interested work on the problem, first as 
an interested citizen, then as Governor 
of my State of Maryland, and in recent 
years at the Federal level as a Senator. 
Several years ago I served as chairman 
of the Governors’ Conference and at- 
tended the hearings of many interested 
persons and groups at different parts of 
the country trying to put together a 
solution for this problem. 

I need hardly emphasize to the Sen- 
ate, with its distinguished complement 
of governors and mayors of cities, the 
existing difficult intergovernmental prob- 
lem of tax immunities and of com- 
petition for the limited sources of rev- 
enue which are available to all the levels 
of government to pay for the services 
being rendered the people of this coun- 
try. Then there are many functions of 
government where Federal grants-in- 
aid support highway construction, hospi- 
tals, research, and social-security pro- 
grams to mention only a few items. 
These are just a few scattered aspects 
of the general problem of intergovern- 
mental relations. 

We need the kind of agency which the 
Hoover Commission has urged upon us 
to assemble the over-all facts and to 
suggest policies and programs which 
will help us guide the many changing 
and developing aspects of intergovern- 
mental relations, 

In asking for favorable action on 
S. 1146 in the Congress, I am happy to 
announce that 34 of the cosponsors who 
have introduced three other Senate pro- 
posals at this session—S. 437 by the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICK- 
son], S. 487 by the Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. Bricker], and S. 836 by the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY ]— 
have rallied as cosponsors behind the 
Hoover Commission bill which I have the 
privilege of reporting today. 

Briefly, S. 1146 calls for a temporary 
bipartisan commission of 12 members, 
of which one group of 4 is to be desig- 
nated by the President of the United 
States, another group of 4 by the Presi- 
dent of the Senate, and 4 by the Speaker 
of the House. Of each group of 4, two 
are to be from the official branch repre- 
sented by the appointing officers, and 
two are to be from private life. The 
bill provides that not more than two 
of each four may be from one major 
political party. 

A committee amendment added to 
S. 1146 also provides an agreement on 
the important question of not having too 
big and cumbersome a commission to 
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produce results, and yet somehow weav- 
ing in the contributions of many different 
groups interested in and affected by the 
intergovernmental problems of present- 
day government. The amendment spe- 
cifies that the Commission shall con- 
sult either directly, or in advisory com- 
mittees which it may set up, with repre- 
sentatives of labor, industry, commerce, 
State, and local governments, taxpayers, 
and any other interested organizations. 
Let me emphasize again that the way is 
cleared for permanent status if the Con- 
gress eventually so decides. The method 
of bringing this about calls for the Com- 
mission not only to issue such interim 
reports as it sees fit, but to bring out 
by the end of next calendar year, 1952, 
a comprehensive general report on its 
activities and findings. This report will 
be the primary basis for decision by the 
newly elected Congress which will con- 
vene at the beginning of calendar 1953 
as to whether the Commission is to be 
continued. If the Congress so decides 
before the expiration date of the Com- 
mission on March 31, 1953, as fixed in 
S. 1146, the Commission can be con- 
tinued without interruption of member- 
ship or staff. Otherwise the Commission 
will pass out of the picture, though I 
am sure the problem will be forced back 
in again in some form in the not very 
distant future. : 

Mr. President, I hope very much that 
in view of the overwhelming support 
for legislation of this sort the bill will 
not be subjected to the objections that 
have held up progress in the past. I 
would ask of any Senators who may have 
in mind objecting that I be given an 
opportunity to study in advance the basis 
of the objection in an effurt to work out 
a solution. 

There are 34 Senators who desire to be 
listed 2s cosponsors of the bill, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill I have 
reported carry the names of the 34 Sen- 
ators, whose names are: Mr. MCCARTHY, 
Mr. Auczx Mr. Tart, Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. 
BRD, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
LonceE, Mr. Ives, Mr. Toyz, Mr. KEFAUVER, 
Mr. Douctas, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. BENTON, 
Mr. Durr, Mr. SaLTONSTALL, Mr. DIRK- 
SEN, Mr. HENDRICKSON, Mr. MCCLELLAN, 
Mr. Hoey, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. MoN- 
RONEY, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. Moopy, Mr. 
MvunDT, Mrs. Smite of Maine, Mr. 
ScCHOEPPEL, Mr. DworsHak, Mr. NIXON, 
Mr. BRIDGES, Mr. Tobey, Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. Hunt, and 
Mr. CARLSON. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Maryland? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON subsequently 
said: Mr. President, earlier today the 
distinguished senior Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. O’Concr] reported from the 
Committee on Expenditures in the Exec- 
utive Departments a bill to establish a 
temporary National Coramission on In- 
tergovernmental Relations. That bill, 
Senate bill 1146, is not a new proposal 
to the Senate, as the committee report 
will disclose. The bill should receive 
both early and favorable consideration 
at the aands of this body. 
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I shall not detain the Senate at this 
late hour by discussing the details of the 
bill or by going into detail in regard 
to its most noteworthy objectives. How- 
ever, as the author of one of its counter- 
parts and as a sponsor in chief of the 
bill itself, I wish the Recorp to show that 
I commend the distinguished senior 
Senator from Maryland for his able and 
sincere labors on this measure. 

It is indeed gratifying to me to see 
one of my own efforts take on all the 
appearances of fulfillment and realiza- 
tion. 

Since the time when I entered upon 
my duties as a Member of this body, 
I have endeavored to secure the enact- 
ment into law of the basic principles em- 
bodied in Senate bill 1146. Indeed, my 
own bill, Senate hill 810, of the Eighty- 
first Congress, and Senate bill 437, of this 
Congress, vary little from the version 
reported today by the able Senator from 
Maryland. 

Mr. President, I deem it a distinct 
honor to be associated as a cosponsor 
in this very worth-while effort. 

I shall have more to say about the 
bill when it is reached during the call 
of the calendar. Meanwhile, I hope 
that every Member of the Senate will 
prepare himself to support this neasure 
enthusiastically, as a result of a thorough 
study of its objectives. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PERSON- 
NEL AND FUNDS 


Pursuant to Senate Resolution 123, 
Eightieth Congress, first session, the fol- 
lowing reports were received by the Sec- 
retary of the Senate: 

Juty 12, 1951. 
Report OF COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN 
THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and its 
subcommittees for the period from January 
1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with the 
funds available to and expended by it and 
its subcommittees: 


Rate of 
Total 
Name and profession Biss poly 
lary received 


Wair. g Reynolds, chief clerk.. 
aa . Grickis, assistant chief 


-|$10, 846. 00 88, 422. 98 
6, 066. 23| 3, 033. 06 
4. 328. 19 1, 262.38 


Malle Jo Bushes (Mrs,) (Jan, 1 to 
185 15), clerical assistant. 
Emily I. 3 (Ars. Ms 3 


assistan ---| 4,415.10) 2, 207.52 
Velda Blanche Holde rical 
CCC 4. 415. 10 2, 207. 52 


Ray Barne 
Katharine Ellis rs.) (from 

Apr. 16), clerical assista: ant — 
Glenn K. Shriver, 


4. 154.38] 2 001.11 
901. 70 


professional 


Thomas A. Sappington (Jan, 1 to 
Feb. 15), professional staf! mem- 
Eli E. Nobleman (from Feb. 16), 

professional staff member 9, 434. 35 3, 537. 85 


Funds suthorized or ap ro . ſor com- 
mittee expenditure 8. 
Amount epended—— 


Balance unexpended 


JOHN L. MCCLELLAN, 
Chairman. 
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JuLy 12, 1951. 
REPORT OF COMMITTEE CN EXPENDITURES IN 
THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON RELATIONS WITH INTERNA- 
TIONAL ORGANIZATIONS (S. RES. 205) 
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and its 
subcommittees for the period from January 
1, 1951, to February 15, 1951, together with 
the funds available to and expended by it and 
its subcommittees: 


Name and profession 


$0, 019. 80 81, 127, 44 
541.02 


Total funds authorized or appropriateed for 
subcommittee expenditure under 8, Res. 
205, 81st Congress $18, 000. 00 


Total amount expended under S. Res. 205, 
Gist Congress. = 235 25o si ces 


HERBET R. O'CONOR, 
Chairman, Subcommittee, 


JuLy 12, 1951. 


REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN 
THE FXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON REORGANIZATION (S. RES. 54) 

To the SECRETARY oF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, progession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and its 
subcommittees for the period from February 
1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with the 
funds available to and expended by it and 
its subcommittees: 


Name and profession 


Katharine M. Ellis — Feb. 
eon to aul, Bt 15), secretary. ........ 
ee Ir. Gar. 1 to 15), 


pea Gere: . Galloway (Library 
of Con; reimbursed for salary) 
(Feb, 1 to June 30), consultant. 10, 846.00) 4, 495.16 


Funds authorized or appropriated for sub- 
committee expenditure under S. Res. 54, 
JI Re a $19, 000, 00 

5 791.16 


Balance unexpended 13, 208. 84 


JOHN L. MCCLELLAN, 
HERBERT R. O'CONOR, 
Chairman, Subcommittee. 


JULY 12, 1951. 
REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN 
THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELA- 
TIONS (S. RES. 205) 
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and its 
subcommittees for the period from January 
1, 1951, to February 15, 1951, tcgether with 
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the funds available to and expended by it 
and its subcommittees: 


Name and profession 


Paul H. Menk, Jr., staff member. -] $9,932, 07/$1, 655. 33 
Zonin E. B. Terry Jan. 3 to 15), 


Dr G 15), 8 Galery i. — 317, 22 
eorge wa 
of Congress, rei — for val 

ary) (Jan. 1 to 31), consultant 10,750, 895. 83 


Total funds authorized or appropri = 
subcommittee expenditure under Res, 


Balance unexpended_.....--..-------.- 


JoHN L. MCCLELLAN. 
HuserrT H. HUMPHREY, 
Chairman. 


JvLY 12, 1951. 


REPORT OF SENATE INVESTIGATIONS SUBCOM- 
MITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON EXPENDITURES 
IN THE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS (S. RES. 51) 

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
a to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and its 
subcommittees for the period from January 
1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with the 
funds available to and expended by it and 
its subcommittees: 


Anderson, Edith H., assistant clerk 
(from Jan. 


— ta 
invest —— Mar. . — 
East ary B.. assistant clerk 
(from Apr. 11 to May 5) 
lanagan, Fran 


chief counsel. 
aa Powel J. , chief assistant 


Kenny, Laacilie O., assistant clerk.. 
Lee, preg Nae {record clerk (to Pcb. 2 2). 
A., assistant counsel 


(from Mar. 14) 


Myers, * 
clerk 


Chairman, 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. KNOWLAND: 

S. 1846. A bill for the relief of Misako Wa- 
tanabe and her daughter, Irene Terumi; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary, 

By Mr. MUNDT: 
S. 1847. A bill for expediture of funds for 
with the public-school board at 
Sisseton, S. Dak., for the extension of pub- 
lic-school facilities to be available to all 
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Indian children in the district; to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
By Mr. FREAR (by request): 

S. 1848. A bill to provide, in the event of 
hostile or warlike action against the United 
States, for the restoration and rehabilitation 
of community facilities and services, and 
industrial facilities; for aid to civilians in 
distress; for the payment of indemnities for 
damage to or loss of property; and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 


INCREASED COMPENSATION AND PEN- 
SION FOR VETERANS—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I submit 
for appropriate reference amendments 
intended to be proposed by me to the 
bill (H. R. 4394) to provide certain in- 
creases in the monthly rates of compen- 
sation and pension payable to veterans 
and their dependents, and for other pur- 
poses, and I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the Recor at this point 
in my remarks, a very short explanatory 
statement which I have prepared; con- 
cerning the amendments. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ments will be received, printed, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Finance; 
and, without objection, the explanatory 
statement presented by the Senator from 
New York will be printed in the Recorp. 

The statement is as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR Ives 


The simple purpose of the amendments is 
to place veterans of the Spanish-American 
War on equal footing with men who served 
in either the First or Second World War. 

H. R. 4394 grants approximately a 5-percent 
increase in pensions to veterans of World 
Wars I and II and their dependents, 
Through some oversight veterans of the 
Spanish-American War were not included in 
the bill. The amendments would rectify 
that oversight. 

Surely no one intends to favor the vet- 
erans of one war over those of another. In 
all wars men risk their lives and property 
for their country and its ideals. In partial 
recognition of this fact the Government 
grants pensions to those who fought. - Some 
adjustment in pensions has been made nec- 
essary by the recent rise in price levels. 
These price level rises certainly have affected 
veterans and dependents of veterans of the 
Spanish-American War as much as any other 
group. 

Therefore equity demands that Spanish- 
American War veterans be included in this 
bill. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Appen- 
dix, as follows: 

By Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska: 

Resolution adopted by the Board of Di- 
rectors of the Nebraska Small-Business Men's 
Association on June 15, 1951, regarding the 
interference of Government in private busi- 
ness. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY: 

Article entitled “Salvaging the Medical 
Care of Veterans,” written by Arthur Krock, 
and 3 m New York Times of July 
12,1 


A RULE OF RELEVANCY IN SENATE 
DEBATE 


Mr. IVES. Mr. President, on June 21, 
1951, the junior Senator from New Jer- 
sey [Mr. Henpricxson] submitted Senate 
Resolution 158, amending Rule 10 of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate. The 


1951 


amendment would merely add the words 
“A Senator, upon being recognized, shall 
confine himself to the question under 
debate.” 

The problem to which this amend- 
ment is directed is vitally important. 
Reasons for its early consideration are 
cogently set forth in an editorial which 
appeared in the Washington Post on July 
10, 1951, and I ask unanimous consent 
that this editorial be inserted in the body 
of the Recorp at this point in my re- 
marks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

CROOKED STICK 


Why is Congress so pathetically behind in 
its work? To catalog all the answers would 
require a long piece, but some of the most 
glaring reasons are being emphasized by the 
legislators themselves. Not long ago Senator 
HENDRICKSON chided his colleagues for their 
apalling waste of time through irrelevant 
debate. “I am not half so concerned about 
the semiannual filibuster,” he said, “as I 
am about the almost daily flights into ir- 
relevancy which carry us far afield from the 
superabundant work we have to do. * * * 
The inefficiency of this body simply does 
not comport with the traditional efficiency 
that so typifies America. * * * We move, 
all right, but in so many different directions 
that forward progress is often indiscernible.” 

Senator HENDRICKSON introduced a resolu- 
tion designed, as he said, to put a stop to 
80 years of rambling.” It would simply re- 
quire a Senator enjoying the privilege of 
the floor to confine himself to the question 
under debate. If approved and enforced, it 
would bring about a revolution in the Sen- 
ate. Every year it would save weeks of val- 
uable time and greatly enhance the prestige 
of the Senate in the minds of the people. 

Despite the heavy pressure on the present 
Congress, an enormous amount of time has 
also gone into the enactment of private bills, 
The daily digest of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on July 2 shows that Congress has enacted 
in its present session (up to June 30) 132 
private bills and only 70 public bills. In 
1946 Congress was so concerned about frit- 
tering away its time on trivialities that it 
forbade the introduction of certain types of 
private bills. This reform has undoubtedly 
paid dividends, but the flow of private bills 
is still enormous. Chairman CELLER of the 
House Judiciary Committee recently told the 
Senate Committee on Expenditures that a 
total of 1,514 private claims, immigration 
and naturalization bills had been submitted 
to his committee in 54% months. Public bills 
and resolutions going to the same committee 
totaled less than one third that figure. 

Some of these private bills are important. 
To ignore them completely would give rise 
to grave injustices. Yet the Congress which 
must shape national and international poli- 
cies and authorize the spending of $70,000,- 
000,000 or more cannot give much time to 
private law-making without grossly neglect- 
ing its principal function. Some reformers 
believe that all claims against the Govern- 
ment and all special exemptions from the 
letter of the immigration and naturalization 
laws should be handled by administrative 
agencies. Representative CELLER has sug- 
gested a joint congressional committee, with 
an adequate staff of experts, to pass upon all 
sorts of private bills. 

Whichever is preferred, it seems to us im- 
perative that some means be adopted to con- 
serve the time of Congress for its major tasks 
of policy-making. Instead of trying to plow 
more furiously with its crooked stick, it is 
about time for Congress to adapt its ma- 
chinery and methods to the enormous tasks 
before it. 
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INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 3790) making appro- 
priations for the Department of the In- 
terior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1952, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the next committee amend- 
ment passed over. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 18, 
line 2, it is proposed to strike out “$4,- 
000,000” and insert “$4,600,000, of which 
not to exceed $3,163,396 shall be available 
for personal services, and.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, at the 
request of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Warkins], who is detained, I ask that 
that amendment go over, and that it be 
considered immediately after the Sen- 
ate has considered the next committee 
amendment which will be taken up. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the amendment will be tempo- 
rarily passed over. The clerk will state 
the next committee amendment passed 
over. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 18, 
line 4, after the word “which”, it is pro- 
posed to strike out “$3,500,000” and in- 
sert “$3,903,500.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. I ask that that amend- 
ment also be passed over temporarily. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Arizona has asked that the com- 
mittee amendment just stated be tempo- 
rarily passed over. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Hayden McKellar 
Anderson Hendrickson Millikin 
Bennett Hennings Monroney 
Bricker Hill Moody 
Bridges Hoey Morse 
Butler, Md. Holland Mundt 
Butler, Nebr. Humphrey Neely 
Byrd Hunt Nixon 
Cain Ives O Conor 
Capehart Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney 
Carlson Johnson, Tex, Pastore 
Case Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Chavez Kem Russell 
Clements Kerr Saltonstall 
Cordon Kilgore Schoeppel 
Dirksen Knowland Smith, Maine 
Douglas Langer Stennis 
Duff Lehman Taft 
Dworshak Lodge Thye 
Eastland Long Underwood 
Ecton Magnuson Watkins 
Ellender Malone Welker 
Ferguson Maybank Wherry 
Frear McCarthy Williams 
Fulbright McClellan Young 
George McFarland 

Mr JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 


that the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
BENTON] and the Senator from Tennes- 
see [Mr. KEFAUVER] are absent on official 
business. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. Con- 
NALLY] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. Green], the Senator from Connecti- 
cut [Mr. McManon], and the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are ab- 
sent by leave of the Senate on off 01 
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business of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc- 
Carran] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. Mur- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate on 
official business, having been appointed 
a representative of our Government to 
attend the International Labor Confer- 
ence being held in Geneva, Switzerland. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH- 
ERS! is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
SMITH] is absent on official committee 
business. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN- 
NER] is absent on official business of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. Brew- 
STER], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICK- 
ENLOOPER], the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. SMITH] and the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. WILEY] are absent by leave 
of the Senate on official business of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin} is absent by leave of the Senate, 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. ToBey] is absent on official business 
of the Committee on Crime Investiga- 
tion. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
present. The clerk will state the next 
committee amendment passed over. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 
18, line 21, it is proposed to strike out the 
numeral “$197,000,000” and insert “$208,- 
344,450, of which not to exceed $29,160,- 
408 shall be available for personal serv- 
ices, and.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The secre- 
tary will state the amendment hereto- 
fore proposed by the Senator from Ari- 
zona [Mr. HAYDEN] as a substitute 
for the committee amendment, as 
amended. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 18, 
line 21, in lieu of the matter proposed to 
be inserted by the committee amend- 
ment, it is proposed to insert the follow- 
ing: “$220,561,450, of which not to ex- 
ceed $29,160,408 shall be available for 
personal services and.” 

On page 18, line 23, in lieu of the figure 
“$28,972,650” it is proposed to insert 
833,896,650.“ 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That amend- 
ment was offered on the 5th of July. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr, President, the 
purpose of the amendment to the com- 
mittee amendment is to increase the 
amount allowed by the Committee on 
Appropriations for new projects, eight in 
number, and to include an item relating 
to the operation and maintenance of the 
All-American Canal, amounting to $191,- 
000, in accordance with the agreement 
with the Senator from California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Do I understand 
that the Senator is tying the two items 
together? Since the All-American Canal 
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item does not call for an increase, and 
inasmuch as a similar amount is being 
deducted from another portion of the 
pill, I believe it would be better to get 
an agreement that the $191,000 item be 
not tied in with the increase, which is an 
entirely different situation. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator from 
California and I discussed the matter. 
I should like to inquire of the Chair 
whether the amendment offered by the 
Senator from California, increasing the 
amount in the bill by $191,000, was 
adopted by the Senate. 

The VICE PRESICENT. The Chair 
recalls that the Senator from Arizona 
asked unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ator from California be permitted to 
offer such an amendment. It was of- 
fered and agreed to. The amendment 
was at page 18, line 21. 

Mr. HAYDEN. If that is the case, the 
matter has already been attended to. 

Then, Mr. President, I modify my sub- 
stitute amendment to the committee 
amendment as amended by reducing it 
by $191,000. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor’s substitute amendment to the com- 
mittee amendment as amended will be 
modified accordingly. A 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes; by reducing the 
amount by $191,000. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr, President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state it. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I have an amend- 
ment to reduce the item of $208,344,450 
in the committee amendment to $198,- 
000,000. Will the amendment of the 
Senator from Arizona to the committee 
amendment as amended, if either adopt- 
ed or rejected, bar the offering of my 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If the 
amendment of the Senator from Ari- 
zona were defeated, it would not bar the 
offering of the amendment of the Sen- 
ator from Michigan to the committee 
amendment as amended; but if it were 
agreed to, the amendment of the Sena- 
tor from Michigan might be barred. In 
other words, if the substitute amend- 
ment of the Senator from Arizona to 
the committee amendment as amended 
is agreed to, no amendment to it would 
then be in order. 

Mr, HAYDEN. Of course, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that will be the case if the substi- 
tute which I am offering is agreed to. 

Mr, FERGUSON. I understand that. 
As I understand, the substitute would 
add eight other items which should not 
necessarily prevent an attempt to re- 
duce the amount of an item which is al- 
ready in the bill. That is my point. 

Mr. HAYDEN. First we shall vote on 
the question of increasing the amount. 
If that attempt is defeated, then a mo- 
tion to reduce the amount would be in 
order. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, in- 
asmuch as the Senator from Arizona 
wishes to add a certain amount in order 
to cover eight new projects, my question 
is whether the substitute amendment of 
the Senator from Arizona, if adopted, 
would prevent the offering of an amend- 
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ment to reduce the amount already car- 
ried in the committee amendment for 
another project. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If the 
amendment of the Senator from Arizona 
to the committee amendment as 
amended is agreed to, thus placing in 
the bill an amount relating to eight other 
projects, or even if no new projects were 
affected, that would end the matter; no 
further amendments to that committee 
amendment would be in order. 

Mr. FERGUSON. But if the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Arizona to the 
committee amendment as amended is 
rejected, then the committee amend- 
ment as amended will still be open to 
amendment, by way of a reduction or an 
increase inthe amount. Is that correct? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If the 
amendment of the Senator from Arizona 
to the committee amendment as 
amended is rejected, the committee 
amendment as amended will revert to its 
present status quo and will be open to 
further amendment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? / 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. With further ref- 
erence to the amendment on page 18, 
which I understand has been amended to 
take care of the All-American Canal 
amount of $191,000, along with that, and 
simultaneous with it, could we obtain 
unanimous consent to reduce the amount 
in the other section? 

Mr. HAYDEN. That was done, 

Mr. KNOWLAND. It was done? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wanted to be 
sure that the increase occurred in one 
place and a reduction occurred in the 
other. 

Mr. HAYDEN, Inasmuch as all the 
figures will have to go to conference, I 
do not think it is especially important 
one way or another at this time. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. No; except the 
amount will have to come out of the op- 
eration and maintenance fund and the 
Colorado River Dam construction fund. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The point is that if 
the matter is covered by our action here, 
when the bill is taken to conference, 
ence the conference report is prepared 
there will be no question about it. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. CAIN. I wish to inquire whether 
the Senator's modified substitute amend- 
ment to the committee amendment as 
amended includes the Kennewick divi- 
zon of the Yakima project, in Washing- 

on. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I was about to state 
what the projects are: The Solano proj- 
ect, in California, $2,500,000. That proj- 
ect will be largely paid for. The greater 
part of the repayment will be made by 
the city of Vallejo and other cities ad- 
jacent to the Mare Island Navy Yard, 
which now are in desperate need for 
water, They have contracts for their 
water supply; and if there were no pros- 
pect of obtaining water from this source, 
which is a reservoir on a tributary of the 
Sacramento. River, conveying it down 
through the irrigable lands and then 
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to the cities where the bulk of the water 
will be used, the project would never be 
undertaken, because the cities would be 
compelled to go directly to the Sacra- 
mento River to get their water supply; 
and once they obtained it, this project 
would no longer be feasible. 

The next project is the Palisades proj- 
ect, in Idaho, $2,500,000. The Federal 
Government has already expended $3,- 
000,000 on that project. The town site 
has been leveled, and buildings are 
there, ready for the construction. A 
highway is necessary in order to reach 
the dam site. This project is primarily 
a power project, The need for the power 
has been certified by the Defense Elec- 
trical Administration, which has certi- 
fied that the power will be needed in 
the area because of the great atomic 
development and other developments in 
that area. Once the defense emergency 
is over, this project will be very valuable 
for water-supply purposes. 

Mr. McFARLAND, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I do not regard 
the Palisades project as entirely a new 
one. It is partly for supplemental water, 
and it is rounding out an irrigation 
project. Certainly it should be com- 
pleted. I think money will be lost if we 
do not complete it. 

Mr. HAYDEN, I do not think there 
can be any doubt about that. 

Mr, President, let me inquire whether 
the Senator from Idaho wishes to ask a 
question at this point. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
would suggest to the Senator from Ari- 
zona that we are operating under a 15- 
minute limitation, and the Senator's 
time is about to expire, 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, HAYDEN. I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, as late 
as December of last year Defense Mobili- 
zation Director Wilson said: 

There is today enough power to meet the 
present needs, with a safe reserve margin. 
There will continue to be enough power to 
meet anticipated needs if the equipment 
now on order and planned by the electrical 
industry is built and installed as scheduled, 
despite a shift to a partial war economy. 


So the power is there. Equipment is 
needed; but the availability of the equip- 
ment will depend in part upon the ayail- 
ability of materials. 

Therefore, I cannot see any persuasive 
cause for adding new projects, notwith- 
standing the fact that emphasis will he 
placed upon irrigation purposes when the 
power needs diminish as a result of what- 
ever may happen in the war picture. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, let me 
state to the Senator from Illinois that 
there is a special certification with re- 
spect to this project, and I hope the Sen- 
ator from Idaho will place the certifica- 
tion in the Recorp. 

Mr. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me for 1 minute? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. WELKER. I should like to inform 
the distinguished Senator from Ilinois, 
my able friend, of the fact that there is 
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definitely an acute power shortage at 
the atomic-energy installation at Arco, 
Idaho, and that was the reason why the 
Defense Electrical Administration certi- 
fied this project as being a much-needed 
one. 

For the Senator’s information, let me 
say further that the city of Idaho Falls, 
which is closely related in distance to the 
Palisades project, is now spending $150,- 
000 a year to an out-of-State concern to 
obtain electrical enerzy for the lights of 
the city, which has almost nine-tenths 
of the new inhabitants who have been 
brought into the State of Idaho by virtue 
of the giant atomic-energy project at 
Arco, Idaho. 

Briefly to show the shortage of elec- 
trical energy in the State of Idaho at 
this very moment, let me say that just a 
few weeks ago the Monsanto Chemical 
Co. was interested in opening a plant in 
the State of Idaho to develop some very 
technical .chemical processes. Before 
the Monsanto company would make that 
move into Idaho it was necessary for us 
to negotiate a contract with the Utah 
Power Co., an out-of-State corporation, 
so that it could channel and wheel power 
into the southern portion of the State of 
Idaho, only a few miles from the Pali- 
sades project. 

Mr, HAYDEN. I thank the Senator 
from Idaho. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, let me 
inquire how much time remains to me. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Only 2 
minutes. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Then let me state 
briefly that the next item is for $1,174,- 
000 for the Kennewick division of the 
Yakima project, in Washington, which is 
not a new project, but is merely a unit 
of an existing project. 

Then there is the Riverton project, in 
Wyoming, calling for $250,000 to build 
a canal in connection with an existing 
project, in order to irrigate about 30,000 
acres of land. 

In the Missouri River Basin, the lower 
Marias unit in Montana is a project for 
which Congress appropriated money last 
year with which to begin construction. 
The money was impounded by the Bu- 
reau of the Budget. The same is true 
of the Jamestown unit in North Dakota, 
where a city has been flooded. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield 1 minute to me to make 
a unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield 1 minute to the 
Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. YOUNG, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have inserted in the Recorp at 
this point a statement I had intended 
to make on the Jamestown unit. I 
should like to say that that unit, under 
the Pick-Sloan plan, was originally an 
Army engineers’ project, which was 
transferred to the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion 2 years ago. I feel that it is in ex- 
actly the same category with Army engi- 
neer projects, and that, if we eliminate 
the appropriation to start this project, 
then we should also do the same in re- 
gard to all so-called new-start projects 
under the Army engineers. 
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There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT By SENATOR YOUNG 


The No. 1 water development project 
which the State water conservation com- 
mission and the Governor of my State are 
desirous should next be placed under early 
construction is the dam and reservoir unit 
at Jamestown, N. Dak. North Dakota’s last 
legislative assembly passed a resolution 
strongly urging and requesting Congress to 
make funds available for the early con- 
struction of this project. 

Personally, I deem it of the utmost im- 
portance that construction be started on 
this unit of the Missouri-Souris division of 
the great Missouri River Basin plan. It is 
for this reason that I am speaking in behalf 
of the amendment of the Senator from Ari- 
zona [Mr. HaypEn] which will provide funds 
for starting construction on the Jamestown 
Dam and the other projects listed. 

This dam would be located about a mile 
and one-half upstream from the city of 
Jamestcwn on the James River, an eastern 
tributary of the Missouri River. The 
James River rises in east central North Da- 
kota, flows in a southerly direction a dis- 
tance of 710 miles, and enters the Missouri 
River near Yankton, S. Dak. 

During the last 8 years the James River 
Basin has suffered four serious floods, two 
of which occurred last year. The damage 
from the flooding in the Jamestown area in 
1950 was estimated by the State engineer 
at $2,245,000. This amount is almost one- 
half of the estimated cost of the dam 
proper. 

Although the project would serve as flood 
protection works for both urban and rural 
areas, it would also provide storage for irriga- 
tion water and help regulate stream flow for 
municipal and domestic water supply and 
navigation. 

The Jamestown Dam and Reservoir has 
already been authorized for construction by 
the Congress. 

Although no power plant fucilities will be 
constructed at the Jamestown Dam, its con- 
struction will permit a reduction of 12,000 
acre-feet in the diversion from the Missouri 
River for irrigation pur This means 
that the 12,000 acre-feet would continue, as 
it does now, to fow down the Missouri River 
through the main stem dams to generate 
power. This water savings feature will also 
permit smaller pumping plants to be pro- 
vided for the irrigation diversions and 
smaller canals later to be used when the 
irrigation works are developed. 

This dam and reservoir are needed now to 
corral the unruly James River and to serve 
as an integral part of the ultimate and 
likewise already authorized irrigation proj- 
ect which is to come along there within a 
few years. 

A few years ago, I think it was in the fiscal 
year 1948, when the Missouri itself had a 
major flood, the Congress authorized the 
Bureau of Reclamation to start construction 
of 13 tributary dams which were multiple- 
purpose in character, just like the James- 
town Dam, with the understanding that they 
would serve for flood- control purposes 
initially and would later serve the irrigation 
purposes when irrigation works are de- 
veloped. The 13 dams which the Congress 
has already provided for on this basis are: 
Boysen and Keyhole Dams in Wyoming; 
Moorhead Dam in Montana; Shadehill and 
Bixby Dams in South Dakota; Cannonball, 
Heart Butte, and Dickinson Dams in North 
Dakota; Bonny Dam and Narrows Dam in 
Colorado; Trenton and Enders Dams in Ne- 
braska; and Cedar Bluff Dam in Kansas. 

Many of those dams are now either com- 
pleted or are nearing completion, but none 
of them protects any James River area. 
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In the appropriation for fiscal year 1951, 
$750,000 was provided by Congress for this 
worthy project to start construction work 
at the earliest possible date. These funds 
were later impounded by the Bureau of the 
Budget under section 1214 of the appropria- 
tion act. 

We want to proceed with the Jamestown 
Dam on a similar basis. There is precedent 
for this; there is need for it; the project is 
already authorized by the Congress; funds 
have previously been appropriated for it; 
and I hope that the Senate will adopt the 
pending amendment which includes the 
Jamestown Dam along with the other im- 
portant new starts mentioned therein. 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I won- 
der whether Senators opposing the 
amendment could use some of their 
time. They have not used any of it as 
yet. Will they be so courteous as to use 
some of their time? 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Arizona has expired. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Perhaps the Senator 
from Kansas can obtain time from the 
Senator from Michigan. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
cannot recognize any Senators except 
Senators to whom time is yielded by 
those in control of the time. 

Mr. FERGUSON. How much time 
does the Senator from Kansas desire? 

Mr. CARLSON. I should appreciate 
it if the Senator from Michigan will 
yield me 2 minutes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield the Senator 
2 minutes. 

Mr. CARLSON. In view of the fact 
that the section with which we are now 
dealing has to do with the reclamation 
projects of the great West, I want to 
deal especially with the Missouri River 
Basin. There are projects in this bill 
which are listed in both class A and 
class B. 

It so happens that Kansas, at this 
time, is suffering from one of the most 
serious and disastrous floods in its his- 
tory. In fact, we in Kansas have been 
talking about the flood of 1903 as the 
daddy or father of all floods. I have 
just received a report from Topeka, 
Kans., which states that the flood at 
Topeka at the present time is 1 foot 
above the dike level and approaching 
the 1903 level. That refers to the dikes 
which have been built by the Army en- 
gineers. There are 19,000 people in To- 
peka who are homeless. Two large river 
river bridges went out this morning. 
There is no railroad transportation 
either in Topeka or throughout the en- 
tire State. 

I would urge the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, which has the projects on the trib- 
utary streams of the Kansas River, to 
revalue or restudy, if I may so suggest, 
the flood-control benefits of the reser- 
voirs in these streams. I think it most 
important to future flood control and 
to the control of water run-off in my 
State. 

I appreciate the fact that this is the 
time to come in with amendments, but 
I believe we should first have the study. 
I have discussed this matter with the 
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chairman of the subcommittee, the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Arizona. It is 
hoped that the Bureau of Reclamation, 
in cooperation with the Corps of Army 
Engineers, will make a restudy of these 
reservoirs and will, as in my opinion they 
should, allocate greater benefits to flood 
control in these reservoirs. 

Mr. CAIN and Mr. MORSE addressed 
the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Michigan, who is substi- 
tuting for the Senator from Nebraska, 
yield; and, if so, to wrom? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from Oregon. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Oregon is recognized for 1 
minute. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I desire 
to support the observations made by the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER] in 
regard to the need of more money for 
the purpose of relieving the great short- 
age of power which exists, not only in 
Idaho, but in the entire Pacific North- 
west. Therefore, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have inserted in the body of the 
Record an argument which I submitted 
to the Appropriations Committee this 
morning in support of the position taken 
yesterday by my colleagues in the Sen- 

ate from Washington and Idaho, and by 
my senior colleague from Oregon. In 
my statement before the committee I 
urged a restoration of the complete 
budget estimates for McNary, Albeni 
Falls, the Dalles, and Ice Harbor Dams. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, I very much appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to express my support of the Pacific 
Northwest power-supply program, which you 
are now considering. I heartily endorse the 
views of my colleagues from the States of 
Oregon, Washington, and Idaho and of the 
representatives of public and private power 
agencies regarding the need of the McNary, 
Chief Joseph, Albeni Falls, the Dalles, and 
Ice Harbor Dams. 

I do not wish to be critical of the mem- 
bers of the House of Representatives Appro- 
priations Committee, but I do not believe 
that they were properly informed as to the 
drastic impact of the reduction in funds that 
they recommended. Chief Joseph Dam, Mc- 
Nary Dam, and Albeni Falis Dam are under 
construction. I mention Chief Joseph at 
this point only to emphasize its need, since 
the requested funds for that project were 
allowed. 

Of equal or greater importance at this 
time are the Albeni Falls and McNary proj- 
ects. Albeni Falis is important because the 
water stored in its reservoir will firm up a 
large block of power at downstream plants 
and because, being a comparatively small 
project, it can be completed rapidly. This 
project was last year considered of sufficient 
importance that supplemental funds were 
provided to begin its construction. Two 
Million nine hundred thousand dollars were 
appropriated in fiscal year 1951 for this pur- 
pose. The Corps of Engineers have requested 
an additional $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1952 
which will permit construction to proceed at 
& rate so that the storage at Albeni Falls 
wiil be available before the winter period of 
1952-53, which period will be one of the most 
critical that we have experienced. Albeni 
Falls water will provide an additional 110,000 
kilowatts at existing plants and this power 
will be available during a period when 596,000 
kilowatts of the regional power load is being 
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supplied on an interruptible basis, with the 
firm power from Albeni Falls included. If 
Albeni Falls is not permitted to go ahead on 
schedule the firm power deficit becomes 
706,000 kilowatts in 1952-53. 

Funds for McNary Dam were reduced by 
$6,900,000 by the House of Representatives. 
This means a year’s delay in completion of 
the project at a time when the region cannot 
stand such a delay. McNary Dam will be the 
first large power producer to come into opera- 
tion in the near future. It is presently sched- 
uled for completion in December 1953, with 
additional generators ple nned for installation 
at a rate of four a year until a total of 14 gen- 
erators are installed. 

On the basis of present schedules of con- 
struction the region faces a firm power deficit 
of 600,000 kilowatts in 1951-52, 596,000 kilo- 
watts in 1952-53, 447,000 kilowatts in 1953-54, 
281,000 kilowatts in 1954-55. If the reduc- 
tions are permitted to stand, these figures 
become 600,000 kilowatts in 1951-52, 706,000 
kilowatts in 1952-53, 670,000 kilowatts in 
1953-54, 733,000 kilowatts in 1954-55 and 
these figures do not include 90,000 kilowatts 
in 1952-53 and 120,000 kilowatts in 1953-54 for 
the production of aluminum in equipment al- 
ready installed and which would be in opera- 
tion if power were available. Equipment to 
produce this additional amount of aluminum 
is being installed for operation on a few- 
months-a-year basis because power will be 
available to serve these loads only if better 
than median water conditions prevail. 

Nor is the picture any better if you look 
beyond 1854-55. For this reason the Presi- 
dent included in his budget a request for 
funds for two new starts, the Dalles and Ice 
Harbor. Both of these projects must be 
started immediately if we are to see any 
prospect of an end to the present power 
shortage. The Dalles Dam will have an in- 
stalled capacity when complete of 980,000 
kilowatts and, if started immediately, can 
begin operation in November 1956. It would 
be complete in November 1959 with four 
70,000-kilowatt units being installed each 
year between these two dates. It is a most 
important plant in the program because of 
its location close to much of the major loads 
and because of its contribution to the power 
requirements*of the area. 

Ice Harbor dam is equally important. Its 
installed capacity will be 260,000 kilowatts 
and if started immediately can come into 
operation in December 1955 and be com- 
pleted by August of 1956. This plant, in 
addition to its over-all contribution to the 
power requirements, is geographically lo- 
cated to improve the reliability of power 
service to the great Hanford project which 
must have an extremely reliable power 
supply. 

Even including these two projects in the 
program as scheduled there will be in 1956-57 
a firm power deficit of 748,000 kilowatts and 
in 1957-58, $24,000 kilowatts. 

Gentlemen, these are startling. 
Their entire significance will probably not 
be completely understood until a minimum 
water year occurs in the Northwest region 
which will require the curtailment of power 
service in the amounts I have stated, result- 
ing in impairment of the national defense 
effort, extreme hardship, unemployment, and 
generally drastic effects on the regional and 
national economy. 

I should like to point out that the Pacific 
Northwest has not shirked its duty in the 
present national emergency. Every effort 
is being strained to provide for the needs 
of national defense. Forty percent of the 
present power supply goes into the produc- 
tion of aluminum. Power is also being made 
available for the production of magnesium, 
phosphorus, chlorine, and other important 
materials of a critical nature. The North- 
west is ideally situated for the production 
of these materials and it has accepted the 
role assigned it in the national defense pic- 
ture. In addition there are Army bases, Air 
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Force bases and Navy shipyards and other 
important defense activities. If power cur- 
tailment becomes necessary, these defense 
activities will suffer along with all other ac- 
tivities of the region and this cannot be per- 
mitted. 

Electric power is the motive force behind 
every activity in our Nation. It is even more 
so in the Pacific Northwest because in the 
distribution of natural resources Mother 
Nature chose to endow the Northwest with 
the greatest hydroelectric potential in the 
world in lieu of supplies of oil, gas, and coal, 
We have neither oil nor gas and only minor 
amounts of coal. Hydroelectric power, 
therefore, in our only energy base and it is 
of the utmost importance not only to the 
region itself but to the entire Nation, that 
the resources we have be exploited to the 
maximum degree and in the shortest time 
reasonably possible. Such exploitation has 
been planned for but the plan has not been 
permitted to proceed as scheduled because 
of lack of sufficient funds to permit such 
orderly procedure. Fortunately we have had 
adequate amounts of water in the past few 
years for the full utilization of the power 
equipment that was available, but to ex- 
pect such water supplies to be available each 
year ad infinitum is frankly pushing our 
luck toc far. We are going to have a mini- 
mum water year. We can only hope and 
pray that it does not come during the next 
2 years wren there is little that we could 
do about it. We can do something about it 
in subsequent years if we move immedi- 
ately to bring new power producers into 
operation. 

I should also like to emphasize the fact 
that the appropriations that are requested 
are of a completely different nature than 
those r:quired for normal governmental 
operation. This point has been mentioned 
many times before but it cannot be said too 
many times that all moneys appropriated 
are merely a loan which will be repaid with 
interest. This is only a minor part. By sup- 
porting the regional economy in this way 
the general tax base of the region becomes 
doubled and trebled so that the returns to 
the Nation are many times the amounts ex- 
pended for the construction of these power 
projects. If the money were never returned 
it still wouid be a most lucrative investment 
for the Nation. However, it is returned and 
it is returned with interest. 

Certainly it must be realized that the 
country is saving nothing by cutting off the 
few millions required for these power proj- 
ects. It saves nothing but actually will 
represent a great loss. I should point out 
that by delaying McNary 1 year the revenue 
loss over the 1954-55 period would be ap- 
proximately $5,500,000 which is nearly equal 
to the reduction of $6,900,000 that has been 
made in the funds for this project. That, 
gentlemen, is not economy. 

The Federal Government has a definite 
public utility responsibility in the Pacific 
Northwest. At the present time it supplies 
more than half of the power consumed in the 
region. Having this responsibility the Gov- 
ernment must live up to it. I should also 
like to emphasize the fact which has been 
so ably presented to you by others that the 
non-Federal utilities have not been back- 
ward about spending their money to en- 
hance the power-resource picture of the re- 
gion. At the present time they have active 
plans to add a million kilowatts to the re- 
gional supply and stand ready to add an- 
other one-half million as soon as proper 
clearances can be obtained. The local peo- 
ple are doing all that they can to help them- 
selves. The Federal Government must 
therefore do its part to match the effort 
of the region itself. 

I honestly urge you gentlemen to restore 
the complete budget estimates for McNary, 
Albeni Falls, The Dalles, and Ice Harbor. 
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I close 
by pointing out that the unanimous- 
consent agreement under which we are 
now operating in the Senate on a bill 
containing items which are of vital im- 
portance not only to the affected areas, 
but to the security of the country, is 
another example showing why a unani- 
mous-consent agreement like the one 
under which we are now operating ought 
never to be entered into in the Senate. 
It would not have been entered into yes- 
terday if the junior Senator from Ore- 
gon had not been called off the floor 
temporarily on a matter of official busi- 
ness at the time the unanimous-consent 
request was made. I suggest that it was 
and is well known what the junior Sen- 
ator from Oregon would have done had 
he been present: he would have objected 
to the agreement. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I offer for 
printing in the body of the RECORD a 
statement in support of the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Arizona, and 
I ask unanimous consent that it be made 
a part of my remarks at this point in 
the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CAIN. I thank the Senator from 
Michigan very much, 

The statement is as follows: 
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I wish to speak in support of the amend- 
ment offered by the distinguished Senator 
from Arizona, J 

One of the projects included in this 
amendment is in Washington State. It is 
the Kennewick division of the Yakima ir- 
rigation project. Four other divisions of 
this project, started 40 years ago, are already 
completed or rapidly nearing completion, 
+ The Kennewick division is a combined ir- 
rigation and power project. It was author- 
ized in the Eightieth Congress. Both the 
House and Senate Appropriations Commit- 
tees last year determined that it was not a 
new project but a part of the construc- 
tion of the very successful Yakima project. 

This project is designed to irrigate 21,000 
acres of lands, 16,700 acres of which are 
underdeveloped range lands, and 4,300 acres 
of lands presently irrigated by pumping. It 
will also provide 12,000 kilowatts of electric 
energy to a power-hungry community. 
Sale of this power output will help pay the 
construction costs of the entire project. 

In the land assembly necessary for the 
atomic energy plant at Hanford which is 
immediately adjacent to Kennewick, some 
7,000 acres of irrigated lands were taken out 
of production. With the establishment of 
the Hanford Engineering Works, 50,000 peo- 
ple were attracted to and added to this area. 
The new land to be brought under irriga- 
tion and into production by this project is 
greatly needed to bring the agricultural 
economy of the area back into balance. 

Irrigation and power projects of this type 
are prime investments for they return dol- 
lar for dollar their cost to the Federal Gov- 
ernment and indirectly provide additional 
revenue through expanded income-tax pay- 
ments. 

I compliment the chairman for the wis- 
dom of his amendment and I encourage its 
approval. 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from Ne- 
braska [Mr. WHERRY]. 
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Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator, because I desire to 
say a word in support of the amend- 
ment. I should first like to say to the 
junior Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse] that the unanimous-consent 
agreement was entered into after a quo- 
rum call was had on the Senate floor, 
and his rights were absolutely protected. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I have not the time 
to yield at this time. 

Mr. MORSE. I figured the Senator 
would like to have a reply. 

Mr. WHERRY. I may answer the 
junior Senator from Oregon, who ap- 
parently feels that he was deprived of 
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agreement was not entered into until 
after a quorum call was had. 

Mr. MORSE. If the Senator will con- 
sult the Official Reporter and ascertain 
what I said, he cannot make the inter- 
pretation of my remarks that I was 
intimating that my rights had been 
violated; but the Senator knows what 
I would have done if I had been present. 
The fact is that I was not notified in 
advance by either the majority or mi- 
nority leader that they intended to offer 
such an agreement. Both of them 
should have known that I would object 
to such an agreement if such notice had 
been given me. My parliamentary 
rights were not violated because a quo- 
rum call was ordered, but it was ordered 
and the agreement offered when I was 
not available to object because of official 
business elsewhere. 

Now several of my colleagues see how 
right I am on this issue and have just 
told me that they see that they made a 
mistake by not objecting. 

Mr. WHERRY. One of the reasons 
why I support the amendment is that 
for 84% years I have told the people of 
Nebraska that I would be in favor of this 
project. I have given my undivided 
support to the project, and I am going 
to keep faith with the people in Ne- 
braska. 

Another reason why I am making this 
statement is that I have just consulted 
the official journal of the Bureau of 
Reclamation, and I have received an 
expert analysis of what has been done 
in Rome, Italy. Year after year I have 
been in favor of cutting foreign eco- 
nomic aid appropriations, yet we learn 
from this journal of the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation that in Italy we are spending 
$300,000,000 on reclamation projects, 
under the Marshall plan, none of which 
money is reimbursable. It is about time 
to start looking out for some of the rec- 
lamation projects in the United States, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Nebraska has expired. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I re- 
gret that the Senate has only 30 minutes 
to discuss a matter which is so vital and 
so important to the Senate and to the 
people of the United States. After a 
committee of the Senate had turned 
down the projects, which were not taken 
up in the House at all, and the Senator 
from Michigan is informed from ‘the 
record that they were not budgeted 
items, today we find the chairman of the 
subcommittee coming before the Senate 


8023 


and including in a lump sum eight dif- 

ferent projects, in eight States, increas- 

ing the budget $12,026,000. 

Mr. President, if there ever was a case 
in which the Senate could be accused of 
logrolling and back scratching, it is this 
kind of a case. Think of it, a lump-sum 
appropriation, so that the Senate cannot 
vote upon each one of the projects. It 
is impossible to vote on any one of them 
as a single project, and then vote on the 
other projects. We find ourselves asked 
to take eight projects. 

The Senator from Michigan knows how 
these matters got before the committee. 
They were, in fact, proposed by a former 
employee of a contracting firm. The pro- 
posal is designed for no other purpose 
than to back scratch and logroll, so that 
the projects can come before the Senate 
as a whole, and get $12,026,000 in the 
appropriation now under consideration. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield for a ques- 
tion. : 

Mr.WATKINS. For the benefit of the 
Senator from Michigan, let me say that 
the statement made by me to the com- 
mittee, which is printed in the hearings, 
presented clearly the view of the people s 
of Utah with respect to the Weber Basin 
project. ‘There is no logrolling involved. 
It is an absolute necessity, from the 
standpoint of national defense, to take 
care of an area which has increased 118 
percent in population by reason of de- 
fense installations. The junior Senator 
from Utah and I presented the matter in 
good faith, and there were no logrolling 
and back scratching, so far as we wera 
concerned. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- . 
sent to have printed at this point in the 
Recorp two statements made to the Sen- 
ate Appropriations Committee on this 
question. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT or E. J. FJELDSTED, SECRETARY= 
Manacer, WEBER BASIN WATER-CONSERVANCY 
Disrnicr, UTAH 

AMOUNT REQUESTED FOR CONSTRUCTION 

Mr. FJELDSTED. Mr. Chairman, members of 
the committee; my name is E. J, Fjeldsted. I 
am secretary-manager of the Weber Basin 
water-conservancy district. This water-con- 
servancy district has been organized and is 
now prepared to contract with the Federal 
Government to repay the reimbursable costs 
of the proposed Weber Basin project. 

I am here in my official capacity to urge 
this committee to approve funds in the 
amount. of $1,225;000 to initiate the construc- 
tion of the first phase of this project in 
fiscal 1952. 

I have prepared a statement. I should 
like to have it incorporated in the record in 
full. However, in the interest of time, I will 
make a summary statement. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


“A BRIEF OUTLINING THE IMPORTANCE OF IM- 
MEDIATE DEVELOPMENT OF THE FIRST UNIT OF 
THE WEBER BASIN PROJECT IN THE INTEREST 
or NATIONAL PREPAREDNESS AND DEFENSE 
“The Weber Basin water conservancy dis- 

trict contends that there are no Known 

sources of needed additional water in the 

Ogden area for domestic and industrial pur- 

poses except the surplus water produced by 

the watersheds of the Weber River Basin. 
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“CONCLUSIONS 


“The limited supply of domestic water in 
Davis and Weber Counties points to serious 
health and restricted production standards 
if additional water is not immediately made 
available through development of the first 
unit of the Weber Basin project. 

“Total governmental investments in mill- 
tary installations, plus the unexcelled trans- 
portation facilities in the area, make the im- 
mediate development of the first unit of the 
“Weber Basin project a necessity. 

“All communities in the area serving as the 
residence location for civilian employees at 
the military installations are faced with 
domestic water shortages of intense propor- 
tions in case of a drought year, which truly 
emphasizes the urgency of immediate con- 
struction of the first units of the Weber Basin 
project. 

“DESCRIPTION OF WEBER RIVER BASIN 


“The map on the following page illustrates 
the drainage area of the Weber River and 
shows by location the important facilities to 
be constructed under the direction of the 
Bureau of Reclamation for the final total 
development of all of the water resources of 
the Weber River. 

“For this running description, Ogden City 
is named the revolving point. 

“North of Ogden will be located the Willard 
Bay Reservoir which will have a capacity of 
215,000 acre-feet of water. The water will 
flow into the reservoir by the Willard gravity 

canal and will flow back to the point of origin 
through the Willard pump canal, as indicat- 
ed on the map. 

“East of Ogden up the Ogden River, the 
main tributary of the Weber River, is the 
present Pine View Reservoir, a Bureau of 
Reclamation project, which in the total 
Weber Basin development will be enlarged to 
hold 110,000 acre-feet of water. Its present 
capacity is 45,000 acre-feet. 

“Proceeding up the south fork of the same 
river, the proposed Magpie Reservoir site is 
planned to store 7,000 acre-feet. 

“Starting again at Ogden at the center 
point, upstream on the Weber River along 
to Lost Creek tributary, the proposed Lost 
Creek Reservoir site is to store 20,000 acre- 
feet of water. Still preceeding along the 
main stream of the Weber River is found 
the Wanship site where it is propcsed to store 
60,000 acre-feet of water. This particular 
reservoir is a substitute for the original Per- 
due site and was accepted because the cost 
per acre-foot of storage water was much less 
and it also had several other engineering ad- 
vantages. 

“In the very high reaches of the Weber 
River there will be stored some 4,000 acre- 
fest in small reservoirs which undoubtedly 
will be built through local capital by water 
districts or otherwise. 

“Going back to Morgan City and proceed- 
ing along East Canyon Creek past East Can- 
yon Reservoir the Jeremy site is located. 
This site will store 45,000 acre-feet. 

“At a point west of Morgan City will be 
noted Stoddard diversion dam, which will 
divert into the proposed aqueduct the total 
amount of the municipal, industrial, and 
irrigation water required by the municipali- 
ties and farm lands in Davis and Weber 
Counties. From the Stoddard diversion there 
will be an open, concrete-lined canal (indi- 
cated by the broken red line) to the tunnel 
section. A tunnel 3}, miles long, extending 
through the mountain that forms the west 
wall of the Weber River opening through the 
Wasatch Range, will continue the conveyance 
of this water to the mouth of Weber Canyon. 

“Prom the mouth of Weber Canyon the 
aqueduct will divide by bifurcation works, 
one leg proceeding north to the edge of 
Ogden City and the other south through 
Davis County to the Salt Lake County line. 
Concrete pipeline will be used the entire dis- 
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ta ce both ways. The function of this pipe- 
line is outlined more clearly on page 3. 


“LANDS TO BE IRRIGATED ON THE WASATCH FRONT 
IN DAVIS AND WEBER COUNTIES UNDER THE 
AQUEDUCT UNIT 


“In the southern area there are 4,000 acres 
of new, nonirrigated land which can be de- 
veloped. In the north end of the Davis 
County area there are 9,000 acres of new 
land, and in Weber County area 3,000 acres 
of new land. In the entire area from North 
Ogden City south to Bountiful City, there are 
an additional 10,000 acres of land requiring 
supplemental water. 


“MUNICIPAL WATER SYSTEM AQUEDUCTS AND 


“The aqueduct and the pipelines north and 
south carrying the water developed in the 
Weber Basin project are indicated in the fol- 
lowing review of map No. 2. 

“The blue l'ne represents the proposed 
aqueduct system, and the red line shows 
where the water will be drawn from this 
system for municipal and industrial purposes. 
The irrigation water will be taken untreated 
from the aqueduct and delivered to the lands 
for use. This delivery will be made generally 
at the expense of the landowners who will 
construct the major portion of their distri- 
bution syste>:. 

“The red squares o` the map indicate 
location of the municipal water-treatment 
plants and the red lines indicate the trans- 

tion system for domestic water. All 
of the facilities represented by the red-line 
system of the map will be constructed and 
paid for by the participating municipalities 
throughout the area. The treatment system 
consists of four filtration and purification 
plants: 

“The first plant, while not shown on the 
map, is located at the present Ogden mu- 
n‘ripal reservoir northeast of the main busi- 
ness section of Ogden City. Plant 2 is shown 
on the map and is to be located south of 
South Ogden City; plant 3 is to be in Davis 
County approximately three-quarters of a 
mile south of the highway that intersects 
U S 89 and proceeds to Hill Air Force Base; 
plant 4 will be in the Bountiful area to serve 
tha southern part of Davis County. 

“The mission of these plants is for pre- 
settlement through reservoirs, filtration, and 
chlorination. Through these plants and 
prope. equalization rescrvoirs the water will 
be delivered to all of the municipalities in 
the erea. 

As stated before, the entire cost of these 
treatment and distribution facilities, esti- 
mated between $4,000,000 and $6,000,000, 
vill be financed locally, involving no Fed- 
eral funds. 


“PRESENT SOURCES AND LIMITS OF DOMESTIC AND 
INDUSTRIAL WATER ON THE WASATCH FRONT 
AND IN DAVIS AND WEBER COUNTIES 


“The municipalities in Davis and Weber 
Counties have long since acquired and fully 
utilized all available sources of local moun- 
tain stream and spring supplies, and for a 
number of years have been drilling deep 
wells to supplement their mountain stream 
supplies during the peak use periods. The 
main source of municipal water in the Davis 
County area comes from the streams on the 
west face of the Wasatch Mountains. These 
streams have a wide annual variation of flow, 
as reflected in chart No. 3 which shows the 
total flow of the streams in Davis County. 

“A review of this chart clearly indicates 
the serious condition these” communities 
would face in case of a drought period. It is 
to be noted that the beds of the streams on 
the west face of the Wasatch Mountains are 
steep and the geological formation of the 
area is such that it is not economically 
feasible to construct storage reservoirs on 
these streams. 

“In an explanation of chart No. 3, and the 
reference to deep wells, the question would 
arise, ‘Why not continue the drilling of deep 
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wells for the area's domestic water supply?’ 
There are two restraining factors that make 
it impossible to rely on ground water for ex- 
tended uses—one, the limited and restricted 
supply of domestic water of good quality and, 
two, the limited supply of recharge water. 

“Weber and Davis Counties represent three 
somewhat restricted and independent 
ground-water basins. The first is the Weber 
County underground basin, the second one is 
the northern section of the Davis County, 
and the third would represent the under- 
ground-water section in the southern part of 
Davis County. A hot-water-springs fault ex- 
tends the full length of the Wasatch front, in 
fact, much farther north than Weber County. 
The water which flows from this fault is 
badly contaminated with a high content of 
chlorides and sulfates. 

“The Weber County underground water 
basin has been well explored by drilling, and 
most of the underground basins of the 
county produce water that cannot qualify 
under United States Public Health standards. 
Most of the industrial and domestic wells 
located in Ogden City have developed a 
chloride content in excess of 1,000 parts per 
million. A well drilled at the Utah General 
Depot during the World War II period de- 
veloped in excess of 2,000 parts of chloride 
per million and because it was unusable the 
well was concreted off and abandoned, with 
the result that the Utah General Depot is 
now dependent entirely on Ogden City’s 
municipal water supply. Another well used 
by Ogden City located at Twenty-third Street 
and Van Buren Avenue, when first developed 
in 1944, produced a water of low chloride 
content but this has increased continuously 
so that it will soon have to be abandoned 
as a municipal supply. Other wells in Weber 
County south of Ogden City undoubtedly 
will increase in chloride content if pumped 
continuously, as there is a definite connec- 
tion between the proven chloride area and 
the area to the south. 

“The central section, representing the 
northern part of Davis County is producing 
usable water at the present time. However, 
it is the opinion of engineers that this area 
will encounter the same problem—excessive 
chlorides—if the underground basin is drawn 
on too heavily for supplemental water from 
pumped wells. This section’s underground 
basin appears to be free from excessive 
chloride contamination but is being drawn 
upon heavily by the following military in- 
stallations: Hill Air Force Base, Ogden 
Arsenal, naval supply depot, as well as a 
number of municipal and industrial wells 
which have been developed during the past 
10 years. The records indicate that the 
high chloride and sulfide waters from the 
hot springs fault extending north from 
Eeck's Hot Springs located just south of the 
southern line of Davis County are tending 
to spread through the basin as increased 
usage takes place. Also, contamination is 
spreading as a result of the use of the waters 
of the Jordan River for irrigation in the 
lower Davis County area. Objectionable 
quantities of sulfate are now showing in 
some of the south Davis County wells. 

“The underground water basin in the 
southern section produces water carrying 
objectionable quantities of chlorides and 
sulfates, and as demands for water on this 
area are constantly increasing, resulting in 
increased pumping on the underground 
basin, the chloride and sulfide content of 
the water is constantly increasing in parts 
per million. Therefore, the underground 
water supply through the Davis and Weber 
County areas can be considered only a 
supplemental supply during peak-use periods 
and cannot be overdeveloped without jeop- 
ardizing the quality of the water now being 
produced. It appears essential that a new 
source of supply be made available for 
municipalities and military installations 
throughout Davis and Weber Counties, 
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“The second determent indicating a limit- 
ed supply of water in the underground 
aquafers in the two counties involved is 
the lack of run-off water to fill these basins 
in times of high peak use and in years of 
low precipitation. 

“PRECIPITATION, 1950-51 

“Chart No, 4 shows annual precipitation 
data for this area for the last 50 years. The 
red blocks below the base line indicate years 
of below-average precipitation and the green 
blocks above show the years of above-average 
precipitation. It is interesting to note that 
precipitation has been far above average for 
the last 14 years, with the exception of 2 
years, and each of these have been relatively 
near average. 

“A review of the chart will show that there 
is no similar period of above-average precipi- 
tation in this 50-year record by the United 
States Weather Bureau. 

“Another significant feature developed by 
the chart is the irrigation and municipal 
water consumption during the 50 years. The 
main trend upward in municipal water con- 
sumption began in 1939 at the time of the 
development of military bases in the Ogden 
area, and the irrigation consumptive trend 
began its upward climb in 1930 at the time 
the Echo Reservoir was constructed under 
the direction of the Bureau of Reclamation. 
These two trends are skyrocketing and yet 
the source of domestic water in this area 
has increased only by bringing into use un- 
derground water, and its content, as previ- 
ously explained, is of doubtful quality; with 
accelerated drawing on the supply, the qual- 
ity of necessity will decline in proportion, 

“POPULATION GROWTH, 1940 AND 1950 

“The population growth in municipalities 
of the area, especially Davis and Weber 
Counties, is a most significant factor in the 
depletion of an adequate water supply for 
the residents. The following tabulation was 
made from figures supplied by the United 
States Bureau of the Census and indicates 
clearly the tremendous increase in popula- 
tion that has taken place in the last decade, 
due primarily to the military installations 
established in this area. 


Popula- | Percent 


Popula- 
tion, 1950| increase 


tion, 1940 


Total Davis County. 
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palities, Davis 
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Total Weber 
County. 


Total of ineo 
rated munici- 
palities, Weber 
County 


Not incorporated in 1840. 
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“MILITARY BASES AND ACTIVITY 

“Military operations in the Conservancy 
district are confired to Davis and Weber 
Counties. In the four installations—Utah 
General Depot, Ogden Arsenal, Hill Air Force 
Base, and Clearfield Naval Supply Depot—the 
Government has invested $137,325,000 in 
property and buildings. 

“All of these military bases are now alerted 
and constantly receiving from their various 
directive divisions in Washington or other 
headquarters new missions to perform, and 
are truly an important phase in the general 
preparedness and defense activities of our 
Nation. 

“Chart No. 5 gives a clear picture of civilian 
employment, place of residence of these 
workers, and personnel increases at the in- 
stallations, 

“A recent review of the Hill Air Force Base 
follows. It shows specifically its expansion 
and the importance of uninterrupted con- 
tinuation of operations. This case is typical 
of the other military installations. 


“The work force at Hill Air Force Base 


1. The civilian picture (as of May 23, 
1951), (a) Strength of civilian work 
force as of May 23, 1951: 

Authorized 
A oo ol oasicnansccunsae 


“(Norr,—One year ago Hill Air Force Base 
had a civilian work force of 3,705. Peak 
strength of civilian ‘york force during World 
War II was 14,000. This figure was reached 
on Apr. 1, 1943.) 

“(b) Composition of work force by 
activity: 


Men and 

Men Women women 
8, 783 827 4.610 
Supply. 1, 244 902 2, 146 
Others.. 1, 572 265 1. 837 
A 6, 509 1,904 8, 593 


“Skilled and semiskilled trades, such as 
truck drivers, warehousemen, box makers, 
and laborers, salvage workers, heavy equip- 
ment operators and all building trades, such 
as plumbers, roofers, carpenters, etc. 

“(c) Military veterans in the civilian work 
force: 3,399 men, 56 women (42 percent of 
present work force are veterans). 

(d) Total number of women in the civilian 
work force (May 11, 1951): 1,928 (1,101 live 
in Weber County, 590 live in Davis County). 

“(e) An indication of the type of work 
(other than clerical, typing, and steno- 
graphic) performed by women: Aircraft ma- 
terial dispatchers, parachute servicers, air- 
craft engine repair helpers, aircraft painters 
and dopers, aircraft fabric and leather work- 
ers, packers, warehousemen, aircraft engine 
assemblers, laborers, custodians, ete. 

“(f) Employment of physically handi- 
capped: 

“1, Number presently employed: 498. 


“2, Types of physical handicaps: Blind- 


ness; defective hearing; amputees; diabetics; 
chronic diseases such as asthma, hyperten- 
sion, cardiacs, tuberculosis, thyroid, neph- 
ritis; and miscellaneous irregularities such 
as dwarfism, ulcers, pregnancy, abdominal 
tumor, obesity, neuralgic disorders, and vari- 
cosity, There are 32 workers who are par- 
tially blind, These handicapped workers 
perform various tasks throughout the in- 
stallation including the following: Leather 
and fabric workers, sheet-metal workers, cus- 
todians, parachute riggers, automotive stor- 
age workers, 
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“(g) Where the civilian work force was 
domiciled as of May 11, 1951: 


Weber County: 


Huntsville 
Plain City 
Eden 


Salt Lake County: 
Salt Lake City 


PROPOR — diane nw iamnnie 87 
Coalville. 4 
Croyden 2 
Devils Slide 2 
r SE a 95 
Davis County: 

S — —— — =- 810 
Clearfield.. 667 
Kaysville. 226 
Sahara Village 162 
Bountiful__..-..-.. 121 
Farmington 120 
Hooper 80 
Woods Cross 45 
Centerville....--.-- 31 
CCC 2 
Total (25 percent 2, 264 

Box Elder County: 
185 


Bee Oar 0 


Total... — 171 


“2. The military force at Hill Air Force 
Base: (a) The primary military force at 
Hill Air Force Base is the Twenty-fifth Air 
Depot Wing. Air depot wings are designed 


8026 


to render field and depot echelon main- 
tenance and supply support to four combat 
(tactical) wings in an overseas operation. 

“(b) The Twenty-fifth Air Depot Wing is 
at Hill Air Force Base primarily for training. 

“(c) In an individual’s process of being 
trained he works within the depot structure 
and contributes to the accomplishment of 
the depot’s mission. In this sense he is a 
member of the work force and in most cases 
works side by side with civilians. 

„d) As of May 23, 1951, there were 694 
married officers and airmen whose families 
resided locally. This number was domiciled 
within the Salt Lake Valley as follows: 


. —— 226 
Weber County, exclusive of Ogden 93 
— 339 

— — 25 

Salt Lake County, exclusive of Salt : 
T E 1 
Total 8 694 


“(e) Based on records for past 6 months, 
the average time a military man has been 
stationed at Hill Air Force Base has varied 
between 8 and 14 months. 


“WATER SUBSCRIBED FOR IN FIRST UNIT OF WEBER 
BASIN PROJECT 


“We will review for a moment the feeling 
of the people in the incorporated areas and 
the more highly concentrated population 
areas of the counties of Davis and Weber. 
The conservancy district has not yet had the 
privilege of meeting with all of the munici- 
palities to determine their tentative com- 
mitments as to the amount of domestic 
water they would like to subscribe formin the 
first unit of the Weber Basin project. The 
tabulation below is indicative of the trend. 
While some municipalities have not given 
firm commitments because they have not 
been contacted, the estimated amounts of 
water they will request in the first unit of 
the Weber Basin project are shown in the 
second schedule. 


Tentative commitments received by Weber 
Basin water conservancy district to the 
present time 


Acre- feet 
Apr. 12, 1951, Ogden City- 10, 000 
Apr. 25, 1951, South Ogden City- 800 
May 7, 1951, Layton City------------ 750 
May 7. 1951, Clearfield City 1, 000 
May 10, 1951, Washington Terrace 900 
May 11, 1951, Roy City 400 


May 16, 1951, Bountiful City- 1. 000 
May 16, 1951, Farmington City- 270 
May 17, 1951, Sunset 200 
May 18, 1951, Riverdale Town 150 

TTT 15, 470 
Ogden Arsenal 1, 000 

TERN —————ů—ů—ů—j—ꝑ 16, 470 


Estimate of commitments to be received 
from other municipalities in Davis and 
Weber Counties 


Acre-feet 
88 


Centerville 


COSSI aiam — 180 


“It will be noted that Huntsville is the 
only incorporated community in these two 
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counties that will not require additional 
water. It is located in Ogden Valley and is 
supplied at present with sources of spring 
water that are adequate for present needs 
and for a period of at least the next 10 years, 


“ORGANIZATION OF WEBER BASIN WATER 
CONSERVANCY DISTRICT 


“The Federal law creating the Weber Basin 
reclamation project provides that on a local 
level an organization be formed that has tax- 
ing power and has the legal ability and au- 
thority to contract with the Government 
and assume the responsibility for repayment 
to the Government for the project works and 
facilities and the sole organization responsi- 
ble to the Government in fulfilling those 
managerial and financial responsibilities. 

“Such an organization has been formed, 
and is known as the Weber Basin water con- 
servancy district. It is a political subdivi- 
sion of the State of Utah and has broad 
powers. This district encompasses the coun- 
ties of Davis, Morgan, Summit, and Weber. 
The area has an assessed valuation of $115,- 
000,000 and the district has power to levy a 
tax of one-half mill prior to construction of 
the works; subsequent thereto the district 
has power to raise this levy to one mill. The 
law enabling the creation of this district fol- 
lows the principle of support from those 
who are indirect beneficiaries as well as those 
who participate in a direct way. 

“The district is a firm entity, fully orga- 
nized and prepared to enter into a contract 
with the United States Bureau of Reclama- 
tion for the purposes of assuming the re- 
sponsibility of managing the works and of 
repayment to the Government of the project’s 
reimbursable costs. 


“FIRST UNIT OF THE WEBER BASIN PROJECT 

“The total development of the Weber Basin 
project is a sizable financial and time-con- 
suming undertaking. This $70,000,000 proj- 
etc, however, is designed to be built in units. 
The first and most important is the Weber 
and Davis aqueducts transporting the water 
from the Weber River through open canals, 
tunnels, and pipelines to the various com- 
munities in the entire area. The aqueduct 
system should be supported by pertinent 
storage facilities, the raising of the Pine 
View Dam, and the construction of the Wan- 
ship Reservoir. If the area is to be relieved 
from facing disaster in case of a drought 
period the construction of the aqueduct and 
the diversion works at Stoddard on the Weber 
River is of prime necessity. These important 
facilities would be built at the earliest pos- 
sible date following congressional approval, 
and while these first units would be inade- 
quate from total basin area standpoint, defi- 
nitely they would avert a serious catastrophe 
to the military, civilian, and industrial life 
of the area. 


“NO OTHER SOURCE OF ADDITIONAL WATER 


“We contend that there are no known 
sources of needed additional water available 
in the Ogden area for domestic and indus- 
trial purposes except the surplus water pro- 
duced by the watersheds of the Weber Basin. 
The factual data of this brief is brought 
before you in an attempt to prove the very 
limited amount of water available from our 
creeks and streams and underground sources. 
It is our conviction that one or more years 
of drought, which the charts show are long 
overdue, would jeopardize the total civilian 
economy of the basin area and would re- 
fect much production decrease in the area’s 
total military accomplishments, affecting 
not only the military installations, as such, 
but all the contributing industrial elements 
of society, such as transportation and local 
sources of raw and fabricated material ac- 
cessible to and urgently needed by these 
military installations. 

“The Weber Basin project is our only hope 
for our present production and economy to 
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be sustained in the event of a drought year, 
Thus it is our sincere belief that in the in- 
terests of military preparedness, even dis- 
regarding the general economy of the citi- 
zenry, the early start of the Weber Basin 
project, with the rapid completion of the 
first unit, is not only an urgent local neces- 
sity but a military and national defense 
necessity.” 


GOVERNMENT INSTALLATIONS IN AREA 


Mr. FJELDSTED. We would not be here urg- 
ing that this project be initiated for con- 
struction if we did not feel confident that it 
should be built in the interest of the na- 
tional defense. I think I can easily prove 
that by the following data. 

The Government has a tremendous direct 
interest in this project. There are four huge 
Government installations in the area—the 
Utah General Depot, the Ogden Arsenal, the 
Hill Air Force Base and the Clearfield Naval 
Supply Depot with a total Government in- 
vestment for buildings and grounds of 137,- 
000,000-plus dollars and over 3,000,000,000 in 
supplies. The Government is now increas- 
ing the total force at these bases. One of 
these—the Utah General Depot, is totally 
dependent on the municipal water supply of 
Ogden City. The railroads—which transport 
the material to and from these installations 
is one of the heaviest users of water in the 
area. Ogden is the largest railroad terminal 
between Omaha and the Pacific coast. 

The population of the area has increased 
tremendously. 5 

In Davis County, one of the counties which 
will benefit from this project, from 1940 to 
1950 the population increased 118 percent. 
In Weber County, the other county which 
will benefit from this project, the popula- 
tion increased almost 45 percent. These 
tremendous population increases are di- 
rectly traceable to the installations I have 
just mentioned. : 


INCREASE IN WATER CONSUMPTION 


All this has resulted in a tremendous in- 
crease in the consumption of water in the 
area. The increase in municipal water con- 
sumption beginning in 1939 at the time of 
the development of the defense installa- 
tions in Ogden and in the surrounding area 
was most heavy. Despite the tremendous 
increase in the consumption of water, the 
source of domestic water supply in this area 
is dwindling. Without this project, the only 
known source of domestic and industrial 
water in the area is from underground wells. 
We have been drilling deep wells in the area 
to augment the surface water supply. 

Senator Haypen. What was the average 
depth, the pumping depth in years gone by? 
How deep do you go down for the water now? 
How far does the water table extend? 

Mr. FJELDSTED. Not very much because we 
have a very small basin, It is a rechargeable 
basin. Our big trouble is the infiltration of 
chlorides and sulfides from the Hot Springs 
strata that goes through there. That is our 
underground water problem there. 

Senator HaypDEeN. You run into an undesir- 
able supply of water? 

Mr. FJELDSTED. That is right. In two of the 
major sections of the three the sulfides and 
chlorides are getting to a point where they 
do not reach United States health standard 
requirements. They go up as high as 2,000 
parts per million, 

Senator Haypen. Whereas, if you put fresh 
water on top of the ground and work it down, 
that balance would be restored? 

Mr. Fyetostep, That is right. 

Senator HAYDEN. We had this same experi- 
ence in the lower Gila Valley in Arizona. It 
was originally irrigated from the Gila River. 
The water would come on down. Then we 
built strong dams on the Gila, the Salt River, 
and the Verde River. There has not been any 
water for 10 years. The result is the wells 
they have put down are sait. It is to get 
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away from that we are getting Colorado 

River water in the area. It is practically the 

same problem. 

Mr. FJELDSTED. The fact of the matter is 
most of the industrial and domestic wells 
which are located in Ogden City at the pres- 
ent time have developed a chloride content 
in excess of one-thousandth parts per mil- 
lion, which is much above United States 
Public Health standards. 

As the consumption and drawing on the 
wells continue, the chloride content of those 
wells which are still producing good water 
will increase so that they also will become 
unproductive and unusable. 

In this summary I have mentioned what, 
in my estimation, are the prime reasons for 
the approval by this committee and the 
Congress of the initial construction funds 
for the Weber Basin project. The direct 
defense needs—the direct interest that the 
Government has in seeing that the defense 
installations are not jeopardized should, if 
for no other reason, give this committee 
enough substantiating material to approve 
the funds we have requested. 

The increase in consumption, a direct re- 
sult of the increased population from these 
defense installations, is putting a tremen- 
dous burden on the known water supply. 
We are now in and have been in a particu- 
larly wet cycle. One or two dry years would 
so jeopardize the entire area that fire pro- 
tection and other municipal responsibilities 
would be jeopardized. > 

I therefore urge that this committee ap- 
prove the $1,225,000 which has been re- 
quested to initiate the construction on this 
project. 

Senator Haypen. We will ask the Recla- 
mation Bureau to put in a justification for 
the project. 

Would you read for the record what the 
total cost will be? 

TOTAL COST OF PROJECT 

Mr. FJELDSTED. Yes. The total cost will 
be $70,000,000 for the total project. The 
initial unit we are talking about will be in 
the neighborhood of $25,900,000. 

Senator HaypeNn. And spread over how 
many years? 

Mr. FJELDSTED. The initial project looks 
like it can be built in about 4½ to 5 years. 

Senator HAxDbEN. The immediate expendi- 
ture of this money is beginning to give you 
relief? 

Mr. Fseipstep. That is right. 

Senator Havnen. We will next hear from 
Mayor White and then from Senator 
Watkins. 

STATEMENT OF Hon. ARTHUR V. WATKINS, A 
UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE STATE 
or UTAH 

WEBER BASIN PROJECT, UTAH 


Senator Warkixs. Mr. Chairman, I have 
prepared a statement of several pages on 
this project, but I am not going to read 
that. I am going to ask that it be incorpo- 
rated in the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 

“STATEMENT OF SENATOR WATKINS 


“Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, 
I endorse all that has been said by Mr. Fjeld- 
sted, Mayor White, of Ogden, Utah, and my 
colleague, Senator BENNETT, as well as the 
general remarks regarding the necessity from 
a defense standpoint of continuing reclama- 
tion projects in the interest of our Nation's 
defense. 

“In all respects, the Weber Basin project 
meets the criteria of a reclamation project 
necessary because of its close connection with 
the defense program of the Nation. 

“This project consists of approximately 
100,090 acres of land, and includes 70,000 
acres of land not now irrigated, and 30,000 
acres of land now partially irrigated. It is 
located in the north central part of Utah, 
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just north of Salt Lake City, and contiguous 
to Ogden, Utah. 

“This is a multiple-purpose project. It 
will develop the basin’s remaining surplus 
water supply for irrigation and municipal 
needs. It will provide needed drainage out- 
lets for the swamplands now not tillable. 
It will protect the area from flood damage; 
it will produce hydroelectric power for irri- 
gation-pumping requirements and a little 
power for dump needs. It will increase the 
recreational opportunities of the citizens liv- 
ing in the area and will improve the fish and 
wildlife resources. 

“A water conservancy district has been 
organized to negotiate with the Federal Gov- 
ernment for the repayment of the reimburs- 
able construction costs. 

“The members of the committee will recall, 
I am sure, that this project was authorized 
for construction by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion under Public Law 273 of the Eighty-first 
Congress. When the President signed this 
bill, he directed the detailed information on 
allocation and repayment be secured and 
that other Government agencies be consulted 
in these matters. Since the approval of the 
bill, the President’s stipulations have been 
and are being carried out. Studies are being 
made by the Bureau of Reclamation in co- 
operation with the Department of Agricul- 
ture and the State of Utah. A definite plan 
report complying with the President's request 
is in preparation and should be completed 
within the near future. 

“The Bureau of the Budget has approved 
an allotment under general investigation 
funds for advance planning to continue with 
this work of preparing the definite plan re- 
port in fiscal 1952. However, the Bureau 
of the Budget has not approved and the 
Bureau of Reclamation has not provided for 
any construction funds in the fiscal 1952 
budget. This means that before the end of 
1952 all work on the project will be at a 
standstill. We feel that construction should 
be undertaken immediately on completion 
of the definite plan report to alleviate the 
critical need for water. 

“In our western reclamation States of the 
arid West nothing is more important than 
water conservation and the maximum pos- 
sible beneficial consumptive use of the water 
resources. 

“The Supreme Court in a case involving a 
dispute between western reclamation States 
over the use of water, had this to say about 
the need for water in our Western States: 

Each State depends for its existence 
primarily upon its natural resources, of 
which water in the arid regions is frequently 
the most valuable.’ 

“We in Utah certainly know this to be 
the case. The Weber Basin project alone 
will furnish 40,000 acre-feet of water for 
municipal purposes to Ogden City, the sec- 
ond largest city in the State of Utah, and 22 
other cities and towns in that area. 

“My colleague, Senator BENNETT, has 
spoken about the urgent need of the cities 
and towns for the water because of the in- 
stallation of the defense plants and for 
manufacturing and industrial usages. Mr. 
Fjeldsted and my colleague, Senator BEN- 
NETT, have discussed and portrayed the tre- 
mendous growth in population in the area. 
They have explained the increased needs 
and the burden which has been placed upon 
our dwindling water supply. 

“I want to point out that even with the 
appropriation we have asked for—$1,225,- 
000—very littla actual construction will take 
place, The funds will be used mainly to 
continue reconstruction surveys and to pre- 
pare designs and specifications. Some con- 
struction will ke initiated on the initial 
features of the project, 7 

“The most important features of the proj- 
ect to meet the immediate needs of the 
communities dependent upon this water 
supply are the Wanship Dam and Reservoir 
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and the Weber aqueduct. While it will take 
several years to complete this phase of the 
project, the appropriations of the amount 
which has been requested will initiate the 


.constructicn and will place us in a position 


whereby we cannot be accused of sabotaging 
the war effort in the event we are faced with 
a dry cycle in the area. 

“It must also be stressed that the con- 
struction contemplated by this authoriza- 
tion will not require any manpower neces- 
sary for any defense activities. Furthermore, 
no material considered critical or necessary 
in the emergency period ahead will be needed 
for this phase of the construction program 
on the Weber Basin project. 

“I want to call the attention of the Appro- 
priations Committee members to the fact 
that all these people living in this area are 
dependent upon the surrounding area for 
their fresh garden crops. The completion of 
the Weber Basin project, which, even with 
the appropriations we have asked for, will be 
12 to 15 years off, will make these communi- 
ties less dependent on outside areas for their 
garden and fruit crops. 

“It should be kept in mind, however, that 
the completion of the project just referred to 
must be considered at this time separate and 
apart from the initial phase for which we 
are here making our request for funds. 
These funds are necessary to complete plans 
and specifications and initiate construction 
on the first phase of the project, the Wanship 
Dam and Weber aqueduct. 

“I also feel that it is important for the 
committee members to keep in mind that 
this area can very likely become a haven for 
the people of the west coast who might be 
subjected to an attack in case of an all-out 
war on the coastal area, and, because of the 
situation we face in the Pacific area, such a 
possibility is not too remote. It will be pos. 
sible to build homes rapidly in the area and 
provide shelter far from the immediate target 
areas of the Pacific Coast States. But to do 
so water would have to be avallable, and at 
the present time Utah, and especially the 
area of the Weber Basin project, now is 
facing a shortage of water. 

“I recognize, as does my colleague, the 
necessity for economy in our operations if 
we are to remain solvent. Rest assured we 
would not be here urging funds to initiate 
construction on this project if we did not 
feel that it is in the best interest of our 
present defense program, 

“We should always keep in mind that while 
we are spending billions of dollars for a war 


program, as well as billions of dollars in aid- 


ing foreign countries—such as we recently 
have done in France, where we have given 
them money to build an electric plant—that 
we should not lose sight of our needs in this 
country. 

“We will not always be at war, and the men 
who are now serving in our Armed Forces 
will want to come back to farms, to indus- 
try, and to civilian activity. These projects 
will not be built overnight, and we cannot 
afford to completely stop all construction on 
these reclamation projects. Those that can 
be justified from a defense standpoint should 
be constructed. Iam convinced Weber Basin 
falls within this category, and I urge as 
strongly as I can that the committee include 
in the appropriation bill $1,225,000 to initiate 
construction of the Weber Basin project.” 

NATIONAL DEFENSE CONSIDERATIONS 

Senator WATKINS. I do want to make a 
general statement about this entire project. 
In the first place, I want to make it perfectly 
clear as far as I am concerned I would not 
be here today asking for an appropriation 
on this project if I were not sincerely and 
fairly convinced that it is necessary to aid 
in the national defense effort in that par- 
ticular area of the State of Utah and the 
West. I have taken the position we should 
not have big public works of any kind or 
description during this emergency unless 


8028 


they are directly related and can be effective 
in the defense effort. If the committee finds 
that we have not made a case—I do not 
think they will so find—but if they find we 
cannot make a case, then our request should 
not be allowed. 

We are convinced, knowing the situation 
first-hand, that we do have a case. I think 
if the statements are read, you will find we 
do have that kind of a situation. 

This project has been approved by the Con- 
gress unanimously. It is a large project, but 
that does not mean because it went by on the 
consent calendar in both Houses—in the 
House I think it went by on the two-thirds 
calendar or no votes against it—but that 
does not mean it was not explained. It 
was thoroughly explained in committee. I 

y talked with many Members ex- 
plaining just what it was, so eventually when 
we got to the point on the consent calendar 
there was no objection, although it was a 
$70,000,000 project. It is almost incredible 
to believe in the area of Ogden, Utah, with 
that beautiful valley there, the extension of 
the Salt Lake Valley, that we have two 
streams running into the gréat Salt Lake City 
that annually waste 400,000 acre-feet of fresh 
water not now used for irrigation. 

Senator Youne. Water is a scarce article. 


ESTIMATED WATER SAVING 


Senator Warns. It is almost incredible 
when I say this project will save 400,000 acre- 
feet annually. It is being wasted. It is not 
because the people there do not know the 
value of water. It is not because we have 
not tried. The fact is the people of Utah 
were the first Anglo-Saxons to put water to 
beneficial use, water for irrigation. They 
started the whole irrigation program in this 
country. : 

Senator Younc. You can almost make wa- 
ter go uphill. 

Senator WATKINS. They have done a lot of 
things there. That used to be a saying there. 
They did that with force back of it, of course. 

They have been interested in irrigation. 
This Weber project has been too big. It 
called for too much money. It called for an 
expensive planning program prior to the 
building of a project of this kind, too expen- 
sive for them to undertake from private capi- 
tal. We have been long converted there that 
we should not ask the Government to do any- 
thing for us that we can do ourselves. We 
went as far as we could under our own 
steam to build. We will do everything now 
we can without calling on the Government. 

Senator Younc. That was true during the 
relief days. 

Senator WATKINS. We did have some relief, 
more than the people sometimes claim we 
did. The fact is the latter part of the depres- 
sion we got busy there and tried to set 
up a situation that would take care of it. 
It was not 100 percent perfect, but it went 
largely in that direction. 

The 400,000 feet of water are being wasted 
in the Weber and Ogden Rivers. This is a 
project that is cleverly worked out. It took 
a lot of thinking and planning. It cost con- 
siderable money to plan it so it could take 
care of it by exchange and putting in new 
reservoirs, some pumping, and that sort of 


Our cities and towns around Ogden are ina 
defense area. We have in that area Hill Field 
Air Base. I think 9,000 people are employed 
there. 

ADJACENT GOVERNMENT PROJECTS 

In that particular area we have four in- 
stallations—Hill Field Air Base, Utah General 
Depot for the Army, Clearfield Naval De- 
pet, and the Ogden Arsenal. That has in- 
creased the population by 118 percent since 
1940, You know what that does to communi- 
ties which are up to their limit of water 
supply at the time. 

It is because nature has been kind to us 
for the last 10 or 11 years that we have not 
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had any trouble. We have had a cycle of 
wet years. We will have a cycle of wet years 
and then to the contrary everything will burn 
up. We are alarmed for fear that we have 
drawn on good luck as long as we can, and 
we haye to be prepared for this increased 
burden of population. That is not all of it. 

If world war eventuates again with that 
inland situation, a protected position from 
the coast, we are likely to have thousands 
of people who want to get away from cities 
like Portland, Seattle, Los Angeles, San Fran- 
cisco, and the west coast cities that are vul- 
nerable to an attack because of their large 
industries. 
and down the entire mountain area for those 
people to go. We cannot take care of them 
without water. We now have no reserves 
whatever. 

As I think the witnesses have told you, and 
I endorse everything they have said since 
I have seen their statements, we find that 
even the wells we have been sinking and de- 
pending on are becoming salty. The re- 
charging of the wells is not taking place 
rapidly enough to keep fresh water avail- 
able. There are some saline areas. It is just 
off the Salt Lake, you know. It is a 25-per- 
cent salt body, one of the strongest in the 
world. We will not have any wells if we do 
charge that area. The Government spent 
$137,325,000 at these four big installations 
there. It is a great supply area with the 
railroads forking out of there to the north, 
south, west, and east. They are not likely 
to abandon that. It was chosen because of 
its strategic location. We cannot afford not 
to go ahead with the project that will insure 
us a supply of water when we have 400,000 
acre-feet being wasted. 

I might point out 40 percent of this 
water is needed for these cities and towns 
that have the people who have come there 
to work, a 118-percent increase in population. 
It has been a big burden in regard to the 
sewers and all these facilities that go for 
community life. These people are ready to 
do everything they can, but these mountain 
streams that come out of the Wasatch Moun- 
tains are very short. Drainage area is short 
and limited. In case of a drought they would 
go dry. We do not know what we would 
do with those people if we have one of those 
dry cycles hit us. We have been told this 
emerceney may run on for 25 years. We 
should be looking ahead in that event. We 
cannot afford not to do the preliminary work 
and get this project lined up ready for con- 
struction, 


CONSTRUCTION OF AQUEDUCT 


I am not asking for the full project of 
$70,000,000. The initial phase includes an 
aqueduct that comes out of the Weber River 
and divides it down when it comes out the 
canyon. Part of it would go to Ogden City 
to help take care of that area, a city which 
has increased its population tremendously, 
Mayor White has explained that. Then it 
would run to the south in Davis County and 
14 smaller towns that get their water supply 
from it. That aqueduct ought to be built, 
by all means. 

Suppose we did not get these facilities 
finished, but we ran into a short year for 
water. We have a law in our State that pro- 
vides for domestic use, human consumption 
to be given a priority. We can take all the 
irrigation streams. In the event we got into 
a jam like that, we could not run water to 
these city people without this aqueduct, even 
if we could take the water away from the 
farms. It is a great truck-garden area, a 
fruit area, and one of the most profitable 
farming areas in the entire United States, for 
that matter, because they have been able to 
use irrigation water. They have a heavy 
demand for their food supplies. 

As I said, we have been through 
a cycle of wet years. We are at the end of 
our good luck, I think. We are fearful that 
is true. There is no reserve water left for 


We have to find some place up 


small reclamation project. 
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Ogden City or any of these towns. They are 
all in the same fix. If they had a shortage, 
they would have to cut off the supply imme- 
diately and restrict the use of water. 

The first stage of the project would call 
for this Weber-Davis aqueduct at a cost of 
$20,000,000. They could go at that soon. 
They could start preliminary work in a short 
time. Part of it is a 3½-mile tunnel. That 
goes very slow. You have to start on this 
early because it will hold up your whole deal, 
You can make the pipes and lay the rest of 
it, but you cannot dig those tunnels in a 
hurry. 

AMOUNT FOR RESERVOIR 

We have one reservoir that can be built for 
$5,900,000. That will help regulate this 
Weber River. 

There is another interesting phase of this 
Weber River. I do not know whether it has 
been mentioned here today, but each year 
during the so-called good years we have had 
trouble with this extra water coming down 
and flooding the farms. A good many people 
have built summer homes and they get flood 
problems, 
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AMOUNT REQUESTED 


The Department of the Army and the Army 
engineers have had to go in there now sev- 
eral years in succession and help try to take 
care of the situation, They do not want to 
put in any permanent improvements because 
this reclamation project will harness the 
river and take care of that waste water. 
There will not be any left to flood any- 
body if we once get this going. Out of the 
$70,000,000 authorized if we could get $25,- 
900,000, it will permit us to finish up the 
first . The construction plans are 
not finished. We have a staff working to 
gather the necessary data. If we do not 
get this money, they will not have money 
to finish that job. It is part of the con- 
struction work. It is the work that has to 
be done with blueprints, et cetera. That 
crew will have to be laid off, and it will take 
years to pick up again. 

So from every angle I can think of in con- 
nection with this, at least the defense side 
of it, you have strong reasons why it ought 
to be built. Let us get over to the food 
supply. 

In this same area they can put in addi- 
tional land. That will not come under the 


first stage. That will come later. The 
Whole project is fully justified. It is one 
that can repay construction costs. You 


were speaking of taxes returned and that 
sort of thing from these projects. We have 
one there now, a small one. I do not know 
why in the beginning we did not get this 
big one, but we do have a small one on the 
same river in the Ogden Valley. That is a 
That project has 
brought in at least 10 to 1. The benefits 
have been at least 10 to 1 on the money ex- 
pended. It has run into millions. That is 
where they have this Hill Field area. It 
requires a lot of water. There has been some 
charging of the lands with the new water 
supply, but no one dreamed we were going 
to have so many installations and we were 
going to have the large increase in popula- 
tion that we had. 


THE PROVO RIVER PROJECT 


During World War II, I was attorney for 
Provo River project, which supplies some 
water for Salt Lake City and the valleys to 
the south.. We were given priority on metals 
and nearly everything to rush that project 
through because of the fact that they were 
sending in a large number of militery per- 
sonnel. They had Camp Kerns there, a city 
of nearly 60,000 people, which was brought 
in overnight. If we had not had that proj- 
ect, we could never have supplied that depot 
with water. 

That wet cycle kept us from getting into 
trouble. We are just getting finished. 
That will take care of that area. I am 
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pointing this up to you because the same 
arguments I am making now applied to that 
project and we got priorities on steel, con- 
crete, and manpower to go ahead and get 
some of the essential features of that built. 

Senator Haypen. I remember the repre- 
sentations you made distinctly. 

WEBER BASIN PROJECT, UTAH 

Senator Watkins. I made those while I 
was an attorney for the project. For 14 
years I had been working with reclamation 
before coming here. I have been exposed 
enough to it. If I have ever seen one justi- 
fiable from a defense basis it is this Weber 
Basin project. It is a crime that 400,000 
acre-feet of water in that country are going 
to waste. Somebody asked me if it is an 
emergency. I said that any time you can 
find that amount of water being wasted there 
in the West, it is am emergency. It is a 
matter of manipulating and interchanging. 
These engineers have done a clever job of 
working that out so it can be used. 

You can write an insurance policy for 
those defense areas, for the food supply, for 
the gardens, and keep the people satisfied. 
If we get it done, we could take care of more 
people in a hurry with trailer camps and 
temporary housing. 

I want to emphasize with all the power I 
have the statements made Dy my predeces- 
sors before this committee today, and I want 
to point out that I think this committee and 
the Congress will be making a mistake if we 
do not get this project under way, at least 
get this initial stage done. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
eight projects are put in as a unit. The 
Senator from Michigan is not saying 
that the Utah project or the Idaho proj- 
ects, as separate projects, would not be 
proper, but I desire to refer to the testi- 
mony of E. W. Rising, of Washington, 
D. C. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Ina moment. The 
testimony begins on page 2015 of the 
hearings. He presented a list of eight 
projects requiring funds in the amount 
of $16,831,000. This is only a start. He 
lists the items. Anyone who will examine 
the record will see that he has taken 
the projects from certain States so as to 
make a unit, so as to log-roll the whole 
eight projects through the Senate of the 
United States. 

I am not opposing the right to vote 
upon the Utah project or any other sepa- 
rate project. What I am objecting to to- 
day is finding the Senate in the position 
in which it is, where it is offered these 
projects in a total of 8 to be considered 
as one project. 

I now yield to the Senator from Vir- 
ginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, if 
the Senate had a program the adoption 
of this amendment would violate every 
principle for which those who have been 
advocating economy have been standing. 
There was no budget estimate for any 
one of these eight projects. I do not 
claim there was any log-rolling among 
the eight States affected. It is signifi- 
cant, however, that the former employee 
of a construction firm divided up $12,- 
000,000 in eight Western States. No 
reference whatever was made in the 
House hearings to these projects. No 
action was taken on them by the House, 
When our committee considered the bill, 
we added $23,000,000 and, in my opinion, 
we added that much too much. It would 
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be a farce now to take $12,026,000 for 
projects in eight Western States and add 
it to the total when we do not have a 
budget estimate for that amount. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
want the Recorp to show that the total 
cost of these projects—and this is only a 
start—is $295,467,000. 

Inow wish to yield to the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Dirksen]. How much time 
do I have remaining, Mr. Presicent? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
has 2 minutes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield a minute to 
the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, it Jooks 
as if the righteous economy blaze had 
fizzled out. The bill comes from the 
House, and there is an increase by the 
Senate committee of $23,000,000. It is 
now proposed to add $12,000,000 more. 
While we are raising appropriations, an- 
other committee of the Senate is sweat- 
ing over the idea of diminishing the 
amount involved in the revenue bill 
which is now pending. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. With all due de- 
ference to my splendid colleague from 
Illinois I invite attention to the fact 
that whether his State was included in 
this new movement for free gifts, the 
distinguished Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O’MaHoney] cast the deciding vote 
in the committee that killed it in the 
committee. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I have 
not reflected upon any Member of the 
Senate. I am reflecting upon the fact 
that many of us took a solemn vow that 
we would try to do something for econ- 
omy. We find it very difficult in a bill 
of this kind. The committee comes in 
with increases. -Why talk about infia- 
tion? Why talk about controls? Why 
talk about curbing this sort of thing 
when the Congress itself is responsible 
for the principal factor, namely, feeding 
extra millions and millions of dollars 
into the bloodstream of the country to 
kick off the price level? Maybe the blaze 
has fizzled out, but, in my humble way, I 
shall do the best I know how along the 
line of economy, notwithstanding the 
ultimate result which is achieved here in 
increased appropriations. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
yield the rest of my time to the senior 
Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I desire 
to reiterate what has already been said. 
These projects were not approved by the 
Bureau of the Budget, or by any official 
of the Government. They were ap- 
proved by someone who is acting as a 
lobbyist. He was the only one who ap- 
peared before the committee with ref- 
erence to thes? projects. He was Mr. 
E. W. Rising, of Washington, D. C. 

This is a very remarkable case, Mr. 
President. Here is an appropriation of 
$16,000,000, and no one appears in con- 
nection with it, so far as the record is 
concerned, except someone who s lob- 
bying, and who represents construction 
companies, if I am not mistaken. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator is not 
correct. There were other witnesses 


who appeared with reference to these 


projects. 
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Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator give the 
page number? I have read the record, 
and all I could find was the statement 
of this man Rising. Who is he? 

Mr. HAYDEN. He represents a group 
of conservation agencies in the State of 
Idaho. His principal compensation is 
from that organization. 

Mr. BYRD. Is he a lobbyist or a con- 
tractor 

Mr. FERGUSON. He is a former em- 
ployee of a contractor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER 
Hoey in the chair). 
bate has expired. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, apar- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is my understand- 
ing correct that if this amendment to 
increase the total by $12,000,000 is 
agreed to, the amendment which I in- 
tend to offer to cut a total of $16,000,000 
will be out of order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would 
be out of order. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would it be appro- 
priate for me to say, therefore, that I 
hope this amendment will be voted 
down? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, has 
the time expired on this amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has. 

Mr. WHERRY. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum so that we can vote on the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


(Mr, 
The time for de- 


Aiken George McClellan 
Anderson Hayden McFarland 
Bennett Hendrickson McKellar 
Bricker Hennings Millikin 
Bridges Hill Monroney 
Butler, Md. Hoey Morse 
Butler, Nebr. Holland Mundt 
Byrd Humphrey Neely 

Cain Hunt Nixon 
Capehart Ives O'Conor 
Carlson Johnson, Colo, O'Mahoney 
Case Johnson, Tex, Pastore 
Chavez Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Clements Kem Saltonstall 
Cordon Kerr Schoeppel 
Dirksen Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Douglas Knowland Stennis , 
Duff Langer Taft 
Dworshak Lehman Thye 
Eastland Lodge Underwood 
Ecton Long Watkins 
Ellender Magnuson Welker 
Ferguson Malone Wherry 
Frear Maybank Williams 
Fulbright McCarthy Young 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, on 


the pending amendment I ask for the 


yeas and nays. 

‘The yeas and nays were ordered, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as modified, of- 
fered by the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
Haypen], including eight projects, which 
would inerease the amount in the com- 
mittee amendment on page 18, line 21, 
from $208,344,450 to $220,561,450. 

On that amendnient the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
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: Berton], the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. Keravuver], and the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Moopy], are absent on 
official business. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. CONNAL= 
Ly] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr, Green], the Senator from Connect- 
icut [Mr. McManon], and the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are ab- 
sent by leave of the Senate on official 
business of the Committce on Foreign 
Relations. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc- 
Carran] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on Official business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR- 
ray] is absent by leave of the Senate on 
official business, having been appointed 
a representative of our Government to 
attend the International Labor Confer- 
ence being held in Geneva, Switzerland, 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SmartuHers] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus- 
SELL], and the Senator from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. Smrrx] are absent on official 
committee business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR- 
RAY] is paired on this vote with the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. TOBEY]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Montana would vote “yea,” and the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire would vote 
“nay.” 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus- 
SELL] is paired on this vote with the Sen- 
ator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Georgia would vote “yea,” and the Sen- 
ator from Vermont would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Connecticut IMr. 
McManon] has a general pair on this 
vote with the Senator from Maine (Mr. 
BREWSTER]. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW- 
ster], who is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate on official business of the Committee 
ou Foreign Relations, has f general pair 
on this vote with the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. McManon]. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN- 
NER] is absent on official business of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER], the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. SmrrH], and the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. WILEY] are absent by leave 
of the Senate on official business of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. WIL ETI would each 
vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent by leave o? the Senate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Tosry] is absent on official business 
of the Committee on Crime Investiga- 
tion, and is paired with the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. Murray]. If present and 
voting the Senator from New Hampshire 
would vote “nay” and the Senator from 
Montana would vote “yea.” 

On “this vote the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. FLANDERS] is paired with the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], 
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If present and voting the Senator from 


Vermont would vote “nay” and the Sen- 
ator from Georgia would vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 30, 
nays 45, as follows: 


YEAS—30 
Anderson Humphrey McCarthy 
Bennett Hunt McFarland 
Johnson, Colo, Millikin 


Butler, Nebr. 
ain 


Chavez Johnston, S. C. Mundt 
Dworshak Kerr eely 
Ellender Langer Watkins 
Hayden Long Welker 
Hennings Magnuson Wherry 
Hill Malone Young 
NAYS—45 
Aiken Ferguson McKellar 
Bricker Frear Monroney 
Bridges Fulbright Nixon 
Butler, Md. George O'Conor 
Byrd Hendrickson O'Mahoney 
Capehart Hoey astore 
Carlson Holland Robertson 
Case Ives altonstall 
Clements Kem Schoeppel 
Cordon Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Dirksen Knowland Stennis 
Douglas Lehman Taft 
Duff Lodge Thye 
Eastland Maybank Underwood 
Ecton McClellan Willlams 
NOT VOTING—21 
Benton Jenner Russell 
Brewster Kefauver Smathers 
Connally Martin Smith. N. J. 
Flanders McCarran Smith, N. C. 
Gillette McMahon Sparkman 
Green Moody Tobey 
Hickenlooper Murray Wiley 


So Mr. HaypeEn’s amendment, as mod- 
ified, in the nature of a substitute for the 
committee amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MAGNUSON subsequently said: 
Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent 
that in the body of the Recorp, follow- 
ing the vote on the Hayden amendment, 
I may be permitted to insert a short 
statement. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR MaGNuson Re 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR YAKIMA PROJECT, 
KENNEWICK Division, COLUMBIA BASIN, 
STATE OP WASHINGTON 


The Senator from Arizona, last Thursday, 
offered an amendment to this bill proposing 
an addition of $12,026,000 to the amount 
provided by the Committee for Construction 
and Rehabilitation, Bureau of Reclamation, 
The purpose of the addition is to finance 
initial construction on eight reclamation 
projects—located in eight States of the 
West. 

The subcommittee on Interior appropria- 
tions voted to include these eight projects 
in its report to the full committee. The 
full committee rejected this particular sub- 
committee recommendation by a vote of 11 
to 10. Ten members of the full committee, 
therefore, believe as I do that it is in the 
national interest to get these eight projects 
under way. 

One of the projects included in the Hayden 
amendment is the Kennewick division of the 
Yakima project in my State. The amount 
involved is $1,174,000. While I am primarily 
interested in this project, my interest ex- 
tends beyond that to the reclamation pro- 
gram in every part of the West. 

Before speaking directly to the Kennewick 
division I want to speak briefly to a point 
which I know will be raised in the minds of 
some Senators, namely, “Should we at a time 
like this be appropriating funds to bring 
new land into production?” To put it an- 
other way, some will ask: “With all the 
demands of defense mobilization, can we 
afford the additional strain represented by 
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those projects?” Or to put it still another 
way, some will say: Can't the reclamation 
program be slowed down or deferred until 
we have passed through the present interna- 
tional crisis?” 

No one knows how long the international 
tension will last. No one can foresee how 
long we must remain in a state of prepared- 
ness. Best guesses are that we must look 
forward to a 10- or even 20-year period of 
semimobilization. If that is the prospect 
we face, it seems obvious that we cannot as 
a Nation afford to place on ice, so to speak, 
all efforts to develop our resources. 

As a matter of fact there is compelling 
argument for accelerating that develop- 
ment—particularly in those cases where the 
resource itself will return development costs 
to the Treasury. The reclamation program 
for the West should be kept going at a sensi- 
ble level. It is with this thought and in 
this spirit that those of us from the West 
direct your attention to our projects. 

I am sure the Senate is already familiar 
with the Yakima project and the Kennewick 
division thereto. I have spoken here on the 
floor several times, urging construction 
funds to complete the project. 

Last year Bureau of the Budget authorized 
the Department to request $175,000 for de- 
signs and planning on the Kennewick, This 
year $44,000 was cleared for the same pur- 
pose. 

The Department, however, requested $1,- 
550,000 to put the project into the con- 
struction phase. This represents about one- 
sixth of the total cost. Bureau of the Budget 
deleted this item from the appropriation 
request last year and again this year. 

Denial of construction funds was based 
on the mistaken assumption the Kennewick 
division is a new start. The Senate knows 
that budget has adhered to a policy, in the 
last 2 years, of no new starts. 

Later in my remarks, I want to touch on 
the no-new-start policy because I think that 
policy is wrong. First, however, I direct my 
remarks to the erroneous asumption that 
Kennewick js a new start. 

Senators who are members of the Appro- 
priations Committee will recall last year's 
discussion on this point. I appeared before 
the House Appropriations Committee to ar- 
gue the case. Congressman Jackson of 
Washington, himself a member of the 
House Appropriations Committee, did like- 
wise. The House committee concurred in 
our contention that the Kennewick divi- 
sion, as its name implies, is an integral part 
of the Yakima project, and the Yakima 
project has been under construction for 
over 40 years. It is one of the oldest proj- 
ects of the Bureau. 

The Kennewick contract itself is dated 
April 7, 1921, and calls for diversion of 150,< 
000 acre-feet of water. The other divisions 
of the Yakima project are Sunnyside, Tieton, 
Kittitas, and Roza. They are either com- 
pleted or rapidly nearing completion. 

Going back to the decision reached by 
the House committee, I quote from page 172 
of the report on the general appropriations 
bill for 1951.. The committee said: 

“The President’s budget message on page 
M-65 contains the following statement: 
‘The activities of the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the flood-control program of the Corps 
of Engineers, involving the construction of 
dams, power facilities, canals, channels, and 
levees, will be limited in 1951 to continua- 
tion of work on projects started in prior 
years.’ 

“The committee does not agree with the 
determination of the Bureau of the Budget 
in rejecting appropriations for the con- 
struction of the Kennewick division, Yakima 
project, Washington, under this expression 
of policy. The committee has considered 
this division and has determined that it is 
not a new project but is part of the Yakima 
project under such policy.” 


1951 

After hearing our argument, the Senate 
committee included a paragraph on page 
146 of its report which says: 

“The committee concurs with the deter- 
mination of the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee on page 172 of its report No. 1797 to 
the effect that the Kennewick division of the 
Yakima project ‘is not a new project but is 
& part of the Yakima project.’” 

In view of these decisions by the two com- 
mittees of the Congress, I find it most dif- 
cult to understand the failure to include 
construction funds for the Kennewick divi- 
sion in this year’s budget. In my judgment, 
it is entirely proper that the Senate should 
now proceed on its own initiative to imple- 
ment the decision it reached last year, when 
we approved the committee action—just re- 
ferred to. I strongly urge you to do this 
by adopting the Hayden amendment, 

Just a brief comment on the policy of 
“no new starts.” There has been a regret- 
table tendency—both in the Bureau of the 
Budget and the Congress—to dry up the 
reclamation program at its source. I refer 
to the repeated cuts that have been made 
in the appropriation for general investiga- 
tions. 

I am sure Bureau of the Budget cut the 
original request of the Reclamation Commis- 
sioner for funds under this heading. As the 
Budget came from the President, however, 
there was included $5,500,000 for financing 
surveys and investigations. The House com- 
mittee clipped this to $5,000,000. On the 
House floor the item was clipped an addi- 
tional 20 percent to $4,000,000. 

Unless the Bureau of Reclamation has a 
reasonable amount of money to finance sur- 
veys and investigations, there will be “no new 
starts,” because there will be no plans what- 
ever on which to make a new start. Funds 
expended for this activity are a good in- 
vestment. As a matter of fact, I am quite 
sure some of our projects in the West would 
be better projects had there been more in- 
vestigation. You cannot have a shelf of rec- 
lamation work without surveys—and unless 
we keep a minimum program going, the 
engineering talent assembled over the years 
by the Bureau will disintegrate. You cannot 
put that kind of an organization together 
overnight. 

So I conclude that a policy of “no new 
starts” too long pursued is detrimental to 
the West and to the Nation. The Congress 
itself sets policy on these matters. We are 
not bound by the decisions of the execu- 
tive branch, nor should we be. 

I speak to you today as a representative 
of one of the eight Western States affected 
by the Hayden amendment. Senators from 
the other affected States have spoken or will 
speak. In pleading for our particular proj- 
ects, however, we in reality are pleading for 
the entire reclamation program. Let’s not 
have it die on the vine—let’s keep it going at 
a sensible level. 

To do this we must have some new starts 
and we must go forward to completion of 
some of our older projects—like the Kenne- 
wick division of the Yakima project. 

I reiterate my earlier statement. The De- 
partment of the Interlor requested $1,550,000 
for the Kennewick in fiscal 1952. 

The Hayden amendment includes $1,174,- 
000 for the project. I hope the Senate adopts 
this amendment—thereby supporting the 
judgment of the Interior Appropriations 
Subcommittee on this matter of vital im- 

ce, not only to the West but to the 
entire Nation. 
EXPLANATION OF HAYDEN AMENDMENT 

Mr. Hayven, Mr. President, I desire to offer 
an amendment to that amendment, and then 
ask that it go over and remain pending. I 
ask that the amendment to the committee 
amendment which I now offer may be stated. 

The Vice PRESIDENT. The amendment will 
be stated. 
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The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 18, line 21, 
inserted 


mim lieu of the matter proposed to be 


by the committee amendment, it is proposed 
to insert the following: 220,370,450, of 


` which not to exceed $29,160,408 shall be avail- 


able for personal services, and” 

On page 18, line 23, in lieu of the figure 
proposed to be inserted by the committee 
amendment, it is proposed to insert 
“$33,896,650.” 

The Vice PRESIDENT, The amendment will 
be passed over. 

Mr. Harb. Mr. President, in explanation 
of what I propose to do, I may say that in my 
opinion we should not approve of the “no 
new starts” policy adopted by the Bureau of 
the Budget during the past two fiscal years 
with respect to appropriations for the de- 
velopment of the natural resources of the 
Nation. As a result of that policy the sums 
made available for the four major develop- 
ment agencies out of the total appropriations 
of $81,402,455,787 for the fiscal year 1951 were 
for reclamation 0.33 percent, for flood con- 
trol and river harbors 0.76 percent, for soil 
conservation 0.41 percent, and for highways 
0.47 percent, or a total of less than 2 percent, 
being actually 1.98 percent of the total ap- 
propriations made last year for those four 
purposes. 

The curtailment of such internal im- 
provement projects has been justified by 
the Bureau of the Budget by asserting that 
labor and materials should be diverted from 
them to direct use in the national defense 
effort required by the threat of armed Com- 
munist aggression. But the threat of aggres- 
sion is quite certain to exist for a consider- 
able period of years and new wealth created 
from the Nation’s natural resources will be 
greatly needed to sustain the effort to defeat 
it. It is therefore sound public policy to de- 
viate a reasonable part of the total Federal ex- 
penditures to capital investments in wealth- 
producing projects which will be repaid by 
increased revenues derived from taxing in- 
come and profits which would otherwise not 
exist. 

I am, therefore, offering the amendment, 
and I propose to have it allocated to eight 
different projects. It would initiate con- 
struction of these projects, for all of which 
estimates were submitted by the Department 
of the Interior and the Bureau of the Budget, 
and disapprove the attitude of the Bureau of 
the Budget toward new-starts projects. They 
are projects which will put to work water now 
going to waste to the seas to grow crops, 
make homes, support people, produce power 
for urban, rural, and industrial uses, and 
increase Federal revenues from taxation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
place in the Record at this point a summary 
of the projects or units proposed, showing the 
amount to be allocated out of the $12,026,000, 
and indicating how much money will be used 
on each project. 

There being no objection, the list was or- 
dered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


Projects or units proposed additional to 
budget estimates 


Total esti- | Pro d 
ted 


Project or unit 


division, 
5. Riverton Project, 
Muddy Ridge canal 
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“The reasons for the inclusion of appro- 
priations for these projects may be sum- 
marized as follows: 

“1, Solano project, California: The $2,500,- 
000 recommended will enable contracts to be 
let to start construction of Monticello Dam 
to provide supplemental water for the city 
of Vallejo, vital defense installations, and an 
important irrigated food-production area. 

“2. Palisades Dam, Idaho: The $2,500,000 
recommended will permit completion of 
highway relocation and initiation of con- 
struction of the dam. The Defense Electric 
Power Administration has approved the proj- 
ect which will have 112,500 kilowatts of 
power capacity. By supplemental water, 
the dam will later stabilize and increase pro- 
duction on 650,000 acres of irrigated land in 
Snake River Valley. 

“3. Weber Basin, Utah: The $1,000,000 
recommended for this project will enable a 
contract to be let to bring vitally needed 
water for irrigation, municipal, and defense 
needs to the vicinity of Ogden. 

“4, Kennewick division, Washington: The 
$1,174,000 recommended will assure a start 
toward obtaining irrigated crops that are 
needed in a critical area of the Hanford 
atomic energy development where more than 
30,000 new population has created a serious 
food problem. Both the House and Senate 
Committees on Appropriations have held that 
this division is a continuation of construc- 
tion of the successful Yakima project. 

“5. Riverton project, Wyoming: The com- 
mittee has increased the amount of this 
project from $855,740 allowed by the House 
to $1,150,000 to permit construction to start 
on the Muddy Ridge canal to serve 30,000 
acres of public land that will be made avail- 
able for settlement by veterans. Construc- 
tion of the Riverton project has been ex- 
tended over 30 years with consequent in- 
creasing costs and overhead and should be 
completed as rapidly as possible. 

“6. Missouri River Basin project—(a) 
Lower Marias unit, Montana: The $2,500,000 
allocation will permit award of contract for 
construction of the Tiber Dam for irrigation 
storage to stabilize agriculture in an area 
frequently devastated by drought where an 
assured supply of livestock feed is essential, 
An appropriation to commence construction 
of this project during the 1951 fiscal year 
was impounded by the Bureau of the Budget 
because of its ‘no new starts’ policy. 

“(b) Sargent unit, Nebraska: The $1,227,- 
000 allocation will permit award of contract 
for the Millburn diversion dam to divert 
supplemental water from Middle Loup River 
to provide livestock feed and other irrigated- 
crop production in an area of highly pro- 
ductive land greatly in need of supplemental 
water.” 


Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I offer 
the amendment, which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. It is designated 
“7-6-51—B.” > 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hory 
in the chair). The amendment offered 
by the Senator from [Illinois will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 18, 
line 21, in the committee amendment, 
as amended, it is proposed to strike out 
“$208,535,450” and insert in lieu thereof 
“$192,261,450.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state to the Senator from 
Illinois that his amendment in that form 
would not be in order, because the House 
and Senate have already fixed the figure 
of $208,535,450, and unless the Senator’s 
amendment covers more items than that 
one it cannot be considered. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am at the moment 
quite unable to understand the ruling of 
the Chair. Does the Chair rule that we 
have already approved the figure “$208,- 
535,450”? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
figure has already been fixed. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iam completely sur- 
prised on this matter. When did we 
approve the figure of $208,535,450? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate adopted the amendment of the 
Senator from California [Mr. Know- 
LAND] to the committee amendment, and 
it adopted that figure. So that figure 
alone would not be subject to further 
amendment. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. HAYDEN. What the Chair has 
stated is rather surprising to me. I 
think the Senator from Illinois ought to 
have an opportunity to offer his amend- 
ment. The action which was taken the 
other day when the Senator from Cali- 
fornia offered his amendment was not 
intended to foreclose Senators from an 
opportunity of this kind. I ask unani- 
mous consent—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, by unanimous consent, the 
Senator from Illinois may offer his 
amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object—— 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arizona yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I fully agree with 
what the Senator from Arizona has said. 
When I rose the other day I asked that 
this purely minor change, adding the 
amount of $191,000 at this point and 
deducting it from operation and main- 
tenance, be made without prejudice to 
the further offering of amendments. If 
I had not felt assured that that was so, I 
would not have pressed the amendment. 
So I hope unanimous consent will be 
granted, in fairness to the Senate. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
gather that there has been some unor- 
thodox parliamentary procedure, in 
which I am perfectly willing to concur. 
However, I have an amendment which 
I wish to offer in this same line and 
the same item in the bill. Since the 
amendment of the Senator from Cali- 
fornia was not considered to be within 
the general procedures of the Senate, 
and in view of the fact that the Senator 
from Illinois may still offer an amend- 
ment, which means an amendment in 
the third degree, I wish to preserve for 
the Senator from Minnesota the right 
to offer an amendment in connection 
with the same figure, without being fore- 
closed by the action of the Parliamen- 
tarian or the Chair, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is only ruling on the question pre- 
sented. The Chair will read from the 
CONGRESSIONAL Recorp of July 5, 1951, 
on page 7646: 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the Senator from Cali- 
fornia may offer his amendment now. 

The Vice PRESENT. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

The first amendment offered by the Sen- 
ator from California will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 18, line 
21, it is proposed to strike out “$208,344,450", 
and insert “$208,535,450.” 

The Vice Preswenr. Is there objection? 
Without objection the amer nent to the 
amendment is agreed to. 


That leaves the item not subject to 
further amendment, except by unani- 
mous consent. Is there objection to 
granting unanimous consent to the Sen- 
ator from Illinois to offer an amend- 
ment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Just a moment. I 
do not understand, from the reading of 
the Recorp, that unanimous consent 
was given for the consideration of the 
amendment of the Senator from Cali- 
fornia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
was done on July 5. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not think the 
Recorp shows that. It merely states 
that the amendment was adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was 
adopted by the Senate. Having been 
adopted, that figure is fixed as the ac- 
tion of the Senate, and that question 
cannot be considered again without 
unanimous consent. Is there objection? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Just a moment, 
Mr. President. 

First of all, we have been foreclosed 
so far as debate is concerned. There is 
a 15-minute limitation which was ar- 
rived at without consultation with some 
of us who are very much interested in 
the bill. Secondly, we now find an un- 
orthodox procedure in the consideration 
of amendments. The Senator from 
Minnesota has an amendment. He has 
been told that that amendment cannot 
be offered at this point in the bill if the 
amendment which is now being consid- 
ered is adopted. If the Hayden amend- 
ment had been adopted, I would have 
been foreclosed. If we are to give spe- 
cial treatment to the Senator from Cali- 
fornia and his amendment, and if we 
are to give special treatment to my 
friend from Illinois [Mr. Dovcras] and 
his amendment, the Senator from Min- 
nesota wants, not special treatment, but 
the same kind of treatment. 

Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state to the Senator from 
Minnesota that the question which he 
mentions will arise when he offers his 
amendment. There is no way by which 
the Chair can rule in advance on that 
question. The only question now before 
the Senate is whether or not unanimous 
consent shall be given to the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. Douctas]. to offer his 
amendment. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, let me 
suggest to the Senator from Minnesota 
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that there is a way in which he can offer 
his amendment after the entire subject 
matter is closed. He can offer a proviso 
at the end of the bill, after all the com- 
mittee amendments are disposed of, to 
provide that so much of this money may 
be used for a certain purpose, increas- 
ing the amount by that sum. Then the 
amendment will stand by itself, and the 
Senate can vote on it. The Senate can 
always add a proviso to an appropria- 
tion bill if it so desires. That is the way 
to accomplish the purpose. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am very happy 
to receive that confirmation, because 
that is what I wanted to get perfectly 
clear. There has just been a unanimous 
consent agreement to limit debate. I 
have an amendment. If my rights are 
protected, so that I may offer my 
amendment, I shall not object to the 
pending request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to granting unanimous con- 
sent that the Senator from Illinois may 
offer his amendment? The Chair hears 
none. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, first I 
wish to thank the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. HAYDEN] for his courtesy in permit- 
ting my amendment to save $16,000,000 
to be put before this body. It is an ex- 
hibition of a very fine spirit of sports- 
manship. I appreciate it very much. 

Mr, President, I believe we should take 
stock as to just where we are in relation- 
ship to the budget as a whole. The 
President’s message of January called for 
expenditures of approximately $71,500,- 
000,000. That figure has been increased 
by about a billion and a half dollars in 
supplemental requests since then, so we 
now have a total request of about $73,- 
000,000,000 before us. The present tax 
rates will probably not yield more than 
$61,000,000,000 for the coming year. 
Consequently we face a deficit of $12,- 
000,000,000. This can only be made up 
by both (a) a reduction in expenditures 
and (b) an increase in taxes. The pre- 
cise proportion which we are to use as 
between those two methods has of course 
not yet been decided. Some say it should 
be 50-50, namely, a six billion cut in ex- 
penditures and a $6,000,000,000 increase 
in taxes. I am certain that no one be- 
lieves that the cut can be less than 
$5,000,000,000, and that we shall have ta 
save at least $5,000,000,000 from the total 
budget of approximately $73,000,000,000, 

There are certain items in the $73,- 
000,000,000 of expenditures which will 
be very difficult to cut. The interest on 
the public debt, which will be over $5,- 
500,000,000, cannot for example be re- 
duced. The veterans’ pensions cannot 
be reduced. The grants to the States for 
old age assistance and for dependents’ 
assistance cannot be reduced. 

Probably $12,000,000,000 of appropria- 
tions, approximately, are completely 
fixed beyond the power of Congress to 
reduce. 

Therefore we shall have to make our 
savings of $5,000,000,000 from a total of 
not much more than $60,000,000,000. Of 
that $60,000,000,000, about $41,000,000,- 
000 or $42,000,000,000 will be expendi- 
tures for national defense, I believe we 
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can reduce expenditures for national de- 
fense without diminishing combat efi- 
ciency, by reducing the waste in the 
military outlay. It is difficult for Con- 
gress to do it, and certainly it is probably 
true that we cannot apply as large a 
percentage of cuts to the defense items 
that we can apply to the nondefense 
items. 

Roughly I form the general division 
of reductions in my mind about as fol- 
lows: That we can reduce defense items 
by approximately $2,000,000,000, and 
that we can reduce foreign aid by some- 
thing less than a billion dollars, There- 
fore we must cut nondefense domestic 
items by two to two and a half billion 
dollars. 

Mr. President, if you will follow out 
these items, you will find that this re- 
quires not far from a 20-percent reduc- 
tion in expenditures for domestic and 
nondefense items. 

In the case of .the Interior Depart- 
ment, the appropriations for which we 
are now considering, the committee has 
proposed a gross reduction of $44,000,- 
000, or a percentage cut of 8 percent be- 
low the budget estimate. This is good, 
but it is not good enough. In my judg- 
ment we shall have to cut the Interior 
Department's appropriations by at least 
12 percent, if we are to get the budget 
to the balanced state which, presum- 
ably, we are all theoretically trying to do. 

In the amendment before us I am pro- 
posing a reduction of approximately 
$16,000,000, from a rounded total of 
$208,000,000 to $192,000,000, or a saving 
of about 8 percent. On other items in 
the Interior Department appropriations 
I intend to propose reductions of ap- 
proximately $8,000,000, making the over- 
all reduction of an additional 4 percent 
for all items in the Interior Department 
bill as a whole. 

The proposal of a $16,000,000 cut for 
the reclamation items is not excessive, in 
my judgment. It means the elimina- 
tion of one project, approximately a 10- 
percent slow-down in the rate of con- 
struction of four other irrigation proj- 
ects, which will be carried on but at a 
10-percent slower rate than normally, 
and a cut-back in planning funds for 
the Missouri Basin. A full description 
of how my amendment would affect 
these projects can be found in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL Recorp for July 6 at pages 
7718-7719. 

In view of the emergency with which 
we are faced, a 10- percent slow-down on 
4 out of the 35 projects included in this 
bill seems to me to be sensible. There 
is one exception provided. In the case 
of the Missouri Basin project I am pro- 
posing substantially a 20-percent slow- 
down on irrigation and also a reduction 
in the expenditures for plans for the 
Missouri project. 

I wish we could have considered the 
item of plans and investigations before 
we took up the construction. However, 
because of the agreement with the Sena- 
tor from Utah [Mr. Watkins] we did not 
do it. I wish to say that the Bureau of 
Reclamation has already drawn up plans 
for three to four billion dollars’ worth of 
irrigation work. The plans for this are 
alldrawn. We have a big backlog there. 
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Now they are proposing, both in the item 
prior to this one and in the western 
Missouri item, to appropriate more mil- 
lions to plan still further projects be- 
yond these three billion to four billion 
dollars, for which they already have 
drawing-board plans, and they wish to 
draw plans to take still more billions of 
dollars in the future. 

I may say that we have plans and plans 
and plans for river and harbor improve- 
ments and for irrigation projects. We 
can spend billions of dollars on the plans 
we already have. Why spend millions 
now in this period of national emer- 
gency to draw still further plans? 
Sometimes I think that the Bureau of 
Reclamation has the slogan: 

Draw me more stately plans, O my soul. 


I believe it is about time that we cut 
down on these items. Therefore, Mr. 
President, I hope that the reduction of 
$16,000,000 will be approved by the Sen- 
ate. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield to 
my friend from Utah. 

Mr. WATKINS. Does the Senator 
from Illinois realize that both the Dem- 
ocratic Party and the Republican Party 
have wholeheartedly endorsed in their 
platform for the last 8 to 10 years a 
reclamation program? Does he realize 
also that such a program is in accord- 
ance with the promises of both political 
parties of the United States to the voters 
of the country, particularly to the people 
of the West? 8 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say to my good 
friend from Utah that in the first place, 
my amendment would permit quite a 
substantial reclamation program to be 
carried out—a $192,000,000 program. In 
the second place, the planks to which he 
refers were adopted in a period of peace. 
We are not now in a period of peace. 
We are in a period very close to war. 
We look forward to an uncertain future. 
In view of the uncertain future, we 
simply do not have the resources for all 
irrigation projects which are proposed 
and at the same time also for the guns. 
battleships, airplanes, and other mili- 
tary resources which we need. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I gladly yield to the 
Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator's pro- 
posal is not directed against reclamation 
as such, but in view of the emergency 
in which we find ourselves, it is merely 
aimed at delaying such projects for a 
very short time. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Utah. 

Mr. WATKINS. May I point out to 
the Senator that what he is talking about 
is based on the record of the Bureau of 
Reclamation in making the investiga- 
tions. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iam talking not only 
about that, but I am talking also about 
the necessity of slowing down the con- 
structic~ of irrigation projects. 
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Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. WATKINS. Let me call the Sen- 
ator’s attention to one project which is 
practically finished. All we have left to 
complete is a tunnel. It is nearly two- 
thirds completed. It has been under 
construction since 1936. It started off 
as a $7,500,000 project. It is now up to 
eighteen or nineteen million dollars, 
Would the Senator be in favor of slow- 
ing down on the construction of the tun- 
nel, and make it impossible to get the 
water which it is necessary to have in 
order to use the rest of the project? Is 
that economy? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. Is the Senator from 
Utah opposing my motion in my time or 
in the time of the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. HAYDEN]? 

Mr. WATKINS. I asked the Senator 
from Illinois to yield for a question. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I request that the 
time be charged to the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN]. 

Mr. WATKINS. I asked the Senator 
to yield for a question. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. How much 
longer will it take to finish? 

Mr. WATKINS. I have asked my 
question. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. How much longer 
will it take to finish it. I mean the tun- 
nel, not the speech. 

Mr. WATKINS. 
this year. 

Mr. DOUGLAS, My proposal is that 
it be finished in a year and a tenth, in- 
stead of a year. Is it so urgent that it 
must be finished in 12 months, rather 
than 13 months and 6 days. I am pro- 
posing that the rate of construction be 
slowed down by one-tenth. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, let me 
point out to the Senator from Illinois—— 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If the Senator is 
about to point out something I should 
like to ask that he point it out in the 
time of the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. WATKINS. Very well. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask unanimous consent that the 
time for debate on the pending amend- 
ment be increased to 30 minutes on a 
side, instead of 15 minutes. I have had 
many requests for time to speak, and I 
am certain the same is true on the other 
side of the question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands that the request is 
that the unanimous-consent agreement 
be modified in order to provide 30 min- 
utes to each side, instead of 15, on this 
amendment only. 

Mr, HAYDEN. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I 
should like to go along with the distin- 
guished chairman of the committee. 
However, if we are going to begin such 
a process with the amendments, there 
will be no end to it. 

So it seems to me we should try to 
adhere to the unanimous-consent agree- 
ment. If the chairman of the commit- 
tee insists on changing it, all right; but 
I hate to see such a process begun, 


It can be finished 
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Mr. HAYDEN. I state frankly that I 
know of no other amendment to the bill 
which will require additional time. 

Mr. WHERRY. Why not use some of 
the time available on the bill? 

I ask that the chairman of the com- 
mittee amend his request for additional 
time by requesting that the additional 
minute to be allowed to each side on 
this amendment be taken from the time 
available for debate on the bill under the 
unanimous-consent agreement. In that 
way, 30 minutes will be available to each 
side for debate on this amendment, by 
means of a decrease of 15 minutes in 
the time available to each side for debate 
on the bill. 

Mr. HAYDEN. 
my request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the modified unanimous- 
consent request of the Senator from 
Arizona? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield 2 or 3 minutes to me? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes; I am glad to do 
so. I yield 3 minutes to the Senator 
from Washington. x 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I should 
like to present briefly a point of view 
which is in direct conflict with the ob- 
servations just presented to the Senate 
by the distinguished senior Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DoucrAs !. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will che 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CAIN. Certainly. 

Mr. CORDON. I should like to state 
that the importance of this amendment 
is such as to require a better attendance 
on the floor of the Senate, if that can be 
arranged. Therefore, will the Senator 
yield in order that I may suggest the 
absence of a quorum? 

Mr. CAIN. I shall be very pleased to 
do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time required for the quorum call will 
have to be taken out of the time avail- 
able for debate on the amendment. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the time re- 
quired for the quorum call be charged 
to both sides, one-half to be deducted 
from the time available to each side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The absence of a quorum has been 
suggested, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
a quorum call be rescinded and that 
further proceedings under the call be 
suspended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Oregon? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Washington desires to 
speak, and I yield to him. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I wish to 
speak very briefly in opposition to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Illinois. I speak briefly for two reasons, 
One reason is that I believe that many 
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of our colleagues are completely in sup- 
port of a continuing development of the 
Columbia River Basin; and I take it they 
will add to what I shall say. 

A reduction of $2,600,000 in the amount 
allowed by the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, as suggested by the Senator 
from Illinois, would seriously retard the 
construction program on the Columbia 
Basin project. Of the $29,900,000 re- 
quested for fiscal year 1952, approxi- 


-mately $22,600,000 is for irrigation fa- 


cilities. The total amount requested 
has been cut by the House and Senate to 
$27,000,000, and it is now proposed to 
reduce further the amount requested for 
irrigation by $2,600,000. 

Approximately 6,700 acres are now 
under irrigation, and it is anticipated 
that 67,814 acres will be fully irrigated 
and made available for farm units in 
fiscal 1952, leading toward a 200,000-acre 
goal by 1955. These farm units will con- 
tribute substantially to the production of 
food for the rapidly increasing popula- 
tion in the coastal States. 

Work is progressing on the pumping 
plant situated behind the Grand Coulee 
Dam on Roosevelt Lake. The pumps 
are being installed and tested. Pump- 
ing is now taking place on the first com- 
pleted unit, and the equalizing reservoir 
is being filled and seasoned. Similarly, 
the primary canals and structures are 
under construction, and the lateral sys- 
tems for the distribution of the waters 
from the canals to the farm lands has 
just been initiated, involving at the pres- 
ent time about $96,000,000 in contracts 
now in force, which contracts will re- 
quire approximately $18.000000 for 
their continuation. With the $2,600,000 
cut which is proposed by our friend from 
Illinois, that would reduce further con- 
struction in fiscal 1952 to approximately 
$6,400,000 for the future work on the 
project primarily for irrigation facili- 
ties. 

It should be pointed out that the pro- 
gram of development of the farm areas 
in the Columbia Basin is consistent with 
the President’s program, and it has been 
well known to the Bureau of the Budget 
and Congress for several years. Any re- 
duction in funds at this time would pre- 
vent proper development of the project 
works and would allow for only the com- 
pletion of the primary water-carriage 
system and, further—and we are talk- 
ing in terms of being economy-minded 
in these days—it would increase the cost 
to the Government due to delay and 
rising costs. It is obvious, at least to me, 
that such a system standing idle with 
the huge investment already made is 
wasteful, and that the full amount 
should be provided for the construction 
of the coordinated lateral systems so 
that the landowners can put their units 
into production. 

I appreciate the time yielded me by the 
Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. HAYDEN, I yield 4 minutes to 
the Senator from Utah. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Utah is recognized for 4 
minutes. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I am 
opposed to the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Illinois, for the rea- 
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son that when construction contracts 
are let on reclamation projects and it 
becomes necessary for the contractors to 
assemble their crews and perfect their 
organization, in order that they may 
proceed to the construction, if they are 
slowed down by 10 percent or 20 per- 
cent, it interferes with that activity; 
and in the case of the project in Utah, 
which I mentioned, it may mean a big 
claim against the Government in the 
United States Court of Claims, for fail- 
ure of the Government to go on with its 
part of the contract. 

The Utah project, known as the Provo 
River, is about finished. It needs an ad- 
ditional sum this year, which the com- 
mittee has recommended, in order that 
the project may be finished. It is in the 
general construction funds item. If 
that fund is cut, it means that its con- 
struction, including finishing the tunnel, 
from which the project will get one-third 
of its water supply will be delayed and 
the tunnel cannot be used, although 
much money is tied up in it, 

The project was begun in 1934, con- 
tracts were let in 1936, as I recall, and it 
has taken all these years to construct 
what started out to be a $17,500,000 con- 
tract. The cost has now advanced to 
$18,000,000. It should have been fin- 
ished before the beginning of World 
War II. Every year of delay has meant 
an additional increase in cost to the 
water users and to the people who are 
dependent on the project. 

It seems to me that a cut in this con- 
struction fund will not be any economy 
whatever, but will in the end result in 
increased costs on many of these proj- 
ects, because the contractors will not be 
able to carry on. They will lose their 
crews; they will suffer damages; and 
they will immediately come into the 
Court of Claims to recover damages, 
Since these projects are all underway, 
and most of them are under contract, 
they should be finished, and there should 
1 no cut in this particular appropria- 

on. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield 4 minutes to 
the Senator from Montana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Montana is recognized for 
4 minutes. 

Mr. ECTON. Mr. President, I do not 
presume that it would be possible to in- 
fluence the distinguished Senator from 
Illinois in the least regarding this mat- 
ter, but I wonder whether he really 
understands what he is attempting to do 
in proposing this drastic cut. For his 
information I wish to state that the 
Committee on Appropriations has very 
completely and thoroughly considered 
all these projects, which have been au- 
thorized in the past, and which have 
received the approval of the Budget 
Bureau. 

I wish to inform the Senator from 
Illinois that the $16,000,000 which he 
proposes to cut in this particular item 
pertains to $4,000,000 worth of the phase 
A construction in the Missouri Basin. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me for a question, 
in my time? 

Mr. ECTON. Iam glad to yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Do I correctly un- 
derstand the Senator from Montana to 
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say that we should not alter the com- 
mittee’s figures? 

Mr. ECTON. Mr. President, I some- 
times wonder what is the use of having 
committees in the Senate if every com- 
mittee recommendation and every com- 
mittee item is to be altered, or an at- 
tempt made on the floor of the Senate to 
cut it. If that course is to be fol- 
lowed we might as well abandon the 
committee system. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I ask the Sena- 
tor from Montana whether he believes 
that we should not alter the committee’s 
figures? Is it his position that we 
should not do that? 

Mr. ECTON. No—— 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I hope not, because 
the Senator from Montana voted, a few 
moments ago, for a $12,000,000 increase. 

Mr. ECTON. For the Senator's infor- 
mation, I wish to remind him that I did 
not vote for the $12,000,000 increase 
a while ago. I voted for the amendment 
of the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I beg the Senator's 
pardon. I withdraw the remark. 

Mr. ECTON. I hope the Senator will 
withdraw that statement. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I shot at the wrong 
man, Please excuse me. I wish to 
rectify the error. 

Mr. ECTON. For the information of 
the Senator from Illinois, I might tell 
him that I voted against a very major 
project in my own State, for the simple 
reason that the Budget Bureau had 
turned it down in the beginning, and 
the committee considered it and turned 
it down, and I was supporting the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ECTON. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator has 
stated what the Senator from Michigan 
had intended to say, that the Senator 
from Montana did actually cast his vote 
against a project in his own State. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
withdraw my animadversion, and apolo- 
gize most profusely. But it is interest- 
ing to many persons that many Senators 
are never in favor of an amendment to 
reduce an appropriation, but are always 
in favor of an amendment to increase 
one. I am sorry that I included the 
Senator from Montana in an unjust 
criticism. 

Mr. ECTON. I remind the able Sen- 
ator from Illinois that this four-million- 
dollar reduction applies mainly to irri- 
gation projects in my own State which 
have been authorized and approved by 
the Budget Bureau. That is what I seek 
to protect at this particular time by 
opposing the very drastic reduction pro- 
posed in the Senator’s amendment. 

The Senator’s amendment applies to 
the irrigation phase of the over-all pro- 
gram in the Missouri River Basin. It 
affects three projects in Montana. In 
the Crow Creek project, for instance, 
5,020 acres of irrigable land are affected. 
Near Miles City a large acreage of irriga- 
ble land is affected, and in the Sidney 
Unit in eastern Montana 3,475 acres are 
affected. The Crow Creek project is 
connected with the Canyon Ferry power 
project in Broadwater County, Mont. 
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There is a special stipulation in the 


appropriation bill, which has been car- 


ried in appropriation bills for a long 
time, that before a power project can be 
fully utilized a certain amount of new 
land must be placed under irrigation to 
offset the good land in the valley which 
has been flooded by the reservoir result- 
ing from the construction of the dam. 
So, Mr. President, if we cut out this irri- 
gation project as it pertains to the Crow 
Creek area, we nullify practically the 
complete use of the dam itself. There 
is no use handicapping the irrigation 
features of these projects and not mak- 
ing use of the water which is being 
dammed up and the power which will 
be made available. 

If the Senator from Illinois really un- 
derstood the consequences that would 
follow the adoption of his amendment, 
I am confident that because of his fair- 
ness and sound judgment he would not 
want the amendment adopted. 

Mr. President, for the reasons I have 
stated I sincerely hope that this particu- 
lar amendment will be rejected. It is 
true the Senate committee increased the 
amount somewhat over the amount in 
the bill as it passed the House, but we 
have to go to conference and make an 
adjustment with the House. I think the 
matter can be adjusted properly in the 
conference. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the senior Senator from 
California [Mr. KNOWLAND]. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, with 
reference to the pending bill, and in an- 
swer to a query raised by the able Sena- 
tor from Illinois [Mr. Douctas] earlier, 
I would say that, of course, no member 
of the Appropriations Committee believes 
that the bill is not subject to scrutiny by 
the Senate or subject to such amend- 
ments as the Senate itself may desire to 
write into it, because that is our legisla- 
tive process. But I will say to the Sena- 
tor from Illinois that I believe great 
weight should be given to the recom- 
mendations of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee of the Senate. I am a member of 
that committee, and I do not know of a 
committee of the Senate which spends 
longer hours or does more work than 
does the Committee on Appropriations; 
and I have served on other committees 
which have been hard working. 

I know of no man who gives more 
time as chairman of a subcommittee 
than does the able senior Senator from 
Arizona (Mr. HAYDEN]. I know of no 
committee whose members have more 
objectively viewed various requests from 
all sections of the country. 

We are dealing with what may be 
properly termed, in my opinion, a cap- 
ital investment in the future of Amer- 
ica. Certainly anyone who has followed 
the hearings before the subcommittee 
this year knows that we have devoted 
long hours to hearing testimony from 
those who advocated projects and those 
who might be opposing projects, from 
Government departments dealing with 
the subjects, and we have delved very 
thoroughly into the figures. 

I think I am betraying no secret from 
the inner sanctums of the Appropria- 
tions Committee when I say that after 
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the subcommittee reported the pending 
bill to the full committee, there were 
very prolonged discussions in the full 
committee at which time members who 
felt that the subcommittee had not re- 
duced certain items far enough had a 
full chance to express their views. The 
full committee, in a number of instances, 
after prolonged discussions and not sim- 
ply perfunctory consideration, made 
certain changes in the report as pre- 
sented by the subcommittee. Then the 
bill was reported to the Senate. 

I say, with the greatest respect, since 
I have a high regard and great esteem 
for the Senator from Illinois, that I do 
not believe we can rewrite on the floor 
of the Senate an appropriation bill of 
this nature without doing much dam- 
age to a great many worthy projects. 
Certainly, if our country is to be faced 
in the future, as I think it may be, with 
demands for higher productivity in our 
factories, it is going to be necessary to 
increase hydroelectric power develop- 
ment. If in the future we are to be 
called upon, as we well may be, not only 
to feed our own growing population, but 
the people of other nations of the world, 
w> are going to have to consider the 
bringing in of additional agricultural 
lands for that purpose. 

We must always keep in mind, in this 
form of capital investment in the fu- 
ture of America, the fact that as we 
make for sound economic conditions in 
the various areas of our country, we are, 
in turn, increasing the wealth of the 
Nation and the tax-paying power of its 
people. 

I am quite frank to say to the Sen- 
ator from Illinois that it is possible, of 
course, to carry that argument to the 
extreme, as we can carry any other ar- 
gument to the extreme, and we can 
spend tremendous sums in the develop- 
ment of reclamation. But I submit that 
as to the total budget now pending before 
the Congress, the appropriations car- 
ried in this bill amount to just about 
$500,000,000 out of the President’s total 
budget of approximately $71,000,000,000. 
I hope the able Senator from Arizona 
will repeat today just what the percent- 
age amounts to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pas- 
TORE in the chair). The time of the 
Senator from California has expired. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. May I have one 
more minute? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. While I certainly 
would not challenge, and have never 
challenged, the right of the Senate to 
make any changes in any bill reported 
from a committee, I believe the Senate 
should give great weight to the recom- 
mendations of the Committee on Appro- 
priations. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I yield 
1 minute to the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. BYRD]. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I rise to 
correct the Recorp with respect to re- 
marks made by the Senator from Vir- 
ginia regarding the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute which was offered 
by the Senator from Arizona [Mr. Hay- 
DEN] which was defeated. The Senator 
from Virginia said that only one witness, 
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a man by the name of E. W. Rising, had 
appeared before the committee in behalf 
of the amendment. What the Senator 
from Virginia intended to say was that 
he was the only witness who appeared 
in favor of these amendments as a whole, 
and that Budget representatives did not 
appear, nor did the representatives of 
the Bureau of Reclamation appear. I 
desire to correct the Recorp to the extent 
of adding that other Senators did ap- 
pear in behalf of specific projects, num- 
bering seven or eight. 

Imake this statement with great cour- 
tesy to the distinguished chairman of 
the subcommittee, for whom I have the 
highest regard, who corrected me just 
as the time for debate on the amend- 
ment expired. I asked him if my re- 
marks were not correct, and he said they 
were not correct. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, let me 
say that not only did Senators appear, 
but representatives from the projects 
which are listed, appeared before the 
subcommittee. 

Mr. BYRD. There was no represen- 
tative from any Government agency who 
appeared in behalf of the projects. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct. But 
persons from the affected areas ap- 
peared. 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator from Vir- 
ginia wishes to apologize and correct the 
statement which he made to the extent 
indicated. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Virginia yield for an 
observation? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I do not 
believe I have the floor. 

Mr. WATKINS. With respect to the 
Weber Basin Project in Utah, the Mayor 
of Ogden, Utah, and the representative 
of the Weber Basin Conservation Dis- 
trict testified at length in favor of that 
project. The junior Senator from Utah 
(Mr. BENNETT] and I also appeared and 
made lengthy statements as to the proj- 
ect, and what the money was to be used 
for. I may say to the Senator from Vir- 
ginia that so far as getting a budget 
estimate for a project is concerned, there 
is very little chance for a Republican 
from Utah to get such a budget estimate. 

Mr. BYRD. Democrats are also in- 
volved in this expenditure of $12,000,000. 

Mr. WATKINS. I understand that. 
But I want to let the Senator from Vir- 
ginia know that so far as the Senator 
from Utah is concerned, he presented 
arguments with respect to the merits of 
the project. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. CORDON]. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I hope 
to return the larger part of the 5 min- 
utes to the chairman of the subcom- 
mittee. 

Mr. President, in rising in opposition 
to the amendment of the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Dovcras], I do so with full 
appreciation of the thing he seeks to do, 
and with full sympathy with him in his 
attempt actually to translate words into 
action, in his attempt to cease making a 
joke of economy, and trying to translate 
the talk about economy into positive 
action. I want to express my apprecia- 
tion to him for trying to do so. 
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In this instance my opposition, Mr. 
President, rests upon what I think is a 


sound basis, namely that the funds here 


involved are not funds to begin construc- 
tion of new projects or, except in a very 
minor degree, extending additions to 
existing projects. They represent in 
their great entirety what we might term 
progress payments on existing construc- 
tion contracts. The majority of those 
contracts are stupendous in size. It re- 
quires a vast amount of equipment, ma- 
terial and labor to carry them forward. 
There is a very heavy investment made 
by the contractor before a single shovel 
of earth is turned or a wheel is turned. 
That initial investment is always a part 
of the contract bid, and must be met. 

By the same token, if the contractor 
cannot go forward and finish the job in 
accordance with the contract, then he 
has not gotten the benefit that he ex- 
pected to get out of his initial invest- 
ment. That raises the question of who 
is to suffer the loss. 

But it goes beyond that, Mr. President, 
Workers are brought to these construc- 
tion jobs. They have changed their 
places of residence. They have walked 
away from other opportunities of em- 
ployment. The whole pattern of the 
lives of the construction workers and 
their families on these projects is 
changed completely, in many instances 
irretrievably, because they must then 
leave one project and go to another 
project somewhere else, moving the fam- 
ily, moving the equipment, seeking new 
housing. All the dislocations that can 
come in that type of case are apparent 
and will be realities if we cannot main- 
tain orderly progress of existing contract 
agreements. 

I cannot speak for this year because 
I was unable to be present at the sub- 
committee meeting when this matter was 
heard—although I am sure the evidence 
is fully available—but in years past we 
have always gone into the matter project 
by project and determined what is being 
done, what contracts are outstanding, 
how far the contractor has gone on the 
job, what will be the result if he cannot 
maintain the progress schedule which 
was given him as a basis for his bid 
when he was awarded the contract. 
From the basic information gathered by 
the committee—although as I say, and 
I do not want to advance an argument 
that is not based upon the facts to my 
own knowledge, and I was not able to 
hear this particular testimony—I am 
certain from the justifications, that here 
again are existing contracts, with all the 
impedimenta, the construction contrac- 
tor on the job, the workmen on the job, 
the materials order d, much of the ma- 
terials on hand; and a cutting down of 
the progress rate in a case like that, 
Mr. President, unfortunately will not 
save money. It will not simply slow 
down the job, it will cost more to do 
the same work, even though we attempt 
to pick it up next year. In other words, 
we would be paying a dollar and a half 
to get a dollar’s worth of economy, and 
that is not economy. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I should 
like to inquire about the remaining time 
on each side, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona has 2 minutes, 
and the Senator from Illinois 14 min- 
utes. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I suggest that the 
Senator from Illinois use some of his 
time. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the senior Senator 
from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Michigan has indicated 
previously that this amendment is not 
an attempt to strike down and destroy 
reclamation. 

The Senator from Michigan feels— 
and he has an amendment he intended 
to submit relating to the same commit- 
tee amendment—that it is perfectly 
proper that we should vote on this par- 
ticular amendment first. What the 
Senator from Illinois is trying to do is 
to have this particular item, and all 
other items considered in connection 
with the entire budget and in the light 
of necessary expenditures for the na- 
tional defense. The Senator from 
Michigan agrees that the time has come 
when even reclamation, important as it 
is, should be considered in that light. No 
one is going to doubt that the reclama- 
tion projects have been good for the 
United States, and that some of these 
projects should be completed, and will 
be completed. This is not an attempt 
to destroy them at all. It is an at- 
tempt to try to use the money the United 
States receives in taxes from its people 
for this year with due regard to the Gov- 
ernment’s necessities. 

I know how some of the States are 
affected. I know that water becomes 
very political in certain States. There 
is no more political subject than water. 
One of the reasons why it is so political 
is that it is vital to the needs of the 
people. Without water there is desert, 
and there is no place for politicians to 
thrive. There is no constituency to be 
represented. 

Mr. President, I am sure that this 
amendment would not destroy recla- 
mation. It would slow it down some- 
what. The House, in its wisdom, cut 
this appropriation to $197,000,000. The 
Senate committee raised it to $208,344,- 
450. That indicates that it is the judg- 
ment of the House that this item can be 
cut without destroying reclamation. 

So far as the Senate Commitee on 
Appropriations is concerned, I agree 
with the Senator from California [Mr, 
RNOWLAND J. It is a hard-working com- 
mittee. I am a member of that com- 
mittee. I know something about the 
amount of work we are required to do. 
At times we have as many as three sub- 
committee meetings at one time, and 
Senators must read the record to know 
what is going on in the committee. At 
1 o'clock today, while members of the 
Appropriations Committee were engaged 
in the consideration of this vital bill, 
the Senate and House conferees were 
trying to hold a conference on the inde- 
pendent offices bill. 

When an appropriation bill comes to 
the floor each Senator is responsible to 
his constituents back home, as well as 
to all the people of the United States. 
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We should look at this question in the 
light of the economy of the United States. 
We have a defense program in excess of 
$60,090,000,000. When I refer to the de- 
fense program, I am not losing sight of 
the fact that some of the items in this 
bill could be considered as indirect de- 
fense items. However, I am speaking 
primarily about direct defense items, 
items which are to be used by our sol- 
diers directly upon the enemy. From the 
standpoint of defense, reclamation is, of 
ecarse, an indirect item of defense. 
When we are asked for $60,000,000,000 
plus for defense, I say that in all fair- 
ness to the people of the United States 
who are to pay the taxes, we should con- 
sider these appropriations from the 
standpoint of the economy of the entire 
country. 

An increase of 124 percent in taxes is 
asked. Last year’s tax bill was not put 
into effect over the entire year. How- 
ever, there is an increase over last year 
of 10 percent. The taxpayer is going 
to find that he will have an increase of 
2244 percent for the current year if the 
full $7,500,000,000 is voted. 

I hope the Senate will adopt this 
amendment. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
join with the Senator from Michigan in 
urging the Senate to adopt this amend- 
ment. I point out that even though 
this amendment were adopted, it would 
still leave twice as much money appro- 
priated for this Department of the Goy- 
ernment as was appropriated in any 
year prior to 1946. } 

At this point I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the Recor as a part 
of my remarks a list of the appropria- 
tions for the Department of the Interior 
for the past 10 years. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Appropriations for Department of the 


Interior 
T $169, 537, 000 
Os By 2 ie i Aon at 280, 490, 000 
Oe ees Ca ne 8 281, 096, 000 
py Se I E 235, 424, 000 
17% 214, 338, 000 
. SENSES 248, 817, 000 
0 CTY fe nn E DOE SES EE S 290, 408, 000 
A E 320, 603, 000 
CT 516, 401, 000 
800 — lee 578, 687. 000 
ae p ERASE S ata fe ee Sasa 520, 082, 000 


Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. President, I call 
attention to the fact that these appro- 
priations have increased from $169,000,- 
000 in 1941, to $248,000,000 in 1946, and 
$520,000,000 in 1951. Even if we adopt 
this cut, it will still leave twice as much 
as the Department had in any year prior 
to 1946. It has been only in the past 2 
or 3 years that the appropriations have 
exceeded $500,000,000. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not have the 
time. I am sorry. 

The very least we can do, if we mean 
what we say in the economy drive, is to 
vote for this cut. It has been pointed 
out on the floor of the Senate that per- 
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haps Senators who are for reclamation 
projects should not vote for this cut, 
Also it has been called to the atten- 
tion of the Senator from Illinois that 
both political platforms have endorsed 
reclamation projects. I point out that 
both political platforms for the past 20 
years have been promising the American 
people a balanced budget and a reduction 
in expenditures. I think the time has 
come to carry out that part of the pro- 
gram, particularly when we are con- 
sidering a tax increase of about $10,000,- 
000,000. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, how 
much time have I left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 6 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, it is 
highly important that we consider not 
merely individual items as they come up, 
but rather these individual items in rela- 
tionship to the total budget picture. If 
we merely consider individual items by 
themselves, we shall always be attracted 
by the merits of the individual proposals, 
and we can find merits in virtually every 
proposal that comes before us. There- 
fore, we go along from one item to an- 
other, and from one bill to another, con- 
stantly voting for large appropriations, 
with the result that if we do not consider 
the total picture we wind up with huge 
appropriations and a large deficit. So it 
is necessary constantly to bear in mind 
what we are shooting at. 

I submit that with a $12,000,000,000 
deficit facing us, we must consider both 
the individual appropriation bills and 
the general tax bill together, and that 
at the very minimum we must save 
$5,000,000,000 on the appropriations, of 
which not far from $2,000,000,000 must 
come from the domestic, nondefense 
items, which will mean an average cut of 
not far from 20 percent. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not have much 

time. I should prefer to continue, if I 
may. : 
The cut proposed by the committee is 
8 percent. I submit, therefore, that we 
should make a larger cut in order to get 
ready to help make the total reduction 
of $2,000,000,000. 

Iam not proposing to make an across- 
the-board cut by this amendment. It is 
confined to five projects. It is true that 
they are five important projects. In the 
case of the All-American Canal, it was 
not recommended by the Budget Bureau. 
It was put in by the House and Senate, 
and I am proposing to return to the 
budget figure of only $180,000 for minor 
improvements, instead of the figure of 
close to $3,000,000, which the Senate 
committee put in. 

With respect to four projects—two of 
them in California, one in Washington, 
and the Missouri River Basin project—I 
am proposing a 10-percent slowdown in 
the rate of construction. If we can re- 
duce governmental expenditures by 10 
percent—and I believe we can—why can 
we not reduce the contractors’ rate of 
expenditure by 10 percent? The rate of 
labor turn-over on construction projects 
is probably the highest in the country. 
The contractors can adjust very readily 
by not filling vacancies caused by work- 
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ers who leave the construction camps. 
They can cut their expenditures by 10 
percent, and slow down their rate, with- 
out dislocation. But if they continue to 
spend at the rate contemplated by the 
Committee they will be drawing labor 
and materials away from national de- 
fense. They will actually be reducing 
the defense capacity of the country. 

So this 10 percent slowdown in the 
rate of construction of irrigation proj- 
ects—and I want to point out that it is 
irrigation that I am proposing to cut, 
and not power—can be effected without 
reducing national production at all. On 
the contrary, it would enable production 
to take place in areas where it is needed. 

I am also proposing a further saving 
of $3,000,000, in the planning of further 
reclamation projects in the Missouri 
Basin, I would cut the planning out- 
lays in half. I have pointed out that we 
already have between $3,000,000,000 and 
$4,000,000,000 worth of projects already 
authorized, for which plans have been 
drawn. What I am trying to reduce is 
the drawing of further plans, in addi- 
tion to the plans for the $3,000,000,000 or 
$4,000,000,000 worth of projects, so that 
we will not have a heaping up of addi- 
tional plans to be acted upon in the 
future. 

Certainly this is an economy which 
can be made with profit at this time. 
Let the draftsmen and civil engineers go 
into the Army and draw military plans, 
or let them go into industries which are 
producing war goods, and draw plans for 
tanks, guns, and airplanes, instead of 
for additional billions of dollars’ worth 
of irrigation projects not yet authorized 
by Congress. It would be merely build- 
ing up a backlog upon which we would 
be asked to vote in the future. 

Mr. President, the time is now, the 
chance to save is here, and I hope very 
much that we may save the $16,000,000 
for the taxpayers. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iam not certain how 
much time I have remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
minute. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I shall be glad to 
yield to the Senator from Virginia for 
a question, 

Mr. ROBERTSON. On pages 7718- 
7719 of Friday’s CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
there appears a list of the projects which 
the Senator believes should be cut, 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The second proj- 
ect listed is the Cachuma project, in 
California. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I understand 
that a cut in that particular project 
would be very injurious to the status of 
the work already done, and could in- 
voive us in a greater eventual loss than 
a saving. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It would be only a 
10-percent slowdown. It would be a re- 
duction. It calls for a reduction of only 
$1,000,000. How could such a reduction 
seriously threaten the project? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Nlinois has 
expired. 
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Mr. ROBERTSON. I should like to 
ask the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Corpon] to explain what the effect of 
such a cut would be. I have voted for 
some cuts on some projects. I shall be 
very glad to support further cuts, as 
proposed by the Senator from Illinois, 
but I am disturbed about this proposed 
cut. Will the Senator from Illinois yield 
so that the Senator from Oregon may 
explain the situation? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have no time re- 
maining to yield. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 
minutes. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I 
should like to point out that for con- 
struction and rehabilitation, which in- 
cludes the construction work of the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation, the 1952 budget 
estimate was $224,090,000. The House 
allowed an appropriation of $197,000,000. 
The Senate committee recommended 
$208,000,000, which is $65,000,000 less 
than was appropriated for the last fiscal 
year. In other words, there would be a 
cut in this year’s work, as compared 
with last year’s work, of $35,000,000. It 
is $15,000,000 less than the 1952 budget 
submitted by the President. It is a cut 
of $15,000,000 in the budget. Therefore 
substantial reductions have already been 
made, and for that reason any further 
reductions should not be made and 
would not be justified. 

It is proposed that $16,000,000 be 
saved by slowing down construction 
on some of the irrigation projects and 
making substantial reductions in plan- 
ning funds. Any slowing down of going 
construction work is an extremely costly 
operation for the Government. Where 
contracts are already awarded, the slow- 
ing down of work is not practicable with- 
out the payment of large sums as dam- 
ages to the contractors for work deferred 
or postponed. All construction work 
for the Bureau is scheduled on a com- 
pletely integrated basis so that projects 
are brought into service feature by fea- 
ture at specific times. Deferment or 
slowdown destroys the integration, 
forces an extension of the period of con- 
struction with resultant increase of over- 
head costs. In a period of rising prices 
the increase in cost of completion of 
projects will be substantial. Based on 
the experience during World War II, 
when construction of a number of irri- 
gation projects was suspended, the final 
completion cost will be at least twice 
that of the cost estimated prior to the 
war, due to the change in price levels 
alone. 

The expanding population of the 
West, which percentagewise is greater 
than the rest of the country, has placed 
a heavy drain on the sources of food and 
‘other agricultural products produced on 
the western irrigated areas. A continu- 
ing program of irrigation should be con- 
tinued parallel to the population growth 
of the region. The majority of the 
funds to be appropriated for irrigation 
purposes are for construction of canals 
and other facilities that deliver water 
from existing reservoirs. By that means 
water and land will be put to productive 
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use for needed agricultural crops. Also 
by that means water users will begin re- 
payment at an earlier date, and the Gov- 
ernment’s investment in its dams and 
reservoirs will not be sterilized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Arizona has 
expired. All time for debate on the 
amendment has expired. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Hayden McKellar 
Anderson Hendrickson Millikin 
Bennett Hennings Monroney 
Bricker Hill Moody 
Bridges Hoey Morse 
Butler, Md Holland Mundt 
Butler, Nebr. Humphrey Neely 
Byrd unt Nixon 
Cain Ives O'Conor 
Capehart Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney 
Carlson Johnson, Tex. Pastore 
Case Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Chavez Kefauver Saltonstall 
Clements Kem Schoeppel 
Cordon Kerr Smith, Maine 
Dirksen Kilgore Stennis 
Douglas Knowland Taft 
Duff Langer Thye 
Dworshak Lehman Underwood 
Eastland Lodge Watkins 
Ecton Long Welker 
Ellender Magnuson Wherry 
Ferguson Maybank Williams 

r McCarthy Young 
Fulbright McClellan 
George McFarland 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLEMENTS in the chair). A quorum is 
present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment lettered “(B)” of the Sena- 
tor from Illinois [Mr. DovcLas] to the 
committee amendment, as amended, on 
page 18, in line 21. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on this question. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
Benton] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. Con- 
NALLY] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. Green], the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. McManon], and the Sen- 
ator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are 
absent by leave of the Senate on official 
business of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc- 
Carran] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate on 
official business, having been appointed 
a representative of our Government to 
attend the International Labor Confer- 
ence being held in Geneva, Switzerland, 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. SMaTH- 
ERS] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr, RUS- 
SELL] and the Senator from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. SmiTH] are absent on official 
committee business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. Mur- 
RAY] is paired on this vote with the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS]. 
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If present and voting, the Senator from 
Montana would vote “nay” and the Sen- 
ator from Vermont would vote “yea.” 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RUSSELL] would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
McManon] has a general pair on this 
vote with the Senator from Maine [Mr, 
BREWSTER]. 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that 
the Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER], 
who is absent by leave of the Senate on 
Official business of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, has a general pair 
with the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
McManxon]. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN- 
NER] is absent on official business of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER], the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. SmrtH], and the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. WILEY] are absent by leave 
of the Senate on official business of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. MA- 
LONE] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. TOBEY] is absent on official business 
s the Committee on Crime Investiga- 

on. 

On this vote, the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr. FLANDERS] is paired with the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. Murray]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Vermont would vote “yea” and the Sen- 
ator from Montana would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITH] is paired with the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. TOBEY]. If present 
and voting, the Senator from New Jersey 
would vote “yea” and the Senator from 
New Hampshire would vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 19, 
nays 57, as follows: 


YEAS—19 
Bricker George Pastore 
Bridges Hendrickson Robertson 
Byrd oey Smith, Maine 
Dirksen Ives Underwood 
Douglas Lodge Wiliams 
Ferguson Moody 
Frear O'Conor 

NAYS—57 
Aiken Hennings McClellan 
Anderson Hill McFarland 
Bennett Holland McKellar 
Butler, Md. Humphrey Millikin 
Butler, Nebr. Hunt Monroney 
Cain Johnson, Colo. Morse 
Capehart Johnson, Tex. Mundt 
Carlson Johnston, S. C. Neely 
Case Kefauver Nixon 
Chavez Kem O'Mahoney 
Clements Kerr Sal 
Cordon Kilgore Schoeppel 
Duf Knowland Stennis 
Dworshak Langer Taft 
Eastland Thye 
Ecton Long Watkins 
Ellender Magnuson Welker 
Fulbright Maybank Wherry 
Hayden McCarthy Young 

NOT VOTING—20 

Benton Jenner Smathers 
Brewster Malone Smith, N. J. 
Connally Martin Smith, N. C. 
Flanders McCarran Sparkman 
Gillette McMahon Tobey 
Green Murray Wiley 
Hickenlooper Russell 
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So Mr. Dovuctas’ amendment to the 
committee amendment, as amended, was 
rejected. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, I call up 
the amendment designated as “7-9-51— 
E,” which is offered by me on behalf of 
myself, the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. Macnuson], and the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that the Senator’s 
amendment is not now in order. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, to 
the committee amendment, as amended, 
on page 18, in line 21, I offer my amend- 
ment identified as “‘7-6-51—L,” and ask 
that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment, as amended, will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment, as amended, on page 
18, in line 21, it is proposed to strike out 
“$208,535,450” and insert “$198,900,000.” 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
$208,535,450 item is the largest single 
appropriation in the bill; it is well over 
40 percent of the total amount of money 
carried in the bill. The basis of this 
amendment is a 5 percent reduction in 
the program as recommended by the 

‘committee. It should be noted that the 
reduction proposed by the amendment 
would still leave the figure exactly 1,- 
000,000 more than the amount voted 
by the House. Five percent of the com- 
mittee’s recommendation is $10,417,222, 
to be subtracted from the committee’s 
recommendation, which would provide 
$197,927,228. Rounding that figure off 
to $198,000,000, it allows $72,712 more 
than the 5 percent would deduct. Iam 
completely satisfied that a 5-percent cut- 
back in this construction program can 
be accomplished without doing damage 
to any long-range program. Moreover, 
Iam absolutely convinced that such cut- 
backs are essential in this time of emer- 
gency. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON, I yield for a ques- 
tion. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan says he is convinced that the 
proposed cut would not have any effect 
upon the long-range program. I in- 
quire where the Senator obtains that 
information. What testimony by any 
witness convinces him of that fact? I 
have read the testimony. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I have read it, too, 
and I am well aware of the fact that the 
Director of the Budget, in the figures on 
the projects indicated on pages 15 and 
16 of the report, spelled out certain 
amounts for the budget this year. 
Those amounts were spelled out as early 
as last August, when an emergency had 
not yet been declared, when the country 
had not gone all out in the matter of 
preparedness as it has today. I do not 
mean total preparedness, but I mean 
preparedness to the extent of $60,650,- 
000,000. 

When the Senate Appropriations 
Committee considered those items, it 
will be noted, by reference to page 15 
of the report, that in the very great 
majority of cases they recommended the 
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amount of the budget estimate, and in 
several cases even more. On the third 
item from the top, the budget estimate 
was $180,000; the House allowed $1,772,- 
330; and the committee gave $2,963,000. 

From page 16 of the report it will be 
noted that, on the first item, the budget 
estimate was $100,000; the amount al- 
lowed by the House was $95,080; and the 
amount provided by the Senate commit- 
tee was $200,000. Then, dropping to 
the eighth item, the budget estimate was 
$1,088,000; the House allowed $1,224,- 
660; and the Senate committee recom- 
mended $1,288,000. That is why the 
Senator from Michigan feels that, if 
the amounts were reduced only to the 
extent of 5 percent, it could hardly slow 
down the program to any extent in the 
long haul, and the Senator from Michi- 
gan would feel that, in applying this 5- 
percent cut, if the sum of an individual 
reduction would make possible the com- 
pletion of a project, he would naturally 
expect that the project would be com- 
pleted by minor adjustments from other 
project funds, under this amendment, 
When I refer to a 5-percent cut across 
the board, if the funds represented by 
5 percent would complete the job on an 
individual project, the Senator from 
Michigan would expect that the job 
would be completed. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I have no objec- 
tion to the Senator’s convictions in re- 
spect to this matter. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan is merely expressing his own 
convictions about it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. However, I have 
yet to find in the record of the hearings 
the testimony of any responsible witness 
who knows anything about these proj- 
ects, who has said that a 5-percent cut 
could be taken without slowing down a 
project. It may be the conviction of the 
Senator from Michigan that that is pos- 
sible. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is all I am 
contending. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. We had a vote a 
short time ago, I may say to the Sena- 
tor from Michigan, on the Douglas 
amendment, concerning a project about 
which I happen to know something; the 
appropriation for which it is proposed to 
cut $2,200,000 plus. 

The project is about 80 percent com- 
pleted. It would mean that we would 
have to pay the contractors to remove 
their equipment, and, next year, move 
it onto the job again. It would cost 
probably $4,000,000 or $5,000,000. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
say it would be necessary to remove the 
machinery if merely a 5-percent cut 
were made in the item? 

Mr. MAGNUSON, I have seen a cut 
of $2,000,000 in a $30,000,000 project 
which made it impossible for the contrac- 
tor to complete the job, and it was nec- 
essary for him to move out. What is 
the economy? These are all reimburs- 
able items. I do not see the economy 
in this proposal. I appreciate the Sena- 
tor’s conviction, and I have no objec- 
tion to them, but if the Senator from 
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Michigan can show me any place in the 
testimony where it is said that a cut 
of 5 percent, or any other cut, would not 
slow up the projects in the long run, 
and would make for economy, I shall be 
glad to support his amendment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The committee, in- 
stead of allowing the budget estimate 
of $224,090,000, cut the budget to $208,- 
344,450. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That action was 
based upon testimony which showed 
that the projects could be completed for 
that amount. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes; but let us see 
what the testimony is in regard to cases 
of this kind. We hear talk about slow- 
ing down the projects. The people of the 
United States, outside the Bureau of 
Reclamation, cannot possibly hire engi- 
neers to determine whether a cut of a 
certain amount in these projects this 
year would destroy them. It would cost 
thousands of dollars to hire such engi- 
neers for that purpose. When we read 
the testimony, we are reading the testi- 
mony of witnesses who went before the 
Bureau of the Budget with estimates 
even greater than the $224,090,000. We 
are taking the testimony of men who 
have already said that the work cannot 
possibly be done for less than $224,090,- 
000. The only safe thing for us to do is 
to approve an amount which we hon- 
estly believe will not be destructive of a 
project. 

A majority of Senators felt that the 
cut proposed by the Senator from Illi- 
nois was too severe, and, therefore, fol- 
lowing the dictates of their own con- 
sciences, they voted against it. The 
Senator from Michigan now proposes 
an amendment which would not make so 
deep a cut, but which would make a 5- 
percent cut, except in those cases where 
such an amount would make possible the 
completion of the job; and, since the 
appropriations for some of these items 
have been increased above the budget 
estimate, there will be sufficient money 
with which to complete the small num- 
ber of projects without the expenditure 
of extra money. 

Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I desire to pose a 
question to the Senator, and I pose it 
very seriously. These projects are going 
to cost a certain amount of money. They 
are projects which have been authorized 
and for which appropriations have been 
made. any of them have been par- 
tially completed. The quicker we get 
them finished, the quicker the reimburs- 
able provisions will take effect, and re- 
payment will begin. What economy is 
there in impeding the progress of con- 
struction on these projects, instead of 
getting the jobs finished? I cannot un- 
derstand how economy could follow. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The economy is re- 
flected by what the committee did. If 
the Senator’s argument is sound, then 
he should be seeking to increase the ap- 
propriations. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I make no argu- 
ment, I merely pose a question seriously. 
The projects will cost so much money. 
We know many of them are going to 
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be completed. The quicker a project is 
completed, the quicker the repayments 
will begin, the quicker the Government 
will be reimbursed for its expenditures. 
What is the economy in slowing down 
the progress of construction? The only 
result would be to retard progress. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

The committee thought it should cut 
down the amount this year; the budget 
director asked for $224,000,000, and the 
committee recommended only $208,000,- 
000. If the contention is that that is not 
economy, then we should not vote for 
that cut; a motion should be made to 
increase the sum to $224,000,000. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not know 
what the testimony is, but I know that 
the more quickly a reclamation job 
which has been started is completed, the 
more quickly it pays back to the Gov- 
ernment, and it does not cost any more. 
I do not see any economy in stopping 
progress; in fact, I see the reverse. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I am sure the Senator 
from Michigan does not want to make 
any misrepresentations. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Not at all. 

Mr. HAYDEN. If he will look at page 
16 of the report, he will see, with refer- 
ence to the Buffalo Rapids project, that 
the amount of the budget estimate was 
$100,000. The amount allowed by the 
House was $95,080, and the amount rec- 
ommended by the Senate committee was 
$200,000. The Senator implied that that 
amount was above the amount recom- 
mended by the budget. Look at the note 
with reference to that item: 

Subsequent to release of the 1952 Presi- 
dent’s budget, the Budget Bureau revised 
these estimates to provide $100,000 addi- 
tional funds for Buffalo Rapids, first di- 
vision, under “Construction” rather than 
under “Rehabilitation and betterment,” be- 


cause of conflict with repayment arrange- 
ments. 


Again, in connection with the New 
Mexico-Texas-Rio Grande project, the 
Budget estimate was $1,088,000. The 
note with reference to that item reads 
as follows: 

Subsequent to release of the 1952 Presi- 
dent’s budget, the Budget Bureau approved 
an increase of $200,000 for the Rio 
Grande project to $1,288,000, which resulted 
from contract bids higher than antici- 
pated. 


That is covered by the budget esti- 
mate. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan stands corrected. The foot- 
note shows that there is a correction. 
I was looking at the original budget es- 
timate, and I did not know of the sup- 
plementals. Are they in the record? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes; the items are 
covered by budget estimates. 

Mr. FERGUSON. So the two items on 
page 16 are equal to the revised budget 
estimate. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am glad the Sen- 
ator has corrected me. 

Mr. President, that clearly demon- 
strates that even the Budget Director 
from time to time varies the figures, In 
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the first case he asked for an additional 
$100,000, and in the other case he asked 
for an increase of $200,000. So these 
amounts are not stationary. If the Sen- 
ator from Washington is correct in his 
argument, the United States Govern- 
ment, in its rearmament program, 
should spend every dollar this year. We 
should pay no fixed amount, because 
next year we are going to need more, and 
because we will need it next year there 
is no reason why the taxpayers should 
be compelled to pay it this year. That 
is like saying that because a thing must 
sometime be acquired, we have to acauire 
it this year. 

I noted the statement of the distin- 
guished Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
GEORGE] on the floor last week, and I 
saw it later in the press, that we are go- 
ing to have to cut the budget approxi- 
mately $6,000,000,000, and if we do not, 
we shall find ourselves in economic diffi- 
culty. There is nothing that would sat- 
isfy Joe Stalin better than would an 
economic collapse in the United States 
of America. We, as Senators of the 
United States, who were sent here to 
represent our sovereign States, must 
consider these figures, and we must 
think about economy. 

I am glad the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia is holding hearings on the 
tax bill. I hope the bill will not be re- 
ported until after all the appropriation 
bills are settled, so that we may see how 
much we shall need to balance the budg- 
et, because, for the safety of America, I 
think we shall need to stay within the 
Government’s income. For every dollar 
we cut from this bill, the Senator from 
Georgia will be required to raise that 
much less in taxes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Michigan has 
expired. 

Mr. FERGUSON subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that my next remarks be placed at the 
point in the Recorp where I had been 
previously speaking. Because of the 
time limitation, I was required to lose 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan thinks it should be pointed out 
that although this item purports to be 
some $15,000,000 below the budget esti- 
mate, actually many of the projects 
which have been approved will enjoy 
the full budget estimate or even more. 
This is so because the committee has 
specifically denied certain lines and 
other features without eliminating the 
money for them, so that the net result 
is the budget estimate or more for the 
projects which remain. 

When we remember that this body 
has gone on record by overwhelming 
majorities for a 10-percent reduction of 
budget estimates on personal services, 
this 5-percent cut-back on construc- 
tion, which eats up so much of the ma- 
terials which are so critical to the Na- 
tion’s economy, can be considered only 
a moderate request, and entirely con- 
sistent with the Senate’s position on 
economy through reduction of personal 
services. 
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In reply to the statement of the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming [Mr. O’Manoney] 
that these contracts were let and are, 
therefore, inviolate, that cannot possi- 
bly be the whole fact, because the Ap- 
propriations Committee allowed only 
$208,000,000 to take care of a budget re- 
quest of $224,000,000. Apparently these 
contracts are subject to variation as the 
Budget Director requests appropriations 
for them from year to year, rather than 
being absolutely binding in advance. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arizona yield 2 min- 
utes to me? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, in 
view of the fact that the Senator from 
Michigan has mentioned the item on 
page 15 dealing with the All-American 
Canal, I will say to the Senator that 
there was a contract which had existed 
for a good many years between the 
Coachella District and the Federal Gov- 
ernment. It was a different type of con- 
tract than that which is now in vogue. 
The contract which the Federal Govern- 
ment entered into with the Coachella 
Valley irrigation district provided that 
the project, as outlined in the contract 
as shown by the diagram charts, will be 
completed in toto for a fixed figure. The- 
Federal Government has attempted to 
renege on the contract. The Coachella 
District feels it had every reason to be 
able to put full faith and confidence in 
a contract with the Federal Government, 
The question is now in an impasse. 

The committee decided that the only 
way the matter could be settled was to 
complete the contract as required and 
let the district go into court in order to 
sue the Government and get a judicial 
determination as to whether the con- 
tract which it had and which it felt was 
valid was actually valid. If the court 
determines it is not a valid contract, even 
though the district put full faith and 
credit in it, the district will be required 
to pay back this additional amount. It 
was a way out of an unusual situation. I 
doubt if there are many such contracts 
enteredinto. That was the only way the 
subcommittee and the full committee felt 
the question could be settled. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I think that is 
taken care of by an amendment on page 
26 of the bill, which provides, in lines 13 
and 14, that any sums “shall be repay- 
able by said district to the United States 
unless said district shall be judicially 
determined to be not liable therefor.” 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Iwas only making 
an explanation of why this additional 
sum appears. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan said he had no objection, and 
thought that where the Government 
could complete a project, it should go 
ahead. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield 4 minutes to 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. An- 
DERSON]. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
received a letter from the Department of 
the Interior, dated December 19, 1950, 
which presents a tabulation dealing with 
the very point raised by the senior Sena- 
tor from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON], 
namely, the question of the cost of these 
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projects once they are postponed, and 
how much economy is involved in put- 
ting them off for a few years. 

I ask unanimous consent to have in- 
serted at this point in the Recorp the 
letter and the tabulation to which I 
have referred. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and the tabuiation were ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


TION, 
Washington, D. C., December 19, 1950. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

My DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: The attached 
tabulation was prepared in response to your 
request for data illustrating the increases 
in the total estimated cost of Bureau of Rec- 
lamation projects which occurred during 
and subsequent to the last World War, 
Since 1941 all Bureau projects have been 
subject to increases in construction costs 
resulting from increases in cost of materials 
and labor, unforeseen conditions necessitat- 
ing changes in location of major structures, 
or other changes in design, and desirable ad- 
ditions to or extensions of features not in- 
cluded in the 1941 estimate. 

The attached tabulation lists all Bureau 
of Reclamation projects included in the jus- 
tification for appropriations as submitted to 
the Congress for fiscal year 1942 and shows 
the total estimated cost as of 1941 and the 
current estimate (1951) of total project cost. 
It will be noted that the present estimate 
of the cost of the listed projects is $2,380,- 
968,975 and that this amount is $1,074,917,- 
975, or 82.3 percent greater than the 1941 
total. On many projects a considerable por- 
tion of the total estimated cost as of 1941 
had been expended by that time, and this 
portion would not, of course, be affected by 
subsequent price increases. A portion of 
this increase is attributable to improved de- 
sign and the addition of desirable features, 
but it is estimated that the major part re- 
sults from increases in the cost of materials 
and labor during the period 1941-51. This 
is supported by the Bureau’s construction 
cost index which has increased from a base 
of 1.10 at the beginning of 1941 to approxi- 
mately 1.60 during the period when war- 
time controls were in force. Since that time 
the index has risen to approximately 2.10. 
Further evidence of this trend is furnished 
“by a recent analysis of the increases in total 
estimated cost of the Boise-Payette project, 
Anderson Ranch Dam, In 1941 the total es- 
timated cost of the Anderson Ranch Dam 
was estimated to be $13,040,000, with com- 
pletion scheduled for 1946, 

Subsequent changes in design as well as 
unforeseen costs resulting from a complete 
shut-down in 1947, due to a lack of funds, 
materially altered this estimate, and on the 
basis of the present plans and 1941 construc- 
tion prices, the total estimated cost would 
have been about $16,623,000. The increase 
from this amount to the present total cost 
of $30,714,100 is attributable to the increased 
cost of labor and materials brought about 
by war conditions during this period. Com- 
pletion date of the work was extended until 
1951 because of delays primarily attributable 
to the war. It is believed that had construc- 
tion operations been allowed to proceed with 
sufficient priorities to maintain a normal 
program, the work would have been com- 
pleted under an index averaging approxi- 
mately 1.35. This procedure would have re- 
sulted in a saving of some $8,400,000 on the 
Anderson Ranch Dam project alone. Equiva- 
lent savings would have been experienced on 
all other projects which were delayed by the 
same conditions, 
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From this evidence, it can be safely as- 
sumed that in the event of another national 
emergency the pattern of cost increases will 
parallel that during the last war. On this 
basis if the construction of the Vermejo 
project or the Middle Rio Grande is to be 
initiated at this time and completed under 
emergency controls, it is believed that the 
total project costs, presently estimated to 
be $2,679,000 and $30,179,000, respectively, 
would be increased by about 30 percent, 
However, if construction of these projects is 
deferred for several years, it can be expected 
that the total estimated cost will increase 
approximately 100 percent over present esti- 
mates. Such increases might seriously 
jeopardize the feasibility of the project un- 
less there are comparable increases in the 
long-term benefits. 

It should be noted that in addition to the 
large increases in total estimated costs that 
would result from a deferral of construction 
during an extended national emergency, 
such a deferral would also result in very 
substantial losses to the Nation in the way 
of benefits from low-cost hydroelectric power 
and the agricultural products of the po- 
tential irrigable acreage involved, During 
the last World War, stoppages and delays in 
the construction of certain features of the 
Central Valley project resulted in a loss of 
about $5,610,000 in net power revenues alone. 
The deferral of construction of Davis Dam 
for about 3.4 years also resulted in a loss of 
about $10,000,000 in power revenues from 
that project. 

I am more than pleased to be able to fur- 
nish the preceding information. If I can 
be of any further service in connection with 
this problem, please feel free to call on me. 


Sincerely yours, 
G. W. LINEWEAVER, 
Acting Commissioner. 


Bureau of Reclamation—Comparison of total 
estimated cost as of 1941 and current esti- 
mate of total cost 


1941 total Present total 
Project estimated estimated 
cost cost 
$41, 200,000 | $114, 438, 000 
20, 500, 000 53, 968, 541 
16, 625, 000 23, 718, 659 
264, 990, 000 599, 583, 600 
54, 918, 000 150, 165, 000 
17, 887, 000 45, 146, 000 
13, 040, 000 30, 714, 100 
8, 155, 000 16, 731, 500 
5, 600, 000 13, 206, 000 
23, 595, 000 23, 961, 794 
16, 202, 000 30, 960, 000 
18, 085, 000 22, 868, 000 
65, 200, 000 126, 552, 000 
eck.. 6, 839, 000 14, 820, 000 
Boulder Canyon.. 148, 000, 000 | 173, 900, 000 
Boise-Payette. 8, 888, 000 17, 173, 000 
Deseh 8, 400, 000 12, 850, 000 
20, 000, 000 32, 262, 000 
884, 000 18, 327, 651 
18, 700, 000 18, 837, 476 
9, 466, 000 24, 215, 000 
6, 500, 000 16, 851, 547 
9, 500, 000 9, 597, 449 
65, 000, 000 67, 647, 073 
1, 203, 000 6, 432, 700 
Rowe 435, 734, 000 715, 100, 000 
— 940, 000 941, 885 


1, 306, 051, 000 | 2, 380, 968, 975 


Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
point particularly to the fact that a 
number of projects were stopped in 1941 
because of the war situation. The De- 
partment has listed the total estimated 
cost at that time, which was $1,306,- 
051,000. The present total estimated 
cost to complete these same projects 
is $2,380,968,975. 

Reference was made a few days ago 
to the Davis Dam project which could 


8041 


have been completed at a fixed cost of 
$41,200,000, but, because of the fact that 
we were in an all-out war, it was post- 
poned. Now the cost is estimated at 
$114,438,000. If that were the only in- 
stance, we might say it was justified by 
the circumstances, but such postpone- 
ment stops the development of power 
coming from these projects. The De- 
partment of the Interior has officially 
estimated that the deferral of the con- 
struction of the Davis Dam for 3.4 years 
resulted in a loss of approximately $10,- 
000,000 in power revenues from that one 
project alone. 

This story that it helps industry to 
cripple the industrious is not so new as 
it seems. Aesop knew about it when he 
wrote the fable of the goose that laid 
the golden egg. These reclamation proj- 
ects have been a benefit to the country. 
It is absurd to say that spending money 
for a reclamation project is increasing 
our deficits and increasing our ex- 
penses. From a bookkeeping stand- 
point, that might be true, but I recog- 
nize that there are corporations now 
engaged in making capital expenditures 
on long-time investments. They do not 
carry such capital expenditures as cur- 
rent expenses. I read a short time ago 
that the American Telephone & Tele- 
graph Co. was planning a substantial 
improvement. It will not put the cost 
of that improvement in its budgct as 
current expense. And when the United 
States Government builds a Davis Dam 
or a Grand Coulee Dam, or a Hungry 
Horse Dam, or some other of these great 
projects, and carries it in a current ap- 
propriation bill, it is not an expense any 
more than such an improvement as I 
have cited has been expense to the 
American Telephone & Telegraph Co. 

The one thing I have regretted is that 
when REA appropriations and power- 
line appropriations are made by the 
United States Government, they are set 
up as annual expenditures, but when 
similar outlays are made by private 
power companies they are set up as 
long-term investments which may be 
amortized over the passing of years. If 
a railroad company in a particular area 
lays down some new track it is a long- 
time investment, but if the Government 
of the United States improves a rail- 
road in Alaska it is a current exp-nadi- 
ture, and comes out of that year’s 
budget. I think it is long overdue that 
the Government of the United States 
did its auditing on the same basis em- 
ployed by ordinary private business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from New Mexico 
has expired. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I yield 
4 minutes to the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. O’Manoney]. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
desire to say just a few words. The Sen- 
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], 
has sounded what I believe to be the key- 
note. The appropriations for the proj- 
ects under discussion are productive ex- 
penditures. They are productive in rev- 
enue to the Government, direct and in- 
direct revenue, for the repayment of 
what the projects cost, and productive 
in revenue from new businesses, new 
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industries, new employment, created as 
a result of these expenditures. 

The time is here, Mr. President, when 
the people of the United States, under 
the leadership of the Congress, have to 
decide whether we are going to be build- 
ers or destroyers. There are pending 
before us appropriations for the armed 
services, for the Army, the Navy, and 
the Air Force, amounting to $60,650,- 
000,000. These appropriations probably 
can be cut. As chairman of the sub- 
committee having charge of the scru- 
tiny of the appropriations, I hope that 
it will be possible to cut them. But this 
I know, that it will be very much more 
simple to save $10,000,000 by the reduc- 
tion of an appropriation for one or two 
vessels, or aircraft, or guns, than it will 
be by the reduction of a productive ex- 
penditure such as we make under an 
appropriation in the pending bill for the 
Reclamation Service. 

The Bureau of the Budget, under the 
direction of the President, has followed 
what seems to me to be a completely 
sensible and logical standard in sub- 
mitting the estimates for the Bureau of 
Reclamation. The principle has been 
that no recommendation would be made 
for new projects; that recommendations 
would be made only for the completion 
of existing projects; and an examina- 
tion of existing projects will speedily 
demonstrate that the longer the con- 
struction is dragged out, the more costly 
it is bound to be. If we were to cut off 
the appropriations for these projects 
we would injure the economy rather 
than improve it, because we would be 
laying the foundation for damage suits 
against the Government of the United 
States from contractors who have obli- 
gations to fill. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The reduction pro- 
posed by the amendment is directed at 
projects under construction. 

Mr, O’MAHONEY. Yes. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Therefore it will 
simply result in a delay in completion, 

Mr. O’MAHONEY,. Les. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. That will be the 
only result? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That will be the 
only result. That is true. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. And it will not re- 
sult in the saving of a dollar to the Gov- 
ernment? It would simply result in a 
prolongation of the expenditure? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes, and a delay 
of the return in the repayments to the 
Government. 

Collections from reclamation funds 
in 1950 amounted to $41,105,000. Col- 
lections in 1952 are estimated to amount 
to $61,931,000. The sales of power run 
from something like $1,750,000, in the 
case of the Fort Peck Reservoir, to $32,- 
500,000, in the case of Bonneville. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Wyoming [Mr, 
O’ManoneEy] has expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I should like to have 1 minute 
of time to ask a question of the Senator 
from Wyoming, if the Senator from 
Arizona will grant me the time. 
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Mr. HAYDEN. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from Colorado. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Colorado is recognized for 
1 minute. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. My ques- 
tion is this: Not only does the amount 
of money recommended for appropria- 
tion cover the expense of a project 
which is underway, but the contracts 
have been let. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Precisely. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The con- 
tractors are on the ground, the con- 
tractors have their machinery there, the 
contractors have made all their plans 
for finishing the project, and if any in- 
terruption in the funds comes about 
at this time by the proposed arbitrary 
reduction in the appropriation, there 
will be a great loss resulting to the coun- 
try and the Government, will there not? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I have no hesita- 
tion in saying that there is no economy 
in reducing an appropriation of this 
kind, It will be observed that on the 
next page of the bill the committee 
adopted two amendments, which I of- 
fered, forbidding the construction of two 
new projects. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wyoming yield? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY.. I yield, with the 
consent of the Senator from Arizona, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Arizona yield more time? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, as the 
Senator from Wyoming knows, I was ab- 
sent from the Senate Chamber when the 
matter under consideration was being 
discussed. I am a member of the com- 
mittee. Was this subject matter brought 
up in the committee? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Yes. 

Mr. MAYBANK. What did the com- 
mittee do? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The committee 
voted against the reduction which the 
Senator from Michigan now desires to 
achieve. 


FLCOD CONDITIONS IN MISSOURI 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, the 
senior Senator from Missouri has asked 
me to yield some time to him. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, I wish to 
make a short statement regarding flood 
conditions now existing in the State of 
Missouri. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I yield 
1 minute to the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that, without re- 
gard to the time allotted to either side, 
the Senator from Missouri be permitted 
not to exceed 5 minutes to make a state- 
ment regarding flood conditions in 
Missouri. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, that is what 
I meant to ask. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, the Senator from 
Missouri is aware of the fact that those 
fiood conditions can be corrected by the 
completion of the dams on the Missouri 
River and its tributaries, items for which 
are carried in the pending appropriation 
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bill, is he not? The appropriations 
pending contemplate the construction of 
reservoirs to stop the water where the 
flood plain is not so narrow, and where 
the banks are high enough to store the 
water so it will not get down into the 
State of Missouri. If we slow down the 
rate of construction, we postpone the 
date of effective flood control. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, that is a 
very intricate question, of course, and I 
think we will have to postpone the dis- 
cussion of it to some later time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Missouri is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, we are now 
experiencing in the State of Missouri, 
along the Missouri River, the most seri- 
ous flood in 48 years, that is, since the 
memorable flood of 1903. Thousands of 
fertile acres are under water, and some 
ee districts are gravely threat- 
ened. 

I am told by Col. Craig Smyser, 
executive to the Chief of Army Engi- 
neers, that the engineers have $5,500,000 
available for emergency flood-control 
work, from appropriations previously 
made by Congress. 

I have urged Colonel Smyser to look 
into the situation on the Missouri and to 
take appropriation action. 

There is now pending before Congress 
an $8,500,000,000 foreign aid bill for next 
year. The Missouri taxpayers’ share of 
this huge sum is $217,600,000. 

I have consistently taken the posi- 
tion that we should look after the needs 
of our own people instead of pouring 
lavish gifts of dollars down foreign rat- 
holes. 

Under the Marshall plan, hundreds of 
millions of American dollars have been 
used to control floods and to reclaim land 
in foreign countries. Our taxpayers’ 
dollars have even been used to help drain 
the Zuider Zee in Holland. 

Residents of Holt County, Mo., just 
north of St. Joseph, have written me a 
number of times about the need for 
pumps to drain off the water which ac- 
cumulates behind levees built in their 
area under the Pick-Sloan plan. So far. 
the Army engineers have not allocated 
the necessary funds. 

If the people of Holt County lived in 
Thailand, it is quite likely they would 
be able to obtain the pumps from the 
Economic Cooperation Administration. 
The ECA recently announced that 30 
American diesel-powered pumping units 
are being rushed to Thailand under a 
$915,000 aid project. ECA is also pro- 
viding dragline excavators and heavy 
duty tractors costing $515,000 so that the 
Government of Thailand can carry out 
flood prevention projects. 

For my part, I think it would be wiser 
if this money were used to prevent floods 
along American rivers, to protect Ameri- 
can homes, and to save American lives. 

I hope that the Missouri River situa- 
tion will be put under immediate inten- 
sive study by the Senate Committee on 
Public Works and the Army engineers, 
and by all the Members of Congress in 
the area affected. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 
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Mr. KEM, Iam glad to yield if Ihave 
any additional time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
Hennincs in the chair). The Senator 
from Missouri has 1 minute left. 

Mr. KEM. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I am wondering 
if the distinguished Senator from Mis- 
souri knows that my State of Kansas 
is suffering one of the most devastating 
floods in its history. It will go far be- 
yond the flood of 1903, not only on the 
Kaw, but on the Saline, the Solomon, the 
Marais des Cygnes, the Neosho, and the 
Verdigris. Much of the water which 
comes down the Kaw River will hit the 
Senator’s town of Kansas City, Mo., of 
which Kansas City, Kans., is a part. 

Mr. KEM. Most of the rivers which 
the Senator has mentioned are tributar- 
ies of the Missouri. They are pouring 
an enormous quantity of water into the 
Missouri River, threatening our lands 
and our cities. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I share the views 
of the Senator from Missouri. Certainly 
a very definite study should be made, 
and something positive should be done 
to prevent these terrible floods within 
our own States and elsewhere in the 
United States. 

Mr. KEM. I thank the Senator. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 3790) making appro- 
priations for the Department of the In- 
terior for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1952, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Ferguson] to the com- 
mittee amendment on page 18, line 21, 
as amended. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I yield 
the remainder of my time to the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. Corpon]. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment which, 
as I read and understand it, is but a 
slight variation of the amendment which 
was offered by the Senator from Illi- 
nois [Mr. Douctas]. If I may use the 
terms, one was an approach with a meat 
ax, and the other an approach with a 
cleaver. One represented a cut of $16,- 
000,000 and the other a cut of between 
$10,000,000 and $12,000,000, directed spe- 
cifically to places where discretion might 
be used in reduction, that is, either in 
the beginning of a new project or the 
beginning of a new segment of an old 
project. If that sort of reduction were 
now to be made on the floor of the Sen- 
ate, there would be unlimited authority 
to spend the money wherever the De- 
partment might wish, in the entire field, 

The committee has identified the proj- 
ects and the amounts of money which 
should be spent on each of them. That 
is outlined in the report. It is not a 
legal and binding obligation, but in the 
past such recommendations have been 
followed almost uniformly. There have 
been some exceptions, and the commit- 
tee has taken note of them. I am in- 
clined to believe that some of them, at 
least, will not be repeated. 
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In this.instance I cannot agree that 
all the work which has been put into 
this kind of an investigation should be 
tossed into the ashcan, as it would have 
to be if this sort of reduction were made. 
Were the reduction tied to specific testi- 
mony as to specific projects, so that we 
might feel that there was considered ac- 
tion on our part based upon evidence in 
the record, I could look at the proposal 
with much greater favor. I should like 
to see some further over-all cuts made 
here and there. I have tried to assist 
in making them as we have gone along. 
However, I cannot see this one in this 


picture. I think it is the wrong ap- 
proach, 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


time of the Senator from Oregon has 
expired, All time has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Fercuson] to the com- 
mittee amendment as amended. 

Mr, FERGUSON. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Aiken Hayden McFarland 
Anderson Hendrickson McKellar 
Bennett Hennings Millikin 
Bricker Hill Monroney 
Bridges Hoey Moody 
Butler, Md. Holland Morse 
Butler, Nebr. Humphrey Mundt 
Byrd Hunt Neely 
Cain Ives Nixon 
Capehart Johnson, Colo. O'Conor 
Carlson Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney 
Case Johnston, S. C. Pastore 
Chavez Kefauver Robertson 
Clements Kem Saltonstall 
Cordon Kerr Schoeppel 
Dirksen Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Douglas Knowland Stennis 
Dworshak Langer Taft 
Eastland Lehman Thye 
Ecton Lodge Watkins 
Ellender Long Wherry 
Ferguson Magnuson Williams 
Frear Maybank Young 
Fulbright McCarthy 
George McClellan 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HenninGs in the chair). A quorum is 


present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. FeErGUson] to the com- 
mittee amendment on page 18, line 21, 
as amended. 

Mr. FERGUSON and other Senators 
requested the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
Benton] and the Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. UnpERwoop] are absent on 
official business. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. Con- 
NALLY] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. Green], the Senator from Connec- 
ticut [Mr. McManon], and the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are ab- 
sent by leave of the Senate on official 
business of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 
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The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc- 
Carran] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Morray] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business, having been ap- 
pointed a representative of our Govern- 
ment to attend the International Labor 
Conference being held in Geneva, 
Switzerland. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RussELL], and the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. Sm1tH] are absent on offi- 
cial committee business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr, 
Murray] is paired on this vote with the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Montana would vote “nay,” and the 
Senator from Vermont would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
Russet] is paired on this vote with the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]; 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Georgia would vote “nay,” and the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
McManon] has a general pair on this 
vote with the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
BREWSTER]. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
BREWSTER], who is absent by leave of 
the Senate on official business of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations has a 
general pair on this vote with the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut [Mr. MCMAHON]. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN- 
NER] is absent on official business of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Hicken- 
LOOPER], the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. SmrrH], and the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] are absent by 
leave of the Senate on official business 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
Martin] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from Nevada IMr. 
MatonE] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tosey] is absent on official busi- 
ness of the Committee on Crime Inves- 
tigation. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Durr] and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER] are detained on official busi- 
ness. 

On this vote the Senator from Ver- 
mont [Mr, FLANDERS] is paired with the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. Murray]. 
If present and voting the Senator from 
Vermont would vote “yea” and the Sen- 
ator from Montana would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. TokRx] is paired with the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. WELKER]. If present 
and voting, the Senator from New 
Hampshire would vote “yea,” and the 
Senator from Idaho would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr, 
Situ] is paired with the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from New Jersey 
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from 
Georgia would vote “nay.” 
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The result was announced—yeas 26, 
nays 47, as follows: 


YEAS—26 
Aiken George Pastore 
Bricker Hendrickson Robertson 
Bridges Hoey Saltonstall 
Butler, Md. Holland Schoeppel 
Byrd Ives Smith, Maine 
Dirksen Lodge Taft 
Douglas McCarthy Wherry 
Ferguson Moody Williams 
Frear O’Conor 
NAYS—47 

Anderson Hennings Maybank 
Bennett Hill McClellan 
Butler, Nebr. Humphrey McFarland 

n Hunt McKellar 
Capehart Johnson, Colo, Millikin 
Carlson Johnson, Tex. Monroney 
Case Johnston, S. C. Morse 
Chavez Kefauver Mundt 
Clements m Neely 
Cordon Kerr Nixon 
Dworshak Kilgore O'Mahoney 
Eastland Knowland Stennis 
Ecton Langer Thye 
Ellender Lehman Watkins 
Fulbright Long Young 
Hayden Magnuson 

NOT VOTING—23 
Benton Jenner Smith, N. J. 
Brewster Malone Smith, N. C 
Connally Martin Sparkman 
McCarran Tobey 

Flanders McMahon Underwood 
Gillette Murray Welker 
Green Russell Wiley 
Hickenlooper Smathers 


So Mr. Fercuson’s amendment to the 
committee amendment, as amended, was 
rejected. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, to 
the committee amendment as amended, 
I submit an amendment which I send to 
the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota to the committee amendment 
as amended will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment as amended, on page 
18, in line 21, after the figure “$208,353,- 
450”, it is proposed to add the following: 
“which shall include and provide for, the 
construction of transmission lines in the 
Bureau of Reclamation regions 6 and 7 
including western Minnesota, and.” 

Mr, HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
purpose of this amendment, to the com- 
mittee amendment, as amended, is to 
initiate the construction of Bureau of 
Reclamation transmission lines in west- 
ern Minnesota and northwestern Iowa, 
as proposed by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion in its plans which have been pre- 
sented to the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee and the Senate Appropriations 
Committee by the Department of the 
Interior. 

In order to provide funds for the fiscal 
year 1952, to get this construction under 
way, I have submitted the amendment 
to the committee amendment, as amend- 
ed, so that out of the funds which al- 
ready are provided in the bill, funds will 
be set aside or allocated to the Bureau 
of Reclamation for the initiation of con- 
struction of these transmission facilities, 

I wish to give a little of the background 
of this proposal. The REA cooperatives 
in the western section of Minnesota 
made this proposal on their own volition 
for the advance construction of Bureau 
of Reclamation transmission lines. The 
authorization for the Missouri River 
Basin project and its reclamation, irri- 
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gation, and hydroelectric facilities, in- 
cludes the authorization of transmission 
facilities or transmission lines within the 
Missouri River Basin. The western por- 
tion of the State of Minnesota is within 
that basin. 

This amendment to the committee 
amendment as amended, as I have 
pointed out, would not increase the ap- 
propriation; it would merely permit a 
share or portion of the appropriation, 
which has already been agreed to by the 
Senate in thé sum of $208,535,450 to be 
devoted to the purpose I have indicated. 

Mr. President, those representing the 
REA’s who testified before the Senate 
Appropriations Committee gave some 
moving testimony and made some moving 
comments pertaining to their particular 
problems of power and power distribu- 
tion. 

Because the time available for debate 
is limited, a little later I shall ask unani- 
mous consent to have inserted in the 
Recorp at the conclusion of my remarks 
a statement which will in some detail 
outline the points I wish to make in the 
course of this discussion. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. As I understand, the 
amendment the Senator proposes to the 
committee amendment as amended 
would not increase the amount of the 
appropriation. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct; it 
would not increase the amount of the 
appropriation. 

Mr. LANGER. But the effect of adop- 
tion of the Senator’s amendment to the 
committee amendment, as amended, 
would be to provide more for Minnesota 
by taking it away from North Dakota 
and South Dakota, as I understand. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No; I would say 
that we are trying to do for Minnesota 
what was done 2 years ago for North 
Dakota and South Dakota; this is an 
identical situation. This amendment 
amounts to a proposal for advance con- 
struction of Bureau of Reclamation 
transmission facilities. 

Mr. President, what does my amend- 
ment to the committee amendment, as 
amended, really mean in terms of the 
economy of our part of the country and 
in terms of power facilities? It so hap- 
pens that we have six major generating 
facilities in that particular area, at least 
some of which have considerable reserve 
power. If these generating facilities 
could be connected by means of a net- 
work, so as to constitute a transmission 
grid, they would be able to provide the 
additional electric power which is needed 
for all the distribution cooperatives and 
all the REA facilities in that particular 
area. 

It is understood that approximately 
60,000 kilowatts of electric energy lie in 
reserve in the six generating facilities, 
but those 60,000 kilowatts are of no 
use in meeting the power deficit in cer- 
tain areas unless they can be tied into 
a unified, integrated system. 

Two alternatives face these coopera- 
tives: One is that they can apply to the 
REA to borrow the money that is neces- 
sary to be had in order to build their 
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own transmission lines and to tie in all 
of the six generating facilities. That 
would be a very expensive operation for 
the REA cooperatives, and of course it 
would place upon them a very large 
charge for the operation of that exten- 
sive transmission system. 

The other alternative is to advance 
the date of construction of the trans- 
mission facilities to the fiscal year 1952, 
rather than the fiscal year 1954. It is 
the intention of and the proposal of 
and the projected program of the Bureau 
of Reclamation to build these transmis- 
sion facilities in 1954 and 1955. 

I am proposing that we advance the 
date of construction, and thereby meet 
the power needs on the one hand, and 
in the second place, I propose that we 
have these lines available at the time 
when the Missouri River power will be 
generated and will be extended into the 
States of North Dakota and South Da- 
kota—to mention only two—and into 
western Minnesota. 

This proposal is one which is not 
uncommon to the Congress; transmis- 
sion facilities have been built all over 
the United States. 

Under my proposal these transmission 
facilities would be rented by the REA 
cooperatives. The rental fee would be 
a charge upon the cooperatives. They 
likewise would be obligated to maintain 
the transmission facilities in all of their 
operations. Once the electric power 
from the Missouri River has been gen- 
erated and was available, these lines 
would pass to the REA cooperatives in 
western Minnesota, 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield: 

Mr. McCARTHY. I may say that in 
my State the REA is doing an excellent 
job, and I assume that the same is true 
in the Senator’s State of Minnesota, If 
I thought the adoption of this amend- 
ment to the committee amendment as 
amended was necessary for the proper 
functioning of the REA, I would be glad 
to vote for it. 

I should like to ask a question at this 
point, if I may do so. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall be glad to 
answer one question. However, inas- 
much as the time is limited, unless I can 
obtain some time from the opposition, 
I shall be able to answer only one ques- 
tion at this time. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I ask 
that I may be allowed 2 minutes by the 
opposition. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Arizona. 

My first question is as follows: Am I 
correct in assuming that this project is 
not included in the President’s budget, 
and that both the House Appropriations 
Committee and the Senate Appropria- 
5 5 Committee turned down this proj- 
ect? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; that is true. 
This project was not included in the 
budget request and it was not approved 
by either of the appropriations com- 
mittees. 

The same situation existed in the case 
of the power lines in South Dakota and 
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the eastern cooperative power lines in 
North Dakota; they were not included 
in the Presidential budget. However, I 
commend the Congress for making the 
advance construction available, because 
it has meant a great deal to those States. 

Mr. McCARTHY. My next question 
is as follows: 

Mr. President, there is testimony in the 
record—and I refer to page 2116—to the 
effect that, in 1950, there was a margin 
of stand-by reserve of 136,395 kilowatts. 
There is further testimony to the effect 
that this reserve is greater than all the 
present requirements of all the REA co- 
operatives within the service area. 
There is further testimony to the effect 
that the power companies are willing to 
enter into a wheeling agreement to trans- 
port the power from the point of delivery 
to preferred customers of the Bureau of 
Reclamation, through facilities now 
available. In other words, there are 
three points: No. 1, that in 1950 there 
was a reserve of 136,395 kilowatts; No. 2, 
this reserve is greater than the need of 
the service area; and, No. 3, the power 
companies have the facilities, so that 
they can enter into wheeling agreements. 

If that testimony is true, then this 
would be a waste of money. The REA’s 
could get all the power they want, as it 
is. If the testimony is false, then I would 
uke to have the Senator’s comment upon 
it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I appreciate the 
questions of the Senator from Wisconsin, 
and I know of his interest in the REA 
program. I shall try to give him an an- 
swer which may be helpful. First of all, 
I would not dispute the fact that there 
is a surplus of power, but I also want 
to point out that that surplus of power 
is not where it is needed. It is like a 
gentleman who comes to Washington, 
D. C., and contacts the hotel associa- 
tion. He cannot get a room in Wash- 
ington, there is no room in Baltimore, 
and there is no room in Philadelphia. 
The hotel association says there are 
3,000 empty rooms, but they are all west 
of the Mississippi River. Mr. President, 
that does not meet the man’s particular 
requirements. 

I intend at this particular point to 
indicate, not what the power company 
has said, but what the representatives of 
16 REA’s testified to before the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations. Let me 
at this time simply read from some of 
the testimony. I have before me the 
testimony of Mr. Leroy C. Sabie, man- 
ager, Southwestern Minnesota Coopera- 
tive Electric, Pipestone, Minn., and vice 
president, Western Minnesota Power 
Cooperative, Benson, Minn. What does 
he say? From the same record that the 
Senator from Wisconsin mentioned, I 
read: 

For many years now, and despite power 
company claims to the contrary, our member 
cooperatives have been faced with a critical 
shortage of electric energy. Many of our 
cooperatives are served by overloaded 33- 
kilovolt lines located on the periphery of 
cempany transmission systems. 

What does that mean, when they are 
served by a 33-kilovolt line, an old trans- 
mission line? It means that they have 
what is called an “outage,” an interrup- 
tion of service. I shall point out in the 
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course of my remarks that many of these 
cooperatives have had industrial break- 
downs lasting from 4 to 5 hours, because 
of overloading on their transmission 
lines. Believe me, if an industrial plant 
cannot stand that kind of interruption 
of service, neither can the farm cooper- 
ative. Mr. Sabie continues: 

To further emphasize our problem 
consider for just a moment the rates paid 
by our systems for this obviously inadequate 
service. The 16 cooperatives pay an average 
of 15.4 mills per kilowatt-hour. The average 
rate paid by all electric cooperatives in the 
United States is 8.6 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
A comparison of the rates we pay with the 
national average is clear indication of our 
predicament when considered together with 
the inadequate and insecure sources of 
supply. 


Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. Does it not happen in- 
variably that when the Government con- 
tributes money for the generation of 
power which is to be transmitted into a 
certain area, the available supply of 
power in that area declines even before 
the power from the new source reaches 
the area? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Is it not true that 
there are about 30,000 farmers in Min- 
nesota who are not getting REA at the 
present time, the way they should? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I may say to the 
Senator that thousands are not getting 
the supply they should. The Senator is 
correct. There are 55,000 families pres- 
ently tied into these 16 cooperatives, 
who are complaining and worried about 
their power facilities, and particularly 
about the transmission facilities. I 
want to emphasize to the Senator from 
North Dakota that we are not simply 
telking about generating capacity; we 
are talking about transmission lines. 

Mr. LANGER. And the actual 
service? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
I have read the testimony in the record. 
I reread it a few moments ago, and this 
testimony is filled up with promises, 
But it is impossible to transmit elec- 
tricity to the farms in Minnesota, or 
North Dakota, or South Dakota, on the 
basis of power-company promises. The 
record is replete with all kinds of evi- 
dence that the transmission lines are 
old and antiquated, and it was men- 
tioned that the hydroelectric power 
looked as if it might cost the South Da- 
kota lines and the Minnesota lines some 
electrical religion, They spread out 
maps, designs, and charts until it is im- 
possible for one to see over them, but 
electricity cannot be transmitted with 
charts, promises, and maps; it takes 
transmission lines to transmit elec- 
tricity. 

Mr. President, what does this boil 
down to? It boils down to the fact that, 
according to the testimony—and I am 
going to put this testimony in the REC- 
orD—16 cooperatives presently serving 
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55,000 farm and other rural establish- 
ments have testified before a committee 
of the Congress—and I will take their 
word, for they are honorable, represent- 
ative American citizens—that they need 
this transmission facility to tie in with 
what they already have; and everybody 
knows that an integrated system is more 
economical than one that is isolated and 
separated. These 16 REA cooperatives 
will be able to use the surplus power 
which they have if they can get a trans- 
mission system. 

Mr. President, I also want to note at 
this time that the use of electrical en- 
ergy has been skyrocketing in the State 
of North Dakota, in the State of South 
Dakota, and in the State of Minnesota. 
The rate of increase in the use of elec- 
trical energy has gone up 20, 25, or 50 
percent, and the surface has merely 
been tapped. 

Now what do I hear? I hear from 
the testimony on the part of private 
utilities who have come before the com- 
mittee that they will take care of the 
demand in the future. That is what 
they said in 1930, it is what they said in 
1935. I submit that they did not take 
care of it, and I submit that their recent 
recognition of the demands for trans- 
mission lines is what I call a “Johnny-, 
come-lately” in their electrical religion. 
‘They recognized it only recently, when 
they saw that other power projects were 
going to be built. 

I am pleading that the people of my 
State may share in cheap electrical 
power rates. I represent in part on the 
floor of the Senate 3,000,000 people, and 
I am here to state that we are sick and 
tired of paying 15 mills when we can get 
electricity for 512 mills which, even with 
other operating costs, would mean a sub- 
stantial saving to our farmers. Iam here 
to say that the people, the municipalities, 
and the farms of Minnesota have a right 
to share in this great program of the 
Government. The system which is pro- 
posed is to provide for the transmission 
of power to load centers, and, from those 
load centers, REA’s will get their elec- 
tricity and the private utilities will get 
their electricity. I am surprised to see 
the selfishness of certain people in this 
fight. The private utilities—and I pre- 
sent proof for the Recorp—get the lion’s 
share of hydroelectric power. 

The REA cooperatives, according to a 
recent survey, get less than 3.5 percent 
of the hydroelectric energy generated in 
the United States. The private utilities 
are making more money than they have 
ever made before. They are not being 
driven out of business. Regarding their 
“wolf, wolf,” cry that they are going 
bankrupt, I have the record from the 
Federal Power Commission here in my 
hand, and I am going to ask unanimous 
consent to have certain statistics and 
facts put in the RECORD. 

All that is being asked for by my 
amendment is that a State of the Union, 
which has 3,000,000 people, which has 
made its fair contribution to the welfare 
of the Nation, be given some of the bene- 
fits which are now being given in the 
far West, in the Southeast, and in the 
Southwest. Minnesota is a part of the 
Missouri River Basin, and I submit that 
if the Federal Government is going to 
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spend money for the extension of gener- 
ating facilities and transmission lines 
for every other State in that basin—and 
that is what we have done—my State of 
` Minnesota is likewise entitled to that 
kind of consideration. 

How much would this proposal cost the 
taxpayer? It would not cost the tax- 
payers anything, period. These lines 
will be paid for from the sale of power, 
plus 3 percent interest. 

How much would it hurt the private 
utility? Not one whit, because I have 
the facts, which I have presented in this 
record, to show that the private utili- 
ties will share in this cheap power. But 
they do not want to share; they want 
it all. They want to wheel it all. They 
want to sell it all. They want all of it. 
Well, Mr. President, they are not going 
to get it, with my vote. I am here to 
say to them that I want them to stay 
in business, I want them to make a good 
profit. I am not for the abolition of 
private utilities. I want them to share 
in the whole program of hydroelectric 
generation; but I ask them to come here 
with clean hands, and I say that their 
record over the years is not one of clean 
hands. They did not serve the farmers 
of the country. They did not promote 
REA until within recent years, when 
they saw it was inevitable. They have 
not fought for the program of develop- 
ing our natural resources. They have 
not favored Government hydroelectric 
generation. They fought Bonneville, 
they fought the TVA, they fought the 
Missouri River development. They 
fought it all, and now they want to fight 
the transmission lines, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I ask the Senator 
from Arizona whether he will yield me 
2 or 3 minutes more. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I must yield some 
time to the Senator’s colleague. I yield 
4 minutes to the Senator from Minne- 
sota [Mr. THYE]. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, there are 
some remarks of my colleague, the junior 
Senator from Minnesota, in which I 
could concur; but, in general, I cannot 
agree with him that now is the time to 
give consideration to the appropriation 
for these transmission lines. I am one 
person who was raised on a farm, who 
lived in a farm home in which there was 
no electricity. I am one who came in 
with 5-horse teams in the late fall 
months, and tried to put those teams 
away in the darkness of the evening. 
In the dim light of a lantern I have done 
chores around a dairy barn for hours 
upon hours. I have seen the dangers of 
a lamp placed on a table around which 
children were playing, and therefore, Mr. 
President, I yield to no one in this 
Chamber as a strong supporter and ad- 
vocate of the rural electrification pro- 
gram and of the splendid work which 
has been done by the REA cooperatives 
in Minnesota and throughout the Na- 
tion. 

Rural electrification has done more to 
improve the conditions of farm life than 
any other Government program for ag- 
riculture. 
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It has brought increased safety, con- 
venience, and comfort to our farm people 
wherever its benefits have become avail- 
able. 

I believe in the REA program and I 
shall continue to support it at every op- 
portunity. 

In the development of our hydroelec- 
tric power resources, there is only one 
agency that can effectively function, and 
that is the Government itself. 

It is a proper field of operation by the 
Government to develop our natural re- 
sources for the advantage and benefit of 
all the people. 

On this point there is no argument. 

In making available the hydroelectric 
power developed in connection with fiood 
control and reclamation projects, it is 
the duty of the Government to see that 
the electric current is made available at 
the best possible rates to the consumers, 
and particularly to the so-called pre- 
ferred customers. 

This latter group includes Govern- 
ment installations, rural electric co- 
operatives, and municipal power plants. 

It has been the policy of Congress to 
avoid as much as possible a duplication 
in the distribution field, both in con- 
nection with the building and develop- 
ment of transmission lines and in the 
ultimate distribution to the consumer. 

It is essential that both the resources 
of our Federal power administrations, 
our private utility companies, and our 
REA cooperatives should be utilized. It 
is for that reason, Mr. President, that I 
have advised the REA's and the North- 
ern States Power Co., the utility which 
serves a vast number of the consumers 
and supplies the electrical needs of our 
State, to sit around a table and get to- 
gether, because the Northern States 
Power Co. has transmission lines in 
much of the area where the people are 
8 that these transmission lines be 

uilt. 

We need continuously to try to find 
that pattern of mutual effort by these 
agencies which will result in giving the 
consumer the advantage of the avail- 
ability of electric power and the lower 
rates which are made possible by the 
large hydroelectric power developments. 

For that reason I said they should get 
together, because there was an oppor- 
tunity for the Northern States Power 
Co. to serve the REA. 

The PRESIDING -OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

Mr. THYE. May I ask of the chair- 
man to allow me some additional time? 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator may 
have another minute. 

Mr. THYE. In connection with the 
proposed appropriations to enable the 
Reclamation Service to build transmis- 
sion lines in southwestern Minnesota, 
which is involved in the amendment now 
pending, I believe it is important to keep 
in mind certain facts. In the first place, 
none of the power which it is proposed 
to utilize over the transmission line from 
the reclamation developments in South 
Dakota will be available until 1954, and 
some of it not until 1956 or 1957. Com- 
plete operation will not be achieved for 
several years following that time, 
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The question of building the trans- 
mission lines is, therefore, not one of im- 
mediate necessity, as it is possible that 
we can explore this matter thoroughly 
in the next year to determine what will 
provide the best arrangement, without 
duplication and waste, to make this cur- 
rent available to the southwestern Min- 
nesota farms and towns and other areas 
of the State. 

Specifically, it is important to note 
that no justification for this appropria- 
tion, although requested, has been made 
by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Secondly, the matter was considered 
by the House of Representatives, and in 
the absence of a Budget estimate the 
appropriation was not made. The mat- 
ter was again considered by the Senate 
Subcommittee on Interior Department 
Appropriations with the same decision, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have the re- 
mainder of my statement, which is ap- 
proximately one page, inserted in the 
Recorp at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the re- 
mainder of the statement was ordered 
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


As a matter of Government policy, it is my 
conviction that it would be unwise at this 
time to make an appropriation of $7,000,000 
for the proposed transmission lines in south- 
western Minnesota, which ultimately would 
require a total of $29,000,000. 

A private utility, the Northern States 
Power Co., has a steam plant at Sioux Falls, 
and it contemplates extensive investments 
for the building of transmission lines to serve 
the entire area from Sioux Falls into south- 
western Minnesota and other points in the 
State. 

I believe that the company should be given 
an opportunity to present its plans and that 
all of the agencies involved should try to 
get together in an effort to find that pro- 
gram which will be most likely to give our 
REA co-ops and other consumers the bene- 
fits of the lowest possible rates and the best 
service available through these new hydro- 
electric power resources. 

If 17 is not possible to reach such an un- 
derstanding, or if private enterprise is un- 
willing and unable to furnish this service at 
rates equal to rates that would be charged 
if the transmission lines were built by Fed- 
eral appropriations, it will then become not 
only possible but desirable to make an ap- 
propriation for this purpose. 

For the reasons which I have cited, plus 
the added fact that we must keep nondefense 
appropriations at this time as low as we pos- 
sibly can, I must oppose the amendment; 
but I wish to say that I shall continue to 
give close attention to the development and 
distribution of the electric current available 
as a result of the new hydroelectric power 
developments, as I believe it is the duty of 
Congress to take every possible precaution 
to see that this electric current is available 
to an increasing number of consumers at the 
best possible rates. 

1, Northern States Power Co. average 
wholesale rate to Dakota County REA co- 
ops and other co-ops for 1950 was 1.2 cents 
per kilowatt-hour. 

2. Dakota County Co-op farm rates: 40 
kilowatt-hours at 7.5 cents per kilowatt- 
hour; 40 kilowatt-hours at 4 cents per kilo- 
watt-hour; 120 kilowatt-hours at 2.5 cents per 
kilowatt-hour; excess 1.75 cents per kilo- 
watt-hour. Minimum charge per month 
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$3. Water heating, 1 cent per kilowatt-hour 
plus 20 cents per month, 

3. Northern States Power rate to farm cus- 
tomers: 40 kilowatt-hours at 10 cents per 
kilowatt-hour; 40 kilowatt-hours at 6 cents 
per kilowatt-hour; 320 kilowatt-hours at 2.5 
cents per kilowatt-hour; excess 2 cents per 
kilowatt-hour. Minimum charge per month, 
$4. Water heating, 1.2 cents per kilowatt- 
hour, 

Mower County Co-op paid Dairyland (REA) 
1.5 cents per kilowatt-hour for year ending 
June 30, 1950. 

Mower County Co-op paid Interstate (pri- 
vate utility) 1.17 cents per kilowatt-hour 
during same period. 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that a statement 
which I have prepared supporting my 
amendment be inserted at this point in 
the Recorp, together with two memo- 
randums with reference to the same 
subject, and an article entitled “Study 
Shows Private Companies Get Major 
Share of Federal Hydro Power,” appear- 
ing in the Rural Electrification maga- 
zine, 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment, memorandums and article were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HUMPHREY IN SUP- 
PORT OF SENATE APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
TRANSMISSION LINES IN WESTERN MINNE- 
SOTA 
Mr, President, I offer an amendment to 

the pending appropriation bill for the De- 

partment of Interior to provide $7,026,000 
for the purpose of initiating construction of 

Bureau of Reclamation transmission lines in 

western Minnesota and Iowa, as proposed by 

the Bureau of Reclamation plans as pre- 
sented to the Senate Appropriations Sub- 
committee on the Department of Interior 

Appropriations. In order to provide funds 

for the fiscal year 1952 in the amount of 

$7,206,000, the figure appearing under the 
heading, “Construction and Rehabilitation,” 
at page 18, line 21, of H. R. 3790, as reported 

to the Senate by Mr. HAYDEN on July 3, 1951, 

should be increased by that amount. There- 

fore, I now offer the appropriate amendment, 

When the Congress authorized the de- 
velopment of the Missouri River Basin for 
purposes of reclamation, irrigation, naviga- 
tion, and the production of hydroelectric 
power, plans were designed and projected 
for the transmission of hydroelectric power 
into all areas of the Missouri River basin, 
The western portion of Minnesota lies with- 
in that area. The western area of Minne- 
sota has been and is now considered a part 
of the area to be served by the Missouri 
River development. The proposed plans for 
the construction of Bureau of Reclamation 
transmission lines includes western Minne- 
sota. These lines under the original plans 
of the Department of Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation, were to be constructed by late 
1954 and 1955. The proposal that I present 
is one to provide for advance construction of 
these transmission lines beginning with the 
fiscal year 1952. I urge favorable action on 
my proposal because of the critical situation 
which faces the Rural Electrification co- 
operatives in western Minnesota. The REA 
cooperatives in that area of my State on 
their own volition because of their own 
needs have come to the appropriate com- 
mittees of the Congress, urging the advance 
construction of the transmission lines. 
Their proposal meets the tests of sound 
economy, prudent investment, and wise 
management. The very life of some of the 
REA cooperatives in my State may depend 
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upon the action taken by this Congress on 
the proposals that have been made, not by 
me, not by the Bureau of Reclamation, but 
by the people from Minnesota and Iowa re- 
garding advance construction of certain Bu- 
reau of Reclamation lines in the Missouri 
Basin project. 

The problem of getting adequate, reliable 
and economical electrical power is a serious 
one in Minnesota and nearby farm States. 
It is a grave concern to thousands of rural 
families and is of considerable interest to 
all other users of power. Although all con- 
sumers of power in the area are affected, the 
farmer is hit hardest. The tightness of 
the power supply is being felt now and will 
be felt more as farm labor moves into defense 
production and the Armed Forces. Farmers, 
with the highest production goals in history 
and with labor in short supply, are looking 
to electricity as a major substitute for their 
lost manpower. 

The problem of tight power supply in the 
area is expected to be solved in 1954 or 1955 
when the Bureau of Reclamation, through 
its Missouri Valley Basin power development 
and its high-voltage transmission lines, can 
make an ample supply of hydro power avail- 
able. However, there is a critical period be- 
tween now and that time. Power is urgently 
needed right now and especially is it needed 
by farmers. At the present, farmer-owned 
REA distribution systems get their whole- 
sale power from two sources: First, commer- 
cial utilities and municipalities; second, 
from farmer-owned REA generating and 
transmission plants. 

Since the Bureau of Reclamation plans to 
have Missouri River Valley hydropower avail- 
able by 1954 or 1955, suppliers in the first 
classification have little incentive to in- 
crease capacity through the construction of 
new fuel-burning plants. As a result, 16 
REA distribution systems in Minnesota face 
the problem of how to meet present increased 
farm need for power in the critical period 
before Bureau of Reclamation power is in- 
troduced. 

These distribution systems, working with 
six farmer-owned and farmer-managed gen- 
erating systems in Minnesota, Iowa, Wiscon- 
sin and South Dakota, feel that they have 
developed a workable solution for the inter- 
im period. This involves the use of the 
standby capacity which the generating sys- 
tems hold in reserve to assure dependable 
service to the distribution systems they serve. 
Each separate power-supply co-op has to 
have its own reserve. If all were in a single 
system, the total reserve needed would be 
much less than the total now installed by 
the separate systems. The hitch is that the 
six REA generating plants are not now con- 
nected by high voltage transmission lines, 
If they were so connected it would be pos- 
sible to develop a power pool which would 
move reserve power to the point where it is 
needed. It would put some of this stand-by 
power to work to meet everyday needs. 

The value of such a network of high voltage 
transmission lines is shown by the fact that 
all of these six generating systems will be- 
come users of Bureau of Reclamation power 
as soon as it is available. The Bureau al- 
ready has plans to build such a network, 
but construction is scheduled for a few 
years ahead. 

To avoid a 4-year power drought in a 
richly productive farm area, rural people 
through their spokesmen have asked that 
Congress start to do now what it would 
otherwise be doing 4 years from now, namely, 
to appropriate to the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion the sum of $7,026,000 so that construc- 
tion may be started at once on the high-volt- 
age transmission network and its substa- 
tions. Eventually the Bureau will build 
1,050 miles of line and its total estimated 
cost is set at $29,000,000. Getting this work 
under way this fiscal year will make the REA 
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power pool a reality and give farmers the 
assurance that they will have power in the 
period ahead and more power when the 
Bureau introduces hydro. You will recall 
that under Federal law the rural distribu- 
tion systems are the preferred customers 
of the Bureau of Reclamation and that it 
is our policy to see that their needs are not 
overlooked, 

The plan which Minnesota and Iowa 
farmers have presented to solve their prob- 
lem also makes allowance for the estab- 
lishment of their own low-voltage trans- 
mission systems to supply the needs of the 
16 Minnesota rural systems. The Rural 
Electrification Administration has given its 
approval to this plan and is prepared to 
make a loan of $11,000,000 so that farm 
power needs may be met. 

It is highly important, therefore, that in- 
tegration and coordination of these systems 
be accomplished as soon as possible and, in 
addition, new supplies be provided to alle- 
viate the growing shortage and meet rapidly 
growing loads. These areas are within 
reasonable transmission distance of the Mis- 
souri Basin power system now under con- 
struction, and by late 1953 and 1954 it is an- 
ticipated that power from the first large 
power plants at Fort Randall, S. Dak., and 
Garrison, N. Dak., will be available. How- 
ever, earlier integration of the cooperative 
systems would contribute materially to al- 
leviating the immediate situation. 

It has, therefore, been proposed that cer- 
tain lines of the Missouri Basin system be 
constructed at the earliest possible time to 
enable tying together these individual co- 
operative systems and making flexible inter- 
change of power possible by this pooling 
arrangement. These lines would be trunk, 
or main transmission lines, 115- or 230-kilo. 
volt, and would connect with similar lines 
now under construction in North and South 
Dakota at Grand Forks, and Fargo, N. Dak., 
Watertown, S. Dak., and Sioux City, Iowa. 
The proposed new lines would feed the vari- 
ous existing distribution systems of the 
cooperatives at various points such as Detroit 
Lakes, Fergus Falls, Benson, Maple Lake, 
Granite Falls, Currie, Worthington, Blue 
Earth, and Twin Lakes, Minn., and Hum- 
boldt, Mason City, Hampton, Fort Dodge, and 
Creston, fowa. 

This backbone of transmission would not 
only constitute advance construction of the 
ultimately needed Missouri Basin transmis- 
sion system but by immediate construction 
would enable the cooperatives to relieve pres- 
ent shortages threatening their more than 
150,000 members. Before Garrison and Fort 
Randall power plants are ready to supply 
power, the lines would be used to excellent 
advantage for improving the power situation 
by pooling the present supplies. The an- 
nual costs incurred for the use of such lines 
would be paid for by the cooperatives until 
such time as the Missouri Basin supply was 
transmitted over these lines at regular 
Missouri Basin rates. 

The amount needed to immediately pro- 
ceed with construction in 1952, is $7,026,000. 
Ultimately the complete development of the 
trunk system in these two important States, 
it is estimated, will amount to approximately 
$29,000,000, all of which would be repaid 
by power revenues as demonstrated by 
Missouri Basin financial studies. 

At this time when our efforts must be 
spent both on meeting a critical defense sit- 
uation and on preparing ourselves for a prob- 
able long economic struggle, it is doubly 
important to assure that existing power 
bottlenecks be prevented as much as pos- 
sible. The areas concerned are highly pro- 
ductive farming communities with many 
food processing plants and are vital to our 
national economic picture. The power needs 
are increasing each year and adequate power 
is essential to efficient economic support. 
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This advance construction is fully feasible 
financially but even more important yet is 
the means of assuring greater economic secu- 
rity, a matter of utmost importance. Since 
over 100 existing cooperatives involving 
ultimately 300,000 consumers are involved, 
this is not an isolated or relatively unim- 
portant matter. 

If these lines are not started this coming 
year, it simply means that the people in 
these areas will be increasingly handicapped 
by lack of power. The lines must go in 
eventually, but they will be doubly useful 
if they are expedited so that early increased 
supply and reliability is assured. 

Once the Bureau of Reclamation high- 
voltage transmission project gets under way 
we will have done these things: (1) re- 
leased 60,000 to 70,000 kilowatts of gener- 
ating capacity which the rural systems now 
have in reserve and which can be moved to 
the points where it is needed; (2) relieved 
the pressure for power on commercial util- 
ities and municipalities now serving the rural 
distribution systems; (3) developed a high- 
voltage transmission network which can be 
put to use now and to continued use as soon 
as the Missouri River hydroelectric power is 
made available; (4) solved the immediate 
power problem and permitted farmers to 
make productive use of electricity for food 
production; and (5) done all this in a busi- 
nesslike way since the wheeling charges 
which the rural systems will pay for use of 
the Bureau lines will start sooner than was 
anticipated. 

The wise and careful planning which has 
gone into this proposal should not pass un- 
noticed. REA members and officers through 
progressive management planning have de- 
veloped a soundly engineered and business- 
like solution to their power problem which 
takes into consideration the needs of all con- 
sumers of power, the Government's security 
and recovery of funds and the immediate 
farm needs. 

This is an investment in productive ca- 
pacity. The benefits which will arise out of 
it are so clear and compelling as to make 
us seem derelict in meeting our obligations 
if we fail to act. 

In the light of these facts, I ask support 
that $7,026,000 be appropriated this year 
to the Bureau of Reclamation so that trans- 
mission-line construction may be hastened 
and farm needs met. 


POWEER-SUPPLY PROBLEMS 


Now, let me explain in more detail the 
nature of the problem which confronts our 
REA cooperatives in western Minnesota. I 
have already outlined the general proposal 
and the benefits to be derived from the 
advance construction of the transmission 
lines, I want the Senate, however, to have 
more detailed information as to such factors 
as the condition of the existing transmission 
lines, the relationship of the REA coopera- 
tives to municipal power plants and private 
utilities, the alternatives that the REA co- 
operatives face if these transmission lines 
are not constructed, the rate that is paid by 
Minnesota REA’s for electrical power as com- 
pared to the national average and some of 
the savings that would be involved were 
these transmission lines constructed. There- 
fore, I give you the following detailed an- 
alysis: 


Eighty-four distribution cooperatives have 
asked for this construction, and each of 
them has faced since its inception a con- 
tinuous struggle to obtain adequate and 
reliable power at reasonable rates. Later, in 
this statement, I shall quote from the hear- 
ings in an effort to show just how critical 
the situation is. Of the 84 cooperatives ask- 
ing for this construction, 68 have banded 
together into six federations and have in- 
stalled generation and transmission facilities 
of their own. The 16 ives in the 
southwest portion of the State of Minnesota 
who are not members of these federations 
continue to purchase power from utility 
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companies and municipalities and are the 
ones that face the most critical situation at 
this time. 

The utility companies that serve the area 
are: Ottertail Power Co., Minnesota Power & 
Light Co., Interstate Power Co., and North- 
ern States Power Co, Federal Power Com- 
mission figures seem to indicate that these 
companies have sufficient reserves of gen- 
erating capacity to meet peak loads. 

However, in the rural areas of my State, 
the electric power loads have far outstripped 
the capacity of transmission facilities, so 
even assuming the power to be available at 
the generating stations, it cannot be de- 
livered to the cooperatives. These obsolete 
transmission facilities mean excessive out- 
age time or interruption of service, and poor 
voltage regulation at the cooperative sub- 
stations. And these cooperatives pay an 
average rate of 1.6 cents per kilowatt-hour 
for poor service while the national average 
rate paid by cooperatives is 0.86 cents per 
kilowatt-hour. The critical nature of the 
situation was emphasized about a year ago 
when one cooperative was notified that its 
wholesale power agreement would be termi- 
nated. Later on, I will quote from the hear- 
ings to illustrate this case. 

The cooperatives have thus been faced with 
& rapidly increasing load and a more or less 
static power supply. There are two principal 
ways to cope with the situation. They can 
either build separate individual generation 


systems or in the case of cooperatives already 


possessing such facilities, expand them; or 
they can, by integrating already installed 
generation capacity through a network of 
transmission lines, secure the additional 
power by combining present facilities. It is 
simply not economical to install additional 
generation capacity at this time. The reason 
is that within 3 years, low-cost hydroelectric 
energy from Bureau of Reclamation dams 
on the Missouri River will be available. This 
will make it uneconomical to operate high- 
cost fuel-burning equipment, and any in- 
vestment in such equipment will be lost 
when the dams come in. The only other 
alternative then is to build a network of 
transmission lines that can be used now to 
pool the already available generation facili- 
ties and transmit the power made available 
to the 16 cooperatives in the Southwest 
part of the State who do not have adequate 
power supplies. These same lines will form 
a permanent part of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion system for transmission of Missouri 
Basin hydropower to preference customers 
when it becomes available. 
THE PROPOSED PLAN 

Specifically, the plan provides for the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation to immediately start 
construction of 890 miles of 115-kilovolt line 
and 160 miles of 230-kilovolt line together 
with 255,000 kilovolt-amperes of intercon- 
nected substation capacity. The total cost 
would be about $29,052,000 of which 
$7,026,000 would be required in fiscal 1952. 
Let me emphasize that these lines would be 
self-liquidating and would be rented to these 
cooperatives until they are needed to handle 
Missouri River hydroelectric power. The 
lines would be built as indicated in the 
following table: 
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This group of lines would form an inter- 
connected system and would be energized by 
the generation capacity now installed and 
operating at six REA generation and trans- 
mission cooperatives in Iowa, Minnesota, 
North Dakota, and Wisconsin. The reserve 
capacity of these six cooperatives would then 
be available as a 60,000-kilowatt block of 
power that could be moved about the entire 
system to meet power shortages now being 
experienced by the 16 distribution coopera- 
tives in my State. These 60,000 kilowatts 
would be contributed as follows: 


Kilowatts 
Dairyland Power Cooperative, La 


Southwestern Federated Power Co- 
operative, Creston, Iowa.......... ...-.. 
Corn Belt Power Cooperative, Hum- 


bolde, e . 20, 000 
Rural Cooperative Power Association, 
Maple Lake, Minn 10, 000 


Minnkota Power Cooperative, Grand 
Packs, |W Dek—W 20. I eee 


Warroad, 


This 60,000 kilowatts of capacity made 
available through the integration plan would 
serve the following 16 cooperatives now ex- 
periencing the shortages as previously out- 
lined: i 


Todd-Wadena Power & Light ovo. 
erative, Wadena, Minn 
Runestone Electric Cooperative, Alex- 
andrig, Minn. agaian 
Lake Region Cooperative Electric As- 
sociation, Pelican Rapids, Minn 
Traverse Electric Cooperative, Wheat- 
9% ATT 
Agra Lite Cooperative, Benson, Minn- 
Minnesota Valley Cooperative Light 
& Power Association, Montevideo 
Minn. 


Renville Sibley Cooperative Associa- 
tion, Danube, Minn 
Lyon-Lincoln Electric Cooperative, 
1 on 8 eee 
Southwestern Minnesota Cooperative 
Electric, Pipestone, Minn 2, 288 
Federated Rural Electric Association, 


Jackson, Minn 4,154 
South Central Electric Association, St. 

James, Minn 3. 794 
Nobles Cooperative Electric, Worth- 

F 3. 964 


Brown County Rural Electric Associa- 
tion, Sleepy Eye, Minn 
Central Minnesota Cooperative Power 
Association, Clements, Minn 2,213 
Blue Earth-Nicollet Cooperative Elec- 


tric Association, Mankato, Minn... 3, 585 
Steel-Waseca Cooperative Electric, 

Owatonna, Minn 4, 061 

T 55, 708 


ADVANTAGES OF PLAN 


A review of this plan indicates the follow- 
ing advantages, and I quote from the state- 
ment of Mr. Edward Wolter, manager of the 
Rural Cooperative Power Association, of Elk 
River, Minn., which appears on pages 1408- 
1413 of the House hearings: 

“The many advantages of our proposal in 
preference to any other solution of the prob- 
lem becomes evident upon reviewing the 
benefits to be obtained therefrom. 

“1, First and foremost, it would quickly 
relieve a critical power shortage in a rural 
area affecting a large number of people. 

“2, It would create a power pool with all 
of the attendant benefits usual to such ar- 
rangements, such as, releasing for use re- 
serve standby generating capacity, diversifi- 
cation of loads thereby increasing load fac- 
tors, greater security from outages because 
of multiple feeder lines, and so forth. 
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“3. After hydropower becomes available it 
would solve for many, many years the prob- 
lem of securing low-cost power for approxi- 
mately 300,000 electric consumers, which 
means well over a million people would be 
directly benefited. 

4. It would require a lesser outlay of man- 
power and materials than any other possible 
solution, 

5. It would effect an immediate savings 
in power generation costs because of the use 
of the standby units and because of other 
operating economies and a much greater 
savings will be effected when the hydro- 
power becomes available. 

“6. Because of lower-cost power it would 
permit the principle of area coverage to be 
furthered when materials are not needed for 
more direct defense purposes, 

“7, It would enable the four private power 
companies and the 18 municipalities who 
are serving cooperatives to conserve generat- 
ing capacity and materials since the coopera- 
tive loads would become more self-sufficient. 

“8. It would enable the generation and 
transmission cooperatives to meet their 
power obligations to their member distribu- 
tion cooperatives with a minimum of addi- 
tional loan funds from REA for installing 
greater generating capacity.” 

Before proceeding with the presentation 
of the particular specific experiences of in- 
dividual cooperative managers in trying to 
meet this power shortage in rural areas of 
Minnesota, I want it thoroughly understood 
that this plan was evolved by a qualified pro- 
fessional electrical engineering firm retained 
by the cooperatives. The engineering study 
was made by Mr. E. R. Mackie of Ellerbe & 
Co., of St. Paul, Minn., and I quote from 
his testimony before the House subcommit- 
tee which appears on pages 1433-1438 of the 
House hearings. 

“Mr. Mackie. Mr. Chairman and gentle- 
men of the committee, I am an engineer em- 
ployed by the firm of Ellerbe & Co., of St. 
Paul, Minn, I am appearing here today in 
behalf of 16 REA-financed cooperatives in 
southern and western Minnesota. 

“Ellerbe & Co. is the largest engineering 
organization in Minnesota. We have been 
doing load study and system design work for 
REA cooperatives in Minnesota and sur- 
rounding States for many years. We made 
the preliminary studies and the complete 
system design for Minnkota Power Coopera- 
tive at Grand Forks, N. Dak. This is one 
of the largest and most successful of the 
REA power cooperatives. Work connected 
with REA is less than 10 percent of our total 
annual business. We now have work in more 
than 20 States. The above statements are 
made only to give an indication of our quali- 
fications to prepare the information con- 
tained herein. 

„Ellerbe & Co. made the engineering 
studies for the 16 cooperatives in the south 
and western areas of Minnesota. Their pres- 
ent requirements are supplied by 4 private 
utilities and 13 municipalities. A critical 
shortage of power and transmission facilities 
exists in the area. 

“The municipalities in the area have done 
a fine job of helping the development of the 
REA Cooperative which they supply. The 
rapid increase in load experienced by the 
cooperatives, however, has caused the gen- 
erating facilities of all but 3 of the 13 munici- 
palities to be seriously overloaded. In many 
instances the REA load has become greater 
than their own load. It is not feasible for 
them to float a bond issue to install addi- 
tional capacity to carry the REA loads, 
Seven of the municipalities have already re- 
quested that they be relieved of the necessity 
of carrying their REA loads. In most cases 
they are required to run every available unit 
of generation regardless of condition just to 
get by. For example, the municipal plant at 
Sleepy Eye lost one unit in November of 1950 
which resulted in 3,200 REA members being 
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out of service. They have served notice of 
cancellation of their contract with the REA 
cooperative. 

“The Ottertail Power Co. serves the north- 
western portion of this area. That company 
has served notice to REA cooperatives it can- 
not supply additional substations as more 
farms are served and as more load develops. 
It has refused to sign new contracts and, by 
so doing, has removed the only available 
source of power. The company’s power short- 
age is so critical that it has served notice to 
some REA cooperatives that its present de- 
mand charge of $2.25 per kilowatt will be in- 
creased 50 percent for substations covered by 
existing contracts if the load exceeded pres- 
ent contract limits, 

“Our study further reveals that even if 
power were available the company’s low- 
voltage transmission system is not adequate 
to carry the loads involved: The loads now 
being carried by this utility are so much 
beyond the efficient capacity of its facilities 
as to result in many cases of wide fluctua- 
tions of voltage and the cooperatives still 
have members who cannot be connected be- 
cause of lack of power. 

“The Interstate Power Co. serves the 
southern portion of the area. The coopera- 
tives of this area are handicapped by the lack 
of adequate transmission facilities. A large 
portion of the lines owned by this company 
in this area is in the 24-kilovolt class. The 
company has indicated its willingness to do 
the best it can with these facilities, but it 
has placed low limits on the amounts of 
power that can be supplied to a given 
location. 

“The Minnesota Power & Light Co. serves 
only four substations in this area. 

“Two of the member cooperatives are sup- 
plied by REA-financed generating plants. 

“The Northern States Power Co. serves the 
balance of the area. This company, being 
the largest of the four utilities involved, is 
naturally in the best position to serve its 
portion of the requirements. However, like 
the others, Northern States designed and 
built its systems before the REA cooperatives 
came into being. Our studies indicate that 
the company’s system is not capable of car- 
rying the anticipated loads without major 
revisions in transmission facilities and in- 
stallations of additional generating capacity. 

“Our letter addressed to the four utilities 
and dated August 28, 1950, clearly indicates 
our problem and suggested solutions, This 
letter is attached for the record. We have 
received no answer to this letter from any 
of the utilities to whom it was sent. 


“The cooperatives have realized for some 


time that they were rapidly reaching the 
limit of the available power supply. With 
this in mind, and at the insistence of the 
cooperatives, we undertook a study and anal- 
ysis of their power problems, 

“We have completed this study. This study 
shows beyond any reasonable doubt that the 
demand for power already exceeds, and will 
rapidly outdistance, the existing available 
supply. This situation must be corrected at 
once, if the development of these coopera- 
tives is not to be restricted. 


“Our study further shows that the most 
practical and feasible solution is to place the 
Bureau lines in operation at the earliest 
possible date. 

“We do not feel that such a solution would 
cause any of the utilities to suffer any loss 
from the facilities that they now own. By 
their own statements, their existing trans- 
mission facilities are inadequate, and by their 
own statements they do not now have the 
needed generating capacity. The proposed 
power pool would relieve them of the neces- 
sity of installing this generating capacity, 
The installation of the Bureau lines would 
relieve them of the necessity of a major re- 
vamping of their transmission system, We 
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know of no other solution to this problem 
with so many benefits to all. 
* . * * . 

“With the Bureau lines in the area, the 
power supplied by the power pool can be dis- 
tributed to the load centers of the individual 
co-ops by lines which the co-ops propose to 
build with REA loan funds. This phase of 
the transmission problem is further described 
in the communication from the Administra- 
tor of REA. 

“I believe the solution we proposed is 
sound, effective, and desirable to 180,000 rural 
families in the Minnesota area. The Govern- 
ment investment, in my opinion, would be 
repaid in full. 

* * * * * 

“With a pooling arrangement of 60,000 
kilowatts, that would allow this area to be 
furnished without additional generating ca- 
pacity, whether by this utility or anyone else, 
That is the most important factor of the 
entire program that we are proposing here. 

* * . * -i 


“Mr. ANDERSEN. Would you please accen- 
tuate the fact that it is the desire of our 
group that this be done not alone for REA’s 
but we also want to furnish power for mu- 
nicipalities or any private utilities that might 
hook up with this system? 

“Mr. Macxre. Our set-up shows that if we 
went to REA, or the utility, I don’t care 
which, the Interstate Power Co., Northern 
States Power, Ottertail Power, Minnesota 
Power & Light and 13 municipalities, every 
one of these utilities, if asked, will tell you 
that I have been in every one of their offices 
strictly on a business basis. I am as free to 
walk in there as I have ever been. Our studies 
have shown this, that if they, or we, with 
REA finance, put in the generation in this 
area to carry our loads for the next few years, 
that the money that would have to be added 
to the utility systems to reach these loads, 
we would expend as a combination in these 
utilities more money than we are asking you 
people to give the Bureau. I believe that is 
a statement we are perfectly willing to have 
in the record. 

“Mr, ANDERSEN. Might I add, Mr. Chair- 
man, the Seventh Congressional District 
used energy to the extent of 174,000,000 
kilowatt-hours. It is expected and esti- 
mated by people who should know that by 
1960, 10 years hence, the consumption will 
have gone from 74,000,000 to 169,000,000, 
approximately two and one-half times the 
amount. That is the problem we must 
meet. 

“Mr. Mackte. I might mention right here, 
in conjunction with that, that this group 
went up 26 percent in 1949; 20 percent in 
1950 and in 1950 purchased 180,000,000 kilo- 
watt-hours with a maximum demand of 
180,000,000 in 1950. If you project that 
ahead to 1960 at one-half the national aver- 
age of increase, that is 8 percent, in other 
words, let us be ultraconservative, you are 
then taking 100,000, and what we particularly 
want to stress is the next 3 years. But if you 
take an average to 1960, these people will save 
between what they pay now and what they 
will save on Bureau rates, $3,500,000 a year if 
we want to start projecting into the future. 

“But the pertinent point is existing for the 
next 2 or 3 years. 

“Mr. ANDERSEN. Again, with the permis- 
sion of the chairman, I think we should get 
down to cases and tell the committee just 
what we would like to do. * * * What 
would be your estimate that we would need 
in fiscal 1952 if the Congress did grant such 
an appropriation? 

“Mr. MACKIE. The Bureau has prepared a 
preliminary approach or budget covering this 
small-scale map of which I believe each of 
you has a copy. For the lines we are re- 
questing in North Dakota, Minnesota, and 
Iowa, lines and substations, the Bureau’s 
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preliminary budget is approximately $25,- 
000,000, as was read in the previous testi- 
mony here. The red line on that map with 
substations and facilities is approximately 
$11,000,000. That is, of course, handled by 
REA. 

“Mr. ANDERSEN. What is the condition of 
this $11,000,000 loan proposed from REA? 

“Mr, Macxre. The Administrator has en- 
tered a record here, or allowed us to enter 
a letter in the record, that if the Bureau of 
Reclamation is given the money for the blue 
line shown on this map, and that is merely 
a portion of what is shown on the small- 
scale map, then under these conditions the 
Administrator will make a loan to this group 
of $11,000,000 to allow for the distribution 
of that energy to the ultimate consumer. 

“Mr. ANDERSEN, I am sure, Mr. Chairman, 
that all these gentlemen realize that they 
are speaking to a subcommittee of which 
each and every member has been 100 per- 
cent a friend of REA. I just want you gen- 
tlemen to know that you are talking to a 
group of friends. I would suggest if the 
subcommittee has any questions before our 
time expires we should like to answer them 
before resting our case. 

“Mr. FurcoLo. Just in brief, as I under- 
stand it, what you have in mind is simply 
more or less advancing the project which 
eventually is to be carried on; and you are 
in an emergency situation at the present 
time and do not have the needed power. So, 
if. we look ahead 4 or 5 years, there would 
not be any difficulty in the amount of 
money? 

“Mr. Mack. If I may answer that ques- 
tion. Actually, we are asking for not $1 
that is not backed by he Bureau’s present 
plan. All we are asking is that that con- 
struction be advanced to saye us the neces- 
sity of going back to REA or to a utility— 
we do not wish to leave the utilities out of 
our recommendation—there is so much ca- 
pacity needed in the area and all we are 
asking, suggesting, is that amount of money 
is going to be spent in the next 2 or 3 years— 
or someone will be without power. All we 
ask is the money be spent now for what 
the money will haye to be spent for ulti- 
mately.” 


ESTIMATES ON THE POWER POTENTIAL OF THE 
MISSOURI RIVER HYDROELECTRIC PROJECTS AND 
THE RELATIONSHIP TO PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 
AND PRIVATE UTILITIES 


The Flood Control Act of 1944 specifically 
describes certain preference customers to be 
served by public-power projects. In this list 
of preferred customers are to be found the 
REA cooperatives and municipal power fa- 
cilities. The 1944 act, while providing for 
preference customers does in no way deny 
the private utilities purchase or sale of hy- 
droelectric generated power once the needs 
of the preferred customers have been met. 
Now, what are the facts concerning the pow- 
er potential of the Missouri River Basin 
projects? 

The Bureau of Reclamation estimates that 
the initial operation of Missouri River Basin 
projects including Fort Randall, S. Dak., 
and Garrison, N. Dak., projects will produce 
approximately 260,000 kilovolt-amperes. This 
initial operation or production of hydroelec- 
tric power will be followed by other projects 
on the Missouri River giving an estimated 
total of 480,000 kilovolt-amperes. Of this 
total, approximately 360,000 kilovolt-amperes 
will be firm power. The balance of 120,000 
Kilovolt-amperes will be known as secondary 
or dump power. The high proportion of firm 
power is due to the heavy flow of the Mis- 
souri which on a yearly average is 25,000 
acre-feet, The reservoir system being con- 
structed in the Missouri Basin will provide 
for approximately 75,000,000 acre-feet of 
water in continuous reserve or in reservoirs. 

This means that there will be a reserve 
supply of vater available for 3 years’ hydro- 
electric generation. This reserve water pro- 
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duction has been planned not only because 
of flood-control purposes but also because 
of the variation of water supply in the Mis- 
sourl River Basin. I bring these estimates 
by the Bureau of Reclamation to your atten- 
tion because I want it clear that while the 
preference customers will, of course, be served 
as required by the 1944 Flood Control Act, 
there will be an ample supply of hydro- 
electric power for both preferred customers 
and the private utilities. This is particularly 


true if the private utilities maintain their 


steam generation plants. The steam gener- 
ation facilities can be used in the Missouri 
River Basin just as they are used in other 
areas of the country to firm up the secondary 
or dump power. By this process, the private 
utilities will share in the program. 

Furthermore, it should be noted that the 
Bureau of Reclamation is constructing only 
trunk lines. The Bureau transmission lines 
go to wholesale load centers. It is from these 
load centers that both the preferred cus- 
tomers and the private utilities can and 
will receive low-cost electric power for their 
respective systems. 

The question has been raised as to why 
the Bureau of Reclamation should con- 
struct these transmission lines, The pri- 
vate utilities say why not leave it to the 
private companies. The answer to this 
query was clearly given in the Federal Power 
Commission Report of 1943 on the Missouri 
River Basin hydroelectric potentialities. 
That report stated that isolated separate 
hydroelectric generation facilities on the 
Missouri River would be uneconomical and 
unfeasible. However, an integrated hydro- 
electric system where all power plants were 
tied in together and where a basic trunk 
system of transmission lines was constructed 
for the purpose of pooling ali power would 
be highly desirable, practical, economic, and 
feasible. It is this integrated system that 
is presently being constructed. It is because 
integration is mandatory that the Bureau 
of Reclamation transmission lines are vital 
to the sound economic operation of the 
hydroelectric generation facilities. These 
transmission lines will provide lower costs to 
the customers and thereby make a substan- 
tial saving to the area served. At the same 
time the cost of these transmission lines 
will be liquidated by the sale of power. 

In conclusion the following facts are evi- 
dent: The total generation capacity of the 
Missouri River hydroelectric facilities is 
more than adequate to meet the contem- 
plated requirements of the preference cus- 
tomers. The generation of both firm and 
secondary power in substantial quantities 
will also provide power for private utilities. 
The transmission of the hydroelectric 
power over the Government-owned lines 
will reduce the rates and thereby serve the 
economic welfare of the purchasers of elec- 
tricity for both the preferred customers as 
defined by the Flood Control Act of 1944 
and the private utilities. Already the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation has entered into con- 
tracts with private utilities for Missouri 
River Basin hydro power. This within itself 
is convincing evidence that the private util- 
ity will not be denied the benefits of Mis- 
souri River power. 

Therefore, when hydroelectric power is 
available from the Missouri River genera- 
tion facilities, the Bureau of Reclamation 
will sell the power to REA’s, to municipali- 
ties, to private utilities. The rate is esti- 
mated at 544 mills per kilowatt. This rate 
is substantially lower than is available any- 
where in the Midwest. At present Minne- 
sota REA’s are paying anywhere from 12 to 
15 mills per kilowatt. The Bureau rate at 
5% mills will not only result in a great 
economic saving to the people but it will 
also result in a sum of money to repay the 
Federal Treasury for all costs involved in 
generation and construction and operation 
of transmission lines. It will also afford 
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a 3-percent interest payment on the prin- 
cipal. It will also provide a fund for pur- 
poses of irrigation and reclamation. Thus 
the Federal Treasury will be repaid for ad- 
vance appropriations and the consumer is 
rewarded by sharply reduced electrical 
power rates. 


Electric power vital to farm production 


The farmers of the State of Minnesota are 
indeed aware of the significance of their 
contribution to a strong and prepared Amer- 
ica. They are aware of their responsibili- 
ties in meeting the Nation’s requirements 
of full production of agricultural products. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has recently 
stated that “Agriculture’s job is to produce 
the food and fiber we need for the strength 
and vitality of our Armed Forces, for the 
health and productivity of our civilian popu- 
lation, for ample reserves, and for shipments 
to those other nations to which it is ad- 
visable to give aid.” The Secretary clearly 
revealed the importance of the farmers of 
our Nation when he pointed out that “less 
than one-fifth of our population is on farms, 
and they provide the food and fiber for 
themselves and the other four-fifths of our 
population.” 

The farmers of America, the farmers of 
Minnesota, are determined to meet this chal- 
lenge of increasing their productivity. But 
to do so will require that they be supplied 
with adequate supplies of electric power at 
rates low enough to encourage increased use 
of electricity on the farm. The demand for 
and use of electricity on our Nation’s farms 
has been increasing at an astounding rate. 
During the past 10 years farmer members 
of rural electric systems have increased 
their demand for electric by some 
20 times, and in 1950 they used 25 percent 
more electricity than in 1949. 

The Administrator of the Rural Electrifi- 
cation Administration, in his report for 1950, 
said that adequate low-cost power is basic 
to the operation and growth of the program. 
He indicated, in the same report, that lack 
of adequate power supply to meet the grow- 
ing needs of rural consumers during 1950 
has resulted in the curtailment of increases 
in consumption of power and extension of 
distribution lines to farmers in the State of 
Minnesota and in other areas in the country. 

This, then, is the concern of the rural 
electric system of the State of Minnesota— 
that they have adequate supplies of elec- 
tric power to meet the increasing demands 
of their farmer members at rates low enough 
to encourage complete utilization of elec- 
tricity on the farms of Minnesota. 

Here is what these farmers of Minnesota 
have to say about their need for adequate 
and dependable sources of electric power: 

Leroy C. Sabie, manager, Southwestern 
Minnesota Cooperative Electric, Pipestone, 
Minn., and vice president, Western Minne- 
sota Power Cooperative, Benson, Minn.: 

“For many years now, and despite power- 
company claims to the contrary, our mem- 
ber cooperatives have been faced with a 
critical shortage of electric energy. Many of 
our cooperatives are served by overloaded 
$3-kilovolt lines located on the periphery 
of company transmission systems. 

“To further emphasize our problem, con- 
sider for just a moment the rates paid by 
our systems for this obviously inadequate 
service. The 16 cooperatives pay an aver- 
age of 15.4 mills per kilowatt-hour. The 
average rate paid by all electric cooperatives 
in the United States is 8.6 mills per kilowatt- 
hour. A comparison of the rates we pay 
with the national average is clear indica- 
tion of our predicament when considered 
together with the inadequate and insecure 
sources of supply. Our 16 cooperatives are 
serving about 55,000 farm and other rural 
establishments, and have exhausted every 
possibility of obtaining additional power ex- 
cept self-generation. As I have said, the 
companies and municipalities that serve 
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us are apparently unable to grow along 
with us.” 
Charles L. Pullen, manager, Ida County 


Rural Electric Cooperative, Ida Grove, Iowa: 


“Average consumption of our members 
has increased from 82.5 kilowatt-hours in 
April 1945 to 376 kilowatt-hours in April 
1950, and 455 kilowatt-hours in April 1951. 

“The power companies have said many 
times that they will provide any necessary 
transmission facilities but for 12 years they 
have made no improvements in our service, 

“I have received a number of letters from 
members requesting that funds be provided 
the Bureau of Reclamation for the purpose 
of providing us with dependable and ade- 
quate transmission facilities.” 

Mauritz Nelson, secretary, board of direc- 
tors, Rural Cooperative Association, Elk River, 
Minn.; manager, Kandiyohi Cooperative Eiec- 
tric Power Association, Willmar, Minn.: 

“Our generation and transmission coopera- 
tive started operation in 1940 with one power 
plant. It has a capacity of 3,700 kilowatts. 


The increase in power requirements of our 


members and the lack of an adequate source 
of power necessitated the construction of five 
additional plants. The total system generat- 
ing capacity now is 43,000 kilowatts.” 

Earl E. Huber, counsel, Traverse Coopera- 
tive, Wheaton, Minn.: 

“Our cooperative now is receiving power at 
several substations without benefit of con- 
tracts with the supplier. We have been un- 
able to come to terms with the company on a 
basis that would provide our cooperative with 
an adequate and dependable supply of power 
at a price we can afford to pay.” 

S. C. Martensen, manager, Lyon-Lincoln 
Electric Cooperative, Tyler, Minn.: 

“Our average cost of power in 1950 was 
16 mills, which we understand is about double 
that being paid on an average by REA- 
financed electric cooperatives. 

“Even more serious than the costs is the 
fact that the municipal plant, as well as thè 
transmission lines of both power companies, 
are now loaded to the extent that we know 
they cannot furnish us enough power in the 
years to come.” 

Charles H. Carl, manager of the Nobles Co- 
operative Electric, Worthington, Minn.: 

“The supply of power in certain sections 
of our area is becoming increasingly critical, 
Our power requirements are increasing rap- 
idly, and judging from present conditions it 
is extremely doubtful that our ultimate load 
could be served by the present facilities in our 
area. 

“The voltage at our substations varies con- 
siderably due to the suppliers’ lines being 
overloaded at peak-load hours. 

“Service to some four substations is in- 
terrupted frequently because of the run- 
down condition of the lines which supply 
them. Outages caused by line failures last 
as long as 4 or 5 hours. 

“Our rate for purchase power, we believe, 
is excessive. It costs us between 12 and 15 
mills per kilowatt-hour. The cooperative 

- furnishes all substation structures, trans- 
formers, and any line switches needed by 
the supplier to serve our substations. This 
adds to our cost of power.” 

George Comstock, president of the Fed- 
erated Rural Electric Association, Jackson, 
Minn.: 

“We have been plagued for many years by 
a serious power shortage. To secure power 
for our system we had contracts with six 
sources, namely, two sources on the Inter- 
state Power Co. lines, one from Fairmont 
municipal power plant, one from the Jack- 
son municipal power plant, one from the 
Lakefield power plant, and one from the 
Windom municipal power plant. The sources 
at Windom, Lakefield, and Jackson were very 
weak, ‘In two sources our load was surpass- 
ing the municipal plants’ own distribution 
load. The power from Jackson and Lakefield 
was mostly interruptable power; that is, 
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power available only when all units were in 
operating condition. There were times when 
the REA switch was pulled at the plants 
when equipment failed—and our members 
were in the dark. I recall one winter a 
couple of years ago when, from 4:30 p. m. 
until 6 p. m., various sections of our lines 
had to be cut off so that the load would not 
exceed the capacities of the sources. 

“This of operation is serious and our 
members complained severely about these 
conditions, 

“It affected cooking, water supply, brood- 
ing, and so forth. It was right at milking 
time, too. The interstate power sources were 
very weak. During storms we have had to 
send our crews out on their lines to help 
repair them. 

“Prices for power were exorbitantly high. 
We paid the Windom, Minn., municipal plant 
2¢ mills per kilowatt-hour and the Lakefield 
plant varied from 15 to 19 mills per kilowatt- 
hour. These high prices forced us to raise 
our retail rates to our members. 

“I mention the foregoing as a matter of 
history and to give an indication of the 
power problems being faced by the indi- 
vidual cooperatives. The load is growing at 
a tremendous rate. In 1947 we used 8,000,000 
kilowatt-hours and in 1950 we used 16,000,- 
000 kilowatt-hours. We are attaching charts 
No. 5042-2 and No. 5042-1 prepared by Pfeifer 
& Shultz, registered professional engineers 
of Minneapolis, showing our total consump- 
tion in kilowatt-hours, peak demand in kilo- 
watts, number of connected customers, and 
average yearly consumption per member.” 

Oscar Torstenson, secretary of the Minne- 
sota Valley Cooperative Light and Power As- 
sociation, Montevideo, Minn.: 

“In 1948 this cooperative purchased 9,605,- 
340 kilowatts. In 1950 our cooperative pur- 
chased 16,322,530 at an average cost of 13.45 
mills, a total sum of $219,912.44. This shows 
an increase in the use of electric power of 
70 percent in a period of 2 years.” 

Arthur P. Zschetzsche, president of the 
Brown County Rural Electric Association, 
Sleepy Eye, Minn.: 

“Since our power-supply problem became 
so critical we have been scouting every pos- 
sibility in the area to get more energy. We 
have mentioned one source of power. An- 
other possible source is the Interstate Power 
Co. We have been negotiating with its offi- 
cials for some time. In correspondence we 
asked the company to sell us 800 kilowatts 
of energy at one point. The company ad- 
vised us it could provide us with only about 
400 kilowatts, or only one-half of the antici- 
pated need at this one point. Thus, the 
over-all shortage of power in the area is 
emphasized.” 

Henry Sieling, Lake Region Cooperative 
Electric Association, Perham, Minn.: 

“At the present time approximately 94 
percent of the power is purchased from the 
Ottertail Power Co. at a rate of 82.25 per 
kilowatt on demand and energy at 7 mills 
per kilowatt-hour, with an average fuel ad- 
justment of three-tenths mill per kilowatt- 
hour, with no terms for discount for cash 
payment within 10 days from billing date, 
which is usually offered in the industry. Ap- 
proximately 6 percent of the power is pur- 
chased from the Minnesota Power & Light Co. 
at a rate of $1.30 per kilowatt on demand, and 
energy at a rate of 7.7 mills per kilowatt- 
hour, with an average fuel adjustment of 
$0.00059 per kilowatt-hour, and 2-percent 
discount if paid within 10 days of billing. 

“In 1949 our association paid 44 percent 
of its gross revenue for its wholesale power, 
and in 1950 the cost was even more, nearly 
50 percent. 

“In 1950, this association purchased 18,- 
539,824 kilowatt-hours at a total cost of ap- 
proximately $315,177. Using the ultimate 
rate proposed by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, a net saving of approximately $151,588 
would be realized by this association, using 
1950 power-purchased figures. This tremen- 
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dous saving would extremely enhance the 
position of this association to provide ade- 
quate power to its members at a reasonable 
rate, without straining their members’ abil- 
ity to use electricity to its fullest advan« 
tage for farm production.” 

Marvin Sunvoid, member, board of direc- 
tors, Renville Sibley Cooperative Power As- 
sociation, Danube, Minn.: 

“Since the advent of electric power on 
the farms in my community, and this is 
true of farms throughout the country, we 
farmers have developed the use of electric- 
ity to so many productional uses that a con- 
stant and adequate supply of power has be- 
come a matter of great importance. In fact, 
most of us would be unable to carry on our 
work in producing dairy and poultry prod- 
ucts without a firm supply of electric power. 
Our use of electricity is rising rapidly. We 
must look to our future needs in the light 
of our present experience. This means that 
a power supply that is barely meeting our 
needs today will be very inadequate to- 
morrow. 

“If our farmers in Renville and Sibley 
Counties are going to have adequate power 
in the future, they must have, and certainly 
are entitled to service from Bureau of Rec- 
lamation transmission lines that will have 
capacities enough to deliver energy to them 
as their uses for electricity develop and ex- 
pand.” 

Recognizing that they must cooperatively 
find a solution to their power supply prob- 
lems, these rural electric systems in Min- 
nesota have joined together with their 
neighboring rural electric cooperatives in 
Iowa and Wisconsin in this proposal that the 
Bureau of Reclamation be allowed to con- 
struct, in advance of schedule (just as in 
North and South Dakota), certain transmis- 
sion facilities which will enable the rural 
electric systems to meet their power demands 
until Missouri River power becomes avail- 
able—at which time the Bureau's trans- 
mission facilities will be used to transmit 
power from dams in the Missouri River Basin. 
The farmers of Minnesota are proposing an 
economically sound investment by the Fed- 
eral Government, an investment that means 
adequate power now and millions of dollars 
in ultimate savings in rates for the farm peo- 
ple of Minnesota, Iowa, and Wisconsin. A 
great deal of time, effort, and money has 
been spent in Minnesota to devise this meth- 
od of solving their power supply problems, 
a proposal that is made in the best inter- 
ests of the Federal Government, the taxpay- 
ers of this country, and the farmers of the 
area. All the rural electric systems of Min- 
nesota are asking is that the Federal Gov- 
ernment, the Congress, cooperate with them 
in their efforts to guarantee the farmers of 
Minnesota adequate electric power at rates 
that will enable them to achieve maximum 
production on their farms. 


BACKGROUND MATERIAL ON PREFERENCE PRO- 
VISIONS OF FEDERAL POWER POLICY 
(By Senator HusERT H. HUMPHREY) 

Preferences: Preference in the sale of elec- 
tric energy produced at Federal power proj- 
ects should be given to public agencies and 
cooperatives to insure the benefits for the 
general public and particularly for domestic 
and rural consumers. (Cf. Reclamation Act 
of 1906, the Raker Act of 1913, Federal Wa- 
ter Power Act of 1920, Boulder Canyon Act 
of 1928, Tennessee Valley Authority Act of 
1933 Rural Electrification Act of 1936, Bon- 
neville Act of 1937, Fort Peck Act of 1938, 
Reclamation Project Act of 1939, Flood Con- 
trol Act of 1944.) 

It will be noted that these priority provi- 
sions and related provisions have been enun- 
ciated in every pertinent Federal law since 
1906. 

Perhaps it would be helpful if the language 
of the law itself were set out from one of 
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these acts. Let us take the last one, particu- 
larly inasmuch as it is the one applicable to 
the Missouri Valley projects being con- 
structed by the Army engineers. Section 5 
of the Flood Control Act of 1944 reads as 
follows: 

“Electric power and energy generated at 
reservoir projects under the control of the 
War Department and in the opinion of the 
Secretary of War not required in the opera- 
tion of such projects shall be delivered to the 
Secretary of the Interior, who shall transmit 
and dispose of such power and energy in 
such manner as to encourage the most wide- 
spread use thereof at the lowest possible 
rates to consumers consistent with sound 
business principles, the rate schedules to 
become effective upon confirmation and ap- 
proval by the Federal Power Commission. 
Rate schedules shall be drawn having regard 
to the recovery (upon the basis of the appli- 
cation of such rate schedules to the capacity 
of the electric facilities of the projects) of 
the cost of producing and transmitting such 
electric energy, including the amortization 
of the capital investment allocated to power 
over a reasonable period of years. Preference 
in the sale of such power and energy shall 
be given to public bodies and cooperatives. 
The Secretary of the Interior is authorized, 
from funds to be appropriated by the Con- 
gress, to construct or acquire, by purchase 
or other agreement, only such transmission 
lines and related facilities as may be neces- 
sary in order to make the power and energy 
generated at said projects available in whole- 
sale quantities for sale on fair and reason- 
able terms and conditions to facilities owned 
by the Federal Government, public bodies, 
cooperatives, and privately owned companies, 
All moneys received from such sales shall be 
deposited in the Treasury of the United 
States as miscellaneous receipts (58 Stat. 
890; 16 U. S. C. A. 8255).” 

Despite many fights and a few rare ex- 
ceptions, this Federal law as regards prior- 
ities has been amply supported by every 
Congress since 1906, which has dealt with 
any phase of the power program. So far 
as I know, there has never been a serious 
attempt to repeal any of these priority pro- 
visions. . 

The self-liquidating Federal transmission 
lines are built for two purposes: (1) inte- 
gration, and (2) for the delivery of the Fed- 
eral power into the load center areas where 
it there may be purchased by publicly owned 
systems, cooperatives, and the commercial 
companies. 

Congress has always regarded the trans- 
mission lines as necessary for several pur- 
poses: (1) to prevent monopoly, since the 
power companies are generally the only ones 
big enough to go to the dams after the 
power; (2) to guarantee that at least some 
of the power may be sold to the people's 
own power organization. (This is not ex- 
actly a part of the first of (1), as I shall 
attempt to show later.) 

The administration and/or sale by Con- 
gress of property belonging to the United 
States and held in trust for the people in 
the interest of conservation and widespread 
utilization of such properties has been re- 
peatedly sustained by the courts. The Su- 
preme Court of the United States has uni- 
formly sustained the power of Congress to 
adopt all reasonable means of disposition 
in order to make a widespread distribution 
of the benefits of Government property, to 
enact regulations, and to undertake exten- 
sive affirmative projects as well. (United 
States v. Gratiot; Camfield v. United States; 
Ruddy v. Rossi.) 

Let me give you an example of what hap- 
pens when this policy is not followed: 

A group of rural people in southern Cali- 
fornia organized what was known as Mesa 
Electric Cooperative on the assurance of a 
Power supply from Southern California Edi- 
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son Co. or California Light & Power Co. 
After the co-op lines were constructed, the 
power companies refused to sell the co-op 
power, 
area, Generation of its own power was im- 
practical by the co-op. The co-op made 
many pleas both to the power companies 
and Federal officials for relief. The pleas 
were made to the Federal officials because 
Hoover Dam power was being brought into 
the Mesa Co-op area by the power companies 
which were purchasing tremendous quan- 
tities of Hoover Dam power. The power 
companies nevertheless steadfastly refused 
to sell power to the co-op, and since it was 
not close enough to the dam to build its 
own lines, the cooperative was finally forced 
out of business. It was forced to sell its 
properties for what it could get. 

It is not a question of the municipalities 
and co-ops being able to get their fair share 
of the power. It is a question of the neces- 
sity of this priority in order for them to get 
any substantial amount of power. Note the 
following sales of Federal power as 
by the Federal Power Commission for last 
year: The Commission reported that the 
commercial power companies got 19 percent 
of federally generated power, municipally 
owned systems got 21.4 percent, and rural 
electric cooperatives got only 3.5 percent. If 
we should remove the TVA figures from these 
purchases, it would appear that we are faring 
even much worse than these figures indicate. 
In other words, exclusive of the TVA area, 
the power companies purchase a much higher 
percent of Federal hydro power than is here- 
in indicated, and the municipalities and 
rural electrics purchase a lower percent. 

So you see, it is not only a question of 
monopoly, for if the Federal Government sold 
the power at the bus bar without any 
priority, there would usually be only one or 
two customers and they would be the big 
power companies; it is also a question of 
simple existence on the part of rural elec- 
trics. The rural electrification program has 
been built up in many parts of the West on 
the strength of this priority provision. If 
the provision is destroyed, the cooperatives’ 
power sources will be destroyed and many of 
them surely will pass out of existence. Many 
REA loans have been made upon the strength 
of these priority provisions which operate as 
a sort of guaranty of power supply. Most 
of the co-ops in the west are entirely too 
isolated and fuel costs are too high for them 
to be able to justify generating their power 
either separately or collectively. 

In Minnesota, the cooperatives are natu- 
rally concerned about purchasing some of 
the Missouri River Basin power. If it is all 
sold to the power companies, the farmers, 
through their rural electric systems, will 
probably get little if any benefit. It is a 
matter of well established history that the 
power companies usually claim to the State 
commissions that they are obtaining the 
power at no lower costs than are contained 
in their own generation, and therefore they 
consistently do not pass the benefits on to 
the people. I’m afraid that if the rural elec- 
tric co-ops are able to negotiate any wheeling 
agreements with the power companies, it will 
be because of two bargaining factors: (1) the 
priority provision in the laws, and (2) be- 
cause of their right to generate their own 
power as an alternative. 


PRIVATE UTILITIES—ECONOMIC DATA 


1. The number of private power companies 
obtaining power from Government agencies: 
From the— 

Bureau of Reclamation............ 35 

Bonneville Power Administration...00 5 

Southwestern Power Administration... 5 

Southeastern Power Administration... 1 


. ͤ . 118 


There were no other co-ops in the 
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2. Percentage of the total output of Gov- 
ernment power used by private utilities: 


Percent 


Bureau of Reclamation 22 
Bonneville Power Administration 25 
Southwestern Power Administration £2 


Unable to get figure from Southeastern 
Power Administration as of this moment. 

Figures from Burean of Reclamation, 
Bonneville Power Administration, and Ssuth- 
western Power Administration obtained by 
telephone from those agencies. 

8. Private electric utility generating ca- 
pacity as of December 31, 1950: Total, 55,- 
175,623 kilowatts. 

4. Private utility capacity for 1945 through 
1950, broken down into hydro, steam, and 
internal-combustion generating plants: 


1945: Kilowatts 
oo ( 8, 867, 290 
-... $1, 075, 320 

364, 569 

Yo Ua eR EI 40, 307, 179 


Capacity of generating plants of 100 percent 
of private utilities 


Total utility 
operating | Net income 
come 


$832, 720, 000 
829, 073, 000 
815, 367, 000 
829, 784, 000 
956, 017, 000 


Key: 0 minus 21 
expenses, depreciation and taxes. Interest on debt and 
long-term loans included in 7 iian income. 

et income: Includes dividend payments. 


perating income: Income 
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Investment—Classes A and B privately owned 
electric utilities (98 percent of this division 
of the industry) 


Electric utility 
plant less 


Total utility 


Other utilities less reserve 


Key: Reserve is depreciation and amortization. 
Source: E. C. Craig, Division of Finance and Statis- 
tics, FPC. 


STUDY SHOWS PRIVATE COMPANIES GET MAJOR 
SHARE OF FEDERAL HYDRO PowER—Co-ors 
Boucur ONLY 3.5 PERCENT From Four 
AGENCIES In 1950 
Even though rural electric ee 

as non-profit utility operators—have pref- 

erence rights for purchasing Federal hydro- 
electric power, they were able to purchase 
only 3.5 percent of the total wholesale power 
produced by the four major power agencies 

of the Federal Government during fiscal 1950. 

Private power companies ranked as one of 

the four major purchasers of Federal power 

last year, buying 19 percent of all the power 
produced by those agencies. Others are the 

Federal Government itself, private industries 

which buy large wholesale blocks directly, 

and municipalities. 


NRECA MADE STUDY 


These facts were revealed last month in a 
study announced by NRECA. The study was 
made to support requests by rural electric 
systems in various sections of the country for 
‘either Federal transmission lines or REA- 
financed generating and transmission sys- 
tems. 

Only with Federal transmission of whole- 
sale power to rural load centers, NRECA 
members have previously testified before 
Congress, can a fair disposition of Federal 
hydro power be possible; similarly, loan 
studies have shown that integrated use of 
wholesale Federal power with federated REA- 
financed rural electric power plants can pro- 
vide the lowest cost power supplies available 
to rural systems anywhere in the Nation, 
Federated systems in Arkansas, Oklahoma, 
and Missouri have already obtained loans 
based on these studies. 


SOUTHWEST COMPANIES GET 94 PERCENT 


While private power companies in the area 
are fighting the REA loans in district court 
and State regulatory commissions, the 
NRECA studies last month revealed that 
94.5 percent of all the power sold by the 
Southwestern Power Administration there is 

btained by private power companies, 
finder such circumstances, rural electric 
leaders have argued that the Federal prefer- 
ence clauses for wholesale power sales to 
either municipal or rural systems have no 
effect unless Federal transmission lines make 
integrated power supply possible through 
arrangements such as those provided with 
their REA loans, 

The study of Bonneville Power Adminis- 
tration wholesale power sales in fiscal 1950 
shows private industries there took 52 per- 
cent of the agency’s production, even before 
the Nation’s mobilization program got 
under way. The aluminum industry alone 
bought 44.9 percent of Bonneville’s power. 
Despite expanding public districts formed 
under Washington and Oregon State laws, 
private companies rank second among Bon- 
neville’s customers, purchasing 25 percent 
of BPA’s capacity. 


Donne ville Power 8 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


In the study, analyses of sales by TVA and 
the Bureau of Reclamation show that large 
blocks of power were purchased by 20 private 
power companies at rates as low as 2 mills 
per kilowatt-hour. Two of the same private 
companies with two others and their sub- 
sidiaries purchased over 3,000,000,000 kilo- 
watt-hours from Bonneville at an average 
cost of 2.41 mills. These statistics will be 
compared by rural electric leaders to costs 
of 6 to 20 mills for power purchased from 
private companies in the same areas, most 
of it from the same companies getting Fed- 
eral wholesale hydro output in generous 
quantities. 

PURCHASES ITEMIZED 

The NRECA study includes a breakdown 
of the disposal of Federal wholesale power 
during fiscal 1950 as follows: 


Municipalities 
Cooperatives. 
Public utility 


8|. SBpen® 
SSA 


Tennessee Valley Authority: 
Aluminum industry. 
Other industry. 
Municipalities. 
Cooperatives. 
Private utilities. 
Chemical, construction... 2 
5 — agencies (AEC) 


ae 
Se 
128888 


25 
8 5 
5 


Cooperatives La 
State government utilities 
83 authorities 


n Power Adminis- 


0 — ——— 
Cooperatives and 1 munici- 
8 


ý j| ag 
S- | E89 

BEB 
pi 447 


wann — 0nꝛ 3 
Municipailties. 21.4 
Cooperatives... .- 3.5 
Public authorities. 4.6 
Private utilities.. 19.0 
Federal 22.2 
Federal agencies 4.2 
State government u 13 
Chemical, construction. 12 
Others: E E 3 

ll. ee 0 


1 Under the breakdown of the Bureau of Reclamation 
energy sales, there is an item of 10.5 billion kilowatt- 
hours sold to Federal resale. Most of this en goes to 
Bonneville Power ogee for whol resale 


‘indicated pigra of Tederally financed p Es projects is 
— 7. — greater than total generat due to power 
80] ice, 
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PRICES PAID BY COMPANIES 


The breakdown of TVA sales to power 
companies during fiscal 1950 and rates is as 
follows: 


Company 


Appalachian Electric Power . 1 
Arkansas Power & Ligbt 8 

Bells Light & Water. 
Franklin Power & Ligh 


Bonneville sales were made to private com- 
panies at an average rate of 2.41 mills as 
follows: 


En 
purchased 
Company (million 
kilowatt- 
ours) 

Mountain States Power 143 
Pacific Power & Light 71 
Portland General Electric. 1, 083 


Puget Sound Power & Light.. 
Washington Water Power 
W. ava Walla Power— Pacific P 


mpanies 
Boompeny Northwest power poo! 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arizona yield me 2 min- 
utes? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I believe 
Senators should know exactly how the 
amendment reads. It is as follows: 

Page 18, line 21, after the figure ‘$208,- 
535,450" add the following: “which shall 
include and provide for the construction of 
transmission lines in the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation regions 6 and 7, including western 
Minnesota.” 


The amendment does not pretend to 
say how much money shall be taken 
from other projects which are involved. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CASE. I have only 2 minutes, 
and the Senator from Minnesota has had 
a great deal of time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
ror taal from South Dakota declines to 

eld. 

Mr. CASE. Twice, by yea-and-nay 
vote, the Senate has this afternoon ap- 
proved a total figure of $208,000,000 for 
projects embraced in the budget esti- 
mates and in the presentation of the 
committee. To include now something 
which the Senate committee considered 
and did not include would mean that we 
would be making a blanket pickup from 
wherever the Department of the Interior 
might want to make it from any of the 
projects heretofore approved. 

There was a sound reason for ad- 
vancing construction in North Dakota 
and South Dakota, from a rural stand- 
point, and that is that in both those 
States hundreds of thousands of acres 
are being taken out of cultivation and 
away from the farmers of the State to 
provide for reservoir sites, the basins 
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and lakes that will be flooded by the 
river. There is a direct loss in assessed 
valuations in those States. 

The REA’s immediately adjacent had 
a natural expectation that they would 
get some consideration. Furthermore, 
there was no program whatever by pri- 
vate power companies to provide trans- 
mission lines. I understand that at the 
present time the Northern States Power 
Co. has a definite program that is 
put forward to provide transmission 
lines. There was nothing like that in 
North Dakota or South Dakota when 
the construction was started. The power 
will not be available until 1954. 

At this time, with the limited amount 

of information there is before the Sen- 
ate, without knowing how much money 
will be taken and from whom it will be 
taken, we should not adopt the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I will 
divide the time under my control be- 
tween the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
Dırgsen] and the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. Corvon], allotting 2 minutes to 
each, 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I wish 
to address myself particularly to the 
junior Senator from Minnesota. At the 
outset of his remarks it was made to ap- 
pear that all that was involved in the 
amendment was about $7,000,000, al- 
though there was no increase of the 
amount in the bill. The fact of the 
matter is that this is the first step of a 
program that is to cost $29,000,000, in- 
stead of $7,000,000, and in some future 
time the sponsors will be coming back 
for the other $22,000,000. I think that 
is the first thing the Senate ought to 
bear in mind. 

Secondly, I may say I have had some- 
thing to do with the subject, because in 
years gone by I investigated the REA 
situation in Minnesota rather thorough- 
ly, and I point out that the facilities 
existing there now are reasonably ade- 
quate so far as power is concerned, and 
I believe the junior Senator from Min- 
nesota has admitted that. In other 
words, it is said there is about a 17 per- 
cent reserve, and that reserve is equal 
to the whole power consumption of the 
24 REA cooperatives that are on the 
lines at the present time. 

The next thing to bear in mind is that 
the power facilities there are serving 
Some 450 units retail, and one hundred 
and fifteen-odd by wholesale. There is a 
reasonably good coverage. 

The fourth thing to keep in mind is 
that the future power generation, of 
course, will be adequate to needs, be- 
cause if I understand the program that 
is now in effect, it calls for an expendi- 
ture of nearly $500,000,000 between now 
and 1956 for power generation. 

Finally, with respect to service, $150,- 
000,000 was spent on line in the last 4 
years. Thirty-five million dollars is be- 
ing spent this year, and it is proposed to 
spend another $150,000,000 in the next 
2 years. In other words, the lines keep 
up with the needs for power pretty well. 

It is rather astonishing, in view of 
what seems to be a persuasive plea by 
the junior Senator from Minnesota, that 
the proposal was never addressed to the 
Budget Bureau, because nothing appears 
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in the bill by way of a budget draft. 
Secondly, if the matter was presented to 
the House, it certainly was not persua- 
sively done. It did not convince the 
House. I understand that a Member of 
the House from Minnesota asked for a 
million dollars and the House refused to 
grant it. 

Now the Senate committee refuses to 
include anything. The Budget Bureau 
is against the proposal. Evidently the 
House of Representatives is against it. 
The Senate committee which heard the 
testimony is against it. I see no war- 
rant for following the very persuasive 
and, shall I say, passionate plea the jun- 
ior Senator from Minnesota has made 
for this item, because it involves $7,000,- 
000 in the immediate days ahead, but the 
whole program calls for $29,000,000, and 
it is simply going to develop our budget 
disparity that much more. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
sao of the Senator from Illinois has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. My time is up, I am 
afraid. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 
minutes remain under the control of 
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAY- 
DEN]. The Chair understands the Sen- 
ator from Arizona has allotted the 2 
minutes to the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. CORDON]. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, if I 
can have a minute I shall be glad to 
yield it to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Very well, I yield a 
minute to the Senator from Illinois. 


Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the Sena- . 


tor from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate the moving testimony the Sen- 
ator from Illinois has given. Now that 
he has told us about the power surplus, 
will he be good enough to tell me and 
the Senate the amount of power surplus 
that exists in the areas served by the 16 
REA’s? I know there is power surplus 
in Minneapolis. I know there is power 
surplus in Winona. But how much pow- 
er surplus is there at Worthington, 


Minn.? How much power surplus is 


there at Benson, Minn.? I should like to 
know where the power surplus is which 
it is said exists in the REA areas. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Northern States 
Power Co., I understand, serves an area 
of about 40,000 square miles. I do not 
have the slightest doubt that in the na- 
ture of things every once in a while there 
is an overload on the system, or there 
is a maldistribution of power. But the 
fact of the matter is that the facilities 
and transmission program and genera- 
tion program are going forward under a 
taxable instrumentality, and, given a 
little while, I think we will catch up 
with the need. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Illinois has 
expired. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand there is 1 minute remaining 
of the time under the control of the 
Senator from Arizona, and that the re- 
maining time has been allotted to me. 

I simply rise in opposition to the 
amendment on two major bases. No. 
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1, it violates one of the basic con- 
cepts of the policy which has prevailed in 
the Senate since the power question has 
been before the Congress, namely, that 
the Interior Department should negotiate 
wheeling contracts where they can, and 
construct transmission lines only as an 
alternative when reasonable wheeling 
contracts cannot be negotiated. In this 
instance that has not been done. No ne- 
gotiation has been had. Their offers are 
only offers, and the reason why they are 
only offers is that the other side has 
perhaps been unwilling to consider them; 
at least it has not considered them. I do 
not know about the unwillingness. 

No. 2. The dams will not be com- 
pleted for some 3 years, so time is not of 
the essence in this question. There is 
adequate time for a full consideration by 
the Bureau of the Budget and for the 
Senate itself, through its committees, to 
go into the matter in an orderly way at 
the right time, without prejudice to any- 
body or favoritism to anybody. 

Mr. President, I ask that the commit- 
tee’s position be upheld. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Oregon has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HumpHrey] to in- 
sert in the committee amendment on 
page 18, line 21, after the figures 8208, 
535,450”, the following: “which shall in- 
clude and provide for construction of 
transmission lines in the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation Regions 6 and 7 including west- 
ern Minnesota, and.” 

Mr. CORDON, Mr. President, I ask 
for a division. i 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All in 
favor of the amendment will rise am 
stand until counted. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 3 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr, President, I wish to 
be recognized immediately after the an- 
nouncement of the result. i 

The roll call was resumed and con- 
cluded. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON], the Senator from Connecti- 
cut [Mr. Benron], the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. CLEMENTS], the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. JoHnson], the Sena- 
tor from New York [Mr, Leman], and 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
MayBank] are absent on official business, 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. CON- 
NALLY] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. Green], the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. McManon], and the Sena- 
tor from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are 
absent by leave of the Senate on official 
business of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc- 
Carran] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official committee business. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. Mur- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate on 
official business, having been appointed 
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a representative of our Government to 
attend the International Labor Confer- 
ence being held in Geneva, Switzerland. 

The Senator from Florida IMr. 
SMarhns!] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
SMITH] is absent on official committee 
business. à 

Iannounce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from South Carolina 
Mr. Max RANK] would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
McManuon] has a general pair on this 
vote with the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
BREWSTER]. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Maine [Mr. Brew- 
STER], who is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate on official business of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations has a general pair 
on this vote with the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. MCMAHON]. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN- 
DERS] is necessarily absent. If present, 
he would vote “nay”. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN- 
NER] is absent on official business of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HIcKEN- 
Looper], the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. SmirH], and the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. WiLEy] are absent by leave 
of the Senate on official business of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
New Jersey IMr. SmitrH] would vote 
“nay.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Nevada IMr. 
Marone] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. ToseEy] is absent on official business 
of the Committee on Crime Investiga- 
tion, and if present he would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Durr] and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER] are detained on official busi- 
ness. 

The result was announced—yeas 15, 
nays 55, as follows: 


YEAS—15 
Douglas Kefauver McFarland 
Hill Kerr Monroney 
Humphrey Kilgore Moody 
Hunt Long Morse 
Johnson, Tex. Magnuson Neely 

NAYS—55 
Aiken Frear Nixon 
Bennett Fulbright O'Conor 
Bricker George O'Mahoney 
Bridges Hayden Pastore 
Butler, Md. Hendrickson Robertson 
Butler, Nebr. Hennings Russell 
Byrd Hoey Saltonstall 
Cain Holland Schoeppel 
Capehart Ives Smith, Maine 
Carlson Johnston, S. C. Stennis 
Case Kem Taft 
Chavez Knowland Thye 
Cordon Langer Underwood 
Dirksen Lodge Watkins 
Dworshak McCarthy Wherry 
Eastland McClellan Williams 
Ecton McKellar Young 
Ellender Millikin 
Ferguson Mundt 

NOT VOTING—26 

Anderson Hickenlooper Murray 
Benton Jenner Smathers 
Brewster Johnson, Colo, Smith, N. J. 
Clements Lehman Smith, N. C. 
Connally Malone Sparkman 
Duff Martin Tobey 
Flanders Maybank Welker 
Gillette McCarran Wiley 
Green McMahon 
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So Mr. HUMPHREY’s amendment to the 
committee amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MAGNUSON and Mr. HUNT ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, before 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Wyoming or that of the Senator from 
Washington is offered, the committee 
amendment on page 18, beginning in line 
21, as amended, must be disposed of. It 
is a formal matter, but it should be dis- 
posed of before we undertake to consider 
any further amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment on page 18, beginning in line 
21, as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the next committee 
amendment passed over. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 
18—— 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator allow the clerk to state the next 
committee amendment passed over? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I have an amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Certain 
committee amendments have been pre- 
viously passed over. 

The next committee amendment 
passed over was, on page 18, line 23, after 
the word “which”, to strike out “$29,- 
202,200” and insert in lieu thereof, 
$28,972,650.” 

The question is on agreeing to the 
committee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the next committee 
amendment passed over. 

The next committee amendment 
passed over was, on page 18, line 24, to 
strike out “Provided, That no part of this 
appropriation shall be used to initiate 
the construction of transmission facili- 
ties within those areas covered by power 
wheeling service contracts which in- 
clude provision for service to Federal es- 
tablishments and preferred customers” 
and insert “Provided, That no part of 
this appropriation shall be used to ini- 
tiate the construction of transmission 
facilities within those areas covered by 
power wheeling service contracts which 
include provision for service to Federal 
establishments and preferred customers, 
except those transmission facilities for 
which construction funds have been 
heretofore appropriated, those facilities 
which are necessary to carry out the 
terms of such contracts or those facili- 
ties which the wheeling agency is unable 
or unwilling to provide for the integra- 
tion of Federal projects or for service 
to a Federal establishment or preferred 
customer: Provided further, That in or- 
der to promote agreement among the 
States of Nebraska, Wyoming, and Colo- 
rado, and to avoid any possible altera- 
tion of existing vested water rights, no 
part of this or of any prior appropriation 
shall be used for construction or for fur- 
ther commitment for construction of the 
Glendo unit or any feature thereof, un- 
til a definite plan report thereon has 
been completed, reviewed by the States 
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of Nebraska, Wyoming, and Colorado, 
and approved by Congress: Provided 
further, That no part of this or prior 
appropriations shall be used for con- 
struction, nor for further commitments 
to construction of Moorhead Dam and 
Reservoir, Mont., or any feature thereof 
until a definite plan report thereon has 
been completed, reviewed by the States 
o? Wyoming and Montana, and approved 
by the Congress.” 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendmcnt. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I have an 
amendment to offer to the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
asked for recognition to propose an 
amendment at the proper place in the 
bill, at page 18. The clerk read another 
amendment, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. These 
are committee amendments which have 
been passed over heretofore. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, I wish to 
offer an amendment before the com- 
mittee amendment is acted upon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will be recognized for that pur- 
pose. The Senator from South Dakota 
has already sent one amendment to the 
desk. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. Case] will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 19, 
at the beginning of line 4, in the com- 
mittee amendment, it is proposed to 
strike out “of this appropriation” and 
insert “of the appropriations in this act.” 

Mr. CASE. The subject immediately 
before the Senate is what has been iden- 
tified in the press and in much discus- 
sion as the so-called Keating amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 
the Senator state again to what page his 
proposed amendment applies? 

Mr. CASE. At page 19, line 4. The 
so-called Keating amendment is shown 
in lines 24 and 25 at page 18, and in 
lines 1, 2, and 3 on page 19. The Keating 
amendment reads: 

Provided, That no part of this appropria- 
tion shall be used to initiate the construc- 
tion of transmission facilities within those 
areas covered by power wheeling service con- 
tracts which include provisior for service to 
Federal establishments and preferred cus- 
tomers, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will suspend. It is impossible 
for a Senator to speak, or for his col- 
leagues to understand hirn, unless the 
Senate is in order. The Senate will be 


in order. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 


Mr. MAGNUSON. As I understand, 
the Senator from South Dakota is of- 
fering an amendment on page 19. The 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Hunt] 
and I have separate amendments to pro- 
pose on page 18. I wonder whether we 
are proceeding in order. I sought recog- 
nition on several occasions, but the 


8056 


Chair stated that there were committee 
amendments which had been passed 
over, and the Chair then recognized the 
Senator from South Dakota in order to 
present his amendment on page 19. I 
wonder whether the present procedure 
will preclude us from offering our 
amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Case] 
is offering an amendment to the pending 
committee amendment. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is what we 
are trying to do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Washington proposes to 
offer an amendment to the text of the 
bill. His amendment will be in order 
after the committee amendments have 
been disposed of. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. My parliamentary 
inquiry is whether, since we are now 
dealing with page 19, the Senator from 
Wyoming and I will be foreclosed from 
offering our amendments on page 18. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Of 
course net. The amendment before the 
Senate 8 an amendment to a commit- 
tee amendment. The amendment of 
the Senator from Washington is an 
amendment to the bill. 

Mr. HUNT. I make the same inquiry 
with respect to my proposed amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It will 
be in order a little later. 

Mr. CASE. The committee amend- 
ment strikes out the House provision 
which I have read, and inserts another 
proviso. My amendment is an amend- 
ment to the proviso which is proposed 
to be substituted by the committee 
amendment. The committee amend- 
ment takes the language of the Keating 
amendment, makes no change in it up 
to the last word “customers,” but adds 
the following words, “except those trans- 
mission facilities for which construction 
funds have been heretofore appropriated, 
those facilities which are necessary to 
carry out the terms of such contracts or 
those facilities which the wheeling 
agency is unable or unwilling to provide 
for the integration of Federal projects 
or for service to a Federal establishment 
or preferred customer.” 

Mr. President, I may say at the out- 
set that I believe the additional words 
provided by the committee are definitely 
an improvement on the original Keating 
amendment, because they recognize the 
realities of the situation, namely, that 
there are some instances in which funds 
have been heretofore appropriated for 
transmission lines now under construc- 
tion, the completion of which should be 
permitted as a practical matter, and in 
which the substations are necessary. 
Therefore, the exceptions which the 
committee has suggested are decidedly 
in order. However, the whole Keating 
amendment, as adopted by the House 
and as here presented, applies only to 
funds of the Bureau of Reclamation. 
That is, it says that hereafter funds 
appropriated to the Bureau of Recla- 
mation shall not be used “to initiate 
the construction of transmission facil- 
ities within those areas covered by power 
wheeling service contracts,” with the 
exceptions mentioned. The Keating 
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amendment applies only to the funds 
of the Bureau of Reclamation. - 

The amendment which I have offered 
would change the words in line 4 on 
page 19, which limit the application of 
the proviso to the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, and would make them applicable 
to other construction funds appropriated 
in the bill. 

In other words, if it is a sound propo- 

sition to establish the principle for trans- 
mission lines constructed by the Bureau 
of Reclamation, it is a sound principle 
to establish it for the Southwestern 
Power Administration, the Southeastern 
Power Administration, Bonneville, and 
any other place where money is pro- 
vided by the Federal Government for 
the construction of transmission lines. 
What is sauce for the Bureau of Recla- 
mation transmission lines should also be 
sauce for the Southwestern Power Ad- 
ministration, the Southeastern Power 
Administration, and Bonneville. That 
is ae that my amendment would accom- 
plish: 
If anything could be accomplished by 
withholding consideration of my amend- 
ment at this time for the purpose of 
considering the amendment to be pro- 
pesed by the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. Hunt], I would have no objection to 
doing so. I understand the Senator 
from Wyoming wishes to change the 
definition of the exceptions. Even with 
the definition changed it seems to me 
that the principle should apply to the 
country as a whole. Why pick out the 
Bureau of Reclamation and say to them, 
“When you build transmission lines you 
shall not build them where you have 
wheeling contracts, but we will permit 
Bonneville to build them, we will permit 
the Southwestern Power Administration 
to build them, and we will permit the 
Southeastern Power Administration to 
build them, where they have wheeling 
contracts.” Why place such a limita- 
tion upon the Bureau of Reclamation? 
It seems to me that the logic of the 
situation would call for the establish- 
ment of such a principle for the whole 
country, and not for only the Bureau of 
Reclamation. I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CASE. Les. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I ask the Senator 
from South Dakota whether it is feasible 
to adopt such a policy at all. Why en- 
large upon it? Bonneville has built all 
kinds of transmission lines in situations 
where they had wheeling contracts. Oc- 
casionally it must be done for various 
reasons. 

Mr. CASE. The Bureau of Reclama- 
tion is operating in territory very similar 
to the Bonneville territory, in Idaho and 
other Western States. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not believe it 
is similar at all. If it is necessary to have 
a national policy, it should be the same 
for the whole country, but why adopt the 
Keating amendment at all? 

Mr. CASE. Of course, the Senator 
from Washington may offer an amend- 
ment to strike out the Keating amend- 
ment. I say that if it should be applied 
at all, it should be applied to all, not to 
one. 
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Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the advice of my attorney on 
this subject. We have a very good at- 
torney, I may say. What does the Sen- 
ator from Oregon [Mr. Connox] think 
of the proposal made by the Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr, Case]? 

Mr. CORDON, I appreciate my new 
appointment. The Senator from Ore- 
gon rather doubis the wisdom of chang- 
ing the language in the committee 
amendment and broadening it to cover 
operations in established agencies. For 
instance, we have the Southwestern 
Power Administration. While it is true 
that it is an executive agency, it is 
nevertheless well established, and over 
a period of years, after a great many 
difficulties, we are beginning to see some 
light by way of logical operation. 

I do not know that the change would 
injuriously affect operations already 
begun in the Southwest. Of course, it 
could not affect the Southeastern Power 
Administration, because they have not 
yet started operations. It could affect 
the Southwestern Power Administration, 
There is a possibility that the language 
might reach as far as the Bonneville Ad- 
ministration. There we have a com- 
plete operation under a separate stat- 
ute, which not only authorizes the build- 
ing of the lines, but directs that they 
be built. There can be no question 
about that. It is a mandate, I do not 
believe that the language would affect 
Bonneville, because of that special act, 
but there is just enough of a question 
that whatever good might come from 
a change is overshadowed by the doubts 
that arise. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, on ad- 
vice of counsel I shall adopt the old 
maxim: When in doubt, vote “no.” 
Therefore I cannot support the amend- 
ment of the Senator from South Dakota, 

Mr. CASE. May I suggest that the 
distinguished Senator from Arizona [Mr, 
Hav DEN] and the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. Corpon], doctored up 
the Keating amendment to the point 
where they thought it would be all right 
to apply it to the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. The Bureau of Reclamation has 
been building transmission lines for a 
long time. The Senators have doctored 
up the Keating amendment to say that 
it is all right to apply the principle to 
transmission facilities “except those 
transmission facilities for which con- 
struction funds have been heretofore ap- 
propriated, those facilities which are 
necessary to carry out the terms of such 
contracts or those facilities which the 
wheeling agency is unable or unwilling 
to provide for the integration of Federal 
projects or for service to a Federal estab- 
lishment or preferred customer.” 

If the Keating amendment was doc- 
tored up by making those exceptions, so 
that it would be fair and proper and 
practical as applied to the Central Valley 
project and other projects, and if those 
exceptions would take care of those situ- 
ations, why should not exceptions’ be 
made to take care of the Bonneville Ad- 
ministration or the Southwestern Power 
Administration or the Southeastern 
Power Administration? The committee 
has made those exceptions and has doc- 
tored up the Keating amendment so that 
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it is now all right for the Bureau of 
Reclamation. However, those exceptions 
do not take care of the other situations, 

It seems to me that if this medicine 
has been prepared to care for special 
situations in respect to the application 
of the Keating amendment to the Bureau 
of Reclamation, the same medicine 
should be equally applicable to other 
situations. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from South Dakota to 
the committee amendment on page 19, 
in line 4. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arizona yield time to 
me? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I 
should like to take a few minutes to dis- 
cuss the amendment submitted by the 
Senator from South Dakota to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

I think it is in accord with the policy 
the Senate has had for a number of 
years to require that the customers of 
the Department of the Interior in areas 
where the operations are not conducted 
under a special statute, as in the case of 
the Bonneville area, secure wheeling con- 
tracts, in an attempt to get the service 
performed by an existing facility or 
agency and to obtain the service under 
those contracts at reasonable rates. If 
that can be done, I think it is reasonable 
to assume that the contracting agency 
will proceed to wheel the power and de- 
liver it. 

If we can go that far, then I think we 
should also have the right to assume 
that the Department of the Interior 
would not request the appropriation of 
funds with which to build competing or 
duplicating lines in an area where it al- 
ready has made a contract to have all 
its power delivered by an existing agency 
or facility, and without the investment 
of Government capital. 

Unfortunately, there have come before 
the committee one request after another 
to do that very thing, namely, to build 
duplicating lines, which the Department 
has found to be unnecessary, and for 
which it has refused to request funds. 
That was the case this year. There was 
an attempt to request funds for the con- 
struction of such competing or duplicat- 
ing lines, but an opportunity to make 
that request was not even provided. 
Nevertheless, there was a desire to re- 
quest funds for the construction of com- 
peting lines, 

The Keating amendment was intended 
to be a statutory declaration of policy 
which would be exactly in line with the 
policy the Senate has already accepted 
and adopted. However, the language of 
the Keating amendment went far beyond 
the intent of the Keating amendment; 
and the application of the language of 
that amendment to the conditions which 
existed made it clear to the committee 
that the prohibition would substantially 
hog-tie the Department of Agriculture, so 
far as giving it any right of action at all, 
even by way of building a main line for 
a connection with one of its dams. A 
dozen illustrations were before us. The 
committee attempted to meet the objec- 
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tions which were raised with reference to 
the lack of practicability of the Keating 
amendment, while at the same time re- 
taining its philosophy. 

That is why, as the Senator from 
South Dakota has said, the committee, 
acting for the Senate, attempted to tailor 
the language of the Keating amend- 
ment. The committee intended to do 
that, and to do nothing more than that. 
The intent was to make applicable an 
already existing Senate philosophy, and 
to leave for the Department the adequate 
flexibility which the committee felt the 
Department must have if it was to do 
the job which the Congress had directed 
it to do. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CORDON. I shall be happy to 
yield in a moment. 

First, Mr. President, let me say that I 
think I have discussed this particular 
amendment about as fully as I need to. 

I merely wish to add that the language 
of the Keating amendment as it came 
to us went only to the transmission lines 
in the areas to which the appropriation 
to which the Keating amendment was 
attached as a proviso went, and those 
areas were outside the areas where, by 
an executive or administrative officer, a 
power administration had been set up, 
or the area where the Bonneville Admin- 
istration had been set up by statute. 

There was an area where nothing had 
been done in the matter of policy, and 
the Keating amendment applied to it. 
Consequently, our amendments applied 
to it, and our committee did not consider 
the terms of the Keating amendment to 
be such as to apply it beyond the appro- 
priation to which it was attached. 

Now I am glad to yield to the Senator 
from South Dakota. 

Mr.CASE. Mr. President, the Senator 
certainly would not want to advocate 
that duplicating lines should be permit- 
ted at Bonneville, nor does the Senator 
wish to argue that the Government 
should appropriate money with which 
to build duplicating lines for the South- 
western Power Administration. Is not 
that correct? 

Mr. CORDON. So far as I am con- 
cerned, I do not want duplicating lines 
built anywhere. I am endeavoring to 
call attention to the doubts which would 
arise under the Senator’s amendment. 

As to the Bonneville Administration, 
I have no objection at all. In the first 
place, I do not believe the amendment 
can affect the Bonneville Administration, 
because it operates under a special stat- 
ute. In the second place, there was no 
wheeling agreement there; the agree- 
ment was a power-pooling agreement. 
In the third place, all the authority that 
is needed has been provided after full 
consideration of all the parties, both 
public and private, in order to assure 
all that is necessary for the complete 
operation of the full system. The pri- 
vate parties appeared before the com- 
mittee, in connection with the represent- 
atives of the Bonneville Administration, 
and made their request. So there is no 
case there. 

I do not know what would happen 
in the case of the Southwest n Power 
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Administration or in the case of the 
Central Valley. 

Mr. CASE. The committee thought 
that in providing for the exceptions, it 
was taking care of any special situations, 
did it not? 

Mr. CORDON. It took care of the 
language of the Keating amendment, 
as applying to a situation where no 
policies were evolved. 

Mr. CASE. In other words, as apply- 
ing to the Bureau of Reclamation? 

Mr. CORDON. Yes; as applying to 
the Bureau of Reclamation, in connec- 
tion with this fund. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CORDON. First, I should like to 
say, in regard to the possibility of any 
irreparable injury because of the adop- 
tion of the Keating amendment, that I 
doubt that there would be such a pos- 
sibility. So I do not think we would 
gain anything by adopting the Senator’s 
amendment, in cases in which there is 
any doubt as to how the Keating amend- 
ment would apply as a legal proposition 
to these situations in the executive de- 
partments. 

Now I am glad to yield to the Sen- 
ator from California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Insofar as the 
Central Valley is concerned, I think it 
is included in the amendment which has 
been offered, because those funds come 
out of the appropriations for the Bureau 
of Reclamation. 

Mr. CORDON. That is correct. 

Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CORDON. I yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I wish to ask a 
similar question. The amendment 
would apply to all other exceptions, and 
the Senator’s amendment would apply 
to the Bonneville Administration. Does 
the Senator think the Keating amend- 
ment would supersede the Bonneville 
Administration statute, as it applies to 
contracts of such types? 

Mr. CORDON. If it did supersede 
that statute, I would be willing to ac- 
cept this amendment, insofar as the 
principle is involved. However, in my 
opinion, the Keating amendment would 
not supersede it, because the Bonneville 
Administration does not have wheeling 
agreements. It has power-pooling 
agreements, which are altogether dif- 
ferent. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It could have 
wheeling agreements, could it not? 

Mr. CORDON. Oh, yes; it could have 
any kind of agreement known to man; 
but it does not have. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CORDON. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. In reference to the 
amendment offered to the committee 
amendment, by the able Senator from 
South Dakota, I wish to say that I shall 
have to oppose his amendment, for in 
my humble opinion, it would permit al- 
most a monopoly on the part of some. 
I think we cannot determine whether a 
line now in existence will be adequate 
or inadequate to serve an area or com- 
munity. If we decided that a certain 
line was adequate for that purpose, but 
if in fact it was, the amendment would 
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constitute a barrier against the construc- 
tion by another party or by the Bureau 
of Reclamation of a line which would 
serve the need and the purpose. There- 
fore, I shall vote against the amendment 
the Senator from South Dakota has of- 
fered to the committee amendment. 

The Senator from Wyoming has an 
amendment which would clarify the 
language so as to avoid the possibility 
of any monopolistic tendencies on the 
part of any corporation, firm, or in- 
dividual, so far as concerns the con- 
struction of transmission lines to provide 
adequate service to communities where 
current would be made available from an 
installation which the Government may 
have in a given area or may install there 
at a future time. Mr. President, the 
Senate should adopt the amendment of 
the junior Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 

` Hunt] in order to clarify and correct 
this language. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, may I 
inquire how much of my time remains? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor’s time has expired. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Then let us vote on 
the Case amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from South Dakota has 8 minutes. 

Mr. CASE. I do not care to use the 8 
minutes, but I should like to use about 
1 minute. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Arizona has 2 minutes remaining. 
The Chair was mistaken. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I should 
like to point out that I think the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota [Mr. THYE] either 
did not hear the amendment read, or 
misunderstood it, because the language 
is already in the bill. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I was on the floor 
when the amendment was read, and I 
was on the floor when it was being ex- 
plained, and I believe I understand the 
purpose of it. 

Mr. CASE. Then I may say it is dif- 
ficult to understand the Senator’s words 
and, perhaps, his misunderstanding. 
But I thought the Senator from Minne- 
sota was talking about the necessity of 
the Bureau of Reclamation’s taking care 
of special situations. The language is 
in the bill, and it applies to the Bureau 
of Reclamation now. The amendment 
proposed by the Senator from South 
Dakota neither takes away from nor 
adds to the Bureau of Reclamation. It 
merely says that, if this is sauce for the 
Bureau of Reclamation, it is also sauce 
for the other power administrations. If 
the Bureau of Reclamation needs some 
leeway in order to take care of special 
situations and to prevent monopoly, that 
is dealt with in other provisions of the 
committee amendment. It is not in- 
volved in the amendment offered by the 
Senator from South Dakota. The lan- 
guage already in the bill applies to the 
Bureau of Reclamation, If there are 
Possibilities of monopoly under this lan- 
guage, they are neither affected by nor 
created by the amendment which the 
Senator from South Dakota has offered. 
The amendment simply proposes that 
these other power administrations shall 
work under the same provision under 
which the Bureau of Reclamation is 
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being asked to operate. If it is good 
for the Bureau of Reclamation, it should 
be good for them. If it would not be 
good for them, it ought not to be ap- 
plied to the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Arizona has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I yield 
1 minute to the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr, KERR]. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I have 
heard three objections to the amend- 
ment: No. 1, that it is confusing and 
that it would becloud the issue; No. 2, 
that Senators do not understand what it 
means; and, No. 3, that Senators have 
read it, clearly understand it, think it is 
bad, and are therefore against it. Mr. 
President, I want to say that I aline my- 
self with all three of those groups in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
Cask] to the committee amendment on 
page 19, line 4. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment which I ask to 
have read. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment on page 19, line 11, 
after the word “facilities”, it is proposed 
to delete the word “which” and insert “in 
which the Secretary of the Interior 
finds.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I have 
again consulted with my advisers on the 
committee, and on behalf of the com- 
mittee I am glad to accept the amend- 
ment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Hunt] 
to the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on the committee amendment as 
amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will state the next amendment 
passed over. 

The next amendment passed over was, 
under the subhead “Operation and Main- 
tenance,” on page 20, line 12. after the 
word “law”, to strike out “$15,094,000” 
and insert “$16,.68,594.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from California offered an amend- 
ment to that, which has not been acted 
upon, and which therefore is pending. 

Mr. HAYDEN. It should be acted on. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment was to reduce the amount in the 
committee amendment by $191,000. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is 
involved a transfer of the same amount 
tie this piece to another place in the 

Mr. HAYDEN. It was transferred, 
earlier today, to page 18, line 21. So 
this amendment to the amendment 
should be agreed to, reducing this 
amount by 811, 000. 
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The VICI: PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
to the amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The next amendment passed over was, 
on page 20, line 13, after the word 
“which”, to strike out ot to exceed 
$12,592,800” and insert “$12,476,494.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment passed over was, 
on the same page, in line 15, after the 
word “and”, to strike out “not to ex- 
ceed $1,671,000” and insert “$1,862,000.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. That amendment 
should not be agreed to. 

The VICE PRES'DENT. That is in- 
volved also in the $191,000. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment, 

The amendment was rejected. 

The next amendment passed over was, 
on the same page, in line 16, after the 
word “fwd”, to insert “and ( which not 
to exceed $10,331,434 shall be available 
fc personal services.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment passed over was, 
on page 26, line 3, after the word “ex- 
ceed”, to strike out “$1,684,000” and in- 
sert “$2,783,000”; in line 5, after the 
word “be”, to strike out “available for 
expenditure toward” and insert “ex- 
pended for”; in line 8, after the word 
“that”, to strike out “prior thereto con- 
tractual arrangements satisfactory to 
the Secretary shall be made for repay- 
ment of” and insert “any”; in line 10, 
after the word “sums,” to insert there- 
of”; in line 12, after the word “Coachel- 
la”, to insert “Valley”; and in line 13, 
after the word “States”, to insert “shall 
be repayable by said district to the 
United States unless said district shall 
be judicially determined to be not liable 
therefor.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment passed over was, 
under the heading “Geological Survey— 
Surveys, investigations, and research,” 
on page 27, line 16, after the word “ac- 
tivities”, to strike out “$21,900,000” and 
insert ‘$21,300,000, of which not to ex- 
ceed $13,455,000 shall be available for 
personal services, and.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment passed over was, 
under the heading “Bureau of Mines— 
Conservation and development of min- 
eral resources,” on page 29, line 10, after 
the word “owners”, to strike out “$17,- 
950,000” and insert “$17,587,203, of 
which not to exceed $10,639,175 shall be 
available for personal services.” 

Mr.FERGUSON. Mr. President, 1 de- 
sire to call up my amendment 
“7-6-51—M,” and I ask that it be read. 
It is an amendment to the committee 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment to the amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment it is proposed on 
page 29, line 11, to strike out “$17,587,- 
203” and insert “$16,765,143,” and on 

page 29, line 11, to strike out “$10, sane 
175” and insert 810, 359,775.“ 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 


_ from Michigan is recognized. 
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Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
programs for conservation and develop- 
ment of mineral resources, under the 
Bureau of Mines, include one project for 
which the committee specifically denied 
funds, and another, which is a cor- 
ollary of a series of projects, the com- 
mittee has turned down elsewhere in the 
bill. 

The purpose of the amendment is to 
reduce the appropriation and to ad- 
just the personal services limitation to 
correspond with the elimination of these 
two projects. The first project is for the 
operation of an aluminum extraction 
plant at Laramie, Wyo., which has not 
yet been constructed. The committee 
denied the $750,000 requested for this 
purpose, but left the money in the bill, 
quite free to be used for other purposes. 
In other words, the $750,000, in effect, 
now becomes free money to be used any- 
where the Department may care to 
use it. 

Mr. O’'MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator is 
completely mistaken. The $750,000 item 
is not in the bill. It was never pre- 
sented to the committee by any mem- 
ber of the committee. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan is not mistaken, and he will 
try to point out from the side-slips—— 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. If the Senator 
will permit me to interrupt again 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes; I shall be glad 
to do so. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I desire merely to 
state that a budget estimate was sub- 
mitted to the House for $750,000. The 
House did not adopt that budget esti- 
mate. It was not in the bill. It was not 
put into the bill by the Senate commit- 
tee. No one in the committee moved its 
inclusion. The Senator from Michigan 
did not move that it be included. 

Mr. FERGUSON. No. 

Mr, O’MAHONEY. The 
from Arizona did not. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Certainly not. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator from 
Wyoming did not so move. 

Mr. FERGUSON. But I want to 
show that it is in the figures, 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator is 
mistaken. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will turn to page 169 of the 
side-slips he will see, under the chart 
on that page, “b” under “2” “Minerals 
and metals,” and under the “b” he will 
see “Nonferrous metals (Senate hear- 
ings, 139, budget estimate ‘a,’ $3,657,- 
000.” The “a” refers to a footnote which 
says that the $3,657,000 includes $750,- 
000, and refers to House Document 66. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. If the Senator will 
refer to that, he will find it is for the 
operation of the Laramie plant. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. That is correct. 
But will the Senator be good enough to 
look at the very column from which he 
is quoting? If he will look at the head- 
ing he will see that the heading of that 
column is “Budget estimate.” If the 
Senator will look at the next column, 
which is entitled “House bill, 1952,” he 
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will see that the House bill appropriated 
not $3,657,000, including House Docu- 
ment No. 66, but only $2,907,000. Then 
he will see in the next column, which is 
headed “Restoration requested,” that 
the Bureau of Mines requested the resto- 
ration. But no one in the committee 
supported that request. So that what 
we have before us is a Senate bill to 
which the money, $750,000 eliminated by 
the House, was never restored. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Let me read from 
page 26 of the House report: 

Conservation and development of mineral 
resources. The budget estimate for this 
appropriation is $18,700,000, of. which 
amount the House allowed $17,950,000. In- 
cluded in the $18,700,000 is $11,751,972 for 
personal services, of which $624,000 is for 
operation and maintenance. The remain- 
ing personal service estimate amounts to 
$11,127,972, to which the committee has 
applied a 10-percent reduction amount, or 
$1,112,797 below the budget estimate. De- 
ducting the $1,112,797 from the budget 
estimate— 


Which is the $18,700,000, which has 
the $750,000 in it— 
leaves $17,587,203, which amount is recom- 
mended by the committee for the fiscal year 
1952. This amount is $362,797 less than the 
appropriation approved by the House and, 
as indicated, it is $1,112,797 less than the 
1952 budget estimate. No part of the sup- 
plemental estimate of $750,000 for operation 
of the proposed plant at Laramie, Wyo., was 
approved, inasmuch as the plant is not now 
in operation and will not be during the fiscal 
year 1952. 


If the Senator from Michigan can 
understand the English language, it is 
clear that the $750,000 is in the $18,700,- 
000, and that is the amount “rom which 
the deduction was made, and it is the 
amount which is left in the bill. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I think the state- 
ment of the Senator can be adjusted as 
to the facts very simply. What the Sen- 
ator started to say when he offered his 
amendment was that the $750,000 was in 
the bill. It is not in the bill at any piace. 
If the Senator says that the rule which 
the committee adopted was to igure out 
the reduction of personnel, then I say 
to him that the formula was based upon 
the budget, and of course he is correct 
so far as that is concerned. In other 
words, I want to make it crystal clear 
that the appropriation recommended 
by the committee, and which is now be- 
fore the Senate, appears on page 29, line 
11, and it amounts to $17,587,203. The 
Senator from Michigan agrees to that, 
does he not? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Will the Senator 
repeat that statement? 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. On page 29, line 
11, the appropriation recommended by 
the committee is $17,587,203. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. And that is a re- 
duction below the amount appropriated 
by the House, which was $17,950,000. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The appropria- 
tion by the House of $17,950,000, in turn, 
was exactly $750,000 below the budget 
estimate, which was $18,700,000. Does 
the Senator agree to that? 
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Mr. FERGUSON. Let me figure it 
out. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Let me point it 
out to the Senator. That is correct. 
If the Senator’s amendment is designed 
to make a deeper personal-service cut, it 
should be based upon the fact that the 
rule which the committee adopted for 
figuring the 10-percent cut was to take, 
in every instance, the total budget esti- 
mate, and make a 10-percent cut below 
that. That was done in every single in- 
stance. 

Mr. FERGUSON. And, therefore, it 
should be done in this instance. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. It was 10 percent 
below the budget. 

Mr. FERGUSON. There is included 
the item of $750,000-—— 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I do not want to 
discuss the merits of the question with 
the Senator at the moment. I merely 
want to make clear what the rule was 
which the committee followed. The rule 
was that the committee took the budget 
estimate, whether it allowed the budget 
estimate or not, and cut 10 percent be- 
low it. If I recember correctly, the 
senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. Cor- 
pon] was the author of the formula. It 
has been applied without discrimination 
everywhere throughout the bill. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, this 
comes under a different rule, because 
the $750,000 was not in the original 


budget. It is in a supplemental budget. 


The rule adopted provided a cut of 10 
percent from the original budget. That 
is why I have been arguing that the 
$750,000 is in the bill, and should not 
be in it when the 10-percent cut is ap- 
plied. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Let me say that 
the supplemental budget was before the 
House before the House acted upon the 
bill. It was there before either the 
House committee or the Senate com- 
mittee acted upon the bill. Therefore, 
in the judgment of the full committee, 
it should be in the norm from which the 
10-percent reduction should be made. 
Now if the Senator changes it and makes 
a deeper cut, he will be making a deeper 
personnel cut on this item of the Bureau 
of Mines than on any other item. 

I want to say to the Senate that I am 
really concerned about this matter. I 
have on my desk the report of Mr. Wil- 
son, head of War Mobilization. He tells 
me of the minerals which are needed, 
copper, lead, zinc, and of substitutes, and 
that all over the country we are looking 
for these substitutes. It will be the per- 
sonnel of the Bureau of Mines who will 
help to find such substitutes. I think 
the Senator would do well to forget even 
the 10-percent cut in the case of the 
Bureau of Mines, but, of course, I am 
not going to propose that. I do feel, 
however, that we should not make the 
additional cut in personnel which is 
really the effect of the amendment of 
the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, it is 
clear to the Senator from Michigan that 
the deduction was not made from the 
$18,700,000, and therefore if we use the 
figures from the report, the amount 
should be reduced by the $750,000. , 

There is a second item involved. The 
second project is for mineral surveys, 


8066 


in New York and New England in the 
amount of $100,000. These surveys are 
a part of a widespread survey project 
which has been planned for the area 
under auspices of various other agencies 
dealing with power, parks, and fish and 
wildlife. Each of the other phases of 
the project was denied by the commit- 
tee, and it is only consistent that this 
phase should be eliminated as well. 

The reduction in the appropriation 
under this amendment does not total 
$850,000, which is the sum of the Budget 
requests for these two projects, because 
they have been subjected to a 10-percent 
personal-service cut by committee ac- 
tion. As a result, it is not necessary to 
repeat that cut, and the net reduction 
amounts to $822,060, with a correspond- 
ing adjustment in the personal-service 
limitation. 

Mr, O’MAHONEY. But what I wish 
to point out to the Senator is that the 
amendment which he has had printed 
undertakes to make a cut in line 11. 
The committee cut below the House fig- 
ure, from $17,950,000 to $17,587,000. 
Now the Senator in his amendment 
wants to cut that to $16,765,143. By 
that additional cut, which is apparently 
directed at $750,000 which is not in the 
bill, he will be cutting activities in the 
field of synthetic fuels, he will be cut- 
ting all sorts of other operations of the 
Bureau of Mines, all to the serious det- 
riment of the defense effort. If the 
Senator were to confine his amendment 
to the question of personnel, it then 
would be purely an arithmetical compu- 
tation, but so far as his first amendment 
is concerned, it is utterly against the 
public interest. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield some time to 
the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. CORDON. I freely confess that 
I am a bit confused at the minute. I 
am not at all clear in my own mind as 
to what are the facts. I am inclined at 
the minute to believe that they are on 
the side of the Senator from Michigan, 
I would hope that at this time, if it is 
satisfactory to the majority, we might 
recess over the evening. I believe that 
if there is $750,000 in hard money that 
was not intended to be in the bill, and 
that it can, after a thorough study, be 
eliminated tomorrow, it would pay for 
the hour or two we otherwise might be 
in session. I do not know that the 
amount is in the bill, but I am inclined 
to believe it is. If it is not, I want to 
stand by the committee. If it is in the 
bill, I want it to come out. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I ask unanimous 
consent that this particular amend- 
ment be passed over at this time, and 
that I may bring it up at the close of 
consideration of the bill. I, too, want 
to study the matter with the Senator 
from Oregon. As I see it today, the sit- 
uation is as I have stated it to be. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoL- 
LAND in the chair). The Senator from 
Michigan asks unanimous consent that 
the amendment be passed over until 
other features of the bill have been dis- 
Posed of. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I want to say 
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that it is perfectly beyond my capacity 
to understand how the Senator from 
Michigan entertains the slightest 
thought that $750,000 for this purpose 
is in the bill. It was denied by the 
House, and the budget estimate in this 
supplemental document was never add- 
ed in the Senate. All in the world it is 
necessary to do is to refer to the very 
side-slip to which the Senator from 
Michigan referred, page 169, and there 
there appear four columns. 

The first of these columns is entitled 
“Appropriated 1951.” The second col- 
umn is entitled “Budget estimate, 1952.“ 
The third column is headed “House bill 
1952.” The fourth column is headed 
“Restoration requested.” 

Under the item “Nonferrous metals” 
a year ago, in 1951, there was appropri- 
ated $2,672,258, as shown in the column 
entitled “Appropriated 1951.” In the 
second column, entitled “Budget esti- 
mate, 1952,” the figure is “$3,657,000,” 
and with a note “a,” which the Senator 
from Michigan read as follows: In- 
cludes $750,000 in House Document 66.” 
But we see that in the third column, 
which tells what the House did, the fig- 
ure is not $3,657,000, but $750,000 less, 
namely, $2,907,000. And then in the 
fourth column, under the heading Res- 
toration requested,” we see that the Bu- 
reau of Mines wanted it back, but we did 
not put it back. So it is not in the bill. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan tried to explain this to the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming off the floor a day 
or two ago. I thought I convinced him, 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator con- 
vinced me that if he wants to change 
the base of computation on the person- 
nel reduction, of course, he could argue 
for or against the reduction. But what 
the Senator is now moving is not what 
he discussed with the Senator from Wy- 
oming off the floor, but a further reduc- 
tion of $750,000 in the basic appropria- 
tion, which I think would be against the 
public interest. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I should like to ask 
what is the effect of the paragraph in the 
report on page 27, which reads as follows: 

No part of the supplemental estimate of 
$750,000 for operation of the proposed plant 
at Laramie, Wyo., was approved inasmuch as 
this plant is not now in operation and will 
not be during the fiscal year 1952. 


Mr. FERGUSON. The committee took 
out the language, but never took out the 
appropriation in fact. That is what the 
Senator from Michigan desired to do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Michigan has made a unani- 
mous-consent request, Is there objec- 
tion? 

Mr. McFARLAND, Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I should like 
to make inquiry as to how many more 
amendments there are. I had hoped 
that we could finish the bill today, so 
that we could take all day tomorrow for 
committee work and go over until Mon- 
day. How many more amendments are 
there? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND, I yield, 
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Mr. WHERRY. I have just con- 
ferred with the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. Corpon] who is the 
ranking minority member of the com- 
mittee, and I have also talked with the 
distinguished Senator from Michigan. 
There are several more amendments. 
There is a time limitation. The junior 
Senator from Nebraska objected to ex- 
tending the consideration of one amend- 
ment for an hour today, in order that 
we might finish. However, I believe 
that we would save time if we were to 
take a recess until tomorrow. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I am not object- 
ing to that, if we cannot finish tonight. 
How long will it require tomorrow? 

Mr. WHERRY. Unless other amend- 
ments are offered, I understand that 
there are three more amendments. Ido 
not know whether there are any more on 
the other side of the aisle. 

Mr. WATKINS. I have one amend- 
ment which I may present. 

Mr. WHERRY. There are about 
three or four amendments on this side 
of the aisle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent 
request? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
do not know that a unanimous-consent 
agreement is necessary, if we are to sus- 
pend now. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
withdraw my unanimous-consent re- 
quest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Michigan withdraws his 
unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I in- 
quire, what is before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that there are 8 minutes 
left, to be divided equally between the 
proponents and the opponents of the 
pending amendment. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, if 
we are through with the consideration 
of the bill today, I yield to the Senator 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I do 
not wish to be in the position of having 
the majority leader farm out the time, 
I shall take only about 5 minutes. 

Mr.McFARLAND. That is allright. I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Nebraska have 5 minutes, without 
its being charged to either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, on the 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
distinguished Senator from Arizona 
(Mr, HaypEn], seeking an appropriation 
for eight new reclamation projects, the 
Senator from Nebraska voted “yea.” 
There is quite a long history in connec- 
tion with that vote. I have endeavored 
to stay with the committee on all the 
committee amendments. I shall not go 
into detail, and I shall not go into the 
votes in committee. However, I voted 
for those projects, first, because I had 
made a commitment, as long as 8 years 
ago, to the so-calleq Sergent project, in 
the semiarid district of Nebraska. I 
feel now, as I did then, that it is a very 
worthy project. While it was hooked 
onto other projects, I could not afford to 
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have my commitment to the people there 
misunderstood. They are anxious to 
have that irrigation project started. 

I voted for it for a second reason. 
Some Senators who have been offering 
amendments to reduce or deny appro- 
priations for irrigation projects at home 
have gone all the way in voting for 
similar projects not only in ECA coun- 
tries, but in remote areas of the world. 
This afternoon, in the 2 minutes’ time 
allotted me, I quoted from e brief state- 
ment by a man who is in charge of the 
ECA reclamation program in Italy. The 
statement showed what we have done 
in Italy, and have done continuously 
during the past 3 years. Some Senators 
have been offering amendments to re- 
duce or deny appropriations for recla- 
mation and irrigation projects at home, 
and at the same time voting 100 percent 
for similar projects in Italy, in Portugal, 
in Africa, in Belgian Congo. 

Let us take the case of Italy. I have 
before me a copy of Reclamation Era for 
July 1951, which is an official publication, 
an official document. In this document 
there is an article 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. WATKINS. Is it not an official 
document of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion? 

Mr. WHERRY. It is an official docu- 
ment of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. WATKINS. Is not the writer 
also one of the men whom we loaned to 
the ECA? 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. He is a recog- 
nized expert on reclamation. He is in 
charge of that ECA program in Italy. 

This article shows what is being done 
in Italy. Time does not permit me to 
read the article in full. Later I shall 
ask unanimous consent to have it printed 
in the RECORD., 

The author of this article is Mr. W. E. 
Corfitzen, reclamation specialist of the 
Economic Cooperation Administration, 
in Rome, Italy. He speaks of $600,- 
000,000 of ECA funds having been allo- 
cated to Italy in 1948-49; of course, that 
total is much more now, and he refers 
to $300,000,000 as specifically available 
for reclamation: N 

To spend this sum for the rapid improve - 
ment of the national economy, the Italian 
Government prepared a budget with the 
advice and assistance of the ECA mission, 
Seventy billion lire was allocated to agri- 
culture—about $117,000,000, Of this amount, 
$70,000,000 was allocated for reclamation 
projects. 


Mr. President, I wonder if we may 
have order. If Senators wish to settle 
the question of the $750,000, I wish they 
would settle it in their time, and not 
in mine. I should like to have these 5 
minutes, if I may. I realize that the 
distinguished Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr, O’MaHoney] is having a very diffi- 
cult time making the Senator from Mich- 
igan see the pending amendment exactly 
as he sees it. I know that they will get 
together. If they will permit me, I 
should like to finish these observations, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair requests Senators to listen to the 
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very interesting observations of the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. WHERRY. I appreciate that. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator permit me to intervene? 

Mr. WHERRY. Certainly. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I compliment the 
Senator from Nebraska, because this is 
the first time I ever heard a Presiding 
Officer of this body ask the Senate to 
listen to anyone. I hope he will put it 
in his biography. 

Mr. WHERRY. Iwill. I thank the 
Senator very much, indeed. I will also 
place in the biography the very gracious 
remarks of the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. President, I wonder if I may have 
another 3 minutes? Other Senators 
have taken much of my time. 

E Mr. McFARLAND. I have no objec- 
on. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, every- 
one is so agreeable that I think some- 
thing must have gone wrong. I appre- 
ciate very much the splendid coopera- 
tion. 

Recurring to the figure $117,000,000— 

Of this amount, $70,000,000 was allocated 
for reclamation projects. This program en- 
visaged a total expenditure for reclamation 
projects of about $300,000,000 during the pe- 
riod of ECA assistance (until July 1, 1952), 


Time does not permit me to. give all 
the details of the program. ECA funds 
to Italy began in 1948. Three hundred 
million dollars is scheduled to be spent 
for reclamation projects by the end of 
the fiscal year 1952. They got together 
and decided that there were three pro- 
grams which they should have. I read 
further from the article. This is the 
Director speaking: 

Preliminary examination revealed that the 
reclamation program in Italy involved con- 
siderably more than new reclamation pro- 
grams in the United States. In the United 
States, generally, flood control, drainage, 
irrigation and incidental power develop- 
ments are included, while the Italian pro- 
gram includes not only these aspects but 
also many others which would be required 
to develop land from a raw state to a fully 
going concern. Such features are highways, 
farm centers (including churches, schools, 
post and telegraph offices, police stations, 
and other civil services), farm buildings, 
transmission lines, etc. 


They are all included in this particu- 
lar scheme of reclamation in Italy, for 
which the taxpapers of the United States 
are paying. 

Another essential difference in the two 
programs is that in the United States, water 
users’ organizations, in general, must repay 
to the Federal Government the cost of recla- 
mation works over a 40-year period without 
interest. 


In other words, the projects which we 
justify in the United States are reim- 
bursable projects. Not only do they 
create new wealth, but the money pro- 
vided for their construction is paid back 
to the Government of the United States. 

The Italian program is based upon the 
premise that reclamation works are & na- 
tional benefit and that the cost will be 
repaid the Government through taxes on the 
lands developed. 


None of the money comes back to the 
United States. The Italian people must 
repay their government out of wealth 
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created in future years, but the Italian 
Government gets the $300,000,000 in 
ECA funds for reclamation, as a gift 
from the United States. 

Under the Italian law the government 
contributes 87.5 percent of the cost of recla- 
mation features to southern projects and 75 
percent to northern projects, with local in- 
terests contributing 12.5 and 25 percent 
respectively. 


That does not involve any matching 
proposition. Yet it is said to be a matter 
of matching American dollars with 
Italian lire. The local interests con- 
tribute 12.5 and 25 percent respectively. 
That is their contribution. That is all 
they contribute. 

The Government’s share is paid by 
the direct gifts of ECA funds. 

In the case of major features, such as con- 


struction of dams or river regulation, the 
Government pays the entire cost. 


That is the reason I voted for the eight 
new reclamation projects. In opposing 
them, the Senator from Illinois gave as 
his reason the necessity for cutting non- 
defense expenditures, and therefore we 
should not make these new starts in the 
United States today. However, he has 
voted again and again to support such 
projects as the broad ECA reclamation 
program in Italy, and everywhere else 
we have undertaken to underwrite eco- 
nomic rehabilitation in the world. Un- 
less he changes his procedure he will vote 
to support them again this year. 

If we are going to continue to take 
money from our taxpayers to develop 
areas, cities, water systems, and every- 
thing else in Italy, I believe it is about 
time that we should protect and that 
we are justified in protecting the econ- 
omy of the United States of America, so 
that we may bring into existence new 
wealth upon which our future gener- 
ations can draw. These are reimburs- 
able projects which are in the interest of 
the national defense. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield to the Senator 
from South Dakota. 

Mr. MUNDT. I compliment the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska on making a very 
informative and impressive speech. I 
hope that his observations will be heeded 
very carefully by the Senate. The $300,- 
000,000 he mentioned is being appropri- 
ated and being spent. He has referred 
only to the situation in Italy. However, 
under the ECA program and under the 
point 4 program, what is being done 
in Italy by way of reclamation projects 
is also being done or being planned to 
be done in other countries on other con- 
tinents. If we are going to do it—and 
we are already under way with that pro- 
gram—the only way we can possibly 
hope to escape national insolvency is to 
expand our tax base. That means vot- 
ing for projects such as covered by the 
Hayden amendment. Unfortunately, 
the amendment was rejected. It means 
voting for projects such as are contained 
in the civil-functions bill for flood con- 
trol and power projects, which unfor- 
tunately the House has eliminated. We 
must somehow or other develop new 
productivity and new sources of wealth 
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in order to carry on such programs in 
foreign countries. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator 
from South Dakota for his remarks. I 
am having one of my research assistants 
prepare a breakdown for all countries. 
I believe there are numerous reclama- 
tion and development projects in 19 or 
20 foreign countries which are receiving 
ECA funds; not including their oversea 
territories, and the Far-East programs, 
When the information has been assem- 
bled, I shall ask unanimous consent to 
have it inserted in the Recorp, either 
tomorrow or next week. What we are 
giving away in Italy and elsewhere in 
the world we are denying to our own 
people at home. We are cutting such 
projects at home which are in the in- 
terest of our national defense, and at 
the same time are providing from 75 to 
100 percent of the money for similar 
projects in foreign countries. 

Mr. MUNDT. The information which 
the Senator from Nebraska mentions 
should be of great interest to every 
Senator. We are spending hundreds of 
millions of dollars for reclamation, flood 
control, and other projects all over the 
world, and denying the same type of 
projects to our own people, when with 
such projects we could create new wealth 
and assure greater productivity in our 
own country. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY, I yield. 

Mr. WATKINS. I wish to compliment 
the Senator from Nebraska for his fine 
statement. Iread the article from which 
he has quoted. I am happy that he has 
placed most of it in the Recorp. I invite 
the Senator’s attention to some facts 
which have recently come to my atten- 
tion and which I have verified. The 
ECA has reported that it is now spending 
its funds to permit European countries 
to get $440,000,000 worth of tobacco. It 
is really more of a gift than a loan, 
Recently they increased the buying pow- 
er of Germany under the ECA plan so as 
to permit Germany to buy $10,000,000 
worth of tobacco, to be added to the 
$5,000,000 which ther had authorized for 
this year. ; 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. 

Mr. WATKINS. Does the Senator 
from Nebraska recognize any Senators 
who voted against the Hayden amend- 
ment who were very enthusiastic about 
the ECA’s program in that respect? 

Mr. WHERRY. I not only recognize 
some of the Senators, but I had a con- 
versation with one of them in the pres- 
ence of the Senator from Utah, in which 
that particular question was brought up. 
I will say to the Senator from Utah that 
it seems to me that we should not turn 
down a project that is reimbursable, and 
thus prevent the bringing of arid land 
into productivity. I am thinking of that 
rich black land in Nebraska, with water 
flowing on it. That it is much more im- 
portant to the productivity of this coun- 
try and our national economy than an 
outright gift of $440,000,000 worth of 
tobacco, to ECA recipient nations. 
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Mr. WATKINS. Is the Senator 
aware of the fact that among the proj- 
ects in the amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Arizona there were some 
which were deemed to be in the interest 
of national defense and had a direct re- 
lationship to our defense effort? 

Mr. WHERRY. Certainly. The Sen- 
ator from South Dakota just mentioned 
the civil functions bill. One of the proj- 
ects proposed in that bill was turned 
down because it was said to be a new 
start. I refer to Gavin Point. If we 
are to get power at Fort Randall Dam, 
we must have the Gavin Point project 
constructed. Unless Gavin Point is con- 
structed, it will reduce the efficiency of 
the Fort Randall Dam by 40 percent. 
It seems to me that we should not act 
on projects of this kind in a hit-and-miss 
manner. No program is worth while if 
it is conducted on thut kind of basis. 

Inasmuch as the Senator from Utah 
has brought up the point, I will say yes 
to his question. There are other proj- 
ects which are coming up in the civil 
functions bill which are just as impor- 
tant. 

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator has men- 
tioned Gavin Point. That project can 
be completed at an infinitesimal part of 
the cost of the reclamation project which 
this country is financing in Italy alone, 
to say nothing of the other projects scat- 
tered all over the globe, which the Amer- 
ican taxpayer is asked to pay for. The 
place to start is in our own country, so 
as to create the wealth to underwrite a 
foreign-aid program. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I in- 
yite the Senator’s attention to the Utah 
project among the eight State projects. 
The Utah project was authorized by 
Congress, and the planning has gone 
ahead. It is almost to the point where 
it can be finished. The project pro- 
poses to provide additional municipal 
water for 14 cities and towns in Davis 
and Weber Counties in Utah, where in 
the past 10 years we have had an in- 
crease in population of 118 percent by 
reason of defense installations. We 
have reached the limit in the case of 
the water supply for domestic uses. 
Even though we have had some good 
years recently, droughts do occur in 
cycles, and if we had a drought many 
people would have to be moved away 
from the areas because we could not 
supply them with water. It is not a 
question of supplying water for irriga- 
tion projects, but for the people living 
there and for the protection of Hill Field 
and other defense installations which 
have increased the population by nearly 
118 percent. 

Mr. WHERRY. Something must be 
done in order to correct the situation. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. WELKER. I, too, wish to compli- 
ment the distinguished minority leader 
on the fine remarks he has made this 
afternoon. People in Idaho are going 
about the State wondering what is tak- 
ing place in the halls of Congress. My 
State suffered along with the other seven 
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States because of the very unsatisfac- 
tory vote which was taken in the Sen- 
ate this afternoon. I know the dis- 
tinguished minority leader wishes to be 
fair. I notice that he mentioned the 
senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. Doug- 
LAs], and directed most of his remarks 
to the majority side of the aisle. I wish 
to pay my respects, if the distinguished 
Senator from Nebraska will abide with 
me, to the Senators on our side of the 
aisle who turned their tails and ran. 
In other words, I refer to the Senators 
who are Monday-Wednesday-Friday lib- 
erals, and Tuesday-Thursday-Saturday 
conservatives. They are the ones who 
hurt me. I am led by my political 
philosophy to suspect that certain things 
might be done by Senators on the other 
side of the aisle, but I wish to pay my 
respects to Senators on this side of the 
aisle who voted for aid to Italy and yet 
voted to cut the throat of the very de- 
serving projects which went down in de- 
feat this afternoon. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator 
from Idaho. 

Mr. President, I wish to say that I 
appreciate very much the time which 
has been allotted to me by the majority 
leader, 

I should like to conclude by making a 
brief summary. I am not arguing the 
merits of ECA aid. Isimply state that if 
we are to cut the appropriations for do- 
mestic projects, as those appropriations 
are being cut here in the Senate, Sena- 
tors who vote in favor of making those 
cuts in the appropriations should also 
be willing to vote for making of the same 
kind of cuts in the appropriations for 
the ECA and other foreign rehabilita- 
tion programs when they are considered 
by the Senate. Those Senators should 
certainly be consistent in their view- 
point, their purpose, and their perform- 
ance. 

If we are to continue to build towns, 
irrigation projects, and power-develop- 
ment projects in Italy, we certainly have 
a responsibility to keep the home fires 
burning, so to speak. 

I feel that my vote in favor of the eight 
projects was justified not only because 
I had made a commitment in that re- 
spect, but also because of what we are 
giving away abroad. I believe that our 
first consideration should be for recla- 
mation, irrigation, and development pro- 
grams for the people of the United States. 
We are very generous with our aid to 
those in foreign countries who are the 
recipients of our material and our 
money, of which there will never be any 
repayment to the American taxpayer. 

Mr. President, I thank the majority 
leader very much for yielding this much 
time to me. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
thought my good friend, the Senator 
from Nebraska, was going to thank me 
for my vote. 

Mr. WHERRY. I shall do that, too. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have the entire article printed 
in the Recorp at this point in my re- 
marks, 
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There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


RECLAMATION UNDER THE MARSHALL PLAN IN 
ITALY 


(By W. E. Corfitzen, reclamation specialist, 
Economic Cooperation Administration, 
Rome, Italy) 


PART I. HOW THE PROGRAM BEGAN 


On April 3, 1948, Congress enacted the 
Economie Cooperation Act of 1948 (Public 
Law 472), carrying into law the principles 
of European economic recovery enunciated 
by Gen. George Marshall in his famous 
address at Harvard University on July 5, 1947. 
Thus was created the Economic Cooperation 
Administration (ECA) which has been pop- 
ularly known as the Marshall plan. It is 
also often referred to as the European recov- 
ery program (ERP). 

As a result of this legislation the United 
States made available to Italy about $600,- 
000,000 for the first year of operation (1948 
49). A novel plan was devised for rapidly 
improving the Italian national economy. It 
will be recalled that following the war all 
European countries found themselves with 
a scarcity of almost every conceivable arti- 
cle. Black markets flourished. Luxury 
items commanded the highest prices, and 
merchants naturally endeavored to import 
those items on which they could make the 
greatest profits. In view of the extreme 
shortage of foreign exchange and the urgent 
need to improve the basic economy, the Mar- 
shall plan operated as follows: 

Merchants who wanted to import commod- 
ities made application to the Italian Gov- 
ernment for an import license and if, after 
examination, the Government was satisfied 
that the commodity was needed to improve 
the national economy, a license was granted, 
The merchant paid the price of the com- 
modity in lire to the Italian Government 
which deposited the money in the National 
Treasury to what was known as the Coun- 
terpart Lira Pund. With merchants im- 
porting food, steel, machinery, spare parts, 
and all the other many items needed to re- 
store basic economy, a large counterpart fund 
was built up. To spend this sum for the rapid 
improvement of the national economy, the 
Italian Government prepared a budget with 
the advice and assistance of the ECA Mis- 
sion. Seventy billion lire was allocated to 
agriculture—about $117,000,000. Of this 
amount, $70,000,000 was allocated for recla- 
mation projects. This program envisaged 
a total expenditure for reclamation projects 
of about $300,000,000 during the period of 
ECA assistance—until July 1, 1952. 

Italy is essentially a hilly and mountain- 
ous country, having a total area of 30,906,000 
hectares (or 76,337,820 acres, 2.47 hectares 
equaling 1 acre) all but 2,367,000 of which 
are productive and of which 12,753,000 hec- 
tares (31,499,910 acres) are arable. 

Water control and the construction of 
hydraulic works are old sciences in Italy, 
having started before the Roman era. In the 
province of Lombardy there are important 
irrigation projects which began about 1100, 
By the end of 1905, the total area irrigated 
was estimated at 1,500,000 hectares (3,750,- 
000 acres). By 1939 many projects had been 
constructed, utilizing surface and under- 
ground water supplies, and the area was in- 
creased to 2,100,000 hectares (5,250,000 acres), 
During this same period many swamps, such 
as the Pontine Marshes, south of Rome, were 
reclaimed by the installation of large pump- 
ing plants, and plans were accordingly made 
for the extension of the reclamation pro- 

am. 

— the war many of these projects 
suffered damages, either actual war damage 
or deterioration caused by lack of mainte- 
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nance. The end of the war found a number 
of projects with plans, which had been pre- 
pared prior to the war, and ready for expan- 
sion. But reorientation was required, espe- 
cially in view of the lack of national funds, 
and social pressures and pressing require- 
ments for additional food, Consequently, 
the Ministry of Agriculture, the Ministry of 
Public Works, and the National Land Rec- 
lamation and Irrigation Association under- 
took a study of the problems in the light of 
the then pressing and future requirements. 
It was decided that three principal problems 
existed: 

1. Readjustment of water supplies and 
changes in obsolete irrigation systems. 

2. Coordination of irrigation and power 
projects. 

3. Coordination of planning activities and 
extension of irrigation systems. 

This was the status of the program when 
the ECA mission began operations in Italy in 
the summer of 1948. Of the 18 countries 
participating in the Marshall plan, the 
Italian reclamation program was so far ad- 
vanced that it was decided to send a rec- 
lamation specialist to Italy to concentrate on 
that program until programs for other coun- 
tries could be presented and considered at a 
later date. 

Preliminary examination revealed that the 


_reclamation program in Italy involved con- 


siderably more than do reclamation programs 
in the United States. In the United States, 
generally, flood control, drainage, irrigation 
and incidental power developments are in- 
cluded, while the Italian program includes 
not only these aspects but also many others 
which would be required to develop land 
from a raw state to a fully going concern. 
Such features are highways, farm centers 
(including churches, schools, post and tele- 
graph offices, police stations, and other civil 
services), farm buildings, transmission lines, 
etc. Another essential difference in the two 
programs is that in the United States, water 
user’s organizations, in general, must repay 
to the Federal Government the cost of rec- 
lamation works over a 40-year period with- 
out interest. The Italian program is based 
upon the premise that reclamation works are 
a national benefit and that the costs will 


-be repaid the government through taxes on 


the lands developed. Under the Italian law 
the government contributes 87.5 percent of 
the cost of reclamation features to southern 
projects and 75 percent to northern projects, 
with local interests contributing 12.5 and 
25 percent respectively. In the case of major 
features, such as construction of dams or 
river regulation, the government pays the 
entire cost. 

In view of these essential differences it 
was decided that every project would be care- 
fully screened in order that the mission 
could be assured that any given project 
would definitely contribute to the agricul- 
tural economy of Italy and to be certain 
that counterpart funds were being used only 
for projects which would compare favorably 
with reclamation projects selected for de- 
velopment in the United States. With this 
in mind a general criterion was established 
that only projects would be considered which 
would guarantee a maximum production of 
food in a minimum amount of time with a 
minimum amount of money. The Mission 
established a firm policy that no projects 
would be considered unless they were trans- 
mitted to the Mission by the Ministry of 
Agriculture. This made it possible to re- 
lieve the Mission immediately of the burden 
of discussing projects with pressure groups 
and individuals who had private interest or 
an ax to grind, and made it possible for 
the Mission to devote its time exclusively to 
the examination of projects which had the 
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approval and support of the Italian Govern- 
ment. 
RECESS 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate stand in recess un- 
til 12 o’clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 
o'clock and 35 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Friday, 
July 13, 1951, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuorspay, Jury 12, 1951 


The House met at 11 o’clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 


kamp, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 
Eternal God, our Father, whose 


thoughts concerning us are those of love 
and peace, we rejoice that Thou art 
always seeking to inspire us with a more 
vivid sense of Thy presence and power. 

Grant that we may not be primarily’ 
concerned about having Thee do some- 
thing for us but may it be our supreme 
desire to have Thee do something in 
us and with us in order that we may 
fulfill life’s high vocation. 

We pray that Thou wilt create within 
our minds and hearts a clearer concep- 
tion of Thy divine will and a lof tier 
appreciation of our duty toward Thee 
and our fellow men. May we have a 
new accent of faith in Thee and the 
daring to make trial of Thy law of love. 

We humbly confess that at times we 
are deeply troubled and disturbed for we 
do not seem to know how to deal with 
the social and industrial and all our 
human problems in their modern strange 
and tragic setting. 

May we see that we cannot solve these 
problems without Thee and without 
those spiritual realities which Thou 
wouldst have us appropriate and which 
are the source anc secret of conquest. 

Hear us in Christ's name. „ en. 


The Journal of yesterday was read 
and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A mesage from the Senate, by Mr. 
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed a joint resolution 
of the following title, in which the con- 
currence of the House is requested: 

S. J. Res. 82. Joint resolution to amend 
title 28 of the United States Code so as to 
add thereto a chapter relating to procedure 
in condemnation proceedings. 


The message also announced that the 
Vice President has appointed Mr. 
JOHNSTON of South Carolina and Mr. 
Lancer members of the joint select 
committee on the part of the Senate, as 
provided for in the act of August 5, 1939, 
entitled “An act to provide for the dis- 
position of certain records of the United 
States Government,” for the disposition 
of executive papers referred to in the 
report of the Archivist of the United 
States numbered 52-1. 
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Mr.CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
one-half minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I have to- 
day introduced, as I did in March of 
last year, at the request of the section of 
taxation of the American Bar Associa- 
tion, a bill (H. R. 4775) providing for the 
correction of many inequities in our 
internal-revenue laws. 

This bill is the product of long and 
arduous work on the part of the section 
of taxation, all of its recommendations 
having been approved by the American 
Bar Association. 

I feel that the views of the distin- 
guished lawyers who have collaborated 
in the drafting of this bill-are worthy 
of our most serious thought and study. 
I have read this bill, and, while I do not 
necessarily endorse every detail of it, I 
heartily commend it and the public 
spirit in which it is offered. In my opin- 
ion, if the bill be enacted, it will not 
materially affect the revenues, but will 
remove many inequities which should 
have been corrected long ago. 

Under unanimous consent to revise 
and extend my remarks, I am inserting 
in the Appendix of the Recorp a sum- 
mary explanation, section by section, of 
the bill. 

My distinguished colleague on the 
Ways and Means Committee, Mr. REED 
of New York, is introducing and en- 
dorsing an identical bill. He and I feel 
that the consideration of this bill should 
be nonpartisan because of its obvious 
merit and its authorship. 


THE LATE CHARLES ASHCRAFT 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise for the purpose of announcing the 
untimely passing of Charles L. Ashcraft, 
president of the National Association of 
Rural Letter Carriers. Mr. Ashcraft 
died suddenly at his home in Osage City, 
Kans., late yesterday. Mr. Ashcraft was 
on a trip attending the State convention 
of the Kansas unit of his organization. 

Mr. Ashcraft represented, as the na- 
tional president, one of the oldest and 
most highly regarded organizations of 
our Federal employees. Nearly every 
rural carrier belongs to his organization, 
numbering more than 30,000 members. 

Mr. Ashcraft himself had been a rural 
letter carrier for a period of 33 years on 
a rural route emanating from Osaga 
City, which is located in our district in 
Kansas. Prior to holding the position 
of president of the National Letter Car- 
riers’ Association, Mr. Ashcraft served 
2 years as vice president of the associa- 
tion. He was elected president of this 
organization in 1950. It is a fitting trib- 
ute to the high respect with which he was 
held by members of his organization that 
when elected to these positions, in each 
case it was without opposition. 

I had the pleasure of being acquainted 
with Mr. Ashcraft in his own community 
before he was elevated to the high posi- 
tion conferred upon him by his organ- 
ization. The people where he lived and 
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whom he served held Charlie Ashcraft 
in great respect and the highest esteem, 

The Post Office and Civil Service Com- 
mittee of the House has always appre- 
ciated the fine cooperation of Mr. Ash- 
craft in working toward the solution of 
problems with which the committee has 
been faced and which related to the in- 
terests of the rural carriers. Our com- 
mittee has often sought his advice. We 
will miss him from among our counsel- 
ors. I know the members of our com- 
mittee join with me in expressing deep 
regret in the passing of Mr. Ashcraft. 
We extend our sympathy to the members 
of his bereaved family and to his imme- 
diate friends. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to 
their names: 


[Roll No. 108] 
Allen, III. Gillette O'Konski 
Allen, La. Gregory Powell 
Breen Hoeven Prouty 
Chatham Jackson, Calif. Taylor 
Chiperfield Kelley, Pa. Werdel 
Davis, Tenn. Martin, Iowa Whitaker 
Dawson Mason Wilson, Ind. 
Dingell Miller, Calif. Winstead 
Dolliver Murray, Wis. Woodruff 
Durham Ne'son 
Gamble Norblad 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 401 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum, 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


LABOR-FEDERAL SECURITY APPROP..IA- 
TION BILL, 1952 


Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I call 
up the conference vzport or. the bill 
(H. R. 3709) making appropriations for 
the Department of Labor, the Federal 
Security Agency, and related agencies, 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, 
and for other purposes, and ask unani- 
mous consent that the statement of the 
managers on the part of the House be 
read in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Rhode 
Island? 

There wes no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
follow: 


CONFERENCE Report (H. REPT. No. 694) 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
3709) “making appropriations for the De- 
partment of Labor, the Federal Security 
Agency, and related independent agencies, 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, and 
for other purposes,” having met, after full 
and free confereace, have agreed to recom- 
mend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ments numbered 13, 20, 23, 25, 26, 28, 43, 48, 
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49, 50, 52, 55, 58, 60, 64, 68, 70, 71, 73, 74, 76, 
78, 79, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 87, 89, 92, 94, 97, 107, 
108, 109, 110, 121, and 130. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 


“ment to the amendments of the Senate 


numbered 1, 4, 5, 6, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 21, 
22, 31, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 44, 45, 46, 47, 
51, 53, 54, 56, 57, 59, 62, 63, 65, 66, 69, 72, 77, 86, 
88, 90, 91, 93, 96, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 105, 
106, 111, 112, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 
122, 123, 124, 125, 126, 127 and 128, and agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 2: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 2, and agree to 
the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert “$1,350,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 3: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert “$1,600,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 7: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert 82,600,000“; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 8: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 8, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amend- 
ment insert 82,188,680; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 9: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 9, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert “$5,016,919"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 10: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 10, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert “$1,300,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 11: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 11, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amendment 
insert “$4,200,000”; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 19: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 19, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert “$1,072,825”; and the Senate 
agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 24: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 24, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amend- 
ment insert “$6,859,200"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 27: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 27, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the number stricken out and pro- 
posed by said amendment, insert “five”; and 
the Senate agree to the same. . 

Amendment numbered 29: That the House 
recede from its disagreement o the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 29, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert “$5,300,000”; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 30: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
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ment of the Senate numbered 30, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amendment 
insert 84,361,900“; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 33: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend. 
ment of the Senate numbered 33, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert 82,475,000“; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 34: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend. 
ment of the Senate numbered 34, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert “$19,123,261”; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 35: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 35, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment, insert “$18,948,261”; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 36: That the House , 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 36, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: | 
Restore the matter stricken out by said 
amendment amended to read as follows: 
“: Provided further, That not more than 
$900,000 of this appropriation shall be avail< 
able for vocational education in distribu- 
tive occupations”; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 61: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 61, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend. 
ment insert 182,500,000 and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 67: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 61, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum by said amend- 
ment insert “$2,900,000”; and the Senate 
agree to the same. = 

Amendment numbered 75: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 75, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows; 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert $10,518,987"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 80: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 80, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert “$1,598,654”; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 95: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 95, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amend- 
ment insert “$626,671”; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 98: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 98, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amend- 
ment insert “$49,549,400”; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 104: That the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 104, 
and agree to the same with an amendment, 
as follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by 
said amendment insert “$31,500,000”; and 
the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 113: That the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 113, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as 
follows: In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
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amendment insert “$90,000”; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 129: That the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 129, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed by 
said amendment, insert: 

“Sec. 708. Amounts available from appro- 
priations and other funds in this Act, and 
amounts specified therein for personal serv- 
ices, are hereby reduced in the sums herein- 
after set forth, such sums (except trust 
funds) to be carried to the surplus fund and 
covered into the Treasury immediately upon 
the approyal of this Act, as follows: 

“DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
“Office of the Secretary 


“Salaries and expenses, Bureau of Labor 
Standards, $31,835; 
“Bureau of Labor Statistics 
“Salaries and expenses, $238,461; 
| “Women's Bureau 
“Salaries and expenses, $16,715; 
“FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY 
“Office of Education 
“Salaries and expenses, $152,293; 
“Office of the Administrator 
“Salaries and expenses, Division of Sery- 
ice Operations: Appropriation, $17,487; 
“Transfer from Old-age and Survivors’ In- 
surance Trust Fund, $3,673; 
“Salaries, Office of the General Counsel: 
“Appropriation, $21,350; 
“Transfer from Old-age and Survivors In- 
surance Trust Fund, $21,197; 
“NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 
“Salaries and expenses, $348,541; 
“NATIONAL MEDIATION BOARD 
“Salaries and expenses, $15,753; 
“Arbitration and emergency boards, $6,000; 


“NATIONAL RAILROAD ADJUSTMENT BOARD 
“Salaries and expenses, $24,251; 
“RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD 


“Salaries and expenses, Railroad Retire- 
ment Board (trust fund), $211,096; 


“Federal Mediation nad Conciliation Service 


“Salaries and expenses, $135,087; 
“Boards of inquiry, $1,250.” 
And the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 133: That the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 133, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as 
follows: In lieu of the number stricken out 
and proposed by said amendment, insert 
6706“; and the Senate agree to the same, 
The committee of conference report in dis- 
agreement amendments numbered 32, 131, 
and 132, 
JOHN E. FOGARTY, 
E. H. HEDRICK, 
CHRISTOPHER C. MCGRATH, 


FRED E. BUSBEY, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


ZALES N. ECTON, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate, 


STATEMENT 
The managers on the part of the House at 
the conference on the votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H. R. 3709) making ap- 
propriations for the Department of Labor, 
the Federal Security Agency, and related in- 
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dependent agencies, for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1952, and for other purposes, 
submit the following statement in explana- 
tion of the effect of the action agreed upon 
and recommended in the accompanying con- 
ference report as to each of such amend- 
ments, namely: 
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
Office of the Secretary 

Amendment No. 1—Salaries and expenses: 
Authorizes purchase of one passenger motor 
vehicle for replacement only as proposed by 
the Senate, instead of the replacement of 
two vehicles as proposed by the House. 

Amendment No. 2: Appropriates $1,350,000 
for salaries and expenses, Office of the Sec- 
retary, instead of $1,425,000 as proposed by 
the House and $1,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 3—Salaries and expenses, 
Office of the Solicitor: Appropriates $1,600,- 
000, instead of $1,650,000 as proposed by the 
tag) and $1,575,000 as proposed by the Sen- 
ate. 

Amendment No. 4—Salaries and expenses, 
Bureau of Labor Standards: Inserts the Sen- 
ate provision limiting the amount to be avail- 
able for personal services to not more than 
$604,870. 

Amendments Nos. 5 and 6—Salaries and 
expenses, Bureau of Veterans’ Reemployment 
Rights: Appropriate $265,758, as proposed by 
the Senate, instead of $277,000 as proposed 
by the House, and insert the Senate provi- 
sion limiting the amount to be available for 
personal services to not more than $213,603. 

Bureau of Apprenticeship 

Amendments Nos. 7 and 8—Salaries and 
expenses: Appropriate $2,600,000, instead of 
$2,692,000 as proposed by the House and 
$2,578,682 as proposed by the Senate, of 
which not more than $2,188,680 shall be 
available for personal services instead of 
not more than $2,153,049 proposed by the 
Senate. 

Bureau of Employment Security 

Amendments Nos. 9, 10, and 11—Salaries 
and expenses: Appropriate $5,016,919, in- 
stead of $5,245,959 as proposed by the Sen- 
ate and $4,635,500 as proposed by the House, 
of which amount $1,300,000 shall be for 

into effect the provisions of title 
IV of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 
1944 instead of $1,513,765 as proposed by the 
Senate and $743,500 as proposed by the 
House, and of which total appropriation not 
more than $4,200,000 shall be available for 
personal services instead of $4,351,773 pro- 
posed by the Senate. 

Amendments Nos, 12, 13, and 14—Grants 
to States: Appropriate $164,560,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate instead of $165,560,000 
as proposed by the House, of which $5,000,- 
000, as proposed by the Senate, is for the 
contingency reserve fund instead of $6,000,- 
000 as proposed by the House; deletes the 
Senate provision limiting the amount avail- 
able for personal services. 

Bureau of Employees’ Compensation 

Amendments Nos. 15 and 16—Salaries and 
expenses: Appropriate $1,887,816 as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $1,947,000 as pro- 
posed by the House, of which not more than 
$1,618,499 shall be available for personal 
services as proposed by the Senate. 

Bureau of Labor Statistics 


Amendments Nos. 17 and 18—Salaries and 
expenses: Appropriate $5,371,352 proposed 
by the Senate instead of $5,243,000 proposed 
by the House, of which not more than $4,- 
530,755 shall be available for personal serv- 
ices as proposed by the Senate. The con- 
ferees of both Houses agree that of the total 
appropriation available to the Bureau in 
1952, $90,000 should be allotted for studies 
of foreign labor conditions, such amount to 
be taken from the amount otherwise avail- 
able for housing and public construction 
statistics. 
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Amendments Nos. 19 and 20—Revision of 
consumers’ price index: Appropriate $1,072,- 
825, instead of $1,125,000 as proposed by the 
Senate and $1,000,000 as proposed by the 
House, and delete the Senate provision limit- 
ing the amount to be available for personal 
services, 

Women's Bureau 


Amendments Nos. 21 and 22—Salaries and 
expenses: Appropriate $379,285 proposed by 
the Senate instead of $389,000 proposed by 
the House, of which not more than $317,- 
581 shall be available for personal services 
as proposed by the Senate. 

Wage and Hour Division 

Amendments Nos, 23 and 24: Appropriate 
$8,000,000 as proposed by the House instead 
of $8,365,304 as proposed by the Senate, of 
which not more than $6,859,200 shall be 
available for personal services instead of 
$7,119,227 as proposed by the Senate. 


FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY 
Columbia Institution for the Deaf 


Amendments Nos. 25 and 26—Salaries and 
expenses: Appropriate $390,000 as proposed 
by the House instead of $374,537 as pro- 
posed by the Senate, and delete the Senate 
provision limiting the amount to be avail- 
able for personal services. 


Food and Drug Administration 


Amendments Nos. 27 and 28—Salaries and 
expenses: Authorize the purchase of not to 
exceed five passenger motor vehicles instead 
of seven as proposed by the House and one 
as proposed by the Senate, of which two 
vehicles shall be for replacement only as pro- 
posed by the House instead of replacement 
of only one as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendments Nos. 29 and 30: Appropriate 
$5,300,000, instead of $5,345,000 as proposed 
by the House and $5,172,975 as proposed by 
the Senate, of which not more than $4,- 
361.900 shall be available for personal serv- 
ices instead of not more than $4,218,475 as 
proposed by the Senate. 


Freed men's Hospital 


Amendment No. 31—Salaries and expenses: 
Appropriates $2,631,500 as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $2,906,500 as proposed by 
the House. 

Amendment No. 32: Reported in disagree. 
ment. 

Howard University 


Amendment No. 33—Salaries and expenses: 
Appropriates $2,475,000, instead of $2,525,000 
as proposed by the House and $2,415,084 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Office of Education 

Amendments Nos. 34, 35, and 36—Promo- 
tion and further development of vocational 
education: Appropriate $19,123,261, instead 
of $20,017,760 as proposed by the Senate and 
$18,223,261 as proposed by the House, of 
which $18,948,261 is for the Vocational Edu- 
cation Act of 1946 instead of $19,847,760 as 
proposed by the Senate and $18,048,261 as 
proposed by the House, and amend the provi- 
sion in the House bill so as to provide that 
not more than $900,000 of the appropriation 
shall be available for vocational education 
in the distributive occupations. 

Amendments Nos. 37 and 38—Salaries and 
expenses: Appropriate $3,397,706 as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $3,253,000 as pro- 
posed by the House, of which not more than 
$2,893,577 shail be available for personal serv- 
ices as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendments Nos, 39 and 40—Payments to 
school districts: Appropriate $40,000,000 as 
proposed by the Senate instead of $28,000,000 
as proposed by the House, and insert the 
language of the Senate making the appro- 
priation available for carrying out the provi- 
sions of section 6 of the Act of September 30, 
1950 (Public Law 874). 

Amendment No. 41—Grants for school con. 
struction: Strikes out the paragraph of the 
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House bill with respect to this appropriation 
and inserts the Senate paragraph in lieu 
thereof. The appropriation amount is iden- 
tical to the House bill. The language agreed 
upon permits direct provision of school facili- 
ties, as authorized by sections 203 and 204 of 
the basic legislation, in addition to grants to 
local educational agencies. The conference 
agreement drops the two provisions of the 
House bill relating to reimbursement pay- 
ments under section 205 of the basic law and 
to the determination of relative urgency of 
need for school facilities for purposes of pre- 
scribing under section 206 the order in which 
the Commissioner of Education shall make 
certifications for payments from the 
appropriation. 


Office of Vocational Rehabilitation 


Amendments Nos, 42 and 43—Payments 
to States: Appropriate $21,500,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate instead of $20,475,000 
as proposed by the House, and delete the 
Senate language limiting the amount avail- 
able for personal services. The conferees of 
both Houses agree that the reduction below 
the budget estimate, as agreed upon, should 
not be applied against the allotment for 
counseling, guidance, and placement serv- 
ices. 

Amendments Nos. 44 and 45—Salaries and 
expenses: Appropriate $675,620 as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $705,000 as pro- 
posed by the House, of which not more than 
$558,220 shall be available for personal serv- 
ices as proposed by the Senate. 


Public Health Service 


Amendment No. 46—Venereal diseases: Au- 
thorizes purchase of not to exceed seven 
passenger motor vehicles for replacement 
only as proposed by the Senate instead of 
not to exceed 15 as proposed by the House. 

Amendments Nos. 47 and 48: Appropri- 
ate $11,653,300 for venereal diseases as pro- 
posed by the Senate instead of $11,700,000 
as proposed by the House, and deletes the 
Senate language limiting the amount to be 
available for personal services. 

Amendments Nos. 49 and 50—Tubercu- 
losis: Appropriate $8,745,000 as proposed by 
the House instead of $8,887,351 as proposed 
by the Senate, and delete the Senat> provi- 
sion limiting the amount to be available for 
personal services. 

Amendment No. 51—Assistance to States, 
general: Authorize the purchase of not to 
exceed five passenger motor vehicles for. re- 
placement only as proposed by the Senate 
instead of not to exceed ten as proposed by 
the House. 

Amendment No. 52: Deletes the Senate 
language limiting the amount to be available 
for personal services from the appropriation 
Assistance to States, General. 

Amendment No. 58—Communicable Dis- 
eases: Authorizes the purchase of not to 
exceed ten passenger motor vehicles for re- 
placement only as proposed by the Senate 
instead of not to exceed twenty as proposed 
by the House. 

Amendments Nos. 54 and 55: Appropriate 
$5,915,747 for communicable diseases as pro- 
posed by the Senate instead of $6,090,000 as 
proposed by the House, and delete the Senate 
language limiting the amount to be available 
for personal services. 

Amendment No. 56—Engineering, sanita- 
tion, and industrial hygiene: Authorizes 
purchase of not to exceed four passenger mo- 
tor vehicles for replacement only as proposed 
by the Senate instead of the provision of 
the House bill authorizing purchase of not 
to exceed eleven vehicles of which nine were 
for replacement only. 

Amendments Nos, 57 and 58: Appropriate 
$3,648,158 for Engineering, Sanitation, and 
Industrial Hygiene as proposed by the Sen- 
ate instead of $3,710,000 as proposed by the 
House, and delete the Senate language limit- 


ing the amount to be available for personal 


services, 
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Amendments Nos. 59 and 60—Disease and 
sanitation investigations and control, Terri- 
tory of Alaska: Appropriate $1,211,129 as pro- 
posed by the Senate instead of $1,234,000 as 
proposed by the House, and delete the Senate 
language limiting the amount to be avail- 
able for personal services. 

Amendment No. 61—Grants for hospital 
construction: Appropriates $182,500,000, in- 
stead of $195,000,000 as proposed by the Sen- 
ate and $175,000,000 as proposed by the 
House. 

Amendment No. 62—Salaries and expenses, 
hospital construction services: Authorizes 
purchase of not to exceed one passenger 
motor vehicle for replacement only as pro- 
posed by the Senate instead of not to exceed 
three as proposed by the House. 

Amendments Nos. 63 and 64: Appropriate 
$1,166,465 for salaries and expenses, hos- 
pital construction services, as proposed by 
the Senate, instead of $1,195,000 as proposed 
by the House, and delete the Senate language 
limiting the amount to be available for per- 
sonal services, 

Amendment No. 65—Hospitals and medical 
care: Authorizes purchase of not to exceed 
nine passenger motor vehicles for replace- 
ment only as proposed by the Senate instead 
of not to exceed fifteen as proposed b¥ the 
House. 

Amendment No. 66—Foreign Quarantine 
Service: Authorizes purchase of not to exceed 
five passenger motor vehicles for replacement 
only as proposed by the Senate, instead of 
the language of the House bill authorizing 
purchase of not to exceed twelve vehicles of 
which ten were for replacement only. 

Amendments Nos. 67 and 68: Appropriate 
$2,900,000 for the Foreign Quarantine Sery- 
ice, instead of $2,990,000 as proposed by the 
House and $2,868,029 as proposed by the 
Senate, and delete the Senate language 
limiting the amount to be available for per- 
sonal services. 

Amendment No, 69—National Institutes of 
Health: Authorizes purchase of not to exceed 
three passenger motor vehicles for replace- 
ment only as proposed by the Senate instead 
of not to exceed six as proposed by the 
House. 

Amendments Nos, 70 and 71: Appropriate 
$15,500,000 for the National Institutes of 
Health as proposed by the House instead of 
$15,559,973 as proposed by the Senate, and 
delete the Senate language limiting the 
amount to be available for personal services. 

Amendment No. 72—National Cancer In- 
stitute: Authorizes purchase of not to ex- 
ceed two passenger motor vehicles for re- 
placement only as proposed by the Senate 
instead of not to exceed four as proposed by 
the House. 

Amendments Nos. 73 and 74: Appropriate 
$19,500,000 for the National Cancer Insti- 
tute as proposed by the House instead of 
$19,805,171 as proposed by the Senate, and 
delete the Senate language limiting the 
amount to be available for personal services, 

Amendments Nos. 75 and 76—Mental 
health activities: Appropriate $10,518,987, in- 
stead of $10,737,974 as proposed by the Sen- 
ate and $10,300,000 as proposed by the House, 
and delete the Senate language limiting the 
amount to be available for personal services. 

Amendment No. 77—National Heart In- 
stitute: Authorizes purchase of not to ex- 
ceed one passenger motor vehicle for replace- 
ment only as proposed by the Senate instead 
of not to exceed two as proposed by the 
House. 

Amendments Nos. 78 and 79: Appropriate 
$10,000,000 for the National Heart Institute 
as proposed by the House instead of $10,072,- 
982 as proposed by the Senate, and delete the 
Senate language limiting the amount to be 
available for personal services. 

Amendments Nos. 80 and 81—Dental health 
activities: Appropriate $1,598,654, instead of 
$1,697,308 as proposed by the Senate and $1,- 
500,000 as proposed by the House, and delete 
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the Senate language limiting “he amount to 
be vailable for personal services. 

Amendments Nos. 82, 83, 84, and 85—Con- 
struction of research facilities: Appropriate 
$10,400,000 for continuation of construction 
of a combined hospital and research building 
as proposed by the House instead of $9,445,- 
000 as proposed by the Senate; strike out the 
Senate language transferring $955,000 to this 
item from prior funds for construction of ad- 
ditional auxiliary structures; appropriate 
$350,000 for payment of obligations incurred 
under prior authority for construction of ad- 
ditional auxiliary structures as proposed by 
the House instead of $250,000 as proposed by 
the Senate; and strike out the Senate lan- 
guage authorizing the Surgeon General to 
enter into arrangements for the construction 
by private industry of rental quarters for 
employees of the National Institutes of 
Health. 

Amendments Nos. 86 and 87: Appropriate 
$6,635,540 for purchase and installation of 
additional equipment, supplies, and furnish- 
ings for the research center as proposed by 
the Senate instead cf $6,640,000 as proposed 
by the House, and delete the Senate lan- 
guage limiting the amount to be available 
for personal services, 

Amendments Nos. 88 and 89—Commis- 
sioned officers, pay and so forth: Appropriate 
$1,861,500 as proposed by the Senate instead 
of $1,790,000 as proposed by the House, and 
delete the Senate language limiting the 
amount to be available for personal services. 

Amendment No. 90—Salaries and expenses: 
Authorizes purchase of not to exceed one 
passenger motor vehicle for replacement only 
as proposed by the Senate instead of not to 
exceed two as proposed by the House. 

Amendments Nos, 91 and 92: Appropriate 
$2,745,868 for salaries and expenses as pro- 
posed by the Senate instead of $2,850,000 as 
proposed by the House, and delete the Senate 
language limiting the amount to be available 
for personal services. r 


St. Elizabeths Hospital 


Amendment No. 93—Salaries and expenses? 
Authorizes purchase of not to exceed one 
passenger motor vehicle for replacement only 
as proposed by the Senate instead of not to 
exceed three as proposed by the House. 


Social Security Administration 


Amendments Nos. 94 and 95—Salaries and 
expenses, Bureau of Federal Credit Unions: 
Appropriate $175,000 direct appropriation as 
proposed by the House instead of $167,650 as 
proposed by the Senate, and limit the total, 
including funds to be derived from collection 
of fees, to be available for personal services 
to not more than $626,671 instead of not 
more than $614,650 as proposed by the 
Senate. 

Amendment No. 96—Salaries and expenses, 
Bureau of Old-Age and Survivors Insurance: 
Authorizes purchase of two passenger motor 
vehicles as proposed by the Senate instead of 
four as proposed by the House, 

Amendments Nos. 97 and 98: Authorize the 
expenditure of not more than $58,000,000 
from the Federal old-age and survivors in- 
surance trust fund for salaries and expenses 
of,the Bureau, as proposed by the House, in- 
stead of not more than $57,437,980 as pro- 
posed by the Senate, of which not more than 
$49,549,400 shall be available for personal 
services instead of not more than $48,697,378 
as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 99— Grants to States for 
public assistance: Appropriates $1,150,000,000 
as proposed by the Senate instead of $1,250,- 
000,000 as proposed by the House. 

Amendments Nos. 100 and 101—Salaries 
and expenses, Bureau of Public Assistance: 
Appropriate $1,600,000 as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $1,463,400 as 
the House, of which not more than $1,455,400 
shall be available for personal services as 
proposed by the Senate. 
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Amendments Nos. 102 and 103—Salaries 
and expenses, Children’s Bureau: Appro- 
priate $1,500,000 as proposed by the Senate 
instead of $1,450,000 as proposed by the 
F use, of which not more than $1,238,900 
shall be available for personal services as 
proposed by the Senate. 

Amendments Nos. 104 and 105—Grants to 
States for maternal and child welfare: Ap- 
propriate $31,500,000 instead of $33,000,000 
as proposed by the Senate and $30,000,000 as 
proposed by the House, and delete the lan- 
guage of the House bill providing for pro 
rata allotment of the appropriation in pro- 
portion to the amounts to which the respec- 
tive States are entitled by reason of section 
$31 of the 1950 Amendments to the Social 
Security Act. 

Amendments Nos. 106 and 107—Salaries 
and expenses, Office of the Commissioner: 
Appropriate $200,000 as proposed by the Sen- 
ate instead of $219,700 as proposed by the 
House, and in addition authorize transfer 
from the Federal old-age and survivors in- 
surance trust fund of not to exceed $110,300 
as proposed by the House instead of not to 
exceed $100,000 as by the Senate. 

Amendment No. 108—Public assistance 

am: Strikes out the provision of the 
Senate prohibiting denial of allocation of 
Federal funds to any State which has by 
legislative enactment provided the condi- 
tions under which public access may be had 
to the records of the disbursements of grant- 
in-aid funds and has otherwise complied 
with the governing statutory provisions. 

The conferees of both Houses are agreed 
that the appropriate legislative committees 
of the Congress should consider the subject 
matter of this amendment. 


Office of the Acministrator 


Amendments Nos. 109 and 110—Salaries, 
Office of the Administrator: Appropriate $2,- 
050,000 from general funds as proposed by 
the House instead of $2,150,000 as proposed 
by the Senate, together with transfer from 
the old-age and survivors insurance trust 
fund of not to exceed $403,000 as proposed 
by the House instead of $413,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

Amendment No, 111—Salaries and ex- 
penses, Division of Service Operations: In- 
serts the Senate provision limiting the 
amount to be available for personal services 
to not more than $402,045. 

Amendment No. 112—Salaries, Office of the 
General Counsel: Appropriates $396,478 as 
proposed by the Senate instead of $412,000 
as by the House. 

Amendment No. 113—Surplus property dis- 
posal: Appropriates $90,000, instead of $100,- 
000 as proposed by the House and $75,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 


Amendments Nos. 114 and 115—Salaries 
and expenses: Appropriate $8,233,959 as pro- 
posed by the Senate instead of $8,000,000 as 
proposed by the House, of which not more 
than $6,622,284 shall be available for per- 
sonal services as proposed by the Senate. 

NATIONAL MEDIATION BOARD 

Amendments Nos. 116 and 117—Salaries 
and expenses: Appropriate $394,247 as pro- 
posed by the Senate instead of $400,000 as 
proposed by the House, of which not more 
than $299,307 shall be available for personal 
services as proposed by the Senate. 

Amendments Nos. 118 and 119—Arbitra- 
tion and emergency boards: Appropriate 
$144,000 as proposed by the Senate instead 
of $150,000 as proposed by the House, of 
which not more than $114,000 shall be avail- 
able for personal services as proposed by the 


Senate. 
Amendment No. 120—Salaries and ex- 
penses, Na Railroad Adjustment 


Board: Inserts the Senate language limiting 
the amount to be available for personal 
services to not more than $460,774. 
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RAILROAD RETIREMENT BOARD 


Amendment No. 121—Payment to railroad 
retirement account: Strikes out the definite 
annual appropriation inserted by the Senate 
and restores the annual indefinite appro- 
priation language of the House bill. 

In recommending the annual indefinite 
form of appropriation, the conferees of both 

Zuses will expect the Pureau of the Budget 
to withhold from the retirement fund any 
net overappropriations or overpayments 
made to the fund from the general Treasury 
through June 30, 1951. 

Amendments Nos. 122 and 123—Salaries 
and expenses (from trust funds): Authorize 
$5,056,904 to be derived from the Railroad 
Retirement Account for salaries and ex- 
penses of the Board as proposed by the Sen- 
ate inste d of $5,268,000 as proposed by the 
Fouse, of which not more than $4,010,820 
shall be available for personal services as 
preposed by the Senate. 

FEDERAL MEDIATION AND CONCILIATION SERVICE 

Amendments Nos. 124 and 125—Salaries 
and expenses: Appropriate $3,047,000 as pro- 
posed by the Senate instead of $2,949,000 as 
proposed by the House, of which not more 
than $2,566,653 shall be available for per- 


sonal services as proposed by the Senate. 


Amendments Nos. 126 and 127—Boards of 
inquiry: Appropriate $48,750 as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $50,000 as proposed 
by the House, of which not more than $23,750 
shall be evailable for personal services as pro- 
posed by the Senate. f 


GENERAL ‘PROVISIONS 


Amendment No. 128—Section 703: Strikes 
out, as proposed by the Senate, the provision 
of the House bill prohibiting the use of 
funds contained in the Act to pay the com- 
pensation of any incumbent appointed to 
any civil office or position which may become 
vacant during the fiscal rear 1952 with cer- 
tain stated exceptions. 

Amendment No. 129—Further reductions 
in appropriations and authorizations: Makes 
reductions in various appropriations and au- 
thorizations carried in the Act as set out 
in detail in the conference report by appro- 
priation title and amount. The Senate 
amendment provided that each appropria- 
tion or authorization made by the Act for 
any , of which a specified portion 
was made available for personal services, 
and each amount so specified for personal 
services, was reduced by an amount equal 
to 5 per cent of the amount requested for 
personal services for such purpose in the 
budget estimates. The conferees have agreed 
on reductions as provided in the Senate 
amendment in a number of instances. in 
most of such instances the amounts of the 
reductions are listed under this amendment 
in the conference report. In a few other 
instances, the amounts which would have 
been available after application of the re- 
ductions provided by the Senate amend- 
ment have been incorporated in the amend- 
ments of the Senate to the individual ap- 
propriation paragraphs involved. 

Amendment No. 130: Strikes out the lan- 
guage of the Senate providing that no part 
of any appropriation contained in the Act 
shall be used to pay the compensation of 
any civilian employee of the Government 
whose duties consist of acting as chauffeur 
or driver of any Government-owned pas- 
senger motor vehicle other than a bus or 
ambulance. 

Amendment No. 131—Reduction in num- 
ber of passenger cars: Reported in disagree- 
ment. The conferees of both Houses have 
agreed that agencies embraced within this 
Act which operate passenger cars at the Seat 
of Government during fiscal year 1952 shall 
periodically submit to the Committees on 
Appropriations of the House and Senate and 
to the General Accounting Office a daily trip 
record of use of the cars so operated. 
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Amendment No, 132—Employees engaged 
in personnel work: Reported in disagreement. 
The motion which the House managers will 
offer on this amendment will provide for 
exemption of the Public Health Service, dur- 
ing 1952, from the personnel ratio limita- 
tion agreed upon, in view of special circum- 
stances existing in that Service. It will be 
expected, however, that the Service and the 
Agency will on their own take steps to im- 
prove the existing ratio before the 1953 
budget is considered. At that time, the 
committees expect to fully examine into the 
matter as regards the Service with view to 
determining the proper relationship between 
total personnel and employees engaged in 
personnel work. 

Amendment No. 133: Corrects a section 
number, 

JOHN E. FOGARTY, 
E. H. HEDRICK, 
CHRISTOPHER C. MCGRATH, 
WINFIELD K. DENTON, 
CLARENCE CANNON, 
Gro. B. SCHWABE, 
Prep E. Bussey, 
Managers on the Part of the House, 


Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, we 
have before us this morning the confer- 
ence report on the annual appropria- 
tion bill for the Department of Labor, 
the Federal Security Agency, and related 
agencies. The budget estimates for this 
bill amounted to $2,744,253,760. The 
House bill appropriated $2,641,206,361, 
which was a decrease of $103,047,399. 
The Senate bill provided $2,523,678,214. 
The conference report which we are pre- 
senting to you this morning totals $2,- 
512,004,270. The Senate had cut the 
House bill by $118,000,000. The Senate 
bill was $221,000,000 under the Budget 
estimates. The conference bill before 
you today is under the budget estimates 
by $232,000,000 and $129,000,000 under 
the bill as passed by the House. Also it 
is under the Senate bill as passed by that 
body by $11,000,000 plus. 

I think the conferees have done a good 
job on this particular bill, because as I 
stated in my previous statement on the 
floor when we had this bill before us, 
this is one of the most difficult bills to 
cut. As I pointed out at that time, 88 
percent of the appropriations for the 
Department of Labor rests in two items, 
for the grants to States for unemploy- 
ment compensation and the employees 
injury compensation fund. Those two 
items alone amount to 88 percent of the 
total appropriation for the Department 
of Labor and over which we have no con- 
trol. With reference to the Federal Se- 
curity Agency, 86 percent of the total for 
that agency is accounted for by public 
assistance grants, emergency school aid, 
and the hospital construction program. 

So, Mr. Speaker, with these large 
amounts that we cannot do anything 
about because of the laws we have 
passed, making it mandatory upon the 
Federal Government to meet certain 
costs as they arise in the various States, 
we think we have done a good job in 
reducing the total amounts. 

One of the first things we were con- 
fronted with when we sat down in con- 
ference with the Members of the other 
body was the three amendments requir- 
ing blanket cut-backs in personal serv- 
ices. As you know, the House passed the 
so-called Jensen amendment, which was 
tied on to the end of the bill. The Sen- 
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ate subcommittee eliminated the Jensen 
amendment and went before the full 


‘committee and came up with the Cordon 


amendment, which was a 5-percent re- 
duction in personal service estimates as 
presented by the Bureau of the Budget, 
Then, on the Senate floor the Ferguson 
amendment was adopted, which added 
an additional 5-percent cut to the Cor- 
don amendment. After meeting with the 
Senate conferees for a couple of days and 
discussing the Jensen amendment, the 
Cordon amendment, and the Ferguson 
amendment, we finally agreed that the 
more reasonable way to cut expenditures 
was to adopt the modified Ferguson 
amendment. That is what we have done 
in this bill. We did not forget either 
that the House passed the Jensen amend- 
ment. I think the figures we have before 
us today will show that in practically 
every item there is a reduction below the 
House bill. For example, in the Depart- 
ment of Labor, in the Office of Secretary, 
this conference report shows a reduction 
of $75,000 below the House figure. In the 
Office of Solicitor we show a reduction of 
$50,000 below the House figure. 

In the Bureau of Labor Standards we 
show a reduction of $31,835 below the 
House figure. 

In the veterans’ employment rights 
we show a decrease of $11,242. 

In the Bureau of Apprenticeship 
Training we show a decrease of $92,000. 

In the Bureau of Employment Security 
we show a decrease of $381,000. 

In grants for employment security we 
show a decrease of $1,000,000. 

In the Bureau of Employees’ Compen- 
sation we show a decrease of $59,000. 

In the Bureau of Labor Statistics we 
show a decrease of $110,000. 

In the Women’s Bureau we show a de- 
crease of $26,000. 

The Wage and Hour Division remains 
the same. 

There is one item in the Department 
of Labor that shows an increase, and that 
is in the Consumers Price Index, which 
is an agency that has enough money to 
wind up its activities in the next fiscal 
year. The House cut that figure by 
$250,000, and the Senate put back $125,- 
000, because they said they needed that 
full amount to finish their activities in 
the next fiscal year. We will not have it 
in this bill again. We finally got the 
Senate to recede to the extent of giving 
them not $250,000 but $73,000, and that 
is the only increase in the House figures 
in the Department of Labor. 

So we did keep in consideration the 
effect of the Jensen amendment by 
showing all of these figures below the 
bill as it passed the House. The figures 
total $1,764,000 below the House bill of a 
couple of months ago, on the Labor De- 
partment. 

In the Federal Security Agency the bill 
shows a decrease in practically every 
item right down the line, which shows 
that we still accepted in part some of 
the Jensen amendment, and also kept in- 
tact the modified Ferguson amendment. 

There were some increases in the Fed- 
eral Security Agency. One of the in- 
creases was for payments to school dis- 
tricts for operation and maintenance, 
$12,000,000. In the House we allowed 
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$28,000,000, which was the full budget 
estimate. They had an additional esti- 
mate which came before the Senate and 
that full estimate of $12,000,000 was 
granted by the Senate. The conferees 
went along with that, because with that 
money they are not able now to meet 
the applications that they have at this 
time. They now have before us a re- 
quest for a supplemental appropriation 
of $6,000,000 for that particular program 
for fiscal 1951. So the conferees thought 
at this time we should go along with the 
Senate figure on that. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from West Virginia. 

Mr. BAILEY. That is to implement 
Public Law 874, maintenance and op- 
eration, in your impacted school dis- 
tricts? 

Mr. FOGARTY, Yes. 

Mr. BAILEY. Would the gentleman 
be kind enough to advise the House what 
action you took on the provision for ad- 
ditional construction money? 

Mr. FOGARTY. There was no disa- 
greement with the Senate figures in the 
money available for the construction of 
schools but we did change the language, 

Mr. BAILEY. They get $75,000,000. 

Mr. FOGARTY. They get $75,000,000. 

Mr. BAILEY. What change was made 
in the limitation? 

Mr. FOGARTY. The conferees struck 
out the paragraphs of the House bill 
with respect to this item and inserted the 
paragraphs of the Senate bill. 

The appropriation amount is identical 
to the House bill. The language agreed 
upon permits direct provision of school 
facilities, as authorized by sections 203 
and 204 of the basic legislation, in addi- 
tion to grants to local educational agen- 
cies. The conference agreement drops 
the two provisions of the House bill re- 
lating to reimbursement payments under 
section 205 of the basic law and to the 
determination of relative urgency of 
need for school facilities for purposes 
of prescribing under section 206 the or- 
der in which the Commissioner of Edu- 
cation shall make certifications for pay- 
ments from the appropriation. 

Mr. BAILEY. Am I to understand 
from the distinguished gentleman from 
Rhode Island that that leaves pretty 
much in the discretion of the Commis- 
sioner where this money shall be ex- 
pended first? 

Mr. FOGARTY. Yes; it does. 

Mr. BAILEY. Where the need is 
greatest? 

Mr. FOGARTY. Yes. 

Mr. BAILEY. There is no restriction 
on his discretion. 

Mr. FOGARTY. No, except such re- 
strictions as the basic law contains. 

Mr. BAILEY. Will the gentleman 
answer one more question? What pro- 
vision was made for distributive educa- 
tion? 

Mr. FOGARTY. As the bill passed the 
House we had no money in it for dis- 
tributive education. Their request was 
for $1,794,000. We compromised with 
the Senate and allowed $900,000 for dis- 
tributive education and specifically stat- 
ed in the report that no more than $900.- 
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060 may be used for distributive educa- 
tion so that the main vocational educa- 
tion program would not be disturbed. 

Mr. BAILEY. The entire vocational 
educational program was $19,000,000, 
something like that, I believe. I want to 
compliment the committee on increasing 
that item. Ihave always felt in our com- 
mittee that the $28,000,000 we suggested 
was insufficient and I am pleased to note 
that that has been taken care of. I 
thank the gentleman. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, there 
was another amendment that the Senate 
had raised and that was the hospital 
construction program. As it passed the 
House, the House allowed $75,000,000 for 
additional projects; the Senate added 
another $20,000,000 to that particular 
program. We compromised on the figure 
of $7,500,000 additional, or $82,500,000, in 
lieu of the $20,000,000 additional amount 
that the Senate had allowed. 

I think that covers the more important 
amendments, particularly the increases; 
and I am very happy to say that we have 
been able to get the ‘jenate to recede in 
this conference to the tune of nearly 
$12,000,000 below their own bill. 

Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield. 

Mr. BUSBEY. Naturally, no con- 
ference report could go as far as I would 
like to go in cutting expenditures; but, 
all in all, I think we did a fairly good job 
everything considered. There is one item 
in this conference report which I did not 
see until just a few minutes ago when the 
conference report was made available, 
It pertains to the so-called Jenner 
amendment that was written into the 
Senate bill. The Jenner amendment, as 
most of you know, deals with the appro- 
priation for grants to States. It was the 
understanding that there was some dis- 
position on the part of Mr. Oscar Ewing, 
the Administrator of the Federal Se- 
curity Agency, to withhold funds from 
the State of Indiana. The new law of 
Indiana goes into effect about August 
1 of this year which, in effect, says that 
the names of all those receiving aid un- 
der the law governing public welfare 
must be given to the county auditor and 
also to the township trustees, and mem- 
bers of the county council. 

The language in the report near the 
bottom of page 13 reads as follows: 

The conferees of both houses are agreed 
that the appropriate legislative committees 
of the Congress should consider the subject 
matter of this amendment. 


That statement to me is like a can- 
didate running on a platform of being 
against sin and for pure drinking water. 
There is no dispute that I know of, but 
that it should be considered by the prop- 
er legislative committees and perma- 
nent legislation put on the books, Even 
if the Jenner amendment were accepted 
it would only be for 1 year because 
that is the length of time this appro- 
priation bill covers. It was my under- 
standing in the conference that lan- 
guage would be put into this report mak- 
ing it very plain to Mr. Oscar Ewing it 
is the opinion of the conferees that the 
State of Indiana and also the State of 
Tennessee, which are the only two 
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States affected at present, should not 
be penalized because of some technical- 
ity in the Federal law. I fail to see that 
in the conference report. I would like 
to have the gentleman comment on that. 

Mr. FOGARTY. I am very happy to 
comment on that because I referred to 
it in conference yesterday afternoon 
and disagreed with that suggestion as it 
came up. The Senate receded on that 
and knocked this amendment out of the 
bill. It receded, and, as a consequence, 
we do not have it before us today. We 
agreed on that one sentence that this is 
legislation on an appropriation bill when 
it was added by the Senate and was sub- 
ject to a point of order. The Senate 
agreed. We had no hearing on it, we 
do not know all the facts about it on 
this side of the House and we thought 
it was a proper responsibility of the 
legislative committee. As we have done 
in other cases in conference reports and 
in reports on appropriation bills, we 
send matters like this to the proper 
legislative committee. That was the 
agreement of the conferees as we left on 
yesterday afternoon to refer this to the 
proper legislative committee. 

Mr. BUSBEY. I appreciate the legis- 
lative angle, but I would like to hear 
the gentleman’s remarks on the lan- 
guage that I thought was going to be in- 
serted in the conference report to let 
Mr. Ewing know exactly what the con- 
ferees thought. The language in the 
report is merely stating a legislative 
principle. 

Mr. FOGARTY. I thought I ex- 
plained that, because I spoke against 
that suggestion on yesterday afternoon 
and after I had spoken against it the 
Senate agreed it should not be in there. 
We come in with this suggestion that it 
be as it is written in here, which is the 
agreement of the conferees reached on 
yesterday afternoon. There was not 
any dispute about it at all. 

Mr. BUSBEY. I am sorry. I was at 
the conference and I got an entirely dif- 
ferent impression as to what language 
was going to be put in the conference 
report. 

Mr. FOGARTY. The Senate agreed 
to that language as it appears in the re- 
port. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. In con- 
nection with the hospital construction 
program the House agreed to seventy- 
five million and there were seven and a 
half million added. Is that the Hill- 
Burton hospital program in eight States? 

Mr. FOGARTY. Yes. There were 
seventy-five million for new construction. 
They will have $82,500,000 for new con- 
struction in the fiscal year 1952. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN]. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, as every 
Member will note who has read the 
newspapers this morning and also this 
report that the conferees have stricken 
from the bill the Jensen amendment. I 
listened very attentively to the gentle- 
man from Rhode Island explain the pro- 
visions of the conference report and 
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noted that he stated in regard to many 
items that they were lower even than 
the House bill, which, of course, I ap- 
prove as does every Member who wants 
and works for economy and against 
waste. 

I notice, however, that the amounts 
which were cut from the administrative 
personnel requests have been reduced 
very little in comparison with what the 
Jensen amendment would save. 

The conference agreed to some specific 
cuts as you will see on page 5 of the 
report. All of those cuts amount to a 
total of just a little over $1,000,000. The 
Jensen amendment would effect savings 
of at least $10,000,000. We went into 
this thing very carefully before the Jen- 
sen amendment was offered in the House. 
We went through these two departments 
to which this bill applies and the differ- 
ent branches of those departments and 
determined as nearly as we could what 
the savings would be under the Jensen 
amendment. Now, of course, it is im- 
possible to say exactly what the savings 
would be, but we estimated that as 
closely and as carefully as we could, and 
the savings would be, as I said, some- 
thing over $10,000,000 and there is no 
question about it, I assure you. 

Now then, let us not forget that the 
Jensen amendment takes no one off the 
payroll, it simply keeps people from 
getting on the Federal payroll. It pro- 
vides that only 25 percent of the vacan- 
cies which occur, with certain exceptions, 
may be filled. There are a lot of men 
and women working for the Government, 
career folks, good folks, able, conscien- 
tious public servants who have reached 
the age of 45, 50, or 55 years, who have 
families and they have children going to 
school and to college, now under these 
specific cuts that are made in this con- 
ference report, some of those folks will 
lose their jobs; that is a certainty. Now, 
I do not propose to have that on my con- 
science when there is a better afd less 
painful way to do the job and save more 
money. My amendment provides that 
no one shall lose their jobs, just as most 
every county, most every State, and most 
every big municipality in America did 
in the depression days when they simply 
did not have the heart to throw people 
off the payroll, and so they simply did 
not fill vacancies, and it worked well. 
No one suffered. Now, if there are those 
in this House that want to take folks off 
the payroll the painful way, and you 
know who will be taken off; it will be 
the career men and women who will 
lose their jobs; it will not be the em- 
ployees who have power up here on the 
Hill and elsewhere to keep their jobs. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I shall offer a motion 
to send this report back to conference 
with instructions to insist on retaining 
the Jensen amendment. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Okla- 
homa (Mr. SCHWABE]. 

Mr. SCHWABE. Mr. Speaker, in this 
particular instance the subcommittee 
and the confereés on the part of the 
House met and worked diligently with 
the Members of`the Senate conferees. 
There were a number of items which I 
felt should have been lower than they 
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were. I wanted to see the Jensen amend- 
ment included and the Senate recede 
irom its action, but there was no op- 
portunity in the conference to effect that 
sort of understanding and agreement. 
As a matter of fact, the items, money- 
wise, were very satisfactory, I think, ex- 
cept in a few instances. In those in- 
stances we could not prevail. 

In reference to the Jensen amend- 
ment, it occurred to me, and did at the 
time the House passed it, that it would 
affect those whom we sought to reach, 
namely, those we call the bureaucrats, 
those higher-ups, and would not cut off 
some of those down lower who do the 
real work at the service level. I think 
the committee members on the whole 
and the conferees representing the 
House would have liked to have seen 
that accomplished. Under the circum- 
stances, it occurred to me that we could 
not do more than we did. I thought and 
suggested in the conference just before it 
adjourned that we might tie together 
the so-called Ferguson amendment, 
which is a dollarwise cut in appropria- 
tions, and the Jensen amendment, which 
is a personnel cut. I thought we could 
effect a compromise by throwing the two 
together and working them in together, 
but the conferees did not see my way on 
that. 

I think, on the whole, the conferees 
did about all they could do in this case. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. TABER]. 

Mr, TABER. Mr. Speaker, the con- 
ferees have reported this bill back here 
with a conference report striking out 
the Jensen amendment. The Jensen 
amendment is the amendment which 
the Congress needs to put in the bill, if 
we intend to effect real economies. 

I understand, and I should like to be 
corrected if this is not so, that just as 
soon as the previous question is ordered 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN] 
will offer a motion to recommit with in- 
structions to further insist upon the dis- 
agreement to Senate amendment No. 
128, which is the striking out of the 
Jensen amendment. 

Mr. JENSEN. I already have the mo- 
tion at the desk. 

Mr. TABER. The gentleman already 
has sent it to the desk and is prepared 
to offer it? 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TABER. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Did not 
the House get considerable credit 
throughout the country by making cer- 
tain cuts? 

Mr, TABER. It did. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. If we 
now go ahead with this conference re- 
port, those who want this money will get 
it just the same? 

Mr. TABER. There will be some that 
will. There are some cuts that are made 
that were not made by the House. 
There are some the House made that 
have been eliminated. We ought to have 
credit for establishing a rule which will 
eliminate unnecessary employees. I 
hope that when we get to vote upon the 
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motion we will adopt it and send the bill 
back to conference. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. I am going to speak 
for a few moments and then move the 
previous question. At that time the 
gentleman from Iowa will have a chance 
to offer his motion. 

Mr. Speaker, in every conference I 
have been in when members of the Ap- 
propriations Committee or when mem- 
bers of legislative committees met with 
the Senate we have found that a con- 
ference committee is a compromising 
committee. We debated the effects of 
the Jensen amendment, the Cordon 
amendment, and the Ferguson amend- 
ment with the Senate conferees on four 
different days. As the gentleman from 
Iowa knows, his amendment was stricken 
by the Senate from the bill a year ago 
and the Senate action was agreed to in 
conference on the one-package bill at 
that time. The Senate subcommittee 
considering this 1952 bill eliminated the 
gentleman’s amendment immediately 
and adopted the Cordon amendment. 

The reasons why they did it are too 
numerous to mention, because of the 
way the gentleman’s amendment would 
work, but they are obvious. The Cor- 
don amendment effected a 5-percent re- 
duction, not in over-all expenditures, 
but in personnel expenses. 

The Ferguson floor amendment adds 
an additional 5 percent—not on over- 
all expenditures as you have stated on 
the floor. It put on practically every 
agency in this bill a limitation on per- 
sonal services, If that is not a reduc- 
tion in personal services, I would like 
to know what would be a reduction in 
personal services. The gentleman from 
Towa surprises me when he says he does 
not want to fire anybody in the service. 
I will admit that under the Ferguson 
amendment, and under the related limi- 
tations on personal services, that Feder- 
al employees are going to be fired and 
they are going to be fired under this 
bill. Many of them are going to be fired, 

But I do not agree with you that your 
amendment would affect the so-called 
bureaucrats, as you call them, and some 
of those that you want to get rid of be- 
cause your amendment will not touch 
them. Your amendment refers to va- 
cancies. Vacancies occur on the turn- 
over of employees in the Federal Gov- 
ernment. Where does that turn-over 
come? The turn-over comes largely in 
the lower brackets of Federal employees 
right down the line. That is where your 
amendment hits. The Ferguson amend- 
ment, as the conferees saw it, represents 
a compromise. We realize that we had 
to come back to the House with some- 
thing. We knew we could not disregard 
the effects of the Jensen amendment 
and the Cordon amendment and the 
Ferguson amendment in view of the votes 
in both Houses. We all agreed on that. 
We all agreed we had to show some re- 
ductions. We went along with the Fer- 
guson amendment on the limitation on 
personal services. What does that 
mean? That means salaries and ex- 
penses. That is getting at the persons 
on the Federal payroll. That was a 
direct cut against existing personnel on 
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the Federal payroll now. That limita- 
tion is carried in practically every item 
with the exception of one, and that is 
items of the Public Health Service. We 
eliminated limitations on the Public 
Health Service because the amendment 
would not work at present in that par- 
ticular Service. We know that we had 
to come back here and we think we have 
done a good job. We spent more time 
in the conference on this bill this year 
than we have ever spent in conference. 
We spent 4 days working with the 
Members of the other body, while in 
other years we frequently finished the 
conference in 1 day, and we had to 
take so long because of the different 
provisions that we had to consider. 

You say we only save a million dol- 
lars. You are making claims about 
what your amendment would save in 
this particular bill, but your claims are 
not based on any facts at all and you 
do not have any facts upon which to base 
your claims. We have the figures com- 
piled by our staff of the Committee on 
Appropriations and the figures from the 
Bureau of the Budget, as to what your 
amendment would accomplish and it 
comes nowhere near the amount that 
you claim would be saved. And talking 
to anybody in business or anybody in a 
Federal agency who wants to show re- 
ductions in Federal personnel, your 
amendment was most unworkable, 
Under this amendment when they are 
getting a direct cut they know where 
they are going to get cut and they are 
going to get cut now so that they know 
what they are going to have to operate 
on during the next fiscal year, They 
have to cut that personnel and that is 
the more sensible way of e 
this problem of reduction in Feder: 
personnel, 

I agree with you, Mr. JENSEN, that this 
is a direct cut. It means that Federal 
employees are going to be fired. I have 
been hearing that story so often for the 
past 7 or 8 years that I thought that 
is what you wanted to accomplish, and 
that is what the conferees have brought 
back today, a modified Ferguson amend- 
ment with the limitation on personal 
services and salaries and expenditures 
which will mean that Federal employees 
are going to be fired. I am sure that 
the lower strata will not be hurt as much 
as the upper strata will, because that is 
where many of them will be fired. 

Mr. Ewing’s own office was hit hard in 
this bill. His appropriation is cut $379,- 
000 which was the biggest cut he ever 
took. From the tables I have seen, he 
has got to eliminate the higher paid 
positions, the publications and reports 
sections, and administrative services of 
that particular agency. They are the 
higher paid personnel. I understand 
some of them have already been given 
notice, because of the contemplated ac- 
tion of the conferees in adopting the 
so-called modified Ferguson amend- 
ment. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Is not the situation 
something like this: both the Ferguson 
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amendment and the Jensen formula 
have merit? The Jensen formula is the 
more nearly painless of the two. Is it 
not a fact that the Ferguson amendment 
has two weaknesses. First, that the 
agencies of Government may postpone 
the cuts until the end of the year, be- 
couse they do not like to lose actual 
working employees, and then come up 
and, under pressure of necessity, ask for 
supplementary appropriations; and, sec- 
ond, if the agencies make the cuts now, 
as you would like to force them to do, 
will they not make those cuts in the 
most sensitive places they can possibly 
make them, so that there will be pres- 
sure exercised constantly on the Con- 
gress to reduce or prevent the cuts? 

Mr. FOGARTY. No, I do not believe 
that isso. I have talked with the budget 
officers of both departments, and they 
have already given out notices of re- 
duction in personnel right down the line. 
They have no idea, as far as I know, of 
coming back here for any supplemental 
appropriations at all. They are giving 
out these notices now for a reduction of 
force. The Ferguson amendment is not 
only a 10 percent reduction in some 
cases, but it amounts to a 12 or 13 percent 
reduction in personnel, because all of 
the notices they have to give now they 
have to reduce so many more in order to 
have the necessary money to pay their 
terminal annual leave. In some cases it 
amounts to a 13 or 14 percent reduction. 
That is directed to personnel. In the 
Jensen amendment no mention is made 
about operating expenses of the particu- 
lar agency at all. The Ferguson amend- 
ment cuts down only salaries and the 
Jensen amendment made no provision 
at all to cut down expenses other than 
salaries that go with an agency. So 
what is the use of cutting down person- 
nel and still allow them the same amount 
for printing and binding, travel, and all 
these other items? In the conference 
committee we have dealt with that, and 
we are recapturing this amount, per- 
centagewise, that would not have been 
recaptured under your amendment or 
the Ferguson amendment. 

I think we have gone that much 
further than your amendment or the 
Ferguson amendment, 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. The gentleman will 
agree, will he not, that the personnel 
in the Labor and Federal Security de- 
partmenꝭ amounted in 1950 to 43,900 em- 
ployees; in 1951 they had 46,800; and in 
this bill they requested for 1952 48,600 
employees. Of course, if you only make 
these small, token cuts you will still have 
possibly a thousand more people than 
you have now. 

Mr. FOGARTY. No; that statement 
is not correct. In the Bureau of Old- 
Age and Survivors Insurance 

Mr. JENSEN. Now, just a moment. 
This is according to the facts and fig- 
ures in the Bureau of the Budget request. 

Mr. FOGARTY. The statement you 
just made is not correct. You said these 
token cuts that we made are only going 
to get rid of a few personnel. That is 
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not a true statement. In the Bureau of 
Old-Age and Survivors Insurance, they 
are being cut, under the Ferguson 
amendment, about 500. I do not believe 
they could stand that cut. We finally 
allowed them the House figure, which is 
still $2,000,000 below the budget request, 
and much of their appropriation is for 
salaries, so there is going to have to be 
a cut in personnel. 

Mr. JENSEN. But the gentleman wil. 
admit that the General Accounting 
Office has reduced its personnel over 50 
percent during ihe past 5 years and yet 
they have taken on even more duties, 
but tho morale of the organization is 
higher than it has ever been and they 
are doing a gooc job. 

Mr. FUGARTY. I admit they are do- 
ing a good job. 

Mr. JANSEN. And Lindsay Warren 
accomplished tnat job by abolishing 
branches and by not filling vacancies. 
Now, if Lindsay Warren can do it—al- 
though I must say that he is one of the 
most able administrators we have in 
Washington—certainly there are other 
administrators or heads of departments 
who can do the same thing. Any man 
who can take three from four can cer- 
tainly do it under the Jensen amend- 
ment, but, of course, there may be some 
in the department who cannot take three 
from four and find that it leaves one. 

Mr. FOGARTY. I admit that the 
General Accounting Office is an effective 
organization, but I do not agree with the 
claims the gentleman makes for it. Not- 
withstanding the fact that personnel in 
the General Accounting Office was cut 
50 percent thet does not mean that other 
personnel was not added in other agen- 
cies to take care of work the General 
Accounting Office threw back on them. 
So in the lcng run it is not a net reduc- 
tion of personnel in the Government but 
only in that one office; other personnel 
had to be employed in other agencies 
to take up the load dropped by the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office. 

I tried to make a case on that yester- 
day before the conferees. When we re- 
organized the Social Security office in 
1947 under you Republicans—you did 
it—I took the floor and said I did not 
agree with you, that I did not think it 
was a good thing. But I do admit that 
it worked out and that a good job was 
done. In Social Security they cut from 
300-some jobs down to 60, but they had 
to distribute that work to other bureaus. 
Although there was a big reduction and 
a big savings, they did not reduce it by 
the number of personnel claimed. The 
same thing applies to Lindsay Warren’s 
General Accounting Office; it effected 
some savings, but not as much as is 
claimed. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 


.gentleman from Rhode Island has 


expired. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the conference report. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 
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The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman 
opposed to.the conference report? 

Mr. JENSEN. Iam. 

The SPEAKER. The 
qualifies. 

The Clerk will report the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. JENSEN moves to recommit the report 
to the committee of conference with in- 
structions to further insist on its disagree- 
ment to Senate amendment No. 128. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion to recommit. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 223, nays 170, not voting 39, 
as follows: 


gentleman 


[Roll No. 109] 
YEAS—223 

Aandahl Elston Nicholson 
Abbitt Fallon Norblad 
Abernethy Fellows O'Hara 
Adair Fenton Ostertag 
Allen, Calif. Fisher Patten 
Andersen, Ford Patterson 

H. 1 Forrester Phillips 
Anderson, Calif. Fugate Pickett 
Andresen, Fulton Potter 

August H. Gathings Poulson 
Andrews Gavin Prouty 
Angell George Radwan 
Arends Golden Rankin 
Armstrong Goodwin Reece, Tenn. 
Auchincloss Graham Reed, Ill. 
Ayres Gross Reed, N. Y. 
Baker Gwinn Rees, Kans. 
Bakewell Hagen Regan 
Bates, Mass. Hale Ribicoff 
Beall Hall, Riehlman 
Beamer Edwin Arthur Rivers 
Belcher Hall. Robeson 
Bender Leonard W. Rogers, Mass 
Bennett, Mich. Halleck Rogers, Tex. 
Berry Hand Sadlak 
Betts Harden St. George 
Bishop Harrison, Va Saylor 
Blackney Harrison, Wyo. Schwabe 
Boggs, Harvey Scott, Hardie 
Bolton Hébert tt, 
Bow Herlong Hugh D., Jr. 
Bramblett Herter Scrivner 
Bray Heselton Scudder 
Brehm Hess Seely-Brown 
Brown, Ohio Hill Shafer 
Brownson Hinshaw Sheehan 
Bryson Hoffman, I. Short 
Budge Hoffman, Mich. Simpson, II 
Buffett Holmes Simpson, Pa. 
Burdick Hope Sittler 
Burleson Horan Smith, Kans. 
Burton Hull Smith, Va. 
Busbey Hunter Smith, Wis, 
Bush James Springer 
Butler Jarman Stanley 
Byrnes, Wis. Jenison Stefan 
Canfield Jenkins Stockman 
Carlyle Jensen Taber 
Case Jonas Talle 
Chenoweth Jones, Taylor 
Chiperfield Woodrow W. Tollefson 
Church Judd we 
Clevenger Kean Vail 
Cole, Kans. Kearney Van Pelt 
Cole, N. Y. Kearns Van Zandt 
Corbett Keating GS 
Cotton Kersten, Wis. Velde 
Coudert Kilburn Vorys 
Cox Latham Vursell 
Crawford LeCompte Watts 
Crumpacker Lucas Weichel 
Cunningham McConnell Wharton 
Curtis, Mo. McCulloch Wheeler 
Curtis, Nebr, McDonough Widnall 

gue McGregor Wigglesworth 
Davis, Ga McMillan Williams, Miss. 
Davis, Wis. McVey Williams, N. Y. 
Dempsey Mack, Wash Wilson, Ind, 
Denny Martin, Mass. Wilson, Tex, 
Devereux Meader Winstead 
D'Ewart Merrow Withrow 
Dondero Miller, Md. Wolcott 
Donovan Miller, Nebr. Wolverton 
rn Morano Wood, Ga. 

Doughton Morton Wood, Idaho 
Eaton Mumma 
Elisworth Murray, Tenn. 
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Addonizio Grant Murphy 
Albert Green Norrell 
Anfuso Greenwood O'Brien, II. 
Aspinall Hardy O'Brien, Mich, 
Bailey Harris O'Neill 
Barden Hart Passman 
Baring Havenner Patman 
Barrett Hays, Ark. Perkins 
Bates, Ky. Hays, Ohio Philbin 
Battle Hedrick Poage 
Beckworth Heffernan Polk 
Bennett, Fla. Heller Preston 
Bentsen Holifield Price 
Blatnik Howell Priest 
Boggs, La. Irving Quinn 
Bolling Jackson, Wash. Rabaut 
Bonner Javits Rains 
Bosone Jones, Ala. Ramsay 
Brooks Jones, Mo. Reams 
Brown, Ga. Jones, Redden 
Buckley Hamilton C. Rhodes 
Burnside Karsten, Mo. Richards 
Byrne, N. Y. Kelly, N. Y Riley 
Camp Kennedy Roberts 
Cannon Kilday Rodino 
Carnahan King Rogers, Colo, 
Celler Kirwan Rogers, Fla. 
Chelf Klein Rooney 
Chudoff Kluczynski Roosevelt 
Combs Lane Sabath 
Cooley Lanham Sasscer 
Cooper Lantaff Secrest 
Crosser Larcade Shelley 
Dawson Lesinski Sleminskl 
Deane Lind Sikes 
DeGraffenried Lyle Smith, Miss 
Delaney McCarthy Spence 
Denton McCormack Staggers 
Dollinger McGrath Steed 
Donohue McGuire Stigler 
Doyle McKinnon Sutton 
Eberharter McMullen Tackett 
Elliott Machrowicz Teague 
Evins Mack, III. Thomas 
Feighan Magee Thompson, Tex. 
Fine Mahon ‘Thornberry 
Flood Mansfield Trimble 
Fogarty Marshall Vinson 
Forand Miller, Calif. Walter 
Frazier Mills Welch 
Furcolo Mitchell Whitten 
Garmatz Morgan Wickersham 
Gary Morris Wier 
Gordon Morrison Willis 
Gore Moulder Yates 
Granahan Multer Yorty 
Granger Murdock Zablocki 

NOT VOTING—39 
Allen, Ill Gillette Miller, N. Y. 
Allen, La Gossett Murray, Wis. 
Boykin Gregory Nelson 
Breen Hillings O'Konski 
Chatham Hoeven O'Toole 
Clemente Jackson, Calif, Powell 
Colmer Johnson Sheppard 
Davis, Tenn Kelley, Pa. Thompson, 
Dingell Keogh Mich. 
Dolliver Kerr Werdel 
Durham Lovre Whitaker 
Engle Madden Woodruff 
Fernandez Martin, Iowa 
Gamble Mason 


So the motion to recommit was agreed 


The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 

Mr. Allen of Illinois for, with Mr. Gregory 
against. 

Mr. Gillette for, with Mr. Dingell against, 

Mr. Woodruff for, with Mr. Durham against, 

Mr. Boykin for, with Mr. Whitaker against, 

Mr. Hoeven for, with Mr. Madden against, 

Mr. Mason for, with Mr. Keogh against. 

Mr. Hillings for, with Mr. Kelley of Penn- 
sylvania against. 

Mr. Davis of Tennessee for, 
O'Toole against. 

Mr. Gossett for, with Mr. Sheppard against, 

Mr. Dolliver for, with Mr, Chatham against. 

Mr. Martin of Iowa for, with Mr. Clemente 
against. 

Mr. Colmer for, with Mr. Powell against. 

Mr. Fernandez for, with Mr. Engle against. 


with Mr. 
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Until further notice: 

Mr. Allen of Louisiana with Miss Thomp- 
son of Michigan. 

Mr. Breen with Mr. Miller of New York. 

Mr. Kerr with Mr. Lovre. 


Mr. Deane changed his vote from “yea” 
to “nay.” 

Mr. SITTLER changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. RANKIN. Is it not in order to 
move to adopt the conference report 
with instructions? 

The SPEAKER. It has been recom- 
mitted to the committee of conference. 

Mr, RANKIN. I understood it was re- 
committed with instructions to accept 
this amendment. 

The SPEAKER. It has to go back to 
conference before the House has any fur- 
ther opportunity to act. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND REMARKS 


Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have three legislative days in which 
to extend their remarks on the bill just 
under consideration. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Rhode 
Island? 

There was no objection. 


AMENDMENTS TO DEFENSE PRODUCTION 
ACT OF 1950 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 3871) to 
amend the Defense Production Act of 
1950, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 


consideration of the bill H. R. 3871, with 


Mr. Mitts in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair desires 
to state that when the Committee rose 
on yesterday the Committee was consid- 
ering section 103, ending on line 2, page 
14 of the bill. If there are no further 
amendments at this point, the Clerk will 
read. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment, which I send to 
the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Reep of Illi- 
nois: Page 11, line 16, after the word “cor- 
poration”, insert the following proviso: 
“Provided, however, That prior to the dis- 
posal to private interests of any plant or 
plants or other property which cost the Goy- 
ernment $1,000,000, or more, or of any pat- 
ents, processes, techniques, or inventions ir- 
respective of cost, the corporation shall ob- 
tain from the Attorney General an opinion 
as to whether such disposal will result in a 
violation of the antitrust laws.” 
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Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, ' 


I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REED of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
the amendment which I offer is not sub- 
stantive but rather qualifying, correc- 
tive, and preventive. 

The legislation before us is a compre- 
hensive amendment or series of amend- 
ments to the Defense Production Act of 
1950 and, of course, contains much new 
matter that the committee deemed ad- 
visable and the elimination of portions 
of existing law that may have become 
obsolete or in the opinion of the com- 
mittee undesirable or unnecessary. 

As may be expected in a task as in- 
tricate as that which faced the commit- 
tee there are omissions that were prob- 
ably unnoticed but that can be restored 
at this time. Let me call your attention 
to one. 

In section 103 (d), on page 11, begin- 
ning with line 5, a new subsection is set 
up. It provides that any corporation 
created under this section shall have 
the power to sue and be sued, and so 
forth, and, on line 5 “acquire, hold, and 
dispose of property.” 

During the last war the act enabling 
the Defense Plant Corporation to ac- 
quire and to hold property did not in- 
clude the power to dispose of it. That 
power was not given to the agency until 
the enactment of the Surplus Property 
Act of 1944. 

In that act, the Congress provided 
that the Attorney General should be 
consulted before large defense plants or 
patent rights were disposed of to private 
persons. The present bill contains no 
such provision for consultation with the 
Attorney General. 

It seems highly desirable for the dis- 
posal agencies to obtain the opinion of 
the Attorney General before disposing 
of any large plants for two reasons. 
First of all, the Government should not 
dispose of its war plants without con- 
sidering the impact of such property 
disposal on small business and its pos- 
sible tendency to encourage the growth 
of monopoly power. In the second place, 
since the market for defense plants may 
in large part be made up of large cor- 
porations, it is important for such po- 
tential buyers to have the benefit of the 
opinion of the Attorney General before 
purchasing surplus war property and, 
as a result, possibly finding themselyes 
subject to the charge that they have 
become monopolies in violation of the 
Sherman Act. 

Without the amendment which I am 
offering, and without further detailed 
legislation, there is a danger that the 
disposal of war plants might create se- 
rious antitrust problems. Undue dislo- 
cations of the domestic economy must 
be avoided. An opportunity for full and 
equitable distribution of such facilities 
must be assured. 

I might add that the definition of 
property to which this amendment ap- 
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plies, namely, to plants which cost the 
Government over $1,000,000 and to pat- 
ented processes irrespective of cost—is 
taken verbatim from section 20 of the 
Surplus Property Act of 1944. 

For 2½ years the Committee on the 
Judiciary has had a special subcommit- 
tee on the study of monopoly power. 
At the present time this subcommittee 
is composed of 11 members—6 on the 
majority side and 5 on the minority side. 
The attention of our subcommittee was 
called to the addition of the words “dis- 
pose of” in line 9 of page 11 of the pend- 
ing bill and of the omission of the re- 
quirement that the Attorney General 
should render an opinion as to whether 
such disposal will result in a violation 
of the antitrust laws. 

Recognizing, of course, that jurisdic- 
tion of the legislation now before us is 
vested in the Committee on Banking and 
Currency we, nevertheless, informally 
considered the situation created by an 
inadvertent omission of what we con- 
sider an important proviso. 

The pending amendment will restore 
it. It is offered by me, individually and 
on my own responsibility and it has 
the approval of all ten of my colleagues 
of the Subcommittee on the Study of 
Monopoly Power. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REED of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I see no 
objection to the amendment, and, as far 
as I am personally concerned, I am will- 
ing to accept it. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REED of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I might affirm what 
the chairman of the committee has just 
said. I think the amendment should be 
adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. REED]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. BUFFETT: Page 
8, line 25, strike out all of subsection (e). 


Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to suggest that the Members look at the 
subsection beginning at the bottom of 
page 8, which I propose to strike out, 
starting with line 25. I want to read it 
to you so that you can see exactly what 
the provision in the bill will do: 

Whenever in his judgment— 


That is, the President's judgment 
it will aid the national defense, the Presi- 
dent is authorized (1) to acquire by pur- 
chase, donation, condemnation, or other 
means of transfer any real property, includ- 
ing facilities, or other interests therein, and 
to erect and construct plants, factories, and 
other industrial facilities for the purposes of 
manufacturing, producing, and processing 
materials necessary to the national defense 
and to engage in the marketing, transpor- 
tation, and storage of such materials. 


The balance of that section is pretty 
largely in the law already, and my mo- 
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tion contemplates that existing provi- 
sions should continue unchanged. 

But I respectfully suggest to you that 
the language proposed in this subsection 
would give the President many new 
powers, including full power to national- 
ize almost any industry in the country, 
if he so desired. 

The way the bill reads, he could take 
over the oil industry from the refinery 
down to the corner filling station, be- 
cause it gives him the power to engage 
in that industry, to take it over, to build 
refining plants, to build and operate fill- 
ing stations. He could engage in trans- 
portation; he could go into practically 
any kind of business in this country, if 
he decided it was in the interest of 
national defense. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUFFETT, I yield. 

Mr. BAILEY. Under that authority, 
the President could build storage facili- 
ties to take care of the biggest wheat 
crop we ever had. Has the gentleman 
thought of that? 

Mr. BUFFETT. The Government is 
already doing that and has the power 
to do it. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. He could 
take over all the hospitals of the country 
and force socialized medicine upon the 
people of this country; because if he 
controls the physical properties he con- 
trols the medical profession. It would 
mean socialized medicine. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Under this language 
he could take over the packing houses 
of the country, plus the meat markets; 
and he could operate a fleet of trucks to 
take meat from the packing houses to 
the markets. In other words he could 
nationalize whole segments of industry. 
That is what this section of the bill 
would permit the President to do when 
he and he alone decided in the interest 
= national defense that he wanted to do 

The Joint Committee on the Economic 
Report took up this subject some time 
ago and here is what they said: 

While such might be necessary in an all- 
out war effort it handicaps our long run 
chances to maintain a maximum of free 
private enterprise and reduces our reliance 
upon the creative impetus of private ini- 
tlative. We recommend against this pro- 
posal except in limited fields where it is 
clearly demonstrated to be necessary. 


The President already has various 
powers to build Government defense 
plants and to do almost anything he 
wants for national defense. This would 
give him extreme power. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I yield. 

Mr. HALLECK. As I understand this 
is a very definite enlargement of the pro- 
visions of existing law; is that correct? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I would say that it is 
an extreme enlargement of existing law. 

Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman is a 
member of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. What if any showing 
was made of any necessity for such 
power as this? è 

Mr. BUFFETT. To the best of my rec- 
ollection there was no substantial show- 
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ing; it was not particularly discussed in 
committee except by some opposition 
witnesses who pointed out to the com- 
mittee the extreme grant of power that 
this provision represented. 

I believe this House ought to think 
twice before it adopts a clause that on 
its face would allow the President to 
take over a great part of the industrial 
plant of these United States. We hope 
he is not going to do it, but I think when 
you give the President large powers you 
want to spell them out unless you want 
to accept the consequences of unlimited 
power as created in the clause that we 
are now discussing. 

This subsection has no restrictions. 
He can take over any real property, any 
facilities, he could market commodities, 
he could take over transportation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Nebraska has expired. 

Mr. VURSELL. Mr, Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
may proceed for one additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. VURSELL. As I recall it, we 
passed legislation preventing the taking 
over of hotels and various other busi- 
nesses in this country unless it was 
cleared by a certain committee, we will 
say the Armed Services Committee. 
Would this not empower the President to 
take over any hotel, any place he wanted 
to, under the guise that it is necessary to 
the national defense, and if he can would 
he not be running contrary to a question 
settled by this House in the negative on 
a vote recently taken? 

Mr. BUFFETT. Whether he could 
take over hotels under this specific pro- 
vision, I cannot advise the gentleman, 
but I would say to him it would cer- 
tainly permit the President to take over 
any manufacturing enterprise that 
might be identified with the national 
defense effort, and; he could take over 
marketing industries, if he decided they 
were identified with the national defense. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Nebraska has expired. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
may proceed for one additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER, Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. In all the three 
volumes of testimony, can the gentleman 
point to a single bit of evidence or testi- 
mony against this provision, having in 
mind that it was in the original bill as 
introduced? 

Mr. BUFFETT. Yes. 

Mr. MULTER. Was there any evi- 
dence or testimony adduced before the 
committee against this provision? 
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Mr. BUFFETT. If the gentleman will 
read page 1428 of the testimony, he will 
find at the bottom of that page where 
our attention was specifically called to 
a comment by the Joint Committee on 
the Economic Report, where that com- 
mittee recommended against this pro- 
posal as a result of their deliberations. 
I should mention in passing that the 
other body in passing this bill did not 
see fit to include anything approximat- 
ing this grant of power. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. JONES. If the President can 
exercise all of these powers that the gen- 
tleman has enumerated under this pro- 
vision, it would lay the foundation, 
would it not, for dictatorship in this 
country, which would be akin to what 
happened in Europe on the same theory? 

Mr. BUFFETT. The gentleman is 
correct. I thank him for his observa- 
tion. I urge the committee to strike 
these extreme powers from this bill. 

HELP DEFENSE EFFORT 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no plan for 
the Government to take over industry 
indiscriminately if this proposal in the 
committee bill should became law with- 
out the gentleman’s amendment. 

The underlying theme of the Defense 
Production Act is the vast expansion of 
America’s productive strength within the 
framework, as far as practicable, of the 
American system of competitive enter- 
prise. To encourage private capital to 
expand plant capacity, the Government 
has in operation such programs for pro- 
viding incentives to private expansion as 
guaranteed loans, purchase commit- 
ments, use of accelerated tax amortiza- 
tion, and installation of Government- 
owned equipment in privately owned 
plants. Everything in the world is be- 
ing done to encourage private industry. 

Despite these programs, however, 
there are, and will be, circumstances 
under which it is unfeasible or impos- 
sible for private industry to build need- 
ed facilities. The facilities may have 
no peacetime uses. Certainly a private 
concern or enterprise is not interested in 
building a plant that has no peacetime 
use. They may be located, of necessity, 
in areas where they could not be op- 
erated in peacetime on a competitive 
basis with plants located in more practi- 
cal locations. Unless the Government 
were to provide the money and shoulder 
all of the risk for the construction of 
such facilities by private firms, they 
covld not be built under the present 
statute. Since these facilities would be 
vital to security, they would have to be 
constructed, in any event, and the Gov- 
ernment, therefore, should have the 
power to build them directly in those 
few instances where the authority 
would be needed. 

An example of this need occurs in the 
production of titanium. A new technol- 
ogy is required. The cost of providing 
facilities is uncertain. The period of 
obsolescence is unknown, even under 
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liberal financial arrangements. No pri- 
vate party has been found willing 
to undertake the erection and operation 
of these plants. They are needed in the 
war effort. Private parties, private cor- 
porations refuse to go into that business, 
They do not know what the score is. 
They are using good judgment in refus- 
ing, and since we need these materials 
in our defense effort, some way should 
be provided whereby it would be possible 
to obtain them, 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Georgia. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I want to 
call the attention of the gentleman to 
the fact that that is one of the special 
things that Wilson himself asked for. 

Mr. PATMAN. Yes, and he certainly 
is not a Socialist or Communist or some- 
one who is trying to take over all busi- 
ness for the Government. Mr. Charles 
E. Wilson stressed that point. It is one 
thing especially that we need and must 
have in aid of our defense effort. Now, 
the same thing is true of an ore sampling 
and beneficiation plant at Deming, 
N. Mex., to service reactivated manga- 
nese mines. Now let us explore that 
just a moment. Up until recently we 
received our manganese principally 
from Russia. Russia refused to ship us 
an adequate supply of manganese. 
When Russia cut off our supply we were 
forced to go to South Africa and to 
South America and get the low-grade 
manganese we could get here in the 
United States of America. Recently ef- 
forts have been made to beneficiate the 
low-grade manganese ore in New Mexi- 
co, Wyoming, Arizona, and other places 
in the West, so that we can have an 
adequate supply here in the United 
States and not be dependent upon 
sources overseas. We remember when 
we depended upon sources overseas dur- 
ing World War II, and out of 100 vessels, 
ships, barges, coming from South Amer- 
ica, 98 of them were sent to the bottom 
of the ocean. We do not want that to 
occur again. Unless we make this pos- 
sible through the bill as proposed, we 


cannot continue with experimentation ` 


of beneficiating low-grade manganese 
here in the United States, thereby en- 
abling us at all times to have a supply 
of an essential substance that is needed 
in our defense effort, and we cannot have 
it unless arrangements are made to pro- 
vide for the plants. 

Congress, of course, would not be is- 
suing any blank check under an au- 
thorization to the Government to build 
plants where necessary. The Joint Com- 
mittee on Defense Production, known as 
the watchdog committee, would keep 
a close watch on all these plans and pro- 
Posals. 

So I think this amendment should be 
defeated; it should be defeated by a big 
majority. Let the people of America 
know that we are for defending this 
country; that we are for national de- 
fense; that we are for security. 

It should not be defeated by a few 
votes, it should be defeated almost unani- 
mously. Let the country know that this 
Congress is behind the defense effort, 
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that we are against communism over- 
running this country, and we are in 
favor of being prepared at all times. We 
cannot be prepared at all times unless we 
have the advantage and the opportunity 
of making these valuable metals possible, 
I hope this amendment is defeated. 

Mr. Chairman, during the past few 
days the gentlemen on the other side of 
the aisle have, upon several occasions 
attacked the President of the United 
States for failure to recognize the seri- 
ous inflationary danger which faced 
this country after the outbreak of the 
Korean conflict and recommended 
proper action to Congress. I have 
made a study of the President’s various 
statements on economic stabilization 
and I find that they completely refute 
the charges of my Republican friends. 

On July 19, 1950, in a message to the 
Coneress, he stated as follows: 


We should adopt such direct measures as 
are now necessary to assure prompt and 
adequate supplies of goods for military and 
essential civilian use. I therefore recom- 
mend that the Congress now enact legisla- 
tion authorizing the Government to estab- 
lish priorities and allocate materials as 
necessary to promote the national security; 
to limit the use of materials for nonessen- 
tial purposes; to prevent inventory hoard- 
ing; and to requisition supplies and mate- 
rials needed for the national defense, par- 
ticularly excessive and unnecessary in- 
ventories. 

* . * * * 

As a further important safeguard against 
inflation, we shall need to restrain credit ex- 
pansion. I recommend that the Congress 
now authorize the control of consumer credit 
and credit used for commodity speculation, 
In the housing field, where Government 
credit is an important factor, I have di- 
rected that certain available credit re- 
straints be applied, and I recommend that 
further controls be authorized, particularly 
to restrain expansion of privately financed 
real estate credit. These actions will not 
only reduce the upward pressure on prices, 
but will also reduce the demand for certain 
critical materials which are required for the 
production of military equipment. 


The Congress did not give him the re- 
quested authority so on August 1, 1950, 
the President in a letter to the chairman 
of the House Banking and Currency 
Committee made the following state- 
ment: 


Of course there is no objection, in these 
circumstances, to enactment of additional 
stand-by control powers which the President 
could invoke when the need arose. Before 
my message of July 19, I gave careful thought 
te the desirability of asking at once for 
stand-by euthority to control prices and 
wages, and to ration at the consumer level. 
I refrained from making this proposal to the 
Congress because it seemed more important 
to obtain quick action on the powers con- 
tained in the defense production bill. To 
have included a request for stand-by con- 
trols might, it seems to me, have dangerously 
delayed enactment of the immediate pro- 
grum, while the Congress considered these 
broader authorities. My recommendations 
of July 19 were designed to meet the prob- 
lems immediately before us. 


And when we further delayed, he again 
oa August 18, 1950, called for action: 


It would be tragic if the Congress were to 
reject controls we need right now, while vot- 
ing stand-by measures which could neither 
do the current job, nor be applied success- 
fully to the contingencies which may arise, 


1951 


Our chief problem now is to increase de- 
fense production, in an economy already 
running close to capacity, without bringing 
on inflation. Our aim should be to check in- 
fiation at its source. The production aids 
and credit controls which I have recommend- 
ed to the Congress are vital for this purpose. 

But these powers may not be granted in 
full. Control of commodity speculation, for 
example, has now been dropped from both 
Senate and House bills. Control over credit 
on existing housing has also been eliminated. 
Amendments now pending in the Senate 
would weaken the production features of the 
legislation. Actions of this sort tend to 
weaken the effectiveness of the whole pro- 
gram and bring us closer to the day when 
we might have to clamp down general price 
and wage controls. 


On April 26, 1951, President Truman 
sent a strong message to the Congress 
requesting extension of the Defense Pro- 
duction Act and stated as follows: 

No one should deceive himself, however, 
by assuming that we can now relax our 
strenuous efforts, Quite the opposite is true, 
What we have done so far consists essen- 
tially of laying a solid basis for future effort. 

The major impact of the military build-up 
on our economy is still to come. Our planned 
expansion of defense production will not 
reach its peak for at least a year—and the 
inflationary pressures brought on by the de- 
fense effort likewise have not yet reached 
their peak. 

» . . * * 


Inflationary pressures, which are serious 
now, will be critical then. We must there- 
fore use the present period to get prepared 
for the hard problems which lie ahead. The 
present “breathing spell” is a fortunate 
occurrence—it gives us a chance to get hold 
of the price structure and build a set of con- 
trols which will hold firm. This opportunity 
will not come again, We must not waste it. 
The executive agencies will do their utmost 
with the powers they have and the Con- 
gress will need to enact additional legisla- 
tion. 


There are those who say that the end 
of the Korean conflict will end the ne- 
cessity for economic stabilization legis- 
lation. President Truman answered 
this charge in a speech to the Industry 
Council on May 9, 1951. He said, and I 
quote: 

But peace in Korea will not put an end *o 
the global danger of Soviet aggression. We 
must build up enough military strength— 
enough military strength actually in exist- 
ence—to convince the Kremlin that it 
ought not to start a world war. 

. * . . . 

During the next couple of years, while we 
are building up this military strength, we 
shall be diverting materials, converting 
plants, and disrupting normal life for busi- 
nessmen and consumers. It will not be as 
drastic a shake-up as if we were in a global 
war, but whatever the situation calls for 
must be done. Our continued existence as a 
Nation may depend on how well we carry out 
this program. 

* . * . . 

It is also urgently necessary for the Con- 
gress to extend the authority for infiation 
controls—controls on prices, wages and 
credit, and rents. And by that I mean ade- 
quate authority to do the job—authority not 
crippled by a lot of special exemptions for 
special groups. This is absolutely vital for 
the future of this great Nation of ours, 


On June 7, 1951 he further stated: 


The present situation is only a breathing 
spell. Inflationary pressures will grow rapidly 
later this year, and still more next year. 
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That is true because our economy, now op- 
erating at a peak, with full employment, is 
going to feel the shock of greatly increasing 
defense expenditures. 

. * . . * 

If controls are not extended, this $30,000,- 
000,000 increase in defense spending would, 
it is estimated, stimulate at least another 
$30,000,000,000 of spending by businessmen 
and consumers, This would not result in 
more goods being produced. It would only 
result in more money being spent for the 
same goods, thus driving prices and wages 
up in a terrific spiral. 


At a press conference on June 28, 1951, 
he made the following statement: 

This is a terribly dangerous possibility. I 
remember vividly what happened to prices 
when we had a gap in our control powers back 
in the summer of 1946. Food prices alone 
rose 14 percent in 1 month. 

But there is another possibility just as 
dangerous—that the Congress will act before 
the deadline Saturday by passing a bill so 
crippled and confused with special interest 
amendments that it would be worse than 
useless in the fight against inflation. 


I believe these quotations prove that 
President Truman has been fully aware 
of the dangers of inflation and has sev- 
eral times warned us of those dangers, 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the last word, 
and rise in support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, under the guise of be- 
ing needed for defense this bill proposes 
language that is far too broad and most 
unnecessary. If in the course of build- 
ing our defense it becomes necessary 
that the Government build a plant or 
facility, the way to proceed is to have 
the proper legislative committee au- 
thorize that specific project. The coun- 
try will not find the Committee on Armed 
Services or any other committee negli- 
gent in its duty to hear what is needed 
aid to provide the necessary authori- 
zation. 

I call your attention to this particular 
language in this proposal: 

When in his judgment it will aid the 
national defense, the President is authorized 
(1) to acquire by purchase, donation, con- 
demnation, or other means of transfer any 
real property, including facilities, or other 
interests therein, and to erect and con- 
struct plants, factories, and other industrial 
facilities for the purpose of manufacturing, 
producing, and processing materials neces- 
sary to the national defense and to engage 
in the marketing, transportation, and stor- 
age of such materials. 


Then it goes on with a further broad 
delegation of power. 

I call your attention to the fact that 
this language is pretty broad when it 
states, “When in his judgment it will 
aid the national defense.” It can be 
argued that most anything that is worth 
while will aid the national defense. It 
can be argued that, if something pro- 
motes health, it takes strong people to 
fight a war, therefore it will aid the 
national defense. It can be argued that 
civil aviation is an aid to miiltary avia- 
tion, so why not build airports. You 
could go on and on as far as the imagi- 
nation of man would carry you. If your 
efforts have anything to do with our 
economy they might be involved. But 
the point is, it is the road to nationali- 
zation. 
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Mr. TOWE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. I yield to 
the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. TOWE. I might point out there 
is ample authority now in law under 
legislation that came out of the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services for fhe De- 
fense Establishment or the President to 
construct facilities that are needed, but 
I suspect that the language in that leg- 
islation—I am not thoroughly familiar 
with it at the moment—is much more 
restrictive than the language in this bill. 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Yes; and 
is it not true that the Committee on 
Armed Services continually go over that 
and pass upon the requirements for the 
major installations? 

Mr. TOWE. I might say further that 
plants are being constructed and en- 
larged daily under the existing authority. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. I yield. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I think the 
gentleman has made an excellent state- 
ment. I want to call this to the gentle- 
man’s attention, however, and see if he 
has a comment with respect to the words 
“national defense.” National defense 
will be with us today, tomorrow, 10 years 
from now, as long, as a matter of fact, 
as this great Nation exists. The words 
do not limit the operation to the emer- 
gency, they merely say that any opera- 
tion may be had that is in connection 
with national defense, which is in 
perpetuity. 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. The gen- 
tleman's point is well taken, and it is 
very important. General Eisenhower 
told a joint session of the Congress that 
the program he was undertaking may 
last 20 years or 30 years. Regardless 
of whether this statute would expire, the 
building of projects would be undertaken 
and would be continued. 

Mr. Chairman, this Nation has won its 
wars because it is a nation of free enter- 
prise, and it will continue to win its wars 
as long as men are free operating under 
a private enterprise system, and operat- 
ing under a profit system. The way to 
defeat is to follow the road of the other 
nations that have nationalized all of 
their industries and who have come to 
this country to be supported. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. I yield. 

Mr. McKINNON. The gentleman ad- 
mits, does he not, that this provision is 
limited by the statutory limitations in- 
corporated in this national defense bill? 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. Not in a 
practical way, no. 

Mr. McKINNON. The authority is 
granted only for the life of the bill. The 
life of the bill is limited by an act of 
Congress. 

Mr. CURTIS of Nebraska. But notin 
a practical way. This language will 
continue if it is put in here and even if 
it is not, projects will be started that 
will have to be carried on. Once you 
destroy private incentive to build those, 
then the Government has to go on. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Nebraska has expired. 
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Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the 
amendment. I certainly never expected 
to be in the House of Representatives 
long enough to see the Republicans pin 
the Joe Stalin mustache on one of the 
outstanding Republicans of this country, 
Charlie Wilson. Certainly he is as good 
a Republican as anybody in your party, 
and yet you now say he wants to na- 
tionalize our economy. He is very proud 
of his big business connections, and so 
tells the world, He advocated this pro- 
gram. We put this in this bill because 
he asked for it—and now he is Mr, 
Stalin's alter ego, according to you gen- 
tlemen on my left. 

Let me tell you what he says, and I 
quote Charles Wilson, Director of De- 
fense Mobilization. Anyone who says 
this provision is broader or can continue 
beyond the terms of the act does not 
want to know what is in the act. This 
authority will die with the act and pres- 
ently it is limited to the 31st of this 
month, and it will go on only to the time 
that you will fix when you pass this bill. 
This is what Charles Wilson says—the 
new Stalin of the Republican Party: 

As I have already indicated, we are relying 
upon private investment to provide the in- 
dustrial expansion required to meet our 
mobilization objectives. Under existing law 
we are able to encourage this expansion 
through guaranteed loans, direct loans, Gov- 
ernment purchase commitments, tax amor- 
tization certificates, and installation of Gov- 
ernment-owned equipment in plants, fac- 
tories, and other industrial facilities owned 
by private persons. 


Note that says “private persons.” 1 
continue to quote: 

However, there are certain kinds of mili- 
tary production in which individuals do not 
wish to invest. In some instances it is ex- 
ceedingly difficult to procure the necessary 
facilities without making commitments 
which involve high cost to the Government 
and practically no risk to the investor. More- 
over, private capital, even with the maximum 
incentives is frequently unwilling or unable 
to locate new plants in strategic locations 
which necessarily involve such economic dis- 
advantages as to make the plants useless to 
them under normal competitive conditions, 
For these reasons, the Government should be 
authorized to construct and operate defense 
plants, as was the case during World War II, 
This authority would be utilized only in 
those comparatively few instances where pri- 
vate industry would not or could not under- 
take expansions at reasonable terms in the 
national interest. 


Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER, I yield. 

Mr. JAVITS. Will the chairman of 
the committee assure us that it is the 
congressional intent in putting forward 
this provision that it shall be confined 
to the uses just exactly as specified by 
Mr. Wilson? 

Mr. MULTER. Ihave no doubt about 
that. I yield to the chairman for the 
purpose of answering that. 

Mr. SPENCE. The amendment was 
recommended by Mr. Wilson. I can see 
no reason for the President usurping any 
authority to carry it any further. 

Mr. JAVITS. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I am trying to help and 
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not hinder. I think the gentleman 
understands that. What I want is as- 
surance given in the Recorp that it is 
the congressional intent that this au- 
thority, if granted, shall be used only 
to the limited extent specified by the 
Director of Defense Mobilization, Mr. 
Wilson, which has just been read into 
the RECORD. 

Mr. SPENCE. And for the purposes 
expressed in the bill. 

Mr. JAVITS. If the gentleman will 
agree with me, we might get somewhere. 

Mr. SPENCE. I think the committee 
amendment is very clear. Ido not think 
there is any ambiguity about it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. MULTER] 
has expired. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man may proceed for three additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, JAVITS. All we are trying to 
do is to get a declaration from the 
gentleman. 

Mr. SPENCE. We will be glad to 
accept an amendment to that effect. 

Mr. MULTER. May I address our dis- 
tinguished committee chairman? Is it 
not a fair statement to say that this 
provision in the bill which the gentle- 
man’s amendment seeks to strike out was 
put in at the request of the Director of 
Defense Mobilization solely for the pur- 
pose of giving him the authority which 
he asked for, and for no other purpose? 

Mr. SPENCE. That is absolutely true, 

Mr. JAVITS. As read by the gentle- 
man from New York? 

Mr. SPENCE. That is absolutely true, 
There cannot be any doubt about that. 

Mr. MULTER. Let me quote further 
from Mr. Wilson: 

We have experienced difficulty with the 
present authority to install Government- 
owned equipment in private plants, particu- 
larly in the case of refinery equipment and 
similar industrial processes, I, therefore, 
recommend that the authority be broadened 
to include the installation of facilities and 
processes, This authority would provide ad- 
ditional assurance that the requirements of 


the mobilization program can be met effec- 
tively. 


Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. But the difficulty is 
that the bill as it reads goes far beyond 
the request of Mr. Wilson, specifically 
in the first paragraph of it. I do not 
have so much objection to the balance 
of it. It is in the No. 1 at the top of 
page 9, where it seems to me we are 
giving to the President much broader 
power than Mr, Wilson has recom- 
mended. 

Mr. MULTER. The answer is, let us 
vote down this Buffett amendment and 
get together on some perfecting lan- 
guage that will give the President and 
the Director of Defense Mobilization the 
authority that they think they should 
have. I have no objection to limiting 
it to giving him only the authority that 
he needs, but he comes before us and 
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he says he needs to have it to proceed 
effectively. Let us not strike the lan- 
guage out altogether. 

Mr. KEATING. I agree that it should 
not all be stricken, but I think the gen- 
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BUFFETT] 
realizes that, and may offer a substitute 
for this language. What I am pointing 
out is that what Mr. Wilson has re- 
quested is much less than is provided in 
the bill as written by the committee. 

Mr. MULTER. There we are getting 
into merely a difference in language. I 
am sure we should be able to get to- 
gether on one perfecting amendment, 
but you do not perfect the language by 
striking it out altogether. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Wilson 
is the author of this amendment as it is 
sg I wish to read from the hear- 

S. 

Mr. Larson spoke about titanium. Mr. 
Wotcort said: 

What is that? 

Mr. Larson. Titanium is a metal that is 
reduced electrolytically from deposits that 
cover a great deal of the earth’s surface, It 
has tensile strength that is equivalent or 
greater than steel, and its weight in compari- 
son is about half way between steel and 
aluminum, 


Then Mr. Wotcort said again: 

Why isn’t private industry attracted to 
the production of titanium; because oi the 
high cost? 

Mr. Larson. The method of production is 
so high cost that it is not an economic metal 
to compete with other metals at this time. 


This amendment calls for metals that 
private industry cannot produce because 
of the high cost. I hope this amendment 
will not be changed, and that the lan- 
pues will þe adopted as written in the 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has again ex- 
pired, 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ast 
unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Permit me to make 
this further statement before I yield. 
The gentleman who offered the amend- 
ment in quoting from the report of the 
Joint Committee on the Economic Re- 
port, quotes from the testimony at page 
1428 of volume 3 of the record of our 
committee hearings. I expected him to 
say in answer to my question that the 
only objection to this amendment came 
from the United States Chamber of Com- 
merce who incorporated within its state- 
ment in opposition an excerpt from the 
joint committee's report, That joint 
committee's report was directed against 
this proposal last year. We kept it out. 
Now the Director of Defense Mobiliza- 
tion comes in and says, “I cannot oper- 
ate effectively without it; I must have 
this provision.” That is the answer to 
those who think this provision is new. 
I am sure that the gentleman who 
offered the amendment referring to the 
statement in the report of the Joint 
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Committee on the Economic Report 
overlooked the fact that it was a state- 
ment made with regard to the bill we 
had last year. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, MULTER. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. The 
amendment written into the bill does 
provide for the seizure of real property. 
That is No.1. No. 2, what did the other 
body do on that provision? 

Mr. MULTER. I am not concerned 
with what the other body did; I am go- 
ing to think and act for myself, and 
everybody else here should think and 
act for himself without reference to 
what the other body did. The power to 
seize real property is in existing law 
right now. We have restricted it in this 
bill so that they cannot go as far as they 
can under existing law. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield. 

Mr. BUFFETT. I think the gentle- 
man will find that that testimony on 
page 1428 refers to the Joint Committee 
on the Economic Report of this very 
Congress, the Eighty-second Congress. 

Mr. MULTER. That is the statement 
of the United States Chamber of Com- 
merce to which I take exception. I do 
not take exception to the quotation it- 
self, for it is an accurate quotation from 
the report, but it is a quotation from 
the last year’s report directed against 
a different bill. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Does the gentleman 
say that was not a statement by the 
Joint Committee on the Economic 
Report? 

Mr. MULTER. I say that that was 
against the bill we had last year and 
that the Chamber of Commerce in say- 
ing that this is a report of a committee 
of this Congress is wrong; it is a report 
of a committee of the last Congress di- 
rected against the bill we had last year, 
not against this bill. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we are making a de- 
fense effort. It is necessary in order to 
accomplish that purpose for the Con- 
gress to vest certain powers in the Exec- 
utive for that purpose. There are many 
defense activities that will have to be 
carried on which are of a noneconomic 
nature which private enterprise does not 
want to engage in because it is hazard- 
ous and offers no reasonable assurance 
of profit. In the matter of titanium the 
Government discovered that private en- 
terprise would not engage in the pro- 
duction of titanium, a critical war metal, 
for less than $200,000,000, but the Gov- 
ernment discovered it could operate the 
same program for $100,000,000 less. 

The matter of production is in the 
hands of Mr. Wilson. We have been told 
he is a Republican. I think from the 
constant state of perturbation he finds 
himself in that he may be headed for 
the Democratic Party. I do not think 
you want to lose him. He is worried 
deeply about these things; he is worried 
about this. He is a man of ability; he 
has shown it, because he started as a 
bill clerk and ended up as the head of 
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one of the great corporations of America. 
It is one of the romances of American 
citizenship, the opportunity that is pre- 
sented to young men in this country. 
Now he has come here at a sacrifice; 
the President has called him in to do 
this job, and he wants to do it. Why 
tie his hands? There seems to be ap- 
prehension that the powers granted by 
the bill will be misused and other powers 
usurped. 

You give these powers to the Presi- 
dent, but he does not exercise them; 
he turns them over to Mr. Wilson. We 
are very careful to define those powers 
and you need have no fear that he is 
going to socialize our economy. 

Do you think the President, who I know 
is a man of character and patriotism 
and only has one desire—to serve his 
country—would want to run the chance 
of everlasting infamy by trying to over- 
turn the fundamentals of our Govern- 
ment? I do not think so. What incen- 
tive would there be for the President 
of the United States at any time to at- 
tempt to organize a plant of this char- 
acter except for the purpose of carrying 
out our defense program? 

Mr, HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Indiana. 

Mr, HALLECK. May I ask the gen- 
tleman if it is not true that at the re- 
quest of the President he himself intro- 
duced a bill, known as the Spence bill, 
that in peacetime would have com- 
pletely changed the whole economic 
foundation of the country, or, at least 
many segments of it? 

Mr. SPENCE, Let me say to the gen- 
tleman that some fellow named Flynn 
called it the Spence bill. They wrote it 
up in the Reader’s Digest, but no hear- 
ings have ever been had on that bill. 
But I think that is immaterial. Does 
the gentleman think I want to socialize 
the Government? If he does he is thor- 
oughly mistaken. I have a very deep 
attachment to the Constitution of the 
United States and the fundamentals of 
our Government, 

Mr. HALLECK. May I say to the 
gentleman that I subscribe to what he 
said about his own convictions and I 
believe of him exactly as he said of him- 
self and would be the last person in the 
world to say that the gentleman from 
Kentucky who is now speaking to us 
would want to socialize this country. 
But if my memory serves me correctly 
the gentleman did introduce a bill and 
indicated it was by request. But it was 
absolutely apparent to me that certain 
people down town in the Government 
had ideas as to far-reaching changes in 
our economic system that did not suit 
me then and do not suit me yet. 

Mr. SPENCE. That may be called a 
prologue. It is past. There are going 
to be no hearings on that subject. 
There never have been any hearings on 
that subject, and the gentleman need 
not be apprehensive about that. Also 
he need not be apprehensive about this 
power given to Mr. Wilson to carry on 
our defense effort. We are attempting 
to prepare against a government that 
asks no questions. When it wants to 
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erect a plant it erects it immediately. 
We certainly must do something to pre- 
pare ourselves to meet these conditions. 
I see no peril in this bill and I think if 
you give the President the power to 
carry out its provisions they will be car- 
ried out in the spirit in which the Con- 
gress wants it done, 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. WOLCOTT as a 
substitute for the amendment offered by Mr. 
BUFFETT: Page 8, line 25, strike out subsec- 
tion (e) and insert in ileu thereof the fol- 
lowing: 

“(e) When in his judgment it will aid the 
national defense, the President is author- 
ized to install additional equipment facili- 
ties, processes, or improvements to plants, 
factories, and other industrial facilities 
owned by the United States Government, 
and to install Government-owned equipment 
in plants, factories, and other industrial 
facilities owned by private persons.” 


Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, it 
was thought when the Buffett amend- 
ment was prepared that it retained in 
the act the language contained in sub- 
section (d) of section 303, which has just 
been read by the Clerk. The only pur- 
pose of the substitute is to retain in ex- 
isting law that language which would 
have been inadvertently left out in the 
Buffett amendment. 

The gentleman from Texas mentioned 
the fact that this language was neces- 
sary, this broad language, for the man- 
ganese program, the acquiring of stra- 
tegic and critical materials, and that we 
could not do that job unless we gave the 
administration the power to condemn 
farms and plants and offices and hospi- 
tals and every other facility that might 
be considered by the President himself 
as necessary to the national defense. 
The gentleman, perhaps overlooked the 
language in section 303 (a) in which the 
President is given very specific authority 
to acquire excess stocks of strategic and 
critical materials. May I read part of 
it: 

To assist in carrying out the objectives of 
this act, the President may make provision 
(1) for purchases of or commitments to pur- 
chase metals, minerals, and other materials, 
for Government use or resale; and (2) for 
the encouragement of exploration, develop- 
ment, and mining of critical and strategic 
minerals and metals. 


It seems to me that that ought to be 
sufficient authority to enable the Presi- 
dent to acquire any stocks of strategic 
and critical materials that might be 
necessary. So, this amendment which 
has been offered by the gentleman from 
Nebraska has nothing to do with the ac- 
quisition of excess stocks of strategic and 
critical materials. 

He also mentioned the fact that the 
Committee on Appropriations would 
have something to say about whether 
these plants were authorized and con- 
structed. I think we should have in 
mind the amendment which was adopted 
yesterday which established a revolving 
fund of $2,100,000,000 for the express pur- 
pose of working out section 303 which we 
are discussing today. Attention was 
called at that time to the fact that this 
$2,100,000,000 was a revolving fund; that 
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the Committee on Appropriations and 
the Congress from now on will be by- 
passed in the raising of that money, be- 
cause under the terms of the law the 
administration goes directly to the 
Treasury and the Treasury raises the 
money under the Second Liberty Loan 
Act. So, we will have nothing whatso- 
ever to say about what plants are con- 
structed and what facilities are con- 
demned. 

Now let us analyze this for just a mo- 
ment, having in mind that they now have 
the authority to build plants and are 
building plants under existing law. 
Why, I can call attention to a plant 
which is being constructed up in New 
Jersey for the purpose of manufacturing 
big tanks, and they have authority to 
build it and they are building it, and 
they are leasing it to one of our great 
automotive industries to manufacture 
tanks in this Government-owned plant. 

What assurances can we have that 
any individual is going to be in Govern- 
ment 24 hours from now? Mr. Charles 
E. Wilson is one of the most estimable 
gentlemen that I have ever known. We 
are very, very happy that he is where 
he is. I think he has proven his ability, 
but this Congress should not legislate 
because of the personality of any officer 
of the Governracnt. I asked Mr. Wilson 
if he could give us assurance that he 
would be around when this emergency 
was over, for the purpose of recouping 
some: of these controls, and the only 
answer I got was a very embarrassing, 
„Well.“ 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. May we not be as- 
sured, even if he would not be here at 
that time when the emergency is over, 
that a Congress will be here? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. A Congress surely 
will be here, but it might be too late and 
we might not have the opportunity, be- 
cause of the bypassing of the Congress, 
to undo the harm which someone with 
less integrity and less ability than Mr. 
Wilson might have. 

I listened to Mr. Wilson the other 
night on television. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for five 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Let me say here and 
now, and I will say it publicly, that I was 
a little disappointed in Mr. Wilson when 
he tried to tell the people the other night 
on television that Joe Stalin was watch- 
ing the action taken here, and that Joe 
Stalin was bringing about an armistice 
in Korea for the purpose of defeating 
this bill. I think it was a very silly 
premise and very shallow reasoning. 
That does not become a man of Charles 
Wilson’s stature. Let us warn Charles 
Wilson that if he continues to make such 
statements as those he is going to lose 
the confidence of the Congress which he 
now enjoys. 
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Mr, GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT, I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Wilson repeated 
that statement this morning over in the 
Ways and Means Committee room. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. So perhaps we must 
admit that great men sometimes get 
hysterical or perhaps overzealous and 
perhaps do things they would not do 
otherwise. 

The language which the gentleman 
from Nebraska seeks to strike out is not 
necessary. It would authorize the Presi- 
dent to acquire by condemnation any 
real property, including facilities. It 
would allow him to construct plants and 
factories and other industrial facilities. 
It would allow him to market, trans- 
port and store the product of the plants. 
Under this provision he could take over 
the ownership of the railroads of this 
country. He could take over the owner- 
ship of the railroads under the condem- 
nation language we adopted here yes- 
teray. I call attention to the fact that 
under the condemnation language which 
we adopted yesterday all the President 
has to do is make a finding of neces- 
sity and then file a petition in condem- 
nation, and upon the filing of the peti- 
tion in condemnation, if notice has been 
given and some attempt has been made 
to negotiate for the purchase of the 
property, the title to that property vests 
immediately in the Government of the 
United States. It makes possible the so- 
cialization of industry and agriculture 
and possibly medicine, if the hospitals of 
this Nation can be considered necessary 
to be operated in the name of national 
defense. 

Mr. Chairman, this is more power than 
any single individual under a democracy 
should have even in time of war, and 
we never gave it to the President in 
World War II. The nearest thing to it 
was the 5 (d) corporations under the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act. 
We hemmed those powers in by stand- 
ards and definitions of national defense 
so narrowly that they could not do one 
thing unless it was done for production 
for the armed services. 

We tried in this bill last year to write 
a comparable definition that would re- 
strict these powers to the authorities 
contained in 5 (d) of the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation Act, under which 
all the subsidiary corporations were or- 
ganized, but we failed. So you have a 
broad definition of national defense in 
this act, and national defense under the 
definition can include almost every ac- 
tivity which affects our economy. The 
President is restricted only in that he 
finds in his judgment, his judgment, the 
President’s judgment, it will aid the na- 
tional defense, not in Charles Wilson’s 
judgment, not in anyone’s judgment but 
the President’s. He should rot want 
such power. No man under our form of 
government should want that power, 
unless the Congress creates more definite 
standards and more limiting language 
under which he has to operate. 

These amendments should be adopted 
in the interest of preserving the very 
American form of government which has 
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made us great enough to fight a great 
war and help the world back to peace. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the pro 
forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, if fundamental princi- 
ples were not involved, it would be amus- 
ing as well as interesting to listen to the 
comments of our friends on the majority 
side. Permit me to speak just a moment 
or two to Republicans. The folks over 
there need not listen in nor read the 
RECORD. 

Mr. Chairman, our Democratic col- 
leagues sometimes praise former Presi- 
dent Hoover—that is when it suits their 
purpose. They cannot on occasion avoid 
admitting that he is one of the really 
great Americans. Now they have gotten 
around to Charles Wilson. They do that 
when something that one or the other of 
those gentlemen said meets with their 
approval. At other times, and especially 
when the gentleman from ‘lexas [Mr. 
Parman] arises, Mr. Hoover gets “the 
works” to use a colloquialism, does he 
not? Everything that has ever been 
wrong in this country since Hoover was 
born is Hoover’s fault. That is according 
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. PAT- 
MAN]. Now, if you do not get what I 
mean, just listen to the gentleman the 
next time he starts off on one of his in- 
spiring lectures on our former President. 
He cannot talk about any question with- 
out bringing in Mr. Hoover, any more 
than my beloved friend, the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN], can talk 
about any question without bringing in 
Tombigbee, the price of cotton, or the 
TVA, or any more than I can talk about 
anything without bringing in the CIO or 
the Communists. We all have our lit- 
tle hobbies and we all have to yield to 
them on occasion. And the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Patman], to whom I 
listen in awe and with expectation seems 
to feel that sound money plus Herbert 
Hoover means depression while cheap 
money and spending never add up to in- 
flation and bankruptcy. 

Now, the trouble, in my opinion, any- 
way, with Mr. Hoover and with Mr. Wil- 
son is this: They are honest men. They 
are men of integrity. They are men of 
sincerity. They are men of ability. 
They are patriotic men. But they have 
this one little fault—they are gullible 
men; being able, honest, and sincere 
themselves, they just have not yet 
learned the sad, sad fact that this ad- 
ministration is being operated by a 
bunch of, shall I say—I do not know 
how to put it without being offensive to 
some folks, so I will not say it, you know 
what I mean anyway. Now that is the 
trouble. Neither has yet learned that 
the laws enacted by the Congress are at 
present and for some time have been 
interpreted and administered under the 
direction of an administration which in 
turn is operated as part of a corrupt 
political machine. 

When the Hoover Commission came 
along with the recommendations that 
we do certain things and save, I do not 
know how many, billions of dollars, 
paeans of praise rose from that side. 
But when the report was filed and I 
put in, I think, 19 of the bills recom- 
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mended by the Commission at the last 
session of Congress and 11 at this ses- 
sion, so far as I recall not one single 
one of them—possibly one—even was 
given a real hearing.. Hoover was all 
right as long as lip service to his pro- 
gram was good for votes and until he 
wanted something done, and then it was 
just too bad. Mr. Hoover had forgotten 
that no matter how sound his recom- 
mendations might be, or how sound the 
recommendations of the Commission 
might be, these folks down in the ad- 
ministration were not going to take them 


unless they lined up with their political - 


purposes. More spending, more employ- 
ees who would vote right at election 
time, more power. 

Why give the President authority to 
seize anyone's property or the property 
of any corporation as this bill would, 
even to carry on a war when we know 
that no matter what he might seize he 
could not or he would not operate it 
until his political backers in the A. F, 
of L., and the CIO, and perhaps one or 
two other labor organizations permitted 
him to do so on their terms—their terms 
only? It has been only a few days ago, a 
week or so, since in the city of Detroit 
the President’s henchmen stopped the 
city-owned transport system from using 
the city streets. Where were the four 
freedoms for which it was said we went 
to war, while thousands were out of 
work? While hundreds of thousands 
waited for transportation where was 
Governor Williams? It has only been a 
few short weeks ago since down in 
Georgia, in the State of our distinguished 
colleague and good patriotic American, 
Mr. Davis, who has done so much 
here in the Congress for law and order, 
where in his district—well, they even 
killed workers who wanted to go to their 
jobs which indirectly at least contrib- 
uted to our defense program. They, the 
strikers, turned over the automobiles in 
which men and women were riding, and 
a woman was injured so she died, so it 
was reported. Did the President ever 
say anything about either of those 
strikes—about his duty to protect citi- 
zens? Oh, no. They were just citizens 
of this country. It has only been, I 
think, this morning, just a few short 
hours ago, when Mr. Carey, of the CIO, 
and some others over here in the pres- 
ence of Mr. Wilson, told the people of 
this country flatfootedly that industry 
would cooperate when and only when 
we passed the kind of a control law or- 
ganized labor approved. When it got 
what it wants. What they forgot was 
that at one time this House did pass 
a bill drafting certain railroad employ- 
ees who were about to hold up the trans- 
portation system of the country in a 
critical period. 

My point is that this power, as has 
been said by the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. Wotcort], so ably defined by 
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
Curtis], should not be granted to any 
one individual. It should not be granted 
to Mr. Truman, for it will never be used 
for the purpose for which it is proposed 
to be used by a President who is so politi- 
cally minded that he listens to all the 
time, and goes along with the orders of, 
certain labor leaders who seem to be 
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most concerned with the benefits which 
may be obtained for their own individual 
members, the extension of their own 
political and union power. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired, 

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, again I have been dis- 
turbed by some of the remarks that have 
been made. Several Members have 
criticized a certain statement of Mr. 
Wilson in his radio and television ad- 
dress the other night, in which he said 
it might well be that the proposal to 
discuss the termination of the Korean 
war initiated by the Soviet Union, not 
by the North Korean Communists, not 
by the Chinese Communists, was a trick. 
I am wondering if the gentlemen, in in- 
dicting Mr. Wilson for saying that this 
proposal might be a trick, are saying 


-that of course it cannot be a trick; that 


the United Nations effort in Korea has 
been so successful that the Soviet Union 
and its satellites find it impossible to do 
anything but sue for peace. But if they 
do say that it cannot be a trick, that it is 
not a trick, I wonder what the record 
will show on the gullibility of those gen- 
tlemen, not merely for a year or so, not 
merely since World War II, but for many 
years? 

This seems a suitable occasion—and it 
is a rather unpleasant business to re- 
port—to remind the House that we are 
hearing today the same words from the 
same people that were heard on August 
12, 1941, in the debate to extend the 
Selective Service Act. The act was ex- 
tended by only one vote. Pearl Harbor 
was less than 4 months later. Many 
sincere and conscientious people who 
are still here then voted against that 
extension, but many who may be less 
sincere, who may be more partisan, who 
may be more political, were using the 
same words. “The danger is not very 
great. This is an attempt to grasp 
power.” I wonder if the gentlemen 
themselves believe that? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOLLING. Not now. It seems to 
me if we expect the American people to 
learn anything from history, that we 
ourselves must show some ability to 
learn from the facts. Do we think that 
the Soviet effort in Berlin has no rela- 
tionship to the effort of Stalin in Korea? 
Have we forgotten Czechoslovakia? 
Have we forgotten Greece? Have we 
forgotten Poland? Have we forgotten 
all those things that have been tricks? 
Are we so anxious to serve partisan and 
political purposes that we will lead the 
American people down another primrose 
path or are we willing and able to learn 
from what has happened? Are we only 
interested in talking about Communists, 
or are we interested in understanding 
the activities of Communists? Are we 
interested in learning that the Politburo 
always, as Lenin directed, zigs and zags, 
as seems expedient to serve the Commu- 
nist purposes? I am really very curious 
about this. Are we for any purpose jus- 
tified in further confusing and misguid- 
ing the American people when our coun- 
try so clearly has an enormous respon- 
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sibility to itself and to the free world, 
which is directly and constantly en- 
dangered by a ruthless aggressor who, by 
his act of armed aggression in Korea, 
made it entirely clear that he would use 
any means to conquer freedom? 

I think we should seriously consider 
our actions on this legislation and con- 
sider them with a little less of a short- 
range aim at 1952 and a little more con- 
cern for the future of freedom. I per- 
sonally believe that this country today 
is in as great or greater danger than it 
was on August 12, 1941. I hope that we 
will not be gullible. I hope that we will 
not let our partisanship carry us away. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOLLING. I yield. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. If it is not a 
matter of partisanship why is it that 
the gentleman's side is completely in- 
terested in writing laws giving powers 
not afforded to the President in World 
War II and not needed at this time? 
Why are you not partisan about it? 

Mr. BOLLING. My impression is that 
the specific provision we are discussing 
now was granted to the agencies de- 
scribed by the gentleman from Mich- 
igan [Mr. Worcorr! under Mr. Jesse 
Jones; that as some other gentleman 
has pointed out, over 1,100 plants were 
built under that authority. It is very 
clear from the record that has been 
read on the floor of the House that the 
intent of those in charge of the pro- 
gram is to use the power in a very lim- 
ited way. This is not unprecedented 
new authority. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word and 
speak in favor of the pending amend- 
ments to H. R. 3871—the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950. 

Mr. Chairman, I have taken no time 
on this bill up to this point. When one 
reads the language contained between 
lines 1 and 16 on page 9 of the bill one 
cannot help but be disturbed by the 
sweeping powers granted to a single man, 
the President of the United States, over 
all industry, over all the productive fa- 
cilities of this Nation. We are all eager 
to provide for our national defense, but 
we should all be eager to do nothing 
which would change the basic principles 
of our Government. 

When in the history of this country 
has private enterprise ever failed the 
Nation when the Nation appealed to 
private enterprise to produce the sinews 
of war? The record in every war in 
which we have been engaged has been 
that not only has private enterprise pro- 
duced the sinews of war that our Gov- 
ernment said it needed, but it also pro- 
vided a surplus for our allies fighting 
with us in that war. That productive 
capacity has been the marvel not only 
of this Nation; the nations of the Old 
World, but of the entire world, and we 
have even amazed our enemies by what 
we can do, when the necessity arises to 
produce the materials of war to protect 
ourselves. 

Why changeit? Why grant authority 
such as is contained in the first 16 lines 
of page 9 of this bill? It is new and is 
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a broad grant of dictatorial power, plac- 
ing in the hands of the President author- 
ity over the very life and death of the in- 
dustrial capacity of the Nation. I do 
not think it is necessary, and such pow- 
ers were not granted to the President 
in World War II. 

Some reference has been made to a 
very distinguished citizen, but may I say 
to the House before I come to that name 
that only when private enterprise cannot 
do it or will not do it, then and then 
only should the Government step in to 
supply the needed facilities to produce 
the material needed in the Nation’s de- 
fense. 

Something has been said by three or 
four speakers preceding me in regard to 
Mr. Charles E. Wilson. Like many of 
you, I happen to know him. I have a 
very high regard for him; he is a great 
American; he is a symbol of America. 
But even a man in his position can be- 
come overenthusiastic about his respon- 
sibilities and go so far in his desire to 
serve the Nation that he would uncon- 
sciously undermine some of the funda- 
mental principles on which this Nation 
stands and on which it has been built. 
So I am not condemning Mr. Wilson, but 
I am asking that every Member in the 
House be conscious of the responsibility 
that is his that we do not do anything to 
change the original concept of this Na- 
tion and the principles which have made 
us a great and powerful people. I think 
that is about all I care to say. 

However, the Wolcott amendment 
ought to be adopted and the language re- 
ferred to in lines 1 to 8 inclusive be 
stricken out. The President should be 
given only that power which is needed to 
produce the materials which private in- 
dustry cannot produce. But to go be- 
yond that, in my judgment, is to fly in 
the face of history and deny the record 
that private industry in this country has 
made in producing the instruments we 
need when the time comes to defend our 
people and our way of life. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the pending amend- 
ment and I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for three additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Don- 
DERO], whom I respect very highly, just 
asked a question: When has private in- 
dustry failed to do the job? Well, I may 
say there have been many instances 
when private industry failed to do the 
job on its own initiative and on its own 
finances. It has been necessary for the 
Government to step in and finance in the 
recent World War through advantageous 
loans, through 20 percent per year 
amortization clauses, through directions 
such as in the production of the atomic 
bomb and the atomic energy plants, and 
I could go on to the tin smelters in Texas 
which were operated at a loss and which 
private industry would not take over, 

and rightly so because it would have 
been at a loss. There have been many 
instances where there have had to be 
3 powers and additional incen- 
ive. 
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It has been somewhat amazing to me 
to hear some of this talk today from 
my friends on the Republican side of the 
aisle regarding Mr. Charles E. Wilson. 

Mr. Chairman, the last time I looked 
into the matter, Mr. Charles E. Wilson, 
the former president of the giant Gen- 
eral Electric Corp., was not registered 
anywhere as a dues-paying member of 
the Socialist Party, nor had he ever been 
known to voice views generally regarded 
as socialistic. Charlie Wilson is an out- 
standing American industrialist, and, I 
understand, a member of the Republican 
Party. 

Now why is it, Mr. Chairman, that the 


moment an outstanding Republican - 


businessman takes a high position in 
Government, and sets about doing that 
job to the best of his ability—as a dis- 
tinguished group of Republican patriots 
have done in the past decade particu- 
larly—a hue and cry goes up from the 
other side of the aisle that these men 
have sold out their principles and are 
knuckling under to so-called socialist 
schemes of the administration? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Does 
the gentleman want an answer? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD, May I continue? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
gentleman asked a question and I wanted 
to know if he desired to get the infor- 
mation. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD, I will ask some 
more questions, then I will let the gen- 
tleman answer them. 

Frank Knox, the Chicago publisher, 
got that treatment from across the aisle. 
Henry Stimson got it. Robert Patter- 
son got it, too. There was a movement 
here some years ago, you will remember, 
to read Knox and Stimson out of the 
Republican Party. 

I think that represented extremist 
views of a fringe minority of the Re- 
publican Party, albeit part of the high 
command.. But I think, too, that even 
those who joined in the clamor against 
these outstanding American patriots of 
the World War II period have learned 
by now to repent their remarks and their 
insinuations and their attacks on those 
outstanding men. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr, 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Is the gentleman a 
repentant Republican? Does he wish to 
repent? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Yes, I 
repent. I voted for Bretton Woods. It 
is the only thing I did vote for that you 
gentlemen advocated and Iam sorry. I 
hope you will forgive me. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The gentleman is 
forgiven by all of his friends. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr, 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. On his own time. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I can- 
not get any time. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I think the gentle- 
man has talked several times on this 
bill. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. This is 
the first time in 2 weeks I have spoken, 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, now 
here is a chance on this amendment, 
and on this whole Defense Production 
Act, for any repentant Republicans anx- 
ious to expiate their folly of 10 or 11 
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years ago when they attacked Stim- 
son and Knox to show that they have 
learned the difference between politics- 
as-usual and statemanship in time of 
national danger, in time of crisis. 

This amendment is Charlie Wilson’s 
amendment. It was Charlie Wilson who 
came before the House Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee to plead for the power 
in the Government to build defense 
plants or expand capacity in those in- 
stances—and it would be only in those 
instances— where private enterprise 
could not do the job without virtually 
100 percent Government grants, or com- 
plete underwriting of all risks and all 
contingencies. 

This proposal does not envision a pro- 
gram of helter-skelter Government con- 
struction of hosiery plants or peanut 
roaster plants or any other kind of plant. 
So far as I know, Charlie Wilson is not 


an advocate of Government competition 


with private industry. 

This is, as I said, his amendment. He 
not only supported it before the com- 
mittee. He informed Congress that he 
had made the decisions as to which 
amendments the defense production and 
stabilization agencies were to come up 
here and request. He took full respon- 
sibility for all of the administration 
amendments, 

There was great acclaim from across 
the aisle when President Truman called 
in Charlie Wilson to do the vast job of 
mobilizing America’s defense effort. He 
was acclaimed as a man who could get 
the job done. Those plaudits, I believe, 
were justified. 

But it is one thing to praise a man and 
acclaim his appointment and announce 
how well-fitted he is for the job and how 
he can get the job done, and another 
thing entirely—a horse of a different 
color, if you will—to tie his hands, deny 
him the powers he feels he needs, and 
tell him, “Oh, you’re a New Deal bureau- 
crat now; you have fallen for socialism.” 

Mr. Chairman, a vote for the Buffett 
amendment or the Wolcott substitute to 
deny the Government the power it needs 
for the construction of defense plants in 
those instances where private enterprise 
cannot build the facilities needed, is a 
vote to smear Charlie Wilson. It is a 
vote to repudiate his production plan- 
ning work. It is a vote to kick Charlie 
Wilson in the face and insult not only 
his judgment but his Americanism, as 
well. He took full responsibility of all 
the administration amendments on this 
bill, I understand. Now, there was great 
acclaim from across the aisle here when 
the President called in Charlie Truman 
to do this vast job of mobilizing the 
American defense effort. 

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield so that I may address 
myself to a correction of the gentleman? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I will be glad to be 
corrected. 

Mr. TALLE. The genileman just used 
the name “Charlie Truman.” 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Charlie who? 

Mr. TALLE. Charlie Truman. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I am sure the con- 
nection is not that close, although some 
of my friends seem to think it is. If I 
said that, I will be glad to be corrected. 
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Mr. TALLE. Mr. Truman was also a 
businessman at one time, but of a differ- 
ent sort. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Les, that is right. 
But, I can remember when my friends 
over here—and I hope I get the name 
right this time—acclaimed the appoint- 
ment of Charlie Wilson as being a very 
fine appointment by the President. 
Now, I think those plaudits were justi- 
fied, but it is one thing to acclaim a 
man’s appointment and announce how 
well fitted he is for the job and how 
well he can do the job, and then another 
thing to deny him the power to accom- 
plish that job. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I am 
not complaining about anything; it is 
just the associates he is getting in with 
now. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The gentleman, I 
am glad to say, is an associate of mine 
on the Committee on Expenditures in 
the Executive Departments, and I al- 
ways highly respect him, and I am very 
fond of the gentleman as he knows. We 
do associate with people in public life 
occasionally that there might be criti- 
cism of one way or the other, but I cer- 
tainly am not criticizing my good friend, 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. As a matter of 
fact, the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Horrman] supports the statement the 
gentleman just made. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD, I do not know just 
exactly where the gentleman stands. 
Sometimes I am at a loss to understand 
where he stands. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired, 

Mr, HOLIFIELD, Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
two additional minutes so that I can 
yield to the gentleman from Indiana. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman says 
this is Charlie Wilson’s bill. Now, is it 
not true that the provisions that are in 
controversy here were in this bill as it 
was sent here by the President or his 
representatives and introduced by the 
chairman of the committee on April 26. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I have been in- 
formed, and I will yield at this time to 
one of the gentlemen on the committee 
who told me that Mr. Wilson looked this 
bill over very carefully and approved 
these 57 amendments. Did I correctly 
state it? 

Mr. MULTER. Yes. He did more 
than that. He and his staff collabo- 
rated and they approved this bill before 
it was sent down here for introduction, 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I think that an- 
swers the query of the gentleman from 
Indiana, 
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Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I do not 
know, of course, whether or not Mr. 
Wilson collaborated in the preparation of 
the bill. It is true, as I understand, that 
he appeared before the committee in 
defense of these provisions, but I do not 
think anyone here can say that Charlie 
Wilson wrote those provisions before 
this bill was introduced. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I do not think that 
anyone contends that he wrote it per- 
sonally. I think that he collaborated. 
No one man writes a bill. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr, Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. MORANO. This Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950 contains similar lan- 
guage, and certainly you cannot say that 
Charlie Wilson wrote that language or 
agreed to it. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Certainly, I do not 
make such a statement. I say that Mr, 
Wilson approved it. He looked this leg- 
islation over, and he and his staff col- 
laborated in putting the language to- 
gether. It may have come from several 
bills that have been introduced hereto- 
fore. But he certainly approved it. He 
appeared before the committee and 
asked for it. He appeared this morning 
before quite a large group of Congress- 
men and advocated the principles of the 
bill as it is written. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. If the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 contained similar 
language, why are we trying to strike it 
out now? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I am at a loss to 
understand, unless the gentlemen just 
feel that, now that the Koreans have 
asked for a truce, all danger to our na- 
tional economy, all reason for mobiliza- 
tion, is over. That is the only reason I 
can give. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word, and 
rise in support of the amendment. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. BUFFETT. For the information 
of the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. McCormack], the Wolcott substi- 
tute to my amendment incorporates the 
language that is in the bill that is now 
in effect. All this amendment would do 
would take out the new language that 
has been incorporated in the new bill 
that Congress is considering at this 
time. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the amendments. 

Yesterday I prepared an amendment, 
which I hold in my hand, to strike out 
line 25, on page 8, and lines 1 to 20, inclu- 
sive, on page 9 of the bill. I did not know 
that it would be offered by someone else, 
in its present form. 

Mr. Chairman, has government grown 
so fast that Congress cannot control it? 
I think that is an appropriate question 
for us to ask ourselves as Members of 
the Congress. There is no convincing 
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case for giving the Government the 
blanket discretionary powers it has asked 
for to build its own defense plants. It 
has not proved that it cannot get private 
industry to build and operate such plants 
at less cost and with greater efficiency, 
and at a far lower cost snd greater effi- 
ciency than the Government could pro- 
vide itself, 

If there should turn out to be a real 
need for a few plants that private indus- 
try would not in fact build, the ad- 
ministration could go to Congress for 
specific authorization to build each of 
those plants. If any project were alleged 
to be top secret, it could appear in a con- 
gressional bill as project X or Y, but at 
least a few key members of the Commit- 
ae Armed Services should know what 

Why am I opposed to Government 
financing and building of these plants 
when industry will doit? Simply because 
I am opposed to deficit financing. I 
am opposed to the inflation which deficit 
financing creates. I am opposed to in- 
creasing taxes on the people to bear the 
expenses of increased Government where 
increased Government and Government 
participation is not necessary. 

Iam fundamentally, categorically, and 
completely opposed to the promotion of 
present inflationary forces which destroy 
the buying power of the savings of the 
thrifty people of this country. 

I know that when private industry 
stands ready to build plants with private 
funds and thus relieve the Federal Gov- 
ernment of that kind of burden, and re- 
lieve the taxpayers of carrying the great 
and expensive bureau organizations 
which Government provides to manage 
its own plants and facilities, I know 
that when those taxpayers have to raise 
additional taxes to pay for those organ- 
izations which are not so efficient, which 
are not so capable, that we should strike 
the language from the bill, I am against 
27 5 kind of provision being left in this 

It has been stated by the top Govern- 
ment officials themselves that if they 
want efficiency in the management of in- 
dustrial productive facilities they nec- 
essarily must go to private industry to 
get that know-how. Here is your so- 
called plan 4, where the Federal Gov- 
ernment asks us to appropriate hundreds 
of millions and billions of dollars to send 
to the other parts of the world to pay 
for the know-how which our private in- 
dustry sends to those parts of the world 
in the form of personnel so that efficiency 
in production can be instituted there. 

There is not one single defense that 
can be offered for the inclusion of the 
language which is here proposed to be 
stricken out. You know the Treasury 
Department is up against it with respect 
to financing the present maturing issues 
of the Federal debt. The financial mar- 
ket is being continually rigged by the 
Officials of the Government, so that it 
will absorb the maturing issues from 
time to time. We know that with this 
provision remaining in the bill the 
Treasury will be further burdened to 
raise funds, either in the form of new 
issues or in the form of taxes with which 
to finance these plants. We know that 
if we leave this provision in the bill we 
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will further burden our people with taxa- 
tion and we will further have to press 
them to put their savings where the 
Government says to put them. Alto- 
gether the thing does not line up with 
our form of government and our form 
of industry. Private industry does 
stand ready to do this job. The com- 
plaint is continually being made against 
allowing rapid amortization of these 
costs. 

If you go to this friend sitting here in 
front of me and ask him to build a plant 
specifically for war purposes, which has 
no productive value upon cessation of 
hostilities, why do you ask him to put 
his private funds in and take that loss? 
Why are you not willing to give him a 
chance to amortize the plant during the 
period of hostilities? It is only natural 
and American and sound and equitable 
to let him have that quick amortization 
privilege. Those who speak against 
that privilege have simply either not 
thought through the proposition, or wish 
to saddle on him an undue burden 
which I should help him to carry and 
which you should help him to carry. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr, 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Is 
there any evidence whatever that indus- 
try, privately managed and owned, is 
failing so far as providing the imple- 
ments of war? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. There is no con- 
vineing case on record that industry is 
failing to do so. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, let us go to the 
synthetic-rubber industry, for instance, 
of World War II, when we put some- 
thing like $870,000,000 into the syn- 
thetic-rubber plants of this country. 
Private industry did not necessarily re- 
fuse to do that. Private industry was 
not given the chance. The Government 
came in and said this thing must be done 
very quickly. You cannot go out here 
and expand a private industrial-capital 
structure overnight. You have to have 
at least a little inducement and a few 
hours’ time just like you have to have a 
few hours’ time or a few weeks’ time or a 
few months’ time to get a bill through 
the Congress. Private industry can 
work so much more rapidly than the 
Government with respect to expanding 
facilities that there just.is no compari- 
son. A board of directors can meet this 
afternoon: They can pass a resolution 
authorizing the construction of a plant; 
and at 6 o’clock tonight you can have the 
bulldozers and excavating machines in 
there constructing the plant. How long 
does it take the Government to get go- 
ing? Well, anywhere from 1 month to 
1 year. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment of the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Wor- 
coTr]. 

Mr. Chairman, there is ample evidence 
of the reluctance of private capital to 
come forward to build new plants. I 
say that with every degree of emphasis 
to the gentleman who just addressed the 
committee. We have had that amply 
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illustrated in the case of aluminum. 
There is a dire need for increased pro- 
duction of aluminum, a very strategic 
metal in this country. Every induce- 
ment was given to various independent 
entities to enter the aluminum field to 
set up new aluminum plants. If those 
plants were set up the country would be 
in part relieved of the grip that is held 
upon the country today by three monop- 
oly aluminum partners, the Aluminum 
Co. of America, the Reynolds Metal Co., 
and the Kaiser Metal Co. 

The Government went so far as to say 
it would guarantee any loans made avail- 
able by private capital for the erection 
of these plants. A number of entities 
got together and endeavored to obtain 
from the banks, from insurance com- 
panies, and other financial sources, the 
necessary capital to build the new plants. 
When the engineers of those financial 
companies, after mature investigation, 
came forward with their reports, what 
was found? This was the inevitable 
conclusion of all the engineers hired by 
the financial houses: It was the advice 
to the financial companies not to put 
forth their capital because it would cost 
from four to five times the amount to 
erect these new plants that it had cost 
either ALCOA, Reynolds, or Kaiser in 
the erection of their plants. In other 
words the new plants could not thus 
compete with the far less costly old 
plants. Also most of the cost of these 
old plants had already been amortized 
and written off. Therefore, the engi- 
neers said, because it would cost so much 
to put up these new plants, these new 
operations could not possibly compete 
with the old operations; and the finan- 
cial companies in turn said to these new 
entities, to these independents that 
sought to enter the field, in words of 
common parlance, “No soap.” So that 
thus far it has been utterly impossible 
to get private capital to erect these new 
plants. The financial houses would not 
risk their capital. And I do not blame 
them. Therefore, unless you set up a 
Government corporation like the Defense 
War Plants Corporation, which was set 
up during the last conflict, where the 
Government erects the plant and leases 
it to private individuals for the produc- 
tion of raw material, like steel, alumi- 
num, and so forth, you will not get the 
additional productive capacity of these 
much needed materials for this country. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I want to 
congratulate private industry. It is do- 
ing everything it can to make the weap- 
ons of war and is willing to take a lot of 
risks. Private industry should not be 
called upon to make weapons of war 
now which probably cannot be sold in 
a year or two. 
shown its patriotism. Certainly we 
should not ask it to undertake a job on 
which in the end we all know large sums 
of money will be lost. I defy any man 
on the other side of the aisle to show me 
three letters he has received from pri- 
vate enterprise against the committee 
amendment. Private enterprise wants 
it because it realizes that the Govern- 
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ment, under the committee amendment, 
cannot step in as long as private enter- 
prise can do the job, and it should not 
be called upon which it is known the 
undertaking will be a great financial 
loss. It does not hurt private enter- 
prise. Private enterprise should not be 
called upon to produce certain high- 
cost material at a great loss just on the 
ground of patriotism because the stock- 
holders are represented as well as the 
industry itself. Certainly private en- 
terprise cannot make some of these 
weapons of war because next year per- 
haps it will have its millions tied up in 
these products with no sale for them. 

Mr. CELLER. The Government has 
offered every possible inducement for 
private capital to come forward. It has 
granted this telescoping of tax amorti- 
zation. They have given accelerated 
tax amortization. They have given cer- 
tificates of necessity which involve the 
purchase of most of the product over. 
a certain period. The Government said 
to these proposed private aluminum 
manufacturers: “We will take a goodly 
portion of your aluminum at market 
price,” so that these new concerns would 
be assured of the sale of a good portion 
of their output. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man may proceed for three additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CELLER. Despite these advan- 
tageous inducements, we have been un- 
able to get established a single new 
aluminum plant. Over and beyond that, 
there is a dearth of cheap power. As 
the result of certain activities in this 
Chamber and the other Chamber, we 
put a damper upon the production of 
additional public hydroelectric power. 
It costs a lot of money, for example, in 
the manufacture of aluminum to use gas, 
oil, or coal, or other fuel. A plant oper- 
ating under power from gas or coal can- 
not compete successfully with the plant 
operated by the cheaper hydroelectric 
power. Since these new entities that 
wanted to enter the field are precluded 
from getting the cheaper hydroelectric 
power, that is another brake that is 
placed upon the coming into the fold 
of private factories or private manu- 
facturers. 

So what are you going to do, Mr. 
Chairman? You cannot get private in- 
dustry to build these new plants. If 
you do want additional productive ca- 
pacity, and you desperately need it, you 
must do something akin to setting up a 
defense plant corporation where the 
Government will build and lease. I am 
informed, for example, by the Munitions 
Board and others having jurisdiction 
that we may need an additional million 
tons of aluminum. There is a dreadful, 
tragic dearth of aluminum, - Alminum 
is used in so many different war weap- 
ons; it is used on ships, used in railroad 
cars now, used on bridges, used in air- 
planes, yet we have a dreadful dearth 
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of aluminum. We have no aluminum 
stockpile. Private capital cannot come 
forward to make the additional alumi- 
num. What are you going to do? Are 
you going to tell the Munitions Board, 
our Armed Forces, to go hang? No; 
you must do something to get this in- 
creased capacity, and that is exactly 
what section 303 will do; it will enable 
you to get quickly and expeditiously and 
promptly the additional capacity and 
productive units. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. The Congress an- 
swered that question: What are you 
going to do? The Congress answered 
that question squarely in August of 1917. 
When war was declared plants were un- 
der construction let on contracts before 
the declaration of war. The law pro- 
vided that any excess cost incurred in 
the building of those plants over and 
above the contract price could be amor- 
tized and taken care of as a tax reduc- 
tion, That would take care of the in- 
creased cost, against which the engineers 
complained. 

Mr. CELLER. Accelerated tax amor- 
tization is not enough, though. It has 
not yielded any appreciable results. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. That would have 
been the way to handle that specific 
thing; that is what we should do about 
it. 

Mr. CELLER. I may say to the gen- 
tleman that I am aware of that and so 
are the engineers of these insurance 
companies and the engineers of these 
Wall Street houses, the ones who usually 
supply the money to put up these great 
plants; they are aware of these condi- 
tions. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Why do they not 
so recommend? 

Mr. CELLER. They said they could 
not compete, for example, with the old 
aluminum plants. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. But the amortiza- 
tion would provide for the competitive 
factor. 

Mr. CELLER. No, not at all. Amor- 
tization is only postponement of the pay- 
ment of taxes, not forgiveness. No 
taxes are really saved. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. It takes it out com- 
pletely. 

Mr. CELLER. No. Accelerated amor- 
tization does not take it out completely, 
as the gentleman contends; the Gov- 
ernment does not lose anything, and 
there is no advantage or disadvantage 
from the tax standpoint as far as the 
taxpayer is concerned. 

It is well to clear up some misunder- 
standing about accelerated tax amorti- 
zation. Let me illustrate by taking a 
plant that is assessed as, say $100,000. 
The ordinary life of the plant is 20 years. 
Thus the owner would be permitted to 
deduct for tax purposes 5 percent of the 
plant’s value each year or $5,000. If 
used for defense its life would be short- 
ened due to excessive use. Say its life 
is now 5 years. Thus the owner could 
make amortization more rapid. In each 
of the 5 years a 20-percent amortization 
would be obtained. Thus $20,000 could 
be deducted from taxes each year, that 
is, after application for accelerated 
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amortization were granted. After 5 
years there would be no more amortiza- 
tion. The value of the plant would have 
been entirely written off. After 5 years 
there would be no more tax deduction 
for depreciation of plant. Thereafter 
full taxes would be paid. There is no 
advantage taxwise to the taxpayer, nor 
is there disadvantage. The Government, 
other things being equal, would neither 
lose nor gain. 

However if taxes, after the 5 years, 
are increased the owner of the plant 
would lose. He could not deduct de- 
preciation from the higher taxes. But 
if taxes are decreased after the 5 years, 
the owner of the plant will have gained. 
He had already deducted the large amor- 
tization when taxes were higher, thus 
the owner of the plant gambles with the 
future he may lose, he may gain—de- 
pending upon the tax level. 

There are, however, other factors 
which cannot be disregarded. I here- 
with quote from an article that appeared 
in the New York Herald Tribune, en- 
titled “The Tax Amortization Program,” 
by Jack Steele: 


If taxes and profits continue at their 
present high levels for the next 25 years, 
however, the industries which take advan- 
tage now of rapid tax amortization will re- 
ceive little if any long-range tax benefits. 
The obvious reason is that, once they have 
used up their tax exemptions for deprecia- 
tion in 5 years, they will be barred from tak- 
ing such exemptions during the remainder 
of the useful life of their plants or facilities. 
Thus their tax savings in the next 5 years 
would be wiped out by higher taxes later. 

Industry is gambling, however, on the 
probability that taxes and profits will drop 
substantially in the course of 25 years. 

Industry also stands to get other benefits 
from the tax-amortization program which, 
in many cases, will far exceed in value what- 
ever taxes they may save. They include: 

1. Virtual exemption from renegotiation 
of excess profits for firms having tax-amor- 
tization certificates. The renegotiation 
law recently enacted by Congress provides 
that the big annual depreciation exemptions 
for tax under rapid amortization 
must be deducted from profits before renego- 
tiation. Thus a firm which made a $1,000,- 
000 profit and held $1,000,000 in tax-amor- 
tization certificates would be exempt from 
renegotiation. 

2. A second advantage comes by permit- 
ting companies holding tax-amortization 
certificates to increase their prices in some 
instances. The military services permit 
companies to charge up the heavy deprecia- 
tion permitted under tax-amortization 
certificates as an item of cost in determin- 
ing prices. The result is higher costs for 
the Government on military contracts and 
higher profits for producers. The DPA, on 
the other hand, requires producers of non- 
military goods to base their prices on nor- 
mal depreciation whether or not they hold 
tax-amortization certificates. Efforts to end 
this inconsistency have thus far got no- 
where. 

8. Industry gets a third advantage. Even 
if the emergency and high taxes continue for 
many years so that rapid amortization means 
postponement rather than forgiveness of 
taxes, industries will have the use of large 
amounts of capital on what amounts to in- 
terest-free Government loans for the next 
few years. 

4. A fourth benefit that led to many 
abuses in World War II was recently ended 
by plugging a loophole in the tax laws. 
When plants are amortized in 5 years and 
then sold, the new owners are permitted 
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normal depreciation over the remaining life 
of the plant. Such plants are, in effect, de- 
preciated twice for tax purposes. When 
such a plant was sold after World War I, 
the seller had to pay only 25 percent capital- 
gains tax on the proceeds of the sale. Thus 
he might make a 75-percent profit on a 
plant already paid for by tax amortization. 
Treasury officials concede that this led to 
many killings. Under the new law, how- 
ever, normal income taxes and excess-profits 
taxes must be paid on the proceeds of the 
sale of a plant already paid for by tax amor- 
tization. 

How much the Treasury will ultimately 
lose and industry gain through the present 
tax-amortization program is any one’s guess. 
The Treasury admits it has no idea. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has again 
expired. 

Mr. NORRELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York may be given one addi- 
tional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. NORRELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield. 

Mr. NORRELL. I just wanted to cor- 
rect the gentleman in one particular. In 
my district 98 percent of the domestic 
bauxite of this country, as I have said, 
is produced. Two companies are doing 
business down there, Reynolds and Alcoa. 
Alcoa today is building in Arkansas alone 
an alumina plant that will cost 
$55,000,000; Reynolds has expanded its 
aluminum plant and done it with their 
own money. I think the aluminum 
companies will do the job if the Govern- 
ment will let them. 

Mr. CELLER. Yes; Reynolds has been 
given additional allocations, but that is 
insufficient; more new capacity is needed. 
Now, with reference to Alcoa, Kaiser, and 
Reynolds they have dealt unfairly with 
the little man, the fabricators. I want 
to say that to the gentleman from 
Arkansas. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. In just a moment. 
There are 17,000 fabricators who make 


the end products from aluminum. They 


must in the main rely upon these three 
manufacturers of ingot: Alcoa, Reynolds, 
and Kaiser. Some comes from the Alu- 
minum Corporation of Canada—Alcan. 
These three companies have become 
competitors of their customers; they— 
Alcoa, Kaiser, and Reynolds—have inte- 
grated and gone into the manufacturing 
of the end products, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has again 
expired. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for a brief question? 

. CELLER., Let me finish thi: 
thought and then I will yield to the 
gentleman. These three large companies 
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have become competitors of their cus- 
tomers because they have gone into the 
manufacture of these end products. The 
aluminum becomes allocated or appor- 
tioned to defense and apportioned to 
nondefense. The defense orders go only 
to the big operators and do not go to the 
little fellows. The Big Three, instead 
of giving these little fellows their fair 
share of the nondefense and civilian 
aluminum, hog it all to themselves, mak- 


` ing the end product out of their own ei- 


vilian ingot aluminum. Thus they starve 
out the little fellows. They cannot get 
but small quantities of civilian metal. 
Reynolds has done that, Alcoa has done 
that, Kaiser has done that, and these 
little fellows, these 17,000 fabricators, are 
dying on the vine. Every day we get 
complaints to the Judiciary Committee 
indicating how rough has been the 
treatment of these little fellows on the 
part of Alcoa, Reynolds, and Kaiser. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman has 
spoken on the need of the country for 
additional aluminum. I would like to 
ask the gentleman if it is not a fact 
that he, operating as the chairman of a 
great committee, in conjunction with 
certain governmental agencies has taken 
a very vigorous and definite position that 
there shall be no expansion of additional 
facilities by these three great companies 
he has named, hence he himself has 
stood in the way of the production of 
much needed aluminum? 

Mr. CELLER. No, indeed. I think the 
gentleman is in error. I do not object 
to granting to these companies a fair 
share of increased production. I said, 
“By all means give them some, but do 
not give them all of it.” Let the inde- 
pendents who propose to enter the field 
get their chance for their white alloy; 
give to them some of this new allocation 
for new production, but, as I indicated 
at the inception of my remarks, these 
independents cannot go forward, they 
cannot get the private capital to erect 
the plants because of the difficulties that 
I have touched upon. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
may proceed for one additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from In- 
diana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALLECK. May I say, first of all, 
I am glad to hear the gentleman’s state- 
ment, but my information has been that 
the gentleman has wanted to bring new 
companies in and has stood in the way 
of expanded facilities that we might 
otherwise have had. 

Let me say that I am the ranking mi- 
nority member of the House Committee 
on Small Business. I have served on that 
committee for a long time. I have satin 
hearings where the small fabricators 
have appeared before our committee and 
time and time again I have asked them 
specifically as to whether or not they 
have been discriminated against in the 
manner referred to by the gentleman 
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and almost without exception they have 
said no. 

Mr. CELLER. I would suggest that 
the gentleman read about 30 pages that 
were adduced before our committee and 
he will see how these fabricators have 
been deliberately discriminated against. 
Many of them came before our commit- 
tee and testified. Some were afraid to 
come fearing reprisals, either fancied or 
real, but the information indicated dis- 
crimination. 

Mr. HALLECK. When the gentleman 
speaks of 30 cases, I can show him hun- 
dreds of cases. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the pending amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto close at 3:30. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
MILLER] 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in support of the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Worcorrl. In the 9 
years I have been in Congress I do not 
think I have ever seen this language 
in a bill. I did see it in the so-called 
Spence bill that was introduced a couple 
of years ago, and I was amazed how far 
some people in Government wanted to 
go in controlling the lives and welfare 
of the people. 

Let me read this language again on 
pages 8 and 9: 

When in his judgment it will ald the na- 
tional defense, the President is authorized 
(1) to acquire by purchase, donation, con- 
demnation, or other means of transfer any 
real property, including facilities— 


And so forth. “Any real property” 
I do not think has ever been found in 
a bill. If it has been, I would be glad to 
yield to somebody to correct that state- 
ment. It seems to me that we gs Mem- 
bers of Congress and the courts ought to 
hold some control over these acquisitions 
of private property. The Committee on 
Armed Services does it. The Committee 
on Armed Services does not permit an 
airport to be constructed until the requi- 
sition comes before committee and is 
cleared for action. They do not allow 
the armed services to acquire any prop- 
erty until they come before them and 
say, “Here is what we would like to do. 
Is it all right to do? Is it all right?” 
An airport is not erected until the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services puts their 
stamp of approval upon it. 

Mr. Chairman, in this bill the Presi- 
dent of the United States would have a 
lot of power. You know, I have a great 
deal of respect for the office of the 
President of the United States, but 
sometimes the men, in my lifetime, who 
have occupied that office, have not 
suited me, and I know some of them 
occasionally write letters. They get in- 
digestion and they write a letter and 
threaten to kick somebody, a music 
critic or somebody else, and really want 
to hurt somebody, or they say that the 
Marines are just a bunch of policemen, 
and a few other things. I am serious 
about this. I say this with a little satire, 
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as you may see. In my judgment, per- 
mit me to say that I think we just lack 
somebody as President who measures up 
to the standards that ought to befit the 
office and I believe a lot of the people 
«in this country have lost confidence in 
the Chief Executive and in the State 
Department and others who formulate 
and help make this policy. There is a 
large group of individuals close to the 
administration who have well-defined 
socialistic ideas. One of these advisers 
today may have placed this far-reach- 
ing provision in this bill. This Presi- 
dential adviser was a Member of this 
House last year. He was always advo- 
cating ideas of socialism. Some Mem- 
bers of the House who fought for so- 
cialized medicine and more power to the 
President were defeated. 

Now, the gentlemen from New York 
and Georgia talk about the fear of not 
getting strategic materials if this section 
is modified. An examination of the bill 
shows strategic materials are taken care 
of in another section. I just feel this 
power of the President to seize property, 
private property without due process of 
law, is more power than a good President 
would want and certainly more than a 
weak one should have. 

I do not remember that we have ever 
given to the President this extreme 
power, the dictatorial power to acquire 
private property by condemnation, real 
property, if so, I should like to know in 
what bill it appears. 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. Existing law, quite 
apart from any emergency law or any 
war powers law, the law as it exists on 
the statute books of this country, gives 
the power to the President to condemn 
real property. It is in the statute books. 
It has been there for years, and was 
never invoked just as a war power or as 
an emergency power. This is only for 
the duration of the emergency. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. No; he 
cannot do that even under eminent do- 
main section without due process of law. 
There is nothing in these proposed broad 
powers which would protect private 
property by due process of law. It is far 
too much power for any one to have in 
free America. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
JAVITS]. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment perfecting the language 
sought to be stricken by the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Nebraska 
(Mr. BUFFETT]. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Javits: On 
page 9, line 1, after the word “defense”, insert 
“and upon the certification of the Director 
of Defense Mobilization that it is required 


for the national defense and is not other- 
wise obtainable.” 


Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment seeks to take the propo- 
nents of the original language at their 
word. It is not designed to effect by 
this bill social reforms in the United 
States, it is not designed to enable the 
United States to construct plants in 
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some particular field of endeavor, 
whether it is aluminum or artificial rub- 
ber or power, in order to supplement the 
existing normal economic machinery of 
the country. The intention of this 
amendment is solely and exclusively to 
deal with the problem, the unique and 
narrow problem of a situation where a 
munitions plant is necessary and cannot 
otherwise be obtained, and if Mr. Wil- 
son asks for it on that basis. So I have 
provided that the language should be 
perfected by saying it not only must be 
the President who thinks, in his judg- 
ment, that it shall be in aid of the na- 
tional defense effort, but the Director of 
Defense Mobilization, an official whose 
appointment must be approved by the 
other body, I hasten to point that out, 
if Mr. Wilson is not here it will have to 
be somebody else the other body has ap- 
proved with full cognizance of this pow- 
er, that he shall certify that it is neces- 
sary for the national defense and that 
it is not otherwise obtainable. Then and 
then only may the President exercise 
these powers. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. The gentleman said 
if it was necessary to erect a munitions 
plant. The gentleman does not intend 
to limit it just to munitions plants? 

Mr. JAVITS. Of course not. 

Mr, MULTER. To defense plants? 

Mr. JAVITS. To defense plants nec- 
essary to this effort, and only with this 
certification, not otherwise. 

Mr. MULTER. Is the gentleman’s 
amendment offered to the Wolcott sub- 
stitute? 

Mr, JAVITS. My amendment is being 
offered to perfect the language in the 
bill which is sought to be stricken. My 
understanding is that the parliamentary 
e will cause it to be voted on 

t. 

Mr. MULTER. That is in line with 
what I said to the gentleman who said 
perfecting language was necessary. 

Mr. JAVITS. I am for an all-out de- 
fense effort. I stand with Wilson and 
Baruch and the others who have ad- 
vocated that policy. This provision ap- 
parently is needed according to Mr. Wil- 
son for an all-out defense effort. Let 
us strictly limit it to that. Let us not 
go into any social arguments, but let us 
not cut out the power on the ground that 
we want to avoid social experiments 
and thereby hobble the defense effort. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. RANKIN]. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to call the attention of the House to one 
situation that has been entirely over- 
looked, and that is the fact that the 
Aluminum Co. of America is getting 95 
percent of its bauxite from South Amer; 
ica. There is not enough bauxite in 
country to supply the demand. 

The private aluminum companies 
have done a splendid job. The differ- 
ence between this industry and the 
power issue is that this is a private busi- 
ness and the power business is a public 
business, 
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But I want to call the attention of the 
House to the fact that it has been dis- 
covered from 25 to 40 percent of all clay 
isaluminum. As one fellow pointed out, 
an informed scientist on this subject, 
there is enough aluminum in the average 
large hill to supply the world. They 
have developed a process of extracting 
that aluminum from clay. The chances 
are that in the years to come these very 
people who have been carrying on the 
battle, the Aluminum Co. of America— 
ALCOA—and these other aluminum 
companies that have been doing this 
work, have blazed the way, if you please, 
for the greatest development in that re- 
spect the world has ever known, and 
that in the years to come houses will be 
built of aluminum just as streetcars are 
now. These houses will probably have 
brick veneer or stone veneer. 

We are entering upon a new day, and 
to say that the Government must take 
over the aluminum business and embark 
upon such a socialistic program might 
paralyze the development these private 
enterprises have wrought. That is the 
way I feel about it. 

Now, if you want to know, you can find 
some of these companies that have 
already manufactured aluminum from 
clay. They have blazed the way. The 
aluminum companies are not trying to 
hold down the use of aluminum. They 
are advocating its expansion all the time. 
We have gone a great deal further in 
this development than have those social- 
istic and communistic countries that 
would depend upon the government to 
operate these industries and stack the 
payrolls with a vast number of people 
to sit around and do nothing as you will 
find many of them doing in practically 
every bureau of this Government today. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has expired, 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. Towel. 

Mr. TOWE. Mr. Chairman, the diffi- 
culty I find with the provision of the bill 
now under discussion is that the law now 
provides, under Public Law 759 of the 
Eightieth Congress, which is the Selec- 
tive Service Act, ample authority for the 
President to take over any plant which 
he may need, after consultation with 
the National Security Resources Board 
wherever an order has been placed, and 
the goods have not been delivered—not 
only goods, but materials. Of course it 
is somewhat restrictive. It says that the 
materials sought must be for the use of 
the Armed Forces, or for the Atomic 


‘Energy Commission. But the language is 


very broad. I am certain under this law 
there is ample authority now in the Gov- 
ernment. 

In addition, there are other statutes 
under which we now proceed. We have 
before the Committee on Armed Services 
regularly requests for authorizations for 
expansion of plants, and those requests 
are granted when the committee feels 
they are necessary in the defense effort. 

Another great difference between the 
present law and the provision in this bill 
which, also, in my opinion, is one of the 
weaknesses of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Javits] is that the law now requires 
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specific projects to be authorized. There 
is no blank check to anyone, and cer- 
tainly if, in the interest of national de- 
fense, or our national security, any kind 
of plant is necessary, there is ample pro- 
vision in the law now to get it upon 
proper authorization by the proper com- 
mittee of the Congress. 

I think for this reason the language 
should be stricken from the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. KEATING]. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, if 
this amendment were in the condition 
which it was when first introduced by 
the gentleman from Nebraska, namely, 
to strike out all of this subsection (e), 
I would have had difficulty in support- 
ing it, because I do feel that the powers 
given to the President as contained in 
the present law should probably be ex- 
tended. It is to the wide, indeed, un- 
precedented extension of those powers 
contained in this section that I, take 
serious exception. 

The effect of the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Wotcort! is to strike out only the pro- 
visions of the first paragraph appearing 
at the top of page 9. In other words, he 
seeks to retain the language in the pres- 
ent law dealing with this subject which 
should be adequate to grant the neces- 
sary legitimate authority which the 
President needs. 

The issue presented here is fundamen- 
tal. It has to do with one’s basic philos- 
ophy. I appreciate that the term “so- 
cialism” has frequently been misused. 
The characterization “Socialist” has 
often been misapplied. Many people 
have been charged vith adhering to 
socialism who I do not believe genuinely 
hold that philosophy. For that reason, 
I refrain from attaching the label of 
Socialist on this legislative suggestion. 
But certainly there is inherent in the 
provisions of the first paragraph of this 
section everything which the most ardent 
social planners and believers in a 
planned and completely regimented 
economy, many of the very sincere, 
have been seeking for years to impose 
upon this country. It is the same type 
of legislation which is found in the laws 
of many other countries in Europe and 
other parts of the world, which has con- 
tributed greatly, in my view, to the plight 
in which those nations now find them- 
selves. 

I expect to vote for this bill on final 
passage. I have opposed some amend- 
ments which I feel would interfere with 
the orderly administration of the con- 
trol program. But Iam not able to sup- 
port such a sweeping delegation to the 
President of new and potentially danger- 
ous powers as are embraced within the 
scope of the language here. 

Unless we strike out this provision, the 
President will have authority any time 
he decides to do so to purchase plants 
in the name of the Government and if 
the owners will not sell them, take them. 
away and tell them they must go into 
court and sue the Government. That is 
bad enough but it is only the beginning. 
He will have power to take the money of 
the taxpayers and build plants and go 
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ahead and operate them. But even that 
is not all. He will have power to build 
warehouses to store the manufactured 
products, power to take over and operate 
railroads, trucking lines, or air freight 
facilities to transport them and finally 
power to market them which can only 
mean to engage in wholesale and even 
retail merchandising operations. I do 
not say that the President would neces- 
sarily exercise such broad powers. What 
I do say is that as a legislator, I cannot 
in good conscience support a provision 
in a bill which delegates to any one per- 
son even the Chief Executive, such un- 
precedented authority. The people look 
to this Congress to protect them against 
the seizure of their property and against 
the nationalization of their industries. 
They do not want that thing to happen 
here. It would be a blow to business, to 
labor and to the public. I do not pro- 
pose to aid such a movement by my vote. 
This amendment should be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 
from Illinois [Mrs. CHURCH]. 

Mrs. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of these two amendments, and 
in active warning to this House. I have 
listened for days to a debate which has 
sought to bring upon us the pressure of 
fear, which has urged us to vote in face 
of danger, and which has accordingly 
seemed to express fading faith in the 
principles by which we live. 

In two and a half minutes I simply 
wish to say that there is no hope of 
victory for us anywhere, no matter what 
our military strength may become, if we 
lose our integrity of purpose, if we lose 
faith in ourselves and in our principles, 
and if we lose our essential freedoms. 

This section of the bill would socialize 
industry, on which we have grown 
great—and which has won wars for our- 
selves and our allies as well as for our 
current enemy. I do not think we can 
afford for 1 minute to lose faith in 
this fact. What good will it do us to 
save the whole world if we lose our free- 
dom at home in doing it? We have been 
told that we are facing a defense effort 
of 25 to 30 or perhaps 50 years. We may in 
that time lose our fine habit of freedom. 
I refuse to believe that the American 
people cannot meet this present crisis 
with due protection of their own free- 
doms instead of holding out our arms, 
which are supposed to be strong, to put 
on economic or other shackles. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Illinois has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. DONDERO]. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield my 
time to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
HALLECK]. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

Taere was no objection. 

e CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
Yon “the gentleman from Indiana [Mr, 
HALLECK]. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I 
have been somewhat amused at the ef- 
forts of some of my good friends on the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Democratic side of the aisle to seek to 
impress us with the necessity of follow- 
ing, following blindly, the advice of Mr. 
Charlie Wilson because, they say, he 
happens to be a Republican. As some 
of them spoke I wondered where they 
were in support of him when certain 
leaders of organized labor walked out. 
Were they then supporting Mr. Wilson 
in his position? No. As a matter of 
fact, they were so conspicuous by their 
absence that the papers were full of 
reports that Mr. Wilson was going to 
throw in the sponge and quit the job. 

I suppose it comes naturally for some 
of you people, my good friends on the 
Democratic side of the aisle, to follow 
blindly measures that are sent down 
here by the executive branch, without 
taking a look at them on your own re- 
sponsibility as Members of this great 
legislative body. In my 17 years I have 
seen too much of that. For myself, I 
shall not blindly follow the counsel or 
demand of any man in the executive 
branch, Democrat or Republican; like- 
wise, if-a proposal happens to come from 
someone who is a Democrat in the 
executive branch I shall not blindly turn 
it down. That has been my record. If 
you want to follow along in a subservient 
course that is all right with me; you 
are the guardians of your own con- 
science. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. I yield. 

Mr. COX. I understand that Mr. 
Wilson was up here in the Capitol this 
morning blowing his hot breath upon 
the back of the necks of Members of 
Congress demanding the granting of the 
powers proposed in this bill. 

Mr. HALLECK. I understood he ad- 
dressed some meeting over here, but I 
was not invited to attend. You would 
have thought, perhaps—since I am ex- 
pected, because Mr. Wilson is a Repub- 
lican, to follow his advice—that I would 
have been invited over there to find out 
what it was, but I was not invited. 

Let me say this: Charlie Wilson is a 
great man, and, as the gentleman from 
Kentucky (Mr. Spence] said, symbolic 
of the great opportunity that exists in 
this country. I would be the last to 
deny that, but at the same time let me 
say that I think that just because he is 
a Republican and an eminent man does 
not justify me in saying without any 
question that whatever he asks I will 
grant. If you want to do that you can, 
but I am not going to. 

Let me say one other thing. I rec- 
ognized a long time back, as I came 
here in 1935, later as we went into World 
War II and since, that it is a very easy 
thing for people who try constantly to 
put their ideas across in the country in 
times like these, to wrap those ideas in 
the flag and say to us that because they 
are necessary for the defense of the 
country we must have them. I will go 
just as far as anyone in the defense of 
the country; yes, to win the wars we are 
in and to win the peace once we have 
won the war. We have had too many 
failures in that regard. But while I 
want to go along with everything that 
is necessary in the defense of the coun- 
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try, I am not going along in the granting 
of powers that to my mind seem dan- 
gerous or beyond those necessary, in the 
scheme of things, to the defense of our 
country. 

I saw demands made in peacetime, not 
in time of war like this, for Government 
money and authority to build steel plants 
in competition with private industry. 
I have seen demands in peacetime and 
in wartime for socialization of medicine, 
the socialistic Brannan farm program, 
and for all the other things that repre- 
sent in my opinion a complete change 
of our traditional way of life in this 
country. Can you blame me for looking 
with a little suspicion upon some of these 
proposals for added power that come to 
us? 

Again, may I say I do not challenge or 
question Mr. Wilson at all; I would be 
the last to do that. I say that in my 
opinion and on my responsibility the 
powers sought here by this additional 
language are not needed in the defense 
of the country, and I propose to sup- 
port the amendment., 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MCCORMACK] 
is recognized. 

(Mr. Gwinn asked and was given per- 
mission to yield his time to Mr. 
McCormack.) 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, it 
is, of course, interesting to listen to my, 
valued friend from Indiana [Mr. HAL- 
LECK] who certainly can make very ef- 
fective emotional appeals invariably dis- 
regarding and overlooking the fact that 
the people of their own choice in recent 
elections expressed a complete repudia- 
tion of the Republican leadership in the 
Congress of the past 20 years. They 
were in for 2 years only then the people 
had enough. 

The gentleman has portrayed a very 
beautiful picture about we Democrats 
absolutely and unconditionally follow- 
ing the orders of the President of the 
United States. If there is going to be 
any following instructions or suggestions 
or orders of anyone, I would rather fol- 
low an elected official than the National 
Association of Manufacturers or of pres- 
sure groups. Right outside this Cham- 
ber they are working day in and day out, 
while this bill has been up for considera- 
tion. Representatives of the pressure 
groups have been handing out amend- 
ments to Members to offer on the floor of 
the House to this bill. 

Reference is made to a meeting this 
morning. That meeting was in the open. 
I was not there because I was attend- 
ing another conference, but I would have 
been there if I had not been at the other 
conference. The meeting was in the 
open. There was no secret meeting. 
There was no occasion for Members be- 
ing called as I have seen in the last 4 
days out in the lobby to talk with lobby- 
ists and being handed amendments to 
oe back on the floor and offer to this 

i] 

Let us discuss this amendment briefly. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for a slight cor- 
rection? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I exclude the 
gentleman from Indiana from going out 
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there because he was not one of them. 
I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman spoke 
of the fact that the Republican leader- 
ship had not been approved in the coun- 
try in the last 20 years. 

Mr. McCORMACK. In Congress. 

Mr. HALLECK. Has the gentleman 
forgotten 1946? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I said for 2 years 
and then the people had enough. 

Let us talk about the provisions of 
the bill. We all agree that Charlie Wil- 
son is an outstanding gentleman, we all 
agree he is a Republican by politics, 
but over and above that, we all agree 
he is an American, as all of us are. 

Let us look at the language of the bill: 


When in his judgment— 


That is, the President— 


it will aid the national defense, the Presi- 
dent is authorized to acquire by purchase, 


That means you cannot get anything 
unless the other party agrees to sell. If 
I own a plant and the President in his 
judgment thinks it is important in con- 
nection with the national defense, he 
cannot take it from me by purchase un- 
less I agree to the purchase. Then there 
is the matter of donation. If I want to 
donate it as a voluntary act on my part 
all right, but this does not give him the 
power to make me donate. Then there 
is the word “condemnation.” Under 
condemnation, if I own a plant I can 
refuse to sell. Then they can condemn 
it and I can go into the courts and exer- 
cise my rights under the Constitution of 
the United States. The word “condem- 
nation” means court proceedings and 
no property can be taken without due 
process of law. 

There is nothing in the provisions of 
this particular section or paragraph 
which is inconsistent with due process. 
It is all connected with the defense, it 
is all connected with the erection and 
construction of plants and factories, not 
railroads, not hospitals, but plants, fac- 
tories, and so forth. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. YORTY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time allotted 
me may be given to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack]. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
there is no question of nationalization 
involved. It is a limited delegation 
under the circumstances during the 
emergency for the period of this bill. 

Let me call your attention to page 7 of 
the bill where it says: “as the President 
deems necessary.” That is the same 
language relating to another field. Then 
down on page 7 “if the President finds.” 
That is the same language, only ex- 
pressed differently. 

Turn to page 19. “Whenever in the 
judgment of the President,” that is the 
same language relating to another field 
of activity in the bill. 

Turn to page 20: “The President shall 
also prescribe the extent,” and so forth, 
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That is a delegation to the President of 
the United States. 

Let me turn to page 50: “Whenever the 
President deems such action to be in 
the interest of the national defense.” 
And on pages 72 and 73 similar language 
will be found. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. I would like to go 
back to page 9 and call the gentleman’s 
attention to the words he did not read 
“and to engage in the marketing, 
transportation, and storage of such ma- 
terials.” That does include railroads, it 
includes trucks and airplanes and any- 
thing else. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Oh, no. 

Mr. KEATING. It may. 

Mr. McCORMACK. No, not by the re- 
motest construction could it include rail- 
roads and transportation such as the 
gentleman has in mind. 

Mr. KEATING. I must dispute that. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Furthermore, the 
word “condemnation” means due process 
of law. The gentleman knows that. Am 
I right? 

Mr. KEATING. “Condemnation” 
means due process of law, but that is a 
different thing than engaging in market- 
ing and transportation. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes, but you are 
not objecting to that. 

Mr. KEATING. Yes, we are. We are 
seeking to strike that. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
from Nebraska did not object to that. 
The gentleman from Nebraska addressed 
himself to the first provision in the bill, 
but even under the language here the 
gentleman, in my opinion, respecting 
his views, interprets it incorrectly. That 
is my frank opinion. It does not in- 
clude railroads or air systems. It has 
relationship to other means of transpor- 
tation in connection with a plant. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. SIMPSON]. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I think the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts has, with 
complete forthrightness, put his finger 
on the reason why I am in favor of this 
amendment. He said repeatedly, as the 
bill does, that the President shall, the 
President may, and that if the President 
makes certain findings, then he shall 
proceed in accordance with the act. 

Now, the President has, today, too 
many duties imposed upon him; he 


makes too many mistakes, he must dele- . 


gate his authority. The Congress should 
not surrender its prerogatives to the 
President who, regardless of his merits 
or demerits, has to call upon the people 
who surround him to tell him what to 
do. Just as in my opinion Mr. Wilson 
has gone off the beam by reason of being 
surrounded with individuals who, if they 
worked for the General Electric Co. and 
wrote speeches for Mr. Wilson would be 
fired summarily if they did not stick to 
the facts any more closely than they 
did in preparing Mr. Wilson’s recent 
speech made to the American people to 
persuade them to write to their Con- 
gressmen. The speech is full of inaccu- 
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racies which Mr. Wilson could not have 
made, had he the time to write his 
speeches. 

Here we are talking about a bill which 
the American people are told will lead 
to lower costs, for the things they buy 
every day, and yet right now we are 
talking as we did yesterday about an 
item which, if included in the bill, would 
operate directly toward increasing the 
cost of living. It would authorize the 
President to go out and spend billions 
of dollars, and to spend that money 
when there was no proof whatsoever that 
the expenditure is necessary, but to 
spend it solely based on his finding, 
which in fact would be made by the 
bright young men surrounding him. 
That is what is worrying us. We all know 
in many fields today there is more pro- 
duction than the public can buy. And 
how do we know but that some New 
Dealer—and there ave some remaining 
in Government—might persuade the 
President that he should expand plants 
in competition with existing plants today 
which are not working, and thereby ex- 
pand our money, which will be infla- 
tionary, piled on top of the great in- 
debtedness we have today. Let us make 
this a real control bill by eliminating 
the provisions so obviously inflationary. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California 
(Mr. McKinnon]. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I 
think we should debate this matter a 
little bit more calmly, because it is a 
problem that is not a partisan issue. If 
we lose our security in this world, it is 
going to affect the Republicans every 
bit as much as it is going to affect the 
Democrats. If we lose our free-enter- 
prise system, it is going to hurt me every 
bit as much as it is going to hurt any- 
body of the opposition. 

It is a problem we should face on the 
facts of the matter. 

Let us go back and review what hap- 
pened in World War II. We know 
that production wins wars. We passed 
the Second War Powers Act, and under 
that act we helped develop production 
in this country to whip the Nazis. 
Under the War Powers Act we developed 
our entire synthetic-rubber production, 
the whole industry. Had we not had 
that synthetic-rubber production, we 
could have lost the war. We developed 
the entire magnesium program under 
the Second War Powers Act. Had we 
not had our magnesium, we could not 
have built the planes that helped to win 
the war. We expanded aluminum; we 
expanded steel. We built some 2,300 
plants, all told, to add to our produc- 
tive capacity. It was our productive 
power that won the war. 

After the war was over, what hap- 
pened to that nationalization of in- 
dustry? The President turned around 
and immediately started a disposal pro- 
gram. We tried to sell all of these 
plants. We did sell over 50 percent of 
them, scandalously enough at 30 cents 
on the dollar. But the point is that the 
administration moved out and started 
selling them and putting them back into 
the hands of private enterprise, where 
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they could be useful to private enter- 
prise. But a lot of industries turned 
down the offer because these plants held 
no profit for the future. 

We are faced with the same situation 
today. War moves on and technological 
processes improve. Today we are short 
of titanium, a very strategic metal, but 
a metal that offers no profit to any 
private enterprise producer after the 
emergency is over. Somebody has to de- 
velop it, and the only person willing to 
develop it is the Government, because 
there is no profit in producing it. We 
also need tungsten, but there is no pri- 
vate enterprise willmg to make that in- 
vestment. 

Free enterprise 1aeans there must be 
a profit. Unless there is a profit outlook 
private management does not have the 
right to take the stockholders’ money 
and invest it. But somebody has to de- 
velop it, and it is up to all of us—the 
Nation, the Government—to develop it. 

When we had this program under the 
War Powers Act of World War II, we 
showed, first, that we could increase pro- 
duction, and second, that we could re- 
store productive capacity to private en- 
terprise when the emergency was over. 

When we are facing a grave problem as 
to whether we should go one way or an- 
other way, why not give the benefit of 
the doubt to the safe side so that we 
can be sure that we have adequate war 
production, knowing full well that past 
performance is satisfactory guaranty 
against usurpation of power? ; 

Let us take no chance in adequate pro- 
duction to guarantee national defense, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MULTER]. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I think 
it was I who first mentioned Charlie Wil- 
son and his desire to have this provision 
in the bill. I did it not because I wanted 
any Republican to follow him blindly 
but because I wanted to show how inane 
was the argument raised by half a dozen 
Members on my left that this provision 
in the bill was instigated by Mr. Joe 
Stalin or some of his minions in the Con- 
gress, if you can find any here. Just as 
inane is the argument that you must not 
trust the President with these powers. 

The gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
Burrett] wants to strike out the entire 
provision. The gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. WoLrcorr] offers a substitute 
and, after making a vigorous argument 
that you cannot trust this President, we 
find in his language these words: “when 
in his judgment,” that is, the judgment 
of the President, “it will aid the national 
defense, the President is authorized” to 
do these things. 

If you can authorize him to do the 
things that the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. Wotcorr] says are all right, 
and which are only two of the four 
things in the bill, then I think it ought 
to be all right to give him the other 
powers, too. But what do you free- 
enterprise people want to take out if you 
take the Wolcott substitute? Provi- 
sion 3: 

The President in his judgment shall be 
authorized to operate, lease, license, or 
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otherwise manage, for the use of others of 
such plants, factories, and industrial fa- 
cilities, 


In other words, the language you are 
going to take out by the Wolcott substi- 
tute is going to prevent the President 
from permitting private enterprise to op- 
erate these very plants that private en- 
terprise will not build but which you will 
let the Government build. But if you 
adopt the Wolcott substitute, then you 
say the Government can do these things 
with its own money at its own expense 
which private enterprise will not, but 
that then you cannot let private enter- 
prise operate them. How absurd are 
we going to get? 

If Charles Wilson is all right, when 
he offers two items which the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Worcorril says are 
good, what is wrong with the other two? 

I attended the conference this morn- 
ing which was addressed by Mr. Charles 
E. Wilson. It was not seared by his hot 
breath, nor by that of anyone else who 
addressed us, and that included James 
Carey, talking for CIO, A. F. of L., and 
the Railroad Brotherhoods, Cy Ander- 
son, talking for the Railway Labor Exec- 
utives Association, and William Green, 
talking for the A. F. of L, 

I heard no demands from Mr. Wilson. 
Talking as an American citizen, serving 
his country, not as big business, not as a 
Republican, but as an American, he did 
what his sworn duty requires of him. 
He frankly said: 

I want to do a job for my country. If 
you want me to do it do not tie my hands, 
Give me the tools with which to work. I 
am a law-abiding person. I can act only 


in accordance with the law the Congress 
enacts. Please 


Said Mr. Wilson— 
give me by law the authority I need. 


The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. WIDNALL]. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, for 
years and years the teeming millions of 
Europe have sought refuge and resi- 
dence here on our shores. They come 
here because the torch of liberty at the 
entrance of New York Harbor has signi- 
fied to them freedom of action and of 
opportunity that is not available any- 
where else in the world. We all know 
that. What I cannot understand is 
how so many here in this country be- 
come swayed by alien philosophies and 
all of a sudden find attractive the types 
of governments that exist in those coun- 
tries which so many people have left. 
We have seen example after example 
in recent years in the adoption of laws 
here in this country, laws that smack 
of the same alien philosophies of coun- 
tries across the seas, laws with a social- 
istic background. 

One of the very tragic things today is 
the fact that so many of our Represent- 
atives, when they leave these shores, and 
go to foreign nations become actually 
apostles of the foreign nations and not 
of the great country in which we live. 

This amendment would carry things 
too far. It would give far too much 
power to the -President of the United 
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States. I believe the Wolcott amend- 
ment should be adopted because that 
would take care of the matters that are 
urgently needed in this emergency. I 
ask you, please, if you do consider adopt- 
ing the amendment which has been 
offered in the committee bill to include 
the Javits amendment which would give 
the declaration of intent which is also 
urgently needed. I am sure those who 
are opposing this on both sides of the 
aisle are not doing so for partisan polit- 
ical purposes, as alleged by several of 
the gentlemen who have spoken here 
today. The opposition is not just here 
in the House of Representatives, but 
with the American people. It is very 
well known on the other side of the aisle 
that the people of America have not 
risen in support of this bill because they 
mistrust giving added authority to the 
leadership at this time. The House is 
expressing the will of the American 
people. 

SURGEON WHO WIELDS THE KNIFE SHOULD WANT 

THE PATIENT TO LIVE 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas IMr. 
PATMAN]. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, often- 
times we have a surgeon in the House, 
the same as we have in hospitals. In this 
case our surgeon is our good friend, the 
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. Bur- 
FETT]. He wants to perform a major 
operation on this bill. If his amend- 
ment is adopted, I do not think he would 
vote for the bill. I think he is against 
the bill. He does not want this bill to 
live or to exist. So may I warn you that 
the surgeon who wields the knife should 
want the patient to live. Many of the 
amendments that will be offered will be 
offered by Members who will want to kill 
this bill. We should watch and consider 
that. 

There is nothing revolutionary about 
this proposal. It is just exactly the same 
asin World War II. We won World War 
II because we cooperated. Personally, I 
am not criticizing any Member of the 
House, but I do not see how any Member 
can vote against this amendment that 
has been proposed by the committee 
without voting against national defense, 
You must give the Executive the power 
to properly protect our country and give 
it national security. 

I ask you to read the language: 

That the President may erect facilities for 
the purpose— 

They all restrict it— 


for the purpose of manufacturing materials 
necessary to the national defense, 


Every bit of it is necessary to the na- 
tional defense. 

The President may engage in the market- 
ing, transportation, and storage of such ma- 
terials, for the purpose of national defense, 


“For the purpose of national defense.” 
You cannot vote against the proposal 
without voting against and crippling the 
President's efforts to properly safeguard 
this country and against national de- 
fense. This is necessary for national 
defense. 
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I hope you vote down the amendments 
that have been offered. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlemen from Texas [Mr. Patman] has 
expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. Spence] to close 
debate on the pending amendments. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, one of 
the chief objectives of the Constitution 
of the United States, as stated in the 
preamble, is to provide for the common 
defense. It empowers the legislative 
branch of the Government by law to take 
such steps as will secure the defense of 
our Nation. In conformity with that 
policy this amendment has been intro- 
duced. 

We have been told that the power 
of eminent domain is a dangerous power 
to give to the President. The power of 
eminent domain can only be exercised in 
conformity with the Constitution. No 
property can be taken without the due 
process of law. No property can be 
taken without just compensation. We 
are giving to the President the power that 
the Government itself has now. We are 
giving to the President the power that 
every State in the Union has; that every 
political subdivision of the State has. 
Every municipality has the power of 
eminent domain, to condemn land for 
purposes incident to the use of the cities 
or its subdivisions. Every school dis- 
trict has that power. Why should we 
look upon that as a power that we should 
not entrust the President with? The 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WoL- 
cott] says that this power may include 
authority to take over the railroads of 
the country. The railroads themselves 
have the power of eminent domain. 
There is nothing here that would indi- 
cate that he could take over the rail- 
roads. It simply gives him an oppor- 
tunity to use the means of transporta- 
tion. There is no authority in this act 
to condemn the facilities of transporta- 
tion. 

You have made a mountain out of a 
mole hill. Why you have done it, I do 
not know. You are going to cripple the 
defense effort. You are going to refuse 
to give Mr. Wilson, who I do not think is 
such an enthusiastic Republican at this 
time, the power that he deems necessary 
to successfully carry out the objectives 
of the defense program. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 
ABUSES IN THE ENFORCEMENT OF REGULATION W 


Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, some aspects of the Federal 
Reserve Board’s administration of its 
powers to regulate installment credit 
sales have just come to my attention 
and I want to relay this information to 
the House, 
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Now, I want to make it clear that in 
the present emergency and necessity for 
mobilization for American defense, I be- 
lieve there is a necessity for controls. I 
believe also that we should use indirect 
controls together with direct controls. 
I do not believe that we should hold off 
on direct controls until indirect controls 
are fully used. I believe in using them 
simultaneously and in doing everything 
necessary to hold the line in prices and 
in rolling back prices where possible. 
but our great difficulty is in the enforce- 
ment of these controls—direct or in- 
direct. 

In the report of the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, on page 29, at- 
tention is called to regulation W, and it 
is pointed out in the report that the Fed- 
eral Reserve has been “unduly harsh 
and unyielding in administering con- 
sumer credit controls.” It further points 
out the Board’s position in this respect 
was “intractable.” 

Much of the evils that our people have 
endured during the past years under the 
administration’s bureaucracy has been 
in the administration of the law. I wish 
to point out today some of the reprehen- 
sible practices that have been used in 
the administration of regulation W. 

Now I believe that it is necessary to 
maintain and enforce regulation W,. to 
limit credit during these times of danger 
to our country, but I wish to point out 
some examples of the administration of 
regulation W which are an abomination. 
I do not believe such action was ever 
intended by the Congress in granting 
these powers to the Federal Reserve 
Board, and I have documentary evidence 
to support this charge. Government 
Peeping Toms are actually prying into 
the financial intimacies of private citi- 
zens in an effort to flush out the con- 
sumer violators of installment-credit 
controls. 

There are few people in this country 
who have not at one time or other used 
installment credit. In some cases it is 
used from sheer necessity and in others 
as a sound business practice. Almost 
a fourth of the buying public is always 
using installment credit to obtain the 
things they need, while over a period of 
2 or 3 years more than 50 percent of 
the people will have made use of this 
convenient method for buying furniture, 
refrigerators, vacuum cleaners, and tele- 
visions. 

In times of stress and in cases where 
the buyer cannot meet his monthly ob- 
ligation on the installment plan, he tele- 
phones the merchant and explains the 
situation and in most cases they agree 
on terms that ease the buyer’s present 
financial pressures. In some cases, par- 
ticularly where the merchant has known 
the customer over a long period, the mer- 
chant might agree to forego payments 
altogether for a month or two. In other 
words, that has been a strictly private 
matter between the customer and the 
merchant and we have done pretty well 
in this country over the years through 
this mutual respect and honor, 

The Federal Reserve Board has 
changed this relationship between the 
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merchant and the customer. The Board 
insists that the customer, in cases where 
he can’t meet the payments, come into 
the store ari sign what amounts to a 
pauper’s oath. 

Any law which pushes the little people 
around or which degrades them is con- 
trary to the law of decency and the spirit 
of our Constitution. The Federal Re- 
serve Board pushes the little fellow 
around. The administration of Regula- 
tion W, of course, does not apply to 
wealthy people. They can buy all the 
televisions they want because they have 
the cash, and they can borrow all the 
money they want, provided they make 
bank loans in excess of $2,500. Only 
bank loans under $2,500 are covered by 
regulation W. 

I have seen a large number of these 
paupers’ oaths which the Federal Re- 
serve Board requires of lower-income 
groups who cannot meet their monthly 
payments on such things as a refrigera- 
155 Believe me, they make dreary read- 

The Federal Reserve Board forces 
these decent, honest, and hard-working 
American citizens to come to the office 
of the merchant and state in writing the 
reasons why they cannot keep up their 
monthly payments or why, for a particu- 
lar month, the payment will not be as 
high as they had originally agreed to 
make. The customer is forced to go into 
great detail in explaining the reasons why 
he seeks a new arrangement with the 
merchant. In ninety-nine out of a hun- 
dred cases the merchant is embarrassed 
since he can see no reason why Govern- 
ment should make a major production 
out of a simple transaction. 

There is no question in these cases of 
repossession of the goods. The mer- 
chant may have known the customer for 
20 years and he probably learned of sick- 
ness in the house long before the cus- 
tomer got around to asking for a new 
arrangement for payment. In any case, 
the merchant never had any intention of 
degrading the customer by asking him to 
put in writing the financial intimacies 
— — brought about his present difficul- 

es. 

Today, the customer must sign a state- 
ment showing that at the time of his 
original agreement with the merchants 
he fully intended to carry out his part of 
the contract. He must sign a statement 
declaring that, at the moment, he cannot 
possibly make the payment which is due 
and which may be as little as $10. He 
must give a detailed explanation of his 
private life to show what caused the 
change in his finances. 

The customer is further reminded that 
violators of regulation W are subject to 
& year in jail or a $5,000 fine or both. 

Once signed by the customer, these 
paupers’ oaths must be kept on file by 
the merchant where they can be 
snatched at any time of day or night by 
agents of the Federal Reserve Board. 
They must be kept for the sole purpose 
of Federal Reserve Board scrutiny. 
That is the way the Board interprets the 
law which the Congress passed last fall. 

A private citizen’s financial difficulties, 
therefore, become public property and 
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can be used against him any time the 
Federal Reserve Board sees fit. 

I know that it is difficult for reason- 
able men and women to believe that 
such things are happening in America. 
I, myself, could. not believe it until I saw 
the Federal Reserve Board’s own regu- 
lations and the paupers’ oaths in the 
original handwriting of those who 
signed them. The records of only one 
store were passed on to me in confidence. 
Obviously, it is not my intention to make 
public the names of those who were so 
degraded. I can assure any Member of 
the House, however, that originals of 
these statements will be transferred to 
his office if he wants documentary proof 
of the truth of my allegations. 

This is not a sectional problem. It is 
not happening in one State or one dis- 
trict. It is happening all over the coun- 
try. : 

The Federal Reserve Board does not 
call these statements paupers’ oaths. 
They are too smart for that. The Board 
calls them a statement of changed con- 
ditions. Let me quote from the Board’s 
own regulations: 

The requirements of a statement of 
changed conditions will be complied with 
only if the registrant (the store) accepts in 
good faith a written statement signed by 
the obligor (the customer) that the con- 
templated refinancing is necessary in order 
to avoid undue hardship upon the obligor or 
his dependents resulting from contingencies 
that were unforeseen by him at the time of 
obtaining the original credit or which were 
beyond his control, which statement also 
sets forth briefly the principal facts and 
circumstances (1) with respect to the orig- 
inal credit and (2 with respect to such con- 
tingencies, and specifically states in addi- 
tion that the contemplated refinancing is 
not pursuant to a preconceived plan or an 
intention to evade or circumvent the re- 
quirements of this regulation. 


There you have it. The customer 
must come into the store and furnish 
the merchant with the intimate details 
of his financial standing. The merchant 
must keep the information on file in the 
event Federal Reserve Board bank in- 
vestigators walk in and want to see them. 
The customer must state in writing that 
he is so broke that he can’t afford to pay 
$10. In other words, he is a pauper. 

Let me read into the Recorp some of 
the statements signed by people who 
cannot pay, in many cases poor, unfor- 
tunate people who can hardly write. 
Here is one from a man whose name 
would indicate he is of Greek descent. 
He writes out in longhand: 

I was unable to meet the terms of the con- 
tract due to the fact that my income was 
not what I expected it to be and my expenses 
have increased since I moved to my new 
apartment. I will be able to pay $29 a 
month hereafter. 


You will notice that the man’s words 
are a rearrangement of the same words 
used by the Federal Reserve Board in its 
provisions covering this section of the 
regulation. Obviously, then, the mer- 
chant here had to prompt the customer, 
being sure to use the fancy jargon sug- 
gested by the Federal Reserve Board. 

Here is a statement from a woman: 

The reason that I cannot keep up my pay- 
ments is because my husband and I were 
both ill. I would like to lower my payments 
for a while until we both get on our feet. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


See for yourself the indignity heaped 
on this woman by a stupid, cold-blooded 
administration of a law that forces her 
to come crawling on her hands and 
knees in a petition for a rearrangement 
of her finances. 

Let me read another one of these 
paupers’ oaths. Remember, I have the 
original of these in my office and any 
Member of Congress can see them if he 
wants proof that the Federal Reserve 
Board is building up a police state, just 
as they did in Italy and Germany, and 
as they have it in Russia today. 

This is the case of a woman who owes 
the store $215, on which her monthly 
payments are about $15. She pleads for 
a lower monthly payment and, under 
the law as interpreted by the Federal 
Reserve Board, writes the following: - 

On August 21, 1950, I sustained an injury 
while at work which resulted in a ruptured 
cartilage on my right knee. Medical ex- 
penses incurred in an effort to get myself in 
condition to return to work and also pay- 
ment for services necessary to keep my 
household running have necessitated use of 
money I should have originally used to pay 
this bill. 


Extracts from these original state- 
ments should be enough to outrage any- 
one’s sense of justice and to prove that 
the Federal Reserve Board, staffed with 
economists and lawyers, has lost the hu- 
man touch and puts law above the dig- 
nity of the individual. 

I submit these three documented cases 
to the House as examples of the high- 
handed methods employed by the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board in its interpretation 
of regulation W. They constitute out- 
rageous treatment of decent citizens and 
nowhere in the world today, outside of 
Russia and her satellite countries, will 
you find such violations of the right to 
privacy. The whole spirit and letter of 
the Constitution guarantee the individ- 
ual security in his home, possessions, and 
person. The Federal Reserve Board's 
administration of this law violates every 
known concept of American liberty. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. Burretr] has 
moved to strike certain language from 
the bill beginning with line 25 on page 8 
through line 20, page 9. The gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Wotcott] has of- 
fered a motion which he labeled a substi- 
tute, but which in reality is a motion to 
strike out and insert. The gentleman 
from New York (Mr. Javits] has offered 
a perfecting amendment. 

Under the rules the perfecting amend- 
ment will be voted upon first; the mo- 
tion to strike out and insert will be voted 
upon next; and, should the amendment 
by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr, 
Wotcorr] be adopted, the motion made 
by the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
BuFFETT] would fall. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HALLECK. Is the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Javits] an amendment to the Wol- 
cott substitute or to the Buffett amend- 
ment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 


from New York [Mr, Javits] has offered 
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a perfecting amendment to the text of 
the bill; it is not an amendment to the 
Wolcott amendment. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend- 
ments may be read before they are voted 
on. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New York (Mr. Javits]. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. JAvirs: Page 9, 
line 1, after the word “defense”, insert “and 
upon certification of the Director of Defense 
Mobilization tht it is required for the na- 
tional defense and is not otherwise obtain- 
able.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment, 

The amendment was agreed to, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question recurs 
on the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Michigan [Mr. Wotcorr], 
which the Clerk under the unanimous- 
consent agreement will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. WOLCOTT as a 
substitute for the amendment offered by Mr, 
BUFFETT: Page 8, line 25, strike out subsec- 


tion (e) and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

“(e) When in his judgment it will ald the 
national defense, the President is authorized 
to install additional equipment facilities, 
processes, or improvements to plants, fac- 
tories, and other industrial facilities owned 
by the United States Government, and to 
install Government-owned equipment in 
plants, factories, and other industrial facili- 
ties owned by private persons.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Worcorr) 
there were—ayes 125, noes 116. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. Wotcorr 
and Mr. PATMAN. 

The Committee again divided; and the 
tellers reported that there were—ayes 
159, noes 139. 

So the amendment was agreed to, 

The CHAIRMAN. Accordingly the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. BUFFETT] falls. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Cooter: Page 
8, line 1, strike out all of paragraph 2, re- 
number the present paragraph 3 to con- 
form, and after the word “material” in line 
13 add the words “other than an agricultural 
commodity.” 


Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for five 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
proposition presented by my amend- 
ment is so simple and well understood by 
the membership of the House that it 
occurs to me that it should not take us 
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very long to reach a decision and to dis- 

pose of it. The purpose of my amend- 

ment is to strike out of this bill any au- 

thority to pay subsidies to the producers 

5 processors of agricultural commodi- 
es. 

A day or two ago I notified the Mem- 
bers of the House that I would offer this 
amendment. I called attention to the 
fact that the authorization contained 
in this bill and which I would propose to 
strike out, would be all the authority 
necessary to put into effect the program 
which came to be generally known as 
the Brannan plan. Actually I do not 
believe that the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, Mr. Brannan, is in any way re- 
sponsible for the provision which I have 
referred to and which will be affected 
by my amendment. Yet, at the same 
time, the authority in this bill would 
confer upon the President the right to 
pay subsidies in such amounts and man- 
ner as he determines wise or necessary. 
The authorization is limited. The au- 
thority, furthermore, would give to the 
President the right to use subsidies for 
the purpose of increasing prices, main- 
taining prices, or even decreasing prices 
under certain circumstances. The pro- 
vision actually deals with processors of 
agricultural commodities but if subsi- 
dies are paid to processors of agricul- 
tural commodities the effect would be 
immediately felt by the producers of ag- 
ricultural commodities. 

To show you how far afield some of 
our experts have gone in deciding what 
is an agricultural commodity and when it 
loses its agricultural attributes and be- 
comes impressed with the attributes of 
industry, we are told that peanuts in the 
Shell are agricultural commodities but 
when taken from the shell they have 
been processed, and are no longer re- 
garded as an agricultural commodity. 

Spinach as such is an agricultural 
commodity, but when it is wrapped in 
cellophone it becomes a processed com- 
modity. 

This provision is wholly unnecessary. 
I do not know a single farm leader in 
America who wants or who has asked 
for subsidies for the agricultural peo- 
ple of this country. I do not know a 
single farmer anywhere in America who 
wants such a subsidy program. All the 
farmers of this Nation want is a fair 
price in the market place. 

When I say “a fair price” I must con- 
fess that I regard parity as a fair price. 
I do not think that any friend of agri- 
culture could stand here and urge any 
price above parity or any support price 
which would bring to the farmers an in- 
come about the level of parity. 

If I may just have your attention for 
a moment, I should like to recall some- 
thing that we all have known about, 
that is, that we did have, over the ob- 
jections of farmers and farm organiza- 
tions, a subsidy program in World War 
II. Here are the figures. 

The subsidy which was paid to proc- 
essors of agricultural commodities out 
of the Federal Treasury through the Re- 
construction Finance Corporation and 
the Commodity Credit Corporation 
amounted to $4,843,750,000, almost $5,- 
000,000,000 taken out of the Treasury 
and paid in subsidies, Actually the sub- 
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sidy was not a farm subsidy, it was a 
consumer subsidy. Actually that $5,- 
000,000,000 was paid on the grocery bills 
of the people of this Nation, yet it was 
all charged up to agriculture. Every- 
body says, “Look what agriculture is re- 
ceiving as gifts and grants from the Fed- 
eral Treasury.” I do not know an up- 
standing farmer in America who wanted 
one of those checks. Certainly no farm 
leader of intelligence ever advocated the 
issuance of those checks, To show you 
what happens, when you start to subsi- 
dize one commodity there is no end to 
it, These are the World War II con- 
sumer food subsidies paid by the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation: 

Dairy production $1, 204, 632, 000 
COE OATES — 67, 624, 000 


— R 38, 130, 000 
Beef * 1 36, 876, 000 
Wheat for feed 238, 412, 000 
Wheat for alcohol 22, 700, 000 
Vegetables for processing 86, 481, 000 
Fruits for processing 75, 121, 000 
Soybean oll. 96, 987, 000 
Peanut butter (roll-back) 19, 466, 000 
URE ASA A 115, 445, 000 
Sheep and lambs 43, 225, 000 
8 13, 000, 000 
Frozen vegetables 3. 466, 000 
. EE E 3, 230, 000 
Vegetable oil and meal. 6, 904, 000 
Shortenng 1. 918, 000 
Coffee and cocoa - 7, 230, 000 


There was a total paid through the 
Commodity Credit Corporation of $2,- 
700,469,000. 

To the RFC: Meat payments to the 
slaughterers to absorb meat price roll- 
backs of 10 percent ordered by OPA, 
$1,548,295,000. 

On flour $347,823,000. 

On butter $181,618,000, 

On sugar $25,011,000. 

On coffee $40,534,000. 

Or a total through RFC $2,143,281,000. 

Or a grand total of $4,843,'750,000. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe we 
want to intentionally embark upon such 
a program as this, when no part of agri- 
culture has asked for it. Why is this 
power desired? I think the Congress 
knows why. The purpose of my amend- 
ment is to say, in effect, that there 
should be no subsidies paid to agricul- 
ture. Let agriculture stand on its own 
feet with the program which it now has. 

In the second place I want to point 
out to this committee that no subsidy 
is needed. We have already provided a 
very broad and comprehensive price- 
support program. That is all that agri- 
culture wants and it is all that agricul- 
ture has asked for, and all that agri- 
culture needs, 

To show you what happens when one 
committee steps out of its field into the 
jurisdiction of another committee—if 
any such additional power is needed, our 
committee, by the act of 1949, has al- 
ready provided in the support program 
itself this language: 

Sec. 402. Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this act, price support at a level 
in excess of the maximum level of price sup- 
port otherwise prescribed in this act may 
be made available for any agricultural com- 
modity if the Secretary determines, after a 
public hearing of which reasonable notice 
has been given, that price support at such 
increased level is necessary in order to pre- 
vent or alleviate a shortage in the supply 
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of any agricultural commodity essential to 
the national welfare or in order to increase 
or maintain the produtcion of any agricul- 
tural commodity in the interest of national 
security. The Secretary's determination and 
the record of the hearing shall be available 
to the public. 


That gives the Secretary of Agriculture 
the authority, through the price-support 
program, to increase these price sup- 
ports, not only to 90 percent of parity, 
not only to parity, but if the national 
security and defense requires it, he can 
go beyond parity. 

I ask the members of the commit- 
tee whether or not they were conscious 
of this authority in existing law at the 
time the provision in the bill under con- 
sideration was written. I do not believe 
that Secretary Brannan, knowing that 
he had this power, which I have just 
referred to, has recommended to the 
committee that you put into the bill 
om provision which I am trying to strike 
ou j 

If Secretary Brannan made that rec- 
ommendation, I would like everyone to 
bear in mind that if he did, it is still 
the Brannan plan—to use this authority 
and use unlimited amounts of money to 
pay subsidies. 

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? \ 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. : 

Mr. BARDEN. The gentleman, of 
course, is chairman of the Committee 
on Agriculture. Has his amendment re- 
ceived the consideration of the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture? t 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes, sir; I am glad the 
gentleman mentioned that. I know that 
the gentleman and the Members of the 
House know that our committee is com- 
posed of 30 members. I can say hon- 
estly, frankly, and sincerely that in dis- 
cussing this amendment not the slight- 
est consideration was given to partisan 
politics. It was discussed by men who 
are intensely interested in the welfare 
of agriculture and in the welfare of 
the people of this Nation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. ; 

Mr. COOLEY. I was authorized by 
the committee to present this amend- 
ment in behalf of the Committee on Ag- 
riculture. I think it will be supported 
by the entire membership. I am not 
conscious of any opposition to it, and I 
do not see how any Member could insist 
on retaining this power in this bill. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kentucky. 

Mr. SPENCE. Did the Committee on 
Agriculture also consider the question of 
roll-backs on manufactured products? 

Mr. COOLEY. No, sir. I will come 
to that. 

Mr. SPENCE. You mean that they 
sponsored it without consideration? 

Mr. COOLEY. That was only for the 
stopgap legislation. I explained to the, 
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House 2 or 3 days ago that we decided 
we should not go beyond the field of ag- 
riculture. 

Mr. SPENCE. Did you sponsor that 
without any consideration? 

Mr. COOLEY. Oh, no. We consid- 
ered it very thoroughly. I offered it with 
the consent of our committee. 

Why do you not cross the roll-back 
bridge when we come to it? This is 
subsidies. This is the Brannan plan. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from West Virginia. 

Mr, BAILEY. Is not the gentleman’s 
committee presently requesting a sub- 
sidy of about $70,000,000 for sugar? 

Mr. COOLEY. No. I will talk about 
the sugar program later. During the 
life of the sugar program the Federal 
Treasury has made a profit of $248,- 
000,060. 

Mr. BAILEY. I just wanted to make 
sure the gentleman was not for one kind 
of subsidy and was for another kind on 
another product. 

Mr. COOLEY. Oh, no. That is not 
a subsidy at all, We took away from 
sugar producers $248,000,000 more than 
we gave to them. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. In the com- 
mittee there was a division of votes on 
this amendment that is in the commit- 
tee bill. The vote was 11 to 11. I wish 
to state that I was one of the 11 who 
voted against the amendment. I made 
@ speech on the 5th. I said I thought 
it ought to be amended to cover critical 
materials, and nothing else. I still take 
that position. I have always been 
against subsidies, 

Mr. COOLEY. There is nothing in 
my amendment which would prevent 
subsidies on strategic materials. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has 
again expired. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
may proceed for two additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. I understood the gen- 
tleman to say that he believes in parity 
as a fair price for all agricultural prod- 
ucts. Does that include livestock? 

Mr. COOLEY. As far as I am con- 


cerned, I am willing to stand on the 


parity formula and the effect of the 
parity formula, but the beef cattlemen 
have contended all through the years 
that it is not a fair formula. As far as 
I am concerned, I am willing to admit 
that it is fair, because they have not 
appeared before the committee and at- 
tempted to show that it was not fair. 

Mr. MULTER. You see, I am only 
a Brooklyn cowboy, and I do not know 
about all of these parity questions, 
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Will the gentleman tell me this: If 
the parity formula does take into effect 
all increases in cost, and includes a fair 
profit? 

Mr. COOLEY. That is right. When 
we had the stopgap legislation before 
Wi 

Mr. POAGE. 
yield right there? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. When the gentleman 
says that parity includes a profit, parity 
does not involve a profit at all. Parity 
is based not upon even what is a fair 
price or a profit price. It is merely the 
relationship between what the products 
of the farm will buy, with what the 
products of industry will buy. 

Mr. MULTER. Perhaps my econom- 
ics have gone awry; but does not a 
fair price include a fair profit? Can 
you have a fair price without a fair 
profit being included? 

Mr. COOLEY. Well, I assume that 
parity does reflect a profit. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITTEN. As a matter of fact, 
parity, as it is figured in all farm com- 
modities, has never been intended as a 
fair price. It has only been fixed by the 


Will the gentleman 
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Congress as a floor below which the price 
should not be permitted to go. It never 
has reflected the cost of production, 
much less a fair profit. It is a floor 
below which if the price went it would 
wreck the whole economy. 

Mr. COOLEY. Let me say in conclu- 
sion, to try to impress you with the sin- 
cerity of our committee, when the stop- 
gap legislation was here it was pointed 
out that if we permitted commodities 
then below parity to rise above parity, 
there could not be roll-backs. You will 
recall that I offered an amendment to 
the amendment, the effect of which was 
to provide that when an agricultural 
commodity reached parity it could be 
frozen there. 

Mr. MULTER. The parity formula is 
one that is given to us by the farmers, 
is it not? 

Mr. COOLEY. It was authorized by 
law and is generally accepted by farm- 
ers, The support program is to agri- 
culture what the minimum-wage law is 
to labor. I urge you to consider and 
approve my amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I call attention to the 
latest figures issued by the Department 
of Agriculture regarding parity prices. 
The information was made available on 
June 15, 1951. It will be noted that only 
five commodities are above parity. I 
hope that this information will be con- 
sidered by the membership of the House, 
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Cotton is above parity because there 
is an unprecedented demand both at 
home and abroad for American cotton. 
When the current crop comes to mar- 
ket, the picture will be quite different 
from what it is today. Cotton farmers 
will do well to even get parity. 

Beef is above parity because of an 
unprecedented domestic demand for cer- 
tain types of beef. Veal calves are above 
parity for the same reason. Sheep, 
lambs, and wool are above parity be- 
cause there is a natural deficit and a 
domestic shortage. 

I urge you to look carefully at these 
figures and you will realize what the 
true picture is. In conclusion, may I 
emphasize the fact that farm income 
has been definitely on the decrease for 
the past 3 years and there is no real 
reason why we should become agitated 
or excited over the fact that five agri- 
cultural commodities are now tempo- 
rarily above parity. 

I hope, Mr. Chairman, that my amend- 
ment will be carefully considered and 
will be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has 
again expired. 

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle- 
man from Iowa yield for a parliamentary 
inquiry? 

Mr. TALLE. I yield. 

Mr. McCARTHY. This subject mat- 
te: falling within the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Agriculture I wonder 
whether the Chair would consider recog- 
nizing members of that committee first. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
have recognized someone from that 
committee had he been on his feet in 
opposition, but there was no one on his 
feet at the time. The Chair has recog- 
nized the gentleman from Iowa for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
wil the gentleinan yield? 

Mr. TALLE. I yield briefly. 

Mr CUNNINGHAM. I think prob- 
ably this parity de.inition should be 
cleared up. I may not be correct on it, 
but my understanding is that parity 
means that the money the farmer re- 
ceives for agricultural products should 
bear the same relationship in purchas- 
ing power to the money received from 
nonagricultural products; for example, 
if during the old parity period, 1909-14, 
a bushel of corn sold for enough money 
to buy a work shirt, then a bushel of 
corn in 1951 should sell for enough 
money to buy a similar work shirt, 
whether the shirt today costs a dollar 
and a half, two dollars, or two and a half, 
although in 1909-14 it might have sold 
for £0 or 75 cents, In other words, the 
purchasing power of a bushel of corn 
should have the same power that it had 
during the normal base period, Is that 
correct? 

Mr. TALLE. That is correct. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
in view of the gentleman’s yielding to 
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me, I ask unanimous consent that he 
may proceed for five additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, there is 
testimony in the hearings that applies 
directly to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina who 
is chairman of the Committee on Agri- 
culture; I refer to page 297 of part 1. 
At that point the following colloquy 
took place between myself and Mr. Di- 
Salle: 

Mr. TALLE. Mr. DiSalle, I was present as 
a member of the so-called watchdog com- 
mittee set up under the Production Control 
Act of 1950 when you made your first re- 
port to that committee. I asked two ques- 
tions then which I should like to repeat 
now, if I may. 

First, are you contemplating the use of 
rationing in connection with present con- 
trol? 

Mr. DISaLLE. Not at this time. 

Mr. TALLE. You have not changed your 
mind about that? 

Mr. DISALLE. I have not. 

Mr. Brown. I did not understand your 
question. 

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Brown, I asked if he was 
contemplating the use of rationing in con- 
nection with price control. 

The second question, Mr. DiSalle, is, are 
you contemplating the use of consumer sub- 
sidies? 

Mr. DISAaLLE. We are not. 

Mr. TALLE. Then you have not changed 
your mind on that point? 

Mr. DISaLLE. That is right. 


That was the third time this year that 
I questioned Mr. DiSalle in committee 
meetings on those very points, and each 
time he said that he did not contem- 
plate the use of consumer subsidies, 
It seems to me, therefore, that the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina is on solid 
ground when hemoves that this provision 
be stricken from the bill because certain- 
ly since Mr. DiSalle as Director of OPS 
does not want the power and does not 
contemplate the use of the power there 
is no purpose in leaving it in the bill, 
I may also add that Mr. Eric Johnston, 
Administrator, Economic Stabilization 
Agency, in his testimony, page 190 of 
part I of the hearings said: “We are not 
asking for this type of subsidy for our 
present pricing program.” I therefore 
urge that the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from North Carolina be ap- 
proved. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TALLE. I yield. 

Mr. KEATING. The gentleman is a 
member of this committee. If Mr. Di- 
Salle did not even ask for these powers 
I am curious to know how the bill was 
written as it is providing for these subsi- 
dies to various agricultural interests 
amongst others. 

Mr. TALLE. I wish I could throw light 
on that, I will say to the gentleman from 
New York, but I was not called into the 
councils at the time the bill was written 
in its original form and presented to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency for 
consideration, Look over the bill as you 
have it and you will notice a lot of things 
were stricken out and a lot of things 
added. 
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Mr. KEATING. Were there any wit- 
nesses who appeared and asked for these 
subsidies? 

Mr. TALLE. Ido not recall that more 
tkan one witness did. I think one did 
ask for consumer subsidies, but that wit- 
ness also asked for a good many other 
things. I come back to the speech I 
made on the 19th of November 1943 on 
consumer subsidies, I remember it very 
well. I pointed out at that time that it 
is not good financing for any government 
to pay the grocery bills of its citizens 
at a time when it is carrying on deficit 
spending, for it costs money to borrow 
money, it costs money to issue bonds, it 
costs money to pay interest on bonds, it 
costs money to refinance bonds and it 
costs money to administer what is in- 
volved in that kind of financing. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TALLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Could 
it be that the powers who administer this 
act would like to have this subsidy au- 
thority and several billion dollars to use 
in 1952? 

Mr. TALLE. I should not be sur- 
prised, I will say to the gentleman from 
Minnesota. I. recall the statement of 
the old philosopher who said: 


All power corrupts, and absolute power 
corrupts absolutely. 


I think that has something to do 
with it. 

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TALLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. MEADER. On the point the gen- 
tleman has just made, I wonder if he is 
familiar with the extensive frauds in 
subsidy payments by the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation during the last 
World War? I understand that some 50 
cases involving a total of some $10,000,- 
000 have been referred to the Depart- 
ment of Justice for criminal and civil 
action, but no action has been taken, 
Does the gentleman have any informa- 
tion on that point? 

Mr. TALLE. That is too extensive a 
matter, I may say te the gentleman from 
Michigan, for me to comment upon at 
this moment. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TALLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Will the gentle- 
man inform the committee what witness 
it was who asked for consumer sub- 
sidies? The gentleman did not state it 
at the time. 

Mr. TALLE. I am not entirely cer- 
tain about it, and I shall want to cor- 
rect the statement for the Recorp if I 
am wrong. I seem to recall that Mr. 
James B. Carey, secretary-treasurer of 
the CIO, did, but I may be wrong, and 
if Iam wrong, I apologize to him. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. That is accord- 
ing to the hearings. 

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TALLE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Arkansas. 
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Mr. GATHINGS. From the chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture we 
learn that $4,800,000,000 were spent for 
consumer subsidies during World War II. 
Does the gentleman think we are better 
able to pay the cost of consumer sub- 
sidies today than we were during World 
War II? 

Mr. TALLE. Why, certainly not. We 
are in a much worse financial position 
now. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TALLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. I understand the gen- 
tleman referred to these subsidies as 
consumer subsidies. 

Mr. TALLE. Yes, 

Mr, MULTER. Is the gentleman in 
favor also of repealing the existing law 
which grants farm subsidies? 

Mr. TALLE. I will tell the gentleman 
what I am for. In the event we are short 
of such a metal as copper or any other 
metal that is strategic, I am willing to 
pay forit. Thatis a producer’s subsidy. 

Mr. MULTER, Are those subsidies for 
farm products? 

Mr. TALLE. In the event we are 
short of certain raw materials and they 
are needed for prosecuting the war, then 
I am willing to pay for subsidizing their 
production. 

Mr. MULTER. How about the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation? 

Mr. TALLE. Paying producers’ sub- 
sidies for critical materials is something 
we have done in the past. We did it in 
World War II, If necessary, we should 
do it again. 

Mr. MULTER. How about the sub- 
sidies involved in the Commodity Credit 
Corporation? 

Mr. TALLE. I think I have explained 
my position to the gentleman. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TALLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. I understand that the 
gentleman is supporting the amendment 
which I offered? 

Mr. TALLE. That is right. 

Mr. COOLEY. Which would strike 
out the provision which authorizes farm 
subsidies. The gentleman from New 
York brought up the operations of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation which is 
a subject that is alien to what we are 
talking about. 

Mr. MULTER. It may be alien, but I 
think it is very closely allied, and I would 
like to have the information. It is only 
that under the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration the farmer gets subsidies. He 
gets financial help. If you do not like 
the word “subsidies” let us forget about 
it. But, I am willing to repeal that law, 
too. 

Mr. COOLEY. I am no more willing 
to repeal the support program than Iam 
to repeal the Fair Labor Standards Act 
or the Minimum Wage Law. I can prove, 
however, by the records that excluding 
potatoes, eggs, and wool, the Commodity 
Credit Corporation has made a substan- 
tial profit in the years of its operation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Iowa has expired. 
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. Hoeven] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, if you 
are opposed to the Brannan plan for 
agriculture, you will support the Cooley 
amendment which will strike the subsidy 
provision from this bill as far as agri- 
cultural commodities are concerned. 
Here it is attempted to do indirectly that 
which the Congress has refused to do 
directly; namely, adopt the Brannan 
plan. Instead of coming in at the front 
door, which seems securely locked, the 
advocates of the Brannan plan are at- 
tempting to sneak ir the back door. 

If this subsidy provision is permitted 
to remain in the bill, you are simply put- 
ting the American farmer at the mercy 
of the bureaucrats. More than that, you 
are putting him at the mercy of those 
who would like to see a socialized agri- 
culture in this country. It must be re- 
membered that the farmer has no con- 
trol over fixing the price of what he sells. 
He steps into the market place with his 
products and usually takes what the 
buyer is willing to pay. This bill would 
permit the Government to do the buying 
and selling for him. The Governmert 
would buy at one price and sell at anoth- 
er price, and the farmer would be made 
whole by the payment of bounties from 
the Treasury. This is something the 
farmer does not want. He only asks for 
a fair price for his products in the mar- 
ket place. He does not want to be sub- 
servient to his Government and certainly 
does not want to be dependent upon the 
Government for his livelihood. This 
smoothly worked-out Brannan plan 
simply means the ultimate control of 
American agriculture. In fact, it means 
socialized agriculture. 

What about the cost of a subsidy pro- 
gram of this kind? No one can even ven- 
ture a guess. Not even Secretary Bran- 
nan can give an estimate as to the cost 
of a subsidy program as herein proposed. 
No doubt it will run into billions of dol- 
lars each year. 

Let us not be fooled by this sly maneu- 
vering to get the camel’s nose under the 
tent. This subsidy proposal is the Bran- 
nan plan, pure and simple. Let us knock 
it into a cocked hat once more by stip- 
porting the Cooley amendment. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. There is just one funda- 
mental question involved and that is 
whether or not you, as American peo- 
ple—and when I say “you” I mean the 
Members of Congress, too—are willing 
to walk into the grocery stores and pay 
out of your own pockets for the groceries 
that go into your own bellies. That is 
the issue before us. If you are not will- 
ing to do that, we want you to stand 


, up so that we can see and know who 


you are. 

There are men on this floor today who 
served in Europe and in the Pacific dur- 
ing World War II, some of whom were 
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crippled and maimed in defense of this 
country. These and other veterans are 
now paying in taxes from their pockets 
for some of the groceries that you peo- 
ple ate during World War II. We sent 
our sons away to fight Hitler. Upon 
their victorious return we presented 
them with a part of our old grocery bills 
which they are still paying on. Now 
that is just the situation. 

I do not know whether the gentleman 
from New York, who just inquired about 
farm subsidies, is willing to pay his 
grocery bill or not, but I assume that 
he is. If he is not, I want him to stand 
up and announce to the world that 
through consumer food subsidies he 
wants Uncle Sam to pay for a portion 
of the cheese that he will eat in the next 
few months as Uncle Sam did in World 
War II; to pay for a portion of his wheat 
bread, as Uncle Sam did in World War 
II; to pay for a portion of his meat, as 
Uncle Sam did in Wotld War II, and 
so on. That is the plain, simple issue. 
Now is the gentleman willing to pay or 
does he want Uncle Sam to pick up a 
part of the check? 

Mr. MULTER. I am willing, as every 
American citizen should be willing, to 
pay my fair share of the cost of Govern- 
ment and for everything I personally and 
individually acquire. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Iam glad to hear 
the gentleman say that. 

Mr. MULTER. Let me say further 
to the gentleman—— 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I do not yield 
further, Mr. Chairman. I am glad the 
gentleman answered me. I think he an- 
swered the question satisfactorily. He 
said that he was willing to pay his share. 
There are no others standing. So, that 
ought to make it unanimous. Now let 
us all vote for the amendment. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of the 
Cooley amendment. This is supposed 
to be a bill to control inflation, but 
unless we adopt the amendment it will 
be a bill to increase inflation. It will 
increase inflation first because it will in- 
crease the public debt, and more im- 
portantly because it will put increased 
buying power in the hands of the people 
of this country by whatever contribu- 
tion the Federal Government makes to 
the payment of their grocery bills. 

As indicated by the distinguished 
chairman of the Agricultural Committee, 
during World War II the Federal Gov- 
ernment paid subsidies on agricultural 
commodities amounting to almost $5,- 
000,000,000. For instance, there was paid 
to slaughterers of meat over one and 
one-half billions of dollars to absorb a 
meat price roll-back of 10 percent or- 
dered by the OPA. The slaughterers 
were then supposed to pass the subsidy 
on to farmers by increasing the price 
they paid for livestock. What actually 
happened, is that consumers paid one 
and one-half billion dollars less for their 
meat than they would have paid with- 
out the subsidy, and therefore had one 
and one-half billion dollars in increased 
purchasing power to bid up the price of 
other articles. That is exactly what will 
happen now if we put a similar program 
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into effect under the authority contained 
in this bill in its present form. 

But that is only one of the objections 
to the bill. It has already been men- 
tioned that under the language now 
contained in the bill it would be pos- 
sible to put a plan similar to the Brannan 
plan into effect. Thatistrue. But this 
language goes much further than the 
Brannan plan, because under the Bran- 
nan plan as submitted to Congress 2 
years ago there were safeguards, there 
were some restrictions on the power to 
be used, there was a definite plan set up. 
But under this bill there are no restric- 
tions. You simply give the President the 
authority to set up a system of consumer 
subsidies without any restrictions what- 
ever. Certainly if we are going to go 
into a thing of that kind there should 
be some blueprints to go by. 

One thing more I must mention, and 
that is the difficulty in getting rid of 
something of this kind after it is started 
or in keeping it from expanding after 
it once goes into effect. 

If you can settle one problem in this 
way, by simply taking some money out 
of the Treasury, it is so easy to settle 
the next problem the same way. 

The British tried consumer subsidies 
during World War II, and they have 
never been able to get away from them. 
They are still paying consumer subsidies 
in the amount of almost $2,000,000,000 
per year. 

The difficulty in getting away from 
something of this kind when we start 
it is illustrated by the history of rent 
control. The time to stop a program like 
this is now. Stop it before we begin it. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. MORANO. I campaigned in op- 
position to the Brannan plan. I should 
like to know from the gentlemaa if the 
language which the amendment seeks 
to strike out is in effect a new Brannan 
plan or a form of the Brannan plan? 

Mr. HOPE. Under this amendment, 
the Brannan plan could be put iato 
effect. 

Mr. MORANO. Would that mean 
outsize subsidies? 

Mr. HOPE. There are no limits in 
it. It could mean anything in the way 
of subsidies which the President desired 
to pay. There is no limit as to what 
subsidies could be paid or what agricul- 
tural products would be covered. 

The Cooley amendment does not dis- 
turb the provision in the bill by which 
we might subsidize the production of 
scarce metals, and I think that should 
be left in. 

Mr. MORANO. Would the striking of 
the language in the bill have any effect 
on price controls so far as the consumer 
is concerned? 

Mr. HOPE. No; I do not think it 
would have any effect on price controls 
unless you want the Federal Govern- 
ment to subsidize a part of the grocery 
bills of the people of this country. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this 
amendment. I have had the honor of 
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serving as chairman of the Subcommit- 
tee on Agriculture Appropriations, and 
we had to deal with the subsidy program 
during the last war. I do not know of 
anything that brought less benefit at a 
greater cost. It has been said that we 
paid a subsidy of about $4,800,000,000 
during the last war. In actuality we in- 
creased the national debt to that extent 
because, as long as you continue to run 
into a deficit we have not yet paid this 
debt because our debt continues to 
increase. It has been said it was to 
bring about agricultural production. Of 
course we have to have adequate pro- 
duction. The parity formula which I 
discussed on April g of this year goes into 
the question rather fully, I think, and 
does point out the similarity between 
your 90 percent of parity and your min- 
imum wage law of 75 cents an hour. It 
is a minimum. It does not reflect the 
average income to the farmer, nor the 
price necessary to get adequate produc- 
tion in times like the present. The min- 
imum wage law does not represent the 
average wage. It is far below that. But 
there is this that you have to have, and 
which you have to expect. Under the 
parity formula the cost of production is 
not taken into consideration. Under 
the price-control law which we have, the 
cost of production does not have to be 
taken into consideration. But there is 
one man who has to take into considera- 
tion the cost of production, and that is 
the farmer, the man who is producing. 
He is going to take into consideration the 
cost of production because he has to. 

The only point in having this subsidy 
would be if prices paid the farmers are 
to be frozen below the cost of production, 
or below that level where he would pro- 
duce, then they say we would come in 
with this subsidy and thereby get him to 
go ahead and produce. That is the the- 
ory and the basis upon which it was 
sponsored in the last war. It did not 
work. To the Nation it means $4,800,- 
000,000 debt, but it meant precious little 
to the farmer and it meant precious lit- 
tle to the consumer. Yes, it was repre- 
sented at both ends that the Government 
was saving them money. But it was not, 
As has been pointed out by my colleague, 
the gentleman from Mississippi, it was 
rolled ahead of us as part of the national 
debt and the very folks who were in the 
service at that time are contributing 
their part, or will have to contribute their 
part in paying that debt. 

I believe in a price control law at this 
time if properly administered. Immedi- 
ately after Korea I made a speech here 
in which I advocated that we should 
freeze rents, wages, and prices across 
the board. We should have done it. 
And not having done it, we are going 
to have to do the best we can from 
here on. But the answer is not subsi- 
dies. It will mean only a debt to the 
Government and little benefit to the two 
groups who are supposed to benefit from 
them. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN, I yield. 

Mr. MULTER. If the $4,800,000,000 
was spent, as it was, and it is now part of 
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the national debt, as it may be, who got 
the money? 

Mr. WHITTEN. The money went to 
the producers and the consumers. But 
when you distribute all the money to the 
people of the country it meant relatively 
little to any individual, but it means a 
devil of a lot to the future security of 
our Nation, a Nation with a national 
debt of $262,000,000,000. 

Mr. MULTER. No part of the cash 
was paid to the consumers. The con- 
sumers did not get a cash benefit. It 
was all paid to producers. 

Mr. WHITTEN. No; but you just sold 
the products to the consumer, of which 
I am one, at a price, in some instances, 
below the cost of production, and you 
said the Government will pay to the pro- 
ducers a part of the cost of production 
so that the products could be sold to us, 
the consumers, below that cost. I think 
that is a very unsound approach. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. I compliment the gen- 
tleman for pointing out to the Commit- 
tee the fallacy of the argument that par- 


“ity means cost of production. It does not 


mean that to the farmer. . 

Mr. WHITTEN. It never was intend- 
ed to. It is a floor below which it was 
felt if the prices of agricultural products 
went it might lead us into a tailspin of 
depression. It does not reflect cost of 
production. It never was intended to, 
and it does not today. 

Mr.CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. When the gentle- 
man made his recommendation at the 
outbreak of the Korean war, that rec- 
ommendation carried the concept of the 
freezing of prices at that time, did it not? 

Mr. WHITTEN. That is right. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. It did not carry 
the concept of stepping up, from time to 
time, prices or wages, did it? 

Mr. WHITTEN. It did not. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Such as we have 
headlines about today? 

Mr. WHITTEN. That is correct. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I think there is a 
lot of sense to a program like that. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I thank the gentle- 
man. If you will recall, and I know you 
do, in the First World War, what was 
known as the Gore amendment was of- 
fered, an effort to freeze prices, wages, 
and rents across the board. While I and 
others supported it, the amendment was 
not adopted. In fact, it got only about 
one-third of the votes. But after that it 
became so apparent that it was what 
should have been done that you would 
have thought every Member supported 
it from the way they talked. 

I thought we would have learned our 
lesson when this emergency arose, 
Again, we failed to take that action. 

Now we are stuck with a bad situation, 
but subsidies are not the answer. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has again 
expired. 


8096 


Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from 
Mississippi has well said, we on the Sub- 
committee on Appropriations for the 
Department of Agriculture, have had 
this matter before us for several years, 
and we have found that the operation of 
the so-called consumer subsidies during 
World War II was a distinct injustice to 
the farmers, and very disruptive in con- 
nection with production. For example, 
we found, so far as the producers of 
butter were concerned, back during the 
World War II, the Government. unwise- 
ly placed a ceiling so low that there was 
no incentive to the farmer to milk cows. 
The farmers were told, “You can get 71 
cents a pound for your butterfat, but 
all that the consumer will pay will be 
54 cents for butter, and we will send 
you a check each quarter amounting to 
17 cents a pound.” In other words, the 
Government froze the price at that 
point, 71 cents, to the producer. What 
was the result? The dairy farmers 
throughout the Midwest were dis- 
couraged. Their production costs were 
far beyond 71 cents a pound. Dairy herd 
after dairy herd went out of existence. 
Labor was very scarce and if cows were 
to be milked it meant a 14-hour day. No 
wonder farmers quit. It was simply 
through this monkey business, that 
many here on the administration side 
would now like to reenact, that pushed 
butter later up past $1 per pound to the 
consumer. Had the law of supply and 
demand been permitted to operate, our 
dairy herds would not have become de- 
pleted, nor would butter have gone much 
above 85 cents per pound. I sincerely 
hope the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. Coo- 
LEY! will prevail. : 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan. He is as 
well versed in this problem as any Mem- 
ber of the House. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. May I ask this 
question: When these subsidies were run 
in that manner, did the check from the 
Government arrive at your place simul- 
taneously with the sale of your butterfat 
or did the check follow at some future 
date? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. If I recall 
rightly, the check came once each quar- 
ter. If we did not accept it, we had only 
a payment of 54 cents from our cream- 
ery. We simply were forced to accept 
the check. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Suppose a great 
Subsidy obligation is built up, and the 
Congress refuses to make the necessary 
appropriations to pay those millions of 
dollars of obligations which have been 
promised, then where is the farmer? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Well, he 
is simply left holding the bag. He will 
also be accused of accepting a subsidy, 
whereas in truth the subsidy is entirely 
for the benefit of the consuming public. 

Mr, CRAWFORD. That is it éxactly. 
So why should we ask the farmers to 
depend upon some future appropriation 
for their wage when the industrial work- 
er collects his wage weekly, in toto? 
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Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. That is 
the basic weakness of the so-called 
Brannan plan. Remember too, that 
farmers producing butterfat in 1941 to 
1946, helped to pay, through taxes, a 
part of that same subsidy given to the 
consumer. We helped them pay part of 
their grocery bills besides having our 
price held down at least 15 cents per 
pound. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Certainly you did. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment, and 
I ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
five additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, the 
question of parity has been raised, and 
several attempts have been made to 
define it. I think the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] came very 
close in saying that it was a fair rela- 
tionship. In other words, it was a just 
relationship. 

If you will lcok back to the last agri- 
cultural support act that we passed, you 
will see that it had two separate parity 
formulas. In other words, a just one 
and a “juster” one. It turned out that 
whichever resulted in a higher level 
was the juster one. If I know the 
English language, you will know that 
there is no comparative for the word 
“just.” A relationship is either just or 
it is not just; but in this case the act 
states that whichever is higher is the 
just one. 

But to get back to the subject matter 
of this amendment, I am sorry that I 
have to disagree with the chairman of 
my committee so often, when in fact, I 
am the only member of the committee 
who is officially a representative of the 
farmers. You know the Democratic 
Party in Minnesota is officially called the 
Democratic-Farmer-Labor Party; so I 
feel I have a certain special right to 
speak here on the farm question. 

It has been stated here that the farm- 
ers are all against subsidies and the 
chairman has stated that he is against 
subsidies. I should like to point out to 
the House that currently a subcommittee 
of the great Committee on Agriculture 
is holding hearings on the extension of 
the Sugar Act of 1948. If anyone knows 
anything about the sugar program he 
knows there is a subsidy to sugar growers, 
and I think we recognize them as farm- 
ers. We have subsidized the sugar 
growers in the last 3 years to the extent 
of approximately $60,000,000 a year. 
That is a subsidy to the sugar grower. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I think in all fair- 
ness that it should be pointed out, and 
I do not think that it destroys the point 
that the gentleman is making, that the 
money that is paid out to the sugar grow- 
ers does not form a part of the Govern- 
ment Treasury funds. I do not mean 
to intimate that if money is paid it is 
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not a subsidy, that is correct; but it is not 
paid out of the Treasury, is it? 

Mr. McCARTHY. It is paid out of 
the Treasury to all intents and purposes, 
for if it did not go to the growers it 
would go into the Federal Treasury. 
The tax is levied and it goes into the 
Treasury if not paid out to the sugar 
growers. The fact of the matter is that 
the money is from Government tax and 
it is paid to the sugar growers. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman knows 
that at our hearings recently it was dis- 
closed that we had taken away from the 
sugar producers $248,000,000 more than 
we paid back to them. 

Mr. McCARTHY. The point remains 
that we paid out nearly $60,000,000 a 
year in subsidies to the sugar growers. 
Now, I can yield no further. The sugar 
growers received a payment on every 
pound of sugar they produced in this 
country. If that is not subsidy let us 
redefine the term. 

We come now to the question of ceil- 
ing price. What will happen in the 
event this amendment is adopted? The 
language of the bill states that when 
the ceiling price is reached and the 
country still does not have an adequate 
supply, then subsidies can be used as an 
incentive. Let us say the ceiling price 
is reached on milk and the farmer says 
he cannot produce milk at this ceiling. 
What can we do to get production? We 
can raise the ceiling price. Unless the 
ceiling price is raised the farmer prob- 
ably will stop producing and the country 
will not have an adequate supply of 
milk. 

I am rather surprised that members 
of the Agriculture Committee invited 
General Hershey and members of the 
Armed Services or others to come be- 
fore the committee some weeks ago to 
hear the cause of agriculture. The 
committee made a good case, and came 
away triumphantly, saying, “We estab- 
lished that agriculture is essential to the 
national defense, that it is part of our 
defense program; we established that 
agricultural workers are essential.” I 
am glad we did. But members of the 
same committee come here today and in 
the Defense Production Act say there 
is no need to cover agriculture because 
apparently it has no relationship to de- 
fense. We are going to take it out and 
consider it separately in the Committee 
on Agriculture. I say that if we are go- 
ing to be consistent we must classify it 
as an essential defense activity and treat 
it as such. 

The gentleman from Kansas has said 
that the purpose of the bill is to con- 
trol inflation. That is not the only pur- 
pose of the bill; the principal purpose is 
expressed in terms of the title Defense 
Production Act and that purpose is to 
help protect and promote the national 
security of this country. The amend- 
ment now being considered was not of- 
fered to the inflation control title but 
rather to the production title of this act. 
In the bill there is a provision for au- 
thority to use a device which may help 
us to produce an essential material or 
an essential food, something which is 
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necessary to us in national defense; yet 
members of the Committee on Agricul- 
ture come and say “We do not want it; 
it may not be to the advantage of the 
farmers.” I think we should note that 
the consideration here is not only the 
welfare of the American farmer, but also 
the defense of this country. It was the 
considered opinion of the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, it was the opin- 
ion of the Secretary of Agriculture who 
appeared before the committee and tes- 
tified in favor of this authority, that the 
provision under debate is desirable. The 
Secretary said: 

I think it will be helpful if we are going 
to do the job that we have been asked to do. 


If we are going to legislate here only 
for the farmer, then let us strike that 
title and say it is only defense produc- 
tion. What we are concerned about 
here is the general welfare of the coun- 
try. The farmers are interested in that 
welfare. This limited authority for sub- 
sidies will not hurt the American farmer. 
On the other hand it is more likely to be 
helpful to him. I would like to recall 
to the attention of the Members the 
success of the flax subsidy during the 
last war, as a means by which an ade- 
quate supply of essential material was 
secured, and this without any injury 
to the flax growers. 

I would like to address myself tem- 
porarily to my friend from Minnesota 
(Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN], who is con- 
cerned properly about the dairy farmers, 
and what is likely to happen to the dairy 
farmers. Note that when the subsidy 
program was in effect there were not any 
subsidy checks lying around the pay- 
ment offices in Minnesota. The farmers 
picked them up very promptly. They are 
not there molding away in the drawers. 
They have all been paid out. The dairy 
farmer has a right to a reasonable return 
above the cost of production. If he does 
not get that, what is he going todo? He 
must stop producing. Now we may have 
pressure from this side—the side of 
prices of dairy products, and an attempt 
to knock out price control on beef is com- 
ing up. This will offer an attraction to 
the dairyman to sell the dairy cows for 
beef. Low prices for dairy products are 
a compelling argument on the other 
hand. In a period of 3, 4, or 5 years what 
is going to happen to the dairy industry 
of this country? What has happened in 
the last 5 or 10 years may be as nothing 
compared with what may happen under 
this program. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. The so- 
called check from the Treasury the gen- 
tleman referred to is not lying around in 
the creameries any more, we as farmers 
being forced to take those checks. They 
put a ceiling on our butterfat and that 
was part of the 71 cents a pound I was 
permitted to take. 

Mr. McCARTHY. And you are pro- 
posing to put a ceiling on dairy products 
in this act. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Does not 
the gentleman remember 3, 4, or 5 years 
back how the operations of this same 
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kind of monkey business did away with 
the dairy herds of Minnesota? Is that 
not sufficient proof? 

Mr. McCARTHY. The proposal in this 
amendment, and the proposal to strike 
out beef price controls will be more of a 
monkey business I believe. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. The whole 
Brannan plan is monkey business. 

Mr. McCARTHY. The Brannan plan 
has nothing to do with destroying the 
dairy herds of Minnesota. In fact, that 
plan might save them. 

Mz, GREEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GREEN. This is a little confusing 
to me and I would like to bring it down 
to a simple case, to a concrete example. 
Take myself, for instance, with five chil- 
dren, and I have to spend between $600 
and $800 a year for milk for my family. 
What effect would this have on me as a 
consumer? 

What puzzles and amazes me in this 
whole situation is this: The price of milk 
today is 25 cents a quart. We get 10 
quarts a day and many days we have to 
go out and buy more milk. If you add 
that up it runs to almost $800 a year. I 
cannot understand how the working peo- 
ple of this country, who are the consum- 
ers, can spend between $600 and a 
thousand dollars a year for a milk bill, if 
a man is raising a family with from four 
to eight or nine children, and how he is 
able to pay his bills when you just take 
into consideration, not meat but for milk 
alone, as one of the things he needs, he 
spends this amount of money? 

Mr. McCARTHY. If the ceiling were 
set at 25 cents and the farmer said he 
could not produce at that level, he could 
either stop, producing and sell the cows 
as beef, or he could ask for a subsidy. 
Of course, you could get along without 
milk, but this would not help the dairy- 
man. You could drink water, or, as 
the beef interests say, you can eat pork. 
You could be forced to pay a higher price 
as a result of the raising of the ceiling 
price on milk. These are the possible 
effects of this amendment. 

Mr. GREEN. Allow me to continue. 
What are the subsidies that are being 
paid today for milk that allow me to be 
able to buy milk at such a reasonable 
price as 25 cents a quart? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I would like to say 
one other thing: Under the authority 
which is in the present Agricultural Act, 
the Secretary would have the authority 
to initiate the price-support program, 
which would mean he could buy perish- 
able products, he could pile them up as 
he did potatoes, as he did cheese and 
butter, and let them rot. That is an- 
other possibility. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
may proceed for five additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I wonder if the gentle- 
man from Minnesota would tell the 
Committee how much the farmer gets 
out of that 25-cents-a-quart milk? 

Mr. McCARTHY. If he received a 
subsidy of 5 cents he would get 5 cents 
more. It would go to the farmer. 

Mr. GROSS. How much does he get? 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is not the is- 
sue here. The question is one of method, 
not of amount. 

Mr. GROSS. Certainly it is. 

Mr. McCARTHY. He will not get 
more if this amendment is adopted and 
he may get less. The subsidy provision 
is to protect the farmer. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Is not this provision 
necessary for the reason that there may 
be many producers who were hurt as the 
result of contemplated roll-backs, so that 
a provision of this type would be neces- 
sary to take care of the group in the 
event that the roll-back provision is sus- 
pended in the House. 

Mr. McCARTHY. It might be neces- 
sary if the roll-back had the effect of 
setting a price at which he could not 
profitably produce. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. It seems to me that 
we have had a new principle advanced 
concerning the price of agricultural com- 
modities today, and that is that parity 
is the same as the minimum wage in 
relation to the recompense to the farm- 
er and the industrial worker. Now there 
was a time in the House when the Mem- 
bers of the agricultural districts fought 
for parity under the theory that it was 
a fair price in relation to manufactured 
prices; as the gentleman said on the 
other side of the aisle, if a bushel of 
wheat bought a shirt in 1914 it should 
buy the same shirt in 1951. That has 
always been my concept of parity and I 
always fought for the principle, but here 
we hear that parity is a floor price on 
agricultural products and it should be 
allowed to go as far above the responsive 
price of manufactured articles as the 
market will allow. So we are presented 
with a new problem here. And I will say 
this to the people from the agricultural 
district, if they fight to put parity on 
which is supposed to be a fair price in 
relation to manufactured prices as a 
floor for farm products, they are going 
to lose a lot of the consumer city type 
of support which they have had from the 
Members of the big cities. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I would like to say 
to the gentleman from California that 
the National Grange has repudiated this 
double parity system. The Grange says 
it cannot be rationally justified. 

Mr. BELCHER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. BELCHER. Does it not seem a 
little strange to the gentleman that we 
have this peculiar situation that every 
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Member of Congress that represents an 
agricultural district here is fighting to 
keep the farmer from having to accept 
a subsidy, and every Member of Con- 
gress that represents a labor district is 
fighting to force the farmer to accept 
a subsidy? 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I disagree. Here is 
a gentleman who is one of the big cattle- 
men in the House. I yield to him. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I thank the gen- 
tleman for his flattery. But I would like 
to-say that that is not the case at all 
and I would like to point out that all 
city people are not trying to force a 
subsidy on the farmer. And I would like 
to answer the question of the gentle- 
man from Iowa. Here is what happened 
in the Pittsburgh-Wheeling milkshed. 
They came out and announced that they 
would raise the price of milk 1 cent, and 
they knew that th- consumer would not 
kick because they would pass that onto 
the farmer. Two days later they came 
out with the price of milk for May, it 
was $4, a reduction of 35 cents, and now 
they set the price of June milk as of 
yesterday and it is $4.35. So they cut 
it 35 cents a hundred and then they 
raised it a month later 35 cents a hun- 
dred over what it had been, and they 
passed the increase onto the consumer 
and the farmer did not get anything. 
And the consumer pays more and the 
agricultural producers are getting the 
money. 

Mr. McCARTHY. If you support this 
amendment you will take action which is 
likely to interfere with defense produc- 
tion in the first place, and in the second 
place, you will take action which may 
seriously interfere with the control of 
prices to the consumer and producer; in 
othe: words, our whole stabilization pro- 
gram. 

Mr. MU::TER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the gen- 
tieman from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. Is it not a fact that 
for the last 10 years the farmer has, as 
he had a right to do, been prospering 
and doing well? Is that not a fair state- 
ment? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I think that is 
right, and I would like to add that I am 
in favor of the parity program. 

Mr. MULTER. We have heard a lot 
about the concept of the parity formula. 
The theory is to accomplish the purpose 
of having the identical agricultural com- 
modity buy the product today as it 
bought in the base period. 

Mr. McCARTHY. There is also in the 
new formula the cost-of production fac- 
tor involved. The formula has been 
changed somewhat. 

Mr. MULTER. The formula, though, 
does take into account cost of produc- 
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentieman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mrs. KELLY of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman be permitted to proceed 
for one additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman from 
New York? 
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Mr. KILBURN. I object, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I have asked for this 
time because I would like the House to 
know I agree with what my Democratic 
colleague from Ohio has said as to the 
price of milk. 

He mentioned that the farmer was 
being paid $4 per hundred pounds for 
milk. If my memory is correct, there 
is an average 45 quarts of milk to the 
100 pounds. This means the Ohio 
farmer is getting about 9 cents a quart 
for producing the milk that sells in the 
city of Pittsburgh for 25 cents. And yet 
some of you talk about how the dairy 
farmer is getting rich at the expense of 
the consumer. It happens to be the 
people who distribute the milk, or de- 
liver it to your homes that get the big 
money, rather than the farmer who pro- 
duces the milk. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Let us be sure we 
are in agreement. We are agreeing that 
the distributor of the milk gets the 
money, not the farmer? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That is right; 
the distributor or whoever handles and 
delivers the milk after it leaves the 
farmer gets the lion’s share. The 
farmer does not get even 50 percent of 
the selling price of milk. I have noticed 
there has always been, and is now, a 
tendency on the part of a great many 
city people, whenever the poor old 
farmer gets his head above water, to 
always want to hit him over the head 
with an oar. I do not know why, but 
somehow or other every time the farmer 
makes enough profit to be able to wear 
unpatched pants some think that is a 
great crime on his part. These same 
people who always jump on the farmer, 
if he makes any profit are also very 
anxious to protect the profits made by 
those they represent. 

If I may, I want to go back for a min- 
ute to the statements which were made 
in the dialog between the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] and 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Mutter] about the $4,843,750,000 worth 
of consumer subsidies that were paid, in 
one form or another, during World War 
II. If I remember correctly, the gentle- 
man from New York said those huge 
consumer subsidy payments did not 
make much difference, or so indicated 
in substance, inasmuch as all the Amer- 
ican people obtained a benefit from 
them, and, of course, the same Ameri- 
can people would pay off the debt which 
was incurred to pay the subsidies. 

The trouble with that argument, may 
I say to the gentleman from New York, 
is simply this: that during World War 
II, at the very time the American peo- 
ple had the highest income per capita 
in our history, we were unwilling, we 
lacked the courage, if you please, to pay 
for the food we were consuming. So 
we went into debt to pay subsidies, as a 
Nation and as a Government, to meet 
part of the cost of the food eaten by the 
people in our cities and other places in 
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America, and charged it up to our chil- 
dren and our grandchildren. We said 
to our grandchildren, Lou must not 
only pay for all the food you must have 
in your day, but you must also pay for 
a part of the food we consumed during 
World War II, when we were enjoying 
the highest incomes in our history.” 
During World War II we did not have 
the moral courage and manhood if you 
please, sir, to meet our own obligations. 
We were so cowardly that we have 
passed on a part of the grocery bills of 
our generation to our children and our 
children’s children yet unborn. Yet 
some of you who stand here talking 
about the future of America in such 
hypocritical terms, want to place this 
responsibility, this new debt, for a part 
of our own food costs, if you please, upon 
the children of tomorrow, who may find 
it even more difficult to meet the needs 
of their day than we have found it to 
solve the problems of this period. 

I say, shame on those of you who 
make such a proposal. There is noth- 
ing American about it; there is nothing 
decent about it. It is all selfish, purely 
and wholly selfish. It is time that we 
meet our own responsibilites. As self- 
respecting men and women let us face 
the problems of the day, and pay our 
own way, instead of asking our children 
and our grandchildren to meet them for 
us. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. MULTER. Do you not think that 
the $8,000,000 surplus that we have ac- 
cumulated in this national Government 
of ours in the last 5 years has already 
paid back that $4,000,000,000 subsidy 
twice? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I understand 
the zentleman's question. I heard the 
gentleman refer to that the other day 
to the $8,000,000,000 surplus which was 
accumulated. That surplus was ac- 
cumulated during the Eightieth Con- 
gress when the Republicans controlled 
the purse strings of the Nation. 

Mr. MULTER. That is not the fact. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I 
would like to point out to the gentleman 
when we stopped paying the consumer 
subsidies in the last war, then we started 
paying the consumer subsidies to Eng- 
land and all the other countries that we 
pare been helping under the Marshall 
plan. 

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. VORYS. Just to show what this 
may mean if we go in for food subsidies, 
the example of Britain is very interest- 
ing, Here is what the United Kingdom 
has spent for food subsidies in the past 
five post-war years from 1946 to 1950— 
1. 998,000,000 pounds, which at $2.80 a 
pound is $5,594,400,000, and that is for 
a population one-third the size of our 
own. Perhaps thai is why they have an 
income tax which averages 45 percent ef 
their income. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 
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Mr. FINE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FINE. Mr. Chairman, the Amer- 
ican people are in grav2 peril of seeing 
their standard of living seriously low- 
ered by inflation. Should we let price 
controls lapse it will adversely affect the 
moderate income families, older people, 
and widows and orphans living on so- 
cial security and other small incomes. 
The Defense Production Act of 1950 
must be strengthened and extended. I 
submit the following factual analysis as 
proof of the need for price control and 
as proof of its effectiveness: 

On the 26th day of January 1951, the 
Honorable Michael V. DiSalle, Director 
of the Office of Price Stabilization, under 
the authority vested in him by statute 
and Executive order, issued the first 
order freezing prices. This original 
freeze of prices was a sharp application 
of the brake necessary to stem the tide 
of rising prices before they got out of 
control. 

However, that was only a temporary 
measure, a stopgap. The job to be done 
was the tough and complex job of bring- 
ing about modifications of the original 
freeze, so as to correct inequities 
naturally resulting from a sudden price 
freeze and the over-all job of bringing 
about regulations tailored to the spe- 
cific needs of the diversified businesses 
and industries in our country, and thus 
stabilizing our economy. This the OPS 
set about to do. Tremendous strides 
toward accomplishing this goal were 
made. Since the date of the general 
freeze order, specific regulations were 
issued affecting, amongst others, the 
meat industry, the grocery and restau- 
rant trades, the retail consumer-goods 
trades, the manufacturing business, and 
the wholesale trades. 

At the time the OPS promulgated its 
first freeze order, prices were at their 
highest level in history. Loud cries of 
anguish had been heard throughout the 
country. Why had they not rolled back 
the prices? The answer was simple. 
It had been impossible because of admin- 
istrative difficulties and the complex na- 
ture of our economy to do this at that 
time. But since then, some roll-backs 
have been accomplished; and now, the 
very people who so vehemently criticized 
the original freeze order are among 
those who severely condemn the roll- 
back orders. The General Manufactur- 
ers’ Regulation as issued was designed to 
provide for an increase in pre-Korean 
prices only in such instances where di- 
rect increases in manufacturing costs 
had been incurred, and for a roll- back 
where such prices were raised beyond the 
point necessary to cover such direct in- 
creases in cost. The effect of the adop- 
tion of a bill prohibiting roll-backs would 
bs to freeze distorted prices in our econ- 
omy and cause an upward pressure on 
price levels. It would also reward those 
businessmen, who by their conduct and 
disregard of the national welfare have 
made it imperative to impose direct con- 
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trols. It would protect their excessive 
prices against roll-backs while penaliz- 
ing the patriotic businessmen who held 
their prices in line. 

Wh: t has been accomplished by the 
OPS since the issuance of these price 
control regulations? Have prices in ef- 
fect been stabilized? ‘The answer is ob- 
Vivusiy a resounding “Yes.” The stabili- 
zction program has made important 
contributions to the security of the 
American people. Let us look at the 
facts. 

Between June 25, 1950, and February 
15, 1951, when OPS controls were begin- 
ning to be effective, prices of consumers 
goods rose 8 percent. Since the general 
freeze took hold, the consumers price in- 
dex has risen less than 1 percent. Be- 
tween Korea and the price freeze, whole- 
sale prices rose almost 15 percent. Sinze 
the freeze they have risen less than one- 
half of 1 percent. In basic commodity 
prices, we find an even more striking 
effect. Although between the outbreak 
of the war in Korea and the price freeze, 
they rose 58 percent we now note a de- 
cline of more than 11 percent since the 
price freeze. 

Here are some examples of what hap- 
pened to prices before and after the gen- 
eral price freeze: 


1 | “omnia. 
price 
— È — to June 5 
+18.8 +29 
0 —4.3 
+13.4 —1.8 
+45.3 —2.7 
-+20.1 +3.6 
+57.9 —18.8 
+19.4 | (May) +1.4 
$18.5 Y NEE 
+55.2 | (May) +8.2 
+155.3 —8.3 


The OPS price- control program has 
been vitally instrumental in checking 
the wave of scare buying which started 
immediately after Korea. It also served 
to check the scramble for inventories 
which ensued. This in itself was a great 
achievement, because it reduced the 
psychological inflationary pressures 
which themselves were compelling 
causes of inflation. The stabilization 
program has also enabled business to 
predict costs of production more accu- 
rately, and has, by its stabilization of 
prices of most materials, helped manu- 
facturers and retailers produce and sell 
goods at prices their customers can pay. 

What is the true story about beef, the 
commodity that most affects the average 
householder’s pocketbook? The OPS 
beef roll-back order was intended to 
ultimately effectuate a saving to the 
housewife of about 8 to 10 cents per 
pound of beef. This roll-back order has 
presently been banned by act of Con- 
gress. Under the OPS order there were 
to be three successive roll-backs of the 
price of livestock; a 10-percent roll-back 
on May 20 and a 444-percent roll-back 
each on August 1 and October 1. Con- 
sumers were to have benefited only by 
the last two roll-backs. The first roll- 
back could not be felt at the retail level. 

When the beef orders went into effect 
beef was selling-at 152 percent of parity. 
Now, parity is the price set by the De- 
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partment of Agriculture on certain agri- 
cultural products or commodities. This 
price is set from month to month in 
order to reflect a fair and equitable profit 
to the farmer or cattle raiser. When a 
product or commodity reaches 100 per- 
cent of parity it means that the farmer 
or cattle raiser is presumably making a 
fair profit on his product or commodity 
based on his living costs and costs of 
production. It is important to note that 
at the time of the general freeze order 
most farm items were selling at 83 per- 
cent of parity. The effect of the three 
roll-backs on beef would have been to 
give the cattle raiser a price of about 
123 percent of parity for his cattle, or 
23 percent above what the Department 
of Agriculture considers a fair price over 
his living costs, and costs of production 
plus his profit. 

I see no unfairness in these orders. 
Let the following facts speak for them- 
selves. 

Even with the full roll-back in effect, 
cattle prices are higher than commodi- 
ties the farmer must buy; higher than 
factory worker’s wages; higher than the 
prices of other food items and higher 
than the cost-of-living index. | 
Comparison of trends in prices of cattle 

compared to trends of other prices since 

January 1950 


January | June | March 
Item 1950 | 1950 | 1951 

Percent | Percent Percent 

Prices of eattle 122, 2 153.1 

Prices paid by ſarmors 100 102.8 112.9 
Wages of all manufactur- 

ing workers 100 102, 1 110.6 

Prices of food items 100 103, 6 115, 4 

Index of consumers’ price.. 100 101.2 109.7 


The regulations were so drawn as to 
give the farmer an opportunity to dis- 
pose of his cattle inventories which he 
had acquired at higher prices. Thus he 
is given time between now and August 
or October in order to sell the higher 
price cattle which he has now in his 
pasture or feed lot. The final reduction 
was timed to be made when feeder cat- 
tle inventories are at their seasonal low. 
The vast majority of farmers will there- 
fore be able to make the change with a 
minimum of difficulty and with a pro- 
tection against loss. 

Thus from January of 1950 until to- 
day, cattle prices have increased 53.1 
percent, wages of all manufacturing 
workers have risen 10.6 percent, prices 
paid by farmers 12.9 percent, the Index 
of Consumer prices 9.7 percent and 
prices of feed items 15.4 percent. Fur- 
ther analysis of the above figures shows 
that between January 1950, the date of 
the wage stabilization base, and March 
1951, the price of cattle rose more than 
five times as much as wages of manu- 
facturing workers, over four times as 
much as prices paid by farmers, over five 
times as much as the Index of Con- 
sumers prices and over three times as 
much as prices of food items. Yet the 
prices after the last roll-back of October 
1 would still be about 25 percent higher 
than January of 1950, in spite of the 
fact that the Department of Agriculture 
Index of Prices paid by farmers includ- 
ing feed, interest, taxes and wage rates 
increased only 13 percent. 
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Parity was revised in January 1950 to 
increase substantially parity for beef 
cattle in relation to other products. 
- After the last roll-back, beef prices will 
be more than 20 percent higher than 
parity. 

Beef prices after the last roll-back 
would have been higher than the June 
1950 beef prices. These prices were high 
enough to stimulate a substantial in- 
crease in production. 

The price of live cattle before Korea 
was $22.40 per hundredweight. The 
lowest set by the OPS is about $24.00, or 
7 percent higher than the highest his- 
torical price. 

The Department of Agriculture re- 
ports that the average rate obtainable 
under the reduced price schedule will 
still be higher than the average ob- 
tained during the last 10 years. The 
reduction will bring about stabilization 
and at the same time guarantee profits. 

Our country is now engaged in the 
monumental task of mobilizing its mili- 
tary and economic resources in a state 
of emergency. Not only is its mobiliza- 
tion program affected, but its obligations 
under the Atlantic Pact are making in- 
roads and demands on its economy and 
resources. The Hon. Charles E. Wilson, 
Director of Defense Mobilization, in his 
recent quarterly report entitled Meet- 
ing Defense Goals” has stated: 

Our plans call for an increase for national 
security from the present rate of about $35,- 
000,000,000 a year to an annual rate of more 
than $65,000,000,000. The additional spend- 
ing will drive up incomes and the desire to 
spend without adding to the supply of ci- 
vilian goods. The OPS program has been 
the main factor in halting the runaway price 
spirals. 


He has also indicated that there will 
exist an inflationary gap of approxi- 
“mately $10,000,000,000 to $20,000,000,000 
caused by the depletion of civilian goods 
by reason of increasing expenditures for 
military products. The report empha- 
sized the necessity of retaining inflation 
controls and strengthening the act, to 
wit: 

If we permit the present lull to lure us 
into weakening our system of controls, and 
delaying other measures to counter infia- 
tion, we run the risk of paying a severe 
penalty in months to come. 


In a recent interview with the press 
Mr. Wilson added: 

If we get a controls law which forbids 
roll-backs in prices, and allows only for in- 
creases, we'll see prices reach horrible levels, 


With the vision of peace looming on 
the horizon in Korea, the psychological 
inflationary pressures which caused 
prices to spiral between the outbreak in 
Korea and the general freeze will have 
been dissipated and brought under con- 
trol. But, our defense spending and the 
increase in defense production as re- 
ported by the Defense Mobilizer, will 
bring other and stronger inflationary 
pressures into play. 

In the months ahead the billions of 
dollars of military orders and the vast 
expenditures for expansions of indus- 
trial capacity will mean higher pur- 
chasing power in the hands of the peo- 
ple and goods available for consumers 
to buy. That spells inflation unless 
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strong measures are taken to combat 
it. 

This must and can be controlled if 
every American will do his part. Amer- 
icans like to live in a community where 
the same set of rules goes for everyone 
and where everyone tries to observe 
these rules. This will insure a living 
standard to every American family and 
prosperity to every businessman. A firm 
program of controls is the inevitable an- 
swer. 

The urgent need for effective price 
control has become very apparent to all. 
The pressure for adoption of such con- 
trol has increased as the estimates for 
defense expenditures have been raised, 
as wages and prices have climbed, and 
as Government requests for voluntary 
compliance with price rise restraint 
have proved unavailing in almost every 
instance. The increase in wages in the 
steel industry, the rise in steel and auto- 
mobile prices, and the refusal of the 
automobile manufacturers to rescind 
their price increases, upon Government 
request, have been particularly cited by 
the proponents of general price control 
as an argument for the immediate regu- 
lation of prices and wages. Under au- 
thority of the Defense Production Act, 
a start has been made toward control- 
ing prices. A price-freeze order an- 
nounced January 25, 1951, has been 
modified several times since. The Office 
of Price Stabilization and the Economic 
Stabilization Agency under which it op- 
erates recognize that these orders will 
not stop price increases, but they hope 
to have such prices stabilized by mid- 
summer. Meanwhile, the need for all- 
out price controls continues. 

The inability of the indirect price 
controls to effectively combat the up- 
ward spiral of inflation has given impe- 
tus to the argument for the imposition 
of these controls. 

It must be apparent to all that events 
prove the immediate necessity for 
ceilings on prices and rents. Inflation 
harms both the consumer and the man- 
ufacturer. Inflation also increases the 
cost of government. Failure to legis- 
late now will increase the cost of our de- 
fense program. The gravest threats to 
the preservation of our American form 
of government today are military defeat 
abroad and further inflation at home. 
To counteract these threats Congress 
must immediately establish price con- 
trols on commodities and goods. 

I call upon the Congress to lay aside 
sectional differences. All citizens must 
make the sacrifice in this time of emer- 
gency, which we hope may be over be- 
fore long. The administration’s pre- 
sentation of the case for strengthening 
our price, wage, rent, and credit con- 
trols has reached a high point in prac- 
tical wisdom. We cannot protect our 
future individual financial security un- 
less we adopt and continue a strong and 
effective control mechanism. It is our 
duty to act quickly and decisively. We 
must not let our country and our people 
down. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that debate on the 
pending amendment and all amend- 
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ments thereto conclude at 10 minutes 
past 5. 

j Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Chairman, I ob- 
ect. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on the pending amend- 
ment and all amendments thereto close 
at 10 minutes after 5. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
LECOMPTE]. 

Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Chairman, what 
I think the gentleman from New York 
and others overlook is that the farmer 
does not want a subsidy. He wants a 
fair price in the market place. The gen- 
tleman from Minnesota spoke at some 
length about the pric2 of milk. Actually 
if a farmer gave away his milk in Iowa 
it would still cost the consumer in Chi- 
cago at least 15 cents a quart. The Iowa 
farmer does not get that 25 cents a quart 
that the gentleman from Minnesota was 
talking about. If a suit of clothes costs 
$60, the wool producer does not get over 
two or three dollars, because there are 
not over 4 pounds of wool in the average 
suit of clothes, and in many suits of 
clothes there is not that much. 

If beef costs $1.25 a pound, the farmer 
does not get over 25 cents. I doubt if 
any man ever became rich from farming 
alone. He may have done well from the 
increase in the price of land but probably 
not from farming operations alone. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
all Members who will be recognized 
under this time limit may have the 
privilege of revising and extending their 
remarks. 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. McVey] is recognized. 

Mr. McVEY. Mr. Chairman, for the 
sake of the record I should like to chal- 
lenge certain implications which have 
been made on the floor of this Chamber 
during the debate on the bill before us 
today. I want to refer in the beginning 
to the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, page 7672 
of July 5, and to a statement made by 
the distinguished gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Mutter]. This statement 
reads as follows: 


Figures never lie, but liars do figure. 


Then I should like to recall to your 
memory other statements made by the 
distinguished gentleman from New York 
on the following day, July 6, page 7750 of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I quote: 

We were told that this inflation is due to 
the fact that the Government is operating 
at a deficit, that we are not paying as we go. 
Do not take my figures. The Library of Con- 
gress sent them over to me this morning. 
You can get them, too. For the last five 
fiscal years your Federal Government has 
operated with a net surplus of almost $8 - 
000,000,000. Let us hear no more about 
deficit financing. 


Well, I do not believe the matter of 
deficit financing and its influence upon 
the inflationary spiral which our coun- 
try faces at present can be brushed off 
so lightly. The distinguished gentle- 
man from New York has not told the 
whole story. If we go back to March 
4, 1933, and total the deficit financing 
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between that date and the present, we 
find that the total of deficit budgets 
reaches the staggering sum of $229,904,- 
000,000. This, after taking into account 
the $8,000,000,000 surplus of the last 5 
years. The record according to the Li- 
brary of Congress is as follows: 

Federal expenditures and deficits, Mar. 4, 

1933, to July 3, 1951 


Source: U, S. Treasury Department, Annual Report; 
and Daily Statements. 


It might be well to recall in this con- 
nection that the surplus of the Eightieth 
Congress was $9,172,000,000. These are 
not my figures. I have taken the gentle- 
man’s suggestion and I have gone to the 
Library of Congress for the data which 
I am giving you at this time. The budg- 
et has been balanced only 3 years in the 
last 19 years, and two of those years made 
up the Eightieth Congress when a sur- 
plus of over $9,000,000,000 was recorded. 

The distinguished gentleman from 
New York has said: “Let us hear no 
more about deficit financing.” Certain- 
ly, he is not naive enough to believe that 
the Government can go in the red to 
the extent of $222,000,000,000 without 
creating an impact on our economy 
which leads to powerful inflationary 
pressures. In fact, deficit spending pro- 
vides the fertile soil from which infia- 
tionary spirals spring. This is the les- 
son of history. Anyone who is familiar 
with the history of the countries of Eu- 
rope must know full well the disastrous 
consequences that accompanied the de- 
moralization of currency through the 
issuance of printing-press money, to 
which our country has been resorting in 
an indirect fashion for the past 10 years. 

In the Recor of July 6, page 7749, the 
distinguished gentleman from New York 
made the following statement, and I 
quote: 

It turns your stomach to hear some of the 
stuff you hear on the floor. 


Iam inclined to remind the gentleman 
that others on this floor have sensitive 
stomachs also. We are particularly sen- 
sitive to implications derived from the 
last 5 years of budgetary practice when, 
if we should go back of that period and 
bring up the total for the last 18 years, 
we find deficit financing to the extent 
of $222,000,000,000. In these figures we 
find the causes for our inflationary pres- 
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sures today—not in the last five fiscal 
years which, due to the Republican 
Eightieth Congress, do reveal a surplus 
of something more than $8,000,000,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. GATHINGS] is recog- 
nized. 

(Mr. Gatuincs asked and was given 
permission to yield his time to the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. Poace].) 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Poace] is recognized. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I call 
attention to two dangerous misunder- 
standings in connection with the pro- 
posal in this bill to pay subsidies. In 
the first place, it is a mistake to assume 
that people can live off of the Govern- 
ment. The Government has nothing 
except that which is produced by the 
people. You cannot have your Govern- 
ment pay your grocery bill for long, and 
at the same time enjoy the opportunity 
to earn a living by your own efforts. 
You will have to pay it yourself if you 
would remain a free man in a free econ- 
omy. It is a dangerous misconception 
to assume that we can devise some easy 
way whereby we can, as individuals, 
escape our grocery bill by assuming, col- 
lectively, the obligation to pay our neigh- 
bor’s bills. 

It is an equally dangerous fallacy to 
assume that we can improve upon the 
American system by adopting the dis- 
credited economic system of European 
nations. Great Britain has tried this 
program of food subsidy for a genera- 
tion. She has never been able to shake 
it off her back. Year after year the 
subsidies have become greater and 
greater, and the living standards of the 
British people sunk lower and lower. If 
you would destroy the living standards 
of the people of America, if you would 
destroy our ability to buy food at a fair 
price, then you might well consider 
adopting the proposal that is contained 
in this bill. It will lead you just as 
straight to socialism as a similar policy 
has done in Great Britain. It will lead 
you just as straight to decay and de- 
struction as the free corn of the Caesars 
led ancient Rome. The American peo- 
ple are, I hope, still willing to pay their 
own bills. The American farmers still 
want to earn their own living. They 
want no subsidy. Why should we force 
it on them? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from North Dakota [Mr. BurDICK] is 
recognized. 

(Mr. Aucust H. ANDRESEN and Mr, 
Fol ro asked and were given permis- 
sion to yield their time to the gentleman 
from North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK].) 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from North Dakota [Mr. Burpick] is 
recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Chairman, I 
surely appreciate this courtesy of giving 
me 3 minutes’ time, when these Sears 
& Roebuck pistol-wearing cowboys from 
Brooklyn have taken all afternoon. 

What the eastern section of the United 
States wants as much as a 5-cent cigar 
is another farm depression like we had 
from 1932 to 1940. They have forgot- 
ten that you cannot destroy the farm 
section of the United States and put 
farmers into general bankruptcy with- 
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out bankrupting everybody else. When 
I hear some Sears & Roebuck pistol-tot- 
ing cowboy from Brooklyn insinuate how 
the Government has tailed up the 
farmer at the expense of all the rest 
of the people, it does not set well with 
me. 

When the farm depression was on, 
there were 15,000,000 people in the East 
walking the streets looking for a job, 
hungry, shelterless, and ragged. When 
the farms died and the purchasing power 
of that great enterprise dried up, stores 
could not sell, jobbers could not sell, 
wholesalers could not sell, and manu- 
facturers could not sell. They were 
compelled to stop the wheels of indus- 
try because there was no buying power. 
Labor was turned away and the general 
pandemonium of a first-class depression 
was on. These millions had to be fed, 
and I was a Member here then who voted 
to feed them. New -York City and 
Brooklyn, from whence comes this dash- 
ing cattleman, had lines and lines of 
unemployed people. What, have you 
already forgotten that? 

Now today the gentleman castigates 
the farmers—let me tell him something 
he can take down and try to remember. 
The Government has not tailed up the 
wheat farmers of the West—not to the 
extent of one nickel. The support price 
of wheat has always been above the 
parity price, hence the United States has 
made over $50,000,000 on this wheat ven- 
ture. Bread today is 17 cents per loaf, 
and when we analyze the matter there is 
less than 3 cents worth of wheat in that 
loaf. Where does the other 14 cents 
come in? If wheat were $1 per bushel 
the price of bread would not be reduced. 
When will the bread eaters of the coun- 
try understand this, or will some unin- 
formed Congressman try to put the 
blame on the wheat producers? 

You complain against the beef men. 
Iam one of them. Just remember that 
the Government has paid the beef pro- 
ducers nothing in price—not one cent. 
There have been figures presented here 
that in World War II, $1,500,000,000 was 
paid to the processors for the roll-back 
in price. That is correct, but remember 
that the cattle producers never got one 
cent of this money—not one cent. To- 
day I raise good cattle and no one raises 
better ones—and when we receive 32 
cents for our steers we are satisfied. 
When this meat goes through all the 
channels of freight, feeding in Iowa or 
Illinois, put up by the packers, hauled 
by the railroads; distributed by the 
wholesalers, the local stores, the price is 
$1.45 per pound on much of the carcass 
and it will all average $1 per pound. 
Where does this 68 cents differential 
come in? It comes in somewhere from 
the time it leaves my ranch to the time 
the consumer gets it. 

Suppose you put our meat down to 28 
cents, would that in itself make much 
difference in running this beef through 
this great gauntlet of services and freight 
rates? 


Iam willing to take a loss on my cattle, 
an` it means $8,00° loss to me on the 
one roll-back. I am willing to stand for 
that if it will help the entire country 
and enable the people generally to have 
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the means of living. I recognize com- 
pletely the cause of labor. I have never 
in my whole service in Congress refused 
to aid the cause of labor, but I resent 
the statements made here that the wheat 
raisers and the cattle raisers are the 
cause of the enormous rise in the ne- 
cessities of life. I know perfectly well 
that when labor works at full employ- 
ment and at fair wages that labor is the 
best customer of the farmer. Ihave been 
in hopes that labor would recognize that 
a prosperous agriculture insures secu- 
rity of position and decent wages. 

Not many Members of Congress recog- 
nize this situation—especially those com- 
ing from the eastern seaboard; a great 
many do recognize it and many leaders 
of the House, including the able minority 
leader, JoHN McCormack, who has not a 
farm in his district, have time after time 
risen from their seats and supported 
agriculture. 

It is not often that any personal in- 
terest of mine disqualifies me from vot- 
ing as I should vote for the general pub- 
lic good. If I was concerned only with 
my own interests, I would vote against 
this control bill, but I am interested in 
the welfare of the whole United States. 
I do not think these controls will do 
much controlling, because the high cost 
of living is due to the excessive expendi- 
tures of public funds, both here and 
abroad. High prices are apt to continue 
as long as the spending continues. I 
am not willing, however, to deny the 
administration the means of stopping 
rising prices if it believes that can be 
done. Regardless of how we got into 
this situation, we are in it and the peo- 
ple are confronted with prices of necessi- 
ties that they cannot afford to buy if 
this upward spiral is not stopped. It may 
not be stopped, but it surely will not be 
my fault if it is not. 

What do all these disparaging remarks 
against the farmers mean? Why are 
Members of Congress making them? 
What are you trying to do? Well, I wie 
be damned if I know. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. EBERHARTER]. 

(Mr. Green asked and was given per- 
mission to yield his time to Mr. EBER- 
HARTER.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania is recognized for 2 
minutes, 

Mr, EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
there was only one Member spoke in de- 
fense of the proposal; there was the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. MCCARTHY]. 
I have not heard anybody condemn the 
farmers or the farm bloc in this House. 
Everybody in this country knows that 
there is in this House a farm bloc, and 
we know that the Committee on Agricul- 
ture certainly protects and defends the 
interests of the farmers of this country. 
It is also well known of record also that 
members of the Democratic Party from 
the cities have almost always univer- 
sally supported parity. They believe in 
the parity formula. So I think that they 
have been fair to the farmers and the 
farm bloc and the Committee on Agricul- 
ture in every respect. 

You never heard of a bloc of city Con- 
gressmen forming together to vrotect 
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their interests. This seems to be a pro- 
posal that the farm bloc is just using to 
sort of whip around the boys from the 
city, the Members from the city, and I do 
not like that phase of it. There may be 
a good bit of merit in this proposal, more 
than some Members are willing to con- 
cede. This is called a consumers’ sub- 
sidy; it is something designed to help 
the consumers of the country and I sub- 
mit that that is not a matter that should 
be laughed off. 

We have, as everybody knows, subsidies 
for the farmer; and, as I said before, the 
city Members have voted for it. But 
when you have a proposal which is going 
to help supply food and the necessities 
of life to the city residents, I do not think 
we should be laughed at, 

Generally speaking I am against sub- 
sidies, but I do not want the matter to 
be laughed off. This proposal has more 
merit than the Members are giving to it 
this afternoon. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. CRAWFORD]. 

(Mr. GAMBLE asked and was given 
permission to yield his time to Mr. 
CRAWFORD.) 

(Mr. Gross asked and was given per- 
mission to yield his time to Mr. CRAWFORD. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, first of 
all let me make it plain that I am abso- 
lutely opposed to so-called parity as a 
basis for farm prices. It is completely 
unrealistic and discriminatory that 
there should be two fomulas upon which 
so-called parity prices are established 
for basic farm commodities. 

Congress, if it desired to be fair to 
farmers, would long ago have adopted a 
cost-of-production program. That is 
the price basis for every commodity and 
service which the farmer must pur- 
chase, Anything less than cost-of-pro- 
duction prices for the products of the 
farm is a kick in the teeth for the Ameri- 
can farmer. 

In addition to cost of production for 
farmers, Congress should investigate 
thoroughly the terrific spread in prices 
between the time commodities leave the 
farms and reach the market baskets of 
American housewives. In many cases 
this amounts to plain extortion, with 
both the farmer and consumer being 
victimized. 

Instead of condemning the farmer for 
high food prices let’s find out what is 
happening in the system of distribution. 

I hope to have more to say on this 
oot when additional time is avail- 
able. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Michigan is recog- 
nized for 3 minutes, 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, 
first I want to say that I am very much 
in favor of the amendment and certainly 
hope it will be adopted. 

Secondly, I very respectfully call upon 
the farmers in the vicinity of Chaska, 
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Minn.; of Moorhead, Minn.; and East 
Grand Forks, Minn., to pay very partic- 
ular attention to the remarks of the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Mc- 
Cartuy1], formerly professor of econom- 
ics at St. John’s University, because he 
got off into some mud this afternoon 
which I think may turn to concrete 
around his feet. He needs to study the 
Sugar Act a little more carefully. 
Third, I call attention to the milk farm- 
ers of Minnesota, call their attention to 
the fact that the gentleman from Min- 
nesota [Mr. McCartHy] spoke as if 
what the farmer gets is not the issue 
here in this debate. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I would like to say 
that that is a misrepresentation of the 
statement I made. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I will stand on the 
Record as the reporter submits it in his 
transcript. 

Mr. Chairman, we should be kind of 
careful in what we say here unless we 
have the facts to back it up or unless we 
are just expressing an opinion. I try to 
be very careful about what I say with re- 
spect to the provisions of law because I 
leave that to the lawyers and the courts 
to interpret. I will let any man express 
any opinion he pleases, but the gentle- 
man from Minnesota started off into the 
very intricate provisions of the Sugar 
Act. He, being a member of the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, I call upon the 
sugar industry of this country, our do- 
mestic sugar industry of continental beet 
and cane, plus Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and 
the Virgin Islands, to make dead sure 
that he as a member of that committee 
understands the Sugar Act a little better 
than his statements this afternoon indi- 
cate. The industry has a responsibility 
in this respect. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. I would like to correct 
the statement I made. In the figures I 
submitted in regard to subsidy I referred 
to meat. In the prepared statement 
which was passed out a typographical 
error appears in that the word “wheat” 
should actually have been “meat.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
JONES]. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri, Mr. Chair- 
man, speaking of this matter of sub- 
sidy, all the farmer is looking for is a 
fair price for his products. Our farm- 
ers are a self-respecting group. Per- 
sonally, I do not think that the parity 
price gives him anywhere near the same 
wage for the work he puts out that the 
man in the city gets. 

Mr. Chairman, the farmer is not look- 
ing for a hand-out. He wants a fair 
price. As the gentleman from North 
Dakota said, in the country where we 
come from, where we raise cotton, the 
Government has not given those cotton 
farmers one dime, and for every loan it 
has made down there the Government 
has made plenty of money off of them. 
If you would give us a fair price for our 
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products, we will not ask for a hand-out. 
We want to retain our self-respect. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Ohio [Mr, 
Hays]. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
there has been a lot of heat on this sub- 
ject, but there has been some light 
thrown on one point that I think we 
might pay particular attention to. I 
think you will find that the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. McCartiy] is just 
as interested in the welfare of the farmer 
as I am. 

The point I make is that this Congress 
has the reputation for being an investi- 
gating Congress. It might be well to in- 
vestigate just why there is a spread of 
from 3 to 20 times between the price 
the farmer receives and the price the 
consumer pays. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. MULTER]. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, as the 
Brooklyn cowboy came into the Chamber 
this afternoon he checked his pistols at 
the door. If he has not taken off his 
spurs and has been raking the hides of 
the farmers until it hurts, he apologizes, 

To the gentleman from North Dakota 
(Mr. BurpicK] and to all of the farmer 
Representatives in this House, I repeat, I 
have nothing but the highest respect for 
the farmers of our country. For too long 
they were the forgotten men. Demo- 
cratic Presidents and Democratic ad- 
ministrations have recognized the im- 
portance of their place in our community 
and have done their utmost to better 
their conditions, and not as a matter of 
charity—because the farmers of this 
.country want no charity. That was done 
in order to give them the opportunity 
which was their right, to live decently, 
being helped to produce at a fair profit. 
We also recognize their right to prosper 
and we will help them to do so, Every 
decent-minded farmer, and most of them 
are just that, will agree with us that 
they are entitled to a fair return and no 
more. They will agree with us that con- 
trols are necessary to keep prices down, 
and to prevent extortionate profits by 
the few whose only god is the almighty 
dollar. 

I am for a fair price and a fair return 
for the farmers. The Members of this 
House who have always contended that 
parity equals a fair return, should not 
complain about the parity formula 
which they gave to the Congress. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. We are not complain- 
ing about parity, and I would like to re- 
mind the gentleman that the committee 
report itself provides that no ceiling shall 
be fixed at any price lower than parity. 
We are not complaining about that. 

Mr. MULTER. The farmer today is 
prospering, which is proper. All agri- 
cultural commodities with the exception 
of three, cotton, wool, and livestock oth- 
er than hogs, are selling below parity. 

Nevertheless, the farmer producing 
those items that are selling below par- 
ity is doing well. Those producing the 
commodities selling above parity are do- 
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ing much better—so much better that 
they have no right to object to their 
prices being rolled back to 25 percent 
above parity. 

Mr. COOLEY. Oh, no, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. Cooter]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Mitts, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(J. R. 3871) to amend the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950, and for other pur- 
poses, had come to no resolution thereon. 


PURPOSE AND EFFECT OF H. R. 4552 


Mr. BURNSIDE, Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Speaker, H. R. 
4552 would abolish the existing Wage 
Stabilization Board and substitute a new 
Board. The following are are most sig- 
nificant changes in functions and com- 
position provided for the new Board: 

First. H. R. 4552 abandons the tri- 
partite principle of equal responsibility 
for labor, management, and the public, 
by establishing a Board composed of a 
majority of public members, 

Second. H, R. 4552 strips the Board of 
its responsibility for the day-to-day ad- 
ministration of wage stabilization con- 
trols, by removing its power to promul- 
gate general policies and regulations and 
by casting doubt on its power to adopt 
policies and regulations to the equities 
and needs of particular cases, 

Third. H. R. 4552 changes the Board's 
dispute-settlement jurisdiction, Its ef- 
fect is unclear. It appears to confine 
this jurisdiction to wage issues in cases 
referred by any party; but its new effect 
may be completely to wipe out any dis- 
pute powers. At present, the Board’s 
dispute-settlement jurisdiction extends 
to all issues in dispute in cases brought 
to the Board by mutual voluntary agree- 
ment or by Presidential certification, 

REASONS FOR OPPOSING H. R. 4552 


First. It requires wasteful and inef- 
ficient administration of wage stabiliza- 
tion controls; second, it prevents solu- 
tion of the problem of defense mobiliza- 
tion emergency labor disputes; third, it 
destroys the principle of tripartitism; 
fourth, it disregards experience; fifth, 
it serves no real need; and, sixth, it 
raises serious legal problems. 

1. H. R. 4552 IS WASTEFUL AND INEFFICIENT IN 
WAGE STABILIZATION ADMINISTRATION 


The bill upsets the present carefully 
conceived design of economic stabiliza- 
tion controls. At present, the Economic 
Stabilization Agency is the top planning 
and coordinating staff for price and wage 
controls. Its staff is small. It was de- 
signed to supervise and direct, but not 
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to operate, the day-to-day administra- 
tion of price and wage controls. Such 
administration is delegated to the Office 
of Price Stabilization and the present 
Wage Stabilization Board. These agen- 
cies are designated and equipped for the 
realities of economic-stabilization regu- 
lation. They deal directly with the af- 
fected parties; they are subject to the 
individual and group pressures and re- 
quirements which spell out in concrete 
terms the desirability of new or amended 
regulations or policies. In sum, the 
present set-up provides a top agency for 
planning, and coordinate price and wage 
agencies for operations. 

H. R. 4552 destroys this sensible ar- 
rangement. While leaving the price 
mechanism untouched, H. R. 4552 wipes 
out the power of the Wage Stabilization 
Board to issue regulations. The bill does 
permit the Board to make recommenda- 
tions; but it vests sole authority to pro- 
mulgate general policies and regulations 
in the Economic Stabilization Agency. 
This entails the waste of scrapping a 
presently operating arrangement. 

H. R. 4552 divorces responsibility for 
interpretation, application, and enforce- 
ment of regulations from the power to is- 
sue regulations. The Board is to inter- 
pret, apply, and enforce; the Adminis- 
trator is to promulgate. This apparently 
invites duplication of staff and effort, 
and ambiguity of direction. 

The incongruity of this organization is 
emphasized by the act itself. Section 
402 (c) of the act, which is not affected 
by the bill, establishes the basic require- 
ments for wage-stabilization regulations 
and policies. They must be generally 
fair and equitable; they must prevent 
hardship and inequity; they must reflect 
consideration of the base period, of the 
national effort for maximum production, 
of whatever factors are deemed generally 
relevant. These standards demand ad- 
ministrative judgments which cannot be 
made apart from flesh-and-blood prob- 
lems posed by real cases. These statu- 
tory requirements cannot be satisfied by 
general regulation alone. No abstract 
and general pronouncement, especially 
by an agency not responsible for apply- 
ing and enforcing the pronouncements, 
can achieve equity, lessen hardship, or 
serve the other statutory goals, in every 
particular case. The bill denies the ad- 
ministrative flexibility which seems re- 
quired by other provisions of the act. 

The bill has the purpose and effect of 
casting doubt upon the Board’s author- 
ity to decide cases on their individual 
merits. Now, the Board is free to pro- 
mulgate policy in whatever way it sees 
fit, by decision or regulation. It bases 
its policy determinations on knowledge 
of real problems, gained through its 
cases and experience with the regula- 
tions and policies it has promulgated. 
This method of wage-stabilization ad- 
ministration is more flexible, economic, 
and sensible than that proposed by H, R. 
4552. 

2. THE BILL PREVENTS SOLUTION OF EMERGENCY 
LABOR DISPUTES PROBLEM 

It is obvious that labor disputes may 
become a more serious national problem 
in this period of defense production. 
This period combines extraordinary need 
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for maximum production with extraor- 
dinary need for maximum production 
with extraordinary economic pressures. 
A Government-as-usual attitude to- 
ward labor disputes will hardly meet 
the national need. 

The Wage Stabilization Board is now 
the only agency established to deal with 
the special industrial relations problem 
created by our mobilization effort. The 
President, in Executive Order 10233, as- 
signed to the Board jurisdiction over 
labor disputes, wage and nonwage is- 
sues included, which were referred to 
the Board by voluntary agreement or 
by Presidential certification. This is a 
limited jurisdiction. As the need might 
arise, the President was free to satisfy 
it, presumably by additional delegations 
of authority to the Board. 

H. R. 4552 rolls back most of the dis- 
pute settlement authority granted by 
Executive Order 10233; it freezes the au- 
thority of the President to deal with the 
national industrial relations problems as 
they arise. The bill is unclear; the 
Board may have authority only over 
wage issues; or it may have no dispute 
settlement power whatever. Further, 
under the bill, cases are to be brought to 
the Board at the request of any Gov- 
ernment agency, or any party, rather 
than by Presidential certification or vol- 
untary agreement. Finally, the bill pre- 
vents the assumption of any additional 
1a bor-dispute jurisdiction by the Board. 
Whatever may happen, the bill prohibits 
any use of the Board in the solution of 
the national industrial relations prob- 
lem. The bill is therefore too rigid and 
narrow. 

8. THE BILL DESTROYS THE PRINCIPLE OF TRI- 
PARTITISM 

The present Wage Stabilization Board 
is composed of an equal number of mem- 
bers representative of each of three 
groups—public, labor, and management. 
The underlying principle is that each 
of the three groups brings its own spe- 
cial insights and abilities to the task of 
formulating, applying, and enforcing all 
wage-stabilization regulations and poli- 
cies. The nub of tripartitism is that 
wage and other industrial-relations 
problems are best solved if the three 
groups are equally and jointly charged 
with responsibility. 

Tripartitism is given no more than 
lip service in H. R. 4552. While the bill 
provides for representation of three 
groups, it prohibits equality of represen- 
tation. The number of public members 
must exceed the number of labor and 
management members combined. 

This is tripartitism in name only. The 
bill recognizes that tripartitism is de- 
sirable, for it avoids establishments of an 
all-public board. But partial tripartit- 
ism is ineffectual; the value of tripartit- 
ism lies precisely in equal representa- 
tion. 

4. THE BILL DISREGARDS EXPERIENCE 

Although the bill apparently regards 
the Wage Stabilization Board as a new 
and untried administrative device, the 
plain fact is that the record of the War 
Labor Board offers directly related ex- 
perience. That Board was a successful 
Board. In many ways it was accepted 
as a model by the Congress in enacting 
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the Defense Production Act and by the 
President in establishing the present 
Wage Stabilization Board. 

The success of the War Labor Board 
teaches lessons which are disregarded 
in H. R. 4552. That Board was tripartite 
in the true sense, and it is generally 
agreed that its success is due to this fac- 
tor as much as to any other. The history 
of the Board demonstrates that the pub- 
lic members were only rarely outvoted 
by the labor and management members. 
The War Labor Board was responsible 
for both dispute settlement, nonwage as 
well as wage issues, and wage stabiliza- 
tion. In administering wage-stabiliza- 
tion controls, the War Labor Board was 
free to use, and did use, both general 
regulations and specific-case decision. 
H. R. 4552, in all its major provisions, 
disregards the pertinent wartime experi- 
ence. 

5. THE BILL SERVES NO REAL NEED 


Nothing in the record of the present 
War Stabilization Board calls for the 
restrictions contained in H. R. 4552. It 
is impossible to know the need which the 
bill was designed to serve, inasmuch as 
there is no report accompanying the bill, 
and the hearings fail to give any clear 
or definite impression. 

On wage stabilization, the present 
Board has been engaged in its initial es- 
tablishment of policy. Any impression 
that basic wage stabilization policy has 
been established, in the 10 percent for- 
mula or otherwise, misreads the require- 
ments of the Defense Production Act. 
In the face of the statutory command 
to prevent and correct hardships and 
inequities, no single formula or ceiling 
can do the entire wage stabilization job. 
The need to conform wage regulations 
to specific cases will remain, whether the 
Board or the Economie Stabilization 
Agency administers the controls. No 
stricter wage stabilization standard can 
be imposed by the mere administrative 
shifting of wage stabilization responsi- 
bilities. 

So far as disputes are concerned, the 
Board has not exercised its jurisdiction 
under Executive Order 10233, and so 
could not have abused these powers. 
The Executive order prohibits any con- 
fiict with existing legislation, including 
the Labor Management Relations Act. 
Thus there is no need for the bill’s dis- 
pute provisions. 

Nor is there reason for abandoning the 
tripartite composition of the Board. 
Almost all of the Board’s actions have 
been unanimous. In none have the pub- 
lic members been outvoted by labor and 
management representatives. And the 
War Labor Board experience demon- 
strates that this fear, as well as the 
others which may have led to H. R. 4552, 
is fanciful. 


6. THE BILL RAISES SERIOUS LEGAL PROBLEMS 


The bill creates problems of statutory 
construction. It does not clearly define 
the functions of the new Board. The 
Board is empowered to advise as to the 
interpretation, or the application to par- 
ticular circumstances, of policies and 
regulations. The effect of this advice 
is uncertain. It is binding upon the par- 
ties with the same force as a decision of 
the present Board? Or is it, like most 
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advice, of only persuasive value, so that 
it may be disregarded without legal 
penalty? 

The scope of the advice is also vague 
and uncertain. Under the bill, “stabili- 
zation of wages, salaries, and other com- 
pensation means prescribing maximum 
limits thereon.” Does this phrase in- 
clude advising as to the limits in indi- 
vidual cases, or is it intended to be only 
general in scope? Is it confined to defi- 
nite mathematical formulas, or can the 
limits be expressed in general and dis- 
cretionary terms? 

These questions demonstrate that the 
language of H. R. 4552 is indefinite and 
ambiguous. Its effect therefore cannot 
be predicted accurately. It may upset 
the present proved method of admin- 
istration without providing any ciear 
alternative. 

Finally, the dispute-settlement provi- 
sions raise serious constitutional issues. 
In assigning dispute functions to the 
Board, the President was acting not un- 
der his statutory authority, but his con- 
stitutional powers to enforce the laws 
and to promote the defense effort. This 
was the authority relied on by President 
Roosevelt in establishing the National 
Defense Mediation Board and the War 
Labor Boards. The authority of these 
Boards was upheld by the courts. The 
present Board was given a far more lim- 
ited jurisdiction in Executive Order 
10233, in terms of both number of cases 
and effect of administrative action. 
Nevertheless, the bill prohibits not only 
this Board, but any other agency, from 
dealing with labor disputes except as 
authorized by statute. H. R. 4552 may 
therefore interfere unconstitutionally 
with the executive branch. 


DISABLED VETERANS’ INCREASED BENE- 
FITS WOULD BE EXCEEDED BY PRICE 
INCREASES 


Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks and include a letter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, the 
American people long have recognized 
a special obligation to the men who have 
borne this country’s battle, and their 
widows and their orphans. 

This House has recognized that obliga- 
tion and has recently voted to increase 
the compensation rates to disabled vet- 
erans and their dependents in amounts 
ranging from 5 to 15 percent. We also 
added $3 a month to the pensions paid 
to certain veterans. 

These increased compensation and 
pension rates were adopted to cover the 
increased cost of living which has 
weighed so heavily on those with fixed 
incomes. 

If our action in voting higher pay- 
ments to disabled veterans and their 
dependents is to have any meaning, it 
is imperative that we maintain strong 
price controls. 

Unless we can hold down the cost of 
living we shall have nullified the vet- 
erans’ compensation bill just passed for 
all practical purposes. 
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Unless we give the Government au- 
thority to roll back prices, and particu- 
larly the price of food, we shall more 
than wipe out the increases we have 
voted to our veterans and their depend- 
ents. 

Responsible officials like Charles E. 
Wilson and Eric Johnston have stated 
that if we take away the Government’s 
authority to roll back prices the cost of 
living for the average American family 
will advance by $360 a year—or $30 a 
month. 

It will be a cruel injustice to our vet- 
erans and their dependents to give them 
pension and compensation increases of 
$3, $6, or even $10 a month with one 
hand, and then add $30 = month to their 
ccst of living by weakening price con- 
trol and cutting out price roll-backs. 

I need not remind this House that 
when Mr. Wilson and Mr. Johnston said 
living costs would go up $30 a month for 
every American family they were talking 
only about the next 12 months. If price 
controls are weakened, if prices can’t be 
rolled back, the cost of living could, and 
almost certainly would continue to rise 
during the second 12 months. 

By denying the Government the eco- 
nomic weapons that it needs we could 
easily be increasing the cost of living to 
the average family by $60 a month in the 
course of the next 2 years, 

How is the disabled veteran going to 
fare when the cost of living goes up by 
$30 or $60 a month? How are the wid- 
ows and the orphans going to fare if the 
cost of living keeps climbing? 

If we are going to expect that the vet- 
eran and his dependents keep pace we 
will have to vote a straight $30-a-month 
increase in their compensation and pen- 
sion rates before a year has passed. We 
may have to vote a similar increase be- 
fore a second year has passed. 

If we let inflation run wild we can 
hardly enact pension increases fast 
enough to keep the head of the disabled 
veteran above water. The cost to the 
taxpayer would be staggering. 

As I see it the only way that we can 
play fair with the veteran and with the 
taxpayer is to vote a strengthened price- 
control law. 

In that connection, I include as part 
of my remarks, a release from the 
American Veterans of World War U— 
AMVETS—as follows: 

Harotp RUSSELL, AMVETS NATIONAL COM- 
MANDER, URGES AN EFrective DPA WITH 
NECESSARY PRICE CONTROLS IN A LETTER TO 
SPEAKER SAM RAYBURN 
The text of Harold Russell’s letter follows: 
“Dear Mr. RAYBURN: AMVETS urgently 

urge you to continue to exert all your ener- 

gies toward obtaining an effective Defense 

Production Act which will include necessary 


price controls. Disabled veterans and their 


families and their dependents, and the 
widows and orphans of servicemen, who re- 
ceive fixed incomes in the form of allowances, 
pensions, and benefits, as well as the families 
of servicemen currently on active duty, who 
have fixed allowances and pay rates, are in 
grave danger if price controls are not con- 
tinued; these citizens will be jeopardized by 
the rising cost of living attendant upon in- 
fiation which will inevitably follow if prices 
controls are not maintained. 

“The role of leadership demands that legis- 
lators do not wait for a letter or telegram 
from every single voter in the country before 
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they realistically face the economic crisis 
which is pending. 

“Ordinary citizens in the American democ- 
racy have the right to demand that their 
representatives in the Congress represent 
them, the people, and not special interests, 

“Representatives and Senators who draft 
men to face the possibility of making the 
supreme sacrifice should not be squeamish 
about demanding some measure of sacri- 
fice from segments of the business com- 
munity. We who fought for our country do 
not want to see our country sold down the 
chute. The Sacred Cow has a place in the 
culture of India—not the United States. 

“Very sincerely yours, 
“HAROLD RUSSELL, 
“National Commander, American Vet- 
erans of World War 11.” 


DEFENSE PLANTS AMENDMENT TO 
H. R. 387 


Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAEER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, under the 
parliamentary situation my amendment 
to this provision at page 9, line 1, of the 
bill, which carried in the Committee of 
the Whole and is a fully spelled there 
nevertheless was eliminated when the 
Wolcott amendment was adopted. The 
need for some provision on this subject is 
made clear in the testimony of the Di- 
rector of Defense Mobilization, Charles 
E. Wilson. Accordingly, I shall seek in 
the Committee of the Whole to carry out 
the intention shown by the committee 
in the adoption of my amendment by 
proposing the following amendment: 

On page 9, after line 20, following the Wol- 
cott amendment, insert a new subsection, as 
follows: 

“When in his judgment it will ald the na- 
tional defense, and upon the certification of 
the Director of Defense Mobilization that it 
is required for the national defense and is 
not otherwise obtainable, the President is 
authorized (1) to acquire by purchase, do- 
nation, condemnation, or other means of 
transfer any real property, including facil- 
ities, or other interests therein, necessary 
therefor, and to erect and construct plants, 
factories, and other industrial facilities for 
the purposes of manufacturing, producing, 
and processing materials so certified to be 
necessary to the national defense and to pro- 
vide for the transportation and storage of 
such materials; and to operate, lease, license, 
otherwise arrange for the use by others of 
such plants, factories, and industrial facil- 
ities, and to the fullest extent the President 
deems practicable, a fair charge shall be made 
for the use by others of Government-owned 
property, facilities, and processes under the 
authority of this subsection, in order to re- 
imburse the Government for the cost in- 
curred by it.” 


PROVIDING FOR ADDITIONAL COMPEN- 
SATION TO THE STENOGRAPHER, OF- 
FICE OF THE SERGEANT AT ARMS 


Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on House Ad- 
ministration I offer a privileged resolu- 
tion (H. Res. 308) and ask for its imme- 
diate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That effective July 1, 1951, there 
shall be paid out of the contingent fund of 
the House, until otherwise provided by law, 
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additional compensation to the stenographer, 
Office of the Sergeant at Arms, at the basic 
salary rate of $830 per annum, so long as the 
position is held by the present incumbent. 


The resolution was agreed to. 
3 motion to reconsider was laid on the 
e. 


RELATING TO THE COMPENSATION OF 
EMPLOYEES OF THE HOUSE AND SEN- 
ATE PRESS, PERIODICAL, AND RADIO 
GALLERIES 


Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of Senate Joint Resolution 
71, relating to the compensation of em- 
ployees of the House and Senate press, 
periodical, and radio galleries. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the joint resolution, 
as follows: i 

Resolved, ete., That (a) the annual rates 
of basic compensation of the superintendents 
of the House and Senate Press Galleries shall 
be $4,800 each; the annual rate of basic com- 
pensation of the superintendent of the House 
Periodical Press Gallery shall be $3,500; and 
the annual rate of basic compensation of the 
superintendent of the Senate Periodical Press 
Gallery shall be $4,100. 

(b) (1) The annual rates of basic com- 
pensation of the assistant superintendents 
in the House Press Gallery shall be as fol- 
lows: One at $4,100, one at $3,200, one at 
$2,800, and one at $2,000. 

(2) The annual rates of basic compensa- 
tion of the assistant superintendents in the 
Senate Press Gallery shall be as follows: 
One at $4,100, two at $2,800, and one at 
92,200. 

Sec. 2. (a) The annual rates of basic com- 
pensation. of the superintendents of the 
House and Senate Radio Press Galleries shall 
be $4,700 each. 

(b) (1) The annual rates of basic com- 
pensation of the assistants in the House 
Radio Press Gallery shall be as follows: One 
at $3,000 and one at $2,850. 

(2) The annual rates of basic compensa- 
tion of the assistants in the Senate Radio 
Press Gallery shall be as follows: One at 
$3,000, one at $2,850, and one at $2,500. 

Sec. 3. Nothing in this joint resolution 
shall be construed to authorize the appoint- 
ment of additional personnel in any of the 
Press, Pericdical, or Radio Galleries, 

Sec. 4. The provisions of this joint resolu- 
tion shall take effect on the first day of the 
first month following the date of its enact- 
ment. 


The joint resolution was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION 


Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ack 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 1038) re- 
lating to the policing of the buildings 
and grounds of the Smithsonian Institu- 
tion and its constituent bureaus. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentieman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Smithsonian Institution and the Trustees 
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ot the National Gallery of Art or their au- 
thorized representatives, may designate em- 
ployees of their respective agencies as special 
policemen, without additional compensation 
for duty in connection with the policing of 
the respective buildings and grounds speci- 
fied in section 9 of this act. 

Sec. 2. Public travel in and occupancy of 
the specified grounds is hereby restricted to 
the sidewalks and other paved surfaces, ex- 
cept in the National Zoological Park. 

Sec, 3. It shall be unlawful for anyone 
other than an authorized employee or conces- 
sionaire to offer or expose any article for sale 
within the specified buildings or grounds; 
or ta display any sign, placard, or other form 
of advertisement; or to solicit alms, subscrip- 
tions, or contributions therein. 

Sec. 4. It shall be unlawful for anyone 
other than an authorized employee to touch 
or handle objects of art or scientific or his- 
torical objects on exhibition, or for anyone 
to step or climb upon, remove, or in any way 
injure any object of art, exhibit, including 
exhibit animals, equipment, seat, wall, foun- 
tain, or other erection or architectural fea- 
ture, or any tree, shrub, plant, or turf, with- 
in the specified buildings or grounds. 

Sec. 5. (a) In addition to the restric- 
tions and requirements specified in sections 
2 to 4, inclusive, of this act, the Secretary 
of the Smithsonian Institution and the 
Trustees of the National Gallery of Art may 
prescribe for their respective agencies such 
regulations as are deemed necessary for the 
adequate protection of the specified build- 
ings and grounds and of persons and prop- 
erty therein, and for the maintenance of 
suitable order and decorum within the speci- 
fied buildings and grounds, including the 
control of traffic and parking of vehicles in 
the National Zoological Park. 

(b) All regulations promulgated under 
the authority of this section shall be printed 
in one or more of the daily newspapers pub- 
lished in the District of Columbia and shall 
not become effective until the expiration of 
10 days after the date of such publication. 

Sec. 6. Whoever violates any provision of 
sections 2 to 4, inclusive, of this act, or any 
regulation prescribed under section 5 of this 
act, shall be fined not more than $100 or 
imprisoned not more than 60 days, or both, 
prosecution for such offenses to be had in 
the municipal court for the District of Co- 
lumbia, upon information by the United 
States attorney or any of his assistants: 
Provided, That in any case where, in the 
commission of such offense, public property 
is damaged in an amount exceeding $100, 
the amount of the fine for the offense may be 
not more than $10,000, the period of impris- 
onment for the offense may be not more 
than 10 years and prosecution shall be had in 
the United States District Court for the 
District of Columbia by indictment, or if the 
defendant, after he has been advised of the 
nature of the charge and of his rights, waives 
in open court prosecution by indictment, by 
information by the United States attorney 
or any of his assistants. 

Sec. 7. The special police provided for in 
section 1 of this act shall have the power, 
within the specified buildings and grounds, 
to enforce and make arrests for violations of 
any provision of sections 2 to 4, inclusive, 
of this act, of any regulation prescribed un- 
der section 5 of this act, or of any law of the 
United States or of any State or any regu- 
lation promulgated pursuant thereto: Pro- 
vided, That the Metropolitan Police of the 
District of Columbia and the United States 
Park Police are hereby authorized to make 
arrests within the specified buildings and 
grounds for any violations of any such laws 
or regulations, but such authority shall not 
be construed as authorizing the Metropoli- 
tan Police or the United States Park Police, 
except with the consent or upon the request 
of the Secretary of the Smithsonian Institu- 
tion or the Trustees of the National Gallery 
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of Art or their assistants, to enter the speci- 
fied buildings to make arrests in response to 
complaints or to serve warrants or to patrol 
the specified buildings or grounds. 

Sec. 8. In order to permit authorized serv- 
ices, training programs, and ceremonies 
within the specified buildings and grounds, 
the Secretary of the Smithsonian Institu- 
tion or the Trustees of the National Gallery 
of Art or their designated representatives 
may suspend for their respective agencies so 
much of the prohibitions contained in sec- 
tions 2 to 4, inclusive, of this act as may be 
necessary for the occasion or circumstance, 
but only if responsible officers shall have been 
appointed, and arrangements determined 
which are adequate, in the judgment of the 
Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution 
or the Trustees of the National Gallery of 
Art or their designees, for the maintenance 
of suitable order and decorum in the pro- 
ceedings, and for the protection of the speci- 
fied buildings and grounds and of persons 
and property therein. 

Sec. 9. For the purpose of this act “build- 
ings and grounds” shall mean— 

(a) The Smithsonian Institution and its 
grounds, which shall be held to be (1) the 
Smithsonian Building and service roads, in- 
cluding parking and unloading areas; (2) 
the Arts and Industries Building and serv- 
ice roads, including parking and unloading 
areas; (3) the Natural History Building and 
service roads, including parking and unload- 
ing areas; (4) the Freer Gallery of Art Build- 
ing; (5) the Aircraft Building; (6) the South 
Shed and surrounding service roads, includ- 
ing parking and unloading areas; (7) the 
Astrophysical Observatory buildings and en- 
closed area; and (8) the National Zoological 
Park inside the boundary fence of the Na- 
tional Zoological Park and the public space 
between said fence and the curb lines of the 
adjacent streets. 

(b) The National Gallery of Art and its 
grounds, which shall be held to extend to the 
line of the face of the south curb of Con- 
stitution Avenue Northwest, between Seventh 
Street Northwest, and Fourth Street North- 
west, to the line of the face of the west curb 
of Fourth Street Northwest, between Consti- 
tution Avenue Northwest, and Madison Drive 
Northwest; to the line of the face of the 
north curb of Madison Drive Northwest, be- 
tween Fourth Street Northwest, and Seventh 
Street Northwest; and to the line of the face 
of the east curb of Seventh Street Northwest, 
between Madison Drive Northwest, and Con- 
stitution Avenue Northwest. 


With the following committee amend- 
ment: 

On page 3, line 4, after the word “thereto”, 
strike out the colon and insert a period, and 
strike out the remainder of the paragraph. 


í The committee amendment was agreed 
0. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read 2 third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous or- 
der of the House, the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. Davis] is recognized for 
30 minutes. 


THE COUNTRY CANNOT STAND ANOTHER 
PERIOD OF INFLATION 


Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
on June 27 last year President Truman 
ordered our forces into action in the 
Korean war. It was soon evident that 
we had a long and hard struggle ahead 
of us. 

We saw that we must spend billions of 
dollars; that our military program would 
make tremendous demands upon our 
economy; that civilian production must 
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give way in large measure to war pro- 
duction. 

Prices quickly began to rise. By the 
latter part of July, less than a month 
after we entered the Korean war, it was 
plain that we faced the danger of in- 
fiationary prices. Both the House and 
the Senate went to work to pass legisla- 
tion to hold prices down and to avoid in- 
flation. 

On July 19, 1950, President Truman 
sent his message to Congress request- 
ing the legislation he recommended. 
His message is printed in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL ReEcorD, volume 96, part 8, page 
10629. He recommended legislation, 
first, to establish priorities and allocate 
strategic materials, and to limit the use 
of materials for nonessential purposes; 
second, that the Government and the 
public exercise great restraint in the use 
of goods and services needed for defense; 
third, that defense appropriations be 
increased, and fourth, that Federal taxes 
be increased. He said our basic weapon 
against inflation was higher taxes. 

I quote these words from his message: 

The increase of taxes is our basic weapon 
in offsetting the inflationary pressures ex- 
erted by enlarged Government expenditures. 
Heavier taxes will make general controls less 
necessary. 


He also called for restraint of credit 
expansion, and he recommended produc- 
tion increases through production loan 
guaranties. 

Those were his legislative recommen- 
dations to Congress. 

Subsequently the President reiterated 
his contention that price and wage con- 
trols were not necessary; that Congress 
should provide only laws giving priori- 
ties and authority to allocate strategic 
materials for military purposes, and that 
stand-by price and wage-control powers 
to be used later, if needed, would be 
ample. In a letter to the Senate Bank- 
ing and Currency Committee on August 
1, 1950, reaffirming his previous state- 
ment, he said: 

My recommendations of July 19 were de- 
signed to meet the problems immediately 
before us. 


Many Representatives, including my- 
self, believed that before prices got out 
of hand, and while they could still be 
held down, a strong price- and wage- 
control law should be enacted, roliing 
prices back to the June 25 level, and 
pegging prices and wages at that level. 

On July 27, exactly 1 month after we 
entered the war, Bernard N. Baruch, 
one of America’s prominent elder states- 
men, testified before the Senate Banking 
and Currency Committee. 

Mr. Baruch strongly urged that Con- 
gress enact a law rolling prices back 
to June 25. This proposal became known 
as the Baruch plan, and these are Mr. 
Baruch's words regarding it: 

This is absolutely essential if we are not to 
be eaten up by further inflation in the form 
of further price rises. 


The President maintained his previous 
position that allocations and priorities 
were all the powers that were needed, 
and that only stand-by price- and wage- 
control law was necessary. 

In the House of Representatives, the 
Banking and Currency Committee re- 
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ported its bill to the House on July 31, 
1950. The House took it up for action, 
and passed it on August 10. 

During its consideration, many Mem- 
bers who saw the need for holding down 
prices urged again and again that prices 
be rolled back to the June 25 level. I 
was one of those who urged this action. 

On August 10, 1959, I spoke on the 
floor of the House, My speech is re- 
ported in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
volume 96, part 9, page 12210. At that 
time I said: 

So far as price and wage control is con- 
cerned, the need of the country at the mo- 
ment is for immediate relief from the price 
jumps which have occurred since June 25. 

Section 2 of this bill does not provide that 
relief. 

There is no need for complicated, bungle- 
some machinery which cannot be set up in 
less than 6 months, although some of the 
sponsors of section 2 of this bill claim that 
that is the minimum time which is needed 
to roll back prices that set up price-control 
machinery. 

In my opinion that is bunk, pure and 
simple. 

I had thought that when the Banking and 
Currency Committee went back into session 
over the week end, they would bring out a 
bill which would meet the needs of the day 
regarding price increases, 

The bill which they have brought out, and 
which is now before us, does not give a 
particle of relief from the 30 cents a pound 
increase in the price of pork chops, the 21 
cents a pound increase in the price of steak, 
the 30 cents per pound increase in the price 
of lamb chops, the 16 cents per pound in- 
crease in the price of coffee, the 10 cents per 
pounds increase in the price of lard, the 24 
cents per pound increase in price of chickens, 
and co on down the line. 

Instead of giving practical and quick relief 
from unwarranted price increases, section 2 
of this bill, which is the section dealing with 
prices, is a bunglesome effort to straddle the 
fence and does nothing to give relief to 
those who are being pinched by these un- 
justifiable price jumps. 

This section 2 is just the beginning of 
another bureaucrat’s paradise. The best 
provision in it is that which says that it 
expires on June 30, 1951. By that time I 
believe it will be obvious to everybody that 
this section 2 is just a fence-straddling, polit- 
ical hoax. 

I believe that section 1 of this bill giving 
authority for allocations and priorities is 
needed to aid the war effort mobilization, 
Likewise, section 4, providing for control of 
credit is needed, with certain amendments, 
one of them being the real-estate amend- 
ment to which I have already referred. 

If this monstrosity contained in section 2 
were not attached to these sections which 
are needed to effect a quick all-out mobili- 
zation of materials for the war effort, and if 
it did not carry an automatic expiration date, 
I would not support the bill at all. 

The legislation on price and wage control 
which I have supported, and which I believe 
we should adopt, needs only four simple 
provisions: 

1. A roll-back to June 25, 

2. A mandatory roll-back, with Congress 
assuming responsibility for it. 

3. Price and wage control tied together, to 
begin at the same time, and to be removed 
at the same time. y 

4. An automatic expiration date on June 
30, 1951. 

The time has arrived for adoption of these 
provisions, and they are what we ought to 
adopt, If they are not needed now, then 
there is no excuse for & price- and wage- 
control law at all at this time. 
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With Congress in session, as we now are, 
and as we should continue to be, so long as 
the present war situation exists, there is no 
reason for us to enact a discretionary, stand- 
by, price-control law, passing the buck to the 
President, and requiring him to decide when 
price controls are necessary. 

I say the decision is ours. We ought to 
make it, and we ought to make it now. It is 
our responsibility and we ought to accept it, 


When this bill was being perfected in 
the House, 127 Members believed that 
prices and wages should be rolled back 
to the June 25 level and pegged there. 
The President’s opposition to this plan 
undoubtedly killed it. When it came to 
a vote, 127 of us voted for it. But 139 
voted against it, and it failed to pass. 

After the Baruch plan supporters were 
voted down, and I was one of them, we 
voted out the bill which the President 
wanted. It contained only stand-by au- 
thority for price and wage controls, to be 
used when he felt controls were needed. 
We passed that bill by the overwhelming 
vote of 383 to 12. 

The bill went to the Senate, then 
to the President, and was signed into law 
by him on September 8, 1950. 

On that date Congress placed in his 
hands the authority requested, although 
127 of us felt that it was not adequate, 
and had fought to the end for a law to 
roll prices back to the June 25 level. 

Now, what has happened to prices in 
the 10 months since the President re- 
jected the Baruch plan and got from 
Congress the price-control authority he 
wanted? Credit restrictions have been 
inaugurated. Regulation W has been 
imposed, calling for a one-third down 
payment on automobiles, and a maxi- 
mum maturity period of 15 months. In- 
creased credit restrictions were also 
placed on furniture, refrigerators, and 
the like, and increased credit restric- 
tions were imposed on real estate. 

In the meantime, no steps were taken 
to control the cost of food and other 
necessities of life, and these cosis con- 
tinued to mount. To meet these in- 
creases, it was necessary to raise the 
salaries and wages of working people. 
This, of course, was another contribu- 
tion to the inflation spiral. But the 
tragic part is that there are so-called 
white-collar workers who have had no 
increases, and who have seen their sal- 
ary dollar shrink in the face of in- 
creased living costs. They are ground 
between the upper and the nether mill- 
stones. 

A price-stabilization administration 
was finally set up. So far as practical 
results are concerned, it might as well 
not have been established. On April 
30, 1951, it finally got around to the 
question of establishing ceiling prices on 
meat. 

With great fanfare, the Price Stabi- 
lization Administration announced that 
it was going to establish ceiling prices 
on meat, but that they would affect 
wholesale prices only, and that the con- 
sumer would receive no price reduction. 
It has been estimated, and I think that 
the estimate is fairly accurate, that the 
first so-called price roll-back gave $700,- 
000 000 to the meat packers, but not a 
cent to the meat consumer. 
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As a matter of fact, when the April 
30 price ceilings were issued, they in- 
creased the retail price of meat in at 
least two instances. The rib-roast rice 
was 83.7 cents per pound. That ceiling 
was increased to 86.5 cents per pound, 
or an increase of nearly 3 cents per 
pound. The chuck roast price was 74.3 
cents per pound. This ceiling was fixed 
at 75 cents per pound. 

It was contended by the OPS author- 
ities that in the long run all this ma- 
nipulation would benefit the consumer. 
It has not done so yet, and it is hard to 
see how price increases can benefit those 
who need price reductions. 

There are more beef cattle now in this 
country than there have ever been. 
There are now 84,200,000 head of cattle— 
January 1, 1951—as compared with 80,- 
100,000—January 1, 1950—last year. Yet, 
with more cattle than ever before in the 
country, the price stabilizer has adopted 
a system of holding down each month 
the quota of cattle slaughtered to 80 
percent and 90 percent of the number 
Slaughtered for the same months last 
year. Such quota reductions reduce 
the supply of beef in the market. 

An increased quota, say of 110 per- 
cent, while it could not force cattle rais- 
ers to bring cattle to market, could yet 
allow them to be brought if they were 
available. A quota of 80 percent or 90 
percent actually prevents their being 
brought to market, even if they are 
available and if the owner is anxious 
to sell. 

A quota of less than 100 percent means 
a reduction in meat supply. A beef 
slaughter quota of 100 percent has not 
been established for any month since 
April by the price stabilizer. The quota 
for April was 100 percent. The quota 
for May was 90 percent. The quota for 
June was 80 percent. The quota for 
July is 90 percent. 

A reduction in the supply of meat nec- 
essarily tends toward raising the price, 
The action needed now is to hold down 
the price—not to hold down the quan- 
tity. 

For these very obvious reasons, I dif- 
fer with the policy of the price stabilizer 
regarding the method of price reduc- 
tion. I differ also with him regarding 
his methods of price reduction on other 
articles. Price ceilings have been fixed 
on furniture in many instances higher 
than the price tags on the furniture 
in the stores. Ceiling prices have been 
fixed on textile goods at prices higher 
than they are tagged in the stores, 
There are large supplies of many items, 
where voluntary price reductions are 
being given. There is a great supply of 
the items I have just mentioned, and 
also warehouses are full of such things 
as television sets, refrigerators, radios, 
and the like. 

It is my belief that the way for a price 
stabilizer to protect against high prices 
and inflation is by holding prices down. 
Certainly not by raising them. 

During most of this 10 months’ period 
since September 8, 1950, when price- 
control authority was given to the ad- 
ministration, prices have been allowed 
to rise unrestrained, this is in spite of 
the fact that the Government has been 
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taking on new employees at the rate of 
1,000 to 1,500 per day, or 30,000 to 45,000 
per month. 

May 1951 was the eleventh consecu- 
tive month in which Government civil- 
ian employees increased. At the end 
of May, the Government had in its em- 
ploy 2,433,076 civilian employees. That 
was an increase of 33,955 over April and 
439,376 over May 1950, a year ago. 

It is tragic, but true, that inflated 
prices due to the rejection by the ad- 
ministration last year of the Baruch 
plan to roll back and peg down prices 
and wages at the June 25, 1950, level has 
cost the taxpayers of this country one- 
fifth the cost of its armament program, 
or $7,000,000,000. Gen. George C. Mar- 
shall, Secretary of Defense, testified be- 
fore the Senate Banking and Currency 
Committee on May 29, 1951, and I quote 
the following from his testimony on 
page 791 of the hearings: 

Taking into account hidden increases, we 
believe that the best over-all estimate of the 
cost of inflation to the Department of De- 
fense during the past year has been roughly 
equivalent to the 20-percent increase in the 
wholesale price index. Thus, approximately 
$7,000,000,000 out of the $35,000,000,000 au- 
thorized for procurement of hard and soft 
goods and military construction for the De- 
partment of Defense during the fiscal year 
1951 can be regarded as the cost of inflation. 


He made the same statement to the 
House Banking and Currency Committee 
on June 14, 1951. 

This $7,000,000,000 which General 
Marshall says can be regarded as the 
cost of inflation to the armament pro- 
gram just about equals the amount of 
the new taxes called for by the Ways 
and Means Committee in the bill it re- 
cently reported out. The Ways and 
Means Committee bill calls for $7,200,- 
000,000 new and additional taxes. This 
was supposed to apply toward the pur- 
chase of military equipment. As a mat- 
ter of fact, it is not going to purchase 
anything. This enormous sum of money 
taken from the taxpayers’ pockets is 
going to pay the cost of inflation accru- 
ing from June 25, 1950, to June 1, 1951, 
because the administration rejected the 
Baruch plan at a time when it could 
have been accepted to good advantage, 
and because further, since the time au- 
thority to control inflation was vested 
in the administration, the administra- 
tion refused to use it. 

Thus, this $7,000,000,000 new taxes 
with all the strain it puts upon the tax- 
payers, is not going to buy armaments. 
It is going to pay the cost of inflation, 
which could have been avoided by the 
exercise of foresight and prudence last 
year. 

I feel that it is extremely unfortunate 
that only 127 Members last year sup- 
ported the plan to roll prices and wages 
back to the June 25 level and peg them 
there. 

Since that time, because of increased 
living costs, there have been several 
rounds of wage increases. This has com- 
plicated the situation. The inflation 
spiral consists of a succession of corre- 
sponding increases in prices and in 
wages. To roll back this spiral of infla- 
tion calis for a roll-back not only of 
prices but the corresponding wage in- 
creases, : 
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The solution of this problem is not 
easy. It is hard and it is difficult. The 
Banking and Currency Committee wres- 
tled with the bill we now have before 
us from May 8 this year to June 23, 
during which time some 200 amendments 
to it were considered and 57 amendments 
actually adopted in the committee. 

Further proof of this difficulty and of 
the concern which Members feel over 
this situation is shown by the fact that 
during the 4 days the bill has been open 
for amendment, only five amendments 
have been finally passed upon. Both 
the Congress and the President made 
a serious and tragic mistake last year 
in rejecting the Baruch plan, That mis- 
take has brought us inflation which is 
penalizing both the consumer and the 
taxpayer. 

One mistake of this kind is all we can 
afford. In fact, it is more than we can 
afford. Another such mistake will wreck 
our economy and will destroy the Arneri- 
can system of free enterprise. 

Because of the disaster which could 
result from another poorly thought-out 
and hastily passed bill, I believe that the 
best course for us to pursue is for Con- 
gress now to pass a bill to hold prices and 
wages at their present levels for a period 
of 4 month or 6 months, and that during 
that period Congress and the adminis- 
tration work together in an effort to per- 
fect a bill to roll back prices and wages 
as far as it may be found practical to 
roll them back. 

I am constitutionally opposed to con- 
trols in time of peace. However, this is 
not a time of peace. It is a time of great 
emergency. t 

I do not see any other way to avoid 
inflation of a run-away and disastrous 
nature. 

I therefore urge that we now pass a 
law imposing price and wage controls 
for the period I have mentioned, and that 
during that period we apply ourselves to 
the task of working out a practical and 
equitable plan to roll back prices and 
wages as far toward the June 25, 1950, 
level as it may be found possible to do. 

Congress has a definite responsibility 
in this problem, a responsibility which 
it should have exercised last year. I 
urged then, as I urge now, that Congress 
accept that responsibility and discharge 
it. The responsibility of Congress is not 
discharged when we merely grant 
bianket authority to the executive de- 
partment. It is no answer to inflation for 
Congress to say, The price stabilizer is 
not holding down prices.“ If the price 
stabilizer is not holding down prices, our 
responsibility becomes all the greater. 

That responsibility is to hola the price 
line now, and to reduce it as quickly as 
it is possible to do so. Through the bill 
now before us, we can hold the price 
line while we perfect a workabie plan to 
reduce it. 

While speaking on this bill, I want to 
take note of a newspaper story by the 
Washington reporter of the Atlanta 
Journal and appearing in the Atlanta 
Journal on Tuesday, July 10. Whether 
intentionally or unintentionally done, 
this article has falsely accused me of 
dodging a vote on a provision which 
would have wrecked the entire price- 
control program. The amendment re- 
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ferred to in the story was an amendment 
to the title section of the bill, and was 
merely an effort to express the inten- 
tion of Congress that the controls actu- 
ally provided in the bill should not be 
used until indirect credit controls had 
first been used. 

The wording of the amendment re- 
ferred to is as follows: 

It is the further intention of the Congress 
that none of the powers contained in this 
act with respect to the control of consum- 
er and real-estate credit, or with respect 
to the stabilization of prices and wages, shall 
be used unless and until other indirect 
means of effectuating such controls and sta- 
bilization presently provided in other acts 
for use by the Secretary of Treasury and the 
Federal Reserve Board have been utilized, 
and then only to the extent necessary to im- 
plement and supplement such indirect 
means of control and stabilization. 


While the thought behind this amend- 
ment is good, and while these indirect 
controls ought to be first used, the 
amendment was too vague and indefinite 
to be enforced. It provided no means of 
requiring this action to be taken by the 
Secretary of the Treasury or by the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board. It was an amend- 
ment to the title section or preamble of 
the bill, and its passage or defeat meant 
ae to the real provisions of the 

This newspaper article has placed me 
no doubt with some people in the light 
of dodging an important vote. I do not 
dodge votes. I vote on all matters which 
affect the Nation and which affect my 
constituents, whether it hurts or helps. 

I, of course, realize that I am subject 
to mistakes of judgment, but there is 
one fact of which I am proud, and that 
is that in my service as Representative 
from the Fifth District of Georgia, I 
have stood up to be counted on every is- 
sue which has been presented during my 
presence here which has affected the 
welfare of my people or the country, 
whether it be much or little. 

I have done that with reference to this 
bill, and all its amendnients, and will 
continue to do so. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from South 
Carolina | Mr. Bryson] is recognized for 
30 minutes. 


ILLITERACY DOOMED IN SOUTH 
CAROLINA 


Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Speaker, any open 
unprejudiced mind must confess that 
whatever may have been the attitude of 
South Carolina in the past, no State has 
done or could do more for the education 
of her children than she is doing now. 
Our State is putting forth every etfort to 
see that every child has an opportunity 
to receive proper schocling. From my 
own experience and observation for more 
than a half-century, I have found that 
the amouuit of education one receives de- 
pends primarily upon his individual ef- 
fort. It has been possible to go to school 
in our State, but it is gratifying to know 
that greater efforts are being exerted and 
greater sacrifices made to make educa- 
tional facilities more readily available to 
everyone. At the January 1951 session 
of our general assembly—although the 
tax burden, as elsewhere, is heavy—a 3 
percent State sales tax was provided for 
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which has just become effective as of this 
July 1. In anticipation of the revenues 
to be derived from this sales tax and 
other funds, a $75,000,000 bond issue was 
authorized for school improvements. A 
validating action was brought to test this 
bond issue, and I am happy to advise the 
House that on Monday, July 9, our State 
supreme court unanimously upheld the 
special school improvement bond issue. 

For some time ill-advised individuals, 
largely from without the borders of our 
State and even beyond the Southland it- 
self, haye sought to agitate friction and 
unrest between the races who have lived 
peacefully during all these years. These 
outside influences have been agitating 
the cause of abolition of segregation in 
our schools. 

On June 21, 1951, a three-judge United 
States district court sitting at Charles- 
ton, S. C., decided a question of mo- 
mentous import to the people of the 
South and of the Nation. That the issue 
before this court in the case of Briggs 
against Elliott was resolved in a man- 
ner best calculated to avoid unhappy 
social consequences is to be attributed 
to the presence thereon of Judge John J. 
Parker, a jurist who has rewarded the 
South in which he was born and reared 
by a quarter of a century of distin- 
guished service as chief judge of the 
United States Court of Appeals for the 
Fourth Circuit. Unwavering in his faith 
that certainty in the administration of 
justice is itself a social good and, ac- 
cordingly, that it is not the function of 
a Federal court to declare outmoded 
the decisions of its superior, the United 
States Supreme Court, the highest 
court in the land, Judge Parker, con- 
sistently with his belief, refused on that 
date to invent a new principle of con- 
stitutional law. On the contrary, he 
again proclaimed, in harmony with 
precedents established over a period of 
75 years, that the practice of segrega- 
tion conditioned upon provision of 
genuinely equal facilities, was in con- 
formity with the constitutional require- 
ment that no State shall deny any per- 
son the equal protection of the laws. 

Specifically, the occasion for the pro- 
nouncement was the disposition of a pe- 
tition on behalf of Negro school children 
in School District 22 of Clarendon County 
which requesting the court to enjoin the 
authorities of this district and of Clar- 
endon County from continuing to pro- 
vide educational facilities for Negro 
students that were inferior to those pro- 
vided for white students in the same 
area and further to hold that the seg- 
regation of such children in separate 
schools, as required by the constitution 
and laws of South Carolina, was viola- 
tive of the equal protection clause of the 
fourteenth amendment. To have ac- 
ceded to the second request and to have 
ruled that segregation per se was synon- 
ymous with inequality would have re- 
quired the court to establish a novel 
principle of constitutional interpreta- 
tion wholly at variance with precedents 
of long standing; and this Judge Parker 
and one of his two associates, United 
States District. Judge George Bell Tim- 
merman, refused to do. Instead the ma- 
jority of the court, in an opinion deliv- 
ered by Judge Parker, decreed that the 
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school authorities of Clarendon County 
and district 22, within a period of 6 
months, must endeavor to provide edu- 
cational facilities for Negro pupils that 
are truly equal to those afforded to white 
pupils enrolled in separate schools there- 
in, and that at the expiration of this in- 
terval they must submit satisfactory 
proof to the court that its order has been 
obeyed. 

For an understanding as to why these 
petitioners were encouraged to request 
the court to put an end to segregation by 
declaring it unconstitutional, a knowl- 
edge of the constitutional history of seg- 
regation is essential. History reveals 
that at the very time it was considering 
adoption of the fourteenth amendment 
and of the Civil Rights Act (16 Stat. 140; 
1870) to enforce the same, the Congress 
of the United States, as early as 1862, 
and 1872, had enacted legislation ex- 
pressly providing for the separation of 
the races in the public schools of tke 
District of Columbia. Not only is this 
legislation still in effect in the District, 
but similar enactments are presently op- 
erative in as many as 16 States—Ala- 
bama, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, 
Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mary- 
land, Missouri, North Carolina, Okla- 
homa, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, 
Virginia, and West Virginia. The first 
judicial decision to uphold this salutary 
practice of segregating Negro children 
in separate but equal schools exclusively 
established for them was rendered by a 
Massachusetts court in 1849, in Roberts 
v. City of Boston (5 Mass. 198); and in 
1896, in the case of Plessy v. Ferguson 
(163 U. S. 537), the United States Su- 
preme Court indirectly sustained the 
constitutionality of this arrangement. 
The notion that enforced separation of 
the two races in this manner had the 
effect of stamping the colored race with 
the badge of inferiority was rejected by 
the Supreme Court as embodying a fal- 
lacious assumption that segregation is 
tantamount to inferiority. This would 
be so, the Court observed, only because 
the colored race chooses to put that con- 
struction upon it. Such an argument, it 
added, also presupposes that social 
prejudices may be overcome by legisla- 
tion, and that equal rights cannot be 
secured to the Negro except by com- 
pelling an enforced commingling of the 
two races. Rejecting this proposition, 
the Court thereupon concluded by stat- 
ing that if the two races are to meet 
upon terms of social equality, it must be 
the result of natural affinities, a mutual 
appreciation of each other’s merits, and 
a voluntary consent of individuals. Leg- 
islation is powerless to eradicate racial 
instincts, or to abolish distinctions based 
upon physical differences, and the at- 
tempt to do so can only result in accen- 
tuating the differences of the present 
situation. 

Within the last 13 years, however, be- 
ginning with the case of Missouri ex rel. 
Gaines v. Canada (305 U. S. 337) decided 
in 1938, the Supreme Court has been 
presented with a number of opportuni- 
ties to determine whether the separate 
facilities now being offered by various 
States to Negro students at the college 
and university level are genuinely equal, 
and in each instance it has been disposed 
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to answer this question in the negative. 
Moreover, in so ruling, the Supreme 
Court, and more recently the same 
United States Court of Appeals on which 
Judge Parker serves—McKessick v. Car- 
michael ((1951) 137 F. (2d) 949), a deci- 
sion requiring admission of a Negro stu- 
dent to the University of North Carolina 
Law School at Chapel Hill—have con- 
strued the equal protection clause of the 
fourteenth amendment as imposing so 
high a standard of equal treatment as 
in effect to render it impossible for the 
States to continue the practice of segre- 
gation, at least at the level of State- 
supported universities and professional 
schools. South Carolina has thus far 
maintained colleges and universities 
which have met the requirements. It 
was these decisions which encouraged 
attorneys for the Negro school children 


` in the instant case to petition the Dis- 


trict Court at Charleston to rule that 
equality of treatment such as the Con- 
stitution commands can never be at- 
tained by segregation at any level of 
public education, that therefore the ap- 
proval which the Supreme Court origi- 
nally gave to this practice in Plessy 
against Ferguson must, on the strength 
of these latest decisions, be deemed to 
have been impliedly overruled, and seg- 
regation once and for all be brought to 
an end. 

Judge Parker rejected that specious 
argument and justified his refusal to 
issue such an unprecedented decree on 
the grounds that the problem of segrega- 
tion as applied to graduate and profes- 
sional education is essentially different 
from that involved in segregation in edu- 
cation at the lower levels. In the grad- 
uate and professional school, the prob- 
lem, as he appraised it, is one of affording 
equal educational facilities to person sui 
juris and of mature personality. Be- 
cause of the great expense of such edu- 
cation and the importance of the pro- 
fessional contacts established while 
carrying on the educational process, it 
is difficult for the State to maintain 
segregated schools for Negro students in 
this field which will afford them oppor- 
tunities for educational and professional 
advancement equal to those afforded by 
the graduate professional schools main- 
tained for white persons. South Caro- 
lina has thus far maintained colleges 
and universities which have met the re- 
quirements. In his estimation, all that 
the Federal courts have said, in the cases 
upon which petitioners rely, is that not- 
withstanding these difficulties the oppor- 
tunity afforded the Negro student must 
be equal to that afforded the white stu- 
dent and that—if necessary to give the 
Negro students the equal opportunity 
which the Constitution requires—the 
schools established for white students 
must be opened to them. 

At the common school level on the 
other hand, the problem of segregation, 
as he analyzed it, appeared to be very 
different. At this level, he continued, as 
good education can be afforded in Negro 
schools as in white schools and the con- 
cept of professional contacts does not 
enter into the picture. Education at this 
level also is not a matter of voluntary 
choice on the part of the student but of 
compulsion by the State. The law thus 
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provides that the school shall supplement 
the work of the parent in the training of 
the child; and in doing so it is entering 
a delicate field and one fraught with ten- 
sions and difficulties. In formulating ed- 
ucational policies at the common school 
level, therefore, the law must take into 
account not merely the matter of af- 
fording instruction but also of the wishes 
of the parent as to the upbringing of the 
child and his associates in the formative 
period of childhood and adolescence. 
Judge Parker is accordingly convinced 
that if public education is to have the 
support of the people through their legis- 
latures, it must not go contrary to what 
they deem for the interest of their chil- 
dren, The questions presented by con- 
flicting testimony as to whether mixed 
schools will advance the welfare of the 
community and the education of the 


children, or will promote racial friction’ 


or tension, are declared by him to be not 
questions of constitutional right but of 
legislative policy, which must be formu- 
lated, not in vacuo or with doctrinaire 
disregard of existing conditions, but in 
realistic approach to the situations to 
which it is to be applied. The Federal 
courts, in his belief, would be going far 
outside their constitutional function 
were they to attempt to prescribe edu- 
cational policies for the States in such 
matters. For the Federal courts to do 
so would result not only in interference 
with local affairs, but also in the sub- 
stitution of the judicial for the legislative 
process in what is essentially a legislative 
matter. The equal protection of the 
laws, to him, does not mean that the 
child must be treated as the property of 
the State utterly disregarding the wishes 
of his family as to his upbringing. The 
classification of children, for the pur- 
pose of education, in separate schools has 
a basis grounded in reason and experi- 
ence; and if equal facilities are afforded, 
he can find no reason to condemn it as 
discriminatory. 

Having thus concluded that segrega- 
tion at the grade school level, per se, does 
not impose such inequality which the 
Constitution interdicts, Judge Parker 
then addressed himself to a considera- 
tion of second portion of the petitioner's 
request which was essentially that, in 
view of South Carolina’s previous neglect 
to provide truly equal facilities for Negro 
school children, that State should be 
presumed to have no sincere intention 
ever to provide such facilities and that, 
in the light of this breach of the four- 
teenth amendment, it should be enjoined 
from continuing the practice of segrega- 
tion. In considering this latter petition 
for injunctive relief, the district court 
had before it an open admission by the 
school authorities of Clarendon County 
that the existing equipment, curricula, 
and opportunities afforded in district 22 
to Negro pupils was not substantially 
equal to those afforded to white pupils. 
As described by these authorities, dis- 
trict 22, moreover, would appear to be 
located in one of the least prosperous 
rural areas of the State in which all 
school children, white no less than Ne- 
gro, were subjected to lamentable dis- 
advantages in the matter of their educa- 
tion. In view of this existence of indis- 
criminately bad conditions for the chil- 
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dren of both races, it becomes difficult 
to suppress the suspicion that the attor- 
neys who filed these petitions intention- 
ally selected district 22 as the site of 
their litigation with a view to being en- 
abled thereby to assemble data that 
would most effectively support their al- 
legations. However, as evidence of a 
bona fide intention to rectify this situa- 
tion, the school authorities stressed the 
fact that the South Carolina Legislature 
only recently had authorized the flota- 
tion of a $75,000,000 bond issue, that the 
proceeds thereof were already being ex- 
pended through the State, and that as a 
result of this effort educational facilities 
in district 22 will be greatly improved for 
both races and Negro children therein 
will be afforded educational facilities 
and opportunities in all respects equal to 
those afforded white children. 

Presumably on the strength of the 
latter evidence of good frith, Judge 
Pa- ker was induced to withhold issu- 
ance of the injunction requested; and, 
instead, granted the defendants 6 
months’ grace in which to carry out 
their expressed intention to complete 
correction of the unequal conditions 
which they acknowledged presently to 
exist in their area. Such a decree was 
viewed by him as best calculated to pre- 
serve the rights of both parties to the 
present dispute. Inasmuch as the in- 
equality complained of had resulted not 
from the segregation laws of South Caro- 
lina, which he declared to be constitu- 
tional, but rather from the manner in 
which they were administered, it wes 
therefore deemed appropriate that the 
district court should restrict its injunc- 
tion to removing these inequalities 
rather than to nullifying the laws them- 
selves. No court, Judge Parker con- 
cluded, should use its power to abolish 
segregation in a State where it is re- 
quired by law as long as the equality 
demanded by the Constitution can be 
attained otherwise. That much, in his 
opinion, was demanded by the spirit of 
comity which must prevail in the rela- 
tionship between the agencies of the 
Federal Government and the States if 
our constitutional system is to endure. 

This case is slated to be appealed di- 
rectly to the United States Supreme 
Court and probably will be considered 
by the latter at its next term, which be- 
gins in the fall of 1951. Whether Judge 
Parker's decision will be sustained is a 
matter for speculation; but in speculat- 
ing it may be pertinent to note that 
Judge Parker is the presiding chief 
judge of a court of appeals which, alone 
of the 11 Federal circuits, registered a 
perfect score with the Supreme Court 
during the term just concluded. Not one 
of the decisions appealed from Judge 
Parker’s court of appeals to the Su- 
preme Court was reversed by the latter 
during its 1950-51 term. 


KOREAN FADE-OUT 


Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 3 minutes, and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no obiection. 
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Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, under 
the caption “Korean fade-out” the 
Washington Daily News today devotes its 
lead editorial to what is happening at 
Kaesong. It says: 

Will Rogers once remarked that the United 


States had never lost a war or won a con- 
ference. 


I cannot help but wonder how Will 
would appraise those photographs show- 
ing unarmed American delegates sur- 
rounded by armed Communist guards 
which are being used to fortify the Com- 
munist contention that the Americans 
were forced to beg for a cease-fire order 
because of their heavy losses and their 
realization that “American imperialistic 
aggression must stop.” 

Our armed guards were barred from 
the Kaesong area and so were our news- 
papermen and photographers. It now 
appears that our officer-delegates were 
obliged to confer in a place occupied by 
the armed troops of the enemy. 

Americans are being shocked at the 
apparent way in which we are being 
pushed around and “told off.” 

The Daily News goes on to say that if 
Will Rogers cov'd observe what is hap- 
pening at Kaesong, he could add that 
we are chumps at propaganda, too. 

Miss Dorothy B. Ward, of 90 Seven- 
teenth Avenue, Paterson, N. J., is one of 
my home city's most civic-minded citi- 
zens. She does not like the Kaesong 
picture one bit. She wired me today as 
follows: 

Newark, N. J., July 12, 1951. 
Hon. GORDON CANFIELD, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

I am shocked by the tragically humiliat- 
ing breakdown of negotiations in Korea. 
Presumably a victorious nation does not 
have to negotiate in an enemy-held city. I 
strongly urge investigation State and De- 
fense Departments and Presidential motives 
leading to this. Also congressional action 
to assure waging war against our known 
enemies on realistic basis in order to save 
American lives. 

Donor Rr B. Warp. 


It was General MacArthur who told 
us recently there was no substitute for 
victory. It was the same general who 
told us just who the enemy was. 

I cannot believe that we are going to 
let anyone anywhere propagandize the 
white flag as an American military 
symbol. 

There are millions of Dorothy Wards 
in America who want to see the Kaesong 
picture change and now insist that our 
Government be resolute with no retreat. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to Mr. GREGORY (at 
the request of Mr. Bares of Kentucky) 
for 5 days, on account of official business. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recorp, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. Lane in three instances and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. Granam and to include a speech 
delivered by the Honorable GEORGE B. 
AIKEN, Senator from Vermont. 
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Mr. Pars and to include a letter 
from the gentleman from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. COTTON]. 

Mr. O’Hara and to include a news- 
paper article. 

Mr. McCormack and to include a 
statement recently made by Miss India 
Edwards, 

Mr. Camp and to include a section-by- 
section explanation of a bill to which he 
referred in previous remarks this 
morning. 

Mr. Karma (at the request of Mr. 
Bryson) and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Van Zaxpr and to include extra- 
neous matter. 

Mr. Focarty and to include an article 
from the Providence Journal. 

Mr. Bank and to include a news- 
paper article. 

Mr. Garmatz (at the request of Mr, 


PRIEST) and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. BURDICK. 

Mr. Meraner and to include corre- 
spondence. 


Mr. Rapwan and to include an edito- 
rial. 

Mr. Ostertac and to include extra- 
neous matter. 

Mrs. Sr. Grone in two instances and 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. MILLER of Maryland. 

Mr. Poutson in three instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Jupp in three instances and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. Sasatu (at the request of Mr. 
Boyxrn) and to include statements by 
Mr. William Green and Mr. James Carey. 

Mr. Gwinn on controls and constitu- 
tional limitations. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED 


A joint resolution of the Senate of 
the following title was taken from the 
Speaker's table and, under the rule, re- 
ferred as follows: 

S. J. Res. 82. Joint resolution to amend 
title 28 of the United State Code so as to 
add thereto a chapter relating to procedure 
in condemnation proceedings; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 


Mr, STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on July 11, 1951, pre- 
sent to the President, for his approval, a 
bill of the House of the following title: 

H. R. 953. An act for the relief of Joseph 


A. Myers, Hazel C. Myers, and Helen Myers. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 5 o’clock and 49 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Fri- 
day, July 13, 1951, at 12 o'clock noon, 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

699. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting copies of orders of the Com- 
missioner of Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion granting the application for permanent 
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residence filed by the subjects of such orders, 
pursuant to section 4 of the Displaced Per- 
sons Act of 1948, as amended; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

600. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting copies of orders of the Com- 
missioner of Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion suspending deportation as well as a 


Ust of the persons involved, pursuant to the 


act.of Congress approved July 1, 1948 (Pub- 
lic Law 863), amending subsection (c) of 
section 19 of the Immigration Act of Febru- 
ary 5, 1917, as amended (8 U. S. C. 155 (c)): 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

601. A letter from the Secretary of State, 
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill en- 
titled, “A bill to amend the act providing 
for membership and participation by the 
United States in the United Nations Educa- 
tional, Scientific, and Cultural Organization 
to provide for the acceptance of gifts, and 
for other purposes”; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

602. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense, transmitting a draft of legisla- 
tion entitled “A bill to retrocede to the State 
of North Carolina concurrent. jurisdiction 
over a highway at Fort Bragg, N. C.“; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

603. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a letter relative to the case of 
Jessie Nowell Hoover, file No. A-6935154 CR 
80969, and requesting that it be withdrawn 
from those before the Congress and re- 
turned to the jurisdiction of the Department 
of Justice; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

604. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a copy of an order of the Act- 
ing Commissioner of Immigration and Nat- 
uralization, dated November 16, 1950, au- 
thorizing the temporary admission into the 
United States of displaced persons, pursuant 
to section 6 (b) of the act of October 16, 
1918, as amended by section 22 of the In- 
ternal Security Act of 1950; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

605. A letter from the Attorney General, 
transmitting a copy of an order of the Act- 
ing Commissioner of Immigration and Nat- 
uralization, dated November 16, 1950, au- 
thorizing the temporary admission into the 
United States of displaced persons, pursuant 
to section 6 (b) of the act of October 16, 
1918, as amended by section 22 of the In- 
ternal Security Act of 1950; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

606. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Civil Defense Administration, transmitting 
the first quarterly report of property acqui- 
sitions for the period ending March 31, 1951, 
pursuant to subsection 201 (h) of the Fed- 
eral Civil Defense Act of 1950; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

. 607. A letter from the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, transmitting proposed amendments 
to the Federal Seed Act of August 9, 1939 (53 
Stat. 1275); to the Committee on Agriculture. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 


Mr. FELLOWS: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 4484. A bill to confirm and 
establish the titles of the States to lands 
beneath navigable waters within State 
boundaries and to the natural resources 
within such lands and waters, to provide 
for the use and control of said lands and 
resources, and to provide for the use, con- 
trol, exploration, development, and conserva- 
tion of certain resources of the Continental 
Shelf lying outside of State boundaries; withe 
out amendment (Rept. No. 695). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union. 
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Mr. STANLEY: Committee on House Ad- 
ministration. H.Res.308. Resolution pro- 
viding for additional compensation to the 
stenographer, Office of the Sergeant at Arms; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 696). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. STANLEY: Committee on House Ad- 
ministration. S. J. Res. 71. Joint resolution 
relating to the compensation of employees of 
the House and Senate press, periodical, and 
radio galleries; without amendment (Rept. 
No, 697). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. STANLEY: Committee on House Ad- 
ministration. H. R. 1038. A bill relating to 
the policing of the buildings and grounds of 
the Smithsonian Institution and its con- 
stituent bureaus; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 698). Referred to the Committee on the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. CAMP: 

H R. 4775. A bill to provide for revenue 
revision, to correct tax inequities, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 


By Mr. CLEMENTE: 

H. R. 4776. A bill denying bail on appeals 
from convictions in capital cases; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. HARDEN: 

H.R.4777. A bill to amend the Railroad 
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increased 
annuities for retired railroad employees and 
their widows; to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MORRISON: 

H. R. 4778. A bill to provide an additional 
period within which veterans of World War 
It who are patients at the United States 
Public Health Service Hospital, Carville, La., 
may initiate and receive education and 
training under Veterans’ Regulation No, 1 
(a); to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. GREGORY: 

H. R. 4779. A bill to limit reduction of 
ratings for certain disabilities aggravated by 
active service; to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

By Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL: 

H. R. 4780. A bill to fix permanent bail of 
$1,000,000 for each day a convicted Commu- 
nist remains away from jail; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RICHARDS: 

H. J. Res. 289. Joint resolution to terminate 
the state of war between the United States 
and the Government of Germany; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MARTIN of Ifassachusetts: 

H. J. Res. 290. Joint resolution providing 
for the recognition and endorsement of the 
World Metallurgical Congress; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mrs. BOSONE: 

H. Res. 322. Resolution authorizing the 
printing of the manuscript entitled “A Man- 
ual on the Planning of Small Water Projects” 
as a House document; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BRAMBLETT: 

H. R. 4781. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Ray- 
munda Panart de Zanino and Julio Zanino; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DEANE: 

H. R. 4782. A bill for the relief of Sheppard 

B. Yates; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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By Mr. FURCOLO (by request): 

H. R. 4783. A bill for the relief of Djalil 

Touba; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. GARY: 

H. R. 4784. A bill for the relief of Edmundo 
Belfort Saraiva de Magalhaes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 4785. A bill for the relief of Dr. Soon 
Tai Ryang; to the Committee on the Judi- 
clary. 


By Mr. GREENWOOD: 

H. R. 4786. A bill for the relief of Frank 
Nisaku Takeno; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, 

By Mr. JOHNSON: 

H. R. 4787. A bill for the relief of Bok Woon 
Jew, Hock Yee Jew, and Hock Yell Jew; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 4788. A bill for the relief of Yoko 
Takeuchi; to the Committee on the Judi- 


clary. 
By Mr. REED of New York: 
H. R. 4789. A bill for the relief of Shirley 
W. Rothra; to the Committee on the Judi- 


ciary. 
By Mr. REGAN: 

H. R. 4790. A bill for the relief of Miss 
Helga Richter; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SHEPPARD: 

H. R. 4791. A bill for the relief of All 
Homayounpour; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ZABLOCKI: 

H. R. 4792. A bill to provide for the trans- 
fer of the Jeremiah Curtin home and under- 
lying land to the Milwaukee County Histori- 
cal Society by the Public Housing Adminis- 
tration; to the Conimittee on Banking and 
Currency. 


SENATE 
Fray, Jury 13, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 27, 
1951) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Eternal Spirit, everywhere present but 
often unreal to us because of our un- 
awareness of Thee, come to us now, we 
beseech Thee, in the quietness of this 
hallowed moment dedicated to the 
things unseen and abiding. 

We are grateful that there are many 
paths to Thee and that Thou canst 
minister to us through the glories of na- 
ture, through the mind's apprehension 
of truth, through the soul's silent ap- 
proach to Thee when we shut ourselves 
away from the busy world. We come 
now praying that Thou wilt bestow upon 
us strength for our burdens, wisdom for 
our responsibilities, insight to meet the 
demands of our time. 

We pray that we may be tall enough 
in moral and spiritual stature to rise 
above the petty prejudices of our em- 
bittered days. Guide our Nation to such 
use of its power as may cause the peo- 
ples of the earth to rise up and call us 
blessed. As such was the dream of our 
Nation’s founders, so now, in the day of 
our opportunity, may we fail not man 
nor Thee. We ask it in the dear Re- 
deemer’s name. Amen. 
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THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MCFARLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, 
July 12, 1951, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT— 

APPROVAL OF BILLS 


Messages in writing from the President 


of the United States were communicated 
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his 
secretaries, and he announced that the 
President had approved and signed the 
following acts: 

On July 11, 1951: 

S. 718. An act to authorize the lease and 
purchase by the United States of the Young 
Men’s Christian Association Building and 
premises in Phoenix, Ariz.; and 

S. 1042. An act to amend the act creating 
the Motor Carrier Claims Commission (Pub- 
lic Law 880, 80th Cong.). 

On July 12, 1951: 

S. 109. An act to protect scenic values along 
the Grand Canyon Park Approach Highway 
(State 64) within the Kaibab National For- 
est, Ariz., and certain public domain lands 
under the jurisdiction of the Department of 
the Interior; and 


S. 984. An act to amend the Agricultural 
Act of 1949. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant 
reading clerk, announced that the House 
had passed, without amendment, the 
joint resolution (S. J. Res. 71) relating to 
the compensation of employees of the 
House and Senate Press, Periodical, and 
Radio Galleries, 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed a bill (H. R. 1038) re- 
lating to the policing of the buildings 
and grounds of the Smithsonian Insti- 
tution and its constituent bureaus, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate. 


HOUSE BILL REFERRED 


The bill (H. R. 1038) relating to the 
policing of the buildings and grounds of 
the Smithsonian Institution and its con- 
stituent bureaus was read twice by its 
title and referred to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


On request of Mr. Lone, and by unan- 
imous consent, the Senator from Louisi- 
ana [Mr. EtLenprr] was excused from 
attendance upon the sessions of the Sen- 
ate today and next week, because of offi- 
cial business. 


RECRUITMENT AND EMPLOYMENT OF 
AGRICULTURAL WOREERS FROM MEX- 
ICO—MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
(H. DOC. NO. 192) 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate a message from the President of 
the United States, which was read and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

(For President’s message, see today's 
proceedings of the House of Representa- 
tives, pp. 8144-8146.) 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators be 


permitted to transact routine business, 
without debate. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


PROHIBITION OF ALCOHOLIC-BEVERAGE 
ADVERTISING IN INTERSTATE COM- 
MERCE—PETITION 


Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, I pre- 
sent for appropriate reference a petition 
signed by 355 citizens of Wilmington, 
Del., praying for the enactment of legis- 
lation to prohibit alcoholic-beverage 
advertising over the radio and television 
as well as in magazines and newspapers. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The peti- 
tion will be received and referred to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 


DISSOLUTION OF RECONSTRUCTION 
FINANCE CORPORATION—REPORT OF 
A COMMITTEE 


Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, by 
direction of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency, I report, without recom- 
mendation, the bill (S. 1376) providing 
for the dissolution of the Reconstruc- 
tion Finance Corporation and the trans- 
fer of certain functions related to na- 
tional defense heretofore vested in the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation, and 
I submit a report (No. 547) thereon. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report 
will be received, and the bill will be 
placed on the calendar. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PERSON- 
NEL AND FUNDS 


Pursuant to Senate Resolution 123, 
Eightieth Congress, first session, the fol- 
lowing reports were received by the 
Secretary of the Senate: 

Jory 5, 1951. 


REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE AND 
CIVIL SERVICE 


To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
Salary of each person employed by it and 
its subcommittees for the period from Jan- 
uary 3, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with 
the funds available to and expended by it 
and its subcommittees: 


a ee Rate of Total 
ame and profession sa 

— received 
Boho, Virginia, assistant chief clerk_| $4, 849. 61082. 424. 80 
Bmw ley, H. W., staff director____- 10, $46.00) 5, 428. C0 
Chriso Costas” D., clerical assist- 


TTT 
Fancette, Andrew McO. (Jan. 1 to 
Jan. 22, 1951), professional stall 
member. 
ge 


4,849.61) 2,316. 16 


10,846.00] 662. 80 
8, 489.17] 1, 207.17 
4, 418. 100 2,207. 88 
3.080. 50 407. 5 
10, 846.00] 5, 423. 00 
10, 846. 00] 5, 423. 00 
4,154.38] 684.68 


4, 067, 49) 1. 849. 55 
4, 154.38) 2, 077.19 


r. Pit (from Feb. 14), cleri- 


unsel._ 
Moreno: Ethel (to 
clerical nesistant 
Oglesby, Alyce (from Feb. 27), 
clerical assistant 
Shawn, Luise, clerical assistant 


Funds authorized or appropriated for com- 


mittee expenditure including 8. Res. 19 
agreed to Jan. 29, 1051 „ 000. 
Amount expended. - 4, 631. 85 
Balance unexpended -=-= 8,068. 15 


OLIN D. JOHNSTON, 
Chairman. 
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Juty 11, 1951. 
Report oF COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE AND 
CIVIL SERVICE 
SUECOMMITTEE ON FEDERAL MANPOWER POLICIES, 

OPDRATING UNDER SENATE RESOLUTION 53, 

AGREED TO FEBRUARY 19, 1951 
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and 
its subcommittees for the period from Jan- 
uary 3, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with 
the funds available to and expended by it 
and its subcommittees: 


Rate of 
Total 
Name and profession gross, | sala 
ar Aans received 
salary 


Amidon, Robert H. (from May 22), 
investigator-analyst 
Faucette, Andrew bap 


10, 846.00, 451. 91 
0, 066. 23 869. 89 
t 3, 806. 78 1, 228. 51 
Keefer, J. Albert (from May 14), 
inv: estigator-analyst 3 6, 066.23) 701. 97 
Kolley, Witmer H. a May 14), 
Melin, Jean rom Jue, peas 6, 066. 23] 791. 97 
e 7), stenog- 
ene 20087 
i 3 Melvin (from Mar. 26 
Purvi Nie 8 10,846.00 2, 862. 12 
C m 14 
P Ae e . .. 80a 280 406.90 
Funds authorized or appropriated ſor com- 
mittee expenditure. -..--.--2------------ 0 000. 
Amount expended 8, 946. 12 
Balance unexpended 41, 053, 88 
OLIN D. JOHNSTON, 
Chairman. 


JuLy 16, 1951, 


REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND 
INSULAR AFFAIRS 
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and 
its subcommittees for the period from Jan- 
uary 1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with 
the funds available to and expended by it 
and its subcommittees: 


Rate of T 
otal 
Name and profession gross | salary 
Sonos received 
ary 
Milis, Astin. chief clork...-....-..- $10, 846. 00/88, 423. 00 
Nellie D, McSherry. assistant chief 
CS Ae aay EE oa le 54 | 438, 93) 4, 219. 46 
Albort A. Grorud, professional staff_| 8, 435. 93] 4, 219. 46 
Elmer K. Nelson’ professional staff.| 8. 438. 93) 4, 219. 46 
Stewart French, pro essional staff. . 8, 438.93) 4, 219. 46 
* A Sandusky, professional 
438. 93) 4. 219. 46 


Chariot te Mickle, clerical assistant 
Mario Mathew, clerical assistant 


4.328. 19| 2, 164. 09 
Gerulgean B. Colevas, clerical as- 


ooo ( EN A 4. 154. 38 865. 47 
Rosemary Donnelley, clérical as- 
— A AA 8, 806. 78 1, 543. 85 


1 Terminated Mar. 15 1851. 


Funds authorized or appropriated for com- 
mittee expenditure - $10, 000, 00 
Amount expended__..-.... - 1,681.98 


Balance unexpended 8, 318, 02 
JosEerH C. O’Manoney, Chairman, 
Jory 16, 1951. 
R ronr oF SUBCOMMITTEE OF COMMITTEE ON 
INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS INVESTIGAT- 
ING THE RELATIONS OF THE UNITED STATES 
WITH THE INDIANS 
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 
The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 


ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- . 


gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
Salary of each person employed by it and 
its subcommittees for the period from Jan- 
uary 1. 1951, to June 80, 1951, together with 
the funds available to and expended by it 
and its subcommittees: 


Rate of Total 
Name and profession gr vai salary 
Saly received 
ary 


Luttrell, Louis D., staff * $8, 438. 93 84. 219. 47 
MeWane, Luna P., clerical assist: 
ant 3, 806, 78| 1, 1, bis. 21 


Funds authorized or * ar com- 
mittee expenditure -- $25, 000. 00 
Amount expended. 11, 290. 56 


Balance unexpended__......-...-...... 13, 709. 44 
JOSEPH C. O'MAHONEY, Chairman, 


JuLY 16, 1951. 


REPORT OF SUBCOMMITTEE OF COMMITTEE ON 
INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIL.S INVESTIGAT- 
ING THE AVAILABLE FUEL RESERVES OF THE 
Unitrp STATES, UNDER AUTHORITY OF SEN- 
ATE RESOLUTION 33, AGREED TO JANUARY 29, 
1951 


To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
selary of each person employed by it and 
its subcommittees for the period from Jan- 
uary 1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with 
the funds available to and expended by it 
and its subcommittees: 


Rate of Total 
Name and profession gross ary 
— — received 


Lenore V. Choate, clerical assistant. S, 806. 78 |$1, 903. 39 


Funds authorized or appropriated for com- 


mittee expenditure. 000. 
Amount expended... 2, 769, 31 
Balance unexpended 17, 230. 69 


Josxrn C. O'MAHONEY, Chairman. 


JuLy 13, 1951. 
REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC 
WELFARE 
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENTE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
Salary of each person employed by it and 
its subcommittees for the period from Jan- 
uary 3, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with 
the funds available to and expended by it 
and its subcommittees: 


Rate of | Total 
Name and profession erent salary 
salary received 


William H. 8 chief clerk... 810, 846. 0084, 519. 15 
Philip R. Rodgers, assistant clerk.. 10; 846. 00 5, 422, 98 
Vivien T. Harman, clerical assist- 

5, 718. 63 2, 859. 30 
5, 284. 12 2, 642, 04 
5, 284.12) 2, 642.04 


4, 154. 38 1, 767. 20 
4, 154. 1.707. 20 


—: SS Sareea 
Paul Sample, clerical 3 — 
8 G. II ical 
P 
Mag Jaro Del Balzo, clerical 


Helen H. Pa Rs 
Margueri Ce ppa — (Jan. 5 


clerical ——— 1 3. 719. 87 309. 98 
Helen F. King Can. 
—. 5 5o2 28 ac onawe nse a= 4, 502. 00 378. 16 
ig G. Reidy, professional 
— ER EESE S 10, 846. 00! 5, 422. 98 
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Rate of 
Total 
Name and profession annual salary. 
ual received 
salary 


Paul L. Badger, professional staff_.|$10, ae: 00058, 422. 98 
Paul H, Menk, professional staff. 8, 604. 83| 2, 241. 20 
Charles Bragman, professional staff. 10, 846. 00} 3, 042. 89 
Herman Lazarus (Mar. 18), pro- 

10, 846. 00) 2, 349, 95 


wg Ba: 
7, 775.31) 1, 295,88 
10, 846. 00 5, 422. 98 


1 Resigned. 
? Transferred, Subcommittee on Health. 


Funds authorized or appropriated for com- 


mittee expenditures... ..-..-..---.--.----- „000. 00 
Amount expended -22-2145 -0nnMŅ 4, 687. 56 
Balance unexpended—— 5. 312. 44 


JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, 


JuLY 12, 1951. 

REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC 

WELFARE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON LABOR AND LABOR-MANAGE- 

‘MENT RELATIONS, UNDER AUTHORITY OF SEN- 

‘ATE RESOLUTION 71, AGREED TO FEBRUARY 28, 

1951 
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and 
its subcommittees for the period from Feb- 
ruary 1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with 
the funds available to and expended by it 
and its subcommittees: 


Rate of 
Total 
Name snd profession Paot tE Sal 
2 y [received 
Bar „Jack, economist ..---.--- --|$1 855, 54 84, 242. 03 
Christie, Alexander K., staff m 8 ie 
r.. CE 848. 36) 2, 937. 61 
and Rell za „Staff ee 7, = 16| 351. 10 
‘ernba nne K., stenographer... 3, 08) 1, 063. 80 
Finnegan, Evelyn M., clerk-secre- x $ 
4, 936. 51) 1, 645, 48 


10, 097.97) 336. 59 
9, 600, 26 
6, 935, 26) 3, 056, 44 


y ff 
. — Curt . „Stall member. a 
Johnston, Barbara K., staff mem - 


2 ˙ GS Sn ES 5, 023, 41| 1, 325. 59 
ig mad John, Jr., minority econ- 
ENSI $e ee OP ea 8, 438, 93) 2, 484. 78 
Prather, John T., research as- 
P 4, 415. 10} 1, 103. 76 
Stone, Russell E., staff member 6, 848. 36| 1, 663, 07 
Ulriksson, Vidkunn, staff member. 6,848.36} 741.89 
Whittaker, Marjorie M., stenog- 
S (TTT 4, 154. 38] 1, 027. 03 
Funds authorized or appropriated for com- 
mittee expenditure. __............-...-.--- $77, 500. 00 
Amount expended... -....-...-.--.----<----< 27, 906. 81 
Balance unexpended.....-......-.-..- 49, 593. 10 
JAMES E. MURRAY, 
Chairman. 
Juty 6, 1951. 
REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC 
WELFARE 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH (PURSUANT TO 8. RES, 
71, 82D CONG.) 
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and 
its subcommittees for the period from April 
1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, togethcr with the 


8114 


funds available to and expended by it and 
its subcommittees: 


Rate of 
Total 
gross 
Name and profession aoni 
salary 
Kenneth A. Meikicjohn (appointed 
June 1, 1951) staff director. $10, 846, 0082 711. 49 
vet W. Sneed (appointed April 
951) assistant staff director eg 10, 846. 00) 2, 711. 49 
Nora K. Picre (appointed June 13, 3 
1951) research assistant 8,024. 17 
1 M. Brown 9 June 
051) research assistant 024. 66) 
Harriet Gilfoyle (appointed April 
1, 1951) stenographer. ..--.----- 4. 154. 38 
Adele Heller (appointed April 1 
1951) stenographer 4, 154. 38 
mee „ Esola (appoi 
. Willkie tappolated Juns eis 
Piip. H. ie (appo une 
11, 1951) staff mem ber 2 „194. 45 


Funds authorized or appropriated for com- 


mittee expenditure. --- $48, 370.00 
Amount expended. 10, 285. 52 
Balance unexpended 38, 084. 48 
JAMES E. MTRRAY, 
Chairman. 
JuLY 6, 1951. 
REPORT oF COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC 


WELFARE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH (PURSUANT TO g. RES, 
273 AND 8. RES. 39) 
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant t: Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and 
its subcommittees for the period from Jan- 
uary 1, 1951, to March 31, 1951, together with 
the funds available to and expended by it 
and its subcommittees: 


Rate of Total 
Name and profession ve salary 
received 
Dean A. —— 1 June 20, 
1950), director -5e 1825 1. 566. 03 
Morris’ Pike. (pointed July 18, 
8, 1950), assistant director 1, 566.63 
rile Aannestad (appointed Ang. 
24, 1950), assistant director 1, 669. 16 
Edward Caygil 1 Sept. 
assistant 813. 84 
Murten "Fenerlicht (appointed 
Sept. 25, 1950), research assistant. 498. 27 
Ben H. Ervin (appointed July 3, 
1950), research assistant 1, 234. 11 
Oona Hapney Ropemied Jan. 
2, 1051), research assistant 1, 255. 83 
Biteabot i B. Jones (app wied Feb. 
1, 1951), research assistant 1, 068. 96 
a 7 9 — pointed Sept. 
1, 1950), stenographer .-_.-...-.- 1, 038. 57 
Mary Jane Del ot Balzo (a eee 
June 2, 1950), stenorra — RS basin 346, 19 
—— Lexcen (appoin' June 27, 
. ⁵ — 1, 494. 81 
Meirig W. Sneed (appointed Feb. 
1, ngs R fessional consultant 1, 807. 66 
Betty i ria Feb. 1, 
1951), ens 692. 38 
Ethel G. Hester 1 
5, 1951), stenographe 646, 22 
1 Per day. 
Funds authorized or a Spa for com- 
mittee expenditure G12. S $37, 800. 00 


Amount expended during 81st <3 82d Cong.. 37, 781.32 


Balance unexpended.........-.------- 18. 68 
James E. MURRAY, 
Chairman, 
Jury 13, 1951. 


REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND 
FOREIGN COMMERCE 
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and 
its subcommittees for the period from Jan- 
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uary 1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with 
the funds available to and expended by it 
and its subcommittees: 


Cecelia M, Cook (from Feb. 16), 
clerical assistant 


Edward Cooper (Jan. 5 5 58 31), 


professional staff member. 834. 58 
malord Davis, professional staff 
EEE 5, 422. 98 
Har riet 2 clerical assistant 2,077. 14 
Edward Jarrett, chief elerk 6, 422. 98 
Edward R. Jelsma, professional ‘ 
Staff member 5, 422. 98 
Frank Keenan, assistant chief clerk 3, 511, 68 
Daos Prout, Jan. 1 to Feb. 16, 
519. 20 
2, 598. 60 
Martha P. Shaffer, clerical assistant. 2.077. 14 
Edward C. Sweeney, professional 
staff member 5, 422. 98 
Evelyn Rosenkranz 9 25 1 to Feb. 
18), noe assistant 519. 20 
Nicholas bony . — “tro, Feb. 1), 
professional staff member 4, 519. 95 
Funds authorized or appropriated for com- 
mittee expenditure $10, 000. 00 
Amount expended, Jan. 1 to June 30, 1951.. 3. 768. 93 
Balance unexpended—— 6, 231. 07 
Ep C. JOHNEON, 
Chairman, 
Jury 13, 1951. 


REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND 
FOREIGN COMMERCE (PURSUANT TO f. RES. 
50, AGREED TO Arn. 1i, 1949; S. RES. 308, 
AGREED TO JULY 27, 1950; AND TO S. Res. 55, 
AGREED TO Fes. 19, 1951) 


To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and 
its subcommittees for the period from Jan- 
uary 1, 1951, to June 29, 1951, together with 
the funds available to and expended by it 
and its subcommittees: 


Name and profession 


Pauline Chaternuck (from Feb. 16), 
clerical ussistant..........-.-...-- 

Cocelia M. Cook (Jan. 1 to Feb. 16), 
clerical agsistant.......-......-.. 

Catherine L, 8 (Jan, 1 to 


$4, 675, 80 81, 558. 60 
4,154.38) 519. 29 


Mar. 31), resear ~----| 5,197, 21) 1, 815. 88 
Hugh ©. Mearino (Jan. 1 to Apr. 

6), attorney. --| 8,488.93) 3, 546, 20 
Elizabeth G. Moore q 

18), clerical assistant... 4, 154. 380 1, 384. 76 


apt prda pase rai oui Feb. 16), 


ssistamt. ..5-...-........ 4, 184. 519, 29 
Helen A. 8 Jan. 1 to 31), 
clerical assistant... : 4,154.38) 346.19 
3 Vigil 5 1 to31), clerical 
—— —— 3,806.78) 317. 23 


Mar. 10), research assistant... 
— D. Worden, clerical 


3, 719. 87 7283. 28 


834. 58 


Funds authorhed or appropriated for com- 
mittee expenditure (as of Jan. I. 1951). 
Amount expended Jan. 1-June 30. 


33, 111. 58 
Ep C. JOHNSON, 
Chairman. 


Jux 13, 1951. 


REPORT or COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE ANDO 


FOREIGN Commerce (PURSUANT TO S. RES. 
365, AGREED TO DEC. 21, 1950, AND To S. RES. 
56, AGREED TO FEB. 1, 1951) 
To tho SECRETARY OP THE SENATE: 
The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 


JULY 13 


gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the nat. e, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and 
its subcommittees for the period from Jan- 
uary 1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with 
the funds available to and expended by it 
and its subcommittees: 


Rate of 
Total 
Namo and profession E 
salary received 


Kenneth R. Hansen (from Mar, 12), 
consu ae 


Eagar R R. McShane (Jan. 12 to 31), 


Sonsultan gz 6, 066. 23 

Dr. Jean e (Mar, 14 to 17), 
Consultant. iin-s-nsononnaosssa 30. 12 
(per day) 


clerical assistant 


Funds authorized or appropriated for com- 
mittee expenditure... ....222.-2222--se-- eae 


000. 00 
Amount expended. 10, 368. 88 
Balance unexpended... 14, 368, 88 
Ep C. JOHNSON, 
Chairman, 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. DIRKSEN: 

S. 1849. A bill to authorize the release of 
tue personnel files of Federal officers and 
employees to congressional committees at 
the request of such of cers and employees; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Dirksen when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un- 
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. CAPEHART: 

S. 1550. A bill for the relief of Antonia 

Fodor; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. KILGORE: 

S. 1851. A bill to assist in preventing aliens 
from entering or remaining in the United 
State illegally; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. CAIN: 

S. 1852. A bill for the relief of Catherine 
Runtun wu and her daughter, Carol Louise; 
and 

S. 1853. A bill for the relief of Hidemi Na- 
kano; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HENDRICKSON (for Mr. SMITH 
of New Jersey): 

S. 1854. A bill for the relief of Leonardo 
Trani; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 


RELEASE TO CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 


TEES OF CERTAIN FILES OF FEDERAL 
OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I intro- 
duce for appropriate reference a bill to 
authorize the release of the personnel 
files of Federal officers and employees to 
congressional committees at the request 
of such officers and employees. I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be per- 
mitted to address the Senate for 2 min- 
utes in connection with the bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred, 
and, without objection, the Senator from 
Ilinois may proceed. 

The bill (S. 1849) to authorize the re- 
lease of the personnel files of Federal 
officers and employees to congressional 
committees at the request of such off- 
cers and employees, introduced by Mr. 
DIRKSEN, was read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 


1951 


Mr, DIRKSEN. In connection with the 
suspension of two officials of the State 
Department on the ground that they con- 
stitute poor security risks, while I cer- 
tainly do not wish to pass judgment on 
the matter, I am satisfied that the sus- 
pension will reenergize public interest 
in the investigation which was conduct- 
ed by the Senate some time ago. 

I have puzzled over that matter a great 
deal and particularly over the historic 
struggle between the executive and the 
legislative with respect to the informa- 
tion contained in personnel files. It 
seems to me that in that controversy 
the interest of one group was completely 
lost sight of, namely, the interest of the 
officers and employees—good, God-fear- 
ing, loyal people who may be in the de- 
partments, who feel a sense of stigma 
because of the investigation, and yet are 
somehow helpless about it. It seems to 
me that any officer or employee of the 
Government who wants to have his file 
submitted voluntarily ought to have au- 
thority to have that done, and it should 
be done forthwith. I do not know 
whether such authority exists today. In 
any event, in case it does not exist, I 
have introduced the bill, which is very 
short, and reads as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That any Officer or em- 
ployee in any department or agency of the 
Federal Government who wishes to make 
his personnel and confidential files available 
to any committee of the Congress or any 
investigating committee created by the Con- 
gress for the purpose of refuting any rumor, 
suspicion, innuendo, or charge, diroct or in- 
direct, formal or informal may, in. writing, 
request the head of such department or 
agency to release or make available his per- 
sonnel and confidential files to such a com- 
mittee, and upon receipt of such request the 
head of such agency shall make such file 
available forthwith to any committee of 
Congress or any investigating committee 
created by the Congress. 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Iam sure the Sen- 
ator will find that at the present time 
the executive order is complete and ab- 
solute, and prevents examination of the 
personnel files, regardless of whether the 
person concerned has consented in any 
way to have the file examined. So the 
law the Senator proposes is essential, if 
it can be enacted. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is correct. I 
should like to see that conflict of in- 
terest and authority somehow discussed 
and passed upon by the legislative 
branch, because it appears to me that, 
after all, the individual concerned has 
the superior interest in his own file; 
and if he wishes to rebut any suspicion, 
he ought to be able to say to the head 
of the agency in which he works, “I want 
you to submit my file, so that I can be 
cleared of every suspicion and doubt.” 

Mr. FERGUSON. I agree with the 
Senator. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from Illinois has expired. 

EXZCUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session, 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
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nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings). 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Ap- 
pendix, as follows: 


By Mr. LEHMAN: 

Address by Harry N. Rosenfield, Acting 
Ci.xirman of the United States Displaced 
Persons Commission, at the welcome to the 
two hundred and fifty thousandth displaced 
persons, in New York, July 11, 1951. 

Article entitled “Housing: A Vanishing 
Vision,” written by Harry Conn, and pub- 
liched in the July 16, 1951, issue of New 
Republic, 

By Mr. BRICKER: 

Editorial entitled “Price and Wage Controls 
or More Jobs for Bureaucrats,” published 
in the Toledo Times of Monday, July 2, 1951. 

By Mr. McKELLAR: 

Article entitled “Rare Jack Daniel’ s” pub- 
lished in the July number of Fortune maga- 
zine, regarding Jack Daniel's whisky. 

By Mr. STENNIS: 

Editorial from the Detroit Free Press and 
article by Malcolm W. Bingay regarding 
“Statement vo the American People,” issued 
by the Senate Armed Services Committee 
and Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
with reference to the investigation into the 
dismissal of Gen. Douglas MacArthur. 

By Mr. MORSE: 

Address on controls, delivered by Elizabeth 
Clark Babbitt (Mrs. George Harris Babbitt) 
and broadcast from Station WTOP, chan- 
nel 9. 

Editorial entitled “Little-Business Man, 
What Now?” published in the Oregonian of 
July 7, 1951. 

By Mr. MCCARTHY: 

Address delivered by him before the Na- 
tional Convention of Young Republicans in 
Boston, Mass., June 29, 1951. 

Article written by Constantine Brown and 
published in the Washington Star of July 
4 1951, regarding the armistice conference 
in Kaesong, Korea. 

Article written by George Sokolsky and 
published in the Washington Times-Herald 
of July 1, 1951, discussing the address by 
Senator McCartHy on General Marshall. 

Editorial entitled “In Ignorance And,” 
published in the Wisconsin State Journal 
of July 11, 1951, having reference to admis- 
sion of newspaper correspondents to confer- 
ence at Kaesong, Korea. 

Editorial entitled “Comments by Crump,” 
published in the Cambridge News, of Madi- 
son, Wis., of Juiy 5, 1951, discussing rela- 
tions between the State Department and 
Communists, 

Editorial entitled “Senator McCartuy of 
Wisconsin,” published in the Colton (Calif.) 
Courier and an editorial entitled “What Sen- 
ator McCarrHy Said About General Mar- 
shall,” published in the Washington Times- 
Herald of June 24, 1951. 

Excerpts from the files and letter from 
the Secretary of the Navy regarding the dis- 
charge of Lt. (j. g.) William Henry Evans, 
Jr. 

Associated Press article entitled “Must 
Lift Government From Moral Morass, Sen- 
ator Brno Says,“ published in the Washing- 
ton Evening Star. 

Letter addressed by him to Hon. Hiram 
Bingham, Chairman of the Civil Service 
Loyalty Review Board, Civil Service Com- 
mission, dated July 13, 1951, making in- 
quiry regarding investigation into the loy- 
alty of State Department employees. 
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CALL OF THE ROLL 


Mr. McFARLAND. There seemingly 
being no routine business to be trans- 
acted at this time, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Anderson Hennings McKellar 
Bennett Hill Millikin 
Bricker Holland Monroney 
Bridges Humphrey Morse 
Butler, Md. Hunt Mundt 
Butler, Nebr. Ives Neely 

Byrd Jenner Nixon 
Cain Johnson, Colo. O’Conor 
Capehart Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney 
Carlson Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Case Kefauver Russell 
Chavez * Kem Saltonstall 
Clements Kerr Schoeppel 
Cordon Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Dirksen Knowland Smith, N. C. 
Duff Langer Stennis 
Dworshak Lehman Thye 
Eastland Lodge Underwood 
Ecton Long Watkins 
Ferguson Magnuson Welker 
Frear Malone Wherry 
Fulbright Maybank Williams 
George McCarthy Young 
Hayden McClellan 

Hendrickson McFarland 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
Benton], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Dovctas], the Senator from North Car- 
olina [Mr. Hory], the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Moony], and the Sena- 
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. Pastore], 
are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. Con- 
NALLY] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL- 
LENDER] and the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. McCarran] are absent by leave of 
the Senate on official business. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
Mr. Green], the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. McMaxon], and the Sen- 
ator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are 
absent by leave of the Senate on official 
business of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Morray!] is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate on official business, having been ap- 
pointed a representative of our Govern- 
ment to attend the International Labor 
Conference in Geneva, Switzerland. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr, 
SMATHERS] is absent because of illness. 

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] and the Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. Tart] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. Brew- 
ster], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HICKENLOOPER], the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH], and the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Winery] are ab- 
sent by leave of the Senate on official 
business of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
AAEN is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tosey] is absent on official busi- 
ness of the Committee on Crime Inves- 
tigation. 
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The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
Arken] is absent on official business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum 
is present. 


CONTROLS AND ROLL-BACKS ON BEEF 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, during 
the discussion of the defense-production 
bill, especially section IV, which had to 
do with price and wage controls, many 
observations were made with respect to 
controls on feeder cattle, especially re- 
placement cattle. The distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE] 
very forcefully stated the effect of pre- 
mature marketing of cattle. 

Of course, the control bill is out of the 
Senate. However, I am in receipt of a 
telegram today from an old friend of 
mine, a very loyal citizen of Nebraska, 
who has taken great interest in the pro- 
duction, feeding, finishing, and sale of 
livestock. He is Mr. J. J. Regan, the 
president of the Omaha Livestock Ex- 
change. He has fed out thousands of 
head of cattle and has also helped to 
produce them on range land. By way 
of amplification of our arguments, I 
should like to read the telegram into 
the Recorp. I assure the present occu- 
pant of the chair that I do not expect to 
read the daily marketing reports on 
cattle, as was done in the days when the 
distinguished occupant of the chair was 
the majority leader of the Senate. I 
shall read only this telegram. It is as 
follows: 

SOUTH OMAHA, NEBR., July 10, 1951. 
Senator KENNETH S. WHERRY, 
Senate Building: 

Omaha cattle receipts for Monday and 
today number 25,000. This in comparison 
with Omaha’s total cattle receipts all last 
week of 25,000, Chicago’s 22,500, same pe- 
riod. Bulk of these cattle needing another 
75 to 100 days’ feed premature marketings 
cutting total available beef tonnage almost 
in half. Quick action in canceling controls 
and roll-backs on livestock and meats nec- 
essary to assure future consumer beef sup- 
plies. 

J. J. REGAN, 
President, Omaha Livestock Exchange. 


I have inserted the telegram in the 
Recor for the benefit of Senators. It 
comes from a very loyal citizen of Ne- 
braska, who has been engaged not only 
in the production and feeding end, but 
in the selling and processing end as well. 
His judgment is worthy of consideration. 
As the House continues, and as we con- 
tinue through the conference commit- 
tee, to write a control bill which will ac- 
complish the purpose of reducing the 
price of meat, it is my opinion and the 
opinion of Mr. Regan that controls and 
roll-backs on livestock should be can- 
celed, because the chances for a de- 
crease in prices are lessened if the pro- 
duction of meat is reduced. 


DISCRIMINATORY FREIGHT RATES 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, in view 
of the existence of freight rates which 
are discriminatory against the South 
and the West in favor of the North and 
the East, especially the East, I ask unan- 
imous consent to have printed in the 
body of the Recorp at this point in my 
remarks the paragraph in the Demo- 
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cratic platform for 1948 dealing with 
this subject. It reads: 

We favor nondiscriminatory transporta- 
tion charges and declare for the early cor- 
rection of inequalities in such charges. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 3790) making appro- 
priations for the Department of the In- 
terior for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1952, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
submitted by the Senator from Michi- 
gan to the committee amendment on 
page 29, beginning in line 10. 

On this question, 4 minutes are avail- 
able to each side. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
sent to the desk a modification of my 
amendment, identified as “7-6-51-M,” 
to the committee amendment, and ask 
that it be stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
has a right to modify his amendment to 
the committee amendment, and the 
modified amendment to the committee 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK; On page 29, in 
line 11, it is proposed to strike out “$17,- 
587,203” and insert “$16,858,603”; and in 
the same line it is proposed to strike 
out “$10,639,175” and insert “$10,446,- 
575.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Michigan is recognized for 4 min- 
utes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the 
reason for the modification of my 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment is that after a discussion with some 
of the Senators from New England and 
a further examination of the record, I 
am withdrawing my proposal to strike 
the amount of $100,000 from the bill. 

The reason for the original amend- 
ment to strike out the amount of 
$100,000 was that, as is shown in the 
President's letter of October 9, 1950, the 
study was to be a comprehensive study 
of land and water resources of this area, 
and should include, among other mat- 
ters, coverage of electric-power genera- 
tion and transmission, forest manage- 
ment, fish and wildlife conservation, 
flood control, mineral development, mu- 
nicipal and industrial water supplies, 
navigation, stream-pollution control, 
recreation, and soil conservation. The 
committee had struck out all provision 
for the comprehensive study except that 
covering the mineral deposits in New 
England. Inasmuch as we are now in 
war, Mr. President, I feel that if the De- 
partment of the Interior will confine the 
study strictly to the mineral survey, and 
will not attempt to make the so-called 
comprehensive survey, provision for 
which the committee struck out, then I 
have no objection to including the 
$100,000 for the actual mineral survey. 

On the other item, I am now sure that 
after last evening’s session, the figure 
“$16,858,603,” in place of “$17,587,203,” 
which is the larger amount, less $750,000, 

less $21,400, which was taken out because 
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of the 10-percent cut, will be agreed to 
by the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr, HAYDEN. Mr. President, I have 
conferred with the Senator from Wyo- 
ming, and the committee will accept that 
amendment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The other part of 
my amendment, as modified, which 
would carry the change through, namely, 
to strike out “$10,639,175”, and insert 
“$10,446,575,” I understand the commit- 
tee will also accept, inasmuch as the 
amendment now provides for the 10- 
percent cut. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is an adjust- 
ment in the personnel cut. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the modified 
amendment of the Senator from Michi- 
gan to the committee amendment on 
page 29, beginning in line 10, 

The modified amendment to the com- 
mittee amendment was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion now is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment, as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Wyoming. 

Mr. O’MAEONEY. I desire to pro- 
ceed for about 1 minute. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Iyield 1 minute to the 
Senator. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
desire to state, with respect to the 
amendment which has just been adopted, 
that the report of the Director of De- 
fense Mobilization, Mr. Wilson, sub- 
mitted to the President on July 1, 1951, 
and a copy of which has been distributed 
to every Member of Congress, shows that 
there is a great need for the develop- ` 
ment of minerals. The Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs will continue 
the efforts it has been making to stimu- 
late the production of minerals within 
continental United States and within the 
possessions of the United States. The 
Bureau of Mines will be an important 
factor in this development. It may 
easily be that in order to carry out this 
objective it may be necessary for the 
Senate to consider additional appropria- 
tions for the Bureau of Mines before the 
year is out. I am coufident that the 
funds carried in this bill ere not sufficient 
for the purpose. In my opinion, Con- 
gress should leave nothing undone to 
promote the development of strategic 


and critical minerals in the United 


States. y 

To the Department of the Interior, 
through the Bureau of Mines and the 
Geological Survey, has been given the 
responsibility for a mineral supply ade- 
quate for the national security and for 
an expanding economy, When the cur- 
rent emergency led to the passage by 
Congress of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950, the Department of the Interior 
undertook the discharge of its new re- 
sponsibilities through the creation of the 
Defense Minerals Administration and 
reorientation of the work of the two older 
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agencies. A team has been created in 
the Department of the Interior which 
provides, first, for expanding mineral 
supply to meet immediate needs; second, 
for expanding reserves so that increased 
production did not lead to disastrous cur- 
tailment later; and, third, for the mark- 
ing out of resources from which the pro- 
duction for a future generation could 
ie expected with confidence. The in- 
tegrated operations of the three agencies 
is intended to make possible an efficient 
operation which would not be possible if 
any one should be curtailed. 

An agreement was reached among the 
heads of the three agencies on October 
19, 1950, in which the fields of responsi- 
bility and the joint procedures of opera- 
tion are laid out. Provision is made for 
a joint review of proposals for production 
expansion and other aids to the increase 
of supply. Such reviews are made in the 
light of the accumulated records of the 
two older agencies. Thus each project is 
subjected to the scrutiny of Defense Min- 
erals staff members recruited from in- 
dustry and exercising the practical busi- 
ness judgment of men borrowed from 
current mining operations, against a 
background of information and experi- 
ence provided by the staff members of 
the Bureau of Mines and the Geological 
Survey whose approach is essentially 
technical and scientific. After the pri- 
mary joint consideration of projects in 
Washington, those not eliminated by 
obvious noncompliance with the provi- 
sions of the Defense Production Act are 
referred to field teams on which only the 
Bureau of Mines and the Geological Sur- 
vey are represented. The scientific and 
technical reports of these teams are re- 
turned to Washington for joint consid- 
eration of committees chairmaned by 
DMA personnel supported by Bureau and 
Survey membership. 

Typical of the conversion of the De- 
partment’s long-range program in the 
development of mineral resources to ex- 
pand supply for the current emergency 
is Defense Minerals Administration proj- 
ect to develop tin. As early as 1908 the 
Geological Survey published as bulletin 
358, “Geology of the Seward Peninsula 
Tin Deposits, Alaska,” in which the 
geology of the tin resources in the 
Seward Peninsula are described. In 1942 
the Bureau of Mines in carrying out its 
program to develop ore reserves under- 
took a project on Cassiterite Creek. 
This included diamond drilling with the 
result that a large body of tin-bearing 
material was developed, but the low tin 
prices and the remote location of the 
property discouraged mining. However, 
with the advent of Defense Minerals 
Administration program of production 
loans, the United States Tin Corp. 
applied for assistance. The corpora- 
tion's proposal was reviewed against the 
information accumulated by the Geolog- 
ical Survey and the Bureau of Mines, 
and a modified program was developed 
for which assistance to the extent of 
approximately $400,000 in the form of a 
guaranteed loan was recommended, 
This loan has been made through pri- 
vate banking facilities and a crew has 
been recruited which began construction 
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of facilities preparatory to production 
with the 1951 thaw. Shipments of tin 
and byproduct, tungsten, two of the 
most critical materials listed, are ex- 
pected before transportation is arrested 
by winter. Moreover, operations are 
expected to be established so that work 
will continue and concentrates will ac- 
cumulate during the winter months for 
shipment with the 1952 thaw. 

Another example relates to a project 
fcr the bringing into production of the 
San Manuel copper ore body in Arizona. 
Here again the long-range programs of 
the Bureau of Mines and the Geological 
Survey are evidenced. In 1943 the 
Bureau of Mines, acting with the geologic 
advice of the Geological Survey, under- 
took a drilling campaign on a small cop- 
per-stained outcrop. As drilling pro- 
ceeded, it developed that a huge ore body 
covered by recent sediments was be- 
neath the small outcrop. The Bureau’s 
drilling campaign was stopped when 
110,090,000 tons of ore had been indi- 
cated, but development continued un- 
der private auspices until an ore body, 
the second largest in terms of copper 
content in the United States, had been 
proved. The owners were preparing for 
production when the Korean invasion so 
greatly increased the immediate need for 
copper. The Defense Minerals Admin- 
istration, recognizing the possibilities for 
advancing the date of initial production 
and of increasing the production rate 
by underwriting some of the risks in- 
herent in force-draft development, ne- 
gotiated a supply contract with the 
owners. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The next 
committee amendment passed over will 
be stated. x 

The next amendment passed over was, 
under the subhead “Construction,” on 
page 30, line 8, after the word “expend- 
ed”, to strike out “$1,250,000” and insert 
“$1,587,412, of which not to exceed $113,- 
287 shall be available for personal 
services.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that immediately 
following the agreement to the amend- 
ment on page 30, in lines 8 and 9, there 
may be inserted in the body of the 
Recorp the text of the testimony which 
I gave to the subcommittee in regard 
to this matter. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RecorD, as follows: 

STATEMENTS OF HON. JOSEPH C. O’MAHONEY, 
A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE STATE 
OF WYOMING, AND THOMAS MILLER, ACTING 
DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF MINES, DEPARTMENT 
OF THE INTERIOR, ACCOMPANIED BY H. W. 
Sr. CLAIR, Cuter, Licht METALS BRANCH, 
BUREAU or MINES, AND STEWART FRENCH, 


COUNSEL, SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR | 


AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 
ALUMINA PLANT AT LARAMIE, WYO, 
Senator Harb, Senator O’MaHoney, do 
you have any witnesses to present now? 
Senator O'MAHONEY. Mr. Chairman, I want 


to make a brief statement on a problem that 
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has been previously handled by the full 
Appropriations Committee, namely, the com- 
pletion of the alumina plant at Laramie, 
Wyo. 

I will ask Mr. Miller, of the Bureau of 
Mines, and Mr. St. Clair to come up in case 
members of the committee might care to 
ask them any questions. 

AMOUNT REQUESTED 

It will be recalled that budget estimates 
were submitted to the Congress in House 
Documents Nos. 66 and 67. The budget esti- 
mate to which I refer is the one contained in 
House Document No. 67. 

The estimate is as follows: 

“BUREAU OF MINES 


“CONSTRUCTION 


2 For an additional amount for ‘Construc- 


tion,’ $350,000, to remain available until 
expended, This estimate is necessary to 
provide funds for modifications and addi- 
tions to a pilot plant constructed during 
World War II at Laramie, Wyo., so that 
research on the production of alumina from 
low-grade ores may be revived. 

“It is desirable to develop processes for the 
production of alumina from low-grade raw 
materials found in abundant quantity in 
several areas of the United States, so that 
our dependence upon foreign supplies may 
be reduced.” 

RESTORATION REQUESTED 

The other estimate, in Document 66, was 
$750,000, for the operation of this plant. 
The Bureau of Mines asked for the restora- 
tion of that. That testimony does not in- 
terest me at the moment because, obviously, 
unless the plant is completed there will be 
no necessity of making any appropriation to 
operate it. 


HISTORY OF LARAMIE PLANT REQUEST 


I have taken the time to analyze all of the 
testimony that has been presented. In the 
interest of brevity and succinctness, I have 
reduced it to writing, Mr. Chairman, because 
I want the record to be quite clear with re- 
spect to the reasons why, in my opinion, this 
appropriation should be granted. 

It will be recalled that I presented it to 
the full committee when the third supple- 
mental bill was under consideration. The 
full committee approved the item for $350,- 
C00, and later the Senate approved it. 
Thereafter, when we went to conference, it 
was rejected in the conference. 

DEFENSE REQUIREMENTS 

Spokesmen for the Interior Department 
subcommittee of the House seemed to be of 
the opinion that the expenditure at the 
present time was not justified by the facts. 

However, I think the record clearly proves 
that it would be a great mistake if the plant 
were not completed. 

I regard it as insurance for the country to 
have this plant completed so that tests may 
be made of domestic sources of alumina, 
thereby determining whether or not this 
country can be made independent, in case 
of emergency, of foreign sources of supply. 

SUBMARINE DANGER 


When, before the enactment of the Con- 
gressional Reorganization Act, I had charge 
of the stockpiling bill for the Military Af- 
fairs Committee, testimony was presented 
there that something like 52 vessels trans- 
porting bauxite from South America to the 
United States had been sunk at sea by Ger- 
man submarines, 

We know now that the Russians have more 


| submarines than the Germans had at that 


time. 

So it is clear if there should be—and we all 
pray, of course, that there will not be—an 
armed conflict that will involve us and the 
Russians, these Russian submarines could 
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cut us off just as surely as the German sub- 
marines did. 

It was because of that fact that the War 
Production Board, during World War II, au- 
thorized the construction of four separate 
plants to test the alumina-bearing qualities 
of aluminous clays and rock throughout the 
United States. 

In the case of the Laramie plant, the Bu- 
reau of Mines has made a finding of feasi- 
bility. It believes a scientific process has 
already been demonstrated. It will produce 
alumina. 

The anorthosite rock which exists close by 
the Laramie, Wyo., plant contains tremen- 
dous quantities of alumina. The only pur- 
pose of this plant is to test whether or not 
that alumina can be made on an economic 
basis, whether the rock can be refined and 
the alumina extracted at a competitive cost. 


NEED FOR LARAMIE PLANT 


The argument in favor of this amendment 
is simple and direct. It may be presented 
briefly as follows: 

1. The United States must expand its Air 
Force. Construction of an air fieet capable 
of long-range flight in such numbers and 
speed as to excced the air power of any other 
nation is essential in the national defense. 

2. It is impossible to build such an air 
force without using large quantities of 
aluminum. 

3. The alumina from which aluminum is 
made is presently derived from bauxite. 

Most of this bauxite comes from foreign 
sources of supply. Last year, before the 
aluminum-expansion p m was under- 
taken, 65 percent of all bauxite used in the 
United States for the manufacture of alu- 
mina was imported. 

EXTENT OF IMPORTATION 

Now, under the expanded program, not 
less than 80 percent of the bauxite used in 
the United States will be brought from 
sources beyond the boundaries of this 
country. 

In peace and in war, therefore, the United 
States is dependent upon foreign sources of 
supply for one of the most basic of all mate- 
riais needed in the defense program, 

4. Domestic sources of bauxite are limited, 
and if by any mischance of fortune the for- 
eign sources of supply were cut off, we would 
be without a source of aluminum sufficient 
to build the expanded air fleet so necessary 
to the protection of the United States. 

Senator Harven. As to that question of 
limited supply of bauxite in the United 
States, my recollection is, when this was dis- 
cussed by the House, that the statements 
were made that there was much larger avail- 
able supply of bauxite than had been hereto- 
fore anticipated. 

DOMESTIC BAUXITE 

Senator O’Manoney. That is why I had a 
search made of all the testimony. 

The answer is given in the very next state- 
ment that I am to make to you. 

5. For practical purposes, the only domes- 
tic deposits of bauxite in substantial quan- 
tities are to be found in the State of Arkan- 
sas. These Arkansas reserves, as of December 
31, 1948, were estimated to total 66,600,000 
tons of bauxite, of which only about 36,000,- 
000 tons are of metallurgical grade. 

Senator CHAvez. Do you mean that would 
be the total recapture? 

Senator O’MaHoney. No, sir; that is the 
bauxite. This isnot the alumina. Iam talk- 
ing now in terms of bauxite. The alumina is 
much less, and I will refer to that in just a 
moment, 

GRADES OF ORE 

Senator HAYDEN. Let me see if I under- 

stand. There is a much larger body that has 


some alumina in it that could be extracted. 


,but it in percentage is so low that it is not 
profitable to work it; is that correct? 

Senator O’Manoney, It falls into different 
grades and categories, Tes. 
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Senator Haypen. Just like we have in a 
copper mine, some of the ore is richer. 

Senator O’Manoney. The bauxite which is 
used for the production of alumina is called 
Bayer for some reason. Maybe Mr. Miller can 
tell us why. 


BAYER PROCESSES OF REDUCTION 


Mr. MILLER. That refers to the process. 
The Bayer process is the technical name of 
the process by which the bauxite is treated. 
The metallurgical bauxite is that which can 
be treated by the so-called Bayer process. 

Senator O’Manoney. Then there is the 
grade called modified Bayer. 

Mr. Mun. That is a slightly lower grade 
ore. It contains a slightly higher percentage 
of silicon. 

Senator HAYDEN. Which is the most expen- 
sive process to extract it? 

Mr. Miter. The modified process is more 
costly to extract than the straight original 
Bayer process. 

Senator O’Manoney. Understand now, we 
are talking about removing alumina from 
bauxite. 

The figures that I have given you are 66,- 
600,000 tons of all kinds. Within that 66,- 
600,000 tons, there are only 36,000,000 tons of 
metallurgical grade. That includes the Bayer 
and the modified Bayer. 

In addition to those, however, there are 
other deposits which are designated as chem- 
ical or abrasive grade. There are some 
4,600,000 tons of that. 

Then there is high-iron bauxite, or sub- 
marginal bauxite, 26,000,000 tons, which can- 
not be refined in any existing plant. 

The Bureau of Mines estimates that the 
alumina recoverable from all of this bauxite 
by existing processes is 18,000,000 tons. 

This explains why it is that the aluminum 
companies are importing so large a per- 
centage of their bauxite. It is because they 
get the high-grade bauxite, subject to proc- 
essing by the Bayer process, from abroad. 

Senator Haypen. How do these 18,000,000 
tons compare with the annual importation? 

Senator O’MaHoNEY. We import 65 percent 
of all the bauxite that is used in ordinary 
operations, in peacetime operations. 

NEED FOR FURTHER IMPORTS 2 

The expanded program was a 500,000-ton 
increase; although the National Security Re- 
sources Board recommended a 1,000,000-ton 
increase of aluminum production. With 
this 500,000-ton increase we are importing 
80 percent. 

That leads me to the reason why we should 
complete the laboratory in which we can 
determine the economy of making alumina 
from other domestic sources, 

Senator CHavez. Another point, Senator 
O'MAHoNEY, is this: If through some emer- 
gency we were unable to import the bauxite 
from other countries, it might be necessary 
to go ahead and recapture what you are 
trying to recapture in Wyoming, no matter 
what it cost. 

CONSTRUCTION OF LARAMIE ALUMINA PLANT 

Senator O’ManHoney. Precisely. 

Now point No. 6: The 9 of the 
Laramie alumina plant is essential in the 
national interest because it is located prac- 
tically within sight of a huge deposit of an- 
orthosite rock 30 miles in length and 10 to 18 
miles wide and several thousand feet in 
thickness, which contains not less than 
1,500,000,000 tons of alumina, at a minimum. 

Moreover, when finished, this plant will be 
capable of testing most of the domestic clays, 
including the marginal bauxite deposits in 
Arkansas, which are not now capable of re- 
duction in any existing plant. 


WORLD WAR II EXPERIENCE 
During World War II the domestic sources 


of bauxite were found to be wholly made- 


quate to supply the needs of the country. 
As a consequence, the War Production Board 


in 1942 and 1943 directed the Defense Plant, 
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Corporation, a subsidiary of the RFC, to con- 
struct several defense plants designed to 
make tests with respect to the possibilities 
of producing alumina, from domestic clays 
and rocks of various kinds. One of these 
plants was the one undertaken at Laramie 
because of the existence nearby of this huge 
deposit of anorthosite chiefly upon public 
land. ` 

Three other plants using different raw 
materials and processes were constructed by 
the Defense Plant Corporation at approxi- 
mately the same time—one at Salem, Oreg.; 
one at Harleyville, S. C.; and one at Salt 
Lake City, Utah. 

After the end of hostilities, the Harley- 
ville and Salt Lake City plants were sold; that 
at Salem, Oreg., was leased to a private com- 
pany and changed over to the production of 
manganese dioxide of what is known as bat- 
tery grade, a commodity that is on the lst 
of critical materials. It is also producing 
ammonium sulfate, a needed fertilizer. 

The Harleyville plant was sold to a cement 
company, and the machinery and equipment 
necessary for testing the alumina content of 
South Carolina clays were cannibalized. 
This facility is presently being used for the 
production of cement. 

The plant at Salt Lake City was construct- 
ed for the purpose of testing a deposit of 
alunite in the State of Utah. These experi- 
ments were not successful, and the plant is 
now being used for the treatment of uranium 
materials found in Utah. 


STATUS OF LARAMIE PLANT * 


The Laramie plant, among all of those 
constructed to make domestic sources of 
alumina available to the United States for 
defense purposes, is still the property of the 
United States Government, is not under 
lease, and is available for the purpose for 
which all four were built, It is the only one 
that is available. Approximately $4,500,000 
has been expended in its construction. It 
had not been completed when the shooting 
stopped. 

The estimate of $350,000 submitted by the 
Bureau of the Budget and urged by the Bu- 
reau of Mines is for the purpose of complet- 
ing the plant, 


FEASIBILITY OF LARAMIE PROCESS 


There are two basic methods of producing 
alumina from the aluminous clays and 
rocks. One is the acid-leaching process 
which was attempted at the Salem, Oreg., 
plant. The other is an alkaline-leaching 
process, which was the process to be used at 
the Laramie plant. 

The Bureau of Mines had made an un- 
equivocal finding that the alkaline process 
is technically successful. If the Laramie 
plant is completed and put into operation, 
it will, therefore, provide for the United 
States the means to determine definitely 
whether or not alumina can be made at a 
reasonable cost from the unlimited deposits 
of anorthosite. 


USES OF ALUMINUM 


I have spoken chiefly of the use of alu- 
minum for airplanes, but there are very 
many other most important uses. On page 
814 of the hearings of the House Judiciary 
Committee, under Chairman CELLER, there 
are listed 50 other military needs for which 
aluminum is required, including rockets and 
launching equipment, submarines, radar 
equipment, superbazookas, aircraft-landing 
mats, floating bridges, and airborne and 
other assault equipment of all kinds, not to 
mention the transportation facilities which 
are the basis of modern mobile warfare, 

It was largely because of the lack of new 
sources of alumina, domestic sources of 
alumina, that during World War II many of 
these uses of aluminum had to be aban- 
doned because we did not have enough. 

Therefore, it seems to me to be completely 
clear that, in self-defense at least, we ought 
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to complete the test and determine whether 
or not we are condemned to be dependent 
upon foreign sources for our supply, 


ARKANSAS BAUXITE 


As I have said, the Arkansas bauxite re- 
serves classified as modified Bayer and es- 
timated at 18,500,000 tons are capable of 
refinement in only one plant, that at Hurri- 
cane Creek, Ark., built by the Government 
during the war and afterward disposed of to 
Reynclds Metals Co. 

There is no existing plant capable of re- 
fining the other marginal and submarginal 
metallurgical bauxite reserves. It is, there- 
fore, necessary, before these bauxite reserves 
can be mace usable, to conduct the same 
type of tests that are contemplated in the 
Laramie plant. 


PLANT NOT IN COMPETITION WITH EXISTING 
PLANTS 


The Laramie plant is not in any sense 
competitive with any other existing plant, 
private or public. It is only a demonstration 
plant, Completed and in full operation it 
would produce only 60 tons of alumina a 
day, but it will definitely demonstrate 
whether or not the United States must con- 
tinue to be dependent upon foreign sources 
of supply, or whether the alumina clays 
known to exist in the United States, includ- 
ing low-grade bauxite, can be used to make 
the alumina which we must have to build 
the air fleet without which this country 
would be unable to keep pace with the ex- 
pansion of Soviet air power. 

This appropriation is insurance for the 
United States. If the tests prove that alu- 
mina can be made economically from an- 
orthosite or from any other clay, not only 
will the United States be independent of 
foreign sources of supply but the door will 
be opened to the investment of private capi- 
tal for the construction of new commercial 
plants to manufacture alumina in peace and 
war from domestic sources of supply. 

If the appropriation is not granted, then 
the $4,500,000 modern plant stands idle, 
not being used, at a time when it is clear 
that these tests ought to be made. 


LIFE OF PRESENT BAUXITE SUPPLY 


It has been estimated by the Bureau of 
Mines that if we depend entirely upon Ar- 
kansas bauxite for the production of alu- 
mina the supply would not last more than 
8 years. Mr. Chairman, this is a specific 
reply to a question you asked a little bit 
earlier: 

Responding to the question of Congress- 
man JENSEN at the House hearing, page 105, 
Dr. Boyd, Director of the Bureau of Mines, 
said this: 

“We said that there is 8 years’ supply if we 
had to depend entirely upon Arkansas, but 
we would have to build a lot more alumina 
plants. That reserve would be sufficient for 
8 years. But at the rate we are currently 
using these reserves they will last for 24 
years.” 

That was the statement which led one 
of the conferees to say that there was a 
large supply of bauxite in Arkansas. But 
it is clear, from the exact language of Dr. 
Boyd, that he is referring to the rate at 
which we are currently using these reserves, 
which is the peacetime rate. 

“That is closer to the normal economic 
life of an alumina plant. In other words, 
they can depend on those materials for a 
longer period of time as long as there are 
only two plants treating these ores. If we 
went in there to produce all-out from Ar- 
kansas, then those reserves would last only 
8 years.” 

Senator HarpEn. In other words, if the for- 
eign source of bauxite were cut off, and we 
would have to depend entirely on the Ar- 
kansas supply, the Bureau of Mines states 
that it will last 8 years, and then we will 
have none? 

Senator O'Manoney. That is right. 
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Senator Haypen. On the other hand, 
using it as supplemental to the importa- 
tions at the present rate, it will last about 
24 years. But even to do that, there must 
be construction of new plants. 


COMPLETION COST OF LARAMIE PLANT 


Senator O'MAHONEY. That would be the 
fact. You would have to build new plants, 

And here is a system whereby we can fin- 
ish, at a cost of $350,000, a plant in which 
$4,500,000 has already been spent and in 
which we could make tests of most of the 
aluminous clay in the United States which 
is subject to the alkaline test. It is par- 
ticularly advantageous because of this tre- 
mendous deposit of anorthosite rock, the 
alumina content of which exceeds 2870. 

I do not think it necessary for me to read 
the additional pages that I have written. 
I will give them to the clerk and ask him 
to put them in. 

Senator HAYDEN. Very well. 

(Material referred to is as follows:) 

“Thus, the record shows that with the 
United States importing 65 percent of its 
peacetime requirements of bauxite, the Ar- 
kansas reserves would last for 24 years. Even 
the partially expanded alumina program, 
however, is calling for so much more alu- 
mina that it will require the importation 
of at least 80 percent of our bauxite needs. 
This can mean only one thing: If we were 
to be compelled to build the greatest air 
force in the world from the domestic sup- 
ply of bauxite, we would have considerably 
less than 8 years’ supply. 

“The National Security Resources Board, 
late last year, recommended that the pro- 
duction of aluminum in the United States 
should be expanded by 1,000,000 tons a year. 
The present authorizations, however, account 
for an expansion of only 500,000 tons a year. 
It is clear, therefore, that we are not tak- 
ing the steps necessary to produce the alu- 
mina which the National Security Resources 
Board believes we ought to have to build 
the sort of air force the defense of the 
Nation requires. In these circumstances, it 
seems to me unthinkable that we should fail 
to finish this plant and immediately go 
about the task of trying to produce alumina 
from the clays we have within our own 
boundaries.” 

PLANT NOT EXPERIMENTAL 

Senator O’Manoner. I would like again to 
make it clear that the Laramie plant would 
be experimental only in the sense of devel- 
opment of large-scale production on an eco- 
nomic basis, since the technical feasibility 
of the process is definitely established. 

Mr. Miller, am I not correct in interpret- 
ing the view of the Bureau of Mines that 
the process to be used is regarded as a suc- 
cessful process? 

Mr. Muer. You are entirely correct, sir, 

ALKALINE PROCESS AT LARAMIE FEASIBLE 

Mr. Chairman, I might say that all of the 
various proposals that have been made—and 
a number have been made—to try to pro- 
duce alumina from various and sundry ma- 
terials, the proposal we would undertake 
to carry out at Laramie is the most prom- 
ising one of those ever suggested. It is the 
one nearest to being commercially success- 
Tul. 

Senator Haypen. The Arkansas bauxite de- 
velopment was originally instituted by the 
Bureau of Mines, was it not? 

Mr, MILLER. The Bureau of Mines has, of 
course, been active in the development of 
additional reserves of bauxite in Arkansas, 
particularly during World War II. 

As you probably remember, we had a very 
large exploration program on in Arkansas in 
an attempt to develop additional reserves of 
bauxite in 1942, and so on. 

It was at that time that the detailed in- 
vestigation of the total resources and the 
classification into these various groups by 
grades and so on were made. 
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When we talk about those reserves being 
available we assume the most favorable con- 
ditions, that is, that in the mining of the 
higher-grade material the lower-grade ma- 
terial is held in a condition to be recovered 
at a later date. 

Some part of the 66,000,000 tons remain- 
ing in Arkansas probably cannot be mined 
economically. 


BUREAU OF MINES’ RESPONSIBILITY FOR PROGRESS 


Senator HAYDEN. What I am trying to de- 
velop is that there would have been no 
development of bauxite-mining industry in 
Arkansas if the Bureau of Mines had not 
pioneered it. 

Mr. MLLER. No. I believe the industry 
existed in Arkansas prior to the time the 
Bureau was actively engaged in that ex- 
panded program in World War II. 

Senator HAYDEN. Is it true that now the 
bauxite is produced in Arkansas at a price 
that is comparable to imported bauxite, or 
is it cheaper? 

Mr. MILLER. Yes; I believe that you could 
say that those mines that are now operat- 
ing in Arkansas in producing metallurgical 
grade bauxite are doing so competitively with 
imported ore because the firms that are pro- 
ducing and consuming that material would 
have the alternative of buying foreign ma- 
terial. They are now buying some of the 
foreign ore and probably could buy more. 

Senator HAYDEN. It would occur to me that 
it must be operated at a rate to encourage 
this American development in competition 
with the importaion. 

COST TO BE DETERMINED 

Of course, you do not know until this plant 
is completed what it will cost to produce 
a pound or a ton of alumina in Wyoming. 

Mr. MILLER. That is correct. 

Senator HAYDEN. This experiment must be 
carried through. 

Mr. MILLER. That is correct. 

Senator HAYDEN. Then if it should de- 
velop that alumina could be produced on a 
competitive basis with the importations, of 
course the industry could be expected nat- 
urally to expand very rapidly. 

On the other hand, if it was more expen- 
sive to do that, we would simply feel that we 
would be warranted in paying the price as an 
insurance against summary loss. 

COMPARISON WITH SYNTHETIC FUEL ACT 

Senator O'MAHONEY. May I say the situa- 
tion is very similar to that which existed 
when the Congress passed the Synthetic Fuel 
Act. I introduced that bill in the Senate; 
Jennings Randolph, of West Virginia, intro- 
duced it in the House. 

The argument was made for a long time 
upon the part of industry, particularly the 
petroleum industry, that synthetic fuel 
could not be made from coal at any cost com- 
parable to that under which it can be made 
from petroleum. 

But in Germany the Hitlerites used the 
Fischer-Tropsch processes and some other 
process to make synthetic fuel from coal. 
They fought the war principally with 
synthetic fuel. Of course, it was more costly. 

But after this plant was set up down in 
Louisiana, Mo., a Government ammonium 
plant which had been built for the war to 
produce ammonium was turned over to the 
Bureau of Mines for the hydrogenation of 
the coal. The progress has been so great that 
now the Bureau of Mines contends that 
liquid fuel can be made from coal practically 
at as low a cost as it could be made from 
petroleum when you take into consideration 
the return from byproducts. 


BYPRODUCT FROM ALUMINA PLANT 


Senator HAYDEN. Is there a byproduct in 
this case? 

Senator O’Manoney, There is a byproduct 
in cement, yes. 
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Senator Haypen. Profit could be made out 
of that so that it would encourage private 
industry to go into business. 

Senator O'MaHoney. That is right. 

But I want to have it perfectly clear that 
here is a perfectly feasible chemical process, 

Secondly, there is a huge deposit contain- 
ing a vast amount of aluminum, and if this 
process is commercially successful it would 
make the United States independent of any 
foreign source of supply in peacetime. 

But since the process is feasible and if we 
should be cut off in wartime, it would assure 
us the alumina that we would need for 
emergency purposes. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The next 
amendment heretofore passed over will 
be stated. 

The next amendment passed over 
was, under the subhead “Maintenance 
and rehabilitation of physical facili- 
ties,” on page 32, line 22, after the word 
Service“, to strike out “$7,300,000” and 
insert. “$7,369,780, of which not to ex- 
ceed $4,193,747 shall be available for 
personal services.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The next committee amendment pre- 
viously passed over will be stated. 

The next amendment passed over 
was, under the subhead “Investigations 
of resources,” on page 35, line 4, after 
the word “law”, to strike out “$3,875,000” 
and insert “$3,858,986, of which not to 
exceed $2,487,629 shall be available for 
personal services: Provided, That no 
part of this appropriation shall be used 
for investigations, surveys, studies, 
trapping or similar work in foreign 
countries.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Arizona yield a 
few minutes to me? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr, FERGUSON. Mr. President, 
while discussing this appropriation 
item, I wish to direct attention to the 
proviso appearing on page 35, at line 5. 
It bars the use of any part of this ap- 
propriation item for “investigations, 
surveys, studies, trapping or similar 
work in foreign countries.” 

The reason for inserting that provi- 
sion was a release dated Monday, June 
18, 1950, from the Department of the 
Interior, Information Service, Fish and 
Wildlife Service. It is headed “Dr. 
Bump To Import Game Birds From 
Middle East.” It said that the Depart- 
ment now had a representative in the 
Middle East trapping birds, and making 
a study of the various species there, 
and that in time they would import 
these birds to the United States. 

I now ask that the release be inserted 
in the Recorp as & part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the release 
was ordered to be printed in the REC- 
ORD, as follows: 

Dr. Bump To IMPORT GAME BIRDS From 

Mon East 

The introduction of desert-bred game 
birds from the Middle East to similar locali- 
ties in this country is epproaching realiza- 
tion, the Department of the Interior an- 
nounced today. This summer the Fish and 
Wildlife Service is again sending its foreign 
game-bird specialist, Dr. Gardiner Bump, to 
Turkey, Syria, Iraq, and also Iran, if con- 
ditions permit, to trap certain species of 
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normigratory game birds for shipment to the 
United States. 

In 1950 Dr. Bump spent 6 months in mid- 
dle eastern deserts and mountains studying 
an4 collecting desirable species not destruc- 
tive to crops or native birds. During this 
time he found four species worth a trial 
introduction in parts of the West and South- 
vest. Last month he made a in- 
si ction of Southwestern habitats where the 
birds will be eventually liberated. 

Scheduled to leave this country on June 
2°, Dr. Bump plans to spend 6 to 8 months 
liv? trapping from 200 to 500 of each species 
selected. To guard against disease these 
bires will be quarantined for 1 month over- 
seas, then by Scandinavian Airlines 
to Now York City. There they will go 
through 3 weeks’ quarantine at the United 
States Bureau of Animal Industry's station 
at Clifton, N. J. Then they are sent to the 
carefully selected areas in New Mexico, Ari- 
zona, and Utah chosen in tion with 
the game departments of each State. Selec- 
tion of these sites was based on similarity 
of topography, water quantity, climate, and 
food supply with those of countries in which 
the birds now live. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service, the Wild- 
life Management Institute, and the State 
geme commissions will work under a co- 
operative agreement insuring close scientific 
control for the new inhabitants. 

In this way, the importation of foreign 
game birds is more likely to succeed than 
other large-scale attempts in the past which 
lacked adequate biological research and 
proper Labitat investigation. 

Chukar ideal hunting bird 
because of its fast flight—is to be caught in 
Turkey and Syria. Oriental sand grouse, re- 
lated to the pigeon family, will come from 
the vast plains and uplands of Anatolio, 
Turkey. Sand partridge, or seesee, will be 
trapped in northern Iraq (Mesopotamia). 
This bird makes the best eating of the four 
species. It fs like our quall in size. 

Most beautiful bird will be the black par- 
tridge, or francolin, which sports a silky 
black breast spotted with dashes of white. 
They are found in the historically ancient 
valleys of Euphrates and Tigris Rivers near 
fabled Babylon in Iraq. 

Dr. Bump's assistant will be James Cox, 
a State biologist of New Mexico. He will help 
in trapping and care of those birds ear- 
marked for importation. 


Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
am sure the committee did not desire to 
be spending money on projects such as 
this, particularly in view of the cost of 
making such investigations in foreign 
countries. Therefore, we inserted the 
proviso in the bill. The proviso was in- 
serted as a means of barring a bird- 
trapping expedition in the Near East, 
which had come to the attention of the 
committee through the press release 
which I have had printed in the Rec- 
ond. Further inquiry has developed that 
this particular project, under a Dr. 
Bump, would not be financed out of the 
appropriation now being considered. 
Rather, it would be financed out of funds 
reverting from a permanent indefinite 
appropriation to aid the States in wild- 
life development. 

It also appears that this proviso in its 
present form may seriously jeopardize 
some of the work of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service in connection with migratory 
birds, by limiting activities in Canada 
and Mexico. 

The Senator from Michigan did not 
intend to move for the deletion of this 
proviso, because I believe it has merit 
in shutting off activities like the Bump 
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expedition, but I hope that in conference 
the provision may be modified so as not 
to apply to any essential activities in 
Central and North America, and I am 
sure that can be worked out. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The Senator will 
recall that I actively supported his 
amendment in the committee. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I did so because 
I was familiar with what the Fish and 
Wildlife Service had been doing in Eu- 
rope, which I did not approve. Year be- 
fore last I called attention to the ex- 
periment of sending Dr. Gardiner 
Bump to Europe to collect exotic species 
of birds and bring them back to this 
country. I did not consider that to be 
a practical activity, and I had hoped the 
Service would abandon it. Instead of 
that, they sent him to Europe, and he 
returned with a few birds. I do not know 
what they call them. They are black 
birds, but they are not what we call 
“blackbirds.” They were released in 
Wisconsin. Sixty of them were put on 
an island, after the island had been thor- 
oughly decontaminated of all predators, 
and a habitat with conditions which they 
said were similar to conditions in Scan- 
dinavia was provided for the birds. Six- 
ty of them were put there, as I have said. 
I do not know how many were kept in 
captivity in the hope that they would 
breed. The report I have is that of the 
60 which were released on the island, 
some of them are already dead. I have 
not any hope of the birds breeding in 
captivity, and I do not believe there will 
be any substantial accretion of their 
number, but if there should be, they will 
be released. 

I shall have available within a few 
days the figures as to what each one of 
those birds cost. I am told it will be 
over $1,000 apiece. I simply did not 
want to see the money of the sportsmen 
and of the taxpayers wasted in that way, 
and that is why I was very anxious to 
see this amendment adopted, so that 
trapping and so-called research experi- 
ments could not be carried on all over 
the world. 

Everyone who knows anything about 
wildlife conservation is aware that the 
aim of every State game department 
should be to ascertain how the native 
species have lived in accordance with 
natural laws; and when the habitat con- 
ditions which nature once provided, at a 
time when a particular species was 
plentiful, have been changed, to try then 
to get the habitat back to the original 
condition, but centering the efforts on 
species God put in this country, not what 
He put in Africa, not what He put in 
Egypt, not what He put in Turkey, or 
some other foreign place, where certain 
species may be well suited for condi- 
tions there but not so well suited to our 
country. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 

Mr. KEM. Is it not true that the im- 
portation of the Chinese pheasant into 
this country has been a great success? 
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Mr. ROBERTSON. The Chinese 
pheasant, brought into California and 
eventually into the Dakotas, and a 
limited experiment in Oregon and Wash- 
ington in connection with Hungarian 
partridges, were the two exceptions, so 
far as the Senator from Virginia knows, 
which proved the rule that the endeavor 
to introduce exotic species into this 
country is not profitable. 

Mr. WELKER, Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. WELKER. Will not the Senator 
from Virginia bear with me in correcting 
the statement about the Chinesc pheas- 
ant being a bird which was brought into 
the State of California? If my informa- 
tion is correct, Chinese pheasants were 
first brought into the State of Oregon, 
and from there to the State of Idaho, 
with a smattering in the State of Cali- 
fornia. Idaho abounds in Chinese 
pheasants and also Hungarian par- 
tridges. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The article which 
the Senator from Virginia read, among 
other things, was either about a busi- 
nessman or a missionary, I forget which, 
who returned to California with some 
Chinese pheasants. 

Mr. WELKER. And to Oregon. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. But, because 
there is honor enough for all, the Sena- 
tor from Virginia is very glad to be cor- 
rected, with respect to both Idaho and 
Oregon taking precedence over Cali- 
fornia, and to say that North Dakota 
and South Dakota have outstripped all 
other States in the production of such 
game birds, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
wishes to advise Senators that the time 
being occupied by the Senate from Vir- 
ginia is being charged to the Senator 
from Michigan, who yielded to him. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arizona yield for a 
parliamentary inquiry? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield for that pur- 
pose. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state the inquiry. y 

Mr. WHERRY. How much time does 
the Senator from Michigan have left, 
and how much time does the Senator 
from Arizona have left? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Michigan has 7 minutes; the 
Senator from Arizona has not used any 
of his time. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arizona yield to me for 
1 minute? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Virginia 
what the object is in having blackbirds 
shipped to the West. Blackbirds are not 
needed in the West, are they? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The birds are 
black in color. The Senator from Vir- 
ginia has not learned their ornithological 
name. They come from Scandinavia, 
I understand they are larger than the 
prairie chicken, with which the Senator 
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may be familiar, and the ruffed grouse, 
in Virginia, or the partridge, in New 
England. They are not so large as tur- 
keys, but are supposed to be fine game 
birds. 

Mr. WHERRY. They are fine game 
birds, and the purpose is to populate this 
country with them. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. That is correct, 
They were put into Wisconsin, where 
the climate is somewhat cold, as it is 
in Scandinavia. They were put on an 
island where they could be protected 
from predators. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield to the 
Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Chinese pheas- 
ants were taken to Oregon, and they 
migrated to the Dakotas, I desire to add 
that Nebraska has produced Chinese 
pheasants, and that each year, we wel- 
come to Nebraska a host of hunters from 
all over the United States. 

We do not want to be in the position 
of opposing the sending of these birds to 
Wisconsin. We should like to have more 
birds in Nebraska, but we want game 
birds. We do not want blackbirds, and 
we do not want any more crows. We 
have plenty of crows. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. If the Senator 
from Nebraska will import some Vir- 
ginia bobwhite quail into his State he 
will have a real game bird. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 

Mr. LONG. I am sure the Senator 
from Virginia realizes that not all the 
experiments in wildlife are as unsuccess- 
ful as is the one he has in mind. For 
example, a private citizen of the State 
of Louisiana had the idea that it would 
be well to bring over from a foreign 
country an animal similar to the Lou- 
isiana muskrat, and that by proper 
breeding a much larger pelt might be 
produced. The experiment was tried, 
and it proved very successful. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I do not depre- 
cate the advantage of research and ex- 
perimentation in exact as well as in in- 
exact science, but I think some discre- 
tion should be used. I think bringing 
in exotic species of birds is an abuse of 
discretion, 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Will this bill help to 
get rid of magpies? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. There is a provi- 
sion in it with reference to predators, 
and if magpies in the Senator’s State are 
predatory birds they might be included, 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 

Mr. KEM. Is it true that Johnson 
grass, which is a great, pest in many sec- 


- tions of the country, was brought in 


under similar circumstances? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I think it was. 
Many experiments have been tried. 
The German carp was brought into this 
country, and it has spread all over the 
United States. That was a terrible mis- 
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take. Someone brought the English 
sparrow to this country, and the English 
sparrow never did anyone any good. 
Someone brought the starlings to this 
country. That was a poor experiment. 

Mr. KEM. It indicates the necessity 
for caution. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, may 
we have a vote on the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UnbEerwoop in the chair). The question 
is on agreeing to the committee amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the next amendment 
heretofore passed over. 

The next amendment passed over was, 
under the subhead “Office of Terri- 
tories—Administration of Territories,” 
on page 37, after line 8, to strike out: 


For expenses necessary for the adminis- 
tration of Territories and the Trust Terri- 
tory of the Pacific Islands under the juris- 
diction of the Department of the Interior, 
for expenditure as authorized by law, 
$7,020,000. 


And in lieu thereof, to insert the fol- 
lowing: 

For expenses necessary for the adminis- 
tration of Territories and the Trust Territory 
of the Pacific Islands under the jurisdiction 
of the Department of Interior, including 
expenses of the offices of the Governors of 
Alaska, Hawaii, Guam, American Samoa, as 
authorized by law (48 U. S. C., secs. 61, 531, 
1422, 1941a (c)). expenses of the Government 
of the Virgin Islands including the agricul- 
tural station, as authorized by law (48 
U. S. C. 1405, 7 U. S. C. 386g), and expenses of 
the High Commissioner of the Trust Territory 
of the Pacific Islands appointed pursuant to 
the trusteeship agreement approved by Public 
Law 204, Eightieth Congress; compensation 
and mileage of members of the legislatures 
in Alaska, Hawaii, Guam, and American 
Samoa, as authorized by law (48 U. S. O., 
secs. 87, 599, 1421d (e), and 1431la (e)); com- 
pensation and expenses of the judiciary in 
American Samoa as authorized by law (48 
U. S. C. 1431 (e)) and the Trust Territory 
of the Pacific Islands under the trusteeship 
agreement approved by Public Law 204, 
Eightieth Congress; care of insane as author- 
ized by law for Alaska (48 U. S. C. 46-50); 
grants to the Virgin Islands, Guam, American 
Samoa, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific 
Islands, in addition to current local revenues, 
for support of governmental functions; and 
not to exceed $50,000 for personal services, 
household equipment and furnishings, and 
utilities necessary in the operation of the 
several Governors’ houses; $7,020,000, of 
which not to exceed $811,865 shall be avail- 
able for personal services: Provided, That the 
Territorial and local governments of the 
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and 
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands are 
authorized to make purchases through the 
General Services Administration: Provided 
further, That appropriations available for 
the Administration of Territories, including 
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, 
may be expended for the purchase, mainte- 
nance, and operation of not to exceed four 
aircraft, 1 AK and 6 AKL type surface vessels, 
and such minor vessels as may be required, 
for official purposes and for commercial 
transportation purposes found by the Secre- 
tary to be necessary in carrying out the pro- 
visions of Article 6 (2) of the trusteeship 
agreement approved by Public Law 204, 
Eightieth Congress. 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the Senator from Michigan. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Michigan is recognized for 
2 minutes. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
had indicated to the chairman of the 
subcommittee that I held some reserva- 
tions toward the appropriation item ap- 
pearing on page 37, for the administra- 
tion of Territories. I am particularly 
interested in the appropriation for the 
so-called trust territories. 

I do not intend to offer a specific 
amendment at this time. For one thing, 
the committee has made a substantial 
reduction from the budget figure. How- 
ever, I should like to ask the chairman 
of the subcommittee for an explanation 
of the item so that it may be in the 
Record. It is a new appropriation, and 
it is one without express authorization 
in law, which made it subject to a point 
of order in the House. 

Also, I should like to invite the chair- 
man’s particular attention to the fact 
that this appropriation, on page 38, line 
9, is “in addition to current local reve- 
nues.” As I understand, those local 
revenues are relatively modest, amount- 
ing to something like $250,000 a year. 
However, I have noted in the hearings 
that those local revenues are not ac- 
counted for separately and are com- 
mingled with this appropriation. Would 
the chairman of the committee agree 
with me that particularly since we are 
here starting a new administrative pro- 
gram this commingling of local revenues 
was undesirable? Is it not possible that 
we could inform the High Commissioner 
of the trust territories that these reve- 
nues should be kept separate for ac- 
counting purposes and perhaps ear- 
marked for some specific purpose? I 
make that suggestion not only in the 
interests of the United States Govern- 
ment, which in effect has become the 
trustee of those receipts, but in the in- 
terests of the natives who, I think, should 
be able to know where their own contri- 
butions go. 

Mr. HAYDEN. There was some dis- 
cussion of this question in the commit- 
tee when we had under consideration 
the appropriation and the authoriza- 
tion. It is true that a number of in- 
stances may be found of local taxes be- 
ing levied to aid in carrying on the gov- 
ernment. The local people should con- 
tribute as much as they possibly can, 
but they cannot undertake to do all the 
work. Whether it is possible to do more 
than clearly to indicate through the 
Bureau of the Budget and the Congress 
each year how much is realized from 
those sources I do not know. Whether 
a separate set of books should be kept, 
I am not sure. 

Mr. O}MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I should like to 
say to the Senator from Michigan that 
the administration of trust territories 
comes under the jurisdiction of the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
It will be recalled that under the trustee- 
ship agreement, under the United Na- 
tions, the United States was given ad- 
ministrative control of those areas. 
The Navy Department handled them 
from the end of the war until an Execu- 
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tive order was issued on the 29th of June 
transferring the administration from 
the Department of the Navy to the De- 
partment of the Interior. The allow- 
ance which has been made by the com- 
mittee for the trust territories in the 
Pacific and for American Samoa is ap- 
proximately 40 percent less than was 
expended in 1950 by the Navy in the 
administration of those areas. 

As chairman of the Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs, I have re- 
quested the Bureau of Territories in the 
Department of the Interior to make a 
full report, which report will include the 
proposed method of handling the local 
revenues. Necessarily, we shall have to 
have some legislation fixing a rule for 
the administration of these territories. 

I think I can assure the Senator that 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs realizes the necessity of substitut- 
ing a rule of law for the Executive order, 
which of course does not give detailed 
consideration to the administration of 
revenue. 

Mr.CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. My information is 
substantially in accord with the state- 
ment just made by the chairman of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs. I am glad the chairman of that 
committee is also a member of the 
Defense Subcommittee on Appropria- 
tions, and I hope he will keep an eagle 
eye on the estimates, and be sure that 
the amount of money heretofore appro- 
priated to the Navy for the administra- 
tion of the islands is not buried some- 
where in the appropriation, but is elimi- 
nated from it. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. WATKINS. Why has not legis- 
lation been proposed for the purpose of 
authorizing the trusteeship? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The only answer 
I can make to that question is that 
neither the chairman of the committee 
nor any of the members of the commit- 
tee have had the time to give very much 
attention to the matter in this sessicn 
of Congress. The Department of the 
Interior is just beginning to get the de- 
tails in order. I expect that before the 
present calendar year has passed we 
shall have some legislative suggestions. 
I think we should afford the Bureau 
time to develop mature recommenda- 
tions. 

Mr. WATKINS. I am not opposed to 
this particular item, but I think it is 
legislation on an appropriation bill and 
is subject to a point of order. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I am not suggest- 
ing inserting it; Iam merely calling it to 
the attention of the Senate and of the 
chairman of the committee. The chair- 
man of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs has taken the chalienge, 
and agrees that something should be 
done in connection with this subject, 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I shall 
not oppose the item, although I think it 
is subject to a point of order. However, 
I wish to say to the chairman of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 
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fairs that I hope the action now pro- 
posed will not be taken as a precedent in 
the future. I hope it will not be said, 
“Well, we have authorized such action 
once, and we should continue it without 
passing authorizing legislation on the 
subject.” 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. No. It is com- 
pletely understood to be a temporary 
expedient. There can be no question 
about that. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. I wish first of all to say 
to the Senator from Michigan that I 
think his point is very well taken that 
there should be a separation of the funds 
provided by the Government and by the 
local entities. If there should be a 
commingling of the funds trouble will be 
encountered. The Senator from Mich- 
igan is on sound ground in the position 
he has taken. We had trouble a few 
years ago when the funds provided for 
the Canal Zone and the Panama Rail- 
road were commingled. At that time the 
mingling of funds made it impossible to 
reconcile the cash account. Therefore 
we ought to get away from mingling 
funds. It ought to be understood in con- 
nection with the adoption of the provi- 
sion that it is the sense of the Senate 
that the funds should be kept separate 
in bookkeeping and not mingled. 

I should now like to ask the Senator a 
question with respect to language begin- 
ning in line 24 on page 37, which reads 
“Compensation and mileage of mem- 
bers of the legislatures in Alaska, Ha- 
waii, Guam, and American Samoa.” 
Does the language provide the money 
for compensation of members of the 
Legislatures of Alaska and Hawaii? 

Mr. FERGUSON. As I understand it 
is authorized by law, Forty-eighth 
United States Code, sections 87, 599, and 
1421d (e), and 1431a (e). So the com- 
pensation and mileage for members of 
the legislatures in these various Terri- 
tories and districts are absolutely speci- 
fled in the language of the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. CASE. I may say, then, that I 
hope the Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs when it comes to draft leg- 
islation on this subject, will give con- 
sideration to providing that the com- 
pensation and mileage of members of 
Territorial legislatures shall be paid out 
of the revenues of the Territories rather 
than out of the Treasury of the United 
States. 

My further question relates to an item 
that appears on page 38. In lines 23 
and 24 the language would make this 
fund available for the purchase of cer- 
tain aircraft, and then “such minor ves- 
sels as may be required, for official pur- 
poses and for commercial transportation 
purposes.” 

It occurs to me that with the number 
of ships we have tied up in the moth- 
ball fleet, some of the slower cargo ships 
which were declared to ke surplus fol- 
lowing World War II could well be used 
for commercial transportation purposes, 
rather than providing money for buy- 
ing new ships. Would it not be possible 
to use some of the cargo ships which 
were placed in the moth-ball fleet? 
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Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Michigan yield to me 
so I may answer the suggestion made 
by the Senator from South Dakota? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. CORDON. The Senator from 
Oregon raised the same two questions in 
the committee hearings, and made in- 
quiries thereafter to determine the facts 
with respect to the provisions on page 
38 in lines 22, 23, and 24. The informa- 
tion is to the effect that the civilian gov- 
ernment administration has taken over 
substantially the equipment the Navy 
was using for the same purposes and 
will continue to use that equipment. 
There may be one or two minor excep- 
tions. I think the authority provided 
here is for a bookkeeping transaction 
between the Department of Defense and 
the Interior Department with respect to 
equipment heretofore used in the areas 
by the Navy when it had charge of the 
civil government, and now to be trans- 
ferred to and used by the Interior De- 
partment and its administration of the 
civil government. 

We also made inquiry in respect to 
the operation by the Interior Depart- 
ment of transportation service for com- 
mercial purposes. It seems to the Sena- 
tor from Oregon that such commercial 
operation ought to be by private in- 
dustries, as elsewhere. The information 
secured is that there now are im process 
of negotiation contracts by which these 
vessels will be transferred, first by lease, 
and later by sale, to private industry, so 
that the commercial transportation as- 
pects can be ultimately fully divorced 
from the governmental administration. 

Mr. CASE. So that the use of the 
word “purchase” here refers probably to 
purchase from the other Government 
agency? 

Mr. CORDON. That is correct. It is 
actually, as I understand, nothing but 
a transfer of jurisdiction from one 
agency to another of property the title 
to which is in the Federal Government. 
But the fashion nowadays is for each 
employee of Uncle Sam to consider that 
he owns that which he administers and 
has a right to convey title when some- 
body else administers it. 

Mr. CASE. The junior Senator from 
South Dakota wishes to say that he is 
glad to know that the committee went 
into that matter, and trusts that by call- 
ing attention to it here, the matter will 
not be forgotten, and that in the op- 
erations of the staff of the Appropria- 
tions Committee, steps will be taken to 
see that the practice to be observed un- 
der the broad authority provided in this 
language is carried out in keeping with 
the spirit of the proposed operation sug- 
gested by the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. 

Mr. CORDON. My attention has been 
called to section 109 of the bill, on page 
44, which contains specific authority for 
the making of these transfers from the 
Department of Defense to the Depart- 
meni of the Interior, and provides for 
such transfer without actual payment 
of money. 

Mr. CASE. I am looking now at that 
language to which the Senator has di- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


rected attention, and it does provide that 
that transfer can be made without 
reimbursement or transfer of funds. 

Mr. CORDON. Yes. 

Mr. CASE. In view of that, is the 
word “purchase” necessary in line 21 on 
page 38? 

Mr. CORDON. It is not necessary, I 
think, with reference to all the equip- 
ment. There may be some exceptions, 
and I would hesitate to change the word 
“purchase” to “transfer”, because there 
may be, with respect to minor craft, 
some purchases necessary. I cannot 
answer the Senator on that point. I 
do not know. 

Mr. CASE. The Senator from South 
Dakota has been quite concerned in the 
past few days, in connection with the 
consideration of this bill and other bills, 
in going through items relating to vari- 
ous agencies and noticing amendments 
striking the language which would 
permit the purchase of automobiles or, 
in many instances, reducing the appro- 
priations therefor. It would seem a 
little strange that in this case we should 
provide an appropriation of $7,000,000 
without any specific allocation of that 
amount, and make it possible for that 
money to be used for aircraft and minor 
vessels, unless the record is clarified in 
that respect. The matter having been 
discussed here, and since this language 
will come up in conference, prior to the 
conference which will be held on this bill 
the staff of the committee might prop- 
erly give a little more specific informa- 
tion on this provision, and if adiust- 
ments can be made, they may be made in 
conference. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Michigan yield 
to me? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHCNEY. I may say that 
the language which is before the Senate 
in the committee amendment was 
worked out by the Senator from Oregon 
and the Senator from Wyoming in con- 
ference with the legislative drafting 
service of the Senate, and after confer- 
ence with the Bureau of Territories of 
the Department of the Interior. I 
should like to assure the Senator from 
South Dakota that this matter is going 
to be under constant scrutiny by the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs. The Department of the Interior 
has already been requested to submit 
complete information with respect to 
every function of the administration. 
The greatest assurance the Senate has 
that there will be no waste in this fund 
lies in the fact that the cost of adminis- 
tration of the trust territories—which, by 
the way, was provided for in the trust 
agreement approved during the Eightieth 
Congress—is 40 percent less than the cost 
last year. We have already indicated 
our desire to hold this expenditure down. 
I think the Senator from South Dakota 
and all other Members of the Senate may 
rest quite assured that nothing will be 
overlooked in this connection. We must 
have a basic law under which to admin- 
ister these trust territories, and we must 
have a strict bookkeeping account of all 
local revenue. 
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Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield for one more 
question. 

Mr. CASE. The Senator from South 
Dakota does not want to labor the 
matter 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona has the fioor. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield 1 minute. 

Mr. CASE. We have been examining 
requests for the purchase of automobiles 
in the case of some of our domestic 
agencies such as the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, the Civil Service 
Commission, and other agencies which 
may have total appropriations of less 
than $1,000,000. We have reduced the 
number of cars by amendments on the 
floor. Here is an appropriation totaling 
more than $7,000,000. Obviously much 
of it must be used for other purposes; 
but it is a much larger appropriation 
than is made for certain other agencies. 
We put in a blanket authorization for 
the purchase of aircraft and minor ves- 
sels. Without the assurances which 
have been given as a result of this col- 
loquy it would seem on the face of it that 
the door is left wide open. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, this 
is not a blanket authorization. We put 
in a specific limitation. The authoriza- 
tion is “for the purchase, maintenance, 
and operation of not to exceed four air- 
craft, one AK and six AKL type surface 
vessels” — 

Mr. CASE. And “such minor vessels 
as may be required, for official purposes 
and for commercial transportation pur- 
poses.” 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. We used the word 
“minor” in order to describe minor ves- 
sels which it would be impossible to de- 
scribe otherwise. 

Mr. CASE. The number might be 50 
or 100. If we are going to limit the num- 
ber of automobiles which an agency can 
use, we might well limit the number of 
minor vessels, 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I can assure the 
Senator that the expenditures required 
for other important administrative de- 
tails are so great that there will be no 
money left for any waste in the purchase 
of pleasure vessels, 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arizona yield to me? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan has farmed out all his time, 
and has not had any time for himself. 

A survey was made of these items, and 
I am satisfied that the committee did a 
good job in this particular case. For 
example, $314,600 was asked for furni- 
ture. The committee specifically limited 
that item to $50,000, indicating that there 
was an attempt really to do the job. 

The reason why this matter is called 
to the attention of the Senate and of the 
chairman by the Senator from Michigan 
is in order that the conferees may be 
informed, and that all parties interested 
may see that in the coming year some- 
thing is done about accounting for the 
funds, so that there will be no commin- 
gling of funds. Otherwise the natives 
who pay taxes might claim that the 
money was being used in the operation 
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of headquarters, or for some other pur- 
pose, when it was being used for a differ- 
ent p 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment on page 37, beginning in 
line 9. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the next committee 
amendment passed over. 

The next committee amendment 
passed over was, on page 42, line 5, to 
strike out “$2,000,000” and insert “$2,- 
154,911, of which not to exceed $1,890,- 
"98 shall be available for personal 
services.” 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arizona explain why 
this amount was increased? 

Mr. HAYDEN. We took 10 percent off 
the budget estimate. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. How does the num- 
ber of employees proposed compare with 
the number of employees in the Office of 
the Secretary for the past several years? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Last year 408 employ- 
ees were authorized. Under the budget 
estimate they would have 333, and we 
have made a 10-percent reduction under 
that. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. How many employ- 
ees did this Department have 3 or 4 years 
ago? I notice that the over-all number 
of Interior Department employees has 
increased 20 or 25 percent over the num- 
ber 2 or 3 years ago. 

Mr. HAYDEN. If the Senator wants 
my private personal opinion, I think it 
is the part of wisdom to have a good staff 
under the Secretary so as properly to 
look after the activities of the several 
bureaus. But this is the way the appro- 
priation has been set up. So far as I can 
remember, at no time were there more 
than this number of the Secretary’s of- 
fice. The Secretary’s office has appealed 
to us to give it more help, but it has 
been getting less. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am inclined to 
agree with the Senator, because, accord- 
ing to the figures, at no time, at least in 
the past 10 years—and that is as far back 
as we have records available—has there 
been anywhere near the present number 
of employees in the Department of the 
Interior as they have today. Does the 
Department need so many more employ- 
ees? Why does it need 20 percent more 
employees than it had a couple of years 
ago? 

Mr. HAYDEN. It depends entirely on 
the activities in which the Department is 
engaged. If additional work is placed 
upon it, more employees are required. 
If there is less work, a reduction can be 
made in the number of employees, 

Mr. WILLIAMS. What activities is the 
Department engaged in today that it did 
not have a couple of years ago? I am 
wondering if the Department needs so 
many employees. 

Mr. HAYDEN. What the committee 
tried to determine was whether the Sec- 
retary’s office could be operated on the 
basis of the budget estimate, which rep- 
resents a reduction from 408 to 383 em- 
ployees. The Secretary indicated that 
he would have trouble getting along. 
Then the Senate issued a directive to 
reduce personnel by 10 percent, which 
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we have done. We have done just what 
the Senate required. We have taken 10 
percent off the budget estimate. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That still would 
leave 10 percent more than the Depart- 
ment had a couple of years ago. I am 
wondering why they need it. 

Mr. HAYDEN. How could it be 10 
percent more than it had? Last year 
there were 408 employees authorized for 
this office. The budget estimate is 383. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Iam speaking of the 
over-all number of employees in the In- 
terior Department whether they are al- 
located to the Secretary's office or in the 
field. What new duties have they that 
require 10 percent more employees in 
the Department of the Interior today 
than there were several years ago? 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator is asking 
about the entire Department, and asking 
me to explain the details of each bureau. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am speaking of 
the Department of the Interior. This 
appropriation is for the Office of the 
Secretary of the Interior. Iam not con- 
cerned with where the employees are al- 
located. I am wondering whether, in 
the over-all number of employees, the 
Department needs 10 percent more. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I still cannot under- 
stand the Senator’s query. He asks me, 
first, why the total number of employees 
in the Office of the Secretary has in- 
creased. He does not appear to under- 
stand that even under those circum- 
stances there are fewer employees in the 
Secretary's office than there were last 
year. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I understand that. 
There are fewer employees in the Secre- 
tary’s office this year than last year; but 
so far as the over-all number of employ- 
ees is concerned, there are still 10 or 15 
percent more than there were 2 or 3 
years ago, and I am wondering why. 
The Secretary can allocate them where 
he pleases. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Iam not sure of that, 

Mr, CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. One of the reasons is 
this: A function heretofore performed 
by the Navy is now being performed by 
the Department of the Interior. I refer 
particularly to the trusteeships or man- 
dates in the Pacific, which necessitate 
increased personnel. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Have there been 
any transfers from the Department of 
the Interior to some other department? 
I am merely asking for an explanation. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. The explanation is 
that if the Department of the Navy had 
functions to perform in connection with 
the mandated islands of the Pacific, 
which functions by law or executive or- 
der were transferred to the Department 
of the Interior, it is necessary for the 
Department of the Interior to have more 
personnel. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I understand, but in 
the reorganization have any functions 
been transferred from the Department 
of the Interior to some other depart- 
ment, such as the Navy? 

Mr. HAYDEN. None that I know of. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. None at all? Are 
you sure? 
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Mr. HAYDEN. In the case of Bonne- 
ville, more hydroelectric power plants 
have been finished and more transmis- 
sion lines have been built, and conse- 
quently there has been more power to 
sell. Obviously it takes more people to 
operate the expanded facilities. The 
same thing is true in the case of the 
Southwestern Power Administration. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
Haypen] yield to me for a moment? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I think it would 
be worth while to make known the fact 
that in the mobilization program there 
has been established, necessarily in the 
Department of the Interior, the Petro- 
leum Administration for Defense and 
the Minerals and Energy Administra- 
tion. Both organizations are at work 
on vital segments of our preparedness 
economy. The Munitions Board, for ex- 
ample, has called upon the petroleum in- 
dustry of the United States to produce 
1,000,000 barrels a day more of petro- 
leum than was produced during last 
year. What that means will become ap- 
parent when one recalls that last year 
we were consuming in the United States 
more oil than was consumed, including 
military uses, even at the height of 
World War II. 

The production of petroleum, the pro- 
duction and administration of synthetic 
fuel programs, the development of the 
minerals program, the latter of which 
I am sorry to say is not moving so rap- 
idly as it should move, but which is 
highly essential in the public defense, 
require an administrative staff at the 
command of the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior. If there were no other reason than 
that, I believe the action of the com- 
mittee would be justified. The action of 
the committee cannot in any sense be 
regarded as being overgenerous. The 
committee was very economical. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I believe the Senator 
from Delaware will understand that in 
the cases referred to by the Senator from 
Wyoming we tried to utilize personnel in 
the Department of the Interior which 
had a background of understanding of 
the defense effort. That is to say, there 
were employees in the Department who 
were familiar with oil and minerals, Ad- 
ditional duties have been imposed upon 
them, and the work must be supervised. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I cannot under- 
stand why it should take additional per- 
sonnel. Perhaps there is a reason for 
it. However, if the Senator’s reason is 
correct that it is caused by the Korean 
war, we should pay tribute to the De- 
partment of the interior for its fore- 
sight in anticipating the outbreak of 
war in Korea, because the record shows 
it had increased its employees months 
before the war broke out. Are you try- 
ing to say that they anticipated the 
outbreak of the Korean war? That is 
what I am speaking about. It has many 
more employees than it had previously. 
I am not speaking only of the employ- 
ees who have been added since the out- 
break of the war. There may be fewer 
employees in a particular department 
than the Department had at the out- 
break of the Korean war, but the In- 
terior Department as a whole still has 
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more employees than it had 2 years ago. 
Iask why? It cannot be charged to na- 
tional defense. We had high productiv- 
ity of oil and other minerals during 
World War II. Today there are from 20 
to 25 percent more employees in the De- 
partment than during that war, and we 
are engaged only in a police action in 
Korea. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The committee has 
paid attention to it. If the Senator 
from Delaware had attended the hear- 
ings he would have seen how closely we 
examined every bureau and agency in 
order to determine whether they are 
overstaffed, and what their functions 
were. It is all very well for the Senator 
from Delaware to sit in his office and 
say we should not have as many people 
in the Department of the Interior as 
we had before, without any basic knowl- 
edge on his part as to why it is neces- 
sary to have them. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from 
Delaware is an easterner who has been 
trying for a long time to gain member- 
ship on the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, There are only three Senators 
from the East who have been able to 
crash the sacred portals. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
Hunt in the chair). The question is on 
agreeing to the committee amendment 
on page 42, line 5. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I should like to take 
up the last committee amendments. 
We shall have to turn to page 18 of the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the next committee 
amendment passed over. 

The next amendment passed over was, 

under the heading “Bureau of Reclama- 
tion—General investigations’, on page 
18, line 2, after the word “expended”, 
to strike out “$4,000,000”, and insert 
“$4,600,000, of which not to exceed 
$3,163,396 shall be available for personal 
services, and.” 
Nr. HAYDEN. The Senator from Utah 
gave notice that he did not desire to add 
any money to the bill, but he desired to 
make a statement at this time. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for that purpose? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. WATKINS. Originally I had 
planned to move to amend this section 
by incerasing the amount of the Depart- 
ment’s appropriation for general investi- 
gation and advanced planning, but I find 
that the point I had in mind has already 
been taken care of to a certain extent 
in the allocation by the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation to the various reclamation proj- 
ects now in the advanced planning 
stages. 

On the basis of the figure approved 
by the House for this item of $4,000,000, 
the allotment for Weber Basin project 
would be $248,000. 

On the basis of the $4,600,000, as rec- 
ommended by the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, the allotment would be $280,- 
000. I got these figures from the Bureau 
of Reclamation this morning. 

I am serving notice on the Committee 
on Appropriations and the Senate that 
this will not be enough money to take 
care of advance planning on this proj- 
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ect. Iam not speaking of construction. 
Therefore, when the deficiency bill comes 
under consideration I expect to appear 
before the committee and ask for addi- 
tional sums of money for this purpose, so 
that the planning can be properly taken 
care of in a reasonable time. I was not 
aware at the time that anything had been 
allowed for this particular project for 
advance planning. Since an allowance 
has been made and the $4,600,000 is 
to stay in the bill I do not intend to offer 
my amendment at this time. 

At this point I should like to have 
inserted in the Record telegrams which 
I have received from water users at Og- 
den and other places in the Weber Basin 
area. 

There being no objection, the tele- 
grams were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


OGDEN, UTAH, July 5, 1951. 
Hon. ARTHUR V. WATKINS, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 

This district association comprising area 
of Weber Basin project stunned to learn 
Senate Appropriations Committee denied 
request for starting funds. Weber and Davis 
Counties concentrated population in critical 
position so far as ample available water is 
concerned. Tremendous increased popula- 
tion in this area has been supplied with 
water only because of above normal precipi- 
tation past 11 years. We surviving on bor- 
rowed time and serious consequences will 
result should there be dry cycle prior to 
building of Weber project that would make 
us self-sufficient so far as water is concerned. 
Request you do all in your power to ac- 
quaint Senate with serious situation and 
grant us necessary relief. 

JOSEPH W. JOHNSON, 
President, Utah Water Users Asso- 
ciation, District No. 2. 


— 


LAYTON, UTAH, July 5, 1951. 
Senator ARTHUR V. WATKINS, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Water development urgently needed to 
protect the agricultural economy and war 
effort in Davis County. 

Davis COUNTY WATER USERS 
ASSOCIATION, 
J. W. JOHNSON. 


OGDEN, UTAH, July 5, 1951. 
Hon. ARTHUR V. WATKINS, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 

In denying construction money for Weber 
Basin project we confident Senate Ap- 
propriations Committee was not conscious 
serious irrigation and culinary water prob- 
lem in Weber County which surviving only 
because above normal precipitation for 
number of years which record has not been 
repeated before in past 50 years. Weber 
County must continue increased produc- 
tion to assist in maintenance of tremendous- 
ly increased population this area. We 
consider Weber project an emergency and 
in interest of national defense it must be 
completed at earliest possible date. Urge 
you do all possible that Senate may favor- 


ably consider our emergency. — 


ARLIE S. CAMPBELL, 
President, Weber County Water 
Users Association. 


OGDEN, UTAH, July 5, 1951. 
Hon. ARTHUR V. WATKINS, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 
The 10,800 employees of Ogden area mili- 
tary establishments who reside in Weber 
County, all supplied by domestic water from 


8125 


Ogden City or other small communities in the 
county, were all dependent upon small 
streams and artesian basin on Wasatch front. 
Research proves our usable underground 
water extremely limited because of chloride 
and sulfate infiltration from lower stratas 
into underground aquifers. Our survival to 
date has been possible because of unprece- 
dented long periods of above-normal precipi- 
tation. One dry year, and Ogden would be 
short 10 second-feet during peak use. Ogden 
citizens shocked to learn Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee refused starting appropria- 
tion for Weber Basin project, which, when 
completed, will assure our citizens, many of 
whom are Government employees, an ade- 
quate water supply. Ogden, which is Utah’s 
second largest city and metropolitan center 
of Weber Basin project, has requested 10,000 
acre-feet water from first unit of project, 
and without earliest possible completion we 
are fearful Ogden area’s part of preparedness 
and defense efforts would be tremendously 
handicapped if not totally eliminated. Urge 
you do all possible that Senate may realize 
our very serious condition so far as domestic 
water is concerned. 
W. R. WHITE, 
Mayor of Ogden City. 


OGDEN, UTAH, July 5, 1951. 
Hon. ARTHUR V. WATKINS, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Twenty-three municipality members this 
organization were hopeful early relief from 
serious domestic water situation through 
starting appropriation for Weber Basin proj- 
ect as every community operating on in- 
adequate water supply. One dry year would 
reduce supply on Wasatch front by 60 per- 
cent and detrimentally affect total opera- 
tions this area and extensive program of our 
military installations which are so impor- 
tant to national preparedness and defense. 
We are stunned to learn Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee denied starting funds for 
Weber Basin project and can only conclude 
they are not totally informed of our critical 
situation. Urge you continue your active 
plea for construction appropriation because 
time is of essence. 
HAROLD E. ELLISON, 
President, Davis and Weber Counties 
Municipal Water Development 
Association. 


OGDEN, UTAH, July 5, 1951. 
Senator ARTHUR V. WATKINS, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Water development committee of Ogden 
Chamber of Commerce tremendously dis- 
turbed to learn that Senate Appropriations 
Committee disapproved request for funds 
to initiate construction of Weber Basin proj- 
ect. Ogden’s important strategic position as 
center of military activities of area makes 
it imperative that project get underway and 
completed at earliest possible date to avoid 
disaster that would surely come if we move 
into a dry cycle which is long over-due. 
Urge you double your efforts that Senate 
may become aware our serious situation. 

O. C. HAMMOND, 
President, Ogden Chamber of 
Commerce. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment on page 18, line 2. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
next committee amendment passed over 
will be stated. 

The next amendment passed over was, 
on page 18, in line 4, after the word 
“which”, to strike out “$3,500,000” and 
insert “$3,903,500.” 
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Mr. HAYDEN. I believe the Senator 
from Oregon desires to offer an amend- 
ment. 

Mr. CORDON. I shall offer an 
amendment when all committee amend- 
ments have been disposed of. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, we are 
coming to the conclusion of the consid- 
eration of the appropriation bill for the 
Department of the Interior. Much has 
been said with reference to economies. 
I attended the sessions of the subcom- 
mittee on the bill. I believe I am fa- 
miliar with what is contained in the bill. 
It is my opinion that greater savings 
could have been made. I agreed to go 
along with the committee, and I shall 
carry out the agreement. 

Certain functions of the Department 
of the Interior cannot be cut. Certain 
functions require the appropriations 
which the committee has recommended 
to the Senate. However, there is one 
Bureau which I believe can be cut in the 
future. I wish to invite the attention 
of the Members of the Senate to the 
Indian Bureau. The Indian Bureau has 
existed for many years, supposedly to 
serve the interests of the American In- 
dian, and to work in his behalf and to 
protect his rights. I have been watching 
the appropriations of the Congress of 
the United States for this particular 
Bureau for the past 20 years. I have 
seen the appropriations grow from $22,- 
000,000 in 1931 to approximately $67,- 
000,000 in the pending bill. At one time 
they were $73,000,000. 

It is time that the American people 
pay more attention to the American In- 
dian than to the Indian Bureau. It is 
time that the Indian, who has certainly 
proved his worth as a citizen under try- 
ing circumstances, be given an oppor- 
tunity to develop a little self-confidence. 

So far as I am concerned, in the future 
it will be my purpose, in connection with 
appropriations for the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, to vote for the things which will 
benefit the Indians, but not for the 
things which will benefit the Bureau. 
If we shall pay more attention to the 
Indian, and less attention to the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs, we shall save a great 
deal of money, even in connection with 
this bill. 

The Indian deserves to be treated in 
the way that each one of us would like 
to be treated, namely, as a human being. 

Mr. President, the Indian who, under 
this appropriation, is supposed to be pro- 
tected, may be drafted into the Army or 
the Navy or the Marines; and if that 
occurs, within 3 or 4 months thereafter 
he is able to take care of himself under 
any circumstances, whether in fighting 
against the North Koreans, or the Chi- 
nese Communists. Therefore, Mr. Presi- 
dent, we should permit the Indian to 
take care of himself in civil life, 

The trouble with this situation is that 
there is too much Bureau of Indian Af- 
fairs. There is no trouble with the In- 
dians of the United States; they are as 
strong and as loyal and as patriotic as 
any other Americans are. Many of the 
American Indians have died in the serv- 
ice of their country, and are buried be- 
neath white crosses in foreign fields, 
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However, some persons believe that it is 
necessary to have a bloodsucking bureau 
in Washington, supposedly for the pur- 
pose of doing some good for the Indians, 
The pending appropriation bill demon- 
strates the duplication of work that is 
done in supposedly trying to do some- 
thing for the Indians. 

In this connection, I wish to call at- 
tention to one particular item, namely, 
that relating to the employment service 
in the Department of Labor. Within the 
Department of Labor there is an em- 
ployment agency or service, whose duty 
it is to go over the country and obtain 
employment for American citizens who 
are in need of employment. The In- 
dians should come in that category. 
Less than 2 weeks ago this body passed 
the Department of Labor Appropriation 
bill——_ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 5 
minutes allotted to the Senator from 
New Mexico have expired. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, let me 
ask the Senator from Arizona if I may 
have 5 minutes more. 

Mr. HAYDEN, I yield 2 minutes more 
to the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Very well; I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. President, as I was saying, less 
than 2 weeks ago the Senate passed 
the Department of Labor appropriation 
bill, and in that bill provision is made 
for an employment agency. 

However, in connection with the De- 
partment of Interior appropriation bill, 
which now is before us, the Indian 
Bureau comes forward with what in my 
opinion is a request for a duplication of 
work. Of course, in the committee we 
cut the amount of the appropriation for 
this item. The budget estimate was $1,- 
644,800 for the purpose of placing Mr. 
Indian at work. Why cannot the De- 
partment of Labor take care of employ- 
ment for the Indians? The Indians wish 
to be taken care of in the same way 
that other Americans are; the Indian 
does not wish to have that work dupli- 
cated by the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 
Fortunately, the committee reduced the 
appropriation for the item to $500,000, 
although in my opinion it is $500,000 
too much, 

Yes, Mr. President, the Indian is en- 
titled to a job; but let us see that he 
has it under American circumstances, 
and let us see to it that the Indian is 
treated in the way that the rest of us 
would like to be treated. Let the Depart- 
ment of Labor find work for the Indian 
who is at Gallup, N. Mex., or Butte, Mont., 
or elsewhere. That should be done by 
the Department of Labor, instead of 
having the work duplicated. 

After all, Mr. President, the only 
trouble with Mr. Indian is the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs. All that the Indian 
wants is water, health, education, and 
to be left alone. However, the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs is not leaving the In- 
dian alone. The Bureau is even telling 
him whom he must hire as a lawyer, 
how to make a blanket, and even wants 
to tell him how to pound silver. 

Mr. President, the Indian deserves bet- 
ter treatment. In these days when we 
are preaching freedom and liberty for 
others, certainly the Indian is entitled 
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to American justice. That is what he 
wants. In giving it to him, we can also 
save a great deal of money in connec- 
tion with this bill. 

Mr. ECTON. Mr. President, I ask that 
to revert to page 13 of the bill, and in 
that connection I offer the amendment 
which I have at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment of the Senator from Mon- 
tana will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 13, 
after line 19, it is proposed to insert the 
following: “Provided further, That no 
part of this appropriation shall be used 
for construction or repair of the Tongue 
River Indian Reservation electric line, 
Montana, but the Secretary is hereby au- 
thorized to enter into a reimbursable 
contract with the Tongue River Electric 
Cooperative, Inc., Montana, with respect 
to maintenance, operation, and subse- 
quent transfer of ownership of said line.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I may 
say that this matter was presented to the 
committee, and the committee au- 
thorized the Senator from Montana to 
offer the amendment. I shall be glad 
to accept the amendment, on behalf of 
the committee. : 

Mr. ECTON. I thank the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Mon- 
tana [Mr. Ecton]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Corpon] is 
also authorized to offer an amendment. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr, President, I call 
up my amendment identified as 
“T-3-51—A,” and offer it, and ask that it 
be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. After the item 
relating to construction of access roads 
on the revested Oregon and California 
Railroad and reconveyed Coos Bay Wag- 
on Road grant lands, it is proposed to 
insert the following: 

The last sentence of subsection (b) of 
title II of the act of August 28, 1937 (50 
Stat. 874), is amended to read as follows: 
“When the general fund in the Treasury has 
been fully reimbursed for the expenditures 
which were made charges against the Ore- 
gon and California land-grant fund, said 


- 25 percent shall be covered annually, on or 


after June 30, into the Treasury as miscel- 
laneous receipts.” 


H. W. MORRISON 


Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield to me 
for not more than 5 minutes? 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I know 
that the Senator from Idaho desires to 
present another matter to the Senate, 
and I think there will be adequate time 
for that purpose, for I do not believe 
there is anything controversial in re- 
gard to my amendment. So I am glad 
to yield 5 minutes of my time to the 
distinguished Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Oregon 
for his gracious act. 

Mr. President, I rise to a question of 
personal privilege, to correct an impres- 
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sion which went out through the West 
yesterday by virtue of the debate as set 
forth on page 8029 of the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp of yesterday. I refer in particu- 
lar to the distinguished senior Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. Byrp], my able and 
fine friend, and to the distinguished 
junior Senator from Virginia [Mr. ROB- 
ERTSON], and to the remarks of my col- 
league and friend, the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON]. 

The debate related to the proposition 
that E. W. Rising was an ex-employee 
of a construction company, and had been 
in Washington, lobbying and represent- 
ing the interests of a construction com- 
pany who wanted to build certain dams. 

Mr. President [Mr. Hunt in the chair], 
you yourself know, inasmuch as you also 
come from the West, that the inference 
could be directed only toward Mr. H. W. 
Morrison, the head of the Morrison- 
Knudsen Construction Co., whose prin- 
cipal place of business is at Boise, Idaho, 
and who is one of the greatest and finest 
citizens Idaho ever has had. We of 
Idaho are proud of him and his company. 
Mr. Morrision happens to be the head of 
the largest construction company in the 
world, if you please. I knew him in my 
youth when he had one team of horses 
and a scraper, with which he started to 
erect the giant, free-enterprise edifice he 
has built; as I say, the largest construc- 
tion company in the world. 

The inference was left that Mr. Rising 
was here lobbying for that bill, in order 
that Mr. Morrison of the Morrison- 
Knudsen Co. might profit by building 
dams in the eight Western States. Noth- 
ing could be further from the truth. Mr. 
Morrison has 78 subsidiary corporations 
doing construction work all over the 
world. He is building installations in 
Afghanistan, in Iran, in Guam, on Wake 
Island, in Canada, in Alaska, and many 
other places. The man needs no lobbyist 
here. He needs no additional work. 

I beg my distinguished friends to cor- 
rect the inference which has gone out 
to my home State, that H. W. Morrison, 
one of Idaho’s greatest citizens, would 
stoop so low as to send a representative 
to Washington to see whether he could 
get a little bit more business. By virtue 
of his past history, Mr. Morrison needs 
no correction of this statement in Idaho, 
but I am sure my able friends will join 
me in striking from the REcorp the in- 
ferences which were drawn, based upon 
fallacious information. Mr. Rising, as I 
will relate later, has never received more 
than four or five hundred dollars a year 
from Morrison-Knudsen Co. 

Mr. Morrison heads that company and 
built vital defense bases all over the 
world. Seventy-eight of his employees 
were lined up and shot on Wake Island. 
He is legend in Idaho. He is a great 


man. 

I think that inference about Mr. Ris- 
ing being a lobbyist for a construction 
firm came to my able friends because 
of the fact that Mr. Morrison is probably 
one of the most public-spirited men in 
the entire West, as the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Wyoming [Mr. HUNT], now oc- 
cupying the Chair, knows. Mr. Morrison 
happens to be president of the South- 
western Idaho water conservation proj- 
ect. Mr. Rising, the witness who testified 
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and who was the subject of argument 
yesterday, happens to be a representative 
of that organization. But Mr. Morrison 
is the president. He is but one of a num- 
ber of business and professional men, and 
men of all walks of life, of Idaho, who are 
on the board of directors of this project 
and who are interested in saving the 
economy of the Northwest through the 
conservation of its water and water 
resources. 

I am not making any argument with 
respect to Mr. Rising. I know him to be 
a splendid man. Ihave known him since 
my childhood. I know he is interested in 
the development of the West. I know he 
is interested in preserving the sugar-beet 
industry of the Northwest and of the 
West, and I know that, for his services 
in that connection, he probably receives 
a fee, as he does when he works for the 
Southwestern Idaho water conservation 
project. I also know that he is a repre- 
sentative of the National Water Con- 
servation Conference, for which he re- 
ceives no pay. But I beg of my distin- 
guished colleagues that they wil] be fair, 
as I am sure they will, and that they will 
strike from the Recorp any reference to 
the fact that Mr. Rising was an ex- 
employee of a construction firm, when 
the facts are that he has received never 
in excess of 8500 a year from Morrison- 
Knudsen Co. for heiping them on 
errands such as handling their export 
license and making collections from for- 
eign countries. The statement in the 
Recorp with reference to Mr. Rising 
might lead to the inference that he was a 
paid lobbyist for Morrison-Knudsen to 
get irrigation contracts, I talked to Mr. 
Morrison last night on the telephone, 
and he assured me—and I believed 
him—that Mr. Rising has never at any 
time been on the payroll of the Morri- 
son-Knudsen Co., but has received only 
trifling sums for errands done for this 
western firm here in Washington. I ask 
my friends, in honesty and fairness, to 
do what I have suggested for a great 
man of Idaho. He is a great man, and I 
proudly proclaim him to all the world 
as a man who, from a humble beginning, 
came to be the owner of the world’s 
largest construction concern. I submit 
this to my friends, and ask that this 
error be corrected. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, before 
I discuss my amendment, I desire for a 
moment to advert to the statement made 
by the junior Senator fromIdaho. Iwas 
not present when the matter in question 
was discussed on the floor. Had I been, 
I think I would probably have been one 
of those who made the erroneous state- 
ment with reference to the Morrison- 
Knudsen Co. In committee I had re- 
peated the reports which had come to 
me with reference to the employment by 
Morrison-Knudsen Co. of Mr. Rising— 
either present or past employment. The 
statements were made to me by people 
who alleged they knew. They have been 
made to me since the matter was argued 
on the floor. But, as I say, I did not 
participate in the argument on the floor. 
I would have taken part had I not been 
detained downtown at the time the mat- 
ter was under consideration. But I had 
repeated in committee the statements I 
had heard; so if there be guilt, at least 
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I am guilty by association; and if it be 
true—and so far as I am concerned the 
statement of my colleague from Idaho 
imports verity—I shall change my state- 
ment, therefore, to say that, since we 
know there was not such employment or 
connection between this construction 
company and Mr. Rising, so far as I am 
concerned, at this moment, I desire to 
offer an apology to both, to the extent 
that I may have repeated a statement 
which did not convey the fact. 

Mr.McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CORDON. Iam happy to yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I merely want to 
state that I know Mr. Rising. I had 
some dealings with him when the Pali- 
sades project bill was under considera- 
tion last year. In my opinion, he is a 
very high-class gentleman, who is work- 
ing for the interests of the Northwest 
and for the people whom he represents 
there. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, the 
amendment I offer has been stated. It 
is the question before the Senate. Let 
me state in advance of my discussion 
that I think this is a most unusual pro- 
cedure. I know of no precedent for it, 
and, therefore, I think I should take a 
little time to explain it. The amend- 
ment I offer is definitely legislation on an 
appropriation bill, and is subject to a 
point of order, if any Member of the 
Senate desires to make the point. I 
have given notice which would permit 
me to move to suspend the rules for the 
purpose of adopting the amendment. I 
now give notice that I shall not take 
advantage of such a motion. The 
amendment which I offer is germane to 
this bill, as a matter of fact, though I 
doubt whether, as a legal proposition, 
that is true. 

My reason for offering the amendment 
is this: This bill includes an appropria- 
tion to the Interior Department, par- 
ticularly to the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment, for the administration of approxi- 
mately 2,250,000 or 2,500,000 acres of 
timbered land in western Oregon, known 
as the Oregon and California revested 
lands. That appropriation is limited by 
law to an amount not in excess of 25 
percent of the proceeds realized from the 
use and management of the lands, almost 
entirely from the sale of timber from 
the land. 

There is also an amendment in the bill, 
which was denied in the House, for an 
appropriation in addition to the admin- 
istrative appropriation, for construc- 
tion of access roads. The amendment 
is discussed on page 11 of the report, and 
is found in the bill on page 8. It pro- 
vides for an appropriation of $995,000, 
which is $1,000,000 less the personnel 
cut, for construction of access roads, ac- 
quisition of rights-of-way and of exist- 
ing connecting roads adjacent to the 
lands on the revested Oregon and Cali- 
fornia Railroad and reconveyed Coos 
Bay Wagon Road grant lands. 

There are two sets of these revested 
lands. One was revested by act of Con- 
gress, the other was reconveyed by agree- 
ment between the then owners of the 
land and the Government. One was a 
railroad grant, originally; the other, a 
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highway grant. The reconveyed high- 
way grant is of little consequence, and 
I shall not take up the time of the Sen- 
ate to discuss it; but, Mr. President, be- 
cause of the fact that the House had 
denied the budget request for the con- 
struction of the access roads, and be- 
cause of the discussion that followed in 
the subcommittee, and later, in the full 
committee, I made an explanation of 
the situation, referred to the record, and 
there was thereafter prepared an expla- 
nation which is found on page 11 of the 
report. 

In that connection, Mr. President, I 
called attention, first, to the long history 
of the legislation with respect to these 
lands, to the fact that there has been 
an established policy with reference to 
disposition of receipts, going back to 
1916, when the title to the land was re- 
vested in the Government. I also in- 
vited attention to amendments to the 
basic legislation continuing through the 
years, including a final basic amend- 
ment in the year 1937. 

I called attention to the fact that in 
the last amendment there was inserted 
a provision for division of the proceeds 
arising from the management of the 
land which basically gave to the Gov- 
ernment one-half and to the counties 
in which the lands are situated, one- 
half, and that the provision for pay- 
ment to the Government was for 25 
percent to be available for administra- 
tive purposes, the remaining 25 percent 
to be applied to repay a debit account in 
the Treasury which, in 1937, represented 
approximately $8,000,000, and which was 
charged against the lands in question, 

By the act of 1937 that 25 percent was 
to be applied to extinguishing the debt 
until it was completely extinguished, at 
which time it would be available to be 
paid to the counties in question. 

I called attention to the fact that I 
was the attorney of record for those 
same counties at the time the act was 
passed and actively participated in the 
hearings on the legislation and in the 
rewriting of the act, and was probably 
solely responsible for the particular pro- 
vision with reference to the 25 percent 
of receipts. 

I called attention to the fact that the 
basic legislation with reference to these 
lands was predicated upon the concept 
that the local governments, States and 
counties, should receive one-half of the 
income, and the Government should re- 
ceive the other half. That policy had 
remained in effect, but one of the 
changes made through the years was the 
right of the counties, if their one-half 
of the receipts did not equal what they 
would have received in taxes had the 
lands remained on the tax rolls where 
they originally were, the Government 
would advance the difference, thus creat- 
ing no debit on the Treasury’s books. 

I called attention to the fact that there 
had been sad experience on the part of 
the counties for 20 years with reference 
to such taxes and that the 25 percent 
residual claim of the counties was in- 
cluded as a part of the act of 1937 to give 
assurance to the counties that the entire 
proceeds from the sale of the lands 
would be available for taxes if they were 
necessary for that purpose, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Oregon has 
expired. 

Mr. CORDON. May I have some ad- 
ditional time? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield five additional 
minutes to the Senator; but, first, let 
me see if I correctly understand the 
statement of the Senator. This ar- 
rangement is to be consummated within 
a year, and, therefore, we can adopt this 
amendment, and there is the assurance 
that the counties will from now on ob- 
tain all that is due them, but, at the 
same time, by the adoption of the 
amendment, approximately a million 
dollars more will go into the Treasury of 
the United States. 

Mr. CORDON. That is substantially 
correct, The 5 minutes now granted me 
will be ample time in which more fully to 
explain the situation. 

The assurance in the act, which was 
proper at the time it was placed there, is 
no longer needed. Experience has indi- 
cated that the lands are self-sustaining 
and that there is no need for any as- 
surance beyond the 50 percent provision 
so far as their tax equities are involved. 
The original understanding was that the 
25 percent contingent payment was to 
be assurance only. It is no longer 
needed. The deficit in the Treasury, 
which was $8,000,000 in 1937, is now ex- 
tinguished. As soon as the account can 
be settled there will be no further debit 
balance. Either the 25 percent should 
now go to the counties—and I dare say 
the counties would be most happy to 
have it—or it should revert to the 
Treasury. 

In accordance with the original 
understanding in this case, and with the 
full consent of the officials of the coun- 
ties involved, I have prepared proposed 
legislation which has been awaiting 
certain changes with reference to an ad- 
ministrative provision. The Senate has 
added the million-dollar item for access 
roads which are needed to develop the 
land. In view of the fact that the debit 
has been extinguished, that the guar- 
anty is no longer needed, I think it is al- 
together proper that I offer an amend- 
ment to the bill which will reinstate the 
original concept and basic policy of the 
act and will result, beginning with the 
present fiscal year, in a credit to the 
Treasury of the United States on ac- 
count of those lands, in addition to a 
portion of the 25 percent which has not 
been used for administrative purposes, 
of not $1,000,000 a year, but from 
$1,500,000 to $2,000,000 a year. 

I offer the amendment as an appro- 
priation in reverse English. I want to 
make an appropriation to the funds of 
the Treasury and not an appropriation 
from those funds. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN, I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I simply want to say 
that I think my colleague has made an 
unanswerable argument in support of 
his amendment, and I wish to associate 
myself in support of it. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I am 
directed by the committee to accept the 
amendment, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ore- 
gon [Mr. Corpon]}. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
offer the amendment which I send to 
the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Washington. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 18, line 
19, after the word “facilities”, it is pro- 
posed to insert: “and including a pay- 
ment to the Grand Coulee School Dis- 
trict, Washington, for school facilities, 
proportionate to the payment made to 
the Coulee Dam district, Washington, in 
fiscal 1951, based on relative enrollment 
of dependents of Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and contractor employees.” 

Mr. MAGNUSON.. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have placed in 
the body of the Recor» at this point a 
letter which I wrote to the chairman of 
the subcommittee [Mr. HAYDEN], which 
explains my amendment. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND 
FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
June 28, 1951. 
Hon. Cart HAYDZN, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Interior 
Appropriations, United States Sen- 
ate. 

DEAR SENATOR: I know you will remember 
the case of the Grand Coulce school district 
at Grand Coulee, Wash. During the past 
three sessions you have been very sympa- 
thetic toward the problem and yery patient 
with me in my repeated efforts to obtain 
treatment for this district from the Bureau 
of Reclamation proportionate to that ac- 
corded Coulee Dam school district. 

In the Eighty-first Congress, first session, 
your committee included language in its 
report (S. Rept. 661, 81st Cong., Ist sess., p. 
48), as well as in the second session (S. Rept. 
1941, p. 146), instructing the Bureau to make 
payments to Grand Coulee school district for 
school facilities proportionate to the pay- 
ments the Bureau was authorized to make 
to Coulee Dam district. 

Pursuant to those instructions the Bureau 
paid some $300,000 to Grand Coulee district 
in fiscal 1950. A serious complication, how- 
ever, has arisen in connection with the pro- 
posed and final payment for fiscal 1951. 
This is how the complication arose. 

Subsequent to passage of the Interior ap- 
propriation bill for fiscal 1951, Public Law 
815—the so-called School Construction Act 
of 1950—was enacted. The question arose 
as tn whether the language of the Senate 
report prevailed or whether Public Law 815 
prevails. 

To resolve the issue Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and Grand Coulee district prepared a 
tentative cooperative agreement and sub- 
mitted the question to the Comptroller Gen- 
eral. I am attaching a copy of the letter I 
sent to Comptroller, stating my views on the 
subject. The Secretary of the Interior, in his 
letter of transmittal to tLe Comptroller Gen- 
eral, expressed willingness of the Department 
to proceed with the payment on the pro- 
viso that a favorable ruling on the legality 
of such action was received from the Comp- 
troller General. 

In addition to the views expressed by me 
and the Secretary of the Interior, the Com- 
missioner of Education wrote a strong letter, 
pointing out that the only means by which 
the Grand Coulee district can receive its 
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entitlement to Federal aid is through the 
Bureau of Reclamation. This arises from 
the fact that the base date established in 
Public Law 815 is the school year 1938-39. 
Payments to districts qualifying under Pub- 
lic Law 815 are made on the basis of any in- 
creased enrollment subsequent to 1938-39, 
arising from Federal activity. 

Unfortunately, 1938-39 was the peak year 
of construction at Grand Coulee Dam. Dur- 
ing subsequent years the work tapered off 
to the relatively stable level which now pre- 
vails. Since there are fewer dependents of 
Bureau employees in Grand Coulee schools 
now than there were in 1938-39, the district 
is entitled to no assistance under Public Law 
815 

You will remember I was one of those 
most active in sponsoring and pressing for 
enactment of the school-construction law. 
It completely escaped my notice, as it did 
that of Congressman Barpen and others, 
that the 1938-39 base date would exclude 
Grand Coulee. Furthermore, we proceeded 
under the assumption that we had this mat- 
ter nailed down by the language in the 
Senate report. 

The Comptroller General has rendered a 
decision adverse to this school district, as- 
serting that, in his opinion, the terms of the 
School Construction Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 
967) preclude completing the transaction as 
proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation, pur- 
suant to the Senate report language. 

I am convinced your committee and the 
Congress intended the school system of 
Grand Coulee to receive from the Bureau of 
Reclamation the same kind of assistance ac- 
corded the school system serving the town 
of Grand Coulee Dam. Both accommodate 
students who are dependents of Bureau em- 
ployees or contractors. Neither would be 
confronted with the current construction 
problem to the extent they are, were it not 
for this fact. 

To rectify the injustice that will be done 
to the Grand Coulee district unless the com- 
plications I just recited are clarified, I am 
proposing the inclusion of language in this 
year’s appropriation bill. Something along 
the following lines would be adequate: 

Under the subtitle “Construction and 
rehabilitation,” after the word “facilities,” 
insert the following: “, and including pay- 
ment to the Grand Coulee, Wash., for school 
facilities, proportionate to the payment made 
to the Coulee Dam district, Washington, in 
fiscal 1951, based on relative enrollment of 
dependents of Bureau of Reclamation em- 
ployees and contractor employees.” 

I have sought the advice of the Chief 
Counsel of the General Accounting Office, 
and the suggestion I have just made appears 
the best method of correcting what will oth- 
erwise be a serious inequity, without writ- 
ing into Public Law 815 an exception which 
may prove both troublesome and costly. 

I sincerely hope you will agree with my 
conviction that this district is entitled to 
Federal assistance and that the method I am 
proposing is the best and most expeditious 
way of giving it. 

For myself and the Grand Coulee school 
district I want to express to you our sincere 
appreciation for the patient consideration 
you and the committee have accorded this 
problem. 

Best personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
Warren G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Senator. 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
might say, briefly, to the distinguished 
Senator from Arizona that the purpose 
of the amendment is to allow the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation to make school pay- 
ments to the town of Grand Coulee as 
well as to the town of Coulee Dam. The 
towns are on opposite sides of the dam. 
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The Comptroller General, since the pay- 
ments were started, in referring to Pub- 
law Law 183 which provides for grants- 
in-aid to school districts, did not know 
whether it superseded the Appropriation 
Committee's allowance in all these cases, 
so the Interior Department did not know 
whether it could make a payment cr not, 
if the language does not allow them to 
do for Grand Coulee what they do for 
Coulee Dam. All the amendment does 
is to allow the same thing to be done 
e Coulee that is done for Coulee 
Mr. HAYDEN. In addition to that, of 
course, it will continue the doing of 
what has been done right along in the 
two towns. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Les. 


Mr. HAYDEN. On behalf of the com- 


mittee I accept the amendment. 

Mr. MAGNUSON, I thank the Sena- 
tor from Arizona. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lona 
in the chair). The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment offered by the 


Senator from Washington [Mr. MAG- 


nuson]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I now 
yield to the junior Senator from Dela- 
ware [Mr. Frear], who has been wait- 
ing very patiently for some time to be 
recognized. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, I shall 
take but a moment or two. The Senate 
has agreed to the committee amcndment 
on page 33 of the bill, line 7, appropri- 
ating the sum of $11,370,000 for construc- 
tion work under the National Park Serv- 
ice. I realize that of that amount 
$1,150,000 is allocated for liquidation of 
obligations for Independence National 
Historic Park, Pennsylvania, and that 
$3,000,000 is for the liquidation of obli- 
gations incurred pursuant to authority 
contained in section 4 (b) of the Fed- 
eral-Aid Highway Act of 1950. Yet the 
remainder of that amount, after those 
two obligations have been provided for, 
will be for new construction. 

The President in his message to Con- 
gress suggested that during these times 
we should not spend any money for new 
construction. In my humble opinion the 
President’s suggestion covers the item 
on page 33 as well as some of the other 
items contained in the bill. Particularly 
at this time when the materials neces- 
sary to be used for the purposes pro- 
vided in the bill may be so essential to 
the war effort, we should not be appro- 
priating up to $7,000,000 to the National 
Park Service for new construction. 

I have talked with the chairman of 
the subcommittee, the Senator from Ari- 
zona [Mr. Haypen], and he has informed 
me that in certain areas it is necessary, 
in order to maintain a past policy in 
the National Park Service, that such ap- 
priation be made. I agree with what 
he has said, but I think we could very 
well have a moratorium on expenditure 
for new construction contained in this 
portion of the bill. 

I want to thank the Senator from Ari- 
zona for giving me the opportunity of 
making this statement at this time on 
the item involved on page 33. 
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Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arizona yield to me so I 
may ask him a question? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. CAIN. I notice under the section 
on Bureau of Indian Affairs, on page 15, 
beginning in line 24, under the subhead 
“Tribal funds,” there appear the words, 
“there is hereby appropriated $2,109,- 
000 from tribal funds” for various bene- 
fits and expenses. One of the purposes 
is set forth on page 16, in lines 9 and 10, 
in these words: “compensation and ex- 
penses of attorneys and other persons 
employed by Indian tribes under ap- 
proved contracts.” 

I wish to state to the distinguished 
Senator from Arizona that the Yakima 


Tribal Council of the Yakima Tribe of 


Indians unanimously approved a reso- 
lution ọn August 11, 1950, authorizing 
the sum of $5,000 for attorneys’ fees and 
expenses necessary for the preparation 
of tribal claims. My question, sir, is 
whether or not that claim can be ac- 
commodated from the proviso, which 
begins on page 16, line 22, and which 
reads: | 

That in addition to the amount appro- 
priated herein, tribal funds may be ad- 
vanced to Indian tribes during the current 
fiscal year for such purposes as may be desig- 
nated by the governing body of the particu- 
lar tribe involved and approved by the 
Secretary? j 


Mr. HAYDEN. Imay say to the Sen- 
ator from Washington that I think that 
proviso fully covers the case he has 
mentioned. 

Mr. CAIN. I appreciate the informa- 
tion received from the Senator from Ari- 
zona, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I send to the desk 
an amendment designated “7-9-51—F” 
which I offer and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The Cuter CLERK. At the proper place 
in the bill it is proposed to insert the 
following: í 

Sec. —. No funds or contract authoriza- 
tions made available by this act shall be used 
for the construction of any structure, work, 
or other project unless (1) such construction 
is certified by the Secretary of Defense to be 
essential to national security, or (2) the con- 
struction of such structure work, or other 
project has been commenced prior to the 
enactment of this act, and substantial detri- 
ment to the interests of the United States 
will result if the proposed further construc- 
tion is not carried out. 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, the 
amendment is clearly subject to a point 
of order as being legislation on an appro- 
priation bill. I shall not make that point 
of order now. I reserve the objection. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I do 
not question but that the amendment 
may be subject to a point of order, but 
if a point of order is made I shall make 
a motion to suspend the rule. I have 
served the proper notice of such motion, 
which is at the desk. 

Mr. President, it will not take long to 
discuss the amendment. It speaks for 
itself. It merely provides, first, that any 
new project that is provided for under 


8139 


this bill, which is not certified to be essen- 
tial to the national defense, or, second, if 
work upon the project has not progressed 
to the point where stopping it would 
result in material loss to the Government, 
it shall be suspended for the duration of 
this emergency. 

We head the administration express 
concern to the effect that we are 
threatened with inflation. I agree with 
that. No one disputes the fact but that 
there is a shortage of construction ma- 
terials. If that is true, there is no rea- 
son in the world why we should not sus- 
pend immediately—in fact it should have 
been done a year ago—the construction 
work upon every government public 
works project that is not essential to 
our national defense program. Every 
nonessential project should be post- 
poned until this emergency is over. 
Every project upon which work has been 
started and upon which suspension could 
be made without resulting in a material 
loss to the Government should also be 
suspended. 

The amendment is exactly the sub- 
stance of the Presidential directive under 
which we operated during World War II. 
It was put in operation at that time, 
and all nonessential public works were 
suspended. It contains the substance of 
the directive put out by President Tru- 
man about a year ago in July 1950 but 
unfortunately this last directive so far 
has not been put into effect. I think the 
only way we can put it into effect is by 
legislation enacted on the floor of the 
Senate to cut the appropriations. It is 
our responsibility to stand up and be 
counted. 

Mr. MORSE, Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. To whom does the Sen- 
ator from Delaware propose to give the 
discretion to determine whether or not 
any of these projects are essential to the 
national defense? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It is proposed to 
give it to the Secretary of Defense. I 
have checked with the Departments, and 
it was recommended that that is the 
most appropriate agency to certify the 
projects. 

Mr. MORSE. The amendment pro- 
poses to give that discretion to the Sec- 
retary of Defense? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 

Mr. MCRSE. Without any check up- 
on the exercise of that discretion by the 
Congress? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The same check 
that the Congress can put upon the 
Secretary of Defense in connection with 
any of the other expenditures he is 
making. 

It is the same Secretary of Defense 
who will administer $60,000,000,000 
worth of military appropriations next 
year. If the Secretary of Defense is a 
man in whom the Senate does not have 
confidence, we can replace him at any 
time we wish. He is the logical man in 
whom to repose the confidence. I do not 
care whether the Secretary of Defense 
is the man who makes the decision or 
whether it is the head of some other 
agency. That is immaterial to me. I 
have placed the Secretary of Defense in 
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the amendment because it seemed to be 
the general consensus of opinion that 
he was the logical one in whom to repose 
the authority. If the Senator from 
Oregon has any suggestions, or if the 
chairman of the committee has any sug- 
gestions other than that, I shall be glad 
to consider them. The important thing 
is that work on every nonessential Gov- 
ernment project should be suspended. 
Otherwise, let us stop calling upon the 
American people to stop their unneces- 
sary buying. Mr. DiSalle, the President 
of the United States, and other spokes- 
men for the administration are daily 
calling upon every American citizen to 
do exactly what the Government itself 
is not doing. My amendment merely 
says that we are willing to practice what 
we preach, otherwise let us shut up. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Does not the Senator 
agree with me that it is within the ju- 
risdiction of Congress to exercise discre- 
tion in the first instance, when these 
projects are first brought before the 
Appropriations Committee, and that 
later they are subject to consideration 
by the Congress? If we exercise our 
jurisdiction properly, it will not be nec- 
essary for us to grant such wide discre- 
tion to an administrative officer. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Congress may 
authorize these projects, but it is not 
within the power of any individual 
Member of Congress or any committee 
of Congress to appraise the situation 
and determine whether or not project X 
is essential to the national defense effort. 
We do not have the facilities. We do 
not know whether or not the Govern- 
ment might have a plan to establish a 
certain war plant in a given area, where 
the construction of a dam is necessary. 
We do not have such information. It is 
impossible for us to get it. In times of 
emergency we must delegate a certain 
amount of authority to the administra- 
tion. This amendment merely provides 
that the Government of the United 
States shall practice what it is calling 
upon every American citizen to do, and 
that is to postpone nonessential ex- 
penditures and nonessential projects 
until the emergency is over. I see no 
reason why the amendment should not 
be adopted, and I am hoping that the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAwDENI will 
accept the amendment and save any 
further argument, because I think he 
himself will endorse the principle about 
which I am speaking. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I have 
no quarrel with the principle, but as 
chairman of the subcommittee I do not 
feel justified in accepting the amend- 
ment when no hearings have been held 
on it. It is clearly legislation. If such 
a provision were to be adopted, it should 
come from a legislative committee. The 
Senator is asking me to take something 
which he has written. I knew nothing 
particularly about it before he brought 
it to the attention of the Senate. 

The amendment would repose enor- 
mous power in the Secretary of De- 
fense. It might have a very crippling 
effect on something the Government 
wanted to do, On the other hand, I 
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have no doubt about the good intent of 
the Senator from Delaware. Let me 
suggest to him, if he does not feel satis- 
fied that a legislative committee should 
have jurisdiction over this subject and 
pass upon it, that he at least come before 
the Senate Committee on Appropria- 
tions and let us have a hearing. Let a 
showing be made as to why this legisla- 
tion is necessary. If the Senator from 
Delaware can convince the committee 
that it is necessary, we can then report 
a provision and make it applicable to 
all the appropriation bills. We have 
already passed two great appropriation 
bills, the independent-offices bill and the 
Labor and Federal Security bill. This is 
the third one. The two earlier bills 
would certainly be exempt from the pro- 
posed legislation. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I may say to the 
Senator from Arizona that this is the 
first public-works appropriation bill. 
When the Senator speaks of the Labor 
and Federal-security bill, he is not 
speaking of Government projects all 
over the country. As for his argument 
that it should have been submitted to 
the committee, I point out to the Sena- 
tor from Arizona that he is slightly in 
error. There have been hearings on 
this proposal, to this extent; this provi- 
sion was in operation throughout World 
War Il. The Senator from Arizona was 
a Member of the Senate at that time, 
and he is familiar with its operation. 
It is in operation, supposedly—at least 
on paper—today. The President has is- 
sued a directive. However, he is not 
carrying it out. 

I presented this proposal last year to 
the Senate in connection with the ap- 
propriation bill. The same argument 
was made then as is made now. It was 
said that time was needed to study it, 
and that consideration would be given 
to inserting it in the appropriation bills 
this year. It is past time for study; it 
is time for action. 

As I have stated before, I am not a 
member of the Appropriations Commit- 
tee. As an easterner, I have never been 
able to crash the sacred precincts of the 
Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Delaware is asking me to 
take a certain text which he has pre- 
pared, and which he tells me is identi- 
cal with something which has been en- 
acted heretofore. I have had no oppor- 
tunity to find out whether or not that is 
a correct statement of the fact. I have 
had no opportunity to compare it with 
whatever was the law during the war, 
or whatever is now the President’s or- 
der. I believe that we Should at least 
have an opportunity to see whether it 
goes beyond anything that was agreed 
to heretofore, The Senator would 
hardly expect us, in a matter of this 
kind, simply to accept his word. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I may say to the 
Senator from Arizona that I have dis- 
cussed this subject with him for 2 or 3 
days. He could readily have checked 
the background. The proposal was pre- 
sented last year not only to the members 
of the Appropriations Committee but 
the full Senate. It is past time for 
study; it is time for action. All I am 
proposing is to suspend all nonessential 
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Government public-works projects, at 
least for the duration of this emer- 
gency. No Member takes exception to 
that proposal, so let us vote for it. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator has dis- 
cussed the matter with me alone. I be- 
lieve that all members of the Appropria- 
tions Committee ought to know about 
it, and all Senators who are interested 
ought to have an opportunity to know 
about it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I repeat, the 
amendment was prepared by the Legis- 
lative Counsel to carry out the substance 
of the directive under which we operated 
in World War II. I am perfectly willing 
to have it clearly understood that the 
amendment may be modified, if neces- 
sary, to conform to the exact language 
of the Presidential directive under which 
we operated during World War II. If 
there is any variation between the lan- 
guage of the amendment and the lan- 
guage of that provision, I shall be willing 
to modify the amendment accordingly. 

The amendment is very simple. It 
merely provides that construction shall 
be stopped upon any project upon which 
work has not been started, until it is 
certified to be essential to the national 
defense. Or if work has been started, 
and if it has not progressed to the point 
where the Government would lose money 
by suspending it, it shall be stopped. 
That is very simple. It does not require 
a lawyer, or even a member of the Ap- 
propriations Committee, to understand 
that simple amendment. The President 
is daily telling 150,000,000 American 
people to do the same thing. I say, let 
us practice what we preach. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Delaware for his con- 
fidence in my ability to understand his 
proposal. However, I am required, un- 
der the directive of the committee which 
I happen to represent at this time as 
chairman of the subcommittee, to make 
the point of order that this is legislation 
upon an appropriation bill; and I do 
make the point of order. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the Senator will 
withhold his point of order for a mo- 
ment, I do not intend to debate the point 
of order. I have filed a notice, and I 
intend to ask for a suspension of the 
rule. However, I first wish to point out 
to the Senator from Arizona that he 
himself accepted two amendments, im- 
mediately prior to my offering this 
amendment, and those two amendments 
were legislation upon an appropriation 
bill. No one disputed that fact. So leg- 
islation upon an appropriation bill to 
this extent is nothing new. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I am asking the Sen- 
ator from Delaware to do exactly what 
Senators interested in the other two 
amendments did. Both amendments 
were presented to the committee, and 
the committee authorized them to be 
offered on the floor, thereby relieving 
me of my responsibility. If the Sena- 
tor from Delaware will come before the 
Appropriations Committee and do what 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Cornon] 
and the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Ecton] did with respect to their legis- 
Iative proposals, and if the committee 
directs that no point of order be made, 
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it will not be made. But in the absence 
of the Senator’s appearance before the 
committee, I am compelled to make the 
point of order. 

Mr. . I repeat that I pre- 
sented this same proposal to the Sen- 
ator from Arizona, to every member of 
the Appropriations Committee, and 
every Member of the United States Sen- 
ate, a year ago. Apparently it has not 
been read since. I called it to your 
attention again several days ago and 
was reminded that I was not a member 
of the Appropriations Committee. 

I am looking forward to the day when 
some of us from the East can crash the 
sacred precincts of the Appropriations 
Committee and be on the inside so that 
we can present some of these sound 


Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
point of order has been made that this 
amendment is legislation on an appro- 
priation bill. The Chair rules that the 
amendment would impose an additional 
burden and additional duties upon the 
Secretary of Defense, in determining 
whether or not any particular project 
was essential to the national security. 
Upon that basis it would be legislation 
on an appropriation bill, and therefore 
the Chair is compelled to sustain the 
point of order. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, pur- 
suant to written notice heretofore given 
by me, I move that clause 4 of rule XVI 
be suspended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo- 
tion is made by the Senator from Dela- 
ware to suspend the rule. Fifteen min- 
utes are allowed on each side. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Delaware yield, 
without prejudice to his right to the 
floor, and without being charged with 
any time, in order that I may make an 
announcement? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am glad to yield. 
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Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
have been asked what the program of 
the Senate will be for the coming week. 
It is our intention to finish consideration 
of this bill and take a recess until next 
Tuesday. so as to give the Appropriations 
Committee an opportunity to meet all 
day Monday and report some more ap- 
propriation bills. 

On next Tuesday we shall take up first 
Calendar 511, H. R. 2416, relating to ex- 
clusion from gross income of income 
from discharge of indebtedness. It is 
the bill which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance, with instructions 
that it be reported back to the Senate 
in 2 weeks. It deals with an amend- 
ment to the Social Security Act provision 
for the aged, the blind, and dependent 
children. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. 

Mr. WHERRY. Does the Senator 
from Arizona refer to the bill in which 


the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] is 


very much interested? 
Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. 
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Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, the 
majority leader asked me if it would be 


. agreeable to go ahead with the program 


he is now announcing, and I said it 
would be so far as I was concerned, I 
am informed by the secretary of the 
minority that the Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. Tarr] had talked to the majority 
leader, and my understanding was that 
the Senator from Ohio had asked that 
the bill go over until Wednesday. Does 
the majority leader intend to bring up 
that bill first, or let it come up second? 
The Senator from Ohio will not return 
to Washington until Wednesday of next 
week. Iam wondering whether it could 
be made a part of the program, but that 
it be brought up on Wednesday, instead 
of on Tuesday. 

Mr. McPARLAND. I should like to 
accommodate the Senator from Ohio. 
For that reason we will plan to bring up 
the bill on Wednesday. I do not think 
it will take more than a few moments to 
dispose of it. 

First we will take up Calendar 519, 
Senate bill 832, to reduce the annual 
leave of Federal officers and employees 
to 15 days during the continuance of the 
existing national emergency, and for 
other purposes. I believe it is impor- 
tant that we dispose of the bill, because 
some amendments have been attached to 
an appropriation bill with regard to an- 
nual leave of Federal employees. 

Mr, KEM. Mr. President, will the 
majority leader yield for a question? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. KEM. I should like to ask 
whether the bill to abolish the RFC, 
which was reported today, will be taken 
up in the immediate future. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I do not know 
anything about the bill. If it has been 
reported today, I could not answer the 
Senator’s question. The Majority Policy 
Committee has not had an opportunity 
to consider it. We will take it up at the 
next meeting. 

Mr. KEM. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Next we will take 
up Calendar 227, Senate bill 630, to sus- 
pend until December 31, 1952, the appli- 
cation of certain Federal laws with re- 
spect to an attorney employed by the 
Senate Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare. 

Mr. WHERRY. Let me ask whether 
I correctly understand the program as 
announced by the distinguished majority 
leader. On Tuesday, in the event that 
the Senate should recess until then, the 
order of business will be, first, Calendar 
519, S. 832, to reduce the annual leave 
of Federal employees, and so forth; sec- 
ond, Calendar 227, Senate bill 630; third, 
the so-called extension of social security 
benefits bill, Calendar 511, H. R. 2416. 

Mr. McFARLAND. That is correct. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 3790) making appro- 
priations for the Department of the In- 
terior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1952, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lone 
in the chair). The oucsticn is on agree- 
ing to the motion of the Senator from 
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Delaware [Mr. WiILLIAMs] to suspend the 
rule. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President,- I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


The 


Anderson Holland Millikin 
Bennett Hunt Morse 
Bricker Ives Mundt 
Bridges Jenner Neely 
Butler, Md. Johnson, Colo. Nixon 
Butler, Nebr. Johnson, Tex. O Conor 
Cain Johnston, S. C. O Mahoney 
Capehart Kefauver Robertson 
Carlson Kem Saltonstall 
Chavez Kerr Schoeppeil 
Cordon Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Dirksen Know!land Smith, N. C. 
Dworshak Lehman Stennis 
Eastland Lodge Thye 
Ecton Long Underwood 
Ferguson Magnuson Watkins 

r Malone Welker 
Gsorge Maybank Wherry 
Hayden McCarthy Williams 
Hendrickson McClellan Young 
Hennings McFarland 
Hill McKellar 


The PRESIDING OFFICER 
Hunt in the chair). 
ent. 

The question is on agreeing to the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
Wittrms!] to suspend rule XVI, clause 
4, of the Standing Rules of the Senate. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, on 
this question I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays have been requested. Is 
there a sufficient second? The request 
seems to be sufficiently seconded. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, what 
is the decision of the Chair? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is endeavoring to ascertain 
whether there is a sufficient second to 
the request for the yeas and nays. 

Is there a sufficient second to the re- 
quest for the yeas and nays? 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Delaware to sus- 
pend rule XVI, clause 4, of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, how 
many Senators must second the request 
for the yeas and nays, in order to have 
the yeas and nays ordered? It seemed 
to me that half of the Senators present 
held up their hands, indicating that 
they were seconding the request for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk counted 9, and a minimum of 10 
are required. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
for a recount. 

Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. President, I call 
for the regular order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
regular order has been called for. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I ask 
for a recount. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Delaware to suspend 
rule XVI, clause 4. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 
the Senator fro Tebracka permit the 


(Mr, 
A quorum is pres- 
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Chair to listen to the Senator from Del- 
aware? 

Mr. WHERRY. Certainly. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, if the 
request for the yeas and nays was not 
sufficiently seconded, can the request be 
made again? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised it would be out of order 
to call for the yeas and nays again, no 
business having been transacted since 
the previous request. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
that there be inserted in the RECORD a 
copy of certain resolutions which have 
been received recently by the junior Sen- 
ator from Nebraska. 

The FRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Nebraska? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, now 

hat the Senate has transacted business, 
I ask again for the yeas and nays, 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I in- 
quire what is the pending question? 
Will the Chair state the motion? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion of the Senator 
from Delaware to suspend the rules in 
order that he may submit an amend- 
ment to the bill which is presently be- 
fore the Senate. The yeas and nays 
having been ordered, the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from Connecticut [Mr, 
Benton], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Byrpl, the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. 
CLEMENTS], the Senator from Ulinois 
[Mr. Dovctas], the Senator from Ar- 
kansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. Horey], the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Hum- 
PHREY], the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. Monroney), the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Moopyl, the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. Pastore], and 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] 
are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. Con- 
NALLY] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Louisiana (Mr. EL- 
LENDER], and the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. McCarran] are absent by leave of 
the Senate on official business. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. Green], the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr..McManon], and the Sena- 
tor from Alabama [Mr. SPARĀMAN] are 
absent by leave of the Senate on official 
business of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR- 
RAY] is absent by leave of the Senate on 
official business, having been appointed 
a representative of our Government to 
attend the International Labor Con- 
ference in Geneva, Switzerland. 

On this vote the Senator from Mon- 
tana is paired with the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. SmITH]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from Montana would 
vote “nay,” and the Senator from New 


Jersey would vote “yea.” 


The Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH- 
ERS] is absent because of illness. 
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I announce further that the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. McMaHon] has 
a general pair on this vote with the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER]. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Maine [Mr. Brewster] 
who is absent by leave of the Senate on 
Official business of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations has a general pair on 
this vote with the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. MCMAHON]. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS) and the Senator from Ohio 
Mr. Tart] are necessarily absent. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Vermont IMr. FAN DER] would vote 
“yea.” 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN- 
LOOPER], the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. SMITH], and the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. Witey] are absent by leave 
of the Senate on official business of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Martin] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tosey] is absent on official busi- 
ness of the Committee on Crime Investi- 
gation. 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
Smuts] is paired with the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. Murray]. If present and 
voting the Senator from New Jersey 
would vote “yea” and the Senator from 
Montana would vote “nay.” 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
Case], the Senator from. Pennsylvania 
Mr. Durr], and the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr, Lancer] are detained on 
Official business. If present and voting, 
the Senator from South Dakota IMr. 
CasE] would vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 12, 
nays 52, as follows: 


YEAS—12 
Bricker Ferguson Lodge 
Bridges Hendrickson Robertson 
Butler, Md. Ives Schoeppel 
Dirksen Kem Williams 

NAYS—52 
Anderson Jenner Morse 
Bennett Johnson, Colo. Mundt 
Butler, Nebr. Johnson, Tex. Neely 
Cain Johnston, S. C. Nixon 
Capehart Kefauver O'Conor 
Carlson Kerr O'Mahoney 
Chavez Kilgore Saltonstall 
Cordon Know!land Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Lehman Smith, N. C. 
Eastland Long Stennis 
Ecton Magnuson Thye 
Frear Malone Underwood 
George Maybank Watkins 
Hayden McCarthy Welker 
Hennings McClellan Wherry 
Hill McFarland Young 
Holland McKellar 
Hunt Millikin 

NOT VOTING—32 

Aiken Fulbright Mocdy 
Benton Gillette Murray 
Brewster Green Pastore 
Byrd Hickenlooper Russell 
Case Hoey Smathers 
Clements Humphrey Smith, N. J. 
Connally Langer Sparkman 
Douglas Martin Taft 
Duff McCarran Tobey 
Ellender McMahon Wiley 
Flanders Monroney 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, two-thirds of the Members voting 
having failed to vote in the affirmative, 
the motion is rejected, 

The bill is open to further amendment. 
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Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I offer 
the amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Illinois. 

The CHEF CLERK. It is proposed to 
add to section 305 a new paragraph, as 
follows: 

During the last quarter of the fiscal year 
1952, no greater amount may be obligated 
for several budget objects of expenditure, 
namely, 0-8, supplies and materials; 0-9, 
equipment; and 0-10, lands and structures, 
under each appropriation or authorization 
herein, than the average quarterly amount 
so obligated during the first three-quarters 
of such fiscal year, unless the Director of 
the Budget shall find in any particular case 
that the public interest requires the obli- 
gation of a greater amount. 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I understand that the 
purpose of the amendment is to get away 
from the hoarding of funds during the 
first three-quarters of the year and 
spending them during the last quarter. 

Mr. DIRKSEN, Yes. 

Mr. HAYDEN. It is not legislation; 
it is entirely proper,.and I accept the 
amendment on behalf of the committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Illi- 
nois [Mr. DIRKSEN], 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, I might 
say to the membership that the prac- 
tice aimed at by the amendment just 
voted on has grown up in Government, 
in a desire on the part of agencies to 
be rather frugal and hoard money in the 
first three-quarters of the year, and 
sometimes in the last quarter money is 
squandered for pictures, carpets, paint- 
ings, and so forth, and it has become 
something of an abuse. 

There are agencies of government 
which are very careful in husbanding 
their funds, and they do turn money 
back into the Treasury. On the other 
hand, certain heads of agencies have 
discovered that when they turn money 
back sometimes an additional appro- 
priation is required for the next fiscal 
year. 

I want to say to the members of the 
committee that if my amendment needs 
some modification in conference to make 
it administratively feasible, certainly I 
should have no objection to such modifi- 
cation. 

Mr, O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. The Senator from 
Illinois will find that in appropriation 
bills unexpended balances are made 
available for future years. I agree 
heartily with the purpose of the Sen- 
ator’s amendment, but I think there are 
occasions when, in various areas, as in 
Alaska, for example, it might be neces- 
sary to make rather large expenditures 
in the last quarter rather than in the 
second or third quarter. I also think 
that construction items, such as are 
dealt with in the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, have seasonal aspects which must 
be considered, I take it that the lan- 
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guage of the Senator’s amendment vests 
in the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget the power to say whether the 
obligation of a larger amount is in the 
public interest, and it would embrace all 
such factors. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is correct. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. I desire to associate 
myself with the sponsor of the amend- 
ment, and with the observations which 
have been made with reference to it. I 
conferred with the Senator from Illinois 
before the amendment was offered, and 
Iam in complete accord with the purpose 
of it. I appreciate the statement which 
was made by the Senator from Illinois 
that if modification should be required to 
make the amendment more feasible ad- 
ministratively, the Senator would have 
no objection. The purpose the Senator 
has in mind is something which has been 
called to my attention many times as a 
member of the Appropriations Commit- 
tee. When an agency conserves money, 
and seeks to protect its appropriation, 
the first question we ask at the next ap- 
propriation hearing is, “Do you have an 
unexpended balance? If so, why did you 
ask for so much money in the first 
place?” 

The amendment will encourage agen- 
cies to anticipate. The principle is 
sound, and it will help all agencies to 
conserve, and to see to it that the ap- 
propriations they request are not more 
than are adequate. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I believe Senators 
on the Appropriations Committee have 
recognized the evil of agencies spend- 
ing a great part of their appropriations 
in the last quarter of the year. When 
we passed the last continuing resolution 
we wrote in it a provision that they 
should spend on the basis of the first 
quarter rather than on the basis of the 
last quarter. I think the Senator from 
Illinois has hit on an idea which might 
save the Government some money, be- 
cause the Senator from Michigan, as 
well as other Senators, has learned that 
certain departments are quite busy in 
the last months of the year in seeing 
to it that they spend all their remain- 
ing funds. This amendment will strike 
at that very practice. I hope language 
will be worked out in the conference so 
that seasonal projects will not be ad- 
versely affected. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. In an extraordinary 
situation the Budget Director can modi- 
fy the rate of expenditure. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I wonder whether 
the Senator expects to offer a similar 
amendment in connection with the 
military appropriation bill. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I have not reached 
that bridge yet. 

Mr. ANDERSON. It is a bridge which 
we must reach. This is another way of 
cutting off essential appropriations. If 
Congress thinks it has provided too much 
money, it should reduce the amount, in- 
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stead of operating through an amend- 
ment of this nature. I am happy that 
I voted against it, because by the time 
we get through with it the administra- 
tive responsibility will become apparent, 

Let us consider, for instance, soil con- 
servation payments. The appropria- 
tions are so late this year that the agency 
will not make payments during the first, 
second, or third quarter. They will be 
made in the fourth quarter. The ar- 
rangement provided is as absurd as it 
can be. 

Mr. DIRESEN. Perhaps my friend 
did not notice the escape clause. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, I noticed it, 
Everything is to be referred to the Bu- 
reau of the Budget. I think that is a 
very serious thing. I do not know why 
the Senator would trust the Bureau of 
the Budget more than he would trust 
Members of Congress. I have many 
times objected to the fact that Congress 
does not seem to be able to pass legisla- 
tion unless the Bureau of the Budget 
approves it. It seems to me Congress 
has a right to pass legislation. I have 
many times supported legislation which 
did not bear the stamp of approval of the 
Bureau of the Budget, because some- 
times they do not have the cumulative 
wisdom of all the Members of the House 
and Senate. I do not know why we 
should say in those circumstances that 
we have to take the judgment of one per- 
son in the Bureau of the Budget against 
the combined judgment of the Senate 
and the House. That is why I thought 
it was a bad amendment. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, appro- 
priations originate in the Bureau of the 
Budget in the first instance. They are 
the first to hear testimony concerning 
proposed appropriations. They confer 
with the President. They finally deter- 
mine what figures shall come to the 
Congress. For all practical purposes, 
that is the administrative body in the 
executive branch which deals with this 
matter. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Oh, yes, but the 
Bureau of the Budget having taken their 
position, the Congress can override them; 
the Congress can raise or lower the 
amounts as it sees fit. Having done so, 
why should the Congress redelegate the 
matter to the Bureau of the Budget to 
decide? Why should the Bureau of the 
Budget again place its hands on the 
matter? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Because the Bureau 
of the Budget anticipates an even flow in 
the expenditure of the money, as it is 
contemplated in the appropriation, and 
when abuses result they shoud take steps 
to remedy them. 

Mr. ANDERSON. In this contem- 
plated even flow of money through the 
year the Bureau is taking into consid- 
eration the past experience of the United 
States for 100 years. Everyone who has 
watched appropriations knows that the 
money does not flow evenly. The Con- 
gress will not complete action on the ap- 
propriation bills until late this year. The 
way we are proceeding with the bill now 
under consideration, we will not be 
through with the appropriation bills un- 
til September. An agency cannot begin 
to plan its expenditures until it knows 
what the appropriations are going to he. 
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I believe the Senator is completely wrong 
in his view of the matter. 

I wanted my statement to appear in 
the Recor at this point because with the 
adoption of the amendment we will find 
difficulties arising in connection with it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Does the Senator 
from New Mexico deny there are abuses, 
as have just been pointed out? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Not at all. I agree 
with what the Senator from Illinois has 
said about there being abuses. I realize 
that agencies rush in to try to buy fur- 
niture in the last few days of the fiscal 
year. But I think such considerations 
are trifling compared with the handicap 
which will be placed on the whole pro- 
gram of the Government by the adop- 
tion of the Senator’s amendment, which 
would make the Bureau of the Budget 
decide whether, for example, the pur- 
chase of 10 chairs is reasonable. 

I merely express the hope that the 
Appropriations Committees of the Sen- 
ate and the House—and I had the dis- 
tinct pleasure of serving with my friend 
the Senator from Illinois on the Appro- 
priations Committee of the House—will 
continue their careful consideration of 
the various programs, and will cut down 
or expand as they see fit. I myself am 
quite willing to trust the matter of pub- 
lic appropriations to the Senate and 
House, committees of which consider 
these questions carefully, and after hav- 
ing considered them the Senate and the 
House can proceed to act effectively. 
When the Senate and House have done 
so I shall be satisfied. I do not want 
to refer such questions back to the Bu- 
reau of the Budget. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I 
should like to continue for a short pe- 
riod, if my friend the Senator from Ari- 


utes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 


Chair calls attention to the fact that the 
amendment has been agreed to. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
the Senator if he will yield me five addi- 
tional minutes, so I may make a further 
statement. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield the time re- 
quested to the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, we are 
approaching the end of the considera- 
tion of the bill. It has been on the floor 
and debated for quite a long period of 
time. I must confess I am not happy 
about the result. 

First of all; I wish to call attention to 
the statement made by the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], 
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000 and $144,750. There were four 
amendments that decreased the appro- 
priations. One amendment decreased 
the amount by $1,683,000. One amend- 
ment decreased the amount by $191,000. 
Another by $189,000, and the last 
amendment by $728,600. So the net 
saving, after all these deliberations, is 
$2,576,954 on a bill which carries direct 
appropriations of $520,000,000. 

Items not chargeable against the 
revenue are $79,000,000, and then per- 
manent and indefinite appropriations 
are $60,000,000. 

So there are chargeable approximately 
$580,000,000, in round figures, against 
the revenue. If we expect to finc the 
$7,009,000,000 spoken of by our esteemed 
colleague, the senior Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], I think we are 
going to have to do infiintely better than 
we have done up to this good hour. 

Knowing of course, the sanctity with 
which we regard military appropria- 
tions, I begin to despair that we are ever 
going to find the goal to offset and com- 
pensate against a possible and burden- 
some tax increase. 

Mr. OMAHONEZ. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY, I should like to 


call to the attention of the Senator from 


Illinois, that on page 47 of the House 
committee hearings there was presented 
a table showing the estimated and actual 
miscellaneous receipts and trust funds 
deposited in the Treasury of the United 
States for the fiscal years 1950, 1951, 
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and 1952 as a result of the operations of 
the Department of the Interior. The 
net receipts of all general and special 
funds in 1950 amounted to $129,717,458. 
The estimated net receipts for 1952 
amount to $176,099,428. I read the net 
receipts so as to avoid all duplications. 
But I want to point out in connection 
with the reduction of appropriations— 
an objective with which I completely 
agree—that there is a difference between 
the expenditure of Government funds 
for productive enterprise and expendi- 
tures which are nonproductive. 

The Department of the Interior is 
emphatically a department which han- 
Gles the investment of productive funds. 
The expenditures which are authorized 
in this bill for the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, the National Park Service, and 
many other activities, produce more 
business and more revenue. Take, for 
example, the national parks, which 
some may consider normally as being 
merely for recreational purposes. In 
1950 the number of individuals who vis- 
ited all the national parks of the United 
States aggregated more than 32,000,000. 
The entire appropriation in 1950 for the 
National Park Service was a little more 
than $30,000,000, or less than $1 a head. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the table appearing on page 
47 of the House committee hearings, to 
which I have referred, be printed in the 
Recorp at this point. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Estimated and actual miscellaneous receipts and trust funds deposited in the 5 
of the United States for fiscal years 1950, 1951, and 1952 


Source of funds 1950 actual | 1951 estimate | 1952 estimate 
zona will allot me five additional mi- | J | ————— 
1. Admission fees and concess ons $3, 179, 296 $3, 373, 009 $3, 389, 283 
2. Hunting stamps, fees, and licenses. _..-.----.- 2222-222. 4, 417, 879 4, 265, 679 4, 480 
8. K eS RES ee eee 1, 248, 242 2, 075, 068 2, 205, 500 
4. Revenues, Oregon and California and Coos Bay Wagon Road lands. 4, 018, 57: 8. 351, 194 13, 055, 000 
5. Sale of sealskins and other produets 511, 146 4, 300, 427 4, 935, 315 
6. Oil, gas, and mining royalties and rents 18, 316, 600 16, 284, 800 18, 294, 800 
7. Interest on and repayments to Colorado River Dam fund and other 
funds 7, 070, 921 6, 207, 502 6, 302, 495 
8. Revenues from Colorado River Dam fund project 8,778, 773 9, 021, 575 10, 521, 575 
9. Collections, reclamation funds 41, 105, 428 54, 206, 000 61, 931, 000 
10. Collections, Colorado River development fund... 500, 947 100 100 
11. Sale of helium and of gas from helium plants.. 8 447, 518 400, 000 460, 000 
12. Sale of Bonneville power 29, 330, 968 31, 337, 000 32, 566, 000 
13. Sale of Southeastern Power e er 3, 521, 502 4, 030, 000 
14. Sale of Southwestern power. 1, 980, 552 2, 410, 000 2, 457,000 
15. Sale of Fort Peck power 955, 870 1, 310, 000 1, 750, 000 
16. Miscellaneous rentals, fees, and permits.. 1, 800; 515 2, 162, 830 2, 394, 930 
17, Collections for services to Indians. 2, 007, 098 2, 171, 945 2, 161, 750 
18. Alaska Railroad receipts 14, 189, 499 14. 500, 500 15, 000, 500 
19. Unclassified receipts 1, 514, 102 1, 277, 742 1, 113, 710 
Gross receipts, general and special funds_..........--.....--.-- 141, 364, 942 | 167, 337, 023 186, 781, 438 
Less duplications 1. 11, 647, 484 10, 979, 000 10, 682, 000 
Ne receipts, general and special funds 120,717, 458 | 156, 358, 023 176, 099, 438 
r y ðᷣͤ y . 30, 155, 741 60, 629, 095 18, 194, 035 
Gross receipts, all funds. y eree nipae 171, 520, 683 | 227, 966, 118 204, 975, 473 
Net receipts, all funds. 159, 873, 199 216, 987, 118 194, 203, 473 


who, it has been reported in the press, 
has indicated that we have got to find 
some way of making deep cuts in the 
budget, probably as much as $7,000,- 
000,600 a year, if we are going to avert a 
very onerous and burdensome increase 
in taxes. 

Mr. President, I went to the trouble to 
examine what the total result of our 
8 or 9 days of deliberation on the bill 
has been, There were two amendments 
adopted on the floor which increased 
the appropriations by respectively $70,- 


1 Receipts duplicated are as follows: 


Source of funds 


ect, trans on and repayments to Colorado River fund, Boulder Dam proj- 


1950 actual |1951 estimate}1952estimate 


ree from receipts under “Revenues from Colorado River 


3 $4, 823, 410 | $4, 500,000 | $4, 500, 000 


projects” 
eipts ae sale of power generated at the Grand Coulee Dam in- 
“alu 5 in „Collections, ree! tion funds” and Sale of Bonneville 


es 


6, 824, 074 
11, 647, 484 


6, 479, 000 
10, 979, 000 


6, 182, 000 
10, 682, 000 


1951 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for one additional minute to make an ex- 
planation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Arizona yield one addi- 
tional minute to the Senator from Illi- 
nois? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield one additional 
minute to the Senator from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Illinois may proceed. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I am 
not insensible to these receipts referred 
to by the Senator from Wyoming. I 
mentioned a little while ago that we are 
confronted with three items: Direct ap- 
propriations, the trust funds, and then, 
of course, the permanents and the in- 
definites. I have heard glowing stories 
about the productive facilities which 
generate revenue, but somehow year 
after year we go deeper in the hole. It 
is like the case of a doctor who makes 
a very fine diagnosis, and who prescribes 
the most modern drugs to be adminis- 
tered to the patient, but the patient dies. 
I am going to do my little bit, feeble as 
it may be, and apologetic as I may be, 
with respect to the kind of amendment I 
offered a moment ago in the hope that 
we can yet stave off insolvency. 

So I raise my feeble voice as best I 
know how, and I simply protest that we 
are not making any progress in the direc- 
tion of what I think is substantial econ- 
omy, unless we are going to put addi- 
tional revenue burdens upon the people. 
Of course, there will come a day when 
the people are going to rebel. Then, of 
course, as of necessity, we will have to 
have a grand rollback of appropriations 
in order to place the Government on a 
sound fiscal basis. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr, DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. HAYDEN. There have been sub- 
mitted up to this time, as I pointed out 
a few days ago, budget estimates, now 
pending before the Congress, of $84,- 
382,557,427. If we passed no Interior 
Department appropriation bill at all, 
and -appropriated as though there were 
no Department of the Interior, eliminat- 
ing the entire amount of this bill, which 
is about $564,000,000, on the basis of the 
budget estimates, and more than $533,- 
000,000 as reported to the Senate, it 
would amount to less than two-thirds of 
1 percent of the budget estimates which 
we have to consider. If the Senator 
from Illinois can tell me how we are go- 
ing to meet a $7,000,000,000 deficit by the 
slight reductions which we have made, 
or even by eliminating the entire bill, I 
should like to have him explain. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield an additional minute 
to me? 

Mr, HAYDEN. I yield to the Senator 
fromt Lilinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I should like to have 
my good friend from New Mexico [Mr. 
AnpERSON] listen. I remember the days 
when I was at the other end of the Cap- 
itol and he was in the executive branch, 
He used to come up to the Capitol and 
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courteously scold me. I remember that 
on one occasion he said, “You have al- 
Ways embraced the meat-ax idea, and 
I simply do not agree with you.” I do 
not know whether he remembers it or 
not. I have come to the conclusion, 
after wrestling with governmental ap- 
propriations for more than 16 years, 
that there is no other way to do the job 
except to take an ax and use it hero- 
ically. We can talk all we please about 
selective appropriations and about pin- 
pointing economy, but when we are deal- 
ing with billions of dollars and we have 
to roll back the budget, and that re- 
quires a little more fortitude than I have 
seen exemplified in the Eighty-second 
Congress. I make no reflection on this 
great body. I simply express my own 
frustration and disillusionment with the 
achievements so far. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, the 
point I wish to make is that if we elimi- 
nated all the appropriations for the de- 
partments, if we eliminated all the ap- 
propriations for ordinary operating 
functions of the Government, the sav- 
ing would not amount to more than 
$9,000,000,000. If we eliminated $9,000,- 
000,000, and if we had no Department of 
Justice and no Department of Agricul- 
ture, we still could not balance the 
budget. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I am not at all sure 
about that. Iam sure that I do not agree 
with my esteemed and genial friend from 
Arizona. 

Mr. WHERRY, Mr. HOLLAND, and 
Mr. CAPEHART addressed the Chair. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Illinois has ex- 
pired. The Chair recognizes the Sena- 
tor from Nebraska. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WHERRY. What is before the 
Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill is open to further amendment. If 
there be no further amendment, the 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments and the third reading of 
the bill. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for 2 min- 
utes at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Florida requests unani- 
mous consent to speak for 2 minutes. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I wonder if some 
Senator has an amendment to offer, on 
which the Senator from Florida could 
speak. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 
Florida is speaking on the final passage 
of the bill. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, have 
we reached the stage of final passage of 
the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Not yet. 

Mr. WHERRY. It is all right with me, 
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, my 
sole purpose in rising is that I dislike to 
see a splendid gentleman, my good friend 
the junior Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Dixk SENI, suffering from frustration and 
disappointment over a matter of this 
kind. I wish to bring to him a message 
which I think will enable him to escape 
from some of that frustration. 

This morning, as a member of the sub- 
committee of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee having to do with the civil func- 
tions bill, it was a part of my duty to lis- 
ten to the distinguished Senators from 
Kansas and to the entire House delega- 
tion from Kansas, as well as to numerous 
citizens of that fine State who are now 
being overwhelmed with a terrific flood 
disaster which they stated to us was 
costing the people of their State $100,- 
000,000 and perhaps would result in a 
loss of much greater proportions. They 
reported that already 20 precious lives 
had been lost. 

I may state that, in the first instance, 
some of the men who appeared there, 
both Members of the Senate and Mem- 
bers of the House, made it very clear 
that they were making exceptions, in the 
field of conservation of national re- 
sources and of protection against floods, 
from their customary rule with reference 
to voting for all economy measures. 

In the second instance, I think my good 
friend from Illinois should know that the 
one river which might have contributed 
disastrously to an even greater catas- 
trophe, the Republican River, is pre- 
vented from so doing by reason of the 
fact that three reclamation or flood-con- 
trol projects which have been completed 
up that river are impounding huge 
amounts of water, and have given a 
measure of security and protection 
against a disaster which is already the 
worst ever visited upon that State, and 
which would be infinitely greater, but 
pore the completion of those three proj- 
ec 

I speak as one who voted for each of 
the economies which have been effected 
in this bill and for some which we did 
not accomplish and as one who yoted— 
though regretfully, because I always re- 
gret to oppose the senior Senator from 
Arizona—against his amendment to in- 
crease these appropriations by some $16,- 
000,000 to begin new projects. 

I do not believe that we need to apolo- 
gize for voting for this bill, when it in- 
volves the protection of lives and 
property in the way it does in various 
parts of the Nation. 

I hope that this message may relieve 
my good friend of some of his frustra- 
tion, and make him feel that, after all, 
there are good values in this bill, as 
shown by the recent bitter experience of 
our friends in Kansas, some of whom, 
as I say, made it clear in their appear- 
ance this very morning that they were 
breaking their rule of economy in other 
fields in order to appear and ask that 
authorized flood-control projects in 
their State be speeded. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is before the Senate and open to further 
amendment. The Chair can recognize 
Senators only by unanimous consent, 

If there be no further amendment 
to be proposed, the question is on the 
engrossment of the amendments and 
the third reading of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 

Mr, CAPEHART. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, who 
has control of the time on the passage 
of the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN] and 
the Senator from Nebraska IMr. 
WHERRY]. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Indiana. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, the 
able Senator from Florida said some- 
thing about the Republican River. I 
wish to say that that is the kind of serv- 
ice which the Republican Party always 
gives. [Laughter.] 

The able Senator from Arizona has 
just pointed out that the appropriations 
asked for to date are about $84,000,000,- 
000; that approximately $10,000,000,000 
is for the normal running expenses of 
the Government, which leaves $74,000,- 
000,000 for national defense, foreign aid, 
interest on the debt, and I presume some 
other things. We ought to take a few 
billion dollars out of that $74,000,000,- 
000. I think we can take it out, without 
in any way injuring the United States or 
the world; and I think we ought to do it. 

I voted for some of the cuts in this 
bill, Some I have not voted for. I dis- 
like very much, as I am certain other 
Senators do, to vote to deny our own 
American people certain things they 
need, while at the same time, almost in 
the same breath, but at least in the same 
afternoon, we vote billions of dollars for 
other nations. 

I remember sitting in this Chamber 
one afternoon when certain Senators, 
including a particular Senator who to- 
day has a reputation for being economy- 
minded, voted against taking one and a 
half billion dollars out of the six and a 
half billion dollar give-away program. 
Later he offered an amendment to take 
$150,000,000 out of the rivers and har- 
bors and flood control bill, taking it away 
from our own people. I am not going to 
vote to take too much away from our 
own people so long as we are voting bil- 
lions of dollars for other people. I want 
to help other people, and will help other 
people. I will vote for funds to help 
other people. But there is a limit to the 
amount of money the American people 
have. There is a limit to the amount of 
money we can spend. There is a limit 
to the amount of money we can take 
away from the American people in taxa- 
tion. Just what that limit is, none of 
us knows. But we do know that we are 
taking almost an unconscionable amount 
away in taxes, even at the present time. 
We do know that we are getting ready to 
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spend sums which we have never spent 
before. 

I am hopeful that from now on, as we 
come to the big appropriation bills which 
constitute $74,000,000,000 of appropria- 
tions, we can take a few billion dollars 
out of them. 

Iam perfectly willing to follow the ad- 
vice of the able Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEorGE] when he says that $7,000,- 
000,000 can be taken out of the $74,000,- 
000,000. I take his word for it. I shall 
follow his advice by voting to take away 
$7,000,000,000. I will vote to take more 
than that away, because I honestly be- 
lieve that it can be taken away. 

I should not hesitate to spend $84,000,- 
000,000 this year, and I should not hesi- 
tate to increase the taxes on the Ameri- 
can people if I thought that a year or 2 
years from now the so-called emergency 
would end and we could reduce both 
eppropriations and taxes. ` 

I do not believe the American people 
would mind, if they had confidence that 
at the end of a specific period, whether 
it be 6 months, 1 year, or 2 years, they 
would be relieved of the high taxes and 
the enormous expenditures. But I do 
not believe there is much chance of giv- 
ing them any guaranty of any such relief. 

It seems to me that the emergency 
in which we find ourselves will continue 
for a few years. If that be so, Mr. Presi- 
dent, we had better cut our cloth to fit 
our ability to pay. If we could guar- 
antee to the American people that if we 
increased their taxes another $10,000,- 
000,000 and if we spend $84,000,000,000 or 
more, in 1 or 2 years the situation will re- 
turn to normal, with reasonable expend- 
itures and reasonable taxes, I will go 
along, but I do not believe that will be 
the situation. 

Therefore, I think we ought to have 
the courage to set an amount that we can 
spend with safety, both from the stand- 
point of protecting and defending our- 
selves, and likewise from the standpoint 
of safety in maintaining our American 
system of government, without bank- 
rupting our people and bringing upon 
them great hardships. We ought to do it. 
I believe we could well reduce the $74,- 
000,000,000 extraordinary end of our 
budget. I hope we shall do it. I believe 
70 1 people are looking to us to 

o it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Sieg is on the final passage of the 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes, 3 minutes, 4 minutes, or 5 
minutes to the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Dirksen], to give him an opportunity to 
show that he is not frustrated. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I have 
always found that some humor is always 
good in a legislative body. When I said 
I was frustrated, I said it in the most 
felicitous manner I could. I was think- 
ing of the increasing burden upon the 
country and the constant movement of 
appropriations and taxes to an ever- 
rising plateau. I suppose hope springs 
eternal that some time normalcy will re- 
turn and we shall be able to retrench. 
I remember what a distinguished Mem- 
ber of this body said long ago. Former 
Senator Smoot, of Utah, said that Gov- 
ernment never recedes from the high 
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level of expenditures. It is absolutely 
necessary that we be careful and watch 
the high level, if the whole history of 
governmental pattern is that we never go 
back to an earlier and lower level. The 
rate of acceleration and the rate of prog- 
ress in the field of appropriations and 
taxes have been just too much for my 
blood, and I think for the blood of most 
people. 

I wish to say to my esteemed friend 
from Florida [Mr. Hottanp] that I hope 
he will hold up his hand when I suggest 
that we have a record vote on the pend- 
ing bill, His esteemed colleague not long 
ago submitted a resolution to modify the 
rules of the Senate, to require a manda- 
tory record vote on every appropriation 
bill. 

It is easy to gloss over these things. 
I came up the hard way, a long time ago, 
when a dollar was worth 100 cents, and 
when $500,000,000 was not hay. So, I 
think we owe it to the country to go on 
record when the bill comes up for final 
passage. I shall hold up my hand and 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. The Senator from 
Illinois has had extensive experience as 
a member of the Committee on Appro- 
priations of the House of Representa- 
tives. He is fully aware of the realistic 
difficulties which are encountered in 
making selective cuts. Does not the 
Senator believe, as we face an ever- 
increasing budget for the military serv- 
ices, as well as for all the activities of 
the executive departments, that it might 
be feasible, instead of quibbling over 
small cuts in various appropriation bills, 
for the Senate to make an across-the- 
board cut of 5 percent, 10 percent, or 
15 percent, or whatever the percentage 
should be, and treat equally and with- 
out favoritism all appropriation bills 
considered by Congress? Would that 
not be a more efficient and effective way 
of approaching the entire subject of 
economy? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I will say to my good 
friend from Idaho that I shall go along 
with any reasonable proposal. How- 
ever, I am not unmindful that if we 
make an across-the-board cut in appro- 
priations and then delegate to the execu- 
tive departments the power to make the 
selective cuts, we are in a sense dele- 
gating some of the appropriating power 
and legislative authority of Congress. 
I believe it to be our responsibility to 
exercise such authority. The Consti- 
tution says that the Congress of the 
United States has the exclusive power 
over the public purse. I do not wish 
to turn my responsibility over to the 
President. I do not want him to take 
the blame for something I have refused 
to do. I believe I can put my finger 
on the point when I say that the human 
equation always comes into play. The 
question is, How do you take the “me” 
out of economy? 

I believe the time has come for an 
exercise of courage on the part of every- 
one who has any responsibility in the 
matter. Otherwise how can the job be 
done? If the Senator’s proposal is that 
we exercise the power and that it be not 
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turned over to the executive depart- 
ments, I shall go along with any such 
proposal that will do the job. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Imerely wished to 
point out that if we were to make a 10 
percent cut, on a $500,000,000 appro- 
priation for the Interior Department, it 
would mean a saving of $59,000,000. I 
do not propose to grant discretionary 
authority to make selective cuts within 
an agency. The cuts would have to be 
made across the board on all items, so 
that instead of having a $500,000,000 
budget, the Department would have a 
$450,000,000 budget. 

Would it not be a feasible approach 
to the entire problem to grant no dis- 
cretionary authority, but to make 
blanket reductions in each Department? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Illinois has 
expired. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining on the 
bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
minutes. 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield another 2 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois. 

Mr, DIRKSEN. First I wish to ‘say 
that a rule concerning the legislative 
budget was provided in the Legislative 
Reorganization Act sometime ago, that 
first of all we should estimate the amount 
of money we would spend. Then it 
would be mandatory that we remain 
within that amount. Once a ceiling 
had been fixed on an appropriation bill, 
it could not be modified on the floor un- 
less the ceiling were preserved. Some 
modifications were made in trying to 
work it out. But it is the kind of thing 
that cannot be worked out very well. 
I had hoped that somehow or other we 
would take the proposal and make it 
practical and feasible. Somehow it fell 
by the wayside, and here we are in a 
stratospheric larger debt and probably 
a larger deficit, despite their impact upon 
the inflationary fever which is abroad 
in the land. What we do or fail to do 
registers in the market places and halls 
of commerce throughout the country. 

I am glad to note that a tax and 
spending consciousness is developing to- 
day. Some day it will catch up with 
us, and then we will probably agree with 
President Coolidge, who said, “Make it 
do, use it up, or do without.” I sup- 
pose when there is nothing left the coun- 
try will have to do without, and then 
we will be getting in proper line. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I in- 
quire how much time remains to the 
minority leader? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven 
minutes. 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield 4 minutes to 
the Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I merely wish to say 
that, I too, like the Senator from Illinois, 
feel somewhat frustrated and disap- 
pointed with the progress we are making 
in cutting appropriation bills. I can- 
not quite understand yet why Congress 
is so reluctant to go on record to post- 
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pone all nonessential public works proj- 
ects. We put ceilings on prices, and we 
talk about shortages of construction ma- 
terials, and at the same time we refuse 
te go on record in favor of the Govern- 
ment itself practing economy as it 
preaches. We refuse to go on record in 
favor of the Government's stopping its 
food destruction program which every 
Member of the Senate knows is largely 
responsible for today’s high cost of liy- 
ing 


This Eighty-second session of Congress 
is insisting upon a continuation of the 
Fair Deal reckless spending policy of the 
past 20 years. All caution has been 
thrown to the winds now that we have 
once again a balanced budget, but I can- 
not forget the fact that it will not stay 
balanced long at the rate we are going. 

I remind you of the facts that the 
chairman of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, the distinguished senior Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR], a man 
for whom I have the greatest respect, 
last week, on June 30, for the first time 
since he has been a Member of the Sen- 
ate—and he has been a Member of the 
Senate for 35 years—saw the political 
party of which he is a member balance 
the budget. Think of it, Mr. President. 
Thirty-five years without a balanced 
budget under the Democratic Party. 

I wondered whether a failure to bal- 
ance the budget had been a Democratic 
Party policy, so I checked back into the 
records; and I find thet 23 years before 
1916 or in 1893 the Democratic Party 
had balanced the budget. Then in 1917 
the distinguished Senator from Ten- 
nessee entered the United States Senate 
and again 35 years later or in 1951 they 
once again lived within their income. 

I am glad that the Senator from Ten- 
nessee was priviliged to see at least one 
balanced budget under his political party 
but this deficit spending policy; while it 
might win elections; it is hard on the 
American taxpayers. 

The only balanced budgets we have 
had during the past 35 years, except this 
last, was under the Republican Party. 

Mr. President, because the budget was 
balanced on June 30 last, it seems that 
now all caution has been thrown to the 
winds, and now the Congress proceeds 
to throw away money like a drunken 
Sailor. At the present rate, and if the 
present spending policy is continued for 
another 35 years, apparently it will be 
1986 before the budget will be balanced 
again, so far as the Democratic Party 
is concerned, and by that time we will 
be bankrupt. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Delaware does not mean to 
imply that the Democratic Party will 
be in power until 1986, does he? 
(Laughter.] 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I hope not. Appar- 
ently if the New Deal administration is 
in power that long, it will not balance 
the budget until that time. 

Although the Members of the Demo- 
cratic Party make many speeches in fa- 
vor of economy and in favor of lower 
taxes, yet year after year they keep 
spending and raising taxes. 

I am speaking about the record; and 
the record shows that for the 23-year 
period between 1893 and 1916 and again 
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for the 35-year period between 1916 and 
1951, whenever the Democratic Party 
was in power, it actually balanced the 
budget only twice, and that was on last 
June 30, 1951, and in 1916. Now again 
today we see them launching another 
unlimited spending spree. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Delaware has 
expired. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. I simply wish to join the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] 
and the Senator from Nebraska IMr. 
WHERRY] in favor of Democratic tenure 
in power in the country for the next 35 
years. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, let me 
say in my own time that I want it specifi- 
cally understood that I am not going 
along until 1986. Iam going along only 
until 1952; that is the limit to which I 
am going. I[Laughter. ] 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS As the Senator from 
Illinois has said before, the legislative 
branch of the Government needs a good 
laugh now and then. However, this is 
not a laughing matter. This Govern- 
ment cannot stand 35 more years of the 
kind of government it has had for the 
past 20 years, so far as the Democratic 
Party is concerned. You have already 
driven half our retired people to the 
poor house through inflation, and I would 
be ashamed to laugh about it. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield one more min- 
ute to the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. I wish to say that it 
would not be a laughing matter if the 
Democratic Party were voted out; but if 
it were not so serious and tragic, it 
would be a laughing matter if the Re- 
5 Party were voted in. [Laugh- 

r.] 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Arizona yield time to 
the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, is my 
time used up? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has half a minute remaining. 

Mr. WHERRY. I merely wish to say 
that I observed that the Senator from 
Oklahoma hesitated almost half a min- 
ute before he could decide whether to 
say that it would be a laughing matter 
if the Democrats were voted out or that 
it would be a laughing matter if the 
Democrats were voted in; he really did 
not know which to say. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I ask for the 
yeas and nays, and first I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays have been requested. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

The yeas and nays were ordered, 
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Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I withhold 
my suggestion of the absence of a quo- 
rum, if the yeas and nays are to be 
ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
was a sufficient second of the request for 
the yeas and nays. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, have 
the yeas and nays been ordered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, 
they have been ordered. 

Mr, WHERRY. Then, Mr. President, 
we should have a quorum call. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, inasmuch 
as the yeas and nays have been ordered, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for a quorum call be rescinded and that 
further proceedings under the call be 
suspended. I am the one who suggested 
the absence of a quorum, to start with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Sena- 
tor from New York? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I have 
no objection to rescinding the order for 
a quorum call, but am I correct that 
the order would still stand for the yeas 
and nays on the question of the passage 
of the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from New York? 
The Chair hears none, and it is so 
ordered. 

The question is, Shall the bill pass? 
The yeas and nays have been ordered, 

Mr. DIRKSEN rose. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, in view 
of the fact that many Senators have 
been assured that there would be no 
more votes today, and they would be em- 
barrassed by not being present if a vote 
were taken, may I ask the Senator from 
Illinois if he could not ask unanimous 
consent that the order for the yeas and 
nays be rescinded? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Iask unanimous con- 
sent that the yea-and-nay vote be post- 
poned until next Tuesday, following the 
reconvening of the Senate. The Sena- 
tors to whom the Senator from Arizona 
refers will be back by that time. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, it is perfectly agree- 
able to me, but I should like to have 
a yea-and-nay vote when the final vote 
is taken, inasmuch as the yeas and nays 
have been ordered. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I did 
not confer with the majority leader, and 
I did not know that this question as to 
the final vote would arise. I appeal to 
the distinguished majority leader, if he 
sees fit, to suggest that the final vote 
be postponed until after the Senate re- 
convenes next Tuesday, following the 
obtaining of a quorum. Every Senator 
will then be on notice. Senators who 
have left with the understanding that 
there would not be a vote may then vote 
next Tuesday after the Senate recon- 
venes, immediately following a quorum 
call. I simply make that suggestion to 
the distinguished majority leader, not 
in any way as an attempt to set the pro- 
cedure of the Senate, but with the feel- 
ing that many Senators who are now 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


absent ought to have an opportunity to 
express themselves. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I can 
see no objection to handling it in that 
manner. We could enter into a unani- 
mous-consent agreement to have a yea- 
and-nay vote on the final passage of the 
bill, after a quorum shall have been 
developed on Tuesday. It would take 
no longer to have a quorum call then 
than now, and we can proceed today to 
the disposition of whatever other busi- 
ness we have to transact, and then recess. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I should like 
to inquire of the majority leader whether 
it is planned to continue to conduct the 
sessions throughout the remaining 
months of this year on the basis of about 
a 50 percent functioning of the Senate? 
We have had this bill before the Senate 
for 2 days more than 1 legislative 
week. Many of us, who represent States 
far removed from the Capital, remain in 
Washington with a sincere desire to dis- 
charge our legislative duties. The Sen- 
ator from Idaho thinks it entirely un- 
fair and unjust to the membership of 
this body to continue to operate as we 
have; for instance, to have one depart- 
mental appropriation hill before this 
body for more than a week. It is only 
the third appropriation bill which we 
have considered in this session. Seven 
or eight or nine other such bills are yet 
to be acted on. If we are to devote 10 
days to each appropriation bill, recog- 
nizing that they constitute vital busi- 
ness which must be considered, it is not 
difficult to understand that we cannot 
only fail to get a recess this summer, but 
that we can also fail to complete our 
agenda prior to New Year’s Eve. I 
should like to have the distinguished 
majority leader give us some enlighten- 
ment on this point. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
do not know that I can enlighten the 
distinguished Senator from Idaho, but I 
want to say that I heartily agree with 
him that we ought to have passed this 
bill within 2 days. We spent altogether 
too much time on the bill, with dis- 
cussion of a great many small amend- 
ments which should have been disposed 
of in committee. Formerly, we did not 
spend so much time on an appropriation 
bill. After all, what have we accom- 
plished? I gave notice recently that 
Senators should be present, ready to 
vote, every day the Senate was in session. 
There is only one difficulty with the 
situation this afternoon, and that is that 
no Senator thought there was going to 
be a yea-and-nay vote. Certain Sena- 
tors on both sides of the aisle were told 
there would not be, so it is unfortunate, 
and, so far as the junior Senator from 
Arizona is concerned, I desire now to 
give notice that on any day the Senate 
is in session there may be a yea-and- 
nay vote and that Senators should gov- 
ern themselves accordingly. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arizona yield? 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, I 
think I have the floor. Further reserv- 
ing the right to object, I should like to 
ask the majority leader whether he can 
give the Senator from Idaho any assur- 
ances that there will be no yea-and-nay 
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votes within the next 30 days? The 
Senator from Idaho would like to make a 
trip back home to attend to official busi- 
ness, and it would be very vital to know 
whether there would be any yea-and- 
nay votes within the next 30 days. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I can give the 
Senator some assurance that there will 
be, if that will be helpful. I cannot give 
him any assurance that there will not 
be. 


Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Iyield to the Sen- 
ator from New York. : 

Mr. IVES. The Senator from New 
York would like to ask the junior Sen- 
ator from Arizona, the distinguished 
majority leader, a question, in all sin- 
cerity. The Senator from New York is 
not criticizing delay in the procedure of 
the Senate, the delay in getting things 
done this year; and the Senator from 
New York realizes the causes of that de- 
lay, the various and sundry investiga- 
tions which have held up committees so 
that they could not function as normally 
as they would otherwise. The Senator 
from New York feels that there has been 
provocation for the delay, and he can 
well understand how the session this 
year will have to continue into the fall, 
perhaps into the late fall. 

The Senator from New York also feels 
that the Members of the Senate—and, 
for that matter, Members of the House, 
too, I assume—are under a great strain 
as the result of this continuous session, 
which is proceeding without let-up, and 
it has occurred to the Senator from New 
York that, as a favor to Members of the 
Senate—of course the Members of the 
House can follow whatever procedure 
they desire as a favor to the Members of 
the Senate who like a little let-up now 
and then from the awful grind in the 
heat of the city of Washington, it may be 
well to have Fridays and Mondays con- 
sidered as days upon which there will be 
no votes of any kind, so that our voting 
would be confined to Tuesdays, Wednes- 
days, and Thursdays. Iam talking now 
for the period between now and Labor 
Day, inclusive, and not thereafter. 

Mr. McFARLAND. That would be 
very fine for the Senator from New York, 
who can return to his home in 4 hours. 

Mr. IVES. No, the Senator from New 
York cannot. It does not allow him 
time enough. 

Mr. McFARLAND. But the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. DworsHak] would not 
like it very well. 

Mr. WELKER. Neither would I. 

Mr. McFARLAND. As to those of us 
who live at great distances from Wash- 
ington, it would not at all accommodate 
us. I realize it is a long session. I real- 
ize that the Senate has done a great 
deal of hard work. But in my humble 
opinion, some of the delays could have 
been avoided. I have tried to point out 
one method of shortening the session, 
namely, for Senators to be present on 
the floor of the Senate at 12 o'clock, 
when the Senate convenes. We lose one 
legislative day a week on quorum calls, 
because, as I have stated twice before, it 
requires an average of 20 minutes to call 
a quorum, and, since we have an aver- 
age of three quorum calls a dav. that 
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adds up to 1 hour. In 5 days that means 
a legislative day of 5 hours. I hope we 
can speed up the session. I want to get 
home, too; but I am willing to remain 
here, because I feel that there is impor- 
tant work to be done. The defense of our 
country is at stake, and it behooves all 
of us to be present on every legislative 
day, in other words, at least 5 days a 
week, 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I think 
the Senate should proceed to vote. I 
will take the full responsibility) 

SEVERAL Senators. Vote! Vote! 

Mr. WHERRY. Just a moment. I 
am willing to take full responsibility in 
regard to Senators whom I have told 
there would not be a yea-and-nay vote; 
but I shall insist on a quorum call. I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I sug- 
gested the absence of a quorum because 
I wanted the bells to ring so that Sena- 
tors who were in their offices could come 
into the Chamber and vote. I now ask 
‘unanimous consent that the order for 
a quorum call be rescinded and that fur- 
ther proceedings under the call be sus- 
pended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
for a vote on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Shall the bill pass? 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from Connecticut Mr. 
BENTON], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Byrp], the Senators from Kentucky (Mr. 
CLEMENTS and Mr. Unperwoop], the Sen- 
ator from Illinois [Mr. Dovcras], the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], 
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
Hoey], the Senator from Minnesota 
{Mr, Humpurey], the Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. Moopy], and the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. Pastore], are 
absent on official business. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. Con- 
NALLY] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Louisiana IMr. 
ELLENDER], and the Senator from Ne- 
vada (Mr. McCarran] are absent by 
leave of the Senate on official business, 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr, GREEN], the Senator from Connecti- 
cut (Mr. McManon], and the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are ab- 
sent by leave of the Senate on official 
business of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

The Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Murray] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business, having been ap- 
pointed a representative of our Govern- 
ment to attend the International Labor 
Conference in Geneva, Switzerland. If 
present the Senator from Montana would 
vote yea.“ 

The Senator from Florida IMr. 
SmatHers] is absent because of illness. 
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I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
McManon] has a general pair with the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER]. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I announce that 
the Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER] 
who is absent by leave of the Senate on 
Official business of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations has a general pair on 
this vote with the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. MCMAHON]. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] and the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. Tart] are necessarily absent. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. FLANDERS] and the Sena- 
tor from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] would each 
vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Hicken- 


` LOOPER], the Senator from New Jersey 


(Mr. SuirH], and the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. WILEY] are absent by leave 
of the Senate on official business of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. SMITH] and the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] would each 
vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr, 
Martin] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
LMr. Tosey] is absent on official business 
of the Committee on Crime Investiga- 
tion, and if present he would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Vermont (Mr. 
AIKEN] is absent on official business, 
and, if present, would vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 64, 
nays 4, as follows: 


YEAS—64 
Anderson Holland Millikin 
Bennett Hunt Monroney 
Bricker Jenner Morse 
Bridges Johnson, Colo. Mundt 
Butler, Md. Johnson, Tex. Neely 
Butler, Nebr. Johnston, S. C. Nixon 
Cain Kefauver O'Conor 
Capehart Kem O'Mahoney 
Carlson Kerr Robertson 
Case Kilgore Russell 
Chavez Knowland Saltonstall 
Cordon Langer Schoeppel 
Duff Lehman Smith, Maine 
Dworshak Lodge Smith, N. C. 
Eastland Long Stennis 
Ecton Magnuson Thye 
Ferguson Malone Watkins 
Frear Maybank Welker 
George McCarthy Wherry 
Hayden McClellan Young 
H McFar 
Hill McKellar 
NAYS—4 
Dirksen Ives Williams 
n 
NOT VOTING—28 
Aiken Gillette Pastore 
Benton G: Smathers 
Brewster Hickenlooper Smith, N. J. 
Byrd Hoey parkman 
Ciements Humphrey 
Connally Martin Tobey 
Douglas McCarran Underwood 
Ellender McMahon Wiley 
Flanders Moody 
Fulbright Murray 


So the bill (H. R. 3790) was passed. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist upon its amend- 
ments, request a conference with the 
House thereon, and that the Chair ap- 
point conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. HAYDEN, 
Mr. O’Manoney, Mr. McCarran, Mr. 
CHAvVEz, Mr. Corpon, Mr. WHERRY, and 
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Mr. Youne conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 


INCREASE IN LIMIT OF EXPENDITURES 
BY COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration, I report favorably, without 
amendment, Senate Resolution 166, re- 
ported by the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RUSSELL], from the Committee on 
Armed Services and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Rules and Administration on 
June 28, 1951, for which I ask imme- 
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I may 
say that the resolution carries $10,000 
for the Armed Services Committee to 
cover the expenses in connection with 
the MacArthur hearings. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolu- 
tion. 

The resolution (S. 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Armed 
Services hereby is authorized to expend from 
the contingent fund of the Senate, during 
the Eighty-second Congress, $10,000 in addi- 
tion to the amount, and for the same pur- 
poses, specified in section 134 (a) of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act approved 
August 2, 1946. 

PAYMENT FROM CONTINGENT FUND OF 

CERTAIN OBLIGATIONS BY SELECT 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Rules and Adminis- 
tration I report favorably, with amend- 
ments, Senate Resolution 168, submitted 
by the Senator from Alabama IMr. 
SPARKMAN] on June 29, 1951, for which I 
ask immediate consideration. J 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate considera- 
tion of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, the 
funds for the Small Business Commit- 
tee are to be taken care of when the next 
legislative appropriation bill is enacted 
by a regular appropriation. The sum 
provided in the resolution is necessary to 
carry the committee through until the 
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regular appropriation bill shall be passed. 


Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, how 
much is asked for? 

Mr. HAYDEN. ‘Ten thousand dollars. 

Mr. BRIDGES. How long is that sup- 
posed to carry the committee? 

Mr. HAYDEN. The resolution pro- 
vides until the Ist of September or un- 
til the enactment of the legislative 
branch appropriation act, whichever is 
the earlier.” 

Mr. BRIDGES. Is not the amount 
carried in the resolution greatly in ex- 
cess of the rate at whicl: the committee 
has been spending money? 

Mr. HAYDEN. No, it is not. The 
Committee on Rules and Administration 
held a hearing on the matter, and re- 
ported the resolution unanimously. 
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Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to as- 
sure the Senator from New Hampshire 
that the resolution carries only a tempo- 
rary appropriation. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. 

Mr. WHERRY. Consideration will be 
given to a regular appropriation of 
money for the committee. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Ishould like to call the 
attention of the distinguished Senator 
from Arizona to the fact that all of the 
telegraph allowance of the Senator from 
North Dakota has been used up. It 
would be greatly appreciated by the 
Senator from North Dakota if the 
Senator from Arizona could figure out a 
way by which I could use for the sending 
of telegrams, some of the money pro- 
vided for my use for clerk hire, and 
“which I have not used, although thou- 
sands of dollars are available. There is 
no money available to me with which I 
can send telegrams to North Dakota in 
answer to farmers who send telegrams 
to me relating to farm problems, or in 
answer to some person who telephones 
me asking for advice about his son in 
-the Army, or in answer to someone who 
presents some emergency problem to me. 
I hope the chairman of the committee 
will take the matter up in his commit- 
tee to see if the average Senator can- 
not be afforded sufficient money to send 
telegrams which are necessary to be sent 
in answer to pleas received from his con- 
stituents and others. If the Senator will 
be good enough to take that matter up 
with his committee, I shall appreciate it. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I shall 
b- glad to take up the subject with the 
committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments of the committee will be 
stated. 

The amendments of the Committee on 
Rules and Administration were, in line 
6, after the word “committee”, to insert 
“after June 30, 1951 and”, and in the 
same line, after the word “to”, to strike 
out “August 31” and insert “Septem- 
ber 1.” 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The resolution (S. Res. 168), as 
amended, was agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Select Committee on 
Small Business created by Senate Resolution 
58, agreed to February 20, 1950, is authorized 
to expend from the contingent fund of the 
Senate, the sum of $10,000 in addition to 
any other amount available to said commit- 
tee, for the purpose of defraying obligations 
incurred by the said committee after June 
30, 1951, and prior to September 1, 1951, 
or the date of enactment of the Legislative 
Branch Appropriation Act of 1952, which- 
ever is the earlier, in employing technical, 
clerical, and other assistance. 

LIMITATION OF RETROACTIVE APPLICA- 

TION OF INCOME TAX TO EMPLOYEES 

IN THE CANAL ZONE 


Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the considera- 
tion of a bill which is wholly noncontro- 
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versial. I make the request because I 
have promised to bring up the bill, and I 
must be away from the Senate for some 
days, I do not know exactly for how long. 
I wish to live up to my obligation. The 
bill is House bill 3804, Calendar No. 474. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
3804) to limit the retroactive application 
of the income tax to employees of the 
United States working in the possessions 
or in the Canal Zone. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the bill 
was unanimously reported by the Sen- 
ate Finance Committee. In the Revenue 
Act of 1950, when we imposed the individ- 
ual income tax upon the employees in the 
Canal Zone and other possessions, which 


includes, of course, civilian employees, 


Army and Navy employees, we recom- 
mended that it be effective from the first 
of the current year. The bill was not ac- 
tually passed and did not become law 
until September 23 of last year. Conse- 
quently these persons, who have not 
heretofore been subject to tax, have now 
2 years of taxes to pay. 

The House would not agree to the Sen- 
ate amendment in conference, and we 
had to recede in order to get a tax bill. 
But subsequently the House recognized 
the justice of this provision, and passed 
a separate bill, and that is now before 
the Senate with the full approval of the 
Finance Committee. It ought to be ap- 
proved now because these employees are 
being subjected to the tax for 1950 and 
1951; so it is 2 years tax in one. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

Mr. WHERRY, Mr. President, I wish 
to ask the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia a question. He stated that the 
bill was reported by the Finance Com- 
mittee. Did the bill have the approval 
of the distinguished ranking minority 
member of the committee, the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN], as well 
as other minority members of the com- 
mittee? 

Mr. GEORGE. It was reported unan- 
imously by the members of he committee 
who were present, including the distin- 
guished Senator from Colorado and 
other members on the minority side. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I think the Senate should pass the bill 
immediately. I was in the Canal Zone 
some time ago, and found that a great 
deal of confusion existed among the em- 
ployees there respecting the income tax. 
They want to know whether they must 
make certain payments. Last year the 
Senate passed a bill in form exactly like 
the bill now presented by the Senator 
from Georgia, passage of which he has 
now recommended. It failed to be en- 
acted into law. If the bill is passed at 
this e, it will result in bringing con- 
siderable relief to the employees in- 
volved, and the state of confusion which 
I found to exist in the Canal Zone will 
be dissipated. 

Mr. GEORGE. It is an eminently just 
measure. It should be passed. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill 
(H. R. 3804) to limit the retroactive ap- 
plication of the income tax to employees 
of the United States working in the pos- 
sessions or in the Canal Zone was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL TUESDAY 


Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Senate 
concludes its business today, it stand in 
recess until 12 o’clock noon on Tuesday 
next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 


SENATOR McCARTHY, THE MARINE 


Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, the junior 
Senator from Washington wishes to 
make reference to the recent utterances 
oi one person and to talk about the 
record of another person. This task has 
not been imposed upon me by anyone. 
This is a task which I assume for good 
reason and with real enthusiasm. 

If there is a single Member of the 
Senate of the United States who is better 
qualified or better able to protect and 
take care of himself under any and all 
circumstances than is the junior Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. McCartrxy], I do 
not know who that Member might be. 
Joe McCartuy needs no help from me 
in defending himseif. The man Mc- 
CARTHY is possessed of courage which is 
both moral and physical. Were I en- 
gaged in a knock-down drag-out fight 
with anybody, anywhere, I would be 
highly pleased to have the strength and 
courage of a friend, Jog MCCARTHY, on 
my side. 

I have not taken this floor to defend 
Joe MCCARTHY. I have risen because he 
is my friend and because I wish to offer 
a portion of his established record to the 
Senate. The references I shall make are 
those which, under no circumstances, Joꝝ 
McCartuy would make about himself. 

It is known throughout the Nation 
that Drew Pearson does not think highly 
of Joe McCartuy. I would find it dif- 
ficult to define a greater understatement 
than I have just offered. On one occa- 
sion in the recent past, Drew Pearson 
and Joe McCartuy resorted to a mild 
game of violence between themselves. 
Mr. Pearson would be the very last to 
deny that he was overmatched. 

Mr. Pearson may continue to say harsh 
things about Joe McCartuy but Pearson 
has become a very cautious man, and 
anything he says will be hurled at a safe 
distance. 

Mr. Pearson, who is suing Jor Mc- 
Cartuy about something or other, has 
spoken about the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin on three recent national broadcasts. 
The dates were June 17, June 24, and 
July 8. These broadcasts were heard by 
millions of Americans and probably by 
many people overseas. These broadcasts 
were designed to stigmatize and be- 
smirch the war record of a splendid 
American. 

Until the Pearson broadcast of July 8, 
I had only known that Joz MCCARTHY 
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had seen service as a marine in World 
War II. It never occurred to me that 
Joe McCartny had been anything other 
than a first-rate and fighting marine, 
One has a good habit of taking for 
granted that every marine is a top-flight 
American. 

Following the Pearson broadcast of 
July 8, I sought to determine what Pear- 
son was talking about. I secured copies 
of the three Pearson broadcasts and I 
secured Joe McCartuy’s official record as 
a marine. 

It may be said in passing, and presum- 
ably it could be of benefit to others 
among our colleagues, that whenever one 
is desirous of obtaining the transcript of 
a national broadcast it can be obtained, 
as the Pearson broadcasts were obtained, 
through Radio Reports, Inc., 220 East 
Forty-second Street, New York 17, N. Y. 
Should: anyone wish to call them in a 
hurry by telephone, as is sometimes nec- 
essary, the telephone number is Murray 
Hill 7-6658. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Wash- 
ington wants the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
to carry Joge McCartHy’s record as a 
marine. It gives me great personal sat- 
isfaction to place that record where it 
may be read by those who are Jor Mc- 
Cartuy’s friends and enemies and by 
those who know him only as an impor- 
tant though conireversial figure in Amer- 
ican political life today. I would do 
this for any person whose reputation had 
been assailed without cause. I receive 
a deep personal thrill in doing this out of 
my affection for a friend. 

Let me first offer what Mr. Pearson 
said about my friend from Wisconsin at 
6 p. m. on the evening of June 17 over 
WJZ of New York and the ABC network. 

The title of this portion of the broad- 
cast as it came to me from Radio Re- 
ports, Inc., is “Pearson compares mili- 
tary records of McCartay and Mar- 
shall.” I read from the transcript of the 
broadcast: 

Now, Keeping the Records Straight Depart- 
ment: Last week a so-called gentleman from 
Wisconsin stood up in the Senate, and from 
the safety of his Senate immunity threw 
60,000 words of oral mud at Secretary of 
Defense Marshall. And, in order to keep the 
records straight, I would like to compare 
the military record of the mud slinger who 
spent his time trying to get out of the ma- 
rines, and the man he smeared, who con- 
tinued td serve his country. 

George Marshall did not haye enough po- 
litical pull even to get into West Point. He 
entered the Army through V. M. I. The 
man who smeared him had his political 
friends write letters to the Marine Corps in 
order to get a commission, 


Bear in mind that some 20,000,000 peo- 
ple are listening to a man by the name 
of Pearson, who says that what he is 
stating is a fact. 

In the first ‘war, Capt. George Marshall, 
then on Pershing’s staff, planned one of the 
greatest military maneuvers in history—the 
transfer of the entire American Army from 
St. Mihiel to the Argonne in a week's time, 
without the enemy knowing it. For this 
he got no publicity and sought none. In 
World War II, the other captain publicized 
himself as a tail gunner and as taking part 
in 17 missions in the South Pacific. Navy 
Department files, however, fail to show any 
record of combat missions, 
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Parenthetically, as of this time Mr. 
Pearson is endeavoring to establish that 
our friend from Wisconsin lies, and that 
he is a coward. 

But they do show that on October 1944, 
during the heat of the war, Capt. Joe Mc- 
Canrnr demanded leave to return to Wis- 
consin. At that time two trucks and a jeep 
on the island of Bougainville carried signs 
announcing McCarrnmy for Senator. He had 
already begun to use his military service as 
a springboard for politics. In February 1945, 
with the war still desperately fought in the 
Pacific. Captain McCarrny resigned. Few 
other officers were permitted to resign in 
wartime except for cause. In McCarruy’s 
file as a Reserve officer today, there is a red 
card which says: “This officer cannot be as- 
signed to active duty.” 


Parenthetically, again, here Mr. Pear- 
son is attempting to establish that there 
is a Red card which dilutes the red 
and blue blocd and American courage 
in the veins of this man called MCCARTHY. 

In contrast, George Marshall, having spent 
50 years in the service of his country—half 
a century—was enjoying retirement at Lees- 
burg, Va., when he was recalled to active 
duty. There was no Red card in George 
Marshall's file, and he never would have 
permitted one to be there. That is the 
man whom the cellophane commission Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin charged with selling 
his country to communism, 


Gen. George Marshall is no part of 
my story, but Pearson dragged him in 
and he must go along for the ride. I 
respect General Marshall, the soldier. 
This is no place to discuss General Mar- 
shall, a Secretary of State and special 
representative of a President. 

Over the same facilities and at the 
same time, on the evening of June 24, 
Drew Pearson said this about my friend 
from Wisconsin, the heading is “Pear- 
son says Senator McCartuy raised cain 
with the Marines. 

It was not for the reason that I was 
included in that title that I thought 
it proper to rise with zest to talk about 
my friend McCarruy, but it certainly 
stimulated my curiosity as I read it. 

The Navy Department: Well, Senator Mc- 
CarTHY raised cain with the Marine Corps 
last week because of my broadcast com- 
paring the general’s heroic war record to 
that of the man who so bitterly criticized 
him. McCartHy asked the Marines how it 
was that Drew Pearson got a chance to see 
his file. McCarty is now known on Capi- 
tol Hill as “Red Card” Joe, the man who 
has a Red card in his file stating that, al- 
though a Reserve officer, he cannot be called 
to active duty. 


Some 20,000,000 Americans were led 
by such words to believe that there was 
something so wrong and evil about the 
record of the Senator from Wisconsin 
during the war as to not permit him to 
serve his country again in time of need. 
No one other than one possessed of a 
malicious mind could have made such 
a statement about our friend from Wis- 
consin. 

Continuing the quotation: 

Capitol Hill: Republican Senators meet 
this week to decide whether to endorse Mc- 
Cartuy’s attacks on Secretary Marshall by 
giving him a new seat on the Senate Repub- 
lican Policy Committee. 


Over the same facilities and at the 
same time, on the evening of July 8, 
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Drew Pearson said this about my friend 
from Wisconsin: 

Attention—a certain commentator later 
this evening. Before you get out on a limb 
and defend the war record of Senator Mc- 
CanTuy as against Secretary Marshall’s please 
find out the inside reason why red card Jon 
McCarTHY resigned from the Marines at the 
very height of the war. 

* . . . . 

And I would like to call upon Senators 
McCarTHY, of Wisconsin; HICKENLOOPER, of 
Iowa; WELKER, of Idaho; and those who have 
been accusing others of being pro-Commu- 
nist that now is the time to show where you 
really stand. Some of the most vital votes in 
years are now before Congress—on defense, 
inflation, Voice of America propaganda to 
counteract the Kremlin— 


We have not been doing very well, by 
the way, in the field of propaganda in the 
past few days, by contrast to our enemies, 
the Red Chinese— 
and these votes speak a lot louder than words. 
And the Nation will be watching to see if 
you isolationists, who never seem to learn 
from history, will now stand up and be 
counted as voting against communism in- 
stead of merely talking about it. 


Mr. President, now that we know what 
Drew Pearson said about JOE McCarTHY’s 
record as a Marine, I can legitimately 
and properly offer Joe McCartuy’s offi- 
cial record, which will speak for itself, 
and which every American can judge for 
himself. 

In Drew Pearson's second broadcast he 
indicated that he had seen Joe Mc- 
CartHy’s Marine Corps file. I do not 
know whether he saw it or whether he did 
not see it. If he saw it, I would wonder 
why he was permitted to see it. If he 
saw it, I believe I can establish it to be 
a fact that he did not see what-he told 
his audience he did see. 

The Senator from Washington has 
seen that file and I have photostatic 
copies of the pertinent parts of it right 
here in front of me. These photostats 
indicate that Mr. Pearson has been pro- 
viding his large audience with misinfor- 
mation. There is nothing strange or 
new about this Pearson habit. Either 
Mr. Pearson seeks to do Joe MCCARTHY 
injury without cause or Mr. Pearson has 
been misinformed by his informants. 

Drew Pearson has sought to attack 
and destroy, Joe McCartuy’s war record 
on three counts: 

The first charge begins when Pearson 
states that there is nothing in Mc- 
CartHy’s Marine file to indicate that 
McCaRTHY was ever on any combat mis- 
sions. 

As an answer to that interesting ob- 
servation of nonsense or criminal ma- 
liciousness, I believe that Admiral C. W. 
Nimitz, of the United States Navy, ought 
to be called as a witness. Permit me to 
call him at this point. 

The Commander in Chief, United States 
Pacific Fleet, takes pleasure in commending 
Capt. JOsEPH R. MccartHy, United States 
Marine Corps Reserve, for service as set 
forth in the following citation: 

“For meritorious and efficient perform- 
ance of duty as an observer and rear gunner 
of a dive bomber attached to a Marine scout 
bombing squadron. operating in the Solomon 
Islands area from September 1 to December 
31, 1943. He participated in a large num- 
ber of combat missions, and in addition to 
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his regular duties, acted as aerial photog- 
rapher. He obtained excellent photographs 
of enemy gun positions, despite intense anti- 
aircraft fire, thereby gaining valuable in- 
formation which contributed materially to 
the success of subsequent strikes in the area. 
Although suffering from a severe leg injury, 
he refused to be hospitalized and continued 
to carry out his duties as Intelligence officer 
in a highly efficient manner. His coura- 
geous devotion to duty was in keeping with 
the highest traditions of the naval service.” 


This citation is signed by.C. W. Nimitz, 
and comes from the flagship of the 
Commander in Chief, United States 
Facific Fleet. 

Another qualified witness who wishes 
to testify this afternoon is Maj. Gen. 
Field Harris, major general, United 
States Marine Corps. I read from a let- 
ter dated May 14, 1945: 


Dear Jupce McCartHy: I note with gratifi- 
cation your unusual accomplishments dur- 
+ ing 30 months of active duty, particularly 
in the combat area, and that you received a 
citation from Admiral Nimitz for meritorious 
performance of duty. Without exception, the 
commanding officers under whom you served 
spoke of the performance of your duties in 
the highest terms. n 

The Marine Corps will not forget the fine 
contribution you have made. It is largely 
through the devoted effort and sacrifice of 
patriotic Americans like yourself that the 
corps is able to maintain its unbroken tra- 
dition of defeating the enemy, wherever, 
whenever, and however encountered. 

You have my warm appreciation of your 
services, and my wishes for your continued 
success and good luck in the years ahead, 

Sincerely yours, 
Fretp HARRIS, 
Major General, United States Ma- 
rine Corps, Assistant Comman- 
dant (Air). 


During the war, Jon MCCARTHY was a 
captain in the Marine Corps. At one 
period in 1944, his immediate superior 
officer was Maj. E. E. Munn. This Ma- 
rine officer had something to say about 
our friend McCartHy, who was under 
Major Munn’s command. This is what 
he said: 


1. It is recommended that this officer be 
given a letter of commendation for his out- 
standing devotion to duty and achievement 
during the training period of the squadron 
and in actual combat as described hereunder. 

2. As intelligence officer of VMSB-235 from 
February 8, 1943, to February 11, 1944, Cap- 
tain McCartHy has worked tirelessly to im- 
prove the morale, health, and dive-bombing 
efficiency of the squadron, continually act- 
ing as personal adviser to the squadron 
personnel and constantly working on their 
personal problems, thereby greatly contribut- 
ing to the high morale of the squadron. 

8. Prior to this squadron’s entry into com- 
bat, he arranged for practice operations with 
antiaircraft units on positions to be practice- 
bombed and then viewed the operations from 
the gun emplacements, and from the rear 
seat of an SBD. He also arranged to have 
all the pilots view (from the gun emplace- 
ments) practice dive bombing on antiair- 
craft guns of different caliber so as to fully 
acquaint them with the antiaircraft gunner's 
viewpoint. He also arranged practice mis- 
sions with naval units and viewed these oper- 
ations both from the ships and also from the 
rear seat of an SBD, thereby greatly improv- 
ing and increasing the efficiency of the 
squadron. 

4. Before entering the combat zone, upon 
susgestion of the commanding officer, he 
checked out as a rear-seat gunner. 

5. On June 22, 1943, Captain MCCARTHY 
sufered a broken and burned foot and leg. 
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He however refused to be hospitalized and 
continued doing an excellent job as intelli- 
gence officer, working on crutches. 

6. Captain McCarruy although not in a 
flight status, has, on numerous combat mis- 
sions over targets defended by intense, anti- 
aircraft fire, acted as a rear-seat gunner in a 
dive bomber, performing the duties of an 
aerial photographer and observer, taking ex- 
cellent pictures of enemy emplacements, 
thereby gaining valuable information for 
and materially contributing to the success 
of subsequent strikes. These combat mis- 
sions were in the Kolombangara, Kara, 
Ballale, Kahili, Buka, and Bonis areas. 


I know that Joe McCartuy remem- 
bers those days, when he was riding as 
a volunteer—not as a marine on active 
flight status—and as a rear-seat gunner 
in aircraft whose sole purpose was to 
destroy the enemy. 


7. The following is a suggested citation to 
accompany a letter of commendation to Capt. 
JOSEPH R. MCCARTHY: 

“Citation for outstanding devotion to duty 
and achievement during the squadron train- 
ing period and on two combat tours with a 
dive-bombing squadron on the Solomon Is- 
lands area. 

“Captain McCarTHY, after suffering a 
broken and burned foot and leg, did refuse 
to be hospitalized, but continued doing an 
excellent job as intelligence officer, working 
on crutches. Although not in a flight status 
he did voluntarily on numerous combat mis- 
sions over enemy targets defended by in- 
tense antiaircraft fire act as a rear-seat gun- 
ner in a dive bomber, performing the duties 
of an aerial photographer and observer, tak- 
ing excellent pictures of enemy emplace- 
ments, thereby gaining valuable information 
for and materially contributing to the suc- 
cess of subsequent strikes. The hard work, 
skill, and outstanding devotion to duty dis- 
played by Captain McCartuy contributed 
materially to the severe and costly damage 
which our air forces inflicted on the enemy 
in the Solomon Islands area. The cool brav- 
ery and high devotion to duty consistently 
displayed by Captain McCarrny are in keep- 
ing with the highest standards and tradi- 
tions of the United States Marine Corps.” 


Mr. President, this American would 
like to be in the position of Joe McCar- 
THY, to have these Marine Corps officers 
say the fine things about him as a nor- 
mal, brave, first-rate American. 

In 1944, Maj. Gen. H. R. Harmon of the 
United States Army commanded all of 
the American aircraft in the Solomon 
Islands area. Joe MCCARTHY was at- 
tached for a period of time to General 
Harmon’s command where he served as 
a combat intelligence officer. It is good 
to note in passing that the Air Force and 
the Marine Corps were working hand in 
hand. Before Joꝝx McCarrHy was re- 
turned to his basic assignment with the 
Marine Corps, General Harmon reported 
on Jor McCartHy’s efficiency and deyo- 
tion to duty, It delights me to read what 
Ceneral Harmon said about the man 
MCCARTHY: 

This officer has shown marked qualities of 
leadership, cooperative spirit, and loyalty. 
His initiative, good judgment, determination, 
and diligence haye made him an unusually 
useful member of the section in which he is 
assigned and his unfailing good nature and 
ready wit has made him well liked and re- 
spected by his associates. 

This officer deserves to be classified as ex- 
cellent, It has been a pleasure to have had 
him in this command, 

H. R. Harmon, 
Major General, United States Army, 
Commanding. 
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Mr. President, the second phase of 
Pearson’s attack on the Senator from 
Wisconsin was the charge that there is a 
red card in his Marine file which makes 
him ineligible to be called to active duty. 
Pearson would have everybody believe 
that such a red card can be found 
only in the Marine Corps file of the Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin. The inference is 
that no such red card is to be found in 
any other Marine Corps officer’s file. 
The fact of the matter is better discussed 
by Brig. Gen. W. J. Scheyer, of 
the United States Marine Corps, than by 
myself. In a letter dated June 26, 1951, 
from the Department of the Navy, Head- 
quarters, Unitec States Marine Corps, 
Washington, D. C., General Scheyer 
writes as follows: 


My Dran Senator McCarty: This ac- 
knowledges receipt of your letter of June 25, 
1951. 

In your letter you stated that you have 
talked to one of the officers in the Personnel 
Department and that he told you that there 
is a card in your file to the effect that— 

1. You should not be assigned to active 
duty; further, 

“2. That you have had nothing whatso- 
ever to do with having this card placed in 
your file; 

“3. That it does not and was not intended 
to, in any way, indicate that there is any- 
thing in your records which would make 
you ineligible to active duty; 

“4. That this type of card was placed in 
the files of all Members of the Senate and 
House of Representatives who have Reserve 
status in the Marine Corps. 


“Red Card Joe”! 
I read further: 


“5. That there is no card colored red in 
your file.” 

In answer to your questions, please be in- 
formed that there is in your record an un- 
finished-business card which has the state- 
ment on it, “Not to be assigned to active 
duty. May be assigned to short periods of 
training duty if he requests.’ You had 
nothing whatsoever to do with this card 
being placed in your files. It does not and 
was not intended to, in any way, indicate 
that there is anything in your record which 
would make you ineligible to active duty. 

In answer to your fourth item, at the be- 
ginning of the Korean hostilities it was 
considered that Members of the Congress 
could render more valuable service to their 
country in the Congress than they could 
serving on active duty in the Marine Corps, 
and it was therefore decided that Members 
of the Senate and the House of Representa- 
tives would not be ordered to active duty at 
this time, Accordingly, the Records Section 
was instructed to make suitable notations in 
the records of Members of Congress who have 
Reserve status in the Marine Corps, 


Mr. President, that raises a question: 
Whose file was Mr. Pearson looking at, 
as a result of which he said on three 
occasions, to approximately 20,000,000 
persons on each occasion, or to a total 
of 60,000,090 Americans, that, There 
is something wrong with ‘Rep Jor’ Me- 
Cartuy, and to prove it, just look in his 
file, and you will find a red card.” 

Mr. President, I think most of those 
who listen now will be exceedingly in- 
terested in the last paragraph of General 
Scheyer's letter, which reads as follows: 

The unfinished business cards which we 
use are of three colors; pink, green, and blue. 
They are used indiscriminately and it hap- 
pens that the card in your record is pink, 
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Mr. President, that is about as close to 
red as the Senator from Wisconsin will 
ever get, and even then he had nothing 
to do with it, for there was an indis- 
criminate use of pink, green, and blue 
cards, and that indiscriminate use re- 
sulted in having a pink card drop in the 
file of the Senator from Wisconsin. 

I read the remainder of the letter: 

Any embarrassment caused you through 
the insertion of this card, regardless of the 
color, is sincerely regretted. Again I wish 
to assure you that it is in no way intended to 
reflect discredit on you or your record. 

I hope that the foregoing information sat- 
isfactorily answers your inquiry. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. J. SCHEYER, 

Brigadier General, United States Marine 

Corps, Acting Director of Personnel, 


Having read this letter, Mr. President, 
I can think of nothing more which can 
be said or should be said about the un- 
finished business card in the Marine 
Corps file of the Senator from Wisconsin, 
All of us now can understand that a pink 
or a green or a blue card is in the file of 
every Marine Corps officer who presently 
is serving in either the Senate or the 
House of Representatives. However, 
there are no “Red Card” Marines now 
serving in the Congress. There are no 
Red Marines—period. Mr. Pearson must 
have had in mind the red card which 
he presumably maintains in the Drew 
Pearson office file on the late Mr. Andrew 
Older, who served Mr. Pearson so faith- 
fully and so conscientiously. 

Mr. President, the third phase of Pear- 
son’s attack on the Senator from Wis- 
consin was that there was something 
unusual and unpatriotic about his leav- 
ing the Marine Corps while the shooting 
war was still going on. Having read the 
file of the Senator from Wisconsin on 
this question, I can say that after hav- 
ing served an extensive tour of combat 
duty, the Senator from Wisconsin was 
returned to this country. It was from 
this country, over here in the United 
States, where he had been returned on 
Marine Corps orders, that the Senator 
from Wisconsin applied for a temporary 
leave of absence from the Marine Corps. 
His application points out that the leg 
injury which was mentioned in the 
Nimitz citation was not properly healing. 
This application states that it would 
either be necessary to place him in a 
Navy hospital or permit him to return 
home, so that his leg could benefit from 
medical attention. The application 
states that if the Marine Corps granted 
a temporary leave of absence, he could 
clean up the judicial work which had 
accumulated in his circuit during his 30 
months with the Marine Corps. 

Mr. President, it might be added that 
the Senator from Wisconsin was ex- 
empt from the draft because at that 
time he was a circuit judge, but he took 
a leave of absence from that circuit 
bench without pay, and volunteered for 
duty with the Marine Corps, and served 
with the greatest group of fighting men 
in the world, or at least as great a group 
as any which ever has been developed in 
the history of this world. His applica- 
tion was made while he was here in the 
United States for the usual 6 months’ 
rest period which was being allowed by 
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the Marine Corps after an officer had 
been on extended active duty in a com- 
bat area. An interesting sentence in re- 
lation to this question is to be found in 
a letter written by the Director of Per- 
sonnel of the United States Marine 
Corps, as follows: 

It was the general practice of this head- 
quarters not to reassign personnel to foreign 
red with less than 6 months’ duty in the 

ates. 


In his own application for a tempo- 
rary leave of absence from the Marine 
Corps, the Senator from Wisconsin 
wrote this: 

Attention is directed to the fact that 
granting the above request would not affect 
my availability for reassignment to foreign 
duty, as I understand that under the pres- 
ent practice of the Marine Corps I would not 
be again assigned to foreign duty until the 
summer of 1945, 


Mr. President, we need not be re- 
minded that World War II ended in 
August of 1945, 

I was tickled when Pearson said, in 
his three-phase attack on the Senator 
from Wisconsin, that at the time when 
he made his application, two trucks and 
a jeep on Bougainville carried signs an- 
nouncing Joe McCartuy for Senator. 
I suppose that Pearson wanted us to be- 
lieve that Joe McCartuy was in a com- 
bat zone, but was trying to get away from 
it all. We must not forget, however, 
that at the time of his application for 
a leave of absence, Jon McCarty was in 
the United States on the usual rest pe- 
riod from which all Marine officers bene- 
fited who had served an extended tour 
of duty ina combat area. If, in October 
1944, there were trucks and jeeps on 
Bougainville trying to get Joe MCCARTHY 
into the Senate, I wonder what time of 
year the drivers thought it was. The 
primary election, through which Jon 
McCartuy wanted to seek an opportu- 
nity to serve in the Senate, was held in 
Wisconsin on August 15, 1944. This was 
a primary election which defeated Jor 
McCartuy’s political dreams for the 
time being. 

Incidentally, the file also shows that 
Pearson was wrong about the date, as it 
was in February 1945 that McCartHy was 
released. 

To sum up this phase of the case, the 
file shows that the Marine Corps had the 
choice of sending McCartuy to one of 
the naval hospitals, all of which, of 
course, were overcrowded with wounded 
men at that time, or allow him to go 
home and get treatment from his own 
doctor and clean up accumulated judicial 
work during the healing process. The 
Marine Corps wisely accepted the latter 
course. 

Mr. President, I believe that what I 
Lave read from Joe McCartuy’s Marine 
Corps record has completely destroyed 
every single one of the silly, unprincipled, 
and untrue allegations made by Mr. 
Pearson. I wish that Mr. Pearson would 
not resort to such shenanigans. His at- 
tacks roll off Joere McCartuy’s back, just 
as the back of any duck—that is to say, 
any self-respecting duck, and most of 
them are self-respecting—is not mo- 
lested or injured by water on its feathers, 
Mr. Pearson does some strange and be- 
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wildering things with the truth; but we 
live in a free country, and any man is 
permitted to be a knave and scoundrel 
or an accurate and honest individual, as 
he prefers. I imagine that a number of 
interested citizens will write to the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin to ask what Pear- 
son was talking about. Perhaps what I 
have said this afternoon will be used by 
the Senator to satisfy those inquiries. 

I do not know the management of the 
American Broadcasting Co. I take it 
for granted that they are persons of in- 
tegrity and principle. I do not wish to 
believe that they sanction efforts by any 
of their commentators to libel other 
Americans. I intend to send the man- 
agement a copy of today’s CONGRESSIONAL 
RecorD, It would be good for everyone, 
and exceedingly healthful for America, 
if the management, over the same facili- 
ties as those which were used by Mr. 
Pearson, were to say that when Drew 
Pearson waged war against Jor Mc- 
CARTHY, & marine, Pearson used weapons 
which, when exposed to the light of day, 
turned out to be harmless cap pistols, 
with blanks for ammunition. 


RECESS TO TUESDAY 


Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business, I move, 
under the order previously entered, that 
the Senate stand in recess until Tuesday 
next at 12 o’clock noon, 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 
o’clock and 41 minutes p. m.) the Sen- 
ate took a recess, the recess being, under 
the order previously entered, until Tues- 
day, July 17, 1951, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate July 13 (egislative day of June 
27, 1951: 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGES 

Joseph Jerome Drucker, of Illinois, to be 
United States district judge for the northern 
district of Illinois, to fill a new position. 

Cornelius J. Harrington, of Illinois, to be 
United States district judge for the northern 
district of Illinois, to fill a new position. 

Joseph Samuel Perry, of Illinois, to be a 
United States district judge for the northern 
district of Illinois, vice Elwyn R. Shaw, de- 
ceased, 

UNITED STATES MARSHAL 

Richard C. O'Connell, of Maryland, to be 
United States marshal for the district of 
Maryland, He is now serving in this office 
under an appointment which expired April 4, 
1951. ; 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT BOARD 

Walter G. Whitman, of Massachusetts, to 
be Chairman of the Research and Develop- 
ment Board, vice William Webster, resigned. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Frinay, Jol 13, 1951 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 

Rev. William H. Andrew, pastor, First 
Baptist Church, Bryan, Tex., offered the 
following prayer: 


Almighty God, our Heavenly Father, 
the Creator of the universe and of men 
and of nations, the Saviour and friend 
of man, we thank Thee that Thou hast 
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revealed Thyself as the Heavenly Father, 
as God, with men. We come to Thee 
confessing our need. Thou hast en- 
dowed us with wisdom and power. But 
without Thy wisdom we are foolish men 
and women. We pray Thy blessings this 
day upon these Thy servants, the stew- 
ards of the welfare of the world as well 
as the welfare of this Nation. Each is 
human and has personal burdens and 
responsibilities, Bless their families; 
safeguard their homes; guard their 
health; and comfort any in sorrow. 
Grant, we pray, wisdom to the President, 
the Vice President, and the Speaker of 
this House, and each one in positions 
of grave responsibility. May this day 
be blessed, our Father, with a peculiar 
sense of Thy presence, and help us to be 
still and know that Thou art God. In 
the name of Him who is and was, and is 
to come, our Lord, Jesus Christ. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was commu- 
nicated to the House by Mr. Miller, one 
of his secretaries, who informed the 
House that on the following dates the 
President approved and signed bills and 
joint resolutions of the House of the fol- 
lowing titles: 

On June 30, 1951: 

H. R. 1844. An act for the relief of Capt. 
William Greenwood; 

H.R. 2396. An act to amend chapter 213 of 
title 18 of the United States Code; 

H. R. 2852. An act for the relief of Quon 
Mee Gee, also known as Loui Siu Lin; 

H. R.3133. An act for the relief of Chin 
Yuen Ling, minor unmarried Chinese child 
of a United States citizen; 

H.R.3181. An act to continue until the 
close of June 30, 1952, the suspension of du- 
ties and import taxes on metal scrap, and 
for other purposes; 

H.R. 4200. An act to make certain revi- 
sions in titles I through IV of the Officer Per- 
sonnel Act of 1947, as amended, and for other 
purposes. 

H. R. 4395. An act to amend the act en- 
titled “An act to expedite the provision of 
housing in connection with national defense, 
and for other purposes,“ approved October 
14, 1940, as amended; and 

H, J. Res, 278. Joint resolution to con- 
tinue for a temporary period the Defense 
Production Act of 1950; the Housing and 
Rent Act of 1947, as amended; and for other 
purposes. 

On July 1, 1951: 

H. J. Res. 277. Joint resolution making 
temporary appropriations for the fiscal year 
1952, and for other purposes. 

On July 2, 1951: 


H. R. 1424. An act for the relief of T. L.. 


Morrow; and 

H. R. 1800. An act for the relief of the es- 

tate of Chin Hien Lee. 
On July 3, 1951: 

H. R. 574. An act for the relief of the es- 
tate of James Patrick Hackett and Charles 
L. Stover; 

H. R. 621. An act for the relief of the Mor- 
gan Foods Corp.; 

H. R. 1613. An act to amend section 2883 
(d) of the Internal Revenue Code as 
amended vy Public Law 448, Eighty-first 
Congress; and 

H. R. 1746. An act to amend subdivisions 
d and e of section 58 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
approved July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory 
thereof and supplementary thereto. 
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On July 5, 1951: 

H. R.1692, An act for the relief of Chester 
A. Macomber; 

H, R. 2349. An act authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to issue patents in fee 
to certain allottees on the Crow Indian Res- 
ervation; 

H. R. 2746. An act to amend section 2883 
(b) of the Internal Revenue Code, as 
amended by Public Law 448, Eighty-first 
Congress; and 

H. R. 2854. An act for 88 relief ot Doro- 
thy Fumie Maeda. 

On July 6, 1951: 

H. R. 795. An act for the relief of Carlos 
Sanchez Perez; 

H. R. 1120. An act for the relief of William 
Yinson Lee; 

H. R. 3063. An act for the relief of Rosina 
Mouradian; and 


H. R. 3229. An act for the relief of Mrs. Al- 
bert W. Lack. 
On July 9, 1951: x 
H. R. 512. An act conferring jurisdiction 
upon the United States District Court for 
the District of Massachusetts to hear, deter- 
mine, and render judgment upon the claim 
of Mrs. Walter J. Bickford. 
On July 11, 1951: 
H. J. Res. 73. Joint resolution amending 
chapter 26 of the Internal Revenue Code. 


Mr. Miller also informed the House 
that the following bill, having been pre- 
sented to the President on June 25, 1951, 
for his approval and not having been 
returned by him to the House of Repre- 
sentatives where it originated, within the 
time prescribed by the Constitution of 
the United States, did on July 7, 1951, be- 
come law without his approval: 

H. R. 896. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Clara Raffloer Droesse. 

ADJOURNMENT OVER 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet 
on Monday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection, 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently there is no 
quorum present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 110] 


Abbitt Gillette Passman 
Anfuso Gregory Powell 
Batley Horan Quinn 
Blatnik Jenison Redden 
Breen Kelley, Pa, Rogers, Mass. 
Brownson Kerr Sieminski 
Burton McGrath Stockman 
Chatham Martin, Iowa Thompson, 
Clemente Mason Mich. 
Colmer Merrow Vaughn 
Davis, Tenn. Miller, Calif, Werdel 
Dawson Moulder Wickersham 
Dingell Murray, Wis. Winstead 

iver elson Woodruff 
Durham 


O'Konski 
Fernandez O'Toole 
The SPEAKER. On this roll call 387 


Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum, 
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By unanimous consent, further pro- 
3 under the call were dispensed 


e e WORKERS FROM MEX- 
ICO—MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO, 
192) 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the Fresi- 
dent of the United States, which was 
read and referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary and ordered to be printed: 


To the Congress of the United Staies: 
I have approved S. 984, an act relating 

to the recruitment and employment of 

agricultural workers from Mexico. 

If promptly followed up by other 
needed measures, this act can be a first 
step toward a comprehensive program to 
bring badly needed improvements in the 
living and working conditions of migra- 
tory farm workers, both foreign and do- 
mestic. At the same time, this act can 
help to assure an adequate supply of la- 
bor to meet the needs of American agri- 
culture. On the other hand, if enact- 
ment of this legislation becomes an ex- 
cuse for delay on these other measures, 
it will hamper our efforts to meet more 
basic problems, including the pressing 
problem of illegal immigration. 

For that reason, I could not have 
given my approval to this act had I not 
been assured by congressional leaders 
that supplementary legislation and ap- 
propriations would receive prompt con- 
sideration at this session. 

For many years, the Mexican Govern- 
ment, by agreement with the United 
States, has allowed its citizens to come 
into this country on contracts with agri- 
cultural employers to assist in harvest- 
ing vital crops—principally cotton, sugar 
beets, citrus fruits, and vegetables—and 
mostly in the southwestern part of the 
United States. 

During and since the last war, the 
recurrent shortages of farm labor in the 
United States have made the addition of 
contract workers from Mexico a vital fac- 
tor in bringing in the crops. Last year, 
for example, 70,000 Mexican workers 
were legally admitted to this country 
for contract work during the harvesting 
season. 

However, both this Government and 
the Mexican Government have become 
increasingly concerned about violations 
of the contract terms under which Mex- 
ican citizens are employed in this coun- 
try. We must make sure that contract 
wages will in fact be paid, that transpor- 
tation within this country and adequate 
reception centers for Mexican workers 
will in fact be provided. It is necessary, 
therefore, that this Government be able 
to stand behind all contracts and guar- 
antee performance in the future, if any 
more Mexican citizens are to be legally 
recruited for work in the United States. 
Until this can be done, Mexico has taken 
steps to terminate the agreement under 
which her citizens were brought to this 


country in the past and will make a ncw 


agreement only if these guaranties are 
given. 

It is the purpose of S. 984 to give this 
Government the authority needed to 
make a mutually satisfactory new agree- 
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ment with Mexico, which would include 
these guaranties. Under the terms of 
this act, the United States Govern- 
ment, subject to a fixed reimbursement 
by the employer, will be able to recruit 
and transport Mexican workers to re- 
ception centers in this country, to house 
and care for these workers until they 
are employed, to help them make ar- 
rangements with American employers, 
and to guarantee performance by em- 
ployers of the terms of their employ- 
ment contracts. 

With this authority, it should be pos- 
sible to reach a new agreement with 
Mexico. This act will thus take care of 
one immediate problem, the harvesting 
of crops this year. It will also undoubt- 
edly improve the situation of Mexican 
workers brought into this country for 
contract work. A government-to-gov- 
ernment guaranty of wages and work 
standards for these workers will be a real 
step forward. 

But this is very limited progress, 
which hardly touches our basic farm 
labor problems. The really crucial point, 
which this act scarcely faces, is the 
steady stream of illegal immigrants from 
Mexico, the so-called wetbacks, who 
cross the Rio Grande or the western 
stretches of our long border, in search of 
employment. These people are coming 
into our country in phenomenal num- 
bers—and at an increasing rate. Last 
year 500,000 illegal immigrants were ap- 


prehended and returned to Mexico. In 


1949, less than 300,000 were returned. 

There are many thousands of these 
people who have escaped detection and 
remain in this country today. Thou- 
sands more will find their way here be- 
fcre the year is out. Since these un- 
fortunate people are here illegally, they 
are subject to deportation if caught by 
our immigration authorities. They have 
to hide and yet must work to live. They 
are thus in no position to bargain with 
those who might choose to exploit them. 

And many of them are exploited, I re- 
gret to say, and are left in abject poverty. 
They live always under the threat of ex- 
posure and deportation. They are un- 
able, therefore, to protest or to protect 
themselves. 

The presence of these illegal workers 
has a seriously depressing effect on 
wages and working conditions in farm 
areas throughout the Southwest. The 
standards of living and job opportunities 
of American farm workers are under 
constant downward pressure. Thou- 
sands of our own citizens, particularly 
those of Latin descent, are displaced 
from employment or forced to work 
under substandard conditions because of 
the competition of these illegal immi- 
grants. 

Everyone suffers from the presence of 
these illegal immigrants in the commu- 
nity. They themselves are hurt, first of 
all. Our own workers—as well as the 
legal contract workers from Mexico—are 
hurt by the lowering of working and liv- 
ing standards. And the farmers are 
hurt, too. Instead of a well-trained, re- 
liable supply of workers, they are in- 
creasingly dependent on a rapidly shift- 
ing, ill-trained domestic labor force, 
supplemented legally or illegally from 
foreign sources. They face a crisis in 
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their labor supply at every season. They 
are forced, year after year, to makeshift 
last-minute measures to save their 
crops. 

The President's Commission on Migra- 
tory Labor, in its recent report on the 
situation throughout the Nation, put the 
issue this way: 

Shall we continue indefinitely to have low 
work standards and conditions of employ- 
ment in agriculture, thus depending on the 
underprivileged and the unfortunate at 
home and abroad to supply and replenish 
our seasonal and migratory work force? Or 
shall we do in agriculture what we already 
have done in other sectors of our economy— 
create honest-to-goodness jobs which will 
offer a decent living so that domestic work- 
ers, without being forced by dire necessity, 
will be willing to stay in agriculture and 
become a dependable labor supply? Just as 
farm employers want able and willing work- 
ers when needed, so do workers want reliable 
jobs which yield a fair living. Neither is 
being satisfied. 


S. 984 does not face up to that basic 
issue. 

The act does, it is true, provide that 
Mexican workers may not legally be 
brought in unless the Secretary of Labor 
certifies a real shortage of domestic 
workers. The act also provides that em- 
ployment of Mexican contract labor 
must not adversely affect wages or work- 
ing conditions of domestic workers. But 
these safeguards have little meaning so 
long as illegal immigration continues— 
so long as illegal workers are in fact used 
by American employers to take the place 
of other workers. 

If we are to begin to meet the basic 
problem, we must do two things right 
away. First, we must put a stop to the 
employment of illegal immigrants. Sec- 
ond, we must improve the use of our do- 
mestic labor force. These steps will re- 
quire more sanctions than our laws now 
provide and more administrative ma- 
chinery and services than are now avail- 
able. Therefore, I recommend that the 
Congress take the following action: 

First, legislation should be enacted 
providing punishment for the offense of 
harboring or concealing aliens who have 
entered this country illegally. While 
we have a law on the books purporting to 
make this an offense, that law is not en- 
forceable, because no penalty was ade- 
quately provided. This should be reme- 
died at once. In addition, to help dis- 
courage the smuggling of aliens, the ex- 
isting provisions of law punishing trans- 
portation of illegal immigrants must be 
strengthened. While such legislation 
will be very useful in bringing illegal im- 
migration from Mexico under control, it 
will also be a valuable addition to our 
general immigration laws. 

Second, legislation should be enacted 
to clearly establish the authority of per- 
sonnel of the Immigration and Natural- 
ization Service to inspect places of em- 
ployment, without a warrant, where they 
have reason to believe that illegal immi- 
grants are working or quartered. Immi- 
gration inspectors are able to cope with 
known illegal immigrants by obtaining 
warrants for their arrest. But where 
there are places of employment, consist- 
ing of many acres of land on which many 
workers are employed and quartered, in- 
spection is necessary to find out whether 
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illegal immigrants are among these 
workers. The inspections would involve 
no more, and probably a good deal less, 
than inspections of mines or factories by 
public authorities to assure compliance 
with accident prevention laws. Of 
course, a farmer’s dwelling should be 
safe from search without a warrant. But 
there is no reason why other premises 
which serve as places of employment 
should not be open for inspection to aid 
— the enforcement of our immigration 
ws. 

Third, a supplemental appropriation 
should be made available immediately to 
the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service to expand its personnel in the 
Southwest so that all types of enforce- 
ment work can be stepped up—including 
apprehension, investigation, and depor- 
tation of illegal entrants. I shall shortly 
send a budget estimate for this purpose 
to the Congress. 

It is absolutely impossible, without the 
expenditure of very large amounts of 
manpower and money, to seal off our long 
land borders to all illegal immigration. 
But these three actions by the Congress 
will give us the tools we need to find and 
report illegal immigrants once here and 
to discourage those of our own citizens 
who are aiding and abetting their moye- 
ment into the country. 

In this connection, I am glad to report 
that the Government of Mexico is con- 
templating more stringent measures of 
its own account to help curtail illegal 
crossings of our border. 

As a fourth measure for immediate 
congressional action, I shall shortly for- 
ward to the Congress a supplemental 
budget estimate for the Farm Placement 
Service of the Labor Department. 

It is not enough to take strong action 
against the stream of illegal immigrants. 
If we are to make real progress toward 
solving our basic farm labor problem, we 
must improve the utilization of our own 
citizens in the farm labor force, and 
reduce to a minimum our dependence on 
foreign sources. As a first step, we need 
at once to strengthen the machinery of 
the Department of Labor for surveying 
labor market needs and recruiting 
Workers to fill these needs. This will be 
essential if we are to do an effective 
job under S. 984, in deciding how many 
contract workers to bring across the bor- 
der and where they ought to be employed. 
It will be essential if we are to make this 
importation of foreign workers truly 
supplemental to our own resources of 
farm labor and give the fullest oppor- 
tunity to those of our citizens who seek 
employment on the farm. 

The additional funds for the Farm 
Placement Service will be used to ex- 
pand labor-market studies which will be 
undertaken in cooperation with the De- 
partment of Agriculture. These funds 
will also permit an expansion of the field 
staff in rural areas, where large-scale 
employment of farm labor is required. 
The aim in these areas will be to find 
out exactly what workers are needed and 
find the right workers to do the job. 

Finally, these funds will be used to ex- 
pand the Government’s operations in 
the manner required under S. 984, in- 
cluding transportation and reception of 
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Mexican workers, inspection of contract 
operations and handling of complaints. 

Unless all of these activities of the 
Farm Placement Service can be built up 
quickly and effectively, orderly opera- 
tions under S. 984 will be impossible and 
we will lose the chance to make full use 
of our domestic supply of farm workers 
or to determine on a realistic basis our 
need for workers from abroad. 

These four measures, supplementing 
the provisions of S. 984, will give us a 
real program with which to tackle the 
basic problems of farm labor in the 
Southwest. They will help us also to 
make a start in other areas where agri- 
culture is deperdent on large-scale use 
of migratory workers. 

There is one provision of S. 984 which 
could interfere quite seriously with our 
efforts to maintain labor standards in 
this country. This is the provision 
which so defines agricultural employ- 
ment as to allow the Secretary of Labor 
to bring in Mexican workers for em- 
ployment in food processing trades as 
well as on the farm. It is essential that 
we keep the importation of Mexican 
workers from reducing the job oppor- 
tunities or working conditions of our 
own citizens employed in these trades. 
To that end, I believe the Congress 
should repeal this provision. In the 
meantime, it will be necessary for the 
Secretary of Labor to use his discretion 
with great care and to authorize the 
employment of Mexican workers in these 
trades only in case of some genuine, un- 
mistakable emergency. 

The measurer which I am now recom- 
mendinz to the Congress will not take 
care of all our problems by any means. 
The President's Commission on Migra- 
tory Labor, a group of distinguished citi- 
zens, recently completed an extensive 
investisation of migratory labor prob- 
lems throughout the country. The Com- 
mission’s report was submitted 2 months 
ago and is being intensively studied 
within the Executive branch. It is a 
very useful and constructive document 
and it emphasizes, among other things, 
that the migratory workers in this coun- 
try will need specially adapted programs 
to improve housing conditions and 
health, education, and social security. 
They will need these things if they are to 
develop into the kind of labor force so 
badly needed in agriculture today—a 
labor force which really meets the long- 
run requirements of large-scale “indus- 
trialized” farm production. 

From time to time, therefore, as the 
report of this Commission is studied and 
appraised, I intend to send further rec- 
ommendations to the Congress, looking 
toward more improvements in the work- 
ing conditions and living standards of 
our migrant workers. Meanwhile, it is 
my earnest hope that the Congress will 
lose no time in acting on the recom- 
mendations outlined in this message. 

Harry S. TRUMAN, 

THE WHITE House, July 13, 1951. 


Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
it is with a degree of satisfaction that I 
have listened to the reading of the Pres- 
ident’s message announcing his approval 
of S. 984, the act under which it will be 
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possible to recruit agricultural workers 
from Mexico who can in turn be em- 
ployed in the harvesting of crops in the 
United States. As I stated at the time 
this bill was up for consideration in the 
House, the farmers in my section of the 
country, while they would much prefer 
to use local labor in the cultivation and 
harvesting of cotton, which incidentally 
is the largest cash crop in Missouri, they 
find themselves at this time sorely handi- 
capped by what is perhaps the greatest 
shortage of agricultural labor that my 
section has known. 

This condition, coupled with the fact 
that we have just experienced one of the 
most unfavorable growing seasons for 
our cotton crop, has caused many farm- 
ers to have to plow up many acres of cot- 
ton which was overrun with grass and 
drowned out by excessive rains, Never- 
theless, unless foreign labor is available 
in sufficient supply, many will find them- 
selves in the position of being unable to 
harvest this crop which is so badly 
needed. 

The cotton farmers of the Tenth Con- 
gressional District have responded in a 
magnificent manner to the appeal of the 
Secretary of Agriculture for a greatly 
expanded production, and, in the face 
of the most difficult conditions, have at- 
tempted to reach the goals set by the 
Department of Agriculture. In many 
instances, due to the shortage of labor 
and because of the great competition 


which naturally arises when labor is in 


short supply, farmers have paid this sea- 
son $8, $10, and in some instances as 
high as $15 a day for cotton chopping. 
Anyone familiar with the production of 
cotton can readily understand that in 
the face of such tremendous cost, it is 
imperative that we not only have suff- 
cient labor to harvest this crop but also 
that we have a price high enough to 
justify these costs if our farmers are to 
escape bankruptcy. 

I appreciate the action of the Presi- 
dent in approving this legislation, and 
will be glad to join with others in giv- 
ing favorable consideration to legisla- 
tion which will correct some of the situa- 
tions which have been called to our at- 
tention in the President’s message. 
While, of course, I have not had an op- 
portunity to study or to give consid- 
eration to the specific recommendations, 
I do realize that there are many condi- 
tions which warrant the early consid- 
eration of this Congress, and I sincerely 
hope that the proper committee will give 
prompt attention to the problems as 
pointed out in the President's message. 
AMENDMENTS TO DEFENSE PRODUCTION 

ACT OF 1950 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 3871) to 
amend the Defense Production Act of 
1950, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 3871, with 
Mr. Mitts in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill, 
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The CHAIRMAN. When the Com- 
mittee rose on yesterday the Committee 
was considering section 103 ending on 
line 2, page 14 of the bill. If there are 
no further amendments the Clerk will 
read. 

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Harpy: 

On page 9, strike out lines 21 through 24. 

Strike out all of page 11 and lines 1 
ina 6 on page 12 and insert the follow- 

g: 


“(c) Section 304 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is further amended by 
striking out subsection (c).” 
„„ redesignate the other sec- 

ons, 


Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, I had 
hoped that the Committee might accept 
this amendment and I think they should 
have accepted it. I hope this amend- 
ment will not provoke the controversy 
which we have had on some others be- 
fore us. 

The purpose of an amendment I have 
just offered is to eliminate from the bill 
the authority for creation by Executive 
order of new Government corporations. 
It will be recalled that as originally in- 
troduced the Defense Production Act of 
1950 contained language authorizing the 
President to create new Government 
corporations, but this power was stricken 
before final passage. 

I have gained considerable knowledge 
of the operations of Government cor- 
porations and their status in the Gov- 
ernment through my service as a mem- 
ber of your Committee on Expenditures 
in Executive Departments. You are 
aware of the fact that audit reports of 
the Comptroller General to the Congress 
are referred to our committee and, as 
chairman of the Government Operations 
Subcommittee, I have reviewed nu- 
merous of these reports on Government 
corporations submitted pursuant to the 
Government Corporation Control Act. 
From this experience I have become con- 
vinced that, although in many instances 
the corporate instrumentality is desira- 
ble, it has such broad power that each 
Government corporation should be char- 
tered by the Congress and that their 
creation should not be allowed by Exec- 
utive order. 

If I understand this bill, there would 
be no limit to the number of corpora- 
tions which could be created. More- 
over, presumably the authority for crea- 
tion of corporations could be delegated 
by the President and redelegated. I do 
not believe that the Congress should 
abandon its legislative responsibilities 
in this manner. 

It has been said frequently that Gov- 
ernment corporations are better suited 
for business-type operations than are 
the normal type executive agencies. I 
recognize that there is some merit in this 
contention, but I feel that the determina- 
tion should be made by Congress with 
respect to each activity proposed to be 
incorporated. It is not necessary for 
governmental agencies to enjoy corpo- 
rate status in order to deal effectively 
with business organizations. This has 


been demonstrated amply through the 
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fact that thousands of business transac- 
tions are handled daily by such agencies 
as the Defense Department with its 
varied and multitudinous programs. 
Other illustrations are the Atomic 
Energy Commission with its specialized 
activities, and the General Services Ad- 
ministration with such business opera- 
tions as national defense stockpiling, 
Certainly the General Services Adminis- 
tration is a splendid example of an 
agency which must utilize commercial 
practices in transactions which run into 
billions of dollars. 

Additionally, the Defense Production 
Act and other emergency legislation 
have given unusually broad authority to 
the executive agencies. So many exemp- 
tions from statutory restrictions have 
been granted that it’s hard to visualize 
any necessary latitude which a corpo- 
ration could utilize beyond that now 
available to regular agencies, except that 
which exempts corporations from the 
authority to the Comptroller General to 
disallow illegal and improper expendi- 
tures. I do not consider such exemptions 
either wise or desirable. The Congress 
has a definite stake in maintaining the 
pre aad of the Comptroller Gen- 
eral. 

If any compelling reasons exist for the 
creation of corporations in connection 
with the authority granted under the 
Defense Production Act, such corpora- 
tions should be specifically chartered by 
the Congress. Only in this way can the 
Congress have an opportunity to con- 
sider the particular needs to be met, and 
only in this way can the Congress delimit 
the corporate activities or have reason- 
able control over the funds expended. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARDY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. I understand the 
gentleman seeks by his amendment to 
strike out what appears as subsection 
(d) on page 11 of che bill, as we have it 
now before us. 

Mr. HARDY. Subsection (d) on page 
11 merely supplements subsection (b) on 
page 9. The key is subsection (b) on 
page 9. The present act—I do not have 
the exact wording before me—author- 
izes the establishment of agencies other 
than corporations, 

Mr. KEATING. I have the present 
act before me, and I do not see that in 
the present act, and I may be mistaken, 
these corporations are authorized, but 
they are authorized under section (d) of 
the bill before us. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia has expired. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
may proceed for one additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KEATING. In the bill before us 
section (d), page 11, does authorize cor- 
porations. I wondered if the effect of 
the gentleman’s amendment was to 
strike that provision out. 

Mr. HARDY. That is the effect of it. 
Subsection (a) of section 304 of the pres- 
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ent act provides authority for the estab- 
lishment of agencies other than corpo- 
rations. Subsection (b) on page 9 of the 
bill strikes out the words “other than” 
and inserts the word “including.” This 


' subsection (a) of the present act, as I 


understand, according to this bill, would 
give specific authority for the creation 
of corporations, and it is my purpose to 
delete that authority from the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia has expired. 

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
be permitted to proceed for two addi- 
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARDY. I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. BARDEN. The gentleman made 
a rather interesting statement concern- 
ing these corporations when he said that 
by the formation of those corporations it 
took them out from under the watchful 
eye of the General Accounting Office; is 
that correct? Does the gentleman mean 
that the General Accounting Office would 
not be authorized to look over the ex- 
penditures of these corporations? 

Mr. HARDY. That is partially cor- 
rect. Corporations come under the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office, to a limited ex- 
tent, under the Corporation Control Act. 
That act permits a post audit, but it does 
not permit of any disallowance because 
of any improper payment. 

Mr. BARDEN. In other words, they 
can look and see what happened. 

Mr. HARDY. After the fact, 

Mr. BARDEN. They cannot protect 
the Government while the matter is 
pending. 

Mr. HARDY. That is correct. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARDY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Under the Cor- 
poration Act which we passed a few 
years ago, which provides in substance 
that all corporations then existing must 
be liquidated or brought in under a new 
Federal charter, we will say, and which 
has been in progress, your amendment 
would preserve the meaning of that law. 

Mr. HARDY. Iam not sure of that. 
The bill as now drawn would permit the 
establishment of any number of new 
corporations without any charter from 
the Congress at all. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Then that would 
cut directly across the face of the act 
we passed years ago which brought 
about the liquidation of some corpora- 
tions, or that forced them to come in 
under a new set-up. 

Mr. HARDY. Under the bill as now 
written, any number of new corpora- 
tions could be established to accomplish 
that purpose. 

Mr, SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment, 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment just 
continues the process that has been 
going on of whittling away the provisions 
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of the bill. Corporate organizations in 
business have been generally adopted be- 
cause the businessman realizes the ad- 
vantages of incorporation. Mr. Wilson 
has asked that this provision remain in 
this act. He feels that he can better 
handle the great problems that will be 
submitted to him, because of this power, 
than he would otherwise be able to do. 

Now, these corporations are subject to 
the Corporation Control Act. They are 
subject to a business report from the 
Comptroller of all of their transactions, 
and the Congress will know just what 
they have done. The great compaint of 
the lLusinessmen is that through the 
labyrinth of agencies and the red tape 
and the regulations they have been un- 
able to have their matters handled and 
claims adjusted expeditiously. There 
has been delay. They often do not know 
with whom to take up their claims, and a 
corporation would simplify that matter, 
I venture to say that almost all of the 
smaller businessmen of the country 
would like to have a corporation here 
to which they could present their claims 
and present their problems, because they 
know by that method they would be 
more expeditiously decided than they 
would be by the agency involved. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Georgia. 

Mr. COX. Cannot the gentleman 
conceive of situations where the exist- 
ence of a corporation might be necessary 
to take care of an emergency instance, 
and that injury would result from hav- 
ing to wait upon Congress to grant a 
charter? I presume in all the States 
the State legislatures have the power to 
grant charters, but they have, and I 
think very wisely, delegated that power 
to the courts. When a businessman 
wishes to incorporate his business he 
can petition the court for a charter and 
not have to wait upon the next session 
of the legislature to do that. 

Mr. SPENCE. I thank the gentleman 
for his very pertinent statement. The 
corporations that have been created by 
this Government have been very suc- 
cessful corporations. I do not think the 
affairs could have been handled other- 
wise than by corporations. Let me tell 
you of some of them: 

The Export-Import Bank, which has 
a very splendid record, is a Government 
corporation. The Home Owners Loan 
Corporation, that saved the homes of the 
people of America, was a corporation. 
The Federal Savings and Loan Insur- 
ance Corporation was a corporation. 
Also, the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation. 

Mr. COX. The gentleman under- 
stands, I hope, that I am supporting the 
position he takes. I think it is wise to 
leave this provision in the law. 

Mr. SPENCE. I thank the gentleman, 
and I appreciate his contribution, 

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield on the point raised by 
my good friend from Georgia? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr, HARDY. Reference has been 
made to numerous corporations which. 
have functioned satisfactorily, but can 
the gentleman single out one that he has 
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mentioned which was not specifically 
chartered by Congress? 

Mr.SPENCE. Yes. The Reconstruc- 
tion Finance Corporation was created by 
Executive order. I think the Home 
Owners Loan Corporation was created 
by Executive order. I think the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation was created 
b: Executive order and originally in- 
corporated under the laws of a State. 
You know what the Commodity Credit 
Corporation has done for agriculture. 

What is the use of quibbling about 
that? If it is really essential at this 
time to use the corporate method, why 
not let the Director of Defer.se Mobiliza- 
tion have the authority to use it if he 
thinks it is a good thing in the interest 
of our country? If you cannot trust him, 
do not give him any power. If you can 
trust hin, give him the powers he needs. 
I think it would be tying his hands to 
prevent him from using the corporation 
if he wants to do so. I venture to say 
that most of the smaller businessmen of 
the country would like to see more Gov- 
ernment corporations rather than 
agencies here to which to present their 
claims and their problems, because they 
know they would receive more expedi- 
tious treatment from them than they 
would from the agencies. There would 
not be so much involvement, so much 
red tape, and so many regulations and 
delays. A corporation is a simple 
method by which business can be done, 
You should not preclude from the Direc- 
tor the power to operate with it if he 
feels it desirable. 

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word, and ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, I sup- 
port this amendment. 

I call attention to the fact that Mr. 
Lindsay Warren, the Comptroller Gen- 
eral, is firmly opposed to this authority 
vested in the President in this bill to 
create new corporations at will. Mr. 
Warren addressed to the chairman of 
the House Committee on Banking and 
Currency a letter dated May 23, 1951, 
setting forth his reasons for his opposi- 
tion. In that letter he quoted the testi- 
mony of Mr. Charles Wilson, which has 
been referred to by the chairman of the 
Banking and Currency Committee, to 
the effect that Mr. Wilson thought that 
businessmen in this country would 
rather do business with a Government 
corporation than with an agency. I 
want to quote this comment of Mr. War- 
ren on Mr. Wilson's reasoning. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MEADER. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Kentucky. 4 

Mr. SPENCE. Is the gentleman op- 
posed to the Smaller War Plants Cor- 
poration? 

Mr. MEADER. I favor the Smaller 
War Plants Administration in the form 
in which it was included in the Senate 
bill. I understand there was some con- 
sideration given to creating an adminis- 
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tration rather than a corporation. I 
understand that Mr. Warren also takes 
the position that the Smaller War Plants 
Administration is preferable to creating 
a new corporation. 

May I say to the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky that I am not persuaded simply 
because Lindsay Warren takes this posi- 
tion nor am I persuaded that everything 
that Mr. Wilson says is right. I do not 
believe it makes much sense for us to 
argue on the basis of authority. I think 
our responsibility here is to use our own 
logic, our own reasoning, our own facts, 
and come to our own conclusions and 
not be too much impressed by what one 
authority or another has said with re- 
spect to this bill. 

I want to quote from a comment of 
Mr. Warren’s, on the reasoning of Mr. 
Wilson about the corporation matter, 
He said: 

To me these reasons are not persuasive, 
Thousands of businesses deal with Govern- 
ment agencies—such as the Defense Depart- 
ment with its myriad types of programs, the 
Atomic Energy Commission, the General 
Services Administration with its national 
defense stockpiling operations—whose ac- 
tivities involve commercial practices and 
financing running into billions of dollars. I 
do not know of any proposals that those 
agencies be converted to corporate basis just 
because businesses deal with them. Also, I 
cannot agree that the corporate form of 
Government agency guarantees the maxi- 
mum degree of efficiency in the conduct of 
Government business. 


I would like to clarify one further 
matter. The Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation was not created by Execu- 
tive order, but was created and exists by 
act of Congress, namely, Public Law 
548 of the Eightieth Congress, approved 
May 25, 1948, the most recent amenda- 
tory statute. I want to call attention to 
the powers given to the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation over expenditures 
of funds, including both its corporate 
capital, and also any borrowings which 
may be made from the Treasury. 

The law is as follows: 

Except as may be otherwise provided in 
this act or in the Government Corporation 
Control Act, the Board of Directors of the 
Corporation shall determine the necessity 
for and the character and amount of its ob- 
ligations and expenditures under this act 
and the manner in which they shall be in- 
curred, allowed, paid, and accounted for, 
without regard to the provisions of any other 
laws governing the expenditure of public 
funds, and such determinations shall be final 
and conclusive upon all other offices of the 
Government. 


I doubt that the Congress realized 
what it was doing when it wrote that 
language into the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation law, because it in 
effect made that Corporation the final 
and conclusive authority over the extent 
of its own jurisdiction. I say to you that 
the corporate form in Government ac- 
tivities is used for just two purposes, first, 
to e:cape the vigilance of the General 
Accounting Office, and second, to circum- 
vent the appropriating power of the 
Congress because its corporate funds are 
used in a revolving fund and the Cor- 
poration need not come back to the 
Congress to get approval of its activities 
and its projects. 
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It is a serious thing to give the Presi- 
dent unlimited power to create corpora- 
tions at will, The Congress ought not 
lightly to grant that power to the Presi- 
dent under the guise of the argument 
that the agencies of Government or the 
administrations and departments have 
no power to do certain things. There is 
nothing that the Corporation can do 
that the agencies and administrations 
cannot do, as Mr. Warren most aptly 
pointed out. 

I hope this amendment will carry and 
that the President will not be given this 
unusual and extrordinary power which 
takes from the Congress and its agency, 
the Comptroller General, the power to 
supervise and control the activities of the 
executive branch of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MEADER. I yield. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. The language 
which the gentleman read from the Re- 
construction Finance Corporation Act 
does take that Corporation out from un- 
der the supervision and inspection of the 
General Accounting Office, does it not? 

Mı. MEADER. The General Acccunt- 
ing Office has the right to audit the Re- 
construction Finance Corporation, but it 
does not have the right to disallow any 
expenditure. All it can do is to call the 
attention of the Congress to illegal ex- 
penditures in its post-audit report. But 
the expenditures have been made, and 
3 is nothing that can be done about 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the pro forma 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of the 
amendment. As a result of the various 
corporations created between 1933 until 
the Congress enacted the Corporations 
Aet approved December 6, 1945 corpora- 
tions came into being almost like mush- 
rooms. Their procedure was so bad that 
the Congress came to the conclusion 
something had to be done about it. So 
the new Corporation Act was passed and 
the provisions of that act are such that 
the corporations which had been created 
by executive order and otherwise in 
previous years had to come in and re- 
cast their corporate structures under the 
Corporation Act. 

Section 101 of the Government Cor- 
poration Control Act defines as wholly 
owned Government corporations the 
Commodity Credit Corporation; Federal 
Intermediate Credit Banks; Production 
Credit Corporations; Regional Agricul- 
tural Credit Corporations; Farmers 
Home Corporation; Federal Crop Insur- 
ance Corporation; Federal Farm Mort- 
gage Corporation; Federal Surplus Com- 
modities Corporation; Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation; Defense “Plant 
Corporation; Defense Supplies Corpora- 
tion; Metals Reserve Company; Rubber 
Reserve Company; War Damage Cor- 
poration; Federal National Mortgage 
Association; the RFC Mortgage Com- 
pany; Disaster Loan Corporation; In- 
land Waterways Corporaticn; Warrior 
River Terminal Company; The Virgin 
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Islands Company; Federal Prison Indus- 
tries, Incorporated; United States 
Spruce Production Corporation; Insti- 
tute of Inter-American Affairs; Institute 
of Inter-American Transportation; 
Inter-American Educational Founda- 
tion, Incorporated; Inter-American 
Navigation Corporation; Prencinradio, 
Incorporated; Cargoes, Incorporated; 
Export-Import Bank of Washington; 
Petroleum Reserves Corporation; Rub- 
ber Development Corporation; U. S. 
Commercial Company; Smaller War 
Plants Corporation; Federal Public 
Housing Authority—or United States 
Housing Authority—and including pub- 
lic housing projects financed from ap- 
propriated funds and operations there- 
of; Defense Homes Corporation; Federal 
Savings and Loan Insurance Corpora- 
tion; Home Owners’ Loan Corporation; 
United States Housing Corporation; 
Panama Railroad Company; Tennessee 
Valley Authority; and Tennessee Valley 
Associated Cooperatives, Inc. 

I have in mind one particular opera- 
tion, the Virgin Islands Corporation, 
which is a great federally financed, com- 
pletely federally owned corporation, 
which operates in the Virgin Islands. It 
is the greatest economic force in those 
islands. It dominates the entire econ- 
omy of the islands. That company had 
to be recast in its whole structure, to 
bring itself under control of the appro- 
priating powers of the House and Senate, 
This was accomplished by Public Law No. 
149 of the Eighty-first Congress, ap- 
proved June 30, 1949. 

Numerous other corporations likewise 
had to do so. Unless the gentleman’s 
amendment prevails, we start out on the 
same course we followed from 1933 up 
until 1945, and in due course you will 
have to come in and recast again, be- 
cause of the difficulties and the chicanery 
and the waste and extravagance which 
will follow by reason of these new cor- 
porations which are to be created, not 
coming under proper control. There is 
no way we can defend our position to 
stand here and say that any President, 
I do not care who he is, should have the 
right to create corporate structures any 
time he pleases by Executive order, and 
let those corporations run wild, not be 
hedged in by the appropriating and su- 
pervising authorities of the House and 
Senate. If we are afraid to assume our 
responsibilities, we ought to resign and 
go home and let somebody come down 
here who will take the responsibility and 
face the issues, and let the people know 
where they stand on these moot ques- 
tions. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. JONAS. Is it true that the Ex- 
port-Import Bank and a number of other 
very important corporations are crea- 
tures of the President? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Those corpora- 
tions, which were created from 1933 down 
to the time this new act that I am talk- 
ing about was passed by the Congress, 
had to come in under the Corporation 
Act which the Congress approved so as 
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to bring these corporate children under 
proper control. They were all subject 
to running wild and doing as they 
pleased, you might say. 

Mr. JONAS. That act blanketed all 
of the corporations in that were then at 
loose ends? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. It called for the 
recasting of their charters, and the RFC 
is one of those which was recast under 
the law to which the gentleman just re- 
ferred. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the required number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to add my voice 
in support of this amendment by the 
gentleman from Virginia. It was my 
privilege to serve for 5 years on the Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in the Execu- 
tive Departments. We worked endless 
months to bring order out of the jungle 
of more than 40 Government corpora- 
tions that had developed step by step, 
just as Topsy had “growed.” I wish the 
distinguished gentleman from Missis- 
sippi, Mr. Whittington, who retired from 
the House last year, were here to add 
his word, because he probably contribu- 
ted more than any other member of 
the committee to getting the problem 
broken down into understandable seg- 
ments and then getting all Government 
corporations on a responsible and uni- 
form basis. Some of them were char- 
tered in Panama, some of them were 
chartered in Delaware and other States, 
some of them were chartered in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. Each operated al- 
most as a law unto itself. One or more 
corporations had been set up for this 
emergency and others for that emer- 
gency. They were not under the super- 
vision of the General Accounting Office. 
They all had different auditing systems. 
It was the most confused, inexcusable 
mess of bad administration that I have 
ever seen. 

The committee worked out a good 
law, and it was carefully debated and 
passed overwhelmingly by both Houses 
of the Congress. It is on the statute 
books. It is working. The mess has 
been cleaned up. It seems to me incon- 
ceivable that we would even consider 
today starting again on that reckless 
process of authorizing the administra- 
tion to set up a new corporation when- 
ever it feels like it. Even if it were 
necessary to have them and the job un- 
der consideration could not be done 
without some new corporations, I would 
still oppose this method of establishing 
them. But it cannot be said that it is 
necessary that we give the President 
this power in order to take care of, for 
example, the smaller war plants, in 
which I am just as much interested as 
anybody can be as they are in real 
trouble in my district. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 


Mr. JUDD. I yield to the gentleman 


from Kentucky. 

Mr. SPENCE. Are not these corpora- 
tions subject to the Corporation Control 
Act? 

Mr. JUDD. Yes. 
chartered, 


They have to be 
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Mr. SPENCE. They are audited and 
examined and their condition reported 
to the Congress? 

Mr. JUDD. Those that have been 
brought under the act are subject to its 
provisions. 

Mr. SPENCE. The ones created under 
this bill will be examined by the Comp- 
troller General? 

Mr. JUDD. Well, we do not know 
whether they will be or not. 

Mr. SPENCE. The bill says they will. 
It puts them under the very act that you 
praise so highly. 

Mr. JUDD. But that act requires that 
any new Government corporations must 
be created by statute, by act of Congress, 
That is the way I think it ought to be; 
that is the only thing I am insisting 
upon. If the administration has a good 
case for a new corporation let them 
bring it before the Congress and let Con- 
gress act upon it. Certainly we ought 
not to have this power in the hands of 
anybody except the Congress itself. It 
has responsibility under the Constitution 
and it ought to exercise the responsi- 
bility. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. When was that 
new law passed? 

Mr. JUDD. In 1947, I think. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. In 1947 or 1948? 

Mr. JUDD. Either 1947 or 1948, or 
perhaps earlier. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Does the gentle- 
man understand that if a new corpora- 
tion is created by Executive order and, 
for example, organized under the laws 
of Delaware, the Congress would not 
have anything to say about it? Does the 
gentleman understand that it would 
come under the law to which he has 
referred? 

Mr. JUDD. No; I do not think its 
formation would come under that law. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I do not think so 
either. 

Mr. JUDD. The law says a Govern- 
ment corporation can be created, or- 
ganized, or acquired only by act of Con- 
gress. This bill would allow the Presi- 
dent to create corporations. I believe 
if they are needed they should be set 
up according to existing law. 

I urge you to accept the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. SPENCE. A new corporation set 
up would be subject to that act; it is 
so provided in the bill. The bill states 
that it shall be subject to the Govern- 
ment Corporation Control Act; and it 
would be subject to examination by the 
Comptroller General. 

Mr. JUDD. Yes; but under that act 
Government corporations are to be 
formed only by act of Congress, and 
this authorizes the President to set up 
any kind of corporation he wants, any 
time he wants. Even though it states 
that after organization they shall come 
under that act, yet they would not be 
created according to the procedure that 
is the law under that act. 

I hope very much that the amendment 
will be adopted. 

Mr. MORANO. And there will be no 
limitation on the number of corporations 
that may be set up. 

Mr, JUDD. The gentleman is correct. 
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Mr. MORANO. When Congress sets 
them up it can put a limitation on the 
number, 

Mr. JUDD. Congress will lose con- 
trol of the whole mechanism of creat- 
ing Government corporations unless this 
amendment is adopted. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment, 

Mr. Chairman, it is too bad that so 
many times Members who take the floor 
in support of or in opposition to amend- 
ments do not take time to read the pro- 
visions of the bill to which they address 
themselves. In this bill it could not 
be made any more clear, it could not 
be made any more definite, it could not 
be made any more plain that any corpo- 
ration brought into being under this 
provision that is now sought to be 
stricken out by the gentleman from 
Virginia will die with this law. Its ex- 
istence is limited specifically by the 
language in this bill in so many words 
at lines 20 to 22 on page 11 to the 
life of the Defense Production Act. In 
addition it says in so many words on 
page 11 beginning with line 24, that 
any corporation organized under this 
act shall be subject to the Government 
Corporation Control Act to the same 
extent as wholly owned Government 
corporations listed in section 101 of the 
said act. Yet that is the language 
which is now sought to be stricken out. 
I hope the amendment will be defeated, 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
for a vote on the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Virginia. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. SPENCE) there 
were—ayes 92, noes 39. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr, DONOVAN: 
Page 12, after line 6, insert the following 
new subsection: 

“(e) Title III of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 

“Sec. 305. The President shall create an 
independent agency, to be known as the 
Federal Minerals Administration, to admin- 
ister his functions under this title with re- 
spect to minerals and metals (including coal 
and oil), The Federal Minerals Administra- 
tion shall be headed by a Federal Minerals 
Administrator, who shall exercise the func- 
tions delegated to him under this section 
to insure the effective and expeditious ex- 
pansion and maintenance of the domestic 
production of minerals and metals (including 
coal and oil), and the acquisition of sup- 
plies of such raw materials from domestic 
and foreign sources. The Federal Mineral 
Administrator shall, to the maximum pos- 
Sible extent, accomplish the expansion and 
Maintenance of the domestic production of 
minerals and metals (including coal and 
oil), through private enterprise, and may, 
to the extent he deems necessary, utilize the 
information and facilities of other Govern- 


ment agencies concerned with minerals and 
metals’.” 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I re- 


serve a point of order against the 
amendment. 

Mr, DONOVAN. Mr. Chairman, I can- 
not say that the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs of the House has 
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proposed this amendment, but without 
going too far out on a limb, having polled 
most of its members, I can say with some 
degree of confidence and without fear 
of contradiction that most of the mem- 
bers of that committee are in favor of 
this amendment. 

I can go a little further and say that 
the subcommittee on mining, regardless 
of the political complexion of its mem- 
bers, is in favor of this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment to 
title III of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 would create a Federal min- 
erals administration as an independent 
agency of the Government, with author- 
ity to exercise all powers provided by 
the Defense Production Act to insure 
the effective and expeditious expansion 
and maintenance of the domestic pro- 
duction of minerals and metals, includ- 
ing coal and oil, and the acquisition of 
supplies of such raw materials from 
domestic and foreign sources. 

Its ultimate and paramount objec- 
tive is a nation with adequate supplies 
of raw materials, minerals, metals, coal 
and oil in time of war. It envisages 
this country independent to Red China 
for tungsten and with adequate supplies 
of manganese and tin, copper, zinc, and 
iron. 

Its immediate purpose is to clear the 
jangle of more than two score agencies 
that are supposed to be working for the 
same end but instead are choking each 
other and driving American business 
mad. 

We have ODM, BB, NSC, NSRB, CEA, 
DPA, DI, USBM, DEPA, JCS, MB, RDB, 
NPA, OIT, NSA, GSA, EPS, RFC, ECA, 
EXIMB, CCC, DTA, AEC, IMC, with six 
heads and shapes, together with all the 
regular departments of Government. 

Make no mistake about it they all have 
authority. They are all in the game. 
Many of them are jealous of each other. 
They talk a multitude of tongues and 
where have they led us? 

Well, the Stockpile Act was passed in 
1846 as a 65-year plan. Today the 
minimum stockpiles are one-third com- 
plete and if anyone can deny that, I 
should be happy. 

The Foreign Assistance Act of 1948 
and the bilateral agreements implement- 
ing the Mutual Defense Assistance Act 
of 1949 specified that the United States 
would receive strategic and critical ma- 
terials in return for our billions in aid, 
Where is the tungsten, manganese, tin, 
molybdenum, chrome, nickel, cobalt? 
You know what we got back? We got 
less than 1 percent in return and that 
was in rubber, sisal, and industrial 
diamonds. 

This amendment intends that the 
United States shall have functioning 
domestic mining industries necessary for 
stockpiling. It will provide more domes- 
tic copper, chrome, tungsten, aluminum, 
and the actual acquisition, not the fanci- 
ful anticipation, of vital raw materials 
from abroad. We help agriculture with 
a parity formula. We bank roll our 
shipping, unabashed. We stimulate our 
air traffic with taxpayers’ money. We 
subsidize part of the world to the tune 
of billions, calling it economic aid, with- 
out reckoning the inflationary effect of 
any of these on our own price and wage 
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structure, while we argue ourselves into 
exhaustion over puny and so far inef- 
fective measures of domestic, as dis- 
tinguished from world price controls, 

But in the presence of grave dangers 
we permit bureaus and bureaucrats and 
place seekers to mushroom though we 
gag at the very suggestion of stimulat- 
ing our own mining and raw-metal 
potential by subsidizing or favorable 
pricing. 

We do not even have a sensible raw 
materials administrative set-up. If the 
House, in its good judgment, will adopt 
this amendment, we will have at least 
a ceatralized and responsible authority. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
be permitted to proceed for three addi- 
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONOVAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California, 

Mr. JOHNSON. I happen to be on the 
subcommittee dealing with the stock- 
piling program. I do not see where the 
gentleman’s set-up would be any more 
effective than the one we have now. 
Will the gentleman point that out? 
Some of the minerals we are trying to 
acquire are strategic in character, and 
without disclosing what the condition of 
the stockpiling is, they must be obtained 
from abroad, from remote places. 

Mr.. DONOVAN. I appreciate that, 
but there are 40 different agencies that 
stick their noses and fingers into that 
problem, and you only attain one-third 
of the goal that was set by this House 
away back in 1946. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONOVAN. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Georgia. 

Mr. LANHAM. I just want to support 
what the gentleman said about the con- 
fusion now existing in the program for 
stockpiling minerals, It is absolutely 
hopeless, and those in my State who are 
mining scarce minerals do not know 
where to go to dispose of those minerals. 
There is absolutely no program, and it 
is all bogged down in the 40 agencies the 
gentleman speaks of. It occurs to me 
that this might be just one more such 
agency, unless you eliminate some of the 
agencies that are already dabbling in 
this program. 

Mr. REGAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONOVAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. REGAN, At that point, I would 
like you to listen to this. I have an 
amendment to the pending amendment 
which I would like to be heard on and 
explain at this time in connection with 
the explanation of the gentleman from 
New York of the amendment he has 
proposed. My amendment provides, to 
be inserted at the proper place, that this 
Federal Mineral Administration shall 
have exclusive power and jurisdiction 
to handle this mineral program, 
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Now, I am a member of the subcom- 
mittee on Mines and Mining. We passed 
this Defense Act last September which 
provided for the authority of the Presi- 
dent of the United States to set up an 
organization to encourage the explora- 
tion and development of mines and min- 
ing and the metals in which we were in 
short supply and in which the stockpil- 
ing had not functioned. We found that 
in April of this year no program had 
been outlined, although the President 
immediately did set up through the De- 
partment of the Interior the authority 
to proceed with the exploration, develop- 
ment, and encouragement of these mines, 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
ENncGLE], who comes from a mining area, 
had been very much interested in the 
tungsten-procurement program as well 
as the program for other minerals. 
Finding that there had been no pro- 
gram up until the middle of April of this 
year, we started holding hearings. We 
found there were more than 40 different 
agencies having jurisdiction over this 
mining proposition. We therefore feel 
that by having one bureau, one head of 
this entire program, we would really get 
some action without going to about 40 
different departments to find out who is 
carrying the ball and what is going on. 

Mr. DONOVAN. I merely want to say 
that I think the amendment of the gen- 
tleman from Texas is very appropriate 
and right to the point. I would be glad 
to accept his amendment as a substitute 
for my amendment. 

Mr, SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I with- 
draw my reservation of a point of order, 
and rise in opposition to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an amendment 
that the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency has never had an opportunity to 
consider. We have uo original jurisdic- 
tion of the subject of this amendment. 
It seems to me we are going to have 
a very peculiar pattern of legislation if 
we continue to adopt amendments which 
have not been referred to the proper 
committees, without having the oppor- 
tunity to have their advice and report. 

I am frank to say I do not know what 
this amendment would do. The gen- 
tleman complains about the great mul- 
tiplicity of agencies and the chaos and 
confusion that results. He says there 
are 40 agencies. If this amendment goes 
through, there will be 41 agencies, and 
probably the chaos and confusion will 
be a little increased. I think it would 
be entirely shortsighted to adopt this 
amendment without having the advice 
of those who have to administer these 
things so as to know the effect of this 
amendment. 

It is merely a matter of first impres- 
sion to the Congress, I know that few 
of you know anything about what this 
amendment will do. I do not know what 
it will do, but I do say. that it is a dan- 
gerous thing to introduce amendments 
having a far-reaching effect upon a bill 
which has for its purpose the mobiliza- 
tion of our resources for defense. I hope 
you will not adopt this amendment. If 
we keep on whittling away the little pow- 
ers that are now granted under this bill 
it will be totally ineffective for the pur- 
poses for which it was introduced. It 
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is only an emergency measure, It con- 
tinues for only a year. If you feel that 
your public officials are unworthy of 
trust, then indeed the Government is 
in a perilous condition. I hope you will 
not adopt this emendment. 

I know that men who have interests 
always grab at something they think will 
help their people, but certainly you will 
not blindly adopt an amendment such 
as this, of a far-reaching character, 
which the committee has had no oppor- 
tunity to consider. I ask that it be de- 
feated. 

Mr. REGAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. REGAN to the 
amendment offered by Mr. Donovan: In 
line 6 of section 305 of the amendment, 
insert the words “have exclusive power and 
jurisdiction to.” 


Mr. REGAN. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment has bien pretty well ex- 
plained. There is nothing unusual about 
it. Last year in our Defense Act we set 
up a program authorizing the President 
to proceed to werk out a plan to explore 
and develop these strategic minerals 
which we thought we might be able to 
find in the United States. He set up 
the machinery. But there has been so 
much machinery set up that the wheels 
within the wheels are not meshing prop- 
erly. About the middle of last April we 
began to get the various departments 
together to find out why we were not 
getting some programs on manganese, 
magnesium, aluminum, tungsten, mica, 
cobalt, and the various minerals that 
exist in the country, but the source of 
which have not as yet been developed. 

When we asked Dr. Boyd, who was 
formerly Director of the Bureau of 
Mines, and who has been now appointed 
as Administrator of the Defense Min- 
erals Administration, he said, yes, they 
were working on a program, but they 
had gone to this fellow and they had 
been held up there. Then we got that 
fellow down from that other department 
and he said, yes, we approved of that 
within a few exceptions, and we sent 
them to another fellow. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REGAN. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I am afraid 
the gentleman’s amendment would take 
away from the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion the authority that they have to deal 
with their own minerals. 

Mr. REGAN. This has no bearing on 
the Atomic Energy Commission. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. The gentle- 
man’s amendment is probably sound, but 
it should be offered as an amendment 
to the basic law where it might accom- 
plish the purpose the gentleman has in 
mind, and where it would do some good. 
The bill which we are presently consid- 
ering expires in 12 months, and I do not 
see how the gentleman’s amendment 
would help very much by putting it in 
the bill when it is going to expire in 12 
months. 

Mr. REGAN. That is just what we 
want. We want to get some action in 
30 days. 

Mr. SPENCE. Did the gentleman or 
any of those interested in this matter 
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come before our committee and ask to 
be heard when we were holding these 
long hearings? 

Mr. REGAN. At the time you were 
holding these long hearings the Com- 
mittee on Mines and-Mining was having 
equally long hearings with the various 
departments to see why they could not 
get a workable program going to explore 
and develop some of these minerals. 

Mr. SPENCE. The door was open to 
you, and you did not come. 

Mr. REGAN. We talked to the vari- 
ous departments here in the committee, 
and the gentleman from California [Mr. 
ENGLE] I think will speak on the entire 
bill. But this amendment that I have 
offered to the pending amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from New York 
Mr. Donovan] says that instead of set- 
ting up another bureau and another de- 
partment above the present department, 
this Federal Defense Administration, 
that he proposes will have the exclusive 
jurisdiction over the development of the 
minerals of this country which are in 
short supply. 

I believe it will accelerate the program 
and accomplish something and really get 
some good results instead of a lot of 
conversation from the various depart- 
ments. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge that the amend- 
ment be adopted. 

Mr. SPENCE. The Atomic Energy 
Commission buys radium and other 
metals which are absolutely essential 
for the prosecution of their work. 
Could they purchase these minerals 
under your amendment? 

Mr. REGAN. They would be given 
some real help in developing these min- 
erals in this country, and it would not 
interfere with their authority in that 
respect. 

Mr. SPENCE. As I see the gentle- 
man’s amendment it would take away 
that authority. 

Mr, REGAN. It would help them in- 
stead of interfering with their activities, 
It would aid them very materially. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. WOOD of Idaho. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike out the last word, 

Mr, Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. I am rather peculiarly in- 
terested in this amendment. My State 
happens to be a mining State, it also 
happens that my State has several of 
the very scarce strategic minerals which 
this administration needs very much at 
the present time. There is antimony, 
tungsten, titanium, and cobalt. At the 
Blackbird mine—it has another name, 
but it has been brought into production 
recently—they are producing an enor- 
mous amount of cobalt. Over in the Sal- 
mon country, a few miles from the Mon- 
tana line, is another mine ꝓhich is pro- 
ducing quite a little tungsten. Down in 
the central part of the State, a little to 
the south of Cascade, they are producing 
monazite. I think it is the only place 
in the United States where it is found 
in any great quantity. They are all 
rare and strategic materials. They are 
all in my district. They have appealed 
to me several times as their Representa- 
tive, to get roads completed and re- 
paired, and things done for them, which 
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could only be done by the folks here in 
Washington. I have found, every time 
the question has come up, just exactly 
what the gentlemen who have just 
spoken have referred to, a tremendous 
amount of delays, contradiction, bully- 
ragging around from this department 
and this man to that man, until really 
sometimes it makes a Representative 
feel that he wants to quit in disgust. 

I think these two amendments should 
be supported. I am sure they will meet 
with the approbation of my constituents, 
and I shall vote for them. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Idaho [Mr. Woop] has 
expired. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to the amendment. 

If the Committee on the Interior and 
Insular Afairs is so much interested in 
legislation of this type, I think they 
should report out a bill after conducting 
hearings, go before the Rules Committee, 
and then present the matter to the House 
ina manner which a subject of so much 
importance deserves. To spring an 
amendment of such overwhelming im- 
portance in Committee of the Whole, 
without anybody being aware that it was 
even being considered, seems to me to 
be going too far. 

As I understand the amendment, it 
would be giving this new agency com- 
plet> control over the production of oil. 
It could make any kind of an order it 
wanted to with respect to production, 
distribution, and sale of oil. It would 
have control over the production, sale, 
and distribution of coal and of iron ore, 
or any one of a hundred or so other 
materials which we mine in this country 
and which we are trying to bring in, to 
some degree, from other countries. In 
effect, this new agency would have much 
more power than some of the depart- 
ments. 

If you brought a proposition in here to 
create a new depariment, you would set 
forth what its duties and obligations 
were, what it had control over, and you 
would set forth its authority and its pur- 
poses and you would define its jurisdic- 
tion. 

Here we are faced with an amendment 
of great importance, without any hear- 
ings being held. It does not provide for 
the abolishment of the Bureau of Mines. 
It does not provide for the abolishment 
of all of these agencies that are supposed 
to be doing their jobs in coordinating 
the efforts to obtain all these minerals, 

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr, EBERHARTER. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. DONOVAN. Does the gentleman 
realize that this amendment is directed 
only at the powers given to the President 
under title UI of the Defense Production 
Act, and in no other act? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. You would set 
up an agency; by the wording of the 
amendment, you would set up an agency 
that would have complete control over 
the production of oil, metal, and non- 
metal minerals. 

Mr. DONOVAN. But only as to those 
that are stated here as covered by the 
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final terms of the Defense Production 


Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
I decline to yield further. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think the 
Committee ought to give any serious 
consideration to this amendment. 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, ther2 is nothing very 
vicious about this amendment as has 
been stated. All this amendment re- 
quires the Defense Mobilizer to do is to 
get his eggs in one basket instead of 
having all mining programs running all 
over creation downtown in the depart- 
ments. What this amendment says is 
for him to appoint one man who has the 
authority and the responsibility tu carry 
out the functions of this act as they 
relate to those particular subjects. 

Our subcommittee has been inquiring 
into this matter over a pericd of months. 
We have held hearings over a period of 
several months on the Defense Produc- 
tion Act relating to the production of 
these critical and strategic minerals and 
metais. The plain fact is that we sim- 
ply are not getting anywhere. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ENGLE. First let me proceed to 
make my statement and then I will yield. 

This amendment has merit because it 
is based upon the proposition that the 
act, as is presently being administered, 
does not work. It is not working, and 
it is not working for reasons that con- 
gressional committees have told the Ad- 
ministrator time and time again. 

This is nothing but a procedural mat- 
ter. It just tells the Administrator to 
put the power urd responsibility in one 
place; that is all it says. It does not 
broaden the powers of the Administra- 
tor; it is a functional matter, a pro- 
cedural matter. Our objection is that 
they are so fouled up with their agency 
down there that we cannot get anywhere. 
Over a period of 10 months under this 
act they have only made one loan, if 
you please, and they have only issued 
five procurement contracts, I could lit- 
erally haul off in a wheelbarrow all of 
the minerals and metals which have 
been produced under the administration 
of this act. 

The trouble is very clear; the commit- 
tees have said what is the matter. Let 
me read to you the report made by the 
Senate Subcommittee on Preparedness 
of the Senate Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. They made it very plain in their 
report, as you will see from the follow- 
ing statement: 

Today, the United States and the free 
world stand on the verge of tungsten star- 
vation. Production can be increased; more 
efficient methcds can be found; nonessen- 
tial uses can be slashed ruthlessly. But the 
fact remains that no foreseeable eventuality 
will provide all that is needed by the Euro- 

democracies and the Americas to meet 
their essential civilian and military require- 
ments. 


Tf you think this has not been consid- 
ered by congressional committees you 
are mistaken. It has been considered 
wti our subcommittee and by that dis- 
tinguished committee over in the Sen- 
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ate. Let me read this to you, and I am 
quoting: 

This committee is of the opinion that so 
long as the responsibility for imports of 
tungsten and other strategic materials is 
not centralized in a single Government 
agency, there can be no certainty that im- 
ported supplies available to the United 
States will be adequate. Relance on mar- 
ket fluctuations, subject as they are to 
speculative manipulation to assure needed 
imports, is a weak reed for our preparedness 
program. More use should be made of our 
Government’s international bargaining pow- 
er, e. g., one of our strongest assets, the 
power to make deans abroad has remained 
unused. * * 

Almost ovciak we have been cut off 
from our major sources of this metal which 
is so essential in peace and so vital in war. 


This Senate Committee on Prepared- 
ness has said precisely the same thing 
that our Subcommittee on Mines and 
Mining said after a period of long 
study, and that is that what we need 
is a centralization of authority. It is 
true that that could be done administra- 
tively; the Administrator could do it if 
he wanted to; he has the power now 
under the act to do it, but he has not 
done it. All we are saying in this 
amendment is that we are telling him in 
the only way we can legislatively, that 
he ought to get busy and do it.. Now, 
that is all it amounts to. There is no 
enlargement of power, there is no crea- 
tion of any great agency. It simply tells 
him to get his eggs allin one basket. We 
have filed report after report. The press 
has complained. I have here an article 
from the Journal of Commerce, New 
York, dated July 11, 1951, saying that 
Wilson calls aids on key metals lag. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired? 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man may proceed for five additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, this 
article states: 

The chief bottlenecks, he said, are the 
Munitions Board, which can't figure out the 
country’s military and stockpiling require- 
ments; the Secretary of Interior’s office, 
which wrangles over the nature of proposed 
expansion programs; and the General Serv- 
ices Administration which he said now is 
sitting on some 60 metal- purchase contracts. 

At the same time, the source declared, 
many staffers who comprise the Govern- 
ment’s principal metals planning group—the 
Defense Materials Administration—are ready 
to quit Federal service because they cannot 
make any progress with their projects. In 
addition, congressional figures are becoming 
aroused over the failure to achieve concrete 
results. 


The failure to achieve concrete results 
is not because we are lacking in author- 
ity. This committee last year gave the 
administration authority to carry out 
this law and to procure these critical 
and strategic minerals and metals, but 
it has not been done because it is balled 
up in red tape. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. ENGLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from California, 

Mr. JOHNSON. I have been looking 
over the quarterly reports every quarter 
on this stockpiling program. We know 
what we require but, as the gentleman 
Says, this man explains there are ob- 
stacles in his way, somebody else says 
the same thing, Now, is it the gentle- 
man’s opinion—he has heard the hear- 
ings—that this will expedite the obtain- 
ing of critical materials at home and 
abroad? 

Mr. ENGLE. It is my opinion it will 
do it because all we are doing is telling 
the Administrator of this act as a pro- 
cedural matter to put the authority and 
the responsibility in one place. We are 
not enlarging anybody’s authority. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I agree with the gen- 
tleman, it is all a matter of procedure. 
There is an available stock if we can 
get our fingers on it and give somebody 
authority to go and organize it. 

Mr. ENGLE. It should not be neces- 
sary for us to legislate procedures in the 
executive branch of the Government, we 
should not have to do that, but when we 
cannot do it any other way this is the 
only way to do it. So we have come to 
the floor of the House today with an 
amendment asking the commitiee to di- 
rect the Administrator to do it this way. 

Mr, SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr, ENGLE. I yield to the gentleman 

from Kentucky. 
Mr. SPENCE. The gentleman from 
California is a member of the Commit- 
tee on Mines and Mining. The Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency had no 
original jurisdiction. Why did not the 
gentleman’s committee report such a 
bill if it is such a meritorious one? 

Mr. ENGLE. Because we have no ju- 
risdiction over the Defense Production 
Act of 1950. The gentleman knows that. 
We cannot report a bill amending the 
Defense Production Act of 1950. That is 
not within our jurisdiction. We cannot 
report a bill amending the Stockpiling 
Act because the Stockpiling Act is under 
the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Armed Services. All we can do is to 
make studies. ; 

Mr. SPENCE. There was no opposi- 
tion to your reporting a bill and having 
it considered by the House, but the gen- 
tleman has never done so. 

Mr. ENGLE. I may say to the gentle- 
man there is no way we can amend the 
Defense Production Act of 1950. That 
amendment would have to go before the 
committee in which the act originated, 
to wit, the committee of the distin- 
guished gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ENGLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. DONOVAN. What is long term 
about a defense production act that by 
its very terms goes on for only 1 year? 

Mr. ENGLE. Well, there is nothing 
very long term about it, and the fact 
is that the money to carry out this pro- 
gram is in the Defense Production Act, 
and all we want them to do is get some 
use out of it. 
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Mr. BARING. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ENGLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Nevada. 

Mr. BARING. I would like to call to 
the attention of the gentleman that Dr. 
Morgan of DMA said if this bill is enact- 
ed it will eliminate a lot of trouble you 
have down there. 

Mr. ENGLE. Dr. Morgan, Director of 
the Minerals Branch of DPA who has 
compiained bitterly about the ramifica- 
tions in the DPA supports this amend- 
ment. This amendment does not change 
the law; it merely tells the executive 
agencies to get their authority and their 
responsibility in one place. It is a sensi- 
ble thing to do, and I hope the committee 
will adopt the amendment. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ENGLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. GOLDEN. I would like to inquire 
of the gentleman or the author of this 
amendment as to whether or not under 
the amendment the Administrator would 
have the right to import foreign oils into 
the United States. 

Mr. ENGLE. This amendment does 
not give any additional authority. If he 
has authority now, it will continue to 
exist. If he does not have it now, this 
amendment will not give it tohim. This 
amendment is only procedural in nature. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Does it not say it gives 
him jurisdiction to acquire these ma- 
terials, namely, coal and oil, either from 
domestic producers or foreign producers? 

Mr. ENGLE. That is correct, but it 
only gives it to him to the extent that 
he has it under the act. It does not en- 
large his authority at all. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, when the Committee 
on Mines and Mining had before it the 
various representatives of the agencies 
that have charge of the producing of 
strategic minerals, each one, in turn, 
blamed the lack of procuring any domes- 
tic minerals upon the fact that he was 
doing his job, but that some other agency 
or arm of the Government was failing 
to do its job. All this amendment will 
do will be to place in one man the re- 
sponsibility for seeing to it that our stra- 
tegic minerals in which we are in criti- 
cal short supply in some instances, are 
actually produced. I think this com- 
mittee should be interested in knowing 
that in the report of the investigation of 
the preparedness program, which was 
submitted by the Preparedness Subcom- 
mittee of the Committee on the Armed 
Services of the Senate on July 5, there 
appeared something which will show just 
how the various agencies refused or 
failed to cooperate. Two agencies, the 
Munitions Board and the Department of 
the Army, both had their headquarters 
in the Pentagon. Each was a child of the 
parent organization, the Nation’s De- 
fense Establishment. Each had an im- 
portant defense responsibility involving a 
very vital mineral, tungsten. Each hada 
clear obligation to work with the otħer 
toward the production of tungsten for 
our national security. 
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Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SAYLOR. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California, 

Mr. JOHNSON. I understand that 
they are trying to use ECA money to get 
minerals in various parts of the world. 
Now, this would not in any way impede 
that effort, would it? 

Mr. SAYLOR. This would not im- 
pede that effort. What this would do 
would be to help get underway a pro- 
gram in the United States so that we 
would have a domestic-minerals pro- 
gram, and in the event of all-out war we 
would not be dependent upon imports. 
In the fields where we have no domestic- 
mineral supply this will allow for foreign 
importations, 

Mr. VELDE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SAYLOR. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. VELDE. I would be glad to sup- 
port this amendment but I am wonder- 
ing will this increase Federal bureauc- 
racy in any way or require the addition 
of more personnel to administer the of- 
fice set up, and if so, how much? 

Mr. SAYLOR. I do not feel that this 
will increase in any way Federal bu- 
reaucracy. This will only attempt to 
have all of the authority placed under 
one man. Any one of the agencies that 
are presently handling it, if given the 
authority requested in this amendment, 
would be able to handle it with the staff 
they now have. 

Mr. DEWART. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SAYLOR. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Montana. 

Mr. D'EWART. If my memory serves 
me right, the last hearing of our Com- 
mittee on Mines and Mining brought out 
that there were some 1,600 applications 
pending before the Defense Minerals 
Administration. 

Mr. SAYLOR. That is correct. 

Mr. DEWART. Of that 1,600, 12 had 
been acted on in a year. I think that 
indicates the need for different procedure 
if we are going to develop and have avail- 
able these critical and strategic metals 
tliat we must have if we are to prose- 
cute this war effort. 

Mr. SAYLOR. I thank the gentle- 
man. I think that is correct. 

With regard to the tungsten program, 
neither agency, the Department of the 
Army nor the Munitions Board, con- 
ferred with each other, so that now since 
war has broken out and the principal 
source of tungsten, China, has been cut 
off, we find ourselves woefully short 
of tungsten. We have large deposits of 
manganese and other critical minerals 
in this country, but there has been ab- 
solutely no effort on behalf of any of 
the present agencies to develop any of 
these domestic ores. The only thing 
they are relying upon for the production 
of manganese is a program for recover- 
ing it from ‘slag, which, while a good 
source, is still in the experimental stage. 

If one agency will be given the au- 
thority to handle these critical minerals 
then the miners of this country, instead 
of being given the run-around, as they 
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are now in the various agencies, will have 
one place to go to get their answers and 
our Nation will be in a much better posi- 
tion insofar as national defense is 
concerned. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, regardless of the merits 
of the proposal of the gentleman from 
New York, I fear we are going into 
something hastily here without suffi- 
cient information on which we can act 
intelligently and in behalf of the de- 
fense of our country. I fear that giving 
original and exclusive jurisdiction to 
this Administrator is going to interfere 
with some of the vital programs that are 
now underway. 

One of them I want to call to your at- 
tention arose back in 1944, when the 
German submarines were sinking our 
oil tankers and the chances were that 
we would be cut off from a supply of for- 
eign oil. ‘This Congress then author- 
ized a study of liquid fuels and set up at 
our State university at Morgantown an 
experimental pilot plant for studying 
the possible development of the gasifi- 
cation and hydrogenation of coal. 
Those experiments have been carried 
on. They have carried them out. Some 
years ago they erected in the State of 
Missouri at a little town called Louisi- 
ana a demonstration plant. I wonder if 
my colleagues know that they are pro- 
ducing high-octane gasoline from coal 
in that plant in Missouri that has been 
tested by both the Army and the Navy 
and found entirely satisfactory. It can 
be produced almost as cheaply as the 
natural product. 

The question is, Will this take away 
from the Federal Bureau of Mines, who 
are carrying them on, these very tech- 
nical experiments, and hand them over 
to an administrator who does not know 
anything about the technical proce- 
dures, for a year or two, and interrupt 
the program, and then turn them back 
to the Bureau of Mines again later. 

I would like to be for what they are 
trying to do, but may I say to the pro- 
ponents of this measure that I even 
went so far as to support legislation in 
the Eightieth Congress to develop the 
minerals of this country, particularly in 
the West, even to the point of voting for 
a Federal subsidy to do it. Iam in sym- 
pathy with what you are trying to do, 
but I am fearful you are going to injure 
one of our vital programs. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BAILEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kentucky. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Does it not appear to 
the gentleman that this language is 
clear, that it strips these agencies and 
places exclusive jurisdiction in this new 

1 

. BAILEY. I am more interested 
in ‘the question the gentleman asked an- 
other gentleman a minute ago, whether 
it would not authorize the importation 
and stockpiling of foreign oils. I am 
sure it will do that. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Is it not also true that 
this House amended the Reciprocal 
Trade Act so as to protect certain do- 
mestic producers of oil and coal? 
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Mr. BAILEY. Yes; and I take pride 
in claiming some little credit for that, 
too. 


Mr. GOLDEN. Yes; I remember the 
gentleman offered one of the amend- 
ments that was adopted by the House. 
If we clothe this new Administrator not 
only with exclusive jurisdiction over this 
subject but give him the power to go 
into foreign markets and acquire coal 
or oil or any other substance that he 
may think is necessary, does not that 
in effect set aside the limitations and 
protections in the reciprocal trade 
agreements? 

Mr. BAILEY. It does, sir. At the 
present time 1,200,000 barrels of oil are 
coming in daily and this would only clear 
the way for several more million barrels 
to come in. 

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BAILEY. I yield. 

Mr. DONOVAN. Does not the gentle- 
man understand that under the Defense 
Production Act the President and these 
various agencies—not 1, but 40 of them— 
have precisely the power concerning 
which the gentleman on the other side 
just displayed so much apprehension and 
anxiety? Does not the gentleman un- 
derstand that? 

Mr. BAILEY. Will the gentleman ex- 
plain to me, and assure the Members 
of the House that this exclusive jurisdic- 
tion given to this Administrator would 
not operate to authorize him to go over 
to the Bureau of Mines and take over 
that program? You know full well that 
it would result in that. 

Mr. DONOVAN. Anybody who can 
read the English language knows that 
this new Administrator, if the agency is 
created by the Congress, would absolute- 
ly not have any power that the Pres- 
ident of the United States does not al- 
ready have under title III of the act. 
It does not decrease the power and it 
does not increase the power. It merely 
clears the jungle of 40 or 50 different 
agencies that are stumbling over one 
another, and fighting with one another 
and doing nothing. 

Mr. BAILEY. Am I to imply that the 
gentleman refers to the Bureau of Mines 
as a jungle? I think it is one of the best 
and most efficient bureaus in the Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. DONOVAN. I agree with the 
gentleman on that, but the other 40 
bureaus are doing the best they can to 
choke the life out of it, and are succeed- 
ing very admirably in doing so. 

Mr. BAILEY. Until I can get some 
more information, I plead with my col- 
leagues to vote against this amendment. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this 
amendment. I find myself in complete 
agreement with the distinguished chair- 
man of the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. Spence]. Not long ago this 
afternoon the House went on record ex- 
pressing its disapproval of any attempt 
to confer upon any President the right 
to set up new or more corporations. It 
so happens that the timing of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
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from New York [Mr. Donovan] is rather 
unfortunate, because it immediately fol- 
lowed the action of the House in refus- 
ing to grant power and authority which 
I have mentioned to the President. 

This amendment would set up a new 
agency. No hearings have been held cn 
the matter. There may be merit to the 
amendment, and also to the substitute 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. REGAN], but it seems to me that un- 
til the whole subject has been properly 
explored by the proper committee of 
the House, that the House should not 
act to authorize the setting up of a new 
agency within the Government, especial- 
ly after it has refused almost the same 
authority to the President of the United 
States to set up new corporations. 

When a new agency is set up, it in- 
volves a great deal. A place must be 
found to house that agency. Personnel 
must be provided. It is an added ex- 
pense on the part of the Government, 
and the whole maze of the Federal Gov- 
ernment increases, so far as the number 
of agencies is concerned, which it has 
already been testified here amount to 40 
or 50 different agencies. I think the 
wise course to pursue is for this sub- 
ject to be assigned to the committee of 
the House having jurisdiction over it. 
Let that committee study it and then 
if it deems proper, to report a bill to 
the House for action. That is my posi- 
tion, and therefore I am opposed to the 
amendment. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONDERO. I yield. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Does the gentleman 
think that in these times it would be of 
any advantage whatsoever to set up a 
one-man administrator who knows 
nothing about the affairs of the Bureau 
of Mines, and knows nothing about the 
War Petroleum Organization in the De- 
partment of the Interior and to take the 
jurisdiction of these matters away from 
the Department of Interior which, down 
through the years, has administered 
these laws and has administered them 
very well indeed? 

Mr. DONDERO, I think the gentle- 
man is entirely right. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I believe that this 
should stay within the department that 
now has jurisdiction over it. 

Mr. DONDERO. There has not been 
any great showing here that proper ad- 
ministration of the minerals question 
has not been given by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. No, there has not 
been any such question raised at all. 

Mr. D’EWART. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Montana. 

Mr. DEWART. The Defense Min- 
erals Administrator is Dr. Boyd, who 
was, before that, Director of the Bureau 
of Mines, one and the same gentleman. 
Second, this amendment does not set up 
a corporation. It sets up an adminis- 
tration. 

Mr. DONDERO. Oh yes. I said it 
sets up an additional agency. 

Mr. D’EWART. We were protesting 
about setting up a corporation a little 
while ago; not an administration. 
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Mr. DONDERO. Thatistrue. How- 
ever, they are almost first cousins, 
Whether it is a corporation or an agency, 
it still becomes a part of the Govern- 
ment which already has a maze of bu- 
reaus, boards, commissions, and agencies 
functioning in the different departments. 

I hope the amendment will be de- 
feated. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 


Mr. DONDERO. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Under this 


amendment who will make the appoint- 
ment? Would it be the President? 

Mr. DONOVAN. The President. 

Mr. McCORMACK, Will there be 
confirmation by the Senate? ‘There are 
many things here that are involved. 

Mr. DONDERO, Well, I was directing 
my attention to the purpose of the 
amendment rather than who would set 
it up. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I think the gen- 
tleman’s argument is very convincing, 
but I was wondering how the appoint- 
ments are going to be made. We have 
operations now. Here they seek to es- 
tablish a new agency. Certainly the 
Hoover Commission report has rather 
frowned on that procedure. Whether 
senatorial confirmation is necessary is 
not provided, and there are many things 
involved. I think the argument made by 
the gentleman from Michigan IMr. 
Donvero] is very compelling. This is a 
matter which should be the subject of 
consideration by the appropriate com- 
mittee, and then a bill should be brought 
before the House where it could be con- 
sidered on its merits. 

Mr. DONDERO, It is a subject which 
should be very carefully considered. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Chairman, I arise in 
opposition to the amendment. I took the 
time to read the amendment now on the 
Clerk’s desk and I feel confident that if 
the membership would do the same it 
would not seriously consider it at this 
time. No matter what its intent or pur- 
pose, its broad language makes it ex- 
tremely dangerous to the economic sta- 
bility of the various industries which 
would be caught in its mesh. 

The amendment directs the President 
to create an independent agency with an 
administrator not to be confirmed by the 
Senate. As I interpret his powers under 
the proposed amendment, he would be a 
virtual dictator over the natural re- 
sources of this country. He would have 
the power to seriously affect domestic 
industries by letting down the bars on 
foreign exports. 

As the distinguished majority leader 
has so ably called to the attention of the 
House, the amendment does not call for 
Senate confirmation of the Administra- 
tor, making it possible, for instance, for 
such a man as Leland Olds, who was 
rejected by the Senate for a place on the 
Federal Power Commission, to be given 
unprecedented powers over our natural 
resources, 

Under the present Defense Production 
Act, the great oil and gas and coal in- 
dustries are supplying an abundance of 
resources to the country. No shortages 
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have developed so far asI know. It may 
be quite possible that it is necessary to 
subsidize the mining industry of the 
western United States in order that they 
may produce badly needed strategic 
metals. Surely it is not necessary to 
achieve this, however, by nationalizing 
all of the industries involved in the pro- 
duction of natural resources. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LYLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma, 

Mr. ALBERT. Does the gentleman 
feel that oil and coal should be tied in to 
the same provision which includes scarce 
materials? 

Mr. LYLE. Of course not. That is 
what I was getting at. If we do need to 
subsidize the mining industry in the 
West, let the House and Senate agree, 
and that will be fine. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LYLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Would this not take 
out of the Interior Department the work 
of the Land Office, which makes the 
leases for minerals? 

Mr. LYLE. As I read the amend- 
ment, it could, and would, take from all 
of the agencies—the PAD, Mines, Inte- 
rior—all of those functions which deal 
with coal and oil and minerals. You 
would have a super-duper agency. If 
you are going to have one, I would like to 
be head of it, because it would give one 
great control over the resources of this 
Nation. As the gentleman from Mich- 
igan said, you ought to be careful with 
this sort of thing. No matter what the 
intentions are, the possibilities are un- 
thinkable under this amendment. I sin- 
cerely hope the House will reject it until 
it can fully understand its effect. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LYLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. I think the gentleman 
in referring to the amendment referred 
to the original amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. DONO- 
van] and overlooked the fact that the 
amendment offered to it rests exclusive 
jurisdiction over all these matters in 
this new Administrator. 

Mr. LYLE. I did not call attention to 
that because one of my distinguished 
colleagues from Texas offered it, and I 
was hoping that with the defeat of this 
one we would not have to deal with the 
other. 

Mr. REGAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LYLE. I yield. 

Mr. REGAN. Ido not believe it would 
be objectionable to the proponents to 
strike coal and oil from this amendment. 
What we are trying to do is to get some- 
body to do something. 

Mr. LYLE. Is not this an indirect way 
of getting the House to pass a bill we 
refused to pass? 

Mr. REGAN. There is no shortage of 
coal and oil, but there is of certain 
strategic minerals. 

Mr, LYLE. What does the gentleman 
want to have, a plentiful supply of min- 
erals or gas and oii? 
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Mr. REGAN. We want to follow 
through the program passed in the De- 
fense Act of 1950 as we understand. 

Mr. LYLE. What did that provide? 

Mr. REGAN. It provided that the 
President should set up an administra- 
tion to encourage and assist in the ex- 
ploration and development of strategic 
metals in which we are in short supply. 

Mr. LYLE. How would he do that? 

Mr. REGAN. He appointed the Sec- 
retary of the Interior who in turn set up 
the Defense Minerals Administration, 
then on up and down the line we have 10 
different organizations with the conse- 
quence that there has been no program 
worked out and we cculd get no results. 

Mr. LYLE. Why do you not take coal 
and oil out of it? 

Mr. REGAN. Iam willing to take coal 
and oil out of it. We want less con- 
fusion; we want something done besides 
appointing Bill Splivens or some other 
individual who cannot set up a program, 
ae LYLE. Who might Bill Splivens 

Mr. REGAN. The President did not 
appoint Bill Splivens last year. 

Mr. LYLE. I do not know Bill. But 
if what you want to do is to get greater 
production of minerals and metals make 
it read that way and we will all support 
it, but do not do it this way. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment pro- 
poses drastic changes in our present sys- 
tem of dealing with natural resources. 
It is a rather racical proposal and one 
that should have full consideration of the 
legislative committee concerned. It is a 
dangerous manner of legislating and the 
amendment should be defeated. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

Mr. REAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield that I may ask that the 
amendment be modified by striking out 
coal and oil? 

Mr. BUDGE. I yield for that purpose. 

Mr. REGAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New York 
be amended by striking out oil and coal. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, I will ask the 
gentleman from Texas if he will include 
in his request the words “natural gas”? 

Mr. REGAN. Indeed. It was not in 
the bill; natural gas is not mentioned; 
even so, we would not be striking out 
natural gas. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, reserv- 
ing the right to object, what was the 
request? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas asks unanimous consent that 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York {Mr. Donovan] be 
amended by striking out the words in- 
cluding coal and gas.” 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ob- 
ject. 

The CHAIRMAN. The 
from Idaho is recognized. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
hopeful that the amendment can still be 
adopted. I am sure it was not the in- 
tention of the gentleman from New York 
or the gentleman from Texas to include 
oil and coal in this amendment. 

The purpose which we are seeking to 
accomplish here is to place the Defense_ 
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Production Act with regard to strategic 
minerals on exactly the same basis as 
it was handled during World War II. 
We sat in the Mines and Mining Com- 
mittee for weeks listening to the worst 
maze of conflicting testimony and pass- 
ing the buck I think it was possible to 
hear. 

I doubt if the members of this com- 
mittee realize just what is involved in 
the pending amendment. As I said, for 
days and weeks we listened in commit- 
tee to the representative of one Federal 
bureau after another. 

The following list was submitted by 
Dr. John D. Morgan, Jr., Director, Ma- 
terials Review Division, Defense Produc- 
tion Administration, now charged with 
securing the strategic minerals that this 
Nation needs in order to fight the war 
and which are not being produced at the 
present time. It is a list of the agencies 
that Dr. Morgan said he had to deal with 
in order to clear any kind of a minerals 
program: 

AGENCIES OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT THAT 
Have A SIGNIFICANT INTEREST IN STRATEGIC 
AND CRITICAL METALS AND MINERALS 
The President—Executive Office of the 

President: 

The White House Office: Advises the 
President on legislation, organization, and 
other problems. Office of the Special 
Assistant to the President: Advises on foreign 
development programs. 

Office of Defense Mobilization (ODM): 1 
Establishes general mobilization policies, in- 
cluding policies for the expansion of indus- 
try 


Bureau of the Budget (BB): Reviews 
budget requests for defense production pro- 
grams, stockpiling, and functions of the 
agencies concerned with metals and min- 
erals. Secures coordinated views of the ex- 
ecutive branch regarding legislation. Estab- 
lishes necessary organizational patterns. 

National Security Council (NSC): Advises 
as to the imminence of war and reviews 
broad security programs, including stock- 
piling. 

Central Intelligence Agency (CIA): Pro- 
vides information on foreign sources of 
metals and minerals. 

National Security Resources Board 
(NSRB): Advises the President concerning 
the coordination of mobilization, including 
reserves of strategic and critical materials. 


Council of Economic Advisers (CEA): Ad- 
vises on broad economic policies. 
Materials Policy Commission: Recom- 


mends long-range national mineral policies, 
ense Production Administration 
(DPA): Establishes broad expansion pro- 
grams, and secures the necessary funds there- 
for under the Defense Production Act. 
Department of the Interior: Responsible 
with the Munitions Board for stockpiling 
under Public Law 520, Seventy-ninth Con- 


gress. 
National Minerals Advisory Council: Ad- 
vises on mineral policies. 


Indicates temporary agencies imple- 
menting the Defense Production Act of 1950. 

(NoTe.—Mineral expansion programs and 
contracts under the defense production pro- 
gram do not have to be cleared with all of the 
agencies listed, since many of these agencies 
are concerned with only certain specific as- 
pects of minerals policies and programs.) 

(Submitted pursuant to the request of 
May 11, 1951, by the Subcommittee on Mines 
and Mining, Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs, House of Representatives, to 
Dr. John D. Morgan, Jr., Director, Materials 
Review Division, Defense Production Ad- 
ministration.) 
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Defense Minerals Administration (DMA): ! 
Prepares and recommends both foreign and 
domestic mineral programs necessary to the 
defense-production effort. Negotiates min- 
eral-development contracts. Assists the 
mineral industry in obtaining necessary 
machinery, supplies, and personnel. Con- 
trols distribution of ores. 

United States Bureau of Mines (USBM): 
Maintains industry statistics. Does exten- 
sive research and development in the field 
of mining and metallurgy. Administers mine 
safety laws. 

United States Geological Survey (USGS): 
Does geologic work of all types. 

Defense Electric Power Administration 
(DEPA) » 1 Assists in providing electric power. 

Department of Defense: 

Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS): Advises as 
to accessibility in time of emergency to for- 
eign sources of strategic and critical mate- 
rials. 

Munitions Board (MB): Establishes stock- 
pile programs under Public Law 520, Sev- 
enty-ninth Congress. Also determines mili- 
tary requirements for strategic and critical 
materials. 

Research and Development Board (RDB): 
Reduces requirements for strategic mate- 
rials in very short supply through conser- 
vation, substitution, or redesign. 

Department of the Army: Aids in the de- 
termination of stockpile programs under 
Public Law 520, Seventy-ninth Congress, and 
determines military requirements for strate- 
gic and critical materials, 

Department of the Navy: As above. 

Department of the Air Force: As above, 

Department of Commerce: 

Business Advisory Council: Advises on 
broad business policies, 

National Production Authority (NPA): 
Allocates strategic and critical materials to 
meet the needs of defense programs and 
the national economy. 

Bureau of the Census: Collects industry 
statistics including import-export data. 

Office of International Trade (OIT): Ex. 
ercises export control powers. 

Maritime Administration, National Ship- 
ping Authority (NSA): 1 Provides shipping 
for strategic and critical materials. 

General Services Administration (GSA): 
Purchases materials for Government use or 
resale, 

Emergency Procurement Service (EPS): ! 
Purchases, inspects, and stores strategic and 
critical materials for the national stockpile, 
and purchases other materials. 

Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
(RFC): Purchases and resells tin, operates 
the Government tin smelter, and makes 
loans to stimulate industrial production. 

Department of State: Advises concerning 
metals and minerals development programs 
in foreign countries. Assists in establish- 
ing United States stockpile programs. 

Economic Cooperation Administration 
(ECA): Expands metals and minerals pro- 
duction in participating nations and their 
territories. 

ee orn Bank of Washington (Ex- 

Provides necessary financing to 
— mineral development programs in 
foreign countries. 

Tariff Commission: Evaluates the effects 
of tariffs on the mineral industry. 

Economic Stabilization Agency (ESA): 1 
Establishes general price and wage stabiliza- 
tion policies. 

Office of Price Stabilization (OPS): 1 
Establishes price ceilings for metals and 
minerals. 

Department of Labor, Defense Manpower 
Administration: 1 Assists in obtaining the 
necessary labor force. 

Treasury Department: Establishes and im- 
plements tax programs affecting mineral 


properties. 

t of Justice: Enforces antitrust 
laws involving segments of the mineral in- 
dustry. 


JULY 13 


Department of Ag-iculture: Assists in 
establishing United States stockpile pro- 
grams. 5 

Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC): 
Exchange when possible surplus agricultural 
commodities for strategic and critical metals 
and minerals, 

Defense Transport Administration: 1 As- 
sists in providing transportation for metals 
and minerals. 

National Academy of Sciences, Metallurgi- 
cal Advisory Board: Advises on technical 
problems in the metallurgical field. 

Atomic Energy Commission (AEC): Con- 
trols and procures fissionable and source 
materials. 

National Science Foundation: Now being 
organized. 

General Accounting Office: Reviews and 
audits all Government contracts, 


Mason UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT COMMIT- 
TEES CONCERNED WITH METALS AND MIN- 
ERALS 


ODM Foreign Supplies and Requirements 
Committee: Representatives of State, 
Treasury, Defense, Interior, Agriculture, 
Commerce, Labor, ECA, DPA, GSA, ESA, Ex- 
port-Import Bank, and the Special Assistant 
to the President. 

DPA Vital Materials Coordinating Com- 
mittee: Representatives of State, MB, Agri- 
culture, GSA, NPA, DMA, ESA, ECA, EPS, 
RFC, AEC, Office of Special Assistant to the 
President, NSRB. 

DPA Resources Expansion Committee: 
Representatives of Agriculture, AEC, NPA, 
MB, GSA, Secretary of Interior, DEPA, DMA, 
DSPA, PAD, DTA. 

DPA Requirements Committee: (In stage 
of formation; functional areas to be covered 
include civilian requirements, construction 
requirements, economic stabilization, food 
and agriculture, foreign requirements, in- 
dustrial manpower, industrial production, 
military requirements, mines and mining, 
petroleum and natural gas, public utilities, 
and transportation.) 

MB Interdepartmental Stockpile Commit- 
tee: Representatives of State, GSA, Interior, 
Commerce, Agriculture, ECA, MB, NSRB, 
AEC, RDB, Budget, Office of Special Assist- 
ant to the President, Army, Navy, Air Force, 
and ODM. 

Senate committees: Appropriations; 
Armed Services, Stockpile Subcommittee, 
Preparedness Subcommittee; Interior and In- 
sular Affairs. 

House committees: Appropriations; 
Armed Services, Stockpile Subcommittee; 
Interior and Insular Affairs, Subcommittee 
on Mines and Mining; Judiciary, Subcom- 
mittee on the Study of Monopoly Power. 

Joint committees: Joint Committee on 
Defense Production; Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. 

MAJOR INTERNATIONAL GROUPS CONCERNED 
WITH METALS AND MINERALS 

International Materials Conference (IMC) : 
The purpose of these committees is to con- 
sider and recommend to governments the 
specific action which should be taken, in the 
case of each commodity, in order to expand 
production, increase availability, conserve 
supplies, and assure the most effective dis- 
tribution and utilization of supplies among 
consuming countries. 

Central Group (IMC): Representatives of 
United States (Chairman, E. T. Gibson, Act- 
ing Administrator, DPA), Australia, Brazil, 
Canada, France, India, Italy, United King- 
dom, Organization of American States, and 
Organization for European Economic Coop- 
eration. 

Copper-Zinc-Lead Committee (IMC): Rep- 
resentatives of United States, Australia, Bel- 
gium, Canada, Chile, France, Ge-mazy, Italy, 
Mexico, Norway, Peru, United itingdom., 
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Manganese - Nickel - Cobalt Committee 
(IMC): Representatives of United States, 
South Africa, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Cuba, 
France, Germany, India, Norway, and United 
Kingdom. 

Sulphur Committee (IMC): Representa- 
tives of United States, Belgium, Australia, 
Brazil, Canada, France, Italy, New Zealand, 
Switzerland, South Africa, and United King- 
dom. 


Tungsten-Molybdenum Committee (IMC): ` 


Representatives of United States, Australia, 
Bolivia, France, Germany, Portugal, Spain, 
Sweden, United Kingdom, Brazil, and Chile. 

North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO): Development of combined plans 
including those affecting metals and min- 
erals to implement the North Atlantic 
Treaty. 

Organization of American States (OAS). 

Organization for European Economic Co- 
operation (OEEC). 


Mr. Chairman, that is red tape in such 
volume that anybody anywhere can un- 
derstand something has to be cut out 
here or else this program can never work, 
It is red tape that has got to be cut out, 
and this applies all the way through the 
Government, and in particular here or 
else this program can never be imple- 


- mented. 


Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUDGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Does not 
the gentleman think the same thing he 
is trying to accomplish by this amend- 
ment could be accomplished if the au- 
thority were given to the Defense Min- 
erals Administration, an agency which 
is already created and in existence, in- 
stead of creating a new and separate 
agency? Could not exactly the same 
things that are sought to be accom- 
plished, namely centralized authority or 
responsibility for this program, be car- 
ried out if you struck out the establish- 
ment of the new agency and inserted in 
its place the Defense Minerals Adminis- 
tration, which is already functioning in 
this field that is prevented from func- 
tioning effectively because of the things 
that have been mentioned today? 

Mr. BUDGE. I would be very happy 
to have the authority set up in the 
present Defense Minerals Administra- 
tion. I was hoping that the amendment 
would take that form. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUDGE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Is it not a fact that 
during the recent war the Minerals Re- 
serve took care of the whole of the min- 
erals-procurement program? 

Mr. BUDGE. Yes. 

Mr. JOHNSON. The list the gentle- 
man read is the same as the testimony 
I have heard in the subcommittee of 
which I am a member concerning strate- 
gic metals, the terribly cumbersome way 
we have of trying to get these strategic 
minerals. The situation is so bad that it 
is frustrating the men who are trying to 
administer that program. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Idaho has expired. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Chairman, I should 
like again to emphasize the list I have 
just inserted in the RECORD. 

Let us just look to that list. Mr. 
Chairman, I do feel that this is an in- 
stance that points out just exactly what 
is wrong with our defense effort. We 
have too many people working on too 
many things from too many directions. 
Let us centralize part of this thing and 
cut out the red tape. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUDGE. Iyield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GAVIN. I cannot understand 
why the gentleman advocates another 
agency when we have more complicated 
agencies now that certainly will not re- 
linguish their authority. Your proposal 
would put another one in the field, into 
an already overburdened bureaucracy. 

Mr. BUDGE. This amendment would 
put all of the authority in one adminis- 
trator, that is all we seek to do, so that 
we do not have to go to 40 places. Let 
us just go to one. 

Mr.GAVIN. And add more confusion 
to already overconfusion. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close at 2:45. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

Mr. ENGLE. I object, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all. debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close at 3 o’clock. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

Mr. GREEN. I object, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this opportunity 
to congratulate the gentleman from 
New York on presenting his amend- 
ment. I think it is one of the most im- 
portant matters we have had discussed 
on the floor for some time. 

I am not a member of the Stockpiling 
Subcommittee of the Committee on 
Armed Services but I have attended 
many of their hearings, and I have taken 
a special interest in the development of 
the domestic minerals of this country. 

With the passage of the stockpiling 
Act we attempted in this country to ac- 
cumulate strategic materials. Every 
Members of Congress has an individual 
responsibility because just the passage 
of a Stockpiling Act does not mean 
that we accumulate the strategic mate- 
rials that are necesary to carry on a war 
for any number of years. It has been 
amazing to me, in attending some of 
the hearings of the subcommitee on 
stockpiling, to find that there is so much 
confusion with the great number of 
agencies that have to be called in that 
there is not one agency with the indi- 
vidual responsibility of giving answers 
to the Members of Congress on the rea- 
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sons that our stockpiling has not reached 
the point that it should have up to this 
time. 

Just to take one simple mineral, you 
cannot make a pound of steel without 
Manganese. Every bit of manganese 
that is used in this country is brought 
in from foreign countries. During the 
last war we had 110 mines in opera- 
tion, and at the end of the war and at 
the present time I think we have three. 
The subcommittee of the Committee 
on Armed Services has been attempting 
to get these agencies to do something 
to develop the domestic manganese 
mines of this country, with absolutely 
no progress at all. We cannot get any- 
one to tell us who has the responsibility 
in order to get these mines developed. 
When you take into consideration today 
the fact that almost any time we could 
be in an all-out war, and the possibility 
of cutting off the shipment to this coun- 
try of supplies of these strategic mate- 
rials, it is a very serious matter. 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. ENGLE. The gentleman is mak- 
ing a very fine statement about the im- 
portance of manganese, and he has put 
his finger on the difficulty in getting a 
Manganese program. We have not been 
able to find out who is responsible for 
it. All this amendment does is to say, 
Tell us where the responsibility is and 
put the authority there. That is all 
it does. 

Mr. GREEN. We have people in this 
country, businessmen, who do not want 
any money from the Government. They 
want to develop these domestic manga- 
nese mines. They want to do it with 
their own money, but they cannot do it 
on a short-term basis. They have to 
get a contract with the Government on 
a long-term basis or they cannot go in- 
to business. 

It is my humble opinion that the rea- 
son we cannot develop our domestic 
manganese mines is because the big 
steel companies want to keep up the 
world price of manganese, but that is 
not as important to me as having a 
stockpile of manganese for the possibili- 
ty of a 5-year war, so in case we have 
an all-out war and our supplies are cut 
off we will have enough manganese in 
this country to make the steel and to 
make the armaments to carry on a suc- 
cessful war. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN, I yield to the gentle- 
man from Georgia. 

Mr. LANHAM. The gentleman is 
making a splendid statement. Only this 
week miners from my own State have 
written me about the manganese ore 
that exists in Georgia. They, like all 
the other miners, cannot find any mar- 
ket for it at all. They have the money. 
They do not want to borrow money to 
carry on the mining operations. All 
they want is a market. With the dozen 
or more agencies in Washington muddy- 
ing the situation they do not know where 
to go. Frankly, after I got this letter 
I did not know where to turn, and have 
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not found out yet. I believe this amend- 
ment will remedy the situation, and I 
want the gentleman to know that Iam 
heartily in favor of it. 

Mr. GREEN. I thank the gentleman. 

We have heard something on the floor 
today about manganese in the West in 
the slag. We have manganese in the 
East. We have manganese from Penn- 
sylvania all the way down to Tennessee 
and Arkansas, all through the Appa- 
lachian region. The Bureau of Mines is- 
sued reports years ago about it. The 
only difficulty with our domestic man- 
ganese is that it is not a high enough 
percentage, it has to be beneficiated, so 
the Government would have to build 
beneficiating plants. All you have to do 
is take the manganese out of the ground, 
and it can be processed very cheaply, but 
it has to be beneficiated to be brought 
up to the required percentage to be used 
for the development of the steel. 

I do not know whether or not this is 
a good amendment, but I am glad the 
gentleman from New York brought it to 
the attention of the House. It is some- 
thing that has to be done. It is some- 
thing that is the responsibility of every 
individual Member. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HARRIS. As I understand there 
is now pending an amendment to the 
amendment, and until the amendment 
to the amendment is disposed of, an- 
other amendment may not be offered? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. Recan] to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Donovan]. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amendment 
to the amendment be read again by the 
Clerk. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Recan to the 
amendment offered by Mr. Donovan: Amend 
the Donovan amendment by inserting the 
words “and exclusive power and jurisdic- 


tion to”, after the word “shall” in line 6 
in section 305 of the amendment. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment to the amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

Mr, HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr, 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word, j 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, one of my leaders just told 
me we do not want any new agency. 
That I have known for 15 years. But I 
would like to find some place where in 
- this administration I could go for help 
and so enable the people of my district 
to carry on their businesses. The elec- 
tions are coming up next year and I have 
a primary opponent, and, of course, I 
have to do something for the people, and 
they are many, who are hindered by the 
foolish rules and directions which come 
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down on them from Washington. I am 
very happy to do something for them on 
every occasion when I can. That is one 
of the most agreeable of my many jobs. 
But now I am stuck. 

I had a telephone call this morning. 
Some folks of mine are going to be forced 
to close their factory and lay off several 
hundred men on the 24th of this month 
unless they can get zine. They have the 
money to buy the zine, all right enough. 
They know where they can get it. It is 
up in Canada and the Canadians want to 
sell it to them. They have heretofore 
been supplied by these Canadians. They 
have agreed on the price. It is a pretty 
fair price. They may be asking a little 
too much, but our folks can pay for it and 
can do business and make a little money 
and pay pretty good wages and maybe 
pay some taxes into the Treasury once in 
a while so that Congressmen and Sena- 
tors and the President and all of the rest 
of us, who are not real producers, can get 
our money. Now, I think you should all 
be in favor of an old reliable corpora- 
tion which pays good wages, gives em- 
ployment, makes a useful product, pays 
its taxes should be permitted to stay 
in business. But here is the difficulty, 
We do not know to which of these agen- 
cies downtown we should go for permis- 
sion to buy the zine. I said to my in- 
dustrial friend: “Who is making you 
trouble?” He said, “I do not know.” 
He said, “I just cannot find out who has 
thrown the red light against us. But,” 
he said, “one thing is sure. Instead of 
finding help in Washington first you 
have to go up to Canada, and our sup- 
plier there cannot sell and ship until 
Canada and Washington get together. 
The Canadian fellows tell me that they 
cannot sell to me—I was talking with 
them not more than half an hour ago— 
they cannot sell to me until their Gov- 
ernment takes it up with our Govern- 
ment.” He said, “What did I send you 
down to Washington for? Lou are not 
doing me any good at all. I want zinc.” 
He forgets that I have no pull with Ache- 
son or any 5-percenter, 

Now, I have to do something some way, 
and I do not know where to go. I do not 
know to which agency my appeal should 
be made. All I know is he wants zinc so 
he can keep his men working, do busi- 
ness, Make money, and pay his taxes. 
One of the girls in the office has been 
working on it since I received the phone 
call. She will keep right at it, if she 
can find anybody down there today and 
tomorrow if anyone is working in the 
departments—there will not be anybody 
there tomorrow or on Sunday, I forgot 
about that, but she will start in again 
early on Monday morning and so will I. 
I think it is the State Department that 
has thrown the road block that we have 
to deal with to get this zinc. But I do 
not know; maybe I can learn. Now, is 
that not a silly, absurd situation? De- 
fense production? Sure, we need the 
zinc. They know where they can get it. 
They have the money to buy it. But the 
fellow in Canada who wants to sell it to 
us cannot seil nor ship until somebody 
down here in Washington—nobody 
knows who—gives the green light; but 
England is getting zinc and we provide 
the dollars to pay for it. Is that not an 
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absurd situation? And if this factory 
and a thousand others cannot get raw 
material, give employment, do business, 
make money, and pay taxes how can we 
give England the dollars to keep her 
going. Acheson and Canada might give 
a thought to that. 

My colleagues want to be careful be- 
cause you may be in the same situation 
yourself some time, and you may lose an 
election just because you do not get on 
the ball and get something as simple as 
that through when your people want it, 
must have it, if they are to continue to 
do business. But of vital importance to 
all of us is the fact that if we do not curb 
the bureaucrats, make them quit stran- 
gling civilian activities, we will have 
nothing for ourselves and, to the sorrow 
of the internationalists, nothing to give 
others. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield. 

Mr. KEATING. As I understand it, 
although I may be mistaken, the prob- 
lem which the gentleman has would 
largely be solved by the splendid amend- 
ment and constructive suggestion 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I do not 
know about that, but I know what Iam 
going to do if the gentleman will just let 
me interrupt him. I am going to appeal 
to the CIO and to all of these organized 
workers down there and tell them about 
it, and ask them to get busy with Mr. 
Truman whom they elected, and if we 
get this zinc they will have employment. 
The gentleman from New York and all 
the rest of us who sometimes go along 
with them are entitled to their help 
when we are on a proposition which will 
give them employment. That is what I 
intend to do about it. 

Mr. KEATING. The amendment of 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Davis] which creates a clearinghouse 
for channeling inquiries and requests is 
a constructive suggestion and very help- 
ful to the gentleman. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. He is a 
very efficient Member of this body. Then 
I will go to him—who did you say it 
was? 

Mr. KEATING. The gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Davis] has offered an 
amendment which seems to me to go far 
toward meeting the gentleman’s prob- 
lem. I hope it is retained in this bill. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Our 
colleague the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. Davis]? 

Mr. KEATING. Yes. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, Oh, he 
would have solved this simple problem 
long ago if he had any authority in the 
matter. He is one of the hard-working 
result-producing Members of the House. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. GOLDEN: Strike 
out the words “coal and oil” each time it 
appears in the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Donovan]. 


Mr. GOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, there 
are several reasons why this amendment 
should be adopted. First, the original 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Donovan] is deal- 
ing with scarce minerals and materials, 
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Both coal and oil are in abundant supply 
here in America. 

Furthermore, you are initiating a new 
program that might disturb two of the 
basic industries of this country. 

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOLDEN. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. DONOVAN. I agree with the 
gentleman from Kentucky, and am will- 
ing to accept his amendment. 

Mr. GOLDEN. I am certainly happy 
to have your support of the amendment. 

Now, there are certain programs going 
on through the Bureau of Mines insofar 
as coal is concerned. So far they have 
developed the process of making syn- 
thetic gasoline and fuel oil out of coal, 
until sometime last month they took 
quite a quantity of Kentucky coal and 
processed it through this new plant that 
was mentioned by the gentleman from 
West Virginia. That coal produced 3.7 
barrels of high-grade oil for each ton 
of coal. There is great possibility, if 
this program is not disturbed, to create 
a giant industry in America. It is now 
in the hands of experts in the Bureau 
of Mines. If this basic industry is not 
eliminated from the present amendment, 
you will put an administrator over it 
with exclusive jurisdiction, an adminis- 
trator who knows nothing about it at all. 

Now, you have some problems of dupli- 
cating bureaus. All of us want to 
streamline this Government, and it is 
necessary for us to reduce not only the 
number of bureaus but the number of 
Federal employees. That can be reached 
when you take these two basic industries 
out of this amendment. If you have 
problems in the West of scarce materials, 
you can go ahead and consider that on 
the merits, without coal and oil, after 
they have been deleted from the amend- 
ment. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor 
of the amendment to take coal and oil 
out of the present amendment pending 
before the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired, 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Kentucky 
to the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Donovan]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I renew 
my unanimous-consent request. We 
have been debating this bill now for 5 
days and we are on page 8. There are 
84 pages in the bill. If we make the 
same progress, it will take us all summer, 

I move that all debate on the pending 
amendment and all amendments thereto 
conclude at 3 o’clock. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If the motion 
is agreed to, I presume the Chair will 
divide the time among those who desire 
to be recognized? 

_ The CHAIRMAN. It will be the in- 
tention of the Chair to divide the time 
among the Members who are on their 
feet at the time the motion is adopted, 
if it is adopted. 

XCVII—514 
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Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, it has 
been suggested that I amend the motion, 

I move that all debate on this amend- 
ment and all amendments thereto close 
at 3:10. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

The question was taken and the motion 
was agreed to. , 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Dempsey: By 
adding after “Sec. 305. The President shall 
create an independent agency,” the words 
“within the Department of the Interior.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New Mexico is recognized. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. The purpose of this 
amendment is to avoid setting up any 
additional agency. We have been trying 
to eliminate additional agencies for a 
long time. I can recall a couple of years 
ago when the Hoover Commission was 
set up at the request of the ex-President. 
I worked on that Commission with him. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I suggest to 
the gentleman that if he is desirous of 
avoiding the establishment of an inde- 
pendent agency he should strike out the 
word “independent” which would leave 
the new agency within the Department 
of the Interior. Otherwise the word “in- 
dependent” would take away prac- 
tically all authority from the Secretary 
of the Interior, and do the very thing 
5 85 gentleman stated he did not want 

o. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I accept the gentle- 
man’s suggestion. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to modify the amendment by strik- 
ing out the word “independent.” 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Mexico? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. For more than a 
year the Hoover Commission worked 
diligently and I think made a very splen- 
did report. In the report it is provided 
that these minerals would come within 
the Department of the Interior. They 
refer to the Department of the Interior 
several times as the Department of Con- 
servation. If you set up an independ- 
ent agency you will take a part of what 
is in the Department of the Interior out; 
you will take out minerals which have 
been there in the Bureau of Mines for 
a long period of time. I hope this 
amendment is adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. If no other Mem- 
bers desire to speak on this amendment 
the Chair will put the question. 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, I desire 
to use my minute at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California is recognized. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Mc- 
MULLEN yielded his time to Mr. ENGLE.) 

Mr.ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, I desire to 
support the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New Mexico. The 
amendment as it now reads authorizes 
the centralization of the power and re- 
sponsibility for the handling of the pro- 
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gram for the procurement of these criti- 
cal and strategic minerals and metals, 
Coal and oil have been eliminated. So 
the amendment now pertains only and 
specifically to those critical and stra- 
tegic minerals and metals which have 
been the subject of a program under the 
Defense Production Act. 

The only purpose of offering this 
amendment to begin with was to try to 
wade through the clutter of confusion 
and single out the responsibility and the 
authority for the management and the 
handling of this program. Thereafter 
the suggested program goes over to the 
Defense Production Administration that 
does review. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ENGLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. As I under- 
stand the amendment to the amend- 
ment, it will not create an entirely new, 
independent or separate agency of the 
Government, of which we already have 
too many; instead it would be a division 
or agency within the Department of the 
Interior that would have designated to it 
this particular task? Had the original 
amendment not been amended so that it 
would not have violated the recom- 
mendations of the Hoover Commission 
creating new agencies I would have had 
to oppose the amendment. I think I can 
support the amendment as amended. 

Mr. ENGLE. I think that is what it 
does. It would put all of the eggs in one 
basket as a procedural matter. It will 
say that the authority and responsibility 
shall be in one place and in one agency 
rather than scattered over three or four 
as it is at the present time. 

I started to say that these programs, 
are initiated in the Defense Minerals Ad- 
ministration, then they go to the Defense 
Production Administration and if they 
get them into gear they go to GSA for 
the purpose of writing the contracts. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It still leaves a 
line of command down through the de- 
partments as established by the Hoover 
Commission, but does not create an in- 
dependent agency that can do anything 
without regard to anybody else? 

3 ENGLE., That is my understand- 

g. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ENGLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GAVIN. When the gentleman 
brought in the amendment why did he 
not definitely and specifically refer to 
the particular minerals he was inter- 
ested in working out a program for 
rather than to try to bring in coal and 
oil? That is why we are suspicious of 
the whole set-up. When you say “min- 
erals” the department may decide that 
“minerals” may include coal and oil. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time allotted 
me be given to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection, 
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Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ENGLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. DONOVAN. For the benefit of 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania I 
should like to clarify some of his appre- 
hension by asking this question: Is it not 
true that the Navy in various parts of 
the world has occasion to buy and store 
oil outside the continental limits of the 
United States for Navy purposes? 

Mr. ENGLE. Well, I assume that is 
true. I may say that as far as I am con- 
cerned I do not care whether they have 
coal and oil in there or not. When the 
coal and oil people wanted it out, it was 
stricken out. It is out. I am interested 
in tungsten, chrome, and other critical 
and strategic materials. We now have 
the amendment limited to that. 

Mr. GAVIN. I think it should be spe- 
cifically written in, then we will under- 
stand it definitely and clearly and there 
will not be any misinterpretation when 
it gets over to bureaucracy. 

Mr. ENGLE. Coal and oil are out, so 
the gentleman does not have to worry. 
The trouble with strategic materials and 
minerals is that they change from day 
to day. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ENGLE, I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I think the point 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania is 
making is that although coal and oil 
have been taken out, the amendment 
does not say “not including coal and oil” 
among the minerals that are under the 
jurisdiction of this new agency and that 
is what I think should be amended. 

Mr. GAVIN. The gentleman says 
“strategic minerals.” Coal and oil are 
strategic minerals. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
been informed that the recent amend- 
ment I offered striking “coal and oil” 
should also have included the word “in- 
cluding.” I ask unanimous consent 
that the word “including” be stricken 
out of the amendment as agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, as the 
amendment will read now, it will delete 
this one phrase “including coal and oil” 
wherever it appears? 

Mr. GOLDEN. That is right. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
further reserving the right to object, you 
are attempting to exempt coal and oil. 

Mr. GOLDEN. That is right. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. But other min- 
erals are included. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Yes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. So, should it 
not read “not including coal and oil”? 

The CHAIRMAN. Permit the Chair to 
make a statement. The gentleman 
from Kentucky offered an amendment 
striking the words “coal and oil.” Now 
the gentleman suggests that the word 
“including” should also be stricken. So, 
for the benefit of the committee the 
Clerk will rereport the amendment 
with the modification suggested by the 
gentleman from Kentucky. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. DONOVAN: Page 
12, after line 6, insert the following new 
subsection: 

“(e) Title III of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 

“ ‘Sec, 305. The President shall create an 
independent agency, to be known as the 
Federal Minerals Administration, to admin- 
ister his functions under this title with re- 
spect to minerals and metals. The Federal 
Minerals Administration shall be headed by 
a Federal Minerals Administrator, who shall 
exercise the functions delegated to him un- 
der this section to insure the effective and 
expeditious expansion and maintenance of 
the domestic production of minerals and 
metals, and the acquisition of supplies of 
such raw materials from domestic and for- 
eign sources. The Federal Mineral Admin- 
istrator shall, to the maximum possible ex- 
tent, accomplish the expansion and mainte- 
nance of the domestic production of min- 
erals and metals, through private enterprise, 
and may, to the extent he deems necessary, 
utilize the information and facilities of 
other Government agencies concerned with 
minerals and metals’.” 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
further reserving the right to object, as 
the amendment was read, did that in- 
clude the Dempsey amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. It did not include 
the Dempsey amendment. 

Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Brown]. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
if the amendment as originally sub- 
mitted by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Donovan] is amended so as not to 
create a new independent agency, but 
simply to set up one central division 
under the Department of the Interior to 
handle these strategic minerals, as has 
been proposed, then I believe it would be 
in compliance with the recommendations 
of the Hoover Commission. 

However, I have had one grave ques- 
tion in my mind in connection with the 
amendment, now that we have excluded 
from its operation coal and oil, and 
that is as to whether or not natural gas 
is to be considered as a mineral and 
placed under the new agency? I fear 
that it may be, and if so, then considera- 
tion should be given to also excluding 
“natural gas,” which is usually an inte- 
gral part of the production of oil. 

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. DONOVAN. If the gentleman 
from Ohio will offer such an amendment, 
I shall be glad to accept it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Montana [Mr. 
D’Ewartl. 

(By unanimous consent Mr. JOHNSON, 
Mr. Saytor, and Mrs. Bosone yielded 
their time to Mr. D’Ewarrt.) 

Mr. DEWART. Mr. Chairman, I am 
fearful in the discussion of this amend- 
ment we will lose sight of the objective 
we are trying to obtain in offering the 
amendment. Our Subcommittee on 
Mines and Mining has held hearings in 
different parts of the United States and 
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here in Washington, trying to speed up 
and make possible the development of 
the production of the strategic and eriti- 
cal metals and minerals. So far the 
program has broken down almost com- 
pletely that was established not only 
under the Defense Production Act but 
under Public Law 320. Public Law 320 
is the Stockpiling Act. In that act were 
certain provisions for the development 
of our domestic minerals and for the de- 
velopment of the processing of those 
minerals. That feature of the Stock- 
piling Act has been almost completely 
ignored. 

Back in May 1950 I made a speech be- 
fore the House in which I went into con- 
siderable detail in regard to the failure 
of the Stockpiling Act to develop our 
own minerals and metals. Following 
that we passed what is known as the 
Defense Production Act of 1950. In that 
were further provisions for developing 
these critical and strategie materials. 
Under that act some 40 different agen- 
cies are concerned with the purposes of 
the Defense Production Act of 1950. 
The consequence is that the thing we 
have tried to do has fallen between all 
the agencies and it has got itself so 
wound up in red tape that these minerals 
are not being produced. 

Chrome, manganese, cobalt, minerals 
such as that are absolutely necessary to 
our war effort. If foreign supplies are 
cut off, we are at the mercy of our limi- 
tation of metals. In producing steel, for 
instance, we have to have chrome and 
manganese in order for it to be tough 
enough to make defense armament, and 
we have to have cobalt in order to pro- 
duce jet engines. Those metals will not 
be available. The consequence is, our 
whole program, the whole war effort, will 
slow down because of that lack of metals. 

Recognizing that situation, our com- 
mittee has tried to speed up the produc- 
tion of these critical and strategic 
metals and minerals. We have not been 
successful, The chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency asked 
us why we did not come before his com- 
mittee while hearings were held. We 
were holding hearings on this matter 
and we still had hopes of being able to 
work through the existing agencies. We 
have now come to the conclusion they 
are not doing and cannot do the job 
without our unsnarling some of this red 
tape. The purpose of the amendment is 
to unsnarl some of this red tape and, as 
the chairman of our subcommittee on 
Mines and Mining said, put all our eggs 
in one basket so we can have somebody 
we can look to who will be responsible 
for getting out all of these critical and 
strategic materials needed for the war 
effort. 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. D'EWART. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. ENGLE. I think the record should 
be plain. I appeared before the Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency during its 
hearings and proposed an amendment 
which had the very purpose of the one 
now before the committee. 

Mr. DEWART. During the last war 
we had to take four steps in the middle 
of the war, when the submarine attacks 
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got so bad, in order to produce these 
minerals. We closed the gold mines so 
that the miners in the gold mines would 
be available for the defense effort. We 
took 8,700 soldiers out of the Army and 
put them in the mines in order to pro- 
duce these very critical materials. The 
Government issued an order freezing 
nonferrous metal mine workers on the 
job. Those miners were frozen on the 
job in order to get out the minerals that 
we needed. Then we set up the defense 
plant mining project, under which all 
the efforts during the last war were cen- 
tered in one agency to do the very job 
we are trying to do at this time. 

I hope the amendment will prevail, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New Mexico [Mr. DEMPSEY] 
to the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Donovan]. 

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the amend- 
ment to the amendment be again read. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Dempsey to the 
amendment offered by Mr. Donovan: After 
the words “Sec. 305. The President shall 
create an independent agency”, insert the 
words “within the Department of the Inte- 
rior” and strike out the word “independent.” 


The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. HARRIS, 
an amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Harris to the 
amendment offered by Mr. Donovan: After 
the word “metals” in the first, second, and 
third sentences, insert the following: “ex- 
eluding coal, oil and natural gas.” 


Mr. HAFRIS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
offered this amendment in view of the 
apprehension which has developed. 
This is a positive approach to be sure 
the term minerals as applied here, is not 
intended to include coal, oil and natural 
gas. There is no need at all for coal, oil 
and gas to be included in the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from New 
‘York. I feel sure it is the intention of 
the sponsors of the amendment to in- 
clude only such strategic materials as 
referred to as necessary for stockpiling 
in the interest of national defense. I 
feel they should exclude coal, oil and 
natural gas from this provision. To in- 
clude these as minerals may very well 
interfere with a well organized defense 
program as PAD. 

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRIS. I yield. 

Mr, DONOVAN. I certainly should be 
happy to accept the amendment. 

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the gentleman. 
I appreciate that very much. I know he 
would not want to disrupt an existing 
program of finest cooperation between 
Government and industry which is al- 
ready doing the job for the national 
defense program. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRIS. I yield. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Mr. Chairman, I shall 
be very happy to support the amend- 
ment. I think it removes all uncer- 
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tainty concerning the intent of Congress 
not to include gas, oil, and coal. It clari- 
fies the situation. 

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the gentleman 
very much, and I think it takes care of 
the objective which the gentlemen have 
in mind. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. Gavin]. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, the 
further we go the more confused we be- 
come. We talk about the bureaucrats 
becoming confused, but I think there is 
as much confusion here as there is down 
in the departments. To begin with, this 
amendment is greatly misunderstood. I 
sympathize with the objectives of my 
very good friend, the gentleman from 
New York, and I sympathize, too, with 
the objectives of my friend, the gentle- 
man from Montana [Mr. D’Ewar7], 
Therefore, I suggest that the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Donovan], should be with- 
drawn and a new amendment prepared 
stating definitely and specifically what 
program you want to coordinate in the 
way of strategic metals and to get away 
from this talk of minerals. I am in- 
terested in oil and, therefore, when you 
talk about minerals, as the amendment 
is not worded, it may be understood here 
on the floor of the House as to what we 
are trying to arrive at; but when it gets 
down into the Department, they may de- 
termine something else. This amend- 
ment should be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California 
(Mr. SHELLEY]. 

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
come from a district that has no mines 
in it. I live strictly in a city area. But 
the headquarters officers of many of the 
mining areas in the West are in my city. 
I have discussed this problem with many 
of the representatives of these companies 
over the last year and a half, and within 
the last 6 or 8 months particularly. 
There is confusion, Mr. Chairman, in 
the handling of the mineral situation, 
and there is inexcusable delay in answer- 
ing queries. I think it is impossible to 
accede to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. Gavin], who 
preceded me, because in the western 
country—yes, and even in the gentle- 
man’s own State, in the mountains of 
Pennsylvania, there are ore deposits of 
strategic importance to the defense 
program. 

From time to time the nature of the 
ore or minerals used in defense activity 
changes, or new basic and scarce min- 
erals are discovered. To set forth spe- 
cifically in the bill would require a list 
a mile long, as well as require the study 
of chemists and analysts and so forth as 
to the metals that might be used in the 
future. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the amendment 
in its present form is satisfactory, and 
I think it should be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California 
(Mr. SCUDDER]. 

Mr. SCUDDER. Mr. Chairman, I feel 
this amendment is now in very good 
form. If there is any doubt at all about 
it, I believe that the legislative intent 
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can be shown from the record because 
we have had a very thorough discussion 
on this measure. I believe that the 
stockpiling is best at the site of the raw 
materials. I believe that if these mines 
throughout the country are encouraged 
to operate, they can stockpile and de- 
velop the critical materials needed for 
the defense effort. I know in certain 
sections of my district we have some 
very fine high-grade manganese mines 
and they are anxious and willing to de- 
velop the ore mines, Miners are ready 
and willing to work and start stockpil- 
ing from our own American mines. 
There are also a lot of quicksilver mines 
that are lying dormant at the present 
time, which if unshackled by red tape 
and given an opportunity would be glad 
to start stockpiling for the war effort. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired, 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
fiom Nevada [Mr. BARING]. 

Mr. BARING. Mr. Chairman, there 
is no confusion in my mind when I say 
that the Defense Minerals Administra- 
tion downtown has been the most con- 
fused, lackadaisical, do-nothing depart- 
ment that we have ever had. I have 
gone into this for months. I have gone 
to Arizona, and through the field into 
Nevada, and I have met the mining men 
in the field and they all say the same 
thing—they cannot get action from the 
DMA. ‘hat is what we want—action. 

This is a good bill. I had this same 
bill under a different num yr, which I 
gave to the Committee on Banking and 
Curiency 6 weeks ago. I told them I 
would appear before the committee and 
explain this measure, but I have never 
received an acknowledgment to come 
before that group. The chairman says 
that this is new legislation, but actually 
the committee had it for over 6 weeks. 

I believe this bill should be passed for 
the good of the country so that we can 
get action and at the same time put our 
fingers on those who do not carry out 
tk: will of Congress. Somebody’s face 
is going to be red if we do not get ac- 
tion. I am glad that this matter was 
exposed today to the entire Congress. 
Now some of you will get to know facts 
which you have not been aware of. 
Knowing that the defense-minerals 
set-up has been such a flop, it is high 
time we change it. Now that the facts 
are out, we should make every effort to 
make this particular group function. 
The gentleman from Kentucky has said 
that if we are not satisfied with the 
people running our departments that we 
should get rid of them. I have already 
asked our committee to ask the Secre- 
tary for the dismissal of the Defense 
Minerals Administrator, Dr. James Boyd, 
and there are others who should be re- 
lieved of their positions. 

Dr. Morgan, of the DPA, has stated 
that if this minerals coordinator bill 
had been passed 2 years ago, when I 
first introduced it, that the Department 
would not be in the mess that they are 
in today. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Nevada has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. BOLLING]. 
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(By unanimous consent, Mr. BOLLING 
and Mr. Spence granted the time yielded 
to them to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. Patman].) 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Patman] is recognized. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
told there are 40 agencies having to do 
with these problems. If so, this will 
make one additional agency. 

I think there is much merit in this 
proposal, I am sympathetic with what 
is attempted here, but it just goes to 
show that you cannot initiate legislation 
on the floor of the House. It is not the 
place to propose new legislation. We 
are trying to write a law. Already we 
have been confused. This will add to 
the confusion. 

Now, what does the word “mineral” 
mean? Ihave the dictionary back there 
at the debaters’ table. The definition 
is so long I could not read it in the short 
time I have, but I assure you that it in- 
cludes water. Water is a mineral. So 
possibly this will be a way for the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to settle the problem 
between Arizona and California, and 
possibly Nevada could get in on it. The 
Rio Grande Valley has water problems 
also up around El Paso. Any place they 
have problems concerning water it will 
be included within the jurisdiction of 
the person who has charge of the ad- 
ministration of this bill, if it is passed. 

Those who are opposed to nationaliza- 
tion of industry—and certainly I am 
opposed to nationalization of industry 
should certainly look with some appre- 
hension on the broad language that is 
used here, giving power and jurisdiction 
to one person to have all the control 
over the minerals, with just three excep- 
tions—coal, oil, and natural gas. Those 
are the only three commodities that are 
to be exempt. It will be remembered 
that included in there is water. The St. 
Lawrence Seaway could come under this. 
That is a water project. Possibly it 
would be a good thing to consider turn- 
ing this over to the Secretary of the 
Interior. He could possibly settle it right 
off. 

If you vote for this amendment giving 
all this power to this one person under 
the Secretary of the Interior, of course 
you will not be disappointed if he exer- 
cises the jurisdiction that you have 
given to him. You have given jurisdic- 
tion to him over every mineral and 
metal, excluding only three—coal, oil, 
and natural gas. That means three out 
of about a hundred. So he will have 97 
others, including water, over which he 
will have complete jurisdiction. 

So I ask the members of this commit- 
tee, in all seriousness, not to vote for 
this amendment. It is in utter confu- 
sion now. Let the Committee on Mines 
and Mining bring out a bill, not just 
relating to defense, but a general bill, 
taking all these 40 agencies and putting 
them all into one package, and bring it 
in here and present it to the House, and 
I venture to say the House will look with 
favor on it. 

So I ask you to vote down the amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. All 
time on this amendment has expired, 
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The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Arkansas 
[Mr. Harris] to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York IMr. 
Donovan]. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question recurs 
on the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Donovan], 
as amended. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. ENGLE) there 
were—ayes 59, noes 95. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Javits: Page 9, 
after line 20, following the Wolcott amend- 
ment insert a new subsection as follows: 

“When in his judgment it will aid the 
national defense, and upon the certification 
of the Director of Defense Mobilization that 
it is required for the national defense and 
is not otherwise obtainable, the President 
is authorized (1) to acquire by purchase, 
donation, condemnation, or other means of 
transfer any real property, including facili- 
ties, or other interests therein, necessary 
therefor, and to erect and construct plants, 
factories, and other industrial facilities for 
the purposes of manufacturing, producing 
and processing materials so certified to be 
necessary to the national defense and to 
provide for the transportation and storage 
of such materials; and (2) to operate, lease, 
license, otherwise arrange for the use by 
others of such plants, factories, and indus- 
trial facilities. To the fullest extent the 
President deems practicable, a fair charge 
shall be made for the use by others of Gov- 
ernment-owned property, facilities, and 
processes under the authority of this subsec- 
tion, in order to reimburse the Government 
for the cost incurred by it.” 


Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I 
make a point of order against the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. HALLECK. The grounds for the 
point of order are these: On yesterday 
an amendment was offered by the gen- 
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BUFFETT] 
for which a substitute was offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan IMr. 
Wotcott] pending and under considera- 
tion in the Committee of the Whole at 
the time the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Javits] offered an amendment to 
the language contained in the bill. The 
amendment. offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Javits] to the com- 
mittee bill was adopted before the ques- 
tion was put on the Wolcott amendment. 
After the adoption of that language con- 
tained in the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Javits] 
I submit that the language then con- 
tained in the bill as perfected by his 
amendment covers exactly the same 
matter as is here sought to be covered 
again. 

Then when the vote came on the Wol- 
cott amendment, it was in effect and in 
substance a striking out of the bill of 
the very matter now sought to be rein- 
stated in the bill by the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Javits]. In other words, Mr. 
Chairman, on yesterday in the Commit- 


tee of the Whole, the Committee passed 
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upon this very matter, and having once 
passed upon it, I insist it cannot again be 
brought before the Committee for con- 
sideration. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be 
glad to hear the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Javrrs! on the point of order. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, the gen- 
tleman from Indiana has correctly stated 
the parliamentary situation which 
caused me to bring the matter up be- 
cause I believe that a good many Mem- 
bers voted for a proposition yesterday 
without realizing that my amendment 
was out by virtue of the vote cast. 

If I had presented the proposition in 
exactly the same way and wich exactly 
the same language, the gentleman’s point 
of order might be valid. But I did not. 
I point out to the Chair the changes 
which I haye made in the language as 
originally submitted. In the first place 
the only provision of my amendment 
passed upon yesterday were the words 
“and upon certification of the Director 
of Defense Mobilization that it is re- 
quired for the National Defense and is 
not otherwise obtainable.” 

Today I offer a considerably more de- 
tailed provision which changes even the 
words which were contained yesterday 
in the committee bill from lines 1 to 20, 
page 9, in the following respects: 

Page 9, line 6 of the committee bill 
after the words “processing materials” 
I inserted “so certified to be” and the 
sentence then continues “necessary to 
the national defense.” 

In line 7, I have stricken out the words 
“engaged in the marketing” and have 
inserted in the words “providing for the 
transportation and storage of such 
materials.” 

I have omitted the provisions which 
were contained in the Wolcott substitute. 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, this is a com- 
pletely new amendment with a definitely 
new idea much limiting the powers we 
considered yesterday and very different 
from the proposition submitted to us 
yesterday and is, therefore, in order on 
this section of the bill. i, 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, may 
I be heard further? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be 
glad to hear the gentleman. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I 
noted those alleged changes in the lan- 
guage by the gentleman from New York. 
It is true that those few words are dif- 
ferent, but again I insist if makes no 
substantial difference in the over-all 
subsidy provisions that are involved. 
For that reason, to require the Commit- 
tee again to consider the matter would 
be to require us to go over precisely the 
same controversy that we had on yes- 
terday and on which we consumed a very 
considerable length of time. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I point 
out that the changes which I made are 
material, that the plants which the 
President is authorized to establish or 
acquire must be only to process materials 
certified by the Director of Defense Mo- 
bilization to be otherwise unobtainable, 
I have eliminated one other important 
power given to the President in this pro- 
vision as contained in the committee bi! 


that is, any power to market materials. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready 
to rule. i 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Javits] offers an amendment on page 9 
after the Wolcott amendment, line 20 of 
the bill H. R. 3871. The gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. HALLECK] makes a point 
of order on the ground that the amend- 
ment has been considered by the Com- 
mittee of the Whole previously. 

The Chair has had an opportunity to 
examine the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York and to refer 
again to the language on page 9 of the 
bill. There appears to the Chair to be 
substantial differences in the language of 
the amendment and the language which 
was acted upon by the House previously. 
The gentleman from New York has 
pointed out the omission of words and 
the inclusion of additional words in his 
amendment. 

The Chair feels that the amendment is 
in order and therefore overrules the 
point of order made by the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. HALLECK]. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, it is not 
my intention to delay the House or to 
bring about a rediscussion of the discus- 
sion which took place yesterday which 
involved the pros and cons of whether 
Mr. Wilson was or was not doing a good 
job as the Defense Mobilizer. I think he 
is doing a good job, and I think, by and 
large, he has the confidence of the great 
majority of this House. 

Now we failed yesterday to act in a 
considered way on this proposition in the 
course of a parliamentary situation in 
my view, and the House will very speed- 
ily give its view. I felt it my duty to call 
attention to the fact that though my 
amendment carried, when the whole 
show was over and the Wolcott amend- 
ment had been voted on, such powers, as 
we desired to limit them, that we wished 
to give as to defense plants, were not in 
this bill, and would not be in this bill. 
In view of the fact that they were not in 
the bill passed in the other body, that 
that would be the end of the matter. 
The Defense Mobilizer had felt that these 
powers were essential to enable him to do 
the job. We know that just as well as 
he does because in World War II it was 
necessary where certain materials were 
not otherwise available for the Govern. 
ment actually to be responsible for some 
plants. This question has nothing to do 
with inflation or the lack of it, but deals 
solely with the preparation of the United 
States for what I conceive to be the 
grimmest menace outside of actual war 
that this Nation has ever in its whole his- 
tory faced. A consideration of all the 
facts on whether or not we wish to give 
what the Defense Mobilizer considers to 
be an essential element to do his job, 
to arm the country to face this menace, 
that it is incumbent on us to give him 
that authority. 

You will notice that my amendment 
is very carefully circumscribed. First, 
the President may not act unless the De- 
fense Mobilizer certifies that the nia- 
terial which is sought is—and I em- 
phasize this—is not otherwise obtain- 
able. Secondly, the President may do 
nothing about a defense plant unless 
the plant makes the material so certi- 
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that language is spelled out. Finally, 
the President is not given general powers 
to market what is made, which might 
indicate that he could put the United 
States in any kind of business he would 
like to. That power is stricken out. All 
he is given authority to do on certifica- 
tion of the Defense Mobilizer is to get 
the materials and to transport and store 
such materials, and that is all, and also 
to lease plants on proper terms, which 
we all agree to. 

.May I say for the Recorp, I was 
against the provision as contained in the 
committee bill. I thought it gave the 
President too much power, but I believe 
we have to do something about the situa- 
tion, and I felt it my duty beyond party 
or anything else in connection with 
the defense mobilization effort to sub- 
mit this proposition to the House, and 
I limited the power to that which 
is apparently needed by the Defense 
Mobilizer. 

Might I say that I got into this situa- 
tion quite without design at all. I was 
on the floor when this question was 
debated and I thought I saw a way to 
compromise a difficult situation in which 


there were differences in principle, when . 


there need be no difference in principle 
and where the power sought could be 
carefully circumscribed and granted. 
All I am doing is to try to do my duty 
in good conscience, which I think is the 
responsibility of any Member of the 
Congress. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr, Chairman, everything that was 
said yesterday in support of the provi- 
sion of this bill as submitted in the orig- 
inal bill can be said in support of this 
amendment. 

There is one point I tried to make to 
you yesterday when you were consider- 
ing the amendments to strike out parts 
of this section. I refer specifically to 
lines 16 to 20 on page 9, in this language: 

To the fullest extent the President deems 
practicable, a fair charge shall be made for 
the use by others of Government-owned 
property, facilities, and processes under the 
authority of this subsection, in order to re- 
imburse the Government for the cost in- 
curred by it. 


That language is now incorporated in 
the Javits amendment before you. If 
you do not have that language in the bill, 
you will have a provision for the Gov- 
ernment to build plants and facilities 
and to use them wherever it is neces- 
sary, in its own plants or in private 
plants, and there will be no means of 
getting reimbursement to the Govern- 
ment for the cost and expense thereof. 
By putting this language back into the 
bill, as is attempted to be done by the 
Javits amendment, it will be clear that 
the Government can recapture the cost 
it is required to spend for facilities and 
buildings and plants and equipment that 
otherwise could not be furnished for the 
defense effort. I urge that the amend- 
ment prevail. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Indiana. 
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Mr. HALLECK. May I ask the 
gentleman if he will not agree with me 
that if, as we go through and adopt 
amendments in the Committee, we are 
to change a few words and bring them 
back and take another hour or two to 
debate them, we never will get through 
this bill. 

Mr. MULTER. I would say to the 
gentleman from Indiana that if we have 
a good provision which perfects the 
bill, we ought not to raise a point of 
order against it. I agree also that par- 
liamentary procedure permits you to 
raise points of order. While you might 
be entirely within your province in do- 
ing so, and of course the Chair was 
right in overruling it in this instance, 
again I say, if this is a good amend- 
ment, we ought to have it whether it is 
in order or not. 

Mr. HALLECK. Will the gentleman 
agree with me that in substance this is 
exactly the matter we voted on yester- 
d.y? Is not that the reason the gentle- 
man is here supporting it? 

Mr. MULTER. I think the House 
overlooked what was sought to be ac- 
complished by the amendment. 

Mr. JAVITS. If the gentleman is 
right that in substance this is what we 
did yesterday, I point out that it was 
carried overwhelmingly yesterday in 
the Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. MULTER. I think the House in- 
tended that it be in this bill. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I know the futility of 
speech, but I feel that it is my duty to 
have the House again consider this 
amendment. It has been said this is the 
same amendment that was defeated yes- 
terday. It is not the same amendment. 
It limits the powers of the President very 
materially. But why should we not 
reconsider? y 

The courts in the silence of their 
chambers work for weeks, maybe, upon 
a case, and they decide it. Then a peti- 
tion for rehearing is filed. The court 
considers that question and often they 
do not carry out their original judgment. 
The petition for rehearing is granted. 

I do not think we should bind ourselves 
any more than the courts bind them- 
selves. The reason, I again appeal to 
you, is that I think this power is abso- 
lutely essential to give to the President in 
order to effectually carry out our defense 
program. 

There are many fields in which private 
enterprise will not enter. It will not en- 
ter because it offers no reasonable assur- 
ance of profit. It will not enter because 
the field has not been developed and it 
is not assured as to what can be done 
there. The only way we can develop 
new industries producing new or untried 
materials is for the Government in some 
respects to go into that field. We ask you 
to give the President this power. 

I know party rancor sometimes runs 
high, but I do not think we have ever 
had a President of the United States who 
did not want to do his duty. I do not 
think we have ever had a President of the 
United States who did not feel a great 
responsibility upon him because of the 
confidence reposed in him by the people 
of his country. 
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I assure you and I am sure you know 
that if you give the President this power, 
he will use it for the public welfare. He 
could not use it any other way. How 
could the President profit by doing any- 
thing except in the interest of national 
defense, with the powers that you give 
him? I again appeal to you to overlook 
partisanship and give him this power 
which is in the interest of all the people 
of the United States including those 
who oppose him. The whole argument 
seems to be a fear of giving power to the 
President. What power do you give to 
the military commanders of your boys in 
the armed services? They send them 
into battle, and command where they 
shall go, If they make a mistake, the 
mistake has terrible consequences. Yet 
we have to trust them with this power. 

Still you will not give the President 
power to build a few plants to develop 
the manufacturing of materials which 
may be essential to the war effort—ma- 
terials that probably could not be pro- 
duced in any other way except by sub- 
sidizing private enterprise to the fullest 
extent. If private enterprise does not 
want subsidies, why do you refuse to 
give the President this power? We have 
given to industry over $6,000,000,000, I 
think, in tax amortization certificates. 
Does that make them independent? Is 
there not a little bit of socialism there? 
This would only give to the President for 
this year the power to do the things 
which will make our country self-sus- 
taining and able to carry on the defense 
effort as it should be carried on. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. HALLECK. May I ask the chair- 
man first of all if he does not agree with 
me that the substance of this proposal 
now is exactly the amendment which 
was presented to us yesterday? 

Mr. SPENCE, I do not think it is 
exactly the same from what the gentle- 
man who introduced it has said, and 
that is the ground upon which the 
Chairman has held it germane. If we 
committed an error yesterday we ought 
to rectify it. 

Mr. HALLECK. It has been reported 
that the gentieman from Kentucky is go- 
ing to ask for roll-call votes on these va- 
rious amendments when we go back into 
the House. Of course all of these 
amendments are subject to a final vote 
in the House. If the gentleman is cor- 
rect in that, and I am sure he is, then 
why not wait until we get back in the 
House and have a vote on the amend- 
ment which was adopted yesterday? 
The House will then have a chance to 
consider what it wants to do. 

Mr. SPENCE. I want to say that the 
sooner you correct an error, if you have 
made one, the better i is. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a parliamentary in- 
quiry? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New York will state his parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, the par- 
liamentary situation is such that when 
we go back into the House, if the Wolcott 
amndment is rejected, then we go back 
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to the original provision in the bill which 
is the provision giving the President the 
widest powers. That is the provision I 
am against, and that is why I made this 
move today, and it is the very thing I fear 
might happen. 

Mr. SPENCE. It goes deeper than 
that. This is a petition for a rehearing. 
I think we have committed an error, and 
we should rectify it. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. PATMAN. Is it not a fact that 
the amendment proposed yesterday by 
the gentleman from New York requiring 
certification from the defense agencies 
provided that the plant to be acquired 
or erected to manufacture goods must be 
in the interest of national defense, and 
that that amendment was overwhelm- 
ingly adopted? 

Mr. SPENCE. Yes. 

Mr. PATMAN. But a later amend- 
ment destroyed that, and this is merely 
giving the House an opportunity to re- 
assert their confidence in the amend- 
ment which they overwhelmingly sup- 
ported yesterday. 

Mr. SPENCE. It is to reassert itself 
and to allow the House to do what I 
think will be giving them the privilege 
of rectifying a mistake which we made 
yesterday. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it is very apparent, 
from the statement by the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. Spence], that he 
thinks the same power is contained in 
the amendment now before us as was 
contained in the language which was 
deleted yesterday. The same arguments 
are made for this amendment as were 
made for the amendment yesterday. 
The same arguments can be made 
against this amendment as were made 
against the language in the bill yester- 
day, which we voted to strike out. 

In the Defense Production Act of 1950 
we provided that these authorities 
should vest in the President; that the 
President might delegate the authorities 
to agencies of the Government and to 
individuals, and might establish new 
agencies within the executive depart- 
ment to administer these powers. The 
President, under that authority, set up 
this office, of which the Director of De- 
fense Mobilization is the head, within 
the executive establishment. The Direc- 
tor of Defense Mobilization is working 
for the President. He is subordinate to 
the President. I do not know whether 
I want to contribute to a situation in 
which the Chief Executive of this Na- 
tion must go to a subaltern to determine 
under what circumstances he may ad- 
minister the law. I would think that 
some of you Members would consider 
this a direct slap at the President. It 
presents an incongruous situation in that 
the same gentlemen who are arguing 
that the President should have this 
power and that we should have full faith 
and confidence in the President to ad- 
minister the law, are now saying that he 
should not have it; that he should go to 
a subaltern in his own executive depart- 
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ment to get permission to administer the 
law; a most ridiculous situation to me. 

We went over all of this yesterday. 
We called attention to the fact that this 
created new and unusual powers which 
were not in keeping with the American 
way of life; that it was not in keeping 
with the American way of life to give 
the President authority to acquire by 
condemnation, and to get title to prop- 
erty merely upon the filing of a certifi- 
cate of necessity by the President. You 
understand title vests—and that was 
fundamental in the debate yesterday, 
and it is fundamental in the debate to- 
day—the President can get title, under 
this language, by merely filing a peti- 
tion in condemnation, after he himself 
has found that it is necessary to take 
the property. 

I do not like to be constantly harping 
on socialism, but it seems to me we are 
called upon frequently to determine be- 
tween the American system of govern- 
ment and some form of collectivism 
which, for want of a better term, we will 
call socialism. This, in that the Presi- 
dent is authorized, when this produc- 
tion is not otherwise available, is the 
essence of socialism, because the defini- 
tion of socialism is that where private 
industry is failing to meet a goal, or to 
effectuate a program, then it is the ob- 
ligation of the Government to take over 
that production program and get the 
necessary production of goods. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. HALLECK The gentleman will 
recall that on yesterday this precise 
amendment was voted down. I spoke 
against this amendment or the substance 
of this amendment then and today I 
reiterate the statements I made yester- 
day. Let me however make this fur- 
ther suggestion to the gentleman and to 
the Members here: A great many Mem- 
bers have thought they could perceive 
something of a slowdown or a filibuster 
on action on this bill. We have been 


-here a week now. Even if we have voted 


down provisions of this bill, is it not 
about time to serve notice that once 
we have acted in the Committee of the 
Whole—and we voted on this matter 
yesterday—we are not going to go back 
and hash it all over a second or third 
time. If we do that we will be here all 
summer, the 30 days’ extension will have 
expired, and we will not have a bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I should like to make 
a general statement, Mr. Chairman, with 
respect to our purpose. I say “our pur- 
pose” because I think at least there are a 
few others here who have the same ideas 
as I about what our objectives should be 
in respect to this bill. Our objective 
should be to give the President all of the 
powers which are necessary to do the job 
that must and should be done. It is 
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going to be our objective to give the Pres- 
ident and Mr. Wilson, notwithstanding 
statements made to the contrary, the 
tools with which to do the whole job 
which has got to be done in the fore- 
seeable future. 

What has got to be done in the fore- 
seeable future? And this is according to 
Mr. Wilson’s testimony: Not more than 
20 percent of our production is going into 
defense; he says that himself; 80 percent 
of it is going into civilian goods. With 
the powers contained in existing law 
with certain qualifications and clarifica- 
tions he has the authority and the power 
to do the job necessary to convert 20 per- 
cent of our production to defense. In 
the future should it develop that he does 
have to speed up this job, if it develops 
that he does not have the power to con- 
vert a larger portion of our economy to 
defense, even 100 percent of it, he will be 
given ample powers under legislation 
which this Congress should and will pass. 
We will not keep from passing ample 
powers to get sufficient defense produc- 
tion and encourage sufficient production 
of consumer goods to prevent further in- 
flationary tendencies. That is our 
major objective and we are trying to 
adhere to it within the framework of the 
American Constitution. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. Javits]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. Javits) there 
were—ayes 59, noes 105. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. WOLCOTT 
and Mr. JAVITS. 

The Committee again divided; and the 
tellers reported that there were—ayes 
90, noes 121. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. D'EWART. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. D’Ewart: Page 
7, line 5, after the word “Congress”, add 
“Provided, however, No purchase or commit- 
ment to purchase any agricultural commod- 
ity shall be made calling for delivery more 
than 1 year after the expiration of this 
act.” 


Mr. D’EWART. Mr. Chairman, sec- 
tion 303 reads in part as follows: 

To assist in carrying out the objectives 
of this act, the President may make pro- 
vision (1) for purchases of or commitments 
to purchase metals, minerals, and other ma- 
terials, for Government use or resale. 


Under the provisions of this act con- 
tracts might be entered into that would 
extend for a number of years after the 
end of the act. My amendment pro- 
poses, in the case of agricultural com- 
modities, that those contracts shall end 
1 year after this act expires. I have 
taken the matter up with the ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Agriculture, the gentleman from Kan- 
sas [Mr. Hope], and it has his approval. 
I discussed it with the chairman of the 
Ccmmittee on Agriculture, the gentle- 
man from North Carolina [Mr. COOLEY], 
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and as I submitted it to him first it was 
for 90 days beyond the expiration of the 
act. He suggested that I make it 1 year, 
which was done, I have cleared it with 
the ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency, 
and yesterday I submitted it to the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. SPENCE], 
and he asked time to examine it to see 
if it would have the approval of his 
committee. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEWART. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. PATMAN. Under the parity pro- 
vision law and the cut-off period during 
World War II, it was provided to apply 
for 2 years—that is, all guaranties of 
90 percent of parity—after the cessation 
of hostilities. Does not the gentleman 
think that in contracts entered into with 
the farmers they should have 2 years’ 
security instead of 1 year’s security, if 
it is deemed to be in the public interest 
by those enforcing the law? 


Mr. DEWART. We took this matter 


up with the Commodity Exchange Divi- 
sion of the Department of Agriculture 
and they said these contracts would not 
apply to commodity exchanges, that 
those contracts ran from a year to 17 
months. It is thought that the 1-year 
provision of this amendment would take 
care of the situation as it might de- 
velop. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEWART. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Georgia. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Personally 
speaking, I do not see any objection to 
the gentleman’s amendment. I hope it 
will be adopted. It expires a year after 
the expiration of this act. 

Mr. D’EWART. That is right. It does 
not interfere with the contracts in any 
way as long as the act is in operation. 
It permits those contracts to go 1 year 
after the end of the act. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr, Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. D’EWART. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. FISHER. I think the gentleman’s 
amendment is absolutely sound. Of the 
members of the committee I have con- 
tacted, I do not think there is any op- 
position to it. It provides protection 
against long projected contracts that 
might adversely affect the marketing 
and pricing of our own production, and 
for that reason I do not think there is 
any objection to it, and I think it should 
be promptly adopted. 

Mr. D’EWART. I thank the gentle- 
man. I think it is necessary to protect 
the marketing of agricultural products. 
I hope the amendment will be adopted 
for that reason, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Montana [Mr. D'EwWARTI. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DOLLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I have listened with 
great patience since the debate started 
on the bill before us, only to learn that 
not one word that has been uttered by 
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those of us who favor the administra- 
tion’s control bill has made the slightest 
impression upon those of you who have 
but one thought in mind, and that is to 
kill controls. Yes, I know that you say, 
and I mean only say, that you are for 
controls, but you are for them only if 
they do not affect the special interests 
for which you are the mouthpieces on 
this floor. 

How blind can you be? How can you 
ignore the pleas of Charles Wilson, Di- 
rector of our defense mobilization? His 
background should convince you—and I 
know that if you had open minds you 
would be convinced—that he never would 
favor controls unless he were certain 
that our country was in a state of grave 
emergency and that controls were our 
only solution. How can rou ignore the 
wishes of Bernard Baruch? You were 
the ones, those of you who oppose con- 
trols now, who insisted upon following 
Mr. Baruch’s advice last year when he 
advocated controls. You are the ones 
who are telling us now that the Kunkel 
amendment of last year that you ad- 
vocated, was the Baruch plan. Has Mr. 
Baruch lost in stature since last year, 
so that you refuse to follow his views at 
this time? Mr, Barvch still favors 
strong controls. 

I know that what Iam saying is falling 
on deaf ears, but I cannot sit idly by 
without speaking bluntly and telling you 
what motivates your actions to defeat 
this bill. But before I do so, let me re- 
mind you that cur forefathers left the 
lands of their birth because they were 
oppressed—because there was no oppor- 
tunity for them; opportunities were to 
b^ had only by special interests and the 
ruling class. So they came to America, 
because it was known as a land of op- 
portunity where there was no special 
privilege and no special ruling class. It 
was their new-found freedom in A-1erica 
that enabled them to use their ingenuity 
and their God-given powers that made 
our country what it is today. Yes, those 
short-sighted countries throughout the 
world which thrived for a time on special 
classes and special opportunity, were re- 
sponsible for making America great and 
themselves weak nations. 

What have we been doing? We have 
been saddling this Defense Production 
Act with special exemptions for the 
special interest groups. We are not that 
blind that we believe the American 
people will not be able to see through it 
all and know that the bill with the ex- 
emptions proposed will not be an effec- 
tive control bill. Let us be honest at 
least. If you do not want controls, say so, 
instead of weakening this bill with ex- 
emptions for the special interests. 

The other day a statement was made 
on the floor by one of my Republican 
colleagues that the Democratic Party is 
in control of the House and so we Demo- 
crats cannot blame the Republicans if 
the administration’s control bill is not 
accepted by the House. I made the ob- 
servation then, and I repeat it now—this 
House is not controlled by Democrats; it 
is controlled by an unholy alliance of 
Republicans and Dixiecrats and I do 
not mean to characterize all southern 
Democrats as Dixiecrats. I made the 
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observation then, and I should like to 
repeat it now, that these Republicans 
and Dixiecrats I speak about have at no 
time been concerned with the interests of 
the consumer, but are looking for ways 
to add amendments to the Defense Pro- 
duction Act that would protect big busi- 
ness. Is not there one among you who 
is interested in helping the consumer? 
Let us not forget that there are 150,000,- 
000 consumers in America and if we do 
not look after their welfare so that they 
can live, so that they can be properly 
housed, clothed, and fed at prices that 
they can afford to pay for such neces- 
sities with their meager earnings—if we 
fail to protect them we are rendering 
them a great disservice, and will weaken 
our country as a result. 

The time for action is now. This is 
our last chance. If we fail now we will 
ruin our Nation. Our first concern must 
be the consumer. Without strong, 
happy, and able-bodied citizens, America 
will not be able to maintain her su- 
premacy. How long will business con- 
tinue to flourish without able-bodied 
and properly fed employees? 

There are many amongst you. who 
would vote against any plan that our 
President advocated, because of your 
personal animosity toward him. You 
would destroy any program beneficial to 
the interests of America because of that. 
Do you not think the time has come for 
you to think of your country’s welfare 
first, and that the welfare and survival 
of our country should be paramount in 
these days of crisis, when all of us must 
forget personal interests and aim for the 
same goal—that is, a strong and united 
America. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman’s 
time may be extended for 2 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, I think the 
gentleman from New York has been talk- 
ing about me, so I do not want to hear 
any more, and I am going to object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 

Mr. DOLLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. HELLER] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HELLER. Mr. Chairman, on sev- 
eral occasions in recent weeks I urged 
the Members of this House that, in the 
interests of the welfare of our Nation 
and the stability of our economy, it is 
most urgent to extend the Defense Pro- 
duction Act. I called for prompt and 
speedy action in support of President 
Truman's anti-inflation program to con- 
trol high prices, wages, and rents in 
order to give our people the fullest 
measure of economic protection and to 
safeguard the livelihood of millions of 
American families. 

Congress has the responsibility to 
check the increasing danger of inflation 
which is reaching serious proportions. 
Failure on the part of Congress to stop 
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the march of infiation may lead to eco- 
nomic collapse just at a time when we 
and the whole free world with us depend 
upon our economic strength during the 
present period of world crisis. Speak- 
ing of the effect of inflation on the 
American economy, Defense Mobilizer 
Charles E. Wilson frankly told the Amer- 
ican people over the radio and television 
the other night: 

I cannot work effectively with the hand- 


cuffs the pressure groups are forging for me 
now, 


Mr. Chairman, various pressure groups 
which are determined to maintain their 
high profits are exerting utmost influ- 
ence to water down price-control legis- 
lation. They are causing this House to 
follow a rash course which will be harm- 
ful to our whole effort to control infia- 
tion. They are adding confusion and in- 
effectiveness to our efforts, they are con- 


“tributing to the economic hardships of 


this Nation's families and are striking a 
heavy blow at the consumers which in- 


. cludes all segments of our population. 


It is not surprising to find that there 
is great resentment on the part of the 
people who are blaming Congress for 
this situation. This resentment is grow- 
ing tremendously each day and only the 
blind will not recognize it. Senator 
LEHMAN, of New York, was quite right 
when he described it recently in these 
words: 

It makes me feel that we are betraying the 
people who sent us down here, that we are 
not concerning ourselves with essential legis- 
lation, that we are not devoting ourselves to 
protecting the great masses of our people, 
but are moving to pass legislation which, 
far from reducing the cost of living, will 


inevitably increase and advance the cost of 
living. 


I have found that the resentment 
among the people is so great that they 
feel a sense of betrayal. Those Members 
who prefer to shut their eyes and listen 
only to the selfish voices of the special- 
interest groups, may do so at their own 
risk. The American public will not for- 
get those who had the interests of the 
people at heart, and it will also remem- 
ber those who put the special interests 
above the welfare of the Nation, 

A few days ago the distinguished gen- 
tleman from the State of Washington 
[Mr. MITCHELL] presented here some di- 
rect testimony from consumers in his 
State by reading some of the letters he 
has received imploring Congress to con- 
tinue control legislation. I, too, have 
been receiving a deluge of such letters, 
post cards, and telegrams from the peo- 
ple of my district—just as, I am sure, 
every Member of Congress has—pleading 
for economic controls to stop the dis- 
ruption of our national economy. In 
reading these pleas from the people it 
can be readily seen that they have an 
excellent grasp of the problems facing 
the American consumer, they are aware 
of the difficulties of the hour and the 
great national effort to mobilize our 
strength, and they are willing to make 
economic sacrifices and physical con- 
tributions toward the defense of our free- 
dom. But we must give them the means 
and the opportunity to do so without 
fear of inflation and the loss of the eco- 
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nomic foundation from underneath their 
feet. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to bring some 
of this direct testimony from only a 
small number of the many hundreds of 
individuals who have written to me con- 
cerning economic controls. Miss Adeline 
Catalano writes: 


I urge you as my Congressman to vote for 
more drastic controls. There has been no 
increase in my salary since 1945 and, while 
I am not complaining of raised taxes to be 
used for defense, I do not feel it just that 
I be penalized to pay more rent for an apart- 
ment in a rapidly deteriorating section, or 
unable to have necessary food because of 
gouging. 

If all the Representatives would consider 
that the majority of their constituents have 
not gotten these much-publicized wage 
boosts and vote accordingly, it is easy to 
see the constituents would show their con- 
fidence and gratitude at future elections. 


Miss Martha Casamajor, a retired 
teacher living on a pension, is very di- 
rect in her letter: 


May I urge you to do everything in your 
power to help put through a new Defense 
Production bill with stronger controls than 
those of the last act. 

I am a retired teacher and my pension 
has remained the same for many years be- 
fore the war, It is very difficult to make ends 
meet and unless something drastic is done 
to halt inflation I don’t know what people 
with fixed incomes will do. 

Don't throw off controls as they did in 
1946 and tell us that the law of supply and 
demand will make everything rosy. That is 
the bunk and we know it. 


Harry Oswald, a veteran of World 
War II, is voicing a fear which is felt 
by many others: 

This country needs a law on price control 
with teeth in it. 

If none is passed as such, the alternative 


means wild inflation and ruin for the ma- 
jority of citizens, 


Mrs. Esther D. Cleon, a housewife, de- 
scribes very ably the problems facing all 
housewives and their families: 


While I have little knowledge of economics, 
it is my firm belief that unless a strong con- 
trol law is enacted, the majority of our peo- 
ple in this country will suffer severe hard- 
ship and sacrifice. The present cost of liv- 
ing is dificult for the average family to cope 
with. It requires good management and 
ingenuity on the part of the housewife to- 
day to maintain her family with a proper 
nutritious diet and to bare other necessities 
for decent living standards. 

Without effective controls, I dread to think 
what the future may bring. It is my opin- 
ion that only unrest and unhealthy living 
conditions would result, I therefore urge 
that you do all in your power to work for 
the good of all people and not be influenced 
by those who are only out to protect their 
own interests. 


Dr. Robert W. Hillman, a physician, 
has a keen understanding of the situa- 
tion and argues with logic: 


It is my earnest belief that stronger price 
controls are necessary during the present 
emergency, although I do not subscribe to 
the concept of unlimited Executive powers 
for a now prescribed period of as long as 
2 years. 

I should also like to see more wage control. 
This seems an especially important corol- 
lary, if President Truman’s plea for equality 
of sacrifice is to be implemented literally. 
Escalator clauses are, unfortunately, not 
among the potential assets of most people on 
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salaries or fixed retirement incomes. Today's 
savings accounts in large measure represent 
the just earnings of those who labored even 
harder and longer in the past. 

These and all other measures designed to 
curb inflation seem essential and urgent. 
Elimination of nonnecessary Government 
spending and enactment of the balance of 
the Hoover Committee recommendations ob- 
viously should be effected. 

It seems axiomatic, too, that many more 
Government bonds would be sold if there 
was more reassurance against further depre- 
ciation in real value. 

We—and the world—are depending on 
your good judgment. 


Mr. and Mrs. A. Eisenstadt, people liv- 
ing on a fixed income, plead as follows: 

We strongly urge your support of a new 
Defense Production Act with teeth in it. 

We and millions of other Americans on 
fixed incomes find ourselves unable to cope 
with the continuously rising cost of living. 


Mrs. Nicholas J. Hoff is supporting Mr. 
DiSalle’s stand: 

Today’s New York Times suggests that if 
there is to be speedy action on the new 
defense production bill the public must de- 
mand such action. We are therefore writ- 
ing to ask your support in Congress for 
stronger controls. We feel that inflation is 
our greatest present danger and everything 
possible should be done to keep prices down. 
In this connection we were very happy that 
Mr. DiSalle had the courage to stand up 
against the cattlemen. His forthright ac- 
tion is already showing good results with a 
large increase in cattle slaughtering and a 
slight drop in wholesale prices, according to 
the news reports. 


And Oscar La Marche gives me this 
assurance: 

We hope you will favor a renewal of a 
strong Defense Production Act containing 
price and rent controls, periled by various 
lobbies. 

We assure you that the average consumer 
is deeply concerned about prices. 


After listening to President Truman 
discuss controls over the radio, Mr. Jules 
Kaplan wrote me as follows: 

Just finished listening to the President. 
Think he has something, and would like to 
see you and your fellow legislators go all 
the way with him. 


Mrs. Inger M. Acheson, who works and 
also maintains a home, says: 

As an employed person and a housewife 
I want to urge you to vote for wage and price 
control. 

I greatly deplore the attitude of Congress 
ir their attitude on the beef prices. 


Arthur J. McNally is encouraging me 
to continue my efforts for economic con- 
trols: 

Continue your fine efforts for maintenance 
of price and rent controis. Our economy 
will most certainly collapse without these 
important enforcements. 


Albert A. Boriskin does not wish to 
take any chances with an uncontrolled 
economy at this time since it would only 
encourage our enemies: 


I emphatically want to be included among 
those citizens who believe that in these 
troubled times stricter control i- necessary 
if we are to keep our economy on a fairly 
sound basis. 

Surely our enemies can ask for no greater 
victory than a run-away inflation in the 
United States. We cannot and must not 
leave to chance an uncontrolled economy, 
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until such time that conditions become more 
stable and normal. 

I urge you to do everything in your power 
to have Congress enact legislation for stif- 
ened regulations. 


Milton Kanner is another one who en- 
dorses President Truman’s stand on con- 
trols: 


I read the President's speech this m 
in the New York Times, and I heartily en- 
dorse his demand for the extension of con- 
trols beyond June 30. 

Any Representative who fails to act 
promptly and accordingly is remiss in his 
duty to his constituents. 

I know the people of this community can 
count upon your support. Support Presi- 
dent Truman and vote for the extension of 
controls. 


Mrs. Bernard Mills is worried that 
consumers are being relegated to a po- 
sition of second-class citizenship. She 
writes: 


I strongly urge that you not only vote for 
universal and equitable rules and regula- 
tions for credit and consumer controls, but 
that you actively work for strong price-con- 
trol laws. 

Though at the moment businessmen seem 
to be the first-class citizens, those of us who 
are not, become first-class citizens when we 
go to the polls, and we shall not forget those 
who seek to reduce our standard of living 
and by so doing, constitute a threat to our 
way of life. 


Among the most interesting letters I 
have received is one written by two 
housewives, Mrs. Anna Johannesen and 
Mrs. Chris Rasmussen. These women of 
working families write simply of their 
difficulties of meeting the high cost of 
living under limited income, yet they are 
intensely patriotie and love their coun- 
try. These are the people of America 
pleading with us: 

Please, Mr. HELLER, fight for controls of 
rents, food, and all the articles that have 
risen so extremely high, and please help the 
average working people to live decently. 

The way that it is now a man with a fam- 
ily earning between $40 and $60 per week 
can hardly exist by paying these big prices 
for food, rent, and clothes, not to mention 
doctor bills and other necessary expenses. 
We the working class of people are in great 
need of help and understanding, so please 
try and fight for our right to live iz this 
beautiful United States of our’s. 

I do not understand why some of our 
Senators and Congressmen are not able to 
see what they are doing to the working 
class of people. Do they want to make an- 
other Russia over here? 

Starvation breeds crime and disease. Con- 
fusion brings evil and believe me, we are 
really getting confused with promises that 
never come to light. 

I know that y are a just man so please 
help bring back the good American way of 
life, that our great grandfathers feught so 
bravely for. 

We love our United States and I know that 
you do, too, so I am appealing to you Mr. 
HELLER, 


Arnold Adicoff discusses in his letter . 


the various controls and has this to say 
on rent control: 


I also wish to bring to your attention the 
twenty percent increase provisions of the 
rent control bill reported out of Senate com- 
mittee. It seems to me that such legislative 
increases are unnecessary because the present 
law provides ample opportunity if a particu- 
lar set of circumstances warrants an increase. 
There is no need for setting a precedent or 
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pattern for higher rents in law, although the 
over-all effects of such a law would be small 
at this time because of the local option pro- 
visions existing at present. 

I believe that any new rent control law 
should be patterned after the one in existance 
today without any over-all rent increase pro- 
visions. 


Solomon Wilk approaches the ques- 
tion of price control from another angle: 


Please be advised that I am 100 percent in 
back of the President’s price-control pro- 
gram. Furthermore, I am definitely in favor 
of legislation to see that the meat-packing 
industry does not strike against the Ameri- 
can public. 

I recall quite clearly John L. Lewis being 
held in contempt and fined by a Federal 
court for just a strike such as this and see 
no reason why the same principle of law 
should not apply in this case. Any strike 
not in the public interest is, and cannot 
be anything else but illegal. 


Another supporter of President Tru- 
man’s controls program is Miss Susan 
Harwig, who writes: 


I am writing to urge that you do all you 
can to support President Truman in the 
effort to continue and strengthen price con- 
trols. Informed opinion seems overwhelm- 
ingly to be that we cannot afford to allow 
the Defense Production Act to expire. We 
must not allow selfish interests to jeop- 
ardize the stability of our economy. 


A newcomer to my district, Mrs. Louis 
Silverstein, summarizes the views of the 
housewife in these words: 


I am a new constituent of yours, and am 
writing to tell you that I trust that you will 
do everything in your power to see that the 
most effective kind of price controls will be 
maintained, As a housewife, I am all too 
well aware of how costs have risen. The bill 
passed by the Senate makes a mockery of the 
word “stabilization.” A passage of a weak bill 
in the House would mean the end of protec- 
tion for the consumer against advancing in- 
flation. Controls must be extended—strong 
controls must be maintained. 


Miss E. Lena Gallop, another retired 
teacher, writes: 

It is very urgent that strong price and 
rent controls be retained, as the President 
referred to in his talk to the people. There 
are many millions in the low-bracket sal- 
aries and those people find it difficult to 
manage. I am on a small teacher’s.pension 
and so I am aware of this hardship. May I 
ask your help for strong price and rent 
controls, 


I agree with Mrs. James J. Moran that 
curbing inflation will help assure victory 
over aggression. She says: 


I feel sure that you will back the President 
in his fight to halt inflation, and assure vic- 
tory over aggression abroad, and greed at 
home. 


Richard Salzmann, a white-collar 
worker, remembers all too vividly our 
experience in giving up controls prema- 
turely in 1946: 

I should like to add my voice to those 
favoring those suggested amendments 
strengthening the Defense Production Act, 
Speaking as a white-collar worker on a fixed 
salary, it is extremely important that rent 
and price controls be maintained and 
strengthened after June 30. Judging by 
the experience of 1946, leaders of the Amer- 
ican business community, if left to their own 
discretion, cannot be trusted to make any 
serious attempts to limit prices, and cer- 
tainly, in terms of our national security, 
the economic chaos which might result in 
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America from further rise in prices and 
relaxing of rent control would be the cheap- 
est victory the Soviets ever won. 


Miss Sadie Orzechowsky is urging 
support of the President's anti-inflation 
program: 

Many of my friends and I are behind 
President Truman’s anti-inflation program, 
We don't always set down to write—but you 
can be sure we'll support you in any effort 
to pass a satisfactory bill. We do watch 
the records of our Representatives. 

Will you please do what you can to have 
a proper bill introduced in Congress and 
use your best offices to help it pass? 


Another making a similar request is 
Miss Pauline F. Pfeifer: 

I am one consumer who is very much dis- 
turbed about controls and I hope that you 
will not only support President Truman’s 
request for tighter controls but also put up 
a strong fight to obtain passage of his pro- 
gram. 


Mr. and Mrs. Samuel F. MacPeak, 
living on a fixed income, fear the 
mounting inflation: 

We appeal to you to support the meas- 
ures which our country needs to prevent the 
threatened inflation. 

We are living on pension and social-secu- 
rity funds and the cost of living is mount- 
ing day by day. 


Mr. Chairman, these are only a hand- 
ful of the many letters I have received 
lately. They are not pressure letters in- 
stigated by certain selfish interests. 
They are from ordinary American citi- 
zens, people as you and I, who are wor- 
ried about the future, about maintain- 
ing their families, and the problems fac- 
ing our Nation. This is one of the great 
manifestations of our democratic sys- 
tem whereby the people are able to 
speak their mind freely to their repre- 
sentatives in Congress. We can do no 
more than to abide by the wish of the 
people. That is what is expected of us 
in a democracy. The welfare of our 
people stands above all else at all times. 
Let us not betray them. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend- 
ment, 

Mr. Chairman, I was very much inter- 
ested in the remarks of the gentleman 
from New York, particularly as they re- 
spected my side of the House and some 
others on the other side of the House 
about trying to aid big business in this 
bill. I am one who likes to deal in facts 
and figures and not in oratory. So I 
have obtained some facts and figures. 
Part of them have been placed in the 
Recorp, I think, earlier by a colleague of 
mine from California. This relates to 
the thing that everybody seems to be so 
much worried about around here, and 
that is the price of meat. In Los Angeles 
we have an interesting restaurant or- 
ganization, which is known as Clifton’s. 
They advertise that you can go there and 
dine free “unless delighted” and pay 
what you wish for the meal. They do 
not have any menu with prices on it, 
You pay what you like. So it cannot be 
said that anybody is overcharged in that 
restaurant. 

I have a signed statement here on 
the card of the gentleman who is the vice 
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president of that organization, which 
reads as follows: 
The average cost to Clifton’s for meat is 


13% percent more than before the so-called 
roll-backs. 


I said to him, How come that that 
happened?” “Well,” he said, “I do not 
know, except that in the Price Adminis- 
tration they must have gotten some boys 
who are in the restaurant-supply busi- 
ness or the wholesale meat business to 
draft the regulations. For example they 
set up certain regions in the United 
States. One of them is the western re- 
gion, and they set a basing point there 
for the pricing of meat. Where do you 
think they chose for the basing point? 
They set it at Denver, Colo. So these 
wholesalers of meat in Los Angeles are 
permitted to charge an additional $2.40 
per 100 pounds for the transportation of 
meat from Denver to Los Angeles, which 
of course is not based upon the facts 
because the meat never comes from 
there, it is slaughtered right in Los 
Angeles.” 

I hold in my hand a signed statement 
on the prices paid for meat by a res- 
taurant organization known as Hodys. 
They buy meat at wholesale. It shows 
what the prices which they paid were 
before the roll-backs, and the prices they 
had to pay after the roll-backs. With 
one exception, which is oxtails, all of the 
rest of that meat cost anywhere from 
10 to 25 percent more after the so-called 
roll-backs than it did before the so- 
called roll-backs. 

Hopy’s, 
Los Angeles, Calif., 
June 11, 1951. 


Prices paid 


for meat Prices 
items be- paid 
tween Apr. | recently 
23 and 30, | to June 8 
1951 
Choice shoulder clods. $0. 78 $0. 86 
Choice boneless chuck. 65 67 
Fresh beef liver 72 . 782 
Fresh prime short ribs. 36 453 
lr «36 332 
Extra choice strippers. 1.40 1. 388 
Extra choice ribs, 30/32. 7. . 965 
Extra choice top rounds 1,88 (@) 
Extra choice bottom rounds 1.84 09 
Pork loins 50 .55 
Pork legs. 54 5⁴ 
„ .55 
Corned beef, deckle off 70 +85 
Choice lamb racks.. 70 90 
Leg lamb. 64 «70 
Lamb shoulder. 48 +50 
Legs veal 75 2.74 
Extra choice tenders. . 5 1.643 1. 643 
Hams, 12/14 skinned 58 61 
Sliced bacon, various brands - 55-, 57 «59%, 61 
1 Top and bottom together $0.836. 
2 No offer, 
3 Scarce, 


ART CARPENTER, 
Manager. 


I would just like to point out here that 
it is the meat wholesalers ahd jobbers 
who have been getting the benefit of this 
so-called roll-back which is a roll-back 
in reverse, If you talk about our side 
of the House trying to benefit big inter- 
ests, I wonder what you think that is. 
It is absolutely amazing, coming from 
the gentleman from New York, to say 
what he has said, 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield. 


JULY 13 


Mr. MULTER. Is that not precisely 
what Mike DiSalle said would happen, 
that if you had only one roll-back you 
would get these increased prices to the 
consumer, and if you did not get the next 
two the consumer would get no benefit 
from the roll-back? 

Mr. HINSHAW. I would like to an- 
swer the gentleman by saying this. 
They did roll back the price of beef so 
far as the farmers are concerned by 10 
percent, and then they gave 23% per- 
cent as an increase to these processors 
of the meat. That is what caused the 
increase in the price of meat, the so- 
called roll-back that you fellows think 
you are talking about. 

Mr. MULTER. We are talking about 
the next two roll-backs, and giving the 
benefit of the roll-back to the consumers. 

Mr. HINSHAW. They will be passed 
right on to the consumer in the form of 
increased prices just as this has been. 
All you have done is benefit the proc- 
essors of meat at the expense of the 
public and at the expense of the cattle 
growers. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I think the gen- 
tleman has made a very sound statement 
here on the prices of meat. At the end 
of the legislative day on Wednesday I 
made a statement which anpears in the 
Recorp that zone 1, in which California 
is located, is next to the highest so far 
as the selling price of beef is concerned. 
The lowest one in the Nation is northern 
Missouri, in Jackson County, where Mr. 
Truman lives. I do not know what sig- 
nificance that has to the question, but 
in Los Angeles we are paying from 5 to 
17 cents a pound more for beef than 
they are paying in Jackson County, Mo. 

Mr. HINSHAW. I have a letter here 
which was addressed to the Office of 
Price Stabilization on June 19, 1951, 
signed by George R. LeSauvage, chair- 
man of the National Restaurant Associ- 
ation, government affairs committee, 
shoeing I will place in the Recorp at this 
point, 


PRICE EXECUTIVE, 
Office of Price Stabilization, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sm: The government affairs commit- 
tee of the National Restaurant Association 
in session in Washington today has been 
considering the effect of the recent meat 
order Ceiling Price Regulation No, 24 on our 
industry. Recently our association made a 
Nation-wide survey in an effort to determine 
the facts on how this order has affected pur- 
chases of meat by restaurants. 

Briefly, this is it. This survey discloses 
that there has been a substantial increase 
in the price of meat sold to restaurants, 
The consumer on the other hand has been 
convinced that there has been a roll-back in 
the price of meat. Consequently this in- 
consistency has created a serious problem 
for the restaurant industry because in real- 
ity the price of meat sold to restaurants 
has increased. The restaurant industry now 
finds itself in the position that any increase 
in prices by restaurants to reflect the added 
cost would be met with serious customer 
resistance, 

The survey further discloses that increases 
in the cost of meat purchased by the res- 
taurant operator have come about because 
of the fact that restaurants can no longer 
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purchase primal cuts of meat. In addition 
fabricated cuts cannot be purchased in the 
customary manner, for example, steaks can 
now be purchased only cut thinner and with 
a wasteful tail. So-called oven prepared 
ribs can only be purchased with consider- 
able waste. In addition the present regu- 
lation provides that the restaurant owner 
pay for packaging, freight, etc. 

It is the opinion of this committee that 
the problems encountered by the restaurant 
industry as a result of the meat order can 
be corrected if restaurants would be able 
to purchase primal cuts and fabricated cuts 
in the same manner in which they were 
purchased prior to the regulation. 

The National Restaurant Association has 
received yoluminous complaints on the in- 
creased cost of meat resulting directly or 
indirectly from the meat regulation. Be- 
fore bringing this problem to the attention 
of the OPS we deemed it wise to verify the 
facts by the survey which we conducted, 
The problem is extremely serious and imme- 
diate attention is urgently requested. We 
will be happy to have a subcommittee work 
with you in order to arrive at an equitable 
solution. 

Sincerely yours, 

NATIONAL RESTAURANT ASSOCIATION, 
GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE, 
GEORGE R. LeSauvace, Chairman. 


That states quite clearly that the 
rules and regulations for processing and 
distributing meat established by OPS 
have caused a serious increase in the 
price, although they talk glibly about 
roll-backs. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent nat the gentleman’s 
time may be extended for 3 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana, 

Mr. HALLECK. I think perhaps 
something ought to be said at this point, 
particularly in view of the remarks 
made by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. DoLLIncER] who just preceded you. 
If my memory serves me correctly, he 
was in opposition to the Kunkel substi- 
tute which was in truth and in fact the 
adoption of the so-called Baruch plan 
for effective price and wage control. He 
is absolutely correct when he says that 
many of us fought for that program. It 
is also a matter of record that the Na- 
tional Association of Manufacturers was 
opposed to that program and its adop- 
tion at that time. 

Secondly, I would like to inquire of 
the gentleman from New York whether 
he approved and applauded the state- 
ments of the candidate for Vice Presi- 
dent, Mr. BARKLEY, when he promised 
the farmers $40 cattle. They are only 
$35 now in Chicago. 

Third, we have been at this business 
all week. The papers have been full of 
statements of how Congress is scut- 
tling price control. Nothing could be 
further from the truth. There has not 
been a single amendment adopted that 
had the remotest thing to do with either 
price or wage control. 

Now, you talk about slaughtering 
quotas. Wherever cattle are slaughtered 
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the meat goes on the market. It goes 
on the market under price control. Who 
can deny that? Noone. So, in spite of 
all this talk about scuttling price control 
and wrecking the consumer, this Con- 
gress to this date has not adopted one 
single amendment that could be calcu- 
lated in any way to do that thing. The 
record ought to be kept clear, and instead 
of playing politics over there you ought 
to stick to the facts. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
a from California has again ex- 
Pp í 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for one 
additional minute for myself. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to say this, if I may: that 
while the letters and figures that I have 
given apply to the restaurant business, 
which buys on a wholesale basis, you 
have to get down to the household con- 
sumer to find out what he pays at the 
meat market for meat. Ifthe same kind 
of regulations that have caused an in- 
crease instead of a roll-back to the 
wholsesale purchaser, apply even more 
through the butcher shops to the con- 
sumer, you will find a great deal of the 
explanation for the increase in the price 
of meat lies in the regulations of the Na- 
tional Production Authority and not any- 
where else. I think that might well be 
examined into by this great Committee 
on Banking and Currency, if they want 
to find out where this cost to the con- 
sumer is coming from, and they had 
better examine the regulations and the 
application of those regulations, because 
right now you can wrap a piece of paper 
around the stub end of a hind quarter 
of beef, on the bone end, and call that a 
piece of packaged meat and deliver it 
to them at an extra price of something 
like 40 cents per hundred. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has again 
expired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word, and I ask 
unanimous consent to speak out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, roll- 
backs will be something which will be 
discussed when we meet on Monday, I 
suppose. I have an amendment at the 
desk with which all of you are perhaps 
familiar. But I want to call your atten- 
tion for a moment to something that 
appeared in the papers recently which I 
consider to be infamously unfair to a 
former Member of this body, a former 
vice chairman of the House Committee 
on Agriculture, the Honorable Steve 
Pace, of Georgia. 

When we had the Mexican labor bill 
before the House, former Congressman 
Pace in the exercise of his privilege of 
the floor came into the Chamber and sat 
very near the Committee on Agriculture, 
the committee on which he had formerly 
served with great distinction. Because 
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of his presence on the floor on that oc- 
casion Mr. Thomas L. Stokes wrote a 
very vicious and unfair story about Mr. 
Pace’s conduct here, and that was picked 
up by columnist Drew Pearson who like- 
wise commented upon it. Just to get 
the record straight and to present the 
facts to these two well-known colum- 
nists I would like to call attention to this. 
They said in these articles, and I will 
not attempt to read them, that Mr. Pace 
was here on the floor lobbying for the 
bill. They said further in these articles 
that Mr. Pace was ordered from the 
floor by the Presiding Officer with the 
assistance of an orderly. 

As chairman of the House Committee 
on Agriculture I want to attest to the 
patriotism and the character of our 
former colleague, Mr. Pace. I do not 
know of a man with whom I have served 
in this House, for whom I have more 
affection or whom I hold in higher 
esteem than I do Steve Pace. 

He did not lobby us, and it was absurd 
to suggest that he had sought in any 
way to influence his colleagues on the 
House Committee on Agriculture. 

I want Mr. Stokes and Mr. Pearson to 
know that Mr. Steve Pace was named as 
chairman of the subcommittee on this 
very problem early in the last session of 
Congress, and at my direction the chair- 
man of this subcommittee conducted 
hearings in a great many parts of the 
country. He was intensely interested in 
the problem involved, and following his 
study and his hearings he joined with 
the administration forces in urging the 
cotton farmers of this Nation to increase 
their cotton crop so as to produce a crop 
of 16,000,000 bales. He was intensely in- 
terested in the legislation and when he 
retired voluntarily from this Congress 
with a splendid record of statesmanship 
and service here, I appointed the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. Poace] to take 
over the chairmanship of that important 
subcommittee, and the work was con- 
tinued and other hearings were held and 
our committee prepared the bill which 
the President signed and about which 
he sent a message to Congress today. 

As Members of this body I think we 
should all resent these aspersions upon a 
very distinguished former Member of 
this House, and the impugning of the 
motives of the House Committee on Agri- 
culture which had dealt frankly and 
fairly with this matter. 

The columnists said that Mr. Pace 
was ordered off the floor. That is in- 
famously false; and I will yield to the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Priest], 
the whip, who is supposed to have been 
the one to have ordered him off. 

Mr. PRIEST. I appreciate very much 
what the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina has said. I did not read the article, 
but I understand that one of these 
articles referred to by the gentleman in- 
dicated that after the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. Gore], who was presid- 
ing over the Committee of the Whole 
House called me up to the chair that 
then Mr. Pace was—the gentleman 
said—ordered to leave the floor. : 

The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
Gore] never mentioned anything to me 
about the matter. I had no connection 
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whatsoever with any sort of an order 
that might have been given. I appreci- 
ate the gentleman’s clearing the record 
on this point. I did not know that Mr. 
Pace had left the fioor either of his own 
volition or otherwise until I heard that 
these articles were carried in the news- 
papers. 

Mr. COOLEY. Iam quite certain that 
the Sergeant at Arms did not convey any 
such message to Mr. Pace, nor was it 
necessary to do so. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. I wonder if any of 
our friends in the gallery might be inter- 
ested in noting that during this week in 
the course of the debate on this bill two 
ex-Members from the Democratic side, 
who were defeated in the last election, 
presently in the Government, have been 
in and out of here all week? I rather 
doubt whether it was just a friendly 
visit. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. We all have the 
highest regard in the world for Steve 
Pace. There is no question but what the 
incident never happened. I am sure the 
two columnists would be only too glad to 
make proper retraction because that is 
what ought to be done. 

Mr. COOLEY. I can only express the 
hope that they will be fair to an honest, 
upright, patriotic citizen and publish in 
the same columns a repudiation of the 
statements they made about him. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I think the gen- 
tleman from Indiana [Mr. HALLECK] 
would have addressed himself much bet- 
ter if he spoke affirmatively of the high 
regard he has for Mr. Pace rather than 
refer to other former Members. We all 
become former Members. 

Mr. HALLECK. It very frequently 
happens I leave unsaid many things I 
should have said. I will be the first to 
attest to the patriotism and high-minded 
citizenship of Steve Pace, with whom I 
served and for whom I have the highest 
regard. So far as I am concerned, he 
can come on this floor any time and I 
will be glad to see him. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. The article referred to 
said that Mr. Pace sat behind the gen- 
tleman and me here at the table and 
lobbied with us during the proceedings. 
I remember discussing with Mr. Pace 
only one subject. He asked me at one 
time how long I thought we were going 
to stay in session that afternoon. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman does 
know Mr. Pace first conducted these 
hearings. 

Mr. POAGE. That is right. 

Mr. COOLEY. He was interested in 
the problem and he did not seek to in 
any way influence us. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Pace did more than 
anyone else in getting up the informa- 
tion that was needed in reference to this 

legislation. 
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Mr. COOLEY. How could anyone, even 
with a perverted mind, conceive the idea 
that Steve Pace would attempt to exer- 
cise any sort of influence on members of 
our committee, especially when the en- 
tire committee was in almost complete 
accord. Certainly Mr. Poace, the author 
of the bill, and I, as chairman of the 
committee, were perhaps even more in- 
terested in the legislation and in its pas- 
sage than Mr. Pace could possibly have 
been. In conclusion I want to make 
it perfectly clear that Mr. Pace was 
not lobbying on the floor. He definitely 
was not ordered off the floor. If Mr. 
Pace was prompted by his interest to 
enter this Chamber, it was not because 
of his interest in the welfare of any client 
who had paid him a fee but it was be- 
cause of his great interest in the cotton 
farmers of the Nation whom he had 
urged to increase their acreage so as to 
produce an abundance of cotton and he 
was anxious for the farmers to have 
available the necessary labor to be used 
in the harvesting of the tremendous 
crops which had been planted. Anyone 
who could suggest that Steve Pace would 
be guilty of any impropriety or that he 
would abuse the privileges which have 
been granted to him just dees not know 
Steve Pace. This, Mr. Chairman, was a 
desperate, a dastardly and an unwar- 
ranted attack upon the integrity of a 
man of distinction and a refiection upon 
the intellect of those who have cast the 
aspersions, 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I think before the 
charge is made in the press that we have 
been conducting the business of the 
House in the last week in a dilatory way 
we better get down to business on this 
bill and get something done. I am not 
referring to our very efficient Chairman 
of the Committee of the Whole House, 
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
Mitts]. I think he has done a most 
outstanding job, although it has been 
very evident to me that there has 
been a great deal of time consumed 
unnecessarily on many of the amend- 
ments that have been proposed. Of 
course, it is very libera: on the part of 
the chairman of the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee to give everyone an 
opportunity to speak. But that seems 
to be by design rather than a matter of 
consideration. We have been debating 
this bill since Thursday, July 5—that 
is 9 days ago—and we have only read 
and considered 14 pages of H. R. 3871, 
which contains 84 pages. 

I think the public is getting a little 
disgusted with the manner in which the 
House up to the present time has han- 
dled this bill. At the rate we are going 
we will be here all summer on this bill, 
and the extension of the 1950 act expires 
July 31. If we do not get down to brass 
tacks from next Monday on, we are going 
to be criticized, and the criticism, in 
my opinion, is going to be justified. 

I think the Members of the House will 
agree with me that whenever an oppor- 
tunity was presented to vote on an 
amendment the call for a vote came 
from the Republican side of the House, 
not from the Democratic side of the 
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House. In other words, we want to get 
this bill into some kind of proper shape, 
and get it ready for final vote before the 
end of next week. 
Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
I yield to the 


Mr. McDONOUGH. 
gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. Why not just say what 
we mean? We know that the admin- 
istration has been propagandizing and 
asking folks to write us letters to vote 
for all this stuff. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. That is right, and 
to watch for certain radio broadcasts, 

Mr. JENSEN. It was a planned 
propaganda campaign. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. That is correct. 

Mr. JENSEN. And they figure if they 
can just hold it off long enough and 
use a lot of dilatory tactics here, that 
maybe the country would force us to 
vote for this thing, and the facts are 
that it is backfiring on them. 

Mr. MCDONOUGH. I think the public 
understands that the bill is not in the 
hands of the Republican Members of 
the House; it is in the hands of the 
Democratic Members of the House, and 
that any dilatory tactics of the man- 
agement of the bill is their responsibility 
and not the responsibility of the Mem- 
bers of the Republican Party. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. Is the gentleman or 
his colleagues afraid that you might hear 
from your consumers about this bill? 

Mr. McDONOUGH. No; I am always 
glad to hear from them, and they have 
had plenty of opportunity to write to us. 
As the result of all the propaganda 
broadcasts I have heard up to now, I 
have had very little mail as compared to 
the importance I consider this bill is to 
the consuming public. 

Now I want to speak on another sub- 
ject for the few minutes I have left. 

My colleague, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HINSsHAwI referred to 
the cost of beef in zone 1, and for your 
information, if you have not read CPR 
25, retail ceilings on beef, you should 
read it. Look at the price ceilings on 
beef in your area. There are 15 zones 
in the United States and each zone has a 
different price. Iam complaining about 
the OPS prices in the Pacific coast area, 
which includes Nevada, California, Ore- 
gon, Idaho, part of Montana and Wash- 
ington. Now we produce a lot of beef 
cattle out there, and our ceiling price 
on beef in that zone is from 5 to 17 cents 
a pound higher than in Missouri, includ- 
ing Jackson County. I refer to that area 
because it is the home county of the 
President of the United States. Now, 
5 to 17 cents a pound means if they 
sold beef at the Jackson County, Mo., 
OPS retail ceiling in Los Angeles, it 
would be a big bargain to our folks. 
The merchant does not always sell at 
ceiling; he usually sells below ceiling. I 
checked the Kansas City Times, and I 
find that the same quality of beef in 
Kansas City, Mo., sells from 10 to 15 
cents a pound less than you can buy the 
same quality of beef in Los Angeles, 
where we produce plenty of beef on the 
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Pacific coast to supply the people of 
that area. 
THE TRUTH ABOUT CONTROLS 

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, the 
battle against inflation has been compli- 
cated in the Congress the past week by 
disagreement over the methods to be used 
and by the obvious attempt of bureau- 
crats to grasp for controls for control's 
sake. 

There is no disagreement that inflation 
is an intangible but insidious evil which 
affects everyone, and there is no dis- 
agreement on the desire and the purpose 
of the Nation to combat inflation. 

There is, however, confusion and mis- 
understanding among the general public, 
partly because economic laws and prin- 
ciples are not simple and readily under- 
stood, and partly because the adminis- 
tration has taken advantage of that fact 
to foist upon the general public a fraudu- 
lent and deceptive proposition. 

Two main weapons are available to 
combat infiation. One is indirect con- 
trols; the other is direct controls. Indi- 
rect controls are the powers already ex- 
isting in the Federal Reserve Board and 
the Treasury Department to control the 
currency and credit of the Nation. Di- 
rect controls are ceilings on prices and 
wages, enforced by criminal penalties, 

Within the Congress there are two 
schools of thought. One insists that all 
the weapons at our command, both direct 
and indirect controls, be utilized. The 
other seeks to place reliance almost ex- 
clusively upon the direct controls. This 
clash in philosophy was clearly disclosed 
in debate in the House on the Wolcott 
amendment to the Defense Production 
Act. 

This amendment, submitted by the 
gentleman from Michigan, Representa- 
tive Jesse Worcorr, ranking minor- 
ity member of the House Banking and 
Currency Committee, sought simply to 
announce as the policy of the Congress 
that indirect controls must be utilized 
along with the direct controls. 

The administration opposed and de- 
feated the Wolcott amendment, and suc- 
cessfully created the fraudulent impres- 
sion that the amendment sought to do 
away with direct controls and, therefore, 
favored inflation. The exact opposite is 
true. The Representatives who voted for 
the Wolcott amendment were insisting 
that the forces which are causing infia- 
tion be attacked at their source at the 
same time that ceilings on prices and 
wages were being maintained. 

The truth is that, shortly after the 
invasion of Korea, the Congress moved 
rapidly and effectively to provide eco- 
nomic control powers far beyond those 
advocated by the administration. The 
administration delayed the use of these 
powers, taking a peevish attitude because 
the Congress had insisted upon full, equal 
controls instead of the partial, discrim- 
inatory controls the administration had 
sought. During that delay infiation spi- 
raled rapidly, 
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When it finally did impose controls, 
the administration went about it in an 
involved, awkward and unbusinesslike 
manner. Instead of utilizing natural 
economic laws and forces to the maxi- 
mum, the administration sought to re- 
peal them and to substitute new social 
and economic theories. Instead of hold- 
ing the dislocation of our economy to the 
minimum, the administration sought, in 
a theoretical, bureaucratic, totalitarian 
fashion to reorganize the structure of our 
society, and ground out an endless pro- 
cession of regulations, forms and red 
tape. 

In an effort to make this approach pal- 
atable to the public, power-hungry bu- 
reaucrats have played upon the fears and 
uncertainties of the American people in 
the hope of producing an atmosphere of 
national hysteria in which logical think- 
ing will be suppressed and emotional 
rashness will prevail. They hope that 
the public will become inured to police 
controls and, thus, will submit eventually 
to the planned economy which these the- 
orists have dreamed of for two decades. 

A dispassionate investigation of the 
administration of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act since its enactment last Septem- 


ber would reveal bungling, stupidity, fa-- 


voritism, discrimination and maladmin- 
istration beyond anything heretofore 
seen in the Federal Government. The 
Congress must confess to a failure to 
exercise its duty to the people because it 
has not effectively exposed this condition, 

The ability to win the inflation battle 
by spur-of-the-moment rewriting of the 
basic principles of the economy would 
require the wisdom of a super-Solomon. 
Yet the Solomons who propose to do this 
are the political hacks, the axgrinders, 
the job-seekers, the cast-offs from other 
agencies who have found haven in the 
control agencies, 

These are the bureaucrats, and theirs 
is the thinking, which have produced 
what the administration asks this Con- 
gress to accept as the only solution to 
inflation, and the American people to 
accept as their salvation from a benevo- 
lent Government. Now the astute prop- 
agandists of the administration, instead 
of admitting that the failure to halt in- 
flation is ascribable to the maladminis- 
tration of the power that had been given, 
have committed a complete flip-flop in 
their position. Now they assert that they 
do not have sufficient power. They de- 
cline to use the indirect controls which 
long have been vested in them, and would 
foist upon the American people a strait- 
jacket and a police society. 

The disheartening thing is that so 
many of the American people seem to 
have gone for this phony proposition 
hook, line and sinker. If the American 
people are no longer vigilant and alert to 
protect their freedom and their sov- 
ereignty, but follow emotional, distorted 
generalities diabolically conceived and 
propagandized by those who would rule 
them with an iron hand, the future of 
government by the people is in serious 
jeopardy. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, judging from state- 
ments that have been made on the floor 
of the House and Senate in the past few 
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days, Portland, Oreg., appears to be on 
its way to becoming the “horse meat” 
capital of the United States. 

Press reports from that city say that 
the people of Portland are consuming 
horse meat to the extent of 60,000 
pounds a weel: in the form of steaks and 
roasts and sausages because they can- 
not afford beef at present-day prices. On 
the basis of our average consumption of 
meat, we are told that at least 20,000 
people in Portland are living on horse 
meat, 

But I am wondering whether this 
shocking condition, caused by the high 
price of beef, the high price that the 
Government is seeking to roll back so 
that people again can afford to eat it, 
is confined to Portland alone. 

Iam wondering if unscrupulous opera- 
tors already are not palming off horse 
meat, disguised as cheaper cuts, on the 
meat-hungry American consumer and 
particularly the lower income consumer. 

I am prompted to raise this question 
by a letter written to the District Com- 
missioners by a District of Columbia law 
firm about the sale of horse meat in our 
Nation’s Capital. 

Since this letter already has been 
made public by the law firm of Danzan- 
sky & Dickey, I should like to quote 
briefly from it. 

In fairness, I should point out that 
this letter criticizes the pussyfooting at- 
titude of the OPS with respect to meat. 
And I am quite willing to agree that the 
OPS should have acted more quickly and 
more vigorously in rolling back prices 
of beef. But the fact that prices were 
not rolled back earlier is no excuse for 
not rolling them back now when more 
and more people are having to turn to 
horse meat. 

This letter warns that unless we have 
effective controls on meat all of the way 
from the producer level, there will be 
new faces showing up in the meat busi- 
ness. The black marketeer will wax 
fat while the legitimate businessman 
slowly goes into bankruptcy. 

Inevitably, these attorneys warn, when 
the crook replaces the legitimate mer- 
chant in the meat business, anything 
will go. The consumer will pay a terri- 
ble price. The District Commissioners 
are asked to act now to protect the con- 
sumer and the legitimate merchant by 
banning the sale of horse meat at coun- 
ters where other meats are sold, The 
Commissioners also are asked to take 
measures so that the consumer who is 
forced to buy horse meat because of high 
beef prices will know just what he is 
getting. 

Because of the importance of the sub- 
ject, I include the text of this letter as 
part of my remarks: 

JuLy 13, 1951. 

Dear Mr. Commissioner: Our firm repre- 
sents many of the local retall grocery super- 
markets, the local wholesale meat industry, 
and the National Association of Meat Proc- 
essors and Wholesalers, Inc. In addition, I 
have the honor of being a member of the 
District of Columbia Volunteer Price Control 
Committee. 

We are writing this letter to you since you 
are the Commissioner having jurisdiction 
over health matters in the District of Co- 
lumbia. 
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We believe that the pending price-control 
measure which has passed the Senate and is 
now being considered by the House of Repre- 
sentatives, if passed in its amended form, 
may well call for some action by your De- 
partment of Health to protect the interests 
of the District of Columbia consumers as 
well as the clients whom we have enumerated 
above. 

In order to explain why such action may 
be necessary, we must give you the following 
background. 

As you probably know, the Senate has 
passei an anti-roll-back amendment in its 
till, and the House appears to be certain to 
do the same thing. Both the Senate and 
House have passed provisions which prohibit 
the type of control over the slaughter of 
meat animals now exercised by the Office of 
Price Stabilization. 

As counsel for various segments of the 
meat industry, we have always taken the 
position that, if it is in the public interest, 
we favor price control on meat but only if 
applied at all levels of distribution from 
the producer to the consumer. Any other 
method must fail. We fought the Office of 
Price Stabilization bitterly on its decision to 
place so-called compliance ceilings on the 
purchaser of live cattle instead of placing a 
ceiling on the livestock producer. Such 
action has resulted, as we predicted, in lower 
kills by legitimate slaughterers and a squeeze 
against every distributive segment of the 
meat industry. 

For the same reason which we decried the 
pussyfooting attitude of the OPS in refusing 
to put a ceiling on livestock, we now oppose 
the action of the Congress in yielding to the 
pressure of the cattle raisers on the two 
amendments mentioned above. In our opin- 
ion, these two amendments will not dis- 
suade the administration from trying to con- 
trol the price of meat at the wholesale and 
retail level. Such an attempt, without live- 
stock quotas and roll-backs in price of live- 
stock, will invite widespread racketeering 
with the consumers’ dollar and the dis- 
tributors’ livelihood. 

The people we represent have spent life- 
times—some for two, three, and four genera- 
tions—in building up public acceptance of 
the integrity of their stores and their brand 
names and products. We do not wish to see 
this ruined as a result of a price-control bill 
written to protect the livestock grower re- 
gardless of its effect on consumers and dis- 
tributors of meat. 

We fear that as our clients are gradually 
forced out of business by high prices and 
low supplies, unscrupulous persons may at- 
tempt to pass off horse meat on a meat- 
hungry public. There will be new faces in 
the meat-market place. These malice-afore- 
thoughters will enter the field for the sole 
purpose of making a quick financial killing, 
with the ethical, legitimate businessman 
and the unwary consumer as his prey. Re- 
member the bootleggers and the tree 
slaughterers? “You ain't seen nothing yet.” 

Unfortunately, you cannot correct this 
miserable situation. There is something you 
can do, however, to prevent additional hard- 
ship on the consumer. The health officer 
of the District of Columbia should im- 
mediately issue a regulation prohibiting the 
sale of horse meat in any form at the same 
counters where regular meat and meat prod- 
ucts are sold. : 

Section 501 of title 33 of the District of 
Columbia Code requires that horse meat 
or horse-meat products must be “plainly 
and conspicuously labeled, marked, branded, 
or tagged ‘horse meat’ or ‘horse-meat prod- 
uct,’ as the case may be.” 

If beef and beef products gradually dis- 
appear or skyrocket in price, as we think 
is certain to happen, we do not want to 
compete for the consumers’ dollar with 
horse meat sold at the same counter. We 
even fear that some unscrupulous persons, 
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seeking to take advantage of the situation, 
might try to hide the required label. 

You could prevent this by adopting a 
regulation which would prevent horse meat 
from being sold at regular meat counters, 
no matter how it is tagged. 

In our opinion, you have the authority 
to do this under section 502 of title 33, which 
reads, in part: 

“The health officer of the District of Co- 
lumbia, subject to the approval of the Com- 
missioners * is authorized to make 
such regulations as may be necessary to 
carry out the purposes of sections 33-501 
to 33-303.” 

We feel it is clearly a purpose of sections 
33-501 to prevent any possibility of fooling 
the public about horse meat. 

If the failure of Congress to recognize this 
blatant grab for the high dollar by the cattle 
grower results in forcing consumers to pur- 
chase horse meat, we think that is a shame 
and a blot on America. But, facing the 
fact that this may be possible, we do not 
want our clients’ reputations endangered 
as we feel they may be unless you issue the 
regulations we request. 

If the consumer must eat horse meat, let 
him know he is buying that commodity, 
and not good, wholesome, fine-tasting beef. 

May we respectfully urge your speedy con- 
sideration of this request and a reply to it 
as soon as possible. 

Very truly yours, 
DANZANSKY & DICKEY, 
By JOSEPH E. DANZANSKY. 


Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, having heard the last 
speaker, I believe it would be proper for 
the Eighty-second Congress to adopt a 
new theme song: 

The old gray mare, she's better than she used 
be, 

She's out of the stable now 

And onto the table now. 

The old gray mare, she’s better than she used 
to be 


A blue-plate platter soon. 


Yesterday we passed some damaging 
amendments to the interests of the 
American consumer. 

Listen to a telegram I received today: 

We as food merchants have heavy respon- 
sibilities to consumers in this territory. We 
desire to always supply food, best possible 
price. We represent billion dollars annual 
volume. Impossible to make future plans 
with present unnecessary turmoil in Con- 
gress. We have pledged our cooperation with 
OPS. Feel removal of controls at this time 
extremely dangerous. Suggest Congressmen 
have some consideration for consumers and 
enact a 1 oper bill without further delay. 
If meat controls die, why try controls on 
other food items? This strikes us as a poor 
logic and unfair. 

Foon INDUSTRY COMMITTEE, 
W. E. FITZGERALD, 


That is from a billion-dollar business. 
I am sure you would not find many of 
those in control of these industries voting 
for people on this side of the aisle. 

Formerly rivers and harbors was called 
the pork-barrel bill. I notify the press 
tonight, if they want to do their duty by 
the people, take that appellation off of 
the river and harbor bill and apply it 
to this measure which is in this House at 
this time. If there ever was pork, it is 
here. If there ever was “you scratch my 
back and TIl rub yours,” it is here—right 
here. The other day they said the 
jewelry interests were ganged up with 
the beef crowd. Perhaps they are going 
to put gold nose-rings on the bulls. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer a preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Horrman of Michigan moves that the 
Committee do now rise and report the bill 
back to the House with the recommendation 
that the enacting clause be stricken. 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks and to de- 
lete such portions as I might consider 
advisable. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I did not want the chairman 
of the committee to move that the Com- 
mittee rise before I replied to the “horse 
meat” talks or lectures—whether they 
came from the Democratic National 
Committee or from the downtown office 
of the Pendergast political machine or 
whether they are the children of those 
who introduced them, I neither know nor 
care—they sound much alike, have the 
same purpose—to create in the minds of 
those who hear or read them the thought 
that our people will be reduced to eating 
the meat of horses. 

As one Member from Michigan I want 
to express my deep appreciation to my 
colleague from Detroit for the sermon, 
or the lecture, or the admonition—what- 
ever it may be which he just finished— 
not only for the one he gave us today, but 
the like dissertation he gave us the other 
day. I thought he had killed the old 
gray mare, hauled her away to the 
slaughterhouse, and put her under glass 
on the market and that some of his con- 
stituents in Detroit had disposed of her, 
hide, horns, and all. But apparently 
not. She is still with us today. The 
“wake” is still on. The tears are still 
rolling down the cheeks of the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. RaBaut] and the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania IMr. 
EBERHARTER]. 

I have been puzzled to understand how 
it is that the gentleman from Detroit 
who may sometime have seen a horse, 
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. EBERHARTER], who likwise in his 
travels around on Government junkets 
may have seen a horse, know so much 
about horse meat? Or are they just giv- 
ing us a “lot of baloney” or “goofer 
feathers”? Gentlemen, have your con- 
stituents been eating horse meat? 

My farmer constituents, so far as I 
know, have been eating bread and butter, 
eggs and ham, potatoes and gravy, all 
kinds of vegetables, berries and fruit, 
drinking tea, coffee, and milk, now and 
then a strawberry shortcake with plenty 
of cream, now and then a white fish or 
trout, perhaps a perch or pike from Lake 
Michigan, oh, all the good things a fam- 
ily get when a man lives off a piece of 
good land, knows how, and works. Iam 
sorry the city man does not fare as well, 
if he does not, but then he has advan- 
tages the poor farmer does not have. 

How silly it is for these eminent gen- 
tlemen to keep talking about this horse 
meat. If it were not against the rules 
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of the House, I would say, Louis, I can’t 
see how you do it?” but of course I will 
not say that. With the wages that are 
paid in Detroit and Pittsburgh it would 
seem the city folk should have about the 
same standard of living if they cared to 
spend their money that way. 

Now, all this indignation about lobby- 
ing—I cannot see why anyone but a 
weak-minded Congressman should ob- 
ject to somebody coming along and try- 
ing to enlighten him on a question which 
concerns the people. Not unless he has 
“itchy” fingers and is thinking of 5-per- 
cent deep freezers or mink coats. I cer- 
tainly can see no reason why we should 
not listen to our constituents or former 
Members of the House. Apparently, the 
gentleman from Detroit [Mr. Rasaut] 
has been listening to someone in Detroit; 
but with the wages Detroit workers are 
reported to be getting, two or three dol- 
lars an hour in those automobile fac- 
tories—with the hundred thousand or 
several hundred thousand dollars a year 
a few officials of General Motors the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. Sapatu] said 
they were being paid each year—all of 
Detroit is not eating horse meat. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I can- 


not yield now. I do not have the time. 

Detroiters would not even have the 
horse meat or the money to buy it if 
farmers did net buy the automobiles and 
trucks that Detroit makes. 

One other thing occurred tome. Why 
all this fuss from my good friends about 
the debate that is going on? I cannot 
get the logic of that protest through my 
head either. We have been accusing the 
majority party of bringing in gag rules 
and shutting off debate. Here is one of 
the most important pieces of legislation 
other than defense legislation, we will 
have, and I suppose that is what this 
bill is called, yet we kick when they give 
us an opportunity to talk. I have only 
talked once or twice on the bill, but some 
of my good friends, like the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. CrawrorpD] and the 
ranking minority man on the commit- 
tee [Mr. Worcorr! have spoken four or 
five times, and on each occasion have en- 
lightened some of us as to the meaning 
of the bill and the proposed amendments. 
Ithank them, I hope that both of them 
and others who are well-informed will 
keep it up on Monday, because we want 
to keep Michigan on the map and accu- 
rate information should not harm any 
of us. 

But getting back to lobbying, who 
cares if a former Member of the House 
or Senate comes on the floor? Former 
defeated Members—and the administra- 
tion seems to have a lot of them—who 
come up as paid lobbyists are on a some- 
what different footing. I live in the 
same building—just across the park— 
with our former colleague, Mr. Pace. I 
sat with him at one time on a House 
standing committee. I have known him 
very, very well for at least 15 years. I 
have seen him many evenings over there 
onthelawn. If there ever was an honest, 
sincere, capable Member of this House, 
it is my good friend Mr. Pace; and a 
patriotic American as well. There is no 
question about that. 
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We all talk about, well—well, I will 
describe him as that man Drew “Smear- 
son.” He digs down into his mud pot and 
tries to smear first, one individual, then 
another. That is the way he gets his 
money—hurting, torturing, being cruel 
to his fellow men, saying and writing 
mean things, most of them untrue, 
about others. You all remember that 
a few days ago Mr. Pearson—I would 
not say reluctantly, finally admitted 
that he did at one time have a Commu- 
nist in his employ. 

Mr. BUSBEY, For many years? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Yes, for 
some time. Those of us who have read 
Drew Pearson and have heard his stuff 
and heard others talk about him, know 
that the tendency of his articles has 
often been communistic. But some 
papers to satisfy a peculiar taste of a 
few readers smear their white paper with 
it. So why worry about what he says or 
prints. Two Presidents and a host of 
truthful people have described him. 
The only thing I worry about is his 
cowardly habit of making indirect 
charges and stating half-truths. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw the preferential motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Mitts, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H. R. 3871) to amend the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950, and for other pur- 
poses, had come to no resolution thereon, 
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Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts, Mr. 
Speaker, I take this time to inquire of 
the majority leader as to the program 
for next week. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Monday: The 
Consent Calendar will be called and there 
will be two suspensions: H. R. 3490, a 
bill relating to narcotics and violators 
of the marijuana law; and H. R. 3830, 
relating to the construction of the geo- 
magnetic station. That bill was on the 
Consent Calendar the last time it was 
called but the objectors asked that it 
be passed over without prejudice. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
understand the only object was the fact 
that it would call for a larger amount 
than allowed on the Consent Calendar. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Exactly. I was 
going to comment that it probably could 
be brought up by unanimous consent 
after the call of the calendar, 
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Thereafter there will be a continua- 
tion of consideration of the Defense 
Production Act amendments until com- 
p.eted, and following that the rest of the 
program we had for this week: namely, 
H. R. 2034, the District of Columbia hos- 
pital facilities bill and the State, Justice, 
Commerce 1952 appropriation bill. 

Conference reports, of course, may be 
brought up at any time. Any change of 
program will be announced later. . 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts yield? j 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I wanted 
t- ask the distinguished majority leader 
about H. R. 2094, the hospital facilities 
bill. I was hoping we might get a rule 
o the bill. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I am going to ask 
unanimous consent that it may ke in 
order next week at any time after the 
termination of the Defense Production 
Act amendments bill. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. 
Might I suggest that it would save the 
gentleman’s objection—— 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I do not 
want to object. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. If we 
could agree on an open rule with an 
hour’s general debate. 

Mr. McCORMACK. That would be 
all right, 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
yield. 

Mr. ROONEY. I wondered if the ma- 
jority leader can tell us when the bill 
(H. R. 4780) to fix permanent bail of 
$1,009,000,000 for each day a convicted 
Communist emains away from jail, in- 
troduced by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL], might 
be called up. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
taink we had better get back to business. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I think the Rec- 
ord should show that that bill has been 
referred to the committee but not re- 
ported out. We cannot, of course, bring 
up bills until they have been reported 
reas p committee. The gentleman knows 

at. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The 
gentleman’s name having been men- 
tioned, I yield. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I ap- 
preciate mention of that bill by my col- 
league from New York [Mr. Rooney] 
and I just want to assure him that any 
time the leadership will permit it to be 
brought up I will be for it. 

Mr. McCORMACKE, The leadership, 
of course, has nothing to do with it. The 
gentieman knows that, does he not? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Never- 
theless I want to get it up. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
knows that, does he not? The bill has to 
come out of committee before it can be 
ealendared for consideration on the 
floor. 
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Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I want 
to get a little revenue for the United 
States Treasury. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
think we should act on the request of 
the majority leader that the bill be taken 
up with an hour's general debate. 

Mr. McCORMACK, We can take care 
of that next week. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. That 
wouid be satisfactory to me, but I think 
the House ought to know that they are 
adding between seven and eight million 
dollars to the District budget for one 
hospital, The membership should bear 
that fact in mind. It is not one of these 
innocent little bills; it will cost a lot of 
money. 

The SPEAKER. That would be a 
proper argument in general debate. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
has had a very generous minute. 


PRICE STABILIZATION 


Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. > 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Speaker, in our 
discussions of price stabilization, it 
seems to me that we too often focus our 
attention upon the city dweller and the 
prices that he must pay for the things 
he buys. 

I would like to discuss for a few min- 
utes the stake of another important 
group of our people in stabilization of 
the economy. The farmers of America 
have a tremendous interest in prices and 
in price control. They have as great an 
interest in preventing inflation as any 
other group. 

Farmers play an important part in the 
Nation’s defense program. They pro- 
duce the food on which the health and 
vitality of the Nation depend. Their 
welfare and security is a basic concern 
of the United States Government. 

Conversely, the farmers of America 
recognize that their well-being is tied 
in with the economic health of our 
country. They know that uncontrolled 
inflation can destroy them as surely as it 
can destroy any other class. 

Farmers’ markets depend on how 
much buying power is in the hands of 
152,000,000 Americans. If inflation is 
permitted to undermine the buying 
power of our people, farmers will sell 
less and earn less. The prosperity of 
farmers depends a great deal on how 
successfully our price stabilization pro- 
gram protects the buying power of all 
citizens. 

The farmers know, too, that in the 
year ahead, the dangers of inflation will 
be greater than they are now. Defense 
spending and defense production will go 
up. In the year ahead we will spend 
somewhere between $55,000,000,000 and 
$65,000,000,000 for defense—more than 
$1,000,000,000 each week. This means 
more earnings and more buying power 
in the hands of the American people. 
„ it means fewer civilian 
g 8. * 
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The combination of these two things 
threatens inflation. This we can and 
must prevent. Here are some of the rea- 
sons why the farmer does not want in- 
flation, why he is helped by a strong sta- 
bilization program. 

Price stabilization protects the value 
of farmers’ earnings. Over a 10-year pe- 
riod net farm income has increased from 
$4,500,000,000 in 1940 to $13,000,000,000 
in 1950, 290 percent of 1940. Price stabi- 
lization protects the buying power of 
those earnings. Inflation would make 
those earnings buy less. 

In recent years many farm families 
have been able to set aside savings for 
the first time in their lives. Farmers 
now have checking accounts, savings 
and war bonds which total more than 
$12,000,000,000. If the buying power of 
those savings can be protected, they will 
provide a substartial amount of security 
for thousands of farm families. Infla- 
tion would undermine the value of those 
savings. 

And do not forget: Farmers are con- 
sumers. They spend most of their earn- 
ings for food, clothing, machinery, build- 
ing materials, fertilizer, and seed. In- 
flation would decrease the amounts of 
those things their dollars will buy. 

Between the outbreak of war in Korea 
and February 1951 when the OPS began 
to be effective, the cost of living rose 8 
percent. Since February living costs 
have risen less than 1 percent. 

Here are some examples of how price 
stabilization is helping protect the value 
of farmers’ earnings and savings. 


Retail price 
increases bo- 
tween begin- 


February 1951, 

when OPS price 

freeze began to 
be effective 


Farm machinery. 

Building materials 

Fertilizer-.........--.2 Up 44 
‘ood 


Clothing 
House furnishin, 


The prosperity of farmers is tied to 
the prosperity of the entire Nation, 
Farmers’ markets depend on how much 
buying power is in the hands of 152,000,- 
000 Americans. If inflation is permitted 
to undermine the buying power of our 
people, farmers will sell less and earn 
less. The prosperity of farmers depends 
a great deal on how successfully our 
price-stabilization program protects the 
buying power of all citizens. 

These are only a few of the reasons 
why the farmer of America has a vital 
interest in the battle against inflation. 
He, as well as all segments of our popu- 
lation, must be protected from its disas- 
trous consequences through strong legis- 
lation which will give our economic 
stabilizers the power to deal effectively 
with the inflationary surge that will soon 
bear so heavily upon us all. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. FOGARTY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 30 
mintues on Monday next, following the 
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legislative program and any special or- 
ders heretofore entered. 


WAGE STABILIZATION BOARD 


Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to address 
the House for 5 minutes and to revise 
and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Michi- 
gan? 

There was no, objection. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, the Defense Production Act of 
1950 authorizes the President to issue 
regulations and orders stabilizing wages 
and salaries, with the limitation that 
such orders shall not stabilize any com- 
pensation at less than that paid from 
the period during May 24, 1950, to June 
24, 1950. 

It is also directed that in the exercis- 
ing of this power, the President shall 
advise and consult with representatives 
of the persons substantially affected by 
such orders; and in the committee 
amendment of the present bill there is a 
specification to include representatives 
of businessmen, farmers, workers, and 
consumers. 

In regard to the settlement of labor 
disputes, there is provision and power 
given to the President, on a voluntary 
basis, to initiate conferences between 
management, labor, and Government— 
giving due regard to prevailing collective 
bargaining practice to accomplish the 
settlement of labor disputes affecting 
national defense, 

There is also provided that there 
should be no conflict with the provisions 
of the Fair Labor Standards Act, as 
amended, the Labor Management Rela- 
tions Act of 1947, or other applicable 
Federal labor standard statutes. 

In pursuance of these powers, the 
Wage Stabilization Board has been con- 
stituted, and now functions, comprised 
of 18 members; with labor, management 
and the general public each represented 
by 6 members. It is now proposed by 
an amendment to the pending bill to 
establish a preponderance of public 
members whose votes would exceed the 
combined votes of representatives of 
labor and management, and effectively 
to nullify the powers of the Wage Sta- 
bilization Board to deal with and settle 
labor disputes. 

There has been no complaint by pres- 
ent members on the Wage Stabilization 
Board that the other members of the 
Board combine against them. The con- 
trary is the fact. 

During the life of the temporary legis- 
lation, we should try to preserve, as far 
as possible, the established modes of 
procedure by way of voluntary collective 
bargaining, with the cooperation rather 
than the domination of Government. 

It is important that the Government, 
in such procedure, act in a way by which 
the traditional liberties of the parties 
may suffer the least damage, and may be 
returned intact to the parties at the end 
of the emergency. 

The tripartite method accomplished 
by the Wage Stabilization Board is a 
notable accomplishment and has worked 
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successfully. It gives to labor and man- 
agement a share of the power and re- 
sponsibility which is the right and rea- 
sonable approach to the subject. It is 
uridoub tedly the best means of accom- 
plishing and preserving a peaceful status 
in this delicate relationship during the 
period of the emergency. In the struc- 
ture of the Board, the representatives of 
labor, of management, and the general 
public have equal power and responsi- 
bility. This is the reasonable way by 
which a free people should act in settling 
their disputes in coordi-ation with the 
representatives of the Government. We 
should point with pride toward the ac- 
complishment of bringing about such a 
sound coordination, rather than disturb 
it without reason or cause. 

The other alternatives in relation to 
settling these problems is either dictator- 
ship by the Government or else confu- 
sion—neither of which is acceptable. 

I believe it is the uncontroverted fact 
that no person closely associated with 
this tripartite board has proposed or 
supports the suggested change. Those 
who have been closely associated’ with 
the Board and those affected by its deci- 
sions appear to be unanimous in com- 
mendation and praise of its structure 
and accomplishments. 


RESOLUTION BY AMERICAN VETERANS 
OF WORLD WAR II, NINTH DISTRICT 
OF IOWA 


Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, the vet- 
erans all over America are becoming 
alarmed about the terrific tax which is 
now imposed on the people of there 
United States, Indicative of this fact is 
a resolution which was adopted by the 
American Veterans of World War II of 
the Ninth Iowa District recently, as fol- 
lows: 

Whereas United States News and World 
Report, issue of June 8, 1951, reports that 
21 State legislatures are now on record favor- 
ing a plan to cut Federal taxes by an amend- 
ment to the Constitution to put a low ceil- 
ing on Federal taxes on income, gifts, and 
inheritances. The 21 State legislatures have 
adopted resolutions urging that Congress 
call a convention to propose such a consti- 
tutional amendment. Only 11 more such 
State adoptions are needed to require Con- 
gress to call the convention; 

Whereas this drive to get the Constitution 
amended to put a rate ceiling of 25 percent 
on Federal taxes—income, gift, or inheri- 
tance—would, it is asserted by the American 
Taxpayers Association, headed by American 
businessmen, “so stimulate business activity 
that, in a year or two, taxable incomes will 
rise to a point that will offset the revenue 
loss,” There would be more money to tax, 
so the Government could get the needed 
revenue with lower tax rates, in just the same 
manner that mass production in industry 
will always bring the high prices down after 
a new article has been developed and placed 
in the field of greater public demand: There- 
fore be it hereby 

Resolved, unanimously, by the members of 
this ninth district, AMVETS, American Vet- 
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erans of World War II, meeting this 17th 
day of June 1951, in the club rooms of the 
Atlantic AMVETS Post No. 1, in Atlantic, 
Iowa, in a regular and duly authorized meet- 
ing, That they urge the Senators and Con- 
gressmen in Washington, D. C., to use the 
influences of their good offices to further 
this movement in their respective State leg- 
islatures. 

We also further stress that this resolution 
be publicized and brought to the attention 
of all Iowa AMVETS, the members of 
AMVETS in the other 48 States, and this is 
to request that this resolution, in substance, 
be brought before the AMVETS State con- 
vention, when they meet in Des Moines, 
Iowa, this year of 1951. 

J. E. DESCH, 
Commander, AMVETS, Ninth Dis- 
trict, Clarinda, Iowa. 


EXTENSON OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
REcorD, or to revise and extend re- 
marks, was granted to: 

Mr. McCormack and to include a 
speech delivered by Federal Judge Me- 
dina at the annual dinner of the Church 
Club of New York, February 5, 1951. 

Mr. KIL par and to include a state- 
ment by Francis V. Keesling, Jr., for- 
merly chief liaison and legislative of- 
ficer, Selective Service System. 

Mr. Gossett in three instances and to 
include extraneous material. 

Mr. O’Brien of Michigan and to in- 
clude a statement by the Wage Stabili- 
zation Board, 

Mr. YORTY. 

Mr. Price in two instances, in each to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Bryson and to include an excerpt 
from a newspaper. 

Mr. Porter and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. JENKINS and to include an article. 

Mr. ANGELL in two instances, in each 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. JoHNson and to include extrane- 
ous matter, notwithstanding the fact 
that it exceeds two pages of the RECORD 
and is estimated by the Public Printer 
to cost $451. 

Mr. CanFrieLp and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska and to in- 
clude a report by Frank R. Wilson, of the 
Bureau of the Census on the Glories of 
the Fourth Congressional District of 
Nebraska. 

Mr. Van Zaxpr and to include an edi- 
torial, 

Mr. Core of Kansas to revise and ex- 
tend the remarks he expects to make in 
Committee of the Whole today and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Lane and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. 

Mr. Harvey and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. LESINSKI and to include a letter 
addressed to him by the American Hun- 
garian Federation, also a letter ad- 
dressed to the Secretary of State by the 
same organization, 

Mr. Wuitaker and to include an edi- 
torial from the Washington Post. 

Mr. Ka (at the request of Mr. 
Priest) and to include a statement he 
made before the House Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 
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Mr. Jones of Missouri immediately 
following the reading of the message by 
the Clerk on the President of the United 
States on the Mexican agricultural bill. 

Mr. SmiTH of Wisconsin and to in- 
clude an article. 

Mr. HinsHaw to revise and extend 
the remarks he made in the Committee 
of the Whole this afternoon, and to in- 
clude certain letters and statements, 
and also to include in the Recorp in 
tabular form that matter which ap- 
pears in the statement in tabular form, 

Mrs. St. GEORGE and to include the 
second of a series of articles from the 
Christian Science Monitor. 

Mr. Martin of Iowa and to include 
an address he gave at West Branch, 
Iowa, last night, and also to include cer- 
tain quotations. 

Mr. Bunge to revise and extend the 
remarks he made in the Committee of 
the Whole and to include a letter from 
Dr. John Morgan, 

Mr. REECE of Tennessee and to include 
an editorial by Mr. O’Donnell. 

Mr. Hann and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Foranp and to include an edi- 
torial. 

k = SIEMINSKI and to include an ar- 
cle. 

Mr. McGuire (at the request of Mr. 
DOLLINGER), 

Mr. KLEIN (at the request of Mr. Dor 
LINGER). 

Mr. Garmatz (at the request of Mr. 
DOLLINGER). 

Mr. Poace in three instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. Bussey (at the request of Mr. 
Martin of Massachusetts), for 3 months, 
beginning July 20, 1951, on account of 
Official business. 

Mr. O’Tootsz, for an indefinite period, 
on account of illness. 


SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to a joint resolution of the Senate 
of the following title: 

S. J. Res. 71. Joint resolution relating to 
the compensation of employees of the House 
and Senate press, periodical, and radio gal- 
leries. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 4 o'clock and 50 minutes p. m.), 
under its previous order, the House 
adjourned until Monday, July 16, 1951, 
at 12 o’clock noon, 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXTV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
lows: 

608. A letter from the Secretary of State, 
transmitting the second report regarding the 
Yugoslav emergency relief assistance pro- 
gram, pursuant to section 6, Public Law 897 
(the Yugoslav Emergency Relief Assistance 
Act of 1950), for the period March 16, 1951, 
through June 15, 1951 (H. Doc. No. 191); to 
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the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and or- 
dered to be printed. 

609. A letter from the Acting Director, Ad- 
ministrative Office of the United States 
Courts, transmitting a draft of a proposed 
bill entitled “A bill to authorize the use of 
appropriations for refunding moneys erro- 
neously received and covered for the refund 
of forfeited bail”; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII. public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. ANDERSON of California: 

H. R. 4793. A bill to amend the act of July 
6, 1950, to provide an equitable readjust- 
ment of benefits for certain annuitants and 
survivors of annuitants who retired under 
the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 
1930, prior to April 1, 1948; to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. BARTLETT: 

H. R. 4794. A bill to facilitate the develop- 
ment of building materials in Alaska through 
the removal of volcanic ash from portions 
of Katmai National Monument, Alaska, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

H. R. 4795. A bill to provide port of entry 
and related facilities on the Alaska High- 
way at the Alaska-Canadian border in the 
Territory of Alaska, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. DURHAM: 

H. R.4796. A bill to retrocede to the State 
of North Carolina concurrent jurisdiction 
over a highway at Fort Bragg, N. C.; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. FARRINGTON: 

H. R. 4797. A bill to ratify and confirm Act 
291 of the Session Laws of Hawaii 1949, 
section 2 of Act 152 of the Session Laws of 
Hawaii 1951, and section 2 of Act 171 of 
the Session Laws of Hawaii 1951, which in- 
cluded Maui County Waterworks Board, 
Kaual County Waterworks Board, and the 
Board of Water Supply, County of Hawaii, 
under the definition of “municipality” in 
the issuance of revenue bonds pursuant to 
the Revenue Bond Act of 1935; to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

H. R. 4798. A bill to amend the Hawaiian 
Organic Act relating to qualifications of 
jurors; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. ' 

H. R.4799. A bill to amend section 73 (i) 
of the Hawaiian Organic Act; to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

H. R. 4800. A bill to further amend section 
202 (a) of the Hawaiian Homes Commission 
Act, 1920, as amended, relating to member- 
ship on the Hawallan Homes Commission; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. : 

H. R. 4801. A bill to enable the Legislature 
of the Territory of Hawaii to authorize the 
Board of Supervisors of the City and County 
of Honolulu to issue certain bonds for flood 
control purposes; to the Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs. 

H. R. 4802. A bill to enable the Legislature 
of the Territory of Hawaii to authorize the 
Board of Supervisors of the City and County 
of Honolulu to issue certain public improve- 
ment bonds; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. HAGEN: 

H. R. 4803. A bill to readjust postal rates, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee o 
Post Office and Civil Service. : 

By Mr. HART: 

H. R. 4804. A bill to provide reemployment 
rights for persons who leave their positions 
to serve in the merchant marine, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 
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By Mr. NORRELL: 

H. R. 4805. A bill to authorize the convey- 
ance to the City of Hot Springs, Ark., for 
public purposes, of certain Federal property 
known as Whittington Park, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Aff: 


By Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania: 

H. R. 4806. A bill to amend section 165 of 
the Internal Revenue Code (relating to em- 
ployees’ trusts); to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. STEED; 

H. R. 4807. A bill to amend section 9 (h) 
of the Labor Management Relations Act, 
1947; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. j 

By Mr. BONNER: ; 

H. R. 4808. A bill to provide for the grant- 
ing of an easement for a public road through 
the Pea Island National Wildlife Refuge in 
Dare County, N. C.; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. TOLLEFSON (by request): 

H. J. Res. 291. Joint resolution declaring 
the right of sovereignty of the United States 
over certain areas of the Antarctic Continent, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. CROSSER: 

H. Res. 323. Resolution to amend House 
Resolution 51, relating to the authority of 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce to investigate matters within its 
jurisdiction; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. HAVENNER: 

H. Res. 324. Resolution creating a select 
committee to conduct an investigation and 
study of black-marketing activities in the 
United States; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. JAVITS: 

H. Res. 325. Resolution to protest the 
summary arrest and confinement of Arch- 
bishop Josef Groesz of Hungary; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. JARMAN: 

H. Res, 326. Resolution to amend rule 
XXXV of the Rules of the House of Repre- 
sentatives to provide for televising and 
broadcasting of sessions of the House of 
Representatives; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr. MURDOCE: 

H. Res. 327. Resolution authorizing the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
to have printed for its use additional copies 
of certain hearings; to the Committee on 
House Administration, 


MEMORIALS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memo- 


rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 


By Mr. HART: Memorial of the State of 
New Jersey urging the Congress of the 
United States to adopt legislation to estab- 
lish a corporation or to reestablish a former 
corporation to insure private citizens 
against loss or damage to persons and prop- 
erty resulting from the action of foreign 
enemies during periods of hostilities; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, memorial of the State of New Jersey 
urging the Congress of the United States to 
adopt legislation providing Federal aid to 
the State in financing an adequate project 
for the protection and preservation of the 
beaches and shore fronts from erosion and 
other damage from the elements; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

Also, memorial of the State of New Jer- 
sey urging the Congress of the United 
States to enact legislation, to release the 
citizens of one State from the payment of 
an income tax in a State where they work 
but wherein they are not residents; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis- 
lature of the State of Michigan, memorial- 
izing the President and the Congress of the 
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United States relative to requesting the en- 
actment of H. R. 4526, or similar legislation, 
providing readjustment allowances for cer- 
tain unemployed former members of the 
Armed Forces; to the Committee on Vet- 
erans’ Affairs. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BOLLING: 

H. R. 4809. A bill for the relief of Jan 
(John) Matuszek; to tho Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. FARRINGTON: 

H. R. 4810, A bill authorizing and direct- 
ing the Commissioner of Public Lands of the 
Territory of Hawaii to issue a right of pur- 
chase lease to Edward C. Searle; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

H. R. 4811. A bill for the relief of Shinsei 
Shimabukuro; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H. R. 4812, A bill for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Ryoichi Kusunoki; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H. R. 4813. A bill for the relief of Yoko 
Nakaki Tawata; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. GRANAHAN: 

H. R. 4814. A bill for the relief of Ada 

Carlucci; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HALLECK: 

H. R. 4815. A bill for the relief of Sadettin 
Mehmet Pekerol; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. KEAN: 

H. R. 4816. A bill for the relief of Janice 
Justina King; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. KENNEDY: 

H. R. 4817. A bill for the relief of George 
P. Khouri; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MCDONOUGH: 

H. R. 4818. A bill for the relief of Robert 
J. Rickards; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROOSEVELT: 

H. R. 4819. A bill for the relief of Constan- 
tin and Lucia (Bercescu) Turcano; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SASSCER: 

H. R. 4820. A bill to authorize the ad- 
vance on the retired list of Capt. Walter S. 
Diehl, United States Navy (retired), to the 
grade of rear admiral, lower half; to the 
Committee on Armed Services, 


PETITIONS, ETC, 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 

848. By Mr. RABAUT: Resolution of the 
Common Council of the City of Detroit 
adopted by that body on July 3, 1951, pro- 
testing against the inhuman treatment of 
the Hungarian people by the government of 


-Communist Hungary; to the Committee on 


Foreign Affairs. 

849. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Four 
Hundred and Forty-second Veterans Club, 
Honolulu, T. H., relating to section 407 of 
the 1952 Agriculture appropriation bill; to 
the Committee on Appropriations, 

350. Also, petition of Americans for Dem- 
ocratic Action, Seattle, King County chapter, 
Seattle, Wash., relative to recommending 
proper legislation dealing with price con- 
trols and comment on inflation; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

351. Also, petition of State Department 
of Veterans Service, Atlanta, Ga., relative to 
censuring the actions of the Voluntary 
Credit Restraint Committee and Defense Mo- 
bilizer Charles Wilson with respect to their 
intervention into veterans’ affairs; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, 
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Monpay, July 16. 1951 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following prayer: 


Most merciful and gracious God, we 
beseech Thee to be present and favor- 
able unto these Thy servants, guiding 
them with a vital and victorious faith. 

Grant that they may fulfill the duties 
and responsibilities of their high calling 
with a pure and steadfast devotion. 

Make us sensitive and responsive to 
those finer impulses which urge us to 
do our very best and may they become 
the constant and abiding realities in our 
lives. 

Give us the joy of being coworkers 
with Thee, and may the lofty ideals and 
principles of democracy and friendship, 
of justice and righteousness, ever re- 
main as the foundation stones on which 
we are seeking to build a more glorious 
nation and a nobler civilization. 

Hear us in Christ’s name. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of Fri- 
day, July 13, 1951, was read and ap- 
proved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H. R. 3804. An act to limit the retroactive 
application of the income tax to employees 
of the United States working in the posses- 
sions or in the Canal Zone, 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with amendments in 
which the concurrence of' the House is 
requested, a bill of the House of the fol- 
lowing title: 

H. R.3790 An act making appropriations 
for the Depertment of the Interior for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, and for 
other purposes. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the foregoing bill, requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. O’Manoney, Mr. Mo- 
CARRAN, Mr. CHavez, Mr. Corpon, Mr. 
WHERRY, and Mr. Young to be the con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 


RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEE 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following communication, which was 


read: 
JuLY 16, 1951. 
Hon. Sam RAYBURN, 
The Speaker, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 
Dear MR. SPEAKER; I am herewith sub- 
mitting my resignation from the House Judi- 
ciary Committee, effective July 18, 1951. 
Respectfully, 
THADDEUS M. MACHROWICZ. 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the resignation is accepted. 

There was no objection. 

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY BUSINESS 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the business 
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in order on Calendar Wednesday of this 
week be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 111] 


Abbitt Gore O'Konski 
Adair Green Passman 
Anfuso Gregory Philbin 
“Blatnik Hall, Powell 
Breen Leonard W. Quinn 
Chatham Hays, Ohio Radwan 
Chudoff Heffernan Regan 
Clemente Judd Riehlman 
Coudert Kelley, Pa Rogers, Mass. 
Dawson Kennedy Roosevelt 
Delaney Keogh Scott, Hardie 
Denton Kersten, Wis. Shelley 
Dingell Klein Steed 
Dolliver McGrath Thompson, 
Durham McMillan Mich. 
Engle Mack, Ill. Werdel 
Fallon Mason Wickersham 
Fine Miller, Calif. Wilson, Ind. 
Furcolo Morton Winstead 
Gillette Murray, Wis. 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 375 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


AN EMERGENCY DISASTER 
APPROPRIATION 


Mr. CANNON, from the Committee on 
Appropriations, reported the resolution 
(H. J. Res. 292) making appropriations 
for disaster relief for the fiscal year 
1952, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
699), which was read a first and second 
time, and, with the accompanying pa- 
pers, referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
and ordered to be printed. 


MAKING AN EMERGENCY APPROPRIATION FOR 
THE FISCAL YEAR 1952 


Mr, Cannon, from the Committee on Ap- 
p‘opriations, submitted the following re- 
port: 

The Committee on Appropriations, to 
which was referred the House Joint Resolu- 
tion No. 292, making an emergency appro- 
priation for disaster relief, reports the same 
to the House with recommendation that the 
resolution be passed. 

The purpose of this joint resolution is to 
make funds available for disaster relief in 
the areas stricken by the present heavy 
floods on the tributaries of the Mississippi 
and Missouri Rivers. Testimony received 
by the committee indicates the present 
floods to be the largest in history and of 
particular severity in the State of Kansas 
with just as disastrous results forecast in 
other areas for the next few days. Tens of 
thousands of people have been driven from 
their homes, and damages have reached as- 
tronomical proportions, 

All available resources of the States, local 
communities, and charitable organizations 
are being utilized to afford relief to the 
stricken area but are proving to be woefully 
inadequate. Therefore, the committee rec- 
ommends the enactment of the accompany- 
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ing joint resolution making an appropria- 
tion of $15,000,000 to meet this emergency 
need. The funds will be expended in ac- 
cordance with Public Law 875, approved Sep- 
tember 30, 1950, the purpose of which is to 
“provide an orderly and continuing means of 
assistance by the Federal Government to 
States and ocal governments in carrying out 
their responsibilities to alleviate suffering 
and damage resulting from major disasters.” 
In addition to the funds provided herein 
the resources of all Federal Government 
agencies will be marshaled to assist in pro- 
viding food, clothing, temporary shelter, 
prevention of spread of disease, and other 
critical requirements of the stricken area. 


Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration in the House as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole of House Joint Res- 
olution 292, making additional appro- 
priations for disaster relief for the fis- 
cal year 1952 and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the joint resolution, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That there is hereby appro- 
priated, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1952, the following 
sum: 

DISASTER RELIEF 

For an additional amount for “Disaster 
relief,” $16,000,000, to be expended without 
regard to the limitation in section 8 of the 
act of September 30, 1950 (Public Law 875). 


Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, the 
floods sweeping the Missouri Valley are 
the most destructive in history. The 
unprecedented heights reached by the 
water, the extent of the area inundated, 
the devastation and loss, and the num- 
ber of families driven from their homes 
break all records, 

Business is paralyzed throughout the 
region. Interstate highways are closed. 
All bridges across the Missouri River be- 
tween Kansas City and St. Louis are im- 
passable. Trains have been discontinued 
and telephone and telegraph communi- 
cations are disrupted. Towns are iso- 
lated and under martial law. Thou- 
sands of families are homeless and in 
need of shelter, food, clothing, and med- 
icine. Industries and plants are buried 
under water, and workmen are out of 
employment. Vast crops ready to be 
harvested have been destroyed. Grana- 
ries and cribs are under water, and live- 
stock is without food. The situation as- 
sumes the proportions of a national ca- 
tastrophe. 

To meet this appalling situation the 
President has messaged to Congress a 
budget estimate, and the committee has 
held hurried hearings, and this morning 
unanimously reports to the House a 
joint resolution appropriating $15,000,- 
000 to supplement the President’s dis- 
aster funds. The House leadership has 
postponed consideration of the pending 
bill and given right-of-way for immedi- 
ate consideration of the joint resolution. 

If effective relief is to be afforded, it 
must be provided without delay. 

In view of the misapprehension indi- 
cated by many inquiries received by the 
committee, I wish to emphasize the faci 
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that this resolution is not supplementary 
to the civil-functions bill. It has noth- 
ing to do with flood control. It deals 
only with flood relief. It makes no pro- 
vision for flood protection or the con- 
struction or planning or restoration of 
reservoirs or levee systems. 

The money here appropriated is for 
temporary shelter, clothing, medical 
supplies, and food for man and beast. 
The only property damage to which it 
can be applied is to put houses back on 
their foundations, to wash out mud and 
silt and make them habitable, to clear 
roads and streets and sewers of debris 
and build temporary bridges or other 
facilities to render the roads and streets 
traversable, to adopt sanitary measures 
to prevent disease and contagion. In 
the areas where food for stock has been 
destroyed or washed away, loans for feed 
or grain from Commodity Credit Corpo- 
ration holdings are to be made available, 

The purport of the measure is to en- 
able communities to return to normal as 
soon as possible after the floodwaters 
recede. 

In support of the resolution I include 
from this morning’s New York Times, as 
follows: 

DISASTER IN THE WEST 

Ever since the white man first went west 
along the valleys of the Arkansas and the 
Kansas, it has been known that those areas 
were subject to destructive flooding. Plans 
to control such floods have been discussed 
for half a century or more. But, as the dis- 
patches from Kansas City and other com- 
munities testify, not enough has been done. 
Sweeping westward and southward the swol- 
len waters of the Kansas and its tributaries 
have devastated towns and cities, and have 
now practically paralyzed one of the Nation's 
most important industrial and railway cen- 
ters. There have been some deaths, thou- 
sands have been rendered homeless and the 
total loss may run into the hundreds of 
millions. 

In most cases protection against floods of 
these proportions cannot be achieved by dikes 
or levees. Kansas City, for example, has been 
built on bottom land, which is vulnerable 
whenever an excess of water comes down the 
Kansas and Missouri Rivers. Probably there 
never can be local protection against a fifty- 
year flood. What does seem to be needed is 
control in the headwaters, including more 
reservoirs and upstream spillways to divert 
waters before it reaches crowded areas. 
Otherwise each flood season is a gamble with 
human lives nd welfare. 

River control costs money. But lack of 
control is even more expensive. Perhaps 
this disaster wil lead to new study and 
planning for the lower Missouri Valley. 
Meanwhile, the Nation will welcome the swift 
move in Washington to appropriate $15,000,- 
000 for emergency relief in the afflicted areas 
and the general sympathy for flood sufferers 
will be expressed through the Red Cross and 
every other available agency. 


Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak- 
er, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Speaker, this matter came up on 
very short notice before our commit- 
tee. We held a special meeting of 
our subcommittee on Saturday at 
which time we heard witnesses from the 
Corps of Engineers; we heard Mr. Fred- 
erick Lawton, Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget, and several Members of 
Congress from the States of Kansas, 
Missouri, and Oklahoma. They appeared 
before us at that unusual Saturday ses- 
sion. 
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This appropriation is brought here in 
conformance with the policy enunciated 
by the Eighty-first Congress in the Dis- 
aster Relief Act of 1950. 

You will note in the joint resolution 
before you that the money asked for is 
to be expended without regard to the 
limitations in section 8 of the act of Sep- 
tember 30, 1950. The explanation for 
that is quite simple. The law provides 
that the aggregate amount of the ap- 
propriation shall not exceed $5,000,000. 
Even assuming that we have no concrete 
evidence as to the exact amount that will 
be needed in this emergency, we do know 
that $5,000,000 will not be adequate. We 
do know that $15,000,000 is a very con- 
servative estimate. This Congress will 
be fortunate if we are not required to 
appropriate a greater amount than that 
at a later time. So the proviso in the 
last sentence of the resolution is simply 
to make it possible to appropriate $15,- 
000,000 in spite of the $5,000,000 limita- 
tion that is contained in the act. 

It might be added for the benefit of 
those who might have some misgivings 
about making available that amount of 
money, that the act provides in section 8 
that the President shall transmit to the 
Congress a full report covering the ex- 
penditure of the amount so appro- 
priated, with the amounts of the allo- 
cations to each State under this act, so 
the Congress is protected in knowing 
what is going to be done with the money 
that is here appropriated. 

Fifteen million dollars, as I said, is a 
minimum amount under the circum- 
stances. The need is critical.. The need 
for the money is now. I hope the House 
will act promptly on the joint resolution 
before us. : 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Are the funds to 
be used strictly for relief? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Yes, the 
funds are for relief. There will be no 
construction of any permanent facilities 
or the replacement of any permanent fa- 
cilities. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Based on the testi- 
mony that was submitted, what are the 
prospects, insofar as the Congress is 
concerned, of being called upon to pro- 
vide funds for reconstruction, reclaim- 
ing, and cleaning up, and matters of that 
kind, or will that be something for the 
local people to stand themselves? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. That is not 
within the purview of this joint resolu- 
tion. This resolution does call for re- 
moving the debris, to put public facilities 
back on an operational basis so that they 
can be used, but it does not contemplate 
the replacement of the permanent struc- 
tures. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Under this law ap- 
proved by the Eighty-first Congress, is 
provision made for any permanent 
structure? 3 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. It does not 
so provide. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. In other words, no 
bill approved by the Congress provides 
for the rebuilding of bridges, the re- 
storing of buildings, and general reha- 
bilitation? It is strictly for relief? 
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Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. This is 
strictly a disaster-relief measure. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DONDERO. Who will administer 
the funds in this relief matter? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. The Presi- 
dent is authorized to designate a co- 
ordinator, and he has done so. Mr. 
Foley, of the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency, is the on-the-spot coordinator 
of the relief that is to be granted. Sev- 
eral agencies, including the Army engi- 
neers, the Department of Agriculture, 
the Bureau of Roads, and other Federal 
agencies will work under the coordina- 
tion and direction of Mr. Foley. 

Mr. DONDERO, Will the Red Cross 
take- part in it? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. The Red 
Cross is taking a part, and will take a 
part in this effort. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. GOLDEN. I should like to find 
out if this joint resolution is subject to 
an amendment whereby some other lo- 
cality that has heretofore suffered a 
disastrous catastrophe such as this can 
be included in the bill. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Such an 
amendment would not be necessary be- 
cause this is replenishing disaster-re- 
lief funds. If there are other areas which 
can qualify under the act which was 
passed by the Congress last year, this 
money would be available for use in other 
parts of the country. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Is the $15,000,000 
earmarked for the flood in the West? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. It is not. 
It is simply for an additional amount for 
disaster relief, 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may extend their remarks on the pend- 
ing resolution at this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

DISASTER RELIEF 


Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker and Mem- 
bers of the House, though I can add little 
to the tragic news and strong pleas that 
have been given to you by other Mem- 
bers, I am grateful for the opportunity 
of joining my colleagues in urging you 
to promptly pass this emergency relief 
measure. 

Calamity has suddenly and violently 
struck the great Middle West—the bread 
basket of our Nation. Particularly have 
the States of Kansas and Missouri suf- 
fered the worst floods in their history. 
For several weeks torrential rains have 
fallen not only in those two States but 
in most of the Missouri Valley, sending 
all rivers out of their banks to inun- 
date thousands upon thousands of acres 
of the richest farm lands in the United 
States. 

Not only have entire crops of every 
kind been totally destroyed, but much 
livestock has been drowned, and several 
human lives have been lost. Industry, 
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as well as agriculture, has terribly suf- 
fered. Great fires have followed in the 
wake of devastating floods, to add to the 
loss of property and human life. 
Bridges have been washed out, airports 
submerged, communication lines broken, 
and railroad tracks isolated. Thousands 
upon thousands of people have been 
driven from their homes, and a state of 
emergency has been declared in Kansas 
City and other nearby towns. 

Transportation is at a standstill at 
many points in Kansas and Missouri. 
This is not one catastrophe but a whole 
series of catastrophes as unprecedented, 
angry rains have fallen over a vast area 
for the past several weeks. Packing 
plants, soap factories, grain elevators, 
flour mills, railroad yards and shops 
have been flooded, and it is estimated 
that the total damage will run anywhere 
from $500,000,000 to $1,000,000,000. The 
water supply of the two Kansas Citys has 
been polluted, and the great stockyards 
are under water. 

Of course, Mr. Speaker, it will be im- 
possible for our Government to repair all 
the damage done, but certainly Congress, 
which has been so generous in extending 
aid to foreign nations, can vote at least 
the small amount contained in this joint 
resolution for food, clothing, and shelter 
for those people who have been driven 
from their homes and are in the greatest 
distress. 

Iam sure that every single Member of 
the Congress has the deepest pity and 
sympathy for these unfortunate people 
and that he will be glad to cast his vote 
for this appropriation—inadequate as it 
might be. Certainly any help given to 
these distressed people will be most wel- 
come at this time. 

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, there is 
no doubt that the Congress will quickly 
pass the $25,000,000 disaster relief ap- 
propriation which we are presently con- 
sidering. The terrible flood now devas- 
tating much of my district in Kansas 
City, Mo., as well as other wide areas 
of Kansas and Missouri is bringing with 
it untold suffering to thousands of in- 
dividuals, destruction to invaluable nat- 
ural and industrial wealth and virtually 
irreparable damage to our Nation’s 
strength. Many of those who will now 
vote for disaster relief have in the past 
successfully opposed various measures 
which might well have prevented or at 
any event lessened the dreadful suffer- 
ing and damage now being experienced. 
I hope that all those whose blind op- 
position must now weigh heavily on their 
consciences have learned their lesson and 
that it will now be possible for us to 
go forward promptly with the kind of 
over-all, integrated program for the Mis- 
souri Valley which I have always advo- 
cated and for which I have worked in 
vain. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Speaker, let 
me add my word of appreciation for the 
action of the chairman and members of 
the committee for bringing this matter 
so promptly to the attention of the 
House. As my colleagues from Mis- 
souri and Kansas have said, the situa- 
tion resulting from the disastrous flood 
along the Kaw and Missouri Rivers is 
serious indeed. 
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On July 5, while inspecting the Se- 
dalia Air Base in Johnson County in the 
northern part of my district, I was im- 
pressed with the fact that the streams 
were rising to flood stage after 3 
weeks of constant rain. Since then, for 
10 days, there has been more and more 
rain. Thousands of people in the north- 
ern counties of my district have been 
driven from their homes, their farms, 
their places of work. The need for im- 
mediate relief is urgent indeed. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not know what exact 
amounts will be needed to provide food 
and other necessities for the victims of 
this disastrous flood, but I shall vote 
for the amendment of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack] 
to provide $25,000,000, in the hope that 
this will be adequate for immediate 
needs. 

In a time of calamity such as the pres- 
ent in the flooded areas of Missouri, Kan- 
sas, and our neighbor States, the great 
heart of the American people goes out 
in a spirit of helpfulness. 

Mr. HELLER. Mr. Speaker, I whole- 
heartedly support the resolution to pro- 
vide emergency funds to be made avail- 
able for disaster relief in areas stricken 
by heavy floods. From the reports in 
the press, many thousands of families 
have already been made homeless, they 
lack the necessary food, clothing, and 
shelter, and their farm lands and valu- 
able crops have been destroyed by the 
onrushing waters. 

Although we in the Fast have been 
relatively fortunate in recent years that 
we have not had damaging floods on 
such a vast scale as struck Kansas, Mis- 
souri, and other areas in the past week 
we are not at all assured that some day 
this destructive force may hit our re- 
gion and cause untold misery, loss of 
homes, and property. This is not a sec- 
tional or regional emergency but one 
of national proportion. It therefore de- 
serves unanimous support. 

Whenever such natural disaster 
strikes we should have the funds readily 
available to alleviate the severe plight 
now suffered by the people of Kansas, 
Missouri, or other areas which may un- 
dergo similar disaster. We cannot de- 
pend on local charitable groups and 
organizations to provide the necessary 
aid and to expect them to undertake the 
rehabilitation of such stricken areas. 
Federal assistance is most urgent in such 
instances because it is in the interests of 
the Nation as a whole. 

Mr. Speaker, I understand that the 
funds being appropriated under this res- 
olution will be used for the purpose de- 
scribed above under Public Law 875, 
approved last September by the Eighty- 
first Congress, which provides “an or- 
derly and continuing means of assist- 
ance by the Federal Government to 
Stetes and local governments in carry- 
ing out their responsibilities to alleviate 
suffering and damage resulting from 
major disasters.” I therefore support 
and urge immediate adoption of this 
resolution. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
I favor this resolution offered by my dis- 
tinguished colleague the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. Cannon], as amended by 
that great humanitarian, our majority 
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leader, which is designed to make avail- 
able for immediate use $25,000,000 for 
the alleviation of suffering throughout 
the disaster area where unprecedented 
floods have caused damage which it is 
estimated may reach more than a billion 
dollars. 

I realize that this resolution calls for 
funds for disaster relief and I appreciate 
the fact that this is not a flood-relief 
bill. For that reason I believe that the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa is not germane and should 
not be considered at this time. For the 
same reason, despite my deep interest in 
a project which lies in my district and 
which I may add might quite properly 
fall within the same category covered by 
this resolution, I will not offer any re- 
strictive amendment which would have 
for its purpose the ear marking of any 
of the funds to be appropriated. 

However, I would be derelict in my 
duty if I failed to call to the attention of 
the House a situation which exists in the 
Tenth Congressional District in south- 
east Missouri where floodwaters of the 
Mississippi have for several days pre- 
vented operation of trains over the main 
line of the Frisco Railroad from St. Louis 
to Memphis; where many citizens have 
been forced to evacuate their homes in 
the city of Cape Girardeau, where indus- 
try has been forced to suspend operation, 
and where many stores along some of the 
main thoroughfares have been forced to 
close because of the floodwater in their 
places of business. 7 

In a telegram from the Cape Girar- 
deau Chamber of Commerce today, I am 
acvised that these floodwaters of the 
Mississippi are rapidly approaching pre- 
vious maximum stages. 

The seriousness of this condition at 
Cape Girardeau has been recognized and 
during the first session of the Eighty- 
first Congress authorization was given 
for the appropriation of funds to provide 
flood protection for the city of Cape 
Girardeau, under the provisions of House 
Document No. 204, first session, Eighty- 
first Congress. 

While I am thoroughly sympathetic to 
the emergency needs of those unfortu- 
nate people to whom we seek to extend 
relief through the resolution which is 
presently under consideration, I would 
respectfully call your attention, Mr. 
Speaker, to the imperative need for a 
reconsideration of the policy which has 
been followed by this Congress in de- 
clining to consider what have been de- 
scribed as “new projects” as we make ap- 
propriations for flood-control projects. 
A different policy in the past might have 
averted the necessity for the resolution 
on which we are about to vote. 

The situation at Cape Girardeau which 
is so critical at this time, and which pe- 
riodically causes losses to that commu- 
nity running up into the millions of dol- 
lars annually, as attested by House Doc- 
ument No. 204 referred to above, also 
merits the early attention of this Con- 
gress. While it is most unfortunate that 
it requires such a catastrophe as has been 
described here today to bring to the at- 
tention of some Members the importance 
of the fiood-control appropriations 
which have heretofore heen authorized, 
but for which no funds have been made 
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available, I am glad to note that some 
Members apparently have been con- 
verted to the wisdom of appropriating 
for fiood control rather than to be forced 
into appropriating millions of dollars for 
disaster relief which will carry with it no 
permanent relief. 

There is still time during this session 
of the Eighty-second Congress to appro- 
priate the funds necessary to carry out 
the provisions of House Document No. 
204 of the Eighty-first Congress, first 
session. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, the de- 
vastating floods which are sweeping 
through Kansas and Missouri should be 
a tragic reminder of the waste that can 
result from action that is taken in the 
name of economy. The real tragedy is 
that these floodwaters could have been 
harnessed for the common good and to 
increase the Nation’s productive might. 
To the tragic waste of precious topsoil 
and widespread destruction we can add 
the countless billions of kilowatts of elec- 
tric energy that flows into the sea. 

Those who oppose the great valley-de- 
velopment programs and those who 
blindly vote against appropriations for 
effective flood-control and power devel- 
opment programs cannot escape their 
share of the blame. 

The present tragedy should awaken 
the American people and their Repre- 
sentatives in Congress to the tremen- 
dous waste of human and natural re- 
sources and of the real wealth which 
goes steadily on as the result of unsound 
penny-pinching policies. 

When we permit forests to be de- 
stroyed by refusing to appropriate neces- 
sary funds to fight destructive insects 
and timber disease and when we deny 
people necessary health and educational 
opportunities we are helping to sap the 
strength of our great country. It is 
time to call a halt to this tragic waste 
of real wealth. It is time to stop all the 
nonsensical talk about economy and un- 
fair competition to private enterprise 
and such other false arguments that are 
made by those responsible for the trag- 
edy today and the threat it brings to the 
future welfare of all America. 

I am sure that we will vote the neces- 
sary funds for relief of the flood victims 
but I doubt whether we will profit from 
the lesson which the present disaster 
should teach us. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr, Speaker, I am 
happy to support the resolution now be- 
for the House to provide emergency aid 
in the amount of $25,000,000 to those 
people who are suffering from the devas- 
tation caused by the recent floods on 
the tributaries of the Mississippi and 
Missouri Rivers. 

The destruction wrought by these 
floods, I am told, is the greatest in re- 
corded history. I have seen estimates 
that the damage done to property in the 
States of Kansas and Missouri, and in 
Kansas City, will already approximate 
$1,000,000,000. Tens of thousands of 
people have already been driven from 
their homes. The floodwaters are mov- 
ing to other areas in which they will 
wreak equal despoilment. 

Numbers of lives have been lost. 

Our Government should bring the im- 
mediate relief proposed by this bill to 
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our suffering fellow Americans to the 
end that shelter, food, and medical sup- 
plies may be available to them. We are 
dealing with accomplished facts of hu- 
man suffering and no delay is justified. 

I would like to say, also, Mr, Speaker, 
that the conditions described here to- 
day again point up the need that this 
Congress proceed immediately to har- 
ness the streams of this country, so that 
disasters such as this one may be avoid- 
ed. The Mulberry fork of the Warrior 
River runs through a part of the con- 
gressional district which I have the hon- 
or to represent. Already once this year 
the farms and towns along its banks 
have been inundated, doing heavy dam- 
age. In my judgment this damage so 
far as the future is concerned could be 
held to an absolute minimum by har- 
nessing the headwaters and tributary 
waters of this stream, The same is true 
with most of the streams of America. 

Under the hammer of the cry of pork 
barrel, this Congress has practically 
ground progress in the field of flood con- 
trol to a halt throughout the country. 
This one flood, before it subsides will 
cost the people of the United States 
more than it would cost to harness the 
waters of the tributaries of the area 
affected. 

We have even gone so far as to cut off 
planning money for projects already ap- 
proved by the Congress, This was a mis- 
take. The streams of America are one 
of its greatest assets We should not 
neglect their development. 

Mr. LARCADE. Mr, Speaker, I, and 
the people of Louisiana can well sympa- 
thize with the people of Kansas and 
Missouri in the terrible floods which 
have laid waste their cities and country- 
side. 

Mr. Speaker, every year Louisiana has 
to go through such an experience; some- 
times it is as bad or worse than the Kan- 
sas floods of last week, but no one can 
imagine or appreciate the devastation 
and losses of human life and property 
until they are subjected to such a catas- 
trophe. 

As the ranking member of the House 
Public Works Committee, I have been 
most sympathetic to the requests for au- 
thorizations for the protection of this 
great section of the United States that 
now is undergoing the destruction and 
carnage by flood waters on rampage. 

Mr. Speaker, I am glad to be able to 
say that my committee has been most 
considerate of the problems of the sec- 
tion which is now almost laid waste, and 
by the suffering and destruction caused 
by this unprecedented flood, and we 
have endeavored to make the necessary 
authorizations to protect this particular 
section of the country; however, unfor- 
tunately, there is so little money and so 
many other important projects in all 
parts of the United States that it can 
readily be realized that the Appropria- 
tions Committee cannot appropriate 
enough money to take care of all of 
these projects at the same time. 

Mr. Speaker, I am glad to announce 
that I shall be glad to support the bill 
by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
Cannon], the chairman of the House 
Appropriations Committee, and also the 
amendment by the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack] to 
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give immediate relief and succor to the 
people of Kansas and Missouri and oth- 
er parts of the United States who are 
subjected to these great disasters 
caused by these recurring floods. 

Mr. Speaker, I might add that the 
Corps of Engineers, and especially the 
distinguished Chief of the Corps of En- 
gineers, Gen. Lewis A. Pick, has always 
pressed for consideration of protection 
for Kansas and the Missouri River Ba- 
sin, as well as our Mississippi River Ba- 
sin. May I read into the RECORD a 
statement from the Kansas City Siar of 
July 15, as follows: 


The long and costly period of soft-glove 
boxing over Missouri Valley flood control 
has been washed out with terrible devasta- 
tion. From a lifetime of fighting floods, 
Maj. Gen. Lewis A. Pick calls this the worst 
damage he has ever seen anywhere, and he 
estimates. the physical damage alone at 
$500,000,000, 

The cost of building all the reservoirs for 
the protection of the Kaw Valley, the Marais 
des Cygnes, and the whole source area of 
this giant flood is $300,000,000. From the 
farmers, home owners, governmental tax- 
payers, and industries of this area the flood 
has exacted almost twice the cost of pre- 
venting it. And what we have for the great- 
er price today is a vast sea of ruin, Wide 
over-all figures cover hundreds of thousands 
of individual tragedies, homes lost, family 
savings gone, probable bankruptcies, This 
is the kind of loss that spreads through the 
whole business life of two States. 

Immediate loss is only part of the story. 
Unless this area rises in its fury to protect 
its future it will suffer indirect loss from 
this day until the next big flood caps the 
awful climax. Just when the Nation’s in- 
dustry is looking and moving west a totally 
unnecessary doubt has been raised over all 
the town and industrial districts in the 
lowlands of Kansas and a large part of 
Missouri, 

There is just one answer worthy of a de- 
termined people. Move now in unity to de- 
mand a fast start on the flood protection— 
restore confidence—serve notice that it shall 
not happen again. 

There is no point in kidding ourselves. 
We, the people of these States have let a 
small minority disrupt all progress toward 
real flood control. Campaigns promulgated 
by special interests have led thousands of 
people to a false hope that soil conservation 
and little ponds or lakes are enough for flood 
control. 

The Star will take second place to no one 
in advocacy of soil conservation. But any 
man who says terraces and ponds could have 
held the water through this sopping month 
of daily rains in dealing with absurdity. No 
top level soil conservation leader in the 
United States will be quoted on such a claim. 
And we aro all paying an awful price for the 
political persuasion of absurdity. 

This is the time for men, including every 
Member of Congress from these States, to 
stand up and be counted. There can be no 
more of this genial monkey business, Our 
whole future is at stake. 

This has been the worst flood in Kansas 
history. The Kaw carried 60 percent more 
water than in the previous all-time destruc- 
tion of 1903. And still it wasn't nearly as 
bad as it might have been. At a time of 
such a Kaw Valley flood the Army engineers 
had reason to expect a surging upper Mis- 
souri with a crest 10 feet higher than we 
had the last few days. If that had been true 
there would be nothing left in the lowlands 
of Kansas City or anywhere to the mouth of 
the Missouri. There wouldn’t be a drop of 
drinking water in the faucets of Greater 
Kansas City and no hope of anything for 
weeks to come. The next flood could be much 
worse and no one can say when it will come. 
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No feasible series of reservoirs could have 
prevented all local floods in the Kaw Valley. 
But the reservoirs on the drafting boards 
would have taken many feet off the crest of 
the Kaw and other rivers the last few days. 
That's simple mathematics. These are the 
feet that would have saved Manhattan, To- 
peka, Ottawa, Kansas City and many other 
cities and thousands of farms up and down 
the rivers of two States. 

The time to rise and take action is now, 
today, this next week. Unite with action to 
say “Never again.” 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to express my personal apprecia- 
tion as well as my thanks on behalf of 
the flood-stricken people of Kansas for 
the prompt attention given by mem- 
bers of the Appropriat' ons Committee 
oi the House to the appropriation of 
funds presently being considered. 

I express my appreciation especially to 
the members of the Subcommittee on 
Civil Functions for holding a special 
hearing on Saturday in order to obtain 
the facts in support of the immediate 
need of the funds provided in this bill. 
I likewise want to express appreciation 
to the committee in the other body, who 
also held hearings on Saturday on this 
subject matter. 

The situation and conditions resulting 
from the flood disaster is almost in- 
describable and the need for assistance 
is imminent. The disaster that has hit 
our section of the country is described 
by Army engineers as being the worst 
with respect to damage to property. It 
carries with it a worse tragedy—the loss 
of human life. 

Mr. Speaker, you may be assured that 
funds appropriated by the Federal Gov- 
ernment in whatever amount may be 
allowed will be expended judiciously and 
will be utilized for the purpose outlined 
in the bill, that of alleviating suffering 
and assisting in providing food, clothing, 
temporary shelter, prevention of spread 
of disease, and other critical require- 
ments in the flood-stricken area. 

It would be almost out of order for 
me to attempt to recount the damages 
incurred in the various communities in 
the Fourth Congressional District and in 
other places in <ansas. You may be as- 
sured that the unfortunate people of our 
great State appreciate the assistance 
granted by this legislation. 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. Mr. Speak- 
er, I am happy to join in support of this 
appropriation to provide emergency re- 
lief for the flooded areas in the Missouri 
Valley. 

Those of us who live in the Delta dis- 
trict of our great State of Mississippi 
know the suffering that floods have 
wrought and we know of the enormous 
property damage. We are glad that 
the Government is taking prompt action 
to alleviate the stress. 

We cannot afford to slacken our ef- 
forts in the fight for flood control any- 
where along the line. Postponement of 
vital projects or delays in completion of 
those already under way is the worst 
type of waste. The vast cost of the 
present flood might have been evaded 
with adequate preparations. Let us hope 
that we will never relax our vigilance 
in the field of fiood control. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support to the pro forma amendment 
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and ask unanimous consent to proceed 
for five additional minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Speaker, the 
need for these funds is great. The need 
is now. Iam glad it has been made cer- 
tain and definite that this relief meas- 
ure does not relate solely to the States 
of Kansas and Missouri, These funds 
are to be used throughout the entire Na- 
tion where any disaster strikes. The 
Nation has been focused, however, by 
the floods that have been rampaging 
through the State of Kansas. I am glad 
to be able to report to the House that 
the rise has passed. Some of the high 
waters are now starting to recede in 
Kansas. Of course, that means that the 
crest is slowly moving on down through 
the States of Missouri and Oklahoma, 
which will feel the effects of that high 
water this week. 

In addition to the terrific high water, 
the magnitude of which cannot be told 
in words, or even given to you in pic- 
tures, of which I have here, it is now 
magnified by the fact that the onrushing 
surge of water has torn from their bases 
innumerable storage tanks of gasoline, 
fuel oil, Diesel fuel oil—millions of gal- 
lons—which is now on the surface of 
those waters and burning. 

In Kansas City, Mo., over 250 square 
blocks have been completely isolated due 
to the terrific fires now raging there. 
In Kansas City, Kans., hundred of blocks 
of homes, business houses, and factories 
are isolated. 

If the Members of the House could 
have seen and understood, and if they 
could now understand the plight of 
these thousands upon thousands of peo- 
ple who have been driven from their 
homes in the middle of the night, taking 
with them only those personal belong- 
ings that they could carry in their hands 
and the clothes they were wearing on 
their backs, they would understand the 
dire need for immediate action and the 
dire need for these disaster funds. 

Throughout Kansas farms have been 
destroyed. Crop loss cannot be esti- 
mated. Bridges by the hundreds are 
gone. Fortunately the loss of life has 
been comparatively small. 

In the city of Kansas City, Kans., my 
home town, 12,000 to 15,000 people are 
now homeless, in the Argentine and 
Armourdale district. As I said, they had 
to leave their homes in the middle of the 
night. Behind them are all their earthly 
belongings, sodden, flood-soaked, mostly 
beyond repair. 

In fact, Mr. Speaker, $15,000,000 may 
not be sufficient. Before the Deficiency 
Subcommittee, I suggested the figure of 
$30,000,000, However, upon the assur- 
ance of Mr. Lawton, of the Bureau of the 
Budget, concurred in by Mr. CANNON, 
the chairman, that additional funds 
would be requested if need is shown, I 
did not then, I will not now, ask that 
the figure proposed in this resolution be 
increased, 

However, despite the fact that the 
headlines throughout the Nation are 
focused on the floods on the Kansas 
River, my district is being tragically 
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damaged by floods in other streams, 
fioods never before experienced or an- 
ticipated. 

The Marais des Cygnes, a small 
stream has carried floodwater nearly 10 
feet deep in the city of Ottawa—inun- 
dating 95 percent of the business houses 
in that town. By now that floodwater 
is going into other towns—Osawatomie 
and Paoli, then on into the Missouri. 

A little farther south, the Neosho, 
having already devastated other Kansas 
communities, has now flooded about one- 
third of the city of Iola. That crest will 
move on south through Humboldt, on 
down through Kansas and on into Okla- 
homa. 

The Marmaton, a little farther south, 
earlier caused great damage to Fort 
Scott and other communities. , 

But back to Kansas City. I want to 
point out that every agency, the city, 
the county, the State are bending every 
effort to alleviate suffering. The Red 
Cross, local and national, is doing its 
usual fine job. The Army engineers 
and other Government agencies are do- 
ing their utmost to aid. 

The task of cleaning up will be one 
of unbelievable magnitude. Cities and 
counties will need help. The homeless 
persons will need help. 

This fund will contribute much to help 
the victims of this disaster. 

I am sure, Mr. Speaker, we will not 
hear one dissenting vote. 

And in conclusion, Mr. Speaker, so as 
not to trespass further on the time of 
the House, I have countless pictures of 
these areas. I can show any interested 
Member the headlines of papers from all 
over the country. If the Members de- 
sire further facts telling of this most 
disastrous of all floods, they can be 
found in the printed hearings accom- 
panying this resolution. 

Certainly, Mr. Speaker, with all the 
taxpayers’ billions spent throughout the 
world for relief to other nations, Con- 
gress can, will, and should make these 
funds immediately available. 

Mr. SCHWABE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to call to the at- 
tention of the Members of the House 
the report that was filed by the chair- 
man of the committee in connection 
with this resolution: 

The funds will be expended in accordance 
with Public Law 875, approved September 
30, 1950, the purpose of which is to “pro- 
vide an orderly and continuing means of 
assistance by the Federal Government to 
States and local governments in carrying 
out their responsibilities to alleviate suf- 
fering and damage resulting from major 
disasters.” 

In addition to the funds provided herein 
the resources of all Federal Government 
agencies will be marshaled to assist in pro- 
viding food, clothing, temporary shelter, 
prevention of spread of disease, and other 
critical requirements of the stricken area. 


Mr. Speaker, I further report that 
these funds are not to be used only to al- 
leviate suffering in this particular area, 
if I understand the provisions of this 
resolution. 

For instance, in northeastern Okla- 
homa, where we have been suffering 
tremendously during the last 10 days 
from floods that originated in southea.s 
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Kansas. The Arkansas River is above 
flood stage in many places, and its trib- 
utaries, the Verdigris River, the Spring 
River, and the Neosho River and many 
of their tributaries are out of their 
banks and have done tremendous dam- 
age. The rivers have gone over the 
levees that were built by and under the 
supervision of the Corps of Army En- 
gineers. At Bixby, Okla., one of my con- 
stituents in Tulsa County wrote me a 
few days ago that 20 of the 80 acres of 
his vegetable and truck farm have gone 
into the river as a result of the levee 
breaking. 

So it is in that part of the country and 
perhaps in other sections which may be 
benefited and which may need these 
funds for the relief of human suffer- 
ing, that these funds may be used. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer an amendment, which I send to the 
desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. McCormack: 
Strike out “$15,000,000” and insert “$25,- 
000,000.” 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, in 
offering this amendment I am doing it 
in my individual capacity as a Member 
of the House, and not in my capacity as 
majority leader. 

I offer this amendment because I think 
the situation calls for action of this 
kind, This disaster is the greatest that 
has visited any section of our country. 
Hundreds of thousands, if not some mil- 
lions, of our fellow Americans are seri- 
ously affected by the conditions that 
exist. I understand there are at least 
27,000 families who have lost their 
homes. I understand the conditions out 
there in Kansas City and other commu- 
nities in relation to drinking water are 
indescribable. It seems to me if we 
are going to do the job we might just as 
well do it effectively. 

It is my understanding that those who 
testified before the Committee on Ap- 
propriations stated that in their opinion 
$30,000,000 would be needed to bring the 
relief that is necessary to our fellow 
Americans; men, women, and children 
who have been so seriously affected by 
this unfortunate catastrophe. The 
health situation is a matter of para- 
mount importance. It seems to me if we 
are going to appropriate we had better 
make an appropriation that we know 
will be effective, rather than to make 
the minimum appropriation. This is 
something that appeals not only to our 
reason but to our hearts. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes, I yield to 
the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. Of course I am for this 
appropriation. We need to do every- 
thing we can for the relief of these peo- 
ple now, but what we need to do is to go 
further then that and prevent these 
disasters in the future. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Exactly. 

Mr. RANKIN. And there is only one 
way to do it, and that is through a Mis- 
souri Valley Authority. 

Mr. McCORMACE. I was coming to 
that in my remarks. I am glad the gen- 
tleman asked me to yield to make his 
observation. 
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This appropriation is for meeting the 
immediate situation, but from the long- 
range angle there has to be considera- 
tion given to protection that will prevent 
disastrous floods of this kind occurring 
again. 

It happens that I come from New Eng- 
land, and from Boston. We have no 
flood problems in my district. It hap- 
pens that in the latter part of the 1930’s 
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cent appropriation by Congress for the 
building of dams. Prior to that it was 
a Federal-State relationship, where the 
Federal Government appropriated the 
money to build the dams, but the State 
had to furnish the lands, free of all en- 
cumbrances, anc also pay the adminis- 
trative expenses. As a result of that 
there was very little building of dams, 
due to the tremendous expense that de- 
volved upon the several States. I have 
always felt that where a river flowed 
through two or more States, where flood 
conditions threatened the people, it was 
a challenge to the Federal Government 
and not the local or State governments 
to meet and pay the whole expense. I 
have always taken that position, and 
it was upon that theory, without any 
fiood problems in my own district, but 
looking at the Nation as a whole, that I 
introduced the bill in the latter part of 
the thirties, which passed both branches 
of the Congress and finally became law. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCCORMACK., I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. GOLDEN. We had an emergency 
disaster earlier this year in Kentucky. 
I can certainly appreciate the tremen- 
dous suffering of the people in Okiahoma, 
Kansas, and other States, I would like 
to inquire if there is any limitation in 
the present resolution that would pre- 
vent the money from going to a district 
in a State that has heretofore suffered 
a loss, in the funds that we are now con- 
sidering. 

Pineville, Ky., and Barbourville, Ky., 
on the Cumberland River, suffered ter- 
rible flood damage in this year. These 
floods strike this section of Kentucky al- 
most every year and we would like to 
receive assistance from our Gover ment 
to relieve a part of this Gamage and de- 
struction. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I think the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin answered that 
question. But let me say to my friend 
that I am wholeheartedly in favor of 
assisting the people of any section of 
the country when they are visited by a 
disaster. In connection with the dis- 
aster referred to by the gentleman from 
Kentucky, if it had been called to the 
attention of the House the gentleman 
from Massachusetts would have done 
everything within his power to bring it 
immediately before the House. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts has expired. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 2 
additional minutes. 

The SVEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection, 
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Mr, CHELF. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. CHELF. May I say to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts that inasmuch 
as the 1937 Louisville flood is still very 
vivid in the minds of all Kentuckians, 
and particularly the terrific existing 
flood proklems located in the district 
represented by the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. GOLDEN], I am therefore very 
much in sympathy with your amend- 
ment and I shall support it vigorously, 
Let us vote now. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK, I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts was kind enough to 
bring this matter to my attention Satur- 
day morning, I believe. 

Mr, McCORMACK, Yes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It has long 
been, as I understand, the custom of 
the Congress of the United States and 
the Federal Government to assist any 
State where a catastrophe such as this 
may come about, and especially I think 
since the legislation was enacted a num- 
ber of years ago that the gentleman has 
mentioned. This action to be taken 
here, today, of course, will be the action 
of the entire Congress; it will be above 
partisanship in every way. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Exactly. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And so I join 
in this great effort. The gentleman, as 
I said a moment ago, discussed it with 
a number of us Saturday morning and 
we all approved this measure. I am 
sure it will pass. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I am sure the 
gentleman approves the amendment I 
have offered. 

Mr, BROWN of Ohio. The amend- 
ment also; and I am sure the measure 
will have the unanimous support of the 
House. 

Mr. JENSEN. . Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr. JENSEN. I am glad the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts, the floor 
leader, has offered this amendment. I 
suggested a like amendment in commit- 
tee this morning. I did not, however, 
make it as an amendment. I shall sup- 
port the gentleman’s amendment, but I 
have an amendment to offer to the 
amendment. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I thank the gen- 
tleman for supporiing my amendment. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK, I yield. 

Mr. CANNON. Supplementing the 
very comprehensive statement of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts, may I 
add that the relief to be provided by 
the resolution is not limited to the 
Mississippi Valley, but is available to 
those who qualify in similar disasters in 
any State of the Union. Therefore, 
speaking for the committee, we approve 
and accept the amendment of the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACE. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I offer aa 
amendment to the amendment, 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. JENSEN. to the 
amendment offered by Mr. McCormack: In- 
sert “$2,000,000 of this appropriation shall 
be expended by the Army engineers for chan- 
nel maintenance and flood control on the 
Missouri River and its tributaries from Sioux 
City, Iowa, to Kansas City, Mo.” 


Mr, JENSEN, Mr. Speaker, I realize 
that this probably, as some folks would 
say, is taking undue advantage of a sit- 
uation. But I want to explain to you 
why I have offered this amendment. We 
will continue to have such catastrophes 
as Kansas and Missouri are suffering 
this very minute unless we hold the flood 
waters in the upper reaches of the Mis- 
souri River and its tributaries. Sooner 
cr later we must correct the things which 
couse this terrible heart-rending disas- 
ter. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENSEN. I yield. 

Mrs. BOLTON. I wonder if the gen- 
tleman has thought at all of the very 
real parts deforestation plays in all these 
flood catastrophes? 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes; indeed I have. 

Mrs. BOLTON. And if there is some 
way by which this could wake up the 
country to the need for reforestation? 

Mr. JENSEN. Indeed, and this may 
prove to be a lesson to the American 
people, because certainly we have been 
knocking flood-control funds into the 
creek for a long while. It seems that 
come hell or high water a lot of Mem- 
bers of Congress on both sides of the 
aisle have been determined to take cracks 
at flood control, now the high water is 
here the other will surely come unless 
we act and act properly and soon. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Nebraska. 

Mr. STEFAN. The gentleman repre- 
sents a community of fine farm land in 
the State of Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. 

Mr. STEFAN. The water that is run- 
ning down there to Kansas City has re- 
sulted in the greatest flood disaster we 
have had in our history. That has been 
due to the water coming down the Mis- 
souri River. 

Mr. JENSEN. Certainly the gentle- 
man is exactly right. 

Mr. STEFAN. We are supporting the 
amendinent offered by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MCCORMACK] 
increasing the appropriation and I think 
the gentleman’s amendment will aid in 
keeping the water back. 

Mr. JENSEN. It certainly will and it 
will be a most effective preventative to 
stop floods in the lower reaches of the 
Missouri River where Kansas City is lo- 
cated. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr, JENSEN, I yield to the gentle- 
man form New Mexico. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I can see what the 
gentleman is trying to do, but why re- 
strict it to one area? ‘This House has 
recently denied the Army engineers au- 
thority to even plan for the future. That 
is what is causing the situation we are 
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in today. We are planning for everyone 
on earth except ourselves. 

Mr. JENSEN. Right. While we are 
cutting down and cutting out funds for 
flood control here, we are donating hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars all over the 
world for the same purpose. 

Mr. NORRELL., Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENSEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Arkansas. 

Mr. NORRELL. Supplementing what 
the gentleman from New Mexico has 
said, I hope there will not be any Mem- 
ber of Congress or any newspaper or any 
magazine anywhere that will say this is 
logrolling, this is a lot of stuff, like they 
have been saying about fiood-control 
bills heretofore. It is time to quit that. 

Mr. JENSEN. Flood control is some- 
thing the American people cannot do for 
themselves because no private citizen 
dares put a spade in a Federal stream 
without specific authority. If he does 
there is a penalty attached, as all of you 
know. I have never asked for Federal 
contributions for my people or any peo- 
ple of these United States for things 
they can do for themselves. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Why not give the 
Army engineers authority to continue 
the planning which they should be 
doing? 

Mr. JENSEN. I certainly am in favor 
of that. 

Mr. DEMPSEY, That is exactly what 
we should do. 

Mr. JENSEN. And I think we will do 
that before the session is over. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Iowa has expired. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for one 
additional minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, the rea- 
son I am asking for this is because at 
this very minute up and down the Mis- 
souri River from Sioux City to Kansas 
City there are hundreds of thousands 
of acres of the finest land under water 
today and will not produce one small 
crop this year. We need more soil con- 
servation which is flood prevention 
which keeps the first flood waters—the 
raindrops—on the land. If we had 
spent as much money as we should in 
past years for soil conservation we 
would not have this terrible situation in 
Kansas City, Missouri and Kansas, today. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Speaker, may I point out to the 
‘House the fact that this is going to take 
$2,000,000 from the actual relief for 
which it is intended, and turn that 
money over to the Army engineers. 

The Army engineers at the present 
time have in their fund $14,680,000 for 
this very purpose. The $2,000,000 which 
would be taken from this amount of $25,- 
000,000 is going to be taken away from 
the relief, covering food and the other 
things, that is so necessary, and the 
House recognizes it is necessary, to give 
to these people at this time. This 
amendment is really not germane. This 
amendment is not germane to the reso- 
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lution and I hope that the House will 
not allow the diversion of this $2,000,000 
away from the purposes in which we are 
so interested, namely, the relief of the 
stricken areas, and keep the whole $25,- 
000,000 for the relief of the people. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RABAUT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. Did I understand the 
gentleman to say that the Army engi- 
neers already have $15,000,000 for this 
purpose, 

Mr. RABAUT. They have $15,000,000 
for the purpose, to which the genticman 
from Iowa wants to assign $2,000,000 
more, 

Mr. RANKIN. And this $2,000,000 
would be takefi off the relief fund that 
we are providing for disaster relief. 

Mr. RABAUT. Yes; and for that rea- 
son I do not think it is the proper ac- 
tion for this House to take. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr, RABAUT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. Did the gentleman say 
the Army engineers have $15,000,000? 

Mr. RABAUT. Fourteen million six 
hundred and eighty thousand. 

Mr. JENSEN. For emergency work 
on the rivers of America? 

Mr. RABAUT. Les. 

Mr. JENSEN. Where did they get it? 

Mr. RABAUT. They got it from our 
committee. Where do you think they 
got it from? 

Mr. JENSEN. Allright. Will you tell 
us how much money they have left over 
from last year? 

Mr. RABAUT. I just gave you the 
figures. 

Mr. JENSEN. I mean from last year. 

Mr. RABAUT. You are talking about 
ancient history. I am telling what the 
situation is. We got this figure less 
than an hour ago. It is up to date. 

Mr, JENSEN. They have added to 
what we appropriated this year; left- 
overs of 1951. That is in addition to 
what we appropriated. 

Mr. RABAUT. This is money that 
they have right now. 

Mr, JENSEN. Unexpended. 

Mr. RABAUT. And you are taking 
$2,000,000 away from the $25,000,000 for 
the actual relief in the distressed areas 
of this section of the country. 

Mr. JENSEN. The gentleman knows 
I would not take a single penny away 
from people that need it, but I certainly 
know that my amendment will do a job 
that is very important to the people of 
Kansas City and Kansas and Missouri 
and the rest of those lower reaches, in 
times to come. It is going to be more 
important than to have that $2,000,000 
extra now. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr, Speaker, in this emergency, I am 
very sympathetic to the amendment of- 
fered by the distinguished floor leader 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
McCormack]. The radio and the press 
have publicized quite widely the need ex- 
isting in Kansas City, Kans., and Kansas 
City, Mo., and along the Missouri River 
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generally. I cannot support the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Iowa, because I do not believe that in 
an emergency, we should offer an amend- 
ment to take care of something which 
should have been taken care of in the 
past, or could be taken care of in the 
future. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Les; surely. 

Mr. JENSEN. I might tell the gentle- 
man that we have an emergency on the 
Missouri River and its tributaries be- 
tween Sioux City and Kansas City be- 
cause we have hundreds of thousands 
of acres of land there now lying under 
water, and they have been lying under 
water for quite some time, but no one 
got very excited about it. I tried to get 
them excited, but they would not get 
excited. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I will say to the 
gentleman that emergencies exist in 
many sections of the United States, and 
I will say this to the House, you should 
have taken that into account when you 
voted to deny the Army engineers all 
funds in the fiscal year for planning of 
any kind. If they have any money, it 
is a carry-over. 

Mr, JENSEN. I want the gentleman 
to know that I was not for denying the 
Army engineers funds. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. These gentlemen 
who came in here from the Committee 
on Appropriations said, “We kave deter- 
mined that there shall be no new projects 
started in the United States of America 
during this emergency; there shall be 
no planning by the Army engineers until 
after the emergency.” You cannot look 
at television without seeing something, 
some project, which has been completed 
in some foreign country, which we are 
paying for. I feel we should first take 
care of our own Nation, secure it from 
catastrophe, such as we are encounter- 
ing now, and which we should have 
taken care of long before now. 

Mr. JENSEN. I say “Amen” to that. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Iyield to the gentle- 
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. As I understand, if 
this is part of the emergency, the Army 
engineers have a right to use part of the 
money for that purpose without this 
amendment. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I will say to the 
gentleman from Mississippi that I think 
that to offer an amendment to care for 
one special project, tied on to this resolu- 
tion to gain relief from disaster in the 
area of Kansas City, Mo., and Kansas 
City, Kans., is wrong. 

In my State of New Mexico, we are 
so short of water that you are not per- 
mitted to wash your automobile, or to 
water your gardens except under ration- 
ing orders. Water is a terrifically de- 
structive thing. It destroys if it does 
not visit you often enough, and it de- 
stroys if it visits you too often and you 
do not make preparation in the way of 
impounding the water. We have long 
delayed doing those things which we 
should do, 
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When I look around here at these boys 
who deny all of these things—they are 
smart boys—but I heard a friend of mine 
say one time, referring to a man in po- 
litical life, “He is just as smart as the 
Devil.” Another man said, “I don't 
think the Devil is very smart, he just 
gets around a lot.” Iam not comparing 
you to the Devil, but I do think you 
should get around a lot. If you do get 
around over this great Nation of ours, 
as I think we Members of Congress 
should do, we would be making adequate 
expenditures here in the United States 
of America before spending money in 
the rest of the world. 

Mr. JENSEN. Will the gentleman 
agree with me that I have been very kind 
to his great State of New Mexico? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. There is no question 
about it, because the gentleman recog- 
nizes what irrigation means. 

Mr. JENSEN. Absolutely, I do. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. The gentleman rec- 
ognizes what it means to have enough 
water. 

Mr. JENSEN. I have been kind to 
every section of this country where we 
needed soil conservation and where we 
needed irrigation and it was feasible to 
supply it. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. But we should not 
try to cure individual projects by amend- 
ing an emergency measure. In New 
Mexico, our emergency is the shortage of 
water, but Iam not tying that emergency 
onto this disaster relief measure. 

Mr, JENSEN. I have had an emer- 
gency in my distribut for the past 4 
months. 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. EVINS. Does not the gentleman 
feel that the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Iowa had better be of- 
fered to the Missouri Valley Authority, 
a long-range-planning program similar 
to the Tennessee Valley Authority, in 
order that they might prevent the con- 
tinuing floods in his area? 

Mr. DEMPSEY. That is exactly 
where it belongs. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not taking the floor 
to take any advantage of the situation 
so far as my own district is concerned, 
and I am satisfied the gentleman from 
Iowa had no such intention when he of- 
fered the amendment, but I think this 
catastrophe, which we all deplore, that 
has occurred out in the Middle West, 
ought to serve notice on this House that 
we ought not to be pound foolish and 
penny wise, for tragedy can be very 
great to a very limited area such as has 
been the case in my district. 

Not long ago there was a bill on the 
floor of this House involving about 34 
very tragic cases; one of these was Wells- 
ville, N. Y. I, for one, made as strong an 
appeal as I knew how for the benefit of 
that project in my district. ` 
$20,000 has been spent on it and here 
was an item of $34,500 to plan for the 
oven that was voted down by this 

ouse, 
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It does not make sense. These other 
projects were sound. As the distin- 
guished gentleman from New Mexico 
has pointed out, we can simply pour bil- 
lions into foreign countries, whether 
they are communistic or socialistic or on 
the way to one or the other of those 
forms of government. I say the time has 
come, and it is economic, to look after 
our people who are going to be drowned 
out, as they were in my district, where 
there were defense plants where they 
could not work, where it cut off the elec- 
tricity, and it was so found by the engi- 
neers. 

Perhaps I am a little personal in this, 
but it would seem that after a man had 
served continuously in this House for 33 
years and came before the House with a 
project which even the members of the 
Committee on Appropriations said was 
sound, some consideration could be 
given to the people of this place in my 
district which has these recurrent floods, 
each one a little worse than the last one. 
It involves a village of 8,000 or 9,000 
people, with defense industries flooded 
out. People were taken out in boats 
from their homes. Their household fur- 
niture was destroyed. School children 
were deprived of schools for weeks on 
end, because the flood passed through 
the building and left it too damp for 
them to go to that school on account of 
their health. 

That ought to be of interest to the 
Congress. This is not wasted money. 
This is money that will be constructively 
spent. Consider a small town, such as 
I have mentioned. How long do you 
think they can pay taxes to support the 
village, State, and Federal governments 
if they are wiped out of homes and in- 
dustry every 2 or 3 years, sometimes 
with damages as high as $400,000. They 
cannot stand that. Let us use a little 
sense and let us look at our own country 
instead of having our eyes constantly 
on foreign countries four or five thou- 
sand miles away. 

Mr. NORRELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not going to take 
the 5 minutes of time allotted to me, but 
I remember when we had the appropri- 
ation bill for flood control under consid- 
eration several weeks ago, every amend- 
ment offered to the bill was defeated. 
Some of you will remember that I of- 
fered an amendment to include a small 
project at Pine Bluff, Ark., by the name 
of Hardin drain. Of course, you will 
recall that the amendment was rejected. 
Since that time a flash flood has oc- 
curred, and two school children have 
been drowned. This is an emergency 
bill, and it ought to be passed as it has 
been presented by the committee, after 
the adoption of the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Massachusetts. 
But what I am trying to tell you is that 
flood-control work is necessary. It is 
not pork-barrel legislation. Two chil- 
dren in my district, one white and one 
colored, have gone to the Great Beyond 
because Hardin drain has not been con- 
structed according to the plans of the 
engineers and as authorized by this Con- 
gress. 


1951 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NORRELL. I yield. 

Mr. McCORMACK. And, of course, 
the gentleman agrees that projects 
cannot be constructed without plans. 
The planning has to be done first. 

Mr. NORRELL. Yes; I certainly do. 
However, the project in Arkansas has 
been authorized according to recom- 
mendations of the Army engineers. 

Mr. McCORMACK, I believe that the 
gentleman from Arkansas, as well as the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. REED] 
and one or two others made out a very 
fine case. 

Mr. NORRELL. I thank the gentle- 
man. Mr. Speaker, I think the legis- 
lation should be passed without the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa. I trust that the officers in 
charge will understand that we want 
as much money as is necessary to be 
used in the gentleman’s district in Iowa. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. NORRELL. I yield. 

Mr. RABAUT. I have great sympathy 
for the project in the gentleman’s dis- 
trict, and the gentleman himself knows 
of my sympathy, for I have talked to 
him personally about it. But I want to 
say it is a great day for contrition here 
in the House. You must remember over 
and above everything else that hap- 
pened, the House moved to recommit 
the Army civil-functions bill and forced 
the acceptance of the dizzy Jensen 
amendment, by a majority of five votes. 

So you really cut out the help who do 
the actual work. We brought out at the 
hearing that there was a turn-over in 
help of 4% percent a month. These 
ducks come home to roost once in a 
while, and this is a day we had better 
be taking into consideration when we 
continually tack that amendment onto 
bills in the House. The gentleman, of 
course, did not vote to recommit. 

Mr. NORRELL. I am trying to say 
that we ought to start flood-control 
projects in the United States of Amer- 
ica when the planning has been done, 
and the projects have been authorized 
and stop so much of this emergency leg- 
islation and emergency work. If the 
other body should include any money 
for the projects in Arkansas, especially 
bank stabilization on the Arkansas Riv- 
er und Hardin drain at Pine Bluff, I 
hope this House will accept same. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to the Jen- 
sen amendment. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gel. tleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Yes; I yield 
to the gentler an. 

Mr. CANNON. I wonder if we cannot 
make some arrangement fixing time on 
this resolution. We had not anticipated 
taking more than a few minutes as we 
are crowding out other emergency leg- 
islation. There seems to be universal 
approval of the resolution and I trust we 
can reach an agreement placing some 
limitation on debate. 

I ask unanimous consent that all de- 
bate on this amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto close at 1:45 p. m. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman frora 
Missouri? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would have to object to that. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Davis] is recognized. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak- 
er, I cannot help but express my regret 
that this critical matter has been de- 
layed by various remarks and amend- 
ments which hardly strike at the core 
of the problem before us. 

I do not think the Jensen amend- 
ment is pertinent to the purposes of this 
legislation. The Disaster Relief Act of 
1950 was not intended as a vehicle to 
which we might attach various perma- 
nent projects, whether they be for flood 
control or other legitimate purposes. I 
think it should be pointed out that this 
amendment adding a permanent struc- 
ture to this disaster-relief program 
might have been objected to on a point 
of order. But I do not think the House 
needs rely upon that. I think the House 
in its good judgment will resolve that 
question. 

I think it will be interesting for the 
Members to know that it is not anything 
connected with the Missouri River that 
is causing the trouble in Kansas, Mis- 
souri, and Oklahoma, which instigated 
this prompt action being taken by the 
committee and this problem being 
brought to the floor of the House. Colo- 
nel Hiatt of the Army engineers, in an- 
swer to my question, where I said: 

As far as I can tell, there is no flood on the 
Missouri River at this time. It is the small 
rivers westerly from there? 


Here is Colonel Hiatt's answer: 

That is right. The Missouri River from 
Fort Leavenworth down is falling, sir. There 
are about 90,000 second-feet, which is not 
a bad fiood in the Missouri. Thank God for 
that. Had there been a flood on the Mis- 
souri River we would just begin to hear about 
it, and it would continue on down, and we 
would have found worse conditions down 
toward St. Louis. 


So I think this amendment, both on 
the grounds of being attached to the 
wrong kind of legislation; and, secondly, 
on the ground that it is not pertinent to 
the disaster that is now occurring in 
these States, has no place in this legis- 
lation, and it ought to be defeated. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield. 

Mr. RANKIN. I could not hear the 
gentleman plainly. Did the Army engi- 
neers testify that this trouble was com- 
ing from the upper tributaries? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. No. They 
testified it was coming from the westerly 
rivers; that it was not caused by floods 
on the Missouri River at all. We had a 
map before the subcommittee which 
showed that the flood was coming from 
the westerly rivers, that they did not 
fiow into the Missouri River and cause 
this flood that has occurred. 

Mr. RANKIN. What I am trying to 
get at is this: I want to know if this was 
coming from tributaries that fiow into 
the Missouri River or flow into rivers 
that are overflowing this area, 


8185 


Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. The floods 
are directly on the rivers of Kansas, 
which are not flowing into the Missouri 
River at a point which would cause the 
flooding that now exists. 

Mr. RANKIN. I understand, but the 
water is coming from those tributaries 
to the Missouri River? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. They are 
not causing flood stage on the Missouri 
River at this time. 

Mr. RANKIN. Where is it coming 
from? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. The flood- 
ing is caused by rivers in Kansas to the 
west; it is a flood on those rivers them- 
selves, 

Mr. RANKIN. I understand, which 
are flowing into the Missouri. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Some are. 

Mr. RANKIN. They are tributaries of 
the Missouri River; that is what I am 
bringing out. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. 
some are not. 

Mr. RANKIN. What are they tribu- 
taries to? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Some flow 
southerly and do not flow into the Mis- 
souri. 

Mr. RANKIN. Does the gentleman 
mean to say that this flood is brought 
about by streams that do not even flow 
into the Missouri River? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Some do; 
some do not. The flood is not on the 
Missouri River, but rivers in Kansas. 

Mr. RANKIN. And not on the Mis- 
souri River? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. In that 
area but not all flowing into the Mis- 
souri. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield. 

Mr. JENSEN. But the gentleman 
must admit that the main stream of the 
Missouri River has been near flood height 
for weeks, and weeks, and weeks. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I will 
admit that. 

Mr. JENSEN. And that water from 
that river and all of that one-sixth of 
the United States that flows down 
through past my district through Coun- 
cil Bluffs and Omaha, Nebr., and on 
down to Kansas City must absolutely 
get to Kansas City and have some effect 
on this flood. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. That is not 
the testimony of the engineers before 
our subcommittee. If the gentleman 
had been to our subcommittee and 
looked at the flood maps he would realize 
that it is not the Missouri River that is 
causing the damage. 

Mr. JENSEN. Will not the gentleman 
admit that it has contributed to the flood 
problem in Kansas City? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. No. 

Mr. JENSEN. The gentleman will not 
even admit that? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. No; I would 
not. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op- 
position to the amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the Civil 
Functions Subcommittee of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations I urge that the 
Members not support the Jensen amend- 
ment. This earmarking of funds on an 
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emergency appropriation is contrary to 
the recommendations of our Civil Func- 
tions Subcommittee. Our subcommittee 
had a bill before it this year and it was 
recently approved by the House, and at 
that time the House sustained the sub- 
committee’s action in not granting funds 
for this particular purpose. 

This appropriation request for $15,- 
000,000 is strictly for emergency pur- 
poses. I am in accord with the commit- 
tee’s action, and I am also in accord with 
the recommendations of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack]. 
We should up the figure from $15,000,000 
to $25,000,000 so that these funds will be 
available for the use of the executive 
branch of the Government to meet this 
crisis, and this is a crisis. I strongly feel 
that the amendment is not desirable. I 
wholeheartedly urge opposition to the 
Jensen amendment. Our subcommittee 
unanimously decided against those proj- 
ects included in the Jensen amendment 
at this time. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. FORD. I yield. 

Mr. HOPE. It is true, is it not, that if 
the Jensen amendment were adopted it 
would divert a part of these funds to an 
entirely different purpose from that for 
which we are appropriating them, in 
that it will channel these funds into a 
flood-control project; whereas, what we 
are doing under this provision and what 
is authorized by law to be done by this 
bill is to furnish relief to those who are 
suffering from floods. 

Mr. FORD. The gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. Hope] is exactly right. 
This is an emergency appropriation and 
we want the maximum benefit to go to 
those in Kansas who are in dire straits 
at this very moment. 

The amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Iowa tries to set up a pro- 
gram which is only a part of a long- 
range and comprehensive project. It 
seems to me that this long debate on 
this critical appropriation matter is tak- 
ing up altogether too much time. We 
should have had this emergency appro- 
priation through the House long ago this 
afternoon. As all of us know the House 
has some very important legislation on 
its agenda. Obviously we have taken 
time that should not have been con- 
sumed on this matter. In my estimation, 
the House has gone off on an emotional 
binge. It is time we turn aside some of 
this speech making on flood-control 
problems not related to the Kansas sit- 
uation and get down to the important 
business of the day, namely the consid- 
eration of the Defense Production Act. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. HORAN. The gentleman has 
made the point that elimination of study 
money from the civil functions appro- 
priation bill was sustained by the House. 
I happen to have been one of those who 
was interested in that item and made 
the point of record when the bill was on 
the floor that the total amount should 
not have been eliminated by the sub- 
committee. I wonder if the gentleman 
from Michigan will explain why all study 
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money was eliminated from the civil 
functions bill? We have a case here 
where an unprecedented situation has 
arisen, and, undoubtedly it calls at least 
for some review of thet present situation 
of the records of the Army engineers as 
they affect the rivers which are flooding 
now. 

Mr. FORD. May I say to the gentle- 
man from Washington that I think our 
Subcommittee on Army Civil Functions 
apparently had a great deal of fore- 
sight. We had a request for funds for 
Kansas City for flood control. Our sub- 
committee did not cut one nickel from 
those funds. I think ou” subcommittee 
should be complimented for having that 
foresight because our recommendations 
have proven sound. 

Mr. HORAN. I can agree with that; 
but I am talking about study money, 
not levee money. 

Mr. FORD. The reason we cut out 
study money is simple. We wanted 
projects that were already planned for, 
already studied, to get under way and 
become projects in reality. It is my 
recollection the Corps of Engineers have 
about 500 projects that have had all 
the study and all the planning that is 
necessary, yet not 1 shovel full of dirt 
has been turned over. It seems to me 
the Federal Government could profit- 
ably undertake some action on a few 
of those 500 projects that have had no 
work done on them whatsoever rather 
than appropriate planning money to 
start the study on a new batch of 
projects. 

In conclusion, I reaffirm my opposi- 
tion to the Jensen amendment. The 
adoption of this amendment would undo 
some of the constructive work previously 
accomplished by the Subcommittee on 
Army Civil Functions, and the House 
itself. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
make the poiut of order that a quorum 
is not present. . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LYLE). The Chair will count. [After 
counting.] Two hundred and fourteen 
Members are present, not a quorum., 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 112] 


Abbitt Furcolo 
Adair Gillette Philbin 
Ant uso Gore Powell 
Blatnik Granger Quinn 
Boykin Green Radwan 
Breen Gregory gan 
Celler Hays, Ohio Riehlman 
Heffernan Rogers, Mass. 
Chudoſt Judd Roosevelt 
Clemente Kelley, Pa Scott, Hardie 
Cole, Kans. Kennedy Shelley 
Coudert h Simpson, Pa, 
Dawson Klein ompson, 
Delaney Mich. 
Dingell Mack, III. Velde 
Dolliver Miller, Calif. Werdel 
Doughton Morgan Wickersham 
Durham Morton Wilson, Ind. 
Engle Murray, Wis. 
Fine OE. 


The SPEAKER. Three hundred and 
seventy-four Members haye answered to 
their names, a quorum. 
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By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


EMERGENCY DISASTER APPROPRIATION 


Mr. MOULDER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Speaker, I hesitate to take addi- 
tional time in the discussion and argu- 
ment being had on this resolution but 
in view of the fact that I reside in and 
have personally investigated the stricken 
area involved that I feel qualified to 
speak on the subject. 

First, I want to express my pride and 
deep gratitude for the valiant leader- 
ship of our great statesman and na- 
tional Democratic leader, the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts [Mr. Mc- 
Cormack], in offering the amendment 
to increase the amount for emer- 
gency relief in the flood-stricken areas, 
from $15,000,000 to $25,000,000. I am 
sure that a majority of the membership 
of this House will favor and vote for the 
amendment which I join with him in 
presenting. 

The tragic and indescribable catas- 
trophe now existing in the Missouri 
River Basin and all of its tributaries is 
comparable only to the heartbreaking 
destruction and suffering that results 
from war itself. It is impossible for me 
or any other speaker to paint a clear 
picture of the ravaged Missouri River 
Basin and all of its tributary valleys, 
cities, and towns. The great floods of 
Kansas are now rolling down the Mis- 
souri River Basin and into the State of 
Missouri, where additional floodwaters 
from the Osage, the Chariton, Grand, 
Blackwater-Lamine, and other rivers in 
Missouri are piling onto and adding to 
the great torrent of raging waters in the 
Missouri River all the way across the 
great State of Missouri. Tens of thou- 
sands are homeless, without drinking 
water, or food, and disease and sickness 
is a terrible aftermath. 

The latest estimable damages result- 
ing from this disaster amounts to ap- 
proximately 82,000, 000,0 00. Many lives 
have been lost and more than 2,250,000 
acres of rich and productive bottom 
lands have been flooded and all grow- 
ing crops destroyed. The estimate of 
the damages resulting from the floods 
in the Kansas City area alone amounts 
to more than $500,000,000. The great 
industrial areas of metropolitan Kansas 
City are inundated with the raging 
floods, and many weeks will pass before 
readjustment and reconstruction can 
begin, Thousands of farm homes have 
been washed away by the torrential 
flocds in Kansas and Missouri alone. 

In addition to the loss of life, farms, 
homes, crops, many State highways, and 
bridges, throughout the entire Missouri 
River Basin have been destroyed by the 
floods now raging throughout the Mis- 
souri River Basin. The amount of 
money requested by the bill now before 
the House for consideration is for 
emergency relief. I know that every 
Member of the House will join together 
in passing upon this bill to provide funds 
for the President’s use to relieve the 
areas stricken by the great floods. At 
this point, however, I am compelled to 
mention the fact that the total damages 
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resulting from this one flood catastro- 
phe amounts to many millions of dol- 
lars more than the total cost of pro- 
viding adequate flood control in the Mis- 
souri River Basin and its tributaries. 
Congress has passed authorization bills, 
or laws, amounting to approximately 
$616,000,000 for flood-control projects in 
the Missouri River Basin. The immedi- 
ate loss from this one great fiood is only 
part of the story. Many floods have 
occurred in the past and will again oc- 
cur in the future unless Congress rises 
to the request to provide appropriations 
necessary to construct the flood-control 
projects so sorely needed in the Missouri 
River Basin and all of its. tributaries. 
This vast region is called the Nation's 
bread basket and it is absolutely neces- 
sary for the Nation’s welfare that Con- 
gress appropriate additional money to 
provide permanent flood-control protec- 
tion for the 10,000,000 people who reside 
in the Missouri Valley area. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOULDER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. Will this $25,000,000 
be sufficient? 

Mr. MOULDER. No; it is only a drop 
in the bucket and only will give relief to 
those who are suffering from sickness 
and want of shelter, food, and emer- 
gency relief. What we need and must 
have is permanent flood control for the 
Missouri Basin. 

Mr. RANKIN. How much does the 
gentleman think he would need? 

Mr. MOULDER. For what purpose? 

Mr. RANKIN. For the present emer- 
gency how much does the gentleman 
think will be needed? 

Mr. MOULDER. Certainly a mini- 
mum of $25,000,000, and probably it 
should be far in excess of that amount. 

Mr. RANKIN. Forty million dollars? 

Mr. MOULDER. I am informed and 
assured that if additional funds are 
needed for the purposes provided in this 
resolution they will be provided. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
BAKEWELL]. 

Mr. BAKEWELL. Mr. Speaker, I first 
want to commend the members of the 
Appropriations Committee for having 
acted so quickly and rapidly on this 
emergency appropriation legislation to 
meet the disaster in my home State of 
Missouri. Two of mankind’s worst ene- 
mies flood waters and fire—have com- 
bined to bring the worst catastrophe and 
tragedy in the history of the State of 
Missouri. Lives have been lost, many 
people are missing, and countless thou- 
sands of people are homeless. The 
amount of property damage is beyond 
estimation, and the loss of human life 
is certainly irreparable. 

In Kansas City a state of emergency 
has been declared. Business is virtually 
at a standstill. The people of my city, 
St. Louis, are all pitching in to do what 
they can to help their neighbors; but 
they are waiting with anxiety, hoping 
that the turbulent waters of the “Mighty 
Mo” and the mighty Mississippi will not 
endanger them. 

I certainly hope that this debate does 
not continue too long and that the con- 
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sideration of the resolution will not be 
delayed for numerous collateral amend- 
ments, because in Missouri we have a 
tragedy and we need immediate relief. 
It is truly an emergency situation. So I 
call upon and urge all of the Members 
of the House to vote for this appropria- 
tion as rapidly as possible so that we 
can do something to bring an end to the 
disaster. 

I might add that the Members of the 
Missouri delegation this morning had a 
meeting with the President and the Gov- 
ernor of our State and there was com- 
plete unanimity of thought that the as- 
sistance of the Federal Government is 
needed to help alleviate the suffering and 
relieve the distress of the people in Mis- 
souri. 

The SPEAKER, The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
RANKIN]. 

(Mr. RANKIN asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re- 
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

THEY NEED A MISSOURI VALLEY AUTHORITY 


Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, of course 
Iam for this appropriation. The people 
of Missouri and Kansas are suffering 
one of the greatest disasters of modern 
times. 

That disaster could have been pre- 
vented, if Congress had passed my bill 
to create a Missouri Valley Authority. 
I am for all the money necessary for 
the relief of people who are victims in 
this tragedy; but it is just as sure to 
be repeated as the night follows day, 
unless you do what we did in connection 
with the Tennessee Valley, and that is, 
create an authority to cover the whole 
area, control the floods, promote naviga- 
tion, generate electricity, and conserve 
the soil. 

Do not get the idea that you are pay- 
ing for the Tennessee Valley Authority. 
It will not cost the people outside that 
area one dime. It will not only pay for 
itself, but more than pay for itself, dur- 
ing the coming years. It has already 
wrought the greatest development of an- 
cient or modern times. If it had not 
been for the TVA, there would have been 
no rural-electrification program, and the 
chances are that the average farmer 
would not have seen an electric light in 
his home for the next 50 years. 

You are going to have to build dams 
on those tributaries. That is where the 
floods are coming from. They are not 
starting around Kansas City, or down 
in southern Missouri. You are going to 
have to do what we did on the Tennes- 
see River, build dams on all the tribu- 
taries, and in that way control those 
floods, provide navigation, and generate 
enough electricity to supply the people 
of every State in the area. 

Then, as I said, you will also provide 
cheap navigation that will reduce your 
freight rates. You people in the West 
are paying a double freight rate for 
every processed article you ship east. 
You are being punished with an old 
hangover from carpet-bag days that 
practically doubles the freight rate on 
everything you ship east that has been 
processed. I am talking about every 
State west of the Mississippi River. 
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It also applies to every State south of 
the Ohio, and to many along the border, 

Then, too, there are from 25,000,000,- 
600 to 40,000,000,000 kilowatt-hours of 
hydroelectric power going to waste in 
the Missouri River and its tributaries 
every year, in an area where they are 
paying through the nose in overcharges 
on light and power rates. The Missouri 
Valley Authority could be developed, 
those floods controlled, and navigation 
provided to give you people decent treat- 
ment in freight rates in those North- 
western States, and at the same time 
generate enough electricity to supply 
that.entire area. Firmed up to the peak 
of the average year, it will amount to 
more than all the electricity now used 
in that entire area. 

But the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. Cannon] is going to have to get 
religion and withdraw his opposition to 
all of this planning money in these ap- 
propriations to carry out the develop- 
ments that have already been authorized, 
including the missing link in our na- 
tional defense program, the Tennessee- 
Tombigbee inland waterway. 

Did you know that the greatest wealth 
in America, outside of the soil from 
which we live, is our navigable streams 
and their tributaries? 

The hydroelectric power in those 
streams exceeds any other wealth in the 
Nation outside of our soil. 

They will provide the finest methods 
of transportation when properly devel- 
oped, and yet the railroad lobbyists are 
trying to prevent Congress from provid- 
ing money even for planning, just simply 
because they are afraid you will get de- 
cent treatment in freight rates in those 
areas where your people have been 
robbed and plundered for the last 50 
yerrs with one-way freight rates that are 
discriminatory, unreasonable, and dis- 
honest, 

That is the reason these same lobby- 
ists are fighting the Tennessee-Tombig- 
bee inland waterway—the missing link 
in our internal waterway system, as well 
as the missing link in our national de- 
fense program. 

Again, let.me say that if you are to 
control these floods, as I pointed out, 
you are going to have to build dams on 
these tributaries. We do not have this 
trouble in the Tennessee Valley any 
more, and you will not have it in the 
Missouri Valley, if the Congress will put 
a stop letting these lobbyists for selfish 
interests control legislation, and speed 
up the development of our own country. 

Why, you are building power dams in 
Turkey, and other countries, with Amer- 
ican money. They found in Korea the 
other day Chinese riding in American- 
made jeeps, that probably went through 
Hongkong. 

Today you are getting ready to spend 
American money to build irrigation and 
reclamation and public power dams in 
Israel—of all places. 

All over the world these projects are 
being built at your expense, and the ex- 
pense of your children and your chil- 
dren’s children. 

I appeal to you to pass this measure. 
If this is not enough, make it $40,000,- 
000; or make it $50,000,000. Let us not 
let those people perish as a result of a 
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disaster that is brought about because 
Congress has failed, or refused, to estab- 
lish an authority to develop the great 
Missouri Valley area. 

They are Americans and entitled to 
our first consideration. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi has expired. 

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to speak in favor 
of this appropriation for the relief of 
the victims of the Kansas and Missouri 
flood. 

Americans should always be liberal 
and ready to aid our citizens who have 
met with calamity. It is the Christian 
and the American way to give a helping 
hand, However, there are people in 
America today who think it basically 
wrong to do anything constructive to 
aid America and Americans; but they 
wildly applaud the use of American 
money, American resources, and Amer- 
ican men for projects and dreams in 
countries and localities that are little 
known or heard of. 

I do not want that we should fail to 
take our place in the free world, but 
neither do I want to join that growing 
group of “America-lasters’ who look 
with disfavor on anything that would 
benefit America and the American way 
of life. But perhaps all of us in our 
global talking have forgotten interests 
of America too often. 

A few days ago in a burst of false econ- 
omy, this House refused to appropriate 
$300,000 to replace a portion of the 
crumbling wall at Vincennes in order to 
save that city from the floods and to 
protect $20,000.090 worth of property. 
That is the kind of economy that would 
be shown in refusing to spend a dollar 
to fix the porch step so you have to spend 
$1,000 in mending a broken leg when the 
step gives way. 

We have at our disposal to prevent 
the recurrence of such flood damages, 
the advice and services of one of the 
greatest organizations in the world for 
construction in both war and peace— 
that is the United States Corps of En- 
gineers. Their record stands as a shin- 
ing example of knowledge, and skill. and 
loyal patriotic service combined to de- 
velop a greater America in which we 
may live happily, comfortably, and safe- 
ly. The same great general that built 
the Burma Road is here as the United 
States Chief of Engineers to help us 
prevent such catastrophes as the floods 
on the Missouri. I refer to Maj. Gen. 
Lewis A. Pick. This Corps of Engineers 
has made a comprehensive study of flood 
control needs in the United States. 
They have presented results of their 
studies and recommendations to con- 
gressional committees at various times. 
If we would begin to recognize and act 
upon their recommendations, we could 
prevent future disasters that await our 
citizens surely and certainly. 

Strong as is my support for this ap- 
propriation, I cannot help but note that 
if the recommendations of these United 
States engineers had been followed, this 
billion-dollar damage, this loss of homes 
and possessions, this loss of lives would 
at least have been lessened. But a few 
short days ago, some Members of this 
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House pointed with glee to the fact that 
they had prevented flood- control plans 
and construction that would have pre- 
vented similar damages to other places 
in the United States. I cannot under- 
stand how Americans can become so un- 
responsive to the needs of Americans 
that they take pride in depriving them 
of te necessary protection to which 
they are entitled. I have pride in Amer- 
ica and will bend every effort to make 
it a greater, cleaner, safer place for our 
children and our children’s children to 
live. There are men on this floor who 
have consistently fought any flood-con- 
trol measures. Today caifish are swim- 
ming through the homes of many of 
their constituents. 

Gentlemen, I am specifically interested 
in this problem. In 1950 the Govern- 
ment and the city of Vincennes spent 
$400,000 sandbagging and otherwise tem- 
porarily protecting the city of Vincennes 
and outlying area from floodwaters, 
The levee was only saved by a mere 
chance. They barely saved their homes 
and possessions; yes, and this lovely city, 
former capital of the Indiana Territory, 
that dates back to George Rogers Clark. 
It would be easy for the same thing to 
happen in Vincennes that is happening in 
Missouri and for the catfish to swim 
through the homes of my constituents. 

I do want to make it a matter of 
record that out of their sympathy with 
experiences with floods, Vincennes’ peo- 
ple are sending trucks filled with sup- 
plies of food and clothing to the desti- 
tute flood victims of the Missouri. I 
received this telegram from one of the 
outstanding citizens of Vincennes that 
this project is underway with the cooper- 
ation of mayor, chamber of commerce, 
press, radio, and many others. 

Now I do realize that it is difficult 
for a Congressman to adequately protect 
the interests of his own districts. The 
moment that he proposes a necessary 
project for his district, the “America- 
lasters” who would give America away to 
the far corners of the world, immediately 
call this project a pork-barrel measure. 
Iam on the Committee on Public Works, 
and I propose to see that something is 
done to protect the people in Missouri 
and Kansas from a recurrence of this 
catastrophe. No one can call that 
pork, for I am 600 miles away from 
there. Let us return to sanity where 
we can distinguish between pork-bar- 
rel spending and necessary improve- 
ments to make and keep this country 
safe. We must conserve and safeguard 
the heritage of America and the labors 
of our people in sane economy and pa- 
triotism. 

I am happy to speak and vote for this 
flood measure, and will even be happier if 
this catastrophy brings home to all of us 
the great needs of America and cause us 
all to dedicate ourselves to the full pro- 
tection of life and property of our own 
American citizens. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Speaker, I think everyone in this 
House is prepared to vote for the disaster 
relief this joint resolution provides. I 
am wondering what the chairman of the 
committee would think about perhaps 
getting to a point where we would vote. 
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Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, in Te- 
sponse to the suggestion of the gentle- 
man from New York there is such gen- 
eral agreement on this resolution that I 
hope we can dispense with any extended 
discussion. We did not expect to take 
even this much time. How much time 
would the gentleman suggest be allowed 
before closing debate? 

Mr. TABER. I would think that 15 
minutes ought to take care of what de- 
bate there would be from now on. I 
think that would leave at least a couple 
of minutes apiece for everyone who 
would want to talk. 

Mr. CANNON. Then, Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all debate 
on this joint resolution and all amend- 
ments thereto close in 15 minutes. 

Mr. NAGEN, Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, a number of Mem- 
bers would like to talk on this very im- 
portant matter. It affects the sections in 
which we are interested. The money 
that will be appropriated here today will 
not reach the recipients for anywhere 
from 3 to 8 months, so there is no need 
for an hour or two of debate being taken 
away from us. We want to talk about 
this joint resolution. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I agree 
with the gentleman from Minnesota. I 
ask unanimous consent that all debate 
on this joint resolution and all amend- 
ments thereto close in 20 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. Morris]. 

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
try to clarify the legislative intent here. 
I am certainly for this resolution. I 
want to compliment the majority leader 
on his amendent. I am certainly for 
his amendment to raise the amount, 
to $25,000,000. 

May I call this to the attention of 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr, 
Davis] and the chairman of the commit- 
tee, Mr. CANNON. Your report says this: 

The purpose of this joint resolution is to 
make funds available for disaster relief in 
the areas stricken by the present heavy 
floods on the tributaries of the Mississippi 
and Missouri Rivers. 


Then you describe the disaster that 
has fallen upon the people in Kansas and 
Missouri. We are for giving them relief, 
I know I am, 1000 percent. 

Then the report states: 

Therefore, the committee recommends the 
enactment of the accompanying joint reso- 
lution making an appropriation of $15,000,000 
to meet this emergency need. 


In my own district we have been 
flooded out some four or five times in 
recent weeks. I have one little city in 
my district, Waurika, Okla., that 
has suffered five or six inundations by 
Cow Creek and Beaver Creek, that run 
into Red River, which is a tributary of 
the Mississippi River. That flood-water 
has subsided. Certainly I would not 
want a legislative intent to go into this 
bill to the extent that my people could 
not receive relief even though proper 
showings might be made for it. 
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Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, answer- 
ing the gentleman from Oklahoma, the 
funds provided by the pending joint 
resolution are not earmarked for any 
particular occasion or for any specific 
section of the country. The money ap- 
propriated by the bill becomes a part of 
the President’s fund and can be used, 
and will be used, in alleviating distress 
and supplying needs occasioned by dis- 
asters in the gentleman’s State or any 
other State of the Union. 

In response to the suggestion of the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. RAN- 
KIN] that the remedy for recurring floods 
in the Missouri River and its tributaries 
is the establishment of a Missouri Val- 
ley Authority patterned after the plan 
of the Tennessee Valley Authority, there 
are two widely divergent schools of 
thought. One is discussed in an edito- 
rial in the St. Louis Globe-Democrat 
which reached Washington this morning 
and the other in an editorial from a re- 
cent issue of the St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 
The St. Louis Globe-Democrat says 
editorially: 

FLoop WARNINGS 


This newspaper has consistently opposed a 
Missouri Valley Authority in the pattern of 
the TVA. But the floods which within the 

ast fortnight have swept over Kansas and 

ebraska and are now threatening to inun- 
date thousands of acres of Missouri crop- 
growing land, are providing MVA proponents 
with ammunition which they are not neglect- 
ing. The point to the flooded areas and say: 
“If you had an MVA such things couldn't 
happen.” 

Of course, they don’t give the public an 
honest picture of how the TVA operates and 
how its Missouri Basin counterpart would 
operate. 

They carefully omit mention of screwy 
bookkeeping, slick financing with the tax- 
payers’ money, the Federal autocracy set up 
because the Authority commissioners need 
not even reside in the valley and are re- 
sponsible only to the President. 

They don’t talk about the socialistic as- 
pects of an Authority which can destroy pri- 
vate enterprise, as it has done in the Ten- 
nessee Valley. 

They enthuse over the benefits to residents 
of the Tennessee Valley but neglect to say 
they were achieved by an organization which 
was given its capital investment by Congress, 
pays no taxes (its payments “in lieu of taxes” 
are utterly phony) and when it needs more 
funds runs to Congress. Any business could 
be a “success” if operated under lavish Fed- 
eral grant. 

But, as we were saying, the MVA-ers are 
talking big now that floods have covered the 
lower Missouri Basin, And the farmers who 
see their crops destroyed, their pastures 
ruined, their land submerged for many days, 
their topsoil washed downriver, are wonder- 
ing why these periodical visitations are per- 
mitted in a country that throws billions of 
dollars around the world helping others to a 
better life. We have the best engineering 
skill in the world; we are a country of vast 
resources; we are Johnny-on-the-spot tell- 
ing other people what they must do—yet 
year after year flood damages mount into 
millions because we haven't contrived a way 
to harness our rivers. 

Sure something has been done in the Mis- 
souri Basin. Something is being done now. 
Out in Montana is the Fort Pack Dam, 
which controls a mighty reservoir of water 
from the sheds to the west. But the pres- 
ent floods do not originate in Montana. 
They are farther downstream. The Garri- 
son Dam in North Dakota is being built, 
and so is one at Fort Randall farther south. 
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Others are in blueprint. When and if Con- 
gress appropriates more money, they will be 
completed, and flood danger will be re- 
duced. 

But, meanwhile, there is wrangling over 
whether high dams should be built on the 
Missouri's tributaries to hold the waters in 
check while the run-off downstream is more 
leisurely. Are multiple purpose dams fea- 
sible? Are the dams needed for power pur- 
poses; if so, how and by whom are they to 
be utilized? 

The Missouri Basin Interagency Commit- 
tee, on which five valley governors sit along 
with Army engineers and reclamation offi- 
cials, is doing much to organize flood con- 
trol, along with seeking a solution of the 
complementary problems of soil conservation, 
irrigation, and navigation. 

In time, if we ever stop fighting wars 
around the globe, there will be money to 
complete the Pick-Sloan plan, now 40 per- 
cent finished, which is the basic program for 
the valley. But meantime we in the lower 
valley are subjected to ravaging floods, and 
the farmer in St. Charles County may well 
wonder how soon, if ever, the bigwigs in 
Washington are going to get around to do- 
ing something for him. And he will latch 
on to the MVA plan, phony and socialistic 
as it is basically, unless that help comes 
pretty soon. 

The MVA’ers in and out of Congress are 
busy little bees. The present floods are grist 
for their mills. 


On the other hand, the St. Louis Post- 
Dispatch in discussing the same question 
Says: 

APOLOGIES, Nor FLOOD CONTROL 


Apologists for the Army engineers, which 
are responsible for controlling floods in the 
Missouri Valley, are making the usual ex- 
cuses in lieu of flood control. Their excuses 
are that the Army engineers are doing as well 
as could be expected, but that, even if they 
were not, there would be no other agency to 
turn to. 

Excuses are cheap, but results speak for 
themselves. 

The Army engineers have been in charge of 
the control and development of the Missouri 
River system more than 70 years, and have 
spent more than a billion dollars for flood 
control, navigation channel, and the produc- 
tion of electric power. 

Still destructive floods wrack the valley 
again and again, the present one extending 
to nearly 1,000,000 acres of land and 47 towns 
and cities in Missouri and Kansas. 

This is the performance which accom- 
panies the fine promises of the Army engi- 
neers before the floods and their profuse ex- 
cuses afterward. The unapologetic fact is 
that the people of the Missouri Valley are 
paying now for the Army engineers’ mistakes 
of the past, just as they will pay in the future 
for their mistakes of the present. 

The Army engineers relied upon levees 
alone until the terrible floods of 1928 in the 
Mississippi River discredited the levees-only 
idea for good. Creation of the TVA in 1943 
proved the modern method of preventing 
floods by storing them in reservoirs instead 
of making desperate attempts to bring them 
back into control after they had gone wild. 

The Army engineers learned a bitter lesson 
in 1928. They had spent $86,000,000 and 
taken 48 years to prepare against just such 
a disaster, and yet when it came Herbert 
Hoover was compelled to call it “the greatest 
peacetime disaster the United States has ever 
known.” 

Since that time the Army engineers have 
been attempting to imitate TVA. They have 
adopted TVA’s correction of the mistake they 
made in depending on levees alone, and are 
using storage reservoirs'in their flood-control 
plans. But they have not adopted TVA’s 
correction of their still more serious mis- 
take—the attempt to plan and manage the 
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engineering of a river system by means 
of multiple overlapping and conflicting 
agencies. 

It is true that the Missouri Valley lacks 
an agency which can assure it a unified and 
orderly development of its resources of water 
and land. That this fact should be pre- 
sented by apologists for the Army engineers 
as a reason why this region should continue 
to put up with an inferior arrangement is a 
strange kind of reasoning indeed. It is, in- 
stead, the most cogent reason why the Mis- 
souri Valley, ridden by floods and held back 
by obsolete methods from its birthright, 
must demand with a rising voice at Wash- 
ington that Congress create and set to work 
here a Missouri Valley Authority. 


The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Minnesota IMr. 
HAGEN]. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the time for which I may be recognized 
be allotted to the gentleman from Min- 
nesota. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Min- 
nesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAGEN. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
advise the House that the appropria- 
tions that are possible under this reso- 
lution today find their foundation in 
my own bill H. R. 4861 and the bill in- 
troduced by the late Member, the gen- 
tleman from North Dakota, Mr. Lemke, 
his bill being H. R. 8396. There are 
Members here who did not support the 
Hagen-Lemke bill last year and find 
that they need assistance here today. 
I hope there are no Members here who 
will oppose this resolution today and 
find next year that they may need some 
assistance because of some emergency 
catastrophe in their State. It was my 
intention to offer an amendment today 
to increase the appropriation to at least 
$30,000,000 which would be inadequate 
even in view of this present great emer- 
gency. 

I am sure you realize we might have a 
national emergency at some time when 
the Congress is not in session. What 
would we do then if there were no funds 
available in the President's emergency 
fund? I think the amount should be in- 
creased. I certainly shall support the 
amount of $25,000,000 which is inade- 
quate and which should be greater. Why 
not give the President every confidence 
in a disaster program such as this, and 
give him a proper and adequate fund so 
that he can meet the needs of stricken 
areas in time of emergency. Catas- 
trophes may happen in this country 
when Congress is not in session. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr, 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAGEN. I yield. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. A point 
that comes to my mind is whether or not 
the Congress should not establish a 
policy in these matters because after all 
if a tornado in the Midwest levels some 
farmer’s home, it is just as much of a loss 
to him as a flood wiping out somebody 
in Kansas. I think if the Government 
is going to go along the line of helping 
out in national emergencies, we ought 
to have some definite policy to follow 
whether the disaster occurs in New Eng- 
land. or Kansas, or Minnesota, and there 


8190 


should be the same help available to all 
stricken areas. 

Mr. HAGEN. I think the gentleman 
is right. I think there should be some 
definite policy which should be spelled 
out. We are told from one side that aid 
can be given to individuals under this 
program. The other side tells us it can- 
not be done. Some tell us that bridges 
and roads can be rebuilt or built on a 
permanent basis, and others say that 
that cannot be done, but that it can only 
be done on an emergency basis. So just 
what does this program entail? We 
should have it spelled out more definitely, 
I believe. We have the broad program 
of the Hagen-Lemke bill but we need 
more specific details, and a more definite 
policy. 

Last year in our section in Minnesota 
and North Dakota we suffered one of the 
worst floods in our history of national 
disasters. More than $300,000,000 of 
damage was done which is equal in de- 
gree to the present-day emergency. Yet 
in Minnesota last year we got from the 
emergency fund only $150,000. We had 
that much and more lost in many town- 
ships alone. 

Today we are told this money, which 
is now being appropriated, will be avail- 
able to help disaster areas which were 
visited by these catastrophes last year. 
Iam glad of this assurance. 

Last year bridges in various commu- 
nities of Minnesota were wiped out and 
are still unbuilt because of a lack of 
funds in the local community. 

So I am going to support this resolu- 
tion now providing for the $25,000,000, 
but I do think it should be a larger 
amount. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Price). 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, today we 
are faced with another annual flood 
emergency. The Congress somehow al- 
ways rises to the occasion when it comes 
to meeting an emergency. But it ignores 
the long-range programs that would pre- 
vent such disasters. We have examples 
which it would be well for us to follow. 
We know floods can be stopped. We 
have proven that the consequences of 
such floods may be avoided if we put in 
the time and effort to plan against them. 

The Tennessee Valley Authority has 
corrected the conditions arising from an- 
nual flood emergencies in the Tennessee 
Valley. Years ago they had these an- 
nual scourges in that area. Today since 
the completion of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority there have been no floods in 
the Tennessee Valley. Millions of dol- 
lars of property loss annually has been 
avoided, possibly enough to pay for the 
cost of completing the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. 

We are going to grant this emergency 
relief today to the victims of the floods 
in Missouri and Kansas—in the Missouri 
River Valley, but are we going to do 
something about preventing this emer- 
gency next year and in the years to 
come? The only way to do it is to follow 
the example set in the Tennessee Valley 
and to do it on a long-range, sensible, 
and sound basis. 

I hope that Congress will see the wis- 
dom of long-range planning instead of 
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standing by and waiting for the annual 
spring and summer emergencies. A 
Missouri Valley Authority seems to be 
the answer. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. Price] has 
expired. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. O'Hara] is recognized. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Speaker, of course 
everyone has a compassionate desire to 
be of help to the people of the disaster 
areas of Kansas and Missouri, but I am 
constrained to make the observation 
that sometimes when some of us have 
just as much disaster in a smaller area 
it is difficult to get the consideration 
that is being given here today. 

I have supported every disaster ap- 
propriation that has been made while a 
Member of Congress, but one city in my 
district was completely flooded out this 
year, and when I tried to get proper at- 
tention to get a preliminary survey in 
order to make a preliminary survey by 
the United States Engineers office to 
build some dikes to keep this town from 
being wiped out again, I have consider- 
able difficulty in getting that atten- 
tion. I am going to have to use my 
Missouri relationship, because my be- 
loved wife came from Missouri, and I was 
married in Kansas City many years ago. 
I hope at the proper time I can make 
some impression upon the Appropria- 
tions Subcommittee of the House and the 
United States Engineers office to get 
some consideration for what is equally 
true, that the water is just as wet and 
deep and just as devastating and colder 
in the little town of North Mankato, a 
town of 5,000 people, as it is in Missouri. 
In that town everybody except 80 people 
were driven from their homes. The utili- 
ties system of that city was almost com- 
pletely destroyed. Everyone there suf- 
fered tremendous damage to their prop- 
erty, personal equipment, and their 
homes. So I hope, as the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. Aucust H. ANDRE- 
SEN] said awhile ago, there will be some 
policy where consideration is given to a 
sound policy to disaster areas. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota has expired. 

The gentleman from West Virginia 
(Mr. BAILEY] is recognized. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, this is 
emergency legislation, and purely so. I 
trust my colleagues will keep it such. I 
am for the committee’s proposal of $15,- 
000,000. I am even in favor of the 
amendment offered by the distinguished 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Mc- 
Cormack] to make it $25,000,000. If the 
newspaper reports are half true, $25,- 
000,000 will be little enough. 

I think, Mr. Speaker, that this well 
demonstrates the need for Congress 
having a permanent, continuing policy 
of studying these critical areas. Let me 
call your attention to the fact that in 
the last 10 years in West Virginia we 
have had three disaster flash floods, one 
in 1943 that drowned 19 people another 
in the upper reaches of the Potomac 
River in 1949 which drowned 34 people 
and one this past year, in my own dis- 
trict, that drowned an additional 33. 


JULY 16 


I think there are special reasons why 
we should have a study made of those 
critical areas where these flash floods 
occur. They cannot be cured by the 
tremendously large dams which the 
Army engineers want to build. We have 
got to get up into the feeder streams and 
check the situation there. 

I think there should be a program 
worked out, in which there would be 
State contribution toward the construc- 
tion of projects in these critical areas. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from West Virginia has ex- 
pired. 

The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
Gorge! is recognized. 

Mr. GOLDEN. Mr. Speaker, I shall 
be happy to support this resolution. I 
have supported every emergency resolu- 
tion before this House since I have been 
here. When the blizzard struck the 
West, soon after I became a Member, 
when the flowers were blooming in the 
good State of Kentucky, I joined with 
my colleagues in furnishing money to 
relieve the suffering in that great section. 

I think it is perfectly apparent to the 
Members of this body that the responsi- 
bility to relieve suffering from floods and 
disasters is the responsibility of every 
Member of this Congress. Further, I 
think that too much damage is being 
done in America and that the emergency 
policy that is in vogue should, in my 
opinion, be changed so that new flood- 
control projects could receive money be- 
fore further damage is inflicted and so 
that where there is actual need and 
where great danger is constant the year 
around and where 10 times the cost of 
protection may be inflicted upon our 
people, and where we can prevent it 
by erecting floodwalls and controlling 
the devastating rivers of this Nation it 
should be done. But we should not wait 
for emergencies like these to stir us to 
action before we save our own people. 

I shall be happy to support this resolu- 
tion but I hope that the members of the 
Committee on Appropriations will realize 
that we cannot stand still in our tracks 
and see the rivers of America devastate 
one section after another. We should 
change our policy regardless of the 
emergency that our great Nation is in, 
and ‘where there is an opportunity to 
prevent these things we should do it, 
and do it now. Pineville, Ky., and 
Barbourville, Ky., have suffered damage 
and destruction similar to that in Kan- 
sas now. Where worthy new flood-con- 
trol projects have been authorized, I hope 
the Appropriations Committee will soon 
remove the barriers that stop new proj- 
ects and let us go forward toward 
building floodwalls to protect our peo- 
ple from damage and destruction. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. Brooxs] is recognized. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to support this resolution and 
happy to support it for the larger 
amount. I think it is needed out there. 
I would like to support it on grounds of 
human sympathy and kindness and on 
the ground that it is something that this 
Congress should do for the great com- 
munity out there that is so badly 
stricken at the present time by these 
disastrous, swirling, muddy waters which 
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cover the countryside and cities in the 
Middle West. But, Mr. Speaker, for an 
additional reason I am glad to support 
this bill. These waters ultimately are 
coming down the Mississippi River. They 
are going to pass through every State, 
including my own State of Louisiana, 
and we in time may have to contend with 
these same waters. We may have to 
take similar action farther down the 
Mississippi with a flood problem which 
needs the attention of the National Gov- 
ernment. So I am doubly glad on this 
occasion to be able to support this 
measure and hope to get it through in 
record time. 

Mr. Speaker, the floods now on the 
rampage in the Missouri-Kansas area of 
the country should make Congress pause 
and think. The press reports indicate 
that damages may run well above half 
a billion dollars in money, with the ac- 
companying loss of human life and 
heavy loss of cattle and farm animals. 
Hundreds of thousands of people are 
subjected to serious danger and incon- 
venience; and communities are sub- 
merged under water, business is sus- 
pended and great dislocation of normal 
lives and business occurs. At least one 
great city of a million people is largely 
covered by the swirling, muddy, ugly 
waters which bring this death and 
devastation with them. 

Gen. Lewis Pick, Chief of the Army 
engineers, is out at the scene of the 
floods and the engineers and other agen- 
cies of Government are rendering such 
help as can be given at this late hour. 
General Pick, a great Army officer, is 
quoted as saying that $300,000,000 
timely appropriated by Congress could 
have prevented most of the damage 
which has occurred. This should give 
our Congress cause for thought. 

We have great men in charge of this 
civil-functions work in the Appropria- 
tions Committee of the Congress. They 
are patriotic, honest, fearless, hard- 
working men, who want to do a good job 
for our country during these troublous 
times. They are my friends. But, I am 
afraid, Mr. Speaker, that we have al- 
lowed ourselves to listen too intently to 
those who, when flood control and navi- 
gation projects arise in this Congress, 
cry out loudly that this is a “pork barrel” 
and Congress should not do the job 
which is necessary to protect and de- 
fend our own country against flood- 
waters and make it internally sound 
and great. A little money timely spent 
might have saved this great section of 
the Middle West from some of this ap- 
palling loss of life and property. 

While the Kansas City section of the 
Nation feels this heavy blow now, and 
we must sympathize and help these peo- 
ple in their great flood trouble, I call 
attention of this House to the fact that 
we have neglected other areas which 
badly need flood control and navigation 
moneys at the present time. In Louisi- 
ana useful projects, badly needed, were 
omitted from the appropriation bill 
which passed during the current session 
of Congress. They are the victims of 
false economy and our own country pays 
the price. For instance one project— 
levee work on Red River—for which 

XCVII—516 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


$1,000,000 is badly needed this year was 
omitted. It may be that the people of 
the Red River Valley will be the next 
victims of the ravages of the flood. In 
the lower Mississippi, the funds made 
available for flood control were cut 
sharply; and over in other sections of 
the country, sharp cuts were unwar- 
rantly made and the people of our own 
country will pay the price. 

As with national defense, fiood defense 
must be built before the emergency oc- 
curs. If we wait until these waters go 
on the rampage, it is too late to build a 
defense. We must then accept the 
consequences. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. JENSEN] is recognized. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, during 
the full committee meeting on this bill 
this morning I recommended that this 
appropriation be raised from $15,000,000 
to $25,000,000 and that a part of the 
$10,000,000 be expended for flood control 
on the Missouri River above Kansas City. 
I reminded the committee of the 
thousands upon thousands of acres of 
land in my district which has been lying 
under floodwater for many, many 
months, and that I was unable to get 
but very little attention from Congress. 
I am pleased to say, however, that last 
week the Army engineers did allot $200,- 
000 to the Little Sioux project. In that 
valley some 60,000 acres of land has been 
under water and much of it is still under 
water. The Army engineers considered 
that an emergency because they took the 
$200,000 out of the emergency fund. 

On the main stem of the Missouri 
River between Iowa and Nebraska the 
high floodwaters have for years been 
eating away the banks of the channel 
and flooding the adjacent land no end. 

Mr. Speaker, surely it is a disaster 
when the farmers cannot possibly get 
their crops in, and if they did get them 
in cannot cultivate, hence all is lost. 
That is the condition which exists in my 
district today and that is why I have of- 
fered the amendment. I feel completely 
justified in doing so, I hope it will be 
adopted. 

In conclusion, let me say I yield to no 
man in my heartfelt sympathy for the 
unfortunate people who are today suf- 
fering in Missouri and Kansas. My pur- 
pose is to do the things which you know, 
and I know, will stop such a disaster in 
the future, and that is by stopping the 
raindrops where they fall, by the tried 
and tested soil and water conservation 
practices on every watershed in the 
Missouri Valley. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BECK- 
WORTH]. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to emphasize what has been said 
here already by several and that is that 
we do need an over-all comprehensive 
program which embraces all types of 
disasters as this that affect people as the 
people in this instance are affected. 

If you live on a big river and the flood 
is a greatly one, you perhaps 
can get good attention. But if you live 
on a small river, though the floods are 
just as disastrous to those that they af- 
fect, it is very difficult to get attention. 
It so happens that through the district 
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I represent flows two rivers. At times 
the floods on those rivers are exceedingly 
disastrous. I live about 344 miles from 
one of the rivers and many times in my 
life I have seen the crops of people who 
really needed their crops for their yearly 
livelihoods completely destroyed. But 
those are not headline floods, therefore 
the people affected have a difficult time 
getting aid. 

As has been said, we need a compre- 
hensive program that will give to ail 
people who are damaged, regardless of 
whether or not the damage is done on a 
great and massive scale, the kind of help 
that will be received by those who get 
help here. All of us are in favor of the 
present bill, of course. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. Curtis]. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I take this opportunity on be- 
half of the people of my district, also 
of the rest of the State of Missouri, to 
thank the many individuals and private 
institutions throughout the country who 
have responded with their customary 
charity to help the stricken reↄple of the 
city of Kansas City, the State of Missouri, 
and the State of Kansas. I also take 
this opportunity to commend the State 
and local governments of towns and 
communities affected for meeting their 
problems so ably. However, this flood 
disaster is of such great effect that it 
is necessary to come to the Federal Gov- 
ernment for added assistance at this 
time. The catastrophe is beyond the 
means of private enterprise and local 
and State governments. 

I want to add my thought to that 
already expressed, that it becomes quite 
obvious we need a policy for meeting sit- 
uations of this nature. I am impressed 
with the fact that an amendment has 
been offered from the fioor raising the 
Proposed sum of Federal relief from 
$15,000,000 to $25,000,000. I do not know 
on what basis the figure of $15,000,000 
was originally suggested, or upon what 
basis the $25,000,000 figure rests. It may 
be that more than $25,000,000 are needed. 
It is very obvious we need a policy as to 
when Federal money for disasters shall 
be voted, how such money shall be spent, 
and what formula shall be used in deter- 
mining the amount to be spent. 

This is an appropriation for a disaster 
of such scope that it becomes national 
in character. This is not the first 
national disaster to face us. It is not 
the last one which will come, unfortu- 
nately. When disaster strikes, we must 
have a formula for meeting the prob- 
lems it brings, which is apart from the 
peoples or the area stricken. In this 
way only can we deal fairly, adequately, 
quickly, forcefully, and at the same time 
as economically as possible with these 
situations. 

I commend the prompt manner in 
which the leadership of the House has 
met the present situation. I think the 
Members of the House for the under- 
standing way in which they are respond- 
ing to the plight of the stricken areas. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 
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The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. JENsEN] to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. MCCORMACK], 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
maz from Massachusetts [Mr. McCor- 
MACK]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the engrossment and third reading of 
the House joint resolution. 

The House joint resolution was ordered 
to be engrossed and read a third time, 
and was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the House joint reso- 
lution. 

The House joint resolution was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


CONSENT CALENDAR 


The SPEAKER. This is Consent 
Calendar day. The Clerk will call the 
first bill on the Consent Calendar. 


GEOMAGNETIC STATION FOR DEPART- 
MENT OF COMMERCE 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3830) 
to authorize the construction and equip- 
ment of a geomagnetic station for the 
Department of Commerce. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
this bill may be passed over without 
prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wis- 
consin? 

There was no objection. 


INSIGNIA WORN EY NATIONAL GUARD 
MEN 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4113) 
to amend section 125 of the National De- 
fense Act to provide that distinctive 
mark or insignia shall not be required 
in the uniforms worn by members of the 
National Guard of the United States, 
both Army and Air. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That section 125, Na- 
tional Defense Act (39 Stat. 216), as amend- 
ed, be further amended by deleting after the 
word “by” in the second proviso the words 


“officers or enlisted men of the National 
Guard, or by.” 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


TOLL BRIDGE ACROSS MISSISSIPPI 
RIVER, BURLINGTON, IOWA 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4332) 
to authorize the city of Burlington, Iowa, 
to own, maintain, and operate a toll 
bridge across the Mississippi River at or 
near said city. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the city of Bur- 
lington, Iowa, is hereby authorized to own, 
maintain, and operate the existing interstate 
toll bridge, approaches thereto, and con- 
necting highways extending across the Mis- 
sissippi River from within said city, in ac- 
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cordance with the provisions of the act of 
Congress approved March 23, 1906. 

SEC, 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal 
this act is hereby expressly reserved. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


AMENDING SECTION 437 (c) OF THE 
INTERNAL REVENUE CODE 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2562) 
amending section 437 (c) of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, re- 
serving the right to object, there are no 
departmental reports accompanying this 
measure. I would like to ask someone 
on the commiitee, who is familiar with 
it, whether or not they have assurance 


that the Department approves this bill. 


Mr. KEAN. Mr. Speaker, if the gen- 
tleman will yield, I hold in my hand 
a letter from the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury in which he states: 

In view of the foregoing, the Treasury De- 


partment is in favor of the enactment of 
H. R. 2562. 


If the gentleman wants, I will be glad 
to ask unanimous consent to insert this 
letter at this point in the RECORD. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I wish the gen- 
tleman would. Are there any other de- 
partments that would be affected by this 
bill? 

Mr. KEAN. No. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I withdraw my 
reservation of objection, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That section 437 (c) of 
the "nternal Revenue Code is amended by 
striking out “(other than mutual and other 
than life or marine)” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “taxable under the provisions of 
section 204.” 

Sec. 2. The amendment made by section 1 
shall have the same effect as if it had been 
a part of the said section 437 (c) on Jan- 
uary 3, 1951. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 

Mr. KEAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the Recorp and include a 
letter from the Secretary of the Treasury. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? z 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KEAN. Mr. Speaker, the purpose 
of H. R. 2562, unanimously reported by 
the Committee on Ways and Means and 
favorably recommended by the Treasury 
Department, is to correct a technical 
oversight in the language of section 437 
(c) of the Internal Revenue Code. 

As presently written, section 437 (c) 
discriminates against marine-insurance 
companies and mutual fire-insurance 
companies issuing perpetual policies with 
respect to the inclusion of their reserves 
in the computation of their invested 
capital credit under the excess-profits- 
tax law. The discrimination presently 
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contained in section 437 (c) was not in- 
tended by your committee and will be 
eliminated by enactment of H. R. 2562. 

Supplement G of the Internal Revenue 
Code—sections 201 to 207, inclusive— 
contains special provisions applicable in 
determining the corporate income tax 
of insurance companies. In this supple- 
ment, insurance companies are divided 
into three categories—life-insurance 
companies subject to tax under section 
201, insurance companies other than life 
or mutual, subject to tax under section 
204, and mutual-insurance companies, 
other than life or marine, subject to tax 
under section 207. Under this classifi- 
cation, the provisions of section 204 are 
applicable to stock insurance companies 
other than life and are also applicable 
to mutual marine insurance companies 
and to mutual fire-insurance companies 
exclusively issuing either perpetual poli- 
cies or policies for which the sole premi- 
um charged is a single deposit refund- 
able upon cancellation or expiration of 
the policy. 

In framing the Excess Profits Tax Act 
of 1950 your committee intended to give 
all insurance companies taxable under 
the provisions of section 204 of the Code 
the same treatment with respect to the 
inclusion of their reserves in the compu- 
tation of their equity capital. As pres- 
ently worded, however, section 437 (c) 
and the other credit provisions of sec- 
tions 437 and 439 of the Code exclude 
marine-insurance companies and mu- 
tual-fire-insurance companies issuing 
perpetual policies from all three of the 
basic credit provisions. H. R. 2562 cor- 
rects this oversight by amending section 
437 (c) of the Code to enable marine-in- 
surance companies and mutual-fire-tfi- 
surance companies issuing perpetual 
policies to obtain the same invested cap- 
ital credit as other insurance companies 
taxable under section 204. 

The amendment made by H. R. 2562 
will have the same effect as if it had 
been a part of section 437 (c) on Janu- 
ary 3, 1951. 

A letter from the Secretary of the 
Treasury concerning this matter reads 
as follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 
Washington, May 4, 1951. 
Hon. R. L. DOUGHTON, 

Chairman, Committee on Ways and 
Means, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made 
to the letter of February 22, 1951, from Mr. 
Charles W. Davis, clerk of your committee, 
enclosing two copies of H. R. 2562 (82d 
Cong., 1st sess.) entitled “A bill to amend 
section 437 (c) of the Internal Revenue 
Code,” Mr. Davis requests that your com- 
mittee be furnished a report with respect to 
the proposed legislation. 

If enacted, the proposed legislation would 
amend section 437 (c) of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code (defining equity capital) by strik- 
ing out the parenthetical clause “(other 
than mutual and other than life or marine)” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “taxable under 
the provisions of section 204” so as to make 


the third sentence of such subsection read 
as follows: 

“In the case of an insurance company tax- 
able under the provisions of section 204, 50 
percent of its reserves required by law (other 
than reserves used in computing borrowed 
capital under section 429 (b) (2)) shall be 
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considered as equity capital and, it may in- 
clude as equity capital its 
penses.” 


Supplement G of the Internal Revenue 
Code (secs. 201 to 207, inclusive) contains 
special provisions applicable in determining 
the corporate income tax of insurance com- 
panies. In this supplement, insurance com- 
panies are divided into three categories—life 
insurance companies subject to tax under 
section 201, insurance companies other than 
life or mutual, subject to tax under section 
204, and mutual insurance companies, other 
than life or marine, subject to tax under 
section 207. Under this classification, the 
provisions of section 204 are applicable to 
stock insurance companies other than life 
and are also applicable to mutual marine in- 
surance companies and to mutual fire insur- 
ance companies exclusively issuing either 
perpetual policies or policies for which the 
sole premium charged is a single deposit re- 
fundable upon cancellation or expiration of 
the policy. 

The Excess Profits Tax Act of 1950 con- 
tains provisions for determining the invested 
capital credit to be used by each of the three 
classes of insurance companies described 
above. Section 437 (b) (3) provides the 
credit for companies taxable under section 
207, applicable to mutual insurcnce com- 
panies other than life or marine. In sub- 
stance, the invested capital of such com- 
panies is stated to be the mean of the surplus 
plus 50 percent of the mean of all reserves 
required by law. The credit allowed to life 
insurance companies is provided in section 
439 (b) (3) under which an amount equal 
to 6624 percent of the mean of the ad- 
justed reserves of such companies is treated 
as borrowed capital. The credit for an in- 
surance company (other than mutual and 
other than life or marine) as provided in sec- 
tion 437 (c) treats as equity capital 50 per- 
cent of the reserves required by law. This 
provision is the one generally applicable to 
companies taxable under section 204. In 
addition, such companies are entitled to 
treat as borrowed capital an amount equal 
to 66%4 percent of the mean of the amount 
of their unearned premiums. Section 439 
(b) (2). 

An analysis of the credit provisions of sec- 
tions 437 and 439 shows that marine insur- 
ance companies and mutual fire insurance 
companies issuing perpetual policies, are ex- 
cluded from all three of the basic credit pro- 
visions. This Department is not aware of 
any considerations which would indicate 
that this exclusion was intended. Since all 
marine insurance companies, whether stock 
or mutual, are taxable under section 204, it 
would appear that the excess-profits tax 
credit allowed to companies subject to tax 
under that section should be available to 
the marine companies. Similarly, the same 
credit provisions should be applicable to the 
mutual fire insurance company issuing per- 
petual policies, H. R. 2562, in making the 
credit under section 437 (c) applicable to 
all companies taxable under section 204, 
would appear to achieve the desired consist- 
ency of treatment. 

In view of the foregoing, the Treasury De- 
partment is in favor of the enactment of 
H. R. 2562. 

The Director, Bureau of the Budget, has 
advised the Treasury that there is no objec- 
tion to the presentation of this report. 

If further correspondence relative to this 
matter is necessary, please refer to IR: 
IT:P:CA-CJM. 

Very truly yours, 
JOHN W. SNYDER, 
Secretary of the Treasury. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. EBERHARTER, Mr. Speaker, I 

make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 


tion ex- 
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The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 113] 

Abbitt Fine Powell 
Adair Gillette Quinn 
Albert Gore Radwan 
Anderson, Calif.Gossett Regan 
Anfuso Green Riehlman 
Aspinall Gregory Rogers, Mass. 
Bates, Mass. Harris Scott, Hardie 
Bentsen Hays, Ohio Sheppard 
Blatnik Heffernan Stockman 
Boykin Kelley, Pa. Teague 
Breen Kennedy Thomas 
Celler Keogh Thompson, 
Chatham Klein Mich. 
Chudoff McMillan Velde 
Clemento Mack, Ill. Werdel 
Coudert Miller, Calif. Wickersham 

r Morgan Willis 
Delaney Morrison Wiison, Ind 
Dingell Winstead 
Dolliver Murray, Wis. Wood, idaho 
Durham O’Konski 
Engle 


The SPEAKER. Three hundred and 
sixty-nine Members have answered to 
their names, a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call 

the next bill on the calendar. 


RELIEF FOR SHEEP-RAISING 
INDUSTRY 


The Clerk called the bill (S. 1696) to 
amend Public Law 587 of the Eighty- 
first Congress (approved June 30, 1950) 
to provide relief for the sheep-raising 
industry by making special quota immi- 
gration visas available to certain alien 
sheepherders. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. WIER. Mr. Speaker, I object. 


BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2976) 
relating to the activities of temporary 
and certain other employees of the Bu- 
reau of Land Management. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the provisions of 
section 452, Revised Statutes (43 U. S. C., 
sec. 11), shall not apply to any person be- 
cause of his employment, as a temporary, 
limited, part-time w. a. e. (when actually 
employed), or w. o. c. (without compensa- 
tion) officer, clerk, or employee of the Bureau 
of Land Management. 

Sec. 2. The provisions of section 190, Re- 
vised Statutes (5 U. S. C. sec. 99), and of 
title 18, United States Code, sections 281, 
283, and 284, shall not apply to any member 
of an advisory board of the Bureau of Land 
Management. 

Sec. 3. This act shall not be construed to 
limit the authority of the Secretary of the 
Interior, under existing law, to regulate the 
activities of any officer, clerk, or employee 
of the Department of the Interior or of any 
practitioner in proceedings before the De- 
partment. 

With the following committee amend- 
ment: 


Page 1, line 8, strike out the period, in- 
sert a comma in lieu thereof, and add the 
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words: “If such employment does not ex- 
ceed 6 months in any one calendar year.” 


Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
objection to the legislation, but I think 
it would be appropriate if the author of 
the bill or someone who knows about the 
bill made a statement concerning what 
is meant by temporary employment, I 
might also add that there is no depart- 
mental report in reference to this legis- 
lation. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I object. 

The SPEAKER. Time for objection 
has passed. 

Mr. MURDOCK. There was a favor- 
able report from the Department given 
orally. They stated they were favorable 
to it, but there was no formal report re- 
ceived by the committee. 

Mr. FORD. I might say to the gen- 
tleman from Arizona that according to 
our information there was not a de- 
partmental report, although there is in- 
formation stating that the Department 
of the Interior recommends enactment. 
As the gentleman knows, under our 
rule, the objectives committee must 
have a departmental report. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I think the reason 
why there was not a report was that 
there was not time; I believe that was 
the statement made in committee. On 
the strength of the fact that represent- 
atives of the Department were present 
and testified we stated they were in 
favor of it. 

Mr. FORD. In other words, the rep- 
resentatives of the Department testified 
in favor of the legislation? 

Mr. MURDOCK. That is right. 

Mr. FORD. And the gentleman and 
his committee considered that satis- 
factory in lieu of an actual department- 
al report. 

Mr. MURDOCK. That is correct. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. 
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. How 
can I get recognition now? 

The SPEAKER. There is a commit- 
tee amendment pending. The gentle- 
man can either rise in opposition to the 
committee amendment or move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the 
gentleman what the bill is all about and 
how much money it calls for. 

Mr. MURDOCK. This is for classi- 
fying temporary employees as tempo- 
rary employees if they have had 6 
months of service. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Classi- 
fying them? 

Mr. MURDOCK. Classifying them as 
temporary employees if they have had 6 
months of service. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield 
to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. This bill is nec- 
essary to complete the work that has 
been started under legislation enacted 
by the Congress. 


Mr. 
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Mr. MURDOCK. The gentleman is 
correct in that respect. It will clarify 
the law as to who are temporary em- 
ployees. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Well, 
Mr. Speaker, as I cannot be advised how 
much money is involved, I will yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


REPEALING CERTAIN LAWS RELATING TO 
TIMBER AND STONE ON THE PUBLIC 
DOMAIN 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3883) 
to repeal certain laws relating to timber 
and stone on the public domain. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
would like to know what this bill is 
about. Will the author explain it? 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, we 
have a multiplicity of enactments con- 
cerning the removal of material from the 
public domain. About a year ago, or, in 
the last Congress, we passed a general act 
which aimed to centralize or codify all 
of those provisions. This merely strikes 
from the statutes those provisions which 
are in conflict or immaterial in the light 
of the preceding legislation. The de- 
partment has asked for it and I think it 
simplifies the whole problem. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN, I thank 
the gentleman. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the following acts 
or portions of acts are hereby repealed: 

(a) Sections 1 to 3, inclusive, of the act of 
June 3, 1878 (20 Stat. 89), as amended (43 
U. S. C., secs. 311, 312, and 313). 

(b) Act of June 3, 1878 (20 Stat. 88), 
as amended (16 U. S. C., secs. 604, 605, and 
606). 

(c) Section 8 of the act of March 3, 1891 
(26 Stat. 1095, 1099), as amended and sup- 
plemented (16 U. S. C., secs. 607, 608, €09, 
610, 611, 611a, 612, and 613), except the 
first sentence of said section 8, as amended 
(43 U. S. C., sec. 1166). 

(d) Act of March 4, 1913 (37 Stat. 1015), 
as amended (16 U. S. C., secs. 614 and 615). 

Sec, 2. Rights and liabilities existing under 
the forsgoing statutes on the date of the 


enactment of this act shall not be affected 
thereby. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon- 
sider was laid on the table. 


COMPACT RELATING TO THE WATERS OF 
THE SABINE RIVIR BY THE STATES OF 
TEXAS AND LOUISIANA 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4288) 
granting the consent of the Congress to 
the negotiation of a compact relating to 
the waters of the Sabine River by the 
States of Texas and Louisiana. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 
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Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that this bill be 
passed over and the reason I do that is 
because last November in elections in 
Louisiana there was a proposition simi- 
lar but not exactly like this which was 
voted on by the people of Louisiana and 
they voted it down. I want the people of 
Louisiana to have full opportunity to 
know that this legislation is here before 
it is voted on and passed by the House 
of Representatives. Therefore I ask that 
it be passed over. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

Mr. COMBS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, this bill and a com- 
panion bill of the same wording were 
introduced by the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. LarcapE] and by myself. 
This bill involves no appropriation of 
money, it does not involve a compact be- 
tween the States of Louisiana and Texas, 
but merely authorizes the two States to 
enter into a compact concerning division 
of the waters of the Sabine River. That 
compact, once it is entered into between 
the two States will be submitted back to 
each State legislature for approval and 
then to the Congress. In other words, 
this bill merely grants permission to the 
two States to do a very necessary thing 
which is to agree upon a division of the 
waters of the Sabine River. In order 
that we may begin to develop plans for 
controlling its destructive floods, and 
putting its waters to beneficial uses. 

I hope the gentleman will not object. 
The two commissions have already been 
appointed by Texas and Louisiana and 
are ready to go to work and I trust we 
can get this bill passed today. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
asking that this bill be passed over so 
that the people of Louisiana may know 
about it and I am going to ask the press 
to carry this news in the papers down 
there so that they will know that the 
bill is up here for consideration. If the 
gentleman objects, I shall object to con- 
sideration of the bill. I hope the gentle- 
man will not insist so that it may come 
up at the call of the next calendar. 

Mr. LARCADE. Mr. Speaker, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I may say that 
the point raised by the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. Brooks] is clearly out of 
order, because the people of Louisiana 
have been advised that this bill is under 
consideration in the House. It has been 
in the newspapers. He makes reference 
to another bill in the Louisiana Legisla- 
ture which was a constitutional amend- 
ment. That was defeated by the voters 
of the State of Louisiana and it had to 
do with an entirely separate subject. It 
provided for authorization for the is- 
suance of bonds. This bill now before us 
simply provides for the forming of a 
compact between the two States. Loui- 
siana owns half of the river and Texas 
owns the other half, and the only way 
we can develop Sabine River is by having 
a compact entered into between the two 
States. 

In addition to that, at the last session 
of the legislature—a companion bill was 
submitted to the voters under the con- 
stitutional amendment submitted to the 
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voters of Louisiana—an additional bill 
was introduced and passed authorizing 
the forming of such a compact. The 
Legislature of the State of Louisiana has 
passed the bill. Under the provisions of 
this bill the Governor was authorized to 
appoint a commission composed of five 
members, which has been done, with the 
director of the department of public 
works as ex Officio chairman and the 
other five members to represent other 
parishes interested in the project. I 
think the gentleman knows that under 
the rules, since only one objection is nec- 
essary, if he objects to this bill, that it 
will not be passed, and if his objection is 
sustained, the State of Louisiana will not 
be able to enter into this compact. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, further 
reserving the right to object, I want to 
say to my distinguished friend and col- 
league from Louisiana that I do not 
know anything of the kind. If it is 
passed over for 2 weeks, it will come up 
on the next calendar, and may be passed 
then, and if I am out of order in giving 
notice to the people of Louisiana on 
what is going on up here affecting the 
State, then I am willing to answer to the 
charge of being out of order in this par- 
ticular instance. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Arizona. 

Mr. MURDOCK. I feel I should say 
one word for my committee without ref- 
erence to the particular merits or de- 
mertis of this bill. We have many prob- 
lems concerning interstate streams. The 
Constitution of the United States re- 
quires treaties made between States to 
be sanctioned by Congress. No inter- 
state treaties or compacts can be made 
legally or binding without the consent of 
Congress. The Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs has taken the stand 
always, when two or more States ask for 
permission to enter into such interstate 
compacts, that it is merely a matter of 
routine that they shall have that per- 
mission, and that is the case in regard to 
this bill. My committee gladly favors 
congressional consent as a good method 
of settlement. That does not determine 
the nature of the compact in any way, 
but merely lays the foundation and 
clears away constitutional obstruction 
upon the States entering into such a 
treaty. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROOKS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. The passage of 
this bill does not ratify a compact al- 
ready made. It simply gives the State 
the right to enter into a compact in the 
future, and either State can turn it down. 
Is that not true? 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. BROOKS. I object, Mr. Speaker. 


EXTENSION OF TIME FOR PRESENTING 
INDIAN CLAIMS 


The Clerk called the resolution (H. J. 
Res. 210) to provide a 1-year extension 
of the 5-year limitation on the time for 
presenting Indian claims to the Indian 
Claims Commission. 


Speaker, 


1951 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
25 ne consideration of the resolu- 

on 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I would like to ask a 
member of the committee if, in his judg- 
ment, the objections of the Department 
of Justice are warranted? In looking at 
the committee report on page 5 there is 
a letter from the Department of Justice, 
and I quote from it, as follows: 

The Department of Justice is opposed to 
the enactment of this measure. The 5-year 
period seems long enough to enable the 
tribes and their attorneys to investigate the 
facts sufficiently to enable them to prepare 
and file a petition. To extend the time 
would place a premium on delay and would 
be unfair to those tribes which have been 
diligent. 


I would like to ask the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Morris] what was the 
judgment of the committee in reference 
to this recommendation? 

Mr. MORRIS. I will say in reply to 
that inquiry that our committee went 
into that matter most carefully? There 
were several bills pending. Some pro- 
vided for an extension of 2 years. My 
own State legislature down in Oklahoma 
asked for an extension of 2 years. We 
went into the matter most carefully and 
came to the conclusion, and it was, as I 
recall, a unanimous report of our com- 
mittee—that the 1-year extension was 
a proper extension, and we based it to 
some extent on this, that even after the 
Commission was authorized and set up 
by law it took about 1 year’s time for it 
to get in full operation so that a claim 
could be filed. So actually the Indians 
have had only 4 years’ time instead of 
the 5 years that was provided in which 
to file claims in the proper, logical, and 
ordinary manner. 

Mr. FORD. In other words, this is 
the first extension, and the extension is 
justified on the basis that the Commis- 
sion did not really get organized for 1 
year? 

Mr. MORRIS. That is correct. We 
put in our report, the gentleman will 
notice, that although we find that it is 
fair and just and equitable and neces- 
sary, so that no one will be left out that 
is entitled to come in, that this year’s 
extension be granted, we give warning 
to the Indians and to the Bureau and 
to whoever may be concerned that, as 
far as our committee is concerned, there 
will be no further extension. 

Mr. FORD. In other words, the House 
as far as the gentleman's committee is 
concerned is on record now to the effect 
that there will be no more extensions 
after this one? 

Mr. MORRIS. That is correct. We 
put that in our report. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. One main reason 
why this bill is necessary, and probably 
the Department of Justice was not aware 
of it, is that in many cases the Indians 
have selected their attorneys to look 
into these claims and the Department 
of Justice through its Indian Office has 
failed for months and months and 
months and even years to either approve 
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or disapprove those attorneys. Conse- 
quently, there are tribes in my State 
who do not know whether their claims 
are valid or not because they have not 
had an attorney to look into them. That 
is what makes it most necessary that 
at least a 1-year extension be granted. 

Mr. FORD. I withdraw my reserva- 
tion of objection, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Reserving 
the right to object, Mr. Speaker, and 
I do this to ask a question of the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. Morris], 
the chairman of the committee, I was 
under the impression when it came out 
of our committee that someone migl.t 
offer an amendment to make it 6 months. 
I notice the Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior in his report on page 5 suggests 
that perhaps it might be 6 months. I 
am well aware of the fact that it is 
only 5 years ago thai the agency was 
set up to handle these claims. I am 
also aware of the fact that it is hard 
to get rid of these bureaus once they 
are put into operation. Some of the 
attorneys that have been handling the 
claims of the Indians have been rather 
negligent in pushing the matters because 
the longer they can hold a claim the 
more the fee might be. I wonder if the 
chairman of the committee has given 
any attention to the views of Mr. Warne, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior, who 
on page 5 of the report states that in 
lieu of a general 1- or 2-year extension 
of time for filing claims the committee 
might wish to consider a 6-month ex- 
tension. I thought someone might want 
to offer such an amendment. 

Mr. MORRIS. We did give most care- 
ful consideration to the suggestion of the 
Department, but after the most careful 
and painstaking examination, with evi- 
dence having been presented to us, we 
came to the conclusion that 6 months 
would not be sufficient time, but that we 
definitely ought to make it 1 year. We 
also came to the conclusion that the 
allowing of a year’s additional time in 
which to file the claim would not have 
the effect of extending the 10-year period 
for which the Indian Claims Commis- 
sion should exist. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Do I cor- 
rectly understand that it is the intention 
of the committee not to entertain any 
more extensions of the life of the Indian 
Claims Commission? 

Mr. MORRIS. Definitely; yes. 

Mr. SCHWABE. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to 
the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. SCHWABE. May I suggest to the 
gentleman that the Legislature of the 
State of Oklahoma, which has more 
than one-third of all the Indians in the 
United States, memorialized Congress to 
give the Indians 2 years more within 
which to file their claims, without ex- 
tending the life of the Commission at all, 

This does not extend the life of the 
Commission at all. 

As far as the attorney’s fees are con- 
cerned, they are fixed by the original bill 
and cannot be raised. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the joint 
resolution? 
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There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the joint resolution, as follows: 


Resolved, etc., That section 12 of the act 
entitled “An act to create an Indian Claims 
Commission, to provide for the powers, 
duties, and functions thereof, and for other 
p „ approved August 13, 1946, as 
amended (25 U. S. C., sec. 70k), is amended 
by striking out “5 years” and inserting in 
lieu thereof “6 years.” 

Sec. 2. Section 23 of such act of August 
13, 1946, as amended (25 U. S. C., sec. 70v), 
is amended by striking out “5-year period“ 
and inserting in lieu thereof 6-year period.” 


The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, was 
read the third time, and passed, and a 
2 to reconsider was laid on the 

e. 


GREENFIELDS DIVISION, SUN RIVER 
IRRIGATION PROJECT, MONTANA 


The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3144) 
relating to certain construction cost ad- 
justments in connection with the Green- 
fields division of the Sun River irriga- 
tion project, Montana. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 
the Interior is hereby empowered and di- 
rected to make certain construction cost ad- 
justments in connection with the Green- 
fields Division of the Sun River irrigation 
project, Montana, in that the reimbursable 
construction costs relating to (a) that part 
of the Greenfields main canal between sta- 
tion O and station 278 (529 miles) in the 
amount of $338,484, and (b) that part of the 
Sun River slope canal between station 
39708 and station 434 (seven one-hun- 
dredths miles) in the amount of $134,027, 
totaling $472,511, shall be deducted from the 
obligation undertaken by the Greenfields ir- 
rigation district in its contract with the 
United States, dated June 22, 1926. 


With the following committee amend- 
ments: 


Page 1, line 7, strike out (a).“ 

Page 1, line 9, after “of” strike out the re- 
mainder of line 9 and lines 1, 2, and 8 on 
page 2 ending with “$472,511,” and insert 
“$297,752.” 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 


INCREASED PENALTIES FOR NARCOTIC 
AND MARIJUANA LAW VIOLATIONS 


Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak- 
ker, I move to suspend the rules and pass 
the bill (H. R. 3490) to amend the penal- 
ty provisions applicable to persons con- 
victed of violating certain narcotic laws, 
and for other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 2 (c) 
of the Narcotic Drugs Import and Export 
Act, as amended (U. S. C., title 21, sec. 174), 
is amended to read as follows: 

“(c) Whoever fraudulently or knowingly 
imports or brings any narcotic drug into the 
United States or any territory under its 
control or jurisdiction, contrary to law, or 
receives, conceals, buys, sells, or in any man- 
ner facilitates the transportation, conceal- 
ment, or sale of any such narcotic drug 
after being imported or brought in, knowing 
the same to have been imported contrary 
to law, or conspires to commit any such acts 
in violation of the laws of the United States, 
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shall be fined not more than $2,000 and im- 
prisoned not less than 2 or more than 5 
years. For a second offense, the offender shall 
be fined not more than $2,000 and impris- 
oned not less than 5 or more than 10 years. 
For a third or subsequent offense, the offend- 
er shall be fined not more than $2,000 and 
imprisoned not less than 10 or more than 
20 years. Upon conviction for a second 
or subsequent offense, the imposition or 
execution of sentence shall not be suspended 
and probation shall not be granted. For the 
purpose of this subdivision, an offender shall 
be considered a second or subsequent of- 
fender, as the case may be, if he previously 
has been convicted of any offense the pen- 
alty for which is provided in this subdivision 
or in section 2557 (b) (1) of the Internal 
Revenue Code, or if he previously has been 
convicted of any offense the penalty for 
which was provided in section 9, chapter 1, of 
the act of December 17, 1914 (38 Stat. 789), 
as amended; section 1, chapter 202 of the act 
of May 26, 1922 (42 Stat. 596), as amended; 
section 12, chapter 553, of the act of August 
2, 1987 (50 Stat. 556), as amended; or sec- 
tions 2557 (b) (1) or 2596 of the Internal 
Revenue Code enacted February 10, 1939 
(ch. 2, 53 Stat. 274, 282), as amended. 
After conviction, but prior to pronouncement 
of sentence, the court shall be advised by 
the United States ttorney whether the con- 
viction is the offender’s first or a subse- 
quent offense. If it is not a first offense, 
the United States attorney shall file an in- 
formation setting forth the prior convic- 
tions. The offender shall have the oppor- 
tunity in open court to affirm or deny that 
he is identical with the person previously 
convicted. If he denies the identity, sen- 
tence shall be postponed for such time as to 
permit a trial before a jury on the sole is- 
sue of the offender's identity with the person 
previously convicted. If the offender is 
found by the jury to be the person previous- 
ly conyicted, or if he acknowledges that he is 
such person, he shall be sentenced as pre- 
seribed in this subdivision. 

“Whenever on trial for a violation of this 
subdivision the defendant is shown to have 
or to have had possession of the narcotic 
drug, such possession shall be deemed sufi- 
cient evidence to authorize conviction un- 
less the defendant explains the possession to 
the satisfaction of the jury.” 

Sec. 2. Section 2557 (b) (1) of the Internal 
Revenue Code is amended to read as follows: 

“(1) Whoever commits an offense or con- 
spires to commit an offense described in this 
subchapter, subchapter C of this chapter, or 
parts V or VI of subchapter A of chapter 27, 
for which no specific penalty is otherwise 
provided, shall be fined not more than $2,000 
and imprisoned not less than 2 or more than 
5 years. For a second offense, the offender 
shall be fined not more than $2,000 and im- 
prisoned not less than 5 or more than 10 
years. For a third or subsequent offense, 
the offender shall be fined not more than 
$2,000 and imprisoned not less than 10 or 
more than 20 years. Upon conviction for a 
second or subsequent offense, the imposi- 
tion or execution of sentence shall not be 
suspended and probation shall not be 
granted. For the purpose of this paragraph, 
an offender shall be considered a second or 
subsequent offender, as the case may be, if he 
previously has been convicted of any offense 
the penalty for which is provided in this 
paragraph or in section 2 (c) of the Nar- 
cot 2 Import and Export Act, as 
amended (U. S. C., title 21, sec. 174), or if he 
previously has been convicted of any offense 
the penalty for which was provided in sec- 
tion 9, chapter 1, of the act of December 17, 
1914 (38 Stat. 789), as amended; section 1, 
chapter 202, of the act of May 26, 1922 (42 
Stat. 596), as amended; section 12, chapter 
553, of the act of August 2, 1937 (50 Stat. 
556), as amended; or sections 2557 (b) (1) or 
2596 of the Internal Revenue Code enacted 
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February 10, 1939 (ch. 2, 53 Stat. 274, 282), 
as amended. After conviction, but prior to 
pronouncement of sentence, the court shall 
be advised by the United States attorney 
whether the conviction is the offender's first 
or a subsequent offense. If it is not a first 
offense, the United States attorney shall file 
an information setting forth the prior con- 
victions. The offender shall have the op- 
portunity in open court to affirm or deny 
that he is identical with the person previ- 
ously convicted. If he denies the identity, 
sentence shall be postponed for such time as 
to permit a trial before a jury on the sole 
issue of the offender's identity with the per- 
son previously convicted. If the offender is 
found by the jury to be the person previ- 
ously convicted, or if he acknowledges that 
he is such person, he shall be sentenced 
as prescribed in this paragraph.” 

Sec. 3. Section 2596 of the Internal Revy- 
enue Code is amended to read as follows: 


“Sec, 2596. Penalties. 


“For penalties for violating or failing to 
comply with any of the provisions of this 
subchapter, see section 2557 (b) (1).” 

Sec. 4. Section 3235 o° the Internal Rey- 
enue Code is amended to read as follows: 


“Sec. 3235. Penalties. 


“For penalties for violating or failing to 
comply with any of the provisions of this 
part, see section 2557 (b) (1).“ 

Sec. 5. There are hereby repealed— 

(1) section 2 (f) of the Narcotic Drugs 
Import and Export Act, as amended (U. S. C., 
title 21, sec. 174); 

(2) the act of August 12, 1937, as amended 
(U. S. C., title 21, secs, 200-200 (b)); 

(3) sections 2557 (b) (5), (6), and (7) 
of the Internal Revenue Code. 

Sec. 6. Any rights or liabilities now exist- 
ing under the laws or parts thereof repealed 
by this act shall not be affected by such 
repeal. 


The SPEAKER. Is a second de- 
manded? 


Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I demand a second. 
Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak- 


er, I ask unanimous consent that a sec- 
ond be considered as ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Lou- 
isiana? 

There was no objcciion. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. EBERHARTER] makes 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. The Chair will count. [After 
counting.] Two hundred and twenty- 
four Members are present, a quorum. 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak- 
er, this bill is a result of the work of the 
Subcommittee on Narcotics of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, of which I 
am chairman. For some time I have 
been extremely interested in the subject 
of narcotic drugs and marijuana laws. 
I introduced H. R. 3490, the bill now 
under consideration. The bill provides 
for increased penalties for narcotic and 
marijuana law violations. The subcom- 
mittee on narcotics held an investigation 
and hearings on the subject of the con- 
trol of narcotics, marijuana, and barbi- 
turates, Asa result of this investigation 
and hearings, the subcommittee recom- 
mended to the Committee on Ways and 
Means that H. R. 3490 be favorably re- 
ported to the House. This the full com- 
mittee did. 
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This bill has the endorsement of the 


Treasury Department and the Depart- 


ment of Justice, of various Members of 
Congress who had similar bills pending 
before the Committee on Ways and 
Means, of various law-enforcement offi- 
cers and agencies throughout the coun- 
try, and it incorporates in substance the 
recommendations of the Senate Special 
Committee To Investigate Organized 
Crime in Interstate Commerce that— 

Congress should pass legislation to provide 
for increased penalties for drug peddlers and 
others engaged in the commercialized as- 
pects for the drug traffic, 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 


Without going into great detail at this 
time, I should like to say in summary 
that tue principal purpose of the bill 
is to remove the power of suspension of 
sentence and probation in the cases of 
second and subsequent offenders against 
the narcotics and marijuana laws, and 
to provide minimum sentences for per- 
sons convicted of violation of those laws. 


COMPARISON OF PENALTIES UNDER PRESENT LAW 
WITH PENALTIES PROVIDED BY H. R. 3490 


At the present time, two separate laws 
deal with the subject of narcotics. 
First, the Narcotic Drugs Import and 
Export Act, which provides criminal 
penalties for persons who fraudulently 
or knowingly import narcotic drugs into 
the United States contrary to law, or 
who assist in such importation, and for 
those persons who receive, conceal, buy, 
sell, or in any manner facilitate the 
transportation, concealment, or sale of 
narcotic drugs after they have been im- 
ported. Second, the Internal Revenue 
Code provides penalties for violations of 
the tax laws relating to narcotics and 
marijuana. 

Under present law, persons convicted 
of violating the provisions of the Nar- 
cotic Drugs Import and Export Act are 
subject, upon conviction, to a fine of 
not more than $5,000 and imprisonment 
for not more than 10 years. 

The Internal Revenue Code provides 
penalties for violations of tax provisions 
relating to narcotic drugs consisting of a 
fine of not more than $2,000 or imprison- 
ment for not more than 5 years, or both, 
in the discretion of the courts. Under 
both the Internal Revenue Code and 
the Narcotic Drugs Import and Export 
Act, in the case of a second conviction, 
violators are subject to a fine of not 
more than $5,000 or imprisonment of not 
more than 10 years, or both; and in the 
case of a third offense, violators are 
subject to a fine of not more than 
$10,000 or imprisonment of not more 
than 20 years, or both. Persons who 
violate the tax laws of the code relating 
to marihuana are subject to a fine of 
not more than $2,000 or imprisonment 
for not more than 5 years, or both, re- 
gardless of whether or not it is a first 
offense or a repeated offense. 

H. R. 3490, the bill now under con- 
sideration, would provide the same pen- 
alties for violations of both the tax laws 
and the Narcotic Drugs Import and Ex- 
port Act relating to narcotic drugs and 
marijuana as well. 

It provides for a maximum fine of 
$2,000 for all offenses, whether they be 
the first offense or a repeated offense, 
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It also provides for a mandatory prison 
term of a minimum of 2 years and a 
maximum of 5 years for the first offense; 
a minimum of 5 years and a maximum 
of 10 years for the second offense; and 
a minimum of 10 years and a maximum 
of 20 years for the third and subsequent 
offenses. 

Under present law, no minimum sen- 
tences are provided and, in many cases, 
repeated offenders have their sentences 
suspended or are put on probation. This 
bill would preclude the suspension of 
sentences or probation on the second 
and subsequent convictions. 

In the case of first convictions and 
sentences, the bill would still permit 
suspension or probation. It was be- 
lieved to be desirable to permit this, par- 
ticularly in light of the fact that so 
many young people are today becoming 
addicts. This would leave to Federal 
judges discretion and permit them to 
sentence such young persons for periods 
of treatment only if this should be 
deemed desirable. 

In summary, this bill fixes a maxi- 
mum fine of $2,000 for all violations of 
the narcotic drugs and marihuana laws, 
and minimum and maximum prison sen- 
tences of from 2 to 20 years, depending 
on whether or not the offense is a first 
one or a repeated one. It will be seen 
that potential fines under present law 
range from $2,000 to $10,000, whereas 
the bill fixes a maximum fine for the 
first and for repeated offenses of $2,000. 
It was felt that the principal deterrent to 
narcotic and marijuana law violators 
is the possible prison sentence involved, 
and the lessening of the potential fines 
would not be harmful. In any event, 
trafficking in narcotics is a very lucra- 
tive business, and fines often would not 
be a financial burden on or a deterrent 
to these traffickers. 

When we realize that when heroin, 
for instance, reaches the consumer—an 
addict—the price to him of heroin, which 
started out at $25 in Italy, one of the 
principal sources of the drug, will run 
from $3,000 to $4,000, it can be seen that 
illegal transactions in this field are quite 
attractive from the profit point of view. 

Enactment of this bill providing for 
more severe sentences would accomplish 
two important purposes: First, it would 
enable narcotic violators who are also 
frequently addicts themselves to be sub- 
jected to a longer period of treatment 
and observation in public health hos- 
pitals and, second, it would have an im- 
portant effect upon removing from active 
participation in the drug traffic those 
offenders who may not be susceptible of 
corrective treatment. 

A study in February 1950 of 602 case 
reports indicates that 53 percent of these 
cases started their addiction to drugs by 
reason of association with other addicts, 
and 7 percent of them started on mari- 
juana. Twenty-five percent had been on 
drugs less than 1 year. If we can remove 
persons who are confirmed drug addicts 
from the public scene, this, in itself, 
would considerably cut down on the 
number of new addicts. 

INADEQUACY OF PENALTIES UNDER EXISTING 

LAW 

The test of the adequacy of penalties 

provided for violations of any law is the 
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prevalence of crimes which those penal- 
ties are aimed at, and particularly wheth- 


er or not violators are up for repeated ' 


offenses. The present laws relating to 
narcotic drugs and marijuana fail mis- 
erably on this test. 

In 1935, a study of narcotic convic- 
tions disclosed that 40 percent of the 
persons convicted had previously been 
convicted of violating the narcotic laws. 
Figures compiled by the Bureau of Pris- 
ons for the fiscal year ended June 30, 
1950, show that of 1.481 narcotic violators 
committed to Federal institutions with 
a sentence of more than 1 year, 63.6 per- 
cent had been previously convicted 
of violating the narcotic laws. This 
would certainly indicate that punish- 
ment of narcotic-law violators under 
present law has not been an effective 
deterrent. 

The average sentence of persons 
violating the narcotics and marijuana 
laws, exclusive of those placed on pro- 
bation, in the fiscal year ended June 
30, 1951, was 23.1 months. This aver- 
age is, as a matter of fact, slightly less 
than the average sentence of 24 months 
disclosed in a survey made 15 years ago. 

It is interesting to note that since 
1946 there has been a decrease of ap- 
proximately 20 percent in the total num- 
ber of sentenced Federal prisoners, 
while during this same period that has 
been an increase of approximately 20 
percent in the number of persons sen- 
tenced for violations of the Federal nar- 
cotic and marijuana laws. 

The following statistics present a very 
revealing comparison of sentences for 
violations of the narcotics and marijuana 
laws with sentences for violations of the 
white-slave-traffic laws. These figures 
were compiled by the Administrative 
Office of the United States Courts for 
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1949: One 
thousand, five hundred and ninety- 
seven persons were sentenced for viola- 
tions of the narcotic and marijuana 
laws. Of these, 1,187 were sentenced to 
imprisonment, 4 received a sentence of 
under 1 month, 120 from 1 to 6 months, 
195 from 6 months to a year and a day, 
222 of 1 year and 1 day, 262 from 1 year 
and 1 day to 2 years, 189 from 2 to 3 
years, 152 from 3 to 5 years, and only 43 
of 5 years and over; 398 were placed on 
probation. This means that the number 
placed on probation amounted to ep- 
proximately 25 percent of those con- 
victed and sentenced. 

In the case of convictions and sen- 
tences for violation of the white-slave- 
traffic laws, only 19 percent were placed 
on probation; 9.3 percent received sen- 
tences of 5 years or more, while the per- 
centage of those convicted and sen- 
tenced for violations of the narcotic laws 
who received a sentence of 5 years or 
more was only 2.7 percent. 

In the case of counterfeiters, the fig- 
ures disclose that 10.4 percent received 
a sentence of 5 years or more. Of the 
398 persons convicted of violations of 
the narcotic and marijuana laws and 
placed on probation, 15 percent had prior 
convictions, and half of those having 
prior convictions had two or more prior 
convictions. One has as many as nine 
prior convictions. 
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These figures also show that for the 
1949 fiscal year, 1,067 persons convicted 
of violating the Federal narcotic and 
marijuana laws were committed to Fed- 
eral institutions under a sentence of 
more than 1 year. Of that number, 796, 
or 46.5 percent, had two or more prior 
convictions of Federal law violations, and 
371 were known to have had three or 
more prior convictions. 

It is a known fact that at the present 
time in those areas in which the Federal 
judges have gained a reputatior for se- 
vere sentences for violations of the nar- 
cotics and marijuana laws, the traffic in 
the narcotic drugs and marijuana is 
practically nonexistent. Thcre are three 
cities in particular where this is true: 
namely, Memphis, Tenn.; Louisville, Ky.; 
and Minneapolis, Minn. 

An interesting comparison of the ef- 
fect of severe sentences is that between 
Brooklyn and Manhattan in the same 
city of New York. There is practically 
no dope peddling in Brooklyn because the 
judges there over a period of years have 
meted out long sentences, 10 years being 
very common. In Manhattan, the sen- 
tences are less severe and dope peddling 
flourishes, The Brooklyn peddlers do 
business in Manhattan because, if 
caught, prosecution would lie in Manhat- 
tan. 

From the above statistics, it can be 
seen that it is urgent that steps be taken 
to increase penalties, even to the extent 
of removing some discretion from the 
Federal judiciary in order to cope effec- 
tively with the expanding illegal traffic 
in narcotics and marijuana. That this 
illegal traffic is expanding can be seen 
from the statistics on the number of 
arrests by the Bureau of Narcotics in the 
past few years. During the fiscal year 
1950, the Bureau arrested 6,163 persons 
for violations of the various narcotic 
laws. This represented nearly a 24 per- 
cent increase over the 4,980 arrests in 
1949, a 77 percent increase over the 
3,472 arrests in 1948, an 83 percent in- 
crease over the 3,367 arrests in 1947, and 
more than a 100 percent increase over 
the 2,944 arrests in 1946. 

The most shocking part about these 
figures is the fact that there has been 
an alarming increase in drug addiction 
among younger persons. In the first 
6 months of 1946, the average age of 
addicted persons committed to the 
United States Public Health Service 
Hospita at Lexington, Ky., was 37% 
years. Ouly three patients were under 
the age of 21. During the first 6 :aonths 
of 1950, only 4 years later, the average 
had dropped to 26.7 years, and 766 
patients were under the age of 21. 

I do not need to tell this body the seri- 
ous menace involved in this traffic. The 
number of cases involving juveniles has 
increased tremendously since the close of 
World War II. As a matter of fact, in 
New York City alone it has been esti- 
mated that 1 out of every 200 teen-agers 
is now addicted to some type of 
narcotics. 

Our younger people usually start on 
the road which leads to drug addiction 
by smoking marijuana. They then 
graduate into narcotic drugs—cocaine, 
morphine, and heroin. When these 
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younger persons become addicted to the 
drugs, heroin, for example, which costs 
from $8 to $15 per day, they very often 
must embark on careers of crime, in the 
case of boys, and prostitution and crime 
in the case of girls, in order to buy the 
supply which they need. 

We need only to recall what we have 
read in the papers in the past week to 
realize that more and more younger peo- 
ple are falling into the clutches of un- 
scrupulous dope peddlers who in most 
cases are directed at the top by some 
of the most notorious criminals in the 
country who find dope peddling one of 
the most profitable and least risky of il- 
legal endeavors today. 

I have in my hand a great sheaf of 
press reports indicating findings by var- 
ious public agencies, both Federal, State, 
and local, showing the menace of this 
traffic, which is presided over by the 
worst kind of racketeers who are de- 
riving illicit profits of tremendous 
amounts. I cannot believe that any 
Member of this body is not seriously 
concerned about the problem before us. 

I might say also that this is the first 
concrete piece of legislation before either 
body of Congress, carrying out the rec- 
ommendations of the Senate Committee 
on Crime, otherwise known as the Ke- 
fauver committee. That committee in 
its report on page 15 has this to say: 

We have seen that there has been a serious 
increase in the narcotics traffic, particularly 
among teen-agers. One of the ways to curb 
that traffic is through the imposition of se- 
vere penalties. Mr. Harry Anslinger, Com- 
missioner of Narcotics, testified before this 
committee that— 

“The average prison sentence meted out in 
the Federal courts is 18 months. Short sen- 
tences do not deter. In districts where we 
get good sentences the traffic does not flour- 
ish. * * Both the League of Nations 
and the United Nations have recommended 
more severe sentences as one of the best 
methods to suppress the traffic. 

“In many countries that has been very ef- 
fective. 

* * . . 

“There should be a minimum sentence for 
the second offense. The commercialized 
transaction, the peddler, the smuggler, those 
who traffic in narcotics, on the second of- 
fense if there were a minimum sentence of 
5 years without probation or parole, I think 
it would just about dry up the traffic.” 

In the light of this testimony, Congress 
should pass legislation to provide for in- 
creased penalties for drug peddlers and 
others engaged in the commercialized aspects 
of the drug traffic. Mandatory penalties of 
imprisonment of at least 5 years should be 
provided for second offenders. Such legis- 
lation is now pending in the House of Repre- 
sentatives where it is receiving the careful 


consideration of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 


Let me say that the penalties proposed 
here are not nearly so severe as those 
which have already been put into effect 
by many State legislatures, nor so severe 
as the penalties which have been pro- 
posed by other Members of this body 
in legislation which is now pending, but 
which has not becn considerel by the 
Ways and Means Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to include in my remarks at this 
point various reports and newspaper 
clippings along with the general exten- 
sion of my own remarks, 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
Mutts). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 


[From the Washington (D. C.) Evening Star 
of July 16, 1951] 

Narcotics Appicrs In NEW YORK Pur AT 
45,000 10 90,000 

New Tonk, July 16.—The mayor’s com- 
mittee on dope addiction estimated today 
that between 45,000 and 90,000 persons in 
New York City are using illicit dope. 

Based on the city’s population of 7,835,099 
(1950 census), that would be 1 out of every 
87 or 1 out of 174 persons. 

The committee said narcotics addiction, 
especially among teen-agers, is increasing in 
the city. 

The report called for more severe penalties 
for dope sellers, and for wholesale revisions 
of Federal and State penal statutes relating 
to sale. 

The New York State Legislature recently 
enacted more stringent penalties, 

The committee, appointed by Mayor R. 
Impellitteri last December 11, made the rec- 
ommendations in a 75-page report on study 
on drug addiction among teen-agers, 

The committee was under direction of 
Thomas F. Murphy, former city police com- 
missioner and newly appointed Federal 
judge. 

As one means of combating dope addic- 
tion, the report proposed that—consistent 
with civil liberty—all known narcotics ad- 
dicts be subjected to compulsory treatment 
without stigma of criminality, much as is 
done with insane persons. 

The committee estimated there are up to 
3,000 dope sellers in the city. This was based 
on the number of arrests. 


[From Time magazine of June 25, 1951] 
CRIME 
THE JUNKIES 


A startling statistic last week made a front- 
page sensation out of a subject usually dis- 
cussed only in the improbable columns of 
the Sunday supplements: narcotics addic- 
tion. New York City’s superintendent of 
schools, William Jansen, questioned during a 
State narcotics investigation, testified that 
1 out of every 200 high-school students in 
the city are users of habit-forming drugs. 

New York’s traffic in drugs—$100,000,000 a 
year in street sales—was the Nation’s worst. 
But eight other cities showed alarming in- 
creases in dope consumption: Philadelphia, 
Detroit, Chicago, St. Louis, New Orleans, San 
Francisco, Washington, and Baltimore. 

The heartbreaking side of it was the in- 
nocence and misdirected sense of adventure 
with which most boys and girls began: the 
New York hearing made it obvious that many 
started in the same spirit in which they 
might have tried a high dive, swallowed a 
goldfish or taken up a fad for wearing pink 
bobby socks. In many a school it was a badge 
of daring and popularity. One student wrote 
in a theme: “I know that there are about 
four ways you can take it. Smoking, liquid, 
injecting, and sniffing a powder. I know 
some friends that use it so I thought I would 
try it. It was O. K.” 

As testimony continued—part of it played 
scratchily from long, tape-recorded inter- 
views with addicts—spectators got an aston- 
ishing picture of a strange new city: New 
York as it appears to a “junkie.” It is a city 
where “pushers” peddle their wares almost 
as casually as sidewalk balloon vendors, 
where children sniff heroin even in class- 
rooms, where an innocent-looking drugstore 
or cafeteria may be an addicts’ hangout. 

A Brooklyn student testified that a boy 
dope peddler in his high school boasted of 
making from $300 to $400 a day. “I used 
to be the bookie in the school,” said the 
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witness. “He lost enough money to me so 
he should be telling the truth.” 


Heroin hunting 


The most startling description of the ad- 
dicts New York came from a talented 25- 
year-old, who had made up to $245 a week 
as a musician, composer, and arranger, but 
had turned to prostitution for extra money 
because her habit demanded 50 to 60 cap- 
sules of heroin a day. In her endless search 
for drugs, almost every corner of the city 
had become a hunting ground; she named 
scores of drugstores, bars, restaurants, ho- 
tels, schools and night clubs from the Bronx 
to Coney Island where she had purchased 
a “fix.” 

The famed China Doll night club off 
Broadway was a good spot: “Two or three 
peddlers hang around there on a quiet basis.” 
So was Hanson’s drugstore at Fifty-first 
Street and Seventh Avenue in midtown Man- 
hattan; so was the Garden Cafeteria across 
from Madison Square Garden. “You just 
walk in, get a cup of coffee, put your money 
down, pick up the drugs and leave.” In a 
B-G Coffee Shop, “it’s more of a high-class 
type of addict * * * Cocaine buyers 
hang around there.” 

Then there was Charlie’s Hotel in Har- 
lem: “One of the clerks in there sells drugs, 
and the hotel is just for prostitution. It’s 
protected by the police. One particular 
patrolman named Smitty hangs around there 
and the girls and the pimps pay him off.” 
And there were Lenox Avenue drug stores in 
Harlem, where “you go in and ask the man 
for needles and he'll fish them out from 
under the counter, no questions asked.” 
Other drug stores, the witness added, sold the 
“works” (a complete hypodermic syringe). 
They have the pacifier and the elastic all 
fixed up.” 

She described a Bronx school where child 
dope peddlers would pass it through the 
fence during recess. There was the board- 
walk at Coney Island where “if you just walk 
down you will see drug peddlers who come 
up and say ‘Want anything? Do you uce 
horse? Would you like to try some co- 
caine?’ And they don’t even know you.” 
There was a place called Reilly’s: “One of 
these little clip joints . The people 
there know what's happening. * * * I 
say ‘Man, I'm sick,’ and they say, ‘Well, he'll 
be in in a little while’.” 


For sale sign 


As other addicts testified, the long list of 
places grew: Birdland, Soldier Meyer's, the 
Apollo Theater, the Brighton Beach subway 
station. Said one witness of a place called 
the Old China, “The junkies take off in the 
ladies’ room. * * * You have to walk up 
the stairs, and you have a lot of junkies 
taking off in the bathrooms up there.” 

New York police, reacting to the headlines, 
began throwing drug “pushers” into jail in 
bunches, including a Broadway peddler who 
carried heroin in a hollow cane, and another 
called Tiger Boy because of his habit of 
wearing a shirt decorated with a tiger when 
he had goods for sale. But the furtive busi- 
ness had a long head start. 


[From Newsweek of June 25, 1951] 
Nakcotics 
DEGRADATION IN NEW YORK 


Almost overnight, New York City had be- 
come narcotics-conscious. Headlines trum- 
peted of the drug menace. Last week, the 
verbatim confessions of teen-age addicts 
filled up more newspaper columns than the 
MacArthur hearings. The city’s annual dope 
bill was set at $100,000,000 by responsible 
officials. 

At hearings conducted by Nathaniel Gold- 
stein, New York State attorney general, 
Superintendent of Schools William Jansen 
admitted that there were 1,500 users of mari- 
juana, heroin, morphine, or cocaine umong 
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the city’s 300,000 high-school students. Lt, 
Bernard Boylan, head of the city’s narcotics 
squad, put the figure at 5,000 teen-age ad- 
dicts. Deputy Inspector John J. Jones tes- 
tified that arrest of minors on narcotics 
charges had jumped from 66 in 1949 to 
252 in 1950. For the first 5 months of 
1951, the official total was 209 arrests. 

But what shocked New Yorkers more than 
the cold statistics were the tragic stories 
told by addicts themselves and the evidence 
that the sale of narcotics was wide open in 
New York—particularly around schools. 

Joseph De Ambrose, an investigator for the 
attornoy general's office, reported that he had 
walked into a junior high school on the 
upper east side, struck up an acquaintance 
with some cf the boys, and was able to buy 
25 reefers (marijuana cigarettes) for $5. 
The schoolboy peddler, a captain of lunch- 
room monitors, left the building during 
school hours to pick up the reefers for De 
Ambrose. At a Bronx junior high school, 
De Ambrose’s assistant walked right into a 
classroom to buy heroin pills from a student 
peddler. There was no interference from the 
teacher. 

In flat voices, teen-age addicts—both boys 
and girls—repeated their gruesome case his- 
tories. Recorded on tape, some at the wo- 
men’s prison in Bedford Hills, the narratives 
kept identities secret. But their accounts 
of the prevalence of drug addiction, the lax- 
ity of police which sometimes involved graft, 
and the degradation of the addicts rang true 
even in the cold print of the next day’s 
newspaper. 

Case 1: A 19-year-old former model told 
him she had begun taking drugs at the age 
of 17, how she had been able to buy drugs 
at innumerable places along Brooklyn’s Pit- 
kin Avenue, the Coney Island area, Times 
Square, Harlem, and even opposite a police 
station. At a midtown Chinese restaurant, 
she said, “the junkies take off in the ladies’ 
room and the men's room. There's 
a lot of stuff sold around the Roseland Build- 
ing, too.” 

Case 2: A 25-year-old musician. 

Question. “Why are you here?” 

Answer. “For prostitution, possession of 


Question. “You had quite a bit of school- 
ing, didn't you?” 

Answer. “Yes; I graduated from Brockton 
High School in Massachusetts and went to 
Oberlin Conservatory.“ 

Question. “You were making quite a bit of 
money as an arranger and composer.” 

Answer. “About $225, $245 a week.” 

Question. “How much were you spending 
on drugs?” 

Answer. “On the average of $200 a week.” 

Question. “Roughly how many capsules 
[of heroin] were you using a day?” 

Answer. “Fifty to 60 capsules a day.” 

Question. “What did you do to earn addi- 
tional money to purchase drugs?” 

Answer. “Mostly illegal things, thievery, 
and prostitution.” 

After rattling off a long list of places where 

drugs could be bought, in midtown New York 
and in Harlem, she told her questioner, “You 
walk in and you just go up to the people who 
are known dealers and ask them if they have 
an ” 
She described a hotel in Harlem, “just for 
prostitution,” which sold drugs too. It's 
protected by [a] patrolman that goes in 
there from 7 or 8 o’clock until he gets off 
duty. We just call him Smitty. The girls 
and the pimps pay him off.” At two mid- 
town cafeterias one could “put your money 
down in front of the peddler, pick up the 
drugs, and leave.” 

“I know girls 12 and 13 years old smoking 
marijuana, taking benzedrene, smoking 
opium, and sniffing heroin or cocaine—thou- 
sands of them in New York City—just babies 
buying the stuff,” 

Case three: A 16-year-old high school girl. 
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“I am 16 years old. I go to high school in 
the Bronx, About 3 years ago I went to a 
dance. One of the fellows asked me if I 
would like to smoke [a reefer]. The boy I 
went with bought cocaine forme, This went 
on for about 5 or 6 months. [Then she was 
offered heroin, ‘horse,’ and tried it.] At 
first I didn't feel any real effects [from any 
of these drugs.] In about February 1949, my 
boy friend injected [heroin] into the vein 
of my arm.” 

That summer, she tried unsuccessfully to 
stop using drugs. “I knew then that it had 
become a habit. My boy friend and I didn’t 
have enough money for all we needed so I 
used to walk down the street and panhan- 
die.” When this didn’t get them enough 
money, they decided to break into a house. 
They were arrested. 

“After I was [back] at school I met an- 
other boy friend and he began supplying the 
stuff to me. The boys and girls in my group 
are still using dope. I started again by tak- 
ing two capsules and graduated to four. It 
cost me about $3 or $4 a day. We would go 
out together to get ‘high.’ I used to get in- 
timate with him whenever we got high. [In 
ordet to get money] I began to have sexual 
relationships with an older man.” 

After 3 days of harrowing details, Attor- 
ney General Goldstein wound up his hear- 
ings. What he had learned in New York 
fitted in neatly with testimony taken by the 
Senate Crime Investigating Committee in 
Washington and Baltimore. 


Blame 


Goldstein blamed school authorities who 
failed to meet the problem, and police laxity 
and/or corruption. Though the police de- 
cried the wide publicity given to names and 
places where drugs could be secured, Gold- 
stein pointed out that this information had 
been made available to the police many days 
before. There had been, he insisted, plenty 
of time for action. 

Belatedly, this action came. The size of 
the narcotics squad was doubled. Every day 
the police announced a new bag of peddlers, 
17 one day, 21 on another. Last Thursday 
José Pagan and his teen-age wife were ar- 
rested for possession of narcotics in their 
car, On Friday, a $1,000-a-week peddler, de- 
scribed by the police as the drug king of 
Broadway, was arrested. But this was only 
scratching the surface, So far, publicity had 
merely sent the price of heroin soaring. 

The most hopeful sign was a bill approved 
by the House Ways and Means Committee 
requiring mandatory sentences of 2 to 5 years 
for first offenders, 5 to 10 years for second 
offenses, and 10 to 20 years for all subse- 
quent offenses. 


[From the Washington (D. C.) Evening Star 
of June 12, 1951] 
GIRL, 16, LED TO THEFT, PROSTITUTION BY 
DruGs, New YORK PROBE TOLD 


New Yors, June 12.—A 16-year-old girl's 
dramatic tape-recorded story of how nar- 
coties led her to prostitution and thievery 
today opened a State hearing into the drug 
traffic among teen-agers. 

Spectators in the hearing room heard her 
tell how she first tried drugs as a lark at the 
age of 13 while attending a dance. 

“It was during my summer vacation,” said 
the anonymous girl. “At this dance one of 
the fellows that I met was smoking a reefer. 
He asked me if I would like to smoke one. 

“I was curious and said I would like to 
and so I smoked one.” 

And then another and another. Four 
months later she tried cocaine. Five months 
after that she was sniffing heroin. 

Then the drugs had become a habit and 
funds to purchase them became a problem, 
BREAK INTO HOUSE 

She and a boy friend broke into a house 
in their Bronx neighborhood in search of 
money. They were caught and she was sent 
to a mental institution for 6 months, 
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On her release she took up with another 
boy and began using drugs again. 

“My boy friend supplied me whenever he 
could with heroin,” she said. “We would go 
out together and get high. I used to sleep 
with him whenever we got high.” 

The next step, she said, was a sex relation- 
ship with an older man to obtain money 
for drugs. 

Ending her story on a note of hope, she 
said she now had met a boy who took a sin- 
cere interest in her and that she was trying 
to break the drug habit. 


HELD SOURCE OF CRIME 


Attorney General Nathaniel L. Goldstein, 
in a brief opening statement, said that crime 
did not lead to narcotics, but that narcotics 
led to crime. 

Mr. Goldstein said “too many have been 
laboring too long in a vacuum“ concerning 
use of dope by teen-agers. 

The purpose of the hearing, after 2 months 
of investigation, was to outline the condi- 
tion and state the problem, Mr. Goldstein 
said. 

There were hints that the inquiry into 
narcotics traffic in the city’s schools might 
become one of New York’s biggest recent 
sensations. 

Superintendent of Schools William Jansen 
was expected to be the main witness at to- 
day's initial public hearings. 


DIFFER ON TOTALS 


A lively session was in prospect, as Mr, 
Goldstein and Mr. Jansen have i | 
sharply on the narcotics question. 

Their disagreement became public 2 weeks 
ago when Mr. Jansen reported that there 
were only 154 drug addicts among the city's 
300,000 junior and senior high-school stu- 
dents. 

Mr. Goldstein immediately termed the fig- 
ure ridiculously low. A member of his staff 
said the aboslute minimum was 5,000 with 
other estimates up to 15,000. 


{F-om the New York Times of June 19, 1951] 


New Tactics URGED IN NARCOTIC BATTLE— 
PRESENT WEAPONS ARE WHOLLY INADEQUATE 
To Curs Evit, LEGION PARLEY Is Top 

(By Robert C. Doty) 

National and local law-enforcement offi- 
cials conceded yesterday that facilities for 
checking the current addiction wave “of hur- 
ricane force” and rehabilitating its victims 
were totally inadequate. 

New approaches to the problem, from the 
international to the local level, are needed 
to prevent enslavement of new uddicts, in 
the opinion of authorities participating in 
an American Legion conference here. 

The Legion heard authoritative testimony 
from Federal and local police and prosecu- 
tors depicting narcotics enforcement agents 
as so starved for funds they were forced to 
borrow to make buys for the purpose of 
establishing violations; of young addicts re- 
verting to narcotics after inadequate cures; 
of undermanned enforcement units work- 
ing 12 to 16 hours a day in a vain attempt 
to stem the tide of the illicit traffic, 

The United States has branded Commu- 
nist China before the United Nations as the 
untouchable chief source of illicit narcoties 
in world trade, said Harry J. Anslinger, Fed- 
eral Commissioner of Narcotics, and will 
propose world limitation of production of 
opiates at the meeting of the Economic and 
Social Council in Geneva, Switzerland, next 
month. 

Mr. Anslinger and other experts at the 
Legion meeting in the Waldorf-Astoria Hotel 
stressed repeatedly the need for a three-fold 
domestic program providing: 

1. Stronger laws and law enforcement 
agencies in the narcotics field. Example: 
Police Commissioner Thomas F, Murphy de- 
clared the present police narcotics squad of 
45 men should be more than double. 


. 
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2. New local treatment facilities to relieve 
pressure on existing Federal narcotics hospi- 
tals and to provide adequate medical, psy- 
ecological, and social care of addicts. This 
city’s 12- to 14-day treatment available to 
a fraction of the city’s addicts in two hos- 
pitals was called useless. 

8. Vastly increased educational efforts to 
bring home to the public the dangers and 
horrors of addiction and to promote rehabil- 
itation of addicts released after proper treat- 
ment. 

LEGION SUPPORT ASSURED 


This program will have the full weight 
of the Legion behind it, said Past National 
Commander James F. O'Neil at the close of 
the 3-day meeting. A Legion committee, he 
said, would draft recommendations for ac- 
tion, based on the expert testimony, for pres- 
entation to National Commander Erle 
Cocke Jr. 

The closing sessions also produced fur- 
ther defense of the city’s school system 
against State Attorney General Nathaniel L. 
Goldstein's charges of laxity in meeting the 
problem of teen-aged addicts. Mr. Gold- 
stein’s investigating committee also was crit- 
icized for listing actual addresses of narcotics 
outlets in the Bronx. Assistant District At- 
torney David Blatt of the Bronx said men- 
tion of two Bronx addresses in committee 
hearings last week caused the sellers to go 
under cover, upsetting arrest plans prepared 
over a period of months. 

Mr. Anslinger declared that “the present 
wave of juvenile addiction struck us with 
hurricane force in 1948 and 1949, and in a 
short time had the two Federal hospitals 
bursting at the seams.” 

The phenomenon, he said, might prove to 
be temporary, similar to the epidemic of ad- 
diction after World War I. It also has af- 
fected other nations, he said, adding that 
many of them had been unaware of the peril 
until it was brought to their attention by 
the United States as an intense social dan- 
ger. 

Most foreign governments, notably those of 
Peru, Mexico, Italy and Turkey, have made or 
are making vigorous and effective efforts to 
check production of illicit narcotics entering 
world trade from their territories, Mr. An- 
slinger said. 

“But,” he continued, “we have a situation 
where Communist China is producing and 
shipping large quantities of heroin which 
is finding its way into this country. We 
have presented this fact to the United Na- 
tions—even furnished the address in Tient- 
sin of one of the factories. The Russian 
delegate tried to get this stricken from the 
record, but it’s there, That is the unreach- 
able source.” 

At the Economic and Social Council meet- 
ing, he said, the United States will propose 
the summoning of a special conference to 
bring world production of opium and its 
derivatives down to the level of medical 
needs. 

Pointing out that legislation now before 
Congress would establish mandatory 5-, 10-, 
and 20-year jail sentences for second and 
third offenders in narcotic sales, Mr. Aushin- 
ger said this, contrasting to average jail 
sentences of only 16 months in recent years, 
would be a potent weapon in curbing the 
illicit traffic. 

Commissioner Murphy emphasized the 
need for better information on the extent of 
addiction as well as for additional police- 
men to man the city’s narcotics squad. He 
said he would propose establishment of a 
central registration system under Health 
Department control to which all addicts 
would be reported by private physicians, hos- 
pitals, and social workers as well as by pub- 
lic agencies. 

He cited the need for legislation permit- 
ting the police to arrest addicts and to sub- 
ject them to involuntary cures. But, he 
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said, “the Governor has twice seen fit to veto 
such legislation.” 

He endorsed increased State penalties for 
the sale of narcotics, to become effective July 
1, but warned that they would mean fewer 
pleas of guilty, more jury trials, and crowded 
court calendars. The narcotics squad, in- 
creased from 25 to 45 men since he took 
office, the Commissioner said, should have 
100 agents and could double the number of 
arrests if additional police were available. 
However, he suggested that laws and law 
enforcement alone never could solve com- 
pletely the narcotics problem, which had 
its roots in a lack of morality and solidity of 
the home, 

Kings County District Attorney Miles F. 
McDonald declared Federal and city nar- 
cotics agents aften lacked adequate funds 
to purchase narcotics to establish grounds 
for prosecutions. 

He reported that funds for this purpose 
had been advanced from the prosecutors 
special fund. He urged establishment of a 
pilot project here—a 200-bed narcotics hos- 
pital offering the best possible medical, 
psychological and vocational rehabilitation, 
and an adequate system of post-cure super- 
vision to combat recurrence of addiction. 

“Let’s find out if we can cure addicts per- 
manently,” he begged. “If 2 or 3 years’ ex- 
perience shows that we can’t that way, let's 
stop wasting our time and spend our money 
on research to find a method that will work.” 

Representative JAMES G. DoNOvAN, whose 
Eighteenth District in upper East Side Man- 
hattan embraces one of the principal areas 
of juvenile addiction, told the committee that 
the Federal General Services Administration 
would turn over “tomorrow” 10-acre Hoff- 
mans Island in the Narrows for use as a 
narcotics hospital if either the State or city 
were prepared to operate one there, Other 
speakers, however, declared the cost of reno- 
vating 10 buildings on the island, or adapting 
the abandoned hospital on Ellis Island for 
use by addicts would be excessive, and the 
result unsatisfactory. 

Mr. Donovan said the same Congress that 
was considering measures for more stringent 
penalties for narcotics violators had cut $70,- 
000 from the appropriation for the Federal 
Narcotics Bureau. The bureau has only 188 
active enforcement agents to check the flow 
of drugs throughout the Nation. 

Mr. Blatt, in charge of narcotics cases in 
the Bronx County district attorney's office, 
said only a small fraction of the young ad- 
dicts needing treatment could be admitted 
to Bellevue and Kings County Hospitals, and 
no beds were available for adult addicts. He 
said the “treatment” consisted of withdrawal 
from the drug for 12 to 14 days, followed by 
return of the young addict to an environ- 
ment in which, in almost all cases, he speedily 
reacquired the habit. 

The Bronx prosecutor also called for 
reimposition of the penalties for unauthor- 
ized sale of hypodermic syringes used by 
addicts—sanctions that were withdrawn, he 
said, “for unexplained reasons” in 1941, 

Support for imposition of involuntary and 
adequate cures for addicts came from Ed- 
ward S. Silver, first assistant district attor- 
ney of Kings County, who observed: 

“We don't permit a smallpox victim to 
choose whether or not he shall be isolated. 
Addicts lead others to addiction and should 
be treated as carriers of contagion.” 

Dr. William Jansen, superintendent of 
schools, and Clare C. Baldwin, assistant sup- 
erintendent for Manhattan districts 10 and 
11, traced the efforts of school authorities to 
uncover and weed out addicts in junior and 
senior high schools in cooperation with the 
police and prosecutors. 

Dr. Jansen urged the Legion to consider 
formation of vigilante groups working under 
police supervision to check narcotics sales 
to juveniles and to work through its youth 
programs for the education of children on 
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the narcotics evil and the rehabilitation of 
those already enslaved. Strong religious and 
home ties, he said, were the best deterrents 
to youthful vice. 

Referring to charges of school laxity by 
Attorney General Goldstein after his com- 
mittee hearings last week, Mr. Baldwin as- 
serted that educators had taken quick action 
to educate teachers, children and parents to 
the dangers of addiction on the first appear- 
ance of the problem last November. Liken- 
ing the narcotics problem to malaria, he said 
it did no good to blame educators, the police 
and physicians for the symptoms without 
draining the breeding swamps of supply and 
“killing off” the peddler-carriers of infection. 

“One of the best things we could do would 
be to divert the cost of one battleship to 
fight this menace,” he said. “This country 
spent millions to wipe out hoof-and-mouth 
disease—our kids should be worth as much 
as our cattle. Let's make this generation 
of teen-age addicts the last one.” 


[From the New York Times of June 15, 1951) 


SENATORS ASK 20 YEARS FOR NARCOTICS 
PEDDLERS 


WASHINGTON, June 18.—The Senate crime 
committee introduced a bill today calling 
for mandatory jail sentences of up to 20 
years for narcotics peddlers. 

The measure, offered by Senator ESTES 
Keravuver, Democrat, of Tennessee, on behalf 
of the five-member committee, differs only 
slightly from legislation approved last Fri- 
day by the Ways and Means Committee of 
the House of Representatives. Both re- 
flected mounting concern over disclosures of 
youthful addicts. Harry J. Anslinger, Nar- 
cotics Commissioner, has hailed the con- 
gressional program as a powerful blow at 
narcotics sales and predicted it could “dry 
up the traffic.” 

The action came as Senator HERBERT R. 
O'Conor, Democrat, of Maryland, who suc- 
ceeded Mr. KEFAUVER as crime committee 
chairman, suggested indirectly that the 
death penalty would not be too severe for 
drug racketeers. He said in St. Louis that a 
law similar to the Lindbergh kidnap law 
should be adopted to “put the fear of God in 
the hearts of these outlaws,” 


[From the New York Times of June 28, 1951 


Luciano RuLes UNITED SraTEs Narcotics 
From SICILY, SENATORS HEAR 


(By Harold B. Hinton) 


WASHINGTON, June 27.—The Senate Crime 
Investigating Committee was told today that 
Charles (Lucky) Luciano, deported New 
York gangster, still ruled the narcotics traffic 
in the United States, operating from Sicily. 

This testimony was given by Charles Sira- 
gusa, an agent of the Treasury Department's 
Bureau of Narcotics, who recently returned 
from a trip to Italy, Greece, and Turkey in- 
specting possible sources of heroin exports 
to the United States. 

He read to the committee from an affidavit 
Luciano recently submitted to Italian au- 
thorities on his sources of income. Luciano 
told them he had taken $22,500 with him to 
Italy when he was deported, and that friends 
in the United States had subsequently sent 
5 gifts amounting to a few thousand dol- 
ars. 

According to the affidavit, the only com- 
mercial venture Luciano has attempted in 
Italy has been a pastry shop in Palermo, 
Sicily, and this has been a failure, after oper- 
ating 2% years. 

AGENTS NOT TELEVISED 


Mr. Siragusa and George M. Belk, another 
agent of the Bureau of Narcotics, were not 
photographed or shown on the television 
proceedings, in line with Treasury policy to 
keep such agents as little known to the 
public as possible. 


1951 


According to Mr. Siragusa’s interpretation 
of what he found in Italy, after collabora- 
tion with the Italian police, Luciano and 
Nicola Gentile, an intimate friend and no- 
torious New York racketeer, were the only 
known members of the Mafia of United 
States origin or residence who participate in 
the meetings of the grand councils, or 
policy gatherings in Sicily. 

The Mafia is a Sicilian underworld organ- 
ization. In recognition of this distinction, 
the agent said, each is called Don, a title 
of respect that indicates high rank in the 
Mafia. 

Mr. Siragusa is of Sicilian descent and 
speaks Italian fluently, he told the commit- 
tee. He said he believed the Mafla's principal 
source of revenue in the United States came 
from smuggling heroin and other narcotics 
into the country and distributing them. 


NEW YORK CALLED CENTER 


The top leaders of the organization in the 
United States live in New York, he declared, 

“If Luciano is not the kingpin,” he said, 
“he is one of the royal family.” 

Mr. Siragusa named one Gateano Chio- 
falo, known as Charlie Young, and Ralph 
Liguori, two other deportees as members of 
the Sicilian branch of the Mafia, along with 
Joe Pici, who, he said, had been deported 
from the United States after a conviction 
of organized prostitution and was now Lu- 
ciano’s chief lieutenant in the narcotics 
trade in Italy. 

Pici, he said, is reputed to have reentered 
the United States clandestinely at least once 
since his deportation, Then, the agent said, 
he believed Pici had taken 15 kilograms of 
heroin to the Mafia mob in Kansas City, 
The heroin sells for $1,500 a kilogram in 
Italy and for as much as $10,000 in Chicago, 
allowing handsome profits to the successful 
smuggler. 


THE ONE HUNDRED AND SEVENTH STREET MOB 


Last April, a member of what the agent 
called the One Hundred and Seventh Street 
mob named Frank Calace was sent to Italy 
to pick up some heroin, On arrival he 
immediately made contact with Pici and 
bought 3 kilograms, the witness testified. 

The Rome police got a tip on the trans- 
action, Mr. Siragusa reported, and arrested 
Calace on an airplane bound for Palermo. 
His uncle, who has the same name and 
was a partner in the deal, was caught later, 
he said. 

He criticized the State Department for 
issuing passports to known racketeers against 
the advice of his office. He told the com- 
mittee that the narcotics traffic was an in- 
ternational business and the ability of the 
big dealers to travel abroad was of great 
help to them. 

Luciano, he said he discovered in Italy, 
had made a trip to Germany in 1950 to 
organize some rackets in the western zone. 
When Mr. Siragusa protested to the Italian 
authorities, Luciano’s passport was taken 
away from him and it was found to con- 
tain visas for several countries bordering 
on Italy, indicating the deported gangster 
had extensive ideas for regaining his for- 
tunes. 


Senator ALEXANDER WIT, Republican, of- 


Wisconsin, remarked at one point that “We 
have to hand it to Mussolini” for expelling 
the Mafia from Sicily during his years in 
power. 

FASCIST METHODS CITED 

Mr, Siragusa reminded him that the Fas- 
cist police had employed methods forbidden 
by law in the United States. He mentioned, 
for example, that when a fugitive was wanted 
the police would merely arrest his mother 
and hold her until the wanted man sur- 
rendered. 

Mr. Wiley conceded that no such methods 
could be countenanced here but demanded 
to know why the Mafia could not be rooted 
up all over the United States, 
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The committee examined Gaetano Mar- 
tino, an unemployed longshoreman from 
Brooklyn. The witness said he had seen 
Luciano in Palermo in 1946 and again in 
1947, but denied that he had carried any 
money or gifts to him or had brought any- 
thing back to the United States for him. 

Mr. Belk gave an involved account of how 
he had gained the confidence of Robert 
Kimbell, whom he described as a wholesale 
dealer in narcotics in San Antonio, and had 
persuaded him to turn informer. Working 
under cover as Kimbell’s partner, Mr. Belk 
obtained the evidence that broke up a large 
gang of narcotics merchants in Detroit and 
New York. Kimbell was killed last Decem- 
ber in San Antonio by his partner in a 
quarrel over splitting the profits of narcotics 
deals. 


The committee heard another string of 
narcotics addicts today, reciting their simi- 
lar stories of starting to smoke marijuana 
at an early age, then graduating to the use 
of heroin and cocaine. One man who said 
he was 57 years old, told the committee he 
had been an addict for 38 years. He pulled 
up his sleeve to show an arm with the veins 
completely collapsed from using hypodermic 
needles, and said his legs were the same 
way. 

His advice to the committee was to in- 
stitute airtight surveillance of all vessels 
that come to the United States ports from 
foreign countries. He said every one of them 
should be searched, as well as all sailors and 
longshoremen that come ashore from them. 
In addition, he advised that a sharp eye be 
cast on arriving international airliners. 

Mrs. Violet Hill Whyte, a Baltimore pofice- 
woman, described to the committee a “pad,” 
or narcotics party to which she had gained 
admittance. She said there were about 20 
people, ranging in age from 17 to 25, loung- 
ing about the room in various postures, some 
reclining, others sitting upright, still others 
“kicking off" (sleeping off the effects). 

“LET'S LAUGH, LET’S CRY” 


She read a letter from an addict describing 
another “pad.” Tickets for this one cost 
$1.50 and bore on their face the following 
legend: 

“Chicken dinner. Come on up. Let's get 
high, let’s laugh, let’s cry.” 

For their tickets, each client received two 
“reefers” (marijuana cigarettes) and a 
chicken leg on arrival. Music was incessant. 
There was a bar in the corner, where liquor, 
heroin, and cocaine were sold. The writer 
of the letter said she had noticed the mari- 
juana smokers took only soft drinks. 

Harry J. Anslinger, Federal Commissioner 
of Narcotics, and George W. Cunningham, his 
deputy, told the committee they were exer- 
cising all the control of the traffic that was 
possible with the 180 men they had. Mr, 
Cunningham said he could use th? entire 
force to advantage in New York City alone. 

Mr. Anslinger recalled that the House of 
Representatives had just cut his office’s ap- 
propriation below this year’s level. He said 
he hoped the Senate would restore the funds, 


CHICAGO SITUATION MINIMIZED 

Cuicaco, June 27.—Herold C. Hunt, super- 
intendent of schools, told the board of edu- 
cation today that use of narcotics by pupils 
in the public schools in Chicago wac not as 
extensive as pictured at Senate hearings this 
week. 

“It is nowhere near as bad as witnesses de- 
scribed it,” he said. The Chicago situation 
is much better than average for the Nation 
because for 2 years the board has been work- 
ing with law enforcing agencies to com- 
bat this thing.” 

The antinarcotics campaign in the schools, 
Mr. Hunt said, has been carried on 

assemblies on the subject, traveling 
displays, and special instructional material 
displayed among teachers, 
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[From the New York Times of June 27, 1951] 


THREE MINORS RECOUNT NARCOTIC SCOURGE— 
PATIENTS AT UNITED STATES HOSPITAL TELL 
SENATORS How THEY WENT INTO CRIME TO 
GET DRUG 


(By Harold B. Hinton) 


WASHINGTON, June 26.—Five unidentified 
narcotics addicts, three of them minors, re- 
lated their personal histories to the Senate 
Crime Investigating Committee today. The 
story of one of the witnesses, a physician and 
surgeon 32 years old, was carried on a tele- 
vision network with his permission. 

The witnesses are patients at the United 
States Public Health Service Hospital for the 
treatment of narcotics addiction at Lexing- 
ton, Ky. Three are prisoners having been 
sent there after committing crimes, and two 
are voluntary patients. All five are regarded 
as well on the way to rehabilitation. 

The accounts of the four younger victims 
were quite similar. They all started to smoke 
marijuana as students in high school. After 
a point, the reefers failed to give them suf- 
ficient kick, and some more experienced 
addict introduced them to the use of heroin. 
When heroin began to pall and produce less 
effect, they mixed it with cocaine. 

They were all articulate witnesses, and 
gave the committee suggestions for prevent- 
ing the spread of what one of the boys called 
moral leprosy among the youth of the 
country. The physician proposed mandatory 
death sentences for peddlers of narcotics to 
minors, 

STARTED AT 15 OR 16 

One of the witnesses was an attractive 
blond girl who said she was 21. She said 
she had started on marijuana when she was 
15 or 16, getting her first reefer from a girl 
high-school friend in Cincinnati. After leav- 
ing high school she became a traveling show- 
girl, or vocalist, as she styled herself. 

She began to take heroin when she was 
17, having been introduced to the narcotic 
by a male member of the troupe with which 
she was working. For the first 8 months, she 
recalled, she took it as a “skin pop,” meaning 
she inserted the hypodermic needle just be- 
low the skin. An intravenous injection of 
the drug, she told the committee, is called 
mainiining, while sniffing the powder is 
known as snorting. 

As her addiction increased, she began to 
mix cocaine with the heroin, the mixture 
being called a “speedball” by the addicts. 
At times, she said, she spent as much as 
$80 a day for narcotics. 

To obtain the necessary money, she told 
how she had resorted to prostitution, con- 
fidence games and other crimes. She toid 
how she had lured a man to the back room 
of a tavern, put knockout drops in his drinks, 
and robbed him of $1,600. 


TO PRISON FOR FORGERY 


Her main source of revenue, however, was 
the purchase at half price of stolen checks 
made out to women payees. She would then 
forge an endorsement and cash the check. 
What put her in a Federal prison was such 
a cashing of a Government check. 

When she went to a strange city, she said, 
she would go to a poor section, and sit in a 
car watching tre clients come in. Presently 
she would spot a man she thought was a 
peddier. She would ask him for narcotics 
and would prove her addiction by showing 
him the needle marks on her arms, She was 
always ablo to “make a contact,” she said. 

A capsule of heroin costs $1 in New York, 
$2.50 in Pittsburgh, Cleveland, and Chicago, 
and $3 to $4 in Cincinnati, according to her 
testimony. The price fell as the narcotics 
became easier to find. 

She said she had heard of one case in 
which a narcotics peddler had informed to 
the police against about 15 competitors, all 
of whom were jailed. Soon afterward, the 
informer was sold a “hot shot,” which is @ 
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heroin capsule with poison in it, and he died, 
she said. 

During her entire addiction, she testified, 
she wanted to “go off the habit.” She tried 
it “cold turkey” once, which she explained 
meant ‘merely stopping completely, without 
any attendant medication. This method 
was impossible, she said. 


WITHDRAWAL ILLNESS DEPICTED 


A serious and distressing illness sets in 
very soon after “withdrawing” from the nar- 
cotics, she told the committee, and other 
addicts and the experts who appeared sup- 
ported her account. It starts out she said, 
with hot and cold sweats, twitching, vomit- 
ing, diarrhea, cramps, and muscular pains, 
All these disappear almost instantly when 
the addict takes an injection of heroin or 
cocaine, and the temptation becomes too 
strong to be resisted. 

She said marijuana smoking, in her opin- 
ion, was not habit-forming, but to do it 
is playing with fire because it often leads to 
indulgence in narcotics. She said smoking 
reefers had become fashionable in fraternity 
and sorority houses, as drinking used to be. 

She suggested lectures and moving pic- 
tures in the high schools on the dangers and 
consequences of addiction. The physician 
agreed with her when he took the stand, but 
expressed the opinion that only former ad- 
dicts could give such lectures effectively, be- 
cause they could talk the language and 
arouse the admiration of the beginners in 
such a way as to influence them. 

Another witness, who was 19, said he had 
been a junior in a Brooklyn high school and 
a good basketball player when he started to 
smoke marijuana. He was so good, he said, 
that he had been promised a basketball 
scholarship to pay his tuition through 4 
years of college. 


LEGISLATION SUGGESTED 


In the summer vacation before his senior 
year, he went to the “bortsch circuit” among 
the resort hotels in the Catskill Mountains 
to play basketball. Marijuana was scarce, 
and an older mån gave him some heroin, 

By the end of the summer he was no 
longer able to play on his team and droppped 
out of high school when he returned to 
Brooklyn. He stole articles from his home 
to sell, sold his clothes, used money his 
mother gave him to go to the dentist to buy 
drugs. Finally, he started forging checks 
and was caught. 

This witness suggested that the Harrison 
Act, which forbids the sale of narcotics, be 
amended to permit confirmed addicts to get 
their narcotics legally from physicians at 
normal cost. Such a step, he said, would 
tend to drive the peddler—the addicts call 
them pushers—out of business, because most 
of them are in it only for the inordinate 
profit the traffic brings. 

Another boy, who said he was 17, declared 
he had never had any difficulty buying 
heroin in New York’s Harlem. He testified 
that peddlers could recognize addicts in 
Harlem and would come up to them in the 
street and solicit trade. 

The physician, who said he used to live in 
Alabama, declared he had become addicted 
to demerol, a coal tar derivative, which he 
first took under pressure of too much work 
and too little sleep. He said he was confi- 
dent he could use it in moderation, but 
failed to keep it under control. He is now in 
his second series of treatments at Lexington, 

PROBLEM OF BARBITURATES 

This witness urged the committee to rec- 
ommend that all barbiturates be brought 
under the controls of the Harrison act. 
From his medical knowledge, he conceded 
that they have therapeutic value if admin- 
istered under the close supervision of a phy- 
sician, Otherwise, he said, they are habit- 
forming and often cause death, 
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Dr. Victor H. Vogel, physician in charge 
of the Lexington Hospital, concurred in the 
recommendation on barbiturates. He said 
his institution could not now admit pa- 
tients for treatment for such addiction. If 
it could, he declared, it would have to be 
enlarged many times. 

James R. Dumpson, a consultant to the 
Welfare Council of New York City, said that 
addicts in Harlem had spoken of their pro- 
gression from “Sneaky Pete” (wine and al- 
cohol) to “poy” (marijuana) to “horse” 
(heroin flakes taken by snorting“) to 
“banging” (heroin taken intravenously). 
He said peddlers in that region would offer 
marijuana to children as young as 9 years 
old. 

An addict who sells narcotics, for which 
he usually gets his own daily supply, is called 
a “junkie,” he explained, and they hang out 
in taverns and cafes until the police raid 
them. Those that escape simply find an- 
other hangout. 

Dr. Lois Higgins, director of the Chicago 
Crime Prevention Bureau, told the commit- 
tee that a portion of that city, bounded by 
Twelfth Street, Sixty-seventh Street, Ash- 
land Avenue and Lake Michigan, is known 
to the addicts variously as “Dopeville,” “the 
Jungle,” and “Junkie’s Paradise.” She said 
the Chicago schools have had educational 
programs on addiction under way for nearly 
2 years. 


From the Washington (D. C.) Post of June 
28, 1951] 
YOUTH BEGGED AND STOLE TO Ger $100-A-WEEK 
0 HEROIN 
(By Don Olesen and Victor Salvator) 

“It was costing me about #90 to $100 a 
week for heroin and cocaine,” Whitey said. 

The slim, 23-year-old dope addict sat in 
Arlington jail one sweltering June day re- 
cently. Whitey is his nickname. 

Before long he will begin serving a 1-year 
term for possession of marijuana—and for 
stealing to get the money for more lethal 
drugs. Whitey became a full addict at 19. 

A shot of heroin or cocaine cost him $1.50 
to $2, he explained to the reporter who was 
getting his story. 

“That was beg, 
explained, 

“You would borrow from all your friends, 
you would borrow from your mother and 
father, you would even go out of your way to 
visit your relatives so you could borrow from 
them. 

“You would pawn your clothes, your radio, 
your typewriter. You would wake up in the 
morning, sick for more, and then go out and 
pawn your topcoat to raise the money. 

“Work?” Whitey clasped his nervous 
hands and stared fixedly through the bars 
of his cellblock. “You cannot work—you 
cannot hold a job.” 

“Stealing,” he said, “becomes pretty neces- 
sary.” Whitey was caught shoplifting. 

Harry J. Anslinger, United States Nar- 
cotics Commissioner, put it this way: Ad- 
dicts breed crime and crime breeds ad- 
diction.” 

Anslinger pointed to a study the Federal 
Narcotics Bureau made of addicts in the 
District of Columbia over the past 2 years— 
addicts under 21 years of age. 

“Of the 47 cases we studied, 32 had pre- 
vious records—grand larcency, petty larceny, 
assault, housebreaking, robbery, carnal 
knowledge, assault with a dangerous weapon, 
and disorderly conduct,” Anslinger declared. 

In the FBI fingerprint files, he pointed out, 
the narcotics violators have longer records 
than any other class of criminal. 

In his Arlington cell, Whitey was asked 
what addiction had done to him, medically. 

“All it does is keep you going—there’s no 
pleasure in it after you've built up to that.“ 


borrow, or steal,” he 
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When Whitey was jailed last month, his 
supply of drugs was abruptly cut off. This 
is how it felt: 

“I didn’t sleep the first 6 days I was in 
here,” he said. “When they take you off 
like that, your back aches and your muscles 
ache and tense up.” Here Whitey drew his 
forearm muscles taut. 

“Your nose runs and your eyes run and the 
pain is awful. When you can't sleep that’s 
the worst part of all. I'd just lie there at 
night and rip the sheets with my hands. I 
lost 15 pounds.” 

A 24-year-old Washington dope addict re- 
cently told District police the same story. 

“When I don’t get a shot for a while I 
first break out in a sweat, then my stomach 
doubles up. I can't eat and I can't sleep. 
It’s horrible. 

“I've tried to quit four times,” he told 
Lt. H. H. Carper, head of the District nar- 
cotics squad. “But once it gets you, you can 
say a thousand times you're gonna quit but 
you don't.” 

What can be done for the addict? Author- 
ities say these courses are open to them: 

1, Return juvenile addicts to their homes 
under part-time supervision. But this, they 
say, often means putting the youngster back 
in a poor environment and the old cycle of 
dope and crime too often is repeated. 

2. Send older addicts to jail or detention 
houses, Here the only treatment is a sud- 
den withdrawal from drugs—the method 
used in Whitey’s case. It’s a harrowing ex- 
perience for the addict, and, experts say, no 
sure cure, 

3. Send addicts to the Federal Narcotic 
Hospital in Lexington, Ky., if they are over 
18. But the hospital already has long wait- 
ing lines and no longer can take voluntary 
patients. 

Treatment here involves gradual with- 
drawal from dope and long medical and psy- 
chiatric care. Yet records of the United 
States Public Health Service, which operates 
the hospital indicates that less than 30 per- 
cent of the patients who cooperate are re- 
liably believed to have stayed off drugs for 
good afterwards. 

In 1949, Whitey was arrested by District 
police and charged with possession of mari- 
juana. He was convicted and sent to the 
Lexington hospital where he was under 
treatment 19 months. 

“They do wonderful for you there,” he re- 
called, “but if you come out and you ignore 
what you learned it's no good—you're cured 
as long as you want to be cured.” 

Dr. Leopold E. Wexberg, psychiatrist and 
Director of District Health Department's bu- 
reau of mental hygiene, put it this way: 

“Medical treatment is not enough. You 
have to give the patient the will to help 
himself. You have to find the underlying 
problem and it often goes back to child- 
hood. 

“The addict is attempting to find an an- 
swer to his troubles—even though dope is 
obviously not the answer and just makes 
things worse and worse for him.” 

Dr. Wexberg, who also heads the District's 
Alcoholic Clinic thought dope addicts should 
get the same help as drunks. 

“Clinics could do much to supplement the 
work of hospitals like the one at Lexington,” 
he said, “they would keep in contact with 
the patients after they leave Lexington. 
They could be set up generally like the alco- 
holic clinics.” 

Whitey, after his harrowing cure in Ar- 
lington Jail, thought he was through with 
the dope. 

“I feel a heck of a lot better,” he said. 
“I’m gaining weight. I have more desire 
and more will to stay off than ever before in 
my life. I had an awakening after Lexing- 
ton—it's all in the person.” 
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JUVENILE Patients ToTaL Rises FAST AT 
LEXINGTON 

Is dope widely used by teen-agers? 

During 1950, nearly 800 of the 4,237 pa- 
tients admitted to the Federal Narcotics Hos- 
pital at Lexington, Ky., were under 21 years 
of age, the United States Public Health Sery- 
ice reports. 

Since 1946, the percentage of minor pa- 
tients at this hospital has multiplied six 
times, records show. 


[From the Washington (D. C.) Evening Star 
of June 27, 1951] 

DRUG PEDDLERS Hawk WARES ON DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA STREETS, ADDICT TELLS SENATORS— 
PROBE WITNESS SILENT ON SPECIFIC SOURCES 
HERE; LUCIANO HELD KINGPIN 

(By Miriam Ottenberg) 

A Washington drug addict today told Sen- 
ate crime investigators that as recently as 
a month ago he could buy marijuana and 
heroin all over Washington. 

The addict, a 24-year-old trumpet player 
arrested for grand larceny May 17, testified 
that dope peddlers hawk their wares on 
the streets of the Capital. Despite repeated 
prodding from members of the Senate Crime 
Investigating Committee, however, he re- 
fused to name a peddler or identify a place 
where dope was bought. 

There were these other developments as 
the committee turned to the national and 
international angle of the dope traffic: 

1. The committee heard how a national 
dope syndicate operated and how it was 
smashed last December by a Federal narcotics 
agent posing as a major drug peddler. 

2. Charles (Lucky) Luciano, one-time New 
York vice overlord now living in Italian 
exile, was described as the kingpin of the 
narcotics trade in the United States and 
Italy by another Federal narcotics agent. 

8. The crime probers were told that Amer- 
ican racketeers are getting passports from the 
State Department for foreign travel against 
the recommendations of the Federal Bureau 
of Narcotics, which believes their travels are 
tied up with international drug business. 

4. A middle-aged dope addict testified he 
was approached to pose as a longshoreman 
and smuggle heroin off a ship docked in 
Brooklyn. 

PROBED SYNDICATE’S TIES 

George M. Belt, a Federal undercover agent 
who worked closely with a krown Texas drug 
peddler, told the committee how his inquiry 
into a narcotics syndicate’s activity took him 
to San Diego, Hollywood, San Francisco, 
Chicago, Detroit, and New York. 

His investigation began when he arrested 
Robert Kimbell, the Texas drug ped , in 
San Antonio. Kimbell agreed to work for 
the Government to help smash the ring. 

The agent and Kimball arranged to buy 
drugs through a New York-Chicago combine 
supplied out of Detroit by a man identified 
only as the “Old Man.” Detroit, Mr. Belt 
talked with four heroin wholesalers who got 
their supplies from the “Old Man” and then 
sold it to lesser dealers. One of the whole- 
salers identified by Mr. Belt was Benedit 
Prano, a Federal prisoner, whose appearance 
before the crime committee has been 
blocked at least temporarily by a Justice 
Department appeal to district court here. 

The agent also contacted Jame Gallici in 
Chicago, who appeared to be a go-between 
for the “Old Man” and the Detroit whole- 
sale peddlers. Through Gallici, the agent 
arranged to buy a large quantity of heroin 
from two New York brothers, Anthony and 
Rosario Pisciotta. 

KIMBALL SLAIN IN FIGHT 

Delays ensued when the expected ship- 

ment did not arrive and Mr. Belt returned 
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to his home office in New Orleans. While 
there, late in November, he learned that 
Kimbell had been killed in a fight with a 
relative over earlier narcotics profits. 

Mr. Belt then returned to San Antonio 
and took over Kimbell’s drug business. The 
big deal for heroin finally came off December 
13 in New York when the Pisciotta brothers 
agreed to sell Mr. Belt $37,000 worth of 
heroin, . 

Mr. Belt explained that Government ap- 
propriations did not allow that kind of 
spending for narcotics so he had to make 
his arrest then and there. On the pretense 
of going to a hotel safe to get the money, 
Mr. Belt alerted fellow agents. The Nation- 
wide roundup which is still bringing con- 
victions began with the arrests of the Pis- 
ciotta brothers, but the “Old Man” has 
never been caught. 

The parade of addicts continued after the 
committee heard testimony from Federal 
Narcotics Agent Charles Siragusa, that many 
big-time gangsters and racketeers are getting 
American passports for travel in foreign 
countries. 

By getting these passports, he declared, 
racketeers are given a chance to continue 
their international narcotics business. 

Luciano, one-time vice overlord, has been 
in exile in Italy since 1947, after deportation 
from the United States. 

Mr. Siragusa also declared that Luciano 
was high in the councils of the Mafia, un- 
derground society of extortionists and kill- 
ers whose main revenue stems from nar- 
cotics smuggling. The agent said a title of 
respect for those in the higher echelons of 
Mafia members is “Don,” and Luciano is 
given that title in Italy. Mr. Siragusa, who 
joined Italian agents in questioning Luciano 
and drew an admission from him that he 
does live on gifts from friends in America, 
was asked how far Luciano’s domain extends. 

The committee got an indication of one 
method by which dope is being smuggied 
into this country when a 57-year-old addict 
testified that several years ago he was ap- 
proached to get on a ship as a longshore- 
man and carry off heroin a kilogram at a 
time. He testified he was offered $300 a 
kilo to do it, but refused because he was 
too well known. 

The approach, he testified, came from a 
man named Prospi, described by the addict 
as a bartender on New Tork's Pearl Street. 

The addict, who testified that he was 
picked up by Washington police 20 minutes 
after he arrived here en route to Staunton, 
Va., and is now in District jail, said he was 
a bookie and had once worked for Gambler 
Frank Erickson. He rolled up the sleeves 
of his prison jacket and showed the com- 
mittee the scars all over his arms where 
veins had collapsed from constant shooting 
of heroin into them. He said his legs looked 
the same way. 

POLICE STATEMENTS COUNTERED 

The Washington addict who told the com- 
mittee how easy it was to buy dope here 
countered recent public statements by Wash- 
ington police Officials that the drug traffic 
is at a minimum in Washington. 

He said that the dope was easier to get 
here than in Chicago but that the quan- 
tities obtainable here were smaller than the 
wholesale doses he got in Chicago. 

Dope was available here from many sources 
of supply, he declared. He said the traffic 
was not centralized but that peddlers were 
working the streets in the downtown area 
and in the neighborhoods, 

The trumpet player said he was arrested 
for pawning stolen goods which another 
addict had gotten through shoplifting. To 
all questions about where he obtained dope, 
he replied, “I don’t remember.” 


8203 


DENIES FEAR OF DEATH 


Asked if he was not remembering because 
he feared death if he informed—as other 
addicts had said, he said “No.” 

“What do you fear?” he was asked. 

„That's a good point,” he replied. 

Other addicts on the stand today included 
a 20-year-old colored girl from Baltimore, 
who described a large heroin party and a 
41-year-old colored musician and song writer 
from Baltimore who said he had no difficulty 
buying heroin in any major city he visited 
while playing with a band. 

Asked if the committee subpenaed any 
peddlers or others involved in the distribu- 
tion of drugs, Chairman O'Conor said it 
was extremely difficult to track down the 
sources of supply. 

Tr- addicts themselves, he said, have told 
the committee in previous closed sessions 
that “they want to live so they won't name 
the peddlers or where they got the dope.” 
During yesterday’s testimony, they carefully 
avoided being specific about where they got 
the dope although they talked freely about 
its effects. 


{From the Washington (D. C.) Times-Herald 
of June 15, 1951] 
CENTRAL GRAD, 20, CONVICTED In DOPE 
PEDDLING 


(By George L. Norris) 


A handsome young Central High School 
graduate, caught in the toils of dope use, was 
convicted last night in District court of a 
narcotics selling charge brought by an un- 
dercover policeman who had been his high- 
school chum, 

He faces a maximum penalty of 5 years. 

The conviction of tall, curly-haired Joseph 
A. Pistone, 20, of the 1500 block Oak Street 
NW., brought expressions of sympathy from 
both Judge Schweinhaut and jury foreman 
Stafford Appel. 


CONVINCED HE’S GUILTY 


“I was from the start of the 
trial to try and help this youth,” Schwein- 
haut said. “I’m convinced, however, that he 
got himself fouled up in this racket and that 
he is guilty.” 

“It was a terrible case,” declared Appel, of 
the 1100 block Seventh Street SE. “We all 
hope they cure this boy and that they don’t 
make his case worse by jailing him.” 

The 1950 Central graduate was jailed by 
Schweinhaut pending arguments on a new 
trial. Defense Attorney P. Bateman Ennis 
contends that the questioning of a character 
witness about Pistone's juvenile arrests was 
illegal and entitled him to remain on bond 
until this question is decided. 

Pistone’s conviction pointed up the ques- 
tion of whether the Government had nailed 
a small-fry offender and missed a big-shot 
operator, 

Assistant United States Attorney William 
McKinley stated Pistone had refused to di- 
vulge the telephone number he called to ar- 
range the purchase and that agents had 
thus been unable to find the dope conveyor. 

The jury of eight men and four women 
was confronted during its 2-hour delibera- 
tion with deciding whether Pistone had ar- 
ranged a sale of heroin without pressure 
from the officer, or of making the purchase 
for a friend he believed to have been an 
ousted cop in desperate need of a “shot.” 

INVESTIGATED TIP 

The officer, Prancis L. Emory, of the nar- 
cotics squad, explained he had made tenta- 
tive arrangements for the purchase during 
investigation of a tip that dope was being 
sold and used in a grill on upper Fourteenth 
Street NW. 

On a return visit to the restaurant Feb- 
ruary 16, Emory said, he met Pistone, his 
school associate, and explained he had been 
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fired from the force for accepting a bribe and 
was in need of narcotics. 

The officer explained that his first contact, 
along with Pistone, and two other youths, 
then left by car to buy the drug. The peddler 
did not show up and Pistone then offered to 
arrange a buy, the cop said. 

A man named “Dave,” appeared and the 
sale was then consummated, with Emory 
passing $6 to Pistone, who, in turn trans- 
ferred it to Dave for six capsules of heroin. 

In his defense, Pistone admitted this gen- 
eral outline of the story, but insisted he had 
been “entrapped” by his friend, who repeated 
several dozen times his requests for some 
dope. 

Pistone admitted he had used the drug 
several times and eventually arranged the 
buy because he felt sorry for his friend. 

PROCEEDINGS INTERRUPTED 

Prosecutor McKinley, during final argu- 
ments, urged the jury not to allow their 
sympathies to control their verdict. The dis- 
course was interrupted at this point by a 
middle-aged slender woman who stood up in 
the audience and cried: 

“My boy is not a dope peddler! 
nocent.” 

Schweinhaut promptly instructed marshals 
to escort the woman to the corridor. 

She was Pistone’s mother, Mrs. 
Pistone. 


He is in- 


Mary 


[From the New York Times of May 2, 1951] 


UNITED STATES FINDS HEROIN Bic NARCOTIC 
SNAG—DELEGATE TELLS U. N. SMUGGLING Is 
CHIEFLY FROM ITALY, GREECE, TURKEY, AND 
Rep CHINA 


Uwnrrep Nations, N. Y., May 1.—The United 
States warned today that the smuggling of 
heroin was this country’s greatest narcotics 
problem and listed Italy, Greece, Turkey, and 
Communist China as the chief supply 
centers. 

Delegates to the United Nations Com- 
mission on Narcotic Drugs heard the United 
States delegate, Harry Anslinger, propose 
that Secretary General Trygve Lie ask the 
Italian Government to outlaw the produc- 
tion of heroin for 10 yaers, or until the 
present large stock is exhausted. 

Mr. Anslinger told the commission that 
the Greek, Turkish, and Italian Govern- 
ments were to be congratulated for the steps 
they had taken already to cut down the 
traffic in illegal drugs but should be asked 
to step up prosecutions. As for the danger 
of the smuggling of heroin from China, Mr. 
Anslinger said simply: 

“This traffic should be suppressed by the 
Communist authorities in China.” 

Earlier, Dr. Hsioh-ren Wei, Nationalist 
China's delegate, said that some 370 tons of 
narcotics were located in three Chinese 
cities—Tientsin, Canton, and Hankow. He 
was immediately denounced by Vassili V. 
Zakusoy of the Soviet Union, who tried un- 
successfully to have the Chinese delegate's 
remarks stricken from the record. 

In his report to the commission, Mr. 
Anslinger declared that the “energtic action 
of the Governments of Italy, Turkey, and 
Greece” had resulted in cutting down the 
illegal heroin traffic to the United States. 

Prices and adulteration of heroin, he 
added, have mounted and there is now a 
distinct heroin shortage. 

At the same time, however, Mr. Anslinger 
made it plain that the United States still 
regarded heroin as the greatest threat in the 
campaign against drug addiction. He gave 
tais country-by-country picture: 

Italy: Strong steps by Italian authorities 
have substantially reduced annual heroin 
output, from 380 pounds to 60, but a 400- 
pound stock still exists. That is equal to 
a 10-year supply, and the stock constitutes 
a great danger to the United States and 
other countries on the receiving end of nar- 
cotic drugs smuggled from Italy. Mr. Ans- 
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linger congratulated the Italian police for 
the arrest a few weeks ago of Frank Callasi, 
of New York, whom he described as a member 
of the “notorious Mafia.” The United States 
delegate said that Callasi was seized in Rome 
as he stepped from a plane from Milan and 
that 6 pounds of heroin were found on him, 

Turkey: The greatest quantities of heroin 
seized in the last 3 months of 1950 and the 
first quarter of this year were in Turkey. It 
was to be hoped, said Mr. Anslinger, that 
the Turkish Government would place more 
severe restrictions on the internal distribu- 
tion of opium. 

Japan: The Japanese, who once said they 
had no heroin trouble, now have an illicit 
narcotic traffic. 

Greece: “This country is rapidly becoming 
a major source of heroin supply for the il- 
licit market,” said the United States dele- 
gate, who added that the Greek Government 
should be asked to increase its vigilance. 

China: Mr. Anslinger said that the flow of 
heroin from Tientsin and points in Man- 
churia must be viewed with “considerable 
concern.” He said the drug was reaching 
Japan, where 40 pcunds had been seized, by 
way of Hong Kong. There was evidence that 
some of the drug was reaching other coun- 
tries through Japan. Mr. Anslinger said he 
had photographs of heroin smuggled into 
Japan aboard a British aircraft carrier from 
Hong Kong and that the labels showed that 
the drug was produced in Tientsin. 


Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak- 
er, I can think of no better summary of 
the reasons for requiring mandatory 
sentc -ces for narcotic law offenses than 
that prepared by Mr. M. L. Harney, 
Assistant Commissioner of the Bureau of 
Narcotics, who is in direct charge of en- 
forcement of the narcotic laws. Mr. 
Harney states: 


MANDATORY SENTENCES FoR Narcotic Law 
OFFENSES 


What I am saying may be common knowl- 
edge, but for the record it might be well to 
touch briefly on the nature of this commerce 
in illicit narcotics. The opiates and cocaine 
are poisons which slowly destroy the physical 
being. Most people reserve a particular 
horror and antipathy for the poisoner. 
There is no reason why the narcotic peddler 
should be xcluded from this feeling. While 
the narcotic poison slowly destroys the vic- 
tim’s physique, it may rapidly destroy his 
dignity, his respect, his moral values. A 
useful citizen may soon become a parasitic 
criminal. If one already has criminal tend- 
encies, he is confirmed in them. In a few 
months a wholesome woman may be trans- 
for ned into the lowest harlot that walks the 
streets. 

Narcotic commerce is no crime of accident 
or impulse or occasion. It is a carefully 
studied way o- life. It depends on deliber- 
ate and calculated scheming and diligently 
developed sources of supply, on carefully 
cultivated outlets and customers. This is a 
degraded business where the attendant 
human misery is completely discounted for 
the profit consideration. That profit is 
alluring. A $1,000 investment may be 
doubled merely by crossing a street between 
a wholesaler and a waiting customer with a 
few ounces of heroin. Obviously the crimi- 
nal will assume some risks in such an attrac- 
tive business. 

He calculates these risks exactly. His is 
such an easily hidden business that he knows 
that it might take officers of the law months 
to catch him at the exact moment when 
competent evidence is available against him. 
He knows the quality and amount of the 
narcotic law enforcement in the community; 
he knows whether narcotic cases move 
promptly on the criminal calendar or are 
stagn ited for months; he knows the quality 
of prosecution; above all, he knows what is 
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the likely payoff in the way of a sentence. 
These professionals do not just reckon sen- 
tences in the gross amount of time imposed. 
They can almost instantly figure the amount 
of good time and industrial good time which 
might be forthcoming on any kind of a sen- 
tence. They know under just what circum- 
stances probation or parole is likely to be 
granted. Fear is the only consideration 
which will deter most of these people. We 
would like to see the risks enhanced in this 
dirty business. 

One more thought. Assume that we have 
only a certain number of people with the 
criminal know-how to carry on the narcotic 
traffic. And it does require know-how. 
Then it is an elemental police matter that 
long sentences will permit the fewest to 
escape justice. With one contingent cap- 


` tured and out of the way for a long time, 


the police can concentrate on the remainder, 
The enforcement machine can run smoothly 
on new grist without being clogged by re- 
peaters who, if given early release, will sim- 
ply be fed back into the machine to over- 
load it. 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I am 
heartily in favor of increasing the pen- 
alties, but the thing that disturbs me is 
the source of the narcotics. I can see 
how they can get marijuana easily, be- 
cause it grows in places along the road- 
way. Does the committee, however, 
know how the heroin, codeine, and mor- 
phine get into this country? Is that a 
legitimate traffic? What can the gen- 
tleman tell the committee with reference 
to the heroin, and the morphine, and the 
other potent narcotics coming into this 
country? 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. I may say 
to the gentleman from Nebraska that the 
subcommittee intends to conduct further 
hearings on the importation of these 
drugs. We know, however, where it 
comes from. It is smuggled in, mainly 
by seamen, some of whom have been in 
cahoots with racketeers. As a matter of 
fact, some testimony was brought out to 
the effect that Lucky Luciano, who was 
deported to Italy a few years ago, has 
been carrying on this traffic in Italy and 
countries adjacent thereto. I may say 
that according to the annual report of 
the Bureau of Narcotics for the calendar 
year 1950 Italy is now the major source 
of the supply of heroin smuggled into 
this country. The other principal 
sources were Turkey, Iran, Syria, Mexico, 
China, and Hong Kong. The Commis- 
sioner of Narcotics is making a deter- 
mined effort through direct negotiations 
with these countries and through the 
United Nations Economic and Social 
Council to obtain agreements to limit the 
production of narcotics to the world’s 
medical and scientific needs. It is esti- 
mated that from 75 to 90 percent of the 
illegitimate narcotics enter this country 
through the port of New York and 
through New Orleans. Let me say to the 
gentleman, however, that the penalties 
that are proposed here apply to people 
engaged in the import trade as well as 
anybody else. We will be giving sup- 
port to Commissioner Anslinger and his 
a but efficient, staff, by passing this 

ill. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I think we 

ought to lock the door before it gets in. 


Mr. 


1951 


Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. I agree 
with the gentleman. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. I yield. 

Mr. CELLER. I agree with the gen- 
tleman that we should tighten up the 
penalties so as to do away with these 
foul offenses involving violations of the 
narcotics laws, but I wonder whether 
you do that when you provide as you 
do on page 2, line 4, what is known in 
law as a mendatory minimum sentence? 
You provide thst for a first offense there 
shall be a fine of not more than $2,000 
and imprisonment of not less than 2 nor 
more than 5 years. You thereby pre- 
vent a judge from imposing anything 
less than 2 years. If he wishes to im- 
pose more he can. 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. I do not 
want to interrupt the gentleman, but 
time is very limited. I yielded to him 
for a question. 

Mr. CELLER. I know, but this is very 
important and should have been re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. How much 
time have I remaining, Mr. Speaker? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman has consumed 11 minutes. 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Ihave only 
20 minutes. Will the gentleman state 
his question? 

Mr. CELLER. I will ask the gentle- 
man if he thinks he should eliminate 
all discretionary power of the judge? 
Increase the penalty if you will, but give 
the judge discretionary power. 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. The an- 
swer to the gentleman’s question is that 
the judge still has discretionary power, 
as the gentleman will see if he reads the 
bill. 

Mr. CELLER. Show me where that 
is; show me. 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Read page 
2, line 9, I refuse to yield further to 
the gentieman from New York, but yield 
instead 2 minutes to the chairman of 
my committee, the distinguished gentle- 
man from North Carolina [Mr. DOUGH- 
TON]. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, this 
bill is the result of an investigation of a 
subcommittee appointed by the chair- 
man of the Committee on Ways and 
Means to investigate and make recom- 
mendations on this very serious evil— 
the illicit traffic in narcotics. I am giv- 
ing this bill my wholehearted support. 

As has been so well pointed out by the 
chairman of the subcommittee, the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. Boces], the 
purpose of the bill is not only to make 
more certain the apprehension and con- 
viction of those who are engaged in the 
illicit traffic of narcotics, but to make 
certain and more severe the punishment. 
All of us who read the daily newspapers 
realize the seriousness of this great evil, 
one of the worst, in my opinion, affecting 
the young people of our land. 

I am convinced that this legislation is 
not only important, but absolutely neces- 
sary, if we are to deal successfully with 
this menace. I do not know of anything 
that demands the attention of the Con- 
gress to a greater extent than the elimi- 
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nation of the sordid practice by con- 
scienceless and heartless people who 
would impose on the youth of the land in 
order to make money out of this nar- 
cotics traffic by leading them to take up 
this habit by peddling narcotics on the 
street. 

The Bureau of Narcotics, as you all 
know, is in the Treasury Department. 
If the Members could have heard Com- 
missioner Anslinger, head of that bureau 
testify, I am sure they would not have 
the slightest doubt about the necessity 
and importance of this legislation. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no Member of 
this body who does not want imprisoned 
the dealer, peddler, or any individual 
who deals in the sale of narcotics ille- 
gally. We are all agreed that this indi- 
vidual should be behind bars, and should 
be kept there. We want to break up the 
illegal sale of narcotics and this bill gives 
promise. 

The bill goes a great deal further than 
tu provide punishment for narcotics ped- 
dlers. It removes the discretion our Fed- 
eral judges now heve in determining 
sentences for convicted offenders and 
providing for mandatory terms of im- 
prisonment, permitting the judge the 
right to suspend the punishment, or give 
probation on the first conviction only. 

It is said that the enforcing officers 
will not pick up for punishment the 
individual who merely buys the narcotic 
for his own use, but that the law will be 
used in an ef ort to catch and punish the 
peddler. While it is desirable that the 
law-enforcement officers have every au- 
thority they need to catch the peddler, it 
is not right, I believe, to substitute for the 
discretion of the judge arbitrary and 
discretionary actions on the part of the 
arresting officer. 

Unfortunately, this bill is so broad as 
to make the individual who purchases 
narcotics, or who has them in his posses- 
sion, guilty as a peddler, even though 
the individual did not even know he or 
she has any of it on his person. The 
measure does this by a provision that 
the burden of proving the narcotic was 
not for sale and was not imported ille- 
gally to the country is upon the one 
arrested. This contrary to our Anglo- 
Saxon jurisprudence, which presumes 
any individual innocent until proven 
guilty. 

We are using a shotgun to catch the 
peddler, whom we all want to catch, and 
forgetting that scattered shot will catch 
the innocent, and in many cases, the 
physically ill possessor of narcotics. 

Hence, we may have this situation. A 
young man or woman may be given or 
may buy some drug. He or she may use 
it, and be caught with it in his or her 
possession. This would lead to a con- 
viction under this bill, and would con- 
stitute conviction number one. The 
judge could use his discretion, after con- 
viction, and could grant probation. Any- 
time thereafter, if that same individual 
were convicted for having narcotics in 
his or her possession, even though, first 
it was accidental or unknowingly; or 
second, the individual had become an ad- 
dict but not 3 peddler and even though 
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medical treatment was indicated, this 
being the second conviction the judge 
would heve no discretion, but must send 
the individual to jail for 5 to 10 years. 

Further, an addict caught. with nar- 
cotics in his or her possession for the 
third time would be sentenced, manda- 
torily, for 10 to 20 years, even though 
there was no evidence that the addict was 
a peddler. 4 

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. DONOVAN. Will the gentleman 
explain a little bit more in detail what 
is innocent about a man who has had a 
suspended sentence and then was picked 
up 7 or 8 years afterward with drugs in 
his pockets—the same thing over 
again? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. The 
man who was convicted as a peddler, 
and was given a suspended sentence 
should not, in my opinion, have been so 
treated. If picked up any time there- 
after he should be given a prison sen- 
tence. The conviction should be for 
peddling narcotics, and not for use or 
possession, and a prison sentence should 
follow such convictions. I object stren- 
uously to a mandatory prison sentence 
for an individual who uses narcotics 
but in no way distributes them. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. CELLER. I think the gentleman 
has well pointed out in a case of that 
character where a child or student in 
school has imposed on him or her a cou- 
ple of marijuana cigarettes, then the 
judge must do either one of two things 
under the provisions of this bill. He 
must sentence for 1 year or the alterna- 
tive, suspend sentence, Am I correct 
in that regard? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. That 
is correct, and that record remains, of 
course, permanently for some years. 
But if perchance, just as innocently the 
same situation arises, then the judge, 
after that second conviction, has no dis- 
cretion whatever. 

Now, reference was male to the Kef- 
auver committee by the gentleman, 
that is, the Special Committee to In- 
vestigate Organized Crime, and their 
reference to this question of drug addic- 
tion and these peddlers. The signifi- 
cant language of their report is con- 
tained in this sentence: There should be 
a minimum sentence for the second of- 
fenders, but the commercialized trans- 
actions, the peddlers, the smugglers, 
those who traffic in narcotics on the sec- 
ond offense, if there were a minimum 
sentence of 5 years without probation, 
I think would just about dry it up. That 
is the whole point. It is the peddlers we 
want to catch. They are the ones upon 
whom we should concentrate ard not 
upon the user who does it because of ill- 
ness. Science teaches us that the drug 
addict is ill 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania, I 
yield to the gentleman from Louisiana. 
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Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. The gen- 
tleman knows that this legislation has 
been very carefully considered. The 
gentleman further knows that it is not 
the intention of this legislation to affect 
a teen-ager or any such person who has 
possession of narcotics. But the gentle- 
man also knows that if we try to make 
a distinction between possession and 
peddling that we immediately open the 
law to all types of abuses. In the exist- 
ing legislation, which has been the law 
for many, many years, there is no dis- 
tinction between possession and ped- 
dling, even now. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
know that the intention of this law, and 
Iam very sincere, is to catch the peddler, 
but I say in passing this law we go far 
beyond that. 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. The ped- 


dler, the importer, the commercial 
dealer. 
Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 


compliment the chairman of the sub- 
committee very highly for the earnest 
work he did upon this bill. I do say, and 
I have no hesitancy in making it as 
strong as I can, that we have gone too 
far and that we here are going to hurt 
the young person, the newcomer to this 
vice, who has not peddled, who is not 
peddling, who never will peddle, and who 
does not want to peddle. 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. If you do 
have a person who is ill, the authority of 
the judge there is such that the judge 
can send that person to the Federal in- 
stitution in Lexington, Ky., where that 
person can be rehabilitated. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. The 
judge has no choice but to sentence the 
individual somewhere. An ill person is 
caught once. He is probated. The sec- 
ond time he is given 2 to 5 years. The 
third time he is given 5 to 10 years, when 
the entire trouble with that individual 
may have been that he is a drug addict, 
that he is ill. It is not right. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from Rhode 
Island. 

Mr. FOGARTY. I was just wonder- 
ing how that judge is going to send 
someone to Lexington, when they al- 
ready have a waiting list of 300 or 400 
down there at the present time. They 
just do not have the facilities to take 
care of more. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. He 
could not get him into Lexington, but 
he could put him into a penitentiary 
somewhere. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. I am vitally con- 
cerned about the paragraph to which 
the gentleman referred, on page 3, which 
seems to throw upon the defendant the 
burden of establishing his innocence. As 
I would view it, I would be afraid that 
would be contrary to our jurisprudence 
generally. I would suggest that the con- 
ferees take that up very seriously, be- 
cause it is possible it might throw out 
the entire section. I think we all want 
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to strengthen these laws, but we do not 
want to write in something which is un- 
constitutional. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Yes. 
It is my understanding that the effect 
of that section is to put the burden of 
proving his innocence upon the one who 
is accused. 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. That has 
been in the law since 1909. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. JONAS. I have an inquiry simi- 
lar to that just made by the distin- 
guished gentleman from New York. If 
the gentleman will refer to page 3 of 
the bill he will note it says: 

If he denies the identity, sentence shall 
be postponed for such time as to permit 
a trial before a jury. 


Then it goes on to say: 


If the offender is found by the jury to be 
the person previously convicted. 


It uses the word “jury.” It does not 
say anything about a court. 

The next paragraph states: 

Whenever on trial for a violation of this 
subdivision the defendant is shown to have 
or to have had possession of the narcotic 
drug, such possession shall be deemed suffi- 
cient evidence to authorize conviction un- 
less the defendant explains the possession 
to the satisfaction of the jury. 


Does this bill mean that the defendant 
cannot waive a jury and ask to be tried 
by the court? Does it mean that a jury 
trial is mandatory, and he has no other 
discretion? 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
think it could be construed to mean that. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
EBERHARTER]. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Srmpson] has covered the subject pret- 
ty thoroughly, and I am taking exactly 
the same position he is taking on this 
measure. I agree we perhaps should 
have more severe penalties on the pro- 
fessional peddler of dope or somebody 
who is engaged in advancing that trade. 
I certainly do not want to jeopardize the 
teen-ager in being compelled to undergo 
a sentence of not less than 2 years or a 
suspension. In other words, we are tak- 
ing away from the judge his ability to 
use ary discretion and to mete out the 
punishment according to the crime. 

The gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
Boccs] says that a survey, I think it was 
in Brooklyn, showed that 1 out of 
every 200 teen-agers uses these mari- 
juana cigarettes. If that is true, every 
one of those 1 out of 200 teen-agers 
would be subject to imprisonment for not 
less than 2 years. The judge would have 
to do that or else suspend sentence. In 
other words, he could not say, “Well, if 
this was the first time you have ever 
smoked a cigarette, young boy or young 
girl, maybe I can give you 3 months, and 
you can think it over, or 6 months or 
even a year and a day.” Under this bill 
the judge could not do that. 

The gentleman defeats his own case 


when he says in those districts where 
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severe sentences have been meted out 
by the judge the traffic has dried up. 

So a correction can be made. The 
judges are meting out different sentences 
right along now that a lot of publicity 
upon this question has been had. We 
should not in fact threaten every teen- 
ager, who may have a cigarette handed 
to him and who does not even know what 
it is, with a jail sentence. 

Mr. Speaker, there are other cases I 
want to call your attention to. Suppose 
a person is an addict and he goes along 
for a year or two and gets cured. May- 
be he has all the good intentions in the 
world and actually cures himself and be- 
haves himself for 5 years or 10 years. 
Then something comes along and he 
gets sick again and he takes the drug 
again. If he is jailed he must be sen- 
tenced to not less than 5 years. We all 
know these people are sick.. We know 
they are sick people. Why do we want 
to have this mandatory jail sentence of 
not less than 5 years hanging over a sick 
person. Any person with experience 
with court work knows that when the 
penalties are mandatory and severe as 
they are in this case, it is very, very dif- 
ficult to get a conviction. 

I say that the result of this will be 
that the peddler, the one we all want 
to get at, will benefit because it will be 
very, very difficult for the jury to find 
him guilty. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not want to be put 
in the position of defending any dope 
peddler or anything like that, and I 
know that the Membership of the House 
who are here listening to me believe that, 
and I take the same position that the 
chairman of the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary takes—I do not think he is in 
favor of mandatory sentences. 

Mr. CELLER., Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield. 

Mr. CELLER. I am not in favor of 
mandatory sentences of the type em- 
bodied in this bill. I feel we should allow 
the judge to take into consideration the 
extenuating circumstances in the case of 
first offenders and even in the case of 
second offenders. 

In the case of these teen-agers who 
might be found the second time with 
marijuana cigarettes the judge must, 
under this bill, send that child away for 
5 years. 

The court should not be placed in a 
strait-jacket of that sort. I know this, 
if the sentence is too Draconian, or too 
severe, you will have two results: grand 
juries will refuse to indict and petit juries 
will refuse to convict. That is the his- 
tory of jurisprudence throughout the 
country. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. It seems to me 
if we had the testimony of some crim- 
inologist or penologist, that they would 
recommend very strongly against these 
mandatory sentences. I think the House 
would be making a tremendous mistake 
to pass this measure, and I hope it will 
consider what we are doing. If the 
judges are at fault, I think that can be 
corrected through the office of the At- 
torney General who is supposed to be 
able to check on such matters. 
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The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr, 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. JENKINS]. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, it is 
seldom I find myself in opposition to my 
good friend, the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. SIMPSON] because he and 
I are on the Ways and Means Committee 
together and on the floor of the House 
we usually vote alike. He is a member 
of the subcommittee that has dealt with 
this matter, and so am I. I think my 
good friend is unduly disturbed over the 
language against which he complains. 
Let me read it to you. It says: 

“Whenever on trial for a violation of 
this subdivision”; that means the per- 
son is on trial. There are two great 
groups that it is the intention to cover 
by this legislation. One is the ped- 
dler and the other is the consumer. Ev- 
erybody has sympathy for the poor drug 
addict. The enforcing officers will al- 
ways have sympathy for the unfortunate 
consumer, especially if he is harmless. 
These enforcing officers are going to pro- 
tect the little boys and little girls. They 
are not going to drag the high-school 
boys and girls before the criminal courts 
until they know that they are collabo- 
rating with the peddlers. Of course, 
they are not going to do that. Iam quite 
sure that the lawyer Members of this 
House who have expressed some fear 
that the rights of people will be invaded 
are unduly fearful. This section that 
they fear does not apply until there is a 
trial. If a person stands trial and denies 
that he has had traffic in these drugs 
then that person is not entitled to any 
leniency. As I say, the bill reads as 
follows: 

Whenever on trial for a violation of this 
subdivision the defendant is shown to have or 
to have had possession of the narcotic drug, 
such possession shall be deemed sufficient 
evidence to authorize conviction unless the 
defendant explains the possession to the 
satisfaction of the jury. 


This section applies only when one has 
decided to stand trial. Certainly, if a 
person is brought in, if a child or any- 
body is brought in, having been caught 
with some of these drugs in his posses- 
sion, the apprehending officer will have 
enough judgment to take care of that 
individual if he is only a poor user and 
is not a peddler. But if the accused is 
defiant and holds up for the peddler and 
the nefarious traffic, then he can expect 
no leniency. 

I want to talk just a minute about the 
purpose of this legislation. The way 
this matter comes within the jurisdiction 
of the Committee on Ways and Means 
is this. For many years the Bureau of 
Narcotics has been a part of the activi- 
ties of the United States Treasury. The 
office of the Secretary of the Treasury 
has charge of enforcing the narcotic 
laws. There is a tax attached to the 
transfer of narcotics and so on. Fur- 
thermore, as has been brought out, 
practically all of this heroin is imported 
into this country. It is an import. 
Consequently, for that reason, it comes 
under the jurisdiction of the Committee 
on Ways and Means. Mr. Speaker, the 
American people are tremendously in- 
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terested in the terrible disclosures that 
are being made as to the use of drugs by 
the young people of the country. This 
bill ought to pass. It ought to be en- 
forced, and these depraved peddlers, 
who will debauch our fine young people, 
should be punished almost to the for- 
feiture of their lives. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. Yates]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Illinois is recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. YATES, Mr. Speaker, I am very 
much in favor of the Boggs bill. I was 
one of those in the House who filed 
a bill directed to the same purpose, 
namely, to attack the increasing nar- 
cotics problem by a genuine stiffening 
of our antinarcotic laws in setting up 
drastic penalties for violations, instead 
of the present inadequate ones. The 
House has today the oportunity to act 
on legislation which provides stiffer pen- 
alties for a crime so heinous that it is 
hard to realize its full implications. 
Briefly, we are asked to provide at the 
Federal level a proven method of smash- 
ing dope rings headed by the lowest type 
of gangsters who, for prodigious profits, 
are wholesaling a form of slow “white 
death.” The little white packages dis- 
pensed by their victim-agents on a thou- 
sand street corners in our land carry a 
form of contagious degeneracy which, 
with a cancer-like malignancy, breeds 
the decay of decency. 

I have the greatest respect for the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania who ex- 
pressed some doubts concerning the wis- 
dom of making penalties mandatory and 
eliminating the discretion of the trial 
judge. Personally, I would have pre- 
ferred a bill which permitted discretion 
in the trial judge for first offenders by 
striking the words “less than two” from 
line 4, page 2. There may be cases of 
first offenders upon whom such a man- 
datory provision would work hardship, 
but I believe on the whole, such cases 
can be taken care of by suspended sen- 
tences. Insofar as the argument is made 
that an innocent addict may be caught 
in the toils of the law through no fault 
of his own, I am of the opinion that the 
wording of the bill is sufficiently clear 
to limit its operation to those engaged 
in the sale and peddling of drugs, rather 
than to the individual addict. Moreover, 
if an addict is a peddler, he should be 
subject to the stringent provisions of this 
law. 

We have evidence of the effectiveness 
of tough prison sentences in rooting out 
a national evil where they have been 
applied. During the 1920’s Memphis, 
Tenn., was a distribution point for dope, 
and peddlers there got off with 60-day 
sentences; but when a district judge 
started doling out sentences of 10, 12, 
and even 17 years, the drug traffic 
cleared out and has not come back. The 
Mann Act of 1910 made white slavery 
too hot to handle, The Lindbergh law 
of 1932 made kidnaping bad business, 
It is time that we acted to attack the 
“white plague” of drug addiction with 
similarly forceful and effective penalties. 
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For we have abundant evidence that 
drug rings are also traffickers in human 
flesh—that they are, in their own way, 
kidnapers of too many of our youth. In 
imposing the maximum sentence al- 
lowed in his State—7 years—on a ped- 
dler of marijuana, Judge Alexander M. 
MacLeod, of Paterson, N, J., recently 
characterized the illegal dispenser of 
narcotics as a major criminal. 

A fellow who will go out and sell narcotics, 
in the opinion of the court— 


Ee said— 
is worse than a murderer, because one who 
sells or distributes narcotics kills the soul 
of a person. 


Mr. Speaker, I shall support the Boggs 
bill because of a deep conviction that we 
cannot in good conscience delay action 
any longer in ccmbating a social mon- 
ster which is fattening itself because of 
short penalties and tall profits. We are 
concerned here with some 50,000 Amer- 
icans—and their families—who are its 
tragic victims today. It is a problem 
faced by every city in the land. My 
State is very much concerned, for last 
year Illinois ted the list of States in the 
numer of youthful dope addicts ad- 
mitted to the two Government hospitals 
at Lexington, Ky., and Fort Worth, Tex. 
New York ran second with 88. In 1946 
these two institutions had 26 patients 
under 21. A month ago they had nearly 
200—and the figure is expected to go up 
this year. 

The people of Illinois are attempting 
to attack the problem at both the State 
and local levels. Chicago has the dis- 
tinction of having the first court set up in 
the United States solely to hear narcotics 
cases. That court was established, in 
part, because we recognized the fact that 
this is a special problem calling for 
special treatment measures and special 
penalties. Another important result is 
the fact that the stories of human trag- 
edy which are written into the court 
records not only increase our determi- 
nation to root out the evil, but have as- 
sembled valuable clues as to major 
sources of supply of dope in our city. 

Within a month after our new nar- 
cotics court went into operation, on 
April 12, 1951, all available space for 
commitment had been filled. On May 
4 Superintendent Frank Sain, of the 
House of Correction, warned the court's 
judge, Gibson Gorman: “Don’t send me 
any more prisoners. If you do I'll have 
to stack them on the floors. We can't 
take them.” “Neither can we,” reported 
Warden William H. Wilbur, of the county 
jail. The county crime commission is 
exploring other possible places for com- 
mitment—especially those which might 
offer some treatment facilities, because 
treatment facilities must be found if we 
are to get at the roots of the evil. Mean- 
while, the police reported a sharp drop 
in arrests since the new court began 
handing out stiff sentences. Peddlers, 
they said, who once operated openly had 
gone under cover. 

On May 3, 1951, Gov. Adlai E. Steven- 
son signed a bill passed by the Illinois 
legislature making narcotics peddling in 
Illinois a felony punishable by sentences 
of 1 year to life in prison. I think this 
act is the first of its kind in the country, 
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because previously 1 year was the maxi- 
mum State sentence. 

But even if all necessary funds and 
facilities were available, it is abundantly 
clear that the city of Chicago and the 
State of Illinois could not meet the total 
problem by themselves. Dope peddlers 
can go under cover—frequently by the 
simple expedient of crossing State lines 
and operating from nearby distribution 
centers through bootleg outlets within 
the protected State. Neither can we 
expect State and local authorities to be 
fully effective without the assistance and 
the example of stiff Federal law. 

It is abundantly clear from the record 
that short sentences are not effective 
either as a punishment or as a deter- 
rent. On their release from jail dope 
addicts are inevitably drawn back into 
the toils of the traffic of which they are 
victims. Harry J. Anslinger, Commis- 
sioner of the Bureau of Narcotics of the 
Treasury Department pointed to this 
weakness in our present laws in his testi- 
mony before the Kefauver committee on 
March 27, 1951: 

The main reason that narcotic trafficking 
and consequent addiction flourishes in cer- 
tain districts— 


He said— 
is because these peddlers are lightly dealt 
with by the courts. In districts where they 
get heavy sentences, you do not find much 
trafficking. We make 5,000 arrests in a year, 
and by ths time we process the cases and 
start on another campaign the first vio- 
lators are back in business. Nearly all these 
peddlers have had two or three convictions, 


The Boggs bill incorporates Commis- 
sioner Anslinger’s recommendation that 
they get a minimum of 5 years for the 
second offens2 and 10 years for the third. 
It is in line with the recommendations of 
both the League of Nations and the 
United Nations for more severe sentences 
as one of the most effective methods of 
suppressing the drug traffic. 

The necessity for the Boggs bill is 
shown by the fact that the average sen- 
tence for all violators of narcotics and 
marijuana laws during the last fiscal 
year—1950—was 23.1 months, not count- 
ing those placed on probation. Of the 
1,481 persons committed to Federal in- 
stitutions during 1950 with a sentence of 
more than 1 year, 63.6 percent were re- 
peaters, and approximately 30 percent 
had three or more prior commitments. 

Figures released by the Administrative 
Office cf the United States Courts for the 
previous fiscal year—1949—show that of 
1,187 persons sentenced to imprisonment 
for violation of the Federal narcotic laws, 
more than two-thirds received sentences 
of less than 2 years. Of this number, 
4 got a sentence of under 1 month; 120 
were sentenced from 1 month to 6 
months; 195 were sentenced from 6 
months to 1 year and 1 day, and 262 were 
sentenced over 1 year and 1 day to 2 
years. Only 43 of these sentences were 
for 5 years and over. 

In my own city of Chicago in 1949 the 
average sentence for 53 persons com- 
mitted—out of 83 convictions—was 10.9 
months. Jn 1950, the number of com- 
mitments more than tripled—to a total 
of 171—and the average sentence was 
17.8 months. 
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But someone may ask: What about the 
cost of caring for all of these people for 
longer prison terms? One best answer 
to such a question is some of the figures 
which suggest the costs to a community 
of drug addiction in terms of destroyed 
and stolen property. In a recent issue 
of Life magazine, Herbert Brean noted 
that the average drug addict must steal 
upward of $20,000 worth of goods a year 
to keep going, since a thief does not re- 
ceive more than. a quarter of the value 
of what h» steals and a confirmed addict 
needs $16 a day—or $5,400 a year for 
dope. Dr, Andrew C. Ivy, vice president 
of the University of Illinois in charge 
of Chicago professional colleges, has 
estimated that the dope addicts in Chi- 
cago, beccuse they must often steal to 
keep themselves supplied, cost the citi- 
zens of my city a minimum of $2,000 a 
day or $60,000,000 a year. Clearly, he 
points out: 

It is less expensive to incarcerate these 
dope fiends than it is to allow them liberty. 


There is one important—and sinis- 
ter—reason for such high estimates, 
Dope is expensive. Dope sales are cur- 
rently netting profits of around 1,100 
percent to men with names like “Scar- 
face Mike” Busutil, “Trap” Lewis, King- 
pin” Jones, or Tank“ Price, who whole- 
sale the stuff. Big profits for such mid- 
dlemen have encouraged them to set up 
crews of street peddlers—themselves 
dope victims—to push sales. There is 
some evidence of abortive efforts to carry 
the stuff into Army camps, but Federal 
narcotics agents and military authorities 
are alert to this danger. Recently, as 
you will recall, two narcotics agents 
broke up the beginnings of such a ring 
at Fort Eustis, Va., by allowing them- 
selves to be inducted as trainees. 

I have said that dope rings thrive on 
weak penalties and tall profits. Because 
recent arrests have broken some links 
in the chain of supply, and also because 
of an increased demand, the price of 
heroin has gone up within the last few 
months from $200 to $300 an ounce. An 
ounce of nearly pure heroin at the cur- 
rent price of $300 can be diluted with 
8 ounces of milk sugar powder to produce 


3,738 grains. It can then be sold in cap- 


sules or small envelopes at $1 a grain— 
for a total of around $3,700. Some ped- 
dlers are putting out 50-cent capsules, 
chiefly for the juvenile trade. These 
cut-rate “caps” are only half as strong. 
But one result is that—the customer- 
victims buy larger amounts, 

A confirmed addict needs between $7 
and $20 a day for dope. That is between 
$2,400 and $7,300 a year over and above 
ordinary living expenses. The facts 
show that peddlers find a greater market 
for dope in districts with the most de- 
teriorated housing, with inadequate 
schools and recreation, and with the 
most wretched living conditions. They 
understand that they must trade in mis- 
ery. In such an environment, one or two 
free capsules are almost certain to yield 

a steady customer. The victim, per- 
cond O ANE eek ee 
velops a warm glow of well-being, after 
the initial shock, in which his worries 
and frustrations disappear. Before long 
he is buying the stuff. Then he grad- 
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uates to skin shots, usually using a 
home-made hypodermic, or to main- 
lining, which, by hypoing the drug di- 
rectly into the vein of the arm, produces 
an almost instant effect. 

Meanwhile, his dope-accustomed body 
has begun to demand more shots with 
every organ and nerve—in spite of the 
fact that he no longer gets much pleas- 
ure from them. He is now usually in- 
capable of holding a steady job, so he 
must resort to stealing to satisfy his ex- 
pensive craving. Crime may not pay in 
the long run, but to dope addicts it is the 
only way they have to obtain their drugs. 

Another major reason why we need 
more effective laws immediately is the 
fact that more dope seems to be coming 
into the country. Dope smugglers to- 
day can use airplanes as well as ships 
to bring their wares here. We have re- 
ports of drugs being smuggled last year 
in air-mail letters, in hollowed timbers 
thrown from ships into the sea for later 
pick-ups, in tubes hidden in the human 
body, in a fish’s stomach, in the wings 
and tail assembly of airplanes, and in an 
overcoat's shoulder pads. Gangs of in- 
ternational smugglers are still using the 
ingenious device of planting drugs in the 
humps of camels to smuggle them across 
the Sakara Desert into world-wide black 
market. The difference now is that 
plastic tubes have replaced the metal 
containers which formerly were used. 
At the same time, international efforts 
toward the control of dope production 
are meeting with more success. Coop- 
eration between the Governments of 
Mexico and the United States have, since 
1941, increased cooperative. efforts in 
trying to stamp out the drugs which 
crossed the long border between the two 
countries. The United Nations Com- 
mission on Narcotic Drugs is working to- 
ward curtailment of dope-running activ- 
ities, partly by curbing production, but 
chiefly by encouraging each government 
to tighten its own narcotics control laws. 

Meanwhile on a variety of fronts with- 
in our own country public interest is 
being aroused. As I have said, Illinois 
has just passed a stiff penalty law. 
Within the past few months West Vir- 
ginia, Maryland, Tennessee, and New 
Jersey have enacted legislation which 
meets the requirements for a 2-year 
minimum and for progressively stiffer 
sentences recommended by the Federal 
Bureau of Narcotics. The Legislature of 
the State of New York has authorized a 
narcotics study looking toward legisla- 
tion in this field. On April 12, the Mich- 
igan State Senate approved a measure 
that would legalize whipping of persons 
convicted of selling narcotics to minors, 
and in addition set a maximum 20-year 
prison term. Last week end at a confer- 
ence in New York City representatives 
of the American Legion's child welfare 
committee met with Government and 
private groups to discuss a Nation-wide 
drive against the illegal use of drugs. 
The recent hearings of the Senate Crime 
Committee on the subject of narcotics 
are adding more evidence of the need 
for immediate and decisive action along 
the lines outlined in the bill before us 
today. 

We must move ahead on all fronts. 
We need the Boggs bill, and we need to 
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use every Means at our command to com- 
bat this evil. At Federal, State, and 
community levels a carefully planned 
education program directed toward in- 
forming potential addicts of the true 
nature of addiction and its tragic con- 
sequences will help. To this end the 
Crime Prevention Council in Chicago, 
and the medical and bar associations of 
Cook County are cooperating with edu- 
cators and social workers in organiz- 
ing activities of a preventive and post- 
treatment nature. 

We must develop more facilities to 
provide treatment for individual addicts. 
I have introduced a bill, H. R. 2831, 
which would expand the services now 
provided at the hospitals in Lexington 
and Fort Worth. Specifically it would 
authorize the Public Health Service to 
admit to its hospitals persons committed 
by State courts who are narcotic addicts. 
One bright spot in an otherwise dis- 
mal picture is the fact that most teen- 
age addicts can be expected to respond 
to adequate treatment of this type. The 
prognosis for cure is good. At the Pub- 
lic Health hospitals patients are given 
intensive treatment as sick people 
rather than as criminals. They also re- 
ceive expert psychiatric help, work train- 
ing, proper and specially designed diets, 
and other helps during a 6-month 
course of treatment. 

We must make sure that the men and 
women who furnish our young people, 
our children with dope be properly quar- 
antined from the rest of society. I urge 
that the Boggs bill be passed. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. REED]. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I am not a stranger to this subject, be- 
cause I have had an opportunity to con- 
sider legislation dealing with marijuana 
in years gone by. It is a blood-curdling 
experience to have these narcotic experts 
come before the committee and point 
out the danger to society of these ped- 
dlers of narcotics. The trouble is that 
once they bring a young person under 
the influence of marijuana or heroin or 
any of these drugs, they start out on a 
criminal life. The fact is that you fill 
them with heroin and a young man 
who ordinarily is as mild as a rabbit will 
immediately become a bulldog and he 
will walk in and rob a bank in broad day- 
light. The record shows that. 

I am not worried about the penalties, 
because these peddlers are creating a 
group of criminal violators who are dan- 
gerous to society. Iam for this bill. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle- 
man from New Jersey [Mr. CANFIELD]. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, the 
enactment of H. R. 3490 will be a major 
step forward in controlling the illicit 
narcotic traffic in the United States. 
On any score, the narcotic traffic is a 
vicious commercial racket which thrives 
on the slow murder of its victims and 
the turn the traffic has taken recently 
in proselyting juveniles is a particu- 
larly despicable one. This racket must 
be made too hot to handle. H. R. 3490 
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would impose a minimum sentence of 
5 years on second oifenders and a mini- 
mum sentence of 10 years on third 
and subsequent offenders. Sentences 
which have been imposed in narcotic 
cases in the last few years have aver- 
aged only 18 months to 2 years. Such 
sentences do not deter criminals in- 
volved in this vicious traffic. The nar- 
cotic traffic can effectively be curbed 
only by the imposition of penalties stiff 
enough to put the dope peddlers out of 
business. A large percentage of the per- 
sons involved in the narcotic traffic are 
repeaters. With the light sentences 
which have been imposed, by the time 
one group of peddlers is rounded up 
another group is already out of prison 
and back in the racket. 

The criminal element engaged in this 
evil business is cunning, ingenious, and 
ruthless. Unless thwarted by enforce- 
ment officials their profits are fantastic 
and the devastation they leave on the 
health and morals of any community is 
incalculable. Only the imposition of 
long penitentiary sentences will stop this 
threat to the health and welfare of the 
youth of the country. 

Another matter which should receive 
the serious attention of the public is the 
fact that during the past few years the 
narcotic. drug theme, as presented to the 
public in numerous. motion pictures, 
radio, television programs, magazine and 
newspaper articles, has deteriorated to 
the point where public welfare is being 
endangered. Along this line, I wish to 
call your attention to the following from 
the report of the Federal grand jury at 
Detroit, Mich., on drug addiction among 
teen-agers: 

The grand jury deplores the unnecessary 
publicity which followed the narcotic convic- 
tion of a popular picture star and the ex- 
ploitation of this conviction by certain 
Hollywood studios, which had a telling im- 
pact on many young people who began using 
narcotics. Glorification of persons who have 
been connected with the narcotic racket is 
bound to have a detrimental effect on per- 
sons of impressionable age, and glamorizing 
these questionable characters has contrib- 
uted to the current wave of youthful addic- 
tion. 


The Federal Bureau of Narcotics has 
only 188 enforcement agents. It arrests 
6,000 dope peddlers a year, The enact- 
ment of H. R. 3490 would go a long way 
toward putting dope peddlers out of cir- 
culation. Long penitentiary sentences, 
as provided in this bill, is one of the most 
effective means of curbing the narcotic 
traffic. Only by the enactment of this 
bill, increasing the number of narcotic 
agents, plus State and local cooperation, 
can we win in this fight to reduce the 
narcotic traffic to a minimum. 

This is not a delicate matter. It is a 
serious threat to civilization, a source of 
worry, yes, to our Defense Establish- 
ment and we cannot afford to be delicate 
and timid here today. Let us now give 
to Dr. Harry J. Anslinger, Federal Com- 
missioner of Narcotics, the world’s No. 1 
authority on drug addiction, the most 
important tool he insists is now essen- 
tial in this fight. 

Mr, SIMPSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle- 
man on New York [Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR 
HALL]. 


“most valued treasure we have. 
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Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Speaker, I wish I could surmount the 
parliamentary barriers that appear in 
debating this bill here today. Unfor- 
tunately, the rule calls for very limited 
action. 

Therefore, I must content myself with 
exploding my indignation against such a 
lenient measure. 

Are we mice or men? Do we dare defy 
these sordid gangsters who are engaged 
in ruining our youth? Can we not put 
stiffer penalties in this bill so that these 
vicious vermin will know we mean busi- 
ness? 

If it were possible I would try today to 
substitute the Hall bill, H. R. 4512, for 
the one we now consider. That would 
really accomplish something. 

As the father of six children, I can 
honestly say I would rather they were 
dead than to see them the victims of the 
venal wretches who roam at will through 
our city streets while administering the 
heroin pill and the hypodermic needle. 

I would rather see them dead, much 
as I love them, than lying prostrate in 
an opium den, degenerated by the sordid 
criminal who should be exterminated. 

These dope peddlers deserve a far 
rougher fate than we are meting out 
to them here today. They should get 
the minimum of 100 years in jail. 
Society has long been too soft on them. 

Let us protect our youth. It is the 
Let us 
guarantee to ovr young Americans secu- 
rity from drugs and dope and narcotics 
of all kinds, for all time. 

Only by taking a strong stand for the 
right can we hope to make this great 
country strong encugh to resist its foes 
from outside and, as important, from 
within our borders. 

Give the dope peddler what he de- 
serves, 100 years behind bars. Clean up 
the narcotics and drug curse in America 
before it is too late, 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Donovan]. 

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Speaker, I do 
not want to gild the lily because, unless 
I miss my guess, this House is going to 
pass this bill. In case there should be 
any doubt as to the actual position of 
those who oppose the bill I ask the House 
to jog its memory and remember the po- 
sition that was taken by some when the 
District of Columbia bill was before this 
body not long ago, dealing with the 
question of mandatory sentences in the 
case of vicious crimes committed by 
criminals. We had the same sort of 
argument, the same sort of reasoning, 
and incidentally, if you check your 
memories a little closer, you will re- 
member it came from precisely the same 
sources. 

This is a fine bill. I have lived with 
it for 5 months. I come from a district 
where the worst and the most criminal 
drug peddlers in the whole United 
States reside. If the bill passes this 
House in its present form I shall feel that 
I have done something for the people of 
this country if I do nothing else during 
my whole term of office. 

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. CELLER], 


8210 


Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, there is 
no need for us to get emotional and hys- 
terical about this matter; we must keep 
our feet on the ground. We want to see 
to it that those who violate the law are 
brought to book and placed in jail. 

My only objection is that we over- 
shoot the mark when we require these 
stiff mandatory minimum sentences. 

I just called up the Director of the 
Bureau of Prisons, the distinguished 
James V. Bennett, who knows what he is 
talking about. He is in charge of mak- 
ing commitments to the Lexington 
Prison. What does he say? He says: 
“Do not pass this bill, because you have 
this arbitrary mandatory-minimum- 
sentence procedure.” In his exact words: 
“Tt would result in grave miscarriages of 
justice.” 

I would rather take the word of the 
Director of the Bureau of Prisons than 
that of some of those who advocate this 
bill—who do not know a great deal about 
jurisprudence or know that we defeat 
our purposes by making the penalties too 
drastic and taking away the judge’s dis- 
cretion. In passing this bill the Congress 
is saying that our judges are unfit to 
exercise their functions. 

Let me illustrate how this bill would 
go far beyond the expectation of its ad- 
vocates. It applies not only to peddlers 
for whom neither I nor anyone to whom 
I have talked have any sympathy but 
also to the unfortunate victims of nar- 
cotic drugs. Some of these cases are 
pitiful in the extreme. Not a few of 
them are veterans. For example, there 
is presently a 25-year-old veteran at the 
Terre Haute Penitentiary for possession 
of drugs. He had had an extended and 
honorable record in the Army; he has 
received two bronze stars, the Croix de 
Guerre and the Good-Conduct Medal. 
Unfortunately along with his military 
record, he was wounded and had a num- 
ber of tropical diseases. He was hospi- 
talized for a long period of time and 
following his release from the hospital, 
he began to use morphine. He claims, 
with real basis for believing that he was 
truthful, his physical condition still re- 
quired the relief that only drugs could 
give. But whatever the cause he was 
in due time arrested and when he came 
before the Federal court in St. Louis, 
the judge thought that a period of treat- 
ment would help him. He was com- 
mitted for a term of 18 months. Had 
the Boggs bill been in effect the judge 
would have been required to give him 
& sentence for a minimum of 2 years 
and a fine of $2,000. Under this bill the 
court would have no discretion in the 
matter. What this young man needed 
was treatment in a hospital until he fully 
recovered. 

Another type of case where serious 
miscarriage of justice is apt to follow 
in the wake of the pending bill is that 
of doctors and nurses. In one of the 
Federal institutions is presently a young 
nurse who is a daughter of a college pro- 
fessor and has a college degree herself. 
She enlisted in the Army as a nurse and 
served overseas. She became addicted 
to drugs to obtain relief from migraine 
headaches and was committed the first 
time to Lexington for 1 year and a day 
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to be followed by 2 years’ probation. 
Here is another case where the judge 
would have no alternative but to give a 
minimum sentence of at least 2 years in 
prison, and a fine of $2,000. 

There are numerous cases of doctors 
like that of a 51-year-old physician pres- 
ently in a Federal institution who began 
the use of drugs, he claims, when he 
was a young man, due to overwork. In 
1936 he received his first sentence for 
violation of the narcotic law. He later 
relapsed and was again sentenced and 
now he has been committed the third 
time for violation of the narcotic laws. 
Under the Boggs bill the judge would 
have no alternative but to commit him 
for a minimum of 10 years and a fine 
of $2,000, notwithstanding the fact that 
he had no other criminal record and had 
neither sold nor peddled narcotics to 
anyone else. What this man needed, of 
course, was sufficiently long institutional 
treatment to get him off drugs and then 
a long period of supervision in the com- 
munity. Under the pending bill the 
court could not have placed him on pro- 
bation or arranged for the sympathetic 
supervision he needed. 

Perhaps one of the most pitiful cases 
that has been called to my attention is 
the wife of a doctor who 10 years ago 
pled guilty to a charge of using narcotics. 
She submitted herself voluntarily for 


treatment and was placed on probation 


for this purpose. Ii was thought that a 
complete cure was effected for her and 
she abided by all conditions of her pro- 
bation for upward of a period of 10 years. 
Some years later she underwent a gall- 
bladder operation and more recently de- 
veloped arthritis in the spine. Know- 
ing that she could get some relief 
through drugs, she became readdicted 
and was brought before the court, and 
the judge believing that she could be 
best helped at the Public Health Service 
at Lexington sent ner to that institu- 
tion for a period of 2 years and recom- 
mended parole when and if the hospital 
thought she had been cured. Under the 
pending bill the judge could do nothing 
but give her a mandatory sentence of 
5 years and $2,000 fine. Certainly this 
would seem to be a gross miscarriage of 
justice and effect nothing so far as con- 
trol of the drug traffic is concerned. 

The foregoing are but a few of the 
cases to illustrate that this bill is a two- 
edged sword and may do more harm 
than good. It is no answer to say that 
such cases as this ought not to be 
brought in court and that narcotic 
agents and the prosecuting authorities 
should not indict such individuals. Why 
should the narcotic agents and the dis- 
trict attorneys be given Ciscretion when 
we are unwilling to allow an irreproach- 
able Federal judge this same amount of 
discretion? 

What Congress is doing in this bill is 
prejudging all these cases—constituting 
itself judge and jury. Certainly we don’t 
want to bring the administration of 
Federal justice into disrepute by en- 
couraging district attorneys and law- 
enforcement agents to bargain with de- 
fendants. Where such inflexible laws 
have been placed on the statute books 
that has been their history. Habitual- 
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offenders statutes, wherever they have 
been enacted, have proved ineffectual. 
This pending bill will, I feel sure, have 
the same effect. 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
desire to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. THOMPSON]. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I am in favor of this legisla- 
tion; as a matter of fact, the penalties 
which are proposed are, I believe, alto- 
gether too mild. In recent weeks I have 
had letters from constituents of mine, 
mothers and fathers of youngsters in 
their teens. These parents recognize 
that every day in every high school there 
may be some insidious individuals who 
would, for the sake of a few dollars, 
start youngsters on lives of degradation 
and shame by initiating them into the 
dope habit. 

The resulting crime is going beyond 
the imagination; the shattered lives, the 
broken homes; the sorrows, can never 
be fully evaluated. A few days spent 
as a juror in Federal or State courts 
would convince the most conservative. 
mind that the eradication of dope- 
peddling must, by all means and at all 
costs, be accomplished. I can easily 
understand that a father whose young 
daughter had been let astray through 
her introduction to the dope habit might 
easily be impelled to kill the scoundrel 
who was responsible. 

However, it is the duty of Congress to 
so gage the law and penalties that no 
father should ever find such a course 
necessary. If the legislation now under 
consideration provided the death pen- 
alty. I believe I would vote for it. Of 
course, I shall vote for it in its present 
form in the hope that, mild as it is, it will 
have some good effect. 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle- 
man from Rhode Island [Mr. Focarty]. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I will 
admit I do not know a whole lot about 
jurisprudence, but from what I do know 
of the activities of this trade that is go- 
ing on throughout the country at the 
present time, with my lack of knowledge 
of jurisprudence and all that, I am will- 
ing to go along with the mandatory sen- 
tences that are to be given these dope 
peddlers which exist at the present time. 

The gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
Boces] in my opinion deserves a great 
deal of credit for his efforts on behalf 
of this matter. I do not believe he has 
gone far enough so far as these manda- 
tory sentences are concerned that will be 
imposed by the Federal court after this 
bill becomes law. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we must also stop 
and realize that it takes money to en- 
force these laws.. Iremember that when 
the Treasury-Post Office appropriation 
bill was before this House for considera- 
tion there were motions and amend- 
ments offered on the floor to cut the 
very men and the customs officials who 
are there for the one purpose of pre- 
venting these drugs from coming into 
the country. Yet here we are getting 
emotional today over this whole pro- 
gram, whereas a couple of months ago 
it was voted by this House to reduce the 
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customs officials whose responsibility it 
is to keep this dope out of the country. 

Also, with reference to the hospitals 
in Fort Worth, Tex., and in Lexington, 
Ky., you are not giving them enough to 
operate on. These are the places where 
the dope addicts can go and the only 
place they can go for treatment. 

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield the balance of the time on 
this side to the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. Harrison], 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, I want particularly to reply to 
the objection made by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Sumpson] to the 
language that appears on page 3 of the 
bill imposing upon the defendant the 
duty to explain the possession of nar- 
coties to the satisfaction of the jury. On 
page 74 of the printed hearings you will 
find that I raised that very question. 
The explanation made satisfied me and 
I thing should satisfy every Member of 
the House. 

You will find that this very language 
has appeared in the law for a period of 
a great many years and has been ap- 
proved by the courts and passed on and 
interpreted by the Supreme Court on 
many occasions. 

The distinguished gentleman from 
New York [Mr. CELLER] tells us that he 
has just talked on the telephone to Dr. 
Bennett, Director of the Bureau of 
Prisons. 

So far as Dr. Bennett is concerned and 
what he thinks, I do not know. We have 
not heard from him and he has not 
volunteered as a witness. But the De- 
partment of Justice, of which he is a 
part, submitted a written report, which is 
set out on page 79 of the hearings, in 
which it advocates this legislation. 

Mr. CELLER, Was it in reference to 
this same bill? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. This 
same bill. 

Mr, CELLER. It does not say so. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. If the 
gentleman. will read page 79 of the 
hearings he will find what the Attorney 
General said. 

Now, with reference to what my good 
and distinguished friend from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. Smpson] has said about 
young addicts and their use of drugs, 
certainly there is something we ought 
to do about it, because in 5 years in one 


hospital the young addicts have in- 


creased from 3 to 766. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
presents the possibility of injustice to 
young addicts if this bill is enacted. We 
are not dealing with possibilities or 
maybes or buts under the existing situa- 
tion. We are up against the stark fact 
that in 5 years arrests for violation of 
narcotic laws have increased 100 percent. 

Fear has been expressed that the 
measure will impose too great a limi- 
tation upon the discretion of Federal 
judges but the record shows that viola- 
tions of the narcotic laws are increasing 
only in those jurisdictions where Federal 
judges are abusing their discretion by 
their failure to impose adequate sen- 
tences upon repeated violators of the 
narcotic laws. Where the judiciary is 
abusing its discretion, it is the duty of 
the law-making body to limit the dis- 
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cretion in order that the public may be 
protected. 

In conclusion, as a member of the sub- 
committee which considered this legis- 
lation, I should like to pay tribute to our 
distinguished chairman, the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. Boccs], the author 
of this bill. He has demonstrated that 
he is alert to the growing menace of the 
narcotic evil. He has assailed the prob- 
lem with all his energy and outstanding 
ability. No Member of the House has 
been more effective in the war on 
narcotics. 

Mr. SADLAK. Mr, Speaker, after 
reading H. R. 3490 and its accompanying 
report, I failed to find in them an an- 
swer to the question the reading sug- 
gested. During the brief debate I en- 
deavored to make the inquiry but the 
speakers, limited by shortness of avail- 
able time, would not yield. As the au- 
thor of the bill, the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. Boccs] and the chair- 
man of the Ways and Means Committee 
each stated, I, too, was impressed that 
the impelling necessity for this legisla- 
tion was the serious effect of narcotics 
on teen-age users. 

Therefore, I wanted to know what pro- 
visions in this bill specifically would 
make it a more grevious action selling 
marijuana and narcotics to these juve- 
niles and, accordingly, imposed a more 
severe penalty than for selling to older 
victims. My study of H. R. 3490 led me 
to the conclusion that there is not con- 
tained in its provisions a greater severity 
of crime and no more deterring pentalty 
to be imposed where a conviction is ob- 
tained before a court or jury for making 
there drugs and narcotics available to 
young girls and boys. Because the justi- 
fication for this bill was made on that 
basis, I sincerely hope, my unanswered 
question being correct, that the other 
body will add such a provision in order 
that the bill when it returns to us from 
conference will have this desired ulti- 
mate effect. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
suspending the rules and passing the bill. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 


ed. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


AMENDMENTS TO DEFENSE PRODUCTION 
ACT OF 1950 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 3871) to 
amend the Defense Production Act of 
1950, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 3871, with 
Mr. Mitts in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. When the Com- 
mittee rose on Friday, July 13, 1951, the 
Committee was considering section 103, 
ending on line 2, page 14 of the bill. 

If there are no further amendments 
to that section, the Clerk will read. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 
PRICE AND WAGE STABILIZATION 


Sec. 104. (a) Paragraph (3) of subsection 
(d) of section 402 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is amended by striking out 
the third sentence and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following sentences: “Whenever 
a ceiling has been established under this 
title with respect to any agricultural com- 
modity, or any commodity processed or 
manufactured in whole or in substantial 
part therefrom, the President from time to 
time shall adjust such ceiling in order to 
make appropriate allowances for substan- 
tial reduction in merchantable crop yields, 
unusual increases in costs of production, 
and other factors which result from hazards 
occurring in connection with the production 
and marketing of such egricultural com- 
modity. In establishing, maintaining, or 
adjusting a ceiling under this title, the 
President shall consider as being included 
in the price received by producers of any 
agricultural commodity any payments made 
under the authority of section 303 of this 
act in connection with that commodity to 
or for the benefit of such producers.” 

(b) Paragraph (3) of subsection (d) of 
section 402 of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 is further amended by striking out 
the last sentence and inserting in lieu there- 
of the following sentences: Whenever the 
Secretary of Agriculture finds that the min- 
imum ceiling prices prescribed herein to 
producers for milk used for distribution as 
fluid milk in any marketing area not under 
a marketing agreement or order issued un- 
der the Agricultural Marketing Agreement 
Act of 1937, as amended, are not reasonable 
in view of the price of feeds, the available 
supplies of feeds, and other economic condi- 
tions which affect the market supply and 
demand for milk and its products in any 
such marketing area, he shall determine 
such price as he finds will reflect such 
factors, insure a sufficient quantity of 
pure and wholesome milk, and be in 
the public interest, and no ceiling price 
shall be below the price so determined. For 
the purposes of this subsection the parity 
price of any agricultural commodity as of 
any date shall be the parity price of such 
commodity as of the beginning of the then 
current marketing year or season for the 
commodity, except that, in the event that 
the marketing year or season then current 
commenced prior to June 1, 1951, such par- 
ity price as of any date during such year 
or season shall be the parity price for the 
commodity published by the Secretary of 
Agriculture on May 29, 1951. The market- 
ing year or season for a commodity shall be 
determined by the Secretary of Agriculture; 
and, in the case of a commodity which the 
Secretary determines is not marketed on a 
marketing year or season basis, shall be the 
calendar year.” 

(c) Paragraph (v) of subsection (e) of 
section 402 of the Defense Production Act of 
1950 is amended to read as follows: 

“(v) Rates charged by any common carrier 
or other public utility whose proposed in- 
crease in any rate or charge is subject to 
control by a Federal, State, municipal, or 
other public regulatory authority exercising 
jurisdiction to approve or disapprove pro- 
posed increases in such rates or charges: 
Provided, That no such common carrier or 
other public utility shall at any time after 
the President shall have issued any stabiliza- 
tion regulations and orders under subsec- 
tion (b) make any increase in any rate or 
charge, whether by change in rate, fare, 
charge, rule, classification, regulation, or 
otherwise, unless on or before the date on 
which it files with a regulatory authority 
an application for, or a proposal which will 
result in, such an increase, or not less than 
30 days before such increase is to become 
effective, whichever date is earlier, it notifies 
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the President, or such agency as he may 
designate, and consents to the timely inter- 
vention by such agency before the govern- 
mental authority having jurisdiction to con- 
sider such increase: And provided further, 
That the President may provide by regula- 
tion exemptions from the notice and consent 
to intervention requirements contained in 
this paragraph upon a finding that such ac- 
tion will not be inconsistent with the effec- 
tuation of the purposes of this title.” 

(d) Section 404 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is amended by striking out the 
period at the end thereof and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: “, including rep- 
resentatives of businessmen, farmers, work- 
ers, and consumers.” 

(e) Subsection (a) of section 405 of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following: 
“The President shall also prescribe the ex- 
tent to which any payment made, either in 
money or property, by any person in viola- 
tion of any such regulation, order, or re- 
quirement shall be disregarded by the ex- 
ecutive departments and other governmental 
agencies in determining the costs or expenses 
of any such person for the purposes of any 
other law or regulation, including bases in 
determining gain for tax purposes.” 

(f) Subsection (a) of section 409 of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(a) Whenever in the Judgment of the 
President any person has engaged or is about 
to engage in any acts or practices which con- 
stitute or will constitute a violation of any 
provision of section 405 of this title, he may 
make application to any district court of the 
United States or any United States court of 
any Territory or other place subject to the 
jurisdiction of the United States for an order 
enjoining such acts or practices, or for an 
order enforcing compliance with such pro- 
vision, and upon a showing by the President 
that such person has engaged or is about to 
engage in any such acts or practices a perma- 
nent or temporary injunction, restraining 
order, or other order, with or without such 
injunction or restraining order, shall be 
granted without bond.” 

(g) The second sentence of subsection (e) 
of section 409 of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 is amended by striking out the words 
“but in no event shall such amount exceed 
the amount of the overcharge, or the over- 
charges, plus $10,000.” 

(h) Section 409 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is further amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subsec- 
tions: 

“(d) The President shall also prescribe 
the extent to which any payment made by 
way of fine pursuant to subsection (b) of 
this section 409, or any payment made to 
the United States or to any buyer in com- 
promise or satisfaction of any lability or of 
any right of action, suit, or judgment, au- 
thorized pursuant to subsection (c) of this 
section 409 for selling any material or serv- 
ice, in violation of a regulation or order pro- 
viding a ceiling or ceilings, shall be disre- 
garded by the executive departments and 
other governmental agencies in determin- 
ing the costs or expenses of any such person 
for the purposes of any other law or regula- 
tion. 

“(e) Whenever in the judgment of the 
President such action is necessary or proper 
in order to effectuate the purposes of this 
act, and to assure compliance with and pro- 
vide for the effective enforcement of any 
price regulation or order issued or which 
may be issued under section 402, he may by 
regulation or order issue to or require of any 
person or persons subject to any price regu- 
lation or order issued under section 402, a 
license as a condition of selling or deliver- 
ing any material or service with respect to 
which such price regulation or order is ap- 
plicable. It shall not be necessary for the 
President to issue a separate license for each 
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material or for each price regulation or or- 
der with respect to which a license is re- 
quired. No such license shall contain any 
provision which could not be prescribed by 
regulation, order, or requirement under sec- 
tion 402: Provided, That no such license may 
be required as a condition of selling or dis- 
tributing (except as waste or scrap) news- 
papers, periodicals, books, or other printed 
or written material. or motion pictures, or 
as a condition of selling radio or television 
time: Provided further, That no license may 
be required of any farmer as a condition of 
selling or delivering any agricultural com- 
modity produced by him, and no license may 
be required of any fisherman as a condition 
of selling or delivering any fishery com- 
modity caught or taken by him: Provided 
jurther, That in any case in which such a 
license is required of any person, the Presi- 
dent shall not have power to deny to such 
person a license to sell or deliver any mate- 
rial or service, unless such person already 
has such a license to sell or deliver such ma- 
terial or service, or unless there is in effect 
under subsection (1) of this section with re- 
spect to such person an order of suspension 
of a previous license to the extent that such 
previous license authorized such person to 
sell or deliver such material or service. 

„(t) Whenever in the judgment of the 
President a person has violated any of the 
provisions of a license issued under this sec- 
tion, or has violated any of the provisions of 
any price regulation, order, or requirement 
under section 402, which is applicable to such 
person, a warning notice shall be sent by 
registered mail to such person. If the Presi- 
dent has reason to believe that such person 
has again violated any of the provisions of 
such license, regulation, or order after re- 
ceipt of such warning notice, the President 
may petition any court of competent juris- 
diction for an order suspending the license 
of such person for any period of not more 
than 12 months. If any such court finds 
that such person has violated any of the pro- 
visions of such license, regulation, or order 
after the receipt of such warning notice, such 
court shall issue an order suspending the 
license to the extent that it authorizes such 
person to sell or deliver the material or serv- 
ice in connection with which the violation 
occurred, or to the extent that it authorizes 
such person to sell or deliver any material or 
service with respect to which a regulation or 
order issued under section 402 is applicable; 
but no such suspension shall be for a period 
of more than 12 months, and if the defendant 
proves that the violation in question was 
neither willful nor the result of failure to 
take practicable precautions against the oc- 
currence of the violation, no suspension shall 
be ordered or directed. Within 30 days after 
the entry of the judgment or order of any 
court either suspending a license, or dismiss- 
ing or denying in whole or in part the Presi- 
dent’s petition for suspension, an appeal 
may be taken from such judgment or order 
in like manner as an appeal may be taken 
in other cases from a judgment or order of a 
State, Territorial, or Federal court, as the 
case may be. Upon good cause shown, any 
such order of suspension may be stayed by 
the appropriate court or any judge thereof 
in accordance with the applicable practice; 
and upon written stipulation of the parties 
to the proceedings for suspension, approved 
by the trial court, any such order of sus- 
pension may be modified, and the license 
which has been suspended may be restored, 
upon such terms and conditions as such 
court shall find reasonable. Any such order 
of suspension shall be affirmed by the appro- 
priate appellate court if, under the applicable 
rules of law, the evidence in the record sup- 
ports a finding that there has been a viola- 
tion of any provision of such license, regula- 
tion, order, or requirement after receipt of 
such warning notice. No proceedings for 
suspension of a license, and no such suspen- 
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sion, shall confer any immunity from any 
other provision of this act. 

“(g) The term ‘court of competent juris- 
diction’ as used in this section shall mean 
any Federal court of competent jurisdiction 
regardless of the amount in controversy and 
any State or Territorial court of competent 
jurisdiction.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the first committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: Page 14, line 4, 


strike all after Sec. 104" down through line 
21. 


The committee 
agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: On page 14, line 
22, insert the following: “(a) Paragraph (3) 
of subsection (d) of section 402 of the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950 is amended by 
inserting after the third sentence thereof the 
following new sentence: ‘No ceiling shall be 
established or maintained for any agricul- 
tural commodity below 90 percent of the 
price received (by grade) by producers on 
May 19, 1951, as determined by the Secretary 
of Agriculture.’” 


Mr. FUGATE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment, and ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for five 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, FUGATE. - Mr. Chairman, we 
have come to the section in the Defense 
Production Act to extend with amend- 
ments title IV of the 1950 act. 

The amendment to which I wish to 
address myself this afternoon deals with 
roll-backs on the prices of beef. 

When the Defense Production Act of 
1950 became the law of the country it 
set up as its policy, its primary objec- 
tive, the mobilization of the resources of 
America and her allies, both human and 
material, for the purpose of defense. 
At that time we recognized that America 
had enemies, and that those enemies 
were of such size and in such combina- 
tion with others and of such strength 
as to represent a menace to our country, 
and that we therefore must take definite 
action. We did take action at that time 
by enacting legislation which is known 
as the Defense Production Act of 1950. 
As I recall the vote on that bill, it was 
383 to 12. 

We were conscious then and I think 
we must necessarily be conscious today 
of the fact that something has to be 
done to strengthen the defenses of the 
country and of our allies. The prime 
objective, as I said, was to forward de- 
fense, but there were other factors which 
were to be taken into consideration. 
One was that when we set the production 
of America in motion to defenc us 
against enemies there would arise infla- 
tion, because we would expend large 
sums of money and there would be dis- 
locations, disruptions, and maladjust- 
ments of our economy. Therefore, we 
must take into consideration these fac- 
tors because it was necessary that in de- 
fending our country against enemies we 
must also keep its economy sound. 

If the argument used in 1950 was per- 
suasive it must be sound today, We 
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have not disposed of any enemy. We 
have not strengthened our defenses to 
the extent that we are ready and able to 
meet countries of such strength as now 
oppose us. It was sound to defend our 
country. It it sound to keep our econ- 
omy strong. It is also sound to estab- 
lish fairness and equity between our 
people. 

Now we are confronted with the ques- 
tion of extending the act, and whether 
or not in the extension of the act we 
shall take cognizance of the fact that 
there have been in the administration 
of certain phases or certain provisions 
of the act defects which have brought 
about unfairness and inequities. 

The committee has brought to you an 
amendment to title IV which has for its 
purpose accepting the action of the Di- 
rector of Price Stabilization on the 10- 
percent roll-back on beef. That is the 
amendment to section 402 of title IV of 
the act. I believe this amendment is a 
fair and equitable solution of a problem. 
We are dealing with the very strength 
and life and happiness of our people 
when we deal with food and the food 
supplies of our country. We recognize 
that the beef producers or livestock pro- 
ducers of the country are playing a very 
important part in providing the proteins 
for the tables of American consumers. 
They must be allowed to operate at 
reasonable profits: but not to be excepted 
as a special group and exempted from 
a fair and equitable treatment. I do 
not believe we could say that the roll- 
back of prices as the Director of Price 
Stabilization provided in order No. 23 
for the future, that is the August 1 and 
October 1 roll-backs is a fair and equita- 
ble solution. Nor do I believe you are 
going to open the gate and accept an 
amendment which will be offered here 
this afternoon to prohibit all roll-backs 
as being fair, either. 

I have given considerable study to this 
subject, and I feel that we must deal 
with every group on a fair basis, and that 
each shall have what he is properly 
entitled to, and no one shall be given 
preferential rights. I look upon the 
amendment which has been put into the 
bill by the committee as fair. It is not 
un-American and it is not illegal, nor is 
it immoral. I think it is American to 
give equal treatment to all segments of 
the population. Whether you be a 
farmer, whether you be a merchant, or 
whether you operate a railroad or a mine, 
or whether you are a worker in a plant. 
Every one of us expects fair treatment at 
the hands of his Government. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FUGATE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota, 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, The 
gentleman is discussing the amendment 
beginning on line 25, page 14? 

Mr. FUGATE. That is correct. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Is it 
the purpose of the amendment to per- 
mit the first 10-percent roll-back to 
stand, and then to eliminate the other 
two roll-backs? 

Mr. FUGATE. That is correct. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. And 
that only applies to beef? 
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Mr. FUGATE. That only applies to 
beef; yes. } 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The 
amendment does not mention beef. The 
amendment mentions agricultural com- 
modities. 

Mr. FUGATE. That is right. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. So 
then it goes beyond beef and can apply 
to any other agricultural commodity? 

Mr. FUGATE. But I do not know of 
any other agricultural commodity that 
will be affected by this amendment. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The 
purpose of the committee, then, is to let 
the first roll-back of 10 percent stand, 
and then to eliminate the other two roll- 
backs that are to follow on August 1 and 
Cctober 1? 

Mr. FUGATE. Exactly. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FUGATE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. JOHNSON. What, if any, signifi- 
cance does the date, May 19, 1951, have? 
How did that date happen to be selected? 

Mr. FUGATE. On April 30 the Di- 
rector promulgated his order to take 
effect on May 20, so May 19 is the day 
before the order became effective. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FUGATE. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. As I read 
the amendment—of course, it may not 
affect anything at the present time ex- 
cept beef, but it provides a roll-back 
beyond 90 percent on any other com- 
modity. 

Mr. FUGATE. Yes; that is true. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. FUGATE. I yield. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. And 
likewise it might permit a roll-back back 
to 90 percent of the price of any com- 
modity? 

Mr. FUGATE. It could, except there 
are other provisions in the bill which 
regulate changes in the prices of agri- 
cultural commodities. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. But it 
could work both ways? 

Mr. FUGATE. It could work both 
ways; yes. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FUGATE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. The provision in the 
amendment is that it shall not roll back 
more than 10 percent below the figure 
of May 19, 1951, by grade? 

Mr. FUGATE. That is right. 

Mr. POAGE. Does the gentleman un- 
derstand that that means, in the case 
of beef, by various grades, so that there 
could not be a roll-back to exceed 10 
percent on Commercial beef? 

Mr. FUGATE. Yes. 

Mr. POAGE. The actual roll-back to- 
— 5 about 18 percent on Commercial 

eef. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia has expired. 

Mr: FUGATE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. POAGE. The actual roll-back is 
about 18 percent on Commercial beef. 
Commercial beef is what most of us 
grow. The Prime and Choice comes out 
of the big lots. Most of us are taking an 
18-percent roll-back on beef now. Does 
the gentleman give us assurance that if 
this amendment is agreed to the Office 
of Price Stabilization will so adjust that 
roll-back on Commercial beef that it will 
not exceed 10 percent? 

Mr. FUGATE. Well, I can only give 
you what the amendment provides, 

Mr. POAGE. But you interpret that 
“by grades” to mean that he cannot roll 
back Commercial beef more that 10 per- 
cent of what it was on May 19? 

Mr. FUGATE. That is right. 

Now, I want to make this further 
point: The chairman of the great Com- 
mittee on Agriculture made a statement 
on the floor a few days ago that he was 
an ardent advocate of parity prices or 
the theory of parity prices. I think this 
comes more nearly reaching the basis of 
parity than anything possible. While it 
is slightly above parity, it is for the pur- 
pose of encouraging the production of 
livestock by the farmers. This amend- 
ment will not take away from the farmer 
the incentive to produce additional live- 
stock. It will only affect his profit. It 
will not affect his investment. If you 
place a 19-percent roll-back, it would dig 
into the farmer’s investment, which I do 
not feel is fair. Therefore to accept this 
amendment is to do fairness to all. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FUGATE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. If the gentleman’s 
amendment is adopted, what will be the 
price of beef with relation to parity? 
What percentage of parity? 

Mr. FUGATE. It will be slightly 
above parity. 

Mr. YATES. Slightly above. 

Mr. FUGATE. Slightly above. But 
no parity has ever been established for 
beef because no one has ever been able 
to set up a country-wide basis for the 
calculation of the cost of producing ani- 
mals due to wide variation in cost. 

Mr. YATES. The Office of Price Sta- 
bilization, as I undterstand, put out a 
statistic to the effect that the price of 
beef was 150 percent of parity. 

Mr. FUGATE. It has 
slightly since the act. 

Mr- YATES. What would the gen- 
tleman’s amendment do with relation 
to the figure that was put out by the 
Office of Price Stabilization? 

Mr. FUGATE. It would reduce that 
figure. 

Mr. YATES. To what point? 

Mr. FUGATE. To around 130 or 135. 

Mr. YATES. In other words it would 
be a reduction of about 15 percent. 

Mr. FUGATE. Yes, a reduction of 
about 15 percent, 

Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
committee amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we are proposing to ex- 
tend the Defense Production Act of 1950 


advanced 
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for a year with certain amendments con- 
tained in H. R. 3871. Pending at this 
time is the Fugate amendment, which is 
a committee amendment to H. R. 3871. 

In the Defense Production Act of 1950, 
the date selected for stabilizing agri- 
cultural prices was the period May to 
June 1950, or parity, whichever was the 
higher. The same date, May to June 
1950, was selected as the date to which 
wages could be stabilized by the power 
of the President acting through the 
Wage Stabilization Board which he ap- 
points. 

Section 402 (d) (2) of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 reads as follows: 

No wage, salary, or other compensation 
shall be stabilized at less than that paid dur- 
ing the period from May 24, 1950, to June 
24, 1950, inclusive. 


The same date prevails for stabilizing 
of agricultural prices in the 1950 de- 
fense production law. Now we come to 
the proposed amendment to the bill, 
which is section 104 (a) of the Defense 
Production Act Amendments of 1951. 
On page 14, line 22, the bill H. R. 3871, 
as reported by the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency, contains the following 
committee amendment: 

Paragraph (3) of subsection (d) of section 
402 of the Defense Production Act of 1950 is 
amended by inserting after the third sen- 
tence thereof the following new sentence: 
“No ceiling shall be established or main- 
tained for any agricultural commodity below 
90 percent of the price received (by grade) 
by producers on May 19, 1951, as determined 
by the Secretary of Agriculture.” 


Thus it can be seen that there are two 
kinds of roll-backs authorized by present 
and proposed law. One is for wages 
which can be stabilized back to the pe- 
riod of May-June 1950; the other one is 
for prices of agricultural commodities 
which, under the committee amend- 
ment as quoted, can be rolled back only 
to 90 percent of the prices received by 
producers on May 19, 1951. 

I contend that as in the 1950 act the 
stabilization date for wages and the sta- 
bilization date for agricultural commodi- 
ties should be the same. 

It appears to me that there is a dis- 
parity between the power to stabilize 
wages and the power to stabilize the 
price of agricultural commodities. There 
is no logic in allowing prices to rise and 
keep wages proportionately lower. The 
result simply will be that the wage earn- 
er will not have the capacity to buy the 
commodities at the inflated prices. 

I submit, therefore, that the commit- 
tee amendment under the title “Price 
and Wage Stabilization,” under section 
104, commencing on line 22, be stricken 
from the bill. While this proposal to 

-hold prices for agricultural commodities 
to May 19, 1951, is designated as a com- 
mittee amendment, it is so by the merest 
technicality because, as was stated in 
the press the day after the committee 
acted on the bill, the vote was 12 to 11 
the first time in favor of the amend- 
ment, and then on a motion to recon- 
sider the vote was a tie vote, 11 to 11. 
So the committee’s action is virtually a 
tie in its recommendation to this House, 

I think we should revert to the fun- 
damental principle declared at the outset 
of the legislation last year that there 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


should be equality in the treatment of 
wage control and price control. That 
was a promise made to the Nation by the 
sponsors of this control measure. If it 
is going to be a wage stabilization date 
of May-June 1950, then, in fairness to 
the consumers of the United States, the 
wage earners and the consumers, the 
stabilization date for agriculture should 
remain as it was in the 1950 act. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O’BRIEN of Michigan. I yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Would not the effect of 
this amendment be to lock the door after 
the horse has raced away? Prices have 
skyrocketed since last year, and fixing 
prices at a higher level when inflation 
has gone beyond control would be dis- 
astrous? 

Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan. There 
was a tremendous increase in prices 
from May-June 1950 to the present time, 
or until May 19, 1951; yes. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, fundamental to the 
production of war matériel are machine 
tools. Since the end of World War II the 
mavhine-tool industry has been a de- 
pressed indusiry. Suddenly, and rather 
late in an emergency production pro- 
gram, the production authorities are 
asking for tremendous expansion of the 
machine-tool industry. To induce the 
industry to meet the needs what do they 
do? They issue General Overriding Reg- 
lation 15. That you may have it at 
hand I am attaching it to my remarks, 

Mr. Chairman, 1 year ago we gave 
President Truman the authority to con- 
trol prices. Now we find that the lame 
ducks and political hacks in his Office of 
Price Stabilization are using that au- 
thority—not to hold prices down—but 
to impose profit control on one of our 
most vital defense industries. 

We all know we must have a vast ex- 
pansion of our machine-took production 
before we can rearm America and the 
world. Although this has been a de- 
pressed industry, nothing was done to 
encourage expanded production. Fi- 
nally, Mr. C. E. Wilson, Director of De- 
fense Mobilization, ordered OPS to mod- 
ify machine-tool price controls to the 
extent necessary for essential ex- 
pansion.” 

The OPS finally acted, in an order ef- 
fective today. But although our Defense 
Production Act, as I read it, gives ab- 
solutely no authority to control profits, 
as distinct from prices, the machine-tool 
order, entitled “General Overriding Reg- 
ulation 15,” does exactly that. 

It provides, in brief, that a manufac- 
turer of machine tools can increase the 
price of his products only if he finds that 
his rate of return, before income and 
excess-profits taxes, will be less than 80 
percent of his average rate of return 
for the years 1938 through 1948. The 
order also provides that if, after 12 
months, the manufacturer’s rate of re- 
turn exceeds by more than 5 percent the 
80 percent average, the manufacturer 
must provide refunds for all his cus- 
tomers. 
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If the manufacturer prefers another 
method, he can petition OPS for a price 
adjustment on his individual items giv- 
ing him his total unit costs plus a profit 
of 5% percent. 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that this is ` 
profit control rather than price control. 
It penalizes the efficient manufacturers 
and it encourages the high-cost, ineffi- 
cient manufacturers. It provides infla- 
tion and waste and extravangance. And, 
of utmost importance to our hopes for a 
free America and a free world, it is so- 
cialism of the rankest sort. 

This order was put into effect over the 
protests of leaders of the industry, in- 
cluding those from my home city of 
Cleveland; I hope that in the legislation 
we are now considering, we can do some- 
thing to put a stop to inflation-provok- 
ing profit control. 

To me one of the most serious parts of 
this order is that industry in its con- 
tacts with OPS is being told that this 
machine-tool order is to be the pattern 
for all other industries. That being the 
case, Mr. Chairman, it is of utmost se- 
riousness that this House consider with 
all its wisdom those parts of this control 
bill having to do with profit controls. 
ADJUSTMENT OF CEILING PRICES OF MACHINE 

Toots—GENERAL OVERRIDING REGULATION 

15, Juny 16, 1951 

OFFICE oF PRICE STABILIZATION, 
Washington. 
TITLE 324, NATIONAL DEFENSE, APPENDIX— 

CHAPTER III, OPFICE OF PRICE STABILIZATION, 

ECONOMIC STABILIZATION AGENCY 

GOR 15, Adjustment of ceiling prices of 

machine tools 

Pursuant to the Defense Production Act. of 
1950 (Public Law 774, 81st Cong.), Executive 
Order 10161 (15 F. R. 6105), and Economic 
Stabilization Agency General Order No. 2 
(16 F. R. 738), this General Overriding Regu- 
lation No. 15 is hereby issued. 


Statement of Considerations 


This general overriding regulation permits 
adjustments in manufacturers’ ceiling prices 
for machine tools and machine-tool attach- 
ments, These ceiling prices may be adjusted 
either on an over-all basis or for a particu- 
lar machine tool or machine-tool attachment. 
On an over-all basis, the manufacturer may 
secure an adjustment which will enable him 
to realize 80 percent of his average rate of 
return during the years 1938 through 1948, 
For a particular machine tcol or machine- 
tool attachment, the manufacturer may 
secure an adjustment which will enable him 
to realize his total unit costs, plus a profit 
of 5½ percent, 

Adequate production of machine tools is 
basic to the defense effort. However, the 
current production of this industry has been 
at a relatively low level. Within the past 5 
months, orders have been placed by the 
armed services and persons producing mili- 
tary goods for the armed services to such an 
extent that the average delay in delivery of 
machine tools is 20 to 22 months. 

In recognition of the essentiality of ma- 
chine-tool production, the National Produc- 
tion Authority issued orders M-40 and M-41 
on February 28, 1951. These orders require 
machine-tool manufacturers to reserve 70 
percent of their production for the armed 
services or for contractors specified by the 
armed services. Further, machine-tool man- 
ufacturers are required to file the orders they 
receive with the National Froduction Au- 
thority and to make deliveries in accordance 
with directives from that agency in order 
of preference exlablished by them in con- 
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sultation with the Munitions Board repre- 

senting the armed services. 

As of March 1, 1951, the machine-tool in- 
industry was producing at the rate of $432,- 
000,000 a year, It is expected that by the 
end of 1951 this industry will be producing 
at an annusl rate of $1,000,000,000 a year in 
order to provide a firm mobilization base. 
However, at the beginning of our present 
defense effort the machine-tool industry was 
in a depressed condition. This was due for 
the most part to the fact that it found it- 
self with an overcapacity for peacetime at 
the same time that it was required to meet 
the competition of a large volume of tools 
which it had produced during World War II. 

In recognition of these facts, the Office 
of Defense Mobilization has issued a direc- 
tive which requires the Office of Price Stabi- 
lization to modify price controls for manu- 
facturers of machine tools to the extent 
necessary to give them the incentive to ex- 
pand their production for essential needs. 
This general overriding regulation has been 
issued pursuant to this directive. 

Machine-tool manufacturers are uncertain 
as to how they will fare during the period 
of expanded production which lies ahead. 
This adjustment provision is a temporary 
expedient which will insure a normal profit 
during this period. It is expected that after 
machine-tool manufacturers get into full 
production it will be unnecessary for them 
to avail themselves of this adjustment pro- 
vision. 

The standard used in this general over- 
riding regulation for the purpose of deter- 
mining adjustments on an over-all basis 
is the same as that used by the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue for the purpose of deter- 
mining excess-profit taxes for the machine- 
tool industry. The standard used for de- 
termining the adjustment for a particular 
machine tool or machine-tool attachment 
will enable the manufacturer to realize, 
for each machine tool and machine-tool 
attachment, one-half of the average per- 
centage margin over total unit costs realized 
by the machine-tool industry for the year 
1950. 

Regulatory provisions 

Sec. 

1. Coverage. 

2. Adjustment of ceiling prices on an over- 
all basis. 

3. Adjustment of ceiling prices for a particu- 
lar machine tool or machine-tool at- 
tachment. 

4. Modification of ceiling prices. 

5. Definitions. 

(Authority: Secs. 1 to 5 issued under 
sec. 704, Public Law 774, 81st Cong. Interpret 
or apply title IV, Public Law 774, 81st Cong., 
E. O. 10161, Sept. 9, 1950, 15 F. R. 6105; 3 
CPR, 1950 Supp.) 

Section 1. Coverage: This general over- 
riding regulation applies to you if you are a 
manufacturer of machine tools or machine- 
tool attachments. The terms “manufac- 
turer,” “machine tool.” and “machine tool 
attachment” are defined in section 5 
(Definitions). 

Sec. 2. Adjustment of ceiling prices on an 
over-all basis—(a) When you may receive 
an adjustment: Your ceiling price for all 
machine tools and machine-tool attach- 
ments sold by you may be adjusted when- 
ever you can demonstrate that your ceiling 
prices for machine tools and machine-tool 
attachments cause or threaten to cause you 
to realize a rate of return, before income and 
excess-profits taxes, which is less than 80 
percent of your average rate of return for 
the years 1938 through 1948. The term 
“rate of return“ is defined in section 5 
(Definitions). You determine your average 
rate of return for the years 1938 through 
1948 as follows: 

(1) Add the dollar amounts of your total 
net operating income for each of your fiscal 
years from 1938 through 1948. 
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(2) Add the dollar amounts of the interest 
paid by you for each of your fiscal years from 
1938 through 1948. 

(3) Total the amounts found in (1) 
and (2). 

(4) Add the dollar amounts of your total 
assets used in your business as of the last 
day of each of your fiscal years from 1938 
through 1948. 

(5) Divide the amount found in (3) by 
the amount found in (4). The result is 
your average rate of return for the years 
1938 through 1948. 

(6) If you did not sell machine tools or 
machine-tool attachments during any year 
during the period 1938 through 1948, you 
shall determine your average rate of return 
for the years 1938 through 1948 as follows: 

(1) Determine your average rate of return 
in the manner set forth in (1) through (5) 
for the years in which you did sell machine 
tools or machine tool attachments. 

(ii) Multiply the result found under (i) 
by the number of years during the period 
1938 through 1948 during which you sold ma- 
chine tools or machine tool attachments. 

(iii) Multiply 21 percent by the number of 
years during the period 1938 through 1948 in 
which you did not sell machine tools or ma- 
chine tool attachments. 

(iv) Total (ii) and (iii). 

(v) Divide by 11 the result found under 
(iv). The result is your average rate of 
return for the period 1938 through 1948. 
Of course, if you did not sell machine tools 
or machine tool attachments during the en- 
tire period 1938 through 1948, you shall 
use 21 percent as your average rate of return 
for this period. 

(b) Amount of the adjustment: If you 
are entitled to an adjustment under the pro- 
visions of paragraph (a), you shall determine 
the amount of the adjustment as follows: 

(1) On the basis of the ceiling prices es- 
tablished for your sales of machine tools and 
machine tool attachments by the applicable 
OPS regulation, other than this general 
overriding regulation, estimate your rate 
of return for the next 12 months period. 

(2) Determine your average rate of return 
for the years 1938 through 1948 in the manner 
set forth in paragraph (a). 

(3) Increase your ceiling prices for ma- 
chine tools and machine tool attachments 
by the percentage necessary, on the basis of 
your estimate, for you to realize 80 percent 
of your average rate of return determined 
under (2) for the portion of your business for 
which you made the estimate. Your ceil- 
ing prices for all machine tools and machine 
tool attachments must be increased by the 
same percentage. 

(4) You may use the percentage increase 
determined under (3) only for those sales 
of machine tools and machine tool attach- 
ments which you make during the 3 calendar 
months following the date when you cal- 
culated this percentage. At the end of this 
8 month period, you shall recalculate your 
percentage increase. You shall make this 
recalculation for the same 12 month period, 
for which you made your original calcula- 
tion. Also, you shall make this recalculation 
in the manner set forth in subparagraphs 
(1) through (3) of this paragraph, except 
that you shall reflect in this recalculation 
your actual experience during the past 3 
calendar months and any changes which 
have occurred in your projected operations 
for the succeeding 9 calendar months. The 
resulting percentage increase may only be 
used for the 3 calendar months following the 
date of your recalculation. 

(5) You shall recalculate your percentage 
increase at the end of 6 and 9 months in 
the manner set forth in subparagraph (4) of 
this paragraph. Again, the percentage in- 
crease which you calculate may be used only 
for the succeeding 3 calendar months. 
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(6) When 12 months have elapsed since 
the date when you made your original esti- 
mate for that 12 month period, you shall 
determine your actual rate of return for that 
portion of your business for which you were 
required to estimate your actual rate of re- 
turn under (1). If this actual rate of re- 
turn exceeds, by more than 5 percent, 80 per- 
cent of your average rate of return for the 
years 1938 through 1948 for the same por- 
tion of your business, you must make the 
refund required by subparagraph (7); other- 
wise, you need not make a refund. Ycu 
must make the required refund within 60 
Qays after the 12 month period has elapsed. 

(7) You shall determine the refund re- 
quired for each sale of a machine tool or 
machine tool attachment, which you made 
during this 12-month period, as follows: 
First, determine the percentage increase over 
your ceiling price for the sale of that ma- 
chine tool or machine tool attachment which 
you made under this paragraph. Then, de- 
duct from that percentage the actual per- 
centage necessary for you to realize the rate 
of return permitted by this paragraph for 
all of your sales of machine tools and ma- 
chine tool attachments for your 12 months 
of operation under this paragraph. Multiply 
your ceiling price for the machine tool or 
machine tool attachment, before you made 
the increase permitted by this paragraph, by 
the resultant percentages. The result is the 
amount which you must refund to the pur- 
chaser of that machine tool or machine tool 
attachment. 

(8) After 12 raonths have elapsed after 
your first calculation of the adjustment, 
to which you are entitled under this para- 
graph, you may determine an adjustment for 
the ensuing 12-month period. If you do so, 
this adjustment must be determined in the 
manner set forth in subparagraphs (1) 
through (5) of this paragraph. Also, at the 
end of this 12-month period, you must de- 
termine the refund, if any, which you must 
make to your customers in the manner set 
forth in subparagraphs (6) and (7) of this 
paragraph. 

(c) Report: Before you sell, offer to sell 
or deliver a machine tool or machine tool 
attachment at the increased price permit- 
ted by this section you must file a report 
with the Industrial Materials and Manufac- 
tured Goods Division, Office of Price Stabili- 
zation, Washington 25, D. C. This report 
must contain the following information. 
(This information may be filed on a copy 
of form OPS 55, which may be obtained from 
your nearest OPS office): 

(1) Your name and address. 

(2) A general description of all commod- 
ities, including commodities other than ma- 
chine tools and machine-tool attachments 
which you sell. (For example, turret lathes, 
screw machines, textile machinery, paper- 
making machinery, etc.) 

(3) State separately your gross sales of 
all commodities, and of machine tools and 
machine-tool attachments, during your last 
fiscal year ended not later than the date 
when you calculated the adjustment under 
this section, 

(4) Your average rate of return for the 
years 1938 through 1948 and your calcula- 
tions of your average rate of return for these 
years for the portion of your business for 
which you calculated your adjustment. If 
you were not selling machine tools or ma- 
chine-tool attachments during the period 
1938 through 1948, you must state that fact 
instead of giving this information. 

(5) Your estimated rate of return for the 
next 12-month period under your ceiling 
prices for machine tools and machine-tool 
attachments established by the applicable 
OPS regulation, other than this general over- 
riding regulation. You must also state your 
calculation of this estimated rate of re- 
turn. 
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(6) A representative sample of your ceil- 
ing prices for machine tools and machine- 
tool attachments before and after the ad- 
justment permitted by this section. You 
need not report such ceiling prices for more 
than five commodities. 

(7) Your computation of the adjustment 
permitted by this section. 

Within 60 days after 12 months have 
elapsed since the filing of your report, you 
must report to the Industrial Materials and 
Manufactured Goods Division, Office of Price 
Stabilization, Washington 25, D. C., your 
actual rate of return and your computation 
of this actual rate of return, for this 12- 
month period for the portion of your busi- 
ness for which you calculated the adjust- 
ment. 

Sec. 3. Adjustment of ceiling prices for a 
particular machine tool or machine-tool at- 
tachment—(a) When you may receive an 
adjustment: Your ceiling price for a particu- 
lar machine tool or machine-tool attach- 
ment may be adjusted whenever you can 
demonstrate that your ceiling price is less 
than 105.5 percent of your total unit costs 
for that machine tool or machine-tool at- 
tachment. 

(b) Amount of the adjustment: If you 
are entitled to an adjustment under the 
provisions of paragraph (a), you shall de- 
termine the amount of this adjustment as 
follows: 

‘1) Estimate, for the next 12-month pe- 
riod, your average total unit cost of the 
machine tool or machine-tool attachment. , 

(2) Multiply the amount determined un- 
der (1) by 105.5 percent. The result is your 
adjusted ceiling price. 

(3) You may use the adjusted ceiling 
price determincd under (2) only for those 
sales of the machine tool or machine-tool 
attachment which you make during the 
three calendar months following the date 
when you calculated the adjusted ceiling 
price. At the end of this 3-month period, 
you shall recalculate your adjusted ceiling 
price. You shall make this recalculation for 
the same 12-month period for which you 
made your criginal calculation. Also you 
shall make this recalculation in the manner 
set forth in subparagraphs (1} and (2) of 
this paragraph, except that you shall reflect 
in this recalculation your actual experience 
during the past 8-month period and any 
changes which have occurred in your pro- 
jected operations for the succeeding 9-month 
period. The resulting adjusted ceiling price 
may be used only for the three calendar 
months following the date of your recalcu- 
lation. 

(4) You shall recalculate your adjusted 
ceiling price at the end of 6 and 8 months 
in the manner set forth in subparagraph (3) 
of this paragraph. Again, the adjusted ceil- 
ing price which you calculate may be used 
only for the succeeding 3-month period. 

(5) When 12 months have elapsed since 
you first determined your adjusted ceiling 
price under this section, you shall determine 
your average total unit cost of the machine 
tool or machine-tvol attachment for this 
12-month period. You shall then multiply 
this average total unit cost by 105.5 percent. 
The result is your actual ceiling price. 

(6) If the price at which you sold this 
machine tool or machine-tool attachment 
during this 12-month period, exceeded by 
more than 5 percent your actual ceiling price 
determined under (5), you shall refund the 
entire amount of the excess to the person 
to whom you sold that machine tool or ma- 
chine-tool attachment. Each such refund 
must be made within 60 days after the 12- 
month period has elapsed. If the price at 
which you sold the machine tool or machine- 
tool attachment exceeds your actual ceiling 
price determined under (5) by 5 percent or 
less, ycu need not make a refund. 

(7) After 12 months have elapsed after 
your first calculation of your adjusted ceil- 
ing price, you may determine the adjusted 
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ceiling price for the ensuing 12-month pe- 
riod. If you do so, this adjusted ceiling 
price must be determined in the manner set 
forth in subparagraphs (1) through (4) of 
this paragiaph. Also, at the end of this 12- 
month period, you must determine the re- 
fund, if any, which you must make to your 
customers in the manner set forth in sub- 
paragraphs (5) and (6) of this paragraph. 

(c) Report: Before you sell, offer to sell, 
or deliver a machine tool or machine-tool 
attachment at the adjusted ceiling price de- 
termined under this section, you must file a 
report with the Industrial Materials and 
Manufactured Goods Division, Office of Price 
Stabilization, Washington 25, D. C. This re- 
port must contain the following information 
(this information may be filed on a copy 
of Form OPS 56, which may be obtained 
from your nearest OPS office): 

(1) Your name and address. 

(2) A description of the machine tool or 
machine- tool attachment whose ceiling price 
you have adjusted under this section. 

(3) The ceiling price of the machine tool 
or machine-tool attachment under the ap- 
plicable OPS regulation, other than this 
general overriding regulation. 

(4) Your estimated total unit costs of the 
machine tool or machine-tool attachment, 
stating separately, direct labor, direct mate- 
rial, factory overhead, selling expense, and 
administrative expense. 

(5) Your adjusted ceiling price deter- 
mined under this section. Within 60 days 
after 12 months have elapsed since the filing 
of your report, you must report to the Indus- 
trial Materials and Manufactured Goods Di- 
vision, Office of Price Stabilization, Washing- 
ton 25, D. C., your average total unit costs 
of the machine-tool or machine-tool attach- 
ment for this 12-month period. 

Src. 4. Modification of ceiling prices: 
The Director of Price Stabilization may, by 
order, modify any ceiling price determined 
under this general overriding regulation, if 
that ceiling price was not determined prop- 
erly in accordance with the provisions of this 
general overriding regulation. Such an or- 
der may apply retroactively to deliveries 
made before its issuance. 

Src. 5. Definition—(a) Machine tool: 
This term means any power-driven machine 
used for shaping metal by cutting, abrading, 
straightening, forcing, forging, or forming 
under pressure. 

(b) Machine-tool attachment: This term 
means any accessory equipment furnished 
with a machine tool or separately for use on 
a machine tool. 

This term does not include engines, motors, 
drives, oil pumps, cutting tools, or similar 
items. 

(c) Manufacturer: This terri means any 
one of the following: 

(1) Any person engaged in one or more 
operations in the fabrication, processing, or 
assembly of the commodity being priced, in- 
cluding subcontractors. 

(2) Any person who sells a commodity 
which has been produced on his account 
from materials or parts owned by him. 

(3) Any person who sells a commodity 
under his own brand or trade name. 

(d) Rate of return: This term means 
your aggregate net operating income, be- 
fore income and excess-profits taxes, plus 
interest paid by you, divided by your total 
assets used in your business, In determin- 
ing your rate of return for any of the years 
1938 to 1948, inclusive, you shall base the 
rate of return on your total assets used in 
your business as of the close of your fiscal 
year. In estimating or determining your 
rate of return for any period following your 
first calculation of the permitted adjust- 
ment under this general overriding regula- 
tion, you shall base the rate of return on 
your total assets used in your business as of 
the close of the last month for which this 
information is available, but you must de- 
crease the amount of such total assets by 
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the amount, if any, by which your reserve 
for taxes at the end of that month exceeds 
your reserve for taxes as of the close of your 
last prior fiscal year. All assets acquired 
after January 1, 1950, shall be depreciated 
at normal rates. If during any calendar 
year, 85 percent or more of your gross dollar 
sales were realized from your sales of ma- 
chine tools and machine-tool attachments, 
you shall determine your rate of return for 
your entire business for that calendar year. 
Otherwise, you shall determine your rate of 
return only for the machine tool and ma- 
chine-tool attachment portion of your 
business. 

Effective date: This general overriding 
1 shall become effective July 16, 
1951. 

(Nork.— The reporting requirements of 
this general overriding regulation have been 
approved by the Bureau of the Budget in 
accordance with the Federal Reports Act of 
1942.) 

MICHAEL V. DISALLE, 
Director of Price Stabilization, 
JULY 16, 1951. 


BIG PACKERS VERSUS SMALL SLAUGHTERERS 


Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentle- 
woman from New York [Mrs. Ketty] 
may extend her remarks at this point in 
the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs, KELLY of New York. Mr, Chair- 
man, because of the serious effect, the 
Hope amendment eliminating the 
slaughtering quotas would have not only 
on consumers, but also on the small 
packers of America, I urge those mem- 
bers who supported the amendment when 
it was adopted in committee to recon- 
sider and vote to defeat this amend- 
ment in the roll-call vote which will be 
taken in the.House. 

It is well established that the slaugh- 
tering industry normally operates on a 
net profit of 1 to 1½ percent on gross 
sales of meat, so that even a minor fluc- 
tuation in the cost of livestock can make 
a difference between profit and loss in 
the slaughtering business, But because 
the large packers, such as Swift, Armour, 
Wilson, and Cudahy, are what is com- 
monly termed “integrated processing 
slaughterers” operating a multitude of 
subsidiary nonslaughtering operations, 
they are not affected in their over-all 
profitable operation in this regard as are 
the nonprocessing small slaughterers. 
In essence, the independent nonprocess- 
ing slaughterers kill cattle, sheep, and 
calves for the prime purpose of distrib- 
uting meat for food purposes. On the 
other hand, the big processing slaugh- 
terers not only slaughter animals for 
fresh meat purposes but produce from 
this slaughter a great variety of by- 
products, such as cured meat, sausage, 
casings, lard, dog and cat foods, hides, 
skins, pelts, wool, hair, feed, fertilizer 
materials, pharmaceuticals, drugs, beef 
extract, glue, tallow, soaps, phosphate, 
nitroglycerine, and many other items too 
numerous to mention. So that while 
their fresh meat operation is a very im- 
portant one, it is only one amongst a 
group of operations, and therefore they 
can even conduct their slaughtering op- 
erations at a loss but make a very sub- 
stantial profit on their over-all business 
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operations. The profit mark-up on the 
byproducts and allied operations is con- 
siderably greater than on the meat 
slaughter. 

In addition another important factor 
is the fact that the big packers can 
better control their livestock prices be- 
cause they own their own feed lots on 
which they raise and fatten their own 
livestock, whereas the independent 
slaughterer buys his finished livestock 
at public stockyards or terminal mar- 
kets. 

The principal barrier to entering in 
the integrated processing slaughtering 
business is the tremendous amount of 
capital there is required—at least $200,- 
000,000 to $300,000,000. A modest small 
slaughter house because of the high cost 
of livestock requires a considerable 
capital investment. A very modest 
slaughter house operation can easily re- 
sult in a gross annual sales of $10,000,- 
000, whereas any other type of business 
enterprise doing a gross sales of that 
amount would be considered a very sub- 
stantial business. 

The small slaughterers with no facili- 
ties for processing, confine their activi- 
ties therefore to killing live cattle, calves, 
and lambs, and selling the fresh meat 
to wholesalers, processors and retailers 
of meat. They sell their hides to a tan- 
ner, the glands to a pharmaceutical 
company and manufacture no food prod- 
ucts. They own no feed lots and must 
buy their livestock on the open market. 
The small slaughterer therefore in order 
to stay in business and operate at a profit 
must exercise every ingenuity he has to 
cut down costs and develop a personal 
relationship with his customers. He 
usually is his own livestock buyer, 
salesman, accountant, and economist. 

It is estimated that the big integrated 
packers account for over 75 percent of 
the national production of meat and by- 
products. All of the great packing 
houses belong to the American Meat In- 
stitute and usually it reflects their views 
primarily, although some of the smaller 
companies are also members. 

As a general matter it can be said 
that the independent nonprocessing 
slaughterer is in favor of meat control, 
livestock roll-backs and OPS adminis- 
tration, while the processing, large pack- 
ers, because of their ownership of many 
thousands of head of cattle, feed lots, 
and other facilities for profit making, 
oppose any regulation or control by the 
Government, 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
a substitute for the committee amend- 
ment. è 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. COOLEY as a 
substitute for the committee amendment be- 
ginning on page 14, line 22: 

“Section 402 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is hereby amended by adding 
at the end thereof a new subsection reading 
as follows: 

„No existing ceiling shall be maintained 
and no new ceiling shall be placed into ef- 
fect for any agricultural commodity (in- 
cluding dairy products) at a level below the 
average price for each grade, quality, or type 
of any such commodity prevailing therefor in 
the 10 days immediately preceding the is- 
suance of the regulation or order first es- 
tablishing a ceiling for such commodity.““ 
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Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 10 ad- 
ditional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, reserv- 
ing the right to object, will the gentle- 
man answer some questions during that 
10-minute period, if there are some po- 
tent ones necessary? 

Mr. COOLEY. I certainly will, sir. 

Mr. BAILEY. I thank the gentleman. 
I withdraw my reservation of objection, 
Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
numerous charts in the Speaker’s lobby 
clearly indicate that an effort will be 
made to dramatize the roll-back issue 
involved in my amendment. If the issue 
is to be dramatized by graphs, charts, 
and maps and painted pictures, I wel- 
come the suggestion. 

I did not have these two charts pre- 
pared but I assume that they are ac- 
curate. Flease take a good look at them. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. May I ask where they 
came from? 

Mr. COOLEY. They came from the 
Speaker’s lobby. 

Mr. MULTER. Would the gentleman 
care to know who prepared them? 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes. 

Mr. MULTER. They were prepared 
by Director of Defense Mobilization 
Charles E. Wilson, and you will find them 
set forth in his report, his second quar- 
terly annual report to the Congress, as 
required by law. 

Mr. COOLEY. I thank the gentleman. 

At the very outset I want to make my 
position with regard to inflation and to 
the control of inflation perfectly clear. 
I have been woefully and willfully mis- 
understood, and I have been criticized 
and vilified, even by friends who have 
not clearly and accurately understood 
my position in regard to orders issued 
by the Office of Price Stabilization. 

In the first place, I am fully aware 
of the dangers, of the distress, and of 
the devastation which are inherent in 
the evil forces of inflation. I have vis- 
ited many parts of the world. No 
tragedy short of war can be more devas- 
tating than the tragedy of inflation. 
Chaos and human suffering follow in 
the wake of inflation. I hate and de- 
spise the thought that inflation might 
envelop the economy of my country. It 
is terrifying to contemplate the evil 
consequences. I am as much aware of 
the dangers of inflation as any Member 
of this House, or, for that matter, any 
one of my constituents. 

I am bold to say that I have done as 
much as any other Member of the Amer- 
ican Congress to control the forces of 
inflation, which now threaten to engulf 
us. I voted for the Defense Production 
Act and I have neither sought to weaken 
nor to nullify the administration or the 
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proper enforcement of its provisions, 
Frankly, perhaps the members of my 
committee and I have given this matter 
more consideration than any other group 
or committee in this House, and, I am 
certain, we have given it more than the 
entire membership of the other body. 

While the House Committee on Agri- 
culture—after extensive hearings—dis- 
approved roll-back orders, it is signifi- 
cant to note that the Senate Commit- 
tee on Agriculture, in executive session 
and without even the semblance of hear- 
ings, and only upon superficial consider- 
ation, reached the same conclusion. 
Later, the House Committee on Banking 
and Currency and the Senate Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency both dis- 
approved roll-back orders, at least, in 
part, and, when both Houses of Con- 
gress extended the life of the National 
Production Administration and the Office 
of Price Stabilization, both Houses by 
great majorities likewise approved my 
amendment which prohibited all roll- 
backs, 

Some people do not seem to under- 
stand the difference between controls 
and roll-backs. Everybody seems to 
want lower prices for the things they 
buy and higher prices for the things they 
sell. 

Nobody wants wages and profits rolled 
back and Mr. DiSalle has indicated that 
he has no intention of rolling back wages 
and so far as I know, no one has sug- 
gested or advocated, that wages be 
rolled back. I am not now, and never 
have been, in favor of roll-backs. When 
I voted for the Defense Production Act 
I did not even contemplate the device 
which is now known as roll-back orders. 
Actually, I understood that an honest 
effort would be made to stabilize our 
economy across the board—to fix, and 
perhaps to freeze prices, profits and 
wages and everything else which should 
be fixed, frozen or controlled in that 
honest effort to stabilize the economy 
and to repel the forces of inflation. But 
what has happened? We granted this 
broad authority in the interest of the 
security and the welfare of our Nation, 
but unfortunately the administration 
sat idly by and did not diligently use 
the powers conferred upon them until 
it became necessary for them to devise 
a scheme to roll back prices. Had the 
administrators of this act exercised the 
authority granted with the diligence and 
dispatch expected it would not have be- 
come necessary to use the device of roll- 
back orders. 

Freezing prices and controlling prices 
is one thing, but rolling back profits, 
prices, and wages is quite another thing. 
What workingman wants his wages 
rolled back? What manufacturer wants 
his profits rolled back? What farmer 
wants his prices rolled back? What 
merchant wants the value of his inven- 
tory rolled back? 

Our committee received and carefully 
considered 495 pages of testimony. We 
examined many witnesses, held numer- 
ous conferences and received hundreds 
of communications. We made definite 
findings of fact and we were in almost 
complete accord. Upon those findings 
of fact we based our recommendation— 
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to the effect that roll-back orders should 
neither be approved or authorized. 
Here are the committee’s findings of 
fact: 

1. There is an urgent need for beef to meet 
the unprecedented consumer demand. 

2. The orders are not calculated to bring 
about an increase in production. On the 
contrary, such orders will result in an im- 
mediate reduction in the amount of beef 
produced for market, 

3. Roll-back orders have already resulted 
in a shortage of beef available to consumers 
through legitimate channels of trade. 

4. The supply and distribution situation 
created by such orders will lead to consumer 
rationing, more Government controls, and 
rapid expansion of black markets. 

5. The roll-back order of May 20, 1951, is 
not designed to reduce the cost of beef to 
the consumer but to restore the margins and 
profits of packers, processors, and distribu- 
tors. The retail selling price which the order 
puts into effect will actually authorize in- 
creases in consumer costs of many retail 
cuts of beef. 

6. Notwithstanding the fact that the roll- 
back orders were designed for the purpose of 
restoring margins and profits of packers, 
processors, and handlers, these groups are 
opposed to the order. 


The press and radio, and zealous edi- 
torial writers seem to assume that Mem- 
bers of Congress are not well informed 
and are not aware of the dangers of in- 
flation, and that they are not actually 
representing the housewives and con- 
sumers of the Nation. They seem to be 
obsessed with the idea that consumers 
are utterly and completely forgotten by 
their duly chosen representatives, and 
they are trying in devious ways and in 
subtle fashion to bring Congressmen into 
contempt. They are constantly present- 
ing distorted and perverted pictures to 
the public. The listening and reading 
public is led to believe that lobbyists 
have infested this Capitol and that you 
and I do not have sense enough or 
character enough to understand or to 
evaluate their arguments and their pur- 
poses. The word “lobbyist” seems to 
have some evil and unholy meaning, and 
yet there is hardly a group in all this 
country which does not have a lobbyist, a 
legislative representative or a public-re- 
lations officer here in Washington, in its 
own interest. Just about every man or 
woman who appears before congres- 
sional committees is paid by the mem- 
bers of some group. And if a Member 
of Congress does not have sense enough 
to evaluate their efforts or does not have 
character enough to withstand improper 
influences or considerations, he just is 
not worthy of the office he occupies. 

Not only all of us are representatives 
of consumers, as well as of producers, but 
all of us are and should be interested in 
the general welfare of our Nation. 

Certainly, I am anxious in every way 
possible to repel and control the forces of 
inflation. Certainly, I am interested in 
the housewife and the consumer and in 
the security and in the defense of our 
Nation. Any statement to the contrary 
belies my record as a Member of Con- 
gress and upon that record I am willing 
to stand four square before my country- 
men. 

I realize that the Government has the 
right of eminent domain and the power 
of condemnation, but this Government 
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never has and never will have the right 

or power to confiscate any part or parcel 

of a man’s property. 

This thing we call roll-back is, as I 
have heretofore said, incompatible with 
the very genius of our Government. It 
violates the ancient principles of all our 
legal jurisprudence; it is repugnant to 
our institutions; it is alien to our con- 
cepts of justice and violates the organic 
law of the land; it is unthinkable, un- 
American, illegal, and immoral, and can 
never be sustained in any jurisdiction. 
If the Government can take 10 or 20 
percent of the value of your property by 
an edict or order of a bureaucrat, pray 
tell me why the same Government and 
the same bureaucrat cannot take 80 or 
90 percent, or even all the property 
rights of a citizen. The bureaucrat will 
say, “Oh, we do not intend to take all of 
your property or all the value thereof— 
we just intend to take it 444 percent at 
a time.” 

As strange as it may seem, although 
our hearings extended through many 
days and although all interested parties 
were invited and urged to attend, not a 
single, solitary citizen, other than Gov- 
ernment officials, appeared to advocate 
or approve the roll-back orders which 
have been issued. 

Here is what might be considered an 
impartial appraisal of the situation in 
which we find ourselves. Here is an 
article in the Consumer Reporis, which 
I assume you will be willing to admit 
represents the consumer’s viewpoint and 
has the interest of the consumer at 
heart: 

Tse Burr Prick CONTROL PROGRAM—MEAT 
Prices KEEP Gornc Ur, AND CONSUMERS 
CONTINUE To Foor THE BILL AS BEFORE 
The new beef ceiling prices, effective the 

middle of May, did not, as consumers are 

aware by this time, roll back retail prices. 

In some parts of the country the whole beef 

carcass, if sold In retail cuts at the ceilings, 

would actually cost consumers between 3 

and 7 percent more than it did before the 

Office of Price Stabilization beef prices. 

The ceilings did lower the market price of 
some luxury cuts (porterhouse, T-bone, and 
rib roast), But the ceiling prices set for 
cheap cuts, generally speaking, were higher 
than the preceiling prices. For such items 
as short ribs, brisket, and certain kinds 
of stew meat, the ceilings were more than 
30 percent above preceiling market prices 
in many places. 

Assuming that OPS functions as a Govern- 
ment agency to protect the general public 
against inflation, a beef-control program 
which permits higher prices of meat bought 
by low-income groups while lowering the 
price of luxury cuts makes no sense what- 
soever. 

The 69 pages of fine type of the present 
OPS beef controls read like a logical and rea- 
soned set of plans to meet an immediate and 


1 None of the cuts with ceilings fantastical- 
ly above preceiling market prices, it is inter- 
esting to note, are included in the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics’ Cost of Living Index. Ac- 
cording to lobbyists in Washington, D. C., 
this detail was carefully checked during 
discussion about what retail meat ceilings 
to set. The only beef cuts included in the 
BLS index are: Round steak, rib roast, chuck 
roast, and hamburger. The lower ceilings 
on rib roast (and in some cases round steak) 
would tend to cancel out increases on chuck 
and hamburger. 
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serious national crisis; namely, a dangerous 
shortage of supply. 

But there is no shortage of beef. 

That the danger from which OPS says it is 
protecting the Nation does not exist is clear 
from the reports of both the United States 
Department of Agriculture and the Depart- 
ment of Commerce, The April 1951 Livestock 
and Meat Situation (latest available), pub- 
lished by the Department of Agriculture, 
notes that the number of cattle in the coun- 
try early this year was the greatest in history 
and about 5 percent above the number last 
year. Pork supplies are also up. So is poul- 
try. Furthermore, stocks of all meat in cold 
storage for each month for which data are 
available have been above last year's accord- 
ing to Department of Commerce reports. 

LESS MEAT ON THE TABLE 

Although over-all meat production has 
been about the same as last year’s and fish 
consumption has increased 10 percent, the 
actual number of cattle slaughtered has 
fallen below last year’s number every month 
since January. In March 1951, for example, 
the number of cattle slaughtered was 10 
percent below March of 1950. 

There is general agreement as to why 
slaughter is down while cattle numbers are 
up. The reason is consumer resistance as 
tze Wall Street Journal puts it: “Steak- 
loving Americans are on a fish-eating spree.” 
Beef prices have simply been too high an 
demand has dropped. 

It is evident, then, that so far as beef 
goes, consumers are “in a squeeze’’—to use 
a phrase OFS uses so often to justify- price 
increases. However, the beef-price ceilings 
were intended to relieve the squeeze not on 
consumers but on packers. 

Meat packers, according to the OPS analy- 
sis of the situation (contained in the State- 
ments of Considerations, which preambled 
the Live Cattle Order, CPR 23), were in a 
squeeze because their prices had been frozen 
last January while live-cattle prices, not sub- 
ject to OPS control, had not been frozen; 
and cattle prices had continued to rise. 

So far as the letter of the law goes, packer 
prices were frozen last January. But so 
far as actual practice went, as everybody 
who bought meat during the first 6 months 
oi this year knows, packer prices were not 
frozen. They continued to rise. 

The records of a number of retail butch- 
ers in several parts of the country testify 
to tho fact that packer prices did increase 
after January 26. Retail butchers who had 
paid around $53 for 100 pounds of beef dur- 
ing the base period of the January freeze 
were paying sometimes as high as $56 and 
$57 for 100 pounds of identical grade by the 
middle of April. 

FREEZE ANTICIPATED 

No packers were cited for ceiling viola- 
tions, however, although it was an open 
secret in the trade that carcass prices were 
rising. Retailers did not report these in- 
creases because they were afraid, they said, 
that if they did, they might not get any 
more meat. In spite of the antitrust laws, 
butchers had a feeling that packers would 
stand together against any troublesome 
tattle-tale retailers. Furthermore, they felt 
that it would be no use, anyway, because the 
packer increases were probably in techni- 
cal compliance. It so happened that the big 
packers were well aware long before Janu- 
ary 26 that the freeze order was on the way. 
They. got ready for it by selling a token part 
of their output at very high prices, thereby 
establishing high freeze ceilings. And after 
the freeze they had a number of devices 
for upping prices still further. One such, 
for instance, was selling parts of a carcass 
(forequarters and hindquarters) instead of 
a whole carcass. The prices of the part al- 
ways added up to more than the price of 
the whole. 


1951 


It is true that between January and April 
1951, the price of livestock went up, as OPS 
pointed out, by about 10 percent. It is also 
true that packer prices to retailers did not 
go up by that much. However, a part of the 
meat that packers sold was not from cattle 
“bought by them at current livestock market 
prices. For some years now, packers have 
followed the practice of building up inven- 
tory by buying cattle not for slaughter but 
to feed or to hold on the range. Thus some 
of those high-priced beef carcasses they sold 
this spring had actually cost them a good 
deal less than current livestock market 
prices. 

In other words, the packers were not yet in 
a squeeze. The only beef squeeze that really 
existed under the freeze was on consumers 
and some retailers. However, packers were 
coming up to a situation where they might 
get squeezed. That was why they put such 
pressure on OPS to issue the tailored beef 
price ceilings. For, make no mistake about 
it, both the ceiling prices and the timing of 
their issuance were packer determined. 

After the ceilings had been announced, the 
American Meat Institute (which represents 
the big Chicago packers) and other packer 
trade associations joined with farm groups 
to protest “Government controls on meat” 
and to make dire predictions of a meat 
famine. But the evidence that all this was 
little more than a public relations dust storm 
for farmers’ eyes is a matter of record. 

In the first place, the OPS Beef Industry 

Advisory Committee, which is made up of 
packers, issued press releases on two meet- 
ings (one late in March, the other on April 
19) in which they “urged uniform ceilings,” 
“called on OPS to release dollars-and-cents 
ceiling prices,” and reported that “industry 
spokesmen said immediate release was neces- 
sary.” 
In the second place, as everybody in the 
meat business was aware, packer holding lots 
(where cattle are fed just before slaughter) 
were empty by the middle of April in prep- 
aration for the order. 

And, finally, the Independent Meat Pack- 
ers Association, which held a convention in 
Chicago on April 16, heard its chairman call 
for a declaration of war on OPS because those 
beef ceiling prices “which have been ready 
for almost 3 weeks” had not yet been issued. 

The National Provisioner (leading packer 
trade paper) described that convention as 
making “the end of ‘niceness’ * in 
dealing with the Government and its price- 
control program.” Feet were stamped there 
and voices raised in loud shouts of anger 
against OPS for the delay in issuing the price 
ceiling order. One reason for such anxious 
hunger for controls was revealed in a speech 
by the association’s general counsel, Wilbur 
LaRoe. He said: We are informed by OPS 
that in making their new tailored beef ceil- 
ings they have made allowances for the low 
price on hides and that the meat-packing 
industry will enjoy a nice profit when the 
whole picture is taken into consideration.” 
(National Provisioner, April 28.) 

In other words, if Counsel LaRoe is a trust- 
worthy reporter, OPS had assured packers 
that beef ceiling prices would be high enough 
to subsidize losses on hides—losses that had 
resulted, in part, from a packer policy of 
holding hides off the market for some time 
while they waited for an OPS hide ceiling. 
(At the present time, hides, like a number 
of other commodities, are selling below the 
OPS ceiling that was finally set for them.) 


INCREASES—JUST IN CASE 


On April 28, a little more than a week after 
that rampaging convention, OPS issued the 
new beef price ceilings—ceilings which 
granted packers relief from a prospective 
squeeze but which continued the actual and 
already present squeeze on consumers—a 
squeeze they had suffered for many months. 
More than that, OPS not only continued the 
consumer squeeze but increased its pressure 
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against low-income groups by upping, be- 
yond all reason, the retail ceilings of cheap 
cuts, 

The prospective squeeze that was looming 
ahead of the packers, and was the primary 
reason behind their demands for tailored 
beef prices, had resulted from packer spec- 
ulation. How they got themselves in such 
a spot is clear only when packer buying 
policies are taken into account, as well as 
livestock market trends. 

There are, briefly, three stages to beef pro- 
duction and three names for cattle to des- 
ignate each of these steps: Stocker, feeder, 
and slaughter. Stockers are typically young 
cattle that are put on pasture until they 
grow to an age a.d size to become feeders. 
Feeders are cattle that are ready to be fat- 
tened with grain; when they are fat (or fin. 
ished) they are slaughter cattle, ready for 
the knife. 

In the late spring and again in late sum- 
mer there is a great buying and selling of 
cattle. Calves and weaners (weaned calves) 
are bought for the range; young stockers are 
sold for pasture, and feeder cattle are con- 
tracted for delivery. Both farmers and pack- 
ers buy, the farmers to sell again, the pack- 
ers to hold for inventory. 


TOO MUCH MEAT 


The trouble in Korea broke out right in 
between these two peaks of cattle activity 
in 1950, and packers, with World War II 
fresh in their minds, bought heavily. As 
the military action in the Orient developed 
into a war, instead of a short-term police 
a tion, packers continued to buy and through 
their buying, bid up livestock prices in 
much the same fashion as other handlers of 
consumer goods pushed up all prices through 
speculative inventory hoarding last fall and 
winter. 

In the case of the packers who already 
owned cattle, the bidding up of livestock 
prices served to add inventory profit to the 
cattle they had acquired earlier. Therefore, 
their bidding on the country markets was 
unrestrained last November and December; 
so much so, that farmers were puzzled, 
though pleased at the prices cattle brought. 

Like all the post-Korean inventory hoard- 
ers, however, the packers had mistaken the 
size of the consumer pocketbook. By the 
time spring rolled around in 1951 and the 
cows were calving, beef was backing up from 
the retail market and the slaughter was 
down. It became clear that beef consump- 
tion would continue to drop if prices stayed 
high; and with beef, as with all packer prod- 
ucts, volume is an important factor in proc- 
essing costs. For the big Chicago packers, 
who depend on byproducts for a consider- 
able part of their earnings, volume was espe- 
cially important and a continued decline in 
demand meant a potential decrease in profit 
margins. 

You might put it this way. Through their 
own speculative maneuvers, meat packers 
had put themselves in somewhat the same 
situation that television-set manufacturers 
are now in. Unlike television manufactur- 
ers, however (who are now cutting prices 
drastically in order to unload), meat packers, 
being middlemen handling a vitally neces- 
sary commodity, had an opportunity to push 
the results of their own mistakes back on 
the primary livestock producer. And, as a 
result of an earlier OPS order, they had 
the cattlemen and grain farmers completely 
boxed in. That order, known as Distribu- 
tion Order No. 1, was one of the first actions 
of OPS just after January freeze. 

It was issued on February 9, It called for 
the registration of ali slaughterers and pro- 
hibited anybody not in the business before 
that time to become a slaughterer, without 
special permission from OPS. Beginning in 
April, slaughter quotas were issued. No 
packer could slaughter more than he was 
allowed under his quota. The quota for May, 
the month when ceilings became effective, 
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was set at 90 percent of the amount done 
that time of year. The June quota was 
cut below even that to 80 percent of last 
year’s slaughter. That very week the Chi- 
cego packers announced a shutdown because 
a farmers’ strike threatened a shortage of 
beef. However, in some markets more cat- 
tle were offered for sale than the packers 
could buy. 

Early in June, meat ceilings which set 
limits on what a packer could pay for cattle 
went into effect. On that day no packer 
couid legally pay more for cattle than a 
price that, as set, was about 10 percent be- 
low preceiling market prices. Meantime 
consumers were paying as much, or more, 
for beef under treir OPS ceilings than they 
had before. 

According to early reports of retail sales, 
consumers cut their beef buying after the 
ceilings were put into effect. In some areas 
the drop was big. On the west coast, butch- 
ers figured that their beef sales went down 
somewhere between 18 and 25 percent that 
first week. Thus, even the 20 percent cut in 
the quota was not enough to keep cattle from 
some backing-up; and packers, for all their 
publicity about shortages, made no attempt 
to get the slaughter quotas raised because, 
thanks to consumer price resistance, they 
were not selling all even of this limited 
supply. 

Both Distribution Order No. 1 and the 
subsequent quota-setting were justiſled by 
OPS on the grounds that stringent measures 
were required to protect the consuming pub- 
lic against shortages. But, as pointed out 
above, shortages do not exist. They did not 
exist last February when the licensing order 
was issued. Shortages are not likely in the 
near future. What was imminent then and, 
without that order, would be even more im- 
minent now, is greatly increased competi- 
tion among packers. With prices up and 
cattle supply abundant, the situation was 
ripe for a number of little slaughterers to 
spring up under the high speculative um- 
brella the packers had put over their own 
operations. These newcomers would have 
ofiered a widening market to cattlemen, on 
the one hand; and lower prices to consumers, 
on the other. They will not appear, how- 
ever. They have been prohibited by law 
from entering the business. 


THE FIRST ENFORCEMENT CASE 


In the face of the clear realities of the 
situation—adequate supply combined with 
declining consumer demand as a result of 
high prices—OPS continues to talk darkly 
about shortages and even to act out its 
strange fantasy of guarding declining sup- 
ply in a Gilbert-and-Sullivan manner. On 
May 3, for example, that office issued a re- 
lease to the effect that Director of Enforce- 
ment Edward P. Morgan had made his first 
arrest for a violation of the OPS livestock- 
control program, thereby “launching a ‘get 
tough’ policy in enforcing OPS meat regula- 
tions.” The first victim of this heralded 
“get tough policy” turned out to be the 
operator of a slaughtering plant in Miami 
(Fla.), who had claimed, when he filed for 
his quota, that he had slaughtered 450 cat- 
tle during the base period when, instead of 
that number, OPS enforcement officials dis- 
covered he had slaughtered only 77. 

Thus, in a sham battle against nonex- 
istent shortages, OPS chose for its first 
engagement, a slaughterer whose volume 
amounted to less than one animal a day. 

For all the Don Quixote aspects of the 
event, however, that slaughterer, a Mr. Wil- 
liam D. Riggs, is now accused of a felony. 
For that is what violation of Distribution 
Order No. 1 amounts to—a felony punish- 
able by as much as 5 years imprisonment, 
a $10,000 fine, or both. And through the 
action against Mr. Riggs, both consumers 
and farmers have had notice served on them 
that no matter what the beef supply situa- 
tion develops into, no matter how much 
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cattle numbers rise or beef backs up, steaks 
and stew will be moved from the farm to the 
dinner table on the basis of the packer-de- 
termined OPS program, and only on that 
basis. No farmers can get together and set 
up cooperative slaughtering plants for them- 
selves to move supplies that may be even 
more abundant by early fall. No consumers 
can drive out to the country to buy cattle 
for their lockers and deep-freeze cabinets in 
order to bypass the packers and their pro- 
hibitive prices. The farmer who sells and 
slaughters meat for the city consumer com- 
mits a felony and risks the fate of Mr. Riggs. 

Thus the police power of the Federal Gov- 
ernment has been put. behind the existing 
competitive structure of the packing indus- 
try—a structure based on a half century rec- 
ord of monopoly and price gouging. 

OPS did try to sugar coat the action with 
a promise to the general public. On the 
Ist of August OPS promised ceilings for 
retail beef will be lowered and on the Ist 
of October they will be lowered. again, so 
that by fall, beef will finally cost consumers 
10 percent less than it does now. Between 
that time and now there are to be still lower 
prices for packers too. The lower prices 
packers will pay, after the next round of 
roll-backs, are stated in the dollars-and- 
cents terms in the orders that were issued in 
April. They amount to a drop of 4½ per- 
cent. But the lower prices consumers were 
promised were not recorded in the order 
covering retail prices. 

There were 3 to 5 weeks, if what the pack- 
ers say can be trusted, during which the beef 
price orders were ready but held back by 
OPS. This was surely enough time to work 
out the specific prices for consumers prom- 
ised by the roll-backs. Apparently, in the 
judgment of OPS, other chores were deemed 
more important than this. The public 
probably would not agree. 

The new price ceilings all along the line, 
from producer to consumer, are set on the 
basis of Government grades. During the 
first week after the new retail ceilings, there 
were many violations of the grading order. 
Butchers advertised meat as Grade A even 
though there is no such designation in the 
OPS schedules. Other retailers advertised 
meat prices without mentioning grade; and 
in shop after shop, meat of two different 
grades were displayed in the same tray under 
a single price tab. Few consumers, how- 
ever, were prepared to realize that these 
practices were violation. 


CONFUSION ON GRADING 


At this time of writing there appears to 
be a great deal of confusion, both in the 
trade and in OPS, as to exactly how the grad- 
ing program will work out. Some OPS re- 
gional offices say that no one but a Govern- 
ment grader can do the grading. Other of- 
fices say they understand that packers can 
do their own grading if official graders are 
not available. And how adequate the pres- 
ent staff of graders from the Department of 
Agriculture will be to the task of grading all 
meat sold is also up in the air. (OPS orders 
to cover pork and lamb are expected soon.) 

From industry sources comes a report that 
when, and if, a Government grader is not 
conveniently available, a packer will be al- 
lowed to apply the Government grade desig- 
nation to his own meat. The rumor is that 
an amendment to that effect will be an- 
nounced by OPS in the near future. Such a 
policy would, of course, make a farce of the 
whole control program. 

As scon as the grading policies and grading 
practices become clearer, CU will report on 
what they mean. The upgrading, which will 
surely result from poor enforcement of the 
grading provisions, will, of course, permit a 
hidden price increase on top of the already 
high ceiling prices. Involved in this whole 
matter of grading, however, together with the 
complexities of cutting up the carcass into 
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retail cuts, there is a combination of oppor- 
tunities for manipulation that is staggering. 
And without constant and alert consumer 
participation there cannot be even a pre- 
tense of enforcement. But so far as every- 
body knows, OPS has as yet made no pro- 
vision for creating any public understanding 
of the grades upon which all of the price- 
control fes tures of its meat program are 
based. 


Mr. Chairman, the other day while 
discussing subsidies paid to the proces- 
sors of agricultural commodities in 
World War II, we also discussed World 
War II roll-backs. Perhaps we did have 
roll-backs in World War II, but in every 
instance compensatory payments were 
made, and those compensatory pay- 
ments amounted approximately to 
$5,000,000,000 out of the Federal Treas- 
ury. They were actually consumer sub- 
sidies, but agriculture had to bear the 
burden. This is a new device. The Ad- 
ministrator insists upon roll-backs in 
prices without compensatory payments, 
This amounts to depriving the citizen 
of the value of his property without due 
process of law. 

Now let me call your attention to the 
charts. This chart on my left deals 
with the roll-back through which the 
margins of profits of the packers were 
restored and are protected. Even the 
man who prepared the chart wrote at 
the top of the chart these words: “The 
price squeeze caught packers.” Who 
ever heard of the Beef Trust being 
caught in a price squeeze? This one 
roll-back is costing the cattle producers 
of this country $700,000,000. This is 
substantiated by the statement of Mr. 
DiSalle before our committee. Every- 
one knows that these big packers have 
frequently in past decades been referred 
to as the Beef Trust, and they have been 
accused of exercising and using monopo- 
listic powers and of possessing an un- 
warranted control over beef, which is 
considered vital in the human diet. Mr, 
DiSalle’s first roll-back order clearly in- 
dicates that it was not intended to lower 
the price to consumers, but was definitely 
intended to protect the margins of the 
packers. He contends that the packers 
were caught in a squeeze. I wonder if 
any Member of this House is foolish 
enough to believe that the beef cattlemen 
of America were in any way even re- 
motely responsible for having forced the 
price of beef up in the stockyards of the 
country to the extent that the packers 
were caught in a price squeeze? Every- 
one who knows anything at all about 
the matter knows that when a truck- 
load or carload of cattle is unloaded in 
the stockyards, the farmer is at the 
mercy of the slaughterers, the handlers, 
and the packers. The farmer has no 
control over the price. If the cattle does 
not bring the price he thinks it should 
bring, his only alternative is to load the 
cattle back into the truck or car and 
send them back to the farm. This the 
farmer cannot afford to do, and there- 
fore he must take the price offered. 

I hold no brief for the packers. I be- 
lieve that they are quite capable of tak- 
ing care of themselves. But Mr. DiSalle 
apparently feels that he should rush to 
their rescue and save their margins and 
their profits; so he issued the roll-back 
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order and by that act he reached into 
the pockets of the farmers in all the 
areas of this Nation and took out $700,- 
000,000, and handed it over to the 
packers. The question here presented 
is: Will you put your stamp of approval 
upon that roll-back order? Even 
though Mr. DiSalle admitted that the 
first roll-back was for the packers and 
not for the consumers. When we called 
upon the packers to express their opin- 
ions, not a single packer defended or 
approved or wanted any part of such 
a program. Not a single packer was 
bold enough to come into our commit- 
tee room and to say that he wanted or 
favored this roll-back, even though it 
was in his interest. Why should we take 
from one group of citizens and give to 
another group of citizens such a tre- 
mendous amount of money when that 
group that is receiving it has not even 
asked for it? 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 

Mr. POAGE. Does not the very chart 
that the opponents of your amendment 
have prepared there show that the pack- 
ers were getting along pretty well be- 
tween the time that they reached the 
low and the time that this roll-back was 
announced? Were they not on the up- 
grade? Does not that very chart show 
they were recovering without any beef 
roll-back? 

Mr. COOLEY. Certainly. It shows 
that the administrators wanted to ex- 
pedite the recovery of the packers, but 
the same administrators had little re- 
gard for the margin of profit to be left 
to the beef producers. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 

Mr. JAVITS. Is it not a fact that 
what the gentleman proposes is to stop 
this whole roll-back process at this point 
where it is benefiting the packers be- 
cause you refuse to permit an additional 
roll-back which will benefit the con- 
sumer? 

Mr. COOLEY. No, no; the gentle- 
man does not understand my amend- 
ment. My amendment is to cancel this 
roll-back and to prohibit all further 
roll-backs. 

Mr. JAVITS. And also to avoid any 
roll-back which will benefjt the con- 
sumer. I am sure we understand the 
gentleman very well. 

Mr. COOLEY. I am unwilling, as a 
representative of the consumers and 
producers of my district, to embrace this 
one and disapprove the two orders for 
the housewife. Iam not willing to com- 
promise in any such fashion. The com- 
mittee knew it could not ram this thing 
down the throats of the people and down 
the throats of the Members of the House, 
so they come here now with a committee 
amendment which will provide for a 
cancellation of the two orders which 
were intended to help the consumer, but 
they want us to approve the one which 
was in the interest of the Beef Trust 
and the packers. 

Mr. JAVITS. I think the gentleman 
is entirely right. We have got to go all 
the way. Iam for going all the way. 
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Mr. COOLEY. I am not any more 
willing to go all the way and take 20 per- 
cent of the value of the beef cattleman’s 
property than I am to take somebody 
else’s property. If we as Congressmen 
recognize the right of the Federal Gov- 
ernment to take the value of the cattle- 
man’s property by degrees—10 percent, 
then 4% percent, then 4½ percent 
more—if we approve the principle, then 
pray tell me where we will stop. By that 
principle you can take not only 90 per- 
cent but you can condemn the whole 
value of a man’s property. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr, Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Did not the whole 
approach to this problem move in the 
direction of trying to convince the con- 
suming public that that $700,000,000 
grant to the packers was to give the con- 
sumer a cut in the price of his meat at 
the retail counter? 

Mr. COOLEY. Certainly. The con- 
sumer was led to believe that the order 
would benefit him. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Just as dishonest 
as anything can be. 

Mr. HALLECK., Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. There has been a lot 
written in the press and sent over the 
radio around the country about the elim- 
ination of roll-backs being an effort to 
scuttle price control. As I understand 
it, the committee amendment which has 
been reported would eliminate or void 
the next two beef roll-backs, The point 
I make is that on last Thursday, in the 
debate on this floor, the gentleman from 
California [Mr, Ho.irretp] had the 
fioor, and in a colloquy with me he said 
that Mr. Wilson, who is in top charge of 
this program, approved all of the 57 
amendments in the bill, That statement 
was borne out by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. MULTER], who responded 
that Mr. HoLIFIELD’Ss statement was 
correct. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has 
expired, 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
may proceed for five additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALLECK. Now, that is in the 
Recorp at page 8081. If the two gentle- 
men were correct apparently the admin- 
istration itself has been in the position 
of saying that the two succeeding roll- 
backs should be knocked out, in line with 
the committee amendment, as proposed 
by the committee, since it is one of the 
57 committee amendments. 

Mr. COOLEY. That is exactly what 
this committee amendment does. It 
puts us on record as sustaining and ap- 
proving this roll-back, and disapproving 
the two that were designed to help the 
consumer. Where does that leave you 
as the representative of your people? 
How could you go back and face your 
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consumers? How could you compromise 
this issue in the committee room? 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. Is it not a fact that the 
packers agreed to pay the wage demands 
of the packinghouse employees last year, 
when they asked for a raise of 8 cents an 
hour? The packers said, O. K.” So it 
was not necessary at all to roll back this 
price and give the packers this benefit in 
order to give the employees their pay 
raise. Is that not a fact? 

Mr. COOLEY. That is right. The 
answer to that is that the farmer has no 
control over prices. The farmer did 
not force the price up, but I admit that 
the farmer has no moral right to insist 
on its remaining at 150 percent of parity, 
but he does have a right to insist that 
his property rights be protected as a citi- 
zen by this Congress against such an 
injustice as this. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. . 

Mr. MULTER. This particular com- 
mittee amendment prevailed in the 
committee by a vote of 12 to 13, and on 
reconsideration 12 to 12. So there are 
just as many committee members op- 
posed to this amendment as there are 
opposed to the amendment you are 
offering. 

We are opposed to anything being 
written into the law which excludes any 
roll-back or the right to roll back. 

Mr. COOLEY. If the gentleman in- 
sists on the next two roll-backs I can al- 
most guarantee that you will not pass 
this bill. The gentleman and every 
other member of the Committee on 
Banking and Currency knows that Con- 
gress is not going to force farmers to 
take $800,000,000 in losses in addition 
to the $700,000,000 loss involved in the 
first order—all to come out of the hides 
of the producers of beef. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I think 
when they realize that it is not $800,- 
000,000 or $700,000,000 that we are tak- 
ing away the story will be different. It 
is only a prospective profit that is being 
taken away. 

Mr. COOLEY. This chart showing 
the effect of the roll-back already or- 
dered ‘shows a loss of $700,000,000; the 
other on the two prospective roll-backs 
shows $800,000,000 loss. 

Mr. MULTER. It is only a specula- 
tive profit that is being taken away, 
nothing else. 

Mr. COOLEY. But the price of beef 
is not going to stay at 150 percent of 
parity any more than the price of cot- 
ton is going to stay at 45 cents a pound. 
Mr. DiSalle put a ceiling of 45 cents a 
pound on cotton in the United States, 
but since then the price of cotton has 
been going down and down and we will 
be lucky if we get out of this year’s crop 
without a large part of it going under 
loan to the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion. If you will strike down these bar- 
riers and threats that are hanging over 
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the heads of the cattlemen you will see 
the stockyards at Kansas City and Oma- 
ha and other places filled with cattle, 
and you will see beef backed up in the 
butcher shops, and the housewife will 
not have to pay the enormous price that 
is now being charged. As the article 
in the Consumer Reports pointed out, 
this order just forced up the price of the 
poor man’s beef; it did not put up the 
price of filet mignon and porterhouse 
steaks and other high-priced cuts; it 
put up the price of the workingman’s 
beef by about 30 percent. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, COOLEY. I will yield briefly for 
a question. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Assum- 
ing that your amendment passes, have 
you any information or idea what the 
price of beef will be after that? 

Mr. COOLEY. I think I have. As I 
have just said, if you will leave the cat- 
tlemen alone they will increase their 
herds. They increased them by 4,000,- 
000 head last year. They cannot keep 
them forever; when cattle are ready for 
market they must go to market, and 
sufficient cattle will move to market to 
keep prices at a proper level. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Did not 
that same condition prevail from June 
of 1950 until these roll-backs were put 
in? 

Mr. COOLEY. Oh, no. The packers 
who got themselves into a squeeze did 
it by paying high prices to the farmers 
for the cattle. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Yes. Iam 
talking about the cowmen; they are the 
ones we are interested in here, as the 
gentleman stated. In this instance from 
1950, the time this act was passed, un- 
til these roll-backs were put in, were not 
the cowmen free at that time to go 
ahead? And did not the price then in- 
crease tremendously during that pe- 
riod? 

Mr. COOLEY. I was just saying that 
it was because of the unprecedented 
consumer demand and consumer pur- 
chasing power and because of the com- 
petition between the packers in bidding 
up the prices at the stockyards. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. What as- 
surance can the gentleman give us that 
that will not continue if this bill passes? 

Mr. COOLEY. Is the gentleman con- 
tending that the cattle farmers scattered 
from the Northwest to the far South by 
some sort of unholy concerted action 
forced the price of beef up? Nothing 
could be more absurd than that. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I am in- 
terested in this: How can we get beef at 
a reasonable price? 

Mr. COOLEY. By producing an 
abundance of beef; then we will get it, 
and the cattlemen of this country can 
produce that abundance. 

Abundant production is the answer to 
inflation. Abundant production is our 
only salvation. Abundant production 
will make Government controls unneces- 
sary. The President and his Price Ad- 
ministrator, Mr. Chester Bowles, in Feb- 
ruary 1946, expressed the same views as 
those I have just expressed. Certainly, 
roll-back orders are not calculated to 
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encourage increased production. Cat- 
tlemen cannot stay in business unless 
they sell cattle, and they will not stay 
in business unless they can sell cattle 
profitably. If cattlemen continue to pro- 
duce in abundance, more cattle will nat- 
urally come to the market, and when 
more cattle come to the market, retail 
prices will naturally level off. If the first 
roll-back is canceled, all the packers 
will have to do is to bid down the price 
at the stockyards and the price of live 
cattle will decline. Certainly the pro- 
ducer has no way on earth to force the 
packer to pay unreasonably high prices, 
and certainly the retailer has no way to 
force the housewife to buy or to consume 
beef. 

May I, in closing, call attention to the 
fact that most agricultural commodities 
are still below parity. Here are the 
latest figures: 

Average prices received as a percentage of 


effective parity prices, United States, June 
15, 1951, with comparisons 


Average price as 
a poton ntage of 
parity prices 
Commodity and unit 


May 16, June 15, 
1951 1951 


—— 


Basic commodities: 


Cotton, per pound 125 124 
Wheat, per bushel 88 86 
Rice, per hundredweight- 103 99 
Corn, per bushel STRY M 92 
Peanuts, per pound. 84 82 
Tobacco, per pound, Maryland, 

SO eg ee RO E ES TA 87 8¹ 

Designated nonbasic commodities: 

‘otal per bushel. 59 
Butterfat, in cream, per 99 
Milk, w 

weight, C 98 
Wool per pound 178 

Other nonbasic commoditi 
Barley bus 80 
Beans, edi 
eight 


37 

80 

Oranges, per 52 

Apples, 64 
eef cattle, per hundredweight... 149 148 
Chickens, live, per pound 92 87 
Eggs, per dozen 98 94 
oga, per hundredweight......... 90 99 
Lambs, per hundredweight__..... 150 145 
Veal calves, per hundredweight_-_ 150 150 


In this situation, why should we be 
screaming just because beef-cattle prices 
have gone above parity? May I also call 
attention to the fact that not even the 
present Administrator of Price Stabiliza- 
tion has imposed any roll- back order on 
the price of calves. So if a producer 
can sell veal calves at 150 percent of 
parity, it is not reasonable to believe that 
he will feed the calf until it becomes a 
cow, only to sell it at a substantially 
lower price under roll-back orders. This 
means that valves will not be carried over 
and will never go into the feed lots. So 
where are the heifers coming from to 
increase the beef-cattle herds of the 
courtry? 

May I emphasize one more point and 
that is that the Secretary of Agriculture, 
Mr. Brannan, who is certainly more 
familiar with the situation than the OPS 
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Administrator, not only did not recom- 
ment these roll-back orders, but he told 
us that they would result in less beef in 
the next 3 or 4 years. Let us be fair with 
each other and with all segments of our 
economy. If we are going to freeze 
prices, then we should naturally freeze 
profits and wages, and we should sta- 
bilize our economy across the board and 
not in piecemeal fashion. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia, Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in opposition to the amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Georgia is recognized for 5 minutes 
in support of his amendment. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the time 
of the gentleman from Georgia may be 
extended 10 minutes, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Georgia is recognized for 15 min- 
utes. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I hope to have time before I take 
my seat to show the fallacy of the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
North Carolina. If I do not show its 
fallacy beyond a reasonable doubt, then 
vote for his amendment. I have never 
been so surprised in my life at such an 
argument as the gentleman made on the 
floor the other day, indirectly accusing 
the two gentlemen from Virginia, one 
the author of the amendment to roll 
back 10 percent, the gentleman from 
Alabama and myself, and the gentle- 
man from Michigan [Mr. WotcotT], the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. TALLE], and 
practically all the other members of the 
committee on the left side of the aisle of 
being in bed sleeping with the meat 
packers of this country. 

The gentleman started out himself in 
favor of controls on everything. He ad- 
mits that every time we started a hearing 
he would start one. I wish he had juris- 
diction over this control bill. I do not 
want it and nobody on my committee 
wants it, 

We spent six long weeks going into 
this matter. Every time we would call 
a witness the chairman of the Commit- 
= on Agriculture would get in about 

wo. 

We have done the best we could. Iam 
getting tired of these newspapefmen 
hollering that we will pass a bill with 
no teeth in it. They do not know what 
“teeth” means. If we pass a bill to put 
controls on prices and wages without 
punishment there would not be any 
teeth in it, but when you provide pun- 
ishment by a penalty of 1 year or $10,000, 
and ask triple damages for violation of 
any regulation, that puts teeth in the 
bill. I hope you will swallow that. 

Yes; it is against the law to commit 
murder, but it amounts to nothing unless 
you have the punishment, It is against 
the law to steal, but that amounts to 
nothing unless you have punishment 
and so on down the line. 

Yes; if we pass the bill, if we put curbs 
on prices and wages, if we put curbs on 
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credit control, to see that we get the ma- 
terials of war to fight world communism 
and domestic inflation we have got to 
have punishment. 

Now, I do think a lot of these regu- 
lations should be simplified so the people 
of the country can understand them, 
We should have people with practical 
ideas in charge. If this bill is adopted, 
we will succeed in putting curbs on infla- 
tion and wages and we have the punish- 
ment which is the so-called teeth in the 
bill, 

I think inflation must be halted some- 
where at some point, some period, and 
that is the basis of the bill we brought 
out for your consideration. We tried to 
take most of the headaches out of the 
present law. I hope from now on the 
main provisions of this bill will prevail. 

We took out the licenses. We com- 
plied with the request of the dairy people 
who came before us. We gave them 
what they wanted. The bill before us 
for consideration first called for controls 
on existing houses, but we deleted that 
from the bill. We took out many head- 
aches that are in the present law. Then 
we said also that you cannot roll-back 
now to prices existing before the Korean 
War because so many people would be 
hurt. With special reference to agri- 
culture we reported a bill to stop infla- 
tion at a period where full production 
would not be halted, and I think the 
same principle should apply to all other 
commodities and processing of same. 
That was the aim of the members of 
this committee, to stop inflation at some 
period near the first of the year when 
everybody was receiving prices high 
enough to assure full production. 

I take the position that the admin- 
istration was derelict in its duty under 
the bill we passed last August, in not 
placing ceilings on prices and wages, 
which could easily have been done in 
November or December, or January and 
February. Had they done that it would 
not have been necessary to make the first 
10 percent roll-back because in February 
the price on cattle was about the same 
as the 10 percent roll-back today. On 
the other hand, the producers, the cattle 
growers and the feeders, knew in Decem- 
ber that if they began to up the price 
too rapidly, ceilings would be imposed. 
They upped the prices more and more 
until it finally got out of reach. There- 
fore, I say, both sides are at fault. That 
was the situation we were confronted 
with when we started the hearings on 
this bill. We wanted full production, 
and we could not roll-back very far be- 
cause we knew that somebody would be 
hurt. At the same time we realized that 
prices of commodities would rise more 
and more, as they have since January 1, 
and that 12 months from now, when all 
of this defense money will be spent, the 
impact on the economy of this country 
would push the value of the dollar down 
from 54 to 25 cents. 

Now, my friends, we have a bill, if you 
are in favor of curbing inflation and 
holding the dollar stable where it is, that 
you can support. At the same time I 
realize we cannot give the consumers the 
breaks they deserve to have, because we 
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realize if we begin to roll the prices away 
back that you will not get production, 
which is the main weapon to destroy in- 
flation. So, we took a middle-of-the- 
road view. We knew that the consumer 
would be benefited in the future, because 
if we did not control inflation what he is 
paying today would probably be doubled 
a year from now. We worked hard day 
and night, my friends. I think we have 
a good bill and I certainly hope that you 
will support us. 

Now I come back to roll-backs. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. My friend, 
if you will read my speech on July 5, you 
will find that I went into the bill care- 
fully and went into the details of every 
amendment in this bill, and if you had 
read it, you would not have introduced 
this amendment. 

I know something about catile myself. 
We heard the cattlemen. Whr is. the 
gentleman frorı North Carolina [Mr. 
Cool EY] now pretending to help the pro- 
ducers so much, the feeders of cattle, 
when he only had the packers before 
him? I am a member of the watchdog 
committee. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. For what? 

Mr. COOLEY. To ask a question, 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. No. I will 
yield later, sir. 

We had before the watchdog commit- 
tee the packers from all over this coun- 
try. We had a big, long table, and 25 
or 30 were around the table. What did 
they say? They all said, “We are against 
controls on prices and controls on wages.” 
I said, “Why are you against them?” 
I said, “Somebody is getting 152 per- 
cent of parity from the consumer. 
Somebody is getting too much profit.” I 
said, “If we satisfied the producers and 
feeders you should be satisfied,” and 
they said, “Yes.” I said, “I talked to 
many people, feeders, producers, and 
practically all of them told me they 
could stand a 10-percent roll-back and 

Here you are trying to make the fight 
when the producers and feeders them- 
selves admit they can produce with a 
10-percent roll-back, and the packers 
state they would be satisfied if the pro- 
ducers and feeders are satisfied. I asked 
the packers, “Why do you not come 
ecress and help us devise some scheme 
by which we can protect the value of 
the dollar at this point?” They did not 
offer anything. The only thing they of- 
fered was a few little credit controls 
and pay-as-you-go taxes. I said, “How 
much will you pay? Who can stand any 
more taxes now? The Committee on 
Ways and Means cannot find anything 
more to tax. Pay-as-you-go is so fool- 
ish when you are spending a billion dol- 
lars a week for defense. It is no solu- 
tion. We must have all the weapons at 
our command to halt the depreciation of 
the dollar. 

It is understood that the consumer 
has to pay 152 percent of parity for beef. 
That is mighty high. Somebody is mak- 
ing too much money. Who is it?” One 
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of the witnesses before the “watchdog 
committee” said, “I don’t think it is 152 
percent of parity. I think 135 percent 
of parity is more correct.” I said, That 
is 35 percent more than a fair price.” 

I do not want to hurt the producer of 
cattle. There are many on this side of 
the aisle who produce cattle today who 
would tell you that they want the 10 
percent roll-back because they cannot 
justify that price. I know four or five 
Members of Congress in the cattle busi- 
ness, all of whom say they can make 
money at the 10 percent roll-back. If 
we pay these people 152 percent of pari- 
ty, then producers of every agricultural 
commodity in this country are entitled to 
152 percent of parity. 

I believe in parity. I have tried to do 
as much for the farmers of my State 
and of my Nation as any man in this 
House. During the 18 years of my service 
here my goal has been to try to get equal- 
ity for the farmers with other groups. 
They do not want any more. I have re- 
ceived letters from the Farm Bureau in 
every county in my district saying that 
they are against control of wages and 
control of prices. I did not agree with 
them. They know I have been their 
friend. They know I have led the fight 
for them throughout the years, especial- 
ly for the Commodity Credit Corporation. 
They know that under all conditions, I 
have been fighting for equality for them 
with other groups. I wrote them in sub- 
stance as follows: “I take the position 
that we must check the devalution of the 
dollar somewhere, at some point, some 
period, and unless it is checked some- 
where my prediction is that with the im- 
pact of all the money appropriated for 
national defense—which is 85 percent of 
the appropriations—on the economy of 
our country a few months from now the 
33000 

If we are going to have any kind of 
controls, I take the position that cer- 
tainly we have to control food and fiber 
and prices and wages. To control prices 
without controlling labor does not mean 
anything and you cannot control wages 
unless you control prices. If you are not 
going to do either, let us strike out the 
enacting clause of this bill now. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Georgia has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
be permitted to proceed for five addi- 
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I yield to 
the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. May I ask the gentle- 
man from Georgia if he favors the 
principle of roll-backs? 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia, I do not 
favor the general principle of roll-backs. 

Mr. COOLEY. That is all I want to 
know. 
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Mr. BROWN of Georgia. But when 
the Federal Government made a mis- 
take, and the caitle producers and feed- 
ers and growers made a mistake, and 
nobody put any kind of ceiling on the 
rising price until cattle got to 152 per- 
cent of parity, that is a different case. 
I say we have to compromise. We have 
to have full production and at the same 
time give some kind of relief to the con- 
sumers of this country. 

I called Mr. DiSalle’s attention to the 
statement of the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. Coorry] that the 10-per- 
cent roll-back was for the benefit of the 
packers and nobody else. I knew he was 
wrong when he made the statement but 
I thought Mr. DiSalle, who issued the 
order, was in better position than any- 
body else to explain the meaning of this 
roll-back, and I am reading a letter he 
wrote the chairman of the Banking and 
Currency Committee on the subject: 


I note that in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
of July 9, Congressman Cootry indicated that 
he proposed to introduce an amendment 
which would eliminate the first roll-back 
on cattle prices and require us to increase 
our ceiling prices on cattle by about 10 per- 
cent. It appears that Congressman Cootr 
believes that the first roll-back on cattle 
prices benefited the packers and no con- 
sumers. Actually it is the consumer and not 
the packer who benefited from our first re- 
duction in cattle prices and it is the con- 
sumer who would suffer if the amendment 


passes. 

The Cooley amendment would compel the 
OPS to raise retail prices of beef about 10 
percent. If the amendment is adopted, the 
consumers will have to pay 10 percent more 
for beef than they are now paying. 

The housewife who now pays €1.15 per 
pound for round steak in Boston will have 
to pay $1.26 per pound. The price of rib 
roast in Birmingham will be increased from 
86 cents per pound to 94 cents per pound. 
The Chicago housewife who now pays 68 cents 
per pound for hamburger will have to pay 
74 cents per pound. The price of chuck 
roast in San Francisco will be increased from. 
78 cents per pound to 85 cents per pound. 

The Cooley amendment will require an 
increase of 10 percent in retail prices because 
it would result in increasing cattle prices 
10 percent. If cattle prices are increased, 
packers’ prices will have to increase, and if 
packers’ cre increased, then retail 
prices will have to be increased. 

OPS issued its cattle ceilings at the end of 
April. At that time we reduced cattle prices 
about 10 percent. If we had not made this 
reduction, we would not have been able to 
hold retail prices. Instead we would have 
had to increase retail prices 10 percent, 

At the time we issued the cattle price ceil- 
ings, we couldn't reduce retail prices because 
packers were in a squeeze. They were losing 
money on beef. 

The prices at which packers and retailers 
sold beef were frozen ir January by the 
General Ceiling Price Regulation. Live cattle 
prices were not frozen at that time because it 
was not practical to do so. 

Cattle prices rose sharply and continu- 
ously between January and April 1951. The 
average farm price of cattle in January 1951 
was $27 per hundredweight. The average 
farm price in April 1951 was $30.20 per 
hundredweight. As a result packers’ mar- 
gins which are about 2 cents per pound to 
cover their plant costs, their overhead, and 
their selling expenses as well as profit, were 
wiped out. Their casts of live cattle kept 
rising but the prices at which they could sell 
beef were frozen. 
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Under tpe law, Congress requires us, and 
rightly so, to provide fair margins for live- 
stock processors (see sec. 402 (d) (3) of the 
Defense Production Act). Since packers 
were not realizing fair margins in April,. we 
were obliged under the law either to raise 
retail prices or to reduce cattle prices, 

Hence the cattle price ceilings which were 
issued at the end of April enabled us to avoid 
an increase in retail prices. They were not 
made for the benefit of the packers but for 
the benefit of consumers to prevent retail 
prices from going up another 10 percent. 

If the Cooley amendment is enacted it 
will undo what we did in April and the 
housewife will be paying 10 percent more for 
beef than she is now. 

Sincerely yours, 
MICHAEL V. DISALLE, 
Director of Price Stabilization. 


That letter came the day after the 
statement made by the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. CooLey]. Here 
is the Fugate amendment incorporated 
in the bill—it applies to what? It ap- 
plies to all agricultural products. It 
does not even mention beef. The 
amendment says that— 

No ceiling shall be established or main- 
tained for any agricultural commodity be- 
low 90 percent of the price received (by 
grade) by producers on May 19, 1951, as 
determined by the Secretary of Agriculture. 


It applies to all agricultural commodi- 
ties. Everybody knows that. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Not just 
now. Let me say in conclusion 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Georgia has expired. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
be given 30 additional minutes, 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Reserv- 
ing the right to object, Mr. Chair- 
man 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, as a 
substitute I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman may proceed for five ad- 
ditional minutes. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
be given 30 additional minutes. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I am de- 
lighted that the gentleman from Texas 
approves my argument. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle- 
man desire additional time? 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I do not, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in support of the amendment, and 
I ask unanimous consent to revise and 
extend my remarks, 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection, 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
facts and statistics are dull. The news- 
papers carried columns of stories on the 
front pages of the metropolitan dailies 
when a farmer is able to own an air- 
plane. When a Cadillac car is owned by 
a farmer and driven down the road, even 
the periodicals pick up the news; but 
figures and statistics are dull. 

Mr. Chairman, thousands and thou- 
sands and thousands of farmers in this 
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great country of ours have struggled for 
years, and have worked from dawn until 
darkness trying to produce the suste- 
nance needed by this country and its 
efforts to mobilize. Finally, at long last, 
when some farmer is able to make a little 
money, we find the hue and cry rising 
that we must suppress him in his activi- 
ties. 

Mr. Chairman, when we conducted 
hearings in this committee there ap- 
peared before us a number of witnesses 
who brought to us facts and figures ccn- 
cerning the operation of the roll-back 
upon the price of livestock, Appearing 
before our committee were members of 
various organizations and associations 
throughout the length and breadth of 
this country. Those people came from 
the West, they came from the South, 
they came from the Middle West, and 
they came from the East. Those men 
represented thousands of farmers in this 
country and they presented facts and 
figures. As they presented the facts and 
figures I constantly turned over in my 
mind what could be done to publicize 
the plight of those farmers. I found, Mr. 
Chairman, that facts and figures were 
not dramatic, that it was difficult for us 
to combat the hue and cry appearing in 
some papers, which led people to believe 
that the cattle raiser was selfish, that 
he cared only for profit, that he was un- 
patriotic; and, lastly, that he was a liar. 
I find it difficult for me to believe that 
the people of America are willing to ac- 
cept that sort of propaganda from the 
newspapers. But I also found that it 
was difficult to present facts. 

Today I want to talk to you just about 
facts and about figures. Why? Because, 
after one of these witnesses appeared be- 
fore our committee, I made this remark, 
and it isin the record. I said: 

I challenge Mr. DiSalle of the Office of Price 
Stabilization, I challenge Mr. Wilson, and I 
challenge Mr. Johnston, and I challenge my 
good friend from New York to prove that 
these facts and figures are not correct. 


Mr. Chairman, they have not proven 
that the figures are not correct. That 


being true it stands proven without ques- 


tion or without doubt that thousands of 
farmers of America are going to lose 
millions of dollars if the roll-back order 
is sustained. 

Let us proceed to the facts. I am 
going to use the example of some facts 
and figures included in the Recorp, and 
I will read from page 867 of the hear- 
ings. In Kansas we have a number of 
different systems of feeding livestock. 
One of these systems is called the Kan- 
sas Deferred System of Full Feeding 
Calves. Mr. A. G. Pickett, secretary of 
the Kansas Livestock Association, ap- 
peared before the committee, and pro- 
duced these figures. 

I invite your attention to the following 
facts which he presented regarding these 
different systems of cattle feeding: 

KANSAS DEFERRED SYSTEM OF FULL FEEDING 

CALVES 

This is an actual example of a man who 
purchased steer calves last November and 
is handling them on a program that has for 
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years proven to be the most economical sys- 
tem of producing beef using a maximum of 
roughage and a minimum of grain. 


Steer calf weight 350 pounds, at 33 


165 days, winter cost: s 
225 pounds gain: 


C 812. 75 
A 6. 00 
PIOI 5. 00 
6 15. 00 
38. 78 
100 days, summer cost: Pas- 
SUDO ie eee Sane een ae! 15. 00 
100 pounds gain: Full feed costs: 
120 days, corn 15 pounds at Cents 
een ena 45.0 
216 pounds gain: 
Protein 1.5 pounds at 5 
POR SS eee ò 
Hay 7.0 pounds at 1 
96993 7. 0 
Miscellaneous, salt, min- 
erals, eto. 1.0 
Cost daily per steer__... 60.5 
Times 120 days 72. 60 
Miscellaneous costs: 
Probable death loss 4.00 
—— — — 8. 25 
Marketing cost 5. 00 
— — . oralernte ce Seas 2. 00 
Total cost to market 261. 10 
Pounds 
TONE EOM aaan 541 
unt 350 
CC ee Bei L 891 


Two hundred and sixty-one dollars and 
ten cents divided by 891 pounds is $29.30 per 
hundredweight, cost to market. Assuming 
steers grade Good, they will bring approxi- 
mately 28 cents at Kansas City market un- 
der OPS ceiling price. Loss, $11.58 per head. 

Sell off grass, weight 675 pounds; cost, 
$184.25, or 27.30 cents per pound. Would 
not grade better than Commercial or quali- 
fy for 24 cents under OPS ceilings. Less 3 
cents per pound, or $20.25 per head. 

AGED STEERS FATTENED ON GRASS 

This is a case of a merchant with a small 
business in town who owns his grassland in 
the blue stem or Flint Hills area. 

It has been his practice for several years 
to purchase steers in the Southwest for May 
1 delivery. He purchases steers with suffi- 
cient age and weight to get fat on grass, and 
they go for slaughter without grain feeding. 

Steers now on grass 
Weight, f. o. b. Texas, 9.92 times $33_ $327.36 


Freight and feed in transit 7. 00 
PGA ee CE 20. 00 
DODO S L E teenies sac E EE 4. 50 
Death loss (insurance 1. 50 
Marketing cost 5. 50 

—— . 365. 86 


These steers will be marketed as they get 
fat. The producer’s records show that on 
comparable cattle over a period of years, he 
can expect a gain of 170 pounds per head. 

Nine hundred and ninety-two plus 170 
equals 1,162 market weight; 365.86 divided 
by 1,162 equals $31.48, necessary to break 
even. 

Past experience has shown that these cat- 
tle may be expected to grade 25 percent 
Good and 75 percent Commercial. This pro- 
gram calls for selling before October 1. 
Therefore, approximate average maximum 
OPS would be about $26.50, showing a $5- 
per-hundred loss, or 1,162 times $5 equals 
$58.10 per head loss, 
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Yearling steers wintered and grazed 
Weight, 588 pounds at $32 f. o. b. 


Freight, feed in transit 5. 00 
Winter feed bill, hay and protein on 
pasture (no charge for grass)..... 34.72 
S 20. 00 
JJ. TE 3. 50 
7 10. 00 
28% 4. 50 
Marketing cost 5. 50 
T 271. 38 
Pounds 
Winter gain (ref. p. 30 125 
Estimated gain for grazing season 200 
c 588 
Final weight 913 


mately $25 per hundred, causing a loss of 
$4.72 per hundred. Nine hundred and thir- 
teen times $4.72 is $43.09 loss per head off 


grass. 
Information furnished by Joseph Slattery, 
cashier, Merchants National Bank, Topeka. 
Y.ARLINGS PURCHASED MARCH 1 AFTFR JANUARY 
PRICE FREEZE 
This is a case of a young man in Kansas 
who had some rough feed, and grass and 
borrowed money to buy cattle to convert his 
feed to beef: 
Purchased Mar. 1, 21 yearling steers, 
weight 670 pounds at $38.20 per 
hundredweight delivered at farm: 
Cost per steer._............... 8255. 27 


Feed to May 1: 


Grass to October 16. 00 


Miscellaneous costs: 


Estimated gain during March and April, 
one pound per day or 60 pounds; and grass 
gain of 200 pounds or total of 260 pounds 
gain. 

Six hundred and seventy plus 260 is 930 
pounds weight off grass; $300.24 divided 
by 930 pounds is $32.28, necessary price to 
break even. 

Without any grain, the best these cattle 
could grade would be Commercial. The OPS 
ceiling, as we figure, would be approximately 
$24 October 1, and this shows a loss of ap- 
proximately $8.25 per hundred. Nine hun- 
dred and thirty pounds times $8.25 per hun- 
dred is a $76.73 loss per head if sold under 
OPS ceiling prices. 

A short grain feed of about 60 days of 
grass would put these steers in the good 
grade and would entitle them to bring about 
$28 per hundredweight. 


Daily ration: Cents 
OR creatine R A 55.8 
ROGGE circa a mean aie 7.5 
May and other roughage 8.0 
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Seventy-one and three-tenths cents times 
60 days equals $42.78, feed cost per steer. As- 
sume a 2-pound daily gain—60 times 2 is 
120 pounds gain, plus 930, which equals 
1,050 pounds final weight. 

Cost per steer off grass - $300. 24 
Full feed cost. „» 


343. 02 


Three hundred and forty-three dollars and 
two cents divided by 1,050 equals $32.66, 


necessary price per pound to break even. 
Assuming that all carcass would grade good 


when slaughtered, the OPS price would be 


about 828 per hundredweight, or show a loss 
of $4.66 por hundredweight; 1,050 times 
$4.€6 would be a $48.93 loss per head. Such 
a loss would be disastrous to a young man 
just starting who had borrowed the money 
the buy these cattle. 

We have assumed that all cattle would 
grade Good which is a little optimistic. 
There undoubtedly will be a few other mis- 
cellaneous expenses, and we have not al- 
lowed anyt ung for labor. If the grader put 
these cattle in a lower grade, which is a pos- 
sibility, his loss would be almost doubled. 

Many cattle purchased last fall at around 
30 cents per pound will lose a little money 
next fall. 

All figures and gains assume at least a 
normal season. A drought, forced sales and 
other situations could arise that would make 
the picture even worse. The producer under 
this OPS program has no ceiling on cost or 
floor under losses, but his possible return is 
definitely limited. 

Nore.—Cost of gain in feed lot, $35.65 per 
hundredweight. 

These examples definitely show that ceil- 
ing prices set by the OPS are below cost of 

. Secretary Brannan in his report 
to the House Committee on Agriculture, 
Thursday, May 17, 1951, in table 16 shows 
that the cost of 100 pounds, gain on short 
fed yearlings is $32.12, but the ceiling price 
on United States Good cattle, after October 
1 roll-back at Kansas City, would be only 
about $28.25. The estimated ceiling price 
on Choice steers is only about $30.75 at Kan- 
sas City and short fed yearlings will cer- 
tainly not average a Choice grade, but the 
Secretary's report shows costs at $32.12. 
Production will surely be reduced if prices 
are below cost of production. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent to proceed for 

-five additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. That you may 
understand who some of these men are 
who appeared before the committee and 
understand whom they represent, I wish 
to read some of the names: There is Mr, 
Ray W. Willoughby, of San Angelo, Tex., 
president of the Texas and Southwestern 
Cattleraisers Association. 

There was Mr. Norman Moser, of De 
Kalb, Tex.; Mr. Jack Roach, of Panhan- 
dle, Tex. There was Judge Joseph G. 
Montague, counsel for the Texas and 
Southwestern Cattlemen's Association. 

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I yield. 

Mr. BONNER. I was interested in the 
gentleman's figures. Since we are only 
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considering the roll-back that has been 
invoked and not considering the roll- 
backs that were formerly anticipated, I 
would like to know the figures on what 
has been lost, what the condition is on 
the one roll-back that has occurred. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. May I say to 
the gentleman from North Carolina that 
we are considering in this amendment 
future roll-backs; it affects the whole 
situation. 

Mr. BONNER. As I understand, the 
committee amendment only sustains the 
roll-back already ordered. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I yield. 

Mr. COX. If roil-backs, as has been 
virtually admitted, are confiscatory in 
effect; if they are, as has certainly been 
admitted, indefensible in principle; if 
they are bad as applied to agriculture, 
why are they not likewise confiscatory 
and bad as applied to other segments of 
industry? And if they should be elim- 
inated as to agriculture, why should they 
not be eliminated altogether? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I think they 
should be eliminated altogether, and 
along that line, if I may say to the 
gentleman from Georgia, you will find 
that the OPS has, to a certain extent, 
taken into consideration the additional 
costs in the manufacture of goods when 
they had a roll-back, but did not do it in 
connection with any of the roll-backs on 
livestock. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
three additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
te the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I want to read these names to you. There 
was former Representative Lyle Boren, 
who represented the Oklahoma Cattle- 
men’s Association; A. G. Pickett, of 
Kansas, representing the Kansas Live- 
stock Association; there was Mr. Loren 
C. Bambert, Denver, Colo., representing - 
the American National Cattlemen's 
Association; there was Mr. H. M. Con- 
way, representing the National Livestock 
Producers Association; there was Mr. 
Richard B. Carothers, of Paris, Tenn.; 
Ben Robertson, of Emporia, Kans., rep- 
resenting the Flint Hills (Kansas) 
Association; Oklahoma Livestock Associ- 
ation; Northwest Cklahoma Cattlemen’s 
Association; there was E. E. Mollin, of 
Denver, Colo., representing the Ameri- 
can National Cattlemen’s Association; 
there was C. B. Watson, of De Kalb, Ill., 
representing the Corn Belt Livestock 
Feeders Association. 

Mr. STEFAN. And there was Mr. 
Fred Shearer, of Nebraska. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Yes; there was 
Mr. Shearer. 

The point I am making, Mr. Chairman, 
is that these men are reputable citizens. 
I am only attempting to prove by my 
statement here today that the facts and 
figures presented by them are truthful, 
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that they are not liars, that while 
liars may figure, the figures presented by 
them were presented to the committee as 
typical of hundreds and hundreds of 
livestock producers in this country. 

Now, if these men are not liars, if these 
men are telling the truth, if these men 
represent reputable people in this great 
country of ours, then you have only one 
or two choices. What are the choices? 
First, you must either ignore the loss of 
these thousands of farmers all over the 
country and say: We do not care about 
your loss. We are not interested in 
equality of sacrifice and you must accept 
the loss. That is one choice. The other 
choice is to turn down the roll-back. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado, Assum- 
ing that all of the testimony the gentle- 
man has stated is absolutely true, and 
not accusing anybody of being liars, as 
the gentleman indicates, what would be 
the price of beef if the Cooley amend- 
ment were adopted? The gentleman 
heard the figures given by the gentleman 
from Georgia on the increase. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I do not know, 
but that is not the point. 

Let me tell you why it is not the point. 
We are attempting in this bill to stabilize 
the economy of our country. By stabi- 
lizing the economy, we mean that prices 
and wages and the economy in general 
shall be at a balance; that the workers 
of the Nation shall receive enough wages 
to pay them for their needs, that they 
will be able to have enough money to 
take care of themselves and that, on the 
other hand, the merchants and the pro- 
ducers will be able to sell their products 
at a sufficient price to make a profit, 
Thus the economy will be balanced. 
And, finally, at long last we will have a 
stabilized economy. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. 
gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. HILL. I would like to ask the gen- 
tleman who I know has a lot of informa- 
tion on beef: The figures that he quoted 
awhile ago are much more reliable than 
figures we might have had in times gone 
by. As I recall, your farmers pay an 
income tax. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. That is right. 

Mr. HILL. Most of the large feeders 
in my territory do not keep their own 
books. Their books are kept by a firm 
of accountants, and I have at least three 
reports from heavy feeders in my terri- 
tory whose accounts are kept by public 
accountants who show exactly where 
these figures are based on the actual cost 
s ve cattle and the actual cost of the 

eed. 
y The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
be permitted to proceed for two addi- 
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Colorado? 

There was no objection. 


I yield to the 
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Mr. HILL. Can the gentleman sub- 
stantiate that? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I think the 
gentleman is definitely correct, and I 
thank the gentleman. 

Mr. HILL. And there is no question 
about the figures whatsoever? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. That is right. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to close by say- 
ing a word about the consumer. This 
is not a fact; this is an opinion. The 
consumers of America have the greatest 
standard of living that the world has 
ever known. The people of America are 
now living on such a standard that the 
people all over the world are anxious 
that they might pattern themselves upon 
our way of life. That comes about due 
to the miracle of American production. 
If we are to stifle American production, 
we will stifle the right of the consumer 
to live well and happily in this great 
country of ours. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment to the Cooley substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Cox to the 
amendment offered by Mr. COOLEY: 

After the word “any” in line 2, strike out 
the words “agricultural commodity (includ- 
ing dairy products)” and insert in lieu there- 
of the words “material or service.” 

On line 4 of the same paragraph strike out 
the word “commodity” and insert the words 
“material or service.” 

On line 6 of the same paragraph strike out 
the word “commodity” and insert the words 
“material or service.” 


Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I should like 
it to be made perfectly clear that the 
amendment just read takes absolutely 
nothing away from the Cooley amend- 
ment. It simply broadens the provisions 
of the Cooley amendment so as to in- 
validate all roll-backs. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no interest in 
any rivalry as between the great Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency and 
the Committee on Agriculture, and I am 
not unappreciative of the brilliant ap- 
peal made by my colleague, the gentle- 
man from Georgia [Mr. Brown], whom 
ordinarily I am always pleased to follow 
on bills emanating from his committee. 
But I take this view that if the gentle- 
man from North Carolina [Mr. COOLEY ]- 
or his committee felt that in the for- 
mulation of this proposal there was be- 
ing done that which was inimical to the 
best interest of the people who till the 
soil, then they were perfectly within 
their rights when they came here and 
offered the amendment introduced by 
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
CooLey!] a few minutes ago. 

My colleague, the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Brown], in response to a 
question propounded by the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. Cootey], said 
that he did not approve roll-backs in 
principle, and therefore there is to be 
found in that statement support for the 
Cooley amendment, The argument that 
is applicable to the Cooley amendment, 
the argument made by the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. Cooney] and 
that made by the gentleman from Kan- 
sas [Mr. Cote], who has just yielded the 
floor, are all in support of the amend- 
ment which I offer. I submit, Mr. Chair- 
man, that no business can be success- 
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fully operated with the sword of Dam- 
ocles raised above its head. Men have 
to know with some degree of certainty as 
to the conditions under which they may 
be permitted to operate. Roll-backs 
interfere with production. They create 
never-ending uncertainty as to both 
costs and prices. No man can plan his 
production in the face of such uncer- 
tainty. Unless Americans know with 
some degree of certainty just what costs 
of production are going to be, and just 
what the sales prices is going to be, pro- 
duction lags. Production is the key to 
licking inflation. There is no way under 
the sun that supply of goods and money 
can be brought into balance except by 
ever-increasing production of both 
goods and services. 

The setting up of roll-backs or the 
granting of power to bring about roll- 
backs constitutes such an uncertainty as 
to interfere with production. 

On the broader question of the wisdom 
of granting the powers that are asked 
for under the pending bill, I would have 
it understood that I am in nowise in- 
terested in scuttling any program the 
Chief Executive might sponsor. How- 
ever, I want to say to you in all serious- 
ness that if you grant the powers that 
are asked for in this bill and put them 
in the hands of those chosen to admin- 
ister them, the economy of this coun- 
try can be wrecked. 

There was a time when I would have 
found it easy to support a control bill, 
but one drawn with something of a de- 
cent regard for the interests of all seg- 
ments of industry. I might have found 
it easy to support a controls bill spread 
clear across the board, but such a bill 
the President evidently does not want 
and such a bill the CIO would not have. 

The gentleman from Georgia in his 
eloquent appeal made an observation 
which to me indicated that, in his opin- 
ion, the pending committee bill, if 
adopted, would have some restraining 
effect upon labor. Of course, there is 
no one here that is conversant with 
things as they have gone on that at- 
taches a great deal of importance to 
that because no one believes that any 
legislation we might pass intending to 
control wages would have any fair 
chance of being put into effect by those 
chosen to administer it. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I insist that if roll- 
backs constitute capital levies, if they 
are confiscatory in effect, if they are in- 
defensible in principle, if they are bad 
as applied to agriculture, then they are 
confiscatory, they are indefensible in 
principle, and they are bad as applied 
to all other segments of industry. I 
favor the Cooley amendment ard shall 
support it with or without my amend- 
ment, but if we take the roll-back off 
beef, off all agricultural products, then 
why do we not take it off all business? 

That is my position, and that is the 
position I think this comfhittee should 
take. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
M.. Musis, Chairman of the Committee 
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of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H. R. 3871) to amend the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950, and for other pur- 
poses, had come to no resolution thereon. 


HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet 
at 11 o'clock tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I had 
a special order for today for 30 minutes. 
I ask unanimous consent that that be 
withdrawn and that I be given permis- 
sion to address the House on Thursday 
next for 30 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Rhode 
Island? 

There was no objection. 


WHAT CAN THE PEOPLE DO ABOUT IT? 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks at this point in the 
Recor» and as they are short, to have the 
part I read from a letter printed in the 
same type as my other remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. HOFFMAN]? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, many letters have come to me 
and when I have been home many have 
voiced their opposition to the unsound 
legislation which the New and Fair Deal, 
so-called, has given us. 

Bitter, indeed, have been the more 
recent complaints about the high cost- 
of-living, the sending of sons and the 
husbands to again fight on foreign soil. 
Many a woman has asked, “What can I 
də to prevent the drafting of my man 
to fight in Korea or Europe?” 

Undoubtedly, similar complaints and 
queries have come to many of my col- 
leagues. 

In the Appendix to the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp of June 30, page A4041, will be 
found a statement in which attention 
was called to the possibility of our be- 
coming involved in war in Iran. That 
statement came to the attention of one 
of my friends who wrote me July 6 in- 
quiring, as have many others, What I 
had been doing here in Congress to pre- 
vent the present situation? What I was 
doing about it now? What he and 
others at home could do to change the 
over-all national picture? 

I wrote him: 

FRIEND AL: In your letter of July 6 you 
wrote that you agreed with certain of my 
statements which will be found in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD of June 30. 

My statement called attention to the fact 
that Iran had threatened to seize and na- 
tionalize British oil interests; that Britain 
objected, had appealed to the International 
Court at The Hague; that the dispute might 
develop into another battlefield; that if 
there was fighting in Iran, United Nations 
might again call upon the United States, 
as was indicated by Secretary of State Ache- 
son when he warned of a possible disaster, 
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to send an army to Iran; that additional 
taxes to furnish the billions of dollars needed 
to carry on war there, might be levied. 

I then asked whether those and other fac- 
tors did not justify the conclusion that un- 
der the leadership of the internationalists, 
supported by their propaganda on which 
they spent and are spending, millions of dol- 
lars, we might not be following a program 
which would destroy the security of the Na- 
tion, sacrifice the lives of many an American, 

You came back at me with the statement: 
“You are down there representing us and 
what I am interested in is What are we go- 
ing to do about it?’ We read all this infor- 
mation in the papers, know all about it, 
know all that is going on, but invariably 
you fail to give us any answer to the thing. 
Maybe you can't do it alone but what is the 
good in telling us all the wrongs when you 
don't give us any answers for the rights? 
I know you have only one vote and it looks 
like they are giving you the run-around, but 
it still remains, of course, that you know 
what is going on. Please, if you can, in your 
next bulletin tell the people of the Fourth 
District what you are doing to prevent the 
enormous waste of our youth and money.” 

Unless countless American lives are to be 
lost in continuous fighting, successive wars, 
our Republic destroyed, we must have the 
correct answers to your questions and fol- 
lowing that, adequate action to implement 
those answers. Space prevents a complete 
answer to either, but I will give you a par- 
tial answer to your questions. 


WE READ ALL THIS INFORMATION IN THE 
PAPERS—KNOW ALL ABOUT IT 

Sorry, Al, but you do not know all about 
it. Neither do I, nor does anyone else, so 
far as I know. This Government of ours is 
so big and sprawling, the waste, inefficiency, 
and actual corruption so great, that none of 
us knows of all of it, even though some of 
us are right on the spot and on the job. Per- 
haps it is just as well. Otherwise, we might 
be overwhelmed by the magnitude of the 
task of correcting the situation. Unfortu- 
nately, people generally have not yet effec- 
tively attempted to remedy the situation 
either by protest or at the polls. 


WHAT ARE YOU DOING TO PREVENT THE ENOR- 
MOUS WASTE OF OUR YOUTH AND MONEY? 


Answer: In the past, I have on every pos- 
sible occasion, vigorously and clearly pointed 
out the danger growing out of wasteful, ex- 
cessive spending—the giving of billions of 
dollars to other countries, the dissipation of 
our resources in other countries, among 
other peoples, who neither ask for, nor want, 
our form of government, our way of life; 
pointed out the dangerous abandonment of 
the principles of self-government laid down 
in our Constitution; called attention to the 
excessive taxation growing out of the grant- 
ing of blank checks of money and power to 
the President and Federal agencies—the sur- 
rendering of any part of our sovereignty to 
any group made up of individuals whose 
primary concern is the protection of the in- 
terests of other nations; the folly of adhering 
to any policy which does not have as its first 
objective the welfare of our own people, the 
security of our own Republic. 

On every possible occasion I opposed the 
policy and voted against the proposed 
actions to which I just referred. By that op- 
position, I affirmatively supported actions 
and principles which experience has demon- 
strated are necessary to protect our peo- 
ple—our Nation. I shall continue to follow 
that course as long as I remain here. 

I have proposed legislation, some of which 
has been enacted into law, designed to cure 
some of our national ills. It would appear 
to be boasting if I listed all these helpful 
measures. Bills to implement the Hoover 
Commission recommendations have been 
introduced by me, 

Before I came here I had thirty-odd years’ 
experience as a trial lawyer. It has been 
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my privilege to use that experience and what 
legal ability I have, in literally hundreds of 
instances where the problems of individuals 
in almost every walk of life have been pre- 
sented by me to the departments. The 
gratitude and appreciation of those 80 
helped—and those services were rendered 
without charge, even small expense items 
were paid by me—is a substantial part of 
the reward for my work here. That service 
will, of course, be continued by me as long 
as I am a Member of Congress. If you or 
any of your friends know of any additional 
thing that I can say or do which will be 
helpful, just suggest it. I am at your 
service. 

“What are we going to do about it?“ 
Meaning, I assume, what can the home folks 
do. 
Many a wife—many a mother has asked 
me that same question when her man was 
conscripted to fight on foreign soil in a war 
in which she believes we have no vital inter- 
est; was convinced does not concern our 
national honor or safety. 

The present deplorable national situation 
exists because the people of the Nation, en- 
joying a material prosperity and a degree 
of individual liberty and freedom—greater 
than that of any other people—anywhere, at 
any time, became careless, What was every- 
body’s business became nobody's business. 
We listened to pleasant promises of easy 
living made b> office-seeking or unthinking 
politicians. We are now suffering because of 
the folly and indifference of a majority of 
our people. 


THE PEOPLE HAVE THE CURE 


The people of the Nation elected the men 
who created, and are responsible for, the 
present situation. They can change and 
correct it, either by protest or at the polls. 
Individuals in every community can unite, 
give a little attention to the Nation’s busi- 
ness—through resolution, by letter and oc- 
casionally by personal contact, express to 
those Senators and Congressmen who are in 
reality their servants, their disapproval of 
the views uttered, the votes cast by those 
public servants. 

The people of the Fourth Congressional 
District have been alert to the situation. 
They have not been deceived by the polit- 
ical propaganda put out at a cost of some- 
thing like 8300, 000, 000 by the present ad- 
ministration and its political friends. They 
have used their common sense and good 
judgment. Many have read and then 
checked the statements which I have sent 
out and which some of the district papers 
have so kindly and so generously published, 
They have supported many of my efforts to 
change the situation and, humbly, may I 
say, I do not believe I have failed them in 
their demands for good government, 

But as you write, I am but one of many 
and until the people of other congressional 
districts and States think soundly, act ef- 
fectively at the polis, we will continue to 
have more of the New-Fair Deal, its wars, 
its inflation, its bankruptcy and, if the pres- 
ent trend continues, eventually, socialism 
or worse. 

If the people throughout the Nation make 
a determined effort, they will get the kind 
of Government which they now want—a 
Government which will protect them from 
bureaucrats at home—tyrants abroad. They 
cannot, they will not, get it by neglecting, 
or refusing, to have any part in it. The 
people should learn the views and capa- 
bilities of candidates for office, then vote 
intelligently. 

The people have another remedy. Unfor- 
tunately, it will not give immediate re- 
lief—but it is a cure, not just a palliative, 
If, from now until election day in 1952, in- 
dividuals in every community who are sick 
of war and the human sacrifices which it 
makes inevitable, who are tired of being 
pushed around by those who, in reality 
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are their servants, who are weary of working 
one-third of their time to support the Fed- 
eral Government, think and then vote in- 
telligently, elect to the Presidency and to 
Congress individuals who have adhered, and 
will adhere, to the principles in which the 
voters believe, the people will get the relief, 
the sound government they desire. 

THE PRESS HOLDS THE KEY 

Just one thing more. People are greatly 
influenced by what they read and hear, es- 
pecially over the radio. Fortunately, news- 
papers can, and with a very few exceptions 
in the district, do detect and challenge the 
inaccuracies, the unsoundness of some of 
the propaganda put out by New Deal col- 
umnists and paid administration interna- 
tional propagandists. If those who own, 
publish, and edit the press in local commu- 
nities carefully weigh, then challenge, harm- 
ful propaganda, thus leading to a wider, 
more factual discussion of public issue, it 
will be helpful. 

That we still have a good measure of 
constitutional government and, in the Na- 
tion as a whole, a high degree of honesty and 
public morality, is due in a very large de- 
gree to the independent, patriotic, truthful 
press, and to those publishers and editors 
who cherish their opportunity to print a 
paper and regard it as imposing a public 
responsibility, which they try to meet. 


What I have said is a comparatively 
brief statement as to the present situa- 
tion. All too often our constituents 
blame individual Members of Congress 
who have opposed certain congressional 
actions for what the Congress did, for- 
getting that each of us is but 1 of 435 
Members of the House. Worse yet, 
they blame Members of Congress and 
the Congress for all the shortcomings 
of the administration and those of the 
executive department who too often mis- 
interpret and maladminister the legis- 
lation which we pass. 

Just recently in the other body a dis- 
tinguished Member of the majority party 
pointed out that the present high cost 
of living and inflation was the fault of 
the administration—not of the Congress. 

The Government, as I suggested to 
my friend, is still the people’s Govern- 
ment—they still have an opportunity to 
remedy the evils which affect them, of 
which they so bitterly complain. 

They must remember “Eternal vigi- 
lence is the price of liberty” and that the 
opportunity for more effective action at 
the pells is still theirs. 


WHO ARE THE BUREAUCRATS? 


Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, will 
wonders never cease? On the front 
page of today’s usually accurate New 
York Times we find the misleading and 
wholly untrue caption, “GOP tries to 
hold lines on controls,” and we find an 
amazing statement attributed to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WoL- 
corr], who is present in the Chamber at 
this moment, which statement reads as 
follows: 

The position of the Republicans was being 
badly misrepresented to the country by the 
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bureaucrats and certain irresponsible ele- 
ments of the press and radio. 


I wonder if the distinguished gentle- 
man from Michigan means those two 
well-known bureaucrats, Charles E. Wil- 
son, present Director of Defense Mobil- 
ization and just recently president of 
General Electric, and Eric Johnston, 
present Economic Stabilization Admin- 
istrator and former head of the Cham- 
ber of Commerce of the United States, 
both Republicans? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROONEY. I certainly will yield 
to the gentleman, 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Imight say most de- 
cidedly I very definitely had them in 
mind. 

Mr. ROONEY. I thank the gentleman 
for his frankness. 

Under the permission granted me to 
extend these remarks, Mr. Speaker, I 
want to point out that the American 
public is pretty well fed up with this 
business of talking out of both sides of 
the mouth at the same time. Ever since 
the pending control bill has been read by 
the Clerk for amendment, those on the 
other side of the aisle, with a handful of 
notable exceptions, have voted to scuttle 
controls and exempt special interest 
after special interest from its provisions. 
On division and teller votes, which are 
not recorded, our Republican friends 
have arisen en masse to vote to defeat 
a decent control bill with some teeth in 
it. Their constant aim is to emasculate 
this legislation and thus vote merely for 
the title of a bill containing no effective 
controls on the roll call on final passage. 

I wish the public could see who votes 
against roll-backs and to tear to shreds 
rent and price controls. I wish the 
general public could witness the voting 
of those who are sabotaging the efforts 
of two patriotic Americans who have ac- 
cepted their important public positions 
at great personal and financial sacrifice, 
Messrs. Charles Wilson and Eric John- 
ston, in their program to stop runaway 
prices that threaten to blast our econ- 
omy to pieces. They as well as those 
who vote against them know that we can- 
not have an effective defense production 
program without an effective stabiliza- 
tion program. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 


INFLATION 


Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 5 
minutes and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, in the 9 
years I have been serving in the House 
of Representatives there have been 
many instances when the Congress 
seemed about to forget its duty to all of 
the people of the United States and to 
harken only to the pressure groups and 
the lobbies. But miraculously when the 
the situation looked darkest, we have 
seen the Congress frequently recover 
its senses, harken to its conscience, and 
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proceed courageously to vote for those 
things we knew in our hearts had to be 
done for the safety of America and for 
the security of our way of life. 

Not always, of course. There have 
been lapses—glaring ones—in the de- 
votion of Congress to service of the en- 
tire country and of all the people. 
The longest and worst lapse of this kind 
that we saw in the past 9 years was dur- 
ing the Eightieth Congress, when greedy 
interests in the market places were the 
only victors of many of the congression- 
al battles. The people lost in that Con- 
gress. It was an inevitable result, of 
course, when the people had the oppor- 
tunity to assess the work of the Eight- 
ieth Congress that the Eightieth Con- 
gress was repudiated by the voters of 
America. 

The voters of America, marking their 
ballots in their polling places, made it 
clear in November 1948 that they did 
not want a Congress which stood for the 
sort of thing represented by the Eight- 
ieth Congress. They made their views 
plain and clear, 

Mr. Speaker, we must not make of 
the Eighty-second Congress a replica of 
the Eightieth. And the issue before us 
now, in the extension and amendment of 
the Defense Production Act, is a test of 
whether this will be known as a Con- 
gress in the spirit of the unlamented 
Eightieth. 

Some of the votes we have had this 
week in the Committee of the Whole 
House would seem to indicate that we 
are going to follow the lead of the 
Eightieth Congress and vote not for 
what is best for all of the people but for 
what is demanded of us by vociferous 
and greedy interests. But when our 
names go down on the record, in roll- 
call votes, I am hopeful, Mr. Speaker, 
that a majority of the Members will rec- 
ognize the inadvisability of being re- 
corded as special-interest Congressmen 
rather than as representatives of all of 
the people. 

What is the great issue before us here? 
Is it to see to it that some businessmen 
make the very last penny of profit they 
can squeeze out of the people? Is it to 
see that many landlords can demand, 
and receive, the very highest rental pos- 
sible in a shortage market? 

Is it to find a way to give to the meat 
packers, the mine owners, the manu- 
facturers, and to all other groups in the 
business community, special bonuses for 
having been in business at a time of na- 
tional emergency? 

From listening to some of the debate 
here, I have perhaps mistakenly gotten 
the impression that the task before us 
is viewed by many Members as a sort 
of melon-splitting job—a special awards 
ceremony in which we are to try to outdo 
each other in handing over the people's 
Savings to those with goods to sell. 

We have an obligation to those in busi- 
ness—to see to it that they are treated 
fairly along with everyone else in this 
defense emergency. Our job is to make 
sure that the man in business can con- 
tinue to be in business, and compete and 
improve his business, despite the short- 
ages which will occur as the billions of 
dollars in defense orders we are placing 
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each month start to drain off the sup- 
plies of steel and aluminum and copper 
and lead and zinc and wool and other 
commodities from civilian production. 

We have an obligation to the farmer, 
to see to it that he is not only encour- 
aged to produce more, but that he has 
the tools he needs to do that job, and 
that he can get a fair return for his 
crops. 

We also have an obligation to the en- 
tire American people to see to it that 
while they are recruited into this vast 
defense effort, their pay checks are not 
reduced by ever-higher living costs, by 
ever-higher prices for everything they 
have to buy. 

If we do not make good on that ob- 
ligation to all of the people as consum- 
ers, the result will be a great surge in 
wage rates. And then the inflationary 
spiral which got under way immediately 
after the start of the war in Korea, and 
which is now checked, will start up once 
again, more violently than ever. 

We need the wholehearted and enthu- 
siastic hard work of our production 
workers in the mills and factories and 
shipyards and ordnance plants if we 
are to build up our strength quickly 
enough and convincingly enough to pre- 
vent further Communist aggression. 
Our people cannot work hard—and 
should not be expected to work hard— 
on empty stomachs, Malnutrition never 
built a defense plant. 

Malnutrition in the midst of plentiful 
harvests? Impossible? Mr. Speaker, it 
is not impossible. It is already happen- 
ing. And it is the sort of disgraceful 
happening we occasionally find in our 
economic system which gives to the Com- 
munists their greatest propaganda 
weapon. 

Just look at what has happened al- 
ready in this country—in Los Angeles, 
in my district—since the outbreak of war 
in Korea. And it is happening in the 
district of every Member of this House. 

Milk went up nearly 6 percent in Los 
Angeles, bread went up more than 10 
percent to nearly 16 cents a loaf; butter 
went up nearly 15 percent to about 81 


cents a pound; coffee up 17 or 18 percent - 


to about 90 cents a pound. 

Everyone knows what has happened to 
meat prices. Sliced bacon went up to 72 
cents a pound, 

Now these are not luxury foods. These 
are not food articles which should be 
rationed to the rich only. These are fun- 
damental items of diet for the mill 
worker, the production worker, the office 
worker. 

Hamburger — certainly not a luxury 
item—went from less than 50 cents a 
pound in Los Angeles in June 1950 to 
about 63 or 65 cents a pound. 

A can of tomatoes went from about 
18 cents to 24 cents. 

A suit of clothes which used to cost 
the average man in Los Angeles about 
$41 or $42 went up to $47 or $48, up 13 
percent. 

Have wages gone up 13 percent? Of 
course not. 

A pair of overalls needed on the job 
costs our Los Angeles worker 27 percent 
more than it did before the Korean war, 
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Have wage rates gone up anything near 
that? Of course not. 

A sheet which cost the Los Angeles 
housewife $2.35 now costs her $3.25, an 
increase of 37 percent. Are there many 
housewives in our districts, Mr. Speaker, 
who have 37 percent more to spend now 
than they did a year ago? 

I look at figures like that and I am 
made heartsick by the kind of price 
gouging which has occurred in this coun- 
try in the past year, price gouging which 
was finally held in check—held from 
getting worse, that is—by the imposi- 
tion of price controls last January. 

The inflated prices are still about as 
high as they were in January. But now 
that the Government is all set to squeeze 
a lot of the water out of those prices, and 
push them back down to where they be- 
long—to a point where the businessman 
will get a fair return rather than an 
excessive and unconscionable one—there 
are voices here on this House floor de- 
manding that we reward the profiteers 
by leaving their high prices untouched. 

I cannot agree to such a terrible and 
unmerciful policy—one which would 
saddle our people—the people of my dis- 
trict—with these high prices indefinitely. 

If that is all the proposal would do—if 
it merely meant a continuation of pres- 
ent high prices—it would be bad enough. 
But this drive to prevent roll-backs would 
do much more than that if it were to 
succeed. 

If the Congress were to heed the de- 
mands of those who want protection in 
their policy of gouging the public, and, 
in heeding those selfish demands, were 
to prohibit the roll-back of prices, prices 
would not just stand still. They would 
go up. 

For the patriotic businessmen and 
manufacturers who did not raise their 
prices in the period of voluntary controls, 
who did not jump their profits as the 
inflationary spiral got under way, are 
now going to have to be given increases 
in their prices. It cannot be helped. 
They who held the line were squeezed by 
the higher costs of their materials and 
supplies. The law requires that price 
ceilings be fair and equitable, and it is 
not fair and equitable to hold sellers to 
frozen ceilings regardless of how much 
their costs go up. There has to be a 
rule of reason. 

The pricing policy in this regard was to 
get at the inflated prices of materials 
and roll back all those out of line. This 
would have taken the pressure off the 
patriotic businessman who had held his 
prices down. But the Congress has cur- 
rently prohibited any such device for 
getting prices in line, and in this current 
legislation we are asked to prohibit it 
permanently. 

In a situation like this, where I cannot 
personally go and collect all of the tech- 
nical facts myself, I believe in asking re- 
liable experts in whom I have confidence 
for their information on the subject. 

Now, Charles E. Wilson, the former 
president of the General Electric Corp., 
is such a reliable expert in whom I have 
great confidence, He is our Defense Mo- 
bilizer. 

Mr. Eric Johnston, a former president 
of the Chamber of Commerce of the 
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United States, is another reliable expert 
in whom I have great confidence. He is 
our Economic Stabilizer. 

They have reported that the proposal 
here for prohibiting roll-backs is going 
to cost the American people probably 
fourteen or sixteen billion dollars in the 
next year. Think of that. 

Of this amount, $4,000,000,000 repre- 
sent the savings they had expected to 
pass on to the consumers of this country 
through lower prices made possible by 
the rolling back of those materials and 
other prices which got completely out of 
line before January 26 when prices were 
frozen. The rest, they say, represents 
price increases which would have to be 
permitted if the excessive and exorbitant 
prices cannot be rolled back. 

Mr. Johnston has reported that these 
unnecessary costs to the people of Amer- 
ica represent about $1 a day per family, 
$30 a month. 

In my congressional district there are 
651,000 persons. Using a divisor of four 
as a rough approximation, that would be 
160,000 families. And each of those fam- 
ilies will be paying $360 more, under Mr, 
Johnston’s estimate, if the Government 
is prohibited from rolling back prices 
now out of line. 

The people of my district, Mr. Speak- 
er, cannot afford—and must not be re- 
quired to pay—the additional $57,600,000 
that it would cost them if this anticon- 
sumer proposal is enacted into law. 

For the average congressional district, 
the cost would be about $32,000,000. 
That is an awful lot of money to drain 
out of the pockets of a congressional dis- 
trict’s families, Mr. Speaker, for no good 
purpose—for a bad purpose—for the 
purpose of rewarding profiteers and 
profiteering in time of national emer- 
gency. 

With all my strength I must protest 
any such legalized robbery of the people 
of America, 

Now, Mr. Speaker, none of us on this 
floor likes controls. I certainly do not. 
They have no place in our normal 
economy. 

But we must remember that these are 
not normal times. Communist aggres- 
sion threatens our safety and the se- 
curity of the whole free world. We are 
building our strength, for strength is the 
only thing that can guarantee us against 
attack. 

We are necessarily diverting a sub- 
stantial part of the peacetime economy 
to defense. That pinches civilian pro- 
duction, reduces the volume of civilian 
goods. These are the forces that gen- 
erate inflation. 

The inflationary pressures will inten- 
sif in the months ahead as our defense 
spending increases. So we must have 
economic preparedness. 

Controls—direct and indirect—are es- 
sential to meet this grave emergency. 

I wish there were some way we could 
wave a magic wand and say, “Inflation, 
disappear,” and it would vanish. I wish 
we could speak a few words of mumbo- 
jumbo and exorcise this evil. 

That is, of course, fantastic, but I must 
coufess, some of my colleagues seem to 
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indicate, by their votes, that they be- 
lieve in this kind of magic. They ap- 
pear to think that inflation can be waved 
away. They forget that we are living 
in a real world and not in a dream world. 

How wrong, how terribly wrong, they 
are. What cruel damage they will do 
to the people of America if they persist 
in the course of gutting, instead of 
sirengthening, our defenses against in- 
flation. 

Let me ask them this simple question: 
“Tf inflation breaks through out defenses 
and engulfs us, can we maintain our 
military defenses against aggression?” 
In their hearts, they know the answer, 
The answer is, we cannot. 

Lenin once said that the way to de- 
feat capitalism was to debauch the cur- 
rency of the capitalistic countries. Are 
we going to let the Kremlin prove that 
Lenin was right—by debauching our own 
dollar through inflation? 

We can hold back inflation if we forge 
the necessary tools to do it. But if we 
withhold those tools, inflation will rip 
and the sky will be the limit. 

On behalf of the people of my district, 
I shall not be a party to bringing such 
a disaster to America. I beseech my col- 
leagues to stand firm for a strong stabi- 
lization program. Then the record of 
this Eighty-second Congress will be writ- 
ten in large letters in the proud history 
of this current effort. 

I feel it appropriate to conclude my 
remarks by adding an editorial of July 
6, 1951, from a newspaper of national 
circulation, of national concern for the 
general welfare, and distinguished for 
truth, the Christian Science Monitor: 

Ler THEM STAND AND BE COUNTED 

The great danger of the moment is less 
the possibility of a breakdown in the forth- 
coming Kaesong truce talks than the actual- 
ity of a letdown on the home front and 
the timidity of Congressmen who ought to 
stand against it. It is worthy of note, there- 
fore, that a Democratic president and a Re- 
publican industralist (whose patriotic serv- 
ice proclaims that national security knows 
no party) both have sensed this danger and 
have warned against it on the same day. 

Said President Truman in his Independ- 
ence Day speech broadcast to the Nation: 

“We must remember that Korea is only 
part of a wider conflict. We face a 
long period of world tension and great in- 
ternational danger. We have the hard task 
of increasing production and controlling in- 
flation in order to support the strong armed 
forces we must have for years to come, 
e ba < There are people who say our 
democratic form of government cannot do 
these things. * * + I think these pro- 
phets of doom are wrong. * * * But we 
are going through a period that will test to 
the utmost our self-control, our patriotism, 
and our faith in our institutions.” 

Said Director of Defense Mobilization 
Charles E. Wilson in the second quarterly 
report of his stewardship: 

“Factors which make for new inflationary 
pressures are clearly present. * * * If 
we permit the present lull to lure us into 
weakening our system of controls and de- 
laying other measures to counter inflation, 
we run the risk of paying a severe penalty 
in the months tocome. * * * The pro- 
gram must go forward whatever happens in 
Korea. * * * We dare not slacken the 
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pace of defense mobilization until the 
strength of the free world is sufficient to 
meet any attack.” 

What makes the present moment so espe- 
cially dangerous? First of all because 
Korea, much as the world has shrunk, is a 
long way off. If the actual fighting there 
should stop, the mere threat of more aggres- 
sion in Iran, in Yugoslavia, in Indochina 
may seem more distant still. 

Secondly, because the cease-fire prospect 
has come upon a situation in which the full 
pressure of defense inflation has yet to be 
felt, and in which the very measures now 
under attack have checked somewhat the 
fraction of inflation already under way. 
Production, which has been able to take a 
10-percent diversion to military in its stride, 
will have a harder job when that diversion 
reaches 20 percent next year. That is, it 
will reach 20 percent unless there are enough 
citizens so naive and enough Congressmen 
so irresponsible as to start the Nation on 
another demobilization of its armed might. 

Every man in the street may not grasp 
all these things. But the man he sends to 
Congress has no excuse if he does not. Here 
is a place and a time at which the elected 
Representative who works at the very focus 
of events has an obligation to save some 
of his good constituents from themselves, 
even at the risk of passing unpopularity. 

The statesman will take the risk; the poli- 
tician will try to slip around it. Let them 
both stand up and be counted. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recor, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted as follows to: 

Mr. ASPINALL and to include a letter. 

Mr. BENTSEN and to include extra- 
neous matter. 

Mr. Yorty in two instances, and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Spence and to include an address 
made by Mr. Charles Sawyer, Secretary 
of Commerce. 

Mr. HELLER in three instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. McGratx (at the request of Mr. 
HELLER.) 

Mr. Dempsey and to include letters. 

Mr. O'TOOLE. 

Mr. Situ of Mississippi in two in- 
stances. 

Mr. SasatH in three instances and to 
include editorials and certain articles, 

Mr. EvIns. 

Mr. Lane in two instances and to in- 
clude newspaper items. 

Mr, AYRES. 

Mr. Jonas and to include a radio ad- 
dress entitled “Inventions” by Col. Rob- 
ert R. McCormick. 

Mr. FARRINGTON and to include an ex- 
cerpt from a speech. 

Mr. BENDER in four instances, 

Mr. MILLER of New York and to in- 
clude an editorial, 

Mr. Horrman of Michigan and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. Coolxx and to revise and extend 
the remarks he made in debate in Com- 
mittee of the Whole and to include ex- 
traneous matter. 

Mr. SHELLEY and to include a state- 
ment made by him before the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service, and also 
in another instance to include extraneous 
matter. 
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Mr. MILLER of California (at the re- 
quest of Mr. HAvENNER) and to include a 
newspaper article. 

Mr. SIEMINSKI. 

Mr. GRANAHAN and to include a maga- 
zine article. 

Mr. WHEELER and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. Ratns (at the request of Mr. 
Priest) in two instances and to include 
extraneous matter in each. 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida and to include 
an editorial. 

Mr. Motter in four instances, in each 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. SmitH of Wisconsin in three in- 
stances, in each to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. VursELL and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mrs. HaRDEN and to include the text of 
an address. 

Mr. Bow and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. JoHNsON (at the request of Mr. 
KEATING) and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Harvey and to include a news- 
paper article. 

Mr. Harrison of Wyoming and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mrs. Sr. Georce and to include the 
final installment of a series of articles 
appearing in the Christian Science 
Monitor. 

Mr. Brownson (at the request of Mr. 
Curtis of Missouri) in two instances, in 
each to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri and to include 
extraneous matter. 

Mrs. BOSONE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to insert in the 
Recor» an article printed by the Frontier 
magazine on July 1951, containing one 
of the finest tributes I have ever read 
concerning the Congressman from Colo- 
rado, WAYNE ASPINALL. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the gentlewoman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCormack and to include a com- 
mencement address by President Joe E. 
Harrell, of Worcester Polytechnic In- 


‘stitute, and president of the New Eng- 


land Telephone & Telegraph Co. 
LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted as follows to: 

Mr. ExclE (at the request of Mr. 
Yorty), for today, on account of illness. 

Mr. WRDEL (at the request of Mr. 
Povutson) for this week, on account of 
illness. 

Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts (at the 
request of Mr. HEsELTON) , indefinitely on 
account of serious illness in the family, 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the 
following title, which was thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 3804. An act to limit the retroace 
tive application of the income tax to em- 
ployees of the United States working in the 
possessions or in the Canal Zone. 
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ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 5 o’clock and 46 minutes p. m.), under 
its previous order, the House adjourned 
until tomorrow, Tuesday, July 17, 1951, 
at 11 o’clock a. m. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
lows: 

610. A letter from tbe Director, Central 
Intelligence Agency, transmitting a report 
of claims against the Central Intelligence 
Agency, pursuant to section 404 of the Fed- 
eral Tort Claims Act of 1946 (Pub. Law 601, 
79th Cong.), for the fiscal year 1951; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

611, A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting a volume con- 
taining certified copies of the acts of the 
third regular sessior. of the Seventeenth Leg- 
isiature of Puerto Rico, February 12 to April 
15, 1951; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular * 

612. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a proposed 
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal 
year 1952 in the amount of $15,000,000 for 
disaster relief (H. Doc. No. 193); to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, and ordered to be 
printed. 

613. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a revision 
of a appropriation for the fiscal 
year 1952, involving a decrease of $2,400,000, 
for the National Resources Board 
(H. Doc. No. 194); to the Committee on 
Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII. reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for prin ing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. CANNON: Committee on Appropria- 
tions. House Joint Resolution 292. Joint 
resolution making additional appropriations 
for disaster relief for the fiscal year 1952, and 
for other p without amendment 
(Rept. No. 699). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi: Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. H. R. 
2298. A bill to amend section 503 (b) of the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 700). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. VORYS: Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. House Joint Resolution 281. Joint 
resolution to authorize the President to pro- 
claim a special period for intensified volun- 
tary contributions of clothing and kindred 
supplies in connection with the collection 
effort of American Relief for Korea, Inc.; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 702). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. BATTLE: Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. H. R. 4550. A bill to provide for the 

control by the United States and cooperating 

foreign nations of exports to any nation or 
combination of nations threatening the se- 
curity of the United States, including the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and ail 
countries under its domination, and for 
other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 
703). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. RICHARDS: Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. H. R. 4674. A bill authorizing the 
Secretary of State to continue Herve J. 
L'Heureux to serve as chief of the Visa 
Division for an additional year commenc- 
ing September 1, 1951; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 701). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introde-ced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. WALTER: 

H. R. 4821. A bill to prevent subversive in- 
dividuals and organizations from appearing 
as surety for bail in criminal cases; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ELLIOTT: 

H. R. 4822. A bill to amend the Social Se- 
curity Act so as to authorize the extension 
of old-age and survivors’ insurance benefits 
under the act to State and local employees 
who are covered by State or local retirement 
systems; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. RAINS: 

H. R. 4823. A bill to change the names of 
the Gatun Locks, the Gatun Dam, and the 
town of Gatun in the Canal Zone to “Sibert 
Locks,” “Sibert Dam,” and “Sibert,” respec- 
tively, in memory of the late Maj. Gen. 
William L. Sibert, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

H.R. 4824. A bill to permit civil officers 
and employees of the United States to be 
members of certain State and Territorial 
boards and commissions having duties re. 
lating to State or Territorial merit systems; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. of New York: 

H. R. 4825. A bill to provide for revenue 
revision, to correct tax inequities, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, 

By Mr. LEONARD W. HALL: 

H. R. 4826. A bill to amend section 3141 of 

title 18 of the United States Code 


to commit any such offense; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HESELTON: 

H. R. 4827. A bill to provide for the separa- 
tion of subsidy from air-mail pay in accord- 
ance with recommendations of the Commis- 
sion on Organization of the Executive Branch 
of the Government; to the Committee on 


By 

H. R. 4828. A bill granting the consent and 
approval of Congress to the participation of 
certain provinces of the Dominion of Can- 
ada in the Northeastern Interstate Forest 
Fire Protection Compact, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. LOVRE: 

H. R. 4829. A bill for expenditure of funds 
for cooperating with the public-school board 
at Sisseton, S. Dak., for the extension of 
public-school facilities to be available to all 
ut ane 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 

By Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee: 

H. R. 4830. A bill to authorize the partic- 
ipation by certain Federal employees, with- 
out loss of pay or deduction from annual 
leave, in funerals for deceased members of 
the Armed Forces returned to the United 
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States from Korea for burial; to the Com- 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
By Mr. CANNON: 

H. J. Res. 292. Joint resolution making ad- 
ditional appropriations for disaster relief 
for the fiscal year 1952, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. HAGEN: 

E. J. Res. 293. Joint resolution to provide 
that the dramatic production Faith of Our 
Fathers shall be presented in each State of 
the United States; to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations. 

By Mr. VINSON: 

H. Res. 328. Resolution authorizing a re- 
print of Armed Services Committee report 
entitled “Recall and Release of Reservists”; 
to the Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. BENDER: 

H. Res. 329. Resolution to authorize the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce to investigate and study the old-age 
retirement and survivors benefits provided 
Lua eee to the 


Committee on 

H. Res. 330, Sonn A to provide funds 
for the expenses of the investigation and 
study authorized by House Resolution 329; 
to the Committee on House Administration, 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memori- 
= were presented and referred as fol- 
lows: 


By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the L 7isla- 
ture of the State of Rhode Island and Previ- 
dence Plantations, relative to forwarding a 
copy of the Civil Defense and Disaster Com- 
pact signed by the Governor of the State of 
Rhode Island and Providence Plantations; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. EVINS: 

H. R. 4831. A bill for the relief of Pfe. Rob- 
ert L. Smith; to the Committee on the Ju- 
aiciary. 
By Mr. JACKSON of California: 

H. R. 4832. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Yuki Shishido Tanji; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H. R. 4833. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Emma Ida Head; to the Committee on the 


J 
By Mr. O'BRIEN of . 

H. R. 4834. A bill for the relief of Claude 
R. Wimer; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. PATTERSON: 

H. R. 4835. A bill for the relief of Mixael 
Lambros, also known as Michael Lamprou; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RAINS: 

H. R. 4836. A bill for the relief of Loui 
Usry; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 4837. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Frances B. Bynum; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H. R. 4838. A bill for the relief of Ewing 
Choat; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 4839. A bill for the relief of A. H. 
Clement; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 4840. A bill fof the relief of R. H. 
Hardin; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 4841. A bill for the relief of James 
Oliver Farlow; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SIEMINSKEI: 

H. R. 4842. A bill for the relief of Joseph 
Manchion; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

H. R. 4843. A bill for the relief of Dr. 
Claude Buonaiuto; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, 
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Tuespay, Juty 17, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 27, 
1951) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

Rev. John C. Blackman, Congrega- 
tional minister, Cheyenne, Wyo., offered 
the following prayer: 


Righteous and gracious God, our 
Father, high above us, yet deep within 
us, humbly would we seek closer relation 
with Thee, the source and resource of all 
living. 

We thank Thee for the tidings from 
afar quickening man’s hope of a more 
friendly world. Strengthen our faith in 
its broad realization, prospering our en- 
deavors to promote good will which bears 
Thy promise of fulfillment. 

As we strive to protect our heritage of 
freedom, justice, tolerance, and truth, 
we pray that our entire citizenry may be 
stirred to new appreciations of the moral 
foundations in character by which our 
ideals are sustained. 

Look with pity upon the forlorn vic- 
tims of flood and carnage, and from com- 
passion and charity bind mankind into 
stronger fellowship. 

Stewards of momentous decisions, we 
entreat Thee for the counsel of Thy wis- 
dom and the undergirding of Thy power, 
making us adequate for our tasks, and 
when day is done satisfy us with the joy 
of having shared Thy purposes, and 
served Thy people. 7 

And this we ask in the name of Jesus 
Christ, our Lord and Saviour. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MeFaRLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Friday, 
July 13, 1951, was dispensed with. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
APPROVAL OF BILLS 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States were com- 
municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, 
one of his secretaries, and he announced 
that the President had approved and 
signed the following acts: 

On July 13, 1951: 

S. 536. An act for the relief of the estate 

of Sidney Lomax, deceased. 
On July 16, 1951: 

S. 1438. An act for the relief of Paul D. 
Banning, chief disbursing officer, Treasury 
Department, and for other purposes. 

On July 17, 1951: 

S. 275. An act for the relief of Rafael Kube- 
lik, his wife, Ludmila Kubelik, and their 
minor son, Martin Kubelik. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr; Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed the following bills and 
joint resolutions, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. R. 2562. An act amending section 437 
(c) of the Internal Revenue Code; 

H. R. 2976. An act relating to the activi- 
ties of temporary and certain other em- 
ployees of the Bureau of Land Management; 

H. R. 3144. An act relating to certain con- 
struction cost adjustments in connection 
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with the Greenfields division of the Sun 
River irrigation project, Montana; 

H. R. 3490. An act to amend the penalty 
provisions applicable to persons convicted of 
violating certain narcotic laws, and for other 
purposes; 

H. R. 3883. An act to repeal certain? laws 
relating to timber and stone on the public 
domain; 

H. R.4113. An act to amend section 125 
of the National Defense Act to provide that 
distinctive mark or insignia shall not be re- 
quired in the uniforms worn by members 
of the National Guard of the United States, 
both Army and Air; 

H. R. 4332. An act to authorize the city 
of Burlington, Iowa, to own, maintain, and 
operate a toll bridge across the Mississippi 
River at or near said city; 

H. J. Res. 210. Joint resolution to provide 
a 1-year extension of the 5-year limitation 
on the time for presenting Indian claims to 
the Indian Claims Commission; and 

H. J. Res, 292. Joint resolution making ad- 
ditional appropriations for disaster relief 
for the scal year 1952, and for other pur- 
poses, 


ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 


The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bill and joint resolu- 
tion, and they were signed by the Vice 
President: 


H. R. 3804, An act to limit the retroac- 
tive application of the income tax to em- 
ployees of the United States working in the 
possessions or in the Canal Zone; and 

S. J. Res. 71. Joint resolution relating to 
the compensation of employees of the House 
un”? Senate Press, Periodical, and Radio Gal- 
lerles. 


HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
REFERRED 


The following bills and joint resolution 
were severally read twice by their titles 
and referred as indicated: 


H. R. 2562. An act amending section 437 
(c) of the Internal Revenue Code; and 

H. R. 3490. An act to amend the penalty 
provisions applicable to persons convicted 
of violating certain narcotic laws, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance, 

H. R. 2976. An act relating to the activities 
of temporary and certain other employees of 
the Bureau of Land Management; 

H. R. 3144. An act relating to certain con- 
struction cost adjustments in connection 
with the Greenfields division of the Sun 
River irrigation project, Montana; 

H. R. 3883. An act to repeal certain laws 
relating to timber and stone on the public 
domain; and 

H. J. Res, 210. Joint resolution to provide 
a 1-year extension of the 5-year limitation 
on the time for presenting Indian claims to 
the Indian Claims Commission; to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 

H. R.4113. An act to amend section 125 
of the National Defense Act to provide that 
distinctive mark or insignia shall not be re- 
quired in the uniforms worn by members of 
the National Guard of the United States, 
both Army and Air; to the Committee on 
Armed Services, 

H. R. 4332. An act to authorize the city 
of Burlington, Iowa, to own, maintain, and 
operate a toll bridge across the Mississippi 
River at or near said city; to the Committee 
on Public Works. 


LEAVES OF ABSENCE 


On request of Mr. MCFARLAND, and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. GEORGE was 
excused from attendance un the sessions 
of the Senate this week and next week. 
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On request of Mr. McFarianp, and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. CONNALLY 
was excused from attendance on the ses- 
sions of the Senate this week. 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. Fresident, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators 
may be permitted to make insertions in 
the Recorp and transact routine busi- 
ness without debate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. 
jection, it is so ordered. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC, 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 

REPORT ON YUGOSLAV EMERGENCY RELIEF 

ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 


A letter from the Secretary of State, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the 
Yugoslay emergency relief assistance pro- 
gram, for the period March 16 through June 
15, 1951 (with an accompanying report); 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 


‘TEMPORARY ADMISSION OF DISPLACED PERSONS 


A letter from the Attorney General, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a copy of an order 
of the Acting Commissioner of Immigration 
and Naturalization, dated November 16, 1950, 
authorizing the temporary admission into 
the United States of displaced persons (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 


REPORT ON DEVELOPMENT OF WATER AND 
RELATED RESOURCES OF ALASKA 


A letter from the Acting Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report on a reconnaissance of the potentiali- 
ties for development of the water and related 
resources of the Territory of Alaska (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 


Acts OF LEGISLATURE OF PUERTO Rico 


A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, certi- 
fied copies of the act of the third regular 
session of the Seventeenth Legislature of 
Puerto Rico, February 12 to April 15, 1951 
(with an accompanying volume); to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 


REPORT oF TORT CLAIMS PAID BY CENTRAL 
INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 


A letter from the Director, Central Intel- 
ligence Agency, Washington, D. C., reporting, 
pursuant to law, on tort claims paid by the 
Agency, fiscal year 1951; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

REFUND OF CERTAIN MONEYS 

A letter from the Acting Director, Admin- 
istrative Office of the United States Courts, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to authorize the use of appropriations for 
refunding moneys erroneously received and 
covered for the refund of forfeited bail 
(with an accompanying paper); to Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


Petitions, etc., were laid before the 

Senate and referred as indicated: 
By the VICE PRESIDENT: 

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature 
of the State of Michigan; to the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare: 

“House Concurrent Resolution 78 
“Concurrent resolution memorializing the 

Congress of the United States to enact 

into legislation H. R. 4526, or similar leg- 

islation, providing readjustment allow- 
ances for certain unemployed former 
members of the Armed Forces 

“Whereas the Servicemen's Readjustment 
Act of 1944 provided for the payment of 


Without ob- 


1951 


unemployment allowances to the veterans 
of World War II, and such allowances have 
been of immeasurable importance in pro- 
tecting the cconomic security of veterans in 
Michigan and other States; and 

“Whereas those men serving in the mili- 
tary forces of the United States since June 
27, 1950, are not included under the pro- 
visions of the Servicemen’s Readjustment 
Act of 1944; and 

“Whereas the veterans serving during the 
present Korean conflict have not generally 
had previous industrial employment which 
would entitle them to unemployment al- 
lowances under the State law: Now, there- 
fore, be it, 

“Resolved by the house of representatives 
(the senate concurring), That the members 
of the Michigan Legislature respectfully re- 
quest the Congress of the United States to 
enact into legislation H. R. 4526, or similar 
legislation, providing readjustment allow- 
aaces for certain unemployed former mem- 
bers who served in the active military, naval, 
or air service on or after June 27, 1950; and 
be it further i 

“Resolved, That suitable copies of this res- 
olution be transmitted to the President of 
the United States, to the President of the 
Senate and the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives of Congress, and to the 
Michigan Members in the Senate and House 
of Representatives of Congress. 

“Adopted by the house June 28, 1951. 

“NORMAN E. PHILLEO, 

“Clerk of the House of Representatives. 

“Adopted by the senate June 28, 1951. 

“Frep I. CHASE, 
“Secretary of the Senate.” 


A resolution adopted by the national ad- 
ministrative committee of the American 
Veterans Committee (AVC), at New York 
City, N. Y. relating to price and rent con- 
trols; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. ; 


A cablegram in the nature of a petition 
from the factory laborers of Vegabaja, 
P. R., signed by Carlos Jimenez, president, 
praying for the enactment of House bill 
4521, to amend and extend the Sugar Act 
of 1948; to the Committee on Finance. 

A letter from the State Council of De- 
fense of Rhode Island, signed by John M. 
McGreevy, Providence, R. I., transmitting a 
copy of the civil defense and disaster com- 
pact signed by the Governor on behalf of the 
State of Rhode Island (with an accompany- 
ing paper); to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 


A resolution adopted by the Utah Labor's 
Joint Legislative Committee, at Salt Lake 
City, Utah, relating to the development and 
utilization of the upper Colorado River and 
its tributaries; to the Committee on Inte- 
rior and Insular Affiairs. 

A resolution adopted by the Rotary Club 
of Mayaguez, P. R., relating to the celebra- 
tion of the golden jubilee of the Mayaguez 
Federal experiment station; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 


PROHIBITION OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE 
ADVERTISING—PETITIONS 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I pre- 
sent for appropriate reference a petition 
signed by 25 citizens of Milton; a peti- 
tion signed by 24 citizens of Rehoboth 
Beach, and a petition signed by 40 citi- 
zens of Delmar, all in the county of Sus- 
sex, Del., praying for the enactment of 
legislation to prohibit alcoholic-beverage 
advertising over the radio and televi- 
sion as well as in magazines and news- 


papers. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The peti- 
tions will be received and referred to 
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the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. 


USE OF JUVENILE COURT RECORDS IN 
CERTAIN CASES—RESOLUTION OF MIN- 
NESOTA STATE ASSOCIATION OF JU- 
VENILE COURT JUDGES 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
present for appropriate reference, and 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Recorp, a resolution adopted by 
the annual conference of the Minnesota 
State Association of Juvenile Court 
Judges on May 16, 1951, relating to the 
use of juvenile court records in certain 
cases. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services, and ordered to be print- 
ed in the Recor, as follows: 

Whereas it has come to the attention of 
various juvenile court of the State 
of Minnesota, that it is the policy of some 
branches of the armed services, to consider 
a juvenile record against a boy or girl seek- 
ing enlistment or advancement in the armed 
services; and 

Whereas it appears that they are placed 
in a separate classification because of a ju- 
venile record; and 

Whereas it appears that a number of cases 
are turned down completely without an in- 
vestigation in some localities; and 

Whereas juvenile offenders handled by 
the juvenile courts of the State of Minne- 
sota are not considered criminals, and their 
acts not crimes, and it being the policy of 
the juvenile court to keep the record of a 
boy or girl free from the stigma of crime; 
and 

Whereas the juvenile judges of Minnesota 
have at all times taken the position that a 
juvenile court record in itself should not be 
a handicap to such child in later life: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Minnesota State Associa- 
tion of Juvenile Judges, That the practice 
of using a juvenile court record against a 
boy or girl seeking enlistment or advance- 
ment in the armed services of the United 
States be condemned; be it further 

Resolved, That the Minnesota State As- 
sociation of Juvenile Court Judges recom- 
mend that the armed services consider and 
study each individual case in which the en- 
listee has a juvenile court record with the 
juvenile court, to determine whether or not 
the individual will have a reasonable chance 
of being successful in service; and the fact 
that such prospective enlistee has a juve- 
nile record shall not in itself hinder or pre- 
vent such individual from serving his coun- 
try; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution 
be sent to the President of the United States, 
to each Senator and Representative in Con- 
gress from the State of Minnesota, and to 
the heads of the different branches of the 
armed services of the United States. 


NONDEFENSE SPENDING—RESOLUTION 
OF BOARD OF DIRECTORS, BALTIMORE 
(MD.) ASSOCIATION OF CREDIT MEN 


Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, repre- 
sentative of the thinking of Marylanders 
generally with regard to Federal fiscal 
policies is a resolution adopted at a 
meeting of the officers and directors of 
the Baltimore (Md.) Association of 
Credit Men, held on June 27, 1951, in 
which it is urged that a determined 
effort be made to eliminate from the 
budget “all waste and all new socialistic 
experiment: and other projects not 
necessary to the defense effort.” 
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Certainly, no group is more attentive 
to the reactions of our citizens on spend - 
ing iaatters and I believe this resolution, 
the result of considered thinking, de- 
serves widespread action. 

I ask unanimous consent to have it 
printed ir the Recorp, and appropriately 
referred. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Appropriations, and ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


RESOLUTION ON WNONDEFENSE SPENDING 
ADOPTED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE 
BALTIMORE 


Whereas the Baltimore Association of 
Credit Men believes that accelerated military 
preparedness as well as sound budget are 
necessary to our survival, particularly in 
these critical times; and 

Whereas credit men, like all good Ameri- 
cans, are willing to make all necessary sacri- 
fices for the common defense, but at the same 
time believe that socialistic experiments and 
projects masquerading under the pretense 
of promoting the national defense—must be 
exposed and eliminated from the Federal 
budget; and 

Whereas the nondefense items of the 
budget should be drastically reduced as pro- 
posed in the Byrd report so as to provide 
in part the funds and manpower so needed 
for military purposes; and 

Whereas this association b lieves that be- 
fore any consideration is given to voting 
additional taxes the President should give 
serious consideration to the Byrd report 
rather than ignore it; and 

Whereas we will gain little in building up 
the necessary military defense if we suffer 
defeat through inflation and national bank- 
ruptcy; and 

Whereas this association is proud of our 
Maryland delegation in Congress, irrespec- 
tive of party, as they have consistently sup- 
ported efforts to prudently manage our na- 
tional fiscal affairs: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this association earnestly 
urges our Maryland Senators and Represent- 
atives to make a determined effort to elimi- 
nate from the budget all waste and all new 
socialistic experiments and other projects 
not necessary to the defense effort, and to 
reduce where possible nondefense items, to 
the end that our country may remain 
financially strong and that we may thus 
back up our military forces with a sound 
economy; further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
sent to the Maryland delegation in Congress. 


FUNDS FOR VETERANS EMPLOYMENT 
SERVICE—RESOLUTION OF MAINE 
AMERICAN LEGION 


Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
I present for appropriate reference, and 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Recorp, a resolution adopted by 
the Maine American Legion, relating to 
adequate funds for the Veterans Em- 
ployment Service. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Appropriations and ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as Tollows: 

RESOLUTION OF THE MAINE AMERICAN LEGION 

Whereas the Veterans Employment Service 
was created at the instance of the American 
Legion in 1933 under the Wagner-Peyser 
Act; and 

Whereas added obligations were placed 
upon the Veterans Employment Service un- 
der the provisions of the GI bill to assure 


8234 


that veterans would receive adequate coun- 
seling and placement service; and 

Whereas the Veterans Employment Service 
in the intervening years has been subjected 
to repeated efforts to reduce its personnel by 
cutting the appropriations for the Service; 
and 

Whereas any cut in appropriations for the 
Veterans Employment Service would ma- 
terially reduce the procuring of job oppor- 
tunities for veterans, especially disabled vet- 
erans and the older workers; and 

Whereas veterans and their organizations 
do now place great reliance and dependence 
on the Veterans Employment Service: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the American Legion, That we 
urge there be adequate funds provided for 
the Veterans Employment Service to enable 
it to provide for unemployed veterans, the 
maximum service guaranteed them under the 
GI bill. 


ISSUANCE OF BONDS AFFECTING VETER- 
ANS—RESOLUTION OF NATIONAL AS- 
SOCIATION OF STATE DIRECTORS OF 
VETERANS AFFAIRS, BAR HARBOR, 
MAINE 


Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. President, 
I present for appropriate reference, and 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Recorp, a resolution adopted by 
the National Association of State Direc- 
tors of Veterans Affairs, at Bar Harbor, 
Maine, relating to the issuance of cer- 
tain bonds affecting veterans. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, and ordered to 
be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 
RESOLUTION ADOPTED UNANIMOUSLY BY Na- 

TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE DIRECTORS OF 

VETERANS AFFAIRS (NASDVA) IN ANNUAL 

CONVENTION JUNE 29, 1951, aT BAR HARBOR, 

MAINE 

Whereas the National Voluntary Credit Re- 
straint Committee has described as infla- 
tionary” certain proposed bond issues affect- 
ing veterans, both directly and indirectly; 
and 

Whereas the Office of Defense Mobilization 
also has gone on record requesting the sey- 
eral States and other political subdivisions 
to not offer such bonds for sale; and 

Whereas these official and quasi-official 
Federal Government groups have issued such 
statements without benefit of counsel with 
the veterans and groups concerned; and 

Whereas at least two States (Oregon and 
West Virginia) now are placed in the posi- 
tion of being unable to carry out the man- 
date of their people through the failure to 
sell veterans bonus bonds following the in- 
tervention of Federal groups into States’ 
rights; and 

Whereas many of the proposed bond issues 
were originated, approved at general refer- 
endums and enacted by legislatures prior to 
the creation of the National Voluntary Credit 
Restraint Committee; and 

Whereas the ill-advised advice of the Credit 
Restraint Committee and the Office of De- 
fense Mobilization has had a directly adverse 
effect on benefits for veterans and their sur- 
vivors; and 

Whereas it is the belief of this association 
that activities of such gre@gps could be better 
put to use by looking after the interest and 
welfare of Federal agencies than intervening 
in activitier of the several States: Therefore 
be it 

Resolved, That the National Association of 
State Directors of Veterans Affairs, here as- 
sembled in annual convention at Bar Harbor, 
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Maine, this 29th day of June 1951, do censure 
the actions of the Voluntary Credit Restraint 
Committee and Defense Mobilizer Charles 
Wilson with respect to their intervention 
into veterans’ affairs; and be it further 
Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be 
transmitted to the Credit Restraint Commit- 
tee and Mr. Wilson with the request that 
their actions of May 1951 respecting such 
bond issues be rescinded; and be it finally 
Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be 
transmitted to all Members of the Congress 
of the United States with the request that 
action be taken by that body to endorse 
efforts by any State, at any time, to provide 
grateful recognition to veterans for their 
sacrifices in time of war and grave national 
emergency by such monetary measures as ap- 
proved by the people of the State concerned. 


DEATH OF CHARLES L. ASHCRAFT, PRES- 
IDENT, NATIONAL RURAL LETTER CAR- 
RIERS ASSOCIATION—RESOLUTION OF 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE 
AND CIVIL SERVICE 


Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, the Senate Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service adopted a 
resolution relating to the death of 
Charles L. Asheraft, president of the 
National Rural Letter Carriers Associa- 
tion. I ask unanimous consent that the 
resolution be appropriately referred and 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was ordered to lie on the table and 
to be printed in the Recor, as follows: 


RESOLUTION UPON THE DEATH OF CHARLES L, 
ASHCRAFT, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL RURAL 
LETTER CARRIERS ASSOCIATION 


WASHINGTON, D. C., July 13, 1951. 
Whereas in the performance of his duty 
as president of the National Rural Letter 
Carriers Association; and 
Whereas while visiting his native State of 
Kansas in connection with duties incident 
to his official position, and while helping in 
the rescue of the people of his stricken State 
during the recent floods, he so expended his 
strength as to bring about his sudden death 
from a heart attack; and 
Whereas Charles L. Ashcraft, during his 
many years of service as a rural letter carrier 
in Kansas and during the years he con- 
tinued to serve his fellow-carriers as their 
national president, he has shown a high 
degree of courage, devotion, and ability in 
the handling of legislation and other mat- 
ters affecting the welfare of the rural letter 
carriers; and 
Whereas in his appearances before the 
Post Office and Civil Service Committee of 
the United States Senate and the subcom- 
mittees thereof, Charles L. Ashcraft has at 
all times conducted himself in such a man- 
ner as to merit the highest respect and ad- 
miration of the members of the said com- 
mittee; and 
Whereas upon his untimely passing on 
July 11, 1951, we feel a sense of deep per- 
sonal loss: Be it 
Resolved, That the members of this com- 
mittee extend to his bereaved widow and 
members of his family our deepest and most 
sincere sympathy; and be it further 
Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
placed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and 
sent to Mrs. Charles L. Ashcraft. 
OLIN D. JOHNSTON, Chairman; KENNETH 
MCKELLAR; MATTHEW M. NEELY; JOHN 
O. PASTORE; MIKE MONRONEY; 
GEORGE E, SMATHERS; THOMAS R. UN- 
DERWOOD; WILLIAM LANGER; FRANK 
CARLSON; HERMAN WELKER; JOHN M. 
BUTLER; JAMES H. Durr; WALLACE F. 
BENNETT. 
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REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 


Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, from the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, to which was referred the 
bill (S. 537) to provide for the greater 
security and defense of the United States 
against attack, and for other purposes, 
reported it with amendments and sub- 
mitted a report (No. 549) thereon. 


AMENDMENT OF MIGRATORY BIRD 
HUNTING STAMP ACT—REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE 


Mr. KEM. Mr. President, from the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, I report favorably with 
amendments the bill (S. 509) to amend 
the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act 
of March 16, 1934 (48 Stat. 451; 16 
U. S. C. 718b), as amended, and I sub- 
mit a report (No. 548) thereon. 

The purpose of the bill is to permit 
a larger share of the Migratory Bird 
Conservation Fund—the duck stamp 
fund—to be used for enforcement and 
administrative purposes. 

Existing law provides that 90 percent 
of the special fund received from the 
sale of migratory bird hunting stamps 
may be used for acquisition, mainte- 
nance, and development of wildlife ref- 
uges, while only 10 percent of the fund 
may be used for enforcement and ad- 
ministration of the Migratory Bird 
Hunting Stamp Act, the Migratory Bird 
Conservation Act, and the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act. The bill, as amended 
by your committee, will permit the Fish 
and Wildlife Service to use 85 percent 
of this special fund for. acquisition, 
maintenance, and development purposes, 
and not to exceed 15 percent of the fund 
for enforcement and administrative 
purposes. The 15 percent for enforce- 
ment and administration purposes pro- 
vided in the amended bill compares with 
10 percent under the existing law. This 
bill will, therefore, increase funds pres- 
ently available for law enforcement and 
administration purposes by 50 percent, 
It is estimated that if the bill is passed, 
as amended, an additional sum of ap- 
proximately $200,000 per year will be 
available for law enforcement and ad- 
ministration, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report 
will be received, and the bill will be 
placed on the calendar, 


ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION 
PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, July 17, 1951, he presented 
to the President of the United States the 
enrolled joint resolution (S. J. Res. 71) 
relating to the compensation of em- 
ployees of the House and Senate Press, 
Periodical, and Radio Galleries. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PERSONNEL AND FUNDS 


Pursuant to Senate Resolution 123, 
Eightieth Congress, first session, the fol- 
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lowing reports were received by the Sec- 
retary of the Senate: 

Jury 16, 1951. 
REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and 
its subcommittees for the period from Jan- 
uary 3, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with 
the funds available to and expended by it 
and its subcommittees: 


Name and profession 


Francis O. Wilcox, * $10, 846, 00088, 422, 98 
Thorsten V. Kalijarvi, staff asso- 
„ciate 5, 422. 98 


Ba 838 


e p 
S435 88 


85 


Funds authorized or appropriated ſor com- 
mittee expenditure $10, 000, 00 
Amount expended 6, 


Balance unexpended 3, 280. 47 


Tom CoNNALLY, 
Chairman, 


Jux 3, 1951. 
REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 


To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and 
its subcommittees for the period from Jan- 
uary 3, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with 
the funds available to and expended by it 
and its subcommittees: 


John H. Mathews (to Feb. is), 
staff member 


L. Clair Nelson (from Feb. 
member. 


fessional staff member. 
Jonah A. Davis, chief clerk... 
Wayne H, Smithey, assistant chief 


Miram ö. g clerical assistant... 


H. Joan Cheat, clerical assistant.. 
* ‘Alice Turner (from June I), 


ical assistant. 
Orrin E. Creesy, clerical assistant. 


Funds authorized or appropriated for com- 


mittee expenditure = $10, 000. 00 
Amount expended— . 1,847.51 
Balance unexpended 8, 152. 49 
Pat McCarran, 
Chairman, 
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Jury 2, 1951. 

REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS 
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

Th above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port shoving the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and 
its subcommittees for the period from Jan- 
uary 1, 1951, to July 1, 1951, together with 
the funds available to and expended by it 
and its subcommittees: 


Name and profession 


2: ee eA RI 810, 846. 423.00 
piii Frank, chief cler. 10, 846, 423. 00 
5 — Otto, professional staff 

(minority) 10, 097. 235, 96 
Kerr, Roy Dean, clerical staff. 892. 799. 87 
Martinez, Ercilia, clerical staff. 84 296. 83 
Ortiz, Frances. prof 087. 42 

orter, Eloise, assistant cler 286. 16 
Sneed, Theo W., professional staff. . 10, 349, 48 
Stovail, Frances A., clerical staff.. 5, 544. 82| 2 721. 19 
Funds authorized or appropriated for com- 

mittee expenditure. -~ $10,000.00 
Amount expended 1, 193. 14 

Balance unexpended_..._....-.....---- 8, 806. 86 

DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman. 
JuLx 9, 1951. 
REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant t. Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person em yed by it and 
its subcommittees for the period from Jan- 
uery 1. 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with 
tl. funds available to. and expended by it 
and its subcommittees 


Name and profession 


Robert H. Mollohan, chief elerk. . 810, 846. 00/$5, 422. 98 
professional > 


Gerhard P. Van Arkel, 
staff member 10, $46.00) 5, 422. 98 
William P, Gulledge, assistant 
P EA 8,024.17) 3,917. 44 
W clerical assistant 
(from Feb. 5) 197, 21) 2, 107. 75 
Ruth W. B. t, clerical assistant. 4, 849. 61| 2, 424. 
z ‘member (to Feb. 5)----z--z- 10, 846.00| 1, 054. 46 
feo FOD. By aE 5,197.21] 505.28 
Vivian Lynn, clerical assistant (to 
3) OAA 4. 418. 10 429. 24 
Funds authorized or priated for co 
mittee expenditure d fod Congress $10,000.00 
Amount expended—— 1, 612. 83 
Balance unexpended___..............-- 8, 387. 17 
MATTHEW M. NEELY, 
irman. 


JuLY 15, 1951. 


REPORT OF SPECIAL COMMITTEE TO INVESTI- 
GATE ORGANIZED CRIME IN INTERSTATE COM- 
MERCE 

To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and 
its subcommittees for the period from May 
1, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with the 
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funds available to and expended by it and 
its subcommittees: 


Name and profession 


Althenn, Genevieve M., secretary. 
Amis, William D., investigator.. paT 
‘Arnold, Julia Okt; receptionist 
ae Tard V. in 5 — 


Christian, Evel <5 clerk-typist. 
Cole, Donald Sen 
Coutsonikas, Melba, administra- 


counsel 
ries mn Robert E., assistant counsel. 
oddard, Lawrence C., investiga- 


counse 6,066.23) 556. 06 
Rehman, Robert, investigator......] 4,849.61] 404. 13 
Reidt, Wallace, assistant counsel....| 6, 500. 24] 848. 69 
Rice, Downey, associate counsel_...| 12, 000. 00 1, 875. 81 

„assistant editor 4,067.49) 158.17 

Smith, Thomas S pe? — 4,675.80] 298.73 
Stathis, Nicholas J., assistant coun- 

F 4,067.49] 440. 63 

8 A., stenogra 3, 632. 97 191.73 
Watt, lorence Jean stenographer. 3,459.17} 288. 26 
Harvey, Terrence J; Ir., investi- 

Pe EREET . E 3,806.78) 211.48 
Nellis, Joseph L., assistant counsel. 50. 10 
Furst, Harriet, stenographerr 632, 181. 62 
Funds authorized or appropriated for eom- 

mittee expenditure... .......-.--.-.--..-- $100, 000, 00 
Amount expended . N, 213. 99 

Balance unexpended . 72, 786. 01 


The amount expended, which is shown on 
the report, does not include a $19,173.40 
deficit, which was carried over from the pre- 
vious appropriation. 

It also does not include $14,881.04 esti- 
mated expenses for the period May 1, 1951, 
to June 30, 1951. 

HERBERT R. O'CONOR, 
Chairman. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mrs. SMITH of Maine: 

S. 1855. A bill for the relief of Joachim 
Volk, also known as Steven Craig Delano; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LANGER: 

S. 1856. A bill for the relief of Amir Alum, 
Irfan Ali, and Frooz Mian or Firoze Miah; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KNOWLAND: 

S. 1857. A bill for the relief of Dorothy Q. 

Wiborg; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. McFARLAND (by request): 

S. 1858. A bill for the relief of Hummy 

Chu; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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By Mr. (for himself and Mr. 
Burn of Nebraska): 

S. 1859. A bill to amend section 1402 (a) 
of title 28 of the United States Code relating 
to the venue of civil actions against the 
United States; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. FREAR: 

S. 1860. A bill to amend section 12 of the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

(See remarks of Mr. Frear when he intro- 
duced the above bill, which appear under a 
separate heading.) 

By Mr. FREAR: 

S. 1861. A bill to amend the Excess Profits 
Tax Act of 1950 with respect to income de- 
rived from television broadcasting; to the 
Committee on Finance. 


FORREST L. CROMWELL 


Mr. DIRKSEN submitted the following 
resolution (S. Res. 174), which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration: 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate 
hereby is authorized and directed to pay 
from the contingent fund of the Senate to 
Forrest L. Cromwell, widower of Laura E, 
Bayliss, late an employee of the Senate, a 
sum equal to 6 months’ compensation at the 
rate she was receiving by law at the time of 
her death, said sum to be considered inclusive 
of funeral expenses and all other allowances, 


PRINTING OF REPORT ON HEALTH INSUR- 
ANCE PLANS OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. LEHMAN submitted the following 
resolution (S. Res. 176), which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare be authorized to have 
printed for its use 5,000 copies of parts 2 
and 3 of Senate Report No. 359, Eighty-sec- 
ond Congress, a report on health insurance 
plans in the United States. 


THE WILLIAM N. OATIS CASE—EXCLU- 
SION OF COMMUNIST PRESS REPRE- 
SENTATIVES FROM THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may address 
the Senate for 3 minutes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the request of the Senator 
from Maryland? The Chair hears 
none, and the Senator from Maryland 
may proceed. 

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, com- 
munism’s most recent effort to lessen 
the prestige of the United States among 
the people of the iron curtain countries 
through the mockery of the “trial” of 
Associated Press Correspondent William 
N. Oatis, has shocked our people beyond 
words. 

Coming on the heels of so many other 
instances of injustice to American na- 
tionals, as well as to patriots who failed 
to obey Communist regulations in the 
iron-curtain countries, the Oatis case is 
convincing proof that justice plays no 
part in Communist governmental ad- 
ministration, and that the lie, the big lie, 
is one of the most potent weapons in ef- 
forts to convince enslaved peoples that 
United States is impotent to help 
hem.. 

If there ever was a newspaperman 
who is truly a credit to his profession, 
it is Bill Oatis. When he was detailed 
to cover a story, he had but one objec- 
tive in mind to get the facts. His thor- 
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oughness in pursuing all phases of any 
matter that claimed his attention as 
being newsworthy, his tenaciousness in 
sticking with an investigation until he 
was convinced that he had everything 
he needed, were undoubtedly high among 
the reasons why the Communists felt 
they had to get rid of him. He has had 
a penchant for finding out what was 
going on, and unquestionably, in so doing 
he was committing what, to the Com- 
munists, was the most disturbing offense 
possible. As a matter of fact, one of the 
chief charges the prosecutor made 
against him in the trial was that he in- 
sisted on getting the facts. 

When we contrast his stories of what 
went on in Czechoslovakia with the 
garbled accounts of happenings in Amer- 
ica which are transmitted by Russian 
and other iron curtain country report- 
ers from here, one can easily envisage 
the terror that grips the heart of Com- 
munist officials at the thought either 
that their own people actually will learn 
of life in America as it really is, or that 
people in the world outside will find out 
the full facts about conditions in the 
Communist countries. 

The Oatis case offers food for thought 
to persons in the United States, and I 
believe there still are some who are ready 
to accept the propaganda put forth by 
the Communists rather than to face the 
actualities of what happens when a 
country falls victim to Communist des- 
potism. One Oatis case can disprove all 
the lies that Communists could dissemi- 
nate over a long period of time. 

It has been announced officially by the 
State Department that further strong 
representations have been made to the 
Czechoslovakian Government concern- 
ing the matter, urging that Mr. Oatis be 
released. This is all very well, of course, 
but repeated experiences in similar cir- 
cumstances would seem to have taught 
us to expect little from such appeals. 

To have any hope of seeking Mr. Oatis’ 
release it is going to be necessary for this 
country to find some way to put pressure 
on the Communists where it hurts. I 
believe this should take the form imme- 
diately of an order barring all repre- 
sentatives of the Communist press from 
the country, with the proviso that no 
more will be admitted until Mr. Oatis is 
freed and assurances are received that 
there will be no more such jailings. 

In addition our delegation in the 
United Nations should take appropriate 
steps to have that body investigate and 
disapprove the imprisonment of Mr, 
Oatis so that the condemnation of the 
free world may be visited upon the Com- 
munists for their action. 

Furthermore, peremptory orders 
should be issued prohibiting trade be- 
tween our country and Czechoslvakia as 
long as Mr. Oatis is held in prison. 

It is high time that drastic retaliatory 
measures be taken against any and all 
Communist governments which, as part 
of their propaganda impose harsh or 
unjust treatment upon any American 
citizens. 

I have prepared a resolution with re- 
gard to this matter which seems entirely 
called for by the circumstances. I send 
it to the desk and ask for its appropriate 
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reference with the hope of earliest 
consideration. 

The resolution (S. Res. 175) was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Re- 
lations, as follows: 


Whereas the Communist Government of 
Czechoslovakia has staged what was pur- 
ported to be a trial“ against an American 
newspaperman, William N. Oatis, and has 
imposed a sentence of 10 years imprison- 
ment upon him, on the charge that he was 
a spy for the United States; and 

Whereas it is the unanimous judgment of 
all his associates and fellow correspondents 
that Mr. Oatis is a conscientious newspaper- 
man who has sought to report world hap- 
penings objectively, and wo is not the type 
of man who would lend himself to any such 
activities as alleged; and 

Whereas it is well known that such recur- 
rent evidences of anti-Americanism and of a 
desire to present this country’s activities to 
the people behind the iron curtain in an 
unfavorable light are merely part of a world- 
wide Communist compaign against free na- 
tions and particularly against the United 
States: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is hereby declared to be 
the sense of the Senate of the United States 
that the charges against Mr. Oatis are pal- 
pably false and that the term of imprison- 
ment imposed upon him is clearly unjust; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That the Senate urge upon the 
State Department and upon other Govern- 
ment agencies to prevent representatives of 
the foreign Communist press from dispatch- 
ing, forwarding, or gathering news and in- 
formation in the United States for the gov- 
ernments or news agencies of the Communist 
countries; make suitable representation to 
the United Nations for consideration of the 
Oatis case by that body; prohibit trade be- 
tween citizens of the United States and 
Czechoslovakia until the release of Mr. 


Oatis; and to take whatever additional steps 


may be possible, economically or otherwise, 
that would impress upon the Communist 
officials and the people the thorough disgust 
of this country at such actions, and our firm 
determination to accept no further such at- 
tacks without proper retaliation. 


EDUCATION OF PHYSICALLY HANDI- 
CAPPED CHILDREN OF SCHOOL AR 
AMENDMENTS 


Mr. HUMPHREY submitted amend- 
ments intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (S. 1463) to enable the States to 
make more adequate provision for 
special services required for the educa- 
tion of physically handicapped children 
of school age, and for other purposes, 
which were referred to the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare and ordered 
to be printed. 


EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME OF IN- 
COME FROM DISCHARGE OF INDEBT- 
EDNESS—AMENDMENT 


Mr. CASE submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill (H. R. 2416) relating to exclusion 
from gross income of income from dis- 
charge of indebtedness, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. , 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


As in executive session, 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting several 
nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. . 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 
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EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


As in executive ession, 
The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 


By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, from 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service: 

Twenty-three postmasters. 

By Mr. MAYBANK, from the Committee 
on Banking and Currency; 

Manly Fleischmann, of New York, to be 
Defense Production Administrator, vice Wil- 
liam H. Harrison, resigned. 

By Mr. BYRD, from the Committee on 
Finance: 

John B, Dunlap, of Texas, to be Commis- 
sioner of Internal Revenue, in place of 
George J. Schoeneman, whose resignation 
is effective July 31, 1951. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC, 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Ap- 
pendix as follows: 

By Mr. SALTONSTALL: 

Text of a debate between Senator MUNDT 
and Senator Humpurey on the subject Do 
We Need a Realignment of Our Political 
Parties for 1952?, broadcast over the radio on 
the program the American Forum of the Air, 
on July 15, 1951. 

By Mr. BYRD: 

Address on security in the home, delivered 
by Samuel M. Bemiss, before the Virginia 
Conference of Social Workers, in Roanoke, 
Va., on May 2, 1951. 

Broadcast by Charles Parmer from Sta- 
tion WMBG, in Richmond, Va., suggesting 
the return of the key to the Bastile as ges- 
ture of friendship to the people of France. 

By Mr. LEHMAN: 

Brochure entitled “Fourth of July: The 
Cosmohistoric Event of 1776,” prepared by 
George J. Chryssikos on the occasion of the 
celebration of the one hundred and seventy- 
fifth anniversary of the Declaration of 
Independence. 

Editorial entitled “Children’s Friend,” pub- 
lished in the Washington Post of July 15, 
1951, paying tribute to Katharine Lenroot as 
the head of the Children’s Bureau, and Dr, 
Martha Eliot her successor, 

By Mr. HAYDEN: 

Editorial entitled “Ohio and the Arizona 
Project,” published in the Youngstown Vin- 
dicator of July 15, 1951, relating to the cen- 
tral Arizona project. 

By Mr. CHAVEZ: 

Editorial entitled “Wetback,” published in 
the Washington Post of July 17, 1951, relating 
to the Mexican labor importation bill. 

By Mr. CARLSON: 

Editorial entitled “This Nation Under 
God,” published in the Pratt (Kans.) Daily 
Tribune of July 2, 1951. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY: 

Article entitled “FEPC Records Minneap- 
olis Gains,” published in the American Jew- 
ish World of June 22, 1951. 

Polls regarding opinions on price and wage 
controls, one entitled “Keep Price and Wage 
Curbs, Public Says,” from the Minneapolis 
Tribune of June 20, 1951; the second, a 
George Gallup poll entitled “Poll Reveals 
Voters Favor Tighter Curbs,” published in 
the Minneapolis Tribune of June 29, 1951, 

By Mr. BENTON: 

Article entitled “The Missing Element in 
Europe's Defense,” written by Anne O'Hare 
McCormick, and published in the New York 
Times of July 7, 1951, relating to unity in 
Europe. 

Article entitled “Hungarian in a Letter 
Defies Reds To Hail the Free World,” by C. L. 
Sulzberger, and published in the New York 
Times, referring to reign of terror in Hungary. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


Editorial entitled “UNESCO's Pilot Plant,” 
published in the New York Times of July 6, 
1951, regarding a campaign under UNESCO 
for education of people in Mexico. 


SENATOR MARTIN, OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I Me 
this opportunity to invite the attention 
of Senators to the fact that the distin- 
guished senior Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. Martin] is back with us 
again. He has been ill. During his ab- 
sence his office has carried on in mag- 
nificent fashion. I am glad that he is 
back. He seems to have fully recovered. 
We value his judgment and his presence; 
and above all we want him to know that 
we love him and are glad that he is back. 
LApplause.] 


THE FLOODS IN MISSOURI AND KANSAS 


Mr. KEM. Mr. President, the calam- 
ity along the Missouri and Kaw Rivers is 
a national disaster. While the suffering 
is, of course, most acute in the flooded 
area, the economic effects—the loss of 
food and productive capacity—will be 
felt throughout the United States. These 
streams are interstate streams. The 
rainfall comes in one State and the effect 
is felt in another. The field is one in 
which the Congress, representing all the 
people of the United States, bears a re- 
sponsibility. I am sure that Congress is 
ready and willing to recognize its duty 
and responsibility to the utmost. 

Maj. Gen. Lewis A. Pick, Chief of the 
Army Engineers, after an on-the-spot 
inspection of the flooded area, has de- 
clared: 

I have just witnessed the greatest catas- 
trophe I have ever seen—something that 
could not be duplicated on any river in the 
United States. 

This situation— 


Said General Pick— 
is a city, State, and Federal problem as 
well as one for thousands of individuals in 
the flooded areas. 

And what you face when the rivers go down 
is a relief problem. : 

You are going to have a health problem. 
When these waters go down you are going 
to see the dirtiest city you ever saw, 


The extent of the flood damage in 
Kansas City has been vividly described 
in a statement on July 14 by Roy A. Rob- 
erts of the Kansas City Star. Mr. Rob- 
erts said: 

The loss in the areas that went under 
water has not been overstated in any esti- 
mate that has come to my attention. 

The important Armourdale section, with 
its big soap plants and other industries, the 
industrial Argentine district with its steel 
fabricating plants, the big packing plants, 
and the miles of stockyards along the Kaw 
have been under water up to 15 feet. Theat 
is on the Kansas side. 

Kansas City, Mo., has shared this tre- 


mendous flood damage with the submerg- . 


ing of the teeming central industrial dis- 
trict, a warehouse, freight, and industrial 
district with factories and lumber and oil 
yards that included the livestock exchange, 
Floodwaters followed lowlands, old stream 
beds, along Southwest Boulevard and adja- 
cent land. When the water unexpectedly 
went over the dikes it rose 14 feet in the 2 
hours, blocking efforts to move inventories, 
even records. 

Railroads, operating at the river level, 
have been hit hard. But for residential 
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Eansas City the flood is felt mainly through 
low-water pressure, through flooding of a 
pumping station that supplies two-thirds of 
the city’s water. That closed all but food 
stores and essential businesses today. All 
saloons are closed; the churches are open. 
The loss now is into uncalculated millions 
in hides, soaps, meats, lumber, oil, chemi- 
cals, some grain, all the sorts of supplies 
that are held in hig storehouses. The loss 
of thousands of drowned cattle and hogs 
was a small item in comparison with the 
enormous quantities of meat in cold stor- 
gge. Where insurance is inadequate, such 
loss can be crippling. Thousands of boxcars, 
loaded with goodness knows what, were 
praet in the sudden overflowing of the 
es. 


I believe that every Member of the 
Senate is sympathetic to the needs of 
the people in the stricken area. A great 
many Senators have been good enough 
to express their thoughtful concern 
The crest of the flood is now moving 
down the Missouri River. Hourly more 
families are being harassed and made 
homeless. More crops and livestock are 
being destroyed. More industry is be- 
ing ravaged. 

The present appropriation may or 
may not be adequate to meet the dire 
needs of the grim emergency. I am 
confident the Senate will approve what- 
ever is necessary for the Federal Gov- 
ernment to do to alleviate suffering and 
hardship resulting from this national 
disaster. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
3 from Missouri yield for a ques- 

on? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the 
unanimous- consent agreement, debate 
is not in order. The Senator from Mis- 
souri may yield to other Senators by 
unanimous consent. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that I may yield to the 
eee from New Mexico for a ques- 

on, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I ask the Senator from 
Missouri this question: Prior to this ses- 
sion was not the Senator from Missouri 
a member of the Senate Committee on 
Public Works? 

Mr. KEM. I had the honor of serv- 
ing on that committee under the chair- 
manship of the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Is it not true that that 
committee and the Congress outlined 
a program of flood-control legislation 
which has been approved by the Con- 
gress? 

Mr. KEM. That is correct. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Does not the Senator 
from Missouri believe that that program 
should not be retarded because of 
so-called emergencies throughout the 
world? 

Mr. KEM. I certainly feel so. I have 
expressed that opinion several times. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Is it not possible that 
if we had carried on the fiood-control 
work the terrible damage and disaster 
which have occurred in the Senator’s 
home State and the State of Kansas 
would not have occurred? 

Mr. KEM. It is possible that they 
would not have occurred. Of course, the 
amount of rainfall has been greater than 
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at any other time in history. Whether 
it would be possible by any public works 
to guard against such a perfect deluge 
is somewhat difficult to answer, I agree 
with the Senator that it is highly de- 
sirable, as soon as we have dealt with 
the present emergency, to undertake a 
careful, intelligent study of flood preven- 
tion and control throughout the entire 
Missouri River Basin so that a great 
national disaster such as we are now 
experiencing will not occur in the future, 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEM. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The House has 
recommended an appropriation of $25,- 
000,000. The Senate Committee on Ap- 
propriations has recommended $15,000,- 
000. Would it not be wiser, in the opin- 
ion of the Senator from Missouri, to ap- 
propriate $15,000,000 at the present time 
and then go into the subject more thor- 
oughly? As the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico has indicated, Con- 
gress is in session, and we can go into 
the subject very much more thoroughly, 

Mr. KEM. I have not had the benefit, 
as the Senator from Massachusetts has 
had, of the discussion before the Senate 
Appropriations Committee. A number 
of members of the committee have 
spoken to me of their earnest desire to 
do whatever seems to be necessary. I 
have confidence that that will be done. 
As to what the present appropriation 
should be, I am entirely willing to leave 
the decision to the Senate committee. 
I think that they will deal fairly and 
justly with the situation. 


ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
DISASTER RELIEF, 1952 


Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of House Joint Resolution 
292, without reference to committee. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint 
resolution will be stated by title for the 
information of the Senate, 

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 292) 
making additional appropriations for 
disaster relief for the fiscal year 1952, 
and for other purposes, was read twice 
by its title. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of 
the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the joint resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I have 
no objection to the joint resolution, but 
I certainly would like to hear the ob- 
servations of the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS] relative 
to the situation in Kansas and Missouri, 

Mr. HENNINGS, I thank my distin- 
guished friend. 

Mr. WHERRY. I happen to be a mem- 
ber of the Appropriations Committee. I 
know something about the subject, but 
I think the record should be complete. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I thank my distin- 
guished and able friend the minority 
leader. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a parliamen- 
tary inquiry? 
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Mr. HENNINGS. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I ask the distin- 
guished Vice President if the House joint 
resolution in the form in which it came 

m the House is to be passed, or wheth- 

the recommendations of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee are to be con- 
sidered. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from Missouri asked unanimous con- 
sent for the immediate consideration of 
the House joint resolution. There was 
no objection to the request, and the 
joint resolution is now before the Sen- 
ate in the form in which it passed the 
House. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, the 
purpose of the joint resolution is to 
make $25,000,000 available for use by the 
Federal Government to assist the States 
and local governments in the alleviation 
of suffering and damage in the present 
critical flood situation in Kansas and 
Missouri, and to enable various commu- 
nities which have been so seriously af- 
fected to return to normal as soon as 
Possible after the flood waters recede. 

No one who has seen any of the pic- 
tures or read any of the reports of the 
flood waters ravaging my own State of 
Missouri and our neighboring State of 
Kansas can have any doubts as to the 
extreme gravity of the situation. Esti- 
mates made thus far of the amount of 
property damage, loss of life, and dis- 
ruption of business and industry do not 
begin to tell the complete story. It is 
possible that the worst is now over for 
Kansas and for the badly stricken areas 
of the Kansas cities. We hope and pray 
that it is. Barring heavy rains, the wa- 
ter in this section should now start to 
recede, but it will be at least 2 weeks 
before the river is back inits banks. The 
Missouri River, however, is not expect- 
ed to crest in the center of the State un- 
til Thursday, thence to the Mississippi, 
and down past St. Louis and southeast- 
ern Missouri. The situation is expected 
to remain critical all across the State for 
days and even weeks to come. 

Late in June, the muddy torrent 
started sweeping down the Missouri, 
bringing frightful destruction in its 
wake. A preliminary report, which I 
had requested from the Army engineers 
at that time, including the period only 
up to July 10, estimated 575,000 acres 
flooded during these spring floods, agri- 
cultural damages alone in excess of $39,= 
000,000 and total damages of almost $56,- 
000,000. Levees had failed all along the 
Missouri River main stem between Kan- 
sas City and the mouth. Thousands of 
farm and city families were displaced, 
whole cities and towns flooded, and 
business places inundated. Principal 
highways throughout the area were 
closed and railroads were out of service 
for days on end. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. Iam glad to yield to 
the distinguished chairman of the Ap- 
propriations Committee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. As I recall, accord- 
ing to newspaper reports, all railroads 
are out of commission, and consequently 
there is no way of getting in or out of 
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Kansas City except on the Frisco Rail- 
road. In other words, of the 10 or 12 
railroads which serve Kansas City there 
is only one line running, and that is the 
Frisco. Is that correct? 

Mr. HENNING. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Tennessee for his 
contribution. It is my understanding 
that he is correct. Up to now my re- 
marks relating to railroads had to do 
with the situation before we were con- 
fronted with the present break and the 
crisis which now exists in the western 
part of the State. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am glad to yield, 

Mr. MORSE. I should like to point 
out to the two Senators from Missouri 
that a few years ago there occurred a 
disastrous flood on the Columbia River 
in the area of Portland, Oreg. It was so 
devastating in its nature that it was 
necessary to declare an emergency simi- 
lar to the one which has been declared 
in the Kansas-Missouri area. 

Iam certain that I speak for all Sena- 
tors from the Pacific Northwest when I 
say that the people of our section of the 
country deeply appreciated the response 
of Congress to that emergency, I re- 
member that in this body the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. MCKELLAR], the 
chairman of the Committee on Appro- 
priations, was exceedingly cooperative in 
expediting the passage, through the 
Committee on Appropriations and then 
through the Senate, of a bill appropriat- 
ing emergency funds to meet the situa- 
tion. 

Over the decades we have been con- 
fronted with periodic devastating floods 
in our section of the country, From sad 
experience we know the necessity of un- 
dertaking adequate flood control meas- 
ures. That is why, as a unit in the 
Senate, the Senators from the Pacific 
Northwest for years have stood for the 
construction of more flood-control dams. 
I assure the Senators from Missouri and 
Kansas that they can expect from the 
Senators from the Pacific Northwest, as 
I am sure they can expect from the en- 
tire Senate, enthusiastic cooperation in 
doing what we can, as a representative 
body of all the people of the country, 
to provide, through the medium of ap- 
propriations, the necessary relief to the 
people of Kansas and Missouri. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I thank my good 
friend, the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon, for his contribution. I may ex- 
plain that the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Appropriations met 
yesterday morning at breakfast with the 
President of the United States, together 
with my colleague the senior Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. Kem], and other 
members of the Missouri congressional 
delegation. We all realized that the 
Probler of devastation in the wake of 
déstruction by water resulting from 
floods, or other national catastrophe, is 
neither a local nor a political problem. 
There is no place for partisanship or 
sectionalism in dealing with this sub- 
ject, when the people of our country 
require and demand relief of the Con- 
gress of the United States, in the name 
of humanity, understanding, and de- 
cency. 
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Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am very glad to 
yield to the distinguished majority 
leader. 

Mr. McFARLAND. According to 
newspaper reports damages in dollars 
are estimated at three-quarters of a 
billion dollars. In other words, it is esti- 
mated that that much money has been 
lost to the people of the area. I believe 
we may well consider the effect of the 
failure to safeguard and protect the nat- 
ural resources of the country. By proper 
steps we could have avoided not only the 
loss in lives and the damage to health 
and security, but we could have saved 
for the Nation three-quarters of a billion 
dollars. 

I am one who believes in flood control. 
I believe it is necessary to conserve our 
natural resources. One way to conserve 
them is by keeping the waters in proper 
channels. Another way, of course, as we 
believe in the West, is by taking the water 
out of the channels and putting it on 
the lands, in order to make the lands 
fertile, and thus save the land from 
drought. I believe this disaster should 
serve as an example and should prove to 
Congress that we can not afford to stop 
developing and preserving our natural 
resources. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I thank the dis- 
tinguished majority leader, the Senator 
from Arizona; for his substantial con- 
tribution to our discussion. Certainly I 
wish to associate myself with the con- 
structive and farsighted thought which 
he has expressed. ; 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. If my good friend, 
the distinguished Senator from Okla- 
homa, will permit me to finish my state- 
ment, I shall be very glad to yield to 
him, 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Missouri yield for an- 
other question? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am glad to yield 
to the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. McKELLAR. In the Subcommit- 
tee on Army Civil Functions we were 
discussing the very question of flood con- 
trol on the Kansas River and the Mis- 
souri River, as well as on other rivers, 
where floods have occurred. The dis- 
tinguished Chief of Army Engineers, 
General Pick, who was present at most 
of the hearings, testified that three 
dams, which had been authorized by 
Congress but which had been held up by 
local authorities, in the courts or other- 
wise, and which have cost the Govern- 
ment $300,000,000, would have absolute- 
ly prevented the flood at Kansas City 
at this time. 

While I am saying something about 
General Pick, it should be stated that 
he did not send a member of his staff 
to Kansas to investigate conditions 
there, but he went himself by plane. 
He is there now pursuing his inquiries 
and examination. I take off my hat to 
a fine officer like General Pick, who him- 
self goes forth and does the work, rather 
than sending someone else to do it. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Missouri yield? 
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Mr. HENNINGS. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Do I understand 
correctly that General Pick testified that 
by the expenditure of $300,000,000 there 
would have been saved three-quarte 
of a billion dollars, which represents 
loss in just one flood? 

Mr. McKELLAR. It depends entirely 
upon how much this flood will cost. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Assuming that 
the newspaper reports are correct—— 

Mr. McKELLAR. Assuming that they 
are correct, that was his testimony. 

Mr. McFARLAND. That goes to show 
how flood control pays. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Missouri yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am very glad to 
yield to my friend, the Senator from New 
Mexico. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I thank the Senator 
from Missouri, who is a member of the 
Committee on Public Works of the Sen- 
ate. Is it not true that that committee 
has insisted right along that the pro- 
gram of flood control be carried on st 
least as to the authorized projects which 
the committee has recommended, and 
which the Congress has approved? 

Mr. HENNINGS. The Senator from 
New Mexico, the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Public Works, has 
stated what has been insisted upon under 
his leadership by the committee. The 
Senator is entirely correct in his state- 
ment. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Will the Senator yield 
further for a question along the same 
line? i 

Mr. HENNINGS. Iam happy to yield 
further. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. We have insisted right 
along that it is very unsound, merely be- 
cause we might think that there is an 
emergency throughout the world, to re- 
tard the program of flood control or 
river control in this country, an activity 
of the Government which means so 
much not only to the national economy, 
but the saving of lives, the saving of mil- 
lion dollars of construction, the saving 
of millions of dollars in the loss of 
homes, and in the damage to farms 
throughout the entire country. The 
possibility of such disaster is not confined 
to Missouri and Kansas. Such things 
can happen in any State. Such a dis- 
aster occurred in Oregon 2 or 3 years 
ago with terrific effect. Similar disas- 
ters have occurred on the lower Missis- 
sippi, and they happen in the State of 
Arkansas. So, in my opinion, instead 
of sending vast sums of money to many 
foreign countries, where once in a while 
the money goes down the proverbial rat 
hole, we should pay some attention to 
flood control in this country. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I thank the distin- 
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Public Works. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 


the Senator from Missouri yield? 


Mr. HENNINGS. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Arkansas. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. In response to the 
inquiry of the able majority leader re- 
garding the amount of money which, if 
it had been spent, could have prevented 
the flood, as I recall General Pick’s tes- 
timony, all the flood-control projects in 
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the area affected, in the State of Kansas, 
would have cost around $300,000,000, 
but only three dams on the tributaries of 
the Kansas River would have prevented 
the substantial flood damage in Kansas 
City and in that particular valley. 
Therefore, the expenditure which would 
have been necessary to prevent the ma- 
jor portion of the damage which has 
resulted would have been far less than 
a total of $300,000,000. 

Mr. HENNINGS. The able Senator 
from Arkansas is entirely correct in his 
interpretation of the testimony of Gen- 
eral Pick. Insofar as the damages them- 
selves are concerned, the estimate is 
probably well under what the final re- 
ports ultimately will show. The crest of 
the flood coming down the Missouri will 
reach the Mississippi at the confluence 
of those rivers just above St. Louis, and 
then sweep on down to the area where, 
as all Senators know, there is a large 
area of very low country, which is de- 
voted to the raising of cotton and soy- 
beans and other field crops. I have been 
informed by “viends from that area this 
morning that the cotton crop is already 
under water so deeply and to such an 
extent that the choppers cannot get in 
to get the cotton out. It will mean an 
almost total loss of crops all along most 
of the banks of the Missouri and for 
many miles back into the country. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am glad to yield 
further to the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Is it not also a fact 
that notwithstanding the present cost, 
so far as it can now be ascertained, that 
is only the beginning? The water which 
is causing the damage in the area de- 
scribed by the Senator from Missouri 
will eventually flow into the Mississippi, 
and God knows what damage it will do 
along the lower Mississippi. Is that not 
correct? 

Mr. HENNINGS. The Senator is cor- 
rect; the total damage at this time 
is imponderable; it is incalculable. We 
know that in southeastern Missouri, for 
example, and even as far up the river as 
St. Louis, when the Missouri has not 
overfiowed her banks, a very desperate 
flood condition has prevailed. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Missouri yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I wish to compli- 
ment the Senator from Missouri on the 
action which led to the introduction of 
the joint resolution providing for this 
relief. We all sympathize tremendously 
with the people who have suffered the 
terrible tragedy which has hit Kansas 
City and the surrounding area. We know 
the enormous damage this record flood 
has caused. We know that adequate 
assistance must be given by the Federal 
Government in the effort to restore serv- 
ices in the affected area. 

In Oklahoma we are very much con- 
cerned, because the water from the 
southeastern area of Kansas flows into 
Oklahoma. We do not have large rivers, 
but we are in the watershed in that sec- 
tion where on three successive occasions 
record-breaking rains in the past few 
days have caused tremendous floods, 
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I have word from the northern part 
cf my State that the Neosho River is 10 
feet above all known records and that 
it has been necessary to evacuate over 
1.000 homes. It will cost Oklahoma sev- 
eral million dollars to repair the damage, 
and we are expecting other floods on 
larger streams as a result of the tor- 
rential rains that have fallen in Kansas. 

I want to make sure the portion of 
Oklahoma affected by these floods will 
be eligible for relief under the joint res- 
olution. I would like to see some relief 
provided for Oklahoma if the losses were 
shown to have occurred as a result of the 
flood. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am sure that the 
joint resolution is sufficiently broad. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. The resolution is Na- 
tion-wide, and can be applied at any 
place where the disaster formula can be 
met. 

Mr. MONRONEY. The disaster con- 
ditions have been very bad, and they are 
becoming worse, and I know that when 
the Kansas watershed is flooded the 
water comes into Oklahoma. Then we 
will have problems similar to those ex- 
perienced in other areas. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am sure the peo- 
ple of Missouri and the people of the 
Nation as a whole are in complete sym- 
pathy with the people of Oklahoma, who 
are also undergoing the hardships of dis- 
aster in connection with the situation 
the able Senator from Oklahoma has 
just described. 

Certainly it is not the intention to 
confine the funds, under the terms of 
this joint resolution, to any State or to 
any geographical area; but the purpose 
is to make the funds available to places 
where needed, regardless of where that 
may be. 

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am glad to yield 
to my distinguished friend, the Senator 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. WHERRY. Let me suggest to the 
distinguished Senator from Missouri 
that the joint resolution provides that 
this fund shall be placed in the hands of 
the President without restriction. In 
other words, notwithstanding para- 
graph 8 of the 1950 law, the President 
would have the power to handle the al- 
location of the money. The money will 
go into the so-called disaster relief 
fund established under the law which 
was passed in the last Congress. The 
joint resolution is so worded that the 
money will go into that fund, and, of 
course, that fund covers the entire 
United States. 

Therefore, when a flood occurs, re- 
gardless of whether it occurs in Okla- 
homa, in Kansas, or elsewhere, if the 
President sees fit to use these funds, en- 
tirely regardless of section 8 of the 1950 
law—because the joint resolution pro- 
vides that notwithstanding section 8 of 
that law, these funds may be so used— 
the President will be able to use the 
funds wherever he chooses to use them. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


I should like to say also that there is 
in the neighborhood of $3,000,000 in the 
fund at the present time, and, of course, 
other funds are available, including 
funds under the Bureau of Public 

Roads and funds available in connec- 
tion with flood control, amounting to 
approximately $10,000,000 or $11,000,- 
000. Those funds also are available at 
this time. 

So I am sure the answer to the ques- 
tion asked by the distinguished Senator 
from Oklahoma has been given both by 
the distinguished Senator from Mis- 
souri who is handling the joint resolu- 
tion and by the Senator from New Mex- 
ico. We went into this matter quite 
thoroughly in the committee. The 
joint resolution provides these funds in 
connection with the Disaster Relief Act, 
which was passed in 1950; and that law 
covers the entire United States. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I thank the distin- 
guished minority leader for his analysis, 
for the factual information, and for the 
further explanation of the terms of the 
resolution, which he and the distin- 
guished chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee, the Senator from Tennes- 
see, have acted upon with such com- 
mendable promptness and expedition 
this morning, as well as expressing on 
behalf of our stricken people their ap- 
preciation, to all members of the Ap- 
propriations Committee, which, I un- 
derstand, unanimously reported the 
resolution. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I rise for 
the purpose, first, of stating my entire 
sympathy for the people of the States 
of Missouri and Kansas, because of the 
disastrous flood conditions with which 
they are presently faced. 

I also wanted to state to the very able 
and distinguished junior Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Monroney] that the act 
which was passed last year was primarily 
for the purpose of dealing with the flood 
conditions which we faced in the North- 
west, particularly in Minnesota and 
North Dakota. At that time 22 of our 
northern Minnesota counties sustained 
a flood damage to roads and bridges to 
the extent of $2,750,000. Private prop- 
erty sustained a damage of more than 
$8,250,000,000 resulting from the floods 
a year ago in the Red River Valley of 
Minnesota. 

Only this spring there occurred a flood 
on the Minnesota River, at North Man- 
kato, which caused damage to public 
roads, streets, and so forth to the extent 
of more than $355,000. The residential 
area of North Mankato sustained a loss 
of about $2,000,000 within the past 2 or 3 
months, though they received some re- 
lief under this same public law. In fact, 
the Federal Government, under Public 
Law 875, allowed North Mankato $50,000, 
in order to aid the city, that is, the mu- 
nicipality. 

Of course, the individuals who will 
lose property in the vicinity of the cities 
in Missouri and Kansas will receive no 
benefit from the funds provided in this 
public law. A person whose home is de- 
stroyed will not be able to receive funds 
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under it. This law extends relief only 
to municipalities, or, in other words, to 
a tax-supported body. Of course, a per- 
son who loses his home or other prop- 
erty suffers a loss, but, under this public 
law, he cannot be compensated or aided. 
In such cases the Red Cross must step 
into the picture, and the funds of the 
Red Cross, contributed by the public in 
general, afford a measure of relief. Mr. 
President, I simply wanted to remind the 
Senate that we in Minnesota have suf- 
fered floods within the past 2 years. Yet 
some of us, when we endeavored to have 
legislation enacted which would elim- 
inate the possibility of such flood condi- 
tions occurring in the future, were ac- 
cused of seeking pork-barrel legislation. 
I again call attention to the fact that 
flood-control measures are essential. 
They represent worthy expenditures. 
We should regard flood-control legisla- 
tion as designed to improve economic 
conditions throughout the Nation, and 
those who sponsor such legislation should 
not be accused of indulging in pork-bar- 
rel activities, when, as in the past, for 
many years, we have fought for flood- 
control legislation. 

The pending joint resolution should 
have immediate action, and flood- con- 
trol legislation for the future should be 
carefully studied and considered, in or- 
der that we may avert such disasters as 
those which have overtaken two grand 
States, and such as the disaster which 
visited three communities of my State 
in 1950 and 1951. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to thank the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota, who, both as Governor 
of his great State and as a Senator from 
that State, has had opportunity, and has 
taken advantage of it, to study the 
problem of fiood-control legislation and 
appropriations therefor, in the effort to 
prevent the occurrence of such distress- 
ing conditions as have overtaken Mis- 
souri and Kansas. I particularly want 
to say to the Senator from Minnesota 
that I am heartened by his statement, 
and I hope that due notice will be taken 
of his words decrying the charge that 
those who seek legitimate flood-control 
protection are advocating pork-barrel 
legislation. It is very fashionable now- 
adays for many misguided people, who do 
not take the trouble to look into pub- 
lic questions in more than a superficial 
manner, to charge that every project 
which is designed to preserve our natu- 
ral resources, or to conserve and en- 
hance the wealth of the country, by pre- 
venting its being washed downstream, 
carried into the oceans, and wasted, is 
a species of pork-barrel legislation. As 
a matter of fact, such projects are de- 
signed to make the Nation strong, for 
the greatest wealth of the Nation is, of 
course, its natural resources, together 
with the spirit and courage of its people. 
It is very easy, by the use of that time- 
honored but threadbare phrase, to make 
light of and to disparage the efforts 
which are being made by conscientious 
and able men and women to come to 
grips with this problem, the urgency of 
which is now apparent, and the imme- 
diacy of which has long been with us. It 
all too often takes an emergency such 
as the present one to bring us face to face 
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with what we must do and with the im- 
perative necessity for action and for 
long-range planning. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. Iam glad to yield to 
my distinguished friend the Senator 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, while 
the Senator from Missouri is ably pre- 
senting this matter, before he leaves the 
question of damages, I should like to 
call his attention to the estimated dam- 
ages—and I may say the estimate is 
accurate—caused by the flood in the 
lower Mississippi in what we call the 
great flood of 1927, when the floodwaters 
continued, not for days and days, but 
for weeks and weeks. According to the 
standard value at that time, the esti- 
mated damage was $2,000,000,000. In 
terms of the present standards of value, 
it would certainly be more than $3,000,- 
000,000. 

The main point I want to make in that 
connection is that in this same area last 
year, 1950, we had, by volume, almost the 
same flow of water down the Mississippi 
River as we had in 1927; but, by con- 
trast, there was no damage. In other 
words, that is the pay-off for the great 
Flood Control Act of 1928, in the enact- 
ment of which the present chairman of 
the Senate Appropriations Committee, 
the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
McKELLAR], played such a very great 
part, as he has continued to play an im- 
portant part in such efforts throughout 
the years. The same water which is 
causing such great damage in Kansas 
and Missouri is going to flow on down 
the Mississippi River, and it is going to 
pass by the same area which suffered 
the $2,000,000,000 loss in 1927; but, be- 
cause of the fine flood-control work 
which has been done, it is now expected 
that damage will not occur, but that the 
area referred to will be safe. That is a 
striking refutation of the charge of pork- 
barrel legislation to which reference has 
been made here. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
had intended to say a word, but the Sen- 
ator from Mississippi has said what I 
had intended to say, and he has said it 
much better than I could have said it. 

Mr. STENNIS. I am certain the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee could have said it 
much better than I. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I am 
supporting the pending joint resolution, 
but I think the amount requested is 
totally inadequate. My distinguished 
colleague from Minnesota [Mr. THYE] 
mentioned the flood of last year in North 
Dakota and in South Dakota. The 
Army engineers found that damages to 
roads and to culverts in the townships 
and counties in those two States 
amounted to approximately $33,000,000. 
That estimate did not include a single 
dollar for damage to crops, or to homes, 
or to cattle which were drowned, or the 
loss of foundation stock. 

I note in the newspapers today that 
the damage in Oklahoma, Kansas, and 
Missouri is in the neighborhood of 
$1,000,000,000. But that is not all. A 
great many lives have been lost. 

Mr. President, it is not only the pork- 
barrel criticism to which I have refer- 
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ence, but I am reminded of what the 
distinguished Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. WHERRY] said when the Senate last 
met on Friday. He showed that we 
spent $300,000,000 in Italy for reclama- 
tion projects, when, as a matter of fact, 
if half of that amount had been used 
in the States of Kansas, Missouri, and 
Oklahoma the great disaster which has 
overtaken them never would have taken 
place. It all goes back, Mr. President, 
to the fact that I believe we have a big 
job on our hands in taking care of the 
United States of America instead of try- 
ing to take care of all the world, spend- 
ing $300,000,000 in Italy in 1947, 1948, 
and 1949, while, at the same time, the 
very home State of the President of the 
United States is neglected, together with 
adjoining States. 

I hope uy distinguished colleague 
from Missouri will very carefully scruti- 
nize the losses which have occurred, be- 
cause I think it will be found that hun- 
dreds and hundreds of persons will need 
disaster loans. I hope he will ask for a 
very much larger appropriation, because 
the sum of $15,000,000, in my opinion, 
is totally inadequate. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
North Dakota for his contribution. I 
understand that the distinguished chair- 
man of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, who, at the request of the senior 
Senator from Missouri and myself, came 
to a meeting yesterday which was held 
with the President and members of the 
Missouri delegation, may have some- 
thing to say later as to the amount 
which may be required. 

The figures which I cited earlier, as I 
stated, covered only the preliminary 
estimate up to July 10. Unfortunately, 
this was merely a preview of disaster. 
Even before a preliminary estimate of 
damages could be completed, a new tor- 
rent was unleashed in the Kaw River, 
which, dealing death and destruction 
all along the way, rushed into the twin 
Kansas cities in full fury. There, severe 
gasoline fires and shortage of water 
caused by the flooding of Turkey Creek 
pumping station further aggravated the 
already critical situation. 

Mr. President, this is the worst dis- 
aster that has ever hit this area—it is 
probably the most costly flood in United 
States history, certainly more costly 
than the debacle of 1903, and more than 
twice as expensive as the Ohio-Missis- 
sippi flood of 1937. The most recent 
estimates from Major General Pick, 
Chief of the Army Engineers, indicate 
that more than 500,000 persons have 
already been displaced by the floods in 
the 2 States, 17 persons have lost their 
lives, factories have been paralyzed, 
storage facilities inundated, transporta- 
tion and communication facilities dis- 
rupted, livestock destroyed, growing 
crops ready for harvesting ruined. 
Losses are upwards of three-quarters of 
a billion dollars. The final reckoning 
will undoubtedly be substantially 
higher. 

President Truman has asked for an 
immediate emergency appropriation of 
$15,000,000 for disaster relief. The 
House Appropriations Committee speed- 
ily approved the request, and the full 
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House, acting with commendable swift- 
ness and with a deep cognizance of the 
need, increased the sum to $25,000,000 
and passed it yesterday. 

It is well understood that this sum 
will in no way make up for the losses 
in the area, nor will it provide for any 
long-range planning or construction to 
prevent future losses from such floods. 
It is not intended for that purpose. It 
is to be used solely for emergency pur- 
poses—to provide food, shelter, clothing, 
and medical assistance for thousands 
upon thousands of refugees, to take the 
necessary sanitary precautions against 
the attendant menace of disease and 
epidemic, to restore communication and 
transportation facilities, to restore 
houses to their foundations, and to pro- 
vide for other necessary rehabilitation 
measures. 

Sanitary engineers are already at 
work in an effort to prevent disease 
which could spread from the destruc- 
tion of livestock and farm animals. The 
Red Cross has rushed disaster teams 
into the area and other organizations 
and individuals have been working day 
and night to care for the homeless and 
minister to their needs. Contractors in 
the vicinity of Kansas City have offered 
their equipment at half of the normal 
cost in order to start cleaning up the 
mud and silt which, in some places, is 
more than 2 feet deep. And 35,000 
members of labor organizations are 
working 10 hours a day at half pay to 
help repair some of the damage. 

The State of Missouri and other af- 
fected States, together with the Fed- 
eral Government, must agree at once on 
a long-range and comprehensive plan 
for flood control to prevent, insofar as is 
humanly possible, recurrence of another 
of these heartbreaking catastrophes, so 
devastating, so costly, and so demoraliz- 
ing to the many thousands of people in 
the flood area, to the entire State, and 
to the Nation. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I shall be very glad 
to yield at the conclusion of my state- 
ment, if the able Senator from Idaho 
will indulge me. 

Mr. President, the reports of the Army 
engineers, the news stories, the photo- 
graphs, the hundreds of letters and tele- 
grams and eyewitness acccunts, speak 
with sickening and graphic clarity. No 
words of mine can make more explicit 
the cold, ruthless picture c? suffering 
and devastation throughout the entire 
area. 

I am confident that every Member of 
the Senate recognizes the urgent need 
for prompt approval of the full $25,000,- 
000 in emergency disaster funds, and I 
urge upon the Senate immediate enact- 
ment of this joint resolution so that re- 
lief and rehabilitation measures for the 
stricken areas can go forward without 
delay—and bring hope and confidence to 
our suffering fellow Americans who must 
look to us for help and action in their 
hour of desperate desolation and need. 

I am now very happy to yield to my 
friend, the distinguished Senator from 
Idaho. 
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Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate the remarks made by my dis- 
tinguished friend, the junior Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS]. Coming 
from a State which is annually affected 
by floods, I havo visited the State of the 
distinguished Senator from Missouri and 
I know something in a general way of 
the problem in that State. I am certain 
that I can speak for the senior Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. DworsHax] in assuring 
the Senators from Missouri [Mr. HEN- 
wincs and Mr. Kem] who have both 
spoken today, that we shall join whole- 
heartedly in advocating and voting for 
the relief which has been requested. 
Every year Idaho has a flood which 
strikes the upper Snake River Valley in 
the Roberts and Menan cor.munities. It 
is a smaller flood than the one described 
here today, but the damage is terrific 
and talk on the floor of the Senate or 
any place else does not protect against 
the rampages of a flood. We have re- 
ceived authorizations from Congress to 
build palisades to help remove that flood 
danger. Year in and year out we have to 
back up against the wall and wait to 
see the flood, and as soon as it passes 
then we here in the S nate seem to for- 
get about the flood and its damage. We 
seem to think, well, it will never happen 
again. I assure the distinguished Sena- 
‘tor from Missouri, my good friend who 
has just been addressing the Senate, 
that we of Idaho will not forget his 
tragic trouble as a result of this dis- 
astrous flood, and we of Idaho will join 
with him in helping those who have 
suffered from the flood. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend the Senator from Idaho 
for his sympathetic expression of under- 
standing, and his remarks which indi- 
cate that he also has knowledge and in- 
timate understanding, because of ex- 
perience, of the general subject matter 
of floods, of flood devastation, and the 
necessity for flood control. 

Mr. . Mr. President, 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. First of all, Mr. Pres- 
ident, I assure the Senator from Mis- 
souri that I strongly favor the sub- 
stance of the joint resolution. Indeed, 
in the end we may have to increase the 
amount proposed by the joint resolution 
in order to take care of the situation, 
I shall certainly support the joint reso- 
lution wholeheartedly. 

I desire to point out one other thing. 
I listened with great attention and sym- 
pathy to the various comments which 
have been made today on the general 
subject of flood control—the remarks 
made by the distinguished majority 
leader, by the very able chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee, and by Sen- 
ators from Mississippi, Oklahoma, and 
Arkansas. I feel as they do, that there 
is a tremendous economic loss involved 
in failure to safeguard our resources 
through flood control. When the dis- 
tinguished majority leader spoke about 
a loss of $750,000,000 in all probability 
he included only the material loss, the 
tangible loss. I do not believe he in- 
cluded in that estimate the tremendous 
loss in our natural resources due to ero- 
sion, due to the loss of topsoil that is 


will 
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simply washed into the sea. I simply 
mention that to show my sympathy and 
my interest in the subject of flood con- 
trol. 

I wish to point out that floods are not 
the exclusive characteristics of States 
such as Missouri, Kansas, Arkansas, 
Mississippi, Minnesota, and similar 
States. We in the Eastern States also 
have great floods. I recall that when I 
was Governor of the State of New York 
there was in the southern part of the 
State a flood which resulted in damage 
of more than $100,000,000, and the loss 
of 20 to 25 lives. 

This morning I was permitted, 
through the courtesy of the distin- 
guished chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee, to sit in at a hearing in 
which certain flood-control projects in 
New York State were being considered. 
The hearing was being held at a most 
appropriate time, it seemed to me. The 
remarks made today on the floor of the 
Senate are also most appropriate be- 
cause they tie in so closely with flood- 
control problems in my own State. 

After all, there are real flood-control 
problems in New York, in Connecticut, 
in Pennsylvania, in Ohio, and in many 
other States. So I hope that when flood- 
control projects are being considered by 
this body for Missouri, Kansas, Arkan- 
sas, and Minnesota, consideration will 
also be given to the flood-control needs 
of New York and its neighboring States. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Missouri yield to me? 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I 
should like to reply to the distinguished 
Senator from New York, after which I 
shall be glad to yield to my distinguished 
friend, the minority leader. 

I appreciate very much the remarks of 
the distinguished Senator from New 
York, who was Governor of his own 
State for i0 years, who, I understand, is 
known in the Empire State of the Union 
as the great conservationist, and who 
for many years devoted his expert 
knowledge and understanding of soil 
conservation, conservation of our forests 
and the other problems related thereto, 
to the great benefit of the people he 
served as Governor, and whom he is now 
serving with great distinction as one of 
their United States Senators. 

I now yield to the minority leader. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I 
asked the Senator from Missouri to 
yield so I might ask the Senator from 
New York, through the Senator from 
Missouri, if he would not include in his 
remarks the distinguished senior Sena- 
tor from Missouri [Mr. Kem], the dis- 
tinguished Senator from North Dako- 
to (Mr. Lancer], and the distinguished 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER]. He 
finally included in his list of States the 
State of Minnesota, but I wish he had 
mentioned the Senator from Minnesota 
{Mr. THYE] and also the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL]. If he 
does not mind I should like to have him 
include the junior Senator from Nebras- 
ka also. All of us, in our feeble way, 
made speeches in favor of flood control. 
Possibly the Senator from New York did 
not heer them. Possibly the Senator 
from New York did not hear all the 
speeches which were made today on the 
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floor of the Senate, but in the list of 
those he mentioned he did not include 
some of the Senators who spoke today. 
As I said, he referred finally to Minne- 
sota. I merely suggest that the names 
of the other Senators be included, be- 
cause they delivered able speeches deal- 
ing with the subject of flood control. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Missouri yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mur- 
Rax in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Missouri yield to the Senator from 
New York? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I would be delighted to 
include the other States to which the 
Senator from Nebraska has referred. I 
am familiar with conditions in at least 
some of the States that have been men- 
tioned. I also wish to include the great 
State of Massachusetts, one of the neigh- 
boring States of New York, which also 
suffers great loss as a result of floods. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I may 
say to the distinguished minority leader, 
the able Senator from Nebraska, that I 
had intended at the conclusion of my 
remarks to call the roll and name col- 
leagues from all of the States whom he 
has mentioned, and to express my heart- 
fclt gratitude, I am sure, that of my 
distinguished colleague, the senior Sena- 
tor from Missouri [Mr. Kem], on behalf 
of the people of Missouri, for all the 
expressions we have had of construc- 
tive thought, sympathy, and helpfulness 
as well as broad understanding of the 
entire subject matter with which we 
are now concerned, and which is em- 
braced in the joint resoluti< u. 

Mr. McKELLAR rose, 

Mr. HENNINGS. I should like to 
tl nk the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations, the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee [Mr. MCKELLAR], 
and the distirguished majority and mi- 
nority leaders, for the promptness with 
which the joint resolution has been con- 
sidered, and the sympathetic under- 
standing and consideration given to it. 

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HENNINGS. I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. I did not 
hear the remarks made by Senators on 
either side of the aisle who have sup- 
ported the joint resolution to provide re- 
lief for the people in the States of Kansas 
and Missouri in which the recent flood 
damage has occurred. I simply wanted 
to say that we of Nebraska, especially, 
who experienced a disastrous flood in 
1935—-which is not too many years ago— 
when 112 lives were lost in one flood, 
wish to back the joint resolution now 
being considered as a result of the re- 
quest of the junior Senator froni Mis- 
souri. That flood occurred in the latter 
part of May 1935. . 

The Nebraska flood to which I refer 
occurred in the same general drainage 
area, called the Kansas basin, where 
the recent flood occurred which did so 
much damage in Kansas City. About 
3 or 4 years ago, in June there was a 
repetition of that flood, but in a very 
smal way, on a small branch that ran 
into the same river basin where the big 
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flood of 1935 occurred. In the latter 
flood 14 lives were lost. 

Those of us who represent that area, 
where much of the construction work 
has now been completed in the effort 
to avoid damages and floods like the 
present disaster, can certainly go along 
with the request which has been made 
of Congress for funds for the relief of 
people in the immediate damaged area. 

I might say that one little reservoir 
on Medicine Creek, only 7 or 8 miles 
above the little town where I once lived 
as a youngster, has been completed, and 
since its completion within the past 
year, there las been a flood, and a 
heavier rainfall than was recorded in the 
States of Kansas and Missouri during 
the present flood. That reservoir did 
the job for which it was intended, and 
aceziding to the engineers of the Rec- 
laingtion Bureau, we could have had two 
more floods on top of the one we had and 
still a flood like that of 3 years ago, in 
which 14 lives were lost, would have been 
avoided by reason cf the reservoir. 

I wish to testify to the constrictive 
benefit which has come from fiood-con- 
trol projects constructed as a result of 
the big flood in 1935, when 112 lives were 
lost, and the flood in June, 4 years ago, 
when 14 lives were lost. 

Mr. HENNINGS. I thank the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Nebraska. I 
now yield the floor. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
rise at this time in an endeavor to have 
the parliamentary situation straight- 
ened out. 

The Committee on Appropriations was 
asked on Saturday to meet at once 
and take action upon this subject, so 
that relief could be granted as quickly 
as possible. This the committee did, 
and the committee unanimously rec- 
ommended the amount for which the 
President had asked. It recommended 
an additional amount of $15,000,000 for 
disaster relief, to be expended without 
regard to the limitation in section 8 of 
the act of September 30, 1950. 

The committee has passed twice on 
the question, once on Saturday and 
again this morning. It is my duty to 
report the committee action to the Sen- 
ate. As I understand, the House joint 
resolution, which che House passed, 
increasing the amount from $15,000,000 
to $25,000,000 is now before the Senate 
by unanimous consent. All I can do is 
to report the action of the Committee on 
Appropriations, which I now do. 

I invite the attention of Senators to 
the last paragraph of the report, so that 
the Senate may have the entire matter 
before it: 

It is the understanding of the committee 
that in addition to the funds mad? avail- 
able by this joint resolution, the Bureau of 
Public Roads has available to it $3,000,000 
for the repair of damage to public highways, 
bridges, et cetera, on the primary and sec- 
ondary roads, anc that the Corps of Engi- 
neers has approximately $10,000,000 avail- 
able for emergency flood control. 


I am making this statement merely 
for the purpose of saying to my brother 
Senators that I think it is largely im- 
material whether we agree to one 
amount or the other. The Government 
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will take care to see that the funds are 
properly spent. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. At the meeting 
of the Appropriations Committee just 
before we came to the Senate Chamber 
at 12 o’clock the committee was unani- 
mous, was it not, on both sides of the 
aisle, that $15,000,000 should be recom- 
mended to the Senate, ou the theory, 
not that it would be the ultimate 
amount, because we al’ felt that more 
would be needed, but with the idea that 
that was all that could be spent at this 
particular time? When the waters re- 
cede a little more, we can then determine 
what the full amount should be. Co- 


gress will be in session, and we can. 


promptly pass a bill on the basis of 
knowledge of the facts at that time, 
rather than the facts as we know them 
at the present time. 

Mr. McKELLAR, That was the ac- 
tion of the committee. However, two or 
three members felt that we ought to ap- 
propriate the full amount, on the ground 
that the money will be well disbursed 
wisely and that there will be no “pork 
barrel,” or anything like that. I thank 
the various Senators who have men- 
tioned the “pork barrel” angle, because 
that is always a very troublesome 
question. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I hope the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee will not insist on 
cutting the amount down from $25,000,- 
000 to $15,000,000. Twenty-five million 
dollars is a small amount for people who 
are thrown out of their homes, without 
transportation, and without means of 
taking care of themselves. I know peo- 
ple who cannot even find out what has 
become of their families. Perhaps all 
this money will not be spent. However, 
there might be a fiood when Congress 
was not in session, and the President 
would have to call us back. I think we 
should keep the emergency fund built up 
to take care of situations such as the 
one now confronting us. There might 
be a week when the House was not in 
session. We cannot afford to have a 
condition like this occur again, with only 
$3,000,000 in the President’s emergency 
fund. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I agree with the 
Senator from Arizona. At the same 
time, let me say to him that the com- 
mittee were asked to act, and we did act. 
We recommended a certain sum. I do 
not know exactly what the parlia- 
mentary situation is. I should be glad 
to have the Chair state what the par- 
liamentary situation is. I have made 
the report. If I have not made it, I here 
and now make it. It is before the 
Senate. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I appeal to the 
majority leader, in the interest of or- 
derly procedure and appropriation, that 
the amount recommended by the Ap- 
propriations Committee be approved. I 
say that for this reason: My recollec- 
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tion is that the committee, by unanimous 
vote, approved a certain amount. I 
heard no dissent, and I attended the ses- 
sions both Saturday and today. The 
members of the committee were fully 
mindful of the tremendous problem 
faced by the people in the flooded area in 
Kansas, Missouri, and other States 
which may be affected. There is a unan- 
imous desire on the part of the com- 
mittee to be helpful immediately in a 
situation of this kind. 

We have approved the amount recom- 
mended by the President of the United 
States and his Budget Bureau. It was 
clearly pointed out at the meeting on 
Saturday, and again today, that if asa 
result of the investigations of General 
Pick, the President of the United States, 
and the Budget Bureau, it should appear 
a week or a month from now that this 
amount is not sufficient, the Appropria- 
tions Committee will be sympathetic and 


-interested. Again the committee will, I 


hope, unanimously act to meet whatever 
crisis may arise. However, I submit 
that we have approved the full amount 
recommended by the Bureau of the 
Budget. It is the full amount recom- 
mended by the President of the United 
States. It seems to me that it would be 
advisable, in orderly legislative pro- 
cedure, for the Senate to adopt the 
amount recommended by the Appropria- 
tions Committee. In the meantime the 
joint resolution must go to conference, 
Between the time we have acted and the 
time the conferees act, the facts can be 
presented to the conference committee. 

I think it is a dangerous practice, 
without any showing as to the facts in 
the matter, to increase by almost 100 
percent the amount recommended by the 
Budget Bureau and by the President of 
the United States. It is for that reason, 
and not because of any lack of interest 
or lack of realization of the importance 
of this problem, that I appeal to the 
Senate to approve the amount recom- 
mended by the Senate Appropriations 
Committee. I think in the long run it 
will make for more orderly procedure if 
the report of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee is adopted. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Tennessee yield to 
me so that I may reply to the Senator 
from California? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
this problem does not concern my 
State, but it concerns many people who 


. are homeless. So far as I am concerned, 


if the Senate wishes to reduce the 
amount, that is all right with me. The 
joint resolution is before the Senate as 
it passed the House, providing for an 
appropriation of $25,000,000. I am not 
going to take the responsibility of voting 
for any less than $25,000,000. I believe 
that the real need for this emergency 
fund is shown by what has happened. 
The President needs a fund which is 
adequate to take care of emergencies. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I agree with everything the Senator from 
Arizona has said; but in the interest of 
orderly procedure this question was re- 
ferred to the Appropriations Commit- 
tee. The chairman of the committee is 
present. He can dispute me if I am 
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incorrect. He went through the unusual 
procedure of asking every member of 
the committee at the table—and there 
was a full attendance present—if he did 
not feel that $15,000,000, which was the 
President’s own recommendation, should 
be adopted as the figure to be recom- 
mended by the committee at this time, 
with the idea that we would be ready to 
increase it at any future time on the 
basis of information furnished to us by 
the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator is en- 
tirely correct, except as to how I put the 
question. I asked each member of the 
committee what his opinion was. I did 
not suggest any opinion. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator 
from Tennessee is entirely correct. He 
asked every member individually and 
perfectly fairly, without expressing any 
opinion of his own. In the 5 years I 
have been a member of the Appropria- 
tions Committee, it was the first time I 
observed such a procedure followed. It 
struck me as a very proper procedure in 
view of the emergency with which we 
were confronted. 

Mr.McFARLAND. Iam sure the com- 
mittee did not have before it the re- 
marks of the two Senators from Mis- 
souri. I shall listen with great interest 
to the remarks of the Senators from 
Kansas with regard to the situation. We 
need a fund of sufficient size to enable 
the President of the United States to act 
in emergencies. We cannot deal with 
emergencies day by day. I hope the 
Senate will follow the example of the 
House and give the President an emer- 
gency fund which he can use if and when 
he needs to use it. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Is it not a fact 
that by unanimous vote in the House 
the $15,000,000 figure was raised to $25,- 
000,000? 

Mr. McFARLAND. That is correct. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Was it not done be- 
cause of the devastation which had been 
wrought, whereby people were made 
homeless, bridges were washed out, and 
utilities: and public works were destroyed 
and because it was recognized that 
an adequate fund was needed to start 
with? It was felt that $15,000,000 would 
not offer any hope of adequate help and 
relief in the face of the desperate suffer- 
ing now being experienced by the flood 
victims, and because of the extent of the 
area that has been severely hit by the 
floods. 

Mr. McFARLAND. As depicted by the 
Representatives in the House. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I in- 
quire, what is the parliamentary situa- 
tion? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have asked the 
question of the Chair, and I believe the 
Chair is about to state it. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to know 
what the parliamentary situation is. 
As I understand, House Joint Resolution 
292 is under consideration for unanimous 
consent. I complimented the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS] for call- 
ing up the resolution and for his strong 
speech in its behalf. I understood from 
the Committee on Appropriations that a 
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Senate resolution would be reported and 
that that would be the one which the 
Senate would proceed to consider. Is it 
necessary to have unanimous consent 
that the report of the Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee be accepted as if sub- 
mitted prior to the time unanimous con- 
sent was given to consider the House 
joint resolution, so that it may be con- 
sidered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Murray in the Chair). The House joint 
resolution will be considered as having 
been referred to the Senate committee 
and acted on by the Senate committee, 
with an amendment, if there is no ob- 
jection. 

Mr. WHERRY. What is the amend- 
ment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is to reduce the amount of 
$25,000,000 to $15,000,000. 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to speak 
to that subject for a moment. I do not 
believe there is a Member of the Sen- 
ate—and I say this on behalf of the 
Senators from Missouri—who will not go 
along with any suggested amount that 
the President asks for, which is justified 
by the Bureau of the Budget. I wish to 
testify to the understanding of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts 
{Mr. SALTONSTALL] and the distinguished 
Senator from California [Mr. KNOW- 
LAND] that more money should be appro- 
priated if the survey being made by the 
Chief of Army Engineers justifies an 
additional sum. 

We are dealing with a disaster fund. 
We are replenishing the fund. The 
House joint resolution, like the proposal 
of the Senate Committee on Appropria- 
tions would do so, notwithstanding the 
limitation of section 8. In other words, 
the President could use all the money, 
if he wished to do so, and he would not 
be limited to $5,000,000. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I wish to invite the 
Senator’s attention to the fact that both 
proposals eliminate the limitation of 
$5,000,000, but the committee of the 
House of Representatives made the 
figure $15,000,000, and the House itself 
made it $25,000,000. 

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct. The 
proposals are identical, with the excep- 
tion of the amount. What about the 
amount? The distinguished chairman 
of the committee will recall that when 
the full committee convened on Monday 
we were told that the President of the 
United States had recommended $15,- 
000,000 and that the Bureau of the 
Budget had justified the $15,000,000 fig- 
ure. Immediately the full committee 
voted to recommend $15,000,000. The 
House had already passed the joint reso- 
lution. We had some question with re- 
spect to some language. The distin- 
guished Senator from Wyoming wanted 
to be sure about certain provisions. 
However, the plea was made that the 
House had passed the joint resolution, 
that the $15,000,000 figure should be 
adopted, and that if any further money 
was required Congress could give consid- 
eration to such a request. I thought we 
had passed an identical resolution. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senate has not 
met since the resolution was adopted by 
the committee, 
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Mr. WHERRY. The committee rec- 
ommended an amount of money. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. 

Mr. WHERRY. As I understand, the 
House—— 

Mr. McKELLAR. What the Senator 
from Nebraska is probably referring to is 
that the committee met before the House 
passed the measure. 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The House commit- 
tee had fixed the amount at $15,000,000. 
The Senate committee had fixed it at 
$15,000,000. 

Mr. WHERRY. That is right. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I believe we were at 
odds about some language. We felt that 
we ought not to leave it at $15,000,000, 
but at whatever amount of money would 
be necessary to take care of the disaster, 
whether it be $15,000,000, $25,000,000, or 
any other figure. 

Mr. WHERRY. When the joint reso- 
lution was considered by the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations, the com- 
mittee unanimously agreed to go along 
with the action of the House committee. 
The joint resolution was then reported to 
the House of Representatives. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The House joint 
resolution was not officially referred to 
the Senate committee, but we considered 
it because we wanted to secure action as 
rapidly as possible. 

Mr. WHERRY. Just as we did this 
morning. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; as officially as 
on The committee Las acted splen- 
didly. 

Mr. WHERRY. The joint resolution 
came up on the floor of the House, and 
the House increascd the appropriation 
to $25,000,000. What I wish to ask is 
whether any information was relayed to 
the House which was not given to the 
House committee and to the Senate 
committee when the Senate committee 
and the House committee approved the 
$15,000,000, as recommended by the 
President and the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not know. If 
the Senator from Nebraska is asking 
me the question, I do not know of any- 
thing. 

Mr. WHERRY. I cannot find any- 
thing in the Recorp. The House passed 
an appropriation of $25,000,000. If any 
new evidence had developed, naturally 
the committee would have given it con- 
sideration. There was no new evidenze 
presented to the committee this morn- 
ing, other than the fact that the House 
had increased the aprropriation from 
$15,000,000 to $25,000,000, which was 
$10,000,000 more than the President and 
the Bureau of the Budget had recom- 
mended. 

I wish the Recor to show that I am 
willing to vote for whatever amount may 
be necessary to deal with the disaster, 
whether it be $15,000,000 $25,000,000, 
$35,000,000 or more. I know what these 
disasters mean. I also want the RECORD 
to show that up to this morning no new 
evidence has been presented to the com- 
mittee, and that the full amount which 
the President has asked for, as recom- 
mended by the Bureau of the Budget, is 
$15,000,000. I know we can increase the 
amount at any time we want to do so. 
We can say that the House is entirely 


1951 


+ wrong and we can increase the amount 
another $10,000,000. The Senators from 
Kansas, for example, could say that 
$25,000,000 is not enough, and that we 
should add another $10,000,000. 

When the resolution goes back to the 
House, a Member could rise on the floor 
and become very generous—someone 
who may need to be very generous—and 
add by amendment another $10,000,000. 
As a result of that method of sending 
this measure back and forth between 
the two Houses of Congress, the amount 
of money provided by mean. of the joint 
resolution could be it.ereased almost in- 
definitely. 

Mr. President, I submit to the ma- 
jority leader that if there is new evi- 
dence which justifies the appropriation 
of $25,000,000, as voted by the House of 
Reprcsentatives, I do not think there 
will be any delay in the appropriation 
of that amount f money. However, 
since all the evidence is not now avail- 
able, I think the joint resolution should 
be sent to conference, so as to enable the 
conferees to obtain the latest evidence, 
and then determine the exact amount of 
the appropriation which should be 
made. 

I shall vote for whatever amount 
the conference committee recommends, 
whether it be $15,000,000 or $25,000,000; 
but I submit that the views of the very 
able Senator from Massachusetts and 
the very able Senator from California 
should be considered in connection with 
this appropriation item. 

So let us handle the matter in such 
a way that the joint resolution will go 
to conference, and in the conference the 
conferees will be able to determine in 10 
minutes what the amount of the appro- 
priation should be. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. What disturbs 
me is to vote at a quarter of 12 in the 
Appropriations Committee for the ap- 
propriation of $15,000,000 for this pur- 
pose, and then come to the floor of the 
Senate 15 minutes later and find that 
although no further evidence is avail- 
able, the Senate is requested to vote in 
favor of the appropriation of $25,000,000 
for this purpose. 

I think it was the belief of every mem- 
ber of the committee, when stating his 
opinion in the committee, that if the 
joint resolution were handled in such a 
way as to have it go to conference, the 
conferees would be able to obtain the 
latest available evidence and then would 
be able to determine the proper amount 
to be appropriated, rather than to at- 
tempt to reach a compromise as between 
the appropriation of $15,000,000 and the 
appropriation of $25,000,000. In other 
words, when the committee of confer- 
ence had the complete evidence availa- 
ble from the engineers and from other 
sources, the conferees could arrive at the 
proper amount necessary to be appro- 
priated in order to relieve the suffering. 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. 

Mr. President, I want the Recorp to 
show that I deeply appreciate the able 
presentation which has been made by 
the able junior Senator from Missouri 
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(Mr. HENNINGS] and also the very force- 
ful plea which has been made by the able 
senior Senator from Missouri [IM KEM]. 

I also wish the Recor to show that 
so far as I am concerned, I wish the 
proper amount to be made available. 
However, until we have more evidence 
available to us, it seems to me that by 
voting in favor of the appropriation of 
$15,000,000 at this time, we shall have 
done everything that is justified by the 
presentation which has heen made to us 
thus far. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I do not think any- 
one can tell now whether the proper 
amount is $25,000,000 or $15,000,000 or 
$35,000,000. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I have 
just had an informal conversation with 
the majority leader, and in the course 
of it I was asked a question. I want 
the Recorp to show now that I shall 
support the appropriation for this pur- 
pose of whatever amount I believe will 
adequately do the job, whether that be 
$15,000,000 or $25,000,000. This is not a 
political question, but it is a question 
of arriving at the proper amount to be 
appropriated and spent for this purpose. 

I do not know whether $25,000,000 is 
the proper amount. Therefore, I am 
asking that we handle this matter in 
such a way as to have the joint reso- 
lution go to conference, and there let 
the conferees obtain iurther and more 
complete information and evidence, and 
then determine the proper amount nec- 
essary to be appropriated in order to 
provide for this emergency. í 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, let 
me say that I do not think it matters 
now whether we vote for the appropria- 
tion of $15,000,000 or the appropriation 
of $25,000,000, for in the end we must, 
and we will, provide whatever amount 
is necessary in order to provide relief 
to those who are suffering and are un- 
able to take care of themselves. 

I submit that before we get through 
with this problem, the cost—as the re- 
sult of RFC loans, other loans, the re- 
building of bridges, and the repair of 
other damage in the area affected—will 
run into millions upon millions of dol- 
lars. 

At this moment I do not know whether 
$15,000,000 or $25,000,000 is the correct 
amount to be appropriated for this pur- 
pose, and I do not know how whatever 
amount we appropriate will be spent. 
I assume that the money will be spent 
to feed those who have had to leave their 
homes and to house those who have no 
houses available to them at this time, as 
a result of the flood. 

Mr. THYE Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. Public Law 875 author- 
izes the Government to assist only mu- 
nicipalities or other tax-supported pub- 
lic bodies in connection with such a dis- 
aster. The fund thus provided is not 
a relief fund to be used to aid individ- 
uals. As the able Senator from Indiana 
has stated, RFC loans may be made for 
the purpose of aiding individuals who 
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cannot repair their own property in such 
cases, and Red Cross relief will also be 
used to aid those who must have relief 
provided to them individually. 

However, Public Law 875 provides aid 
and relief only to municipalities and 
other tax-supported public bodies, to as- 
sist them in rebuilding their streets and 
culverts, to repair plumbing, to repair 
and rebuild water-supply systems and 
other utilities, and under that law, as- 
sistance may also be given to aid coun- 
ties and States to repair their highway 
systems and bridges, 

In Minnesota we have experienced 
three finods recently; but the poor fam- 
ilies who suffered the ravages of the 
floods and had their property completely 
devastated are not able to obtain a penny 
of relief under Public Law 875. I wish 
to have it known by the Senate that 
under that law we deal entirely on the 
basis of aiding States, counties, munici- 
palities, and other public bodies. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Then the $15,000,- 
000 or the $25,000,000, whichever is ap- 
propriated, will be given to the munici- 
palities and other public bodies, to be 
used as they see fit. 

Mr. THYE. Yes; to aid in the repair 
and rehabilitation of their utilities, such 
as water-supply systems, sewerage, and 
the like. 

Mr.CAPEHART. Then, of course, the 
proper procedure would be for the Con- 
gress to appropriate X amount of money 
at this time—whether it should be $15,- 
000,000 or $25,000,000—for immediate 
relief, and then have the municipalities 
present to the Congress evidence as to 
the exact damage and the exact cost 
of replacing the property which has been 
damaged. That presentation will take 
time, and can be made only when the 
waters have receded to such an extent 
that accurate determination can be 
made. 

Therefore, Mr. President, it seems to 
me that at the present time it does not 
matter whether the Senate votes for the 
appropriation of $15,000,000 or $25,000,- 
000 for this purpose, because in the final 
analysis we must wait until the exact 
amount necessary to be appropriated 
can be determined., 

Certainly I hope no one is attempting 
to make a political issue out of this sit- 
uation. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I should 
like to say that as a result of the floods 
which occurred a year ago in the Red 
River Valley of Minnesota there was 
damage to roads and bridges to the ex- 
tent of $2,702,000 and damage to private 
property in excess of $8,000,000. How- 
ever, only $50,000 has been made avail- 
able to Minnesota from this fund, to help 
the city of North Mankato to repair the 
damage done to its streets and the like. 

Similarly, there was damage of more 
than $2,000,000 to the city of East Grand 
Forks, and there was an untold amount 
of damage to personal property there. 
However, to date only $150,000 has been 
received from this fund for aid in that 
city; only that amount of money has 
been made available to that city from 
this disaster fund, which is made avail- 
able under the provisions of Public Law 
875. 


8246 


Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, not 
knowing now whether the proper 
amount to be appropriated is $15,000,000, 
$25,000,000, or $50,000,000, it seems to me 
that the correct procedure for us to fol- 
low is to vote for the appropriation of 
$15,000,000, as the Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee has recommended. 
Then, inasmuch as the House has voted 
for the appropriation of $25,000,000 for 
this purpose, the joint resolution would 
go to conference; and if a proper show- 
ing is made to the conferees that the 
amount of the appropriation should be 
$25,000,000, certainly $25,000,000 should 
be provided. Furthermore, if a week 
from now or even tomorrow it is shown 
that more than $25,000,000 should be 
made available, we should then appro- 
priate more than $25,000,000. That is 
my recommendation, Mr. President. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
have listened with considerable interest, 
as have all other Members of the Senate, 
to the discussion in the Senate today as 
it relates to the amount of the appro- 
priation voted by the House of Repre- 
sentatives or the amount of the appro- 
priation to be voted by the Senate, fol- 
lowing the recommendations of their re- 
spective appropriations committees, in 
order to meet certain phases of the ex- 
isting flood emergency. 

I am not approaching this matter 
from the standpoint of who did this or 
who did that, but I wish to say most 
genuinely that I am glad the House has 
acted, and I am glad the Senate is in the’ 
process of acting. Certainly any differ- 
ences between the two Houses of Con- 
gress can be harmonized, It is impor- 
tant for all of us to realize that at this 
period of time thousands and thousands 
of families are completely homeless, 

I was interested in reading this 
morning a telegram which states that in 
Kansas alone 37,203 families are in- 
volved in this flood and are homeless, 
and 4,031 families are homeless in Mis- 
souri, as a result of the flood. In fact, 
perhaps a great many more than that 
have been compelled to leave their 
homes since the flood has moved into the 
great metropolitan centers of Kansas 
City, Kans., and Kansas City, Mo. 

I am not going to be in serious dis- 
agreement with the distinguished chair- 
man of the Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittee or with the action which is taken 
by the House, in its wisdom. I am grate- 
ful, as are the members of the Kansas 
delegation in the House and as the Sena- 
tors from Kansas, that, on Friday of last 
week, the Appropriations Committee, 
through its chairman, saw fit to deter- 
mine upon and set aside a date so that 
the Kansas picture might be presented. 
Senators will recall reading articles in 
the newspapers and listening to radio re- 
ports stating that we were in the throes 
of a terrible catastrophe, the greatest 
which has ever occurred in my State; 
and, as has been pointed out, it has been 
visited upon our sister State of Missouri. 
Within a few days, it will be in Arkan- 
sas by way of the southeastern water 


shed in our State and on its way to the. 


Mississippi. It is going to carry destruc- 
tion and ruin and havoc. It is going to 
ruin homes, farms, and the investments 
of thousands of men, Last night, in 
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company with some others, I had a con- 
versation with a man who said to me, 
“Andy, I got out with my life, with my 
wife, and with my children. I had $60,- 
000 invested in a place of business in the 
flooded area, a place of business which 
existed a few days ago. It is no longer 
there.” That is the story we hear over 
and over again—the farm damage has 
been terrific and will not be known for 
days and weeks to come. 

I am thinking in terms of the thou- 
sands and thousands of families who are 
completely devastated and who are go- 
ing to be in need of some type of relief. 
I use the word “relief” advisedly, be- 
cause the misfortune which has befallen 
them is something which was completely 
beyend their anticipation. But relief 
means much to them. I do not believe 
$15,000,000 will anywhere near meet the 
emergency need, and I understand thor- 
oughly that there are certain limita- 
tions on the use of the $15,000,000 appro- 
priation, and that we must be bound by 
those limitations. If they are too rigid, 
they should he relaxed by some course 
of action which the House or the Senate 
must take. 

I am thinking not only of the brsi- 
nesses lost and of the terrible havoc to 
the highways and among the public util- 
ities and in the sanitation centers, and 
all that which is most important, as we 
live together in our day and age, but I 
am primarily of the families 
which have suffered complete destruc- 
tion. How are they to be rehabilitated? 
How are they to be given a start? How 
are they to be afforded renewed oppor- 
tunities to move on and to start anew in 
their respective communities? I do not 
believe anyone can charge that one who 
supports that type of emergency aid and 
assistance is guilty of overreaching. As 
a matter of fact, when disaster stalks and 
hits, we feel an impulse to do something 
about it; and I am hoping that whatever 
we do finally will meet the present needs, 
first, and that we shall be aware of the 
necessity of meeting other impacts as 
they come along. 

Something was said here a while ago 
about the utilization of the funds pro- 
posed to be appropriated on highways 
and bridges and in community activi- 
ties, sewage-disposal plants, and utili- 
ties of all kinds. I have a report before 
me regarding 48 counties of my State. 
The report comes from county engineers 
who have given years of experience and 
thought to this question. They have re- 
ported to me complete damage to 
bridges and highways which will amount 
to more than $18,000,000. That does not 
include anything but bridge structures 
in 48 counties in my State. More than 
50 cities have been devastated; some al- 
most totally and some partially, be- 
yond anything they had anticipated. 
There is going to be need for some type 
of aid and assistance to people who will 
have to repair their homes. 

I was interested in what the Sena- 
tor from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART] said a 
few moments ago. There are certain 
types of loans which, of course, could be 
made available through the Reconstruc- 
tion Finance Corporation as disaster 
loans. Certainly we ought to take a look 
at that possibility, not because some- 
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one wants to get something, but because 
I think it our duty and our responsibility 
to all these flood victims who are suffer- 
ing misfortune to see that they have 
an avenue to relief of some type and 
kind; and if the present means of re- 
lief must be augmented by additional 
funds, we should be glad to do what is 
necessary. I am glad to report that 
when I called the Governor of the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board this morning, he told 
me that they had issued an order re- 
laxing regulations W and X in all flood- 
devastated areas, so as to widen credit 
and enlarge the opportunity of the 
stricken folks to rehabilitate themselves; 
and that, too, I think is most commend- 
able. I am sure it would be worth while 
investigating the extent to which other 
agencies can relax certain other regula- 
tions and conditions. I am confident 
they will do what they can. 

I do not care to dwell too long on this 
matter. The flood started, of course, 
in my State. Unfortunately, in the 
three great watersheds of my State, we 
did not have the dams and the other 
flood-control structures we should have 
had. There was some opposition to their 
construction, as there always is in areas 
which are to be flooded by the construc- 
tion of dams. No one wants to lose the 
home which he and his family have oc- 
cupied for perhaps two or three gen- 
erations, but this is one time when we 
have been brought face to face with the 
stark reality of a failure to take positive 
action and with what it has cost. The 
cost has been tremendous, not only in 
dollars and cents of immediate loss, but 
we must think of the attitude of the 
people in the flooded areas if nothing is 
done about the problem. Therefore I 
was happy indeed, as was the entire 
Kansas delegation, to appear before the 
Appropriations Committee, which so 
sympathetically and considerately lis- 
tened to us. As we told the story of 
what would be happening all the way 
down on the main stem of the Kansas 
River, as well as other Kansas streams 
which flow into the Missouri and the 
Arkansas, it was reinforced by the Sen- 
ators from Missouri and others inter- 
ested in downstream Oklahoma and 
Arkansas when the flood reaches them. 

We are hopeful that we can see in 
the present disaster the necessity for 
the prevention of such floods and the 
prevention of catastrophes such as have 
happened in the farm areas, the cities 
through which the flooded streams flow. 

In closing, I am very sure that my dis- 
tinguished colleague in the Senate, the 
junior Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL- 
son], will have something further to say 
in this regard. We are vitally inter- 
ested in the amount which is to be ap- 
propriated, and in its use; and if it be- 
comes necessary to increase the amount, 
Iam sure that the Senate and the House, 
in their wisdom, will take such action. 

I have referred to a pretty compre- 
hensive report as to what the damages 
are. I shall not now take more of the 
time of the Senate. The damage is 
tremendous, it is staggering, it is some- 
thing we never anticipated. It was 
never anticipated by the Army engi- 
neers, not even by the experts in flood- 
control matters. I mention that only to 
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show that it is necessary for us to con- 
sider some long-range projects and pro- 
grams. Senators will recall that at least 
two of the proposed dams were stopped 
by a decree in the consideration of the 
wisdom and judgment of going ahead 
with the national-defense needs, but just 
before he flew back to Kansas City, as he 
left the Appropriations Committee hear- 
ing in this very building, General Pick 
said, “Three dams, Milford, Tuttel Creek, 
and the Perry Dam, would have left 
Manhattan dry, would have left Junction 
City dry, would have left Topeka dry, 
would have left Perry dry, would have 
left Kansas City dry, in the areas which 
were protected by the flood walls.” That 
statement certainly should cause us 
to think. 

These considerations indicate why I 
want to join my colleagues in the Sen- 
ate, first, in taking care of the emer- 
gency needs, whatever they may be. 
Personally I do not think that $15,000,000 
will be sufficient. Surely we can work 
out the technical details. Whatever may 
be done later on down the line, I cer- 
tainly want to be one who is going to 
cooperate to the fullest extent. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, SCHOEPPEL. I am happy to 
yield to the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Is it not a fact that 
at the time the budget estimates were 
made the extent of the damage was not 
fully known, the flood was just begin- 
ning to reach the vital area, and it was 
impossible to determine the widespread 
devastation which was going to be 
caused? Each day since the budget esti- 
mate came up the size and scope and 
damage and horror of the flood have in- 
creased. As the wall of water rolls down, 
and from the Kaw River into the Mis- 
souri River and other streams and thence 
flows to the ocean, the damages will pile 
up into the tens of millions and hundreds 
of millions of dollars. 

Faced as we are today with the prob- 
lem of what has happened, which I think 
has been accurately called the most dev- 
astating flood in our Nation’s history, I 
would hate to see word go out that the 
action which the House of Representa- 
tives took only yesterday by unanimous 
vote had been set aside, and the amount 
provided reduced $10,000,000 by the 
United States Senate. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President; I 
will say to the distinguished Senator 
from Oklahoma that on Saturday morn- 
ing we did not know what the full crest 
tide of the flood was in Kansas City. The 
Senator is eminently correct. We are 
now finding that there is additional dam- 
age beyond that which was anticipated, 
and therefore I concur in what the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma has said. Iam sure 
that $15,000,000 or $25,000,000 is not go- 
ing to be used unless it is absolutely 
necessary. 

Possibly I am too close to the subject 
because of what has happened in my 
State and in the sister State of Missouri, 
and what will happen in Oklahoma and 
Arkansas, but I can see no justifiable 
reason for saying “Let us shrink the 
amount.” I would much prefer to vote 
for the appropriation and not use it 
unless it is absolutely necessary, 
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Mr. MONRONEY. We should appro- 
priate an amount sufficiently large to get 
the job started. We should not leave to 
chance and to action at some later date 
the providing of sufficient funds to re- 
lieve suffering and hardship and reha- 
bilitate essential services in a wide- 
spread area. 

The Budget Bureau cannot possibly 
estimate any better than can the Con- 
gress. The actual determination of the 
necessary amount has to be made from 
the facts as to the damage and the 
money disbursed from the disaster fund 
accordingly. But we would be starting 
out to do a man’s job by the use of a very 
small boy if we expended only $15,- 
000,000 in an area which has suffered 
damages to the extent of three-quarters 
of a billion dollars. The damage will 
possibly amount to more than that when 
the full results are known. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Kansas yield? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL, I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I would like to say 
to the Senator from Oklahoma that 
there is no member of the committee 
who is not prepared to take such action 
as is necessary to meet the needs of the 
people in the presently stricken States or 
in any other area. The committee is en- 
tirely sympathetic with the problem, and 
that has been shown, as the Senator has 
pointed out, by the committee holding a 
meeting and taking very prompt action. 

But that is not the basic issue. We 
have a Budget Bureau, which is an arm 
of the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment. We are spending a great deal of 
money to support that Bureau. It has 
brought out before the congressional 
committees evidence to justify an ap- 
propriation of $15,000,000. We would be 
spending a great amount of money need- 
lessly if we were to ignore the Budget 
Bureau and increase the amount to $25,- 
000,000. I have said on the floor today, 
and I repeat, that if the President of the 
United States, through the Director of 
the Budget, comes before the Appropria- 
tions Committee next week and shows 
that as a result of a personal investiga- 
tion by General Pick and additional 
factual situation is presented and it is 
desirable to appropriate another $15,- 
000,000 or $20,000,000, the request will re- 
ceive just as rapid and sympathetic con- 
sideration on the part of the Appropria- 
tions Committee as did the first request. 

I appeal to the Senate, in the interest 
of orderly legislative procedure, that 
when we have testimony before the 
House Committee on Appropriations and 
the Senate Committee on Appropria- 
tions, supported by the President of the 
United States, or by the Budget Bureau, 
that $15,000,000 is needed, we should not 
completely ignore the request and pick 
out of the air another $10,000,000 and 
throw it in without any hearing whatso- 
ever. I think we shall establish a dan- 
gerous precedent if, without taking 
any testimony and by ignoring recom- 
mendations of the Director of the 
Budget, we pick a figure out of the air, 
I am not unmindful of the tremendous 
damage which has been done, but I ask 
the Senate to support what I believe to 
be orderly procedure, 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Kansas yield? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I simply wish to 
recall to the Senator from California, 
whose statement I approve, that the 
opening paragraph of Public Law 875 
provides that it is the intent of Congress 
to provide an orderly and continuing 
means of assistance by the Federal Gov- 
ernment to States and local governments 
in carrying out their responsibilities to 
alleviate suffering and damage resulting 
from major disasters. 

It is the statement of the Budget Di- 
rector, who is the direct spokesman of 
the President, that appropriating $15,- 
000,000 is the orderly way of doing the 
work at this time. In my judgment, that 
is the orderly way of carrying out what I 
believe to be the intent of the law. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I yield. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. In the discussions 
before the Committee on Appropriations 
today, it was pointed out that if the 
Congress were about to adjourn sine die 
there might be justification for providing 
a greater figure; but we all know that 
the Congress will be in session at least 
until mid-October, and I feel as certain 
as that I stand here that when the Sen- 
ator from Kansas, who is so ably repre- 
senting his State, gets the facts, and 
when the Budget Bureau gets additional 
facts, they will find, when they come be- 
fore the committee, just as prompt ac- 
tion, and that whatever additional funds 
may be necessary to relieve the disaster 
will be furnished. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I appreciate that 
statement very much. We do want all 
the facts and circumstances disclosed. 
We do not desire to overreach. I am 
waiting with much interest, and, I hope, 
with some degree of conservatism, word 
that some of the flooded areas will not 
need as much as I and some of the ex- 
perts have anticipated. I do not know 
whether the problem can be worked out 
under this arrangement—I doubt if it 
can—but there are thousands of fami- 
lies and farms in the flooded areas that 
have been almost completely ruined. 
The livestock has gone; the farm ma- 
chinery is practically ruined; it needs 
rehabilitation, if it can be rehabilitated. 
I do not know what course of action the 
people affected can take. They may 
have some credit left. I hope many of 
them do have, but I know there are many 
who do not. I feel that somewhere down 
the line there should be a place for 
grants-in-aid to the type of individuals 
who are involved in the disaster. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, in Minne- 
sota and North Dakota, a year ago and 
again last spring, a devastating loss was 
suffered, though not on such a vast 
scale as that in Kansas and Missouri. I 
stood on the floor of the Senate and 
pleaded, in the same manner in which 
the able Senator from Kansas is now 
pleading, for aid to the individual who 
had seen all his personal property swept 
away, his buildings ruined and wrecked, 
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and who could not get one penny of re- 
lief except through the National Red 
Cross or through the generosity of per- 
sons who were willing to make dona- 
tions. The communities which were 
devastated by the flood last spring are 
endeavoring to get back on their feet. 
The people must pay their personal- 
property taxes, as well as their real- 
estate taxes, and yet they do not have 
the personal property on which to pay 
taxes. 

I bring this subject to the attention 
of the Senate because under Public Law 
$75 the individual, whether he be poor 
or rich, cannot get one penny of relief. 
Only tax-supported public bodies can 
receive relief under Public Law 875. 

Mr. President, the able and distin- 
guished Senator from Kansas has in- 
vited the attention of the Senate to per- 
sons who have seen the topsoil of their 
farmlands washed down the Mississippi 
or some other river. Such persons will 
be confronted with expenses far in ex- 
cess of the value of the property in try- 
ing to reestablish the land and get it 
into producing condition. A man who 
sees his personal property wiped out and 
his buildings destroyed, may listen to 
radio statements or may read newspaper 
reports of Congress appropriating 
$25,000,000 as a general relief fund, and 
he may think, “Tomorrow or perhaps 
next month I will receive some relief out 
of that appropriation.” But that poor 
man, as an individual, cannot receive a 
penny of relief under Public Law 875. 
He can receive relief only through the 
Red Cross, or through a distress loan 
obtained through the RFC. 

` My point in calling that to the atten- 

tion of the Senate this afternoon is so 
that the poor man or woman who may 
read reports of the discussion on the 
Senate floor this afternoon will not 
falsely be led to believe that he or she 
will receive relief money out of the 
$25,000,000 or $15,000,000 we are discus- 
sing. I make that statement in all sin- 
cerity. I do so because I know, for ex- 
ample, a young veteran who returned 
from the war, and obligated himself for 
ten or twelve thousand dollars to build 
ahouse, Last year, in North Mankato, in 
the flood which occurred there, he saw 
his house fall over and tumble into the 
basement, and his basement slide into 
the depression washed out by the flood. 
That house was damaged beyond any 
hope of repair. That poor boy and his 
family do not know what they are going 
to do about that home which is lying 
today tumbled over halfway in the bed 
of the old basement. 

Last year I pleaded, and last spring I 
pleaded, and I again plead that the Con- 
gress give consideration to the poor man 
or poor woman who has seen his or her 
property completely destroyed, and who 
has available at this time only the little 
aid he or she can receive from the gen- 
erosity of neighbors, or from the Red 


Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
appreciate the fact that the Senator 
from Minnesota has brought that point 
to the attention of the general public, 
because we certainly do not want to 
leave anyone under the delusion that 
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what we do here under the limited ap- 
proach now open to us, representing the 
only help we can give at this time, is 
going to provide general relief. I want 
no such interpretation to be put upon 
what I have to say. But we must give 
serious consideration to that phase of 
the question, if we want to do for the 
American people what the American tax- 
payer has pretty generously done for 
other people all over the world. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I was sup- 
porting the able and distinguished Sen- 
ator from Kansas in his plea. I did 
not rise to be critical of the distinguished 
Senator’s plea for consideration, I rose 
to support him, because I have noted 
the distress with which communities in 
my own State of Minnesota were faced 
because of the devastation by floods. I 
pleaded for flood control appropriations 
to protect our cities and communities 
against the ravages of floods just as I 
have pleaded for other flood control 
projects which may have affected those 
living along the Mississippi River or the 
Missouri River. I support the able Sen- 
ator from Kansas, 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL, I understand that 
completely, and I am indebted to the 
Senator from Minnesota for pointing 
out so vividly the limitations under 
which we are operating. We should do 
something about that situation. 

Mr. THYE. Reference was made to 
the committee meeting. I also sat in 
the meeting of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, not only yesterday but again this 
morning, At a quarter to 12, as the bell 
sounded for the convening of the Sen- 
ate at 12 o’clock noon, we in committee 
were discussing the appropriation. Yes- 
terday we had before us a joint resolu- 
tion calling for $15,000,000. We ap- 
proved it in only the matter of the 
length of time necessary to have the 
joint resolution explained to us. When 
we learned what it was for we approved 
it. We had not recessed that Appropria- 
tions Committee meeting for more than 
2 hours when I received a telephone call 
that the House had increased the amount 
to 82,000,000 by adopting a floor 
amendment. The Appropriations Com- 
mittee reconvened a few minutes before 
12 today, and we again gave considera- 
tion to the matter. In view of the fact 
that the amendment had been placed 
on the joint resolution on the House 
floor, increasing the amount $10,000,000, 
we in our consideration of the matter 
followed the recommendation of the Bu- 
reau of the Budget, and the Appropria- 
tions Committee approved the joint 
resolution providing for $15,000,000. We 
felt that if we followed the recommenda- 
tion of the Bureau of the Budget—and 
all this has taken place in the past 24 
hours—we would be doing the just and 
the considerate thing as an appropria- 
tions committee. 

If I can be shown that at this mo- 
ment it is necessary to provide $25,000,- 
000 rather than $15,000,000 I would most 
happy vote for $25,000,000, because it 
will be necessary to aid municipalities, 
counties and States in the reconstruc- 
tion of their sewer systems, their water 
systems, utilities of all kinds, otherwise 
there will be a terrible epidemic of dis- 
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ease in the now flooded area that can 
take a toll even as great as that taken 
by the devastating flood itself. 

So, Mr. President, it is only a question 
of whether we follow the recommenda- 
tion of the Bureau of the Budget and 
vote for $15,000,000, or whether we fol- 
low whoever offered the amendment on 
the House floor that raised the amount 
to $25,000,000. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. 
will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Stennis in the chair). Does the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota yield to the Sena- 
tor from Arkansas? 

Mr. THYE. I yield. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I was very much 
interested in the Senator’s remark made 
as I walked into the Senate Chamber in 
regard to giving serious consideration 
to the proposal for relief insofar as the 
law covers the subject of relief. But the 
real failure lies in the Congress not giv- 
ing adequate consideration to the pro- 
posals and projects which if adopted 
would result in preventing flood dis- 
asters from occurring. Every time we 
stand on the Senate floor with a civil 
functions appropriations bill, not only 
are we assailed from without by the un- 
informed and by some who make will- 
ful assaults upon us as legislating purely 
in our political interests, and of pro- 
viding for pork-barrel expenditures, 
but we are assailed on the floor of the 
Senate time and time again as wasting 
the taxpayer’s money. 

I want the Senate to give more pro- 
found consideration and to take more 
positive action toward adopting meas- 
ures and proposals and appropriations 
which will result in preventing flood dis- 
asters from occurring. I think the pres- 
ent disaster is going to serve the purpose 
of awakening the American people to 
this problem which is general through- 
out the country. 

Yesterday, in conversation with a 
newspaper reporter, I said that the same 
flood condition might have occurred in 
100 places in the United States. Such 
a flood may occur almost anywhere un- 
less we make better progress in the con- 
struction of improvements which will 
protect American property and Ameri- 
can lives. 

Regarding the pending joint resolution 
to appropriate $15,000,009, I wish to say 
that I support the proposal for $15,000,- 
000, not as the ultimate relief the Con- 
gress will provide; but certainly it will 
be adequate for the immediate period 
until such time as the floods subside and 
a more accurate estimate can be made 
of the total amount required. I remind 
my colleagues that presently we will be 
considering the regular civil functions 
appropriation bill. 

General Pick testified before the Ap- 
propriations Committee last Friday, I 
believe, and immediately thereafter left 
for the scene of the disaster. He was 
requested by the committee immediately 
upon his return to give us a full report 
upon his observations, and make his rec- 
ommendations. If the $15,000,000 proves 
to be inadequate, after we have been 
fully advised of the conditions, another 
appropriation, a supplemental appropri- 
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civil functions appropriation bill. 1 


know that every Member of the Congress 
is willing and anxious to make adequate 
appropriations to serve this cause and 
to meet the disaster emergency which 
has arisen. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I will say 
to the able and distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas that time will enable us 
to know exactly what the needs will be, 
and how far Public Law 875 can go in 
relieving hardships in the area of devas- 
tation. 

I have received some criticism in the 
past because I have supported flood- 
control projects. When I brought out 
the need for certain flood-control proj- 
ects in Minnesota I received many com- 
munications on the subject. I was criti- 
cized in editorials in some of the news- 
papers which I highly respect, because 
it was alleged that I was playing politics 
with pork-barrel legislation. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I wish 
to associate myself with the senior Sen- 
ator from Kansas [Mr. SCHOEPPEL], the 
senior Senator from Missouri IMr. 
Kem], the junior Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. HENNINGS], and the junior Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Monroney], who 
have spoken in behalf of the pending 
resolution. 

I do not wish to enter into any contro- 
versy as to the amount, whether it 
should be $15,000,000 or $25,000,000. 
However, I think we should have early 
action on the joint resolution. One way 
to get such action is to adopt the pro- 
posal of the junior Senator from Mis- 
souri [Mr. HENNINGS], in which event it 
will not be necessary for the joint reso- 
lution to go to conference. 

I think there is no question that the 
Congress will vote whatever amount of 
money is needed to take care of the situ- 
ation, and whatever amount can be 
justified. 

I express my sincere thanks for the 
sympathetic interest on the part of Con- 
gress in the people of Kansas and the 
other flooded sections of our portion of 
the United States. Especially I wish to 
pay tribute to the distinguished chair- 
man of the Appropriations Committee, 
Mr. McKeELLAR We in the Kansas 
River watershed and the other water- 
sheds of the State of Kansas are in- 
debted to him for the overgenerous 
amount of time which he gave last Fri- 
day and Saturday, calling a Saturday 
meeting to hear many witnesses from 
Kansas who could not be heard on Fri- 
day. After he had given the distin- 
guished senior Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. ScHOEPPEL] and myself a period of 
3 hours on Friday, he returned to the 
meeting on Saturday, which continued 
from 11 o’clock in the morning until 2 
o’clock in the afternoon in order to hear 
witnesses from Kansas. We in Kansas 
appreciate that very much. I also ap- 
preciate the fact that other members of 
the committee sat through the hearings 
and heard the stories of this disastrous 
flood. 

I could dwell at some length on the 
disastrous and catastrophic results of 
the flood. However, the press has car- 
ried the stories, and the radio and tele- 
vision have carried detailed accounts of 
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the flood damages, and I shall not go into 
them. However, I will say that this is 
the third catastrophic flood that we have 
had in the Kansas River. The first was 
in 1844, at which time there was very 
little settlement in that section, and 
there was practically no economic loss. 
In 1903 we had a similar flood. In 1951 
the flood exceeded the heights of all 
previous floods. 

We as citizens have been able to take 
the economic losses in stride. But I as- 
sure Members of the Senate that we have 
received a jolt from which it will require 
several decades to recover. It is very 
tragic and disastrous to that section of 
the Nation. In fact, the effects will be 
felt all over the Nation. 

I sincerely regret, as has been men- 
tioned by the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. THYE] that the partic- 
ular resclution which we are consider- 
ing today does not include funds to re- 
habilitate people who have lost every- 
thing. Yesterday afternoon a young 
man came into my office. His father and 
mother live in Topeka, Kans. He told me 
the story of how, just 2 years ago, they 
had got out of debt for the first time in 
their lives. The flood washed away their 
home. They are elderly people. They 
cannot start again. That situation is 
duplicated time and time again. More 
than 20,000 people were driven from 
their homes in Topeka. 

Furthermore, thousands of people in 
Kansas, Missouri, and Oklahoma today 
cannot go to work. Those people depend 
upon their pay checks. They have ob- 
ligations to meet in connection with 
groceries, payments on their homes, and 
payments on items which they have pur- 
chased. The situation is tragic. It is 
something which we should keep in mind 
and try to remedy. 

We are indebted to the National Red 
Cross. As usual, it is doing an outstand- 
ing job in that area. This morning I 
received a telegram which gives a com- 
plete report. I ask that it be printed in 
the Recorp at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the tele- 
gram was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., July 16, 1951. 
Hon. PRANK CAPLSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Because of the unprecedented nature of 
the floods sweeping Kansas and Missouri we 
have prepared this special report for the 
information of Members of Congress from 
these two States: The full resources of the 
American National Red Cross have been 
mobilized to help flood victims. Thousands 
of Red Cross volunteers, in cooperation with 

governmental, military, and civilian agen- 
cies, are doing everything possible to relieve 
suffering during this emergency period. 
Ninety National Red Cross disaster workers 
are assisting them. They have established 
33 refugee shelters along rivers in Kansas 
and, based on latest reports, early today 
18 shelters have been set up in Missouri. 
Our figures indicate that 37,203 families have 
been affected by floods in Kansas and 4,031 
families affected in Missouri. Red Cross is 
feeding many of these people in shelters and 
is providing food for some who are staying 
with friends and relatives on high ground. 
Reports today indicate that all emergency 
needs are being met. Meanwhile we are 
rushing preparation for long-term rehabili- 
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tation aid to those who will require con- 
tinuing Red Cross help in repairing or re- 
building and refurnishing their homes, 
Traditionally Red Cross provides this type 
oi aid on the basis of need of all disaster 
victims lacking resources to reestablish 
themselves, Farlier today I increased the 
preliminary Red Cross allocation for this 
emergency from $250,000 to $750,000. Fur- 
ther financial assistance, as required, will 
be forthcoming from the national organi- 
zation. Because of unprecedented extent of 
floods, I have asked Red Cross chapters in 
Kansas and Missouri to enlist the financial 
s-pport of all citizens who wish to make 
special contributions for the relief of their 
stricken neighbors. Please assure your con- 
stituents that the American National Red 
Cross will go all out in providing mergeney 
relief and long-term rehabilitation assist- 
ance in the weeks and months ahead. 
E. ROLAND HARRIMAN, 
President, American National Red Cross. 


Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, our 
citizens have responded nobly. The Na- 
tional Guard has rendered outstanding 
service. The Governor of the State of 
Kansas advised me yesterday morning 
that he had received telegrams from 
various sections of the United States 
mentioning the fact that various con- 
tributions had been received. Some very 
large sums of money are being sent into 
that area for relief. I can assure the 
Senate that in these trying times it is 
the sympathetic interest of the people 
of the Nation which makes this Nation 
just a little different from other nations, 

Yesterday the Governor of Kansas ap- 
pointed a commissio1. to cooperate with 
the Federal Government to receive the 
various gifts and see that they are prop- 
erly distributed. So, as we meet here 
today, I trust that we may take action 
on a resolution which will give us some 
money for immediate relief. I will say 
to the distinguished Senator from Mis- 
souri that I expect to vote for the full 
amount of the resolution. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. CARLSON. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I wish to say to 
my good friend from Kansas that I agree 
with what he has had to say in the very 
able address he has delivered. How- 
ever, I regard speed as more important 
than a squabble as to the amount. Per- 
sonally I think it ought to be $25,000,000, 
but I am not going to delay passage of 
the joint resolution by a dispute as to 
the amount. I think it is important that 
the Senate pass the joint resolution 
promptly. I would rather see the amount 
fixed at $25,000,000, because in that event 
the joint resolution would not have to 
go to conference. The people in the 
flooded area cannot wait. They are 
without telephone service and without 
transportation. Many of them are prob- 
ably without proper medical attention. 
A large part of the proposed appropria- 
tion will be used to provide such atten- 
tion. So I believe that speed is the im- 
portant thing. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield. 

Mr. CARLSON. I am very happy to 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I should like to 
make a brief comment. I still feel a 
great deal of gratitude to the Congress 
for the action which it took several years 
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ago when the Rocky Mountain area was 
overwhelmed by a tremendous blizzard, 
the worst blizzard that had ever taken 
place in that area within the memory 
of any living person. 

The Congress did not hesitate. The 
appropriations were not as great as those 
now requested, but they were large and 
the action was immediate. Supplemen- 
tal appropriations were made later. As 
I recall, there were two appropriations 
of $500,000, and later there was an ap- 
propriation to reimburse the Department 
of the Interior in the amount of $2,900,- 
000 for expenditures which it had to 
make to relieve the livestock industry, 
and to relieve the human suffering which 
took place during that blizzard. 

At about the same time there was a 
great flood in Oregon, which had dis- 
astrous results. The Congress then 
acted promptly, without hesitation, and 
made an emergency appropriation for 
disaster relief. 

s a result of these two disasters, the 
Congress passed the act of September 30, 
1950. The senior Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. Cornon] took the initiative in 
bringing about the enactment of the law 
and many of us who had seen the damage 
wrought by nature were glad to co- 
operate. I wish to remind the Senate, 
however, that when that bill was intro- 
duced, it authorized an appropriation of 
$15,000,000. The authorization was cut 
down, I believe in conference, to $5,000,- 
000. When the bill became a law it con- 
tained an authorization of only $5,000,- 
000 for disaster relief. 

The disasters which have occurred 
since the law was enacted have been 
worse than we had anticipated. I believe 
that what has happened in Kansas and 
in Missouri, and what may still happen 
in Oklahoma as a result of this flood 
clearly indicates that we may need a 

much greater appropriation than is car- 
ried in the pending joint resolution. It 
is my understanding that the fund car- 
ried in this resolution cannot be used 
except for certain types of relief. It may 
be extremely necessary to make funds 
available for reconstruction. If that be 
the case, I am sure the basic legislation 
will have to be amended for that purpose. 

I have come to the conclusion, there- 
fore, as a member of the Committee on 
Appropriations, although I was not pres- 
ent at the session this morning, that the 
expeditious way to meet the disaster is 
to pass the joint resolution as recom- 
mended by the committee. The confer- 
ence committee can then consider 
whether or not additional language is 
needed in the joint resolution, or 
whether speed is the most essential con- 
sideration. For my part, I believe speed 
is the necessary consideration at this 
time. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kansas has the floor. 

Mr. CARLSON. Iyield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. The course sug- 
gested by the Senator from Wyoming 
would be agreeable to me if we could get 
speed in having the resolution enacted. 

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I am sure that the 
conferees who will be appointed by the 


Senate will act as expeditiously as it is 
possible for conferees to act. 

Mr.CARLSON. Imerely wish to state 
that I appreciate the splendid remarks 
and comments of the distinguished 
Senator from Wyoming and other Sena- 
tors who are interested in securing early 
approval of the joint resolution. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CARLSON. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it the opinion of the 
Senator from Kansas that if we pass the 
joint resolution appropriating $25,000,- 
000 and the total amount of $25,000,000 
is not needed, the remainder will auto- 
matically revert to the United States 
Treasury? Of course, I seriously doubt 
that even $25,000,000 will be sufficient to 
take care of the situation, and we can 
take judicial notice that more money 
will be needed. However, assuming, 
hypothetically, that $25,000,000 is not 
needed, the remaining amount will auto- 
matically revert to the United States 
Treasury; will it not? 

Mr. CARLSON. The Senator from 
Oregon is correct. Approximately $5,- 
000,000 remain in the fund at the pres- 
ent time. The fund is not completely 
depleted. I am sure the additional 
amount will be needed. I sincerely hope 
that we may get early action on the joint 
resolution. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. CARLSON. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. It would further seem 
to follow logically, would it not, that in 
view of the fact that quickest action 
could be obtained by adopting the 
amount already provided by the House, 
the Senate should adopt the $25,009,000 
figure. If the total amount should not 
be needed, the remainder would auto- 
matically revert to the Government. 

Mr. CARLSON. That would be my 
view. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I 
concur heartily in what the distin- 
guished Senator from Oregon has stated, 
and to suggest to my distinguished 
friend from Kansas, for whom I have 
always had great admiration and re- 
spect, as a former great Governor of his 
State and now a great Senator from his 
State, that, as the majority leader has 
suggested, the principal element for us 
to consider is speed. 

However, it is also of the greatest im- 
portance, it seems to me, to consider the 
effect upon morale of the people who are 
now suffering the impact of flood, de- 
struction, and desolation. The United 
States Senate should not be parsimoni- 
ous, nor engage in fine-spun technicality, 
when we know that the actual damage, 
even thought it is now incalculable, is 
most likely to far exceed the amount 
which the House has approved. There- 
fore, is it not far better to go along with 
the House and obtain speedy action, so 
as to give encouragement and render the 
support which the people of the stricken 
area are looking for from this great body 
istead of quibbling about whether the 
amount should be $15,000,000 or $25,- 
000,000? What would people now suf- 
fering irreparable losses, death, and de- 
struction of all their worldly goods think 
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of us were they to read tomorrow that 
the great Senate of the United States 
had decided this is the time, the very 
moment, to weigh nicely and trim to an 
irreducible minimum this appropriation 
for our fellow Americans, who, through 
no fault of theirs, are in deep despera- 
tion, despair, and bereft of hope. 

I appeal to the Senate to help, inso- 
far as possible, to restore their confi- 
dence by approving the full $25,000,000. 

Mr. CARLSON. I share the view of 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Missouri on that point. I believe it 
would be most discouraging to have the 
story go out that the Senate reduced an 
appropriation to relieve the victims of 
the flood at this tragic time. I fully un- 
derstand the situation. I have every 
confidence and belief that if $15,000,000 
were found not to be sufficient the Senate 
would do whatever was necessary. How- 
ever, I would not like to see the news- 
paper headlines: “The Senate reduces 
flood benefits and disaster loans by $10,- 
000,000.” The people in the stricken area 
are having enough difficulties and prob- 
lems without having to read that kind of 
headlines or to hear that kind of state- 
ment made over the radio. I sincerely 
hope the resolution will be adopted. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CARLSON. I was about to yield 
the floor, but I shall be glad to yield for a 
question. 

Mr. MALONE. The junior Senator 
from Nevada is familiar with the flat 
country where these floods have oc- 
curred. It involves the Kansas River, 
the Missouri River, the Kaw River, the 
Neosho River, and the Fall and Verdigris 
Rivers. 

It takes an unusually long time for 
the waters to subside in this type of ter- 
rain. I understand that General Pick, 
Chief of the Army Engineers, had esti- 
mated the damage at $500,000,000, even 
before some of the later levees over- 
flowed. 

The flood situation has been aggra- 
vated since his first preliminary estimate 
of the cost of rehabilitation—therefore 
there is no question at all about the 
necessity for the larger appropriations. 

Mr. President, this is not the time to 
practice economy on a small troubled 
area in our own country while a profi- 
gate administration and Congress is 
throwing away billions on ungrateful 
foreign nations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President—— 

Mr. CARLSON. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
wish to associate myself with the pur- 
poses of the joint resolution. I agree 
that the full amount of $25,000,000 ought 
to be appropriated. That would be the 
expeditious way of handling the matter. 

I am afforded the opportunity of 
pointing out that disasters of this nature 
are not necessarily confined to any one 
section of our country. While we all 
join in seeing to it that appropriate re- 
lief assistance is given to the severely 


1951 


affected people in the flood-stricken 
area, it is likewise important to remem- 
ber that other parts of the country have 
also suffered disasters of similar propor- 
tions. I believe it is further proof of the 
importance of effective flood control. It 
is further evidence of the dereliction of 
public responsibility which we see occa- 
sionally when we strike out appropria- 
tions and authorizations for effective 
flood control. 

I am thinking at this moment of a 
community in my State which has had 
one flood after another, namely Aitken, 
Minn.. Its people have suffered severe 
personal property loss. Yet in the House 
of Representatives the funds which had 
been requested for a survey by the Corps 
of Army Engineers were denied in the 
name of economy. 

I am thinking of another community, 
the city of North Mankato, Minn., in 
which 4,500 people were flooded out of 
their homes, and where 90 percent of 
the homes were under water. They re- 
ceived no assistance whatever. Even at 
this hour the Corps of Army Engineers 
has been directed to stop any survey for 
the purposes of flood control in that 
area. This is false economy, and neg- 
lect of public responsibility. 

Therefore I make a plea at this time 
that we remember, even when the Com- 
munists are on the march all over the 
world, floods do not stop, The Com- 
munists have not been able to control 
the weather and they have not been able 
to stop flood waters. 

While I join my friend from Kansas 
(Mr. Cartson] and his colleague and my 
friend from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS]-as 
this flood condition affects their States, 
I call to the Senate’s attention the vital 
importance of effective relief and flood- 
control measures for the Minnesota and 
North Dakota area, where floods in re- 
cent years have been disastrous. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Before the Senator 
from Minnesota came to the floor I had 
undertaken to make the observation 
that this is neither a partisan matter 
nor a matter relating to geography. It 
is a national inatter which affects all our 
people, the weaith and resources of our 
country, and the common welfare of the 
Republic. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
am 100 percent with the Senator from 
Missouri. Certainly these matters of 
protecting the lives, property, and wel- 
fare of our people go beyond any polit- 
ical considerations. 

I repeat that in the effort to save a 
few dollars in connection with some of 
the appropriation bills, we have literally 
permitted huge areas of our country to 
be devastated, for there are certain 
things which can be done by way of pre- 
vention, thus making it unnecessary to 
provide disaster relief later on. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iam glad to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from Ten- 
nessee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. For once, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I must differ with my friend, the 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota. 
I am afraid he has done a great injustice 
to the members of my committe. I re- 
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fer to the other members of the com- 
mittee, not to myself at all, In the com- 
mittee, we have undertaken to be as fair 
and as square with every section of the 
country as it is humanly possible to be; 
we have made no distinctions. If the 
Senator from Minnesota will read the 
list of the other members of the Appro- 
priations Committee, disregarding en- 
tirely the chairman of the committee, he 
will find that the members of the com- 
mittee are as patriotic and as able Amer- 
icans as ever served on any committee. 

I wish to assure the Senator that the 
committee has not been wasteful or ex- 
travagant in any way, but at the same 
time it has not adversely affected in any 
way whatsoever the growth and prestige 
of our country. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee, but I am sure he 
misunderstood my remarks. 

Mr. McKELLAR. i hope I did mis- 
understand the Senator; and, if so, I 
withdraw the statemcnt I made. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Indeed the Sena- 
tor from Tennessee has misurderstood 
me, because I only wished to say that I 
hope the Senate will not fall into the 
trap into which the other body has 
fallen, in trying to curtail these appro- 
priations, which mean so much to our 
country. I appeal for continuing 
planned flood control in those areas 
where the floods have again and again 
destroyed property, taken lives, and dis- 
rupted the whole community. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate has before it House Joint Resolu- 
tion 292, calling for the appropriation of 
$25,000,000 to be made available for dis- 
aster relief. 

To the joint resolution, a committee 
amendment calling for the appropriation 
of $15,000,000 for that purpose has been 
proposed. 

The question now is on agreeing te the 
committee amendment. [Putting the 
question.] 

The “noes” seem to have it. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I call 
for a division. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
shall have to request a division. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As 
many as favor the committee amend- 
ment, which fixed the sum at $15,000,000, 
will rise and will remain standing until 
counted. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it, g 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. As I under- 
stand, the Chair is now requesting that 
Senators who favor 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate is in the process of dividing on 
the question of agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment; and the Chair has 
requested Senators who favor the com- 
mittee amendment, calling for the ap- 
propriation of $15,000,000 for this pur- 
pose, to rise at this time and remain 
standing until they are counted. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
wish it understood that I shall vote in 
the way that my committee has in- 
structed me to vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will restate the question: The 


8251 


measure before the Senate is House 
Joint Resolution 292, proposing the ap- 
propriation of $25,000,000 for disaster 
relief. 

To the House joint resolution, a com- 
mittee amendment has been submitted, 
proposing the appropriation of $15,000,- 
000 for this purpose. The question now 
is on agreeing to the committee amend- 
ment, and a division has been called for. 

On a division, the amendment was 
rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on the third reading of 
the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 292) 
was ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the body of the RECORD 
two very excellent editorials which ap- 
peared in the Commercial Appeal, of my 
home city of Memphis. The editorials 
relate to the flood situation. 

There being no objection, the edito- 
rials were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

[From the Memphis (Tenn.) Commercial 
Appeal of July 14, 1951] 
COSTLY OBSTINACY 


Kansas and Missouri are experiencing 
record-breaking floods. Thousands of per- 
sons are homeless. Damage already done 
can be reckoned in the millions of dollars 
and the end is not even in sight. Most of 
the flooding is being done by the Kansas 
(Kaw) and its tributaries. The Kansas 
empties into the Missouri and, of course, all 
of the water eventually reaches this funnel 
which is the lower Mississippi Valley. 

Much of the damage could have been pre- 
vented. That's always the saddest part of 
modern, destructive floods. Prevention in 
this instance would have come in the form 
of construction of the Tuttle Creek flood- 
control project on the Big Blue River. It 
was authorized by Congress in 1938. Be- 
cause of opposition of some Blue River Val- 
ley residents, and especially those from 
Whom rights-of-way would be required, con- 
struction funds have never been appro- 
priated despite repeated requests by the 
Corps of Engineers. The drainage area for 
the proposed Tuttle Creek Reservoir and its 
flood- control dam is 9.556 square miles. 
Storage capacity at full pool would be 1,- 
245,000 acre feet. 

Had Tuttle Creek Reservoir and Perry Res- 
ervoir on the Delaware River been built so 
that they could be operated during the pres- 
ent floods, crests of flood heights could have 
been reduced from 4 to 8 feet, according to 
Army engineers. As it is, about the only 
way to get around those fertile valleys to- 
day is in a boat. Here again has the adage 
of penny-wise pound-foolish been proved in 
relation to flood control. The repetition is 
sickening. 

The Reclamation Department's Cedar Bluff 
Reservoir and the Kanapolis Reservoir, a 
Corps of Engineers installation—both on the 
Smoky Hill River—are in operation and are 
more than meeting flood-control expecta- 
tions. Had they not been built, flood heights 
in the Smoky Hill Valley during the present 
flooding would be double what they are and 
cities and communities down stream would 
have been washed out. 

The answer to those who wonder what 
concern a flood-control dam on a tributary 
of the Kansas is to the economy of the lower 
valley is simple—this area’s security from 
floods. If the Ohio happened to be in flood 
at this time, a man-size flood fight would be 
in progress from Cairo to New Orleans, 
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There would exist the elements for a major 
disaster. As it is, the lower river can carry 
off easily all the water that is causing so 
much misery in the Kansas-Missouri area, 
but not until all the authorized projects of 
the Mississippi's tributaries have been com- 
pleted has the lower valley a right to re- 
gard itself as being completely safe. 

Some projects along the tributaries of the 
lower Mississippi are being delayed or blocked 
because of obstinacy or short-sightedness in 
the matter of providing rights-of-way. The 
bitter experience of the people in Kansas 
and Missouri carries a lesson for those re- 
sponsible. That there is no economy or 
savings in floods is something some people 
and areas simply refuse to learn. 


[From the Memphis (Tenn.) Commercial 
Appeal of July 15, 1951] 


A REAL JOB FoR CONGRESS 


The Missouri-Kansas flood disaster has be- 
come the worst in the history of the mid- 
continent area. Competent authority esti- 
mates damage already done as nearing one 
billion dollars. The human misery caused is 
indescribable. The flood crest has yet to 
pass through the Missouri River Valley below 
Kansas City. More damage is inevitable. 

President Truman has asked Congress for 
$15,000,000 for immediate relief, and 
wilt no doubt get it, and more if necessary. 
The worst feature of any tragedy such as 
this is that money cannot restore the lives, 
crops, and livestock lost, or offset incalculable 
losses of an intangible sort. 

The Congress has an immediate job to do 
in reconsidering action already taken this 
year on funds for flood-control projects, Sen- 
ator MCKELLAR has promised, as chairman of 
the Senate Appropriations Committee, to do 
all he can along that line. We hope that 
Representative CLARENCE CANNON (Democrat, 
Missouri) will be equally as cooperative. His 
State has been hardest hit. 

Certainly the sympathy of the people of 
the lower Mississippi Valley who, in other 
days, were so sorely beset by recurrent floods, 
will be with the victims of the Missouri- 
Kansas disaster. We are glad that Memphis, 
on 2 hours’ notice, could get 50 expe- 
rienced Army engineer boatmen and flood 
fighters under way for the stricken area. 


It proved again the inestimable value of ` 


having an Army engineer flood-fighting 
force-in-being for service wherever it may 
be needed. And let those who so glibly use 
the term “pork barrel” to describe even 
sound and needed flood-control projects keep 
silent now in the face of the tribulation of 
the people of the flooded valleys. 


TELEGRAM FROM GOVERNOR OF NEBRAS- 
KA REGARDING FLOODS IN KANSAS 
AND MISSOURI 


Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska subsequent- 
ly said: Mr. President, earlier today 
many Senators on each side of the aisle 
expressed their sympathy for those who 
sustained personal or property loss in 
the disastrous flood in Kansas and Mis- 
souri. Since then I have received a tele- 
gram from the Governor of Nebraska 
which I ask to have printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the telegram 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

LINCOLN, NEBR., July 17, 1951. 
Senator HUGH BUTLER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Seventeen Kansans and Missourians dead, 
property damages running up to a billion 
dollars; emphasize again the need for rush- 
ing to completion the great Pick-Sloan plan 
for control of the waters of this basin sup- 
plemented by a stepped-up soil-conservation 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 


program. How long must we count our dead 
in the basin? How many hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars must we lose before we may 
be permitted to complete an orderly pro- 
gram for the control of these waters which 
will make them work for man rather than to 
permit them to destroy ħim? Every dollar 
invested in Missouri Basin development will 
return to the taxpayers of America many 
times over. America needs the power, the 
increased production from the irrigated 
lands, the firmed water supplies, the navi- 
gational and all the other benefits which 
will flow from this great improvement, I 
am personally, as I am certain are the people 
of Nebraska, appreciative of the work you 
and all other Members of our congressional 
delegation have done to further Missouri 
Basin development. I urge you, if it is 
humanly possible, to extend those efforts in 
behalf of the people of your State, your area, 
and America. Let's not be penny wise and 
dollar foolish about the preservation of hu- 
man lives in this basin and the develop- 
ment of our resources. 
VAL PETERSON, 
Governor of Nebraska. 


SUGGESTED FURLOUGHS FOR MEMBERS 


OF ARMED FORCES TO AID PARENTS 
IN FLOOD AREAS 


Mr. CARLSON subsequently said: As 
has been stated before on the floor of 
the Senate we in the Midwest are suf- 
fering from a very serious flood. Dur- 
ing the past few hours I have received a 
number of requests from fathers and 
mothers who have sons in the armed 
services of the Nation, requesting the 
military—the Army, Air Force, Navy, 
and Marine Corps—to give some con- 
sideration to granting a 30-day furlough 
to boys whose fathers and mothers have 
lost their homes in the flood disaster. 
I wish to take this method of calling the 
matter to the attention of the Armed 
Forces, I sincerely hope that they will 
give favorable consideration to granting 
furloughs to boys whose parents have 
lost not only their belongings but the 
very homes which they have built and 
in which they have lived for many years. 


REDUCTION OF ANNUAL LEAVE OF FED- 
ERAL OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES 


Mr. BRICKER obtained the floor. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRICKER. I yield, provided it is 
understood that I may do so without 
losing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Senate bill 832, Calen- 
dar 519. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be read by title, for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
832) to reduce the annual leave of Fed- 
eral officers and employees to 15 days 
during the continuance of the existing 
national emergency and for other pur- 
poses. : 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
thought it was understood that next we 
would take up a bill which has been 
reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 
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Mr. McFARLAND. No; we thought 
this bill should be taken up today, and 
that tomorrow we could take up H. R. 
2416, the bill providing for increased as- 
sistance to the aged, the blind, and the 
disabled, and the dependent children 
and also S. 630, the bill reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Senate bill 832 has been the subject of 
considerable discussion in connection 
with the appropriation bills, and there- 
fore it is important that we consider 
and act on the bill at this time. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Senate bill 832 is 
the one which was reported by the Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE] 
from the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service, is it not? 

Mr. McFARLAND. It is. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is understood 
that tomorrow we shall take up the bill 
which has been reported by the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. O'Conor] from the 
Committee on the Judiciary? 

Mr. McFARLAND. First, we shall 
take up H. R. 2416, the bill providirg 
assistance to the aged and the blind. 
That bill has been reported with amend- 
ments. Then we shall take up the other 
bill S. 630. We should dispose of both 
of them tomorrow. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Arizona will yield, I wish 
to say to the Senator from Minnesota 
that in the committee of conference we 
were confronted all last week with the 
question of leave for Federal employees. 
Therefore, I hope the motion of the 
Senator from Arizona will be agreed to, 
and that the procedure he suggests will 
be followed. 

In the conference committee we had 
before us the question of agreeing to the 
Douglas amendment. I wish to have it 
clearly understood that it was only be- 
cause we had to submit a conference re- 
port that we finally agreed to the so- 
called Douglas amendment, which in my 
opinion is not as fair in its leave pro- 
visions as is the bill which the Senator 
from Arizona has now moved to have 
the Senate consider. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
wish to commend the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service for its action in 
bringing this bill to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Arizona that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the consideration of Sen- 
ate bill 832. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S. 
832) to reduce the annual leave of Fed- 
eral officers and employees to 15 days 
during the continuance of the existing 
national emergency, and for other pur- 
poses, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice, with an amendment to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 

That this act may be cited as the “Annual 
and Sick Leave Act of 1951.” 

COVERAGE AND EXEMPTIONS 

Src, 2. (a) Except as provided in subsec- 
tion (b), this act shall apply to all civilian 
officers and employees of the United States 
and of the government of the District of 
Columbia, including officers and employees 
of corporations wholly owned or controlled 
by the United States. 
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(b) (1) This act shall not apply to— 

(A) teachers and librarians of the public 
schools of the District of Columbia; 

(B) part-time officers and employees for 
whom there has not been established a regu- 
lar tour of duty covering at least 5 days in 
any administrative workweek; 

(C) temporary employees engaged on con- 
struction work at hourly rates; 

(D) employees of the Canal Zone Goy- 
ernment and the Panama Canal Company 
when employed on the Isthmus of Panama; 

(E) commissioned officers of the Public 
Health Service; 

(F) commissioned officers of the Coast 
and Geodetic Survey; 

(G) doctors, dentists, and nurses in the 
Bureau of Medicine and Surgery of the 
Veterans’ Administrat on; and 

(H) officers and employees of the Senate 
and House of Representatives. 

(2) This act, except section 3 (g), shall 
not apply to alien employees who occupy 
positions outside the several States and 
the District of Columbia. 

(3) Section 4 of this act shall not apply 
to officers and members of Metropolitan 
Police and the Fire Department of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 


ANNUAL LEAVE 


Sec. 3 (a) Officers and employees to whom 
this act applies shall be entitled to annual 
leave with pay which shall accrue at the 
rate of— 

(1) ‘one-half day for each full biweekly 
pay period in the case of officers and em- 
ployees with less than 2 years of service, 

(2) three-fourths day for each full bi- 
weekly pay period (except that the rate of 
accrual for the last full biweekly pay period 
in the calendar year shall be 114 days) in the 
case of officers and employees with 2 but less 
than 15 years of service, and 

(3) 1 day for each full biweekly, pay 
period in the case of officers and a 
with 15 years or more of service. 


In determining years of service for the, 
purposes of this subsection, there shall be, 
included all service creditable under the 
provisions of section 5 of the Civil Service 
Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as amended, 
for the purposes of an annuity under such 
act and the determination of the period of 
service rendered may be made upon the 
basis of an aiidavit of the employee. In the 
case of an officer or employee who is not 
paid on the basis of biweekly pay periods, 
the leave provided by this act shall accrue at 
the same rate as it would accrue if such 
Officer or employee were paid on the basis 
of biweekly pay periods. 

(b) Any change in the rate of accrual of 
leave by an officer or employee under the 
provisions of this subsection shall take effect 
as of the beginning of the pay period follow- 
ing the pay period, or corresponding period 
in the case of an officer or employee who is 
not paid on the basis of biweekly pay periods, 
in which such officer or employee completes 
the prescribed period of service. 

(c) The leave provided for in this section, 
which is not used by an officer or employee, 
shall accumulate for use in succeeding years 
until it totals not to exceed 60 days at the 
end of the last complete biweekly pay period 
occurring in any calendar year. 

(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
subsection (c), a maximum accumulation 
not to exceed 90 days at the end of the last 
complete biweekly pay period in any calen- 
dar year is authorized to the following cate- 
gories of employees of the Federal Govern- 
ment, other than officers and employees in 
the Foreign Service of the United States un- 
der the Department of State, stationed out- 
side the several States and the District of 
Columbia: 

(1) Persons directly recruited or trans- 
ferred from the United States by the Fed- 
eral Government, 
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(2) Persons employed locally but (A) who 
were originally recruited from the United 
States and have been in substantially con- 
tinuous employment by other Federal agen- 
cies, United States firms, interests, or or- 
ganizations international organizations in 
which the United States Government par- 
ticipates, or foreign governments, and whose 
conditions of employment provide for their 
return transportation to the United States, 
or (B) who were at the time of employment 
temporary absent from the United States 
for purposes of travel or formal study and 

aintained residence in the United States 

‘uring such temporary absence. 

(3) Persons who are not normally resi- 
dents of the area concerned and who are 
discharged from the military service of the 
United States to accept employment with 
an agency of the Federal Government, 

(e) Where an officer or employee to whom 
the provisions of subsection (d) are applica- 
ble, or who is in the Foreign Service of the 
United States under the Department of 
State, and whose post of duty is outside the 
several States and the District of Columbia 
returns to any such State or the District of 
Columbia on leave, the leave granted pursu- 
ant to this act shall, under such rules and 
regulations as may be prescribed by the head 
of the department or agency, be exclusive of 
the time actually and necessarily occupied 
in going to and from his post of duty and 
such time as may be necessarily occupied in 
awaiting sailing or flight, 

() Officers and employees in the Foreign 
Service of the United States under the De- 
partment of State may be granted leave of 
absence, without regard to any other leave 
provided by this act, for use in the United 
States, its Territories or possessions, at a 
rate equivalent to 1 week for each 4 months 
of service outside the several States and the 
District of Columbia. Not more than one 
period o leave of absence under this sub- 
section shall be authorized in any 24-month 
period. Such leave may be accmulated for 
future use without regard to the limitation 
in subsection (c) but no such leave which is 
not used shall be made the basis for any 
terminal leave or lump-sum payment, 

(g) Alien employees who occupy positions 
outside the several States and the District 
of Columbia may, in the discretion of the 
head of the department or agency concerned, 
be granted leave of absence with pay not 
in excess of the amount allowable under 
this act in the case of citizen employees. 

(h) The leave provided for in this sec- 
tion, including such leave as will accrue to 
any officer or employee during the calendar 
year, may be granted at any time during 
such calendar year as the heads of the va- 
rious departments and independent estab- 
lishments may prescribe. 

(i) Notwithstanding the provisions of sub- 


section (a), an officer or employee shall be 


entitled to annual leave under this act only 
after having been employed currently for 
a continuous period of 90 days under one 
or more appointments without break in 
service. In any case in which an officer 
or employee completes a period of contin- 
uous employment of 90 days there shall be 
credited to him an amount of leave equal 
to the amount which, but for this subsec- 
tion, would have accrued to him under sub- 
section (a) during such period. 
SICK LEAVE 

Sec. 4. (a) Officers and employees to whom 
this act applies shall be entitled to sick 
leave with pay, which shall accrue at the 
rate of one-half day for each full biweekly 
pay period. 

(b) The leave provided for in this section, 
which is not used by an Officer or employee 
during the year in which it accrues, shall 
accumulate and be available for use in suc- 
ceeding years. 

(c) Not to exceed 30 days sick leave may 
be advanced in cases of serious disability 
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or ailments and when required by the exi- 
gencies of the situation. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Sec. 5. (a) The days of leave provided for 
in this act shall mean days upon which an 
employee would otherwise work and receive 
pay, and shall be exclusive of holidays, and 
all nonworkdays established by Federal stat- 
ute or by Executive or administrative order. 

(b) An employee shall be considered for 
the purposes of this act to have been emw# 
ployed for a full biweekly pay period if he 
shall have been employed during the days 
within such period, exclusive of holidays and 
all nonworkdays established by Federal stat- 
ute or by Executive or administrative order, 
which fall within his basic administrative 
workweek, 

(c) Part-time officers and employees, un- 
less otherwise excepted, shall be entitled on 
a pro rata basis to the benefits provided by 
sections 3 and 4 of this act. 

(d) The authorized absence of a rural car- 
rier on Saturdays which occur within or at 
the beginning or end of a period of sick or 
annual leave of 5 or more days’ duration (or 
4 days’ duration if a holiday falls within or 
at the beginning or end of the period of 
sick or annual leave) shall be without charge 
to such leave or loss of compensation. Sat- 
urdays occurring in a period of annual or 
sick leave taken in a smaller number of days 
may at the option of the carrier be charged 
to his accrued leave and when so charged 
he shall be paid for such absence. 


REGULATIONS 


Sec. 6. The Civil Service Commission is au- 
thorized to prescribe such rules and regula- 
tions as may be necessary to provide for the 
administration of this act. 


REPEALS 


Sec. 7. (a) The following acts or parts of 
acts are hereby repealed: 

(1) The act entitled An act to provide 
for vacations to Government employees, and 
for other purposes,” approved March 14, 1936 
(49 Stat. 1161). Š 

(2) The act entitled “An act to stand- 
ardize sick leave and extend it to all ci- 
vilian employees,” approved March 14, 1936 
(49 Stat. 1162). 

(3) Section 6 of the act entitled “An act 
to reclassify the salaries of postmasters, offi- 
cers, and employees of the postal service; 
to establish uniform procedure for comput- 
ing compensation; and for other purposes,” 
approved July 6, 1945, as amended (59 Stat. 
435). 

(4) The paragraph under the heading 
“Public printing and binding” in the act 
entitled “An act making appropriations for 
sundry civil expenses of the Government for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1897, and for 
other purposes,” approved June 11, 1896 (44 
U. S. C. 45), relating to leaves of absence of 
employees of the Government Printing Office. 

(5) The third proviso in the act of August 
29, 1916 (34 U. S. C. 518). 

(6) Sections 931 and 932 of the Foreign 
Service Act of 1946. 

(7) The fifth paragraph of section 3 (c) 
of the act entitled “An act to consolidate 
the police court of the District of Colum- 
bia and the municipal court of the District 
of Columbia, to be known as The municipal 
court for the District of Columbia,’ to cre- 
ate ‘The Municipal Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia,’ and for other pur- 
poses,” approved April 1, 1942 (56 Stat. 192). 

(b) Section 2 of the act entitled “An act 
to provide for the promotion of substitute 
employees in the postal service, and for other 
purposes,” approved April 15, 1947 (61 Stat. 
40), is amended by striking out the words 
“and leave.” 


SAVING PROVISION 
Sec. 8. (a) In any case in which— 


(1) The amount of accumulated annual 
leave carried over into the calendar year 
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1952 by an officer or employee under pro- 
visions of law applicable to such officer or 
employee on December 31, 1951, is in excess 
of the amount allowable under the appli- 
cable provisions of section 3, or 

(2) The amount of accumulated annual 
leave to the credit of an officer or employee 
who is subject to the provisions of section 
3 (d) and who becomes subject to the pro- 
visions of section 3 (c) is in excess of the 
amount allowable under section 3 (c), 
such excess shall remain to the credit of 
such officer or employee until used, but the 
use during any calendar year of an amount 
of leave in excess of the aggregate amount 
which shall have accrued during such cal- 
endar year shall automatically reduce the 
maximum allowable accumulation at the 
end of the last complete biweekly pay period 
in any calendar year until the accumulation 
of such officer or employee no longer ex- 
ceeds the amount prescribed in the appli- 
cable provisions of section 3. 

(b) An officer or employee heretofore sub- 
ject to a system of leave administered on a 
ealendar-day basis shall be deemed to have 
his credit on the effective date of this act 
five-sevenths day of leave chargeable as 
provided in section 5 (a) for each calendar 
day’s leave to his credit on such date. 

(c) No officer or employee shall be con- 
sidered, by reason of the enactment of this 
act, to have been transferred to an agency 
under a different leave system within the 
meaning of the act entitled “An act to pro- 
vide for the payment to certain Government 
employees for accumulated or accrued an- 
nual leave upon their separation from Gov- 
ernment service,” approved December 21, 
1944 (5 U. S. C. 61d). 

EFFECTIVE DATE 


Sec. 9. This act shall take effect on Jan- 
~ uary 6, 1952. 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
on behalf of myself and the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK], 
I submit an amendment to the commit- 
tee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendment, on page 12, between 
lines 16 and 17, it is proposed to insert a 
new subsection as follows: 

(d) If changes made by this act in annual 
and sick leave affect the base on which the 
compensation of employees who are paid 
at hourly or per diem rates and whose com- 
pensation is fixed and adjusted from time 
to time in accordance with prevailing rates 
by wage boards or similar administrative 
authority serving the same purpose is 
figured, the wage board or administrative 
authority having authority to fix and adjust 
the compensation of such employees is di- 
rected to adjust all rates set by them to take 
into account all and any changes made in 
annual and sick leave by this act. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. BRICKER. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I have already 
stated that it is proposed that tomorrow 
we take up H. R. 2416, the bill provid- 
ing assistance to the aged and the blind, 


the Judiciary, S. 630. After the disposal 
of those two bills we expect that the 


Treasury-Post Office appropriation bill, 


H. R. 3282, will be ready by Thursday 
morning. We hope to dispose of that 
bill on Thursday and Friday. If neces- 
Sary, we shall have a late session. How- 
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ever, there should not be much discus- 
sion of that bill, and we ought to be able 
to dispose of it in a day. 


THE STATE DEPARTMENT ENDANGERS 
FREEDOM OF THE PRESS 


Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, last 
night a Columbus, Ohio, citizen handed 
me an article written by Ernie Hill, of 
the Chicago Daily News Foreign Service, 
which cetails the areas of the world in 
which the free press is today being actu- 
ally abolished. This article refers to the 
action of the Communists in Kaesong 
last week in preventing the 20 allied news 
correspondents from coming into the 
truce conference; it refers to the action 
of King Farouk, in Egypt; it refers to 
Juan Peron, in Argentina; and it then 


+ ciscusses generally the danger to the 


free press uf the world. 

Mr. President, I am submitting at this 
time a resolution to the effect— 

First. That it is the sense of the Sen- 
ate that the draft of the International 
Covenant on Human Rights, as revised by 
the United Nations Commission on Hu- 
man Rights, at its seventh session, 
would, if ratified as a treaty, prejudice 
those rights of the American people 
which are now protected by the Bill of 
Rights of the Constitution of the United 
States; 

Second. The President of the United 
States should advise the United Nations 
that the proposed International Cove- 
nant on Human Rights is not acceptable 
to the United States; and 

Third. The President of the United 
States should instruct the United States 
representatives at the United Nations to 
withdraw from further negotiation with 
respect to the covenant on human rights, 
and all other covenants, treaties, and 
conventions which seek to prescribe re- 
strictions on individual liberty which, if 
passed by the Congress as domestic legis- 
lation, would be unconstitutional. 

I now submit the resolution, and ask 
that it be appropriately referred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso- 
lution will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The resolution (S. Res. 177) was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Re- 
laticns, as follows: 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that— 

1. The Draft International Covenant on 
Human Rights, as revised by the United Na- 
tions Commission on Human Rights at its 
seventh session, would, if ratified as a treaty, 
prejudice those rights of the American people 
which are now protected by the bill of rights 
of the Constitution of the United States; 

2. The President of the United States should 
advise the United Nations that the 
International Covenant on Human Rights is 
not acceptable to the United States; and 

3. The President of the United States 
should instruct United States representa- 
tives at the United Nations to withdraw from 
further negotiations with respect to the 
Covenant on Human Rights, and all other 
covenants, treaties, and conventions which 
seek to prescribe restrictions on individual 
liberty which, if passed by the Congress as 
domestic legislation, would be unconstitu- 
tional. 


Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I would 
also like to ask that there be inserted at 
the end of my remarks the article by Mr. 
Ernie Hill, to which I have just referred. 


JULY 17 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I also 
ask that there be published in the body 
of the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp, at the end 
of my remarks, the action of the Com- 
mission on Human Rights, in regard to 
the Covenant on Human Rights, the 
Draft International Covenant on Human 
Rights, which has been submitted, or 
which will be submitted ultimately to 
the United Nations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 2.) 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. BRICKER. I yield for a question. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it not the position of 
the distinguished Senator from Ohio 
that our Government should not enter 
into any international agreement or un- 
derstanding which in any way purports 
to set forth principles of human rights 
less broad than the principles of human 
and civil rights set forth in the Con- 
stitution of the United States itself? 

Mr. BRICKER. That is exactly the 
position of the Senator from Ohio, that 
we should enter into no agreement which 
might in any way impinge upon the full 
rights given to the citizens of our coun- 
try in the Bill of Rights included in the 
Constitution of the United States, 


international agreement we in fact or 
effect limit in any way the constitutional 
rights of our citizens in relation to 
American law and jurisprudence, we give 
aid and comfort to foreign powers who 
do not extend to their citizens the same 
guaranties of human liberties that our 
people enjoy under the Constitution of 
the United States. 

Mr. BRICKER. And such foreign 
powers might thereby be encouraged in 
the future to seek to impinge upon the 
rights of American citizens, in a manner 
more consistent with their own rights. 

Mr. MORSE. That is, on an inter- 
national basis? 

Mr. BRICKER. On an international 
basis. 

Mr. MORSE. Therefore, if any 
proposed international understanding 
would in any way limit not only freedom 
of the press but freedom of religion, 
freedom of speech, and freedom of as- 
sembly, those day-by-day human rights 
which we have come to take for granted, 
but which people in a police state never 
experience, is it the position of the Sen- 
ator from Ohio, that we should not be 
party to any such international under- 
standing and agreement as that? 

Mr. BRICKER. That is exactly the 
position of the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. MORSE. Am I correct in my un- 
derstanding that the Senator from Ohio 
takes the position, which, if he does, I 
think is a right position, that, as a world 
power, we have a great job of interna- 
tional education to do in regard to the 
ways of freedom, and that we become 
very poor teachers and very poor ex- 
amples if we become a party to an inter- 
national understanding which proposes 
to underwrite, even for a temporary 
period of time, human rights less broad 


1951 


than those which our founding fathers 
established in the organic laws of this 
country? 

Mr. BRICKER. Our constant effort, I 
may say to the Senator from Oregon, 
ought to be to lift the other peoples of 
the world up to our high standard of in- 
dividual human rights, rather than in 
any way to qualify our standard, or to 
agree with any position which other 
governments might take, or seek to have 
us take which have the effect of lowering 


of the development of this proposed cov- 
enant of human rights as the threat that 
it is to the constitutional principles 


freedom of the press, even outside the 
iron curtain, has never been in greater 
peril. 

It should not be necessary for mre, 
therefore, to remind the Senate of the 
United States and the American people 
of the importance of freedom of the 
press. No form of totalitarianism can 
tolerate a free press, In the perpetua- 
tion of absolute political power, it is mec- 
essary that the press be controlled. His- 
tory should have taught us many times 
that a dictator who wishes to consolidate 
his power must seize contro! of all media 
for the communication of facts and ideas. 
The world has witnessed the suppression 
of many independent newspapers and 
radios in the past 20 years as countries 
have fallen either to communism or to 
some native brand of tyranny. As the 
power of government increases it be- 
comes correspondingly more vulnerable 
to attack and increasingly sensitive to 
criticism 


If a potential dictator were given the 
right to infringe upon only one of the 
XCVII—520 
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unalienable rights of man, it is likely that 
he would choose to restrict freedom of 
the press, including radio and television. 
It is conceivable that a dictator could 
survive freedom of speech which did not 
extend beyond a speaker’s personal audi- 
ence. A dictator might be able to run 
the risk of permitting freedom of reli- 
gion. A dictator might also be able to 
allow persons accused of crime to have 
a fair and public trial. In the absence 
of an electorate informed by a free press, 
it is possibie that a dictator could afford 
to risk his tenure even at the ballot box. 
It is certain, however, that no dictator, 
cruel or benevolent, can ever tolerate 
the wide dissemination and evaluation 
of facts and opinions concerning his own 
regime. The maintenance of à free 
press demands constant effort and ever- 
lasting determination, It is for that rea- 
son, Mr. President, that I feel obliged 
to deseribe the attempt which is being 
made, wittingly or otherwise, by the 
State Department and its representatives 
at the United Nations to destroy freedom 
of the press. 

The American press today is the best 
and freest in the entire world. It has 
become so by virtue of the fact that the 
Constitution of the United States has 
prohibited governmental control and 
supervision. For many years, however, 
self-styled “liberals,” at heart reaction- 
aries, have dedicated themselves to the 
task of redefining press freedom and in 
making their definition the universal 
standard. Their eYorts have finally met 
with success in the so-called draft of the 
Covenant on Human Rights. This docu- 
ment would be more appropriately en- 
titled as a Covenant on Human Slavery 
or subserviency to government. This 
blueprint for slavery is now being spon- 
sored by the State Department and its 
representatives at the United Nations. 
If the authors of this monstrous docu- 
ment were honestly concerned with ex- 
tending the area of press freedcm, they 
would have adopted the language of the 
first amendment. Both logic and ex- 
perience prove that liberty of the press 
is impossible where the press is subject 
to duties and responsibilities which are 
imposed and enforced by the Govern- 
ment. Nevertheless, those who drafted 
the Covenant on Human Rights re- 
pudiated the underlying theory of the 
Bill of Rights—freedom to be let alone. 
Instead, they qualified freedom of the 
press with a host of vaguely defined 
duties and responsibilities enforceable by 
the Government. I intend to show, Mr. 
President, that the Covenant on Human 
Rights, in regard to freedom of the press, 
would legalize the most vicious restric- 
tions of dictators both past and present. 
It will then be my purpose to deseribe the 
origin of this dangerous covenant and 
the manner in which it would destroy our 
cherished freedoms. 

First it should be noted that political 
control of the press is not merely coex- 
tensive with Communist rule. The fate 
of the great Argentine newspaper, La 
Prensa, is proof that no dictator, whai- 
ever his particular ideology, can permit 
the functioning of a free press. In this 
case at least, American newspapers did 
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not permit the infringement on freedom 
of the press to go unchallenged. 

On April 6, 1951, independent: news- 
papers of the Western Hemisphere 
staged a day of mourning for La Prensa. 
Flags flew at half-mast on the National 
Press Building here in Washington and 
at newspaper offices throughout North 
and South America. This act of mourn- 
ing was an inspiring tribute to the prin- 
ciple of freedom of the press. This pro- 
test against the ruthless act of a dictator 
was all the more inspiring because it 
Was spontaneous. The free press of the 
Western Hemisphere slapped the Peron 
dictatorship far more effectively than 
any formal government protests might 
have done. 

Freedom of the press is also under se- 
vere attack in many of the so-called 
democratic nations of the world. Only 
recently, the Indian press was shackled. 
Although Prime Minister Nehru is en 
avowed Socialist, his powers have mt 
yet reached dictatorial proportions. 
Recently, however, Nehru moved to 
Place constitutional restrictions on In- 
dia’s press. His statement to the Indian 
Parliament, as reported in the Christian 
Science Monitor for May 17, 1951, was 
in part, as follows: 

Freedom carries certain responsibilities, 
obligations, and discipline. If these are 
lacking, then ft fs the absence of freedom, 
the negation of freedom. * * * tisa 
matter of deepest distress to me to see, day 
to day, the way these mews sheets are poison- 
ing the minds of the younger generation. 
* 


in the open. In this country, the State 
Department is moving to destroy the 
freedom of our newspapers by using the 
United Nations as a shield for its aetivi- 
ties. d 

The Covenant on Human Rights is the 
instrument they are using for destroying 
freedom of the press in America. This 
proposed covenant has been drafted un- 
der the immediate direction of Mrs. 
Franklin D. Roosevelt, the United States 
representative on the United Nations 
Commission on Human Rights. She has 
been assisted by Zechariah Chafee, Jr., 
professor of law at Harvard University, 
who served as the American delegate on 
a subcommission of the Humar Rights 
Commission on freedom of the press. 
Having reached the final stage of drafts- 
manship, the covenant will be submitted 
for the approval of the General Assem- 
bly in November or December of this 
year. The covenant will then be trans- 
mitted to the Senate for ratification as 
a treaty. Later in the course of my re- 
marks, I shall discuss in some detail the 
origin of this remarkable document and 
the manner in which it would repeal the 
first amendment of the Constitution. 
First, however, I intend to discuss the 
fundamental difference between’ the 
principles embodied in the Constitution 
of the United States and those of the 
draft of the Covenant on Human Rights. 
Article 14 (3) of the covenant dealing 
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with freedom of speech and of the press 
reads as follows: 

The right to seek, receive, and impart in- 
formation and ideas carries with it special 
duties and responsibilities and may there- 
fore be subject to certain penalties, liabilities, 
and restrictions, but these shall be such only 
as are provided by law and are necessary for 
the protection of national security, public 
order, safety, health or morals, or of the 
rights, freedoms or reputations of others. 


I would invite attention, Mr. President, 
to the similarity between article 14 (3) 
of draft covenant and Mr. Nehru’s state- 
ment to the Indian Parliament. The 
draft covenant provides that the press 
is subject to special duties and responsi- 
bilities and may, therefore be subject to 
certain penalties, liabilities, and restric- 
tions. Mr. Nehru expressed the exactly 
same thought when he said freedom car- 
ries certain responsibilities, obligations, 
and discipline. Does anyone doubt, Mr. 
President, to whom these responsibilities 
are owed or the method of their enforce- 
ment? Pseudo-liberals may say that 
they are owed to the community or to 
society, but they mean, of course the 
government. The concept of freedom ex- 
pressed by Nehru and in the draft 
Covenant on Human Rights is not new. 
It is identical with the philosophical jus- 
tification which has been made for all 
varieties of totalitarianism. For exam- 
ple, freedom of the press is recognized 
in the Soviet Constitution, but it is 
meaningless, because the so-called right 
is nullified by what the Covenant on 
Human Rights describes as “special 
duties and responsibilities,” enforceable 
by “certain penalties, liabilities, and re- 
strictions.” The United Nations Com- 
mission on Human Rights has attempted 
to destroy freedom by the subterfuge of 
recognizing human rights and then nul- 
lifying those rights by making their exer- 
cise a matter of responsibility and ac- 
countability to the state. 

The Constitution of the United States 


. recognizes that freedom of the press is 


one of the unalienable rights of man 
referred to in the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence. The guaranty of a free press 
is stated without qualification in just 11 
words: 

Congress shall make no law * * * 
abridging the freedom * * * of the 
press. 


Similar language may be found in the 
constitutions of the several States. In 
any event, however, the Supreme Court 
has reinforced the purpose of the found- 
ing fathers by incorporating the pro- 
hibitions of the first amendment within 
the due process clause of the fourteenth 
amendment. The following statement of 
Mr, Justice Harlan in Patterson against 
Colorado is now a well-recognized rule of 
law: 

I cannot assent to that view, if it be meant 
that the legislature may impair or abridge 
the rights of a free press and of free speech 
whenever it thinks that the public welfare 
requires that to be done. The public wel- 
fare cannot override constitutional privi- 
leges, and if the rights of free speech and a 
free press are in their essence, attributes of 
national citizenship, as I think they are, 
then neither Congress nor any State, since 
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the adoption of the fourteenth amendment, 
can by legislative enactments or by judicial 
action, impair or abridge them, (205 U. S. 
454, 465 (dissenting opinion) .) 


Mr. MORSE. Is the Senator from 
Ohio willing to yield at this point? 

Mr. BRICKER. I am glad to yield at 
any time. 

Mr. MORSE. I ask the Senator if he 
will permit me to interrupt him, because 
I consider it to be important to have in- 
serted in this part of his speech the full 
context of the first amendment, espe- 
cially in its relationship to the discussion 
of due process in the fourteenth amend- 
ment, to which the Senator has just re- 
ferred. They are such inseparable, in- 
alienable rights, that I do not think we 
can separate free press from the other 
basic freedoms set forth in the first 
amendment. 

Mr. BRICKER. The Senator from 
Oregon is exactly right. I shall be very 
happy to have the Senator place the 
amendment in the Recorp at this point. 

Mr. MORSE. As a basis for the obser- 
vation I desire to make in this part of 
the Senator’s speech, I read the entire 
first amendment: 

Congress shall make no law respecting an 
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the 
free exercise thereof; or abridging the free- 
dom of speech, or of the press; or the right 
of the people peaceably to assemble, and to 
petition the Government for a redress of 
grievances. 


In the interpretation by the courts of 
this great amendment to the Constitu- 
tion, such as the case just referred to by 
the Senator from Ohio, in the famous 
decision of Mr. Justice Harlan, the 
courts have held consistently in effect 
that that language means exactly what 
it says. 

Mr. BRICKER. The rights set forth 
by the amendment cannot be abridged, 
changed by judicial decree, or by legis- 
lative action. 

Mr. MORSE. It simply means that 
we, the Congress, for example, have’ no 
power to limit or abridge in any way 
these fundamental human freedoms, 
and that likewise the courts of the land 
have no right in any way to delimit 
these fundamental, inalienable human 
rights. As the Senator from Ohio, dis- 
tinguished lawyer that he is and con- 
stitutionalist that he is, knows very well, 
that has been the consistent line of de- 
cision throughout the history of Ameri- 
can jurisprudence ever since amend- 
ment No. 1 was adopted. 

Now, asserting that to be the fact— 
and I assert it without fear of contradi- 
tion—will the Senator pause just long 
enough in his speech to reiterate the 
point he has made, that the language 
in the document to which he is address- 
ing himself not only by clear implica- 
tion but by direct mandate, seeks to re- 
pose in government as government the 
power to qualify the rights guaranteed 
to citizens of the United States by pass- 
ing judgment on whether or not some 
particular line of conduct ought to be 
prohibited by the State, supposedly, of 
course, I assume, theoretically to imple- 
ment and effectuate the guarantee of 
freedom in the so-called covenant. 
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Mr. BRICKER. What are called 
in the covenant special duties and 
responsibilities. 

Mr. MORSE. Yes. When we deal 
with substantive rights we had better 
watch out for the procedures which are 
set up to effectuate such rights, because 
if the procedures can be controlled the 
rights also can be controlled. The 
founding fathers intended by the first 
amendment that we were not to set up 
any procedures, judicial or legislative, 
which in any way would delimit these 
fundamental rights. 

I should like to say to my good friend 
from Ohio that, as a liberal, but as a 
constitutional liberal, which is quite a 
different type of liberal from the liberal 
I am sure he is referring to in his refer- 
ences to liberalism in his speech 

Mr. BRICKER. That is correct. 

Mr. MORSE. As a constitutional lib- 
eral I stand shoulder to shoulder with 
him on the floor of the Senate in taking 
the position that we should not under- 
write any proposal which in any way 
changes in any sense whatsoever the un- 
limited freedoms set forth by amend- 
ment 1 of the Constitution which, I re- 
peat, makes perfectly clear that there 
can be no abridgment by government 
to any degree whatsoever of these funda- 
mental human freedoms. If we lose 
them we walk into a police state by the 
back door; and in a police state, I care 
not whether it is Communist or Fascist 
or any other kind of a tyrannical state, 
none of the human rights guaranteed by 
the first amendment are recognized. 

I repeat, I think the Senator from 
Ohio is to be commended for addressing 
himself to the meaning of amendment 1 
of the Constitution, and making clear 
to the leaders of our Government that 
we are not going to countenance any 
proposal that seeks to place a limit on 
those great human freedoms. 

Mr. BRICKER. I appreciate the con- 
structive suggestions made by the Sena- 
tor from Oregon. If there had been any 
thought—which there never has been— 
that he is not a constitutional liberal, 
he certainly has defined his position 
today. I proceed on the premise, I will 
say to the Senator from Oregon, that the 
most liberal document of government in 
the history of the world is the Constitu- 
tion of the United States. In my defini- 
tion of a liberal, any man who will stand 
by that Constitution, undefiled, unre- 
stricted, unimpinged, unabridged, is a 
true liberal at heart. I am one who be- 
lieves in the rights of the individual as 
against the power of big business, of big 
organizations, of big government. I be- 
lieve the Constitution of the United 
States was builded as a bulwark against 
power that might suppress the right of 
the individual citizen. To that extent I 
agree entirely with the suggestions of the 
Senator from Oregon, 

The Constitution of the United States 
repudiates the doctrine that freedom of 
the press may be limited by responsibil- 
ities and obligations owed to and en- 
forced by the Government, That would 
be the most serious limitation or re- 
striction that could possibly be placed 
on amendment I. The subtle merger of 
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rights and duties is the outstanding 
characteristic of the draft Covenant. 


anly in regard to [seven types of 
which are named]. 


Less than a year prior to this report 
of the U. N. subcommittee, Professor 
Chafee joined in the report of the so- 
called Hutchins Commission on Freedom 


ment assure the public of benefiting from 
any unavoidable concentration of press 
power; fifth, that the Government en- 
gage in direct competition with news- 
papers to inform the public with respect 
to its policies; and sixth, that an inde- 
pendent private commission be estab- 
lished to appraise and report annually 
upon the performance of the press. The 
false statements on which the Hutchins 
Commission based these recommenda- 
tions were brilliantly dissected by a book 
by Mr. Frank Hughes entitled “Prejudice 
and the Press.” Mr. Hughes accurately 
summarizes the report of the Hutchins 
Commission in these words: 

The indictment: That newspapers are “not 
meeting the needs of our society.” 

The remedy: How newspapers can be made 
to “meet the needs of society” by themselves 
becoming “responsible” or “accountable.” 

The punishment: A warning that if news- 
papers do not become “responsible,” Govern- 
ment will “break up“ or “regulate” them 

“not even the first amendment will protect 
their freedom from Government control.” 

The philosophy: A new doctrine which 
gives Government the right to break up,” 

and “control” newspapers, in de- 
liberate violation of the first amendment, 
demolishing not only the constitutional pro- 
hibition against abridgement of freedom of 


` interest, monopoly must 
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the press, but all basic, individual human 
rights which are the framework of that 
protection (Prejudice and the Press, p. 159). 


The ADA has also been 


and, ultimately, outright Government 
ownership. Americans for Democratic 
Action adopted the following declaration 
of policy in 1950: 

Where the forces oi free competition can- 
not operate and monopoly must exist, we 
eee, that it be subject to vigilant 

and strengthened public regulation; but, 
where that fails in oo the public 
be placed under 
public ownership. Monopoly power can be 
tolerated only when it is under the watchful 
eyes of the people’s representatives. 

We urge particularly vigorous enforcement 
of the antitrust laws to curb growing 
monopolies in press, radio and motion pic- 
tures, television or other means of dissemina- 
3 information (ADA World, April 1950, 
P- 3 


With the development of radio and 
television, the growth of news periodicals, 
and wider distribution of newspapers, 
there is more competition today in the 
dissemination of information than at any 
previous period in the Nation’s history. 
Yet the ADA employs the myth of 
monopoly to justify public regulation of 
newspapers and even public ownership. 
Uniess the ADA is ignorant of the fact 
that the Communist press is also “under 
the watchful eyes of the people's repre- 
sentatives,” its proposal can only be de- 
scribed as subversive. 

We come now, Mr. President, to the 
problem of reconciling those duties, obli- 
gations, responsibilities, penalties, and 
restrictions found in both the Hutchins 
Commission report and in the draft 
Covenant on Human Rights with the 
unconditional protection afforded by the 
first amendment. A short answer to 
the problem is that no such reconciliation 
is possible. The Hutchins Commission 
recognized this fact in the following 
statement: 

The rotion of rights, castless, uncondi- 
tional, conferred by the Creator at birth, 
was a marvelous fighting principle against 
arbitrary governments and had its histori- 
cal work to do. But in the context of an 
achieved political freedom the need of limi- 
tation becomes evident. The unworkable 
and invalid conception of birthrights, wholly 
divorced from the condition of duty, has 
tended to beget an arrogant type of mdtvid- 
ualism which makes a mockery of every free 
institution, including the press. This con- 
ception has concealed the sound basis of 
our liberal polity, the one natural right, the 
right to do one’s human task. From this 
on. right, the others can be derived so far 
as they are valid; and into this the 
ingredient of duty is inseparably built. (A 
Free and Responsible Press, p. 121.) 


Here, Mr. President, is the cornerstone 
on which the Covenant ou Human Rights 
is based. It is impossible to imagine a 
more perfect legal basis for the most 
repressive measures of atheistic tyr- 
anny. Contrary to the Declaration of 
Independence, the Hutchins report de- 
nies that men have unalienable rights 
conferred upon them by the Creator. 
The Covenant on Human Rights is de- 
void of any reference to God. Men 
should no longer be allowed to insist on 
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taining peace. They established for 


in the world with a common social, eco- 
nomic, and cultural way of life. Instead 
of preventing war and preserving the 
peace of the world, they have been suc- 
cecsftl in getting us into war, while they 
are blundering around the world to carry 
out the other vague, indefinite ideas 
conceived in the San Francisco Con- 
ference. 

The scene now shifts to Washington, 
D. C., and the year 1946. On May 8, 
1946, Mrs. Roosevelt submitted to the 
Human Rights Commission a document 
which called for a subcommission to 
“determine what rights, obligations, and 
practices should be included in the 
concept, freedom of information.” The 
part played by Alger Hiss and others 
in the State Department in writing these 
instructions and in securing the appoint- 
ment of Professor Chafee as the Ameri- 
can delegate to the subcommission is 
described in Prejudice and the Press 
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by Frank Hughes, pages 406-409. Pro- 
fessor Chafee then embarked on his mis- 
sion to write a universal definition of 
liberty of the press. Between the initial 
and the final draft of the Covenant on 
Human Rights, the United Nations con- 
sidered a separate treaty deceptively 
described as the Convention on Freedom 
of Information. 

Several of Professor Chafee’s recom- 
mende tions were incorporated in the 
Convention on Freedom of Information. 
This Convention was concerned pri- 
marily with the gathering and interna- 
tional transmission of news. This Con- 
vention, as approved at a conference 
held in Geneva in 1948, would permit 
members of the Convention to restrict 
the flow of information between nations 
in the interest of maintaining national 
security and of protecting the feelings 
of nationals of a state. Penalties were 
prescribed for the dissemination of false 
or distorted reports which undermine 
friendly relations between peoples or 
states. This provision was apparently 
accepted in response to demands of the 
Soviet Union, which at the time was ac- 
cusing the American press of warmon- 
gering. One of the American delegates 
to the Geneva Conference was Professor 
Chafee. 

It is appropriate to ask at this point 
whether or not any political censor can 
be trusted with the job of distinguishing 
between reports which are false and dis- 
torted and those which are true. The 
answer of the Senate must be a resound- 
ing “No.” The most recent demonstra- 
tion of this fact may be found in the 
testimony of Dean Acheson before the 
Senate joint committee investigating the 
dismissal of General MacArthur. Be- 
fore that committee Acheson admitted 
using the Voice of America to dissemi- 
nate a report which falsely minimized 
the importance of Formosa to the de- 
fense of the United Staies. 

The State Department has announced 
that the draft Convention on Freedom of 
Information is not acceptable to the 
United States. Its rejection of this Con- 
vention is meaningless, however, because 
the same restrictions on press freedom 
could be imposed under the language of 
the draft Covenant on Human Rights. 

Article 14 (3) of the draft Covenant 
on Human Rights menaces freedom of 
the press even more than the earlier 
subcommittee report in which Professor 
Chafee participated. Professor Chafee 
and his colleagues provided that penal- 
ties imposed on the press must be clear- 
ly defined by law.” The final draft of 
the full commission merely provides 
that these penalties must be only those 
“as are provided by law.” What Social- 
ist or Communist countries did Mrs. 
Roosevelt and her colleagues try to ap- 
pease by allowing the press to be penal- 
ized for vaguely defined crimes? 

The subcommission on which Chafee 
served recommended that the press 
might be penalized for expressions 
which are obscene.” This proposal did 
not, of course, weaken the first amend- 
ment. The draft covenant would per- 
mit penalties to be imposed whenever 
necessary to protect “morals.” It re- 
quires no training in constitutional law 
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to appreciate the fact that the Govern- 
ment would be empowered to censor and 
prevent the publication of almost any- 
thing under that term. The word “mor- 
als” is far too elastic to be of value in 
limiting restrictive legislation, 

Professor Chafee’s group recommend- 
ed a specific prohibition against “pre- 
vious censorship” of written and printed 
matter. The Supreme Court of the 
United States has held that prior cen- 
sorship of news is forbidden by the Con- 
stitution. In the final draft of the pro- 
posed covenant, however, this guaranty 
is conspicuousiy absent. We cannot 
assume that if the covenant were rati- 
fied the Supreme Court would not at- 
tribute some significance to this omis- 
sion. 

Professor Chafee’s group recognized 
that penalties might be imposed with 
respect to “expressions about other per- 
sons which defame their reputations— 
without benefiting the public.” This is 
a fairly satisfactory definition of the 
law of libel. The covenant as finally 
drafted by the full commission permits 
penalties to be imposed merely to pro- 
tect the “reputations of others.” No 
doubt Nehru and Juan Peron are pleased 
to learn that suppression of liberty of 
the press for the purpose of protecting 
their political reputations is to be sanc- 
tioned by a United Nations treaty. 
Since the trial of John Peter Zenger in 
New York in the year 1735 American 
newspapers have not been required to 
deal gingerly with the reputations of 
Government officials. I will not be a 
party to turning back the clock 216 years 
to protect my own political reputation or 
that of any other public official. 

Perhaps the most shocking feature of 
article 14 (3) of the proposed covenant 
is that it would authorize penalties to 
be placed on the press in order to pro- 
tect the rights and freedoms of others. 
On its face, this provision does not ap- 
pear to be unduly alarming. However, 
part III of the proposed covenant is de- 
voted to listing the so-called economic 
rights of every human being in the 
world. Bear in mind, Mr. President, 
that American newspapers could be shut 
down in order to protect the rights of 
others, and that the following is only a 
partial listing of the so-called economic 
rights recognized in part ITI of this dan- 
gerous covenant: 

Article 21; The right of everyone to “fair 
wages,” “a decent living,” and “periodic 
holidays with pay.“ 

Article 23: The right of everyone to “ade- 
quate housing.” 

Article 24: The right of everyone to “con- 
tinuous improvement of living conditions.” 


I wonder whether it outlaws the eco- 
nomic sacrifices required to prevent 
Communist aggression. 

Article 25: The right of everyone to “the 
highest standard of health obtainable,” and, 
by inference, compulsory health insurance. 

Article 28; The right of everyone to educa- 
tion, including higher education which “shall 
be equally accessible to all on the basis of 
merit and shall be made progressively free.” 

Article 30: The right of everyone “to enjoy 
the benefits of scientific progress and its ap- 
plications.” 


I wonder whether it means automo- 
biles, television sets, or the right of all 
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human beings to satisfy all their mate- 
rial wants. 

That is the end of the list. 

The economic rights detailed in part 
III of the covenant are not rights or 
freedoms in any true sense. Most of 
them are aspirations to which few Amer- 
icans will take exception. But they are 
not constitutional rights which Ameri- 
cans may assert against their Govern- 
ment. The attempt to satisfy all these 
aspirations through governmental action 
would require the Federal Government to 
assume absolute control over the lives of 
all its citizens. 

Our Constitution was designed in the 
belief that mankind’s aspirations can 
best be achieved through individual ini- 
tiative. The founding fathers recog- 
nized that the common characteristic of 
all forms of tyranny is the centralization 
of vast power in Government. The his- 
tory of the past 160 years is sufficient 
proof that our forefathers made no mis- 
take when they heeded the principle that 
“power corrupts, and absolute power cor- 
rupts absolutely.” The global dreamers 
who represent us at the United Nations 
would have Americans march under the 
slogan, give me security or give me death. 
It is individual liberty, however, which 
must remain paramount to all other con- 
siderations, if freedom in America is to 
survive. 

It should now be perfectly clear why 
the State Department and its interna- 
tional do-gooders at the United Nations 
are pushing this covenant on human 
rights toward ratification. It is an in- 
genious mechanism designed to stifle all 
criticism of the so-called Fair Deal. No 
doubt Dean Acheson’s Socialist friends 
in Great Britain are tickled to death 
about it. In the past 5 years they have 
become increasingly sensitive about 
newspaper disclosures relative to the fail- 
ures of socialism and state planning. 
The British Royal Commission, estab- 
lished by Parliament in 1946, is only the 
first step of the Brtish Labor Govern- 
ment to exercise a restraining infiuence 
over some segments of the press. Many 
British Socialists are now demanding 
more vigorous action than that. The 
father of modern British socialism, the 
late Prof. Harold J. Laski, foresaw the 
need of controlling the press temporarily 
in order that the nationalization pro- 
gram in Englend might not be wrecked 
in its infancy. 

Article 14 (3) of the proposed cove- 
nant on human rights would also permit 
criticism of the administration’s foreign 
policy to be suppressed. The covenant 
provides that the press may be subjected 
to penalties in order to protect national 
security and safety. President Truman 
and Secretary Acheson have claimed on 
hundreds of occasions that their mili- 
tary and foreign policies are essential 
to the maintenance of national security. 
They have criticized some American 
newspapers, as is their right, for mis- 
representing administration policy. The 
covenant. on human rights is a conven- 
ient weapon for protecting what they 
deem to be the national security against 
what they consider to be irresponsible 
criticism. 

The American people have been ad- 
vised by State Department spokesmen 
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and by Attorney General McGrath that 
the covenant does not weaken the pro- 
tection of freedoms secured by the Bill 
of Rights. In my judgment, no high 
public official has ever given the Amer- 
ican people a more misleading or dan- 
gerous pronouncement than that. To 
repeat, the first amendment provides 
that Congress shall pass no law abridg- 
ing freedom of the press. The cove- 
nant, on the other hand, provides in 
effect that Congress is justified in abridg- 
ing freedom of the press in a host of 
vaguely described circumstances. The 
words describing the circumstances 
under which liberty of the press may 
be curbed have not yet received any set- 
tled judicial interpretation. 

Mr. MORSE Mr President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr, BRICKER. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 
Ohio agree with me that in many coun- 
tries of the world freedoms which are 
enjoyed by American citizens under the 
first amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States are nonexistent? 

Mr. BRICKER. Even though they 
may appear in the basic charters of some 
countries, they are limited and defined 
and restricted by the so-called duties 
and responsibilities placed upon them by 
the Government, which amounts to a 
nullification. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator was ahead 
of me, That was to be the basis of my 
next question. In some countries in 
whose laws the language in terms of legal 
rights may be somewhat similar to the 
language which we find in the first 
amendment to our Constitution, the ju- 
risprudence in such countries has handed 
down decisions which sustain the legal 
concept that the government has the 
power to delimit and qualify and re- 
strict the rights guaranteed by such 
provisions in a manner quite contrary 
to any American decision. 

Mr. BRICKER. They have interpret- 
ed the determination of policy of duties 
and responsibilities by the legislative 
body and by the administrative body as 
a complete power over the liberties and 
freedoms which are set forth as the 
basic freedoms. 

Mr. MORSE. Before I ask my final 
question of the Senator from Ohio I 
should like to insert this question at this 
point: Am I correct in my understand- 
ing that the Senator from Ohio ex- 
presses the view that the human objec- 
tives, the social objectives, and the goal 
for a better standard of living and a 
high economic welfare for the people of 
the world are quite different from any 
legal guaranties of fundamental human 
freedoms, such as freedom of the press, 
freedom of religion, freedom of speech, 
and freedom of assembly, as set forth in 
the first amendment to the Constitution 
of the United States? 

Mr. BRICKER. In my opinion, those 
are very laudable aspirations, but they 
are only expressions of human aspira- 
tions. The attainment of them is not a 
constitutional right or a legal right. In 
my judgment, those aspirations can 
never be attained on the part of indi- 
vidual human beings if we violate the 
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basic freedoms and liberties guaranteed 
by the Constitution. 

Mr. MORSE. Then am I correct in 
my understanding that the Senator 
from Ohio is contending that there is a 
tendency on the part of the members of 
this human-rights delegation or com- 
mission to use the term “right” in re- 
spect to two very different things? 

Mr. BRICKER. Absolutely. 

Mr. MORSE. One, economic and so- 
cial aspirations and objectives for a bet- 
ter way of life, economically speaking, 
for the people of the world, including 
our own people; and, on the other hand, 
the legal rights, the constitutional 
rights as the Senator from Ohio puts it, 
embracing the fundamental, personal 
freedoms which are guaranteed by the 
first amendment to the Constitution, 
and without which the people would be 
the servants of the state, not its masters. 

Mr. BRICKER. That is entirely cor- 
rect. Our country, by virtue of the very 
freedoms which those furthering this 
so-called covenant would now impair, 
has permitted the individual to attain 
the highest standard of living in the 
world and to become more nearly suc- 
cessful in achieving the human aspira- 
tions we discussed a moment ago than 
the people of any other country in the 
world have been able to do. 

As a result of the voluntary compas- 
sion of the soul of America, not com- 
pelled by any constitutional or legal rule 
or mandate, we have sent billions upon 
billions of dollars to the people of the 
other countries of the world, in order 
that they might move up in the scale 
and standard of their living to a better 
way of living. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, again 
the Senator from Ohio has moved to a 
point which I wished to bring up by way 
of a question propounded to him, namely, 
a question in regard to the proposed in- 
ternational treaty, when it comes to us. 
I seek to clarify the difference the Sena- 
tor from Ohio has pointed out between 
social and economic objectives and legal 
rights. 

As the Senator from Ohio knows, I 
am very much interested in a successful 
point 4 program as a part of the foreign 
policy of my Government in the century 
which lies ahead, because I think in that 
century we shall be dealing with a great 
economic revolution in the world; and I 
believe that whatever we do in that con- 
nection should be based, not on a give- 
away program, but on a sound invest- 
ment in dealing with the people who 
come within the economic orbit of any 
of such investment. 

Let me say, as I have indicated else- 
where, that if I thought the building of a 
great hydroelectric dam on a river in 
India would be feasible from an eco- 
nomic and engineering standpoint and 
would help raise the standard of living 
of the people who would fall within the 
economic environment of such a dam, I 
would be interested in having the Gov- 
ernment of the United States pursue an 
examination of a line-of-credit loan for 
that kind of economic investment. Cer- 
tainly that sort of investment puts capi- 
talism to work at its best; and I repeat 
that I believe what we must demonstrate 


8259 


to the rest of the world is the great social 
advantage of the economic freedom of 
the capitalistic order, as rendered to 
the individual. 

However, again we are dealing in terms 
of economic goals and objectives, not 
in terms of the basic, fundamental, con- 
stitutional rights which we call the in- 
alienable rights which accrue to any 
individual who lives in a society of self- 
government, whereby he remains the 
master, not the servant, of the state. 

Mr. BRICKER,. If the individual does 
not have the inalienable rights which are 
defined in both our Constitution and our 
Declaration of Independence, they have 
been taken away from him by govern- 
ment, 

Mr. MORSE. Let me say to the Sen- 
ator from Ohio that throughout my life 
one of the marked differences I have had 
with Socialists has been caused by their 
inability ever to draw or to see the fun- 
damental line of difference between eco- 
nomic aspirations and legal rights under 
a democratic system of government. As 
I have said on occasions in debates with 
them in public, in my opinion in a Social- 
ist pattern—and of course the Socialist 
pattern is a form of state economy—its 
objective and the end of its road is to 
have the state determine the economic 
existence of the individual who in conse- 
quence loses his legal freedoms and 
becomes the servant of the State. 

With that bit of political philosophy of 
mine thrown into this debate, I wish to 
ask this question of the distinguished 
Senator from Ohio: Does he not think, 
therefore, that when the treaty reaches 
the floor of the Senate, very careful con- 
sideration should be given to the possi- 
bility of adding to it an American res- 
ervation? Of course we seem to have 
gotten far away from reservations in 
connection with the treaties which have 
come before the Senate in recent years. 
However, I wonder if we are not dealing 
in this case with something which is so 
fundamental that in order to remove the 
kind of legal dangers to which the Sen- 
ator from Ohio has alluded, we should 
give serious consideration to the advisa- 
bility of taking the position that the 
language of the treaty should, at least, 
insofar as the American people are con- 
cerned, be modified by means of a reser- 
vation which would take the form of the 
first amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States, thereby serving no- 
tice on the rest of the world that what- 
ever may be given by other governments 
by way of implementation or effectuation 
of the treaty, we serve notice on them 
that so far as we are concerned, the 
fundamental freedoms of the first 
amendment to our Constitution are go- 
ing to be strictly complied with in our 
relationships with the rest of the world 
in connection with any future implemen- 
tation of the particular treaty. 

Mr. BRICKER. If there were any 
danger that the treaty would be adopted, 
I say to the Senator that it certainly 
should have such a protective reserva- 
tion added to it. However, such a reser- 
vation or amendment would practically 
nullify the desires of those who favor the 
treaty at the present time; it is not what 
they want. 
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Mr. President, I am not in favor of 
dabbling with the fundamental consti- 
tutional rights of the people of the 
United States in connection with any 
agreement. 

The Senator from Oregon has men- 
tioned the point 4 program in connec- 
tion with the desire to aid the people 
of the rest of the world. I do not think 
there is any difference of opinion as to 
the desire of the people of the United 
States to help them. There might be a 
difference of opinion as to how far we can 
go in giving help to other peoples and in 
depleting our natural resources, a con- 
dition which is rapidly being brought 
about, for everything we provide must 
come either from our own labor or from 
our natural resources. So we must de- 
termine how far we can go in such a pro- 
gram; we must decide what we can and 
what we cannot do. 

However, aid to the people of the rest 
of the world should not come by way of 
decreasing or affecting our constitutional 
rights, but it should come as a result of 
the natural desire of the people of our 
country to help others. No reference is 
made in our Constitution to such activ- 
ity, and certainly no aid would be given 
to it by the so-called covenant on hu- 
man rights. So I think we should not 
permit such a desire to affect adversely 
the fundamental, constitutional rights of 
the people of the United States. 

At times such questions have arisen 
in the courts of our country; and at 
times it might be said that such a res- 
ervation would be no good, in view of 
certain of the decisions of the Supreme 
Court which in my opinion have re- 
versed the supreme laws of our land, 
many of which have been established 
for three-quarters of a century. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. BRICKER. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Let me suggest that it 
is essential to provide such a reserva- 
tion, based on the first amendment to 
the Constitution, because it is impor- 
tant to get the American people to think 
in terms of their constitutional rights. 
It is also important, I believe, that we 
get the leaders of our Government, who- 
ever they may be in any particular year, 
to recognize that the provisions of the 
Constitution limiting their powers 
should be strictly followed. That is why 
I have taken the position that I have. 

Mr. BRICKER. I agree entirely with 
the Senator in that respect, but if we 
take that position for ourselves, why 
should we shackle the other peoples of 
the world who want to be free, as we do, 
by interposing the power of the Govern- 
ment over freedom of expression? We 
would be writing it into the fundamental 
international law, under the United Na- 
tions, if we permitted the so-called 
covenant to be accepted, even with 
reservations protecting us. 

Mr. MORSE. We will argue that at 
length when the treaty comes before the 
Senate, but my immediate reply to the 
Senator is that I assume I want to as- 
sume, at least—that if the people of any 
other country had the legal powers of 
self-government which we are so fortu- 
nate as to enjoy, they would rise to pro- 
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tect their interests in these fundamental 
rights, as the Senator from Ohio is rais- 
ing on the floor of the Senate this after- 
noon, 

Mr. BRICKER. Of course, very few 
of the people of other nations of the 
world have power over their govern- 
ment. They are subjects, not masters, 
of course. 

Mr, MORSE. That is one of the 
points upon which we have agreed, even 
in our colloquy here. 

Mr. BRICKER. I do not want to have 
imposed upon them another restriction, 
under the name of the United Nations, 
which would perhaps prevent them at 
some time from getting away from the 
dominating power of government—and 
in this regard we are not dealing with 
the peoples of the world, we are dealing 
with governments. 

Mr. MORSE. I understand the Sena- 
tor’s observation, but I made the point 
earlier, as he will recall, that we are in a 
position much more advanced, in having 
guaranteed to us by our forefathers in 
the Constitution certain fundamental 
rights; and we certainly should not ac- 
cept anything that could possibly be 
looked upon as countenancing a delim- 
iting or a restricting of those rights al- 
ready granted to the people. It is quite 
possible that if the peoples of some other 
countries got as much recognition as 
some sections of this treaty may be giv- 
ing them, they would be far advanced 
from their present condition. But I will 
listen to the evidence in due course. 

What I want to point out now and ask 
whether the Senator does not agree with 
me, is that we need also constantly to 
remind our people and the leaders of our 
Government of the procedural guaran- 
ties of our Constitution. That is why I 
have taken the position that in recent 
years the advice and consent clause of 
the Constitution has been circumvented. 

Mr. BRICKER. It has been practically 
nullified, so far as the advice is con- 
cerned. 

Mr. MORSE. It was evaded by the 
Democratic administrations in respect, 
for example, to Yalta and Potsdam. I 
do not think that either the Yalta or 
Potsdam agreement could ever have been 
gotten through the Foreign Relations 
Committee, let alone past the floor of the 
Senate, had we been advised in advance 
of their content, and had we known, as 
we subsequently ascertained, that those 
agreements affected not only agreements 
for the prosecution of the war, which was 
the rationalization advanced for their 
justification, but they involved also sec- 
tions which determined peace settle- 
ments, territorial settlements. Certainly 
the failure on the part of the two admin- 
istrations to bring those agreements to 
the Senate of the United States for ad- 
vice and counsel under the treaty-mak- 
ing section of the Constitution, in my 
judgment, involved a circumventing and 
an evading of the constitutional duties 
and powers and rights of the Senate of 
the United States itself. That is why in 
1948 the junior Senator from Oregon 
took the position as strongly as he did in 
respect to the Republican platform, when 
we got in the platform what he thought 
was a strong enunciation of constitu- 
tional principle, namely, that we ought 
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to put an end, and guarantee to the 
American people that there would be an 
end, to the circumventing of the advice 
and consent clause of the Constitution of 
the United States in regard to treaties. 
That is why I think it is so important 
that the points which the Senator from 
Ohio is emphasizing today be stressed in 
this debate, because we are dealing with 
fundamental issues. 

I now desire to turn very quickly to 
another phase of the Senator’s speech. 

Mr. BRICKER. Let me say in pass- 
ing, that nobody could more strongly 
agree with the Senator from Oregon 
than does the Senator from Ohio. I 
believe that among the greatest catas- 
trophes in modern history were the 
Yalta and the Potsdam and the Tehran 
agreements, which were never submitted 
to the Senate. I think I can agree fully 
with the Senator from Oregon that if 
they had been they never would have 
become a part of the international law 
or international understanding; they 
would not have been ratified by the 
Senate. 

That is why I am speaking this after- 
noon. We must be eternally vigilant to 
protect the rights which are guaranteed 
by the Constitution of the United States, 
or, by subversive methods or otherwise, 
perhaps by secret agreements, they will 
be taken away from us, and some other 
nation, possibly as powerful as we, will 
exact a toll and take it from the Ameri- 
can people. 

Mr. MORSE. Referring for a moment 
to an earlier portion of the Senator's 
speech, in which he discussed the free- 
dom of the press, but also pointed out 
the restrictions upon the press that exist 
in the police or totalitarian states, does 
the Senator from Ohio think for a mo- 
ment, speaking hypothetically now, that 
if we should ratify the treaty, it would 
in any way lift the iron curtain in the 
totalitarian states, such as Russia and 
her satellites, so far as American cor- 
respondents are concerned? 

Mr. BRICKER. It would not only not 
lift it, but it would sanction the impo- 
sition of it, and it would draw another 
iron curtain around the administration 
in Washington for the protection of the 
New Deal, or the Fair Deal, or whatever 
one may choose to call it. 

Mr. MORSE. As the Senator from 
Ohio and the junior Senator from Ore- 
gon carry on this colloquy, is it not true 
that our country maintains a constant 
demonstration in this Chamber of the 
meaning of the two great fundamental 
freedoms, both the freedom of speech, 
as participated in by Senators them- 
selves, and freedom of the press, as indi- 
cated by the fact that, as I hold in my 
hand the Congressional Directory, on 
page 566 thereof, I find authorization for 
a representative of the Tass Telegraph 
Agency of the Soviet Union to be seated 
in the Senate press gallery; which is a 
pretty clear demonstration of how far 
we go in living up to the principle of 
freedom of the press in America, with- 
out any restrictions placed upon it by 
Government? : 

Mr. BRICKER. And it is an indica- 
tion that we do not qualify it in any 
way. It is meaningless, if we start to 
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qualify it. If we qualify it once, it is 
easier the second time. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 
Ohio, even by the most elastic stretch 
of the imagination, believe that either 
such a debate as he and I are now carry- 
ing on could be carried on in Russia, or 
that an American correspondent could 
sit anywhere in the Kremlin and make 
personal observations of a similar dis- 
cussion which might go on there— 
assuming, even, that one could be 
similar? 

Mr. BRICKER. If he did, he would 
likely be shot as soon as he got out of 
the building. 

The argument has been made that if 
the proposed covenant detracted from 
the freedoms secured by the Bill of 
Rights, it would be invalid. That argu- 
ment involves very important legal con- 
siderations of constitutional restrictions, 
I should like to have the attention of 
the Senator from Oregon while I refer 
to it. However, at least three potent 
arguments can be advanced for the prop- 
osition that a treaty may be valid even 
though it allows legislative destruction 
of freedom of the press and other free- 
doms expressed in the Bill of Rights and 
the constitutions of the several States. 
First, article VI of the Constitution 
places the Constitution and treaties on 
an equal plane of supremacy. In almost 
every other country of the world treaties 
do not become part of domestic law ex- 
cept to the extent that they are imple- 
mented by legislation. Other nations, 
therefore, do not assume the same risks 
we do in ratifying a treaty. They have 
the opportunity for a second look. We 
do not. State Department officials have 
displayed a callous disregard of this fact 
in their treaty negotiations. It is un- 
disputed that a treaty ratified by the 
Senate overrides inconsistent provisions 
of Federal law, State constitutions, State 
statutes, and State judicial decisions. 

Secondly, the Supreme Court indicated 
in Missouri v. Holland (252 U. S. 416), 
that a treaty is valid even though its 
subject matter, if enacted as domestic 
legislation, would be contrary to the 
provisions of the tenth amendment. In 
that case Mr. Justice Holmes pointed out 
that while article VI requires laws of the 
United States to be made pursuant to the 
Constitution, treaties may be made 
under the authority of the United States. 
He suggested that “under the authority 
of the United States” might mean noth- 
ing more than the formal acts required 
to make a treaty. 

The Senate will remember that that 
was a case dealing with the Migratory 
Bird Act, which had been previously de- 
clared unconstitutional, and yet, when 
it was enacted as a treaty, it was declared 
to be constitutionally binding upon the 
States and upon the people of the 
country. 

Finally, it may be argued that the 
treaty-making power can never be legally 
inconsistent with the freedoms protected 
by the Billof Rights. Freedom of speech 
and of the press, for example, are pro- 
tected by prohibitions on the power of 
Congress and of the States. The Su- 
preme Court might decide that action 
by the President and the Senate which 
authorized destruction of freedom of the 
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press is not action by the Congress 
within the meaning of the first amend- 
ment or by any State within the mean- 
ing of the fourteenth amendment. It 
is, of course, impossible to obtain from 
the Supreme Court an advisory opinion 
as to the effect of a treaty or any other 
proposed legislation. 

There are no doubt some, Mr. Presi- 
dent, who will describe my fears in re- 
gard to the proposed Covenant on Hu- 
man Rights as imaginary. Let us as- 
sume, therefore, that article 14 (3) of 
the covenant is identical in meaning with 
the words, “Congress (and the States) 
shall make no law abridging the freedom 
of the press.” Freedom of the press 
would even then still have only a tenuous 
legal basis because article 2 (1) of the 
covenant provides: 

In the case of a state of emergency offi- 
cially proclaimed by the authorities, or in 
the case of public disaster— 


That subject was discussed earlier in 
the afternoon— 
a state may take measures derogating, to 
the extent strict! limited by the exigencies 
of the situation, from its obligations under 
article 1, paragraph 1, and part II of this 
covenant. (Art. 14 (3) of the covenant is 
found in pt. II of the covenant.) 


So that is described in the additional 
restrictive power. 

The American people in the past 20 
years have experienced nothing but 
emergencies. First there was the depres- 
sion which President Roosevelt called 
ar. “emergency greater than war.” This 
emergency was followed by the pre- 
war emergency, the World War II emer- 
gency, the postwar emergency, and now 
the Korean war emergency. President 
Truman has already indicated that the 
present emergency proclaimed by him 
will continue even though hostilities in 
Korea should cease. In other words, the 
Covenant on Human Rights, even under 
the most optimistic interpretation, guar- 
antees freedom of the press only during 
those abnormal periods which a Presi- 
dent cannot describe as “emergency.” 

Those who advocate adoption of the 
Covenant on Human Rights stress the 
fact that the provisions relating to free- 
dom of speech and of the press are not 
self-executing. They contend, there- 
fore, that any legislative curbs on free- 
dom of the press not now permitted un- 
der the Constitution would be invalid by 
reason of the safeguard provided in ar- 
ticle 18 (2) of the covenant, That 
article reads as follows: 

Nothing in this covenant may be inter- 
preted as limiting or derogating from any 
of the rights and freedoms which may be 
guaranteed under the laws of any contract- 
ing state or any conventions to which it is 
a party. 


Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr, Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRICKER, I yield. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I am 
sorry I have not been able to be on the 
floor continuously during the speech of 
the Senator from Ohio, and I must leave 
the floor very shortly because I have an 
engagement which I am obliged to keep. 
But I should like to ask the Senator if 
he is familiar with the Sei Fukii case 
in California, in which it was held that 
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a restrictive land covenant in derogation 
of a United Nation Charter provision 
was invalid. 

Mr. BRICKER. I am familiar with 
that case. It dealt with the California 
land laws, and a California court, which 
I believe was a State court, held that the 
California law fell because it was in- 
consistent with a provision of the United 
Nations Charter. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Iam won- 
dering how many persons in this coun- 
try realize that their property is sub- 
ject to the United Nations Charter con- 
struction by our courts, and that if 
found in contravention of the charter 
provisions, their property rights will be 
stricken down. 

Mr. BRICKFR. I suggest that not 
one nerson in 100,000 knows that. That 
is why we should give continuing atten- 
ton to the preservation of the rights of 
the American people—not only human 
rights, but property rights as well. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I think 
the Senator spoke earlier in his address 
of article II of the Charter, and stated 
that the United Nations Charter should 
not contravene in any respect the basic 
laws of the signatory powers. Yet there 
is this decision in the Sei Fukii case 
which holds that the land laws of Cali- 
fornia are invalid because they violate 
the United Nations Charter. I think 
that is something to which the American 
people should give very thoughtful at- 
tention. 

Mr. BRICKER. I shall undertake in 
a few pages to define what the Senator 
has just pointed out. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that in response to the question 
asked by the Senator from Maryland I 
may be permitted to insert in the Rec- 
ORD as a part of my remarks an editorial 
from the South Bend (Ind.) Tribune of 
July 11, 1951, entitled “Treaty Mess.” 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Treaty MESC 

On July 28, 1945, the United Nations Char- 
ter and supplementary ratified treaties be- 
came the supreme law of the land by vote 
of the United States Senate. On that oc- 
casion 91 of the 96 Members of the Senate 
were present and voting. Eighty-nine of 
them voted for adoption of the U. N. Char- 
ter by the United States. The two dissenters 
were Senator Wntiax Lancer, of North Da- 
kota, and Senator Henrik Shipstead, of Min- 
nesota. Now excitement has developed in 
the Senate and also in the House of Repre- 
sentatives because the court of appeals in 
California has ruled that the State law pro- 
hibiting land ownership by aliens ineligible 
for United States citizenship is void be- 
cause it conflicts with the declaration of 
human rights section of the U. N. Charter. 

Hope that the higher courts in this coun- 
try will nullify this California decision is 
indicated by some belatedly perturbed ob- 
servers in and out of Congress. If the higher 
courts respect the letter of our Federal Con- 
stitution the California appellate court de- 
cision may be sustained. The California 
court apparently was mandated by the Fed- 
eral Constitution to rule as it did. The 
phraseology of the second section of the 
sixth article of the Constitution is not vegue. 
“This Constitution,” it states, “and the law 
of the United States which shall be made 
in pursuance thereof and all treaties made, 
or which shall be made under the authority 
of the United States, shall be the supreme 
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law of the land and the judges in every State 
shall be bound thereby, anything in the Con- 
stitution or laws of any State to the con- 
trary notwithstanding.” 

This means that not only any State con- 
stitution provision or State legislative en- 
actment that is interpreted as conflicting 
with the Federal Constitution is void, but 
that any State provision or enactment that 
conflicts with a treaty ratified by the United 
States Senate is void. Not only the Cali- 
fornia land law, but various other State laws 
and also some Federal laws are in genuine 
jeopardy if they do not conform with U. N. 
decrees ratified by our Senate. It is signifi- 
cant that the Federal Constitution does not 
state that domestic laws enacted before a 
treaty is ratified are immune. The flat 
statement in the Constitution is that 
“+ + œ all treaties made, or which shall 
be made, under the authority of the United 
States (ratification by the Senate) shall be 
the supreme law of the land.” Thus the 
fact that the California land law has been 
in existence and operative for decades does 
not necessarily imply immunity to the U. N. 
proscription ratified by the United States 
Senate in 1945. 

This aspect of the matter was discussed in 
1945, but in the prevailing climate the pre- 
dominant tendency was to dismiss as re- 
actionaries the relatively few Americans who 
mentioned the supreme law of the land 
classification given to treaties in our Federal 
Constitution, not in any of the amend- 
ments, but in the basic Constitution. The 
1950 Pulitzer editorial prize was awarded a 
few months ago to a writer in New Orleans 
who did a series of editorials in which, with 
emphasis on the supreme law of the land 
aspect, he warned of danger in the U. N. geno- 
cide outlawing project, which is pending in 
the United States Senate in treaty form. 
Some liberals have criticized the Pulitzer 
award committee for that. Committees of 
the American Bar Association warn that if 
the California Appellate Court decision is 
upheld by the United States Supreme Court, 
the first 10 amendments to the Federal Con- 
stitution, known as the Bill of Rights, will 
be imperiled. 

Representative UsHER L. Burpick, North 
Dakota, Republican, proposes amendment of 
the Federal Constitution to strike out the 
supreme law of the land stipulation where 
treaties are concerned. He also advocates 
a test to determine whether the Senate rati- 
fication of the U. N. Charter was constitu- 
tional in view of the fact that so much 
American law is threatened by the act. For 
good measure, Representative BURDICK 
would have the Constitution amended so 
that the House of Representatives would 
share the treaty-ratifying power. It is a 
real mess, but good could come of it if far 
more national legislators and private citi- 
zens were impelled to scrutinize treaties 
more carefully in the future. 


Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I should like very much to remain 
on the floor to hear the remainder of the 
Senator’s remarks. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BRICKER. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. Of course, it is only 
fair to point out that with respect to 
that particular treaty we had the United 
Nations Charter before us, and we, as 
the Senate of the United States, gave 
advice and consent and did ratify it. 

Mr. BRICKER. That is correct. It 
became the supreme law of the land as 
soon as it was ratified. But, frankly, 
I do not think the decision of the court 
was a proper decision. It has not been 
appealed, and it stands as a part of the 
law of California. 
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Mr. MORSE. In carrying out our 
constitutional function, under the ad- 
vice-and-consent clause, we know that 
when we ratify a treaty, the treaty be- 
comes the supreme law of the land. 

Mr. BRICKER. In the courts of the 
country; there is no question about that. 

Mr. MORSE. I think we might take 
judicial notice of the fact that as to most 
treaties of any major consequence which 

we ratify, we thereby affect the thereto- 
fore preexisting legal relationships with- 
in our country. Treaties have that effect. 
When we ratify a treaty and it becomes 
the supreme law of the land, the effect of 
the treaty is to change legal relationships 
in many particulars with respect to our 
own citizens. 

Mr. BRICKER. We do it with our 
eyes open so that the world may know. 

Mr. MORSE. That leads me to the 
point that I assume the Senator from 
Maryland has in mind, that having rati- 
fied the treaty, the question now is 
whether the California court has laid 
dow: a proper legal decision with re- 
spect to the meaning of the treaty. But 
the case will at least serve notice on 


us—— 

Mr. BRICKER. It is a red flag along 
the way. 

Mr. MORSE. It is a red flag along the 
way, and we should know in advance that 
there are going to be serious legal con- 
sequences. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. The 
Senator from Maryland stated that in- 
stance so Members of this body will be 
cognizant of the fact that when they 
ratify a treaty it has the broadest scope, 
and in that case not a scope within the 
contemplation of the Senators or the 
people of the country at large. In rat- 
ifying a treaty let us look twice before 
we take the step. 

Mr. MORSE. If the Senator from 
Ohio will permit me to say, in response 
to the Senator from Marylaad, I think 
it is well to make the point, because 
what I want to emphasize in con- 
cluding these remarks is that I know of 
no more solemn act this body ever iakes 
than in giving advice and consent with 
respect to a treaty and in voting on its 
ratification. That is a constitutional ob- 
ligation and act on our part of the 
greatest solemnity. I believe the Sena- 
tor from Maryland is correct, that when 
we come to a treaty we had better look 
at it through a series of microscopes 
and carefully consider its future obliga- 
tions and implications. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. It is al- 
most true that if we take the ruling of 
the California court as being correct, 
this body, sitting in he act of ratifying 
a treaty, is amending the Constitution 
of the United States. We may be add- 
ing to or amending the fundamental 
law and there could be no more solemn 
act than that. 

Mr. BRICKER. Of course, the Cali- 
fornia case was an act of siriking down 
a State statute, which there is no ques- 
tion a treaty does. The only question is 
whether a treaty strikes down the pro- 
visons of the Constitution of the United 
States, and under the reasoning I have 
submitted heretofore in the Senate, 
there is grave danger of a treaty doing 
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so, and so we must look carefully to pro- 
tect the Constitution of the United 
States against inconsistent provisions of 
a treaty. 

Mr. MORSE. I think it is well to point 
out that when ratifying a treaty we are 
giving a very high order of supremacy 
to the law contained in the treaty in 
relation to American law. 

Mr. BRICKER. The Constitution says 
laws enacted by the Congress and trea- 
ties entered into by the Government of 
the United States shall be the supreme 
law of the land. 

Mr. MORSE. They shall be the su- 
preme law of the land. That is why I 
make the point that we had better look 
at treaties backward and forward be- 
fore we put our stamp of ratification on 
them. 

Mr. BRICKER. Although we do not 
agree with the California decision—and 
the Senator from Ohio thinks it is not 
a proper decision and should be re- 
versed—yet it is a red flag upon the way, 
and we ought to stop, look, and listen as 
to the dangers presented as the result of 
that decision. 

There are many reasons why the al- 
leged safeguard is meaningless, at least 
under our laws. I have already explained 
why a treaty which permitted abolition 
of freedom of the press might be con- 
stitutional since it is action by the Presi- 
dent and the Senate rather than action 
by Congress or the States. Moreover, 
the so-called safeguard could be sus- 
pended during any emergency officially 
proclaimed by the authorities; and as I 
mentioned, we have been in almost con- 
tinuous emergency for the past 20 years. 
In other words, whenever the President 
declared the existence of a national 
emergency, article 2 (1) of the covenant 
expressly authorizes a state to take 
measures derogating from its obligation 
to maintain freedom of the press. More- 
over, these emergency restrictions on 
freedom of the press could be imposed 
solely by the President and without 
benefit of an act of Congress. Many 
articles of the covenant provide that 
various freedoms may be restricted only 
on certain conditions “as are provided 
by law.” However, the article which 
authorizes derogation from those free- 
doms refers to emergencies “proclaimed 
by authorities” and does not refer to 
legislative action. 

Finally, Mr. President, the intended 
safeguard in article 18 (2) refers to 
the “rights and freedoms which may 
be guaranteed under the laws of any 
contracting state.” A distinction be- 
tween the Constitution and the laws of 
the United States is expressed many 
times in the Constitution itself. Neither 
the Constitution of the United States nor 
any of its laws affirmatively guarantees 
freedom of the press. They are not the 
source of that freedom. The Constitu- 
tion simply recognizes the existence of 
freedom of the press as one of man’s in- 
alienable rights and provides that it shall 
not be abridged. There is a wide gulf 
between the legal philosophy found in 
our Constitution and that represented in 
the Covenant on Human Rights. It is 
implicit from reading the covenant that 
the fundamental rights of man must be 
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expressed in legislation to be worthy of 
recognition. The Constitution of the 
United States was based on natural-law 
principles. The framers of our Consti- 
tution felt that our basic freedoms were 


inalienable and could not be delegated . 


to any governmental authority. There- 
fore, freedom of press is treated as a 
right which the American people re- 
tained when the Union was formed. The 
Bill of Rights simply forbids Congress to 
interfere with rights which are not de- 
rived from constitutional or statutory 
“guarantees,” but from divine provi- 
dence. 

Thus far, Mr. President, I have spoken 
only of the danger which the draft Cove- 
nant on Human Rights presents to free- 
dom of the press. If this were the only 
liberty threatened by the covenant, it 
might be possible to consider ratification 
with appropriate reservations. However, 
the other freedoms named in the Bill of 
Rights are also threatened. Freedom of 
religion could be destroyed under this 
language contained in article 13 (2) of 
the covenant: 

Freedom to manifest one’s religion or be- 
liefs shall be subject only to such limitations 
as are pursuant to law and are reasonable 
and necessary to protect public safety, order, 
health, or morals or the fundamental rights 
and freedoms of others. 


Tito and Stalin may truthfully say 
that freedom of religion in their coun- 
tries is subject only to such limitations 
as are pursuant to their laws, and that 
those restrictions are reasonable and 
necessary to protect their conception of 
public safety, order, or morals. The 
Federal Government would be empow- 
ered to place comparable restrictions on 
freedom of religion if the language of 
the covenant became part of our law. 
At the present time Congress has no 
power to pass on the validity of reli- 
gious beliefs. If the proposed covenant 
were ratified Congress would necessar- 
ily have the power to determine the va- 
lidity of religious beliefs in order to pro- 
tect morals and the reputation of oth- 
ers. The power to determine the validity 
of religious beliefs is the power to de- 
stroy religion. 

Mr. President, I have submitted this 
afternoon for appropriate reference a 
simple resolution declaring it to be the 
sense of the Senate that the proposed 
covenant on human rights be not ap- 
proved, and that negotiations with re- 
spect thereto by representatives of the 
United States be terminated. My pur- 
pose in offering this resolution is to bury 
the so-called covenant on human rights 
so deep that no one holding high pub- 
lic office will ever dare to attempt its 
resurrection, 

My resolution is also designed to alle- 
viate misunderstanding with friendly 
nations. In the next 6 months Amer- 
ican delegates to the United Nations will 
be urging the adoption of the Covenant 
on Human Rights, perhaps with minor 
changes. When the covenant is trans- 
mitted to the Senate, it will become evi- 
dent that it cannot be honestly endorsed 
by even one-third of the Members of 
this body. The administration will suf- 
fer an understandable embarrassment. 
The President will no doubt argue that 
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we must ratify the covenant because our 
friends abroad do not understand our 
constitutional system. We have heard 
that argument before on the floor of the 
Senate. Senators will recall that the 
identical argument was made in the 
troops-to-Europe debate in opposition to 
the motion designed to secure a joint 
resolution having the force of law. The 
resolution which I have just introduced 
will minimize the undeniable embarrass- 
ment growing out of the attempt of Mrs. 
Roosevelt and other confused interna- 
tionalists to write a world bill of rights. 

In conclusion, Mr. President let me 
repeat my conviction that the Covenant 
on Human Rights would repeal a sub- 
stantial part of the Constitution of the 
United States. President Truman’s re- 
cent utterances on constitutional law 
are sufficient proof that he does not 
understand the legal principles on which 
this Republic was founded. It would be 
unfair to accuse him of planning to de- 
stroy a document of which he possesses 
so little understanding. We may also 
make the charitable assumption that 
Mrs. Roosevelt and her one-world col- 
leagues are blissfully ignorant of the 
fact that the United States is a consti- 
tutional republic and not a democracy. 
Dean Acheson, however, enjoys the rep- 
utation of being a brilliant and able con- 
stitutional lawyer. He cannot help but 
know that to ratify the covenant would 
radically change the meaning of the 
Constitution of the United States. To 
date, Mr. Acheson has been strangely 
silent in regard to this covenant. Mrs. 
Roosevelt is subject to his orders. He 
must instruct her to renounce this blue- 
print for tyranny or accept the conse- 
quences for sponsoring it. To aid Mr. 
Acheson in reaching his conclusion I 
respectfully submit the following from 
Thomas Jefferson, the founder of the 
political party he alleges he follows: 

Were it left to me to decide whether we 
should have a government without news- 
papers or newspapers without a government, 
I should not hesitate a moment to prefer 
the latter. 

Our liberty depends on the freedom of the 
press and that cannot be limited without be- 
ing lost. 


Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
EXHIBIT 1 
WORLD'S FREE Press AREAS SHRINK 
(By Ernie Hill) 


Untrep Nations, N. Y.—The Communist 
hold-up of 20 Allied news corresp ndents at 
the outskirts of Kaesong is another evidence 
of the growing antagonism toward what is 
left of the world's free press. 

The Communists long ago put a stop to 
American and British newsmen getting in- 
side the iron curtain except in a very few 
instances. The case of William Oatis in 
Czechoslovakia indicate even tougher days 
ahead. 

The Communists, who are used to passing 
out propaganda statements and having them 
printed verbatim, known that neither them- 
selves nor the American officers would have 
any control over the Allied newsmen. They 
would write what they saw and heard. 

Most U. N. delegates object to the Chinese 
and North Korean Communists staging the 
Kaesong truce talks as a U. N. surrender. 

But it is doubtful that they would do any 
more than protest mildly against the exclu- 
sion of newsmen from the conference area, 
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Too many of our allies of the Western 
World are also anxious to restrict American 
newsmen and control the stories they send 
from their countries. 

The revolt of the Middle East and Latin- 
merican countries against the U. N. freedom 
of information treaty is ample evidence of 
this trend. 

Egypt is among those leading the ban on 
American newsmen. Largely because King 
Farouk has objected to stories dealing with 
his gambling and women-chasing activities. 

President Juan Domingo Peron of Argen- 
tina dislikes the American and British free 
press, Even Colombia has always had an 
unofficial but rigid censorship. 

Newsmen find it extremely difficult to get 
into many Middle East countries. Others 
have had difficulty in Spain and Portugal, 

While Hungary runs advertisements for 
the tourist business, Hungarian consuls turn 
thumbs down on tourists who happen to be 
newspaper or magazine writers. 

Too large a group in the U. N. reflects this 
spirit of antagonism to the free and un- 
fettered press. 

Secretary-General Trygve Lie holds fewer 
press conferences than President Truman, 
discusses only certain subjects and usually 
badgers the press. The Norwegian diplomat 
has never been at ease in such meetings. 

Nasrollah Entezam, of Iran, President of 
the General Assembly, is actively hostile 
toward American news writers unless they 
ask him only set questions. 

Amazingly, Russia's Jacob Malik gets 
along better with the press than many dele- 
gates. Poland's Juliusz Katz-Suchy is down- 
right friendly and will argue any subject at 
the delegates’ bar. But they are exceptions. 

Hitler's experiments in thought control, 
now carried on to extreme ends by the Com- 
munists, has had its effect outside their 
domains. 

If there is a trend, it definitely is toward 
controlled information favorable to the gov- 
ernments controlling it. The area of the 
world where complete freedom of expression 


Is possible appears to be constantly shrink- 
ing. 


Exutsit 2 


DRAFT INTERNATIONAL COVENANT ON HUMAN 
RIGHTS 

(As revised at the seventh session of the 
United Nations Commission on Human 
Rights, April-May 1951. The Commission 
at this session drafted the provisions on 
economic, social, and cultural rights in part 
III and the implementation provisions in 
part V and revised the implementation 
machinery in part IV. Due to the lack of 
time, the Commission did not consider or 
make any changes in parts I, II, and VI ex- 
cept with respect to article 72. This draft 
will be considered by the United Nations 
Economic and Social Council at its thir- 
teenth session, July-September 1951.) 


PREAMBLE 


The states parties hereto, 

Considering the obligation under the 
Charter of the United Nations to promote 
universal respect for, and observance of, hu- 
man rights and freedoms, 

Bearing in mind the universal declaration 
of human rights, 

Recognizing that the rights and freedoms 
recognized in this covenant flow from the 
inherent dignity of the human person, 

By this covenant agree upon the follow- 
ing articles with respect to these rights and 
freedoms. 

PART I 
Article 1 

(This article 1 was initially drafted by 
the Commission to be applicable only to the 
articles on civil and political rights in part 
II. The discussions in the April-May 1°51 


8264 


session of the Commission indicated that 
the Commission did not intend to have this 
article applicable to the articles on economic 
and social rights in part III, except possibly 
the nondiscrimination provisions of para- 
graph 1. Due to the lack of time at its 
April-May 1951 session, however, the Com- 
mission did not have an opportunity to 
clarify these matters by appropriate re- 
visions in this article.) 

1. Each state party hereto undertakes to 
respect and to insure to all individuals 
within its territory and subject to its juris- 
diction the rights recognized in this cove- 
nant, without distinction of any kind, such 
as race, color, sex, language, religion, politi- 
cal, or other opinion, national or social 
origin, property, birth or other status. 

2. Where not already provided for by ex- 
isting legislative or other measures, each 
state undertakes to take the necessary 
steps, in accordance with its constitutional 
processes and with the provisions of this 
covenant, to adopt within a reasonable time 
such legislative or other measures as may 
be necessary to give effect to the rights rec- 
ognized in this covenant. 

3. Each state party hereto undertakes to 
ensure; 

(a) That any person whose rights or free- 
doms as herein recognized are violated shall 
have an effective remedy, notwithstanding 
that the violation has been committed by 
persons acting in an official capacity; 

(b) That any person claiming such a rem- 
edy shall have his right thereto determined 
by competent authorities, politicial, admin- 
istrative or judicial; 

(c) That the competent authorities shall 
enforce such remedies when granted, 


Article 2 


1, In the case of a state of emergency 
Officially proclaimed by the authorities or 
in the case of public disaster, a state may 
take measures derogating, to the extent 
strictly limited by the exigencies of the sit- 
uation, from its obligations under article 1, 
paragraph 1 and part II of this covenant. 

2. No derogation from articles 3, 4, 5 
(paragraphs 1 and 2), 7, 11, 12 and 13 may 
be made under this provision. No deroga- 
tion which is otherwise incompatible with 
international law may be made by a state 
under this provision, 

3. Any state party hereto availing itself 
of the right of derogation shall inform im- 
mediately the other states parties to the 
covenant; through the intermediary of the 
Secretary General, of the provisions from 
which it has derogated and the date on which 
it has terminated such derogation, 

PART II 

(Civil and political rights.) 

Article 3 

1. Everyone’s right to life shall be pro- 
tected by law. 

2. To take life shall be a crime, save in 
the execution of a sentence of a court, or 
in self-defense, or in the case of enforce- 
ment measures authorized by the Charter. 

3. In countries where capital punishment 
exists, sentence of death may be imposed 
only as a penalty for the most serious crimes, 
pursuant to the sentence of a competent 
court and in accordance with law not con- 
trary to the Universal Declaration of Hu- 
man Rights. 

4. Anyone sentenced to death shall have 
the right to seek amnesty, or pardon, or 
commutation of the sentence. Amnesty. 
pardon or commutation of the sentence of 
death may be granted in all cases, 

Article 4 

No one shall be subject to torture or to 
cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or 
punishment. In particular, no one shall be 
subjected against his will to medical or 
scientific experimentation involving risk, 
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where such is not required by his state of 
physical or mental health. 
Article 5 

1. No one shall be held in slavery; slavery 
and the slave trade in all their forms shall 
be prohibited. 

2. No one shall be held in servitude. 

3. (a) No one shall be required to per- 
form forced or compulsory labor, 

(b) The preceding subparagraph shall not 
be held to preclude, in countries where im- 
prisonment with hard labor may be imposed 
as a punishment for a crime, the perform- 
ance of hard labor in pursuance of a sentence 
to such punishment by a competent court. 

(c) For the purpose of this paragraph the 
term “forced or compulsory labor” shall not 
include (i) any work or service, other than 
work performed in pursuance of a sentence 
of hard labor required to be done in the 
course of detention in consequence of a 
lawful order of a court; (ii) any service of a 
military character or, in the case of consci- 
entious objectors, in countries where they are 
recognized, service exacted in virtue of laws 
requiring compulsory national service; (iii) 
any service exacted in cases of emergency or 
calamity threatening the life or well-being of 
the community; (iv) any work or service 
which forms part of normal civil obligations, 

Article 6 

1. No one shall be subjected to arbitrary 
arrest or detention. 

2. No one shall be deprived of his liberty 
except on such grounds and in accordance 
with such procedures as are established by 
law. 

3. Anyone who is arrested shall be in- 
formed, at the time of arrest, of the reasons 
for his arrest and shall be promptly informed 
of any charges against him. 

4. Anyone arrested or detained on a crim- 
inal charge shall be brought promptly before 
a judge or other officer authorized by law to 
exercise judicial power and shall be entitled 
to trial within a reasonable time or to re- 
lease. Pending trial, detention shall not 
be the general rule, but release may be sub- 
ject to guarantees to appear for trial. 

5. Anyone who is deprived of his liberty by 
arrest or detention shall be entitled to take 
proceedings by which the lawfulness of his 
detention shall be decided without deiay 
by a court and his release ordered if the 
detention is not lawful. 

6. Anyone who has been the victim of un- 
lawful arrest or deprivation of liberty shall 
have an enforceable right to compensation. 


Article 7 


No one shall be imprisoned merely on the 
ground of inability to fulfill a contractual 
obligation, 

Article 8 

1. Subject to any general law, consistent 
with the rights recognized in this covenant: 

(a) Everyone legally within the territory 
of a State shall, within that territory, have 
the right to (i) liberty of movement and 
(ii) freedom to choose his residence; 

(b) Everyone shall be free to leave any 
country including his own. 

2. (a) No one shall be subjected to arbi- 
trary exile; 

(b) Subject to the preceding subparagraph, 
anyone shall be free to enter the country of 
which he is a national. 


Article 9 
No alien legally admitted to the territory of 
a state shall be expelled therefrom except on 
established legal grounds and according to 
procedure and safeguards which shall in all 
cases be provided by law. 
Article 10 


1, In the determination of any criminal 
charge against him, or of his rights and obli- 
gations in a suit at law, everyone shall be 
entitled to a fair and public hearing, by an 
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independent and impartial tribunal estab- 
lished by law. The press and public may be 
excluded from all or part of a trial for rea- 
sons of morals, public order or national se- 
curity or where the interest of juveniles so 
requires, or to the extent strictly necessary in 
the opinion of the court in special circum- 
stances where publicity would prejudice the 
interest of justice; but the judgment shall 
be pronounced publicly except where the in- 
terest of juveniles otherwise requires. 

2. Everyone charged with a criminal offense 
shall have the right to be presumed innocent 
until proved guilty according to law. In the 
determination of any criminal charge against 
him, everyone shall be entitled to the follow- 
ing minimum guarantees, in full equality: 

(a) To be informed promptly of the nature 
and cause of the accusation against him; 

(b) To defend himself in person or through 
legal assistance of his own choosing; to be 
informed, if he does not have legal assistance, 
of this right; and to have legal assistance 
assigned to him, in any case where the in- 
terests of justice so require, and without pay- 
ments by him in any such case where he does 
not have sufficient means to pay for it; 

(c) To examine, or have examined, the wit- 
nesses against him and to obtain compulsory 
attendance of witnesses in his behalf who are 
within the jurisdiction and subject to the 
process of the tribunal; 

(d) To have the free assistance of an in- 
terpreter if he cannot understand or speak 
the language used in court; 

(e) In the case of juveniles, the procedure 
shall be such as will take account of their 
age and the desirability of promoting their 
rehabilitation. 

3. In any case where by a fihal decision a 
person has been convicted of a criminal of- 
fense and where subsequently a new or newly 
discovered fact shows conclusively that there 
has been a miscarriage of justice, the persoa 
who has suffered punishment as a result of 
such conviction shall be compensated. This 
compensation shall be awarded to the 
heirs of a person executed by virtue of an 
erroneous sentence. 


Article 11 


1. No one shall be held guilty of any crim- 
inal offense on account of any act or omis- 
sion which did not constitute a criminal 
offense, under national or international law, 
at the time when it was committed. Nor 
shall a heavier penalty be imposed than the 
one that was applicable at the time when 
the criminal offense was committed. If, sub- 
sequent to the commission of the offense, 
provision is made by law for the impostiion 
of a lighter penalty, the offender shall bene- 
fit thereby. 

2. Nothing in this article shall prejudice 
the trial and punishment of any person for 
the commission of any act which, at the 
time when it was committed, was criminal 
according to the generally recognized princi- 
ples of law. 

Article 12 


Everyone shall have the right to recog- 
nition everywhere as a person before the 
law. 

Article 13 


1. Everyone shall have the right to free- 
dom of thought, conscience and religion. 
This right shall include freedom to change 
his religion or belief, and freedom, either 
alone or in community with others and in 
public or private, to manifest his religion or 
belief in teaching, practice, worship and 
observance. 

2. Freedom to manifest one’s religion or 
beliefs shall be subject only to such limita- 
tions as are pursuant to law and are reason- 
able and necessary to protect public safety, 
order, health, or morals or the fundamental 
rights and freedoms of others. 


Article 14 


1. Everyone shall have the right to hold 
opinions without interference. 
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2. Everyone shall have the right to free- 
dom of expression; this right shall include 
freedom to seek, receive and impart infor- 
mation and ideas of all kinds, regardless of 
frontiers, either orally, in writing or in print, 
in the form of art, or through any other 
media of his choice. 

3. The right to seek, receive, and impart 
information ind ideas carries with t5 special 
duties ang responsibilities and may there- 
fore be subject to certain penalties, ltabili- 
ties and restrictions, but these shall be 
such only as are provided by law and are 
necessary for the prot-ction of national se- 
curity, public order. safety, health or morals, 
or of the rights, freedoms or reputations of 
others 

Article 15 

The right of peaceful assembly shall be 
recognized. No restrictions shall be placed 
on the exercise of this right other than those 

im conformity with the law and 
which are mecessary to insure national secu- 
rity, public order, the protection of health 
or morals, or the protection of the rights and 
freedoms of others. 

Article 16 


1 The right of association shall be recog- 
nized 


2. No restrictions shall be placed on the 
exercise of this right other than those pre- 
scribed by law and which are necessary to 
insure national security, publie order, the 
protection of health or morals, or the protec- 
tion of the rights and freedoms of others. 

3. Nothing in this article shall authorize 
States Parties to the Freedom of Association 
and Protection of the Right to 
Conventicn, 1948, to take legislative meas- 
ures which would prejudice, or to apply the 
law im such a manner as to prejudice, the 
guaranties provided for in that convention. 


Article 17 


All are equal before the law; all shall be 
accorded equal protection of the law without 
discrimination on any „such as race, 
color, sex, language, religion, political or 
other cpinion, national or social origin, prop- 
erty, birth, or other status. 

Article 18 

1. Nothing in this covenant may be inter- 
preted as implying for any state, group, or 
person any right to engage in any activity or 
perform any act aimed at the destruction of 
any of the rights and freedoms recognized 
herein or at their limitation to a greater ex- 
tent than is provided for im this covenant. 

2. Nothing in this covenant may be inter- 
preted as limiting or derogating from any of 
the rights and freedoms which may be guar- 
anteed under the laws of any contracting 
state or any conventions to which it fs a 


party. 
PART NII 


(Economic, social, and cultural rights.) 
Article 19 

The states parties to the present covenant, 
(1) bearing in mind the link between the 
rights and liberties recognized and defined 
above, and the economic, social, and cultural 
rights proclaimed in the Universal Declara- 
tion of Human Rights; (2) resolved to com- 
bat the scourges, such as famine, disease, 


men, 
and prevent the free development of their 
personality; (3) resolved to strive to Insure 
that every human being shall obtain the 
food, clothing, shelter essential for his liveli- 
hood and well-being, and shall achieve an 
adequate standard of living and a continuous 
improvement of his living material and spir- 
itual conditions; (4) undertake to take steps, 
individually and through international co- 
operation, to the maximum of their available 
resources with a view to achieving 
sively the full realization of the rights recog- 
nized in this part of the present covenant. 
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Article 20 
Work being the basis of all human en- 
deavor, the states parties to the covenant 
recognize the right to work, that fs to say, 
the fundamental right of everyone to the 
opportunity, if he so desires, to gain his 
living by work which he freely accepts. 
Article 21 


The states to the covenant recog- 
nize the right of everyone to fust and favor- 
able conditions of work, including (a) safe 
and healthy working conditions; (b) mini- 
mum remuneration which provides all work- 
ers (t) with fair weges and equal pay for 


able limitation of working hours and periodic 
holidays with pay. 


Article 22 


The states parties to the covenant recog- 
nize the right of everyone to social security. 
Article 23 

The states parties to the covenant recog- 
nize the right of everyone to adequate 
housing. 

Article 24 

The states parties to the covenant recog- 
nize the right of everyone to an adequate 
standard of living and the continuous im- 
provement of living conditions. 


Article 25 


The states parties to the covenant recog- 
nize the right of everyone to the enjoyment 
of the highest standard of health obtainable. 
With a view to implementing and safeguard- 
ing this right each state party hereto 
undertakes to provide legislative measures to 
promote and protect health and, Mm par- 
ticular: 

(1) to reduce infant mortality and provide 
for healthy development of the child; 

(ii) to improve nutrition, housing, sani- 
tation, recreation, economic sig working 
conditions and other aspects of environ- 
mental hygtene: 

(iii) to control epidemic, endemic, and 
other diseases; 

(iv) to provide conditions which would 
assure the right of all to medical service and 
medical attention in the event of sickness. 


Article 26 


The states parties to the covenant recog- 
nize that (1) special protection should be 
accorded to maternity and motherhood; and 
(2) special measures of protection should 
be taken on behalf of children and young 
persons, and that in particular they should 
not be required to do work likely to hamper 
their normal development. 

Article 27 

The states to the covenant recog- 
nize the right of everyone, in conformity 
with article 16, to form and join local, na- 
tional, and international trade unions of his 
choice for the protection of his economic 
and social interests. 


Article 28 


The states parties to the covenant recog- 
nize (1) the right of everyone to education; 
(2) that educational facilities shall be ac- 
cessible to all in accordance with the prin- 
ciple of nondiscrimimation enunciated in 


paragrap. covenant; 
(3) that primary education shall be compul- 
sory and available free to all; (4) that sec- 
ondary education, in its different forms, in- 
cluding technical and professional secondary 
education, shall be generally available and 
shall be made progressively free; (5) that 
higher education shall be equally accessible 
to all on the basis of merit and shall be made 
progressively free; (6) that fundamental ed- 
ucation for those persons who have not re- 
ceived or completed the whole period of 
their primary education shall be encouraged 
as far as possible; (7) that education shall 
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encourage the full development of the hu- 


ment to racial and other hatred. It shall 
promote understanding, tolerance and 
friendship among all nations, racial, ethnic 
or religious groups, and shall further the 
activities of the United Nations for the 
maintenance of peace and enable all persons 
to participate effectively in a free society; 
(8) the obligations of States to establish a 
system of free and compulsory primary edu- 
cation shall not be deemed incompatible 
with the liberty of parents to choose for 
their children schocls other than those es- 
tablished by the State which conform to 
minimum standards latd down by the State; 
(9) im the exercise of any functions which 
the State assumes in the field of education 
it shall have respect for the liberty of par- 
ents to ensure the religious education of 
their children in conformity. with their own 
convictions. 
Article 29 


Each state party to the covenant which, 
at the time of becoming a party to this 
covenant, has not been able to secure in its 


years, to be fixed im the plan, of the 
ciple of compulsory primary education free 
of charge for all. 
Article 30 
‘The states parties to the covenant un- 


and the diffusion of science and culture. 
They recognize that it is one of their prin- 
cipal aims to insure conditions which will 
permit everyone (1) to take part in cultural 
life; (2) to enjoy the benefits of scientific 
progress and its applications. 
Article 31 


The states to the covenant recog- 
nize the equal right of men and women to 
the enjoyment of all economic, social and 
cultural rights, and particularly of those set 
forth in this covenant. 

Article 32 


The states parties to the covenant recog- 
nize that in the enjoyment of those rights 
povided by the state in conformity with 
this part of the covenant, the state may sub- 
ject such rights only to such limitations as 
are determined by law only insofar as this 
may be compatible with the nature of these 
rights and solely for the purpose of promot- 
ing the general welfare in a democratic sa- 
ciety. 

PART IV 

(The implementation machinery set forth 
in this part of the covenant was initially 
drafted by the commission at its March- 
May 1950 session with respect to the civil 
and political rights in parts 1 and II. Due 
to the lack of time at it» April-May 1951 ses- 
sion, the commission did not decide whether 
this implementation machinery should also 
apply to the economic, social and cultural 
rights tn part III. The discussions in the 
3 1951 session indicated, however, 

wide sentiment in the commission against 
the applicability of this part of the cove- 
nant to the economic, social, and cultural 


rights.) 
Article 33 

1. With a view to the implementation of 
the provisions of the International Cove- 
nant on Human Rights, there shall be set up 
a Human Rights Committee, hereinafter re- 
ferred to as “the Committee”, composed of 
9 members with the functions hereinafter 
provided. 
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2. The committee shall be composed of 
nationals of the states parties to the cove- 
nant who shall be persons of high moral 
standing and recognized competence in the 
field of human rights, consideration being 


given to the usefulness of the participation - 


of some persons having a judicial or legal ex- 
perience. 

8. The members of the committee shall 
be elected and shall serve in their personal 
capacities. 


Article 34 


1. The members of the committee shall 
be elected from a list of persons possessing 
the qualifications prescribed in article 33 
and specially nominated for that purpose 
by the states parties to the covenant. 

2. Each state shall nominate at least two 
and not more than four persons. These per- 
sons may be nationals of the nominating 
state or of any other state party to the cov- 
enant. 

3. Nominations shall remain valid until 
new nominations are made for the purpose 
of the next election under article 39. A per- 
son shall be eligible to be renominated. 


. Article 35 


At least 3 months before the date of each 
election to the committee, the Secretary 
General of the United Nations shall address 
a written request to the states parties to 
the covenant inviting them, if they have 
not already submitted their nominations, to 
submit them within 2 months. 


Article 36 


The Secretary General of the United Na- 
tions shall prepare a list in alphabetical 
order of all the persons thus nominated, 
and submit it to the International Court of 
Justice and to the states parties to the 
covenant. 


Article 37 


1. The Secretary General of the United 
Nations, on behalf of the states parties to 
the covenant, shall request the Interna- 
tional Court of Justice to elect the members 
of the committee from the list referred to 
in article 36 and in accordance with the 
conditions set out below. 

2. On receipt of the list from the Secre- 
tary General of the United Nations, the 
president of the International Court of Jus- 
tice shall fix the time of elections for mem- 
bers of the committee. 


Article 38 


1. No more than one national of any state 
may be a member of the committee at any 
time. 

2. In the election of the committee con- 
sideration shall be given to equitable geo- 
graphical distribution of membership and 
to the representation of the main forms of 
civilization. 

The persons elected shall be those who 
obtain the largest number of votes and an 
absolute majority of the votes of all the 
members of the court. 

3. The quorum of nine laid down in ar- 
ticle 25, paragraph 3, of the statute of the 
court shall apply for the holding of the 
elections by the court. 


Article 39 


The members of the committee shall be 
elected for a term of 5 years and be eligible 
for reelection. However, the terms of five 
of the members elected at the first election 
shall expire at the end of 2 years. Imme- 
diately after the first election the names 
of the members whose terms expire at the 
end of the initial period of 2 years shall 
be chosen by lot by the President of the 
International Court of Justice. 


Article 40 


1, Should a vacancy arise, the provisions 
of articles 35, 36, 37 and 38 shall apply to 
the election. 
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2. A member of the committee elected to 
fill a vacancy shall, if his predecessor's term 
of office has not expired, hold office for the 
remainder of that term, 

Article 41 

A member of the committee shall remain 
in office until his successor has been elected; 
but if the committee has, prior to the elec- 
tion of his successor, begun to consider a 
case, he shall continue to act in that case, 
and his successor shall not act in that case. 


Article 42 


The resignation of a member of the com- 
mittee shall be addressed to the chairman 
of the committee through the secretary of 
the comm ‘ttee who shall immediately no- 
tify the Secretary General of the United Na- 
tions and the International Court of Jus- 
tice. 

Article 43 

The members of the committee and the 
secretary, when engaged on the business of 
the committee, shall enjoy diplomatic privi- 
leges and immunities. 

Article 44 

1. The secretary of the committee shall 
be appointed by the International Court of 
Justice from a list of three names sag 
by the committee. 

2. The candidate obtaining the largest 
number of yotes and an absolute majority 
of the votes of all the members of the Court 
shall be declared elected. 

3. The quorum of nine laid down in arti- 
cle 25, paragraph 3, of the statute of the 
Court shall apply for the holding of the 
election by the Court. 


Article 45 


The Secretary General of the United Na- 
tions shall convene the initial meeting of 
the committee at the headquarters of the 
United Nations. 

Article 46 


The committee shall, at its initial meeting, 
elect its chairmen and vice chairman for the 
period of 1 year. 

Article 47 


The committee shall establish its own 
rules of procedure, but these rules shall 
provide that (a) seven members shall con- 
stitute a quorum; (b) the work of the 
committee shall proceed by a majority vote 
of the members present; in the event of 
an equality of votes the chairman shall 
have a casting vote; (c) all states parties 
to the covenant having an interest in any 
matter referred to the committee under 
article 52 shall have the right to make sub- 
missions to the committee in writing. 

The states referred to in article 52 shall 
further have the right to be represented 
at the hearings of the committee and to 
make submissions orally. 

(d) The committee shall hold hearings 
and other meetings in closed session. 


Article 48 


1. After its initial meeting the committee 
shall meet (a) at such times as it deems 
necessary; (b) when any matter is referred 
to it under article 52; (c) when convened 
by its chairman or at the request of not 
less than five of its members. 

2. The committee shall meet at the per- 
manent headquarters of the United Nations 
or at Geneva. 

Article 49 


The secretary of the committee shall 
attend its meetings, make all necessary 
arrangements, in accordance with the com- 
mittee's instructions, for the preparation 
and conduct of the work, and carry out 
any other duties assigned to him by the 
committee. 

Article 50 


The members and the secretary of the 
committee shall receive emoluments com- 
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mensurate with the importance and respon- 
sibilities of their office. 


Article 51 


The Secretary General of the United Na- 
tions shall provide the necessary staff and 
facilities for the committee and its members. 


Article 52 


1. If a state party to the covenant considers 
that another state party is not giving effect 
te a provision of the covenant, it may, by 
written communication, bring the matter to 
the attention of that state. Within 3 months 
after the receipt of the communication, the 
receiving state shall afford the communicat- 
ing state an explanaticn or statement in 
writing concerning the matter, which should 
include, to the extent possible and pertinent, 
references to domestic procedures and rem- 
edies taken or pending, or available in the 
matter. 

2. If the matter is not adjusted to the 
satisfaction of both parties within 6 months 
after the receipt by the receiving state of the 
initial communication, either state shall have 
the right to refer the matter to the com- 
mittee, by notice given to the secretary of the 
committee and to the other state. 

3. Subject to the provisions of article 54 
below, in serious cases, where human life is 
endangered, the committee may, at the re- 
quest of a state party to the covenant re- 
ferred to in paragraph 1 of this article, deal 
forthwith with the case on receipt of the 
initial communication and after notifying 
the state concerned. 


Article 53 


The committee shall deai with any matter 
referred to it under article 52 save that it 
shall have no power to deal with any matter 
(a) for which any organ or specialized agency 
o the United Nations competent to do so 
ha» established a special procedure by which 
the states concerned are governed; or (b) 
with which the International Court of Jus- 
tice is seized other than by virtue of ar- 
ticle * * + of the present covenant. 


Article 54 


Normally, the committee shall deal with a 
matter referred to it only if available domes- 
tic remedies have been invoked and ex- 
hausted in the case. Tuis shall not be the 
rule where the application of the remedies 
is unreasonably prolonged. 


Article 55 


In any matter referred to it the committee 
may call upon the states concerned to supply 
any relevant information. 


Article 56 


The committee may recommend to the 
Economic and Social Council that the Coun- 
cil request the International Court of Jus- 
tice to give an advisory opinion on any legal 
question connected with a matter of which 
the committee is seized. 


Article 57 


1, Subject to the provisions of article 54, 
the committee shall ascertain the facts and 
make available its good offices to the states 
concerned with a view to a friendly solution 
of the matter on the basis of respect for hu- 
man rights as recognized in this covenant. 

2. The committee shall, in every case and 
in no event later than 18 months after the 
date of receipt of the notice under article 
52, draw up a report which will be sent to 
the states concerned and then communi- 
cated to the Secretary General of the United 
Nations for publication. The committee 
shall complete its report as promptly as 
possible, particularly when requested by one 
of the states parties where human life is 
endangered. 

3. If a solution within the terms of para- 
graph 1 of this article is reached the commit- 
tee shall confine its report to a brief state- 
ment of the facts and of the solution reached. 
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If such a solution is not reached, the com- 
mittee shall state in its report its conclusion 
on the facts and attach thereto the state- 
ments made by the parties to the case. 


Article 58 


The committee shall submit to the General 
Assembly, through the Secretary General, 
an annual report of its activities. 


Article 59 


The states parties to this covenant agree 
not to submit, by way of petition, to the 
International Court of Justice, except by 
special agreement, any dispute arising out 
of the interpretation or application of the 
covenant in a matter within the competence 
of the committee. 


PART V 


(The implementation provisions set forth 
in this part of the covenant were drafted by 
the Commission at its April-May 1951 ses- 
sion with respect to the economic, social, and 
cultural rights in part HI. The Commission 
left open the question whether these imple- 
mentation provisions should also apply to 
the civil and political rights in parts I and 
II. Sentiment in the Commission was di- 
vided on this issue.) 


Article 60 


The states parties to this covenant under- 
take to submit reports concerning progress 
made in achieving the observance of these 
rights in conformity with the following 
articles and the recommendations which the 
General Assembly and the Economic and 
Social Council, in the exercise of their gen- 
eral responsibility may make to all the 
members of the United Nations. 


Article 61 


1. The states parties shall furnish their 
reports in stager, in accordance with a pro- 
gram to be established by the Economic 
and Social Council after consultation with 
the states parties to this covenant and the 
specialized agencies concerned. 

2. Reports may indicate factors and diffi- 
culties affecting the degree of fulfillment of 
obligations under this part of the covenant. 

8. Where relevant information has already 
previously been furnished to the United 
Nations or to any specialized agency, the 
action required by this article may take the 
form of a precise reference to the informa- 
tion so furnished. 

Article 62 


Pursuant to its responribilities under the 
charter in the field of human rights, the 
Economic and Social Council shall make 
special arrangements with the specialized 
agencies in respect to their reporting to it 
on the progress made in achieving the ob- 
servance of the provisions of this part of the 
covenant falling within their competence. 
These reports shall include particulars of de- 
cisions and recommendations on such im- 
plementation adopted by their competent 
organs. ; 

Article 63 

The Economic and Social Council shall 
transmit to the Commission on Human 
Rights for study and recommendation the 
reports concerning human rights submitted 
by states, and these concerning human 
Tights submitted by the competent special- 
ized agencies, 

Article 64 


The states parties directly concerned and 
the specialized agencies may submit com- 
ments to the Economic and Social Council 
on the report of the Commission on Human 
Rights. 

Article 65 

The Economic and Social Council may sub- 
mit from time to time to the General As- 
sembly, with its own reports, reports sum- 
marizing the information made available by 
the states parties to the covenant directly 
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to the Secretary General and by the special- 
ized agencies under article — indicating the 

made in achieving general observ- 
ance of these rights. 


Article 66 


The Economic and Social Council may 
submit to the Technical Assistance Board or 
to any other appropriate international organ 
the findings contained in the report of the 
Commission on Human Rights which may 
assist such organs in deciding each within 
its competence, on the advisability of inter- 
national measures likely to contribute to the 
progressive implementation of this cove- 
nant, 

Article 67 

The states parties to the covenant agree 
that international action for the achieve- 
ment of these rights includes such methods 
as conventions, recommendations, technical 
assistance, regional and technical meetings, 
and studies with governments. 


Article 68 


Unless otherwise decided by the Commis- 
sion on Human Rights or by the Economic 
and Social Council or requested by the state 
directly concerned, the Secretary General of 
the United Nations shall arrange for the 
publication of the report of the Commission 
on Human Rights, or reports presented to 
the Council by specialized agencies as well 
as of all decisions and recommendations 
reached by the Economic and Social Council. 


Article 69 


Nothing in this covenant shall be inter- 
preted as impairing the provisions of the 
Charter of the United Nations and of the 
constitutions of the specialized agencies, 
which define the respective responsibilities 
of the various organs of the United Nations 
and of the specialized agencies in regard to 
the matters dealt with in this covenant. 


PART VI 
Article 70 


1. This covenant shall be open for signa- 
ture and ratification or accession on behalf 
c^ any state member of the United Nations 
or of any nonmember state to which an 
invitation has been extended by the General 
Assembly. 

2. Ratification of or accession to this cove- 
nant shall be effected by the deposit of an 
instrument of ratification or accession with 
the Secretary General of the United Na- 
tions, and as soon 1s 20 states have de- 
posited such instruments, the covenant shall 
come into force among them. As regards 
any state which ratifies or accedes there- 
after the covenant shall come into force on 
the date of the deposit of its instrument of 
ratification or accession. 

3. The Secretary General of the United 
Nations shall inform all members of the 
United Nations, and other states which have 
signed or acceded, of the deposit of each 
instrument of ratification or accession. 


Article 71 


(The consideration of this article was post- 
poned. The United States proposed the fol- 
lowing language for this article in the Com- 
mission in 1950: “In the case of federal 
state, the following provisions shall apply 
(a) with respect to any articles of this cove- 
nant which are determined in accordance 
with the constitutional processes of that 
state to be appropriate in whole or in part 
for federal action, the obligations of the 
federal government shall to this extent be 
the same as those of parties which are not 
federal states; (b) with respect to articles 
which are determined in accordance with 
the constitutional processes of that state 
to be appropriate in whole or in part for 
action by the constitutent states, provinces 
or cantons, the federal government shall 
bring such articles, with favorable recom- 
mendations, to the notice of the appropriate 
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authorities of the states, provinces or can- 
tons at the earliest possible moment.“) 
Article 72 

(Adopted by General Assembly at its 1950 
session.) 

The provisions of the present covenant 
shall extend to or be applicable equally to a 
signatory metropolitan State and to all the 
territories, be they non-self-governing, 
trust, or colonial territories, which are be- 
ing administered or governed by such 
metropolitan state. 

Article 73 

1. Any state party to the covenant may 
propose an amendment and file it with the 
Secretary-General. The Secretary-General 
shall thereupon communicate the proposed 
amendment to the states parties to the 
covenant with a request that they notify 
him whether they favor a conference of 
states parties for the purpose of considering 
and voting upon the proposal. In the event 
that at least one-third of the states favor 
such a conference the Secretary-General 
shall convene the conference under the aus- 
pices of the United Nations. Any amend- 
ment adopted by a majority of states present 
and voting at the conference shall be sub- 
mitted to the General Assembly for approval. 

2. Such amendments shall come into force 
when they have been approved by the Gen- 
eral Assembly and accepted by a two-thirds 
majority of the states parties to the cove- 
nant in accordance with their respective 
constitutional processes. 

8. When such amendments come into force 
they shall be binding on these parties which 
have accepted them, other parties being still 
bound by the provisions of the covenant 
and any earlier amendment which they have 
accepted. 

STANDARDS FOR PROTECTION OF IN- 

VESTORS IN CERTAIN LARGE CORPO- 

RATIONS 


Mr. FREAR obtained the floor. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Sars of North Carolina in the chair). 
The clerk: will call the roll. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator withhold for a moment 
his suggestion of the absence of a quo- 
rum? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Certainly. 

Mr. McFARLAND. How long does 
the Senator from Delaware intend to 
speak? 

855 FREAR. Not more than 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I am very anx- 
ious to have the leave bill acted upon 
this evening. 

Mr. FREAR. I shall take not more 
than 5 minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Delaware yield to the 
Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. FREAR. May I ask what the 
Senator from South Carolina desires? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I shall be very brief. I hope the Senate 
may consider the leave bill this after- 
noon and finish with it. I understand 
that there are two other bills on the 
program for tomorrow. 

The leave situation has been dis- 
cussed over and over again, every time 
an appropriation bill has been before 
us. The Senator from Illinois (Mr, 
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Dovctas] wanted the Senator from 
South Carolina to accept the graduated 
leave scale, but I could not do so at that 
particular time, because the subcommit- 
tee was working on the problem system- 
atically. A bill was unanimously re- 
ported from the committee. Democrats 
and Republicans alike on the commit- 
tee voted for it. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, I shall 
not detain the Senate more than a few 
minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
hope other Senators who have speeches 
will let us proceed with the leave bill, 
which I think will not require very long. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, during 
the Eighty-first Congress I introduced a 
bill designed to achieve the adoption of 
certain basic standards for the protec- 
tion of investors in large corporations in 
which there is a public interest. Shortly 
after the hearings were concluded, how- 
ever, our every energy was necessarily 
turned to the suppression of a brutal 
Communist assault in Korea. The Sen- 
ate Banking and Currency Committee 
was continuously faced with one piece of 
urgent legislation of tremendous na- 
tional importance after another. Action 
upon the bill I had introduced was nec- 
essarily deferred. It was decided that 
the subcommittee should study the legis- 
lation further with a view to action on 
it at the next session. In accordance 
with that decision I am reintroducing 
that bill, with some modifications which 
were drafted in the light of last year’s 
hearings. These modifications, I think 
greatly improve the measure. 

Briefly, the bill provides that all large 
corporations—defined as those with at 
least $3,000,000 in assets and 300 secu- 
rity holders—should maintain the same 
safeguards for the protection of minor- 
ity interests as those now maintained by 
all corporations listed on national secu- 
rities exchanges, all public-utility hold- 
ing companies registered with the Se- 
curities and Exchange Commission, and 
all investment companies. 

These requirements are neither bur- 
densome nor unreasonable. They sim- 
ply impose a standard of honest and 
full disclosure of their financial affairs 
upon the corporation subject to the bill, 
compel insiders to report any trading 
they may do in their corporations’ se- 
curities so that short-term profits made 
from such trading may be recovered by 
the corporation, and assure comporate 
democracy in the solicitation of proxies 
to vote at corporate meetings. 

The logical necessity for such legisla- 
tion is so clear that it requires no dem- 
onstration. There is no reason why the 
investors in all companies of the same 
size and with the same degree of public 
investor interest should not be treated 
alike, and the discrimination against 
listed companies, public utility compa- 
nies and investment companies be ended. 

The practical necessity is equally clear, 
In 1946 and again in 1950 the Securities 
and Exchange Commission made de- 
tailed studies in which it compared the 
practices of companies subject to regula- 
tion with those of comparable companies 
not subject to regulation. I recommend 
those studies to your attention. Among 
the unregulated companies it was found 
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to be common practice to solicit proxies 
for the election of directors without even 
mentioning the names of the nominees, 
let alone their qualifications, and to pro- 
vide for blanket approval and ratifica- 
tion of all acts of the management with- 
out specifying the nature of those acts. 
Similarly, the disclosures in the financial 
statements were woefully inadequate, 
and there was not a single instance in 
which a company disclosed material 
transactions with insiders or insider 
trading in company stock. 

The objectives of the bill have been en- 
dorsed by the President, by the Securi- 
ties and Exchange Commission, by the 
responsible representatives of all seg- 
ments of the organized securities indus- 
try, and by large numbers of unorganized 
investors. The bill should assist all in- 
dustry, large and small, to obtain the 
capital necessary to gear our industrial 
machinery for maximum productivity. 

The economic mobilization program 
upon which this country has embarked 
calls for increased productive capacity. 
However, the accompanying voluntary 
controls on bank lending, coupled with 
the decline in the price of Government 
securities, has made it less attractive to 
convert them into cash. This has made 
it more difficult to obtain expansion 
funds from that source. At the same 
time attempts to place individual in- 
come in savings, or to invest it in fields 
requiring an increase in production, con- 
tribute to the control of inflation by 
retarding spending for consumer goods. 
The bill I am introducing should help 
to encourage investment by stimulating 
more confidence in securities offered to 
the public. The result should be a de- 
sirable broadening of the base of pro- 
ductive facilities by enabling new cor- 
porations to enter the fields where in- 
creased productive capacity is required. 
To the extent this is done, any trend 
toward monopoly is discouraged. More- 
over, industry expanded by this method 
uses private capital and decreases the 
need for resorting to financial aid from 
the Federal Government. This would 
dampen the current trend toward in- 
creased Government commitments and 
expenditures. The bill is one tool de- 
signed to aid the procurement of equity 
capital in the private markets. It is the 
opinion of many experts in the field of 
finance that small and medium busi- 
nesses need access to equity capital more 
than they need loans, which encumber 
their assets and reduce their borrowing 
ability. 

I believe that even the captains of in- 
dustry may profit from minority parti- 
cipation in the enterprise. I believe, 
too, that the smaller enterprises will 
find that investor confidence breeds im- 
mense returns in good will. 

Of course, small business, as such, is 
unaffected by the bill. The size limits 
were especially tailored to eliminate the 
possibility that any but the largest of 
corporate enterprises would come within 
its scope. It is estimated that there are 
today more than 4,000,000 business en- 
terprises in this country. Probably no 
more than 2,000 of these would be af- 
fected. The bill covers only those cor- 
porations with at least $3,000,000 in as- 
sets, provided they also have at least 
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300 security holders. It is estimated that 
80 percent of the 4,000,000 business en- 
terprises have a tangible net worth of 
$10,000 or less. Obviously, any definition 
of small business must exclude the cor- 
porations covered by the bill. 

As I suggested upon introducing the 
bill in the Eighty-first Congress, I 
believe it should have bipartisan sup- 
port. The Investment Company Act of 
1940, which contains the same protec- 
tions, was passed by a unanimous Con- 
gress, The Securities Exchange Act and 
the Public Utility Holding Company Act, 
which also contain those provisions, 
have so well stood the acid test of time 
that they can no longer be considered 
controversial. The Commission itself is 
a bipartisan agency. Valuable sugges- 
tions concerning this legislation have 
come to me from Members on both sides 
of the aisle. I freely acknowledge their 
assistance, and I welcome such further 
comments as any person interested in 
the bill may see fit to offer. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to introduce for appropriate ref- 
erence the bill to which I have referred. 

There being no objection, the bill (S. 
1860) to amend section 12 of the Secu- 
rities Exchange Act of 1934, as amend- 
ed, and for other purposes, was received, 
read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. 


ANNUAL LEAVE OF FEDERAL OFFICERS 
AND EMPLOYEES 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (S. 832) to reduce the annual 
leave of Federal officers and employees 
to 15 days during the continuance of the 
existing national emergency, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Smitx of North Carolina in the chair). 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that I may 
withdraw my suggestion of the absence 
of a quorum, and that the order for the 
calling of the roll may be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I understand that the pending question 
is on agreeing to the amendment sub- 
mitted by the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. MAYBANK], and myself to the 
committee amendment. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, That is 
correct, 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from Massachusetts and the Senator 
from South Carolina on page 12, between 
lines 16 and 17 of the committee amend- 
ment. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I hope the amendment to the committee 
amendment will be adopted and will be 
taken to conference. I have talked to 
the chairman of the committee, the dis- 
tinguished junior Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON]; and I believe 
that he and his committee are willing 
to take the amendment to conference, 
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In justice to the employees of the navy 
yards throughout the country who are 
employed on a per diem basis—the so- 
called blue-collar workers—I hope the 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment will be taken to conference, for 
careful further consideration. 

I do not believe any Member of this 
body who voted for the so-called Douglas 
amendment to the independent offices 
appropriation bill had any intention of 
reducing the pay of any worker. How- 
ever, if the pending bill is enacted, the 
basis on which the pay of certain navy 
yard workers is determined or fixed by 
the wage boards may be affected. 

Mr. President, this amendment is in 
the form of an “if.” If it is found that 
the pay of such workers is thus affected, 
the wage boards are directed to make 
proper adjustments. 

I am told by the navy-yard workers 
in Massachusetts that the effect of re- 
ducing their leave from 26 days to 20 
days, as would be done under the Doug- 
las amendment to the independent of- 
fices appropriation bill—or to 15 days, 
or to 13 days—might be to reduce their 
pay by as much as $2 a week. That is 
due to the fact that the average worker 
in that category in private industry re- 
ceives 2 weeks’ annual leave with pay; 
and when the wage board determined 
the wages of the navy-yard workers, it 
told them that it had taken into con- 
sideration their 26-day leave, and, there- 
fore, had set their wages at a lower rate 
than would otherwise have been done. 

So, Mr. President, I hope the com- 
mittee will be willing to accept the 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment and take it to conference. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield to the 
Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Massachusetts has attempted to classify 
as “blue collar” some of the workers. I 
am not so familiar with this matter as is 
the distinguished Senator from Massa- 
chusetts or the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina. When the Senator 
refers to certain workers as “blue-collar 
workers,” I should like to know into what 
bracket those workers fall. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. “Blue collar” is 
a new term; a “blue-collar worker” is a 
civil servant whose wages are determined 
on a per diem basis, in conformity with 
title 34, United States Code, chapter 10, 
section 505, which states that the wages 
of employees in the navy yards shall be 
in conformity, as nearly as consistent 
in the public interest, with the wages of 
similar workers in private establish- 
ments in the immediate vicinity of the 
navy yards, subject to approval by the 
commandant of the navy yard and by 
the Secretary of the Navy. 

For instance, if a riveter in a private 
shipyard is paid $1.75 an hour, and if 
that is the prevailing rate of pay in 
that vicinity, that would normally be the 
rate of pay for a riveter in the navy 
yard in that area. On the other hand, a 
riveter in the Boston Navy Yard may be 
paid as little as 81.50 an hour—of course, 
these are theoretical figures—in view 
of the fact that heretofore he has re- 
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ceived 26 days of annual leave, whereas 
a worker in a Fore River shipyard may 
have been receiving only 2 weeks’ vaca- 
tion with pay. Therefore, the rate of pay 
of the navy yard worker may be at a 
somewhat lower rate than that of the 
worker in the private shipyard, because 
of the additional amount of annual leave 
with pay which has been received by the 
navy yard workers. 

The amendment submitted by the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina and myself to 
the committee amendment provides that 
if the pay of such workers is affected by 
the change in leave which is made as a 
result of the enactment of this bill, that 
fact shall be considered by the wage 
board or by any other administrative 
authority in adjusting their rates of pay. 

Mr. WHERRY. Is the so-called blue- 
collar worker included in the par- 
ticular group affected by the amend- 
ment? 

Mr, SALTONSTALL. It is a colloqui- 
alism which I used. The term “blue 
collar” does not appear in the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. WHERRY. I understand that. I 
mean, is the term “blue collar” applied 
to other categories of workers besides 
those employed in a navy yard? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I am referring 
particularly to the workers in the navy 
yards. 

Mr. WHERRY. Are there others who 
come within that classification? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Personally, I do 
not know; but the Senator from South 
Carolina, who is more familiar with the 
subject, may know of others, As I have 
said, tentatively, this is an “if” amend- 
ment. It will become effective only if the 
amount of leave is taken into considera- 
tion in determining rates of pay. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield to the 
Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. If the Senator will in- 
dulge me, I should like to address an in- 
quiry to the chairman of the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. In view 
of the fact that both branches of the 
Congress have about completed action on 
the independent offices appropriation 
bill, which contains the Douglas amend- 
ment, and which is somewhat in con- 
flict, of course, with the broad provisions 
of the pending bill, I am wondering 
whether, in the event that appropriation 
bill is enacted into law by means of 
Presidential signature, we shall have two 
categories of leave as a result, one apply- 
ing to those within the thirty-odd agen- 
cies covered by the independent offices 
bill, whereas this bill would apply to 
every other agency of the Government. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I am glad the Senator from Illinois 
asked that question. We have an 
amendment to this bill which the com- 
mittee thought it well to include, which 
states that, so far as leave is concerned, 
it will date back to the date of signature 
by the President of the independent 
offices bill; so employees will not have 
two kinds of leave, and there will not be 
conflict. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. I intend to 
yield the floor, but may I, before doing 
so, ask the Senator from South Caro- 
lina whether I am correct in believing 
that he is willing to take this amend- 
ment to conference? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I may say that I have talked with sev- 
eral members of the committee about 
the amendment. Knowing the condi- 
tions which exist in the navy yards of 
the United States—and I understand 
it is mostly the navy yard workers who 
are affected by this amendment, because 
their wage scale is fixed not according 
to the rules of the civil service, but by 
the prevailing wages in the commu- 
nity—as the amendment affects them 
differently from other civil-service work- 
ers, and since it is worded as it is, with 
the “if” in it, we are willing to take it 
to conference. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I am glad the 
Senator is willing to take the amend- 
ment to conference. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I 
think one point should be clarified for 
the Senator from Massachusetts. Blue- 
collar workers are not at all confined to 
workers in the navy yards. They are 
skilled workers who come under the ju- 
risdiction of local wage boards. They 
are not under the classified service, as 
such. Therefore, they are in an entirely 
different category. They might be found 
in the navy yard at Quonset Point or at 
a torpedo station or at any other estab- 
lishment. They constitute a group of 
about 600,000 skilled workers. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Senator from Rhode Island. So far as 
I knew, they were navy-yard workers. 
In my answer to the Senator from Ne- 
braska, I said I was not sure. I appre- 
ciate the information furnished by the 
Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. I think it ought to be 
clarified in the Recorp, because there 
may be other workers to whom the term 
is applied. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
For instance, we have a large group in 
South Carolina at the present time, at 
the H-bomb plant. Wherever new in- 
stallations are begun, and where any 
construction is under way by the Gov- 
ernment, where civilians are employed, 
perhaps for a month or 6 weeks, or even 
a year, on a temporary basis, mostly, 
such employees are hired at the prevail- 
ing wage in the community. So their 
status is a little bit different from that 
of civil-service workers. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 
Senator for his statement. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I yield to the 
Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. They are to be found 
in the Agricultural Department, they are 
to be found in the Bureau of Engraving 
and Printing, and in numerous other 
Federal agencies. They are skilled 
workers, not within the classified serv- 
ice, but under the jurisdiction of local 
wage boards. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, if the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts will permit me, 
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I should like to address an inquiry to the 
chairman of the committee. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Would the 
Senator be willing to let this amend- 
ment be adopted, since there is an agree- 
ment that it is to be taken to conference? 
If so, and after that is done, I shall yield 
the floor. 

Mr. CASE. I have no objection to 
doing that, except that this is a con- 
venient opportunity for me to get the at- 
tention of the chairman of the commit- 
tee, while we are dealing with interpre- 
tations of the bill. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If the Senator 
from South Dakota will wait until the 
Senate acts on this amendment, he will 
then be able to obtain the floor in his 
own right. I should like to have the 
amendment adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from 
Massachusetts, for himself and the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
MAYBANK], which amendment has been 
accepted by the Senator from South 
Carolina, 

The amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr.PASTORE. Mr. President, touch- 
ing somewhat on the question which was 
suggested by the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. Dirksen], on behalf of the com- 
mittee I suggest a modification of the 
committee's amendment, which I ask to 
have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com- 
mittee amendments on page 11 after line 
3, it is proposed to insert: 

(8) Section 601 of the Independent Offices 
Appropriation Act, 1952. 


And on page 12, line 18, after the 
numerals “1952”, to insert: “except that 
paragraph (8) of section 7 (a) shall take 
effect as of the date of enactment of the 
Independent Offices Appropriation Act, 
1952.” 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I 
should like to make a brief explanation 
of what the amendment proposes to ac- 
complish. In the event the bill which 
we are now considering, Senate bill 832, 
becomes law, this amendment would re- 
peal section 601 of the independent of- 
fices bill because the pending bill would 
become effective as of January 6, 1952. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield to the Senator 
from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If I may ask a ques- 
tion of the very able Senator from Rhode 
Island, this is not an amendment to the 
independent offices appropriation bill it- 
self, is it? 

Mr. PASTORE. No; it is not. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Therefore, the pro- 
vision agreed to in conference, that an- 
nual leave shall not exceed 20 working 
days inside the continental limits of the 
United States will continue to apply un- 
til the bill before us becomes law, will 
it not? 

Mr. PASTORE. It will continue to 
apply, and will become effective, if that 
bill shall be enacted. But should the 
pending bill be enacted, either in the 
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meantime, or afterward, it will repeal 
that provision. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. But naturally, only if 
the pending bill shall be passed by the 
House and signed by the President. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is correct. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I congratulate the 
Senator from Rhode Island upon the 
very deft way in which he has worked 
out this arrangement. The Senator 
from. Rhode Island has, I think, per- 
formed a real public service in dove- 
tailing these two bits of public legisla- 
tion in this fashion. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator vield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Frankly, as chair- 
man of the subcommittee handling the 
independent offices bill, I do not know 
whether the House will accept the Sen- 
ate amendment to the bill or not. There 
is to be a vote on agreeing to the con- 
ference report. So, as chairman of the 
committee, I am saying that the bill may 
be returned to the conference. I hope 
it will not. Tf the pending bill shall be 
passed, the language now under consid- 
eration will serve as a substitute for the 
provision in the independent offices bill. 
Tf it shall not be passed, I do not know 
what the situation will re. A 

Mr. PASTORE. If it should not be- 
come the law, the leave would remain at 
26 days. 

Mr. MAYBANK. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. 
but at 20. 

Mr. PASTORE. 
talking about? 

Mr. MAYBANK. We are talking about 
the independent offices appropriation 
bill, to which the so-called Douglas 
amendment was added by the Senate. 
The conferees agreed to the amendment 
in conference, but I do not know what 
action the House may take about it. The 
bill may be sent back to conference. I 
may say I saw in the press that some 
of the House conferees, as Senators 
know, had refused to sign because of the 
omission of the Jensen amendment. 
Therefore, if the bill is sent back to con- 
ference, I should like to know what to 
do, because I do not want to be placed 
in an embarrassing position. I am for 
the action taken by the Senate, and I 
do not want to be misunderstood, but 
I should like to know whether it is still 
the desire of the Senate that I should 
hold out, or do the best I can in the 
interest of the amendment which was 
adopted by the Senate, by a large vote. 
It may come back to conference, though 
I hope it will not. I am merely looking 
into the future. 

Mr. PASTORE. Let me answer by say- 
ing that, unless the amendment now 
offered shall be adopted, the Douglas 
amendment will take effect. That 
beh: make the leave 20 days, instead 
of 26. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is not the Sena- 
tor’s intention, is it, when the confer- 
ence report on the independent offices 
appropriation bill comes before the Sen- 
ate, to move to strike out the provision 


No. 
No; not at 26 days, 


Which bill are we 
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for 20 days’ leave in that bill, unless the 
pending bill has become law by that 
time? 

Mr. PASTORE. Unless this bill is 
passed 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator 
mean that there will be no effort made 
to eliminate that section unless the bill 
before us has become law? 

Mr. PASTORE. That is correct. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, the 
substance of the language is that a 20- 
day leave shall be granted, and no leave 
can be increased. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. Is it not a fact that if the 
conference report on the independent 
offices appropriation bill is now agreed to 
by the House and the Senate we shall 
have a toehold upon the problem of re- 
ducing or reforming the present annu- 
al-leave provision, and that we ought 
not to relinquish it, pending final action 
on this bill? 

Mr. PASTORE. If the President signs 
the pending bill, it will become law, and 
the leave will automatically be cut from 
26 days to 20 days. f 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, it seems 
to me that we should not lose our grip 
on that which we have accomplished by 
the Douglas amendment to the inde- 
pendent offices appropriation bill until 
such time as the pending bill or some 
other bill of similar import may be 
enacted. 

Mr. PASTORE. That will be pre- 
cisely the case. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to make it clear that because of 
the various amendments, the Douglas 
amendment, the Jensen amendment, the 
Ferguson amendment, and so forth, the 
conferees agreed on the Douglas amend- 
ment, with an amendment to the effect 
that no leave can be increased. I want 
to make that perfectly clear. Any em- 
Ployee who gets 15 days leave now will 
get only 15 days. Any employee who 
gets 26 days now will be cut to 20 days. 
The Senate conferees gave in on a great 
many things with the hope that we 
could work out an agreement on the 
Douglas amendment. I want the Sen- 
ate to know that, under the Douglas 
amendment, leave can be reduced from 
26 days to 20 days, but cannot be in- 
creased. From what I read of the state- 
ment of the Senator from Illinois every 
employee would be allowed 20 days. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I said that at a later 
time I would favor supplementary legis- 
lation to raise postal employees’ leave to 
20 days. I stated that I intended to 
equalize the leave of postal workers when 
the Senate took up the post office appro- 
priation bill. 

Mr. MAYBANK. That is clearly un- 
derstood, because supplemental legisla- 
tion in connection with the bill was 
mentioned in the conference report. If 
the conference report should be agreed 
to, any employee getting 26 days’ leave 
will be reduced to 20 days. Leave can- 
not be increased unless there is addi- 
tional legislation, 

Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
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Mr. PASTORE. I yield to the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am not quite clear 
about what the Senator from South 
Carolina has explained. The Douglas 
rider would reduce leave from 26 to 20 
days. 

Mr. MAYBANK. That is correct. 

Mr. PASTORE. Not including those 
in the postal service. They were not 
affected at all. 

Mr, LEHMAN. As I understand, un- 
less the bill which is now pending is 
passed, according to the plan adopted by 
the conference, it would not be possible 
to equalize the leave of employees in the 
postal service. 

Mr. MAYBANK. That is what I 
wanted the Senate to know. Iam not in 
favor of that. 

Mr. LEHMAN, I am not, either. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I wanted the Senate 
to know in no uncertain terms that the 
Douglas amendment will reduce the 
leave of employees from 26 to 20 days, 
and there can be no adjustment of any 
leave below 20 days. The House added 
additional language to the Douglas 
amendment to make that certain. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Rhode Island yield fur- 
ther? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I want to be perfectly 
sure in connection with this situation. 
As I understand, unless we pass the bill 
now under consideration we are faced 
with the situation, by reason of the 
Douglas amendment, that there can be 
no readjustment of leave for postal- 
service employees. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. May Isay to my good 
friend from New York, for whom I have 
great affection, that I have stated my 
intention of equalizing the leave of post- 
al employees with that of classified 
workers? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Rhode Island has the floor 
and has yielded to the Senator from New 
York. 

Mr. PASTORE. I think the Senator 
from Illinois made it abundantly clear 
that he was not proposing anything for 
employees in the postal service, but was 
going to do that at some future time. 
His amendment applies only to em- 
ployees in the classified service. Unless 
Senate bill 832 passes, postal service 
employees will remain exactly as they 
now are. 

Mr. LEHMAN. If it passes, leave for 
them can be equalized with that of other 
Government employees. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Rhode Island yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I think a little confusion exists. If the 
independent offices appropriation bill is 
passed and signed by the President, it 
becomes the law immediately. There- 
fore, the pending amendment would not 
affect the situation at all unless and un- 
til the President signed the bill to which 
it is proposed. Then it would repeal the 
provision in the independent offices bill 
on the subject of leave. But should that 
bill remain in conference and should be 
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passed later, after the bill now pending 
was passed, the pending bill would have 
the effect of law and would repeal 
the leave provision of the other bill. We 
want the bill now before the Senate 
to be the law in regard to leave, because 
we have made an extended study of the 
question and think that it will save the 
Government more money all the way 
through. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be privi- 
leged to address a question to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from South Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Which 
Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The senior Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator may proceed. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I am 
in a rather embarrassing position, be- 
cause I believe in legislation through 
committees, as my junior colleague well 
knows. But a task is given to me, and I 
shall be glad to reply to any questions 
I can answer. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I have the as- 
surance of the senior Senator from South 
Carolina that even if we pass the bill 
which is now before the Senate, the con- 
ferees on the independent offices appro- 
priation bill will work to hold the 20-day 
provision in that bill? In other words, 
I do not want the passage of this bill to 
hurt the cause of the 20-day provision 
in the independent offices appropria- 
tion bill. For if the pending Pastore bill 
fails to pass in the House, we shall need 
the 20-day clause as a safety net for 
economy. Will the Senator and his aides 
stand in conference like Stonewall Jack- 
son in this matter? 

Mr. MAYBANK. I appreciate what 
the Senator has said, but I was instructed 
by the Senate, and I shall never go back 
on the instructions which the Senate 
gave me until the instructions are with- 
drawn. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE, I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Strange things often 
happen in conference, and no one on a 
conference committee can ever give as- 
surance as to what will happen. I was 
going to Suggest that if for any reason 
a parliamentary snarl may cause us to 
lose some of the advantages we have 
achieved by the Douglas amendment, 
either body can always attach language 
to an appropriation bill which will make 
it flexible and which will achieve what 
we have in mind. So when we speak of 
a toehold, I do not believe there is any 
danger of losing that advantage. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. PASTORE. Has the proposed 
modification been made a part of the 
committee amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands that the Senator 
from Rhode Island has presented a pro- 
posed modification of the committee 
amendment. The Chair understands 
that it is not necessary for the Senate 
to agree to such modification, The 
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Senator from Rhode Island still has the 
floor. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. HO Is it correct to say 
that the Senator from Rhode Island has 
sent up the proposed amendment as a 
committee amendment? It does not so 
show upon its face. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understood it to be a modification 
of the committee amendment. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will state it. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not correct that 
the amendment has to be voted upon be- 
fore it is written into the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will interrogate the Senator from 
Rhode Island. Did the Senator from 
Rhode Isl..nd send up the amendment as 
a modification of the committee amend- 
ment? In that event, the Chair under- 
stands it does not have to be voted upon; 
otherwise, it does. 

Mr. PASTORE. What I sent to the 
desk, Mr. President, is a modification of 
the committee amendment, to be made 
a part of the committee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The 
Chair then understands it does not have 
to be voted upon. 

Mr. PASTORE. Because of the fact 
that I believe there is some doubt in the 
mind of the Senator from Ftorida, I will 
say that all it proposes to do is to repeal 
the so-called Douglas rider in the event 
that the pending bill shall become law as 
of January 6, 1952. That is all it does. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not correct to 
say that the amendment as sent to the 
desk is not sent in the form of a com- 
mittee amendment, but instead as an 
amendment to be proposed by the junior 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. JOHN- 
STON]? 

Mr. PASTORE. In answer to that 
question let me say that it was drafted 
as an amendment. Then I took up with 
the Parliamentarian the question as to 
what I should do about it, and he said 
that if it was coming out of the commit- 
tee with the sanction of the committee I 
could suggest it as a modification. That 
is what I did. I know that the word 
“amendment” appears on it, but if it is 
going to make anybody happy I will cross 
a line through the word “amendment.” 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. So far as the Sena- 
tor from Florida is concerned he is not 
interested in the question of happiness 
one way or the other. He wants to find 
out just what the proposal is. If it 
comes with the sanction of the full com- 
mittee on the same standing as the com- 
mittee amendment, he thinks the pro- 
posal should so state, and that then the 
Senator from Rhode Island would be 
correct in referring to it as a modifica- 
tion of the committee amendment. But 
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as it appears, it is an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by Mr. JoHNSTON 
of South Carolina to the committee 
amendment, which is a far different 
thing from the committee modifying its 
own amendment. The Senator from 
Florida simply wants correctly stated in 
the Recorp what the proposed amend- 
ment is. If it be a modification of the 
committee amendment, let it be so stated, 
and be so adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. When 
the Senator from Rhode Island sent the 
proposal to the desk the Chair under- 
stood it to be a modification of the com- 
mittee amendment, and so stated. The 
Chair may be in error. 

Mr. PASTORE. The proposal con- 
tains the name of the Senator from 
South Carolina. I think the Senator 
from South Carolina ought to state what 
it is. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
It was the intention of the committee 
that the language of the proposal be 
carried in the bill, but when the bill was 
reported the language was not contained 
in it. It carries my name for the reason 
that I am chairman of the committee, 
and for that reason only. It is presented 
by reason of the fact that an error was 
made in not including the provision 
when the bill was drafted. 

Mr. President, if the language is not 
included in the bill, the result will be 
that we will have two or three different 
kind of leave systems in a short period 
of months. It is proposed by the lan- 
guage to clear up the situation, so we will 
not jump from one leave system to 
another, and from that to another. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is 
the understanding of the Chair that the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JOHNSTON] agrees with the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. Pastore] that the lan- 
guage is a modification of the commit- 
tee amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is true. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the 
Chair’s opinion, a vote of the Senate 
is not required on it. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Rhode Island yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask a question of the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. Jonnston], chair- 
man of the full committee, for interpre- 
tative purposes in connection with the 
bill. On page 7 of the report there is a 
paragraph which relates to paragraph 
(h) as it appears on page 7 of the bill. 
The paragraph on page 7 of the report 

Says: 

Paragraph (h) provides that an employee 
may use at any time during the calendar year 
the full amount of leave that will accrue to 
him during the year. 


Reference to the bill indicates that that 
description is correct; but the paragraph 
of the report goes on also to say: 

However, in the event he leaves the serv- 
ice before such leave has been actually 
earned, a refund will be required for the 
unliquidated amount. 
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I do not find that language in the 
committee amendment or in the bill. 
It may be in the bill. I thought that 
as a matter of the legislative history of 
the bill it should be understood that 
posting or use of the leave does not 
create entitlement until it is actually 
earned, and I should like to have the 
confirmation of the chairman of the 
committee on that point. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I am very glad the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota has brought up 
that point. It was the intention of the 
committee in drafting the bill that in 
case anyone should draw more leave 
pay than he was entitled to up to the 
time of his discharge or retirement, he 
should pay back to the Government any 
amount of leave pay he had overdrawn. 
Does that answer the Senator’s ques- 
tion? 

Mr. CASE. That is, that in the settle- 
ment of any terminal leave or final pay 
check, if the employee was overdrawn 
a proper deduction would be made? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is true. I should like to cay that 
there is no law on the subject at the 
present time. But in case any employee 
overdraws his leave and he has retire- 
ment pay or salary pay owing to him, 
the amount he has overdrawn is de- 
ducted from the retirement pay or sal- 
ary before it is turned over to the em- 
ployees. That does not change the pres- 
ent law. 

Mr. CASE. It is important to inake 
that clear, because the committee re- 
port does suggest that as a matter of 
bookkeeping the amount of leave be 
posted at the beginning of a year. I 
think that is a good recommendation, 
because this permits the leave to be 
taken by various employees in a branch 
under some orderly procedure, and not 
have to wait until the end of the year 
and have everyone go on leave at the 
same time or have the accrued leave 
create a cash obligation finally in ter- 
minal leave. In practical operation it 
is necessary to distribute leave over the 
year, but if an employee quits his em- 
ployment before he has earned all the 
leave he has taken it should be taken 
care of in the final accounting by de- 
ducting or offset or repayment, which- 
ever is appropriate. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is correct. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Rhode Island yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 

Mr. THYE. Does the bill propose to 
allow all Federal employees, in every de- 
partment of Government, the same 
annual leave and sick leave? Will the 
bill include postal employees? 

Mr. PASTORE. It will include postal 
employees. 

Mr. THYE. In other words, the 
annual leave of all Federal employees 
will be on an equal basis right across the 
board, whether they be postal employees 
or employees of the Treasury Depart- 
ment or of any other agency of Govern- 
ment? 

Mr. PASTORE. With a few excep- 
tions. I think that is a matter which 
ought to be clarified. On pages 2 and 
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3 of the bill the exceptions are enumer- 
ated, beginning at the bottom of page 2. 
For instance, they are as follows: 

(A) teachers and librarians of the public 
schools of the District of Columbia; 

(B) part-time officers and employees for 
whom there has not been established a regu- 
lar tour of duty covering at least 5 days in 
any administrative workweek; 

(C) temporary employees engaged on con- 
struction work at hourly rates; 

(D) employees of the Canal Zone Govern- 
ment and the Panama Canal Company when 
employed on the Isthmus of Panama; 

(E) commissioned officers of the Public 
Health Service; 

(F) commissioned officers of the Coast and 
Geodetic Survey; 

(G) doctors, dentists, and nurses in the 
Bureau of Medicine and Surgery of the 
Veterans’ Administration; and 

(H) officers and employees of the Senate 
and House of Representatives. 


That is about all. 

Mr. THYE. With respect to those who 
are exempt under this provision, how 
will their annual leave be governed? 

Mr. PASTORE. It is already speci- 
fied. For instance, with reference to em- 
ployees in the Canal Zone, under the law 
it is considered that for health rehabili- 
tation purposes they must come back to 
the United States ever so often. So 
under the present law they are allowed 
to combine their annual leave and sick 
leave, and they can come back for 40 ½ 
days in any one year. 

Mr. THYE. That gives an explana- 
tion of that feature. However, if this 
bill is enacted postal employees will be 
considered on the same basis as any 
other employees of the Government. 

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. President, I have prepared an ex- 
planation of the bill which would require 
about 15 minutes to recite. I am per- 
fectly willing that it be printed in the 
REcoRD as a part of my remarks. I ask 
unanimous consent that that be done. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR PASTORE—EXPLANA- 
TION oF S. 832 


S. 832, the bill we are now considering, is 
the product of extended hearings and con- 
siderable study on the part of the Senate 
Comznittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 
It is designed to provide for a graduated 
system of annual leave and sick leave for all 
civilian officers and employees of the United 
States and of the government of the District 
of Columbia, including officers ard employees 
of corporations wholly owned or controlled 
by the United States. 

Under the present law, most employees now 
earn leave at the rate of 26 days per year. 
However, many inequities exist under the 
present system. While permanent classified 
employees earn leave at the rate of 26 days, 
temporary employees are granted 30 days’ 
leave. On the other hand, postal employees 
in the field service are allowed to earn only 
15 days’ leave per year. 

I cite one glaring example that came to 
our attention. Right here in Washington 
on Pennsylvania Avenue in the postal de- 
partment offices, the employees earn leave 
at the rate of 26 days per annum, while down 
on the first floor of the same building, em- 
ployees of the Ben Franklin Post Office earn 
only 15 days, simply by virtue of their clas- 
sification as employees of the field service 
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of the Post Office Department. The com- 
mittee strongly feels that wherever practi- 
cable, all Government employees should be 
treated on the same basis. 

In view of the recent action of the Senate 
in expressing its belief that the present 
Federal employee leave system is too liberal, 
and while not wholly agreeing with this 
philosophy, the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service recommends the provi- 
sions of S. 832, as amended, as being highly 
preferable to the Douglas leave rider to the 
independent offices appropriation bill. S. 
832, in its amended form, would save the 
Government 5,000,000 workdays with a cash 
value of $38,000,000 over and beyond the 
savings that would result from the Douglas 
rider. Annual savings under S, 832 will 
amount to over 15,000,000 workdays with 
a cash value of approximately $178,000,000. 
Under the Douglas rider, the savings will 
be in excess of 11,000,000 workdays with a 
cash value of $140,000,000. Both these esti- 
mates are based on a coverage of 1,859,000 
employees, exclusive of the field employees 
of the Post Office Department. 

Although the committee has been study- 
ing the leave problem for the past 2½ years, 
and numerous bills to alter the leave sys- 
tem of postal employees have been sub- 
mitted to the Post Office Department for 
study and comment, the committee has been 
unable to obtain the cooperation of the De- 
partment in this matter and as a result can- 
not offer any recommendations that have 
been approved or disapproved by the Post 
Office Department. The best estimates 
available, however, are that inclusion of the 
half million field employees of the Post Of- 
fice Department under either S. 832 or the 
Douglas rider will reduce the estimated sav- 
ings by some twenty-five or thirty million 
dollars. 

The Bureau of the Budget and the Civil 
Service Commission both endorse the adop- 
tion of a graduated system of annual leave 
based on length of service. 

The committee feels that a system of 
granting annual leave at a graduated rate 
based on the length of service of the indi- 
vidual employee has a great deal of merit. 

Such a practice prevails rather generally 
in private industry. However, it must be 
recognized that Federal employees, unlike 
employees in private industry, are required 
to charge every absence from official duty 
to some form of leave. In private industry, 
incidental leave for such purposes as paying 
taxes, attending funerals, car inspection and 
participation in civic enterprises and the 
transaction of personal business is granted 
without charge to an employee’s vacation 
time. Therefore, any system adopted for 
Federal use must not only provide for ade- 
quate vacations but must also allow a few 
additional days each year for incidental use. 

It is difficult to justify a system under 
which a new employee earns the same 
amount of annual leave during the first 
year of his employment as does an employee 
who has been with the Government for 25 
or 30 years. It is even more difficult to 
justify a system under which a temporary 
employee earns leave at a greater rate than 
a permanent employee. These seeming in- 
equities are corrected by che provisions of 
this bill, in addition to the substantial sav- 
ings that are accomplished. 

S. 832, as amended, provides for annual 
leave at the rate of 13 days per year for em- 
ployees with less than 2 years’ service. It 
provides for 20 days to those with 2 but less 
than 15 years’ service and 26 days to those 
with 15 or more years of service. Coverage 
is extended to a number of groups of Fed- 
eral employees now subject to special leave 
laws. In this category are the employees of 
the postal field service, the employees of 
the Foreign Service under the Department 
of State and judges of the municipal court 
of the District of Columbia. 
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The committee is at the present time mak- 
ing a study of the possibility of covering Fed- 
eral employees with severance pay or some 
plan for terminal-leave compensation. 

Included in the provisions of S. 832, as 
amended, is a repeal on the date of enact- 
ment of section 601 of H. R. 3880 of the 
Douglas and Thomas riders to limit annual 
leave to 20 days and to restrict the carry- 
ing over of accumulated leave from year to 
year. It is the opinion of the committee that 
employees should not be restricted from 
building up a fair amount of leave as a safe- 
guard in the absence of unemployment com- 
pensation or terminal-leave pay. The com- 
mittee feels it is most unfair to restrict ac- 
cumulation and reduce leave earnings at the 
same time. S. 832 continues the privilege 
under which employees may accumulate an- 
nual leave in an amount not to exceed 60 
days. It also reduces and standardizes the 
maximum accumulation of employees, ex- 
cept Foreign Service, outside the continental 
limits of the United States at 90 days. 

Under the present law, and the Douglas 
rider does not affect this, over 8,000 em- 
ployees of the Foreign Service of the Depart- 
ment of State are subject to the Foreign 
S -vice Act of 1946. This act gives such em- 
ployees 60 calendar-days annual leave and 
15 calendar-days sick leave per year. The 
act permits an accumulation of annual leave 
in an amount not to exceed 180 days and an 
5 of sick leave not to exceed 120 

ays. 

S. 832 places the employees of the Foreign 
Service under the graduated system for pur- 
poses of annual and sick leave while outside 
the continental limits of the United States. 

In addition, it provides for home leave for 
employees of the Foreign Service at the rate 
of 1 week for each 4 months of service 
abroad. This allowance may be accumulated 
for future use, but it is not to be the basis 
for terminal leave or lump-sum payments. 
The committee intends that a leave of ab- 
sence under this provision be granted only 
during one or between two consecutive as- 
signments abroad. Employees of the For- 
eign Service are not allowed the 90 days 
but are limited to an accumulation of 60 
days while overseas because of this home- 
leave provision. 

Section 4 of the bill now under discussion 

provides that employees shall earn sick leave 
at the rate of 13 days per year. At present 
employees earn 15 days sick leave per annum, 
All indications are that an annual allowance 
of 15 days for sick leave is perhaps too lib- 
eral since it was brought out at the hearings 
that the average use of sick leave per em- 
ployee ranges between 7 to 9 days per year. 
On the other hand, the committee is of the 
opinion that the present restrictions on the 
maximum accumulation is too strict. To 
correct this condition, the amount of the 
yearly credit is reduced to 13 days, while 
unlimited accumulation is allowed. It has 
been brought to the attention of the com- 
mittee that when an employee approaches 
or has reached the 90-day accumulation, 
the 15 days sick leave earned by him each 
year have little or no value. Human nature 
being what it is, things of little value are 
treated lightly, and, accordingly, the indis- 
criminate use of sick leave may follow. If, 
on the other hand, there were no limit on 
the amount of sick leave an employee could 
accumulate, there would be more of an in- 
clination to preserve it carefully as assur- 
ance against prolonged illnesses in the fu- 
ture. 
It is also important to point out to the 
Members of the Senate that under the pro- 
visions of S. 832, with the cooperation of 
the Bureau of the Budget, provisions have 
been made for a more businesslike and eco- 
nomical administration of annual and sick 
leave. Accordingly, the effective date of this 
bill would be January 6, 1952, the beginning 
date of the first biweekly pay period start- 
ing in the calendar year 1952. 
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Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I 
shall give a very brief explanation of all 
the salient features of the bill. 

As was brought out in the beginning, 
the bill applies not only only to civil 
service employees, but also to the postal 
employees of the United States Govern- 
ment. There are a few exceptions, as I 
have already enumerated in answering 
the question of the Senator from Minne- 
sota [Mr. THYE]. 

The bill grants 15 days annual leave 
to Federal employees who have been em- 
ployed by the Federal Government for 
not more than 2 years. Those who have 
been employed between 2 and 15 years 
are allowed 20 days annual leave, as sug- 
gested by the Douglas amendment. 
Those who havė worked for the Fed- 
eral Government for more than 15 years 
are entitled to 26 days annual leave. 

For purposes of saving, I point out 
that the annual savings under Sen- 
ate bill 832, which is the, bill we are 
now discussing, will amount to more 
than 15,000,000 work days, with a cash 
value of approximately $178,000,000. 
Under the Douglas rider, the savings 
would be in excess of 11,000,000 work 
days, with a cash value of $140,000,000. 

The bill proposes to save $38,000,000 
over and above the Douglas rider, but it 
does not take into consideration the 
postal clerks, which might reduce the 
saving by $25,000,000 or $30,000,000. 

This plan of annual leave was adopted 
by the committee principally because it 
is in conformity with what is being done 
in private industry. The committee 
thought it was rather unfair that any- 
one who came to work for the Federal 
Government should be entitled to as 
much annual leave the first year he was 
employed by the Government as would 
be an employee who had worked for the 
Government 15 or 20 years. That is 
the reason why we feel that the gradu- 
ated system is more equitable. It does 
greater justice among the various em- 
ployees of the Federal Government. 

Under the law a Federal employee may 
accumulate up to 60 days annual leave. 
That is the present law. That also ap- 
plies to members of the Foreign Service. 
I think it will be of interest to Senators 
to know that the Douglas rider does not 
affect employees in the Foreign Service 
of the Department of State. There are 
8,000 such employees. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President,. will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. My amendment does 
not affect the Foreign Service employees 
except for those on home duty. As the 
Senator from Rhode Island is well aware, 
members of the Foreign Service receive 
60 calendar days leave. I think that it 
is quite proper for Foreign Service em- 
ployees on foreign duty to have more 
leave than employees in the United 
States, because of the time required to 
come home. However, the law was in- 
terpreted as meaning that members of 
the Foreign Service on duty in the United 
States should also receive 60 days leave, 
or 8½ weeks, They became the most 
privileged class in the United States. 
Indeed, one might say of them what our 
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Savior said when he spoke of the lilies of 
the field: 

They toil not, they spin not, and yet 
Solomon in all his glory was not arrayed 
like one of these. 


I am very glad that we are taking ac- 
tion in this field. I am glad to say that 
my amendment cut the 60 days down to 
20 days for home service. I believe that 
foreign service leave should be greater 
than that given for home service, but 
my amendment reduced it on home 
service. 

Mr. PASTORE. Let me explain to 
Members of the Senate how the bill would 
work. 

At the present time employees in the 
Foreign Service—and there are 8,000 of 
them—can earn 60 calendar days of an- 
nual leave and 15 calendar days of sick 
leave a year. It makes very little dif- 
ference whether they happen to be in 
or out of the United States. The law 
permits an accumulation of annual leave 
in the amount not to exceed 180 days, 
and an accumulation of sick leave not to 
exceed 120 days. That is the law to- 
day. 

The bill would place the employees of 
the Foreign Service under the graduated 
system for purposes of annual and sick 
leave while outside the continental limits 
of the United States. In addition, it 
would provide for the home leave for 
employees of the Foreign Service at the 
rate of 1 week for each 4 weeks of 
service abroad. This allowance may be 
accumulated for future use, but it is 
not to be the basis for terminal leave 
or lump-sum payments. The committee 
intends that a leave of absence under 
this provision shall be granted only dur- 
ing one or between two consecutive as- 
signments abroad. The reason is very 
simple. We do not want anyone to earn 
this home leave, which is being given 
for purposes of orientation, and then 
come back with a large amount of accu- 
mulated leave and try to cash it in, or 
dissociate himself from the Federal Gov- 
ernment. The employee must come back 
home, orient himself, and then return to 
the service. 

The bill, if enacted, would take effect 
as of January 6, 1952. The reason for 
that is very obvious. It would involve 
a very serious bookkeeping situation if 
we had two or three different types of 
annual-leave systems in one calendar 
year. That is the reason why we made 
the bill effective as of January 6, 1952, 
overriding the Douglas amendment from 
now until January 6, 1952, because at 
the present time there is an allowance 
of 26 days annual leave. The Douglas 
amendment for the next couple of 
months would allow 20 days. Then this 
bill would provide a graduated system, 
and by the time we reached January 6, 
1952, we would have a veritable mess. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 
if the independent offices appropriation 
bill were to be passed and signed, with 
the amendment which I had the honor 
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of sponsoring, it would go into effect on 
the day of its approval by the President? 

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator is cor- 
rect, 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If that were to hap- 
pen within the next few days, that would 
mean roughly the 1st of August. There- 
fore between the 1st of August and the 
6th of January, even if this bill without 
the modification were passed, leave 
would be reduced from 26 to 20 days. 

Mr. PASTORE. Yes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. And there would be 
a saving of something like $50,000,000, 
whereas if the modification which the 
Senator proposes to the committee 
amendment is put into effect, the savings 
will begin only on the 6th of January. 
While it may very well be that at the 
annual rate, the savings from the 6th of 
January on would be in excess of what 
the savings would be under my amend- 
ment, up until the 6th of January we 
would still be containing with the present 
excessive leave system, with $50,000,000 
more being paid out than if my amend- 
ment were placed in effect, without the 
clause which has been added to the bill. 

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator is ab- 
solutely correct. The committee felt 
that this graduated system was being ac- 
cepted more or less in substitution for the 
Douglas rider. As Senators will remem- 
ber, the debate on the floor at the time 
indicated that it was the sense of the 
Senate that the rider was more or less 
provocative and designed to get the com- 
mittee moving. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It had that effect. 

Mr. PASTORE. : The Senator from 
Illinois provoked us so much that we 
broke all records insofar as speed was 
concerned. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I wish to congratu- 
late the chairman and members of the 
committee. The rider seems to have 
had a very stimulating effect. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
notice that at page 2 of the report it is 
stated: 

The committee is at the present time mak- 
ing a study of the possibility of covering 
Federal employees with unemployment in- 
surance or some plan for terminal-leave 
compensation. 


I have read that statement to the 
Senator from Rhode Island, and I should 
like to make the following comment if 
he will permit me to do so: I fully con- 
cur in the graduated system. At the 
time we were discussing the Douglas 
amendment I said to the Senator from 
Rhode Island it was my desire that the 
question be acted upon by the commit- 
tee, and that if the committee approved 
a graduated-leave system it was my in- 
tention to support the action of the com- 
mittee. However, it is fair to point out, 
since the Senator from Rhode Island has 
stated it was the desire of the committee 
to put the matter on a somewhat com- 
parable basis with private employment, 
and to relate sick and annual leave of 
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employees of the Federal Government to 
standards prevailing in private industry, 
that in private industry an employee 
who is involuntarily removed from the 
payrolls is given the benefit, under Fed- 
eral law, through State agencies, of 
unemployment insurance compensation. 

I recognize that it is a separate prob- 
lem. Iknow the committee did not have 
the time to go into all the details con- 
nected with such a problem. At the 
same time, if the Senator from Rhode 
Island will permit me to do so, I should 
like to enter into the Recorp an analysis 
of annual leave and unemployment 
compensation for Federal employees, 
which I have had prepared, with appro- 
priate tables showing the turn-over rate 
in Federal employment, and making an 
analysis of the separation rate of each 
agency of the Federal Government, with 
proper reference to the accumulation 
of leave on the part of employees who 
have 1 to 5 years, 5 to 10 years, and 15 
to 20 years of service. 

The only purpose for making my state- 
ment is to give to the committee my 
evaluation of the problem for the pur- 
poses of further study. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that at the conclusion of the re- 
marks of the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land my statement and statistical analy- 
sis be included in the body of the RECORD., 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

(See appendix 1.) 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should just like 
to assure the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land that it is vary gratifying to me, and 
I am sure it is also gratifying to other 
Senators, that the Senator from Rhode 
Island, the Senator from South Carolina, 
and the other members of the committee 
have taken such prompt and consider- 
ate action. 

I served as chairman of the subcom- 
mittee in the Eighty-first Congress, sec- 
ond session, which initiated some of the 
studies involved in a solution of the leave 
problem. The Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DoucLtas] very rightfully pointed out 
that some agencies of thc Government 
were dragging their feet in presenting 
material to the committee. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Notably the Bureau 
of the Budget and the Civil Service Com- 
mission, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Rhode Island yielded to 
the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I appreciate the 
apt comment of my friend the Senator 
from Illinois. At the time the Senator 
from Illinois offered his rider, I voted 
against it, because I felt it was an inap- 
propriate way to do the job, as I stated 
to him privately and as I stated publicly 
on the floor. I believe the commitee has 
done a fair job and has made a decided 
improvement, not only in behalf of the 
Federal classified employee, but for all 
postal employees as well, who have long 
been denied equity and equality of 
treatment. 

I shall support the proposal of the 
Senator from Rhode Island, and I urge 
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that he take under consideration the 
next project, namely, unemployment in- 
surance and terminal pay. 

Mr. PASTORE. For the benefit of the 
Senator from Minnesota and Senators 
generally, I should like to state that the 
committee is now considering the subject 
of terminal or séverance pay. We felt 
it was rather unfortunate that while in 
private industry there exists unemploy- 
ment compensation under which an em- 
ployee who is separated from employ- 
ment can hold over until he acquires an- 
other job, the same is not true in Federal 
employment. 

Because of that situation the practice 
has grown in Federal employment of us- 
ing annual leave to build up a little cush- 
ion, so to speak, so that if an employee 1s 
separated he can lean on it for a while 
until he gets another job. I believe that 
in the consideration of annual leave and 
sick leave we should be very careful to 
take that point into consideration. 

In conclusion let me say that with ref- 
erence to sick leave we have cut it from 
15 days to 13 days. However, we have 
removed the ceiling. In other words, 
sick leave can be accumulated to any 
number of days, at the rate of 13 days a 
year. The reason for it was that the 
committee, after the hearings were held, 
reached the conclusion that on the aver- 
age only from 7 to 9 days were being 
used for sick leave purposes. By allow- 
ing employees to accumulate sick leave 
indefinitely it would build up enough sick 
leave which could be used legitimately 
for some chronic or prolonged illness. I 
believe it is more important to grant such 
sick leave than annual leave. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, it seems to 
me it should be made clear also that sick 
leave is not compensable. It must be 
used. Although it may accumulate, it 
may be used only for the purpose of 
eventually using it. It does not accu- 
mulate for the purpose of turning it into 
cash. 

Mr. PASTOR". We found that after 
an individual had accumulated his 90 
days of sick leave, which is the amount 
now allowed, because further accumula- 
tion was not possible, the tendency was, 
to begin to use up sick leave for some 
little reason or other. 

On the other hand, if an individual 
were allowed to build it up legitimately, 
he would have such leave available in 
the form of insurance, in the event he 
should be faced with the tragedy of a 
severe illness. He would be permitted 
to build up more sick leave for that 
purpose. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

APPENDIX 1 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR HUMPHREY 
ANNUAL LEAVE AND UNEMPLOYMENT ComM- 
PENSATION FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 

Annual leave rights of most Federal em- 
ployees are 26 days or 24% days per month, 
with a maximum accumulation of 60 days, 
or 12 calendar weeks on the basis of 5 work- 
ing days per week. 

Efforts are now being made to reduce the 
total number of days of annual leave al- 
lotted to Federal employees and to estab- 
lish a graduated system of leave based on 
length of service. 

The effect these proposals would have 
on Federal employees and on the Federal 
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employment service can be more accurately 
observed if the present system of use of 
annual leave is understood. 

There are now 1,258,070 Federal full-time 
employees. Table 1 in the Appendix shows 
the breakdown of these employees by years 
of service and compensation authority as 
of June 30, 1950. In 1949, there were 488,- 
000 separations from Federal service. Of 
these separations 234,000 were due to in- 
voluntary separations; 101,000 from reduc- 
tions in force; and 133,000 from termination 
of temporary employment. These separa- 
tions took place at the rate of 2.4 per 100 
employees per month for all Federal agen- 
cies, or 29 percent of the total number of 
employees were separated throughout the 
years. (Tables 2a and 2b in the appendix.) 

About 90 percent of the 133,000 termina- 
tions of temporary employees in 1949 had 
less than 1 year of Federal service. For 
all separated workers, an analysis of their 
retirement funds in 1949 indicated that 
they had about 2 years of Federal civilian 
service. 

It can be seen from these figures that 
there is a great turn-over in Government 
employees (29 percent each year) and that 
this turn-over occurs for the most part in 
that class of employee that has a very short 
term of Government service. 

Federal employees realize the risks of Fed- 
eral employment and also that there are no 
security measures now in effect to protect 
them if they happen to lose their jobs. As 
a result they do not take all the annual 
leave that they are allotted, but rather they 
accumulate the leave and keep it as a buffer 
for the period in which they are without a 
job. This becomes a form of terminal 
leave—or severance pay. 

This can readily be seen from the fact that 
a survey of 1,257,853 Federal employees 
showed that as of January 29, 1951, there 
was an average accumulation of annual 
leave of 31.4 days. The average value of 
this leave per employee was $462. The aver- 
age amount of leave per employee was lowest 
for those in the lower-wage levels and high- 
est for those in the higher-wage levels, 
Table 3 in the appendix presents this situ- 
ation in detail. 

It can thus be seen that annual leave is 
being used by Federal employees as a form 
of terminal leave, severance pay, or unem- 
ployment insurance. The proposals to re- 
duce this leave and to establish a system of 
graduated leave should therefore take ac- 
count of these statistical facts. I suggest 
that the appropriate committees of the 
Congress now turn their attention to the 
problem of severance pay or unemployment 
insurance. 

The following summary shows the num- 
ber of benefits employees in private industry 
have in addition to the unemployment com- 
pensation required by most State laws: 


“SUMMARY 


“This survey has presented annual-leave 
policies and patterns in various organiza- 
tons outside the Federal Government. The 
groups of employees included in the study 
are office, production, and scientific workers 
in industry, employees of nonprofit organi- 
zations, and of State and city governments. 

“It has been the purpose of the survey not 
only to present the facts concerning annual- 
vacation practices, but to explore the area of 
paid excused leave. 

“This survey can be summarized as fol- 
lows: 

“1. Virtually all of the organizations sur- 
veyed grant annual vacations. 

“2. Vacations for production workers in 
industry have been greatly liberalized in re- 
cent years. Five days after 1 year of service, 
10 days after 5 years, 15 days after 15 years 
is the prevailing practice. 

“3. For office workers in industry the gen- 
eral practice is 2 weeks after 1 year. The 
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2-week pattern prevails through 5 years of 
service. Information is not available on 
vacations for longer service employees. 

“4, For industrial scientists, 10 days after 
1 year of service is the practice, graduating to 
15 days after 15 years of service. 

“5. Nonprofit organizations grant an aver- 

age of 17 days’ vacation after 1 year of 
service. A majority of those with graduated 
system are limited to 15 days. Those with 
nongraduated systems average 24 days per 
year. 
“6. A majority of States and large cities 
grant vacations of from 11 to 15 days, with 
the average about 13. Graduation by length 
of service is not common in governmental 
units. 

“7. It is not the general practice outside 
governmental units to permit accumulation 
of vacation leave. 

“8. Eighty percent of the units reporting 
grant paid excused leave for emergencies and 
other personal reasons, in addition to vaca- 
tion and sick leave. 

“9, Excused leave is generally allowed in- 
formally with no definite maximum set up 
to limit the number of days per year. 

“10, Granting excused leave is common- 
ly left to the discretion of the supervisor.” 
(From report on annual leave by the Bureau 
of the Budget and the Civil Service Commis- 
sion, January 29, 1951.) 

Thus to put Federal employees on a par 
with those in private industry it would be 
necessary to allow them a comparabie sys- 
tem of annual leave and also an unemploy- 
ment compensation program so that they 
could actually use the annual leave. The 
unemployment compensation program could 
be handled in the following ways: 

Several alternative plans for providing un- 
employment insurance protection to Federal 
employees have been considered over the 
past few years, 

One method would be to enact a Federal 
program for all Federal personnel, civilian 
and military, with benefits paid by State 
employment security agencies as agents of 
the Federal Government. The amount and 
duration of benefits would be uniform for 
all eligible employees, as under the service- 
men’s readjustment allowance program, or 
the schedule of benefits could be related to 
wages and salaries, S. 1492, for example, 
introduced by Senator Lancer during the 
Eightieth Congress, covered Federal civilian 
employees and fixed weekly benefits as one- 
fourth of the basic weekly salary—at time of 
separation—or $20, whichever was greater, 
with uniform duration of 26 weeks. A Fed- 
eral program has been urged on the ground 
that Federal workers, apart from wage board 
employees, are paid according to the same 
salary, scale, regardless of location, and that 
they are all employed by the same employer. 
It has been opposed, however, mainly be- 
cause this approach treats Federal workers 
as a special or distinctive class and, depend- 
ing upon the benefit schedule, would pro- 
vide greater or lower benefits for unem- 
ployed Federal workers than for other un- 
employed workers with the same weekly 
earnings protected under State unemploy- 
ment insurance laws. 

A second method, as represented by H. R. 
8059 (McCormack), S. 3427 (Lucas), H. R. 
7331 (Young), and H. R. 6718 (Foranp), 
presented in the second session of the 
Eighty-first Congress, would give Federal 
workers the same protection as other workers 
under State unemployment insurance laws, 
but such laws would be required to meet 
Federal minimum-benefit standards, in- 
cluded in the same proposal. Such Federal 
minimum standards would be uniform for all 
This proposal, in large part, meets 
the objections to coverage under existing 
State laws on the ground that their differing 
benefit and disqualification provisions would 
give inadequate protection in some States. 
The proposed standards regarding coverage, 
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benefit amount, duration, allowances for de- 
pendents, and disqualification would provide 
protection equal to or higher than that pro- 
vided by any existing State law. This meth- 
od would also be regarded as more desirable 
by those who oppose a Federal system, on 
the ground of its uniformity, since the plan 
would leave a large area for independent 
State action. 

A third method is to embrace Federal 
workers under the of existing 
State laws, as provided for in H. R. 6443 
(Lynch) and H. R. 466 (Lane), introduced 
during the Eighty-first Congress. This al- 
- ternative has been proposed as a more im- 
mediate approach to obtaining coverage for 
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Federal personnel without delay and without 
meeting the of those who are 
arrayed against the first two methods. It 
would not, however, satisfy those who be- 
lieve that unemployed Federal workers 
should be covered by a uniform Federal sys- 
tem, or at least protected by minimum-bene- 
fit standards in all States. The benefit pro- 
visions of existing State laws applicable to 
workers with given weekly wages are shown 
in appendix table 5. 8 


any system of unemployment insurance or 
severance pay would be an improvemerit. 


"Taste 1.—Federal jull-time employees, by years of service and compensation autho itu, 
June 30, 1950 
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agency reported as of July 8, 1950 and 


included 3 more employtes than were reported as of June +0, 195A. 


Source: U. S. Civil Service Commission, Dec. 22, 1950. 
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Taple 2A4.—Average monthly separation rates 
of full-time civilian employees and wage- 
board employees, by selected Federal agen- 
cies, January- December 1949 (number of 
separations per 100 employees) 
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Tam 2b.—Separations of Federal civilian 
employees due to reductions in force and 
terminations, January to December 1949 
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Source: U. S. Civil Service Commission, Dec. 15, 1950, 


1950, by full-time employees who were on the rolls on June 30, 1950, in the Federal executive agencies listed 
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Mr. CARLSON obtained the floor. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I wonder whether 
the Senator from Rhode Island would 
be willing to answer a question before 
he yields the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Kansas has been recog- 
nized. 

Mr. CARLSON. As a member of the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice, I realize some of the difficulties con- 
fronting us when we start writing legis- 
lation affecting annual leave as it affects 
classified employees and postal em- 
ployees. I wish to commend the Senator 
from Rhode Island for the work he and 
the members of his committee have done 
in arriving at a solution. I know some 
people will not be happy with the solu- 
tion, but I believe it to be a very splendid 
solution, in view of the difficulty of the 
problem with which anyone is faced who 
tries to solve it. 

If the pending bill does not become 
law, there will still be pending before 
the Senate—and I wish to say this to 
the distinguished Senator from New 
York [Mr. LEHMAN I— H. R. 3605, to 
which I have offered an amendment. 


My amendment would provide 20 days of - 


annual leave, as proposed in the Doug- 
las amendment, for all postal employees 
in the country. I am reserving the 
amendment in case the pending bill does 
not pass. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I mere- 
ly wish to say that I very much hope 
Senate bill 832 will be passed. It seems 
to me to correspond very closely to the 
traditions and customs of private busi- 
ness. I think recognition should be 
given to length of service. As the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island 
has so clearly stated, there is no justi- 
fication for giving to a man who has 
been in the service only a year exactly 
the same amount of annual leave that 
is given to a man who has served the 
Government for 35 or even 40 years in 
some cases. 

I think this measure recognizes length 
of service and the need for longer vaca- 
tions, because of the stress of the serv- 
ice, on the part of those who have served 
the Government for long periods, and 
the propriety of allowing shorter vaca- 
tions to those who have been in the 
service only a short time. 

I also favor enactment of the bill be- 
cause it does justice to the postal em- 
ployees. 

I know that the Senator from Kan- 
sas has introduced a bill which, in the 
event this bill is not passed, will recog- 
nize the just demands of the postal 
workers. 

I hope the bill now before the Sen- 
ate will be enacted, for in my opinion 
it will do substantial justice to all of 
the Government’s employees. 

I desire to congratulate the commit- 
tee on the rapidity and precision and 
care with which it has approached this 
matter and has made its report and has 
reported the bill to the Senate. 

So I hope the bill will be passed. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, Senate 
bill 832 was introduced by me on Febru- 
ary 8. As originally introduced, the bill 
proposed to reduce the annual leave of 
Federal officers and employees to 15 
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days during the continuance of the ex- 
isting national emergency. 

The bill as reported by the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service repre- 
sents, of course, a considerable develop- 
mant from the language of the original 

ill. 

At this time I do not intend to make a 
lengthy speech in regard to the bill, but 
I ask unanimous consent to have print- 
ed in the Recor the basic statement 
which I made before the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service, as that 
statement appears at pages 2 to 8, in- 
clusive, of the transcript of the hear- 
ings before the committee. I desire to 
have that statement printed at this 
point, as a statement by myself. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recor, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR CASE 


Senator Case. Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee: the bill, S. 832, was in- 
troduced on the 8th of February and pro- 
poses to reduce the annual leave of Federal 
officers and employees to 15 days during 
the continuance of the existing national 
emergency, and for other purposes. 

I assume, Mr. Chairman, that the text of 
the bill may be incorporated? 

Senator Pastore. Yes. 

Senator Case. My interest in the problem 
of leave stems from service on the Appro- 
priations Committee in the House of 
Representatives, and particularly on the 
subcommittee which dealt with independent 
offices, for there we not only made appro- 
priations for the Civil Service Commission 
itself but also made appropriations for from 
25 to 40 different agencies, depending upon 
the number of agencies assigned to that 
particular subcommittee in any given year. 

We found there repeatedly that when we 
addressed ourselves to the problem of reduc- 
ing employees, in harmony with the general 
demand for reduction of public employment, 
that many agencies told us, and very honest- 
ly, that it was almost more expensive to 
reduce employment than it was to keep 
people on the pay roll, the reason being 
that the total amount of accumulated leave 
was so great in many instances that it would 
be practically the equivalent of a year’s 
salary, or at least a large amount. 

Congressman ALBERT THOMAS, who was the 
chairman of the subcommittee during the 
last few years, and I, at various times dis- 
cussed what might be done. The justifica- 
tion for annual leave is certainly a good 
one, namely, that the allowance of leave 
makes it possible for Federal employees to 
refresh themselves and come back and give 
better service to the Government. 

Mr. THOMAS and I both had expressed 
ourselves at various times that we thought 
encouragement should be given, then, to 
employees taking their leave, rather than 
have what would seem to be an excessive 
amount of accrued leave accumulated and 
then be payable in cash in the form of ter- 
minal leave and thereby create a tremen- 
dous overhang of obligation on the Federal 
Treasury. A 

It is understandable that leave accrued 
during the war in an extraordinary degree. 
Employees were encouraged to stay on and 
not take their leave. 

In many agencies it was very difficult for 
leave to be arranged, so that, all in all, we 
had a tremendous accumulation of leave 
which ran into the hundreds of millions of 
dollars in a liability against the Federal 
Treasury, should it be paid off in the form 
of terminal pay. I believe it has been esti- 
mated at $581,000,000. 

Growing out of that, the committee pro- 
posed and the Congress approved a year 
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ago a plan requiring leave to be used in the 
year in which it was earned. I think there 
was some modification of that, finally, in 
conference. That was the way in which the 
matter was proposed by that particular sub- 
committee. 

There is another angle of the leave prob- 
lem, and that is the disparity or discrepancy 
between the leave accorded postal employ- 
ees and those in the regluar classified serv- 
ice, and it is a matter of considerable irri- 
tation—I_ might put it that way—to em- 
ployees of the postal service that they have 
been allowed 15 days’ annual leave in com- 
parison with the 26 days’ annual leave al- 
lowed employees in the branches of Govern- 
ment in classified service. 

Congressman VuRSELL, of Illinois, had 
studied the problem somewhat early in this 
session of Congress. He told me that he was 
preparing a bill to apply during the existing 
national emergency to make all annual leave 
15 days, and had worked up the figures to 
support that proposition. 

He was introducing a bill in the House, 
and I suggested if he wanted a companion 
bill introduced in the Senate in order that 
the issue might be raised, I would he glad to 
do so, and that is the reason that I intro- 
duced S. 832. 

I will say frankly to the committee that 
it was my thought that there were two rea- 
sons for suggesting 15 days at the time of the 
bill. One was that it was limited to the 
existing national emergency. The other was 
that it would point up the disparity between 
the postal employees’ leave and that of the 
regular employees in the classified service, so 
that by suggesting 15 days, it frankly was 
my expectation that when permanent law 
was enacted, it might result in the postal 
employees and the other employees getting 
on the same leave basis. 

Th country generally is being urged to 
place itself on an emergency, partial mo- 
bilization basis, and I felt that this would 
say to the rest of the country, to the other 
people in private industry, that the Gov- 
ernment itself is recognizing that there is an 
emergency and we are making a reduction 
in the annual leave, limited to the emer- 
gency. 

Frankly, I expected that when the thing 
was considered for a permanent basis that it 
probably would result in something about 
like the 20 days that has been approved in 
Senate action the other day. I recognize that 
the whole problem has its complications. 
The change in the workweek complicates the 
picture. 

When you have a 5-day week, as compared 
with a 6-day week, 20 days means four work- 
ing weeks. Twenty-six days would mean five 
and a fifth. It is my own feeling that if the 
mechanics of it can be worked out properly 
that it would be appropriate to have annual 
leave on the basis of what would be the 
equivalent of a month of working time; that 
is, four workweeks and 20 days divided by 
five would make 4 weeks. 

In comnection with that, I think if we con- 
sidered permanent legislation to be desirable, 
to consider the problem of accruals within a 
given year, and total accruals, if I might 
make a suggestion to the committee that you 
consider the possibility of establishing a cer- 
tain amount of the leave that must be used 
in the year in which it is earned so that in 
any one year not all of the leave could be per- 
mitted to accrue or carry over. 

The reason for that is that I really believe 
in the vacation idea. I think that Govern- 
ment workers, like every other worker, should 
have a certain time in the year, even Mem- 
bers of Congress I think should have an 
opportunity to get away from their desks 
and get away from routine and get a little 
fresh air. They will come back and do better 
work for it, and I think it is worth while to 
pay workers while they are on vacation for 
the purpose of getting it. 
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Obviously, that purpose of a vacation is 
defeated if the Government requires or per- 
mits people not to take the vacation. The 
Government just does not get the benefit 
that is sought to be gotten, so if you had 20 
days as the permitted annual leave, it seems 
to me it would be desirable to provide that 
they could not accrue in excess of one pay 
period of leave out of any year. That, per- 
haps, would be 13 days. 

That would require at least the use of 
7 days of vacation so that they would ac- 
tually be on leave sometime during the year 
for at least probably a week and a half or 
more. In addition, I think there should be 
a prohibition against accruing leave in ex- 
cess of what would be the equivalent of 
one-quarter of a year. That would be 3 
months over-all, and that would take about 
60 or 65 working days. I have not figured it 
out exactly. 

This would make it possible if a worker 
who had been with the Government some- 
time wanted to accrue enough leave so that 
he or she could take a vacation trip that 
would involve considerable travel, it would 
be possible for them to do so, but by placing 
the ceiling on it, it would also prevent the 
accumulation of such large amounts that 
the Government would find itself, as it now 
finds itself, handicapped when it seeks to 
make reductions by the terrific total of lia- 
bility against the Treasury that does exist 
when leave accumulates without a ceiling 
limitation of some such magnitude. 

That is about the position, and the sug- 
gestions that I have as to the policy and 
principles. The committee, I know, with its 
staff and with the advice of Mr. Ramspeck 
and the other members of the Civil Service 
Commission, is in a position to work out 
the details. 

I know it is a complicated problem. You 
run in o pay periods, you run into these 
things that I have talked about in various 
forms, and the answer can be given only by 
working out the technical details of trying 
out principles and seeing how they work in 
practice. 

Senator Pastore. Well, we are grateful to 
you for coming here, Senator Case, and we 
appreciate the suggestions that you have 
made. 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I should 
like to point out several matters in coa- 
nection with the bill. 

At the time when the bill was intro- 
duced, it was estimated that the reduc- 
tion from the annual leave granted un- 
der existing leave laws to a uniform 15 
days would save approximately $250,- 
000,000. The report on the bill indicates 
that the bill as now proposed to be 
amended represents a potential saving 
of $175,000,000. The reason for the dif- 
ference is that, instead of reducing the 
leave of all Government officers and em- 
ployees to 15 days, some leave is to be 20 
days, as would be the case under the 
Douglas amendment to the independent 
offices appropriation bill, and some leave 
is to remain at 26 days, for those who 
have 15 years or more of service. 

In. my opinion, the bill as reported is 
the result of a great deal of study on 
the part of the subcommittee. 

It was my privilege to appear before 
the subcommittee, which consisted of the 
distinguished junior Senator from Rhode 
Island {Mr. Pastore], the distinguished 
junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
MonroneY], and the distinguished junior 
Senator from Maryland (Mr. BUTLER]. 
Both at the hearing at which I appeared, 
and where also appeared Chairman 
Ramspeck, of the Civil Service Commis- 
sion, and employees of various other 
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organizations, and at the following meet- 
ings where the subcommittee worked on 
the text of the bill, every courtesy was 
shown to all the witnesses and also to 
me and to any suggestion which I made. 

I desire to express my appreciation of 
the courtesy shown to me and of the 
admirable way in which the members of 
the subcommittee applied themselves to 
the job of settling the very complicated 
question of leave for Federal officers and 
employees. The situation in that re- 
spect has grown somewhat like Topsy. 

This bill—for the first time, within 
my knowledge of governmental affairs— 
will apply a uniform system to leave for 
Federal officers and employees, will elim- 
inate inequities, and will establish a sys- 
tem which will be fair and will be fitted 
to the needs of the Federal Government. 

I certainly hope the bill, as amended, 
will receive the favorable consideration 
of the Senate, and then of the House of 
Representatives, and, finally, of the 
President. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to congratulate the eminent junior 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. JOHN- 
ston] and the eminent junior Senator 
from Rhode Island (Mr. Pastore] for the 
very excellent work they have done on 
this bill. I think they have reported a 
bill which is flexible in terms of the 
length of service, and yet is uniform in 
its application across the board, and is 
a distinct tribute to the legislative proc- 
ess. 

I regret that the Bureau of the Budget 
and the Civil Service Commission de- 
layed so long in connection with this 
matter. The fact that the legislature by 
its action, by means of the amendment 
which this bill will make in the leave 
law, will save $175,000,000, is a vindica- 
tion, I think, of the concept of having 
the legislature an active force in the de- 
termination of the budget. It also in- 
dicates that savings which are visible to 
the legislative eye sometimes are not 
seen by those in the administrative 
agencies. 

I wish to congratulate, as I have said, 
the members of the committee for the 
very excellent work they have done. 

I have only one suggestion to make, 
but it involves a saving of aprroximately 
$40,000,000. I hope the committee will 
accept an amendment providing that 
this measure will go into effect, not on 
the 6th of January, 1952, but on the 
30th of September 1951. Such a change 
will save 14 weeks of the present year. 

If this change is not made, the pres- 
ent system, with all its waste and in- 
equities, will continue throughout the 
present calendar year. On the other 
hand, if we substitute the 30th of Sep- 
tember, 1951, for the 6th of January 
1952, the reform will be instituted 14 
weeks earlier and will result in a con- 
sequent saving of about $40,000,000. In- 
asmuch as the Government’s payrolls 
are based on 2-week pay periods, it 
seems to me that such a change could 
be handled administratively, and would 
result in a saving of $40,000,000. 

So I hope the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina and the distin- 
guished Senator from Rhode Island, re- 
spectively, who are so ably steering the 
bill through to passage, will accept that 
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amendment to the committee amend- 
ment. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The suggestion the 
Senator from Illinois has made would 
also effect a revision of the inequity 
which so long has been in existence as 
between postal workers and other work- 
ers, and would do so at an earlier date 
than would be done by the passage of 
the bill as it is now before the Senate. 
That is correct, is it not? 

Mr.DOUGLAS. That is correct. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The com- 
mittee amendment is open to amend- 
ment. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
move that the committee amendment be 
amended by striking out the date “Jan- 
uary 6, 1952”, and inserting in lieu 
thereof the date “September 30 1951.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment to the committee amendment will 
be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 12, 
in line 18, of the committee amend- 
ment, it is proposed to strike out “Jan- 
uary 6, 1952” and insert in lieu thereof 
“September 30, 1951.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Illinois to the com- 
mittee amendment. [Putting the ques- 
tion.] 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I should like to say that 
if the Senator from Illinois will modify 
his amendment to the committee 
amendment by providing that the date 
of October 30, 1951, instead of Septem- 
ber 30, 1951, I would agree to such a 
change in the committee amendment, 
because this matter will have to go to 
conference and will have to be worked 
out there. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
would be willing to modify my amend- 
ment to the committee amendment by 
providing that the date be October 14, 
or 2 weeks after September 30, thus 
providing for a saving of 12 weeks, rather 
than 14. 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, if the Sen- 
ator will yield, let me say that such a 
change would be in harmony with the 
mechanics of the bill with respect to the 
pay periods. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes; I believe the 
date proposed in my amendment to the 
committee amendment would call for 
making the change at the beginning? 
a pay period. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
If the Senator will agree to make it 
the beginning of October, we will take 
it to conference. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
should like to modify my amendment 
to the committee amendment, so that 
the effective date, instead of being Sep- 
tember 30, 1951, would be October 14, 
1951. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Illinois modifies his amendment to 
the committee amendment. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I 
want it distinctly understood, again, 
that that will affect the independent 
offices bill. I am in thorough agree- 
ment with what the Senator from South 
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Carolina has said, and with what the 
Senator from Illinois has said. I have 
previously said that I was for this bill, 
I said so 2 weeks ago. I said so 3 weeks 
ago. Isaid so before it was ever brought 
to the floor of the Senate. But we have 
the Douglas amendment to the inde- 
pendent offices bill, which will take effect 
October 1. I merely call this to the 
attention of the Senate. Iam not going 
to object. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I hope that the Sen- 
ator from South Carolina will emulate 
the distinguished military example of 
a great southern leader in the War Be- 
tween the States, and will hold, as did 
“Stonewall” Jackson at the Battle of 
Manassas, like a stone wall. But, since 
the House may not act on this bill, it 
is all the more necessary that the in- 
dependent offices bill retain the section 
cutting leave to 20 days, so that we do 
not lose that, in case the bill at present 
under consideration shall fail to pass the 
House. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment to the 
committee amendment as modified, of 
the Senator from Illinois. 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The com- 
mittee amendment is open to further 
amendment. 

Mr. PASTORE, Mr. President, if there 
are no further amendments to the com- 
mittee’s amendment, I move at this 
time 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
would suggest that the committee 
amendment must be adopted, before the 
motion contemplated by the Senator is 
in order. The question is on agreeing 
to the committee amendment, as 
amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of House bill 
3605, Calendar 423. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 
3605) to amend section 6 of Public Law 
134, approved July 6, 1945, as amended, 
to grant annual and sick leave privileges 
to certain indefinite substitute em- 
ployees in the postal service, 
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Mr. PASTORE. I ask unanimous 
consent that all after the enacting clause 
of the House bill be stricken out, and 
that there be inserted Senate bill 832, 
as amended. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
would suggest to the junior Senator from 
Rhode Island that when the House bill 
was called previously, on the consent 
calendar, the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
Cartson] offered amendments, which 
are now pending. Does the Senator 
from Kansas wish to insist on his 
amendments, or to withdraw them? 

Mr. CARLSON. In view of the fact 
that the Senate has amended Senate 
bill 832, and in view of the fact that I 
conceive this to be a very much needed 
piece of legislation, for the benefit of the 
postal employees of the Nation, I with- 
draw my amendments. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on the request of the Senator 
from Rhode Island that the Senate 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
of House bill 3605, and substitute there- 
for the language agreed to in Senate 
bill 832, as amended. Is there objection? 
The Chair hears none, and it is so 
ordered, 

The question now is on the engross- 
ment of the amendment and the third 
reading of the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill (H. R. 3605) was read the 
third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“An act to provide annual and sick leave 
for Government employees.” 

Mr.PASTORE. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist upon its amend- 
ment, request a conference thereon with 
the House, and that the Chair appoint 
the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Vice President appointed Mr. JOHNSTON 
of South Carolina, Mr. Pastore, Mr. 
Monron_ey, Mr. CARLSON, and Mr. BUTLER 
of Maryland, conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, Senate bill 832 is indefinitely 
postponed. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED 
JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
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reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled joint resolution (H. J. Res. 292), 
making additional appropriations for 
disaster relief for the fiscal year 1952, 
and for other purposes, and it was signed 
by the Vice President. 
EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME OF 
INCOME FROM DISCHARGE OF INDEBT- 
EDNESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of Calendar No. 511, House 
bill 2416. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will read the bill by its title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
2416) relating to exclusion from gross 
income of income from discharge of in- 
debtedness. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen- 
ator from Arizona. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Finance, with amendments. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, the 
Senate has now under consideration 
H. R. 2416 as proposed to be amend- 
ed by the Senate Finance Committee. 
I have submitted and expect to call up an 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment making certain changes in the 
formula now governing Federal contri- 
butions to public assistance payments to 
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. 

There has been prepared for me by 
experts in the Social Security Adminis- 
tration a chart showing the comparison 
between the various formulas for the 
several categories of public assistance, 
comparing the formulas which were in 
effect in previous years with those now 
in existence and with those proposed in 
the pending bill, and also the formula 
for Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands 
proposed in my amendment. 

I think it will greatly clarify matters 
for the Senate to have this chart avail- 
able during the course of the debate to- 
morrow. I, therefore, ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the body of 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the chart 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Provisions for Federal participation in payments of public assistance 


Legislation 


1935 original act... 
1939 amendments. 
1946 amendments 


1948 amendments...............-..------ 
OGD oe e ME E T 

Puerto Rico ! and Virgin Islands 1. 
1951 McFarland amendment 


1951 Senate Finance Committee amend- 


ment. 


OE eee 
. rs $18 for 1 adult in each 


Lehman amendment, Puerto Rico, 
and Virgin Islands. 


1 Maximum Federal payment in a fiscal year, 84, 250, 000. 


Maximum amounts of individual monthly payments 
subject to Federal participation 


8 
2 ry $30 for 1 adult in each 


nr æ Tf . E — 
ni say! 2 $29 for 1 adult in each 20 


First child 


the bal 


the balance, 


the balance, 


12 


the bal 


Federal share of expenditures within specified maximums 


OAA and AB 
APTD (beginning 1950) 


iá- 4. 
24 of ae we $15 (average); plus 14 of | 34 of first $9 8 per child) 


i of first $25 ne plus 4 of | % of first $15 (average per person) 


No change... 
% of first $26 1 plus 44 of | % of first $16 (average per person) 


No change... 


ADC 


plus 44 of the balance. 


4 5 185 155 0 (average); plus 4% of | 34 of first $12 (average per child) 


plus }4 of the balance. 


1 5 363 34 of first $12 (average per person) 


ae 34 of the balance. 


plus }4 of the balance. 


plus }4 of the balance. 


24 of frst — (averar) plus J of | 34 of first $16 (average per person) 


plus }4 of the balance. 


Maximum Federal payment in a fiscal year, $160,000, 
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REMOVAL OF FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 
RESTRICTIONS AFFECTING M. S. SZYM- 
CZAK 


Mr, MAYBANK. Mr. President, I move 
that the unfinished business be tempo- 
rarily laid aside, and that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Senate 
Joint Resolution 78, submitted by the 
Senators from Illinois. It was reported 
from the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint res- 
olution will be stated by its title for the 
information of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A joint reso- 
lution (S. J. Res. 78) to make the restric- 
tions of the Federal Reserve Act on hold- 
ing office in a member bank inapplicable 
to M. S. Szymczak when he ceases to be 
a member of the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on the motion of the Senator from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I should 
like to make inquiry of the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], as to whether the 
motion meets with his approval. I am 
acting as minority leader, and I am 
simply trying to protect the minority 
leader, the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
WHERRY] against consenting to some- 
thing that he would not otherwise have 
consented to. 

Mr. MAYBANK, I appreciate what 
the Senator from Minnesota has said. 
As chairman of the committee, I was 
merely making the motion for the Sena- 
tor from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, if I 
may be indulged for but a moment, I 
should like to make a brief statement 
about the joint resolution. There is an 
interdiction in the law which prevents 
anyone who leaves the Federal Reserve 
Board from accepting employment in 
any institution which has business with 
or is a member of the Federal Reserve 
System, for a period of 2 years after he 
has severed his connection with the 
Board. This Joint resolution would 
waive that provision of the law in the 
case of Mr. Szymczak, presently a mem- 
ber of the Federal Reserve Board, who 
has served with great distinction on that 
Board for many, many years. If he so 
desired, he could find lucrative employ- 
ment with a number of institutions 
which, in terms of compensation, would 
probably yield two or three times the 
amount that he would derive from the 
employment which he has in mind in 
Chicago; but he wants to go back to his 
first love, and that is to become president 
of two small banks in the city of Chicago. 
It is congenial work for him, he wants 
to be among his old associates there; 
and so, rather than accept something far 
afield, he would return to the occupation 
of his choice, if the Congress made the 
waiver in existing law. 

Knowing the character and the 
achievements and the contribution Mr. 
Szymczak has made to the Government 
over a long period of time, I think it 
nothing more than fair that the Con- 
gress, under such circumstances, grant 
the request he has made, and that the 
joint resolution be passed. 
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Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, it is 
a great pleasure to be a joint sponsor of 
this measure with my distinguished 
junior colleague. 

Mr. Szymezak has served for 18 years 
as a member of the Federal Reserve 
Board. I think, with the exception of 
Mr. Charles S. Hamlin, he has served a 
longer period of time than has anyone 
else in the history of the Board. He has 
served with great distinction and great 
credit, and now, in the afternoon of his 
life, he wishes to build up a competence 
with which to educate his children. That 
is certainly a very worthy purpose. 

I wish to emphasize that Mr. Szymczak 
was completely honest, open, and frank 
about the whole matter. Other men 
have left Government employment, even 
when there was an interdiction, and have 
accepted private employment after feel- 
ing very confident that the law would 
be a dead letter in their case and would 
not be applied. 

Mr. Szymezak came to the eminent 
chairman of the Banking and Currency 
Committee [Mr. MAYBANK] and laid all 
his cards on the table. He has been very 
careful not to negotiate with the banks 
in question. In fact, I think no direct 
offer has been madc, and he has not per- 
mitted a direct offer to be made. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I think that is a 
wholly accurate statement of the case. 

Mr.DOUGLAS. But, somehow, by the 
seismographic communication of in- 
formation, he has a feeling that possibly 
such an offer might be made in the 
future. This action would remove the 
disability which would otherwise occur. 

The Federal Service will be losing a 
very eminent public servant, and the 
Federal Reserve Board will be losing a 
valiant counselor. We are grateful for 
the service he has given, and I hope he 
may be freed for the possibilities that 
may lie ahead. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, FREAR 
in the chair). Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the joint reso- 
lution? 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. J. Res. 78) to make the restric- 
tions of the Federal Reserve Act on hold- 
ing office in a member bank inapplicable 
to Mr. M. S. Szymczak when he ceases 
to be a member of the Board of Gov- 
ernors of the Federal Reserve System, 
was considered, ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That the provision of section 
10 of the Federal Reserve Act, which provides 
that members of the Board shall be ineligible 
for 2 years after the time they are in office 
to hold any office, position, or employment in 
any member bank, shall not apply to M. S. 
Szymeczak, who has served as a member of 
the Board continuously since June 14, 1933, 
a period of more than 18 years. 


PRICE SITUATION SINCE JUNE 25, 1950 


Mr. CAIN. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Washington. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, the junior 
Senator from Washington wishes to pre- 
view a brief and provocative statement 
which will be made available tomorrow 
to all his colleagues, but he will first in- 
quire if he may accommodate a present 
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wish of the junior Senator from Okla- 
homa [Mr. Monroney]. 

Mr. MONRONEY. The statement I 
desire to make will take me about 10 
minutes. 

Mr. CAIN. Then I suggest that I pro- 
ceed, because I shall take but little more 
time than that in the presentation of my 
statement. 

Mr. President, as I have said, I desire 
to preview a brief but provocative state- 
ment which will be made available to- 
morrow to all my colleagues. 

The purpose of this bulletin is to join 
some events with some dates. Persons 
in high authority have recently been 
very forgetful concerning what took 
place when, and who has tried to do what 
to whom. A timely and accurate title 
by which this interesting statement 
should be known could properly be “A 
Timetable on Tardy Tactics by Truman.” 

June 25, 1950: Aggression in Korea. 
The outbreak touched off a wave of 
war-scare fear buying and hoarding. 
Pressure of a sellers’ market rapidly 
forced prices upward. The weekly 
wholesale price index jumped 1.4 per- 
cent in the 10 days following the at- 
tack; consumer prices reflected the same 
trend. 

July 19, 1950: President Truman, 
after nearly a month of watchful wait- 
ing during which period heavy war- 
scare buying continued with resultant 
increases in the cost of living, requested 
Congress for limited powers to meet 
the problem of higher prices and other 
economic conditions resulting from the 
Korean conflict, 

By this date, the wholesale price in- 
dex had jumped 4.4 percent over the 
figure for June 25 and stood at 164.3 
percent of the index average of 100. 
Consumer price levels had jumped 1.9 
percent over the June 25 level and were 
up to 172 percent of the 1935-1939 aver- 
age. 

The President, in asking for limited 
powers, sought legislation to: (1) assure 
prompt and adequate supplies for es- 
sential military and civilian services, 
(2) aid in acceleration of production of 
essential materials and services and (3) 
restore Federal Reserve controls over 
credit. He said a mandatory price and 
wage-control program was unnecessary. 

The President also called for a pay- 
as-you-go tax program, a plan he dis- 
carded in January 1951, with submis- 
sion of his record budget for 1952. 

August 1, 1950: President Truman in 
a letter to the Senate Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee, reaffirmed his stand 
that a mandatory price-control pro- 
gram was not necessary. A voluntary 
program to hold prices in check was all 
that was needed, he said. 

Price spirals continued; Congress, 
with many Republicans in the forefront, 
stressed the need for more rigid con- 
trols than requested by the President 
and started work on Defense Production 
Act of 1950. 

By this date, the wholesale price in- 
dex had advanced 5.4 percent above the 
June 25 level while prices to consumers, 
lagging slightly, had advanced approxi- 
mately 2 percent. 


1951 


August 10, 1950: Sentiment strong in 
Congress for strong controls program, 
but administration spokesmen contin- 
ued to voice the view a voluntary pro- 
gram would work. 

By a 139 to 127 margin the House vot- 
ed down the so-called Baruch plan un- 
der which prices and wages would have 
been rolled back to June 25 levels. 

President Truman told his press con- 
ference the time was not in sight for 
price and wage controls. 

September 8, 1950: The Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950 passed Congress, 
giving the President absolute powers to 
control wages and prices. 

However, the President chose not to 
use the wage-price control authority 
contained in the bill and elected to stick 
to his voluntary program. 

By this date the wholesale price index 
had spiraled to 7.5 percent above the 
June 25 level while the consumer price 
index stood at 2.6 above the June level. 

Spot market indexes showed durable 
consumer goods had gone up 19.1 per- 
cent since June; wages were up 1.8 per- 
cent, further contributing to the infla- 
tionary trend. This spiral was com- 
pounded by a vast expansion in credit, 
which rose some 10 percent or $4,000,- 
000,000 during the period in question. 

November 17, 1950: Chinese Commu- 
nists intervened in Korea. 

Prices, which had started to level off 
with the defeat of the North Koreans, 
started to spiral upward again. Presi- 
dent Truman, meanwhile, continued to 
reject the authority contained in the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 and con- 
tinued to rely on his appeal for volun- 
tary participation to hold down prices. 

By this date, wholesale prices had ad- 
vanced nearly 9 percent over pre-Korean 
levels; consumer prices were up 4.6 per- 
cent. Food costs were up 10 percent, 

December 16, 1950: President Truman 
declared a state of national emergency 
existed, but still refrained from using 
the controls power voted by Congress 
some 3 months earlier. 

January 26, 1951: The President issued 
a general price freeze order, some 414 
months after being given such authority 
by Congress. 

By this date, the wholesale price index 
had jumped 15 percent over June 1950 
levels, of which more than 5 percent had 
occurred in the preceding 30 days. Much 
of this increase was attributed to the 
fact the administration let it be known a 
price freeze was in the offing; as a result 
many sellers immediately upped prices. 

The consumers price index was up 6.6 
percent over June 25, 1950 levels, of 
which 3 percent came in the 30 days im- 
mediately preceding date of the initial 
freeze order—general ceiling price reg- 
ulation. Food was up 8 percent over 
June 1950 levels. 

Outstanding commercial bank loans 
had increased to a record $52,700,000,000 
and wages were up 7 percent, adding to 
the inflation problem. 

Government spot market indexes 
showed these sample fantastic price 
hikes in war essential commodities: 
Wool, from $1.97 a pound in June to $4.14 
in January; tin, from 77 cents to $1.82 
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a pound; rubber, from 29 cents to 72 
cent: a pound, 

February 27, 1951: Despite the Gen- 
eral Price Ceiling Regulation, exemptions 
and items not covered continued to keep 
prices spiraling. 

From January 26, the date of the first 
freeze order, to February 27, wholesale 
prices advanced another 2.1 percent and 
consumer prices advanced 2.3 percent. 

April 26, 1951: President Truman’s 
bill to extend and amend the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 was introduced 
in Congress. Reversing his stand of late 
1950 that stringent controls were not 
necessary, the President asked for even 
stronger powers to control the Nation's 
economy than he possessed during 
World War II. In addition to authority 
to continue his power to set wages and 
prices, the President sought: 

First. Authority to seize private prop- 
erty under the guise of national defense 
by merely filing notice of such intention 
in court. 

Second. Authority to condemn, ac- 
quire or build any kind of plant or 
facility deemed essential for national de- 
fense. 

Third. Removal of all restrictions in 
the Government's lending power for de- 
fense activities. 

Fourth. Power to create new corpora- 
tions for defense purposes, at will. 

Fifth. A return to absolute Federal 
control of residential rents and control 
of commercial rents. 

Sixth. Power to license all types of 
business and authority to deny licenses 
(and thus shut down) any business 
which failed to comply. 

Seventh. Unlimited authority to sub- 
sidize selected producers, firms, or 
groups, with financial losses chargeable 
to the Treasury—and consequently the 
taxpayer. 

Eighth. Authority to buy agricultural 
products produced abroad and to resell 
such commodities at a loss on the domes- 
tic market for purposes of suppressing 
domestic farm prices. 

June 12, 1951: By this date, wholesale 
prices had advanced to 15.5 percent over 
pre-Korea levels and were up 1.7 percent 
from the date of the initial freeze order. 
Cost of living and food showed a 2-per- 
cent hike since establishment of OPS 
controls. 

June 17, 1951: The Senate passed— 
June 29—a bill extending the Defense 
Production Act for 8 months to Febru- 
ary 29,1952. The House has under con- 
sideration a bill extending the act for 
1 year, to June 30, 1952. 

What, sir, are the facts on the two 
controls bills, which the administration 
has attacked as “emasculated,” “weak,” 
and “watered down,” and impossible of 
enforcement? 

First. President Truman retains full 
authority to issue regulations fixing 
prices and wages. 

Some changes are contemplated in the 
pending measures. From a controls 
standpoint, the major items are a ban on 
price roll-backs, a ban on livestock 
quotas, and certain specified easing of 
credit controls. Otherwise, the Presi- 
dent’s powers, extraordinary for peace- 
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time, are left untouched. These include 
authority to allocate materials, settle 
labor disputes, requisition property 
needed for defense purposes, and so 
forth. 

Summation of Senate's controls bill 
contained in Senate Week in Review 
Supplement for week ending June 22, 
1951. 

Second. The President gets new au- 
thority to control rents in areas desig- 
nated as critical defense housing areas. 
Both the House and Senate bills con- 
tinue Federal rent control under local 
option and permit rents to be hiked a 
maximum of 20 percent over 1942 ceil- 
ings. Provision also is made for the 
Federal Government to recontrol rents 
in decontrolled areas by local or State 
application. 

Third. It is not what Congress has in- 
cluded in the bill so much as what Con- 
gress has refused to give the President 
in the way of additional arbitrary powers 
requested that has drawn administration 
ire. Charges the bill is “watered down” 
are propaganda, to my point of view. 

The House and Senate bills give the 
administration price, wage, and emer- 
gency rent controls. Congress has 
weeded out socialistic requests entirely 
unrelated to consumers’ problems of 
price, wag>, and credit controls. Only 
to this extent is the bill weak. 

These are the totalitarian powers re- 
quested by President Truman which the 
Democratic controlled Congress has re- 
fused to grant: 

(a) The President sought the right to 
license every business, and the power to 
revoke such licenses. This would amount 
to the power of life or death over every 
businessman, big and little. 

(b) The President sought the power to 
seize any property in the name of na- 
tional defense, merely by filing notice of 
intention in court, without recourse to 
safeguards against private rights now 
contained in the law. 

(c) The President sought authority to 
condemn, acquire, build or operate any 
kind of plant, factory or facility in the 
name of national defense. This would 
enable the President to nationalize any 
industry. 

Parenthetically, the Democratic-con- 
trolled Congress had no sympathy for 
that intention, coming from any Amer- 
ican, be he the President of the United 
States or any other citizen. It would 
mean power to impose straight socialism 
on the American public, such as pro- 
grams for nationalized medicine. 

(d) The President sought authority to 
pay subsidies in such amounts, in such 
manner and on such terms as he dic- 
tated, This is nice convenient power for 
a politician because it would enable 
him to give the farmer high prices, the 
consumer low prices and charge the dif- 
ference to the taxpayer. 

(e) The President sought authority to 
establish new Federal corporations at 
will. 

(f) The President sought outright 
Federal control of rents and scrapping 
of the local option provision; he also 
wanted to control commercial rents, a 
pover he did not possess even in World 

ar II. 
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(g) The President sought a free hand 
in defense expenditures and proposed to 
bypass congressional consideration of 
financing for operation of the subsidy, 
rent control and other provisions of the 
Defense Production Act. 

(h) The President sought to extend 
credit-control powers to sale of old 
houses and to control commodity mar- 
ket speculation. 

(i) The President wanted his un- 
limited powers for a 2-year period. Con- 
gress, controlled by the Democratic Par- 
ty, but heavily peopled likewise by mem- 
bers of the Republican Party, felt 8 
1 to 1 year was a long enough pe- 
riod. 

Mr. President, the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK], Democratic 
chairman of the Banking and Currency 
Committee, during debate on the de- 
fense production bill, charged that the 
President aparently had delayed putting 
controls into effect last year because an 
election was coming up in November. 
The Senator from South Carolina led 
the fight against giving the President 
the almost unlimited powers the Presi- 
dent sought. 

The Senator from South Carolina also 
criticized his party’s President by as- 
serting the administration “apparently 
wished prices to rise so that increased 
taxes could be collected from larger in- 
comes, and thereby attempt to balance 
the budget” and so purposely delayed 
using powers Congress provided when it 
passed the Defense Production Act of 
1950. 

President Truman, on June 20, at- 
tacked the National Association of Man- 
ufacturers and lobbyists of livestock as- 
sociations for spearheading opposition to 
the controls bill for selfish reasons. As 
a matter of record, the United Mine 
Workers and the Carpenters’ Union of 
the A. F. of L. are on record against any 
form of price and wage control; others 
opposed include the National Grange, the 
American Retail Federation and the 
United States Chamber of Commerce, 
to name a few. 

President Truman, on July 12, told his 
press conference he did not do things 
like asking the people to write their 
Congressmen demanding a stronger con- 
trols law. The record shows that in a 
speech on May 17, President Truman de- 
clared: 

If you, the consumers of this country, 
want Congress to provide a strong price- 
control system, you had better see, and you 
had better write to your Congressman. 


During congressional debate on the 
controls bill, administration spokesmen 
have used press, radio, television, and 
other media in a concentrated campaign 
for an “uprising” of the pecple to de- 
mand of legislators a controls bill like 
those which President Truman requested. 
That does not necessarily have any rela- 
tionship to what a majority of the people 
of the Nation wish, through their duly 
elected representatives sitting now in 
both Houses of Congress. Despite this 
calculated campaign there has been no 
strong public reaction or sentiment fa- 
voring the President. 

In the House, opposition to the Tru- 
man idea of a controls bill was spear- 
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headed by another Democrat, Repre- 
sentative COOLEY. 

The Democratic-controlled Senate 
Banking and Currency Committee—and 
I use the word “control” in its proper 
sense, because there is a majority of 
Democratic Senators on that commit- 
tee—in its report on the controls bill, 
sharply criticized President Truman for 
failing to freeze prices last September 
when Congress first gave him controls 
authority. 

President Truman acted “too slowly,” 
the report stated, and added “further- 
more, in areas where flexibility was rec- 
ommended, rigidity was sometimes used; 
in other areas, where strict controls were 
provided for use when needed, loose ones 
were in some instances relied upon to 
meet problems far beyond the capacity 
of such measures to provide.” ; 

Iam reminded by my friend, the junior 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER], 
that the ratio on the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee of the Senate has been 
changed in recent months, and that it is 
now 8 to 5. 

Our President rapped the Senate 
Banking and Currency Committee for 
reporting out a “weak” bill. The meas- 
ure of his intolerance and of his con- 
sideration of others is best expressed in 
his own language. He told a Nation- 
wide radio audience: 

After the representatives of the admin- 
istration testified in favor of a good, strong 
law, the congressional committee heard some 
124 witnesses, representing all sorts of pri- 
vate organizations. And do you Know how 
many came out for the bill? Only 20. 


The President, by such a remark, ap- 
parently failed to consider that those 124 
witnesses were representatives of organi- 
zations vitally affected and must have 
been presumed to be speaking for the best 
business and agricultural interests of the 
country. Did Mr. Truman think them 
so? No. To him they were “trying to 
get special exemptions for themselves.” 

The administration has claimed that 
it needs roll-back powers if the cost of 
living is to go down. Economic Stabilizer 
Eric Johnston, on July 1, told the Sen- 
ate Finance Committee that the roll- 
backs contemplated would not reduce 
the family cost of living. On June 20, 
Johnston told the Senate Banking and 
Currency Committee: 

The effect of price control is not to elimi- 
nate inflation, but to suppress it. Inflation 
comes about as a result of a gap between the 
available supply of goods and the amounts 
which consumers * * * would like to buy 
and can pay for. Price control does not 
eliminate this gap. 


Roll-backs create injustices all along 
the line. To attempt to correct these in- 
justices, the administration would want 
authority to grant subsidies. Subsidies 
give an even greater strangling control 
over an industry. The dairy farmers and 
meat packers were recipients of sub- 
sidies during World War II. Both these 
groups violently oppose subsidies today. 

Mr. President, for the time being that 
is all with reference to the data which 
the Senator from Washington wished to 
offer for the consideration of his col- 
leagues. 
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WILLIAM N. OATIS 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to submit out of 
order a Senate resolution which I send 
to the desk. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 178), submitted by Mr. Mon- 
RONEY, was received and referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, as fol- 
lows: 

Whereas William N. Oatis, a reporter for 
the Associated Press and a citizen of the 
United States, was arrested by officials of the 
Government of Czechoslovakia on April 23, 
1951, summarily tried on July 2-3, 1951, and 
sentenced on July 4, 1951, to 10 years im- 
prisonment for alleged crimes against the 
Government of Czechoslovakia; and 

Whereas this persecution by the Govern- 
ment of Czechoslovakia of an American 
citizen is condemned and deplored by the 
people of the United States, and throughout 
the free world; and 

Whereas the considerable and growing 
sentiment among our people against the 

of the Communist dictatorships 
should be made unmistakably clear to the 
rulers and subjects of those countries: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that all commercial relations with Czecho- 
slovakia should be terminated immediately, 
and should be resumed only if and when the 
Government of Czechoslovakia restores to 
William N. Oatis his freedom; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That in the case William N. 
Oatis is not released from his false imprison- 
ment within 90 days, that the Department of 
State shall be directed to evacuate all na- 
tionals of the United States from Czecho- 
slovakia with the end in view of severing 
diplomatic relations with the Government 
of Czechoslovakia. 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, one 
of the greatest crimes against the 
United States and its nationals has oc- 
curred in the false arrest and imprison- 
ment of Mr. William N. Oatis, a reporter 
for the Associated Press by the Govern- 
ment of Czechoslovakia. 

Since his arrest April 23, he has been 
subjected to abusive and inhuman 
treatment administered by this dictator- 
ship country and is now serving a sen- 
tence of 10 years for trumped-up 
charges of alleged crimes against that 
Government. 

Here again we see an attempt to 
blackmail the United States by the iron- 
curtain countries through the arrest and 
imprisonment on false charges of our 
nationals. In this case, Oatis was one 
of the most respected newspapermen in 
the foreign field. His arrest was framed. 
It had nothing whatsoever to do with 
any misdeeds in his actual duties or ac- 
tivities in that country. He was, in the 
best American newspaper traditions, 
carrying out his duties to gather the 
legitimate news as it occurred in that 
country. 

The false trumped-up charges of spy- 
ing lodged against him are altogether 
too familiar a pattern, and one that this 
country must meet head-on. The tak- 
ing of our nationals as hostages to de- 
mand concessions from us marks a new 
era of international gangsterism. 

Normal diplomatic channels do not 
seem to be able to reach those in charge 
of this bandit system and to properly 
protect United States citizens whose 
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work takes them into the dictatorship 
countries. 

I have today submitted a resolution, 
Mr. President, asking that all commer- 
cial relations with Czechoslovakia be 
terminated so long as the Government 
of that country continues in the false 
imprisonment of Oatis. When he is re- 
stored to freedom, our commercial rela- 
tions can again be resumed. 

These countries will continue to black- 
mail us with inhuman detention of our 
nationals so long as we countenance 
this action without taking action 
against their methods. Much trade 
flows to this country from Czechoslo- 
vakia. Our markets have been opened 
to their merchandise.. But so long as 
we leave untouched their profits from 
their commercial relations with us, and 
submit without retaliation to their in- 
dignities and persecutions of our peo- 
ple, this gangster method of arrests, 
abuse, false trials, and imprisonment 
will continue and will grow worse. 

We should be prepared to take fur- 
ther steps in the event our first action 
does not accomplish the release of their 
latest hostage. In the resolution I am 
submitting I further provide that in the 
event Oatis is not released within 90 
days, our Government shall take steps 
to evacuate all United States Nationals 
from that country with the end in view 
of terminating diplomatic relations with 
Czechoslovakia, 

The nations who would thus impose 
their own tyrannies upon our nationals 
must learn that we will no longer tol- 
erate or countenance this type of gang- 
sterism. 

We must not permit these arrests to 
be used as a club to beat this Nation 
into accepting concessions which they 
seek and can only hope to attain through 
this inhuman system. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is 
the pleasure of the Senate? 


RECESS 


Mr, MONRONEY. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate stand in recess 
until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o’clock and 18 minutes p. m.) the Sen- 
ate took a recess until Wednesday, July 
18, 1951, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate July 17 (legislative day of June 
27), 1951: 

Crrcurr Courts, TERRITORY OF HAWAI 

William Burbridge Brown, of Hawali, to be 
circuit judge of the Second Circuit, Circuit 
Courts, Territory of Hawaii, vice Cable A, 
Wirtz, resigned. 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 

Otto Kerner, Jr., of Illinois, to be United 
States attorney for the northern district of 
Illinois. He is now serving in this office un- 
der an appointment which expired July 3, 
1951. 

In THE ARMY 

Lt. Gen. Walter Bedell Smith, O10197, 
Army of the United States (major general, 
U. S. Army), to be general in the Army of 
the United States, with rank from July 1, 
1951. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


TueEspay, JuLy 17, 1951 


The House met at 11 o’clock a. m. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Almighty God, grant that during this 
day we may yield our spirits to the per- 
suasions and promptings of Thy Divine 
Spirit in order that we may rise victo- 
riously above life’s chaos and confusion, 
life’s strain and struggle. 

Kindle within our souls the sacred 
flame of lofty aspiration which will 
consume all our unworthy and ignoble 
desires and inspire us to reach out cou- 
rageously for the true, the beautiful, 
and the good. 

Take away from us all feelings of 
doubt and dismay, of despair and de- 
featism, of apathy and cynical indiffer- 
ence as Thou dost call us to labor for 
a coming of the day of peace and good 
will. 

Help us to interpret our visions and 
longings for that better day, not as an 
idle dream or a forlorn hope but as a 
glorious divine inspiration. May we be 
confident that as Thou hast placed 
these visions and longings in our hearts, 
so Thou will work in us and through us 
and with us to bring them to fulfillment. 

In Christ's name we offer our prayer. 
Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


SPAIN 


Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the Recorp. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, Britain and 
France have now moved into the open 
in their efforts to block American pro- 
posals to utilize the military strength of 
Spain in the fight against communism. 
For months their opposition has been an 
open secret. It is their argument that 
Spain’s entry into the anti-Communist 
movement will profit only the Commu- 
nists. I do not claim to be able to follow 
that line of reasoning. 

For months this country has allowed 
the Socialists of Britain and the Com- 
munists of France by direct or indirect 
means to prevent the utilization of 
Spain’s resources as an ally. It has been 
one of the crowning examples of weak 
diplomacy on the part of the United 
States. Every military man has recog- 
nized the fallacy of this course. They 
knew that American GI’s might one day 
have to take the place of available Span- 
ish troops in Europe’s defense. Spain 
has probably been the greatest example 
of allied failure to utilize troops where 
they are available. Spain’s troops are 
organized; they are at least as well 
trained and equipped as most of the 
other continental troops we are dealing 
with. They offer us what may be the 
last bastion which may be held in Eu- 
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rope at this time. Obviously an armed 
Spain acting jointly with other nations 
would be a bolster to non-Communist 
forces in other parts of Europe. We will 
do well to stand on our own feet in mak- 
ing decisions for own security and that 
of the world. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. KILBURN. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Obviously a quoruin 
is not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk calied the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 114] 
Allen, III. Gore Radwan 
Bailey Green Reed, Ill. 
Boggs, La. Gregory Riehlman 
Breen Hinshaw Thompson, 
Camp Holifieid Mich. 
Chatham Horan Werdel 
Clemente Kelley, Pa Wickersham 
Cole, N. Y. Mack, Ill. Widnall 
Coudert Mason Williams, Miss. 
Dawson Morton Winstead 
Denton Murph: Wood, Ga, 
Dingell Murray, Wis Woodruff 
Durham Passman 
Gillette Powell 


The SPEAKER. Three hundred and 
ninety-three Members have answered to 
their names, a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


AMENDMENTS TO DEFENSE PRODUCTION 
ACT OF 1950 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I move 


‘that the House resolve itself into the 


Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 3871) to 
amend the Defense Production Act of 
1950, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 3871, with 
Mr. Mitts in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Permit the Chair 
to make a statement. When the Com- 
mittee rose on yesterday there was pend- 
ing the committee amendment, begin- 
ning on line 22, page 14, and ending on 
line 3, page 15, the substitute offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
CooLey] and the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Cox] 
to the Cooley substitute. 

Without objection, the Clerk will 
again report the Cooley substitute and 
the Cox amendment to the substitute. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk reread the Cooley substitute 
and the Cox amendment to the substi- 
tute. 

Mr. DEANE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word, and I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for five 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. DEANE. Mr. Chairman and 
Members of the Committee, like my col- 
league from Georgia [Mr. Brown] I rise 
in support of the committee amend- 
ment. If you have not read his state- 
ment, which he gave late yesterday 
afternoon, I urge you to do so. He takes 
an honorable and fair position and one 
this House should heed. 

The committee amendment was of- 
fered in committee by the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. Fugate]. It is not 
all that some members of the commit- 
tee wanted, but I feel it is fair and rea- 
sonable and in the best interest of the 
problem which we are now confronted 
with. 

The committee bill limits OPS to the 
one roll-back of May 20. 

The second roll- back, due August, and 
the third, due October 1, would not be- 
come operative. 

The committee amendment simply 
provides that no ceiling on any agricul- 
tural product shall be established or 
maintained at less than 90 percent of 
the price prevailing on May 19, 1951. 

Let me explain. 

The parity concept is not disturbed. 
The parity floor would remain intact. 

If any commodity was below parity on 
May 19, it would be free to rise to parity, 
The formula in the bill would not apply. 

The amendment would only apply to 
those products above parity on May 19, 
1951. These commodities would be free 
to rise to parity. The formula in the bill 
would not apply. The amendment 
would only apply to those products above 
parity on May 19. 

At this time, Mr. Chairman and mem- 
bers of the Committee, I want to com- 
mend the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
Cox] on the amendment he offered a 
few minutes before the Committee rose 
yesterday afternoon. While I cannot 
support the position he takes, he is on 
sound ground when he says that if it is 
wrong to allow roll-backs on agricuiture 
products, it is wrong to allow roll-backs 
on all industrial products. 

There is no equality in sacrifice in the 
amendment offered by my colleague 
from North Carolina. I am for our great 
farm programs, and have and will con- 
tinue to champion the needs of our rural 
people. But, if these special-interest 
amendments continue to be offered, I 
fear we are going to drive a serious 
wedge between our great farm program 
and the great masses of consumers. 

“ALL RIGHT SO FAR” 


Mr. Chairman and members of the 
Committee, it is difficult for me to under- 
stand the continued effort on the part 
of the Congress to destroy price control 
by these crippling amendments. The 
position taken by those who think we 
can control inflation without stern con- 
trols reminds me of what the editor of 
the Greensboro (N. C.) Daily News 
stated some days ago. He wrote that the 
optimism on the part of certain Mem- 
bers of Congress about this devastating 
inflation reminded him of the fellow 
who fell out of a tenth-story window 
and hollered on passing the fifth floor 
that he was “all right so far.” 
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ECONOMIC WAR 


If we defeat the Soviet Union and her 
allies it will not be because of our man- 
power. It will be because we are eco- 
nomically strong. 

Do we believe that the ravages of in- 
flation have taken 67.000, 000,000 out of 
a 835,000,000, 000 defense budget? 

Our men who have and will fight your 
battles and mine must eat and must eat 
well. They must eat meat. During the 
past year the Army’s daily ration of 
meat has increased from $0.455 to $0.599 
per man, an increase of $52.47 per man 
per year. That means with an armed 
strength of 3,500,000 men the increase 
in meat prices alone during the past 
year will cost the Department of De- 
fense more than $160,000,000 just to feed 
its enlisted men. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the 
Committee, if we win this battle against 
communism we cannot continue doing 
business as usual. We must not be 
lulled into complacency or yield to any 

group for special favors during 
these years of crises. 

We must be willing to decide this is- 
sue on the basis of what is right and not 
who is right. 

WILL YOU BE A PARTY TO ROLL PRICES FORWARD? 


If the amendments we now consider 
are adopted, OPS will have only one au- 
thority over prices and that will be to 
roll prices forward. 

If the proposed amendments are not 
defeated, the average American family’s 
cost of living will increase by $360 in the 
next 12 months. These figures are taken 
from statements given out by both Mr. 
Wilson and Mr. Johnston. 

This increase of $360 per year in the 
average family of 344 persons, based 
upon the 1940 population, would mean 
an increase in the cost of living to the 
people of my district by $34,000,000 a 
year. 

My honored friend from North Caro- 
lina in championing his proposed amend- 
ment, and should his amendment pre- 
vail, would increase the cost of living in 
his own great Fifth District of North 
Carolina by $36,000,000. 

The increased cost of living in millions 
of dollars for the other districts in North 
Carolina would be as follows: 

First, 24; second, 30; third, 25; fourth, 
36; sixth, 32; seventh, 32; ninth, 31; 
tenth, 30; eleventh, 27; twelfth, 26. 


WOULD YOU HANDCUFF JOHNSTON AND DI SALLE? 


To pass these amendments we hand- 
cuff Johnston and DiSalle. Frankly, 
they may just as well resign because we 
throw price control out the window. 
WHAT HAPPENS WHEN THERE IS NO CONTROL 

OVER INFLATION? 


It is generally accepted that unless 
we slow up this inflation spiral we will 
have a 25-cent dollar in 1952. It is my 
contention, Mr. Speaker and members of 
the committee, that both amendments 
would rapidly expedite the coming of a 
25-cent dollar. 

While I want a sound dollar, Iam 
more interested in preserving the faith 
of the great masses of our people in this 
Congress. The great masses of the con- 
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sumers expect us to hold the line on 
prices. 

While I am no prophet, I ask you to 
recall what happened in Europe during 
1921 through 1924. The record reveals 
political failures tied in with economic 
ravages. ‘The currency of the countries 
lost all value. Those with money bought 
up the property of the less fortunate at 
forced sales. Friction developed. Class 
was arrayed against class and race 
against race. The political leaders made 
no effort to stabilize prices and wages. 

The ravages of uncontrolled inflation 
brought on devastating effects on certain 
classes of the population. It furnished 
the seed beds for the Hitlers, the Mus- 
= and the quislings. 

Chairman, I feel that unless we 


nomically most of the thinking middle 
class, who constitute a strong bulwark 
against the various isms inimical to the 
American way of life. 

It happened in Europe, and, regardless 
of our investigations and loyalty oaths, 
it can happen here unless we throw some 


college 

and elementary teachers, the thousands 
upon thousands of technical specialists 
of all kinds, the great mass of store 
clerks, those 30,000,000 unorganized 
Americans. 

Another group I am thinking about. 
They are the nurses of America. 

I read a telegram from Miss Elaine 
Maskburn, president, North Carolina 
State Nurses Association: 

Raik, N. C., June 23, 1951. 
Hon. C. B. DEANE, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

North Carolina nurses very opposed to 
curbs on roll-back of prices. Members of 
North Carolina State Nurses Association re- 
spectfully request that you use your influ- 
ence toward establishment of effective price 
and rent controls. Meager salaries of nurses 
cannot endure runaway prices and rents. 
Greater economic distress of nurses would 
have tendency toward increasing well-known 
shortage by reducing number of recruits and 
making it more difficult to retain some now 
active. 

ELAINE MASHBURN, 
President, North Carolina State 
Nurses Association, 


Mr. Chairman, will we again refuse 
the sage advice of men like Bernard 
Baruch? 


CANADIAN BYELECTIONS 


I know we do not care to take other 
nations as an example for our own Na- 
tion to go by, but I have been interested 
in recent days to study certain byelec- 
tions that have been taking place in 
Canada. I hold in my hand copies of 
two newspapers from Canada. One of 
them, the Evening Citizen of Ottawa of 
July 5, has a headline, Record cost of 
living blamed on food prices.” From 
the Ottawa Evening Journal of June 26 
comes this headline: “Climbing cost of 
living sparked clean PC sweep of four 
byelections.” 
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In Time magazine of July 9 appeared 
this item: 

In four byelections last week, voters rep- 
resenting a cross section of the nation gave 
the Liberal Government one of its severest 
wrist-slappings in 16 years of power. Tory 
candidates scored a sweep. 

The outcome jolted the experts. . Liberals 
had confidently counted on winning three, 
possibly all four seats; Tories privately 
thought they would be lucky to take two. 
Instead, the voters had registered a clear 
protest. Their basic gripe was the soaring 
cost of living (up 10 percent in the past 
year). 

NO STOPGAP LEGISLATION 


Mr. Chairman, I remind you that this 
is no stopgap legislation. This is not a 
30-day extension. Let us give to Chair- 
man Brent SPENCE, and the able rank- 
ing minority member, JESSE WOLCOTT, 
and their conferees, a bill that will be a 
sound basis for conference. 

Speaking about stopgap legislation, 
I want to here and now pay my tribute 
to those Republicans who on Friday, 
June 29, 1951, refused to go along with 
our colleague, Mr. CooLey, on his amend- 
ment to the 30-day stopgap. 
| I may not have the names of all my 
Republican friends who said “No” to 
the CooLey amendment on the stopgap 
amendment but I give the following 
Members who voted “no”: Messrs. 
ANGELL, AYRES, BAKEWELL, BENDER, BEN- 
nett of Michigan, CANFIELD, CASE, COLE 
of New York, Couprert, Curtis of Mis- 
souri, Eaton, Forp, GAMBLE, GEORGE, 
GOODWIN, HALE, EDWIN ARTHUR HALL, 
LEONARD W. HALL, HAND, HERTER, HESEL- 
TON, HULL, JAVITS, JOHNSON, JUDD, KEAN, 
Kearney, KEATING, KERSTEN of Wiscon- 
sin, McDonouGcH, Mack of Washington, 
MILLER of New York, Morano, NELSON, 
PATTERSON, RED of New York, RIEHL- 
MAN, SADLAK, SAYLOR, HARDIE SCOTT, 
Hucum D. Scorr, JR., SEELY-BROWN, 
‘TAYLOR, TOLLEFSON, WIDNALL, WIGGLES- 
WORTH, WITHROW, and WOLVERTON, 

Mr. Chairman, at certain times in this 
debate, feeling of partisanship have 
been expressed on my side of the aisle. 

If we pass any kind of sound legisla- 

tion and if we have any type of con- 
trols it is going to be because you 48 
Republicans and others who are going to 
join with you, and some that I know are 
going to join on our side, in defeating 
these proposed amendments. 
I say again I think the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. Cox] is fair in of- 
fering an amendment which would in- 
clude all groups, even though I cannot 
go along with him. The amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. CooLEY] is a special-in- 
terest amendment and should be de- 
feated. Both amendments must be de- 
feated. I hope the committee amend- 
ment will prevail. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEANE. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. Does the gentleman 
favor or disfavor the next two roll-backs 
that are eliminated by the bill that you 
have ordered to be brought here? 

Mr. DEANE. I am standing by the 
committee amendment, which was of- 
fered by, as I stated at the beginning of 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


my statement, by the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. FUGATE]. 

Mr. COOLEY. So you favor a roll- 
back for the beef trust but not for the 
consumer? 

Mr. DEANE. May I advise the gen- 
tleman that the committee amendment 
makes no such provisions. If we in the 
House are interested in the consumers 
we will defeat both the Cooley and Cox 
amendments. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the pro forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Cooley amendment., 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield to me for an 
observation? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
with the understanding that I cannot 
yield to anyone else until I have com- 
pleted my statement. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I endeavored to 
get the gentleman from North Carolina 
to yield to me for the purpose of de- 
termining where he got his figures to the 
effect that if the Cooley amendment pre- 
vailed it would cost the average Ameri- 
can family $360 or $370 a year, or some 
such figure. I do not know who provided 
those figures, but I must say that on the 
basis of the figures each family of five 
would have to consume about 3,600 
pounds of meat a year, which, accord- 
ing to the Department of Agriculture, 
would be about 2,800 pounds above the 
quantity actually consumed. The gen- 
tleman must have been referring to a 
family of meat-eating lions, or some- 
thing similar, because they are the only 
meat eaters I know of who consume meat 
at such a rate. 

Mr. HOPE. I appreciate the gentle- 
man’s comments, and certainly they are 
very pertinent. 

Mr. Chairman, in a number of years 
of congressional experience, I have never 
seen such a campaign of misrepresenta- 
tion and vilification as has been carried 
out against any group in our population 
as has been carried out in recent weeks 
and months against the farmers of this 
country and particularly the producers 
of meat animals. They have been de- 
Picted as rich, grasping, greedy indi- 
viduals who are riding around in Cad- 
illacs, making $20,000 or more a year, 
and oppressing the poor. A great deal of 
the argument we have heard on this leg- 
islation seems based upon such distorted 
information as that. 

In answer to that I simply want to 
call attention to the fact that the fig- 
ures of the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
and the Department of Agriculture show 
the average farm income in the year 
1950 was $804, and the average nonfarm 
income was $1,546, or just a little less 
than twice the average farm income. 

It has been intimated here that we 
have a great scarcity of meat and that 
the price of meat is so high that people 
cannot buy it and are going to have to 
start eating horse meat. I submit that 
me one heard anything about horse 
meat in this country as food for human 
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beings until Mr. DiSalle started monkey- 
ing with the meat business. Instead of 


‘referring to this Congress as a horse- 


meat Congress, as someone facetiously 
suggested, we had better put the appel- 
lation “horse meat” onto Mr. DiSalle. 

Now, what are the facts as far as the 
supply of meat in this country for this 
present year is concerned? I have be- 
fore me a publication of the Department 
of Agriculture entitled “The Meat Situ- 
ation, June 1951,” which shows that the 
estimated supply of all meat per capita 
for this year is between 146 and 147 
pounds, That is more meat per capita, 
with four exceptions, than the people of 
this country have had during any year 
in the last 40 years. There have been 
4 years in that time when they had a 
little more meat per capita. 

As far as the supply of beef is con- 
cerned, it is estimated to be 62 pounds 
per capita, there have been 8 years 
within the last 40 years when the supply 
of beef was a little larger than it is esti- 
mated to be for this year. Of course 
these estimates of meat supplies are 
based upon production turning out as it 
would in normal times, We cannot take 
them as accurate estimates if the Office 
of Price Stabilization continues to inter- 
fere with the production and marketing 
of meat through the issuance of such 
orders as are now in effect. 

It has been intimated that cattle 
prices are above parity and that, ipso 
facto, that makes them too high. Some 
people do not go any further than that. 
They say prices are above parity, so we 
have got to cut them down. The fact of 
the matter is that parity prices have 
never been considered as an accurate re- 
flection of the cost of production of beef. 
That has been recognized for many 
years. The question has not been raised 
by the beef producers for the reason that 
they have not been engaged in any pro- 
gram which involved price support or 
Government subsidies of any kind. Con- 
sequently parity prices on beef were a 
purely academic question. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Hope] has 
expired. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
may proceed for five additional minutes, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOPE. The result is there has 
been no reconsideration of parity prices 
for beef, as has been the case with a 
number of other commodities, with the 
exception that about a year and a half 
ago-there was a slight increase in the 
parity price of cattle, determined by the 
Bureau of Agricultural Economics. But 
that does not mean that parity on beef 
at this time does reflect the cost of 
production. 

However, there is something more im- 
portant than that which I want to bring 
to your attention, and that is the fact 
that if you break down parity prices on 
beef cattle into the various classes, you 
will find that the classes which go to 
slaughter for meat are not very much 
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above parity, even at this time. The De- 
partment of Agriculture until Decem- 
ber 1950 computed beef-cattle prices on 
the basis of class and grade. At that 
time, choice and prime-beef steers were 
108 percent of parity. Good beef steers 
were 114 percent; medium, 122; and 
common, 126. The average of all heifers, 
good and choice, was 128. Good cows, 
127; canner cows, 167; beef bulls, 149 
percent of parity. Feeder steers were 
142. Now they took the average of all 
that and they said that cattle were 135 
percent of parity at that time; but the 
fact is that the kind of cattle that go 
into the beef which you buy in the meat 
market were not greatly above parity at 
that time. I am sorry that there are 
no later figures available than December 
but if there was any breakdown of the 
parity price of cattle by grades now, the 
price would not be a great deal above 
parity on the kind of beef that goes 
into the meat which you buy in the 
market. 

Another thing that we are being told 
is that meat prices are at an all-time 
high, and that people cannot afford to 
buy meat. In that connection I want 
to call attention to what the figures show 
to be the facts in the matter. 

I call to your attention certain figures 
that were submitted by the Secretary of 
Agriculture to the Committee on Agri- 
culture in connection with the hearings 
on the beef roll-back, showing the quan- 
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tity of various meat items that could be 
purchased with 1 hour of factory labor 
in the United States during various se- 
lected periods from 1929 to 1951. These 
figures show that in 1929 an hour’s labor 
would buy 1.2 pounds of round steak; 
in 1939 it would buy 1.8; in 1947, 1.6; in 
1948, 1.5; and in June 1950 and in March 
1951 the same as 1948, 1.5 pounds. So 
as far as factory labor is concerned you 
can buy substantially as much round 
steak now as you could åt any time in 
our recent history. 

In the case of rib roast, in 1929 you 
could buy 1.4 pounds; June 1950, 1.9 
pounds; and in March 1951, 1.9. 

Chuck roast: With an hour’s labor you 
could buy 1.8 pounds in 1929; in June 
1950, 2.3; and in March 1951, 2.1 pounds; 
and so on down the line. 

The figures are just about the same, 
I might say as far as pork and lamb are 
concerned. I am going to put in the 
Recorp this group of figures and will 
not take any more time discussing them 
now. However they show conclusively 
that based upon the earning power of 
factory workers they can buy substan- 
tially as much meat now 
buy at any time in our history. 
thermore if you will take 
food generally you will find that food 
prices have not increased as rapidly as 
wages have in this country. 


Taste 8—Quantity of various meat items that could be purchased with 1 hour of 
factory selected periods, 1929-51 
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Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, for decades the Mem- 
bers of the House from agricultural dis- 
tricts put on a vigorous fight for a parity 
formula for farmers and for a fair pro- 
gram for agriculture. At first the Mem- 
bers from the industrial and city dis- 
tricts were opposed to the parity formula 
for farmers. Eventually they became 
convinced, and one by one we won their 
support. Finally they were convinced to 
the extent that they believed that the 
prosperity of the Nation depended upon 
the prosperity of the farmer; and, there- 
fore, it was in the public interest, in the 
interest of all the people, city districts 
and all, for the farmers to have a living 
wage, which was recognized in the parity 
formula. The city members had to 
carry quite a burden; that I know. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I cannot yield now; 
later on I will be very glad to yield to the 
gentleman from Iowa. 
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have carried that burden for years. 
Now, then, if you are attempting to 

disregard that so far as the ceiling is 

concerned, then make it apply to a floor 
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with all groups, an amendment that does 
not just give the farmers a special favor 
but which gives everybody the same 
rights and benefits, in industrial and 
manufactured commodities the same as 
farm products. That is the most honest 
approach to it. 

If we are going to handle it at all it 
should be across the board, not picking 
out the farmers for special benefits and 
special rights and special privileges, be- 
cause it will cause the house to fall 
down on the farmers later on. We are 
placing in jeopardy the finest farm pro- 
gram that was ever adopted by any 
country on the face of the earth, and 
for that reason I am going to vote 
against the Cooley amendment and I am 
also going to vote against the Cox 
amendment. 

Some roll-backs are absolutely nec- 
essary. Where the raw materials have 
declined why should we not force in- 
dustrial products and manufactured 
products to decline also? When you 
have competition they would decline 


Cotton has gone down 15 percent. 
How will our farmers who grow cotton 
feel taking 15 percent less for their raw 
material but still being compelled to pay 
the high price not based upon a 15 per- 
cent reduction in the raw material? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 


The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas. 

There was no objection. 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. In connection with 
the point the gentleman has made, I 
take it that he is familiar with the so- 
called Millikin amendment put into the 
Senate bill. May I ask the gentleman if 
it is not true that the amendment of- 
fered by Senator MILLIKIN, which was 
adopted, that has to do with industrial 
roll-backs, made provision for the very 
circumstance of decreases in cost to 
which the gentleman has referred? 


1951 


Mr. PATMAN. I will say to the 
gentleman that is debatable. The 
amendment is not construed the same 
way by people who are interested and 
Government officials. I do not know 
what the effect of the Millikin amend- 
ment will be. 

Mr. HALLECK. Let me ask the gen- 
tleman this: He has said if roll-backs 
are wrong on agricultural commodities 
they are likewise wrong on industrial 
commodities. 

Mr. PATMAN. Now, wait a minute. 
Did I say it that way or did I say it in 
reverse? I said not to pick out farmers 
and place them in a position of getting 
special treatment, special favors. We 
have been favored by having parity, so, 
now, let us not jeopardize that whole 
agricultural program by picking them 
out and giving them special favor in 
addition to parity and endanger our 
whole farm program. But if we are 
going to have a prohibition against roll- 
backs on farmers, let us have a prohibi- 
tion on roll-backs on everything else. I 
consider that the honest approach to 
the problem. 

Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman has 
clarified his position and I appreciate it. 
Let me inquire whether or not, if that 
position were to be taken by the Com- 
mittee of the Whole, it might not be well 
to adopt, in respect to industrial prod- 
ucts, a similar provision in respect to 
roll-backs, with possibly a clarification 
of the language offered in the other body 
by Senator MILLIKIN, that would reach 
the very thing that the gentleman has 
talked about, which is a decrease in the 
cost of manufactures? 

Mr. PATMAN. I wish I could answer 
about that Millikin amendment, but it is 
a peculiar one to most people. I do not 
know what it means. 

Now, take rubber for instance. Rub- 
ber has gone down from 85 cents a pound 
to 45 cents a pound. Do you mean to 
say that these manufacturing concerns 
making automobile tires and everything 
else with rubber should be allowed to 
sell on the basis of 85-cent rubber when 
they are only paying 45 cents a pound 
for it? Why, certainly they should not. 
Well, who is going to correct it? The 
Price Administrator, unless this amend- 
ment passes, and then nobody can cor- 
rect it. 

What about tin? Before the Korean 
war it was $2 a pound. Now it is down 
to $1.03 a pound. Are you going to per- 
mit the people who use tin in the manu- 
facture of essential civilian goods to con- 
tinue to sell their product based upon 
$2 tin when they are only paying half 
that much now? Well, how are you 
going to correct it? There is only one 
way, and that is by a price-control law 
permitting roll-backs on industrial prod- 
ucts, and the Cox amendment would 
cut it out. 

Another thing, take hides. A number 
of different raw materials have gone 
down enormously. Are you going to 

_ continue to let manufactured goods sell 
as though they were paying twice as 
much for the raw materials? It just 
does not make sense, folks; it does not 
make sense. Do not do that. Give 
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somebody the power to protect the 
people against profiteers. 

Now, steel is very much in demand, 
especially among the smaller processors 
who do not have mill contacts and do not 
have warehouse contacts. Before this 
freeze steel in the warehouses went up 
unevenly; 10, 15, 20, and 25 percent all 
over the country. Now then, if no one 
has the power to roll that back, there is 
no one to administer justice and equity 
to the people who have to purchase steel, 
and especially the smaller concerns 
which are in distress, and I tell you that 
the law is needed for small concerns 
and that roll-backs are necessary. 

You take wood pulp. It sold at one 
price before Korea for $118 a ton. In 
January it jumped up to $165. Some 
places it was $150, some places it was 
$135, but it jumped up from $135 to $165 
a ton. Do you mean to say that you are 
going to freeze the price on the basis of 
$165 ə ton and thereby force up the 
price of all paper and paper products? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for three 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PATMAN. Are you going to force 
the price of paper up and everything 
that is made from wood pulp by adopting 
the Cox amendment? I do not believe 
that you are going to do that, and if you 
adopt the Cox amendment we have very 
little in conference to deal with the Sen- 
ate on. It will be a price raising bill; 
it will be placing the stamp of approval 
of this House on the outrageous prices 
that are being charged the American 
consumer today and the outrageous 
prices that are being charged the United 
States Government for guns and tanks 
and planes and food for the army in 
our defense effort. 

Mr, COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman wants 
to be fair to the farmers of the Nation, 
I suppose. 

Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman has 
never known me not to be fair, has he? 

Mr. COOLEY. I do not think you 
hav- heretofore, but I think you are put- 
ting yourself in a position now where 
you have said to this House, in effect, 
that the farmers of the Nation have 
enjoyed, through the parity concept, a 
great privilege and a great favoritism 
and a great special advantage. 

Mr. PATMAN. You are stating it 
absolutely wrong. I did not say any 
such thing. I said that we have parity, 
and that is what we want, and I want 
to add to that, not by putting us in a 
class that puts us in the class of special 
privileges and favors on top of that. 

Mr. COOLEY. Does the gentleman 
regard parity as a special favor to the 
farmer? 

Mr. PATMAN. No; I do not. 
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Mr. COOLEY. Then you do not con- 
sider it a special favor. 

Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman is just 
as confused about that as he is about 
the farmers in this whole thing. You 
are doing the greatest injustice to the 
farmers that has ever been attempted. 

Mr. COOLEY. In what respect are 
we doing a great injustice to the 
farmers? 

Mr. PATMAN. By jeopardizing the 
thing tha, they fought for for decades. 

Mr. COOLEY. Why are we jecpardiz- 
ing them if it is fair? 

Mr. PATMAN. By asking for special 
rights and special privileges. 

Mr. COOLEY. That is just a threat 
that you and your committee want to 
hold over the committee of this House. 

Mr. PATMAN. We are taking care of 
the farmers as well as any committee of 
this House. 

Mr. COOLEY. We have taken care of 
labor, too; do not forget that. I have 
voted for just as many labor bills as the 
gentleman has. 

Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman is for 
labor? 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes. I voted for the 
Fair Labor Standards Act, the mini- 
mum-wage law, and all the rest of them. 

Mr. PATMAN. Now is no time to put 
anything between labor and the farmer, 

Mr. COOLEY. Why did the gentle- 
man bring it in, then? 

Mr. PATMAN. I did not bring it in. 
The gentleman brought it in. 

Mr. COOLEY. No; I did not. 

Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman is mis- 
taken. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN, I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa, 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman is for 
parity. The gentleman says parity pro- 
vides the farmer with a living wage. Will 
the gentleman tell me why on four of the 
six basic commodities upon which parity 
is based no wage is provided? 

Mr. PATMAN. I cannot discuss that. 
That is a detail on parity. 

Mr. GROSS. Yes, you bet your life 
it is a detail on parity. 

Mr. PATMAN. If there is anything 
wrong about it, let us correct it in the 
parity formula, but let us not bring the 
whole house down on the farmer by ask- 
ing in addition to parity special rights, 
special benefits, that we are not willing 
to give industry. In the interest of the 
farmer and the fine farm program in- 
cluding parity we should not insist upon 
things that will hurt them in the end. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I was interested in the 
remarks of the gentleman from Texas 
on rolling back these propositions, espe- 
cially on textiles, because you now want 
to roll back the manufactures who 
bought this cotton or wool or whatever 
it may have been at a high price, and 
expect them to produce whatever cotton 
goods or woolen goods they have got at 
that price. It just cannot be done. If 
you are going to freeze things, freeze 
them as of today, and then try to stop 
these spirals. 
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The gentleman from Texas talked 
about tin and rubber. Four-fifths of 
our tin comes from British Malaya and 
three-quarters of our rubber comes from 
British Malaya. The wool clip the 
United States Government bought, as 
they bought these others, tin and rub- 
ber, from the British Government at 
three or four times its value. Who is 
going to take the loss when we start to 
process the rubber or tin or whatever 
it may be? I should like to know if the 
ordinary human being in the United 
States does not have to do it. 

It makes me rather tired, sending bil- 
lions and billions and billions of dollars 
to Great Britain, and then when we need 
rubber or tin and need it badly they 
go up on the price four or five times, 
and the United States Government buys 
it and stops the manufacturers of goods 
in the United States from using it. You 
have to have a priority. You even have 
to have a priority to get steel to build 
a schoolhouse in this country today. If 
you have had any experience, if you are 
fortunate enough to have money enough 
to build a schoolhouse in your commu- 
nity, you will find out how long it takes 
you to get the steel to put into the school- 
house and build it. I am inclined to 
think they do not want any schoolhouses 
built. 

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that it 
is about time we acted like Americans. 
We never had to have any controls in 
this country to run it. I am not too old 
to remember that we tried to control 
the rum-drinkers of the country, and 
you know what happened. The people 
in this country started disregarding 
every law. You can remember it. 
Some of the younger Members here can- 
not, but I can remember it very dis- 
tinctly. I can remember the murders 
on the main streets in Chicago and 
other big cities, just due to prohibition, 
trying to enforce a law that the people 
did not want. 

The people do not want to be con- 
trolled. The last time we had a con- 
trol system we had a black market and 
a gray market, and anybody that wanted 
beef or sirloin steaks or anything else, 
if they had the price, got it. 

You say you are controlling prices. 
I say it cannot be done, and the sooner 
we in this country realize that the peo- 
ple will not stand to be controlled by 
somebody in the Federal Government, 
the better off we are going to be. The 
only thing I can see in this price con- 
trol bill is an excuse to have the Fed- 
eral Government step in and take care 
of everything else that we hold dear in 
this country. They even wanted to send 
our businesses away from the areas 
where we have them and can take care 
of them. And there are three or four 
other things in this bill that will destroy 
free Government in this country and 
free enterprise. They are not fooling 
anybody with their radio talks and by 
having these things put up to the people 
back home so that the people back home 
are going to hate us. 

I have received letters from people. I 
believe if they knew what was in the bill 
they would never write the letters. 
They take one or two things in it and 
prey on somebody’s mind about getting 
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something cheap. Well, the gentleman 
from Kansas told you how much beef 
they had, and the gentleman from Ala- 
bama, I believe, rose and quoted some 
true figures. Let us have the figures 
straight. Let us know where we are go- 
ing. We are simply not going to get 
anywhere having two or three people 
from Chicago or somewhere else in the 
United States tell 155,000,000 people 
how to live. They elected Members of 
Congress to pass their laws and not these 
kind of people. i 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has 
expired. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, there are three 
amendments now pending, and I am op- 
posed to each of them. May I have 5 
minutes in opposition to each amend- 
ment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
may propound a unanimous-consent re- 
quest to that effect. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for an 
additional 10 minutes. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, I want to 
know whether the committee is going 
to use extra time with every speaker 
and then cut the debate off when the 
rest of us want to talk. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is a matter 
that the Chair cannot determine. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from New York? 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, it was 
rather refreshing to sit through the de- 
bate yesterday until we resolved the 
House into the Committee of the Whole. 
It seemed that after the last 7 days 
of debate on this bill when sectionalism 
and special interests were the order of 
the day, that we had come back to the 
Congress of the United States, and every- 
body was in favor of helping those who 
needed help. Here was an emergency. 
No one asked who is being hurt, or who 
needs help in the emergency—is it Kan- 
sas? is it Missouri? is it New York? The 
gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr. Mc- 
Cormack, rose and offered an amend- 
ment to increase the amount of the ap- 
propriation to be made to help those who 
are suffering as a result of the catas- 
trophe that struck a part of the country 
far distant from his own constituency. 
Here we all were as Americans, all united 
to help save those people who needed 
assistance. Nobody raised the question 
that special interest or a special part of 
the country was involved, and therefore 
it should not be helped. The city boys 
voted with the farmer boys to give the 
aid that the people in that part of the 
country so tragically need today. 

But when the country is faced with 
this greater emergency that may destroy 
not just a part of it, not only Kansas, not 
only Missouri, but all of the country— 
then you give heed to special interests 
and sectionalism and the farmer boy 
comes forward and says, “You city boys 
do not know what you are talking about.” 
You cry: “You want to keep the prices 
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down for the consumers at home, at the 
expense of the farmers.” We heard the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
Cool Ex I, chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture, yesterday talk about two of 
the charts that have been outside for 
some time. He did not bring in these two 
charts that have been there as long as 
the other two. They complete the pic- 
ture of the situation. 

Let me make this philosophy clear to 
you first. It was Daniel Webster in 1840 
who said, “When tillage begins, other arts 
follow. The farmers therefore are the 
founders of human civilization.” There 
is no city representative in this House 
who does not go along with that phi- 
losophy. There is not a city representa- 
tive in this House who will not do all 
he can to help the farmer. They have 
proved it by their votes. Remember, 
the farmer is a consumer too. 

You are talking about helping the lit- 
tle farmer. It was interesting to hear 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HOPE] 
tell us about the low average income of 
the farmer; and that is true. But are 
you men here pleading to save that little 
farmer? How many of those little fel- 
lows whose average income is $2,000 a 
year can own a hundred head of cattle, 
at a minimum price of $250 a head, with 
a minimum capital investment of $25,000 
for livestock alone? Is that the little 
farmer you are talking about? If you 
will be fair with us, you will tell us that 
the little farmer, earning two or three 
thousand dollars a year, wants these 
controls as much as every other con- 
sumer in this country. He is not being 
hurt by these controls. He is being 
helped by them. 

You have got yourself all messed up 
this way, because you are trying to write 
regulations instead of principles of law. 
We had three volumes of testimony be- 
fore our committee, and witness after 
witness was asked: “Did you present your 
problem to the Office of Price Stabiliza- 
tion?” Every one of them, after quib- 
bling, admitted they had not done so. 
Some said they were not invited. Some 
said they were not wanted. Is not the 
Office of Price Stabilization the place to 
present your complaint, if you have a 
complaint? Should that office not first 
be given an opportunity to adjust your 
prices if they need adjustment? Don't 
you remember how careful you were last 
year when you wrote into this bill the 
concept that in fixing prices you must be 
sure that every man will get a fair re- 
turn, a fair profit; that the agencies 
must take into consideration every cost 
of labor and material all the way down 
the line? Then, in addition to that, you 
guaranteed the farmer additional pro- 
tection by saying that his price shall be 
fixed at not less than the highest price 
he received in the base period in 1950, 
or parity, whichever was higher. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. Mutter] 
has expired. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman’s 
time be extended 10 minutes. The 
gentleman has gone to the trouble of 
having a lot of beautiful charts made and 
he has not had time to refer to them, 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

Mr. TACKETT, Mr. Chairman, I 
object. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for five additional minutes. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the gentleman’s time be con- 
tinued for 10 minutes. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, as a com- 
promise, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman’s time be extended for 
five additional minutes. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
reserving the right to object, of course 
this bill has been going along for quite 
atime, Sooner or later we must confine 
ourselves to 5-minute speeches. I am 
not going to object, but if we are going 
to get through with this bill we must 
proceed. Members will want to get away 
for a vacation, and there are other bills 
coming up and we ought to move along 
with some speed. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Cox]? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
appreciative of the indulgence of the 
Committee in giving me this additional 
time and I am sincerely grateful to the 
gentieman from Georgia [Mr. Cox], who 
in his usual fairness made the request 
on my behalf even though I am oppos- 
ing the amendment he offered. It is 
typical of his fairness in his approach to 
these vital problems, Since I cannot take 
all the time I want to take, may I show 
you quickly some of these charts I 
brought in here? 

Here is your parity line at the bottom 
of this chart. Here is the beef-cattle 
price before any roll-backs. Here is the 
price of farm commodities before roll- 
backs. Here is the beef-cattle price 
after all three roll-backs become effec- 
tive. Note that it will be at approxi- 
mately 125 percent of parity, 25 percent 
over parity. 

Mr. Chairman, if parity does not re- 
flect a fair profit and all costs then every 
representative of the farmer should 
come in here and show us why. You 
remember that in 1949 you changed the 
formula by law and increased the live- 
stock parity by 30 percent. Now, if you 
take your old parity before 1949 these 
prices would be 205 percent of parity at 
the time of the first roll-back. 

Unfortunately, I do not have the time 
to show you all of these charts. Let 
me show you just two of them. Here 
are your chuck-roast prices—not steak— 
chuck-roast prices: 52.5 cents a pound 
in January 1950; 77 cents a pound under 
the present ceiling. After all roll-backs 
it will be 68 cents a pound, still 15.5 
cents more than in January 1950. Now, 
if there are to be no roll-backs it will 
be 88 cents a pound as against 52.5 cents 
for chuck-roast prices. 

Mr. Chairman, if you have in mind 
what you enacted into law and what is 
existing law now then you do not need 
any of these amendments, and any one 
of the three amendments will be unfair, 
unfair to the consumer, unfair to the 
producer, unfair to the farmer. Do not 
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overlook that the farmer is himself a 
consumer, he must buy clothing, he must 
buy shoes, he must buy dozens of prod- 
ucts that he needs with which to oper- 
ate his farm; he must buy farm ma- 
chinery; and if you are not going to 
permit roll-backs „Lere they are neces- 
sary—and they are necessary only where 
the prices have run away—ihen you are 
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program. You will make it impossible 
for the farmer to carry on decently and 
properly. 

In fairness to yourself, if you do not 
want a price-control program, then vote 
down the bill. But if you do, if you are 
in favor of price controls, if you think 
we do need them in this emergency pe- 
ried, stand by the bill. As it is written 
now it expires in June 1952. At that 
time we shall have to look at the situa- 
tion again to see if we need controls for 
a further period. But if we need them 
foi this period until 1952 then you should 
not cripple the bill, you should not cripple 
the law. 

You have had a lot of figures thrown 
at you by representatives of the farm 
industry, by representatives of the pack- 
ers, aad by representatives of the feed- 
ers. I discount those figures because 
alongside of them I place for comparison 
the figures given tu us by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. The Department 
of Agriculture is not setting up any fig- 
ures because of any self-interest; it is 
setting up those figures and giving us 
that information for the good of the 
country, for the benefit of the farmer. 
We can trust those figures. No one has 
dared attack the ugures and statistics 
given to us by the Department of Agri- 
culture. All of these charts are based 
upon their figures and not upon any 
manipulation of figures but on the fig- 
ures as reported from time to time, from 
month to month—if you cannot rely on 
those figures then you cannot rely on 
any statistics you get anywhere. 

I wish I had the time to develop the 
unfairness of the approach of the pack- 
ers and the feeders and some of the 
cattlemen—not all of them, some of 
them—because it shows this: That they 
came in before our committee and very 
frankly said: “We want no controls, no 
price controls, no quota controls, no con- 
trols”; that was their theme. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gen- 
tleman may proceed for two additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, let me 
conclude with this statement. You do 
not have to know the difference be- 
tween an “udder” and a “mudder,” you 
do not have to know how to take a calf 
or what to do with a cow that is cutting 
up, to understand the basic economics 
of this entire situation. If you had 
spent as much time as I have, and I 
spent some 7 months studying this prob- 
lem with the all-powerful aid of the sub- 
pena back in 1943, you would know 
something, as I do, about the economics 
of the situation as I present it to you. 
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When I said to you several times that 
these men who came in complaining that 
thy are going to lose millions would 
lose only part of a profit they hope to 
be able to get, I was quoting the men 
who represented the meat industries, 
and what they us said to us as repre- 
5 of all segments of that indus- 


There was a gentleman by the name 
of Paul who came in and testifled before 
our committee. He stated that he rep- 
resented the meat institute. He was 
sent down here to represent all of them, 
the packers, the feeders, the cattlemen, 
the ranchers and the farmers. He said 
that he would lose $50,000 on account of 
the roll-backs. I asked him: 

Do you mean by that it would cost your 


company $50,000 in profits that it will not 
be able to make? 


Mr. Paul said: 
That is right. 


Then I asked him: 


You mean the same thing when you say 
that the industry lost $5,000,000, because of 
the roll-back, namely there will be $5,000,- 
000 less profit taken by the industry on ac- 
count of the roll-back? 


And Mr. Faul said: 
That is right. 


Those are exact quotations from pages 
833 and 834 of volume 2 of the hearings. 

Now I asked these various men who 
came before us, who were representing 
the industry, “What is the situation in 
your own business, in your own particu- 
lar project? Did you make money last 
year?” And each said, “Yes, we have 
done very well. We have made profits 
over the last 10 years.” 

I understood that it was conceivable 
that these roll-backs might take enough 
to involve a loss of operating capital, 
so I asked them: “Will you give us the 
amount or the percentage of profits 
you made last year?” And each of them 
refused to do that. 

There is the indication to my mind 
that we must rely on the figures of the 
Department of Agriculture only. These 
men would never tell us the truth about 
the situation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has again 
expired. 

Mr. LANE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


Mr. LANE. Mr. Chairman, every 


wage earner and housewife has to fight 


against the high cost of living; a fight 
that goes on without cease-fire or victory. 

Today that battle has taken a turn for 
the worse. 

The national interest is being sold out 
by every special interest. 

The time for betrayal has been well- 
chosen, 

This is the vacation period of July. 
American consumers have let down their 
guard to enjoy the relaxation they have 
earned. They are being lulled into a 
state of false security by those who talk 
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of peace in Korea, when the end of ac- 
tual fighting there will not bring peace 
but only an intermission in the struggle 
for our survival against communism. 

Why did the Kremlin make its dove- 
like offer to help bring about a truce in 
Korea just before the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 came up for extension? 

The answer is clear to all those who 
have the courage and the character to 
deal with facts instead of illusions. 

Stalin knew that there were elements 
in the United States who would grab 
at this thin hope and use it as an excuse 
to feather their own nests, abandoning 
all sense of responsibility to the Nation. 

He knew that if he could precipitate 
a “1951 gold rush” in the United States, 
it would halt if not wreck the defense 
program and its necessary disciplines, 
which had just begun to gather momen- 
tum. He knew that if the American 
consumers could be squeezed to the point 
of rebellion by the excesses of special 
interests, it might ruin our economy. 
He would then have a bloodless victory 
over a United States that defeated itself. 

And yet the short-sighted, with this 
clear warning before them, have thrown 
all caution to the winds. They play the 
game of “me first,” ill-disguised by the 
patriotic phrases with which they try to 
conceal it, while Stalin chuckles at the 
way in which they blindly fall in with 
his plans, 

No one likes controls, or castor oil, or 
being drafted for military service, but 
there are times when we must take a lit- 
tle medicine if we are to save our way of 
life. 

During the past year, wholesale prices 
have gone up 20 percent. Retail prices 
have advanced 10 percent. The rise has 
now been checked, but this is no reason 
for throwing away the brakes. 

Of course, if this world were a para- 
dise, we could get along without ships, 
planes, tanks, guns, and thousands of 
other defense needs. And there would 
be no argument in favor of controls, 
But, if a few misguided people would 
have us adopt this thrifty policy of non- 
resistance which would lead to complete 
humility, Communist style, why do they 
not come out into the open and say so? 

The simple truth is that they cannot, 
for such a course would certainly en- 
slave this Nation. 

Still they want profit-making infla- 
tion for themselves to be paid for in a 
reduced standard of living for the ma- 
jority of other Americans and a strong 
military establishment all in one pack- 
age, 

It is a package labeled “Disaster.” 

And its color would change to red, 

But the gentlemen seize upon the un- 
certain lull in Korea, and the pause in 
the upward climb of prices, to sabotage 
controls with a swarm of puncturing 
amendments, 

They know that our infant defense 
production must grow up if we are going 
to discourage or stop the march of Com- 
munist imperialism. But they want ex- 
cessive profits for themselves out of the 
national effort. If they can throw off 
controls, they will realize their personal 
dreams with little concern for the mortal 
blow they may deliver against their 
Nation, 
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Arms production is behind schedule. 
During the past year, $42,000,000,000 
worth of armaments have been ordered. 
Only $1,500,000,000 worth have been de- 
livered as finished goods. 

By the end of 1951, as defense spend- 
ing mounts there will be cut-backs in 
civilian production, and our economy 
will be under a greater strain. 

Even if there is a curtailment of 
spending for defense, as measured by the 
goals, there will be a step-up in the rate 
of that spending. The Treasury will be 
actually paying out to the tune of four 
billions by fall. This increase of spend- 
able money, going out into the economy 
and into the hands of people, will not be 
able to buy all the civilian goods that 
people will want. 

So the people start bidding up and 
competing with one another in order to 
get the scarce commodities. 

Meanwhile, in spite of pay increases 
in some fields, the take-home pay of oth- 
ers is fixed, prices rise beyond reach, 
and these folks cannot get their fair 
share of the necessities of life. 

Short of rationing, the only protection 
for the majority of Americans against 
soaring prices is a program of effective 
controls, 

Either that, or we shall have to cut 
back our mobilization plans to a dan- 
gerous minimum, That is unthinkable. 
If we do not build up our military sin- 
ews, and extend help to our allies, in a 
manner that will save the integrity of 
our Nation, then we shall face controls 
that make those under discussion seem 
joyful by comparison. The mild con- 
trols that we suggest will make us strong 
to resist the dead-end controls that en- 
croaching communism would impose 
upon us. 

An adequate tax program, credit con- 
trols, the regulation of materials, and a 
campaign to encourage greater savings 
through the purchase of bonds, insur- 
ance, and so forth, will help to siphon 
off the increased spendable income that 
feeds the fires of inflation. This is in 
addition to wage and price controls. 
Any control plan that is riddled by ex- 
emptions is like a dike that has become 
a sieve. It will not hold the line until 
that day in the future when we will be 
able to produce enough for both mili- 
tary and civilian requirements. 

Can we afford to risk the danger of 
conditions getting out of hand during 
the interim, when we know that there 
will be a considerable gap in time before 
production can satisfy the dual demands 
of civilian and military? 

Last year, when world realities began 
to dawn upon us, some who saw the 
handwriting on the wall still tried to 
head off the inevitable by suggesting that 
we might do the job through the pretty 
fiction of voluntary controls. That 
these could not and did not succeed was 
hardly a surprise to any mature person. 
Still reluctant to face the facts, they 
then conceded a bit and came up with 
the vague but somehow impressive idea 
of selective controls. These halfway 
measures did not suffice. 

On January 26, 1951, the Office of 
Price Stabilization issued its General 
Ceiling Price Regulation, This applied 
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the brakes to the violent upsurge of in- 
flation. 

The OPS points out that the infia- 
tionary rise and the effect of rent con- 
trols on it, were dramatically illustrated 
by the index of prices for 28 industrial 
raw materials and raw foodstuffs com- 
piled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
This index increased 47 percent between 
the outbreak of war in Korea and the 
imposition of the General Ceiling Price 
Regulation. The rise averaged nearly 7 
percent a month. It reached a record 
high on February 16, 1951, and since 
then has gone down more than 5 percent 
from that peak as of May 1951. 

In fact, they could be rolled back some 
were it not for the frantic lobbying we 
have seen around these corridors for the 
past few weeks in a pressure campaign 
to destroy price controls and force Amer- 
ican workers and consumers to pay ran- 
som for the very food they eat. 

Unless an appeal to conscience will 
have some effect, the lobbyists will suc- 
ceed in pushing prices so high that too 
many Americans will be unable to buy 
meat and other necessities of life. 

The lobbyists and their patrons will 
consider this as a victory for their pri- 
vate interests, but it will hardly give 
them cause to be proud of their Ameri- 
canism to know that they are taking food 
from people’s mouths. 

Beef, a basic cost-of-living commodity, 
was covered by specific dollars-and-cents 
ceilings announced on April 28, 1951, for 
all sales at wholesale and retail. At the 
same time a livestock regulation was is- 
sued, governing prices payable by pack- 
ers and slaughterers, and also a distribu- 
tion records regulation. The regulations 
affect some 300,000 meat retailers and 
25,000 packers, slaughterers, and other 
meat wholesalers, as well as livestock 
producers and feeders. Numerous con- 
ferences with industry people were held 
before the regulations were issued. 

The purpose of distribution regulation 
1 was to maintain the satisfactory meat 
distribution pattern of 1950. This would 
be done by limiting the entrance of new 
slaughterers into the business, and by 
allocating to each registered slaughterer 
a quota which would let him slaughter 
in 1951 the same proportion of the meat 
animal supply as he slaughtered in 1950. 

Additional live cattle price reductions 
of approximately 4% percent had been 
announced for August 1 and October 1, 
to be accompanied by corresponding re- 
ductions in the price of beef to the con- 
sumer. After the final reduction, live 
cattle ceilings would exceed parity by 
an amount estimated at 20 to 25 percent, 
and would exceed the May 24—June 24, 
1950, minimum provided in section 402 
(d) of the Defense Production Act. 

Because of the major importance of 
beef-price control, the dollars-and-cents 
ceilings had been worked out in great 
detail, and specific prices were provided 
for each type of seller, cut, grade, and 
for various zones. The regulations elim- 
inate certain price distortions and acci- 
dental variations in ceilings which were 
frozen by the general ceiling price regu- 
lation and provide ceiling differentials 
geared to freight costs to permit free 
flow of supplies, 
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This program would be fair to all con- 
cerned, 

The lobbyists who are working night 
and day to kill controls may get the 
votes to do it, but they will not have the 
facts to justify it. 

Their cynical arguments are shattered 
by the folowing evidence, amply docu- 
mented. j 

First. The increase in the cost of meat 
generally, and of beef particularly, has 
been out of all proportion to the increase 
in consumers’ spendable income. 

Second. Experience during OPA indi- 
cates that ceilings do not prevent a high 
level of production and consumption, 
except when there is a criminal con- 
spiracy to hold back food supplies and 
thereby starve the Nation into submis- 
sion. Cattle numbers in the United 
States reached an all-time high in 1945. 
Also, the record hog production occurred 
during OPA. The second highest pro- 
duction of beef in the Nation’s history 
was in 1945, the last full year of OPA. 

Third. Profiting from the experience 
obtained in World War I, the Office of 
Price Stabilization has set up a distribu- 
tion program designed to channel the 
available livestock to slaughterers and 
to maintain a normal flow of meat from 
slaughterers to those who sell or serve 
meat to ultimate consumers. This dis- 
tribution plan has the effect of spread- 
ing the cattle supply among established 
and registered slaughterers and of as- 
suring wholesalers and retailers that 
they can depend upon a normal distri- 
bution of beef, thus eliminating most of 
the basis for the black market. 

The lobbyists and their patrons, how- 
ever, prefer to go underworld and en- 
courage black marketing with all its 
cruel consequences, 

Fourth. Despite the increase in spend- 
able income in the hands of consumers, 
they cannot purchase beef at present 
excessive prices without cutting into 
other essential expenditures and into 
their savings. Moreover, there are large 
groups of consumers whose income has 
remained static or increased much less 
than the average, and for whom the 
high price represents a particular hard- 
ship. The suggestion that inflation can 
be cured by permitting prices to rise is, 
of course, directly contrary to the basic 
objectives of the stabilization program, 
Operators of other commodities would 
ask, quite properly, for treatment 
equally favorable with that accorded the 
livestock growers. The net result would 
be the economic disruption and social 
chaos which are the inevitable accom- 
paniments of inflation. 

Either control prices or abandon the 
hypocrisy of meaningless words designed 
to deceive the American consumers, 

Save the Defense Production Act of 
1950 from crippling amendments. Do 
not force the American people to submit 
to blackmail in the form of threats to 
withhold supplies or channel them into 
the vicious racket of black markets. 

Mr. ANFUSO. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. ANFUSO. Mr. Chairman, last 
Thursday I had the pleasure of attend- 
ing an informal meeting with several 
hundred of my colleagues to hear talks 
from Charles Wilson, head of our mo- 
bilization effort, and the leaders of the 
CIO, A. F. of L., and Railway Executives 
Association. 

I could not help but be struck by sev- 
eral things in that unusual meeting. 
The first was that here was a former 
representative of big business, Mr. Wil- 
son, and representatives of labor, James 
Carey and William Green, urging Con- 
gress to enact controls that would place 
limitations on them and the people they 
represent. 

They were doing that, as they declared, 
in the public interest because they did 
not want to see the ruinous spread of 
inflation devastate our Nation. 

Mr. Wilson declared that as a cham- 
pion of free enterprise he had always 
hated economic controls. But now our 
national necessities compelled him to 
come to Congress to ask that they be 
enacted. And here was James Carey of 
the CIO saying that even if the NAM 
program of no price or wage controls 
were enacted, organized labor was 
strong enough to take care of itself in 
the inevitable race of wages and prices. 
But, as Mr. Carey added, there were 
30,000,000 workers who did not enjoy 
the benefits of collective bargaining; 
there were people on fixed incomes, pen- 
sions, disabled veterans who would suf- 
fer grievously. These people must be 
protected. 

Mr. William Green of the A. F. of L., 
made the same point. 

I ask the Members of this House to 
contrast this attitude with that dis- 
played by the agents of special interests 
who came skulking through the corri- 
dors, invading our offices, calling us out 
from the floor—only to ask us to make 
possible for them higher prices and more 
profits. These are the sleek, well-fed 
lobbyists, who are ready to entertain you 
with fancy cocktail parties and ex- 
pensive cigars. And then I think of 
some of the delegations who have come 
here from my own district. They come 
here a little awed and even bewildered 
by Washington. They do not know their 
way around. Some are even timid to 
ask to see me. But when I meet with 
them what do they ask? They say, 
“Please, Mr. Congressman, we ask your 
help in keeping down the cost of living, 
in keeping down rents. We are having 
a hard time geiting along. There is 
much suffering in our neighborhood be- 
cause of high prices. Help us, Mr. Con- 
gressman.“ 

And I look in the faces of these sim- 
ple people, and I contrast them again 
with the sleek, high-paid lobbyists of 
the special interests and I say that these 
simple people are the real America and 
it is their voice that I should follow. 

I do not think we need go over again 
all the economic arguments, because it 
all boils down to a few pretty fundamen- 
tal principles. 

The first principle is: Are we going 
to have an effective defense program, 
and not allow ourselves to be taken off 
our course? You know, I am a little 
amused to see some Members of Con- 
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gress who are the most violent anti- 
Communists, who want to investigate 
every little clerk who ever belonged to 
a front organization 15 years ago, now 
throwing up their hats and saying the 
fight is all over because Mr. Stalin smiled 
at us. 

We are either in this fight against 
Communist aggression or we are not, and 
I for one am in favor of not relaxing 
one iota until we are sure that the dan- 
ger is really ended. I said the same 
thing in 1945 in a speech which was 
read before this House when I referred 
to the fact that “our friends of today 
may be our enemies tomorrow” and I 
referred specifically to Russia. 

The second fundamental principle is 
that the defense program must be car- 
ried out with equality of sacrifice. That 
seems to mean that we are not going to 
impose the defense burden unfairly on 
any one sector of our population. 

It is that idea of equality of sacrifice 
that I think is being most violated in 
the present bill. Every interest that is 
out after more profits is protected, no 
matter what their profits have already 
been. And on the other side, all the 
millions of little people are going to pay 
the high prices and high rents out of 
their modest living standards. 

Frankly I do not know how we of Con- 
gress can stand up before the American 
people and in the name of freedom, of 
democracy, of national defense, ask them 
to accept a bill without adequate con- 
trols. We would be making a mockery 
of the principles we are supposed to be 
fighting for. 

Whose national defense program is 
this any way—that of the National As- 
sociation of Manufacturers or that of 
the people of this country? That is the 
question we must decide by our votes. 
And then we must be prepared to stand 
up before the American people when the 
inevitable inflation occurs and justify a 
bill that invites disaster. 

I do not know how my colleagues feel 
but I cannot be clear with my conscience 
unless I make this final plea to you to 
weigh carefully the action you take. 
Tens of thousands of our servicemen, 
millions of our fellow citizens are look- 
ing down at you knowing you have their 
fate in your hands. 

I say, let us throw back in the face 
of the NAM and these special interests 
their demands upon us. Let us tell them 
we are going to vote for a decent work- 
able bill that will protect our national 
defense and protect our people. 

Let us work out a bill with justice for 
all as asked by our most experienced 
Officials, themselves from big business, 
and help unite instead of divide the 
American people. Let us throw this 
challenge back in the face of Joe Stalin 
and say that although we want and will 
work for peace we refuse to let him bribe 
us into abandoning our defenses. 

That is my course. I ask you to join 
with me. 

Mr. DOLLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the pending 
amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, it is rather difficult to 
speak on this bill without being emo- 
tional. This, in my opinion, is the most 
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important piece of legislation that we 
will have before us this year or for years 
to come. I should like to address my- 
self factually, if I can, on the amend- 
ments pending and indicate to you 
clearly at the outset that I am opposed 
to all the amendments presented. Yes, 
I am opposed to the committee amend- 
ment, the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. FUGATE]. 
I voted against it in committee. I am 
opposed to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. Cootry], and I am opposed to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. Cox]. 

We should give power to the Admin- 
istrator to put the additional two roll- 
backs into effect; the roll-back that was 
to have been permitted on August 1, as 
well as the roll-back on October 1. The 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
Coo.ey] said that the first roll-back cost 
the cattle producers $700,000,000. I dis- 
agree with the gentleman. I think that 
roll-back did not cost the cattle pro- 
ducers a cent. It cost the consumers 
$700,000,000 or possibly more. There is 
some difference of opinion with respect 
to that because Mr. DiSalle says that 
that roll-back was for the benefit of the 
consumer, yet we find that prices are not 
lower. What Mr. DiSalle had reference 
to was the fact that without that roll- 
back the prices would have been in- 
creased 10 percent so that the consumer 
would have had to pay more. 

Over the week end I had occasion to 
speak to a representative of a large 
packer, a person employed in a respon- 
sible position. He said the packers 
want no roll-backs and they want no 
price controls. Yet, this gentleman 
told me personally and off the record 
that the consumers were in a squeeze; 
that the packers are able to reduce the 
price and so are the others, but they are 
only doing this thing hecause there is 
one object in mind, and that is to 
squeeze the consumer. Let us be honest 
with ourselves and realize, as the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Mutter], just 
said, that every person who came before 
our committee, who testified, represent- 
ing all segments of the industry, the 
producer, the marketer, the cattleman, 
the packers and all the others—not one 
of them admitted to the fact that he lost 
méney. They said that they always 
made money in the last 10 years, even 
under the days of OPA. What they 
mean is, if we roll back prices or if we 
freeze prices, that they will lose money 
only by making less profits. 

I wish you would consider what no 
roll-backs and no price controls mean. 
If we prohibit roll-backs and price con- 
trols it will cost the people of the State 
of Mew York $1,500,000,000 a year. In 
my own district it is estimated it 
will cost the consumers $35,000,000 a 
year, and they cannot afford it. No 
consumer in the country can afford any 
kind of an increase in price with present 
conditions. Your amendments are ap- 
parently satisfactory to all of the special 
groups, but not to the consumers and 
not to me, and they should not be satis- 
factory to you ge: tlemen if you repre- 
sent the consumers, It is our job here 
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to represent the consumers because they 
constitute the whole country. Is it the 
job of the President to fight for controls 
alone? Is it not our job equally to fight 
for effective controls? If we pass these 
amendments and prohibit any roll- 
backs or price controls, the consumers 
of the United States will be forced into 
involuntary strikes. They do not want 
to strike, but they will not have the 
wherewithal to purchase, and if you do 
that, I am sure that business will suffer, 
and we will be responsible for the kill- 
ing of the goose that laid the golden egg. 

Let me tell you that in the press this 
morning there was an admission made, 
apparently, by the gentleman from 
Michigan, my good friend, Mr. WOLCOTT, 
who serves with me on the committee, 
in which he said that if roll-backs are 
killed and prices did go up, President 
Truman doubtless would blame the 
GOP. This is the first Republican ad- 
mission that prices will go up if roll- 
backs are killed. 

Mr. Chairman, apparently there seems 
to be some undercurrent of opinion that 
we will let the first roll-back stand and 
kill the others. That, to me, seems like 
a compromise, but my understanding of 
compromise is that both sides have to 
give something. This is the kind of a 
compromise where only one side gives, in 
my opinion, and that is the consumer. 
If you want to be fair, let both sides 
give; in this case the consumer does all 
the giving and I am against that. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOLLINGER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I agree 
with the gentleman that prices are very 
high for the consumer, but is it not true 
that a large part of the difficulty that 
we are facing here is because of the fail- 
ure of the administration to impose con- 
trols last year when they had the power 
to do that? 

Mr. DOLLINGER. I agree with you; 
they should have imposed controls last 
year, but if it was important last year it 
is more important today. If we made a 
mistake, let us correct the mistake. The 
consumer is being squeezed. Let us 
help him. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word, and ask unani- 
mous consent to proceed for five addi- 
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Colorado? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, the debate 
and the discussions on the extension of 
the Price Control Act of 1950 has been 
very interesting due to the fact that this 
legislation covers a multitude of eco- 
nomic as well as production difficulties. 

The Banking and Currency Commit- 
tee of the House is charged with the 
responsibility of directing and guiding 
this legislation through our legislative 
processes. The parliamentary proce- 
dure in the House is such that commit- 
tee members of the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee have a preferential 
position in personal recognition by the 
House chairman. This makes it difficult 
for noncommittee members to have an 
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opportunity to speak on the bill until all 
members of the committee have had an 
opportunity to express their views on 
various sections or amendments to the 
bill. Of course, this is not new; this is 
the usual procedure. In discussing the 
Price Control Act, especially the sec- 
tions affecting agriculture, committee 
members of the Banking and Currency 
Committee have demonstrated a lack of 
information on agricultural problems. 
Of course, this is to be expected, and the 
Committee on Agriculture, of which I 
am a member, has always insisted that 
price controls that affect agriculture 
should be considered by the Committee 
on Agriculture, and the legislation af- 
fecting agriculture should be brought 
for consideration to the House floor by 
the Committee on Agriculture. Of 
course, this is not the order or the par- 
liamentary procedure, so members of 
the Committee on Agriculture must take 
the same chance of recognition as all 
nonmembers of the Banking and Cur- ` 
rency Committee. 

Congressman ABE MULTER, of New 
York, insisted in his remarks that New 
York was an important beef-producing 
State, and gave figures that were sup- 
posed to support his position. This, of 
course, was challenged immediately by 
Congressmen from cattle-producing and 
feeding sections. In a careful check of 
the first 10 States in 1949 and 1950 in 
the number of cattle and calves, includ- 
ing cows and heifers kept for milk, the 
first 10 States were as follows: 


Number 

1949 

hp ORO PE Sen is seasons aes 8, 406, 000 
FCC 4, 769, 000 
8. Nebraska. 2055 en 3, 877, 000 
„ Wisconsin: — =) — 3, 766, 000 
ꝗ＋6ßâ,! oa ones 3, 591, 000 
6, Minnesota 3, 244, 000 
MeO ed sae A 3, 009, 000 
11 ͤ -A S 2, 959, 000 
„ee 2, 736, 000 
10. South Dakota 2, 556, 000 
Number 

1950 

BG OEE ̃ ² AA Een tS E 8, 658, 000 
C 5. 007, 000 
c ea a 3, 920, 000 
Ann 3, 804, 000 
n ͤ Ü— . ̃ ͤ K. 3, 627, 000 
Gui INGRA = <A. 3, 276, 000 
AONB es Oa EE oe oe A 3, 159, 000 
De: PAO Eh. ie 3, 107, 000 
r A 2. 709, 000 
10. Oklahoma 2. 655, 000 


You will notice that New York is not 
even in the first ten. In fact New York 
is just a little above the number of cattle 
produced in Colorado, and Colorado is 
below tenth place in both the number 
and value of cattle. 

The first 10 States according to the 
value of all cattle and calves, including 
cows and heifers kept for milk is as 
follows: 


Value 

1949 
ps a ee ee $856, 818, 000 
e nena 704, 242, 000 
828 AAT AA 672, 429, 000 
„Nenn. - :L 523, 395, 000 
5. Minnesota 509, 308, 000 
Gy Mino ae eee 457, 368, 000 
. ansaid . 456. 057. 000 
. New cece 451, 674, 000 
9. California 432, 288, 000 
10. isse. 378, 752, 000 


1951 
Value 
1950 
1 b $900, 432, 000 
2. Wisconsin 646, 680, 000 
TVT 640, 896, 000 
4. Nebraska 486, 080, 000 
5. Minnesota 458, 640, 000 
F 432, 783, 000 
...... — 424, 359, 000 
8. New York 887, 324, 000 
9. California 376, 551, 000 
10. Missouri 366, 626, 000 


In the value New York ranked eighth 
in 1949 and 1950. This value, of course, 
due to the high value of dairy cattle on 
farms in New York. 

In a chart of livestock trends, pub- 
lished by the Federal Intermediate 
Credit Bank of Wichita, as of January 1, 
1951, and change since January 1, 1950, 
it shows that Colorado had on its farms 
and feed lots for 1950 1,818,000 cattle and 
calves. An increase of 18,000 head or 
1 percent over 1949. The percentage in- 
crease in the entire United States of 1950 
cattle over 1949 was over 5 percent, so 
Colorado did not meet the average in- 
crease of the United States. 

The chart shows that North Carolina 
and Alabama increased the number of 
cattle and calves on farms in 1950, 11 
percent over that of 1949; South Caro- 
lina, 10 percent; Georgia and Louisiana, 
9 percent; Kansas, Texas, Missouri, 
Virginia, and Florida, 8 percent. 

The value per head of all cattle and 
calves in the United States as of Janu- 
ary 1 inventories, 1918 to 1951, pre- 
sents quite a difference in values: 

Significant average values 
Jan. 1: 

1934 (depression low) 

4080 (prewar) 2. ee 

1945 (end of war) 

1950 (last year 

1951 (this year 


The farm organizations have presented 
to the House Committee on Agriculture, 
as well as House members, reasonable 
and logical statements as to why their 
organizations oppose price control on 
farm products. In February 1951 a re- 
lease from the American Farm Bureau 
Federation stated, and I quote: 


Farmers have no control over the price of 
meat. If consumers think meat costs are 
unreasonable, they could correct the situa- 
tion overnight simply by refusing to buy 
meat and tucning, instead, to cheaper and 
equally nutritious and palatable proteins 
which are in abundance. * * The 
farmers also have no control over the proc- 
essing, handling, and marketing charges and 
the wholesale and retail mark-ups placed 
on a commodity after it leaves his hands. 
Certainly no one can deny that these charges 
contribute substantially to the retail prices 
against which consumers complain. 


The master of the National Grange, 
Hershel D. Newsom, said in a news re- 
lease, June 22, 1951, and I quote: 


To say, as high stabilization officials have 
said, that unless they are given authority to 
freeze farm prices as of a given date irre- 
spective of the parity levels provided in the 
act of 1950, they cannot stabilize wages. 
Or to say, as has been said by them, that 
without a rigid dollar-and-cents ceiling on all 
food items which wili prevent any further 
rise in food costs, the stabilization effort is 
certain to fail, is to ignore economic truth 
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and justice and approach the problem 
politically. 

Political pressure for such an approach is 
demonstrated by a recent statement by a 
prominent organized-labor spokesman who 
said that “Unless we get effective real price 
control, we will get more wages than this 
country ever heard of, because we are in the 
position to get em.“ 


Mr. Cooteyv, chairman of the House 
Committee on Agriculture, stated, and I 
quote: 

Nonagricultural income continued up- 
ward from $164,575,000,000 in 1947 to 
$185,722,000,000 in 1948; $185,980,000,000 in 
1949; and $198,000,000,000 in 1950. Net in- 
come from farming followed the general 
trend for only 1 year—from $18,724,000,000 
in 1947 to $19,169,000,002 in 1948. In 1949, 
however, net income from farming fell to 
$15,934,000,000 and dropped again in 1950 to 
$14,600,000,000, the lowest since 1945. 


When the Secretary of Agriculture 
appeared before our Committee ou Agri- 
culture, he stated that in the 1935-39 
period the people of these United States 
spent 22 percent of their annual income 
for food. While for the first three-quar- 
ters of 1950 they had spent only 17 per- 
cent. Of course, this is based on their 
annual income. 

In 1935 the farmers of this country 
received for their products 8.2 percent of 
the national income; and in 1947, 10.1 
percent of the national income. But in 
1950 they received only 6.8 percent of 
the national income. In fact, the price 
of farm products in 1950 dropped 
$2,000,000,000, and the expense of pro- 
ducing their crops increased $2,000,000,- 
000. These figures were taken from re- 
ports submitted to our committee by the 
Department of Agriculture. 

I quote from the official news letter of 
the American Farm Bureau Federation, 
June 25, 1951: 

REMEMBER THE Goop (FoR NOTHING) OLD 
DAZE OF OPA's?—REFRESHER FOR THOSE 
Wao Have SHORT MEMORIES 
(Following material was assembled by the 

Northeast Farm Foundation of Ithaca, N. Y.) 
On June 30 the present price and wage 

control law will end its existence unless ex- 

tended by congressional action. Govern- 
ment forces are asking for an extension for 

2 years and for important new powers to 

be added. 

Everyone wants to see inflation curbed. 
But what is inflation? In a nutshell, it is 
an expansion of the money supply—currency 
and credit—in relation to the quantity of 
goods. What is the cause of it? Chiefly 
Government operations, especially huge Gov- 
ernment borrowing. 

Price ceilings will cure inflation just about 
as readily as a ceiling on the thermometer 
will cure an August heat wave. Rising 
prices are merely a symptom of inflation. 
The Government could do a great deal to 
check inflation right at its roots, but it will 
not cure the disease by issuing decrees 
Peg the symptom. No government ever 

as. 

People have short memories. Many have 
forgotten how price controls worked during 
the last war. Or even after the war. It was 
only 5 years ago that we were getting a 
final lesson in all this business. 

In June 1946 the annual bill was up in 
Congress to extend the life of OPA. The 
people were tired of shortages and regula- 
tions. As OPA sat grimly on the price lid, 
meat of all kinds and butter and other fats 
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had faded from the markets more completely 
than ever. Flour likewise. We had shipped 
abroad the unprecedented quantity of 400,- 
000,000 bushels of wheat in 1 year. To 
carry out this gigantic charity, the Govern- 
ment virtually deprived American flour mills 
of wheat. Early in June 1946 roughly 98 
percent of the country’s flour mills were 
closed down. People the country over were 
pretty generally without bread as well as 
butter and meat. 

It was against such a background that 
President Truman, on June 29, vetoed the 
OPA extension bill which Congress had final- 
ly managed to pass, doing so on the ground 
that it did not provide adequate control of 
food prices. So the OPA automatically, 
though temporarily, died on July 1. 

But then what happened? With all con- 
trols off, prices zoomed and within 24 hours a 
flood of meat began to roll to market. Butter 
and other scarce foods appeared from no- 
where. The food stores, east to west, very 
soon had fairly well filled cases where a few 
days before had been nothing. The prices 
were high at first but at least people had 
some of the things they wanted to eat. 
Through July and August the cities and 
towns reveled again in abundant, if higher 
priced, supplies of the principal foods. Even 
butter was to be had everywhere, though it 
went initially to nearly a dollar a pound, 
However, as heavy runs of meat and other 
things began to come to market, prices began 
to come down sharply. 

But the advocates of control were still 
busy and the temporary price increases had 
given them ammunition. Congress could not 
shake them off for the forces of Government 
were with them. It labored with another 
OPA bill, finally passed one and laid it on 
the President’s desk, which he signed July 
25. This new law set up a three-man “De- 
control Board” which was supposed to ease 
down the price decrees. But what it actually 
did, on August 22, was to reimpose all the 
controls on meat and the oil seeds and 
threatened to do the same on dairy products. 
Prices were, by decree, rolled back down to 
their previous ceilings. 

This was what the radicals had been clam- 
oring for. But the results were as prompt 
and negative as though the Government had 
pressed a stop-light button. That pleasant 
fiow of meats dried up like dew under a July 
sun. Things simply disappeared from the 
markets. 

It was a primer lesson in food economics 
so simple and striking that none could mis- 
understand it. Women again hunted in 
vain for hamburger, soap, shortening, salad 
oils, as well as sugar and rice and many other 
essentials. They stood in line for hours to 
buy a little bologna or a chicken. Minor riots 
were staged in innumerable food stores. 
Workers in factories and in the coal fields 
began to strike, saying that they could not 
do their heavy work without better food. 
The whole subject of food shortages once 
more dominated newspaper columns and ra- 
dio broadcasts and private conversation all 
over the land. Things were worse now than 
they had been at any time during the 
war. So matters went on during September 
and part of October. 

Now, of course, 1946 was an election year. 
The campaign came into full swing early in 
October. And it is conservative to say that 
a lot of candidates were in trouble. No 
matter what great issues they attempted to 
set before the voters, they ran up against 
an electorate that would think of nothing 
but the clothes, housing, and food they did 
not have, meat in particular, and were get- 
ting madder by the minute. Of course the 
people did not like high prices, but even less 
did they like to be starved and restricted on 
every hand. They began to murmur. No 
war necessity nor discipline was holding 
them down now. Swiftly the wind of revolt 
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continued to rise. It became a hurricane. 
Some who read these lines will remember 
the atmosphere that surrounded that 1946 
campaign at that stage. 

We will omit the feverish Washington 
maneuvers at that stage and simply record 
that on October 16, 1946, President Truman 
summarily and rather dramatically removed 
all price controls from livestock and meats, 
Edible fats and oils were likewise decontrolled 
2 days later and similar action on other 
commodities followed soon thereafter. It was 
the rout of regimentation in the food field. 

As thougn to drive home the lesson to 
everybody, that removal of controls acted 
like a green light in the markets. The effect 
was instantaneous. Within 2 days the big 
livestock markets of the West were choked 
with animals coming in. Within 2 weeks 
meat was back on the showcases, coast to 
coast. Other important foods also became 
available almost everywhere, with the excep- 
tion of sugar—which was a conspicuous ex- 
ample of governmental mismanagement of 
production efforts in Cuba and in the United 
States prices spurted at first, but after meet- 
ing consumer resistance soon settled back to 
a supply-and-demand basis not far from the 
previous ceiling-plus-subsidy level. 

Cause and effect had been linked in the 
national mind as though by the technique 
of a Grillmaster. In June it had been con- 
trols and no meat; in July no controls and 
plenty of meat; in September control again 
and no meat; in October no control and meat 
once more * * * Can it be that Wash- 
ington memories are so short as to have for- 
gotten that episode? 

In its present fight to get price control 
extended, the Government is going far be- 
yond any ordinary concern over the cost of 
living. It is using price control this time as 
a wedge to enlarge all its control over the 
national economy. 

Tt seeks power to curb prices by curbing 
profits, which is a blow at the very main- 
spring of American private enterprise, the 
profit motive. 

It seeks power to license every business 
firm in the country; meaning that any firm, 
big or little, that does not comply with every 
bureaucratic order, can be put out of busi- 
ness within 24 hours—and that goes for agri- 
cultural business as well as any other. 

It seeks power to pay big subsidies as part 
of a price roll-back program, which would 
put consumers on the political pension list 
and farmers at the mercy of Congress for 
their pay checks. 

It seeks power to fix parity at the begin- 
ning of the season; which on the face of it 
would deny to farmers the right to have their 
prices held to some kind of fair equality with 
their costs; in other words, would deny 
those adjustments whica are at the very root 
of the parity principle. 

And so on through a long list of proposals, 

Such powers would put farmers and busi- 
nessmen in a strait-jacket. These controls 
would have no effect on inflation. But they 
would just about make farmers into remit- 
tance men, getting their doles from the Gov- 
ernment and forced to do what officials tell 
trem to do. 


I also quote from an address by the 
president of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation, Allan B. Kline, made May 
25, 1951, on How To Control Inflation: 


If we really want to control inflation, and 
our national welfare demands that we do 
control it, we must do the following things: 

1, Meet increased demand with increased 
production wherever possible. This will be 
much easier to do if we discontinue price 
and wage controls and thereby avoid 
strangling our economy with unworkable 
regulations. 
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2. Eliminate all nonessential Federal ex- 
penditures and institute real efficiency in all 
Government activities, including defense. 
The bill must be paid. We must make the 
hard decisions necessary to insure that we 
get a bill which we can pay, 

We believe that Congress can, and should, 
make a 20-percent reduction in the admin- 
istrative expenses of the activities of Gov- 
ernment, including those in the Department 
of Agriculture, not directly connected with 
the national defense. In the present situ- 
ation, we not only must cut administrative 
expenses, but we must also cut non-defense- 
program expenditures throughout the Fed- 
eral budget. As an indication of our will- 
ingness to do this in agriculture, we have 
recommended that the authorization for a 
1952 agricultural-conservation program be 
reduced from the budget estimate of 
$235,000,000 to $150,000,000. 

3. Continue to emphasize measures to re- 
strain credit. 

Selective credit controls, such as have been 
applied to installment buying and home 
financing, can help, but measures to restrain 
the over-all expansion of money and credit 
are more important. 

4. Encourage increased private saving. 

This will be much easier to do if we 
adopt a realistic program to control infla- 
tion and thereby reassure our people as to 
the future value of present savings. 

5. Continue to stress the sale of Govern- 
ment bonds to individuals and nonbank in- 
vestors and take steps to prevent a further 
shift of non-bank-held. negotiable bonds to 
the banking system. The establishment of 
confidence on the part of the people that 
inflation is going to be curbed is a prerequi- 
site to an accelerated voluntary savings pro- 
gram. The average citizen wants to know— 
and has a right to know—that the purchas- 
ing power of his investment in bonds isn't 
going to be diluted so that a bond buys less 
at maturity than did the original amount 
invested. The people of America are looking 
to the Congress of the United States to take 
such action as will provide this assurance 
to them, 

6. Manage the public debt so as to make 
a maximum contribution to price and eco- 
nomic stability instead of with the objective 
of keeping interest costs at a minimum, 
This means that the Federal Reserve System 
must discharge its statutory responsibilities 
by relating its purchases and sales of Gov- 
ernment obligations to the Nation’s need for 
money and credit instead of endeavoring to 
peg the market, Considerable progress has 
been made in this direction since the Treas- 
ury and the Federal Reserve Board reached 
their so-called accord on debt management 
policies, 

7. Finally, we must pay the bill through 
higher taxes. 

It is a delusion to believe there is any other 
alternative, or to believe that price controls 
in any way contribute to the solution of the 
problem. If the bill is paid by taxes, people 
will know that they are paying it, and we 
will have the opportunity to distribute the 
burden equitably on the basis of ability to 
pay. At the same time, we can reduce the 
inflation threat by bringing consumer pur- 
chasing power more nearly in line with the 
available supply of consumer goods. 


In checking over the increase in the 
commodity market since January 1939, 
we discover food products that have in- 
creased at a more rapid rate than steers, 
such as: cocoa, butter, coffee, and lambs. 

In hearings published by the Senate 
Subcommittee of the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry, page 2517, we find 
an interesting table on the amount of 
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food which could be purchased with 1 
hour’s factory labor: 


pounds. 1 

Pork chops.- do. 1. 

Sliced ham. do. I. 

Potatocs. . pecks. 1 
Canned tomatoes 

No. 2 cans.. 


FP PR 
S2 acne 


= 
Pen 


Another interesting table is found on 
page 2507 of these hearings from which 
I wish to quote only two figures: 

1950 Chicago market, good steers, live weight 


900 to 1,100 pounds average—wholesale 
carcass price, Washington, D. C. 


Good steers, 
A. & P. 
p 900 to 1,100 
Weeks pounds, slay 
Per hundred- | Per hundred- 
1950: weight weight 
Jan. 2-7... hal Fb. $31. 06 $42. 00 
Dee. a, n CESR TASIGA 32,93 51. 50 
Increase aisaen 1. 87 9. 50 


On pages 2504 and 2505 in the saine 
hearings we find tables covering the con- 
sumption of food per capita. 

In 1910, dairy products, excluding but- 
ter, was 367 pounds per capita, and in 
1949 it had increased to 429 pounds. 
During World War II it reached a 
height of 471 pounds per capita 

In 1909, eggs were used at the rate 
of 35 pounds per capita, but increased 
to 46 pounds per year in 1949. 

Citrus fruits and tomatoes went from 
44 pounds in 1909 to as high as 118 
pounds in 1945, and dropped to 98 
pounds per capita in 1949, 

Potatoes were in reverse—whereas we 
used in 1909, 204 pounds per capita, in 
1949 we used only 116. 

Leafy green and yellow vegetables 
were used at the rate of 76 pounds per 
capita in 1909, and reached an all-time 
high of 133 pounds in 1945, and dropped 
back to 111 pounds in 1949. 

Grain products dropped from 296 
pounds per capita in 1909 to 173 pounds 
in 1949, 

The interesting conclusion of the table 
on page 2505 is in the retail weight- 
equivalent of all pounds eaten per cap- 
ita. Would you believe it or not in 1909 
we were eating 1,576 pounds per person? 
During the war years it reached as high 
as 1,697 pounds, and in 1946 it was 1,704; 
but by 1949 it had dropped back to ap- 
proximately the same amount of pounds 
per capita as in 1909, 1,573. 

WHAT THE CEILINGS ON BEEF PRICES MEAN 


In testimony before the House Agri- 
culture Committee, Price Administrator 
DiSalle admitted that consumers would 
get practically none of the benefit of 
the May 20 roll-back. Its purpose, he 
said, was to “reestablish the historical— 
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profit—margins” of packers and dis- 
tributors. He explained that when the 
general wholesale and retail price freeze 
went into effect January 26, livestock 
prices were left uncontrolled. Livestock 
prices then increased, causing hardship 
for many packers, 

A number of criticisms have been di- 
rected at the beef-price program, from 
the viewpoint of cattle producers, farm- 
ers, and the national interest. They in- 
clude: 

First. The May 20 roll-back in live- 
stock prices will not result in any ma- 
terial reduction in retail prices. A Demo- 
crat member of the House Agriculture 
Committee, the gentleman from Texas, 
Representative W. R. Poacs, said the 
roll-back order “will dip into cattlemen's 
pockets to the tune of $750,000,000 to 
hand over to the packers.” Committee 
Chairman HaroLD D. CooLeyY, Democrat, 
of North Carolina, called the order con- 
fiscation” and said the benefits were go- 
ing to packers and not to consumers, 
Agriculture Secretary Charles F. Bran- 
nan said, “That is right.” 

Second. It is by no means certain, ac- 
cording to Representative CLIFFORD R, 
Hore, Republican, of Kansas, that the 
second and third livestock roll-backs 
will result in lower prices to the house- 
wife. He said: 

The only way to bring down beef prices 
is more production. But the roll-back order, 
in my opinion and in the opinion of every- 
one I have talked to who knows anything 
about the livestock business, will result in 
less cattle going to market. 


Third. A number of cattle producers— 

roth ranchers and feeders—testified they 
will suffer severe losses under the ceil- 
ings and therefore will be forced to cur- 
tail preduction or go out of business alto- 
gether. Example: A Kansas feeder 
bought 100 head with the expectation of 
selling them in October. His costs by 
then will total 33 cents a pound, but the 
ceiling selling price will be only 26 cents 
a pound—causing a loss of 7 cents a 
pound, or $49 a head. Another example: 
A young man in Kansas bought 21 steers 
in hope of selling them in October, when 
his costs would total 32.7 cents a pound. 
The ceiling price will be about 28 cents a 
pound—or a loss of $48.93 per steer, 
This would be disastrous for a producer 
with no backlog of capital. 
. Cattlemen said small producers and 
marginal producers—whose costs run 
higher than those of the bigger operators 
and who have little capital—will be hit 
hardest. Such producers account for a 
large part of our beef supply. 

Fourth. In addition, many producers 
will now ship to market months earlier 
than normal in order to avoid running 
up feed bills and hence increasing losses. 
As much as 200 pounds of beef per steer 
may be lost in this manner. 

Fifth. Even Agriculture Secretary 
Brannan admitted the long-range effect 
may be less pounds of beef. He said 
there may well be more beef over the 
next year or two, as producers liquidate 
their herds, and somewhat less 3 to 5 
years hence. Some producers predict- 
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ed however, that shortages may start this 
year. 

Sixth. If the expected curtailment in 
beef production does take place, accord- 
ing to Congressman Hops, “we are going 
to go through exactly the same process 
as during World War Ir’—meaning 
shortages, inferior quality, black mar- 
kets, and rationing. Secretary Brannan 
said: 

I certainly could not say that you could 
just brush off the possibility of rationing. 
I think we are a long ways from consumer 
rationing. I certainly hope we are. 


Seventh. A form of rationing has al- 
ready been established by DiSalle’s office, 
Packers are permitted to slaughter dur- 
ing May only 99 percent of the volume 
handled a year ago, despite the fact that 
there are more cattle now. Also, Di- 
Salle’s price order has set up machinery 
for allocation of meat supplies shouid 
this become necessary. 

Eighth. Congressman Hore pointed 
out that while it is difficult enough to 
enf rce price ceilings when the price is 
frozen at an existing level, it is much 
more difficult to carry out a ceiling order 
that involves a roll-back. The Truman 
administration has had authority to im- 
pose beef ceilings under the Defense 
Production Act ever since September 8, 
1950. The price of beef cattle then was 
about the same as at the start of the 
Korean war, and no roll-back would 
have been necessary. In fact, a price 
freeze at any time before mid-November 
would have kept prices at the Korean 
level. It took the administration 8 
months to set livestock ceilings. 

Ninth, DiSalle based his assertion that 
cattle producers can make more money 
under the new ceilings on a newspaper 
clipping and some figures of his own, 
The clipping—from a big city newspa- 
per—quoted a report from the Bureau of 
Agricultural Economics. Disalle testi- 
fied that he did not have the actual BAE 
report but went only on the newspaper 
account. Disalle's own figures turned 
out to be half a page of sketchy 1947 
data on ranching in a minor, intermoun- 
tain area in the West. C. K. McCann, 
Victoria, Tex., rancher, called the DiSalle 
figures “silly.” 

Tenth. DiSalle admitted he knows 
nothing about the production and dis- 
tribution of meat and indicated he does 
not feel he ought to learn, 

Eleventh. Cattlemen complained espe- 
cially about the Government’s bad faith 
in rolling back prices after they had re- 
ceived the impression there would be no 
roll-back—only a freeze at existing 
levels. Norman Moser, DeKalb, Tex., 
rancher and member of an OPS advisory 
committee, said OPS officials had implied 
there would not be a roll-back. Con- 
gressman Hope said he and about 20 
other persons had been told several times 
by OPS officials “there would be no roll- 
back beyond the January 25 prices. It 
is rather shocking that an agency which 
Officially made that statement would 
come along now and go far beyond what 
it promised would be the policy.” 

Twelfth. Moser said the 16-man com- 
mittee that was supposed to advise OPS 
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on livestock matters met only once and 
“was not asked about anything but one 
or two very minor details. DiSalle came 
in the room for about 10 or 15 minutes, 
made a statement, allowed three or four 
questions, and then rushed off.” Ad- 
visory committee members then asked 
questions of DiSalle’s lieutenants, “but 
we could not get any answers that you 
could tie to.” The question of livestock 
producers’ cost was never mentioned, 
Congressman Poze charged the purpose 
of calling in the advisory committee was 
to give the cloak of respectability” to 
the price order. 

Thirteenth. Committee members had 
considerable difficulty in determining 
Brannan’s role in the price order. After 
asserting that beef slaughter may drop 
in 3 to 5 years, he said he had told Di- 
Salle “that in our opinion the level of 
prices of the order would not constitute 
a deterrent to the production of beef.” 
Chairman Cooney reminded Brannan 
that his own facts and figures “tend to 
show quite the contrary.” 

When Representative CHARLES B. 
Hoeven, Republican, of Iowa, attempted 
to determine whether Brannan had par- 
ticipated in issuing the order the follow- 
ing ensued: 

Mr. HOEVEN. Were you consulted about the 
roll-back order? 

Mr. BRANNAN. I suppose we were told that 
it was coming; yes. 

Mr. Horven. Did you make any recom- 
mendation? 

Mr. BRANNAN. I assume that during the 
discussions we may have made recommenda- 
tions with respect to the roll-back order 
5 0 are consistent with those we made 

ere. 

Mr, Hoxvxx. You did not recommend the 
roll-back? 

Mr. BRANNAN. We were never asked to rec- 
ommend for or against the roll-back. 

Mr. Hoeven. Did you recommend against it? 

Mr. BRANNAN. We were not asked to rec- 
ommend it. 

Mr. Horven. Regardless of whether you 
were asked or not, you knew what was in the 
picture? 

Mr. BRANNAN. But remember this, I don’t 
go around telling other people, giving them 
recommendations on things within the scope 
of their own functions, not mine. 


The discussion finally came to this 
conclusion: 

Mr. Hoeven. Your answer is yes, you are 
in favor of the roll-back? 

Mr. Brannan. All right, sir, I can say that. 


Brannan acknowledged the price order 
“will cut somewhere around $500,000,000 
off farm income, perhaps more.” Asked 
if he would recommend to DiSalle price 
relief for cattle producers losing money 
under the new ceilings, Brannan replied: 
“No; it does not follow that if they lose 
money that is warranted.” As for the 
producers who relied on OPS assurances 
that there would be no roll-back, he said: 
“They have got hurt that bad many times 
and come back.” 

Fourteenth. The Wage Stabilization 
Board approved on May 18 a wage in- 
crease of 9 cents an hour for 220,000 
packinghouse workers. This raise, plus 
a raise of 11 cents an hour in August 
1950, make a total increase of 14 percent 
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since January 1950. The Board’s regu- 
lation No. 6 limits general increases to 
10 percent from the January 1950 base. 
The Board said its May 18 break-through 
was a step in the development of a new 
policy. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I won- 
der if we cannot agree on time to close 
debate on this amendment. I ask unani- 
mous consent that the debate on the 
pending amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto close, say, in 2 hours? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Now, Mr. Chair- 
man, we have got to be practical. This 
bill was under consideration all of last 
week, There ought to be some time limit 
set now. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chair- 
man, that all debate on this amendment 
and all amendments thereto close at 3 
o'clock. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, I would like 
to ask the majority leader to withdraw 
that, because the gentleman knows as 
well as I do that all last week delays 
and dilatory tactics were engaged in. 
Now we have arrived at a very important 
part of this bill, which many of us want 
to speak about. I think it would be a 
great imposition on us to ask us to per- 
mit a unanimous-consent request of 
that sort. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
realizes that time is passing. It seems 
to me that we ought to agree on some 
time on this amendment. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Further reserving 
the right to object, Mr. Chairman, in- 
stead of starting night sessions tomor- 
row, let us start them tonight. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman, 
of course, has more information about 
night sessions than Ihave. I am willing 
to go along; but, Mr. Chairman, may we 
get some idea of how many want to 
speak on this amendment. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 
Chairman, I object. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
from Nebraska always objects. 

Mr. Chairman, I think I will be con- 
strained to oppose any further requests 
for extension of time. I think we ought 
to start leveling down now, and instead 
of going on for 10 or 15 minutes, each 
Member should be confined to 5 minutes. 

Mr. SPENCE. And also, Mr. Chair- 
man, I do not think the Members ought 
to ask for time and then transfer it to 
other Members. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. BARDEN). Any 
Member may object to such proposal, 
and the Chair certainly has no control 
over what any Member might see fit to 
request. 

Mr. SPENCE. I merely want to state 
that the chairman has been accused of 
throwing away time and complaint has 
been made by the wasters also. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
talking about that chairman and not 
this one, I am sure. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr, 
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
ay F The gentleman will 
8 . 
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Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. How 
often will members of the Banking and 
Currency Committee be recognized? 
Should they be recognized moré than 
once on this amendment? Will the 
Chair recognize the members of the 
Banking and Currency Committee more 
than once upon any particular amend- 
ment? Is that not against the rules? 

The CHAIRMAN. It is the under- 
standing of the Chair that that is the 
rule, and the Chair does not intend to 
recognize a Member more than once on 
a particular amendment. If that has 
been done heretofore, the Chair is not 
aware of it. 

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand the regular order. 

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment and ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for five 
additional minutes. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, Is the gen- 
tleman a member of the committee? 

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw the request. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Utah is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
have been trying to get recognition for 
an hour and a half now, since this is a 
subject about which I know something. 
I have been engaged in the feeding and 
raising of cattle for the last 25 years, 
and according to my ability I have lost 
as much money as anyone else. 

At the outset, you might safely say, 
the feeding of cattle is a hazardous busi- 
ness—it has its ups and downs. In spite 
of what has been said here today, there 
have been losses in the feeding of cattle 
during the last 10 years. I remember 
especially one case in the great State of 
Indiana, where one of the biggest cattle 
feeders in the country has his business. 
He is a particular kind of cattle feeder— 
he is known as a commercial feeder, be- 
cause he buys his cattle and he buys his 
feed. Why did he lose money in 1947? 
Because the cattle market went off, on 
the one hand, and because he was com- 
pelled to buy his feed, on the other hand, 
and that was under price control. You 
did not hear anybody crying about him 
then. 

I was in the yards in Omaha and Den- 
ver at that time, and operators of that 
kind were losing a hundred dollars a 
head on steers. So it is not anything 
new—there were no regulations then, for 
we were operating in a free open mar- 
ket. That is the kind of business it is. 

I have been on the market every year 
during the 25 years I have fed cattle. I 
raise part of my cattle and I buy some. 
Everything that is raised on the ranch 
I feed to cattle. And if you do not think 
the price of cattle is high you are kid- 
ding yourselves. If you want to prove it, 
you just go out and buy 200 head of 
little 500-pound steers, costing you $30,- 
000, and you will begin to think they 
are pretty high priced. Anybody who is 
in his right mind who is in the cattle 
business, knows that cattle are too high, 
and have been too high. During the 
early days after the Korean crisis cattle 
in the agricultural fields stood out like 
a sore thumb. There was so much talk 
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about the high price of cattle I called 
the Price Administrator and asked him 
if he was going to do anything about it. 
I was afraid roll-backs would come, and 
I told him he should do something about 
it then if he was going to do anything at 
all. His answer was that he did not have 
his organization set up, and the prob- 
ability was that the war would not be as 
bad as we thought, and if we could get 
along without controls that was what he 
wanted to do. But it got worse, until he 
finally decided—and too late, in my hum- 
ble judgment—to put a freeze price on 
cattle and then later to roll the prices 
back. Even under the present situation 
I have not had a single solitary man who 
really raises cattle offer any objection to 
the first roll-back, but they do object to 
the others. 

When I get tired of looking at peo- 
ple here in Congress and in Washington, 
I go out in the country and look at cattle. 
I have watched cattle as they come into 
this area since this free order was issued. 
I have watched the cattle in Maryland, 
Virginia, and West Virginia. At what- 
ever price operators paid by October Ist 
the cattle will have put on 300 pounds of 
weight as a result of being pastured on 
this good grass, and they will bring a 
good profit even with this first 10-per- 
cent roll-back. There is no kidding 
about it. It is true that there are many 
different grades of cattle and conditions 
too great to enumerate. When any- 
body tries to tell you that there is an 
over-all typical way of feeding cattle, I 
say it is not so. There is no typical way 
of doing it. 

In conclusion it would seem to me that 
inasmuch as this action has been taken 
by men who are conceded to be men of 
honesty and integrity, we should not 
at this late hour tie their hands, or en- 
act legislation that will undo what al- 
ready has been done. To do so would 
only reemphasize the unfortunate and 
unjustified bad publicity that has been 
heaped upon the livestock industry. As 
one of them, and knowing them as I do, 
I can assure you they only want to be 
dealt with fairly and without any special 
favors or consideration. 

Aside from all this talk about profits 
it seems to me we could think of the 
sacrifices that are being made by a com- 
paratively small number of men who are 
serving in our Armed Forces. When we 
talk of equality of service, there is no one 
at home who is making sacrifices equal 
to our men in Korea. They and their 
families have a right to look to us to do 
everything in our power to stop aggres- 
sion and to make our country strong and 
safe without paying too much attention 
to what our profits might have been. 

Knowing the President of the United 
States as I do, and Mr. Wilson, Mr. 
Johnston, and Mr. DiSalle—all great 
Americans who have the interests of 
our country at heart—we cannot afford 
to do anything that will make their jobs 
more difficult in the fight against infla- 
tion which we recognize is extremely 
dangerous. 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the requisite number of 
words. 
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Mr. Chairman, I listened with a great 
deal of interest on the floor of the House 
to those who apparently are attempting 
to castigate the farmers. I was particu- 
larly interested in the remarks that the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. GRANGER] 
made with regard to the beef-catile busi- 
ness and, in my opinion, his remarks 
could well be taken to heart. ‘There are 
a few pertinent facts about the beef- 
cattle business that have not been 
brought out. 

PARITY AND ROLL-BACKS 

Much has been said during the debate 
on the extension of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act with regard to the farmer's 
part in the economic picture and our 
defense effort. 

Parity has been a device used during 
the past several years to determine as 
nearly as possible the price a specific 
product or commodity should bring in 
terms of consumers’ goods, taxes, inter- 
est, and labor. 

Some Members of this body took ex- 
ception in the debate to the considera- 
tion of the parity formula as a minimum 
wage, and as I interpreted their argu- 
ments, contended that parity should 
represent a ceiling. Now if that is their 
understanding of the meaning of parity, 
we should clear up the proposition here 
and now. r 

My understanding of parity prices is 
that they are prices below which an av- 
erage producer cannot continue in busi- 
ness. When we amended the mini- 
mum-wage law recently, placing the 
level at 75 cents we did not thereby say 
that none could earn more than that 
figure. As a matter of fact the wages of 
those covered by the law average ap- 
proximately a dollar, and in my district 
the average take-home check, after taxes 
and social security have been withheld, 
runs from $60 to $70 for a 40-hour week. 

Iam not complaining about this at all, 
in fact in earning good wages the fam- 
ilies are thereby enabled to buy the 
products of farm and industry. By the 
same token, it does not seem quite fair 
to me to see the theory advanced that 
the farmer should not be entitled to 
more than parity or a minimum wage. 
The total net income of the farmer has 
been going down since 1948. Other 
groups can show hardship and are given 
relief but the theory with regard to the 
farmer seems to be to roll his income 
back still farther. 

A few weeks ago, when a dinner meet- 
ing was held here in Washington and 
attended by members of the press, the 
question was asked, “What does it cost 
to produce a pound of beef?” No ready 
answer was forthcoming and the news- 
papers, especially local ones, immedi- 
ately inferred that there was something 
sinister about the lack of answers. 
Those representing the cattlemen should 
have known that this question would be 
asked and should have had a ready an- 
swer. One of the larger beef cattle 
feeders from my own district, who is 
probably more efficient than the aver- 
age and who keeps detailed and accurate 
figures, has provided me with the figure; 
it is 3294 cents a pound for feed alone. 
This dees not include labor, interest on 
investment, depreciation of buildings 
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and equipment. Assuming that the 
feeder could buy his feeder calves at 
Kansas City, ship them to his feed lots 
at a cost of 32 cents, which he cannot 
do today, he would have to have a mini- 
mum advance of 5 cents a pound or a 
selling price of 37 to 38 cents to break 
even. If the DiSalle program of roll- 
backs is carried out, the cattle feeder will 
step out of the picture and thin range 
catile will be the market supply. Last 
Friday good steers—fat—were quoted on 
the Indianapolis market at 31 to 33% 
cents a pound. Farmers who are sell- 
ing those steers probably paid much 
more for them last fall. Their loss will 
be serious. 

Turning from the cattle feeder, for he 
does not comprise more than a fraction 
of the farmers in my district, and is in 
fact a specialist. Historically cattle 
feeding requires large a amount of cap- 
ital and/or credit plus a speculative tem- 
perament and since many farmers who 
engaged in this field have gone broke, 
most farmers are afraid to venture in 
the field. But just what is the financial 
Position of the farmer in Indiana? It 
has been my hobby to study and analyze 
farm income records taken from actual 
farms over a period of years. I am sub- 
mitting actual facts and figures taken 
from 600 farms in Indiana. It should be 
borne in mind that only the better farm- 
e: will actually keep the detailed rec- 
ords in conjunction with the farm-man- 
agement department at Purdue Univer- 
sity. All records are kept on a standard 
basis along lines recommended by the 
Internal Revenue Division and are care- 
fully checked by economists so that an 
accurate report may be had. This proj- 
ect has been carried out for more than 
a quarter of a century, and I can attest 
to the accuracy with which the figures 
are derived. I do wish however to stress 
the fact that these figures must not be 
assumed to represent the average but 
are the income figures for the excep- 
tionally good farmer and the average 
income would undoubtedly be much 
lower. 

Farmers are both managers and work- 
ers. The following figures represent 
their net income before taxes: For 1948, 
$4,738; for 1949, $2,616. Data for 1950 
has not been completely tabulated but 
the national figures show that 1950 was 
lower than 1949. These good farmers 
were not earning as much as the average 
factory employee, worked more hours, 
and took all the risk. Certainly the ef- 
fort to roll back and freeze farm prices 
will not give proper incentive to the 
farmer or produce the needed food. 

I wish you to keep those facts in mind 
because actually you are not going to 
benefit the farmer or consumer under 
this program. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I regret that earlier 
we had to have the little difference of 
opinion between the majority leader and 
myself, but there are many of us who 
have been waiting for a considerable 
length of time both today and other days 
to get a chance to represent our constitu- 
encies and what we consider the best 
interests of the Nation in this debate. 


8297 


Mr. Chairman, I would like to approach 
this problem and these pending amend- 
ments from the position of a Member of 
the United States Congress and not just 
a Congressman from New York City. I 
have listened to this debate and I have 
an unpleasant feeling that we have in- 
dulged in too much partisanship and 
we have indulged in far too much sec- 
tionalism, I prefer to join men like 
Charlie Wilson and Eric Johnston who 
put their economic thinking not on the 
Republican side of this center aisle, not 
on the Democratic side of this center 
aisle, but who put their economic think- 
ing right down the middle aisle, which is 
the American patriotic way of doing it. 
And I hope that we as Members of Con- 
gress are going to forget our partisan- 
ship, because if we have inflation in this 
country the people of America are not. 
going to ask us whether we were for the 
Kunkel amendment last year or were we 
for the Democratie administration pro- 
gram last year. They are going to ask us, 
“Why did you permit inflation and why 
did you ruin the stability of the leading 
country of the free world? Why did you 
permit communism to sweep the world?” 
Let our devotion to our Nation's best 
interest take the place of our subservi- 
ence to special interest. 

We are faced with solving the prob- 
lem of inflation. What does it mean to 
the American people? We have had it 
in the last year, because the living index 
has gone up 9 percent since June 25, 
1950. If it goes on and the Cooley 
amendment is adopted and the Cox 
amendment is adopted, the testimony is 
that the cost of living will go up $19,- 
000,000,000 more to the American people 
who are the consumers. This consumer 
is really all of us. He is your farmer, 
he is your industrial worker, he is your 
small-business man; it is the fixed-in- 
come groups; these are the people who 
are going to pay the $19,000,000,000. In 
doing that, what is going to happen to 
this almighty dollar that we have wor- 
ried about so much, this 54- or 55-cent 
dollar today in 1939 values? In another 
2 years it will be a 25-cent dollar and a 
couple of years after that it will be a 
nickel dollar. 

What does this inflation mean to the 
world? It means that our whole eco- 
nomic and military assistance program 
might just as well remain right up there 
in the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
where we are holding hearings on it now. 
It is silly to talk about $8,500,000,000 to- 
day in order to strengthen the free world 
if a year from now that $8,500,000,000 
has bought only $3,500,000,000 worth of 
mutual security against the march of 
communism. 

My friends and my colleagues, this is 
not a Democratic bill and it is not a Re- 
publican bill. This is the anti-Stalin, 
anti-Communist, antidictatorship bill 
for all Americans desiring equal sacri- 
fice to preserve our freedoms here and 
to strengthen the freedoms of our friends 
around the world. 

This is the anti-Stalin control bill, if 
you want to call it that. 

I have heard some gentlemen on my 
left talk about their opposition to con- 
trols. None of us likes controls. None of 
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us likes high taxes. But when we are in 
this kind of jam we have to do the thing 
our best economic brains, nonpartisan, 
nonsectional, and nonspecial privilege, 
tell us to do. 

This roll-back problem, it seems to me, 
is fairly simple. I agree that the freeze 
order in January was too late, but at 
least we got it. At that time some prices 
were frozen in an inequitable relation- 
ship to others. Beef prices were at an 
abnormal high. They were out of line 
with the rest of the price structure. We 
had two alternatives. Either to pursue 
the policy of roll-back beef prices in 
order to bring them in line with the rest 
of the price and wage structure or we 
could bring up other prices and wages 
so as to put them in line with the high 
beef price—in short, we could peg our 
economy to the price of beef. The first 
alternative was a roll-back, the second 
would have been a roll-up. The first 
was antiinflationary and would stabilize 
the value of the dollar. The second 
would authorize the measure of inflation 
and would decrease the value of the dol- 
lar still further, with the resulting bad 
effects on our own national economy and 
on the whole field of international ex- 
change and international commerce. 

The gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. CooLEY], the chairman of the Agri- 
culture Committee, has claimed that the 
roll-back is unconstitutional and un- 
American. It is neither, for it has been 
upheld by the Supreme Court as consti- 
tutional, and it is no more un-American 
than income taxes, corporate taxes, or 
excess-profit taxes. 

We are not here to hurt the farmer 
nor are we here to hurt the consumer, or 
the workingman, or the small-business 
man. I, as one representative from a 
big city, am proud of my advocacy and 
support of the farm parity program, and 
I am proud that the support of repre- 
sentatives from the cities has been 
proven by history to have been wise 
action in the national interest. But we 
are here to ask that the sacrifice which 
is required of the American people in 
order to fight for freedom and for peace 
be shared equally by the farmer, the 
workingman, the businessman, and the 
consumer. Equality of sacrifice does not 
permit one group in our Nation to make 
exorbitant profits at the expense of the 
Nation as a whole, and perhaps at the 
expense of the freedom of the world. I 
beseech you farm members not to play 
Stalin's game of dividing the people of 
our country against each other; not to 
play Stalin’s game by legalizing the con- 
tinuation of the inflationary spiral. Join 
with us in our combined and patriotic 
effort to sacrifice together, to produce 
together, to fight together, to stop in- 
flation together. If we do this, we will 
win the peace of the world and freedom 
for all men. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word, and ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
glad to hear the gentleman from New 
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York say that this is not a partisan mat- 
ter that it is not a Democratic bill or 
a Republican bill. I do recall, however, 
that a few weeks ago members of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency 
were called to the White House and were 
told by the President that inflation was 
not a partisan matter, whereupon almost 
immediately the chairman of the Demo- 
cratic National Committee appealed to 
the Democratic leaders throughout the 
country asking them to put the heat on 
the Congress to pass the administration 
bill. So I dare say that perhaps there 
has been some attempt made to make 
this a partisan matter. 

I believe you will all agree with me 
that production and more production is 
the answer to the problem of inflation. 
In this connection, it is interesting to 
note that even President Truman, him- 
self, on February 14, 1946 declared: 

Production is our salvation—production 
will do away with the necessity for Govern- 
ment controls. 


And Chester Bowles, his Price Admin- 
istrator, said 4 days later: 


Production is the only answer to inflation, 
Our Committee on Agriculture held 


extensive hearings in connection with 


the orders of the Office of Price Stabili- 
zation on beef and cattle prices. Over 
3 weeks were devoted to the hearings, 
and we heard scores of witnesses repre- 
senting Government officials, beef cattle 
breeders, and producers, feeders, slaugh- 
terers, processors, packers, butchers, and 
retailers. Consumer groups were also 
invited to attend and testify. Strange 
to say, only the Government officials 
spoke in favor of the roll-back order. 
Secretary of Agriculture Brannan went 
as far as to admit, however, that there 
would likely be a shortage of beef in 1952 
as a result of the roll-back orders. 

If our goal is full production of agri- 
cultural commodities in this country, it 
can be said with equal emphasis that 
the roll-back orders are not calculated to 
bring about an increased production of 
beef. On the contrary, such orders will 
result in a reduction in the amount of 
beef produced for the market. Further, 
such orders will most certainly mean 
higher costs to the consumer and the 
creation of a black-market situation. 
The supply and distribution situation 
created by such orders more than likely 
will lead to consumer rationing and more 
Government controls. 

It is to be noted that the roll-back 
order of May 20, 1951, was not designed 
to reduce the cost of beef to the con- 
sumer but, on the contrary, inured to 
the benefit of the packers, processors, 
and distributors. The full effect of this 
order was to restore the margin of profits 
to these particular groups. The con- 
sumer did not benefit and certainly no 
benefit accrued to the producer. In fact, 
the roll-back order took $700,000,000 
away from the producers and gave it to 
the processors, packers, and distributors. 
This was tantamount to taking away 
property of the producers without due 
process of law. 

Even though the roll-back orders were 
designed for the purpose of restoring 
margins and profits of processors, pack- 
ers, and distributors, these groups are 
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opposed to the order. The hearings be- 
fore our committee also disclosed that 
the Advisory Committee of Cattle Pro- 
ducers, created by the OPS, was not at 
any time consulted or afforded an oppor- 
tunity to express its views concerning 
roll-back orders which were issued. In 
the judgment of our committee, the evi- 
dence, information, and data considered 
by the OPS in formulating the roll-back 
orders were wholly inadequate to justify 
the issuance of such orders. 

Roll-back orders will not result in any 
benefit to producers or consumers. They 
are unfair to the farmer who purchased 
beef cattle since January 25, 1951, in 
reliance upon the assurance of Govern- 
ment officials that there would be no 
roll-back in prices beyond that date. 
Such orders will simply discourage the 
production of beef, result in shortages, 
and create black markets, and may re- 
sult in the necessity of rationing. Cer- 
tainly, it will create an artificially stim- 
ulated demand for other meats, increas- 
ing the prices to consumers of pork, 
lamb, poultry, eggs, and other food com- 
modities. Our committee concluded 
that in the interest of both consumers 
and producers, the roll-back order 
should be rescinded. 

I have heard nothing in this debate 
which convinces me that the consumer 
is going to be benefited by the first roll- 
back. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
Brown] on yesterday inserted on page 
8223 of the Recorp a letter he received 
from Mike DiSalle in which Mr. DiSalle 
said, in part, as follows: 

It appears that Congressman COOLEY be- 
lieves that the first roll-back on cattle prices 
benefited the packers and no consumers, 
Actually it is the consumer and not the 
packer who benefited from our first reduc- 
tion in cattle prices and it is the consumer 
who would suffer if the amendment passes. 


That statement by Mr. DiSalle is not 
true and certainly is in direct contra- 
diction to what he told the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

The Committee on Agriculture held 
extensive hearings on the roll-back 
order; in fact, we devoted some 3 weeks 
to the question of roll-backs. Mr. DiSalle 
was one of the witnesses. On page 14 
of the hearings you will find this testi- 
mony relating to the first 10-percent 
roll-back: 

Mr. ABERNETHY. This 10-percent step, how 
would the distribution of that roll-back be 
distributed? 

Mr. DISALLE. The first roll-back will about 
restore the relationship on January 25 be- 
tween the retailer, the wholesaler, the 
packer, and the producer. 


It will be noted that Mr. DiSalle did 
not include the consumer. The sum and 
substance of Mr. DiSalle’s testimony 
throughout our hearings was that the 
first roll-back would not result in any 
benefit to the consumer whatsoever and 
that the entire amount of the 10-percent 
roll-back would go to the packers, the 
processors, and the handlers. 

Mr. DiSalle should not try to mislead 
the Congress and the people by saying 
that this first roll-back is for the benefit 
of the consumer. It absolutely is not. 

Mr, ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOEVEN. I yield. 
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Mr. ABERNETHY. Is it not a fact 
that Mr. DiSalle never at any time before 
our committee even intimated that the 
first roll-back was for the benefit of the 
consumer? 

Mr. HOEVEN. The gentleman is en- 
tirely correct. After a lot of stalling and 
hedging he admitted that this roll-back 
would not benefit the consumer whatso- 
ever. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOEVEN. I yield. 

Mr. HOPE. I call the attention of the 
gentleman to a statement contained in 
an article in the magazine entitled “Con- 
sumer Reports,” a magazine published 
for consumers, which reads as follows: 

The new beef ceiling prices, effective the 
middle of May, did not, as consumers are 
aware by this time, roll back retail prices. 
In some parts of the country the whole beef 
carcass, if sold in retail cuts at the ceilings, 
would actually cost consumers between 3 
and 7 percent more than it did before the 
Office of Price Stabilization beef prices. 


Mr. HOEVEN. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. 

Mr. Chairman, before I forget it, I 
want to pay tribute to the chairman of 
the Committee on Agriculture, the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
Cootry]. He has been most courageous 
under high pressure. Speaking for the 
Committee on Agriculture he has tried 
to present this matter in a very fair way. 
Our committee unanimously adopted a 
series of findings and recommendations 
against the roll-back order and those 
findings and recommendations to date 
have not been challenged by anyone— 
not by a single Member of the Congress, 
not by Mike DiSalle, not by Eric John- 
ston, not by Secretary Brannan—not by 
anyone. ; 

As a result of the hearings we found 
that the roll-back order would result in 
less production of meat and in higher 
prices to the consumer and in the crea- 
tion of a black market situation. We 
came to the conclusion that the roll-back 
orders would not benefit either the pro- 
ducer or the consumer. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Iowa has expired. 

Mrs. BOSONE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend- 
ment. 

The old gray mare she ain’t what she used 
to be, she ain't what she used to be, she ain't 
what she used to be; the old gray mare she 
ain't what she used to be— 


Mr. Chairman, anyone who says this is 
not the horse-meat Congress is mistaken. 
It will be well to have it horse meat in- 
stead of dog meat. I received a can of 
dog meat from a constituent of mine in 
Salt Lake City. On the tag it says: 

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: Unless we have 
some worth-while controls, we will all be 
eating this kind of food. 


You know, I learned early in law school 
that where there is a wrong there is a 
remedy. I am not an economist, but I 
believe I can read price tags and for 
months I have been reading them on 
meat. The price of meat is wrong— 
there must be a remedy. For weeks I 
have not purchased meat except three 
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times. I know how to cook, at least I 
think I do, and I know food values. I 
want my 20-year-old daughter to be 
physically fit and well. 

We have broken from the meat strike 
in my household three different times. 
On Saturday when I asked my daugh- 
ter what she would like for Sunday din- 
ner, she said, “I think I would like a 
meat loaf.” I always get ground round 
beef for a meat loaf. This time I bought 
hamburger, and it was a little bit of a 
dab of hamburger for 70 cents. When 
I made the meat loaf Sunday I called my 
daughter into the kitchen and showed it 
to her. I explained, “Look at this! 
What in the world are the women of this 
country fixing for their children to eat, 
when the cheapest way to fix meat is in 
a meat loaf. Imagine 70 cents for a lit- 
tle dab of meat to make probably three 
or-four servings. Think of what is hap- 
pening in large families. They cannot 
be eating meat, that is certain.” 

Mr. Chairman, instead of singing “The 
old gray mare she ain’t what she used to 
be,” I probably ought to crow—I have 
eaten so much chicken lately. 

Some of you people have said, “Well, 
eat more pork.” You know that pork 
is not in a class with beef. You know 
veal is not in a class with beef. I love 
a good veal rump roast, fixed with garlic 
and rosemary; but the best meat is beef, 
and you know it. You know that thou- 
sands of people in this country have to 
have rare beef once or twice a week, 
because we have a great deal of anemia 
in this country. Beef is meat that we 
do not need to cook for hours and hours. 
The American people are used to eating 
beef. There is something wrong when 
I cannot buy beef, as a Member of Con- 
gress. What in the world is a person 
who receives three thousand a year, or 
less, going to buy for his family? I think 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Brown] 
struck the nail on the head the other 
day when he said everyone knows there 
is a middleman; a pencil-pushing mid- 
dleman. There has been for years. Let 
the great Committee on Agriculture— 
and I think it is a great committee— 
ever since I knew WALT GRANGER, I have 
known it was a great committee—let 
them work out a program to get rid of 
the middleman. The Agricultural Com- 
mittees of the House and Senate should 
tackle that problem, because where there 
is a wrong there is a remedy, and it is 
wrong that the middleman, through 
pushing his pencil on a piece of paper, 
make millions of dollars, with no work 
or effort. That should be stopped. The 
farmer should get more equity for his 
labor and the consumer should benefit 
by lower prices. 

Let me say right here, and reiterate 
with all the force that I have, what the 
gentleman from New York just got 
through saying, Who likes controls? 
Certainly I do not. My heritage would 
not stand for controls, and I would not 
tolerate them or roll-backs. Something 
has to be done. We must try controls 
during the emergency. Who likes sulfa 
drugs? Who likes penicillin? Who likes 
castor oil? Nobody does, but the cir- 
cumstances require certain medicines— 
here it is controls. 
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I wish to compliment the House Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency for 
bringing out as good a bill as it did under 
the circumstances, particularly that por- 
tion of the bill dealing with controls. It 
was much better than I expected as I 
listened to the demands of those who 
would discard controls and leapfrog us 
into inflation. 

But, ladies and gentlemen, I must, in 
all honesty, take exception to that sec- 
tion which will stop the Office of Price 
Stabilization from following through on 
the next two roll-backs in beef prices. 

There is no legitimate excuse for the 
price which the consumer must pay for 
beef today. Somewhere in the meat in- 
dustry there is a big gouge being per- 
petrated upon the American people. I, 
for one, want to find out where it is and, 
if you will forgive the pun, find out who 
is getting all the gravy. 

I think we in Congress have two re- 
sponsibilities in this matter. First, we 
have the responsibility to the consumer 
to protect him against excessive price 
boosts. Second, we have a duty to the 
reasonable men in the meat business to 
expose those who have been taking ad- 
vantage of conditions and making huge 
profits out of the food the American 
worker must pay. To pass this section 
as it is would be not only unfair to the 
buying public but would be unfair to 
those in the meat industry who have 
tried to be fair and reasonable; those 
who have not made the big money but 
must shoulder the blame for those who 
have; those fair men who are entitled 
to the respect of our people and to the 
benefit of our laws. 

You cannot tell me, Members of Con- 
gress, that there is not someone along 
the line getting an immense profit out 
of beef at the present time. You cannot 
show me that expense in beef production 
has risen more than 50 percent in the 
past year and a half. And you cannot 
tell me that the cattle industry was not 
making money before the big increases 
in prices were made. 

We have more men engaged in the 
cattle industry and more cattle now than 
ever before because there is money in 
beef and has been for a decade. There 
is no justification from the standpoint 
of economics for the big hike in prices. 
The purchasing power of the public has 
not increased any appreciable extent in 
the last year and a half; neither has the 
cost of production. The only answer is 
that some place along the line some level 
in the industry is making more than its 
share of profits and it is up to us to find 
out who and where and pass the savings 
on to the consumer. 

Some of you say that beef is a popular 
food and should therefore be allowed to 
call for whatever the traffic will bear. 
Beef is not only a popular food but from 
the standpoint of health it is a food 
which every American should have in 
his diet. But surely the popularity of 
beef is no so new nor the increase in 
demand so sudden as to increase the 
price nearly 60 percent in a little 
more than a year. The average price 
received by cattle growers on January 15, 
1950, was $19.40 per hundredweight. The 
average price on April 15 of this year was 
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$30.20. Even between January 15 and 
April 15 of this year when the freeze was 
on live cattle prices rose 12 percent. 

I will not attempt to quote you any 
prices of beef in the butcher shop be- 
cause you Members know as well as I do 
that even the so-called cheaper cuts of 
beef are priced practically beyond the 
reach of millions of families in this 
country. : 

I have heard that the roll-backs will 
hurt this portion of the meat industry, 
or that portion of the industry, or an- 
other portion of the industry, and be- 
cause a portion of an industry is to be 
hurt there must be no roll-backs. I can- 
not see the logic of deliberately hurting 
millions of citizens by permitting exorbi- 
tant prices to be charged just to keep 
from hurting a few persons who might 
be caught in the squeeze. Surely the 
most logical way to attack the problem 
would be to roll the price back to some- 
where near where it should be and then 
make special provision through subsidy 
to those who actually are hurt—and I 
would not consider anyone hurt who is 
deprived of an exorbitant profit but still 
able to make a reasonable profit. I be- 
lieve that this matter can be worked out 
so that no one can be hurt except the 
gougers if we but give the Office of Price 
Stabilization an opportunity to do so. 

I have heard some complaints about 
technical phases of the order. Perhaps 
there are errors in the order; perhaps 
there are weak places in it. You do not 
discard your automobile just because a 
spark plug is fouled nor do you throw 
the car away because a tire goes flat. 
Surely any inconsistencies, frailties or 
soft spots in the order can be ironed out 
without destroying the whole beef pro- 
gram. 

I believe the Office of Price Stabiliza- 
tion has done a good job, and will do a 
better one now that it is organized. I 
know that it will dig out inequities 
in the program and correct them if given 
a chance. 

I was among those who honestly 
wanted controls established immediate- 
ly after the Korean trouble began. I 
wanted controls, not for their sake, or 
because I like them, but because I feel 
that the American people would rather 
temporarily experience American-made 
restrictions than permanently endure 
Russian-made slavery. 

I was among those who wanted Con- 
gress to courageously assume the re- 
sponsibility for establishing controls 
rather than adroitly pass the buck to 
the President of the United States and 
then stand by ready to make political 
capital out of every action he took. 

I stand before you today as a mother 
and a provider, as a shopper and a cook, 
and protest from the very bottom of my 
heart against the way the committee has 
capitulated to a segment of the cattle 
industry. 

I urge you to eliminate this section 
which will prohibit our efforts to again 
put beef on the family table at a rea- 
sonable price. I urge you to give to the 
Office of Price Stabilization a chance to 
complete its adjustment of beef prices; 
I urge you to stop the gouge which is 
robbing the American people of millions 
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of dollars each week; I urge you to prove 
that we are a Congress of the whole peo- 
ple by establishing as part of the Amer- 
ican way of life the doctrine that in- 
dustry is entitled to no more than a 
reasonable profit and that the consumer 
is entitled to nothing short of a rea- 
sonable price. 

Mr. GWINN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the requisite number of 
words. 

I would like to ask the gentlewoman 
from Utah [Mrs. Bosone] what she paid 
for the beef she referred to; how much 
per pound did she pay? 

Mrs. BOSONE. Do you mean the 
meat that I got last Sunday? 

Mr. GWINN. Yes. 

Mrs. BOSONE. Seventy cents. 

Mr. GWINN. For ground beef? 

Mrs. BOSONE. No. Hamburger. I 
never buy ground round steak any more. 

Mr. GWINN. That was for ham- 
burger, 70 cents a pound? 

Mrs. BOSONE. Yes. 

Mr. GWINN. Now, if we are going 
to have roll-backs so we can get beef, 
then we will have to roll back those 
grains that make beef—the corn, the 
barley, and the oats. You referred to 
the fact that we Americans like beef, and 
we do. 

Mrs. BOSONE, We need it. 

Mr. GWINN. Probably the fact that 
we are a beef-eating people has some- 
thing to do with the greatness of the 
American race—its invention, its gen- 
ius, its production. But that is a great 
luxury that no other nation in the world 
has enjoyed. 

The gentlewoman referred to chicken, 
and to the fact that she was becoming 
a chicken eater. There is a much lower 
state, and that is to digest your own 
corn and wheat and oats instead of 
having them predigested by the chicken 
or cow. That is what the Chinese and 
the Indians do. They digest their own 
rice. If you insist upon beef, then you 
must let the steer and the cow do the 
digesting and converting of the grain 
into the thing you like—good steak. If 
you want the beef you must post a price 
down in Brooklyn or some place else say- 
ing to the farmers: “You buy 7 pounds 
of grain and make a pound of beef for 
me and I will pay you such and such a 
price.” It takes 7 pounds of grain to 
make 1 pound of beef. A pound of 
grain costs 4 cents. Four times seven 
is 28 cents a pound to start with at the 
farm. That is cost without labor and 
transportation, Only half of the beef 
is edible, so to start with you have a 
farmers’ cost of 56 cents a pound in that 
beef. So if you roll back the price of 
beef you must roll back the cost of the 
grain that enters into it. 

It matters not whether we want beef, 
or rent, or other materials. The same 
rule applies to all commodities. For 
that reason the Cox amendment should 
carry. The elements entering into the 
ultimate price determines whether or 
not the farmer or the producer can 
produce this ultimate product that we 
want. 

We tried to fix rents by robbing the lit- 
tle rental landlord of his property. We 
got, instead, fewer houses for rent. We 
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are now 3,000,000 short. If we rob the 
farmer or post a price that makes it 
impossible to convert the grains into 
beef, we cannot have beef; we can have 
corn, or wheat, or chickens, but not beef. 

If we want milk or rubber or tin or 
any other commodity the producer must 
be free to meet his costs to supply the 
demand. If he cannot depend on a 
stable price in a free market he quits pro- 
ducing. If he cannot trust what his 
Government’s immoral arbitrary con- 
duct in fixing prices will do to him, he 
will quit. That is why arbitrary political 
price fixing is dead wrong and stops pro- 
duction. Let us support the Cox amend- 
ment and quit this utterly fantastic, im- 
moral notion that we can take by force, 
or rob, one element in society for the 
benefit of another. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GWINN. I yield to the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Does the gentleman 
know that we have not reached parity 
yet on grain? So there can be no roll- 
back on grain. 

Mr. GWINN. You have got to roll 
back the price of grain if you are going 
to feed it into beef that is rolled back. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. But we have not 
reached parity on it yet. 

Mr. GWINN. That does not matter. 
You must go to the farmer who pro- 
duces corn and ask him to take less for 
the corn so you can feed it to beef so the 
gentlewoman from Utah can buy her beef 
at a lower price. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. All of us are agreed 
that it has not reached parity. 

Mr. GWINN. It does not make any 
difference whether it has reached parity 
or not, you must reduce the price of 
grain if we are going to reduce the price 
of beef made by feeding corn, 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GWINN. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. I think the attention of 
the gentleman ought to be called to the 
fact that the hamburger that the gentle- 
woman from Utah bought last Sunday 
was presumably under price control. 

Mr. GWINN. Of course, it is under 
control. That is our difficulty we have 
never escaped from controls since 1941. 
It is having its deadly effects which breed 
more controls to increase the evils sought 
to be cured. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope it is not too 
much to ask the members of the Com- 
mittee to give me credit for trying 
sincerely to shed some light on a difficult 
problem. I think there has been too 
much disposition on the part of the 
membership and certainly on the part 
of the citizenry of the Nation, particu- 
larly the press and the radio, to impugn 
everybody’s motive who has gotten up 
here and tried to suggest that there 
might be two sides to this problem. 
There are two sides to most problems; 
there are two sides to this problem; 
and yet day after day we have heard the 
statement that everybody who did not 
agree with the bill that was brought out 
and laid before us must be a rascal and 
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that he certainly wants to destroy the 
welfare of the people. The assumption 
has been indulged in here, without one 
scintilla of evidence to support it, that 
any man who did not agree with the 
philosophy that rolling back prices by 
law was going to stop inflation must be 
some kind of public enemy. 

I think it is a matter on which they 
can certainly be two viewpoints, but I 
think there is certainly sound reason to 
feel that you can never long fight infla- 
tion successfully by direct price controls, 
The only way you can stop inflation is 
either by producing more goods that 
people want to buy or reducing the com- 
petition for the purchase of the goods 
that are available. When you roll back 
prices you certainly do not encourage 
production, because the producer has a 
lesser reward offered to him, so you can- 
not say that rolling back prices can fight 
inflation by encouraging production. 
When you roll back prices you certainly 
do not decrease demand, instead you 
bring additional prospective purchasers 
into the market and increase the com- 
petition for the limited supply of scarce 
goods. So it cannot be said that you are 
fighting inflation by reducing the com- 
petition for the scarce goods. 

Then is it not a fair statement to say 
that many here are entirely on the 
wrong track when they say that they are 
going to save the public by using a medi- 
cine that simply does not get the desired 
results? It never has gotten results, 
and I do not think this will get results. 
There are those here who think it will, 
and I do not challenge their sincerity. 
I do challenge the soundness of their 
judgment and of their conclusions. 

I think that those of us who are striv- 
ing to strike at the real causes of infla- 
tion are doing just as much to try to 
serve the consuming public as any man 
who comes here and says that there is 
but one method and that we are going to 
use nothing but the one formula which 
has been tried and found wanting. I 
think we should consider the consumer 
and his welfare. I want to prevent in- 
flation just as does every other Member 
of the House. No one has a monopoly 
on a sincere interest in the welfare of 
consumers. Let us develop a program 
which goes to the causes of inflation, 
rather than simply treating symptoms. 
Let us rely on reason rather than names, 

I call as my first witness to the fact 
that this is not the one-sided proposi- 
tion that some have represented it to 
be, Mr. Eric Johnston, known to most 
of you. On March 9, 1951, Mr. John- 
ston in referring to roll-backs said: 

If these orders went out, I’m sure that 
all of us who like steak, or need a new suit 
or new coat, would cheer the announcement, 

You'd cheer if the order didn't threaten 
to destroy your business; or threaten you 
with the loss of your farm. You might ap- 
plaud that roll-back if it didn’t wipe out 
your job or cut your wage or salary back 
so far you couldn’t meet installments on 
your car or the mortgage payments on your 
home. 

Think about it that way. For that's what 
could happen if we arbitrarily shoved down 
the price of meat or suits or anything else 
to last year’s figures when production 
costs—and wages—were lower too. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Would you want us to do that? Would 
you want us to tailspin the economy in try- 
ing to stabilize it? 

You might still cheer a roll-back order 
such as that if you could really get the steak 
you like or the suit you want. But the 
chances are you couldn’t. 

They'd disappear from your butcher's 
counter and from the racks in your cloth- 
ing stores. You might find plenty of beef, 
yes. Plenty of beef in the black market. 

And all at fantastic bootleg prices. I 
don't think you'd like that. 


That is from Eric Johnston as of 
March 9, 1951. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentle - 
man point out that he made that speech 
on the radio to the American people? 

Mr. POAGE. He made that speech 
on the radio, and 3 days later when 
a United States Senator wrote him to 
ask if there would be roll-backs on beef, 
he said that of course there were no roll- 
backs on beef and referred him to the 
speech of March 9, which I have just 
quoted. That letter was circulated to 
all the cattle growers of the country. In 
the face of Mr. Johnston’s statement, 
can it be fairly stated that this is a one- 
sided matter or can it be said that the 
cattlemen of this country were not mis- 
led. 

I want to call the attention of the 
cattle growers of this Nation to what 
this roll-back is. It is not a 10-percent 
roll-back as you have been told. It is far 
more than 10 percent. On the type of 
cattle grown in most of your districts 
this means an 18- to 30-percent roll- 
back. That is true because most of you 
grow Utility and Commercial cattle, and 
on these grades of cattle the first roll- 
back is two to three times as great as 
you have been told. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, it is generally agreed 
that the two forces threatening the 
American way of life today are com- 
munism and inflation. The major battle 
against inflation is being fought on the 
floor of the House here this afternoon. 

In one breath we talk about the sac- 
rifices that have to be made in these 
United States during the turbulent days 
ahead in order to preserve our way of 
life, while in another breath we talk 
about compensatory and monetary bene- 
fits that should be dealt out to those 
who are supposed to make those sacri- 
fices. 

Speaking for myself, I do not think 
it is immoral, I do not think it is il- 
legal, I do not think it is un-American 
for Charlie Wilson and Eric Johnston 
to do what they are doing to preserve 
our way of life, even if they, perchance, 
are resorting to temporary expedients, 
painful as they are. This has been done 
before to save our America. 

Now, while we are on the subject of 
roll-backs, is it not true that the life 
plans of thousands and thousands of 
American boys have been rolled back as 
they are called to be a part of our fight- 
ing forces these days, and yei you hear 
no squawks from them? 

Frankly, I want to make a confession. 
I am being pursued day and night by a 
very effective lobbyist on this question. 
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She is a very charming, a very gracious, 
a very lovely lady. I say to you that if 
I do not vote right on this question of 
roll-backs here today, I do not want to 
go back to my home in Paterson, N. J., 
because that lobbyist is none other than 
Mrs. Gordon Canfield, who is at her wit’s 
end trying to find, in the stores of that 
community, how she can properly get 
food to feed five hungry mouths. I am 
a Member of the Congress. Iam not en- 
dowed with wealth; I have no other 
income, no other vocation. I am living 
on a 1946 salary and I am having ex- 
treme difficulty doing it. And, when I 
say that to you, I wonder about the mil- 
lions and millions of little men and 
women here in America. How do they 
prevail? Where do they get proper food 
to eat? I do not know. 

We have had a lot of inflation already, 
probably about $20,000,000,000 worth in 
the past year to the consumers cf Amer- 
ica. The Department of Defense alone 
has had to pay out about $7,000,000,000 
in additional cost for defense items since 
the outbreak of war in Korea. We can- 
not tolerate a repetition of that same 
spiral which has finally been brought 
under a degree of control. We cannot 
afford another $20,000,000,000 increase 
in the cost of living of the American 
people and we certainly cannot afford 
another waste of $7,000,000,000 of Gov- 
ernment funds in inflation. Is there 
any disagreement about that? 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANFIELD. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Connecticut. 

Mr. MORANO. The gentleman from 
New Jersey, who comes from Paterson, 
represents the city in which I was born. 
I want to compliment the gentleman on 
the very fine statement he is making 
here this afternoon, and Iam very grate- 
ful that the district in which I was born 
and where many of my close friends and 
relatives live is being represented by a 
great and distinguished colleague. He 
truly represents their views and their 
wants in this great debate on price con- 
trols. 

Mr. CANFIELD. I thank the gentle- 
man, and I know where he stands. He 
has already done yeoman work here in 
behalf of the consumers of America. 
He will never fail his people. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the most ef- 
fective speech I could make this after- 
noon would be to say that I corroborate 
fully the statement of our distinguished 
colleague the gentleman from New Jer- 
sey [Mr. CANFIELD] and then sit down. 

However, he touched on a point that I 
would like to elaborate on, that is the 
increased cost of our national-defense 
program because of the inflationary 
spiral that has the country in its grip at 
the present time. 

The enemy inflation has already at- 
tacked our defense dollar and our de- 
fense program. We have lost planes and 
tanks just as surely as though they had 
been destroyed by an armed enemy. 

It is estimated that every 2-percent 
rise in the general price level means that 
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the cost of the present security program 
goes up $1,000,000,000 per year. 

Secretary of Defense Marshall, in tes- 
timony before this Congress, has told us 
that the sharp increases in the price 
structure immediately following the Ko- 
rean war have seriously curtailed the 
purchasing power of the defense dollar. 
Normally unit prices for many of the 
items purchased by the military would be 
expected to declin2 at this time because 
of reductions in manufacturing costs re- 
sulting from increased volume. While 
such unit price reductions have occurred 
in some cases, part of all the the econo- 
mies of larger scale production have been 
lost in an increasing number of cases 
because of sharp increases in direct 
manufacturing costs. 

Taking into account hidden increases, 
the authorities say over-all estimate of 
the cost of inflation to the Department 
of Defense in the past year has been 
roughly equivalent to the 20-percent in- 
crease in the wholesale price index. 
Thus, approximately $7,000,000,000 out 
of the thirty-five billion authorized for 
procurement of hard and soft goods and 
military construction for the Depart- 
ment of Defense during fiscal year 1951 
can be regarded as a cost of inflation. 

This $7,000,000,000 out of thirty-five 
billion we have lost is a small sum com- 
pared to what we can lose out of the total 
$150,000,000,000 we expect to spend in 3 
years for defense unless we act force- 
fully and effectively to hold down prices. 

I am talking now in the billions. Let 
us make it more concrete. 

Before Korea a heavy antiaircraft gun 
cost $160,000. Today it costs almost 
$250,000. 

The Garand M-1 rifle is the weapon 
of our infantry men. Just a year ago 
that rifie cost $41. Today the price tag 
on one of them is $64. 

The cost of an artillery shell has gone 
up from $12.39 to $29.59. 

That is part of inflation’s cost to us. 
If we can buy only two Garand rifles 
where we used to buy three with the 
Same money; if we can buy only one 
artillery shell for the cost of two, our 
defense budget will skyrocket, but we 
will be no better armed at the end than 
we could have been on many fewer tax 
dollars. 

So far we have beeen losing only one 
dollar out of five to inflation. Suppose 
we permit uncontrolled inflation to get 
out of hand. We are now spending at 
the rate of about $35,000,000,000 a year 
for defense purposes. Present plans call 
for spending at the annual rate of about 
$65,000,000,000 a year from now. Then, 
inflation’s forces will be the strongest. 

Since the general price freeze in Jan- 
uary we have put the brakes on infla- 
tionary price rises. But unless we are 
prepared to move effectively and effi- 
ciently when the new squeeze comes, we 
may well be losing two out of five, or 
three out of five dollars instead of the 
past one out of five. 

And since we must be armed, every 
dollar that we lost to inflation we must 
make up in taxes. 

I have been talking of weapons. It 
must be remembered that the Armed 
Forces buy huge quantities of all other 
types of materials. 
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Detailed information on purchasing 
by the Department of Defense is not 
available because of the confidential 
nature of such purchases. However, a 
review of some Department of Defense 
purchasing shows 42 items with in- 
creases ranging from 2 to 90 percent over 
prices during April 1950. A majority of 
the increases were in excess of 30 per- 
cent. Among the items were leather, 
cotton, and wool products. 

In a memorandum late last year, the 
Secretary of the Army pointed out that 
“the increase over pre-Korea prices will 
reduce the number of items that can be 
purchased with the appropriations by 
nearly half in some instances and in 
many to 75 percent of the original quan- 
tity.” He said that the situation could 
be met by one of two means, additional 
appropriations or the imposition of 
controls. 

We have imposed controls. It is in 
the interest of our Armed Forces and our 
security that we continue them and that 
we strengthen them so that they will be 
able to meet the tests ahead. 

We are arming against aggression. 
We have the security of our country at 
stake. We must fight inflation as we 
would fight any other enemy that was 
weakening our Armed Forces. 

I would like to quote what our Director 
of Defense Mobilization said a few days 
ago: 

If inflation gains on us during this period, 
Stalin will have won a tremendous victory— 
as he has planned—without firing a shot, 
Like countries the Communists have taken 
over—when those nations were broke—we 
would be easier prey if we squandered our 
economic strength through the process of 
inflation and the ultimate destruction of 
the value of the dollar. The only way the 


Russians can beat us is to encourage us to 
beat ourselves. 


Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word and 
ask unanimous consent to revise and ex- 
tend my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, a 
great many speakers get up here and 
orate convincingly and very emotionally 
about the importance of halting infla- 
tion. I do not think there is anyone in 
the House who is not in favor of halting 
inflation. 

The important question is how are you 
going to do it? 

For 46 centuries the control of infla- 
tion by price control has been tried. 
Yet, according to the librarian of the 
Government’s Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics a few years ago, the result 
always has been uniform. The result has 
been that inflation has not been con- 
trolled, but that the people have ex- 
changed one set of ills for another which 
is worse. 

I ask this question of the proponents 
of price control as an antidote for infia- 
10 15 I hope someone has an answer 

Where has price control successfully 
prevented inflation? 

Will somebody give me the answer to 
that question? 
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Mr. HCLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I yield. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. In Canada during 
World War II, and in England. 

Mr. BUFFETT. If I recall correctly, 
just a few minutes ago someone got up 
here and said that in Canada inflation 
was getting out of hand. According to 
the latest figures, the cost of living in 
Canada has risen since 1940 almost 
equally with our own. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. It is now because 
they do not have the price controls on 
now that they had during World War II. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Why do they not? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. They have not put 
them on. Why do we not have them like 
we had in World War II? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I will tell you why 
they will not work permanently or suc- 
cessfully. I agree that for a short period 
of time you can have price control. You 
might make it stick for 3 or 4 or 5 years, 
and maybe as long as 10 years, but all it 
does is postpone inflation and create 
black markets. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Well, that is just 
as long as the emergency lasted. 

Mr. BUFFETT. No; it was not—not 
according to Mr. Bowles—inflation was 
not over in 1946. He said at that time 
the inflationary forces were the highest 
they ever were in our country. 

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I yield. 

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. Does 
the gentleman realize that historically 
the greatest threat of inflation comes 
after a war? Does he recall that we were 
not in World War II when sugar reached, 
as I recall the figures, about $30 a sack? 
That was in 1920. What Mr. Bowles said 
in 1946 proved to be exactly right, be- 
cause when we took off controls, then we 
had the highest price inflation this coun- 
try ever witnessed in 1947 and 1948. 

Mr. BUFFETT. The gentleman has 
not answered my question. I appreciate 
his remarks. But I still would like to 
know where price control has success- 
fully prevented inflation over a reason- 
able period of time for one decade at 
least, or for a generation? 

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. If the 
gcntleman will recall, all during World 
War II we kept prices down and they 
did not get out of hand until price con- 
trols were scuttled. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Then your answer is 
that we successfully prevented inflation 
in World War II? 

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. Dur- 
ing the war, yes; and we failed by fail- 
ing to realize that the real threat of 
inflation is just as great after a war, im- 
mediately after a war, as it is during a 
war. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Now, Mr. Chairman, 
I would like to get some facts in the 
Record. The contention has been made 
that we prevented inflation in World 
War II. Here are the facts about what 
we did with inflationary pressures during 
World War II: 

Currency in circulation in 1940, $7,- 
000,000,000; in 1945, $26,000,000,0N0. 
That is inflation. 
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Bank deposits in 1941, $44,000,000,000; 
12 1945, 8105,000, 000,000. That is infla- 

on. 

The Federal debt in 1940 was $42,000,- 
000,000; and in 1945 it was $258,000,000,- 
000. The inflationary pressure had mul- 
tiplied five times. 

Bank loans in 1940 were $22,000,000,- 
000, and in 1945 they were over $30,000,- 
000,000; and as of March 1951 they were 
$63,000,000,000. That is inflation. 

So that so far as controlling inflation, 
you can see for yourself that World War 
II price control simply postponed infia- 
tion. 

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I cannot yield further 
to the gentleman at this time, unless the 
gentleman has some way of stopping in- 
flation. 

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. I am 
wondering what the gentleman’s pro- 
gram happens to be to stop inflation. 

Mr. BUFFETT. I have a program for 
combating inflation, and if the gentle- 
man will read the Recorp from time to 
time and read my remarks he will find 
my suggestions. In a sentence, they are 
to restore a sound currency, to end easy 
credit, and to stop the deficit spending 
in trying to finance the non-Russian 
governments everywhere. 

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. The 
gentleman realizes that in 1947 and 1948 
we had a surplus and we still had very 
high prices. 

Mr. GRANAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GRANAHAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
controls which we are considering today 
will, I believe, prove to be the most im- 
portant legislation considered by this 
Congress. 

War need not be the price of peace, 
but most certainly preparedness is the 
price of victory—regardless of whether 
you call the conflict in Korea war or 
police action. 

In lending my support, and asking the 
support of the administration’s request 
for the strengthening of price, wage, 
rent, and credit controls I do not for one 
minute advocate economic regimenta- 
tion as a way of life in place of the tra- 
ditional American system of competitive 
enterprise. However, such restrictive 
action on a temporary basis is absolutely 
necessary if the Nation’s preparedness 
program is not to bog down in a wave of 
complacency, built on false hopes that 
a cease-fire in Korea is a guaranty of 
lasting peace. It is not. 

Unprecedented situations call for un- 
precedented action. The sacrifices we 
are asked to make on the home front do 
not compare in any way whatsoever with 
the stark realities of war which our 
American men face every day on the 
battle front. We must be mindful that 
the fruits of security and peace can only 
be had by action, not words; by actual 
preparedness, not mere double talk. 

XCVII—523 
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In an address on this subject before 
the English-Speaking Union in London, 
on July 3, General Eisenhower said: 

The hand of the aggressor is stayed by 
strength and strength alone. 


The issue of controls before Congress 
today is not of partisan character—war 
is not partisan, preparedness is not 
partisan—why then do we risk these 
vital objectives by petty bickering when 
there is so much at stake? 

There is one simple reason why con- 
trols are absolutely necessary at this 
time, and that is the salvation of our 
economy and the American system of 
government as we now know it. Any- 
thing less might well plunge the Nation 
into an economic whirlpool, and drasti- 
cally weaken our ability to safeguard our 
shores and avert the catastrophe of all- 
out war. Controls are likewise necessary 
because we must contend with a serious 
inflationary spiral which threatens every 
household, and also critical shortages of 
essential materials which threaten our 
productive capacity. 

Effective controls at this time are in- 
surance against a further upsurge of 
high prices—high prices which inevit- 
ably hit every pocketbook. Higher 
prices which followed the weakening of 
controls after World War II have cost 
the American taxpayer approximately 
$5,000,000,000 more for approximately 
the equivalent in product which the 
Government could have previously pur- 
chased in defense equipment. This can 
and will be multiplied many times over 
if Congress does not act now, and push 
the passage of strong control legislation. 
We are not dealing with a myth. The 
Soviet Union is well aware of the fact 
that an ineffective control bill would be 
tantamount to crippling legislation, 

It is about time that Congress heeds 
the will of the people, the wage earner, 
and the fighting man, and puts aside 
partisan considerations for the common 
good of the Nation and its peoples. 

Failure to enact a controls program 
now, including roll-backs, will be a 
knife in the back of America’s prepared- 
ness program, It is as simple as that. 
The choice is up to Congress. I urge 
with all my heart that we do not fail. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the pro forma 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the argument in sup- 
port of the Cooley amendment comes 
down to three basic points. One is the 
contention that only the Beef Trust 
was benefited by the first roll-back. 
I would like to establish that the Beef 
Trust was not singularly benefited. 
Mr. DiSalle appeared before the Agri- 
culture Committee and said his office 
was facing this situation on meat prices: 
Either they had to roll back the price of 
the producer or they had to increase the 
price at retail, if they were going to con- 
form to the law which required them 
to maintain the historic margin for dis- 
tribution. The historic margin in the 
case of meat is about 30 percent to the 
distributor. This may be too high— 
nonetheless it is the historic margin— 
which the law says must be preserved. 
At the time the order was issued the 
distributors were receiving 24 percent of 


8303 


the retail price. If this roll-back had 
not been put into effect, two things 
might have happened. First, you could 
have had an increase of prices at the 
retail level, which would mean that the 
consumer would now be paying a higher 
price than he is paying. The other is 
that you might have left the retail freeze 
of January 25 in effect. What would re- 
sult from that? This argument has 
been made: That this freeze would have 
eventually forced back all prices until 
finally the producer would have received 
a lower price. 

That is the same procedure as was fol- 
lowed under OPA. If I understand their 
argument, the proponents of this 
amendment are not against a lower price 
to the producer. They just do not want 
the prices lowered by OPS order. To 
let the Beef Trust force the price back 
to the producer, they say, is all right. 
Under OPA we did not freeze prices at 
the livestock market, and what hap- 
pened? We had a forcing back, to a 
certain extent, but we also had the black 
market, and are likely to get black mar- 
keting again if the Cooley amendment 
is adopted. 

In the second place it has been argued 
that this roll-back will discourage pro- 
duction. I would like to quote from the 
Secretary of Agriculture. In appearing 
before the Agriculture Committee he 
pointed out that in 1949 the average price 
of beef was $19.90 per hundred, yet the 
producers expanded their herds by 1,- 
800,000 cattle. In 1950 the average price 
was $23.10 per hundred, yet they expand- 
ed their herds by over 4,000,000 head. 
The January 1951 level was $27 per 
hundred. 

The Secretary said this, when he was 
asked whether he thought this would 
discourage the production of beef: 

It is too early to be sure. We shall have 
to watch developments in the cattle market 
and the production in the months ahead. 


The chairman of the Agriculture 
Committee stated that immediately fol- 
lowing the issuance of this order there 
would be a great flood of livestock in 
the markets. The record of livestock 
marketing since the issuance of the order 
does not bear out his forecast. 

He also stated that the quality of beef 
would be poor, yet the record shows that 
in major markets the average weight of 
the cattle coming in increased after the 
order was issued. 

The third argument relates to this 
question of whether or not the cattle- 
men are going to suffer a loss. I would 
like to quote from a statement by the 
chairman of the Agriculture Commit- 
tee, which he filed with the Banking 
and Currency Committee. You under- 
stand I am speaking only about sustain- 
ing the first roll-back that is in effect. 
I realize the second two roll-backs will 
produce a complete disorganization of 
the livestock business, unless subsidies 
or other means of correction are pro- 
vided. 

First, a quotation from Mr. Eric John- 
ston, who, on June 19, 1951, made the 
statement in a letter to me: 

Beef cattle producers and feeders were on 


notice in January that prices of beef prod- 
ucts had been frozen at the retail and 
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wholesale level and that the purchase of 
feeder cattle at advancing prices was dan- 
gerous. 


Yet they continued to go into the mar- 
ket and pay $37, $38, and $39 per hun- 
dred for feeding cattle in face of the fact 
that the freeze had been issued at the 
retail level. 

Here is the statement of the chair- 
man of our committee. He said: 

It was generally understood and believed 
that the cattle price order (January) would 
probably result in some slight downward ad- 
justment of cattle prices but that this roll- 
back would not in any event take prices 
below the January 25, 1951, level. 


These are the words of the chairman 
of the committee: “That this antici- 
pated roll-back, which he says was gen- 
erally expected, would not in any case 
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take cattle prices beyond the January 
25, 1951, level”; which is exactly or very 
close to the point at which the Fugate 
amendment will take them. 

In other words, the cattlemen are 
getting what the chairman said they 
expected to get. I do not see how they 
can complain. 

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Utah. 

Mr. GRANGER. I just wanted to 
call the gentleman’s attention to some 
figures that ï have here. They are my 
own figures, which I have gone back and 
searched out of market reports, and 
they indicate that today's prices are 
just about on a parity with the prices of 
January 22. 


Chicago livestock (USDA) 


Fg Sree Re NE RRR TD ARR GIN a da DBEA 


Jan. 22 


37. 75-41. 00 35, 50-38. 75 
34. 25-37, 75 33. 50-36. 75 
30. 50-34. 25 31. 00-34, 50 
28. 50-31, 60 28. 00-31. 50 


May I call to the gentleman's atten- 
tion the prices that existed on January 
26, April 30, and July 16 last Monday. 
These figures were secured by going back 
and securing the Chicago reports on the 
days of January 26, April 23, April 30, 
and July 16 which was yesterday. These 
figures reveal that the prices on July 
16—yesterday—were nearly comparable 
with the freeze figure of January 26: 
The difference between the prices on 
July 16 and those of April 30 reflect just 
about the amount of the roll-back. 
These figures indicate that the market is 
still strong and if the roll-back were re- 
moved undoubtedly prices of livestock 
might revert to their May 30 level which 
would mean an increase to the consumer 
by my figures of about 9 cents a pound 
which corresponds very closely with the 
price claimed by the OPS. 

Mr, McCARTHY. And at these prices 
cattlemen generally can make adequate 
profits, and there will remain, sufficient 
incentive, in the judgment of the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture for the continued 
production of beef. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Wotcorr to the 
committee amendment beginning on page 
14, line 22: Page 15, line 3, strike out the 
period and insert in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing: “; and after the enactment of this 
sentence no ceiling price for any material 
shall become effective which is below either 
(A) the price prevailing just before the date 
of issuance of the regulation or order estab- 
lishing such ceiling price, or (B) the price 
prevailing during the period January 25, 
1951, to February 24, 1951, inclusive, 
Nothing in the preceding sentence shall pro- 
hibit the establishment or maintenance of 
a ceiling price with respect to any material 
(other than an agricultural commodity) 
which is based upon a period prior to Janu- 
ary 25, 1951, if such ceiling price reflects 
adjustments for increases and decreases in 
actual factory and labor costs, which shall 
include all items of direct costs, and, in 


addition, increases in indirect wage costs for 
research, selling, and administration oc- 
curring subsequent to such base period.” 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
serve a point of order. How many 
amendments are now pending? 

The CHAIRMAN. This amendment 
will make the four permitted under the 
rule: The committee amendment, the 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment, the substitute, and the amend- 
ment to the substitute. 

Mr. SPENCE. What is this? 

The CHAIRMAN. This is an amend- 
ment to the committee amendment. It 
is in order under the rule. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I with- 
draw the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan is recognized. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
think in this amendment we have been 
reasonably successful in harmonizing all 
of the known differences of opinion in 
respect to the matters which have been 
discussed in respect to roll-backs. I 
think we all recognize that production 
and more production is the answer to 
inflation and that anything which dis- 
courages production merely adds to the 
inflation dangers. So the amendment 
to the committee amendment which I 
have offered seeks to encourage produc- 
tion through stabilizing anti-inflation- 
ary efforts. 

The committee amendment provides 
that no ceiling shall be established or 
maintained for any agricultural com- 
modity below 90 percent of the price 
received by producers on May 19, 1951, 
as determined by the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture. The purpose of the amend- 
ment is to preserve the first meat roll- 
back, but prohibits any further roll- 
backs on any agricultural commodities, 
including meat. 

The substitute offered by the gentle- 
man from North Carolina would pro- 
hibit any roll-backs and would cancel 
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off the first roll-back on meat. The 
major difference, therefore, between the 
committee provision and the Cooley 
amendment is that the committee 
amendment would retain the first roll- 
back and prevent second and third or 
all others. 

The gentleman from Georgia offered 
an amendment to the Cooley amendment 
which would prohibit roll-backs on non- 
agricultural commodities. It seems to 
me that what we should do is to main- 
tain the status quo established in the 
bill extending these controls for 31 days 
or until August 1. In substance the 
amendment which I have offered to the 
committee amendment does that, but 
clarifies a certain situation which we 
have got to give consideration to in the 
roll-back order. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
PatMsN] brought out a point in respect 
to reduction in the price of rubber which 
could not be carried through to the con- 
sumer in the establishment of a con. 
sumer price of the end product if the 
Cox amendment is adopted. I assumie 
that the gentleman from Texas Fas 
talked to Mr. DiSalle because I talked to 
Mr. DiSalle this afternoon. He told ne 
of the problem, and that is the major 
problem. 

The amendment which I have offeied 
authorizes certain roll- backs so that the 
consumer in the retail price may get full 
advantage of any reduction in the cist 
of production. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of tae 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chai- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman may proceed for five addi- 
tional minutes, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOLCOTT, Mr. Chairman, what 
is sought to be done under this amend- 
ment, it seems to me, is the most sensi- 
ble compromise that we can get on this 
bill. Everyone realizes that there is a 
goodly amount of support for the Cox 
position as well as the Cooley position, 
neither one of which, however, protects 
the first roll-back on beef or meat and 
allied products. 

This is what we seek to do. We en- 
deavor to protect the first roll-back on 
meat, we seek to prevent any further 
roll-back on agricultural products as an 
aid to production, we seek to prevent any 
roll-backs on nonagricultural commodi- 
ties which, of course, includes industrial 
commodities, excepting that in the es- 
tablishment of prices they may go down 
to a point below the January 25, 1951, 
period if there has been a reduction in 
production costs. That is for the pur- 
pose of authorizing the Office of Price 
Stabilization to pass on to the buying 
public who buys at retail the benefit of 
any reduction in production costs, 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Kansas. 

Mr. HOPE. What is the difference 
between the gentleman’s amendment 
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and the so-called Millikin amendment 
which was offered in the other body? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. We spell out in this 
amendment a certain sentence in the 
Millikin amendment, which is in the 
Senate bill on page 2. The Senate 
provided “if such ceiling price reflects 
adjustments for increases or decreases in 
actual factory and labor costs, including 
reasonable allowances for other costs 
occurring subsequent to such period.” 

To clarify what was meant by that, 
because it was not understood what they 
were getting at, we have substituted the 
following language for that, the rest of 
it, I may say, being identical to the 
Senate language except that in order to 
amend our eommmittee amendment we 
had to rephrase the sentence a little 
bit. The language that is substituted 
for that is “which shall include all 
items of direct costs, and, in addition, 
increases in indirect wage costs for re- 
search, selling, and administration oc- 
curring subsequent to such base period.” 

Mr. HOPE. The purpose of the 
amendment is substantially the same 
then as the Millikin amendment. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. As I understand, 
the Senate language is identical, hut I 
think we have done a little better job in 
spelling out just what the Administrator 
may do in passing any reduction in pro- 
duction cost on to the consumer. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina, 

Mr. COOLEY. Would not the gentle- 
man’s amendment be more appropriate 
as a substitute for the Cox amendment? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. The pariizmentary 
situation is this: The gentleman from 
North Carolina offered a substitute for 
the committee amendment and the gen- 
tleman from Georgia offered an amend- 
ment to the substitute. Under the rules 
of the House there can be only one 
amendment pending to a substitute, so 
in order to offer this otherwise you have 
to vote down the Cox amendment and 
then this language might not be offered 
as an amendment to the substitute of- 
fered by the gentleman from North 
Carolina because it is in the nature of a 
substitute. Frankly, we tried to do it 
and we found that the simplest, the 
most understandable method of doing it, 
was as suggested here. 

Mr. COOLEY. If the gentleman will 
withhold his amel dment until the Cox 
amendment is voted down, then he could 
offer this amendnent to my amend- 
ment, could he not? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. We have been work- 
ing since 10 o’clock this morning to do 
it and we have not been able to find a 
means. It creates a complicated situa- 
tion. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman’s 
amendment deals primarily with indus- 
trial commodities, does it not? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. No, because in toto, 
with the committee amendment, it deals 
with agricultural commodities and in- 
dustrial commodities. 

Mr. COOLEY. But it still tolerates 
and keeps and approves the roll-back on 
meat 
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Mr. WOLCOTT. The first roll-back, 
yes. That is what it is intended to do. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr, 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman be permitted to proceed 
for five additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. In respect to the par- 
liamentary situation, I think it might 
be well to point out that when we get 
to the voting stage, as the matter now 
stands, since there cannot be further 
amendments with these four amend- 
ments pending, the first vote will come on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Wo.corr] to the 
committee amendment, and if it is 
adopted, then the vote would be on the 
substitute as amended as against the 
committee amendment. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. May I clarify that? 

Mr. COOPER. The gentleman is 
wrong there. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HALLECK. I think it might be 
well for the Chair at this stage to point 
out in what order the vote will come, if 
I am in error in respect to my under- 
standing. 

The CHAIRMAN. The vote will first 
occur on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Wor- 
corr] to the committee amendment. 
The Chair will then put the question on 
the amendment ofered by the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr, Cox] to the substitute 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. Coor zy. The 
Chair will then put the question on the 
substitute amendment by the gentleman 
from North Carolina. Then, of course, 
the question will come on the committee 
amendment as amended or as originally 
presented. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, a 
further parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. In the event the 
Wolcott amendment should carry, then 
what would be the situation? 

The CHAIRMAN. The situation 
would still be the same as outlined by 
the Chair regardless of what would hap- 
pen to the Wolcott amendment. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, a 
further parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. If the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Michigan 
is accepted, would that throw out the 
Cox amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. No. The Chair 
would have to put the question on the 
Cox amendment to the Cooley substitute 
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regardless of what happens to the Wol- 
cott amendment to the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Iyield to the gentle- 
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. COOPER. There is a very good 
reason for that provision in the rule. 
The House first perfects the amendment 
and then perfects the substitute. Then 
you are given a clear choice as to which 
you want, the substitute or the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I may say that the 
action of the committee might be some- 
what inconsistent if they adopt the 
amendment which I offered to the com- 
mittee amendment and then adopt the 
substitute. In the history of the House 
this has seldom if ever happened. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I under- 
stand the gentleman’s amendment pre- 
serves the 10-percent roll-back now in 
existence. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. That is right. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ, Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Iyield to the gentle 
man from New Mexico. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. It seems to me if 
you would try to restore the 10-percent 
roll-back now it would result in diserim- 
ination, in that you would reward the 
man who withheld his cattle from the 
market and would penalize the man who 
let his cattle go to the market and took 
his 10-percent loss. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I am inclined to 
think that the OPS and the meat indus- 
try can live with the first roll-back, and 
that it is fair and equitable to all sides, 
including the consuming public, to pre- 
vent any action being taken, because of 
any action which we take here, to in- 
crease meat prices. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. Do I cor- 
rectly understand that the gentleman’s 
amendment prohibits any future agri- 
cultural roll-backs? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. That is right. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. FORD. The action taken by the 
Congress on the extension has been in- 
terpreted to mean that there should be 
no hardship increases in prices by the 
OPS, even in those cases where the man- 
ufacturers in good faith held the line 
prior to January 25. Does the gentle- 
man’s amendment permit the OPS, or 
will they so interpret it, to permit hard- 
ship increases where the manufacturers 
in good faith did hold the line prior to 
January 25? 

Mr. WOLCOTT, This would have 
nothing to do with increases in ceilings 
to make adjustments to correct inequi- 
ties or to meet hardships. 

Mr. FORD. I do not think it was in- 
tended by the Congress that the exten- 
sion legislation would freeze even those 
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cases where there were hardships, but 
OPS has so ruled. I just wanted to get 
that clear. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. The gentleman is 
right. We should make it very clear 
that there is nothing in this amendment 
which is intended to prevent adjust- 
ments, to correct inequities, or to meet 
hardships, or to increase ceilings in any 
manner that the Price Administrator 
cares to do. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. I think it might be 
well to point out to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Forn], who has just ad- 
dressed the inquiry to the gentleman, 
that the language of the amendment 
now before us specifically uses these 
words: “if such ceiling price reflects ad- 
justments for increases and decreases in 
actual factory and labor costs.” 

In other words, the word “increases” 
is used. It would be from that that the 
so-called hardship cases would stem. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. That is correct. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman is fa- 
miliar with the old Brown-Bankhead 
amendment we had in the OPA law 
which set out a formula that whatever 
ceiling should be imposed, and it applied 
only to agriculture, to cotton and wool, 
you must have three factors in any 
ceiling. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
be permitted to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes, 

Mr. SPENCE. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Chairman, I want to make 
this statement. I have not objected yet 
to any extension, but from now on I am 
going to object to any extension of time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. POAGE. That provision required 
that there must first be enough in the 
ceiling to pay the cost of the raw mate- 
rial; second, to pay the processing cost, 
including labor; and third, a reasonable 
profit, which was defined as a profit 
comparable to that during the base pe- 
riod. The gentleman is familiar with 
the fact that I intend to offer an amend- 
ment a little later that will apply that 
principle to all products now. Does not 
the gentleman think this amendment 
ought to go that far and set out these 
three things that make it reasonable? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I would prefer the 
gentleman to handle that separately, 
because, having that in mind, we made 
sure that there was nothing incompati- 
ble between the gentleman’s amend- 
ment and this amendment. 

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman would 
not consider this incompatible with 
amendment? ; 

Mr. WOLCOTT. No. 
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Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kansas. 

Mr. HOPE, The present OPS Act 
provides that no ceiling on a farm com- 
modity shall be lower than one of two 
bases. One is parity and the other is 
the price prevailing between May 24 and 
June 24, Do the provisions of this 
amendment in any way modify the pro- 
tection which the old law affords as far 
as the price ceiling on agriculture is 
concerned? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Not in the least. 

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman says it 
does not do that? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Not in the least. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. WHITTEN. In connection with 
the question that has been asked by the 
gentleman from Kansas, I wonder if 
under this provision whereby prices may 
be pushed back at the retail level, so as 
to reflect to the consumer the benefits 
as you say of lower prices, if under the 
circumstances, we all know of the pros- 
pects of a huge cotton crop, if your re- 
tail price on cotton gets pushed back to 
reflect a lower price, is not the tend- 
ency of your amendment on agricultur- 
al products to push all agricultural 
products back and back and back to the 
support price level? 

It would indicate that the pressures 
under the OPS—they can fix these low 
prices for the finished goods because of 
the huge crop this year, and then if the 
following year the supply is not as great 
as it has been we would be caught in the 
same situation that we were in the last 
war. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Whether the price 
increase is passed on to raw cotton or 
not, of course, the price of the finished 
product would reflect the price increase. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the pro forma amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, it is difficult to ap- 
praise these amendments when they 
have never been submitted to the com- 
mittee having charge of the bill now 
being considered in Committee of the 
Whole. I understand this amendment 
was submitted to the Committee on 
Agriculture, but it has not been sub- 
mitted to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. Sometimes I wonder 
what we are trying to do. I represent 
farmers and I am deeply grateful to 
them. They have been kind to me and 
I want them to succeed, because they 
constitute the great basic industry of 
our country. Unless they do succeed, 
we can have very little happiness or 
prosperity anywhere. But, Mr. Chair- 
man, what are we trying to do? The 
inarticulate and unorganized consumer 
has not been invited to the party. This 
seems to be a bill to protect every seg- 


ment of industry and to prevent ade- 


quate price control. I do not want to 
do any injustice to any one of the great 
fundamental principles of our Constitu- 
tion which has for its purpose the estab- 
lishment of justice. But it does seem to 
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me that where every industry is repre- 
sented and where he who has the great- 
est interest in it is not represented, then 
the consumer is liable to be the victim. 
You have whittled this bill away, and 
whittled it away until little is left of it. 
What is a roll-back? You talk about a 
roll-back. When the Government 
makes you pay income taxes they roll 
your income back and when they make 
industry pay an excess-profits tax, they 
roll back the profits of industry. 

If you are going to have regulation 
you have to have power to meet condi- 
tions. If there is an unusual rise in some 
product, are you going to raise prices 
of all products to meet it, or are you 
going to roll back the price on that par- 
ticular product. It is just a question of 
regulation. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the committee 
should consider this when you come to 
vote upon these questions. It seems to 
me that every amendment which has 
been proposed here has been an amend- 
ment to weaken the bill and they say 
they are weakening it because it is so- 
cialistic. 

Every progressive movement which the 
Democratic Party has made has been 
called socialistic. Socialism is common 
ownership and collective control of pro- 
duction and distribution. Could anyone 
of sound mind think this bill has that for 
its purpose? It only gives to the people 
who are charged with carrying out this 
program—and it was never intended to 
give any more power to them—the pow- 
ers they said were essential. Mr. Wilson 
wanted these powers. He asked for 
them, and he is deeply amazed and dis- 
appointed at the way they have been 
whittled away. Mr. Wilson is not a So- 
cialist. He is a production expert. He 
has given of his time and his ability to 
help us out in this tragic hour. And I 
believe it is a tragic hour. Now, if we are 
in danger, everybody should give a little. 
If we are in danger, there should be some 
equality of sacrifice. Who can make a 
sacrifice comparable with the boys who 
are holding the line out in Korea? Is 
any of that spirit displayed here? None. 
Industrial organizations have all sought 
everything they could get. I think you 
ought to consider that. 

This amendment guarantees to every 
processor every element of cost. It can- 
not be ascertained what these costs will 
be. I do not know what effect this 
amendment will have, yet they tell you 
you must not roll back anything. I re- 
member when this continuing resolution 
was passed. It prevented putting a price 
on scrap metal. Prices were running 
away. Mr. Wilson called me and he said, 


What willl do? The bill goes into effect 


tonight, and it prevents me from putting 
a ceiling on scrap aluminum, I do not 
wish to violate the will of Congress, but 
I want to have a ceiling imposed on it.” 
I said, “Notwithstanding the act, put it 
on. We would both be parties to a fraud 
and imposition if you did not do it.” 

I fervently hope that you will beat this 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Spence] 
has expired. 
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Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, in connection with this 
very controversial matter of price roll- 
back, I think perhaps it might be well if 
we were to obtain the opinion of one of 
the most progressive farmers of my home 
community, a young Marine who was 
given the Silver Star for gallantry in 
the Pacific during World War II. This 
same young man has established himself 
on a farm next to mine in Tyler, Minn. 
He knows how to farm and how to feed 
cattle. He is a college graduate in agri- 
culture and knows the truth of his state- 
ment, when he says “this roll-back is 
hurting farm production.” 

I would like to read this letter to the 
House. Mr. Donald Sandager wrote me 
as follows on June 10: 


TYLER, MINN., June 10, 1951. 

Dear CARL: This is the second letter I have 
written in regard to the roll-back of cattle 
prices. The first I didn’t mail because I 
thought it sounded too bitter and useless, 
But now I feel that every letter you who rep- 
resent us in Congress can show gives you 
that much more proof in the thinking of the 
people. 

I feel that now is the time for Congress to 
step in and curb some of the nonsense which 
the present administration is ham-stringing 
our war production efforts. The roll-back 
on cattle prices is one of the most discrimi- 
natory acts ever enacted against a class of 
our American people. In this case it is the 
small beef feeder who must take the rap so 
that Truman may curry favor with labor. 

If the roll-back was necessary it was done 
at the very worst time. Most feeders had 
come to the belief that prices would hold in 
view of the dilly-dallying antics of DiSalle 
in establishing effective controls so they pro- 
ceeded to purchase their cattle at unrea- 
sonably high prices for pasturing this sum- 
mer. Many of us bought cattle from $35 
to $40 figuring on a close margin. If these 
finished cattle must be sold for 30 cents in 
October we have all paid plenty for the 
pleasure of seeing cattle on grass. It may 
be that beef is 150 percent of parity but that 
means nothing when stock costs 160 percent 
of parity. If the administration had acted 
with force in January much of this loading 
up with high priced cattle would have been 
prevented. 

This roll-back is hurting farm production, 
We hear of black markets operating again. 
I know of people who are rushing lightweight 
cattle to market months before they should, 
figuring to get in on a price before the next 
roll-back. Also many of us purchased cattle 
to run on grass and then fatten next winter 
to utilize pasture and conserve on corn. In- 
stead these grass cattle are being fed this 
summer, further depleting our corn carry- 
over (which is fast disappearing, we are told). 
In my case, Carl, I had 27 head which were 
roughed through the winter and then 
planned to grow them on grass this sum- 
mer. As an example, I bought back my 
sealed corn and a few hundred bushels from 
dad and put the cattle on full feed. I would 
lose money if I had to absorb three roll- 
backs. Instead these cattle will come to 
market about 300 pounds lighter per head 
than planned. On this small enterprise our 
national economy will be short 8,100 pounds 
of beef and the 1,000 bushels of corn that 
normally would have gone to the market. 

Sincerely, 
Don SANDAGER. 


Mr. Chairman, the administration 
clearly shows here today that it has very 
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little consideration for the welfare of 
the farmer. It is willing to sell such 
farmers as Donald Sandager and thou- 
sands like him down the river so as 
to appease the unreasonable demands 
of labor leaders for cheap food. Yet, 
these same labor leaders, through their 
unions, have raised their own wage scale 
to such a height that the cost of every- 
thing the farmer must buy has sky- 
rocketed. 

In conclusion, I want to read to the 
House a letter from another farmer, 
Mr. Mitchell Delrich, of Lake Wilson, 
Minn., which has in it much to think 
of. Mr. Delrich’s letter is as follows: 

LAKE WILSON, MINN, June 19, 1951. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ANDERSEN: When the 
market report came in this noon I decided 
that I just could not put off writing you 
any longer. Cattle are about a dollar lower 
for the week. 

We still have 110 steers weighing 1,250 in 
the yard. I bought them when they weighed 
825 and I won't get any roll-back on the 
purchase price. 

Now here is one way to look at this roll- 
back. A man has 100 steers in the yard. 
When he went into the yard on the morning 
of May 20 he found 10 dead. On August 1 
he will find five more dead and on October 1 
five more will be dead. That is what this 
roll-back adds up to. Now why should we 
take a rap like this when everything that 
we have to buy costs three to five prices? 

Last winter we broke the tractor pulling 
in a load of feed in a blizzard. It was 25 
below at the time. It cost $167 to repair the 
tractor. A small gear about 2 inches wide 
and 15 inches in diameter cost $47.30. Why 
doesn’t OPS do something about those 
prices? All you hear is that beef is too high, 
Why don’t everyone who thinks so eat pork 
and poultry for a while and beef would soon 
come down. Hogs would go up. They have 
been too cheap all along anyway. 

Cattle feeding is very risky at best without 
having fools that know nothing about it 
interfering. 

Our son went into the Air Force and my 
wife and I are going to run a half-section 
farm until the corn is out, but I can think 
of a lot of things that would be more fun 
than scooping a bunch of feed bunks out of 
snow banks next winter. 

Yours very truly, 
MITCHELL OELRICH, 


Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Rhode Island is recognized. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I 
should like to reach an agreement, if 
possible, on a time limit for debate on 
this committee amendment and all 
amendments thereto. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr, 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
will state it. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Did the gentleman 
refer to all amendments? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Kentucky has reference to the 
committee amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto. $ 

Mr. SPENCE.. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the committee amendments and all 
amendments thereto close at 3:15. 


Chairman, a 


The gentleman 
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Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair- 
man, reserving the right to object, will 
all Members standing be permitted to 
have time allotted to them even though 
they may already have spoken on the 
amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. There are four 
pending amendments. The Chair will 
endeavor to recognize the Members he 
sees on their feet. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. And Mem- 
bers who have already spoken will be on 
the same basis? 

The CHAIRMAN. Those who are on 
their feet will be recognized by the 
Chair. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. 
man, I object. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on the committee 
amendment and all amendments there- 
to close at 3:35. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, reserv- 
ing the right to object, many of us have 
been trying to get recognition for hours. 
This is the key to the bill. The gentle- 
man knows he is not going to do any- 
thing else today. Why not ask consent 
that debate conclude at 5 o'clock? 
Then everybody can have an even 
chance. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Well, we are going 
to do something else today. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

j AT JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I ob- 
ect. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on the committee 
amendment and all amendments there- 
to close at 3:35. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Ar. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

The CHAIRMAN. Permit the Chair 
to make a statement. It is not the in- 
tention of the Chair to permit one Mem- 
ber to yield his time to another Member 
during the course of debate on the pend- 
ing amendments. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
been sitting here in the House for the 
past 10 days listening to the pro and con 
arguments on the pending bill. I agree 
with the statement of many this after- 
noon that the longer we consider and go 
over this bill the more confused we are 
getting. I do not believe that 5 percent 
of the Members present on the floor this 
afternoon know what is in each and 
every amendment and substitute that 
has been offered to the Cooley amend- 
ment or to the Fugate amendment which 
was offered earlier in the day, 

I think it might be a good idea for the 
leadership to suggest that we stay here 
until midnight tonight and finish this 
bill entirely. We would be a lot better 
off and the country would be a lot better 
off if we took that stand and finished the 
bill today. We have been fooling around 
with it long enough and the longer we 
stay the worse it gets. 

I listened with a great deal of satisfac- 
tion to the gentleman from Utah [Mr. 
GRANGER] whom I have known since he 
has been a Member of this Congress. I 


Mr. Chair- 
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have never known a more sincere, a more 
able or a more conscientious servant of 
the people than WALTER GRANGER and I 
have never known him to take the well of 
this House when he did not know what 
he was talking about. It was not long 
ago that he spoke in the well of this 
House as a man who has had practical 
experience on the subject that we are 
talking about at this time. I think if we 
would follow the advice of men like 
WALTER GRANGER we would not be run- 
ning into all the hysteria that is evident 
on the floor of this House today, because 
it is men of practical experience that I 
like to listen to and I like to take advice 
from. 

Now, I know there are men like COOLEY 
and Poace and others representing farm- 
ing interests of this country. I know 
they have done a good job. That is why 
they are on the Committee on Agricul- 
ture, to do everything for the farmer, and 
let us make no mistake about it. And 
trey have done a good job so far. But I 
believe Mr. Cool Ew is making a mistake 
now. I believe that he is leading the 
farmers of this country down the same 
road that labor has been led down over 
the past 15 years. I remember back in 
1941 when labor was strong in this coun- 
try, when they had many friends in this 
Congress, and they could get almost any- 
thing they wanted. But that type of 
leadership has been accused of becoming 
too confident and, as a consequence, the 
more they asked for the more harm they 
did to themselves and as 2 consequence 
the Members of this Congress and pre- 
vious Congresses began to hack away at 
them, and as a result they had the Taft- 
Hartley Act foisted upon them in the 
Eightieth Congress. 

Mr, CooLey, you are going to run into 
the same proposition, if you insist on be- 
ing greedy, I believe, the way you are 
starting out now, because you are build- 
ing today by your efforts for the special 
interests a schism that will never be 
healed between labor and the farmers of 
this country, and I speak as a friend of 
both. Ido not own any farm with cattle 
feeders on it or anything else, but I was 
born and brought up on a farm in a little 
small country town in Rhode Island, a 
dairy farm, and from the time I was 8 
years old until the time I graduated from 
high school I milked seven or eight cows 
every morning and evening and did the 
work of a hired man. And, my friend, 
I still live on that farm. It is not a big 
farm, but it is a farm. It is 2 couple of 
hundred acres, which is larger than 
some of the farms that you call ranches 
out in California or down in the South. 
And, I am also friendly to labor. I want 
to see both get along. I think there 
is room for both, but we have got to be 
fair to each other, and you cannot come 
in here and expect us, who represent 
some of the consuming districts of this 
country, to swallow what you are offer- 
ing here today, because you are foist- 
ing upon the consumers of this country 
an increase in the cost of living. I will 
admit that there has not been much mail 
on this subject, but I left here last Fri- 
day and took the train home and my 
wife picked me up at 8 o'clock in the 
morning. We stopped in a little town 
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on our way home to buy some meat, and 
even though I have not received much 
mail from the constituents of my dis- 
trict, I did talk to 30 or 40 people that 
morning who cannot afford to buy the 
meat at the prices they ask, and here 
you are by your amendment increasing 
those prices as they exist today, and 
that is the absolute truth and you can- 
not deny it. 

Mrs. KELLY of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. KELLY of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, I am sure no Member of this 
House desires to destroy the mobiliza- 
tion program of this Nation. Yet, the 
passage of these crippling amendments 
will do just that. Our objective—and 
that of the free world—is to mobilize all 
our strength—our military, economic, 
social, and moral forces—against the 
godless forces of the Kremlin. 

The United States is the leader of the 
free world and by that leadership a co- 
lossal burden is placed on every citizen— 
especially on us who represent these citi- 
zens. It is a grave moral responsibility 
and the critical test is before us— 
vhether we will support legislation for 
the few or for the many; for sectional 
interest or national survival. To help 
meet this critical test, the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1951 is now under consid- 
eration. We in this body should realize 
its relationship to the impact of the com- 
plete mobilization program but I must 
admit that there are those amongst us 
who are being led by false prophets. 
These have already been identified by 
many of my colleagues as the American 
Farm Bureau Federation and the Na- 
tional Associat on of Manufacturers. 

Although I am a representative from 
the city, I do appreciate the problem of 
the hard-working farmer. The urban 
consumer is not opposed to assisting him 
and guaranteeing him a fair return for 
his labor. By large majorities, the city 
dweller elected and supported the Demo- 
cratic Party under which the parity 
principle was established in the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1933—a suc- 
sessful program which lifted the farmer 
out of the depths of chaos. When the 
farm structure was in this chaotic condi- 
tion, the Democratic Party came to the 
rescue with a complete and successful 
program. The basis on which parity is 
figured—the price relationship existing 
during the period 1909 to 1914 and as 
revised in 1949—is more than fair to the 
farmer. Personally, I think the time has 
come when it ought to be changed. Iam 
not convinced that the formula by which 
the actual dollar-and-cents parity price 
is determined is above re-examination. 
I feel that in view of the guaranteed full 
production and the tremendous increase 
in farm productivity, something less 
than parity would still give the farmer 
a fair price. I fear the urban citizen is 
becoming convinced that the farmer, 
particularly the large scale farmer, is 
making a good thing out of the defense 
program. Look back to World War II 
and the postwar period. Did they play 
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the game on the level? The answer is 
“No.” Farm price controls were stymied 
in 1942 until agricultural products got 
a head start. History is repeating itself 
today. Remember the widespread black 
market in meat? Remember the 1946 
sit-down strike of the cattle interests 
which destroyed OPA and loosed the 
flood tides of inflation? There are the 
examples of the ways by which the farm- 
ers and cattle raisers further their own 
interests. 

A similar situation exists today. In 
1946, inflation was rampant due to pro- 
duction of civilian goods long in short 
supply. With the anticipation of real 
peace, we had a buyers’ market. Today, 
production to prevent a world war is in 
full swing and we must not let peace 
overtures divert us from this goal. A 
strong anti-inflation program is needed 
now to ensure a stable defense economy, 
Strong controls are needed on wages, 
prices, and rents, otherwise our over-all 
mobilization program will. be severely 
damaged. Wages and prices which are 
on the rise must be controlled. An in- 
crease in wages naturally follows an in- 
crease in prices and an increase in prices 
necessitates an increase in wages. The 
average wage earner and the consumer 
will bear the brunt of the race between 
prices cnd wages. The argument to 
abolish controls is fallacious and fatal. 
This move to remove ceilings and forbid 
roll-backs will not only force decontrol 
but it will ruin the entire mobilization 
program. That is just what the leaders 
of the Kremlin hope to achieve. The 
argument to return to a free economy— 
the law of supply and demand—is in- 
consistent under present conditions 
since the farmer is guaranteed a fair 
price by parity. To return to this eco- 
nomic theory would necessitate the re- 
peal of parity—no ceilings—no floor. 

I am sure neither the representatives 
on the left side of the aisle nor the repre- 
Seutatives from the farm States seek to 
destroy the mobilization program for 
sectional or political expediency. There- 
fore, I urge you to be consistent and to 
reconsider your plans and support the 
committee amendments for strong con- 
trols along with the right to roll back 
prices in cases where they are out of line. 

The CHAIRMAN. Permit the Chair to 
inquire whether the Chair read the 
names of some Members who do not 
desire to utilize the time which they 
would have on the list before the Chair, 
in light of the fact that the Chair will 
not recognize Members to propound a 
unanimous-consent request that their 
time be given to another Member. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
Iinquish my time. 

Mr. WOLVERTON, Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
am opposed to the pending amendment 
of the price-control section of the pend- 
ing bill. The effect of the amendment 
would be to prevent any further roll- 
back in the price of beef. I am not will- 
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ing to support any legislation that would 
have such an effect. 

The present price of beef has reached 
a figure that practically prevents many 
families from having any beef at all, and, 
in the great majority of cases, necessi- 
tates the cutting down and limiting of 
purchases far below the ordinary re- 
quirements of families. Thus, as a result 
of the extremely high prices now 
charged, some families must do without 
this important item of food, others must 
curtail the quantity purchased, and, in 
most cases buy inferior cuts of beef. 

This condition is not due to any lack 
of cattle. The herds are larger than 
ever in our history. It is due entirely to 
the inflationary spiral we are now ex- 
periencing. Prices will go even higher 
unless strict controls are used. I am 
in favor of the strictest kind of controls. 
We must have legislation that will pro- 
tect the consumer. 

I am well aware that the present un- 
satisfactory condition is the direct result 
of the failure of the administration to 
use the powers given to it by the bill 
Congress passed immediately following 
our entrance into the Korean war. If 
those powers had been utilized at that 
time the inflationary rise in the cost of 
food and food products and articles in 
general would not have occurred, If the 
powers had been used at that early date 
it would have stopped inflation before 
it got started, and, consequently, there 
would have been no necessity for so- 
called roll-backs that are now so 
violently opposed by cattle raisers. 
Roll-backs in prices are now necessary 
solely and entirely because for months, 
many months, after Congress passed 
price-control legislation nothing was 
done by the administration to hold the 
line on prices. The result of this failure 
to act at the proper time has created the 
intolerable conditions we now face. 

But, notwithstanding the failure of 
the administration to act when it should 
have acted, constitutes, in my opinion, 
no good or valid reason for failure upon 
our part at this time to correct or rem- 
edy as far as we possibly can, the results 
attending such failure of the adminis- 
tration. We have, as Members of Con- 
gress, a continuing obligation to pro- 
tect our people against rising prices. 
While our present task may be more dif- 
ficult because of the inefficient admin- 
istration that has characterized the 
past, yet, that does not remove the ne- 
cessity for our doing what can be done 
at this time to enact strong price-con- 
trol legislation. 

We must ever bear in mind that in- 
flation, if it becomes rampant, can de- 
stroy our economic stability. It must 
be avoided at any and all cost. We have 
no choice. We must think in terms of 
our country’s welfare. It is an evil that 
grows progressively worse the longer it 
continues. It is an enemy within our 
gates that must be fought with the same 
patriotic endeavor that we would fight 
an enemy from without. Failure to do 
so could give victory to our enemies. It 
is unthinkable for us to neglect or delay 
action on this all-important matter. 

I am strongly of the opinion that it 
would have been well for us to have given 
heed to the advice offered by Bernard 
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Baruch, This man, who has been the 
adviser to many of our Presidents, rec- 
ognized the danger of inflation that 
would arise as we entered upon a vast 
expenditure of Government funds to 
build up our defenses and fight the Ko- 
rean war. He advised that we imme- 
diately, at that time, put a price freeze 
on everything straight across the board. 
Had this been done, we would not have 
had to face continued demands for wage 
increases to meet the increasing cost of 
living. The cost of living would have 
become stationary. Business was en- 
joying satisfactory profits at that time. 
There was, generally speaking, a steady 
wage scale. Everybody was getting 
along in a fairly satisfactory way and 
this condition could have continued so 
long as prices were not permitted to rise. 
But this advice of Mr. Baruch was not 
taken and the result is that today we 
are menaced by inflation with its at- 
tendant results. 

It is my purpose to support control 
legislation that will prove effective and 
worthwhile. My attitude on any and 
all proposals offered in connection with 
the pending legislation will be to deter- 
mine what will best serve the common 
good and give protection against rising 
costs. I perceive danger ahead of us if 
the present inflationary trend is not 
stopped, In the effort to prevent this I 
pledge my support. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr, 
Javits). 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, at the 
proper time I shall offer an amendment 
which I think is realistic to determine 
whether or not farm prices should be 
under effective control as an integral 
part of the price-wage stabilization 
structure or not. 

Right now I want to speak to the 
anti-roll-back amendments. The sim- 
ple fact is that the Wolcott amend- 
ment will prevent the meat price roll- 
backs for the consumer due in August 
and October and will at least restrict 
roll-backs on nonagricultural items. So, 
it is a very clear proposition. There- 
fore, I say to those who come from the 
cities on my side of the aisle, if you want 
to permit roll-backs, vote against all the 
amendments, all four. That is the only 
way to effect what you want. 

The heart of the price- and wage-sta- 
bilization effort in the people’s judgment 
is this question of roll-backs. It will be 
idle to protest a vote to prohibit roll- 
backs or to materially restrict them on 
technical grounds. This will be taken as 
the measuring stick to determine what 
Members want to do to protect consum- 
ers or not. 

The antimeat price roll-back and the 
anti-roll-back amendments generally are 
the pay-off vote. I wish to say that 
particularly to Members from city dis- 
tricts on my side of the aisle. I do not 
think such Members need to be too wor- 
ried by what we have heard here about 
the cattle raisers’ position. A roll-back 
from about 150 percent of parity to 
around 130 percent of parity does not 
punish the cattle raiser except for some 
who in every line of endeavor are play- 
ing it so close as to have bet against roll- 
backs and that the Members who are 
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opposing roll-baeks will succeed. Again, 
particularly referring to Members from 
the cities on my side of the aisle, I would 
like to emphasize that the consumer’s 
interest is the one to be served now and 
upon which Members will be judged now. 
Whether it is a trade-union member said 
to be smarting under the Taft-Hartley 
law or a farmer who voted for the Presi- 
dent in 1948, all are equally consumers, 
all equally want to be strongly against 
communism, because we cannot stabilize 
our domestic economy, all equally want 
a stable and uninflated dollar, all equally 
want reasonable security for savings- 
bank deposits and life insurance policies, 
all want a dollar’s worth for a dollar 
spent. 

The anti-roll-back amendments being 
particularly directed against food price 
roll-backs high lights this situation be- 
cause the rapid advances in food prices 
are primarily responsible for the inability 
to curb inflation and the cost of living. 
In the period from June 15 last year to 
June 15 this year food prices rose over 13 
percent in the consumer's price index 
while the general index for all items in 
the cost of living rose under 9 percent. 
In New York City alone meat prices in- 
creased 20 percent in that period against 
the 10-percent increase for cost-of-living 
items generally. 

Some Members may be assuming that 
because the mail is relatively not large 
on this bill—though my mail is large— 
the people are not interested, but the 
problem is one of following the economic 
complexities of the necessity for price 
and wage controls in peacetime with 
many, like those who oppose effective 
controls in this House, insistent that 
prices will be lower without them. The 
people may not be very articulate but 
they are watching the situation very 
carefully. So carefully that the news- 
papermen think it newsworthy to watch 
even the teller votes. My conviction is 
that Members voting against effective 
controls are executing an underwriting 
against rising prices for cost-of-living 
items. For if the prices do rise in the 
face of a weak and inadequate control 
bill the people will hold them account- 
able. Nor can I see how anyone can 
rationally expect prices not to rise dras- 
tically without controls with an assured 
$23,000,000,000 to $25,000,000,000 of ex- 
cess purchasing power which will com- 
pete for goods to be created by defense 
expenditures in the ensuing fiscal year 
even according to so conservative an ex- 
pert as Prof. Sumner Schlichter of 
Harvard. 

City Members on my side of the aisle 
must decide here and now on these anti- 
roll-back amendments whether they are 
going to underwrite their constituents 
against material price increases in cost- 
of-living items. If prices go up, consum- 
ers will find it very difficult to follow ex- 
planations in political terms for what 
went on here. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
YATES]. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I have 
not been in Congress very long, but I 
believe I have been here long enough to 
have acquired a firm belief that the Leg- 
islative Reorganization Act omitted one 
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essential committee, and that is a com- 
mittee on consumers and consumers’ 
items. Certainly the consumers should 
be represented in this Congress in the 
same manner as the agricultural inter- 
ests are, and I wish that we had a com- 
mittee which would fight for the con- 
sumers as hard and as long as does the 
Committee on Agriculture, headed by the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
Cooter! for the agricultural interests. 

Mr. Chairman, the consumers have a 
very fundamental stake in this bill. Yes- 
terday the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina stated that his committee had con- 
ducted hearings on the roll-back provi- 
sions of the bill, and that no groups rep- 
resenting the public other than public 
officials appeared before his committee. 
Who does he expect to appear—the 
vast unorganized millions of consumers 
throughout the country? They have no 
organizations nor paid representatives 
that other groups have. We are the only 
ones who can represent them and that is 
the reason we are in this Congress. Ours 
is the responsibility of acting and speak- 
ing for those who have no other voice 
than those whom they elect. Yesterday 
the gentleman from North Carolina in- 
dicated that if a roll-back goes through, 
the producers of the country would lose 
$700,000,000. Where is the money com- 
ing from that he says would be lost to 
such producers? Of course it must come 
from the consumers. There is no other 
place it can come from. And why should 
the consumers be forced to pay $700,- 
000,000 to the producers when the pro- 
ducers are already making reasonable 
profits? There is no valid reasoning that 
can be advanced to support this conten- 
tion, for nobody can conscientiously sup- 
port profiteering. The gentleman stated 
further that in his opinion roll-backs are 
un-American, unconstitutional and con- 
fiscatory. Iam sure that none of us likes 
controls, and in a normal economy we 
would not for one moment countenance 
the regulation of our economy; but we 
are in abnormal times. We have seen 
prices moving upward constantly and 
we stand at the threshold of a flood of 
purchasing power created by $50,000,- 
000,000 in armaments contracts now be- 
ing undertaken by the industries of this 
country which will create an even great- 
er inflationary potential. Ours is not a 
normal economy today, and in such times 
the Supreme Court of the United States 
has recognized that price controls are 
constitutional and that fixing of prices 
on a basis of a previously established base 
period are legal and proper. See Yokus 
v. U. S. (321 U. S. 414). Again, in the 
case of Wilson v. Brown (137 F. 2d 348), 
page 351, it was stated: 

We are satisfied that principles derived 
from the law of eminent domain are not the 
proper constitutional criteria for determin- 
ing the validity of a Nation-wide program 
of price and rent control enacted by Congress 
under its war powers * * the Emer- 
gency Price Control Act is concerned with 
the regulation of prices and rents which are 
normally determined by the operation of 
economic forces in a free competitive mar- 
ket; it is not designed as a permanent sub- 
stitute for the normal operation of competi- 
tive forces, but as a bridge over a period of 
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emergency when the normal influences of the 
market place are temporarily distorted by 
war conditions. 


Many of the representatives from the 
cities are unhappy to witness the rift 
in the House between Representatives 
from rural and metropolitan areas. We 
recognize the greatness of agriculture 
in our national economy, we respect the 
rights of those who work the soil to have 
a reasonable return, but we insist that 
the return be reasonable and not exor- 
bitant. This is no time for one segment 
of our economy to profit at the expense 
of any other group. During the debates 
on the Agricultural Act of 1949, Steve 
Pace, a ranking member of the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture stated, and it appears 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 95, 
part 7, page 9854. 

I have learned and I know that to have 
& prosperous, stable agriculture the Govern- 
ment must step in and give to the group 
which buys in a protected market, compar- 
able protection. I have learned that when 
we provide such a price-support program 
for the farmers we must consider the in- 


terest of the taxpayers and consumers of 
this Nation. 


Surely the words of Congressman 
Pace, who has been well recognized in 
this House as an outstanding authority 
on agricultural matters and one com- 
pletely devoted to the best interests of 
the farmers, should be given much 
weight. 

During the same debates the gen- 
tleman from Kansas [Mr. Hore] for 
whom I have the greatest respect and 
highest regard, also said on page 9847: 

I would say as far as the consumer is con- 
cerned, that a program which embraces price 
controls at a moderate level, especially upon 
the nonstorable commodities, would afford 
the consumer the greatest possibility of an 
abundant supply at a reasonable price. 


Mr. Chairman, this is a time for unity, 
not bickering; a time for reasoning, not 
emotion; a time for friendship, not di- 
vision which pits one class against an- 
other. I urge the House to vote down 
the Wolcott amendment, the Cooley 
amendment, the Cox substitute and the 
committee amendment. Let us give 
the people a decent, reasonable controls 
bill, which will not only stimulate the 
production the Nation requires, but will 
protect the people, as well, from the ruin 
which inflation brings. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
those Members who speak within this 
time limitation on the amendments. be- 
fore the Committee may have permis- 
sion to revise and extend their remarks. 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Oklahoma 
(Mr. SCHWABE]. 

LET THE HIDE GO WITH THE TALLOW? NO 


Mr. SCHWABE. Mr. Chairman, from 
earliest boyhood I have heard the ex- 
pression, “Let the hide go with the tal- 
low.” As I have always understood, this 
simply means that one would let the 
whole program go through or permit the 
taker to have everything and go on his 
way rejoicing, as it were. 

In the consideration of the question 
of the price controls, or of economic con- 
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trols in general, I am not willing to let 
the hide go with the tallow. I am con- 
vinced from the tremendous volume of 
mail that I have received during the 
last several weeks, that the people of 
my part of the country are not in favor 
of letting the hide go with the tallow. I 
am thoroughly convinced that they over- 
wheimingly want me to vote against 
turning control over to the President, 
and his appointee Mr. DiSalle, of the 
Office of Price Stabilization. Some of 
the most ridiculous, and to me the most 
asinine, regulations have been issued 
during the past 6 or 7 months by the 
OPS. They appear to have been con- 
ceived in the mind of a Socialist, or to 
have come from the fertile brain of a 
Communist. I cannot reconcile them 
with our American traditions and ideals. 
I cannot believe that those who cherish 
American principles would want to place 
in the Executive, or in any other man, 
or group of men, the powers that the 
President has asked in this instance, in 
connection with the extension of con- 
trols now being considered by the House 
of Representatives of Congress. 

The attitude of the people seems to 
have found expression in the votes of 
their Representatives in Congress last 
week. We voted on several important 
amendments, in direct opposition to the 
request of the President and the prop- 
aganda that has been put out by those 
seeking to put us under the un-Ameri- 
can domination and regimentation that 
has been recommended. 

For illustration, in connection with 
the administration’s program of price 
controls on beef, the OPS established 
what it called the slaughter quotas. As 
I understand it, slaughterers of beef 
were limited in their kill to the number 
they killed last year. Recently they 
were prohibited from killing as many as 
they killed last year and were permitted 
to kill only 90 or 95 percent of their last 
year’s slaughter. New slaughterers, or 
those just entering the business, expe- 
rienced great difficulties in obtaining 
permits to slaughter beef. I know be- 
cause I have had to take this matter up 
with the OPS for some of my constit- 
uents. In other words, the OPS has 
tried to make the people believe that the 
administration is against inflation, that 
it wants to hold down the price of beef 
to the consumer. Yet they have issued 
an order providing for slaughter quotas, 
which prevent the killing of as many 
cattle as the same slaughterers killed 
last year. Now, does that make sense? 
We have more cattle today than we had 
a year ago. We have more people to eat 
beef than we had a year ago. Yet the 
OPS demands that fewer catile be killed. 
How will the killing of fewer cattle put 
more beef on the table for more people 
to eat beef? This is characteristic of 
the manner in which the President has 
asked Congress to vote to curb inflation. 
We in the House of Representatives 
ruled out the quota regulation by a vote 
of 200 to 112. 

In 1933 the New Deal administration 
passed through Congress its first 
planned or controlled economy act, the 
NRA. It was made a crime to sell below 
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the prices at which competitors sold. 
That was said under the NRA code to 
have been unfair competition. If one 
sold merchandise lower than his com- 
petitor, he was to have the blue eagle re- 
moved from over his doorway, and the 
administration insisted that the buying 
public boycott such merchants for do- 
ing nothing more than underselling his 
competitor. The whole scheme was to 
raise prices, to promote inflation. That 
has been the studied program of the 
New Deal administration, and they have 
stuck to it as consistently as to anything 
else they have done. It was this same 
group of brain trusters that advocated 
and caused the killing of the little pigs 
and the cattle and promoted the reduc- 
tion of hogs and corn and cotton and 
other products, in order to develop a 
scarcity—for the purpose of increasing 
the price or cost to the consumers. The 
New Deal planned economy was based 
upon the philosophy of scarcity in order 
that prices might soar. They have never 
been for the reduction of prices, and 
their actions prove that they are not now 
for the reduction of prices to the 
consumers. 

If they wanted to reduce prices, they 
should begin at the production end of 
the line, rather than at the consumption 
end. They said in the early thirties that 
we had overproduction. That was not 
true. We had underconsumption and 
inequitable distribution. Everyone 
knows that regulations, regimentation, 
and controls tend to retard and slow 
down production, promote scarcity, with 
a result of inferior quality of merchan- 
dise and products and higher prices, 
with almost unlimited opportunities for 
the racketeers and black marketers. 
That will not cure inflation. That will 
not stop inflation. We observed this dur- 
ing the activities of the OPA in World 
War II, when prices continued to soar, 
under authority of the OPA, rather than 
to be reduced. 

Let the hide go with the tallow? No. 

Unwittingly or otherwise, the OPS has 
increased the price of beef to the con- 
sumer. OPS regulations raised the price 
of beef to consumers, by guaranteeing 
unreasonable and unprecedented profits 
on cowhides to a favored group. The 
result of their regulations pertaining to 
the prices of tallow also may have raised 
the price of beef to the consumers. Let 
me explain. 

On March 21, 1951, a prominent at- 
torney, of the Democratie persuasion, 
residing in Oklahoma, wrote me about 
the almost unbelievable regulation on 
cowhides which had been promulgated 
and put into effect by Mr. DiSalle’s office, 
the Office of Price Stabilization—OPS. 
He pointed out definitely how the OPS 
required the small slaughterers to sell 
their hides at 3 cents per pound less than 
the larger slaughterers. The regulation 
fixed a ceiling price on cowhides of 3 
cents per pound less, where they were 
sold in quantities under 36,000 pounds at 
one time. Thirty-six thousand pounds 
of cowhides is a carload. The small 
slaughterer, who serves the neighbor- 
hood in thousands of communities in 
this country, never accumulates 36,000 
pounds of cowhides of one type at one 
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time. Instead of this regulation having 
the effect of reducing the price of beef, 
it has raised the wholesale price of beef 
at least one-quarter cent per pound on 
the carcass. This may amount to as 
much as 1 cent or more per pound on the 
table. 

This attorney, in referring to Mr. Di- 
Salle’s regulation 2, revision 1, supplant- 
ing the roll-back regulation of January 
25, 1951, setting the dollar price on cow- 
hides, effective March 19, 1951, pointed 
out how this regulation discriminated 
against his client and numerous other 
small slaughterers who serve the local 
communities throughout the country. 

I presented this to the proper ones in 
charge of the program of the OPS office 
here in Washington, and apparently they 
had no good excuse to offer. My infor- 
mation indicates that a few of the deal- 
ers in cowhides got together and helped 
work out this regulation, which dis- 
criminates so unfairly against the small 
slaughterers and to the benefit of the fa- 
vored dealers, and ultimately raises the 
price of beef to every consumer in this 
country. 

In this same connection, I wish to 
quote some excerpts from letters I re- 
ceived, dated June 6 and June 13, 1951, 
from S. H. Livingston, the owner of Key- 
stone Hide Co., of Lancaster, Pa. 

The following is from the letter of 
June 6: 

This absurd regulation concocted by a 
handful of large hide dealers appears to have 
persuaded the OPS for the latter to guarantee 
these hide dealers a gross profit of $1,080 on 
a carload of hides—a profit none of them 
ever made on a car of hides and never will in 
a free economy. In fact, profits over the 
years were perhaps $400 gross or less, and 
losses, too. The custom has been for hide 
dealers to do a volume business and to 
handle various raw materials, all of which 
have always been handled on a close margin 
which in the aggregate saw them through in 
the course of a year's business. 

This regulation is contrary to the purpose 
of the OPS, which, to my understanding, is 
to keep prices down and not to guarantee 
anyone a fixed abnormal profit. 

My experience is as follows: Since 1924 I 
have conducted this business on my own ac- 
count. From 1906 to May of 1924, I super- 
vised the business here for the United States 
Leather Co., then the Nation’s largest sole 
and belting tanner, and perhaps the largest 
in the world. From 1904 to 1906, I received 
hides as a traveling buyer in the Middle West 
for the same company. From here we op- 
erated in the northeastern States, buying 
from dealers, small packers, and butchers. 

Over 50 percent (the non-Federal inspect- 
ed kill) is done by slaughterers in towns, 
cities, and on the farms and ranches. Per- 
haps 95 percent of these slaughterers pro- 
cess 10, 25, 50, or 100 cattle per month—a 
far cry from a carload of hides of any one 
variety. In other words, these slaughterers 
produce 500 pounds, 1,300 pounds, 5,500 
pounds of salted hides per month. Even the 
so-called small packers in Pennsylvania, 
Ohio, Illinois, Indiana, New York, New Jersey, 
and others, slaughter perhaps 400 cattle 
per month or a production of 20,000 pounds 
of mixed hides per month. And there are 
few of these. The situation in the South is 
about the same as elsewhere. Here in this 
county there isn’t one slaughterer who pro- 
duces 5,000 pounds of hides per week. The 
practice for years has been for slaughterers 
to sell their month's accumulation of hides, 
skins, and tallow, or every 2 or 3 months— 
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none of them having anything like a carload 
of even mixed hides and skins. 

This ruling retards the flow of hides and 
skins to hide dealers and it stops the flow of 
hides and skins to tanners who need the 
hides, 

It's a strange situation that businessmen 
should ask a Government agency, for I under- 
stand that’s what happened, to make regula- 
tions that will guarantee them over a thou- 
sand dollars gross profit on a car of hides 
when in all the years they have been in busi- 
ness competition between dealers made the 
market price for less-than-carload lots. 

The farmer, the city, town butcher and 
rancher has to pay as much or more than the 
few big packers for the livestock and yet on 
the hides the OPS would penalize these in- 
dependent slaughterers to the tune of $1.50 
to $2 per hide when these hides are sold, 
if the regulation were lived up to, which 
would increase the wholesale cost of the 
meat on the carcass some one-fourth to 
three-eighths cents per pound. 

That there is not a bigger protest of this 
inequitable ruling is because thousands of 
small producers and small dealers and mil- 
lions of farmers are unorganized. The Na- 
tional Hide Association, and I don’t know 
that it had a hand in this regulation, has a 
handful of members, so the many thousands 
of dealers and produce dealers selling small 
lots of hides cannot be heard from but they 
are left to take it on the chin through this 
regulation. 

We hear complaints of high meat prices 
on every side yet this very ruling forces small 
slaughterers to have their meat cost in- 
creased, for no one can deny that the more 
hides and skins fetch the more it helps out 
on the cost of the dressed meat. 

There are many, many hide handlers 
throughout the Nation that are not members 
of the National Hide Association which is 
why they have not been heard from, but not 
one of them would not say that the present 
ruling is unfair and unworkable. 

It’s one thing to have ceilings, if we must 
live with them but another to make them 
fair and workable and not add more con- 
fusion to the emergency. 

That whole ruling should be chucked out 
of the window and permit some semblance 
to a normal flow of hides instead of slaugh- 
terers and collectors holding hides and skins 
in warehouses because they do not want to 
submit to the 3 cents a pound penalty. 


The following excerpts are from the 
Livingston letter of June 18th. 


I regret to say that the very people who 
advocate this ruling you’d find to be men 
who usually would advocate competition 
and freedom from Government regulation, 
but it seems when it comes to regulating 
the other fellow they are all for it. 

1. Take, for instance, a local slaughterer 
may have for sale his 3 months’ accumula- 
tion of, we'll say, 3,500 pounds of cattle 
hides made up of steers, cows, and bulls; 
while a collector or renderer may have for 
sale his 2 months’ production of, we'll say, 
20,000 pounds of cattle hides made up of 
various descriptions. For a butcher or ren- 
derer to accumulate a carload of bulls would 
take them a year or 3 years. Most ren- 
derers in the East are producers of but a 
few cattle hides per month consisting of 
mixed hides. 

2. Important of all, the regulation holds 
up the sale of hides to larger dealers or the 
sale to tanners direct. 

A fast ruling such as the one now in force 
is not equitable at all. A large hide dealer 
may be able to buy a car of bull hides from, 
we'll say, 4 producers or it may involve 25 
producers, renderers, The cost of handling 
a carload from four would be very much 
less than the cost of getting together the 
same carload from many more sellers. 
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The simplest way to carry on under ceil- 
ings would be the way it was done during 
the First World War and during the second, 
namely, for competition to regulate the 
prices within the ceilings not complicated 
regulations that would provide a guaranteed 
profit to a buyer. Why add to the troubles 
of smaller slaughterers® The smaller slaugh- 
terer is the bread and butter of the hide 
dealer. The hide dealers can't make any 
profits or derive a livelihood from the few 
big packers. Of course, here and there, there 
are a few dealers who get a bone thrown to 
them by the big packers, but the big packers 
tan much of their production themselves. 

Two years ago the American Oak Leather 
Co., a fine tanning concern, went out of 
business. This May the United States 
Leather Co., a tanning concern of some 58 
years of business, quit tanning. This latter 
business really dates back many, many years, 
because years ago that company was a merger 
of America’s fine sole leather tanning fam- 
ilies who pooled their physical property and 
services to make up the United States 
Leather Co. The latter was always operated 
by a fine set of ethical men who knew their 
business, had the experience and reputation 
for giving quality, but they couldn’t buck 
the tide of the two big packers’ entrance into 
the tanning business. You can’t success- 
fully buy your raw material from a big 
packer and then set out to compete with 
him in the finished product. 

My thesis is that it is to the interest of 
hide dealers to do all they can to protect 
small slaughterers, not handicap them. The 
interest of the Nation is to keep small slaugh- 
terers in business, for the latter provide com- 


petition for the farmers’ and ranchers’ cattle 


and decentralized slaughtering helps to add 
to soil fertility, for it encourages more feed 
lots and more farmers’ feeding of cattle when 
he has an immediate market at hand for his 
livestock. 

Seems to me there is nothing more prac- 
ticable than for a farmer in Pennsylvania, 
Ohio, New Jersey, New York, New England, 
and others, to buy stock cattle, feed those 
cattle to maturity, and then sell them at 
home or close to home instead of slaughter- 
ers having to have their beef cattle hauled 
1,000 or more miles and pay that extra 
freight. 

I believe and want to make money, but I 
don’t want to cut off a dog’s tail a little bit 
at a time in the belief that it won't hurt. 
I want to see smaller slaugherers encouraged 
and not put out of business. Hide dealers 
make their livelihood from small slaugh- 
terers, smaller hide dealers, and farmers and 
their interests should be the hide dealer’s 
interest—the big hide dealer, too. 

Give the small slaughterer what's due him 

and he'll put meat on your table at a fair 
price even if he is handicapped by not being 
able to get the most out of all byproducts. 
He creates a job for himself while the big 
packer does have costly supervision. 


In one of the circulars sent out by one 
of the hide buyers from Kansas City, 
Mo., furnished me by the Oklahoma at- 
torney, to whom I have made reference 
it is stated: 


Under the terms of the schedule, hides 
sold to tanners in less than 36,000-pound 
lots of one grade must be invoiced at 3 cents 
per pound under the ceiling. You can ex- 
pect to sell your hides for from 5 to 10 per- 
cent less than the ceiling prices, depending 
upon the amount of service the dealer ren- 
ders you in picking up your hides. Thus a 
locker plant in western Kansas should expect 
to receive for a 44-pound average hide, about 
28 ½ cents net, picked up at his door. This 
is 3114 cents less about 3 cents to the dealer. 
The above prices are, of course, for cured, 
trimmed hides, in gocd merchantable con- 
dition. 


cut. 
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This same circular from the hide 
buyer in Kansas City states: 

Ceiling prices were also established on 
March 10 covering tallow. These restric- 
tions lower the basis at which tallow can be 
sold, about 2 cents a pound. 


It will thus be seen that Mr. DiSalle’s 
Office of Price Stabilization, the OPS, 
has promulgated regulations for the sale 
of cowhides which inevitably and un- 
questionably increase the price of beef 
to the consumer. They are consistently 
raising prices, instead of lowering prices. 
This matter of favoring a few cowhide 
buyers, and indirectly guaranteeing them 
an unreasonable and an unprecedented 
profit, at the expense of the consumers 
of beef, is a disgrace. The whole pro- 
gram is contrary to our system of free 
enterprise, our American traditions, and 
is inconsistent with our way of life. Let 
the hide go with the tallow? No. A 
thousand times no. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from North Dakota 
[Mr. BURDICK]. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Chairman, you 
had one roll-back on beef and it has 
not helped the consumer one bit. It has 
been pretty tough on us who raise beef 
cattle up to the point where the feed- 
ers buy them. The result is that locally 
our grass cattle offered to feeders have 
been reduced 2 cents a pound. I am 
willing to stand for that if it will help 
the entire country. But why do you 
want to insist on further roll-backs when 
you know the first one has done you no 
good? 

All agricultural commodities such as 
wheat, corn, oats, barley, rye, flaxseed, 
hogs, butterfat, cheese, turkeys, eggs, 
chickens have fallen below the peak 
prices—some items far below—and yet 
the cost of living has gradually ad- 
vanced, Beef cattle are no higher now 
than in November 1950, but the price 
of beef meat has constantly increased. 
The consumers here in the East think 
the farmers are the villains, but in this 
they are wrong. When I have to pay 
50 cents for a cut of watermelon in the 
House Restaurant, which this Congress 
itself conducts, I at first wanted to tell 
the villain watermelon raisers of Geor- 
gia just what I thought of them. On 
reflection I looked into the matter. I 
find that nice melons can be purchased 
here for $1 weighing on an average of 
35 pounds, The House Restaurant 
should be able to buy them cheaper in 
a lot. These melons are cut into eight 
pieces and sold to us for 50 cents per 
Each melon therefore brings $4 
for an investment of $1. I looked fur- 
ther and found that the Georgia raiser 
gets 25 cents for a good big melon and 
15 cents each for the average. My ill 
feeling for the grower immediately dis- 
appeared. 

The same situation applies to bread, 
beefsteak and all other meats—you will 
find that when I raise a good steer I 
get 30 cents per pound live weight. If 
the steer weighs 1,000 pounds, he will 
dress out 600 pounds or a cost of 50 
cents per pound. Here that beef would 
sell from 90 cents to $1.40 or a $1.15 
average. Who makes this extra 65 cents 
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per pound? It is not the cattle raiser, 
If you put on controls, some of this meat, 
the poorer class, under the price law will 
sell for more than it does now and the 
extra cost of handling the meats, as re- 
quired, will take up all the savings. 
Meat dealers cannot give you what you 
want, but must put up the meat as the 
price stabilizers direct. 

This first roll-back has not helped the 
consumer and sooner or later consum- 
ers will find that the cattle producer is 
not the villain in the costs of meat. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to speak 
on this subject at length, but 12 years 
ago I was confronted with the same sit- 
uation. I wanted to talk on an impor- 
tant subject and I had a minute and a 
half. The gentleman from Minnesota 
asked me to yield and he took a minute 
and then I only had a half minute left, 
as I have now. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I want to conclude 
my remarks now, as I did then—it may 
be a long time before you see me in the 
well of the House again—it may be 
months, so I want to take this occasion 
to wish you all a Merry Christmas and 
a Happy New Year. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
JONES]. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri, Mr. Chair- 
man, I have been sitting in the front row 
for a little over 3 hours to get this minute 
and a half. It is going to be kind of 
hard to condense that speech that I had 
in my system in that length of time. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been studying 
this bill a long time and I think I have 
tried as hard as anyone to get the re- 
action of my people back home on this 
bill and know what they want. Some 
few weeks ago I sent out to farm families 
in my district 26,000 questionnaires and 
from the questionnaires that have been 
returned I find that less than 20 percent 
of the people are opposed to controls. 
The other 80 percent want controls in 
one form or another. 

I think we need fair control. I hope 
we will be able to pass a law which will 
control our economy during this emer- 
gency. I know we cannot cry over spilt 
milk, but if this law had been put into 
effect last fall and everything had been 
frozen across the board, as it was the 
intention of Congress that it should have 
been, we would not be in the position we 
are in today. 

I think inasmuch as that was the best 
thing that could have been done at that 
time, the best thing we can do today is 
to say the lid is on, we are going to stop 
all other advances and everything will 
be frozen as is. Then we can settle down 
and everybody can get along. 

I am going to oppose the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. Worcorr] because we have not had 
time to study it, and no committee has 
had an opportunity to pass judgment on 
it. It is too long and involved for one to 
understand it merely from having heard 
it read once by the clerk. 4 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Indiana IMr. 
HALLECK]. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Missouri put it right, 
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when he said there would not be any 
necessity for roll-backs if the adminis- 
tration had acted promptly with this 
law which we enacted last year. 

But we have a problem before us. The 
Wolcott amendment, in my opinion, 
represents as nearly as I can find out a 
sort of over-all composite judgment of 
the Members here in Committee of the 
Whole. It will not satisfy all of those 
who want all manner of roll-backs and 
will not satisfy those who do not want 
any roll-backs at all. So far as it is being 
new, may I say to the gentleman from 
Missouri that it incorporates the com- 
mittee amendment as reported in respect 
to agricultural roll-backs without any 
change. 

Everyone that I have heard here has 
said that if roll-backs are bad in respect 
to agricultural products, they are 
equally bad with respect to industrial 
products. 

So this Wolcott amendment under- 
takes to extend the application in re- 
spect to roll-backs to industrial prod- 
ucts. It permits roll-backs on indus- 
trial products so long as those roll-backs 
adequately represent increases or de- 
creases in costs, directly or indirectly. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. And it also 
permits increases, too, does it not? 

Mr. HALLECK. That is right. It re- 
fers to increases in cost. But is there 
anything wrong in that? We wrote that 
in the OPA Act and the fact that it 
was not used caused much of the trouble 
throughout the country. Be that as it 
may, that is the situation that confronts 
us, 
Somebody made reference to the fact 
that we are here fighting the battle 
against inflation. We are fighting a part 
of that battle. Possibly we are fighting 
the immediate part of it, but let me point 
out likewise that we must do the fight- 
ing on the production line, on the tax 
line, and on the fiscal line, and other 
lines as well. But here we are attempt- 
ing to do the best we can with a diffi- 
cult situation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HOLIFIELD]. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr, Chairman, on 
July 12 Mr. Cootey said: 

All the farmers of this Nation want is a 
fair price in the market place. When I say 
“a fair price,” I must confess that I regard 
parity as a fair price. I do not think that 
any friend of agriculture could stand here 
and urge any price above parity or any sup- 
port price which would bring to the farm- 
ers an income above the level of parity. 


Yet the Cooley amendment is asking 
that beef be given 152 percent of parity. 

I want to say, in all friendliness to the 
many friends I have in the farming re- 
gions of this House, there are about 75 
or 100 city Congressmen who have been 
very loyal to the parity formula. If 
you think you are going to freeze your 
farm products at 150 percent of parity; 
in other words, give the farmer a 50- 
percent advantage over the city worker’s 
wages, you will lose support that you 
may need and need badly at a time when 
you want to preserve the parity formula. 
When surpluses hit this country you will 
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need support prices, and you will lose 
a lot of support that you have had for 
many years from city Congressmen, At 
this point I will quote further from Mr. 
CooLey on page 8092 of the July 12 
RECORD: 

Mr. Mutter. I understood the gentleman 
to say that he believes in parity as a fair 
price for all agricultural products. Does 
that include livestock? 

Mr. CooLEY. As far as I am concerned, I 
am willing to stand on the parity formula 
and the effect of the parity formula, but the 
beef cattlemen have contended all through 
the years that it is not a fair formula. As 
far as I am concerned, I am willing to admit 
that it is fair, because they have not ap- 
peared before the committee and attempted 
to show that it was not fair. 

Mr. Mutter. You see, I im only a Brooklyn 
cowboy, and I do not know about all of these 
parity questions. Will the gentleman tell 
me this: If the parity formula does take 
into effect all increases in cost, and includes 
a fair profit? 

Mr. Cooter. That is right. 


I again advise my farm friends that 
we Members from the city will continue 
to support fair prices for farmers, but 
we expect consideration for the problems 
of the consumers in the great cities of 
our Nation. Any opportunistic grab on 
the part of any group, farm or labor, 
should be opposed in the Nation's in- 
terest. 

BEEF ROLL-BACK IS NOTHING ABNORMAL 


Many tears have been shed for the live- 
stock producer and feeder who are being 
robbed of millions of dollars by roll- 
backs. One would almost think that 
never before in history have cattle prices 
dropped by as much as the 18 percent 
which OPS would require, spread out 
over a period of 5 months. 

Actually, the livestock market has fre- 
quently seen declines far more spectac- 
ular. For example, in 8 months between 
July 1948 and February 1949, the average 
price of beef steers at Chicago dropped 
$14.12 per hundredweight, a redu:tion of 
39 percent. Similar instances abound. 
When cattle prices are too high in a 
normal market, they are forced down by 
competition and consumer resistance. 
No one calls these reductions a tax, col- 
lected from ranchers and feeders and 
paid out to consumers. 

But when we have an inflation result- 
ing from a defense program, so that com- 
petition cannot operate to force down 
prices that have gone too high, and the 
Government, instead of competition, 
steps in to protect the consumer, a mod- 
erate decline in price suddenly becomes 
an infamous steal. 

Likewise, no one has ever worried in a 
free market about the windfall profits 
that ranchers and feeders make on the 
cattle they sold when cattle prices ad- 
vance. 

This is taken for granted. We recog- 
nize that ranchers and feeders make 
windfall profits when the price advances, 
and sustain windfall losses when prices 
decline. This is business. The rancher 
expects it, the feeder expects it, the con- 
sumer expects it. 

But the beef roll-backs are called a 
monstrous thing, imposed by power- 
hungry bureaucrats. 

Who can be so devoid of perspective as 
to believe such nonsense? 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California 
(Mr. HinsHaw]. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, one 
of the great troubles we are in right now 
is that we have got curselves tied to our 
own boot straps. 

The subject of parity prices for farm 
products is tied in with the price of 
manufactured goods, and hence with 
labor wages, and the labor unions, of 
course, are very conscious of increasing 
agricultural prices. So you first hike 
one side and then you hike the other 
side. Some place there has got to be a 
stop put to this, or those two factors 
alone can cause so much inflation in the 
United States that you will not see the 
end of it except in a terrible crash. 

We have manufactured a lot of stuff 
that we have given away abroad. We 
have spent much in wars. On the agri- 
cultural side we have likewise given 
away a lot of stuff. In other words, our 
economy has expanded beyond any 
needs that our own country has for its 
own consumption. When the time comes 
that we do not need to supply the 
world with billions in manufactured 
products and billions in agricultural 
products, look out for the crash. Our 
economy is vastly overexpanded and it 
is the apprrent intention of this admin- 
istration to keep it that way. In order 
to justify this overexpansion we con- 
tinue to have wars and threats of wars 
and all kinds of do-good programs 
abroad. Let us look well to the need 
for all this because it cannot go on for- 
ever, Sooner or later the inevitable day 
of reckcning must arrive. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. Aucust H. ANDRESEN]. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, there is no community in the 
United States where the people are more 
dependent upon the farmers than in the 
city of New York. They should be down 
here shouting for greater production of 
food and agricultural products, rather 
than for stricter controls and decreased 
production. 

I recall that just 5 years ago today, 
when 80 to $0 percent of the meat and 
poultry that was sold to New York went 
at black markct prices. That was the 
situation at that time. 

It appears that the gentlemen from 
New York City are speaking for the black 
market operators rather than for con- 
sumers and the producers of food who 
are endeavoring to supply all consumers 
with meat and other food at reasonable 
prices through legitimate channels. Five 
years ago New York City was the head- 
quarters for the Nation-wide black mar- 
ket ring in meat and poultry. The same 
criminal gang is ready to take over. 
They are standing on the side lines today 
waiting for the passage of a control law 
that will divert the processing and dis- 
tribution of meat from legitimate chan- 
nels and into their illegal traffic. All of 
this is being done at the expense of 
American consumers, who want to obey 
the laws of the land. 

After all, who is responsible for this 
inflation? Some gentleman mentioned 
the high price of tin and rubber and 
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other commodities, but in the case of 
pepper, the price was 14 cents a pound in 
1942. The Truman administration went 
into the world market in 1950 and 1951 
and boosted the price of pepper from 14 
cents a pound up as high as $3.22 a pound 
and bought enough black pepper to last 
our Armed Forces for at least 5 years. 
They have done the same thing in the 
scores of other items, which is the es- 
sence of inflation in this country and 
throughout the world. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

The gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. Cooter] is recognized. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to repeat and reiterate the words read 
to the House by the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HolrI p] a moment 
ago. I have not sought any unfair ad- 
vantage for agriculture; I am not now 
seeking an unfair advantage for agricul- 
ture. I was the one who introduced the 
amendment during the consideration of 
the stopgap legislation in which I pro- 
vided that all agricultural commodities 
could be sealed frozen at parity. Now, 
who could be fairer than that? 

The thing I oppose about roll-backs is 
the principle that is inherent in them. 
The idea of taking part of the value of a 
man’s property without due process of 
law and without compensation or re- 
muneration of some kind just does not 
appeal to me. If Congress wants to adopt 
that kind of a program Congress has a 
perfect right to do so. 

I said this morning in the well of the 
House that the beef cattle producers had 
no moral right to insist upon 150 percent 
of parity. I do not want to argue about 
my labor record; I think my labor record 
is as good as it ought to be, and I have 
no apologies to offer for it. I have voted 
for every progressive labor measure that 
has been on the floor of the House for 
the past 18 years. 

As to the asricultural program, if you 
do not like the agricultural program, vote 
against it. As for me I think it is fair, 
and everybody knows it is fair; even the 
gentleman from California knows it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. HUNTER] is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. SCUDDER] is recog- 
nized 


Mr. SCUDDER.. Mr. Chairman, we 
have had a great amount of discussion on 
this bill. I believe the Wolcott amend- 
ment is a fair amendment and that it 
should be adopted. 

None of us will subscribe to the propo- 
Sition that we should have inflation, but 
the very processes under which we oper- 
ate have caused inflation. I believe the 
greatest cause of inflation has been 
Government purchases by the military 
and the Government purchases under 
the ECA program for export. Such pur- 
chases have done more to reduce the 
supply and to cause inflation in this 
country than any other factor. I believe 
this Congress should set up a watchdog 
committee, properly staffed, to watch the 
purchases made by the Government to 
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discourage excessive buying which has 
been one of the causes of reducing stocks 
on our market. I think that by so doing 
we can stop a run-away market and 
avoid disastrous inflation. The law of 
supply and demand with reasonable reg- 
ulation, and encouragement to step up 
production, is the best way to reduce 
commodity prices. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
FISHER]. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Cooley substitute. I 
think it is most important in these clos- 
ing minutes of debate that we keep in 
mind that the roll-back to which ‘the 
Cooley amendment refers benefits the 
packers, the processors and the distrib- 
utors, but not the American consumer, 

From the debate that has been heard 
here today you might think that the 
Members think the roll-back helps the 
consumer, but it does not do that; it 
helps only the packers, the processors 
and the distributors, and if that roll- 
back is canceled the result will be that 
the packers and those who handle beef 
will have to pay a little less for their 
cattle in order to meet the ceiling re- 
quirements down the line. But the 
American consumers will not benefit. 

A lot has been said here about the 
cattle barons. I read the CIO News oc- 
casionally. They talk about the big 
cattle millionaires. Let us see what the 
facts are. Did you know that approxi- 
mately 85 percent of all the beef cattle 
in the United States are raised on farms 
having fewer than 50 head? There are 
just a few of the so-called big operators, 
but most of the men in the cattle busi- 
ness are small men who are struggling 
along.. Many have written me from my 
part of the country and said they can- 
not afford the uncertainty that is in- 
volved in roll-backs and threats of roll- 
backs and that many will quit feeding 
small bunches of cattle and then run the 
risk of having them graded “Commer- 
cial” and suffer an 18 percent roll-back 
on their investments. 

Mr. Chairman, on June 13, I pointed 
out on the floor of this House that the 
report of a 10 percent roll-back on cat- 
tle, initially, was misleading because that 
figure was based upon an average. In 
Texas and the Southwest we produce 
mostly Commercial type cattle—those 
not fed and finished for market. The 
DiSalle roll-back order amounts to 18 
percent as applied to such cattle, and 
there is a lot of difference between 18 
pe-cent and 10 percent. If steers should 
grade Utility, which many in the South- 
west undoubtedly will, then the roll-back 
as applied to them will amount to 29.4 
percent. 

Mr. Chairman, the way to whip in- 
flation so far as agricultural products 
are concerned is to produce more and 
more. Unfair and unrealistic roll-backs 
will inevitably discourage growers, par- 
ticularly the smaller ones, to produce 
and feed for market. That means more 
inflation. That means higher prices, 
more black markets, and less meat for 
the consumers. 

Under fairly favorable conditions, the 
growers have increased their numbers 
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of cattle to around 87,000,000 head, 
During the past year there has been 
a net gain of 4,100,000. Secretary of 
Agriculture Brannan said last May that 
if present trends continue there will 
probably be 95,000,000 cattle within 4 
or 5 years. That is good news for con- 
sumers, Let us not change that trend. 
Let us encourage more and more produc- 
tion and then you will have really given 
some relief to the meat-hungry Amer- 
ican consumers. ` 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan, [Mr. Crawrorp] is 
recognized. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, to 
argue that the price of beef on the hoof 
at the farm is too high is to argue that 
farmers’ wages are too high. To argue 
that those prices should be rolled back 
is to argue that the farmers’ wages 
should be rolled back. I will challenge 
any Member of the House to stand here 
on this floor and argue that the wages 
of industrial workers should be rolled 
back, In today's Wall Street Journal is 
a notice that the CIO Packing House 
Workers are asking for a $3,000 guar- 
anteed annual income, which is a 25- 
percent increase in wages over what pre- 
vails at the present time. Just a few 
weeks ago they were granted an increase 
of 9 cents an hour. Then they will stand 
up here on the floor and argue that the 
farmers of this country are overpaid as 
to the wages they receive. I say, shame 
on such an argument and on the persons 
who make such an argument. 

The farm people of this country never 
have received a fair wage as related to 
industry and I will be surprised if I live 
to see the day when they will receive a 
fair wage as related to the wages which 
are paid to industrial workers through 
negotiated wage agreements such as are 
supported by the present labor laws. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr, 
Lucas], 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, virtually 
all of the arguments have been made 
here in this well that can be made; how- 
ever it would be well for the Members to 
know that these statements about cattle- 
men striking against the consumers of 
the country are simply not true. 

I represent a great meat-packing cen- 
ter, Fort Worth, Tex. I have a letter 
here from Mr. W. L. Pier, division man- 
ager of the Fort Worth Stockyards, in 
which he says: 

There are so many ramifications to the 
roll-back problems affecting livestock that 
there is no simple answer. I have been 
absolutely convinced of one thing, however, 
as affecting our receipts, and that is that 
weather conditions are responsible almost 
entirely for the decrease in cattle and calf 
receipts. This is further proven by the fact 
that mutton and lamb prices are not in- 
cluded in the OPS set-up, but at this, the 
greatest sheep market in the United States, 
receipts of sheep, including lambs, for the 
first 6 months of this year were 48 percent 
less than for the same period a year ago. 
The price of wool had some bearing, of course, 
on the marketing, but largely the decrease 
was due to the very late, dry spring and 
summer, 


So, you see, Mr. Chairman, weather 
conditions have been the cause of the 
falling off of cattle receipts at the stock- 
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yards. Cattle must be sold when they 
are ready to be sold. They are like 
peaches, when they are ripe they must 
be plucked, and taken to market. The 
cattlemen of the United States have not 
been striking against the consumer, and 
such allegations are resented by me as 
being without foundation in fact, and 
actually slanderous. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
Gross]. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Cooley amendment and 
I should like to remind those who sup- 
port the cattle price roll-backs, and al- 
legedly speak for consumers, that the 
day after the first roll-back became ef- 
fective on prices to farmers the price of 
hamburger went up 5 cents per pound. 
Retail meat was supposed to be under 
controls at that time. 

Mr. Chairman, I wrote a letter to Price 
Director DiSalle on May 11, protesting 
as the worst sort of discrimination his 
roll-backs of beef-cattle prices when 
there had been no roll-backs in prices 
farmers and other citizens must pay for 
goods they bought. 

The reply I received is typical of what 
farmers can expect from an adminis- 
tration which has appointed no farmers 
in the top levels of Government, includ- 
ing the Secretary of Agriculture. 

I suppose it was too much to expect 
DiSalle to reply personally to my letter, 
and he did not. The reply was signed 
by one Karl K. Bechtold, Office of the 
Special Assistant to the Director. 

His communication demonstrates a 
brazen disregard for the welfare of beef 
producers or a shocking ignorance of the 
operation of the cattle-feeding industry. 
In short, it is almost unbelievable. 

It starts by asserting that the general 
price freeze of January 26, which did not 
include live cattle, was issued on the 
decision that definite action was neces- 
sary to put the brakes on inflation. 

That certainly sounds good, does not 
it? Everybody I know wants to put the 
brakes on inflation, and wanted to do so 
months ago. 

But everybody knows how the Truman 
administration let inflation flourish for 
months after Korea, eating up individ- 
ual incomes and convulsing the economy 
of the country. Truman procrastinated 
for practically five long, inflation-rid- 
died months until he instituted the so- 
called general freeze on January 26, 
which amounted to locking the barn 
efter the horse was stolen, because the 
damage of inflation had already been 
done. I said at the time that there was 
every reason to believe that it was too 
late to repair the damage. 

Bechtold’s letter gets worse, if possi- 
ble, as it goes along. He stated benevo- 
lently: 

Although the average prices paid to farm- 
ers for beef cattle on January 26, 1951, had 
increased considerably, these prices were not 
frozen by the general ceiling price regulation. 


Who does he think he is kidding? 
Beef-cattle prices increased from what 
level? During the week of January 26, 
1951, the average top at Chicago for 
choice steers was $35.12 per hundred- 
weight, according to the Department of 
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Agriculture. Is this an increase from the 
top of $41.60 registered at Chicago in 
September of 1948; from the 1949 top 
of $38.32; or the 1950 top of $37.59? 

Is DiSalle’s special assistant laboring 
under the illusion that farmers have no 
memory of these simple iacts; that they 
have forgotten how their income dropped 
from 30 to 50 percent in 1949, when some 
ordinary beef producers in Iowa were 
losing hundreds and even thousands of 
dollars on fed cattle? 

Mr. Chairman, it should be noted here 
today that those who would sacrifice the 
farmers on the altar of politics have 
sung the same tune during this debate— 
spewed out the same spurious propa- 
ganda that DiSalle’s office handed me 
last May, to the effect that beef pro- 
ducers allegedly have profiteered un- 
conscionably since the war started in 
Korea; that fat cattle prices have al- 
legerly skyrocketed. The figures that I 
have just placed in the record indict 
these enemies of the farmers for exactly 
what they are—political opportunists. 
There is simply no other way to inter- 
pret these figures of fact. 

Does DiSalle have no knowledge of 
the hazards of feeding cattle? Does not 
he know, for example, that Chicago tops 
on Choice steers in 1947 ranged from 
$25.02 to $36.14, a spread of $11.12; in 
1948 from $28.64 to $41.60, a spread of 
$12.96; in 1949 from $22.98 to $38.32, a 
spread of $15.34; and in 1950 from $30.20 
to $37.59, a spread of $7.39? Thus, in 
view of these fluctuations, how can beef 
producers possibly anticipate their in- 
come with any appreciable degree of as- 
surance even under normal conditions? 
They are willing to take a chance, hop- 
ing to hit a good market, but now, due 
to the discriminatory roll-backs, even 
that gamble is denied, 

The figures that I have just cited are 
common knowledge to beef producers, 
documenting some of the hazards in an 
occupation which requires at least a 
year to plan crops and about 9 months 
to produce a selling product for a mar- 
ket over which the producers have virtu- 
ally no control. I point this out here, 
and did so on the floor of the House 
recently, for the benefit of those, in- 
cluding DiSalle, who apparently think 
cattle feeding is a cinch, They should 
try it. 

Returning to the letter from DiSalle’s 
man, Bechtold, he said: 

In the price ceilings which were announced 
on April 30, the adjustments in live cattle 
prices— 


He never once called them roll-backs— 


are made gradually and the adjustments in 
prices are taken in three different steps so 
that time will be allowed for cattle feeders 
to govern their transactions accordingly. 


The fact is that the first roll-back 
went into effect almost immediately. 
The other two roll-backs are scheduled 
to take effect within 6 months. Is this 
ample time considering a 9 months’ feed- 
ing period? What good will it do farm- 
ers who had their feed lots full of 
lightweight cattle at the end of April? 
And there are plenty of them. They 
face a loss of perhaps as much as $30 
per head of cattle or more, in addition 
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to increasing costs because of no price 
roll-backs in goods they must buy. 

Here is another gem from the DiSalle 
mouthpiece: 

In order to make it possible for cattle 
feeders to adjust their operations, the Direc- 
tor of Price Stabilization announced at the 
time of the January price freeze that ceilings 
on livestock prices would be issued later. 


What were beef producers supposed 
to do in the 3 months’ period between 
the so-called general freeze and the cat- 
tle roll-backs? Sell their lightweight 
cattle at a loss, twiddle their thumbs 
over empty feedlots, or go into bank- 
ruptcy? How was anyone supposed to 
guess when and to what extent the roll- 
backs would be promulgated? 

It should be clearly understood that 
the roll-backs will knock down not only 
the prices of fed steers, but the prices 
of all varieties of cattle. 

Now please note carefully this state- 
ment by the DiSalle spokesman; 

The reductions which will be effective July 
29 and September 30 will leave beef cattle 
prices up to 7 percent above those of last 
June or between 120 to 125 percent of parity. - 
Department of Agriculture estimates of pro- 
duction costs indicate that under these es- 
tablished ceiling prices, the producers will 
make a reasonable profit and maintain pres- 
ent level of beef cattle numbers. 


Here we have the historic spectacle 
of the Truman mobilizers using the 
terms “parity” and “cost of production” 
interchangeably. If parity contains 
adequate provisions for the labor of 
farmers, their families, and hired hands, 
a major consideration in the cost of pro- 
duction, it is indeed something which 
has happened overnight and heretofore 
ignored by the parity brain trusts. 

Just for the record, it might be inter- 
esting to quote one more passage from 
the letter from DiSalle’s office as fol- 
lows: 

During the week of June 24, 1950, immedi- 
ately prior to the start of the Korean situa- 
tion, the weekly average price of Prime cattle 
at Chicago as reported by the United States 
Department of Agriculture was $31.42 per 
hundredweight. 


On June 24, 1950, there was no such 
Official grade as Prime. The Prime 
classification was instituted on January 
1, 1951, more than 6 months later. 

For equally astounding bird-brain 
demonstrations we need look no further 
than DiSalle’s testimony before congres- 
sional committees. 

Is it not logical to assume that DiSalle, 
before taking away from beef producers 
an estimated $750,000,000 by the stroke 
of a pen, would search the Nation for 
statistics and practical knowledge as the 
basis for establishing his ceilings or roll- 
backs? 

Judging from his own testimony, he 
did no such thing. 

He asserted that he used a clipping 
that appeared sometime ago in a Wash- 
ington newspaper to compute produc- 
tion costs, and stated: 

We considered the general proposition of 
the cost, the feeding cost, the cost of acqui- 
sition, and the eventual market price, and 
the various risks, transportation costs, they 
were all figured in. 


When a committee member then 
asked him to submit actual figures that 
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he used, he was unable to do so at that 
time. The following day he sent the 
committee a table consisting of four 
figures across and five figures down— 
and that is all. 

Listed were cash receipts, cash ex- 
penses, value of meat and produce pro- 
duced and used on farm, increase in in- 
ventory of live animal units, and net in- 
come for one animal unit of beef cattle 
on the ranch. 

In those figures DiSalle claimed that a 
farmer can raise a calf and keep the 
animal a year for a total cost of $23.98. 
The net profit on the calf, said DiSalle, 
would be $87.74 in June of this year 
under the roll-back. Here is the way he 
arrives at that figure. He assumes the 
selling price of the calf is $98.23. The 
weight and grade are not listed. Then 
he adds $6.77 as the value of meat and 
produce produced on the farm. And he 
apparently assumes that the cow has in- 
creased in value by $6.72, so he adds 
that. This makes a total of $111.72, 
from which magician DiSalle subtracts 
what he purports to be the cash ex- 
penses of raising the calf, or $23.88. 
Result: Net income $87.74, says DiSalle. 

He presumably allows the producer 
nothing for depreciation, death loss, 
capital invested, labor, and so forth. In 
fact, he does not break down the $23.98 
cost figure at all. 

There you have it—the DiSalle roll- 
back formula—from his own testimony, 
and he said he used no other. 

It is an insult to the intelligence of 
Midwest farmers. 

As though this were not bad enough, 
there is the testimony of Secretary of 
Agriculture Brannan, who said that in 
his opinion the voll-backs would pro- 
duce cheaper meat at present but then 
said the same roll-back prices would 
produce less meat in a year or two. 

Thus we have the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, the man who is supposed to pro- 
tect and support agriculture, frankly ad- 
mitting that he favors a system that will 
create a scarcity of beef. 

As for cheaper retail beef,the price of 
hamburger increased 5 cents a pound 
the day after the first roll-back went 
into effect. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. WHITTEN]. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not know if further argument is going 
to help matters at this late hour. I feel, 
however, that by all means we must 
realize in dealing with the problem here 
today that we must be careful that the 
action taken will not reduce production. 
As I have stated previously I made a 
speech immediately after the beginning 
of the conflict in Korea that in my 
opinion we should freeze wages, rents, 
and prices across the board. We should 
have learned that lesson in the recent 
World War II. We were unable to get 
such freeze, however, and now we are 
faced with the present situation which in 
my opinion requires some action. It ap- 
pears to me and many others that the 
administration of the price control act 
has been anything but far-sighted in 
providing the meat roll-back. We are in 
@ war and we cannot support our mili- 
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tary effort without paying for it and hav- 
ing less left for our own use. We will 
either pay for it with taxes, by inflation 
or we can have less ourselves. To date 
we have had a combination of the three. 
Certainly the one that is to be feared 
above all others among these three is 
inflation, which we already have to a 
large extent. 

Today a considerable percentage of 
our industrial production goes to the 
war. A considerable percentage of our 
agricultural production is taken for the 
war or for military use. This leaves 
much less of both industrial output and 
agricultural production for the rest of 
us. If we are to continue to have as 
much as we have had in the past after 
making provision for the military needs 
we must increase both industrial produc- 
tion and agricultural production. In 
connection with agricultural production 
I wish to say that the representation 
made here today as to what parity means 
by some of our colleagues from the cities 
is completely wrong. The general mean- 
ing of parity may mean comparable, 
but in actuality parity as provided in the 
laws passed by the Congress is entirely 
different and was set up as a means to 
provide that 90 percent of parity could 
be set up as the floor for certain specific 
agricultural commodities, This $0 per- 
cent of parity is very similar to the 
minimum wage law which provides 75 
cents an hour. The 75 cents an hour is 
the minimum and is not anything like 
the average wage being paid, in fact it is 
only about 69 percent of the average 
wage. Ninety percent of parity is a 
minimum and somewhat similar and for 
the average agricultural price, to be on a 
comparable basis with actual wages paid, 
the price would have to be much higher 
than this floor or minimum at which 
the Congress has provided for supports. 

In figuring parity cost of production is 
not taken into account. It is also true 
that the Price Administrator does not 
have to take into consideration cost of 
production but there is one man who 
must take into consideration cost of pro- 
duction and that is the farmer. If he 
does not he will face eventual bank- 
ruptcy. If to supply our military needs 
we reduce the total amount of agricul- 
tural products available for domestic or 
home use, which of course we do, and if 
to cure that we must increase our pro- 
duction to the extent necessary to re- 
place the amount going to meet mili- 
tary needs, then there must be some in- 
centive for increased production. With 
present labor shortages on the average 
farm, shortages of equipment and mate- 
rial and the prevailing high prices of 
everything he has to use, we must realize 
that it is difficult for the average farmer 
to keep up his normal production. It 
is even harder to get him to increase 
it. In my opinion the worst possible 
thing we could do at this time when we 
try to get increased production would 
be to have hanging over the average 
farmer the threat of roll-backs in ex- 
isting prices. These roll-backs come 
after he has put out his coat and after 
he has his money in the product. And as 
it has been said by one of you at least, it 
is taking his property without due proc- 
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ess of law. But passing that for the 
moment nothing could dampen his de- 
sire to increase his production any more 
than to realize that after he has put up 
his cost, the price could conceivably be 
pushed far back below his cost of pro- 
duction. I have heard no one here argue 
that there could be any basis for rolling 
back wages or other costs that go into 
the things that all of us must buy in- 
cluding the farmer. Roll-hacks are un- 
sound and while the first one might be 
done in utter sincerity, though in my 
opinion it was unsound and a mistake, if 
it can be done on that bazis then who 
knows but what the same thing might 
be done again before an election in an 
effort to obtain the votes in certain areas 
of our country, where the people would 
be led once again to believe that such 
roll-back was for their benefit, and it 
might be for the moment but not for 
long, though in this particular instance 
the benefits of the meat roll-back went 
to the packers and distributors and not 
to the consumer. 

I deplore the state of affairs which 
has existed here the last few days in 
which it has been made to appear that 
the two large segments of our economy 
are at cross purposes, the consumer and 
the agricultural producer. We are all 
consumers, Increased agricultural pro- 
duction will not mean increased pro‘its 
to the farmer. Increased production 
will come after much greater risk and 
much greater effort on his part and such 
increased production is not primarily 
for him. He will grow enough to meet 
his needs. It is the folks in the cities 
like you and me, by far the biggest per- 
centage of our people who are to a larg- 
er extent dependent on extra agricul- 
tural production. And it is we who are 
consumers who are primarily interested 
in increased production. I know those 
who thing of themselves as coming from 
consumer areas could take out their ani- 
mosity on agricultural programs as 
some have threatened. If they do that 
they could not be more shortsighted. On 
the other hand the farmer is dependent 
for his market upon the vast majority 
of people who live in towns and cities, 
We have ali got a joint interest in the 
welfare of our country and all we can do 
is try to work out a system of equitable 
distribution for present production 
pending the day when we can get in- 
creased production and we must see to 
it that under our system of private en- 
terprise that prices are not frozen at 
any time so as to prevent cost of pro- 
duction plus a reasonable profit, for that 
is the only way to get adequate produc- 
tion. And we must take away the threat 
of roll-backs which would do more to 
weaken our efforts for increased pro- 
duction than anything imaginable. This 
roll-back order was a mistake. We must 
not have any more of it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
JENSEN]. 

Mr, JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, most 
people agree that the way to get produc- 
tion is to carry on our American system 
of the profit motive which inspires peo- 
ple to produce. That will keep prices 
down. Now, we know since these con- 
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trols have been on, there has been less 
and less meat on the counters, and we 
know also the American farmer is a 
consumer and a mighty big consumer. 
The facts are that the American farm- 
ers consumes over twice as much per per- 
son than does the average American 
because he buys much machinery, and so 
forth. So the fellows who sees to it that 
the farmers of America get along are in 
reality the best friends of labor because, 
as I have said many times on this floor 
and as the records will prove, that for 
‘every dollar the farmer takes in labor 
gets $4.20 in wages, and we also know 
that for every dollar the farmer takes in, 
industry sells $4.10 worth of goods. Now 
then, who is the real friend of the labor- 
ing man? He is the fellow that sees to 
‘it that the basic industry of America is 
taken care of so that everyone is fairly 
prosperous. 

Mr. Chairman, I shall support the 
Cooley amendment for the reasons just 
stated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California 
(Mr. Yorty]. 

Mr. YORTY. Mr. Chairman, i think 
it is very unfortunate that the gentle- 
man from Michigan [Mr. Wotcortr] 
proposed his amendment so late in the 
day when we are limited to a short time 
to study and discuss it. It is a compli- 
cated amendment that would set up a 
formula hard to follow, and while I 
think any lawyer would hesitate to give 
a hurried, horseback opinion of its ef- 
fect, as we are now compelled to, it 
looks very much to me like the old cost- 
plus formula that was so resented by 
most all of us who served in the last 
war and who came home to experience 
the effects of the inflationary pressures 
which Congress had allowed to build up 
during the time that we were gone. 
These pressures, when let loose, destroyed 
the little savings that we had been able 
to send home in allotments during the 
time we were gone. Now you are getting 
ready to do the same thing again. We 
keep talking about taking the profits 
out of war, but when are we going to 
start doing it? Beef prices have become 
to the people of this country a symbol 
of whether or not we are concerned 
with trying to maintain fair prices. 
What are we going to tell the wives and 
families of the servicemen of this coun- 
try who are receiving small allotments 
and who go down to the store and can- 
not afford to buy beef? Are you going 
to tell them that the people in the serv- 
ice and those with small, fixed incomes 
are to do all the suffering, as they did 
in the last war? Are you going to tell 
them that they alone should make sacri- 
fices? Are you going to keep sending 
boys into battle at a few dollars a month 
while leaving their families unable to 
afford the necessities of life because of 
war profiteering at home? Yet, we sit 
here and refuse to control prices in the 
United States. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr, 
KEATING]. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, it is 
difficult, but very necessary, it seems to 
me, that we try to approach this great 
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economic problem without rancor, bit- 
terness, or partisanship. Personally I 
resent very deeply the efforts that have 
been made in certain quarters to seek 
political advantage at the expense of a 
stable economy and to try to write into 
this legislation a lot of extraneous mat- 
ters which have no business here and 
which have nothing in the world to do 
with the control of infiation. 

Controls are never a permanent or a 
complete solution to the problem of high 
prices. They are simply a stopgap 
method of meeting a temporary situa- 
tion. I have concluded that they must 
be continued for the time being. Having 
reached that conclusion, I feel forced to 
oppose all these amendments which will 
have the result, in my opinion, if not the 
design, to interfere in varying degrees 
with the effectiveness of the price-con- 
trol law. I have been extremely critical 
of the manner in which the present law 
has been administered, but that is no 
reason, in my judgment, to oppose this 
legislation now. What we must do is try 
to write a good law and then insist that 
it be enforced. It will not be a good law, 
in my view, if we allow ourselves to yield 
to pressures from every side. 

The consumers of this Nation are not 
an organized group and for that reason 
are entitled to our special solicitude. We 
must stand firmly against all efforts, 
whatever their source, to raise the gro- 
cery and meat bills of American families 
in order to cater to the interests of well- 
organized groups who have facilities for 
expounding and emphasizing their point 
of view not available to the average 
housewife. One cannot blame any seg- 
ment of our economy for putting forth 
the best case it can and in the strongest 
manner to gain its point, That is but 
human nature. But it is our job, repre- 
senting all the people, to try to sift these 
contentions, arrive at the true facts, and 
then courageously act according to our 
consciences. If we hope to shape from 
this debate a sound, workable control 
law, we must not yield to the pressures of 
special or sectional interests, either out- 
side or inside the Government. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California 
(Mr. DOYLE]. 

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Chairman, on the 
morning of July 12, at 9:30 in the Ways 
and Means Committee room a hundred 
and twenty-five of us Members of the 
House listened to Charles E. Wilson 
speak. I did not have my diary with me, 
so I took this large envelope here in my 
hands and I wrote down verbatim some- 
thing of what he said. I want to read 
it to you: 

It took me several weeks to come to my 
conclusion that inflation would overwhelm 
us unless we get the control we have here 
asked for. I believe we need these controls. 
Mr. Stalin will win when he bankrupts us 
and he won't have fired a shot. Unless we 
put into effect reasonable controls now, un- 
less we have reasonable controls, Mr. Stalin 
will have won. We will never change from 


cold war until we have military might 
enough so our diplomats can secure a real 


peace. 


Thus spoke the Defense Mobilizer of 
our Nation. He until recently, being the 
top executive of a great industry. 
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What was the salary of Charles E. 
Wilson last year, according to the sched- 
ule filed with the Securities Exchange 
Commission? His was the top salary of 
any industrialist in our Nation; $626,- 
300 is what he earned in cash, bonuses, 
and stock in the General Motors Corp. 
Yet some of us here on the floor of this 
House who know but very little about 
this subject, criticize him for his find- 
ings. Most of my colleagues on the mi- 
nority side spoke in glowing terms of 
him as an outstanding example of suc- 
cess in American big business, that is, 
they did so until Mr. Wilson, afted due 
study came to the conclusion that. ade- 
quate price controls were now needed. 
Now, many of these same men say Mr. 
Wilson may be the highest paid business 
executive in our Nation, but he does not 
know anything much about controls on 
the products of American business. He 
says we need this bill. His experience 
certainly far exceeds that of any Member 
of this House. 

Also Eric Johnston four times presi- 
dent of the Chamber of Commerce of the 
United States, says we need it. He says 
the living costs per family of four will go 
up at least one dollar a day, if we do not 
have these reasonable controls. 

I have not heard anyone on this floor 
who was not speaking primarily for some 
special group, contradict Mr. Johnston. 

Certainly the team of Wilson and 
Johnston cannot be fairly charged with 
being Socialists or bureaucrats, Their 
jobs are but temporary jobs in the best 
interests of the American people. They 
are giving of their very selves. We need 
a spirit of public service dominated by 
a dedication to what is best for the 
masses of American citizens. 

The average American family cannot 
absorb sharp and further increases in 
daily costs. American wage earners are 
under the Wage Stabilization Board. 
Wages are controlled by that means: by 
voluntary action of labor. But certainly 
wages cannot safely be frozen while 
prices can skyrocket at pleasure of 
profiteers and unpatriotic folk. 

There must be equality of sacrifice 
and greedy folks must not be allowed to 
weaken our national security and de- 
fense. 

Inflation is certain to come in the 
next several months, more than is now 
present. Mr. Wilson, Mr. Johnston, and 
all authorities tell us so. 

Already our military purchase costs 
have mounted up at least 10 percent in 
the last several months. 

Stalin must be amused at our stupid- 
ity and our selfishness. The Commu- 
nists must take pleasure in our eager- 
ness to make piles of money rather than 
stabilize our economy as promptly as 
possible. 

I receive many letters. 
10 to 1 for controls. 

The uncontradicted evidence proves 
that business has made more, after pay- 
ment of taxes, than ever before. That 
is not bad. It is good that our com- 
petitive, free-enterprise business en- 
ables American business and industry to 
be more prosperous than ever before. 
But, how about the consumers in this 
time of inflationary hazards? 


The ratio is 
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Folks with fixed incomes; folks in the 
white-collar class; wage earners; folks 
on fixed retirement and pensions. For 
these folks the standards of daily living 
will be lowered. America should do 
nothing to cause a lowering of standards 
of daily living. Rather, we must raise 
the opportunities for all citizens to in- 
crease and better their daily living. 

When Charles E. Wilson and Eric 
Johnston join hands and tell us we need 
these controls now, I am willing to take 
their considered and patriotic opinion, 
for they have had the training of large 
business and industrial leadership and 
responsibility. One is the highest paid 
executive in America. The other is re- 
cently four terms as president of the 
Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States. Their testimony, taken together 
with my own personal observation and 
knowledge, causes me to support the 
necessary price controls asked for. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The . Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
am opposed to the Cooley amendment 
because I am convinced that it would 
repeal and deny roll-backs on beef and 
would consequently raise the price of 
beef to the consumer which is already 
so high that the average consumer can- 
not afford to buy it. 

I shall also vote against all other 
amendments to this bill which will re- 
peal and deny roll-backs which will have 
the effect of increasing the cost of living 
to the consumer and thereby increase 
inflation. 

I represent a consumer district, and 
it is my intention to protect my con- 
stituents against high prices and infia- 
tion as much as I can. 

Last August I supported and voted for 
the 1950 Defense Production Act price- 
control bill, which granted full authority 
to the President to roll-back and freeze 
all prices back to June 25, 1950—Korea, 

I am confident that if the Truman 
administration had used the authority 
Congress granted at that time to protect 
the people from inflation and high prices, 
we would not be in the difficult position 
we are in today. The people all over 
the Nation are very much confused about 
this whole issue. 

If anyone is to blame for high prices 
today, it is the Truman administration 
and not the Congress, because of the 
failure of the administration to use the 
authority granted by Congress until 
months after Congress had acted. 

The public should know that the Con- 
gress, on its own motion last August, 
initiated and passed legislation authoriz- 
ing the imposition of roll-backs and 
control on prices, wages, and credit. 
Mr. Truman did not favor such action, 
declaring in his press conference on Au- 
gust 10, 1950, that the Government was 
capable of handling the inflation situa- 
tion with existing machinery. I quote 
from a story in the Washington Post of 
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August 11, 1950, signed by Edward T. 
Folliard: 
He 


President Truman 

still does not think the time is in sight for 
using price and wage controls, which Con- 
gress seems ready to give him on a stand- 
by basis. He thinks the Federal Govern- 
ment, thanks to reorganization and improve- 
ments over the last 5 years, has an admin- 
istrative set-up that can meet any emer- 
gency. Replying to a question, he said that 
the reporter could take that to mean that 
there would be no revival of OPA. 


Despite the President’s shortsighted- 
ness, Congress enacted the Controls Act 
and it became law on September 8, 1950. 
Notwithstanding the fact that prices 
were going up by leaps and bounds, and 
hoarding was being engaged in by sup- 
pliers and distributors, thus sending 
prices higher, the President blindly re- 
fused to act, with the result that be- 
tween June 27, 1950, and January 26, 
1951, the cost of living went up 7 per- 
cent and the cost of food 8 percent. 

On January 26, 1951, after inflation 
had set in and prices had risen to an all- 
time high, the President belatedly de- 
cided to use the authority granted by 
Congress last August and impose price, 
wage, and credit controls. 

Since the people have become the in- 
nocent victims of the inflation and high 
prices caused by the Truman adminis- 
tration’s failure to act on the authority 
granted to it by Congress last August, 
I am again supporting roll-backs, as I 
did last August with the hope that the 
administration will bring some relief to 
the suffering public against high prices. 

I trust the Cooley amendment and all 
other amendments which deny and re- 
peal the authority to roll back prices 
will be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Rocers]. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in support of the Cooley 
amendment for the simple reason that 
I am not in favor of the practice of 
luring a bunch of little people into a trap 
and then springing it on them. That 
is exactly what was done to the little 
farmers and the little ranchers in this 
country when the OPS rolled back the 
price of cattle. 

There is one thing that disturbs me 
about the trend in this country along 
those lines. There was a time in our 
history when we followed the Constitu- 
tion and looked to it for our basic law. 
Then we developed a trend of passing 
statutes. We would just write a law, 
and if it did not conform with the Con- 
stitution we would just forget about the 
Constitution. Now we have gone fur- 
ther. We have passed laws with gen- 
eral authority in them and delegated 
powers to a bunch of bureaucrats, and 
those bureaucrats are exhibiting just ex- 
actly what happens under those circum- 
stances, as they did when they came in 
under the general power in the Defense 
Act and rolled back the price of beef. 
They were not satisfied with that exer- 
cise of power, they paid no attention to 
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basic law, and no attention to the Con- 
stitution but they were still not satis- 
fied. They went further. They said, 
“We are going to roll you back two more 
times,” and at the time they said that, 
mind you, the law under which they got 
their authority did not even extend that 
far. ‘They were issuing orders to go into 
effect after the expiration of the law 
under which they received their powers. 

I solemnly warn you that if you are 
going to vote controls you had better 
keep some strings on them. 

The CEAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Ohio IMr. 
AYRES]. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, I am a 
small-business man. I own a heating 
and appliance store. In 1946 I got my 
first quota of refrigerators, in Septem- 
ber, six. When the truck backed up in 
front of my place of business, in less 
than 5 minutes’ time, before my men 
could get out in front to unload it, there 
was a crowd of 50 people gathered. I had 
to call the police when two customers 
started to fight as to where their names 
appeared on the list. 

When you gentlemen stand in the well 
of the House and try to condone condi- 
tions at the present time because of con- 
ditions in 1946, you just do not know 
what you are talking about. Today there 
is an abundance of practically every- 
thing. Mr. Charles E. Wilson’s own com- 
pany, General Electric, had so many re- 
frigerators backed up in their warehouses 
that they are sponsoring the old gimmick 
type of advertising where they are going 
to give a refrigerator away to the owner 
of the oldest refrigerator in the Wash- 
ington area. Is not that nice? 

What he needs is the name and ad- 
dress of 10,000 people who need or want 
to buy refrigerators, because he has 8,000 
in his Washington warehouse. I talked 
with the sales manager this morning. 

This whole control program is one of 
the biggest farces from a business point 
of view that has ever hit this country. 
If you give me $100,000 for the next 2 
weeks to go out and give the facts to the 
public, the same as the administration 
has been giving out their propaganda, 
people will be convinced they do not need 
controls. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. MULTER]. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, in all 
the confusion that has beset us we have 
overlooked the fact that a new subcom- 
mittee has been brought into being 
under the chairmanship of a minority 
member, hence the new Wolcott amend- 
ment. 

Let me direct your attention to the 
fact that under this new amendment 
you are going to permit industry in every 
instance to fix the ceiling price because 
the lowest ceiling price that OPS can 
fix will be that which prevailed “just 
before the date of issuance of the regu- 
lation or order.” In other words, as 
soon as industry knows you are going to 
fix a ceiling price they will immediately 
push the price up and that is the price 
at which, under the Wolcott amend- 
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ment, you will fix your ceiling. It is 
true there is an exception—if there is a 
decrease in the cost you can decrease 
the price. if the price today is a 
dollar and in the light of an anticipated 
ceiling you push it up another dollar, 
then it is $2 and because there has been 
no increase or decrease, $2 will be your 
ceiling price under the Wolcott amend- 
ment. If you want anything that fool- 
ish, then of course adopt the Wolcott 
amendment and let each industry fix 
their ceiling prices, 

This would be a good place to 
straighten out some parts of the record 
as they developed during the course of 
the debate on this bill. Just as in com- 
mittee the big packers, the big livestock 
feeders, and breeders threatened not to 
cooperate, insisted that control laws 
would not work and that they would not 
help them work, and evidenced their de- 
sire and intent to throttle the law with 
black markets and other dire conse- 
quences, their representatives on the 
floor of the House have carried on in a 
similar fashion. When they cannot 
meet an argument on the merits they 
resort to name calling and threats. 

To those who continually make in- 
vidious reference to New York black 
marketeers, let me say that if their con- 
stituents were as law abiding, as co- 
operative, and as good citizens as the 
average New Yorker, we would have very 
little difficulty. If those representatives 
and their constituents showed as much 
consideration for New Yorkers as the 
New Yorkers show for them and the en- 
tire country, we would need no control 
laws. 

On page 7903 of the Recorp of July 10, 
1951, appears a statement by the gentle- 
man from Minnesota [Mr. H. CARL AN- 
DERSEN] in which he attributes to me a 
statement in committee to the effect 
that we could increase production of 
calves by arranging to have a cow have 
two calves a year without having twins. 
If the gentleman had taken the time 
or the trouble to read the testimony 
taken before the committee he would not 
have made such a silly statement. 

On page 8081 of the Recorp of July 
12, 1951, during the course of an ex- 
change with the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. HOLIFIELD], my remarks ap- 
pear in the Rxconp as indicating that 
Mr. Charles Wilson had approved all of 
the committee amendments to the bill. 
I had no intention of creating any such 
impression. I was directing myself to 
the bill as originally introduced, while 
the gentleman from California appar- 
ently, referred to the bill and to the 
committee amendments. Obviously Mr. 
Wilson did not approve of all the com- 
mittee amendments as has already been 
very clearly indicated on the floor. I 
am sure that during the course of the 
consideration of other amendments it 
will appear that many committee 
amendments do not and did not have his 
approval. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. BARRETT]. 

XCVII—524 
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Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to all four of the amend- 
ments. 

Mr. Chairman, the proposal to deny 
the Office of Price Stabilization the au- 
thority to make necessary and proper 
downward adjustments in prices that 
have climbed to unreasonable levels will, 
if adopted, bring about the financial 
rape of the American consumer. 

We have been told by responsible offi- 
cials like Charles E. Wilson and Eric 
Johnston—and I should point out that 
both of these men are of the highest 
integrity and are serving their country 
at great personal sacrifice during this 
period of national emergency—that 
failure to roll back prices will cost the 
average American family $30 a month. 
That is $360 a year extra that the aver- 
age household will have to pay for the 
necessities of life. 

What is at stake to the people of New 
York City in this price roll-back issue? 

The cost of living to New Yorkers will 
go up by $790,000,000 in the next 12 
months if prices are not rolled back; 
if Congress refuses authority for roll- 
backs. 

What is at stake to the people of Chi- 
cago? Consumers in that city will have 
to pay 8364, 000,000 more for the neces- 
sities of life if prices are not rolled back. 

How about Philadelphia? People 
there will pay out an increased $208,- 
000,000. 

In Los Angeles the increased living 
cost will be $197,000,000. 

The cost to the people of Detroit, if 
OPS cannot roll prices back, will be 
$185,000,000. 

Consumers in Baltimore will have to 
pay out $95,000,000 more. 

In Cleveland the added cost will be 
$91,000,000. 


St. Louis consumers will pay at the 


increased rate of $86,000,000 a year. 

Here in our Nation’s Capital, Wash- 
ington, D. C., the cost of living will in- 
crease by $81,000,000. 

The people of Boston will pay $80,- 
000,000 in increased living costs unless 
Congress gives the OPS the authority to 
institute price roll-backs. 

The cost in San Francisco will be 
$77,000,000. 

In Pittsburgh the increased cost of 
living will be $68,000,000. 

Consumers in Milwaukee will have to 
pay $64,000,000 more for the things they 
buy in the next 12 months. 

The increased cost of living in Houston 
will total $60,000,000. 

And in Buffalo people will see their 
living costs go up $58,000,000. 

That is the story for the 15 largest 
cities in the United States based on the 
1950 census. That is just a small sam- 
ple of what it will mean to the Ameri- 


. can consumer if the Government lacks 


the authority to roll back prices be- 
cause of our failure to include it in the 
Defense Production Act. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from West Virginia 
(Mr. BURNSIDE]. 

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, as 
I sat here listening to the confused and 
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contradictory arguments of the oppo- 
nents of price control, my mind went 
back to Aesop’s fable of the wolf and 
the lamb. Lou will recall that the wolf 
accused the poor lamb of muddying the 
waters where the wolf was drinking. 
The lamb explained that this could not 
be so, because the lamb was downstream 
from where the wolf was, and the water 
was flowing from the wolf to the lamb 
and not the other way. Thereupon the 
wolf said, “Well, you muddied my waters 
a year ago.” “But a year ago I hadn’t 
been born,” replied the lamb. “So it 
was your father that muddied my 
waters,” said the wolf. “In any case I 
propose to eat you up.” And this he 
proceeded to do. 

In the fight for inflation control the 
pressure groups have taken for them- 
selves the role of the wolf and have as- 
signed to the American consumer the 
role of the lamb. Just listen to argu- 
ments of the pressure groups. 

Argument No. 1 is that we do not need 
any price control because there is going 
to be peace in Korea, and peace means 
that the peril of inflation has completely 
disappeared. Of course, we all hope 
that there is going to be peace—or at 
least a cease-fire—in Korea. But 
whether or not there is going to be peace 
in Korea, our miiltary authorities have 
warned us that we cannot let up on our 
defense program, or cut it down in any 
way. And if our defense program con- 
tinues, we have to protect it as well as. 
the American people from the inflation- 
ary dangers which sixty billions of de- 
fense spending inevitably bring in their 
train in an uncontrolled economy. In 
other words, since our defense program 
is going to continue unabated, whether 
or not we have peace in Korea, we need 
price controls just as much as we ever 
did—and more, because the full impact 
of defense spending will not hit the 
economy till next winter or spring. 

Argument No. 1 having been reduced 
to nonsense, the pressure group oppo- 
nents of price control turn to argument 
No. 2, and that is that price control is 
too tough on beef cattle and upon other 
commodities, They are concentrating 
on beef—the only agriculture roll-back— 
when there are many, many items other 
than beef to be rolled back. On this 
account, the pressure groups go on to say, 
OPS must be made to cancel its roll-back 
of cattle prices and must be forbidden 
to roll back any prices, no matter how in- 
flated they are and regardless of any 
lowering of raw-material costs. This 
vitally affects the farmers’ cost as well 
as other consumers. 

This argument, of course, directly con- 
tradicts the first argument. For if the 
inflation danger is gone, and gone be- 
yond recall, what is all the shooting 
about in the case of beef and catile 
prices? If the inflation danger is gone, 
and we face deflation instead, why do 
not beef and cattle prices come down 
from the stratosphere so that the av- 
erage family can again have beef on the 
table instead of the old gray mare from 
the stable? If the inflation danger is 
gone and gone beyond recall, and we face 
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a rapid decline of prices, why should the 
pressure groups be worried about price 
control and roll-backs anyway? Market 
prices would be falling away from the 
ceilings and ceilings would cease to have 
any coercive effect on sellers. 

The fact of the matter is that the in- 
flation danger is very much with us, and 
the pressure groups know it. The op- 
position to beef price controls and to roll- 
backs in general represents the most 
blatant and unblushing attempt, in all 
my experience, to get Congress to put 
special privilege ahead of the public 
interest. Usually the special-interest 
groups try to make believe that their 
point of view is really in the public in- 
terest, but this time they recognize the 
facts for what they are—they recognize 
that we face a situation of extreme in- 
flationary pressure, but they tell Con- 
gress to arrange it so that they can 
crucify the consumer on the cross of pri- 
vate profiteering. 

When this is pointed out to them, the 
pressure groups and their spokesmen in 
Congress shift their ground to a third and 
finalargument. They recognize that the 
inflationary peril is with us and that the 
consumer has been hard hit by price 
rises. But they tell us that it is all the 
fault of President Truman because he 
did not impose the controls soon enough. 

Now with all due respect to Aesop’s 
fable, this argument certainly takes the 
cake for nonsense logic. There are very 
definite reasons why compulsory price 

controls were not imposed earlier than 
last January. As the New York Times 
pointed out in a recent editorial, by the 
time the Defense Production Act was ap- 
proved on September 8, 1950, the specu- 
lative price inflation which had started 
with the Korean invasion had completely 
tapered off, and we did not get a new 
wave of inflation until the Chinese en- 
tered the war late in November. When 
the inflationary danger reappeared, the 
President was under instruction from 
Congress—specifically inserted in the 
act—to try voluntary controls first, and 
to use compulsory controls only “to the 
extent that the objectives cannot be at- 
tained” by voluntary controls. The fail- 
ure of the experiment in voluntary con- 
trols did not become manifest until the 
middle of January, and then the OPS 
immediately prepared the general price 
freeze of January 25. I am saying this 
in all fairness even though I was for con- 
3 5 at the outbreak of the Korean con- 
ct. 

But let us disregard all these cir- 
cumstances. Let us assume that Presi- 
dent Truman was completely derelict in 
his responsibility to impose price and 
wage controls. Is that any reason for 
punishing the consumer by wrecking his 
price-control protection from now on? 

Mr. Chairman, inflation has already 
taken a heavy toll both from the Govern- 
ment and from every private citizen. 
General Marshall recently reported that 
of the $35,000,000,000 voted for rearma- 
ment last year, $7,000,000,000 or a full 
20 percent went up in the smoke of infla- 
tion. As for the private citizen, the 
rise in consumer prices since Korea has 
taken away 9 cents out of every dollar 
that he spends. 
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It is only with the greatest of difficulty 
we could halt the surge of inflation. But 
now under the bill that the pressure 
groups seek to impose upon the American 
people the surge of inflation is to be aug- 
mented. If the provisions of the com- 
mittee bill are gutted, as is being done, 
we shall see another surge of inflation 
which will take a dollar a day from every 
family in the land. And that is only the 
beginning. As inflation gets going it will 
levy a new steep tax—of possibly another 
20 percent—on all our defense expendi- 
tures—the devil’s tax of inflation, which 
ultimately has to be paid by you and me 
and every other citizen of this country. 

Mr. Chairman, if through the unholy 
alliance of reactionaries of both parties, 
the plans of the pressure groups to crush 
the American consumer regardless of 
logic, reason, and public interest go 
through, a day of reckoning will surely 
come, That day of reckoning will be 
Tuesday, November 8, 1952. That day 
the people will hand down their judg- 
ments on those stewards that have been 
faithful to their trust, and on those 
stewards that have been faithless to their 
trust. 

Mr. Chairman, it is indeed a deplor- 
able situation when the Congress of this 
great Nation is more subservient to small 
special interest groups than to the needs 
of the great mass of our citizens. What 
a contrast with our boys giving their all 
to fat-bellied lobbyists here in Wash- 
ington. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr, 
POAGE]. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, without 
again pointing out the basis of my oppo- 
sition to roll-backs, I want to speak par- 
ticularly to the Members of this House 
who represent States that grow cattle, 
and, of course, that includes most of the 
States. In addressing myself to you, I 
am not doing so as the pleader of spe- 
cial interests but rather in an effort to 
induce you to follow a sound and reason- 
able course that will in the long run 
enable consumers to get the beef they 
should have. This I know—consumers 
are not going to get the beef they want 
and that we want them to have unless 
farmers and cattlemen produce it. I 
also know that it is not going to be pro- 
duced unless you make the cattleman 
feel that he is at least being treated 
fairly. He may take, and I think he 
will take, some handicaps, hardships, 
and sacrifices, but he is nut going to pro- 
duce the beef if he feels that you are 
making him a second-class citizen. 

Nobody suggested that laboring men 
should be rolled back when their wages 
reached 200 percent of the minimum 
wage. I do not suggest it now, but when 
cattle prices are supposed to have 
reached 150 percent of the producer's 
minimum wage, those same producers 
are held up as skinflints and villains, 
Even after all this campaign of vilifica- 
tion, the OPS has apparently been afraid 
to tell the American public the truth 
about this roll-back and to let the pub- 
lic know just how much they are asking 
cattle producers to lose. You have re- 
pratedly heard that this roll-back in- 
volved only a 10-percent reduction in 
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cattle prices. I have never been able to 
find the basis on which that statement 
was made. It is true that out of the 
10 classes of cattle usually considered, 
the existing roll-back amounts to less 
than 10 percent on three of the classes 
and just over 10 percent on one. The 
other six classes are substantially above 
10 percent and on the cattle most of you 
people grow this roll-back amounts to 
from 18 to 29 percent. I want to give 
you the figures applying to the first roll- 
back to the Chicago market. I want you 
to get these figures clearly in your mind 
because they are of tremendous impor- 
tance and they show clearly that the 
OPS is not.fair and is not even honest 
when it says that this first roll-back in- 
volves only 10 percent of the price of 
cattle. 

If you sell Utility cows, and that is 
what most of your constituents have for 
sale, that includes the bulk of the old 
dairy cows; it includes most of the cows 
of the South and East, and it includes 
a great many cows im every section of 
the country, the roll-back is not 10 per- 
cent but is 17.8 percent. If you are sell- 
ing Utility steers, the roll-back is 29.4 
percent—nearly. one-third the value of 
the animals. If you have a little better 
grade of steers and are selling Commer- 
cial steers, the roll-back is 18 percent. 

Right here I want to point out that 
most of those who have come in here 
and tried to tell you that the Cooley 
amendment was simply for the benefit 
of big cattle producers as opposed to 
the small producers evidently do not 
know the fundamentals of cattle pro- 
duction in the United States, or they 
would not have made such a statement 
in the face of the actual price record. 
Who grows the Utility cattle of the Na- 
tion? They are grown almost exclusively 
by the small producers. The farmers 
from one end of the country to the 
other. The big cattle baron is able to 
buy fine bulls. He is able to care for 
his cattle in a manner that will produce 
better grades and he does produce better 
grades of cattle than the ordinary small 
farmer. Of course, most of the three 
top grades—Good, Choice, and Prime— 
are the result of expensive feeding 
and most of these cattle come from 
the Corn Belt. Most of these feeders 
are much larger operators than the 
little men who are growing Utility 
steers down in Alabama or in New 
Jersey. These larger operators who 
produce the better grades are not 
taking roll-backs much in excess of 10 
percent, but the smaller operators from 
one end of the country to the other are 
certainly averaging cuts of more than 20 
percent in their prices as a result of this 
first roll-back. 

With the exception of the Corn Belt, 
not 10 percent of the cattle of this Na- 
tion will grade as high as Good. I there- 
fore want to again burn these facts into 
your minds and consciences that you 
may not go home and tell your farmer 
friend who has five milk-pen calves for 
sale or a half-dozen old dairy cows that 
he was only rolled back 10 percent be- 
cause if you tell him that, you will not 
be telling him the truth. He was rolled 
back 20 percent or more, and how are 
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you going to explain to him that it was 
fair to take away one-fifth of the value 
of his property the same week your Gov- 
ernment approved a 9-percent increase 
in the wages of the men who work in 
the slaughtering houses processing his 
cattle? 

That everyone may clearly understand 
just what has been done in the case of 
this roll-back which Mr. DiSalle called 
a 10-percent roll-back, I am at this point 
inserting a table which will show the 
actual prices in Chicago, the actual ceil- 
ing under the first roll-back, the amount 
of the roll-back in cents, and percentage 
of the roll-back: 

The true story about che first roll-back which 

Mr. DiSalle calls a 10-percent roll-back 
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Until other groups of our society have 
made comparable sacrifices, it seems to 
me to be grossly unfair to call upon the 
smaller cattle producers of the Nation 
to sacrifice so much, and particularly 
when that sacrifice is being made not for 
the benefit of any consumer but solely 
for the benefit and profit of the packing 
industry of America. Let it never be 
overlooked that the OPS in its own order 
rolling back these prices stated that it 
was doing so to relieve the packers from 
a squeeze. Let it never be forgotten that 
when this roll-back was finished, the 
legal price on most cuts of meat in most 
parts of the country was actually higher 
than it had been before the roll-back. 
The consumer got higher prices, not 
lower, but both the packers and the 
packing-house workers got increases and 
the cattle producers paid the bill. 

You are now asked to vote for an 
amendment to wipe out the two roll- 
backs which Mr. DiSalle promised would 
actually help the consumers and at the 
same time to leave the one roll-back in 
effect which admittedly benefited not a 
single consumer but only the processors. 
I charge no one with bad faith, but I 
want to make it clear that this is not 
my idea of equal justice or of effective 
aid to consumers. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
BOLLING] 

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Chairman, I am 
opposed to all four of these amendments. 
I would like to address my remarks for 
a minute to the Wolcott amendment, 
If the Wolcott amendment is adopted, 
we will have a self-administered cost- 
plus-a-fixed-fee price control. There 
is no way of getting around it, The re- 
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sult will be that industry itself will 
administer price control on itself. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOLLING. I yield. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Would we not have 
complete price ceiling chaos under the 
Wolcott amendment? For instance, let 
us say that during the selected base pe- 
riod January 25 to February 24, the price 
of a raw material rose from 135 to 165. 
That would be the ceiling price. The 
user of the raw material would have no 
basis upon which to base a judgment as 
to future production cost? 

Mr. BOLLING. The gentleman is en- 
tirely correct. We would have admin- 
istrative chaos and no effective price 
control. I think it is very important to 
understand just what the Wolcott 
amendment means. If we vote for the 
Wolcott amendment, we are voting for 
the same sort of thing we had during 
World War II, the notorious. cost-plus 
approach. Inevitably the result would 
be the same. Just as cost-plus contracts 
increased the price of the taxpayers and 
the Government during World War II, 
so would the Wolcott amendment in- 
crease the price to the consumer. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. McKinnon] is rec- 
ognized. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to add my endorsement to what 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. BOL- 
LING] has said about the Wolcott amend- 
ment. We would not only crucify the 
farmer but sink the consumer as well. 

If we adopt the Fugate amendment we 
will be able to keep the retail meat prices 
where they are now. If we do not adopt 
it, but take the Cooley amendment or the 
Cox amendment, we will have to increase 
the retail price of meat by 10 percent. 

The gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. Coorey] said that parity prices 
were fair for the livestock growers. The 
parity price today is $19.90 a hundred. 
At this time, on the Chicago livestock 
market, cattle are selling now anywhere 
from $28 for Commercial up to $35 per 
hundred for Prime. So the farmer, un- 
der the Fugate amendment, is going to 
make a very good return upon his live- 
stock if we can rely upon what the chair- 
man of the Committee on Agriculture 
has said about the fairness of parity. 

I suggest that if we are going to have 
price controls that we hold the lines 
where they are. The Fugate amendment 
will enable us to stabilize. The Cooley 
amendment means inflation and higher 
costs to all of us. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Kentucky (Mr. Spence] is recog- 
nized to close debate on the pending 
amendments. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
the Committee to vote down all the 
amendments. It is not necessary to say 
anything more on the subject. I hope we 
can eventually report a bill that will 
have some force in destroying the thing 
that is now destroying our country, in- 
fiation. 

I ask for a vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
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man from Michigan [Mr. Wotcort] to 
the committee amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. Worcorr) there 
were—ayes 65, noes 129, 

So the amendment to the committee 
amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question re- 
curs on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Cox] to 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from North Carolina in the form of a 
substitute. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that we may have 
the Cox amendment again read. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Cox to the 
amendment offered by Mr. Coorxr: After the 
word “any” in line 2, strike out the words 
“agricultural commodity including dairy 
products” and insert in lieu thereof the 
words “materials or service’; line 4 of the 
same paragraph strike out the word “com- 
modity” and insert the words “material or 
service“; on line 6 of the same paragraph 
strike out the word “commodity” and insert 
the words “material or service.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Cox) there 
were—ayes 89; noes 147. 

So the amendment to the substitute 
was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question re- 
curs on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from North Carolina as a 
substitute to the committee amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Cool zr) there 
were—ayes 109, noes 163. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. Brown of 
Georgia and Mr. Coolxx. 

The Committee again divided; and the 
tellers reported that there were—ayes 
124, noes 217. 

So the substitute amendment was re- 
jected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. Javrrs) there 
were—ayes 183, noes 90. 

Mr, O’BRIEN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. Fucate and 
Mr. O’Brien of Michigan. 

The Committee again divided; and 
the tellers reported that there were— 
ayes 207, noes 123. 

So the committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as foilows: 

Committee amendment: On page 15, strike 
out lines 6 down through and including line 
19, and insert “by adding at the end thereof 
the following new sentences,” 
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Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
intend to offer an amendment which 
will strike the entire subscction (b) ap- 
pearing on page 15, and a portion of it 
on page 16. My inquiry is, if the com- 
mittee amendment is edopted, whether 
or not I would be precluded from offering 
an amendment to strike that section? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
could still offer his amendment to strike 
the entire paragraph. 

Mr, TALLE. Mr. Chairman, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. TALLE. I have an amendment 
at the desk which ‘s scheduled to ap- 
pear in line ® on page 16 of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s 
amendment would follow the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Is it my un- 
derstanding that all committee amend- 
ments to this section will first be read 
and considered? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. And then other 
amendments may be offered by Mem- 
bers and considered after all the com- 
mittee amendments have been dis- 
posed of? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct, except that amendments may be 
offered to committee amendments. 

The question is on the committee 
amendment. 

The committee 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 16, line 9, insert: 

“(c) The third sentence of paragraph (3) 
of subsection (d) of section 402 of the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950 is amended 
by striking out the period at the end thereof 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
*; and equitable treatment shall be accorded 
to all such processors.“ 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 16, line 14, insert: 

“(d) The fifth sentence of paragraph (3) 
of subsection (d) of section 402 of the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950 is amended 
by striking out “used for distribution as 
fluid milk”; by striking out ‘parity prices for 
such milk’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘par- 
ity prices for milk’; by striking out ‘such 
fluid milk’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘milk’; and by striking out ‘for fluid milk’ 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘for milk.’” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp with 
reference to this amendment. 


Mr. Chairman, 


amendment was 


was 
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The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr.CELLER. Those of you who have 
heard the call of the National Grange 
and American Farm Bureau Federation 
are in strange company. The National 
Association of Manufacturers and the 
United States Chamber of Commerce are 
your partners also. Whata motley crew! 

But what a crime you have committed 
against the American consumer! You 
have ordered OPS to cancel price cuts 
of 5 billions which were to have gone into 
effect July 2. You have sabotaged con- 
trol of prices, rents, and production. 

With ban on quotas of cattle for 
slaughter, controls are impossible. Black 
markets on meat will become rampant. 
The inflation for which you are respon- 
sible will be $12,000,000,000. Labor can- 
not live and survive under such infla- 
tion. Other rounds of wage increases 
will become imperative. To those of you 
who voted to scuttle controls, I say you 
have become sycophants of the cattle, 
packer, cotton, and by farm interests. 
About 80 from the South have lined up 
with a solid phalanx of Republicans from 
the West and Midwest to gang upon con- 
sumers. You say “cattle and cotton and 
peanuts are supreme. Roll-backs be 
damned.“ Lou are making President 
Truman a hero with the consumers. 

.I say to the Members of the “unholy 
alliance” you are “sowing the wind and 
will reap the whirlwind.” I say to the 
Members of the “entente macabre” you 
shall have a rude awakening in 1952. 

“Nature hath fram’d strange fellows 
in her time” but none as sirange as you— 
you conspirators for cattle, cotton, and 
peanuts. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

i The committee amendment was agreed 

0. 

The CHAIRMAN. The clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 16, line 22, strike out all of line 22, 
down through and including line 22 on page 
17. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 
The committee amendment was agreed 


The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 17, line 23, insert: 

“(e) Subsection (e) of section 402 of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

“*(vil) Prices charged and wages paid for 
services performed by barbers and beauti- 
cians’.” 


Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the committee amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. PoaGE: Page 18, 
after line 4, insert the following: 

„) Section 402 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is hereby amended by ad- 
ding at the end thereof a new subsection 
reading as follows: 

It shall be unlawful to establish or 
Maintain any ceiling price applicable to 
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manufacturers or processors for any item of 
material derived in whole or in substantial 
part from an agricultural commodity if such 
ceiling price for any such item of material 
is fixed and maintained at less than the sum 
of the following: 

“*(1) The current cost of the material 
used therein computed on a delivered basis, 
(except that the cost of any agricultural 
commodity used therein shall be computed 
on the basis of the current cost or the price 
specified in section 402 (d) (3), of the com- 
modity delivered to the manufacturer or 
processor, whichever is greater) ; 

“«(2) All costs currently incurred in the 
processing or manufacturing operation and 
distribution of such item, including an al- 
lowance for such indirect costs as may 
reasonably be attributable to such item of 
material; 

“*(3) A reasonable profit (which for each 
unit of such item shall be not less than 85 
per centum of the average profit earned on 
an equivalent unit of such item during the 
three most profitable years of the period 
1946 to 1949 both inclusive): Provided, That 
if specific dollars and cents ceilings appli- 
cable to manufacturers or processors are 
established for any such item of material 
and made generally applicable, the costs 
and profits referred to in paragraphs (1), 
(2), and (3), of this subsection, for each 
item of such material shall be computed by 
using a weighted average of such costs and 
profits of the individual processors or manu- 
facturers of such item’.” 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order against the amendment 
that it is not germane. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair feels 
that the purpose of the amendment is 
not germane to the committee amend- 
ment and therefore the Chair sustains 
the point of order. 

The question is on the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer an amendment to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Wis- 
consin to the committee amendment: After 
line 4, insert (viii) Materials and services 
sold or furnished by State and local gov- 
ernments and other tax-supported agencies,” 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. PATMAN. I will reserve the point 
of order in order that the gentleman may 
be heard. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas reserves a point of order. 
The gentleman from Wisconsin is recog- 


Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair- 
man, the purpose of this amendment is 
to clear up a difficult existing situation 
with respect to the services and goods 
that may be sold by units of local gov- 
ernment. At the present time the law 
provides in section 702 that there shall 
be no punishment for State and local 
units of government if they violate a 
ceiling price as laid down by law. The 
OPS has ruled, however, and I quote 
directly from that rule, that persons 
dealing with governmental bodies in 
sales over the ceiling prices will be sub- 
ject to the penalties provided. 

Thus local units of government are 
not bound in any way by the regulations 
which concern ceiling prices, but the 
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person who deals with the local units of 
government or the State government 
does so completely at his peril; that is, 
the person does not know whether or 
not that State or local government is 
selling at prices above a ceiling price 
and yet there is no punishment in case 
that sale is made at above the ceiling. 

It seems to me that we are faced with 
these alternatives: Either State and 
local units of government must be made 
subject to punishment by the OPS for 
selling over the ceiling price, or else the 
products which they sell must be re- 
moved from the ceiling. I do not think 
as a matter of public policy that the 
House wants the Federal Government or 
the OPS to step in and punish local or 
State units of government; so it seems 
to me that the other alternative is to re- 
move the things and services which they 
sell from underneath the ceiling, and 
it seems to me that because there is no 
profit motive in the sale of the goods 
and services by the local units of gov- 
ernment that that is not an unreason- 
able solution to what is now a completely 
inconsistent situation. Because of that 
and to clear up what I believe is a situa- 
tion which does not make sense I have 
offered this amendment and I hope it 
will be adopted. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield. 

Mr. SPENCE. In many instances 
States operate liquor stores. Would that 
prevent them from having a price ceiling 
on liquor? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I expect it 
would, yes. But there are also cases of 
many local units of government which 
do sell many products where the buyer is 
put completely at his peril, yet the State 
could not be punished. The chairman 
of the committee admits that under 
present law the States could not be pun- 
ished if they sold over the ceiling price, 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield. 

Mr. BAILEY. It is true in many 
States that there are public institutions 
which have excess materials for sale, 
farm products and livestock. I think the 
gentleman’s point is well taken and that 
we should not punish them. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. But the 
person who purchases such things does 
so at his peril the way the law is set up 
at the present time. 

Mr. BAILEY. I think the point is well 
taken and I hope the gentleman’s 
amendment will be adopted. : 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment to the committee 
amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Davis of Wis- 
consin) there were—ayes 47, noes 92. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. RABAUT. Are there other com- 
mittee amendments to this section? I 
have an amendment I wish to offer to 
this section. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will rec- 
ognize the gentleman after the com- 
mittee amendments are disposed of. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HALLECK. I have an amend- 
ment that I want to offer that would fol- 
low the committee amendment on page 
18, line 4. Is that in order at this time? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s 
amendment would not be in order at this 
time since it is not an amendment to 
the committee amendment. The gentle- 
man may be recognized later after the 
committee has disposed of the commit- 
tee amendments. 

The question is on the committee 
amendment. 

The committee amendment 
agreed to. 

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BRAY. Mr, Chairman, the com- 
mittee, in my opinion, was wise and 
should be commended for eliminating 
from this act the prices charged and 
wages paid and salaries permitted by 
barbers and beauticians, and we must 
prore this amendment in the final 

At no time during the last war were 
these services placed under the price 
control. At no time did they take ad- 
vantage of this lack of restrictions. 
And it would appear to be sheer reg- 
imentation to now place them under 
the control of this act. Incidentally 
neither of these trades, businesses, or 
professions, whatever you may call them, 
have ever asked or received any aid di- 
rectly or indirectly from the Federal 
Government and have always performed 
their services t) the public in a highly 
commendatory manner. 

The members of the barber and beauty 
industries are not paid to work by the 
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huur or the day for the services they 


render—their income depends entirely 
upon the number of patrons they serve 
and the price they receive for such sery- 
ice. No commodity or article of com- 
merce is involved, and no need exists for 
the establishment of price controls 
either in connection with defense pro- 
duction or in the public interest. 

The standard minimum prices estab- 
lished for these industries through col- 
lective bargaining must not be confused 
with commodity price fixing. A haircut, 
shave, permanent wave, shampoo, or set 
cannot be preproduced and placed on 
the shelf as stock, pending fluctuation of 
the stock market. Prices depend solely 
upon the skill of the operator who per- 
forms the service. 

The Clayton Act passed by Congress 
in 1914 states that— 

The labor of a human being is not a 
commodity or article of commerce. 


The members of the barber and beauty 
industries render a personal service, 


that is, service to persons, and as they 
are rendered in connection with no com- 
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modity or article of commerce and do 
not affect interstate or intrastate com- 
merce, it is our opinion that the barber 
and beauty industries should not be 
under price control. 

There are no sane or practical reasons 
for including the barbers and beauti- 
cians under these controls, and to do so 
would be to merely add bureaucratic con- 
fusion and regimentation to a business 
that has never needed these controls and 
that has always had a most respected and 
happy relationship with the American 
people. 

BARBERS AND BEAUTICIANS 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, bar- 
bers and beauticians should be exempted 
from the provisions of this act. 

The Senate did not exempt them in 
S. 1717, a similar bill to extend the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950. There- 
fore this amendment will become a part 
of the act only if the Senate conferees 
recede and agree to the House amend- 
ment exempting them. I hope the Sen- 
ate conferees recede. As a member of 
the House conferees I shall vigorously 
insist that the amendment be agreed to. 

I am inserting herewith a press re- 
lease concerning a regulation of the 
Office of Price Stabilization which con- 
tains exemption from this act which I 
believe should have contained barbers 
and beauticians, Since they were not 
included in the exemption the passage 
of this amendment will exempt them by 
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OFFICE OF Price STABILIZATION, 
Washington, Monday, July 9, 1951. 
Re services (GOR 14, exceptions for certain 
services; GCPR, SR 15, amendment 4, 
partial revocation) 

The Office of Price Stabilization today re- 
moved various services from price control 
under its regulations and specifically de- 
fined others already broadly exempted by 
law. They are largely of a professional, 
fiscal, educational, and miscellaneous 
nature. 

Rates, fees, and charges for the supplying 
of the services are exempted by General 
Overriding Regulation 14, issued and effec- 
tive June 9, 1951. 

For administrative clarity, OPS also re- 
voked section 2 (b) of Supplementary Regu- 
lation 15 to the General Ceiling Price Regu- 
lation and included the affected services in 
the exemptions provided by today’s new 
order. 

The revoked section had exempted a num- 
ber of services from GCPR control, includ- 
ing services by educational institutions, 
printing and binding services for the Gov- 
ernment Printing. Office, oil and gas well- 
drilling and fire-fighting services, and cer- 
tain services with rates regulated by the 
Department of Agriculture. These are now 
exempt from all regulations. 

Additional services excepted today are 
specific ones coming within the broad 
language of section 402 (e) of the Defense 
Production Act, such as professional and 
publication services, as well as those where 
price control is considered unnecessary or 
unfeasible. The detailed enumeration of 
service exemptions clears up a hitherto 
vague area of applicability. 
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GOR 14 excepts from OPS price control 
rates, fees, and charges by the following 
classes of people or for supplying the fol- 
lowing services, among others: 

Teachers, lawyers, architects, 

Actors, artists, authors, entertainers, lec- 
turers, musicians. 

Clergymen. 

Physicians and surgeons, dentists, chirop- 
odists, chiropractors, osteopaths, registered 
veterinarians, nurses, psychologists, regis- 
tered pharmacists, and certain limitations. 

Accountants, surveyors, actuaries, chem- 
ists, economists, engineers, foresters, geol- 
ogists, taxidermists, mathematicians, metal- 
lurgists, meteorologists, physicists, statisti- 
cians. 

Editors, correspondents and news com- 
mentators, cartoonists, news syndicate 
services. 

Program elements (package productions) 
furnished by independent contractors( pack- 
age producers) for use in radio or television 
broadcasting or in a motion picture, theater, 
or night club. 

Athletes and sports officials. 

Hunting, fishing, and trapping on pre- 
serves. 

Watchmen. 

Stevedoring. 

Interest for the use of money; commercial 
paper discounting. 

Investment counseling; marketing fore- 
casting. 

Trust, estate, escrow, and corporate fiscal 
agencies. 

Use of metered street parking space. 

Jewelry and gold, silver, and plated 
articles in their repair and engraving; 
cutting, polishing, and setting preciofs and 
semiprecious stones and pearls. 

Repair and maintenance of objects of 
art and commodities made before 1850. 

Services performed at home, such as 
dressmaking, in an annual amount below 
$5,000. 


The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 18, strike out line 5 down through and 
includinz line 8 and insert the following: 

“(f) Section 404 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“Sec. 404. In carrying out the provisions 
of this title, the President shall advise and 
consult with, and establish and utilize com- 
mittees of representatives of persons sub- 
stantially affected by regulations or orders 
issued hereunder, including representatives 
of businessmen, farmers, workers, and con- 
sumers, and, so far as practicable, in carry- 
ing out the purposes of this title shall give 
due weight to their recommendations’.” 


The committee amendment 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 18, line 19, strike out “(e)” and in- 
sert (g).“ 
sae 19, line 4, strike out “(f)” and insert 

Page 19, line 19, strike out “(g)” and in- 
sert “(4) ” 

Page 19, line 24, strike out “(h)” and in- 
sert (J).“ 


The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 20, strike out lines 14 to 25, inelu- 
sive, all of pages 21 and 22 and lines 1 to 
18 on page 23. 


Page 23, line 19, strike out (g)“ and in- 
sert “(e).” 


was 
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Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the committee amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, this committee amend- 
ment seeks to strike out of the bill the 
provision for licensing of all business 
that comes within the regulation of this 
law. It is an extremely important pro- 
vision of the bill. Unless we do put 
some provision into this bill which will 
give the agencies the control they need 
you will have no control. 

Let us try to understand what the bill 
sought to do in the first instance. 
Everyone engaged in business is auto- 
matically entitled to a license under the 
provisions of the bill. There can be no 
revocation or suspension of that license 
unless that person is first warned that 
he is violating a regulation or the law. 
In other words, nobody can be caught 
napping here. No one will lose his 
license because of an act in good faith, 
no one will lose his license because he did 
not know about the issuance of some 
regulation, 

Before a license may be revoked or 
suspended the first step will be to say to 
the violator, “You are violating this 
regulation” or “this provision of the law. 
You must cease and desist from such 
violation or run the risk of losing your 
license.” After the warning no agency 


can take away the license from the per- 


son who violates the regulation unless 
he is first brought into court and there is 
proof submitted to the court that he is 
in willful violation after notice. Then 
the court may or may not suspend or 
revoke the license. 

If you are dealing with many different 
products and you are given notice you 
violated the ceiling on one of those 
products, you cannot be brought into 
court for revocation of your license to 
prevent you from doing business en- 
tirely, but merely for revocation of your 
license to handle the one item in con- 
nection with which you were violating 
the law or regulation. 

There is ample provision and protec- 
tion in the bill so that no one will be de- 
prived of his rights. Everyone will be 
given ample opportunity to comply after 
notice. If they continue to violate after 
notice, then they will be brought to court, 
and the court will determine the question 
after a full and fair trial. I say to you 
that no one can object to that kind of a 
provision in this bill, and it should not 
have been stricken out by the committee, 
The vote in committee was 15 to 7. 

Let me call your attention to the fact, 
too, that we have on the statute books of 
the United States Government 22 differ- 
ent laws under which persons engaging 
in business must be licensed before they 
can engage in those various enterprises 
or industries. This is the same provi- 
sion, in effect, that we had under OPA, 
and with the thousands and thousands 
of persons who were automatically li- 
censed then and would be automatically 
licensed now, there were less than 100 
cases brought to court under the law as 
it existed in OPA days. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Georgia. 
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Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I wish the 
gentleman would state that this amend- 
ment was deleted from the bill by the 
most overwhelming vote of any amend- 
ment that was presented, and that is the 
one thing that the people of this country 
will not stand for at all on account of 
the administration of this provision dur- 
ing World War II. They granted a li- 
cense to do business and then took the 
license away from the merchants and 
other people because of the infraction of 
some little regulation. That was one of 
‘the punishments. I think we have 
enough punishment in this bill now. If 
the ceiling regulations are violated, the 
violator is subject to triple damages and 
a criminal-offense penalty of 1 year in 
the penitentiary and $1,000 fine. That 
is enough to force compliance with the 
ceilings. The business license gave more 
headaches to the people of the country 
than anything else connected with price 
controls during the last war. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER, I yield to the gentle- 
man from Jassachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I believe that former 
President Hoover 2 or 3 weeks ago said 
that the issuance of these licenses was 
essential in order to effect the operation 
of this act. 

Mr. MULTER. Iam in agreement with 
the gentleman. I recall reading some- 
thing to that effect. In addition to for- 
mer President Hoover’s recommenda- 
tion, Mr. Charles Wilson and Mr. Eric 
Johnston also said that licensing is nec- 
essary to a proper control bill. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Georgia. 

Mr, WHEELER. I would like to ask 
my colleague from Georgia if he really 
meant a moment ago that it was actually 
possible for these people to issue silly 
regulations. 

Mr. MULTER. The gentleman from 
Georgia did not say “silly regulations.” 
He said “some regulations.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. MULTER) 
there were—ayes 127, noes 27. 

So the committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to modify the lan- 
guage on page 16, line 9 of the bill, by 
striking out the word “third” in line 9 
and inserting the word “second.” It is 
merely a clerical error. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. > 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. TALLE: “Subsec- 
tion 402 (d) (3) of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is amenced by adding a new 
sentence at the end thereof to read as fol- 
lows: ‘Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this or any other law, no action shall be 
taken under this act with respect to any 
agricultural commodity or any commodity 
processed in whole or substantial part from 
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an agricultural commodity without the prior 
approval of the Secretary of Agriculture; ex- 
cept that the President may take such 
action as may be necessary under section 
409 and section 705 to enforce compliance 
with any regulation, order, price schedule, 
or other requirement with respect to an agri- 
cultural commodity or any commodity proc- 
essed in whole or substantial part from an 
agiicultural commodity which has been pre- 
viously approved by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture’.” 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
make a point of order against the amend- 
ment. This is a bill to amend the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950. The 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
relates to this act or any other act. My 
point of order is that the amendment 
is not germane to this section of the bill 
or to any portion ox the bill as it is now 
presented to the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be 
glad to hear the gentleman from Iowa 
if he desires to be heard on the point of 
order. 

Mr. TALLE. Will the majority leader 
reserve his point of order? 

Mr. MCCORMACK. I will be glad to. 
I reserve the point of order, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, the lan- 
guage of my amendment is identical 
with that of a provision in Public Law 
421 enacted in the Seventy-seventh 
Congress, second session. I read from 
page 6 of that law as follows: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this or any other law, no action shall be 
taken under this act by the Administrator 
or any other person with respect to any 
agricultural commodity without the prior 
approval of the Secretary of Agriculture; 
except that the Administrator may take such 
action as may be necessary under section 202 
and section 205 (a) and (b) to enforce com- 
pliance with any regulation, order, price 
schedule or other requirement with respect 
to an agricultural commodity which has 
been previously approved by the Secretary 
of Agriculture. 


The only difference between my 
amendment and the law enacted in 1942 
is that because the pending bill gives 
price control power to the President it 
was necessary for me to substitute the 
words “the President” for the words “the 
Administrator.” I assume, therefore, that 
the language approved by the Seventy- 
seventh Congress for the purposes of 
OPA is equally satisfactory for the pur- 
poses of OPS. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TALLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The 
gentleman’s amendment proposes, as I 
understand it, that the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture must approve a price schedule 
before it is entered by the OPS Admin- 
istrator? 

Mr. TALLE. That is right. The pur- 
pose of this amendment is to give the 
Department of Agriculture experts a 
chance to pass on these schedules. I do 
not intend to complicate the work of 
the Price Administrator. He is sup- 
posedly an expert in the field of price 
administration. But the Secretary of 
Agriculture is supposedly an expert in 
the field of agricultural production. 
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The American people are interested in 
the combined wisdom of these two ex- 
perts. The Department of Agriculture 
has a notable history. Starting as it did 
in 1862, when President Lincoln signed 
the bill creating it, it was promoted to 
Cabinet rank in 1889. I am proud of 
the record of the Department of Agri- 
culture. There have been interludes, I 
admit, when my admiration for the De- 
partment has tended to fade but those 
periods may perhaps be accounted for 
as exceptional and forgiven as instances 
governed by human behavior and espe- 
cially to instances “where human weak- 
ness has come short or frailty stept 
aside,” if I may borrow some words from 
Robert Burns. I think it is wholly fit- 
ting now, as it was in the Seventy- 
seventh Congress, to have the approval 
of the Secretary of Agriculture before 
these schedules go into effect. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The 
Secretary of Agriculture is responsible 
for securing sbundant food production 
in this country, is he not? 

Mr. TALLE. Trat is correct. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. And it 
is quite apparent in order to secure that 
production that he should have some- 
thing to say about the prices of the com- 
modities involved. 

Mr. TALLE. Thatis right. Scripture 
says: “In the multitude of counselors 
there is safety.” I think it is well for the 
Price Administrator and for the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture to get together and 
talk these things over, important as they 
are. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
insist upon my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle- 
man from Iowa desire to be heard on 
the point of order? 

Mr. TALLE. No, Mr. Chairman, 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Mns). 
Chair is ready to rule. 

The gentleman from Iowa offers an 


The 


amendment which the Chair has had an 


opportunity to read. The amendment 
proposes to amend existing statute, or 
any other law. Therefor2 it goes beyond 
the purview of the bill before the com- 
mittee, and attempts to amend other 
laws not now under consideration by the 
committee. 

Therefore, the Chair sustains the 
point of order. 

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. TALLE: 

“Subsection 402 (d) (3) of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 is amended by adding 
a new sentence at the end thereof to read as 
follows: ‘No action shall be taken under 
this act with respect to any agricultural 
commodity or any commodity processed in 
whole or substantial part from an agricul- 
tural commodity without the prior approval 
of the Secretary of Agriculture; except that 
the President may take such action as may 
be necessary under section 409 and section 
705 to enforce compliance with any regula- 
tion, order, price schedule or other require- 
ment with respect to an agricultural com- 
modity or any commodity processed in whole 
or substantial part from an agricultural com- 
modity which has been previously approved 
by the Secretary of Agriculture’.” 
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Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
make a point of order against the 
amendment, but am glad to withhold it 
for the time being. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts reserves a point of 
order against the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. TALLE], 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TALLE. I yield. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The two sections 
referred to in the gentleman’s amend- 
ment relate to the Production Act; is 
that correct? 

Mr. TALLE. They relate to the sec- 
tions in the pending bill. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw my point of order. 

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, I think 
it would be unkind to my colleagues for 
me to take the full 5 minutes, and there 
is no point in my taking further time 
because all I did in offering my substitute 
amendment was to strike a few words 
which did not appear to the majority 
leader to be good legislation. 

In my substitute amendment, I have 
stricken the words “Notwithstanding 
any other provision of this or any other 
law.” The amendment I now offer is 
the same as my original amendment, 
starting with the words “No action shall 
be taken under this act,” and so forth. 

Mr? Chairman, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that this 
amendment would impede the expedi- 
tious administration of the price-control 
law. It would provide for two agencies, 
and I believe it would be very much 
better if we leave it where it has been 
placed in the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a vote on the 
amendment, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. TALLE]. 

The question was taken; and ona 
division (demanded by Mr. TALLE) there 
were—ayes 61, noes 87. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment which is at the 
Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Cots of Kansas: 
On page 15, line 4, strike out paragraph (3) 
of subsection (d) of section 402, and further 
amend it by inserting after the word “pro- 
cessing” in the second sentence thereof, the 
following new sentence: “No ceiling shall be 
established or maintained on products re- 
sulting from the processing of cattle and 
calves, lambs ard sheep, and hogs, the proc- 
essing of each species being separately con- 
sidered, which do not allow for a reasonable 
margin of profit to each segment of the proc- 
essing industry as a group on each such 
species.” 


Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
this amendment has a rather full legis- 
lative history. Back in 1945 under the 
OPA, the House Committee to Investi- 
gate Food Shortages, under the chair- 
manship of the then Representative, 
now Senator, CLINTON P. ANDERSON, of 
New Mexico, made a thorough investiga- 
tion of food shortages in the United 
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States with particular reference to meat. 
Hearings were held in Washington, Chi- 
cago, and other cities and on May 1, 1945, 
the committee submitted a report to the 
House—House Report No. 504, Seventy- 
ninth Congress, first session. The com- 
mittee found that black market opera- 
tions had become so bad that the legiti- 
mate livestock slaughtering and meat 
distributing business was handling only 
a small portion of its normal volume of 
meat, The operations of the black mark- 
et slaughterers had reached the propor- 
tions of a national scandal. 

One of the recommendations of the 
Anderson committee was: 

Fair and equitable margins should be es- 
tablished in every operation of the produc- 
tion, processing and distribution of meat 
with special incentives for feeders of cattle 
to produce better and heavier beef, due 
consideration being given to the over-all feed 
situation. 


Shortly after this the OPA itself recog- 
nized that something would have to be 
done to get meat back into legitimate 
channels and on June 6, 1945, Chester 
Bowles, Administrator of the OPA, wrote 
the following letter to Senator Elmer 
Thomas, the chairman of the Senate Ag- 
riculture Committee: 

OFFICE OF PRICE ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., June 6, 1945. 
Hon, ELMER THOMAS, 

Chairman, Agriculture and Forestry 
Committee, United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR THOMAS: You have asked 
for a statement of the policy which the Of- 
fice of Price Administration will follow in 
pricing the products of the various species 
of livestock. 

Recognizing the critical shortage of meat 
and the imperative need of avoiding any im- 
pediment to maximum production and even 
distribution, this Office, in addition to satis- 
fying all the various mandatory requirements 
of the present law, will see that the products 
of each of the three main groups of live- 
stock—cattle and calves, hogs, and lambs 
and sheep—are each, separately considered, 
on a profitable basis. 

To the fullest practicable extent the Office 
will see that each of these groups of products 
is separately profitable at all times, regard- 
less of live animal prices. It will at all 
events see that each group is separately prof- 
itable on an annual basis. 

I have discussed this letter with Judge 
Vinson and Mr. Davis, and they authorize me 
to say that they concur in it. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHESTER BOWLES, 
Administrator, 


Using this letter as a basis for legisla- 
tion, Senator BARKLEY, then majority 
leader of the Senate on June 11, 1945, in- 
troduced on the Senate floor an amend- 
ment which later became known as the 
Barkley-Bates amendment, providing 
that a fair and equitable margin be al- 
lowed on each species of livestock. The 
Senate and the House adopted the Bark- 
ley-Bates amendment and it was part of 
the price-control legislation until meat 
was decontrolled. 

The current situation resulting from 
the imposition of price-control orders, 
roll-backs, and threats of other roll- 
backs points to exactly the same problem 
that necessitated the enactment of the 
Barkley-Bates amendment which had 
been somewhat refined and clarified by 
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the amendment sponsored by Senator 
Wuerry and adopted by the Senate. The 
language of this amendment is exactly 
the same as the language of the Wherry 
amendment. 

Going back a bit, when the National 
Production Act was first before the Con- 
gress last August, Chairman MAYBANK, 
of the Senate Banking and Currency 
Committee, sponsored a similar amend- 
ment and it was adopted by the Senate 
with a brief amendment by Senator 
WHERRY incorporating the words “each 
segment of the processing industry,” in 
order to meet Congress’ intention to in- 
clude the small nonslaughtering whole- 
salers and processors as well as the larger 
processors, wholesalers, and distributors 
of meat. 

What this amendment does in effect is 
to assure these smaller nonslaughtering 
wholesalers and processors that they 
will not be put in a permanent squeeze 
by OPS regulations which will allow the 
larger integrated slaughterers and proc- 
essors to balance off their losses in one 
species of livestock against profits in 
another species of livestock. 

This amendment is an anti-black- 
market amendment. It insures the dis- 
tribution of each species of livestock to 
consumers through established and le- 
gitimate channels. If one species of 
livestock is unprofitable the packers and 
processors of that species will be forced 
to curtail their operations, thereby open- 
ing the door for black marketing and 
disrupting the normal channels of meat 
distribution to the disadvantage of the 
meat-consuming public. 

The best defense against the black 
market is legitimate slaughterers and 
wholesalers operating on their normal 
fair margins of profit on each species 
of livestock. This amendment as al- 
ready adopted by the Senate does not 
insure a profit to each packer and proc- 
essor in the industry. It only provides 
that the industry as a whole shall be 
entitled to a profit on each species of 
livestock. 

In the interest of controlling the black 
market and maintaining fair distribu- 
tion of meat to consumers, the amend- 
ment should be passed. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

An attempt was made when the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950 was on the 
floor of this House to insert this partic- 
ular amendment. It was defeated. An 
effort was made in the Committee in the 
consideration of this particular bill to 
extend the Defense Production Act of 
1950 for another year to insert this 
amendment. It was defeated. There are 
good reasons why it was defeated. 

The gentleman from Kansas says it is 
the same amendment as the Barkley- 
Bates amendment of 1946, but I invite 
his attention to the fact, and I invite 
your attention to the fact, that that 1946 
Barkley-Bates amendment provided only 
for a reasonable margin of profit to the 
processing industry as a group; in other 
words, that part of the industry was en- 
titled to a profit. That is all right; we 
do not object to that, but now to come in 
and want a guaranteed profit for the 
packers on every item—you have always 
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heard it said that the packers make a 
profit on everything about a hog except 
the squeal; this will guarantee a profit 
on the squeal; it will guarantee a profit 
on everything. It is a high-profit 
amendment on every item. No packer 
expects to make a big profit on every 
item; some items they make a good profit 
on; some they make no profit on, and 
some they just service at cost. They 
have never expected to make a guar- 
anteed profit on every item, but here is 
a guaranteed profit on every item. 
PROFIT MARGIN FOR MEAT PROCESSORS 


Section 2 of S. 1717 contains a provi- 
sion, added on the floor by Senator 
Wuerry, which requires the Office of 
Price Stabilization to fix ceilings on live- 
stock products, including meat, so that 
each segment of the livestock slaughter- 
ing industry would realize a reasonable 
margin of profit on each species. 

This is similar to a provision the 
Senate offered to the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950, but which the House re- 
jected in 1950, and rightfully, as special 
interest legislation calculated to raise 
the price of meat. 

In the first place there is absolutely no 
reason to single out the packing industry 
for special class legislation. That is a 
very bad principle, which encourages this 
industry to insist also on special privi- 
leges in other respects. The packing in- 
dustry is entitled to fair and equitable 
treatment. But the act clearly provides 
that for all industries. The packing in- 
dustry is not entitled to still higher 
prices. 

Perhaps the worst vice of the amend- 
ment is precisely the fact that it pro- 
vides an atmosphere of special privilege, 
yet at the same time is unclear as to its 
real effect. It will simply lead to con- 
fusion, argument and litigation. 

It is not clear, for example, what is 
meant by “each segment of the process- 
ing industry.” The Office of Price 
Stabilization is now required to fix ceil- 
ing prices on a basis which is generally 
fair and equitable. In applying this re- 
quirement to the beef price regulations, 
margins have been set at a level which 
is sufficient to provide normal profits to 
nonintegrated as well as integrated 
packers. If the amendment is intended 
to require OPS to do this, it is wholly 
unnecessary. If it is intended to do 
more, it is not clear what more is in- 
tended and what its effect would be. 

One major difficulty with this type of 
provision is the number of disputes it 
breeds. Every packer whose operations 
differ even in the slightest degree from 
those of other processors of livestock 
can argue that it makes him a distinct 
“segment of the industry.” 

Senator Wuerry said in debate that 
his amendment was the same as the 
Barkley-Bates amendment of 1946. 
But the 1946 amendment provided for a 
“reasonable margin of profit to the 
processing industry as a group.” The 
Wherry amendment goes much further— 
requiring a reasonable margin of profit 
“to each segment of the processing 
industry.” 

There will be endless arguments not 
only about what constitutes a segment 
of the processing industry but also about 
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what constitutes a reasonable margin of 
profit. Presumably, it means no more 
than the present provision in the act 
which assures livestock processors—like 
all others—of generally fair and equit- 
` able margins. In that case it is again 
wholly unnecessary. If it means more 
than that we can expect that the law- 
yers and accountants will argue until 
doomsday about how to define and how 
to compute a reasonable margin of profit. 

If the amendment were simply sur- 
plus, there could be no objections to it. 
However, although the amendment does 
not change the present act when inter- 
preted reasonably and sensibly, there is 
a real danger that the administration 
of the price control provisions of the law 
with respect to meat and other livestock 
products will be complicated by pro- 
longed controversy and litigation over 
this particular amendment. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield. 

Mr. McCORMACK. This amendment 
if adopted would be very destructive to 
the bill; instead of preventing it would 
really add to inflation. 

Mr. PATMAN. It is a very inflation- 
ary amendment; it is a profiteering 
amendment for the packers. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield. 

Mr.SPENCE. It makes another guar- 
antee of high prices. 

Mr. PATMAN. It make another guar- 
antee of high prices and guarantees that 
they cannot be lower, but always up. 
When you talk about a field day for any 
particular group, who is going to define 
what this reasonable profit on every item 
will be? That will be up to the lawyers 
and the accountants, and they will argue 
until doomsday about how high the rea- 
sonable profit should be. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. The amend- 
ment does not provide for the determina- 
tion of a reasonable profit on each item. 
That is one of the obligations of OPS. 

Mr. PATMAN. That is right; it adds 
to the confusion. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. It simply per- 
mits the OPS to determine the cost of 
production on each species as a group 
and not as to each individual item, 

Mr, PATMAN. The gentleman him- 
= said it included a profit on each 

m. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. No. 

Mr. PATMAN. Does the gentleman 
say it is not a guaranteed profit on each 
item? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Absolutely. 
Thre. is no guaranty of profit in the 
amendment, 

Mr. PATMAN. It says “a reasonable 
profit.” That adds to the confusion. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Does the gen- 
tleman believe that the processor should 
not have a reasonable profit? 

Mr. PATMAN. Certainly, I believe in 
a reasonable profit, but not on each item. 
They are not expected to make a rea- 
sonable profit on each item. When you 
say it is left up to the Price Stabilization 
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organization to determine, you add to 
the confusion because it will take law- 
yers, accountants, and experts from now 
on out to determine what a reasonable 
profit will be, and certainly it will be the 
highest profit. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. A reasonable 
profit in the over-all business is one 
thing. but a reasonable profit on every 
item that goes into an over-all business 
is a pyramiding thing and another 
matter. 

Mr. PATMAN. That is right. 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. KLEIN. Is it not a fact that the 
gentleman from Kansas has stated here 
publicly he is opposed to this bill, so that 
any amendment he introduces is for the 
purpose of killing the bill? 

Mr. PATMAN. Les; it is another case 
of the surgeon who wields a knife does 
not want the patient to live. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr, Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent that my 
amendment may be modified by chang- 
ing page 15, line 4, to read: “Page 15, 
after line 3”; and further to modify the 
amendment by striking the words “in 
the second sentence thereof” and insert- 
ing “at the end of the second sentence.” 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, that is 
confusing to me and I do not under- 
stand it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ob- 
ject. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
cannot offer an amendment to his own 
amendment. 

Mr.. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. HALLECK. Is it not true that an 
objection to the gentleman’s very rea- 
sonable’ request to modify his amend- 
ment can result in his offering his 
amendment as he seeks to modify it? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
may reoffer his amendment. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the amend- 
ment as it would be modified be read by 
the Clerk. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PATMAN. Then we will know 
whether or not we should object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment as it would read 
under the modification suggested by the 
gentleman from Kansas, 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. CoLe of Kan- 
sas: On page 15, after line 3, insert “Para- 
graph (3) of subsection (d) of section 402, 
is further amended by inserting after the 
word ‘processing’ at the end of the second 
sentence thereof the following new sen- 
tence: ‘No ceiling shall be established or 
maintained on products resulting from the 
processing of cattle and calves, lambs and 
sheep, and hogs, the processing of each spe- 
cies being separately considered, which do 
not allow for a reasonable margin of profit 
to each segment of the processing industry 
as a group on each such species’.” 


The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas that his amendment be modified 
in accordance with his request? 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, I have lis- 
tened to the reading of the amendment 
and I cannot understand the difference. 

The CHAIRMAN. Permit the Chair 
to advice the gentleman from Texas and 
the gentleman from New York that the 
Chair has had an opportunity to read 
the amendment originally submitted by 
the gentleman from Kansas and to re- 
read the amendment in light of the mod- 
ification suggested by the gentleman 
from Kansas. All in the world the gen- 
tleman is asking is that the place in 
existing law where the amendment 
would fall be changed from the way it 
was read in the amendment originally to 
the way it is now reported. It does not 
change the intention or purpose of the 
amendment at all. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it is perfectly obvious 
as to what is intended to be accom- 
plished by this amendment. The gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. Parman] a mo- 
ment ago indicated the principle sought 
to be written into the law by this amend- 
ment. 

I want to quote a few figures, briefly, 
so that you will understand precisely 
what the amendment will do. I have 
in front of me the financial reports of 
the Big Five packers of this country: 
Armour & Co., Wilson & Co., Swift & Co., 
Cudahy Packing Co., and John P. Morrell 
& Co., which are known familiarly as the 
Big Five. Now let me quote just from 
one, and the history of the five, finan- 
cially, is exactly the same. I quote from 
the financial report of June 1951 of 
Armour & Co., in which its president 
advised the stockholders as follows: 

Beef operations alone showed a loss in the 
second quarter of approximately $5,000,000 
before taxes. On food operations alone 
Armour & Co. had a loss of $1,060,337 for the 
3 months, but this was made up by a profit 
of $3,807,000 on nonfood operations, 


In other words, what they want to do 
by this amendment is to permit Armour 
& Co. and all these other companies 
to make up that $1,000,000 loss on food 
operations and the $5,000,000 loss on 
beef because under the amendment as 
offered you state specifically: “Resulting 
from the processing of cattle and calves, 
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lambs and sheep, and hogs, the process- 
ing of each species being considered sep- 
arately.” In other words, you want 
Armour & Co. to make up that $6,000,- 
000 loss by increasing prices despite the 
fact that in that same 3 months, accord- 
ing to the same report that I quoted 
from, it made a net profit after taxes 
of $2,747,000. Now, multiply that by 5 
times and add the profits of independent 
packers and you will get the total profit 
guaranty you are trying to write into 
this bill by this amendment. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. I might suggest to the 
gentleman that this whole matter was 
under consideration back in World War 
II and after when I was a member of the 
Small Business Committee. Iam a little 
surprised that the gentleman from Texas, 
who was then the chairman as he is now, 
does not remember something about it. 
In respect to the very matter the gentle- 
man is talking about, the small inde- 
pendent packers in the food business are 
being put out of business, and they were 
the ones who complained. They were 
the ones for whora the Barkley-Bates 
amendment was written. Their com- 
plaint was that the big integrated pack- 
ers had also some other things on which 
they made a profit—for instance, making 
baseball gloves—but that ceilings were 
so fixed that the independent packers 
were being put out of business while the 
big packers could survive because of the 
very thing that the gentleman is talking 
about. 

Mr. MULTER. The independent 
packer can go before OPS and show he 
is not making a fair profit, and he will 
get an increase. This amendment is 
aimed at giving the big packers increased 
profits which they are not entitled to 
get. I went into this question in 1943, 
and I had the power of the subpena to 
help me, and I know what these big pack- 
ers were doing then. They will never tell 
you how they arrive at their prices; they 
always tell you they only earn half a 
cent a pound profit, yet when they come 
to paying their dividends, when they 
come to making their financial reports, 
they always have net profits running into 
the millions of dollars, and you want to 
protect them now with this kind of an 
amendment. If the independent packer 
needs any help he can get it by going to 
the administration and saying, “Here are 
my books. Here is my cost. Here is my 
return. I cannot operate on that basis,” 
and he will get relief. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kansas, 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. The gentleman 
from Indiana made the comment I in- 
tended to make, but I want to say to the 
gentleman that I think the membership 
of this House is quite aware of the fact 
that it is the small slaughterer who is in- 
terested in this particular amendment 
and not the big packer. 

Mr. MULTER. I suggest that you write 
your amendment in such a way that it 
will protect the small man and eliminate 
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the Big Five. This amendment will add 
millions of dollars to the consumers’ costs 
for the sole benefit of big business. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word, and rise in support of the amend- 
ment, 

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe the 
gentleman from New York intended to 
oppose this amendment. He should 
know that if this amendment is not made 
a part of this law it will be an invitation 
for black-market operators to take over 
the sale and distribution of meat in 
New York and other consuming areas. 

I was a member of the Anderson food 
shortage committee in 1946. There was 
not anything partisan about that com- 
mittee. We discovered that the small 
packers were put out of business because 
they were not allowed to receive a rea- 
sonable profit on their operations. Un- 
less this amendment is adopted, you 
are going to find the black market in 
New York and other large areas of this 
country taking over. Those of us who 
want to see beef and poultry pass 
through the legitimate channels of trade 
to the consumer at a price fixed by the 
OPS are supporting this amendment to 
prevent large black-market operations 
which will surely come into being if we 
fail to pass this amendment. 

There are more than 2,000 meat proc- 
essors in this country. They buy the 
livestock, process the meat, and dis- 
tribute it through legitimate channels of 
trade to consumers. They want to 
abide by the rules and regulations. 
They cannot afford to be out of com- 
pliance with the regulations. They 
want to stay in business and take care 
of the needs of the public. 

Meat processors, or any other busi- 
ness, eannot operate for long if they are 
required to run their business at a loss, 
They must be allowed to earn a reason- 
able profit on.their operations. OPS 
Administrator DiSalle said that he 
wanted the processors and other lines 
of business to operate under a reason- 
able profit margin. The amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Kan- 
sas [Mr. CoLE] seeks to write the margin 
formula in this bill. I am supporting 
the amendment because I want meat 
products to reach consumers through 
legitimate channels of trade at reason- 
able OPS prices and not via the black 
market at illegal prices. To me, if seems 
very strange that we cannot profit from 
the experience that we had only 5 years 
ago when more than 80 percent of the 
beef was sold to the public at black- 
market prices. 

In 1946, the Congress adopted the 
Bates-Barkley amendment, which is 
similar to the Cole amendment, now be- 
fore the committee. The amendment 
was adopted in 1946 to restore the proc- 
essing and distribution of meat through 
legitimate channels of trade. At that 
time, it was found that 80 percent to 90 
percent of the meat sold in New York 
City and other large consuming areas 
was sold at black-market prices without 
any regard whatsoever for OPA regula- 
tions or penalties. We should not per- 
mit a repetition of such dealings, 
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Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield 
to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. I well recall sitting 
in hearings of the Small Business Com- 
mittee over in the House Office Building 
when the independent packers appeared 
before us, not the big packers the gen- 
tleman from New York talks about, but 
the independent packers. They had pe- 
titioned OPA for relief, and relief was 
refused them. They came before us, the 
men who slaughter the hogs and cattle 
and sell the meat, who do not make 
bologna sausage and basball gloves, and 
all the things that go along with the 
big integrated operations, and they es- 
tablished beyond any question that they 
were losing money on every hog they 
slaughtered and every steer they 
slaughtered, and they were being put out 
of business right and left. 

I might say in conclusion that if some 
of the folks who are writing this bill 
want to insist on getting enough rope 
a hang themselves, they may rue the 

ay. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
DiSalle told our committee that all 
processors of beef sustained large losses 
on beef processing during the 4 months 
after the price freeze in January. He 
said that the 10-percent roll-back was 
necessary to restore the margin for 
processors and distributors. It is quite 
apparent that the OPS Administrator 
recognized that black-market operators 
would soon take over if legitimate proc- 
essors and distributors were forced out 
of business because of heavy losses. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DONDERO. A short time ago the 
Michigan delegation met with some of 
the meat packers of Michigan. One 
packer who processed pork and nothing 
else said he was losing $2 a head on every 
hog he slaughtered that day. That fel- 
low was an independent packer. If he 
is not protected in some way so that he 
can get a fair profit, he simply closes 
his doors. That happened in a small 
community outside the big city. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. There 
is one in Cleveland that lost $53,090, and 
he slaughtered only beef and cattle. He 
lost that before the roll-back was put 
into operation. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, I yield. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. The gentleman 
from New York was talking about the 
distinction which the OPS might make 
between the small slaughterer and the 
large packers, the Big Four. That is still 
the situation and he can still do so. If 
they want to make a differentiation be- 
tween the two in this price regulation, it 
can be done. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. There 
should be no differentiation between the 
two because both of them are supply- 
ing meat to the people of the United 
States, 
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I never heard as many misstatements 
here on a subject as I have heard from 
the gentleman from Texas who is trying 
to becloud the issue as to the purpose, 
intent, and operation of the Bates- 
Barkley amendment. That proposal was 
intended to allow a reasonable margin 
of profit on each species slaughtered in 
the industry. 

There was no other intent in that 
amendment whatsoever and it was 
adopted in both Houses of Congress and 
went into operation as part of the OPA 
law. That law should be reinstated if 
you favor meat going through legitimate 
channels of trade to the consumers in 
the United States at ceiling prices. If 
you favor black-market operations in 
meat taking over a large percentage of 
the sale of meat in this country, then 
you should vote against this amend- 
ment. 

Again let me say that those who favor 
legitimate distribution of meat at rea- 
sonable prices to the consumer should 
vote for this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not profess to be 
an expert on the cattle industry. We 
know the price of meat to the consumer. 
I have always suspected that the proc- 
essor got his fair share. You have been 
very meticulous about having Congress 
not trifle with profits. Here, at a time 
of stress when we are trying to reduce 
prices this amendment proposes to guar- 
antee a profit to the processor. It seems 
to me that it is a rather peculiar thing 
that at a time when we are trying to 
reduce prices we are guaranteeing 
profits. This amendment illustrates the 
spirit in which this bill has been con- 
sidered. Because of pressure these 
amendments are introduced, not alone to 
insure a profit, but a profit on each 
species. 

What does this amendment guarantee? 
It guarantees an increase in prices to 
the consumer. The gentleman from In- 
diana talked of this amendment as a 
rope to hang those who oppose it. I do 
not want to be hung, but I am very 
willing to take that chance. If you vote 
for this, the people will know who were 
instrumental in raising the prices of their 
food. The smaller processor will not 
benefit. You voted down the quotas the 
other day that would assure the proces- 
sor getting his fair share of slaughter 
cattle. The feeder will not get a cent 
out of this, nor will the farmer get a cent 
out of this because it does not make any 
difference what the processor gets, his 
price will not be raised. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I have heard a 
number of Members talking about the 
middleman’s profit, and of what the 
farmer gets and what the consumer pays 
and about the wide spread between the 
farmer and the consumer. It seems to 
me that the adoption of this amendment, 
if enacted into law, would constitute a 
middleman’s guaranteed profit, and it 
would not benefit the farmers. 

Mr. SPENCE. Of course not. 
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Mr. McCORMACK. It would only 
benefit the middleman and would hurt 
the consumer, 

Mr. SPENCE. It would not benefit 
the farmers. One of the feeders told me 
that at the same time the processors re- 
duced his price they raised theirs. 

Mr. McCORMACK. May I make a 
further observation. We hear a great 
deal about the black market. It seems 
to me that the black market flourishes 
wherever prices have risen out of reason, 
That is what encourages the black mar- 
ket, and this amendment would have 
such an effect. 

Mr SPENCE, That is true, whether 
it is meat, beer, or whisky. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, it 
seems to me in my conversations during 
the last 10 or 11 years with farmers in 
the House, and talking about the prices 
they get for products, let us say, a dozen 
eggs in Minnesota, and the price that is 
paid for that product by the consumer 
in New York, they have always com- 
plained about the middleman’s profit, 
I have suggested time and time again 
that I think it is the responsibility of the 
Committee on Agriculture of the House 
of Representatives to make an investi- 
gation and determine who is the middle- 
man and what profit he has been get- 
ting. The investigations have been 
started in the past, but none has been 
finished. I think it is time that we 
found out how much the farmer gets 
and how much the consumer pays, and 
who does get that differential between 
the producer and the consumer, 

Mr. SPENCE. And we have heard a 
great deal about the profits of the pro- 
ducers. This guarantees a profit to the 
processor that must be paid by the 
consumer. 

Mr, REES of Kansas. Mr, Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. Is this not 
similar to the amendment that was sub- 
mitted by Senator BaRKLET during 
World War II? 

Mr. SPENCE. I do not know who 
submitted it. It was not submitted to 
the committee, and no testimony was in- 
troduced before the committee. I be- 
lieve the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
Cote] did submit it in executive session, 
but we heard no witnesses on it. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. It is exactly 
the same as Senator BARKLEY’s amend- 
ment during World War II that was 
adopted. 

Mr. SPENCE. He has always been a 
friend of mine, but I reserve the right to 
disagree with him. I do not think he 
would be in favor of this amendment at 
this time. This is a vicious amendment 
and would destroy the purposes of the 
bill. It will add to inflation and the 
cost of living and foment further dis- 
cord amongst our people. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. It was the 
Barkley-Bates amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 

Mr, BEAMER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word, and I ask 
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unanimous consent to speak out of order 
and to revise and extend my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, BEAMER. Mr. Chairman, in this 
discussion of our Nation’s defenses, it 
seems appropriate that this House of 
Representatives should concern itself 
with the defense of one of its citizens, 
who, until recently was a resident of the 
district in Indiana that I have the honor 
to represent. 

It is apparent that the State Depart- 
ment has expressed both a fear and a 
reluctance in its attempt to secure the 
release of William N, Oatis, correspond- 
ent for the Associated Press, who has 
been imprisoned in Czechoslovakia. 

For this reason, a resolution is being 
introduced to express the sense of the 
House of Representatives to the State 
Department that it should undertake ac- 
tive and vigorous measures to secure an 
early release of Mr. Oatis. 

A cancellation of passports and visas 
of news correspondents from the inter- 
national Communist bloc was considered. 
However, newsmen are permitted by this 
country where freedom of speech and 
freedom of press prevail. It is felt that 
the more Czech press members are here 
the sooner the Czechoslovakian people 
may know of our sympathy for them dur- 
ing their present enslavement, provided 
that the secret police of the international 
Communists permit these members to 
tell the truth. 

For this reason, the resolution urges 
the State Department to give immediate 
and serious consideration first, to ex- 
erting every possible diplomatic pres- 
sure; and, second, by severing trade re- 
lations. This can be accomplished by 
stopping the importation of merchandise 
from Czechoslovakia and at the same 
time relieving any citizen of the United 
States of America who is obligated by 
contract to purchase merchandise from 
Czechoslovakia, 

It is reported that some $2,500,000 
worth of merchandise is imported 
monthly into the United States from 
Czechoslovakia, 

In this connection I would like to give 
you some figures received only today 
from the Department of Commerce. 
Imports from Czechoslovakia to the 
United States in the first 4 months of 
this year amounted to $11,000,000. 

In all of 1950 they amounted to 
$26,000,000. 

The exports at the same time from the 
United States to Czechoslovakia, in the 
first 4 months, have amounted to a 
measly $757,000, and in all of last year 
it amounted to $10,000,000, and in 1949 
it amounted to $21,000,000. 

This means that this merchandise puts 
American dollars into this Communist- 
dominated country and perhaps these 
are the same dollars that pay for the bail 
of convicted Communists in this country 
and also pay for their propaganda that 
is being spread throughout the land. 

Furthermore, these imports compete 
with the products manufactured in this 
country and thus the employment of 
American labor is forced to meet 
cheap slave-labor wages, For example, 
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Czechoslovakian glassware is being 
shipped into this country and Czecho- 
slovakian glassworkers are reported to 
receive 20 cents per hour. 

In regard to diplomatic relations, it is 
our opinion that an American Embassy 
which was unable to secure the release of 
a newspaperman commendably per- 
forming his function of gathering news- 
paper information, obviously has no in- 
fluence upon the Communist-dominated 
regime of Czechoslovakia. 

The foreign masters of Czechoslovakia 
show only contempt for our American 
Embassy. They denied any Embassy 
officer access to Mr. Oatis during his 
imprisonment and presumably tortured 
him and conducted a mock trial which 
was a travesty of all the ideas of western 
justice in which Czechoslovakia had 
demonstrated her belief prior to the 
Communist coup. It cannot be argued 
that the Embassy in Prague is of any 
value as a listening post while its em- 
ployees are shadowed, restricted in their 
movements and when merely gathering 
press information is considered as spy- 
ing. It is reported that the State De- 
partment has cancelled visas for travel 
in Czechoslovakia but this cannot be 
considered any type of measure that 
would be effective in securing Mr. Oatis’ 
release. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEAMER, I yield. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I wish 
to compliment the gentleman on his 
resolution and on his statement. I for 
one believe that we should withdraw 
recognition of the Czechoslovakian Gov- 
ernment, which does not represent the 
Czechoslovakian people. 

Mr. BEAMER. I am glad my friend 
from Wisconsin has mentioned that. I 
want to refer to that in the next para- 
graph. 

Many friends of Oatis have asked that 
steps be taken to sever diplomatic rela- 
tions with Czechoslovakia by removing 
the Embassy and closing the consulates 
in that country. However, it is felt that 
prudence is the greater virtue in keeping 
a diplomatic contact with Czechoslo- 
vakia. In this manner it is hoped that 
the officials of that country might be 
persuaded that we have a legislative 
body that is determined that justice 
shall prevail for the citizens of our 
country and that our State Department 
is being asked by this House of Repre- 
sentatives to take a positive and deter- 
mined action. 

None of this resolution is intended to 
imply that the ransom procedure be 
followed. Apparently Vogeler was ran- 
somed. We want Oatis released for his 
own personal safety. We also want him 
released to show the Communist-domi- 
nated countries that we still believe in 
all the freedoms to the extent that we 
intend to insure such freedoms for our 
citizens even though these freedoms are 
denied to their own citizens: 

Whereas the arrest and conviction of Wil- 
liam N. Oatis, correspondent for the Asso- 
ciated Press in Prague, Czechoslovakia, is á 
violation of freedom of speech and freedom 


of press provided all citizens of the United 
States; and 
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Whereas inadequate steps seem to have 
been taken for the release of William N. 
Oatis: Now be it 

Resolved, That the State Department em- 
ploy all available diplomatic means to secure 
the release of William N. Oatis; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That economic sanctions be im- 
posed by suspending all importations from 
Czechoslovakia, 


Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish simply to point 
out very briefly that this proposal is 
primarily special-privilege legislation for 
a few people. I call attention to the fact 
that the bill of last year, 1950, antici- 
pated that we wanted a profit for all 
slaughter houses, that we wanted a profit 
for all of the various kinds of processors. 
We wrote that into the bill, and it is now 
in the law and in this bill. The act itself 
provided: 

That in establishing and maintaining the 
ceilings on products resulting from the 
processing of agricultural commodities, in- 
cluding livestock, a generally fair and 
equitable margin shall be allowed for such 
processing. 


In other words, we want to see that the 
small processor gets a profit the same as 
the large one. It is in the bill. If the 
Administrator does not grant the profit 
then, it does not matter what kind of bill 
we write. If the Administrator is not 
going to pay any attention to the law we 
pass, then we should get an Administra- 
tor who will. 

As I have said, this is mere special 
legislation for a privileged few. I think 
we should defeat the amendment and 
insist that the letter of the law should 
be followed when it comes to insuring a 
profit to every step involved in proc- 
essing. Let us protect the processors in 
their legitimate profits, but let us not ask 
special legislation for the privileged few. 
The law is sufficient guaranty as it 
stands. I know of no one who has been 
hurt by its provisions. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Mitts, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H. R. 3871) to amend the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950, and for other pur- 
poses, had come to no resolution thereon. 


HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet 
at 11 o’clock tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Landers, its enrolling clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a joint resolution of the 
House of the following title: 

H. J. Res. 292. Joint resolution making ad- 
ditional appropriations for disaster relief for 
the fiscal year 1952, and for other purposes, 
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CONFIRMING AND ESTABLISHING TITLES 
OF THE STATES TO LANDS BENEATH 
NAVIGABLE WATERS WITHIN STATE 
BOUNDARIES 


Mr. LYLE, from the Committee on 
Rules, reported the following privileged 
resolution (H. Res. 335, Rept. No. 704) 
which was referred to the House Calen- 
dar and ordered to be printed: 


Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in order 
to move that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 4484) to confirm and estab- 
lish the titles of the States to lands beneath 
navigable waters within State boundaries 
and to the natural resources within such 
lands and waters, to provide for the use 
and control of said lands and resources, and 
to provide for the use, control, exploration, 
development, and conservation of certain 
rescurces of the continental shelf lying out- 
side of State boundaries That after general 
debate, which shall be confined to the bill 
and continue not to exceed 4 hours, to be 
equally divided and controlled by the chair- 
man and the ranking minority member of 
the Committee on the Judiciary, the bill 
shall be read for amendment under the 5- 
minute rule. At the conclusion of the con- 
sideration of the bill for amendment, the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted and the previous ques- 
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
bill and amendments thereto to final pas- 
sage without intervening motion except one 
motion to recommit. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. HAND asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House for 15 min- 
utes on Wednesday, July 25, 1951, fol- 
lowing the legislative program and any 
special orders heretofore entered. 


DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, COM- 
MERCE, AND THE JUDICIARY APPRO- 
PRIATION BILL, 1952 


Mr. LYLE, from the Committee on 
Rules, reported the following privileged 
resolution (H. Res. 336, Rept. No. 705) 
which was referred to the House Calen- 
dar and ordered to be printed: 


Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
ef the Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 4740) 
making appropriations for the Departments 
of State, Justice, Commerce, and the Judi- 
ciary, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1952, and for other purposes, and all points 
of order against said bill or any provision 
contained therein are hereby waived. That 
after general debate, which shall be confined 
to the bill and continue not to exceed 6 
hours, to be equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority mem- 
ber of the Committee on Appropriations, the 
bill shall be read for amendment under the 
5-minute rule. At the conclusion of the 
reading of the bill for amendment, the Com- 
mittee shall rise and report the same to the 
House with such amendments as may have 
been adopted, and the previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill 
and amendments thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion except one mo- 
tion to recommit, 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 20 minutes today, at the con- 
clusion of any special orders heretofore 
entered. 
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recor, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. BARTLETT and to include an edi- 
torial. : 

Mr. Deane to revise and extend the re- 
marks he made in the Committee of the 
Whole and to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Prrxtns in three instances, in one 
to include a story by Robert L. Riggs, 
Washington bureau of the Louisville 
Courier-Journal, dated July 8, 1951, 
about a great American, entitled “Don’t 
Figure BARKLEY Too Old To Run in 1952; 
The Vice President Is Ready for Any 
Job”; and in the others to include stories 
from the Louisville Courier-Journal. 

Mr. Lonrr and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Canrietp in two instances and to 
include newspaper material. 

Mr. Woop of Idaho and to include ex- 
traneous matter. 

Mrs, Bosone and to include a compari- 
son of retail food prices in Washington, 
D. C., in June 1950, and on July 5, 1951, 
compiled by Mrs. India Edwards, vice 
chairman of the Democratic National 
Committee. 3 

Mr. BARING. 

Mr. BROOKS. 

Mr, SIEMINSKI in two instances. 

Mr. WALTER and to include an editorial. 

Mr. Yates to revise and extend the re- 
marks he made in Committee of the 
Whole today and include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Garutnes and to include an article. 

Mr. Raxxix and to include an article. 

Mr. JENKINS and to include resolutions, 

Mr. Van Zaxpr and to include extrane- 
ous matter, 

Mr. Meraner and to include an editorial. 

Mr. Kersten of Wisconsin and to in- 
clude extraneous matter, 

Mr. Brownson in two instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Hort to revise and extend the re- 
marks he made in the Committee of the 
Whole and include certain tables. 

Mr. HILL, to revise and extend the re- 
marks he made in the Committee of the 
Whole and include certain tables. 

Mr. Curtis of Missouri and to include 
an editorial. 

Mr. Suarer (at the request of Mr. MAR- 
TIN of Massachusetts) in three instances 
and to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Haw in two instances and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. Povtson in three instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 


ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a joint resolution of the 
House of the following title, which was 
thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H. J. Res. 292. Joint resolution making ad- 
ditio~al appropriations “or disaster relief for 
the fiscal year 1952, and for other purposes, 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 
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The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 10 minutes p, m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad- 
journed until tomorrow, Wednesday, 
July 18, 1951, at 11 o’clock a. m. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


614. A letter from the Archivist of the 
United States, transmitting a report on rec- 
ords proposed for disposal and lists or sched- 
ules covering records proposed for disposal 
by certain Government agencies; to the Com- 
mittee on House Administration. 

615. A letter from the Secretary of State, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
entitled “A bill to amend the joint resolution 
providing for the membership of the United 
States in the Pan American Institute of 
Geography and History and authorize ap- 
propriations therefor”; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. LYLE: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 335. A resolution for considera- 
tion of H. R. 4484, a bill to confirm and estab- 
lish the titles of the States to lands beneath 
navigable waters within State boundaries and 
to the natural resources within such lands 
and waters, to provide for the use and con- 
trol of said lands and resources, and to pro- 
vide for the use, control, exploration, devel- 
opment, and conservation of certain re- 
sources of the Continental Shelf lying outside 
of State boundaries; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 704). Referred to the House Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. SABATH: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 336. A resolution for considera- 
tion of H. R. 4740, a bill making appropria- 
tions for the Departments of State, Justice, 
Commerce, and the Judiciary, for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1952, and for other pur- 
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 705). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. DAVIS of Georgia: 

H. R. 4844. A bill to amend the act ap- 
proved March 3, 1899 (30 Stat. 1045, 1057, 
ch. 422) so as to provide for the appoint- 
ment by the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia of special policemen, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. WALTER: 

H. R. 4845. A bill to assist in preventing 
aliens from entering or remaining in the 
United States illegally; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KEARNS: 

H.R. 4846. A bill to authorize the appro- 
priation of funds for the construction of 
emergency works for the protection of 
Presque Isle Peninsula, Erie Harbor, Pa., and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. PATTEN: 

H. R. 4847. A bill to prevent subversive in- 
dividuals and organizations from appearing 
as surety for bail in criminal cases; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 4848. A bill to amend section 3141 of 
title 18 of the United States Code so as to 
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prohibit bail, pending appeal or certiorari, 
after conviction of espionage, treason, sedi- 
tion, or subversive activities or of conspiracy 
to commit any such offense; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ANFUSO: 

H. Res. 331. Resolution creating a select 
committee to conduct an investigation and 
study of horse races which utilize horses 
which have been shipped in interstate or 
foreign commerce; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr. BEAMER: 

H. Res. 332. Resolution calling upon the 
State Department to employ means to secure 
the release of William N. Oatis imprisoned 
by the Czechoslovakian Government; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BOW: 

H. Res. 333. Resolution calling upon the 
State Department to employ means to secure 
the release of William N. Oatis, imprisoned 
by the Czechoslovakian Government; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. PRIEST: 

H. Res. 334. Resolution calling upon the 
State Department to employ means to se- 
cure the release of William N. Oatis, impris- 
oned by the Czechoslovakian Government; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memoriais 
were presented and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis- 
lature of the State of Utah, memorializing 
the President and the Congress of the United 
States relative to “going on record as favor- 
ing and in support of the immediate authori- 
zation of the plan for development of water 
resources of the upper river basin known as 
the Colorado storage project and participat- 
ing projects,” etc.; to the Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. ANFUSO: 

H. R. 4849. A bill for the relief of certain 
Polish sailors; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. DONOVAN: 

H. R. 4850. A bill to stay deportation pro- 
ceedings on Juan Onativia; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HELLER: 

H. R. 4851. A bill for the relief of Tear Siu- 
Chjuang Too-kem; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MARTIN of Iowa: 

H. R. 4852. A bill for the relief of Albert 
Weeks Nevers; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SABATH: 

H. R. 4853. A bill for the relief of Joseph 
Michael Piatkowski; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 


352. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Ameri- 
can Veterans Committee (AVC), Washing- 
ton, D. C., relative to urging the enactment 
of a strong Defense Production Act to stop 
inflation; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

353. Also, petition of Rotary Club of 
Mayaguez, Mayaguez, P. R., relative to the 
celebration of the golden jubilee of the 
Meyaguez Federal Experiment Station; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 
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Wepnespay, Jury 18, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 27, 
1951) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Eternal Father, who art the same yes- 
terday, today, and forever, whose throne 
is established in righteousness, whose 
mercies are new every morning, whose 
love knows no end nor change: 

Lift the light of Thy countenance upon 
us, pilgrims of the night as all our 
fathers were, that remembering all the 
way by which Thou hast led us we may 
take heart and hope as we face the du- 
ties and demands of these troublous and 
anxious days. 

We pray for our Nation and for the 
world with whose destinies our destinies 
are all tangled. Let not the treasures 
and the crimson sacrifices of life now be- 
ing poured out come toa vain end. Save 
us from the futile repetition of old er- 
rors and the restoration of old evils. Let 
not ignorance or mean partisanship or 
selfish greed block the way to a new 
order in the world, with hope of lasting 
peace, ehlarging brotherhood, and in- 
creasing opportunity for more abundant 
life to oppressed peoples everywhere. 

Grant to these servants of the Repub- 
lic, who hold the weal or woe of so many 
in their keeping, insight, intelligence, and 
courage to use it. Grant them the vi- 
sion splendid of Thy kingdom on earth 
and the faith to further it. We ask it 
in the name that is above every name, 
Amen, 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. McFartanp, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
July 17, 1951, was dispensed with. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
APPROVAL OF BILLS 


Messages in writing from the Pres- 
ident of the United States were com- 
municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, 
one of his secretaries, and he announced 
that on July 18, 1951, the President had 
approved and signed the following acts: 

S. 124. An act for the relief of Mrs. George 
(Wong Tze-yen) Poy; 

S. 631. An act for the relief of Conrad 
Xavier Charles Mauerer; 


S. 915. An act for the relief of Betty Mi- 
noru Kawachi; and 


S. 1113. An act for the relief of Philip J. 
Hincks. 
LEAVES OF ABSENCE 


On his own request, and by unanimous 
consent, Mr. Frear was excused from at- 
tendance upon the session of the Senate 
tomorrow because of public business. 

On his own request, and by unanimous 
consent, Mr. Carn was excused from at- 
tendance on sessions of the Senate for a 
week, beginning tomorrow. 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators be 
permitted to make insertions in the REC- 
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orD, and transact routine business, with- 
out debate. 

The PRESIDENT protempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate a letter from the Archi- 
vist of the United States, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a list of papers and 
documents on the files of several depart- 
ments and agencies of the Government 
which are not needed in the conduct of 
business and have no permanent value or 
historical interest, and requesting ac- 
tion looking to their disposition, which, 
with the accompanying papers, was re- 
ferred to a Joint Select Committee on 
the Disposition of Papers in the Execu- 
tive Departments. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore ap- 
pointed Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina 
and Mr. Lancer members of the com- 
mittee on the part of the Senate. 


PETITIONS 


Petitions, etc., were laid before the 

Senate, and referred as indicated: 
By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 

The petition of Cristeta Guanzon, of Ba- 
colod City, Philippine Islands, praying for a 
redress of grievances in the death of her hus- 
band and daughter during World War II 
(with accompanying papers); to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

The petition of Florida Alba de Ramirez, of 
Bacolod City, Philippine Islands, praying for 
a redress of grievances in the death of her 
husband while serving the United States 
Government during World War II (with ac- 


companying papers); to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 


RESOLUTIONS OF MARYLAND PHARMA- 
CEUTICAL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, mem- 
bers of the Maryland Pharmaceutical 
Association, an organization of out- 
standing citizens of my State, at their 
1951 convention in Ocean City, Md., re- 
cently adopted formal resolutions ex- 
pressing their concern over Federal 
spending and with the regulations of 
Government agencies concerned with 
the mobilization program, which deserve 
thoughtful consideration. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
resolutions be printed in the Recorp, and 
appropriately referred. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
resolutions will be received and appro- 
priately referred, and, without objection, 
printed in the RECORD. 

To the Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments: 

“Resolved by the Maryland Pharmaceuti- 
cal Association in annual convention assem- 
bled, That it express its conviction that 
many billions of dollars are being needlessly 
expended in useless activities by the Federal 
Government, and that such expenses should 
be drastically reduced, in keeping with the 
need and urgency of the times; and be it 
further 

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution 
be sent to all Members of the Maryland 
delegation in Congress, with the request that 
they take an active interest in bringing 
aboyt rigid economies in the routine non- 
defense agencies of Government.” 


To the Committee on Banking and 
Currency: 

“Resolved by the Maryland Pharmaceuti- 
cal Association in annual convention assem- 
dled, That it call upon the Office of Price 
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Stabilization, and all other governmental 
agencies concerned with the war-mobiliza- 
tion program, to take steps which wili assure 
that their orders and regulations affecting 
the production and distribution of drugs 
and allied products, be written in clear and 
concise language so that they may be readily 
understood by the dealers and distributors 
who must bear the burden of putting such 
orders and regulations into effective opera- 
tion; and be it further 

“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution 
be sent to each Member of the Maryland 
delegation in Congress.” 


REPORTS ON PERSONNEL AND FUNDS BY 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 


Pursuant to Senate Resolution 123, 
Eightieth Congress, first session, the fol- 
lowing reports were received by the Sec- 
retary of the Senate: 

Jury 1, 1951. 


REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 


To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gress, first session, submits the following re- 
port showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and 
its subcommittees for the period from Jan- 
voy J, 1951, to June 30, 1951, together with 
the funds available to and expended by it 
and its subcommittees: 


Rate of 
Total 
Name and profession annual |_ salary 
salary received 


ergs H. S chief SR ass $10, 846. 00 $5, 422. 98 


89 ee oe ee eae te 
Herman E. Downey, professional 
staff member 
Thomas J. Scott, assistant clerk 
Earl W. Cooper, professional staff 


10, 512. 73) 5, 256, 36 


10, 512. 73) 5, 256. 36 
9, 932. 07| 4, 966. 02 


T 9, 932, 07 4, 966. 02 
Harold x Merrick, professional 

staff member 9, 268. 45 4, 634. 22 
Francis 8. Hewitt, professional staff 


F Kirn 9, 208. 45] 4, 634. 22 


8, 770. 74) 4, 117.34 
From June 20, assistant clerk.. 260. 38 
Cecil C. McDaniel, professional 

staff member 
Adelbert F. Teague (to May 31), 
assistant clerk 


Lawrence H. Wendrich, profes- 


sional staff member 273. 03) 4, 136. 46 
set vad Farmer (June 1-18), assistant 
„„ See 521.88) 420. 09 
Mamie L. Mizen, assistant clerk...| 6, 326.94) 3, 163. 44 
William W. Woodruff (from June 
20), assistant clerk 8. 521. 88 200. 38 
Lois SS 4, 241. 29| 2, 120. 64 
ip orai 
WEES E OE ee AR 4, 415. 10| 2, 207. 52 
98 Bryan, clerical assistant . 4, 849. 61) 2. 424. 78 
Gloria S. Butland, clerical assistant. 3, 980. 50 1, 990. 26 


TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES 


Hal Lackey, counsell $10, 512, 73/$5, 256, 36 
Roy J. Bullock (to Mar. 12), sranta 9, 32. 07 1, 958, 81 
Gabriel R. Vogliotti, agent. 9, 268, 45 4, 634, 22 
Robert L, Fallow, agent.. 8, 853, 60) 4, 426. 80 
Daniel W. Sullivan, fiscal officer 8, 853. 69| 4, 426, 80 


gn meee ‘administrative 


agen’ nt 8, 024. 17 2,897. 61 
June D. Whitmore (from Mar. 19), 

clerical assistant ---| 3, 285. 36 
Winton H. King (from Mar. 19 to 


June 15), agent 6, 587. 65| 1, 592. 00 
Joseph F. McDonald, Jr (from 

June 16), agent 6, 587.65) 274. 48 
Milo Farmer (from June 19), agent. - 8, 853.69} 205.12 


KENNETH MCKELLAR, 
Chairman. 
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Jux 1, 1951. 

REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIC 8 
To the SECRETARY or THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursu- 
ant to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Con- 
gres- first session, submits the following re- 
port in addition to the statement showing 
the name, profession, and total salary of 
each person employed by it and its subcom- 
mittees for the period from January 1, 1951, 
to June 30, 1951, together with the funds 
available to and expended by it and its sub- 
committees: 


MISCELLANEOUS EXPENSES 


Unexpended balance of amount authorized 
by S. Res 129, June 26, 1047, as of Jan. 


Balance unexpended as of June 30, 1951. 


ist Cong.: 
Une ded balance of funds authorized 
by Reorganization Act and 8. Res. 126, 
185, and 203, Sist Cong., as of Jan. 1, 1951 


24. 151.49 
— 


2, 806. 70 


Amount expended, Jan. 1 to June 30, 1051. 880. 50 . 


1, 926, 20 


== 


Balance unexpended as of June 30, 1951. 
82d Ci 


ong.: 
Funds anthorized by Reorganization Act 
and 8. Res. 162, 82d Coi 


Balance unexpended as of June 30, 1951. 


Unexpended balance of funds authorized by 
1 Appropriation Act, 1951, as of 


72, 104. 84 
monnt expended, Jan, 1 to Juno 30, 1951... 1 37, 338. 43 
O naj 


Balance unexpended asof June 30, 1951. 34. 766. 41 
1 Includes $36,150.28 payroll of temporary employees. 


KENNETH MCKELLAR, 
Chairman. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 


By Mr. LANGER: 

S. 1862. A bill for the relief of Arab Ullah 
Mahamed (also known as Ambulla A. Ma- 
hamed), Muhibur Rahman Khan (also 
known as Muhiboy Rahman Khan), Abdul 
Latif, and Mohammed Shoflur Rohmon; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CASE: 

S. 1863. A bill to effect the entry into the 
United States of Yukio Niimura, a minor 
Japanese national; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. LEHMAN (for himself, Mr. 
Pastore, Mr. Nixon, and Mr. MUR- 
RAY): 

S. 1864. A bill to authorize payments by 

the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs on 


the purchase of automobiles or other con- 


veyances by certain disabled veterans who 
served during World War II, and persons who 
served in the military, naval, or air service 
of the United States on or after June 27, 
1950, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

By Mr. JENNER: 

S. 1965. A bill to repeal provisions of the 
Social Security Act which require State plans 
for old-age assistance, aid to dependent 
children, aid to the blind, and aid to the 
permanently and totally disabled, to re- 
strict the use or disclosure of information 
concerning applicants and recipients to pur- 
poses directly connected with the adminis- 
tration of such plans; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. BENTON: 

S. 1868. A bill for the relief of Kira Lis- 
sanevitch and her daughter, Xenia; and 

S. 1867. A bill for the relief of Margherita 
Gentile; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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By Mr. BYRD (for himself and Mr. 
ROBERTSON) (by request): 

S. 1868. A bill providing for an investiga- 
tion and study by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission of the adequacy and conven- 
tence of passenger carrier facilities and serv- 
ices and the reasonableness of fares in the 
metropolitan area of the District of Colum- 
bia, and for other purposes; to the Commit- 
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HUNT: 

S. 1869. A bill to provide retirement bene- 
fits for the Chief of the Dental Division of 
the Bureau of Medicine and Surgery, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado (by re- 


quest): 

S. 1870. A bill to adjust the rates of pay- 
ment for the transportation of mail by air 
carriers and to authorize subsidies for air 
transportation essential to national defense 
and development, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY: 

S 1871. A bill to amend section 1404 (a) 
of title 28 of the United States Code relating 
to change of venue in civil actions; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1872. A bill to decentralize and improve 
administration of the Civil Service Retire- 
ment Act; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service, 

(See the remarks of Mr. HumPH3EY when 
he introduced the last above-mentioned bill, 
which appear under a separate heading.) 


REVISION OF ADMINISTRATION OF FED- 
ERAL RETIREMENT PROGRAM 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
introduce for appropriate reference a bill 
to decentralize and improve administra- 
tion of the Civil Service Retirement Act, 
and I ask unanimous consent that a 
statement by me explaining the pur- 
poses of the bill be printed in the REC- 
ORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred, and, without objection, the 
statement will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 1872) to decentralize and 
improve administration of the Civil 
Service Retirement Act, introduced by 
Mr. HumpuHrey, was read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

The statement presented by Mr. Hum- 
PHREY is as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HUMPHREY 

The bill which I have introduced calls for 
a revision in the administration of our Fed- 
eral retirement program, It is based on the 
premise that field service employees of the 
Federal Government often cannot avail 
themselves of the retirement benefits to 
which they are entitled because the infor- 
mation available to them about the oper- 
ation of the retirement plan is inadequate. 
I fully appreciate that the Civil Service Com- 
mission is attempting to meet its respon- 
sibilities and sincerely believes that it is 
performing its function well. The evidence 
coming to my office, however, from Federal 
employees in the field challenges that belief. 
In my judgment, it is the Federal workers 
who know best whether the information 
provided them is satisfactory and helpful. 
The voice of the employees carries more 
weight with me, since it is they who expe- 
rience at first hand the operation of the 
system. It is they who feel the hardship 
of a long-delayed pension check and it is 
they who experience frustration in their 
attempt to obtain accurate official informa- 
tion about the retirement program and their 
rights under it. Many of our Federal Gov- 
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ernment workers in Minnesota inform me 
that the information provided them about 
retirement is broad, general, and frequently 
confusing. Their questions have been an- 
swered by form letters, blanks, and tech- 
nical pamphlets. They have not received 
specific answers to their specific questions 
and it is that specific information which 
is necessary for a Federal Government worker 
in the field if he is to know his rights and 
privileges. 

The bill calls for a decentralization of some 
of the functions of the Civil Seryice Commis- 
sion, I have always been a strong cham- 
pion of decentralization wherever it is con- 
sistent with sound program and proper ad- 
ministration. In this case the decentraliza- 
tion will, in fact, produce a much more 
sound and effective administrative program. 
The field-service employee of the Federal 
Government should have access to official 
up-to-date information about the retire- 
ment system as it affects him. The retire- 
ment fund ts in fact his fund comprised 
largely of the deductions from his salary. 

I therefore suggest for the cons‘deration 
of the Senate Post Office and Civil Service 
Committce a program which would call for 
the following: 

1. Decentralizing some of the functions 
of the Civil Service Commission in Wash- 
ington to the 14 regional offices located in 
principal cities throughout the Nation. 

2. Requiring the maintenance at the local 
employer staff level of those technical forms 
and retirement records of individual em- 
Ployees. By maintaining this official infor- 
mation at the employer staff level, all the 
information concerning the employee's in- 
dividual account would be readily available 
to him. 

3. Appointing full-time retirement officers 
to each of the 14 regional offices. These 
officers would be trained to disseminate in- 
formation about the retirement program and 
to conduct annual or separation interviews 
with each employee about his interest in 
the Federal retirement system. 

4. Purnishing each employee subject to the 
Federal Retirement Act with an annual 
statement of his individual account in the 
civil-service retirement and disability fund. 

5. Forwarding at the time of an employee's 
separation from Federal employment his rec- 
ord to the Civil Service Commission in Wash- 
ington. 

There is a definite need for spreading re- 
tirement information throughout the field 
service. Distribution of pamphlets is not a 
sufficient technique of providing that infor- 
mation. A regular, steady program of serv- 
ice as an essential part of our Federal Gov- 
ernment's personnel policy is called for. 


EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME OF IN- 
COME FROM DISCHARGE OF INDEB' - 
NESS—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. JENNER (for himself and Mr. 
Dirksen) submitted an amendment in- 
tended to be proposed by them, jointly, 
to the bill (H. R. 2416) relating to exclu- 
sion from gross income of income from 
discharge of indebtedness, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

Mr. LANGER submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
House bill 2416, supra, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. McCARTHY submitted amend- 
ments intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide revenue, 
and for other purposes, which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Finance and 
ordered to be printed. 
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Mr. YOUNG submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to House 
bill 4473, supra, which was referred to 
the Committee on Finance, and ordered 
to be printed. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Ap- 
pendix, as follows: 

By Mr. BENTON: 

Statement by the American Lithuanian 
community of Stamford, Conn., protesting 
against the reign of terror fostered by the 
Soviet Union in Lithuania. 

By Mr. KILGORE: 

Correspondence between Miss Katharine 
Lenroot and President Truman regarding 
Miss Lenroot’s retirement as Chief of the 
Children’s Bureau, and news and editorial 
tributes to Miss Lenroot, which will appear 
hereafter in the Appendix. 

By Mr. O'CONOR: 

Article dealing with inflation, written by 
Rodney Crowther, and published in the Bal- 
timore Sun. 

By Mr. McCARTHY: 

Article by John J. Cornwell, published in 
the Hampshire Review for June 6, 1951, re- 
garding comments by Drew Pearson about 
Mr. Cornwell. 

Editorial entitled “Marshall, Man of Mys- 
tery,” published in the Bristol Courier, Bris- 
tol, Pa., part 1, on July 5, 1951, part 2 on 
July 6, 1951, and part 3 on July 7, 1951. 

Article from the Janesville (Wis.) Gazette 
of July 11, 1951, regarding handouts to 
farmers. 

Article written by Shirley Stuart and pub- 
lished by the DA Syndicate relating to taxa- 
tion of household appliances. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I am 
not going to object. I should like to 
ask the distinguished majority leader 
whether it is contemplated that, when 
action on the proposed legislation which 
has been made the unfinished business, 
has been concluded, the Senate will pro- 
ceed today to consider Senate bill 630, 
Calendar No. 227, a bill to suspend un- 
til December 31, 1952, the application of 
certain Federal laws with respect to 
an attorney employed by the Senate 
Committee on Labor and Public Wel- 
fare? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes; that is cor- 
rect, if we can conclude action on the 
unfinished business today in time, which 
I hope we can. 

Mr. WHERRY. Is it the understand- 
ing that the two bills will be taken up 
today? 

Mr. McFARLAND. It is. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. O'CONOR]? 
The Chair hears none. 


SHIPMENT OF STRATEGIC AND RE- 
STRICTED MATERIALS TO COMMUNIST- 
CONTROLLED COUNTRIES 


Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, in a 
continued effort to obtain first-hand in- 
formation as to shipments to the Com- 
munists, the Subcommittee on Export 
Controls and Policies has had a staff 
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member in the Far East for the past 6 
wee :s. This representative, Mr. Ken- 
neth R. Hansen, has just reiirned to 
Washington bringing with him a vast 
stere of information, with regard to 
present trade conditions there. His evi- 
dence clearly shows that, except for ob- 
vious war materials such as rubber and 
petroleum, any diminution that has 
taken place in the fiow of strategic and 
restricted materials to the Communists, 
particularly the Red Chinese and North 
Koreans, has been relatively small and 
of little significance and that many of 
these shipments are still being made. 

The subcommittee sent Mr. Hansen 
to Hong Kong, Macao, Formosa, Japan, 
Korea, and the Philippines to gather a 
true and objective picture of this trade in 
critical materials, which has been the 
subject of many conflicting and fre- 
quently unsupported rumors and state- 
ments. 

In some respects the facts as devel- 
oped are even more disturbing and more 
distressing than the rumors which have 
been current in this country. Hong 
Kong has been generally pictured as the 
principal channel through which the 
Red Chinese and their allies have re- 
ceived great stores of needed war-poten- 
tial goods. These rumors have had sub- 
stantial foundation, particularly during 
1950, but the importance of Hong Kong 
in this trade has diminished somewhat 
during the past 6 months as successive 
steps of controls have been instituted. 

However, it must be noted that it was 
not until a whole year after the start 
of the Korean war, that is on June 25, 
1951—3 weeks ago—that the United 
Kingdom and the Hong Kong authori- 
ties instituted anything approaching 
adequate controls on exports through 
Hong Kong to Communist China. That 
was more than a month after the Gen- 
eral Assembly of the United Nations in 
its plenary session of May 18, 1951, called 
upon member states to issue prohibitions 
on exports to China and North Korea 
of war materials and other goods essen- 
tial to a war economy. 


The proposed controls by Great Brit- 
ain on Hong Kong trade with China 
were delayed for announcement until 
June 21, 1951. This was 5 weeks after 
the United States Senate unanimously 
called for the stoppage of strategic 
shipments to our enemies. When the 
controls action was made public it was 
provided that it would become effective 
4 days later, on June 25, 1951. During 
those 4 days materials estimated at from 
15,000 to 25,000 tons were shipped to 
China and Macao to escape the controls. 
Ironically enough, many of these items 
are now being returned from Macao to 
Hong Kong, indicating, however, that 
even the merchants themselves had 
some idea they would be declared 
strategic. 

A major fact developed by our recent 
investigation is that whereas export con- 
trols on shipments to Communist China 
have been instituted at various times 
and on many items up to the present, in 
many instances the types of materials 
embargoed to the Reds have not been 
those most needed by them in pursuit of 
their war effort. 
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We now find that the major portion of 
strategic materials which are prohib- 
ited for export to the eastern European 
Communist dominated areas are not re- 
quired by the Chinese Communists and, 
indeed, if they were to receive them, 
they would have no faciilties to use 
them, no engineering skill to place them 
in operation. But more important and 
more alarming is the fact that many of 
the nonstrategic“ materials have been 
most useful to the Chinese Communists 
for military purposes. It is regrettable 
to have to report now that our enemies 
are still being supplied with large stores 
of those much-needed materials. 

Items which have been embargoed to 
eastern Europe, such as precision metal 
working machinery, high alloy tool 
steels, and so forth, are of little use in 
China. Instead such items as mild steel 
channels and I-beams, wire rods, silicon 
steel sheets, black iron pipes—products 
considered in the United States as second 
grade or waste materials—are the most 
needed and useful items in the unde- 
veloped industries on the China Main- 
land. The Reds in China are still get- 
ting these supplies. 

I should perhaps recall to the Senate 
that our subcommittee had to press 
vigorously last fall to have silicon steel 
sheets placed on the list of critical ma- 
terials here. In China this is an im- 
portant item for the manufacture of oil 
drums, a most necessary item for trans- 
porting petroleum products. 

Other so-called nonstrategic mate- 
rials which are vital to the Chinese in- 
clude rubber shoes, and over a very 
short period of time early this year, 
Hong Kong shipments of such shoes to- 
taled from one and one-half to two mil- 
lion pairs. Asphalt, another item not 
on the strategic list, is going in large 
quantities to the Chinese who are using 
it_to build runways for jet aircraft. 

Even now there is endless controversy 

over what are and what are not war 
materials or goods essential to the Com- 
munist war economy. For example, the 
committee investigator last month ob- 
served substantial shipments of peni- 
cillin, streptomycin and other pharma- 
ceuticals crossing the border from Hong 
Kong to China and moving direct to 
China from Western European coun- 
tries. 
He was told by Hong Kong authorities 
that these shipments were unquestion- 
ably", destined for civilian use and 
therefore, should not be embargoed. 
However, that seems a rather fatuous 
assumption and the many missionaries 
and other refugees from China, who 
were interviewed by our representative, 
indicated that the Chinese population 
rarely if ever saw these medicines and 
the little that was seen was on the black 
market at prohibitive prices. Most of 
these drugs were purchased by Chinese 
Government purchasing agents for the 
top priority needs of the Communists 
which were, of course, military uses. 

Another significant fact we have now 
developed is that to avoid the controls 
being instituted in Eong Kong and in 
other Far East transshipment areas, and 
in anticipation of even further coi.trols, 
an increasing number of shipments of 
goods from Western Europe are skirting 
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established points of transshipment and 
are moving directly to the China main- 
land at great risk and additional expense 
by means of ships registered under 
almost all flags other than that of the 
United States. : 

During the time our investigator was 
in Hong Kong recently, 9 ships bypassed 
Hong Kong port facilities, in many cases 
after picking up a pilot in Hong Kong 
waters, and proceeded to the Chinese 
port of Whangpoa for reshipment to 
Canton. The obvious intent of such by- 
passing was to avoid any possible scru- 
tiny of their cargoes which might have 
been revealed to contain goods highly 
strategic to the Chinese Communists. 
Details of these shipments will be dis- 
closed later by our subcommittee. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. O’CONOR. I will appreciate it if 
the Senator will bear with me until I 
finish, at which time I shall be very 
happy to yield. 

Smuggling, an ancient Asian occupa- 
tion, has only been slightly hampered by 
new controls, and still constitutes a 
major security danger to the U. N. forces. 
This even has included smuggling of mili- 
tary stores on a fairly large scale from 
the Ryukyu Islands, presently under 
United States control. The geographic 
situation, the enormous profits, and the 
many facilities for this type of evasion of 
export controls in the Orient make this 
traffic of serious magnitude. Profits are 
so large that even seizure of vessels and 
enormous fines are not sufficient deter- 
rents. One cargo safely delivered will 
command enough profit to cover com- 
pletely the cost of a small coastal steam- 
er, not to mention that of the innumer- 
able motorized junks utilized in this ac- 
tivity. 

Another major channel of strategic 
shipments to the Communists which is 
still being used freely to our detriment 
is that of transit trade. As yet no co- 
operative or international means to 
check on transit shipments have been 
evolved which would lead to substantial 
control of this major loophole. South- 
eastern Asia and India are looming more 
important than ever as points of trans- 
shipment of strategic materials which 
pass in transit through Western Euro- 
pean controlled areas. As a symptom of 
this increasing importance it has been 
noted trat at the present time with the 
imposition of more rigorous controls in 
Hong Kong, a substantial exodus of Com- 
munist government undercover pur- 
chasing agents to southeastern Asian 
ports is taking place. It is fair to as- 
sume they are operating in their new 
areas for the benefit of their Communist 
masters. 

Our committee is studying this situa- 
tion carefully and is preparing detailed 
information concerning the influence of 
this situation on the effectiveness of our 
own export controls. Lapses in the in- 
telligent and rigorous carrying out of the 
strategic materials control program in 
respect to Communist China have al- 
ready made their contributions to the 
shedding of American blood in Korea, 

It appears possible now that a cease- 
fire may be achieved. I most sincerely 
trust that hostilities will cease under 
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proper safeguards. But it would be a 
grievous and perhaps fatal error for us to 
allow such a cease-fire to be interpreted 
to mean cease-vigilance. 

Our committee will do everything pos- 
sible to continue, as in the past, to expose 
examples of this foul trade and to in- 
sist that it be not permitted to continue. 

I am very happy to yield to the Sen- 
ator from Oregon at this time. 

Mr. MORSE. I should like to ask 
the Senator from Maryland two ques- 
tions. 

First, has his committee discovered to 
date any American business interests 
which may be carrying on, by way of 
various devices of subterfuge, trade with 
the Communists through shipments 
under the Panamanian flag? 

Mr. O'CONOR. I am very happy to 
undertake to answer that question, be- 
cause that has been one of the main 
things to which we have given attention. 
I may say to the able Senator that we 
have not found shipments going under 
the United States flag, but we have found 
numerous shipments, continuing up un- 
til this time, under the flags of other 
nations, including the Panamanian flag. 
While, of course, I hesitate to make a 
statement without giving the subject 
most careful attention, and putting the 
statement in writing, I can give assur- 
ance to the Senator that we are pursuing 
the study to determine whether or not 
American interests about which we have 
certain suspicions are behind these ship- 
ments, because many of them are going 
forward under the Panamanian flag, 
under which is registered a so-called 
anonymous society. We are very anx- 
ious to find out the composition and 
makeup of the anonymous society. 

Mr. MORSE. Can the Senator from 
Maryland tell the junior Senator from 
Oregon whether or not the committee’s 
investgiation has disclosed to date that 
some of the goods which are being 
shipped in the holds of foreign vessels, 
including Panamanian vessels or vessels 
sailing under Panamanian registry, are 
goods of American manufacture which 
in some way, and somehow, were pur- 
chased in the United States through var- 
ious commercial agencies which must 
necessarily be operating in some way, 
and somehow, in the United States to 
supply the shippers of these materials 
with American goods? 

Mr. O'CONOR. I may say to the Sen- 
ator from Oregon that that has been our 
suspicion also. We have received re- 
ports that in certain instances the goods, 
having originated here, at least in part, 
and having gone into a finished product 
elsewhere, have heen somewhat dis- 
guised so as to conceal the fact of Amer- 
ican origin. That is a matter which is 
receiving our attention at this time, and 
on which we intend to report fully to 
the Senate. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from 
Maryland knows that I have joined with 
him in times past on the floor of the 
Senate in deploring and deprecating the 
trade with our enemy in China, either 
by American business concerns or British 
business concerns, or the business con- 
cerns of any of the allied nations. We 
have the right to demand, on the ground 
of plain morality, a cessation of such 
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trade with the enemy by industries or 
countries which pretend to be friendly 
to the objectives of the Allies in the 
Korean war. 

My last question is this: Does the Sen- 
ator from Maryland agree with the 
junior Senator from Oregon that a 
cease-fire order in Korea, assuming that 
our prayers are answered and that such 
an order is finally negotiated, ought, 
however, to be entered into with a defi- 
nite understanding among the allies that 
the negotiation of a cease-fire order will 
not be justification for lifting the barri- 
cade of an embargo on war matériel to 
Communist China? 

Mr. O'CONOR. The Senator is en- 
tirely correct. There could be nothing 
more detrimental to the interests of the 
United States than to have such a thing 
happen as is warned against by the Sen- 
ator from Oregon, because if there is any 
let-up we can well assume that the Com- 
munists will receive huge quantities of 
strategic materials, which even now are 
going through, despite the announce- 
ment of controls. If there is any let- 
down or modification, or so-called 
liberalization of the control ‘program, I 
fear that we may find huge shipments 
going forward in the near future. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to associate my- 
self with the observations of the Senator 
from Maryland. I hope he will permit 
me half a minute to say that I believe 
that one of the things we had better 
make sure of in connection with the 
negotiation of a cease-fire order is that 
we do not agree, as a part of those nego- 
tiations, to lift any embargo on war 
matériel to Communist China, because 
if that is proposed and we capitulate and 
yield on that point, then I think the 
suspicions of some of us will be pretty 
well established. We need to be on 
guard against an attempt on the part 
of the Communist segment of the world 
to get the lapse of time necessary for the 
Communists to build up their supplies 
of war matériel so that at a later date 
they can more successfully carry on an 
offensive campaign in Korea than our 
reports as to their depleted stores indi- 
cate they are capable of doing at the 
present time. 

Mr. O’CONOR. I agree wholeheart- 
edly. Finally, if that happens, we may 
very well find that they will acquire 
huge stores, and then we may find them 
shooting back at American boys the very 
items which are sent over there. Unfor- 
tunately, that has happened in the past. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. O’CONOR, I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. Would the Senator 
from Maryland favor a United States 
blockade of the ports of China and thus 
stop the smuggling to which he has been 
re erring? 

Mr. O'CONOR. I may say to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Nebraska that 
there is certainly need for consideration 
of that question. I am not prepared to 
say, because it is really a military mat- 
ter, that that is the only solution. I have 
been hopeful that we could prevail upon 
our so-called allies to join us in a joint 
effort to stop the smuggling. Unfortu- 
nately, such action has not materialized. 
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Mr. WHERRY. In other words, if our 
allies could be prevailed upon to take 
guch action the Senator from Maryland 
would recommend that it be made one 
step in stopping the smuggling of stra- 
tegic materials into Red China? 

Mr. O'CONOR. Jt weud certainly be 
one way. 

THE NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL'S 
SYPASS OF THE KEM AMENDMENT A 
DIRECT AND INTENTIONAL MISINTER- 
PRETATION OF THE LAW 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Serator from Maryland 
has opened discussion of a subject which 
certainly should be of interest to the 
Senate. While it is true that we can talk 
about the placing of embargoes and tak- 
ing other measures to stop the merchants 
of death from sending their wares into 
Red China, to be used against American 
boys who are fighting to the death in 
Korea, there are some steps which Con- 
gress can take to make their burden 
lighter, by preventing war materials from 
finding their way into Red China. Such 
an effort starts at nome. 

If the Kem amendment were now being 
enforced by the administration, it is my 
opinion that a large measure of such 
traffic would be stopped. However, it 
has bogged down. It has bogged down 
because of the interpretation of the act. 
It has bogged down because of the Na- 
tional Security Council’s bypassing of 
the Kem amendment and its nullifying 
of the act. 

On June 14 the National Security 
Council issued determinations 1, 2, and 
3 implementing section 1302 of the Third 
Supplemental Appropriations Act of 
1951. This section is known as the Kem 
amendment, and its purpose is to pre- 
vent the export of arms, armament, and 
military matériel and commodities or 
materials going into such manufacture, 
by those countries receiving ECA funds 
or other economic or financial aid from 
the United States to Russia, any of her 
satellites, or Red China. 

Determination 1 is a blanket excep- 
tion for all countries and areas from 
compliance with section 1302 for a period 
of 90 days. Determinations 2 and 3 are 
also blanket exceptions, but specifically 
refer to Austria and Norway, and have 
no time limitation. 

If the Administrator of ECA or other 
foreign-aid administrators needed more 
time than 15 days to get the Secretary of 
Defense’s strategic list disseminated to 
the foreign countries and other techni- 
cal details clarified, it would have been 
within their right to appeal to the Con- 
gress for a time extension before putting 
the law into effect. 

However, there is no such implied au- 
thority in section 1302 granting power 
to extend the effective date of the law 
to the ECA Administrator or other 
foreign-aid administrators. Certainly 
there is no authority whatever to ex- 
tend the date of compliance or declare 
an interim period free from compliance, 
granted to the National Security Coun- 
cil, which has by its actions usurped the 
authority of the rightful administrators 
upon the strength of a subsidiary pro- 
viso. Furthermore, there is no author- 
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ity for anyone, whether ECA Adminis- 
trator or other administrators of foreign 
aid or the National Security Council, to 
make a blanket exception for all exports 
of all countries and areas for a period 
of 90 days, or for any period. 

I should like to ask the Senator from 
Maryland whether he agrees with me in 
the interpretation of the exceptions. 

Mr. O'CONOR. I believe there is a 
great deal of merit in what the Senator 
from Nebraska is saying. Of course, I 
have been definitely of the opinion that 
safeguards should be erected which 
could not be easily set aside. I believe 
that a proposal such as the Senator is 
now making is worthy of consideration, 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Maryland. One 
of the prime objectives of his committee 
now is to determine why a blanket ex- 
ception for a period of 90 days was made 
with reference to all countries to which 
the legislation applied, and why deter- 
minations 2 and 3 were made, providing 
no time limit nor any materials restric- 
tions so far as Norway and Austria were 
concerned. 

When we read determination 1 in 
relation to determinations 2 and 3 it is 
apparent at once that the National Secu- 
rity Council has taken upon itself an 
authority, which does not exist in the 
law, and has made blanket country-wide 
exceptions, rather than specific com- 
modity or materials exceptions, which 
was the intent of the proviso in the law. 

I was one of the conferees. It was 
never even mentioned by those who sub- 
mitted the so-called escape clause that 
it ought to apply to total exemptions 
of countries. It was stated that there 
were times when, in the interest of the 
national security of this country, excep- 
tions should be made as to specific ma- 
terials. Not once in the conference was 
it ever even intimated that the amend- 
ment would be so interpreted by the 
National Security Council as to exempt 
from the provisions of the act entire 
countries for a period of 90 days, and 
other countries for an indefinite psriod. 

At no time, in discussing the Kem 
amendment—or, for that matter the so- 
called Wherry amendment which was 
identical in wording and was passed by 
the Senate almost a year ago—has the 
Congress made any reference to blanket 
exceptions on a country-wide basis. 
The discussions and debate on both 
these amendments has centered around 
the quantities and kinds of strategic 
materials and commodities which have 
been flowing into Red Russia and her 
satellite nations, and in particular into 
Red China, against whom this country 
is waging a bloody and costly war. 

The Kem amendment as contained in 
section 1302 of Public Law 45, clearly 
identifies and states what is meant by 
arms, armament, and military matériel 
and all materials which may be used in 
such war potential. It makes the ECA 
Administrator responsible for its ad- 
ministration, on the basis of a list of 
strategic meterials to be furnished by 
the Secretary of Defense. 

The Secretary of Defense furnished 
the list to the ECA Administrator im- 
mediately following the signing of the 
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law. However, so faz as I know the ECA 
Administrator had mad? no findings and 
had taken no steps toward getting coun- 
try certifications, before the National 
Security Council jumped forward with 
its blanket 90-day suspension of the law 
without benefit of authority and with- 
out benefit of counsel with the Congress 
of the United States. 

The National Security Council has, if 
anything, only a third part to play in 
the administration of section 1302. The 
clause added to the Kem amendment, 
when it was in conference, giving the 
National Security Council authority to 
make exceptions to the provisions of 
section 1302 under certain conditions, 
was added at the insistence of the Ad- 
ministrator of ECA. I know that to be 
a fact. I do not know that the ECA 
Administrator asked that such author- 
ity be given to the National Security 
Council, which seems unlikely since ECA 
is not a member of the Security Coun- 
cil, but he came to me and to other 
members of the conference committee 
to explain the possible dangers that 
might lie in not permitting some exc2p- 
tions to the complete cut-off provisions 
of the Kem amendment. He stated, for 
example, that there were cases where a 
country receiving ECA aid would ship 
manufactured products or raw mate- 
rials to Russia or one of her satellites, 
and get to return much more important 
materials, such as uranium, Senators 
heard that argument made on the floor 
of the Senate. The Administrator 
mdintained that such instances should 
be considered in regard to the ultimate 
benefit to the United States and West- 
ern Europe. i 

Nowhere, I repeat, is there any record 
of a discussion of blanket exceptions by 
country to be made by either the ECA 
Administrator or by the National Secu- 
rity Council, in connection with the ac- 
ceptance of the exception clause to the 
Kem amendment in conference, 

The exception proviso reads as fol- 
lows: “Provided further, That excep- 
tions to these provisions,” meaning all 
of the provisions of section 1302, “may 
be made upon an official determination 
of the National Security Council that 
such exception is in the security inter- 
est of the United States.” 

This provision must be read in the 
light of the entire section, and when 
one does so, he is compelled by the lan- 
guage thereof to conclude that Congress 
intended exceptions to be made as to 
articles and commodities, but not as to 
countries or areas. 

The legislative history leading to the 
adoption of section 1302 shows, every 
step of the way, that Congress never in- 
tended exceptions to be made by coun- 
tries or that any interim period be 
granted excepting all the export trade 
of such countries in any way whatso- 
ever. By such action the National Se- 
curity Council has taken over, at least 
for the 90-day period, the complete ad- 
ministration of the section, and has 
prevented the responsible officials who 
are charged with administering it, from 
performing their duties. 
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The Kem amendment was offered in 
the Senate on May 9, by the senior Sen- 
ator from Missouri [Mr. Kem], for him- 
self and the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Byrp], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
Marone], and myself. The purpose of 
the amendment was to replace the pro- 
visions of the so-called Cannon amend- 
ment, which was a watered-down version 
of the earlier Wherry amendment, in- 

.cluded as section 1304 of the supple- 
mental appropriation bill enacted on 
September 27, 1950. The Cannon 
amendment was not mandatory, and 
left discretion in the National Security 
Council to determine when export trade 
by ECA countries or other countries re- 
ceiving economic aid, was inimical to 
the national security. 

In the months intervening between the 
passage of the Cannon amendment and 
the introduction of the Kem amendment, 
action by the National Security Council 
was negligible. We might simply say 
that the Council did not take any action, 
because it was based wholly on a permis- 
sive statute. Investigations by Senate 
committees or subcommittees, notably 
those by the senior Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. O'Conor], as well as informa- 
tion recorded by the Department of 
Commerce as to international trade. and 
reports in the press, all indicated that 
traffic in strategic materials between 
Western Europe and Red Russia, her 
satellites and Red China was continuing 
at an alarming rate. According to the 
report this morning, it is still continuing 
at an alarming rate, and yet the Admin- 
istrator of ECA does nothing about it. 
Britain’s trade with Red China became 
a particular point of tension. 

Thus, when the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. Kem] brought up his amendment 
before the Senate on May 10, 1951, it was 
unanimously adopted. Not one vote was 
cast against the Kem amendment in the 
Senate when it was adopted this year. 
The colloquy which occurred at that 
time on the floor of the Senate demon- 
strates how strongly individual Members 
of the Senate felt on the subject, even 
to the extent of suggesting that the Kem 
amendment did not go far enough, and 
should include all foreign aid—military 
and economic. I refer to colloquy be- 
tween the Senator from Missouri IMr. 
Kem), the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
Haypen], and myself, appearing in the 
Record of May 10, 1951. 

It was between this date and the com- 
pletion of the conference on the third 
supplemental appropriation bill that ef- 
forts were made by administration rep- 
resentatives to lighten the blow of the 
Kem amendment—to the extent, as rep- 
resented to the conference, of permitting 
certain exceptions to the complete cut- 
off, on the basis of serving the interest 
of national security. 

By this was meant, as I have said be- 
fore, individual material or commodity 
exceptions, such as permitting oil to be 
shipped from Austria to Russia, for 
which in return Austria received stra- 
tegic materials necessary to the main- 
tenance of its economy. That was one 
of the examples the Administrator of 
ECA gave me in my own office when he 
pleaded with me to vote to put the escape 
clause as to commedities, not countries, 
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into the amendment. Members of the 
conference committee thought they were 
being very reasonable in permitting such 
individual exceptions, which would have 
to be justified and reported to the Con- 
gress, as is required by the Kem amend- 
ment. 

Further evidence of this understand- 
ing is given in a statement which was in- 
serted in the Recorp by the junior Sen- 
ator from Nebraska, when the conference 
report was agreed to by the Senate. This 
statement contained an analysis of the 
Kem amendment, prepared by the legis- 
lative council. On the point of the ex- 
ception proviso, the analysis reads as 
follows—and I now refer to an excerpt 
from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of May 
21, 1951: 

The last two provisions would authorize 
the National Security Council to make ex- 
ceptions from the provisions of the amend- 
ment where, in its opinion, to do so would 
be in the security interest of the United 
States. In such case, a country can continue 
to receive aid from the United States even 
though it exports the item with respect to 
which exception is made to Russia or one of 
her satellites and cannot, therefore, make 
the certification required by this amendment 
with respect to that item. 


That is very simple. If one of these 
commodities is of such importance to 
the national security of the United States 
that we even have to trade with Russia 
herself in order to obtain it, very well, we 
shall do that, in the case of that par- 
ticular item. However, that does not 
mean that we shall make a blanket ex- 
ception for all commodities for 90 days 
in the case of that country or in the case 
of all exports. 

I am explaining what actually hap- 
pened in the Senate. It is further stated 
in the analysis which was prepared by 
the legislative counsel: 

Immediate reports of all such exceptions 
made by the National Security Council must 
be made to the Appropriations and Armed 
Services Committees of both Houses, and to 
the Foreign Relations and Foreign Affairs 
Committees of the Senate and the House, re- 
spectively, setting forth the reasons for such 
exceptions and an analysis of the particular 
country’s trade with the Soviet bloc. 


That is the requirement. ii is clear 
that exceptions may be made as to com- 
modities, and that in the interest of the 
United States the exceptions are to be 
reported to the Congress and, therefore, 
to the American people. 

The analysis refers to an item of ex- 
ception, and the fact that the country 
involved cannot make certification as re- 
quired by the amendment with respect 
to that item. 

The analysis also emphasizes the fact 
that the ECA Administrator is the prime 
administrator of the amendment; that 
he is responsible for administering the 
conditions under which ECA countries 
and other countries receiving economic 
aid from this country shall comply with 
the law—in accordance with the list of 
strategic materials furnished by the 
Secretary of Defense. 

It is the opinion of the junior Senator 
from Nebraska that the National Secu- 
rity Council would not be in a position 
to make any finding or determination 
as to an exception until and if the ECA 
Administrator had established the terms 
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and conditions to participating coun- 
tries and had received certifications from 
those countries or had received requests 
for exceptions, or unless the ECA Ad- 
ministrator had of his own knowledge, 
and with substantiating evidence, sub- 
mitted a request for a specific commod- 
ity or materials exception. 

The National Security Council by its 
very make-up would not have at hand 
information on the basis of which to 
make any such determination without 
the cooperation of the ECA Adminis- 
trator or other administrators of foreign 
economic and financial aid. The Coun- 
cil is composed of the President, the Vice 
President, the Secretary of State, and, 
when there is one, the Chairman of the 
National Security Resources Board. 
This group would, in my opinion, be 
powerless to act without having definite 
information and advice from the ECA 
Administrator. Therefore, the ECA Ad- 
ministrator’s position of responsibility 
continues to be primary in these deter- 
minations, and in any other actions 
under section 1302. 

So far as I have been able to find out— 
and I made a diligent search—the ECA 
Administrator, Mr. William C. Foster, 
did not participate personally in the 
determinations made by the National 
Security Council. He has told me. that 
he was out of the country when the 
determinations were made. At the same 
time he has told me that it was impos- 
sible for him to put the machinery under 
the Kem amendment into effect within 
the 15 days specified by the law. Yet 
no official request was made by the Na- 
tional Security Council or by the ECA 
Director to extend the period of 
time, if the period of time specified was 
not sufficient. 

It might be agreed that more time 
than 15 days was needed, except for the 
fact that the ECA has had since Sep- 
tember 1950 to put into effect machinery 
with which to administer the weaker 
provisions of the earlier Cannon amend- 
ment; and the ECA law has contained 
rc uirements that the Administrator of 
ECA shall cut off aid to any country ex- 
porting materials which are at the same 
time denied export from the United 
States, ever since the passage of the 
original ECA legislation in 1948. The 
Administrator has had that permissive 
power. But the report made this morn- 
ing by the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
O’Conor], chairman of the committee, 
is that, up to the last minute, the for- 
eign aid recipient countries continue to 
pour these exports into the hands of 
Red China; that is, the exports finally 
get into the hands of Red China. 

Therefore, my answer to the EQA's 
contention that more time should be 
allowed under the law to enable them 
to perfect the necessary procedures, is 
that the Congress was interested in get- 
ting action, not an argument; and, as 
the law stands, the Administrator was 
required to cut off funds to those coun- 
tries which he knew, or believed, to be 
in violation, or to a country that had 
been receiving aid if it failed to make 
certification by June 15, 1951. The Ad- 
ministrator had no alternative but to 
take mandatory action under the law 
and to worry about exceptions later. 
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We have done enough dilly-dallying with 
what is the affirmed intent of Congress 
and the expressed will of the American 
people. The Senate of the United States 
adopted the Kem amendment without 
a dissenting vote, and the Senate cer- 
tainly speaks for the American people. 

The President’s announcement at the 
time he signed the legislation that he 
was going to take full advantage of the 
exception proviso to thwart the purposes 
of the Kem amendment, and the sub- 
sequent actions by the National Security 
Council to accomplish his edict, are, in 
the opinion of the junior Senator from 
Nebraska, a willful and premeditated 
nullification of the law, and the consti- 
tutional responsibilities of the President 
to administer the laws which are passed 
by Congress. 

It is clear that when the Congress 
passed Public Law 45, it was not in sym- 
pathy with the continuation of the ex- 
port trade which was the subject of the 
Jaw, and the failure of the National Se- 
curity Council to act under the previ- 
ously enacted Cannon amendment. 
Congress thus wrote into the new law 
a mandatory provision, granting only 
the power of exception to the National 
Security Council; and the extent of that 
power was clearly limited in the lan- 
guage of section 1302 and in the debates 
and discussions on the floor of the Sen- 
ate referred to heretofore. The action 
of the National Security Council in mak- 
ing its determinations 1, 2, and 3 has 
absolutely forestalled the responsible 
administrators from performing the 
functions imposed upon them by the 
Congress. 

The courts have repeatedly held that, 
in the construction of statutes, the first 
consideration should be the carrying out 
of the intention of Congress. It is only 
where language has been used in legisla- 
tive acts which is so clear and unequivo- 
cal as to permit of no interpretation, that 
the intention of Congress as expressed in 
the legislative history of the law would 
have no bearing. In volume 50, Ameri- 
can Jurisprudence, page 223, it is stated: 

In the interpretation of statutes the legis- 
lative will is the all-important controlling 
factor. Indeed, it is frequently stated in 
effect that the intention of the legislature 
constitutes the law. The legislative intent 
has been designated the vital part, heart, 
soul, and essence of the law, and the guiding 
star in the interpretation thereof. Accord- 
ingly the primary rule of construction of 
statutes is to ascertain the declared inten- 
tion of the legislature and carry such inten- 
tion into effect to the fullest degree. A con- 
struction adopted should not be such as to 


nullify, destroy, and defeat the intention of 
the legislature. 


There have been famous cases where 
Supreme Court decisions have upheld 
this rule. It is a principle so well estab- 
lished that it is difficult to see how the 
National Security Council could have 
arrived at its interpretation of the stat- 
ute—unless its intention or its instruc- 
tion was to wilfully “nullify, destroy, and 
defeat the intention of the legislature.” 

Certainly if one reads section 1302 as 
a whole, and particularly that part of 
the section with reference to reports to 
committees of the Congress as to excep- 
tions made—which reports are to con- 
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tain an analysis of the trade with the 
Soviet bloc of countries for which an ex- 
ception is made—one is forced to the 
conclusion that the Congress intended 
that the exceptions were to apply to ar- 
ticles and commodities otherwise banned 
from shipment to the prohibited coun- 
tries, unless the National Security Coun- 
cil made an exception to an article or 
commodity. If all the debate, discus- 
sions, and statements made in the Con- 
gress clearly giving the intent of the law 
were ignored, there would still stand the 
unequivocal wording of the proviso of 
section 1302. 

In direct contravention of the lan- 
guage of the law, the canons of statutory 
construction, and the legislative history, 
the National Security Council has issued: 

First. Determination No. 1, which 
gives a 90-day blanket exception to all 
countries and areas receiving ECA aid or 
any economic or financial aid, from com- 
pliance under the terms of the amend- 
ment. Such exception means exception 


from export controls on arms, arma- ' 


ment, and military matériel, or articles 
or commodities which the Secretary of 
Defense shall have certified to the Ad- 
ministrator of Economic Cooperation 
may be used in the manufacture of arms, 
armament, or military matériel. 

That is determination No. 1, and under 
that blanket 90-day exception, strategic 
materials are, as very forcefully depicted 
this morning by the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Maryland in his observations, 
ultimately flowing into Red China. For 
90 days the gates are wide open with 
respect to all countries and territories, 
and with respect to all commodities. 
Furthermore, the National Security 
Council says that when the 90-day 
period is ended, it will then make fur- 
ther exceptions, by country and area, 
without reference to the commodities 
or materials. 

Second. Determinations Nos. 2 and 3 
are specific evidence of what the Na- 
tional Security Council means by giving 
blanket exceptions to countries or areas. 
Under determinations 2 and 3, Austria 
and Norway may ship anything they de- 
sire to Russia, her satellites, or Red 
China, for any period of time, at the 
discretion of the National Security 
Council, 

Austria and Norway, and any other 
country-wide exceptions are wide-open 
gates for the transportation of any and 
all materials, including arms, armament 
and military matériel, as well as all 
other materials through to the Soviet 
bloc. 

When the National Security Council 
wrote determinations 2 and 3, and also 
determination 1—“the 90-day general 
suspension”—it made no qualifications, 
but said: 

The National Security Council determines 
that it would be to the security interest of 
the United States to make an exception from 
section 1302. 


An exception from the provisions of 
section 1302 means, in just so many 
words, an exception from the prohibi- 
tion against shipping arms, armament, 
and military matériel and materials 
which go into their manufacture, to 
Russia, her satellites, and to Red China. 
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Mr. President, you have only to read 
the law to know that the exception 
clause refers to individual materials or 
commodities, which might be excepted 
from the prohibition under proved con- 
ditions, You have only to read the de- 
terminations written by the National 
Security Council to see that the coun- 
cil has taken upon itself complete ad- 
ministration of the Kem amendment 
and has given a blanket exception, for 
all materials and commodities—includ- 
ing arms, armament, and military ma- 
tériel, and all materials that could be 
used in such manufacture—to all coun- 
tries for 90 days and to Austria and 
Norway for an unlimited period of time. 

That, Mr. President, is the interpreta- 
tion which the National Security Coun- 
cil has placed upon the law, by its mis- 
guided and unauthorized action. 

The only interpretation of the Kem 
amendment which can be justified is, 
first, that it is mandatory; second, that 
it is to be administered in accordance 
with all of its terms by the Administrator 
for Economic Cooperation and other 
Government officials charged with the 
responsibility for administering econom- 
ic and financial aid to foreign countries; 
and, third, that the National Security 
Council is restricted to making excep- 
tions only as to an article or commodity 
which may continue to be shipped to the 
prohibited countries without the recipi- 
ent-aid country losing its right to receive 
economic or financial assistance. 

By the 17th of June 1951—15 days 
after the enactment of the law—the ECA 
Administrator should have taken action 
to require that all countries receiving 
ECA aid must comply with the wording 
of the Kem amendment, the strategic 
materials list of the Secretary of De- 
fense having been made available to him 
before that date, and make certifica- 
tion as to their compliance. 

If that had been done, it is my judg- 
ment that we would not have received 
the report of the Senator from Mary- 
land today. His report would not have 
been necessary. 

There is no discretion permitted to the 
Economic Cooperation Administrator 
or any other administrator, as to their 
responsibility for administering the re- 
quirements of section 1302. It specifi- 
cally states that after the fifteenth day 
following the enactment of the act— 
which was June 2—no country shall 
be eligible for economic or financial aid 
unless within 30 days prior to the date 
on which such assistance is to be pro- 
vided, such country shall have certified 
to the United States that it has not, sub- 
sequent to the fifteenth day after the 
enactment of the act, exported or know- 
ingly permitted the exportation of arms, 
armament, or military matériel or ar- 
ticles or commodities which are subject 
to the foregoing provisions of the sec- 
tion. 

That is just as plain as any language 
can be written, and any schoolboy can 
understand its terms. 

Therefore, it was incumbent upon the 
Administrator of ECA and any other 
administrators of foreign economic or 
financial aid to cut off all aid to such 
countries who were then receiving aid 
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on the 17th day of June if these 
administrators knew or had reason to 
believe that any of those countries were 
at that time exporting any of the articles 
or commodities on the Secretary of De- 
fense’s list—unless on that date a certi- 
fication from the country was forth- 
coming. 

If there had been any inclination on 
the part of the ECA Administrator to 
carry out the mandate of Congress, he 
would have been obliged to have discon- 
tinued aid to all countries then receiving 
aid, as of June 17, if on that date the 
recipient country had not made certi- 
fication of compliance with section 1302. 

Bear in mind, Mr. President, there is 
no compulsion upon the ECA countries 
or other countries receiving economic or 
financial assistance from the United 
States to comply with the requirements 
of section 1302, the Kem amendment. 
They are perfectly free to refuse to com- 
ply. The compulsion is upon the ECA 
Administrator and other administrators 
of foreign economic or financial assist- 
ance to administer the law and to cut off 
such funds if compliance is not forth- 
coming within the deadlines set by the 
law. 

Mr. President, there has been com- 
plete circumvention of the law by the 
executive branch. To serve what pur- 
pose, it is difficult to understand. 

In the case of the Administrator for 
Economic Cooperation it is even more 
difficult to understand his willingness to 
permit such a bypass and forestalling 
“of his responsibilities under the law. He 
is the head of an independent agency 
of Government, and as such is responsi- 
ble for its administration only to the 
Congress, from which the agency derives 
its direction and its existence. 

It can only be assumed, Mr. President, 
that the ECA Administrator has been 
persuaded that the interpretation by the 
National Security Council of which he is 
not a member, is an accurate one. There 
seems no other explanation consistent 
with what I know to be his fine and sin- 
cere character that could make him 
abdicate his responsibilities under the 
law of the land. 

Mr. President, the junior Senator 
from Nebraska feels confident that if 
and when the American people wake up 
to the import of this subversive action by 
the National Security Council, which is 
a closed corporation of administration 
thinking, they will rise up in vigorous 
protest. 

Let us note again the membership of 
the National Security Council: The 
President, the Vice President, the Secre- 
tary of State, the Secretary of Defense, 
and the Chairman of the National Secu- 
rity Resources Board. 

One cannot help but wonder how 
many of those members knew or under- 
stood the action being taken in their 
name when determinations 1, 2, and 3 
were issued. I wonder who sat in on 
those counsels, if there were any, that 
led to the issuance of those determi- 
nations. 

Mr. President, it is a sad commentary 
upon the present administration of our 
Government and upon the effectiveness 
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of this Congress that we must read such 
articles regarding the laws we pass, as 
appeared ir the New York Times of 
June 19, regarding the Kem amendment. 

The article is written by Mr. Arthur 
Krock, who calls the Kem amendment 
“the law with the built-in loophole,” 
and suggests that the Congress should 
be sure to legislate all of the stretch out 
of legislation before turning it over to 
the present administration. 

The implication is plain that morality 
in Government has fallen to new depths; 
that we must legislate by spelling out 
every nook and cranny in kindergarten 
language in order to assure that the ex- 
ecutive branch will not ignore the intent 
of Congress and twist the wording of 
legislation to its own purpose. 

Mr. President, I dislike the implica- 
tion, and I dislike the suggestion that 
ne must legislate the stretch out of the 

W. 

In my opinion, it would be impossible 
to legislate enough streteh out to pre- 
vent willful, subversive evasion of the 
law, which is so strongly evidenced by 
the action of the administration and 
the National Security Council in the 
case of the Kem amendment. 

Seemingly no recourse is left to the 
Congress but to use its one and final 
prerogative of the purse in order to whip 
in line those executives of Government 
who consider themselves above the will 
of the Congress and above the will of 
the people. 

The junior Senator from Nebraska 
gives warning right now, Mr. President, 
that he will do all in his power to with- 
hold all foreign economic aid—and that 
goes for military assistance as well, un- 
ti! the executive branch makes up its 
mind that administration of law is its 
duty, not its choice. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I shall be very glad 
to yield. 

Mr. KEM. I desire to say, first, that 
I think the Senator from Nebraska has 
performed a fine public service in bring- 
ing to the attention of the Senate and 
of the people this very intelligent and 
incisive discussion of an important sub- 
ject. 

I should like to ask the Senator if 
he did not regard the adoption of the 
amendment to which he has referred 
as indicating an intention of the Con- 
gress of the United States not to per- 
mit goods of strategic war value to be 
given by the United States to the na- 
tions of Western Europe and, in turn, 
have the same items of strategic war ma- 
terials sold by those couniries to Rus- 
sia and to her satellites, including Com- 
munist China. 

Mr. WHERRY. My answer, of course, 
is “Yes.” The distinguished Senator 
from Missouri will recall the colloquy 
on the floor at the time the amendment 
was agreed to. After it had been agreed 
to I rose and stated that I hoped that 
the Senate this time would consider it 
an instruction to the members of the 
conference committee that they should 
not in any way weaken the Kem amend- 
ment, but that it should remain man- 
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datory and that its entire provisions 
should be carried out. 

At that time the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN] rose 
and said he wondered if the Senate had 
gone far enough. I think the Senator 
from Missouri remembers that. 

Mr. KEM. Yes, sir. 

Mr. WHERRY. So there was no mis- 
understanding. Each and every Sen- 
ator felt he was voting for an amend- 
ment that would be carried out. 

Mr. KEM. Does not the Senator be- 
lieve that it is significant that it was 
only after the Congress of the United 
States had indicated its intention in 
this respect that suggestions of a par- 
ley for peace in Korea followed? 

Mr. WHERRY. I think it is very sig- 
nificant. But I should like to say to the 
Senator from Missouri that, regardless 
of the truce, the interpretation of the 
act still permits the flow of strategic 
materials up to this very moment, which 
I say is in direct contradiction to the 
intention and will of the Congress in 
agreeing to the Kem amendment. 

Mr. KEM. I think that is quite true. 
Materials have not been shut off, but 
there is a definite unmistakable indica- 
tion of the intention of Congress to shut 
them off. 

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct. 

Mr. KEM. I should like to ask the 
Senator who was a member of the con- 
ference which dealt with this legislation, 
whether there was any suggestion in the 
deliberations of the conferees that the 
exception which was placed in the law 
in conference could have the sweeping 
effect which has been given to it by the 
National Security Council. 

Mr. WHERRY. If the Senator will 
permit, that is exactly the burden of my 
entire speech today. I was one of the 
authors of the original amendment, and 
I was accused in the press of being naive 
enough to expect that when we per- 
mitted the escape clause to be incorpo- 
rated in the amendment, the Adminis- 
tration would not interpret it as it saw 
fit. The head of the ECA came to my 
office and said, “This clause is in the 
act for only one purpose, and that is if 
we need a material in the interest of our 
security, we want to be in a position to 
make an exception so that we can trade 
with the country which has that ma- 
terial, even though it be Russia herself. 
One of the commodities he mentioned 
was uranium. So it was on his plea that 
there might be exceptions made for spe- 
cific articles that the clause was in- 
serted. This was after the legislation 
had been passed by the Senate, but dur- 
ing the time the conferees were consid- 
ering it. I said, “Is that the purpose of 
the exception clause?” The head of 
ECA said, “Yes.” I am satisfied he had 
no intention at the time—if he did he 
certainly did not give any further rea- 
sons—of exempting on a blanket basis 
all countries for 90 days and some coun- 
tries indefinitely. 

Mr. KEM. There was no suggestion 
in the deliberations in the conference 
that the word “exception” was being 
used in other than in its ordinary mean- 
ing? Is that correct? 

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct. 
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Mr. KEM. Is not the ordinary mean- 
ing of exception that it is a part of an 
entirety? 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. 

Mr. KEM. And it was understood, 
was it not, that this amendment put in- 
to the law so that specific, definite com- 
modities or countries could be dealt with 
by the National Security Council, was 
it not? 

Mr. WHERRY. That is true. 

Mr. KEM. And the whole discussion 
proceeded on that theory? 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. 

Mr. KEM. And there was never any 
indication at all that the interpretation 
which has been made would be at- 
tempted? 

Mr. WHERRY. Not in the confer- 
ence, or on the Senate floor, that I know 
of. 
Mr. KEM. I should like to ask the 
able Senator from Nebraska one more 
question. Does he feel that if the Na- 
tional Security Council has the right to 
nullify and set aside the law for 90 days, 
at the expiration of those 90 days it can 
nullify it and set it aside again? 

Mr. WHERRY. I am afraid that is 
what might happen. That is one of the 
points I have made. I can see no more 
reason why they can justify the position 
taken for exception to be made for the 
first 90 days than for any other period 
of 90 days during the life of the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. KEM. The administration is tell- 
ing the Congress what kind of a law it 
should enact; and then, if the Congress 
does not enact such a law it proceeds 
to setit aside. Does not that seem to be 
the program? 

Mr. WHERRY. That is my interpre- 
tation, yes. 

Mr. KEM. Is not that a very danger- 
ous precedent in times like these? 

Mr. WHERRY. It is not only a dan- 
gerous precedent, but it is a complete 
bypassing of the Congress and the peo- 
ple. The Congress speaks for the people, 
and so long as the Congress speaks for 
the people an executive agency created 
by us should enforce the provisions of the 
law as the Congress interprets them 
and as its legislative history clearly de- 
lineates its meaning. In this case there 
is not one sentence I can find, not a 
phrase or a paragraph or anything that 
is readable, that is in support of the po- 
sition taken by the National Security 
Council in making blanket exceptions 
to countries for a period of 90 days, or 
for individual countries for unlimited pe- 
riods of time. 

Mr. KEM. The Senator has seen the 
great flood of propaganda which has 
emanated from various Government of- 
fices in regard to this amendment, has 
he not? 

Mr. WHERRY. Les. 

Mr. KEM. Has the Senator seen any- 
where any answer to the simple proposi- 
tion that is well understood by the Amer- 
ican people, that we should not continue 
to give to the beneficiaries of the Mar- 
shall plan or any other foreign aid, stra- 
tegic items of war materials and have 
those beneficiaries in turn sell them to 
our enemies? 
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Mr. WHERRY. No, I have not. Fur- 
thermore, it seems to me that it is out- 
rageous to permit the ECA countries to 
export into the satellite countries the 
very materials we refuse to permit Amer- 
icans to export. It seems to me it is all 
wrong. 

Mr. KEM. Has the Senator seen any- 
where that any of the propagandists or 
press agents have addressed themselves 
to that proposition? 

Mr. WHERRY. No. It is a very sim- 
ple thing, and until they address them- 
selves to that proposition, we are going 
to have such reports as we received to- 
day, through the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. O’Conor] calling attention to 
the fact that while we are pouring mate- 
rials and other economic assistance into 
ECA countries, they continue to produce 
for export or reexport the goods we 
send them, to Red China and other 
countries in the Red orbit. Yet, in the 
face of this we have an administration 
which is not attempting to enforce an 
act that would cut off ECA dollars and 
other financial aid to any country which 
continued to ship war potential mate- 
rials to our enemies. 


EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME OF 
INCOME FROM DISCHARGE OF IN- 
DEBTEDNESS 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill (H. R. 2416) relating to ex- 

clusion from gross income of income 
from discharge of indebtedness. 

Mr. WHERRY. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the 
Senator from Nebraska withhold his 
suggestion so the Chair may lay before 
the Senate a communication from the 
President of the United States? 

Mr. WHERRY. I withhold my sug- 
gestion, 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
does the message from the President 
deal with the unfinished business? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Yes, it deals 
with the pending bill. 

Mr. McFARLAND. If the Vice Pres- 
ident does not object, I suggest that the 
message be read after the quorum call. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Very well. 
The Secretary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 


the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Anderson Hill Mo 
Bennett Hoey Moody 
Benton Holland Morse 
Bricker Humphrey Mundt 
Butler, Md. Hunt Murray 
Butler, Nebr. Ives Neely 
Byrd Jenner Nixon 
Cain Johnson, Colo, O'Conor 
Capehart Johnson, Tex. ney 
Carlson Johnston, S. C. Pastore 
Case Kefauver Robertson 
Chavez Kem Russell 
Clements Kerr Sal 

Cordon Schoeppel 
Dirksen Knowland Smith, Maine 
Douglas Langer Smith, N. C. 
Duff Lehman Stennis 
Dworshak Magnuson Taft 
Ecton Malone Thye 
Ferguson Martin Underwood 
Flanders Maybank Watkins 
Frear McCarthy Welker 
Fulbright McClellan Wherry 
Hayden McFarland Witliams 
Heni McKellar Young 
Hennings Millikin 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from Texas [Mr. Con- 
NALLY] and the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. GEORGE] are absent by leave of 
the Senate. 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr, 
EASTLAND] and the Senator from Florida 
{Mr. SMATHERS] are absent because of 
illness. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER| and the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr, McCarran] are absent by leave of 
the Senate on official business. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. Green], the Senator from Connecti- 
cut [Mr. McManon], and the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are ab- 
sent by leave of the Senate on official 
business of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
LonG] is absent on official business. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] 
is absent because of illness in his family. 

The Senators from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Brincrs and Mr. TOBEY] are nec- 
essarily absent. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW- 
STER], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HIcKENLOOPER], the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. Lopce], the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. Smita], and the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] 
are absent by leave of the Senate on ofi- 
cial business of the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. 2 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Ux- 
DERWOOD in the chair), A quorum is 
present. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
notice from Cenate Report No. 539 that 
the Finance Committee has reduced the 
additional amount of aid to be provided 
by the Federal Government to the aged, 
the blind, and the disabled, from $5 to $3 
a month, and has reduced the amount of 
aid to dependent children from $3 to $2 
a month, 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp at this point our 
amendment as it was originally adopted 
on June 21 by the Senate and thereafter 
referred to the Committee on Finance, 
showing in italics the changes made by 
the Committee on Finance in the amend- 
ment which I had offered in behalf of 
myself and 22 other Senators. 

There being no objection, a copy of 
the amendment as adopted by the Sen- 
ate with the subsequent changes made 
by the Finance Committee was ordered 
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 
AMENDMENT TO H. R. 2416 PROPOSED BY MR. 

MCFARLAND FOR HIMSELF AND MESSRS, CHA- 

VEZ, CONNALLY, HILL, JOHNSON OF COLO- 

RADO, JOHNSON OF TEXAS, JOHNSTON OF 

SOUTH CAROLINA, KILGORE, LANGER, LONG, 

MAGNUSON, MORSE, RUSSELL, STENNIS, EAST- 

LAND, HOLLAND, KERR, YOUNG, HUMPAREY, 

O'MAHONEY, ANDERSON, ECTON, AND BUTLER 

OF NEBRASKA 

Sec. 3. (a) Section 3 (a) of the Social Se- 


curity Act, as amended, is amended to read 
as follows: 

“Sec. 3. (a) From the sums appropriated 
therefor, the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
pay to each State which has an approved 
plan for old-age assistance, for each quarter, 
beginning with the quarter commencing Oc- 


1951 


tober 1, 1951, (1) in the case of any State 
other than Puerto Rico and the Virgin Is- 
lands, an amount, which shall be used ex- 
clusively as old-age assistance, equal to the 
sum of the following proportions of the total 
amounts expended during such quarter as 
old-age assistance under the State plan, not 
counting so much of such expenditure with 
respect to any individual for any month as 
exceeds [$55] $53— 

“(A) [four-fifths] three-fourths of such 
expenditures, not counting so much of any 
expenditure with respect to any month as 
exceeds the product of [$25] $26 multiplied 
by the total number of such individuals who 
received old-age assistance for such month; 
plus 

“(B) one-half of the amount by which 
such expenditures exceed the maximum 
which may be counted under clause (A); 


and (2) in the case of Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands, an amount, which shall be 
used exclusively as old-age assistance, equal 
to one-half of the total of the sums ex- 
pended during such quarter as old-age as- 
sistance under the State plan, not count- 
ing so much of such expenditure with re- 
spect to any individual for any month as 
exceeds $30, and (3) in the case of any 
State, an amount equal to one-half of the 
total of the sums expended during such 
quarter as found necessary by the Admin- 
istrator for the proper and efficient admin- 
istration of the State plan, which amount 
shall be used for paying the costs of ad- 
ministering the State plan or for old-age 
assistance, or both, and for no other pur- 
pose.” 

(b) Section 403 (a) of such act, as 
amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 403. (a) From the sums appro- 
priated therefor, the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury shall pay to each State which has an 
approved plan for aid to dependent chil- 
dren, for each quarter, beginning with the 
quarter -commencing October 1, 1951, (1) 
in the case of any State other than Puerto 
Rico and the Virgin Islands, an amount, 
‘which shall be used exclusively as aid to 
dependent children, equal to the sum of 
the following proportions of the total 
amounts expended during such quarter as 
aid to dependent children under the State 
plan, not counting so much of such expendi- 
ture with respect to any dependent child 
for any month as exceeds [$30] $29, or if 
there is more than one dependent child in 
the same home, as exceeds [$30] $29 with 
respect to one such dependent child and 
[#21] $20 with respect to each of the other 
dependent children, and not counting so 
much of such expenditure for any month 
with respect to a relative with whom any 
dependent child is living as exceeds [$30] 
$29— 

„(A) [four-fifths] three-fourths of such 
expenditures, not counting so much of the 
expenditures with respect to any month as 
exceeds the product of [$15] $16 multiplied 
by the total number of dependent children 
and other individuals with respect to whom 
aid to dependent children is paid for such 
month, plus 

“(B) one-half of the amount by which 
such expenditures exceed the maximum 
which may be counted under clause (A); 
and (2) in the case of Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands, an amount, which shall be 
used exclusively as aid to dependent chil- 
dren, equal to one-half of the total of the 
sums expended during such quarter as aid 
to dependent children under the State plan, 
not counting so much of such expenditure 
with respect to any dependent child for any 
month as exceeds $18, or if there is more 
than one dependent child in the same home, 
as exceeds $18 with respect to one such de- 
pendent child and $12 with respect to each 
of the other dependent children; and (3) in 
the case of any State, an amount equal to 
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one-half of the total of the sums expended 
during such quarter as found necessary by 
the Administrator for the proper and effi- 
cient administration of the State plan, 
which amount shall be used for paying the 
costs of administering the State plan or for 
aid to dependent children, or both, and for 
no other purpose.” 

(c) Section 1003 (a) of such act, as 
amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 1003. (a) From the sums appro- 
priated therefor the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury shall pay to each State which has an 
approved plan for aid to the blind, for each 
quarter, beginning with the quarter com- 
mencing October 1, 1951, (1) in the case of 
any State other than Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands, an amount, which shall be 
used exclusively as aid to the blind, equal 
to the sum of the following proportions of 
the total amounts expended during such 
quarter as aid to the blind under the State 
plan, not counting so much of such ex- 
penditure with respect to any individual for 
any month as exceeds [$55] $53— 

„(A) [four-fifths] three-fourths of such 
expenditures, not counting so much of any 
expenditure with respect to any month as 
exceeds the product of [$25] $26 multiplied 
by the total number of such individuals who 
received aid to the blind for such month, 
plus 

“(B) one-half of the amount by which 
such expenditures exceed the maximum 
which may be counted under clause (A); 


and (2) in the case of Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands, an amount, which shall be 
used exclusively as aid to the blind, equal 
to one-half of the total of the sums ex- 
pended during such quarter as aid to the 
blind under the State plan, not counting so 
much of such expenditure with respect to 
any individual for any month as exceeds 
$30; and (3) in the case of any State, an 
amount equal to one-half of the total of the 
sums expended during such quarter as 
found necessary by the Administrator for 
the proper and efficient administration of 
the State plan, which amount shall be used 
for paying the costs of administering the 
State plan or for aid to the blind, or both, 
and for no other purpose.” 

(d) Section 1403 (a) of such act, as 
amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 1403. (a) From the sums appropri- 
ated therefor, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall pay to each State which has an ap- 
proved plan for aid to the permanently and 
totally disabled, for each quarter, beginning 
with the quarter commencing October 1, 
1951, (1) in the case of any State other than 
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, an 
amount, which shall be used exclusively as 
aid to the permanently and totally disabled, 
equal to the sum of the following propor- 
tions of the total amounts expended during 
such quarter as aid to the permanently and 
totally disabled under the State plan, not 
counting so much of such expenditure with 
respect to any individual for any month as 
exceeds [$55] $53— 

„(A) Efour-fifths] three-fourths of such 
expenditures, not counting so much of any 
expenditure with respect to any month as 
exceeds the product of [$25] $26 multiplied 
by the total number of such individuals who 
received aid to the permanently and totally 
disabled for such month, plus 

“(B) one-half of the amount by which 
such expenditures exceed the maximum 
which may be counted under clause (A); 


and (2) in the case of Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands, an amount, which shall be 
used exclusively as aid to the permanently 
and totally disabled, equal to one-half of 
the total of the sums expended during such 
quarter as aid to the permanently and totally 
disabled under the State plan, not counting 
so much of such expenditure with respect 
to any individual for any month as exceeds 
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#30; and (3) in the case of eny State, an 
amount equal to one-half of the total of the 
sums expended during such quarter as found 
necessary by the Administrator for the proper 
and efficient administration of the State plan, 
which amount shall be used for paying the 
costs of administering the State plan or for 
aid to the permanently and totally disabled, 
or both, and for no other purpose.” 

(e) The amendments made by this sec- 
tion shall become effective October 1, 1951. 


Mr. McFARLAND. While I am disap- 
pointed that the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee did not agree with the action 
previously taken by the Senate and rec- 
ommended the full amount provided for 
in our amendment as originally sub- 
mitted, I shall not oppose the reduction 
made by the Finance Committee. I want 
to have the full support of the Finance 
Committee when and if the amendment 
goes to conference. I think the proposed 
$5 increase for the aged and the blind 
and the proposed $3 increase for depend- 
ent children were certainly small 
enough. 

Mr. President, although this bill, as 
amended by the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee, does not make it mandatory for 
the States to do so. I am hopeful that 
the States will match the increase grant- 
ed by the Federal Government. As I 
pointed out when this amendment was 
previously before the Senate for consid- 
eration, the cost of living has increased 
almost 100 percent since 1940. The in- 
creases in the aid to the aged and the 
blind and the dependent children which 
have been made by the Federal Govern- 
ment have not been commensurate with 
the increase in the cost of living and it 
creates a great hardship on these per- 
sons, who look to the Congress for as- 
sistance. 

For some time I have been of the opin- 
ion that assistance for the aged, the 
blind, and the dependent children 
should be furnished entirely by the Fed- 
eral Government, so that in each State 
they would receive the same amount, 
and so that they could move from one 
State to another without having their 
assistance reduced or cut off entirely. 
Sometimes it is necessary for these peo- 
ple to move to another State in order to 
live closer to their children and receive 
some assistance from them. 

Certainly the amount of assistance 
provided for our aged, blind, and totally 
disabled is very meager, especially in 
view of the cost of living in these times. 
They can hardly obtain the bare neces- 
sities of life with the amount of assist- 
ance now afforded them. I believe that 
the average amount received throughout 
the United States is $43 per month. 
That is a pitifully small sum for anyone 
to live on in this day and time. 

I have also been of the opinion that 
the need clause should be eliminated. I 
do not believe it is really fair or right 
for investigators to go around and em- 
barrass these people, who have made 
their contribution to America and are 
now in the twilight of life, by questioning 
them as to whether they have half a 
dozen chickens or a cow or some other 
small possession which assists them in 
living under the circumstances in which 
they find themselves. 
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As I have previously stated, we have 
twice been able in the past to increase by 
$5 per month the amount of the contri- 
bution by the Federal Government. 
This was first done by an amendment 
which I offered on the floor of the Sen- 
ate in 1946 on behalf of myself and a 
group of other Senators. Two years 
later, another amendment which did 
not require that the increase in Federal 
aid be matched by the States was 
adopted. This assistance has been of 
material aid to States which were not 
able to match, dollar for dollar, the as- 
sistance granted by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

I appreciate the recommendation of 
the Finance Committee on the addi- 
tional assistance we sought this year, 
although, as I have previously stated, I 
would have been happier if the com- 
mittee had favored the full amount as it 
was originally proposed by me. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, this bill 
was referred to the Finance Committee, 
which did two things which I think were 
desirable. The amendment proposed in 
the first instance increased the amount 
of the Federal share of the first $25 to 
$20, or 80 percent, When we have the 
Federal Government making 80 percent 
of the contribution, there is not much 
left to the theory that the program is a 
State-aid program. That increase has 
been occurring steadily. 

The payments began with $15 apiece, 
for the first $30. 

In 1939 the amount was increased, 
with $20 coming from the Federal Gov- 
ernment and $20 coming from the States. 

In 1946 the contribution of the Fed- 
eral Government was increased to $25 
of the first $45. I believe that the con- 
tribution of the Federal Government at 
that time was two-thirds of the first $15 
and one-half of the balance up to a $45 
maximum. 

In 1948 the contribution of the Federal 
Government was increased to 75 per- 
cent of the first $20; in other words, the 
Federal Government then put up $15 
and the States put up $5. The Federal 
Government contributed one-half of the 
balance, up to a $50 maximum. 

The present proposal is that the Fed- 
eral Government now pay $20 of the 
first $25. If that steady progression or 
increase in the Federal Government’s 
contribution were to continue, the pro- 
gram. soon would be a Federal program, 
not a State program. 

Furthermore, the payment by the 
Federal Government of 80 percent of 
the first $25 would be almost an induce- 
ment to the States to make their pay- 
ments low, instead of making them rea- 
sonable ones, in order that the Federal 
Government might pay 80 percent of the 
fund. 

The committee felt that the percent- 
age of the contribution made by the 
Federal Government should remain at 
75 percent, where it is. However, in 
order to provide some increase in the 
Federal Government’s contribution, the 
committee voted to increase the Federal 
Government’s share under the existing 
law from three-fourths of $20 to three- 
fourths of $26, and also voted to increase 
the total outside limit to which the Fed- 
eral Government contributes from $50 
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to $53. The general effect would be to 
increase the Federal contribution by $3» 

The net cost oï the bill as originally 
passed by the Senate and reconsidered 
was $256,000,000, which is a tremendous 
increase in the Federal budget at a time 
when we are trying to reduce domestic 
expenditures in order to be able to un- 
dertake the tremendous . armament 
program, 

The revised version of the bill will cost 
$139,700,000, so the cut is from approxi- 
mately $256,000,000 to approximately 
$140,000,000. 

The other matter which was discussed 
here as a possible criticism of the bill 
was that there was no assurance that 
the States would pass on the contribu- 
tion made by the Federal Government. 

I myself felt that if we really wish to 
make an increase of $5 in the payments 
and if the Federal Government puts up 
$3, the States should put up $2. The 
States can give the $5 increase rcw and 
can get back $3 of it from the Federal 
Government. 

We considered various means. The 
Finance Committee called back Mr. 
Fauri, who advised us throughout the 
consideration of the social security bill 
last year, and who I think is one of the 
best qualified men on the entire subject 
that I, at least, have known. He is most 
impartial. He has served as a State 
administrator of relief, and he is familiar 
with the old-age end of the matter and 
also with the insurance end of it. 

He felt that it would be a mistake to 
require the States to put up absolutely 
the same amount of money they had 
formerly contributed. He felt that it 
would be a mistake to say that the same 
amount can be provided for each in- 
dividual, because this is a needs pro- 
gram, as contrasted to the old-age 
insurance program in which contribu- 
tions are made by those who receive the 
benefits, regardless of need. However, 
this is a program to take care of those 
who are not covered by old-age in- 
surance. 

Mr. Fauri felt that if we required the 
States to pass along to each individual 
the same amount the Federal Govern- 
ment coniributes, we would be forcing 
upon the States a greater expenditure 
than might be necessary. In the case of 
a needs program, if general conditions 
improve, so that fewer people are in 
need, the States should be able to reduce 
their program. He cited a case in the 
State of Michigan, a State which in- 
creased old-age-pension payments to 
meet the increased cost of living since 
Korea. Under the provision now pre- 
sented, Michigan might be forced to go 
on front there, whereas the States which 
had not increased their payments would 
be able to shift the burden of an increase 
they had not yet made almost entirely 
to the Federal Government. So, on the 
whole, we thought it was not necessary 
to adopt such a provision. 

The committee also went back through 
the history of the legislation. It is true 
than in some instances the States have 
not passed on all of the increase in the 
first year or two. It is also true, how- 
ever, that by the end of the third year 
almost all have passed it on, and have 


contributed something more from their 
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own revenues. So that I do not believe 
there is any great danger that the States 
would abuse this, if we, in the law, do 
not actually require that they pass it on. 
As a matter of fact, they will pass it on, 
and I think that many of them will add 
$2 of their own to make up the $5, which 
was the original goal of the distin- 
guished Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr, President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. McFARLAND. In that connec- 
tion I want to say to the distinguished 
Senator from Ohio that a number of 
years ago when I first proposed an 
amendment to increase the Federal aid 
by $5, I asked the legislative counsel 
to draft an amendment for me which 
would compel the States to pass the in- 
crease on to those who were supposed to 
receive it. I have tried it again before 
now and I have been advised that it is 
very difficult to draft an amendment of 
that kind. 

Mr. TAFT. It will be noted that what 
we asked the States to do was to give the 
beneficiaries their needs. Need is the 
test. We cannot very well request them 
to give what they have given in the past, 
for the time may come when the need 
is not so great. Also it would be an in- 
terference with the administration of 
the system in a State. This is a State 
system to which the Federal Govern- 
ment is only a contributor. ? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I understand 
that, and that is the difficulty in draft- 
ing an amendment. I showed the Sen- 
ator the amendment which has been 
referred to me by counsel at the White 
House, and I ask the Senator whether 
he has had an opportunity to examine it. 

Mr. TAFT. Yes. I have no great 
objection to it, but what it does is simply 
to say that the State must contribute 
to the four programs the same amount 
that it contributed in the base pericd, 
or something of that sort. It is a very 
general provision that the States shall 
not decrease their total contributions. 
I do not think any State has ever de- 
creased its total contributions; but the 
need program shifts. I think it would 
be just as well to omit it. Ido not think 
there would be any objection to taking 
it to conference. If the Senator would 
like to offer it, I see no objection to tak- 
ing it to conference. The Senate con- 
ferees could discuss it with the House 
conferees. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I will agree with 
the distinguished Senator from Ohio 
that it is difficult to draft legislation 
which will require the States to pass on 
to the people the benefits we intend they 
shall have, and at the same time achieve 
the objective of furnishing them an 
adequate income. However, if there is 
no objection, I offer this amendment. 

Mr. TAFT. I have no authority to 
take it to conference, but I think the 
distinguished Senator from Oklahoma 
and I can speak for the other members 
of the Finance Committee. 

Mr. McFARLAND. That is, the Sen- 
ators in charge of this proposed legis- 
lation. 

Mr. TAFT. To the extent of stating 
that we have no personal objection, I 
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may say; and we do not think the other 
members of the committee would have 
any objection to it. 

Mr. KERR. I join the Senator from 
Ohio in that remark, on the basis of my 
personal views. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I did not mean to 
interrupt the Senator. 

Mr. TAFT. That is all I have to say. 
I have no more to say. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
perfecting committee amendments will 
be taken up first. The clerk will read 
the first amendment. 

The first committee amendment was, 
on page 1, line 5, after the word “to”, to 
insert “discharges of indebtedness oc- 
curring within.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the an:endment is agreed 
to. The clerk will state the next vom- 
mittee amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 2, line 6, 
following the numeral “(2)”, it is pro- 
posed to strike out “by changing the 
comma following tl:e words ‘the Rev- 
enue Act of 1939’ in the last sentence of 
said section to a period and striking the 
remainder of the sentence” and to in- 
sert “by striking out the last sentence 
thereof.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the amendment is agreed 
to. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state the inquiry. 

Mr. LEHMAN. It is not clear to me 

whether we are considering the amend- 
ment which was proposed a moment or 
two ago by the distinguished Senator 
from Arizona, or whether we are con- 
sidering the committee amendment to 
House bill 2416. If we are considering 
the latter, I have an amendment to pro- 
pose to the committee amendment. I 
should like to be informed, when the 
proper time comes for doing that. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
desire to propose an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona will have the floor 
for that purpose, but the Chair desires 
first to say to the Senator from New 
York, in response to his inquiry, that 
the two perfecting committee amend- 
ments were just agreed to; anc now, the 
Senator from Arizona has the floor for 
the purpose of offering his amendment. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Iam not trying to 
get ahead of the Senator from New 
York, but there is no objection to this 
amendment, and I should like to have it 
adopted, if I may. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Arizona. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 8, after 
line 14, it is proposed to insert the fol- 
lowing: 

Sec. 4. (a) Titie XI of the Social Security 
Act, as amended, is amended by inserting 
after section 1108 the following new sec- 
tion: 

“MINIMUM STATE PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 
EXPENDITURES 

“Sec. 1109. (a) If during any calendar year 
the total State expenditures (as defined in 
subsection (b)) for any State under titles I, 
IV, X, and XIV are less than the total State 
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expenditures for such State under such 
titles during the base period, the total 
amount payable to such State for such year 
under such titles shall not exceed the total 
amount payable during the base period. 

“(b) As used in subsection (a), the term 
‘total State expenditures’ means the differ- 
ence between (1) the sum of the expendi- 
tures under State plans approved under ti- 
tles I, IV, X, or XIV of this act with respect 
to which amounts are payable to the State 
under sections 3 (a), 403 (a), 1003 (a) and 
1403 (a), respectively, and (2) the sum of 
the amounts so payable to the State; and 
the term ‘base period,’ with respect to any 
calendar year, means the calendar year pre- 
ceding such year.” 

(b) The amendment made by this section 
shall be effective only with respect to pay- 
ments to States under sections 3, 403, 1003, 
and 1403 of the Social Security Act for the 
period beginning January 1, 1952, and end- 
ing with the close of December 31, 1953. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I 
should like to be heard generally for a 
moment, on this amendment and on 
the committee amendment, as well as 
on the original McFarland amendment, 
and on everything else that is related 
thereto. 

Mr. MeFARLAND. I certainly could 
have no objection to that—if I had, it 
would do no good. I merely want to say 
to my good friend from Illinois that none 
of us have had time to study carefully 
and analyze this amendment. The dis- 
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma, who 
is in charge of the bill, and the Sen- 
ator from Ohio are willing to take it to 
conference. The object of the amend- 
ment is to require the States to pass 
on to the recipients this increase in Fed- 
eral aid. 

Mr. TAFT. I may say to the distin- 
guished Senator from Illinois, I think 
it is difficult to work out. I am not sure 
the amendment will operate satisfac- 
torily but the principle is that of need. 
I thought we should take it to confer- 
ence, discuss it with the House conferees, 
and see what could be done. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Of course, I would 
not want any amendment adopted which 
would in any way hold up, even for a 
short time, the payments to those who 
are to receive them. We had an expe- 
rience of that kind quite recently in Ari- 
zona. The checks were delayed and it 
was a great source of difficulty for those 
who depend upon this as their regular 
income. I deplored the fact that the 
checks were held up. I would not want 
to have adopted any amendment which 
would have the effect of delaying pay- 
ments. But I know the confereiice com- 
mittee will give the subject careful 
study, and if it can be worked out, I 
believe it will be an improvement. I 
want to see these people get the benefit 
of this increase, and I am sure they 
will, as the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio pointed out a short time ago. That 
has been the record in the past. While 
some of the States have been a little 
slow, the people do eventually receive 
the aid. 

Mr, DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I did 
not have in mind addressing myself par- 
ticularly to the amendment offered by 
the distinguished majority leader, but I 
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did desire to make some observations on 
the whole matter now pending before the 
Senate. 

I should like to be informed, for pur- 
poses of the record, whether at any time 
there were any hearings on the original 
McFarland amendment, or whether it 
came up as a floor amendment when the 
bill was before the Senate some weeks 
ago, before being recommitted to the 
committee. As I understand, there were 
no hearings on the amendment whatso- 
ever. Is that correct? 

Mr. McFARLAND. There were no 
hearings on the original amendment. 
However, the subject has been before 
the Congress many times, and a simi- 
lar amendment had been previously 
adopted. Because of the objection of 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] that 
the amendment had not been considered 
by the committee, I consented that the 
bill be recommitted to the committee for 
its consideration. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. In respect to the 
matter which is before the Senate, I 
remember, of course, when the social- 
security system was first established, at 
which time the ratio of State to Federal 
payments was dollar for dollar. Little by 
little that ratio has been changed, and 
so, under existing law and under the 
amendments adopted to the Social Secu- 
rity Act last year, the ratio was changed 
so that the Federal Government paid 75 
percent of the first $20 and then 
matched with the States for the next 
$30, with a ceiling of $50. Then came 
the proposal by the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Arizona which would have in- 
creased the proportion from 75 to 80 per- 
cent, so that the Federal Government 
would have paid 80 percent of the first 
$25, and, if I am correctly informed, it 
would have paid 50 percent of the next 
$30, with a ceiling of $55. 

There is before us a bill which em- 
braces a committee amendment, and, as 
I read it, it provides for the Federal 
Government paying 75 percent of the 
first $26 and 50 percent of the amount 
from $26 to $53. ; 

The original McFarland amendment 
would have cost approximately $250,- 
000,000 a year. My first objection was 
that it involved so much money and 
was of so great importance that I 
thought it was eminently deserving of 
sustained hearings and very careful 
consideration. The committee amend- 
ment which is before the Senate modi- 
fies it somewhat. It maintains the 75 
percent formula, but the over-all cost 
will be $140,000,000. 

These matters have not, in my judg- 
ment, been very carefully explored and 
surveyed within the time available, and 
it brings to mind the conclusion that 
our social-security system is getting to 
be something of a patchwork. We add 
an amendment to the law here and 
another amendment there. I know of 
no more effective and eloquent way to 
confess that it is not adequate, that it 
is not what it is cracked up to be, than 
by the adoption of amendments that 
go into the law without our examining 
their implications to the whole social- 
security structure. I believe a survey is 
needed. 
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I note from some prior hearings that 
@ committee was established in 1950 in 
pursuance of a resolution submitted by 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. MILLI- 
KIN]. I made inquiry today as to 
whether anything had been done under 
that resolution, and I find that the spe- 
cial committee to ventilate and to ex- 
plore the matter has not been created, 
and that nothing along that line has 
been done. I am not insensible of the 
fact that the Finance Committee has 
been busy. As a matter of fact, with 
the acceleration of events, everyone has 
been busy; but the truth is that if there 
is one thing needed at the present time 
it certainly is a complete and careful 
and expert survey of the whole social- 
security system. 

If I remember correctly, it was in 1934 
that the question of social security was 
first considered and I thought when we 
adopted social-security legislation we 
expected to arrive at a time when, at 
long last, most aged persons would be 
under the insurance provisions of the 
act. That goes back about 17 years. 
The amazing thing is that since 1946 
the payments for old-age assistance have 
increased from approximately $450,- 
000,000 to approximately $1,150,000,000, 
and today those who are receiving bene- 
fits under the old-age assistance provi- 
sions of the act averaging just about as 
much as those who are under the insur- 
ance coverage of the act and who are 
contributing to their own competence. 

The figures which I have had an op- 
portunity to see would indicate that on 
the average, taking into account, of 
course, differences in the various States, 
assistance payments run approximately 
to $43 a month. That is about the aver- 
age of the insurance payments at the 
present time. Frankly, it does not look 
as if we had made any real progress in 
the direction of the original objectives 
of the act. There are some States in 
which a continually greater number of 
persons at the age of 65 are being placed 
on the rolls. For instance, in Louisiana 
about 709 out of every 1,000 persons in 
the State at age 65 or over are presently 
on the assistance rolls. This is easy to 
understand. It is good business for the 
States, as a matter of fact, because, in 
proportion as the Federal share becomes 
larger, the payments go up and up. I 
rather envision a time when Uncle Sam 
will probably carry the whole load, and 
unless we make better progress in get- 
ting more persons transferred from the 
assistance rolls, to the insurance rolls, 
I can see an outlay of $1,500,000,000 a 
year and perhaps as much as $2,000,- 
000,000 a year. 

Isubscribe to what the majority leader 
said a little while ago with reference to 
the needs clause. If we are going to say 
to elderly people that they cannot re- 
ceive any old-age assistance if they have 
any earned income whatsoever, we shall 
simply deprive them of useful work and 
of earnings. 

In that field, the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. Case] proposes an amend- 
ment which I think has a great deal of 
merit. Today there are many old per- 
sons who would take a job of cutting 
lawns or tending furnaces, but they back 
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off and say, “If I undertake such work, 
the chances are a case worker will in- 
vestigate and find that I have some other 
income and I shall be taken off the rolls, 
and shall have great difficulty in being 
restored to the rolls.” 

Mr. CASE. Mr, President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. CASE. I am particularly glad to 
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to which he has just adverted. In States 
where there is a needs requirement, 
every dollar which an old person earns 
he is bound to report. If he reports any 
substantial amount, he goes off the roll, 
and then he has to be reinstated. In 
the agricultural areas, where a boy has 
gone away to war, there is need for 
extra help during the haying season or 
the harvesting season, or perhaps in do- 
ing some chores. But help cannot be 
obtained because the older men who 
might be glad to do such work in the 
summer or in the fall hesitate to take 
it because they do not know whether 
they will make as much as they now re- 
ceive from old-age assistance. If they 
make as much, or anywhere near it, 
they are taken off the rolls. The re- 
sult is that the labor shortage in agri- 
cultural areas is accentuated, The same 
is true with respect to taking care of 
people who are sick. 

During World War II we adopted an 
amendment to the law. As the Senator 
will recall, it was a rider on an appro- 
priation bill which provided that old- 
age assistance clients could engage in 
agricultural work or in nursing and not 
have their earnings counted and de- 
ducted for the purpose of determining 
their needs basis. At age 65 the earn- 
ings are not large, but the amendment 
did help to alleviate shortages in the 
nursing and agricultural fields. I in- 
tend to offer an amendment, which is 
designed simply to reenact during the 
current emergency, with a time limit, 
the provision which was in effect during 
World War II. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The element of mo- 
rale and self-respect is involved. That 
is a further consideration which I think 
would commend an amendment of that 
kind. 

I have seen the operation of the needs 
clause in my own State. I have seen the 
avidity with which the investigators go 
about and seek to expore every dollar 
a senior citizen earns, and then have a 
controversy over how much should be 
deducted from the social-security pay- 
ment. I believe that if a ceiling of $50 
is established, we should let them earn 
within that ceiling without jeopardizing 
their payments, and it would probably 
be all to the good. 

Mr. CASE. I appreciate the Senator’s 
statement. 

Mr. DIRESEN. When the Labor-Se- 
curity appropriation bill was being con- 
sidered on the floor, I was intrigued by 
an item in the report of the committee 
to the effect that abuses had crept in, 
and it was thought the time had come 
for an investigation. Action was pro- 
posed in my own State and in the State 
of Indiana, as a result of which Mr. 
Ewing has made it virtually impossible 
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for payees to benefit until the contro- 
versy has been settled. But there is 
enough to indicate that there are abuses 
in the sense that there are persons who 
could well take care of their own and 
who are willing now to share in the 
largesse of the Government, irrespective 
of their own capacity to take care of 
some person who might be properly 
chargeable to them. 

We come now, of course, to a proposal 
to increase the amount. I am not in- 
sensible of the fact that living costs 
have gone up. I simply point out that 
all this is done without hearings. It is 
done without exploration. It is not any 
wonder that the groups who are vitally 
interested in security are making a 
special point of the fact that our secur- 
ity system has now become something 
of a patchwork structure. Something 
ought to be done under the provisions 
of the Millikin resolution whereby a 
commission was to be created and an in- 
vestigation conducted. In view of the 
amount of money involved I hesitate to 
go along with the present proposal. 
Manifestly I am just as much interested 
in our senior citizens and in the needs 
of our people as is anyone else. But 
an exploration of the system is long 
overdue. We are not going to solve the 
social security problem with a whole se- 
ries of mustard plasters that doctor up 
a little here and serve as a poultica 
there, but do not get at the heart of the 
whole problem. 

After a while it is entirely possible 
that two amendments will be offered to 
the bill. Of course, the same difficulty 
arises in connection with them. In a 
general way I think I am in sympathy 
with the amendment which is going to 
be offered by the distinguished Senator 
from New York [Mr. Lenman]. He has 
particularly in mind some extra benefits 
for the people of Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands. I had a chance to survey 
the situation in Puerto Rico some years 
ago because the incumbent governor is 
an old friend of mine from days when he 
was here in Washington. I know a need 
exists there. But the proposed addi- 
tions will probably cost a million and 
a quarter dollars in the case of Puerto 
Rico and probably another $85,000 in 
the case of the Virgin Islands. As 
money goes in this day and age, in the 
face of an eighty billion or ninety billion- 
dollar budget, that is not too much, but 
there is a principle involved. 

Then after a while our friend the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] is 
going to propose that there be increases 
insofar as the insurance facets of social 
security are concerned. I have a rough 
estimate of what it will cost, and, unless 
I am misinformed, I suppose it will in- 
volve between seventy-five million and 
one hundred million dollars. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Stennis in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Illinois yield to the Senator from 
Minnesota? 

Mr. DIRKSEN, I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, Iam 
grateful for the estimate presented by 
the Senator from Illinois. I merely wish 
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the Senator from Illinois to take note of 
the fact that this money is already in a 
fund, and that the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee in the LEighty-first Congress 
stated that as wages increase and the 
percentage reduction remains the same, 
the fund will build up, so that the addi- 
tional benefits undoubtedly can be made 
available without any general take-out 
from the Treasury. This money has 
been collected from the workers them- 
selves, and would be made available out 
of the increased funds in the social-secu- 
rity system, 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The point I make is 
that while it may not impair the actu- 
arial soundness of the fund, it will affect 
everyone who is entitled to benefit from 
social security, and the question is, When 
the number, aggregating three and 
three-quarter million persons, who are 
now drawing social-security benefits, be- 
comes 5,000,000 or 6,000,000 or 10,000,090, 
what then will be the situation? That 
presents an entirely different picture. It 
goes to the whole question of the durabil- 
ity and soundness of the security system. 

Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. President, will the 
Senator again yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I wish to add to what 
the distinguished Senator from Minne- 
sota has said that, as a matter of fact, 
instead of the amendment of which I 
have the honor of being a cosponsor 
costing the Treasury of the United States 
any additional funds, the condition of 
the social-security fund is such that an 
additional payment of considerably more 
than $3 would be justified; but all we are 
asking for is the additional payment of 
$3, the same as under the Assistance Act. 

If I may ask the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Illinois a question, I wonder 
whether he realizes that the payment to 
an aged person in Puerto Rico today is 
$7.60 a month? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I am aware of that. 

Mr. LEHMAN, That is all it is; $7.60 
a month. I do not believe that the great 
United States could possibly sanction 
payment to its citizens—and the Puerto 
Ricans and the people living in the Vir- 
gin Islands are citizens of the United 
States—of an amount which would com- 
pel them to live in their old age on a pit- 
tance so small as $7.60 a month. That is 
why I am submitting the amendment, 
and I very much hope that the amend- 
ment will receive the support of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I should say to my 
friend from New York that if I am cor- 
rectly informed—and I am going to ask 
my friend the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Tart] to confirm my statement—we per- 
mit Puerto Rico to keep the revenue she 
collects. We have not been wanting in 
generosity in that respect. 

Mr. TAFT. Yes. The reason that 
last year when we were making other 
changes we did not increase Puerto Rico’s 


share, but we left the ratio with respect 


to Puerto Rico at 50-50, was because 
Puerto Rico occupies a unique position 
compared with the States of the Union, 
Puerto Rico collects all her income taxes 
and keeps them. They do not go into 
the Federal Treasury. Puerto Rico col- 
lects all her excise taxes. The excise 
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taxes on rum are very considerable. If 
the State of North Carolina—and I see 
in the Chamber one of the distinguished 
Senators from that State—collected all 
the taxes on tobacco and kept them, 
North Carolina would not want any aid 
whatsoever. So we felt that Puerto Rico, 
which keeps all her internal-revenue 
taxes, should not call upon the Federal 
Treasury, to which she has not contrib- 
uted, to pay old-age assistance for her 
old-age program, at least in any larger 
amount than the payment that was al- 
ready being made. Those are the rea- 
sons which led the committee last year 
to leave the Puerto Rican contribution 
on a straight 50-50 basis. : 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me for a very brief 
observation? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I intend to expand on 
that subject a little more in my discus- 
sion of the amendment which I shall 
offer, but I should like to say in reply to 
the remarks made by the Senator from 
Ohio that the United States waived the 
payment of income taxes and per- 
mitted the retention of internal-revenue 
taxes in the case of Puerto Rico in recog- 
nition of the desperate financial straits 
in which Puerto Rico found herself. 
Puerto Rico needed financial assistance. 
The waiving of these two taxes had noth- 
ing to do whatsoever with the plan of 
social security. It is my belief—al- 
though I was not in Congress at that 
time—that that antedated the passage 
of the social-security legislation. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to conclude these very informal ob- 
servations with one more allusion to 
the basic problem, the basic issue, which 
is now before the country. The com- 
mittee from which the pending bill 
comes is the very committee that is 
wrestling with the new revenue bill. 
Everywhere, of course, people are 
searching and researching their hearts, 
exploring viewpoints, in the hope that 
we can finally achieve a balanced 
budget. As a consequence, of course, 
there come new and rather bizarre pro- 
posals calling upon the Federal Govern- 
ment to enter other domains for 
revenue, 

I saw the other day that very sub- 
stantial groups have been endorsing a 
national sales tax. That simply drama- 
tizes and makes clear, it seems to me, 
the issue which is today before us when 
we try to find sufficient revenue in order 
to offset expenditures. In my judgment 
the formula, the equation, is very simple. 
If we are going to continue to spend as 
we have done, and lift the budget to a 
higher and higher plateau there will be 
no balanced budget, unless the money is 
sweated out of people somewhere, some- 
how, because there is no other source 
of revenue for the Federal Government, 
There is a rather naive idea in the minds 
of some persons that we just reach up in- 
to thin air, or that there is a mystical 
money-manufacturing concern which 
we can put into play whenever we need 
some funds. There is no source other 
than the people of the country, unless 
we want to borrow; and borrowings, of 
course, are nothing more than post- 
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poned taxes. With a budget which 
threatens to be out of balance, here 
comes a proposal calling for another 
$140,000,000. In my rather naive way I 
simply reassert the question, What are 
we going to do for money? How many 
more burdens are we going to put on the 
Federal Government, and how far do 
we go down this road until we encounter 
the disaster signs? 

There is danger of insolvency here, as 
there would be in any other country. 
Of course, the insolvency of a nation 
does not show up by its being hauled 
into the bankruptcy court under the 
statute of 1890. It shows up in the im- 
position of increasing controls over a 
free economy, when we reach the point 
where the economic decisions of the peo- 
ple are transferred from the free market 
place to the minds of the bureaucracy. 
Once we do that we are in the same 
unhappy fix Great Britain is in. We do 
not have to take over the coal mines, the 
cement mills, the steel plants, and the 
airlines to socialize the country. The 
very essence of socialism is control. We 
can do it by the soft, back-door ap- 
proach. When we proceed far enough 
along the line, of course, the experts 
will come to Congress and say, “The 
fiscal situation is now so full of peril 
that we need more and more money in 
order to manage through this difficult 
period.” Give them enough authority 
and then, of course, the liquidation of a 
large part of our free system will be 
complete. 

That is the reason I raise my voice 
with respect to every proposal to ap- 
propriate a substantial amount of 
money and augment the burdens now 
on the revenue-raising committees of 
the Congress in developing a balanced 
budget in the days which lie ahead. 

I wish to allude once more to the sug- 
gestion of sales taxes. I suppose long 
ago the States had the idea that sales 
taxes were their exclusive domain. Now 
come the proposals advanced by good 
people, good organizations, and experts 
in this field, who feel that the only way 
we can safely manage a budget of from 
$80,000,000,000 to $90,000,000,000 is by a 
uniform national excise tax on nearly 
everything except food and clothing. 

I wonder whether we shall be march- 
ing down the road to the point where 
ultimately the Federal Government will 
be the only tax gatherer, and will ap- 
portion to the States revenues to cor- 
respond with their needs. I can under- 
stand the force which operates behind 
proposals of that kind. Our revenue 
structure, by and large, contains many 
illogical and nonsensical things. Even 
some of the proposals pending at the 
present time do not quite make good 
sense in my book. The tax structure 
becomes a wilderness. It becomes in- 
finitely more difficult for our citizens to 
make their peace with the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue. I have said on oc- 
casion that today one almost has to 
have a course in the theory of the fourth 
dimension, be a graduate lawyer and an 
accountant, and have a slide rule and 
a book of logarithms in order to find his 
way through the bewildering tax struc- 
ture. 
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Here we are. If the committee 
amendment is adopted, it will mean an- 
other $140,000,000 charge upon the 
revenues of the country. I certainly do 
not deny that the purposes and ob- 
jectives are quite worthy, but I do say 
that in one breath we hope that we 
shall not have to pass a $7,200,090,000 
tax bill, and that it can be smaller; and 
in the next breath we go out on the 
hustings and says to the people, “The 
knife ought to cut deep into a swollen 
budget, and we ought to take four or five 
billion dollars out of the expenditure 
budget.” 

Let me say by way of confession that 
the achievements of Congress up to date 
have been anything but impressive in 
my book. Recently the Interior De- 
partment appropriation bill was before 
the Senate, and for 9 days we wrestled 
with a $580,000,000 bill. When we got 
trrough, after jockeying up and down, 
we were in the position of the noble King 
cf France. He had 10,000 men. He 
marched them up the hill, and then 
marched them down again. In a blaze 
of glory, and with great gusto, we set 
forth to achieve some economies. In 9 
days we squeezed $2,400,000 out of a 
$580,000,000 hill. That is a long way 
from the $7,000,000,000 goal which was 
alluded to by the Senator from Georgia 
IMr. GEORGE]. It is a long way from the 
$4,500,000,000 to $5,000,000,000 goal 
which has been so consistently pursued 
by a very distinguished Senator, my 
friend the Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
Byrp]. I say to him that we are a long 
way from that goal. Unless we do in- 
finitely better, and watci the dollars 


which we add to the budget from time 


to time by means of amendments which 
do not receive so much as a single hear- 
ing, I think it is quite unfair to the peo- 
pl> of the country, and particularly to 
that one citizen, the forgotten man, who 
in this case happens to be the humble 
taxpayer. Some day he is going to stop 
groaning, and he is going to begin to 
rebel. Then perhaps we can put our 
Government cn a sound fiscal keel and 
avoid the dismal shadows which I see 
ahead. 

Mr. President, in view of the pledges 
and promises I have freely made, I felt 
that I was in duty bound to raise my 
voice in this connection, notwithstanding 
the purposes and objectives to which I 
can so easily and so generously sub- 
scribe. So I must oppose this proposal. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I desire to 
offer an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
is pending an amendment to a commit- 
tee amendment. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, with 
the permission of the majority leader, 
let me say that I am very glad, indeed, 
to associate myself with the perfecting 
amendment which he has offered, and 
which I understand the distinguished 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] and the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. KERR], as 
members of the Finance Committee, are 
willing to take to conference. 

When the amendment was first sub- 
mitted 2 or 3 weeks ago I was particu- 
larly interested in making certain that 
whatever additional funds were provided 
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by the Federal Government would ac- 
crue to the benefit of the beneficiaries. 
This amendment would so provide if it 
were made a part of the pending legis- 
lation. So I very much hope that it will 
be possible in conference to arrive at an 
arrangement by which an additional $3 
a month will be actually, in practice, 
made available to the beneficiaries. As 
I see it, that can be done only if the 
States do not reduce their share of the 
payments. So Iam very glad, indeed, to 
support the amendment to the commit- 
tee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Ari- 
zona [Mr. McFartanp], for himself and 
the Senator from New York [Mr. LEH- 
man], to the committee amendment on 
page 8, after line 12. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
committee amendment is open to 
further amendment. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I offer the 
amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. The amend- 
ment is identified as “8-17-51—B.” I 
desire to modify it before offering it. 
I’ wish to make a change on page 2, 
line 1, after the word “individual” by 
inserting “not in excess of $50 per 
month.” Next, I wish to strike out all 
of lines 7 and 8, and a portion of line 
9, ending with the words “to 24 months 
thereafter.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Dakota modifies 
his amendment, as stated by him. The 
amendment, as modified, will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the 
proper place in the bill it is proposed to 
insert the following: 

For a period of 1 year f the first 
day of the first month following the effec- 
tive date of this act, notwithstanding pro- 
visions of title I of the Social Security Act, 
as amended (relating to grants to States for 
old-age assistance), and of appropriations 
for payments thereunder, in any case in 
which any State pays old-age assistance to 
any individual at a rate not in excess of the 
rate of old-age assistance paid to such indi- 
vidual during the month of June 1951, any 
failure to take into consideration any in- 
come and resources of such individual not 
in excess of $50 per month arising from agri- 
cultural labor performed by him as an em- 
ployee, or from labor otherwise performed 
by him in connection with the raising or 
harvesting of agricultural commodities, or 
income and resources from performance of 
service as a nurse as an employee, or in con- 
nection with the care of the sick or confined 
persons as an employee, shall not be the 
basis of excluding payments made to such 
individual in computing payments made to 
States under section 3 of such title, of re- 
fusing to approve a State plan under sec- 
tion 2 of such title, or of withholding certi- 
fication pursuant to section 4 of such title.” 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the sub- 
ject matter of the amendment has been 
discussed at intervals during the debate 
on the pending bill. I have submitted 
the amendment to the distinguished 
majority leader, the Senator from Ari- 
zona [Mr. McFartanp], and the distin- 
guished Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr]. 
I have also discussed it with the distin- 
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guished Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
Kerr}. 

The Senator from Oklahoma pointed 
out that originally the amendment was 
called the Thomas amendment, I þe- 
lieve. He stated that if it were in the 
form in which it is now offered, limiting 
the income to earnings received from 


agricultural labor and from service asa - 


nurse, or in connection with the care of 
sick or confined persons, he would sup- 
port the amendment and would have no 
objection to it. I am not particularly 
eager to make a speech about it. If 
there are no questions to be asked with 
regard to the amendment I submit it 
and ask that it be adopted. 

Mr.McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CASE. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. As I understand, 
the Senator from South Dakota has 
limited his amendment to 1 year? 

Mr. CASE. Yes. The opening sen- 
tence of the amendment reads: 

Vor a period of 1 year following the first 
day of the first month foliowing the effec- 
tive date of this act. 


Mr. MCFARLAND. We passed similar 
legislation during World War II. The 
amendment partially helps to meet the 
shortage in agricultural labor which 
now prevails. It also helps the bene- 
ficiaries of old-age insurance to increase 
their income, which is certainly needed. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CASE. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. Do I understand that the 
wording of the amendment is the same 
as in the law which was passed during 
the war? 

Mr. CASE. Yes. I took the language 
out of two appropriation acts. The first 
act dealt with agricultural labor. The 
second act dealt with nursing. I took 
the language out of the two appropria- 
tion acts. 

Mr.TAFT. Mr. President, the general 
social security act provides that “the 
State agency shall, in determining need, 
take into consideration any other income 
and resources of an individual claiming 
old-age assistance.” It does not say that 
if a person is earning anything else he 
cannot receive assistance. It says such 
fact must be taken into consideration. 

Of course, we are dealing with a need 
program. If we eliminated the consid- 
eration of need, as has been suggested 
by some speakers today, it would dou- 
ble or quadruple the cost of the pro- 
gram. Therefore, we cannot make any 
basic change in the so-called old-age 
assistance program by the elimination 
of need as a basis. 

The general old-age insurance pro- 
gram is intended gradually to develop 
an adequate old-age pension system. It 
is designed to take care only of those per- 
sons who are left out of the old-age 
and survivors insurance system and who 
need the money in assistance. I see no 
objection to adopting a temporary 
amendment of the kind which was 
adopted during the war, to provide par- 
ticularly for the shortage in agricultural 
labor. 8 

However, I wish to emphasize the fact 
that it should be only a temporary pro- 
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vision, as is provided by the amendment, 
and that we should not undertake to 
make any change of a general nature. 

So far as I am concerned, I have been 
in favor of working toward a system 
under which old-age insurance would 
be gradually extended to practically 
everyone in the United States, even 
perhaps to those who do not contribute 
at all. In that way the Federal Govern- 
ment could get out of the old-age assist- 
ance program altogether, leaving such 
systems to the States. Unfortunately, 
we have been going in that direction 
from the standpoint of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. It is an objection, as I stated, 
to building up to any degree the old-age 
assistance program, although I admit 
it is not a conclusive objection. 

The result of the very complete study 
made last year has been to increase in 
9 months the total number of people 
in the old-age insurance program from 
2,200,000 to 3,000,000. It is also true that 
as people who come under the old-age 
insurance program have longer and 
longer years of service, and have paid 
more and more money into the system, 
the average payments will steadily in- 
crease far beyond the $43 or $44 average 
of today. 

Therefore, it does not follow, when we 
increase the old-age assistance payments 
without increasing the insurance, that 
we will get particularly out of balance. 

I have one further suggestion to make. 
We are hitching the present provision 
onto a House bill, which has nothing to 
do with the subject matter under discus- 
sion. The House is very likely to object 
to such a proceeding. If we load the 
bill with all kinds of proposals, particu- 
larly with further changes in the insur- 
ance program, the House may say, “This 
is our business. You cannot start this 
kind of thing. You are trying to take 
away our constitutional prerogatives. 
We will not consider the bill at all.” 
Therefore, we must be a little careful in 
our attempts to change the whole basic 
system. 

So far as this particular increase is 
concerned, while it undoubtedly involves 
an increase in the Federal budget—and 
I suppose $3 is about 8 percent of the 
$44 average which has been paid—it is 
also true that we are considering a simi- 
lar increase—and probably will approve 
it—in the compensation of Federal em- 
ployees because the cost of living has 
increased somewhat more than 7 or 8 
percent in the past 12 months. There- 
fore, the proposed increase is an attempt 
to meet the increase in the cost of living. 
It does not involve any basic change. 

While I was rather dubious about any 
additional expenditure at this time, it 
seems to me that what is here proposed 
is a fair program. I feel, however, that 
we ought not to try now to make any 
fundamental changes in the whole in- 
surance program, such as is proposed by 
the amendment to be offered by the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, in view of 
the fact that the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. MCFARLAND], the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. Tarr], and the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr] have indicated 
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that, as a temporary proposition, they 
have no objection to reenacting the pro- 
vision of law which was in force in World 
War II, if there are no further questions 
to be asked, I shall submit my amend- 
ment without further debate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. Case] to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
lays before the Senate a communication 
from the President of the United States, 
which will be read, 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 


THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, July 18, 1951. 
Hon. ALBEN W. BARKLEY, 
The Vice President of the United 
States, Washington, D. C. 

Dear MR. VICE PRESIDENT: I understand 
that the Senate Committee on Finance 
has reported to the Senate an amend- 
ment to H. R. 2416, a tax bill already 
passed by the House. This amendment 
is intended to increase by about $3 per 
month the Federal share of State public- 
assistance payments to needy individuals 
who are aged, blind, or disabled. A 
similar increase of about $2 per month 
would be provided for dependent chil- 
dren. This amendment would add about 
$140,000,000 per year to Federal expendi- 
tures for public assistance. 

It seems to me that any legislation to 
increase public-assistance payments 
should take account of the relationship 
between these payments and the 
amounts paid under our old age and 
survivors insurance system. 

In considering increases in public- 
assistance payments, it is vitally im- 
portant that we all keep clearly in mind 
the basic purpose of public assistance. 
Its purpose is and has always been to 
supplement our social-insurance system. 
Our aim has been to expand coverage of 
social insurance and gradually reduce 
the need for supplementary public-as- 
sistance programs. It is essential that a 
proper relationship be maintained be- 
tween insurance benefits and assistance 
payments. At the very least, average 
benefits from insurance should be as 
high as average payments under public 
assistance. Today, the average payment 
in both programs is about $43 per month. 
An increase in public assistance alone 
would, therefore, result in an average 
insurance benefit lower than the aver- 
age assistance payment. 

This would be a highly undesirable 
result for the future of both programs. 
As the Senate Committee on Finance 
pointed out in its report on the Social 
Security Act Amendments of 1950: 

Your committee's impelling concern 
has been to take immediate effective steps 
to cut down the need for further expansion 
of public assistance. * * * Unless the 
insurance system is expanded and improved 
so that it in fact offers a basic security to 
retired persons and to survivors, there will 
be continual and irresistible pressure for 
putting more and more Federal funds into 
less constructive assistance programs. We 
consider the assistance methods to have 
serious disadvantages to the long-run ap- 


proach to the Nation's social-security 
problem. 


The logic of this report certainly ap- 
plies in the case of the present amend- 
ment. The relationship between the in- 
surance and assistance programs estab- 
lished by the Social Security Act 
Amendments of 1950 should not now be 
upset to the detriment of insurance, 

If public assistance payments are now 
to be increased, then old-age and surviv- 
ors insurance benefits should also be in- 
creased to at least an equal degree. 

Fortunately, it is now possible to in- 
crease these insurance benefits without 
changing the actuarial status of the old- 
age and survivors insurance system as 
calculated when the Social Security Act 
amendments were adopted last year. 
This is true because the increases in 
wages which have since taken place will 
mean a greater increase in the income of 
the insurance fund than in the liabilities 
which that fund will be called upon to 
bear. 

As for the increase in public assist- 
ance payments provided by the amend- 
ment now before the Senate, I believe 
that consideration should be given to in- 
cluding a provision which would make 
it entirely clear that the additional 
funds are actually to be passed along 
without delay, to the people who receive 
State aid. 

Although practically all the States 
would receive additional Federal funds 
under the formula provided in this 
amendment, the amendment itself pro- 
vides no assurance that these increases 
would be passed on promptly to indi- 
viduals. When the Federal share in the 
public assistance program was increased 
in October 1948, the short-run effect was 
to substitute some Federal funds for 
State and local funds going into current 
programs. An immediate result was to 
make the average increase in payments 
to individuals less, in many cases, than 
had been intended by the Congress. If 
new increases are now to be authorized, 
we should take care to avoid a repetition 
of this experience. 

Sincerely yours, 
Harry S. TRUMAN. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The com- 
munication from the President will lie 
on the table. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment lettered “B” to the 
committee amendment. The amendment 
is a long one, and I am perfectly willing 
to have the reading of it waived. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without ob- 
jection, the reading of the Senator’s 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment will be waived, and the amendment 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

Tne amendment submitted by Mr. 
LEHMAN to the committee amendment, is 
as follows: 

On page 3, strike out line 9 to and includ- 
ing the figures 830“ in line 14, and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: “and (2) in 
the case of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Is- 
lands, an amount, which shall be used ex- 
clusively as old-age assistance, equal to the 
sum of the following proportions of the total 
amounts expended during such quarter as 
old-age assistance, under the State plan, not 
counting so much of such expenditure with 
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respect to any individual for any month as 
exceeds $30— 

“(A) two-thirds of such expenditures, not 
counting so much of any expenditure with 
respect to any month as exceeds the product 
of $26 multiplied by the total number of 
such individuals who received old-age assist- 
ance for such month; plus 

„(B) one-half of the amount by which 
such expenditures exceed the maximum 
which may be counted under clause (A); and 

3).” 
$ On page 4, strike out line 25 down to and 
including the word “children” in line 9, on 
page 5, and insert in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing: “and (2) in the case of Puerto Rico and 
the Virgin Islands, an amount, which shall be 
used exclusively as aid to dependent child- 
ren, equal to the sum of the following pro- 
portions of the total amounts expended dur- 
ing such quarter as aid to dependent child- 
ren under the State plan, not counting so 
much of such expenditure with respect to 
any dependent child for any month as ex- 
ceeds $18, or if there is more than one de- 
pendent child in the same home, as exceeds 
$18 with respect to one such dependent 
child and $12 with respect to each of the 
other dependent children, and not counting 
so much of such expenditure for any month 
with respect to a relative with whom any 
dependent child is living as exceeds $18— 

“(A) two-thirds of such expenditures, not 
counting so much of the expenditures with 
respect to any month as exceeds the product 
of $16 multiplied by the total number of 
dependent children and other individuals 
with respect to whom aid to dependent child- 
ren is paid for such month, plus 

“(B) one-half of the amount by which 
such expenditures exceed the maximum 
which may be counted under clause (A); 
and (3) in the case of any State, an amount 
equal.” 

On page 6, strike out line 13 down to and 
including the figures “$30” in line 18, and in- 
sert in lieu thereof the following: “and (2) 
in the case of Puerto Rico and the Virgin 
Islands, an amount, which shall be used 
exclusively as aid to the blind, equal to the 
sum of the following proportions of the total 
amounts expended during such quarter as 
aid to the blind under the State plan, not 
counting so much of such expenditure with 
respect to any individual for any month as 
exceeds $30— 

“(A) two-thirds of such expenditures, not 
counting so much of any expenditure with 
respect to any month as exceeds the product 
of $26 multiplied by the total number of 
such individuals who received aid to the 
blind for such months, plus 

“(B) one-half of the amount by which 
such expenditures exceed the maximum 
which may be counted under clause (A); 
and (3) in the case of.” 

On page 7, strike out line 23 down to 
and including the figures “$30” in line 5 
on page 8, and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: “and (2) in the case of Puerto 
Rico and the Virgin Islands, an amount, 
which shall be used exclusively as aid to 
the permanently and totally disabled, equal 
to the sum of the following proportions of 
the total amounts expended during such 
quarter as aid to the permanently and totally 
disabled under the State plan, not counting 
so much of such expenditure with respect 
to any individual for any month as exceeds 
$30— 

“(A) two-thirds of such expenditures, not 
counting so much of any expenditure with 
respect to any month as exceeds the product 
of $26 multiplied by the total number of 
such individuals who received aid to the 
permanently and totally disabled for such 
month, plus 

“(B) one-half of the amount by which 
such expenditures exceed the maximum 
which may be counted under clause (A); 
and (3) in the.” 
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Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll, 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for a 
quorum call be rescinded and that fur- 
ther proceedings under the call be sus- 
pended. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the request of the Senator 
from New York? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, the 
amendment which I have submitted is 
in reality a very simple one. Its appar- 
ent complexity is due to the fact that 
our social security laws are complex, 
All that it does is amend the pending 
bill to provide that Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands shall have a more equi- 
table formula for Federal grants for 
public assistance. 

Last year when the social security 
amendments of 1950 were adopted, a for- 
mula was written into the law whereby 
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands were 
authorized to be given Federal pay- 
ments of 50 percent of expenditures for 
public-assistance payments in the cate- 
gories of old-age assistance, aid to de- 
pendent children, and aid to the blind. 
A ceiling, however, was written into the 
law so that Puerto Rico could not re- 
ceive in any event more than $4,250,000 
and the Virgin Islands $160,000 for all 
those categories of public assistance. 

My amendment does not propose to 
raise these ceilings. I do not propose 
that Puerto Rico or the Virgin Islands 
be granted any more in actual Federal 
payments than is now authorized under 
the social security law. Whereas the 
pending measure as recommended by 
the committee would authorize $139,000,- 
000 in additional payments to the States, 
my amendment would not provide any 
authorization beyond that already writ- 
ten into the law. 

What I seek to achieve is the practical 
effect of providing more funds for Puerto 
Rico without raising the ceiling by a sin- 
gle dollar. 

The formula proposed in the amend- 
ment would give a somewhat greater 
measure of justice to Puerto Rico and 
the Virgin Islands—although by no 
means the equal justice that we should 
in good conscience afford these people 
who are American citizens and who com- 
prise an integral part of the United 
States. 

We discriminate against Puerto Rico 
and the Virgin Islands because they re- 
ceive a rebate on their internal revenue 
collections, and, in the case of Puerto 
Rico, the people do not pay Federal in- 
come taxes. This waiver, as I said when 
I submitted this amendment to the Sen- 
ate, is in recognition of the severe and 
special economic problems of Puerto 
Rico and the Virgin Islands. 

Puerto Rico has a population of over 
2,000,000 in an area whose agricultural 
economy does not support this number 
of people. Unemployment is severe. 
The Government and the people have 
been making herculean efforts in recent 
years to expand their economy and to 
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diversify it to give more employment and 
to raise the standard of living. Those 
efforts have been called operation boot- 
strap, and they have resulted in very 
significant progress. 

As a result of this situation, the Puerto 
Rican Government is severely limited in 
its ability to raise money for public as- 
sistance payments. The appropriation 
for public assistance at the present time 
is $2,500,000 annually. There is little or 
no possibility that this amount can be 
increased at the present time. 

Thus, under the present formula, we 
may give Puerto Rico only $2,500,000 an- 
nually for its public assistance programs, 
despite the fact that the authorized ceil- 
ing is $4,250,000. 

The average monthly payment to an 
aged person in Puerto Rico at the pres- 
ent time is $7.60 a month, as against the 
authorized ceiling of $30 a month. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Iam very glad to yield 
to the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. As I understand, Puerto 
Rico could raise the amount within the 
present authorization, and could there- 
by receive the additional funds from the 
Federal Government, merely by provid- 
ing a greater amount herself. 

Mr. LEHMAN. That is true; but I do 
not think she is in any position to do it 
at the present time. In her budget 
Puerto Rico provided this year $2,500,- 
000; in fact, she provided $3,000,000, but 
the additional $500,000 is for purposes 
in which the United States Government 
does not participate. 

Think of it, Mr. President, today in 
Puerto Rico the total payment for an 
aged person is $7.60 a month. The same 
average is paid to the needy blind. The 
average payments for dependent chil- 
dren are actually $8.70 a month. 

The number of cases receiving old-age 
assistance as of recent date was 17,500, 
The number of cases of aid to dependent 
children was 11,500. The number of 
cases of aid to the blind was 500. 

But there are 60,000 pending applica- 
tions for assistance. There are 23,000 
applicants for old-age assistance, 23,000 
applicants for aid to dependent children, 
600 applicants for aid to the blind, and 
13,500 permanently and totally disabled 
cases. Few of these cases can receive 
any assistance unless the amendment 
now offered shall be accepted. 

The cost of living in Puerto Rico is 
actually very little less than it is in con- 
tinental United States. For an aged 
person to be forced to live on $7.60 a 
month, or an average of 25 cents a day, 
is a shocking situation. I cannot un- 
derstand how these unfortunate fellow 
citizens of ours can exist at such a level. 

Nor can we shut our eyes to the 60,000 
cases of need which receive no pay- 
ments at all. These are individuals— 
aged and infirm persons, permanently 
disabled persons, blind people, and de- 
pendent children—who are hungry and 
needy, who get no help at all from the 
Government. There just is not money 
enough to help them. 

How can we, as fellow Americans, as 
Members of the United States Senate, 
close our eyes to these conditions? 
How can we turn our backs on them? 
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How can we say that we have discharged 
our obligation to these fellow citizens 
when we have provided a formula which 
in practice does not even make available 
the money which Congress has au- 
thorized? 

The figures I have cited are official 
figures. They were supplied me by of- 
ficials of the Federal Security Agency 
who have just returned from Puerto Rico 
and the Virgin Islands where they com- 
piled these statistics. 

The Puerto Rican Government does 
not have the resources to enable it to 
increase its total expenditures for public 
assistance at the present time. Accord- 
ing to the information given me by the 
Federal Security Agency officials, the 
Puerto Rican Government wants to in- 
crease payments to individual cases, but 
it desires even more to increase the case 
load, to do something for the many cases 
who now receive no payments at all. 

There is a Federal law which requires 
that there be no discrimination as be- 
tween applicants for public assistance. 
Yet in Puerto Rico there is, in effect, an 
unfortunate discrimination based solely 
on the fact that there are no funds avail- 
able to take care of all the cases. 

The pending amendment would par- 
tially meet this situation by increasing 
the Federal share. As I said, I do not 
propose to increase the total authoriza- 
tion. I merely propose to establish a 
practical formula which will permit the 
amount authorized by the Federal Gov- 
ernment to be used to help these un- 
fortunates, these underprivileged, these 
uncared-for individuals who are our 
fellow-citizens and the citizens of to- 
morrow. 

The pending amendment would per- 
mit the increase in total expenditures 
for public assistance in Puerto Rico, in 
the categories for which Federal grants 
are authorized, to $6,750,000. This would 
mean a Federal contribution of $4,250,- 
000, as authorized. Even if Puerto Rico 
increased its appropriations, the Federal 
contribution is restricted by law to the 
same amount, $4,250,000. I do not pro- 
pose that this ceiling be lifted at this 
time. 

My amendment changes the basis for 
the formula to one roughly paralleling 
that for the several States, but one which 
is still less liberal. The top payment 
for the aged and the blind authorized 
in my amendment is $30, instead of $53, 
as in the States. The Federal contribu- 
tion is limited to two-thirds of the first 
$26 and one-half of the remaining $4 

- up to $30. This is roughly the formula 
that was in effect in the States in 1946. 

But this is, as I said, a theoretical 
formula. There is no prospect that 
Puerto Rico can increase its payments 
to anything like $26, even though that 
would not be an excessive amount to 
meet the cost of living in Puerto Rico. 

I hope that with the funds which 
would become available under this 
amendment, Puerto Rico would be able 
to increase the size of the payments and 
also to take care of more of the indi- 
viduals who need to be taken care of. 

Instead of $5,000,000 for these public 
assistance programs, Puerto Rico could 
spend $6,750,000 under the terms of the 
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proposed amendment. Puerto Rico 
could, of course, increase this amount 
still more if it could raise the money. 
But the Federal Government will still be 
restricted in its contribution to $4,250,- 
000. 

Even if Puerto Rico does not increase 
its appropriation for these programs, 
and if the total payments stand at 
$6,750,000, the Federal Government will 
not be contributing a full two-thirds, as 
called for under the theoretical formula 
proposed in my amendment. A full 
two-thirds would be $5,000,000, and the 
ceiling, of course, is $4,200,000. 

For aid to dependent children, my 
amendment provides that the Federal 
Government will pay two-thirds of the 
first $16 average per person and one- 
half of the balance up to $18 average. 
The exact formula is set forth at $18 
for the first dependent child, $18 for one 
adult in each family, and $12 for each 
additional child. This again is a purely 
theoretical formula, designed to reduce 
in theory the inequality between the 
formula for the States and the formula 
for Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. 

I point out that at the present time 
the only payments that come from both 
the Federal Government and Puerto 
Rico are in the aggregate less than $9 a 
month. Certainly that is an amount 
on which no child or no mother caring 
for a child could possibly subsist. 

What I have said about Puerto Rico 
also applies with respect to the Virgin 
Islands. The payments actually being 
made in the Virgin Islands are some- 
what higher than in Puerto Rico, but 
they are still far below the limit set 
in the pending amendment. The num- 
ber of pending applicaticns is less in the 
Virgin Islands than in Puerto Rico, and 
most of the money made available under 
my amendment for the Virgin Islands, 
namely, a total of $75,000, would be used 
to increase the payments to somewhere 
nearer the level of need. 

Mr. President, I earnestly hope that 
the amendment will be accepted by the 
chairman of the committee and by the 
Senate, because, in my opinion, the facts 
are so plain that I cannot believe the 
Senate, in making provision for the aged 
and the blind, and for dependent chil- 
dren, in continental United States, will 
overlook the equally great need of our 
fellow Americans in Puerto Rico and 
the Virgin Islands. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, as I un- 
derstand the amendment offered by the 
distinguished Senator from New York, it 
would have the effect of causing the Fed- 
eral Government to double its contribu- 
tions to the payment of old-age assist- 
ance benefits in Puerto Rico, where we 
now match the contributions dollar for 
dollar. If I correctly understand the 
amendment, it would result in the Fed- 
eral Government’s contributing $2 for 
each $1 contributed by Puerto Rico. 

Mr. LEHMAN. It would increase the 
proportion of the Federal aid of one- 
half up to $26, to two-thirds, whereas in 
the States, as the distinguished Senator 
realizes, the Government bears three- 
fourths of the contribution. 

Mr. KERR. That is correct. What 
the Senator has said is a confirmation 
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of the belief I had that the effect of 
the amendment would be to double the 
Federal contribution for old-age assist- 
ance in Puerto Rico on the basis of 
matching money by the Government. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield for a question, 

A Mr. LEHMAN. I think I still have the 
oor. 

Mr. KERR. I thought the Senator 
had yielded the floor. 

Mr, LEHMAN. I do not care to de- 
bate that question with the Senator. 

Mr. KERR. I shall be glad to yield 
for a statement, if I do not thereby lose 
my right to the floor. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the distin- 
guished Senator from Oklahoma may 
yield to me for a statement, without his 
losing the floor. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I may say that this 
does not mean doubling the authoriza- 
tion 

Mr. KERR. I did not say it meant 
doubling the authorization. I said that 
if I understood the amendment correct- 
ly, it would result in doubling the con- 
tribution. 

Mr. LEHMAN. It would result under 
no circumstances in doubling the con- 
tribution. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN, I should like to an- 
swer the Senator from Oklahoma. 

I am sure the Senator from Oklahoma 
is aware of the fact that the social- 
security law establishes a formula 
under which the Federal Government 
reimburses the States with a certain per- 
centage of the money needed for the dis- 
charge of their obligations in the various 
categories of social security. There is 
no ceiling set, so far as I r So long 
as the State of New York, the State of 
Ohio, the State of Oklahoma, the State 
of North Dakota, the State of Pennsyl- 
vania, the State of Virginia, or the other 
States of the Union, adhere to the for- 
mula set forth in the Social Security Act, 
there is no limit whatsoever placed on 
the dollar amount with which the Fed- 
eral Government reimburses them. In 
other words, the amount due to New 
York or Ohio may be X, Y, or Z dollars, 
but the Federal Government reimburses 
those States, without ceiling, in the 
amount that is due them under the for- 
mula. 

The only two exceptions to that for- 
mula I know of are Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands. In the case of Puerto 
Rico, regardless of the need, regardless 
of the calls made on the island, to which 
response must be made because of a pol- 
icy adopted by the Federal Government, 
there is a ceiling fixed of $4,250,000. In 
the case of the Virgin Islands there is a 
ceiling of $160,000. It makes no differ- 
ence how much Puerto Rico and the Vir- 
gin Islands can make available, the 
share of the United States Government 
remains, respectively, at $4,250,000, and 
at $160,000. 

I might have come before the Senate 
and tried to mislead my colleagues by 
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saying that if we now make a larger per- 
centage contribution Puerto Rico will 
inerease her share. I do not believe in 
misleading my colleagues. I know that 
Puerto Rico cannot, under present cir- 
cumstances, make available any sub- 
stantially larger sum than it is now mak- 
ing available. But I say that, just as 
in the case of New York and Pennsyl- 
vania, Oklahoma, and Virginia, certain- 
ly the United States Government should 
be willing to provide a reasonable sum 
of money at its disposal to increase in 
a small degree, and only in a very small 
degree, the amount to be made available 
to the aged, to the blind, and to the de- 
pendent children of Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands. 

In New York we spend, I believe, $53 
or $54 a month for our aged. This is 
not enough. I wish it were more. None 
the less, it is $53. In Colorado the 
amount is $67. In Louisiana, as was said 
on the floor of the Senate the other day, 
the amount is $47, I think the amount 
in Ohio is $50. Compare that with the 
$7.60 that is made available to a fellow 
American citizen in Puerto Rico. Some 
Senators may think that is justice. 
They may want to do that. I have no 
means of stopping Senators from doing 
that. But at least I want to raise my 
voice against that sort of “justice” to 
our fellow American citizens. We owe 
a debt to them. We are not offering to 
do for them what we do for the people 
of Ohio, the people of Illinois, the 
people of Pennsylvania, of Oklahoma, of 
Colorado, or of Virginia. In the case of 
those States the United States Govern- 
ment is assuming three-quarters of the 
cost, and is placing a ceiling of $53. All 
I ask is that the United States assume 
two-thirds of the cost up to $26 for the 
aged, and only two-thirds of the cost 
up to $16 for dependent children. I 
think that is a fair proposal. I believe 
it to be a posal based and grounded 
in justice. hope other Senators will 
see the situation in the same way as I 
see it. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, with fur- 
ther reference to the remarks made by 
our distinguished colleague from New 
York (Mr. Lenman] I must return to 
the statement I have made. Under the 
law at this time the Federal Govern- 
ment matches the funds with Puerto 
Rico, dollar for dollar, in her assistance 
program. Under the amendment of- 
fered by the Senator from New York 
we would match Puerto Rico’s funds 
with $2 for each dollar put up by Puerto 
Rico. So that our participation would 
be twice as much with reference to the 
program as it now is. 

The Senator from New York says that 
there is no limit on what the Federal 
Government has authorized for payment 
to the various States in the form of 
grants in aid for their assistance pro- 
grams, but that we treat Puerto Rico on 
a different basis in that we have placed 
a ceiling on the amount of money we 
will contribute to Puerto Rico. I re- 
mind the Senator from New York that, 
for all practical purposes, the ceiling 
which we placed on our contribution 
in the case of Puerto Rico has been no 
ceiling in fact, because Puerto Rico up 
to this time has not provided the funds 
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which have resulted in the Federal Gov- 
ernment being called upon to provide a 
matching amount at anywhere near or 
approaching the ceiling of the author- 
ization now in effect. 

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen- 
ator from New York told us that the 
cost of living in Puerto Rico is about 
the same as it is in the United States. 
I take serious issue with that statement. 
I believe that Puerto Rico taxes her peo- 
ple to the extent of about $1 per citi- 
zen for their participation in their as- 
sistance programs. In the United States 
proper, Mr. President, the taxes the Fed- 
eral Government collects amount to 
about $8 per citizen for the funds which 
it contributes to the various States, in- 
cluding the amount contributed to 
Puerto Rico. 

Our distinguished friend from New 
York takes the position that in view of 
the fact that we have one formula for 
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands and 
another for the various States, we 
thereby discriminate against our fellow 
citizens in Puerto Rico and the Virgin 
Islands. I take issue with that state- 
ment, Mr. President, for the reason that 
Puerto Rico pays no Federal income 
tax. Whatever tax is paid in Puerto 
Rico is, by act of Congress, given back 
to Puerto Rico, so that to the extent 
that their citizenship pays Federal in- 
come taxes, instead of it coming to the 
Treasury of the United States and a 
portion of it being available to be re- 
turned to Puerto Rico, every dollar of 
Federal tax paid in Puerto Rico is re- 
tained by Puerto Rico and is subject 
to its appropriation, and to no control 
by the Federal Government. 

I do not believe that that is correct 
with reference to the Virgin Islands, 
But the fact is that every year the Con- 
gress appropriates funds which are paid 
directly to the Virgin Islands, to assist 
them in their cost of government. 

The proposal of the Senator from New 
York is appealing to Senators; it was 
appealing to the committee; but the com- 
mittee gave much consideration to this 
very matter when House bill 6000 was 
before the committee, and I believe it 
was the unanimous opinion of the com- 
mittee that in view of the concessions 
being given to Puerto Rico by the Fed- 
eral Government, in view of the fact 
that she was permitted to keep all the 
Federal taxes paid by citizens of Puerto 
Rico, and in view of the direct appro- 
priations made by the Federal Govern- 
ment both to the Virgin Islands and 
to Puerto Rico, the difference in the 
formula not only was justified but in- 
dicated. Rather than Puerto Rico 
being discriminated against under the 
present formula it is my opinion that if 
in the case of Puerto Rico we now began 
a program of matching $2 for $1, and 
permitting them to keep for their own 
use all the Federal taxes paid there; 
we would be discriminating against the 
States, that pay their respective shares 
of the Federal revenue and pay their 
citizens, under this program such 
amounts as the Federal Government al- 
locates to them. 

So long as the formula is retained 
whereby the States that provide all the 
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money receive back only $3 for $1, it is 
my feeling that we would be discrimina- 
ting against those on the assistance 
rolls in the United States proper if we 
today keep them on a basis of $3 for 
$1, and adopt a formula of $2 for $1 for 
the Puerto Ricans and the people of the 
Virgin Islands. 

Mr. President, I hope the amend- 
ment will not be adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from New 
York [Mr. LEHMAN] to the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I shall 
not enter into any lengthy argument 
with my friend the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma. I have made my 
plea. I believe that Iam right. I shall 
vote in accordance with my conscience, 
as I know my colleagues will vote in ac- 
cordance with their consciences. 

I feel that I must correct the state- 
ment which the Senator from Okla- 
homa has made several times, in spite 
of my denial, that this amendment 
would double the contribution of the 
Federal Government. It would not, it 
could not possibly double it. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. If I may complete my 
statement, I shall then be glad to yield, 
The amendment cannot possibly double 
the contribution. It would raise it from 
one-half to two-thirds. It would raise 
the amount which we now contribute, 
which is two and one-half million dol- 
lars, to a maximum and I want to em- 
phasize the word “maximum”—of $4,- 
250,000. That is neither doubling by 
percentage nor doubling in dollars. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LEIMAN. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT, Presumably the govern- 
ment of Puerto Rico has two and a half 
million dollars to contribute. With that, 
under present law, they get two and a 
half million dollars of Federal funds. 
Under the proposal of the Senator from 
New York, they would get $5,000,000 of 
Federal funds, or two for one—double 
the Federal contribution. 

Mr. LEHMAN, Ishould like to answer 
the Senator from Ohio. That would be 
perfectly correct if no ceiling were placed 
on the contribution of the United States 
Government. It is perfectly true that if 
they contributed two and a half million 
dollars and the expenditures were seven 
and a half million dollars, we would have 
to put up $5,000,000. But we cannot do 
so. There is a ceiling of $4,250,000. So, 
no matter what happens, we could not 
put up more than $4,250,000, which by no 
stretch of the imagination could be con- 
sidered a doubling of our contribution. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. BYRD. The question then would 
arise with respect to raising the ceiling. 
The formula which the Senator from 
New York wishes to establish is not pos- 
sible within the ceiling of $4,250,000. So 
he will come forward with some justifi- 
cation and say, “We established a for- 
mula whereby we were to put up $2 to $1, 
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but we have a ceiling which prevents the 
formula from being carried out.” I have 
seen that happen many times. It is like 
a. authorization. We make an authori- 
zation, and while it may be said that an 
authorization does not bind the Congress 
to appropriate, yet, when the time comes, 
we are told that we are legally bound to 
carry out the obligation. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Virginia has 
been Governor of his State, as I have 
been Governor of mine. He has been in 
the Senate many more years than I have, 
and is very much more familiar with the 
procedure. But neither he nor I can pre- 
dict what is going to happen 10 years 
from now, 5 years from now, or next 
year. Certainly amendments may be 
made to the act. The act has been 
amended five times since it was passed. 
I cannot guarantee that there will be no 
amendments. However, I will say to the 
distinguished Senator from Virginia that, 
so far as I am concerned, I will offer no 
amendment affecting the ceiling either 
in the case of Puerto Rico or in the case 
of the Virgin Islands, duriag the Eighty- 
second Congress. 

Mr. BYRD. Some other Member may 
offer such an amendment. 

The fact remains that the Senator 
from New York is proposing a formula 
which calls for an appropriation of 
$5,000,000. That is obvious. If we put up 
two for one, and Puerto Rico puts up 
two and a half million dollars, the Fed- 
eral Government will put up $5,000,000. 
A demand will be made to suspend the 
ceiling so as to allow the formula to 
operate. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I suggest to the Sen- 
ator from Virginia that we are changing 
the ceiling now. We are changing the 
formula to a certain extent. It is pro- 
posed that we change it from two-thirds 
to four-fifths. Virginia would profit 
from such action, just as well as New 
York would profit. 

Mr. BYRD. There is no ceiling on 
such expenditures within this country, 
such as has been established for Puerto 
Rico. As a matter of fact, there is what 
we call an open-end appropriation. 
Money does not even have to be ap- 
propriated to be spent. 

Mr. LEHMAN. There is a ceiling in 
the case of Puerto Rico, which I am 
willing to adhere to. Virginia could 
spend four times as much money for this 
purpose if it wanted to do so, and the 
Federal Government would have to 
match Virginia's contribution. 

Mr. BYRD. The reason there is no 
ceiling here is that the money from 
which the payments are made comes 
from the States. Not a dollar comes 
from Puerto Rico. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Three-quarters of it 
comes from the Federal Government. 

Mr. BYRD. The revenue of the Fed- 
eral Government all comes from the 
States. The idea that the Federal Gov- 
ernment has money which does not come 
from the States is absurd. All of it 
comes from the States. Every dollar 
which we spend comes from taxation in 
the 48 States. Not a dollar comes from 
Puerto Rico. 

XCVII— 526 
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Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. I understood the Senator 
to say that Virginia could increase its 
expenditure for this purpose four times, 
and that the Federal Government would 
have to match it. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes. 

Mr. KERR. Does not the Senator 
know that there is a ceiling for Vir- 
ginia, and that there is a ceiling for 
Oklahoma, and that there is a ceiling 
for New York? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Up to $53. 

Mr. KERR. Up to $50. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Under this bili it would 
be up to $53. 

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator think 
that Virginia could increase its pay- 
ments by four times and remain with- 
in that ceiling? 

Mr. LEHMAN. If it wished to do so, it 
could put four times as many people on 
the rolls. 

Mr. KERR. That was not what the 
Senator was talking about. The Senator 
was talking about paying four times as 
much. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Certainly; and that 
would increase the payments four times. 

Mr. KERR. It cannot be done so long 
as the $50 ceiling remains in effect. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Certainly it can. The 
ee is $50 or $53 per person on the 
rolls. 

Mr. KERR. The ceiling is $50 or $53 
per person eligible under the require- 
ments fixed by the Federal statutes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Ido not know to what 
extent the rolls could be enlarged. 

Mr. KERR. But there is that ceiling 
for Oklahoma, New York, and Virginia. 

Mr. LEHMAN. It is a ceiling in dol- 
lars per beneficiary. 

Mr. KERR. That is a ceiling. 

Mr. LEHMAN. There is no ceiling 
otherwise. 

Mr. KERR. That is a ceiling. 

Mr. LEHMAN. No; not exactly. 

Mr. CASE. Mr President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. I should like to ask the 
distinguished Senator from New York a 
question. If the ceiling of $4,950,000 for 
Puerto Rico remains, would it not still be 
true that we would be putting up $2 to 
$1, withii. the ceiling? 

Mr, LEHMAN. No; it would not. It 
would mean, I hope, that we would be 
putting up $4,250,000 against the two and 
a half million which Puerto Rico is put- 
ting up now, and which it has appropri- 
ated for the current year. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY, It was my impres- 
sion that the Senator from Virginia was 
emphasizing the point that the tax 
moneys come from the States. He was 
referring to the proposal of the Senator 
from New York with relation to Puerto 
Rico and the Virgin Islards. I should 
like to ask the Senator whether or not he 
has ever heard of any State paying ‘axes 
te the Federal Government? Does any 
State ever pay a tax to the Federal 
Government? 
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Mr. BYRD. The citizens of the States 
pay taxes. Puerto Rico does not turn 
over 1 cent of its taxes to the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. There is no State 
which pays a tax to the Federal Gov- 
ernment. What the Senator from New 
York is saying is merely that the people 
are going to put up the money which is 
necessary for the increased contribution 
to the Virgin Islands and to Puerto Rico. 

Mr. BYRD. Did the Senator under- 
stand me to state that any State paid 
taxes to the Federal Government? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It was my im- 
pression that the Senator from Virginia 
was emphasizing the point that a tax 
was paid on the part of the States. 

Mr. BYRD. I stated that the money 
which the Federal Government spends 
comes from the States. Not a dollar 
comes from the Federal Government as 
such. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator says 
that the money which the Federal Gov- 
ernment spends comes from the people 
in the States. I am merely trying to 
elarify the terminology, because I think 
it is important to get across the point 
that this is a Federal contribution which 
will be paid out to the people in the 
Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico, just as 
Federal contributions are paid to the 
people of North Dakota, Minnesota, Vir- 
ginia, and Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 

Mr. KERR. I believe that under 
House bill 6000 the State do pay social- 
security taxes to the Federal Govern- 
ment, with reference to State employees 
who are under the program by reason 
of the enactment of H. R. 6000. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is on a vol- 
untary basis. It is their choice. 

Mr. FERR. The Senator wanted to 
know if there was any instance in which 
any State paid any money to the Fed- 
eral Government. I believe that is one 
instance in which it is done. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena- 
tor from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. I made the statement 
merely as a matter of information. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Oklahoma has very kindly given it to 
the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from New 
York [Mr. LeHnianj, to the committee 
amendment on page 3, beginning on 
line 9, as amended. [Putting the ques- 
tion.] The “noes” appear to have it. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I ask or a division. 

On a division, the amendment to the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment 7-9-51—A.“ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands that the amendment 
of the Senator from Minnesota is an 
amendment to the bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment on page 3, beginning on line 
9, as amended. ~ 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. My amendment is 
an amendment to the committee amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that the Senator’s 
amendment is a new section, and is an 
amendment to the bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment on page 3, beginning on line 
9, as amended. 

Mr. DIRKSEM. Mr. President, is the 
Senate voting on the committee amend- 
ment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the commit- 
tee amendment on page 3, as amended, 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I offer 
an amendment to the committee amend- 
ment, which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The Cuter CLERK. On page 8, line 14, 
it is proposed to strike out the period 
and insert a colon and the following: 
“Provided, That no funds for the purpose 
oĉ this act shall be expended or advanced 
to the States, unless there has been pro- 
vided in revenue legislation by the Con- 
gress adequate taxes in addition to levies 
presently imposed by law to cover such 
expenditure.” 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I shall not speak at 
length on the amendment. It speaks 
for itself. It represents what I believe 
to be the consistent viewpoint of the 
junior Senator from Illinois. If these 
burdens are to be laid upon the budget, 
there ought to be some offsetting reve- 
nue. The amendment provides that the 
benefits under the act shall not be made 
available until the Congress shall have 
added to existing revenues under exist- 
ing laws the necessary taxes for that 
purpose. That is the whole object of 
the amendment. It speaks for itself. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I hope 
the amendment will not be adopted, be- 
cause it would in effect destroy the bill 
as it is now before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Illi- 
nois [Mr. DIRKSEN] to the committee 
amendment on page 8, beginning on 
line 14, 

The amendment was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment, as amended. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment 7-9-51—A. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the proper place 
in the bill, it is proposed to insert the 
following: 

Sec. 4. (a) Section 203 (a) of the Social 
Security Act, as amended, is amended by 
striking out “$150” and “$40” wherever they 
occur and inserting in lieu thereof “$160” 
and 850“, respectively. 

(b) Paragraph (1) of subsection (a) of 
section 215 of such act, as amended, is 
amended by striking out 86100 and 6200 
and inserting in lieu thereof “$110” and 
“$190”, respectively. 
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(c) Paragraph (2) of such subsection is 
amended by striking out clause (B) and in- 
serting in lieu thereof: 

“(B) the amount determined under sub- 
section (c), except that this clause shall not 
be applicable to any individual who was not 
paid (or deemed to have been paid under 
section 217 (a)) wages prior to January 1, 
1951.” 

(d) Paragraph (1) of subsection (c) of 
such section ic amended by striking out the 
table appearing therein and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following new table: 


“T Il III 
And the 
average 
If the primary insurance | The primary] monthle 
benefit (as computed | insurance 2 N 
under subsection (d)) | amount shall computing 
is— + be maximum 
benefits shall 
hae 
$23. 00 $45.00 
25. 00 50. 00 
27. 00 54.00 
20. 00 58. 00 
31.00 62. 00 
33. 00 66. 00 
34.70 69, 40 
86. 20 72. 40 
37. 50 75. 00 
38. 70 77.40 
40.00 80. 00 
41. 50 83. 00 
43. 20 86. 40 
45.20 90. 40 
47. 50 95. 00 
49. 50 99.00 
51.30 102. 60 
53. 00 106. 00 
54. 50 109. 00 
55. 80 115. 30 
57. 00 123. 
58. 10 130. 60 
59, 20 138. 00 
60, 20 144. 60 
61. 20 151. 30 
62. 20 158. 00 
63. 20 164. 60 
64. 20 171. 
65. 20 178. 00 
66. 10 184. 00 
67, 00 190. 00 
67.90 196. 00 
68. 80 205. 00 
69. 70 220. 00 
70. 60 235. 00 
71.50 250. 00 
71. 50 250. 00” 


(e) (1) The amendment made by subsec- 
tion (a) shall be applicable with respect to 
monthly benefits for months after December 
1951. 

(2) The amendments made by subsections 
(b), (c), and (d) shall be applicable (not- 
withstanding the provisions of section 215 
(f) (1) of the Social Security Act, as 
amended, (A) in the case of monthly bene- 
fits for months after December 1951, and 
(B) in the case of lump-sum death pay- 
ments with respect to deaths occurring after 
December 1951; and no redetermination of 
the amount of any benefit by reason of such 
amendments shall be regarded as a recom- 
putation for purposes of such section 


215 (f). 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, first 
of all I wish to express my concurrence in 
and support of what we have already ac- 
complished, namely, the amending of 
the public-assistance provisions in the 
Social Security Act by increasing by $3 
a month the Federal Government’s 
share of the public-assistance payments 
to needy individuals who are aged, blind, 
or disabled, and increasing by $2 the 
payments to dependent children. 

As the committee has pointed out, and 
as the President has set forth in his 
letter, the total cost is approximately 
$140,000,000 annually. I know there has 
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been some comment with reference to 
the cost as being an additional burden 
upon the Federal Treasury at this hour. 
However, I believe the time is at hand 
when the Congress of the United States 
should be just as deeply concerned with 
human welfare and the lot of its senior 
citizens and handicapped citizens as it 
is with some industries and organiza- 
tions who, in converting their establish- 
ments to national defense are given all 
kinds of tax benefits, renegotiation 
benefits, the benefits of amortization 
procedures, and every consideration 
which a Government can give to those 
who produce materials for the national 
defense. In other words, Congress has 
been very generous to private enterprise 
in this country, in terms of profits, profit 
margins and productive assets and lia- 
bilities, as governed by laws passed by 
Congress. 

Mr. President, I should like to take 
note of what my good friend the senior 
Senator from North Dakota IMr. 
LANGER] pointed out some days ago on 
the floor of the Senate. Every time I 
hear comments about the terrible cost 
the Government is assuming, I remind 
myself that the money, the dollars, 
which the Federal Government spends 
comes from the American people. 
Therefore, we must measure the use of 
the people’s money prudently and wisely. 

The Senator from North Dakota made 
a very interesting observation on July 
11. It is found at page 7957 of the Con- 
GRESSIONAL REcorD. On that page there 
appears a chart showing statistical in- 
formation. It is entitled “Pari-Mutuel 
Turn-over, Revenue to States, 1950.” 
The chart reveals that in the year 1950, 
in the States in which pari-mutuel bet- 
ting was legal—that is, the so-called legal 
betting on horse racing—there were 
spent in that form of divertisement 
$1,637,705,199. I may say that any peo- 
ple who can spend that much money to 
see horses run can spend $140,000,000 to 
see that grandfather and grandmother 
get a small old-age pension, which will 
keep the wolf away from the door and 
provide them with the necessities of life. 
I am not saying that people ought not 
go to horse races, but if they do go to 
horse races they should also be willing 
to pay a fair share for the well-being of 
the senior citizens of our country. 

It does not impress the Senator from 
Minnesota to hear people talk about the 
cost of social security, when he knows, 
as every other Member of the Senate 
knows, the amount of money which is 
being spent on less worthy projects. For 
example, the Department of Commerce 
reports that last year in the United 
States of America thirsty people con- 
sumed $8,800,000,000 worth of alcoholic 
beverages. If people can spend $8,800,- 
000,000 to make them feel better than 
they look, they should be able to spend 
a few hundred million dollars to make 
sure that others have a chance to live, a 
chance at least to eke out an existence, 
by having sufficient sustenance. 

Our people spend $4,400,000,000 on to- 
bacco, either to satisfy their nerve emo- 
tions or to make them look more dis- 
tinguished or because they are victims 
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of the habit. If our people can spend 
that amount of money on tobacco, they 
can spend $140,000,000 on the old folks. 
Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 
Mr I yield. 


Mr. KERR. Is it not a fact that much 
of the money that is spent on tobacco 
is not spent to gratify a habit, but is 
spent in the formation of a habit? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Indeed, Mr. Presi- 
dent, the Senator from Oklahoma is, as 
usual, not only correct, but also very 
helpful in rounding out the compre- 
hensive nature of the picture. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, I point 
out that our country has not in any way 
impoverished itself by being somewhat 
generous and considerate of its senior 
citizens. 

So I am delighted that the bill is be- 
fore the Senate, and I am pleased that 
the President has brought to our at- 
tention the importance of seeing to it 
that the States in no way diminish their 
contributions and that the additional 
Federal contribution goes directly to the 
persons concerned, because that was the 
intent of the amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. M-FAR- 
LAND] and the other Senators associ- 
ated with him in sponsoring the amend- 
ment, and it was the intent of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. President, at this time I wish to 
direct my remarks to the amendment 
submitted by the distinguished junior 
Senator from New York [Mr. LEHMAN] 
and myself. I believe this amendment 
to be fundamental to the fairness of the 
proposal which is before us. In other 
words, it is fundamental to keeping in 
balance the old-age assistance program 
on the one hand, and the social-security 
old-age insurance program on the 
other. 

This matter has been very well out- 
lined and, may I say, pleasingly so, to 
me, and, I am sure, to the Senator from 
New York, by the President of the 
United States, in his letter to the Vice 
President, under date of today, July 18. 

The amendment sponsored by the 
Senator from New York and myself pro- 
vides for increasing the old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance payments in a manner 
comparable to the increases to be made 
in the public-assistance payments. 

In brief, the amendment now before 
the Senate would increase by $3 a month 
the insurance payments to aged persons 
now on the insurance-benefit rolls. In 
other words, while those who receive 
increased public-assistance payments, 
which are what we call pensions, to the 
extent of $3 a month, those who are on 
the insurance rolls would likewise have 
their payments increased by $3 a month. 

The amendment also provides for in- 
creased payments to those who retire in 
the future and to the families of in- 
sured workers who die—in other words, 
to the survivors. 

As we know, Congress spent consid- 
erable time on the social-security pro- 
gram last year. In its report on the 
Social Security Act amendments of 1950, 
the Finance Committee stated: 


Your committee’s impelling concern in 
recommending passage of H. R. 6000, as 
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revised, has been to take immediate, effec- 
tive steps to cut down the need for further 
expansion of public assistance, particularly 
old-age assistance. Unless the insurance 
system is expanded and improved so that it 
in fact offers a basic security to retired 
persons and to survivors, there will be con- 
tinual and nearly irresistible pressure for 
putting more and more Federal funds into 
the less-constructive assistance programs. 
We consider the assistance method to have 
serious disadvantages as a long-run approach 
to the Nation's social-security problem. We 
believe that improvement of the American 
social-security system should be in th- direc- 
tion of preventing dependency before it 
occurs, and of providing more effective in- 
come protection, free from the humiliation 
of a test of need. Accordingly your com- 
mittee recommends action designed to im- 
mediately bolster and extend the system of 
old-age and survivors insurance by extension 
of coverage, increasing benefit amounts, lib- 
eralizing eligibility requirements, and other- 
wise improving this basic system for deal- 
ing with income losses. 


Mr. President, I concur 100 percent in 
the philosophy set forth in that state- 
ment by the committee. Its philosophy 
is to increase the individual income so 
that there can be savings and an oppor- 
tunity to provide for old age, and then 
to increase the old-age-insurance bene- 
fits so that there will not be the humilia- 
tion of means tests and of outright relief 
grants and assistance. 

Mr. LANGER Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. I notice that the 
amendment is sponsored by two Demo- 
crats, the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] and the dis- 
tinguished Senator from New York (Mr. 
LEHMAN]. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. We would be glad 
to include the Senator from North Da- 
kota, of course. 

Mr. LANGER. Would the Senator 
have any objection to including a good, 
old-fashioned Republican? 

Mr. HUMPEREY. Mr. President, I 
would be honored to include my friend, 
the Senator from North Dakota, as a co- 
sponsor of the amendment. In fact, 
I open up the amendment to any num- 
ber of additional cosponsors, to any other 
Senators who would like to join in spon- 
soring it. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for 2 brief observation? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. KERR. I would suggest that if 
the Senator from North Dakota is speak- 
ing of himself, he should give himself 
a different description. [{Laughter.] 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I may 
say that the Senator from North Dakota 
still believes that the policies of Abra- 
ham Lincoln are the policies of the 
Republican Party and of old-fashioned 
Republicanism, 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I wish to 
acknowledge that the Senator from 
North Dakota is a good Republican, but 
it is news to me to learn that he is an 
old-fashioned Republican. f 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
am sure the Senator from North Dakota 
is thinking within the philosophy of Mr. 
Lincoln, our beloved late President, and 
I know that the Senator in his cospon- 
sorship of the amendment is thinking in 
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terms of the welfare of the aged citizens 
of our country. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER, In the State of Min- 
nesota until a short time ago, at least, as 
I recall, when a person went on old-age 
assistance, the fact that he had some 
property did not bar him, and he was 
allowed to keep his property, up to a 
certain amount. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. LANGER. In the State of North 
Dakota that was not allowed, as the 
Senator knows. 

I wonder whether the Senator from 
Minnesota has given any thought at all 
to the proposition that all over the coun- 
try the last dollar a person has should 
not be taken from him; neither should 
he be compelled to sign away everything 
he has—for instance, a 81.000 home, a 
wedding ring, or the last horse or the 
last cow he has. I wonder whether the 
Senator from Minnesota has given any 
consideration to that matter. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, indeed, I 
have; and I wish to make my point very 
plain and explicit. That system or ar- 
rangement is known in my State and, I 
am sure, in the Senator's State of North 
Dakota as the homestead lien. 

Mr. LANGER. That is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am opposed to 
such a lien, as such, I think it works a 
distinct hardship on the older citizens, 
and I do not think the lien brings in a 
great deal to the States which impose it. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
prefer to continue with my discussion 
for a minute or two, please. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota declines to 
yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Chair 
for making the statement for me. 

Mr. President, it seems abundantly 
clear to me that if the substitution of 
old-age and survivors insurance pay- 
ments for public assistance payments is 
to be carried forward in accordance with 
the intent of the 1950 amendments, as 
expressed in the foregoing quotation, the 
level of insurance payments must be in- 
creased to prevent their lag behind the 
cash grants available under the public- 
assistance programs. Since higher as- 
sistance grants are contemplated, an in- 
crease in old-age and survivors insur- 
ance payments is needed. At the pres- 
ent time, payments under the two pro- 
grams are approximately equal. Mr. 
President, when I say “at the present 
time” I mean just before we adopted the 
committee amendment. In other words, 
until today, the payments were on an 
equal plane or basis as between old-age 
assistance and the old-age and survivors 
insurance fund. The gains thus far ac- 
complished in establishing the insurance 
program as the basis of our social-secu- 
rity system must not be lost. The gains 
not only should be maintained, but 
should be increased. 

Mr. President, at this time I should 
like to read an extract from what the 
President of the United States said in 
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his letter of today to the Vice President 
and to the Senate. The President made 
this comment in that letter: 

If public-assistance payments are now to 
be increased, then old-age and survivors in- 
surance benefits should also be increased to 
at least an equal degree. 

Fortunately, it is now possible to increase 
these insurance benefits without changing 
the actuarial status of the old-age and 
survivors insurance system as calculated 
when the Social Security Act amendments 
were adopted last year. 


In other words, Mr. President, I am 
sure that the President of the United 
States, after consultation with the So- 
cial Security Agency, has made a plain 
and clear-cut recommendation to this 
body that, while he surely supported the 
$3 increase for old-age assistance, with 
the proviso that it be passed on directly 
to the recipients, he has said in unmis- 
takable terms that it would be a dis- 
service to the social-security system for 
us not to increase by an equal amount 
the old-age insurance and survivors 
benefits. 

I submit that the words of the Finance 
Committee of last year and the recom- 
mendations of those who appeared be- 
fore the Finance Committee at the hear- 
ings of last year clearly document what 
I am trying to do as plausible, reason- 
able, and constructive; namely, that as 
we increase the payments under the as- 
sistance or the grant program, we like- 
wise increase them under the insurance 
program. 

My amendment embodies a very sim- 
ple method of increasing the insurance 
payments now being made. It merely 
provides that current monthly pay- 
ments would be increased by $3. It also 
provides a simple method of increasing 
benefits payable to future beneficiaries 
by making a change in the method for 
computing benefits. The benefit formu- 
la is changed from 50 percent of the 
first $100 of average monthly wage to 
50 percent of the first $110 of average 
monthly wage. It raises from $40 to $50 
the amount below which the total 
monthly family benefit would not be 
reduced by the maximum provisions, 
and raises the minimum to $23 a month 
and the maximum to one family from 
$150 to $160. 

Let me paraphrase it in simple terms. 
We have a formula as for computing the 
benefits under the insurance system, 
and that formula, it appears to me, is 
rather sound. It was adopted after 
great deliberation by the committee. 
Under the present law, of the first $100 
of average wages, we take 50 percent, 
which means a $50 benefit. Of the next 
$200, up to a maximum of $300, we take 
15 percent; so that the most that an 
individual worker can get under old-age 
and survivors insurance today is $80. 
Three hundred dollars is the maximum 
amount of average wage which can be 
used for calculating purposes. 

Under the system which is being of- 
fered, and the method of computation 
followed by the Senator from New York 
and myself, we would take 50 percent 
of the first $110; which means that 
there would be a greater benefit, since 50 
percent of $110 is more than 50 percent 
of $100. 
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Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUi4PHREY. If the Senator will 
let me conclude this, I shall then be glad 
to yield. 

We then take 15 percent, not out of the 
next $200, but out of the next $190; 
which means that we have actually only 
increased the total benefits by $3 a 
month. We have increased the total 
monthly benefit by $3 a month, by the 
new formula. I now yield to the Sena- 
tcr from Ohio. t 

Mr. TAFT. As an example to indicate 
that this subject requires more consider- 
ation, I suggest to the Senator that his 
formula does not increase by 1 cent the 
monthly payment to the man who re- 
cives only 8100 a month. The man who 
receives $100 still gets 50 percent. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. TAFT. That is all he gets. So 
the Senator has not increased his pay- 
ment at all. Ee is the fellow who needs 
the increase most. It can be corrected. 
I am only suggesting to the Senator that 
this shows that this complicated subject 
is of such a nature that, in my opinion, 
it ought not to be dealt with upon the 
floor of the Senate; it ought to be con- 
sidered in committee, if a change is to be 
made, 

i may say to the Senator that I raised 
the question in committee, and the com- 
mittee decided that it was too much to 
do at the present time. They were quite 
willing to consider it, but they thought it 
ought to be part of a more compre- 
hensive survey of the insurance plan, 
after we had received full reports. The 
plan went into effect, as the Senator 
knows, only last year; so we have not yet 
received all the information which would 
be needed. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I will yield, but 
before I do so I should like to make a 
general comment to the Senator from 
Ohio. As he knows, in the amendment 
which has been offered by the Senator 
from New York ard the Senator from 
Minnesota, we have a new table, which 
provides for an individual insurance 
amount of $23. Under the pending bill, 
the minimum is $20, as under the present 
law. So what we have done would not 
complicate matters, as would be indi- 
cated by the comments which have been 
made, but we have taken the basic mini- 
mum of the present law and added $3 
to it. That is exactly what has been 
done. So the argument of the Senator 
from Ohio is an argument which could 
well have been used a year ago, as we 
debated House bill 6000, because then, 
too, we had the problem of not taking 
care of some of the lower-income groups. 
We had to start with certain basic floors, 
certain basic-wage levels, and work on 
up; and that is exactly what has been 
done in our proposal. 

I now yield to the Senator from Dela- 
ware. 

Mr. FREAR. I was very much inter- 
ested in what the Senator from Minne- 
sota had to say about the means of 
recipients or grantees of old-age assist- 
ance. In the State of Delaware, of 
course, a grantee may own the prop- 
erty in which he lives. If he owns prop- 
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erty and does not live in it the rental 
is deducted from the amount granted 
him in assistance. But I should like 
to cite one or two examples to the 
Senator, and ask his opinion on them, 

Let us consider the case of grantees, 
let us say a man and wife who reach 
old age, or who reach the age when they 
become eligible for old-age assistance, 
and who have no money, but have prop- 
erty, a home or a dwelling which, we 
may say, is worth $6,000 or $8,000. Let 
us suppose they have two children who 
are capable of assisting them, but al- 
though they are morally responsible to 
assist them, there is no way of com- 
pelling them to assist their father and 
mother, in case they do not desire to 
do so. 

Let us assume that next door to them 
is another couple, who did not save any 
money in life or could not save any, 
through causes beyond their control, 
and who had no property; so, of course, 
they were eligible for old-age assistance 
as were the first couple I mentioned. 
But assume that all four of those people 
died within a relatively short period of 
time. The first couple had an equity 
in a $6,000 or $8,000 house. That house 
then, by law, goes to the children who 
would not assist this aged couple; where- 
as, of course, the couple next door had 
nothing to leave to their two children. 
Does the Senator think it fair for the 
taxpayers of this country to assume that 
$6,000 or $8,000 house and give it to two 
children who were unwilling to support 
their parents, while the two children of 
the amily who lived next door of course 
would receive nothing? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I may say to the 
Senator from Delaware that I did not 
join this debate this afternoon for the 
purpose of discussing the homestead lien 
acts of the respective States. I have a 
proposal before the Senate, in which I 
think the Senator is vitally interested. 
I am sure he is one who believes that 
people ought to earn their way. I am 
sure that he believes in the sound prin- 
ciple of insurance. In fact, the Senator 
from Minnesota in his remarks is not 
advocating the extension of greater 
benefits of assistance; he is advocating 
an extension of the benefits of insurance, 
and, at a latter date, I shall be delighted 
to join issue on it with my friend from 
Delaware. 

I desire to proceed with my comment 
regarding the insurance system, because 
I believe that system is far better than 
any kind of assistance system. The as- 
sistance-relief-pension system, in itself, 
is humiliating to many people. The in- 
surance system is as honorable a system 
as can be perfected. It is merely a con- 
tributory system on the part of employ- - 
ers and employees to a national fund, 
which shall be used as an annuity, as a 
benefit, in the retirement years of the 
employees, or in the twilight of life. 

Mr. FREAR rose. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I hope my friend 
from Delaware will permit me to stay 
on the topic, for I do believe in such a 
thing as germaneness, and I care not for 
wandering off again into the fields of 
homestead-lien acts, and all the varieties 
a State law which are so relevant to 

em, 
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Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for but one question? 

Mr, I yield. 

Mr. FREAR. I do not want to disrupt 
the Senator’s trend of thought, or sug- 
gest anything not germane to the sub- 
ject; but would the Senator, at some 
time, either on or off the floor, answer 
the question I asked him? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Minnesota has made his position quite 
clear. The Senator from Delaware may 
not agree with it. I am simply against 
the Homestead Lien Act, period. I am 
simply against, and I have good rea- 
sons for my position, based upon experi- 
ence. But I do not care to discuss it in 
further detail, because we are consider- 
ing another subject. The homestead- 
lien question is something which is to be 
discussed in the State legislatures, not 
in the Congress of the United States. 
We are dealing now with Federal law 
and Federal provisions. 

Mr. President, surely, in view of the 
economy attitudes of this Congress and 
of any other Congress, the first question 
which is going to be asked is, How much 
will the amendment which is now pro- 
posed cost the taxpayers? How much of 
an increased burden will it place on the 
Treasury of the United States? I want 
it to be crystal clear that the fund for 
the payment of this increase in old-age 
and survivors insurance is already avail- 
able. It does not come out of the Gen- 
eral Treasury; it comes from a fund col- 
lected on the basis of employer and em- 

- ployee contributions. The evidence was 
clear before the committee last year, and 
it is even more clear this year that the 
small increase proposed in no way affects 
the solvency or the actuarial soundness 
of the social-security old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance fund. 

The fund has increased sharply. The 
reason why it has increased is that wage 
levels have increased, although the per- 
centage deductions have remained the 
same. The deduction of 3 percent from 
employer and 3 percent from employees 
has increased the fund, because wages 
have gone up from $30 a week to $62 or 
$63 a week. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 8 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. FREAR. Did I correctly under- 
stand the Senator to say that the social- 
security taxes are 3 percent on employ- 
ers and 3 percent on employees? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct, for 
old-age and survivors insurance. 

Mr. FREAR. Is the Senator sure that 
it is not 14% percent on employers and 
1½ percent on employees? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am advised that 
the Senator is correct. I am sorry. 

Mr. FREAR. I should like to ask 
another question for information. The 
fund has increased enormously in the 
past few years, has it not? 

Mr, HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. FREAR. Does the Senator know 
what the fund is at this time? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Social Secur- 
ity Board and the actuaries of the old- 
age and survivors insurance fund say 
there are adequate moneys within the 
basic fund to take care of these accounts, 
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and then some. In fact, I have here 
material which I obtained from the So- 
cial Security Board, showing the effect of 
proposed changes on benefit payments 
core calendar years 1952 to 1955, and 

Under the present law, the estimates 
of benefits are $2,200,000,000. Under the 
proposed changes, it is estimated the 
benefits would amount to $2,450,000,000 
in the year 1953, $2,650,000,000 in 1954, 
and $2,850,000,000 in 1955. The Board 
points out that the amount of money in 
the fund is far in excess of any amount 
which will be paid out on the basis of 
increased earnings. 

Mr. FREAR. Is it not true that there 
is almost $15,000,000,000 in the fund? 

— 0 HUMPHREY. I think that is cor- 
rect. 

Under my amendment, beneficiaries 
would receive their increased benefits 
promptly. Moreover, the increased in- 
surance payments could be made im- 
mediately without changing the contri- 
butions or the actuarial status of the 
system as calculated when the 1950 
amendments were enacted, This is due 
to the fact that increased wages nave 
resulted in an increase in the income to 
the trust fund that will be more than 
adequate in the long run to pay the in- 
creased benefits. 

It was very gratifying to me to have 
reaffirmed last year through the hear- 
ings on social security that our great 
labor organizations, both A. F. of L. and 
CIO, the Chamber of Commerce, and our 
other great business organizations, 
State and Federal administrators and 
other representatives of the public all 
joined together to favor the method of 
earned security, the method of contrib- 
utory social insurance as the way for 
us to prevent dependency and poverty 


in this country. The great mass of peo- - 


ple of this country have indicated that 
they want the right to earn their se- 
curity, to pay their own way and to have 
the dignity and independence in old age 
which goes with an earned right. It is 
heartening indeed at this time in our 
struggle with totalitarian philosophies 
to find Americans united in their de- 
termination to end poverty at home— 
to end it in the American way, by giv- 
ing each man the opportunity, through 
our Federal insurance program, to earn 
his own security. 

Through social insurance the preven- 
tion of insecurity is made an integral 
part of our whole wage system. As a 
man works, he earns not wages alone but 
also the right to security through social 
insurance. The more a man works and 
the better he works, the more he earns, 
and the higher is his social insurance 
benefit. This is the way the American 
people want it, and this is the answer to 
communistic charges that the democra- 
cies cannot protect their people against 
want. 

I do not mean to imply that there is 
no need for improvement in our assist- 
ance programs. I strongly support the 
proposal now pending for increase in 
public-assistance payments. I recognize 
fully that even the improved assistance 
and insurance programs cannot do the 
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whole job. Our insurance program must 
be broadened and liberalized. Assistance 
payments will still be necessary for those 
who have unusual needs, for those who 
are in need for reasons not covered by 
the insurance program, and for those 
few who for one reason or another are 
not able to earn insurance protection 
through work. Assistance payments will 
continue to be necessary for children in 
need because of desertion by their fa- 
thers and for persons who are disabled. 

I desire to make it perfectly clear that 
workers who belong to organized labor 
have been able to get the increases 
which the junior Senator from Minne- 
sota has been talking about, through 
their collective-bargaining agreements. 
The Government has accepted that situ- 
ation as a policy. In other words, the 
pension and welfare funds have been 
considered as a part of the wage-stabili- 
zation program. 

I think it is a matter of record that 
there are millions of workers in this 
country who are not organized. There 
are millions of men and women in the 
field of industry and in the service trades 
who are contributors to an old-age and 
survivors insurance system. Those men 
and women have just as much right to 
have an increase in their insurance as 
have those who have bargained across 
the collective-bargaining table. 

If I were saying, Mr. President, that we 
had to increase taxes to do this, that we 
had to increase contributions to do it, 
then I would agree that there would be 
fair ground for an argument against it. 
But the people who are to be the re- 
cipients of these benefits have already 
paid the taxes from increased earnings, 
It seems very foolish on the part of Con- 
gress to deny an elderly person, who has 
made contributions from his increased 
earnings, the benefits which should ac- 
crue to him because of his increased 
income. 

Mr. President, I appeal in this Cham- 
ber for equity. Thousands of persons 
have been given cost-of-living increases 
in wages. I think everyone will agree 
that that is fair. Surely, then, it is fair 
on the part of the Government to in- 
crease insurance payments. No person 
or body but the Congress of the United 
States can increase them. It is not 
something that can be left to the Presi- 
dent, the labor movement, or chambers 
of commerce. If these old-age benefi- 
ciaries are to receive an increase in bene- 
fits out of the money which they have 
accumulated in their accounts, it can 
only come about through action by the 
Congress of the United States unlock- 
ing the door and permitting an increase 
in earned dollars. 

I emphasize that, Mr. President. 
Every Member of the Senate is protect- 
ed by some kind of a retirement fund. 
Every member of the judiciary is pro- 
tected by retirement benefits. Every 
employee of the Government in the clas- 
sified civil service is protected by ą re- 
tirement program which is continuously 
being readjusted in view of need and be- 
cause of the increase in the cost of liv- 


ing. 
Mr. President, the overwhelming 
number of persons in this country who 
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have any kind of old-age insurance bene- 
fits have them under the social-security 
system. I have heard many persons who 
are making good money complain about 
the cost of living. Persons making 
$10,000 a year, $15,009 a year, or $25,000 
a year, complain about the high cost of 
living. How about the retired person, 
who under the present law, receives a 
maximum of $80 a month, and a mini- 
mum of $20 a month? Is it going too far 
to suggest that ke receive an increase of 
at least $3 a month? Is it going too far 
to ask that a widow and her children, 
who are the survivors of one who has 
paid into the func, have their mini- 
mums raised from $40 a month to $50, as 
proposed in our amendment? In other 
words, a widow and her children, under 
the survivor’s insurance, will have their 
minimum raised from $40 to $50 a month. 
Is it unfair to suggest that a maximum 
family allowance for the widow and the 
orphans of $150 a month, under present 
law, be increased to $160 a month under 
the Lehman-Humphrey amendment, 
when every Member of this body knows 
they cannot live on that amount, when 
every Senator knows that the cost of liv- 
ing has gone up at least from 9 to 10 
percent? Is it not fair and just to 
suggest that this increase be made now 
when the money with which to provide 
the increase is in the fund? 

These people must eat every day. They 
must pay the rent. They have to take 
care of their doctor’s bills. They can- 
not sit around waiting until committees 
of Congress have gone into the matter 
when, as a matter of fact, the proposal 
is a sound one, and money is available 
to effectuate it. 

When a problem arises in connection 
with inequities existing in business activ- 
ities all kinds of endeavors are put forth 
to solve the problem, Senators call up 
the Office of Defense Production. They 
rise on the floor and say, “We want small 
business to get a fair and square deal.” 
We go over to see Mr. Johnston, or to see 
Mr. DiSalle, in an effort to help small 
business to receive fair treatment from 
the Government. 

Mr. President, there is a great, inartic- 
ulate body, a great silent mass among 
the American people, of more than four 
million recipients of old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance, who have no lobbyists 
here, who have no business agents here 
to represent them. They have no five- 
percenters representing them here. The 
only ones they have to represent them 
are their respective Senators and Repre- 
sentatives in Congress. 

In my State this proposal will have a 
direct bearing. Adoption of the amend- 
ment would result in having 60,000 bene- 
ficiaries receive an additional $2,500,000 
in 1952. In the State of New York, rep- 
resented in part by my distinguished 
colleague and cosponsor of the amend- 
ment, 450,000 people would have their 
incomes augmented by almost $20,000,- 
000; that is, widows and orphans, and 
persons over 65 years of age. 

Mr. President, as I stated, more than 
4,000,000 persons in the United States 
are beneficiaries of old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance. Two and a half mil- 
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lion of them are old people, 500,000 are 
widows, and 700,000 are children. These 
are the ones we are talking about today. 
These are the ones for whom consider- 
ation is asked by the proposal of the 
Senators from New York and Minne- 
sota. 

Mr. President, I rest my case at this 
point. I conclude by asking unanimous 
consent that I may have printed at the 
conclusion of my address evidence from 
the Social Security Board, the report of 
the Senate Finance Committee of the 
Eighty-first Congress, second session, 
and other evidence, all of which indicates 
that this amendment is in the direction 
of the desired trend, All have stated that 
we must keep assistance and insurance 
on an even keel. All have stated that the 
money necessary to provide the proposed 
increase is now in the fund. I repeat, 
this is the money paid in by the bene- 
ficiaries of the fund and their employ- 
ers. The beneficiaries need the money 
now. They need it to pay for pork chops 
today. They need it to pay their rent 
next month. They need it to buy cloth- 
ing this week. They cannot wait for 
10 or 12 months for Congress to decide 
whether it can afford to give them an 
additional $3 a month which already 
belongs to them, and is in their names 
and their accounts in the social-secur- 
ity fund. So I urge that the amendment 
be adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the matters referred to by the 
Senator from Minnesota will be printed 
in the Recorp at this point. 

The matters referred to are as follows: 
EFFECT OF THE PROPOSED CHANGES ON THE 

ABILITY OF THE SYSTEM To MEET Costs UN- 

DER THE PRESENT TAX SCHEDULE 

At the time the 1950 amendments were 
being considered by Congress, the actuary 
to the committees estimated the level-pre- 
mium cost of the present system to be 6,05 
percent! The law provides a contribution 
schedule based on this estimate. 

Because of the weighting in the benefit 
formula, the cost of the system measured as 
a percent of payrolls drops as wages rise. In 
arriving at the 6.05 percent figure, 1947 wage 
levels were used. The Bureau of Old-Age 
and Survivors Insurance estimates (attach- 
ment A) that average wages increased 15 
percent from 1947 to 1950, and by 27 percent 
from 1947 to 1951. 

Using 1950 wage levels instead of 1947 
levels, but keeping all other actuarial as- 
sumptions the same, the level-premium cost 
of the present system would be 5.5 percent 
of payrolls. Using 1951 wage levels, the level 
premium cost under the same assumptions 
would be about 5.3 percent. 

The level-premium cost figures of 5.5 per- 
cent based on 1950 wage levels allows room 
for the proposed changes, costing 0.3 percent 
of payrolls, without any increase in the long- 
range cost over that contemplated in the 
1950 amendments. Consequently, no change 
in the tax schedule is called for by these 


proposals. 

Both the Senate Finance Committee and 
the House Ways and Means Committee have 
recognized that the tax schedule in the act 
allows for increases in benefit amounts to 
keep up with increasing wages and that un- 
less such increases are made, the rates in the 
statutory tax schedule will be too high. 


1 Table 9, of Actuarial Cost Estimates for 


the Old-Age and Survivors Insurance System 
as Modified by the Social Security Act of 
1950, dated July 27, 1950. 
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The Senate Finance Committee stated: 

“The estimates are based on level-wage 
assumptions (somewhat below the present 
level). If, in the future, the wage level 
should be considerably above that which 
now preyails, and if the benefits for those 
on the roll are at some time adjusted up- 
ward on this account, the increased outgo 
resulting will, in the same fashion, be offset. 
The cost estimates, however, have not taken 
into account the possibility of a rise in wage 
levels, as has consistently occurred over the 
past history of this country. If such an as- 
sumption were used in the cost estimates, 
along with the assumption that the benefits 
nevertheless would not be changed, the cost 


` relative to payroll would naturally be lower.“ 


(S. Rept. No. 1669, 81st Cong., 2d sess., Social 
Security Act amendments of 1950, p. 34.) 

The House Ways and Means Committee 
stated: 

“If, in the future, the wage level should be 
considerably above that which now prevails, 
and if the benefits for those on the roll were 
at some time adjusted upward on this ac- 
count, the increased outgo resulting will, in 
the same fashion, be far more than offset. 
The cost estimates, however, have not taken 
into account the possibility of a rise in wage 
levels, as has consistently occurred over the 
past history of this country. If such an as- 
sumption were used in the cost estimates, 
the cost relative to payroll would naturally 
be lower.“ (H. Rept. No. 1300, 81st Cong., 
Ist sess., Social Security Act amendments of 
1949, p. 33.) 


ATTACHMENT A.—Estimated average annual 
wage credits on $3,600 wage base—Fre-1951 
coverage under OASI + 


All workers Index 
during year | (1947=100) 
$1, 657 100 
1, 782 108 
1, 805 109 
21, 910 115 
22, 100 127 


1 All estimates through 1950 are based on tabulations of 
OASI data; estimate for 1951 is based on ‘a correlation 
between AOSI average quarterly and annual earnings 
data and Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates of average 
weekly earnings in manufacturing and nonmanufactur- 
ing industries which are approximately equivalent to 
OASI coverage in 1950 or earlier, BLS average weekly 
earnings in covered industries have risen 12.1 percent 
from the first quarter 1950 to the first quarter 1951, 
regardless of the wage base. Adjustment to a $3,600 
wage base on the basis of past experience resulted in a 
10.9 percent increase from 1950 to 1951 in est d 
average annual creditable wages. 

2 Preliminary. 


Source: Bureau of Old Age and Survivors Insuranco, 
July 9, 1951. 


Effect of proposed changes’ on benefit pay- 
ments, calendar years 1952-55 and 1960 


. [In millions] 


e 
paymen 
Calendar Ander 


War present 
law 


Increase resulting from proposal 


Total Conversion] Benefit 


table? formula: 
1952. $2, 200 $160 $10 
1953_..... 2, 450 175 30 
1954...... 2, 650 185 45 
1955. 2. 850 190 60 
1900 3, 800 235 145 


1(a) For persons whose benefits are based on the 
benefit formula, change 50 percent of first $100 of average 
monthly wage to 50 percent of first $110 of average 
monthly wage; (b) for persons whose benefits are based 
on the conversion table, the primary insurance amount 
will be increased by $3, and comparable increases in other 
benefit amounts—$1.50 in wife’s benefits, 52. 25 in widow’s 
benefit, ete.; (e) in all cases, the maximum amount of 
family benefits payable on 1 wage record is increased 
from $150 to $160. 

2 For persons already on the rolls. 

3 For persons who retire and families of workers who 
die in the future, 


1951 


FEDERAL SECURITY AGENCY, 
SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., July 12, 1951. 
Hon. Husert H. HUMPHREY, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: his is in re- 
ply to your recuest for information concern- 
ing the amendment increasing Federal old- 
age and survivors insurance benefits which 
you introduced with Senator LEHMAN, on 
July 9, to H. R. 2416. 

The following material is attached: 

1. A table showing the estimated increase 
in benefit payments, by States, under your 
amendment for the year 1952. 

2. A table showing the estimated addi- 
tional benefits which will be paid out under 
your amendment for the years 1952-55 and 
1960. 

3. An explanation of why the benefits can 
be increased without any change in the tax 
schedule. 

If there is any additional information you 
want, please let me know. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILBUR J. COHEN, 
Technical Adviser to the Commis- 
sioner for Social Security. 


Old-age and survivors insurance—Effect of 
proposed changes on benefit payments, 
calendar years 1952-55 and 1960 


[In millions} 
Benefit | Increase resulting from proposal 
Calendar| Payments 
Stat — — Con version] Benefit 
n 

law Total table? formula: 

$2, 200 $160 

2, 450 175 

2, 650 185 

2, 850 190 

3, 800 235 


1 (a) For persons whose benefits are based on 
benefit formula, change 50 percent of first $100 of 5 


ly wage; (b) for persons whose benefits are 


benefit, ete; — @ the 80 t of average monthly 885 
family a 5 — will not operate to reduce 
total monthly fan benefits payable on 1 wage record 


the maximum amount 
increased 


For ass already on the benefit rolls. 
; For persons who retire and families of workers who 
die in the future. 

Old-age and survivors insurance—Estimates 
of benefit payments under present law 
and increase in benefit payments under 
proposed revisions, by State, calendar year 
1952 


[In millions} 


California... 

Colorado... 16.6 
Connecticut 47.2 
Delaware. 5.3 
District o of Columbia. 8,2 
Georgi 27 
Idaho. 5.8 
Illinois 147.0 
In 62,3 
1 26.3 
Kentucky. 2 $ 

tu 

Louisiana. 21.2 
Maine... 19.0 
1 30. 8 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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Old-age and survivors insurance—Estimates 
of benefit payments under present law 
and increase in benefit payments under 
proposed revisions, by State, calendar year 
1952—Continued 

[In millions] 


Additional 
payments re- 
sulting from 

proposals 


Benefit pay- 
ments under 
present law 


State 


113. 5 8.3 

101.7 7.4 

34.6 2.5 

9.8 ak 

52. 3 3.8 

6.7 5 

10.8 8 

22 2 

12. 0 .9 

98,4 7.2 

3.8 3 

74.8 19. 0 

8.7 21 

2.7 22 

146.0 10.6 

18.6 1.4 

28.2 21 

Pennsylvania... 210,0 15.3 
Rhode Island 19.3 1.4 
South Carolina. 13.9 1.0 
Sonth Dakota 3.7 3 
Tennessee 25.6 19 
Texas 56.5 4.1 
Utah.. 7.3 „5 
Vermont 6.3 5 
Virginia 30, 4 22 
Washington 44.3 3.2 
West Vi 30.7 2.2 
Wisconsin 51.1 3.7 
yoming. 2.6 <2 
Jask: 15.4 1.1 


1 (a) For persons whose benefits are based on the bene - 
fit formula, change 50 percent of first $100 of average 
monthly wage to 50 percent of first $110 of average 
monthly wage; (b) for persons whose benefits are based 
on the conversion table, the ary insurance amount 
will be increased by $3 and comparable increases in other 
benefit amounts—$1.50 in wife’s benefit, $2.25 in widow’s 
benefit, etc.; (e) the 80 iion wl of average monthly wage 

m will not operate to reduce 


2 Represents $150 million attributable to — in 
conversion table, and $10 million to the change in the 
benefit formula, 

Mr, LEHMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to support the amendment offered by 
the junior Senator from Minnesota. I 
am happy to be a cosponsor of the pro- 
posal, which I think is fully justified by 
need and merited by fact. 

I have seldom listened to a more con- 
vincing argument than that made by 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HUM- 
PHREY]. It was convincing and moving. 
I know it was an attempt on his part 
to do justice to a large number of peo- 
ple who have contributed to the effort to 
make themselves reasonably self-sus- 
taining in their old age, and who yet 
have found it almost impossible, in view 
of circumstances with which they are 
confronted and the steadily rising cost 
of living. The arguments made by the 
Senator from Minnesota have been so 
clear, so cogent, so convincing that I 
shall spend very little time in trying to 
embellish them. 

This is not just another amendment 
tacked onto a convenient bill. The pay- 
ments under old-age and survivors in- 
surance, and those under the public- 
assistance program, are part of the same 
picture. 

I am wholeheartedly and unreservedly 
in favor of making possible an increase 
in the public-assistance payments to the 
aged, although I am disappointed that 


8357 


my amendment was not adopted by the 
Senate. How we can contemplate the 
suffering and deprivation which have 
come to these people as a result of in- 
fiation, and not take adequate steps to 
relieve the needs of our unfortunate 
senior citizens, I do not know. 

These people are casualties of Korea 
in a real and pitiful sense. Events com- 
pletely beyond their control have hiked 
the cost of living and made the inade- 
quate sum available to them more piti- 
fully inadequate than ever before. I 
wish we could make the amount we are 
voting even greater. I wish that we 
could insure and guarantee that the 
funds we are voting will not only go to 
the aged on the public-assistance rolls, 
but that our action will stimulate the 
States to increase the payments beyond 
the amount here authorized—especially 
in those States where the payments are 
so pitifully inadequate today. 

What we are dealing with in the pend- 
ing amendment is not the plight of those 
on the public-assistance rolls, but of 
those who have been self-supporting, of 
those who have paid their own way, 
of those who are now receiving Federal 
old-age insurance benefits. These and 
their widows and orphans are likewise 
deserving of our concern as the victims 
of inflation. 

We are told by the actuaries in the 
Social Security Administration that pay- 
ments to these individuals can be in- 
creased by as much as $5 monthly with- 
out endangering or prejudicing the 
soundness of the insurance fund. This 
will not cost the taxpayers a penny. It 
will not require an increase in the pre- 
miums. There are today 4,000,000 recip- 
ients of old-age and survivors insurance 
benefits. Payments have been made into 
the insurance fund by them or on behalf 
of them. They should and must be 
taken care of. 

There is, furthermore, a strictly prac- 
tical and money-saving purpose to the 
amendment. It has been proved that 
increases in payments under old-age and 
survivors insurance decreases the need 
for payments under public assistance. 
The director of the State Department 
of Social Welfare of California recently 
testified that in California alone the in- 
crease in old-age and survivors insur- 
ance benefit payments under the terms 
of the social security amendments we 
adopted last year resulted in a decreased 
expenditure of approximately $1,000,000 
a month in California’s public assistance 
program for the aged and for dependent 
children. The more adequate the pay- 
ments under the insurance system, the 
less the need for payments under the 
relief program. 

The record in California showed that 
there was an average decrease in 
monthly payments of $3 per case for 
273,000 persons on relief in the old-age- 
assistance and aid-to-dependent-child- 
ren categories. This decrease was due 
entirely to increased insurance payments 
to the same categories of persons under 
the old-age and survivors program. 

Thus, as I have said, when we increase, 
in a sound and proper way, the benefits 
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under the insurance program, we de- 
crease to some extent the need under the 
relief program. The increase that is pro- 
posed under the terms of the pending 
amendment would result in savings un- 
der the rest of the pending bill. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that 
this amendment, which has been so very 
ably explained by my colleague from 
Minnesota, is really an insurance 
against the ever-growing principle out- 
lined by the senior Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. Tarr], namely, the development of 
the public-assistance program. The 
people to whom we are trying to render 
justice have provided the funds for their 
old age, supplemented, of course, under 
the terms of the law by their employers. 
They are entitled to this benefit. There 
is a fund which is more than adequate 
to care for the cost of the amendment 
which has been proposed by the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota and myself. With- 
out this amendment I think we would 
be doing a great injustice to the people 
to whom I have referred; we would be 
rendering them inequitable treatment 
in comparison with that accorde those 
who are receiving public assistance, and 
who, under the pending bill, which I 
hope will be passed, will receive an even 
greater degree of assistance. I think 
the pending amendment is a measure of 
justice. It isa wise measure. I think it 
is a definition and an affirmation of our 
faith in collective insurance for the pro- 
tection of our people. I strongly urge 
that the amendment prevail. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I wish to 
ally myself in principle with the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota and the Senator 
from New York in their desire to see ap- 
propriate legislation enacted to bring 
about an increased payment to those 
on the old-age and survivors insurance 
rolls. The Senator from Minnesota was 
looking for cosponsors. I shall be glad 
to act as a cosponsor with him of a bill 
which would have that purpose in view. 
But, Mr. President, I cannot vote for the 
pending amendment for the reason that 
I do not believe that even its authors 
know what it provides. From the study 
I have had the orportunity to make of 
it, I am sure that I do not. 

The distinguished Senator from Min- 
nesota said, as I understood him, that 
the amendment would provide a maxi- 
mum raise of $3 a month for those on 
the old-age and survivors insurance 
rolls. 

If I understand any part of the figures, 
the amendment would give a $3 raise to 
some, would deny any raise to a great 
host of those on the rolls, and would give 
a raise of $3.50 to others. I do not be- 
lieve that the sponsors of the amend- 
ment would want that result. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. KERR. I yield for a question. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to 
ask the Senator if the bill, House bill 
6000, as revived and amended by the 
Senate Committee on Finance in the 
Eighty-first Congress, second session, did 
not do exactly the same thing he is talk- 
ing about? It left out a certain number 
of people. 
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Mr. KERR. House bill 6000 speaks 
for itself, and so does the pending 
amendment. So do the remarks made 
by my good friend from Minnesota. I 
merely called the attention of the Sen- 
ate to the fact that the amendment to 
the bill is not clear. In my opinioa 
Senators cannot gain a clear under- 
standing of it in the limited time avail- 
able to us. Therefore, I do not believe 
that it should be made a part of the 
pending bill. 

If I correctly understand the formula, 
it provides a minimum of $23 a month, 
instead of $20 a month, as under the 
present law. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. KERR. If I correctly understand 
the amendment, it provides a payment 
of 50 percent of the first $110 wages 
which the retired worker had earned. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 

Mr. KERR. That means that if the 
worker earned more than $46 a month, 
and less than $100 a month, the provi- 
sions of this amendment would not give 
him any additional payment. If I cor- 
rectly understand the formula, it gives 
50 percent of the first $110 and 15 per- 
cent of the next $190. If the rapid 
mathematical calculation which I have 
made on the basis of that formula is cor- 
rect, it would give a worker who had 
earned $300 a month a raise of $3.50 a 
month. 

I believe the fund which has been ac- 
cumulated for the insurance program 
would stand these payments. I think 
the law should be changed so as to make 
additional payments available. But in 
my judgment, it should be done on the 
basis of thorough consideration, and on 
a basis which would not leave such glar- 
ing inequalities in the increased benefits 
available to those who receive payments 
under the law. For that reason I think 
it would be the part of wisdom not to 
adopt the amendment. 

As I have stated, if the distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota cares to have 
me do so, I shall be glad to join him in 
the sponsorship of a bill which could be 
referred to the committee, and which 
would have as its purpose the enactment 
of a law which would make additional 
payments available. In that regard, his 
position is that if the pending bill is en- 
acted, those on the old-age assistance 
program will receive additional pay- 
ments; and he has told us that he wants 
to see to it that those on the old-age 
and survivors insurance rolls receive a 
like increase. 

Mr. President, it is entirely possible 
that the great majority of those on the 
old-age assistance rolls, under the provi- 
sions of the pending bill, if it becomes a 
law, may receive an additional amount 
of $5 a month. Yet the Senator’s opin- 
ion is that his amendment would provide 
a maximum of $3 a month. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Per individual. 

Mr. KERR. Per individual. The fact 
of the business is that it would not pro- 
vide anything in the case of many who 
are most in need of assistance. As I 
understand, it would provide an increase 
of $3.50 a month to many others. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for the purpose of 
making the Recorp clear? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The $3.50 would 
be for those who are not presently bene- 
ficiaries, but who will become benefici- 
aries in the days to come. 

There are two tables in the amend- 
ment. The table included in the bill 
shows those who would be presently or 
immediately affected. The amounts 
would be increased, for the present bene- 
ficiaries, $3 a month all the way down 
the line. 

The paragraph known as subsection 
(b), and containing the figures “$100” 
and “$200,” which figures would be 
changed, respectively, to $110 and $190, 
refers to future beneficiaries. In other 
words, this is a new formula for comput- 
ing benefits. 

I know that the Senator is very sym- 
pathetic toward this program. I have a 
real regard for the sincerity of his feeling 
that this subject ought to have greater 
consideration. My feeling is that if 
this amendment is taken to conference, 
we can at least indicate to the House 
that we would like to have the House get 
busy on such legislation. I have been 
told by legal counsel that this kind of 
measure cannot originate in the Senate, 
because it is considered as a part of a 
tax measure, and therefore must orig- 
inate in the House. 

The only chance the Senator from 
Minnesota has to attain the objective he 
seeks is by an amendment to a tax bill 
which originated in the House. My plea 
to my good friend from Oklahoma, who 
is just as strongly in favor of it as I am, 
but who has his difference of opinion 
primarily with regard to procedure, is 
that if he will take the amendment to 
conference he will have a bargaining 
weapon and will be able to at least in- 
still some fire in those who are charged 
with legislation of this character in the 
House of Representatives, and thus get it 
back to us. If he can get the House iz 
accept it, I believe he will find it will 
work, and he will find it will be entirely 
beneficial to the recipients. I say it in 
all good faith to my good friend. 

Mr. KERR. I know that my distin- 
guished friend makes his statement in 
good faith, and I appreciate it. How- 
ever, what he has stated further illus- 
trates the point I was trying to make. I 
was aware of the fact that there was 
another table in the amendment. I 
must say that it adds to the complica- 
tions. It adds to the necessity, as T see 
it, of the proposal being sent to the com- 
mittee for further study and further re- 
finement, so that from the committee 
there may come a measure which at least 
the members of the committee will un- 
derstand. 

My good friend from Minnesota has 
referred to the fact that the Senate can- 
not initiate a tax measure. I assure him 
that we will have ample opportunity in 
the Committee on Finance to attach such 
an amendment, after it has been worked 
out, to a bill which will be coming 
through the committee, just as an op- 
pottunity is available for it to be at- 
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tached to the pending measure. In fact, 
the pending measure is a very limited 
vehicle. It originated in the House. It 
consists mostly of amendments nich 
have been attached to it by the Senate. 

As I was about to say, Mr. President, 
I believe the amendment with respect to 
the old-age assistance will result in a 
great majority of the people on old-age 
assistance rolls receiving an inerease of 
$5 a month. I believe that my good 
friend from Minnesota would joim me 
ir. the hope that whatever action may 
be taken for the benefit of those who 
are on the old-age and survivors in- 
suranee rolls will provide for them an 
increase of $5 a month. 

I say to him that I believe the insur- 
ance fund could stand am imerease of $5 
a month. I say to him that I would join 
him in the sponsorship of a measure 
which had that purpose in view; but I 
would do so on the basis that it be con- 
sidered by the committee and there 
developed in such a way as to provide, 
as nearly as might. be, the same bene- 
fits to all who are comparably entitled 
to them, and not provide certain bene- 
fits to some, greater benefits to others, 
and no benefits to still others. The dis- 
tinguished Senator from Minnesota will 
agree that even as to those who would 
receive the greatest benefits it is inade- 
quate both from the standpoint of their 
needs and from the standpoint of what 
the fund could make possible for them 
to receive. 

.Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I join the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr] in 
urging that the subject be postponed 
and considered in a separate bill. I was 
rather sympathetic to the idea. I 
brought it up for discussion in the com- 
mittee. Iwas convinced that action onit 
ought to be postponed and that it should 
not be added to the bill and sent to the 
House. If the House should feel that 
we are trying in conference to rewrite 
the Social Security Act, on which they 
spent more than 2 years, the Ways and 
Means Committee would be likely to 
reject any conference whatever on this 
subject. 

I should like to state some of the rea- 
sons why I think it ought to be post- 
poned. f 

First, by the McFarland amendment 
we were urged to increase the old-age 
assistance payments by $5 a month be- 
cause we had not done so last yer. 
Now we are urged to increase the pay- 
ments which we had increased last year, 
in order to equalize them with the old- 
age assistance payments. 

The Social Security Act was passed in 
August 1950, Jess than a year ago. It 
more than doubled all insurance pay- 
ments. We still do not know the exact 
operation of the act, or the effect of it. 
We know that it has substantially in- 
creased the number of people on the 
rolls. It has increased them from 2,- 
200,000 to 3,000,000. In all probability 
it has doubled the payments. It is a sub- 
ject. which we should know about, be- 
cause we are increasing the old-age as- 
sistance benefits. The payments in- 
crease automatically. As more and more 
people get on the rolls who have had 
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service prior to age 65 and pay taxes, 
their average rate becomes higher and 
higher. The rate of a man who gets 
full payment in 10 years finally is some- 
thing like $80 a month, not $43, which 
is the present average. Therefore, au- 
tomatically there is a steady imerease 
in this particular field. 

It is quite true that the payments 
coming into the fund since Kor=a have 
been much larger than had been antici- 
pated, and the fund is there. On that 
basis the advocates of the change say 
we must use the money. 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I should like to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Ohio in 
what way the fund is there? 

Mr. TAFT. In what way? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The money has been 
spent for general revenues purposes. 
In what way is the fund there? 

Mr. TAFT. There are more employ- 
ees, and more money has been paid in. 
Certainly most of the people who would 
be affected have not contributed. The 
Senator from New York [Mr. LEHMAN] 
stated that these people are entitled to 
the money. I say they did not pay in 
the money. The money is there be- 
cause Many more people have gone on 
the rolls and many more people have he- 
come employees. The total payroll of 
the United States is much larger. 
Therefore, the fund is much larger. 
There is not any entitlement to it in 
any of these pensioners. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I challenge the basic 
statement that the money is there. The 
money has been collected in old-age in- 
surance payments. and has been dis- 
bursed for general revenue purposes. 
The money is not there. We have had 
no hearings whatever, if I may suggest, 
for those who have paid the money into 
what is called a trust fund, which, as 
a matter of fact, if we want to make it 
good, we must assess the general tax- 
payer. 

Mr. TAPT. Or sell bonds. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Which im the end 
would be paid by the general taxpayer. 
It would be a most extraordinary pro- 
cedure to deal with a so-called trust 
fund without hearing from those who 
have contributed real money in order 
to get reserve protection for their bene- 
fits under social security. 

Mr. TAFT. Assuming it is a fund, we 
have not had actuarial studies made. 
The payments have come in more fre- 
quently than we thought they would 
com> in. In the future they may not 
come im so frequently. The actuarial 
effect is something I know nothing about. 
It should be set forth in testimony be- 
fore the committee. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It is a most compli- 
cated subject on which we have spent 
weeks whenever we have taken it up. I 
suggest that even an Einsteinian mind 
cannot comprehend what is involved in 
the amendment, or possesses the ability 
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to give immediate answers to the ques- 
tions that are involved in it. 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator from Colo- 
rado is correct. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Semator 
from Delaware. 

Mr. FREAR. In order to elarify in my 
own mind what is going on, I should Hike 
to ask a question of the distinguished 
Senator from Ohio. What is the source 
of the money paid for old-age insurance? 

Mr. TAFT. The source is a tax which 
is paid by the employer and by the em- 
ployee: 


Mr. FREAR. It is 3 percent, or 1% 
percent for each: is it not? 

Mr. TAFT. Yes; 142 percent for each. 

Mr. FREAR. That is for old-age in- 
surance? 

Mr. TAFT. Yes; for old-age insur- 
ance, 
Mr. PREAR. From where do the 
funds come by which payments are made 
for old-age assistance? 

Mr. TAFT. They come out of the 
General Treasury, out of the budget. 

Mr. FREAR. Then they come purely 
from an appropriation made by Con- 
gress, do they not? 

Mr. TAFT. The increase and pay- 
ment that we provide for by means of the 
committee amendment will come di- 


‘rectly out of appropriations made by 


Congress, except that we do not give 
much discretion to the Appropriations © 
Committee in that connection, because 
the committee has to appropriate what 
we have allowed to the States. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the Senator from Ohio a fur- 
ther question, if he will yield for that 


purpose. 

Mr, TAFT. Certainly. 

Mr. FREAR. At the present standing 
of the bill, we have approved that which 
is paid from appropriation sources, have 
we not? 

Mr. TAFT. That is correct; we have 
approved am increase in the old-age as- 
sistance program, which is aid to the 
States. 

Mr. FREAR. Yes, and it goes to the 
eligible aged, the blind, the dependent 
children, and to the totally disabled per- 
sons, does it not? 

Mr. TAFT. That is correct. 

Mr. PREAR. But, as I understand 
from the amendment submitted by the 
Senator from Minnesota and the Sen- 
ator from New York relates to fumds, the 
source of which is the employer and the 
employee. Is that correct? 

Mr. TAFT. That is correct. 

Mr. FREAR. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. TAPT. Mr. President, that money 
is invested in Government bonds. I sup- 
pose a certain amount is kept in cash 
and a certain amount is paid out every 
year, although not so much as is col- 
lected. The balance is paid into a special 
trust fund, which is kept im the form of 
Government bonds, and now amounts to 
the sum of 814. 700,000,000. 

Mr. FREAR. I coneur im the state- 
ment of the Senator from Ohio about 
that matter. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hory 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
Ohio yield to the Senator from Minne- 
sota? 

Mr, TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I was wondering 
whether the Senator from Ohio by the 
tone of his voice seeks to infer that Gov- 
ernment bonds have something wrong 
about them. 

Mr. TAFT. No, not at all; but I was 
indicating that the money was not kept 
as cash, but was kept in the form of 
bonds, which are an I O U of the Gov- 
ernment, and of course the pensioners 
cannot be paid in bonds. They and the 
rest of the American people are the ones 
who must be taxed in order to obtain the 
money from the bonds. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the money 
gained in that way is sort of a fast gain 
which most of us do not understand. 
However, if I had that much money in 
Government bonds, I would not be com- 
plaining. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President—— 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I yield to 
the Senator from Colorado, who will ex- 
plain further these operations. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, if I may 
have the indulgence of the Senator from 
Ohio and the Senator from Colorado, I 
should like to say that, as the Senator 
from Minnesota has stated, if he had 
$14,700,000,000 in Government bonds, he 
would not be complaining about it. 
However, if he had that much money in 
bonds, by the time he got through pay- 
ing his income tax on the bonds, he 
would be complaining. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I am 
quite sure that if the Senator had that 
much money in Government bonds or in 
other bonds, he would not be in favor of 
permitting unwarranted raids on them; 
for if that occurred, he would not have 
the bonds very long. 

Mr. President, I cannot emphasize too 
often the point that the so-called trust 
fund in this case is not like the trust 
fund of an insurance company which 
uses its premiums to buy securities or 
other assets to protect the insurance 
obligation. In this case the money 
which comes in for the so-called in- 
surance business is paid in by the em- 
ployer and by the employee, but the 
Government does not set the money 
aside for the so-called trust fund, does 
not set it aside to protect the insurance 
obligation. On the contrary, the Gov- 
ernment spends that money for general 
operating purposes. Therefore, when we 
speak of the trust fund in this case, we 
speak of something which, if it ever is to 
be made good, will have to be made good 
by means of general taxation, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Ohio yield at this 
point, so that I may ask a question? 

Mr. TAFT. Certainly. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. What does the 
Senator from Colorado think the New 
York Life Insurance Co. does when it 
buys bonds with the premiums which 
are paid to it? It gives the money to 
the Treasury to spend. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, when 
the New York Life Insurance Co, makes 
an investment to protect its reserves, 
that investment is currently taken out 
of the premiums, and the money needed 
for that investment is set aside for that 
purpose. 

For our purposes in managing this 
spurious trust fund, the Government 
spends the money for general purposes, 
and does not set it aside for the insur- 
ance fund. It puts bonds in the till 
which must be paid for by general tax- 
ation. 

I am talking facts, and the Senator 
from Minnesota by grimacing disbelief 
cannot set aside those facts. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Ohio yield further, so 
that I may ask another question? 

Mr. TAFT. Certainly. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Does not the so- 
cial-security fund or the old-age and 
survivors insurance fund have bonds 
which are in lieu of the cash which has 
been collected? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. But the people have 
to pay for those bonds again, when they 
are redeemed and when a draft is made 
on the trust fund, so-called. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Would not the 
people have to pay for all of it in any 
case? They have to pay their insur- 
ance premiums when they have an in- 
surance policy with the Metropolitan 
Life Insurance Co. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Let me point out the 
distinction again. The Metropolitan 
Life Insurance Co. takes in money in 
the form of premiums and sets it up 
in the reserves to protect the insurance 
obligation in the form of bonds, or se- 
curities or other property which the in- 
surance company purchases with that 
money. However, when the Government 
takes in money for these purposes, the 
Government spends the money for gen- 
eral purposes, and therefore does not 
put the money into the so-called trust 
fund or reserve fund to protect the in- 
surance obligation. It puts in bonds 
which is a debt of the Government which 
is to be paid out of taxation. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Ohio yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. It occurs to me that a 
man who had this much money invested 
in bonds should worry a little, because 
he would have to dig up, in the form 
of tax payments, his share of the money 
which the Government would distribute 
as the old-age and survivors insurance 
benefits. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Ohio will yield further, let 
me say that the money put into these 
bonds has to be paid twice, 

Mr. CASE. Certainly. 

Mr, MILLIKIN. First it is paid by 
the employers and the employees when 
they buy the insurance. Then, when 
it is desired to get money out of the 
bonds, by redeeming them, the general 
taxpayers have to pay for them again. 
That situation is totally unlike that of 
an insurance company. 

Mr. CASE. I agree completely with 
the Senator from Colorado. Anyone who 


JULY 18 


has Government bonds should be con- 
cerned because of this situation, cer- 
tainly. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. We are dealing here 
with something which we surround with 
the fancy name of “trust fund.” The 
more it is built up as a trust fund, the 
more essential it becomes that the con- 
tributors to the trust fund be consulted 
before payments from the trust fund are 
made. We have not had one witness 
before us, either from the employers or 
from the workingmen, to testify in re- 
gard to what should be done with this 
trust fund. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Ohio yield to me at this 
point, so that I may ask a question of 
the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I prefer to 
finish, first. 

Mr. FREAR. Very well. 

Mr. TAFT. I wish to make one point 
again, namely, that less than 1 year ago 
the retired old-age and survivors’ insur- 
ance workers’ benefits were increased 
from $26 to $46. The increase which I 
have stated is the average increase, al- 
though in many cases the increase was 
greater. So it is not as if we had not 
been generous within a very recent 
period. 

In the second place, this amendment 
is extremely complicated. I have tried 
to understand its exact effect. It deals 
with the most complicated part of the 
bill, namely, the average monthly wage, 
the primary insurance amount, and the 
paragraph which deals with the primary 
insurance benefits of individuals. 

I simply do not think that I, myself, 
can be certain exactly what the amend- 
ment means. I am certain that a very 
large number of persons who now are 
becoming 65 years of age will not have 
their payments increased at all if they 
earn less than $1,200. The amendment 
could be changed so as to provide for an 
increase in their payments; but as the 
amendment now stands, their payments 
would not be increased. Probably that 
is not the intent of the authors of the 
amendment, but that fact simply illus- 
trates the point that this subject is a 
very complicated one. I do not think it 
can properly be handled here on the 
floor of the Senate. 

In the second place, when we under- 
take to legislate in regard to the insur- 
ance fund, I think we should do a much 
more radical job of revising it than we 
are doing at this time. I do not think 
we should go at it piecemeal, with a little 
amendment here and a little amendment 
there. We should proceed very much 
more on a pay-as-you-go basis, which 
was considered by the committee last 
year; and when that is undertaken it 
should be undertaken completely, and 
not by means of the limited action which 
is here proposed. 


REQUEST FOR AUTHORITY TO FILE 
REPORT 
Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Ohio yield, to permit me 
to make a unanimous-consent request? 
Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
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Mr. HILL. I ask unanimous consent 
that the Appropriations Committee may 
be authorized to have until midnight 
tonight to file a report on the Treasury- 
Post Office appropriation bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, first let 
me ask why the request is made. 

Mr. HILL. Because the Appropria- 
tions Committee is about to finish its 
consideration of the bill, and wishes to 
make its report on the bill, and did not 
know whether the Senate would take a 
recess for today before the committee 
was ready to make its report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object, let me say that 
I promised the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. Morse] that I would 
object to any unanimous-consent request 
unless I first had a chance to telephone 
him and tell him what the purpose of 
the request was. Therefore, I am—very 
reluctantly—compelled to object. 

Mr. HILL. This is simply a request 
for unanimous consent that the com- 
mittee may report the bill this evening, 
following the recess of the Senate. 

Mr. LANGER. I can only say, very 
reluctantly, that I am compelled to ob- 
ect. 

: Mr. HILL. Mr. President, if the Sen- 
ator will withhold his objection for a 
moment, the result of this would be 
merely to submit a report on a bill, 
which would go to the calendar. 

Mr. LANGER. All I can say is that I 
gave my word to the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Oregon that I would object 
to any unanimous-consent request. If 
the Senator cares to withhold his re- 
quest, I may be able to get the Senator 
from Oregon on the telephone. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I withhold 
my request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Alabama withholds his re- 
quest. 

EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME OF 

INCOME FROM DISCHARGE OF IN- 

DEBTEDNESS 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 2416) relating to exclu- 
sion from gross income of income from 
discharge of indebtedness. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Ohio yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator 
from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Is it not true that, 
roughly speaking, we have the social 
security side of benefit payments on a 
pay-as-you-go basis at the present time? 

Mr. TAFT. Yes; at the present time. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Does it not follow 
from that very fact that when we pass 
legislation increasing  social-security 
benefits we are simply increasing the 
taxes upon employer and employee 
unless we take the money out of this 
surplus trust fund; which means unless 
we collect it through general taxes? 

Mr. TAFT. At some point there must 
be an increase in taxes; not this year, 
perhaps, but in time to come. 
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Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield the floor. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask a question of the able Senator 
from Colorado. First, I should like to 
say that I concur in the remarks made 
by the distinguished Senator from Colo- 
rado about the reserve fund for taxes 
collected from employers and employees 
now being placed in the general fund 
of the Treasury. I should like to ask 
him whether he would not go along with 
me in sponsoring a bill whereby the 
social-security fund might be distributed 
to the 48 States, to be administered by 
them, whereby the reserve fund would 
be kept intact? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I may say to the dis- 
tinguished Senator that the question 
of what to do with this spurious trust 
fund, how to distribute this debt of the 
United States to those who have con- 
tributed to it, has been a subject of great 
interest to the Senate Finance Commit- 
tee, and it has been considered many 
times. The Senator’s suggestion, most 
respectfully, is one of many which have 
been made; but it is a most difficult 
problem to solve. Obviously, since we 
are on a pay-as-you-go basis, and assum- 
ing that we continue to stay that way, 
something should be done with this so- 
called trust fund. 

As the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] 
pointed out earlier, it would be very diffi- 
cult to split up those bonds and pass the 
parts to each one of the tens of millions 
who have contributed to the growth of 
that fund. In the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee, we have never quite hit upon the 
answer to it. But, if we find the way— 
remember, please—if we find the way, we 
are distributing a debt of the United 
States which will have to be paid by the 
general taxpayers. 

Mr. FREAR. That is exactly what I 
wanted to bring out, that we can liqui- 
date this trust fund and send the money 
back to the States. I think the Federal 
Government is still solvent. I think it 
could still pay approximately $15,000,- 
000,000 worth of Government bonds, and 
that we can liquidate those bonds and 
return the money to the States in cash, 
not by way of this spurious trust fund 
about which the Senator is thinking. 
Personally, I think that is how it should 
be administered. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If we were to liqui- 
date that trust fund by a distribution of 
it to the States or to those who con- 
tributed, we would simply distribute a 
debt of the United Sates. But, in any 
event, the more it partakes of a true 
trust fund, the more imperative it is to 
remember that those who have con- 
tributed to the fund really own it, and 
should be consulted as to its distribu- 
tion. 

Mr. FREAR. That is what I want to 
bring out. I did not mean we were going 
to distribute the bonds to the States, 
but that we were going to distribute to 
the States the cash which these bonds 
represent, 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If we are to distribute 
cash, the cash should be distributed to 
those who contributed to the fund. 
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Mr. FREAR. I agree with that, but I 
think it should be done through the 
States, and I think the people who made 
the contributions, whether employer or 
employee, are the ones who ought to have 
something to say about it. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator has 
posed a question which has perplexed 
many members of the Senate Finance 
Committee. That is the question of how 
to breathe integrity and sense into this 
phony trust fund, and what to do about 
it when we are on a full pay-as-you-go 
insurance system and thus no longer 
need it as it is. 

Mr. FREAR. I am willing to admit 
that if the Senator from Colorado can- 
not do it, it would come with poor grace 
for the Senator from Delaware to at- 
tempt it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
desire to make a few concluding argu- 
ments in connection with this question. 
We can plainly see that we again have 
the Members of the Senate Finance 
Committee solidly opposed, not to con- 
sideration, but to the adoption of this 
amendment; and, as in the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, and as in the 
Committee on Finance, whenever a 
question is asked, we are told the sub- 
ject is complicated. It is always com- 
plicated whenever a Senator wants to 
talk about trust funds, insurance funds, 
and banking funds. The effort seems 
to be to keep it as complicated as pos- 
sible. No one dares ask a question. 
Well, I shall walk in, I suppose, where 
angels fear to tread. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I simply want to say 
that the complications to which the Sen- 
ator refers were considered extensively 
by the Senate Finance Committee less 
than a year ago. The Senate Finance 
Committee does not shrink from com- 
plications, but it likes to consider them 
in committee, not on the Senate floor. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I appreciate that, 
and I should like to say to the Senator 
from Colorado that in case this is a 
fruitless effort, at least we have started 
the process of consideration, and what 
has been said will afford a fine body of 
debate, at least, if not an accurate record 
at all times, for the committee to con- 
sider. But I would remind my friend 
from Colorado, as he testifies to the vir- 
tues of his committee—and it has vir- 
tues and has greatness in every one of 
its members—that in last year’s report 
the committee advocated exactly what 
the junior Senator from Minnesota is 
now proposing, but they advocated it in 
broad terms. It is something like being 
for righteousness and against sin, ex- 
pressed broadly, but when we get to the 
point where we start to be specific, we 
find people who are against us. In the 
report of the committee, it was said very 
explicitly, that the desire of the com- 
mittee was to cut down on public as- 
sistance. The desire of the committee 
was to continuously improve the insur- 
ance principle. The desire of the com- 
mittee was to have in the plans and 
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specifications both assistance and insur- 
ance. The President of the United 
States makes exactly the same com- 
ments, undoubtedly taking his cue from 
the report of the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee. 

So the junior Senator from Minne- 
sota comes along and says, “If you are 
going to increase the assistance funds, 
since all of those who are in the know, 
the experts and those who have studied 
it, have said that if the assi-tance bene- 
fits are increased the insurance benefts 
should also be increased, the junior Sen- 
ator from Minnesota and his distin- 
guished friend and colleague from New 
York offer an amendment to accomplish 
that result.” Then what are we told? 
We are told that it is complicated. 

Let us see how complicated it is. Iam 
not here to say that the social insurance 
system is not complicated. It is the most 
complicated subject we have in the Con- 
gress. I would not deny for a minute 
that any actuary would admit that any 
insurance system is complicated. In 
fact, it is so complicated that no one un- 
derstands it. It is so complicated that 
it has even fallen in the realm of scan- 
dal in some instances. Insurance poli- 
cies themselves are complicated. They 
are so complicated that it takes a spy 
glass to enable one to read the fine print. 
But, Mr. President, that does not stop 
the American people from being insured, 
and it does not stop the great insurance 
companies from becoming richer and 
richer, bigger and bigger; and it does not 
stop them from investing my funds, Mr. 
President, and your funds, and the tunds 
of the American people, in Government 
bonds. 

Listen. Do the insurance companies 
dig holes in the ground and put their 
gold coin and their greenbacks in it? 
What do they do with the funds the citi- 
zens of America contribute to them for 
their life insurance, for their health and 
accident insurance, and for their fire 
insurance? They take the money and 
they invest it. In what do they invest 
it? In a great many things which are 
less valuable than Government bonds. 
Surely, they have trust funds. Every 
bank in America has a trust fund. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Minnesota will be glad to yield to the 
Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator is speak- 
ing about the practice of insurance com- 
panies. Is it not true that, except for 
the case of expenses in mutual com- 
panies, and possible expenses plus divi- 
dends, in stock companies, the money is 
put into reserves for the payment of the 
policy obligation? Is that not true? 
Ee HUMPHREY. Of course, that is 

e. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The insurance com- 
pany does not take that money and spend 
it for general purposes irrespective of 
protecting the integrity of the policy. 
Is not that correct? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. There is the exact 
point of distinction between what the 
distinguished Senator is saying and the 
reality of the social-secruity insurance 
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system. We take the money which 
comes in, presumably to protect the in- 
tegrity of the insurance system, and 
spend it for general purposes, irrespec- 
tive of the insurance system. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I appreciate the 
vigor and the vehemence with which the 
Senator poses his argument, but he is 
not fooling me or even convincing him- 
self when he says the insurance company 
puts the money in reserve. It does not 
putitinreserve. It puts stock and bonds 
in reserve. It does not pile up the $1, 
$5, and $10 bills. It puts into reserve 
stocks and bonds which it calls a reserve. 
Every man in business knows that is the 
way an insurance company builds up a 
reserve. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I agree entirely that 
that is what it does, but it does it to 
protect the policy. We spend the money 
irrespective of the policy. That is the 
distinction. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. But, Mr. Presi- 
dent, the private insurance company 
which buys Government bonds as reserve 
is spending the money of the policy- 
holder for the bonds. A bond is no 
better than is the ability of the Gov- 
ernment to redeem it. It is not one 
whit different from the social security 
trust fund which builds up a reserve for 
the old-age and survivors insurance. It 
collects the money as a private insurance 
company collects money, and invests it in 
Government bonds as a private in- 
surance company does, and sperds the 
money that the bonds represent. 

Whether it be private insurance or 
Government insurance, the Senator 
from Minnesota is not going to get into 
any greater argument on the insurance 
business. All I can say about it is that 
it is a good way to make money, a good 
way to pile up assets, and a good way to 
invest money. I believe in insurance, 
both Government and private, but the 
only difference is that the private com- 
pany seems to yield a bigger dividend. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The reason why 
there is virtue in it is because it puts its 
money into an asset, to-wit, stocks and 
bonds, to protect its policies. The dis- 
tinction here is that our system puts its 
money into a liability, to-wit, a bond 
which must be paid by the taxpayers of 
the United States. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I appreciate the 
Senator's calling that distinction to my 
attention, but if he will look at the 
financial statement of the Chase Na- 
tional Bank of New York, or of the Na- 
tional Bank of Podunk, he will find that 
most of the money is invested in the 
same old Government bonds. 

I repeat to the Senator from Okla- 
homa that if the Senator from Minne- 
sota could get some Government bonds 
he would not be complaining. There is 
no better investment in America, If 
the Government of the United States 
cannot redeem its bonds, we shall not 
be redeeming the stock certificates of 
any company in the United States. 

Mr. President, let us talk about how 
complicated the amendment is. It is 
not interesting that every time there is 
proposed a measure which may possibly 
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do some good, it is said to be compli- 
cated? Of course, its operation may 
not be easy, but the fact that something 
is complicated does not mean that it will 
not work. A television set is compli- 
cated. I understand that the first sets 
had 40,000 separate parts, and that the 
most recent ones have 6,000 separate 
parts. But they work. An automobile 
is complicated. Frankly, the Congress 
of the United States is a little compli- 
cated once in a while, but we are per- 
mitted to continue on with it. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to 
continue. Since it is so complicated, I 
should like to have some continuity. It 
is very important to explain the amend- 
ment before there is a vote on it. Ihave 
a feeling of impending doom as to what 
is going to happen. 

Let us see what the amendment does. 
It has two provisions, one provision for 
those who are the present recipients of 
old-age and survivors insurance bene- 
fits. It refers to the person who is 65, 
66, or 67 years of age. What does the 
amendment do for such a person? It 
says, “Grandpa, you get $3 a month 
more.” Is that complicated? My 9-year- 
old son knows when he gets $3 a month. 
I hope some Member of the Senate 
knows when he receives $3 a month, 

Is it complicated to state that those 
who are the present beneficiaries, who 
are presently getting checks from the 
old-age and survivors insurance fund, 
will have their checks augmented by $3 
amonth? Is that complicated? If it is, 
and we cannot figure that out, we had 
better close up shop. 

Mr. President, that covers half of the 
amendment, and I believe we can easily 
dispose of the complications of that por- 
tion. What is the other half? The 
other half is a revision of the formula 
by which the benefits of insurance for 
future beneficiaries are computed. In 
simple terms, the other half of the 
amendment is a method, a yardstick, by 
which to determine how much the man 
who is now 64 years of age will receive 
when he is 65 and eligible to receive the 
money. In other words, those who are 
not quite ripe enough—what will they 
get when they are ripe? 

The information is set forth on page 
2. Anyone who can read can understand 
those figures. I know it sounds pretty 
fancy. I have never read an amend- 
ment in the Senate which did not give 
the impression that it would take 17 
Harvard attorneys to figure it out. But 
we finally got this one figured out. What 
does it mean? It means that while under 
the present law the most that any family 
can get from old-age and survivors in- 
surance is $150 a month, the Humphrey- 
Lehman amendment provides $160 a 
month. Is that complicated? Is there 
any Member of the Senate who cannot 
figure out the difference between $150 
and $160. If there is, I will tell him that 
the difference is $10. 

A widow and her dependents under the 
present law receive a minimum of $40 
a month. Under the Humphrey-Leh- 
man amendment they would receive $50 
a month. Is that too complicated? It 
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is the difference between $40 and $50— 
$10 a month. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yiela? 


Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. TAFT. When an amendment is 
proposed in the Finance Committee we 
ask the actuaries to tell us how much 
more money will be required g be paid 
out the next year. Does the Senator 
know how much more money will be 
needed as a result of this amendment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. I put it into 
the Recorp, and read the figures on the 
floor of the Senate. They will be print- 
ed for the use of the Senate. 

The amendment provides that for fu- 
ture beneficiaries, instead of a base of 
$100, of which 50 percent is taken, 
which means $50 a month insurance 
benefit, the base is made $110 and 50 
percent of that is taken, which amounts 
to $55 a month for the future. Is that 
complicated? In school I was not very 
smart in arithmetic, but I can figure that 
one. 

The present law provides that for the 
purpose of computing old-age and sur- 
vivors benefits, a maximum of $3,600 a 
year shall be used. What does it say 
about the extra amount bctween $110 
and $300? The present law provides 
that the $200 left after the first $100 
shall be at the rate of 15 rercent, which 
makes $30. So that $50 from the first 
$100, and $30 from the $200, gives a 
maximum of $80. That is what the pres- 
ent law provides. 

What does the amendment provide? 
It provides that the payment on the 
first $110 shall be computed at 50 per- 
cent, which gives $55, and on the next 
$190 it will be computed at 15 percent. 
Fifteen percent of $190, whatever the 
figure is, is added to the $55. What is 
so complicated about that? As a matter 
of fact, in case anyone is having any 
trouble with it, I will figure it out now. 
It amounts to $28.50. By adding $28.50 
to $55 we get a grand sum total of $83.50. 
That is the maximum that can be re- 
ceived under the Lehman-Humphrey 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask any reasonable 
man within the range of my voice—and 
Iam surely talking loud enough so many 
can hear me—what is so complicated 
about all this? Is it complicated to read 
the chart—and here it is—prepared for 
the present beneficiaries? It is not com- 
plicated to figure that out. 

Is it complicated to figure out that 
under the amendment the survivors will 
receive a maximum of not $150 but 
$160, and a minimum of not $40 but $50? 
Is it complicated that under the new 
formula we will use the base average 
wage of $110 instead of $100, and $190 
for the rest of it instead of $200?. That 
is not complicated. I admit there may 
be reasons for not wanting to adopt the 
amendment, but I submit it is not be- 
cause of complications. 

We are not proposing to revise the 
whole social security system. We are 
making an attempt to increase the bene- 
fits, at least moderately, within terms in 
the rise of the cost of living. 

I have not been moved one whit this 
afternoon by all the talk about trust 
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funds. I have never quite understood 
what the banks did with all the money 
anyway. I have never understood why 
in the name of common sense the Gov- 
ernment should go to a bank and borrow 
money and give the bank a bond, and 
supposedly take out the money from the 
bank, and that then the bank should 
have more money than it had before. 
Every time the United States goes into a 
bank to borrow money, it gives the bank 
a bond. Then it supposedly takes money 
from the bank, after which the bank has 
more money than it had before the Gov- 
ernment borrowed the money and gave 
the bank a bond. That is something I 
have never been able to understand. 
But I know that the man who collects 
the interest comes out ahead. 

Mr. President, I submit that these 
trust funds are sound. They are as 
sound as the banking structure of Amer- 
ica. They are as sound as the financial 
structure of our Government. I submit 
that our amendment is constructive and 
sound, I submit it is not complicated. 
It provides for something which is ur- 
gently needed. Let me say it is patently 
conservative and constructive in terms 
of the insurance system. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum, and 
I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator withhold his request? Sev- 
eral Senators wish to speak on the 
amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hory 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
Minnesota withdraw his suggestion of 
the absence of a quorum? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, 


TREASURY-POST OFFICE APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1952 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that permission 
be granted the Appropriations Commit- 
tee to report the Treasury and Post 
Office appropriation bill for 1952 up to 
midnight tonight, and I further request 
unanimous consent that if it is re- 
ported, it be made the unfinished busi- 
ness, pending the disposition of Senate 
bill 630, to suspend until December 31, 
1952, the application of certain Federal 
laws with respect to an attorney em- 
ployed by the Senate Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, which it is 
expected will be considered following ac- 
tion on the pending bill. 

Mr. WHERRY. I wonder if the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Arizona will 
modify his request, so that the appro- 
priation bill may be reported up to mid- 
night tonight, after which it will lie over 
for 1 day? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I should like to 
have the appropriation bill considered 
as soon as possible, 

Mr. WHERRY. Two or three Sen- 
ators have expressed a desire to have an 
opportunity to look at it. I do not ob- 
ject to the request if the distinguished 
majority leader will assure the Senate 
that the bill will not be taken up tomor- 
row. The bill we are now considering 
may go over until tomorrow anyway. 
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It is my feeling that if the appropria- 
tion bill is reported, it ought to be 
printed and lie over for 1 day, so that 
all Senators may have an opportunity 
to study it. Then we can discuss it the 
day following. 

Mr.McFARLAND. Of course, the ob- 
ject in obtaining consent that the bill be 
reported up to midnight tonight, was 
so the bill could be taken up as quickly 
as possible. However, I ask unanimous 
consent that the bill may be reported up 
to midnight tonight, and, if it must go 
over until Monday, it will have to go 
over until Monday. I wanted to have 
action taken on the bill as soon as 
possible. 

Mr. President, I modify my request in 
accordance with the suggestion made by 
the Senator from Nebraska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arizona has modified his 
unanimous-consent request. His re- 
quest now is that consent be given that 
the appropriation bill be reported up to 
midnight, and that it then take its place 
on the calendar, and not be considered 
until Friday. 

Mr. McFARLAND. That it lie over 
for 1 day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I want to assure the 
Senator from Arizona that it is a matter 
of deep regret to me that I was off the 
floor discussing an official matter with a 
constituent when the unanimous consent 
was first requested this afternoon, I 
wish to thank most sincerely my good 
friend, the Senator from North Dakota 
(Mr. Lancer], for raising an objection 
until I could be apprised of the nature 
of the request. 

I have no objection. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
express my appreciation to the distin- 
guished Senator from Oregon for not 
objecting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request made by the 
Senator from Arizona? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 


EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME OF 
INCOME FROM DISCHARGE OF INDEBT- 
EDNESS 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 2416) relating to exclu- 
sion from gross income of income from 
discharge of indebtedness. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, the Senator 
from Washington does not propose to en- 
ter the debate on House bill 2416, or the 
amendment which is presently pending, 
but there are a few remarks I should like 
to make. They will take about 15 min- 
utes. 

Section 3, an amendment to the So- 
cial Security Act, is the portion of the 
bill that I wish to discuss. 

It is now a little over a year since the 
great omnibus social urity amend- 
ment, H. R. 6000, of sai memory, was 
before us. In the course of the consid- 
eration of that bill I spoke four times on 
the Senate floor—May 24, June 15, June 
16, and June 20, 1950. Im these four ad- 
dresses I analyzed our social-security 
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system in detail and cited the testimony 
of a long series of expert technicians as 
to why the bill was a grievous mistake 
and why it ought not to pass. 

In the end the junior Senator from 
Washington voted “No” on the bill and 
found himself in awful isolation with the 
distinguished senior Senator from Ne- 
braska [Mr. BUTLER]. The final vote was 
81 to 2. Neither the Senator from Ne- 
braska nor myself opposed the bill be- 
cause we were opposed to social security 
but because we believed that the original 
legislation of 1935 was a horrible mass 
of contradictions and that further ex- 
pansions only made confusion worse con- 
founded. I believed then, and still do, 
that our present law is a cruel cheat, 
which shuts millions of old people out in 
the cold and will continue to do so. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr, CAIN. Certainly. 

Mr. "VHERRY. The Senator men- 
tioned the fact that the Senator from 
Washington and the Senator from Ne- 
braska opposed House bill 6000. 

Mr. CAIN. I was referring to the sen- 
ior Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Bor- 
LER] as having joined with the Senator 
from Washington in opposing House bill 
6000 last year. 

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I shall not 
go into those arguments now. They are 
all in the Record. I believe them to be 
as true now as they were a year ago and 
that a day of reckoning is coming. 

At the time I earnestly urged the Sen- 
ate to undertake a thorough investiga- 
tion of our social-security system as it 
is presently operated and to organize a 
search, in the manner suggested by for- 
mer President Hoover to Chairman 
Douchrox, of the House Ways and 
Means Committee, for something better 
to take its place. In the end, it was pro- 
vided, through Senate Resolution 300, 
agreed to June 20, 1950, that the Senate 
Finance Committee should have a re- 
study made, and $25,000 was provided 
out of the Senate contingent fund as a 
starter to finance the project. The re- 
sults of this restudy we do not yet have. 

Yet here, sir, is this amendment in- 
creasing the Federal cost of old-age as- 
sistance. 

Now this question of expenditures on 
old-age assistance—which is really noth- 
ing but means-test relief wrapped up 
ir fancy words—has long been a skeleton 
in the fiscal closet. Fifteen years ago 
the public was given the general impres- 
sion that it was a temporary expedient 
which would cost but a few million dol- 
lars and that for a brief span of years 
only. As more and more people moved 
on the rolls of old age and survivors in- 
surance the need for old-age assistance 
would disappear. 

Well, it never happened. The costs of 
old-age assistance began to climb faster 
and faster and the demands on the gen- 
eral revenue 2 it ground harder 
and harder. eantime, the seeming 
promises of the Social Security Admin- 
istration went unfulfilled. I say seem- 
ing kecause their statements were and 
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are so artful and so clever. Technically 
precise, enormously involved, adroitly 
strewn with escape clauses, these prom- 
ises seemed to hold out the hope of so- 
cial security to all our old people. 

Those promises were not true then 
and they are not true now. The Alt- 
meyer-Ewing sales talks are a shame 
and a fraud. I feel deeply on the ques- 
tion. 

During the debate on H. R. 6000 it was 
reiterated that one reason for passing 
the bill was that, due to the so-called 
liberalization of old-age and survivors 
insurance, more old people could get on 
the insurance rolls and, hence, the pres- 
sure on the old-age assistance subsidy 
would decrease. 

I did not believe that this was so. In 
the debate on June 15, 1950, I said, for 
example: 

There may be an occasional dip in these 
[old-age assistance] costs. There was, as I 
understand, a decline of four-tenths of 1 
percent in the total Federal subsidy in Feb- 
ruary 1950. But such intermittent variations 


in the curve can hardly alter the steady 
climb. 


What happened? 

Last October, for example, the Fed- 
eral subsidy to old-age assistance was 
about $121,000,000 a month, running at 
a rate of nearly one and one-half billion 
dollars per year. 

By March 1951 this had dropped off 
some to about $119,000,000 a month, or 
a rate of $1,428,000,000 per year. But 
other payments had come on the scene, 
Hidden in the so-called vendor payments 
for medical care were direct payments 
to doctors and hospitals for the aged, 
where previously this money had gone 
directly to the recipient. Again, there 
were now payments to the permanently 
and totally disabled, a group which, of 
course, contains many aged. These pay- 
ments are just starting on their way 
to the zenith, in the same manner as old- 
age assistance. Payments to perma- 
nently and totally disabled in March 
were running at more than three and a 
half million a month, 

In other words, it seems very clear 
that there has been no diminution what- 
ever in the Federal subsidy of relief for 
old people and that the charges continue 
to rise. 

Now comes this amendment to H. R. 
2416, which if adopted, will add—ac- 
cording to the committee report— 
ninety-one and six-tenths millions a 
year to the old-age-relief subsidy. 

It is the same old story. Of course, 
the cost of living has risen. The infla- 
tionary policies of this administration 
could have no other result. But it is 
wrong, hopelessly wrong, for us to go on 
compounding the horrible mistakes of 
the past. 

The role played by the Social Security 
Administration in this long development 
has been criminal. They know what 
they are doing. They have violated the 
law forbidding the use of any money, 
appropriated by Congress, to influence 
legislation—title 18, section 1913, United 
States Code. They have done this fla- 
grantly and for years. They have been 
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notoriously clever in their manipulation 
and distortion of statistics. Their prop- 
aganda, devious and deceitful, has been 
heartless. The whole course of their 
conduct has been to confirm the convic- 
tion of honest people that the Social Se- 
curity Administration has no interest 
whatever in a soundly organized security 
system. They are not interested in our 
old people. They are interested in them- 
selves and what they want is to entrench 
their position and expand their power. 

The system we now have, expanding 
at a crazy rate just as cancer cells do, 
will eventually, I fully believe, wreck our 
economy unless a halt is made. 

Furthermore, unless our insurance 
people awaken to their peril and join 
with those of us who want our social- 
security laws overhauled, I believe also 
that the insurance industry will, eventu- 
ally, be destroyed. I recommend this 
thought especially to Mr. M. Albert 
Linton, president of the Provident Mu- 
tual Life Insurance Co., of Philadel- 
phia, and to Mr. Reinhard Hohaus, 
actuary of the Metropolitan Life Insur- 
ance Co. of New York. These two gen- 
tlemen have often appeared as exposi- 
tors and rationalizers of our present sys- 
tem. I recommend this thought also to 
the boards of directors of the two com- 
panies which these gentlemen, in their 
several capacities, represent. } 

Another point. This amendment orig- 
inated on the floor, sprung without 
warning. So far as I know, no hearings 
were ever held. I do not know the 
genesis of the amendment, but it looks to 
me as if it began life as a vote-catching 
dodge. I would say that our social-secu- 
rity system is bad enough as it is without 
tacking on further slicker gadgets, 

A word more and I am done. Last 
year, just before the vote on H. R. 6000, 
I made my own individual appeal to the 
body of which I am so proud to be a 
Member. Permit me to repeat it now. 
I wish I had the means to drive the point 
home to every man and woman in the 
State of Washington and throughout the 
country. 

I said on that occasion: 

My position is this: If we are to have a 
social-security system at all, let us have one 
that free men can accept with self respect. 
Let us accept and act upon this bald truth: 

That our old people, who have done their 
life’s work and have quit, must be helped 
by those of us who still work. In due time, 
our children must look after us. Not in the 
old way of the old folks on the farm, but in 
the same spirit adapted to the institutions 
of our day—through taxation. Let us have 
done with this nonsense of a contributory 
system, this playing house and calling it in- 
surance. 

I accept wholeheartedly this proposition of 
having us who work help the old folks who 
have quit. I stand ready to pay as high a 
tax as my fellow citizens are willing to pay 
to put such an honest social security into 
operation, 

I have refused to support H. R. 6000— 


And I interpolate here, this amend- 
ment to H. R. 2416 also— 
not to evade a responsibility, but rather to 
accept one. 

No kid stenographer in her first job in 
Tacoma will ever be able to accuse me of 
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being an accessory to her defraudation when 
her retirement age finally comes. No down- 
and-out logger on the skidroad at the foot 
of Yesler Way in Seattle will be able to 
accuse me of forgetting his plight. No part- 
time apple picker in the Yakima and Wenat- 
chee Valleys will be able to say that I did 
not recognize and seek to admit and save his 
rights. 

I say once more: If we are to look after 
some of our old people, we must look after 
them all. And, if we do this, let us find a 
way to do the whole job up year by year, 
starting every January 1 with a clean slate. 
If our Nation’s economy gets pinched, the 
old folks will be pinched also. If we prosper, 
the aged will share in the Nation’s pros- 
perity. This is as it ought to be. 

But let us have done with the jobbery 
that for 15 years we have had the crust to 
call social security. 


SHIPMENT OF STRATEGIC AND RE- 
STRICTED MATERIALS TO COMMUNIST- 
CONTROLLED COUNTRIES 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, earlier 
in the day the distinguished Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. O’Conor] and the 
junior Senator from Nebraska engaged 
in colloquy relative to the interpreta- 
tion of the so-called Kem amendment, 
Since that time I have read the follow- 
ing interesting account from the news 
ticker: 


The National Security Council exempted 
India from the Kem amendment which bans 
United States economic aid to any nation 
that sells materials of possible war use to 
iron curtain countries. 

The Council is authorized under the 
amendment to make exceptions to the ban 
after an official determination that doing 
so would be in the security interest of the 
United States. 

A report by the Council on trade between 
India and the Soviet bloc was released at 
the White -Touse. 

The report said the recent United States 
food loan for India has increased that na- 
tion’s friendliness toward the United States. 
The Council said it is clear that India is 
aware of the dangers of Communist impe- 
rialism. 

“The improvement thus achieved should 
be encouraged, not obstructed,” the Coun- 
cil said. 

“The discontinuance of aid to India would 
be a step backward, tending to arouse Indian 
aversion to United States policy. 

“It is not likely in any case that India 
would adapt its trade policies in response to 
obvious American pressure.” 

The report said there is “no evidence” 
that India is shipping arms, ammunition, 


atomic energy materials, or implements of ~ 


war to iron curtain countries. 

The report said Indian trade with the 
Soviet bloc has declined in the last year. 
From April 1950 through January 1951 less 
than 1 percent of India’s exports went to 
iron curtain countries and about 1 percent 
of her imports came from those countries. 

Gunnysacks were said to be the principal 
Indian export to the Soviet bloc. India’s 
principal imports from those countries are 
food grains, machinery and spare parts, and 
raw silk. 

The report added that India does export to 
the Soviet bloc some materials certified by 
the Secretary of Defense as being of possible 
use in war. 

Thus, the report said, the National Se- 
curity Council had to decide whether an 
exemption in India’s case would be in the 
security interest of the United States. 


The National Security Council, at the 
behest of the President, is nullifying the 
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Kem amendment, which is a law duly 
enacted by the Congress and signed by 
the President. 

This law plainly states that no eco- 
nomic or financial aid shall be given to 
any country which exports strategic war 
materials to the Soviet bloc. The Sec- 
retary of Defense is supposed to compile 
the list, and it is the responsibility of 
the Foreign Aid Administrator to enforce 
the law. The National Security Council 
is authorized to make specific exceptions 
on items when it deems them to be in 
the interest of national security. 

There is no authority in the law for 
an exemption of countries, such as the 
President has made in the cases of Aus- 
tria and Norway, and today in the case 
of India. 

The intent of the law is to stop aiding 
economically and financially countries 
which help the Soviet bloc, including 
Red China, to build their military power. 
By ludicrous and fantastic interpreta- 
tion of the law the administration is 
deliberately defeating its purpose, which 
purpose every patriotic American sup- 
ports. It is not the purpose of the law 
to stop all trade between the free world 
and the Soviet bloc, as the White House 
statement wants the country to believe 
by its reference to shipment of gunny 
sacks from India to the Soviet bloc. 
It is permissible to make such shipments 
under the Kem amendment. It is only 
shipments of strategic materials which 
can be fabricated into war implements 
that are prohibited. 

If the White House statement, which 
attempts to justify the action of the Na- 
tional Security Council in exempting In- 
dia, means that the council thinks that 
war-making materials being shipped by 
India to countries in the Soviet bloc are 
not harmful to America’s security, I say 
the responsibility of the National Secu- 
rity Council, under the law, is to report 
to committees of the Congress on each 
item and to explain why it is for the 
security of the United States that ap- 
proval is given for shipment of such 
strategic war materials to the Soviet 
bloc by India. 

It seems this is another instance in 
which political considerations dear to 
the administration are taking priority 
over military considerations, resulting 
in the loss of the lives of our boys in 
Korea, and strengthening the Soviet 
bloc for possibly a third world war. 


EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME OF 
INCOME FROM DISCHARGE OF INDEBT- 
EDNESS 


The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (H. R. 2416) relating to 
exclusion from gross income of income 
from discharge of indebtedness. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, as one 
who associated himself a short time ago 
with the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] and the dis- 
tinguished Senator from New York [Mr, 
LEHMAN], I rise to speak in behalf of the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota for himself and the Senator 
from New York. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment be printed in full at this 
point in my remarks, 


8365 


There being no objection, the amend- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RecorD, as follows: 

Sec. 4. (a) Section 203 (a) of the Social 
Security Act, as amended, is amended by 
striking out 8150“ and “$40” wherever they 
occur and inserting in lieu thereof “$160” 
and 8650“, respectively. 

(b) Paragraph (1) of subsection (a) of 
section 215 of such act, as amended, is 
amended by striking out “$100” and “$200” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “$110” and 
“$190”, respectively. 

(c) Paragraph (2) of such subsection is 
amended by striking out clause (B) and in- 
serting in lieu thereof: 

“(B) the amount determined under sub- 
section (c), except that this clause shall 
not be applicable to any individual who was 
not paid (or deemed to have been paid under 
ay 217 (a)) wages prior to January 1, 

(d) Paragraph (1) of subsection (c) of 
such section is amended by striking out the 
table appearing therein and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following new table: 


H the ary insurance monthly 
benefit (as computed pore “es 
— selects (0) compating 

benefits shall 

$23.00 $46.00 

25.00 50.00 

27.09 54.00 

20. 00 58. 00 

31.00 62.00 

33. 00 66.00 

34.70 69. 40 

36. 20 72.40 

37, 50 75.00 

. 38. 70 77.40 
.00 40. 00 80.00 
ee 41. 50 83.00 
00 43. 20 86.40 

$23.00 45. 20 90.40 

$24.00 47.50 95. 00 

$25.00. 49, 50 99.00 

$26.00 51.30 102. 60 

he 53. 00 106. 00 

00. - 54. 50 109. 00 

$29.00 55. 80 115. 30 

$30.00. 57. 00 123. 30 

a 58. 10 130. 60 

00. 59. 20 138. 00 

$33.00. 60. 20 144. 

84.00 61, 20 151. 30 

$35.00.. 62. 20 158. 

$36.00. 63. 20 164. 60 

$37.00.. 64. 20 171, 30 

$38. 65, 20 178. 00 

$39. 66. 10 184. 00 

$40. 67. 00 1900. 00 

$41. 67. 90 196. 00 

812. 68. 80 205. 00 

$43. 69. 70 220. 00 

$H. 70. 60 235. 00 

815. 21.50 250. 00 

846. 71. 50 250. 00“ 


(e) (1) The amendment made by subsec- 
tion (a) shall be applicable with respect to 
monthly benefits for months after Decem- 
ber 1951. 

(2) The amendments made by subsections 
(b), (c), and (d) shall be applicable (not- 

withstanding -the provisions of sec. 215 
(f) (1) of the Social Security Act, as 
amended), (A) in the case of monthly bene- 
fits for months after December 1951, and 
(B) in the case of lump-sum death pay- 
ments with respect to deaths occurring 
after December 1951; and no redetermina- 
tion of the amount of any benefit by rea- 
son of such amendments shall be regarded 
as a recomputation for purposes of such sec- 
tion 215 (f). 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may have 
printed at this point in my remarks a 
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table showing the amount which each 
State contributes every month to old- 
age assistance. 
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There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


TABLE 12.—Old-age assistance: Recipients and payments to recipients, by State, 
March 1951+ 


[Exclusive of vendor payments for medical care and cases receiving only such payments] 


Number of 
recipients Total 
Amount 


$118, 811, 471 


Alabama. 1, 672, 496 
Alaska.. 90, 
Arizona. 755, 759 
Arkansas. 1, 770, 757 
i i 18, 423, 942 
Colorado 2. 3, 472, 275 
Connecticu: 1, 195, 118 
Delawa 45, 421 
— — 126, 954 
lorida_...... 2, 698, 417 
eorgia 2, 444, 564 
Hawaii.. 2, 281 76, 721 
Idaho. 11, 440 532, 078 
Tilinois 117, 593 5, 177, 822 
Indian: 50, 255 1, 786, 504 
Iowa. 49, 046 2, 428, 573 
Kansas 38, 929 1, 909, 693 
Kentucky. 67, 192 1, 383, 220 
Louisiana. 118, 304 5, 518, 923 
Maine 15, 264 654, 823 
Maryland 11,682 440, 189 
Massachusetts 101, 964 6, 300, 508 
Michigan 97, 288 4, 490, 912 
Minnesota... 55, 187 2, 357, 022 
1 60, 296 1, 107, 580 
Missouri.. 131, 892 5, 702, 683 
Montana... 11, 827 634. 920 
Nebraska 22, 906 994, 408 
Nevada 2, 755 143, 206 
New Hampshire 7, 372 339, 448 
New Jersey 23, 611 1, 133, 757 
New Mexico 404, 835 
ew Vork. 6, 365, 229 
North Carolina. 1, 363, 311 
North Dakota.. 455, 235 
Ohio 5, 395, 343 
Oklahoma. 4, 472, 442 
Oregon 1, 267, 760 
Pennsylvania 3, 179, 164 
Rhode Island. 444, 430 
South Carolina.. 1, 050, 475 
South Dakota.. 491, 486 
‘Tennessee. 1, 961, 885 
Texas... 7,316, 272 
Utah.. 462, 310 
Vermont. 250, 516 
Virginia 428, 813 
Washington. 4, 519, 401 
West Virginia. 697, 983 
Wisconsin. 2, 228, 447 
Wyoming 246, 500 
Puerto Rico 3 130, 100 


Payments to recipients 


Average 


Percentage change from— 


Amount 
$43.14 —0.2 —2.0 
20. 55 ® 2. +3.0 
56, 63 +.6 +2.6 —1.6 
51. 92 —.1 = +12.8 -+11.1 
25. 83 —.5 ` +84 +9.8 
67. 31 —.1 N ＋ 3. 5 1.2 
66. 86 +.2 i +3.6 +5.4 
60. 00 —.3 e +.1 +3.1 
28. 75 —.8 à —.5 4.7 
44.94 =—.6 —4 +.2 +5.6 
38, 84 +.1 —.1 +2.0 221 
23.96 @) +.3 +3.4 +7.0 
33. 63 —.5 =l =5.2 —2.0 
46. 51 —.1 -1 +.1 —1.0 
44. 03 —.2 —.5 —7.8 +.1 
35, 55 =7 —.5 —3. 5 —4.6 
49. 52 0) +.2 —.6 +.2 
49. 06 —.2 —.1 — 1 —2.8 
20. 59 —.1 ® +7.4 +6.2 
46, 65 —.2 —.3 —3.6 —4.9 
42,90 —.3 —.3 +3.1 +14 
37. 68 +.1 +.7 2.7 —1.0 
61.79 — 1 —.3 +1.6 —3. 9 
46, 10 —.1 +.7 —2.6 —4.0 
42.71 —.3 —1.0 1.2 —14.4 
18.37 —1.0 —1.1 3.9 7.5 
43.24 —.3 1 +1.5 +1.1 
53. 68 +.2 009 +.5 +1.5 
43. 41 4150 47. PA 720 

52.01 1.0 . 8 5 
46.05 —.0 —.3 2 +41 
48. 02 — 6 2.8 22.9 4.9 
38, 42 +.6 +.7 +4.3 +118 
54. 53 —.1 8 3.4 +.2 
22, 20 —.1 +3.3 4.9 
50. 05 +.3 —.4 ＋1. 6 2 
44.57 —.8 —.6 —44 8.1 
45.12 —.2 —.3 —1.9 7.0 
54. 02 —.3 +40 —.3 +11 
38. 55 —.6 —1.0 —12.4 —15.3 
44. 96 = 7 —.9 23.9 —6.4 
24. 90 74 +.5 +3.3 +7.8 
40.16 „1 +1.2 +.4 +3.4 
29.75 —.2 —.8 +3.7 —.8 
32. 70 =l — 2 +.7 3.5 
46. 70 +.1 +2.4 —2.8 +.4 
36.10 -4 +.1 +2.8 +5.7 
21.79 © +.3 +-2.2 +45 
63. 09 —.3 +1.0 1.2 =2 4 
26. 38 —.7 —.7 —1.2 —4.2 
42.62 8 +.4 — 4 —1.2 
56.19 ) =, 4 +26 +4.5 
7. 66 +.4 s 


1 For definition of terms see the Bulletin, January 1951, p. 21. All data subject to revision. 
2 Includes 4,050 recipients under 65 years of age in Colorado and a to these recipients. Such 
e 


are made without F 
not available. 
32 Decrease of less than 0.05 percent, 
4 Increase of less than 0.05 percent, 
§ Represents data for February 1951. 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, about 
6 years ago the senior Senator from 
North Dakota offered an amendment on 
the floor of the Senate which would have 
increased old-age pensions. At that time 
we heard exactly the same arguments 
which we heard made today by the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Tart], the distinguished Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr], and the distin- 
guished Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
MILLIKIN]. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. The Senator from 
Oklahoma was not a Member of the 
Senate at the time. However, we heard 
8 the same argument made at that 
ime. 

Mr. KERR. Not from the Senator 
from Oklahoma. 


eral participation, Excludes Puerto Rico an 


ments 


Virgin Islands, for which March data are 


Mr. LANGER. At that time the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma was 
not a Member of the Senate. 

It was stated at that time by Senators 
that we should have a study made of the 
old-age pension law. They wanted to 
find out whether the pensioners were 
getting enough money. They said they 
wanted to find out how much money was 
held in reserve. After arguing and de- 
bating the question hour after hour on 
the floor of the Senate, a committee was 
finally appointed. The committee con- 
sisted of the distinguished senior Sen- 
ator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] and the 
former distinguished Senator from 
Michigan, the late Mr. Vandenberg. The 
committee was to make a study of the 
subject, and was then to make a full 
report of the Senate. Day after day 
went by, week after week went by, and 


JULY 18 


month after month went by. It was 2 
years before we even had any kind of 
report from that committee. 

Mr: President, gentlemen say now that 
they do not understand the amendment. 
They say it is too complicated. It seems 
to me that if ever an amendment was 
clearly and coherently explained, so that 
even a 10-year-old child could under- 
stand it, such an explanation was given 
by the distinguished Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

I have consulted the Congressional 
Directory in order to find out how much 
education the three Senators had who 
said they could not understand the 
amendment. I wish to take up first the 
education of the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN] in order 
to find out whether he has such a lack 
of education that he cannot understand 
a plain and simple amendment. When 
the Senator from Minnesota says he 
wants to add $3 a month, it seems to me 
that a 10-year-old child would under- 
stand that it means $3 a month. By 
looking up the record I find that the 
distinguished Senator from Colorado was 
born in Hamilton, Ohio, on February 12, 
1891. He is the son of Dr. Samuel H. 
Millikin. He was graduated from the 
law school of the University of Colorado. 
He served as executive secretary to for- 
mer Gov. George A. Carlson. He re- 
ceived the Pershing citation for distin- 
guished and meritorious service. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. The Senator from 
North Dakota referred to former Gov. 
George A. Carlson. He stated that the 
Senator from Colorado served as execu- 
tive secretary to the former Governor of 
Colorado. 

Mr. LANGER. At that time he was 
the Governor: yes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand that my name has been men- 
tioned. 

Mr. LANGER. I am praising the 
Senator’s education. I am reading from 
the Congressional Directory about the 
very fine education which the Senator 
has received. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, may I 
interrupt the Senator from North Da- 
kota again? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield to the Senator 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. CHAV—Z. I may say that I knew 
George A. Carlson, who later became 
Governor of Colorado, as a young man. 
As a young man he and his brother took 
a cow to Boulder, Colo., in order to make 
their living While they were going 
through school at the University of 
Colorado. 

Mr. LANGER. I also find that the 
distinguished Senator from Ohio said 
that this amendment is so complicated 
that he absolutely fails to understand 
it—this amendment which has been so 
clearly, concisely, and coherently ex- 
plained by the distinguished junior Sen- 
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], 

Mr. President, upon examining the 
Congressional Directory, I find that the 
distinguished Senator from Ohio {Mr, 
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Tart] was born in Cincinnati, Ohio, on 
September 5, 1889; that he attended the 
public schools of Cincinnati; and then 
attended Taft School, at Watertown, 
Conn.; and was graduated from Yale 
University with a bachelor of arts degree 
in 1910; and in 1913 was graduated with 
a bachelor of laws degree from Harvard 
University. In other words, Mr. Presi- 
dent, he graduated both from Harvard 
University and from Yale University. 
He has had a very distinguished career, 
and he is undoubtedly one of the out- 
standing Members of this body. 

However, both the Senators to whom 
I have referred say they do not under- 
stand the simple little amendment 
offered by my distinguished colleague, 
the junior Senator from Minnesota—an 
amendment which is couched in such 
very, very simple terms. 

This young Senator, the junior Sen- 
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], 
was born in the West, in a State which 
is a neighbor to the State of North Da- 
kota; he was born in South Dakota. In 
the Dakotas we always use simple, clear 
language, so that anyone can understand 
what is meant by a person who speaks 
to him. 

As I have said, when we examine the 
amendment, we find that there is not 
one word of more than three syllables 
in it. From beginning to end, the 
amendment is couched in the clearest, 
most concise language. However, those 
Senators say they wish to have the 
amendment referred to the committee, 
and they say that the amendment must 
be very carefully studied because it is 
so complicated. That is exactly what 
they told me 6 years ago when I tried 
to obtain an increase in the old-age 
pensions. 

However, Mr. President, those Sen- 
ators are not always so anxious to have 
matters referred to a committee. I re- 
member that just 1 month ago today, 
when the distinguished senior Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. Dovcuas] offered an 
amendment on the floor of the Senate, 
just as the distinguished junior Senator 
from Minnesota has done today. At that 
time the Senator from Illinois offered an 
amendment dealing with the amount of 
annual leave for the civilian employees 
of the Government, after July 1, 1951; 
and more than 2,000,000 employees were 
involved, but no request was made by 
the two Senators I have just mentioned 
to have that proposal referred to a com- 
mittee. 

In the present situation, a large num- 
ber of persons are also involved. Every 
Senator will remember the great speech 
which was made by the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. JoHnston] when 
the amendment of the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois was offered from 
the floor. The distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina rose and stated that 
the subject had been under advisement 
by his committee, and that within a very 
few days the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service would report a bill 
dealing with the same matter of sick 
leave and annual leave. 

What was the attitude of these same 
Senators, who now say that they object 
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to what my distinguished friend, the 
Senator from Minnesota does when he 
offers this simple amendment? At that 
time they did not request that the 
amendment be referred to a committee. 
Oh, no. They did not defer to the wishes 
of the distinguished Chairman of the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice, the Senator from South Carolina, 
Oh, no, Mr. President. 

I hold in my hands a record of the 
vote which was taken on that occasion. 
Although at that time the Senator from 
South Carolina pleaded, almost with 
tears in his eyes, that in a few days he 
would report from his committee a bill 
dealing with the entire question of sick 
leave and annual leave, and that his 
committee had been working for weeks 
and months on the bill, those two Sena- 
tors did not listen to him, because the 
vote shows that those two Senators, 
whose educational qualifications I have 
stated, both voted to disregard the re- 
quest of the Senator from South Caro- 
lina and to amend the bill upon the floor 
of the Senate. 

So it seems to make some difference, 
Mr. President, whose ox is gored. 

Sometimes chickens come home to 
roost. 

When my distinguished friend, ‘the 
Senator from Minnesota, offered a sim- 
ple amendment, one that the American 
people, and especially the aged people in 
America, have been waiting for for 
years—an amendment which should 
have been adopted without any debate 
at all, a legislative measure which should 
have been enacted years ago—we find 
those two Senators saying that the 
amendment is too complicated, and that 
they cannot understand it. 

So, Mr. President, as one who is as- 
sociated with the Senator from Minne- 
sota and the Senator from New York 
[Mr. LEHMAN] in sponsoring the amend- 
ment, I wish to compliment both of them 
for the fight they have made for the 
aged persons and for the widows and 
dependent children, those who most 
need assistance. 

Indeed, if we listen to the fearful 
voices of the two distinguished Senators 
who object, it seems, I suppose, that they 
would even want the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Minnesota to define what a 
widow is or what a dependent child is 
or what insurance is or what some of 
the other simple terms used in the 
amendment mean. 

So I compliment the other sponsors 
of the amendment for the very fine fight 
they have made, and I hope the amend- 
ment will be adopted. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for a quorum call be rescinded and that 
further proceedings under the call be 
suspended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
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from Arizona? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
am disappointed that we could not finish 
the consideration of the bill today. The 
Senate is not making the progress it 
should make in disposing of legislation. 
I regret that, because of objection, we 
could not take up the appropriation bill. 
Appropriation bills should be disposed 
of, and we should move along as rapidly 
as possible. If consideration of the 
pending bill goes over until tomorrow 
it might continue under debate and go 
over until Friday, and then someone 
might make another objection, and it 
would probably have to go over until 
the first of next week. However, when 
we get a limitation of debate we seem 
to make more progress, even though it 
is slow. I am willing that the pending 
bill go over until tomorrow, if we can 
get an agreement which will promise 
an early disposition of it. $ 

I ask unanimous consent that tomor- 
row, following the disposal of routine 
business and the obtaining of a quorum, 
debate on the pending -amendment be 
limited to 30 minutes; that the time be 
divided equally between the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] and 
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr, KERR], 
and that, thereafter, on other amend- 
ments 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, if the 
majority leader will yield, I should like 
to suggest that, as I understand, there 
are but two amendments, the one offered 
by the Senator from North Dakota and 
one offered by the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. JENNER]. The Senator from In- 
diana feels that he should have at least 
30 minutes, and the Senator from Illinois 
also wishes to discuss the amendment. 
I do not know whether 30 minutes on 
the other side would be desired. In 
order to be fair about it, I would sug- 
gest a limitation on debate of 30 min- 
utes to each side. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Then, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that de- 
bate on the Jenner amendment be 
limited to 1 hour, the time to be divided 
equally between proponents and oppo- 
nents, the time of the proponents to be 
controlled by the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. JENNER], and the time of the op- 
ponents by the Senator from Oklahoma 
Mr. Kerr]; and that debate on all other 
amendments be limited to 30 minutes, 
15 minutes to a side, the time to be 
divided equally between the Senator from 
Oklahoma and the proponent of the 
amendment; and that, in the event the 
Senator from Oklahoma favors the 
amendment, the time to be controlled by 
the minority leader, the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY], or any Sena- 
tor whom he may designate. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object—and I do not 
intend to object if the answer to the 
question I wish to put to the majority 
leader is what I believe it is going to be— 
I desire to ask the majority leader 
whether I am correct in understanding 
that the plan is to make Senate bill 630, 
Calendar 511, the next item of business, 
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Mr. McFARLAND. That is correct. 
I tried to get it done by unanimous con- 
sent. I started to do so this afternoon. 
However, I have not completed my 
statement of the unanimous-consent re- 
quest I was making. 

Mr. MORSE. I beg the Senator’s par- 
don. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Continuing that 
request, I ask further that all amend- 
ments must be germane to the bill, and 
that the debate on the bill, itself, be 
limited to 30 minutes, to be divided 
equally between the Senator from Okla- 
homa [Mr. Kerr] and any Senator whom 
the minority leader may designate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I wish to say that 
I have listened to debate on the pending 
bill now for approximately 2 days. The 
subject matter has been very well coy- 
ered, and I believe this is the time to 
consider a unanimous-consent request to 
limit debate, rather than at the begin- 
ning of discussion on an issue. I feel 
that the time reserved in the proposed 
unanimous-consent agreement will pro- 
tect all who want to make certain that 
all views on the issues have been ex- 
pressed. Therefore, I do not object. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I thank the Sen- 
ator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The unanimous consent agreement, as 
subsequently reduced to writing, is as fol- 
lows: 

Ordered, That on the calendar day of 
Thursday, July 19, 1951, following the trans- 
action of routine business and a quorum 
call, the Senate proceed with the further 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 2416) relat- 
ing to exclusion from gross income of in- 
come from discharge of indebtedness; that 
debate on the pending amendment proposed 
by Mr. HumpuHeey (for himself and Mr. LEH- 
MAN) be limited to not exceeding 30 min- 
utes, to be equally divided and controlled by 
Mr. Humpnsrey and Mr. Kerr, respectively; 
that debate on an amendment intended to 
be proposed by Mr. JENNER (for himself and 
Mr. DIRKSEN) be limited to not exceeding 
1 hour, to be equally divided and controlled 
by Mr. JENNER and Mr. Kerr, respectively; 
and that debate on any other amendment or 
motion (including appeals) shall be limited 
to not exceeding 30 minutes, to be equally 
divided and controlled by the mover of any 
such amendment or motion and Mr. Kerr: 
Provided, however, That in the event Mr. 
Kerr is in favor of any such amendment or 
motion, the time in opposition thereto shall 
be controlled by Mr. WHERRY or some Sen- 
ator designated by him; and that no amend- 
ment or motion that is not germane to the 


subject matter of the said bill shall be re- 
ceived. 

Ordered further, That on the question of 
the final passage of the bill debate shall be 
limited to not exceeding 30 minutes, to be 
equally divided and controlled by Mr. KERR 
and Mr. WHERRY, or some Senator designated 
by the latter. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. McFARLAND. I move that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
executive business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business. 
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EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hory 
in the chair) laid before the Senate a 
message from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations, 
which was referred to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no reports of committees, the clerk 
will state the nominations on the Exec- 
utive Calendar. 


COMMISSIONER OF INTERNAL REVENUE 


The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of John B. Dunlap to be Commissioner 
of Internal Revenue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 


DEFENSE PRODUCTION ADMINISTRATION 


The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Manly Fleischmann to be Defense 
Production Administrator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
firmed. 

POSTMASTERS 


The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations of postmasters. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I ask that the 
nominations of postmasters be con- 
firmed en bloc, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the nominations of post- 
masters are confirmed en bloc. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I ask that the 
President be immediately notified of all 
nominations confirmed today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the President will be im- 
mediately notified. 


RECESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. As in legislative 
session, I move that the Senate stand in 
recess until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 
o’clock and 49 minutes p. m.) the Sen- 
ate took a recess until tomorrow, Thurs- 
day, July 19, 1951, at 12 o’clock meridian, 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by 
the Senate July 18 (legislative day of 
June 27), 1951: 

In THE AIR Force 

The following-named persons for ap- 
pointment in the United States Air Force, 
in the grades indicated, with dates of rank 
to be determined by the Secretary of the 
Air Force under the provisions of section 
506, Public Law 381, Eightieth Congress 
(Officer Personnel Act of 1947), and title II, 
Public Law 365, Eightieth Congress (Army- 
Navy-Public Health Service Medical Officer 
Procurement Act of 1947): 


To be major, USAF (Medical) 
Jules B. Chapman, 40381449. 

To be captains, USAF (Medical) 
John F. Gaines. 
Willard H. Pennell, AO2213393. 
Charles H. Wirth, AO965874. 

To be captain, USAF (Dental) 
Carroll C. Gillespie, Jr., 01776110. 
To be first lieutenants, USAF (Medical) 


Felix J. Bescoby, 40977489. 
Sam F. Crabtree, AO422268, 
William H. Holloway, AO974274, 


JULY 18 


To be first lieutenants, USAF (Dental) 


Harold L. Armstrong, AO874163. 
Olaf W. Eklund, AO727975. 
Roy S. Turk, AO793464. 


The following-named persons for appoint- 
ment in the United States Air Force in the 
grade indicated, with dates of rank to be 
determined by the Secretary of the Air Force, 
under the provisions of section 506, Public 
Law 381, Eightieth Congress (Officer Per- 
sonnel Act of 1947), and section 2, Public 
Law 1775, Eightieth Congress (act of June 
25, 1948): 

To be first lieutenants 

James B. Adams, 0962776. 

William H. Anthony, AO705093. 

John B. Barnard, Jr., AO2071300. 

Robert C. Bates, AO2062959. 

James T. Bryan, AO665897. 

James T. Bullard, AO701556. 

Dwight L. Carhart, 01317069. 

William C. Collins, AO870378. 

Willie L. Cooper, Jr., 401846670. 

Norman A. Faulkner, AO809342. 

Donald L. Fink, AO1856956. 

Sigmund I. Gasiewicz, 40856025. 

Joseph E. Hearn, AQ803381. 

Carroll W. Kelley, 40854635. 

Charles E. Kelly, AO791940. 

James W. Logan, AO681685. 

Daniel C. Mahoney, 40414644. 

Wesley C. Marsh, Jr., 40775450. 

Melvin L. Ouder, 402064720. 

Benoni O. Reynolds, AO860326. 

Julius E. Slover, 401643877. 

John E. Stephens, A0 2067901. 

Harold R. Vague, A0 682381. 

Edward R. Wienecke, 402087096. 

William E. Young, 402079192. 


The following-named distinguished avi- 
ation cadets for appointment in the United 
States Air Force in the grade indicated, with 
dates of rank to be determined by the Sec- 
retary of the Air Force, under the provi- 
sions of section 506, Public Law 381, Eight- 
ieth Congress (Officer Personnel Act of 
1947): 

To de second lieutenants 


Robert D. Barnes William E. Powers 
Robert E. Burkhart Myron E. Stouffer, Jr. 
Thomas E. Dyer 


Subject to physical qualification and sub- 
ject to designation as distinguished military 
graduates, the following- named distin- 
guished military students of the senior di- 
vision, Reserve Officers“ Training Corps, for 
appointment in the Unitec States Air Force, 
in the grade of second lieutenant, with dates 
of rank to be determined by the Secretary 
of the Air Force under the provisions of sec- 
tion 506, Public Law 381, Eightieth Con- 
gress (Officer Personnel Act of 1947): 

Charles L. Hunt 

George M. Maxwell 


The following-named graduate, United 
States Naval Academy, class of 1951, for ap- 
pointment in the United States Air Force, 
in the grade of second lieutenant, with date 
of rank to be determined by the Secretary 
of the Air Force under the provisions of sec- 
tion 506, Public Law 381, Eightieth Congress 
(Officer Personnel Act of 1947): 

Gerald B. Connor, AO2239495, 


CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate July 18 (legislative day of 
June 27), 1951: 
COMMISSIONER OF INTERNAL REVENUE 


John B. Dunlap, of Texas, to be Commis- 
sioner of Internal Revenue. 


DEFENSE PRODUCTION ADMINISTRATION 


Manly Fleischmann, of New York, to be 
Defense Production Administrator, 
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POSTMASTERS 
CALIFORNIA 
James H. Armistead, Chowchilla. 
Horace C. Brown, Desert Hot Springs. 
NaDell E. Jensen, Riverside. 
INDIANA 
Delbert E. Wright, Birdseye. 
MICHIGAN 
Bernard E. Fowler, Birmingham. 
Bernard F. Bailey, Midland. 
Leland V. Smith, Northville. 
Harold H. Johns, Webberville. 
MINNESOTA 
Roger R. Raines, Alden. 
Byron E. Gislason, Elbow Lake. 
Stephen L. Jackson, Onamia, 
John H. Sparrow, Ortonville. 
NEW YORK 
Richard C. Gifford, Jamestown. 
Carmen Murano, Memphis. 
Robert L. Haskell, Oneida. 
George H. Doyle, Ontario. 
Francis J. Burger, Rhinebeck. 
PENNSYLVANIA 
Ralph E. Bartholomew, Northampton. 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
Victoria B. Ford, Hardeeville. 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
Harold B. Whitethorn, Ramona. 
Eugene H. Fox, Redfield. 
Delbert W. Fitzler, Springfield. 
Margaret C. Martin, Tripp. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


WEpneEspaAy, Juty 18, 1951 


The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D, D., offered the following 
prayer: 


O Thou who art the divine counselor 
and companion, we rejoice that Thou 
hast called us to be partners with Thee 
in the great enterprise of establishing 
Thy kingdom of truth and love, of 
righteousness and peace upon the earth. 

Inspire us to set forth a more heroic 
effort in behalf of Thy kingdom. May 
we be numbered among the idealists, the 
optimists, and the zealots who believe 
that nothing can impede the progress of 
the kingdom or prevent its triumph. 

May this moment of prayer be a time 
of renewed consecration. May we now 
determine to have a larger share in 
enthroning the principles and spirit of 
the kingdom among all the members of 
the human family. 

We thank Thee for our democracy. 
We pray that we may not be primarily 
intent upon making the world safe for 
democracy, but may we give ourselves 
loyally to the more difficult task of mak- 
ing democracy safe for the world. 

Help us to see more clearly that our 
democracy cannot be safe and may prove 
to be a curse rather than a blessing if it 
is a democracy without spiritual vision 
and without moral disciplines and 
controls. 

Hear us in Christ’s name. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Landers, its enrolling clerk, announced 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


that the Senate had passed, with amend- 
ments in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested, a bill of the House 
of the following title: 

H. R. 3605, An act to amend section 6 of 
Public Law 134, approved July 6, 1945, as 
amended, to grant annual and sick leave 
privileges to certain indefinite substitute em- 
ployees in the poctal service. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the foregoing bill, requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. JoRNSro of South Carolina, Mr. 
PASTORE, Mr. Monroney, Mr. CARLSON, 
and Mr. BUTLER of Maryland to be the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a joint resolution of 
thc following title, in which the concur- 
rence of the House is requested: 

S. J. Res. 78. Joint resolution to make the 
restrictions of the Federal Reserve Act on 
holding office in a member bank inapplicable 
to M. S. Szymczak when he ceases to be a 
member of the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System. 


RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEE 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following resignation from commit- 
tce, which was read: 

Jurx 16, 1951. 
Hon. Sam RAYBURN, 
Speaker of the House, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. SPEAKER: I hereby tender my res- 
ignation as a member of the Committee on 
Public Works, effective July 18, 1951. 

Sincerely yours, 
HENDERSON LANHAM, 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the resignation is accepted. 
There was no objection. 


ELECTION TO COMMITTEES 


Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
the following resolution (H. Res. 337) 
and ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That HENDERSON LANHAM, of 
Georgia, be, and he is hereby, elected a mem- 
ber of the standing Committee of the House 
of Representatives on Foreign Affairs. 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the resolution is agreed to. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer a resolution (H. Res. 338) and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That ROBERT T. Secrest, of Ohio, 
be, and he is hereby, elected a member of 
the standing Committee of the House of 
Representatives on Veterans’ Affairs. 


The resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer a further resolution (H. Res. 33.) 
and ask for its immediate consideration, 

The Clerk read the resolution as fol- 
lows: 

Resolved, That THADDEUS M. MACHROWICZ, 
of Michigan, be, and he is hereby, elected a 
member of the standing Committee of the 
House of Representatives on Public Works. 


The resolution was agreed to. 
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A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


ILLEGAL ENTRY OF ALIENS 


Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I intro- 
duced today a bill amending section 8 
of the Immigration Act of 1917, making 
it a Federal offense to, first, bring, or 
attempt to bring, into the United States, 
aliens who try to enter this country ille- 
gally; second, conceal, harbor, or shield 
from detection, aliens illegally in this 
country; third, encourage or induce, 
either directly or indirectly, the illegal 
entry of aliens; fourth, knowingly em- 
ploy or offer to employ any alien who is 
in this country illegally. 

Further, I included into my bill an 
authorization for officers of the Immi- 
gration and Naturalization Service to 
enter any private property, other than 
a dwelling, where the officer has reason 
to believe that an alien illegally in this 
country could be found. The officer will 
have the right to interrogate such aliens 
concerning their right to be or to remain 
in the United States. 

In United States v. Evans (33 U. 8. 
483), the Supreme Court held that the 
ambiguous wording of section 8 makes 
it uncertain whether or not the Congress 
intended to impose a penalty on persons 
guilty of bringing, landing in the United 
States, and concealing or harboring 
aliens illegally in this country. The Su- 
preme Court stated that this problem is 
outside “the bounds of judicial interpre- 
tation and can be solved only by con- 
gressional action.” 

My bill will achieve what the Supreme 
Court has been calling for and in addi- 
tion, it will achieve, in part, what the 
President asked Congress to do after he 
reluctantly signed the Mexican wet-back 
bill. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 30 minutes today, following 
the legislative program and any special 
orders heretofore entered. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to address the 
House for 5 minutes today, following any 
special orders heretofore entered. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

{Roll No. 115] 


Boggs, La. Cox Engle 
Breen Dawson Fernandez 
Cannon DeGraffenried Furcolo 
Chatham Dingell Gillette 
Coudert Durham Kelley, Pa. 


Kennedy Powell Thompson, 
Morrison Scott, Hardie Mich, 
Murray, Wis. Scrivner Winstead 
Passman Stockman Woodruff 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 406 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT AMEND- 

MENTS OF 1951 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 3871) to 
amend the Defense Production Act of 
1950, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 3871, with 
Mr. Mitts in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. When the Com- 
mittee rose on yesterday there was pend- 
ing the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Kansas [Mr. Cote]. 

Without objection, the Clerk will again 
report the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Kansas. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Core of Kan- 
sas: On page 15, after line 3, insert “Para- 
graph (3) of subsection (d) of section 402, 
is further amended by inserting after the 
word ‘processing’ at the end of the second 
sentence thereof the following new sen- 
tence: ‘No ceiling shall be established or 
maintained on products resulting from the 
processing of cattle and calves, lambs and 
sheep, and hogs, the processing of each spe- 
cies being separately considered, which do 
not allow for a reasonable margin of profit 
to each segment of the processing industry 
as a group on each such species’.” 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strire out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the fundamental pur- 
pose of the bill we are considering is to 
stabilize our economy and to prevent the 
inflation that is so destructive to the 
welfare of our people. 

You would hardly think the present 
amendment would be offered to carry out 
the purposes of the bill. While we are 
trying to find some measure to control 
high prices, this amendment would 
guarantee to the processors of meat not 
an over-all profit, which most mer- 
chants, most industrialists, and most 
manufacturers would be very glad to 
obtain, but a profit on each line, on 
cattle, calves, lambs, sheep, and hogs. 

Ordinarily in many industrial activ- 
ities there is a loss on some of the lines 
handled in any particular business, but 
those engaged in industry are well sat- 
isfied if they can make an over-all profit. 
But this amendment guarantees a profit 
on each line handled by the processors 
of meat. It is said that we must not 
interfere with profits. We are not inter- 
fering with profits by this amendment, 
we are guaranteeing a profit. Besides 
guaranteeing a profit, this amendment 
would afford an absolute guaranty of 
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higher prices to the consumer. I thought 
I ought to make this statement before 
the Committee votes on this amend- 
ment, 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
gentleman has referred to this amend- 
ment, and so have others several times 
as an attempt to guarantee a profit. Is 
it not in truth and in fact an effort to 
guarantee that a man who is in busi- 
ness will not be put out of business? 

Mr. SPENCE. It puts a ceiling on 
each line so that he will obtain a profit 
and in this time of shortages he will 
obtain a profit on every line. This is 
your responsibility. I do not think I 
want any part of it, and I do not think 
it will be helpful to any party or to any 
Member to support such an amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I was very much in- 
terested in the remarks of the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. SPENCE], the chair- 
man of the committee, who has just 
spoken. The gentleman seems to want 
to wash everything out and meet every 
argument with the statement “This is 
against the consumer.” I am a con- 
sumer myself and I have the interest of 
the consumer at heart as much as any- 
one else. But there must be a producer 
before there is anything to consume. 

Yesterday the last speaker who spoke 
before the Committee rose was the gen- 
tleman from California (Mr. McKin- 
non]. He made a very eloquent speech. 
He said the law already provided relief 
for practically every situation. I have 
attended every session of the House 
during the consideration of this bill and 
I think I have heard nearly every speech 
that has been made on this bill. I sup- 
pose I am just like everybody else in 
that I em about as utterly confused now 
as I was when we started. I appreciate 
how intricate this bill is. But there is 
one situation that stands out clearly and 
has not been considered. I want all of 
you members of this important commit- 
tee to consider with me this important 
fact. I say that no definite considera- 
tion has been given to what we call the 
small meat packer. 

In my district there is located a fine 
little packing company. It is really a 
worthwhile institution. It isa thorough- 
ly equipped packing concern. It employs 
about 80 people, I think. The farmers 
in that county ani adjoining counties 
depend upon it. It complies with the 
laws applicable to packing houses and 
furnishes the wholesalers of that section 
with meat products. It is financially 
strong. The gentleman from California 
yesterday indicated that present legis- 
lation covered practically every meat- 
packing situation. Here is the situation 
in my district. I am sure that our sit- 
uation is typical throughout the United 
States. Here is a small packing concern. 
There are thousands of these small pack- 
ing houses in the country. 
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Since the President has set in motion 
this program of price and production 
control this packing company to which 
I have referred has been very much in- 
terested. In fact it has been seriously 
worried. It has resolved that it would 
continue to operate without violating the 
law in any respect. It has communi- 
cated with me frequently and I in turn 
have conveyed their fears and their prob- 
lems to the Federal authorities. They 
have repeatedly told me that if they 
could get no relief they would be com- 
pelled to go out of business. I have kept 
them advised as to what this Congress 
has already done for them in the passage 
of the several amendments that we have 
passed. They tell me that nothing that 
we have done so far will bring them 
any relief. 

To those of you who are members of 
the committee that has responsibility for 
the preparation of this legislation, I 
am calling upon you to write into this 
law some provisions that will take care 
of these hundreds of small packing 
houses that are in dire distress. I have 
an amendment that I would offer, but I 
know that it would be more in line with 
the progress of this legislation if an 
amendment would be offered by you if 
you are not satisfied with the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. Cote]. I know this Cole 
amendment now under discussion will go 
a long way to relieve the situation 
against which I am complaining. I 
know that it is the sentiment of this 
Congress and of the people of the coun- 
try that these small independent packers 
be permitted to operate and not be com- 
pelled to go out of business, 

You cannot say that the law already 
takes care of this problem. You cannot 
say this is a matter for the consumer. 
Again referring to the particular case 
in my district here is a matter of a legiti- 
mate businessman, a man who has been 
in business for 25 years and who has been 
operating and is respected, and the peo- 
ple of his community would like to have 
him remain in that community; but he 
is going out of business because there is 
no relief for him against the crushing 
program that is being carried out. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. McKINNON. Can you tell me 
particularly why he is going out of busi- 
ness? 

Mr. JENKINS. He says he cannot 
buy livestock because the price is such 
that the farmers or the feeders come and 
buy everything that is for sale. He is 
limited in his price. He is limited by 
quota. He cannot buy, but the black 
market can buy. They can buy a steer 
right under his nose and take it up the 
creek and make it into black-market 
meat, and so forth. He says he cannot 
do anything about it and he says that 
this roll-back does not assist him at all. 

Mr. McKINNON. I am in sympathy 
with keeping as many small independent 
businessmen in business as possible. I 
might say further, if the gentleman had 
joined with me a few days ago and voted 
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for the slaughtering quota, it would have 
helped this particular man he is inter- 
ested in, because one of the reasons why 
that man is unable to get his beef is be- 
cause we are not insuring historic dis- 
tribution of beef that we wanted. 

Mr. JENKINS. The program which 
the gentleman is supporting has ruined 
my packer and he is going out of busi- 
ness this week. That is the story. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I 
would like to point out the trouble for 
the small packer. He has been operat- 
ing under quotas, from 80 to 90 percent 
of what he slaughtered last year. He 
had to stay in compliance. By staying 
in compliance he was required to pay a 
certain price fixed by the OPA for the 
cattle which he purchased. Due to 
competition in that area for the live- 
stock, he could not purchase livestock 
and stand compliance. Consequently, 
being a law-abiding citizen, he was grad- 
ually being driven out of business. That 
is his trouble. That problem is not 
solved by any provision of existing law 
or by the bill. 

Mr. JENKINS. That is about what 
my constituent tells me. He says, “I am 
not going to violate the law. Nobody is 
doing anything for us.” I suppose there 
are thousands of small packers in the 
country that are similarly situated as is 
my constituent. 

Mr, HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kansas. 

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman from Cal- 
ifornia [Mr. McKinnon] referred to 
slaughtering quotas, and stated they 
would help this man. He is under 
slaughtering quotas now and he is going 
out of business. 

Mr. JENKINS. That is exactly the 
point. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I would like to 
quote to the gentleman from Ohio the 
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the Seventy-ninth Congress, second ses- 
sion: 


A number of meat- packing concerns, par- 
ticularly the Big Four which comprise be- 
tween 40 to 50 percen: of the volume of 
the industry, derive large incomes from the 
manufacture of items wholly unrelated to 
the meat-packing business. Earnings from 
chemical fertilizers, mineral cleansing pow- 
ders, sporting goods, vegetable oils, soaps, 
acids, pharmaceuticals, butter, cheese, ice 
cream, poultry, eggs, and other products were 
included by OPA in arriving at earnings for 
the industry; none of which profits accrued 
to hundreds of other packing companies 
which devoted their efforts exclusively to the 
processing of meats. 

It was obvious then that because of pe- 
culiarities within the industry itself, a siz- 
able portion of the packing industry was 
being caught between rising costs of opera- 
tion and inequitably determined ceilings. 


Mr. JENKINS. I thank the gentle- 
man from Kansas [Mr. Cote] for his 
contribution. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 
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Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Has the 
gentleman not spoken once already on 
this amendment? 

Mr. McKINNON. The gentleman 
spoke yesterday in opposition to the 
amendment, but I now move to strike 
out the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairu.an, I 
believe we are all interested in the same 
primary purpse, which is to protect the 
consumer and stabilize our economy and 
keep as mary small-business men in 
operation as we properly can, There is 
no sense in trying to put people out of 
business. Most of the Members on this 
side of the aisle, together with the Mem- 
bers on the other side of the aisle, are 
interested in that objective. 

There has been a, lot of misunder- 
standing on this matter of quotas. There 
are many people who talk ebout quotas 
as if it is something that is fixed by the 
administration. Let me explain once 
again that the quota is based primarily 
on the movement of cattle to the market, 
and that is determined almost entirely 
by the cattleman himself. 

A lot of cattle are not moving to mar- 
ket now for the simple reason that 
weather conditions are such as to pro- 
vide plenty of grass and make it more 
profitable to move livestock to market at 
a later time—as you know the weather 
has been favorable, there has been a lot 
of good pasture and cattlemen can put 
more fat on their beef by keeping them 
in pasture. 

Quotas, set by an estimate of the De- 
partment of Agriculture, are based upon 
the movement of cattle to market as 
against the same month a year ago. 
That estimate is made from day to day 
and changes from day to day according 
to actual movements. If the same 
amount of cattle move to market in July 
of 1951 that moved to market in July 
of 1950 the quota is fixed at 100 percent. 
If for some reason or other, due to the 
weather in this case, cattle do not move 
to market at the same rate this month 
they did a year ago, then the quota is 
reduced. If there is more of a movement 
to market the cattle quota is increased. 
If you do not have a quota your inde- 
pendent slaughterer gets hurt; he is the 
man who is penalized, because he is un- 
able to go out and get the amount of 
cattle that he killed last year. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield. 

Mr. JENKINS. The good grass condi- 
tions the gentleman speaks of do not 
obtain in my district; they are still nor- 
mal. Will the gentleman join me in pre- 
paring an amendment at the proper 
place to take care of this problem and 
help keep these little slaughterers in 
business? 

Mr. McKINNON, I will be glad to 
work with the gentleman in any way that 
I can to legitimately aid the small- 
business man, the small slaughterer, in 
line with a stabilizing program. 
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Let me point out that this particular 
amendment before us departs from the 
historic pattern. We want to see the 
independent slaughterer make a profit; 
he must make a profit if he is going to 
stay in business. But we do not want to 
change the historic pattern, the way a 
fellow operates his business. We must 
preserve the historic pattern of methods 
of buying and selling and cost account- 
ing. We do change it when we move in 
through legislation and change the his- 
toric method of operation to make it 
possible for the slaughterer to make a 
profit on each and every article or spe- 
cies he handles. That is not consistent 
with the historic method of operation 
that has been going on in the slaughter- 
ing business for many, many years. Such 
a situation is not normal. They never 
have expected to make a profit on each 
and every item or every species that they 
handle. 

If we adopt this amendment we are 
not only changing the historic pattern 
but we are marking up the price to the 
consumer, giving a windfall profit to a 
certain few operators, whereas what we 
should be doing is to preserve the his- 
toric operation and, at the same time, 
limit abnormal profits. Under the free 
competitive price system, no operator is 
guaranteed a profit on every single op- 
eration but we do so here with 
this amendment. It changes the his- 
toric pattern and needlessly increases 
the cost of living. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I 
should like to suggest to the gentleman 
that there are 2,000 packers in this coun- 
try, most of them small ones. If the 
gentleman is familiar with the business 
he will know that competition between 
the packers generally regulates the price 
depending upon the demand of the 
public, 

Mr. McKINNON. If that be true, then 
we do not need this amendment and if 
that not be true, then the present pro- 
vision guarantees a just profit without 
unjust prices, 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Most 
of these small packers do not have set 
lines where they make over-all profits; 
they are engaged in the slaughtering of 
beef and pork, principally those two 
items. 

Mr. McKINNON. Let me tell the gen- 
tleman this, I will be glad to join with 
him to do everything we can to see that 
the slaughterer is guaranteed a fair and 
legitimate profit. But this amendment 
goes so far as to legitimitize a windfall 
profit in a so-called anti-inflationary bill 
that the slaughterer has never enjoyed 
in normal times of free competition. 
This amendment is consistent with 
neither a competitive system nor a con- 
trol system. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer a preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. HorrMAN of Michigan moves that the 
Committee do now rise and report the bill 
back to the House with the recommendation 
that the enacting clause be stricken out. 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
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revise and extend my remarks and to 
proceed for five additional minutes. 

Mr.SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I object. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
gentleman objects? Ihave three or four 
of these motions. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
may revise and extend his remarks, with- 
out objection, but he may not proceed 
for an additional 5 minutes on a motion 
to strike out the enacting clause. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the motion. 

Mr. Chairman, I would not have taken 
the floor at this time if the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Horrman] had not 
made reference to a former Member of 
the House, mentioning him by name. It 
is not my duty or responsibility to pass 
judgment upon remarks made by any 
Member of the House. That is a matter 
of their own judgment and conscience. 
But, I have a perfect tight to differ with 
them, as has any other Member to differ 
with me or any other Member if their 
judgment prompts them to do so. Fur- 
thermore, in disagreement with any 
other Members, I always respect their 
views. However, my personal opinion is 
that one should employ extreme care be- 
fore mentioning names of anyone on the 
floor, either a former Member, or one 
who is not a Member, where the men- 
tioning of a name might be construed by 
some persons as disadvantageous to such 
a person. I may have made charges and 
statements about lobbying, but I have 
never mentioned names as yet. 

In relation to Mr. Biemiller, he was a 
very honorable Member of this body. 
Some Members disagreed with him on 
some of his views. We disagree here. But 
I am looking here at some of my dear 
friends on both sides that I disagree with 
on public questions, but the friendship 
that exists between us is very profound, 
and the respect I have for them is very 
deep. Now I like to see former Members 
visit the House. Some day, if we live 
long enough, we are all going to be for- 
mer Members, and in my case, if I should 
happen to come to Washington, it would 
be natural for me to visit the House, the 
Chamber that I have been in for so many 
years, to say “Hello” to my friends, to 
sort of live again the activity that I par- 
ticipated in so much in years gone by, 
and I would dislike very much, by the 
fact that I appeared here in the Chamber 
when some bill was up, to have some par- 
ticular Member accuse me of having mo- 
tives other than visiting the Chamber 
that I served in for so many years, a 
Chamber that I love so much, because 
this Chamber grows on me every day. 
This is the greatest legislative body in 
the world, and that includes the other 
body, the other branch of the Congress. 
The House, in my opinion, is the greatest 
legislative body in the world. It is some- 
thing that grows on you as you get the 
spirit of the House. You love it more 
and more, and it becomes an integral 
part of your life. It is one of those im- 
ponderables that is within our minds 
and is hard to describe by language. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr, 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK, I yield. 
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Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I ac- 
cept any criticism—— 

Mr. McCORMACK. Iam not criticiz- 
ing, I am talking. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Wait a 
minute; the gentleman yielded to me. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I am the one to 
wait a minute. I am yielding. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
gentleman yielded to me. Is he going 
to let me use the time? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to my for- 
mer chairman in the Eightieth Con- 
gress, whom I supported so loyally when 
some of his Republican Members were 
trying to undermine him. Remember 
that. I supported my friend when some 
of his Republican colleagues were try- 
ing to carry out a revolt against him in 
the Eightieth Congress when he was 
chairman of the Committee on Expendi- 
tures. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Did I 
not express my satisfaction and joy over 
the gentleman’s repentance, and so 
forth? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Repentance? I 
supported the gentleman. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Yes. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Why, it was loy- 
alty. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. It was 
a repudiation of the gentleman’s false 
doctrines. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I did not follow 
my judgment. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Let us 
get back to business now. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I followed my 
loyalty. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Now 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Ir. men- 
tioning the name of our former col- 
league from Wisconsin 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
did it complimentarily, I hope. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I think 
he is very active, and I think he is earn- 
ing his money. I am glad he came up 
here. My only criticism was 

Mr. McCORMACK. May I say that 
the former Member from Wisconsin was 
up here to visit the House, and with 
no other purpose. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. McCORMACK. So far as the mo- 
tion of the gentleman from Michigan is 
concerned, that will be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw it for the present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman's motion is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the pending amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto conclude in 10 minutes. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I object, Mr. Chair- 
man. ‘ 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on the pending amend- 
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ment and all amendmenis thereto con- 
clude in 10 minutes. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. Spence) there 
were—ayes 77, noes 124. 

So the motion was rejected. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the issues are 
pretty well crystallized in respect to 
what causes inflation. There may be 
some doubt in many minds as to what 
can be done to correct it, but we are 
past the point now where we can do 
otherwise than use direct controls for 
that purpose, so in the establishment of 
direct controls we have to be very cau- 
tious, otherwise we will throw our econ- 
omy into a tailspin. 

Just to provoke thought, may I say 
that unless this amendment is adopted, 
you are likely to produce the same situa- 
tion that confronted this country in 
October of 1946 when, because of the 
short-sightedness of those who insisted 
upon managing our economy, our econ- 
omy was thrown into a tailspin. Even 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
McCormack] was requesting the Presi- 
dent to remove controls to save the econ- 
omy from wrack and ruin. Let us stop, 
look, and listen before we create a simi- 
lar situation now with our eyes wide 
open. 

Let me again propound another in- 
quiry just to provoke thought. What is 
wrong with profits? How do you think 
America was built? How do you think 
you maintain a capitalistic democracy 
except through profits? How can you 
expect to get the production by which 
we can defeat inflation unless you en- 
courage reasonable profits? Within the 
last 2 months Mr.. Johnston, the Sta- 
bilizer, said in substance that henceforth 
industry, including all production, is 
going to be allowed to make only 85 per- 
cent of the profits it made in a certain 
base period. The administration also 
says that the quotas for slaughtering of 
meat are going to be cut down. 

Mr. Wilson says it is our hope to in- 
crease production by 15 percent, 50 per- 
cent of this new production to go to 
civilian goods, and 50 percent to defense 
goods. How in the world do you expect 
to get the necessary production to lick 
inflation and do the defense job if you 
cut down profits and you quota the 
slaughtering of beef, and you cut down 
production generally? It just cannot be 
done under our system of government 
unless you go the whole way and control 
the entire economy, which you are not 
going to do so long as there are Ameri- 
cans jealous of the American form of 
government in this House of Repre- 
sentatives. 

Lou have an amendment coming up 
here later on, the Poage amendment, 
which should be adopted, along with the 
pending amendment. Now we are going 
to find out just how many Americans 
there are in this House who will stand up 
to protect the American system of gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend- 
ment. 
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Mr. Chairman, the Members on our 
side of the House take our hats off to 
no one on the other side of the House 
for their Americanism, their love for 
their country or their desire to main- 
tain and continue the democratic proc- 
ess and the democratic profit system. 
Therefore we wrote into this very law 
last year, and it came from the Demo- 
cratic side and was approved by your 
side and it is in the law now, provisions 
guaranteeing a fair profit and an equita- 
ble margin to everybody in business to- 
day, and to anybody who may go into 
business tomorrow. We guaranteed that 
to the farmer and we guaranteed it to 
the businessman. We guaranteed it to 
every American. What you are trying 
to do by this Cole amendment is not to 
guarantee them all equitable treatment 
and require all to sacrifice equally. You 
are trying to take one big business group 
and put it above the others and give it 
a benefit to which it is not entitled. 

You said, in support of this Cole 
amendment, that it is not for the big 
packer, but it is for the little fellow who 
has no sideline—for instance, the little 
packer who handles only beef cattle. 
If he is handling only beef cattle, he 
does not have. to be concerned about 
getting a profit on his particular species, 
as you say in the Cole amendment, of 
livestock. He is only handling one 
species of livestock and the law guaran- 
tees him a fair return, taking into ac- 
count all his material and labor cost and 
all increases thereof. 
| Mr, HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MULTER. In just a moment, 
Now let us get the quotations from Mr. 
Charles Wilson correct as to the 85- 
percent earnings standard. I am quot- 
ing him exactly: 

The 85-percent earnings standard for fu- 
ture increases in price ceilings is a means for 
determining whether existing ceiling prices 
for the products (other than certain farm 
and food commodities) of any industry are 
not too low to be generally fair and equita- 
ble, as required under the Defense Produc- 

` tion Act. 


Not as required by this bill but as re- 
quired by the Defense Production Act, 
which is now the law of the land. 


It is a standard— 


He continued— 
for permitting industry-wide increases in 
ceiling prices where costs have risen so much 
that prevailing ceilings are no longer gen- 
erally fair and equitable. 

It is a yardstick for determining the ex- 
tent to which whole industries (not firms) 
can be expected and required to absorb fu- 
ture cost increases out of excess profits, thus 
avoiding a general advance in prices any 
time there happens to be any increase in 
costs. 

It is not— 


He continues to say— 


a roll-back or freeze of profits. No firm is 
limited in any way to 85 percent or any per- 
cent of its 1946-49 profits, and no industry 
is limited to any level of profits so long as it 
does not wish to increase its prices, 

It is not a profits control and it is not a 
roll-back of prices. It is not a standard ap- 
plying to individual firms. It applies only 
to industries, 
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There should be no doubt as to what 
is sought to be accomplished by the Cole 
amendment. Ask the gentlemen who 
are offering the amendment and sup- 
port it if they will vote for this bill with 
or without the Cole amendment. If 
they are fair with you they will tell you 
that they are against all controls and 
they will vote against this bill no mat- 
ter what you put in it or take out of it. 

Now I will be glad to yield to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. I might say to the 
gentleman that the same general lan- 
guage to which he referred was in the 
old OPA Act, and because of the very 
definite price freeze that was putting 
the small packer out of business, the 
Barkley-Bates amendment, which is this 
5 was written into the OPA 
aw. 

Mr. MULTER. The answer to that is 
that any one of these individual packers 
who says he cannot make a living or can- 
not make a fair profit under this regu- 
lation and under this law, should first 
file his complaint with the Office of Price 
Stabilization and seek relief there and 
then come back and tell us they can- 
not get it. 

One further thing. I have on my 
desk a telegram received from the New 
York Council of Independent Meat 
Packers, asking on behalf of all of 
them for slaughter quotas, and asking 
for these provisions as submitted in 
this bill, because they say that is the 
only way you can stop black marketing. 
They agree with me that that is the an- 
swer to the statement you gentlemen 
have made, that there is more black 
marketeering in New York City than 
anywhere else. We have as law-abiding 
citizens in New York as you have any- 
where in the country. If we can get 
as much cooperation throughout the 
country as we get in New York, we will 
have less fear for our country's safety. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired, 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the pending amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto close in 20 minutes. We 
debated this amendment last night at 
length. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Chairman, can we not ex- 
tend that 10 minutes? 

Mr. SPENCE. Very well, Mr. Chair- 
man, I will modify the request to make 
it 30 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Kentucky asks unanimous consent 
that all debate on this amendment and 
all amendments thereto close in 30 min- 
utes. The Chair would like to advise the 
members of the committee that there are 
now at the desk 14 amendments to the 
present section of the bill under con- 
sideration. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. If there are 14 pend- 
ing amendments, I am forced to object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman's 
request has to do only with the amend- 
ment now pending and all amendments 
thereto. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Very well. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to 5. Rates of the gentleman from 
Kentucky (Mr, SPENCE]? 
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Mr. DONDERO. Further reserving 
the right to object, I would like to know 
how much time that is going to give 
each Member. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has a 
list of 17 Members who were on their 
feet. The 30 minutes will be divided 
equally amongst the 17. Is there objec- 
tion? 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, I ob- 
ject. 5 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on the pending amend- 
ment and all amendments thereto con- 
clude in 30 minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that my time be 
given to the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. DONDERO]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will not 
entertain requests for the time of one 
Member to be assigned to another. 

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr, 
Avucust H. ANDRESEN] is recognized. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, many years ago I was asso- 
ciated in a grocery store, in the grocery 
business. We had hundreds of items to 
sell and kept them in stock, It was the 
customary practice to charge a mark-up 
profit on every item that we sold. We 
had to do that to stay in business. Com- 
petition generally regulated the mark-up 
that we got on our products. 

I am interested in the pending amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. Coie], because I primarily 
want the consumers of the country to 
secure meat through legitimate channels 
of trade and not through the black 
market. The only way that the people 
can get meat through regular normal 
channels of trade, that is, from the proc- 
essor through the distributor and on to 
the consumer is through the legitimate 
channels; otherwise they will have to buy 
through the black market just the same 
as they did 5 years ago when in Boston 


and New York and in a number of cities 


of the country 80 percent of the meat 
that was sold, and also poultry, went 
through the black market. While the 
merchants up in New York City may be 
just as honorable and respectable as 
other merchants throughout the United 
States—and I agree that they are—we 
found there that if they were to stay in 
business—and most of them were small 
operators—they sold their poultry and 
meat at above ceiling prices; otherwise 
they would have been forced out of busi- 
ness. 

The Cole amendment is vital for 
proper controls and distribution of meat 
through legitimate channels of trade to 
consumers at reasonable prices. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
BENDER]. 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, new 
taxes are never in substitution. They 
are always in addition. I think the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WoL- 
cort] made a good point when he said 
that the whole economy is affected and 
all this piecemeal effort on the part of 
the Congress to stop inflation is absurd 
unless you start from scratch. 
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For many years I was a department 
store executive and we never sold mer- 
chandise at a loss. We sold at a profit. 
Every time a new tax was added, it was 
always imcluded in the price of the 
article purchased by the consumer. 
The consumer will get soaked no matter 
what happens and because of the fail- 
ure of the present administration to en- 
force the law they asked for last year, 
the consumer has been soaked. There 
has been no consistency in the enforce- 
ment of controls. 

Things have gotten out of hand be- 
cause we had an election last November, 
with the prospect of which the admin- 
istration changed its mind and revised 
its schedule. There is no historic pat- 
tern, as the gentleman from California 
referred to, there has been no historic 
pattern and that is the trouble with the 
whole works. It has been a hit-and-miss 
proposition all the way through. 

If you have any idea that you will have 
business operating without a profit or 
that you can get legitimate business to 
operate without a profit, you are crazy, 
and, as the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. Aucust H. ANDRESEN] said, the 
black markets will be operating under 
the table rather than above the table. 
Of course, I am for whatever reasonable 
controls can be established as long as 
Government spending creates an arti- 
ficial economy. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Tuomas). The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN}. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
eannot help but say that the debate we 
have had here leads one to believe there 
are two lines of thought, and if either 
succeeds it is to the detriment of the 
other. Certainly that is not what I in- 
tend. I know that insofar as my dis- 
cussion here is concerned it is an effort 
to bring about that which is to the best 
interests of all of us. 

The amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Kansas [Mr. Core] provides 


that no ceilings shall be established or 


maintained on products resulting from 
processing cattle, calves, lambs, and so 
forth which do not allow for a reason- 
able margin of profit to each segment of 
the processing industry on each species. 
Now, you have people in various kinds of 
business. Some of them handle one 
thing, some another. Some of them 
handle many thousands of products, 
some five or six. Certainly it is unfair 
to say to the man who handles five or 
six that he may be required to sell at a 
loss because the man who deals with a 
thousand products can lose on those 
products because of the profits he makes 
on others. Of course, take the man deal- 
ing with a thousand products, if you give 
him a profit on 500 which would offset 
losses on the other 500, his net position 
is sound.. But here is a man that may 
have 5, 10 or 100 of those 500 which the 
celings keep at a loss, and he is in seri- 
ous trouble. I live in Mississippi. My 
area is 10 counties below Memphis, 
Tenn. When the OPA was in existence, 
we were dependent for our distribution 
out of Memphis, Tenn. We were de- 
pendent upon the big distributors, the 
big packers, the big operators, and since 
they could sell all of their products on 
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the main highway, there were many 
thousands of people helpless so far as 
getting what they needed. The same 
could be said for the products available. 
The kind of products available were 
those that under the ceiling the people 
could make a profit on, and those that 
they did not, they did not handle, and 
you never found them with supplies. So, 
Tam trying to show that this amendment 
is to a large extent for the benefit of the 
consumers, because in many sections 
we need this amendment if you are to 
find these products available. 

In the absence of this amendment, 
many small processors will be forced out 
of business and the consumers in many 
areas will be without meats in many of 
them. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. DonpEro]. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, it so 
happens that once in my life I was a 
meat dealer and ran my own butcher 
shop, so that I have some knowledge of 
the meat business. 

Not long ago some members of the 
Michigan delegation met with a few 
of the meat processors of Michigan. 
They complained there was no complaint 
against fixing the price on what they 
might obtain for their meat but that 
tkey did complain about what they had 
to pay the producer of the meat. They 
claimed there was no ceiling price on the 
producer. Cue at tee eae ad cae tat 
on the day of the meeting the man who 
slaughtered pork and pork alone lost $2 


a head on every hog slaughtered in his 


plant. 
Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair- 


erful Nation on 
tive has been the incentive behind 
amazing record of 5 by o 
country. It is freedom in acti: 
On the question of quotas 
you expect a slaughterer to pay the ex 
penses of his plant on 80 percent of 
business he did last year? He is going 


York IMr. MULTER]. 
meat dealers of New York say they are 
opposed to this amendment. The meat 
dealers in my section—and I have some 
telegrams from them—say they are for 
the Cole amendment. They say it is the 
only thing that will save them, and I 
think the amendment should be adopt- 
ed. This amendment is for the benefit 
of the consumer and certainly preserves 
the American system of doing business, 
and the private investments made in 
the industry. 
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Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks at this point in the Recorp. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair- 
man, this amendment is designed to re- 
quire the OPS in setting its ceilings to 
allow a man his actual cost and a rea- 
sonable profit. Can anyone argue 
against this principle? It is obvious on 
its face that we are not goirg to get 
production in this country if a man is 
not allowed to get his cost and a reason- 
able profit. At a time like this most of 
us agree that the accent should be on 
production which is the No. 1 weapon 
in fighting inflation. 

This amendment would not guarantee 


ticular price. 
ceiling shall not be set which will not 


determined by his competition. 

Now in the debate yesterday there were 
some questions raised about what is 
meant by a reasonable profit. It was 
stated that the accountants and the 
lawyers would be arguing over the m2an- 
ing of the term “forever.” Here a rea- 
sonable profit is defined in the same 
terms worked out by the Ways and Means 
Committee for the profit standard used 
in the excess-profits-tax law. A reason- 
able profit means not less than 85 percent 
of the average profit earned during the 
three most profitable years of the period 
1946-49. Here we are simply following 
the lead of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee. 

The point is that OPS must permit an 
industry to make a reasonable profit on 
each item. Now it has been stated here 
that industries do not normally make a 
profit on all of the products they produce. 
While normally they make a profit on 
one item they break even on another and 
even take a loss on other items. This 
happens for various reasons, sometimes a 
company wants to maintain a full line of 
merchandise, at other times it wants a 
“leader” and at other times one prod- 
uct may be temporarily in a loss position 
because of unusual circumstances. How- 
ever, in times like these when the country 
needs every ounce of production possible 
and when manufacturers are faced with 
shortages of labor and with a hundred 
and one difficulties and uncertainties, to 
say nothing of the burden of controls, it 
is perfectly clear they are not going to 
bother producing any items at a loss. 
The only hope of maintaining produc- 
tion is to permit them to make a profit. 

Under the amendment the calculation 
of the ceiling prices would be done in the 
same way as now. At the present time 
except for a dozen or so products where 
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uniform dollar-and-cent ceilings have 
been established each manufacturer cal- 
culates his own ceiling under one of sev- 
eral formulas set up in the basic OPS 
regulation. The general manufacturers 
order provides, for instance, formulas 
under which each manufacturer calcu- 
lates his own ceiling. 

When specific dollar-and-cent ceilings 
are established for a product made by 
many manufacturers the amendment 
provides that the cost and a reasonable 
profit should be computed by using a 
weighted average of such costs and prof- 
its of the individual processors. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
GATHINGS]. 

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Chairman, I 
cannot see what is wrong with the profit 
system. I cannot understand how any 
Member would object to a person re- 
ceiving a reasonable profit in his busi- 
ness. Oh yes, they say, “We are in 
favor of a profit for everyone. We want 
the farmer to have a profit. We give 
the businessman a profit. We are for 
the profit system.” We have had evi- 
dence time and time again this morning 
showing where the little packing houses 
are folding up; that they cannot operate 
under the act which is on the statute 
books now. The gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. JENKINS] said he had one in his 
district that employed 80 people and 
they are going to close their doors this 
week. The gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Mu ter] said the thing that could 
be done in a case like Mr. JENKINS pre- 
sented is to compel that man to come 
to Washington and bow and scrape and 
“pretty please” and ask the bureaucrats 
“Can I operate my business?” 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GATHINGS. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. JENKINS. I have already done 
all that, but it has had no effect so far. 

Mr. GATHINGS. That is the situa- 
tion. The ones that are in favor of de- 
feating this amendment say “The thing 
for you to do is to bring your little 
packer to Washington, and you go before 
Washington officials and ask them to 
please let me operate my business.” 

The profit system has made America 
great. It should not be necessary to 
have to defend the profit manner of do- 
ing business. 

This amendment ought to be adopted 
by this House, and I trust that it will 
be. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Nebraska 
(Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, in my judgment the Cole amend- 
ment ought to be adopted. I know that 
the gentleman from New York and 
others have said, “Oh, yes, we are for 
private business and private enterprise.” 
But I say to you that if you do not vote 
for the Cole amendment you ought to 
put on the hat of government ownership 
and wear it quite comfortably, because if 
you do not have a profit in this country, 
then no business is going to exist. If it 
were possible to pass a law to control in- 
flation that would be done, but its not 
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that simple. The Government does lit- 
tle to do the fundamental things to con- 
trol inflation. If this country is to have 
full production there must be a reason- 
able profit to industry. Without a profit 
there is no production. 

Do you have such short memories that 
you do not recall the days of the little 
red tokens and the coupon books and 
the standing in line under OPA? My 
wife has a cigar box half full of those 
little red tokens that I thought I would 
bring here to remind the House of those 
days. I remember that in September 
and October of 1946 many prominent 
labor leaders and the Democratic leader- 
ship, and Mayor Kelly, of Chicago, and 
the mayor of New York, and others, in- 
cluding the majority leader of this 
House, wired the Price Administrator 
and the President to please take off con- 
trols on meat, foods, and many products, 
so the people could get something to eat 
and the things they needed. Meat was 
going into the black market then. In- 
flation was rampant. 

So let this committee adopt the Cole 
amendment and set up standards so 
American enterprise can survive and live 
and grow. America became great be- 
cause freemen with free minds could es- 
tablish a business and make a reasonable 
profit with little Government inter- 
ference. If you do not want to do that, 
then you had better say, “I am for Gov- 
ernment ownership of everything. Iam 
going to control it from the time you 
put it in the ground until you eat it.” 
You can then wear the hat of govern- 
ment socialism proudly. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
all Members who speak under the time 
limitation on this amendment may be 
permitted to revise and extend their re- 
marks. 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
WHEELER]. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. Chairman, al- 
though I am opposed to title IV of this 
legislation, I sincerely feel that if it is to 
be passed this amendment which is now 
pending should be included. To save my 
life, I cannot see any reasonable objec- 
tion to saying that a person from whom 
you expect increased production shall 
be granted the right to make a reason- 
able profit. If that is to be denied, then 
this is no longer the American system I 
came to know. 

When I grew up, and I have not been 
accused of being emaciated lately, I did 
not have to have sirloin steak 7 days a 
week. If we had it more than twice a 
week I knew the preacher was coming 
home for dinner or there was some other 
special occasion. That is to say that the 
consumers of this country, if they want 
price reductions, have the power in their 
hands. 

If this economy of our country is to be 
destroyed, as is charged by the pro- 
ponents of this bill, if their bill is not 
passed, then I say that I want the peo- 
ple of this country to destroy it and not 
allow thousands of befuddled bureau- 
crats to be paid while they destroy it. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. WHEELER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. Does not the gentleman 
think that at stake in this amendment 
may well be the life of a few small inde- 
pendent packing plants which will not 
have a chance to make a profit on their 
over-all project unless this amendment 
is adopted? 

Mr. WHEELER. This amendment 
does not actually guarantee a profit on 
every single item but simply forbids the 
placing of ceilings at such a low level 
as to preclude the making of a profit. 

Mr. Chairman, I would go along with 
the granting of authority to the Presi- 
dent to allocate certain strategic ma- 
terials during this period of rearma- 
ment. This much authority is certainly 
needed. On the other hand, I do not 
propose to cast my vote in favor of ex- 
tending title IV of the pending bill. 
This title gives to the President, through 
the stabilization authorities, the power 
to control the price of many commodi- 
ties which we now have in surplus sup- 
ply. 

It seems strange to me that, in com- 
plete defiance of the law of supply and 
demand, we should allow controls to be 
placed on the price of a loaf of bread 
while we are currently paying millions 
of dollars each year for rental on stor- 
age facilities within which to store sur- 
plus grain. This is just one of the many 
examples of where we have commodi- 
ties in surplus supply and on which we 
propose to place rigid price ceilings. 

Time will not permit me at this time 
to discuss the various reasons for my 
opposition to the extension of title IV 
but I do honestly believe that, if it is to 
be extended, the amendment which is 
now pending should be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
MEADER]. 

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, the 
small meat packers in my district and 
an accountant who represents 60 percent 
of the meat-packing industry of the city 
of Detroit have urged on me the neces- 
sity for the Cole amendment to protect 
small, independent, specialized meat- 
packing concerns from unwise and arbi- 
trary regulations by the administration. 

It is inevitable in controls that the 
small independent man will be more 
heavily dealt with than the large inte- 
grated industry. Controls are more 
easily coped with by the large concerns 
who can maintain representatives in 
Washington, some of whom may even 
loan members of their own organizations 
to aid in the administration of the 
controls. 

Dealing on a large basis, as any con- 
trol program must, it is natural that the 
philosophy of large business should be 
accepted and that small business be 
driven into the pattern of large business 
because it is easier to administer indus- 
try-wide controls in that way. 

I would like to ask the author of this 
amendment whether or not this require- 
ment that the price ceilings be based 
upon species does not differ from the 
present regulation of the Office of Price 
Stabilization. 
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Mr. COLE of Kansas. Without ques- 
tion it differs from the present regu- 
lation. 

Mr. MEADER. And your amendment 
has for its purpose the protection of the 
small independent man and anyone who 
votes against your amendment will be 
favoring the big packers and those who 
vote for it will be favoring the small inde- 
pendent packers? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. My amend- 
ment not only protects the small slaugh- 
terers but also protects private enter- 
prise, preserves competition, and defeats 
monopoly. 

Mr. MEADER. I thank the gentle- 
man for his contribution. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. MITCHELL]. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
resent the implication of the gentleman 
from Michigan that anyone who op- 
poses this amendment is un-American. 
This amendment is special-interest 
legislation and therefore is not in the 
American tradition. 

At the present time the law covering 
this subject provides that all prices 
must be generally fair and equitable. 
It provides specifically that margins for 
the processing of livestock shall be fair 
and equitable. This is sufficient to as- 
sure fair treatment for the packers of 
this country. 

The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
WEęEITrTEN] pointed out one of the weak- 
nesses of this amendment when he said 
it would have a different effect on the 
processor who made a thousand items 
than it would have on the small proces- 
sor who makes just a few items. 

Certainly, to be logical we would have 
to follow through and legislate an item 
cost-plus profit for all industry. If we 
apply this margin-of-profit amendment 
generally, as well as to the packing in- 
dustry, then we are going to see a tre- 
mendous rise in the price level, the very 
thing we are trying to get away from by 
this legislation. As now written the 
amendment is special-interest legisla- 
tion calculated to raise the price of 
meat. 

This is not a price-control amend- 
ment. It is a price-rise amendment. 

Let me reiterate the objections: First 
it singles out the packing industry for 
special privileges; second, it would 
confuse administration by fostering end- 
less arguments as to what constitutes “a 
segment of the processing industry,” and 
as to what is a reasonable margin of 
profit; third, the present act assures 
fair treatment to the packing industry. 

We rejected this amendment in 1950. 
We should reject it again. Why should 
there be a cost-plus profit on each item 
in this emergency when the industry 
does not expect such a profit in normal 
times? 

Let us start legislating for the con- 
sumer, whose special interest is in the 
interest of all. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr, 
HOFFMAN]. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr, Chairman, will 
the 3 yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield. 
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Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I 
made reference to the hearings held by 
the Small Business Committee of which 
I was a member during the OPA days. 
I have been able to dig up a report which 
was put out by that committee, headed 
by the Honorable WRIGHT Parman, of 
Texas. It deals with this very propo- 
sition. I would like to have you listen 
to a little of it: 


It is essential to the successful prosecu- 
tion of the war that the Nation have a 
maximum production of meat animals and 
meat products in order that the needs of our 
Armed Forces. * shall be met. 

The committee has conducted hearings to 
determine the causes of the present shortage 
of meat and the accompanying black market, 
Witnesses * were heard. 


On that basis the committee said: 


On the basis of the testimony of these wit- 
nesses, the following conclusions are justi- 
fied: 


1, The natural shortage of meat for civil- 
ian consumption which has inevitably re- 
sulted from the large demands of our Armed 
Forces has been aggravated by a price squeeze 
to which the packers have been subjected 
under the wholesale ceiling prices established 
by the Office of Price Administration. Under 
these ceiling prices the packers are said, for 
example, to be losing from $2 to $4 per hog 
slaughtered. 


Then there is another recommenda- 
tion in this report: 


A continuance of the present price squeeze 
on the packers may well force as much as 
one-third or more of the concerns 
of the country to discontinue operations be- 
cause of heavy losses. 


Another conclusion is as follows: 


The squeeze in prices on legitimate sales 
and the discriminatory quota system have 
resulted in the worst black market in meats 
in the history of the country. 


So that report has to do with the 
quota and also the price squeeze and 
completely demonstrates beyond any 
question of doubt that the OPA operat- 
ing under general language was putting 
small packers out of business. 

For the information of the House I am 
inserting the full text of that report, 
which is as follows: 


MEAT PACKING REPORT 


It is essential to the successful prosecu- 
tion of the war that the Nation have a maxi- 
mum production of meat animals and meat 
prođucts in order that the needs of our 
Armed Forces, of the civilian population, 
and of our allies may be met. Shortages 
of meat will adversely affect morale and sub- 
stantial and continued shortages may ac- 
tually interfere with the conduct of the war. 
The preparation for consumption of the in- 
creased production of livestock is dependent 
upon full utilization of the slaughtering and 
dressing facilities of the packers and the 
plants of processors of meat products. The 
packing industry consists of a few very large 
concerns and of hundreds of smaller con- 
cerns. 

The committee has conducted hearings to 
determine the causes of the present short- 
age of meat and the accompanying black 
market. Witnesses representing meat pack- 
ers and processors, the Department of Agri- 
culture, the Office of Price Administration, 
and livestock producers were heard. On the 
basis of the testimony of these witnesses, 
the following conclusions are justified: 

1. The natural shortage of meat for civilian 
consumption which has inevitably resulted 
from the large demands of our Armed Forces 
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has been aggravated by a price squeeze to 


. which the packers have been subjected under 


the wholesale ceiling prices established by 
the Office of Price Administration. Under 
these ceiling prices the packers are said, for 
example, to be losing from $2 to $4 per hog 
slaughtered. 

2. The shortage of meat has also been ag- 
gravated by a quota system imposed by the 
Office of Price Administration under which 
quotas for civilian sales are granted only 
to slaughterers and none are allowed to other 
processors. Under this quota system the 
nonslaughtering processors are dependent 
for supplies upon the willingness of slaugh- 
terers, in most cases the largest packers, to 
share their reduced civilian quotas with 
them. 

3. A continuance of the present price 
squeeze on the packers may well force as 
much as one-third or more of the packing 
concerns of the country to discontinue op- 
erations because of heavy losses. 

4. The ceiling prices established by the 
Office of Price Administration apply on pur- 
chases by the Government and its Armed 
Forces. The maintenance by Government 
edict of below-cost prices on products which 
the packer must supply on compulsory Gov- 
ernment orders is un-American and cannot 
be too severely condemned. 

5. The squeeze in prices on legitimate 
sales and the discriminatory quota system 
have resulted in the worst black market in 
meats in the history of the country. The 
black market is injurious in three ways: 
(1) It provides in the markets meat from 
animals which have not been adequately 
inspected, if inspected at all, and subjects 
the population to the risk of eating diseased 
meat; (2) black-market prices are so much 
above the ceiling prices as to operate in a 
substantial way to defeat the purpose of 
legislation directed against inflation; and 
(3) it places a penalty on honest operation 
of packing plants and processing plants and 
places a premium on dishonesty because of 
the enormous profits which result from 
black-market operations. 

6. The Office of Price Administration and 
the Secretary of Agriculture have adequate 
legislative authority to correct the malad- 
justment and injustice now in the meat in- 
dustry, but they have not worked in close 
cooperation and have differed on important 
questions of policy. 


RESTRICTED OPERATIONS OF PACKING PLANTS 


The War Manpower Commission has rec- 
ognized that meat packing is an essential 
industry. The Department of Agriculture 
has emphasized the need for all existing 
packing plants in order to slaughter and 
prepare for consumption the large produc- 
tion of livestock which is necessary and is 
being encouraged to meet the needs of the 
Armed Forces, the civilian population, and 
our allies. A very substantial part of these 
facilities are threatened, however, with the 
necessity of discontinuing operations grow- 
ing out of the losses suffered under the price 
maintained by the Office of Price Adminis- 
tration. The present shortage in meat sup- 
plies is substantially explained by the small 
volume of operations of many packers. The 
losses of the companies increase with the 
volume of business, and in order to mini- 
mize losses while continuing to operate 
many plants have reduced their slaughter 
to a minimum. One concern which pre- 
sented a witness to the committee is slaugh- 
tering only 900 head of hogs per week, 
whereas its normal volume is 3,600 head. A 
representative of the Amalgamated Meat 
Cutters and Butchers Union, A. F, of L., tes- 
tified that because of the bad price situa- 
tion the packers have reduced employment 
to only 28 to 30 hours a week. The members 
are receiving only guaranteed minimum 
wages and are threatening a “holiday,” not 
against the packers, but against the price 
squeeze suffered by their employers. 
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THE PRICE SQUEEZE 

The Price Control Act of 1942 was amended 
October 2, 1942, to provide “that in the fix- 
ing of maximum prices on products result- 
ing from the processing of agricultural com- 
modities, including livestock, a generally 
fair and equitable margin shall be allowed 
for such processing.” 

This amendment has not been heeded by 
the Office of Price Administration. The evi- 
dence before the committee, including spe- 
cifically that of representatives of OPA 
charged with the fixing and administration 
of meat prices, is convincing that the pres- 
ent prices do not provide a generally fair 
and equitable margin. The chief of the 
section charged with the establishment of 
meat prices guessed that from 20 to 40 per- 
cent of the industry would be unable to 
continue in business at present OPA prices 
and present livestock costs. The pork 
prices now outstanding were established on 
basis of the cost to the packers of approxi- 
mately $13.50 per hundred pounds, Chicago 
average. The prices of hogs at the time of 
hearing in mid-February was $15.75. At 
this cost for hogs there is no margin for 
packers. They are, in fact, losing from $2 
to $4 per head slaughtered. The situation 
on beef is not so severe, but here also there 
is a failure by OPA to provide, as required by 
the Price Control Act, a fair margin. The 
beef prices now maintained by OPA are 
approximately $1 per hundred pounds below 
the normal margin, and the loss of typical 
packers ranges from 57 cents to $3.75 per 
head slaughtered, depending on quality. 

CONCLUSION 

The record before the committee contains 
no satisfactory explanation of the long- 
standing failure of the Office of Price Ad- 
ministration to accord to meat processors 
the fair and equitable margin required by 
the Price Control Act. Unless the packers 
are assured such fair margins, the Nation 
is faced with increasing meat shortages and 
the possible loss of as much as one-third of 
the present plants. This problem has been 
allowed by the Office of Price Administra- 
tion and the Secretary of Agriculture to re- 
main unsolved although they have been 
aware of it for several months. Theer is as 
between the Office of Price Administration 
and the Secretary a regrettable lack of joint 
effort. The committee has made clear to 
the officials concerned that the present sit- 
uation cannot be permitted to continue and 
that an immediate correction of the situa- 
tion is necessary in the public interest, 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I thank 
the gentleman from Indiana for his as- 
sistance. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. DEANE]. 

Mr. DEANE. Mr. Chairman, the gen- 
tleman from Kansas [Mr. COLE] is an es- 
teemed friend of mine, and I left my side 
of the committee in supporting certain 
amendments which the gentleman of- 
fered in committee. 

But in this particular case it seems 
to me that while I desire and shall work 
for a profit, so far as business is con- 
cerned, that, after all, this bill is for the 
purpose of trying to protect the great 
consumers of the country, and there is 
no provision in this amendment which 
would in any way assist the consumers. 
Furthermore, following the statement 
of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr, 
HALLECK], I think it is accepted that 
slaughterers may not make a profit on 
pork but they would make it on another 
item. 
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Furthermore, when you come to a 
definition of species, it would give to 
the packers the right to seek whatever 
profit they wanted to on bones, hair, 
hides, and tails, or any part of the 
animal. 

I feel, Mr. Chairman, if we are going 
to strike down, as we did yesterday, a 
specialized amendment which would 
benefit specialized groups, and other 
amendments that are pending on the 
Clerk’s desk, which are likewise of a 
specialized nature, if we are interested 
in giving to Mr. Wilson, Mr. Johnston, 
and Mr, DiSalle legislation that will not 
tie their hands, then we should defeat 
this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. McCormack]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
the question involved is not the profit 
system, as some Members have referred 
to it. The question involved here is 
whether or not by law you are going to 
allow a profit on each segment of the 
processing industry as a group, on each 
and all such species. That is the ques- 
tion involved. It is not a question of 
a profit on the over-all operation of the 
business; and this is the packers. 

The argument is made about the 
small, independent packers. There is 
nothing in there that says it applies to 
the small, independent packers; the 
packer who handles a certain number of 
cattle or hogs or lambs or sheep. This 
applies to the Big Four, just as much as 
it applies to anyone else. 

Some gentlemen have argued about 
its being necessary to stop black mar- 
keting. The other day that argument 
was advanced in striking out provisions 
of the committee bill with relation to 
slaughtering quotas. So we have a sit- 
uation here where the representatives 
from farming districts, purportedly 
speaking for the farmers, are including 
the packers, under the guise of farmers, 
for the purpose of assisting the big busi- 
ness of the country, because there is 
nothing in this amendment which says 
that the Big Four shall not receive the 
benefit of a profit on every part of their 
activities. I do not intimate the large 
packers favor this amendment, because 
I have no knowledge of their position. 
I respect the officials of these companies 
as honorable men. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the middle- 
man’s profit. We hear our friends rep- 
resenting agricultural districts talking 
about the little amount that the farmer 
receives as compared with the price that 
the consumer pays. This is not an 
amendment in the interest of the farm- 
er. It is antifarmer and anticonsumer 
in its effect. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. CRAWFORD]. 

Mr. HALLECK, Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK., I have asked the 
gentleman to yield at this time because 
I want to quickly read to you from the 
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report of the Small Business Committee 
of the House, on which I served. This 
report was issued April 10, 1943. 


The Committee on Small Business of the 
House has for many weeks considered the 
plight of the independent and small packers 
and slaughterers as well as the other seg- 
ments of distribution in the meat business. 
Our conclusions are: 

1. Something must be done quickly in 
order to prevent the bankruptcy or the clos- 
ing down of all the independent packers, 
slaughterers and nonslaughterers, in the 
meat business. If the present situation with 
reference to price continues there will only 
be remaining in a short time in business to 
serve the public and the Government the 
four big packers, as they are the only ones 
who can possibly survive the present de- 
plorable situation for any length of time. 
If something is not done the producer will 
be harmed because the normal channel of 
distribution will be broken down for live- 
stock; the Government will be harmed be- 
cause the enormous quantities of meats will 
not be available for our Armed Forces; and 
the consumers will be harmed for the same 
reasons. Therefore, it is imperative that 
these small concerns of the country be saved. 

2. We do insist that the Emergency Price 
Control Act, which provides for a fair and 
equitable margin for slaughterers, packers, 
processors, and retail and wholesale distribu- 
tors be carried out. If this law is carried out 
the situation will be remedied. 

3. It is the judgment of our committee 
that the Office of Price Administration has 
for many months flagrantly violated the 
clear and unmistakable mandate of the Con- 
gress which in effect says that normal chan- 
nels and functions of distribution must be 
maintained and that nothing shall be done 
to prevent their survival; and further, the 
clear and unmistakable mandate of the Con- 
gress has been violated by the Office of Price 
Administration for several months by reason 
of its failure to allow a fair and equitable 
margin to small concerns, dealers, and dis- 
tributors which would permit them to sur- 
vive. 

4. Regardless of the method of approach 
to correct the mistakes of the past, in order 
to protect and allow to live the groups here- 
in mentioned, arrangements should be made 
to remove the slaughtering quotas in order 
to prevent, or at least diminish the chances 
of black markets in meats. Unless some 
arrangements are made to take the quotas 
off slaughtering. we are apprehensive that 
black markets will continue. 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MCCORMACK. I am wondering 
if we have developed a new technique of 
getting around this business of the trans- 
fer of time by yielding for the full time? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks 
it is proper for one Member to yield to 
another. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Has not 
the Chair been permitting Members dur- 
ing this debate to yield their time to 
other Members when debate has been 
fixed? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair did that 
in the earlier part of the debate, but for 
the last 2 days has not thought it proper 
to recognize Members to transfer their 
time. 
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Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. It is the 
rule of discretion, is it? Sound discre- 
tion, I mean. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair hopes 
the gentleman from Michigan is correct, 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. Spence] to close 
the debate. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I think 
it is needless for me to say I sincerely 
believe in the profit system. It is the 
system that has made this country great, 
that has developed its citizens, developed 
its business. Under the pending amend- 
ment it is suggested that one who pro- 
cesses the food for our people, food which 
has gone out of all reasonable bounds 
as to price, may not only make a profit 
but also may make a profit on every 
line that he carries—on cattle, calves, 
lambs, sheep, and hogs. He could not 
do that in a free market. I venture to 
say no business of any consequence 
makes a profit on all lines that it handles. 
If you put on a ceiling which will author- 
ize this price of commodities in short sup- 
ply will inevitably rise to that ceiling. 
In this time of stress when we try to con- 
trol inflation to allow a processor of an 
essential food to make a profit on every 
line he carries is inviting more inflation 
and ultimate disaster. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. SIEMINSKI] be 
granted permission to extend his re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SIEMINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment be- 
cause it denies the existence of mer- 
chandizing techniques in business. I am 
reminded of the stand of the “Ring 
Boys,” the monopolists in England, who 
control the sale of electric-light bulbs. 
When asked why they do not sell a bulb 
at cost, for 17 cents, instead of 38 cents, 
so that more users of electricity in Eng- 
land could be developed and more elec- 
trical products installed in British 
homes to ease the burdens of daily life, 
they answered, in effect, “Sorry, it’s a 
policy of the Rings.” Could the same be 
true of those who back this amend- 
ment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired, 
All time on this amendment has ex- 
pired, 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. CoLE]. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. CoLE of Kan- 
sas) there were—ayes 126, noes 96. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. PATMAN 
and Mr. CoLE of Kansas. 

The Committee again divided; and 
the tellers reported there were—ayes 
160, noes 144. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment, 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Poace: Page 
18, after line 4, insert the following: 

„) Section 402 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is hereby amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof a new subsection 
reading as follows: 

“It shall be unlawful to establish or 
maintain any ceiling price applicable to 
manufacturers or processors for any item of 
material derived in whole or in substantial 
part from an agricultural commodity if 
such ceiling price for any such item of ma- 
terial is fixed and maintained at less than 
the sum of the following: 

“*(1) The current cost of the material 
used therein computed on a delivered basis 
(except that the cost of any agricultural 
commodity used therein shall be computed 
on the basis of the current cost or the price 
specified in section 402 (d) (3), of the com- 
modity delivered to the manufacturer or 
processor, whichever is greater); 

“*(2) All costs currently incurred in the 
processing or manufacturing operation and 
distribution of such item, including an al- 
lowance for such indirect, costs as may rea- 
sonably be attributable to such item of ma- 
terial; 

“*(3) A reasonable profit (which for each 
unit of such item shall be not less than 85 
percent of the average profit earned on an 
equivalent unit of such item during the 
three most profitable years of the period 1946 
to 1949, both inclusive): Provided, That if 
specific dollars-and-cents ceilings appli- 
cable to manufacturers or processors are es- 
tablished for any such item of material and 
made generally applicable, the costs and 
profits referred to in paragraphs (1), (2), 
and (3) of this subsection, for each item of 
such material shall be computed by using 
a weighted average of such costs and profits 
of the individual processors or manufac- 
turers of such item’.” 


Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I believe 
this is one of the most vital amendments 
that will be offered in connection with 
this bill, It has as its basis the simple 
proposition that you cannot get pro- 
duction unless you allow the man who is 
processing goods to secure, first, all of 
the cost of the raw materials he puts 
into the goods. I do not think there is 
any Member of this House who will 
challenge the necessity making any ceil- 
ing high enough to return all of the cost 
of the raw material. 

Second, it assumes that you must al- 
low the processor to recover all of his 
processing costs, including his labor 
costs. I do not believe anybody will rise 
to challenge the truth of that statement. 

Third, it provides that you must allow 
the processor a reasonable profit. It 
does not leave the question of what con- 
stitutes a reasonable profit dangling up 
in the air, for Mr. DiSalle or anybody 
else to quibble about. The amendment 
says it must be at least equal to 85 per- 
cent of the average profit earned by 
processing that particular item during 
the three most profitable years of the 
base period. That is the earning 
formula used in the tax law and it is the 
formula that Mr. DiSalle says he is now 
applying. 

Just about 10 days ago I discussed 
with Mr. DiSalle the problems involved 
herein. He admitted that you had to 
have all three of these elements if we 
are to have production, but he said that 
he is now granting ceilings which in 
fact do reflect the very three items of 
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cost and profit protected by this amend- 
ment. We then simply say, “Let us 
write it into the law.” Maybe Mr. Di- 
Salle will not be the Administrator for- 
ever, or even for the life of this bill. 

This principle has worked in the past 
This same amendment was proposed 
years ago by a distinguished member of 
the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency of this House, but it was confined 
at that time to cotton and wool fabrica- 
tion. The amendment I propose is but 
an expansion of the Brown-Bankhead 
amendment which operated during the 
OPA days, and I make bold to say that 
it operated successfully. I believe this 
idea, which is not original with me but 
which was given to this House by the 
distinguished gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. Brown], is one of the soundest 
ideas that has been presented from the 
standpoint of giving us an operatable 
bill. 

Since the time is so limited I want to 
make this abundantly clear. 

Some Members who are opposed to any 
limitations on the power of the Price 
Administrator, have suggested that this 
amendment would impose an unreason- 
able burden on the OPS. They have sug- 
gested that it might require the Admin- 
istrator to make a special and separate 
study, or even a finding in regard to the 
factors mentioned in the amendment in 
connection with every item, material or 
service, on which a ceiling price is im- 
posed, This is not the case, and I make 
this statement for the record to become 
a part of the legislative history, that the 
legislative intent may be beyond ques- 
tion. 

This amendment will not limit or re- 
strict the method by which the OPS may 
compute or establish ceiling prices. It 
will be entirely free to use any basis it 
desires in arriving at ceilings so long as 
the ceiling price thus estabilshed is not 
less than the ceiling prescribed under 
this standard. The effect therefore of 
this amendment is to provide a fair, just, 
and easily understood method by which 
any ceiling price established by OPS may 
be tested. 

A week ago last Hriday I discussed this 
proposed amendment at length with Mr. 
DiSalle, the OPS Administrator, and he 
assured me that under the formula OPS 
is now using the price ceilings established 
conform substantially to those which 
would be established under this amend- 
ment. Since talking with Mr. DiSalle I 
have revised my amendment slightly in 
paragraph 3 so that the definiiton of a 
reasonable profit will be more completely 
in harmony with present OPS policy. 
Wherever OPS has, as Director DiSalle 
has stated, followed these basic princi- 
ples in establishing price ceilings, then 
this amendment will require no change 
in its price ceilings. It is the end result 
of the ceilings, not the method of com- 
puting the ceilings, with which this 
amendment concerns itself. 

I want to repeat, OPS can use any for- 
mula it desires in establishing ceiling 
prices. This amendment merely pro- 
vides a yardstick against which any ceil- 
ing price, however arrived at, can be 
measured, 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas may proceed for five addi- 
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

‘There was no objection. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
think there is a Member in this House 
or an intelligent citizen in this country 
who will assume that we can maintain 
the production which is essential from 
the standpoint of the consumer unless 
those who are engaged in processing can 
have each and every one of the three 
elements set out in this amendment. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman's 
amendment will provide a formula for 
the fixing of ceiling prices; is that not 
correct? 

Mr. POAGE. Exactly. It will estab- 
lish a yardstick by which each price 
ceiling may be tested as to its fairness. 

Mr. COOLEY. And it provides a for- 
mula without which every businessman 
can operate his business? 

Mr. POAGE. Exactly. If any one of 
the three elements are lacking, no busi- 
nessman can produce and no business- 
man will produce. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman has 
stated to the committee that Mr. Di- 
Salle contends that is the way he is 
operating now, but you want to make it 
positive and definite that that is the way 
he will continue to operate. 

Mr. POAGE. That is right. I be- 
lieve my chairman can confirm my state- 
ment that Mr. DiSalle agrees that this 
is the way he is operating now, and that 
he also agreed it was necessary to include 
all three items in any price ceiling if we 
are to sustain essential production. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. SABATH. If the gentleman had 
a conference with Mr. DiSalle and he 
stated that that is the policy of his 
department, and that is what he is do- 
ing, why is this amendment necessary? 

In addition to that do you know of any 
manufacturers or any processors who 
have not made a great deal of money 
under the present conditions? 

Mr. POAGE. Answering the gentle- 
man's questions in the reverse order in 
which he puts them: Yes, I know of a 
number of manufacturers who have not 
made a great deal of money and I know 
of some who have even been going broke 
in recent months. 

Mr. SABATH. Name them. 

Mr. POAGE. Answering the gentle- 
man’s first question secondly: We put 
this in the law in spite of Mr. DiSalle’s 
assurance that he is now complying with 
it because we know in the first place Mr. 
DiSalle is not immortal—even though 
there are those who seem to believe it. 
We realize, too, there may be some other 
administrator who knew not Joseph and 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


who may apply some other rules, and, 
of course, there have been occasions 
when even Mr. DiSalle has changed his 
mind. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield. 

Mr. HORAN. I like the gentleman’s 
amendment because I think it takes into 
consideration all the factors that are 
visible or which should go into a com- 
modity when it is delivered to the 
consumer. 

The gentleman made a statement 
about a year ago, that I thought was 
pertinent to our situation, when he said 
that more than 50 percent of the con- 
sumer’s dollar in New York City was ap- 
plicable to deductions made east of the 
Hudson River. 

Mr. POAGE. I said that was appli- 
cable to fresh produce. 

Mr. HORAN. That is right. This 
amendment, however, takes into consid- 
eration those deductions between the 
producer and the consumer. 

Mr. POAGE, Exactly, and if you do 
not have this amendment, in the first 
place the consumer will suffer as a result 
of the inability to get processed that 
which he wants processed, and the pro- 
ducer of agricultural goods may suffer 
in spite of all the protections that have 
been placed in the law on the price of 
products, because you can roll back onto 
the producer of the goods all of the price 
roll-back or ceiling that is imposed upon 
the processor of the goods, because the 
producer of agricultural products can- 
not protect himself as other producers. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. When the gentleman 
referred to the gentleman from Georgia 
a moment ago I think he was talking 
about the ranking majority member of 
the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
Brown]? 

Mr. POAGE. I was speaking of Hon. 
PauL Brown, who was the man who 
originated this idea, which I think is an 
excellent idea, and it did operate suc- 
cessfully in OPA days. 

Mr. COOLEY. It operated success- 
fully then. 

Mr. POAGE. It did. It greatly in- 
creased production of cotton and woolen 
goods at a time when we had great sur- 
pluses of cotton on hand, and the Amer- 
ican people needed the production of 
cotton goods. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE.. I yield to the distin- 
guished father of this proposal. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Allow me to 
plead guilty to the accusation of the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
Coor Ev]. 

Mr. POAGE. I know the gentleman 
need not plead guilty because it is some- 
thing of which any man might right- 
fully be proud. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. POAGE. Iyield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I want 
to agree in what has been said about 
the distinguished gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Brown], which demon- 
strates his vast capacity and under- 
standing of our economic system. I 
favor the amendment, which is based 
upon the principles of the amendment 
offered heretofore by the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Brown]. 

Mr. POAGE. Before my time expires 
I want to try to make it clear that this 
amendment is definitely for the benefit 
of both the consumer and the producer. 
I think it is clear that it is necessary if 
we are going to get the production that 
the consumers need. No amount of price 
fixing is going to benefit the consumers 
if price ceilings are such that they re- 
sult in a stoppage of production. This 
amendment assures the three factors in 
a price which are essential to continued 
production. 

It will benefit farmers because it will 
make it impossible to use price ceilings 
on processed goods to circumvent the 
presently existing limitations on the 
power of the Price Administrator to put 
ceilings on raw agricultural commodi- 
ties. As an illustration: It is mighty 
little help to the farmer to be told that 
OPS cannot put a ceiling price on wheat 
which is now selling 30 cents or more 
below parity if that farmer finds that 
OPS can place a ceiling on flour which 
makes it impossible for the miller to 
ever be able to pay the parity price for 
the wheat. The effect of these exces- 
sively low ceilings on commodities proc- 
essed from agricultural products, is ac- 
tually to force down or at least to hold 
down the price of the raw product. This 
amendment, therefore, carefully provides 
that a ceiling price on the processed 
commodity must reflect the full parity 
price of the farm product from which it 
is made even though the present price 
of that product may be below parity. 
In other words, if the price of wheat is 
to ever go up to_parity it will be neces- 
sary to put a ceiling price on flour high 
enough to enable the miller to pay the 
$2.42, which Is approximate present 
parity on wheat, rather than simply to 
enable him to pay the $2.08 which is the 
approximate present market price of 
wheat. 

Unless the miller is to get a price for 
his processed commodity which will en- 
able him to pay parity, the farmer’s 
price of the raw material can never reach 
parity in spite of the fact that this bill 
states that “no ceiling price shall be es- 
tablished on farm products that will re- 
flect less than parity to the producer.” 
The actual ceiling price of most farm 
products which are now bringing less 
than parity can be just as effectively con- 
trolled and held down by an unreason- 
ably low ceiling on the commodities proc- 
essed from these products, as it could be 
by a direct ceiling on the raw product. 
This is, of course, true only where the 
product or commodity is in ample supply. 
Most farm products are in ample supply 
right now. 
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Most farm products are selling below 
parity. I can see no justification for 
placing any ceilings on a farm preduct 
which is selling below parity. The pres- 
ent law says OPS cannot place a ceiling 
directly on the farm product which will 
refiect less than parity. Why then 
should OPS be allowed to place a ceiling 
on a commodity processed from a farm 
product which will force the price of the 
farm product below parity or keep it 
below parity? 

This amendment will not, of course, 
guarantee a farmer a parity price for his 
product. It does not guarantee a proc- 
essor a profit on his operations. Frank- 
ly, it makes no guarantees to anyone. It 
places no floors under prices for either 
the farmer or the processor. It simply 
says that ceilings cannot be forced down 
to such low levels as to deny the proc- 
essor the opportunity to make a profit if 
he can, or to deny the farmer the oppor- 
tunity to get parity in the market if the 
normal operations of the law of supply 
and demand will give it to him. 

On the other hand, this amendment 
does not interfere with the power of the 
OPS to place ceilings either on agricul- 
tural products direct, or on commodities 
processed from agricultural products, if 
those ceilings are high enough to assure 
the farmer of a parity price for the crops 
he grows. Is that not fair? Do any of 
you want to force farmers to sell their 
crops for less than parity? Do any of 
you think you can force processors to 
mill flour, spin cloth, or churn butter 
without giving them an opportunity to 
make a profit? 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not profess to be 
an expert on the intricacies of legisla- 
tion that comes out of the Committee on 
Agriculture. I am glad that we have 
the Committee on Agriculture acting asa 
subcommittee of the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

This is a trick amendment. This 
comes from the Committee on Agricul- 
ture, but it is a middleman's amend- 
ment. It does not give the farmer a 
nickel, but it takes plenty away from 
the consumer. What does it do? This 
amendment lacks fundamental honesty. 
It provides that the processor can at- 
tribute to his cost either the current cost 
which he pays, or parity whichever is 
higher. That means he is going to rob 
somebody. He is not going to pay it to 
the farmer. He is going to put on his 
books a cost that he never paid. There 
are but five agricultural commodities 
that are higher than parity. The proc- 
essor buys, as a usual thing, those that 
are below parity, yet on his books he 
attributes to his cost not that which he 
paid, but he puts upon his books the 
parity price of the things for which he 
did not pay, and then he carries that on 
to the consumer and the consumer has to 
pay the additional cost made necessary 
by a bookkeeping entry which does not 
tell the truth. It is a highjacking 
amendment. It is an immoral amend- 
ment. I do not think agriculture wants 
to be responsible for it. I know my good 
and moral friend from Georgia IMr. 
Brown] does not want to be responsible 
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for it. What argument is there? Does 
agriculture want advantages 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. No. I have only 5 
minutes. Do the processors want ad- 
vantages that no other segment of our 
people want or are entitled to? The 
farmers who are good and moral people 
receive no benefit from this amendment, 
and I am sure if they knew what it con- 
tained they would be overwhelmingly 
opposed to it. 

Now, let us go on record about this. 

If you like it vote for it. Iam going to 
vote against it on several grounds. Iam 
going to vote against it because I think 
it is a fraud, because I think it is im- 
moral, because I do not think it is a fit 
amendment for the agriculture commit- 
tee or any committee to endorse. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment to the amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Corr of Kansas, 
to the amendment offered by Mr. Poace: In 
the first paragraph strike out the words 
“derived in whole or in substantial part from 
any agricultural commodity.” 


Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
the amendment which I have offered to 
the amendment submitted by the distin- 
guished gentleman from Texas IMr. 
Poace! provides the same regulations for 
industry that the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas would provide 
for agriculture. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture on yesterday 
commenting upon the question of roll- 
backs said that he did not believe that 
roll-backs should be permitted in one 
segment of the economy and banned in 
another segment of the economy. So, I 
believe that if we permit a reasonable 
margin of profit to the agricultural seg- 
ment of our economy then it must in all 
justice and fairness be argued that in- 
dustry is entitied to receive a fair mar- 
gin for producing the goods which Amer- 
ica uses. 

The amendment as amended by me 
will provide that when a manufacturer 
produces the goods which you and I use 
that he shall be able to and have the op- 
portunity to figure the cost of material 
used therein computed on a delivered 
basis. Now, what is wrong with that? 
Also that all costs currently incurred in 
the processing and manufacturing and 
distribution of such items including an 
allowance for indirect cost as may be 
reasonably attributable. What is wrong 
with that? And, third, that he may be 
entitled to a reasonable profit which for 
each unit of such item shall be not less 
than 85 percent of the average on the 
base period. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I yield. 

Mr. POAGE. I can see no objection 
in the world to the gentleman’s proposal. 
Representing the Committee on Agricul- 
ture we felt that we should not go beyond 
anything related to agricultural prod- 
ucts. The gentleman's argument for this 
method of getting the results we want is 
certainly sound, and, as far as I am con- 


JULY 18 


cerned, I would be constrained—of 
course, I cannot speak for the full com- 
mittee—to accept the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I thank the 
gentleman for his contribution. It has 
been said upon this floor that I oppose 
price control. That is not true; I voted 
for price control during World War II 
and for a year thereafter. I voted for 
this law in 1950. 

I said that I oppose this bill because 
I believe that it does not properly at- 
tack the problem of high prices—and I 
still say that. Secondly, I do not believe 
that it can possibly succeed, administered 
in the present manner. Therefore, Mr. 
Chairman, we must upon the floor of 
this House write some regulations that 
will give some semblance of fairness and 
justness and equity to the people who are 
doing a job of giving to the consumers of 

the greatest standard of living 
the world as ever known. 5 

Now, those of you who do not believe in 
the profit system come forward and sug- 
gest some agency in this Government 
that can provide for the consumers of 
America a greater standard of living 
than they now have. That standard of 
living is based upon the fact that every 
businessman, every worker, every wage- 
earner, can better his condition in life 
in this country. 

That is what this amendment does. 
It provides for the furtherance of the 
individual enterprise system of our 
country and that is all it does. - 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. HORAN. Does the gentleman 
see anything immoral in trying to be 
fair to all the factories and to all the 
people who produce a given commodity 
and deliver it to the consumer? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Of course not. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pending amend- 
ments. 

Mr. Chairman, I consider the Cole 
amendment a more honest approach to 
the problem for the reason it covers 
everything. I dislike seeing agriculture 
being singled out in this House, but as 
between the two if I had to vote for 
either I would vote for the Cole amend- 
ment and I would vote against the 
amendment as amended. If it passes, 
I would still vote for the bill. The 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Coe], and 
he is an honest man, tells us that he is 
trying to amend the bill only, but if the 
amendment is passed, every one of them 
that he offers, he is going to vote against 
the bill anyway. He is against it. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. I have heard the gentle- 
man on two different occasions refer to 
the surgeon who does not want the pa- 
tient to live. Is not the gentleman the 
surgeon in this case? 

Mr. PATMAN. Yes; we have a lot 
of surgeons in this House. We have 
more surgeons among those who do not 
want the patient to live, who want to 
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operate on the patient. The bill is the 
patient and they are trying to operate 
on it. 

Maybe I am wrong, but when an 
amendment is offered by a Member of 
this House, who I know is an enemy to 
this type of legislation and will not vote 
for it in any event, I cannot help but 
look with suspicion upon the amend- 
ment. Maybe I am wrong. Maybe I 
am not a normal, natural human being, 
but whenever it comes from an enemy 
I look upon it with suspicion. 

Now, with reference to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Poace], and I certainly 
would not inpugn the motives of my col- 
league, but unwittingly, evidently, he is 
proposing something here that is, in 
my opinion, against the public interest. 
This is a middleman's amendment. 
Now, I do not object to middlemen, Iam 
for middlemen, but I am not for giving 
them a windfall every time we pass a 
bill in the public interest. This is a 
windfall for the middleman. That is 
what it is. 

According to the amendment, a proc- 
essor buys a million dollars worth of 
agricultural products. They are below 
parity. Five of the main agricultural 
products are below parity now. He pays 
only $900,000 for them, but the parity 
price is a million dollars. The gentle- 
man from Texas says: “Put that on your 
books at a million dollars and make the 
consumer pay as though you had paid a 
million dollars for them” when he did 
not pay but $900,000. The processor 
will multiply that a half dozen times 
before it gets to the consumer, and by 
the time it does get to the consumer 
that $100,000 difference has cost the con- 
sumer a million dollars. This is a bill 
to give a subsidy to the middleman; to 
reward him, to give the middleman a 
bonus. This is a middleman’s bonus bill. 
Although I am a strong defender of the 
rights and opportunity to make a rea- 
sonable profit of the middleman, as he 
performs a very necessary function, this 
is asking too much for him. 

Mr. FELLOWS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Maine. 

Mr. FELLOWS. Is the gentleman 
sure that the surgeon to which the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Tennessee 
referred was not the gentleman speak- 
ing? ; 

Mr. PATMAN. You mean me? 

Mr. FELLOWS. I think the gentle- 
man from Tennessee had the distin- 
guished gentleman from Texas in mind 
when he referred to the surgeon who 
did not wish the patient to recover. 

Mr. PATMAN. Well, he was mis- 
taken, because I want the patient to live. 
Iam in favor of this bill and Iam against 
rendering the farmers of the country a 
disservice. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. Does the gentleman 
want agricultural prices to go up to 
parity? 
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Mr. PATMAN. I certainly do, but I 
am not in favor of giving anybody a 
bonus to keep farm prices down. 

Mr. POAGE. Does the gentleman be- 
lieve that you can put a ceiling on proc- 
essors, figuring their costs at less than 
parity, and ever raise the price of an 
agricultural product that is now below 
parity? 

Mr. PATMAN. Iam not so stupid as 
to believe that when you give that fel- 
low 10 percent more than he pays 

Mr. POAGE. I know the gentleman is 
not stupid; that is why he declines to 
discuss the question I asked and goes off 
on a tangent. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for five 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, reserving the right to object, 
could I learn from the other side whether 
that is going to be the policy to be ex- 
tended to Members on this side? 

Mr. PATMAN. Well, the gentleman 
from Texas had five additional minutes 
a while ago. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I was 
not thinking about him. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PATMAN. I am not so stupid as 
to think that when you give the manu- 
facturers the right to boost the prices 
of their raw materials 10 or 15 percent 
that that is going to encourage them to 
give that increase to the producer. It 
is not going to do any such thing. It is 
going to have a tendency to keep on 
buying them for less and less. They 
will even rig the market if they can. 
If they operate as they have in the past. 

Mr. POAGE. Does the gentleman be- 
lieve that if-the price of wheat is $2.10, 
which is about what it is today, and the 
parity price on wheat is $2.70, which is 
about what it is today, that if you were 
to put a ceiling price on the miller so 
that his price of flour can only reflect 
$2.10 for the price of his wheat, then 
his milling cost and then his profit, that 
he will ever raise the price of wheat be- 
yond $2.10 to the farmer? 

Mr. PATMAN. Wait a minute. The 
gentleman is making an argument in 
my time. This is my time. 

Mr. POAGE. I am asking the gen- 
tleman—— 

Mr. PATMAN. I know the question, 
It is worse than I thought it was. 

Mr. POAGE. Will the gentleman 
yield? 


Mr. PATMAN. In other words, the ` 


gentleman from Texas is saying that he 
wants this middleman, the processor 

Mr. POAGE. No; I did not say that. 

Mr. PATMAN. To have the differ- 
ence between $2.10 and $2.70 as a wheat 
floor. 

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman is put- 
ting words in my mouth. This gentle- 
man from Texas did not say that. 
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Mr. PATMAN. I am interpreting 
that. That is my interpretation. 

Mr.POAGE. The gentleman said this 
gentleman from Texas said that. 

Mr. PATMAN. That is right. 

Mr. POAGE. This gentleman from 
Texas did not say that. Those were not 
the words of this gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. PATMAN. That is my interpre- 
tation of the gentleman’s statement. It 
is my interpretation, and I am respon- 
sible for it and nobody else. But, I say 
it is worse than I thought it was. The 
gentleman admits here on the floor of 
the House that he is in favor of giving 
these processors, the middleman, a bonus 
up to the extent of 60 cents a bushel. 

Mr. POAGE. This gentleman said no 
such thing, and the gentleman from East 
Texas has no right to say that the gen- 
tleman from Central admitted that. 

Mr. PATMAN. The amendment that 
the gentleman offered is proposing on 
wheat alone a 60-cent windfall bonus to 
the middleman, on the farmer, at the 
expense of the farmer, and at the ex- 
pense of the consumer, because when- 
ever you add one penny to the cost of an 
item the consumer does not pay just one 
penny extra, he pays 10 cents extra or 
15 cents extra by the time it gets to the 
consumer, so the gentleman is going to 
add 60 cents a bushel on every bushel of 
wheat which, by the time it gets to the 
consumer will be several dollars for every 
bushel of wheat. I think that is too 
much of a bonus, too much of a windfall ` 
for people who are processing and man- 
ufacturing agricultural products, and it 
is certainly wrong across the board, 
guaranteeing a profit to everybody and 
everything. I hope both amendments 
are defeated. 

Mr. RAINS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Cole amendment to 
the Poage amendment, 

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to get 
into the argument between the two 
gentlemen from Texas, except that I 
want to say that in my opinion some 
consideration should be given to the 
Poage amendment as originally offered. 

I cannot understand why my good 
friend the gentleman from Kansas did 
not include his amendment in the one 
that was adopted a few moments ago, 
unless he did not want to get that one 
defeated. I am afraid that offering it at 
the present time is intended to defeat 
the Poage amendment. I think that 
would be unwise. 

No matter what the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Patman] has to say, the 
farmers of this country—and I would 
have you know I do not represent an 
agricultural district entirely, for more 
of my people live in the city than live 
on the farm—are entitled to considera- 
tion in this bill. These are the plain and 
simple facts: 

Since 1947 the farmers’ income in this 
country has gone down from $17,700,- 
000,000 to $13,400,000,000 last year. At 
the same time the income of organized 
labor went up 27 percent. I am not 
objecting to that at all. At the same 
time the income of unorganized labor 
went up 20 percent. Corporate profits 
before taxes during those years went up 
40 percent, and after taxes 21 percent. 
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I think it is about time we looked 
the facts squarely in the face, because 
the prosperity and the economy of the 
American people is based on three legs, 
I like to believe: One of them is busi- 
ness, another is labor, and the third is 
agriculture. If you knock either of those 
legs out of kilter, we are going to have 
trouble in the American economy. 

I know it is sometimes easy to defeat 
an amendment aimec at doing good, as 
I think the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas is, by overload- 
ing it with other items. So in this 
particular instance, as I see it, an effort 
is being made to defeat the Poage 
amendment by overloading it with an 
undesirable amendment. I was here 
during World War II. I was on the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 
I remember what happened with the end 
products of agriculture. I know that 
the Bankhead-Brown amendment did 
serve a good purpose in the OPA days 
in the last war. If you are going to stop 
the pipeline of the farmer’s products— 
and today the farmer is the most under- 
paid of any segment of the American 
people—at the very momen: it leaves his 
farm, then you are not giving him jus- 
tice and equity and fair treatment. The 
Bankhead-Brown amendment does not 
give the farmer any advantage over any 
other people in this country. To my 
mind, he is the least considered of them 
all. 

I sometimes wonder, as I hear my good 
friends from the cities talk, how they 
would feel if the farmer should suddenly 
decide that he might take the sume at- 
titude that other people take, “We will 
just strike and let them go ahead.” The 
farmer will never do that. But we should 
give him some attention. We should 
not set him up as the straw man, as 
the man who is causing the high cost of 
living. 

I come from a great industrial city. 
But I grow tired and weary hearing so 
many people point the finger at the 
farmers as the cause of the high cost 
of living. You go down to any big res- 
taurant in Washington. You will pay 
$4 for a steak. But the farmer received 
less than 45 cents for that steak. 

Let us face the facts. I know where 
the costs are. I cited them. They are 
in business profits and I am not ob- 
jecting to reasonable profits. They are 
in high labor rates—and I am not ob- 
jecting to good wages for labor, but that 
is where the cost of living is today. Let 
us not penalize the farmer unjustly. 

So I think we ought to give the gen- 
tleman’s amendment favorable consid- 
eration. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Poage amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this issue immediately 
before us is like a great many lawsuits, 
All the argument and discussion, as I see 
it, are beside the point. The question 
is being fought out on side issues. 

To listen to the gentleman from Tex- 
as—and I hope I can have his atten- 
tion—of course, his argument is sound 
that you should not guarantee wind- 
falls, the argument of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Parman] but what Iam 
trying to point out to you is that the 
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Poage amendment does not guarantee 
any windfalls. Agricultural parity as set 
up by the Congress gives to the farmer 
the same purchasing power theoretically 
that he had in the base period 1909-14 
at a time when the farm was run by a 
single plow or two or three plow tools 
and a mule, yet today more than 50 
percent of a farm’s investment is on top 
of the soil, all of which must be pur- 
chased with his income. All parity tries 
to do is to give the farmer the same 
purchasing power that he had in the 
1909-14 period. This amendment does 
not guarantee to the farmer anything; it 
merely seys that if the price of an ag- 
ricultural product is now under parity, 
at so low a price that the farmer does 
not have the purchasing power he had 
in 1909-14, the supply of that com- 
modity is ample, and that there is no 
reason for this price controller to step 
in and fix prices; that if he does anyway 
he cannot do so as to hold producers’ 
Prices below even parity by law. 

It does not say that the farmer gets 
1 nickel more; neither does it put any 
processor to a disadvantage. It does 
prevent the Price Administrator from 
coming in and putting a freeze on at a 
level and on products where there is no 
reason for control at a price where the 
man who produces the commodity is get- 
ting less than he would have gotten in 
1909-14. Is that unsound? Weare say- 
ing, put controls on those things that 
need to be controlled. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. It is my un- 
derstanding from the gentleman's argu- 
ment that he does not support the Cole 
amendment. 

Mr. WHITTEN. No. I think the Cole 
amendment has some weaknesses and I 
think it might set out guaranties that 
are not desirable. 

We are merely saying in this instance 
under the Poage amendment not to 
control things that do not need to be 
controlled and thereby freeze down be- 
low the 1909-14 rate prices received for 
agricultural raw materials. What does 
that mean? A man in business has to 
look after his own interests if he stays in 
business, and if you freeze the retail price 
on things that are in ample supply, 
where the raw material is plentiful, if 
you freeze it and there are shortages of 
supply or inadequate quantities of raw 
material it will mean that a man being 
frozen at the retail level if he has in- 
creased costs has got to force the loss 
right back onto the farmer, the producer, 
the man who in this instance is not re- 
ceiving the same income that he got even 
in 1909-14. If costs go up, they are 
forced right back onto the original pro- 
ducer. We are not saying, as the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. Parman] indi- 
cates, that the farmer shall get a wind- 
fall; we are saying that as long as the 
supply of raw materials is so adequate 
as to be below parity that in that in- 
stance the Administrator shall leave it 
alone for the time being, but if he insists 
on controls, they must be such as not to 
freeze an inadequate income to the ag- 
ricuitural producer. 
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Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield. 

Mr. PATMAN. Does not the gentle- 
man believe if he wants to force the 
processors to pay parity it would be bet- 
ter to make them pay parity than it 
would be to let them pay below parity 
and put it on the books at parity? 

Mr. WHITTEN. No; I say that the 
fact that raw material is below parity 
is an indication that it is in ample sup- 
ply. If the raw material is in ample 
supply competition will take care of the 


price. 

Mr. PATMAN. Does not the gentle- 
man agree that it is wrong to permit a 
processor to buy wheat at $3.10 a bushel 
and put it on his books as costing him 
$3.50? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I thoroughly agree 
with that, and if this amendment guar- 
anteed to those processors that, I would 
go along with the gentleman. His argu- 
ment is sound, but it is laid on a false 
premise, in my opinion. 

We are saying that in those instances 
the Price Administrator shall not act 
if the raw material is in ample supply 
so as to put it below the 1909-14 parity 
level. When the raw materials are in 
ample supply, competition at the market 
place will regulate the price. Another 
conclusive argument that I think settles 
this once and for all—for me at least 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has expired. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I sat on the special 
committee that listened to Mr. DiSalle 
when he got his first appropriation to 
set up OPS. At that time he told the 
committee that he intended to do what 
is provided in the pending amendment. 
If that be true it will not hurt a thing 
to have it in the law. You know, price 
administrators, with all due deference to 
Mr. DiSalle, from our experience in the 
last war will come and go. Mr. DiSalle 
recognized the soundness of this. If 
you are going to do it anyway why not 
provide it in the law? You know, folks 
in power like to bring in a lot of things 
that should not be brought in. Who 
may be the Administrator in the future 
I do not know. We are saying that as 
long as the raw material is in such ade- 
quate supply as to be below the 1909- 
14 level, let us leave it alone. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Patman] 
says that if a processor purchases a 
commodity from the farmer at 90 per- 
cent of parity, he will mark it up to 100 
percent and that will be the calculation 
on which the ceiling is based. He is en- 
tirely wrong, because the Administrator 
down here will take the actual cost of 
the commodity from the farmer as the 
cost of the product and there will not 
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be any opportunity to mark it up, and it 
should not be marked up. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Iam not for a wind- 
fall for anybody. We are doing our 
level best to increase production. If 
part of your production is going to war, 
you will not have enough for the rest 
of us, This means we must have more 
production. We are merely saying that 
where a situation does exist and where 
you do not need price control, leave it 
alone and if you do step in and do it, 
do it on a fair basis so that production 
will remain adequate. Please do not 
permit price freezes at the retail level 
which will require increased costs to be 
pushed back on the producer already re- 
ceiving less than parity. To do so would 
be to reduce production and to require 
by law, less return for agricultural prod- 
ucts than that received on a comparable 
basis in 1909 to 1914. Who else wants to 
go back to that level much less below 
it? 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the pending amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto close in 30 minutes, the 
last 5 minutes to be reserved to the com- 
mittee. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. ColxER). Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
GATHINGS |]. 

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Chairman, we 
have heard so much about the prices 
received by the farmers, many would 
want you to believe that farm prices are 
excessive and should be rolled back. 
Such a conclusion is incorrect. I hold 
in my hands figures compiled not by me 
but by the Bureau of Agricultural Eco- 
nomics, which show the price received 
by the farmer in 1948 and on June 15, 
1951. The highest price receiv-d by the 
farmer for wheat in 1948 was $2.81 a 
bushel and in June 1951 the producer 
received $2.08 a bushel. Now we will 
take rice. The highest price received 
by the farmer per hundred was $6.98 
in 1948 and $5.51 on June 15, 1951. 
Corn was $2.45 a bushel in 1948 and 
$1.6? in June 1951. Oats was $1.27 in 
1948 and $0.829 in 1951. Let us see about 
soybeans. Soybeans was $4.11 in 1948 
and $2.98 in 1951, a month ago. Flax- 
seed, $6.71 in 1948 and $3.40 a month 
ago. Irish potatoes, $2.05 a bushel in 
1948 and $1.08 a month ago. Sweetpo- 
tatoes, $2.65 as against $2.10. Beans, 
dry edible, $11.90 a hundredweight 
against $7.69. Hogs, $27.40 a hundred- 
weight in 1948 and $21.10 today. Beef 
cattle, $25.20 in 1948 and $29.50 today. 
Butter 72 cents a pound in 1948 and 60.3 
cents a pound today. Turkeys, live, 51.4 
cents in 1948 and 35.8 cents today. 
Eggs, 58.3 cents in 1948 and 44.7 cents 
today. 

Now I want to give you a composite 
picture here over a period of several 
years. The decrease in farm prices 
amounts to 8 per cent in recent years. 
The increase in wages that the farmer 
had to pay was 23.4 percent. The in- 
crease in industrial earnings over the 
same period was 31 percent, It cannot 


XCVI—528 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


be argued with any degree of accuracy 
that the farmer is responsible for the 
high cost of living. 

Mr. Chairman, I favor both amend- 
ments and I hope they will be adopted. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment which has 
been offered by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Poace] in the firm belief 
that this amendment must be adopted if 
we are to preserve the parity system as 
it relates to agriculture in this country. 

This amendment, reduced to its basic 
essentials, simply states that the stabili- 
zation authorities shall not be authorized 
to place ceiling prices on agricultural 
commodities as long as they are selling 
below parity and that he cannot then 
place any ceiling on these products that 
does not take into full account all the 
production costs involved. 

To deny the validity of the pending 
amendment you must first establish a 
case against the parity formula under 
which we are operating. Instead of any- 
one attempting to disavow the parity 
principle, every Member I have heard 
speak on the subject has defended it. 
If it is fair then there is no gainsaying 
the fairness of this amendment. 

Although I am not blessed with the 
omniscience which enables certain radio 
commentators, newspaper columnists, 
and even certain Members of this House 
to have dogmatic answers ever ready to 
all questions that arise, I am constrained 
to believe that this amendment should 
be adopted. Its adoption cannot per- 
fect the bill, since it is incapable of per- 
fection, but it will certainly improve it 
to a great degree. 

Mr. Chairman, with reference to the 
parity formula about which we have 
heard so much during the discussion of 
this legislation, I would like to say that 
there has been an unfair and untruthful 
attempt made by the proponents of this 
bill to make it appear that the farmer is 
largely responsible for the inflation from 
which this country suffers. The truth 
could not be more defiled. Actually, as 
has been so well said by the distin- 
guished gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
Rains], the American farmer is the low- 
est paid for that which he produces than 
is any other segment. of our economy. 
This is not a statement of opinion but a 
statement of fact that is established 
completely by figures furnished by the 
Department of Agriculture. 

If the pending amendment does not 
merit your support, then there is no jus- 
tification for any support you might offer 
in the way of lip service to parity. If 
parity can and does merit your support, 
then you certainly can, in all good con- 
science, support this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN.’ The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Tennessee 
(Mr. Gore]. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, it seems 
to me that we might in this instance 
profit by experience and also by ob- 
serving a rule with which I think most 
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of us are in agreement. As many of 
you know, I was involved throughout 
World War II in price-control legisla- 
tion. This amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Poace] was 
in the basic law that operated in World 
War II. It operated very effectively. 
I think it is needed in this case for the 
reason pointed out so lucidly by the 
gentleman from Mississippi. It will not 
be needed, in my opinion, except in the 
case of an agricultural commodity, the 
supply of which is in such ample abun- 
dance that the price is below parity. It 
may ke that the Cole amendment is 
sound in principle but I believe it must 
fall for the reason that it is not needed. 
Where is there a basic metal, mineral, 
or acid selling below a figure that would 
be comparable to parity? It is only in 
the field of agricultural commodities 
that you find wide areas of depressed 
prices. Surely we do not want to write 
a basic price-control law which will al- 
low and encourage the freezing of the 
ultimate price at a level which would 
permanently hold into a depressed con- 
dition the price of farm commodities. 
I think if we will defeat the Cole amend- 
ment, thereby declining to write un- 
needed and unnecessary legislation, but 
then adopt the Poage amendment, we 
will pursue a sound course, one which 
has been demonstrated by experience to 
be sound, and pursue a course that seeks 
to do justice to an important segment 
of our society which is suffering the, 
most disadvantages at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Connecticut 
(Mr, SEELy-Brown]. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chairman, 
I believe i“ is the responsibility of each 
Member of Congress to do his best to 
protect not only the lives but the liveli- 
hood of our people. 

I rise at this time to ask this question 
of the author of the amendment: There 
are many textile workers in New Eng- 
land and in the district which I have 
the honor to represent. What I am 
anxious to do is to find out from the 
gentleman who wrote the amendment 
what in his opinion will be the effect 
of this amendment on the textile indus- 
tries, those industries which use both 
cotton and wool. I am anxious to move 
adequate supplies of both so that we can 
have full employment for our people. 

Mr. POAGE. I think it will have 
exactly the same effect the Brown- 
Bankhead amendment had during 
World War II, which was to put a great 
many cf those people to work. In fact, 
it increased the rate of consumption of 
cotton by almost 4,000,000 bales, because 
it enabled the mills to operate. 

Mr. GORE. Mr, Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. I yield to the 
gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. GORE. Just to show that this 
would not have the disastrous effect that 
some members of the committee point 
out, let me read a provision of the pres- 
ent law under which we are operating: 

No ceilings shall be established or main- 
tained hereunder for any commodity proc- 
essed or manufactured in whole or sub- 
stantial part from any agricultural com- 
modity below a price which will reflect to 
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producers of such agricultural commodity a 
price for such agricultural commodity equal 
to the highest price therefor specified in this 
subsection. 


So the principle of the Poage amend- 
ment is written into the present law. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. What I am 
particularly anxious to emphasize is my 
desire to keep our people working. It is 
important that we have adequate sup- 
plies of both cotton and wool for our 
textile industries. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. I yield to the 
gentleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. RIVERS. Without the Poage 
amendment you will have the greatest 
unemployment in New England you have 
ever seen in the history of any country 
in time of prosperity. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. I wonder if 
those who are in opposition to this 
amendment would care to comment on 
that proposition? 

Mr. McKINNON. We will comment 
on that later. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
COLE]. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
some question was raised a moment ago 
about the amendment I offered to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Poace]. The question 
was whether or not my amendment 
weighted his down. 

Mr. Chairman, the author of the orig- 
inal amendment, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Poacel, paid tribute to the 
fairness of the amendment I propose. 
Ha is in accord with the idea which I 
am seeking. That idea is that the man- 
ufacturers have an opportunity to re- 
ceive a fair margin of profit, based upon 
their costs, based upon the cost of the 
goods which they must buy. ss 

There is one other thing I want to 
comment on in the short time allotted 
to me, and that is my attitude in respect 
to pr`ce control. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. May I say to the 
gentleman that his amendment brings 
the Poage amendment in line with the 
philosophy of price control as advocated 
in 1946 by the present Vice President of 
th United States, who was loud in his 
praise when the conferees adopted a 
similar measure which would protect the 
American system, and which would 
guarantee sufficient production, which 
now, as at that time, is the key to the 
inflationary effort. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman heard 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Patman] 
speak about a doctor operating who 
wanted to kill the patient. Did not the 
gentleman suggest that we should use 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Kansas as a method of killing 
my amendment? Does not the gentle- 
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man think perhaps he was a doctor pro- 
posing to kill something he proposed to 
operate on? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I do not think 
there is any question about it. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. I yield. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Would 
not your amendment also help to protect 
the workers and their wages when they 
participate in a manufacturing enter- 
prise which makes a profit? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Of course, it 
will help the worker. The worker can- 
not obtain high wages unless the em- 
ployer who employs him is able to make 
a profit. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Washington 
Mr. Horan]. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I serve 
on the subcommittee that appropriates 
money for the research and marketing 
funds. We have spent in excess of $50,- 
000,000 since the enactment of that law 
through appropriations trying to study 
what goes on between the producer and 
the consumer and through that knowl- 
edge, and its application, to reduce the 
cost of living. That is a recurring item 
in the appropriations for the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture each year. 

The Bureau of Agricultural Economics 
comes before our subcommittee every 
year and we discuss the spread between 
the producer and the consumer. How- 
ever, we have to admit that while the 
vast majority of the consumer’s dollar 


is spent for items other than a return to 


the farmers, the farmers of America 


would not be secure without the railroad; 


the farmers of America would not be 
secure without the processors and those 
who prepare the farm products for the 
tables of America; the farmers of 
America would not be secure without the 
retailers, the wholesalers, and those who 
make up and keep oiled and maintain 
the pipelines between the producers and 
the consumers of America. That in- 
cludes the workers in your textile works 
and in your slaughterhouses throughout 
the country. All labor has a stake in 
maintaining a proper status here. We 
want a balanced economy. We do not 
want some fellow who may have been 
fired from a job where he was a failure 
to get a job with the OPS and be cloaked 
with authority so that he can go in and 
gimmick up that pipeline. 

You are dealing with the very founda- 
tion of our economic system in this 
amendment. I hope that the House will 
have the foresight and be moved by a 
feeling of justice to support and accept 
the Poage amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from South Caro- 
lina (Mr. Rivers). 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, this is 
the first opportunity I have had to en- 
croach upon that sacred sanctum en- 
joyed by the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. I realizé that you are aware 
of my obvious imperfections in the field 
of economics, but I cannot do much less 
than some of the bureaucrats, can I? 

Let me tell you this about the Poage 
amendment. If we need price controls 
we need the Poage amendment. Any- 
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body with any sense at all, and I reflect 
on no one, who was here during the last 
war—and I endured that along with you, 
and I care as much for the OPA and 
their progeny and their philosophy as 
you do—knows that industry must get a 
fair return. How on earth can we ex- 
pect industry to operate if they cannot 
get a fair return on their cost of produc- 
tion and the cost of raw material on the 
basis of a base period, as the Poage 
amendment provides? 

The distinguished gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Brown] wrote that amend- 
ment along with Senator Bankhead. 
They knew that unless the Congress 
wrote the policy the brass heads down 
here in the department would run in- 
dustry out of business. If you do not 
give industry that processes these farm 
products a fair return, what is going to 
happen to your New England textiles? 
Of course, you will have widespread un- 
employment. When you have unem- 
ployment you have starvation in the 
midst of plenty. Take the textiles in 
our part of the world. If the farmers 
cannot get a fair return, how on earth 
can the textile mills operate? Why are 
they selling so much cotton now? Be- 
cause they are making it into gun- 
powder to kill people. If this war were 
to stop you could not eat that cotton. 

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIVERS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Nebraska. 

Mr. STEFAN. Title 4 enacted and 
stated in print emphatically that the 
businessman and farmer should get cost 
of production. 

Mr. RIVERS. Why, of course they 
should. You know that and I know 
that. Let me tell you something, if you 
do not take care of the farmer in this 
instance, the man who produces the 
thing with which you are carrying on 
this war and the raiment which you carry 
on your back both below and above your 
shirt, I want to tell you you will have 
the worst condition of unemployment 
and you will have the worst depression 
that ever happened to a nation in the 
midst of plenty. Without this guaran- 
ty, it is a calculated shortage. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from South Carolina IMr. 
Rivers! has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. YorTY]. 

Without objection, all Members who 
have spoken on this amendment may 
have the privilege of revising and ex- 
tending their remarks, 

‘There was no objection. 

Mr. YORTY. Mr. Chairman, it seems 
to me that every day we reach a point 
where there is an air of unreality in this 
debate. We are constantly talking 
about profits and about maintaining 
profits. All of us are for that in a rea- 
sonable way. We are for maintaining 
the profit system. But we should re- 
member this is a Congress that is draft- 
ing men to go in and give their lives to 
protect not only the profit system but 
something that is more precious than 
profits: that is, the freedom and liberty 
of the people in this country and the 
people of the world who are willing to 
fight to remain free, 
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When the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Poace] says that businessmen will not 
produce without his amendment, he is 
not speaking for the people in my area. 
They will produce without his amend- 
ment, and they will produce without be- 
ing guaranteed 85 percent of the profits 
they made in 1946 to 1949. They will 
produce if you give them any reasonable 
margin at all, because they are produc- 
ing for the safety of the United States 
and they are producing to equip our 
boys who are giving up their lives to 
protect us from tyrannical aggressors. 
The members of the Armed Forces are 
not asking you to allow them 85 percent 
of the earnings they made during the 
best three earning years of their lives. 

Are you going to treat other people 
differently than you treat the boys you 
are sending over to fight for you, and 
who are making it possible for us to meet 
here in peace and serenity? Are no 
others to make even temporary sacrifices 
of peacetime privileges or rights in order 
to protect this Nation? Is unlimited 
profit more important to our business- 
men than patriotism? Is that what you 
are accusing the business people of the 
United States of? I refuse to believe it. 
It is not true of the people I represent. 
I think it is wrong to argue that we have 
to write into the law a guaranty of 85 
percent of the highest profits that in- 
dustry has ever made in this country in 
order to get them to produce for the very 
safety and preservation of freedom in 
the United States. I do not think we 
are representing the people when we 
espouse such a theory. Why don’t you 
start worrying less about how high 
profits must be to please the selfish few 
and more about the fact that we arè 
meeting here in deadly peril. We are in 
peril of losing not just extortionate 
profits. We are in deadly peril of losing 
the right to meet here. Freedom and 
liberty for centuries in the future may 
well depend upon what we do here and 
upon the willingness of all segments of 
our population to make temporary sac- 
rifices so that individual human dignity 
may be permanently recognized and in- 
dividual human rights kept safe. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

It is the understanding of the Chair 
that the gentleman from California [Mr. 
McKinnon] is to be recognized for 5 
minutes in behalf of the committee to 
close debate. 

The Chair recognizes the sentleman 
from California. . 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York. 

M. JAVITS. Is it not a fact that the 
big difference between this amendment 
and the amendment in World War II is 
that this amendment is premised on the 
highest profit base that American in- 
dustry has ever had, extremely different, 
probably to the extent of 50 or 60 per- 
cen*, from the situation in World 
War II? 

Mr. McKINNON. The gentleman is 
correct. 

I do not pretend to think I am going 
to change any votes, because many of 
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you have been here much longer than 
I have, but I wan, you to realize what 
this amendment implies, and that it is 
not going to accomplish what some peo- 
ple think it will. 

This amenament is as phony as a $3 
bill, for this reason: Advocates of the 
amendment are saying that you are go- 
ing to give the processor the right to 
figure the cost of his product on the 
basis of parity, whether he pays it or 
not, with the idea that you will induce 
the processor to pay parity prices to the 
farmer. To think that you will accom- 
plish this objective defies human nature. 
The thing that will force up the price 
to the farmer is to have your commodity 
in greater demand, in accordance with 
the old economic law of sur ply and de- 
mand. All this amendment does is to 
spread the already-too-great difference 
between the farmer and the consumer. 

Now, if the supply of a commodity is 
short, the processor has got to go to the 
farmer and pay more fur that commod- 
ity; and there is nothing in our bill here 
that prohibits the processor from pay- 
ing more until the price reaches parity. 
Ample provision is given in the bill to in- 
crease the commodity price for the 
farmer. On the other hand, if we find 
ourselves in the situation where certain 
commodities are in greater supply than 
they are in demand, the price falls below 
parity, and there is nothing in this 
amendment that can prevent it. Fur- 
ther, there is no inducement—in fact, 
quite the contrary—for the processor to 
go to the farmer and pay him more. 
Why should he, as long as he is able to 
pocket the profit for himself? If the 
commodity is in surplus and the proc- 
essor cannot buy from one farmer at 
the price he wants he will go to another 
fellow, and another fellow, and another 
fellow until he gets the lowest possible 
price, and that price will not reflect 
parity. But the processor can figure his 
costs as if he paid parity and all you 
have done is to increase the costs to the 
consumer, which includes the poor out- 
raged farmer. All you are going to do 
is to raise the price to the consumer 
without helping the farmer. Indeed you 
will hurt the farmer by this treacherous 
devise. 

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Will you be 
helping the textile mills which provide 
employment for many of the people in 
my district? 

Mr. McKINNON. No; except you are 
giving greater profits to the owners of 
the mills and at the same time raising 
the cost to the farmer and the people 
who work in the textile mills. If this 
amendment would help the farmer that 
would be one thing, but this amendment 
is not going to help the farmer, because 
it forgets the element of human greed 
ever present in the processors. As long 
as the processor can go around and buy 
at a lower price he will do it, and if he 
can include that differential in the cost 
of the commodity that he processes and 
pass it on to the consumer, the farmer 
is going to stand the loss of continued 
low commodity prices while the con- 
sumer will be forced to higher living 
costs. The processor will have the wind- 
fall. The effect will be to completely 
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destroy the stabilization we are trying 
to get for the benefit of all the people, 
especially the workingman; it will com- 
pletely wipe out the base we want to 
establish and entirely destroy the sta- 
bilization program at present levels. It 
will help no one except the processor as 
long as the supply is in surplus. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield. 

Mr. YATES. As has been indicated 
there will be a bumper cotton crop com- 
ing in this year which will have a tend- 
ency to depress prices. This will give 
the processors an opportunity to go out 
among the farmers and buy cotton at a 
lower price under the formula estab- 
lished in the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas. The processor 
could nevertheless take advantage of 
that windfall by charging a greater 
amount than he actually paid for the 
cotton. 

Mr, McKINNON. The gentleman is 
right; the farmer will get less for his 
cotton but in turn will pay more for 
everything he buys because the processor 
is going to increase his spread and it 
will be passed on to the consumer. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 
All time on the pending amendment has 
expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Kansas 
Mr. Cote] to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Porce]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. Core of Kansas) 
there were—ayes 96, noes 53. 

So the amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Texas IMr. Poace] as 
amended. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. Poacr and 
Mr. Par. N. 

The Committee divided; and the tell- 
ers reported that there were —ayes 116, 
noes 102. 

So the amendment as amended was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. GAMBLE: Page 
17, after line 22, insert the following new 
subsection: 

“(e) Subsection (e) of section 402 of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 is amended 
by striking out ‘Rates or fees charged for 
professional services’ in paragraph (ii) and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘Rates or fees 
charged for professional services, or wages, 
salaries, or other compensation paid for pro- 
fessional services.“ 


Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, this is 
a very simple amendment to the price- 
and wage-stabilization section of the law. 
It simply spells out a definition. The law 
itself provides certain exemptions from 
price and wage controls and one of those 
exemptions is “rates or fees charged for 
professional services.” This spells out 
that definition; in other words, take a 


8386 


lawyer or doctor practicing law or medi- 
cine alone, or in a firm, his fees for pro- 
fessional services are exempt, but any- 
one that he or the firm employs as a 
lawyer or a doctor on a salary basis has 
not been considered exempt although he 
is being paid for professional services. 
His wages, salary, or other compensation 
has now been frozen. This amendment 
seeks to exempt such wages, salaries, or 
other compensation for similar profes- 
sional services. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I see no 
objection to the amendment. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Thank you, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The questicn is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. GAMBLE]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. ABERNETHY: 
Page 15, line 4, strike out all of subsection 
(b) through line 8 on page 16. 


Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
the purpose of this amendment is te pre- 
serve intact an important part of the 
agricultural program. Everyone who has 
made mention of it during this debate 
has expressed a conviction of its fairness. 
I have reference to the parity formula 
and the frequency with which it is 
calculated. 

For some reason members of the Bank- 
ing and Currency Committee have sug- 
gested, and I imagine they will ex- 
plain why, that parity should be frozen 
for a period of 12 months ata time. The 
provision which I seek to strike out does 
just that. In my judgment, it is very 
unfair and could be the first step toward 
absolute destruction of the parity for- 
mula for which our farmers struggled 
for years to obtain. 

As all of you who are familiar with the 
operation of the parity formula know, 
the Secretary of Agriculture or the De- 
partment of Agriculture calculates par- 
ity every 30 days on each and every agri- 
cultural commodity. It is the opinion of 
some that parity fixes itself, or that it 
fixes the prices of other things. Nothing 
could be further from the truth. Parity 
is the prisoner of prices. If the things 
which a farmer purchases go down, then 
parity goes down. If the things which 
the farmer purchases go up, then parity 
goes up. 

To put it another way, parity does not, 
it cannot, and it will not move or fluc- 
tuate unless the prices of the things 
which the farmer buys change. 

If the stabilization authorities have 
any intention whatsoever of fixing prices 
and making them stick, then there will 
not be any change whatsoever in parity 
prices. Therefore, since this provision is 
in the bill, I am constrained to believe 
that those who promote it are of the 
opinion that the stabilization authori- 
ties either do not intend to control prices, 
which of themselves control parity prices, 
or else they acknowledge that they can- 
not do so. Otherwise this provision 
would not be in the bill. Apparently 
they hope to keep farm prices frozen 
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while other prices go up, and that is 
exactly what will happen if my amend- 
ment fails of passage. 

It is very simple. If prices are fixed, 
parity prices are fixed. They could not 
under such a situation move in one di- 
rection or another. But if the stabili- 
zation authorities permit prices to rise, 
then of course parity rises. If they force 
prices down, then of course parity goes 
down. 

Here is a very significant and com- 
parable situation that has been com- 
pletely ignored by the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee. There are certain 
labor unions in the United States which 
now operate under an escalator clause. 
If the cost of living goes up, the wages 
go up, and I think that is very reasonable. 
If the cost of living goes down, the wages 
go down—and I think that too is very 
reasonable. 

Evidently they thought so, and so did 
their employers, or they would not have 
entered into such a contract. Identical- 
ly the same situation applies to parity. 
If the stabilization authorities permit 
prices to go up, parity goes up. If they 
roll prices down, parity goes down. Why 
should we have any provision in this bill 
to freeze farmers’ parity prices on the 
one hand, and then treat with absolute 
and complete silence that escalator pro- 
vision which many labor unions have 
entered into permitting their particular 
wages to rise, or fall, with the cost of 
living. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, there have been 
some observations made that the House 
Committee on Agriculture is attempting 
to dictate to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency the kind and character 
of bill it ought to write. Iam a mem- 
ber of the House Committee on Agricul- 
ture, an assignment which I treasure and 
a committee of which I am very proud. 
We are not attempting to dictate to the 
Banking and Currency Committee the 
kind of bill it ought to write. But we do 
want to say with all the force we com- 
mand to the gentlemen on the Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency that those 
of us who do serve on the Committee on 
Agriculture are not going to sit on our 
hands and see the farmers of this coun- 
try run under the table. We owe to them 
the duty to fight, with all of the energy 
and ability at our command, for a fair 
bill and I am happy to say that we are 
making that fight with considerable suc- 
cess. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has expired. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
two additional minutes, 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, we 
made an agreement which I thought was 
understood by all that no additional time 
would be allowed. I am very reluctant 
to object, but we have to conserve our 
time and we have to get through with 
the consideration of this bill. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer a preferential motion. 

The Does the gentle- 
man from Kentucky object to the unani- 
mous-consent request of the gentleman 
from Mississippi? 
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Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I will 
not object this time, but I am going to 
object in the future. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
do not abuse the privilege of speaking on 
the floor of the House. I have been a 
Member of this body for 9 years and I 
have not taken an unreasonable amount 
of time; but this is something close to 
my heart and close to my people and I 
want to be heard without unreasonable 
limitation on the use of time. 

Mr. SPENCE. Of course the gentle- 
man realizes there is nothing personal 
involved. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I understand that, 
and I appreciate the gentleman’s gen- 
erosity. I appreciate the situation that 
the House is in. I, too, want to get 
through with this bill. But I want to 
make some further observations which 
will not require much time. 

Mr. Chairman, we hear a great deal 
about price and wage stabilization. I 
have read this bill, 84 long pages of it, 
from one end to the other a dozen times. 
I have made a meticulous effort to find 
something, one page, one paragraph, one 
sentence, or one phrase, about wage 
control. It is not to be found. I have 
not found the word “wage” even men- 
tioned in the bill except on page 14. I 
want you to turn to that page. You will 
find there the only time the word “wage” 
is mentioned in this long, 84-page bill, 
and you will be even more amazed to 
note that it does not appear in the body 
of the bill but only in the title to section 
104. That is the only point at which it 
is mentioned. 

Oh, they have done a pretty good job 
of trying to force subsidies on our farm- 
ers. They have done a pretty good job 
in their effort to emasculate parity. 
They have done a pretty good job of 
trying to roll back farm prices. They 
have done a pretty good job of endeavor- 
ing to freeze the price of everything the 
farmer has to sell. Why, when they 
know that when a man on the farm takes 
his crop into town for sale he gets just 
exactly what you are willing to pay and 
no more. He is at the mercy of middle- 
men and consumers. Why all this effort 
to tighten up on the farmer and do 
nothing about wages? 

You saw the pictures in the paper 
yesterday of a bulldozer up in the State 
of Washington pushing tons of big, 
luscious apples into a ditch because the 
farmers could not sell them for the ridic- 
ulously low price of 50 cents a box. And 
yet you will walk over here to a fruit 
stand and pay 15 cents for just one apple. 
There is the key to where the profits are 
going. There is where they are going— 
to middlemen, labor handling, whole- 
salers, and retailers. But you walk 
away from the fruit stand cussing the 
farmers about having to pay 15 cents for 
one red apple. 

That same situation applies to cotton, 
to corn, to wheat, milk, and all other 
agricultural commodities, even includ- 
ing meat that you have talked about so 
much this week. 

Now do not be too critical of us on the 
Agriculture Committee for fighting in 
behalf of our farmers. They, too, have 
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a just cause which we are going to fight 
for as long as our strength and energy 
will permit. 

I urge you to support my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has expired. 

The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. ABERNETHY]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. HALLECK: On 
page 18, line 4, insert the following new sub- 
section: 

“(f) Section 402 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

%) Where the sale or delivery of a ma- 
terlal or service makes the person selling 
or delivering it liable for a State or local 
gross receipts tax or gross income tax, he 
may receive for the material or service in- 
volved, in addition to the ceiling price; 

“*(1) an amount equal to the amount of 
all such State and local taxes for which the 
transaction makes him liable; or 

“*(2) one cent, whichever is greater. 

For the purposes of the preceding sen- 
tence the amount of tax liability shall be 
paid on shipping units at the ceiling price, 
and a fractional part of a cent in the amount 
of tax liability shall be disregarded unless 
it amounts to one-half cent or more, in which 
case it shall be increased to 1 cent.“ 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of ord:r against the amend- 
ment that it is not germane to the bill 
or to the section to which it refers. It 
has reference to a gross sales tax which 
is in lieu of an income tax, as I under- 
stand it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle- 
man from Indiana desire to be heard? 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, it 
very definitely has to do with the pric- 
ing features of this bill. The whole pur- 
port of the measure before us is an at- 
tempt to fix ceiling prices and to con- 
trol prices. There are many provisions 
in the bill that have to do with ex- 
ceptions that may be granted, or other 
conditions that may be made, and they 
are in this title in respect to the deter- 
mination of what is a fair price. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. MLS). The 
Chair is ready to rule. 

The Chair has had an opportunity to 
examine the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Indiana, to which the 
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. SPENCE] 
makes a point of order on the ground of 
germaneness. 

It is the opinion of the Chair that the 
amendment is germane to the subject 
matter of the bill, for the amendment 
proposes certain standards with respect 
to the fixing of ceiling prices, which is 
the subject matter of the bill. 

Therefore, the Chair overrules the 
point of order. 

The gentleman is recognized for 5 
minutes in support of his amendment, 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I 
suppose that on occasions I have been 
accused of a little partisanship, and I 
guess probably I would have to plead 
guilty to that, but at the outset I want 
to say I am offering this amendment at 
the urgent insistence and request of the 
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retailers in my State out in Indiana. 
In order to be perfectly fair about it, 
after the amendment was prepared, and 
I might also say I worked with the draft- 
ing service in order to get it properly 
prepared, I took the amendment to the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Spence] 
and to other members of the committee 
in the hope that they would see the 
equity of the position that I took in re- 
spect to this amendment and accept it. 
Whether they are going to accept it or 
not, I do not know, but I think they 
should because, first of all, let me say 
it deals with a peculiar situation that 
we have in Indiana with respect to the 
gross sales tax. ; 

Out there all we ask is a fair shake. 
We have been operating under this 
gross receipts tax or sales tax for al- 
most 20 years. It is unique in the Na- 
tion. Under its operation the tax is 1 
cent every time a dollar changes hands. 
It makes the businessman liable to pay 
taxes whether his business shows a 
profit at the end of the year or not. If 
he takes in money, he pays a tax to the 
State whether he is selling his goods or 
services below cost or not. It is a gross 
sales tax that everybody has to pay. 

Many States have sales taxes. If you 
have a 3-cent sales tax, if an article 
costs a dollar, the list price, the con- 
sumer pays a 3-cent tax. In Indiana, 
however, the businessman is not allowed 
to collect the gross income tax as a sep- 
arate item, as you do a sales tax. I 
think it is exactly the same end result 
as a sales tax, but the Hoosier business- 
man cannot tell the customer that the 
ceiling price is a dollar and the tax of 
so much is added; he cannot legally 
list the tax in the price of the item he 
sells. So the result is to add to the 
prices of all or some of the articles he 
sells enough onto the selling price to 
come out at the end of the year with 
that tax that he has to pay to the State 
of Indiana. Obviously he cannot ab- 
sorb the tax, especially many little gro- 
cers, for instance, the gross sales tax, the 
income tax that he owes at the end of 
the year is more than his net profit for 
the year, so he cannot absorb it and in 
practice does not absorb it. The tax, 
incidentally, is five-eighths of 1 percent. 
So he pays five-eighths of 1 percent of 
his total receipts to the State. 

If you are familiar with the arrange- 
ment for ceiling prices that is set up 
under this proposal, the people who live 
in sales-tax States will be taken care of, 
but under this dollars-and-cents ceiling 
that will be fixed under the proposal now 
before us the merchant in Indiana will 
be penalized to the extent of five-eighths 
of 1 percent, which is in reality a sales 
tax that he has to get from the people 
who buy his goods unless this amend- 
ment is adopted. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. I yield to the chair- 
man of the committee. 

Mr. SPENCE. I admit that the gen- 
tleman did submit his amendment to me 
for consideration. What worries me is 
that this is not a sales tax, it is a gross 
income tax, Does the law of Indiana 
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authorize this to be passed on to the 
purchaser? 

Mr. HALLECK. The law of Indiana 
says that you cannot collect it as a sepa- 
rate item so designated, but the law does 
not prohibit the merchant from adding 
to the price of all or some of the com- 
modities he sells the amount necessary 
to pay this tax. 

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, if I 
may say so, that it is perfectly obvious 
that it is not a net-income tax and can, 
in no way, be compared to a net-income 
tax; rather it is, as I have said, a gross- 
income tax or gross-sales tax that the 
retail merchant is obliged to pay at the 
end of the year; as a matter of fact, he 
makes quarterly payments. 

Mr. SPENCE. The tax, of course, is 
not taken out as the ordinary sales tax 
at the time of purchase; it is computed 
by the merchant as an income tax; is 
not that true? 

Mr. HALLECK. No, He pays it; it 
is a separate payment that he makes to 
the treasurer of Indiana; and may I 
say to the gentleman I know some gro- 
cery-store operators out there who find 
that many times their gross-income-tax 
obligation will eat up their net profit at 
the end of the year. Obviously, if 
ceilings are fixed so that they cannot 
add on to the price of what they are 
selling a sufficient amount to take care 
of this gross-sales tax, then at the end 
of the year a man winds up making 
nothing. I do not believe it is the intent 
of the act or of the committee that any 
such penalty as that be imposed upon 
the merchants doing business in my 
State. 

Mr. SPENCE. Is it specifically stated 
in the internal revenue law of Indiana 
that cannot be passed on to the con- 
sumer? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana has expired. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPENCE. Does the law of Indi- 
ana prevent this being passed on to the 
consumer? 

Mr. HALLECK. No. 

Mr. SPENCE. I understood there was 
such a law. 

Mr. HALLECK.. You cannot list it as 
a separate item, but it is passed on. But 
you cannot say: “The price of the article 
is so much and we charge you so much 
additional for tax;” the only thing he 
can do is to add it on to the price of the 
commodity in order to come out even 
at the end of the year with the money 
to take care of the gross-income tax. To 
indicate how unfair it might be, we have 
many towns in Indiana that border on 
Ohio, Michigan, and Illinois where sales 
taxes are in effect. Those places are 
competitive with the one across the line. 
Obviously, if this amendment is not 
adopted our merchants, our retailers, in 
Indiana are at a distinct disadvantage as 
against the retailers in similar positions 
across the State line. 
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Mr. SPENCE. That would apply 
everywhere where there is a sales tax in 
one State and not a sales tax in another 
State. 

Mr. HALLECK. The chairman un- 
derstands and knows the situation. So 
far as I know, we are the only State that 
has such a gross-income tax. We have 
a peculiar situation and I say we are 
entitled to have it corrected. 

Mr. DENTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr, HALLECK. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Indiana. 

Mz. DENTON. I am from Indiana, 
too, and I think this is a very reasonable 
amendment. As the gentleman from In- 
diana [Mr. HALLECK] has pointed out, 
this is a unique situation in Indiana 
where they have a gross tax, and is dif- 
ferent from the States where they have 
a sales tax. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana has expired. 

Mr. HALLECK., Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for one 
additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from In- 
diana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr, HALLECK. I yield to the gentle- 
man from West Virginia. 

Mr. BAILEY. We in West Virginia 
have a gross-sales tax. In an effort to 
relieve the burden on small business we 
have a $50,000 gross exemption in our 
schedules, but everybody has to pay that 
gross-sales tax. 

Mr. HALLECK. We have no such ex- 
emption. You start paying on the first 
amount you take in. This amendment 
would simply permit the retailer in In- 
diana to add to the ceiling price a suffi- 
cient increase to take care of this gross 
Sales tax that he must pay to the State. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. That applies only to 
retailers or does it apply also to manu- 
facturers? 

Mr. HALLECK. It would apply to 
anyone from whom the tax is collected. 

Mr. WERDEL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. WERDEL. Will the gentleman’s 
* apply to any gross receipts 
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Mr. HALLECK. It refers generally to 
gross sales tax. 

Mr. WERDEL. The gentleman from 
the Hawaiian Islands would be inter- 
ested because I think they use that over 
there. In California we have a gross- 
receipts tax on all truck revenue, 

Mr. HALLECK, I do not know 
whether truck revenue would be cov- 
ered under the price-control law or not, 

But the necessity for operating under 
Federal price ceilings and a State law 
which does not permit separate listing 
of the gross income tax on a transaction 
catches the Indiana businessman in an 
intolerable squeeze play. He is being 
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penalized by emergency price controls 
through no fault of his own. 

As you know, maximum allow- 
able percentage markups are uniform 
throughout the country. No provision 
has been made for the situation in Indi- 
ana. This is perhaps an understandable 
oversight, since the Indiana gross in- 
come tax law, as I have pointed out, is 
unique in its operation, 

It is to correct this inequity and to 
give business in Indiana the same mar- 
gins allowed by operators of other States 
that I am offering this amendment. 

You will note that in cases where the 
amount of the Indiana gross income tax 
is less than one-half cent on the trans- 
action it shall not be allowable as a pass- 
through item. 

I should also like to point out to you 
that if the Indiana law provided for a 
net income tax the present situation 
would not be so acute. The fact that it 
is, however, a tax on gross income or 
gross receipts, ranging in amounts equal 
in some instances to almost half the 
profit margin, makes it a serious matter 
which deserves the sympathetic consid- 
eration of this body. 

I do not believe that anyone intended 
that OPS regulations should be so in- 
flexible as to work unfair hardship on 
businessmen in areas where a peculiar 
situation exists in regard to computation 
of over-all costs of operation. 

Indiana represents such a case and I 
urge that the House accept this amend- 
ment so that an inequitable situation 
will be corrected—at least to some ex- 
tent. Businessmen of Indiana should 
not be forced to absorb the full burden 
of the gross income tax any more than 
the businessmen of other States are 
forced to absorb the burden of sales 
taxes, a principle we have already recog- 
nized. 

Mr. MULTER, Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pending amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this 
amendment may be good, but it does not 
accomplish what it purports to. We 
have a gross receipts tax in the city of 
New York, so I am somewhat familiar 
with the situation. There are other 
cities and States in the Union that have 
a gross receipts tax or a gross income 
tax. In almost every instance the law 
prohibits them passing that tax on to 
the consumer. So the retailer in fixing 
his price has in mind that at the end 
of the year when he computes his gross 
receipts that he must have enough in- 
cluded therein to pay that percentage as 
the tax which the city or State, as the 
case may be, demands. 

What does the amendment seek to do? 

It says that you shall add on to the 
ceiling price an amount equal to the tax 
or 1 cent, whichever is greater, In other 
words, they are going to have the Fed- 
eral law change the State or local law 
and say that despite that provision in 
your local law that you cannot pass the 
tax on to the consumer, we are going to 
let you pass on the tax and if that does 
not equal 1 cent, add on 1 cent more. 
We are going to give them not only a 
little more profit by letting them collect 
the tax but we are going to let them col- 
pe something on top of that up to 1 
cent, 
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There is a situation that has been cre- 
ated by your ceiling prices that needs 
correction, but it is an administrative 
problem and they are trying to take care 
of it on the administrative level. In 
those instances where cost of manufac- 
tured items have been increased and 
that differential passed on in exact 
equivalent to each successive purchaser 
right down to the consumer, the gross re- 
ceipts tax has also gone up because it is 
a percentage tax. In those cases they 
should present their problem to the OPS. 
When they show to the OPS that the 
ceiling price is unfair because they are 
not permitted to pass on more than the 
actual cost to them, and that their ex- 
penses have been increased thereby, they 
can get relief. For instance, they are 
paying the manufacturer an increase of 
1 cent on an item, They can pass on 
that 1 cent to the customers but they 
cannot pass on the tax on that 1 cent. 
The tax on the original cost has already 
been absorbed before the ceiling price 
was established. He needs relief only to 
the extent of the tax on the 1 cent, the 
amount of the increase. This amend- 
ment, however, directs that the price be 
increased by the amount of the original 
tax, as well as the increased tax. 

If those merchants will go to the agen- 
cy and show that they must pay on top of 
that increased cost a gross receipts or 
gross income tax and that therefore 
they are reducing their historic margin 
of profit, they will get relief on the ad- 
ministrative level, Here you are giving 
them more than the relief they are en- 
titled to. You are adding a profit that 
they should not be getting. You are not 
only permitting them to recoup the in- 
creased tax, but permitting them to get 
the original tax plus the increase in the 
tax or an additional cent, whichever is 
greater. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, first of all 
I would like to say that the represent- 
atives of the retail grocers of Indiana 
and others came down here and took this 
matter up administratively with OPS 
and their lawyers, and they have not 
been able to get any relief. I had hoped 
that it would come about that way, but 
it has not. So we in Indiana face a very 
practical situation. Secondly, I under- 
stand that it is a technical matter, and 
that is the reason I went to the drafting 
service to try to have it drafted so that 
it would meet our condition and not give 
anyone any unfair advantage. 

Mr. MULTER. Why should they be 
protected to an extent beyond the actual 
impairment of their margin of profit? 

Mr. HALLECK. Let me make this 
suggestion to the gentleman. There is 
no such provision in the Senate bill. 
The bill was passed over there at a time, 
as I understand, when it was still hoped 
that this could be corrected adminis- 
tratively. If this amendment is adopted, 
and I hope that it will be, then the mat- 
ter will go to conference. In the mean- 
time, if there is any better language to 
reach the end that I want—I do not want 
any unfair advantage; I just want a fair 
shake for our people doing business in 
Indiana—then certainly I would be the 
first to sit down with the gentleman from 
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New York or anybody else and try to 
work out appropriate language. 

Mr. MULTER, Every man in busi- 
ness in this country should be treated 
fairly and not required to take any loss 
or absorb any taxes on items that he has 
not been heretofore absorbing. Our re- 
tailers in New York have been absorbing 
the gross receipts taxes, and like your 
people in Indiana, they have been com- 
pelled to do that by the local law, despite 
that you are coming in now and saying 
that despite your local laws, to the con- 
trary, the Federal law should compel 
them to pass the tax on to their cus- 
tomers. 

Mr. HALLECK. I hope the members 
of the committee will believe me when 
I say that the retailers have not been 
absorbing this tax. They could not ab- 
sorb it. 

Mr. MULTER. Let us stop there a mo- 
ment. They have been charging a sum 
up to the present to their customers 
which included what they would have to 
pay in taxes at the end of the year, is 
that not so? If the item sold for $1 and 
the tax equaled 1 cent, they charge 
one dollar and one penny, do they not? 
That is what they have been doing in 
my State and city. The ceiling was 
fixed on that basis. This amendment 
says they can add 1 cent more, and that 
is where the unfairness comes in. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, when a taxing author- 
ity says to a person, “You must pay a 
gross income tax” it says in substance 
that even if you have a loss on operating 
your business you must pay a tax for 
the privilege of suffering that loss. In 
a seller’s market I do not know any way 
a legislative body can force a merchant 
to absorb a tax, because when he marks 
up his margin on his case of shoes 
or case of tomatoes or whatever it is 
he may be selling, he includes in that 
margin a sufficient amount to cover his 
direct and indirect costs and all of 
his overhead and the margin of profits 
which his competitors will permit him 
to obtain from the purchasing public. 
If anybody can disprove that statement 
I would like to yield to him part of my 
time and let him show the formula for 
disproving it. 

Mr. BROWNSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I will yield if the 
gentleman can show the formula for 
disproving it, otherwise I want to con- 
tinue. 

Mr. BROWNSON. I want to congrat- 
ulate the gentleman on his statement, 
because this would result in every re- 
tail merchant in Indiana making five- 
eighths percent less on his total sales 
than retail merchants elsewhere. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Let us go from a 
seller's market to a buyer’s market 
where competition is so keen that the 
buyer can go in and say, “Listen, Bill, 
if you want so and so, I will give you so 
and so for that commodity, otherwise 
I am going down the street.” You are 
so loaded with heavy inventories that 
you are willing to reduce your margin. 
As a matter of fact, you were willing 
to take a little loss on the item in order 
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to get it off your shelves and clean your 
stock. In that case you are absorbing 
the tax. 

I want to ask our friend from New 
York [Mr. Mutter] how the legal au- 
thorities of the State of New York can 
force me to absorb a tax up in that State 
if Iam doing business today? I do not 
know any way they can possibly do it. 
They can put a provision in the law 
which says to me, “CRAWFORD, you can- 
not put the price of the item on the in- 
voice and then in addition invoice the 
gross sales tax on top of that.” Sure, 
you can prevent me from doing that or 
subject me to the penalty, and if I vio- 
late the law I will have to pay the penal- 
ty. But in the seller’s market which 
now prevails, you cannot keep me from 
marking up my margin sufficient to 
cover that gross sales tax. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman has 
put his finger on the situation. When 
they do not operate under ceilings, of 
course they recoup the tax, but the min- 
ute you put dollars-and-cents ceilings on 
you prevent the merchants from absorb- 
ing that tax. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Let us now get 
down to the question of a ceiling. Iam 
then operating under a code in selling 
my goods and not under free competitive 
conditions; but if the ceiling applies I 
am operating under the code which the 
Price Administrator says to me I must 
operate under, otherwise I violate the 
law and subject myself to the penalty. 
Then he comes along and puts the ceil- 
ing price on a pair of shoes, a can of 
tomatoes, a package of spaghetti, or 
what-not. If in setting that ceiling price 
he disallows me the privilege of includ- 
ing in my margin of operation my his- 
torical profit plus my gross-income tax, 
then he is taking something out of my 
net worth. The purpose of this amend- 
ment is to prevent such an inequity and 
that is why the amendment should be 
adopted. 

I am not going to support any Price 
Administrator in coming along and say- 
ing to you, “First you have to do busi- 
ness, and second you have to do business 
at a loss,” because to follow that course 
is the surest way I know of to destroy 
our whole enterprise system, and that 
means to destroy the $55,000,000,000 to 
$65,000,000,000 annually you expect to 
get from industry to help support the 
annual budget of this Government. If 
you are going to vote to destroy industry, 
you are going to vote to destroy this Gov- 
ernment. We ought to have sense 
enough not to do that. I hope the 
amendment prevails. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would dislike very 
much to see the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Indiana killed by 
the Committee here without sufficient 
information to do it intelligently. 

My State of West Virginia has a gross 
sales tax, and it is pretty much in the 
nature of a production tax on, we will 
say, oil and gas, a manufacturers’ excise 
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tax, but it also goes down and includes 
the individual merchant. It is all-in- 
clusive in my State of West Virginia. 

As I explained to the gentleman from 
Indiana when he was on the floor, we 
do have an exemption to try to protect 
the small merchant there, but I am won- 
dering if the gentleman’s amendment is 
adopted, and probably it should be 
adopted, if it would not be possible for, 
we will say, a producer of oil and gas or 
a producer of coal to shift that tax and 
actually add it onto the price of the ar- 
ticle he is producing or selling. Right 
at the present time they are compelled 
to absorb that as a part of the cost of 
producing these articles and manufac- 
turing these articles. 

So I am wondering if it would not be 
wise, rather than to kill the gentleman’s 
amendment, for the Committee to ac- 
cept it for conference purposes, and go 
into it and see just what the merits and 
demerits of the proposition would be. I 
plead with the Committee to do that 
rather than to kill the amendment, be- 
cause I fear it is going to harm some of 
the States that have these gross sales 
taxes. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in opposition to the pro forma 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like some infor- 
mation from the gentleman from Indi- 
ana. I am not opposing the amendment, 
but I do want this information. Suppose 
there is a State that does not have a sales 
tax or an income tax, such as Indiana 
has. The merchants of that State now 
pay their tax under a different name. 
Would not your amendment give the 
merchant in Indiana the right to make 
a little more profit on the merchandise 
that he is selling because he is able to 
add the same tax onto it, whereas a man 
in a non-sales-tax State would not be 
able to add on any tax, and he would 
have to absorb it in the selling price? 

Mr. HALLECK. I think the compari- 
son that ought to be made is between the 
States that have a sales tax and those 
States like mine that have a gross sales 
tax, because in such States, as in Indi- 
ana, operating under the gross sales tax, 
the merchant does not add the tax on 
directly as part of the immediate opera- 
tion when he sells the separate item to 
the consumer. But in the sales-tax 
States it is added to the dollars-and- 
cents ceiling and it is collected as a sepa- 
rate tax at the time, which the consumer 
pays, the merchant just simply being the 
agent by whom the collections are made 
and the money sent on to the State 
government. 

The same thing applies in our State 
under this gross income or gross sales- 
tax operation, except it does not show as 
a separate item of tax in connection with 
the price of the article which is delivered 
to the customer. It seems to me it is 
that inequity or discrimination that we 
are trying to reach. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I can under- 
stand that. The basic thought is this: 
That the States that do not have a sales 
tax at the present time are going to be 
discriminated against in this bill on 
ceiling prices under any law—I mean 
whether your amendment passes or 


8390 


whether it does not—because the States 
having a sales tax can add that sales tax 
onto the selling price, except in Indi- 
ana—and you want it fixed so that Indi- 
ana can add it, which is fine and dandy, 
but the result is a State like Texas, which 
does not have a sales tax, is going to be 
penalized because we absorb the tax 
burden under a different name and our 
ceiling prices are fixed and we are not 
able to add on the additional tax to equal 
the sales tax in other States. 

Mr, HALLECK. Ican understand the 
logic of the gentleman’s argument. 
That had not occurred io me in con- 
nection with this amendment because, 
as I say, the comparison I was attempt- 
ing to make was between the sales-tax 
States and our gross sales-tax arrange- 
ment. 

Mr, ROGERS of Texas. We would 
be in no worse shape. Maybe Indiana 
ought to repeal that tax. I certainly 
do not believe in a sales tax as an addi- 
tional tax, and that has been the result 
in many States. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. WER- 
DEL] has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. HALLECK]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment, which is at the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Lucas: Page 18, 
after line 4, insert the following new sub- 
section: 

“(f) Section 403 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is amended by inserting 
‘(a)’ after 403“ and by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

“*(b) (1) There is hereby created, in the 
Economie Stabilization Agency, a Wage 
Stabilization Board (hereinafter in this sub- 
section referred to as the “Board”), which 
shall be composed of members representative 
of the general public, members representa- 
tive of labor, and members representative of 
business and industry. The number of offices 
on the Board shall be established by Exec- 
utive order, but the number of members 
representative of the general public shall 
at all times exceed the aggregate of the num- 
ber of members representative of labor and 
the number of members representative of 
business and industry. The number of 
Offices on the Board for representatives of 
labor shall equal the number of offices on 
the Board for representatives of business 
and industry. Among the members repre- 
sentative of labor, at least one shall be a 
person who is not a representative of any 
organization which is affiliated with either 
of the two major labor organizations, 

2) The members representative of the 
general public shall be appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice and con- 
sent of the Senate. The members repre- 
sentative of labor, and the members repre- 
sentative of business and industry, shall be 
appointed by the President. The President 
shall designate a Chairman and Vice Chair- 
man of the Board from among the members 
representative of the general public. 

“(3) The term of office of the members 
of the Board shall be 1 year, unless sooner 
terminated in accordance with section 716. 
Any member appointed to fill a vacancy 
occurring prior to the expiration of the term 
for which his predecessor was appointed shall 
be appointed for the remainder of such term, 

„) Each member representative of the 
general public shall receive compensation 
at the rate of $15,000 a year, and while a 
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member of the Board shall engage in no 
other business, vocation, or employment. 
Each member representative of labor, and 
each member representative of business and 
industry, shall receive $50 for each day he 
is actually engaged in the performance of 
his duties as a member of the Board, and 
in addition he shall be paid his actual and 
necessary travel and subsistence expenses in 
accordance with the Travel Expense Act of 
1949 while so engaged away from his home 
or regular place of business. The members 
representative of labor, and the members 
representative of business and industry, 
shall, in respect of their functions on the 
Board, be exempt from the operation of sec- 
tions 281, 283, 284, 434, and 1914 of title 
18 of the United States Code and section 
190 of the Revised Statutes (5 U. S. C. 99). 

5) The Board shall, under the super- 
vision and direction of the Economic Stabili- 
zation Administrator— 

( A) formulate, and recommend to such 
Administrator for promulgation, general 
policies and general regulations relating to 
the stabilization of wages, salaries, and other 
compensation; and 

„B) upon the request of (1) any person 

substantially affected thereby, or (ii) any 
Federal department or agency whose func- 
tions, as provided by law, may be affected 
thereby or may have an effect thereon, ad- 
vise as to the interpretation, or the appli- 
cation to particular circumstances, of poli- 
cies and regulations promulgated by such 
Administrator which relate to the stabiliza- 
tion of wages, salaries, and other compen- 
sation. 
For the purposes of this act, stabilization 
of wages, salaries, and other compensation 
means prescribing maximum limits thereon. 
Except as provided in clause (B) of this 
paragraph, the Board shall have no juris- 
diction with respect to any labor dispute 
or with respect to any issue involved there- 
in. Labor disputes, and labor matters in 
dispute, which do not involve the interpre- 
tation or application of such regulations or 
policies shall be dealt with, if at all, insofar 
as the Federal Government is concerned, 
under the conciliation, mediation, emer- 
gency, or other provisions of laws heretofore 
or hereafter enacted by the Congress, and 
not otherwise. 

“*(6) Paragraph (5) of this subsection 
shall take effect 30 days after the date on 
which this subsection is enacted. The Wage 
Stabilization Board created by Executive 
Order No. 10161, and reconstituted by Execu- 
tive Order No. 10233, is hereby abolished, 
effective at the close of the 29th day follow- 
ing the date on which this subsection is 
enacted'.“ 

And reletter any subsections which follow 
accordingly. 


Mr. LUCAS (interrupting the reading 
of the amendment). Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent, in view of the 
fact that this is H. R. 4552, which I intro- 
duced some time ago and with which the 
Members of the House are acquainted, 
the further reading of the amendment 
be dispensed with and that the amend- 
ment be printed in the RECORD, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. SHELLEY. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man assure us that he will explain what 
is in the amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
be recognized for 5 minutes to explain 
his amendment. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may speak for 
five additional minutes, 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, first I will 
respond to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. SHELLEY] and say that I 
shall do my best to explain the purport 
of this amendment within the 10 min- 
utes allowed me. i 

My amendment to the Defense Pro- 
duction Act is designed to accomplish 
these basic objectives: 

First. To reconstitute the Wage Sta- 
bilization Board so that the public mem- 
bers shall outnumber the labor and in- 
dustry members at all times. 

Second. To provide independent labor 
unions with representation on the Wage 
Stabilization Board. 

Third. To spell out in the statute the 
jurisdiction of the Wage Stabilization 
Board and to prohibit the Board from 
handling labor disputes and from devel- 
oping wage policies on a case-by-case 
basis in response to pressures brought 
by companies or unions, or the two work- 
ing together. 

This amendment is endorsed by the 
overwhelming majority of the House 
Labor Committee. It results from the 
exhaustive study of this whole Wage 
Stabilization Board problem made by a 
subcommittee of the House Labor Com- 
mittee, of which I had the honor to be 
chairman. After extended hearings, 
during which the subcommittee heard 
witnesses representing the Wage Stabili- 
zation Board, other interested Govern- 
ment departments, labor and industry, 
the subcommittee, with only three dis- 
senting votes, recommended this amend- 
ment to the full committee which voted 
it full support. 

This amendment is therefore a re- 
flection of the considered views of those 
of your colleagues who have studied the 
problem and who believe that these pro- 
visions are necessary if wage and price 
controls are continued beyond July 31. 

Briefly the reasons for this amendment 
are as follows: 

First. As presently constituted, the 
Wage Stabilization Board is a dangerous 
departure from our constitutional sys- 
tem of administration of law in the 
United States, since two-thirds of its 
members are alleged to represent labor 
and management and therefore have 
only secondary responsibility to the pub- 
lic welfare. 

I challenge this claim of actual repre- 
sentation of labor and management, be- 
cause there are 45,000,000 unorganized 
workers in the United States and they 
have never authorized the so-called 
labor members to represent them; and 
certainly we should attach no credibility 
to any claim by the management mem- 
bers of this Board that they have the au- 
thority to represent and commit Ameri- 
can business. 

The Congress should not permit the 
laws of the United States to be adminis- 
tered by men who openly profess the 
representation of a special interest 
which may be and often is in conflict 
with the public interest. Congress 
should realize that the tripartite Wage 
Stabilization Board has a potential for 
evil-doing which is a sinister threat to 
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constitutional government. The deci- 
sions of the Board are said to be “advi- 
sory” only and hence not reviewable in 
the courts. These decisions nevertheless 
have the force and effect of law and they 
may represent the difference between 
survival or failure to many thousands of 
small companies throughout the United 
Staies. 

Our amendment strikes at this dan- 
gerous experiment in government. It 
proposes to create a majority of public 
members in the Wage Stabilization 
Board so that our wage stabilization 
policies will be mindful of the public 
welfare and will not be based on purely 
partisan interests. I ask the Congress 
to see that this change in the composi- 
tion of the Board will follow the con- 
stitutional pattern laid down by the Con- 
gress whenever it has enacted a statute 
under which a board or commission is 
created to undertake and administer a 
system of law binding on every citizen. 

This is an entirely new system in 
American government; it is a direct de- 
scendant, Mr. Chairman, of the corpo- 
rate state of Mussolini where interested 
parties were brought into the govern- 
ment and made a part of the govern- 
ment and which eventually were de- 
stroyed by the government. It destroyed 
business. It made it partner in every- 
thing the government did; and then it 
destroyed labor unions in the same man- 
ner. Therefore the corporate state as 
such is a departure from our constitu- 
tional system. For instance, when we 
created the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission we did not provide that it should 
be tripartite; we did not put the shipping 
companies and the railway companies on 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. 
Indeed, if we carry this to its logical 
conclusion we would find the defendant 
and the plaintiff sitting on the bench 
alongside the judge in every court in 
the land. 

This Wage Stabilization Board has 
more power than can be justified under 
our constitutional system. It is en- 
gaged in the formulation of rules and 
regulations, and in their enforcement, 
which subject the ordinary citizen to the 
threat of fine or imprisonment if he 
violates them. This ordinary citizen is 
also confronted with the additional 
threat that if he fails to comply with the 
rules of the Board, he may as an em- 
ployer have a part or all of his payroll 
disallowed as an operating expense for 
income-tax purposes, This is an awful 
power to give any board; I believe that 
Congress would hesitate to give this 
power specifically to a lawfully consti- 
tuted court. Yet this power has been 
usurped by a board in which the public 
interest is only a minor interest. It is 
unthinkable that the Congress should 
continue to tolerate such a state of 
affairs. 

There were several members of our 
subcommittee—I was among them— 
who were of the opinion that our amend- 
ment does not go far enough. We felt 
that the so-called industry and labor 
representatives should have no vote in 
the determination of the wage stabiliza- 
tion policies which are binding on all 
citizens. At best, we felt that these in- 
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dustry and labor people should serve only 
in advisory capacity to the public mem- 
bers of the Board. Our proposed amend- 
ment, however, represents a reasonable 
compromise and will insure that the 
views of those whose responsibility is 
clearly to the public interest will not 
have to contend with a combination of 
representatives of partisan interests. 

Second. In the judgment of your com- 
mittee, it is hardly open to question that 
independent unions should have repre- 
sentation on the Wage Stabilization 
Board. 

I placed in the Recor on July 5 a list 
of the independent unions of the United 
States who sought representation on the 
Board. It shows who appeared before 
our subcommittee. Everyone connected 
with the unaffiliated union movement 
stated that he would have no objection 
to any independent representing their 
interests on the Wage Stabilization 
Board. We had no witness come before 
us who would testify it would be unfair 
for an independent to be on the Board; 
that is, a member of an unaffiliated 
labor union. 

The evidence is overwhelming that the 
large labor unions affiliated with the 
A. F. of L. and CIO are using their rep- 
resentation on the Board as an organ- 
izing device to undercut independent 
unions as well as the unorganized work- 
ers on the theory that the representa- 
tion of affiliated unions will be able to 
secure wage increases and other favor- 
able decisions from the Board which 
will be denied to members of unafiili- 
ated, independent unions. Obviously 
such a condition should not be per- 
mitted to continue. As a first practical 
step in the direction of equalizing this 
representation, we have provided that 
at least one person who is not a repre- 
sentative of any organization affiliated 
with either of the two major labor or- 
ganizations shall have a place on the 
Board. 

Third. This amendment spells out in 
the statute the jurisdiction of the Wage 
Stabilization Board and the area in 
which it shall function. It prohibits the 
Board from handling labor disputes and 
also from developing wage policies on a 
case-by-case basis in response to pres- 
sures brought by companies and unions, 

It is the view of your committee that 
real wage stabilization cannot be 
achieved if the Board, which is to estab- 
lish these policies, is permitted to handle 
dispute cases on an individual basis. 
‘he War Labor Board of World War II 
demonstrated all too clearly that strikes 
and the threats of strikes are an effective 
means for compelling wage increases to 
forestall work stoppages in critical de- 
fense industries. In our view, wage sta- 
bilization must be handled separately 
and apart from labor disputes so that 
policies can be fixed on the basis of con- 
trolling inflation, not on the basis of set- 
tling or seeking to settle strikes. These 
two functions, so divergent, should not 
be given to the same agency. 

The proposed amendment is designed 
to accomplish just this. It would free 
the Wage Stabilization Board from the 
indignity of being pressured by labor 
and management for decisions in indi- 
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vidual cases. It would insure that 
whatever wage stabilization policies are 
developed would be of general applica- 
bility and designed for the sole purpose 
of stabilizing wages and, to that extent, 
assisting in the control of inflation. 

You are all aware of the fact that the 
President gave the Wage Stabilization 
Board the authority to make recom- 
mendations for settlement of labor dis- 
putes of all kinds. This ignored the 
abundant experience of the past that 
any Federal board set up to handle labor 
disputes will destroy collective bargain- 
ing and good relationships between em- 
ployer and employee at the local level 
where most of our industrial problems 
ought to be settled. The creation of a 
Federal agency to interfere in labor dis- 
putes will not only destroy local govern- 
ment in these matters but will surely 
result in the development of so-called 
national wage patterns as we know from 
World War II experience. And who will 
be the victim? Why the small-business 
man will be the victim of these national 
wage patterns; he will suffer from the 
concentration of great power and au- 
thority in the Wage Stabilization Board. 
The proposed amendment takes this 
destructive power away from the Board 
and confines its functions to the single 
area in which it was supposed to oper- 
ate; namely, the formulation and rec- 
ommendation of wage policies and their 
interpretation upon the request of public 
agencies and interested private citizens. 

Congress has written the basis of our 
national labor policy in the Labor-Man- 
agement. Relations Act. That policy is 
under atteck and our amendment is de- 
signed to reassert the will of Congress. 
We propose to reestablish the same con- 
stitutional policies in the administration 
of wage-stabilization policies which 
apply to every other law passed by the 
Congress; and we propose also to restore 
to industry and labor the responsibility 
and the obligation to settle their own 
differences without interference from a 
meddlesome Federal board equipped 
with more power than it should want 
2 certainly more power than it should 

ve. 

I say to you, your vote for the Lucas 
amendment will be for the public in- 
terest as against the selfish interests. 
Indeed, the defeat of the Lucas amend- 
ment will be nothing but government 
for the selfish interests and by the selfish 
interests. It will be monopoly rampant. 
Let us adcpt it forthwith. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have not made a deep 
study of thisamendment. It establishes 
a wage stabilization board in lieu of the 
Wage Stabilization Board that is now 
operating. It provides that industry 
and labor shall be represented, but that 
there shall be a representation of the 
public that shall at all times outnumber 
both labor and industry, and it provides, 
as I understand, that those representing 
the public must be confirmed by the 
Senate. This bill, if it is passed, will be 
operative for a year. It may be that it 
might take the other body a year to con- 
firm these gentlemen if any of them were 
obnoxious to any Member of the Senate. 
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Why do we need a new stabilization 
board? I have heard no one complain 
of the operation of the present Wage 
Stabilization Board. The board pro- 
vided for in the amendment has no pow- 
ers but to debate and no influence but to 
keep labor constantly in a bad humor. 
I have told you that I have a deep in- 
terest in the agricultural workers of this 
country. I also represent an industrial 
section. You cannot treat labor as you 
would a commodity. You cannot make 
the laborer work if he does not want to 
work, That would be involuntary servi- 
tude. He can contract to work but no 
court in the world will ever issue a man- 
datory injunction compelling a man to 
work, And, there is a reason for that. 
Most businesses have many lines of sale, 
the laboring man has but one thing to 
sell and that is the product of the sweat 
of his brow, his labor. Of course, he is a 
little jealous of the sale of that product. 
It puts a roof over his head. It fur- 
nishes food and raiment for his family. 
It educates his children. It gives him 
all the benefits, all the necessities, all the 
pleasures of life. I think we should look 
with a good deal of consideration upon 
the efforts of the laboring man to protect 
the fruits of his labor. 

Now we are in a time of peril. This 
amendment is not drawn in any kindly 
spirit to organized labor. As I say, we 
are in a time of stress. We need national 
unity. The Constitution was ordained 
and established to form a more perfect 
union, to establish justice, to insure do- 
mestic tranquillity. Its framers stated 
that before they stated to promote the 
general welfare or to provide for the 
common defense. If we are going to 
have domestic tranquillity we cannot 
have industrial strife, and I cannot see 
any purpose in this character of legis- 
lation except to assert direct Govern- 
ment control over labor. The only means 
by which labor will produce effectively 
is collective bargaining, mediation, and 
conciliation. 

I think it is a bad time to stir labor up 
when we need production and when we 
are dependent upon production for our 
economic stabilization and for our de- 
fense mobilization. There is no partic- 
ular reason at this time to bring this 
amendment in here; none in the world. 
We have a Wage Stabilization Board 
and I think it has worked very well. The 
amendment’s purpose is to take out of 
the President’s hands the power of ap- 
pointment and to give it to the Senate 
and allow them to designate who shall 
be on the board. There are some Mem- 
bers in the Senate who are very hostile 
to labor and they probably will not con- 
firm the public members unless they are 
sure that their antipathies and their dis- 
position is to be against organized labor. 
Now, whether you like organized labor 
or not, we have to get along with it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, every- 
body else has violated the rule that I 
tried to invoke, but I ask unanimous con- 
sent to proceed for three additional min- 
utes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 
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Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, reserving the right to object, 
I think we ought to go ahead with this 
bill. We have spent an awful lot of 
time with this bill already and it seems 
to me it is about time that we dispose 
of it. Can the gentleman tell me when 
he thinks we will come to a final vote? 

Mr. SPENCE. If the gentleman had 
not taken so much time I think the Com- 
mittee could have risen. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. If the 
House had listened, I am sure they were 
well advised. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPENCE. I plead with you to 
think of what we are trying to accom- 
plish, even you that do not like organ- 
ized labor. It is a peculiar thing in the 
dispositions of men that men usually 
form prejudices against people and or- 
ganizations seldom see and do not know. 
I do not know why that is. But I think 
that if the American people knew one 
another better there would be very little 
religious prejudice and very little labor 
prejudice. 

I ask you to approach the considera- 
tion of this bill not in a spirit to pun- 
ish labor. Labor does not want this 
amendment. Practically all of its or- 
ganizations have so declared. Do not 
approach this in a spirit antagonistic to 
labor but in a spirit that will try to 
increase the productivity of our country 
in this fight against inflation. I think 
if you do that you will vote this amend- 
ment down because it has no merit. I 
think that by placing this amendment 
on the books you are going to stir up 
industrial strife, which means that na- 
tional unity is impaired and produc- 
tivity lessened, 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word, and 
rise in support of the Lucas amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to proceed for five additional 
minutes. 

Mr. SPENCE. I object. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
be permitted to proceed for three addi- 
tional minutes, as the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. Spence] did. 

Mr. SPENCE. Whatistherule? The 
rule was no additional time beyond 5 
minutes. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, What 
rule? o 

Mr. SPENCE. We agreed on that 
some time ago. 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, Who 
agreed on it? 

Mr. SPENCE, The House seemed to 
agree on it. 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. No. 

Mr, SPENCE. I did not intend to 
bind the House. It was by permission. 
There was an agreement that was 
adopted as a method of procedure that 
no one would speak for more than 5 
minutes. However, after having taken 
three additional minutes myself, I am 
not going to object to this request; but I 
will object to any additional time from 
now on. 
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Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the Lucas amendment. 

The Defense Production Act which be- 
came law on September 8, 1950, provided 
for price and wage stabilization. A Wage 
Stabilization Board was established on 
September 9, 1950, by Executive Order 
No. 10161. It was a tripartite board of 
nine members—three representing the 
public, three labor, and three industry. 

On January 26, 1951, the Economic 
Stabilization Administrator issued a gen- 
eral wage-freeze order. The labor mem- 
bers on the Board had refused to sign 
such an order. Many discussions took 
place on the Board, relative to inequities 
which would result because of the order. 
In an effort to correct injustices, regula- 
tion 6 was issued which provided that 
companies whose employees had not re- 
ceived a 10-percent general wage in- 
crease since January 1950, could make 
general increases up to that level. The 
figure of 10 percent was higher than the 
increase of the cost of living from Jan- 
uary 1950 to February 1951. Regulation 
6 was intended to operate only until July 
1, 1951, and before that date was to be 
reviewed and reexamined by the Board. 

The labor members dissented, and re- 
signed from the Board on February 16, 
1951, and later other labor members 
withdrew from participation in all de- 
fense mobilization agencies. Subse- 
quently, after numerous conferences and 
discussions, and a vote by an Advisory 
Committee, appointed by the President, 
Executive Order No. 10233 was issued on 
April 21, 1951, which established a new 
tripartite Wage Stabilization Board of 
18 members—6 representing the public, 
6 labor, and 6 industry. The new Board 
was granted the additional authority to 
make recommendations in labor-dispute 
cases affecting the national defense, 
when, first, the disputants voluntarily 
submitted cases to the Board, and 
when, second, the President referred dis- 
pute cases to the Board which did or 
would substantially threaten the de- 
fense effort. 

There were objections raised to this 
additional power of the Board to make 
recommendations. A subcommittee of 
the Education and Labor Committee, un- 
der the chairmanship of Mr. Lucas, was 
appointed by Chairman BARDEN. Hear- 
ings were held on the matter for 3 weeks, 
after which the proposed amendment of 
Mr. Lucas was approved by the subcom- 
mittee by a vote of 12 to 3. The full com- 
mittee approved the amendment by a 
vote of 15 to 7. That amendment has 
just been submitted by Mr. Lucas and is 
now pending before this Committee. 

Briefly, the Lucas amendment would 
abolish the present Wage Stabilization 
Board and establish a new tripartite 
Board. The size of the Board would be 
left to the discretion of the President, 
with a proviso that the number of public 
members shall at all times exceed the 
combined total of the labor and indus- 
try members. At least one of the labor 
members shall be a representative of a 
union not affiliated with either of the 
two major labor organizations. This is 
to provide representation for independ- 
ent unions. At the present time, the six 
labor members are from the A. F. of L. 
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and the CIO. Public members are to be 
appointed by the President by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, 
and the labor and industry members are 
to be appointed by the President with- 
out Senate confirmation. 

The powers of the new Board are lim- 
ited to the formulation and recommen- 
dation to the Economic Stabilization Ad- 
ministrator for promulgation of general 
policies and general regulations relating 
to the stabilization of wages, salaries, and 
other compensation; and the interpre- 
tation and application of such policies 
and regulations promulgated by the Ad- 
winistrator. 


Stabilization is defined as prescrib- © 


ing maximum limits on wages, salaries, 
and other compensation. The new Board 
is to have no jurisdiction with respect 
to any labor dispute, or with respect to 
any issue involved therein. Labor dis- 
putes, and labor matters in dispute, 
which do not involve interpretation or 
application of regulations, or policies, 
shall be dealt with under collective bar- 
gaining, conciliation, and mediation, na- 
tional emergency, or other provisions of 
existing statutes or laws enacted here- 
after by Congress, 

Last year, when the Defense Produc- 
tion Act was being considered, the ma- 
jority opinion of the House was that 
wage stabilization by a Board would 
mean the establishment of wage ceil- 
ings, as price ceil ngs were ordered. It 
also contemplated policy changes, as 
need arose, which would provide for 
special hardship situations. It was not 
expected that the Board would become 
a labor disputes recommending or set- 
tling agency. 

It was realized then that conditions 
were different than during Warld War II. 
At that time, the Nation was in a global 
shooting war, with approximately 12,- 
500,000 men under arms. Iilitary pro- 
duction took almost 59 percent of our 
national production, while present plans 
anticipate a figure of 18.3 percent by 
January 1953. It was the majority 
opinion of the House that we could and 
should rely on collective bargaining, the 
Mediation and Conciliation Service with 
its panel of 500 arvitrators, and the na- 
tional emergency provision of the Taft- 
Hartley Act, when there arose special 
dispute cases of vital importance to the 
Nation’s welfare and safety. 

However, it was also realized that 
conditions might get worse, and after 
voting to eliminate the original title V 
in the Spence bill, which gave the Presi- 
dert vast powers, the House accepted 
the conference report which contained 
a modified title V. This provided that 
the Fresident could set up a Board simi- 
lar to the War Labor Board of World 
War II, if management and labor agreed 
to it, at a conference. 

The President chose to ignore title V, 
and according to testimony in the hear- 
ings, set up the present Stabilization 
Board under title IV and the so-called 
inherent powers of the President as 
Commander in Chief. This was done 
without consultation with Congress, and 
particularly with the members of the 
Education and Labor Committee, and at 
a time when no labor-dispute cases, eco- 
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nomic or noneconomic, were pending. 
It is difficult to understand such actions, 
and the suspicion naturally arises that 
it was a subtle effort to avoid the genuine 
use of the facilities of the Taft-Hartley 
and other existing labor laws. 

Although it is contended that the 
Board is an additional tool for the dis- 
cretionary use of the disputants and the 
President, and would in no way affect 
the use of the Taft-Hartley law and 
other procedures, nevertheless, practi- 
cally every witness before the subcom- 
mittee admitted under close questioning 
that the existence of such a board, with 
a known personnel, would tend to nullify 
free collective bargaining; would tend to 
minimize the full prior use of the Media- 
tion and Conciliation Service; and would 
tend to a bypassing of the use of the na- 
tional-emergency provisions of the Taft- 
Hartley law. The tendency would be for 
one of the parties to a dispute to go 
through the motions of using the proce- 
dures of existing law in order to get a 
case before the Board, where a favorable 
recommendation might be obtained. 
During the present tense, crucial period 
that type of action could even cause 
labor disputes in vital war-production 
industries in order to get cases referred 
to the Board to obtain a favorable rec- 
ommendation. Assurances given to the 
subcommittee by some of the Board 
members who testified that great care 
would be exercised to avoid bypassing 
the Taft-Hartley law means little or 
nothing, since the sincere use of the 
facilities of that law fundamentally de- 
pend upon what is in the hearts and 
minds of the disputants and not upon 
the good intentions of the Board. 

It is also stated that such recommen- 
dations by the Board are voluntary, and 
no compulsion is involved. That is only 
partly true, as was also admitted by most 
of the witnesses. The Board itself would 
not have any compulsory powers, but 
once the recommendations were made 
to the Presidcnt then the compulsive fac- 
tors would operate to force the parties 
to accept the recommendations. It 
would be similar to having a club in the 
closet to be used to compel acceptance. 
Those compulsions would be public opin- 
ion, the seizure power under the Selec- 
tive Service Act, the injunctive powers 
of the Taft-Hartley national emergency 
provisions, priorities and allocations of 
materials, and Government contracts. 
In effect, the power to make recommen- 
dations in cases referred to the Board by 
the President would be compulsory ar- 
bitration. 

As to those cases voluntarily submitted 
to the Board by the disputants for rec- 
ommendation and decision, the services 
of the mediation and conciliation’s roster 
of 500 arbitrators could be used, or any 
other available arbitrators agreed to by 
the parties, 

Before concluding, I would like to em- 
phasize one point. With no dispute cases 
pending it is difficult to understand why 
the sudden secret moves to set up a new 
type of procedure, without consultation 
with various Members of Congress. If 
conditions indicate the necessity for spe- 
cial machinery, then inform us of such 
a need. Surely we are good enough 
Americans that we will do our utmost 
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to work out a statutory solution. Yes, 
even if it would mean a change in exist- 
ing laws. Our country’s welfare is more 
important than personal or partisan 
opinions concerning specific laws. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Mc- 
CONNELL] has expired. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, in the interest of na- 
tional harmony, at a time when unity 
of purpose should be the national watch- 
word, I want to voice my opposition to 
the proposed amendment by the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. Lucas]. 

This amendment, which has as its 
major purpose the destruction of the 
present tripartite Wage Stabilization 
Board, is unnecessary, unwarranted, and 
is predicated on suspicion, prejudice, 
and a desire to punish organized labor 
for alleged offenses in the past. 

This is no time to endanger our na- 
tional defense program to disrupt our 
economy and bring on a series of ruinous 
and costly labor disputes. It is a time 
to close ranks and forget our hatreds 
and prejudices. 

Today, we see the clans of avarice and 
greed gathering for the kill. We hear 
on the floor of Congress today the pup- 
pets and lackeys of predatory wealth, 
spread their propaganda of hatred and 
suspicion in utter disregard of the perils 
facing America. These disciples of 
hate are still demanding their pound of 
flesh. 

Let me remind my colleagues, in proof 
of the statement I have just made, that 
the roll call this morning disclosed the 
presence of 401 Members out of 435 of 
the membership of the House. That, 
my colleagues, is more than have an- 
s‘vered a roll call in the House in the past 
3 months. Strange indeed that they 
were not here a week ago or 10 days ago 
or even 4 days ago looking after the in- 
terests of the consumer and the general 
public in the consideration of the De- 
fense Production Act. 

They are here today. Why? Here 
is why, Mr. Chairman. 

The proponents of this amendment are 
the same gentlemen who put labor in a 
strait-jacket by the passage in 1947 of 
the National Labor Relations Act—the 
Taft-Hartley law, to you. The sponsor 
of this amendment is a member of the 
House Committee on Education and La- 
bor, of which I have the honor to be a 
member. I shall pass up the usual 
amenities. I acknowledge his ability, 
but I question whether he will distinguish 
himself in this instance any more than 
he did in his efforts in blocking the re- 
peal of Taft-Hartley, the emasculation 
of the minimum wage and hour law in 
the Eighty-second Congress. 

He had some strange bedfellows then. 
He has some strange ones now. It is 
significant that this same amendment 
was offered to this legislation in the 
other body by the Senator from Ohio, 
who, for some unexplained reason, with- 
drew it. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that the gentleman is 
not in order in making these references. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from West Virginia will proceed in order, 
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Mr. BAILEY. Fear of reprisals in the 
1952 election may have deterred the dis- 
tinguished Senator, but no such inhibi- 
tion would apply to the gentleman who 
proposes it here. Organized labor has 
less than a corporal’s guard in his dis- 
trict, yet he insists on disrupting the 
present harmonious functioning of the 
Wage Stabilization Board by injecting 
this controversial question. 

I shall pass up enumerating what the 
amendment proposes to do because sev- 
eral speakers who have preceded me have 
outlined the objectives of the amend- 
ment. 

May I say in reply to one of the Mem- 
bers who preceded me in speaking of the 
action taken on the floor of the House 
and saying that this is a nonpartisan 
proposal, it is a nonpartisan approach— 
let me remind you that 11 of the 15 
votes that reported out this legislation 
came from the minority party, and I may 
say further that that is the total mem- 
bership of that party on that committee; 
yet the gentleman says it is nonpartisan. 

The proponents of this amendment say 
the present Board encroaches on the 
provisions of the Taft-Hartley law and 
the National Mediation Board. This is 
false and misleading. Let me quote the 
provisions of the present act. I refer 
to title 5, section 502, which governs la- 
bor disputes and reads in part as fol- 
lows: 

The national policy shall be to place pri- 
mary reliance upon the parties to any labor 
dispute to make every effort through nego- 
tiation and collective bargaining and the full 
use of mediation and conciliation facilities 


to effect a settlement in the national in- 
terest. 


I want also to quote section 503 of this 
same title 5, which says: 

No action inconsistent with the provi- 
sions of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 
1938, as amended, other Federal labor stand- 
ards statutes, the Labor-Management Rela- 
tions Act, 1947, or with other applicable laws 
shall be taken under this title. 


The idea back of this amendment 
comes from the National Association of 
Manufacturers and the United States 
Chamber of Commerce. Let me call your 
attention to an excerpt from the testi- 
mony of the representative of the manu- 
facturers’ association who testified be- 
fore the Subcommittee on Labor re- 
cently; he said: 

Organized labor has sought in every way 
possible to repeal or hamstring the operation 
of the Labor-Management Act of 1947. Labor 
leaders see in a labor disputes board a 
method of directly bypessing the national 
emergency section of the Labor Management 
Act and indirectly nullifying other provi- 
sions of the law. 


Every witness I cross-examined in the 
hearings before the Labor Subcommittee 
whether he represented the public, labor, 
or industry, stated emphatically that the 
present Board has no legal sanctions and 
acts only in an advisory capacity. Why 
the need for this amendment? 

If you adopt this amendment you will 
create a situation that existed last 
February when the labor representatives 
left the Wage Board set-up because they 
were not given equal status with the 
public and industry representatives and 
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you face the certainty that they will 
again refuse to cooperate. It is easy to 
visualize what will happen—iong drawn 
out costly strikes, useless litigation and 
as in the past, a final return to settle- 
ment around the bargaining table. 
While all of this is going on our de- 
fense program will suffer, our economy 
will be further disrupted and hatreds 
engendered and intensified to the point 
where the all-out fight to protect our 
Nation and the free world from the 
threat of communism will be needlessly 
handicapped. Labor's participation in 
the tripartite wage set-up ‘s in itself 
a no-strike pledge on the part of labor 
insofar as wages are involved. Is the 


.gentleman interested in industrial peace, 


or does he desire industrial warfare? 

Fifty-five years ago this month in a 
convention hall in the city of Chicago, 
a great liberal leader, William Jennings 
Bryan, offered a dramatic plea to his fel- 
low delegates at the Democratic National 
Convention when he said: 

You shall not press down on the brow of 
labor this crown of thorns—you shall not 
crucify labor on a cross of gold. 


I wish that I could say in similar 
dramatic language to you my colleagues 
of the House, you shall not by this 
amendment bring on in this country in- 
dustrial warfare and create prejudices 
and hatreds, you shall not crucify the 
consumers of the Nation by controlling 
wages and not prices as well. 

Labor has made its position on this 
legislation abundantly clear. As of now, 
the Defense Production Act of 1951, has 
in its provisions little if anything in the 
way of relief to the consumer from: rising 
prices. Passage of this punitive amend- 
ment will leave the friends of labor in 
the Congress no alternative than to vote 
to send this unfair proposal back to 
committee. 

I trust my colleagues will see the need 
for defeating this proposal. 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I won- 


der if we might have an agreement on 
time. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I ob- 
ject to any limitation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania serves notice that he 
will object to any limitation by unani- 
mous consent. 

Mr. SPENCE. I will not insist on it. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer a substitute amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Kersten of 
Wisconsin as a substitute for the amend- 
ment offered by Mr. Lucas: On page 18, 
after line 4, insert the following new sub- 
section: 

“(b) Section 403 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is amended by inserting 
‘(a)’ after ‘Src. 403“ and by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

“*(b) The Wage Stabilization Board cre- 
ated within the Economic Stabilization 
Agency shall, under the supervision and di- 
rection of the Economic Stabilization Ad- 
ministrator, formulate and recommend to 
such Administrator for promulgation, gen- 
eral policies and general regulations relat- 
ing to the stabilization of wages, salaries, 
and other compensation; and 
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2) upon the request of (A) any person 

substantially affected thereby, or (B) any 
Federal department or agency whose func- 
tions, as provided by law, may be affected 
thereby or may have an effect thereon, ad- 
vise as to the interpretation, or the applica- 
tion to particular circumstances, of poli- 
cies and regulations promulgated by such 
Administrator which relate to the stabili- 
zation of wages, salaries, and other com- 
pensation. 
For the purposes of this act, stabilization of 
wages, salaries, and other compensation 
means prescribing maximum limits there- 
on. Except as provided in clause (2) of this 
subsection, the Board shall have no,juris- 
diction with respect to any labor dispute or 
with respect to any issue involved therein. 
Labor disputes, and labor matters in dis- 
pute, which do not involve the interpreta- 
tion or application of such regulations or 
policies shall be dealt with, if at all, insofar 
as the Federal Government is concerned, 
under the conciliation, mediation, emer- 
gency, or other provisions of laws hereto- 
fore or hereafter enacted by the Congress, 
and not otherwise.“ 


Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, the substitute I have offered 
at this point is different from the Lucas 
amendment in that it does not smash 
the present balance of the Board as does 
the Lucas amendment. It does not dis- 
turb the tripartite arrangement which 
I think is the most serious thing that 
can be said against the Lucas amend- 
ment; and, gentlemen, such a disturb- 
ance would be very serious. If the 
Board were upset as the Lucas amend- 
ment would upset it, in the words of one 
great labor leader whose judgment I 
respect, Mr. James B. Carey, the “lights 
would go out” for labor. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I yield 
to the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. PERKINS. That is the only dif- 
ference, the gentleman’s substitute from 
the Lucas amendment? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. No, 
there is another difference. The Lucas 
amendment provides that a majority of 
public members shall constitute the 
Board; that is, a majority over the com- 
bined members of management and 
labor. My substitute leaves the tri- 
partite arrangement as presently con- 
stituted undisturbed. 

Mr. PERKINS. In other words, the 
gentleman does not interfere with the 
arrangement of the Wage Stabilization 
Board and outside of that there is no 
other difference between the gentle- 
man's amendment and the Lucas 
amendment? The language is verbatim 
other than that one distinction the gen- 
tleman has pointed out? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. There 
is another difference I would like to 
point out. The Lucas amendment pro- 
vides for representation by independent 
unions. My substitute does not. So 
that there is that second difference. I 
realize and believe that the principle of 
independent union representation is 
sound if it can be implemented. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. FULTON. In addition, the gen- 
tleman’s amendment takes effect im- 


1951 


mediately on the passage of this act 

while the Lucas amendment provides 30 

days after the passage of the act. In 

addition, the gentleman’s amendment 

does not abolish the old Wage Stabiliza- 

oon Board while the Lucas amendment 
oes. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. That is 
correct, 

It can be said, therefore, briefiy, that 
the third point is that the Lucas amend- 
ment permits the collective bargaining 
to go on and the natural relationship 
between management and labor and 
does not constitute the Board into a 
body that settles all labor disputes in the 
Nation. I think if that type of practice 
were to continue we would be likely to 
result in a Fascist state, one in which a 
small group might ultimately handle all 
of the labor disputes in the country. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr, KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I yield 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The jurisdiction of 
the gentleman’s board is confined to 
wages; is that correct? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. That 
is correct; to wage stabilization. 

Mr. KENNEDY. And not any of the 
other subjects that might be brought up 
under the Board set up by the President’s 
order? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. My 
substitute is the same as the Lucas 
amendment insofar as jurisdiction of the 
Board is concerned. I think it would be 
a great mistake to overweight this Board 
with public members or to change the 
tripartite arrangement from that as 
presently constituted, I think the ex- 
perience of the last war indicated that 
the public members very frequently 
sided with management—in over 58 per- 
cent of the cases it handled. That oc- 
curred in a majority of the cases. What 
would result from the Lucas amendment, 
insofar as that part of it is concerned, 
is that the Board would be overweighted 
toward management’s side in the great 
majority of times. Under the tripartite 
arrangement there is a balance pre- 
served. With that tripartite set-up and 
with collective bargaining preserved I 
think you would have the best possible 
arrangement.. I think that the basic 
difference between our country and So- 
cialist countries and Communist coun- 
tries is that we have more cooperation 
between labor and management, and I 
think the tripartite nature of the Board 
encourages cooperation. If you would 
have an overweighting toward the pub- 
lic side, I think you would encourage 
conflict. You would have a great deal 
of opposition on the part of labor un- 
ions in regard to that part of the Lucas 
amendment which would upset the 
Board. So, in line with encouraging co- 
operation I think we should preserve the 
tripartite nature of the Board. 

On the other hand we are facing a 
long-term emergency that is likely to last 
for a number of years. I do not think 
that those who favor collective bargain- 
ing should want to set up a board during 
this long-term emergency that would 
develop a policy of settling labor dis- 
putes in the United States. While it is 
true that settlement of such disputes is 
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now done on a voluntary basis by the 
Board, a practice might well develop 
wherein parties would be going to the 
Board more and more frequently rather 
than by settling their differences by free 
collective bargaining. Sober judgment 
will dictate that the real friends of labor 
will limit the Board’s jurisdiction to wage 
stabilization and not make of it a na- 
tional agency to substitute for collective 
bargaining. 

Sober judgment will also dictate that 
the Lucas amendment must be voted 
down because it would smash the pres- 

“ent fair balance of the Board and make 
of it an agency weighted in favor of man- 
agement and place a cross on the back 
of labor. j 

Labor-management equality and co- 
operation must be preserved by preserv- 
ing the tripartite balance. Free collec- 
tive bargaining must be preserved by 
preventing the establishment of a board 
that eventually could take over labor 
relations in this country. 

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, when the Lucas 
amendment was first discussed repre- 
sentatives of both labor and manage- 
ment made known to me their views on 
this proposed amendment. As the re- 
sult of the discussion I had with those 
people I have concluded that the amend- 
ment should be called the antiproduc- 
tion amendment to the Defense Produc- 
tion Act. 

Industrial unrest and instability would 
be the sure result of this effort to tam- 
per with the make-up of the Wage Sta- 
bilization Board. This is true for three 
reasons: 

First. The amendment is a formal 
congressional request for irresponsibility 
and unilateral action on the part of 
both labor and management. It de- 
stroys the tripartite character of the 
Wage Stabilization Board in which in- 
dustry, labor, and the public partici- 
pate as equals in reaching decisions af- 
fecting millions of workers and their 
employers. 

By participating as equals, labor and 
management have, in effect, given a lim- 
ited no-strike, no-lockout pledge to the 
American people. Give them second- 
class status, as this amendment does, 
and each will feel free to use his eco- 
nomic strength in solving industrial 
problems in his own particular way. I 
will not mince words about it: this 
amendment invites strikes. Just ask the 
present membership of the Board—in- 
dustry, labor and public members as 
well. They are unanimously opposed to 
this amendment on the ground that it 
destroys the values of tripartitism, and 
have said so in a recent public state- 
ment. They know that tripartitism was 
a brilliant success in the War Labor 
Board of World War II, that it is not an 
untried technique, that the present Wage 
Stabilization Board is cooperating as a 
team. 

Second. The amendment is unclear 
and ambiguous. It might well introduce 
confusion and duplication into the wage- 
stabilization program. It seems to put 
th: Wage Stabilization Board in a simple 
advisory capacity, yet this is not clear. 
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It is impossible to say whom the amend- 
ment makes responsible for what in wage 
stabilization. The lin ’s are pretty clear 
now. The practical administration of 
price controls has been effectively dele- 
gated to the Office of Price Stabilization 
and of wage controls to the Wage Sta- 
bilization Board. This amendment does 
not affect that sensible arrangement on 
the price side but may eliminate it on 
the wage side. It so complicates the 
present arrangement that the only re- 
sult will be uncertainty and confusion 
on the part of the public, the Board, and 
the Economic Stabilization Adminis- 
trator. 

If the amendment truly seeks to limit 
the Wage Stabilization Board to giving 
advice to the parties in wage cases, then 
this is a most peculiar proposition. Is 
such advice legally binding? If so, on 
whom? If it has no legál effect, then 
what purpose is served by it? 

If the proposal is for solving the mil- 
lions of complicated wage problems by 
the application of some slide-rule for- 
mula, then it is even worse, for it would 
destroy the administrative flexibility 
which the wage program must have if 
the President is to carry out the man- 
date of section 402 (c) to correct and 
prevent. hardships and inequities, 

Third. The amendment prevents ef- 
fective handling of emergency labor- 
management disputes. The present 
Wage Stabilization Board is the only 
agency established to deal with the spe- 
cial industrial problems peculiar to the 
mobilization efort. It has modest pow- 
ers. By Executive order, the Board has 
jurisdiction over labor disputes, includ- 
ing nonwage as well as wage issues, only 
when both parties agree to submit the 
case or when the President certifies that 
the dispute substantially threatens the 
progress of national defense. There are 
mo disputes before the Board at present, 
so the questica is academic for the mo- 
ment. Yet there is a clear need for such 
stand-by machinery to handle disputes 
which will grow out of stabilization and 
seriously affect mobilization progress. 

Let us not kid ourselves. This part of 
the amendment is directed squarely at 
the President of ths United States. Not 
just at the incumtent, but at the insti- 
tution of the Presideticy itself. As such 
it raises serious constitutional issues, 
which we, as Members, are sworn to 
consider in casting our votes. It is 
doubtful that the Congress has author- 
ity to prevent the President from seek- 
ing specialized advice from any source 
on how best to protect the Nation. One 
of his clear duties is to respond affirma- 
tively to crisis, including crisis caused by 
a labor dispute. 

Other provisions of the amendment are 
less objectionable, but no less unneces- 
sary. It specifies that a representative 
of an independent union must serve on 
the Board. The Communist-dominated 
unions do not want controls because they 
do not want mobilization. 

For all these reasons the amendment 
now under consideration should be de- 
feated. It knocks the “preduction” out 
of defense production. It sows distrust. 
It discards the tried and tested, and 
substitutes the unsound end uaworkable. 
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It destroys the principle of equal tri- 
partism which marked the success of the 
War Labor Board. It establishes a 
method of wage stabilization which is 
impractical and ineffective. And it pre- 
vents adequate handling of labor dis- 
putes in this period of national mobili- 
zation. 

Usually a committee report accom- 
panies such a far-reaching legislative 
proposal as this. No report of explana- 
tion or justification accompanied this 
amendment. Let us vote it down. 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word, and rise in 
support of the substitute amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the able and distin- 
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania 
who just preceded me was obviously 
speaking against the Lucas amendment. 
I want to direct the attention of the 
Committee, if I may, to the substitute 
amendment, which will be the first to 
be acted upon in the present parlia- 
mentary situation. 

I supported the Lucas amendment in 
committee. I was not a member of the 
subcommittee of the gentleman from 
Texas but in the full committee I voted 
for the Lucas amendment. 

I am not so much concerned with the 
broadening or breaking down of the 
present tripartite arrangement of the 
Board. I feel that the arguments which 
have been put forward against the pro- 
cedure as outlined in the Lucas amend- 
ment have merit. I am not particularly 
wedded to the theory of havin. more 
public members than members of indus- 
try and labor combined. However, I feel 
tat it has merit, as all of our legisla- 
tion here is in the interest of the public, 
to keep prices down. That is what we 
are trying to get to in this whole over-all 
bill. Yet the composition of the Board 
is not of paramount importance. I do 
feel that the jurisdiction of the Board 
is of importance. There is a danger 
if we take these disputes which have 
been settled by collective bargaining to 
a board which will be so built up in the 
eyes of the public that it will have the 
effect of compulsory arbitration. I feel 
that if we do that, we are embarking 
on a course that none of us particularly 
wants to pursue, and that goes for or- 
ganized labor as well as other segments 
of our society. I am sure no one wants 
to go down such a road. 

You and I hope this is an emergency 
measure. Just because we write a ter- 
mination date into this bill, we feel that 
we cannot go too far wrong in a year 
or in 2 years; yet we do not know how 
long this emergency might last. We 
hope it is a short emergency, but you 
and I know in our hearts that as long 
as Russia maintains the attitude toward 
our type of life that is being maintained 
in that country today this emergency 
will last. 

After say 20 years of having labor 
disputes settled by a Wage Stabilization 
Board, backed by an almost mandatory 
public opinion, compulsory arbitration 
is inevitable. If that goes on in this 
country for 20 years free, collective bar- 
gaining as you and I have known it will 
be gone forever. That bargaining is a 
big contributing factor to the American 
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way of life and mighty important in the 
platforms and public declarations of 
both the major political parties in this 
country. 

The substitute offered by the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin answers most of 
the arguments that have been raised 
against the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas. It does not dis- 
turb the make-up of the present Board. 
It does not get into the problem of 
whether independent unions should or 
should not be represented. The Presi- 
dent could put independent unions in 
there today if he wanted so to do. He 
has that power. It merely confines it- 
self to section 5 of the Lucas amend- 
ment, which does say that this Wage 
Stabilization Board will not be a place 
to which can be taken every dispute, 
be it union security, be it working con- 
ditions, be it what not, there to be settled 
by compulsory arbitration. I think that 
in view of the way the situation has 
developed, and from a practical political 
standpoint, the best thing for us to do 
here today is to adopt the substitute 
offered by the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin. I have supported the gentleman 
from Texas all along in his amendment. 
I trust he will understand that the posi- 
tion which I take now is one which I 
consider must be followed in order to 
bring about a practical solution to this 
problem at this late hour, and 16 of 
the present 18 members of the Board 
indicated in the New York Times this 
morning that if we adopt the Lucas 
amendment they would feel it necessary 
to resign. We have to keep a Wage 
Stabilization Board. The only prac- 
tical way out is to follow the substitute 
offered by the gentleman from Wis- 
consin. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to the pro forma 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the Lucas amend- 
ment, as I understand it, has at least 
three important purposes which would 
be very harmful and some of those pur- 
poses, if not all of them, are opposed 
by both management and labor. It ap- 
pears to me from the debate that has 
already taken place today that the tri- 
partite features of this amendment are 
encountering serious difficulty and are 
not very pleasing to a substantial ma- 
jority of the House. The Kersten 
amendment includes the second and 
third provisions, as I understand it, of 
the Lucas amendment. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr, 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. It does 
not include the second provision, It 
does include only the third. 

Mr. McCORMACK. If that is the 
case, then it strips the Board of the 
power to handle individual cases; is that 
correct? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin, That is 
correct. 

Mr.McCORMACK. And the tripartite 
organization of the Board is maintained? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. That is 
correct. 

Mr. McCORMACK. But it does strip 
the Board of its power to handle indi- 
vidual cases; is that correct? 
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Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. That is 
correct. 

Mr. McCORMACK. That being so, I 
submit that if adopted the Kersten 
amendment would prevent a following of 
the congressional mandate in the De- 
fense Production Act to prevent hard- 
ships or inequity. This, too, would effec- 
tively destroy indirectly at least tri- 
partite administration. Though the 
language of the amendment is unclear, 
the apparent intent is to reduce the 
Board to giving views and to vest in the 
Economic Stabilization Administrator 
the power to decide individual cases while 
specifying that wage stabilization is to 
mean “fixed maximum limits.” Thus, the 
“fixed maximum limits” would be applied 
irrespective of the claims of individuals 
to be heard in their individual cases. 

It seems to me this proposal is highly 
undesirable. It mistakenly assumes that 
wage stabilization can be successfully ac- 
complished by a single, simple mathe- 
matical standard, such as—if I may use 
an illustration—if every adult male in 
the United States were required to wear 
a size 9% shoe simply because he wears a 
size 7% hat. 

The provision is untried and untested. 
It repeals a successful system of wage 
stabilization and it flies in the face of 
what American business and labor want. 
If American business and labor became 
aware of this provision, in my opinion, 
they would both oppose it. 

The third significant provision strips 
the board of the labor disputes respon- 
sibilities assigned it by the President in 
the past. The Board is now empowered 
to handle disputes submitted to it joint- 
ly by the employer and the union—in 
effect, voluntary arbitration of disputes 
in defense plants. The Board may also 
recommend a settlement in disputes 
certified to it by the President as 
“substantially threatening the progress 
of the defense program.” It is evident 
that the Board’s powers are the very 
minimum required by partial mobiliza- 
tion. The obvious intent of the com- 
mittee is to restrict the President’s dis- 
cretion in the handling of crisis labor 
disputes. The effect would be to elimi- 
nate the President’s stand-by powers. 
There are not as yet any labor disputes 
before the Board. Actually, the effect of 
both the Lucas and Kersten amend- 
ments would be to make the President 
powerless to intervene in a dispute in 
a defense plant if sich a dispute were not 
defined as a national emergency, with- 
in the meaning of the Taft-Hartley law. 

The provision is also a challenge to 
the President’s constitutional authority, 
but the other grounds are in the reasons 
which I think that both the Kersten 
amendment and the Lucas amendment 
should be defeated. Either amendment 
might well be construed by labor as an 
attack upon labor. Certainly none of 
us wants to put into this bill any pro- 
vision which might be construed as a 
direct attack against any powerful'seg- 
ment of our people. Both grenan 
should be defeated. ; 4 

The CHAIRMAN. The time ot ihe 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired, 
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Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the Kersten 
amendment. I support the Kersten sub- 
stitute, and I hope it is adopted as an 
nam Seam and finally written into the 

I listened with great interest to what 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
McCormack] just said. Let us get this 
straight. First of all, the Board that we 
now have has been set up under title 
IV of the act, which is the price and 
wage stabilization section. There was 
a provision in respect to production in 
title V, under which the Board might 
have been set up, but the provisions of 
title V were never invoked. So the very 
method of formation of this Board is 
clear evidence that the sole purpose of 
the Board, its jurisdiction, should be 
limited to matters of stabilization in the 
wage field. 

Under Executive orders, following the 
enactment of this act last fall, we set 
up the Office of Price Stabilization, 
which is headed by Mr. DiSalle. That 
agency does not assert the right to set- 
tle any controversy that might arise 
between a manufacturer and a retailer. 
They are just operating as a matter of 
price stabilization. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr, LUCAS. Do they not at the same 
time issue general regulations, rather 
than regulations affecting each sale? 

Mr. HALLECK. Of course they do. It 
is obvious that they could not fix price 
ceilings for every individual merchant 
or every group of merchants in the 
country. The gentleman is entirely cor- 
rect. By the same token, and having 
regard to the very manner in which this 
Board was created, it should be limited 
in its operation to matters of wage stabi- 
lization. That is what I want to do. 

As far as the Kersten amendment is 
concerned, I do not know but what per- 
haps this whole tripartite arrangement 
does not work out very well, but in this 
particular instance I think we are well 
advised not to disturb that existing sit- 
uation. Likewise, in respect to the mat- 
ter of the representation of independ- 
ent unions on the Board, as has been 
suggested, the President could deal with 
that if he wanted to, and I take it that 
at the moment there is not much need 
to get into controversy about that here, 
since so much controversy seems to have 
arisen about it elsewhere. ‘ 

Now, what does the remaining provi- 
sion of this substitute do? It simply 
undertakes to spell out the area within 
which this Board shall operate, that area 
being the field of wage stabilization. To 
my mind, that is entirely proper and 
fair. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. McCormack] certainly must believe 
in the right of labor to organize and 
bargain collectively. He certainly must 
agree with me that governmental deci- 
sion ‘should not be substituted for free 
agreement else you ruin entirely, bar- 
gaining. Yet you heard him say that the 
adoption of this substitute would pre- 
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vent the Government from entering into 
disputes that could arise except as there 
is a national emergency. Is he contend- 
ing that in this time when it is urged by 
some that we are not even in a war that 
the Government by its processes shall 
substitute its decisions for the decisions 
that ought to be arrived at across the 
bargaining table? I think that every 
man in organized labor or on the side 
of management who believes in collec- 
tive bargaining, who believes that the 
differences between management and 
men should be settled across the table, 
who believes in that as a very corner- 
stone of our great competitive-enter- 
prise system, ought to support this 
Kersten substitute to see to it that com- 
pulsory arbitration is not foisted upon 
the people of this country, or manage- 
ment or men, under the guise of some 
such operation as is here urged. 

Again let me say that that is a funda- 
mental proposition that is involved. On 
the Republican side we got out a declara- 
tion of policy some time ago, and we said 
this: 


We reaffirm our belief in the right of labor 
to organize and bargain collectively with em- 
ployers as one of the cornerstones of com- 
petitive enterprise. The processes of such 
bargaining must be protected and.strength- 
ened if we are to have real jobs and pros- 
perity for all. 

For that purpose we believe that govern- 
mental decision must not be substituted for 
free agreement. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana has expired. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. HALLECK. Do I understand 
that extensions of time are not being 
permitted? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Kentucky objected to one exten- 
sion of time. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to both amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, every Member of this 
House today received a letter from our 
colleague, the gentleman from Texas 
IMr. Lucas], making known what his 
amendment purported to do. He stated 
that it would recreate the Wage Sta- 
bilization Board. The fact is that his 
amendment would kill the present Wage 
Stabilization Board, with its proved and 
successful tripartite make-up of equal 
numbers of public, labor, and manage- 
ment members. It would substitute a 
new Board, powerless to do a fair and 
effective wage-stabilization job. 

He argues that it is better to have a 
majority of public members able to out- 
vote both labor and management mem- 
bers. This would mean the destruction 
of labor and management participation. 
As a practical matter, few or no capa- 
ble persons would agree to serve either 
as public, labor, or management members 
under such conditions. 

The tripartite method worked suc- 
cessfully in World War II. Labor and 
management did not vote together 
against public members. In 20,000 cases 
handled by the War Labor Board there 
were unanimous decisions in 16 percent 
of the cases; management and labor 
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majority decisions in 58 percent of the 
cases; and labor and public majority 
decisions in 26 percent of the cases. 

In only two small cases, not involving 
wages, did management and labor vote 
together against the public members. 

These figures are from the War Labor 
Board. 

The suggestion that labor and man- 
agement might conspire against the 
public members is contradicted by the 
WLB record of performance in World 
War II. 

He urges that independent unions be 
represented as such on the new Board. 
Most of the so-called independent 
unions he appears to have in mind are 
or must be these Communist-dominated 
unions that have withdrawn from the 
regular unions, and I know that nobody 
in this House wants to take and put 
Communist representation upon a Board 
of this kind. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
Mr. RABAUT. 
man from Texas. 

Mr. LUCAS. Does the gentleman con- 
tend then that the President would ap- 
roint a Communist-dominated Board? 

Mr. RABAUT. I do not contend that, 
but the gentleman is making it possible 
for it to be done. 

He proposes that the new board write 
general policy regulations only. This 
would prohibit the board from the suc- 
cessful case method of dealing with 
practical conditions on a plant-by-plant 
basis, as was done successfully in World 
War I. This would contribute to indus- 
trial unrest. 

He would prohibit the new board from 
taking any part in promoting fair and 
peaceful settlement of disputes. This is 
a formula for promoting and provoking ` 
the breakdown of peaceful collective 
bargaining, negotiation and settlement; 
it would have the effect of driving labor 
to the picket lines, whereupon antilabor 
forces would seek to use the defense 
emergency to break strikes, weaken the 
practice of collective bargaining and 
unions. 

The Lucas amendment is a formula 
for promoting industrial war in a reck- 
less attempt to cancel out the peaceful 
practice of collective bargaining as de- 
veloped in the past 18 years, no matter 
what the cost to defense mobilization 
and national security. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the House will 
rise to the situation before us today and 
vote down both the Lucas amendment 
and the substitute. 

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it would be 
appropriate at this time for me as chair- 
man of the Committee on Education and 
Labor to tell this House exactly how 
these amendments originated. 

Sometime ago, after certain members 
of the Board quit or went on a strike, 
or whatever you please to call it, there 
was considerable controversy and con- 
siderable confusion both in industry and 
labor, and I was met with not one, but 
many, many requests from Members of 
this House that the Committee on Labor 
take cognizance of the situation ana do 
something about it. I discussed it with 


I yield to the gentle- 
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many members of the committee. Then 
the Committee on Banking and Curren- 


cy started to consider the present stabi- . 


lization bill, the Defense Production 
Act Amendments of 1951. We thought 
that was the proper place for it. 

I appointed a committee of 18 mem- 
bers. I appointed about everybody on 
the committee that was not busy on 
another subcommittee except myself. I 
thought that that committee could do 
the job. The committee did work. It 
heard the Board members and discussed 
it from every angle. 

I have no duty in this House but to be 
fair to the House and to the people of 
this country. I think a man would be a 
pygmy-brain to be prejudiced against 
the workingman. I do not much like 
a man to get up on this floor and at least 
insinuate that those of us that might 
differ with his views were trying to 
punish labor. 

We hear a lot about lobbyists. It 
seems that some would define a lobby- 
ist as a man that is not a Member of 
Congress who is against what you want. 
And a coalition is the gang that beat 
you, it makes no difference who it is. 
I do not care for these nicknames or 
definitions. 


This subcommittee went into the ` 


Labor Board question thoroughly. I ap- 
pointed the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Lucas] as chairman. I have heard no 
complaints about any unfair treatment, 
or that everyone did not have complete 
and full opportunity to express them- 
selves. 

They called on me for a meeting of the 
full committee, and I called a meeting 
of the full committee. The Lucas 
amendments were reported out by a vote 
of 15 to 7. 

Personally, I think the Lucas amend- 
ments are good amendments. I voted 
for the amendments. I think everybody 
voted one way or the other except pos- 
sibly one. The amendments are here. 
Now the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Kersten] offers a substitute for the 
Lucas amendment. 

I say to this House, not as chairman 
of the committee, because the committee 
instructed me to take such steps as were 
necessary to include the Lucas amend- 
ments in this act, but speaking person- 
ally for myself, either the Kersten 
amendments or the Lucas amendments 
are acceptable to me. 

Much has been said about this tri- 
partite business, and how this Board 
came into operation. I do not question 
any man on earth for his convictions. 
I admire every person who has convic- 
tions and has the stamina to stand up 
for them. I disagree with them some- 
times. If members get on the Board who 
have convictions about how matters 
should be decided, it is not to criticize 
them for having those convictions, be- 
cause they had them before they went 
on the Board, and I am a little bit in- 
clined to think that if they had not had 
them, they would not have gotten on 
the Board. 

We have heard of tripartite arrange- 
ments. We had the triumvirate in the 
days of Rome. We had the axis with 
Hitler and Mussolini and the Japs. I 
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do not like that kind of arrangement 
when the interested parties are making 
their own decisions. Certainly they do 
have selfish interests and they have con- 
victions about them. This tripartite 
business is all right so long as all three 
legs stand on the ground. But it is up 
to this Congress to fix the Board's juris- 
diction—and safeguard against any two 
interests promoting their own welfare 
at the expense of the public. If we will 
properly perform our duty here, then the 
Board and the American people will un- 
derstand each other better and we will 
avoid a lot of criticism, both just and 
unjust. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
may proceed for three additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BARDEN. Mr. Chairman, I ap- 
preciate that because I did have to take 
up some time to tell just how these 
amendments come before the House. 

Mr. * ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARDEN, Just briefly, sir. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Does the gentle- 
man think that the management mem- 
bers of this Board, any more than the 
labor members and public members, 
would appreciate being likened to Hitler 
and Mussolini or the Japs? 

Mr, BARDEN. Now, the gentleman 
from New York is too broadminded a 
man to try to make any such prejudicial 
deduction of that kind. The gentleman 
knows I have never taken unfair advan- 
tage of any man, either on this floor or 
down in one of the departments. Cer- 
tainly I do not insinuate any such thing. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Iam glad to hear 
it. 

Mr. BARDEN. You knew it before 
you made that statement, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, I felt that with the ap- 
proximately eighteen or twenty million 
organized union members in this coun- 
try with nraybe one hundred and thirty- 
five or one hundred and forty million 
other people it was not so wrong that 
the public interest be given considera- 
tion and that the public members have 
at least one more member on that Board 
than the combined number of industry 
and labor. I did not think that was un- 
reasonable. You have some as fine people 
in independent unions in this country 
as any group of laboring men on earth. 
Their objectives and motives are just as 
laudable as the objectives and motives 
of the fine people that constitute the 
membership of the two major labor 
unions, Is there any reason why they 
should not have some recognition? Why 
should we insist in this Congress nam- 
ing the two principal labor unions and 
say that everyone else shall be closed 
out? Ido not subscribe to that. When 
representatives of the independent 
unions called on me I told them then I 
thought their request was fair—I think 
so now. I do not like stacked boards, 
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I do not like stacked commissions. I do 
not like a stacked umpire in a ball game. 
I just do not like it. 

I think fair play and Americanism are 
as synonymous as any two terms could 
possibly be and that the public interest 
should be given consideration on this 
Board since it comes in that category, so 
far as I am concerned. 

The amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin [Mr. KERSTEN] 
specifies the jurisdiction of the Board. 
If this Congress has any responsibility 
at all in this field it is to right any wrongs 
and fix the jurisdiction of the Board, 
otherwise we have no license to get up on 
the floor and abuse administrators who 
have the wide world to play in with no 
limit upon their jurisdiction. 

At the outset the Board was set up 
for what purpose? It was set up to deal 
with wages, salaries, and compensations. 
That is what they should deal with; that 
is what we limited it to; that is what they 
said they were going to do; and that is 
what I want them to do. 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Kersten substitute. 

Mr. Chairman, ï had the privilege of 
serving on the Lucas subcommittee. I 
would like to inform the Members of the 
House that I have never served under a 
more fair chairman, a man who had a 
high understanding of all the problems 
of all the witnesses who came before us. 
Truly, everyone who had anything to say 
was given ample opportunity to say what 
he wanted to say. I recall vividly the 
first hearings held, when Dr. Taylor ap- 
peared before us. As you all recall, it 
was soon after the Board had just 
granted a 9-cent increase to the workers 
in the meat-packing industry. At that 
time I questionel Dr. Taylor to the extent 
of who was going to pay the 9 cents, and 
how they agreed upon a figure of 9 cents, 
and whether or not he, as chairman of 
the Board, expected to continue in the 
role of settler of disputes which orig- 
inally went to the National Labor Rela- 
tions Board. 

Right now we know that we have no 
disputes before the Board. Right now 
we know we have more boards in exist- 
ence than we have disputes, and I think 
we are all cognizant of the fact that the 
National Labor Relations Board has done 
a very good job. I think we all realize 
that the Mediation Board has done a re- 
markably fine job. When disputes arise 
and they cannot settle them, we know 
that the President of the United States 
has the power of injunction. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEARNS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Massachusettas. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Is there not a dis- 
tinction between the provision of the 
Taft-Hartley law and the President's 
Board in this, that under the Taft-Hart- 
ley law there has to be a substantial por- 
tion of the industry involved, while the 
President’s Board can take up individual 
complaints? 

Mr. KEARNS. I think the gentleman 
is right to that extent, but I agree with 
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. HAL- 
LECK] when he said that the purpose of 
this Board was for the stabilization of 
wages, 
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Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEARNS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. FULTON. If you want to make 
a change at any time from the present 
set-up, there must be something wrong 
with the present set-up. What is wrong 
with the present Wage Stabilization 
Board? Has it kept wages in line too 
much or too little? Where is it erring, 
that we should change from where we 
are now? 

Mr. KEARNS. I feel that the Board 
is essentially trying to do a job; at least 
trying to stay within the prerogatives 
under which they were established and 
not trying to grab more power. I fear 
that the Board may in time grab more 
power. Because they have a right to 
recommend to the President the seizure 
of industry, and they have a right to 
recommend this, that, and the other 
thing. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield there? 

Mr. KEARNS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. Is it not also argued 
by some of the opponents of this amend- 
ment that what they really want the 
Board to have is the power to settle labor 
disputes; which, in the final analysis, is 
nothing more nor less than compulsory 
arbitration. 

Mr. KEARNS. That is right. Mr. 
Herzog, when he testified, said he did 
not think that this Board would inter- 
fere, but I would say that he was quite 
coy when he made that remark before 
the committee. 


I do wish to say in conclusion that I - 


feel Mr. KERSTEN’s amendment is sound. 
I feel that we went too far in increasing 
the number of laymen on the Board. I 
do not see how anyone in the House can 
object to the Board as it now stands, and 
leave the decisions that rightfully belong 
to the National Labor Relations Board 
remain there. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have listened to all 
the debate on this amendment and the 
substitute. It seems to me that some of 
us may be crying, “Wolf, wolf,” before 
any wolf appears. 

What objection has been raised to the 
action of the Wage Stabilization Board? 
I have listened, and not one objection to 
any decision or any act of the Board 
has been uttered during this debate. 
The only objection I have had in my 
own office about the Wage Stabilization 
Board is from some employees down my 
way, who have been trying to get a 
small, meager wage increase and who 
have finally reached an agreement with 
their employer for an additional wage 
increase only to have approval delayed 
unduly in Washington. They cannot 
get it acted upon by the Wage Stabiliza- 
tion Board. I have been trying to help 
them, but I cannot get it acted upon. 

Do you realize that 1,000 applications 
per week for wage increases are reach- 
ing the Wage Stabilization Board and 
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that up to now they are acting upon 
only 100 applications per week? A back- 


log of 900 applications per week is piling 


up. Do you not realize, then, that we 
have an explosive situation? Neverthe- 
less, either of these amendments, as I 
understand them, would abolish this 
board, set up another board. You would 
create more delay in dealing with jus- 
tifiable cases. 

The gentleman who just preceded me 
expressed no objection to the present 
tripartite makeup of the Board. There 
seems to be general agreement here that 
that ought not to be disturbed. My ex- 
perience has been that the only way to 
get cooperation out of industry, out of 
labor, or out of Americans generally is 
to give them responsibility, make them 
party, a responsible party, of the action. 
Therefore I do not believe that the tri- 


-partite makeup of the Board should be 


destroyed. 
Why, would you destroy the authority 


‘of the Board to try to settle disputes? 


Are we not forgetting that this is the 
Defense Production Act? Who knows 
what dark day may be ahead? We 
need production, and to have produc- 
tion we need agreement and content- 
ment, not strife, disturbance and strikes, 

It was said here just a moment ago 
that not one dispute other than that on 
wages is before this board, and yet we 
hear the cry “Wolf! Wolf! Let us de- 
stroy this board and set up another.” 
Why, I ask you? We have heard many 
complaints about the act of the admin- 
istrator in this or that decision, but not 
one have I heard here of the Wage Sta- 
bilization Board. I think we better let 
well enough alone, 

Mr. GWINN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the substitute amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, in the committee I 
supported the Lucas amendment setting 
up a new board, for the reason that the 
present Wage Stabilization Board is ob- 
viously not an impartial judicial insti- 
tution to take care of all disputes that 
may come before it. It is composed 
quite deliberately of big industry and 
big labor with no independent union or 
labor representation. There is a mi- 
nority of public members. But if that 
board is to be retained, then the Kersten 
substitute is a “must” piece of legisla- 
tion. That board must be confined in 
its jurisdiction. Let me illustrate to the 
gentleman from Tennessee why the 
board must be confined to stabilization 
of wages, to use the definition of the 
word: Stabilization of wages in rela- 
tionship to prices and production. It 
must exercise general jurisdiction over 
wage ceilings as distinguished from all 
manner of labor management disputes, 

Here is a case of an organizing com- 
mittee of CIO up in the Kohler Manu- 
facturing Co. in Wisconsin as shown in 
a letter to the workers: 

Do the workers of Kohler have representa- 
tives on the Disputes Board? 


They do not even call it a stabilization 
board in this letter. To them it is now 
a disputes board. 

The representative on this disputes board 
for the UAW-CIO is John W. Livingston, a 
vice president of the UAW-CIO. You will 
note that no representative of the inde- 
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-pendent unions, or so-called company unions, 
was given a place on this Board. If the 
Kohler workers have a problem in regard 
to collective bargaining or wage increases, 
who will take their problem to the War Sta- 
bilization Board for them, and if it is taken 
to the Board, who will represent them on 
the War Stabilization Board? 


Then they go on to say that we, the 
CIO workers, got a raise with this Board 
of 5 or 6 cents an hour, Then they put 
the question to the Kohler workers: 

Did you Kohler workers get an increase in 
wages? No. And the reason is that you 
have no representative on the Board to listen 
to your particular disputes case. 


The inference is clear Kohler workers 
must join CIO. 

We must keep these disputes in the 
regularly constituted judicial courts or 
boards set up by this Congress in the 
Taft-Hartley legislation. Those boards 
are already set up, their procedures are 
established, they are functioning. 

Before our committee we asked the 
witness: 

Is there a single question or dispute that 
you can think of that the regularly consti- 
tuted Labor Relations Board cannot handle? 


And they could not name one. Of 
course the Labor Relations Act provides 
for the handling of all disputes. We 
cannot let come before this Wage Sta- 
bilization Board, with no procedure es- 
tablished, no committees set up with ex- 
perience to handle them, such questions 
as boycott or jurisdictional strikes or in- 
creases in wages or pensions, or whatnot. 
They should come before the regular 
Labor Relations Board under the Labor- 
Management Relations Act, known 
sometimes as the Taft-Hartley Act. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GWINN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. FULTON. If the Board then, 
according to the gentleman’s view, is set 
up properly in an advisory capacity 
Mr. GWINN. Just as DiSalle is set 
up to fix prices, so the Wage Stabiliza- 
tion Board fixes wages generally over-all 
and stabilizes OPS policies generally in 
the over-all pattern in proper relation 
to prices fixed by DiSalle. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, the Lucas amendment 
to the Defense Production Act of 1950, 
H. R. 4552, is an indirect and unfair 
attempt to further confuse wartime 
stabilization legislation with an unneces- 
sary amendment to further handicap or- 
ganized labor in America. 

The existing Wage Stabilization Board 
is merely a replica of the War Labor 
Board which functioned so magnificently 
on wage-stabilization matters during 
World War II. Both the old War Labor 
Board and the present Wage Stabiliza- 
tion Board gave fair and equal represen- 
tation to both public, labor, and industry 
groups of our economy. At the termina- 
tion of World War II, Generals Marshall 
and Eisenhower of the military, and rep- 
resentatives of industry and big busi- 
ness, paid a great compliment to the out- 
standing job which union labor did in 
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America to bring about victory. After 
World War II, even Joe Stalin himself 
paid a great tribute to the miracle of in- 
dustrial production in our country dur- 
ing the war crisis. Leaders of our great 
labor unions during the war period as 
well as during the reconstruction period, 
have done a magnificent job to curtail 
and throw communistic agitators out of 
their unions. I say that organized labor 
has done more to curtail the infiltration 
and spread of communism in America 
than any other known force. The Com- 
munist strategy and the Communist 
agitators, for over a quarter of a century, 
have been trying to infiltrate and con- 
trol organized labor in America. The 
theory was that if they did succeed in 
their drive to infiltrate our labor unions, 
industrial production could be halted at 
any time the Communist brain trusts 
would so direct. 

In spite of the outstanding job organ- 
ized labor has done in this country both 
in war and peacetime, for some reason, 
antilabor forces in this country are con- 
tinually trying to destroy and hamper 
organized labor. 

One of the rewards organized labor 
received for its great effort in wartime 
production and its effort to curb commu- 
nism was the Taft-Hartley law which 
was saddled over its neck in the Eighty- 
second Congress. This so-called Lucas 
amendment, H. R. 4552, is as devastat- 
ing and as crippling an antiorganized 
labor piece of legislation as has ever been 
presented to this Congress. It is an ef- 
fort to cripple and destroy the tripartite 
representation which at present exists 
on the Wage Stabilization Board. In 
other words, it is a direct attempt to 
pack the Wage Stabilization Board with 
the enemies of organized labor—it is an 
effort to use the whiplash of an anti- 
labor Government board to compel mil- 
lions in America to work at a certain 
wage regardless of the rise in the cost of 
living and the profiteering derived from 
such labors. This amendment, if en- 
acted into law, would throw economic 
wage stabilization into a tailspin. 

I was a member of the Education and 
Labor Committee when the Taft-Hart- 
ley law was enacted. I am familiar with 
the history of that piece of legislation. 
I am familiar with the pressure and 
lobby groups that put it on the statutes. 
I remember the speeches made on the 
fioor of Congress at that time by Mem- 
bers who said the Taft-Hartley law 
would solve all management and labor 
disputes. In spite of those claims, 2 
years after that law was enacted in 1949, 
more man-hours were lost by reason of 
strikes and tie-ups in America than in 
any year in our history. Only a few 
weeks ago our country and the city of 
Washington was tied up by devastating 
strikes. I merely mention this because 
experience has demonstrated that un- 
reasonable and unfair antilabor legisla- 
tion is not any solution for labor-man- 
agement relations. 

This Lucas amendment, if enacted 
into law, will promote bitterness, ani- 
mosity, and further bad feelings be- 
tween management and labor. Maurice 
Tobin, Secretary of Labor; Paul Herzog, 
Chairman of the National Labor Rela- 
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tions Board, and other witnesses who 
have the Government responsibility to 
maintain good management-labor rela- 
tions during this wartime crisis, are op- 
posed to this amendment. The report 
of the hearings which were held on this 
amendment, have not been printed for 
some reason. I state that the Mem- 
bers of the House have not had the op- 
portunity to learn the true facts behind 
the forces that are pressing this legis- 
lation. I am informed that industry 
and big business is not demanding any 
change in the present wartime set-up 
dealing with wages and labor manage- 
ment relations. I believe the Members 
of Congress should know what sinister 
force is behind an amendment of this 
kind which four-fifths of the Members 
of the House are not familiar with and 
are unable to understand why it should 
be attached to the Defense Production 
Act. 

For the welfare of our war effort and 
war production and for the labor-man- 
agement relations, the Lucas amend- 
ment should be overwhelmingly de- 
feated. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. LUCAS. The gentleman a mo- 
ment ago spoke about the hearings. Did 
the gentleman ask me for a copy of the 


- hearings, or did he ask me, as the au- 


thor, about my amendment? 

Mr. MADDEN. I called up the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, as the Members know, 
I represent the southern part of the city 
of Pittsburgh and the surrounding area, 
a tremendous industrial area. As the 
Members also know, Iam a Member who 
voted for the Taft-Hartley law, although 
I have not agreed with all of its provi- 
sions. 

If Congress minimizes the responsi- 
bility of industry and labor and takes it 
away from the Board, you will then be 
taking the responsibility away. We will 
have irresponsible management and ir- 
responsible labor and only a vague, im- 
personal, so-called public responsibility. 
I want them to be responsible, and when 
there are six management members of 
the Board, six labor members, and six 
public members, management and labor 
have such a position that they must not 
evade responsibility to the defense effort. 
In this position I am talking for many 
of the progressive business concerns, 
management, and financial institutions 
in Pittsburgh that are country-wide in 
their scope and represent country-wide 
management as well as country-wide 
labor. 

We in Pittsburgh feel that it has been 
well to have labor, the public, and man- 
agement on a tripartite board, because it 
has meant industrial peace. We have 
had no big strikes during the current 
Korean war effort. We are working 
three shifts a day, on hard, dangerous 
work. We have greater production than 
we have ever had. This is not the time 
to change fundamental labor-manage- 
ment relations. That is a conservative 
point of view. Do not monkey with the 
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heart of our stable industrial relations. 
The last time there was difficulty, and 
one group, labor, decided they could not 
continue by voluntary consent, it took 2 
months and a Presidential advisory com- 
mittee to get the situation stabilized and 
back in line again, satisfactorily to the 
parties involved and the Defense Produc- 
tion Administration. 

You will recall I have asked several of 
the gentlemen whether the only reason 
for changing from the present satisfac- 
tory position would be to get something 
better. No one here has yet said that 
this Stabilization Board is not now work- 
ing and has not now kept us in industrial 
peace. No one has guaranteed the 
United States anything better than the 
maximum production which we are now 
getting, and no one has complained of 
specific policies which are wrongly ad- 
ministered under the present set-up. 

Mr. BAKEWELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULTON. I yield to my good 
friend, the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. BAKEWELL. I concur in the 
statement of the gentleran. During a 
period of industrial tranquillity such as 
we are having I think itis; terrible mis- 
take to tinker with that Board and, so 
to speak, rock the boat. Iam opposed to 
both the Lucas amendment and the sub- 
stitute. 

Mr. sULTON. I thank the gentleman 
very much for his courageous and defi- 
nite stand. 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULTON. I yield to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. MORTON. The Kersten amend- 
ment does not change any set-up of the 
present Board, and there are no disputes 
before the present Board, so you are not 
changing anything. 

Mr. FULTON. In answer to the gen- 
tleman on that, I will quote the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. Lucas] himself. 
He said here on the floor that it would 
change away from the national wage 
pattern if we changed the jurisdiction 
and arrived at a new type of board with 
the same name by charging our present 
Wage Stabilization Board. If we start 
tinkering with the basic wage patterns 
in this country at this time we will have 
the greatest industrial and price confu- 
sion we have ever had in this country. 
The conservative position historically is 
let well enough alone, and let us go along 
with the Board just as we have it. The 
Beard’s jurisdiction is a narrow jurisdic- 
tion, as you know. The subjects that 
can come before it are the two main 
categories: one, by consent of labor and 
management, and the other, those ques- 
tions that the President gives to it when 
the defense effort will be impaired, 

Mr. MORTON. The Kersten amend- 
ment preserves the status quo as applied 
today. We have had no disputes before 
the Board and we are preserving that 
asa matter of law. The gentleman says 
we have tranquillity today, and we are 
trying to preserve tranquillity. 

Mr. FULTON. The Kersten amend- 
ment takes away the power of the pres- 
ent Wage Stabilization Board to make 
decisions and makes it merely an ad- 
visory body. If we took away the power 
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of decision case by case of the United 
States Supreme Court we would then 
have a debating society, and we cer- 
tainly would not be getting any real con- 
clusion. I believe that the Kersten 
amendment, however, would abolish the 
present Wage Stabilization Board as we 
now know it. Is that not right? 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. The 
amendment I have offered as a substi- 
tute preserves collective bargaining, 
which we want to preserve in this coun- 
try, rather than setting up a Board, 
which over a long period of time, which 
this struggle is liable to amount to, can 
very well result in a Fascist state, in 
which this Board would do away with 
collective bargaining. 

Mr. FULTON. It has been said here, 
and I would agree with the gentleman 
on this, that-we do not want compul- 
sory arbitration, and compulsory seiz- 
ures or severe punitive action against 
groups who feel they have legitimate 
positions. 3 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. We do 
not want to abolish the present Board. 

Mr. FULTON. The gentleman's 
amendment does, as it changes the pres- 
ent Board in all but name, just as the 
Lucas amendment does, except for the 
type of representation on the Board. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I dis- 
agree with the gentleman. 

Mr. FULTON. The gentleman’s 
amendment does not in any way refer 
to paragraph 6 of the Lucas amendment, 
that is, on page 4. That means the 
question is open whether you adopt it 
or not. Keep the same name and 
change the functions, powers, anq juris- 
diction—take away the Board’s present 
powers to settle disputes and cases, and 
you have in fact a different board. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. I dis- 
agree with the gentleman on that. It 
does not abolish the present Board at all. 
It maintains it. 

Mr. FULTON. This amendment is not 
intended to improve wage stabilization 
and make it more effective. It is not in- 
tended to buttress our machinery for 
avoiding and preventing industrial strife. 
What then is its intent? 

The intent of this amendment is to 
tie the hands of the Wage Stabilization 
Board, narrow down its jurisdiction, take 
away much of its powers, revise its en- 
tire character, and then dare such a 
Board to try to hold the line on wages. 
Its intent is to prevent the establishment 
of any useful new machinery for keep- 
ing strikes and lockouts and industrial 
strife generally to a minimum, 

The sponsors of this amendment 
maintain that they are motivated only 
by genuine concern over some conceiv- 
able or possible dangers they profess to 
be able to see in the present wage stabili- 
zation structure, and they are no doubt 
entirely sincere in that—I do not ques- 
tion anyone’s motives in connection with 
this amendment, 

But to me, however, the danger of a 
collapse in our wage stabilization pro- 
gram, and the danger of a new wave of 
industrial strife—of strikes and lockout 
and constant bickering and distrust and 
jockeying for advantage—are much, 
much more serious, real, and visible 
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dangers than the kind of ghosts-under- 
the-bed fears cited by the sponsors of 
this amendment. 

For that reason, I am deeply con- 
cerned over what this amendment would 
do, and I will vote to defeat it. I hope 
that every Member is sincerely con- 
vinced that production—all-out produc- 
tion—is the key to our survival and the 
survival of freedom in this world will join 
with me in voting to defeat this short- 
sighted amendment. 

Just what would we be doing if we 
voted to write the Lucas amendment 
into the Defense Production Act? 

We would be saying to labor and 
mangement: “You are not partners in 
this mobilization program—partners 
with Government and with the public. 
We will tell you what you have to do 
about wages and so on and you will just 
have to take our word on it because we 
do not trust you to come in here and 
work with us and share the responsi- 
bilities and join equally with the public 
in making the decisions.” 

That, Mr. Chairman, is what we would 
be saying to labor and management in 
enlisting their full support for the 
mobilization program and obtaining 
their acceptance of all of the inconveni- 
ent and often exasperating regulations 
which have to be issued in order to main- 
tain stability in wage rates and full 
production. 

This is not the way to get cooperation 
from labor and management. This is 
not the way to get them to help in the 
drafting of policies which will not only 
be fair to labor and to management but 
to the general public. 

You are dealing here with a pretty 
fundamental thing—the wages a man 
may receive for his work. This act pro- 
vides for keeping wages under control if 
prices are under control. It recognizes 
that we are going into manpower short- 
ages and that without controls, our de- 
fense effort will cost us billions and bil- 
lions of dollars more than it would have 
to. 

In my district in the Pittsburgh area of 
Pennsylvania we have thousands of in- 
dustrial workers who are giving their full 
support to this mobilization effort in de- 
fense of freedom. Many of them come 
from abroad where they have known 
what it is to live without freedom. Many 
others are familiar with the experiences 
of parents and grandparents in lands 
without freedom abroad. They are de- 
termined that freedom must live. They 
worked hard—terribly hard—in World 
War II. They are working hard now, 
turning out steel, coal, aluminum, glass, 
stoking blast furnaces, pouring hot steel, 
often risking their lives on the produc- 
tion front. Management in our area— 
industry in the Pittsburgh district—is 
doing a bang-up job on production. Our 
production in Pittsburgh constitutes one 
of the main bulwarks of our whole 
mobilization program. 

Mr. Chairman, we do not want that 
production miracle which is going on 
out in Pittsburgh hampered and handi- 
capped by congressional interference in 
trying to impose new stabilization 
methods which are now working effec- 
tively. We do not want labor encour- 
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aged not to participate in this wage 
program, because it cannot succeed with- 
out labor’s genuine participation. We 
do not want management encouraged 
not to participate wholeheartedly. 

Labor and management in our area 
have learned by and large how to coop- 
erate in a mutual effort, once mutual un- 
derstanding is achieved. We have 
grown up in Pittsburgh in our industrial 
relations. We try to get along with each 
other. Management and labor try to 
work together in the public interest and 
in the national interest. 

I know that some groups among in- 
dustry and some groups among labor 
prefer to have industrial relations kept 
on a dog-eat-dog basis in the hope that 
they can perhaps make selfish gains at 
the expense of the other and of the pub- 
lic. But that is not true of most indus- 
try and it is not true of most labor. 

They know they are in this fight for 
America’s freedom and safety against 
Communist aggression, and that they 
are in it up to the hilt, They want to 
a 2 85 5 full share toward winning that 

W> must not pass shortsighted legis- 
lation to cripple that cooperation and 
destroy that mutual confidence. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, I have listened to this 
debate here this afternoon on the Lucas 
amendment and the amendment to the 
amendment as offered by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. The only difference in 
the amendment to the amendment of- 
fered as a substitute to the Lucas amend- 
ment is that it does not disturb the tri- 
partite arrangement of the Wage Sta- 
bilization Board, and eliminates inde- 
pendent union representation. The re- 
maining language in both the amend- 
ment and the substitute is identical. 
Both would strip the power of the Wage 
Stabilization Board to issue general pol- 
icies and general regulations, and de- 
stroy the disputes functions of the Wage 
Stabilization Board. I am opposed to 
both the amendment and the substi- 
tute, because if either is passed, and the 
bill finally enacted, you will see the 
greatest confusion in this country that 
ever existed in labor-management rela- 
tions. 

Why do I say that? It is an almost 
impossible task in our modern industrial 
system to isolate disputes between labor 
and management that deal exclusively 
with wage questions. For disputes deal- 
ing with hours, job security, or work- 
loads, and so forth, all are indirectly 
concerned with the amount of money 
that the individual workingman will 
take home to his family or that the 
employer would have to pay. It would 
be a tremendous mistake to begin plan- 
ning for defense production by resort- 
ing to means of labor dispute settle- 
ments removed from the wage settle- 
ment machinery. The record discloses 
that before any case is certified, collec- 
tive bargaining and the United States 
Conciliation Service is fully utilized be- 
fore a case can come before the Wage 
Stabilization Board. When you under- 
take to limit the power of the Wage 
Stabilization Board to wages only, you 
have in effect abolished the Board. 
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Statements have been made here in 
this debate that the Wage Stabilization 
Board as now constituted is a dangerous 
departure from our democratic form of 
government, akin to a government under 
Mussolini, and that the public interest 
is only a minor interest. Back in the 
days of Theodore Roosevelt he set up a 
board of this type to make recommenda- 
tions in labor disputes. President Wil- 
son without statutory authority and by 
Executive order created a National War 
Labor Board with authority to medi- 
ate disputes. During World War I, 
President Roosevelt created the National 
Defense Mediation Board by Executive 
order without legislative authority. 
Two years ago a similar board was cre- 
ated by Executive order to make recom- 
mendations in the steel strike. None of 
us like these boards, but there is cer- 
tainly no departure in the creating of 
the Wage Stabilization Board. The 
only thing that the majority of the 
Committee on Education and Labor are 
attempting to do in this instance is to 
interfere with the powers vested in the 
President by the Constitution of the 
United States. Why should we inter- 
fere with the President in his efforts to 
execute his duties granted to him by the 
Constitution and by statute? 

Any amendments of this type in all 
probability would raise constitutional 
questions and would interfere with pro- 
duction. I certainly do not believe that 
we want to destroy a voluntary tool for 
the peaceful settlement of labor disputes 
and substitute one of compulsion. Un- 
like the Taft-Hartley boards of inquiry, 
the Wage Stabilization Board has no 
powers of compulsory process; it cannot 
subpena parties to appear before it; it 
can only invite them to cooperate in the 
investigation of the dispute. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas and 
the amendment to the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Wisconsin 
should both be defeated. These amend- 
ments discard the tried and tested, and 
aoe the unsound and unwork- 
able. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the pro forma amendment. 

It seems to me there are two persuasive 
reasons for turning down both the Ker- 
sten and Lucas amendments. One is the 
recognition of what is the real function 
of the Wage Stabilization Board during 
this national emergency and why it is 
considered to be effective. The other is 
this question of labor-management tran- 
quillity which has been discussed between 
my colleague, the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. Morton] and my colleague 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania IMr. 
FULTON]. 

The effectiveness of the Wage Stabili- 
zation Board is that it is the symbol of 
the defense effort. That is why, on the 
ground of patriotism, just like the War 
Labor Board during World War II, it is 
able to do things in industrial disputes 
which the other established agencies, 
such as the national Mediation Board 
and the National Labor Relations Board, 
are not as effectively able to do. The 
Wage Stabilization Board is a symbol of 
our fight against communism, and work- 
ing people and management will do more 
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for a board like that, that is carrying 
that symbol in the country, than they 
might with other agencies to which they 
are more accustomed in normal times. 

Now, with reference to this question of 
tranquillity: As I see it, that is the funda- 
mental argument why these functions 
now in the Wage Stabilization Board 
should remain where they are. 

In our country we certainly have no 
reason to feel that we are going to have 
to draft workingmen to cooperate and 
be effective in the defense effort. They 
have shown their willingness to work 
for defense to anyone’s satisfaction. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 

Mr. FULTON. On the matter of com- 
pulsory processes before this Board, as 
a matter of fact there is no compulsory 
settlement either before this Board or 
under the Taft-Hartley law. The only 
compulsion is the possible seizure provi- 
sion of the President under the Draft 
Act? 

Mr. JAVITS. That is exactly right. 
There is no compulsion about any of 
these agencies. The Wage Stabilization 
Board at the least has the impact of 
being a defense agency. 

As I see this effort in these two amend- 
ments, it is nothing less than an effort 
to reverse, by force of law, the result of 
a struggle which took place between 
labor and management only a few 
months ago in respect to the powers and 
functions of this very Wage Stabiliza- 
tion Board. 

If we are going to get anywhere in 
this country without compulsion, in a 
great production effort of this character, 
and show that we are different from the 
slave states, which we are fighting, we 
must be willing to let any struggle which 
involves some 16,000,000 workers in 
trade unions and thousands of business 
firms—we must let such a struggle be 
resolved if at all possible—by peaceful 
means, by means of collective bargaining, 

Let us leave this resolution of the dis- 
pute alone. The difficulty with these 
amendments is that they are inviting 
another strike when one has just been 
settled. If it has been settled and the 
struggle between the forces has resulted 
in arriving at some equilibrium in the 
Wage Stabilization Board, I say let us 
not try to reverse the result of that 
settlement by law, which is exactly what 
is being attempted on this floor today 
with these amendments, 

That is the nub of the proposition. 
Are we going to try to reverse, by force 
of law today, what has just been settled 
as to the Wage Stabilization Board after 
so much effort and so much danger to 
the country but some short weeks ago. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
8 will the gentleman yield fur- 

er? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. If this 
situation continues for another 5 years, 
this period of contention, does the gen- 
tleman believe that this Board should 
carry on the practice of settling many 
of the labor disputes in this country, 
rather than having it done by collective 
bargaining? ; 
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Mr. JAVITS. We have had this prob- 
Jem many times. The Congress is in 
these years almost always in session. 
We know when to put a stop to things 
which go wrong. Right now we are at 
what Defense Mobilizer Charles E. Wil- 
son properly calls the hump of trying 
to do a big defense job. The argument 
is being made today that we should re- 
verse one of the most important areas 
of agreement on this job, which is the 
equilibrium between labor and manage- 
ment in the Wage Stabilization Board 
which has just been arrived at. I can 
think of few things which would retard 
the defense effort more. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Does 
the gentleman not favor the use of col- 
lective bargaining as a prime means of 
labor relations? 

Mr. JAVITS. There is no question 
about the fact that any agency that does 
not have compulsive power, and the 
Wage Stabilization Board does not, must 
rely upon collective bargaining if it is 
going to get anywhere. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Does 
not the gentleman believe that settle- 
ment of disputes by the Board will re- 
5 in abolition of collective bargain- 

ng 

Mr. JAVITS. Not at all; not any 
more so than settlements by any other 
mediation agency. In fact the tripartite 
character of the Wage Stabilization 
Board and the active participation of 
organized labor in the Board’s work as- 
sure effective collective bargaining. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired, 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. ROBESON]. 

Mr. SPENCE, Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBESON. I yield. 

Mr. SPENCE. I would like to see if 
we cannot agree on a time to close de- 
bate on the pending amendment and all 
amendments thereto. 

I ask the unanimous consent that the 
debate on the pending amendment and 
all amendments thereto close at 6 
o'clock. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

Mr. POULSON. I object, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. SPENCE.. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on this amendment and 
all amendments thereto close at 6:15. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle- 
man from Virginia yield for this mo- 
tion? 

Mr. SPENCE. I do not want it taken 
out of his time. 

Mr. ROBESON. I do not want to 
yield if I do not have to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman de- 
clines to yield for that motion. 

Mr. SPENCE. This will not interfere 
with the gentleman’s time. 

Mr. ROBESON. I yield. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Kentucky moves that all debate on 
the pending amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto close not later than 6:15. 

The question is on the motion, 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has a 
list of the Members standing at the time 
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the agreement to limit debate was en- 
tered into. The time will be divided 
equally amongst those Members. Per- 
mit the Chair also to announce that the 
Chair will not recognize Members for 
the purpose of yielding their time to 
other Members under this agreement. 

Mr. WIER. Mr. Chairman, how many 
of these repeaters are to be recognized? 
A number of us on the Committee on 
Labor desire to say a word, but I notice 
the Chairman read off a lot of repeaters. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has 
read a list of the names of those Mem- 
bers on their feet seeking recognition at 
the time the limitation agreement was 
entered into. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN, Does the gentle- 
man from Virginia yield for a parlia- 
mentary inquiry? 

Mr. ROBESON. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
cline to yield. I have listened to people 
talk for over a year and now I wish to 
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short time. The only reason I take 
your time at all is because I think that 
in the last 30 years I have gained suffi- 
cient knowledge and experience to add 
to your knowledge and your experience. 
I came here to represent people and to 
be helpful to you. 

I am perfectly familiar with the be- 
ginning of this pattern which has been 
sold to many of you and which has been 
sold to the public, that of appointment 
by Executive order or some other means, 
people to decide such important issues 
which have important effect on the 
economy of the country. 

My first experience was in 1917, and 
it may interest you to know how the first 
Shipbuilding Wage Adjustment Board 
came into being. At that time the Gov- 
ernment had set up the United States 
Shipping Board Emergency Fleet Corpo- 
ration. As usual in time of emergency 
they were building ships for the mer- 
chant marine, and the Navy was building 
ships for the Navy. Mr. Samuel Gom- 
pers was president of the American Fed- 
eration of Labor. I do not think his 
equal has appeared on the scene of the 
labor movement since his death. The 
Acting Secretary of the Navy at that 
time was the man who later was to serve 
longer as President of the United States 
than any other man. He and Mr. Gom- 
pers agreed on August 20, 1917, to ask 
the President to appoint such a board, 
and it was appointed by Executive order. 
The Acting Secretary of the Navy for 
the Secretary named a member; the 
President named the chairman, who was 
the public member, Mr. E. C. Macy, pres- 
ident of the National Civic Federation, 
of New York; and Mr. Gompers named 
amember. They brought out the Macy 
award, which in effect gave preferential 
high ratings to members of the Ameri- 
can Federation craft unions and other 
raises that threw the whole structure of 
wages in shipbuilding plants out of gear, 
and they have never been in gear since 
in any fair and equitable ratio—and I 
should know for I spent 30 years with 
this problem. That is exactly the pat- 
tern that has been followed. One of 
those gentlemen continued on, perhaps 
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seeing the political significance of such 
an arrangement. 

The American Federation of Labor put 
on a drive in the shipbuilding industry. 
At that time they had only craft mem- 
bership, but they represented in this way 
all the workers. 

I come on to the NRA days. I have 
been in Washington numerous times. I 
have been exposed to this iniquitous 
arrangement for a long time. Why in 
the world you subscribe to the power-of- 
attorney theory for the American work- 
er, and vote this authority to profes- 
sional leaders of organized labor or any 
other organization which represents only 
a small segment, I cannot understand. 
By no means do these men who have 
been appointed over the years, even to 
the last stabilization board during the 
war, represent these people we are talk- 
ing about and whom it is our duty to 
properly represent. 

All cf the decisions and the history of 
them is perfectly plain, are made on 
cases which are to the benefit of the un- 
ion which is in preference at the time. 
It became the Clu in the last war, and 
that is common knowledge. 

We are embarking again on the same 
procedure. When I was here in an ad- 
visory capacity before the beginning of 
the war representing shipbuilding, I was 
invited by the then Secretary of Labor 
to have luncheon with her. I met there 
John Green, who was then president of 
the CIO sponsored Industrial Union of 
Marine and Shipbuilding Workers. I 
was asked why we could not get together, 
since I represented the leading shipyard 
in the world, as you gentleman know, and 
make an agreement, thereby furnish- 
ing leadership to stabilize industrial re- 
lations in shipyards. I said to her: 
“Madam Secretary, I have the highest 
regard for you; you are a sincere person, 
but you have been misinformed, and you 
are so ignorant of these things until you 
are actually a menace to the industrial 
relations of the country.” 

I read in the paper this morning, and 
you probably read it, too, yet no one has 
mentioned it, that a Cabinet officer, paid 
by the people, serving under oath, made 
a plea for 15,000,000 retail trade em- 
ployees to join the Federation of Labor 
to fight for an agreement for a union 
shop, which would make those who did 
not belong to the same union lose their 
employment and furnish greater tribute, 
political and otherwise. 

The millions of production workers 
who have never caused or participated 
in any work stoppage, who do not 
threaten or coerce their fellow workmen 
to submit to rome autocratic authority 
should be recognized and have mem- 
bership representation on such a com- 
mittee. 

The two major labor organizations 
claim membership which is less than a 
fourth of the gainfully employed per- 
sons. Independent and unaffiliated labor 
organizations and unorganized who are 
in the substantial majority have never 
been recognized or given equitable 
treatment. 

Surely the Representatives of the 
whole people should prevent govern- 
mental actions which favor special in- 
terests. The influence of these special 
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labor interests has cost the taxpayers 
millions of wasted dollars and brought 
about disputes and work stoppages in 
peace and war, often intimidation of our 
fellow citizens, and also violence and 
bodily injury has resulted. 

A labor-controlled government will 
most certainly increase inflation as well 
as bring about the destruction of our 
constitutional form of government. 

Representatives of the public and not 
special interests should control the pol- 
icies and actions of such a committee as 
ve now seek to authorize. 

The arcas of responsibility and action 
should be limited as set forth in the 
amendment. 

For these reasons, and in accord with 
statements previously made by my col- 
league, I urge adoption of the Lucas 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California [Mr. 
SHELLEY]. 

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to both the Kersten substi- 
tute and the Lucas amendment and ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks, 

Mr. Chairman, if I were to stay within 
the limits of the less than 2 minutes al- 
lotted to me under the limitation on de- 
bate which the House has adopted I could 
not begin to use one-half or one-tenth 
of the good solid reasons I have in mind 
as to why neither of these amendments 
should be adopted. Neither could I say 
one-half or one-tenth of the things I 
have in mind regarding the manner in 
which the debate on the Lucas amend- 
ment has been carried on this afternoon. 
I shall, therefore, be forced to make use 
of the privilege extended me under the 
rules of the House of having printed in 
the proceedings for today the things I 
would have liked to say on the floor had I 
been recognized before the debate lim- 
itation was moved and adopted—as I 
feel I should have been by every rule of 
courtesy and decency in parliamentary 
procedure. 

I have been on my feet seeking recog- 
nition from the Chair since the Lucas 
amendment was read and debate on it 
began. I have even been given assur- 
ance by the Chair that I would be recog- 
nized, and yet for some mysterious rea- 
son I have not been given the chance 
to speak. It has been generally under- 
stood by my colleagues in the House that 
I would be among the leaders in the 
opposition to the Lucas amendment 
when it hit the floor. I have spent a 
great deal of time in preparing my argu- 
ments in opposition, and I had every 
expectation and every right to expect 
that I would be extended the courtesy 
of a hearing when the proper time came. 
From certain rumors which have 
reached me it may be possible that I was 
the victim of a squeeze play deliberately 
worked to keep me out of the chance of 
effectively participating in the debate. 
If that is so, perhaps I should accept 
that as a compliment. 

Well, I am not so gratified by that 
kind of a backhanded compliment that 
I can forbear telling my colleagues 
through the only means now open to me 
just exactly what lies behind this 
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amendment; how misleading and unin- 
telligent the arguments advanced in its 
support have been; what confusion and 
disruption of production it would lead to 
if adopted; and what its effect on the 
essential unity of this country for the 
course of this emergency will be. 

In the first place, I want to spend a 
little time talking about the type of 
thinking which produces such proposals 
as we are now discussing. There are 
groups in this country whose every 
action is characterized by complete lack 
of understanding of the problems of the 
worker, and lack of sympathy with his 
viewpoint. They cover under sancti- 
monious expressions of love for free en- 
terprise a multitude of sins against the 
rights of labor and the rights of labor 
organizations. They take every possible 
opportunity to take vindictive action in- 
tended to de::roy what elements of 
human dignity and independence the 
laboring man has been able to win for 
himself in years of struggie. They are 
those reactionary elements in the busi- 
ncss world who would like to see labor 
returned to the condition of semislavery 
characterized by the sweatshop and the 
72-hour week. 

It is not hard to tie the Lucas amend- 
ment in with that type of thinking. La- 
bor and the enlightened groups in man- 
agement have come to an amicable 
agreement on the form which the Wage 
Stabilization Board should take in this 
emergency and the powers which it 
should have. But that does not satisfy 
our friends who see the emergency as an 
opportunity to crack the whip over la- 
bor, rather than as an opportunity for 
everybody to work together willingly 
and harmoniously for the protection of 
the things we all supposedly believe in. 
Apparently these same people do not 
know or have forgotten what democ- 
racy really means. They do not like to 
see labor given an equal voice in deter- 
mining policy affecting the country’s 
welfare. They do not even want labor 
given an equal voice in working out its 
own destiny and handling its own af- 
fairs. They are willing to court nation- 
al disaster rather than let democracy 
really work. They would prefer a dic- 
tatorship of industrial Fascists to the 
teamwork which should characterize 
America in a time of crisis. 

Mr. Chairman, I certainly did not rise 
with the intention of impugning the 
personal motives or questioning the sin- 
cerity of, any of the Members of the 
House who have either offered this 
amendment or who are supporting it. 
They are entitled to their viewpoints 
and ideas just as I am entitled to mine. 
I take it for granted that they are sin- 
cere, just as I am. 

However, I cannot help but comment 
that a great many of the people who are 
taking an interest in the so-called Lucas 
amendment or the Kersten substitute 
have not had the benefit of my prac- 
tical experience and background in la- 
bor relations. They apparently just do 
not understand the importance of keep- 
ing labor-management peace and har- 
mony today—and they do not under- 
stand what it can mean to the defense 
effort if we do not have that peace and 
harmony. 
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From 1932 until the time I became a 
Member of Congress I held official posi- 
tion in the American Federation of La- 
bor—in my own community as president 
of the San Francisco Labor Council, and 
for 3 years as president of the California 
State Federation of Labor. I think the 
fact that I received the Republican nom- 
ination for the office I now hold as well 
as that of my own party, the Democratic 
Party, was attributable more to the feel- 
ing of people in my community that I 
had made some sound contribution 
toward decent labor relations, and had 
acquired by practical contact with the 
problems a reputation for fairness based 
upon an understanding of both labor's 
position and management's position, 
than to any other factor. I can go fur- 
ther and say that practically all of the 
employers with whom I have conducted 
negotiations—some a little heated at 
times—over the years backed me and 
supported me openly and publicly for 
this office when my candidacy was an- 
nounced. I think that is sufficient evi- 
dence that I know what I am talking 
about on this subject, and that I am not 
speaking for labor alone when I address 
you, but that I have a pretty good under- 
standing of how management feels on 
these matters too. 

I have sat in on thousands of negotia- 
tions, and gentlemen, I am proud to be 
able to say that less than 1 percent 
wound up in disputes or work stoppages. 
I was a member of the original War La- 
bor Board when it was organized back 
in 1942. Taken in all, I think I speak 
with a little authority and with some de- 
gree of knowledge in the comments 
which I am about to make. 

The able chairman of the House Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor has 
stated that following the recent disrup- 
tion and reorganization of the Wage 
Stabilization Board there was a great 
demand for legislation to limit its pow- 
ers and that for that reason his commit- 
tee set up the Lucas subcommittee to go 
into the question. This great demand 
was apparently kept pretty quiet—I 
heard very little of it and I am in pretty 
close touch with the labor-management 
situation. The demand for changing 
the composition of the Board to kill the 
tripartite principle was so quiet that it 
was never voiced in the hearings. I was 
more fortunate than most Members have 
been and was able to obtain a copy of 
the transcript of the hearings. They 
have not been printed yet, and probably 
for good reason. In going through sev- 
eral hundred pages of transcript any 
objective analysis of the hearings by the 
Members of the House would quickly 
squelch the Lucas amendment’s chance 
of passage. 

I was unable to find that the tripartite 
principle issue was raised at all. An- 
other point which I was unable to find 
mentioned during the course of the hear- 
ings, but which is very prominent in the 
present amendment, supposedly written 
after very careful consideration of these 
same hearings, is the proposal to re- 
duce the Board to a mere advisory body 
with power to do no more than advise 
the Economic Stabilizer on broad gen- 
eral policies concerning wages only. I 


did not find any of the able witnesses 
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from either side testifying that such a 
course should be taken and that the 
Board should not even have power to 
act on wage matters, either general or 
specific. 

The “great demand” had apparently 
subsided to a whisper by the time the 
hearings were held. At least only three 
witnesses were heard who ventured to 
propose that the Board should not have 
disputes authority. Among them was a 
disgruntled former Board member, rep- 
resenting industry, who is president of a 
company operating three plants. In two 
of those plants the workers are com- 
pletely unorganized, in the third they are 
represented by an “independent” union. 
I can imagine how independent that 
union is. The other two witnesses who 
opposed keeping the present authority 
to settle disputes with the Board were 
a former president of the United States 
Chamber of Commerce, and a member 
of the National Association of Manufac- 
turers, neither of whom claimed to of- 
ficially represent those organizations. 
That does not sound like a great de- 
mand. The fact of the matter is that 
enlightened business does not want the 
Lucas amendment any more than labor 
does. Examination of the hearings 
shows very conclusively that the: op- 
ponents of any change in the present 
Board set-up outweighed in numbers, 
logic, and weight of authority the few 
who appeared to present the great de- 
mand. 

Present Board members from the pub- 
lic, labor, and management ends all op- 
posed disruption of the present satis- 
factory system. They have years of ex- 
perience in the field, are conscientious 
and responsible people, and they know 
what they are talking about. The Eco- 
nomic Stabilizer, himself a former pres- 
ident of the United States Chamber of 
Commerce, opposed changes. The 
Chairman of the National Labor Rela- 
tions Board, the head of the Federal 
Mediation and Conciliation Service, and 
until recently Chairman of the Wage 
Stabilization Board, and the present 
Board Chairman all testified that no 
legislation of this kind was either neces- 
Sary or desirable. Yet, in the face of 
that array of informed opinion, we are 
asked to vote the Lucas amendment into 
effect. 

It seems that a great many of us have 
forgotten just what it is that this bill, 
the Defense Production Act, is addressed 
to. What is it that we are defending? 
Is it defense of big business? Is it de- 
fense of antilabor thinking? Or is it 
defense of prolabor thinking? It is none 
of these things, gentlemen. We are sit- 
ting here and debating a law for the de- 
fense of the United States of America— 
for the defense of yourself and myself, 
for organized labor and unorganized 
labor, for big business and little business. 
We had better forget any arguments and 
differences about what is good or bad for 
one philosophy or another and start 
getting down to brass tacks about what 
is good for the United States. 

The basic, elemental, essential facts 
are these: We must have effective eco- 
nomic controls if we expect to continue 
the all-out defense effort and be able to 
stand up to Soviet Russia and her satel- 
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lites in either a cold or a hot war. With- 
out controls we will have a runaway in- 
flation and our economy will go smash— 
which is just what the “Commies” are 
looking for. We cannot have price con- 
trols without effective wage stabiliza- 
tion. And we cannot have effective wage 
stabilization unless labor, management, 
and Government work together in the 
public interest. To have one we must 
have the other. Under the present or- 
ganization and authority of the Wage 
Stabilization Board labor and manage- 
ment are doing just that in equal part- 
nership with representatives of the 
public. What is more, they have 
achieved and are continuing to achieve 
a good working relationship without 
prejudice to the public welfare. 

Let us not throw a monkey wrench 
into the machinery for the sake of ap- 
peasing the selfish interests of a dissat- 
isfied minority. Let us keep the Defense 
Production Act an act for the defense of 
the entire United States. 

The only significant difference be- 
tween the Kersten substitute and the 
original Lucas amendment is that the 
gentleman from Wisconsin would pre- 
serve the present tripartite character of 
the Wage Stabilization Board. I am 
ready to applaud him for that, but I 
cannot agree with his support of the 
other principles embodied in the Lucas 
amendment. Right now I want to de- 
vote a few words to tripartitism and 
what it means. A great deal of loose 
use has been made of the words “collec- 
tive bargaining” this afternoon. Essen- 
tially and correctly, collective bargain- 
ing refers to a procedure whereby rep- 
resentatives of labor and management 
sit down across a table and discuss on 
equal terms matters of dispute between 
them. Where this first simple step does 
not result in a meeting of the minds 
there are various agreed-upon and wide- 
ly used methods through which the par- 
ties call in a third party to help them 
resolve their difficulties—an arbitrator. 
But remember, gentlemen, the arbitra- 
tor, the public party in the collective 
bargaining system, does not dictate a 
settlement. He must cast about and 
find a solution which will be acceptable 
to at least one of the disputants. He 
cannot outvote both sets of labor and 
management representatives on the ar- 
bitration board or panel. He must work 
out a solution which will persuade one 
or the other group to vote with him. 

It is in that everyday, practical pro- 
cedure used throughout the United 
States wherever enlightened labor rela- 
tions exist that the principle of triparti- 
tism had its origin. Labor and manage- 
ment have found through the hard 
school of experience that there is no 
other acceptable alternative. It pre- 
serves the equal rights and dignity of 
the two parties at conflict and at the 
same time provides a way to settle the 
issue without strike or lock-out. With- 
out the principle of equal participation 
and cooperation, without a full exchange 
of ideas, our kind of collective bargain- 
ing just will not work. One side or the 
other—or the Government in extreme 
situations such as we are now in—would 
dominate, and there would be no equity, 
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no harmony, only a form of slavery or 
dictatorship. 

It is that principle which the Lucas 
amendment and the Kersten substitute 
to a very large extent would destroy. 
Without the full cooperation of labor 
and management on equal terms with 
the public members of the Board, I can 
assure you from long experience that 
we are just asking for trouble. Public 
domination and setting of policies would 
be a form of coercion which neither 
labor nor management would willingly 
tolerate. Experience under the War La- 
bor Board during the last war proved be- 
yond question of doubt that with the 
tripartite boards in operation labor 
peace could be maintained while» full 
production was obtained. Let both 
management and labor retain their dig- 
nity, and they will go all out in working 
for the welfare of the country. Try to 
coerce them, and anything can happen. 

A good many references have been 
made in the course of this debate to the 
principle of dignity of labor. The adop- 
tion of either the Lucas amendment or 
the Kersten substitute would place 
American labor in a very undignified 
position as far as equality of treatment 
in the defense effort is concerned. I 
trust that those gentlemen who have ex- 
pressed so much concern about the dig- 
nity of labor will bear that fact in mind 
when voting on these amendments to- 
day. Destruction of tripartitism will 
destroy the chance for labor to retain 
its dignity and still participate 100 per- 
cent in the defense of democracy. 8 

Before I leave the question of tri- 
partitism I want to cite the experience 


‘under the War Labor Board and quote 


a few figures to indicate that manage- 
ment certainly was not hurt by the 
Board’s operations, that labor and man- 
agement did not gang up on the public— 
a fear which has been expressed here, 
and to indicate that labor was on the los- 
ing more often than on the winning side 
of the issue. That certainly does not 
smack of any labor dictatorship either. 
Of all cases brought before the War La- 
bor Board during and after World War 
II, 16% percent of all decisions were by 
unanimous vote of all three groups on the 
Board; 52 percent were decided by a 
combined vote of the members repre- 
senting the public and management; 
and the remainder of the decisions re- 
sulted from a combined vote of the labor 
and public members. I don't think that 
those figures indicate that business was 
hurt any too badly by the tripartite oper- 
ation of the Boards. I don’t see any rea- 
son to expect any different experience 
under the Wage Stabilization Board— 
but I certainly have reason to fear that 
if the character of the Board is changed 
we may all be pretty badly hurt before 
the problems which would be created 
were solved. 

The Kersten substitute, by retaining 
tripartite membership while stripping 
the Board of any real authority or power, 
would result in the same kind of Gov- 
ernment domination, or third-party co- 
ercion, as I have indicated the abandon- 
ment of tripartitism would bring. The 
reason for that statement is simple. The 
collective-bargaining process of which I 
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spoke revolves around issues. Wages is 
one of them, and an important one—but 
it is only one. Wound up right along 
with wages and inseparable from that 
question are such things as vacations 
with pay, welfare plans and paid insur- 
ance, the ways to handle grievances and 
what shall constitute a grievance, how 
many paid holidays the employees shall 
have, and countless other points all of 
real importance to the workers, and to 
management, too. In a collective-bar- 
gaining session no final agreement is 
made on any of these points until all 
have been weighed and balanced against 
each other. A good deal of horse trading 
is done until finally an agreement is 
reached on all the issues, with wages and 
the side issues all placed in the scales. 

When the Government steps in, as in 
this emergency, and takes from indi- 
vidual managements and labor organ- 
izations effective control of the wage is- 
sue, the whole color of the picture is 
changed. The same kind of horse trad- 


ing is no longer possible at the local level. 


The full principle of collective bargain- 
ing can no longer be maintained—and 
dictatorship by Government will result— 
if both labor and management are not 
made to feel that they are equally repre- 
sented and have an effective voice in the 


determinations that are made at the 


higher level—and if they are not actually 
given that voice. Without such partici- 
pation neither side feels impelled to co- 
operate. It is a natural feeling, and if 
we are not wise enough to forestall an 
attempt to introduce Government dicta- 
torship here, I predict that we will feel 
the effects late. That is why it is neces- 
sary for the Wage Stabilization Board 
to have full authority to act in both gen- 
eral and specific cases on wage issues, 
and why it should have authority to act 
on disputes involving other matters at 
the request of the parties. Only through 
such authority can the Board’s actions 
be said to preserve the integrity and free 
play of the normal collective-bargaining 
procedure within the limitations made 
necessary by the emergency. And for 
those reasons the Kersten substitute 
would prove no more effective in preserv- 
ing industrial peace than would the 
Lucas amendment itself. 

A great deal of fuss has been raised 
in the discussions over the Lucas amend- 
ment about a certain point which I just 
want to touch on in passing. That is the 
charge that lodging disputes authority 
in the WSB is an infringement on the 
authority of the NLRB or the Federal: 
Mediation and Conciliation Service, or 
that it is an attempt to skirt the provi- 
sions of the Taft-Hartley law in its emer- 
gency dispute-settling sections. Let me 
just make some fiat statements on that. 
First, the type of issues handled by the 
National Labor Relations Board are not 
the same kind of issues which will come 
before the WSB. 

The NLRB has jurisdiction under the 
Taft-Hartley law over determinations 
as to what union shall be designated the 
collective-bargaining agent for employ- 
ees, and jurisdiction over unfair labor 
practice charges rising out of the law. 
It has no jurisdiction over the collec- 
tive-bargaining disputes about wages, 
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hours, working conditions, and griev- 
ances which are the type which the 
WSB may be asked to handle. The 
WSB could not be asked to, and would 
not accept a representation case or an 
unfair-labor charge such as the NLRB 
handles. There is absolutely no conflict 
of jurisdictions there and Mr. Paul 
Herzog, Chairman of the NLRB, testified 
at the Lucas subcommittee hearings to 
that effect. 

The Mediation and Conciliation Serv- 
ice was established for the convenience 
of unions and managements which wish 
to take advantage of its services in at- 
tempting to settle a dispute. It merely 
seeks to bring the parties together in 
agreement. It has no authority over the 
determination of wages as a national 
policy, and since, as I pointed out before, 
wages are an integral and interlocking 
part with other issues in labor-manage- 
ment differences, in the type of dispute 
which would come before the WSB the 
Conciliation Service would have no effec- 
tive authority. My Cyrus Ching, head 
of the Service and former Chairman of 
the Wage Stabilization Board also testi- 
fied before the Lucas subcommittee that 
he anticipated no conflict between the 
two agencies. 

The only remaining Federal provision 
on disputes of any kind is embodied in 
the emergency dispute provisions of the 
Taft-Hartley Act. These are to be in- 
yoked only in national emergencies. The 
Chairman of the Wage Board has stated 
that his Eoard would not accept cases 
whick should properly be handled under 
that procedure. There cre numerous 
possibilities of disputes, vital to the de- 
fense effort but not constituting a na- 
tional emergency, hich could require 
outside assistance in settling. Particu- 
larly where a wage issue is tied in with 
other issues the Wage Board ic the only 
group which could conceivably, under 
present law, have authority to act on 
the matter. To prevent chaos they 
should have that authority. When the 
National Labor-Management Relat ons 
Act—the Taft-Hartley Act—was passed 
in 1947 the present emergency was not 
contemplated. It was not written to 
take care of relatively minor disputes 
on which the parties could not reach 
agreement but which were, nonetheless, 
of great importance in such a situation 
as this. We must have a mechanism to 
promote peaceful settlement of such 
disputes. We have it now. There are 
no cases pending before it, indicating 
that it will not be abused. Bu we need 
it for the situations which will arise. 
Remember that there is no compulsion 
involved in the procedure. It just sets 
up a place within the collective-b argain- 
ing framework where effective action 
can be taken. The fear has been ex- 
pressed that such a system will create 
disputes. In the last 5 months of the 
War Labor Board’s existence it oper- 
ated under exactly the same system— 
acceptance of disputes only when re- 
ferred by both parties—and it was called 
on to settle only 140 cases. That should 
answer that argumeni. 

The issue of independent union repre- 
sentation on the Board is brought up by 
the Lucas amendment. By some con- 
fused way of thinking the proponents of 
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independent union representation bring 
up the case of the forty or forty-five 
million unorganized workers in the 
country as justifying the need for inde- 
pendent unions to have representatives 
on the Board. I do not know by what 
stretch of the imagination they figure 
that the unorganized workers could go 
to an independent union man for help 
with any more ease than they can now 
go to a member from the CIO or the AFL 
or to a public member. The largest in- 
dependent unions have not raised this 
issue nor have they asked for represen- 
tation. Aside from the United Mine 
Workers and the railroad brotherhoods, 
who do not support the demand, we have 
only the left-wing unions expelled from 
the CIO and A. F. of L., and a handful of 
company-dominated independents. I 
am sure that my friends who support the 
Lucas amendment would not want the 
left wingers on the Board, and I see no 
justification for upsetting its composi- 
tion to accommodate a number of unions 
whose combined membership is smaller 
than a number of larger organizations 
in both the A. F. of L. and the CIO which 
are not directly represented. I fear 
that the motive behind this proposal 
may be to get another company man on 
the Board and to upset the balance. I 
know that neither responsible manage- 
ment, nor bona fide labor organizations 
would support such a request. I cannot 
support it either. 

Gentlemen, I should like to conclude 
with a very simple thought. In the face 
of the Communist threat, this country 
must get maximum production of both 
civilian and military goods. That is the 
whole purpose of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act, and the price controls and the 
system of priorities and allocations, 
which we have established under the act. 
Along with those things we must have 
peace in our industrial family. We can- 
not have that peace unless labor and 
management are allowed to participate 
with the Government in establishing it 
and maintaining it. If we throw away all 
our experiences in World War II, and 
our achievements up until now in this 
emergency we will undermine the whole 
defense effort. The Lucas amendment 
or the Kersten substitutes, if adopted, 
will toss all that experience and the 


_achievements out the window. I believe 


that the Lucas amendment is a mis- 
guided effort to do something which will 
jeopardize the whole effort against the 
Commies. I have spent my whole adult 
life dealing with just this whole prob- 
lem. I know that without a satisfied 
family of labor and business people we 
just cannot produce to maximum effect. 
Let us not toss away success to satisfy a 
small, disgruntled element. Let us leave 
the Wage Stabilization Board the way it 
is—an agency which labor, management, 
the public, and the Government can all 
live with. I have tried to show you the 
evil of these amendments. I ask you to 
vote them down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California [Mr. 
HINSHAW]. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, as I 
understand the Kersten amendment, 
about all it does is to confine the present 
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Wage Stabilization Board to the func- 
tions which it has thus far performed. 
As has been said by certain of those 
present, the Board has not been called 
upon in any way as yet to consider dis- 
putes that may have arisen. It would 
seem to me just offhand that there is 
little change in the jurisdiction of the 
Wage Stabilization Board as it has been 
thus far exercisec under the Kersten 
amendment. Hence unless some dispute 
is referred to it, the limitation of the 
Kersten amendment will have no effect. 
I wonder why it would not be possible to 
set up under title 5 of the bill a disputes 
board that would have jurisdiction over 
disputes. I do not know too much about 
the intricacies of the labor laws as they 
stand on our books today. As that sub- 
ject does not come under my committee’s 
jurisdiction. But, having listened to all 
of this debate I would like to ask some- 
body if there is not the power under the 
presidential powers to, by Executive 
order, establish a board to hear nothing 
but disputes, and thus relieve the Wage 
Stabilization Board of that onerous duty 
and thus permit them to concentrate on 
the business of wage stabilization. 

Mr. GWINN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. GWINN. Why not leave those to 
the Labor Relations Act boards that are 
already set up. 

Mr. HINSHAW. I personally see no 
particular objection to the present set- 
up. I have had no complaints about it 
one way or the other from either man- 
agement or labor. The only complaint 
I have had has been from Eric Johnston 
himself, who points out that so many 
joint labor and management requests for 
increases in wages have come along that 
it has fairly swamped the Wage Stabili- 
zation Board and the Administrator and 
has almost made it impossible to func- 
tion. Asa matter of fact, everybody, in- 
cluding both management and labor, 
seems to agree that they will ask for wage 
increases away over the present ceiling 
and then throw it at Mr. Johnston in 
order to have him take the onerous re- 
sponsibility of saying No.“ 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. WIER]. 

Mr. WIER. Mr. Chairman, 2 minutes 
will not allow any explanation of some 
of the questions that have been asked 
here. I sat here all afternoon and 
saw the judgment of the House pass 
action on a number of amendments here 
dealing with the security and profits of 
business and agriculture. I have no 
quarrel with that in particular; I have a 
lot of agriculture in my district, in which 
I want to see the farmer himself prosper. 
I was amazed today to find these two 
amendments coming in, and I take it for 
granted that at this moment at least the 
Lucas amendment is a dead fish. But, 
on the question of the Kersten amend- 
ment—and I have had a lot of experi- 
ence in labor relations—here is the 
problem that comes into the picture. I 
say to the gentleman from Wisconsin 
that even in Milwaukee, when a labor 
dispute becomes apparent, it is the pri- 
mary interest of the public to get it 
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settled, and they do not raise any ques- 
tions as to who and how it will be settled; 
just get it settled. So it is with the 
function of the Stabilization Board. 

As an illustration, let us take a big or- 
ganization, the Honeywell Manufactur- 
ing Co., or many other large plants, and 
you can apply all this to Milwaukee, 
Congressman KERSTEN’s home city. Here 
is the Honeywell Manufacturing Co. em- 
ploying 12,000 men and women. They 
are engaged in the electronics business, 
perfecting all of the electronics that are 
used by our Air Forces. Now then, on 
May 1 a contract between the union and 
management expired or was opened. 
They agreed on wages, but because of 
some new installations, a dispute arose. 
It was all piecework, and after all, in 
the modern plants today, we have got a 
demand for production so they are speed- 
ing it up, and the result was that the 
union, in addition to the wage agree- 
ment that they had with the company, 
had some so-called fringe disputes. The 
Labor Board and the Federal Mediation 
Board have been so curtailed by cuts of 
their personnel that you just cannot get 
any immediate action to settle those two 
disputes involved in the contract at the 
same time, and they should be acted on 
jointly, so that a complete settlement of 
the dispute can be made by the Board. 
This is how it operated in World War 
II; why not now? 

In order to put what I have to say 
regarding the functions of the Wage 
Stabilization Board in its proper con- 
text, I should like to open my remarks 
by repeating a portion of the statement 
issued by the executive council of the 
American Federation of Labor following 
its recent meeting in Chicago: 

We face not only a national emergency 
but a world emergency. The effect of the 
huge defense program upon our economy has 
not yet developed its full impact. It will 
be severe. More and more workers, more 
and more factories, will be taken out of 
civilian production and assigned to defense 
production. More and more of our young 
men will be drafted for military service and 
training. More and more of the limited 
supply of strategic materials will be diverted 
to defense needs and barred for civilian 
needs. Higher and still higher taxes will 
be required to pay the huge bills. 

To talk at this time of terminating the 
national emergency and discarding emer- 
gency controls is to indulge in wishful think- 
ing. Under normal conditions we would be 
the first to fight against Government eco- 
nomic controls and to insist upon a free 
economy, unhampered by regimentation. 
But when our national security and the 
peace of the world are imperiled all Ameri- 
cans must be ready to make sacrifices for 
the common good, 


It is in this spirit, and in the light of 
these clear facts that the American Fed- 
eration of Labor has pledged its coop- 
eration with those firm and vigorous 
measures which will be required of this 
Nation if it is to live up to its heavy 
responsibilities. It is in this spirit that 
the American Federation of Labor has 
been willing to accept and to become a 
party to a program which imposes ex- 
traordinary restraints upon those activ- 
ities which constitute a trade-union’s 
chief reason for being. 

This Committee should understand 
that this is not an easy or comfortable 
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course for organized labor to follow. 
Our unions do not welcome limitations 
upon their efforts to defend and advance 
the economic welfare of their members. 
These eliminations are all the more 
onerous now, at a time when workers are 
in a position of relative advantage in the 
market for their services and in their 
bargaining relations with employers. 

In a free market, governed only by 
the state of demand in relation to sup- 
ply, the results of a bargain are not 
limited by objective criteria or consider- 
ations of national policy or the public 
interest. Under present conditions, if 
no controls were in force, our unions 
would be able to secure wage increases 
well in excess of those allowable under 
any set of standards which any Wage 
Stabilization Board would be likely to 
develop. 

Over the general course of time, such 
situations are relatively so few and far 
between that workers can ill afford to 
ignore them when they do arise. Work- 
ers have only too often found the labor 
market to be an ally of their employ- 
ers. To forego the uncommon oppor- 
tunity which the market now presents is 
therefore a real and substantive sacri- 
fice on the part of labor. 

If they were to seek to exploit this 
opportunity fully, workers would need 
to look no further than the example of 
their employers to find a glaring preced- 
ent. Basic commodity prices are still 
about 40 percent above pre-Korean 
levels—even after recent interim de- 
clines. This demonstrates the meager- 
ness of the degree to which industry has 
permitted itself to be influenced by any 
criteria other than what the traffic 
would bear—in a market inflated by in- 
ventory hoarding, speculation, and open 
profiteering. 

Those cost considerations which em- 
ployers now piously declare to dominate 
their pricing policies were hardly con- 
spicuous as elements in the formulation 
of the policies which produced those in- 
creases, nor was any other equitable 
yardstick. 

It would therefore be easier, and more 
gainful for our members, to come here 
and ask for the outright elimination of 
all wage controls—in much the same ir- 
responsible manner as industry groups 
have demanded the abandonment of 
price controls. Then our unions would 
be able to play a favorable labor market 
for all it is worth, just as employers have 
played favorable commodity markets for 
all they were worth. 

But labor cannot, in good conscience, 
aline itself with the advocates of busi- 
ness as usual and the public be damned 
in such a position. We know that the 
long-range interests of our members are 
inseparable from the welfare of the pub- 
lic at large and the Nation as a whole. 
The public welfare in this critical period 
requires sacrifices of all groups. We are 
ready to do our share. 

To quote further from the executive 
council's statement: 

As for wage controls, the American Fed- 
eration of Labor has accepted the inevita- 
bility of wage stabilization. We have done 
so despite the unchallengeable fact that 
price increases since Korea cannot be attrib- 
uted to increased labor costs but resulted 
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entirely from speculation, hoarding, and 
profiteering. Through the new Wage Stabi- 
lization Board, the American Federation of 
Labor believes that fair wage policies can be 
adopted and administered, with enough flex- 
ibility to permit the correction of hardships 
and inequities to the Nation’s workers. 


All that we have asked is that for 
which it should have been unnecessary 
to ask: that the stabilization program 
be guided by considerations of simple 
basic equity and that the common bur- 
den of sacrifice be shared by all groups. 
We have asked that the double standard 
of leniency toward industry and harsh- 
ness toward workers be replaced by a sys- 
tem of even-handed justice which in- 
sures that neither will profit at the ex- 
pense of the other. We do not believe 
that this is too much to ask. 

The American Federation of Labor is 
actively cooperating in the wage stabili- 
zation program because it believes that 
the Board as now constituted will oper- 
ate under principles and procedures 
which, by and large, will be fair and 
equitable. Through its tripartite struc- 
ture the groups most directly affected 
and most familiar with the practical as- 
pects of labor-management relations 
are afforded the proper degree of par- 
ticipation in the formulation and ad- 
ministration of the program, while the 
public interest is also adequately repre- 
sented. Through its disputes machin- 
ery—based upon the principle of volun- 
tarism—employers and unions at large 
are assured of the opportunity to pre- 
sent their case to the Board where they 
can find no other solution. The public 
interest in the continuity of production 
is preserved with equity to the parties, 
and collective bargaining is maintained 
and encouraged to the maximum extent 
possible under present conditions. 

Tripartitism means that both labor 
and management must be active partici- 
pants, on an equal footing with each 
other and with the public officials on the 
Board—and not merely advisers to pub- 
lic officials, without final power in deci- 
sion-making. The value of tripartitism 
was amply demonstrated during World 
War II in the War Labor Board. It is 
in keeping with democratic ideals. It 
makes possible a greater degree of prac- 
tical realism in the policies and opera- 
tions of the Board. It is a unifying in- 
fluence for the Nation at large and 
makes controls -more acceptable to 
workers and employers generally than 
they otherwise would be. 

It is a basic concept in a democracy 
that acceptance and voluntary compli- 
ance by those most directly involved is 
essential to the success of any govern- 
mental program. No reasonable person 
could expect workers to accept wage 
controls in good grace without the as- 
surance that their rights and interests 
are being adequately represented and 
considered in the administration of 
those controls. The belief that edicts 
handed down from some inaccessible 
ivory tower of Government officialdom 
can be enforced by sheer compulsion— 
even though they violate common con- 
cepts of equity—and that no channel for 
the adjustment of disputes which arise 
under them is necessary, is a complete 
delusion. 
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The need for disputes machinery as 
a function of the Wage Stabilization 
Board is clear and basic. Wage controls 
place arbitrary limits upon a vital area 
of collective bargaining, complicate the 
bargaining process and raise new ob- 
stacles to agreement. Tensions, strains, 
and friction are inherent in an economic 
mobilization program of the magnitude 
of that in which we are now engaged. 
Cut-backs in some areas of production, 
expansion in others, and shifts and 
changes within the civilian labor force 
create new problems and magnify exist- 
ing ones throughout the whole field of 
labor-management relations. These 
problems are not confined to wage is- 
sues, but also involve nonwage questions 
which are equally important from the 
standpoint of industrial stability. To 
deny the Wage Stabilization Board the 
means of adjusting disput2s, or to place 
unrealistic limite on the type of dis- 
putes which might be placed before it, 
would be to deny it the power to solve 
problems of its own creation. 

The continuity of production is as im- 
portant an element in the broad stabili- 
zation problem as is the stabilization of 
prices and wages. It is ironical that the 
same management spokesmen who have 
asserted that production alone is the 
answer to the stabilization problem 
should also be the ones who most vigor- 
ously oppose the establishment of the 
labor-disputes machinery necessary to 
assure uninterrupted production. A 
dispute or work stoppage on any issue 
can be just as unstabilizing in its effect 
as a dispute over a question of wages. 
The purpose of stabilization would be 
defeated if arbitrary and pointless lim- 
its were placed upon the nature of the 
disputes which the Wage Stabilization 
Board might aid in settling. 

More often than not a labor dispute 
will involve disagreement on both wage 
and nonwage issues. In handling such 
a dispute, the ability to make recom- 
mendations on wage issues only would 
not enable the Wage Stabilization Board 
to make much of a contribution to the 
adjustment of the dispute. On the con- 
trary, it would probably further aggra- 
vate the controversy over the remaining 
issues, and cause an exaggerated em- 
phasis to be placed upon them, so that 
settlement might be made more remote 
than ever. 

Anyone who is at all familiar with the 
process of collective bargaining knows 
that no sharp line can be drawn between 
so-called wage and nonwage issues. 
That process involves reciprocal de- 
mands, proposals, and concessions which 
range over the entire labor agreement, 
mingling both economic and noneco- 
nomic, wage and nonwage issues into one 
indivisible whole. A concession on a 
nonwage issue may form the considera- 
tion for a concession by the other party 
on a wage issue, and vice versa. If the 
Stabilization program is to succeed, it 
must take cognizance of these realities 
and customary practices of collective 
bargaining. 

The disputes function of the Wage 
Stabilization Board contravenes no exist- 
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ing laws. The Executive order reconsti- 
tuting the Board states as follows: 

No action inconsistent with the provisions 
of the Pair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as 
amended, other Federal labor standards stat- 
utes, the Labor-Management Relations Act, 
1947, or with other applicablc laws shall be 
taken under this Executive order. 


Insofar as the disputes procedures of 
the Board bear any relation to the Taft- 
Hartley Act, they might be said to be a 
supplement to it. They do not supplant 
it. 

Those who oppose even the limited op- 
erations of the Wage Stabilization Board 
in the disputes field, and who assert that 
the Taft-Hartley Act is adequate for the 
present situation, are actually in effect 
seeking to distort the existing legal 
framework by dragging Taft-Hartley 
procedures into an area for which they 
were never designed, and to which they 
are ill-adapted. The emergency provi- 
sions of the Taft-Hartley Act were not 
designed to settle disputes; they were 
only meant to suppress them, for a time. 
They make no pretense at a determina- 
tion of the equities of disputes—the 
workers are enjoined without benefit of 
adjudication. The types of emergency 
situations contemplated by the Taft- 
Hartley Act could not reasonably be con- 
strued as covering most of the disputes 
with which the Wage Stabilization Board 
will be called upon to deal. 

It is easy to understand why industry 
spokesmen would like to sée all disputes 
dealt with through simple suppression, 
without even a voluntary determination 
of a just basis of settlement. But even 
our low regard for the Taft-Hartley Act 
does not lead us to believe that it was 
intended to serve any such purpose. 
Even if it were, it would certainly never 
accomplish stability. 

It would require a very strange and 
uncomplimentary interpretation of the 
Taft-Hartley Act to construe it as ruling 
out enlightened efforts to achieve a 
mutually acceptable and peaceful settle- 
ment of a dispute before the dispute 
reaches the final stage of emergency 
where Taft-Hartley procedures might 
apply. 

It might be noted in passing that those 
management spokesmen who have shed 
such copious crocodile tears over the ef- 
fect of the disputes procedures of the 
Wage Stabilization Board on collective 
bargaining and who have complained 
that it infringes upon Taft-Hartley, have 
not hesitated to go before the Wage 
Stabilization Board and demand that 
that Board set aside wage contracts 
negotiated prior to wage controls, even 
though the Taft-Hartley Act places much 
emphasis upon the sanctity of labor- 
management contracts. 

In closing, I repeat our belief that 
the disputes machinery now lodged in 
the Wage Stabilization Board is well 
adapted to the realities of labor-man- 
agement relations and to the require- 
ments of the defense program at the 
present time. Acceptance of recom- 


mendations is voluntary, and no com- 


pulsion is involved. It comes into opera- 
tion only after collective bargaining and 
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the full use of mediation facilities have 


been exhausted. It is supplementary to 


the coliective bargaining process and ex- 
isting legislation, and not a substitute 
for either. It represents the minimum 
degree to which the public interest in the 
fair and equitable adjustment of labor 
disputes can make itself felt in an emer- 
gency period such as the present. We 
believe it has every chance of success in 
a complex and delicate field where less 
enlightened approaches would be doomed 
to failure. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
all Members speaking during this time 
limitation on the amendments will have 
permission to revise and extend their 
remarks. 

There was no objection. 

The . The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Hlinois [Mr. 
VELDE]. 

Mr. VELDE. Mr. Chairman, I was a 
member of the subcommittee that heard 
witnesses regarding this particular issue. 
I want to congratulate my friend from 
Texas, the chairman of the subcommit- 
tee, on his impartial manner in handling 
the witnesses. If anything, I believe we 
heard more witnesses in opposition to 
the particular amendment which he 
offered than we did in favor of it. And, 
I want to say this, too, that the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania, Mr. McConnell, 
was very fair to all the members of the 
minority and contributed much to the 
hearings. 

I was convinced, after hearing a great 
number of witnesses, that the present 
composition of the Wage Stabilizaticn 
Board should be changed. I was con- 
vinced that there was a strong possibility 
that the labor members and industry 
members could work together to the 
detriment of the general public on this 
Board. So when the gentleman from 
Texas offered his amendment changing 
the membership of the Wage Stabili- 
zation Board I supported that. However, 
in my opinion, the most important issue 
at the present time is the disputes func- 
tions of the Board and knocking those 
disputes functions out. So with apolo- 
gies to the distinguished chairman of 
the subcommittee, I shall support the 
Kersten substitute. 

The present Wage Stabilization Board 
may hear and adjudicate disputes where 
the parties agree to submit them to the 
Board and to be bound by the Board's 
decision. This is in essence a volun- 
tary submission to compulsory arbitra- 
tion. Nevertheless, inasmuch as two 
parties to any dispute may always agree 
to submit it to a third for adjudication, 
and agree to be bound by suth decision, 
such a procedure could be initiated with- 
out any Board. 

But, secondly, the Board can hear and 
adjudicate any dispute, including non- 
economic issues, certified to it by the 
President as affecting the national de- 
fense program. This means that in- 
stead of the President being required to 
utilize the statutory provisions of the 
Taft-Hartley Act, specifically designed 
by Congress to handle national emer- 
gency disputes, he would have available 
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a board chosen by him to which such 
disputes could be referred at his discre- 
tion, and from which binding decisions 
could issue. 

There seems little doubt that such a 
proposal, regardless of label, is compul- 
sory arbitration by Government and vio- 
lates both the letter and the spirit of 
the law. 

The witnesses before our committee: 
The Director of the Conciliation and 
Mediation Service, the Chairman of the 
NLRB, the Director of Economic Stabil- 
ization, and even the members of the 
Wage Stabilization Board—public, in- 
dustry, and labor representatives 
stated the existence of a labor-disputes 
board would tend to nullify true collec- 
tive bargaining. 

If such board is known to be preju- 
dicial, the side of the controversy which 
is favored will see that all disputes are 
eventually taken to it for final adju- 
dication. 

Our subcommittee has received evi- 
dence that some of the large labor 
unions are using their representation on 
the Board for pirating independent 
unions and for organizing other work- 
ers who have so far resisted such 
attempts. = 

Further, the Board could, as several 
witnesses stated, recognize the repre- 
sentatives of unions not in compliance 
with the non-Communist oath require- 
ments of the Taft-Hartley Act and effect 
settlements through them of nonwage 
labor disputes, which would be in con- 
travention of those provisions of that 
law as enacted by Congress. 

The present Wage Stabilization Board 
was created by two Executive Orders, 
Nos. 10161 and 10233. 

That portion of its duties and func- 
tions which pertains to the stabilization 
of wages, salaries, and other compensa- 
tion is derived from the authority vested 
in the President in title IV of the De- 
fense Production Act. That portion of 
its duties and functions which pertains 
to the settlement of labor disputes— 
through recommendations to the Presi- 
dent—are derived, according to subcom- 
mittee witnesses, from the controversial 
5 or inherent powers of the Presi- 

ent. 

It is the considered judgment of many 
that the disputes function of the present 
Wage Stabilization Board should be ter- 
minated, both in the interests of effec- 
tive wage stabilization and, of more sig- 
nificance to the committee, in the in- 
terests of preserving collective bargain- 
ing during a period of partial mobili- 
zation. 

This Kersten substitute amendment is 
designed to terminate the disputes func- 
tion of the present Wage Stabilization 
Board, and to forestall the creation of 
any future board, agency, commission, 
or other office under the authority of 
title IV except within well-defined statu- 
tory safeguards governing both its 
composition and jurisdiction. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. HOWELL]. 
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Mr. HOWELL. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not think it is necessary for me to try 
to impress the Members with the fact 
that we are going through one of the 
most serious and troublesome times in 
our history, which is going to take and 
call for sacrifices on the part of every 
segment of our country. However, there 
should be some equality of sacrifice. No 
one segment should be singled out and 
made to bear the entire brunt. 

In the provisions of the bill we have 
been considering here and in the amend- 
ments that have been carried by a major- 
ity of the Members of the House we have 
gone to some lengths, some great lengths, 
some unnecessary lengths, I think, in 
certain instances, to improve on and 
guarantee the rights of business ‘for 
their prices and their profits. We have 
gone to those same lengths in provisions 
that provide for the mairtenance of 
profits and prices for our farmers. 
Maybe we were doing right in doing that, 
although in some instances I think we 
went a little too far. But then when we 
come to the one part of the bill that 
deals with the rights and the working 
conditions of the laboring people of our 
country we go into reverse and take 
away some of the privileges and rights 
they have had under this act during the 
last year. We try to limit the power of 
the one agency where labor has some- 
thing approaching fair representation to 
deal with some of their problems. It is 
a great contrast, and certainly unfair, 
that we do that much for business and 
do it for the farmers, but when it comes 
to the laboring men of the country we 
do not want to take care of some of the 
little rights which they have to rely on 
in this bill. 

It seems to me that to propose this 
amendment at this time is like rocking 
the boat at one of the most critical 
tines in our history. It is certainly not 
the time to rock the boat, when our ship 
of state is traveling in the most trouble- 
some waters of all time and at a period 
when we need all hands on deck pulling 
together. I think it would be very bad 
to adopt this amendment at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
Bray]. 

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, in 2 min- 
utes it would be impossible to enter 
into a comprehensive discussion of the 
issues here, but there is one observation 
I should like to make. It is funda- 
mental that in legislation you never at- 
tempt to legislate unless there is a defi- 
nite reason for it. You do not legislate 
just to be doing something. In this case 
I have listened to the debate and have 
studied the matter carefully to try to 
determine what sound reasons there are 
for either of these amendments. Things 
seem to be going along good. Produc- 
tion seems to be going along good. There 
does not seem to be much labor un- 
rest. Certainly there is always going 
to be some labor unrest and dissatis- 
faction on the part of labor and dissatis- 
faction on the part of business. I hope 
the time never comes when that con- 
dition does not exist. I hope we will 


8409 


never have labor goose-stepping along 
every time somebody in Government 
says something. I hope the time never 
comes when business will goose-step 
every time that someone in Govern- 
ment makes a suggestion. Exactly how 
much these amendments would damage 
labor, I do not know. But I do know 
labor genuinely and honestly believes 
it would definitely hurt them. With 
that mental hazard, I do not see any 
reason at the present time to adopt 
either of these amendments. It would 
be the same as tossing a monkey wrench 
into the machinery that is now going 
along very nicely. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr, KENNEDY]. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I had 
the great honor of serving on the sub- 
committee, the chairman of which was 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Lucas]. It is with regret 
that I must oppose his amendment and 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Kersten]. There seems 
to be two objections to ihe extension of 
the power of this board beyond wages to 
include labor disputes. The first, ac- 
cording to the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. Kersten] is that it will result 
eventually in all labor disputes being 
brought to this board and will result 
eventually in compulsory arbitration. 

I do not believe that is so, because dis- 
putes cannot be brought before the Wage 
Stabilization Board unless both parties 
agree to it, and I do not think that will 
happen in enough cases to make this 
Board a first resort in all labor-manage- 
ment disputes. The second objection is 
suggested by the gentleman from New 
York as he believes that the language 
of the Taft-Hartley bill will take care 
of labor disputes affecting the national 
safety. Let us take an example. 

Let us say there is a dispute over the 
seniority system in a plant making elec- 
tronic equipment for airplanes. It does 
not come under the Taft-Hartley bill be- 
cause the emergency section of the Taft- 
Hartley bill comes into effect only 
“whenever in the opinion of the Presi- 
dent a threatened or actual strike or 
lock-out affecting an entire industry or 
a substantial part thereof” takes place. 
In the case of the theoretical example 
that I suggested the dispute would not 
be in an entire industry or even a sub- 
stantial part thereof, but it would be 
most important to the national defense. 
Under the present powers of the Board 
it can be brought before the Wage Sta- 
bilization Board and a recommendation 
for solution can be made. 

I believe that this labor-dispute sec- 
tion is very important. There are many 
cases of disputes between management 
and labor, not only as to wages, but as to 
conditions of work, seniority, and vaca- 
tions, and so forth, and they can cause a 
disruption of production. These cases 
have to be brought some place, and I 
believe they should be brought before 
the Wage Stabilization Board. 

I have heard no arguments strong 
enough to warrant the changing of the 
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formation and jurisdiction of the Wage 
Stabilization Board in which both labor 
and management are now successfully 
cooperating. 

The Kersten and Lucas amendments 
should be defeated. 

Mr. ZABLOCKT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
have listened very patiently and atten- 
tively these past days to the arguments 
during the debate and the reading of 
the bill for amendments. I cannot help 
wonder if so much demagogery and en- 
thusiastic effort to scuttle the defense 
production measure would be in evi- 
dence if the proceedings were televised 
and the teller votes and division votes 
of the individual Members made there- 
by known to their constituents. 

I wish the public could somehow be 
apprised of the votes of the membership 
in the past: to bar direct price-wage 
controls—the Wolcott amendment re- 
jected by the 196-149 vote last Friday— 
the vote against establishing cattle- 
slaughtering quotas, the vote against 
roll-backs. The future votes on rent 
control and amendments designed to 
weaken and sabotage the defense-con- 
trol program would further reveal to 
the public just who is scuttling the ef- 
forts of Congress and the administration 
to stop the inflation spiral and high cost 
of living. 

I believe that I am not in error in 
making the observation that most of 
the amendments made to the measure 
under consideration were made by Re- 
publican Members. And if it so hap- 
pened that a crippling amendment was 
sponsored by a Democratic Member in- 
variably some Republican Members 
would not permit to be outdone and 
introduce substitute and perfecting 
amendments. 

The most recent example is the Ker- 
sten substitute to the Lucas antilabor, 
antiproduction, and antiadministration 
amendment. 

The last few days representatives of 
the NAM and the Chamber of Commerce 
have by personal visits and by corre- 
spondence expounded the desirability of 
the Lucas amendment. They attempted 
to convince the need of such legislation 
to safeguard the interests of organized 
labor. Can you imagine such a thing? 
Just whom did they hope to fool? This 
same group, unalterably opposed to any 
control-production measure, deter- 
mined to aid in whatever manner pos- 
sible to see that enough monkey 
wrenches” are thrown into the bill, con- 
cocting whatever amendments are 
needed toward this end, piously an- 
nounce, becoming their brother's 
keeper.” 

I am suspicious that when organized 
industry moves to help organized labor 
it will be to push it over a brink to 
calamity. 

No truer words were spoken than the 
advice given by a colleague to leave 
what is best alone. 
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Fiddling with the War Stabilization 
Board at this time when no reason or 
cause was given or shown for a change 
is an invitation by the faddlers to labor 
unrest, disturbance, and obstruction of 
production. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I cannot 
resist paraphrasing a statement made 
earlier by an esteemed and distin- 
guished colleague, our—Republican— 
efforts should be limited solely to make 
it—Defense Production Act—totally in- 
effective. This appears to be the pur- 
pose of most of the amendments offered 
to this measure. I sincerely hope the 
membership will vote down the two 
pending amendments. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California [Mr. 
WERDEL]. 

Mr. WERDEL. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment proposed by Mr. WERDEL to 
the amendment by the gentleman from 
Texas Mr. Lucas] to H. R. 3871 on page 41, 
at line 5: “Strike out paragraphs 5 and 6 of 
the amendment, and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

„) The Board, under the supervision 
and direction of the Economic Stabilization 
Administrator, shall prescribe, and may from 
time to time revise— 

“*(A) regulations which relate to the sta- 
bilization of wages, salaries, and other com- 
pensation; 

„B) regulations which define the cir- 
cumstances under which, and the extent to 
which, the regulations prescribed pursuant 
to clause (A) may be departed from by 
reason of hardship or inequity; 

„C) regulations which define what con- 
stitutes a strike or lock-out which, if per- 
mitted to occur or to continue, will sub- 
stantially affect the national defense; and 

„D) regulations which provide criteria 
for establishing wages, salaries, and other 
compensation in disputes over which the 
Federal courts are granted jurisdiction by 
paragraph (6) of this subsection. The Board 
shall have jurisdiction with respect to any 
labor dispute or with respect to any issue 
involved therein, Labor disputes and labor 
matters in dispute shall be dealt with, if 
at all, insofar as the Federal Government 
is concerned, under the conciliation, media- 
tion, emergency, or other provisions of law 
enacted by the Congress (including par. (6) 
of this subsection), and not otherwise. 

“*(6) In the event of a threatened or 
actual strike or lock-out involving a dis- 
pute over wages, salaries, or other compen- 
sation, which strike or lock-out, if permitted 
to occur or to continue, will substantially 
affect the national defense, any party in 
interest, or the Attorney General acting on 
behalf of the United States, may petition 
any United States district court having ju- 
risdiction of the parties to enjoin such strike 
or lock-out or the continuing thereof. If 
the court finds that such threatened or ac- 
tual strike or lock-out involves a dispute 
over wages, salaries, or other compensation, 
and if the court further finds, in accord- 
ance with the regulations prescribed by the 
Board, that if such strike or lock-out is 
permitted to occur or to continue, it will 
substantially affect the national defense, the 
court shall have jurisdiction to enjoin such 
strike or lock-out, or the continuing thereof, 
and to enter such other orders as may be 
appropriate. Such orders may include, but 
shall not be limited to— 

“*(A) an order establishing, In accordance 
with the regulations prescribed by the Board, 
an increase in the wages, salaries, or other 
compensation for the employees involved in 
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any such strike or lock-out, but only if the 
court finds (i) that such increase is neces- 
sary in order to prevent hardship on or 
inequity to such employees, (ii) that the 
employer can pay such increase, and (iii) 
that such increase can be paid without 
causing a violation of the applicable price 
ceilings; 

“*(B) where an increase in the wages, 
salaries, or other compensation has been 
established pursuant to clause (A), and 
where the employer, notwithstanding the 
findings of the court, refuses to pay such in- 
crease, an order appointing a trustee for any 
plant, mine, or facility involved in such 
strike or lock-out, and vesting in such trus- 
tee, under the control of the court, the 
operation of such plant, mine, or facility 
for such period of time as may be neces- 
sary; and A 

“‘(C) an order staying the proceedings 
pending an. appeal by the parties to the 
President for an increase in the applicable 
price ceilings. 

The orders of the United States district 
courts under this paragraph shall be subject 
to review by the appropriate United States 
court of appeals in accordance with section 
1294 of title 28 of the United States Code 
and by the Supreme Court in accordance 
with section 1254 of such title 28. In any 
case instituted under this paragraph, the 
provisions of the act of March 23, 1932, en- 
titled ‘An act to amend the Judicial Code 
and to deffe and limit the jurisdiction of 
courts sitting in equity, and for other pur- 
poses’, shall not be applicable. The United 
States district courts shall appoint such 
masters and trustees as may be necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this paragraph, 

%) Paragraphs (5) and (6) of this sub- 
section shall take effect 30 days after the 
date on which this subsection is enacted. 
The Wage Stabilization Board created by 
Executive Order Numbered 10161, and recon- 
stituted by Executive Order Numbered 10233, 
is hereby abolished effective at the close of 
the twenty-ninth day following the date on 
which this subsection is enacted’.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
O’Brien]. 

Mr. O’BRIEN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I am opposed to the Lucas 
amendment and the substitute. If we 
did not have such a body as the tripar- 
tite Wage Stabilization Board, it would 
be our earnest duty to create one. Give 
labor, management, and the public mem- 
bers equal responsibility and we are best 
assured of the kind of labor-manage- 
ment relations that will insure us pro- 
duction and full success. Often we re- 
fer to our great supremacy in industrial 
power and it is true that we have it. 
But we do not rely on a nation of robots 
for our industrial power. The men are 
still greater than the machines, De- 
stroy the machines and tools and the 
men that made them can make them 
again. But destroy the spirit of the 
workingmen of the Nation who are 
zealous to take responsibility and do 
their part, and you have truly taken ir- 
rational and suicidal action. There is 
no reason or justification given for this 
attack on the Wage Stabilization Board. 
I contend the amendments should be 
defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr, 
TACKETT). 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
have used every legislative means, 
maneuver, and tactic known to me in my 
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efforts to obtain a little time to speak 
on this very important subject, and I 
consider the 2 minutes afforded me as a 
complete failure on my part to gain 
recognition. This is unquestionably one 
of the major issues of this defense pro- 
duction bill; and, yet, only approximate- 
ly 3 hours are being allowed the mem- 
bership to determine their vote upon 
this portion of the legislation. In fact, 
the principal portion of this legislation 
concerns price and wage stabilization; 
however, the wage stabilization features 
are being practically ignored. There is 
no earthly way by which but very few 
others than the members of the Educa- 
tion and Labor Committee could know 
anything about the wage stabilization 
problem that is being submitted to the 
membership for a vote. 

In 2 minutes time I can barely touch 
upon the reasons why I cannot support 
either of the amendments to the com- 
mittee recommendation, As a member 
of the Lucas subcommittee of the Edu- 
cation and Labor Committee, I attended 
every one of the many sessions devoted 
to this problem; and I participated in 
the examination of every one of the 
many witnesses who appeared before our 
committee. I sincerely regret to oppose 
my subcommittee chairman, who is my 
warm personal friend, and the major- 
ity of the committee upon this matter. 

The Lucas amendment would create 
a Wage Stabilization Board with more 
so-called public members than labor 
and management combined. I respect- 
fully contend, without delving into any 
personalities, that thcse so-called public 
members would not in most instances 
refiect public opinion. We can only 
presume that the additional public mem- 
bers who are to be appointed under the 
Lucas amendment would be theorists 
with little knowledge of realism wherein 
labor and management relations are in- 
volved. All the present public Board 
members are college professors who have 
devoted their attention to studying and 
teaching labor-management theories, 
and know but very little, if anything, 
about the realistic problems involved in 
such relations. I do not care to stack 
the Board with additional theorists in 
the name of public members. 

I find no objection to that portion of 
the Lucas amendment providing for the 
public members to be confirmed by the 
Senate. I favor that portion of the 
amendment which would require a 
representative of an independent union 
to be placed on the Board. I will not 
have time to discuss, but I doubt the wis- 
dom of requiring that the Wage Stabili- 
zation Board handle all problems reach- 
ing them by the way of general policy 
regulations, and most of us can visualize 
the possibility of many instances that 
would need special attention and could 
not be handled on a broad general policy 
basis. 

Both of the amendments before us 
would preclude the Wage Stabilization 
Board from entertaining any disputes 
other than monetary wages. In other 
words, these amendments would prohibit 
the Wage Stabilization Board from eyen 
considering working conditions when de- 
termining wage disputes, and I cannot 
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help but believe that oftentimes working 
conditions are just as important, if not 
more important than wages. Most labor- 
ers and management organizations are 
just as interested in working conditions 
as they are in the hourly wages. I wish I 
had additional time to discuss this issue. 

If we are to have wage stabilization, the 
suggested procedure now in full force and 
effect no more curtails free collective 
bargaining than if either of the amend- 
ments were adopted, because working 
conditions and the like are so closely re- 
lated to and interwoven with wages that 
it would be impossible for the board to 
properly function without having more 
authority. = am just as anxious as any 
person to get back at the earliest possible 
date to open collective bargaining. Nei- 
ther of these amendments suggests the 
abolition of the Wage Stabilization 
Board; therefore, if we ere to have such 
an agency in an effort to curb inflation 
and encourage production, I can visual- 
ize the need for some type of dispute 
functions. Cases will only reach the 
Board by the unanimous request of the 
involved parties—both management and 
labor—or by an order of the President, 
wherein production for the national de- 
fense is involved. By this means, free 
collective bargaining is left as much in- 
tact as possible and would in no wise be 
further relieved by the adoption of either 
of these amendments. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. PHILBIN]. 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
opposed to both of these amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, it was only after much 
discussion and controversy that we were 
able to establish the present Wage 
Stabilization’ Board as an active func- 
tioning agency. But it is just getting 
under way. 

We should bear in mind that this 
agency is designed to meet conditions 
arising out of the existing defense pro- 
gram emergency. It is not intended as a 
permanent board. But it is necessary, 
very necessary to have such a board, to 
stabilize wages in relation to prices. 

Compulsory arbitration is not in- 
volved in this provision. Few, if any, in 
this Congress would be willing to spon- 
sor the coercive principles of compulsory 
arbitration for the settlement of wage- 
management questions. Compulsion in 
this field is unthinkable and unwork- 
able. 

Neither is there any restriction on col- 
lective bargaining, express or implied, in 
the authority and operations of the 
present Board. Collective bargaining is 
not enjoined in any degree by the pres- 
ent Board. That proper democratic 
process of collective bargaining takes 
place before the case is presented to this 
Board. 

It is after representatives of labor and 
management have met, deliberated, and 
agreed upon a wage contract that the 
case is presented to the Board, not to 
change or alter the terms of the agree- 
ment, but merely to determine whether 
the agreement is in line with the sta- 
bilization program. If the contract is 
approved, it goes into effect. If it is dis- 
approved it is remanded to the parties 
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for further action as they may desire 
consistent with the stabilization pro- 
gram. It thus merely carries out the 
functions of a War Labor Board which 
we have utilized with good effect during 
the war. 

The Lucas amendment, as well as the 
substitute both inject new and unneces- 
sary controversy, delay, possible animos- 
ity and contention into our machinery 
for securing speedy, efficient, and maxi- 
mum war production. 

This grave emergency new facing us 
is no time for hounding and harrassing 
any group in the Nation. It is no time 
for letting ideologists, either of radical 
or reactionary persuasion, foist their 
views, plans, and prejudices upon the 
administration of any Government 
agency. It is no time for rocking the 
boat or inviting labor troubles. 

Every Member of this House at this 
time is desirous, I am sure, of upholding 
and strengthening our great free produc- 
tive machine—our economic institu- 
tions—which are so very vital to our de- 
fense in time of danger and our pros- 
perity and welfare in time of peace. We 
need the wholehearted cooperation of 
both labor and inanagement if we are to 
secure maximum results from our na- 
tional productive effort. The rights of 
labor as well as management must be 
protected. 

Neither the workers nor management 
can be served by sowing the seeds of bit- 
ter discord in the field covered by this 
Board. Give the Board a chance to 
tackle its important work. Give it a 
chance to formulate broader policies as a 
basis for specific rulings and decisions. 
Give it the opportunity to demonstrate 
its capacity to handle these wage-man- 
agement contracts in a fair and im- 
partial manner, without rancor or bit- 
terness,.and with one design—that of 
promoting the interests of our workers, 
our managers, and the public for the 
efective promotion of the national de- 
fense effort. I will oppose these amend- 
ments. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman’ from California 
[Mr. Poutson]. 

Mr. POULSON. Mr. Chairman, all I 
want to do is to make some observations. 

I have been listening for about 2 weeks 
to all the demagoging that has been go- 
ing on, especially from some of my 
friends on the Democratic side, telling 
us about the Beef Trust and the beef 
packers and the great lobby for the pack- 
ers and the great lobby for the farmers. 

I can talk about it because I am from’ 
a consumer area, and I will probably be 
voting with you on some of those issues, 
but you certainly have been doing a lot 
of demagoging, and now you come here 
today talking about a lobby. If there 
has ever been a lobby working on leg- 
islation, we have seen evidence of it 
today, and you Democrats have been 
the victims. Most of you have had 
canned and prepared speeches, tied in as 
a prepared program, all talking about 
the Lucas amendment because the writ- 
ers did not know about the Kersten 
amendment at the time of writing. 
Even our esteemed majority leader the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
McCormack] had one of those canned 
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speeches. Now, I certainly am not op- 
posing the labor lobby, they are needed 
just as much as any lobby, but what I 
would like to see you do is to be a little 
consistent when you demagog, because 
what applies to one group certainly ap- 
plies to the other. So to you demagogs 
I want to say that when you live in glass 
houses you should not throw stones. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California 
(Mr. HOLIFIELD]. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
about 16,000,000 organized members of 
labor, representing I suppose forty-five 
or fifty million people, with their fami- 
lies, constitute a great segment in our 
society. There is another great seg- 
ment, the farm group, which I imagine 
occupies about the same status. The 
rest of the folks live off of those two, and 
we are a part of those folks, possibly. 

We are faced in this country at this 
time with a challenge for all-out pro- 
duction. We must have it on the farm 
and we must have it in the factory. I 
do not know of any of the big organiza- 
tions of labor or any of the big corpora- 
tions that have asked for this Kersten 
amendment or the Lucas amendment. 
It is my opinion that a note of caution 
should be sounded at this time, and that 
we should let the Wage Stabilization 
Board as it now exists go along and func- 
tion as it has been functioning, because 
there has been no one that has been able 
to put up a real serious criticism of the 
way it has functioned. 

I am against the Kersten amendment 
and the Lucas amendment, and I trust 
the House in its wisdom will vote them 
down. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to speak for a 
moment on that provision of this 
amendment concerning the appointment 
of additional public members to the 
Wage Stabilization Board. The remarks 
of the gentleman from Texas in offering 
his amendment asserted that his purpose 
is to preserve the tripartite character 
of the Board, but change its composition 
by providing a greater number of pub- 
lic than labor and industry members, in 
order to assure that there would be no 
cases when the labor and industry mem- 
bers could approve wage increases over 
the objection of the public members. 

In effect, this is an immediate and 
effective destruction of the tripartite 
nature of the Board. To prevent the 
possibilities of very remote cases this 
amendment would do away with the tre- 
mendous values in labor-management 
‘cooperation now being practiced. In 
hundreds of thousands of other in- 
stances where no such possibilities exist. 
There could be no clearer cut case of 
biting off the nose to spite the face. 

That remark is not made in jest. This 
is an extremely serious matter in the 
conduct of labor-management coopera- 
tion in this Nation today. Tripartitism 
is a tried and proven theory. It is in 
itself a device for protecting the public 
interest, since the public member votes 
are the swing votes which determine the 
outcome of decisions after a full dis- 
cussion of labor and industry viewpoints, 
The essence of tripartitism is that the 
three groups—labor, industry, and the 
pubdlic—participate equally in the formu- 
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lation and enforcement of wage stabili- 
zation of regulations and policies. With- 
out equal representation, labor and in- 
dustry cannot be expected to bear equal 
responsibility for the success of the wage 
stabilization program. 

In the present Board, there has been 
no example of any possible vote of labor 
and industry against the public mem- 
bers. Dr. Taylor, the Board Chairman, 
has publicly stated: 


There is no evidence that there has been 
any ganging up on this Board; this Board is 
developing into a cooperative team. 


When this amendment was brought 
to the attention of the members of the 
Wage Stabilization Board some weeks 
ago they felt strongly enough to adopt a 
resolution in opposition to it. It was 
adopted by all three segments of the 
Board with the remark that the issues 
contained in this amendment were so 
important that they would feel remiss in 
their duty if they remained silent. I 
want to read to you the most important 
part of that resolution: 


Wage stabilization affects millions of em- 
ployees and their employers. It is only one 
phase of stabilization of industrial relations 
in an emergency. Any time groups of em- 
ployees are involved, their problems must 
be handled (a) by individual action (b) by 
collective bargaining or (e) by Government 
intervention and control. When employees 
wish to be organized, the principles of de- 
mocracy, confirmed repeatedly by Congress, 
endorse collective bargaining as a means of 
solving those problems. One of the great 
strengths of the American way of life is the 
proven ability of labor and management to 
solve their problems with the cooperation, 
rather than the domination, of Government. 

When, as in the present emergency, it is 
necessary in the public interest to take the 
power of final decision out of the hands of 
the parties, the Government.must make 
every effort to preserve for the future the 
basic values of self-determination,. includ- 
ing collective bargaining. During such an 
emergency, the Government is truly the cus- 
todian of the liberties of the parties. It is 
essential, therefore, that Government act in 
such a way that those liberties may be re- 
turned to the parties at the end of the emer- 
gency, with a minimum of damage. This is 
the objective of the tripartite approach, as 
it has been practiced traditionally by the 
Government in emergencies similar to the 
present. Thus, in the structure of the pres- 
ent Wage Stabilization Board, the members 
representative of labor, of management and 
of the general public have equal power and 
equal responsibility, reflected in their equal 
numbers and their equal voting rights. De- 
cisions are made after discussion among 
equals. They are reached through the exer- 
cise of persuasion rather than the exercise 
of a dominant voting power by any particu- 
lar segment of the Board. Only through 
participation by equals can real cooperation 
be achieved in reaching decisions affecting 
millions of employees and their employers. 
Only in this way can those employees and 
employers be assured that Government is 
fully aware of their problems, their needs, 
and their desires. 


Mr. Chairman, the complex and broad 
field of labor-management relations has 
progressed a long way in this country 
since the bitter and costly strikes of the 
1930's to a greater degree of coopera- 
tion today than we have ever seen be- 
fore. The maintenance of that degree 
of cooperation under the stress of this 
defense mobilization period ahead of us 
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will be difficult at best. I am convinced 
that this amendment can only retard 
progress and, as the Chairman of the 
Wage Board has said, it may even be 
fatal to the wage-stabilization effort. 


Economic STABILIZATION AGENCY FACT SHEET 
ON THE DISPUTES FUNCTION OF THE WAGE 
STABILIZATION Boarp: WHat Ir Is, WHAT 
Ir Is Not, How Ir OPERATES 
It is: Two new tools with carefully limited 

jurisdiction in the field of labor disputes, 

which the Government has made available 
to help maintain peaceful labor-management 
relations in defense industries. 

1. A tripartite forum to which employers 
and unions can go, if both of them so choose, 
for assistance in settling differences between 
them at the same time and place. 

2. An agency which the President can ask 
to make recommendations as to fair and 
equitable terms of settlement with respect to 
labor-management conflicts substantially 
threatening the progress of national] defense, 

It is not: 

1. A board contemplated by title V of the 
Defense Production Act—similar to the War 
Labor Board of World War Ii—with subpena 
powers and authority to intervene on its own 
motion in a labor dispute. (The WSB has no 
such powers or authority.) 

2. A substitute for collective bargaining or 
a replacement for e agencies of con- 
ciliation and mediation. (The WSB has no 
authority to consider disputes except those 
not resolved by collective bargaining or the 
prior full use of conciliation and mediation 
facilities, and which reach the WSB through 
either of the two carefully marked paths 
stated above.) 

8. An agency to supersede or duplicate 
other procedures provided under existing 
laws. (The WSB cannot concern itself with 
issues which fall within the jurisdiction of 
the NLRB, such as representation or union- 
shop elections.) 

4. A procedure that will conflict with the 
Taft-Hartley Act machinery for dealing with 
national emergency disputes. (The two 
are different. The Taft-Hartley board of 
inquiry has the power of compulsory proc- 
ess, and after ‘ts report the Norris-La Guardia 
Act ceases to be a bar to an injunction. 
Before the Taft-Hartley Act process can be 
invoked by the President, there must be a 
threatened or actual strike or lock-out affect- 
ing an entire industry or a substantial part 
of it. The strike or lock-out must be one 
which would imperil the national health or 
safety if permitted to occur or to continue. 
The President may refer to the WSB, how- 
ever, a labor dispute which substantially 
threatens the progress of the national de- 
fense effort. Moreover, nothing in the pro- 
cedures of the Board impairs the President's 
discretion to resort to the Labor-Manage- 
ment Relations Act in national emergency 
cases.) 

How it operates: The WSB can. hear dis- 
pute cases in only two situations: 

1, The first is when the parties in a given 
case jointly agree between themselves to 
submit their dispute to the Board for rec- 
ommendation or decision. The Board may 
take or reject the case. If the parties agree 
to submit their dispute to the Board for its 
recommendations, the Board investigates the 
issues and then advises the parties of its 
recommendations for equitable terms of 
settlement. If the parties jointly agree to be 
bound, the Board may render a decision. 

In this whole situation, the choice belongs 
entirely to the parties as to whether or not 
they wish to submit their dispute to the 
Board, and, if so, what issues they wish 
it to consider. The WSB has no power to 
intervene in any case upon its own motion. 

2. The second way in which the WSB can 
assist in the settlement of a labor dispute 
is when the President considers the progress 
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of national defense substantially threat- 
ened and decides to refer the dispute to the 
Board. In such a situation, the Board in- 
vestigates the issues and reports to the 
President its recommendations as to equi- 
table terms of settlement. Here again, 
however, the Board cannot impose itself for- 
cibly upon the parties. It has no powers of 
compulsion of ary kind. The WSB can only 
invite management and labor to cooperate 
with it in its investigation. 

The detegation of carefully defined dis- 
putes authority to the WSB recognizes the 
fact that the mobilization program itself 
creates frictions in industrial relations. In 
this setting, the WSB becomes a new mech- 
anism—in addition to the techniques already 
on hand—for promoting industrial har- 
mony and uninterrupted defense produc- 
tion. 

STATEMENT BY WSB CHAIRMAN GEORGE W. 
TayLor ON H. R. 4552 (THE LUCAS AMEND- 
MENTS TO THE DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT) 

Jury 10, 1951. 

This bill would abolish the existing Wage 
Stabilization Board and substitute a new 
Board with different composition and respon- 
sibilities. It has three major provisions. 

Section 403 (b) 1: First, the new Board 
would have a majority of public members. 
The present Board requires equal representa- 
tion and responsibility for public, industry, 
and labor members. 

Section 403 (b) 5: Second, the new Board 
would be stripped of power to issue wage 
policies and regulations, and perhaps also to 
decide individual wage cases. The present 
Board is exercising these powers. 

Section 403 (b) 5: Third, the new Board 
would have very little, if any, labor dispute 
jurisdiction. The present Board has limited 
dispute jurisdiction and is the only agency 
which has been created especially to handle 
the mobilization emergency problems of in- 
dustrial relations. 

H. R. 4552 also contains three lesser provi- 
sions. It would require appointment to the 
Board of an independent union representa- 
tive (sec. 403 (b) 1); it would require 
Senate confirmation of public members and 
fix their terms of office at 1 year (sec. 403 
(b) 2); it species that public members “shall 
engage in no other business, vocation, or 
employment” while engaged on Board busi- 
ness (sec. 403 (b) 4). 

In my opinion, the three major provisions 
of H. R. 4552 offer an unsound and unwork- 
able substitute for the present organization 
which is functioning successfully. These 
provisions would cripplé the wage stabiliza- 
tion program and machinery. 

The proposal to give public members 
dominance on the Board destroys the bene- 
fits of tripartitism, a tried and successful 
technique which has met the acid test of 
wartime experience. It is, in fact, a pro- 
posal for a public Board and the representa- 
tion of industry and labor becomes mean- 
ingless. Equal tripartite representation on 
the wage board is needed to maintain co- 
operation in the stabilization program. 
What is not generally realized is that labor's 
participation on the WSB is in a sense a 
limited no-strike pledge on wage issues. 

The proposal to limit the Board to formu- 
lating and recommending general policies 
and advising as to their interpretation or 
application in particular cases apparently 
reduces the Board to an advisory status. Yet 
this is not entirely clear. A long period of 
litigation may ensue before the exact mean- 
ing of the amendment is determined. It is 
also unclear as to whether the Board's ad- 
vice would be legally binding on anyone, 
Moreover, the proposal seems to place the 
administrative burden of processing wage 
cases on the Economic Stabilization Admin- 
istrator, The proposed procedure, it seems to 
me, would so narrowly confine our operations 
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that the Board would run into conflict with 
other duties imposed upon it by the Defense 
Production Act, namely: to stabilize wages 
in such a manner as to preserve collective 
bargaining, as far as possible, maintain in- 
dustrial peace, prevent hardships and in- 
equities and foster maximum defense pro- 
duction. The proposal would seem to im- 
pose inflexible maximum limits and preclude 
a hearing or appeal for those parties who 
feel the inequities of their situation requires 
special treatment. 

The proposal to strip the Board of disputes 
responsibilities, except in those cases solely 
concerned with the application of a wage 
ceiling, is not too serious at the moment 
since there are no disputes before the Board. 
But there is a clear need for such stand-by 
Machinery to handle disputes which will 
grow out of the stabilization effort and 
seriously affect the mobilization program. 
The disputes functions presently assigned 
to the WSB are modest and entirely com- 
patible with the present emergency. By 
Executive order, the Board was given juris- 
diction over labor disputes, including non- 
wage as well as wage issues, only when both 
parties voluntarily agreed to submit the 
case to the Board or when the President 
certified that the dispute substantially 
threatened the progress of national defense. 
H. R. 4552 rolls back this authority. 


The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California 
LMr. JoHnson]. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I in- 
tend to vote for the Kersten amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Rhode Island 
[Mr. Focarty]. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, in 
my opinion anyone who votes for the 
Lucas amendment or the Kersten 
amendment which is just as antilabor, 
as antiadministration, or as antipro- 
duction as the Lucas amendment—and 
let us make no mistake about it—is 
throwing a monkey wrench into the 
wheels of all-out production for the war 
effort. 

Here we have something that is work- 
able, a plan that is being worked by la- 
bor and management, and all you are 
trying to do by offering this amendment 
is to break up a plan that is already 
working. I do not believe an amend- 
ment has been offered in this House 
since the passage of the Taft-Hartley 
Act that has been more antilabor or 
has had the backing of the men who 
helped draft the original Taft-Hartley 
Act; this amendment follows the same 
line as they did. I do not believe the 
statement that the National Association 
of Manufacturers did not have some- 
thing to do with this at all, because I 
know of one man connected with them 
who has put his O. K. on this particular 
draft of this amendment. So I think 
the issue is clear; it is simply an anti- 
administration issue; it is something to 
confuse the people. So I hope both the 
Kersten amendment and the Lucas 
amendment will be voted down, that we 
may give the people of the country a 
better control program. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
IMr. MCCONNELL]. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. Chairman, 
there was one little matter I wanted to 
reiterate in connection with my former 
statement. As I stated earlier, at the 
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time this board was set up many of us 
recognized that there might be a neces- 
sity for a special type of machinery in 
the event that the war effort became 
more tense. We recognized that by pro- 
viding title 5 which has not been used. 

I wish to make a final statement on 
this issue: If special labor dispute ma- 
chinery is necessary, and I can recog- 
nize that eventually it might be, but if 
it is necessary, then I suggest that those 
in authority who are responsible for the 
wage stabilization program discuss with 
proper Members of Congress, the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor of the 
House, for instance, and say to us “that 
although a certain type of procedure 
may violate some of the provisions of the 
present labor laws of the land, neverthe- 
less, in the national emergency we need 
special machinery.” We are good 
enough Americans to respond to such a 
request, 

That is the final statement I want to 
leave with the Members of the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr, 
MULTER). 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
sure our distinguished majority leader 
who has been accused of making a 
canned speech needs no defense by me; 
nevertheless, I cannot let this moment 
go by without saying that although I 
have never observed him making a 
canned speech I know many of his 
speeches have cut to the quick like the 
sharp edges of a can. 

THE LUCAS AMENDMENT 


Mr. Chairman, I must oppose the 
Lucas amendment, which is the same as 
his bill, H. R. 4552. It seeks to abolish 
the Wage Stabilization Board as it exists 
and substitutes a new Board. The 
amendment would accomplish three 
things. First, it drastically reduces the 
wage stabilization administration func- 
tion of the Board. Secondly, it severely 
curtails, if it does not altogether elimi- 
nate, the special emergency labor-dis- 
putes powers which the President as- 
signed to the Board. Thirdly, it scut- 
tles the principles of administering wage 
stabilization by a Board composed of 
equal numbers of public, labor, and in- 
dustry members. It is bad on each one 
of these counts. 

So far as wage stabilization is con- 
cerned, it substitutes a complex and 
wasteful system of administration for 
the present system which has been oper- 
ating successfully. At present, the Eco- 
nomic Stabilization Agency is a top 
planning outfit, which is not designed or 
equipped for the rough and ready daily 
administration of economic controls. 
Such administration is delegated to the 
Office of Price Stabilization and the 
present Wage Stabilization Board. 
These agencies deal directly with the 
affected parties; they are subject to the 
individual and group pressures and re- 
quirements which spell out in concrete 
terms the desirability of new or amended 
regulations or policies. 

The amendment destroys this sensible 
arrangement. While leaving the price 
mechanism untouched, it wipes out the 
power of the Wage Stabilization Board 
to issue regulations. It does permit the 
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Board to make recommendations; but 
it vests sole authority to promulgate 
general policies and regulations in the 
Economic Stabilization Agency. At the 
least, this entails the waste of scrapping 
a presently operating arrangement. 

But it does even more. It divorces re- 
sponsibility for interpretation, applica- 
tion, and enforcement of regulations 
from the power to issue regulations. 
The Board has one; the administrator 
the other. This invites duplication of 
staff and effort; it is inefficient and 
wasteful. 

The incongruity of this organization 
is emphasized by the act itself. Section 
402 (c) of the act requires that wage 
stabilization must be administered to 
prevent and correct hardship and in- 
equity, as well as to satisfy other stand- 
ards. The act itself calls for adminis- 
trative judgments. 

The amendment, however, is appar- 
ently intended to restrict the Board’s 
authority to decide individual cases. It 
thus denies that flexibility which seems 
required by other provisions of the act. 

A secord evil is that it prevents solu- 
tion of the emergency labor disputes 
problem. A period of defense produc- 
tion combines extraordinary need for 
maximum production with extraordi- 
nary economic pressures. A Govern- 
ment-as-usual attitude toward labor 
disputes will hardly meet the national 
need. 

The Wage Stabilization Board is now 
the only agency established to deal with 
the special industrial relations problem 
created by our mobilization effort. The 
President, in Executive Order 10233, as- 
signed to the Board jurisdiction over 
labor disputes, wage and nonwage issues 
included, which were referred to the 
Board by voluntary agreement or by 
Presidential certification. This is a lim- 
ited jurisdiction. As the need might 
arise, the President was free to satisfy 
it, presumably by additional delegations 
of authority to the Board. 

The amendment vitiates most of the 
dispute settlement authority granted by 
Executive Order 10233; and more, t 
freezes the authority of the President 
to deal with the national industrial re- 
lations problems as they arise. ‘Vhat- 
ever may happen, it prohibits any use of 
the Board in the solution of the national 
industrial relations problems. It is 
therefore too rigid and narrow. 

In addition to curtailing the func- 
tions of the Board, it transforms the 
composition of the Board. Instead of an 
equal number of public, labor, and in- 
- dustry members, the public members are 
to outnumber labor and industry com- 
bined. This overlooks the very essence of 
tripartism. The benefit of tripartism lies 
in joint and equal responsibility. 

In testing these provisions, we must 
remember that the Wage Stabilization 
Board is not a new and untried admin- 
istrative device. The War Labor Board 
offers directly related experience of 
successful operation. It taught lessons 
which are now sought to be disre- 
garded. The War Labor Board was 
tripartite in the true sense, and it is gen- 
erally agreed that its success was due to 
this “actor as much as to any other. The 
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history of the Board demonstrates that 
the public members were only rarely out- 
voted by the labor and management 
members. The War Labor Board was 
responsible for both dispute settlement, 
nonwage as well as wage issues, and 
wage stabilization. In administering 
wage stabilization controls, the War 
Labor Board was free to use, and did use, 
both general regulations and specific 
case decision. The amendment, in all its 
major provisions, disregards the perti- 
nent wartime experience. 

Nothing in the record of the present 
Wage Stabilization Board calls for the 
restrictions suggested. It is impossible 
to know the need which it is designed to 
serve. 

The present Board has been engaged 
in its initial establishment of policy on 
wage stabilization. Any impression that 
basic wage stabilization policy has been 
established, in the 10-percent formula 
or otherwise, misreads the requirements 
of the Defense Production Act. In the 
face of the statutory command to pre- 
vent and correct hardships and inequi- 
ties, no single formula or ceiling can do 
the entire wage-stabilization job. The 
need to conform wage regulations to 
specific cases will remain, whether the 
Board or the Economic Stabilization 
Agency administers the controls. 

So far as disputes are concerned, the 
Board has not exercised its jurisdiction 
under Executive Order 10233, and so 
could not have abused these powers. 
The Executive order prohibits any con- 
flict with existing legislation, including 
the Labor Management Relations Act. 
Thus, there is no need for the dispute 
provisions proposed. 

Nor is there reason for abandoning the 
tripartite composition of the Board. 
Most of the Board’s actions have been 
unanimous. In none have the public 
members been outvoted by labor and 
management representatives. The War 
Labor Board experience demonstrates 
that this fear, as well as the others which 
may have lead to the amendment, is 
fanciful. 

Certainly the need which was supposed 
to be satisfied has not been made evi- 
dent. The language does not clearly 
convey the exact scope of jurisdiction of 
the new Board. The Board, for exam- 
ple, may advise. Is this advice binding 
upon the parties, or can it be disregarded 
without invoking the penalties provided 
by the act? 

The dispute-settlement provisions raise 
constitutional issues. In assigning dis- 
pute functions to the Board, the Presi- 
dent was acting not under his statutory 
authority, but his constitutional powers 
to enforce the laws and to promote the 
defense effort. Can the Congress deny 
him the power to seek advice on indus- 
trial relations from any agency he 
chooses? In any event, is it wise for the 
Congress so directly to challenge the 
Executive? The answers to these queries 
are difficult and doubtful. Thus this bill 
lacks a clear and unassailable constitu- 
tional base. 

Here we have an attempt to attack one 
particular agency. No reason can be 
given why this agency is singled out for 
attack. It has not abused its authority. 


JULY 18 


Why substitute for the present Board an 
administrative organization which is 
wasteful and inefficient, and makes more 
difficult of solution the pressing national 
problems of wage stabilization and dis- 
pute settlement? Why disregard the 
tripartite principle? In all its provisons, 
it destroys experience. For these reasons 
I urge rejection of the amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 


_ nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 


Lucas]. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, the op- 
position to the Lucas amendment has 
c-itered their attack on Lucas rather 
than on the amendment, but I can stand 
any complaint they may have against 
me. I am perfectly willing to stand on 
my record. 

In this instance I am standing for the 
public rather than the selfish interests. 
In this fight I am opposed by the CIO, 
A. F. of L., and the NAM. Now what 
better opponents could I have? 

I want stronger controls in the inter- 
ests of the public in this inflation legis- 
lation. After all, are not those not mem- 
bers of the A. F. of L., CIO, and NAM 
entitled to some consideration by this 
House? I heard the gentleman from 
Tennessee say that we were crying “Wolf, 
wolf.“ His memory is very short if he 
praises the War Labor Board as having a 
magnificent record. He forgets the 
Montgomery Ward case where they or- 
dered seized a retail store as a national 
defense establishment. He forgets the 
S. A. Woods Co. case, where they went 
in and seized a company which had not 
had a strike in 90 years, and which had - 
only a minor dispute at one of its plants 
not engaged in national defense activi- 
ties, yet the War Labor Board seized it 
and gave it over to another company to 
operate. The War Department later 
acknowledged the evil of the act and 
paid compensation to the company for 
the damages suffered during this out- 
regeous seizure. No, my colleagues, I 
cannot forget what happened during the 
last war. 

Now, will the big labor unions use this 
new set-up to achieve their ends? Here 
is an example of what will happen. 

Let me read to you a statement dis- 
tributed to its members by a labor union 
in California: 

x June 5, 1951. 

We have just sent your employer notice 
of opening our contract for wages and other 
working conditions. 

Now that labor representatives have re- 
joined the Wage Stabilization Board, they 
now have authority to handle and make 
decisions pertaining to other issues be- 
sides wages, such as holidays with pay, 
union shop, and maintenance of member- 
ship, a decent grievance procedure, and other 
working conditions. 

As the rules governing wage stabilization 
stand now in Washington, D. C., they can 
make decisions on any issue that labor and 
management cannot agree on in negotiations. 

Let's go, boys, we have been waiting a 
long time for this. 


And it was signed by the labor-union 
Official. I invite you to see it. It is 
genuine. 

Are we so blind that we cannot fore- 
tell what will happen if this successor to 
the War Labor Board is invested with 
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these powers? Think, my friends, of 
your small-business man. Think of your 
independent labor unions, and, yes, do 
not forget to remember that we should 
be legislating for the consuming public. 
Is your responsibility to the unions? To 
management? No; I remind you, it is 
to the public at large. 

My memory is not so short I have 
forgotten exactly what happened during 
the last war when our fellows were dying 
in the front lines and this War Labor 
Board converted our system of collective 
bargaining into compulsory arbitration, 
and it was always against the interests 
of the public, the little man, the unor- 
ganized, the undefended. Can you won- 
der that our veterans gave first attention 
to strengthening our labor laws? 

Yes, Mr. Chairman, I am proud to 
stand up here for the public against the 
organized selfish interests in this coun- 
try. I refuse to be intimidated by the 
pressures brought to bear on the House 
by the special interests, by those, mind 
you, who are not only disregarding the 
interests of the housewives—the con- 
suming public—but who are establishing 
a system within our Government en- 
tirely foreign to our constitutional sys- 
tem. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Kentucky 
[Mr. SPENCE). 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I have 
not heard any substantial criticism of 
the present Wage Stabilization Board in 
all this debate. These amendments at- 
tempt to substitute a Board without 
power, that can settle no disputes, in 
place of the present Board which I think 
has operated in a very satisfactory 
manner. 

No one has brought forth any argu- 
ment worthy of consideration against 
that Board. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. GREEN]. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I think 
that the few statements the author of 
the original amendment, the Lucas 
amendment, just made indicates to us 
very clearly his position in this particu- 
lar matter when he stood before us and 
said he is against the CIO and that he is 
against the A. F. of L. This clearly indi- 
cates the true purpose of his amendment. 
Certainly I have a great deal of respect 
and admiration for he gentleman from 
Texas and for the otuér people that sup- 
port these issues, but they all remind me 
of the fellow who sold a blind horse to 
the farmer. When the horse walked 
into the barn the farmer said to the city 
slicker, “Why, that horse is blind.” He 
said, “No, he is not blind; he just don't 
give a damn.” 

There is no difference between the 
Kersten amendment and the Lucas 
amendmeat. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I de- 
mand that those words be taken down. 
That is a reflection on the Members of 
the House who are in favor of this 
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amendment, that is, the statement just 
made there that those who oppose labor 
just do not give a damn. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the words objected to. 

The Clerk read the words objected to. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to make it clear that it was not my 
intention to impugn any of the motives, 
and I think I expressed that previous to 
the point that has been raised, 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle- 
man ask unanimous consent to with- 
draw his words? 

Mr. GREEN. No, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee 
will rise. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Mitts, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H. R. 3871) to amend the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950, and for other pur- 
poses, certain words used in debate were 
objected to and on request were taken 
down and read at the Clerk’s desk, and 
he herewith reported the same to the 
House. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the words objected to. 

The Clerk read the words objected to. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is bound 
to hold that the using of words like those 
just used by the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania, or any other words bordering 
on profanity, is a violation of the rules 
of the House. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that those words be 
withdrawn. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Tenn- 
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Committee will 
resume its sitting. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur- 
ther consideration of the bill H. R. 3871, 
with Mr. Mitts in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
to complete his statement. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
first like to express my apology to the 
Members of the House for any violating 
of the rules of the House. It was not 
my intention to do so. 

The only point I want to bring out is 
this. There is no difference between 
the Lucas amendment and the Kersten 
amendment. They both mean one 
thing, industrial war, strikes, and unrest, 
And none of us want that. The gentle- 
man from Arkansas said that we have 
had only a little bit of time to debate 
this thing, and that the only people that 
know anything about it are the Labor 
Committee. It is an amazing thing to 
me that we are saddled with an amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. KERSTEN], who is a 
member of the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

I certainly hope that both these 
amendments are defeated, and that we 
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leave the Wage Stabilization Board as 
it presently exists. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex- 
rired on the amendment and the sub- 
stitute. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin (Mr. Kersten] as a substitute for 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. Lucas). 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. KERSTEN of 
ba rege I there were—ayes 135, noes 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. KERSTEN 
of Wisconsin and Mr. Patman, 

The Committee again divided; and 
the tellers reported there were—ayes 
152, noes 190. 

So the amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question re- 
curs on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Lucas]. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I ask for 
tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. Lucas and 
Mr. PATMAN. 

The Committee divided; and the 
tellers reported that there were—ayes 
113, noes 217. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Mitts, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House ca the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H. R. 3871) to amend the Defense Pro- . 
duction Act of 1950, and for other pur- 
poses, had come to no resolution thereon. 


HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent tha, when the 
Huse adjourns today it adjourn to meet 
tomorrow at 11 o’clock. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
tle request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


DEPARTMENT OF TH INTERIOR APPRO- 
PRIATION BILL, 1952 


Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 3790) mak- 
ing appropriations for the Department 
of the Interior for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1952, and for other purposes, 
with Senate amendments thereto, dis- 
agree to the Senate amendments, and 
agree to the conference asked by the 
Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 
(After a pause.] The Chair hears none 
and appoints the following conferees: 
Messrs. KIRWAN, NORRELL, JACKSON of 
Washington, FURCOLO, CANNON, JENSEN, 
FENTON, and TABER. 
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HOUSE SMALL BUSINESS COMMITTEE 
HAS DISRUPTED BLACK-MARKET AND 
PREMIUM-PRICE OPERATIONS—FIELD 
HEARINGS OF COMMITTEE HAVE UN- 
COVERED EVIDENCE WHICH HAS BEEN 
CHANNELED TO THE OFFICE OF PRICE 
STABILIZATION FOR ACTICN—PRICE 
STABILIZATION CANNOT BE EFFECTIVE 
UNLESS IT INCLUDES AUTHORITY TO 
CURB PREMIUM PRICES 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include a newspaper article. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, during 
the past few months the House Small 
Business Committee has been perform- 
ing an effective job in fighting black and 
gray markets in metals and other ma- 
terials which are basic to our economy. 

Every member should be informed re- 
garding this aspect of the committee’s 
activity, since the control of illegal and 
premium prices is an essential phase of 
the price stabilization program. Cer- 
tainly price stabilization cannot be ef- 
fective if a portion of the supply of basic 
materials is sold at prices far above the 
normal market levels. Not only price 
stabilization, but the entire program of 
fair allocation of scarce materials, de- 
pends upon the ability to control pre- 
mium prices. 

During the present session of Con- 
gress, Subcommittee No. 1 of the House 
Small Business Committee has held field 
hearings in 24 States. It is no exaggera- 
tion to say that the committee has found 
evidence of black and gray market prices 
in every locality it has visited. Small- 
business men throughout the Nation 
have been experiencing extreme diffi- 
culty in obtaining adequate supplies of 

basis materials from their normal 
sources, At the same time, they have 
been deluged with offers of large quanti- 
ties of steel, aluminum, chemicals, and 
other scarce materials at prices ranging 
from 100 to 500 percent above the market 
levels. 

The committee has gathered a mass 
of evidence on this subject. This evi- 
dence has been turned over to Mr. Leo 
McCormick, assistant to Price Stabilizer 
DiSalle, for appropriate action. Mr. 
McCormick has attended virtually all of 
the field hearings conducted by the com- 
mittee, and he has displayed great in- 
terest in curbing the activities of the 
black and gray marketeers who are prey- 
ing on the business community. There 
have been a number of indications that 
the hearings have focused the spotlight 
on premium-price brokers and have 
forced them to curtail their operations. 
In particular, I should like to call your 
attention to an article in the June 27 
issue of the Wall Street Journal titled, 
“Gray Market Prices Weaken as Civilian 
Output Is Cut Back,” which, by unani- 
mous consent, I inserted at the end of 
my remarks. 

Mr. Speaker, the committee has re- 
ceived evidence from small-business wit- 
nesses showing prices for steel ranging 
up to $21 per hundredweight, while the 
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current mill prices for the same type of 
steel were $6 per hundredweight. Steel 
which was selling at $8 at the mill was 
offered as high as $30 by premium-price 
brokers. Although the situation ap- 
pears to be most critical in steel, the 
committee has received evidence indi- 
cating that much the same conditions 
prevail in chemicals, aluminum, copper, 
and other items in scarce supply. In- 
stances were brought to the attention 
of the committee of chemicals selling at 
30 cents a pound by the manufacturer, 
offered at as high as 90 cents a pound by 
these fringe operators. 

In this connection, I should like to 
call your attention to the printed hear- 
ings of Subcommittee No. 3 of the House 
Small Business Committee in Chicago 
on May 11 and 12 on Problems of Small 
Manufacturers of Farm Equipment and 
Machinery as Related to the National 
Emergency. Since nearly all small 
manufacturers of farm equipment are 
dependent upon steel supplies, evidence 
regarding premium prices in steel came 
out particularly clearly in these hearings. 

At the hearings to which I have re- 
ferred, Mr. Wendell E. Butler, president 
of the Allied Farm Equipment Manufac- 
turers Association, stated: 

The black market in steel today exists in 
even a larger form and on a more disastrous 


basis today than it ever did during the days 
of World War II. 


Mr. Butler went on to say: 

While we, as small manufacturers, are con- 
stantly being refused steel at our normal 
sources of supply, while we are being told 
by the steel mills and the steel warehouses 
that they have no steel for us, we are daily 
being offered seemingly unlimited quantities 
of steel of all types and kinds by people who 
call themselves steel brokers, and who ask 
us to pay prices amounting to four and five 
times the regular mill price for our materials. 


Mr. Butler testified that his own firm 
had paid $65,000 in premiums for steel, 
above and beyond the normal mill price, 
during the last 6 months of 1950 alone. 
Another witness testified that his com- 
pany’s steel requirements for the re- 
mainder of 1951 would cost $1,165,000 
above the normal mill price if the com- 
pany is forced to rely on the so-called 
open market. These conditions are not 
confined to the farm-equipment field, 
but are common to small manufacturing 
throughout the Nation. 

After the committee hearing in Chi- 
cago, Mr. Butler wired the committee 
that the hearing “had a real effect on 
solving of the materials difficulties of our 
industry, as well as contributing to the 
present easing of the high-priced steel 
market.” There is no doubt that the 
investigations of the committee have had 
a material effect upon curbing the op- 
erations of the black and gray mar- 
keteers, but there is no question that the 
problem still is one of the most serious 
faced by small manufacturers. 

If premium prices cannot be reduced 
to normal mill and warehouse prices, 
small business will be caught in a squeeze 
from which it cannot escape. Large 
buyers with normal mill sources will con- 
tinue to get their steel at current market 
prices, while others will be forced to pay 
premium prices which inevitably will 
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force them out of business. It is obvious 

that a small manufacturer cannot com- 

pete when the cost of materials going 
into his product is far beyond those of 
his more favored competitors. 

It is important for every Member to 
realize that a great many of these pre- 
mium prices are not black-market prices 
in a legal sense. The price of steel has 
been frozen under the general price 
freeze. However, steel was in short sup- 
ply during the base period for the freeze, 
and a number of fast-buck“ operators 
were charging fantastic prices for steel 
during the base period. As a result, the 
general price freeze does not prohibit 
them from continuing to charge prices 
which are far above normal. A signifi- 
cant portion of scarce materials is being 
drained off into this high-priced market, 
and the entire economy is suffering as a 
result. 

The Office of Price Stabilization has 
had under preparation an order designed 
to limit the prices charges by steel 
brokers to specific dollar-and-cents 
amounts based on the historical differ- 
ential between mill and warehouse 
prices. The authority to issue such or- 
ders must be continued if price stabiliza- 
tion is to be more than merely a name. 

Mr. Speaker, the article from the June 
27 edition of the Wall Street Journal, to 
which I referred earlier in these remarks, 
is as follows. All but one of the busi- 
nessmen quoted in the following article 
were witnesses at the hearings held by 
Subcommittee No. 3 in Chicago: 

Gray Market PRICES TUMBLE as CIVILIAN 
Ovrrur Is Cur BACK—ALLIS-CHALMERS 
REPORTS STEEL SHEET OFF 25 PERCENT IN 
3 WEEKS; PREMIUMS ARE STILL HdR 
PORTRAIT OF A BLACK MARKETER 

: (By Ray Vicker) 

Cuicaco.—The price of gray and black mar- 
ket steel is softening. 

Premium market prices still have a long 
way to drop before they approach mill or 
warehouse levels. But current quotations 
are as much as 40 percent lower than they 
were a month ago in the big Midwestern steel 
fabricating centers. 

During recent months of steel shortages 
perhaps 5 percent of the steel consumed 
in the country has reached manufacturers 
through extraordinary channels at extra- 
high prices. Some prices, commonly called 
gray market, have been merely higher than 
the prices at steel mills or warehouses. 
Others, the black market, have been above 
ceiling prices. Steel men feel the fact 
they’re now showing signs of weakness here 
in the Midwest is particularly significant. 

This region, they note, produces only about 
25 percent of the Nation’s steel, while it 
consumes 45 percent. Because of this raven- 
ous appetite, it’s a good place to measure 
the premium market nationally. 


COLD SHEETS DROP 


Some three-sixteenth-inch plates which 
sold for 11 cents a pound on the premium 
market 3 weeks ago can be had for 8 cents 
today. Cold-rolled sheet that sold for 16 
cents can be bought for 12, reports a spokes- 
man for big Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing 
Co., of Milwaukee, manufacturer of farm 
equipment and other machinery. He adds: 
“There is no doubt but what the premium 
steel market is softening.” 

“Many of the fly-by-night operators in the 
gray market seem to be going out of busi- 
ness,” says R. D. Brown, president of North- 
field Iron Co., Northfield, Minn., builder of 
construction equipment. The company re- 
cently was offered some structural steel at 
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9 cents a pound. In May gray marketers 
were asking 12 to 15 cents a pound for the 
same material. 

“We bought some galvanized sheet for 
16½ cents a pound recently. In April and 
early May, premium steel distributors were 
asking and getting 19% cents for the same 
material,” declares Wendell Butler, vice 
president, Galloway Co., Waterloo, Iowa. He 
adds: “Hot-rolled sheet can be had for 12 
cents a pound today as against the 16 cents 
asked. not long ago.” His company turns 
out such things as cream separators and 
grain elevators. 

Although current premium market prices 
are lower than a month ago, they’re still far 
above mill prices for many popular grades. 
For example, hot-rolled sheets bring 233 per- 
cent more than the 3.6 cents a pound quoted 
by one of the big mills in the Chicago area, 
Galvanized sheets bring a 244-percent premi- 
um over the 4.8-cent mill price. Cold-rolled 
sheets, gray market, are quoted 253 percent 
above the mill's 4.35 cents. Plate commands 
216 percent more than the 3.7-cent mill 
figure. Warehouse prices average 30 to 40 
percent higher than mill quotationc. 


VARIES ON EVERY SALE 


“Gray-market sellers still are asking as 
much as they think they can get,” says T. C. 
Solem, secretary-manager of Johnson Hy- 
draulic Equipment Co., Minneapolis. “The 
price varies on every sale, depending on how 
‘hard up’ the manufacturer is for materials.” 

Two steel users in the same city may be 
paying a different price for identical steel, 
the survey shows. Thus a manufacturer who 
is especially short of steel may not have 
noticed any change in prices, whereas a 
neighboring firm with a fair supply can get 
steel for a much lower figure. 

Mr. Solem of Johnson Hydraulic finds that 
“the supply on the premium market is freer 
than it was several weeks ago“ —a point 
mentioned by other company executives. 

“In May we had difficulty locating steel in 
40-ton-or-more lots,“ Mr. Butler of Gallo- 
way Co. recalls. “In the last 10 days we 
turned down several offers to sell us steel 
in 80-ton lots.” 

A midwestern road grader builder finds: 
“Steel not only is easing in the premium 
market, it also is easier to get in the legiti- 
mate market. In the last week we picked 
up enough steel from legitimate sources to 
give us an inventory that should last us 

e@ through October.” 

“Mills are shipping us more steel than 
they were,” says G. D. Shawzer, vice presi- 
dent of Innes Co. of Bettendorf, Iowa, manu- 
facturer of farm-equipment attachments. 
“Until recently we were forced to buy about 
75 percent of our steel requirements in the 

mium market,” he declares. “Today, that 
figure is less than 25 percent and still is going 
down.” 8 
THE GRAY MARKETER 

This is of course bad news to the steel 
gray-marketing fraternity. Who are the sell- 
ers of premium steel? You won't find any 
who are anxious to have their names in print. 
The average premium steel seller operates as 
quietly as possible with a telephone and 
cubbyhole office. 

He never sees the steel he sells. There 
may not be a name on his office door, for 
he would just as soon not see his customers. 
He prefers to work over the telephone. He 
gets his steel through imports, by knowing 
the right people at various companies, and 
by bribes. A substantial kickback to a sales 
Official of a warehouse sometimes can work 
miracles in turning up steel. 

A favorite device with him is to tack a 
1,000- or 2,000-mile freight charge onto his 
bill even though the steel may be sitting in 
a warehouse within shouting distance of the 
man who is going to get it. Thus, the buyer 
in Minneapolis may find his invoice reading 
1. O. b. Philadelphia—even though a little 
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checking might show the steel originated at 
a warehouse across the river in St. Paul. 

Here is the story of one attempted deal 
which indicates how some of this steel gets 
into the gray market. Not long ago, the 
purchasing agent for a small Ohio farm- 
equipment manufacturer received via tele- 
phone an offer of a substantial shipment of 
premium steel from a gray marketer in a 
nearby city. Because of the stiff price, the 
purchasing agent asked for time to think it 
over, and was given a phone number to call 
back. 

THE “HELPFUL” WIFE 

Later, when the agent placed the call to 
close the deal, the gray marketer's wife an- 
swered and unwittingly provided the pur- 
chasing agent with a phone number where 
the gray marketer could be reached. This 
phone number was that of a reputable 
northern Ohio steel warehouse. When the 
purchasing agent called the warehouse, the 
gray marketer disclaimed any knowledge of 
any gray-market deal. 

Says the purchasing agent: “Obviously, 
this fellow, a salesman for that warehouse, 
was operating as a gray marketer from his 
own home without knowledge of the com- 
pany. Once I knew of his connections with 
the warehouse, he was afraid to sell me any- 
thing.” 

Admittedly, the volume of business done 
by these fellows is small when measured 
against total steel shipments. But many 
small firms have had to depend on this mar- 
ket for a substantial portion of their de- 
liveries, testimony before Representative 
PaTMANn’s House Small Business Committee 
shows. 

Several reasons are cited for the slump in 
the premium market and the rise in steel 
availability. For one thing, under price con- 
trols the manufacturer must absorb the 
higher cost of premium steel. This discour- 
ages some deals. Probably more important, 
many companies say, is this: Government 
materials controls are begining to pinch con- 
sumer products industries, freeing more steel 
for other users. 

In April, last month for which statistics 
are available, this trend was indicated in 
American Iron & Steel Institute figures of 
steel shipments. In that month, the auto 
industry received 951,634 tons for car and 
truck production, against 1,227,744 tons in 
January. In the same period, shipments to. 
the appliance industry dipped from 199,270 
tons to 179,892 tons. 


MILITARY USE RISE SLIGHT 


Meanwhile, shipments of steel for direct 


military uses increased by only 21,500 tons 
in April over the 55,689 tons received in 
January. 

“That steel being diverted from consumer 
goods industries is going some place, and it 
isn’t going into direct military programs in 
any volume as yet,” says an executive of 
one Chicago steel mill, His conclusion: This 
steel is going through legitimate sources to 
many steel users who not long ago could 
not find steel anywhere except in the 
premium market. 

Despite the improvement in the steel pic- 
ture, there still is a steel shortage. It prob- 
ably will not be alleviated before the end of 
the year if steel men are right in their pre- 
dictions, though peace in Korea could change 
the entire market picture in a hurry. 

Typical of the thinking of many steelmen 
is this report from Joseph L. Block, Inland 
Steel Co.'s sales vice president, who declares: 
“During the first half of 1952. there will be 
more, rather than less, steel available for 
civilian production and the present over-all 
shortage may disappear. However, the out- 
look for the availability of steel in consumer 
goods industries during the next 3 months is 
not very bright.” His statement was based 
on there being no important change on the 
international scene. 
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DEMAND STILL HUGE 

“Sure, premium steel prices are coming 
down,” says a spokesman for Hot Point, Inc., 
largest user of flat steel products west of 
Detroit. “But we still are after all we can 
get from our mill sources.” 

“We don't expect any easing in the steel 
supply for the balance of the year,” declared 
a spokesman for Fairbanks Morse & Co., 
Chicago. e 

“We were paying triple the mill rate for 
premium steel 6 weeks ago, now we are pay- 
ing double," reports an Indiana heavy equip- 
ment manufacturer. “Maybe that indicates 
a trend—I don't know. But, I do know that 
steel still is mighty hard to get.” 

The head of one of the country’s largest 
steel warehousing firms says: “Where a 
month ago we were getting 10 calls for every 
order shipped, today we are getting 5. This 
may be a trend, all right. However, in nor- 
mal times we were out selling steel, not wait- 
ing for calls. So that trend has some way 
to go before we will be back in a normal 
market.” : 

Another factor which may have an impor- 
tant bearing on the future availability of 
steel is the labor situation. Expectations are 
that, wage controls cr not, the United Steel- 
workers will be looking for a wage increase 
next November when their contracts are re- 
opened. A strike, when the contracts expire 
December 31, 1951, would, of course, cut 
availability of steel. Most steel executives 
say prices would have to be hiked to allow 
wage boosts. 


SPECIAL ORDER TRANSFERRED 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
yield back the time I had today for a 
special order and that tomorrow, at the 
conclusion of the legislative program of 
the day and following any special order 
heretofore entered, I may be permitted 
to address the House for 30 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 


SPECIAL ORDER 


The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts [Mrs. ROGERS] is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the two bills I am to describe be sep- 
arated and not be included in one speech. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


WILLIAM N. OATIS 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr, 
Speaker, I have introduced in the House 
today a companion resolution to the one 
already introduced in the Senate by the 
distinguished Senator from Oklahoma, 
Mr. Monroney, which is as follows: 

Whereas William N. Oatis, a reporter for 
the Associated Press and a citizen of the 
United States, was arrested by officials of 
the Government of Czechoslovakia on April 
23, 1951, summarily tried on July 2-3, 1951, 
and sentenced on July 4, 1951, to 10 years 
imprisonment for alleged crimes against the 
Government of Czechoslovakia; and 

Whereas the persecution by the Govern- 
ment of Czechoslovakia of an American cit- 
izen is condemned and deplored by the peo- 
ple of the United States, and throughout the 
free world; and 
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Whereas the considerable and growing 
sentiment among our people against the 
tyrannies of the Communist dictatorships 
should be made unmistakably clear to the 
rulers and subjects of those countries: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House 
of Representatives that all commercial re- 
lations with Czechoslovakia should be termi- 
nated immediately, and should be resumed 
only if and when the Government of Czecho- 
slovakia restores William N. Oatis his free- 
dom; further 

Resolved, That if William N. Oatis is not 
restored to his freedom within 90 days that 
the Department of State take steps to evacu- 
ate all nationals of the United States in 
Czechoslovakia with the end in view of sev- 
ering diplomatic relations with that Gov- 
ernment. 


Mr. Speaker, this persecution by the 
Government of Czechoslovakia of Mr. 
Oatis is condemned by the people of the 
United States and the people through- 
out the free world. All free people are 
outraged by the action of Czechoslo- 
vakia, I heartily concur in the resolu- 
tion which states that the United 
States should insist that nothing be 
shipped to Czechoslovakia and our na- 
tionals removed until Mr. Oatis is freed. 
The Communist countries, Mr. Speaker, 
treat the United States and the other 
free nations of the world with utter con- 
tempt. It is time we asserted ourselves 
and insisted on respect and fair play or 
else have no further dealings with them. 


REINSTATEMENT OF VETERANS’ 
INSURANCE 


Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I am introducing today a bill 
that is identical to H. R. 4412, which was 
offered on June 12, 1951, by the gentle- 
man from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN]. 

This bill would restore to discharged 
servicemen and servicewomen the right 
to apply for Government insurance. 

Some of you may recall that on Janu- 
ary 24, 1951, when H. R. 1—now Public 
Law No. 23—was being debated in this 
House, I expressed my concern over the 
discontinuance of the right to apply for 
insurance. At that time I said that if 


such an amendment to the bill was not 


adopted by the House, I hoped that the 
Senate would add such an amendment. 

Such action was not taken by the 
Senate, and as a result Members of Con- 
gress are receiving numerous letters 
from ex-service men who were unaware 
of the cut-off date and did not take the 
necessary steps to reinstate their poli- 
cies. There are hundreds of these dis- 
tressing cases, and I feel most strongly 
that the bill introduced by Mr. MARTIN 
of Iowa, or the one I am introducing to- 
day, should receive immediate consid- 
eration by the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

He acted so promptly that he is wor- 
thy of great commendation. 

The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JEN- 
SEN] also had cases brought to his at- 
tention and has spoken to me also. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I 
will be glad to yield. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I commend 
the gentlewoman from Massachusetts 
very highly for her interest in regard to 
this matter of insurance for veterans 
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and the reinstatement of their entitle- 
ment to the insurance. Several cases 
have come to my attention personally 
for the past few weeks. Some of them 
have left a tremendous impression upon 
me of the need for reinstatement of this 
right of the veterans. 

I had the matter first called to my 
attention shortly after the present law 
was signed by the President on April 
25, as I recall. A young veteran in my 
district found that his 8-year-term 
policy, that he had taken out on March 
30, 1943, had expired on March 30 of this 
year. He sent in his premium on April 
1. He did not get an answer to that 
letter until the 24th of April. By the 
time he got that letter the President 
had signed the new law, and he found 
then to his regret that he was no longer 
eligible to take out thatinsurance. That 
brought the matter to my attention very 
forcefully. 

I might add that after I introduced the 
bill, H. R. 4412, I had a great many cases 
brought to my attention from all parts 
of the country. I am very pleased to 
know of the interest of the gentlewoman 
from Massachusetts in looking into this 
matter, which is of far-reaching impor- 
tance to our veterans. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. The 
gentleman deserves great credit for in- 
troducing the bill. I told the House at 
the time of the passage of H. R. 1 that 
I hoped something would be done about 
it. The gentleman’s bill certainly 
should be passed, and passed immedi- 
ately. The Washington office alone, I 
hear, has received 700 letters of protest 
from veterans whose term insurance has 
been cut off. It was a very unfair thing 
to do, The Members of the House did 
not realize it at the time, I am sure, how 
the bill would work out, as it was so 
anxious to establish free, automatic in- 
surance, especially for Korean veterans, 
It was important to pass that at once 
but equally important to amend the bill 
now. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I want to 
commend the gentlewoman very highly 
on her interest in this matter. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. The 
gentleman will have a lot of support, I 
know, for his bill. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recor, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. O'TooLe and to include an edito- 
rial from the New York Times. 

Mr. Ruopes and to include a radio 
address delivered by him. 

Mr. Rankin in two instances, and to 
include extraneous matter in each. 

Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts in two 
instances and to include certain edito- 
rials. 

Mr. Hoeven and to include a table. 

Mr. SIEMINSKI. 

Mr. Rasavut in two instances and to 
include extraneous matter, 

Mr. Anruso (at the request of Mr, 
Roprno). 

Mr. Brooxs (at the request of Mr. 
3 and to include extraneous mat- 

r. 

Mr. Priest and to include an article 
from the Medical Journal. 
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Mr. THORNBERRY and to include an ar- 
ticle from the Austin American. 

Mr. JaR MAN in two instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Meaper in three instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. JoHNson and to include a news- 
paper article. 

Mr. Jupp in three instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Jonas and to include a newspaper 
article. 

Mr. Gross and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Coxe of Kansas. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California (at the 
request of Mr. CoLE of Kansas). 

Mr. PHILLIPS. 

Mr. Ostertac and to include an edi- 
torial. 

Mr. Javits and to include extraneous 
matter, 

Mr. Vart and to include a letter. 

Mr. Harrison of Wyoming and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr, MARTIN of Iowa. 

Mr, Cannon. 

Mr. LatHam (at the request of Mr. 
Martin of Massachusetts) and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. CANFIELD in two instances and to 
include editorials. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. HERTER (at the request of Mr, 
Martin of Massachusetts), on account 
of death in family. 

Mr. Scrivner (at the request of Mr. 
Hope), for 2 days, on account of official 
business, 


SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED 


A joint resolution of the Senate of the 
following title was taken from the 
Speaker's table and, under the rule, re- 
ferred as follows: 


S. J. Res. 78. Joint resolution to make the 
restrictions of the Federal Reserve Act on 
holding office in a member bank inapplicabl® 
to M. S. Szymczak when he ceases to be a 
member of the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 


BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION PRE- 
SENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on the following 
dates present to the President, for his 
approval, a bill and joint resolution of 
the House of the following titles: 

On July 17, 1951: 

H. R. 3804. An act to limit the retroactive 
application of the income tax to employees 
of the United States working in the posses- 
sions or in the Canal Zone, 

On July 18, 1951: 

H. J. Res. 292. Joint resolution making ad- 

ditional appropriations for disaster relief 


for the fiscal year 1952, and for other pur- 
poses. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 38 minutes p. m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad- 
journed until tomorrow, Thursday, July 
19, 1951, at 11 o’clock a. m, 


t 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
me Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
OWS: 


616. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting an order canceling 
$40,880.76 of delinquent irrigation opera- 
tion and maintenance charges against In- 
dian-owned lands of the Wind River Indian 
Reservation, Wyo., under authority con- 
tained in an act of Congress approved July 
1, 1932 (47 Stat. 564; 25 U. S. C. 386a); to 


the Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 


fairs. 

617. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Navy, transmitting a report of the number 
of professors and instructors and the 
amount of compensation for each employed 
by the United States Naval Postgraduate 
School, pursuant to section 3 of Public Law 
303, Eightieth Congress; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

618. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Navy, transmitting a report of administra- 
tive adjustment of tort claims pursuant to 
section 2673 of title 28, United States Code; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

619. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense, transmitting a draft of legisla- 
tion entitled “A bill relating to the reserve 
components of the Armed Forces”; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

620. A letter from the Secretary, National 
Security Council, Executive Office of the 
President, transmitting a report entitled 
“National Security Council Determination 
No. 4,” pursuant to section 1302, Public Law 
45 (Third Supplemental Appropriation Act, 
1951); to the Committees on gf «as 
Armed Services, and Foreign Aff: 

621. A letter from the ag National 
Security Council, Executive Office of the Pres- 
ident, transmitting supplements to a report 
entitled “National Security Council Deter- 
mination No. 4,” pursuant to section 1302, 
Public Law 45 (Third Supplemental Appro- 
priation Act, 1951); to the Committees on 
Appropriations, Armed Services, and Foreign 
Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. HAGEN: Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service, Part II, minority views on 
H. R. 2982, a bill to adjust postal rates 
(Rept. No. 547). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. RICHARDS: Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. House Joint Resolution 289. Joint 
resolution to terminate the state of war be- 
tween the United States and the Government 
of Germany; with amendment (Rept. No. 
706). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CELLER: 

H. R. 4854. A bill to amend section 8 of 
the Immigration Act of 1917, as amended; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HART: 

H. R.4855. A bill to provide for national 
cemeteries in the State of New Jersey; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. HILLINGS: 

H. R. 4856. A bill to amend an act en- 
titled “An act to establish a uniform sys- 
tem of bankruptcy throughout the United 
States,” approved July 1, 1898, and acts 
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amendatory thereof and supplementary 
thereto; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. KLEIN: 

H. R. 4857. A bill to provide for home rule 
in the District of Columbia; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. McCORMACK: 

H.R. 4858. A bill relating to the promo- 
tion of certain officers and former officers of 
the Army of the United States, or of the Air 
Force of the United States, or of any com- 
ponent thereof, retired for physical dis- 
ability; to the Committee on Armed Services, 

By Mr, SUTTON: 

H. R. 4859. A bill to provide for granting 
to officers and members of the Metropolitan 
Police force, the Fire Department of the 
District of Columbia, and the White House 
and United States Park Police forces addi- 
tional compensation for working on holi- 
days; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. BROOKS: 

H. R. 4860. A bill relating to the Reserve 
components of the Armed Forces; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: 

H. R. 4861. A bill to restore the right of 
certain veterans to apply for insurance; to 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 

By Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL: 

H. R. 4862, A bill to prevent horse meat 
from being sold as beef and to punish those 
engaging in such dishonest practice; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. REECE of Tennessee: 

H.R. 4863. A bill to provide pensions for 
veterans of World War I and World War 
II based on non-service-connected disability 
and attained age, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. BOLLING: 

H. R. 4864. A bill to provide for the de- 
velopment and regulation of methods of 
weather modification and control; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. KLEIN: 

H. J. Res. 294. Joint resolution authoriz- 
ing the National Capital Sesquicentennial 
Commission to bring to Washington, D. O., 
theater productions of State, land-grant, and 
other accredited colleges and universities; 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. STOCKMAN: 

H. J. Res. 295. Joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to the making of 
treaties; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio: 

H. Res. 340. Resolution calling upon the 
State Department to secure the release of 
William N. Oatis, imprisoned by the Czecho- 
slovakian Government; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HAYS of Ohio: 

H. Res. 341. Resolution creating a select 
committee to conduct an investigation and 
study of the spread between the prices re- 
ceived by the base producers of commodities 
for such commodities, and the prices paid 
by the consumers of such commodities for 
such commodities; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr. McGUIRE: 

H. Res. 342. Resolution calling upon the 
State Department to secure the release of 
William N. Oatis, imprisoned by the Czecho- 
slovakian Government; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ANFUSO: 

H. Res. 343. Resolution creating a select 
committee to conduct an investigation and 
study of horse races and gambling which 
utilizes instrumentalities of interstate or 
foreign commerce; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: 

H, Res. 344, Resolution favoring certain ac- 

tion against the Government of Czechoslo- 
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vakia unless Associated Press Reporter Wil- 
liam N. Oatis is released from custody; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memo- 
rials were presented and referred as fol- 
lows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legisla- 
ture of the State of New York, memorializing 
the President and the Congress of the United 
States relative to letters exchanged between 
the State of New Jersey and the State of 
New York, acknowledging the existence be- 
tween them of the Civil Defense Interstate 
Compact, ratified by the respective legisla- 
tures; to the Committee on Armed Services. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. DOYLE: 

H. R. 4865. A bill for the relief of Marcelo 
de Gracia Concepcion; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GARY: 

H. R. 4866. A bill for the relief of Emma 
Gazzaniga, Cecelia Trezzi, Clelia Mainetti, 
Bonosa Colombo, Emma Baldisserotto, Lina 
DalDosso, Lucia Paganoni, and Regina Pa- 
gant; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 

By Mr. GWINN: 

H. R. 4867. A bill for the relief of Mrs, 
Fourere Kan; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diclary. 

H. R. 4868. A bill for the relief of Bob Kan; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOWELL: 

H. R. 4869. A bill for the relief of Martin J. 

Miller; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
By Mr. HAMILTON C. JONES: 

H. R. 4870. A bill for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. Horace S. Ritch; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KEOGH: 

H. R. 4871. A bill for the relief of Harry 
Constandoloulos; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. KILDAY: 

H. R. 4872. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Rosina Fowler; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H. R. 4873. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Mary E. Blair and her son, Sidney J. Blair; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary, 

H. R. 4874. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Beulah C. King; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H. R. 4875. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Marie J. Pelt; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. McCORMACK: 

H. R. 4876. A bill for the relief of Fran- 
cesco Fratalia; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. VAN PELT: 

H. R. 4877. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Margherita Caroli; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr, VAN ZANDT: 

H. R. 4878. A bill for the relief of certain 
Pakistanian aliens; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 

354. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
Provincial Board of Laguna, Santa Cruz, 
Philippine Islands, requesting the granting 
of another rehabilitation fund to the Philip- 
pines to improve the collective and private 
economy; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 
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SENATE 


Tuurspay, Jury 19, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 27, 
1951) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock merid- 
ian, on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


O Lord God, who knowest the burdens 
we bear and the temptations which be- 
set us, grant us the royalty of inward 
happiness and the composure which 
comes from living near to Thee. Daily 
renew in us a sense of joy and let Thy 
spirit dwell in our hearts that we may 
carry about the infection of a good 
courage and may meet all life’s ills and 
accidents with gallant, high-hearted 
happiness, giving Thee thanks always 
for all things. 

O Thou Great Physician of men and 
nations, as Thou dost look upon the dis- 
tractions of the world with their ever- 
increasing turmoil, be pleased to stretch 
forth Thine hand in healing; prosper all 
those organizations and institutions 
which are working for a better under- 
standing between men and for a just 
and durable order of society. 

Endue with the spirit of wisdom all to 
whom is entrusted the responsibility of 
government. In white wrath at the vile 
treacheries which today foul the earth, 
give us that personal integrity which 
shall make us fit to be the defenders of 
those high things which make life worth 


while. We ask it in the Redeemer’s 
name. Amen. 
THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. McFartanp, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes- 
day, July 18, 1951, was dispensed with, 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
APPROVAL OF BILLS 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States were commu- 
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Hawks, 
one of his secretaries, and he announced 
that the President had approved and 
signed the following acts: 

On July 18, 1951: 

S. 1109. An act for the relief of Grady 
Franklin Welch. 

On July 19, 1951: 

S. 417. An act for the relief of Sui Ken 
Fong and Sui Tung Fong; and 


S. 879. An act for the relief of Luigi Po- 
desta. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 3790) 
making appropriations for the Depart- 
ment of the Interior for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1952, and for other pur- 
poses; agreed to the conference asked 
by the Senate on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. 
Kirwan, Mr. NORRELL, Mr. JACKSON of 
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Washington, Mr. Funcoro, Mr. Cannon, 
Mr, JENSEN, Mr. FENTON, and Mr. TABER 
were appointed managers on the part of 
the House at the conference. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


On his own request, and by unani- 
mous consent, Mr. McCLELLAN was ex- 
cused from attendance upon the ses- 
sions of the Senate until Monday. 


COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SENATE 
SESSION 


On request of Mr. LeHman, and by 
unanimous consent, a subcommittee of 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs was granted permission to meet 
this afternoon during the session of the 
Senate. 


REPORT OF CIVIL SERVICE COMMIS- 
SION—MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
(H. DOC. NO. 195) 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before 
the Senate a message from the Presi- 
dent of the United States, which was 
read and, with the accompanying re- 
port, referred to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

(For President’s message, see today’s 
proceedings of the House of Represent- 
atives, p. 8495.) 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators 
be permitted to make insertions in the 
Recorp and transact routine business, 
without debate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before 
the Senate the following letters, which 
were referred as indicated: 


UNITED STATES MEMBERSHIP IN PAN AMERICAN 
INSTITUTE OF GEOGRAPHY AND HISTORY 

A letter from the Secretary of State, trans- 
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to 
amend the joint resolution providing for 
the nembership of the United States in the 
Pan American Institute of Geography and 
History and authorize appropriations there- 


for (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 
CANCELLATION OF DELINQUENT IRRIGATION 


CHARGES AGAINST CERTAIN INDIAN-OWNED 

Lanps, WYOMING 

A letter from the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior, transmitting, pursuant to law, a copy 
of his order canceling delinquent irrigation 
operation and maintenance charges against 
Indian-owned lands of the Wind River In- 
dian Reservation, Wyo. (with an accome 
panying paper); to the Committee on Inte- 
rior and Insular Affairs, 
REPORT ON PROFESSORS AND INSTRUCTORS AT 
UNITED STATES NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL 


A letter from the Secretary of the Navy, 
reporting, pursuant to law, on the number 
of professors and instructors and the 
amount of compensation for each employed 
by the United States Naval Postgraduate 
3 to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ces. 

PROPOSED TRANSFER BY Navy DEPARTMENT OF 
SHIP MODELS TO PENNSYLVANIA HISTORICAL 
AND MUSEUM COMMISSION AND CITY OF 
Wıpwoon, N. J. 

A letter from the Secretary of the Navy, 
reporting, pursuant to law, that the Penn- 
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sylvanią Historical and Museum Commis- 
sion of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
and the city of Wildwood, N. J., had re- 
quested the loan of ship models for exhibi- 
tion purposes; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 


REPORT OF NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 


A letter from the Executive Secretary of 
the National Security Council, Washington, 
D. C., transmitting, pursuant to law, a re- 
port of the Council on Determination No. 4, 
trade between India and the Soviet bloc, 
together with a secret document (with ac- 
companying papers); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. A 


PETITIONS 


Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate and referred as indicated: 


By the VICE PRESIDENT: 

A resolution adopted by the California- 
Nevada Association of Lions International, 
at Stockton, Calif., relating to Federal con- 
tributions toward civil defense; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

A letter from the chairman of the New 
York State Civil Defense Commission, New 
York, N. Y., enclosing copies of letters ex- 
changed between the State of New Jersey 
and the State of New York, acknowledging 
the existence between them of the civil de- 
fense interstate compact (with accompany- 
ing papers); to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

A letter in the nature of a petition from 
the Society for the Prevention of World War 
III, Inc., of New York, N. Y. signed by Isi- 
dore Lipschutz, treasurer, relating to a treaty 
of peace with Germany; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

A resolution adopted by the California- 
Nevada Associations of Lions International, 
at Stockton, Calif., favoring the enactment 
of legislation providing statehood for Ha- 
waii; ordered to lie on the table. 

A cablegram from Douglas Clifton Brown, 
speaker of the House of Commons, London, 
England, expressing the deep sympathy of 
that body for the sufferers from the fires and 
floods in Kansas and Missouri; ordered to 
lie on the table. 


PROHIBITION OF ALCOHOLIC-BEVERAGE 
ADVERTISING IN INTERSTATE COM- 
MERCE—PETITION 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
present for appropriate reference, and 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Recorp, a petition signed by Viv- 
ian M. Bertrand and 22 other citizens of 
Okanogan, Wash., praying for the enact- 
ment of legislation to prohibit alcoholic 
beverage advertising in interstate com- 
merce. - 

There being no objection, the petition 
was referred to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce, and or- 
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

To Our Senators and Representatives in 
Congress: 

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition 
you to protect v- in our rights as parents 
and as purchasers, by passing legislation to 
prohibit alcoholic beverage advertising over 
the radio and television and in our maga- 
zines and newspapers. Our television sets 
are being rendered worse than useless by 
alcoholic-beverage advertising, and our chil- 
dren are being led to believe that alcohol is 
harmless and to glorify crime by means of 
such advertising. 

Vivian M. BERTRAND 
(And 22 other citizens of Okanogan, 
Wash.). . 
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REPORT OF A COMMITTEE SUBMITTED 
DURING RECESS 


Under authority of the order of the 
Senate of the 18th instant, 

Mr. KILGORE, from the Committee 
on Appropriations, to which was referred 
the bill (H. R. 3282) making appropria- 
tions for the Treasury and Post Office 
Departments and funds available for the 
Export-Import Bank of Washington for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, and 
for other purposes, reported it on July 
18, 1951, with amendments, and sub- 
mitted a report (No. 550) thereon. 


REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 


The following reports of a committee 
were submitted: 

By Mr. STENNIS, from the Committee on 
Armed Services, without amendment: 

H.R. 1200. A bill to correct an error in sec- 
tion 1 of the act of June 28, 1947, “to stimu- 
late volunteer enlistments in the Regular 
Military Establishment of the United 
States”; (Rept. No. 553); 

H. R. 1201. A bill to amend section 4 of the 
act of March 2, 1933 (47 Stat. 1423), as 
amended, so as to provide that a mess 
operated under the direction of a Supply 
Corps officer can be operated either on a 
quantity or on a monetary-ration basis; 
(Rept. No. 554); 

H. R. 1834. A bill for the relief of Florence 
Grace Pond Whitehill; (Rept. No. 555); and 

H. J. Res. 67. Joint resolution to provide 
that an aircraft carrier shall be named the 
Forrestal; (Rept. No. 556). 

By Mr. STENNIS, from the Committee on 
Armed Services, with amendments: 

H. R. 2786. A bill to authorize advances for 
clothing and equipment to cadets at the 
Military Academy and to midshipmen at the 
Naval Academy, and for other purposes; 
(Rept. No. 557). 


CONCENTRATION OF DEFENSE CON- 
TRACTS IN INDUSTRY—REPORT OF 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSI- 
NESS (S. REPT. NO. 551) 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
from the Select Committee on Small 
Business, I submit a report relating to 
concentration of defense contracts in 
industry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report 
will be received and printed. 


STUDY OF RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE 
CORPORATION LOAN TO KAISER- 
FRAZER CORP.—INTERIM REPORT OF 
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CUR- 
RENCY (S. REPT. NO. 552) 


Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, 
from the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, I submit, pursuant to Senate 
Resolution 219, Eighty-first Congress, 
the fourth interim report of the subcom- 
mittee on Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. The report deals exclu- 
sively with the loan to Kaiser-Frazer 
Corp. 

I wish also to state that this report 
was furnished to the borrower in ad- 
vance, thereby giving the borrower an 
opportunity to make whatever comment 
it chose to make. A copy was furnished 
the borrower simultaneously with the 
release of the report, as of today. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp at this point as a 
part of my remarks a statement prepared 
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by the subcommittee with reference to 
the report. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report 
will be received and printed, and, with- 
out objection, the statement will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The statement is as follows: 

STATEMENT 2 


RFC SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT KAISER-FRAZER 
LOANS 


The Subcommittee on Reconstruction Fi- 
mance Corporation (Senate Committee on 
Banking and Currency) today made public 
the fourth interim report of tts study under 
Senate Resolution 219. The report deals ex- 
clusively with the loans to Kaiser-Frazer 
Corp., the first of which was approved by the 
RFC in October of 1949. The Committee on 
Banking and Currency has authorized the 
submission of this report to the Senate. 

The subcommittee has not held hearings 
on its study of the Kaiser-Frazer loans and 
it does not plan to hold hearings. Accord- 
ingly, considerable care has been taken to 
make this a complete and accurate report, 
and, with this in mind, the subcommittee 
placed preliminary drafts at the disposal of 
both lender and borrower, for their review 
and comment. Both have indicated that 
they are satisfied with the accuracy of the 
facts reported, which, of course, does not 
necessarily mean that they endorse the re- 
port in any way. 

By May 31, 1951, Kaiser-Frazer and its 
subsidiary owed RFC $31,695,931 on the first 
loan, approved October 6, 1949; $10,000,000 
on the second loan, approved October 21, 
1949; and $20,205,213 on the third loan, ap- 
proved December 4, 1950. The total was $61,- 
901,144. In addition, $12,231,000 was owed 
to GSA on the Willow Run purchase-money 
mortgage—a grant total of $74,132,144. 

This is the fourth interim report of the 
RFC subcommittee which has been studying 
the RFC, under a special resolution of the 
Senate, since February 1950. The first report 
criticized the making of a $15,100,000 loan 
to the Texmass Petroleum Co. That report, 
filed on May 19, 1950, said that the loan was 
not in the public interest, nor in accordance 
with the intent of Congress. The second re- 
port, on the Lustron transportation contract, 
filed on August 11, 1950, criticized RFC’s ad- 
ministration of the Lustron loan. The third 
report, on the subject of favoritism and in- 
fluence, asserted that drastic action was re- 
quired to restore the integrity of RFC, and 
it proposed a reorganization of the corpo- 
ration’s top-management structure. The 
third report was filed on February 5, 1951, 
and the reorganization which it proposed 
was largely brought about by Reorganiza- 
tion Plan No. 1 of 1951. The plan became 
effective May 4, 1951, when Stuart Syming- 
ton took office as Administrator of RFC. 

The report on the loans to Kaiser-Frazer 
and its subsidiary is the last of the interim 
reports to be made in the subcommittee's 
special study. The final report on the study 
is expected to follow shortly. 


REPORT OF PERSONNEL AND FUNDS BY 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 


Pursuant to Senate Resolution 123, 
Eightieth Congress, first session, the fol- 
lowing report was received by the Secre- 
tary of the Senate: 

June 30, 1951. 

REPORT OF COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 
To the SECRETARY OF THE SENATE: 

The above-mentioned committee, pursuant 
to Senate Resolution 123, Eightieth Congress, 
first session, submits the following report 
showing the name, profession, and total 
salary of each person employed by it and its 
subcommittees for the period from January 1, 
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1951, to June 30, 1951, together with the 
funds available to and expended by it and 
its subcommittees: 


; Rate of Total 
Name and profession annual | Sar. 
salary 
woe Ape Weid ait oak $10, 846. 00/32, 198, 54 
m Apr. 18, 1951) 00}$2, 198, 
J. Nelson Fribby, chief clerk (to 
BGR NT AGG) Sore S a 0, 846, 00 
$ dren ht i to fase 3 10510 10, 846.00 
m 2 June — h 
Justice 6 3 staff adv. 
(to Apr. 30, 1951) 10, 846. 00 
Mark H, Galusha, staff adviser__._| 10, 846.00 
Verne D. Mudge, staff adviser. 10, 846. 00 
Herbert S. Atkinson, assistant chief 
— oir citrate apn a5 „100. 06 
Victoria Dol clerical assist- 
ant (from Feb. 15, 1051) 067, 40 
Georgia P. Earle, ical assistant.| 4, 154. 38 


Irene P. Gray, clerical assistant . 4, 154. 38 
Maurine E. Klingaman, clerical 
assistant. 


Funds authorized or appropriated for com- 
mittee expenditure $10, 000, 00 
Amount expended 5, 808. 


Balance unexpended_...............--- 


RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 
Chairman, 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 


Bills and a joint resolution were intro- 
duced, read the first time, and, by unani- 
mous consent, the second time, and re- 
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. MURRAY: 

S. 1873. A bill to authorize the disposal of 
reclamation on withdrawn tracts of ceded 
Crow Indian lands; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

S. 1874. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to improve the leprosy situation 
in the United States, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Labor and Public Wel- 


fare. 
By Mr. HUMPHREY: 

S. 1875. A bill to assist voluntary nonprofit 
associations offering prepaid health service 
programs to secure necessary facilities and 
equipment through long-term, interest-bear. 
ing loans; to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

(See the remarks of Mr. HUMPHREY when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. DWORSHAK: 

S. 1876. A bill to provide for the transfer 
of certain lands in the State of Idaho to the 
Idaho Ranch for Youth, Inc.; to the Commit- 
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. McKELLAR: 

S. 1877. A bill providing for the sale of 
residential and commercial properties owned 
by the United States at Oak Ridge, Tenn,; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska (for him- 
self and Mr. CAIN): 

S. J. Res. 84, Joint resolution to reopen 
certain lands in the State of Washington to 
entry under the mining laws; to the Commit- 
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

(See the remarks of Mr. BUTLER of Ne- 
braska when he introduced the above joint 
resolution, which appear under a separate 
heading.) 

HEALTH SERVICES FACILITIES ACT 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
introduce for appropriate reference a bill 
to assist voluntary nonprofit associations 
offering prepaid health service programs 
to secure necessary facilities and equip- 
ment through long-term, interest-bear- 
ing loans, and I ask unanimous consent 
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that an explanatory statement of the bill 

by me be printed in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred, 
and, without objection, the explanatory 
statement will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 1875) to assist voluntary 
nonprofit associations offering prepaid 
health-service programs to secure neces- 
sary facilities and equipment through 
long-term, interest-bearing loans, intro- 
duced by Mr. Humpurey, was read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Commit- 
tee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

The explanatory statement is as fol- 

lows: 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR HUMPHREY IN CON- 
NECTION WITH THE INTRODUCTION OF THE 
HEALTH SERVICES FACILITIES ACT 
The bill which I have introduced today, 

the Health Services Facilities Act, is similar 
in purpose to F. 1805, the Cooperative Health 
Act, which I introduced during the Eighty- 
first Congress. Its purpose is to ascist volun- 
tary nonprofit associations offering prepaid 
health service programs to secure necessary 
facilities and equipment through long-term, 
interest-bearing loans. 

The Health Services Facilities Act con- 
tains revisions designed to take into account 
comments and objections made during the 
course of the hearings which were held in 
May 1950 on the Cooperative Health Act. 
In rewriting the bill, I have also had the 
benefit of constructive advice and sugges- 
tions of interested organizations and in- 
dividuals. In my judgment, the changes 
that have been made have greatly improved 
the bill. Doubtless when we come to con- 
sider this bill in committee, still further 
improvements can and will be made. I will, 
of course, welcome this, for it is clearly in 
accordance with sound legislative procedure. 

The changes that have been made are 
important, but they have not altered the 
principle which underlies the bill, That 
principle is a simple one—to encourage the 
people of the United States to undertake 
the solution of a common problem insofar 
as possible through voluntary cooperative 
action at the local community level. 

Characteristically, in this country, when 
individuals have found themselves unable to 
deal with a common problem through their 
own individual efforts, they have undertaken 
to solve the problem by the device of co- 
operation. This has been especially true 
in the great farming areas of the Middle 
West, and among both farming people and 
industrial workers. 

The particular problem, for the solution 
of which the bill seeks to supply encourage- 
ment and assistance, is that of developing 
means and methods whereby the people can 
create for themselves and their communities 
diagnostic and treatment centers which will 
help make available to them the benefits of 
modern medical science on a prepaid budget- 
able basis and whereby the medical profes- 
sion in the local community can achieve the 
best utilization of its services in maintain- 
ing the health of the community. Both of 
these objectives are of particular importance 
during a national emergency, such as the 
present national defense emergency. 

In many areas of the country nonprofit 
associations have been formed by people 
seeking to prepay in an orderly manner the 
cost of efficiently organized modern medical 
care. In these areas, and in other areas of 
the country, other groups of people would 
form such associations if they could do so 
with a more reasonable expectation of suc- 
cess than is now open to them. The great 
difficulty these groups most frequently en- 
counter, and this is particularly true in 
rural areas, is that of securing access to the 
capital funds needed for the construction 
or acquisition of facilities and equipment 
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that are essential to the economic operation 
of a voluntary prepaid health plan, to the 
rendering of effective care, and to the recruit- 
ment of sufficient numbers of doctors and 
related personnel, The bill is specifically 
designed to help solve this difficulty. 

The bill would authorize appropriations 
of $5,000,000 for each of the first 2 years 
following its enactment, and $10,000,000 for 
each of the next succeeding years, for the 
purpose of making loans to enable non- 
profit associations operating prepaid health- 
service programs, which meet certain re- 
quirements, to acquire, construct, and equip 
health-service facilities incidental to the 
operation of their health-service programs. 
The Cooperative Health Act, as intro- 
duced during the Eighty-first Congress, pro- 
vided for the making of grants, as well as 
loans, to help nonprofit associations finance 
the cost of constructing, or acquiring, and 
equipping health-service facilities. The 
Health Services Facilities Act, however, 
provides only for loans. The assistance which 
the Federal Government would be called 
upon to provide under the terms of this 
bill would in no sense be in the nature of a 
subsidy. 

The health services to be provided would 
be those provided by physicians’ and den- 
tists’ and similar professional groups, the 
members of which are licensed under State 
law, laboratory and X-ray services, and other 
related services. 

Under the provisions of the bill, loans, 
bearing interest of not to exceed 2 percent 
per annum on unpaid balances, would be 
made in sufficient amount to cover the total 
cost of facilities and equipment if so re- 
quested by the applicant association. The 
amortization period would be not less than 
25 years, but earlier repayment could be 
made at the option of the borrower. 

It is provided in the bill that loans would 
be made upon the basis of priorities deter- 
mined in accordance with a formula which 
takes into account, among other factors, the 
degree to which the plan provides for com- 
prehensive medical care and group practice, 
including preventive as well as curative 
treatment, sound method of payment, rela- 
tive need, extent of local interest and par- 
ticipation in the plan, and relation of the 
projected facilities to the over-all develop- 
ment of health services in the general area 
of its location. 

The administration of the bill would be 
in the hands of the Surgeon General of the 
United States Public Health Service, under 
the supervision and direction of the Fed- 
eral Security Administrator, and with the 
advice of a national health service facil- 
ities council. The bill spells out in detail 
the conditions a nonprofit association would 
have to meet in order to be eligible for a 
loan, The association woutd have to submit 
to the Surgeon General satisfactory evidence 
(a) of local interest in and financial sup- 
port for successful operation of its prepaid 
health-service program; (b) that control 
over the practice of medicine and dentistry 
under the program will be exercised solely 
by duly licensed members of the professions 
involved; (3) that control over the general 
administration of the plan will be in the 
hands of the beneficiary members of the 
plan; (d) that its methods of compensation 
will be on a basis mutually satisfactory to 
participating physicians and to the govern- 
ing board of the plan; (e) that participation 
in the plan is voluntary on the part of both 
members and physicians; and (f) “that in 
cases of emergency the plan will agree to 
render services to any resident of the com- 
munity whether or not they are members 
of the plan, and further, that the facilities 
and services shall likewise be available to 
nonmember residents and nonparticipating 
physicians of the area served by the plan at 
such other times as will not interfere with 
the proper rendition of service to members of 
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the program.” However, the association 
would be entitled to compensation on a fair 
and reasonable basis for use ol its facilities 
or services by nonmembers and nonpartici- 
pating physicians. _ 

As indicated above, the bill would also 
provide for a National Health Services Fa- 
cilities Council which would advise and con- 
sult with, and make recommendations to 
the Surgeon General concerning the formu- 
lation of standards for the making of loans 
to eligible nonprofit health-service plans. 
This council would consist of one represent- 
ative each of the Department of Agriculture 
and the Department of Labor, and in addi- 
tion, 12 members, leaders in the fields of 
medical economics, medical administration, 
or public affairs, who would be appointed by 
the Surgeon General with the approval of 
the Federal Security Administrator. Three 
of these twelve members would be repre- 
sentatives of operating nonprofit prepaid 
medical-service plans; three would be rep- 
resentatitves of bona fide national farm or- 
ganizations; three would be representatives 
of bona fide national labor organizations; 
and three would be members of the medical, 
dental, and nursing professions. 

The Surgeon General would be required to 
make periodic, comparative analyses of 
health-service plans and to transmit reports 
containing the results of such studies to the 
association operating such plans and to in- 
terested organizations. He would also be 
required to report to Congress at the begin- ` 
ning of each regular session on his adminis- 
tration of the bill. A 

As I have said, the basic purpose that 
underlies this legislation is simple: it alms 
to provide Federal assistance in the form of 
long-term, low-interest-bearing loans to en- 
able people who are trying, through their 
own voluntary efforts, to develop means and 
methods whereby they can create for them- 
selves and their communities badly needed 
diagnostic and treatment centers that would 
help make available to them the benefits of 
modern medical science. 

There is a very definite need for Federal 
assistance of the kind proposed in this bill. 
The fact that too many of our people lack 
adequate medical care to assure healthy lives 
for themselves and their families is well 
known. Equally well known are the facts 
that both medical-care facilities and pro- 
fessional personne] are very unevenly dis- 
tributed throughout our country, and that 
it is especially in rural areas that there is 
the greatest need for additional medical fa- 
cilities and additional medical personnel. At 
the same time, the costs of medical care 
have greatly increased. 

The question of what to do about this 
problem is one around which a great deal of 
controversy has raged in recent years. Vari- 
ous proposals have been made for govern- 
mental action designed to assure the best 
possible medical care at reasonable cost to 
the people of the United States. Regardless 
of the merits of these proposals, however, 
the people themselves have undertaken in 
their own ways to attempt to solve this prob- 
lem. One of the most significant ways in 
which they have done so has been through 
the development of nonprofit voluntary as- 
sociations furnishing health service on a 
prepaid basis through doctors organized in 
group practice. 

The Health Services Facilities Act does 
not purport to solve the basic problem of 
providing adequate health facilities to all 
the people. It proposes no new national 
health plan. It simply offers the assistance 
of the Federal Government to groups of 
people who are attempting, or who would 
like to attempt, through voluntary coopera- 
tive action, to deal with the problem as it 
arises in their local communities, 

In following this line of approach the bill 
will stimulate the development of what is 
already one of the most significant social 
developments of recent years, The nature, 
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extent, and significance of existing health- 
insurance plans in the United States are de- 
scribed objectively and in detail in the re- 
cent report prepared for the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare by a special staff 
working under the direction of Dr. Dean A. 
Clark, director of the Massachusetts General 
Hospital, entitled “Health Insurance Plans 
in the United States” (S. Rept. No. 359, 82d 
Cong.). 

This report shows that whereas in 1939 
less than 6,000,000 persons has insured them- 
selves against the costs of hospital care, an 
estimated 75,000,000 at the end of 1950 had 
such protection. Equally important has 
been the growth of plans providing protec- 
tion against the costs not only of hospital 
care, but also of surgical, limited medical, 
and comprehensive medical care. At the 
end of 1950, 31,000,000 people had some 
degree of protection against the costs of 
surgical care as well as hospital care. An- 
other 17,000,000 persons had hospital, surgi- 
cal, and limited medical insurance. Less 
than 3 percent of the population, however, 
or between three and four million persons, 
had comprehensive medical-care insurance, 
including hospital, surgical, and relatively 
complete medical insurance. 

The uneven growth of health insurance in 
terms of rural as compared to urbanized 
areas, per capita income, and the number 
of physicians per 1,000 population is also 
shown in the report. Whereas 51 percent 
of the population in the. most urbanized 
States has some form of insurance against 
the cost of hospital care, and 31 percent of 
the population in these States has protec- 
tion against some of the costs of medical 
care, only 27 and 20 percent, respectively, 
of the population in the most rural States 
have such protection. The report points 
out that “The quarter of the population in 
the less urbanized areas with the lowest per 
capita income, and the fewest physicians 
end hospital beds in relation to population, 
has the lowest ratio of hospital and surgi- 
cal-medical insurance, in contrast to more 
urban and wealthy areas.” 

The growth of medical care insurance, on 
the one hand, and the limited protection 
available to most people, and its uneven 
distribution among different groups of the 
population, on the other, form the frame- 
work within which the Health "Services Fa- 
cilities Act would operate. The data con- 
tained in the report show that there is a 
clear relationship between the accessibility 
of financial resources, medical personnel and 
hospital facilities, and the ability of people 
to secure for themselves some protection 
against the costs of medical.care. The bill 
would help to solve the problem faced by 
people to whom financial resources, medical 

onnel, and hospital facilities are not 
readily available by providing Federal credit 
for the construction or acquisition of phys- 
ical facilities by nonprofit associations oper- 
ating, or desiring to operate, prepaid health- 
service plans. 

I am convinced the medical profession 
will have much to gain from the enactment 
of this legislation. The bill would help 
make available clinics and other faclities in 
whic? the benefits of moderr medical science 
could be made available to them and to their 
patients. The plans which it would assist 
would be a source of assured income and use- 
ful group practice for many of them. 

The principles of the bill have the sup- 
port of major farm organizations and the 
major labor organization. It also has the 
support of the various cooperative associa- 
tions and organizations. 

The kind of assistance which the bill 
would provide would supplement the Hill- 
Burton Survey and Construction Act in a 
manner consistent with the purpose of that 
act. The Hill-Burton Act provides a pro- 
gram through which it has been possible to 
make Federal asssistance available for the 
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construction of hospitals in areas where they 
are most needed. Unfortunately, the lan- 
guage of that act is such that it may not 
be used to provide assistance for the con- 
struction of the kinds of facilities such as a 
clinic or other health center, which are 
needed in many communities. This bill 
would help make possible the establishment 
of such centers. 

Finally, the making of loans of Federal 
money for purposes such as are contemplated 
by the bill has sound precedent to support 
it. Such a program, for example, has worked 
succéssfully for many years in connection 
with rural electrification. Just as the rural 
electrification program has brought the great 
benefits of electrification to many farm 
homes, so the Health Services Facilities Act 
would help provide clinics and other health 
centers which would mean much to our 
farming communities in terms of better 
health and greater freedom from economic 
loss resulting from the high cost of medical 
care. Equally important would be the bene- 
fits of the bill in helping to provide neces- 
sary capital to finance clinics and other 
health centers providing health services on 
a prepayment basis to industrial workers. 

The need for legislation such as is pro- 
posed in the Health Services Facilities Act 
is very great. Its early enactment would be 
in accord with one of the major objectives 
of our national policy—to stimulete to the 
maximum degree possible the techniques of 
self-help as a means of solving common 
problems and cooperation at the level of 
the local community in promoting the health 
and welfare of the people. 


REOPENING TO ENTRY OF CERTAIN 
LANDS IN THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Presi- 
dent, on behalf of the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Carn] and myself, I 
introduce for appropriate reference a 
joint resclution to reopen certain 
in the State of Washington to entry 
under the mining laws. 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. 
Carn], who is necessarily absent, would 
have made a statement in connection 
with the joint resolution. I ask unani- 
mous consent that the statement, in 
which I join, be printed in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint 
resolution will be received and appro- 
priately referred; and, without objection, 
the statement will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 84) to 
reopen certain lands in the State of 
Washington to entry under the mining 
laws, introduced by Mr. BUTLER of Ne- 
braska (for himself and Mr. Carn), was 
read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. : 

The statement is as follows: 

JOINT STATEMENT BY SENATOR CAIN AND SENA- 
TOR BUTLER OF NEBRASKA 

The joint resolution provides for the entry 
and disposal under the mining laws of the 
United States lands situated within the 
boundaries of the Colville Reservation, in the 
State of Washington. 

On August 10, 1934, the Secretary of the 
Interior issued a departmental order pur- 
suant to the provisions of the act of June 
18, 1934 (Wheeler-Howard Act), approved 
September 19, 1934, temporarily withdrawing 
all undisposed-of lands named in said de- 
partmental order (which included the Col- 
ville Reservation) that have been opened, or 
authorized to be opened, to entry, sale, or 
other form of disposal under the public land 
laws, or which are subject to mineral entry 
and disposal under the mining laws of the 
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United States, excepting areas included in 
reclamation projects, be temporarily with- 
drawn from disposal of any kind, subject to 
any and all existing valid rights, until the 
matter of their permanent restoration to 
tribal ownership, as authorized by section 3 
of the said act of June 18, 1934 (Wheeler- 
Howard Act), can be given appropriate 
consideration. 

On October 31, 1935, after the Colville 
Indians had voted to exclude themselves 
from the operation of the Wheeler-Howard 
Act (act of June 18, 1934, 43 Stat. 984), as 
to their reservation, the Secretary of the In- 
terior rescinded the said order of August 10, 
1934, as to its application to the Colville 
Reservation. 

The said departmental order of October 
31, 1935, rescinding the order of August 10, 
1934, sets forth that a number of Indian 
reservations have large areas of unsold lands 
that would be of material benefit to the 
Indians if made a part of their regular tribal 
holdings. The Commissioner of Indian 
Affairs states, for that reason, the advisability 
of recommending special legislation concern- 
ing the disposition of such undisposed-of 
opened lands, situated within the boundaries 
of such Indian reservations, is being con- 
sidered. 

More than 15 years have elapsed since the 
signing of said order of October 15, 1935, 
and no legislation has been enacted which 
would authorize the transfer of such un- 
disposed-of lands situated within the Col- 
ville Indian Reservation, comprising 818,000 
acres, and the miners and prospectors have 
all this time been prevented from entering 
upon these lands for the purpose of explor- 
ing and locating mining claims and perform- 
ing the necessary work required under the 
mining laws of the United States. 

We are advised that there has been no 
mining leases or permits approved by the 
Department for the mining and prospecting 
on lands classified as mineral situated within 
the boundaries of the Colville Reservation 
since the signing of the departmental order, 
dated fugust 10, 1934. 

The mining people wish to have an op- 
portunity to develop and operate the min- 
eral resources witrin the boundaries of the 
Colville Indian Reservation according to the 
mining laws of the United States, which laws 
pertaining to mining and prospecting for 
miners, have proved satisfactory to those 
who have and are interested in mining. A 
restoration of the mining laws of the United 
States, relating to these said lands, will 
offer an incentive for further exploration 
and development of these lands classified as 
mineral. 


EXTENSION OF SUGAR ACT OF 1948— 
ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF BILL 


Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the distin- 
guished senior Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] be permitted to 
appear as a cosponsor of the bill (S. 
1694) to amend and extend the Sugar 
Act of 1948, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 


NOTICE OF MOTION TO SUSPEND THE 
RULE—AMENDMENT 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, on be- 
half of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
Doveras], I send to the desk a notice in 
writing by him to suspend the rule in 
connection with the bill (H. R. 3282) 
making appropriations for the Treasury 
and Post Office Departments and funds 
available for the Export-Import Bank of 
Washington for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1952, and for other purposes. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The notice 
will be received and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The notice of Mr. Dovetas is as fol- 
lows: 

Pursuant to the provisions of rule XL of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
give notice in writing that I shall hereafter 
move to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI 
for the purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 
$282) making appropriations for the Treas- 
ury and Post Office Departments and funds 
available for the Export-Import Bank of 
Washington for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1952, and for other purposes, the fol- 
lowing amendment, .viz: On page 17, after 
line 5, insert a new section, as follows: 

“Sec. 206. Section 6 of the act entitled 
‘An act to reclassify the salaries of postmas- 
ters, officers, and employees of the Postal 
Service; to establish uniform procedures for 
computing compensation; and for other pur- 
poses,’ approved July 6, 1945, is amended— 

“(1) by striking out ‘fifteen’ wherever it 
appears therein and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘twenty’; and 

%) by striking out ‘one and one-quarter’ 
wherever it appears therein and inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘one and two-thirds.’ 

“The amendment made by this section 
shall be effective as of July 1, 1951.” 


Mr. DOUGLAS also submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to House bill 3282, making appro- 
priations for the Treasury and Post Of- 
fice Departments and funds available 
for the Export-Import Bank of Wash- 
ington for the fiscal year ending June 20, 

` 1952, and for other purposes, which was 
orderd to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

(For text of amendment referred to, 
see the foregoing notice.) 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 


As in executive session, 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before 
the Senate a message from the President 
of the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which was referred to the 
Committee on Armed Services; 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, 
ETC., PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Ap- 
pendix, as follows: 


By Mrs. SMITH of Maine: 

Statement prepared by her regarding the 
four chiefs of the Children’s Bureau in the 
Department of Labor, 

By Mr. MURRAY: 

Article entitled “Prominent Utah Miner 
Scores Tungsten Program,” published in the 
Western Mineral Survey, of Salt Lake City, 
Utah, on July 6, 1951, analyzing the recently 
announced tungsten program of the De- 
fense Minerals Administration, 

By Mr. LANGER: 

An article entitled “Comments on Atomic 

War,” written by George Ernest Caraker. 
By Mr. CHAVEZ: 

Editorial entitled “Is Ike’s Icy Glare at 
Exploitation of Wetbacks an Omen of 
Politics?” published in the Parkersburg 
(W. Va.) News of July 8, 1951. 

By Mr. MARTIN: 

Article entitled “What Price, Old Glory,” 
by Mrs. Nora L. Kearns, relating to laws to 
prevent the desecration and mutilation of 
the American flag. 
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Article on Pittsburgh, by Ed Sullivan, 
New York columnist. 

By Mr. LEHMAN: 

The national affairs platform adopted at 
the fifth national convention of the Amer- 
ican Veterans Committee, in New York City, 
June 1951. 

By Mr. KERR: 

Analysis of certain conditions in Korea, by 
Bill Downs, of the Columbia Broadcasting 
System. 

By Mr. THYE: 

Article entitled “U. N. Command Takes Big 
Risk,” written by David Lawrence and pub- 
lished in the Washington Star of July 19, 
1951, dealing with the armistice conference 
in Korea. 


EMERGENCY LEAVES FOR SOLDIERS 
WHOSE FAMILIES HAVE LOST THEIR 
HOMES IN THE MIDWEST FLOOD AREAS 


Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 3 
minutes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none, and the 
Senator from Kansas may proceed. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I wish 
to pay tribute and extend heartfelt words 
of appreciation to the armed services for 
the prompt and expeditious manner in 
which they have responded to my request 
wherein I had asked for and have now 
received favorable consideration from all 
branches of the service in connection 
with my request for 30-day furloughs or 
leaves for men whose homes and/or busi- 
nesses have been damaged by the recent 
unprecedented floods. 


Tuesday afternoon when this body was 


discussing the emergency appropriation 
for disaster areas, I pointed out the ex- 
treme need in many instances for help to 
reestablish homes and businesses. I 
specifically called upon the Armed Forces 
to consider the 30-day furlough request. 

Many families had contacted me, ask- 
ing for help. They asked that I request 
that their sons and husbands be returned 
so they might assist in this task even if 
but for a short time. 


Yesterday morning the Department of 
the Army contacted me and reported 
they had noted my request as made on 
the floor of the Senate and that they 
were acceding to that request. I have 
since received this letter from Maj. Gen, 
Miles Reber, Chief of Legislative Liaison 
for the Department of the Army: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF 
LEGISLATIVE LIAISON, 
Washington, D. C., July 18, 1951. 
Hon. FRANK CARLSON, 
United States Senate. 

Dran SENATOR CARLSON: It has been 
brought to my attention that you desire 
that the Department of the Army give con- 
sideration to emergency leaves for all soldiers 
whose families have lost their homes in the 
area affected by the unfortunate flood con- 
ditions in the Midwest for the purpose of 
assisting in the tremendous task of re- 
habilitating the area. 

This matter has been gone into thoroughly 
and I am informed that the Department will 
look with favor upon a liberal policy being 
adopted by the various field commanders in 
the zone of the interior toward leaves for 
such personnel within their commands. It 
has been decided, however, that each case 
must be handled on an individual basis, on 
its merits, as reflected by the conditions af- 
fecting the home or business of the indi- 
vidual soldier requesting such leave. 
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The reasons for such a policy are obvious, 
since it is conceivable that some units may 
be composed entirely, or in the majority, of 
men from the Midwest. A serious disruption 
in the training or tactical program of such a 
unit would of course be unwise in these criti- 
cal times. 

Your interest in calling this matter to the 
attention of the Department is sincerely ap- 
preciated. I am glad to assure you that field 
commanders will give careful and sym- 
pathetic consideration to all requests for 
emergency leaves to assist in rehabilitating 
the flooded area of the Midwest. 

With kindest personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Mites REBER, 
Major General, GSC, Chief of Legis- 
lative Liaison. 


The Department of the Navy, Depart- 
ment of the Air Corps, and the Com- 
mandant of the Marine Corps have since 
contacted me and conveyed their assur- 
ances that they, too, will look with favor 
upon just such a liberal policy of fur- 
loughs and leaves for men whose homes 
are in the disaster area. 

Mr. President, I appreciate very much 
the opportunity afforded me to make this 
statement. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that I may proceed for 1 
minute. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none, and it is 
so ordered. . 

Mr. KEM. I am very glad the able 
Senator from Kansas has made this re- 
quest to the Armed Forces, and I am 
glad it has been acceded to so magnani- 
mously. 

Mr. President, in the words of the elo- 
quent prayer of the Chaplain today, the 
face of the earth is fouled by a great 
tragedy, in that part of the world in 
which I live. I have just been in touch 
with my home city of Kansas City and 
learned that the waters have receded, 


but they have left a heavy deposit of 


muck about 3 feet deep; that there are 
carcasses of dead animals strewn about, 
and that the stench is terrific. 

Mr. President, under those circum- 
stances our people in the afflicted areas 
need the help of all who can come to 
their assistance, and particularly they 
need the help of their able young sons 
who have been called into the Armed 
Forces. I am glad to see that this need 
is appreciated by the heads of the Mili- 
tary Establishment, and I hope many of 
the boys in the service will be permitted 
to return to their homes and assist their 
families in alleviating the existing dis- 
tress. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for 1 
minute. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none, and the 
pore from Pennsylvania may pro- 
ceed. 

Mr. MARTIN. In connection with 
what the distinguished Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] and the distin- 
guished Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Kem] have stated, I think it ought to be 
called to the attention of the Senate and 
of the American people that the armed 
services of the United States are prob- 
ably used as much for civilian work as 
for fighting, or perhaps even more for 
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civilian work than as fighting units. The 
situation is different from that in other 
countries of the world. Our Army, Navy, 
Air Corps, and Marine Corps are for the 
purpose of preserving and defending the 
interests of the people of America. In 
tragic circumstances such as now 
prevail in the central West, they are al- 
ways first on the ground to give aid to 
the civilian population. 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM—ORDER FOR 
CALL OF THE CALENDAR ON MONDAY 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
should like to announce the program of 
the Senate. 

I announced yesterday that after dis- 
position of the pending bill we would 
take up Senate bill 630, to suspend until 
December 31, 1952, the application of 
certain Federal laws with respect to an 
attorney employed by the Senate Com- 
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare. I 
had hoped that we could follow that bill 
today with the Treasury and Post Office 
appropriation bill, but I assume that the 
two bills referred to will take all day. 
We shall take up the Treasury and Post 
Office appropriation bill on Friday. 

I ask unanimous consent that on Mon- 
day there be a call of the calendar for 
consideration of unobjected-to bills. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, so far as I 
know it is entirely agreeable to Senators 
on this side of the aisle to take up the 
appropriation bill tomorrow. The only 
purpose in holding it up today is to give 
Members of the Senate at least 1 day to’ 
look at it. I have talked with one of 
the members of the minority who is in 
charge of the Senate Calendar, and he 
tells me that so far as he knows it is 
entirely agreeable to have a call of the 
calendar on Monday. I ask the ma- 
jority leader if he intends to start at 
the beginning of the calendar, or where 
we left off the last time it was consid- 
ered? 

Mr. McFARLAND, Unless there is 
some reason for doing otherwise, we 
might as well start where we left off the 
last time. The calendar has been called 
from the beginning each time it has 
been considered. However, there are not 
very many bills on the calendar, so we 
may as well start from the beginning. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. So Senators 
should be prepared to start from the be- 
ginning with the call of the calendar on 
Monday. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Then is it pro- 
posed to continue with the appropria- 
tion bill, if it is not finished by that 
time? 

Mr. McFARLAND. In order that Sen- 
ators may know what to depend upon, if 
we do not finish consideration of the 
appropriation bill on Friday, it will go 
over until Tuesday. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. So there will be 
nothing but the call of the calendar on 
Monday? 

Mr. McrARLAND, There will be 
nothing but the call of the calendar on 
Monday, and perhaps some minor mat- 


ters. If Senators wish to make speeches, _ 
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perhaps we can get a few of them out of 
the way. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the ma- 
jority leader. So far as I know, there 
is no objection on this side of the aisle 
to that program. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 


“fection to the request of the Senator 


from Arizona? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 


SUBSTANDARD LIVING CONDITIONS FOR 
MILITARY PERSONNEL 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the 
unanimous-consent agreement entered 
into yesterday, immediately upon the 
conclusion of routine business and a 
quorum cqll, debate on the pending bill 


will be under control. 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
understand that the Senator from Texas 
wishes to make a report. I ask unani- 
mous consent that he may explain the 
report, without prejudicing the rights 
of either side as to time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, the Senator from Texas was aware 
of the unanimous-consent agreement 
entered into yesterday. The Senator 
from Texas is attempting to obtain 
recognition in order to propound a 
unanimous-consent request for permis- 
sion to make a statement in connection 
with the report filed this morning by the 
Subcommittee on Preparedness of the 
Armed Services Committee. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
will protect the Senator from Texas by 
declining to recognize any other Sena- 
tors until he has concluded his remarks. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank 
the Chair. 

Mr. President, since its inception 1 
year ago, the Senate Armed Services 
Preparedness Subcommittee has main- 
tained a continuous scrutiny of many 
aspects of the Nation’s remobilization 
program. 

One particular phase of that program 
has been accorded especial attention. 
That is the vital and supremely impor- 
tant matter of the welfare and treat- 
ment of the members of the armed serv- 
ices—particularly the enlisted men. 

Our concern has been founded upon 
the realization that the American people 
regard service in the military force as 
an honorable duty for the Nation’s young 
men. For that most honorable duty, 
the most honorable treatment is a com- 
mitment on which the Nation has most 
willingly entered. 


OUR NATIONAL POLICY 


As a matter of national policy, we 
hold the man in uniform in high esteem. 
We have established for him the highest 
standard of living known to military 
men in the history of the world. Within 
the practical limits of the military or- 
ganization, we provide our servicemen 
with the best food, the best clothing, the 
best housing, the best living conditions, 
and the best promise for the future that 
is feasible. As a humane Nation, con- 
scious of the sacrifices required by mili- 


, tary duty, we regard these standards as 


8425 


standards of justice—not as standards 
of luxury. 

Needless to say, our land has profited 
from this humane concern for the well- 
being of its defenders. In battle, our 
troops have displayed throughout the 
years the highest order of courage, in- 
itiative, and fortitude—qualities nour- 
ished by the knowledge, on the part of 
the fighting men, of their countrymen’s 
deep and sincere concern for each indi- 
vidual’s well-being. Further, this con- 
cern has cultivated still another trait 
in our servicemen which is unique among 
the experiences of other nations. The 
American fighting man adjusts quickly 
and successfully to civilian life, after his 
tour of service is complete; he is free of 
rancor, free of sullen cynicism, free of 
the gnawing suspicion that he has been 
exploited and thus deserves favored priv- 
ilege in civilian life. 


WE GIVE AND RECEIVE THE BEST 


Because we have given the best to the 
young men who defend us, we have re- 
ceived from them their best—in battles 
and in peace. This is an asset not to 
be guarded carelessly. 

Our committee has found that the 
American people are deeply conscious of 
this asset. On frequent occasions, we 
have been besieged by demands from the 
public for investigation and correction 
of conditions within the armed services 
detrimental to the welfare of the troops. 

In particular, as our files will reflect, 
the public has been quick to condemn 
failures by the services to provide men 
with adequate and proper housing. 
Toleration of substandard living condi- 
tions for men on active duty is unthink- 
able to the general public. 

Accordingly, our committee has un- 
dertaken several thorough investigations 
within the past 6 months of reports that 
the armed services were derelict in their 
responsibility in this regard. 

THE LACKLAND INVESTIGATION 


I am sure the Senate will recall the 
recent investigation requested by the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse] on 
the Lackland Field report in my home 
State of Texas. 

Committee investigators spent several 
days at Lackland Air Force Base in 
Texas examining living conditions of 
trainees housed, during the year’s worst 
cold, in tents. In  below-freezing 
weather, our investigators slept in the 
tents to determine from first-hand ex- 
perience the suitability of these quar- 
ters. On the basis of that investigation, 
we issued a report to the Senate—and to 
the people of the Nation—in which the 
facts were reported, blame was impar- 
tially assigned, and corrective measures 
were suggested. 

Later, our committee sent teams of in- 
vestigators to basic training centers of 
all services throughout the Nation to 
investigate conditions and practices 
affecting the welfare of our young train- 
ees. Some 17 reports were issued by the 
committee on the basis of this investi- 
gation. Particular emphasis was placed 
upon housing conditions at these train- 
ing camps. Again, we did not temper 
our criticism of those conditions which 
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we concluded had resulted from fail- 
ure of the services to fulfill their 
responsibilities. 

In addition, we have on several occa- 
sions conducted investigations of spe- 
cific complaints about specific housing 
conditions at installations throughout 
the Nation and have, by working directly 
with the military, succeeded in bringing 
about satisfactory corrective measures. 
THE MILITARY MUST MEET ITS RESPONSIBILITIES 


I say this not as a recital of the com- 
mittee’s work but for the purpose of em- 
phasizing that we have—in response to 
the public demands and to our own con- 
cept of our responsibilities—insisted, 
without compromise, that the military 
live up fully to its duty to provide satis- 
factory housing for enlisted men. 

Within recent weeks, however, we have 
received in increasing quantity disturb- 
ing reports regarding some housing and 
rental conditions and practices affecting 
our servicemen in areas near military in- 
stallations but outside the immediate 
jurisdiction of military authorities. 


SERVICEMEN VICTIMIZED 


The reports were that, in some in- 
stances, servicemen who sought off-base 
housing for themselves and their de- 
pendents were being heartlessly victim- 
ized by a few property owners. We sent 
investigators to check. Their reports 
prove the allegations to be, in many in- 
stances, understatements. 

Near some installations servicemen 
and their families—brought to the area 
not by free choice but rather by the com- 
pulsion of military orders—were found 
living in doll houses, tiny structures orig- 
inally built as playhouses for. children, 
Servicemen and their dependents were 
housed in a structure built of whisky 
bottles, beer cans, and mortar. Others 
were renting so-called apartments in an 
ancient schoolhouse, with some rooms 
only 4 feet wide, no screens on the win- 
dows, no plumbing facilities, and a land- 
lord who expresses the philosophy, “All 
soldiers think they’re just too good.” 

CHICKEN COOPS 


Yes; our investigators found service 
families living in converted chicken 
coops. We found them renting filthy 
tar-paper shacks, where the landlord will 
not permit the occupants to have water 
for washing purposes without paying for 
it. We found servicemen living in a 
garage, converted into two apartments 
by a sagging cardboard wall, where rats 
attacked the soldier’s 6-months-old baby 
in its crib at night and the landlady re- 
fused to allow the soldier’s wife access to 
a telephone to call for assistance. 

This is a distressing and shocking story 
which our investigators have found. We 
have issued an interim report this morn- 
ing describing it in retail. My purpose in 
speaking today is to call this report to 
the attention of the Senators. A copy of 
the report, with a letter of transmittal, 
was sent to each Senator yesterday. I 
believe each Senator will be particularly 
interested in this report, and will recog- 
nize—as the seven members of the sub- 
committee recognize unanimously—that 
toleration of such conditions could seri- 
ously and needlessly imperil the morale 
of our military services. 
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In regard to rentals, our investigators 
found it standard practice in some areas 
to charge servicemen higher rates than 
those charged civilians; enterprising 
landlords were found who, in some in- 
stances, leased property for low rates 
and profited as much as 500 percent 


from subletting. All manner of un- 


principled devices were employed in the 

areas investigated to circumvent rent 

ceilings—extra charges for fuel, 28-day 

months as the rent basis, servicemen 

forced to pay $50 a month extra to pro- 

vide heat for their landlord’s home. 
RENTALS 


Furthermore, the figures on the rents 
charged for these hovels are deceptive. 
I asked the staff of the Preparedness 
Subcommittee to break them down on 
the basis of rent per square foot. The 
results were astounding. 

Let us, for instance, consider the “doll 
house” in Waverly, Ky., described on 
page 3 of the report. Our investigators 
found this to be a playhouse measuring 
about 14 feet wide by 9 feet deep, with 
a porch approximately 4 feet by 6 feet. 
A sergeant, his wife, three children, and 
his mother-in-law are jammed into this 
tiny structure. They have electricity, 
but water must be carried by bucket 
from the landlady’s house next door. 
For these so-called accommodations, the 
sergeant pays $35 a month. That may 
not sound like a tremendously high 
rental, but when we break it down, we 
discoved he is paying $2.76 a year per 
square foot. 

Now let us consider a rather modern 
establishment in northwest Washington, 
It is a well-known apartment hotel, with 
air conditioning, desk clerk, garage and 
laundry facilities, heating, hot water, 
and a bell boy to run errands. For 4% 
rooms with bath, this apartment hotel 
charges $126.75 per month. But the 
rooms measure 1,000 square feet. 

Breaking this down we find the rent 
to be $1.44 per square foot per year, In 
other words, the sergeant jammed into 
the tiny playhouse in Waverly, Ky.—this 
sergeant who must haul his own water 
by bucket—this sergeant who has noth- 
ing but a two-burner hot plate for his 
cooking and heating—is paying more 
rent per square foot than a resident of 
one of the most luxurious buildings in 


Washington. 


Let us take another example which in 
many respects is even worse. Near 
Camp Rucker, Ala., there is an old un- 
used granary which has been patched 
up slightly and now provides a roof and 
four walls for a private and his wife. 
This granary, which has absolutely no 
facilities, measures 108 square feet, and 
rents for $20 a month. I might add in 
passing that this is $15 more a month 
than it rented for before Camp Rucker 
was reactivated. Again breaking it 
down, that private is paying 18 cents a 
month, or $2.16 a year, per square foot. 

Let us compare that with another 
luxury apartment hotel in northwest 
Washington. This establishment, which 
has all utilities included in the rent, has 
a doorman, desk clerk, laundry facili- 
ties, and a maid who is available at a 
slight extra charge. For four rooms an 
occupant pays $117 a month, These 
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four rooms add up to 1,000 square feet 
of space. In other words, the peo- 
ple living in this luxury—possibly even 
some Members of the Senate—are pay- 
ing 11 cents per month, or $1.32 per year, 
per square foot. That is just 84 cents 
per year less than the private is paying 
for his granary at Camp Rucker. 

These comparisons could be carried 
on indefinitely. In Ozark, Ala., there 
is a 15-room hotel, known to the serv- 
icemen who were forced to keep their 
families there as “the Firetrap.” You 
will find it described on page 21 of the 
report. This decrepit structure has now 
been placed off limits to service person- 
nel; but for many weeks there were 
soldiers at Camp Rucker who kept their 
families there simply because there was 
no other place to put them. This fire- 
trap was rented at the rate of $4.40 per 
square foot per year. The most ex- 
pensive suite in one of Washington's 
largest apartment buildings on Six- 
teenth Street rents for $1.56 per square 
foot, per year. This includes electric- 
ity, gas, heat, hot water, refrigerators, 
elevators, roof garden, garage—practi- 
cally everything that spells comfort and 
luxury in housing. 

Mr. President, this is a shocking situa- 
tion. When granaries, firetraps, play- 
houses, converted stores, and garages 
rent for more than luxurious apart- 
ments something is wrong. It is even 
more terribly wrong when men who are 
being called upon to wear the uniform 
of their country are forced to keep their 
loved ones in filth and squalor at lux- 
ury prices, 

This is a situation which cries to the 
heavens for redress. Unless the na- 
tional conscience is aroused, unless the 
American people resolve that this ex- 
tortion must cease, we will truly stand 
in danger. We will not be worthy of 
our fighting men. 

CONTEMPTIBLE EXPLOITATION 


We cannot exact rigid standards from 
the military services, while, at the same 
time, permitting a few unscrupulous 
civilians to victimize without mercy the 
men who wear the uniforms of honor- 
able duty. The treatment accorded 
some servicemen by some few civilians 
is dishonorable, shabby, and indecent; 
words cannot adequately express the 
proper contempt for this contemptible 
exploitation. 

In citing the instances mentioned in 
our report, the committee recognizes— 
and emphasizes—that we are citing the 
exception, not the rule. Ninety-nine 
percent of the property owners in the 
communities near the military installa- 
tions are, surely, as outraged by such 
exploitation as are the servicemen and 
their families, 

Our national outrage, though, must 
not be confined solely to expressions of 
condemnation, Rebukes will scarce dis- 
courage those so insensitive to decency, 
so aloof to the ethics of good citizenship, 
as to plunge ambitiously into a deliberate 
effort to exploit the Nation's defenders. 
Remedy and relief can be achieved only 
through stern and uncompromising 
action. 
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‘ALL MUST MEET THEIR RESPONSIBILITY 


Our communities must be encouraged 
to protect servicemen from such ex- 
ploitation by organized efforts to secure 
adequate, decent housing, and to demand 
equal compliance with rent-control reg- 
ulations where those controls are in ef- 
fect. 

Likewise, our military services here 
must exercise their responsibility fully 
and sternly. We are embarked upon a 
period of mobilization requiring reacti- 
vation of many installations. No in- 
stallation is, however, indispensable. 
Before reactivating any camp or post, 
the military should demand the most 
secure guaranties from authorities in 
adjacent communities that adequate 
housing will be available for servicemen 
and dependents. In Texas we have, in 
several instances, made such a guaranty 
the necessary prerequisite before even 
considering expansion of installations or 
designation of bases as permanent. The 
practice has worked with great success, 
because responsible citizens of the com- 
munity recognize that the guaranty of 
adequate housing is a minimum respon- 
sibility of the community to the men in 
service—and to the Nation. 

Forcing servicemen into substandard 
housing, forcing them to raise their fam- 
ilies in squalor and filth, makes a mock- 
ery of their own sacrifice. To protect 
the welfare of these men, we cannot be 
more charitable with civilian exploiters 
than with military blunderers. We must 
pry these leeches loose from the blood- 
stream of America’s strength. 

Mr. President, this report was sent to 
the Secretary of the Army, the able gen- 
tleman from Arkansas, Secretary Frank 
Pace. This morning he delivered to the 
committee, by special messenger, a letter 
which I should like to read. It is as 
follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D. C., July 18, 1951. 
Hon. LYNDON B. JOHNSON, 

Chairman, Preparedness Subcommittee, 
Senate Armed Services Committee, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR JOHNSON: Since the De- 
partment of the Army is acutely aware of the 
serious family housing problem for military 
personnel, I have observed with interest your 
subcommittee’s interim report on substand- 
ard housing and rent gouging of military 
personnel, 

Sufficient decent housing at reasonable 
rentals for the families of military personnel 
is more vital to the success of our Nation’s 
defense today than it has ever been before. 
In a time of all-out war, our fighting men 
may expect to forego normal family life un- 
til the victory is won. In the present period 
of build-up our aim is to achieve a posture 
of defense that would deter an aggressor and 
speedily win a war should it be forced upon 
us. However, it is patently unfair to re- 
quire men who sacrifice so much by enter- 
ing the service of their country, to live apart 
from their families or force them to live under 
substandard conditions. 

Referring specifically to your report the 
Department of the Army has taken or will 
take the following action: 

A. In May 1951 I directed a survey at every- 
one of the Department of Army’s installa- 
tions, permanent and temporary, to deter- 
mine factually and graphically the family 
housing situation and to determine the 
feasibility of increasing available housing. 
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B. I have instructed the commanders of 
our installations to actively work with local 
Army advisory committees, civic organiza- 
tions and citizens of nearby communities to 
provide all possible housing accommodations 
at reasonable rates of rental. 

C. I have directed the commanders of our 
installations to immediately study the feasi- 
bility of using any vacant or unused prop- 
erty for trailer camps. 

D. The commanders of our installations 
where rent controls prevail have been in- 
structed to intensify existing programs aimed 
at acquainting all Army personnel with the 
protection available to them under rent-con- 
trol laws and also to continue wise use of 
their powers to declare as off-limits to all 
personnel and dependents any unsafe quar- 
ters 


E. This week the Army agreed to full coop- 
eration with the Office of the Housing Ex- 
pediter on a program to encourage private 
landlords in communities near Army posts, 
to improve and remodel houses and buildings 
to make available as many new sets of quar- 
ters as possible. 

On June 30, 1951, I sent to your subcom- 
mittee and also to several appropriate com- 
mittees of the Congress, a preliminary out- 
line of the results of ‘the Army's housing 
survey and cited a few typical cases illus- 
trated by pictures. The purpose of that com- 
munication was to acquaint the Congress 
with the fact of the Army's intense interest 
in this matter. 

The Department of the Army now will have 
its material and recommendations coordin- 
ated by the Department of Defense and with 
the other armed services, so that a positive 
program aimed at attacking the whole prob- 
lem may be evolved for the entire Depart- 
ment of Defense. I am suggesting to the 
Department of Defense that in the prepara- 
tion of such a positive program the assist- 
ance of the National Housing Authority be 
secured. It is likely that the Defense De- 
partment's program, when it is completed, 
will require some action by the Congress. 

I have instructed the appropriate staff 
section that consideration must be given the 
availability of satisfactory dependents’ hous- 
ing in the selection of Army installations 
for reactivation or expansion and reconsid- 
eration is being given the status of all tem- 
porary installations. 

To solve the whole pressing problem of 
family housing will require the conscientious 
cooperation of the military services, the 
Congress, and the people of America. Please 
feel assured that the Department of the Army 
is anxious to contribute in any way possible 
toward the solution of this problem, 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK Pace, Jr., 
Secretary of the Army. 

Mr. President, the Secretary of the 
Army has set an example which I hope 
each of the other services will emulate, 
Characteristic of all his actions as a 
publice official, Secretary Pace acted 
promptly. He did not procrastinate. 
He did not ignore the committee's rec- 
ommendations. Immediately upon the 
publishng of our report, the Secretary 
assured the committee he proposed to 
implement the report in every possible 
way. The serviceman has no more 
able advocate or better friend than the 
present Secretary of the Army, Frank 
Pace. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I simply wish 
to say to the chairman of the subcom- 
mittee of the Armed Services Commit- 
tee that I have read the report on which 
he has commented; I agree with the 


8427 


statements contained in it, and I desire 
to associate myself with the comments 
the Senator has made. 

If we are going to build up the Na- 
tion’s miltary defenses, one of our first 
obligations certainly is to do our utmost 
to see to it that the men whom we take 
from their homes and place in the armed 
services are given the best possible sur- 
roundings in which to live. I realize 
that is difficult in every instance, as we 
found in Alaska last autumn; but I hope 
the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force 
will make every effort they possibly can 
in that connection. I commend the 
Senator from Texas for his statement. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, as the Senator from Massachusetts 
well knows, investigators are now going 
over the various installations through- 
out the country, and this report is but 
the first of several which will be made 
in regard to the installations where our 
servicemen are stationed. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will tne 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I desire to commend 
the very able chairman of the Prepared- 
ness Subcommittee of the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee for the outstanding lead- 
ership he has given to the subcommittee 
in his capacity as chairman. 

I point out to the Senate that this 
report is another of a series of very sig- 
nificant reports setting forth very im- 
portant findings which the committee 
has brought to public attention this year. 

On this committee there are no Demo- 
crats and there are no Republicans; 
there is no partisan point of view on the 
committee. I am sure the Senate will 
appreciate knowing that the commit- 
tee recognizes that its job is entirely a 
nonpartisan one, a watchdog job in 
behalf of the American people, in bring- 
ing forth just the kind of findings in 
regard to existing abuses as this very im- 
portant report brings forth today. 

I should like to say, further, that I 
consider it to be important that this kind 
of investigation be continued in regard 
to other installations, because I do not 
believe that the Kentucky camps and 
the Alabama camps will be found to be 
the only ones in which one of the seri- 
ous symptoms which I think is permeat- 
ing American public life today is pres- 
ent; I refer to what I think is a very 
shocking thing, namely, the degree to 
which plain, unconscionable greed and 
Selfishness have come to characterize 
the actions of some civilians and some 
economic groups in America. It is a 
shocking thing that we should find any 
civilian seeking to exploit men in uni- 
form who have pledged to give their very 
lives, if need be, in the defense of all 
the civilian population. 

All of us know what happens in any 
community in this country when there 
is even a suggestion that perhaps a mil- 
itary installation will be located there. 
We know what the chambers of com- 
merce do and what all other business 
organizations in the community do. 
They do everything they possibly can do 
to have that installation located in their 
town. 


8428 


However, I wish to say here and now 
that their obligations and responsibili- 
ties do not end once such an installation 
is located in their town. One of the 
things that are wrong is that too many 
of our civilians are anxious to have such 
an installation located in their town, 
but are not appreciative of the fact that 
they have great obligations to the 
country after such an installation is lo- 
cated in their midst. In my opinion, 
every one of these communities should 
have a standing watchdog committee 
which will see to it that the men in uni- 
form are not exploited, as we find is the 
case in many of our communities. 

The Senator from Massachusetts has 
referred to the situation we found in 
Alaska. We, the Congress, cannot avoid 
our share of the responsibility for the 
existence of some of the conditions 
there. We cannot forego our obligation 
in regard to the situation we found to 
exist in Alaska, because, after all, for 
some time past the Congress should 
have supplied sufficient funds so as to 
insure that there would be adequate 
housing in Alaska to take care of the 
families of the servicemen. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, I think 
we should recognize the fact that the 
doctrine of penalty has its application in 
conditioning human behavior. I should 
like to suggest to the Military Establish- 
ment that if they find that untoward 
conditions are not immediately alleviat- 
ed, they make perfectly clear that with- 
in a reasonable period of time one or 
two of these installations will be closed 
down and moved to some other locality 
where the people will see to it that ade- 
quate housing at fair rates is provided 
for the servicemen. If that were done, 
it would not be very long, Mr. President, 
I can assure you, before conditions of 
the kind the Senator from Texas has 
reported would be alleviated. 
` I want to say to the Military Estab- 
lishment, as a member of this subcom- 
mittee, that I am going to insist that 
there be a continuation of this type of 
investigation with all respect to our mil- 
itary installations. I am also going to 
take the position that, unless the con- 
ditions cited in this report are alleviated 
forthwith, I shall insist upon making a 
recommendation, and I shall fight for the 
recommendation, that some of the camps 
be closed, and be moved to States whose 
people will rise to what I consider to be 
their responsibility. 

There is one other point I desire to 
make. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
is bound to suggest to the Senator from 
Texas that his time has expired, under 
the unanimous-consent agreement. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, since I have no more time, I am 
sure the Senator from Oregon would like 
to ask unanimous consent that he be 
given additional time. 

Mr. MORSE. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that I may have 3 minutes in which 
to conclude my remarks. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? The Chair hears none, and the 
Senator from Oregon may proceed. 

Mr. MORSE. The last point I desire 
to make is that, as a member of the 
Armed Services Committee, as I go about 
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the country, I try to be very observant 
of the treatment which our men in uni- 
form are receiving. Before I make any 
criticism, I wish to compliment the many 
fine organizations which are rendering 
patriotic service in seeing to it that the 
servicemen are being given hospitality 
and accorded courteous treatment in the 
various communities. After that has 
been said, however, I think it is also 
important to state on the floor of the 
Senate that too many civilians in Amer- 
ica are taking men in uniform simply as 
a matter of course. They are not giving 
them the lifts which I think they ought 
to receive. They are not being given the 
little extra hospitalities to the extent I 
believe they ought to be shown by ap- 
preciative American citizens. 

The American people ought to face the 
fact that we are going to have many 
men in uniform for a long time to come 
if we are to keep our defenses in such 
a state that we will be in a position to 
meet a foreign threat, which will be 
facing us, in my opinion, for a quarter 
of a century. We might as well settle 
down, I may say to the American people, 
and face the fact that we are going to 
have a large number of men in uniform 
for a long period of time. 

Those men are entitled to much better 
treatment than many of them are re- 
ceiving. As I talk to men in uniform, as 
I go about the country, some of those 
who served in World War II, say there 
is quite a difference between the civilian 
reaction to the men now in uniform and 
the civilian reaction during World War 
II. I think some member of the Armed 
Services Committee—and I am perfectly 
willing to be the one—ought to say to 
the American people today, as I do, that 
the men in the service should be shown 
much more consideration in the various 
communities of our land than is being 
shown them at the present time. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I will yield in a mo- 
ment. I close by saying that I believe 
it to be very important that the members 
of the staff of the Johnson preparedness 
subcommittee receive a word of com- 
mendation, too, for the fearless, untiring 
work they are doing in investigating and 
in bringing the facts to the attention of 
the committee, where a very courageous 
chairman has no hesitancy in presenting 
the facts to the full committee for 
further disclosure. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor’s time has expired. 

Mr. MORSE. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that I may have one more minute, 
in order that I may finish what I have to 
say on this point. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, the Senator from Oregon is rec- 
ognized for one more minute. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, to show 
the nonpartisan and nonpolitical atti- 
tude of the chairman of the subcom- 
mittee—and I mention it because he re- 
ferred to it in his remarks today—some 
months ago I urged an investigation of 
conditions at Lackland Field, in Texas, 
and the Senator from Texas, the chair- 
man of the subcommittee, gave to us 
complete and full cooperation in seeing 
to it that there was a full disclosure of 
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what proved to be very unsatisfactory 
and inexcusable conditions at the Lack- 
land air base. I cite that as a clear 
demonstration of the nonpartisanship 
and insistence on the part of the chair- 
man that the facts be obtained whether 
they involve Texas or any other State. 
I know that the Senate can count upon 
the chairman to pursue the course of 
action which he has followed, as chair- 
man, wherever the facts may lead. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor’s time has again expired. 

Several Senators addressed the chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
wishes to say that the Senate is now 
operating under a unanimous consent 
agreement, which requires a quorum call 
at this time. The Chair can only en- 
force the unanimous-consent agreement 
which was entered into yesterday. It 
provides that following the transaction 
of routine business today, there be a quo- 
rum call; and that time has now arrived. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state the inquiry. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it not possible 
to ask unanimous consent that we may 
make certain comments upon the splen- 
did report submitted by the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. JOHNSON]. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Of course, 
as a former Presiding Officer of this 
body once said, the Senate can do any- 
thing by unanimous consent; but it is 
the cuty of the Chair to enforce the 
agreement which has been entered into. 
The Chair is in doubt as to whether, at 
this juncture, a unanimous-consent re- 
quest can be entertained to set aside a 
unanimous-consent agreement hereto- 
fore made, requiring a quorum call. It 
will be possible for Senators who control 
the time to yield to other Senators who 
desire to make remarks. 


CALL OF THE ROLL 


Mr. KERR. Mr. President 

The VICE PRESIDENT, For what 
purpose does the Senator from Okla- 
homa rise? 

Mr. KERR. I rise for the purpose of 
asking for the regular order, and to ask 
that, if there are further routine mat- 
ters, under the unanimous-consent 
agreement they be taken care of; and it 
would be my purpose then to suggest the 
absence of a quorum. i 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The routine 
matters have been disposed of, and the 
Chair feels that, under the unanimous- 
consent agreement, a quorum call should 
be had, and a quorum developed. It is 
unnecessary to make the point of no 
quorum. The unanimous-consent agree- 
ment provided that, following the trans- 
action of routine business, a quorum call 
be ordered. The clerk will call the roll, 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Anderson Chavez Flanders 
Bennett Clements Fulbright 
Benton Cordon Hayden 
Bricker Dirksen Hendrickson 
Butler, Md. Douglas Hennings 
Butler, Nebr. Duff 

Byrd Dworshak Hi 

Capehart Eastland Holland 
Carlson Ecton Humphrey 
Case Ferguson Hunt 


Ives McCarthy Russell 
Jenner McClellan Saltonstall 
Johnson, Colo. McFarland Schoeppel 
Johnson, Tex. McKellar Smith, Maine 
Johnston, S. ©. Millikin Smith, N. C. 
Kefauver Monroney Stennis 
Kem Moody Taft 

Kerr Morse Thye 
Kilgore Mundt Underwood 
Knowland Murray Watkins 
Langer Neely Welker 
Lehman Nixon Wherry 
Magnuson O'Conor Wiliams 
Malone O'Mahoney Young 
Martin Pastore 

Maybank Robertson 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from Texas [Mr. CON- 
NALLY] and the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGE] are absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SmatHeERs! is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER] and the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. McCarran] are absent by leave of 
the Senate on official business. 

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
Frear] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on public business. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. GREEN], the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. McManon], and the Sen- 
ator from Alabama [Mr, SPARKMAN] are 
absent by leave of the Senate on official 
business of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
Lonc] is absent on official business, 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 

' AIKEN] is absent because of a death in 
his family. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. Brives] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. 
Carn] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. Brews- 
TER], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HIcKENLOOPER], the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts (Mr. Lonce], the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. SmitH], and the 
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. WILEY] 
are absent by leave of the Senate on 
official business of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tosey] is absent because of illness. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, A quorum is 
present. 

The pending question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY], for 
himself and the Senator from New York 
[Mr. Lenman]. The Senator from Min- 
nesota is entitled to 15 minutes to speak 
in favor of the amendment. The Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr] has 15 
minutes to speak in opposition to it. 

Mr. TAFT and Mr. MAYBANK ad- 
dressed the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
cannot recognize any Senators except 
those who have control of the time. 

The Chair understands the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr] has yielded 
to the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
MAYBANK]. 


SUBSTANDARD LIVING CONDITIONS FOR 
MILITARY PERSONNEL 


Mr. MAYBANK, That is correct, Mr. 
Presidint. The Senator from Oklahoma 
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said he would yield to me to speak for 
2 or 3 minutes 

ï wish to direct my remarks to the 
preparedness report with’ reference to 
which the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
JOHNSON] spoke earlier today. I wish 
to say, as chairman of the Banking and 
Currency Committee, that certainly no 
negligence can be charged to that com- 
mittee because of the situation in Army 
camps and elsewhere where housing con- 
ditions are so deplorable. 

I commend the Senator from Texas 
for bringing the subject to the attention 
of the people of the United States. In 
April we called attention to it, and the 
Senate passed a defense housing bill 
which went to the House. It has not 
yet been acted upon by the House. We 
amended the Defense Production Act 
amendments passed 2 weeks ago with 
the Defense Housing Act. 

Last year Congress passed the Military 
Housing Act. I want the record to show 
that every housing measure that has 
been requested by the administration 
and by the armed services has been 
passed by the Senate and the House. 
We passed a bill providing not only for 
the building of housing but for grants 
and loans for community facilities, for 
Government-owned temporary housing 
and mobile units, and for aids and assist- 
ance for adequate housing in critical 
defense areas. On June 29 we passed 
the Defense Production Act, which, 
among other things, extended and re- 
vised the rent-control program, and 
would enable the Rent Administration to 
reduce rents that were exorbitant, as 
the Johnson report clearly shows many 
ol them are, to rents charged for com- 
parable accommodations on May 24- 
June 24, 1950. 

I thought, in justice to the Banking 
and Currency Committee, which has 
labored so long and so hard on the hous- 
ing bills, these facts should be stated. 
I truly hope that the House will act 
speedily on the latest housing bill, which 
was passed in April. 

EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME OF 

INCOME FROM DISCHARGE OF IN- 

DEBTEDNESS 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 2416) relating to ex- 
clusion from gross income of income 
from discharge of indebtedness. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Oklahoma wish to use any 
time? 

Mr. KERR. I should be glad to have 
the proponents of the amendment use 
such time as they wish to use. 

Mr. BENTON, Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield 1 or 2 minutes in order 
that I might make a supplementary 
statement? 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I shall be 
glad to have the Senate proceed to vote 
if no Senator wants to speak on the 
amendment. I shall be glad to yield 5 
minutes of my time if the opposition 
will do the same with reference to these 
matters; but having yieldcd 2 minutes 
to the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
Maysanxkl, chairman of the Banking and 
Currency Committee of the Senate, I 
should not want to yield any more time 
at this point. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Minnesota wish to use the 
time under his control? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; but not at the 
moment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
has 15 minutes under his control. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Minnesota does not wish to speak at this 
time. I wish to wait till other Senators 
have spoken. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If no Sena- 
tor wishes to speak the Chair will put 
the question. As many as favor the 
amendment will say “aye.” 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
was under the impression that the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr] wished 
to give some of his time—and I was per- 
fectly willing also to give some of my 
time—to the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. Benton]. Is that correct? 

Mr. KERR. That is not correct. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, my un- 
derstanding is that the Senator from 
Oklahoma refused to yield to me the 2 
or 3 minutes I requested to speak in con- 
nection with the supplementary state- 
ment just made by the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK]. 

Mr. KERR. That is correct. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
shall be more than happy to say a few 
words in behalf of the amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The debate of yes- 
terday I consider to be rather complete 
as to the objectives and purposes of the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New York [Mr. LEHMAN] and myself. 
During that period of debate consider- 
able effort was expended to indicate to 
the Senate that the amendment was a 
complicated piece of proposed legisla- 
tion, and that therefore, it ought to be 
referred to the committee. I tried, in 
the moments available to me yesterday, 
to indicate that the complications were 
primarily those of rhetoric and of ora- 
tory, rather than complications of fact. 
For example, the first complication that 
was suggested was that no one seemed 
to know quite what the amendment was 
about. I can assure the Senate that the 
sponsors of the amendment know what 
it is about. If we could have the con- 
sidered attention of our colleagues I do 
not think it would take long to explain 
exactly what the substance of the 
amendment is. 

First, the amendment offers a $3 
across-the-board increase for all pres- 
ent beneficiaries of the old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance system. It is just that 
simple. As pointed out, the table on 
page 2 of the amendment gives the pri- 
mary insurance benefit which will be 
made available to the beneficiaries un- 
der the terms of the amendment. The 
present minimum is $20 a month. The 
amendment would increase that to $23 
a month. The present maximum is $80 
a month, The amendment would make 
that for an individual $83 a month. 

The present minimum for survivors is 
$40 a month. The amendment would 
make that minimum $50 a month. 

The present maximum for survivors 
under the old-age insurance and sur- 
vivors program is $150 a month. The 
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amendment would make that $160 a 
month. 

I submit that is not complicated, Mr. 
President. It is just as plain as the 
figures on the paper on which the 
amendment is printed. 

What else does the amendment do? 
It changes the formula for computing 
the survivors’ benefits and the old-age 
insurance benefits. A maximum of 
$3,600 yearly earnings can be used for 
the purpose of computing the old-age 
insurance benefits, and the present for- 
mula is as follows: Take 50 percent of 
the first $100 of wage. Take 15 percent 
of the balance, $200. Three thousand 
six hundred dollars divided by 12 months 
in the year would give $300 a month, 
Take out of that $300 a month 50 per- 
cent of the first $100, and we have $50. 
Take out of the balance of $200, 15 per- 
cent, and we have $30. That means 
that the maximum under the present 
law is $80. 

What does the amendment do? It 
provides that out of the $300 there be 
taken $110. Fifty percent of $110 is 
$55. Fifteen percent of the balance of 
$190 amounts to $28.50. Add the two, 
and we get $83.50 as the maximum bene- 
fit under the new system of computation. 

Mr. President, the President of the 
United States in his communication ad- 
dressed to the Vice President as of yes- 
terday laid down the necessity for this 
program. The President said that it 
was the considered policy of the Gov- 
ernment, under the social-security pro- 
gram, to have old-age and survivors in- 
surance keep pace with old-age assist- 
ance. I want it made quite clear that 
the old-age-assistance increase has al- 
ready been agreed upon. The commit- 
tee amendment increased the amount by 
$3. What the Senator from New York 
and the Senator from Minnesota are 
asking for is to have the old-age insur- 
ance program keep pace with the old- 
age assistance program. 

The next question which automati- 
eally comes to mind is: How much cost 
will the amendment involve? Will it 
necessitate an increase in taxation? 
The Social Security Board presented the 
documentation which I placed in the 
Recorp yesterday, which sets forth that 
on the basis of the advice of the ac- 
tuaries of the Board, on the basis of the 
advice of the actuaries of the insurance 
fund, there are ample funds, funds in 
plenty, surplus funds, even if the $3 in- 
crease is granted, to take care of the 

“provisions of the pending amendment 
and the requirements for present bene- 
ficiaries and for those in the future. 

One of my colleagues met me in the 
dining room a moment ago and asked 
me this question: Does this $3 apply to 
the present beneficiaries? Does it apply 
to those who are presently receiving old- 
age insurance checks from the old-age 
survivors insurance fund? My answer 
to him was “Yes, It applies to them 
first.” 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. KERR. Is it not a fact that it 
provides no more than 50 percent of the 
first $110 in wages which the beneficiary 
receives? 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. No. It provides $3 
across the board for present benefici- 
aries. For future beneficiaries there is a 
change of formula. I have tried again 
and again to explain it. I cannot see 
that there are any complications con- 
nected with it. There are two facets to 
the amendment. Let me spell them out. 
I wish I had a blackboard and chalk so 
that I could chart them for Senators. 
The first one is to be found on page 2 of 
the amendment, where a table appears 
which begins with the amount of $23 and 
continues up to $71.50. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for another question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. KERR. Then with reference to 
those who will become beneficiaries in 
the future and who made more than $46 
and less than $100, those in that cate- 
gory would be receiving less than those 
presently on the rolls? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No. There is, as 
the Senator well knows, the $3 flat 
across-the-board increase on the 1950 
basis, for present and future benefici- 
aries. For the computing of survivors 
benefits we have made a change in the 
formula, which has been outlined in the 
proposed amendment. 

Mr. KERR. What about computing 
the benefit for those who do not die? 
The survivors benefits go to the sur- 
vivors of those who are insured. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. KERR. What about the status of 
the insured who do not die? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Their benefits also 
are increased, first by the flat $3, and, 
second, by the change of formula, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MUR- 
RAY in the chair). The Senator from 
am has used 7 minutes of his 

me. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
wish to yield at this time to those in op- 
position to the amendment, They seem 
to have some questions. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. Tarr]. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, in the first 
place the whole question of old-age in- 
surance is extremely complicated, re- 
gardless of what the Senator from Min- 
nesota says. As he explains what he is 
trying to do, he makes that sound simple. 
But if one reads the eight pages explain- 
ing how the primary insurance amount 
of an individual is calculated, he will 
find many complications, An individual 
who attains age 22 after 1950 receives 
one amount, while an individual who 
attains age 22 before 1950 receives some- 
thing else. There are cross-references 
to the various sections. So far as I am 
concerned, I cannot figure out whether 
or not the Senator’s amendment would 
require many other changes in the law 
in order to make it consistent. 

The question is not so much whether 
what the Senator is trying to do is com- 
plicated. The question is whether what 
he is trying to do fits into the elaborate 
system which was considered for a year 
by the Ways and Means Committee, 
We had the best actuarial advice in re- 
vising it last year. Certainly it is a sys- 
tem which is so complicated in its nature 
that we should not undertake to change 
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it by amendments on the floor of the 
Senate. 

Only last August, less than a year ago, 
these benefits were nearly doubled by 
what Congress did. We increased them 
from $26 to $46, on the average. We in- 
creased the maximum amount. We still 
do not know the net result of what we did 
at that time, or what its cost may be. In 
less than 9 months the actual num- 
btr of persons on the rolls has increased 
from 2,200,000 to more than 3,000,000, 
so far as the old-age-insurance rolls are 
concerned, and, as I say, the average 
benefits have almost doubled. Those 
benefits steadily increase as more and 
more people attain the age of 65, people 
who have been paying taxes into the 
fund for along time. So the fund auto- 
matically provides a general increase, in 
average, at least. 

There is an excess of taxes. Why? 
Because since Korea we have had very 
high payrolls. Many people have worked. 
It is not because those who are going to 
receive the benefit have paid any more 
into the fund. They have no lien on the 
fund which entitles them to an increase, 
The increase in revenue may be a tem- 
porary increase. We have had no ac- 
tuarial advice as to whether this pro- 
posal can be carried out in such a way 
as to keep the fund sound. We do not 
know whether we would have to increase 
the present 3-percent tax at an earlier 
date because of the proposed increase. 
There has been no information or ad- 
vice furnished the Senate as to the exact 
effect this increase might have on the 
tax rates. 

Certainly no one has any right to this 
increase. As a matter of fact, as I have 
already pointed out, last year these peo- 
ple had a large increase, The justifica- 
tion for the increase in old-age assist- 
ance is that we did not increase those 
payments last year, so it is argued that 
we ought to increase them now because 
we did not do so last year. Then it is 
argued that because we make certain in- 
creases this year, we ought also to make 
increases in the case of those who re- 
ceived an increase last year—not a petty 
increase, but practically a doubling of 
the benefits paid. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield, 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. How much did 
we increase the old-age assistance insur- 
ance payments last year? 

Mr. TAFT. In the case of those who 
were already on the rolls, their pay- 
ments were increased by 77 percent last 
year. That increase took effect last Sep- 
tember, as I recall, after we passed the 
law in August. 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. How much of an 
automatic increase will there be by rea- 
son of the amounts paid into the fund? 

Mr. TAFT. Those who have already 
retired and finished paying their taxes 
do not receive any increase unless we give 
it to them. It is a pure gratuity. They 
paid in on another basis. They paid in 
on the basis of receiving a much smaller 
sum. But we felt that we should give 
them a gratuity last year, and we in- 
creased their payments 77 percent. 
Those people could not receive another 
increase unless we granted it, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. KERR. I yield an additional 2 
minutes to the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT. What actually increases is 
the average rate. It is said that the 
average rate of these payments is now 
$46. The average increases steadily 
when more and more people get on the 
rolls at higher and higher rates. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. So the amounts 
paid in gradually rise as more people be- 
come eligible. 

Mr, TAFT. The average amount in- 
creases. When a man retires, if he has 
paid in the full 10 years, he receives $80 
for himself, and $30 or $40 for his wife, 
or a total of about $110 for the family, if 
they are both over 65. 

The Finance Committee considered 
the question, I looked on the idea with 
some favor in the beginning, but the 
more we went into it the more it seemed 
apparent that we were dealing with one 
of the most complex operations in the 
United States Government, one which 
requires elaborate study, one on which 
there are many conflicting recommenda- 
tions. Some of the increases granted 
might be approved. Others might not 
be approved. 

The distinguished Senator from Okla- 
homa [Mr. Kerr] has pointed out that, 
so far as a new man coming in is con- 
cerned, one who reaches 65 at this 
time, and who has been earning $100 a 
month, he is not going to get one cent 
more from the Humphrey-Lehman 
amendment than he would get without 
it, although a man who had already re- 
tired and who paid in much less than 
the other man did, would receive an in- 
crease of $3 a month. That is apparent. 
While that is apparent, there may be a 
dozen other inequities developed unless 
a complete study can be given to the old- 
age insurance fund. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER.. The 
time of the Senator from Ohio has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
yield 4 minutes to the Senator from New 

Vork [Mr. LEHMAN]. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, yester- 
day the President of the United States 
addressed a letter to the Vice President 
recommending the adoption of the Me- 
Farland amendment, increasing by about 
83 a month the Federal share of State 
public assistance payments to needy in- 
dividuals who are aged, blind, or dis- 
abled. That amendment has been 
adopted, much to my satisfaction and 
the satisfaction, I believe, of my col- 
leagues in the Senate. The President 
made the following statement: 

It seems to me that any legislation to in- 
crease public-assistance payments should 
take account of the relationship between 
these payments and the amounts paid under 
our old-age and survivors insurance system. 

In considering increases in public-assist- 
ance payments, it is vitally important that 
we all keep clearly in mind the basic pur- 
pose of public assistance. Its purpose is 
and has always been to supplement our so- 
cial-insurance system. Our aim has been to 
expand coverage of social insurance and 
gradually reduce the need for supplementary 
public-assistance programs. It is essential 
that a proper relationship be maintained be- 
tween insurance benefits and assistance pay- 
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ments. At the very least, average benefits 
from insurance should be as high as average 
payments under public assistance. Today, 
the average payment in both programs is 
about $43 per month. An increase in pub- 
lic assistance alone would, therefore, result 
in an average insurance benefit lower than 
than the average assistance payment. 

This would be a highly undesirable result 
for the future of both programs, 


It seems to me that the President of 
the United States has emphasized that 
basic principle which underlies our so- 
cial security system, which has been de- 
veloped and enlarged in part for the 
purpose of reducing public assistance 
payments. In my opinion it would be 
completely unfair and unwise to pay a 
larger average sum to those receiving 
public assistance than is paid to the 
great body of men and women who, in an 
attempt to make themselves self-sus- 


taining in their later years, have paid 


substantial sums into the social security 
system. Unless we increase the pay- 
ments under our old age and survivors’ 
insurance plan, as outlined in the 
amendment proposed by my distin- 
guished colleague from Minnesota and 
myself, we shall be actually paying more 
to the recipients of public assistance 
than we pay to the men and women who 
have sought through their own payments 
to attain at least some degree of pro- 
tection in their old age. 

Mr. President, I hope that the pend- 
ing amendmen: will be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from New York has 
expired. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Minnesota told 
me that he would like to use the re- 
mainder of his time. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
should like to use the remainder of my 
time. I think the arguments should be 
made alternately. The Senator from 
Minnesota led off, followed by the Sena- 
tor from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] and the Sen- 
ator from New York [Mr. LEHMAN]. I 
think it is time for the Senator from 
Oklahoma to speak. Then I shall be glad 
to conclude. a 

Mr. KERR. I have very little to add 
to what I have already said. The dis- 
tinguished Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HumpuHreY] said it was the purpose of his 
cosponsor, the Senator from New York 
[Mr. Lenman], and himself, to amend 
the bill so as to enable those on the old 
age and survivors’ insurance rolls to keep 
pace with those on the old-age assist- 
ance rolls. As I stated yesterday, Mr. 
President, I am very much in favor of 
that objective. As I said, I would be 
very glad to join the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Minnesota and his colleague 
in introducing proposed legislation 
which would have that for its purpose, 
and which would offer some chance of 
bringing it about. 

I invite the attention of the Senate to 
the fact that the pending amendment 
would not accomplish that purpose, 
The amendment would make one provi- 
sion with reference to one group, another 
provision with reference to another 
group, and still other provisions with 
reference to still other groups. It would 
not provide an equal increase for those 
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who are now on the rolls. It would not 
provide an equal increase as between 
those now on the rolls and those who 
would be placed on the rolls hereafter. 

Mr. President, I make the statement 
without fear of successful contradic- 
tion that there is not a Senator on the 
floor, including the two authors of the 
amendment, who knows what it would 
do. It illustrates the fact, as the able 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] has so 
clearly pointed out, that we cannot 
amend the law and have a clear under- 
standing of what we are doing without 
an adequate study, adequate analysis, 
and adequate information as to what the 
effect of an amendment would be upon 
the complex structure of the law with 
reference to old-age and survivors in- 
surance. 

No Senator on the floor is more deter- 
mined than I that the benefits under the 
law may be increased as equity dictates 
and as the ability of the fund permits. 
I say to you, Mr. President, that it can- 
not be done under the amendment which 
is before the Senate; nor can we under- 
stand what the amendment would do in 
the brief time we have had to analyze it 
Ann correlate it with the body of the 

aw. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
how much time do I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MON- 
RONEY in the chair). Four minutes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. How much time 
remains on the opposition side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three 
minutes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
have again listened with interest to my 
good friend from Oklahoma, and I in- 
tend to make reply to his statements. 

First of all, the Senator from Okla- 
homa says that no one on the floor of 
the Senate knows what is contained in 
the amendment, and that there is no 
information available which would in- 
form us as to what the effect of the 
amendment would be. First of all, I 
should like to answer the argument by 
saying, that if what the Senator says is 
true, no Senator knows what is con- 
tained in the amendment which the com- 
mittee is sponsoring. 

With reference to assistance, has any- 
one told us what would happen in States 
such as Kentucky, Mississippi, or Vir- 
ginia? Has anyone told us that Missis- 
sippi would not benefit by way of one 
dime under the assistance amendment? 
Has anyone told us that the assistance 
amendment would not apply to States 
which had less than a $23 minimum of 
assistance? 

I have heard the argument made that 
the amendment of the Senator from New 
York and myself was not a good amend- 
ment because it did not apply to the 
poor people who received less than $22 
amonth, The same thing is true of the 
assistance amendment. Incidentally, 
the same argument could be made with 
reference to the fact that it was the 
lower-income group which received a 
100-percent increase in benefits in 1950. 

Is this amendment so complicated as 
the complicators would like to make it 
complicated? The Senator from New 
York and the Senator from Minnesota 
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have stated the purpose of the amend- 
ment briefly, concisely, and accurately. 

First of all, present beneficiaries would 
receive an across-the-board increase of 
$3 a month. Secondly, future bene- 
ficiaries would have their benefits calcu- 
lated on the basis of the new formula. 
The new formula is spelled out. Third- 
ly, survivors would have their minimum 
raised from $40 to $50 a month and the 
maximum would be raised from $150 to 
$160 a month. 

Mr. President, I venture to say that 
any visitor in the galleries and any 
Member on the floor of the Senate who 
wants to understand the amendment can 
understand it. 

The Recorp of yesterday contains ma- 
terial submitted by the Social Security 
Board. The funds are available. The 
surplus is available. In no way would 
the actuarial solvency of the fund be 
affected if the amendment were adopted. 

What does the issue boil down to? 
First of all, it boils down to what the 
Senator from Ohio stated on June 26, 
at page 7104 of the CONGRESSIONAL 
Record, when he said: 

It is possible that if we are to increase the 
noncontributory payments, we ought also to 
increase the insurance payments. * * * 

I think that if one is to be increased, 
there ought to be a relative position between 
them, because obviously the contributory 


pension ought to be larger than the non- 
contributory pension. 


The Senator from Ohio brilliantly and 
persuasively stated the case, when only 
a short time ago he said on the floor of 
the Senate that if we are to increase the 
assistance program, we should also in- 
crease the contributory program. He 
was speaking of the insurance program. 

Finally, Mr. President, what does it 
all boil down to in straight terms which 
everyone can understand? The ques- 
tion is: Does the United States Senate 
want to deny a $3-a-month increase in 
insurance benefits to those who have 
on their own been contributing to the 
fund? The Senate is ready to give $3 
a month, plus, to the assistanee pension- 
ers, to those who are not in the insur- 
ance program. I say the issue is simply 
whether we believe that $3 a month is a 
reasonable sum to add to the insurance 
benefits of the beneficiaries of the old- 
age and survivors’ program. 

I ask for support for the amendment 
on the basis of that issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, on page 2 
of the amendment, I read the following: 

Paragraph (1) of subsection (c) of such 
section is amended by striking out the table 
appearing therein and inserting in lieu there- 
of the following new table. 


Reading from the table, I note that 
where the average monthly wage for 
purposes of computing maximum bene- 
fits shall be $50, the primary insurance 
amount shall be $25. That is 5) percent. 
That is what is received under the pres- 
ent law. If I can understand any part 
of the amendment, the table to which 
reference is made would give those in 
that category the identical amount which 
they are receiving under the present law. 
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Therefore, Mr. President, I say again 
that the amendment does not provide for 
an across-the-board increase. It does 
not provide equal benefits for those on 
the rolls. It does not provide equal 
benefits for those who are to come on the 
rolls. Therefore, I say it is confusion 
compounded and compounded, and 
should not be approved. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oklahoma yield for a 
question? 

Mr, KERR. I have yielded the floor, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], for himself and 
the Senator from New York [Mr, LEH- 
MAN]. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Minnesota withhold his 
suggestion of the absence of a quorum? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 

Mr. KERR. Does not the Senator 
from Minnesota feel that we could have 
a vote on the amendment without first 
having a quorum call? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thought it would 
be appropriate to have a yea and nay 
vote on the amendment. 

Mr. KERR. No request for a yea and 
nay vote has been made. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays, and with- 
hold my request for a quorum call. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
request sufficiently seconded? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. I do 
not believe there are a sufficient num- 
ber of Senators on the floor to make 
certain that we will have a yea and nay 
vote. I believe that on this amendment 
we should have a yea and nay vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
request for the yeas and nays is not 
sufficiently seconded. The absence of 
a quorum has been suggested, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Has the request for 
the yeas and nays been sufficiently sec- 
onded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Then I suggest the 
absence of a quorum, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab- 
sence of a quorum has already been sug- 
gested. and the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Anderson Hayden Martin 
Bennett Hendrickson Maybank 
Benton Hennings McCarthy 
Bricker Hill McClellan 
Butler, Md. Hoey McFarland 
Butler, Nebr. Holland McKellar 
Byrd Humphrey Millikin 
Capehart Hunt Monroney 
Carlson Ives Moody 
Case Jenner Morse 
Chavez Johnson, Colo. Mundt 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Murray 
Cordon Johnston, S.C. Neely 
Dirksen Kefauver Nixon 
Douglas Kem. O'Conor 
Duff Kerr O'Mahoney 
Dworshak Kilgore Pastore 
Eastland Knowland Robertson 
Ecton Langer Russell 
Ferguson Lehman Saltonstall 
Flanders Magnuson Schoeppel 
Fulbright Malone ith, 
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Smith, N. C. Underwood Wiliams 
Stennis Watkins Young 
Taft Welker 
Thye Wherry 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. A 


quorum is present, All time for debate 
has expired. The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HUM- 
PHREY] for himself and the Senator from 
New York [Mr. LEHMAN]. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. x 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr, 
President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. When 
the Senator from Oklahoma yielded the 
floor, a while ago, it appeared that he 
had some more time remaining. Do I 
correctly understand that all the time 
of the opponents of this amendment has 
expired? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that all time for debate 
on both sides has expired. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Minnesota and the Senator 
from New York. [Putting the question.] 
The “noes” appear to have it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Lask for a division. 

On a division, the amendment was 
rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HEN- 
NINGS in the chair). The bill is open 
to further amendment, 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I desire 
to call up my amendment C, offered 
for myself and for the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 8, im- 
mediately after line 14, it is proposed 
to insert the following new section: 

Src. 4. No State or any agency or political 
subdivision thereof shall be deprived of any 
grant in aid or other payment to which it 
otherwise is or has become entitled pursuant 
to title I, IV, X, or XIV of the Social Security 
Act, as amended, by reason of the enactment 
or enforcement by such State of any legisla- 
tion prescribing any conditions under which 
public access may be had to records of the 
disbursement of any such funds or payments 
within such State. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from In- 
diana [Mr. JENNER] for himself and the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KERR. Do I correctly under- 
stand that each side has 30 minutes on 
this amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
is correct. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, there 
have been many misinterpretations and 
deliberate misleading statements re- 
garding the amendment I submit today 
to H. R. 4216. This is the same amend- 
ment the Senate adopted unanimously 
when it had under consideration the 
i aia Security appropriation 
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Because of a parliamentary technical- 
ity, that amendment was deleted from 
the appropriation bill in conference com- 
mittee. I do not question the judgment 
of the conference committee in its ac- 
tion. However, there is no question 
about this amendment, in which the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Illinois joins 
me, being germane to the subject matter 
before the Senate. The sole purpose of 
the amendment is to prohibit the Federal 
Security Administrator from withhold- 
ing Federal Security funds from individ- 
ual States to whom the funds rightfully 
belong. It will not result in reduction 
by a single penny in the amount of public 
assistance which recipients would re- 
ceive. On the contrary it will guarantee 
worthy recipients the assistance to which 
they are entitled, by the elimination of 
cheats and chiselers from public assist- 
ance rolls. 

I think my distinguished colleagues are 
well acquainted with the reasons which 
make this amendment necessary. „An 
investigation into the disbursement of 
public-assistance money in Indiana re- 
vealed many cases in which old-age and 
survivors’ payments were being made to 
persons whose children were financially 
able to assist their parents. There were 
other instances in which public welfare 
funds were used to purchase graduation 
dresses and high-school jewelry. 

The 1951 Indiana General Assembly 
made it possible to publicize such fla- 
grant violations of the law. 

There was nothing new in this legis- 
lation. For many years Indiana has had 
a provision in the public welfare law 
whereby a lien attaches to any property 
owned by recipients for benefits re- 
ceived. Obviously such liens are a mat- 
ter of public record and open to inspec- 
tion. 

While the Indiana law was under con- 
sideration by the general assembly, ef- 
fort was made by the Federal Security 
Administrator to prevent its passage by 
threats that Federal funds would be 
withheld. Indiana legislators asserted 
their independence by passing the law; 
subsequently severval other States en- 
acted similar statutes. These public as- 
sistance funds rightfully belong to In- 
diana, and I do not intend that a Fed- 
eral bureaucratic dictator who exercises 
his whim, shall penalize old-age and 
needy assistance recipients by arbitrarily 
withholding this money in an effort to 
dictate to the sovereign State of Indiana, 

The so-called Jenner-Dirksen amend- 
ment has received generous editorial 
support from some of the Nation’s lead- 
ing newspapers. I quote from the Wash- 
ington Star of July 16: 

Some of the objections that have been 
raised to the Jenner amendment are absurd. 
One complaint has been that it would open 
the rolls to the “prying eyes” of the public. 
It is hard to think of anything more pre- 
posterous. It is the public, after all, which 
foots the bill for relief, and the taxpayers 
have a right to know whether the system 
is being abused. Another objection is that 
publicity might increase rather than dimin- 
ish the relief burden. The theory of this is 
that if Joe Doe, struggling to make ends meet, 
were to discover that a neighbor, no worse 
off economically, had been getting relief, he 
might demand the same thing for himself. 
One wouid think, however, that Joe Doe, in 
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such a situation, would have every reason to 
be outraged. If he can scrape by without 
getting public assistance, so can the neigh- 
bor, and the critics of the Jenner amend- 
ment would do better to apply themselves 
to getting such people off the rolls instead 
of trying to keep the facts from Joe Doe. 


An editorial in the South Bend (Ind.) 
Tribune states: 

Fundamentally, the issue of ending secrecy 
in welfare operations in the various States 
is not legitimately partisan. The basic issue 
is whether or not taxpayers shall have in- 
formation about how their money is spent 
in welfare operations. Most Democrats as 
well as Republicans should be in sympathy 
with the taxpayers in this, as it has been 
established that welfare abuses have devel- 
oped under the cloak of secrecy. The threat 
of withholding Federal aid is the only weapon 
the Federal bureaucracy has in its effort to 
thwart the antisecrecy advocates. Congress 
irrespective of the partisan line certainly has 
ample incentive to deprive the bureaucracy 
of that weapon. 


The charge had been made that mak- 
ing relief rolls open to public inspection 
would open the coor to use of the relief 
rolls for political or illegal purposes. 
That could not happen in Indiana, for 
the Indiana law makes it a criminal of- 
fense to use such rolls for political pur- 
poses or otherwise misuse them. An edi- 
torial in the Shelbyville (Ind.) News un- 
der date of July 13 summed up the issue 
at stake. I quote from that editorial: 

There is a great deal at stake in the wel- 
fare secrecy b&ttle. Basically, this fight is 
over whether the people of the United States, 
who must naturally pay for all welfare pro- 
grams, have the right to know exactly what 
their money is spent for. This right is a 
basic concept of democracy as we know it in 
the United States. The public should let 
their Members of Congress know that they 
expect this and all other American rights 
to be protected. 


Mr. President, with one excepiion, this 
amendment will make no change in the 
status quo of the confidential nature of 
the public welfare records. That excep- 
tion is in the State of Indiana. In all 
fairness, however, I must add that it po- 
tentially would affect Florida, Tennessee, 
Arizona, Illinois, and any other State 
which enacted a law similar to the 1951 
Indiana act. In order for this amend- 
ment to affect the welfare program in 
any other State, it would be necessary for 
that State’s legislature to amend its pub- 
lic assistance program in the same or in 
some other fashion. 

Publication of recipts of public moneys 
is not new in Indiana, and perhaps in 
many other States. The Secrecy provi- 
sion of the public welfare law, which was 
added in 1939, to make it conform with 
the Federal Social Security Act, has long 
been a sore spot. The secrecy provision 
is in direct contradiction to other Indi- 
ana laws which require the legal adver- 
tising each month of claims and expendi- 
tures of local governmental units. In 
addition, salaries and fees of all local of- 
ficials, including public school teachers, 
are matters of public information, and 
are published as legal advertisements. 

So dissatisfied were the people of In- 
diana with this enforced secrecy provi- 
sion in the public welfare law that the 
1943 Indiana General Assembly created 
a welfare investigation commission. 
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That commission did a thorough and 
commendable job, and as a result of its 
investigation, the Indiana Welfare Act 
was substantially rewritten in 1945. The 
commission reported that one of the out- 
standing weaknesses in the Indiana law 
was the secretiveness which surrounded 
the administration of the law, and repeal 
or revision of that section was recom- 
mended. However, the paternalistic 
hand of Federal bureaucracy again in- 
terfered with and prevented the carrying 
out of the will of the people of Indiana. 
Representatives of the Federal Security 
Administration appeared before legisla- 
tive committees and indicated“ note 
the word “indicated”—that passage of 
such a provision would place Indiana out 
of conformity with the Federal act. Asa 
result, the legislature abandoned that 
provision. 

The Jenner-Dirksen amendment 
should not be necessary. The lawmak- 
ing body of a sovereign State has ex- 
pressed the will of the people of that 
State. However, a single person occu- 
pying a Federal position threatens to 
make impossible the carrying out of that 
intention. The question whether the 
Indiana law is in conformity with the 
Federal act rests with Mr. Oscar R. 
Ewing, Federal Security Administrator. 
He alone sets himself up as the arbiter 
of what my legislature or the legislatures 
of other States can and must do in order 
that our States may receive the funds 
which they have paid into the Federal 
Security Fund, and which they are right- 
fully entitled to have returned to them 
for distribution to the aged and needy 
of our own States. Most responsible cit- 
izens see no serious objections to making 
public the name of recipients and 
amounts given in those cases where those 
receiving the money are not lawfully en- 
titled to it. At least, what objections 
are made are far outweighed by the ad- 
vantages gained in making it difficult for 
cheats and chislers to be on the assist- 
ance rolls behind the veil of secrecy. 

In the State of Indiana, and, I dare 
say, in the States of other Senators, there 
are wealthy men who have their dear 
old mothers on old-age assistance rolls. 
With this amendment, pride alone will 
administer the law so that worthy 
needy persons shall not be deprived of 
their rightful money by the cheats and 
the chiselers. 

Any newspaper, individual or organi- 
zation would be craven, indeed, Mr. 
President, were he or they disposed to 
hold up to public ridicule or shame, for 
any purpose whatever, the names of 
those who are unfortunate enough to 
require public assistance. In my opinion, 
it is as strong an obligation to report to 
the public the names of public-aid chis- 
elers and the amounts they receive as to 
report ‘salaries of school teachers and 
public officials. The money all comes 
from the same source—the public’s 
pocketbook. 

It is generally conceded that in recent 
years the welfare program has been run- 
ning away from itself all over the coun- 
try, and that drastic measures are nec- 
essary. There is no controversy over the 
consensus that case records of assistance 
recipients are entitled to a confidential 
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status insofar as the public generally is 
concerned, and it is also conceded that 
the Indiana restrictions against com- 
mercial and political use of these rolls 
are wise. 

In the final analysis, Mr. President, the 
Jenner-Dirksen amendment is merely an 
effort to give back to the States their 
right to decide how their assistance 
money should be distributed. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JENNER. I yield. 

Mr. MUNDT. As I understand the 
amendment of the Senator from Indiana 
and the Senator from Illinois, it is purely 
permissive in character, that is it would 
permit each State, if it so desired, to 
publish the names of recipients of the 
allocations and payments. There is 
nothing mandatory requiring the States 
to do so, is there? 

Mr. JENNER. No. The amendment 
merely makes the names open to inspec- 
tion. Asa matter of fact, it is a criminal 
offense in the State of Indiana to use 
these rolls for political or for any other 
purposes. They are not to be published 
in the newspapers. But if a taxpayer 
wishes to go to a county official and find 
how his tax money is being spent he 
may do so. 

As I previously stated, Indiana has 
for many years had a provision in its 
public welfare law whereby a lien 
attaches to any property owned by 
recipients for benefits received. Natu- 
rally such liens must be recorded, and 
are open to inspection. 

We were told that when the Indiana 
General Assembly was considering the 
law to make it possible to publish cer- 
tain flagrent violations, threats were 
made by the Federal Security Admin- 
istrator that Federal funds, amounting 
to $20,000,000, would be withheld. It is 
our money, and if the Federal Govern- 
ment were to pull the rug from under us 
to the tune of $20,000,000 it would mean 
the taking away from our taxpayers of 
money they have already paid. 

Mr. MUNDT. The adoption of the 
amendment would not change the situa- 
tion nationally, would it? 

Mr. JENNER. No. 

Mr. MUNDT. Under the amendment 
each State can decide for itself, can it 
not, if it wants to take such action as 
the amendment provides it may take? 

Mr. JENNER. Yes. 

Mr. MUNDT. It is simply the desire 
of the proponents of the amendment, 
is it not, to preserve the right of a State 
to take such action if it desires to do so? 

Mr. JENNER. Yes. The State of 
Florida passed such a law, but it was 
vetoed by the Governor. I do not know 
why the Governor vetoed it. As I un- 
derstand, in that case it was threatened 
that Federal funds would be withdrawn. 
Tennessee took the same action. In the 
last few days the State of Illinois has 
passed such a law. The Indiana law has 
not gone into effect, because it has not 
yet been formally approved by the sec- 
retary of the State. It will go into effect 
in a few days. It would be a deplorable 
thing if the Federal Government were 
to withdraw these funds because of the 
PERA taken by the Indians State Legis- 
ature, 
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Mr. MUNDT. Would a negative vote 
on the amendment be a vote to deny 
States the right to establish local rules 
governing the means of taking care of 
their own problems? 

Mr. JENNER. It would. It would 
mean the surrendering of rights and 
powers to one man, a Federal director, 
in Washington. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Indiana yield 3 min- 
utes to me? 

Mr. JENNER. I yield 3 minutes to 
the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. BRICKER. The amendment of 
the Senators from Indiana and Illinois 
ought to be adopted. In Ohio we have 
had some experience with the Federal 
social-security administration that is 
worthy of being placed in the Recorp at 
this time, although it is now many, many 
years delayed. Some 14 years ago the 
Federal Administrator saw fit to with- 
hold from the State of Ohio $1,400,000 
paid by the taxpayers of the State into 
the social-security fund to be used for 
the very purposes which are set forth in 
the social-security law. As a result of a 
difference between the then Federal de- 
partment under Mr. Altmeyer and con- 
trolled largely by Harry Hopkins, and 
Governor Davey, of Ohio, a quarrel in 
which I do not intend to take sides at 
this time—it is too long past; but I 
think both sides were wrong—the Fed- 
eral Government withheld $1,400,000 
from the State of Ohio that belonged 
to the people of the State, to the tax- 
payers of the State. A bill was enacted 
by the Congress of the United States to 
reappropriate that money, to authorize 
the department to repay it to the State. 
That bill, under the influence of Mr. Alt- 
meyer, was vetoed by the President of the 
United States, and the Federal Govern- 
ment still has the use of that money, 
which was paid in by the taxpayers of 
Ohio, and of which the people of the 
State have been deprived throughout the 
intervening years. 

In my judgment the power to withhold 
funds which legitimately belong to a 
State, or to the people of a State, is too 
much power to be lodged in the Federal 
Government. 

Federal administrators take the posi- 
tion generally that everybody in State 
Office is inferior, unable to carry out his 
job, dishonest, unfair, and that only 
those in Washington who carry a Fed- 
eral badge are authorized to pass judg- 
ment on the rights of the recipients of 
these funds. I say, Mr. President, and 
I have had experience in both fields, that 
there is just as much honesty, that there 
is just as much integrity, just as much 
fairness, just as much ability on 
the part of those who administer 
the State laws as there is on the 
part of those who function in Washing- 
ton. We do not find the greed for power 
in the State that we find on the banks 
of the Potomac. So, in this matter, 
I am opposed to the granting of in- 
creased power to Federal officials. 

I go farther than do the Senator from 
Illinois and the Senator from Indiana. 
I would take away from the Federal 
Government any power to withhold 
funds from States in a situation such 
as this, not only where the State law is 
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involved, but where there is a quarrel 
between administrators of the States 
and Federal officials. 

I think the Senate ought to adopt the 
amendment, so as to preserve the rights 
of the States and of the taxpayers of 
the country. 

The . PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Ohio has 
expired. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, who 
has charge of the time on the part of 
those in opposition to the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr]. 
Is the Senator from Oklahoma against 
the amendment? 

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Okla- 
homa is opposed to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oklahoma has control of 
the time in opposition. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, how 
much time have the proponents used? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is advised that they have used 18 
minutes of their time. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from New York 
(Mr. LEHMAN]. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to oppose the amendment of the Sen- 
ators from Indiana and Illinois with all 
the vigor at my command. I think its 
adoption would represent a decidedly 
backward step. 

I desire to trace very briefly the his- 
tory of the present law which provides 
safeguards so as to restrict the use or 
disclosure of information about appli~ 
cants and recipients, to persons directly 
connected with administration of as- 
sistance. That provision was adopted 
in 1939, after there were scandals and 
serious causes for criticism, became the 
rolls of public assistance had been used 
for political purposes. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? i 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I have 
only 5 minutes. If I have any time left 
after I have made my statement, I shall 
be glad to yield to the Senator from 
Indiana. 

Mr. JENNER. I wish to say that in 
Indiana we made such use of the rolls 
a crime. 

Mr. LEHMAN. A situation had 
arisen in Ohio the previous year, I be- 
lieve under a Democratic administration 
there, in which it was proved that the 
rolls had been used for political pur- 
poses. Letters were sent to the unfortu- 
nate beneficiaries of relief, calling upon 
them to support political organizations. 
The situation was so clear, so sinister, 
that the Congress of the United States 
enacted legislation which would pre- 
vent such a thing in the future. That 
legislation has resulted in preventing 
other such practices. I doubt very 
much whether in any State the State 
officials or the local officials use the re- 
lief rolls today for political purposes. I 
cannot picture the damage that would 
be done if we permitted the use of the 
relief rolls for political purposes. 

Furthermore, up to 1939, when the leg- 
islation prohibiting the publication of 
the records was passed, the names of 
those on the relief rolls were used for 
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commercial or other purposes. Threats 
and pressures were exerted on the un- 
fortunate men and women who were on 
the relief rolls, not, generally speaking, 
through any fault of theirs, but simply 
because of the weight of circumstances 
which bowed them down. 

I believe I know a good deal about re- 
lief rolls and about relief work. After 
all, I was governor of my State for 10 
years. There were many years during 
that period in which the relief rolls of 
New York State were heavy. They were 
pathetic. They painted a picture which 
was so sad that it defied description, 
I know that there have been abuses of 
the relief rolls. I know that there are 


some on the rolls who should not be on 


them, and who use the generosity of 
their State and the Federal Government 
to obtain money. But those cases, in 
relation to the total number, are few. 
The great mass of people who are on 
the assistance rolls, old men and women, 
dependent mothers and children, and 
other categories of unfortunates, are 
there because they have no choice. They 
Rave no other way of supporting them- 
selves. 

Before a person can get on the relief 
roll, an investigation must be made, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from New York has 
expired. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I yield one 
additional minute to the Senator from 
New York. 

Mr. LEHMAN. In the course of ob- 
taining the relief requested, many con- 
fidential facts must be disclosed to the 
authorities. To make public those pa- 
thetic and frequently intimate facts 
would impose humiliation and loss of 
personal dignity on the recipients and 
beneficiaries of relief, which I do not 
think is justified under any circum- 
stances. Such a policy would be tragic. 

Mr. President, I could talk on this 
subject for hours but my time is limited. 
I close by saying again that I am vigor- 
ously and completely opposed to the 
pending amendment, because during my 
experience as Governor of the State of 
New York I saw with my own eyes the 
pathetic and unjustified results which 
would ensue if such an amendment as 
this were adopted, 

SUBSTANDARD LIVING CONDITIONS FOR 
MILITARY PERSONNEL 


Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from Connecti- 
cut [Mr. BENTON]. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I asked 
my friend the distinguished senior Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma for 5 minutes be- 
cause I had the good fortune to be in the 
Chamber shortly after noon when the 
distinguished Senator from Texas [Mr. 
JOHNSON] made his report on the investi- 
gation of the housing conditions which 
exist near some of our military camps. 
I think it will be of interest to the Senate 
today to be reminded of some of the 
background on this problem. It is not 
a new problem. Going back almost a 
year, it cast a very long shadow before 
it. I hope that what I shall have to say 
will be of particular interest to Senators 
in whose States the camps are located, 
as well as to Senators from whose States 
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the National Guard regiments have been 
taken to the camps. Our National 
Guard men and their families are now 
trying to get along at the camps under 
the conditions described by the Senator 
from Texas a couple of hours ago. 

This morning it was announced over 
the radio that the next two camps visited 
by the investigators, to be reported upon 
shortly by the Armed Services Commit- 
tee, are Camp Pickett and Camp Atter- 
bury. Camp Pickett is, of course, of 
special interest to the 5,200 families in 
Connecticut whose men are in the Forty- 
third Infantry Division located at that 
camp. Last August 7, only 6 weeks 
after Korea, I wrote Secretary Johnson 
a letter dealing with the forthcoming 
problem, as it was apparent even at that 
time. My letter was as follows: 

Dear MR. Secretary: The Forty-third In- 
fantry Division was recently notified that it 
is to be called into Federal service in Sep- 
tember. Of this New England division, 
about 5,200 men are residents of my State 
of Connecticut. 

One of the many poignant problems ac- 
companying a serviceman’s transition from 
civilian to military life is the fact that at any 
time he may be torn from his family with 
the painful realization that he may never see 
them again. While this parting must occur 
earlier in some cases than in others due to 
varying reasons, it is imperative that this 
separation not be forced prematurely because 
of lack of adequate housing near the mili- 
tary installations in the continental United 
States where servicemen are ordered to duty. 

I understand the Forty-third Division will 
be ordered to Camp Pickett in Virginia, 


It was so ordered, and has been there 
since, and is still at Camp Pickett. 

I would appreciate your advising me what 
adequate housing is available to the families 
of servicemen in the immediate vicinity, 
and whether Camp Pickett is being desig- 
nated as a permanent military installation 
in order to make possible the construction 
of housing by private sponsors under title 
VIII of the National Housing Act, as amended 
(Public Law 201, 81st Cong., ist sess., as 
amended). 

Very sincerely yours, 


On August 29, I received a reply to 
that letter stating, as follows: 

It is expected that the current use of 
Camp Pickett will be for training purposes 
only, therefore, housing at this installation 
does not qualify under provisions of title 
VIII, National Housing Act. 


Mr. President, I investigated this 
problem as best I could in the following 
2 weeks. I found that no adequate plans 
were under way to relieve the anticipated 
housing shortage. I frankly suspected a 
trace of what I called the siesta psy- 
chology. I inquired of the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency and the National 
Security Resources Board as to what 
steps, if any, were being taken to insure 
against conditions such as those de- 
scribed by the Senator from Texas. I 
found that no plans were under way. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Connecticut 
has expired. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, may I 
have 3 minutes more? 

Mr. KERR. I yield 3 minutes addi- 
tional to the Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BENTON. As a result of my in- 
vestigations, Mr. President, I introduced 
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a bill on behalf of the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. Sparkman], the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. McManon], the 
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], 
and myself. The Senator from Indiana, 
who is with me on the floor today helped 
take leadership in putting the bill 
through the Senate. The bill was put 
through by unanimous consent of the 
Senate. Yes, it passed the Senate 
unanimously last September 15. 

The bill called for using $20,000,000 
which had been accumulated by the 
Housing Agency as a profit. Thus the 
bill did not even require a new appropria- 
tion to build the temporary housing, the 
mobile units and demountable housing 
so desperately needed around military 
installations. 

However, the bill did not pass the 
House, I regret to say. As a result, on 
December 29 I wrote President Truman 
about this sad deficiency in our mobiliza- 
tion policy. In January 16 I wrote to the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. MAY- 
BANK] and urged the inclusion of the 
bill in the Housing Act under review by 
the Banking and Currency Committee. 
Subsequently the substance of the bill 
was included in the Housing Act. It 
was thereupon passed for a second time 
by the Senate. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BENTON. I shall be glad to yield 
in a moment. 

The entire Housing Act was later in- 
corporated as an amendment to the 
Defense Production Act, which the Sen- 
ate passed on June 29 and that for the 
third time the same measure was passed 
by the Senate. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BENTON. I yield. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Furthermore, the 
bill to which the Senator is referring 
and I was one of its authors along with 
the Senator from Connecticut and 
other Senators—authorized the RFC to 
guarantee loans up to $100,000,000 to 
private industry to build houses and 
housing facilities in and near the camps. 

Mr. BENTON. Yes; Iam glad to have 
the Senate reminded of that. 

Mr. CAPEHART. The bill was passed 
September 9, 1950. The Senators who 
are interested in housing soldiers 
near the camps—and we all are—should 
take some action to try to have the bill 
passed in the House. Had it been en- 
acted last September, there would be 
available today hundreds of living ac- 
commodations for soldiers. What we 
should have is more action and less talk. 

Mr. BENTON. The Senator from In- 
diana is wholly correct. The $100,000,- 
000 amendment was added to the bill by 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. Bricker]. 

Mr. LANGER, Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I give 
the Senate this background, because I 
wanted to emphasize the point just made 
by the Senator from Indiana. We have 
acted in the Senate. Three times we 
passed the needed legislation. We now 
require action by the House in order to 
remedy these deplorable conditions. 
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Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Connecticut 
has expired. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent— 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I cannot 
yield any more time for a discussion of 
another subject. I have already yielded 
8 minutes to the Senator from Con- 
necticut. 

Mr. BENTON. I am very grateful to 
the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I yield 
3 minutes to my senior colleague. 

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed at 
this point in the Ricord the letters to 
the President and to the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK] to which 
I have referred. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DECEMBER 29, 1950. 
The Honorable Harry S. Truman, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear MR. PRESIDENT: When the Forty-third 
Division of the National Guard was called 
to active duty, I set out to see what could 
be done quickly to provide adequate hous- 
ing for the families of guardsmen, over 5,000 
of whom come from Connecticut. I con- 
cluded the best program would be to pro- 
vide prefabricated portable or mobile hous- 
ing in the vicinity of military installations 
reactivated since June 25, 1950. Funds to 
undertake this plan were available from in- 
come derived from temporary housing 
erected during World War II. Rents to be 
paid by the occupants would have made the 
program quite inexpensive to the Federal 
Government. The demountable nature of 
the homes would have made possible their 
use elsewhere than at the site upon which 
they were originally erected, if that should 
later prove desirable. 

On September 12 I introduced a bill, S. 
4145, to provide a legislative basis for this 
plan. Fortunately I managed to gain unan- 
imous approval of the bill in the Senate 
on September 15 without it having gone to 
committee. I have heard no criticism of 
the measure except that it may be difficult 
to supply utility services to the homes and 
that some officials prefer not to provide ac- 
commodations for the families of military 
personnel at training camps. I believe the 
difficulty acknowledged in the first criticism 
is easily surmountable. It becomes a minor 
headache in the face of the severe problems 
confronting the Nation. As to the second 
criticism, I know that married veterans of 
World War II have told me their morale 
was lowered, not heightened, by inability 
to be with their families. I have been in- 
formed that at Camp Pickett families have 
followed the head of the family despite the 
lack of appropriate accommodations. 

I acknowledge, Mr. President, that the 
passage of time may call for a war-housing 
program much greater in scope than that 
which I set forth in S. 4145 to meet the 
problem last September. I urge you to give 
consideration to a housing program which 
will meet the needs of servicemen and their 
families and the increasing housing needs 
of civilian war workers. I feel such a pro- 
gram should be considered early in the 
Eighty-second Congress. I do not believe 
this Nation should await a possible period 
of full mobilization before providing appro- 
priate legislation to meet a growing demand 
for military and defense housing. 

Very sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM BENTON, 
United States Senate. 
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January 16, 1951. 
Hon. Burner R. MAYBANK, 

Chairman, Banking and Currency 
Committee, United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Burnet: I am enclosing recent cor- 
respondence I have had with the President 
concerning Federal aid for housing to be 
constructed in defense areas, including the 
vicinity of reactivated military installations. 
It is noted that section 202 (b) of S. 349, 
upon which your committee is now holding 
hearings, carries forward the basic idea con- 
tained in S. 4145, which I introduced in the 
Eighty-first Congress on September 12, 1950, 
during your absence on official business, for 
myself and Senators SPARKMAN, MCMAHON, 
and CAPEHART. It was the aim of that bill 
to provide portable or mobile rental housing 
for service personnel and their families at 
military installations reactivated since June 
25, 1950. Such housing could be provided 
under S. 349 upon an appropriate finding 
by the President of the need for such hous- 
ing. I feel legislation of this nature is long 
overdue and I hope its enactment may be 
expedited by Congress, 

I would appreciate your entering this 
letter and its enclosure as part of the rec- 
ord of the current hearing. 

Very sincerely yours, 

WILLIAM BENTON, 
United States Senate. 


Mr. JENNER. I yield 3 minutes to 
my senior colleague. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
CAPEHART] is recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I 
wish to discuss briefly the Jenner-Dirk- 
sen amendment. The able Senator from 
New York (Mr. LEHMAN] has just con- 
cluded a short speech, in which he said 
he was opposed to the relief rolls being 
used for political purposes. I am also 
opposed to their being used for political 
purposes. I am sure every Senator is 
opposed to any such use. I am certain 
that the able Senator from New York 
listened to the junior Senator from In- 
diana when he said that Indiana law 
prohibits the use of the relief rolls for 
political purposes. 

I shall not argue the merits or de- 
merits of the question as to whether or 
not Indiana should or should not have 
done what it did in that respect. I do 
not intend to argue the merits or de- 
merits of any action which is taken by 
any State. If a State legislature makes 
a mistake, the legislature itself has an 
opportunity to correct it. If it does not 
correct its own mistake the people of 
the State have the right to send to the 
State legislature representatives who 
will follow their dictates. In Indiana 
the general assembly voted to do what 
the able junior Senator from Indiana 
has described. 

In voting on the amendment, I do not 
believe Senators should consider the 
merits or demerits of the question as to 
whether the relief rolls should be sub- 
ject to inspection. The question is: 
Does a State have a right or does it not 
have a right to prescribe its own rules 
and regulations? After all, the people 
of the State contribute their own money. 
The State itself contributes a portion 
of the money and the Federal Govern- 
ment contributes the other portion of 
the money. The money comes from the 
people of the State. The people are 
represented by the members of the 
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general assembly. If the members of 
the general assembly make a mistake, it 
is the business of the people of the State, 
not of the Federal Government. If the 
members of the general assembly make 
a mistake the people of the State have 
a right to see to it that the mistake is 
corrected. 

I do not believe that we in Washing- 

ton have a right to dictate to the Gen- 
eral Assembly of Indiana, any more than 
we have a right to dictate to the legisla- 
tures of New York, Oklahoma, or any 
other State. We cannot dictate to them 
as to what they can or cannot do, or 
what they should or should not do. 
. Ido not believe we should debate the 
merits or demerits of the question. We 
should keep in mind that the States 
have the right to make their own laws. 
The people of a State have a remedy at 
their hands if a general assembly 
makes a mistake. They can do some- 
thing about it. I cannot understand 
how anyone can possibly be opposed to 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Indiana has 
expired. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, 
much time have I remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixteen 
minutes. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 6 minutes. 

I am compelled to oppose the amend- 
ment. It would make changes of far- 
reaching effect in the program of old- 
age assistance. I am amazed at the in- 
dictment which the junior Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. JENNER] has made of the 
welfare board of his State, its agents, 
and the citizens of his State. He says 
that there are cheats and chiselers on 
the rolls. If there are cheats and 
chiselers on the rolls in the State of In- 
diana, they are there because the State 
of Indiana has placed them there. The 
Federal Government does not place 
any person on the rolls in the State of 
Indiana. Every person on the rolls has 
been placed there by the State of In- 
diana itself. Every person on the rolls 
has been placed there by the State of 
Indiana after it had investigated the ap- 
plication of the person. 

Mr. President, I say to you that this is 
not a question which involvés States’ 
rights. It involves human rights. Whose 
rights are being violated when the names 
of those who are on the rolls are made 
public? A State has the right to keep 
anyone off the rolls that it wants to keep 
off. A State has the right to take anyone 
off the rolls. A State has the right to 
fix the basis of need which will meet the 
requirements, A State is the sole judge 
as to whether a citizen of the State meets 
the needs, as the basis of need has been 
fixed by the State. 

Mr. President, I believe old folks are 
bedeviled enough by the case workers. I 
believe the old folks’ business is subjected 
to enough public surveillance by the in- 
vestigation which is made of them before 
they are put on the rolls and by the 
investigation which is constantly made 
of them as they may stay on the rolls. 

We know that a constant watch is kept 
on the old foiks by their neighbors. They 
watch each other. Whenever any of 
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them has a feeling that someone is on 
the roll who should not be there he can 
report the case. To whom would he 
make the report? To the employees of 
the State commission. If anything is 
found to be out of order it is brought to 
the attention of the State commission, 
It is the responsibility of the State com- 
mission to police its own rolls, to inspect 
its own rolls, and to make any correc- 
tions which should be made. In that re- 
gard the State has the assistance of the 
neighbors, the kinfolk, and the public 
generally, who acquire a great deal of 
information anyway about who is on the 
rolls and how much money recipients are 
getting. 

I have the feeling that it would be 
wiser to base the qualification for admit- 
tance to the rolls on age and citizenship 
alone, and to have those on the rolls re- 
ceive their benefits direct, in an over-all 
program, provided on a pay-as-you-go 
basis by the Federal Government. In my 
opinion it would give the dignity to the 
old people that they seek and to which 
I believe they are entitled. They suffer 
enough indignities now without subject- 
ing them to constant official surveillance 
by those who have no other status except 
that of taxpayers. I do not belittle the 
status of a taxpayer. Neither do I think 
he has any right beyond that of the right 
Possessed by his neighbors. 

Iam somewhat amused by the remarks 
of the Senator from Indiana. He stated 
that ample provision has been made to 
prevent the rolls from being used for 
political purposes. I should like to ask 
the Senator from Indiana to tell the Sen- 
ate how he can impose rules on public 
information. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Oklahoma has 
expired. 

Mr. KERR. I yield myself an addi- 
tional 3 minutes. 

I should like to have him in his own 
time tell the Senate how he can police 
the use which a taxpayer makes of the 
rolls, which he is free to inspect him- 
self. What is to keep him from using 
the rolls for political purposes, either 
through the mails or by having an agent 
go to see someone who is on the rolls, 
if he has a right to find out in the first 
place who is on the rolls? As I under- 
stand, he would have that right if he 
were a taxpayer. If the pending 
amendment should be adopted we would 
have one program in Indiana, one pro- 
gram in Tennessee, one program in 
Missouri, and another program in Okla- 
homa, when in reality it is a Federal-aid 
program. 

My distinguished friend, the senior 
Senator from Indiana says that if we 
deny the right for which he contends, 
we deny States’ rights; that the States 
should determine for themselves how 
this money should be spent; that they 
should not be controlled or supervised 
by Washington. 

Mr. President, the program of Federal 
aid for highways is provided on a basis 
by which the money must be spent in ac- 
cordance with certain standards. The 
program of Federal aid for public health 
and the program of Federal participa- 
tion in flood control and irrigation work 
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are in a similar situation. Even in the 
case of the postal service, which is op- 
erated within the communities and the 
States, and in connection with which 
the people buy postage stamps, and thus 
furnish money to help operate the serv- 
ice, the program has its specifications 
fixed from Washington. I do not think 
that arrangement has denied any rights 
to the people. 

The amendment which the Senator 
from Indiana sponsors is not one which 
affects States’ rights; it is an amend- 
ment affecting human rights, the rights 
of the aged citizen to some degree of 
dignity and liberty and freedom from 
constant surveillance by those who 
would expose his pitiful condition. It 
is enough to make him prove himself a 
pauper before he receives a dime under 
the aid program, to begin with, let alone 
provide that he can constantly be re- 
minded, by anyone who wishes to look 
into the matter, of his pauperage. 

So, Mr. President, I say it would be a 
tragedy to adopt this amendment. 

Let me inquire how much time I have 
remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLEMENTS in the chair). The Senator 
has 7 minutes remaining. 

Mr. KERR. Then I shall yield 3 min- 
utes to the Senator from Minnesota [Mr, 
HUMPHREY]. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield 5 minutes to me? 

Mr. KERR. Very well; I yield 5 min- 
utes to the Senator from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
first I wish, to associate myself with the 
remarks of the distinguished Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr]. His re- 
marks prove again how good it is to be 
on his side. Half an hour or so ago I 
found the distinguished Senator from 
Oklahoma arguing in opposition to an 
amendment of mine, but I knew that 
he was with it in spirit; and later on 
we shall join in the submission of a new 
amendment from the Finance Commit- 
tee. 

Mr. President, I certainly concur that 
any type of exposé of the recipients of 
old-age assistance, which exposé could 
in any way be used to reflect on the 
character, reputation, or general com- 
munity standing of the recipients of 
old-age assistance, would be a distinct 
disservice to them. 

Without further comment on this mat- 
ter, I wish to associate myself with the 
Senator from Oklahoma in opposition 
to the amendment of the Senator from 
Indiana. 


SUBSTANDARD LIVING CONDITIONS FOR 
MILITARY PERSONNEL 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Minnesota has not used 
all the time which has been allotted to 
him 


Mr. HUMPHREY. I realize that, Mr. 
President. At this time I should like 
to refer for a moment to the report sub- 
mitted earlier today by the distinguished 
junior Senator from Texas [Mr. JOHN- 
son], the chairman of the Preparedness 
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Subcommittee of the Armed Services 
Committee. That report relates to the 
substandard living conditions surround- 
ing military camps in the United States. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Texas 
(Mr. JonNson], chairman of the Pre- 
paredness Subcommittee of the Armed 
Services Committee, has rendered con- 
tinuous, distinct service to the people of 
the United States in his chairmanship 
of that subcommittee; and I wish to pay 
appropriate tribute to every member 
of his subcommittee. 

I have been reflecting upon some of 
the measures for economy in Govern- 
ment which have been taken up by 
Congress. Although I know that econ- 
omy in Government is of vital im- 
portance to every taxpayer, I believe in- 
adequate attention has been paid to the 
splendid work of this Preparedness Sub- 
committee. 

I wonder how many persons in the 
United States know that in the exposé 
in connection with the investigation of 
the tin cartel, which was literally draw- 
ing money from the pockets of the 
American people, this one committee has 
already saved the American Government 
and the American taxpayers more than 
$500,000,000 by means of one committee 
report. 

I say to you, Mr. President, that is the 
greatest single effort toward economy 
which has been made in this Congress or 
in any other Congress during the past 
10 years. That resulted from a single 
report by that subcommittee on one 
item pertaining to our defense program. 

The subcommittee’s report on the rub- 
ber situation and the monopolistic prac- 
tices and cartel practices in regard to 
rubber has saved the Federal Goverr- 
ment an additional sum of between 
$400,000,000 and $500,000,000. 

Those two reports of this subcommit- 
tee have saved the American people ap- 
proximately $1,000,000,000. 

So I pay tribute to the subcommittee, 
which pursues its activities without any 
partisan rancor and without any par- 
tisanship of any kind; and to each and 
every member of the committee I think 
we owe a debt of gratitude. 

I wish to make particular reference 
to the chairman of the Preparedness 
Subcommittee, who has given leader- 
ship in such constructive terms to its 
activities. 

The report which has been brought to 
our attention today is one on the hous- 
ing conditions around military camps. 
I think the Senator from Texas made 
the situation there quite plain, when he 
said that the conditions are shocking. 
The tenor of his remarks, at least, was 
that those conditions are a disgrace to 
the public and to the Government as a 
whole in connection with its activities in 
relation to the mobilization program. 

That interim report is directed to two 
or three camps in one particular area. 
However, as one Member of the Senate, 
I call upon the committee to investigate 
the conditions which exist in every camp 
in every area, I associate myself with 
the remarks of the Senate from Oregon 
[Mr. Morse] in that connection. 

Mr. President, at this time I hold in 
my hand a press dispatch which carries 
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word about a statement by the Secretary 
of the Army, Mr. Pace. The dispatch 
reads in part as follows: 

The Army promised a positive program to 
improve housing around its camps, today, 
in response to a Senate report of rent goug- 
ing of service families housed in chicken- 
coops and fire-traps. 


Then the dispatch refers to what the 
Army is going to do about that situation. 

Mr. President, the committee’s report 
calls for action. I call upon the Sec- 
retary of the Navy and the Secretary of 
the Air Force also to use the disciplinary 
powers they have to go from camp to 
camp and clean up this miserable, 
wretched situation, which is a disgrace 
to humankind. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oklahoma yield one 
more minute to me? 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I have 
only 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iam sorry. 

Then, Mr. President, I shall conclude 
by requesting unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD a 
letter which I have received in response 
to a request by. me for information re- 
garding excessive rentals charged mili- 
tary personnel in the vicinity of Camp 
Rucker, Ala. The situation there is very 
bad, and I submit that it is an indignity 
to the country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Minnesota? 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF 
or LEGISLATIVE LIAISON, 
Washington, D. C., June 16, 1951. 
Hon. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: This is in refer- 
ence to your recent request for information 
regarding excessive rentals charged military 
personnel in the vicinity of Camp Rucker, 


Ala. 

Suitable family housing in the vicinity of 
Camp Rucker is extremely limited. There is 
little information available in the Depart- 
ment of the Army concerning the rentals 
being charged in that area. Many accommo- 
dations now occupied by military personnel 
stationed at Camp Rucker are new houses 
or alterations to existing dwellings so that 
records of rentals under rent control are not 
available. It is believed that without some 
inflation in rentals the alterations and new 
construction accomplished to date would not 
have been undertaken. ~ 

A comparison of rentals within 30 miles of 
Camp Rucker and comparable accommoda- 
tions 45 miles from that post indicates that 
rentals have increased approximately 100 
percent on the average because of increased 
military activities. There is every indica- 
tion that the demand for housing will con- 
tinue to increase faster than alterations and 
new construction will meet the demand. 

It was found in one instance involving a 
two-family house that the civilian occu- 
pant was still paying $60 rental per month, 
whereas a military family was paying $125 
per month. Other instances of high rentals 
are a present rental of $80 per month while 
comparable accommodations 50 miles away 
rent for $40 per month, a present rental of 
$65 per month versus $25 per month 50 miles 
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away, and a present rental of $35 per month 
for accommodations that rented for $10 per 
month prior to the activation of Camp 
Rucker. 

Since matters relating to rent control are 
under the jurisdiction of the Housing Expe- 
diter and his office is continually surveying 
rental conditions, probably far more compre- 
hensive information can be obtained from 
his office on this subject. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. C. BING, 
Colonel, GSC Office, Chief of Leg- 
islative Liaison. 


EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME OF 


INCOME FROM DISCHARGE OF IN- 
DEBTEDNESS 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 2416) relating to ex- 
clusion from gross income of income 
from discharge of indebtedness. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, how 
much time have I remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana has 9 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. JENNER. I yield 9 minutes to the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois is recognized for 
9 minutes. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, when 
we read the language of the amendment, 
we find that it would simply prevent the 
Federal Government from depriving the 
States of the funds which would go to 
the States for public assistance, if the 
States make accessible for inspection the 
public-assistance rolls. I believe that 
the argument made by my esteemed and 
learned friend the Senator from Okla- 
homa [Mr. Kerr] would be in support 
of the amendment, rather than in op- 
position to it. 

In the first place, the Senator from 
Oklahoma speaks of the harassment of 
our senior citizens. I agree with him as 
to that; but if I complain of any kind 
of harassment, it is the kind which comes 
from politicians and case workers when 
they say to a senior citizen, “We will in- 
crease your payment by $5 if you vote 
the ticket.” That is one of the reasons 
why there has been rebellion in the 
States. 

In Illinois we have a Democratic gov- 
ernor, and he is a very responsible per- 
son of fine reputation. An eminent Chi- 
cago newspaper, quite aside from any 
political implications which may be in- 
volved, made a very considerable ex- 
ploration and appraisal in regard to cer- 
tain sections of Illinois, and published 
a statement of abuses which are essen- 
tially political. So there was rebellion; 
and only within the last few days, with- 
out the signature of the Governor, there 
wens upon the statute books of my State 
a legislative enactment which provides 
for making those rolls accessible. 

Shall my State now be deprived by 
some bureaucrat of the rights to which 
my State is fully entitled by virtue of 
the fact that it is one of the largest tax- 
paying States of the Union? 

Senators speak of dignity. I know of 
no better and more destructive way to 
affront the dignity of our senior citizens 
than by letting a political racket develop 
inside the disbursement of relief funds 
to our senior citizens. 
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Senators speak of human rights. 
There is another human right that is 
rather forgotten, Mr. President. It may 
be, of course, that it comes from the dis- 
tortion of an old phrase which, years 
ago, was upon the tongues of many, 
“the forgotten man.” As a matter of 
fact, it was 68 years ago that a man who 
was trained for the clergy and who later 
became a professor of political science 
at Yale, Dr. Sumner, coined the phrase, 
“the forgotten man.” In this day and 
age we have invested it with a peculiar 
significance, which bears no resem- 
blance to what Dr. Sumner had in 
mind, because he said the forgotten man 
was the man who prays and who pays. 
The forgotten man is the taxpayer. It 
was 68 years ago that Dr. Sumner said: 

The forgotten man works and yotes—gen- 


erally he prays—but his chief business in 
life is to pay. 


The State cannot get a cent for any 
needy person without taking it from 
some other person; and the latter must 
be the man who has produced and saved 
it. The latter is the forgotten man, We 
had him in mind. ! 

We had in mind taxpayers, large and 
small, high and numble, when we wrote 
the Social Security Act in 1934—and I 
have some vivid recollection of the de- 
bates. The act was designed, of course, 
to benefit our senior citizens, to preserve 
their dignity, if you please, and to safe- 
guard the forgotten man, at the same 
time, against the -chiselers and the 
cheats. Every time someone gets on the 
rolls undeservedly, I think it is an af- 
front to the persons who deserve to be 
there, and who are in need of assistance 
from the Federal and State Treasuries. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. KERR. There are none on the 
rolls in Illinois except those who have 
been placed there by the Senator’s own 
State commission, are there? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I understand that. 

Mr. KERR. The Senator’s own State 
commission can take anyone off it de- 
sires to remove at any time, can it not? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. They all be- 
come wheels and cogs in the great po- 
litical machine. 

Mr. KERR. Does the Senator say 
that about his own State agency? Does 
he say that about his own agency and 
his own State? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I am speaking about 
what was unearthed in that State and 
spread across the front pages of many 
newspapers by very credible reporters. 

Mr. KERR. Does not the Senator 
think the policing should be done on the 
agency rather than on the old folks? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. But how is it to be 
done feasibly? How are we to approach 
it in a practicable manner, unless we 
make the rolls accessible to the man who 
foots the bill, the taxpayer, in order 
that the weapon of shame may be em- 
ployed against people whose fathers, 
mothers, and other relatives should not. 
be on the rolls? 

Not so long ago, a survey was made by 
a reporter for one of the magazines, 
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and I believe the article he wrote was 
inserted in the Recorp some time ago. 
It cited the case of a man in one of the 
Southern States, whose wealth was prob- 
ably in excess of $1,000,000, and yet 
who had a peculiar complex, and who 
said, “Well, everybody is getting it, so 
there is no reason why my father and 
my mother should not be upon the rolls.” 
I am confident if his name could have 
been written across the front page of the 
newspaper shame and pride and decency 
would have saved to the State and to the 
Nation the money paid for relief in that 
case. 

There is no desire on my part to af- 
front, to reflect upon, or to cast any as- 
persions upon the beloved old people of 
the Nation; I would be the last one to 
do it; but, in fairness to them, when 
they are entitled to assistance on the 
basis of need. I think we have to do 
something about the chiselers. A com- 
mittee of the Senate has taken account 
of it. When the Labor-Federal Security 
Appropriation bill for 1952 was on the 
Senate floor a report was submitted, 
from which I read the germane para- 
graph: 

The growing public dissatisfaction with 
the granting of relief payments to indi- 
viduals for whom family care is available was 
called to the attention of the committee, 
State legislatures have indicated an aware- 
ness of the problem and the committee will 
expect to observe an awareness on the part 
of officials of the Bureau of Public Assistance 
to the end that relief payments are not 
profligately expended. It is believed that 
a sterner attitude might result in consid- 
erable economy in this program, without 
denying. a single case of bona fide need. 


We are all interested in bona fide need. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I will yield in a mo- 
ment. From the investigations and sur- 
veys which have been made in my State 
and in the neighboring State of Indi- 
ana, in Florida, in Tennessee, and else- 
where, we have become aware of the 
fact that abuses have crept in; and when 
we pay a chiseler, we reduce by that 
much the amount which has been made 
available by the forgotten man, the 
taxpayer, for the relief of the needy. 

I now yield to the Senator from Ohio, 

Mr. BRICKER, I should like to call 
the attention of the Senator from Illi- 
nois to the fact that in connection with 
the $1,400,000 which I mentioned a mo- 
ment ago, withheld from my State, no 
consideration whatever was given to the 
needy or to the recipients of the fund on 
the part of Mr. Altmeyer and Mr. Hop- 
kins and the Federal agency in Wash- 
ington; and when the President vetoed 
the bill he vetoed it for the reason that 
it would deprive the Federal Government 
of the power to whip the States into 
line and to compel them to follow what- 
ever rules and regulations the adminis- 
tration in Washington wanted to impose 
upon them. The members of the admin- 
istration were not interested in the 
needy; they were interested in power— 
power over the States and State admin- 
istrations. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Exactly so. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that in 
all conscience and common sense this 
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amendment should commend itself to 
the Senate, because it has in mind, first 
of all, to save these senior citizens from 
a harassment which is wholly unfair and 
which takes on a political cast. We are 
as much interested in protecting their 
dignity as is anyone else. We are inter- 
ested, also, in the forgotten man—the 
taxpayer—because he, too, is entitled 
to a fair shake. He is going to be re- 
membered, of course, pretty soon, I may 
say to my very distinguished friend from 
Virginia. He may have been the for- 
gotten man when Dr. Sumner, 68 years 
ago, wrote the essay to which I have 
referred. Today he will be the most re- 
membered man of any group in the coun- 
try; for, with present taxes of $55,000,- 
000,000, or thereabout, and another 
$7,000,000,000 to be added if that should 
be the will of the Congress, there will be 
no group so well remembered, there will 
be no group so heavily burdened, as the 
forgotten man, the taxpayer; and he, 
too, is entitled to consideration. He 
would want his Congress, he would want 
his elected Representatives, out of com- 
passion, out of a sense of charity, and 
out of regard for the senior citizens, to 
make sure that the money which is 
siphoned out of his pocket is wisely hus- 
banded and expended, so that we may 
not have to confess our shame and say 
that people are on the rolls who can 
travel to the Florida sunshine with 
money that is made available, of course, 
for relief purposes; so that the abuses 
which have been paraded in so many 
States may be stopped, and so that, at 
long last, we may begin to harken to the 
admonition which has been written sol- 
emnly into a report by a subcommittee 
of the Committee on Appropriations of 
this very body. 

Mr. President, the amendment is ger- 
mane. By committee action, it is pro- 
posed to spend another $140,000,000 by 
increasing the formula. Why should we 
go deeper into that field, until we are 
sure that money will be wisely expended 
and that it will be devoted to the use for 
which it is intended, under the declara- 
tion in the Social Security Act nearly 17 
years ago? I invite my friend from 
Oklahoma to go along with this amend- 
ment, in the interest of our national well- 
being. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Illinois has expired, 
The Senator from Oklahoma is recog- 
nized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I wish that 
I could see something in the amendment 
in the interest of the national welfare. 
My good friend from Illinois says that 
he wants by this amendment to save the 
old people from the indignity of the case 
worker. The amendment does not take 
the case workers off their backs; they will 
still have the case workers on their 
backs; in addition to which, if we adopt 
the pending amendment, they will have 
every taxpayer on their backs. The 
Senator says he is for the taxpayers. So 
am I. It may be that they are the ones 
whom he has in mind in connection with 
this amendment. He surely does not 
have the old people in mind. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Il- 
linois talks about protecting the dignity 
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of the old people; yet he would strip them 
of the last vestige of dignity they have 
by permitting public inspection of the 
rolls on which their names appear. I say, 
Mr. President, that if in illinois the rolls 
need to be policed, the State should police 
its own welfare agency. The same is 
true of the State of Indiana. It should 
not be so arranged in those States that 
they can police the persons on the old 
folks’ roll. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr, CAPEHART. Who are we to tell 
the people of Indiana what they should 
or should not do? 

Mr. KERR. I do not want to do that, 
but neither do I want Senators to say 
that we must so arrange the law that 
the older citizens are held up to public 
derision and public scorn because there 
may be one unworthy person on the rolls. 
For what would happen to any one un- 
worthy person on the rolls, what the 
Senator is trying to do would embarrass 
a thousand who are worthy. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The State Legisla- 
tures of Indiana and Illinois decided 
that these rolls ought to be made acces- 
sible, because, after all, the taxpayers 
are footing the bill. But Mr. Ewing can 
now say whether Indiana shall share or 
whether Illinois shall share, in view of 
a solemn pronouncement of the legisla- 
tures of those States. That is the thing 
against which we rebel. We are not 
lacking in compassion and regard for 
our senior citizens. 

Mr. KERR. I think that is correct. 
But the rolls are available to the public 
welfare commission. They place per- 
sons on the rolls or take them off. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Oklahoma has 
expired. All time for debate on the 
amendment has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. Jenner] for himself and 
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 

Mr. KERR. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. i 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Anderson H 


joey Millikin 
Holland 


Bennett Monroney 
Benton Humphrey Moody 
Bricker Hunt Morse 
Butler, Md. Ives Mundt 
Butler, Nebr, Jenner Murray 
Byrd Johnson, Colo. Neely 
Capehart Johnson, Tex. Nixon 
Carlson Johnston, S. O. Pastore 
Case Kefauver Robertson 
Chavez Kem Russell 
Clements Kerr Schoeppel 
Cordon Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Dirksen Knowland Smith, N. O 
Douglas Langer Stennis 
Dworshak Lehman ‘Taft 
Eastland Magnuson Thye 
Ecton Malone Underwood 
Ferguson Martin Watkins 
Flanders Maybank Wherry 
Hendrickson McCarthy Williams 
Hennings McFarland Young 
Hill McKellar 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the amend- 
ment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the Legislative Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from Texas [Mr. Con- 
NALLY], the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
GEORGE], and the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. MCCLELLAN] are absent by leave of 
the Senate. 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FUL- 
BRIGHT], the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
Haypen], the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. Lone], the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. O'Conor], and the Senator from 
Wyoming (Mr. O’MaHoney] are absent 
on official business. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER], and the Senator from Nevada 
. [Mr. McCarran] are absent by leave of 
the Senate on official business. 

The Senator from Delaware [Mr, 
Frear] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on public business. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. Green], the Senator from Connec- 
ticut [Mr. McManon], and the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are ab- 
sent by leave of the Senate on official 
business of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

The Senator from Florida IMr. 
SMATHERS] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
McManon] has a general pair on this 
vote with the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
BREWSTER]. 

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] is 
absent because of a death in his family. 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. 
Carn] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW- 
STER] who is absent by leave of the Sen- 
ate on official business of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, has a general pair 
on this vote with the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. MCMAHON]. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HicKEen- 
LOOPER], the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. Lopce], the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. SmirH], and the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. WILey] are absent 
by leave of the Senate on official busi- 
ness of the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. If present and voting, the Sena- 
tor from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH] would 
vote “yea.” 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Brrpces] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. TOBEY] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Idaho ([Mr, 
WELKER] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] is detained on official busi- 
ness at a meeting of the Committee on 
Armed Services, and on this vote is 
paired with the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
WELKER]. If present and voting, the 
Senator from Massachusetts would vote 
nay,” and the Senator from Idaho 
would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr, 
Durr] is detained on official business. 
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The result was announced—yeas 38, 
nays 30, as follows: 


YEAS—38 

Bennett Flanders Mundt 
Bricker Hendrickson Nixon 
Butler, Md. Hoey Robertson 
Butler, Nebr. Holland Russell 

Jenner Schoeppel 
Capehart Kem th, Ma 
Carlson Knowland Smith, N. O. 
Clements Malone Taft 
Cordon Martin Watkins 
Dirksen Maybank 
Dworshak Wiliams 
Eastland McFarland Young 
Ferguson Millikin 

NAYS—30 
Anderson Ives McKellar 
Benton Johnson, Colo. Monroney 
Case Johnson, Tex. Moody 
Chavez Johnston, S. C. Morse 
Dougias Kefauver Murray 
Ecton Kerr Neely 
Hennings Kilgore Pastore 
Hill Langer Stennis 
Humphrey Lehman Thye 
Hunt Magnuson Underwood 
NOT VOTING—28 
Aiken Gillette O'Mahoney 
Brewster Green 1 
Bridges Hayden Smathers 
Cain Hickenlooper Smith, N. J. 
Connally Lodge Sparkman 
ff Long bey 

Ellender Welker 

McClellan Wiley 
Fulbright McMahon 

rge O'Conor 


So Mr. JENNER’s amendment (for him- 
self and Mr. DIRKSEN) was agreed to. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I offer 
the amendment, which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
North Dakota will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the proper 
place in the bill it is proposed to insert 
the following: 

The Secretary of the Treasury shall pay to 
each State which has an approved plan for 
old-age assistance the sum of $100 per per- 
son per month exclusive of any sum which 
the State may expend per person for addi- 
tional old-age assistance. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Dakota has 15 minutes. 

Mr, LANGER. Mr. President, about 
2% years ago when the Republicans and 
Democrats met in their respective na- 
tional conventions both parties were 
looking for votes. Each party adopted 
a platform. First, let me read from the 
Democratic platform: 

We favor the extension of the social secu- 
rity program established under Democratic 
leadership, to provide additional protection 
against the hazards of old age, disability, dis- 
ease, or death. We believe that this program 
should include: Increases— 


I invite the attention of Senators to 
the fact that it said “increases” and not 
“decreases,” as the record shows has been 
the case in some States so far as old-age 
assistance is concerned. 

We believe that this program should in- 
clude: Increases in old-age and survivors’ in- 
surance benefits by at least 50 percent and 
reduction of the eligibility age for women 
from 65 to 60 years; extension of old-age and 
survivors’ and unemployment insurance to 
all workers not now covered; insurance 
against loss of earnings on account of Hiness 
or disability; improved public assistance for 
the needy. 
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What did the Republican Party say? 
The Republican platform said: 

Consistent with the vigorous existence of 
our competitive economy, we urge extension 
of the Federal old-age and survivors’ insur- 
ance program and increase of the benefits to 
a more realistic level; strengthening of Fed- 
eral-State programs designed to provide 
more adequate hospital facilities, to improve 
methods of treatment for the mentally ill, 
to advance maternal and child health, and 
generally to foster a healthy America. 


I repeat, Mr. President, that those 
platforms were adopted when both par- 
ties were looking for votes. The plat- 
forms were scattered all over the United 
States. When both political parties 
wanted the old people to vote for them 
this is what they said: 

“What is being paid at the present 
time? Let us take a few States at ran- 
dom. Alabama, $20.80 a month; Colo- 
rado, which is the highest, $77 a month; 
Florida, $40.39 a month; New York, 
$54.14; North Carolina, $47.32; Ohio, 
$46.77. There is not a Senator on the 
floor who does not know that a human 
being cannot live on any such sums as 
those.” 

Mr. President, what is wrong with the 
Republican Party? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield. It 
will take me more than 15 minutes to tell 
the Senate what is wrong with it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Dakota declines to 
yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, it was 
the Republican State of North Dakota 


which had the first old-age pension law 


in the United States. It was passed in 
1932, long before we ever heard of Dr. 
Townsend. It was the Republican Party 
that advocated and almost passed the 
act guaranteeing bank deposits. It was 
fought by President Roosevelt. He wrote 
a letter against it, He said he was o 
posed to it. It was the act guarantee 
bank deposits which was advocated by. 
the late Arthur Vandenberg. 

It was a Republican State which first 
advocated rural electrification and rural 
telephones for farmers. It was a Repub- 
lican governor who first declared a mora- 
torium on debts, long before Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt was President. 

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. LANGER. I decline to yield, I 
have only 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Dakota declines to 
yield. The Senator will suspend. The 
Chair advises the occupants of the gal- 
leries that there must be order in the 
galleries as well as on the floor of the 
Senate, 

Mr. LANGER. Will that time used by 
the Chair be taken out of my time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No, The 
Senator may proceed, 

Mr. LANGER. In other words, the 
Republican Party first advocated old- 
age pensions, the guaranty of bank de- 
posits, rural electrification, rural tele- 
phones, and a moratorium on debts. 

When members of the Republican 
Party from some of those States went to 
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the national convention as delegates, 
some of whom are in the Chamber to- 
day, they charged Robert La Follette 
with being an anarchist and a radical, 
and did not want him to be at the con- 
vention. 

The Robert La Follette platform, con- 
sisting of 33 planks, was later adopted by 
the Republican Party, when it was too 
late. The Democrats had already seized 
upon the planks. Today 32 of those 33 
planks have become law. The only one 
that has not become law is the one in 
which La Follette asked for the direct 
election of the President of the United 
States. 

That is the record, Mr. President. The 
Republicans would not go ahead with 
that platform. The Democrats came 
along, under Mr. Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt, and they seized those very is- 
sues. Every one of them was originally 
promulgated by progressive Republicans. 

We hear it said that the Democrats 
have taken charge, that they have taken 
care of the underprivileged, or of the 
lower one-third of our population, and 
all that sort of thing. As a matter of 
fact, the record shows that today 10,000,- 
000 families are trying to exist on less 
than $2,000 a year. The Democrats have 
not done such a good job, have they? 
Today we find a great many Democrats 
on the other side of the aisle who are still 
fighting the program, although a ma- 
jority of them are in favor of some of 
these measures. 

Mr. President, who are the aged peo- 
ple, the people who are destitute? They 
are fathers and mothers of the average 
American. They are their relatives. 
Are they to blame because in their old 
age they are destitute? 

In the great Middle West we had a 
drought for 10 continuous years. Thou- 
sands of farmers seeded their crops and 
never needed to hook onto a binder. Of 
course they went broke. Some were liv- 
ing on farms on which their grandfath- 
ers had filed more than 75 years before 
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their time. Along came the drought 
and wiped them out. That includes the 
State of Oklahoma, Mr. President. They 
went broke because they had no crops. 
Oh, it is said they have good crops now. 
If a farmer has a good crop, what haz- 
ards must such a farmer meet? First 
of all, the crop may be ruined by hail. 
If it is not ruined by hail, perhaps the 
crop will not come up because of the 
drought. If it does come up, it may come 
up 3 or 4 inches and perhaps the grass- 
hoppers will destroy it. If the grass- 
hoppers do not destroy it, the cinch bug 
may. If the cinch bug does not devas- 
tate it, the Mormon beetle may. If the 
farmer finally does obtain a crop, and 
he thinks he will get 40 bushels to the 
acre, overnight the rust may come along. 
As a result, the farmer will not take off 
the land one bushel per acre, because the 
rust wipes it out. 

Right now some States are experienc- 
ing floods. A farmer may be ready for 
the combine, and ready to put the crop 
in the granary. Just then the flood 
comes along. There are floods today in 
Kansas, Oklahoma, and Missouri, which 
have destroyed many crops.. 

Mr. President, some of the men af- 
fected have never taken a drink of liquor 
in their lives, and have never gambled. 
They have saved their money for them- 
Selves and their families. Yet in their 
old age they find themselves destitute. 

That is not all, Mr. President. I re- 
member when all through the great 
Middle West the country was very pros- 
perous. The farmers had money in the 
bank. They said, “We have saved. The 
Federal Government has bank examin- 
ers. The examiners come in and exam- 
ine the national banks. If there is any- 
thing wrong surely the Federal bank 
examiners will let us know about it.” 

Mr. President, in North Dakota 661 
banks closed. So many of them all over 
the country were in desperate shape that 
finally Franklin Roosevelt declared a na- 
tional bank holiday. Billicns and bil- 
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lions of dollars, consisting in many cases 
of all the life’s savings of 20, 30, or 50 
years, were wiped out overnight. 

I remind my fellow Senators that at 
that time we had a bank deposit-guar- 
anty law in only a few States. If a man 
who has worked herd all his life, had 
earned money, and put it in a national 
bank, the books of which have been 
examined by bank examiners and the 
bank closed is he to blan e if in his oid 
age he is destitute? 

Ever since I have been a Member of 
the Senate I have offered this same 
amendment every time the subject has 
come under discussion. Some Senators 
want to know what it would cost. The 
distinguished chairman f the Commit- 
tee on Finance, the Senator from Georgia 
(Mx, GeorcE]—and I regret that he is 
not in the Chamber—said that the total 
cost would be roughly $2,000,000,000. 
We are already paying approximately 
$30 a month. Therefore, the additional 
cost would perhaps be 91,300,000,000. 

Mr. President, we have been wasting 
billions and billions of dollars. We have 
been sending them to every country on 
the globe. Since World War II we have 
given away $92,000,000,C00. 

I remember very well that on one oc- 
casion when I made this same argument 
in behalf of an additional $100 payment, 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] 
said we have a debt of $50,000,000,000, 
that our country could not possibly af- 
ford to pay $100 more in old-age pen- 
siens. Yet today we have a debt more 
than five times that amount. 

Mr. President, at this point I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recor, as a part of my remarks, the 
table showing the amount that these 
poor people receive. The table shows 
that the lowest amount is approximately 
$20 and the highest amount is approxi- 
mately $77. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed ir the RECORD, 
as follows: 


TABLE 42.—Payments: Average payment, December 1949, and percentage change from December 1948, by program and State 
[Figures in italics for the special types of public assistance represent programs administered without Federal participation. Data corrected to Feb. 1, 1950) 
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Taste 42.—Payments: Average payment, December 1949, and percentage change from December 1948, by program and State—Con. 
Figures in italics for the special types of publie assistance represent programs administered without Federal participation, Data corrected to Feb. 1, 1950] 
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2 Adequate data not available. 

3 Represents statutory monthly 

+ Not computed on base of less than 50 recipients. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, in my 
opinion the amount these poor people 
now receive is entirely too small. If the 
Government gave them $100, instead of 
$30, regardless of whether any State 
chose to add to that amount, it would 
still be a good investment for the United 
States Government, for in that case the 
man who depended on the laws of this 
country when he put his money into a 
bank and the man who had been a 
pioneer, or at least the man who worked 
hard all his life, would know that in 
his old age he would have at least $100 a 
month. Mr. President, what is $100 
a month at the present time, in view of 
the present high rents and high cost of 
living? 

It is all very well to say that the rela- 
tives of the aged persons will help a 
little. However, I have noticed, in the 
course of my investigations, that when 
@ Man grows older, he often has a de- 
sire to travel: Why should he not be 
able to travel if he wishes to do so, if he 
wishes to move to a cooler climate in 
the summer time, or if he wishes to visit 
various sections of the country? Why 
should he not be able to do so? Why 
should he not have some of the luxuries 
of life? 

So, as I have requested on former occa- 
sions when I have spoken on this floor 
on this very subject, I hope that at least 
we may have a yea-and-nay vote on this 
amendment, so that the people of the 
United States may find out what Sena- 
tors are in favor of carrying out the 
Democratic Party’s platform and what 
Senators are in favor of carrying out 
the Republican Party’s platform, which 
were adopted only a few short months 
ago. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from North Dakota 
has expired. 


nsion of $40 per recipient. 


Mr. KERR, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Oklahoma oppose the 
amendment of the Senator from North 
Dakota? 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I wish: to 
associate myself with the distinguished 
Senator from North Dakota in one of 
the statements he made in the course of 
his eloquent speech, to which we have 
listened. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair wishes to know whether the Sena- 
tor from Oklahoma supports or opposes 
the amendment. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, much as I 
regret to do so, I feel compelled to vote 
against the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Then 
the Senator from Oklahoma is recog- 
nized at this time for 15 minutes. 

Mr. KERR. Very well, Mr. President. 

The distinguisred Senator from 
North Dakota in the course of his very 
eloquent speech said: 


You will find a lot of Democrats on the 
other side of this aisle. 


Mr. President, that is a profund 
statement, with reference to the pres- 
ent situation, and it even attains the 
dignity of prophecy. I wish to say to 
the Senator from North Dakota that 
no statement I have ever heard made 
on the floor of the Senate will appear 
to be more sustained by the facts and 
the record as the years come and go 
than that very forceful, eloquent, and 
worthy statement by my good friend, the 
Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr, WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr, KERR. I yield. 

Mr. WHERRY. Is that why the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma is going to vote 
against the amendment? [{Laughter.] 


Mr. KERR. Mr. President, if there 
is a relationship between the two facts, 
beyond that which is purely coinciden- 
tal, I shall let my good friend, the Sen- 
2 from Nebraska, determine it. 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. The Senator 
from North Dakota also said that per- 
sons on the rolls should be allowed to 
go wherever they wish to go. Does not 
the Senator from Oklahoma agree that 
they should be allowed to go to Arizona? 

Mr. KERR. Yes, or to Oklahoma. I 
do agree. [Laughter.] 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield at this point? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 

Mr. NEELY. I believe the Senator 
said that the statement with which he 
concurred was that there were many 
Democrats on this side of the aisle. 

Mr. KERR. No; the Senator from 
North Dakota said: 


You will find a lot of Democrats on the 
other side of this aisle. 


Mr. WHERRY. Oh. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, I should 
like to inquire about another statement 
with which I believe the Senator from 
Oklahoma will agree, namely, that the 
Republicans are at least as big liars as 
the Democrats are. 

Mr. KERR. I did not heur that state- 
ment made as such by my friend, the 
Senator from North Dakota; but I am 
sure that if he said it, he felt the state- 
ment was justified. [Laughter.] 

Furthermore, Mr. President, I am sure 
that if the Senator from North Dakota 
did not make the statement in just those 
words, any evidence which he adduced 
in the course of his remarks to sustain 
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that conclusion would probably be amply 
justified, no matter how critical an ex- 
amination might be made of it. 

Mr. President, as I examine this 
amendment, I find that it illustrates the 
fallacy of attempting to legislate on the 
floor of the Senate without adequate 
preparation. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Oklahoma yield to the 
Senator from Florida? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oklahoma yield, in 
order that I may insert in the RECORD a 
few figures showing how much good was 
done by the amendments to the Social 
Security Act which were adopted last 
year? 

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator 
from Florida for that purpose. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. President, I read from Report No, 
1669 of the Finance Committee, which 
shows that by that act, approximately 
10,000,000 persons were added to the 
group covered under old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance. Also by means of that 
liberalization of the benefits, approxi- 
mately 2,900,000 recipients of old-age 
and survivors insurance benefits had 
their monthly benefits increased on the 
average by approximately from 85 to 90 
percent. 

These statistics appear on pages 5 and 
6 of the committee's report. 

Mr. KERR, I thank the Senator from 
Florida for that contribution. 

Mr. President, yesterday, I believe it 
was, my good friend, the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. Lancer], made a 
speech in which he defended an amend- 
ment against those who he said had 
made the statement that the amendment 
was complicated. 

I wish to say for the pending amend- 
ment, Mr. President, that it is not com- 
plicated. I wish to say that it is plain, 
cogent, and clear. 

I shall read the amendment to the 
Senate: 

The Secretary of the Treasury shall pay 
to each State which has an approved plan 
for old-age assistance the sum of $100 per 
person per month, exclusive of any sum 
which the State may expend per person 
for additional old-age assistance. 


Mr. President, I wish to say in favor 
of the amendment that it is not dis- 
criminatory against any segment or 
sector of the population. The amend- 
ment provides as much for the inmates 
of a penitentiary as it does for the oldest 
citizens in the most worthy environ- 
ment. The amendment provides as 
much for the new-born babe, for old-age 
assistance, as it does for senior citzens 
who have reached the age of 65 years 
or more. The amendment provides as 
much for those who are cared for in 
State institutions of an eleemosynary 
character as it does for those who pro- 
duce the wealth or who till the soil or 
who operate the factories. 

Mr. President, I can conceive that 
perhaps one day the golden age will 
come when $100 per person will be paid 
to each State not only for those on the 
old-age-assistance rolls, not only for 
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those who can qualify on the basis of 
need, but for all—big, little, old, or 
young—across the length and breadth of 
the State. 

I perceive a further advantage to the 
amendment, namely, it occurs to me 
that the amendment might let the State 
of Oklahoma pay $100 per person to 
every citizen in the State of Kansas or 
even to every citizen in every other 
State. 

I can conceive of a sitvation where 
the present competiton between the 
States for population would be but a 
mere sideshow as compared to what 
would exist if this amendment became 
the law. The State of Oklahoma could 
pay, I believe, under the provisons of 
this amendment, $100 per person to all 
citizens—men,. women, and children 
of the entire Union. 

I read from the amendment: 

The Secretary of the Treasury shall pay 
to each State which has an approved plan for 
old-age assistance the sum of $100 per per- 
son per month, exclusive of any sum which 
the State may expend per person for addi- 
tional old-age assistance. 


Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, let me say that he has 
omitted some of the words of the amend- 
ment, for.in the amendment I used the 
words “at the appropriate place in the 
bill insert the following.” Certainly no 
one would insert in the bill anything as 
fantastic as what the Senator from 
Oklahoma has just been talking about. 

Mr. KERR. Mr, President, I read 
from the amendment which I have ob- 
tained from the clerk; and it has on it 
the writing of the Senator from North 
Dakota, where the words “per month” 
are inserted. 

Mr. LANGER. Certainly the Senator 
from Oklahoma can read, and he can 
observe that the amendment states: 

At the appropriate place in the bill in- 
sert the following. 


Mr. KERR. It says “insert the fol- 
lowing language,” which I have just 
read. 

Mr, LANGER. The Senator from 
Oklahoma does not want to give anyone 
in Oklahoma money which comes from 
Kansas, does he? 

Mr. KERR. The amendment of the 
Senator from North Dakota says: 

The Secretary of the Treasury shall pay 
to each State which has an approved plan— 


Oklahoma has an approved plan. It 
has been approved by the Federal Gov- 
ernment for many years. West Virginia 
has an approved plan, as have also Ari- 
zona, South Carolina, Florida, and Vir- 
ginia. The amendment of the Senator 
from North Dakota says: 

The Secretary of the Treasury shall pay to 
each State which has an approved plan for 
old-age assistance the sum of $100 per per- 
son per month— 


It does not say “per resident of the 
State,” it does not say “per person on 
the old-age assistance roll.” It says 
“$100 per person per month.” 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I take it that the great 


and sovereign State of Oklahoma would 
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not want to discriminate among any of 
those for whom the Federal Treasury 
had made it possible for the State to be 
liberal. The State of Oklahoma would 
not want to discriminate against her citi- 
zens, or against her friends in the great 
States of Kansas and Texas. 

Mr. President, if Oklahoma had a 
right under the law to extend the cour- 
tesy or the privilege to one group of citi- 
zens, and were then to seek to deny it 
to her great neighbor on the south, the 
State of Texas, we would have a more 
complicated and embarrassing situation 
than that which arose at the time of the 
War Between the States. Besides that, 
Mr. President, there are more than 500,- 
000 Texans in Oklahoma. [Laughter.] 
They would not permit anyone to be 
elected Governor of that State who 
would not agree to do just as much for 
everyone in Texas, if he could; and why 
could he not? 

The amendment would direct the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to pay to Okla- 
homa enough money to pay $100 per 
month per person. If my good friend 
from North Dakota came to Oklahoma, 
under the amendment he would be eligi- 
ble in the State of Oklahoma; and I am 
sure he would be eligible in North Da- 
kota. I would be afraid the amendment 
might be interpreted to mean that Sen- 
ators had voted for an amendment which 
would enable them to collect $4,800 a 
month—$100 a month from each State 
which had an approved old-age assist- 
ance plan. 

As I have said, I am sure my great 
friend from North Dakota did not have 
that in mind. It illustrates, if I may say 
so, the lack of, shall I say, judgment— 
if I may have it understood that that is 
courteously spoken—in the matter of the 
presentation on the Senate floor of 
amendments to a bill which have not 
been thoroughly worked out, and which 
have not been referred to an appropriate 
committee for study. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield for a moment. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I call 
my distinguished friend’s attention to 
page 5 of the bill, on which there is a 
committee amendment, containing the 
language, “From the sums appropriated 
therefor, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall pay to each State which has an 
approved plan for aid to the blind,” and 
so forth. That wording is identical with 
the wording which I use in my amend- 
ment. That language is found in the bill 
itself, a bill which the Senator himself 
has sponsored. It is utter nonsense to 
make some of the statements which have 
been made, and which I assume—which 
I know—were made in good faith, be- 
cause the Senator from Oklahoma would 
not make them otherwise. 

Mr. KERR. That is correct. 

Mr. LANGER. I know that. The 
Senator said that each Senator could 
collect $4,800 a month. 

Mr. KERR. I said I was afraid that 
each Senator could. I should like to say 
further that I appreciated the great 
speech made by my good friend from 
North Dakota. There is not a more elo- 
quent man in the Senate, and there is 
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not a more worthy cause than that of 
providing additional funds to our aged 
citizens. I would join him in an effort 
to see to it that they are the recipients 
of more equitable treatment. But, much 
as I regret it, Mr. President, much as I 
hesitate to say it, I am compelled to an- 
nounce that I cannot agree with my 
good friend in reference to this amend- 
ment. I trust that it will be rejected. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I sug- 
gest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from North Dakota with- 
hold the suggestion for a moment? 

Mr. LANGER. I withhold it momen- 


Mr. WHERRY. Has all the time for 
debate on this amendment been used 
by both sides? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 
minutes remain to the Senator from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. WHERRY. Is it the intention of 
the Senator to relinquish that time in 
order that we may vote? 

Mr. KERR. I am ready to have a vote, 
unless the Senator from Nebraska wants 
the time. 

Mr. WHERRY. I do not ask for any 
time. 


Mr. KERR. I am ready for a vote 
now. 
Mr. WHERRY: I have no objection 


to a quorum call. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab- 
sence of a quorum has been suggested. 
The clerk will call the roll, 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Bennett Hendrickson Martin 
Benton Hennings McFarland 
Butler, Md. Hoey Monroney 
Butler, Nebr. Holland Neely 

yrd Humphrey Pastore 
Capehart Ives Smith, Maine 
Carlson Jenner Smith, N. O. 
Clements Johnson, Tex. Taft 
Douglas Johnston, S.C. Underwood 
Dworshak Kem Watkins 
Eastland Kerr Wherry 
Ecton Langer 
Flanders Magnuson 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is not present. The clerk will call 
the names of the absent Senators. 

The names of the absent Senators 
were called, and Mr. Case, Mr. HILL, Mr. 
KEFAUVER, Mr. KILGORE, Mr. Morse, Mr. 
Mowopt, and Mr. SALTONSTALL answered 
to their names when called. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is not present. 

Mr. KERR. I move that the Ser- 
geant at Arms be directed to request the 
attendance of absent Senators. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Sergeant at Arms will execute the order 
of the Senate. 

After a little delay Mr. Nrxon, Mr. 
Bricker, Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. McCKELLAR, “ 
and Mr. Knowtanp entered the Cham- 
ber and answered to their names. = 

After a little further delay Mr. AN- 


DERSON, Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. CORDON, me 


Durr, Mr. Fercuson, Mr. Hunt, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Colorado, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. 
MALONE, Mr. MAYBANK, Mr. MCCARTHY, 
Mr. MILLIKEN, Mr. Moopy, Mr. MURRAY, 
Mr. O'Conor, Mr. O’MaHoney, Mr. Ros- 
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ERTSON, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. SCHOEPPEL, 
Mr. STENNIS, Mr. THYE, Mr. WILLIAMS, 
and Mr. Young entered the Chamber 
and answered to their names. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo- 
rum is present, 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, does the 
Senator from Oklahoma have an addi- 
tional amount of time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oklahoma has 2 minutes. 

Mr. KERR. I desire to say one word, 
Mr. President, to my good friend from 
North Dakota [Mr. Lancer]. I thank 
him for putting the Democratic plat- 
form into the Recorp. I congratulate 
him for standing on the Democratic 
platform, and say to him that it is prob- 
ably the finest document he has ever 
placed himself upon. 

I do, however, feel compelled to cor- 
rect one slight mistake which I think 
he made. He read a portion from that 
platform to illustrate what he said was 
a promise the Democratic Party had not 
lived up to. I read a portion of what 
he quoted: 

We favor the extension of the social- 
security program established under Demo- 
cratic leadership, to provide additional pro- 
tection against the hazards of old age, dis- 
ability, disease, or death. 


I remind him that that program has 
been extended by the addition of more 
than 11,000,000 persons to the rolls, and 
that the action taken was with the 
unanimous approval of the members of 
both parties on the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee, and the almost unanimous ap- 
proval of the Members of the Senate. 

I quote further: 

We believe that this program should in- 
clude: Increases in old-age and survivors’ 
insurance benefits by at least 50 percent— 


I remind the Senator that under House 
bill 6000 the old-age and survivors’ in- 
surance benefits were increased by the 
addition of approximately 77 percent to 
those already on the rolls, and nearly 
100 percent for the new ones to come on 
the rolls. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator 
from North Dakota for a question. 

Mr. LANGER. Does not my amend- 
ment deal only with additional old-age 
assistance? 

Mr. KERR. No. The _ Senator’s 
amendment provides additional benefits 
for every person 

Mr. LANGER. Old-age assistance. 

Mr. KERR. No. It says that every 
person shall receive it, big, little, old, and 
young. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Oklahoma has 
expired. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I should 
like to state for the Recorp that I have 
returned to the Senator from North Da- 
kota his Democratic platform. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the amendment of the 
— from North Dakota [Mr. LAN- 
GER]. 

Mr. LANGER. On the amendment I 
ask for the yeas and nays. I hope I may 
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be able to obtain sufficient backing so 
the yeas and nays will be ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are the 
yeas and nays sufficiently seconded? 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from North Dakota 
LMr. LANGER]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I want 
the Recorp to show that all the “ayes” 
came from the Republican side of the 


aisle. [Laughter.]} 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 


Mr. DOUGLAS. In that connection, 
should the plural term be used, or the 
singular? {Laughter.] 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further amendments to be pro- 
posed, the question is on the engrossment 
of the amendments and the third read- 
ing of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
pner osod ast Ne Dill to-pe road a ioira 

me. 

The bill was read the third time. i 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? On this qucs- 
tion 30 minutes are allowed for debate, 
15 minutes on each side, to be con- 
trolled, respectively, by the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr] and the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY]. 

If there be no further debate, the 
question is, Shall the bill pass? 

The bill (H. R. 2416) was passed. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I move that 
the title of the bill be amended so as to 
read: “An act relating to exclusion from 
gross income of income from discharge 
of indebtedness, increasing the Federal 
share for public-assistance programs, 
and for other purposes.” 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. KERR. I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be printed with the amend- 
ments of the Senate numbered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Recorp should 
also show that on the final vote all the 
“ayes” came from the Democratic side 
of the aisle. [Laughter.] 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist upon its amend- 
ments, ask for a conference with the 
House of Representatives thereon, and 
that the Chair appoint the conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. BYRD, 
Mr. Kerr, Mr. Jounson of Colorado, Mr, 


„ MILLIKIN, and Mr. Tart conferees on the 


part of the Senate. 
SUSPENSION OF APPLICATION OF 
CERTAIN FEDERAL LAWS 
Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 


move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Senate bill 630. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the information 
of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
630) to suspend until December 31, 1952, 
the application of certain Federal laws 
with respect to an attorney employed 
by the Senate Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Arizona. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, with amend- 
ments. 


SUBSTANDARD LIVING CONDITIONS FOR 
MILITARY PERSONNEL 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, the 
morning newspapers carried reports of 
the investigation conducted by the Pre- 
paredness Subcommittee of the Senate 
Committee on Armed Services. At this 
point I should like to refer to at least 
one news story to substantiate the re- 
port which has been made. I ask unani- 
mous consent to have printed in the Rec- 
orp at this point as a part of my re- 
marks a news story entitled “Senate 
Group Blasts Squalor in Housing for 
Servicemen,” written by John G. Norris 
and published in the Washington Post 
of today. This article is designated 
“Exhibit A.” 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ExHIBIT A 
“SORDID AND ROTTEN PiIcTURE”—SENATE GROUP 
BLASTS SQUALOR IN HOUSING FOR SERVICE- 
MEN 
(By John G. Norris) 

A Senate investigating subcommittee yes- 
terday painted a “sordid and rotten picture 
of substandard housing and rent gouging” 
near military posts and called for an 
“aroused national conscience” to remedy 
conditions. 

In an angry report, the Senate Prepared- 
ness Subcommittee charged that servicemen 
and their families are being “shamefully 
victimized” in a number of areas by “civilians 
whose property and lives the men in uniform 
are dedicated to defend.” 

The results of spot checks at three recently 
reopened Army posts—Camp Breckenridge, 
Ky., Camp Rucker, Ala., and Fort Leonard 
Wood, Mo.—were set forth in the report. 
Subsequent reports will cover other areas, 
it was said. 

Servicemen are living in “garages, coal 
sheds, chicken coops, barns, tool sheds, 
granaries, and smokehouses” and one soldier 
had to rent a shack built of whisky bottles 
and beer cans, it was said. Nothing else is 
available in the suddenly expanded commu- 
nities and often exorbitant rents are 
charged said the report. 

In an almost unprecedented action, the 
committee included photographs of some of 
the servicemen's shacks, Chairman LYNDON 
B. Jonson (Democrat, Texas) said this was 
done because “some of the hovels were so 
hideous they could not be described ade- 
quately by mere words.” 

“This situation is a disgrace to America,” 
commented Johnson. “We are asking our 
men to sacrifice the comforts of civilian life 


to ready themselves to fight and die for their - 


country. At the same time we are forcing 
them to house their families amidst appall- 
ing filth and indescribable squalor.” 

The committee called upon the Depart- 
ment of Defense to take immediate steps “to 
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the fvllest extent of its powers and resources” 
to help matters. 

It regrétted that there is no ready way open 
to stop the exploitation. In most cases land- 
lords are not violating the law because of 
the absence of rent control or the existence 
of wide legal loopholes decontrolling housing 
converted from other purposes. 

“Where the law is weak, however, the com- 
munity conscience and the national con- 
science must be strong,” the Senators de- 
clared. 

Rent gouging, it was said, “ranges from a 
commonplace 100 percent up to 500 percent 
over rentals previously obtained for compara- 
ble quarters.” Servicemen are forced to bid 
against each other for available housing, and 
cases were cited in which regulars or re- 
called reservists put down rental deposits 
and sent for their families only to find they 
were homeless because the quarters were 
rented to another soldier for more money. 

These examples of the “cruel indignity, 
irresponsible greed, and casual disdain” ex- 
hibited to servicemen by the Kentucky, Ala- 
bama, and Missouri landlords were given: 

A doll house in Waverly, Ky., built as a 
playhouse for a small girl, was rented to a 
sergeant, his wife, three children, and moth- 
er-in-law for $45 a month. There is no water 
in the 9 by 14-foot house and a hot plate was 
used in lieu of a stove. 

The “bottle house,” a small shack near 


Camp Breckinridge, was made of whisky 


bottles, beer and oil cans, and mortar. Its 
two shabby rooms divided only by a counter, 
was rented to a corporal and his family of 
three for $25 monthly. 

A converted garage near the same camp is 
termed “the rat house“ because rats came in 
when the lights were turned off. In May the 
6-month-old baby of a sergeant was bitten 
three times and bleeding badly when its 
mother turned out the lights so the baby 
could sleep. The frantic mother was denied 
use of the landlady’s phone to call her hus- 
band at the camp. 

The next morning, declared the report, 
“the baby’s hand was swollen to the size of 
an adult’s hand” and still is under treat- 
ment, For this one-room apartment, without 
bath, toilet, or running water, the soldier 
pays $50 a month. 

Another garage near the same post was 
divided into two apartments and rented for 
$40 a month. When a rent ceiling of $5 a 
week was imposed, the landlord pocketed 
the difference for the right to take “an occa- 
sional shower in the main house.” 

An “enterprising minister” rented a 
former CCC barracks near Morganfield, Ky., 
for $25 a month. He rents six of the rooms 
as “apartments” to three soldiers’ families 
at $148 a month—a profit of about 500 per- 
cent, plus his own living quarters. 

Just outside the gate of Camp Rucker, 
Ala., are five small, new houses, with one 
privy, one shower, and a community pump 
for all of them. For his investment of about 
$2,000, the landlord collects $40 a month 
from each soldier, utilities extra—or a total 
rental of $2,400 annually. 

In Ozark, Ala., an “old, dirty, and run- 
down“ hotel, known in the town as “the 
firetrap,” was renting 15 rooms to as many 
servicemen’s families for $50 a month each. 
The landlord received $9,000 a year for “mis- 
erable accommodations in a building per- 
haps worth half that.” When put off limits 
as a fire hazard by the Army, the inhab- 
itants protested, as they had no place else 
to go. 

Waste and drainage from a group latrine 
seeps between the dwellings of another 
servicemen's housing unit near Camp 
Rucker, breeding disease and “causing in- 
describable discomfort.” Objections to the 
landlord were answered by telling the sol- 
diers “that if they feel that something 
should be done, they should do it them- 
selves.” 
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The report tells of discrimination in rent- 
als, in which landlords charge soldiers up 
to double the rent paid by civilians for 
identical accommodations, In many in- 
stances the landiords are civilian employes 
at the Army post. 

One case cited was a man with a conces- 
sion at Fort Wood who gouges. servicemen 
by breaking up small houses into “apart- 
ments.” Trailers have been bought by many 
servicemen as a solution to the problem, 
but “trailer camps near the military posts 
are too often overcrowded, with only min- 
imum sanitary conveniences available at 
high rates.” 

The report criticized past authorities of 
Fort Wood for permitting a “disproportion- 
ate” number of civilian employees to occupy 
quarters on the base—denying housing to 
military men, Lower rentals were charged 
such civilians, it was said. 

To hold ready the over-all situation, the 
Senators told the Pentagon it should take 
these steps: 

1. Survey means of increasing housing. 

2. Solicit the cooperation of local civil- 
ians and civic groups. 

3. Increase the number of trailer camps. 

4. Inform soldiers of their rights under the 
local rent control and eviction regulations. 

The committee also told the Defense De- 
partment to promptly submit any proposed 
legislation it wants to correct conditions. 
It said the Pentagon should consider the 
availability of satisfactory dependents’ hous- 
ing as a “major criterion” in deciding on 
the reactivated or expansion of military 
posts. Before any post is reopened or en- 
larged, firm commitments should be obtained 
from local officials that adequate housing 
will be available. 

Summing up its shocking findings, the 
Senators said: 

“It is difficult to understand how the 
men and their families who occupy these 
premises can long retain the morale which 
is necessary for an effective armed force. It 
is also difficult to see how we can expect 
highly trained and experienced personnel to 
reenlist or to volunteer for further duty if 
conditions such as these remain prevalent.” 


Mr. WHERRY. The chairman of this 
subcommittee is the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Texas [Mr. JoHNsoN]. The 
subcommittee made an investigation into 
the deplorable housing conditions adja- 
cent to our military bases. 

At this point I ask unanimous consent 
to-have printed in the Recorp as a part 
of my remarks exhibit B, which is a 
memorandum from Secretary of the 
Army Frank Pace, Jr., to the distin- 
guished Senator from Wyoming IMr. 
O’ManoneEy], with respect to these con- 
ditions. The statement is self-explana- 
tory. 

There being no objection, the memo- 
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

EXHIBIT B 
Memorandum to members of the Armed 
Services Subcommittee, Senate Commit- 
te- on Appropriations, 
From Senator JosEPH C. O'MAHONEY. 
PRELIMINARY REPORT OF SECRETARY OF THE 

ARMY FRANK PACE, JR., ON UNSATISFACTORY 

FAMILY Hovsinc CONDITIONS AT ARMY IN- 

STALLATIONS 

The following letter was addressed to 
Chairman KENNETH MCKELLAR, of the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations, by Secretary 
of the Army Frank Pace, Jr., transmitting a 
statement of typical examples of housing 
conditions with descriptive photographs. 
The photographs are available at the offices 
of the Senate Committee on Appropriations. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, July 11, 1951. 
Hon. KENNETH McCKELLAR, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittee, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR McKeEtiar: I would like to 
take this opportunity to acquaint your com- 
mittee with certain actions the Army is tak- 
ing in regard to family housing. In order 
to obtain complete and factual information 
on the subject a directive was issued to the 
various Army commanders in the United 
States to survey all their installations to de- 
termine the adequacy or inadequacy of 
family housing. 

A preliminary study of the resulting re- 
ports shows conditions ranging from un- 
satisfactory to deplorable at a majority of the 
installations. Typical dramatic examples are 
summarized in enclosure 1. Photographs 
showing typical off-post houses in which 
military personnel are forced to live for lack 
of decent accommodations are also attached. 
While most of the private rent gouging re- 
ferred to in the enclosures is in areas no 
longer federally controlled, there are in- 
dications of lax enforcement in some places 
which are still under Federal control. 

Public Law 211, Eighty-first Congress, is 
helping to alleviate the problem at some 
permanent installations. However, homes 
made available through this program are 
beyond the rental range of most of the en- 
listed personnel, and the legislation does 
not extend to temporary installations. 

Iam confident that you appreciate what 
the lack of adequate housing does to the 
morale of Army personnel, and how it ham- 
pers the recruiting of competent civilians at 
Army posts, depots, arsenals and other in- 
stallations. 

This preliminary report is forwarded to 
you for your information and such use as 
you care to make of it. As soon as we com- 
plete a detailed analysis of the reports re- 
ceived, we hope to be able to offer positive 
recommendations for alleviation of the 
problem. 

This letter with enclosures is heing fur- 
nished the Armed Services and Appropria- 
tions Committees of both Houses. 

Sincerely, 
Frank PACE, Jr., 
Secretary of the Army. 


TYPICAL EXAMPLES OF HOUSING CONDITIONS 


(a) In the area of Fort Sill, Okla. (a 
permanent station) rents are going up every 
month, and in many cases have doubled or 
more than doubled for enlisted persorinel 
living off-post in the past year. There is 
no Federal rent control in the area. Ap- 
proximately 1,400 married officers now living 
in bachelor-officer quarters cannot have 
their families join them for lack of quar- 
ters. This is also true of approximately 
3,000 enlisted men in the upper grades. 

1, Older cabins in the Fort Sill area now 
rent for between $45 and $60 a month, with 
the tenant paying all utilities. In some cases 
landlords require tenants to purchase their 
food from landlord-owned stores. 

2. There are a few rental homes in Law- 
ton, Okla. One of them, a dilapidated struc- 
ture, was rented to an officer for $115 a 
month, When he moved, the landlord re- 
fused to refund his $55 deposit. Within 3 
days the house was rented again, this time 
for $140, with a $70 deposit. (The landlord 
is a member of the local rent contzol board.) 

(b) At Camp Stewart, Hinesville, Ga. (a 
temporary installation), the few available 
accommodations have gone up in rent from 
50 to more than 100 percent. One six-room, 
outside-privy shack which rented for $10 
now has five Army families and nets the 
owner $90; a 835 store is now an “apart- 
on house” with a $200 net rental; and so 
orth. 
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(c) Fort Meade, Md. (a permanent instal- 
lation), has facilities on post for 979 families 
at present. The immediate need is for 1,275 
family units, and the future need is for 
3,549. Fort Knox, Ky. (a permanent installa- 
tion), needs to house upward to 9,000 fami- 
Hes. 

(d) At Fort Leonard Wood, Mo. (a tempo- 
rary installation), more than 1,500 com- 
plaints ranging from rent gouging to un- 
sanitary living conditions were made by 
military personnel against landlords in one 
short period. A typical trailer court at 
Waynesville has one shower, head and onè 
stool for men and one shower head and one 
stool for women. Seventy families live there. 

». . * * * 

These are the “white apartments“ in 
Hinesville, Ga. (Camp Stewart). These 
apartments have two one-room kitchenettes 
each renting for $15 per week; one two-room 
kitchenettes renting for $75 per month, and 
nine individual rooms renting for $10 per 
week, There are no sinks in any of the ac- 
commodations and each building has two 


bathrooms which all the tenants must use. 


The apartmental rental in August 1950 was 
$22.50 per mont; it became $37.50 per month 
on March 16, 1951, and then increased to 
present level. [Illustrated by photographs.] 
* * » . * 
This was a grocery store at Hinesville, Ga. 
(Camp Stewart) that rented for 835 per 
month. It is now three apartments, two of 
which rent for $80 per month and the third, 
which is one room renting for $40 per month. 
Illustrated by photograph.] 
0 . * . * 
This home“ at 1712 Benning Drive (near 
Fort Benning) has a living room, no bath, 
and an outside toilet. A Fort Benning ser- 
geant and his wife and child occupy it for 
$26 per month. [Illustrated by photo- 
graphs. ] 
» * * . . 
This building, near Fort Benning, has a 
small living room and two small bedrooms. 
There is no bath or water on the house. 
The outside toilet is 200 yards from the 
house. A Fort Benning sergeant, his wife and 
three children live in this building. The 
rental is $18.50 per month, There are 16 
houses like it in the vicinity and all get water 
from a nearby spring. [Illustrated by 
photograph. ] 
* . * . * 
Hinesville, Ga. (Camp Stewart). This 
six-room house (no electricity, no bath, out- 
side privy) rented last year for between $8.00 
and $10.00 per month. Now it is occupied 
by five families, each of which pays $4.00 
per week. [Illustrated by photograph.] 


Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, the 
Armed Services Subcommittee, under the 
able leadership of the Senator from 
Texas, uncovered hundreds—perhaps 
thousands—of cases in which little 
children and wives of military men were 
forced to live in conditions of squalor, 
filth and disease so that they could be 
with their husbands and fathers who 
were serving their country as members 
of the armed services. At the same time 
these victims were being forced to pay 
outrageous rentals, as the report states. 
The report indicated that those condi- 
tions border on a national scandal. 

About the time the subcommittee was 
releasing its report on the unfavorable 
housing conditions available for families 
of our fighting men, Secretary of the 
Army Frank Pace, Jr., was releasing a 
similar report, and the letter which he 
addressed to the Senator from Wyoming 
substantiated that report. 
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That these comments should be made 
at this time is somewhat surprising, be - 
cause the conditions are not new. Iam 
not criticizing the reports, because they 
are all too true. If anything, the living 
conditions are actually worse than shown 
by the reports made by the Secretary 
and by the subcommittee of the Senate 
Committee on Armed Services. 

We all know that there is only one 
way to solve this housing problem, and 
that is to permit the construction of 
housing projects on or adjacent to mili- 
tary bases. Living accommodations sim- 
ply do not drop out of the sky. Hous- 
ing must be built. However, at this time 
the Army is not authorized to construct 
the necessary housing facilities, and 
probably never will be. Congress has 
failed to pass the extension of the Mili- 
tary Housing Act containing title VIII, 
sometimes called the Wherry Act, which 
would permit builders to obtain conces- 
sions to build needed housing projects 
for the families of our military men, 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I ask the distin- 
guished Senator from Nebraska if it is 
not true, however, that the Senate did 
expeditiously pass that type of legisla- 
tion? ` 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from 
Kansas is correct. When I said Con- 
gress, I meant both Houses. Later in 
my remarks I shall pay a glowing tribute 
to the Senate for its action on the sub- 
ject of housing, and to Senators who 
took part in it. If it will make my ob- 
servations clear, I will say that Congress 
has failed to act, but the Senate has 
acted. The bill is now in the other 
House, but for some reason the admin- 
istration does not bring it forward. à 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? : 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. BRICKER. Does not the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska further agree that 
the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency of the Senate has been most dili- 
gent in following up this program, and 
in the drafting of legislation which 
would have authorized the building of 
housing required to meet the needs of 
the military? Last year the Senator 
from Nebraska, the Senator from Ohio, 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
Benton], and other Senators joined in 
amendments to the Housing Act which 
would have made adequate provision for 
all the needs of the military service, had 
it been passed by the House. 

Mr. WHERRY. The distinguished 
Senator from Ohio has done an out- 
standing job in connection with housing. 
His statement is absolutely correct. I 
wish to pay tribute to him for the work 
which he has done in reference to hous- 
ing. If his judgment and advice had 
been followed, together with that of such 


men as the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 


ScHOEPPEL], we would not find ourselves 
in the situation in which we are this 
very day. 

Under the Wherry Act the projects 
would be built by private industry. I 
am speaking now of the houses which 
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could have been built and would be un- 
der construction now under the Wherry 
Act, which is title VIII of the housing 
law. The projects would be built under 
the Wherry Act by private industry on 
or adjacent to military bases. I would 
Ifke to have the Members of the Senate 
get this point. 

Under this legislation some 60,000 
housing units have been started on or 
near military bases located in every 
State of the Union. A responsible mil- 
itary man has told me that more mil- 
itary housing has been built in the past 
2 years under the provisions of the 
Wherry Act than had been built on 
Army basis in all the previous years in 
the history of the country. The 60,000 
housing units, costing a half-million 
dollars, erected by private industry, are 
only a start in solving the housing prob- 
lem which is confronting us. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. In connection with 
what the distinguished Senator from 
Nebraska has referred to, it may be of 
interest for him to know that in my 
home city of Wichita, Kans., where 
within the last 5 or 6 months another 
large air base has been located, plans 
were made for much-needed housing 
for military personnel to the extent of 
from 500 to 650 units. Of course, the 
construction was held up. The delay 
has contributed greatly to the conges- 
tion in the area. The fact that the 
housing bill passed by the Senate has not 
become law—whatever the reason may 
be—has caused a lack of housing for 
military personnel in Wichita, Kans., 
through failure to construct several 
hundred units, whose construction 
would certainly have taken care of a 
great many members of the armed 
services. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Kansas for his 
observations, What he has said is ab- 
solutely true. I know something about 
the situation and the conditions around 
Wichita. It is the center of a great 
air base, and I know that the reactiva- 
tion of the base in that community has 
created a serious problem. The Sena- 
tor from Kansas has spoken to me about 
it many times, and has asked me when 
the housing bill would be passed, and 
what we are going to do about the prob- 
lem. I know he has received a great 
many letters on the subject, and that he 
would like to see proper legislation 
finally enacted, and would like to assist 
in having it enacted, either by an ex- 
tension of Federal Housing Authority, 
or whatever is necessary to assure that 
the housing may be built. 

Mr. President, the 60,000 housing 
units which have been initiated, which 
will cost half a billion dollars, and which 
are being erected by private industry, 
are only a start in solving the housing 
problem. Families of military men are 
desperately in need of a minimum of 
an additional hundred thousand units, 
and some observers feel that before the 
program should be discontinued a min- 
imum of 200,000 housing units should be 
constructed for the sole purpose of ac- 
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commodating the families of military 
men. These would all be located on or 
adjacent to military bases. I am now 
giving the legislative history of the 
Housing Act, to which the distinguished 
Senator from Kansas and the distin- 
guished Senator from Ohio have re- 
ferred. 

Last April the Senate passed a hous- 
ing bill which, among other things, ex- 
tended the Military Housing Act for an- 
other 2 years. Not one vote was reg- 
istered against the bill, either in com- 
mittee or on the floor of the Senate. 
The proposal was to extend the act 
until July 1, 1953. So far the House of 
Representatives has failed to act on the 
measure, which was passed by the Sen- 
ate last April. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. WHERRY. I am very glad to 
yield to the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. BRICRER. I do not know whether 
the Senator was referring to Senate 
bill 4145, which was passed by the Sen- 
ate on September 15 of last year, and 
which has failed to pass in the House. 
Under that bill further authority would 
be given to the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation and to the Home Finance 
Agency. In other words, ample author- 
ity would be given for the construction 
of all the housing needed. 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. Those were the 
provisions which were passed by the Sen- 
ate. They have not been passed by the 
other House of Congress. 

A few weeks ago the Senate again 
passed housing legislation in the form 
of an amendment to the control bill. 
Senators will remember that as a last re- 
sort, and as the last act late at night, we 
attempted to get at least title VIII ex- 
tended. The Senate adopted the amend- 
ment as a part of the control bill. It 
provided for the extension of title VIII 
of the military housing program. Un- 
fortunately for this section of the Hous- 
ing Act, additional amendments were 
also included. I understand that the 
House does not intend to pass any of the 
housing legislation which the Senate in- 
corporated in the control bill. In fact, 
since June 30, 17 days have gone by, and 
we have heard nothing but that the 
House will not act on the bill unless 
we take everything that body may in- 
clude in it, good, bad, or indifferent. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? : 

Mr. WHERRY. Iam glad to yield. 

Mr. BRICKER. Does the Senator 
from Nebraska agree that the Senate 
ought to insist upon the amendment to 
which he has called attention, because 
it is very essential to the military pro- 
gram? 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. 

Mr. BRICKER. It is very essential 
also to the production program, because 
of the new plants being constructed. 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. 

Mr. BRICKER. The program would 
be largely ineffective unless that amend- 
ment should become law. Otherwise we 
would find continued situations such as 
were reported by the preparedness sub- 
committee, not only around army camps, 
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but at new installations for the produc- 
tion of defense materials. 

Mr. WHERRY. That is true. That is 
one reason why I am making this argu- 
ment. I hope the conferees on the part 
of the Senate will insist on the amend- 
ment which was added to the control 
bill, especially for the reason just stated, 
and also for the other reasons mentioned 
by my distinguished friend. 

Mr. BRICKER. I assure the distin- 
guished Senator from Nebraska that if 
the Senator from Ohio is a member of 
the conference committee he will vote to 
insist upon the Senate amendment con- 
tinuing the Wherry Act. 

Mr. WHERRY. I am sure the Senator 
from Ohio will be a member of the con- 
ference committee, and I know the as- 
surance he has given will be gratifying 
to the Members of the Senate. 

The point is that Congress, the mili- 
tary, and the administration are con- 
fronted with the problem of the deplor- 
able housing conditions described today. 
The country rightfully should be in- 
formed of the treatment which is being 
accorded to the families of the men who 
are fighting for their country and risking 
their lives. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nebraska yield fur- 
ther? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. BRICKER. Does the Senator 
know where the 42,000 units which the 
Public Housing Authority is starting this 
month will be constructed? 

Mr. WHERRY. No; I do not. I do 
not have that information. 

Mr. BRICKER. I should like to know 
whether they are of any military benefit. 

Mr. WHERRY. I tried to obtain the 
information. There has been so much 
confusion because of the failure of the 
House to pass the bill that it is very diffi- 
cult to get the figures. If the Senator 
is able to get the information I hope he 
will put it in the RECORD. 

Mr. BRICKER. The Senator from 
Ohio will try to get the figures. If he is 
able to do so he will certainly put them 
in the Recorp. It seems that the infor- 
mation is one of those secrets that some- 
one likes to hold back for a while, pre- 
venting our getting the whole truth. 

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct. 

Secretary Pace could find a partial 
solution of this problem right in his own 
Department. All he would have to do 
would be to get the Secretary of Air and 
the Secretary of the Navy to go to Sec- 
retary of Defense Marshall and inform 
the general about the-horrible housing 
conditions around nearly every military 
installation in this country. It would 
be a good idea to give General Marshall 
the reports issued by Secretary Pace and 
the Senate subcommittee. 

The next step would be for General 
Marshall to go to the President to ob- 
tain the President’s support for the pro- 
posal to extend military housing legis- 
lation. 

Everyone familiar with congressional 
activities knows who is to blame for the 
military housing bill being held up in 
the House. 

Every observer knows there is a pub- 
lic housing program attached to the 
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military housing bill, and some other 
popular sections of the housing legis- 
lation, so public-housing advocates have 
tied the weakest part of the housing 
program to its strongest links, and the 
administration is now implying, “Either 
take the public-housing legislation or 
you get no housing legislation.” So the 
military housing bill and many other 
excellent features of the housing legis- 
lation are stymied in the House. 

Who suffers? The families of our 
fighting men suffer perhaps more than 
anyone else. 

The Preparedness Subcommittee has 
rendered a great service in pointing out 
the situation to the military authorities, 
I compliment the committee for the fine 
job it has done. 

Apparently no one is opposed to the 
military housing bill. As I have said 
before, there were no votes in the Senate 
in dissent to what the Senate did in re- 
gard to title 8 of the housing bill. 

The military housing bill simply gives 
private industry permission to build 
housing projects on or adjacent to mili- 
tary bases. It is that simple. Private 
money is used for this work. The mort- 
gages are insured by the Federal Hous- 
ing Administration, inasmuch as 95 per- 
cent of all the rest of the private hous- 
ing is provided by private industry. 

As I said before, I have not seen a bit 
of evidence of Secretary Marshall's lift- 
ing a finger in support of the military 
housing bill after it passed the Senate. 
For that matter, neither has Secretary 
of the Army Pace demonstrated con- 
cern, apparently, over housing condi- 
tions to that extent. 

Secretary Pace’s report reminds me 
of a man who refuses to eat and then 
complains about his hunger, I say that 
seriously, Mr. President. 

About a month ago we thought we 
were going to get Department of De- 
fense officials, especially General Mar- 
shall, to urge the President to see that 
members of his “kitchen cabinet” 
stopped blocking the military housing 
bill and using this legislation to get 
Serene to approve the public-housing 

Just about the time we thought we 
were going to be successful, I got word 
saying that the effort could not be made 
right now. It was implied that the ad- 
ministration had given out word that 
the public-housing bill must be approved 
or else there would be no other housing 
legislation. 

My opinion is that we should not get 
the two issues involved. They are in- 
tended to solve distinctly different prob- 
lems. Actually the two should not be 
tied together. I think each proposal 
should stand or fall on its own merits. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. BRICKER. It would appear from 
the record and from the conversation 
between the Senate» from Nebraska and 
the Department of Defense that the ad- 
ministration is putting pressure on the 
Department of Defense to emphasize 
public housing, rather than military 
housing, which is so direly needed at the 
present time. 
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Mr. WHERRY. One certainly could 
place that interpretation upon the 
situation. 

Mr. BRICKER. The “kitchen cabi- 
net” and the Secretary of Defense have 
been too busy lobbying for the Presi- 
dent’s power-grab bill, to take care of 
the housing phases of the military de- 
fense program. 

Mr. WHERRY. I certainly feel that 
the two issues are completely separate 
and distinct. 

As I have said before, I know of no 
one who is opposing the military hous- 
ing program. There is real and deep 
controversy and concern over the public- 
housing bill, and rightly so, and Sena- 
tors have a right to have such opinions 
of it as they see fit. 

Why should the two be tied together? 
Why should we experience what the 
committee has pointed out in the case 
of military housing, if we can alleviate 
the situation by approving this title of 
the bill? 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further. 

Mr, WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. BRICKER. The Senator from 
Nebraska knows that if the Secretary of 
Defense and the President of the United 
States had put pressure upon the House 
of Representatives to take favorable 
action on a military housing program 
similar to the one which has been voted 
for by the Senate, such a measure would 
have been enacted into law long ago. 
If the Secretary of Defense and the 
President had exerted half the pressure 
in favor of that bill they have attempted 
to exert in favor of the bill which would 
permit the President to grab more con- 
trol, the military-housing bill would have 
been enacted long ago. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. President, if the Secretary of the 
Army, Mr. Pace, is really sincere in his 
desire to solve the military-housing 
problem for the Army, he is just like 


the man I mentioned a few moments 


ago, who stopped eating and then com- 
plained about his hunger. All that 
hungry man needs to do to ease his 
pangs of hunger is to start eating. So 
all Secretary of the Army Pace needs to 
do to ease the housing situation for the 
families of military men is to persuade 
his chief, Secretary of Defense Marshall, 
to have the adminstration get behind— 
not in front of—the military-housing 
bill, which, if passed, will again have 
housing started on military bases or 
adjacent thereto wi! t. in 30 days Since 
the act expired on July 1, progres; on all 
new projects has been stopped and 
everything is in a state of confusion, 
Yet we have the report of the distin- 
guished chairman of the subcommittee, 
pointing out the deplorable conditions 
existing around military installations in 
the United States. 

Mr. President, we are just fooling and 
misleading the families of these military 
men by complaining about the fright- 
ful housing conditions available to 
them, but at the same time refusing to 
do anything about that situation. This 
is especially true because it would be 


‘so easy to make substantial headway 
‘in providing the necessary housing by 


JULY 19 


passing a simple piece of legislation 
extending the Wherry Act until July 1, 
1953. 

Upon reading these reports issued by 
the Senate committee and by the Sec- 
retary of the Army, the victims will get 
the idea that Congress has failed to pro- 
vide legislation which would make ade- 
quate housing accommodations avail- 
able. That is only partially true, for I 
wish to say that the Senate of the United 
States has not failed to do its part in 
enacting such legislation, and the Sen- 
ate should not be charged with failing 
to do it. The Senate has passed the 
proposed legislation twice. Even so, 
Congress should have extended the 
Military Housing Act long ago, and 
would have done so if the administra- 
tion had not sent out word implying that 
extension of the Military Housing Act 
could not be approved until less popular 
sections of the housing bill were also 
approved. 

The victims, who are the fighting men 
and their families, and everyone else 
should know just why satisfactory hous- 
ing is not available today and especially 
Secretary of the Army Pace should know 
why. He should go to the Secretary of 
Defense, as I have suggested, and there 
should do his level best to help, instead 
of getting in front of this military hous- 
ing legislation, that is stymied because 
the administration apparently is deter- 
mined to make the Congress take public 
housing in order to obtain military 
housing. 

The report which was issued by the 
preparedness subcommittee headed by 
the distinguished Senator from Texas 
makes some fine recommendations. On 
page 31 of the report, they are set out 
in full. I wish to compliment the com- 
mittee on its findings; and I ask unani- 
mous consent to have printed at this 
point in the Recorp—for I believe they 
have not previously been placed in the 
REecorp, although if they have, I shall not 
insist upon having them printed at this 
point—the recommendations which are 
to be found on page 31 of the report. I 
should like to stress the last paragraph. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
from the report was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

VII. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The study presented herein encompasses 
only a few of the major training camps locat- 
ed in this country. Although many abuses 
are indicated, it may be necessary for the 
subcommittee to conduct further studies 


.and hearings in order to provide a substantial 


basis on which to formulate recommenda- 
tions. 

In the meantime, the Department of De- 
fense should immediately initiate, to the 
fullest extent of its powers and resources, 
measures to alleviate housing conditions of 
the nature described in this report, includ- 
ing: 

A. A survey to determine the feasibility of 
increasing available housing. 

B. The solicitation of cooperation of local 
civilians and civic groups. 

C. The utilization of any vacant or unused 
property for trailer camps. 

D. The dissemination to military personnel 
of information with regard to rent control 
regulations and other relevant legal matters 
pertaining to dependents’ housing. 

E. The obtaining of priorities for the re- 
habilitation of dependents’ housing. 
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The Department of Defense should 
promptly make recommendations for what- 
ever additional legislation it deems neces- 
sary to remedy the situation. 

The Department of Defense, in selecting 
military installations for reactivation or ex- 
pansion, should consider as a major criterion 
the availability of satisfactory dependents’ 
housing. Before any post is reactivated or 
expanded, the Defense Department should 
seek to obtain firm commitments from local 
Officials guaranteeing that an adequate num- 


ber of livable housing units will be available ~ 


for dependents. 

The Department of Defense should, if pos- 
sible, promptly certify those installations to 
be retained as permanent installations in 
order to encourage private building in the 
area. 


Mr. WHFRRY. Mr. President, the 
committee has suggested in its recom- 
mendations that the Department of De- 
fense should, if possible, promptly cer- 
tify the installations to be retained as 
permanent ones, in order to encourage 
private building in those areas. I think 
that is a very sensible recommendation. 

With all of the proposals for installa- 
tion reactivation which now are con- 
fronting Congress, some of the reactiva- 
tion will be made on a permanent basis; 
and as soon as those installations are 
declared to be permanent—regardless of 
whether they are in Kansas, California, 
Alaska, or elsewhere—just that much 
sooner shall we be able to get the Mili- 
tary Housing Act or the Wherry Act ap- 
plied to those bases. 

Mr. President, after that report was 
issued, I was informed by the distin- 
guished chairman of the Preparedness 
Subcommittee that Mr. Pace, the Secre- 
tary of the Army, had taken action in the 
form of an instruction to his staff that 
consideration be given to the availability 
of satisfactory housing for dependents, 
in the selection of Army installations for 
reactivation or expansion, and that re- 
consideration is being given to the status 
of all temporary installations. 

I wish to compliment the Secretary of 
the Army for that statement and direc- 
tive, because I feel that a review should 
be made of all the bases which are to be 
reactivated and of all other military es- 
tablishments; and if they are to become 
permanent, that fact should be made 
known, and the improvements on them 
should be made permanent improve- 
ments. Then, under the Wherry Act, 
housing which would be satisfactory for 
years and years to come could be made 
available there. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I simply 
wish to observe that Mr. Pace was speak- 
ing for the Army only. 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. 

Mr. JOHNSON o2 Texas. I desire to 
join the Senator from Nebraska in ex- 
pressing the hope that the Secretary of 
the Air Force and the Secretary of the 
Navy will immediately get busy and take 
some action, instead of dragging their 
feet, in regard to the situation at the 
various air bases and naval installa- 
tions. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator 
from Texas for his observation. I am 
glad he instead of the junior Senator 
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from Nebraska made the observation, 
because, coming from the chairman of 
the Preparedness Subcommittee, they 
indicate that the committee has given 
a great deal of consideration to the 
problem. I endorse what the distin- 
guished Senator has said. 

In closing, Mr. President, I wish to 
say that I do not detract for one moment 
from the credit for all the hard work 
which has been done by members of the 
Banking and Currency Committee, who 
have handled the housing problem. I 
am not a member of that committee. I 
happen to be one who is greatly inter- 
ested in military housing legislation. 
Since Nebraska has suffered the loss of 
several bases because the n 
housing was not available, I felt that 
the sooner we obtained installations 
which might become permanent the 
better, and that it was one way of solv- 
ing the housing situation. The housing 
legislation came about as a result of bit- 
ter experience. I wish to compliment 
those who have worked so diligently in 
committee and on the floor of the Senate 
for the passage of the bill. Once again 
I plead that some positive action be 
taken. I do not want to assume to ini- 
tiate a program, or to run the work of the 
Senate, but I respectfully suggest that 
some ction should be taken to assure 
that military construction will proceed 
forthwith, without being held up longer. 
If it has to be done in connection with a 
control bill, I hope that the Senate con- 
ferees on that bill will not recede from 
the position taken by the Senate. 

Once again I pay my compliments, es- 
pecially to those who have worked so 
hard on the housing program, for the 
efforts they have put forth. I am glad 
that we can let the people of the country 
and especially the military personnel 
and their families know that the Senate 
has gone on record as making an at- 
tempt to solve the problem. The diffi- 
culty would be settled if we could get 
the bill through the House and have it 
enacted into law. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WHERRY. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. BRICKER. For the purpose of 
supplementing the explanation which 
has been placed in the Recorp in regard 
to public housing, I may say that I have 
just been advised that the Public Hous- 
ing Authority, in the 42,000 starts which 
are being made this month, is putting 
them in 300 cities, in 34 States. When 
we compare this with the very small 
number of critical areas which have 
been declared by the authorities, we 
realize that it is what we have called it 
before, political housing, which is not at 
all helping the military effort or the 
defense effort. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator, 
CONDITIONS IN THE BUREAU OF INTERNAL 
REVENUE 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
merely want to read to the Senate an 
item which has just come over the 
United Press wires. It reads: 

Secretary of Treasury Snyder today es- 
tablished a centralized investigative force 
to police the Bureau of Internal Revenue. 
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Ninety-five Bureau employees were fired for 
inefficiency and misconduct in the past year, 
it was learned. Several of the dismissals 
attracted Nation-wide attention after the 
Kefauver Crime Investigating Committee 
criticized the Bureau for laxness in prose- 
cuting gamblers and other law violators for 
evasion of income-tax payments. 

Snyder said he was establishing a “uni- 
form and thorough inspection service 
throughout the headquarters and field of- 
fices” to be headed by Edgar E. Hoppe, who 
has been with the bureau for 22 years. 

Hoppe will have the title of director of 
the internal-revenue-inspection service, 
Snyder said his job will be to “tie together 
all inspection officers of the various 
operating units charged with the examina- 
tion of each field office.” 

“The inspection offices * * * will be ma- 
terially expanded,” Snyder added, and the 
“examination conducted by the inspection 
officers will be frequent and thorough and 
should aid in assuring the taxpayers of this 
country a service that is efficient and ef- 
fective in all respects.” 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I am 
glad that Secretary Snyder is taking ac- 
tion in cleaning up certain conditions 
existing in the Bureau of Internal Rev- 
enue, but I disagree with him that this 
new proposal in itself is going to clean 
up the situation. It is my opinion that 
the Treasury Department today, already 
has adequate investigative forces and 
examining agents, and that they are 
doing a wonderful job in auditing these 
different bureaus and departments. The 
real trouble—and one that will not be 
corrected by setting up another exam- 
ining agency—is that when these re- 
ports, criticizing the administration of 
the collectors’ offices pointing out ir- 
regularities, are coming into Washing- 
ton and, for political reasons, those re- 
ports are being suppressed and kept in 
the files. Nothing is being done to cor- 
rect the situation. If all that the Sec- 
retary is going to do now is to set up 
another examination force, and then to 
do nothing else about it, it will not be 
worth the money it is going to cost the 
American taxpayers. Secretary Snyder 
should give to the Congress without 
further delay a complete report on each 
of the 64 different collectors’ offices. 

Congress has had to pry loose the in- 
formation, find out about the irregu- 
larities on the outside; and then, after 
we find out about them, we learn to our 
disgust that the Treasury Department 
has had knowledge of all that was go- 
ing on for several months, and had done 
nothing about it. 

I recently called attention to certain 
irregularities in the St. Louis office, and 
at that time pointed out how the Treas- 
ury Department had failed to prosecute 
that case, notwithstanding the fact that 
all the information relating to the 
scandal was in their files and had been 
for months. While speaking of the St. 
Louis case I want to read a memoran- 
dum which I received from Mr. Stuart 
Symington, Chairman of the Recon- 
struction Finance Corporation. I re- 
ceived a letter from Mr. Symington with 
which he enclosed a memorandum he 
had received from Mr. Charles G. Alex- 
ander, manager of the St. Louis Loan 
Agency of the RFC, in relation to the 
Finnegan case, in St. Louis. It will be 
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remembered that on May 7, 1951, I 
pointed out that Mr. Finnegan had been 
paid fees by certain companies who had 
received loans from the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation. These fees were 
collected at a time when he was acting 
as collector of internal revenue at St. 
Louis. I quote from the statement of 
Mr. Alexander, the manager of the St. 
Louis office of the RFC, in which he em- 
phatically charges Mr. Finnegan with 
having used his influence to assist the 
American Lithofold Corp. of St. Louis 
obtain a loan from that agency. I 
quote: 

Mr. Finnegan was in my office on several 
occasions in connection with the loan to 
American Lithofold Corp., St. Louis, Mo. I 
have heretofore furnished dates of his vis- 
its and telephone calls to Mr. Cotter, RFC 
Investigation Division, Washington, and to 
Mr. Flynn, St. Louis special agent of the 
Internal Revenue Department. 

The American Lithofold Corp. had pend- 
ing in the agency an application for a re- 
funding loan and Mr. Finnegan expressed 
interest in the loan because of his friend- 
ship for the management of the company. 
I think Mr. Finnegan also stated that he 
was a stockholder in the company, and I 
remember on one occasion he told me that 
he might invest more money in the com- 
pany. Mr. Finnegan accompanied the pres- 
ident of the applicant to the agency on one 
or more occasions and as far as I could de- 
termine had the full confidence of appli- 
cant’s officers. 


Mr. President, I think that will an- 
swer the question as to whether Mr. 
Finnegan was acting on behalf of this 
company and assisting them in getting 
an RFC loan, for which service he re- 
ceived a payment of around $9,000. It 
should be pointed out here that Mr. 
Alexander declined the loan in St. Louis 
and the reversal was made here in 
Washington and the loan granted. 

Within the past few weeks we have 
had exposures not only in St. Louis, but 
Boston, New York, and some of the 
western offices, with the prospect that 
the real exposures are yet to come. Mr. 
President, I think the time has come 
when the Treasury Department should 
clean house and remove our top collect- 
ing agencies from politics. Tell the 
American taxpayers what is going on 
behind the scenes. However, I am 
afraid that all that is to be done is sim- 
ply to set up another investigation group 
to cover up their past record of ineffi- 
ciency and corruption. What we need 
is not more investigations but more 
prosecutions of the cases which have al- 
ready been investigated. 


SUSPENSION OF APPLICATION OF CER- 
TAIN FEDERAL LAWS 


The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (S. 630) to suspend until 
December 31, 1952, the application of 
certain Federal laws with respect to an 
attorney employed by the Senate Com- 
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the first committee 
amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 1, line 3, 
after the word “of”, it is proposed to 
strike out “one person” and insert “Ray 
R. Murdock.” 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the amendment is agreed 
to: 


The next amendment was, on page 2, 
line 3, after the word “matter”, to in- 
sert “now pending in court and.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection, the amendment is agreed 
to 


The bill is open to further amend- 
ment. 

Mr. NIXON. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment, which I offer for my- 
self and on behalf of the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. Tarr], and which I send to 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 1, line 4, 
after the word “to”, it is proposed to 
strike out “December 31, 1952” and insert 
“August 15, 1951.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Cali- 
fornia on behalf of himself and the Sen- 
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. NIXON. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding that this amendment will 
be agreed to by the sponsors of the bill. 

Mr. O’CONOR. Mr. President, by way 
of explanation, I think it should be stated 
that, upon the submission of the pro- 
posed amendment, the Senator from 
Maryland, having been designated by the 
Judiciary Committee to handle this 
measure on the floor, consulted with the 
chairman of the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare, the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. Murray], and also con- 
sulted with the chairman of the sub- 
committee, the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. HUMPHREY]. Inasmuch as this par- 
ticular proposed legislation is of inter- 
est to them, affecting as it does a mem- 
ber of the staff of the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, we felt that 
their wishes should be controlling. Ac- 
cordingly we have consulted the wishes 
of the committee, and we are advised 
that the amendment is acceptable to the 
chairman of the committee and to the 
chairman of the subcommittee. I notice 
that the chairman of the subcommittee 
is present, and he can, of course, indi- 
cate whether this is correct, 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
may say, in reference to the comment of 
the Senator from Maryland, that the an- 
nouncement he has made as to consul- 
tation with members of the committee 
and with the chairman of the subcom- 
mittee is accurate, that we have discussed 
this amendment, and have felt that, 
while it does not go as far as we should 
like, it is acceptable. 

I desire at this time to pay my per- 
sonal respects to the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. O’Conor] for the man- 
ner in which he has handled the proposed 
legislation, and to thank him for the per- 
severance and steadfastness of purpose 
he has exhibited all the way through. It 
is very pleasing to every member of the 
committee. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I should 
like to have the floor in my own right 
when the time comes to discuss the 
amendment. I assume the Senator from 
Utah has the floor. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER, The 
Senator from Oregon has the floor. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield in order that I may ask 
a question of the Senator from Califor- 
nia [Mr. Nrxon]? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr, WATKINS. I understand it was 
originally proposed that the cut-off date 
should be August 1. 

Mr. NIXON. That is correct. 

Mr. WATKINS. What is the reason 
for the extension to August 15? 

Mr. NIXON. Because of the feeling 
that the standard practice in cases of 
employment by the Government is to 
give reasonable notice of termination. 
It was felt that by setting the date at 
August 15, we would meet that particular 
situation, and in addition to that, we had 
in mind the fact that there is a certain 
time which will be required for the 
passage of the legislation, which might 
bring it fairly close to the August date. 

Mr. WATKINS. I thank the Senator 
for that information. I should like to 
say to him and to the other proponents 
of the bill that while, as a matter of 
principle, I am opposed to all such 
waivers, yet in a case where a committee 
has employed a man and he has been 
working with the expectation that he 
would be paid, and in the knowledge that 
such a resolution had been agreed to 
by the committee, I think it is only 
equitable that he should be paid. I 
would not object to an amendment to 
the bill as amended. I think there was 
a majority of only one in favor of re- 
porting the bill. As a member of the 
Judiciary Committee, with other Sen- 
ators on that committee, I took the po- 
sition that, as a matter of principle, we 
should either repeal the law with refer- 
ence to conflicts of interest or we should 
enforce it. There was one case under 
consideration at that time, and others 
were before the Senate, and we decided 
to take that stand. 

In being willing to accept the amend- 
ment, so far as I am personally con- 
cerned, I am doing so without waiving 
for a moment the principles on which I 
stood with reference to the entire pro- 
posed legislation. 

I merely wanted to be sure of the rea- 
son why the time was extended 2 weeks. 
I think it is a reasonable extension to 
put into the bill. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall 
not speak at any great length. It ap- 
pears that an understanding has been 
reached, to the extent that we can reach 
understandings in the Senate, to accept 
August 15 as the termination date. 

I spoke on this question in the Senate 
on July 6, the speech beginning on page 
7710 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I 
know very little that I could add to that 
speech other than to emphasize a point 
which I made in it, namely, that I feel 
that if anyone should be censured it is 
the committee, and not the employee, 
because the employee made a full dis- 
closure to the committee as to whatever 
extent he might be involved in the con- 
flict-of-interest statute. The commit- 
tee, of which I am a member, knowing 
full well what I considered to be a de 
minimis and a technical involvement on 
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the part of the employee with the stat- 
ute, agreed. 

As one who has worked very closely 
with this lawyer, and speaking for my- 
self, I want the Recorp to show that I 
have the highest regard for the ability, 
the professional ethics, and the compe- 
tence of this employee. In my opinion, 
Mr. Ray Murdock has performed a signal 
service for the Senate Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. The record 
he has made as counsel for the subcom- 
mittee of that committee will stand to 
his everlasting credit. In my judgment, 
there is still much for him to do. 

I cannot quarrel with the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. Watkins] on the basis of a 
hypothetical proposition that when we 
employ men on the staffs of Senate com- 
mittees it should be the responsibility 
of the committees to see to it that the 
employees are not involved in any diffi- 
culty with the conflict-of-interest stat- 
ute. But I am sure the Senator from 
Utah joins me in the point of view, be- 
cause I know he has the same feeling 
of fairness I am seeking to express this 
afternoon, that these matters of human 
relations are so important, and it is so 
easy to injure people, that the RECORD 
should show, and I am sure the Senator 
from Utah would want me as one who 
has worked with this able lawyer, to have 
the Recorp show, that as an employee of 
the committee he has made full dis- 
closure of his status at all times and has 
done a magnificently fine and able job 
for the committee. 

It is only fair that the amendment 
which has been suggested by the Sena- 
tor from California [Mr. Nrxon], who is 
also a member of the committee, be ac- 
cepted, if that is the understanding 
which has been reached. I would have 
wanted a later date fixed, because I 
know of certain tasks which I think 
should be done by Mr. Murdock before 
he leaves his office, and I do not see 
how they can be concluded before Octo- 
ber 1. However, one must learn in the 
Senate to go along with reasonable ar- 
rangements, and I cannot deny that if 
this arrangement is satisfactory to the 
Senator from California [Mr. Nixon], 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HUM- 
PHREY], and the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Warkins], I should not interpose objec- 
tion. 

I desired to express my appreciation 
for what I think has been a piece of fine 
public service which Mr. Ray Murdock 
has performed for the committee. 

So that the Senator from Utah will 
have no doubt at all as to my attitude 
with respect to the position he has taken, 
I cannot deny that, as a matter of gen- 
eral policy, Senate committees, by and 
large, should not employ men who, to 
any degree whatsoever, find their status 
not in harmony with the confiict-of- 
interest statute. I have stood for pure 
principle myself so many times on the 
floor of the Senate that I respect a man 
who tells me, as the Senator from Utah 
has told me earlier this afternoon, that 
his objection is not a personal one, but 
comes from a feeling he entertains in 
regard to what he considers to be a mat- 
ter of legislative principle. On that 
„basis I pay him my respect. 
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Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. In a moment. I hope 
that he in turn understands, on the basis 
of my speech of July 6, and the com- 
ments I have made this afternoon, that 
I have simply been pleading for what 
I think is the fair treatment that ought 
to be accorded a very able employee of 
a committee of the Senate who finds 
himself in the position in which he now 
is because of action taken by a commit- 
tee. If any censure is to be leveled 
against anyone, let it be clear in the 
RecorD that it should be directed to the 
committee, and not to a young man with 
so brilliant a future, I prophesy, in the 
legal profession as Ray Murdock. 

So I close my comments, after which 
I shall yield to the Senator from Utah, 
by saying, as a member of the commit- 
tee who, I think, worked as closely with 
Mr. Murdock as did the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. Humpnrey] and the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. Murray] 
and several other Senators on the com- 
mittee in handling the very difficult and 
highly controversial investigations in- 
volving employment practices in some 
industries, that we always found an ob- 
jectivity and an insistence upon action 
on the basis of fact and not hearsay evi- 
dence on the part of this very able coun- 
sel of the subcommittee. 

I have said these things because I be- 
lieve they are due Ray Murdock. I 
think the Recorp should show that we 
are taking this action this afternoon in 
a spirit of cooperation among us to come 
to what we consider to be a very fair 
settlement of this controversy. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I ask 
the Senator from Oregon if he is aware 
of the fact that the Senator from Utah 
is not the only Senator who was oppos- 
ing the bill in the Committee on the 
Judiciary; that the bill was reported 
from the committee by a majority of 
only one? 

Mr. MORSE. I desire to be frank with 
the Senator from Utah. I simply do not 
know the situation in the Committee on 
the Judiciary. All I can say is that after 
the bill reached the floor, and as at- 
tempts were made to have it considered, I 
was advised that objection had been 
filed from time to time by the Senator 
from Utah. But Iam not critical of the 
ce from Utah for filing the objec- 

on. 

Mr. WATKINS. I have not filed any 
objection at all. I was not present on 
the floor of the Senate when it was pro- 
posed to bring up the bill for considera- 
tion. I was in the hospital when it was 
first attempted to have the bill consid- 
ered. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I did not 
make myself clear. Objection was filed, 
but I understand it was filed on behalf 
of the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. WATKINS. When attempt was 
made to bring up the bill it was stated 
on the floor of the Senate that I was not 
present, and that I wanted to be present 
to discuss it when it was considered. As 
a member of the committee I wanted to 
take part in discussion of the bill; and 
particularly did I want to discuss it by 


reason of the fact that the person in- 
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volved was from my own State. I want- 
ed to set forth the reason why I. took the 
position and stand I did. The Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. SmrrH] and 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. FER- 
cuson], and other members of the com- 
mittee, were opposed to the measure and 
wanted to speak on the floor if there had 
been a contest raised today, and wanted 
to oppose the measure as a matter of 
principle. 

Does the Senator from Oregon realize 
that we had under consideration in the 
committee other matters of a similar 
kind, particularly the proposal relating 
to the Nimitz committee, in which a 
waiver had been asked, and which we 
considered? 

Mr. MORSE. Yes. 

Mr. WATKINS. That subject had 
been discussed in the committee before 
Senate bill 630 was brought before it. 
There were other members of the com- 
mittee who took the stand in the com- 
mittee that it was unwise to waive laws 
dealing with ethical and moral princi- 
ples which had been enacted by the Con- 
gress as the result of years of experi- 
ence. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, Iam not 
quarreling with the action taken by the 
committee or the position taken by the 
Senator from Utah. As a member of 
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel- 
fare I am simply trying to point out 
that we are faced with the reality that 
we have had on our staff, as the result 
of the unanimous action of the commit- 
tee, an able young lawyer who has not 
been paid for some 6 months, and who, 
I think in all fairness and equity, is 
entitled to a fair adjudication of this 
question this afternoon. Because, as I 
said, this more or less gentleman's un- 
derstanding has been reached in support 
of the amendment which the Senator 
from California [Mr. Nixon] has offered, 
I am willing to go along with it, al- 
though I would like to have had this 
young man stay on for a longer period 
of time. 

Mr. WATKINS. I can understand 
the Senator’s attitude with respect to 
the matter, and I appreciate his willing- 
ness to be fair about it. 

Mr, President, there has been so much 
misrepresentation of my position, par- 
ticularly in the press, that I felt it es- 
sential that I appear here to state my 
views and to give the reasons why I had 
taken the position I had taken in the 
past in reference to this question. I 
am not going to make a speech about it 
this afternoon, but at the appropriate 
moment I shall place in the RECORD a 
statement I have prepared and which I 
would probably have delivered had the 
matter been contested. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to assure the 
Senator from Utah that the junior Sen- 
ator from Oregon has made no repre- 
sentations of any kind with regard to 
the Senator’s position, because, to be 
honest with the Senator from Utah, the 
junior Senator from Oregon did not 
know what the position of the Senator 
from Utah was until he received from 
him a letter the other day in which the 
position of the Senator from Utah was 
set forth by him. 
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Mr. WATKINS. Inasmuch as the mat- 
ter came up as it did, while I was re- 
covering from an illness, I wrote a letter 
to the Members of the Senate explaining 
my views, because I had been advised by 
my physician that I should not attempt 
to make a speech of any length on the 
floor of the Senate. That was the reason 
for the letter. The letter was written as 
the result of comments which I believed 
to be unfair, and I wished to set forth in 
the letter my position in the matter. 

Mr. MORSE. I assure the Senator 
from Utah that he is not alone in the 
Senate in finding himself from time to 
time misrepresented in the press with 
regard to some position he has taken. I 
have found myself in that same spot 
many, many a time. I have made my 
statement as explanation of the position 
I have taken, and I will go along with 
the proposed amendment. 

Mr. SMITH of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, the Senator from Utah men- 
tioned that the junior Senator from 
North Carolina was one of the members 
of the Committee on the Judiciary who 
raised a question in connection with this 
matter. That is correct. As I recall, 
the Senator from Utah was not the one 
in the Committee on the Judiciary who 
raised the question. The junior Senator 
from North Carolina raised the question 
purely as a matter of legality, and ex- 
pressed a little shock, and asked a ques- 
tion as to how frequently the Congress 
passed special legislation to exonerate 
any particular individual from the ordi- 
nary operation of the criminal law. That 
is what started it. i 

I did not know Mr. Murdock. After- 
wards he came to see me and we became 
acquainted. I found him to be a very 
affable and pleasant gentleman. I knew 
nothing about his work or about his ac- 
tivities. But it did seem to me it was a 
violation of a fine principle, both of law 
and ethics, to pass special legislation 
providing that any one particular indi- 
vidual might be exempted from the op- 
eration of the law. I felt that would not 
conduce to carrying out the good pur- 
poses the laws were designed to effec- 
tuate. But I quite agree that there 
should not be the slightest implication 
against Mr. Murdock by reason of any- 
thing which has been said here. 

I wish to exonerate the Senator from 
Utah and say that he was not the one 
who inspired this procedure. So far as 
the junior Senator from North Carolina 
knows, no pne has the slightest inclina- 
tion to criticize Mr. Murdock for what 
he has done in his capacity with the com- 
mittee, because the junior Senator from 
North Carolina understands he is a very 
fine gentleman and a very capable 
lawyer. The Senator from North Caro- 
lina understood he had a very good rela- 
tionship with his committee. 

I thought I should make these state- 
ments, Mr. President, in view of what the 
Senator from Utah has just stated. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, at 
this time I offer for the RECORD some cor- 
respondence relating to the pending bill, 
that took place between the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. Murray], the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota, and the Committee 
on the Judiciary. Copies of this corre- 
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spondence in full are in the files of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, but I desire 
to have it placed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp at this point. 

I ask unanimous consent that the cor- 
respondence may be placed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the corre- 
spondence was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


The Honorable Pat McCarran, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dzar SENATOR Mechnnax: As you know, 
during the Eighty-first Congress, I was chair- 
man of the Senate Subcommittee on Labor- 
Management Relations, which was directed 
by Senate Resolution 140 to conduct exten- 
sive investigations on the state of labor- 
management relations throughout American 
industry. In June 1950, the counsel to the 
subcommittee, Mr. Thomas M. Cooley, II, 
resigned. 

The subcommittee had learned that it was 
extremely difficult to find a competent lawyer 
familiar with and experienced in labor rela- 
tions law who had not been retained either 
by labor or management, and who could 
therefore serve the subcommittee objectively. 
Finally we found such an attorney, Mr. Ray 
R. Murdock, of the District bar, with whom 
you are acquainted. However, the large part 
of Mr. Murdock’s private practice involved 
claims against the United States Govern- 
ment, and he was therefore not eligible to 
serve the subcommittee under the provisions 
of sections 281, 282, and 284 of title 18, USC. 
Senator Thomas of Utah, chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Wel- 
fare, therefore introduced Senate Joint Reso- 
lution 180, to suspend until December 31, 
1950, the application of the aforesaid sections 
to the subcommittee counsel, and that reso- 
lution was of course referred to your com- 
mittee. I called the whole matter to your 
attention in a letter dated June 19, 1950. 
You and your committee were very coopera- 
tive and promptly reported out the resolu- 
tion, You will recall that it passed both 
Houses and was approved by the President. 

Mr. Murdock became counsel to the sub- 
committee on June 13, 1950. Since that date 
the subcommittee has completed a tre- 
mendous amount of work. It has thoroughly 
investigated labor relations in the Bell Tele- 
phone System, the east coast oil tanker in- 
dustry, the southern textile industry, and in 
other involved fields too numerous to men- 
tion. Exhaustive hearings have been held, 
and reports of vital importance to the Com- 
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, and 
Congress, have been prepared and filed. 

It was unanimously agreed by all mem- 
bers of the subcommittee, and by everyone 
who is familiar with the work of the sub- 
committee, that Mr, Murdock has done an 
outstanding job, and has rendered invaluable 
service to the Senate. I have personally ob- 
served’ that all members of the staff have 
worked with unusual zeal and conscientious- 
ness under Mr. Murdock’s supervision. The 
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Wel- 
fare will, of course, continue its study of 
labor-management relations. These prob- 
lems, as you well know, take on added sig- 
nificance in view of the hypertension of the 
international situation. The committee 
feels, therefore, that Mr. Murdock ought to 
be retained as counsel, and unanimously in- 
structed me to introduce and sponsor legis- 
lation which would again suspend the ap- 
plication to Mr. Murdock of the aforesaid 
sections. I believe you will agree that it 
seldom occurs that all members of a commit- 
tee are so well satisfied with the services of a 
professional employee. 

In accordance with the instructions of my 
committee, I have introduced the bill, S. 630, 
which has been referred to your committee, 
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It is identical in language and effect with 
Senate Joint Resolution 180 of the last Con- 
gress, and would suspend the operation of 
the aforesaid sections to December 31, .1952. 
I am instructed by the committee to advise 
you that they all favor prompt passage of this 
bill, and regard the matter as an urgent one. 
Your usual effective cooperation will be 
greatly appreciated by the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 
Sincerely, 
JAMES E. Murray, 
United States Senator. 


Manch 5, 1951. 

Senator HERBERT R. O'CONOR, 
Committee on the Judiciary, United 
States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR HERBERT: I am writing to you in your 
capacity as subcommittee chairman to study 
S. 630, a bill to suspend the application of 
sections 281, 282, and 284 of title 18 of the 
United States Code as they would apply to 
Mr. Ray Murdock, counsel of the Subcom- 
mittee on Labor and Labor-Management Re- 
lations, of which I am chairman. 

Mr. Murdock, since becoming counsel of 
the subcommittee on June 13, 1950, has 
proven himself to be a most capable and- 
energetic counsel. He has rendered invalu- 
able service to the Senate and, since my 
becoming chairman of the subcommittee 
during the Eighty-second Congress, has been 
of invaluable assistance to me. 

Since the large part of Mr. Murdock's pri- 
vate practice has involved claims against the 
United States Government, it is necessary 
that S. 630 be enacted before he can continue 
to serve our committee. It is the unanimous 
hope of our subcommittee that Mr, Murdock 
can be retained as counsel, and I speak for 
both the Democratic and Republican mem- 
bers of the subcommittee in urging that 
the bill be enacted. 

I look forward to hearing from you and do 
hope that it will be possible for your sub- 
committee and for the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee to act expeditiously with regard to 
this legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY. 
APRIL 24, 1951, 
The Honorable HERBERT R. O'CONOR, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR O’Conor: I shall never be 
able to express to you my personal gratitude 
for the splendid and successful fight you 
made to have the bill, S. 630, reported out 
favorably by the Senate Judiciary Committee. 

It has been reported to me that during 
consideration of this legislation by the com- 
mittee certain statements were made regard- 
ing me and my professional practice, which 
were intended to show that my duties as 
counsel to the subcommittee conflict with 
my interests in private practice. These al- 
leged statements are completely false, and I 
thought it might serve a good purpose to 
inform you in full regarding them. 

My work as counsel involves investiga- 
tions of labor-management relations and the 
effects thereon of applicable Federal laws 
and their administration. 

Neither I nor my firm now represents or 
has ever represented, formally or informally, 
any party in any proceeding before the Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board. We do not 
practice labor law. We do not and have 
never represented any labor organization in 
any proceeding under the Taft-Hartley Act 
or any other labor relations statute. I am 
enclosing herewith a copy of the report of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee on Senate 
Joint Resolution 180, Eighty-first Congress, 
which reproduces a letter from Senator Mur- 
Ray to Senator McCarran, in which Senator 
Murray indicates that one of the main rea- 
sons why he selected me as counsel was that 
I did not represent parties in labor disputes. 
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Since I have been connected with the sub- 
committee, I have not referred any legal 
business of any kind to my firm, and have 
not accepted any employment representing 
any labor organizations, or any other party 
concerned with labor relations. 

With the exception of S. 630, there is 
no legislation pending in Congress in which 
I have any personal interest whatsoever. 
There is no legislation pending which would 
affect in any way any clients of mine. 

Since I have been connected with the sub- 


committee I have not lobbied for any legisla- 


tion whatsoever. 

Since I have been connected with the 
subcommittee, I have not spent a single day 
in my law office; on the contrary, I have 
devoted my full time, and much more than 
a normal amount of time to my duties as 
counsel. During the same period, I have 
not drawn a single cent from my law firm; 
and have not asserted and do not claim any 
interest in the income of the firm during 
that period. 

I call your attention to the fact that 
when the present subcommittee, of which 
Senator HUMPHREY is chairman, was con- 
stituted in January of this year, it was 
moved by Senator Tarr and carried unani- 
mously that I be appointed counsel. I have 
served continuously since December 31, 1950, 
and have discharged all of the duties as 
counsel without compensation. 

Legislation exempting attorneys from sec- 
tions 281, 283, and 284, of title 18 of the 
United States Code, has been passed by al- 
most every Congress for many years. It 
must be remembered that the great bulk of 
legal practice in the District of Columbia is 
concerned, in one way or another, with the 
Government, and much of it involves the 
prosecution of some type of claim against the 
Government. Therefore, it is difficult to find 
in the District of Columbia, outside the 
field of criminal law, landlord and tenant 
law, wills and administration, and a few 
other fields, successful attorneys who are 
not interested either directly or indirectly in 
some claim against the Government. This 
fact accounts for the many laws and resolu- 
tions which have been passed to exempt at- 
torneys from the aforesaid provisions of the 
Code. For example, since 1944 at least 22 
separate laws have been passed, all of which 
exempted one or more attorneys from these 
same provisions. I am attaching hereto a 
list of these statutes. You will note that 
8 of them were passed by the Eightieth 


Again thanking you for your great and 
effective help, I am, 
Sincerely yours, 
Ray R. MURDOCK, 
Counsel, Subcommittee on Labor 
and Labor-Management Relations. 


LEGISLATION ENACTED SINCE 1945 EXEMPTING 
Persons From SECTIONS 281, 283, anp 284 
or TITLE 18, UNITED STATES CODE, 


June 9, 1945 (59 Stat. 235): Members of 
Advisory Board appointed under War Mobi- 
lization and Reconversion Act. 

December 14, 1945 (59 Stat. 607): Counsel 
serving with Pearl Harbor Investigating 
Committee. 

July 25, 1946 (60 Stat. 670 No. 3 (5)): 
Members of the Price Decontrol Board. 

August 1, 1946 (60 Stat. 771, No. 12 (c)): 
General Advisory Committee members and 
members of advisory boards under Atomic 
Energy Act. 

August 1, 1946 (60 Stat. 779, No. 4): Mem- 
bers of Naval Research Advisory Committee. 

June 4, 1947 (61 Stat. 129, ch. 97): Counsel 
employed by Brewster committee (investi- 
gating national defense program). 

July 26, 1947 (61 Stat. 508, No. 303 (b)): 
Members of advisory committees authorized 
to be appointed by the Secretary of Defense, 
the Chairman of the National Security Re- 
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sources Board and the Director of Central 
Intelligence under the National Security 
Act. 

April 3, 1948 (62 Stat. 155, No. 120): Mem- 
bers of the Public Advisory Board and ad- 
visory committees appointed under the Eco- 
nomic Cooperation Act. 

June 24, 1948 (62 Stat. 623, No. 13 (a)): 
Certain officials of the Selective Service Sys- 
tem. 

July 2, 1948 (62 Stat. 1227, No. 10): Mem- 
bers of the National Industrial Reserve Re- 
view Committee. 

July 15, 1949 (63 Stat. 439, No. 601 (Public 
Law 171, sist Cong.) ): Members of advisory 
committees appointed by the Housing and 
Home Finance Administrator. 

October 6, 1949 (63 Stat. 719, No. 406 (d) 
(Public Law 329, 81st Cong.)): Experts or 
consultants employed under Mutual Defense 
Assistance Act. 

October 6, 1949 (63 Stat. 721, ch. 627 (Pub- 
lic Law 330, 81st Cong.) ): Individuals sery- 
ing for the Joint Committee on the Eco- 
nomic Report. 

March 24, 1950 (64 Stat. 35, ch. 75 (Public 
Law 466, 81st Cong)): Attorneys employed 
by Senate committee investigating loyalty 
of State Department employees. 

May 10, 1950 (64 Stat. 155, No. 14 (f) (Pub- 
lic Law 507, 81st Cong.)): Members of 
National Science Board, divisional commit- 
tees, or special commissions. 

May 17, 1950 (64 Stat. 163, ch. 187 (Public 
Law 515, ist Cong.)): Attorneys employed 
by Kefauver Committee to Investigate Inter- 
state Gambling and Racketeering Activities. 

July 12, 1950 (64 Stat. 336 (Public Law 
608, 8 ist Cong.) ) : Attorneys employed to as- 
sist the Senate Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare or the Subcommittee on 
Labor-Management Relations in certain in- 
vestigations. 

September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 778, No. 5 
(Public Law 764, 81st Cong.)): Members of 
commissions appointed by the President to 
represent United States under Tuna Con- 
ventions Act. 

September 8, 1950 (64 Stat. 819, No. 710 
(Public Law 774, 81st Cong.)) Certain per- 
sons employed by the President under the 
Defense Production Act. 

January 6, 1951 (64 Stat. 1235, No. 704 
(Public Law 911, 81st Cong.)): Certain per- 
sons employed by the Secretary of Defense 
under the Supplemental Appropriations Act, 
1951. 

January 12, 1951 (64 Stat. 1255, No. 402 
(Public Law 920, 81st Cong.)): Certain per- 
sons employed under the Federal Civil De- 
fense Act of 1950. 

March 23, 1951 (65 Stat. — (Public Law 
9, 82d Cong.) ) : Persons employed in connec- 
tion with prosecution of claims under the 
Renegotiation Act of 1951. 

JuLx 12, 1951. 
Hon HERBERT R. O'CONOR, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator O'Conor: In view of your 
efforts in behalf of the bill, S. 630, I thought 
you would be interested in my comments on 
certain statements in a letter dated July 11, 
1951, and reported signed by Senator WAT- 
KINs of Utah. 

It is true that early in 1947, my firm, Seeg- 
miller & Murdock, registered in compliance 
with the Lobbying Act. At that time, my 
associate and I were Washington representa- 
tive for the National Association of County 
Officials. A very incidental part of our work 
as representative was to support legislation 
sponsored by the association to provide for 
payments in lieu of taxes to the State and 
local governments on real estate owned by 
the Federal Government. My associate, Mr. 
Keith L. Seegmiller, is still Washington repre- 
sentative for the association. I have not 
been connected with the association, I have 
not participated in any of its activities, and 
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have not engaged in any lobbying for the 
association since 1947, Neither have I en- 
gaged in lobbying for any person or group 
since that time. At the time we registered, 
it was our opinion that our activities were 
not covered by the Lobbying Act, but we did 
register in order to avoid any question. We 
later discussed the matter with an attorney 
representing the Department of Justice, and 
have not renewed the registration nor filed 
any of the reports required by the act. 

I did represent a Texas airline in connec- 
tion with its attempt to intervene in a pro- 
ceeding before the Civil Aeronautics Board—I 
believe in 1947. My services for the line 
terminated with that single representation, 
and I have not heard from the airline since 
that incident. I do not now represent any 
party having any matter pending in the 
Department of Commerce. 

I did appear before the Senate Judiciary 
Committee in the Eighty-first Congress to 
urge enactment of S. 1981. I do believe 
S. 751, which is the present version of 
S. 1981, has great merit and ought to be en- 
acted. I have not appeared before any com- 
mittee or any individual Senator to urge its 
enactment. I do not represent a single 
claimant who would be affected by S. 751. 
My firm does not represent a single claim- 
ant who would be affected by S. 751. I have 
no financial interest in the legislation what- 
soever. I believe I am in as good a position 
as anyone else to guess at the amount of 
money which would be involved in claims 
which would be affected by S. 751, and I 
don't believe there is the slightest ground 
for the Senator’s statement that the claims 
would run into many millions of dollars, 
It may be well to note that the reason I 
appeared in favor of S. 751 is that similar 
legislation, which did affect claimants who 
were my clients, had been enacted by the 
Eighty-first Congress, and did waive for my 
clients the statute of limitations governing 
the United States Court of Claims. En- 
actment of S. 751 would, therefore, do for 
claimants who are not my clients precisely 
what was done for my clients by the Eighty- 
first Congress. The legislation which 
waived the statute of limitations for my 
clients, Public Law 440, was approved by the 
President on November 1, 1950, and thus 
became law 7 months before I was employed 
by the Senate Committee on Labor and Pub- 
lic Welfare. 

Very truly yours, 
Ray R. Murpocx, 
Counsel, Subcommittee on Labor 
ae Labor-Management Rela- 
t 7 


Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
also wish at this time to associate my- 
self with the remarks of the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. Morse]. I have been 
the chairman of the subcommittee for 
which Mr. Murdock, the gentleman now 
under consideration, has been the gen- 
eral counsel. I can honestly say that I 
have never met a finer man, one who 
was more conscientious and able, one 
who, as a public servant, was more de- 
voted to public duty. Iam deeply grate- 
ful to him for his willingness to work 
with us under trying conditions, for he 
has received no financial reward, during 
the 6 or 7 months since January. I 
merely wish to make that statement for 
the record because he has been an ex- 
cellent public servant in his work in be- 
half of the public. 

Mr. O’CONOR. Mr. President, in 
order to complete the record, I ask 
unanimous consent that a statement 
which I prepared and had planned to 
make in support of the pending bill 
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be printed in the Recorp at this point 
as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


Mr. President, the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary has reported favorably S. 630, a bill 
limiting the operations of certain sections 
of the United States Code, familiarly known 
as the conflict of interest statutes. This 
bill was originally introduced by the dis- 
tinguished senior Senator from Montana, 
Mr. Murray, as chairman of the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare. 

The purpose of the proposed legislation 
is to permit the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare, or any authorized subcom- 
mittee to employ a certain attorney without 
regard to the provisions of law which pro- 
hibit the employment of persons who are 
prosecuting claims against the Government, 
That these statutes are meritorious, cannot 
be disputed in any way. On the other hand, 
circumstances may well dictate a relaxation 
of these provisions in an effort to obtain 
more efficient operation by a Congressional 
committee. It is interesting to note that 
on numerous occasions in the past, exemp- 
tions from the operations of this law have 
been granted in order to induce competent, 
professional men to accept assignments in 
Congress, because of their outstanding qual- 
ifications in a particular field. As a matter 
of fact, on at least 22 occasions since the 
year 1945, separate laws have been passed, 
all of which exempt one or more attorneys 
from these same statutes. 

Mr. Ray Murdock, for whose benefit this 
bill was introduced, was originally employed 
by the Committee on Labor and Public Wel- 
fare in the Eighty-first Congress and a sim- 
ilar bill was acted upon favorably at that 
time. At the beginning of the Eighty-second 
Congress the junior Senator from Minne- 
sota, Mr. HUMPHREY, became chairman of 
the subcommittee of which Mr. Murdock is 
counsel. At that time the distinguished 
senior Senator from Ohio, Mr. Tart, in the 
committee moved that Mr. Murdock be re- 
appointed counsel. It is extremely signifi- 
cant that this motion was carried unani- 
mously by the entire subcommittee, Demo- 
crats and Republicans alike. 

It is the unanimous agreement of all the 
members of the Labor Subcommittee, and of 
everyone who is familiar with the work of 
this counsel that he has done an outstand- 
ing job and has rendered invaluable service 
to the committee. As beneficiary of S. 
630 he has stated unqualifiedly that he 
does not now have any claims pending be- 
fore any department of the Government. 

Mr, Murdock, a man of unquestioned in- 
tegrity, was sought out by the Labor Com- 
mittee because of his outstanding qualifi- 
cations and the benefits that he would 
bring to the committee. Certainly when 
a standing committee of the Senate makes 
known its desire to employ a competent 
counsel it seems to me that the Senate can do 
no less than cooperate in every possible way 
to assist this committee in its functions. 
This is especially true since the Senate has 
on previous occasions in the past waived the 
provisions of law with respect to hundreds 
of unknown employees in the executive de- 
partments. z 

I believe that this bill should be acted 
upon favorably by the Senate to insure the 
continuation of the outstanding work that 
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
has accomplished. It will also provide the 
members of that committee with the able 
assistance which they need and desire. 


Mr. O’CONOR. Mr. President, I wish 
to associate myself with the remarks of 
the Senator from Oregon, and also the 
remarks of the Senator from Minnesota, 
and to say that the investigation which 
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I made as chairman of the subcommit- 
tee of the Judiciary Committee in every 
way bears out the assertions of those 
Senators as to the comyetency, the un- 
questioned integrity, and the legal abil- 
ity of Mr. Murdock, as well as his public 
service. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, at this 
late hour I do not intend to take up the 
time of the Senate with encomiums with 
respect to Mr. Murdock. I, too, am a 
member of the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare, as are the Senator from 
Oregon and the Senator from Minne- 
sota. I wish to associate myself with 
the Senator from Oregon, the Senator 
from Minnesota, and the Senator from 
Maryland in expressing the highest re- 
gard both for the character and compe- 
tency of Mr. Murdock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. NIXON]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I have 
already stated that I do not intend to 
make a speech on this bill. 

Even though I live in the State of 
Utah, and Mr. Murdock is from that 
State, Iam not so fortunate as Senators 
who have been working on the commit- 
tee. I do aot know Mr. Murdock as well 
as they do. So far as I can recall, I have 
met him only once in my life. I know 
him only by reputation. The informa- 
tion which comes to me is that he is a 
very able lawyer and a very amiable 
gentleman. 

However, the undisputed record indi- 
cates clearly that this is a case which 
requires legislation in order to waive the 
conflict-of-interest clause. In this par- 
ticular situation there are many con- 
flicts of interest. I think we ought to 
look squarely at the subject, and amend 
the law or repeal it outright if we are to 
continue to pass this type of waiver-of- 
conflict-of-interest bills. 

I have prepared a statement. I do not 
intend to speak longer this afternoon. 
I wish to place in the RECORD a state- 
ment which I have prepared, and which 
I probably would have made had there 
been a contest over this case. However, 
I shall not attempt to deliver it tonight. 

First, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp at this point as a 
part of my remarks, a letter which I 
sent to all Members of the Senate, in 
which I stated that I did not feel that 
I was in a position to discuss the subject 
on the floor of the Senate. I therefore 
wrote my views to each Member of the 
Senate. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
July 11, 1951. 
To Senators: 

My Dear SENATOR: I am writing you in re- 
gard to S. 630 which I am informed is to be 
the next order of business after the Interior 
Department Appropriation bill. 

S. 630 is a bill to suspend until December 
31, 1952, the conflict-of-interest laws with re- 
spect to an attorney in the employ of the 
Senate. It proposes to waive a whole body 
of the criminal law in behalf of this employee 
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and make it lawful for him to accept com- 
pensation as an employee of the Senate while 
he continues to serve private clients for pay 
in the prosecution of matters adverse to the 
interests of his public employer, the United 
States Government. 

The conflict-of-interest laws are an at- 
tempt to write into law the concept that 
public office is a public trust. They seek to 
exprees in law the principle that no man can 
serve two masters. To that end they provide 
that no public officer or employee of the Fed- 


eral Government may engage in activities 


which are incompatible with the duties of 
his public office. 

In my view, the conflict-of-interest laws 
should be upheld and strictly enforced in all 
their ramifications. They should not be 
weakened and eaten away by exceptions and 
waivers. I personally hold these views as a 
matter of principle and shall continue to 
stand by them now and in the future. 

The records of the Clerk of the House and 
the Secretary of the Senate indicate that the 
law firm of which the beneficiary of S. 630 
is a member registered as a lobbying organ- 
ization and filed a report as required by law 
for the quarter ending March 31, 1947. Al- 
though subsequent reports have not been 
filed, no notice of termination of this em- 
ployment has been made a matter of record, 

The records of the Department of Com- 
merce indicate that the attorney on whose 
behalf S. 630 would waive the conflict-of- 
interest laws is counsel for the Texas Air 
Lines. An application for a certificate of 
convenience and necessity on behalf of the 
Texas Air Lines is still pending before the 
Civil Aeronautics Board. 

There is now pending in the Senate Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary a bill, S. 751, Eighty- 
second Congress, first session, which would 
confer jurisdiction on the United States 
Court of Claims to hear, determine, and 
render judgment upon certain claims against 
the United States for basic overtime com- 
pensation. The statute of limitations has 
run against these claims and suit thereon 
cannot be maintained unless S. 751, or simi- 
lar legislation, is enacted. The total of the 
claims against the United States which this 
bill would revive for purposes of suit runs 
into many millions of dollars. The attorney 
on whose behalf S. 630 would waive the con- 
flict-of-interest laws is the same attorney 
who appeared before the Senate Judiciary 
Committee in the Eighty-first Congress to 
urge enactment of S. 1981, Eighty-first Con- 
gress, first session, which is the predecessor 
of S. 751, Eighty-second Congress, first 
session. 

S. 630 proposes to waive the conflict-of- 
interest laws on behalf of an attorney named 
therein for a 2-year period extending from 
January 1, 1951, to December 31, 1952. This 
period would be in addition to a 6-month 
period previously authorized on grounds of 
emergency which expired on December 31, 
1950 (Public Law 608, 81st Cong., 2d sess.). 
Thus, 8. 630 would effect a waiver of the con- 
flict-of-interest laws, not for an emergency 
period of short duration and immediate 
necessity, but for a period which together 
with the previous waiver totals’ 2½ years, 

S. 630 proposes to waive a series of statutes 
which the Judiciary Committee of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives have re- 
cently refused to waive on behalf of an em- 
ployee of the Senate Committee on Rules and 
Administration and on behalf of the Presi- 
dent's Commission on Internal Security and 
Individual Rights. The latter agency in- 
cluded such men of high reputation as for- 
mer Senator Danaher and Fleet Admiral 
Chester Nimitz. It would indeed be ironical 
if the Congress, after having refused to waive 
the conflict-of-interest laws on behalf of 
men of such stature in executive branch of 
the Government, should thereafter waive 
those same laws on behalf of a relatively un- 
known attorney in its own employ. 
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The eclipse of morality in public office 
which confronts us today can be overcome 
only by a revived respect for laws and the 
commonly accepted principles of ethics and 
good conduct. Under those circumstances, it 
would seem that this is no time for the Con- 
gress to be granting exemptions and waiving 
the law especially in respect to persons in its 
own employ. I hope you can see fit to vote 
against S. 630 if and when it is brought to a 
vote on the floor of the Senate. 

Sincerely, 
ARTHUR V. WATKINS. 


Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recor» at this point as a part of my 
remarks a statement which I have pre- 
pared and which I had intended to de- 
liver. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recor, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WATKINS 

Recently I wrote a letter to Members of 
the Senate pointing out certain facts with 
reference to S. 630 because I believed it con- 
tained practically all the essential facts in 
connection with this resolution—at least 
those facts which are necessary to determine 
Mr. Murdock’s activities and just what 
handicaps he is under which are sought to 
be relieved by this legislation. 

In the first place, the very fact that the 
resolution is here is proof that Mr. Murdock 
does have conflicting interests with the 
United States. Otherwise the legislation 
would not be necessary. The conflicts of 
interest which my letter has called attention 
to are certainly more than mere techni- 
calities. 

Only yesterday Drew Pearson made refer- 
ence to this letter in the Washington Post in 
such a way as to try to influence the vote of 
the United States Senate. Since this article 
was printed and made public yesterday I 
considered it another reason why the letter 
itself which is referred to in the article 
should be given in full to the Senate and 
made a part of the RECORD. 

Mr. Pearson’s comment on the letter is in 
his usual style of using half truths, innu- 
endos, and implications which are in many 
cases the meanest kinds of falsehoods. 

In the first paragraph of the comment, 
Mr. Pearson said: “Two Senators were ap- 
proached recently regarding an official O. K. 
for two appointees from their States. One 
was scholarly Senator Spressarp HOLLAND, 
Democrat of Florida, the other isolationist 
Senator ARTHUR Watkins, Republican of 
Utah.” 

Mr. Pearson’s bias becomes apparent in 
that opening paragraph. I can heartily sub- 
scribe to his statement that Senator Nor- 
LAND is scholarly. I have regarded him as 
one of the ablest Senators in the Senate, but 
I can’t honestly claim to be an isolationist. 
My record won't substantiate it. I voted 
for the Greek-Turkish loan each time it was 
before the Senate—in fact, I made a speech 
in favor of it. I voted for the Marshall pro- 
gram each time it has been before the Sen- 
ate. I voted for appropriations for foreign 
aid and military purposes each time these 
measures have been before the Senate. Cer- 
tainly such action on my part would hardly 
qualify me as an isolationist. 

It is true that I voted against the North 
Atlantic Pact because the Senate refused 
to accept reservations which would have pro- 
tected the right of the Congress to declare 
war and authorize troops for use in Europe 
prior to an aggression. It is also true that 
I questioned the President's right to take 
this Nation into the Korean War without 
action of the Congress. There are many oth- 
ers who have raised the same question who 
would not in any sense of the word be classi- 
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fied as isolationists. The reference to me, 
of course, was intended as smear. It seems 
to have been the policy of Mr. Pearson to 
smear me ever since I came here, at least 
after my initial refusal to leak confidential 
information from executive sessions of com- 
mittees I happen to be a member of, to Jack 
Anderson, his press representative here on 
the Hill. I was told by Mr. Anderson when 
I first came to the Senate that it would pay 
me to be cooperative. I persisted in my 
refusal and since that time all references to 
me have been in the nature of smears. That 
is a long story and I will not go into it now. 

I continue with the quote from the Pear- 
son article: 

“HOLLAND was asked to O. K. the appoint- 

ment of his bitter political opponent, Francis 
Whitehair, to be Under Secretary of the 
Navy. Whitehair had once run against Hol- 
LAND in the race for Governor of Florida. 
He lost, but the campaign left some personal 
scars.” 
This statement may be true. I am not in 
the confidence of Senator HoLLAND and I 
do not know the facts. The statement con- 
tinues: 

“Watkins had run against Senator Abe 
Murdock, Utah Democrat, and defeated him. 
Now Abe Murdock’s brother, Ray, is up for 
reappointment as counsel of the Senate 
Labor Committee, a routine job hard to fill. 
Murdock, a prosperous lawyer, has been 
working as a public service. But since his 
law firm has some suits pending against the 
Government, he needs a special waiver from 
the Senate—a technicality given in hundreds 
of other cases.” 

This paragraph contains some truths and 
half truths. It is true that former Senator 
Abe Murdock was my opponent in the 1946 
elections and I defeated him. It is true he 
has a brother named Ray. 

Mr. Ray Murdock is not up for reappoint- 
ment as counsel of the Senate Labor Com- 
mittee. He has been acting for nearly a year 
now as special counsel for a subcommittee of 
the Senate Labor Committee. In order to 
get him that appointment, it was necessary 
to have passed in the last session of the 
Eighty-first Congress a resolution waiving 
the confliet-ot - interest statute because Mr. 
Murdock does have suits pending against 
the Government in the Court of Claims and 
he represents a large number of clients who 
are now preparing additional claims against 
the United States. He and his partner are 
active in pressing claims against the United 
States. The letter which I sent to the Sen- 
ators points out the real facts showing there 
is more than a technicality involved. 

It should be remembered that the statutes 
involved are criminal statutes. They pro- 
vide rather severe penalties for anyone who 
violate them, and under the admitted facts 
now before the Senate using the wage-and- 
hour definition of employment, Mr. Murdock 
has been acting as attorney for this commit- 
tee in violation of criminal statutes. That 
members of the committee have approved 
this action does not rob it of its seriousness. 

The last paragraph of the Pearson comment 
reads as follows: 

“When the two Senators were approached 

these two appointees, Senator HoL- 
LaND graciously acceded to the appointment 
of Whitehair. But Wards wrote to every 
Member of the Senate, demanding that the 
brother of his defeated opponent be barred 
from a tedious job with a Senate committee.” 

I am not in a position to know whether 
Senator HoLtanp was approached with refer- 
ence to the appointment of Mr. Whitehair 
or whether he graciously acceded, but I do 
know no one approached me regarding the 
appointment of Mr. Murdock as a counsel for 
this subcommittee. In the first place there 
was no necessity for the committee to do 
so. The first I heard of Mr. Murdock's ap- 
pointment was when S. 630 came before the 
Senate Judiciary Committee, of which I am 
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a new member, for action. He had already 
served the subcommittee for nearly a year. 

There have been other waiver resolutions 
of this kind before the committee. I had 
already taken my position of opposition to 
all of these resolutions because I am con- 
vinced, as I pointed out in the letter to the 
Senators, that these confict-of-interest stat- 
utes are criminal statutes and are based on 
ethical and moral principles and should 
not be waived for anybody. The Judiciary 
Committee had already been discussing the 
resolution to waive the conflict-of-interest 
statutes in favor of the so-called Nimitz 
Commission appointed by the President. 
As a member of the committee I voted 
against the Nimitz resolution. 

Ever since I have been in the Congress I 
have opposed waiver of statutes of this kind 
for the simple reason that they are based 
on ethical and moral principles and no one, 
however high his position, is above obeying 
the law. We cannot safely waive ethical and 
moral principles. We have had entirely too 
much of tnat in the past. This laxness on 
the part of Congress and the executive de- 
partment has done more to destroy con- 
fidence in Government than all the propa- 
ganda efforts of subversive elements com- 
bined. 

The fact that the attorney mentioned in 
S. 630 happens to be the brother of my oppo- 
nent, Abe Murdock, is merely a coincidence. 

When a similar resolution involving an- 
other employee was before the Senate some 
time back, I prepared a speech which I in- 
tencri to deliver opposing that resolution. 
But when the matter became the pending 
business I was confined in the hospital and 
unable to be present. 

Incidentally, one of my principal reasons 
for sending a letter to the Members of the 
Senate which was read by the clerk stating 
my views on S. 630 was the fact that I had 
been advised by my physician that I should 
not attempt at the present time to deliver a 
speech of any length. The letter which I 
sent to the Senators was available to Mr. 
Pearson. There was no secret about my 
sending it. His implication and innuendo 
that I did it because of revenge or bitter- 
ness toward Mr. Murdock or any of his fam- 
ily is completely anc utterly false. 

I do not know Mr. Murdock personally. I 
have met him, I think, once for a few brief 
moments. I am informed he is an able 
lawyer. I have no objection to his employ- 
ment by the Labor Committee or any other 
committee of the Senate or any branch of 
the Government. All I ask is that he and 
those who employ him comply with the laws 
of the United States. The claims which he 
is prosecuting against the United States in 
Court of Claims as has already been indi- 
cated, are labor claims involving the em- 
ployees of the United States operating the 
Alaska Railroad. These men are entitled to 
representation. They are entitled to have 
the matter heard in the courts and in the 
committees of Congress, but they are not 
entitled to have their personal attorney who 
presents and presses these claims against 
the United States acting as an attorney for 
a committee of the Congress where he has 
access to the floor of the Senate and many 
other advantages that any attorney in pri- 
vate practice does not have. It should be 
obvious that any attorney having access to 
the floor of the Senate and to the views of 
their Senators and their staffs is given a 
tremendous advantage over other attorneys 
in private practice who are pressing claims 
against the Government. 

The waiver of the conflict-of-interest laws 
in behalf of Mr. Murdock and others engaged 
in similar practice is decidedly unfair to the 
lawyers who are employed by Senators, Con- 
gressmen and committees. There isn't the 
slightest doubt that if the statutes were 
waived in their behalf they could form part- 
nerships here in Washington and obtain a 
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lucrative practice in presenting claims 
against the United States. I am sure no 

. Senator would contend that we should have 
a waiver of conflict-of-interest laws in behalf 
of all the lawyers employed in activities here 
in Congress, and yet the principle involved 
is no different than in the case of Mr, 
Murdock. 

Before I conclude this statement I want 
to point out that the Labor and Public Wel- 
fare Committee of the Senate has a large 
number of lawyers on its staff, anyone of 
whom is capable of taking care of the work 
of the subcommittee where Mr. Murdock has 
been employed. I am reliably informed that 
there is no shortage of legal help for this 
Senate subcommittee. 

On March 19, 1947, the Washington law 
firm of Seegmiller & Murdock filed in the 
United States Court of Claims the first Alas- 
ka Railroad employee claim for overtime 
compensation, This suit was in the name 
of George D. Poggas, and was assigned docket 
No. 47,652. Ray R. Murdock, the attorney 
named in S. 630, was then, as he is now, a 
partner in the Washington law firm of Seeg- 
miller & Murdock. That firm was recorded 
as attorney of record in the Poggas case. 

The Poggas claim and the claims of sev- 
eral hundred other employees of the Alaska 
Railroad ran back to the early 1930's and 
covered a period of 14 years. Timely suit had 
not been brought. As a consequence the 
statute of limitations had run thereby bar- 
ring recovery. 

Therefore in the Eighty-first Congress two 
bills were introduced to confer jurisdiction 
on the United States Court of Claims to en- 
tertain the overtime-compensation suits of 
the Alaska Railroad employees against which 
the statute of limitations had run. 

Ray R. Murdock, of the law firm of Seeg- 
miller & Murdock, attorneys of record in 
the Poggas suit which had been filed on 
March 19, 1947, wrote letters to Members of 
the House and the Senate and made personal 
appearances before congressional commit- 
tees urging enactment of these bills. He 
made no effort to hide the fact that he was— 
as he still is—attorney for the Alaska Rail- 
road employees whose claims would be re- 
instated by enactment of a law having the 
effect ofywaiving the statute of limitations, 

The bills which Mr. Murdock urged were 
passed and became law on November 1, 
1949—Public Law 440, Eighty-first Congress, 
first session. 

On July 12, 1950, Murdock was formally 
put on the payroll of the Senate Labor and 
Public Welfare Committee. Employment was 
as a member of the staff of the Subcommit- 
tee on Labor-Management Relations. This 
action was taken on the very same day that 
the President approved Public Law 608 of 
the Eighty-first Congress, second session, 
Public Law 608 waived the conflict-of-in- 
terest laws on behalf of Mr. Murdock in 
order that he might lawfully work for the 
United States and at the same time work 
against the United States in the prosecution 
of the claims of the Alaska Railroad em- 
ployees. 

The waiver was for a 6-month period— 
July 12, 1950, through December 31, 1950. 

The fact that that law expired on De- 
cember 31, 1950, has made little differ- 
ence, however. Mr. Murdock has continued 
in the full-time employ of the Labor-Man- 
agement Relations Subcommittee. He has a 
desk and is working for that subcommittee 
at this very moment—more than 6 months 
after Public Law 608 expired by its own 
terms, 

It is true that he has not been compen- 
sated for his services since the expiration of 
Public Law 608—that would be illegal unless 
S. 630, now before us, is enacted into law. 

In the period of his employment with the 
Subcommittee on Labor-Management Rela- 

tions, Mr. Murdock has not neglected the in- 
terests of his private clients, the employees 
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of the Alaska Railroad, whose claims for 
back overtime compensation were revived 
for purposes of suit by the enactment of 
Public Law 440, of November 1, 1949. 

On October 24, 1950, while in the employ 
of the Senate Labor committee and on its 
payroll, Mr. Murdock filed a suit in the 
Court of Claims, docket No, 49882, for back 
overtime compensation for an Alaska Rail- 
road employee. 

On October 26, 1950, while in the employ 
of the Senate Labor Committee and on its 
payroll, Murdock filed 8 suits against the 
United States in the Court of Claims. These 
are dockets Nos. 49887, 49888, 49889, 49890, 
49891, 49892, 49893, 49894. 

On October 23, 1950, Mr. Murdock filed 
two more Alaska Railroad employee overtime 
claim suits—docket Nos. 49902 and 49903. 

On April 3, 1951, the United States Court 
of Claims handed down its judgment in the 
Poggas case which had been filed by Seeg- 
miller and Murdock on March 19, 1947, and 
which had been made eligible for suit by 
waiver of the statute of limitations by the 
enactment of Public Law 440 of November 1, 
1949—the enactment of which was at least 
partly attributable to the efforts of Mr. Mur- 
dock. The judgment was for $10,506.18. The 
Poggas case, being in the nature of a test 
case, indicates, that in all probability that 
the whole series of suits I have cited above 
will also be successful. 

With the suits of the Alaska Railroad em- 
ployees as a precedent, legislation is now 
before the Congress to waive the statute of 
limitations with respect to certain overtime 
compensation claims of employees of the 
Alaska Highway Commission, the Bureau of 
the Mint, and certain employees of 
the Navy. These claims run into millions 
of dollars, : 

The bill which would authorize the United 
States Court of Claims to entertain these 
suits notwithstanding the fact that the 
statute of limitations has run against them, 
is S. 751, Eighty-second Congress, first ses- 
sion. 

S. 751 is the successor to S. 1981 which was 
before the Eighty-first Congress and which 
died in that Congress. S. 1981 was objected 
to in the Eighty-first Congress on June 8, 
1950, by Senator HENDRICKSON. It was again 
objected to on August 8, 1950, by Senator 
SCHOEPPEL. 

Ray R. Murdock worked for enactment of 
S. 1981 in the Eighty-first Congress. He 
wrote letters to Members of Congress and 
made personal appearances urging its enact- 
ment. In a letter to Senator MAGNUSON, 
sponsor of S. 1981, dated July 22, 1951, Mur- 
dock referred to “our test case, Poggas v. 
U. S., No. 47652, in the Court of Claims,” 
thus establishing beyond a doubt that at 
that time at least he was attorney not only 
for the Alaska Railroad employees but also 
for the employees whose claims would be re- 
established for purposes of suit by enact- 
ment of S. 1981 of the Eighty-first Congress. 
As I have said, the successor to that bill in 
the Eighty-second Congress is S. 751. 

I have pointed out that during the last 6 
months of the Eighty-first Congress, while S. 
1981 was before that Congress, Murdock was 
in the employ of the Senate—on the payroll 
of the Senate Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare. 

During the 6-month life of the Eighty- 
second Congress, Murdock has been employed 
by the Senate Committee on Labor and Pub- 
lic Welfare—but without compensation. S. 
630, the bill we are now discussing, would 
make it legal for Murdock to receive pay for 
that period and would make it legal for him 
to continue in that status until December 31, 
1953—that covers the full 2-year period of 
the life of the Eighty-second Congress. 

The bill in which Mr. Murdock is inter- 
ested, S. 751, which would authorize suit for 
additional claims running into many mil- 
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lions of dollars is still before the Senate 
Judiciary Committee, 


MURDOCK AS A REGISTERED LOBBYIST 


The law firm of Seegmiller & Murdock, of 
1616 I Street NW., Washington, D. C., in 
which the partners are Ray R. Murdock and 
Keith L. Seegmiller, registered as lobbyists 
with the Clerk of the House and the Secre- 
tary of the Senate for the first quarter of 
the calendar year 1947. Their employer was 
shown as the National Association of County 
Officials. 

That registration has not been renewed 
nor has it been cancelled. No notice has 
been filed with the Secretary of the Senate 
or the Clerk of the House by either Mur- 
dock or Seegmiller stating that the lobbying 
employment previously registered has been 
terminated, 

The Washington, D. C., telephone directory 
gives the local address of the National Asso- 
ciation of County Officials as 1616 I Street 
NW. The telephone number is National 
1607. 

The Washington, D. C., telephone directory 
gives the local address of the law firm of 
Seegmiller & Murdock as 1616 I Street NW., 
ro gives its telephone number as National 
1607. 

The Washington telephone directory shows 
the address of Ray R. Murdock, lawyer, as 
1616 I Street NW., and gives his telephone 
number as National 1607. 

These coincidences together with the fact 
that there is nothing of record to indicate 
that the employment has been severed at 
least present a situation which should be 
refuted. 

In any event, it seems to me that the con- 
flict-of-interest laws should not be waived 
to the benefit of this man in order that 
he may be put on the payroll of the United 
States Senate until there is clear, and un- 
mistakable, and affirmative, evidence as a 
matter of record that he is no longer a reg- 
istered lobbyist. 


Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, I also 
ask to have printed in the Rrecorp at 
this point as a part of my remarks a 
paragraph from a letter from the Sen- 
ator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran] to 
the President of the United States with 
respect to House bill 2829, which was a 
bill in behalf of the waiver of the con- 
flict-of-interest clause with respect to 
the so-called Nimitz Commission. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the Rec- 
orD, as follows: 


The statutes which this bill would sus- 
pend have been a part of the criminal law 
for many years. Congress, in revising and 
codifying the criminal law, has had ample 
opportunity to delete these statutes from the 
law, but it has never done so. Members of 
the Commission who appeared before the 
committee and the subcommittee acknowl- 
edged that these statutes constitute a nec- 
essary and desirable safeguard, and I think 
there can be no question on that score. I 
have heard no one state that these statutes 
ought to be removed from the body of the 
law. Yet the effect of repeated legislative 
exemptions of persons from the operation of 
the law seryes only as a piecemeal destruc- 
tion of the statutes. Continued erosion of 
a worth-while statute by successive exemp- 
tions does not of itself justify other and fur- 
ther exemptions. I might point out in that 
regard that the Internal Security Subcom- 
mittee of the Judiciary Committee, whose 
work is similar to that of the Commission, 
has not requested exemption from the oper- 
ation of these statutes for the members of 
its staff. I do not believe that the lack of 
such an exemption has prejudiced in any 
way the selection of competent staff per- 
sonnel, 
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I should 
like to address a question to the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. O’Conor]. 

Has the Senator from Maryland in- 
serted at any point in the RECORD a copy 
of a letter which the Senator received 
from Mr. Murdock under date of July 
12, 1951? 

Mr. O’CONOR. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand that the Senator from Minne- 
sota [Mr. HUMPHREY] has included that 
letter in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

If there be no further amendment to 
be proposed, the question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“A bill to suspend until August 15, 1951, 
the application of certain Federal laws 
with respect to an attorney employed by 
the Senate Committee on Labor and Pub- 
lic Welfare.” 

The bill (S. 630) as passed is as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That service or employ- 
ment of Ray R. Murdock as an attorney on 
a temporary basis prior to August 15, 1951, 
to assist the Senate Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare or any of its duly authorized 
subcommittees shall not be considered as 
service or employment bringing such person 
within the provisions of sections 281, 283, or 
284 of title 18 of the United States Code, or 
of any other Federal law imposing restric- 
tions, requirements, or penalties in relation 
to the employment of persons, the perform- 
ance of service, or the payment or receipt of 
compensation in connection with any claim, 
proceeding, or matter now pending in court 
and involving the United States. 
TREASURY AND POST OFFICE DEPART- 

MENTS APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of House bill 3282, the 
Treasury and Post Office Departments 
appropriation bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R. 
3282) making appropriations for the 
Treasury and Post Office Departments 
and funds available for the Export-Im- 
port Bank of Washington for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1952, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, as I 
understand, the bill was reported before 
midnight, so that it has been on the cal- 
endar a full day. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. 

Mr. WHERRY. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Arizona [Mr. Mc- 
FARLAND]. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill, 
which had been reported from the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations with amend- 
ments, 

RECESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. I move that the 
Senate stand in recess until 12 o’clock 
noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 

o’clock and 15 minutes p. m.) the Sen- 
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ate took a recess until tomorrow, Friday, 
July 20, 1951, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate July 19 (legislative day of June 
27), 1951: 

IN THE Navy 

The following-named line officers for tem- 
porary appointment to the grade of rear ad- 
miral in the Navy, subject to qualification 
therefor as provided by law: 

Ralph Earle, Jr. Rufus E. Rose 

Neil K. Dietrich Charles W. Wilkins 
Frederick MoosbruggerRobert L. Campbell, Jr. 
Burton Davis Ralph E. Wilson 
Alvin D. Chandler Elmer E. Yeomans 
Irving T. Duke Wallace M. Beakley 
Truman J. Hedding Ephraim R. McLean, 
Chester C. Wood Jr. 

Clarence E. Ekstrom Richard F, Stout 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuurspay, JuLy 19, 1951 


The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Almighty God, our Father, we are 
again approaching Thy throne of grace 
and mercy for we have nowhere else to 
go with our needs and nameless longings. 

We humbly confess how helpless and 
inadequate we are in wisdom and 
strength to cope with our own personal 
problems and the many problems in the 
various areas of human relationship. 

Grant that we may not only come 
humbly unto Thee but confidently for 
Thou art of all friends the nearest, of 
all counselors the wisest, and of all 
helpers the most willing and able to sup- 
ply our needs and satisfy our longings. 

Inspire us with a greater trust in 
Thee and in the reality and power of the 
moral law. Give us the grace to live 
nobly and hopefully, assured that truth 
and righteousness will prevail whatever 
the posture of affairs of these days may 
be, for if God be for us who can be 
against us. 7 

Show us how we may unite the family 
of nations unto a commonwealth of free, 
peace-loving men. May we hasten the 
coming of that day when all the declara- 
tions of national independence and free- 
dom shall expand and become declara- 
tions of international interdependence 
and cooperation and the welfare of every 
naon shall be the common concern of 
all. 

Hear us in Christ's name. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was communi- 
cated to the House by Mr. Hawks, one of 
his secretaries, who also informed the 
House that on the following dates the 
President approved and signed bills and 
a joint resolution of the House of the 
following titles: 

On July 13, 1951: 

H. R. 953. An act for the relief of Joseph 

A. Myers, Hazel C. Myers, and Helen Myers. 
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On July 16, 1951: 

H. R. 2395. An act to amend title 18 of the 
United States Code, entitled “Crimes and 
Criminal Procedures,” to provide basic au- 
thority for certain activities of the United 
States Secret Service, and for other pur- 
poses. 

On July 18, 1951: 

H. J. Res. 292, Joint resolution making ad- 
ditional appropriations for disaster relief for 
the fiscal year 1952, and for other purposes. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska, Mr. Speak- 
er, I make the point of order that a quo- 
rum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently there is no 
quorum present. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 116} 
Anderson, Calif. Durham Murray, Wis. 
Boggs, La Gillette Passman 
Bosone Herter Phillips 
Breen Kelley, Pa. Powell 
Celler Kirwan Scott, Hardie 
Chatham Lyle Scrivner 
Crumpacker McCarthy Shelley 
Dawson Miller, Calif. teed 
Dingell Murphy Woodruff 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 405 
Members have answered to their names, 
@ quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
or under the call were dispensed 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to include extrane- 
ous matter in the remarks I make in 
Committee of the Whole today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 


AMENDMENTS TO DEFENSE PRODUCTION 
ACT OF 1950 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 3871) to 
amend the Defense Production Act of 
1950, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved it- 
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill H. R. 
3871, with Mr. MilLs in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. When the Com- 
mittee rose on yesterday the Committee 
was considering section 104, ending on 
line 22, page 23 of the bill. If there are 
no further amendments to the section, 
the Clerk will read. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment, which I send to the 
desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. WIDNALL: On 
page 19, after line 3, add a new section 
reading as follows: 

“(h) Amend section 408 (c) of the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950 so that it will 
read: 

“The Emergency Court of Appeals is 
hereby continued for the purpose of the 
exercise of the jurisdiction granted by this 
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title, with the powers herein specified, to- 
gether with the powers heretofore granted 
to such court which are not inconsistent 
with the provisions of this title. The court 
shall have the powers of a district court 
with respect to the jurisdiction conferred 
upon it by this title; provided, however, 
that it shall not issue any temporary re- 
straining order or interlocutory decree stay- 
ing or restraining, in whole or in part, the 
effectiveness of any regulation or order re- 
lating to price controls issued under this 
title unless such regulation or order shows 
on its face it was issued contrary to one or 
more of the prohibitions of this title, in 
which event the court shall have full power 
to act to prevent irreparable damage with- 
out requiring the formality of protest as 
provided for in this title and in such a case 
the court’s order or interlocutory decree 
shall not be posted or stayed until final 
disposition of the case by the Supreme 
Court. The court shall exercise its powers 
and prescribe rules governing its procedure 
in such manner as to expedite the deter- 
mination of cases of which it has juris- 
diction under this title.’” 


Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, the 
purpose of this amendment is to restore 
at least a semblance of recourse to the 
courts in cases where the Office of Price 
Stabilization clearly acts beyond the 
scope of authority vested in it by the 
Congress. 

Under the present act the Emergency 
Court of Appeals is the only court hav- 
ing jurisdiction in such cases. However, 
even this jurisdiction is limited by the 
act by provisions requiring long and 
tedious procedures before the Price Ad- 
ministrator, which must precede the take 
ing of jurisdiction by the Emergency 
Court. 

It is obvious in cases of threatened ir- 
reparable damage flowing from the as- 
sumption of powers not granted by the 
act no real remedy exists under the pres- 
ent appeal procedures. Even in the 
present act, section 408 (c), the Emer- 
gency Court is limited by this language, 
and I quote: 

The court— 


The Emergency Court of Appeals 
shall have the powers of a district court with 
respect to jurisdiction conferred by this 
title: Provided, however, That it shall not 
issue any temporary restraining order or in- 
terlocutory decree staying or restraining in 
whole or in part the effectiveness of any order 
relating to price controls issued under this 
title. 


I submit that to grant exclusive juris- 
diction to a court in such a manner and 
to then deny that court the basic instru- 
ment essential to effective judicial pro- 
cedure presents a situation that makes a 
mockery of recourse to our courts in 
cases of abuse of power or assumption 
of undelegated authority. 

All that this amendment does is to add 
to the above quoted sentence from the 
act the proviso that these limitations 
upon the basic instruments of our judi- 
ciary shall not apply where orders and 
regulations on their face are contrary to 
the limitations of the statute and where 
a showing of actual or threatened ir- 
reparable damage to a citizen is made. 

It is obvious that the present act of- 
fers no effective recourse to the courts 
by those damaged by the issuance of un- 
lawful orders or regulations. This 
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amendment is designed solely to correct 
this situation in part, since it is limited 
to irreparable damage situations requir- 
ing prompt adjudication. 

I submit that only the greatest emer- 
gency possible could justify such denial 
of recourse to the courts in such situa- 
tions. No such emergency exists today. 
By this amendment I propose to cor- 
rect the failure of the Congress in the 
enactment of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 to preserve the authority and 
jurisdiction of the judicial branch of our 
Government. 

Sections 407 and 408 of the act pro- 
vide for administrative consideration 
and judicial review of protests filed 
against orders of the Price Administra- 
tor. Due process requires fairness in 
both, but fairness is lacking in the law 
as it now stands. 

An order, showing on its face that it is 
repugnant to the provisions of section 
402 (e), cannot be enjoined by any court 
until and unless the procedures provided 
for in sections 407 and 408 are invoked, 

Section 408 (d) of the present act 
vests the Emergency Court of Appeals 
and the Supreme Court upon review of 
its judgments and orders with exclusive 
jurisdiction. over controversies arising 
under this law. Yet, the preceding sec- 
tion, 408 (c), specifically prohibits the 
court from using its power to prevent 
the Administrator from deliberately ig- 
noring the limitations and restrictions 
placed around the authority given him, 
Unless, in appropriate cases the court 
does have power to enjoin without re- 
gard to the protest procedure, irrepara- 
ble damage will be caused and the con- 
stitutional requirement for due process 
set aside. 

This amendment does nothing more 
nor less than grant to the Emergency 
Court of Appeals that power essential to 
a court’s proper exercise of equity juris- 
diction in equity cases. No agency of 
Government should be protected against 
its arbitrary, capricious and intention- 
ally illegal acts as this law now pro- 
tects the Price Stabilizer. 

Furthermore, the act as it now stands, 
denying tc the court the power promptly 
to put an end to irreparable damage i- 
sulting from illegal action, is repugnant 
to the fifth amendment to the Consti- 
tution. e 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is pre- 
sented here for the first time. The 
committee has had no opportunity to 
examine or to study the question. It 
was never presented in the committee 
and no testimony taken on it. None of 
the departments that are concerned with 
this matter were called upon for an opin- 
ion as to how this would affect the op- 
eration of the law. 

Although I saw this amendment only 
a few moments ago for the first time, I 
find this fatal objection in it. The gen- 
tleman's amendment says you may go 
into court and get relief by an injunc- 
tion in the first instance and the court 
shall grant such injunction, he then 
goes further and with one fell swoop 
reverses our historic system of appeals 
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jurisprudence. He provides that no ap- 
pellate court, neither the circuit court 
of appeals nor the Supreme Court, may 
then review what a lower court has done 
in the first instance. 

While this amendment may attempt to 
correct some errors that might occur, 
I think it goes much too far and will 
result in an impossible situation so far 
as performance, operation, and enforce- 
ment of the law is concerned. It will 
make it impossible to carry on under 
the law. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New Jersey [Mr. WIDNALL]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Cox: On page 
18, line 4, after “beauticians”, strike out the 
period and insert “and bowling alleys.” 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by s gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
Cox]. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to draw 
the distinction between beauticians and 
barbers and bowling alleys. Beauticians 
and barbers perform personal services, 
Bowling alleys are in the general amuse- 
ment field. To exempt bowling alleys 
would result in opening a wide field, in- 
cluding billiard halls, pool rooms, and 
other places of amusement such as that 
which would have equal right to ex- 
emption. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the amend- 
ment be defeated. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we should have 
in mind that the purpose of these con- 
trols, if they have any purpose at all, is 
to help prevent inflationary tendencies. 

Now, the reason why barbers and 
beauticians were exempt was because in 
the committee we felt that the fees 
charged by barbers and beauticians had 
no influence whatsoever upon the cost 
of living. The same logic could apply 
to the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Georgia. 

It is inconceivable that the fees 
charged by a bowling alley proprietor 
would have any influence whatsoever 
upon the cost of living. If the fees get 
so large that the people cannot afford 
to pay them, they just stop bowling. 
Now, they can stop bowling without too 
much injury to themselves, but any in- 
jury, of course, would accrue to the op- 
erator of the bowling alley who would 
put his price so high that nobody could 
afford to bowl in his alley. So that in 
itself controls the situation. It has ab- 
solutely nothing to do with the cost of 
living. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the 
amendment should be adopted. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I know it was not in- 
tended, but it is really belittling the 
amendment exempting the barbers and 
beauticians. If by chance this bowling 
amendment should be made a part of 
this barbers and beauticians amendment 
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by adopting the amendment proposed 
by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
Cox], then the whole exemption will be 
in jeopardy, including the barbers and 
beauticians; so we will be running a risk 
of losing it. This proposed amendment 
is almost on the facetious side, although 
I realize that the gentleman from 
Georgia is a very sincere and honorable 
man and he did not intend it that way. 
But, in truth and in fact, if we are go- 
ing to enter that area of operations and 
that amusement field, we would not stop 
at bowling alleys; we would include all 
other places of amusement. Any argu- 
ment that could be used for bowling 
alleys would be used for hobby horses 
and slot machines and marble games 
and everything else connected with 
amusements. So, I do not believe it has 
a proper place here. I think it is be- 
littling the amendment applying to pro- 
fessions to which it is attached. The 
committee had no hearings on it of any 
kind whatsoever. The committee did 
have hearings on the other amendments. 

In the early part of World War II 
there was an amendment which I in- 
troduced to exempt the barber shops 
and the beauty shops from the opera- 
tion, because it was a personal service 
comparable to many other personal 
services that are exempt by regulation. 
As to why they did not exempt them 
by regulation under the 1950 act, I can- 
not understand. They were not in- 
cluded in World War II at all. It was 
not intended that they would be in- 
cluded in the Defense Production Act of 
1950. Notwithstanding that, the Admin- 
istrator went ahead and included them. 
The Price Control Office, the Stabiliza- 
tion Office, included them, and the com- 
mittee listened to testimony on it. They 
considered it from both sides, from the 
standpoint of both sides, and after thor- 
ough deliberation and consideration our 
committee decided this - exemption 
should go in. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. I would like to inquire 
as to whether or not members of the 
medical profession and the legal pro- 
fession are excluded from the act or if 
they come under the act. 

Mr. PATMAN. They are excluded. I 
placed in the Recorp the other day, 
when we reached this amendment, the 
regulation that was issued July 9, just 
a little over a week ago. That exempts 
all these different professional services, 
including the medical profession and 
the legal profession. 

Mr. COOLEY. I find the answer in 
the report. Here it is. 

Mr. PATMAN. I placed it in the REC- 
orp the other day, but I cannot find it 
now. 

Mr. COOLEY. Here it is. 

Mr. PATMAN. Yes. That means all 
rentals and rates charged by common 
carriers and public utilities and many 
other different personal services. But 
the Office of Price Stabilization did not 
go into the amusement field. I respect- 
fully suggest that we should not enter 
into the amusement field just partially, 
just to the extent of bowling alleys, If 
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it should be entered at all, we should 
include all amusements, because the 
same argument would apply to all of 
them. 

I hope the amendment is voted down. 
Then if the Office of Price Stabilization 
wants to consider it, under the law the 
Office of Price Stabilization has the right 
to give an exemption. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I want to call the 
gentleman’s attention to subsection 3 of 
the exemption which exempts other 
theater enterprises, so it apparently is 
our intention to exempt entertainment 
enterprises. : 

Mr. PATMAN. That is on the same 
theory that the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation cannot make a loan to a 
theater. That involves dissemination of 
information. It could be used as propa- 
ganda. The Government should stay 
out of that kind of field. That is in line 
with the Government’s policy to stay 
out of the field of propaganda and not 
to encourage it in any way or retard it. 
This is entirely different. So I ask that 
the amendment be defeated, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
two words. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment 
this great Committee of the Whole on 
the disposition to go ahead and give 
every Member an opportunity to express 
himself on this most vital issue that the 
country will face, namely, price control. 
1 think it has been a healthy thing. 
During the 13 years I have served in this 
House I have seen very few bills given 
the latitude and the opportunity for de- 
bate that this present bill has been given. 
It has kept a lot of us in Washington 
for a long time for the past 3 weeks. 
Although it has been necessary to break 
speaking engagements and appearances 
back home, nevertheless it has been of 
great interest and benefit to the entire 
country. 

The history of this question will show 
that I was among the first in Congress 
to introduce legislation calling for roll- 
backs and lower prices for everybody. 

The initial objective, it seems to me, 
and that is what I have heard little 
enough about, is the duty of this Con- 
gress to see that prices are lowered. It 
is obvious that Eric Johnston, the price 
stabilizer, if we are to believe his testi- 
mony does not consider that that is the 
initial objective. Yet the people back 
home, the people who write to the Mem- 
bers of Congress, have as an underlying 
thought and wish and hope and desire 
that this price- control bill which we pass 
will cause a lowering of the prices of 
the necessities of life, of food, of cloth- 
ing, and the other things that we must 
buy in order to keep our families going. 

I wish to emphasize that when this 
bill is passed Mike DiSalle should un- 
derstand that it is his job to see that 
these prices are lowered. If Mike can- 
not do it, somebody ought to be put in 
there who can do it. Regardless of his 
distinguished and imposing background, 
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if Eric Johnston is unable to bring about 
a lowering of prices then somebody else 
ought to be given the chance so that they 
can effect it. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. Does not the gentle- 
man think the duty is first on this Con- 
gress to give him a law on which he 
can cut the prices back? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Weare 
giving him one. We have given him an 
opportunity for the last 30 days to lower 
prices. When he came before the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture he had just or- 
dered the price roll-back on beef. He 
said: 

I want to tell you some discouraging news. 
We have rolled back the price of beef, and 
the consumer is going to have to pay more 
for nis beefsteak. 


He further stated: 

If the prices of the packers and other 
entrepreneurs, all the way up to the con- 
sumers, are rolled back, we are going to have 
to tack an additional cost upon the con- 
sumer. 


That is a matter of record, but it does 
not make sense. Roll- backs should help 
the consumers of this Nation, or they are 
futile. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I yield. 

Mr. MULTER. Does the gentleman 
realize yesterday we adopted an amend- 
ment in Committee of the Whole which 
requires the Price Stabilizer ta roll prices 
forward and not backward? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I say 
to you that the Price Stabilizers, Mike 
DiSalle and Eric Johnston both, and all 
the other high-salaried officials they are 
hiring who are supposed to follow the 
language of this bill which we will pass, 
in order to earn the fat salaries that 
they are being paid by the taxpayers, 
they had better see to it that they get 
these prices down. 

The only trouble is that the agencies 
of propaganda will blame this House— 
will blame this House for the failure of 
these Price Administration officials to 
lower prices. I, for one, do not intend 
to take the blame. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. I yield. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Will the gentle- 
man state how he stands on the Cox 
amendment which is the matter now 
pending before the Committee? 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. No; I 
would not want to do that because it 
might open up the possibility of my 
having to discuss bingo games. I want 
to tell you that the question of whether 
or not to close bingo halls is a hot issue 
back in Binghamton. 

Mr. Chairman, I repeat it is the duty 
of the House of Representatives to write 
a bill to see that Mike DiSalle lowers 
prices. Again, I say I do not intend to 
take the blame. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. Cox]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
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Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer an amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of 
Georgia: On page 16, after line 21, insert the 
following new subsection (b): 

“(b) Subsection (d) of section 402 of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

(4) For a period of 120 days immedi- 
ately following the date of enactment of this 
paragraph, ceilings on prices, and on wages, 
salaries, and other compensation, shall be 
maintained under this section at not exceed- 
ing the ceiling levels prevailing on July 7, 
1951, except as otherwise provided in para- 
graph (3)’.” 


Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, much has been said since the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950 was passed 
that Congress has not done what it could 
to stop price rises. This is a very sim- 
ple provision through which Congress 
can exercise its functions, and give quick 
and effective relief. If a vehicle is going 
in one direction, before it can head back 
in the other direction, it must come to 
a stop. Then it can go in the other 
direction. 

During the past year our economy has 
been traveling steadily in the direction 
of price rises. The momentum is still 
toward price rises. Our first job is to 
bring these price increases to a halt, 
The driver has failed to put on, the 
brakes. This amendment will put on 
the brakes. It will bring this price-rise 
momentum to a halt. It will prevent 
prices from advancing for a breathing 
spell of 4 months. 

One main purpose of the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950 was to hold prices 
down and prevent inflation. The au- 
thority was ample, but those adminis- 
tering the law failed to use it. Prices 
have risen 20 percent in the past year, 
and are still rising, even to the last re- 
port of the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
on the cost of living. 

The inflation spiral has resulted from 
rises in prices, followed by wage in- 
creases to meet the increased living cost. 
Wage increases are then followed by new 
price rises. All this has brought about 
the 20 percent over-all price increase 
since June 1950. 

This price increase hits the citizen in 
two capacities. It hits him as a con- 
sumer, and as a taxpayer. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. PATMAN. Does the gentleman’s 
amendment prevent any roll-backs in 
the next 4 months? 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. It does not, 
no, if any roll-backs are permissible in 
the opinion of the Administrator under 
all the formulas and existing laws under 
which he operates. It is subject, of 
course, to what is passed here and what 
may be passed during the pendency of 
the act. 

Mr. PATMAN. I understood it would 
prevent roll-backs for 4 months. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. No. I do not 
0 further. I will yield later, if I have 

e. 

It has added $7,000,000,000 to the cost 

of our military program, which is just 
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about the amount of the new taxes 
called for by the bill recently brought 
out by the Ways and Means Committee 
and passed by the House. 

What should have been done last year 
was to pass the Baruch plan instead of 
the bill we did pass. I urged its passage 
at that time, and I said at the time that 
the price-control section of the bill we 
did pass was just the beginning of an- 
other bureaucrat’s paradise. I said that 
it was just a fence-straddling political 
hoax, and that is exactly what it has 
turned out to be. 

In offering this amendment, I have 
two objectives in mind—first, to imme- 
diately bring to a stop the constantly 
rising prices and peg them as of July 7, 
which is practically current level. The 
second objective is to provide a period 
of stability during which the question of 
roll-backs may be considered and care- 
ful study be given to the question 
whether further roll-backs may be ef- 
fected without wrecking our economy, 
and without unequally placing the bur- 
den upon any group or segment of the 
people. The question needs careful 
study and exploration. This amend- 
ment will give us a 4-months breathing 
spell, with a guaranty of no further 
price rises during that period, and an 
opportunity for Congress, the adminis- 
tration, and everyone concerned to 
tackle this important question, and 
reach a solution if possible. That part 
of this amendment which reads, “ex- 
cept as otherwise provided in paragraph 
(3)” relates to paragraph (3) of sub- 
section (d) of section 402 of the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950. It is the 
section of the present law which pro- 
vides the manner in which ceilings are 
established on agricultural products. 

I repeat now what I said last year and 
have said since, that the responsibility 
of Congress to the people is not met by 
simply passing a law giving blanket au- 
thority to the executive department, It 
is true, the executive department re- 
quested this authority, but that is no ex- 
cuse for Congress, abdicating its func- 
tions, and saying in effect that we in- 
tend to extend the present chaotic con- 
ditions for another 2-year period, ex- 
tend the blanket authority, and then 
wash our hands of the problem. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I yield to the 
gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. I understand the 
gentleman to say that the approach he 
now suggests for the next 4 months is 
substantially in line with the Baruch 
plan, which was incorporated in the 
Kunkel substitute which was presented 
last fall. 

Mr, DAVIS of Georgia. It is in keep- 
ing with that plan, which I supported 
last year and which I deeply regret was 
not adopted. 

Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman will 
remember that many of us on this side 
supported that plan, and we likewise were 
disappointed that it was not adopted, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Georgia has expired. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
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gentleman from Georgia may proceed 
for five additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? = 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I yield. 

Mr. YATES. Is it the intention of 
the gentleman's amendment to cover the 
freezing of rents during the 4-month 
period in those areas where rents are 
now under control? 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I may say to 
the gentleman from Illinois frankly that 
rents are not_ included in this amend- 
ment in my opinion; prices and wages 
are included. One reason rents may” 
not be included in this is that rents are 
covered in another section, and in order 
that the House may exercise its will 
upon the whole subject of rents rents 
must be brought up under another sec- 
tion of this bill. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I yield. 

Mr. MULTER. Do I understand the 
gentleman correctly that he excepts 
agricultural commodities from his 
amendment? 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. No; I do not. 
I have excepted the provisions of para- 
graph 3 of subsection (d) of section 402, 
which is the section of the present law 
worked out with great difficulty last year 
by all segments of this Congress pro- 
viding the manner in which ceilings are 
established on agricultural products. 

Mr. MULTER. The gentleman's 
amendment will not permit agricultural 
products ceilings or ceiling prices from 
going up. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. No ceilings, 
I think will go up under this amendment; 
I think that no price will go up under 
this amendment, and the reason agri- 
cultural products will not go up is be- 
cause this paragraph 3 which is excepted 
applies only to such articles as are under 
parity, and an article which is under 
parity could not affect the cost of living 
because it is too far down. If it goes 
up to the point where it is subject to 
these ceilings then it will promptly go 
into effect and will be controlled. 

Mr. MULTER. At parity? 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. According to 
the provisions of this paragraph 3, sub- 
section (d) of section 402, but when it 
reaches the point that it is subject to 
ceilings it will be controlled. 

Mr. MULTER. Is the gentleman’s 
amendment intended to vitiate the ef- 
fect of the Poage amendment that was 
adopted yesterday that would let prices 
go up on agricultural commodities at 
the retail level? 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. This amend- 
ment is simple and means exactly what 
it says, and is capable of only one con- 
struction, as I see it; that is that it will 
put a stop to price raises within this 
period of 4 months. 

Mr. MULTER. Except as to agricul- 
tural commodities. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. No, not that; 
it will put a stop to further agricultural 
rises except those which are below 
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parity. Certainly I do not think the 
gentleman would contend that those 
would affect the cost of living appre- 
ciably. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I yield. 

Mr. YATES. With reference to the 
previous question I asked the gentleman, 
am I correct in inferring from the gen- 
tleman’s statement that rents would be 
included for the period of this amend- 
ment and that the gentleman would 
support such an amendment when we 
get to the section having to do with 
rents? 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I do not care 
to get off onto the subject of rent con- 
trol at this time; I am dealing now with 
things which are directly concerned with 
and which affect vitally the price raises 
which have been in effect and with 
which all of us are concerned in bring- 
ing to a stop. 

Mr. HALLECK, Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I yield. 

Mr. HALLECK. There has been a lot 
of talk, some irresponsible talk, some 
coming even from DiSalle himself that 
certain actions taken in the House and 
Senate in the matter of price and wage 
controls will completely destroy them. 
I do not agree with that. Is it not fair to 
say, may I ask the gentleman, that if 
this amendment is adopted it certainly 
would provide effective price and wage 
control for the next 4 months and we 
could find out who is for them, if that is 
what they are talking about? 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. The gentle- 
man is entirely correct. This will stop 
price increases for the next 4 months. 

Now, I wish to complete my statement, 
if I may. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think the door 
should be closed to roll-backs without 
further study being made and further 
effort being exerted. 

Wage increases are inevitably involved 
in price rises, and whatever roll-backs 
are made, will involve wage roll-backs as 
well as price roll-backs. The question 
is serious and should not be hastily dis- 
posed of. There is no use to close our 
eyes to this economic fact. 

I have fixed the date in this amend- 
ment at July 7 for two reasons, first, in 
order that prices may be pegged, at ap- 
proximately current levels; and, second, 
in order that no one may be permitted 
to advance prices in anticipation of the 
price freeze, which would be the case 
it a date in future were placed in this 

This will be the first time an actual 
freeze of prices has been effected. A 
price freeze was supposed to have gone 
into effect in January, but it was largely 
nullified by its administration and by 
subsequent exceptions allowed. We have 
not had a period of genuine price hold- 
ing. The country has not had a period 
of real relief from rising prices since 
June 25, the date of the Korean war. 
This amendment will provide a tempo- 
rary period of real stability, real relief 
from any further price rises. I believe 
it will be a long step forward toward 
solving the inflation problem. 
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Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
Davis]. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment was 
never submitted to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, and its members 
have had no opportunity to consider it. 
This is really a substitute for the bill we 
have reported. Certainly it is not in 
conformity with legislative practice to 
have the House consider an amendment 
of this magnitude without any hearings 
and without giving the committee to 
which the matter was referred an oppor- 
tunity to consider the amendment. 

What does it do? As I understand, it 
freezes wages and prices for 4 months, 
and, as I stated, it is a substitute for the 
bill we have reported. It makes no pro- 
vision for hardships or inequities. It is 
a straight-out freeze. After all of the 
consideration that we have given to this 
bill I hardly think you want to adopt 
such an amendment as this. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Georgia. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. With refer- 
ence to the gentleman’s statement about 
hardships, does not the gentleman think 
this temporary period is so short that at 
its conclusion any adjustment can be 
made about hardships? 

Mr. SPENCE. No. At this time 
when we are trying to meet conditions 
it would put us in a state of abeyance 
for 4 months and freeze both wages and 
prices, which would be totally inade- 
quate. It is a very simple way to ignore 
the bill and to kick it out of the window. 
That is what this does. It is a substi- 
tute for the bill we have reported and 
simply freezes wages and prices for 4 
months. 

What will happen after that? I do 
not know what will happen when the 
4 months are up and the pressure is still 
here. I do not know what will happen. 
Are we going through this ordeal again? 
Are we going to consider another bill for 
a month after that happens? It does 
not seem to me thet is advisable. There 
is an aphorism, it is well to have an end 
to litigation, and I think that also ap- 
plies to legislation. I hope we can find 
some solution to these problems at ‘s 
time. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. I would like to inquire 
what effect the gentleman’s amendment 
would have on an agricultural com- 
modity which has no market price pre- 
vailing as of July 7? 

Mr. SPENCE. As I understand the 
gentleman, it allows all agricultural 
products to go to parity. They are the 
only products that can rise. Is that the 
effect of the amendment? 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I would say, 
in answer to the gentleman’s question, 
such product would be left in the hands 
of the Administrator under existing pro- 
visions as now in the law. 

Mr. SPENCE. He cannot put a ceiling 
on any agricultural products below par- 
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ity. We have not had the information, 
we have not had a chance to consider 
such an amendment as this. If you 
adopt the amendment, when the 4 
months are up, the same conditions 
would have to be met again by the 
Congress. 

If you want to meet these conditions 
every 4 months, you are taking upon 
yourselves a great burden. It seems to 
me it would not be desirable to inflict 
upon us every 4 months the considera- 
tion of this question, and that it would 
be well to settle it for at least a year 
during this time of stress. 

I hope the gentleman’s amendment 
will not be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman be permitted to proceed for 
five additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Mexico. . 

Mr. DEMPSEY. I would like to ask 
the distinguished chairman this ques- 
tion. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
Davis], and you, too, Mr. Chairman, and 
many others, have come in here and 
pointed out that General Marshall has 
said that because of inflation it has cost 
the Federal Government some $7,000,- 
000,000 more to purchase equipment, but 
no one has referred to the fact that dur- 
ing that same period of time the Treas- 
ury of the United States got between 
twelve and thirteen billion dollars of 
additional revenue, largely because of in- 
flation. I think the greatest recipient 
of inflation has been our Treasury. 

Mr. SPENCE. Well, that is a remark- 
able argument. I do not think we want 
that kind of money. 

Mr. DEMPSEY. The total take was 
$38,000,000,000 in 1950. This year it is 
$51,000,000,000. 

Mr. SPENCE. I hope you will not in- 
terrogate me about the gentleman’s 
amendment, because all I know about it 
is the little information that the gentle- 
man has given us. The great effect that 
the amendment will have on the economy 
of the United States I cannot tell you 
about. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. I would like to ask 
whether or not this amendment would 
be applicable to any agricultural com- 
modity for which a ceiling price has not 
been fixed, because the amendment pro- 
vides “not exceeding the ceiling price.” 
Suppose a commodity has no ceiling price 
as of the present time; would the amend- 
ment apply to that commodity at all? 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I think that 
would be governed by the provisions of 
paragraph 3 of the act of 1950, to which 
I referred, which regulates the method 
of fixing prices on agricultural com- 
modities, including those on which there 
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was no price fixed during the period 
which is set in the act of 1950, which 
was from May 24, 1950, to June 24, 1950. 

Mr. COOLEY. The prices prevailing 
at that time. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Yes. This 
fixes the method of establishing ceilings 
on all products. 

Mr. SPENCE. That is the inquiry of 
agriculture, and I am interested in that. 
Also there might be some inquiries made 
by labor whether or not negotiations that 
are now in progress might be affected by 
it, and also industry might have some 
inquiries. It is a pretty big question to 
meet this way. You are taking a great 
chance in considering these complicated 
questions without giving the committee 
any opportunity for that purpose. The 
orderly procedure of the House should 
be followed. When you consider amend- 
ments such as this on the floor, amend- 
ments which have never been submitted 
to the committee, it just seems to me it is 
an improper way to do it. This is really 
a substitute bill, meaning simply a freeze 
of wages and of prices at a definite level 
for 4 months. That would be certainly a 
very simple way to settle the question, 
but the committee did not think that 
was the proper way to settle it. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts, 

Mr. McCORMACK. I would like to 
ask the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
Davis] a question. Assuming that the 
amendment is adopted, would Congress 
have to pass another control bill before 
the 4 months’ period is over? 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. If Congress 
failed to do anything in the meantime, 
I would say to the gentleman, when this 
4-month period expires, all the provi- 
sions of existing law, as they would be 
amended, would immediately come into 
operation. This is not a substitute bill 
at all. It simply establishes this 4- 
month freezing period during which no 
price rise can come about. 

Mr. SPENCE. Why should we wait 4 
months to meet this condition? The 
condition is here now. Why should we 
not attempt to dispose of it af this time 
rather than freezing prices and wages for 
4 months? The condition may be en- 
tirely different in 4 months, and as the 
conditions change, there is no power 
under this bill to meet that situation. 
This amendment is static. It provides 
that there shall be no change; and that 
certainly is not the proper way to handle 
this fluid condition that exists now and 
the changes from day to day. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Would not the effect 
of the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia be to prohibit all 
cost-of-living wage increases by per- 
mitting the cost of living to go up in 
those agricultural products which are not 
now at parity? 

Mr. SPENCE. I do not know just how 
far it goes, but I am confident it does 
that. It may have an effect on the en- 
tire economy of the Nation which we 
cannot at the present time evaluate or 
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predict. I ask that the amendment be 
defeated. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
a parliamentary inquiry? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. May I 
ask the Chair, is the rule as to the limi- 
tation of debate to 5 minutes in force 
today? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks 
the gentleman understands that that is 
not a rule. It might be the practice of 
the Committee, if the Committee wants 
to object to any Member’s speaking more 
than 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman from Michigan be per- 
mitted to proceed for five additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Michigan is recog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. If the Davis 
amendment is adopted, what effect will 


it have on the committee amendment 


that we have heretofore adopted known 
as the Fugate amendment? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I do not contribute 
to the statements or the implication that 
the Fugate amendment would in any 
manner increase the price of commodi- 
ties. If my position on that is correct, 
then this amendment has no effect what- 
soever upon the operation of the Fugate 
amendment. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
think this amendment presents the basic 
issue. There have been a great many 
statements made here on both sides in 
respect to the manner in which price 
controls and wage-stabilization pro- 
visions have been administered. When 
we passed the law last year it was the 
very distinct understanding that the cost 
of production would be controlled at 
the same time that the price of the end 
product was controlled. In the admin- 
istration of that law, that intent of Con- 
gress, if it was not made clear in the 
act, has not been followed. 

In September 1950 there was no rea- 
son whatsoever why the administration 
should not have rolled back all prices to 
a pre-Korean level. Instead of that, the 
first major and basic mistake was made. 
Threats were made that price controls 
were going to become effective some time 
in the future, and Mr. DiSalle said, in 
substance, “Lord help the first man who 
violates a regulation.” 

They did not freeze prices at that time, 
as they could have done by Executive 
order and as they did on January 25. 
Prices were allowed to rise, were encour- 
aged to rise by the threat of putting 
controls on at some time in the future. 
So it was only natural that anyone who 
had anything to sell would get in under 
the wire and raise prices to the limit of 
the capacity to sell and buy. 
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In consequence there was an unusual 
increase in production to come in under 
the wire against the possibility of the 
allocations of materials. So, in conse- 
quence of that practice we had a period 
running from September to January of 
high inflation, bringing prices up, 
through the misadministration of this 
law, to the highest level that prices have 
ever been in this country. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I vield. 

Mr. HALLECK. Does not the gentle- 
man agree with me that the American 
people who are now complaining about 
high prices ought to know and under- 
stand that when the Congress took the 
initiative last year and enacted price 
and wage controls we were met with 
press statements by President Truman 
and others standing with him that they 
did not want any price control bill and 
that they did not need any price con- 
trol bill? Hence, even though we passed 
a law and we fought for a more effective 
law which we were not able to get in 
the Kunkel bill, we did pass a law that 
was a fairly effective implement to con- 
trol prices and wages. The President, 
instead of using that power, completely 
failed to use it until long after the law 
was enacted and is now trying to shift 
to the shoulders of the Congress the re- 
sponsibility for the inflation that is tak- 
ing place. Does not the gentleman agree 
with me that the American people ought 
to know and understand that about 
which they complain today is not the 
responsibility of the Congress, but the 
responsibility of the Truman adminis- 
tration? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. The gentleman is 
absolutely correct. To supplement his 
remarks, may I reiterate that it has been 
the studied policy of this administration 
to maintain inflation ever since the ces- 
sation of hostilities in 1945 and the prac- 
tices which resulted in the increase of 
prices from September, the date when 
they got the authority to control prices 
until the first freeze was put on on Jan- 
uary 25, was in keeping with that policy. 
After prices had been allowed to go up— 
after they had been encouraged to go 
up, in consequence and in accordance 
with this policy of inflation, then of 
course labor had a just cause of com- 
plaint, and it was only natural that they 
demanded cost-of-production increases, 
wage increases. 

So in January we brought wages up 
to the new price level. Instead of rolling 
prices back to the level of wages, in order 
that wages and prices might have been 
brought into juxtaposition as they were 
in June of 1950, in January of 1951 wages 
were brought up to the new levels. That 
is the plateau, if you please, that Mr. Di- 
Salle was talking about that he had to 
reach before he could stabilize. This is, 
as I see it, the only method before us 
today to definitely throw the lie back 
at the administration and say to them, 
“It is up to you under this law, notwith- 
standing any other provisions to keep the 
price and cost of production right where 
they are now and let us see how much 
there is to this claim you are making 
that the impact of the defense effort 
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120 days from now is going to cause in- 
flation so that you need these controls.” 

We are giving them the controls. We 
mandate them to keep prices where they 
are now and not raise them 6 percent 
more, as Mr. DiSalle and Mr. Johnston 
say must be done before they can be sta- 
bilized. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Of course, as 
the gentleman from Indiana pointed out 
a moment ago, many of us in the House, 
including the gentleman from Michigan 
who has the floor at the moment, and 
the gentleman from Ohio, who is now 
speaking, supported the Kunkel amend- 
ment, which would have frozen prices 
as they were, right across the board last 
September, and thus prevented the huge 
price increases that have come since 
then, 

May I ask the gentleman whether or 
not this amendment now before us does 
not give to the House of Representatives 
another opportunity to freeze prices and 
wages at present levels and to put into 
effect a real price- and wage-control 
program for at least 4 months? 

Mr. WOLCOTT, It surely does. We 
have a right to assume that the Admin- 
istrator of this law would, do this job. 
If they have not done it—if they will 
not keep prices down, then it is up to us 
to mandate them by the adoption of 
this amendment to do so. 

We have heard a lot about equality of 
sacrifice. Any of us who offered any 
amendment to effectuate real, honest 
price control was always reminded in 
the committee that we must indulge in 
equality of sacrifice. Here is an oppor- 
tunity for you Members who have been 
wanting price controls—and stiff price 
controls—to get stiff price controls un- 
der the mandate of Congress, and to 
effectuate that equality of sacrifice you 
have been talking so much about. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield. 

Mr. SPENCE. How will this freeze the 
cost of living if the price of food is al- 
lowed to go up? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. The price of food 
cannot go up above parity. 

Mr. SPENCE. Well, it can go up to 
parity. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Well, what is the 
matter with its going up to parity? We 
established, as a matter of law, that no 
price ceiling should be put on any agri- 
cultural product which would force them 
below parity. That is the studied legis- 
lative policy of this country today. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Wotcort] has criticized 
the administration for not putting price 
and wage controls on last September 8, 
when the law was passed. 

We all remember that during World 
War II there were between 50,000 and 
60,000 employees in the Office of Price 
Administration. They were all very busy 
trying to adjust the inequalities and 
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hardships that came about by reason of 
the regulations and the law. It was 
almost impossible to do it then. You 
cannot enforce an over-all price control 
law with just a skeleton staff here in 
Washington. If, for no other reason, 
that was a good reason for not slapping 
on price and wage controls across the 
board at that time. They did not have 
the personnel to administer it, in fact 
about 20 people, and it would have been 
an absolute failure. 

On the other hand, this talk is strict- 
ly a hindsight proposition. Another-rea- 
son why the administration should have 
proceeded with great caution last year in 
taking such drastic action that would 
so seriously and vitally affect the eco- 
nomic lives of all the people in this 
country, is the fact that the war situa- 
tion was not clear. It was not known 
whether we would likely have an all-out 
war at the time or one that would last as 
long as it has or one that would soon 
be cleared up. It was not until much 
later that the fortunes of war changed 
against us and made the situation en- 
tirely different. There were many rea- 
sons why caution should have been ex- 
ercised before placing these controls on. 
But let us say, for the sake of argument, 
that a mistake was made. Is that any 
reason why we should not pass an effec- 
tive Price Control Act now, if we want to 
prevent ruinous inflation? That is in 
the past. Let the past be. We should 
have a good price-control law, and the 
committee has done the very best the 
committee could do to bring out a Price 
Control Act. It is the very best one that 
the committee could agree upon, 

Immediately before us at this time is 
the so-called Davis amendment. That 
amendment is new to those of us on the 
Democratic side. We had not seen it un- 
til a few minutes ago. It seems to be 
quite familiar to people on the other side 
of the aisle, but it is not familiar to us. 
It is an entirely different proposal. It is 
as much different from this bill as was 
the proposal of the gentleman from 
Michigan the other day, that we first 
use indirect controls, and prove that 
they had been used to the utmost before 
price control is used. This amendment 
is even more far-reaching than that. It 
is a substitute for this entire bill. 

Let us read the language to see how 
far it goes, and see whether or not you 
want to adopt this substitute bill. If we 
are going to seriously consider this pro- 
posal, we should take at least 2 days to 
discuss it. If we have required 10 days 
of discussion to get this bill where it is 
now, if we are going to seriously consider 
a substitute bill in the place of every- 
thing that we have done, we should take 
at least 2 days here now to discuss this 
proposal, Although the words are few 
the meaning of those words is far-reach- 
ing. I read from the amendment: 

For a period of 120 days immediately fol- 
lowing the date of the enactment of this 
paragraph— 

One hundred and twenty days; what 
does that mean? That means August, 
September, October, and November, be- 
cause this bill will not become a law be- 
fore the 31st of July, the deadline. Now, 
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listen to this, and I am reading fur- 
ther— 

ceiling on prices and on wages, salaries, and 
other compensation shall be maintained un- 
der this section and not exceeding the ceil- 
ing level prices prevailing July 7, 1951, ex- 
cept as otherwise provided in paragraph 3. 


Let us say for the purpose of this argu- 
ment—I do not know whether it is true 
or not—that farm prices that are now 
below parity can rise to parity under this 
amendment. I do not know whether 
they can or not; they are possibly frozen 
where they are, but some contend that 
they can be increased to parity, but let 
us take the more favorable side for our 
opponents and say that they can be in- 
creased to parity. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for five 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PATMAN. If you increase the 
farm products—some of them now are 
26 percent of parity; grapefruit, for in- 
stance, is 26 percent of parity for one— 
if all these farm commodities can go up 
to parity and then the processor, the 
manufacturer, the wholesaler, and the 
distributor add on everything they have, 
are you going to squeeze the retailer and 
not let him raise his price? Why, you 
would squeeze them all out of business 
just on the farm products alone: As- 
suming for the sake of argument that 
they can be increased to parity when all 
other prices are frozen, that means that 
the retailer has his prices frozen abso- 
lutely—cannot increase them a penny 
for 4 months, That will squeeze the 
retailer and put the small retailers out 
of business. That is first, No.1. No. 2: 
There have been a lot of increases all the 
way along the line irrespective of farm 
commodities. We will lay farm prod- 
ucts aside for the present. In indus- 
trial commodities there have been a lot 
of increases now where they have al- 
ready been taken by the manufacturer 
or the grower or the processor, the 
wholesaler, the distributor, and now they 
are ready to pass them on to the retailer. 
They will be frozen where they are at 
that high level, but that little guy at 
the bottom, the retailer, will be squeezed 
out. Do you want to squeeze him out? 
That is exactly what this amendment 
will do; it will absolutely squeeze the 
retailer out, and I do not believe the 
Members of the House want to do that. 

This amendment is so far-reaching 
and includes so much we should talk at 
least two full, two entire, days discussing 
it, go into it fully; yet it has been before 
this House less than 1 hour—that is, so 
far as the members of the committee 
on the Democratic side know; we never 
did see it before, never heard of it until 
less than 1 hour ago—an entire substi- 
tute for the bill; and I want to state now 
that this is a scuttling amendment; it 
will absolutely destroy this bill, 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

85 PATMAN. In just a moment I 
will. 
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We must have the power to adjust in- 
equities and inequalities. First, there is 
no perfectly satisfactory way to admin- 
ister price controls; it is just like relief; 
there is no perfectly satisfactory way to 
do it, and I do not care how honest, how 
conscientious, the administrators of the 
law are; they are going to make some 
mistakes. Whenever you deal with 
8,000,000 prices and commodities in this 
country and make rules and regulations 
governing them here in Washington, you 
are going to make a lot of mistakes and 
cause a lot of hardships and a lot of 
inequalities and a lot of injustices; and 
the Administrator must have the power 
to correct them. This would destroy 
that power; there will be no correction 
ot the inequalities and injustices because 
it is frozen for the next 4 months exactly 
as it was on July 7, 1951. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield. 

Mr. HALLECK. : I cannot help but be 
a little amazed—— 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield just for a ques- 
tion, if the gentleman please, just for a 
question. 

Mr. HALLECK. Then I will put it in 
the form of a question. Does the gentle- 
man think he is consistent in the posi- 
tion he now takes when he bemoans the 
fact that under this proposed amend- 
ment you cannot remove injustices, and 
inequalities, and inequities when, so 
far as I have been able to discover, he 
and other members of the Committee on 
that side had been arguing against 
amendments that seek to remove those 
very squeezes and injustices and in- 
equities? 

Mr. PATMAN. You cannot change 
all of them by law, you cannot correct 
them by law. That is the reason we 
have courts to deal out equal justice 
under the law. You cannot do it by 
amendment on the floor of this House. 
You have to give opportunity to do it, 
but it cannot always be done. There 
must be somebody with power, with flex- 
ible power, to make adjustments that 
were never thought of or never dreamed 
of when we passed the law. 

Mr. HALLECK. The point I want to 
make is, I do not think we ought to 
blow hot and cold on this question of 
removing price squeezes and inequities. 
You are either for removing them or 
you are not. 

Mr. PATMAN. I am in favor of the 
Office of Price Stabilization having the 
power to remove them. If you are not 
going to trust the Executive, why pass 
any law at all? 

Mr. HALLECK. That is what we have 
sought to do, to vest authority under 
the broad regulations in the administra- 
tion to do it, but here comes an amend- 
ment that would really divide the men 
from the boys on price control, yet the 
gentleman stands up here and opposes it. 

Mr. PATMAN. You are giving them 
a power in a strait-jacket, regimented 
with handcuffs on, that is the kind of 
power you are giving them. 

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. a 

Mr. Chairman, it is very clear that 
some Members of this House are more 
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interested in making a political record 
based on a mythical past than they are 
in writing a sound price-control bill for 
the benefit of the people of the United 
States. That is not a speculative state- 
ment, it is one that can be supported 
by merely reading to you part of the 
present Defense Production Act, an act 
which I would like to remind you was 
passed by the Congress of the United 
States and became law on September 8, 
1950. 

Here is section 402, and I believe this 
to be-important if you are really inter- 
ested in finding out what has happened 
in the last few months. Section 402 (a) 
of the present law says: 

In order to carry out the objectives of this 
title— 


That is, the stabilization title— 

the President may encourage and promote 
voluntary action by business, agriculture, 
labor, and consumers. In proceeding under 
this subsection the President may exercise 
the authority to approve voluntary programs 
and agreements conferred on him under sec- 
tion 708, and may utilize the services of 
persons and agencies as provided in section 
710. 


(b) (1)— 
Now here is the key provision— 


To the extent that the objectives of this title 
cannot be attained by action under subsec- 
tion (a), the President may issue regulations 
and orders establishing a ceiling or ceilings— 


And so on. The language of the Con- 
gress was very clear. We required the 


administration to use voluntary controls. - 


This requirement by Congress, intro- 
duced into the legislation, if I remember 
correctly, at the suggestion of a very 
distinguished gentleman in the other 
body from the same State, I believe, as 
one of the gentlemen to whom the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. Wotcorr] 
yielded, the gentleman from Ohio, pro- 
vided that it was absolutely necessary 
and that it was a requirement of the law 
that voluntary price controls be used. 

It is a curious fact too that in much 
of the period when those voluntary con- 
trols were attempted, assuming, of 
course, that you are interested in the 
facts, and this is a curious fact, prices 
softened. The greatest rise in prices 
that has taken place since Korea accord- 
ing to the spot market index was from 
June 23, 1950, to September 8, 1950. This 
was an increase of 25 percent before this 
Congress could even get around to pass- 
ing legislation urgently requested by the 
President and supported by the Demo- 
crats on the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. EVINS. Conceding the fact that 
all the Members of this House have a 
very high personal regard for the gen- 
tleman from Georgia [Mr. Davis], does 
not the gentleman from Missouri feel 
that his amendment comes too late and 
also that it is for too short a period of 
time? 

Mr. BOLLING. I think the gentle- 
man’s amendment, no doubt presented 
in good faith, will not have the effect 
which it is purported to be designed for, 
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It does not freeze some very important 
elements in the cost of living. It does 
not freeze rents. It does not freeze the 
prices of many food products. I think 
that it not only comes late, but I think 
it will very clearly serve to freeze into 
the economy, to retain in the economy 
for another 4 months an indefinite num- 
ber of inequities. I think it is impor- 
tant for the gentleman who offered the 
amendment to realize, to cite only one 
example, that the Price Stabilizer in- 
tended in his manufacturing order to 
provide not only for roll-backs but for 
roll-forwards. There are many inequi- 
ties frozen into the present economic sit- 
uation, and I think unless we have the 
kind of flexibility that is absolutely es- 
sential we will cause many situations 
comparable to the one pointed out by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Patman]. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman has 
referred to the increase in prices that 
took place between June 23 and Septem- 
ber 8. Does the gentleman not know 
that the Kunkel substitute, which was 
offered on the Republican side by Mr, 
Kunkel, of Pennsylvania, for which we 
fought, would have fixed the base period 
as of June? 

Mr. BOLLING. I not only know what 
some gentlemen say the Kunkel sub- 
stitute would have done, but I also know 
what it actually would have done and 
that includes a number of things that 
a great many gentlemen did not realize 
it would do. The purpose of the Kun- 
kel amendment was quite clear to any- 
body who read the bill. The purpose 
was very obvious. Its purpose was—and 
I will say this bluntly—and the effect of 
it was to catch labor at a time and at 
a place where its wages had lagged far 
behind profits and prices; its purpose 
was to freeze wages in a grossly inequi- 
table fashion. Certainly the Kunkel 
substitute was not the Baruch plan 
which was designed to be equitable. It 
was a bold attempt to take advantage of 
a situation which accidentally occurred 
in June of 1950. Labor's price, its wages, 
had lagged away behind industries’ 
wages, its profits. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri has expired. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man be permitted to proceed for five 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOLLING. Now it seems to me, 
Mr. Chairman, that if we are interested 
in stabilizing the economy, we better do 
two things. One is forget the attempt 
by some to make a phony record; the 
attempt by some to make people believe 
things that do not jell with the facts, 
The facts are very clear. The record 
has been written. Since the beginning 
of the Korean war to the present time 
the statistics of the Bureau of Agricul+ 
tural Economics, the statistics of the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, specifically, 
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are very clear, and they speak the facts. 
Now I think it is time that we recognize 
that, because of the inadequacies of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950, we face 
a very serious situation. If we are pre- 
pared to continue passing amendments 
like the Poage-Cole amendment, in the 
hope that the farmer will be confused 
as to its effect, in the hope that the 
farmer will think he is going to get the 
benefit of an amendment which only 
serves the middleman, which puts the 
middleman truly in the middle between 
the producer of raw materials and the 
consumer of the finished products in 
the middle with a gun in each hand tell- 
ing the producer, “My friend, out of this 
you are guaranteed something, you are 
guaranteed the blame,” and to the con- 
sumer, “My friend, you are guaranteed 
something, you are guaranteed high 
prices, and for myself, I will only take 
higher profits. I will be allowed to in- 
clude as an item of cost something that 
I never paid out under the formula of 
the Poage-Cole amendment”—now, that 
is not price control. That is legalized 
highway robbery. That is not the Amer- 
ican form of free enterprise. 

Very clearly this amendment will have 
the effect of changing the American sys- 
tem. For the first time, to the best of 
my knowledge, in the history of the 
United States we are going to guaran- 


tee profits. In other words, this is not 


free enterprise; this is the kind of en- 
terprise which, if I understand it cor- 
rectly, has existed only in one or two 
countries, Nazi Germany, for example. 
This is excess profit by fiat, profit by 
act of Congress, no risk, no enterprise. 

I think it is time that we cease our 
trickery. I think we are in a very dan- 
gercus situation economically. I think 
we are in a very dangerous situation as 
regards our ultimate survival as a Na- 
tion. as a way of life. 

Some people have said that we are 
ruled by fear. Iam by no means afraid 
of our ability to deal with communism 
or any other kind of totalitarianism, 
but I am sometimes afraid of ourselves. 
I think we have a tendency to be a little 
complacent, to forget that the time is 
somewhat late, that our economy, strong 
as it is, can be destroyed, that we can 
change the American system, that we 
can unwittingly, and unknowingly de- 
velop a form of fascism, 2 form of to- 
talitarianism. I think it is vitally 
important that we lock at this legisla- 
tion not from a sectional point of view, 
not from a regional point of view, not 
from a special-interest point of view, 
but from an over-all point of view. It 
must be clear that we cannot stand 
much more of the kind of inflation 
which for one reason or another we have 
had. It must be clear that the inflation 
we have had to date since Korea is 
largely psychological. It must be clear 
that the inflation that lies before us is 
an inflation which will be caused by 
real economic pressures, that the tre- 
mendous impact on our economy of our 
mobilization effort is going to hit us in 
the future. 

Let us quit kidding ourselves and try- 
ing to kid the public. The time has 
come to write the bill and write the bill 
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now. If we do not do it now, we will 
merely create chaos on chaos, 

Specifically, while I am confident that 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Georgia is offered in the best 
of faith 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kentucky. 

Mr. SPENCE. The backers of this 
amendment are satisfied to allow a con- 
dition to remain that they uniformly 
denounce. Is not that true? 

Mr. BOLLING. It seems to me so, Mr. 
Chairman. It seems to me that the 
mistake we would make by adopting the 
Davis amendment is that we would 
make the legislation absolutely unwork- 
able because of the inequities we would 
freeze into the economy. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last two words. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

The Chair may say that the gentle- 
man from Mississippi [Mr. COLMER] has 
been seeking recognition for some time. 
The Chair wil! eudeavor to recognize 
him next, if some member of the com- 
mittee does not rise seeking recognition. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
am sorry I took the time of the gentle- 
man from Mississippi, but I have been 
on this committee 4 years and I get 
very little opportunity to say anything 
even in the committee. I hope you will 
just bear with me while I talk for 2 or 3 
minutes. 

Mr, COLMER. Iam sure the gentle- 
man will contribute more to the discus- 
sion than I will. I, therefore, will, of 
course, gladly yield to him. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. I thank the gen- 
tleman, but I do not think so. 

Mr. Chairman, I offered an amend- 
ment here last year that was practically 
the same as that of the gentleman from 
Georgia. That was to freeze things right 
where they were, labor, materials, and 
everything else. Had it been adopted. 
you would not have had this spiral that 
we have had ever since. 

I am not finding any fault with the 
administration or anybody else. If any- 
one is going to write a law here, it is the 
Congress that should do it. 

The gentleman from Tentucky, chair- 
man of this committee, says, “What are 
you going to do after 4 months?” We 
can come back here and pass the same 
thing 4 months from now, and pass it 
again after another 4 months. But if we 
are going to have a stable government, 
I am convinced we have to do it our- 
selves and not hire some ex-mayor of 
Toledo, or some other small city in the 
United States, even though the man 
may have a wonderful background. I 
do not know what his background is 
and I do not care about it. 

Mr. Chairman, I know we are the 
ones who are responsible for the laws 
and for the running of this country 
and no one else. I, myself, object to giv- 
ing the executive departments of Gov- 
ernment any authority. The court has 
said time and time again we are the only 
ones who can make the laws, and we 
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cannot delegate our authority. I am 
interested when I see all these paid 
members of the Government going out 
on the radio and going to the women’s 
clubs, and everything else, and telling us 
about the cost of food. How about the 
cost of automobiles? The cost of auto- 
mobiles has gone up 250 percent. 
Every automobile has gone up tre- 
mendously, from a Ford to a Cadillac. 
Of course, the Federal Government can 
afford Cadillacs, and there is no need of 
talking about that. They can also hire 
a chauffeur. One Cadillac went by me 
this morning and I was a little envious 
that I did not have one myself. But we 
are the ones who are responsible to the 
people of this country and the only way. 
we can assume our responsibility and do 
our duty is to say, “Here is the ceiling 
beyond which you cannot go.” 

Then prices will come down. You are 
going to roll back beef. Why do you 
not roll back the prices of automobiles 
that have gone up 250 percent? I do 
not know, and many other people do not 
know why you do not put these things in 
this bill. But under this amendment 
you tell them what they can do and how 
far they can go for at least 4 months, so 
that at least for the next 4 months no 
one will be getting hurt any worse than 
they are. I hope, Mr. Chairman, we 
will accept this amendment because it 
is a good amendment. The gentleman 
from New York is always talking about 
Mr. Baruch. That is Mr. Baruch’s ar- 
gument, to freeze things so that there 
will not be any incentive to make war 
or any incentive to get higher prices and 
higher wages. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not see any harm 
in the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Georgia. That is not some- 
thing that has happened in just the past 
hour or two. This matter has been 
before us for 2 years that I know of. 
It is practically the same thing as the 
Kunkel bill of last year. We made a 
mistake not to adopt that. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. NICHOLSON. I yield. 

Mr. MASON. This matter has been 
before us for 7 years. It was presented 
first as the Baruch plan by the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. Gore] and 
was debated for days. We could only get 
80 votes for that freeze at that time 
because the administration said and has 
kept on saying, “Oh, no, we do not want 
that. We want a flexible control bill so 
that we can freeze this article and let 
that other one go up and so on.” That 
is the impossible situation that the 
Nation is in today. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the effect of this 
amendment would be to accomplish an 
absolute freeze on wages. On the other 
hand it would allow flexibility for agri- 
cultural commodities as provided in the 
Defense Production Act of 1950, to rise 


` to parity or to the prevailing price of 


the May-June 1950 period whichever 
would be higher. Also it has not been 
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made clear by the author of the amend- 
ment its relation to the Poage and Fu- 
gate amendments already adopted in 
Committee of the Whole. Hence we 
have a situation where wages are abso- 
lutely frozen as of July 7, whereas there 
is fiexibility preserved for an increase in 
the cost of living as affected by the rise 
in agricultural commodities. 

I rise at this time to emphasize one 
point. The contracts of employment of 
hundreds of thousands of workers in this 
country contain what is called the es- 
ealator clause with reference to their 
wages. Under those clauses they are 
entitled to a wage increase, computed 
monthly or quarterly, related to the pre- 
vailing cost of living, as determined by 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics. This 
amendment provides no loophole for 
them, just as it does not provide any 
loophole for the hardship and inequity 
cases. There has been a freeze of their 
wages, yet the cost of living can increase. 
The Congress would be in effect abrogat- 
ing the contracts which they have made, 
which affect the wages of hundreds of 
thousands of workers. This Congress 
may have the constitutional power to 
abrogate a contract, but this would be 
morally unjustified, and I appeal to the 
members in this Committee of the Whole 
at this time to vote down this amend- 
ment. It would work a severe injustice 
and hardship on hundreds of thousands 
of workers who are employed under con- 
tracts containing these escalator pro- 
visions. It would be something which 
we could never explain or justify. It is 
unthinkable to me that a majority of 
this House would entertain the thought 
of adopting such an inequitable amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. O'BRIEN] 
has expired. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know that I 
can contribute a great deal to this dis- 
cussion, but I did want to say what has 
been in my mind for many months now. 

First, I do not subscribe to that theory, 
that is advocated by so many people, 
that we are going to have a cessation of 
hostilities in Korea and therefore we are 
not going to need any controls. As I 
have attempted to point out repeatedly 
on this floor, Korea is but an incident in 
the general plan of the Kremlin. If we 
succeed there we are going to be con- 
fronted with something else, and the 
chances are we are going to be con- 
fronted with one incident after another 
for many years to come, or until the 
present regime in the Kremlin collapses. 
Therefore, we must face this issue real- 
istically, and prevent the collapse of our 
economy, which the Kremlin is really 
aiming at. 

Second, this House last September en- 
deavored to write a control bill, realizing 
the necessity therefor. We found that 
ix. the administration of that control 
bill, after it was amended by the other 
body and adopted in conference, there 
were too many things left to the discre- 
tion of the Administrator, and that we 
did not in reality have a control law. I 
made a speech in this well on that occa- 
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sion in which I said we could have only 
one kind of control law and that was 
across-the-board controls. Now we are 
daily receiving communications from 
home, from the wage earner, from the 
housewives, from the farmers, from every 
segment of our country, asking that 
something be done to stop this contin- 
uous spiral of inflation. The distin- 
guished chairman of the committee says 
that the author of this amendment, and 
those of us who are supporting it, would 
want to freeze the situation at its present 
status. I say that the gentleman is in- 
correct. We do not propose to freeze it 
there. What we do propose is to put a 
stop sign and say, “Inflation cannot go 
any further than it was on July 7.” 

A lot of smoke screens are thrown up 
here today to becloud the issue, to put it 
mildly; for instance, our distinguished 
friend, my warm personal friend from 
Texas [Mr. Parman], suggests that this 
is a Republican amendment that has 
been offered by the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Davis]. I do not think 
the gentleman was justified in making 
that assertion. I hope the Repub- 
licans, at least those who believe as I 
believe that we ought to have a stop sign 
put up here, will go along on this 
amendment. But I want to say to my 
distinguished friend that I had some- 
thing to do with the preparation of this 
amendment. I say that without trying 
to take anything away from my friend 
from Georgia. So far as I know, not 
a single Republican was consulted in the 
preparation of the amendment. I have 
believed all along that we ought to have 
something like this. It has been sug- 
gested here again in an effort to becloud 
the issue that if we adopt this amend- 
ment we shall have to come back here 
in 4 months and write another law. 
Certainly nothing could be further from 
the fact. This is an amendment to the 
law that the committee has brought out; 
it gives us an opportunity to take a look- 
see, if you please, for 120 days. If the 
Congress were not in session at the end 
of 120 days, what would happen? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has expired. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for three 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COLMER. I do not want to im- 
pose upon the Committee. This is the 
first time I have talked on this subject, 
but, as I say, I feel very deeply about it. 

At the end of 120 days what would 
happen? The remainder of the law 
would be in effect. It would not make 
any difference whether Congress were in 
session or not, but we would have 120 
days here in which we could have this 
sign up: “Stop; look; listen. Do not go 
any further in the spiral of inflation.” 
The only effect at the expiration of the 
120 days would be that the rest of the 
bill would be in effect. 

Now, what are you going to do about 
it? Your people back home—the house. 
wives, the wives of the laborers and the 
farmers—they are the segments of our 
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people who are writing you. Here’ is 
something they can understand; here is 
something that is not left to bureau- 
cratic administration. How many of 
you people today could undertake to 
explain to these housewives and these 
people back home who want to see this 
inflation stopped what is in this bill that 
has been brought out here? Here is 
something in this amendment that they 
understand—when this goes out over the 
radio today and through the newspa- 
pers—that the Davis amendment is being 
considered and the Congress has been 
asked to put a stop sign up for 120 days 
to see what is going to happen. The 
people back home are going to know; 
they are going to understand what is in 
that amendment. They are not going to 
understand what is in the bill. 

As has been well pointed out here, the 
writing of a controls law is the responsi- 
bility of the Congress. We have that 
opportunity here for 120 days, and I 
hope that this House will take advan- 
tage of it. 

Last September over the protest of 
the administration, Congress wrote a 
stronger control law than the adminis- 
tration asked for. But the administra, 
tion was tardy in putting into effect the 
power given by the Congress. 

Ever since Korea there has been a 
constant increase in the cost of living, 
This was brought about because we have 
temporized with the question of con- 
trols. For the past few months the 
President, the administration officials, 
the CIO, the A. F. of L., and the people 
generally have demanded tighter con- 
trols. And Congress, as usual, has been 
blamed for the existing conditions, 
Under this so-called Davis amendment, 
we are attempting to give the adminis~. 
tration and these other people just what 
they have been asking for. But again we 
find the same thing that we found 8 
months ago, the very people, the ad- 
ministration leaders, and those in this 
House who follow the A. F. of L. and the 
CIO, charging us with trying to scuttle 
their bill. And yet I challenge these 
people to show where the administra- 
tion’s bill is an answer to their problem. 

I quote, in conclusion, from the speech 
I made on December 4, 1950, as it ap- 
pears in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl- 
ume 96, part 12, page 16078, as follows: 

As distasteful as controls are to a free peo- 
ple, we must become realistic and provide 
for all-out controls of our economy. We 
should see to it that these controls are 
across the board, remembering our expe- 
rience in the last two wars, that one seg- 
ment of the economy cannot be controlled 
without the other. Wages, prices, and in- 
flation must be controlled. We know that 
wage controls are not looked upon with 
favor by this administration, but I repeat 
that one commodity cannot be controlled 
and the other left untouched. If the ad- 
ministration does not see fit to use the ma- 
chinery which the Congress has authorized 
for that purpose, then we can mandatorily 
provide for such controls. 


Mr. Chairman, my position has not 
changed. If those who holler the loud- 
est about controls are really sincere, 
here is their opportunity to demonstrate 
that sincerity by supporting this 
amendment. 


1951 


Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the pending amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to hear 
the gentleman from Mississippi speak as 
he has just spoken. He generally gives 
us some good sound advice and sugges- 
tions when he takes the floor. Believing 
that the House will soon approve a price- 
control bill, I am wholeheartedly sup- 
porting the pending amendment. If the 
amendment stood alone without some 
bill attached to it, I would not support 
the amendment but if the bill is to be 
approved I would like to see the amend- 
ment in the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment brings 
us right up to the snubbing post. If you 
have ever worked with horses you know 
what that means. It lays the issue right 
down in front of us as to whether or not 
we are willing to stop the advance in 
the price of wages as well as the price 
of the article at the counter. Escalator 
clauses in collective bargaining agree- 
ments continually increase the costs of 
production. If you continually increase 
the costs of production through increase 
in the direct labor costs, it is only nat- 
ural that a price increase must eventual- 
ly follow, or the man who sells the prod- 
uct produced at the higher cost at the 
fixed price will take a loss out of his 
capital structure. If anybody can deny 
that statement I hope they will take 
some of my time to do it. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr, KENNEDY. Is it not true that 
the rise in the cost of living comes þe- 
fore the rise in wages? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. The cost of living 
goes along whether you and I have a 
job or not. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Do not wages go up 
only after prices have gone up, so that 
there can be a rise in wages? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Which comes 
first? You see, you get back to that old 
argument. Union wages go up when the 
strike occurs, production ceases and 
wage advances are granted to end the 
strike. 

Mr, KENNEDY. In the escalator 
clause the price rise comes first. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. The escalator 
clause is inflationary. The argument is 
always made that somebody is in a dis- 
equilibrium position, he has to have an 
advance in wages to bring him up to the 
cost of living. So that starts the in- 
crease in labor costs through the whole 
structure of our economy. Then our 
prices go up to accommodate such a sit- 
uation, and some group fortunate 
enough to have an escalator clause gets 
an increase, while the other fellow does 
not get it. It is sheer class benefit of 
the worst type and very destructive. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Georgia. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. If prices 
would stay where they are, would there 
be any need for escalator clause rises? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Certainly not. The 
argument is made that somebody is in 
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disequilibrium with respect to the wages 
he is receiving, as the argument was 
made here a few minutes ago, and 
therefore he must get a raise in wages 
of the man or his group or this class or 
this particular union. Of course, that 
starts your increase in costs again. 

If you will freeze all prices, including 
wages, that means you freeze all wages. 
When you freeze them I mean prevent 
them from going upward. I am not 
talking about preventing them from 
going downward. This amendment does 
not prevent prices from going down. It 
lets the price be cut if anybody wants to 
cut it, if he wants to absorb the loss in 
his business. We should not interfere 
with that. 

This is not a freezing amendment. It 
is an amendment that arrests the ad- 
vance, and that is the thing we should 
do. If you do not want to do that, of 
course your costs, your selling prices, 
your wages, your escalator clauses and 
otherwise will continue to go up. 

Mr. YORTY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. YORTY. May I say that I have 
the greatest respect for the gentleman, 
I believe him to be one of the most fair- 
minded Members I have met here in 
Congress. I have heard him make the 
statement several times that the farmer’s 
income from selling his products is his 
wages. Does the gentleman feel it is 
fair to freeze substandard wages by this 
amendment while not freezing substand- 
ard farm prices? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Here is the argu- 
ment brought in about a substandard 
wage. The argument is being made 
that there is a substandard wage some 
place. Let ail farm prices and all wages 
be prevented from moving upward for 
120 days. But as long as you accept that 
argument and legislate accordingly, you 
will never stop the advance in the direct 
cost of goods, in the selling price of 
goods, because you will always be trying 
to doctor up a substandard. The fellow 
who goes into the factory and works 
knows what his wage is before he enters 
the time clock office on the way to 
his factory workbench. The man who 
works on the farm never knows what 
his wage is until he sells his labor in 
the form of a product in the market 
place, and you expect him to prepare the 
seed bed, plant the acreage, harvest the 
crop, and take it to town and then see 
what his wage is to be. Why not give 
him as fair a break as you do the indus- 
trial workers? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, without regard to the 
outcome of this amendment, this is real- 
ly one of the most amusing situations 
that I have ever witnessed in the many 
years that I have been a Member of this 
Congress. We see the so-called cham- 
pions of industry regimenting the in- 
dustry of the United States, completely 
putting industry in a strait-jacket by the 
adoption of an amendment, if it is 
adopted, which was offered in good faith 
by my good friend the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Davis] and offered as a 
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Democrat, as a Member of the House but 
as a Democrat—I know there has been 
no cooperation, and if there had been, it 
was all right, but the gentleman offered 
it himself and nobody made any accusa- 
tions to the contrary despite what some 
of my Republican friends tried to inject 
into the debate—but an amendment that 
completely strait-jackets and regiments 
all of this great economy of ours, and 
freezes it for 4 months, based on prices 
as of July 7 of this year. I would expect 
this amendment to come from an ex- 
treme source of a radical nature, away 
off to the left, not the middle of the road, 
or to the right, so-called. This amend- 
ment, in my opinion, would do more 
harm to our concept of individual ini- 
tiativeness than anything I know of. It 
completely disregards the hardships. 
Why, even one of my dear friends, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts IMr. 
NICHOLSON] said, “There should be no 
opportunity, no incentive to make more 
money.” Well, I am not opposed to in- 
dividual initiativeness, to make a reason- 
able profit, even in the emergency. This 
amendment will also regiment agricul- 
ture, insofar as all agricultural prod- 
ucts now over parity are concerned and 
insofar as agricultural products under 
parity will be concerned when they reach 
parity, if they do, during the next 4 
months. I think if the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Georgia is 
going to be adopted, agricultural prod- 
ucts under parity should be excepted, 
but it is going to have an effect on the 
cost of living. To what extent I cannot 
say. But, all agricultural products over 
parity are regimented. Then one of my 
dear friends said, “We can continue it 
for four more’ months—four more 
months—regimenting all of the Ameri- 
can industry, regimenting all of Ameri- 
can agriculture when parity has been 
reached.” The day has not arrived, in 
my way of thinking, when that should 
be done now. I do not think the situa- 
tion calls for that yet. If the very ex- 
istence of our Nation was involved, that 
would be one thing, but this amendment, 
even during the 4-month period, does 
not take into consideration hardship 
cases, and the Baruch proposal took into 
consideration hardship cases. I recog- 
nize the logic of the argument of those 
who think of controls across the board. 
Yes, there is a lot of logic about that, 
but when you apply it in a manner 
where there is no flexibility that will en- 
able hardship cases in the emergency to 
be handled and adjusted, then you are 
doing something to our economy, in my 
opinion, that would be not only harmful, 
but fatal. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. My recollection is 
that when Mr. DiSalle finally moved 
under the authority of the law on Janu- 
ary 25, he put into effect an across-the- 
board general freeze on prices. Is that 
not true? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Recognizing 
hardship cases. 

Mr. HALLECK. Of course, there are 
such provisions in the law. 
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Mr. McCORMACK. That is true, but 
not under this amendment. 

Mr. HALLECK. That was a long time 
ago. What Iam getting at is, if it was 
all right for Mr. DiSalle to undertake to 
put in a general freeze on prices, then 
where does the gentleman draw the dis- 
tinction here? 

Mr. McCORMACK. The distinction 
is that under Mr. DiSalle’s action, hard- 
ship cases can present their application 
for relief. Under this amendment there 
is no opportunity. Further, there is the 
opportunity of court procedure, which 
is denied under this amendment for a 
period of 4 months. There is a constitu- 
tional question involved in putting Amer- 
ican industry and agriculture in a strait- 
jacket, and due process of law is in- 
volved. I will not now go into that. 

I would expect this to be advocated by 
somebody to the extreme left, not any- 
one who follows a middle course or any- 
one to the right. 

My views do not clash in principle with 
those of the gentleman from Georgia, 
but if you adopt his amendment and it 
becomes part of the law in operation it 
will be a complete freeze and regimenta- 
tion of American industry for 4 months. 
Do you want that? I do not. Itisa 
complete freeze and regimentation of ag- 
riculture, where parity has been reached 
or in excess of parity, and when any 
agricultural products under parity reach 
parity then there is a complete freeze 
and regimentation there. It will result 
also in a regimentation of labor. Then 
they say to extend this four more 
months, then four more months. You 
cannot do it under our American econ- 
omy, its set-up, and its history. 

Mr. HALLECK. I am glad to hear the 
gentleman say what he has about the 
necessity for correcting inequities and 
injustices. The only comment I have to 
make at that point is that certainly I 
think he should agree with some of these 
amendments that have been adopted 
that are not going to scuttle the price- 
control law but will provide for those 
adjustments. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I will close as I 
started. To me it is a serious proposi- 
tion, but from one angle it is amusing to 
see the so-called champions of indus- 
try advocating this kind of amendment. 

Mr. FELLOWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last two words, 
and ask unanimous consent to revise 
and extend my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maine? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FELLOWS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
a bit confused, but I am not alone. I 
have been listening, with interest and 
amusement, to some of these statements 
by Democratic leaders about the danger 
aaa our American system finds it- 
se 


I suppose it is the same thing the Hon- 
orable James Byrnes, former Secretary 
of State and Justice of the Supreme 
Court, had in mind when he said 2 
years ago that if the President’s pro- 
gram is adopted we will become eco- 
nomic galley slaves. I suppose it is the 
same idea that Britain's Bevin had 
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in mind, long before this bill came up, 
when he said that we in this country 
were following the footsteps of Britain. 

I have been disturbed about this econ- 
omy of free enterprise for a long time, 
far longer that the Democratic leader- 
ship. I have tried to follow this legis- 
lation carefully. In other to refresh 
my mind, I went back nearly 2 weeks, 
to the first day, when we started read- 
ing this bill for amendment. First I 
read a part of the prayer of our beloved 
Chaplain. He prayed: 

May we see how idle and futile it is to 
put our confidence and hope in human in- 
genuity. 


We were then debating the bill. 

Then I went to something I have not 
heard mentioned. I went to a speech 
delivered by our President, Harry S. Tru- 
man, on the 14th of October 1946 when 
he—not the Republicans of Congress— 
removed price control from meat. Ihave 
listened to the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, a fine gentleman and an opti- 
mist—that is to say, one who stands in 
the corner with goose pimples and teeth 
achatter trying hard to be brave. I want 
to read you a little of President Tru- 
man’s speech, because I understand that 
it is claimed this particular law which 
we have before us will accomplish one 
thing—namely, give the consumer plenty 
of meat at a fair price. Listen to what 
the President said: 

My fellow countrymen, I wish to report to 
you this evening on a subject which I am 
sure has concerned you as much as it has 
me—the meat shortage and our general sta- 
bilization program. I recognize the hard- 
ships that many of you have undergone be- 
cause of the lack of meat. I sympathize with 
the millions of housewives who have been 
hard pressed to provide nourishing meals for 
their families. I sympathize particularly 
with our thousands of veterans and other 
patients in hospitals throughout the coun- 
try. I know that our children, as well as 
those persons engaged in manual labor, need 
meat in their diet. Many workers have been 
thrown out of work by the meat shortage. 
The byproducts that result from the lawful 
slaughter of livestock are sorely needed. We 
depend upon these byproducts for insulin 
and other necessary medicines. We depend 
upon them also for hides and already some 
of our shoe factories are closing and workers 
are being laid off for the lack of leather. 


So the President removed meat from 
control. That was in 1946, on October 14. 
That is his speech to the people of this 
country. Is there anybody optimistic 
enough to believe that the same result 
deplored by the President will not follow 
from this similar law that we are urged 
to vote for? 

Just to show you how confused a man 
can get I went to the speech of the dis- 
tinguished leader of the Democratic 
Party in the House, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack], who 
said much as he said today, that he was 
worried about our system; he was wor- 
ried about regimentation; when he ar- 
gued the question of giving to the Fed- 
eral Reserve a suggestion to carry out 
indirect controls. He spoke as follows: 

Furthermore we are giving to a small group 
of men complete control over the economy 
of our entire country. I have heard many of 
my friends in bygone years talk about dicta- 
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torship and the tremendous delegation of 
powers and talk about the abrogation of the 
constitutional duties and responsibilities of 
the Congress, but here is an amendment 
coming from one of my dear friends whom I 
admire very much who, in bygone years, has 
advanced that argument, and yet he is offer- 
ing an amendment now which, in my opin- 
ion, gives to a small group of nonelected 
men the power to control the national econ- 
omy of the United States of America. When 
We pass a bill it is the expression of the Con- 
gress, but under this amendment it is a 
blanket delegation and direction in relation 
to the use of indirect powers and controls to 
try and control inflation, 


What about this price control bill we 
are asked to vote for? It is to be admin- 
istered by men who have not been elected 
by the people. 

Then I went to the speech of the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from North Caro- 
lina (Mr. Cool RTI 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Maine has expired. 

Mr, FELLOWS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for three 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maine? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FELLOWS. The gentleman from 
North Carolina LMr. CooLey], in speak- 
ing of meat roll-backs, said the whole 
idea was illegal, unconstitutional, im- 
moral, unethical—and besides that it was 
wrong. I agree! 

What about rent control? When a 
poor old lady who gets a living out of one 
tenement has to roll back the price on 
that tenement $5, is that not a taking of 
property without compensation? Is that 
preserving the economy of the United 
States of America?—Planned econ- 
omy!—What about this screaming 
comedy of errors we call “planned econ- 
omy” foisted upon our people by fhis New 
Deal administration, to which the former 
justice of the Supreme Court and former 
Secretary of State of this country re- 
ferred as something that will bring to us 
economic gallery slavery? It has 
brought to ruin every nation of the world 
which has tried it. 

I listened with great interest and in- 
struction to the distinguished gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. EBERHARTER] 
when he filed an indictment—a stinging, 
sizzling, burning indictment—against 
this thing we call “planned economy,” 
a philosophy sponsored by this adminis- 
tration in his speech against the so- 
called dispersal amendment. I was 
pleased and not a little surprised at the 
gentleman’s attack upon planned econ- 
omy. It gave me renewed hope and faith 
in the future of our country. 

Is not my confusion of mind under- 
standable? I am going to support this 
amendment because I think that is what 
we have to have, because it will do what 
the administration will not do—ertainly 
has not done, namely, control prices. 

Here is a letter from a mill worker in 
my district, what the administration 
would call a “common man,” a “little 
man.” Ido not know whether he is on 
the right track or not, but I think he is 
when he says: 

Let us get rid of Eric Johnston and Charles 
Wilson, who know better, and Mike DiSalle 
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who does not. God bless America and the 
American way. 


Mr, BROWN of Georgia. Mr, Chair- 
man, this is a defense production bill. 
I emphasize the word “production.” 

The President in establishing just ceil- 
ings with respect to material and serv- 
ices and in stabilizing and adjusting 
wages, salaries, and other compensa- 
tions, shall make such adjustments as 
he deems necessary to prevent or cor- 
rect hardship or inequity. 

That is in the present law. Now, you 
will not only have the consumers knock- 
ing you, because you do not give them 
any relief back of July 7, 1951, but in 
addition you will have the retail stores, 
the owners of industry, and producers of 
many commodities, because there is no 
way to adjust the many inequities. That 
is the reason that provision was put in 
the law which was passed last year. 

Ido not like controls. I said the other 
day that I thought the administration 
made a great mistake in not invoking 
controls the latter part of December, 
January, or February. T also stated that 
the producer knew that there was a law, 
and if he undertook to up the price of 
his commodity too rapidly he should ex- 
pect controls. Therefore, nobody comes 
into this issue with clean hands. 

Here you are now asking to freeze 
everything, prices and wages, as of July 
7. You are not helping the consumer 
any from that standpoint. I prefer the 
bill from the other body which freezes 
prices at the average prevailing price 
from the 24th of January to the 24th of 
February. That would probably bring 
full production and at the same time it 
would give some comfort and some as- 
surance to the consumers of this country. 

Do you know that wholesale prices in 
the last few months have gone up 28 
points, and retail prices have gone up 
only 16 points? There you have got to 
make some adjustments. You have got 
to correct inequities. To freeze prices 
and wages at this particular date, the 
7th of July, makes it impossible to make 
equitable adjustments. I say certainly 
that will reduce production. 

The adoption of this amendment 
would be abandoning the bill that we 
have been considering so long, and we 
have had no hearings whatever on this 
aimendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we began hearings on 
this bill nearly 2 months ago. Here 
we are almost through discussing the bill 
on the floor, yet we are asked to under- 
take to change the whole policy of the 
bill and then let the new policy created 
by this amendment live for only 4 
months, then come back here this fall 
and pass another bill which probably 
will take weeks todo. The bill completed 
so far I think will give almost adequate 
justice to everybody. To adopt this 
amendment would be to change the 
whole policy and say to the fellow who 
has inequities to be corrected you are 
doomed, and, I repeat, to say to the con- 
sumer whom we could have helped back 
in January and February and still have 
gotten full production, we have ignored 
you, and admit certainly we have not 
done anything against inflation, and we 
will go back to July 7 and give you 
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no comfort and pass a law to freeze the 
prices and vages for only 4 months. 
This short period will keep all business 
people up in the air as to what to do and 
business will be at a standstill. I can- 
not see how you are going to get produc- 
tion with this amendment and its impli- 
cations, and production is the main 
thing. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Georgia has expired. 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
may proceed for two additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I yield. 

Mr. EVINS. The gentleman from 
Georgia is a very distinguished and able 
member of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. I want him to state from 
the study he has given this thing whether 
this amendment represents the so-called 
Baruch plan. I should like to have an 
expression from the gentleman as to 
whether this represents the Baruch plan. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I do not 
have time within 2 minutes to discuss 
the Baruch plan, but I am here to tell 
you that we began hearings on a bill to 
reduce inflation more than a year ago, 
and now we are getting back to where 
we were, due to this amendment. I say 
that a solution would be something like 
that which has passed the other body. 
You could roll back prices to January or 
February and still get production with- 
out injuring the producer and give some 
relief to the consumer. There is a dif- 
ference between roll-back and freezing. 
When you roll-back you fix a certain 
date beyond which you cannot go to 
reduce, but at the same time you can 
adjust the inequities and hardships 
caused by the roll-backs. Under this 
amendment you freeze all prices and 
wages on the 7th of July—it does not 
make any difference how wide the in- 
equities are—you cannot correct them; 
but you can when you roll back, and you 
know that if you roll back to a certain 
period then you can correct all the in- 
justices. 

The effect of this amendment will be 
to freeze the prices of the man who is 
doing business and is caught in a jam. 
He will wait until the end of the 4-month 
period before he sells his commodities to 
see what is going to happen beyond that. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I yield. 

Mr. PATMAN. Is it not a fact that 
under the Baruch plan there would not 
have been an arbitrary ceiling as pro- 
posed by this amendment, but it would 
have allowed for the adjustment of 
hardships and inequalities where they 
existed? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Georgia has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
may proceed for three additional min- 
utes. - 1 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. The gentle- 
man is correct about that, but this 
freezes the prices and wages solid and 
you cannot have the adjustment which 
is allowed under the Baruch plan as I 
understand it. 

I am here to tell you now that if we 
adopt this amendment you are going to 
see the merchant who has his store full 
of goods now and cannot sell them, wait- 
ing longer and longer to dispose of them. 
The inequities, the hardship, the price 
that he is compelled to pay, and the ceil- 
ing that would be put upon him would 
make it impossible in many instances 
for him to operate without a loss. This 
would be true in many businesses and for 
Many commodity growers, such as to- 
bacco and peanuts, especially when the 
commodity is approaching parity. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I yield. 

Mr. JAVITS. It would slow down the 
defense effort for this reason: We can- 
not control the price of rubber, nickel, 
copper, manganese, tungsten, and other 
things that we get from abroad. If the 
manufacturers cannot get an increased 
price to meet increased costs they are 
just not going to supply the defense 
material. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. The gentle- 
man is absolutely correct and stated 
part of the fallacy of this amendment 
as submitted. 

Let me say that we should go ahead 
and finish this bill; let us stop so much 
obstruction; if we are in good faith in 
trying to limit and control inflation in 
this country, then let us go about it 
in a businesslike way. This amendment 
will halt production of many necessary 
commodities and will destroy the man 
who is in business who is not treated 
fairly, because the inequities under this 
amendment could not be corrected. Let 
us go ahead if we are in good faith, and 
pass the bill that we have up now. I 
think it deals fairly and justly with the 
producers and consumers alike, and it 
would continue full production. This 
squeeze amendment, which would put 
many people out of business, came a 
year too late for full production which 
is the main weapon against inflation. 

I think we have made good progress 
and I hope this amendment and others 
which would destroy production, and 
cause many hardships and inequities, 
will be defeated. If this amendment 
prevails we will be back here 3 months 
from now and probably consuming two 
more months’ time in order to have an- 
other control bill. I do not think anyone 
in the Chamber wants to waste all this 
unnecessary time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Georgia has expired. 

Mr. RAINS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the pending amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I entertain no hope I 
can add to the argument made by the 
distinguished gentleman from Georgia 
iMr. Brown]. This is the amendment 
on which the chips are down. I am 
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realistic enough to know that this is the 
amendment which is aimed at killing 
price control. There will likely be some 
Members who will vote for this amend- 
ment who in turn will then vote against 
price control. Therefore I say this 
amendment not a genuine effort to 
control infiation. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I just want 
to call the gentleman’s attention to the 
fact that if this amendment is adopted, 
the present ceiling on cotton would be 
reduced about 7 cents a pound because 
cotton is something like 7 cents below 
the present ceiling. That is one sub- 
ject and many others are in the same 
position. 

Mr. RAINS. I think the gentleman 
is correct. In other words, Mr. Chair- 
man, this amendment has not been given 
due consideration. It is aimed not at 
stabilizing prices and wages but to kill 
the program. 

It is most difficult and next to impos- 
sible to enact a control measure which 
will be just and equitable. I do not 
think it can be done no matter how good 
a job we do. I do not believe we will 
ever be able to enact a law that will 
completely defeat inflation. I am not 
that visionary. But if you recognize in- 
flation as a danger, and I believe every 
Member of the Congress does, this is not 
the way at this time with which to deal 
with it. 

I would like to suggest that we have 
very eminent and outstanding Members 
of the House on the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee from the Republican 
side of the aisle. I do not believe there 
are in the Congress more able men than 
are the minority members of the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. If 
this is the answer, then why did they 
not suggest it in committee? If this is 
the answer, then why did not that com- 
mittee dig that out in the long months 
of hard, earnest toil? 

Mr. Chairman, to me this appears as 
a maneuver by those who want to defeat 
the bill completely to scuttle effective 
and reasonable price-control legislation. 
This is not a sincere effort for effective 
price control and every Member here 
knows it. 

I should like to say further that if 
you fasten and freeze prices and wages 
presently without any remedy for hard- 
ship cases, there will be turmoil in Amer- 
ica second only to what the atomic bomb 
would cause. ; 

So, I do not believe that any of us, 
whether we are for price control or 
against it, should accept an amendment 
at this stage in the committee proceed- 
ings as wide in scope, as impossible of 
administration. Oh, I know it is a shib- 
boleth to say “freeze wages and prices.” 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. Of course, I have 
the highest regard for the gentleman. 
He has made some statements about the 
attitudes or the position of some of us 
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in supporting this amendment. Let me 
point out to him that last fall I vigor- 
ously supported the Kunkel substitute, 
which was in very large measure this 
identical proposition. We were de- 
feated in respect to the Kunkel substi- 
tute, and a bill that to my mind was 
unfair and inadequate in many respects 
came on for a vote. But I want to say 
to the gentleman that I voted for the bill. 

Mr. RAINS. In response to that state- 
ment I would like to remind the gentle- 
man also that during the proceedings on 
this bill he has been supporting amend- 
ments aimed at weakening price control. 

Mr. HALLECK. Let me just say to 
the gentleman in respect to that, and 
I want to make this clear, certain gen- 
tlemen on your side have opposed those 
amendments and have said they will 
scuttle the bill, they will ruin the bill. 
That just is not true. All we are trying 
to do is to remove some injustices and 
inequities. In opposition to the Davis 
amendment, you say that you cannot 
correct these injustices and inequities. 
Again I say you cannot blow hot and 
cold. 

Mr. RAINS. The gentleman is mak- 
ing too long a speech in my time. I would 
like to say in answer to that that the 
gentleman should watch his voting and 
not blow hot and cold on this particular 


amendment here. 

The . The time of the 
gentleman from Alabama has expired. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Cha‘rman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
be permitted to proceed for five addi- 
tional minutes, 

The Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? > 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RAINS. Ido not desire the time 
just to get into an argument but I will 
be glad to try and answer any questions. 
I do not know the answers are too many, 
I am well aware, but I say and I repeat 
again that we should be realistic here. 
If we are going to kill price control, do 
it not by giving it an injection of air or 
an overdose of poison. Let us lay it on 
the line so that the American people can 
understand our position. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. If I un- 
derstood the gentleman correctly, and I 
think I did a while ago, not very long 
ago, he stated that certain of us on this 
side were not sincere in supporting this 
amendment. How do you get the idea 
that you possess a monopoly of sincerity? 

Mr. RAINS. I did not say that. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Well, if 
you will have the Reporter read it, you 
will find you did. 

Mr. RAINS. I said that this was not 
a sincere effort for price control. If this 
amendment is passed and you go to con- 
ference with it, which we will be com- 
pelled to do, I assume, I am wondering 
what kind of a situation we will face in 
conference. Because this amendment, 
as I understand, was not even looked 
into in the discussions in the other body. 
So I simply say, give us time to work 
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it out as best we can and not give us 
too hard and rash a dose all at once. 

Mrs, ST. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr, Chairman, I listened with great 
attention to the arguments that have 
been going on for a very long time; some 
of us may think too long. But I want to 
compliment my colleague the gentle- 
man from Georgia [Mr. Davis] in pre- 
senting this amendment which brings 
out something very clearly that I think 
we all needed to know; that is, controls 
are like the curate’s egg, they cannot be 
very good in part. Now if you believe 
that inflation, which we all deplore, re- 
gardless of party, can only be stopped 
by controls, then you will vote for this 
amendment, because this amendment 
strengthens the bill, It does not spoil 
it in any way. Someone has said, What 
will happen after these 4 months?” 
Well, it seems to me nothing worse will 
happen after the 4 months. The bill 
will still be there. The law will still exist 
and the law has existed ever since last 
year. And, just what has been done with 
it? Nothing. The trouble with this law 
is that it picks on some and not on 
others, 

I for one am a litle bit shocked and re- 
sentful at the treatment the farmers 
have been getting throughout. Do you 
realize that the peak of the farm prices 
was in 1948? Since 1948 most farm 
prices have been going down. Let us 
take just one example, which I think 
is interesting, and that is the question 
of bread, which we can still look upon, 
I suppose, as the staff of life, 

In 1948 the price of wheat was a lit- 
tle better than $3. Bread at that time 
was 11 cents a loaf. Today the price of 
wheat is under $3, and the price of a 
loaf of bread is 17 cents. Where do you 
get that differential? It is not going to 
the farmers, not by a long shot. 

No, I believe in all sincerity that what 
is sauce for the goose is sauce for the 
gander. If you believe in controls, be 
honest and straightforward about it and 
vote for controls and let the chips fall 
where they may. 

I voted for the last control bill and 
was thoroughly disappointed in the re- 
sults. I shall probably vote for this bill, 
but I sincerely hope that at least it will 
have some teeth in it, that at least it 
will oblige the administration to force 
the things we are talking about for the 
prevention of inflation. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. I agree with the gen- 
tlewoman that there is an inequity 
somewhere in the price of those things 
that go into bread, and the farmer suf- 
fers for it. How are you going to cor- 
rect that inequity if this amendment 
prevails and everything is frozen as of 
July 7? 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. You probably 
will not correct it entirely, but you are 
not going to correct it the other way. 
After all, you are going to allow your 
farm prices to come up to parity, I be- 
lieve. 
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Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. May I 
say to the gentleman from New York 
that they will not get any worse, as they 


will if you do not adopt this amendment. ` 


Mr. MULTER. They cannot get any 
po if you freeze the inequities into 
aw. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. They will not get 
any better, not under this law. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I yield to the 
gentleman from Indiana. - 

Mr. HALLECK. I was interested in 
the gentlewoman’s remarks about the 
fact that many farm prices have de- 
creased since 1948. That is true of beef. 
Beef is presently cheaper on the market 
for the live cattle than it was in 1948. 
The people might well remember that 
in the campaign that year Mr. Truman, 
Mr. BARKLEY, and all the orators on that 
side went around the country bragging 
about the accomplishment of $40 cattle, 
and impliedly, as least, assuring the 
farmers of the country that they in- 
tended to keep the price at that level. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I thank the gen- 
tleman for his contribution. I would 
also say that that goes for the price of 
hogs, chickens, butter fat, butter, and 
cheese, among other farm products. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. To answer the 
query of the gentleman from New York, 
may I point out that the farmer receives 
for his wheat that goes into a pound 
loaf of bread about 123 cents, so that 
if there is any increase in the price paid 
to the farmer for the wheat which goes 
into a loaf of bread that such a small 
increase can be absorbed without chang- 
ing the selling price of a loaf of bread 
in New York City, although it may not 
leave quite as much profit for some of 
the gentleman’s friends who have been 
making so much money off the con- 
sumer. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I thank the 
gentleman, and let me add that since 
1948 the farm prices have decreased 7.96 
percent while wages increased 23.40 per- 
cent and industrial earnings increased 
31 percent. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike out the last word, and 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I truly and sincerely 
wish that we could adopt a four-line 
amendment that would stop dead in its 
tracks the rising cost of living. If we 
could do that with a four-line amend- 
ment, I would move that we not only 
make it for 3 or 4 months but 12, 15, or 
20 months. But you know as well as I 
do that we live in a very complex, intri- 
cate society. Prices do not go up and 
down together. Where we see one com- 
modity going up in price, at the same 
time we see another commodity going 
down. If we adopt this amendment, we 
are going to freeze for 4 months after 
this bill is passed a lot of inequities. Ido 
not think many of you gentleman want 
to freeze an inequity or want to create 
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one. Go home and talk to your retail 
merchants up and down the main street 
of your town and ask them if they want 
this sort of amendment. I know they 
would tell you it would create an ex- 
treme hardship on them and imperil 
their businesses. 

For example, this what this amend- 
ment would do. Take your men’s shops, 
that sold suits last year for $75 a suit. 

Those suits were manufactured out 
of wool that sold for about 50 cents a 
pound at a time when labor worked for 
a lower wage scale than it does today. 
This year wool is selling for twice what it 
was a year ago and the suit your home- 
town merchant is putting on the shelves 
to sell this fall for the Christmas and 
winter season will refiect the increased 
price of wool as compared to a year ago, 
and a higher labor cost. A suit that 
sold for $75 last year cannot be sold 
for 875 this year if your retail merchant 
is going to get a legitimate mark-up on 
his product. The same thing applies to 
shoes made out of leather and hides, and 
the same thing applies to cotton goods 
made out of textiles and cotton. 

If you freeze these inequities today 
you are going to penalize your home- 
town merchant, who is not going to be 
able to sell the merchandise and stay 
in business. Hence it is going to stop 
up the lines of supply. That in turn 
closes down the manufacturer and cre- 
ates unemployment in your textile mills, 
In turn that depresses the price of cot- 
ton. It is going to work a lot of hard- 
ship not intended by this amendment. 
This is very serious. 

We have heard Members say time 
after time in this Chamber that the 
thing that is going to stop inflation is 
more production. In that I thoroughly 
agree. The thing that is going to stim- 
ulate more production is to take out of 
our economic life the uncertainties as 
quickly as we can. To protract the un- 
certainties another 4 months after 
August 1 is going to delay and stymie 
our production. We need production 
and the quicker we can legislate and cut 
out the uncertainties that hinder pro- 
duction, the better off we will be in our 
fight against inflation. This amend- 
ment will protract the uncertainties an- 
other 4 months. We are going to have 
uncertainties enough in the matter of 
rollbacks, but those problems will be 
settled within a very short period of 
time, and after that we will settle down 
to a period of certainty in the opera- 
tion of production and an understand- 
ing of what the future holds. That is 
going to provide employment, stimulate 
production, and stabilize the cost of liv- 
ing far more than if we protract for an- 
other 4 months the uncertainties that 
will be brought about by this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield. 

Mr. O’HARA The gentleman has 
discussed the problem of the retailer and 
the stocks of merchandise on the re- 
tailer’s shelves. Some of the most seri- 
ous complaints that I have had from 
my own retailers are about the very 
situation that has existed under the 
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present law. The retailers complain 
that they have been caught between the 
wholesaler who sells to him, the whole- 
saler’s prices having gone up, because 
the wholesale prices were not controlled 
by the administration, and the retail 
Selling price, which is under control. 

Is it not a fact that the gentleman 
offered something similar to this 
amendment as a freeze proposition last 
August when we were debating this bill? 

Mr. MCKINNON. That is correct. 

Mr. O'HARA. I think one of the 
mistakes we made was in not adopting 
the gentleman’s amendment in which I 
concurred at that time. 

Mr. McKINNON. If we could have 
been as wise last year as we are this year 
and if we could profit by our mistakes, 
we would be better off. But, unfortu- 
nately, we do make mistakes and we 
regret them later. 

Mr. OHARA. I cannot understand 
how the gentleman who sincerely offered 
the amendment he did last August, when 
we were debating this bill which is the 
same in principle as the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. Davis], now can oppose the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Georgia. 

Mr. McKINNON. I might say there is 
a great deal of difference between what 
I offered last year and this particular 
amendment. In the amendment I of- 
fered last year there was a provision 
that in case the cost of living went up 
by 5 percent the prices would be rolled 
back to the June level, and when they 
were rolled back, if any person along the 
line suffered a direct and very definite 
hardship, the Government would bail 
him out at the source and provide a sta- 
bilized cost of living without incurring a 
hardship at any one level. If that 
amendment had carried, I think our 
condition would be far less serious 
today. 

However, that did not happen. I sug- 
gest to the gentleman since it did not 
happen, that we cease looking backward 
and living in the past and face the prob- 
Jems we have right now—today. The 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Georgia will only protract our 
troubles and never settle any of our 
problems. It is better to settle our 
troubles now and resolve a lot of these 
uncertainties now, rather than to live 
in the past. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr, Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman is a 
very able member of the Committee on 
Small Business. I am also a member 
of that committee. The gentleman 
knows we have heard complaints about 
inequities. Is it not true that the gen- 
eral price freeze went on on January 25, 
and the OPS has had 5 months in which 
to deal with those hardships? Does 
not the gentleman think that if they 
are really going to deal with them they 
could have been eliminated by this time? 

Mr. McKINNON. No. Wholesale 
prices have gone up twice as fast as re- 
tail prices. You are constantly faced 
with adjustments. You could anticipate 
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them last January. They must be set- 
tled as they arise. In our hearings 
around the country, wherever inequity 
has been shown, I found the Office of 
Price Stabilization very ready and will- 
ing to make indicated adjustments. In 
the hearings we have held around the 
country it has been amazing the way the 
OPS moves in and tries to make adjust- 
ments where maladjustments are shown. 
I think my colleagues on the committee 
will bear me out on this. On the Wash- 
ington level we experience delays, but 
frankly, gentlemen, I marvel how Mr. 
Johnston and Mr. DiSalle ever get any 
work done at their desks downtown when 
they are required to be up on the Hill 
about 4 days a week answering ques- 
tions and trying to understand the poli- 
cies of Congress. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman’s 
time be extended three additional 

minutes, 
: The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I just want to say that 
I too supported the gentleman’s amend- 
ment last year. It was an excellent 
amendment to the Defense Production 
Act of 1950; but that amendment was 
defeated by the spokesman from your 
committee on the other side, the same 
people who are now opposed to any 
Mandatory price fixing and wage 
fixing 


Mr. McKINNON. Well, time moves 
on. What applies one time does not 
apply at another time. 

In fairness, I would like to point out 
that when the President requested the 
Defense Production Act last year he 
stated, “If I have certain tools to work 
with, I can do the inflationary control 
job.” He asked for a prohibition of 
speculation and gambling on the com- 
modity market. If he had had that, our 
price structure would be a lot lower 
today than it is now. Congress refused 
to give him that prohibition on specu- 
lation on the commodity market. Had 
it given him that power we would be in 
much better condition today than we are. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I agree with what 
the gentleman has just said about the 
proposal by this body to ban any con- 
trols on speculation in the commodity 
market. I also want to say in response to 
what the gentleman has stated relative 
to the small-business hearings through- 
out, the country, in which he has partic- 
ipated so ably, that the OPS has been 
diligent and very desirous in working out 
inequities; and, as far as our committee 
is concerned, on every occasion where a 
case was brought to their attention, they 
did what they could, usually successfully, 
to rectify the condition. 
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Mr. McKINNON. I thank the gentle- 
man for his comment. 

May I say in conclusion that I think 
it is time for us to face up to the respon- 
sibilities we have in Congress. I do not 
think this is the time to try to take out 
spite on the Administrator, or on labor, 
or on any other segment of the economy. 
We have a responsibility. To pass this 
amendment is to try to duck that re- 
ponsibility. We should face up to our 
problem, defeat this amendment, get 
readjusted as quickly as possible and do 
everything we can to get increased pro- 
duction and end this inflationary spiral, 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. This is a real squeeze 
on labor, is it not, because if you leave 
out rents and food prices, you are leav- 
ing out 60 percent of the cost of living. 
If they are not frozen, and wages are 
frozen, it is labor that takes the squeeze, 

Mr. MCKINNON. It is labor that will 
take the squeeze, as well as other seg- 
ments, too. This amendment is vicious 
and more far reaching than many Mem- 
bers seem to realize. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. PATMAN. Is it not a fact that 
under the Kunkel amendment last year, 
and your amendment, both would have 
provided for adjustments of hardship 
and inequity cases? 

Mr. McKINNON. Every amendment 
that was offered at that time last year 
provided for adjustments. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Arkansas, 

Mr. TACKETT. Does anybody in the 
House actually know what effect this will 
have on the price of cotton? 

Mr. MCKINNON. It was stated a few 
minutes ago that it would depress the 
price of cotton at the producer level. 

Mr, JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. The date of 
the amendment is as of July 7 of this 
year. On that date the market was not 
open and there was no transaction in 
cotton on that date. However, on July 
6 there were transactions in cotton and 
it sold for 44.37 cents a pound; that is 
112 points less than the present ceiling 
price. So if the amendment prevails it 
will mean that we will be reducing the 
‘price of cotton 1.12 cents. 

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment, I 
know, has great superficial appeal to 
everyone who wants to stop this spiral 
of inflation and to provide some relief to 
the people of this country. But I am 
rather concerned—and I have been con- 
sidering the implications of the amend- 
ment for nearly an hour—as to what it 
may do. 

It so happens that in my district a 
substantial part of the industrial pro- 
duction is in electrical equipment, heavy 
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and light, in electronic equipment, and 
in steel tools and machinery. Yesterday 
the OPS issued three orders. They be- 
come effective today. They affect all of 
those items. Those orders allow for in- 
creases in the manufacturing costs of 
those items. The raw materials respon- 
sible for these cost increases ranging 
from 45 to 120 percent since last January 
are tungsten, tungsten concentrates, 
ferro-tungsten, and tungsten powder. 
Produced elsewhere, there is no practical 
way by which these costs can be con- 
trolled in this country. In almost every 
instance those items are of very definite 
immediate importance in terms of the 
national defense. Some of them are 
under security restriction. 

If adoption of this amendment should 
nullify these relief orders, that undoubt- 
edly would jeopardize production which 
i- vitally essential to our national de- 
fense and the security of this country. 

I understand, and I hope the gentle- 
man from Georgia will correct me if I 
am wrong, that his amendment provides 
for a manufacturer’s price ceiling for 4 
months as of July 7, but that it does 
not provide for any means of relief for 
anyone who is manufacturing essential 
materials or defense materials. l 
Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I did not get 
bis first part of the gentleman’s ques- 

on. 

Mr. HESELTON. I said that as I un- 
derstand the gentleman’s amendment it 
provides for a leveling off of the price all 
manufacturers can charge as of the date 
of July 7 and that will continue for the 
next 4 months. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Yes; that is 
correct. 

Mr. HESELTON. And there is no pos- 
sibility of any relief. 

a DAVIS of Georgia. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. HESELTON. Then, Mr. Chair- 
man, I do earnestly suggest that while I 
know the gentleman from Georgia does 
not intend to do it, and I know that no 
one else in this House intends to do it, 
we are taking a very grave chance of 
seriously damaging our national defense 
if we put this freeze on for 123 days. For 
my part I shall not take that responsi- 
bility. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, in between the last 
World War and the outbreak in Korea I 
was a member of the Joint Committee 
on Appropriations and Finance of the 
House and Senate that tried to fix the 
budget each year. Each year in that 
joint committee I offered a resolution to 
take 5 percent of the national income 
and apply it to a retirement of the na- 
tional debt. Each time I offered that 
resolution I got the support of all the 
minority members but lost the support 
of the majority, and that was true, 
whether the majority was Republican 
or Democrat. Whichever was in the 
majority was against me, but the minor- 
ity was always for it at that time. I 
mention that because in an editorial ap- 
pearing in an Alabama paper which was 
sent to me it was stated: “You have not 
got a chance to pass it; it is too simple 
and practical.” 
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That is the chief fault, if there be one, 
in the present approach here today. I 
think this amendment should be 
adopted. My colleague from Tennessee 
(Mr. Gore] offered such an amendment 
in World War II days. Itfailed. After 
it failed and when we began to see what 
we were getting into, practically all 
Members of Congress agreed that is 
what we should have done. Then we 
came to the present emergency and those 
of us who had supported the Gore 
amendment thought that surely we had 
all recognized the mistakes that had been 
made before, But again we failed. 

Now you either wish to have controls 
or you do not. If the Congress of the 
United States will not control inflation 
for 120 days what can the country and 
the Nation expect from us? 

Someone says, let the Congress meet 
its responsibility. If you do it by law 
you have met your responsibility. If we 
leave it up to Mr. DiSalle, as has been 
pointed out, he has let wholesale prices 
go up 100 percent and held retail prices 
where they were. We have seen price- 
control administrators before, and this 
is not an attack on them in person, but 
we have seen that they do not do too 
much about inflation. They yield to a 
pressure here and when they do that 
they have to yield over there, and they 
gorightonup. Of course, there are lots 
of people who think they play favorites. 
I have seen some things that looked like 
playing favorites myself, but, be that as 
it may, I would rather fix these by law 
than leave it to Mike DiSalle or Mike 
anybody else because you have seen them 
yield here and there, and they go right 
on up. 

The situation is bad. It is bad in a 
number of particulars today. A great 
majority of the American people are 
scared to death that it is going to get 
worse. You cannot fight a war and 
spend the money that we are spending 
without having pressures on our people. 
You cannot find any easy way to control 
inflation. There is not any. But if you 
want to make an honest effort, freeze 
wages and costs and prices, or, rather, 
put a ceiling on them, and that is what 
this is, for 120 days. That is a much 
shorter time than it takes to get Mr. 
DiSalle to relieve an inequity. If these 
things show up in 120 days, then you 
can see as a Congress and make some 
provision for correction. If you are not 
willing to control inflation for that long 
a period of time, how in the world can 
you tell the American people that you 
are willing to control it at all? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES, Would it not be as fair 
to strike the provision which exempts 
agricultural commodities from keeping 
prices below parity as it would be to 
compel manufactured items which are 
below regular prices to be frozen during 
that period? 

Mr. WHITTEN. There is probably 
some merit to the gentleman’s position. 
As I have said, parity is fixed by Con- 
gress to give purchasing power to the 
farmer that he had from 1909 to 1914. 
If there are any wages that are at any- 
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thing like that level, an exception should 
be made. 

I do say that for the first time we have 
been given an opportunity to actually 
put a lid on things, and we can tell the 
American people that we have directed 
it to be done. There are not any of 
them I know of who think you are going 
to correct it under the present law. 
They think you are going to let this go 
on and on and on. 

Now we need adequate production. 
There is one way to accomplish that, 
and that is to give the people something 
reliable, something that they can de- 
pend on, and not be dependent on what 
Mike DiSalle may say. I think that 
consistency is perhaps a more impor- 
tant element in connection with produc- 
tion than any other. Reference was 
made to cotton by my good friend from 
Alabama. I know he was sincere, but, 
as a matter of fact, fall delivery price on 
cotton is only about 36 or 37 cents now, 
far below the ceiling this amendment 
would provide. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has expired. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman be permitted to proceed 
for five additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr.H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota. 


Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I simply 


-want to compliment the gentleman on 


the splendid line of reasoning he has 
given the House here today. 
Mr. WHITTEN: I thank the gentle- 


man. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. 
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr.GROSS. In response to the ques- 
tion by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
Yates], does the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi know of any business in the 
United States, any industry in the United 
States, that bases its cost-of-production 
price upon the 1909 to 1914 price level? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I do not know of any. 
These people that go down to Mike Di- 
Salle to give here and give there no 
doubt are sincere, but most of the time 
it is a case of seeing some other fellow 
get more and you believe you ought to 
get up there. There are differences but 
they will likely get wider instead of get- 
ting more even, judged by our experience 
in the last war and up until today. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. Does the gentleman 
understand that anything in this amend- 
ment would tend to force the price of 
cotton below the present ceiling or the 
present price? 

Mr. WHITTEN. There is nothing in 
this amendment that would do that at 
all. This amendment says July 7. This 
amendment further says that is where 
other prices are. There are few people 


I yield to the gen- 
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I know of who would not like to have 
something that they could tie to, some- 
thing that they knew would be. there, 
and we are not trying to give them that. 
So, if this amendment does not work, 
if it shows up to be in error, in 120 days 
you can take a look-see. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman then 
understands that this amendment could 
not force the price of cotton below that 
which was prevailing on July 7? 

Mr. WHITTEN. That is my under- 
standing. As a matter of fact, the ac- 
tual price of cotton is far below that, as 
the gentleman knows, because there is 
no spot cotton, and your market on cot- 
ton is your futures market, which is 7 or 
8 cents a pound below that existing in 
July. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Alabama. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. What will 
happen to these contracts for delivery 
that were made at the ceiling price? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Those contracts were 
made at 36 to 37 cents. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Iam talking 
about the ones made when it was at the 
ceiling price for delivery. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? They never 
did reach the ceiling price. 

Mr. WHITTEN. They never reached 
the ceiling price. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Lou are set- 
ting it lower than the present maximum 
price. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Yes, but considerably 
higher than the actual price, however I 
am willing to take mine with the rest of 
them. We have to do something about 
inflation, and whether we know it or not, 
we are in the same boat and inflation 
could ruin us all. Why get more money 
if it will buy less?. How about the folks 
with fixed incomes? Shall we let them 
bo ruined? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Virginia. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I take it that 
the gentleman is familiar with the 
amendment, and the amendment ex- 


‘pressly exempts agricultural products 


and leaves the fixation of price of them 
under the formula already laid down 
under existing law. 

Mr. WHITTEN. But you cannot com- 
pare it with the parity formula. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. This amend- 
ment then would have no effect on agri- 
culture? 

Mr. WHITTEN. It will not push any 
prices back and does permit raw mate- 
rials to reach parity. This inflation 
business is serious and the country is 
tired of Mike DiSalle and those who pre- 
ceded him who gave us inflation piece 
by piece, and in the opinion of some folks, 
on a political or favoritism basis. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. I would like to ask the 
gentleman if he does not understand that 
this amendment seeks to freeze the price 


will 
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as of July 7. It would have no effect on 
futures market quotations. 

Mr. WHITTEN. In that actual prices 
are already much lower than the level 
fixed by this amendment. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Georgia. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Under this 
amendment the price of cotton would be 
frozen. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Well, it is also frozen 
under your price control as it is today. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. No, my 
friend. 

Mr. WHITTEN. There is a ceiling on 
cotton. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. It ought to 
be 36 cents. It cannot go any more, as 
I understand. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I disagree with the 
gentleman. Your futures market is 7 
or 8 cents under the ceiling. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. And if you 
freeze the exchanges, you will have no 
market. 

Mr. WHITTEN. We do not freeez the 
exchanges. The futures market is con- 
siderably below the price fixed here. We 
have a big cotton crop coming now, and 
I am afraid the price is going to be con- 
siderably below that. The supply is go- 
ing to do it. 

The thing to keep in mind here is that 
the American people feel that Congress 
has failed in its effort to control infia- 
tion, completely. They have been ready 
to believe that we should have frozen 
things in the Second World War and at 
the time of Korea. We did not. Now 
let us have the courage to do it for 120 
days and see if that is not the best way 
to start. 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, in the first place may 
I, with very real pleasure, call attention 
to a few words the gentleman used, 
namely, that the supply would take 
prices down. The acknowledgment that 
supply influences prices was encourag- 
ing indeed, coming as it did from across 
the aisle. 

Let us go back a year, Mr. Chairman. 
You will recall that soon after Korea 


we had a controls bill up for considera- - 


tion. At that time it seemed to me that 
action in the light of hindsight would 
be very valuable. For years the sour 
ones in the country had wished that we 
had frozen everything straight across all 
boards on December 8, 1941. We did 
not do it, and everything soared all over 
the place. So last summer when the 
controls bill was being considered, I sug- 
gested an amendment to do just that, so 
that the administration and the Con- 
gress might have time to go into con- 
trols and production calmly, without 
the pressure of spiralling prices. I put 
my amendment in three different times 
during the course of the discussion of 
that bill, and each time this Congress 
saw fit to vote it down. As things have 
turned out, that was rather a pity, was 
it not? In the meanwhile everything 
has soared, everything is out of balance. 

I had something to say the other day 
on this floor about the machine-tool 
industry, a depressed industry, absolutely 
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essential if we are to be prepared for 
defense and for possible war matériel. 
The dramatic changes that have been 
made in much of this war matériel 
means new tooling, as you all know. 
The machine-tool industry is essential 
as a center for war production. Freeze 
the machine-tool industry 120 days and 
where will you get the production 
with which to protect this country. 
There are, of course, other industries 
somewhat in the same category. Freeze 
everything across the board for 4 months 
and where are you? 

Had we taken the action I suggested a 
year ago it would have been at the 
proper time, now it is too late—the — 
has whirled too long. The a 
tion could have had time to think Out 
proper, constructive controls, proper 
regulations. Action could have been 
considered and sane. Instead of that, 
where are prices? Where is everything? 
Above all, where is the confidence of the 
people in Government? 

Confidence in Government is one of 
the fundamentals of the unity we must 
develop if we are to be strong. It is 
one of the things, Mr. Chairman, to 
which we should be giving consideration. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise to support the Davis amend- 
ment, 

Mr. Chairman, I have listened here for 
about 2 weeks now and I have heard a 
lot of wisdom in this Chamber. I have 
enjoyed the debate, and I hope that we 
are going to arrive at a proper adjust- 
ment of the controls. It seems to me 
that some of us in the heat of our ex- 
citement forget the real merits of what 
this amendment does. Let us read it 
and see what it means. To me it is a 
simple amendment. It only applies for 
120 days. I think when we get through 
with this bill it will take 120 days to 
find out what it really means. Maybe 
it will take more than that. Let us see 
just what this amendment says. We are 
all reasonable men. Some of you are a 
little brighter than some of the rest of 
us, but we are all here to do what we 
think is to the best interest of this 
Nation, and not for any particular seg- 
ment, but for the Nation as a whole, 
Let us see what this amendment says. 

The amendment says for “a period of 
120 days immediately following the date 
of enactment of this paragraph, ceil- 
ing prices and wages, salaries, and other 
compensation shall be maintained under 
this section at not exceeding ceiling 
levels prevailing on July 7, 1951, except 
as otherwise provided in paragraph (iii), 
which deals with farm commodities,” 
and so forth, and so on. 

That is all the amendment says. We 
say to Mr. DiSalle and to the others in 
administration of this law that they can- 
not maintain ceiling prices and wages at 
a greater level than they were on July 7. 
What are we here for? The purpose of 
this bill is to keep prices from spiraling 
up, and up, and up. We certainly need 
the provisions of this bill, irrespective of 
what kind of bill we pass here. The 
Congress says that certain things shall 
be done. We know that the ceiling price 
cannot be exceeded as of July 7. You 
cannot increase them while we are find- 
ing out what we need and what this leg- 
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islation means. When we get through 
with this bill in the House and the Sen- 
ate and the bill goes into effect for 120 
days, then we will know what we need. 
Certainly it cannot affect the economy 
of our country too much if we have a 
period of adjustment of just 120 days to 
see what we have done here. 

We are now having a truce conference 
in Korea. They are trying to arrive at 
an agenda which possibly will bring 
about peace and certainly a cessation of 
hostilities or an armistice. They are 
working over there, and it might be 120 
days before we get through -with that. 
Certainly whatever settlement may be 
made there will affect the economy of 
this country, and we ought to know in 
a period of 120 days where we are. í 

Mr. SIKES. Mr, Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I yield to 
my colleague from Florida. 

Mr. SIKES. My distinguished friend, 
as he usually does, is making a very fine 
contribution. I subscribe to much that 
he bas said. We have spent 2 weeks 
talking of controls. Here it is in the 
simplest and clearest form that I think 
can possibly be presented. Here is a 
chance to get controls—real controls 
that are going to apply in the same way 
to everybody. Possibly a few people will 
get hurt by this language, but the pres- 
ent law with its red tape, regulation, and 
ineffective controls, hurts everyone. That 
certainly is true of what has been going 
on since the Korean war started. Eco- 
nomic stability is slipping away from us, 
Inflation is here. If you want controls, 
here is the chance to get realistic con- 
trols at least for a 120-day period. Let 
us not confuse ourself that this is any- 
thing more than what it appears—an 
effort to prevent continuing inflation. 

Mr. ROGERS or Florida. I thank my 
colleague, the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. Stxgs] for his fine contribution, and 
I agree with what he says. r 

In other words, Congress is doing 
something. You say to Mr. DiSalle that 
he cannot increase wages and cannot 
increase prices or compensation in any 
way for a period of 120 days. That is all 
we are saying. ii 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida has expired. | 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent to to pro- 
ceed for two additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman from Florida yield to his 
colleague from the great State of Cali- 
fornia? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Florida 
cannot fail to yield to California so I 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The gentleman is 
always courteous and kind to his col- 


_ leagues, whether they be from Florida or 


California. The gentleman is making a 
very fine speech, but I question the ex- 
clusion of all the items that are enum- 
erated under paragraph (iii). Why does 
the gentleman exclude all the agricul- 
tural items from this 120-day freeze? 


1951 


Mr, ROGERS of Florida. The bill 
itself does that. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Why should they 
not be stricken from the bill if you want 
to freeze everything across-the-board for 
120 days? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. They are 
not up to the ceiling price. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Many of them are 
over the ceiling price. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. No, they are 
not up to the ceiling price. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD, The gentleman 
knows that many of them are over the 
ceiling price. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. What we 
are trying to do here is to control the 
economy of this country far at least 120 
days, by preventing an increase in ceil- 
ings of prices. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Except the farm- 
er—I understand—except the farmers. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I do not 
yield further. 

I think the people of this Nation are 
looking to this Congress to do some- 
thing. Let us not shirk our responsibil- 
ity and put it onto Mr. DiSalle or some 
of the others. Let us say to them that 
“For 120 days you shall not increase 
wages; you shall not increase price 
ceilings, but you must maintain it as it 
is and let us find out where we are.“ 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I yield to 
the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. The 
gentleman knows that all through the 
Midwest there are very poor prospects 
for a good corn crop. As a farmer I 
am willing to say that corn should not 
jump up for the next 120 days if the 
same thing is said about wages. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Certainly 
you are. Certainly the cotton growers 
have the same feeling. I believe it to 
be for the benefit of this country to con- 
trol ceilings during the next 120 days so 
that we can know exactly where we are 
in the economy of this Nation. The 
Lord knows that we need it at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida has again 
expired. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Focarty to the 
amendment: 

“Section 402 of the Defense Production 
Act is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new subsection: 

“ ‘Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this section, no ceiling for any material or 
service shall be effective or established which 
exceeds the price prevailing for such mate- 
rial or service on September 8, 1950, and 
wages, salary, or other compensation shall 
be stabilized at the level not exceeding the 
levels prevailing on September 8, 1950.’” 


Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
been hearing a lot from those who want 
real controls to prevail in this country. 
I have heard a great deal said today that 
if you want real control, vote for the 
Davis amendment. Most of those who 
have been speaking in favor of the Davis 
amendment and who claim that they 
want a real control bill have voted for 
practically every amendment that has 
been offered to up the prices of farm 
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commodities in the past 10 days, during 
which we have been considering this 
bill. 

As the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
Davis] said in offering his amendment, 
his was a simple amendment. I say to 
you that in offering my amendment, my 
amendment is a simple amendment. It 
has been said that you want to be fair 
to everybody. My amendment is fair to 
everybody, because I go just one step 
farther than the gentleman from 
Georgia in giving protection to the con- 
sumers of this country. I do not set the 
ceiling price at July 7 this year. I go 
back to the enactment of this legislation 
on September 8, 1950, and I roll back 
everything, not only wages, but prices 
and farm commodities. If you want to 
be fair and you want to give a break to 
all of the consumers of this country 
and you believe what you have been 
saying for the past 2 hours in favor of 
the Davis amendment, you will vote for 
this substitute, because by doing that 
you cannot be any more fair than I am 
in offering this amendment at this time. 

I agree with some of those who have 
said today that the longer we go the 
more confused we are going to get. I 
have listened to a discussion for the 
last half hour by the lawyers of the 
House who represent the cotton-grow- 
ing districts. Even though the gentle- 
man from Georgia [Mr. Davis] said this 
was a simple amendment, I have not yet 
been able to find anyone who knows 
anything about cotton to agree whether 
or not the Davis amendment affects the 
price of cotton. If they cannot agree on 
that one item, I do not believe they can 
agree on any other item. If the amend- 
ment I am offering now is illogical, then, 
too, the Davis amendment is illogical. 
If the amendment I am offering is not 
the Baruch plan, which I admit it is not, 
or anything similar to it, then neither 
is the Davis amendment that has been 
offered anything similar to the Baruch 
plan. If my amendment does not allow 
for any inequities or any injustices to be 
straightened out, neither does the Davis 
amendment allow for any inequities or 
any injustices to be straightened out. 

As far as I am concerned, we have 
been listening to a lot of talk over on 
the Republican side about the old Kun- 
kel amendment last year. I remember 
that very well; I voted against it at that 
time. I knew it was only a step in the 
direction of scuttling the controls bill 
way back last August and early in Sep- 
tember when we voted against it. Now 
they are attempting to say the same 
thing again, to put words in your mouth 
and mine that the Davis amendment was 
similar to the old Baruch plan offered 
way back in 1942 by the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. Gore]. I think a lot of 
us voted, as the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. WHITTEN] said, voted against 
it then but after we had had some ex- 
perience with wartime controls and war- 
time effort a lot of us would have voted 
for a real Baruch plan. But when this 
thing was before the House last Septem- 
ber we knew it was only a motion to help 
scuttle an over-all controls program. 

You ask why did not the President, or 
why did not the administration, have a 
plan drawn up and all ready to be put 
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into effect. If they had a plan and had 
put it into effect, freezing prices and 
wages at the outbreak of the Korean 
war, last June, you would not have been 
able to hold the pressure groups in this 
country from condemning the President 
and everybody else that had anything to 
do with it, and that includes labor, 
farmers, and everybody else; and let us 
make no mistake about it. So here we 
find ourselves in this position, attempt- 
ing to write a bill that has been con- 
sidered by the Committee on Banking 
and Currency for weeks, and here we are 
starting on our third week of considera- 
tion. I think that by going down item 
by item we may get a good bill, but we 
are not going to get a good bill if we 
have amendments that are offered like 
the gentleman from Georgia has offered 
his with no consideration and with no- 
body being able to agree. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Rhode Island has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman's 
time may be extended for two additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield. 

Mr. MULTER. Is it not a fact that 
under the gentleman’s amendment the 
only ones who will be hurt are those who 
pushed up their prices in anticipation of 
the ceiling regulation? They will now 
have to roll their prices back if the gen- 
tleman’s amendment prevails. Is not 
that true? 

Mr. FOGARTY. Positively. I think 
everybody is going to be hurt to some 
extent, and everybody is going to be hurt 
under the Davis amendment. Let us not 
joke about it and demagogue about it; 
you cannot get real controls without 
somebody getting hurt. 

I have noticed that practically every- 
body who has spoken for the Davis 
amendment today has voted for every 
amendment that has been offered to 
cripple the bill that we have before us. 
The record speaks for itself. When we 
get to record votes on tomorrow—and 
I hope we can finish this bill some time 
this week—we will see then who wants 
controls and who does not want con- 
trols. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield. 

Mr. POAGE. Will the gentleman go 
with me and agree now that we will both 
vote for your amendment and then, if 
it prevails, vote for the Davis amend- 
ment as amended by your amendment? 
I will agree to do that; will you? 

Mr. FOGARTY. I hope you will; 
positively. 

Mr. POAGE. Will you? 

Mr. FOGARTY. Positively, or I 
would not have offered it. 

Mr. POAGE. Fine. 

Mr. FOGARTY. I do not happen to 
be a demagog; I do not say things I 
do not mean, and I do not offer amend- 
ments that I do not intend to vote for. 
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I will vote for it, and I hope the gentle- 
man from Texas will. 

Mr. POAGE. I will vote for it. 

Mr. KLEIN. Mr. Chairman, will tae 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOGARTY. I yield. 

Mr, KLEIN. Is it not a fact that 
under the gentleman’s amendment all 
classes are treated equally in this coun- 
try and no class gets benefit over any 
other? 

Mr. FOGARTY. There are no excep- 
tions whatsoever in this amendment. 
If you want to be fair to everybody then 
vote for this substitute and you will find 
you will have controls that will be of 
benefit to the people of this country. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, Mr. 
Chairman, I offer a preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Horrman of Michigan moves that the 
Committee do now rise and report the bill 
back to the House with the recommendation 
that the enacting clause be stricken out. 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to ask the gentleman 
from Rhode Island IMr. FOGARTY] a 
question if I may. I assume from the 
statement that the gentleman made 
that he offered his amendment in good 
faith. He also stated in answer to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. Poace] that 
he expected to vote for his own amend- 
ment and then for the Davis amend- 
ment as amended by his amendment if 


his own amendment prevails. Am I 
right? 
Mr. FOGARTY. The gentleman 


heard correctly. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Am I 
also correct in assuming that the gen- 
tleman wants price-and-wage controls 
at this time? 

Mr. FOGARTY. I want the best con- 
trol program we can get out of the 
House. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I think 
I can offer one a little bit better than the 
one the gentleman has just suggested. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Let us hear it, 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Of 
course, that thought may be due to pride 
of authorship. The suggestion which I 
have is in the way of an amendment, 
This method of price and wage controls 
was offered to the Banking and Currency 
Committee as long ago as 1942. It has 
been reoffered several times. Appar- 
ently it did not receive any consideration 
at that time, nor since though I think it 
has improved with age. That is, our na- 
tional experience since that time has 
justified the soundness of the thought or 
principle tack of it. 

The amendment I have here, which is 
really a substitute for this bill and it 
consist of only two pages of typewriting, 
is to the effect that the amount which 
shall be paid or received for anything or 
any service shall be the same as it will 
be say during the last half of this month, 
July 1951, although in the bill offered 
before today provided that the price of 
anything or any service should be the 
same as in the last 6 months, June of 
1950. The amendment at the Clerk’s 
desk reads: 

Strike out section 104 beginning on page 
14 and insert in lieu thereof -the following: 

“Sec. 104. (a) Increasing prices, inflation 
and inequality in the distribution of the 
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burden of preparing for national defense, 
impairs the supplying and lessens the effec- 
tiveness of our Armed Forces. 

“(b) Experience has demonstrated that, in 
time of war, there is opportunity for inju- 
rious enrichment of a few at the expense 
of many, and that this injurious enrichment 
creates disunity and tends to lessen the ef- 
fectiveness of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950. 

“Sec. 104A. Within 10 days after this act 
becomes law it shall be unlawful for any 


. person (and the word “person” shall in- 


clude all organizations of which individuals 
are a part) to knowingly ask, receive or 
pay for anything or for any service any sum 
(and the word “sum” shall include money 
or anything of value taken in exchange) 
greater than the fair average price paid, or 
received, for such thing or service in that 
same locality (and the word “locality” shall 
be construed to mean the local civil sub- 
division where the transaction occurs) dur- 
ing the last half of June 1950. 

“The meaning of the phrase “fair average 
price” as used above shall, in each case, be 
determined as a question of fact by the 
jury, or in ¢ase a jury is waived by the court, 
in each case where action is brought under 
this act. 7 

“Sec. 104B. In addition to the penalty 
herein provided, every person violating this 
act and who has knowingly received a greater 
sum for services or materials, or a combina- 
tion of the two, than that fixed in the man- 
ner hereinbefore provided, shall forfeit a 
like sum to the United States to be recovered 
for the Government by action instituted by 
any of the officers hereinbefore designated. 

“Sec. 104C. It shall be the duty of law- 
enforcing and prosecuting officers of the Fed- 
eral, State, county, and municipal govern- 
ment of the respective States to act as en- 
forcement agents of the provisions of the act 
and to apprehend and prosecute willful vio- 
lations thereof, and they are hereby charged 
with that duty. s 

“Sec. 104D. Jurisdiction to hear, try, and 
determine alleged violations of this act is 
hereby conferred upon the Federal, State, 
and municipal courts of the United States, 
the various States, and the municipal sub- 
division of such States. 

“Sec. 104E. This act shall become effective 
within 10 days after its adoption and it shall 
continue in force for a period of 1 year there- 
after.” 


If we want control of prices we must 
also control wages. So if we are sincere 
about this thing why not take some 
period of time and using that as a base 
or standard fix both prices and wages. 
I am not greatly concerned about the 
particular period used. I will let you 
pick that if you will let me write the rest 
of the amendment. Make it the last 
half of the present month if you wish. 
You pick the period and we will assume 
that the prices and wages at that time 
are fair and average, and we will let 
that fact and whether the receiving or 
selling price is a fair average price be 
determined by a jury which might have 
under consideration the situation which 
would exist growing out of any com- 
plaint made. The standard average 
price fixed then and the question of 
whether selling or buying price was a 
fair average and the enforcement of the 
law would not be left to several hundred 
thousand Federal employees but to the 
jury selected in the community and the 
local courts thereof where the alleged 
profiteering occurred. 

Do you understand what I am getting 
at? I know it is difficult for me some- 
times to make myself understood. But 
I take a previous period, any period and 
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provide that the prices to be charged to- 
morrow and from then on for a definite 
time shall be the same as over that 
selected period. Then we would not 
have any snoopers around. I would 
leave it to the people in the community 
to make complaints if they wish. If I 
soaked you 30 cents for a 20-cent loaf of 
bread, under the plan I propose if you 
were soaked and displeased you would go 
down to the local justice of the peace and 
make a complaint. Now, you may laugh 
all you want to, but if you were against 
profiteering and I was a profiteer, I would 
not be laughing. When the local jury 
finished with me I would be soaked. I 
would be hailed in before the justice 
court, and depending on the amount in- 
volved, a jury of my neighbors would be 
picked and it would by its verdict deter- 
mine whether I was guilty, and, if guilty, 
the penalty. If I was a profiteer, do you 
85 think the law would be enforced? I 
0. 

Why is that not all right? The gen- 
tleman from Rhode Island IMr. 
Focarty] said that nothing could be 
fairer than the proposition he selected. 
I just go one step further and leave en- 
forcement of the law up to the local peo- 
ple. It would not cost anybody very 
much money and it would be effective. 
It would have the disadvantage of being 
incapable of being used for political 
purposes. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania, 

Mr. FULTON. Suppose I was over- 
charged on six items in my market 
basket a total of 5 cents each, or 30 cents 
in all, how many jury trials would I 
have? I would have six jury trials, and 
would I not have to pay $5 or $6 a day 
for each juror? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. No. I 
think if some fellow overcharged you a 
nickel and the jury found against him, 
and jury fixed the punishment, if he was 
a chronic offender, as it would appear 
he was if he overcharged on six items 
sold one customer at one time, the jury 
would give him enough on the first con- 
viction so that they would not have to 
monkey with the others. If he got a year 
in jail, you would not have to worry 
about the other five loaves of bread. 

If he contended he did not intend to 
overcharge on any one item or sale, evi- 
dence of the other sales would be admis- 
sible to show intent. 

The amendment will be offered if there 
is opportunity to do so. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I thought when the 
gentleman’s amendment was read that I 
heard it correctly, and I have confirmed 
the fact by reading it that the gentle- 
man’s amendment would roll wages back 
to the level of September 8, 1950. Now, 
knowing the gentleman’s interest in labor 
and wages, with which we have always 
joined in our zeal, I just cannot under- 
stand why the gentleman from Rhode 
Island would offer any such amend- 
ment. 

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 
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state it. 

Mr. GRANGER. I thought there was a 
preferential motion pending. 

The CHAIRMAN. There is a prefer- 
ential motion pending. The gentleman 
from Michigan was recognized in op- 
position to the preferential motion. 

Mr. GRANGER. He is not talking on 
the preferential motion; he is talking on 
another subject. 

The CHAIRMAN. The whole bill is 
open for debate under the motion. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

In the confusion I did not know that 
a preferential motion had been made. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair under- 
stood the gentleman from Michigan to 
rise in opposition to the preferential 
motion. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I rose in opposition 
to the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Rhode Island. 

The CHAIRMAN. There has been a 
misunderstanding between the gentle- 
man and the Chair due to the confusion, 
but the gentleman will be recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, in- 
asmuch as I believe or assume, I should 
say that the preferential motion is that 
the Committee rise, perhaps I can talk 
on the gentleman’s amendment under 
the preferential motion as well as I 
would talk on the amendment itself. 

Mr. Chairman, it rather surprises me 
that the gentleman would offer an 
amendment rolling wages back to Sep- 
tember 8, 1950, within an hour of the 
time that it had been called to his atten- 
tion that prices at that time had in- 
creased materially, had been allowed to 


increase materially, putting labor in a 


squeeze, thereby necessitating wage in- 
creases to bring wages in juxtaposition 
with prices. I cannot conceive of the 
gentleman wanting to do that and I can- 
not conceive of anyone in this House 
who is fair to labor going along with 
that kind of an amendment. We al- 
ways try to be fair with labor as we all 
should be fair with labor, and no one has 
ever objected to labor getting wages high 
enough to meet the cost of living. This 
amendment would defeat the very pur- 
pose sought in labor acts, by the labor 
leaders, by everyone in this House who 
wants to see that the laborer, being 
worthy of his hire, gets enough wages 
to support himself and his family com- 
mensurate with the high cost of living. 
It has been necessary for wages, income 
generally, to be increased to offset, to 
absorb the inflation which is refiected in 
higher prices, and we have been in favor 
of that and we have not only condoned 
it, but we have encouraged it. So far as 
I am concerned, I am not going to 
change the attitude I have always had 
in that respect and put labor back in 
the squeeze they were in on September 
8, 1950, by the adoption of that amend- 
ment. 

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Rhode Island. 

Mr. FOGARTY. The gentleman is 
putting the wrong import on this 
amendment entirely. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 


Mr. WOLCOTT. No; I am not. IfI 
can read the English language, and I 
think I can, I am not putting any wrong 
import on it. The gentleman stabilizes 
wages as of September 8, and he freezes 
prices as of September 8. Now, get away 
from that if you can. 

Mr. FOGARTY. All manufactures 
and other goods are frozen as of that 
time as well as wages, because the labor- 
ing men were getting more for their 
money then than they are today. The 
gentleman knows that as well as I do. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the preferential motion offered by the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. GRANGER) 
there were—ayes 3, noes 71. 

So the motion was rejected. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I won- 
der if we cannot agree on time to close 
debate on the pending amendment and 
all amendments thereto? 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that all debate on the pending 
amendment and all amendments there- 
to close not later than 3:30. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Reserving 
the right to object, Mr. Chairman, we 
have listened to this debate for 3 weeks. 
In the judgment of some of us, this is 
the most important amendment that 
has been offered to this bill. I do not 
think time ought to be cut off. I have 
sat here for 3 weeks listening to the rest 
of you talk, but I have not had one min- 
ute on this bill. I want 5 minutes on 
this amendment before debate is closed. 

Mr. SPENCE. All right, we will let it 
go, but great complaint was made that 
we have wasted time. I want to know 
who is wasting it. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. You are not 
wasting any on this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Kentucky withdraws his request. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the last word, 
and ask unanimous consent to revise 
and extend my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair- 
man, we have been here for 3 weeks 
on this bill, and this amendment is the 
fundamental and most important 
amendment that has been offered to this 
bill. I think it ought to have very 
thorough consideration. 

From my standpoint, and I am one 
who believes in reasonable and proper 
price controls, I do not see how anyone 
can justify a vote against this amend- 
ment. All the noise we have been hear- 
ing about this bill, all the debate on the 
part of the advocates of this bill, all the 
radio broadcasts and propaganda that 
has been put out by the administration, 
has asked us to give them effective price 
controls. They want effective price con- 
trols. What can we give them more 
effective than a provision which says 
that notwithstanding all the other pro- 
visions of this act, which shall remain 
in effect, prices shall go no higher than 
they were when we began the debate and 
the consideration of this bill? How can 
anybody be against it? I have been 
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astounded and disappointed that the 
great Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency should be opposed to this amend- 
ment. I thought for 3 weeks that is what 
they were after and that they wanted 
effective controls. They have told us for 
3 weeks that that is what they want. 
Then someone offers a constructive 
amendment which gives you price con- 
trols and all the answers I hear to it are 
criticisms of the Members supporting 
this amendment which has been called 
pretty near everything that parlia- 
mentary language would permit. 

I took down some of the things that 
have been said in opposition to it. Of 
course, there was not any logic to sus- 
tain the allegations, but they have said 
this amendment is a complete substitute 
for everything in the pending bill. It is 
not that at all. This does not do a thing 
to the pending bill. Every provision of 
the bill remains in effect. All it says 
is that prices must not go any higher 
for 120 days. They can go lower. Iam 
of the considered opinion that in view 
of the present trend of things, if we put 
a stop to the rise of prices, for 120 days, 
I have an abiding conviction that those 
prices are going to begin to go down. 
Some people, you know, have a great ap- 
prehension that we are not confronted 
with inflation so much as we are with 
the danger of deflation. They may be 
right, or they may be wrong. But I be- 
lieve that if we try this thing and say 
that these prices are going to stop ris- 
ing now, which is the thing that many of 
us wanted to do when this bill came up 
first last year, and if we hold these prices 
so that they can go no higher, but can go 
lower, that that will be better for the 
country. How in the world can you 
Members who are here debating for ef- 
fective controls and you Members who 
have been here imploring us to vote for 
an effective bill that would stop prices 
from going up, justify your position to- 
day in opposing this amendment which 
merely says the thing that you have been 
saying for 3 weeks, namely, that prices 
must stop going up. I do not under- 
stand that. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr, SMITH, of Virginia. Not at this 
time. I only have 5 minutes, and may I 
remind the gentleman from New York 
that it is the only 5 minutes I have had 


- on this bill in the past 3 weeks. 


Mr. MULTER. May I ask for addi- 
tional time for the gentleman? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. No, thank 
you. I think I will make that request 
myself when I need it. 

Mr. Chairman, I just cannot under- 
stand the opposition to this amendment. 
Somebody has thrown a lot of things 
across the trail. Some of us call them 
red herrings. They say it is going to 
affect the price of cotton. I am very 
much like the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi who comes from a cotton State. I 
do not care if it is going to affect the 
price of cotton, and I do not care if it 
affects the price of other things that my 
farmers raise. My farmers are reason- 
able and sensible. It is more important 
to my people and more important to your 
people that we should stop this rise in 
prices and stop this inflation than it is 


8478 


whether they are going to get a cent or 
two more for this product or that prod- 
uct in the next 120 days. 

Let us be logical about this thing, and 
let us forget our prejudices. There 
ought not to be any prejudice about this 
thing. I know that at least 90 percent— 
I am even willing to say 100 percent of 
the 435 Members of the Congress favor 
price control. They are afraid of infla- 
tion just as I am afraid of inflation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia has expired. 

Mr. SMITH, of Virginia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent to pro- 
ceed for two additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair- 
man, that is what all the Members of the 
Congress want to do, namely, stop rising 
prices. But we certainly have the right 
to differ as to whether some amendment 
here or some provision in this bill is going 
to have the effect that the proponents 
think it is going to have. We know what 
effect this amendment is going to have. 
It is going to stop prices from rising right 
here and now and for the next 120 days. 
That is what the people of this country 
are asking for. Somebody may ask, 
“What is going to happen at the end of 
120 days?” If this thing proves effective 
at the end of 120 days you do not have 
to write a new bill. All you have to do 
is just change this date and extend it for 
whatever time you would like to extend 
it. If you want to extend it for a year, 
that is all right with me. You can do 
it now. But let us have some construc- 
tive suggestions about this. All of these 
suggestions that I have heard have been 
destructive. If you want to control in- 
flation, if you want to stop prices from 
rising, and if you do not like the precise 
language of this amendment—nohody is 
wedded to the language in the amend- 
ment—give us a hetter writ, as we say 
in the law courts. If this language is 
not right, why does not someone suggest 
better language? Let us stop scurrying 
around and get down to brass tacks, 
Let us not call each other names, I 
started to talk about names that had 
been called on this amendment, They 
said it was a substitute. They said it 
was designed to scuttle price control. 
How is it going to scuttle price control 
when it says that prices shall not rise. 
Somebody else said it was a piece of 
trickery. Then somebody said this 
amendment was offered in bad faith. 
How could it be offered in bad faith? 
It is the very thing that the administra- 
tion and the Banking and Currency 
Committee have been yelling their heads 
off about for 3 weeks; namely, stop prices 
from going up. That is all this amend- 
ment does. It leaves all other provisions 
of the bill in actual force and effect. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia has expired. 

Mr HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to agree 
completely with the gentleman from 
Virginia, who just preceded me, that 
what 90 percent or more of the Members 
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of this House want is effective and ade- 
quate price control. But I cannot agree 
that the Davis amendment is the way to 
get it. I could agree if I thought that the 
people who are supporting the Davis 
amendment would then vote for price 
control, if it becomes a part of the bill. 
But I have seen too much of people vot- 
ing one way when they did not have to 
go on record and loading up a bill and 
then voting against it some other way. 
Why the very sponsor of this amendment 
has voted for every crippling amendment 
offered to this bill. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Not at this point. 
If I have time later I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. No, not to you 
either. 

I would like to say further there has 
been one thing that I think everybody 
who has talked either for or against this 
bill has agreed upon, and that is that 
the inequities which exist in the price 
of commodities that people have to buy 
today are created between the time it 
leaves the basic producer and the time it 
gets into the hands of the ultimate con- 
sumer. 

I introduced a resolution yesterday to 
look into that, and if some of you would 
like to support it, I think we can do some- 
thing about it. 

Now, one more point. There is a 
shocking condition relative to housing 
for our soldiers and it is spread all over 
the front pages of the newspapers today. 
The men who are fighting for this coun- 
try or training to fight for it, are being 
gouged and chiseled by landlords around 
the Army camps. I know a little bit 
about that, first-hand, and one of the 
worst places in the country, perhaps next 
to Camp Breckinridge, is right down 
here in Virginia at Camp Pickett, where 
men are paying for places for their wives 
and children $100 a month and up, this 
to live in a house where we would not 
keep pigs out in Ohio. 

If you want an effective price control 
bill, why does not your amendment in- 
clude that? Why do you not get down to 
basic things, and then I will go along 
with you. We cannot pass any bill that 
will not hurt somebody, but when we 
start exempting certain preferred 
3 I think it is time to stop and take 
8 X 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. 
the gentleman yield now? 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. I just 
wanted to say that the gentleman is not 
going to get a price-control bill unless he 
does accept the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
Davis]. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. If the gentleman 
wants to put it on a take-it-or-leave-it 
basis, I have been able to leave a lot of 
tempting things in my time. If that is 
a threat, I want you to know that you 
are not worrying me about it. I can 
leave this bill with the Davis amend- 
ment and not be a hypocrite. I can say 
to the gentleman. 

Does the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts desire to make his usual comment, 
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Mr. NICHOLSON. You wanted to 
know if I was going to vote for the bill 
if the Davis amendment is in there. I 
am going to vote for it if the Davis 
amendment is in there. If it is not in 
there I am not going to vote for it. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I did not men- 
tion the gentleman’s name. I just said 
there were some people who voted one 
way when they did not have to go on 
record. I think we ought to have a 
record vote on this and we ought to 
separate the sheep from the goats and 
find out who are for price control and 
who are not. I do not mean to imply 
anything by that, but I do think that we 
ought to know how the Members stand, 
a lot of this oratory to the contrary 
notwithstanding. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I yield to my col- 
league from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Of course, if we 
adopt the Davis amendment it would 
be subject to a roll call in the House, 
and the gentleman would have an op- 
portunity to see how everybody voted. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I am hopeful that 
we will have a roll call. 

The CHAIRMAN. ,The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
one additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection, 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. If the gentleman 


from Ohio really wants price control, 


and I think he does, does the gentleman 
think the date specified in the Davis 
amendment is the most equitable date 
we could have? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If I remember 
correctly that is July 7. I would be 
perfectly willing to make it July 13 or 
July 19, that is today. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I do not know 
all the facts about it, but I have heard 
some people say that by taking the 
July 7 date it would put the squeeze play 
on a lot of people. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I do not want 
to kid myself or anybody else about the 
date or this bill; and I think there has 
been a lot of legislative kidding going 
on in connection with it. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. The gentleman 
and I are in agreement about the kid-' 
ding. We have had too much entirely. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr, 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I 
understood the gentleman a while ago 
to say that some Members voted one 
way in committee and then when there 
was a roll call they voted the opposite 
way. Does the gentleman have any- 
body in particular in mind? 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. The gentleman 
from Michigan has been here longer 
than I and is acutely observing. I am 
sure he knows the answer to the question 
as well as I. I did not have anybody 
particularly in mind, but he knows that 
it happens. 
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Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I do 
not know of anyone who does that. 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. If the gentleman 
will think a little, and he will not need to 
strain his brain, I am sure he can think 
of many instances. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Will the Chair ad- 
vise the Committee as to whether the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Rhode Island [Mr. Fogarty] was 
in the nature of a substitute amend- 
ment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Rhode Island offered an amend- 
ment which was reported as an amend- 
ment to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Davis]. 
The gentleman from Rhode Island dur- 
ing the discussion of his amendment re- 
ferred to his amendment as a substi- 
tute. But the amendment as it now 
stands at the desk is an amendment to 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Florida. 

The gentleman from Rhode Island 
could offer the amendment as a sub- 
stitute if he cared to do it. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, a 
further parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. May I ask the gen- 
tleman from Rhode Island if he intended 
his amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute? 

Mr. FOGARTY. My intention was, as 
I said when I was speaking, to offer it 
as a substitute for the Davis amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. It was not so re- 
ported. Was it the gentleman’s inten- 
tion to offer it is a substitute? Without 
objection, the gentleman’s amendment 
will be offered as a substitute for the 
Davis amendment. Is there objection? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, reserving the right to object, 
may we have the two amendments read, 
or can the Chair state what the differ- 
ence is between the two amendments? 
Is it merely the matter of date? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
state that it would make some difference 
in the parliamentary situation whether 
the amendment is to be considered as an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
or in the nature of an amendment. If 
it is to be considered in the nature of 
a substitute, it would permit an amend- 
ment to the Davis amendment to be of- 
fered, whereas under the parliamentary 
situation now prevailing a further 
amendment to the Davis amendment 
could not be offered. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, a 
further parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, it 
was my understanding, and the gentle- 
man from Rhode Island has confirmed it, 
that he offered his amendment as a sub- 
stitute. I offered an amendment imme- 
diately thereafter to the Davis amend- 
ment. I ask unanimous consent that 
the Fogarty amendment be considered 
as a substitute in order that my amend- 
ment may be in order. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HALLECK. Is it not a fact that 
the substitute ofered by the gentleman 
from Rhode Island [Mr. Focarty] is by 
its very nature a substitute rather than 
an amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair feels it 
could be either an amendment to the 
amendment or a substitute for the Davis 
amendment. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

The C The amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Rhode 
Island [Mr. Focarty] is now offered as 
a substitute for the Davis amendment, 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the pending amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto close at 4 o’clock and that 
the last 5 minutes be reserved to the 
committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. 
Chairman, I object. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on the pending amend- 
ment and all amendments thereto close 
at 4 o’clock. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. MASON. Under the rule, under 
which we are operating now in this com- 
mittee, may one of those who has re- 
served time award it to another 
Member? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair stated a 
few days ago he would not recognize 
anyone for the purpose of asking unani- 
mous consent that his time be given to 
another Member. The Chair may say 
that it was the thought of the Chair 
that when Members are seeking to be 
recognized under a limitation of time 
those who actually desire to utilize the 
time should have the time equally di- 
vided among them. 

Mr. MASON. I give full approval to 


Mr. 


‘the ruling of the Chair. 


The CHAIRMAN. The Chair appre- 
ciates the gentleman’s support. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Clerk, 
for the information of the House, be in- 
structed to read the amendments that 
are before the House and that we are 
going to continue debate on. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair feels 
that request might better come just prior 
to the vote. If the gentleman desires 
to have them reported at this time, how- 
ever, the Chair will put the request. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
insist on the request to read the amend- 


ments. 


Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ob- 
ject. It is going to take time from the 
debate. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, the 
first 2 hours that I sought recognition 
this afternoon I had a speech in my 
system. The last 2 hours I sought 
recognition, I was just trying to show 
the House and myself that I could even- 
tually get the floor. In the 2 minutes 
time alloted to me I cannot add anything 
to this argument, although I did feel at 
one time that I did have a few things 
that I might say that would shed a little 
light on this situation. 

The amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Georgia [Mr. Davis], of 
course, draws the issue on price and 
wage controls. The reason that it is 
encountering so much opposition here 
is not because it freezes prices but be- 
cause it freezes wages as well. We all 
know that a freeze of one without a 
freeze of the other would not solve our 
present dilemma. 

Last week, if you will recall, 200 Mem- 
bers of this House were held in captive 
audience over in the Ways and Means 
Committee room, where they listened to 
the lobbying leadership of organized 
labor, Mr. Carey, Mr. Murray, and Mr. 
Green, who told them that what organ- 
ized labor wanted was an effective price 
control bill; otherwise they would not 
submit to wage controls. Now, this 
amendment has been called the Baruch 
plan by some, and that has been denied 
by others. In fact it is the CIO plan. 
It is giving Mr. Carey and Mr. Murray 
and Mr. Green exactly what they were 
asking for when they lobbied the mem- 
bers in the Ways and Means Committee 
room last week. 

Then only the other day, when the 
Secretary of Labor made a speech down- 
town to an AFL organized group, Mr. 
George Meaney of the American Fed- 
eration of Labor made a speech follow- 
ing that of the Secretary—according to 
the newspapers—in which he repeated 
what Mr. Carey had previously told you: 
If organized labor did not get any effec- 
tive price controls bill, it was going to 
refuse to submit to wage controls. 

Here is your chance to give labor ex- 
actly what it is asking for. The public 
is also asking for it. This is the amend- 
ment that will separate the men from 
the boys. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. FULTON]. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to know from the sponsors of these 
amendments whether these amendments 
cover price control on travel. 

I have before me a brochure adver- 
tising Fielding’s Caravan Through Eu- 
rope and Africa. Between nine and 
fifteen private United States citizens left 
on July 7 to go to Europe for $14,500 
apiece for 37 days. That is $392 a day per 
person for this trip, and we in Congress 
by law are cutting some people down at 
the 75-cent minimum wage level and will 
not let them earn a pay increase, while 
others squander abroad in what the 
sponsor, a dilettante named Temple 
Fielding, describes as “a demonstration 
of unausterity at its peak.” 
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I will read Mr. Fielding’s own words 
in the prospectus to describe this ex- 
hibition of poor taste and blatant 
exhibitionism of reckless spending 
abroad. Why talk about wage and price 
controls at all if this thing can come 
along? 

Here are the excerpts from the an- 
nouncement prospectus: 


This is a personal—almost an official— 
project, and you'll get more than your 
money’s worth, 


I would add, so will Soviet propaganda 
get a big boost, too. 


Through intimate knowledge of the 
ground, through warm friendships with the 
governments and the officials involved, 
through the fact that this caravan will open 
new tourist vistas for thousands who will 
come later, this enterprise took form. It will 
move from place to place with Arabian 
night’s splendor, 


I have no quarrel with tourists who 
use the best accommodations in quiet 
good taste, but this is an organized 
demonstration publicly to show organ- 
ized resistance to United States foreign 
policy which asks European countries to 
lower their already low standard of liv- 
ing, and increase taxes to assist our al- 
ready overburdened taxpayers in the 
mutual defense assistance program on 
which we are asked to pay $8,500,000,000 
this coming fiscal year. That this is not 
intended just to be a high-cost private 
tour is shown by the following: 


There will be quite some press coverage 
on this caravan, because most editors both 
here and abroad seem to feel that it is news. 
One large United States picture magazine is 
interested in running a story on our step-by- 
step progress. A news syndicate wants a 
series of Sunday features; I'll be carrying a 
movie camera for a series of films which 
will subsequently appear on network tele- 
vision. Yet if you don’t mind seeing your 
globe-trotting feet and your sunburned face 
now and then in various magazines and 
newspapers, and on your own television 
enroute you'll occasionally hear that classic 
phrase, “Hold it, please—and smile.” 


All arrangements on the caravan— 
Or shall we call it Fielding’s Folly— 


are being handled by your travel agent in 
cooperation with Time Travel Service, Inc., 
specializing so completely in ultra-luxury 
travel that it won’t touch anything less 
glamorous than the Babylonian level. Mr. 
Joseph Brooks, general manager, is used to 
complicated ones—like arranging a Texas oil 
man's $680,000 honeymoon trip to Hawali— 
that sort of super-technicolor production. 

It's the stuff which dreams are made of 
all viewed from such humble surroundings 
as a private railway train, a private yacht, 
individual private cars with chauffeur and 
footman, the royal suites in the plushest 
hotels, every improvable comfort our busy 
minds can conceive. Unless your banker 
calls you “sir” and your nephew okehs the 
company expense accounts, you most def- 
initely can’t afford this trip. The lid is 
going to blow off for 37 wonderful days, and 
a rigorous policy of penny-foolish and 
pound-foolish will reign. If you must even 
pause for one second to think about the 
financial side, this trip is not your vacation 
brew. 


It is obvious that the United States In- 
ternal Revenue Commissioner should 
look into income-tax returns and gift- 
tax returns if the trip is a gift, of per- 
sons throwing United States policy away 
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with careless hands. Also from the 
above inference on company expense ac- 
counts, these should be checked thor- 
oughly in companies these individuals 
may be asssociated with. 

This trip is a 37-day indulgence at this 
2,000-ammeter figure, a disgraceful, sinful, 
delightful surrender to these comforts of 
the flesh. It is nonausterity at its highest, 
most slothful, most frivolous level. It is 
exactly the sort of thing which overthrew 
the Russian czars, dissolved the Roman Em- 
pire, and caused the French Revolution— 
bùt for once in our hard-working lives, it's 
a lot of fun, and nuts to the Comintern. 


There is a blatant attempt to link this 
“devil’s caravan“ with local officialdom 
in the countries visited, for example, in 
Norway: 

Important Government officials, without 
whom we'd be almost helpless to carry 
through the balance of the program, will be 
at the dock with their usual broad smiles. 
Also, a bang-up reception by the Norwegian 
Government, where many distinguished offi- 
cials of state will be present. 


In Denmark: 

One special distinguished personage (who 
must be nameless) will welcome us at a 
reception to which you are invited by the 
Danish Government. We hope, too, that Mrs. 
Anderson, our splendid United States Am- 
bassador, can be present with other digna- 
taries at this impressive function. 


In Paris the lack of private intention 
on the part of the demonstrators on this 
trip is well shown by the words of the 
reticent and modest Fielding describing 
the arrival in Paris: 

You'll breeze in at Orly Field at 11:30 the 
following morning, where roughly 49,999,999 
of France’s 50,000,000 Frenchmen—and I— 
Mr. Fielding himself in person—shall be 
waiting at the ramp to greet you. Naturally 
everything at the Plaza Athénée, including 
all those black fish eggs you personally can 
eat and all that bubbly beverage you per- 
sonally can drink, is on the caravan. I don't 
know how we can be more plush, but we're 
sure going to try. 


When our State Department permits 
people to go abroad for us in Europe for 
this express purpose of group demon- 
stration, how can we say to our friends 
in Europe, “You have to cut your living 
down to the austerity level,” and then 
say to our people at home by this wage- 
and price-control bill, we are debating 
here, “Cut your living down to the 
austerity level?” Congress cannot do 
it. Congress cannot say to these people 
at home here, “Put on these strict 
controls,” if we let these people boast 
that “it is exactly the sort of thing which 
overthrew the Russian czars, dissolved 
the Roman Empire, and caused the 
French Revolution.” It is not hard to 
surmise what is the effect on the United 
States of America. We had better put 
price control on everything if we are 
going to, and I hope as a member of the 
Foreign Affairs Committee you will con- 
trol such completely wasteful tours 
abroad, when they are organized for 
a public demonstration, as distinguished 
from private action, directly opposed to 
the United States foreign policy abroad. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California [Mr. 
HOLIFIELD]. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Hotirretp to the 
amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Georgia: 
After the number “1951”, strike out the com- 
ma and insert a period, striking out the 
balance of the Davis amendment. 


Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment is a clarifying amendment 
to the Davis amendment. I would say 
that the Davis amendment certainly has 
a lot of merit to it, but I believe my 
amendment will clarify this amendment 
to the point where it will be absolutely 
fair to everybody, because the Davis 
amendment in the last phrase exempts 
agricultural commodities from the wage 
and price freeze of July 7, 1951. 

It is true that my amendment would 
freeze beef at 152 percent of parity. It 
is also true it would freeze some wages in 
an inequitable status, some low and some 
high. It would also freeze some agricul- 
tural commodities at lower than parity 
as well as some above parity. But this 
is the first time the Davis amendment 
has been clarified to the point where it 
falls with equal force upon everyone in 
the United States, whether it be the 
farmer or the workingman, the consumer 
or the producer or the seller. So I ask 
the committee, if you really want price 
control as of July 7 on everybody, wages, 
commodities, prices, and profits, to adopt 
the Holifield amendment to the Davis 
amendment. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. I take it that if the 
gentleman’s amendment is adopted, the 
gentleman will support the Davis amend- 
ment? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I will support the 
Davis amendment if my amendment is 
carried. Otherwise I will have to oppose 
the Davis amendment. 

Mr. KEATING. I am in the same 
position as the gentleman. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I thank the gentle- 
man. I know how the gentleman stands 
on controls. 

If you really want controls for the next 
120 days on everybody, let us halt this 
thing right where it is, wages, manufac- 
turers’ prices, farm commodities, and 
everything. Vote for the Folifield 
amendment, then vote for the Davis 
amendment, and you will be voting a fair 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion the leg- 
islation extending the Defense Produc- 
tion Act has been weakened by crip- 
pling amendments to the point where it 
will not.accomplish its two major objec- 
tives, the increase of production and the 
control of inflation. 

The President asked Congress to give 
him legislation authorizing him to take 
certain steps in the national interest. 
He asked for the following seven amend- 
ments to the present law: 

1. Extend the life of the act for 2 years, 
until June 30, 1953. 

2. Authorize the Government to build and 
operate defense plants where necessary to 
produce essential materiais and equipment, 

3 Permit the use of differential subsidies 
to obtain essential production from high- 


cost sources of supply without increasing 
price ceilings. 
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4. Provide for controls over credit on exist- 
ing housing, and regulation of speculative 
trading on commodity exchanges. 

5. Allow the parity price for each farm 
commodity as of the beginning of its mar- 
keting season to be used for price-control 
purposes throughout the marketing season. 

6. Provide stronger means to enforce 
price-control regulations. 

7. Authorize effective control over both 
residential and commercial rents, wherever 
needed to stabilize the cost of living and the 
cost of doing business. 


The bill, H. R. 3871, in its final form in 
the House does not comply with the 
President’s request. And it must be 
borne in mind that his request was based 
on the advice of the Council of Economic 
Advisers; Mr. Charles E. Wilson, Direc- 
tor of Defense Mobilization; Mr. Eric 
Johnston, Administrator of the Eco- 
nomic Stabilization Agency; the mem- 
bers of the President’s Cabinet; and 
many others interested in our national 
security and our economic welfare. 

The bill reported by the House Bank- 
ing and Currency Committee did not 
fully meet the President’s request, and 
was not, in my opinion, strong enough 
to maintain a healthy economy during 
the mobilization period. On the floor of 
the House this bill has been further 
weakened by the following amendments: 

The continuing resolution, House Joint 
Resolution 278, temporarily extending 
the act through July 31, 1951, with its 
anti-roll-back provisions; 

Ban on importation of fats and oils, 
peanuts, rice, and dairy products until 
June 30, 1953; 

Deletion of authorization for proscrib- 
ing conditions regarding stockpiling des- 
ignations; 

Prohibition of quotas on livestock 
slaughtering; 

Rejection of expression of policy for 
dispersal of Government-built defense 
plants; 

Refusal of authority to acquire prop- 
erty and facilities to produce, market, 
store, and transport critical materials 
certified essential to defense; 

Turn-down of subsidy-payment pro- 
gram to agricultural producers permit- 
ting lower consumer food prices; 

Refusal of authority to create new 
Government corporations by Executive 
order; 

Guaranteed profit to each segment of 
livestock-production industry; 

Set up formula for all commodity 
ceiling prices, insuring profits; and 

Removal of freeze in parity prices for 
any season, marketing period, or on 
yearly 

I voted against all of these amend- 
ments, as well as other crippling amend- 
ments which did not carry in the House, 
such as the Cooley-Poage, Lucas, Ker- 
sten, Cole, and Wolcott amendments. 

Notwithstanding the weakened con- 
dition of the legislation, I deem that it 
is necessary for the President to be 
given even the limited powers contained 
in the final House bill. This decision is 
made only in view of the national crisis 
we face. 

I have confidence in the ability of 
American industry to produce the prod- 
ucts for peace and if necessary for war. 
Industry’s problem will be harder be- 
cause the President is being denied the 
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authority to grant special assistance and 
incentives. 

Due to the refusal to authorize ade- 
quate price control machinery in this 
bill, I believe we will be faced with an 
ever increasing pressure of inflation. 
This impending inflation will, in my 
opinion, increase the cost of our defense 
effort at least $10,000,000,000 during the 
next fiscal year. It will also increase 
the cost of living to the ordinary citi- 
zen at least 10 or 12 percent in a year’s 
time. We know the cost of living has 
already increased substantially since Ko- 
rea. 

Failure to insure proper controls will 
also depreciate the savings of our peo- 
ple, whether they be in the form of 
bank deposits, savings and loan de- 
posits, bonds—Government or private— 
life insurance equities, or cash in pocket. 
All of these will be depreciated in di- 
rect relation to the decreasing purchas- 
ing power of the dollar. 

It was because of my firm conviction 
that inflation would ensue if price, wage, 
and commodity controls were not im- 
posed on our economy during these ab- 
normal and critical times that I sup- 
ported a much stronger control bill 
than we have been able to pass. 

I regret that the Congress has not 
seen fit either in 1950 or 1951 to impose 
the necessary restraints upon the profit- 
eers and speculators. 

Last summer I supported the Baruch 
proposal for an across-the-board price 
and wage freeze in 1950. If Mr. 
Baruch’s proposals had been put into 
effect then, or even at a later date, I 
believe rising prices could have been 
halted. 

As an individual Member of Congress 
I am responsible for only my own vote, 
my own position, and I believe at all 
times my constituents have the right 
to know how I vote and what position 
I take on the critical issues of our times. 
I want my people to know I have sup- 
ported more adequate provisions to con- 
trol inflation and to promote America’s 
economic and military strength. I be- 
lieve I have acted in the kest interests 
of my constituents. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
Horel. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Davis amendment and 
also the Holifield amendment. I am 
perfectly willing to go along with the 
gentleman from California [Mr. HOLI- 
FIELD] and put this across the board. 
Let us not exempt anything. 

Back in 1942 I voted for the Gore 
amendment. Last year I voted for the 
Kunkel amendment. I am willing to 
do the same thing right now. Let us 
freeze these prices where they are, and 
then we will know what we are doing. 

What I am trying to get away from 
is political price control. We all know 
that no one knows how this law is going 
to be administered after we pass it un- 
less we adopt something like the Davis 
amendment. For that reason, I am 
perfectly willing to go along on that type 
of program, but I am not willing to go 
along on legislation which is dependent 
for its administration upon the inter- 


pretations and the policies which are go- 
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ing to be developed and which have been 
developed during the past year from a 
purely political standpoint, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. PHILBIN]. 

Mr. PHILBIN, Mr. Chairman, con- 
trols should have been applied across 
the board as of the Korean war, June 
25, 1950. However, this was not done. 
The result has been a sharp increase in 
the price of many necessaries of life and 
other commodities. So sharp has been 
this rise of prices with regard to some 
essential, basic foodstuffs, that many 
people are undergoing hardship and are 
forced to make heavy sacrifices in order 
to make both ends of the family budget 
meet. Unquestionably, during this pe- 
riod, the American standard of living, 
which we prize so highly, has been sub- 
stantially reduced. We cannot tolerate 
further reductions in that standard. 

None of us like controls. They are 
alien to our free way of life and are 
justified only by emergency conditions, 
such as now face us. 

Worst of all, the stage is set for fur- 
ther inflation and additional price rises. 
The defense program is now pouring 
billions of dollars into the civilian econ- 
omy, with vesultant credit expansion. 
The full impact of this factor will not 
be felt, perhaps, for a few months. But 
the flood-gates of inflation are open. 
Unless the flood is stopped, it will have 
disastrous results and bring further and 
most dangerous inflation with all the 
mischievous consequences to our eco- 
nomic stability. 

Obviously, the Congress must act to 
provide all adequate and necessary con- 
trols, including those which will bring 
the prices of meat and other basic com- 
modities into line with the purchasing 
power of the rank and file of American 
consumers, who, with persons living on 
fixed incomes, are the worst sufferers 
from the inflationary cycle. 

I would warn those who are responsi- 
ble for blocking effective price control 
at this time that they may be thereby 
unloosing dangerous economic forces, 
which they may not in the end be able 
to check. 

If the American people, as a whole, 
become fully aroused, as they will, by 
continued mounting prices of meats and 
necessaries, the time may come when, 
in the absence of legislative remedies, 
they may take things into their own 
hands and organize general boycotts 
against producers and others. This 
would be most unfortunate, but it is a 
development that should be anticipated 
if real, workable economic controls are 
not legislated by Congress, 

Effective stabilization of the American 
economy in the interest of national de- 
fense as well as in the interest of the 
consuming public is urgently needed 
now. I hope we will have it. I propose 
to support every measure toward that 
end, 


And I propose to support every meas- 
ure that will effectuate controls on a 
basis that will do justice and equity to 
our workers, our consumers, our busi- 
nessmen, and our people as a whole in 
the light of fair and decent price-wage 
relationships. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. CRAWFORD]. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 
wish to go on record in favor of the 
Holifield amendment to the Davis 
amendment. 

I wish to restate my position on the 
Davis amendment. I am opposed to the 
other amendment which was offered as 
a substitute to the Davis amendment 
because it involves a roll-back. As I 
understand that amendment, it would 
roll everything back to 1950, September 
8, I believe it was. I would not support 
that amendment at all. 

Daring to speak for the farmers of my 
district, I would bet dollars to doughnuts 
that every farm family in the Eighth 
Congressional District of Michigan 
would be willing to take their part of 
this medicine. I believe I know some- 
thing about the cotton South—I mean 
the people who work in the cotton fields, 
and I speak now for some blood rela- 
tionships, to say that they would be 
willing to forfeit 1.12 cents per pound 
on cotton as their contribution to arrest 
the inflationary forces in this country. 
I again say this proposition brings us to 
the snubbing post and here is where we 
decide what we want to do. 

Spokesmen for the administration 
from the White House down, in their 
public utterances, continue to place 
great emphasis upon the destructive in- 
flationary forces which have raised such 
havoc with the buying power of the sav- 
ings of the people. 

Many people and many publications 
all over the country are taking a stand. 
One magazine which is interested in this 
proposition is Consumer Reports, pub- 
lished by the Consumers’ Union, and 
devoted to the problems of consumers. 
It carries no paid advertisements. 

In a strong statement entitled “An- 
other Set-Back for Consumers,” appear- 
ing on pages 319 and 320 in the July 
issue, we find this interesting statement, 
which I wish to read to you: 

ANOTHER SET-BACK FOR CONSUMERS 

Consumers cannot expect to benefit from 
Ceiling Price Regulation 22, an OPS order 
that lets manufacturers calculate their own 
dollars-and-cents ceilings. 

The consuming public has been turning 
a cold shoulder to the Office of Price Stabi- 
lization for some time now. Regional OPS 
offices report that they almost never receive 
consumer complaints or inquiries any more, 
There may be various reasons for this silent 
treatment, but without doubt one reason is 


that many things are selling below their so- 
called ceiling prices. 

Prices have been softening, as they say in 
the financial press. OPS ceilings have be- 
come price goals, not price controls. Never- 
theless, OPS continues to grind out a grow- 
ing volume of orders, rules, regulations, and 
amendments. Most of these provide for new 
price ceilings, and most of the new ceilings 
are above current market prices. What OPS 
is doing, at least for the present, can hardly 
be described as protecting the general pub- 
lic against inflation. 

What then, are all these orders for? 

They are still issued in the name of infla- 
tion and public protection. As long ago 
as April 8, however, Price Administrator 
DiSalle stated publicly, “The inflationary 
rises since Korea have been largely psycho- 
logical.” He was speaking at a White Sul- 
phur Springs conference called by the Uni- 
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versity of Chicago, and his discussion there 
of the role of price control was astonish- 
ingly frank. As reported in the Wall Street 
Journal, “Mike DiSalle, the Price Director, 
admitted that price controls would not halt, 
or even control price rises, But he argued 
that they were politically necessary; for 
psychological reasons the Government had 
to convince the citizens that it was doing 
something about inflation.” 


PSYCHOLOGICAL CONTROL 


On the basis of his own statements, then, 
DiSalle sees it as his job, not to control 
prices; that, in his opinion, is impossible. 
He sees it as his job to control public opinion 
about an inflation that, as he sees it, was not 
an inflation at all, but a psychological dem- 
onstration. This is hardly the public’s idea 
of what the job of Price Administrator is. 

Taking his own somewhat Machiavellian 
view of what he is up to, however, Price Ad- 
ministrator DiSalle’s program has failed. 
The general public has not been convinced 
that OPS is doing something about infla- 
tion—be it real or imaginary. Comments 
from consumers fall on the ironical side 
these days, and tend to be one version or 
another of the idea that as soon as OPS sets 
a ceiling on anything its price starts to go 
up. And a considerable body of small busi- 
ness apparently takes OPS no more seriously 
than do consumers. 

Neither restaurants nor retailers, for ex- 
ample, made any concerted attempt to com- 
ply with the OPS order that they file their 
prices last March. Time and again, last- 
minute filing dates had to be extended, and 
in some regions it is doubtful that so many 
as 50 percent of the firms concerned have 
yet filed. 

Who, then, is convinced that the OPS pro- 
gram deserves support? 


Continuing on pages 321 and 322 of 
the same issue, Consumers Reports com- 
ments on the beef price-control program, 
Here is what they have to say: 


Meat prices keep going up., and consumers 
continue to foot the bill as before. 

The new beef ceiling prices, effective the 
middle of May, did not, as consumers are 
aware by this time, roll back retail prices, 
In some parts of the country the whole beef 
carcass, if sold in retail cuts at the ceilings, 
would actually cost consumers between 
3 and 7 percent more than it did before 
the Office of Price Stabilization beef prices. 

The ceilings did lower the market price of 
some luxury cuts (porterhouse, T-bone, and 
rib roast). But the ceiling prices set for 
cheap cuts, generally speaking, were higher 
than the preceiling prices. For such items 
as short ribs, brisket, and certain kinds of 
stew meat, the ceilings were more than 30 
percent above preceiling market prices in 
many places. 

Assuming that OPS functions as a Govern- 
ment agency to protect the general public 
against inflation, a beef-control program 
which permits higher prices of meat bought 
by low-income groups while lowering the 
price of luxury cuts makes no sense what- 
soever. 

The 69 pages of fine type of the present 
OPS beef controls read like a logical and 
reasoned set of plans to meet an immediate 
and serious national crisis; namely, a dan- 
gerous shortage of supply. 

But there is no shortage of beef. 

That the danger from which OPS says it 
is protecting the Nation does not exist is 
clear from the reports of both the United 
States Department of Agriculture and the 
Department of Commerce. The April 1951 
Livestock and Meat Situation (latest avail- 
able), published by the Department of Agri- 
culture, notes that the number of cattle in 
the country early this year was the greatest 
in history and about 5 percent above the 
number last year. Pork supplies are also up. 
So is poultry. Furthermore, stocks of all 
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meat in cold storage for each month for 
which data are available have been above 
last year’s, according to Department of Com- 
merce reports. 

LESS MEAT ON THE TABLE 

Although over-all meat production has 
been about the same as last year’s and fish 
consumption has increased 10 percent, the 
actual number of cattle slaughtered has 
fallen below last year’s number every month 
since January. In March 1°51, for example, 
the number of cattle slaughtered was 10 per- 
cent below March of 1950. 

There is general agreement as to why 
slaughter is down while cattle numbers are 
up. The reason is consumer resistance, As 
the Wall Street Journal puts it: “Steak- 
loving Americans are on a fish-eating spree.” 
Beef prices have simply been too high, and 
demand has dropped. 

It is evident, then, that so far as beef 
goes, consumers “are in a squeeze’—to use 
a phrase OPS uses so often to justify price 
increases. However, the beef price ceilings 
were intended to relieve the squeeze not on 
consumers, but on packers. 

Meat packers, according to the OPS analy- 
sis of the situation (contained in the state- 
ment of consideration which preambled the 
live cattle order, CPR 23), were in a squeeze 
because their prices had been frozen last 
January while live cattle prices, not subject 
to OPS control, had not been frozen; and cat- 
tle prices had continued to rise. 

So far as the letter of the law goes, packer 
prices were frozen last January. But so far 
as actual practice went, as everybody who 
bought meat during the first 6 months of this 
year knows, packer prices were not frozen. 
They continued to rise, 

The records of a number of retail butchers 
in several parts of the country testify to the 
fact that packer prices did increase after 
January 26. Retail butchers who had paid 
around $53 for 100 pounds of beef during the 
base period of the January freeze, were pay- 
ing sometimes as high as $56 and $57 for 
100 pounds of identical grade by the middle 
of April. 


The cause which is at the root of all 
this dispute about the way to curb rising 
prices is, of course, inflation itself. But 
what is inflation? Although it is a word 
used every day, it is seldom defined. 

In brief, the term means that the value 
of the medium of exchange has declined 
in terms of its purchasing power, or 
that prices have gone up in terms of the 
medium of exchange. In other words, 
a dollar will purchase less, or each item 
costs more dollars than is used to cost, 

Whenever the price of an item rises, 
this rise represents an inflationary trend, 
If it happens on almost all items, you 
have inflation. 

But most inflation in this country takes 
the form of credit and deposit currency. 
This is true because most business is 
carried on through credit transactions 
and over 90 percent of our currency is 
in the form of bank deposits against 
which you draw your checks to pay bills. 
These checks serve the same as actual 
currency in our business transactions, So 
you don’t need cheap printing-press 
money to have inflation. It can come 
about through credit being extended to 
you or me by the banks, and against 
which we draw checks, 

All inflations are basically the same. 
They involve a price rise and a deprecia- 
ted currency. The currency is worth 
less; things cost. more. 

There are three kinds of inflation. 
One is an inflation entirely of currency. 
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This is not the kind we have, although 
it might be possible for us to have it. 
If the Government were to try to finance 
its debts by merely printing more money 
straight from the printing press, we 
would then have currency inflation. If 
such a condition prevailed, you would 
want to get rid of your money even more 
than you do now. We would have a sit- 
uation somewhat like during the Revolu- 
tionary War, when paper money was 
nicknamed “Continentals,” and people 
said, if something was absolutely worth- 
less, that it was not “worth a Conti- 
nental.“ 

A second kind of inflation is not pro- 
moted by the Government. From 1922 
until 1929 we had this kind. Private 
expansion caused it. The currency was 
sound, but too many speculative invest- 
ments by the citizens inflated the econ- 
omy. - Usually we call this a speculative 
boom. In case of inflation like this, the 
Government has to limit speculation by 
tightening up on private credit and by 
taking over related steps. 

The third kind of inflation is the worst, 
and it comes about when private specu- 
lation is encouraged by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. The inflation becomes worse 
and worse as the Government does 
nothing to halt it, but, instead, actually 
encourages it. 

The Government enters the picture in 
three different ways: First, it artificially 
stimulates prices; second, it increases the 
potential credit base; third, it conducts 
its fiscal operations so that an inflated 
economy is necessary to keep those fiscal 
operations going. 

It helps to create the jam to begin 
with, and then deliberately and continu- 
ously gets itself further involved. 

This is what the Government is now 
doing. This is the kind of inflation you 
are now suffering. 

By continuing its staggering, deficit 
spending, the Government makes the sit- 
uation even worse. The excess money 
spent above and beyond income is nőt 
derived from nor is it spent for the nec- 
essary needs of trade and industry. So 
long as that money stays in circulation 
and the velocity of circulation is not 
reduced, too much money is in circula- 
tion—more than is needed—and prices 
are kept high—artificially—primarily by 
the administration’s direct action. 

Unfortunately this fiscal inflation does 
more than keep prices up and conditions 
economically bad. It multiplies the in- 
flation. There is a tremendous expan- 
sion in public and private credit. 

Deficit financing through the unload- 
ing of Government bonds on the banks 
provides the greatest source of potential 
credit. The banks do not pay for what 
they get; they create more money in 
circulation; they are, as Marriner Eccles 
has said, engines of inflation. They cre- 
ate money out of thin air. 

Government policies determine wheth- 
er or not inflation will continue and how 
bad it will become. These Government 
policies, begun in 1933, which continu- 
ously create higher prices, higher wages, 
and a progressively more inflated credit 
level, must be stopped. 

Since 1933 it has been the aim of the 
New Deal and Fair Deal to increase 
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prices along with wages. The fact that 
it has done this artificially has contrib- 
uted to the inflation we now suffer. 

It has been the aim of the New Deal 
and the Fair Deal to pump prime wher- 
ever possible, and higher wages and 
costs and higher prices have resulted. 
Approximately $20,000,000,000 was spent 
in 7 years on relief and recovery. Those 
funds, which have been forced into cir- 
culation, were deposited in banks, and 
they provided a credit base upon which 
a large credit expansion could be built, 
Inflation naturally was brought about. 

The Government has made matters 
worse instead of better since the early 
days of the New Deal. 

The plight of the economy is now so 
bad that it is impossible to control it 
without rather drastic measures. As 
long ago as 1938 the Board of Governors 
of the Federal Reserve System said: 

The ability of the banks greatly to ex- 
pand the volume of their credit without 
resort to the Federal Reserve banks would 
make it possible for a speculative situation 
to get under way that would be beyond the 
power of the System to check or control. 
The Reserve System would, therefore, be 
unable to discharge the responsibility placed 
upon it by Congress or to perform the sery- 
ice that the country rightly expects of it. 

Since 1938 the administration has 
done little to stop the inflation the 
Board of Governors warned it about 13 
years ago. Instead, as I have said, it 
has promoted a long series of acts to 
make it worse. 

Now, the situation having come almost 
to a head, the administration proposes 
temporizing with the consequences by 
attempting to hoodwink the Congress 
and the people with a meaningless, in- 
effective price-control bill. No effort 
has been made to curb the basic causes 
for inflation. 

The banking policies which have been 
encouraged since 1933 are still encour- 
aged. Further increases in the Federal 
debt are proposed. Taxes continue to 
rise. Money in circulation is more and 
more abundant each day. Until some- 
thing is done to steady the foundation 
the tremendous tower of Babel which is 
our economic condition today will con- 
tinue unsteady, likely to topple over at 
any moment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Poace]. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, it has 
been repeatedly and correctly said that 
these amendments present us with the 
real issue. That issue is, Do we want to 
control the cost of living, or do we simply 
want to talk about it? If we want to 
control the cost of living, and if we are 
going to use direct controls for that 
purpose everyone of us knows that we 
must control all costs of production, in- 
cluding labor costs. It is folly to talk 
of controlling prices without controlling 
costs. If we are going to have any di- 
rect controls, they should be across the 
board. 

The hour is very late. I do not know 
whether across-the-board controls will 
be effective after a year of temperizing 
or not, but I am willing to give honest, 
complete price and wage control a fair 
trial. I believe that the 120-day period 
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proposed by the Davis amendment is 
fair. If we can have real controls 
complete controls—during that period 
of time, maybe we can get rid of the 
psychology of fear which the recent op- 
erations of the OPS have inspired. Most 
of our present inflation is undoubtedly 
the result of psychological factors, I 
am hopeful that a period of frozen prices 
and frozen costs could break this psy- 
chology of fear which has done so much 
to force up prices over the last year, 
When we originally considered this 
bill almost exactly a year ago, I offered 
an amendment which was adopted by 
this House and which, had it remained 
in the law, would have required the 
freezing of prices and wages together. 
When the conference report came back 
to the House from the other body it 
provided that prices should be “frozen” 
and wages should be “stabilized.” Fol- 
lowing this mandate, the OPS in the 
third week in May rolled back the price 
of meat and at the same time the Wage 
Stabilization Board approved an increase 
in the wages of packing-house workers. 
Every one of us knows that we cannot 
stop the mounting cost of living if we 
continue to allow this sort of thing. 
These three amendments seek to hon- 
estly attack the problem and to recog- 
nize the interdependence of wages and 
prices. Neither can be considered in a 
vacuum. Neither can be increased with- 
out affecting the other. We now have 
before us a definite and clear-cut oppor- 
tunity to vote to stop the spiral of infia- 
tion, and I am going to vote to stop it. 
I am going to vote first for the Fogarty 
amendment. It will involve hardships 
and inequities. I feel that it is a mis- 
take to try to go back so far and to roll 
back the events of the last year, but I 
am convinced of the sincerity of the 
gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr. 
FPocarty]. I think that he in good faith 
offers us a proposal which would treat 
all alike. It would be harsh medicine, 
but I believe that it would be effective 
medicine, and I am willing to take it. 
I have never asked this House to ex- 
tend a different measure of treatment 
to the people I represent from that ac- 
corded to the other people of this Na- 
tion, but I have insisted that those who 
I try to represent should have equal 
treatment with those of other sections 
and with those engaged in other lines of 
endeavor. I shall not, therefore, vote 
for the Holifield amendment. I think 
that in an effort to treat everyone with 
equality Mr. HOoLIFIELD has overlooked a 
most important fact about the earnings 
of farm people. The farmer gets his 
wages out of the sale of his crops. The 
price he gets for his produce determines 
the amount of his wages. He is normal- 
ly paid once a year. Those payments 
will begin in most cases next month. 
Most farmers have worked throughout 
the entire season with the understand- 
ing that no ceilings could be placed on 
their prices or wages which would re- 
flect less than parity. If such ceilings 
are now placed on agricultural prod- 
ucts at less than parity, the effect will 
be to roll back the farmers’ wages for 
a whole year. 
Freezing industrial wages at this 
point has no retroactive aspect as the 
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industrial worker gets his wages each 
week. He has drawn his wages up to 
date the farmer is yet to draw his 
wages for the bulk of the year just 
passed. I, therefore, feel that we should 
not adopt the Holifiel amendment, al- 
though I do not question the sincerity 
of the gentleman who offered it, and I 
would not allow this defect to stand in 
the way of my support for all-inclusive, 
across-the-board controls should the 
Holifield amendment to the Davis 
amendment prevail. I am therefore go- 
ing to oppose the Holifield amendment 
because it is not fair in this respect, but 
if it is adopted, I propose to go on down 
the line, and I hope that all of you who 
propose to vote for this Holifield amend- 
ment will be equally fair and will sup- 
port the Davis amendment. 

There has been a great deal of talk 
on this floor about those who want to 
stop the rising cost of living and those 
who do not. There have been many 
unfair charges that those of us who 
sought to write a bill that was sound 
economically and which would result in 
more production and not simply theo- 
retically lower prices are not actually 
working to get lower prices. There has 
been a regular routine developed here 
which works something like this: Every 
time a Member of this House rises and 
proposes an amendment to keep the 
process of production functioning he is 
followed by someone who charges him 
if he be a Democrat—with having lined 
up with the Republicans. If he is a 
Republican, he is charged with lining up 
with the Dixiecrats, except when the 
Republicans and the Democrats from the 
North and East vote together as they 
have on several occasions. He is next 
charged with representing the special 
interests and it is alleged that he has 
no sympathy for the masses of the peo- 
ple. His detractors usually pay tribute 
to his skill and ability by saying that 
the simplest amendment is very mislead- 
ing and filled with trick provisions which 
they are completely unable to explain. 
By this time the opposition is likely to 
argue that anyone who suggests that it 
is necessary to give the producer a profit 
if we are to have goods to meet con- 
sumer needs is himself more interested 
in profit than he is in human beings 
and so and on through the realm of the 
fantastic. After all of the invectives 
have been heaped upon the Member 
who dared to suggest that we are going 
to need some goods on which to place 
those new and cheaper price tags, it 
will generally develop that the opposi- 
tion has completely ignored any discus- 
sion of how they are going to get these 
goods produced. 

Here is an amendment that recognizes 
the relationship of costs and prices. 
Here is an amendment that regulates to 
the heart’s desire of the most ardent 
advocate of controls. Certainly if direct 
price controls will ever work, they will 
work under the conditions proposed in 
this amendment. If they will not work 
here they will never work; therefore, let 
us see just who is ready to go all the 
way and vote for real, effective controls, 

On behalf of the farmers who I have 
tried to represent, I say without hesita- 
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tion that farmers and livestock produc- 
ers will take controls if you put them 
clearly across the board and treat our 
people just like you treat everybody else. 
The time has come for a real test. In 
a few moments we are going to walk 
down the line. I am going down that 
line voting for complete controls for the 
next 120 days. If you do not go with 
me, do not let me hear any more about 
your efforts to control prices. If you 
do not go with me, do not let me hear 
any more suggestions that I am not will- 
ing to say, that the farmers of this coun- 
try are not willing, to make just the 
same sacrifices to stop inflation that 
every other group will make. Let us see 
whether the membership of this House is 
for controlling all prices or whether it is 
in favor only of controlling the other 
fellow’s prices. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. Javits]. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, the Con- 
gress in debating this bill is in a situa- 
tion very analogous to this one: The 
body of the American economy and 
therefore the American people is lying 
exposed before the surgeon. The inci- 
sion has been made. Yet according to 
these amendments the surgeons are play- 
ing with the scalpels. When the doctors 
have a patient under an anesthetic they 
can easily cut his jugular vein and he 
will bleed to death. He is under ether 
and at that point does not know the 
difference. 

After all, every Member knows that 
what is being done in these amend- 
ments is just a lot of legislative maneu- 
vering and juggling. One Member makes 
an impossible amendment, then an- 
other offers an amendment to it and the 
third Member to demonstrate the in- 
validity of the proposition throws some- 
thing else in, and then he says he will 
have to vote for it. The whole thing 
does not add up. 

The Davis amendment puts the 
squeeze right on salary and wage earners. 
It does not freeze most food prices or 
rents, yet they constitute well over 50 
percent of the moderate-income family’s 
budget. It fails to take into account the 
essential oil, rubber, nickel, manganese, 
and other strategic materials we import 
from abroad so essential to the defense 
effort. 

When the OPS tried to freeze the 
economy on January 25, you had strong 
complaints from every part of the coun- 
try—from workers, consumers, small- 
business men, because adjustments had 
to be made and promptly. Yet, that is 
exactly what is proposed in these 
amendments without any opportunity 
for correcting inequalities. Members 
know as well as I do that when this pro- 
vision, if it passes, goes to conference it 
will probably be the first provision 
stricken out. Now are we going to show 
ourselves to be responsible legislators? 
I am going to vote against all these 
amendments, and I urge the Members to 
do the same. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan 


_ (Mr. SHAFER]. 
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J. EDGAR HOOVER FOR PRESIDENT 


Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, as we 
in this House have recent and particular 
reason to know, there have been indi- 
viduals of whom it could truthfully be 
said that they had written a letter 
which changed the course of history. 

I do not expect ever to achieve that 
distinction. I do not aspire to it. 

But, in all sincerity and humility, I 
say to my colleagues here that I have 
received a letter which bears that mark 
of greatness and which could very well 
change. the course of our Nation’s his- 
tory, for the infinitely better. 

Unlike the other letter read to this 
House a few weeks ago by the esteemed 
minority leader, the communication I 
received bears no distinctive postmark 
and no distinguished signature. 

This letter comes from a citizen, a 
young businessman, a constituent of 
mine in the Third Congressional Dis- 
trict of Michigan. I was going to say 
that the letter comes from an ordinary 
citizen. But in the light of the sugges- 
tion the letter offers and the insight 
that suggestion reflects, I would more 
accurately describe the writer as an ex- 
traordinary citizen. 

I hasten to inject at this point that 
the letter not only was unsolicited but 
that the suggestion it makes was so un- 
expected to me that it was, quite liter- 
ally, breath-taking. 

I add—and not without pride—that 
the writer is a Republican. He is the 
kind of Republican whose first concern 
is for the well-being of America above 
every other concern. He is a Republi- 
can who has made it his business to 
share that concern in friendly discus- 
sions with acquaintances of both parties 
and of no party affiliation. 

Prominent in these discussions has 
been the inevitable question, Who will 
be the Republican nominee next year 
for President of the United States? 

Actually, my correspondent informs 
me, the question has been phrased in 
these discussions even more pointedly 
and practically: Who—he and the oth- 
ers have asked—who should be the Re- 
publican nominee for President in 1952? 

In the process, it is apparent from the 
letter, there has been the customary 
weighing of obvious prospects, weighing, 
and finding wanting. 

But the singular result, my corre- 
spondent reports, is that the discussions 
with his friends produced agreement 
upon an answer to the question. 

It was their answer, not mine, I want 
to emphasize, though I hasten to add 
that as their Representative here I am 
honored and delighted not only to report 
the answer but to associate myself with 
the suggestion most completely and en- 
thusiastically. 

The idea, I repeat, was not mine. I 
wish that it might have been, save for 
the single fact that the suggestion has 
vastly more claim to earnest public con- 
sideration coming, as it has, through 
the spontaneous combustion process of 
grass-roots discussion and grass-roots 
searching for leadership of competence 
and integrity. 

The distinguished American who has 
thus been “nominated” as Republican 
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candidate for President of the United 
States by this unofficial, grass-roots 
process, I am positive, will be as com- 
pletely surprised as I was. He may be 
considerably less approving of the idea. 
Needless to say, I have not discussed 
the matter with him, or, as far as that 
goes, With anyone else. I have not asked 
his permission to report this suggestion 
which comes from my district. The of- 
fice can seek the man, and it does not 
require his permission to do so. 

We all agreed on one man, my cor- 
respondent wrote me. We agreed, he 
wrote, that the Republican nominee for 
President of the United States in 1952 
should be the Honorable’ John Edgar 
Hoover, Director of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation. 

The reasons which seemed persuasive 
to my correspondent and his friends 
added up to just about this: 

That J. Edgar Hoover is an American 
whose name and public record are free 
from any association with past or dis- 
appointed strivings for the Presidency 
or any other political office. 

That he is free from the lingering 
mustiness of the smoke-filled rooms of 
other national conventions and other 
national campaigns. 

That he is free from the assorted mis- 
givings and mental reservations, and the 
damnings of faint praise, identified in 
the public mind with the usually-talked- 
about Republican prospects and hope- 
fuls. 

That he is free, likewise, from any 
taint or suspicion of me-too-ism. 

That he is a familiar and commanding 
figure in American life, needing no build- 
up of artificial coloration, yet a refresh- 
ingly new figure in the role in which my 
friend and his associates purpose to cast 
him. 

All of which, in their minds and in 
mine, relates to his fitness, availability, 
and appeal as a Republican nominee for 
President. 

But my correspondent adds the 
further judgment, which, after all, is 
and ought to be the overriding consid- 
eration: That John Edgar Hoover offers, 
with his record and reputation, a com- 
petence and an integrity which are al- 
ready a symbol and a tradition to the 
American people. 

And that is the overriding considera- 
tion—for that relates to his fitness for 
the high office and heavy responsibilities 
of the Presidency of the United States. 

Having reported the conclusions 
reached by my constituents, and the 
reasons which prompted them to vol- 
unteer the recommendation, let me re- 
port my own reaction to their suggestion. 

A blast of fresh air can, on occasion, 
be startling—even while it brings wel- 
come refreshing. 

I was startled by the proposal, I am 
frank to confess. But it did not take me 
very long to recognize the suggestion for 
what it is—a blast of fresh air, invigor- 
atingly refreshing and stimulating in 
contrast to the stale political air we have 
been breathing so long. 

And, I acknowledge with equal candor, 
that the idea and the exhilaration have 
an amazing way of growing on you. I 
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think that the American people, as they 
reflect on it, will feel the same way. 

Comparisons may be invidious and un- 
politic. Yet in this instance they are, 
to me, unavoidable. 

A short time ago, with the return of 
Gen. Douglas MacArthur to this country, 
the American people had the experience 
of just such a welcome blast of fresh air. 
They heard the vigorous expression of 
honest views, the vigorous reaffirmation 
of American principles and loyalties, the 
vigorous avowal of confidence in us, 
by a man whose patriotism, long and 
distinguished public service, professional 
competence and personal integrity are 
not gainsaid even by his critics. It has 
been a refreshing, invigorating, heady 
experience. 

I cannot escape the feeling that there 
are, in the career and in the personality 
of J. Edgar Hoover, certain parallels 
which hold rich promise of similar stim- 
ulating eizect and invigorating leader- 
ship. 

I am reminded, for example, that as 
with MacArthur, John Edgar Hoover’s 
career of public service in positions of 
top responsibility goes far back of the 
Roosevelt-Truman era which is all that 


à younger generation of Americans has ` 


known in terms of national administra- 
tion. It is a tribute, not merely to the 
staying power of J. Edgar Hoover, but to 
his high competence, to his ability to 
cooperate and enlist cooperation, to his 
aloofness from embroilments in political 
maneuverings, to his single-minded— 
almost austere—devotion to duty, and 
to his successful exaltation of profes- 
sional service, that he has continued to 
command the confidence of five Chief 
Executives, assorted Attorneys General, 
and a dozen different Congresses, of both 
political persuasions, as well as the con- 
fidence of the American people, in one 
of the greatest periods of political up- 
heaval in the Nation's history. 

I am reminded, also, that in this dis- 
tinguished career, Mr. Hoover has al- 
ways clearly recognized the enemies of 
his country—at home and abroad—and 
has been as clearly recognized by them. 
Like Douglas MacArthur, in his chosen 
profession, he has known how to fight 
the Nation’s enemies with skill and com- 
petence and with no goal but the victory 
which assures security against those 
enemies. 

To the circumstances of birth and his 
chosen profession, Mr, Hoover owes two 
distinct advantages. He is a vigorous 
56. And, beginning with his legal train- 
ing, his has been a civilian career. 

But, someone is sure to ask, “A police- 
man for President?” 

Well, more accurately, a man trained 
in law, a law-enforcement official, and, 
more exactly, a superlative administra- 
tor in the field of law enforcement. 
More than that, though: A symbol, to 
an entire generation of Americans, of 
the best in just, fearless, incorruptible 
government of law. 

And it occurs to me, in this connec- 
tion that one of the most solemn re- 
sponsibilities with which a President of 
the United States is charged is to take 
care that the laws be faithfully ex- 
ecuted. 
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But, then, let us say it, without apol- 
ogy. Yes, if you please, a policeman for 
President. 

That is no badge of dishonor. 

Theodore Roosevelt wore that badge 
with the same high honor, courage, and 
integrity which characterized him later 
as President of the United States. As 
president of the New York City Board of 
Police Commissioners he battled fear- 
lessly not alone against crime, but 
against corruption, and influence, and 
favoritism which had permeated that 
police force. 

Yes, and there was Grover Cleveland— 
a great Democrat and an even greater 
American. He filled the post of sheriff 
of Erie County, N. Y., with a high sense 
of duty which even refused to dele- 
gate, as it could have delegated, the 
stern and unwelcome task of springing 
the trap on convicted murderers. And 
it was to this sheriff that the voters of 
Buffalo turned, breaking over party lines, 
to elect him mayor to clean up flagrant 
corruption in the government of that 
city, and so speed him on to the White 
House, 

Public service in the field of law en- 
forcement has honored traditions as a 
stepping stone to higher public responsi- 
bilities in this country. Politicians have 
always been quick to recognize that and 
to seek to capitalize on it. In this in- 
stance I believe the American people will 
recognize it and capitalize on it to the 
everlasting benefit of the Nation. 

Incidentally, the present distinguished 
Governor of New York, twice Republican 
nominee for President, who won initial 
fame battling organized crime, was still 
trying to decide whether to abandon a 
vocal career for the study of law when 
J. Edgar Hoover was already an estab- 
lished national figure as head of the FBI. 
For that matter, another distinguished 
American who has been a pioneer in 
discovering the potentialities involved in 
linking crime fighting with television, 
was still a student in college when Hoover 
was appointed Director of the FBI 
in 1924. 

So far as Mr. Hoover being a police- 
man is concerned, let it never be for- 
gotten that every honest liberal—I am 
not talking about Communists and 
their dupes—but every honest liberal 
who has challenged the administration 
and activities of the FBI under Mr. 
Hoover from the standpoint of the pro- 
tection of the legal rights of citizens 
and from the standpoint of avoiding 
dangerous centralization of police power 
in that Federal agency, has finally been 
unstinting in his praise of Mr. Hoover 
on both scores. 

For that matter, I am convinced that 
there are countless Americans who feel 
strongly today that what the Federal 
Government needs right now, more than 
any other thing, is an honest policeman 
in the White House who will do a 
thorough housecleaning on political 
gangsters and confidence men, crooks, 
“Commies,” and racketeers who prey on 
the Government and the taxpayers. 

In its biographical sketch of Mr. 
Hoover, the Encyclopedia Americana 
recounts that when he became Direc- 
tor of the FBI, it was “a sloppy, de- 
moralized agency.” That phrase aptly 
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describes prevailing conditions in a wide 
area of the executive department today. 
And the encyclopedia adds: 


He soon converted— 


The FBI— 
into one of the most efficient law-enforce- 
ment agencies in the world. He began his 
reorganization by weeding out the incompe- 
tents. Politics was eschewed and every 
appointee had to be of unimpeachable 
character. 


Does not that sound very much like 
what the doctor has ordered for the 
Pendergast-ridden executive branch of 
our Federal Government? 

Do not forget that when Harlan Fiske 
Stone, Republican Attorney General in 
the Cabinet of Republican President 
Calvin Coolidge, offered J. Edgar Hoover 
the appointment as Director of the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation, Mr. Hoover 
imposed one iron-clad condition. There 
must be no political interference. Mr. 
Hoover has never forgotten, and never 
lowered, that standard. He would not 
forget or lower that standard in the 
White House. 

As President of the United States, 
John Edgar Hoover would be able to 
surround himself with the best talent 
and ablest leadership in the land. He 
could do it—and he would do it—because 
he commands the complete respect and 
confidence of the ablest and best citizens 
of the Republic, in all walks of life, of 
all political affiliations, and of no polit- 
ical affiliation. 

He would be, what he has always been, 
a master in the high art of cooperation. 
I refer not alone, or even primarily, to 
the cooperation of the FBI under his 
leadership with other agencies of the 
executive branch—when such coopera- 
tion was tolerated. I refer not alone, 
or even primarily, to the record of co- 
operation with the Congress which has 
never seen a request of his rejected. I 
refer, more especially, to the coopera- 
tion with the State and local law-en- 
forcement agencies which has always 
been on the basis of helpful and mutual 
service and never on the basis of power- 
grabbing usurpation of State and local 
authority and responsibility by the Fed- 
eral bureau. That record alone makes 
the FBI and its director unique among 
the present-day agencies and officials of 
Federal bureaucracies. And, let it not 
be forgotten, Mr. Hoover’s experience in 
cooperation extends to the international 
field in these days of world-wide con- 
spiracy against American liberties. 

Mr. Hoover, as President, would dele- 
gate authority and responsibility—and 
exact high performance. Above all, in 
his dealings with foreign nations and 
in his grappling with domestic problems 
and perils, alike, John Edgar Hoover 
would think always of his country, and 
its interests, first. 

Do not forget, for a moment, whence 
this suggestion of his name for Presi- 
dent came. It came from the grass 
roots of an anxious, and all but leader- 
less, people. Let there be a prompt re- 
sponse by way of organization meet- 
ings and activities of like-minded Amer- 
icans across the land. They have a can- 
didate who would be a favorite son of 
every State, 
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I would cherish no honor more than 
the privilege of sharing in that en- 
deavor. That, and the honor, as a dele- 
gate to the Republican National Con- 
vention next year from the Third Mich- 
igan District, of placing in nomination 
or seconding the nomination of John 
Edgar Hoover for President of the United 
States. 

Were that to become my high privi- 
lege, I think I would remind the con- 
vention of the lecture of Dr. Russell H. 
Conwell, famous a generation ago, enti- 
tled “Acres of Diamonds.” And I would 
say that Republicans and Americans 
having, like the immortal character in 
that lecture, searched far and wide for 
treasure, with only frustration and bit- 
ter disappointment, now at long last 
have discovered their acres of diamonds 
of competence, integrity and patriotic 
leadership in the spot closest home— 
here in the very heart of the Nation's 
capital. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. Mutter]. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
nearly moved to tears by the patriotic 
fervor that has suddenly inspired so 
many of our colleagues. How they now 
wave the flag and say, “Let us have 
across-the-board controls—except for 
me, except for the farmer.” After we 
have voted all kinds of exceptions and 
exemptions, after we have written a new 
formula to push up the price for the 
livestock man and for the packer and for 
the merchant you say, “Let us have 
across-the-board controls except for 
that and except for the farmer.” 

Let me read in the very brief time I 
have available, from the debate of last 
year, from the language of a very esti- 
mable Member of this House, who care- 
fully revised his remarks after making 
them. He said: 

We cannot administer the law— 


Meaning the Congress cannot. 

This act must be flexible. It must be flex- 
ible to the point where within the standards 
set up by the act the Administrator of the 
act whether the President or whoever it may 
be must be given latitude in the application 
of it; otherwise you will drive your economy 
into a tailspin. I am in favor of giving the 
President in that instance broad powers of 
discretion limited only by the standards that 
we have set up in the act to do the job piece- 
meal as he goes along, to stabilize our econ- 
omy and prevent our economy from getting 
into the chaotic condition it was during the 
Second World War. 


That, Mr. Chairman, is what the dis- 
tinguished ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. Wotcotr] told you last August. 
What he said then applies equally today 
even though he has changed his position 
and now wants to forget what he said 
last year as he urges you to vote for the 
Davis amendment. $ 

You cannot support the Davis amend- 
ment or any similar amendment that 
prohibits the correction of the inequities 
and the hardships that have, been 
brought into being. This Davis amend- 
ment will do nothing but freeze the 
profits of the profiteers who beat the 
ceiling’s deadline. If you want to con- 


tinue those injustices, if you want to 
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continue those inequities, if you want a 
control bill that does not control for 
the next 120 days, then proclaim frankly 
to the American public, “We have no con- 
trols.” That is what you do if you vote 
for the Davis amendment, i 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
KERSTEN] for 2 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. Deane] for 2 
minutes and then will recognize the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WoL- 
coTT] for 2 minutes and the gentleman 
from Kentucky (Mr. Spence] for 2 min- 
utes to close the debate on the pending 
amendment. 

The gentleman from North Carolina is 
recognized. 

Mr. DEANE. Mr. Chairman, yester- 
day I learned that the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Davis] proposed to offer 
the amendment now before the Com- 
mittee. I indicated to him my interest 
in giving the amendment my support. 
However, after a careful survey of what 
the amendment would accomplish, 
find that it will work a serious hardship 
upon many, many manufacturers, their 
employees as well as the consumers, and 
the most serious objection is that it 
will throw the national defense pro- 
curement programs into*a tail spin. 

I cannot therefore, Mr. Chairman and 
members of the Committee, support the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Georgia, and neither can I sup- 
port the substitutes offered by the gen- 
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. Fo- 
GARTY] or the gentleman from Califor- 
nia [Mr. HOLIFIELD]. 

Mr. Chairman, the effect of the 30-day 
stop-gap legislation recently adopted by 
the Congress will now be extended under 
the Davis amendment to 120 days and 
will completely block the adjustment, 
and nullify a series of OPS regulations 
in the manufacturers’ field, covering a 
wide range of items important in the 
cost of living, and in production for the 
military program. They include the gen- 
eral manufacturers’ ceiling-price regu- 
lation, CPR 22; machinery and related 
industries, including machine tools, 
farm machinery, and other production 
machinery, CPR 30; cotton textiles, CPR 
37; shoes, CPR 41; men’s, women’s and 
children’s apparel, CPR 45. 

Mr. Chairman, these proposed orders 
all had an effective date of July 2, 1951, 
or soon thereafter. Under the pending 
amendment all of these orders would be 
frozen. 

If the Davis amendment is adopted it 
will permit established ceilings in many 
industries that are completely unfair in 
many cases, Let me explain. Follow- 
ing the general freeze of January 25, 
OPS began to level out many inequali- 
ties. The proposed orders mentioned 
would accomplish that end. Many 
manufacturers and processors had been 
unable as of June 30, 1951, to submit 
basic factual data to establish a fair and 
equitable ceiling. In the proposed 
orders mentioned above, many distor- 
tions and inequities would have been 
ironed out. In each group Mentioned 
above a manufacturer would have been 
given a fair ceiling, a ceiling price com- 
parable to his competitor, 
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The adoption of the pending amend- 
ment will work a serious injustice upon 
scores of honest and sincere manufac- 
turers as well as their employees. These 
manufacturers had been unable to get 
their basic cost data presented prior to 
June 30 and their ceilings established, 
and the adoption of the pending amend- 
ment, Mr. Chairman, will in many cases 
destroy scores of small-business organ- 
izations. 

Take the case of a single manufacturer 
who produces a number of items. Under 
the OFS formula, which is an equitable 
one, he may be permitted to raise some 
of his prices, but required to lower 
others. If the Davis amendment is 
adopted every manufacturer who got 


under the wire prior to July 7 will have 


advantages of all the roll forwards and 
will not be required in any way to make 
compensated adjustments to the con- 
sumers. It is most unfair. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, the adoption of the amend- 
ment will wreck many small-business 
establishments that will be particularly 
hard hit by the limitation. Thus, the 
big companies under the wire have a 
tremendous advantage due to the fact 
that their prices had been established 
and the 120-day freeze would not touch 
them. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the proposed 
amendment will be disastrous to the 
national defense procurement programs, 
Scores and scores of defense-procure- 
ment orders will have to be renegotiated. 
In many substantial contracts, prices 
under the amendment will be frozen at a 
tremendous cost to the taxpayers. 

Mr, Chairman, the amendment will 
not contribute to national defense. It 
is a serious blow to many honest manu- 
facturers and their employees and as 
much as I respect the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Davis], the gentleman 
from Rhode Island [Mr. Fogarty], and 
the gentleman from ‘California [Mr. 
Hol III. I urge that the Committee 
vote down each of the amendments. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has 
called the name of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. Smwpson] and the 
name of the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin (Mr. KERSTEN]. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. WOLCOTT]. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I un- 
derstand I was quoted a few moments 
ago by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Mutter] in respect to a position 
which I took last year concerning what 
was considered a similar proposal. I 
do not want to philosophize upon the 
inconsistency of being consistent, I do 
not want to be put in the position that 
in his opinion I was correct at that time 
of continuing to be correct simply to be 
consistent. I think it is foolish to do 
thet. 

When that statement was made last 
year I felt it was the right thing to do. 
I felt it was the right thing to do be- 
cause it anticipated that previous to 
price control there would be rationing. 
The wuole sense of our approach to this 
problem at that time was that if allo- 
cations were put into effect, if priorities 
were exercises in the distribution of 
goods, rationing must follow and that 
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price controls would have to follow ra- 
tioning, price controls would not precede 
rationing, and that price controls were 
unnecessary until due to a shortage of 
goods incident to allocation and priori- 
ties there were not enough consumer 
goods to meet the denrand. 

We find that situation reversed at the 
present time. We find that in the ad- 
ministration of this law, much to our 
surprise and much to our disappoint- 
ment, they have created a situation in 
which our economy today is being dis- 
rupted. So we have got to take the lead- 
ership here in Congress, as we have had 
to take it on several other occasions 
when the administration of a law has 
broken down, we have got to take the 
initiative end write more rigid standards 
for their guidance, especially when the 
intent of the Congress has not been fol- 
lowed by the Administrator. 

The intent of this law has not been 
followed by the Administrator and be- 
cause it has not been followed by the 
Administrator we have got to tell them 
in no uncertain terms what we want 
done with inflation. It seems to me 
that the Davis amendment is the amend- 
ment through which we express our- 
selves, I hope effectively, to stop the in- 
flationary trends. If we are not going 
to have inflation stopped by the admin- 
istration in the indirect methods which 
have been at their disposal all of these 
months, then the only alternative to 
that is this other approach of at least 
keeping ourselves and our prices in 
status quo until we see what effect the 
impact of increased defense production 
is going to have upon our economy 90 
or 120 days from now. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Kentucky {Mr, 
SPENCE]. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, the 
Committee on Banking and Currency to 
which this measure was referred re- 
ported it out by a vote of 20 to5. Now, at 
the last minute, a Democratic Member, 
aided by the minority Members, has of- 
fered an amendment which is a substi- 
tute for the bill. I think that the mem- 
bers of the committee—and I do not care 
whether they are Republicans or Demo- 
crats—ought to resent that. I think it 
treats this committee with little consid- 
eration not to present amendments of 
this magnitude to the committee before 
they are offered on the floor. 

What is the amendment they offer as 
a substitute? It is a direction to freeze. 
Freeze what? Freeze wages, freeze 
prices, freeze injustices, freeze inequities, 
and freeze hardships. Do you want to 
accept that as a substitute for this bill 
to which we have given great considera- 
tion? The Members that have talked 
for it, almost all of them, I venture to 
say, are opposed to the price-control bill. 
You cannot believe that a man who in- 
troduces an amendment to scuttle a bill 
is for it. All day long and during all the 
entire consideration of this bill, what 
has been causing the delay? What has 
caused the great amount of time to be 
consumed? The answer is because cer- 
tain gentlemen wanted to scuttle the 
bill. Most of these amendments were 
scuttling amendments. What are you 
doing when you are scuttling this bill? 
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It is my opinion you are weakening the 
defense effort. It has been a contest 
since we started to protect special inter- 
ests as against the Government and the 
public. 

I am not going into the technical de- 
tails of the bill. The bill endeavors in 
an orderly way to control the conditions 
which are detrimental to our economic 
welfare. The substitute is merely a gen- 
eral freeze as of July 7. Why did you 
not present it to the committee? You 
pulled it out like a prestidigitator pulls 
a rabbit out of the hat and then expect 
us to vote for it. You will have a chance 
to vote onit. Yes; you will have a chance 
to vote on it and the record of your vote 
will be imperishably preserved in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I do not think 
there is any doubt but that the people 
will understand what it means. There 
seems to be a strong desire to protect the 
special interests which are always pres- 
ent and exerting their influence at the 
expense of the general public. You have 
a great responsibility now presented to 
you. 

I ask you to vote against the pending 
amendment and all amendments thereto. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex- 
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from California 
(Mr. HOoLIFIELD] to the Davis amend- 
ment. 

Mr. DEANE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amendment 
be again reported. - 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the gentleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk again reported the Holifield 
amendment, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment in the nature of 2 sub- 
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
Rhode Island [Mr. Focarty] to the Davis 
amendment. 

The substitute was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Georgia [Mr. Davis]. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed a. tellers Mr. Davis of 
Georgia and Mr. Patman. 

The Committee divided; and the tell- 
ers reported that there were—ayes 180, 
noes 151. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DEWART. Mr. Chairman, I of- 
fer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. D’Ewart: Page 
18, after line 4, insert the following new 
subsection: 

“(e) Section 402 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subsec- 
tion: 

%) The Munitions Board shall prepare, 
publish in the Federal Register, and keep 
current a list of the metals and minerals 
which are strategic and critical and which 
it is uneconomical to produce under the ap- 
plicable ceiling price because of the marginal 
or submarginal character of the source or 
the necessity of constructing or installing 
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substantial facilities or equipment. No price 
ceiling established under this section shall 
apply to any metal or mineral while it is on 
such list.“ 


Mr. DEWART. Mr. Chairman, in 
these critical days nothing is more im- 
portant to the future of this country 
than that we have adequate supplies of 
the critical minerals and metals that are 
required for the modern machines of 
production and of war. 

A year ago in a speech in this House I 
pointed out that the stockpiling program 
of the Munitions Board was falling far 
short of fulfilling the minimum essen- 
tial needs of this Nation for such ma- 
terials as cobalt, tungsten, manganese, 
chrome, and many others. A committee 
of the Senate has recently called atten- 
tion forcefully to the serious deficiencies 
of the tungsten program, 

Today I must report that the criti- 
cisms directed at the Munitions Board 
program by myself and others apply with 
equal force to the critical materials pro- 
grams authorized by the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950. 

The Defense Production Act was in- 
tended to supplement and expand the 
stockpile activities authorized in Public 
Law 320, and provide incentives for the 
increased production of domestic min- 
erals and metals and the exploration, 
processing, and development of new do- 
mestic sources of supply. A full year 
has elapsed and the program hes made 
little progress when measured against 
our increased needs. The National Pro- 
duction Authority and the Defense Min- 
erals Administration have received 
more than 1,600 applications for aid in 
exploring, developing, and processing 
strategic minerals and metals in the 
United States. Action had been com- 
pleted successfully on only a few of these 
applications, 

The Subcommittee on Mining has 
conducted a series of hearings at which 
officials of the Defense Production Ad- 
ministration, the National Production 
Authority, the Defense Minerals Ad min- 
istration, and the General Services Ad- 
ministration have been asked to explain 
their progress in developing domestic 
supplies of essential minerals and metals, 
Despite every effort of the subcommittee 
to be helpful and to furnish impetus and 
direction for the program, we have heard 
little but excuses and delays and con- 
flicting reports. 

In the latest hearing before the Sub- 
committee on Mines and Mining, 2 weeks 
ago, we were startled to find a new road- 
block that had not even been mentioned 
previously by any of the officials who 
testified. At this hearing we were in- 
formed that many of the domestic con- 
tracts in progre ss of negotiation or ready 
for signature could not be put into pro- 


duction because the producer or proces- . 


sor could not make sales to the Govern- 
ment at more than the OPS ceiling price, 
even of such critically needed materials 
as cobalt, manganese, and chrome, Let 
me quote from the testimony before the 
Subcommittee on Mines and Mining on 
June 8. Mr. Ewing is the chief, Metals 
Branch, Office of Price Stabilization. 
Mr. Boyd is Administrator of the Defense 
Minerals Administration. Mr. Jess Lar- 
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son is Administrator of the General 
Services Administration, The transcript 
reads as follows: 


Mr. ENGLE. Let me ask this: Can anyone 
of these contracts executed by Jess Larson’s 
office, whether it comes through the DMA 
or through the Munitions Board, actually 
go into execution if it is above the market 
now? 

Mr. Ewrne, I doubt it, sir. 

Mr. ENGLE. What about that, Mr. Larson? 

Mr. Larson. I think that is right so far as 
domestic production is concerned. The 
seller is not permitted to sell to us at above 
a ceiling price, in the case of these strategic 
materials. 

Mr. D'EWAnT. Mr. Boyd, is that what is 
holding up this Butte-Philipsburg contract 
at the present moment? 


Dr. Boyrp. No, sir. I don't think so. Les, 


it will—until that order is passed, I am quite 
sure. Really I would prefer Mr. Larson an- 
swer that because he signs these contracts 
and makes those legal determinations, but 
I think that would be over the market price. 

Mr. D'EwarT. Can you start mining Friday 
in Butte as you indicated earlier in the day 
if manganese is not decontrolled? 


Dr. Boyn. I am sorry, I think Mr. Larson 


will have to answer that. That is a ques- 
tion of whether the two deals in Deming and 
Eutte will be held up on the same basis. 
They are above market prices. That is, 
above ceiling price. 

Mr. Larson. If they are above ceiling price 
they will be held up. 


To those familiar with the situation, 
this is as effective a method to stop 
critical domestic minerals development 
as any that could be devised. For it is a 
matter of fact that we cannot produce 
and process many strategic and critical 
ores from many of our domestic mines 
unless we pay more than the ceiling 
price. The payment of such a premium 
price was contemplated in Public Law 
320 and in the Defense Production Act 
of 1950, and is justified by the demands 
of our defense effort. Our experience 
during World War II, when submarines 
cut off foreign sources of supply, clearly 
justified the effort to encourage do- 
mestic production of minerals and metals 
without which we cannot fight a war or 
even maintain production for a modern 
civilian economy. These strategic and 
critical minerals and metals are abso- 
lutely necessary to the production of the 
tough steel required for armament and 
the heat-resistant alloys necessary for 
jet engines. 

It is clear that in any future war we 
will encounter the same difficulties we 
experienced in World War II. We will 
not be able to get the manganese and 
other critical minerals we need from 
abroad. Ninety percent of our manga- 
nese now comes from foreign sources. 
We will not be able to rely upon such 
sources for chrome or cobalt or tungsten. 

The intent of Congress that domes- 
tic production and stockpiling of these 
metals and minerals should be pressed 
with all speed is clearly stated in the 
Stockpiling Act and the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950. But bureaucratic 
indifference has nullified our program. 
The price ceiling alone stopped it in its 
tracks. 

Since the date of the last hearing, on 
July 3, the Office of Price Stabilization 
has acted to ease the situation a bit. 
General overriding regulation 2, amend- 
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ment 1, relaxes the ceiling price restric- 
tion on strategic and critical materials 
purchased by the General Services Ad- 
minstration for the stockpile. 

However, under this relaxation of the 
regulations these materials can be ac- 
quired only for the stockpile but they 
cannot be made avaliable to our domes- 
tic economy except by the express ap- 
proval of the Congress or by order of 
the President. 

Private industry is not permitted to 
acquire these materials under the order, 
no matter how desperately they are 
needed, even though they are willing 
and able to make use of them for the 
war effort or to satisfy needs of the do- 
mestic economy. 

I therefore offer for consideration an 
amendment to overcome this obstacle to 
the mobilization effort. My amendment 
proposes that the ceilng price shall be 
lifted upon any mineral or metal that is 
certified by the Munitions Board to be 
strategic and critical and is produced 
from marginal or submarginal domestic 
sources or from specially constructed 
facilities, 
~ If the testimony of Mr, Jess Larson, 
Administrator of the General Services 
Administration, can be taken literally 
and factually, and I think it can, the 
ceilings on these critical and strategic 
metals and minerals must be lifted be- 
fore these items can become available to 
fill the needs of our defense effort. Pro- 
ducers must be able to sell them at a 
price that makes production economi- 
cally feasible. Apparently it is neces- 
sary in this manner to spell out for the 
defense agencies the intent of Congress 
that the encouragement of domestic 
production and stockpiling of metals and 
minerals be given precedence. 

I urge the adoption of this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. D’EWART, I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. PATMAN. Does the gentleman 
mean by this amendment that if an item 
is on the critical list, a strategic metal, 
then price controls for that metal, re- 
gardless of who produces it and the 
quantity, will be out from under the 
ceiling price? 

Mr. DEWART. Provided the Muni- 
tions Board certifies it on the Register, 
and they are charged with the stock- 
piling. I think that is an adequate safe- 
guard. 

Mr. PATMAN. Does the gentleman 
know of any basic metals that are not 
strategic now? They are all critical and 
strategic, are they not? 

Mr. DEWART. Not on the list with 
the Munitions Board. 

Mr, PATMAN. But you would not 
want to give that list to our enemies, 
would you? 

Mr. D’EWART. They have already 
published a list of those. There are 9 or 
10 or 11 on the list now. 

Mr. PATMAN. And you want the rest 
of them on the list? 

Mr. D'EWART. No, sir. I only want 
those that the Munitions Board finds 
necessary to the war effort, and that are 
not being produced in our domestic 
economy at this time, 
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Mr. PATMAN. Take the price ceiling 
off of those? 

Mr. DEWART. Take the price ceiling 
off of those. The other day the Office of 
Price Stabilization itself took it off of 
some of these items to make it possible 
to purchase them. This makes it pos- 
sible to get it into the manufacturer’s 
hands, who must have them if he is to 
manufacture for the war effort. We have 
passed two laws in this Congress in order 
to permit production, Public Law 320, the 
Stockpiling Act; and there are provisions 
to that end in the bill before us. The 
Price Stabilization Board recognized this 
when they took the ceiling off in certain 
cases in order to acquire metals for the 
stockpile. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. D'EWART. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. DONDERO. Does that include 
metals such as copper, steel, and things 
of that nature? 

Mr. DEWART. No; they are not at 
the present time on the list published by 
the Munitions Board. Chromium, man- 
ganese, cobalt, and things like that are 
critical and strategic and are published 
on that list. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, under existing law and 
with money that is made available by an 
act of Congress, contracts are now being 
made with mine owners and people who 
are producing these basic critical and 
strategic metals. They are offering them 
a good contract, a contract that gives 
them a floor price, in fact, a good price. 

If the gentleman’s amendment is 
adopted it will not only help these mar- 
ginal people to the extent of guarantee- 
ing to them a good price under United 
States Government contract, but also 
take the price ceiling off and let them 
sell the metal that they produce at any 
price that they can get in an open mar- 
ket, that is, a scarce market; and, nat- 
urally, the sky would be the limit as to 
the price. 

It occurs to me that this certainly 
would be crippling to our national de- 
fense and it is not in the interest of our 
national-defense effort. I suggest that 
the gentleman’s amendment is not in 
the public interest, and I hope that it is 
defeated. And another reason, I do not 
think we are helping ourselves too much 
by publishing to our enemies the kind of 
critical material that we need. I pre- 
sume it would be all right to publish a 
list of a few of the basic metals and 
minerals, but when you get down to the 
real critical and real scarce metals that 
we have to get from overseas and other 
sources, of which but a small quantity 
is produced in this country, when we 
publish such a list and advise our ene- 
mies as to what is going on I do not think 
that is in the public interest either. I 
believe, therefore, that this amendment 
should be defeated. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It oc- 
curs to me that the materials which we 
have to buy from foreign countries cost 
us about seven prices anyway. 
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Mr. PATMAN. This has nothing to 
do with that. We have to get them any- 
way, do we not? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. We 
need them, but if they can be produced 
in this country we had better encourage 
it. 

Mr. PATMAN. Certainly we should 
encourage it; there are a lot of things 
that we should encourage, but we do not 
want to put up a blackboard and pub- 
lish to the world and to our enemies es- 
pecially exactly our most critical items, 
because they may cut us off. You know, 
during World War II we had certain 
commodities that we wanted from South 
America and out of a hundred ships that 
went down to get those particular com- 
modities, 98 went to the bottom of the 
sea. Any time we publish to our enemies 
what we must have we are giving them 
valuable information. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. If the 
gentleman will yield, I think some of our 
Officials are giving too much informa- 
tion to our enemies. 

Mr. PATMAN. Yes; and I think some 
Members of Congress are giving out too 
much information too. I do not approve 
of that at all. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I do 
not either. 

Mr. PATMAN. I do not think we 
should vote into law a provision that we 
must give it to them. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in support of the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I take the floor at this 
time to assure the gentleman from Tex- 
as that there is no revealing of secrets 
involved in this amendment at all. That 
is not in issue here. This only opens up 
the question of whether or not you want 
private industrial users to be able to bid 
above the ceiling price on these strate- 
gic and critical materials. There is a 
ceiling price fixed on them now. In my 
humble judgment, it is seriously curtail- 
ing the domestic production of these 
particular items. I am exceedingly de- 
sirous of encouraging such production 
and I am not the least bit fearful of re- 
vealing anything more than is revealed 
in the announcement by the Office of 
Price Stabilization so far as it pertains 
to the purchase of these materials for 
the stockpile program itself. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I yield to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts, 

Mr. McCORMACK. How did the gen- 
tleman vote on the Davis amendment? 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I voted for it. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Now the gentle- 
man wants this exempted from the Davis 
amendment? 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. If that is the 
way the gentleman wants to interpret it, 
that is right. 

Mr. McCORMACK. That is the way 
the gentleman voted? 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Yes. But if 
that is germane to this debate now, I do 
not so understand it. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The effect will be 
to take these metals out of the Davis 
amendment, will it not? 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I hope so. Is 
anything wrong with that? 
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Mr. McCORMACK. I think so, ac- 
cording to the gentleman’s own way of 
voting. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. No. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Oh, yes. You 
want everything else in a strait-jacket, 
but you do not want this particular ac- 
tivity in a strait-jacket. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I want strategic 
and critical materials out from under the 
ceiling. That is a wholesome patriotic 
motive on my part for more adequate 
national self-sufficiency in these mate- 
rials so needed for our national defense. 
I do not see any danger of giving any 
secrets to the enemy. I hope I do not 
have to consider myself criticized by the 
majority leader. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I am not criticiz- 
ing the gentleman. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Please reex- 
amine your statement then. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I asked the gen- 
tleman a simple question. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. The gentle- 
man’s conclusion was in addition to his 
question. I have not had a clash like 
this in my 13 years in Congress, and I 
do not fear any man, majority leader or 
anybody else, criticizing my vote on crit- 
ical materials. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Lou criticize 
yourself. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. The gentle- 
man’s statement is not correct and my 
vote for the Davis amendment and my 
support of the D’Ewart amendment are 
both logical and sound. 

Mr. REGAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
favor of the pending amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment, I 
think, is very much in line with the bill 
we have been considering here for 2 
weeks called the Defense Act. This is for 
the defense of our country. 

There are 88 strategic metals in which 
this country is in short supply. That is 
not any news to anybody in Congress or 
probably to some of our enemies. We are 
in short supply on a great many strate- 
gic materials. 

We had a price freeze in January 
freezing the price of all metals. We can 
and are developing in this country a 
necessary and a very urgent supply of 
manganese. To do that they had to issue 
a special order to take manganese out 
from under the price ceiling. There are 
many other metals in the same position, 
and I think it would be wholesome to all 
of the people of this country, particularly 
the Members of Congress, to see in the 
Federal Register such minerals as we 
are in need of. 

You may have some mineral out in 
your State. Your prospector asks: Is 
there any demand for this cobalt or 
this mica or manganese or whatever they 
find ott there? Yes. You can see in 
the Federal Register that there is a short- 
age of that commodity. Then we can go 
to the Defense Minerals Administra- 
tion and find out what program the 
Government can issue in support of that 
above the price that has been frozen, 
which is away below the cost of produc- 
ing it. 

I think the pending amendment is a 
very good one for the Defense Production 
Act. This is not a corn or a beef act; 
it is for the defense of our country, and 
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this is as much for the defense of the 
-eountry as anything that has been 
offered to the bill. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REGAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. I was under the im- 
pression that according to the terms 
of the bill the Government could sub- 
sidize the production of strategic ma- 
terials if it became necessary to do so? 

Mr. REGAN. I think so. But sup- 
pose you have some manganese that 
cost you $2 a unit to produce, and the 
freeze price is $1.40. If you would be 


selling at the freeze price you would be , 


selling at a loss. 

Mr. COOLEY. Unless you sold to the 
Government? 

Mr. REGAN. Yes, so that a private 
industry could not buy that manganese 
at $2. This would permit him to go 
ahead. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REGAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. As long as this is on 
the strategic list, it is allocated and they 
must go to the Government first. How 
can private industry buy any of it un- 
less it gets it from the Government? 

Mr. REGAN. I think the stockpile 
will not be hurt at all by publishing the 
minerals that we are in short supply. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REGAN. Iyield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I would like to 
say in answer to the gentleman from 
New York that you cannot buy materials 
from the stockpile that we are talking 
about for private industry today. It 
takes an act of Congress to liberate those 
materials from the stockpile. We are 
talking about making these materials 
available to industry. 

Mr. MULTER. How can you do that 
if they must go to the stockpile first? 
If these materials are needed by indus- 
try, how are you going to get them out 
of the stockpile? 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Once they are 
in the stockpile it takes an act of Con- 
gress to get them out of the stockpile. 
You are not going to get your industrial 
needs of these materials out of the stock- 
pile other than by an act of Congress. 

Mr. MULTER. And you would re- 
duce the price of these after giving them 
a subsidy. 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Iam telling the 
gentleman what the situation is. 

Mr. WOOD of Idaho. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REGAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Idaho. ; 

Mr. WOOD of Idaho. Is it not a fact 
that most of these scarce materials are 
in the possession of the Soviets and other 
countries with which we have reciprocal 
trade treaties? The President himself 
has given preferential treatment to other 
countries when we have those same 
scarce materials, or a great many of 
them, in the State of Idaho, which we 
can produce if the price can be brought 
to a point where it will pay our men what 
they are paying to foreign countries. 
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Mr. REGAN. 
is correct. 

I hope the Members of the House will 
give this amendment the full support it 
deserves. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Montana [Mr. D'EWART]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. PaTMAN) 
there were—ayes 121, noes 80. 

Mr, SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. PATMAN 
and Mr. D'EWART. 

The Committee again divided; and 
the tellers reported that there were— 
ayes 138, noes 101. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, in 
my considered opinion, we have had no 
more vitally important piece of legisla- 
tion before us than the Defense Produc- 
tion Act we have been debating. It has, 
indeed, been a saddening experience to 
witness the persistent disapproval by so 
many of my colleagues of the sensible 
economy regulating amendments I have 
perseveringly fought to uphold. Ido not, 
of course, take personal issue with those 
of the opposition who have acted in as 
good faith and conscience as I myself 
have acted. However, I very deeply feel 
that the almost complete crippling and 
prevention of an adequate Defense Pro- 
duction Act is a tragic mistake in this 
crucial hour of American history. 

All of the Members of this House very 
well realize I fully share the repugnance 
which they have, and every responsible 
American citizen has, against any nor- 
mally unwarranted Government intru- 
sion on, or interference with, the legal 
conduct of the industrial and competi- 
tive economy of this country. However, 
I do not believe there is any individual 
in the United States today who will bold- 
ly say that no current emergency or 
abnormal situation now exists. 

The daily return from the Korean bat- 
tlefield of the bodies of beloved sons and 
fathers is a poignant reply to those un- 
mindful groups who are crying for us to 
pursue a business as usual policy. The 
bereaved families of those heroic de- 
fenders against aggression are a terrible 
reminder and cruel evidence of the bar- 
baric Communist challenge to this Na- 
tion and the rest of the free world. 

It seems to me that when the Congress 
of the United States, in realization of a 
critical national emergency, empowers 
the President to recall our American 
men and young boys to fight and die, 
then the Congress should have little hes- 
itation in requesting the rest of our 
American citizens to equitably share in 
the obviously necessary sacrifices that 
should be imposed through the enact- 
ment of a sound Defense Production 
Act. 


The basic objectives of this Defense 
Production Act are, to set up a tempo- 


I think the gentleman 
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rary apparatus for reasonable control of 
American economy, to afford protection 
for the average American family against 
extravagant price rises, to prevent the 
economic collapse of this country 
through runaway inflation and to avoid 
a false sense of security, which inevita- 
bly would result in a dangerous let-down 
of our armament preparation program 
at home and among our allies. 

A good sensible Defense Production 
Act means, on the domestic front, pro- 
tection for the average American, in his 
daily purchase of life necessities, pro- 
tection for the many older citizens at- 
tempting to live on small annuities or 
fixed incomes, protection for all citi- 
zens in, for example, their life insur- 
ance policies, their patriotic purchase 
of defense bonds, and so forth, by pre- 
venting the further devaluation of the 
current 54-cent dollar. Let us remem- 
ber that all of these people have al- 
ready suffered a severe devaluation of 
the original dollar with which they 
first bought these property investments. 
The American people may not be up on 
the technical definitions of inflation 
and other complications of our economic 
problems, but they certainly know what 
the cost of living is today; they know it 
is steadily rising despite all the talk to 
the contrary. 

Mr. Chairman, I am satisfied that the 
great rank and file of the American tax- 
payers are looking to the Congress of 
this country to take some action to pro- 
tect them from the greatest enemy that 
we have within our country at the pres- 
ent time. Two real challenging enemies 
are threatening the security of our Na- 
tion in this grave hour. One is Com- 
munist Russia, challenging us in the 
field of international Christian freedom, 
and the other is the constantly advanc- 
ing threat of inflation that seeks to de- 
stroy the soundest defense weapon we 
have, our national economy. And yet 
we are and have been, in my judgment, 
proceeding to set up an inadequate bill 
which cannot and will not hold closed 
the mighty floodgates of destructive in- 
flation which will sweep away our free 
economy if we do not act, in the closing 
hours of this debate, to avoid such tragic 
error. 

In my opinion, even a student of high- 
school economics realizes the fact that 
we cannot go ahead spending at the rate 
of $60,000,000,000 annually for necessary 
defense and throw those defense dollars 
which, mind you, are nonproductive dol- 
lars, into the economic stream without 
bringing on very serious risk of devas- 
tating inflation. We will be swamped 
by the unrestrained tide of inflation if 
we do not place sensible controls on 
the selfish interests who wish to con- 
tinue to advantageously engage in a free- 
for-all abnormal profit fight. 

In my actions on the amendments we 
have considered, I have had but one 
thought in mind and that is to promote 
a general sharing of and equality in the 
sacrifices that must be made by all of 
us. As you all know, the various econ- 
omy pressure groups, with particular 
interests at stake, have each had their 
persuasive and appealing spokesmen ap- 
pear before our congressional commit- 
tees in pursuit of special favorable 
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treatment. The average workingman 
and housewife have been unable to come 
before our committees because they are 
not subsidized and they must stay on 
their daily job trying to earn a frugal 
living and take care of their children. 
However, it is our duty to recognize and 
heed their unspoken testimony. They 
do not ask for special favorable treat- 
ment, but only for the adherence to our 
traditional principle of equality of 
sacrifice. 

I say it is about time that the interest 
of the consumers, of the American peo- 
ple generally, is considered ahead of the 
special interests who hope to gain ex- 
travagant profit from inflation at the 
public’s expense. The consumers have 
no lobby and no lobbyists. They have 
not been able to send counsel to speak 
before us ‘vith prepared statements. 
They have no one to plead their cause 
save we ourselves who have been sent 
here to represent them. We must not 
fail them and thus be derelict in our 
duty. 

In my judgment, it would be cruel 
recklessness on our part to move into 
the crucial period that lies ahead with- 
cut a firm, effective, and well-adminis- 
tered check on prices and wages, which 
are the parts of our economic system 
that fundamentally affect the consumer. 

It has been stated and repeated on this 
fioor that direct controls prevent the 
greater production that we all agree 
must be the ultimate solution to infla- 
tion. The facts do not bear out this ar- 
gument. In 1943, at a time when full 
price and wage controls were in effect, 
industrial production in this country 
reached a level higher than at any time 
before or since. That, of course, did not 
happen because we had controls; but 
we should particularly note that controls 
did not prevent it. 

None of us like controls. We all know 
that the things that have made Amer- 
ica great are brains, initiative, determi- 
nation and industrial technical skill, all 
of which operate best when they are free 
and have the maximum incentive. 

However, we cannot operate our econ- 
omy if the value of the dollar is per- 
mitted to depreciate because of the ab- 
normalities which result when so great 
a proportion of our total production is 
removed from the ordinary consumer 
markets. In these days we must take 
every precaution to insure that our dol- 
lar remains as staple as we can hold it, 
so that our taxes will not rise out of 
sight, so that the business structure will 
not be distorted, so that our working 
people will not be caught in a whirlpool 
of rising prices which wages could never 
catch, so that our white-collar workers 
and older people and others living on 
fixed incomes will not be cruelly crushed 
in the closing vise of needlessly higher 
and higher prices. 

I am fully aware and ordinarily would 
agree with the simple statement that 
the way to keep prices down is by greater 
and greater production. In normal 
times, this is, of course, very true. 
However, let me emphasize again that I 
have personally not yet encountered 
any individual naive enough to declare 
these are normal times. We have al- 
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ready passed the largest tax bill in our 
history; we are faced with a huge 
national debt; we are engaged in build- 
ing up a tremendous armament and 
personnel mobilization program; we are 
fighting a real and vicious war in Korea 
and American men are dying there; we 
are endeavoring to thwart the Com- 
munist Russian objective to enslave the 
world by uniting the remaining free 
Christian democracies with ourselves as 
allies; we are calling young men and 
young women and fathers of families to 

„serve in our fighting forces. Will any- 
one dare say these things are evidences 
of our normal life? I think not. 

It is true that we are presently con- 
sulting with Communist aggressor rep- 
resentatives in Korea in negotiation of 
a truce which, I pray God, will result in 
the cessation of fighting. However, if 
we should permit that possibility to in- 
terfere with our purpose of preserving 
the economic stability of this country, I 
deeply believe it would be a fatal 
mistake. 

Certainly we have had enough ex- 
perience with the treacherous conduct 
and dishonest dealing of the Communist 
dictators. It is a significant warning 
that the proffer of peace talks in Korea 
originally came from the Russian leaders 
and occurs at a time when the Congress 
is debating this economy-preserving leg- 
islation. Let me remind you of the past 
statements of Mr. Stalin himself when, 
in effect, he said he was counting more 
on the economic collapse of America than 
the possibility of imposing Russian mili- 
tary subjugation by force of arms. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no wish to trans- 
gress further on the time and temper of 
the Members of this body. I realize the 
debate has been long, arduous, and sin- 
cere and a great many conscientious 
Members of this House are beset with 
grave uncertainty. I am, myself, far 
from happy at being forced to vote for 
this bill and having no bill at all. The 
passage of this pending bill, with its 
many inadequacies and shortcomings 
will represent a compromise with the de- 
mands of reality which I most deeply. 
regret. I shall vote for it only with the 
hope and thought that by preserving the 
framework of a Defense Production Act 
we will retain the opportunity of 
strengthening its weaknesses and cor- 
recting its laxities when they surely will 
arise. 

I earnestly pray that when that time 
comes the majority of my colleagues will 
unite, in a fresh outlook, to give the 
American people defense-production leg- 
islation embodying the traditional prin- 
ciple of equality of sacrifice upon which 
our beloved Nation was founded. Any- 
thing less than that repudiates the idea 
that we are true representatives of our 
people. 

Mr, KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I of- 
fer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. KENNEDY: On 
page 23, after line 22, add a new subsection 
to read as follows: 

“(f) Paragraph (v) of subsection (e) of 
section 402 of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 is amended by adding after the 
words ‘rates charged by any common car- 
rier or other public utility’ the words ‘whose 
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proposed increase in any rate or charge is 
subject to control by a Federal, State, mu- 
nicipal, or other public regulatory authority, 
exercising jurisdiction to approve or dis- 
approve proposed increases in such rates 
or charges'.“ 


Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, sec- 
tion 402 (e) (v) of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 states: 


The authority conferred by this title shall 
not be exercised with respect to the follow- 


Rates charged by any common carrier or 
other public utility. 


The reason that common carriers or 
public utilities were exempted from the 
provision of this act was it was felt that 
any increase in their rates would be reg- 
ulated in one way or the other by a Fed- 
eral agency, a State agency, or a local 
agency. 

In the hearings before the Joint Com- 
mittee on Defense Production on March 
2, 1951, the chairman asked a question 
which is evidence of this: 

What about utilities? Are the State com- 
missions doing a job on that? Have you 
checked into it? 

Answer: We left it for the States, because 
we thought that the State utility comunis- 
sions would perhaps do a little pit more 
about it than someone here in Washing- 
ton, because he would be familiar with his 
own section and might not be familiar with 
a section in a far-distant State. 


Contrary, however, to popular notion, 
a large area of carriers and public util- 
ity rates is not now regulated by any 
public body. 

For example, in most States rates of 
trucks hauling agricultural commodi- 
ties are not regulated. Leaving those 
unregulated widens the spread between 
the consumer and the farmer. Truck 
rates are not regulated in three States. 
Electric utility rates are not regulated 
in six States. Gas companies in six. 
Telephone companies in three States, 
and water companies in seven. Only 12 
States regulate rates of publicly-owned 
electrical utilities. 

And there are many broad exemptions 
in the regulation of utilities. 

My amendment would provide that in 


. those areas where public utility or com- 


mon carriers are regulated by either the 
Federal, State, or local bodies, then the 
exemption carried in the act of 1950 
would be continued. But where com- 
mon carriers or public utilities are not 
regulated by either Federal, local, or 
State agencies then any raise in their 
rates would be under the control of the 
Price Administrator. I cannot see how 
the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency can oppose this. In other words, 
it continues the intent of the 1950 act, 
but it tightens up the regulation. I think 
it would mean a great deal in control- 
ling the increase in prices of any com- 
mon carriers or utilities not under the 
jurisdiction of either a Federal, local, 
or State body. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN- 
NEDY]. 8 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word, and I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
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my remarks, as well as all of the re- 
marks I have made today in Committee 
of the Whole. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
taking this time because between now 
and the time of the roll calls, the Mem- 
bers will have an opportunity to give 
some thought to some of the things that 
have been done, and may want to change 
their votes when they come to the roll 
calls on the adoption of these amend- 
ments. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. Yes, I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Would you care to 
predict when those roll calls will be held? 

Mr. MULTER. Iam sure they will be 
before the expiration of this session of 
Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, much has been said 
during the course of the debate, and I 
suppose much more will be said before 
the debate concludes, about the Kunkel 
amendment and how good it was and 
who wanted it. Now, let us get the facts 
clearly in the RECORD. 

The Kunkel bill was not a control bill 
except in name. It offered no provisions 
for control on commodity speculation. 
It offered no controls for credit of any 
kind, other than consumer credit. It 
offered no controls of retail prices. It 
specifically applied only to ceiling prices 
on wholesale prices. It had no control 
on agricultural commodities. It had no 
rationing, except for Government pro- 
curement. 

Let me recall to you that during the 
course of the reading of the bill under 
the 5-minute rule last year, the Com- 
mittee rose, and the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee went back into execu- 
tive session, and we then brought before 
you a bill which became the Defense 
Production Act, which is existing law. 
It was offered to you by your Committee 
on Banking and Currency almost unani- 
mously, as a bipartisan measure. The 
vote in committee was 21 to 1. You 
adopted that bill and enacted it into 
law by a vote of 393 to 3. One of the 
provisions which the Democrats accepted 
was the Republican idea, which was 
born in the other House, of voluntary 
controls. We provided that before you 
could have any positive controls imposed 
by law, you had to go through a period of 
voluntary controls, asking industry, 
farmers, and others throughout the 
country not to raise prices, not to raise 
wages. If you will recall, immediately 
after the enactment of the law, prices 
began to level off, and many prices 
dropped. It was not until we got into 
the period of voluntary controls in 
December 1950 or January 1951 that 
prices began to run away again. When 
voluntary controls proved abortive, then 
the administration imposed controls un- 
der the law that we gave to the admin- 
istration as a bipartisan measure. Now 
that those controls are beginning to have 
some effect on inflation, beginning to 
have some effect on the cost of living 
and on the cost of Government procure- 
ment, every segment of the economy of 
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this country is coming in here asking for 
exemptions for themselves. 

Then, we had the spectacle a few min- 
utes ago of having an amendment agreed 
to by which we pretended to impose con- 
trols across the board on everybody ex- 
cept the farmers and on everything ex- 
cept agricultural products. Then, im- 
mediately after that, we adopted another 
amendment by which we exempted 
strategic materials. In other words, you 
said on everything in long supply we 
need no ceiling prices and on everything 
in short supply we need no ceiling prices. . 

I ám taking this time to call the at- 
tention, not only of the Members of Con- 
gress but of the American public to this 
situation, so that they can wake up and 
know that unless this Congress wakes up 
we will have a Defense Production Act 
without any defense and without any 
production, We will have a control bill 
with no controls. 

To those who have been screaming 
throughout this debate that you gave 
the President and the Democratic ad- 
ministration a good control law last Sep- 
tember and that they have let prices 
run away and get out of hand without 
resorting to the instrumentality of that 
law, I repeat that the President and 
the Democratic administration acted 
prompily and precisely in accordance 
with the directives of the Congress. 

The historical record absolutely re- 
futes any charge that the present diffi- 
culties in price and wage stabilization 
represent administrative negligence dur- 
ing 1950. 

First. The greater part of the price 
increases between June 24, 1950, and 
June 30, 1951, took place before Sep- 
tember 8, 1950, while Congress was de- 
liberating. 

Here is the record for the two most 
important price indexes: 

DAILY SPOT MARKET Price INDEX (28 Com- 
MODITIES): AuGcust 1939=100 

June 23, 1950: 264. 

September 8, 1950: 329.6 (plus 25 percent). 

June 30, 1951: 343.7 (plus additional 4 per- 
cent). 

WEEKLY WHOLESALE PRICE INDEX (1926=100) 

June 27, 1950: 157.4. 

September 12, 1950: 169.7 (plus 8 percent}. 

July 3, 1951: 180.5 (plus additional 6 per- 
cent). 


Second. There was comparative sof- 
tening in the period of military successes 
between September 8—November 30, 
1950. Notwithstanding the appearance 
of some Chinese Communist soldiers in 
the field, the U. N. military successes 
continued until November 25, 1950, when 
the papers carried the story, “Home by 
Christmas.” Not until November 28, 
1950, did General MacArthur announce 
the massive Chinese intervention with 
the phrase, “We now know we are fac- 
ing a new war.” The September-No- 
vember picture of quick military success 
was accompanied by comparative price 
softness. 

The spot market index actually went 
down from September 8—329.6—to Sep- 
tember 29—323.1—and even on Novem- 
ber 23—343.1—showed only an increase 
of 4 percent for the 2 months. We are 
now—343.7—at the same spot price level 
as late November. 
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As for the wholesale price index, again 
the figures went down from September 
12, 1950—169.7—to October 17—168.9. 
The figure for November 28, 1950— 
172.6—showed less than 2 percent in- 
crease over the September figure. 

Third. The critical period of Decem- 
ber—January was taken up with the 
voluntary program required by the act. 

The Defense Production Act of 1950 
itself required that a voluntary pro- 
gram be tried first. Section 402 (b) (1) 
provides for compulsory controls only 
“to the extent that the objectives of this 
title cannot be attained by action under 
subsection (a) —the voluntary action 
provision. 

Early in December, Ford and GM an- 
nounced price increases. On December 
7, ESA requested that these be re- 
scinded. They refused. On December 
18, ESA issued its first ceiling—cancel- 
ing those increase. 

On December 19, 1950 ESA issued a 
general voluntary appeal to exercise re- 
straint. The 5 weeks proved that the 
voluntary program did not work. But 
it had to be tried. On January 26, 1951 
the price and wage freeze orders were 
signed. 

Fourth. The President had difficulty 
in staffing. The President waited for a 
month—but a month of general soften- 
ing in prices—before naming an Eco- 
nomic Stabilization Administrator in 
October. It was not until December 12, 
1950 that he could appoint a capable Di- 
rector of Price Stabilization. 

There were difficulties in staffing 
throughout ESA—at least until after the 
Chinese intervention at the end of No- 
vember. 

No one will say that what the Presi- © 
dent and his staff did was perfect. But 
the wonder is that they did as much as 
they did, and as quickly as they did, in 
the period since September 8, 1950, 
rather than the converse. 

Fifth. Even if the executive officials 
were a little slow in the December—Jan- 
uary period, that is no reason to punish 
the consumers and the general public 
for their mistakes and to burden the 
defense program with heavy additional 
costs that can still be avoided. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. MULTER], 
has expired. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Byrnes of Wis- 
consin: On page 23, between lines 22 and 
23 insert the following new subsection: 

“Section 402 of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

%) In establishing or maintaining maxi- 
mum prices under this act or otherwise in 
the case of collect-on-delivery sales of any 
commodity where under established prac- 
tices of the seller a uniform charge is added 
to the price to cover carrying costs, an in- 
crease in maximum prices shall be allowed 
equivalent to any increase in such costs here- 
tofore or hereafter resulting from increased 
postal rates or charges'.“ 


Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I think the amendment 
speaks for itself, and I certainly am not 
going to take the full time to which I 
am entitled. All that it does is to state 
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that where a ceiling price is established 
on a commodity that is sold generally 
on a collect-on-delivery sale basis, in 
other words, a c. o. d. mail-order com- 
modity, that if the postal rates can be, 
or the c. o. d. rates can be increased the 
seller be not required to absorb that 
particular increase. 

It is necessary because for one thing 
we do have pending an order that will 
become effective in October relative to 
an increase in parcel-post rates. We 
also have pending in the committees of 
the Congress in the House and the Sen- 
ate postal increase measures. I should 
apologize, I suppose, for even taking the 
time of the House to consider such an 
amendment. It is, however, necessary 
in a legislative way, because it became 
necessary during the OPA days. At that 
time, in 1945, we had to enact this pro- 
vision into law in order to prevent this 
unfairness and absorption; and as a 
result of that act, Chester Bowles, the 
then Administrator, issued supplemental 
order 117 on July 4, 1945. 

I certainly do not imagine that the 
committee will have any objection or 
would even expect that in this instance 
the increase in postal rates should be 
added to the ceiling price. 

I think the matter should be taken 
care of administratively, but, as I say, 
such a provision was found necessary 
during the operation of the last act. A 
letter from Mr. DiSalle in reply to an in- 
quiry as to what they would do in con- 
nection with such an increase is so 
ambiguous that nobody can learn from 
it what would be done in the matter of 
a postal increase. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, in view 
of the adoption of the previous amend- 
ment, I ask for a vote on this amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HERLONG. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. HERLONG: On 
page 14, after line 21, insert the following 
amendment to subsection (c) of section 402: 

“(I) In the third sentence, following the 
colon, the word ‘and’ is inserted in place 
of the comma appearing after the word 
‘fluctuations’ and all of the language suc- 
ceeding the word ‘transportation’ is deleted. 

(II) After the third sentence as thus 
amended, insert the following additional 
sentence: 

uin determining and adjusting such ceil- 
ing prices, the President may also consider 
general increases or decreases in profits 
earned subsequent to June 24, 1950, by sell- 
ers of a material or persons performing a 
service: Provided, That no decrease of ceil- 
ing prices shall be effected and no in- 
crease of ceiling prices denied on the sole 
basis of the comparative profits earned by 
sellers of a material or persons performing a 
service prior to and subsequent to June 24, 
1950: And provided further, That no adjust- 
ment of ceiling prices for any material or 
service shall be denied upon the sole basis 
of the profits earned by the same seller from 
sales of other materials or services’.” 


Mr. HERLONG. Mr. Chairman, we 
have been here a long time, everyone is 
tired and I know that tempers have been 
a little strained, so I shall not take much 


tention, I thought. 
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of your time in discussing this amend- 
ment. I think that the easiest way to 
explain it would be first to read that 
section of existing law which I seek to 
amend. It states in section 402 (c) of 
Public Law 774 as follows: 

In determining and adjusting ceilings on 
prices with respect to materials and serv- 
ices, he (the President) shall give due con- 
sideration to such relevant factors as he may 
determine to be of general applicability in 
respect of such material or service, including 
the following: Speculative fluctuations, gen- 
eral increases or decreases in cost of pro- 
duction, distribution, and transportation, 
and general increases or decreases in profits 
earned by sellers of the material or by per- 
sons performing the service, subsequent to 
June 24, 1950. 


You will see that one can easily get the 
impression—I got the impression from 
reading it—that what we meant to do 
was to provide that all of these criteria 
would be taken into consideration by 
the President in fixing and adjusting 
ceiling prices of materials and services. 
That was our purpose, that was our in- 
However, the Eco- 
nomic Stabilization Director apparently 
thought otherwise, because he has is- 
sued an order in which he says that in- 
creases and decreases in profits alone 
shall be the sole yardstick by which they 
are going to adjust and determine ceil- 
ing prices. I say that if all of these fac- 
tors were taken into consideration we 
would have no quarrel. 

All I am asking by my amendment is 
that we recognize the fact that increase 
or decrease in profits should be taken 
into consideration, but they should not 
be the sole consideration in the setting 
of these prices. By increase and de- 
crease in profits, I mean industry-wide 
profits. We certainly recognize the fact 
that price control cannot be successful 
without some attention being paid to 
profits. = 

The amendment I have proposed rec- 
ognizes that point but to set industry- 
wide profits as the sole and primary base 
for price control is certainly not a sound 
administrative principle. Here is what 
may result from that system. The small- 
business man whose profits and losses 
are much more sensitive to local market 
conditions than the large business is de- 
nied consideration for relief if the profits 
of his industry as a whole exceed this 
arbitrary percentage figure. I say that 
any attempt to stabilize prices on an in- 
dustry-wide basis by reference to indus- 
try-wide level of profits fails to recog- 
nize that the average profits earned in 
an industry bears no relationship to 
those earned by the individual producer 
or distributor. 

Another thing this attempt by the 
Economic Stabilization Director seems to 
do is this: It does not take into consid- 
eration the fact that no item can or will 
be produced at a loss, and if relief is de- 
nied to the producer of one particular 
item because he is producing something 
else at a profit, that item which he pro- 
duces at a loss will certainly disappear 
from the market. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HERLONG. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 
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Mr. COOLEY, Do I understand that 
under the law as it now exists that it 
fixes only industry-wide margins of profit 
and ceilings? 

Mr. HERLONG. That is right. 

Mr. COOLEY. What the gentleman 
proposes to do is to permit a different 
ceiling for high cost producers within the 
industry? 

Mr. HERLONG. That is correct. It 
does not change the ceiling. I just ask 
that they give consideration to these fac- 
tors; that if the cost of production goes 
up, give consideration to that and not 
profit alone. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman con- 
tends that unless they do that, that the 
most efficient producers might put the 
high cost producers entirely out of busi- 
ness. 

Mr. HERLONG. That is true. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HERLONG. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Arkansas. 

Mr. HARRIS. I think I understand 
perfectly well what the gentleman in- 
tends here but the thing that disturbs me 
is the fact that the Committee a few 
minutes ago adopted the so-called Davis 
amendment which puts a freeze on every- 
thing as of July 7. Now it seems to me 
that that is going entirely contrary to 
what the Committee did with reference 
to that action. 

Mr, HERLONG. If I understood the 
Davis amendment correctly, we still 
have to go on and perfect this bill, be- 
cause we simply freeze everything for the 
fourth months’ period under it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Florida [Mr. HERLONG]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. HOFFMAN of 
Michigan: Page 23, after line 22, insert the 
following: “Nothing contained in title 4 of 
the Defense Production Act of 1950 shall pro- 
hibit, nor shall any rule, regulation or direc- 
tive issued by, or under, the authority of 
this act, prohibit any individual from raising, 
fattening or slaughtering any livestock, hogs 
or poultry owned by him when the same is 
to be used as food by him, the immediate 
members of his family, his children, grand- 
children and great-grandchildren.” 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, this is not as funny an 
amendment as some Members seem to 
think—apparently because the word 
“great-grandchildren” is used. I know 
the women are more interested in this 
amendment than are the men. It is the 
women, the mothers and wives, who 
provide the cannon fodder for the wars 
of the internationalists, wars which are 
not our wars. The mothers and the 
wives who weep and pray while their 
men fight and die on foreign soil to 
make good the investments and ambi- 
tions of sometimes well-meaning but 
foolish people. This is an amendment 
offered in good faith and perhaps from 
a selfish standpoint; growing out of it 
might be said to be to a certain extent a 
personal experience, but my experience 
was no different than that of millions of 
others. But it is also offered with the 
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thought that perhaps we should give 
some consideration to the idea that if a 
man owns something, as long as he does 
not use it to the detriment of the people 
as a whole he ought to be permitted to 
use his own property in his own way. 

Under the OPA, the way it was inter- 
preted and administered in the last war 
the owner of livestock was prohibited by 
an administrative ruling from eating or 
permitting the wife or children of a son 
who was in the Armed Services from 
using that meat on their own table. 
I happened to own a farm, and I hap- 
pened to own a steer, not like these 
Southern gentlemen who have herds of 
hundreds of thousands, but just one 
steer. The steer was my steer. I bought 
him, paid for him, but did not personally 
feed and water him. I paid a man to do 
that for me. 

I also was fortunate enough to have a 
son. He had a wife and two children. 
He was a professional man. He was 40 
years of age. He was not subject to the 
draft, but he enlisted in the Navy be- 
cause, as he said to me, he wanted to 
fight the Japs so his sons would not 
have to fight the Japs later. That, he 
thought, was a good idea, but it did not 
work out that way. The sons may still 
have to fight, perhaps not the Japs but 
their neighbors, the Chinese. My son’s 
boys are at the present time under mili- 
tary training. å 

After this son had entered the service 
and his business had ended, the wife 
and the children were not as well fixed 
financially as they might have been, and 
the granddad, owning a steer, thought 
that he would have that steer killed, put 
in the food locker, and turn it over to the 
daughter-in-law and the grandsons be- 
cause meat under price control was 
Scarce and costly. The granddad 
thought that the boy being away, and 
he was away almost 3 years, he would 
feel better, his morale would be better, if 
he knew that the wife and boys had 
plenty to eat and had now and then a 
little meat same as when he was home, 
You know a man in the service some- 
times thinks of home and wife and chil- 
dren; he makes a better fighting man if 
he knows the wife and boys at home are 
comfortable and well provided for. 

The Administrator told me, “You can- 
not do that. You have no right to 
slaughter that steer and eat it yourself 
or give it to your daughter-in-law and 
her children, even though husband and 
father are fighting for their country, If 
you do, I am going to have you arrested, 
and I will have you prosecuted.” That 
is what he said—that was his written 
statement. That was the ruling of the 
Administrator. I will not say what hap- 
pended—I did not got to jail. Nor was 
I prosecuted, Though the steer died 
from shock. 

Now that was all right? That was a 
laughable, funny situation, some of you 
think? But it was not so funny to the 
wife and daughter-in-law and the two 
sons. Nor was it funny to the boy in the 
service. In fact, it was not funny to any 
of them because they were hard up, and 
if they had not had a granddad, or a 
father-in-law around somewhere they 
might have been on relief while the hus- 
band and father was serving in the 
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armed services for the preservation of his 
country or at least so he had been told. 
That situation was nothing unusual. 
There are probably millions of people in 
this country who were confronted by 
similar circumstances during the last 
war when we had the OPA, and prob- 
ably millions of people will during this 
war, if it keeps on, be in just that absurd 
distressing situation—the men away in 
service abroad, the women and children 
in need, pushed around by some stay-at- 
home administrator. In fact, our files 
already show many cases of dire hard- 
ship growing out of arbitrary, cruel ac- 
tions and regulations. My good friend 
from Detroit and those who are afraid 
of a horsemeat diet are not only going 
to eat horsemeat, but perhaps they may 
be eating woodchucks, coon, possum, 
muskrat, turtles, and so on. They are 
all on the market down here, and have 
been for a long, long time. In Detroit at 
that same time the situation to which 
I have referred existed; the situation 
there was just a little different. There 
was a Federal judge in Detroit who also 
had a farm. He had two hogs. This is 
all to be found in the press of those days. 
He was going to butcher them for his 
family’s use. But publicity was given his 
case. The OPA said “No” and the judge 
did not butcher the hogs and eat them; 
he either turned them back to the farm 
or sold them on the market. Now, do you 
see where we get with this type of legis- 
lation? Under it you cannot even feed 
yourself, your wife, the wife or children 
of your soldier son with your own stock, 
because you did not carry the hay and 
the grain out to it. Let me state that 
again. Under this bill as interpreted 
and administered during the previous 
war, though you own livestock or poul- 
try, neither you, your family, your own 
son, nor your own grandchildren can eat 
it even when their father is off fighting 
for his country or in a war being carried 
on, on the orders of the President and at 
the request of the U. N. because of a rule 
or regulation promulgated under a law 
such as here proposed. Is that not an 
absurdity? And do you want to know 
why I put in great-grandchildren? Be- 
cause another of my grandsons is in the 
Navy, and yesterday he left his ship and 
came through Washington and drove on 
up home on a 10-day leave? What for? 
To see his wife. In the natural course of 
events I hope and expect to be a great- 
grandfather—I do. And while that 
grandson is serving on a carrier across 
the seas I do not want him to be worry- 
ing over the thought that his wife and 
daughter or son may not be able to get 
sufficient food—meat—because the Con- 
gress has passed a law which some bu- 
reaucrat may administer in such a way 
that hardship will come to his family, 

You are having a lot of fun out of this, 
at least your laughter so indicates, but 
our men in Korea are not laughing. Nor 
was it funny at all to any of us when it 
happened. Nor is the present situation 
funny to the wives and children of to- 
day whose husbands and fathers are in 
Korea, Europe, or away from home. I 
want to appeal to you women whose sons 
and grandsons may be going off to war. 

Permit me to appeal to you to consider 
carefully proposed legislation which will 
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again make it possible for some adminis- 
trator with arbitrary power to take from 
the wives, mothers, and children who are 
left without adequate support here at 
home the necessities of life. 

Yes, I know a young lady—no more 
than 40 years of age—and lo and behold 
she is going to become a grandmother 
pretty soon. She is quite interested in 
this proposed legislation—she is wonder- 
ing whether when her daughter's hus- 
band is taken and her daughter again 
becomes the other member of her family, 
a relative who has a farm, some live- 
stock, and a hog or two, will be permitted 
to give her a rump roast or a side of salt 
pork, a slab of bacon, without having a 
Snooper breathing down her neck. What 
are we thinking of? How far are we go- 
ing? Why do we not write into these 
laws something that will protect the peo- 
ple who are furnishing the sons to fight 
the wars? Why fight a war for the free- 
dom of people who will not fight for 
their own freedom when by doing so we 
lose our own freedom? 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. : 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Mitts, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H. R. 3871) to amend the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950, and for other pur- 
poses, had come to no resolution thereon, 


MRS. SYLVIA LAQUIDARA 


Mr. BYRNE of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker's desk the bill H. R, 671, an 
act for the relief of Mrs. Sylvia Laqui- 
dara, with a Senate amendment, and 
agree to the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 
as follows: 


Page 1, line 6, strike out “$1,130.50” and in- 
sert 8519.50.“ 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table, 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


_ Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR., asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House today for 5 minutes, following the 
legislative business of the day and any 
other special orders heretofore entered. 

Mr. BUSBEY asked and was given per- 
mission to address the House today for 
15 minutes, following the legislative busi- 
ness of the day and any other special 
orders heretofore entered. 


HARRISON PARKMAN 


Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? : 

There was no objection, 
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Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
it is with regret and sorrow I announce 
to the House the untimely passing of 
Harrison Parkman, who, since 1933, has 
been purchasing agent for the Post Of- 
fice Department. In this capacity he 
served his Government and the public 
faithfully and well. He contributed in a 
large measure to the accomplishment of 
the mission of the postal service. 

Mr. Parkman, although born in Phila- 
delphia, Pa., lived most all of his life in 
Emporia, Kans., where he was held in 
high esteem by his neighbors and his 
many friends. Mr. Parkman, together 
with his wife, took an active part in the 
civic and other organizations that con- 
tributed to the benefit of the community. 
Mr. Parkman was postmaster at Em- 
poria, Kans., during the Wilson admin- 
istration. He and Mrs. Parkman were 
editors of the Emporia Times for a num- 
ber of years, during which time they 
built a reputation of fairness in editorial 
policy and evidenced a keen insight into 
local and national affairs. 

Kansas and the Nation mourn the 
passing of this outstanding citizen, who 
in his lifetime set an example of honesty, 
integrity, and justice in public service. 

He is survived by his wife, Mrs. Mary 
Parkman, to whom we extend our deep- 
est sympathy. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. CANFIELD asked and was given 
permission to address the House today 
for 5 minutes, following the legislative 
business of the day and any other special 
orders heretofore entered. 


FIRST ANNUAL REPORT OF THE CIVIL 
SERVICE COMMISSION (H. DOC. NO. 195) 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the Presi- 
dent of the United States, which was 
read by the Clerk, and, together with the 
accompanying papers, referred to the 
Comunittee on Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice and ordered printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

Pursuant to the provisions of section 
1102 of the Classification Act of 1949, I 
am transmitting herewith the first an- 
nual report of the Civil Service Commis- 
sion under the act, and submitting my 
recommendations based upon the report 
of the Commission, 

The Civil Service Commission makes 
the following recommendations: 

(a) To exempt certain trades, crafts, 
and laboring positions from the Classifi- 
cation Act and to base their pay rates on 
the prevailing rates in local communities, 

(b) To authorize the Commission, un- 
der certain conditions, to permit initial 
appointments at a pay step above the 
minimum rate of the grade. 

(c) To authorize the President to in- 
crease the number of positions in grades 
GS-16, GS-17, and GS-18. 

(d) To assure that downward reclassi- 
fication of a position will not reduce the 
salary of an incumbent employee. 

With regard to the first two of the 
above-listed recommendations of the 
Civil Service Commission, it is my opin- 
ion that they are sound in theory and 
worthy of careful consideration. Since 
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the time of the initial formulation of the 
recommendations, however, the eco- 
nomic-contro! program enacted by the 
Congress has developed to the point 
where new considerations are imposed. 
Accordingly, these recommendations 
have been under study by the Wage Sta- 
bilization Board to determine the in- 
flationary impact, if any, which may be 
involved. It is recommended, therefore, 
that action on these proposals be held in 
abeyance until the completion of these 
studies, whereupon specific legislative 
measures will be recommended to the 
Congress. 

The question of increasing the number 
of authorized positions in grades GS-16, 
GS-17, and GS-18 is the subject of a 
general review now being conducted by 
the Civil Service Commission and the 
Bureau of Budget pursuant to my di- 
rective of April 12, 1951. It is contem- 
plated that this review will result in the 
formulation of a legislative proposal 
which will combine existing authorities 
for such grades into a single statute and 
which will provide at the same time for 
an orderly, systematic, and economical 
control over the number of such grades. 

The fourth listed recommendation of 
the Civil Service Commission has my 
concurrence. 

With reference to the general level of 
compensation under the schedules of the 
Classification Act of 1949, I have recom- 
mended to the Civil Service Committees 
of the Senate and the House of Repre- 
sentatives early and favorable action on 
pending measures to increase such 
schedules by approximately 7 percent. 
I desire to emphasize the great impor- 
tance to the defense program of the early 
enactment of this legislation. 

The report of the Civil Service Com- 
mission transmitted herewith reflects a 
year of constructive development in the 
field of public personnel administration, 
The Congress and the Civil Service Com- 
mission are to be congratulated upon this 
substantial progress. 

Harry S. TRUMAN. 

Tue WHITE HOUSE, July 19, 1951. 


SPECIAL ORDER 


The SPEAKER. Under the previous 
order of the House the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Horrman], is recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, a number of other Members 
have special orders and they have asked 
if I would object to their preceding me. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the other Members who have special 
orders may precede me. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. Under the previous 
order of the House the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. HucH D. Scorr, JR.] 
is recognized for 10 minutes. 


THE B-36 PROGRAM 


Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and to include extraneous 
matter. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. Mr. 
Speaker, I have sent over to the docu- 
ment room for various public docu- 
ments because in view of the furore over 
the B-36 program I thought I would try 
to find out for myself how much of the 
information has been published hereto- 
fore and how much is classified, if any. 
I find that a surprising amount of in- 
formation has been long since made 
available to the American public and to 
the press. This, of course, does not in- 
clude the fact that virtually all of our 
secrets including our Navy and our pro- 
curement program have already been 
delivered to the Russians, thanks not 
only to our own spies, the spies of the 
enemy, but to the two British diplomats 
who disappeared behind the iron curtain 
being in full possession of this same in- 
formation. 

I found through my search that the 
hearings before the Committee on the 
Armed Services on House Resolution 234 
in August and October of 1949 give vir- 
tually complete details on the number of 
B-36’s in existence and then being manu- 
factured which were to be delivered in 
1950 and 1951. As General Vandenberg 
had previously testified, the United 
States has a shoestring air force. 

Full information as to just exactly 
what the United States has as to the 
B-36 program can be found in the hear- 
ings referred to in 1949, and if anyone 
will take the time to read the hearings, 
he will discover that the information has 
been available in documents and all one 
has to do is to take a piece of paper and 
pencil and he will soon find out how 
many B-36’s we had in 1949, how many 
were to be delivered in 1950 and 1951 
and the number we were scheduled to 
have. 

In addition one is provided in these 
hearings with full information regard- 
ing the program of modernizing the 
B-36’s. 

Mr. Symington testifying on the 
B-36’s disclosed at page 208 of the pub- 
lic hearings that during the fiscal years 
1949, 1950, and 1951, the procurement 
program for the Air Force provides for 
5,309 planes. “Of these 5,309 planes only 
154 or 2.9 percent are B-36's.” 

On pages 455, 456, and 457 of the 
printed hearings, charts were put in the 
record, and these charts, beginning on 
page 455, are included at the end of 
my statement. These charts put into 
the record by Lt. Gen. Edwin W. Rawl- 
ings, United States Air Force, were re- 
ferred to at the conclusion of his testi- 
mony when he said: 

I would like to put into the record charts 
to which I have referred. 


These charts disclose complete in- 
formation regarding the B-36 program, 
including the number of original B-36’s, 
the number to be modernized, the num- 
ber to be procured and the total cost of 
the program as well as the unit cost. 

Mr. Marx Leva, special assistant to 
the Secretary of Defense, followed Lieu- 
tenant General Rawlings as a witness 
and his testimony appears on pages 457 
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to 475, inclusive, of the printed hear- 
ings. On page 464 Mr. Leva discusses 
in detail the modification of the B-36 
program. He states the number of 
B-36's to be acquired and the number 
to be modernized. 

He referred to the proposal to modify 
and convert 94 B-36’s already procured 
or on order. He referred to the request 
for $172,000,000 for an aditional 39 
B-36’s and to $182,000,000 for modifica- 
tion and conversion of B-36’s already 
on order. 

Simple addition will reveal that this 
refers to 133 bombers. 

Now, these bombers, it is to be re- 
membered, were the 1949 bombers, the 
1950 and those to be completed during 
the rest of this year; therefore, any 
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testimony as to the exact number of 
bombers on hand could readily have been 
inferred from this and from other testi- 
mony to which I will make reference. 

In addition to that, information may 
be found in House Document No. 600 
entitled “Unification and Strategy,” with 
particular reference to page 33, and in 
House Report No. 1470. Investigation of 
the B-36 bomber program, pages 8 to 13, 
inclusive. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no mystery as 
to the number of B-36 bombers now 
available to the United States. A simple 
investigation of public documents would 
have given all the information needed. 

(The charts referred to are as fol- 
lows:) 


B-36 program 
FLYWAY COSTS—CERTIFICATION ESTIMATES 


8 95 B-36 (fiscal year 1942-47 funds) 
1948 supplemental) funds. 
Subtotal for 95 B-36. 


$205, 367, 780 


t modification from fiscal year 1949 (fiscal year 


FFF. OE RC betas LEMIRE A 241, 834, 318 


75 B-36 from fiscal year 1949 (fiscal year 1948 supple- 
h 


Unit cost 


$105, 769, 954 
49, 846, 500 
155, 616, 454 
131, 883, 000 


$311, 137, 734 
86, 313, 038 
397, 450, 772 
248, 973, 000 
646, 423, 772 


36, 466, 538 


117, 090, 000 


PROGRAM COSTS—CERTIFICATION ESTIMATES 


Original 95 B-36, fiscal year 1942-47 funds 


5 for 95 
mental) ſunds 


Subsequent modification from fiscal year 1946 (fiscal 
year 1948 supplemental) funds_........-...-...-.-..... 


B-36. 
75 B-36 from fiscal year 1949 (fiscal year 1948 supple- 


396, 831, 059 


266, 791, 859 
130, 039, 200 


Senior officers’ board, January 1949, certification, estimates, summary of models canceled 
from fiscal year 1949 program 


Model 


B-45 (North American) 
F-%3 = 


North Ami 
C-125 (Northrop) 
YT-32 


RB L 
Unallocated G. F. P. 


"53, 225, 5 1,774, 018 
200 


—6, 


16, 497, 637 7, 905, 738 


} Fiscal 8 
t For 2 YF-93A prototypes. 
For 1 RB-49 prototype. 


1949 (fiscal year 1948 supplemental) funds, 
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Senior officers board, January 1949, certifica- 
tion estimates, financing of board recom- 


mendations ` 
Available from 

terminated con- 

e 8269, 761, 000 
Funds available 


from project 110 
of budget air- 
craft and related 
procurement... 35, 788, 000 


355, 549, 000 


Revised programs: 
Procurement of 
32 B-36 and 7 
172, 949, 000 


45, 853, 500 147, 848, 000 
7 B-86-B’s with 

jet pods and 

66  B-36-B’s 

with jet pods 

and K-1 bomb 
101, 994, 500 


14, 637, 000 
16 B-45's with : 
high altitude 
tow target... 
14 B-54's with 
K-1 bombing 


1,600,000 34, 752, 000 


13, 307, 000 
Installation of R- 
4360-20 engines 
in 28 C-124’s___ 5, 208, 000 


355, 549, 000 


Senior officers’ board, March 1949, certifica- 
tion estimates, summary of models can- 
celed from fiscal year 1949 program 


B-54 and RB-54 (Boeing): 
cnet Bia ions PERE St Eo 
Original estimate for certification 
Amount reserved 
Amount reprogramed -naonnana 179, 937, 000 


Senior officers’ board, March 1949, summary 
of termination costs 


Fiscal year 1948 supplemental funds, B-54: 
Amount reserved. =~ $23, 000, 000 


Balance of reserve available f 
reprogram ing — 137, 815 


Senior officers board, March 1949, certifica- 
tion estimates, financing of board recom- 
mendations 


Available from terminated con- 


Available funds from B-50D 


and C-119B programs 61, 561, 490 
D ~ 249, 498, 490 
— —— 


Revised programs: 
Procurement of 36 B-36’s._... 177, 021, 490 


Procurement of 5 B-47’s._.... 54, 477, 000 
Procurement of special GHE 

SOS ee 5, 000, 000 
Procurement of special GHE 

40 BAM ansaa 6, 000, 000 


1951 


Summary of termination cost and losses, 
fiscal years 1947 to 1949 


Termination costs: 
First board (December 1948 
to January 1949) ---------. $16, 491, 637 
Second board (February to 


March 1949) 22, 862, 185 
Losses from fiscal year 1948 and 
prior funds: 
ou, 822, 122 
6, 526, 000 
1, 161, 928 
143,828 . 
16, 653, 878 
171717171 56, 013, 700 


The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Illi- 
nois [Mr. Bussey] is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

CHINA LOBBY 


Mr. BUSBEY. Mr. Speaker, when 
President Truman asked for an investi- 
gation of the China lobby the implica- 
tion was very clear he not only wanted 
to, but did, give the impression there 
was a vicious, wicked and very power- 
ful lobby in behalf of the Chinese Na- 
tionalists, the only group in China that 
had really been fighting communism. I 
did not believe then, and I do not be- 
lieve now, that President Truman wants 
a complete and fair investigation of all 
lobbies trying to influence legislation in 
behalf of China. 

In fact, I say without the least hesi- 
tancy that President Truman will never 
permit such an investigation. I will 
even go further and say that President 
Truman does not dare have such an in- 
vestigation. In other words, I challenge 
the President to have a complete and 
fair investigation of the China lobby. 
Yes, I dare him to have the investiga- 
tion. 

In the event the President has the 
courage to back up his demand and ac- 
cepts my challenge, I desire in the few 
minutes I have to speak on this subject 
to bring to his attention a few items of 
interest that should be investigated. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been nearly 1 
month since President Truman asked 
the Department of Justice and other 
executive departments to assemble all 
facts for an investigation of the so- 
called China lobby. 

In his testimony of June 7 before a 
Joint Committee of the Armed Services 
Committee and Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee of the Senate inquiring into ad- 
ministrative foreign policy, Secretary of 
State Dean Acheson said: 

And that if there is any improper use of 
funds to influence the foreign policy or any 
other policy of the United States Govern- 
ment, the people are entitled to know about 
it, and it is important that they should know 
about it. 


The subject matter under discussion 
was whether or not a Chinese lobby ex- 
isted. Lobbying, if I understand the 
English language means “to address or 
solicit members of a legislative body in 
the lobby or elsewhere, with the intent 
to influence legislation.” This may be 
done orally or by correspondence, or by 
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various types of publications or other 
printed matter. 

I believe the President and our em- 
phatic Secretary of State should have 
a little help from other branches of the 
Government beside the executive in as- 
sembling the facts on the existence of 
Chinese lobbies. I feel sure the State 
Department will have access to and per- 
haps consider information in the na- 
ture of a Chinese Nationalist lobby. For 
fear that they may overlook or fail to 
find that a great deal of lobbying has 
been done over a period of years for the 
Chinese Communists, I offer the follow- 
ing information as a fertile field for a 
bilateral investigation of Chinese lob- 
bies. I have no intention of going into 
the history of the conquest of China 
by the Communists but I want to be 
sure that the Justice Department and 
the State Department know that there 
has been considerable lobbying for the 
Chinese Red cause in the United States 
for years. 

Let us begin with the period of 1924 
to 1927. This was when the Kuomin- 
tang, under Chiang Kai-shek, cooper- 
ated with the Communist International. 
The policy of the American Communist 
was hands off China. Committees by 
that name sprang up all over the United 
States. The head of the hands-off 
China movement was Manuel Gomez, 
secretary of the All-American Anti-Im- 
perialist League. Gomez was a dele- 
gate to the Sixth Congress of the Com- 
munist International and a member of 
the central executive committee of the 
Communist Party of the United States. 

On April 18, 1927, Chiang Kai-shek 
formed a national government and 
drove the Communist Party in China 
underground. Stalin declared that 
Chiang Kai-shek’s coup d’état signifies 
that the revolution has entered the sec- 
ond stage of its development, that the 
turn has started from a revolution of 
the national united front to a revolu- 
tion of millions of workers and peasants, 
to an agrarian revolution. Incidentally, 
these must have been the agrarian re- 
formers we have heard so much about 
from the State Department. 

The Communists in the United States 
again carried the torch for the Chinese 
Communists. A Committee To Aid 
Chinese Trade Unions was created by 
Robert W. Dunn, as a subsidiary of the 
old Communist Trade Union Unity 
League. The International Labor De- 
fense, currently operating under the 
mame of the Civil Rights Congress, 
called upon its entire organization to 
give direct and effective help to the 
communism suppression campaign go- 
ing onin China. An organization called 
the Friends of the Chinese People was 
created in 1933, and 2 years later became 
the American Friends of the Chinese Peo- 
ple. This organization published a paper 
called, China Today, with J. W. Phillips, 
Hansu Chan, and Frederick Spencer as 
editors. Frederick Spencer was none 
other than Frederick V. Field. Philip 
J. Jaffee was a contributing editor. 
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Some of those affiliated with the 
American Friends of the Chinese People 
were Maxwell S. Stewart, Helen Hol- 
man, Dr. Thomas Addis, Prof. Robert 
Brady, Joseph Cadden, Stanley M. 
Isaacs, Thomas A. Bisson, Robert 
Morse Lovett, Francis J. McConnell, 
Reinhold Niebuhr, Mary E. Woolley, and 
Max Yergen. The above list of indi- 
viduals should be ample proof of the in- 
terest of the American Friends of the 
Chinese People. 

Lest there be any doubt in the minds 
of some as to the actual Communist 
trend of this organization, let me quote 
you from an article by Waldo Frank 
that appeared in the December 1934 is- 
sue of China Today. Mr. Frank said: 

If the people of the United States know 
what is happening in China, if they know 
the glorious history of the Chinese Com- 
munists—there will rise a storm of protest 
against American and European aid for 
Chiang Kai-shek—thus in telling the story 
of China to our people, your magazine is 
helping to protect the future of the Soviet 
Union. 


As we well know, the Communist Party 
line went through one of its many gyra- 
tions in 1935. The united-front policy 
against the Fascist aggressors was 
adopted with the result that the Ameri- 
can Friends of the Chinese People had 
to do an about face on the Chinese situa- 
tion. There was a marked friendliness 
between the government of Chiang Kai- 
shek, the Communists, and the American 
Friends of the Chinese People. 

The Stalin-Hitler pact of 1939 caused 
some more gymnastics on the part of the 
American Communists. Following the 
usual Communist Party line the policy 
of the American Friends of the Chinese 
People became one of antiwar, isolation- 
ist, and antiadministration. 

Another organization brought into be- 
ing about this time was the Washington 
Committee for Aid to China. Frederick 
V. Field, always in the forefront on be- 
half of the Chinese Communists, had be- 
come the executive secretary of the 
American Peace Mobilization. Field, to- 
gether with Owen Lattimore, the State 
Department’s expert on Chinese ques- 
tions, spoke at a meeting of the Wash- 
ington Committee for Aid to China. 
Lattimore is reported as having said that 
this country, although pledged to be- 
come the arsenal of democracy, has, in 
fact, become the arsenal of aggression. 
This was the man who was rewarded 
by appointment as a special representa- 
tive of the President and later with one 
of the top jobs in the Office of War In- 
formation. 

Time does not allow for too much de- 
tail and I will have to pass over such 
organizations as the China Aid Council. 
But briefly I wanted to mention the 
American Committee in Aid of Chinese 
Industrial Cooperatives, generally re- 
ferred to as INDUSCO. As honorary 
chairman of this outfit you will find 
Lauchlin Currie and the traveler of the 
Orient, Owen Lattimore. On the board 
of directors appears such self-claimed 
outstanding authorities on the Far East 
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as Maxwell S. Stewart, Rose Terlin, 
Taletha Gerlach, Michael Greenberg, 
Mrs. Owen Lattimore, Edgar Snow, and 
Nym Wales. 

I come now to the present pro-Com- 
munist lobbying organization, the Com- 
mittee for a Democratic Far Eastern 
Policy. A glance at the record reveals 
the same old group of the 1930s, to- 
gether with others of a deeper hue of 
pink. We find Frederick V. Field, Thom- 
as A. Bisson, Mrs. Edgar Snow, Taletha 
Gerlach, Thomas Addis, and Philip Jaf- 
fee. Then to leave no doubt as to what 
this organization really is, we find the 
names of Rev. John Darr, Jr., Muriel 
Draper, Martin Popper, Mary Van 
Eleeck, Charlotta Bass, Ben Gold, Don- 
ald Henderson, Lee Pressman, Anna 
Louise Strong, Hugh Bryson, Hugh De- 
Lacy, Paul Robeson, Zlatko Balokovic, 
Susan B. Anthony II, Louise Bransten 
Berman, Rockwell Kent, Dirk J. Struik, 
Doxey Wilkerscn, Howard Fast, J. F. 
Jurich, Frederick N. Myers, Herman 
Shumlin, W. E. B. Dubois, William 
Gropper, Albert E. Kahn, Saul Mills, 
Joseph P. Selly, and Dr. Gene Weltfish. 

If that list of names is not sufficient 
for the most.naive to recognize the pur- 
pose for the Committee for a Demo- 
cratic Far Eastern Policy, let us take a 
look into a meeting called the National 
Conference on American Policy on China 
and the Far East, held on January 23-25, 
1948, and sponsored by the Committee 
for a Democratie Far Eastern Policy. 

It must be remembered that this 
meeting was held when the Communist 
Party line was one of opposing aid to 
European countries and urging the with- 
drawal of American troops from the Far 
East. Speakers at this conference were 
Frederick V. Field, of the Civil Rights 
Congress bail fund; Mark Gayn, of the 
Amerasia case; Dr. Dirk Struik, identi- 
fied as a Communist in the trial of the 
11 Communist leaders; Michael Straight, 
of New Republic; T. A. Bisson, of Amer- 
asia fame; Anna Pennypacker, of Tech- 
nical Daily Worker cwnership; and 
Agnes Smedley, well-known Chinese 
Red sympathizer. 

However, the next annual meeting of 
the Committee for a Democratic Far 
Eastern Policy, revealed its direct and 
close connection with the Communist 
Party. This meeting was called the 
Action Conference on China Policy and 
was held in New York City on January 
29, 1949. The Communist Party of New 
York State, over the signature of May 
Miller, assistant organizational secre- 
tary, sent the following letter to mem- 
bers of the Communist Party: 

Enclosed please find program for action- 
on-China policy, as voted upon by a united- 
front action conference on China held in 
New York on January 29, 1949. We are sure 
that you will find this material not only 
informative, but helpful in planning action 
on China in your committees. 

A special outline has also been issued by 
the National Education Committee on Com- 
munist Policy in China. This can be se- 
cured through orders from our district edu- 
cation department. The outline can be used 
as the basis for discussions in your sections 
and branches. 

Any inquiry in relation to further activity 
can be received by writing to the Committee 
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for a Democratic Far Eastern Policy, at 111 
West Forty-second Street, New York City. 


This is just a sample of the insidious 
campaign that has been going on in this 
country for more than 20 years in 
behalf of the Communists in China. 
Organized by experts and apparently 
with unlimited finances, this group has 
carried the torch for the “agrarian re- 
formers” of China to the extent of in- 
fluencing the policy of our Government 
in China. 

The newspapers of today feature arti- 
cles about high officials of the State De- 
partment who have to do with American 
policy on China being suspended as se- 
curity risks. We have had the sorry 
spectacle of a committee of Congress 
failing to uncover the truth about the 
Amerasia case. We have the disgusting 
example of the President of the United 
States refusing Congress access to files 
relating to the loyalty of persons con- 
nected with the formation of American 
policy in China and the Far East. 

Now that the President wants an in- 
vestigation of China lobbies we may 
learn if it is to be an investigation of 
what the administration wants investi- 
gated or whether it will be an investiga- 
tion of the whole sordid mess. 

I am sure that Mr. Alfred Kohlberg, 
an authority on China, and particularly 
the Communist situation in China, 
would appreciate the opportunity of 
testifying under oath before a Congres- 
sional committee. When and if Mr. 
Kohlberg is permitted to testify he 
should be allowed ample time to tell his 
whole story. Let us not have Congress 
stand accused again of having another 
whitewash investigation. 

In conclusion, I again dare President 
Truman to go through with a complete, 
fair, and honest investigation of the 
China lobby. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous or- 
der of the House, the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. CANFIELD] is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 


WILLIAM N. OATIS AND FREEDOM OF THE 
PRESS 


Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, in the 
early part of this month, an American 
newspaperman, William N. Oatis, was 
convicted of espionage in Czechoslo- 
vakia. We have some idea of what Mr. 
Oatis went through before he made his 
so-called confession in a kangaroo-court 
in Prague. Robert Vogeler, who under- 
went a similar ordeal, painted a vivid 
picture of police methods in Communist 
Hungary, and these methods are sub- 
stantially the same in all the satellite 
countries since they are modeled after 
the infamous NKVD of Soviet Russia. 


The victim is seized in the darkness of 


the night, held incommunicado for 
weeks and is subjected to a brutal and 
incessant inquisition that finally breaks 
the will to resist. Then, with his spirit 
destroyed, he is paraded out in a public 
spectacle to make a rote confession and 
to receive barrel-head justice at the 
hands of his inquisitors. 

The tactic of police terror is not a new 
phenomenon in the world. It is as old 
as tyranny. But in the iron-curtain 
countries it has been fashioned into an 
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instrument of unsurpassed insidiousness. 
It was this instrument that was used to 
pry loose a confession from William 
Oatis. 


He had to pay a terrible price for 
merely doing his job—a job for all of 
us, a job of vital importance to the pres- 
ervation of freedom—the job of gather- 
ing and reporting the news honestly and 
intelligently. 

Of course we sympathize with Mr. 
Oatis in his hour of trial. Other Mem- 
bers have risen, as I am doing now, to 
render tribute to his courage. The press 
of the Nation has already published nu- 
merous editorials denouncing his con- 
viction. Our State Department may 
even try, through the medium of the 
gentle niceties of diplomacy, to rescue 
him from a Czech prison, 

But, Mr. Speaker, is this enough? Is 
it enough simply to wring our hands and 
to bemoan the fate of this correspond- 
ent? Is it not yet clear that the victim 
of this travesty in Czechoslovakia was 
not only a man but an ideal? 

What we are witnessing—and the 
Oatis case is but one manifestation of 
the process—is the steady undercutting 
of one of the fundamental pillars of hu- 
man liberty—the freedom of the press. 
When it goes, the other pillars cannot 
long remain standing and the whole 
structure of free society faces collapse. 

The mock trial and conviction of 
William Oatis did not mark a new de- 
parture in the infamous suppressive 
practices of the Communist states. It 
was simply an extension of these prac- 
tices. Having brought the domestic press 
completely under governmental control, 
the Communists have steadily dammed 
up the flow of news into and out of the 
iron curtain countries. Albania, Bul- 
garia, and Rumania, for all practical 
purposes, have been sealed off from the 
outside world. A little news trickles out 
of Poland, Hungary, Red China, and the 
other Communist countries, but only 
after it has been filtered through a tight 
censorship. 

This undermining of the freedom of 
the press is something we automatically 
associate with the Communist world. 
But it is a process which is by no means 
confined within these limits. Elsewhere 
there is evidence of the erosion of the 
concept and practice of freedom of the 
press. Just a few weeks before the con- 
viction of William Oatis the ruling 
authority of Argentina contrived to de- 
stroy one of the great newspapers of 
the world, La Prensa, of Buenos Aires. 
And before that the Prime Minister of 
India proved his devotion to freedom by 
fashioning legislative restrictions with 
which to constrict the free press of his 
country. 

Nor is this the end of the story. 
Throughout the rest of the so-called 
free world, in the Middle East, in the 
Iberian Peninsula, and in Western Eu- 
rope, censorship and other governmental 
impediments to a truly free press are 
numerous and multiplying. Even in 
Great Britain, so proud of its heritage 
of freedom, newspaper editors are 
hemmed in by inordinately strict libet 
laws. 
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There can be little doubt, Mr. Speaker, 
that we are witnessing a dangerous trend 
throughout the world away from free- 
dom of the press as we understand the 
term. It matters little how the process 
operates, whether it be by the terroriz- 
ing of newspapermen, as in the case of 
William Oatis, by legislation as in India, 
by outright censorship as in all of 
satellite countries and a good many 
others, by expropriation after trumped- 
up strikes as in Argentina, or by the con- 
trol of newsprint supplies. 

All roads lead, ultimately, to the same 
end. If this process goes unchecked 
we may find one day that the free press 
in the United States stands alone—iso- 
lated in a sea of controlled news and 
government propaganda. Will it en- 
dure for very long under these circum- 
stances? 

I do not think that we should risk 
waiting to find out. I think that the 
time has come to check and to drive 
back this encroaching wave of spiritual 
and intellectual darkness. It is time 
for Americans to join together and to 
join with other people, wherever they 
may be, who recognize that without the 
right to a free press all other human 
rights must crumble. We have our issue 
personified in the case of William Oatis. 
It is the age-old issue of freedom versus 
tryranny. Let us, then, put our strength 
as freemen behind a united effort to free 
Oatis. 

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANFIELD. I will be glad to. 

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. I con- 
gratulate the gentleman, as a former 
newspaperman, upon his concern for 
the freedom of the press. I hope that 
the same concern will be expressed by 
the foreign officer or the State Depart- 
ment of our Government. I ask the gen- 
tleman if he does not think that same 
action could be taken pertaining to the 
flow of goods to Czechoslovakia from this 
country and from Western Europe 
which might bring the Czechs to a real- 
ization that when one of our citizens is 
brutally treated in their country, with- 
out cause, that we have means to pro- 
tect Americans the way we used to do in 
the days when we walked softly and 
carried a big stick. - 

Mr. CANFIELD. I agree with the 
gentleman. I believe tRat is under con- 
sideration at this moment. 

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. I am very 
glad to hear that. 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Mich- 
igan [Mr. Horrman] is recognized for 30 
minutes. 


WHAT CAN THE PEOPLE DO ABOUT IT? 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, many letters have come to me 
and when I have been home many have 
voiced their opposition to the unsound 
legislation which the New Deal and Fair 
Deal, so-called, has given us. 

Bitter, indeed, have been the more re- 
cent complaints about the high cost of 
living, the sending of sons and husbands 
to again fight on foreign soil. Many a 
woman has asked, “What can I do to 
prevent the drafting of my man to fight 
in Korea or Europe?” 
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Undoubtedly, similar complaints and 
inquiries have come to many of my col- 
leagues. 

So it was that in the Appendix of the 
Recorp, at page A4041, I inserted a state- 
ment in which attention was called to 
the possibility of our becoming involved 
in war in Iran. That statement came 
to the attention of one of my friends, 
who wrote me on July 6 inquiring, as 
have many others, what I have been 
doing here in Congress to prevent the 
present situation and what I am do- 
ing about it now. He wanted to know 
what he and others at home could do to 
change the over-all national picture. 

I told my friend Al that in his letter 
of July 6 he wrote that he agreed with 
certain of my statements which are in 
the CONGRESSIONAL ReEcorp of June 30. 

My statement called attention to the 
fact that Iran had threatened to seize 
and nationalize British oil interests; that 
Britain objected, had appealed to the 
International Court at The Hague; that 
the dispute might develop into another 
battlefield; that if there was fighting in 
Iran, United Nations might again call 
upon the United States, as was indicated 
by Secretary of State Acheson when he 
warned of a possible disaster, to send an 
army to Iran; that additional taxes to 
furnish the billions of dollars needed to 
carry on war there, might be levied. 

I then asked whether those and other 
factors did not justify the conclusion 
that under the leadership of the inter- 
nationalists, supported by their propa- 
ganda on which they spent and are 
spending millions of dollars, we might 
not be following a program which would 
destroy the security of the Nation, sacri- 
fice the lives of many an American. 

Al then came back at me with the 
statement: 

You are down there representing us and 
what I am interested in is, “What are we 
going to do about it?” We read all this in- 
formation in the papers, know all about it, 
know all that is going on, but invariably you 
fail to give us any answer to the thing. 
Maybe you can’t do it alone but what is the 
good in telling us all the wrongs when you 
don't give us any answers for the rights? I 
know you have only one vote and if looks like 
they are giving you the run-around, but it 
still remains, of course, that you know what 
is going on. Please, if you can, in your next 
bulletin tell the people of the Fourth District 
what you are doing to prevent the enormous 
waste of our youth and money. 


I told Al that unless countless Ameri- 
can lives are to be lost in continuous 
fighting, successive wars, our Republic 
destroyed, we must have the correct 
answers to his questions and following 
that, adequate action to implement 
those answers. Time prevented giving a 
complete answer to either, but this is a 
partial answer to those questions. 

WE READ ALL THIS INFORMATION IN THE PAPERS— 
KNOW ALL ABOUT IT 


I am sorry, but my friend Al does not 
know all about it. Neither do I, nor does 
anyone else, so far as I know. This Gov- 
ernment of ours is so big and sprawling, 
the waste, inefficiency, and actual cor- 
ruption so great, that none of us knows 
of all of it, even though some of us 
are right on the spot and on the job. 
Perhaps it is just as well. Otherwise, 
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we might be overwhelmed by the mag- 
nitude of the task of correcting the situ- 
ation. Unfortunately, people generally 
have not yet effectively attempted to 
remedy the situation either by protest 
or at the polls. 

WHAT ARE YOU DOING TO PREVENT THE ENOR- 
MOUS WASTE OF OUR YOUTH AND MONEY? 
In the past, I have on every possible 

occasion, vigorously and clearly pointed 
out the danger growing out of wasteful, 
excessive spending—the giving of bil- 
lions of dollars to other countries, the 
dissipation of our resources in other 
countries, among other peoples, who 
neither ask for, nor want, our form of 
government, our way of life; pointed out 
the dangerous abandonment of the prin- 
ciples of self-government laid down in 
our Constitution; called attention to the 
excessive taxation growing out of the 
granting of blank checks of money and 
power to the President and Federal 
agencies—the surrendering of any part 
of our sovereignty to any group made up 
of individuals whose primary concern is 
the protection of the interests of other 
nations; the folly of adhering to any pol- 
icy which does not have as its first ob- 
jective the welfare of our own people, 
the security of our own Republic. 

On every possible oceasion I opposed 
the policy and voted against the pro- 
posed actions to which I just referred. 
By that opposition, I affirmatively sup- 
ported actions and principles which 
experience has demonstrated are neces- 
sary to protect our people—our Nation. 
I shall continue to follow that course 
as long as I remain here. 

I have proposed legislation, some of 
which has been enacted into law, de- 
signed to cure some of national ills. It 
would appear to be borsting if I listed 
all these helpful measures. Bills to 
implement the Hoover Commission re- 
commendations have been introduced by 
me. 

Before I came here I had thirty-odd 
years experience as a trial lawyer. It 
has been my privilege to use that experi- 
ence and what legal ability I have, in lit- 
erally hundreds of instances where the 
problems of individuals in almost every 
walk of life have been presented by me to 
the departments. The gratitude and 
appreciation of those so helped—and 
those services were rendered without 
charge, even small expense items were 
paid by me—is a substantial part of the 
reward for my work here. That service 
will, of course, be continued by me as 
long as Iam a Member of Congress. I 
told Al that if he or any of his friends 
know of any additional thing that I can 
say or do which will be helpful, to just 
suggest it. I am at their service. 

“What are we going to do about it?”— 
Meaning, I assume, what can the home 
folks do. 

Many a wife—many a mother has 
asked me that same question when her 
man was conscripted to fight on foreign 
soil in a war in which she believes we 
have no vital interest and which she is 
convinced does not concern our national 
honor or safety. 

The present deplorable national sit- 
uation exists because the people of the 
Nation, enjoying a material prosperity 
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and a degree of individual liberty and 
freedom—greater than that of any other 
people—anywhere, at any time, be- 
came careless. What was everybody’s 
business became nobody’s business. We 
listened to pleasant promises of easy liv- 
ing made by office-seeking or unthink- 
ing politicians. We are now suffering 
because of the folly and indifference of 
a majority of our people. 
THE PEOPLE HAVE THE CURE 


The people of the Nation elected the 
men who created, and are responsible 
for, the present. situation. They can 
change and correct it, either by protest 
or at the polls. Individuals in every 
community can unite, give a little at- 
tention to the Nation's business 
through resolution, by letter and occas- 
sionally by personal contact, express to 
those Senators and Congressmen who 
are in reality their servants, their dis- 
approval of the views uttered, the votes 
cast by those public servants. 

The people of the Fourth Congres- 
sional District have been alert to the 
situation. They have not been deceived 
by the political propaganda put out at 
a cost of something like $300,000,000 by 
the present administration and its poli- 
tical friends. They have used their 
common sense and good judgment, 
Many have read and then checked the 
statements which I have sent out and 
which some of the district papers have 
so kindly and so generously published. 
They have supported many of my ef- 
forts to change the situation and, hum- 
bly, I may say, I do not believe I have 
failed them in their demands for good 
government. 

But I am but one of the many, and 
until the people of other congressional 
districts and States think soundly, act 
effectively at the polls, we will continue 
to have more of the New-Fair Deal, its 
wars, its inflation, its bankruptcy, and, 
if the present trend continues, eventual- 
ly, socialism or worse. - 

If the people throughout the Nation 
make a determined effort, they will get 
the kind of Government which they 
now want—a Government which will 
protect them from bureaucrats at home, 
tyrants abroad. They cannot, they will 
not, get it by neglecting or refusing to 
have any part in it. The people should 
learn the views and capabilities of can- 
didates for office, then vote intelligently. 

The people have another remedy. Un- 
fortunately, it will not give immediate 
relief, but it is a cure, not just a pallia- 
tive. If, from now until election day in 
1952, individuals in every community 
who are sick of war and the human sac- 
rifices which it makes inevitable, who are 
tired of being pushed around by those 
who, in reality are their servants, who 
are weary of working one-third of their 
time to support the Federal Govern- 
ment, think and then vote intelligently, 
elect to the Presidency and to Congress 
individuals who have adhered, and will 
adhere, to the principles in which the 
voters believe, the people will get the re- 
lief, the sound government they desire. 

THE PRESS HOLDS THE KEY 

Just one thing more. People are 

greatly influenced by what they read 
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and hear, especially over the radio. 
Fortunately, newspapers can, and with 
a very few exceptions in the district, do, 
detect and challenge the inaccuracies, 
the unsoundness of some of the propa- 
ganda put out by New Deal columnists 
and paid administration international 
propagandists. If those who own, pub- 
lish, and edit the press in local commu- 
nities carefully weigh, then challenge, 
harmful propaganda, thus leading to a 
wider, more factual discussion of public 
issues, it will be helpful. 

That we still have a good measure of 
constitutional government, and in the 
Nation as a whole, a high degree of hon- 
esty and public morality, is due in a very 
large degree to the independent, patri- 
otic, truthful press, and to those pub- 
lishers and editors who cherish their op- 
portunity to print a paper and regard it 
as imposing a public responsibility, which 
they try to meet. 

What I have said is a comparatively 
brief statement as to the present situa- 
tion. All too often our constituents 
blame individual Members of Congress 
who have opposed certain congressional 
actions for what the Congress did, for- 
getting that each of us is but 1 out of 
435 Members of the House. Worse yet, 
they blame Members of Congress and the 
Congress for all the shortcomings of the 
administration and those of the execu- 
tive department who too often misinter- 
pret and maladminister the legislation 
which we pass. 

Just recently in the other body a dis- 
tinguished Member of the majority party 
pointed out that the present high cost 
of living and inflation was the fault of 
the administration, not of the Congress. 

The Government, as I suggested to my 
friend, is still the people’s Government— 
they still have an opportunity to remedy 
the evils which affect them, of which 
they so bitterly complain. 

They must remember “Eternal vigi- 
lance is the price of liberty,” and that 
the opportunity for more effective action 
at the polls is still theirs. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to Mr. CHATHAM (at 
the request of Mr. RICHARDS), indefi- 
nitely, on account of illness. 

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet 
tomorrow at 11 o’clock a. m. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

Mr. ARENDS. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, I address my re- 
marks to the majority leader not as an 
individual, and I am not pointing the 
finger at him. However, it is apparent 
that something has been going on here 
the last few days to slow up this whole 
process and not to finish this bill. We 
are coming in early tomorrow. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Wait a minute. 
The gentleman is laboring under an 
honest but complete misapprehension. 

Mr. ARENDS. I said I was not point- 
ing the finger at the gentleman. 
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Mr. McCORMACK. I xnow, but I 
could not agree to that statement be- 
cause the gentleman from Kentucky cer- 
tainly has on several occasions this 
afternoon tried to close debate, but could 
not get an agreement. He has asked 
persistently for such agreements in the 
past. I think the gentleman might say 
that the whole House might cooperate 
more to effectively close debate. 

Mr. ARENDS. I think that could be 
done if we could get just a little bit of 
cooperation on both sides of the aisle. 
I think it could easily be done. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I agree with the 
gentleman. 

Mr. ARENDS. I think we ought to 
have a statement now as to whether it 
is the intent of the majority leader to 
hope that we can finish this bill by to- 
morrow night. Can the gentleman ex- 
press that hope? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I can always ex- 
press the hope. I was hoping we would 
get it through today, but hope and my 
judgment as to what would happen are 
two entirely different things. 

Mr. ARENDS. Does the gentleman 
desire to finish it tomorrow? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I not only have 
the hope, but the hope carries with it 
the desire. If the gentleman wants me 
to put the word “desire” in expressly, I 
not only have the hope but I have the 
desire. 

Mr. ARENDS. Let me say to the ma- 
jority leader that in the short 17 years 
I have been here I have never witnessed 
anything quite like this. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I agree with the 
gentleman. If we were to get into a dis- 
cussion of what factors brought it about, 
then we might be in partial agreement 
and we might be in partial disagreement. 

Mr. ARENDS. Let me express the 
hope that we do finish tomorrow night, 
if we are coming in early tomorrow. I 
am not going to object to the request, 
but I certainly think we should close 
debate on some of these amendments. 

Mr. McCORMACK. All I can say is 
that the majority leader has been under 
a most pleasant pressure from Members 
on both sides of the aisle who have en- 
gagements Friday and Saturday. 

The majority leader is always pleased 
to try to adjust the program for the con- 
venience of the Members on both sides. 
I am sure my friend will agree that I do 
not follow that rule only with respect to 
the Members on my side. I like to con- 
sider the problems confronting the mem- 
bership of the entire House on both 
sides. The majority leader would be 
very much relieved if the bill was dis- 
posed of tomorrow. But in all frank- 
ness, my judgment prompts me to say 
that I cannot see how it can be disposed 
of tomorrow, with the roll calls that will 
undoubtedly take place. 

Mr. ARENDS. May I say, then, as an 
individual, so far as I am concerned, I 
will give you all the help that I can. I 
hope the gentleman from Massachusetts 
will do the same thing. Let us both see 
what we can do, as individuals, at least. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
and I am not going to object, I wan* to 
congratulate the majority leader. I do 
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not want to aprear in disagreement with 
the minority leader, of course. Nat- 
urally I want their approval. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
means the minority whip. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Alr 
right, the minority whip. 

As I was saying, Mr. Speaker, I con- 
gratulate the gentleman for the fact that 
for the first time, or rather on this rare 
occasion, if I riay put it that way, and 
I have been here for 17 years now, we 
have had full and free debate. I hope 
it will continue even if it takes up all of 
next week. This is one of the important 
bills confronting the Congress, and Iam 
just as happy as I can be, and I con- 
gratulate the majority leader for per- 
mitting us to discuss this thing. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is between the gen- 
tleman from Illinois on the one side and 
the gentleman from Michigan on the 
other side, as well as a good many Mem- 
bers on both sides of the aisle. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. No, no. 
I want the gentleman to understand Iam 
not vpposing him. You are not between 
me and anybody on this. Iam with you 
on this question. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, and I will not object 
of course; I do appreciate the position of 
the majority leader and the leadership 
of the House. I persdénally, as well as 
many other Members, appreciate the ef- 
forts I know you have made to try to re- 
solve this legislation. I should like to in- 
quire if it is appropriate to do so, whether 
should we conclude debate under the 5- 
minute rule by, let us say, 5 or 6 o'clock 
tomorrow evening, is it the intention to 
complete the consideration of the bill 
and have the roll-call votes tomorrow 
night, or will it be the intention of going 
over another day and having us come 
back Saturday? 

I raise this question because, as the 
gentleman from Massachusetis knows, 
for several weeks Members of the Ar- 
kansas delegation have had a program 
to which we have committed ourselves 
for Saturday. The situation is going to 
be rather embarrassing, as the gentle- 
man knows. Of course, I know that our 
situation cannot interfere with the pro- 
gram of the House, because the program 
of the House is too important, but I 
merely ask this question so that we may 
know what might be the intention if you 
could tell us at this time. 

Mr. McCORMACK. May I say to the 
gentleman, and I want the Recorp to 
show this, so that the people of his dis- 
trict and the people of the districts of 
my other friends from Arkansas, who 
have had this engagement, might know 
and be aware of the fact that the gentle- 
man and other Members of the Arkansas 
delegation spoke to me several weeks ago 
about this important engagement. Of 
course, the gentleman from M->ssachu- 
setts could not make a definite commit- 
ment, but the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts expressed confidence without a 
commitment to the gentleman from 
Erkansas [Mr. Harris] and others, but 
particularly to the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. Harris] that the situation 
would be such that in all probability we 
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would not have any legislative business 
on Saturday. I expressed that con- 
fidence, but made no commitment; is 
that not correct? 

Mr. HARRIS. That is correct, and I 
regret that the distinguished majority 
leader could not accept the invitation 
to be with us. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I want the peo- 
ple of the gentleman’s district, as well 
as the people of the districts of the 
other gentlemen who are members of 
the Arkansas delegation, to understand 
that this matter was taken up with me 
several weeks ago, and if they are un- 
able to be present at that important 
event, it will not be through any fault 
of theirs. 

Mr. HARRIS. I appreciate that, but 
of course it does not help us very much. 

Mr. McCORMACK. May I make a 
plea of confession and avoidance to the 
gentleman’s inquiry, and, as I sug- 
gested in the private conversation I had 
with him, and with the other gentlemen 
from Arkansas, that they see me to- 
morrow to see what the situation is then. 

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the gentleman 
very much. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentieman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recor», or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. Price in four instances, in each to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Grant and to include an address 
by Governor McKeldin, of Maryland. 

Mr. Harrison of Virginia and to in- 
clude an editorial. 

Mr. Spence and to include a release of 
the Home Loan Bank Board. 

Mr. Mumma on the subject of price 
controls, together with two letters. 

Mr. Woop of Idaho. 

Mr. Jones of Alabama and to include 
certain newspaper articles. 

Mr. SIEMINSKI. 

Mr. Dove in three instances and to 
include appropriate material in each. 

Mr. RODINO. 

Mr. Boykin (at the request of Mr. DE- 
GRAFFENRIED) in two instances. 

Mr. SmitH of Wisconsin in three in- 
stances and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. McGratx (at the request of Mr. 
Donovan) and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. MEADER in two instances in one to 
include an editorial and in another to 
include correspondence regarding a bill 
he has introduced. 

Mr. Beamer and to include an editorial. 

Mr. REED of New York in five instances 
85 in each to include extraneous mat- 

er. 

Mr. VELDE and to include a letter to 
Secretary Sawyer of the Department of 
Commerce. 

Mr. Bussey and to include “a memo- 
randum to all hands” issued by the com- 
mander of the U. S. S. Walke. 

Mr. Murray of Wisconsin (at the re- 
quest of Mr. Hore) and to include ex- 
traneous matter. 
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Mr. Crawrorp to extend the remarks 
he made this afternoon by including sup- 
porting quotations from magazines and 
editorials, 

Mr. Crawrorp and to include one edi- 
torial. 

Mr. HiLirncs in three instances and 
to include extraneous matter, 

Mr. WOLVERTON. 
` Mr. MansFIEtp (at the request of Mr. 
RILEY) and to include a copy of House 
Joint Resolution 296. 

Mr. RILEY and to include a newspaper 
article from the Columbia State. 

Mr. LancapE in three instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Mutter and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. MuLTER and to include extraneous 
matter in the remarks he nade during 
the course of debate today in Committee 
of the Whole. 

Mr. Holtz and to include a tele- 
gram. 

Mr. Van Zanr: and to incluie an 
editorial. 

ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 35 minutes p. m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad- 
journed until tomorrow, Friday, July 20, 
1951, at 11 o'clock a. m. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred as 
follows: 


622. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Navy, transmitting a report of a proposed 
loan of ship models to the Pennsylvania His- 
torical and Museum Commission of the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the city 
of Wildwood, N, J., pursuant to Public Law 
649 (79th Cong.), approved August 7, 1946; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

623. A letter from the Deputy Attorney 
General, transmitting a draft of a proposed 
bill entitled “a bill to amend section 2151 of 
title 18, United States Code, relating to 
sabotage”; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

624. A letter from the Secretary, National 
Security Council, Executive Office of the 
President, transmitting an amendment to 
National Security Council Determination 
No, 1, pursuant to section 1302, Public Law 
45 (Third Supplemental Appropriation Act, 
1951); to the Committees on Appropriations, 
Armed Services, and Foreign Affairs. 

625. A letter from the Administrator, 
Housing and Home Finance Agency, trans- 
mitting the sixth quarterly report on the 
administration of the advance planning pro- 
gram authorized under Public Law 352, 
Eighty-first Congress; to the Committee on 
Public Works. £ 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr, GARMATZ: Joint Committee on the 
Disposition of Executive Papers. House Re- 
port No. 716. Report on the disposition of 
certain papers of sundry executive depart- 
ments, Ordered to be printed. 
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Mr. GARMATZ: Joint Committee on the 
Disposition of Executive Papers. House Re- 
port No. 717. Report on the disposition of 
certain papers of sundry executive depart- 
ments. Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. HARRIS: Committee on the District of 
Columbia: S. 259. An act to fix the re- 
sponsibilities of the disbursing officer and 
of the auditor of the District of Columbia, 
and for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 718). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the District 
of Columbia. S. 260. An act to make can- 
cer and all malignant neoplastic diseases re- 
portable to the Director of Public Health of 
the District of Columbia; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 719). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. HARRIS: Committee on the District 
of Columbia. S. 261. An act to amend sec- 
tion 7 of an act entitled “An act making ap- 
propriations to provide for the expenses of 
the government of the District of Columbia 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1903, and 
for other purposes,” approved July 1, 1902; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 720). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. HARRIS; Committee on the District 
of Columbia. S. 262. An act to amend sec- 
tion 3 of an act authorizing the Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia to settle 
claims and suits against the District of Co- 
lumbia, approved February 11, 1929, and for 
other purposes; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 721). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the District 
of Columbia. S. 263. An act to amend sec- 
tion 5 of the act entitled “An act to author- 
ize the apprehension and detention of in- 
sane persons in the District of Columbia, 
and providing for their temporary commit- 
ment in the Government Hospital for the 
Insane, and for other purposes,” approved 
April 27, 1904, as amended; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 722). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. HARRIS: Committee on the District 
of Columbia. S. 488. An act to increase the 
fee of jurors in condemnation proceedings 
instituted by the District of Columbia; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 723). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. HARRIS: Committee on the District of 
Columbia. S. 490. An act to amend the 
act entitled “An act to regulate the practice 
of podiatry in the District of Columbia”; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 724). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

Mr. HARRIS: Committee on the District 
of Columbia. S. 492. An act to provide that 
children be committed to the Board of Pub- 
lic Welfare in lieu of being committed to 
the National Training School for Girls; that 
the property and personnel of the National 
Training School for Girls be available for 
the care of children committed to or ac- 
cepted by the Board of Public Welfare; and 
for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 725). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. HARRIS: Committee on the District 
of Columbia. S. 494. An act to provide for 
the appointment of a deputy disbursing 
officer and assistant disbursing officers for 
the District of Columbia, and for other pur- 
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 726). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. HARRIS: Committee on the District 
of Columbia. S. 573. An act to amend the 
act entitled “An act to regulate barbers in 
the District of Columbia, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved June 7, 1938, and for other 
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purposes; without amendment (Rept. 727). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. HARRIS: Committee on the District 
of Columbia. S. 673. An act to permit the 
exchange of land bel to the District 
of Columbia for land belonging to the abut- 
ting property owner or owners, and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 
728). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary. 
Senate Joint Resolution 82. Joint resolu- 
tion to amend title 28 of the United States 
Code so as to add thereto a chapter relating 
to procedure in condemnation proceedings; 
with amendment (Répt. No. 739). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary. 
S. 29. An act for the relief of Teresa E. 
Dwyer; without amendment (Rept. No. 707). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House, 

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary. 
S. 350. An act for the relief of the Z. D. 
Gilman Co., Inc.; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 708). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary. 
S. 1362. An act for the relief of Howard 
Lovell; without amendment (Rept. No. 709). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary. 
S. 1417. An act for the relief of Lefrancois 
& Chamberland, Inc.; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 710). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary. 
S. 1442. An act for the relief of Marie 
Louise Dewulf Maquet; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 711). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary. 
S.1443. An act for the relief of Reverend 
Thomas K. Sewall; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 712). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. JONAS: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 1672. A bill for the relief of Bank of 
America National Trust and Sa Asso- 
ciation; with amendment (Rept. No. 713). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. GOODWIN: Committee on the Judici- 
ary. H.R.2444. A bill for the relief of 
James A. Vines; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 714). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. H.R.4262. A bill relat- 
ing to the height of the building known as 
2400 Sixteenth Street NW., Washington, 
D. C.; without amendment (Rept. No. 715). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. Senate Concurrent Resolution 34. 
Concurrent resolution favoring the suspen- 
sion of deportation of certain aliens; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 729). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. S. 526. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Lorna Wan-Hsi Feng; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 730). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. S. 885. An act for the relief of Wong 
Thew Hor; without amendment (Rept. No. 
731). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 
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Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. S. 1105. An act for the relief of K. C. 
Be, Swannio Be, Wie Go Be, Wie Hwa Be, 
Wie Bhing Be, and Swie Tien Be; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 732). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 688. A bill for the relief of, 
Nicholas George Strangas; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 733). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. FELLOWS: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 804. A bill for the relief of 
Sisters Maria DeRubertis, Agnese Cerina, 
Marianna Bonifacio, Dina Bonini, and Ed- 
vige Gasparini; with amendment (Rept. No. 
734). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 1252. A bill for the relief of 
Mr. and Mrs. Miroslav Kudrat; with amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 785). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 1564. A bill for the relief of 
Arthur Koestler; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 736). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 3965. A bill for the relief of 
five sisters of the Franciscan Missionaries of 
Mary; without amendment (Rept. No. 737). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House, 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 4463. A bill to effect the entry 
of a minor child adopted by a citizen of the 
United States; with amendment (Rept. No. 
738). Referred to» the Committee of the 
Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BENNETT of Florida: 

H. R. 4879. A bill to provide an increase of 
$5 in the maximum monthly expenditure 
for any individual which may be counted in 
determining the amount of the Federal pay- 
ments to the States for old-age assistance 
and aid to the blind; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DOLLINGER: 

H. R. 4880. A bill to provide an additional 
period of 3 years within which veterans of 
World War II on active duty during the pres- 
ent hostilities may initiate and receive ed- 
ucation and training under Veterans’ 
Regulation No. 1 (a); to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. RANKIN: 

H. R. 4881. A bill to establish a Missouri 
Valley Authority to provide for unifled water 
control and resource development on the 
Missouri River, its tributaries and watershed, 
to prevent floods, reclaim and irrigate lands, 
encourage agriculture, stimulate industrial 
expansion, develop low-cost hydroelectric 
power, promote navigation, increase recrea- 
tional possibilities, protect wildlife, strength- 
en the national defense, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Public Works. 

H. R. 4882. A bill to provide for the crea- 
tion of conservation authorities, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

By Mr. REED of New York: 

H. R. 4883. A bill to amend the excess- 
profits tax; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. SMITH of Mississippi: 

H. R. 4884. A bill to amend section 7 of the 
Natural Gas Act, with respect to extensions 
of service; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. TACKETT: 

H. R. 4885. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

Defense to establish a program of education 
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for certain members of the Armed Forces 
who shall have been rotated from overseas 
assignments; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. CLEMENTE: 

H. R. 4886. A bill to prohibit the unlawful 
use, sale, purchase, dealing in, possession of, 
or trafficking in of narcotic drugs by or with 
members of the Armed Forces, the National 
Security Training Corps, or persons registered 
for induction through the Selective Service 
System; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. HORAN: 

H. R. 4887. A bill to authorize the Secre- 
tary of Commerce to provide for research and 
study, and, in cooperation with the States, 
to establish appropriate safeguards, with re- 
spect to weather modification operations and 
the problems related thereto; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 

By Mr. MANS 

H. J. Res. 296, Joint resolution to pro- 
vide that royalties received under certain 
mineral leases covering submerged lands of 
the Continental Shelf shall be set aside in 
the Treasury for use as grants-in-aid of 
education, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RODINO: . 

H. Res. 345. Resolution favoring certain 
action against the Government of Czecho- 
slovakia unless John Hvasta and William N. 
Oatis citizens of the United States are re- 
leased from custody; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. TACKETT: 

H. Res. 346. Resolution to direct the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services to formulate legis- 
lation establishing a program of education 
for certain members of the Armed Forces who 
shall have been rotated from overseas assign- 
ments; to the Committee on Rules, 

By Mr. STEED: 

H. Res. 347. Resolution calling upon the 
State Department to secure the release of 
William N. Oatis imprisoned by the Czecho- 
slovakian Government; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 


MEMORIALS 
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memo- 
rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 


By the Speaker: Memorial of the Legisla- 
ture of the State of Connecticut, relative to 


public act No. 181 entitled “Ratifying a 


compact among the several States, Territories 
and possessions of the United States, the 
District of Columbia, and the neighboring 
foreign countries or provinces or States 
thereof for mutual helpfulness in meeting 
any civil defense emergency or disaster”; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of New Jersey, memorializing the Pres- 
ident and the Congress of the United States 
relative to letters exchanged between the 
State of New Jersey and the State of New 
York, acknowledging the existence between 
them of the Civil Defense Interstate Compact, 
ratified by the respective legislatures; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ANFUSO 

H. R. 4888. A bill for ‘the relief of Edward 
C. Kempf; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. BUCKLEY: 

H. R. 4889. A bill for the relief of Alfredo 

Alfieri; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. DONDERO: 

H. R. 4890. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Ruth 
R. Ekholm; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 
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By Mr. EBERHARTER: 

H. R. 4891. A bill for the relief of the estate 
of Emil A. Peshek; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HAVENNER: 

H. R. 4892. A bill for the relief of Maria 
Narciso and her daughter, Maria Reyna Nar- 
ciso; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HERLONG: 

H. R. 4893. A bill for the relief of Antonios 
Alexatos; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. HINSHAW: 

H. R. 4894. A bill for the relief of Paciencia 

Llagan; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. RODINO: 

H. R. 4895. A bill for the relief of Monica 
H. Curley; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 


PETITIONS, ETO. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 


355. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
the city clerk, Minneapolis, Minn., relative to 
approving provision in Senate Joint Reso- 
lution 82 granting jury trial on the issue of 
just compensation in actions involving the 
exercise of the power of eminent domain 
under the law of the United States, which 
was referred to the Committee on the Judi- 
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Fray, Jury 20, 1951 


(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 27, 
1951) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

Rev. Edward Hughes Pruden, D. D., 
pastor, First Baptist Church, Washing- 
ton, D. C., offered the following prayer: 


Our Heavenly Father, we are grateful 
that Thou hast made us dependent upon 
Thee, and that Thou hast created within 
us that sense of need which directs our 
minds toward Thee. Forgive us of the 
folly of behaving at times as though we 
were self-sufficient. Take away our 
pride and vanity and make us humble in 
Thy presence. Lead us in all our ways 
this day and make us a source of blessing 
to all mankind. Through Jesus Christ 
our Lord. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. McFarLanp, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, 
July 19, 1951, was dispensed with. 
MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—AP- 

PROVAL OF JOINT RESOLUTION 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States were commu- 
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one 
of his secretaries, and he anrounced 
that on July 20, 1951, the President had 
approved and signed the joint resulu- 
tion (S. J. kes. 71) relating to the com- 
pensation of employees of the House and 
Senate Press, Periodical, and Radio Gal- 
leries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant 
reading clerk, announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 671) for 
the relief of Mrs. Sylvia Laquidara. 
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ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill (H. R. 671) for the relief of 
Mrs. Sylvia Laquidara, and it was signed 
by the Vice President. 


COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SENATE 
SESSION 


On request of Mr. Byrp, and by unani- 
mous consent, the Committee on Finance 
was authorized to meet during the ses- 
sion of the Senate this afternoon. 


TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators be 
permitted to make insertions in the 
Record and transact routine business, 
without debate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


`The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 


DEVELOPMENT OF MINERALS IN LANDS UNDER 
JURISDICTION OF. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to promote the development of 
minerals in lands under the jurisdiction of 
& department or agency of the Department 
of Defense (with an accompanying paper); 
y the Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 

airs. 


REPORT ON ADMINISTRATION OF ADVANCE 
PLANNING PROGRAM 

A letter from the Administrator, Housing 
and Home Finance Agency, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the sixth quarterly report 
on the administration of the Advance Plan- 
ning Program, dated March 31, 1951 (with an 
accompanying report); to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

REPORT OF NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

A letter from the executive secretary, Na- 
tional Security Council, Washington, D. C., 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a copy of NSO 
Determination No. 1, relating to the deletion 
of Canada from appendix 2, NSC Determina- 
tion No. 1, transmitted to the Senate on 
June 14, 1951 (with an accompanying paper); 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 


PETITIONS 


Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate and referred as indicated: 


By the VICE PRESIDENT: 

A letter from the deputy director of civil 
defense, department of defense, State of 
New Jersey, Trenton, N. J., enclosing copies 
of letters exchanged between the State of 
New Jersey and the State of New York, ac- 
knowledging the existence between those 
States of a civil defense interstate compact 
(with accompanying papers); to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

An act of the General Assembly of the 
State of Connecticut, ratifying a compact 
among the several States, Territories, and 
possessions of the United States, the District 
of Columbia, and the neighboring foreign 
countries or provinces or states thereof for 
mutual helpfulness in meeting any civil de- 
fense emergency or disaster; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 
By Mr. STENNIS, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 


H. R. 3911. A bill to provide appropriate 
lapel buttons for widows, parents, and next 
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of kin of members of the Armed Forces who 
lost or lose their lives in the armed services 
of the United States during World War II 
or during any subsequent war or period of 
armed hostilities in which the United States 
may be engaged; with amendments (Rept. 
No. 558). 

By Mr. SALTONSTALL, from the Commit- 
tee on Armed Services: 

H. R. 385. A bill to direct the Secretary 
of the Army to convey certain land to the 
village of Highland Falls, N. T.; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 559). 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, from 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service: 

S. 622. A bill to increase the basic rates 
of compensation of certain officers and em- 
ployees of the Federal Government, and for 
other purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 
No. 560). 


BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 


A bill and a joint resolutior. were in- 
troduced, read the first time, and, by 
unanimous consent, the second time, and 
referred as follows: 

By Mr. DWORSHAK: 

S. 1878. A bill for the relief of Heinz 
Harald Patterson; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. YOUNG: 

S. J. Res. 85. Joint resolution requiring 
the preparation of an estimate of the cost 
of reconstructing Ford’s Theater in Wash- 
ington, D. C.; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Younc when he 
introduced the above joint resolution, which 
appear under a separate heading.) 


RESTORATION OF FORD'S THEATER 


Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I intro- 
duce for appropriate reference a joint 
resolution providing for the restoration 
of Ford’s Theater in the District of 
Columbia. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint 
resolution will be received and appro- 
priately referred. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 85) re- 
quiring the preparation of an estimate of 
the cost of reconstructing Ford's 
Theater in Washington, D. C., intro- 
duced by Mr. Youn, was read twice by 
its title and referred to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 2 minutes to discuss the joint resolu- 
tion. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered; and the Senator 
from North Dakota may proceed for 
2 minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, a little 
more than 86 years ago, Abraham Lin- 
coln, the sixteenth President of the 
United States, was shot by a crazed 
assassin in Old Ford’s Theater, at 511 
Tenth Street NW. The dastardly 
act completed, John Wilkes Booth, the 
assassin, leaped from the Presidential 
box to the stage and escaped through 
a convenient rear door. Meanwhile, 
Abraham Lincoln, mortally wounded, 
was carried to a home across the street. 
He lingered until the following day, 
April 15, 1865, when at 7:22 a. m. he 
passed from this life. 

Ford’s Theater was then nearly new, 
and ranked as a modern structure in 
every detail. No doubt on that tragic 
night of April 14, 1865, special appoint- 
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ments were in place honoring Lincoln, 
who had sought a showing of Our Ameri- 
can Cousin as a respite from his arduous 
Presidential duties. 

Through the ensuing years, little has 
been done to preserve this historic place. 
The property was acquired by the Gov- 
ernment shortly after the assassination, 
and was utilized for a number of pur- 
poses of no historic significance. 

In 1931 Ford’s Theater was opened as 
a museum to house a collection of Lin- 
coln mementoes. The intervening years 
have caused its interior to bear little re- 
semblance at all to a theater. It is for 
this reason, Mr. President, that I have 
today introduced in the Senate of the 
United States a joint resolution author- 
izing and directing the Secretary of the 
Interior to cause an estimate to be made 
as of the cost of reconstructing the 
stage, boxes, and scenic setting of Ford’s 
Theater as they were on April 14, 1865. 
The Secretary of the Interior, by the 
joint resolution, would be required to re- 
port his findings to the Congress, which 
I hope will ultimately authorize the un- 
dertaking. 

Each year, thousands upon thousands 
of visitors come to Washington, the most 
beautiful capital in the world, where 
they view with pride many magnificent 
monuments and edifices. Those who 
journey a little farther and see Mount 
Vernon and Monticello come away with 
very real impressions of how George 
Washington and Thomas Jefferson lived. 
Other shrines in the Capital itself serve 
a like purpose. All in all, they provide 
our people with interesting and vivid 
thoughts of our glorious history. 

Unfortunately, almost everyone who 
visits Ford’s Theater is disappointed be- 
cause of its present state. In sharp con- 
trast to many well-preserved shrines, 
this one has degenerated to a point 
where a person must almost completely 
rely on his imagination to realize that 
the building ever existed as a theater. 

For these reasons, I hope that the 
Congress will favorably consider the 
joint resolution which I have introduced, 
and that the restoration of Ford’s The- 
ater may ultimately be accomplished. 
We owe this and much more to the mem- 
ory of our great and benevolent sixteenth 
President, Abraham Lincoln. 


EXTENSION OF CONGRATULATIONS TO 
PARIS, FRANCE, ON ITS TWO THOU- 
SANDTH ANNIVERSARY 


Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I 
submit for appropriate reference a con- 
current resolution extending congratu- 
lations to the city of Paris, France, on 
the occasion of its two thousandth an- 
niversary, and I ask unanimous consent 
that a statement by me in connection 
with the concurrent resolution be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The concur- 
rent resolution will be received and ap- 
propriately referred, and, without ob- 
jection, the statement will be printed in 
the RECORD, 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 38) was referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That the congratu- 
lations and best wishes of the Congress of 
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the United States are hereby cordially ex- 
tended to the city of Paris, France, upon the 
occasion of the two thousandth anniversary 
of the founding and settlement of that city. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall 
transmit a copy of this resolution, through 
the Department of State, to the mayor of 
Paris. 


The statement presented by Mr. HEN- 
NINGS is as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HENNINGS 

This year Paris is celebrating its 2000th 
anniversary and to America, which after a 
manner of speaking has hardly attained its 
majority, this cosmopolitan city has reached 
a truly venerable age. 

Ever since the triumphs of Caesar to the 
blitzkriegs of Hitler, France—and Paris, its 
capital—has suffered all manner of invasion 
and upheaval, terrorism and impoverish- 
ment; but she has survived and more—she 
has flourished. 

To Parisians these endless cycles of strife 
and reconstruction have doubtless been sad 
and discouraging. But to the rest of the 
world Paris has presented an eternally gay 
and enchanting mien. To Americans Paris 
has been a veritable Mecca of art and culture 
from her left bank to the Louvre, The pil- 
grimages of celebrated American scholars 
and artists to these shrines, as well as the 
tremendous role French culture has played 
in their preeminence, has assumed legendary 
proportions. 

This cultural bond has been strongly 
cemented over the years by a mutual friend- 
ship and respect that goes deeper than the 
dictates of diplomatic and military protocol, 
and our faith in that friendship has been 
confirmed by pledges of economic assistance 
and military cooperation. The dramatic re- 
covery of Paris since World War II and her 
indomitable good spirit may well serve as an 
inspiration to the rest of the free world. 

I think it is altogether fitting and proper 
at this time that the Congress of the United 
States in behalf of the American people 
transmit a message of greeting and felicita- 
tion on this, the bimillennium of the city 
of Paris. 


TREASURY AND POST OFFICE DEPART- 
MENTS APPROPRIATIONS, 1952—AMEND- 
MENTS 


Mr. FERGUSON submitted three 
amendments intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill (H. R. 3282) making ap- 
propriations for the Treasury and Post 
Office Departments and funds available 
for the Export-Import Bank of Washing- 
ton for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1952, and for other purposes, which 
were severally ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1951—AMENDMENTS 


Mr. LANGER submitted amendments 
intended to be proposed by him to the bill 
(H. R. 4473) to provide revenue, and for 
other purposes, which were referred to 
the Committee on Finance, and ordered 
to be printed. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 


As in executive session, 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate a message from the President of 
the United States submitting the nom- 
ination of Frank C. Nash, of the District 
of Columbia, to be Assistant to the Sec- 
retary of Defense, Mutual Defense As- 
sistance, vice Maj. Gen. James H. Burns, 
resigned, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 


1951 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 
PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Ap- 
pendix, as follows: 


By Mr. LEHMAN: 

Address on the subject the Present World 
Situation, delivered by the Secretary of State, 
on June 21, 1951, to a group of magazine and 
book publishers. 

Letter entitled “Korean Policy After the 
Cease Fire,” written by Youngjeung Kim, 
president of the Korean Affairs Institute, 
and published in the Washington Post of 
July 19, 1951. 

Statement on the subject of ethical stand- 
ards in the Government service, by Ben- 
jamin V. Cohen, before the Senate Commit- 
tee on Labor and Public Welfare on July 3, 
1951. 

Article entitled “‘Wetback’ Curb Sought 
by Truman,” written by Louis Stark and pub- 
lished in the New York Times of July 14, 
1951. 

By Mr. HILL: 

Editorial entitled “Slow Mail to Moscow,” 
from the New York Times of July 20, 1951, 
dealing with certain Russian publications in 
regard to friendly relations between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. 

By Mr. O'CONOR: 

Article entitled “A Departure From Con- 
fusion,” written by Doris Fleeson and pub- 
lished in the Washington Star of June 26, 
1951, relating to the Japanese peace treaty. 

By Mr. BUTLER of Maryland: 

Article entitled “GOP Governor Raps 
Critics,” published in the Baltimore Sun of 
July 20, 1951, relating to a statement by Gov. 
Walter J. Kohler, of Wisconsin, regarding 
McCarthyism and Trumanism. 

By Mr. KILGORE: 

Tributes from the press to Miss Katharine 
Lenroot on the occasion of her retirement 
as Chief of the Children’s Bureau. 

By Mr. BENTON: 

Article entitled “After Kaesong,” written 
by Joseph and Stewart Alsop, and published 
in the Washington Post of July 20, 1951, with 
reference to the armistice and cease-fire con- 
ference in Korea. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Texas: 

Editorials from the Washington Daily News 
of July 19 and 20, and an editorial from the 
Washington Star, regarding military housing 
conditions. 

By Mr. BRICKER: 

Article entitled “Justice Department and 
FTC Take Separate Lines on Prices,” pub- 
lished in the Washington Evening Star of 
July 18, 1951. p 

Editorial entitled “Surplus Heads,” pub- 
lished in the Wall Street Journal of July 18, 
1951, relating to the efforts of the Govern- 
ment to take inflation out of the building 
industry. 

Article entitled “Losing Our Freedom— 
Through Treaty,” written by James Ratliff, 
and published in the Cincinnati Enquirer 
of July 15, 1951. 4 
APPOINTMENT OF CONSERVATORS TO 

CONSERVE THE ASSETS OF CERTAIN 

PERSONS 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the amendments of the House of 
Representatives to the bill (S. 11) to pro- 
vide for the appointment of conservators 
to conserve the assets of persons of ad- 
vanced age, mental weakness, not 
amounting to unsoundness of mind, or 
physical incapacity, which were to strike 
out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 


That if an adult person residing in or hav- 
ing property in the District of Columbia be- 
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cause of old age or imperfection or deteriora- 
tion of mentality is incompetent to manage 
his person or estate, or any person because 
of gambling, idleness, or debauchery so 
spends or wastes his estate or injures his 
person as to be likely to expose himself or 
his family to want or suffering or physical 
incapacity to properly care for his property, 
the United States District Court for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia may upon his petition or 
the sworn petition of any person appoint 
some fit person to be guardian of his prop- 
erty or his person or both. 

Sec. 2. The petition shall show— 

1. The name and address of the person for 
whom the guardian is sought; 

2. The date and place of his birth, if 
known; 

3. The names and addresses of his spouse, 
if any, parents, if any, children, if any, or if 
there be no known spouse, parents, or chil- 
dren, the names and addresses of his nearest 
kindred; 

4. The reasons for the guardianship; 

5. The probable value and general char- 
acter of his real and personal property, and 
the probable amount of his debts; and 

6. The name, age, address, and occupa- 
tion of the proposed guardian. 

Sec. 3. Upon filing such petition, the court 
shall fix the time and place for hearing 
thereon and shall cause at least 14 days’ 
notice thereof to be given to the person for 
whom the guardian is sought to be appoint- 
ed, if he is not the petitioner, and to such 
other persons as the court shall direct. The 
court, in its discretion, may appoint some 
disinterested person to act as guardian ad 
litem in any proceeding hereunder. 

Sec. 4. Upon proof of the petition the 
court shall appoint one or two persons suit- 
able and competent to discharge the trust as 
general guardians of the person or estate or 
of both. 

Sec. 5. Such guardian before entering 
upon the discharge of his duties shall execute 
an undertaking with surety to be approved 
by the court in such maximum amount as 
the court may order, conditioned upon the 
faithful performance of his duties as such 
guardian, and he shall have control of the 
estate, real and personal, of the person for 
whom he has been appointed guardian and 
of the person, if the court so directs, with 
power to collect all debts due such person, 
and upon approval of the court, to adjust 
and settle all accounts owed by him, and to 
sue and be sued in his representative ca- 
pacity. He shall apply such part of the an- 
nual income and such part of the principal 
as the court may authorize, of the estate of 
such person to the support of such person 
and the maintenance and education of his 
family and children; and shall in all other 
respects perform the same duties and have 
the same rights and powers with respect to 
the property of such persons as have guard- 
ians of the estates of infants. 

Sec. 6. When any person for whom a 
guardian has been appointed under the pro- 
visions of this act shall become competent 
to manage his property, he may apply to 
such court to have such guardian discharged 
and to be restored to capacity. If the court 
finds him to be competent, an order shall 
be entered restoring the care and control of 
his property to such person and the court 
shall direct that he be restored to capacity. 
The court shall have the same powers with 
respect to the property and person for whom 
a guardian has been appointed under the 
provisions of this act as it has with respect 
to the persons and property of infants under 
guardianship. 

Sec. 7. Upon the filing of a petition as pro- 
vided by this act, the court may with or 
without notice of hearing appoint a tempo- 
rary guardian of the estate of any person 
hereunder if it deems such acton necessary 
for the protection of such estate, subject to 
the provisions for an undertaking contained 
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in section 5 hereof. Such temporary guard- 
ian shall serve only until such time as a 
permanent guardian can be appointed or 
until sooner discharged. 

Sec, 8. Lis pendens: Upon the filing of a 
petition hereunder, a certified copy of such 
petition may be filed for record in the office 
of the Recorder of Deeds of the District of 
Columbia. If a guardian be appointed on 
such petition, all contracts, except for neces- 
saries, and all transfers of real and personal 
property made by the ward after such filing 
and before the termination of the guardian- 
ship shall be void. 


And to amend the title so as to read: 
“An act to provide for the appointment 
of guardians of adult persons who be- 
cause of old age or deterioration of men- 
tality are incompetent to manage their 
person or estate, or of any person who 
because of gambling, idleness, or de- 
bauchery so spends or wastes his estate 
or injures his person as to be likely to 
expose himself or his family to want or 
suffering.” 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate disagree to the amend- 
ments of the House, ask a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and that the 
Chair appoint the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Vice President appointed Mr. PAsToRE, 
Mr. Smitx of North Carolina, and Mr. 
Butter of Maryland conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 


OFFER OF AID BY THE BRITISH GOV- 
ERNMENT IN CONNECTION WITH FIRES 
AND FLOODS IN KAN>AS AND MISSOURI 


Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the body of the Recorp a copy of a 
message which has been received by the 
State Department from the British Em- 
bassy in Washington, offering help on 
the part of His Majesty's Government 
in the United Kingdom and the British 
people to the flood-stricken areas in 
Kansas and Missouri. 

There being no objection, the message 
was ordered to ke printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

BRITISH EMBASSY, 
Washington, D. C., July 19, 1951. 

His Majesty's Ambassador for the United 
Kingdom presents his compliments to the 
Secretary of State and has the honor to 
inform him that he has been instructed by 
His Majesty's Principal Secretary of State 
for Foreign Affairs to inquire whether there 
is any aid which His Majesty’s Government 
in the United Kingdom and British people 
can give to those who have been afflicted by 
the disastrous fires and floods which have 
recently occurred in the States of Kansas 
and Missouri. Sir Oiiver Franks would be 
grateful if Mr. Acheson would let him know 
what suggestions the United States admin- 
istration wish him to transmit to His 
Majesty’s Government in the United King- 
dom. 


THE PRESS AND HUMAN RIGHTS—EDI- 
TORIAL FROM THE NEW YORK TIMES 
AND STATEMENT BY SENATOR BRICKER 


Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, in or- 
der not to delay the debate upon the 
pe.ding appropriation bill, I ask nani- 
mous consent that there may be printed 
in the body of the Recorp an editorial 
from the New York Times entitled “The 
Press and Human Rigats,” dealing with 
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a speech which I made on the floor of 
tee Senate this veek, and that there may 
also be printed, following the editorial 
four pages of discussion on the part of 
the Senator from Ohio. 

There being no objection, the edito- 
rial and statement were ordered to be 
printed in the Record, as follows: 


THE Press AND HUMAN RIGHTS 


Senator Bricker of Ohio has found in the 
proposed United Nations Covenant on Hu- 
man Rights a clause which seems to him to 
menace the freedom of the press. The first 
two paragraphs of article 14 of this agree- 
ment assert everyone’s right to hold and ex- 
press opinions. The third paragraph appears 
to Senator Bricker to take back what is said 
in the first two. It states: 

The right to seek, receive, and impart in- 
formation and ideas carries with it special 
duties and responsibilities and may there- 
fore be subject to certain penalties, liabili- 
ties and restrictions, but these shall be such 
only as are provided by law and are necessary 
for the protection of national security, pub- 
lic order, safety, health or morals, or of the 
rights, freedoms or reputations of others. 

As far as the United States is concerned 
this third paragraph, one must concede, is 
at best superfluous. One can think of other 
countries—Argentina, for example—in which 
it might be used to suppress free newspapers. 

However, we might as well be frank about 
the Covenant on Human Rights, or any 
similar document. No such covenant can be 
enforceable law, except as each of the par- 
ticipating nations cares to make it such. 
The United Nations could not proceed 
against the United States for ignoring para- 
graph 3 and giving its newspapers too much 
freedom; nor is there machinery for proceed- 
ing against Argentina for watering down 
paragraphs 1 and 2 and giving its news- 
papers too little freedom. 

Senator Morse, for once agreeing with Sen- 
ator Bricker, suggested that if the debatable 
clause should appear in treaty form before 
the Senate it should be amended by incor- 
porating the first amendment to the Ameri- 
can Constitution. There could be no harm 
in that. But we don’t believe that the 
Bricker intimation that a passel of for- 
eigners are after our basic liberties is sound. 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR BRICKER 

I desire to read into the Recorp an edi- 
torial from today’s New York Times entitled 
“The Press and Human Rights” and com- 
ment very briefly on some of the conclusions 
reached. The editorial is as follows: 

“Senator Bricker, of Ohio, has found in 
the proposed United Nations Covenant on 
Human Rights a clause which seems to him 
to menace the freedom of the . The 
first two paragraphs of article 14 of this 
agreement assert everyone's right to hold 
and express opinions. The third paragraph 
appears to Senator Bricker to take back 
what is said in the first two. It states: 

The right to seek, receive, and impart 
information and ideas carries with it special 
duties and responsibilities and may, there- 
fore, be subject to certain penalties, liabili- 
ties, and restrictions, but these shall be such 
only as are provided by law and are neces- 
sary for the protection of national security, 
public order, safety, health, or morals, or 
of the rights, freedoms, or reputations of 
others.’ 

“As far as the United States is concerned 
this third paragraph, one must concede, is 
at best superfluous.” 

I will not concede that article 14 (3) of 
the covenant is superfluous as far as the 
United States is concerned. It would en- 
able the Congress, and the President during 
emergency periods, to impose limitations on 
freedom of speech and of the press which are 
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now prohibited by the first amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States. The 
third paragraph of article 14 of the covenant 
is superfluous only to the extent that the 
first amendment is. 

The editorial continues: 

“One can think of other countries—Argen- 
tina, for example—in which it might be used 
to suppress free newspapers.” 

I agree that the language of the third 
paragraph of article 14 of the covenant could 
be employed by Argentina, and even by 
Czechoslovakia, to suppress the liberty of 
the press. It seems obvious, however, that 
the language which would justify suppres- 
sion of newspapers in Argentina or Czecho- 
slovakia would also justify the suppression 
of American newspapers. 

The New York Times editorial then con- 
tinues as follows: 

“However, we might as well be frank about 
the Covenant on Human Rights, or any simi- 
lar document. No such covenant can be en- 
forceable law, except as each of the partici- 
pating nations cares to make it such.” 

I agree that article 14 (3) of the proposed 
Covenant on Human Rights is not self-exe- 
cuting and that it would not become en- 
forceable law until implemented by signa- 
tories of the covenant. The New York 
Times editorial proceeds on the false as- 
sumption that the Covenant on Human 
Rights cannot endanger our basic liberties 
because of the fact that the United Na- 
tions has no enforcement powers. The real 
danger, however, does not lie in the prospect 
of United Nations or some other form of 
international enforcement. The danger is 
that at some time the President or the Con- 
gress would seize upon article 14 of the cove- 
nant as the authority for restricting freedom 
of speech and of the press. ` 

The Times editorial then states: 

“The United Nations could not proceed 
against the United States for ignoring para- 
graph 3 and giving its newspapers too much 
freedom; nor is there machinery for proceed- 
ing against Argentina for watering down 
paragraphs 1 and 2 and giving its news- 
papers too little freedom.” 

The fallacy in this statement is that para- 
graphs 1 and 2 cannot be isolated from para- 
graph 3. Paragraphs 1 and 2 of article 14 
ostensibly guarantees freedom of speech and 
of the press but paragraph 3 completely 
nullifies those rights by its provisions for 
“special duties and bilities” and 
Map: penalties, liabilities and restric- 

ons.” 

In my speech of last Tuesday I did not 
discuss the subject of enforcement of the 
covenant by the United Nations. I directed 
my remarks almost exclusively toward the 
fact that the covenant, if ratified as a treaty, 
would permit the Congress or the President 
to take action which is now prohibited by 
the Constitution of the United States. 

The next two sentences of the Times edi- 
torial read as follows: 

Senator Morse, for once agreeing with 
Senator Bricker, suggested that if the de- 
batable clause should appear in treaty form 
before the Senate it should be amended by 
incorporating the first amendment to the 
American Constitution. There could be no 
harm in that.” 

As to those statements I would first like 
to say that this is not the first time I have 
found myself in agreement with the dis- 
tinguished junior Senator from Oregon. The 
statement that there could be no “harm” 
in incorporating the first amendment as a 
reservation to article 14 (3) of covenant is 
quite surprising. If the guarantees of the 
first amendment are to be preserved, it is 
vitally necessary. As I ted out in my 

basic liberties 


roposed 
order to preserve those liberties it would be 
necessary to incorporate in the proposed 


JULY 20 


covenant as a reservation a substantial part 
of the Constitution of the United States. 
While it thus might be possible to protect 
our own freedoms in approving the proposed 
covenant, I question the wisdom of partici- 
pating in a treaty which denies to other 
peoples of the world the basic liberties 
which are guaranteed to us by the Consti- 
tution. The last sentence of the editorial 
is: 

“But we don’t believe that the Bricker 
intimation that a passel of foreigners are 
after our basic liberties is sound.” 

That statement is a complete distortion 
of my remarks in the Senate last Tuesday. 
I have not accused any passel of foreigners” 
of seeking to nullify our basic liberties by 
means of the proposed United Nations Cove- 
nant on Human Rights. I emphasized the 
fact that the threat to our cherished free- 
doms stems not from foreigners, but from 
Americans in the State Department and the 
United Nations who, wittingly, or otherwise, 
are seeking to alter the Constitution of the 
United States. While I sometimes disagree 
with editorials which appear in the New York 
Times, I have seldom seen an editorial of 
that great newspaper which fails so com- 
pletely to comprehend the point in issue. 


TREASURY AND POST OFFICE DEPART- 
MENTS APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
lays the unfinished business before the 
Senate which is House bill 3282, the 
Treasury and Post Office Departments 
appropriation bill. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill CH. R. 3282) making appro- 
priations for the Treasury and Post 
Office Departments and funds available 
for the Export-Import Bank of Wash- 
ington for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1952, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will state the first committee 
amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Under the 
heading “Title I—Treasury Depart- 
ment—Office of the Secretary—Salaries 
and expenses,” on page 2, line 6, after 
the word “operators”, it is proposed to 
strike out “$2,400,000” and insert “$2,- 
565,278, of which not to exceed $2,255,712 
shall be available for personal services,” 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I won- 
der if the distinguished majority leader 
would permit the suggestion of the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. I am anx- 
ious that we may proceed as quickly 
5 possible with consideration of the 

Mr. WHERRY. I also am anxious 
that we proceed with consideration of 
the bill. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Anderson Johnston, S. C. 
Benton Eastland Kefauver 
Bricker Ecton Kem 
Butler, Md. Ferguson Kerr 
Butler, Nebr, Flanders 

Byrd 3 Knowland 
Capehart Hayden Langer 
Carlson Hendrickson Lehman 
Case Hennings Magnuson 
Chavez HN Malone 
Clements Hoey Maybank 
Cordon Holland McCarthy 
Dirksen Hunt cFarland 
Douglas Johnson, Colo, McKellar 
Dutt Johnson, Tex. Millikin 


Monroney Robertson Thye 
Morse Russell Underwood 
Mundt Saltonstall Watkins 
Murray Schoeppel Wherry 
Neely Smith, Maine Williams 
Nixon Smith, N.C. Young 
O’Conor Stennis 

O'Mahoney Taft 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from Texas [Mr. CON- 
NALLY], the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
Georce], and the Senator from Arkan- 
sas [Mr. MCCLELLAN] are absent by leave 
of the Senate. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL- 
LENDER], and the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr, McCarran] are absent by leave of 
the Senate on official business. 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
FuLsRIGHT], the Senator from Minne- 
sota [Mr. HUMPHREY], the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. Lone], the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Moopy], and the Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. Pastore] 
are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. Green], the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. McManon], and the Sen- 
ator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are 
absent by leave of the Senate on official 
business of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

The Senator from Florida IMr. 
SmatueErs] is absent because of illness. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN] is absent because of a death in 
his family. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW- 
ster], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
HICKENLOOPER], the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. Lopez], the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. Smiru], and the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] 
are absent by leave of the Senate on offi- 
cial business of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. 
Carn] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Brinces] and the Senator from In- 
diana [Mr. JENNER] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Utah [Mr. BEN- 
NETT], the Senator from New York [Mr. 
Ives], the Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. Martin], and the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. WELKER] are absent on ofi- 
cial business. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
{Mr. Tosry] is absent because of illness. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
first committee amendment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that in connec- 
tion with the pending measure, House 
bill 3282, the Treasury and Post Office 
Departments appropriation bill, which 
also makes funds available for the Ex- 
port-Import Bank, I may be privileged 
to offer an amendment which will affect 
the committee amendments on page 2, 
lines 7 and 8, on page 2, line 16, on page 
3, lines 8 and 9, on page 4, line 4, and on 
page 10, lines 12 and 13, relating to the 
Bureau of the Mint; and then another 
amendment which would affect page 15, 
lines 1 and 2. 
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In view of the parliamentary. situa- 
tion, even if the committee amendments 
at the places indicated are adopted, I 
ask that the privilege be given to amend 
those amendments by two amendments, 
one of them covering all but the item on 
page 15, line 2. I am sure a great deal 
of time could be saved by proceeding in 
that way. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the request of the Senator 
from Michigan? 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I may say 
that, as I understand, the Senator wants 
to have the rules suspended for the pur- 
pose stated. Is that correct? 

Mr. FERGUSON. I beg the Senator’s 
perdon I did not understand his gues- 
tion. 

Mr. KILGORE. The unanimous con- 
sent request was for a suspension of the 
rule in order to amend an amendment 
by an over-all amendment at the end 
of the bill, was it not? 

Mr. FERGUSON. The request was 
that as to the first four committee 
amendments mentioned, even though 
they are adopted, I may be permitted 
to move to amend them, and with re- 
spect to my other amendment which has 
to do with the Post Office Department, 
that action be delayed on the commit- 
tee amendment on page 15, line 2, in 
order that I may propose an amendment 
to it. The proposed amendment is now 
in the hands of the legislative drafting 
service, and the amendment will be 
offered as soon as it is possible to bring 
it to the floor. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, still 
reserving the right to object, I say that 
the amendments which are being offered 
are very difficult of definition. In fact, 
atteinpts were made in the full commit- 
tee to work out some kind of definition. 
As I recollect, the last amendment of 
the Senator from Michigan would have 
to do with administrative actions of the 
Post Office Department. Am I not cor- 
rect in that? I ask the Senator from 
Michigan whether the amendment would 
not have to do with the administrative 
functions of the Department? 

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. The Senator 
from Michigan can advise the Senator 
that what he proposes to do through this 
amendment is tu apply to the items af- 
fected the 10-percent principle which 
has already been approved by the Senate. 
I recognize the cogency of what the Sen- 
ator from West Virginia says about there 
being some difficulty in knowing what 
administrative expenses are; but we can 
work that out in the course of the de- 
bate. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
see no objection to the percentagewise 
amendments being voted on en bloc. 
Rather than voting separately, item by 
item, we might save time by voting on 
them en bloc. But I want it understood 
that we are going ahead with this bill as 
rapidly as possible, and that we are not 
going to postpone until any particular 
time the consideration of the bill. I see 
no harm in passing over, temporarily, 
the one item to which the Senator from 
Michigan has referred, in order to ac- 
commodate him, provided that passing 
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it over temporarily will not have the ef- 
fect of delaying consideration of the bill. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
received a letter recently from a valued 
constituent, expressing disappointment 
and real concern over the fact that the 
Senate was making such slow headway 
with important legislation. It was 
necessary to pass resolutions continuing 
appropriations because of the failure to 
enact the appropriation bills for the cur- 
rent fiscal year. It was necessary to 
pass a continuing resolution because of 
the failure to enact a new defense pro- 
duction bill before the old law expired. 
We are not even halfway through con- 
gressional action on the appropriation 
bills, Thus far, as I recall, the Senate 
has completed action on but 3 out of 14 
such bills; and the conference reports on 
those 3 have not even come before the 
Senate. I shall not object to this 
request. 

Mr. FERGUSON. The proposal I am 
submitting would not have the effect of 
delaying action at all. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I do not say it 
would, and I am not going to object; but 
I merely call attention to the fact that, 
when an appropriation bill comes to the 
Senate which should be passed within 
2 or 3 days, it requires a week or 10 days. 
When a simple amendment is offered, 
frequently it is discussed at great 
length, and then extraneous subjects are 
injected into the debate and discussed, 
delaying the consideration of an appro- 
priation bill for an hour or two. 

I feel the time has come when Mem- 
bers of the Senate should realize the 
gravity of the situation in which we are 
placed. They should realize the prob- 
lems which confront the Committee on 
Finance in connection with a tremendous 
tax bill, and the desire of that commit- 
tee to know to what extent economies 
are to be effected. 

A bulletin was issued this week by the 
Washington Reseerch Bureau of the 
State Chambers of Commerce, showing 
that, in the eight appropriation bills on 
which the House has acted, and on which 
the Senate has partially acted, there 
have been effected in domestic spending 
savings of but $1,300,000,000 plus. 

Everyone knows that when Congress 
met in January there were those who 
said we must cut domestic spending by 
$6,000,000,000; some said that we must 
cut it by $9,000,000,000. What is the 
score today? Government spending has 
been reduced less than $2,000,000,000. 
Unless we make very drastic cuts in for- 
eign aid, all but $1,500,000,000 of which 
is for military purposes, and also cut the 
military defense budget, we shall not ar- 
rive ultimately at a saving of more than 
$2,000,000,000 or $2,500,000,000 in the 
tremendous budget upon which we are 
acting. There are two other domestic 
bills to be acted on, besides those. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. KEM. I should like to ask the 
Senator from Virginia if there is not 
$2,250,000,000 fer nondefense spending 
in the foreign-aid bill? > 
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Mr. ROBERTSON. There may be 
some point 4 money, with which I am 
not familiar; but the ECA money proper, 
I think, amounts to about $1,500,000,000; 
and, personally, I think that can be very 
substantially reduced. I do not believe 
we need to appropriate rehabilitation 
money for Europe, except in the case of 
Germany, where there is a terrific refu- 
gee problem, the number of refugees 
approaching 10,000,000, not 10 percent of 
whom are workers; they are old people 
and children. Some relief money is 
needed in Greece; there may be a limited 
need of relief money in Austria. But 
outside of those cases, Europe is in better 
shape, by far, both from the standpoint 
of the standard of living and from the 
standpoint of productive capacity, than 
Europe was before World War II. Eu- 
rope should now be able to stand on its 
own bottom. Let us now put our limited 
resources into the war effort. That is 
where our mutual interest lies. 

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. KEM. I wish to associate my- 
self with what the Senator from Vir- 
ginia has said. I am very glad he has 
said it. I should like to ask him this 
question: When we learn of the great 
flood in the central part of the United 
States, which amounts to a national dis- 
aster, does it not seem ironical to the 
Senator from Virginia that the ECA 
should be engaged presently in a water 
project in the Portuguese East Africa; 
in draining the Zuider Zee, in Holland; 
pumping on a large scale in Thailand, 
and in similar spending schemes else- 
where in the world? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The Senator 
from Virginia is not familiar with those 
projects. There may be certain projects 
of that character, but I cannot imagine 
much money is being spent on them. 
The object of the Senator from Virginia 
in reserving the right to object—and he 
frankly says he is not going to object—is 
to urge his colleagues in the Senate to 
cooperate with the Senate Committee 
on Appropriations in passing these vital 
appropriation bills without unnecessary 
and undue delay. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the request of the Senator 
from Michigan? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object to the re- 
quest, I have a few more words to say. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
put the question, and there was no ob- 
jection. 

Mr. KILGORE. I may say that there 
was so much commotion that I did not 
hear the Chair put the question. How- 
ever, I will waive objection, and let the 
request be agreed to. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I do not be- 
lieve I understand the request. In the 
case of one item the request is that it go 
over. As to offering amendments cov- 
ering several items, and voting on them 
en bloc I have no objection; but I do not 
think the request should be made that 
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an item go over. I am sure the Senator 
from West Virginia will be willing to 
pass over an item temporarily to meet 
the convenience of any Senator. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It is my under- 
standing that the Chair put the ques- 
tion on agreeing to the unanimous-con- 
sent request. Does the Chair now, in 
view of the uncertainty or misunder- 
standing, withdraw his announcement? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
put the request and announced there 
was no objection and that it was so or- 
dered. But the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia, who is in charge of the bill, indi- 
cated that he had been conversing with 
the Senator from Michigan at the time 
the Chair put the question; and the 
Chair withdraws his announcement. 

Mr. FERGUSON, If the Senator from 
West Virginia has no objection, I think 
it will work out. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor from West Virginia later withdrew 
his objection. - 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
should like to have the unanimous-con- 
sent request restated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. There were 
two separate requests, one of which in- 
volves merely that an item on page 15 
go over. i 

Mr. McFARLAND. I would have ob- 
jection to that at this time. To the 
other one I do not object. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Then I shall take 
up the item on page 15, line 2, when we 
reach it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the first request? The Chair 
hears none. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Reserving the right 
to object, I have an amendment which 
would reduce the item on page 2, line 16. 
Do I correctly understand that the Sen- 
ator from Michigan 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The request 
of the Senator from Michigan involves 
committee amendments from page 2 to 
page 9, inclusive. The request was that 
the Senator be permitted to offer one 
amendment to cover those items, and 
have the Senate vote on them en bloc. 
Is there objection to the request? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Let the Chair make clear the situation 
with reference to the request of the Sen- 
ator from Michigan. It has been sug- 
gested that the amendments involved. in 
the agreement are passed over. The 
Chair did not so understand the situa- 
tion. It has also been suggested that 
the amendments will have to be acted 
upon, and if they are agreed to, the Sen- 
ator from Michigan may offer one 
amendment covering all of them. That 
is not the way the Chair understands the 
situation. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state it. 


JULY 20 


Mr. SALTONSTALL, What is the 
question now before the Senate? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The first 
committee amendment was read, after 
the reading of which the Senator from 
Michigan made a unanimous-consent 
request which includes the proposition 
that although the amendments may 
have been agreed to in the meantime, he 
may offer an amendment. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. So that the 
agreement did not contemplate that 
these amendments should be passed over. 

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
now is on agreeing to the first committee 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk 
will state the next committee amend- 
ment. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Bureau of Accounts—Salaries 
and Expenses,” on page 2, line 16, after 
the word “services”, to strike out “$1,- 
850,000” and insert “$2,050,000”, and in 
line 18, after the word “of”, to strike out 
“withheld.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment on page 2, line 16. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk an amendment directed 
to page 2, line 16. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Illi- 
nois will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, 
line 16, it is proposed to strike out 82, 
050,000" and insert in lieu thereof “$1,- 
850,000.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor’s amendment would merely restore 
the House figure. The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the com- 
mittee, which changes the figure. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I be permitted 
to speak on that subject? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena- 
tor is recognized, but it is not necessary 
to offer an amendment. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Presid- 
ing Officer. 

Mr. President, the Williams subcom- 
mittee of the House Postoffice and Civil 
Service Committee made a very careful 
study of the work of a number of execu- 
tive departments, including the Bureau 
of Accounts. On the whole it gave an 
unfavorable verdict on the efficiency of 
the Bureau of Accounts. It reported 
that it had too many forms, that it had 
not adopted modern accounting proce- 
dure, and that it had not adopted mod- 
ern machinery so that some of the work 
could be mechanized, instead of being 
done by hand. The Williams subcom- 
mittee therefore recommended that 817 
jobs be eliminated from the Bureau, If 
we follow that recommendation, we 
would save approximately $250,000. 

The Williams proposals were in effect 
substantially adopted by the House, and 
therefore, I fail to see any reason, al- 
though there may be reasons, why the 
decision of the House should be reversed 
and why the figure should be increased. 

I request unanimous consent to have 
inserted in the Recorp at this point the 
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report of the Williams committee on 
the Bureau of Accounts. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

BUREAU OF ACCOUNTS 


Principal improvements in the Bureau of 
Accounts will result from the adoption of 
changes in the warrant system. Some of the 
faults of the present system with suggested 
changes which will result in a reduction in 
personnel follow: 

According to section 147 of title 31 of the 
United States Code: 

“The Treasurer shall receive and keep the 
moneys of the United States, and disburse 
the. same upon warrants drawn by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, countersigned in the 
General Accdunting Office, and not otherwise. 
He shall take receipts for all moneys paid 
by him, and shall give receipts for all moneys 
received by him; and all receipts received by 
him shall be endorsed upon warrants signed 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, without 
which warrant, so signed, no acknowledge- 
ment for money received into the public 
Treasury shall be valid.” 

The basic system of accounts in the Treas- 
ury is based upon this statute. The funda- 
mental principles set forth are sound. The 
present volume of transactions has out- 
grown this procedure. Under recent enabling 
legislation, promising procedural economies 
can be attained. 


COVERING WARRANT 


The Treasurer of the United States is re- 
sponsible for both covered and uncovered 
money placed to his accounts in the deposi- 
tory banks. In view of the integrity of the 
Federal Reserve Bank System and of the 
Treasurer, it would seem that a periodic 
statement of these deposits would suffice to 
insure the proper and accurate handling of 
these receipts. The outmoded covering war- 
rant could and should be eliminated. The 
preparation and distribution of the several 
registers based on the covering warrant 
culd likewise be simplified or eliminated, 


APPROPRIATION WARRANT 


The appropriation warrant is merely an 
instrument by which the Secretary of the 
Treasury notifies the Treasurer that the 
Congress has authorized the expenditure of 
a certain amount of money for a particular 
purpose. A simple letter or other interoffice 
communication could serve this purpose. 
The accounts of the Treasurer, the Bureau 
of Accounts and the operating agency could 
be established by this authority. To be en- 
tirely realistic and practical, why should even 
a letter be needed for this purpose when the 
authority is written in the law for all to 
read and be governed accordingly? 


ACCOUNTABLE WARRANT 


The accountable warrant is a form with 
which the Treasurer transfers a predeter- 
mined amount of the general fund to the 
checking account of e disbursing officer. 
The Treasurer remains accountable for the 
funds even though they may have been 
transferred to a disbursing officer under sep- 
arate and additional accountability. Ac- 
countability for the same funds is dupli- 
cated in the Bureau of Accounts, the General 
Accounting Office and in the operating 
agency requesting the transfer. 

With proper appropriation and appor- 
tionment control, the accountable warrant 
becomes unnecessary. The money could be 
transferred in a lump sum equal to a total 
periodic apportionment, Supporting entries 
could then be made in the accounts of all 
concerned. Further suggestions on this sub- 
ject are contained in the section of this 
report devoted to the Division of Disburse- 
ment. 

While the mocernization of the warrant 
system will improve the utilization of per- 
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sonnel, there are several other points in the 
Bureau of Accounts which need immediate 
attention as follows: 

The accounting systems staff does not have 
sufficient authority to develop and install 
accounting improvements in the Treasury. 
Its services are only advisory. It is not fully 
recognized or used by the other bureaus of 
the fiscal service. 

The Division of Bookkeeping and Warrants 
keeps too many detailed accounts. All of 
their accounts, except those used for central 
control and general ledgers, should be elim- 
inated. 

A large portion of the time of the em- 
ployees of the Reports Division is spent in 
unnecessary tabulations and the analyses 
and presentation of reports. All reports, 
except those required by law or necessary to 
the administration of the fiscal accounting 
system of the Government, should be dis- 
continued. 

The Bureau of Accounts should Only be 
responsible for accounting functions; yet, it 
carries on investment activities which should 
be located more properly in the Office of the 
Treasurer or the Bureau of the Public Debt. 
Its Division of Deposits which deals in the 
designation and control of depository banks 
and the administration of the Losses in Ship- 
ment Act, should likewise be transferred to 
and consolidated with similar functions of 
the Treasurer. 


TABLE 12.—Present and proposed staffing for 
the Bureau of Accounts in the fiscal service 
of the Department of the Treasury 


Number of employees 


Organizational identity 


Bureau of Accounts: 
Office of Commissioner 
Administrative Division. 
Accounting Systems Stafl. 
Division of Bookkeeping and 
ue, eh 
Division of Financial Reports.. 
Division of Investments. 
Division of Deposits 


Division of Surety Bonds. 9 
Division of Disbursement-....| 3, 170 821 
Total 450 2, 633 817 


Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, the re- 
port of the William committee was con- 
sidered and investigated by the Appro- 
priations Committee of the House and 
was found to be very inaccurate, being 
based upon only a few hours’ study of 
the Bureau of Accounts, together with 
other agencies. The House, however, 
reduced the budget estimate $45,000. I 
do not criticize the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois for using the Williams re- 
port, except that it should be stated 
that it was found to be inaccurate. The 
Senate Appropriations Committee re- 
stored a cut which had been made on the 
floor of the House based upon the report 
which the House Committee on Appro- 
priations says is inaccurate. So we went 
along with the House committee on a 
cut of $45,000, and restored the $200,000. 

Fifty percent of the Bureau’s work is 
in connection with uncontrolled ac- 
counts in cases in which they have to 
pay Federal Reserve banks. They have 
also taken over a part of the work of the 
General Accounting Office, and their 
work includes the Division of Disburse- 
ment for the entire Treasury Depart- 
ment. The work has been increased tre- 
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mendously, and the Senate committee 
merely concurred with the House Ap- 
propriations Committee in its study of 
the bill and in its recommendations. 

I hope the committee amendment will 
be sustained by the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment on page 2, line 16. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will state the next committee 
amendment, 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Salaries and expenses, Divi- 
sion of Disbursement,” on page 2, line 
22, after the word “Disbursement”, to 
strike out “$11,050,000” and insert “$11,- 
775,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Bureau of the public debt— 
Administering the public debt,” on page 
3, line 8, after the word “charged”, to 
strike out “$49,000,000” and insert “$51,- 
993,704, of which not to exceed $17,219,- 
616 Shall be available for personal 
services.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Office of the Treasurer—Sal- 
aries and expenses,” on page 4, line 4, 
after the word “Treasurer”, to strike out 
$20,500,000" and insert “$20,868,165, 
of which not to exceed $4,404,868 shall 
be available for personal services.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Contingent expenses, public 
moneys,” on page 4, line 9, after the 
word “States”, to strike out “$475,000” 
and insert “$500,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to, 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Bureau of Customs—Salaries 
and expenses,” on page 4, line 25, after 
the word “exceed”, to strike out “$1,- 
000,000” and insert “$1,086,930; and on 
page 5, line 3, after “(19 U. S. C. 1525)”, 
to strike out “$36,825,000” and insert 
“$37,949,700.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Bureau of Internal Revenue— 
Salaries and expenses,” on page 5, line 
18, after the word “vehicles”, to insert 
“and in addition to the number of pas- 
senger motor vehicles provided for here- 
in, the Bureau may use not to exceed 
20 passenger motor vehicles acquired 
through seizure as provided for by law,” 
and on page 6, line 7, after “(26 U. S. C. 
3792)”, to strike out “$252,000,000” and 
insert “$255,000,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Bureau of Narcotics—Salaries 
and expenses,” on page 7, line 12, after 
the word “justice”, to strike out $2,025,- 
000” and insert “$2,100,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Bureau of Engraving and 
Printing,” on page 7, line 17, after 
“(Public Law 656)”, to strike out “$3,- 
000,000” and insert 83,500,000.“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Secret Service Division—Sal- 
aries and expenses,” on page 8, line 22, 
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after the word “criminals”, to strike 
out “$2,475,000” and insert 82,550,000.“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Salaries and expenses, guard 
force,” on page 9, line 10, after the word 
“ammunition”, to strike out “$400,000” 
and insert “$450,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Bureau of the Mint—Salaries 
and expenses,” on page 10, line 12, after 
the word “collection”, to strike out 
“$4,300,000” and insert “$4,965,800, of 
which not to exceed $4,259,800 shall be 
available for personal services.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead Coast Guard—Acquisition, 
construction, and improvements,” on 
page 12, line 16, after the word “serv- 
ices”, to strike out “$15,000,000” and in- 
sert “$15,500,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead “Reserve training,” on page 13, 
line 10, after the word “program”, to 
strike out “purchase of not to exceed 11 
passenger motor vehicles;” and in line 
12, after the word “aircraft”, to strike 
out “$2,000,000” and insert “$1,500,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the 
heading “Title II— Post Office Depart- 
ment—General administration,” on page 
15, line 2, after the word “certificate”, to 
strike out “$20,000,000” and insert “$20,- 
800,000.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That 
amendment is one of the amendments 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGU- 
son] desires to have go over. With- 
out objection, it will be passed over tem- 
porarily. The next committee amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The next amendment was, under the 
subhead Postal operations,” on page 
15, line 14, after the word “service”, to 
strike out “$1,845,000,000" and insert 
“$1,852,100,000.” 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk an amendment to the 
committee amendment, which I ask to 
have stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 15, 
it is proposed to strike out “$1,852,100,- 
000” and insert in lieu thereof “$1,816,- 
000.000.” 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, this is 
a proposal for a reduction of $36,000,000 
in round figures, below the Senate com- 
mittee figure; a reduction from $1,852,- 
109,000 to $1,816,000,000. I may point 
out that the appropriations for postal 
operations for the past fiscal year was 
$1,793,000,000. The Bureau of the 
Budget presented a request for an in- 
crease of $73,000,000 over the appropria- 
tion of last year, or a 4-percent increase. 

The budget estimate of an increase of 
4 percent seems to have been based pri- 
marily on an estimated increase in vol- 
ume of 3.7 percent, but I should like to 
point out that the Post Office and Civil 
Service Committee has before it a bill, 
which I hope will be reported favorably 
and acted upon by the Senate very soon, 
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providing for an increase in postal rates. 
An increase has long been overdue in 
second-class rates, third-class rates, and 
fourth-class rates, because that type of 
mail has been carried by what is tanta- 
mount to a huge subsidy to the maga- 
zines, the newspapers, the direct-mail 
advertisers, and to the mail-order houses. 
They have been receiving subsidies run- 
ning into the hundreds of millions of 
dollars at public expense. 

Mr, President, we are now apparently 
moving, belatedly but I hope surely, in 
the way of an increase in the postal 
rates on the classes of mail matter re- 
ferred to. I am very glad that this is 
about to occur, and I hope there will be 
no slip ‘twixt the cup and the lip. If the 
postal-rate bill is enacted the volume of 
mail, instead of increasing, will diminish, 
because with the increase in the rates, 
in the case of fourth-class matter, there 
will be a shift to express. In the case of 
second-class matter, there will be a 
greater amount of direct delivery of 
newspapers and magazines to areas im- 
mediately adjacent to the place of pub- 
lication. Then, if we increase third- 
class rates, there will be a considerable 
shift from direct-mail advertising to 
other forms of advertising. So it would 
seem to me highly improbable, if the 
postal-rate bill should be passed, that 
there would be an increase in the volume 
of the mail. On the contrary, all signs 
point to a decrease. It may be a very 
appreciable decrease in the cases of 
second class matter, third-class matter, 
and fourth-class matter. 

Mr. President, I should like to ask why 
we should vote money to take care of an 
increase in volume until we know that 
there will be such an increase. If in fact 
an increase in volume follows, then after 
that has been demonstrated we can vote 
added money in a supplemental bill, but 
if we increase the appropriation and 
there is no increase in volume, there will 
be no assurance that the money will be 
returned to the Treasury. On the con- 
trary, we know that in virtually every 
Government department, when there are 
unused appropriations toward the end of 
the fiscal year, in the last 15 days of 
June there is a hectic rate of spending. 
The money has been appropriated and 
the Government departments spend it. 
So I would say that if we now appro- 
priate the money and the decrease in 
volume of traffic occurs, the money will 
not be returned to the Treasury, but will 
be spent by the Post Office Department, 
and the taxpayer will lose. 

Mr. President, I am somewhat curious 
about certain things that have happened 
in the Post Office Department. The 
Postmaster General estimated the sav- 
ings, as the result of curtailment of de- 
livery, at as high as $80,000,000 a year. 
I should like to know where those sav- 
ings have gone. They do not seem to 
show up in any decrease in the appro- 
priations requested by the Post Office 
Department. On the contrary, there 
is a request for an increase. There was 
a request for an increase of $73,000,000, 
although the Postmaster General has 
said that he saved as much as $80,000,- 
000 by curtailing services such as cut- 
ting deliveries from two a day, in cer- 
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tain general urban areas, to one a day. 
If $80,000,000 was saved, then that cer- 
tainly should afford some leeway to re- 
duce the figure below the amount re- 
quested by the Post Office Department 
and below the amount recommended by 
the committee. 

We seem to get a cut in services from 
the Post Office Department and an in- 
creased request for money. I submit 
that the Post Office Department is go- 
ing in opposite directions, requesting 
more money from the taxpayers, and 
giving less service to the mail users. 

Mr, President, most of us have, I think, 
read the report of the Hoover Commis- 
sion on the business organization of the 
Post Office Department, which criticized 
very severely the business methods used, 
the methods of delivering mail, and the 
types of equipment used. I think it is 
safe to say, and a very charitable thing 
to say, that the Post Office Department 
has dragged its feet on modernization. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I should like to answer 
that point. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I yield 
for a question. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
There has been a great deal of talk—— 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr, President, who 
has the floor? I yield for a question, but 
only for a question. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I should like to ask the 
Senator a question. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Illinois yield to the Sena- 
tor from South Carolina? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Certainly; I am glad 
to yield.. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I should like to know where the Senator 
from Illinois obtained his information in 
regard to the Post Office Department 
dragging its feet with respect to carrying 
out the Hoover Commission’s recom- 
mendations. I should like to have the 
Senator give me that information at 
this time, before he criticizes the De- 
partment. I am the chairman of the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice, and while I do not always agree 
with everything the Post Office Depart- 
ment does, yet, so far as the Hoover 
Commission report is concerned, I know 
of very little saving which could have 
been made which has not already been 
made by action taken by the Post Office 
Department. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. My good friend and 
colleague from South Carolina has asked 
the source of my information. I refer 
him to House Report No. 272, pages 17 
and 18, which goes into this question in 
some degree. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
When was that information gathered? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It was gathered dur- 
ing the past year. It is contained in a 
report by our sister body. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I should like to know in what particular 
there could have been savings by carry- 
ing out the Hoover report. Let the Sen- 
ator place his finger on those particu- 
lars, and I shall be glad to take them up. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Hoover report 
criticizes the Departmeu for not mech- 
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-anizing the issuance of money orders, 
and for continuing to write them by 
hand, instead of mechanizing the opera- 
tion with IBM machines. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Most of those recommendations have 
been carried into effect. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. But the Department 
has been very slow in carrying them into 
effect. Furthermore, according to the 
House hearings, the installation of new 
machinery has not resulted in any sav- 
ings in personnel. 

Now, I said the Post Office had dragged 
its feet. Here is what the House com- 
mittee said, in part: 

The committee still believes, in spite of 
the testimony on mechanization presented 
at this year’s hearings, that the Post Office 
Department ts still dragging its feet when it 
comes to the installation of modern me- 
chanical equipment in its large city post 
offices throughout the country. The com- 
mittee's interest in improving and expedit- 
ing the handling of mail in large post offices 
is well known to the Department, but it is 
taking too little heed of what the committee 
has said on this subject in previous reports. 
Again the committee wishes to restate most 
emphatically this time, that the Post Office 
Department must take immediate steps to 
survey its reeds of mechanical equipment 
anc proceed without further delay with a 
plan which would embrace the complete in- 
stallation of suitable mechanical equipment 
in those post offices which have a sufficient 
volume of mail to justify it. 


Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield for a question. 

Mr. KILGORE. Is the Senator from 
Illinois aware of the fact that in the 
past few days, since the Department 
started issuing the new type of postal 
money order by means of the IBM ma- 
chines, a flood of forgeries has hit post 
offices all over the country? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. No; I was not aware 
of that. 

Mr. KILGORE. They are very easy to 
forge, as compared with the old type. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
South Carolina has asked for other sug- 
gestions. There has been developed in 
the Chicago post office a mechanical sys- 
tem for sorting mail. I have watched 
that system. It involves the use of the 
so-called Sestak machine. It sorts out- 
going mail as between various cities. It 
enables a much smaller force of clerks 
to do the work. The percentage of accu- 
racy is even higher than that of the old 
system. It is a thoroughly efficient sys- 
tem. It is in operation in Chicago, but 
my ‘aformation is that it has not been 


very widely applied in other cities of the. 


country where it could be applied. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
In reference to that item, I invite the 
attention of the Senator from Illinois to 
the fact that we are now trying to get 
appropriations in this bill to carry that 
plan into effect in various places. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. My point is that if 
the Post Office Department carries it 
into effect we shall not need so large an 
appropriation for clerk hire, and we can 
allow the total force of the Post Office 
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Department to diminish by not filling 
all vacancies. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield for a ques- 
tion. 

Mr. KILGORE. Has the Senator gone 
over the postal installation in Chicago? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have inspected a 
large portion of it, and I have watched 
the Sestak machine in great detail. 

Mr. KILGORE. Has the Senator ob- 
served the new packaging process there? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. No; I have not. 

Mr. KILGORE. Has the Senator in- 
vestigated the increased cost of rental 
in connection with local distribution out 
of Chicago to nearby areas, including 
Gary, Ind.? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. No; I have not. But 
I can certainly testify that the Sestak 
machine should reduce the numker of 
clerks in large distributing centers by at 
least one-half. 

Mr. KILGORE. Is the Senator aware 
of the cost of one of the Sestak ma- 
chines? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I think I have some 
idea of it. The estimates vary. 

Mr. KILGORE. It is $250,000 for each 
machine, and there are a number of 
offices which need them. The pending 
bill carries $750,000 for research and de- 
velopment, $500,000 of which is for plac- 
ing two more machines in operation as 
quickly as they can be built. But we shall 
probably not feel the effect of their use 
during the current fiscal year. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not want to 
quarrel with my good friend from West 
Virginia, but it seems to me that $250,000 
for a Sestak machine is a pretty high 
figure. 

Mr. KILGORE. I will say to the Sen- 
ator from Illinois that I am informed 
that I was mistaken. The cost is $30,- 
000 apiece, but it takes a long time to 
build them. The Senator is no doubt 
aware that even yet the machine is being 
modified and improved to try to make 
it operate much more efficiently than 
it is now. : 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am not yet aware 
that the Post Office Department has 
ever given any award to Mr. Sestak in 
return for the work he has done. He 
has made a great contribution to the 
efficient handling of mail in central of- 
fices, and so far as I can tell, his work 
has been virtually unnoticed, and he 
has been largely ignored by the Post 
Office Department. Here is what the 
House committee said about this situa- 
tion: 

The committee regrets very much the ex- 
treme reluctance of the Post Office officials 
to encourage postal employees to partici- 
pate in the suggestion system which is being 
used to advantage by all Government de- 
partments and large industrial and com- 
mercial firms. 

The committee is very disappointed that 
the Department has, up to this time, failed 
to make any award to Mr. John Sestak, an 
employee of the Chicago post office, who 
designed and constructed a mail distribu- 
ting machine which has been in use over a 
long period of time. 

It simply is not a healthy condition, con- 
tributes little to the morale of the employees, 
and fails utterly to stimulate their interest, 
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industry, and imagination to say nothing of 
the failure of the Post Office Department to 
take advantage of the reduced cost of op- 
erations which would naturally and inevi- 
tably follow. 


The Post Office Department certainly 
has not shown any alacrity in putting 
this improvement in the distribution of 
mail into effect. It is of tremendous 
importance. In my judgment, it would 
save tens of millions of dollars a year. 
That is only one feature. 

A familiar sight on every one of our 
streets is the local postman or the re- 
gional postman with a heavy bag of 
mail on his shoulder. Much of it con- 
sists of second-class mail and third- 
class mail. Why should not the postman 
have a tricycle? There is no objection 
to a tricycle with a compartment to 
carry the heavy mail. That would per- 
mit him to cover space in a shorter time. 
He would not be so tired at the end of 
the day, and the number of postmen 
could be reduced. 

Furthermore, there was criticism by 
the Hoover Commission of the type of 
trucks used by the Post Office Depart- 
ment in the delivery of mail. The 
Hoover Commission urged the use of 
vehicles of the wrong weight for the type 
of job they were doing. A number of 
other mechanical improvements have 
been suggested, which the Post Office 
Department does not seem to wish to 
carry into effect. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina 
and Mr. KILGORE addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hot- 
LAND in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Illinois yield; and, if so, to whom? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield for a question 
to the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I should like to ask the Senator from 
Illinois whether or not he has carefully 
read the bill. I think he will find that 
in this appropriation bill provision is 
made for the purchase of trucks. We 
are trying to get better equipment. That 
means an increased appropriation at 
this time, which we hope will reduce the 
cost over a term of years, but it will not 
do it immediately. 3 

The same is true of the machines 
which we are installing. We are buy- 
ing $500,000 worth. We hope that they 
will save money over a term of years, 
but they will not save money immedi- 
ately, in this particular appropriation. 
It costs money to install machinery. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I notice that the bill 
carries an appropriation of approxi- 
mately $11,500,000 for the purchase of 
trucks, tractors, and trailers. But I 
point ou. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DOUGLAS, I yield for a question. 

Mr. KILGORE. The Senator is aware, 
is he not, that $5,000,000 of that sum is 
for trucks alone? The Senator is pos- 
sibly not aware that a subcommittee 
visited the Chicago post office and found 
that, contrary to the Hoover Commis- 
sion report, the trucks in use were too 
heavy for the type of work for which 
they were needed. The subcommittee 


found the Post Office Department using 


a smaller cargo truck. The department 
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was using tractor trailers, with three 
trailers to each tractor, to handle heavy 
loads and to expedite the mail. So in 
that respect the department is not drag- 
ging its feet a bit. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
think it might help if we got a general 
view of what I am proposing. 

I am proposing a figure which is $23,- 
000,000 higher than last year. It in- 
cludes an allowance of $11,500,000 for 
mechanization, of which the Senator 
from South Carolina speaks. It in- 
cludes an allowance of $11,500,000 for 
automatic pay increases. 

All these improvements could go into 
effect. I merely ask, in view of the pos- 
sibility that the volume of mail may not 
increase next year, and may in fact, 
decrease because of increased postal 
rates, why we should appropriate an in- 
creased amount of money. Why should 
we appropriate nearly $60,000,000 more 
than last year? If there is an increased 
volume of mail, and it proves impossible 
to obtain these economies, we can meet 
the situation with a deficiency appro- 
priation later. But is there not a cer- 
tain value in sticking a pin into the 
Post Office Department to spur it on to 
increased efficiency, when certainly its 
record up to date has not been a glow- 
ing one? Why should we vote them a 
blank check? 

Mr. LANGER and Mr. SALTONSTALL 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Illinois yield, and if 
so, to whom? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield first to my 
good friend from North Dakota, who, I 
know, has a bomb which he wishes to 
plant under me. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I wish 
to compliment the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Illinois on the very fine job he 
is doing in trying to reduce the appro- 
priations of the Post Office Department. 
However, instead of sticking a pin into 
them, I suggest a good sharp spike. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. In me or in the ap- 
propriations? [Laughter.] 

Mr, LANGER. In the appropria- 
tions. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am delighted to 
have the ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service join forces with me. I thought 
he was going to oppose my proposal. 

Mr. LANGER. Oh, no. I should like 
to invite the attention of the distin- 
guished Senator from Illinois to the 
fact that, in my opinion, at least, the 
Post Office Department is perhaps the 
least efficiently operated department in 
the entire Government. 

I should also like to invite the atten- 
tion of the distinguished Senator from 
Illinois to the fact that after World War 
Ii, when the Government had $106,000,- 
000,000 worth of surplus property on its 
hands, a law was passed which provided 
that any Federal Government depart- 
ment could get some of the surplus 
property almost for nothing. All they 
had to do was to apply for it. For ex- 
ample, they could get a great deal of 
machinery, typewriters, adding ma- 
chines, and trucks for the sum of $1. 
The ‘record shows that the Post Office 
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Department did not do anything to take 
advantage of that law passed by Con- 
gress, which enabled any Government 
department to get that kind of material 
almost for nothing. What happened? 
We found that private enterprises, like 
Gimbel Bros. in New York, which deals, 
among other things, in ladies’ under- 
wear, bought 600 trucks, which had not 
even been unpacked, at the rate of 
$1,900 apiece, and then sold them, still 
unpacked, at $1,000 profit on each truck, 

We brought that fact to the attention 
of the Post Office Department. The dis- 
tinguished Senator will remember that 
former Senator Mead, of New York, con- 
ducted an investigation and discovered 
that such a profit had been made by 
Gimbels in New York. That is a typi- 
cal example. The Post Office Depart- 
ment just has not been on its toes. 

I can name post offices around the 
country in which typewriters are being 
used which are 15, 16, and 17 years old. 
As a matter of fact, after World War II 
the Government had thousands of 
typewriters on hand, which could have 
been obtained by the Post Office Depart- 
ment. s 

I sincerely hope the Senator’s amend- 
ment will be agreed to. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator 
from North Dakota for the help he has 
given. It shows that sweet are the gifts 
which nominal opponents may bring. 

Mr. LANGER. It shows that once in 
a hundred times the Senator from Illi- 
nois may be right, and he is right this 
time. 

Mr. KILGORE and Mr. SALTON- 
STALL addressed the Chair. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I should first like to 
complete my statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois declines to yield. 

Mr. KILGORE. I merely wished to 
ask the Senator about the figures he 
gave. What is the reduction he pro- 
poses? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am proposing a re- 
duction of $36,000,000, from $1,852,100,- 
000 to $1,816,000,000. It is $23,000,000 
above the actual appropriations made 
last year, to allow for both mechaniza- 
tion and automatic pay increases, but it 
is $36,000,000 below the sum recommend- 
ed by the committee, and $50,000,000 be- 
low the budget. My point is that we 
are appropriating on the basis of an es- 
timated increase in mail, which in all 
probability will not materialize, because 
postal rates will probably be increased. 
If there is a decrease in the volume of 
mail, we can be certain that the Post 
Office Department will not turn any 
money back into Uncle Sam’s Treasury. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator fram Massachusetts. 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. Will the Senator 
from Illinois permit me to make a brief 
statement, without saying that it will 
be in the form of a question? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It seems to me 
that the Committee on Appropriations 
must act on realities. We hope there will 
be an increase in certain postal rates. 
Whether or not that would result in a 
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decrease in the volume of mail is prob- 
lematical. If my memory serves me 
aright, over the years in which I have sat 
on the committee, the postal volume is 
affected more by the volume of business 
and by the volume of the gross income of 
the country than by anything else. The 
volume of mail has increased since 1946. 
In 1946 there was a slight decrease. If 
my memory serves me aright, we had 
an unfortunate economic period in 1946. 
In 1947, 1948, and 1949 there were in- 
creases in the volume of mail. The in- 
creases for those years were 3 percent, 
7 percent, and 8 percent, respectively. 
The figures for 1950 and 1951 show an 
increase of 5 percent in 1950, 2.7 per- 
cent in 1951, and for 1952 the increase is 
estimated to be 3.71 percent. 

The volume of business of the country 
in the coming year is expected to be 
greater than ever before. I believe this 
year it is up to $286,000,000,000, and the 
hopeful estimate for the coming year is 
$324,000,000,000. However, the Senator 
from Illinois is a better judge of that 
than am I. The increase in the national 
income is one reason why we increased 
the budget. 

Does the Senator realize that the old- 
est truck now in use by the Post Office 
Department is a Mack truck of 1928? 
The total number of vehicles owned by 
the Post Office Department is 15,632. 
The age of the vehicles runs from 1928 
to 1950, with only 2,400 new cars, ap- 
proximately, bought in 1950. We have 
limited the amount of the trucks to 17,- 
500. We felt that we should add ap- 
proximately $5,000,000 to the appropria- 
tion. The increese is for new motor ve- 
hicles, to permit the Post Office Depart- 
ment to go on a 6-year plan of turn-over 
of trucks. The older trucks are less effi- 
cient than the new trucks, and their 
maintenance costs more. 

Those two factors, the estimated in- 
crease in the volume of mail and the 
need for new trucks, justified the com- 
mittee in increasing the figure, The 
other part of the increase is justified by 
the increase in salaries, of which the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Illinois knows 
as much asIdo. There is an estimated 
increase in personnel, to take care of 
the additional volume of mail, 

My question to the Senator from Illi- 
nois—and perhaps it is more in the na- 
ture of a statement—is whether what I 
have said makes sense to him? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have great respect 
for the Senator from Massachusetts, and 
I certainly would never accuse him of 
uttering nonsense. However, I believe 
the Senator from Massachusetts has not 
taken into account certain things which 
I should like to mention. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I should like to reply 
first to the Senator from Massachusetts, 
and then I shall be happy to yield to the 
Senator from West Virginia. A portion 
of the increase in money national in- 
come, to which the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts has referred, is not an increase 
in real income. It stems from inflation 
and a rise in prices. Therefore we must 
beware not to take it as an indication 
of a complete increase in prosperity, 
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I should like further to invite atten- 
tion to the mysterious saving of $80,- 
000,000, which was supposed to result 
from curtailment of deliveries from 2 a 
day to 1 a day. The Post Office De- 
partment, with a fine flourish, said it 
had saved $80,000,000. That represents 
5 percent of Post Office expenditures. If 
it had saved 5 percent, it follows, if a 3.7 
percent increase in postal business is 
expected, that the Department certainly 
would not need any additional funds, and 
that the increase in business could be 
taken out of the savings resulting from 
the reduction in deliveries, In fact, one 
could expect a dividend of 1.3 percent 
to be paid to the taxpayers. Such a divi- 
dend, if my hasty calculation is correct, 
would amount to $23,000,000. I am try- 
ing to save only $36,000,000. 

We must not pretend that the Post 
Office Department is a perfect human 
institution. I do not believe it is any 
reflection upon the officers of the Depart- 
ment to say that probably there is not 
100 percent efficiency in the Post Office 
Department. It is an old institution. In 
every old institution old methods and 
old procedures tend to accumulate. The 
barnacles gather. Unless pressure is ap- 
plied by the legislative authorities, the 
old-timers will continue to lead the De- 
partment. I believe we should try a little 
pressure by reducing the requests for 
appropriations. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 
sia DOUGLAS. I am very glad to 

eld. 

Mr. KILGORE. As I understand, the 
Senator’s reduction would apply to 
$1,852,100,000, and would result in a re- 
duction of $36,100,000. Is the Senator 
from Illinois aware of the fact that of 
the increase granted by the committee 
$12,000,000 is for automatic promotions? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is approxi- 
mately correct, and that automatic pay 
increase as well as increases for 
mechanization is provided for in my fig- 
ure of $1,816,000,000. 

Mr. KILGORE. Very well. An ad- 
ditional $8,000,000 is for changes in posi- 
tions due to organizational work, as 
compared with the situation in 1951. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
think the Post Office Department as a 
whole can absorb that. 

Mr. KILGORE. I have also under- 
stood, as the Senator has heard, that the 
human body can absorb poisons if they 
are administered slowly. I believe it 
was the Romans who had a theory that 
the human body could gradually accom- 
modate itself to the most severe poisons 
if they were administered a little at a 
time. 

However, it seems to me that $12,000,- 
000 plus $5,000,000 plus $8,000,000 plus 
$25,000,000 for substitute services, con- 
stitute a very large total to be absorbed. 

I do not know whether the Senator 
from Illinois is aware of the fact that 
there have been no permanent appoint- 
ments in the postal service since the war 
because the positions are being held open 
for returning veterans. Temporary em- 
ployees do not give the type of service 
afforded by the permanent employees 
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who try to protect the longevity of their 


jobs. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Let me ask my good 
friend, the Senator from West Virginia, 
whether it is his position that the postal 
service is operating at peak efficiency 
and that its efficiency cannot be in- 
creased by 2 percent, so as to handle the 
cut I propose? 

Mr. KILGORE. I no more believe 
that the postal service is a perfect piece 
of machinery than I believe that any 
Member of Congress or any citizen of 
the United States is an absolutely per- 
fect human being. Everyone has his 
frailties. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Could the postal 
service improve its efficiency by 2 per- 
cent? As a matter of fact my amend- 
ment would not even require that much 
absorption if the estimated increase in 
volume does not materialize. 

Mr. KILGORE. It seems to me that 
the principal complaint of the Senator 
from Illinois is that the postal service is 
a conservative organization. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. No; my complaint is 
that the postal service is a somewhat 
inefficient organization. We have asked 
other agencies to take a cut below re- 
quests of much greater than 2 percent. 
Why should we-exempt the Post Office? 

Mr. KILGORE. Then does the Sena- 
tor from Illinois believe that a public or- 
ganization cannot do business as well as 
a private organization can? 

Mr. DOUGLAS, I do not say that; I 
am not proposing that we turn over the 
postal service to a private organization. 
I merely ask whether we can save 2 per- 
cent of the Post Office budget. In view 
of the fact that there may be no in- 
crease in the volume of mail, and that, 
actually, the volume of mail may de- 
crease, in view of the further fact that, 
presumably, there were $80,000,000 of 
savings, which were loudly acclaimed at 
the time, but which never showed up in 
the estimates submitted by the Post 
Office Department to the Bureau of the 
Budget; and in view of the further fact 
that the Post Office Department has cer- 
tain definite, tangible ways in which it 
can improve its efficiency, notably in the 
handling of mail and in the handling of 
money orders, why should we not be able 
to make a 2-percent cut? 

Mr. KILGORE. Does the Senator 
mean in the large post offices? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. And also, I think, in 
some of the smaller ones. 

Mr. KILGORE. Does the Senator 
also have in mind the fact that there 
have been a tremendous number of for- 
geries in connection with the handling 
of money orders by the machine method? 

Does the Senator from Illinois also 
realize that his five different leave bills 
would put a total of $25,000,000 more 
into the appropriations, because one less 
day of leave for each employee would 
amount to $5,000,000 in the case of each 
of the bills? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am interested in 
doing justice and at the same time hav- 
ing efficiency and economy; and I do 
not believe the two are inconsistent. 

We have saved cn the leave provision 
approximately $200,000,000 a year, and 
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I think we can give up approximately 
$30,000,000 of that saving to raise the 
postal workers to a higher level. I wish 
to accord them justice, but at the same 
time I wish to have efficiency in the 
postal service. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 

Mr, JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
Is it not true that we save that much, 
when we speak of saving $200,000,000, we 
are assuming that every employee of the 
Federal Government will take advantage 
of the leave provisions? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I say that we save a 
potential $200,000,000 in that way. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That much will be saved if every em- 
ployee takes advantage of the leave to 
which he is entitled under both the pres- 
ent system and the proposed system. If 
additional workers are employed to re- 
place those on leave, rather than dou- 
bling up the workload of employees re- 
maining in the office, this potential sav- 
ing would be greatly reduced, It is not 
possible to talk of a saving of $200,000,000 
in any one appropriation bill with respect 
to leave-benefit reductions. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, if the 
Government employees receive a smaller 
amount of leave, the Government does 
not have to maintain so large a force in 
order to provide replacements for those 
who are on leave; therefore, the total 
force does not have to be so large. The 
saving is not merely a cash saving be- 
cause of the smaller amount of leave 
taken by the workers at the end of their 
service, but the saving also occurs be- 
cause of the smaller number of employees 
who are needed, because their leave does 
not amount to 5% weeks or, in the case 
of the Foreign Service, to 84% weeks. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
However, is it not true that in a large per- 
centage of cases, when employees take 
leave, those who remain at work simply 
double up, in the individual offices? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If there is doubling 
up, it is an indication that at other times 
the office is not particularly efficient, and 
that at other times the employees could 
double up as well, not merely when some 
of them are on leave. Therefore, that 
situation may point the way to a still 
further personnel cut, which I should be 
very glad tosponsor. However, the ques- 
tion of leave is another matter. 

At the moment we have before us a 
proposal to reduce the operating ex- 
penses of the Post Office Department. I 
should like to point out that, as yet, we 
have had no explanation as to where 
more than $80,000,000 of savings have 
gone. We have had no explanation of 
how an increase in postal traffic may be 
expected following an increase in the 
postal rates, which is promised. We have 
had no really satisfactory explanation 
of how the efficiency of the postal service 
cannot be increased by at least 2 percent. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield to the Senator 
from North Dakota, who is taking my 
side today. 
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Mr. LANGER. I should like to call 
the attention of the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Illinois to the fact that as a 
result of the appropriations for the past 
10 years, to my positive knowledge, we 
have been permitting the Post Office De- 
partment to buy machines and more ma- 
chines and more machines to increase 
the efficiency of the postal service. Each 
time a machine is purchased the Post 
Office Department states that the use of 
the machine will make it cheaper to op- 
erate the Post Office Department. Yet 
we find that the appropriations for the 
Department have increased year after 
year. 

I think the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois has hit the nail squarely 
on the head when he has mentioned the 
new machine in this case, because it is 
typical and symbolic of the kind of ma- 
chines which have been purchased dur- 
ing the past 10 years, as a result of huge 
appropriations. The officials of the Post 
Office Department always tell us that 
if we permit them to buy the machines, 
they will be able to operate the Post 
Office Department more cheaply than 
before. Does not the Senator from Mi- 
nois agree? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The promise of econ- 
omy is always made, but later the ap- 
propriation is always increased. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, 
Mr. President—— 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
should like to make a statement at this 
time, if I may do so. 

If we examine the first page of the 
committee’s report on the Treasury- 
Post Office appropriations bill, we find a 
summary of what the committee is pro- 
posing. The estimates for 1952 were 
$2,958,425,000, almost $3,000,000,000. 
Under the appropriations recommended 
by the committee, the total savings 
amount to $20,730,353, or a proposed sav- 
ing of less than 1 percent—in fact, only 
approximately two-thirds of-1 percent— 
in the case of the postal service and the 
Treasury combined. For the postal serv- 
ice alone, the decrease from the 1952 
estimates is only $16,750,000, or only ap- 
proximately two-thirds of 1 percent, and 
the estimates are approximately $92,- 
000,000 more than the appropriations for 
the fiscal year 1951, or more than 4 per- 
cent greater than the appropriations for 
the last fiscal year. 

Mr. President, I wish to point out 
that we have a very serious general budg- 
etary situation. At a minimum we must 
cut $5,000,000,000 from the estimates 
submitted by the Bureau of the Budget. 
We can make some savings on the mili- 
tary expenditures, by eliminating the 
waste there—saving of approximately 
$2,000,000,000. 

We can save some in connection with 
foreign aid, about which my friend, the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY], 
always needles me when domestic issues 
come up. I think we can make some sav- 
ing there. 

However, we also must save on the 
appropriations for defense, nondefense 
items. In fact, we must save, especially 
on nondefense items. 
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Here is a bill of approximately $3,000,- 
000,000, which the committee proposes 
savings of less than 1 percent. In my 
judgment we must save approximately 
$2,000,000,000 on domestic, nondefense 
items, or an average cut of approximately 
20 percent. 

Now the committee comes forward 
with a proposal for a cut of two-thirds 
of 1 percent. In view ‘of the general 
financial situation of the country and 
in view of the specific facts connected 
with the postal service, I submit that my 
proposal for another cut of $36,000,000 is 
most modest, indeed. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. ECTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. ECTON. I should like to ask the 
distinguished Senator from Illinois how 
he expects to effect a saving in the over- 
all budget by cutting the appropriations 
for the Post Office Department by $36,- 
000,000 when, year after year, there has 
been a deficit in that department of 
more than $500,000,000. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I may 
say, in that connection, that for at least 
2 years, and ever since I came to the 
Senate and had a chance to look into 
this matter, I have urged an increase in 
postal rates. I think postal rates should 
be increased. The deficit incurred in the 
carrying of second-class matter is prob- 
ably considerably over $100,000,000, 
probably $150,000,000; the deficit in the 
carrying of third-class matter is perhaps 
$70,000,000 or $80,000,000; and the def- 
icit in the case of the fourth-class mat- 
ter is $70,000,000 or $80,000,000. There is 
a tremendous deficit. 

Furthermore, the Post Office Depart- 
ment is being bled in the form of sub- 
sidies paid to the airlines and to the 
shipping concerns; and, in my judg- 
ment, the rates paid to the railroads are 
still excessive. The Post Office Depart- 
ment is being taken for a ride in all these 
respects, and these losses help to ac- 
count for the deficit. 

But, Mr. President, in addition to that, 
we should insist upon greater efficiency 
in the Post Office Department, and we 
should try to bring about a reduction of 
costs, to show that we are doing our 
part, as well as asking the newspapers, 
the magazines, the mail-order houses, 
the direct-mail advertisers, the rail- 
roads, and shipping concerns, to do their 
part, too. 

Mr. ECTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Montana. 

Mr. ECTON. Does not the able Sena- 
tor realize that, when the committee 
was marking up the bill and considering 
all the branches within the postal serv- 
ice, and all the angles involved, we had 
to consider the increases in salaries 
voted by the Congress, that we had to 


consider the burden of increased freight - 


rates placed upon the Post Office Depart- 
ment by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission, and that we had before us no 
proposal for increase in postage, and did 
not know that the Congress would pass 
an increased-postage bill? Does not the 
Senator realize that the committee had 
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to accept the situation as it was pre- 
sented to us? I do not see how the Sen- 
ator from Illinois thinks we could do 
otherwise than meet the problem, and 
meet it practically. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, may I 
point out to my good friend from Mon- 
tana, in reply to his question, that the 
item for transportation is not the item 
to which I am addressing my amend- 
ment. 

Mr. ECTON. It is included, is it not? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am addressing my 
amendment to page 15, “Postal opera- 
tions,” lines 4 to 18. The item Trans- 
portation of mails,” starts at line 20, 
on page 15, and goes to line 2, on page 
16; so that the question of an ICC in- 
crease is beside the point. 

Furthermore, I take into account the 
automatic pay increases, amounting to 
about $11,500,000. $1,816,000,000, as I 
said before—and I think the Senator 
from Montana was not present at the 
time—will provide the same amount of 
money that was available last year, plus 
$11,500,000 for automatic pay increases, 
plus $11,500,000 for mechanization and 
the purchase of supplies. 

Mr. ECTON. The Senator realizes, 
does he not, that more than $5,000,000 is 
provided in the bill for new trucks? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. AllI am saying 
is that the Post Office Department saw 
perfectly that, in its operations, it could 
not save 2 percent in its business trans- 
actions, particularly in view of a number 
of items which I hope those Senators 
who have been here throughout will for- 
give me for repeating, but which I men- 
tion for those who have come recently 
to the floor. 

First, the Department presumably 
saved $80,000,000 by curtailing the de- 
liveries of mail from two a day to one. 
Why is it, in view of that fact, that the 
Post Office Department and the Budget 
Bureau come to Congress with requests 
for appropriations of $70,000,000 or $80,- 
000,000 more than was provided last year, 
when presumably they had saved 
$80,000,000? 

Mr. ECTON. If the Senator will per- 
mit, I think I can answer his question. 
The money saved by cutting off the extra 
mail delivery a day went to meet the in- 
creased cost of handling an increased 
volume of mail; so, Mr. President, there 
could not be a saving. The Postmaster 
General found it necessary to curtail 
service in order to have enough money to 
live within his appropriation; that is all 
there is to that. There was no saving, 
No saving was built up, to be used later. 
He had to do what he did in order to take 
care of the increased business. Those of 
us who have attended all the hearings 
and who have listened to the testimony, 
asking questions and hearing the 
answers, feel that the explanation is very 
simple. I regret that the Senator from 
Illinois did not have the privilege of sit- 
ting through the hearings. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, I wish 
to reply briefly to the statements of the 
Senator from Illinois. I wish that the 
Appropriations Committee could live in 
a garden of dreams, and that by gazing 
in the crystal ball we could be assured 
that postal rates would be increased, 
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and that various other things would 
happen. But the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, unfortunately, has had to face 
the hard facts of life. We have had to 
accept conditions as we found them. 
While much is said about increased re- 
ceipts, the only increase which the Post 
Office has in sight is one which has been 
granted by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission on fourth-class matter and 
which is to become effective in October, 
I hope. Having seen representatives of 
the newspapers, periodicals, and every- 
thing else coming in to fight the rate 
increases on second-, third-, and fourth- 
class mail, I do not think there will be 
much of an increase except as to fourth- 
class mail. 

> Another thing the Senator forgot, in 
speaking on this subject, is that there 
have been four salary increases to postal 
employees since 1945, and that the total 
annual added costs are $1,000,000,000. 
Since the added annual revenue is only 
$250,000,000, the deficit would be $750,- 
000,000, were it not for the savings of 
about $200,000,000 a year, which reduced 
the deficit to about $500,000,000, plus, 
each year. If that indicates careless- 
ness, it is carelessness. 

I also wish to remind my colleagues 
of the fact that in this bill we are deal- 
ing with two service organizations; one, 
an organization which serves the public 
as a whole, the Postal Department; the 
other, an organization which serves the 
Government. by collecting taxes and 
handling the finances of the Govern- 
ment. They are different from depart- 
ments which deal with other matters: 
I should be perfectly willing to have the 
postal appropriation reduced, if I could 
see that it could be done without reduc- 
tion of service; but I remember, when 
mail deliveries in the cities were limited 
to one a day, the storm of letters which 
reached my office from people who did 
not like it. I am not speaking of mail 
carriers, I am speaking of the customers 
of the Post Office. I remember what 
happened when the Eightieth Congress 
reduced the number of employees in the 
Internal Revenue Bureau by approxi- 
mately 7,000. We noted the decrease of 
revenue following that action. In this 
appropriation bill the committee took 
care of the situation affecting both De- 
partments and at the same time recom- 
mended the lowest possible figures. 

I think it would be most unwise for the 
Senate in the case of the Post Office De- 
partment to anticipate the beautiful 
vision of an increase in second-class and 
third-class mail rates sufficient to bring 
in very many millions of dollars. We 
must also realize that in this bill as it 
affects the Post Office Department, there 
are included approximately 500,000 posi- 
tions, beginning with postmasters and 
including supervisors, mail superintend- 
ents, employees of the city delivery serv- 
ice, the rural delivery service, the special 
delivery messengers, substitutes, and 
temporary carriers—in fact, the whole 
operational establishment of the Post 
Office Department. 

At the present time, Mr. President, 
there are in the postal service of the 
United States more than 130,000 tempo- 
rary and substitute carriers holding po- 
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sitions open for returning veterans. We 
must also realize the amount of mail 
which comes in from the Korean front, 
the cost of which has to be met. 

It is my hope, Mr. President, that the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
IIlinois will not be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Mlinois 
(Mr. Dovctas]. 

Mr. DOUGLAS, Mr. FERGUSON, and 
other Senators asked for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

Mr. ECTON. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 


Anderson Hennings Morse 
Benton Hill Mundt 
Bricker Hoey Murray 
Butler, Md. Holland Neely 
Butler, Nebr. Hunt Nixon 
Johnson, Colo, O'Conor 
Johnson, Tex. O’Mahoney 
Carlson Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Case Kefauver Russell 
Chavez Kem Saltonstall 
Clements Kerr S 1 
Cordon Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Dirksen Knowland Smith, N. C. 
Douglas Langer Stennis 
Duff Lehman Taft 
Dworshak Magnuson Thye 
Eastland Malone Underwood 
Ecton Maybank Watkins 
Ferguson McCarthy Wherry 
McFarland Williams 
Frear McKellar Young 
Hayden Millikin 
Hendrickson Monroney 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hory 
in the chair.) A quorum is present. 

Mr. McKELLAR obtained the floor. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on my amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Tennessee has the floor. 
The Chair will recognize the Senator 
from Illinois later, 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, Iam 
very sorry, but I must ask for a few 
minutes to speak on an entirely different 
matter from that which is now before 
the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 
the Senator permit the Senate to act on 
the request for the yeas and nays before 
he begins? 

Mr. McKELLAR, Les, indeed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the 
amendment of the Senator from Illinois 
the yeas and nays have been requested. 
Is the demand sufficiently seconded? 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


On his own request, and by unani- 
mous consent, Mr. MILLIKIN was excused 
from attendance on the session of the 
Senate for the remainder of today. 


OAK RIDGE, TENN. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
desire to bring to the attention of the 
Senate at this time one of the most re- 
markable situations of which I have ever 
heard. I wish to deal with the question 
of municipal government at Oak Ridge, 
Tenn. 
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Oak Ridge, Tenn., the home of the 
atomic bomb, the home of the atomic 
energy plant, is a city of between thirty 
and forty thousand people. The fact 
that it is the fifth city in size in Ten- 
nessee indicates its importance. The 
citizens of that city have been deprived 
of all municipal government. They 
have no right to vote in municipal mat- 
ters. They have no right to engage in 
business other than to work for the 
Government. They have no municipal 
rights of any kind. They are governed 
by a corporation located in the city of 
New York, the home of my distinguished 
friend, the junior Senator from New 
York [Mr. Leaman], at whom I am look- 
ing at this moment. : 

A short time ago I was waited upon by 
a committee of citizens from Oak Ridge, 
who stated that in 1949 their rents were 
increased 18 percent, and that they had 
been notified some time previously that 
rents would be again increased, this time 
by 28 percent. In other words, in about 
2 years this corporation, which is mayor, 
city council, and really the owner of Oak 
Ridge, has raised the rents of the peo- 
ple of Oak Ridge 46 percent. 

I wrote a very courteous letter to Mr. 
Dean, the Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, and asked him a 
number of questions as to what was 
being done. I received a reply which 
was one of the most ingenious attempts 
at run-around that I have ever heard of. 
He virtually told me that he would let 
me see one contract with the so-called 
Roane-Anderson Co.—I hardly know 
how to designate the Roane-Anderson 
Co. The company in New York had 
turned over its rights, under another 
contract, to the Roane-Anderson Co. 
which was organized under the Tennes- 
see law merely for the purpose of cover- 
ing up the activities. 

I asked quite a number of questions 
about this remarkable city government. 
A man is not allowed to go into business 
without a license. The letter of Mr. 
Dean was of such a nature that it gave 
me virtually no information in regard to 
what was going on. 

Two or three days after I had witten 
the letter, there was published ih the 
New York Journal of Commerce an 
attempted explanation of what was be- 
ing done. 

Think of it for a moment, Mr. Presi- 
dent—35,000 or 40,000 citizens of the city 
of Oak Ridge are being governed by a 
New York corporation on a cost-plus-fee 
basis. 


A few days later I received a letter in 
reply to my request, but, as I say, it was 
one which contained no real informa- 
tion. I was told that I would be per- 
mitted to have one copy of one contract, 
but it was not thought that I needed any 
others. That was the substance of the 
reply. I was not given what I asked 
for. The Chairman undertook to give 
me only such information as he desired 
to give. 

Think of it, Mr. President—in this 
free country, where we are fighting a 
war for freedom, and where at the 
present time we are supposedly building 
bombs to fight that war or any other 
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war, 35,000 citizens of this one com- 
munity are deprived of all municipal 
rights. I believe that the masters who 
run the city graciously permit its citizens 
to vote in State elections. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall be glad to 
yield in a moment. 

The citizens of that community are 
permitted to vote in national elections, 
and, I believe, in State elections. But so 
far as municipal affairs are concerned, 
they have no more to say than if they 
lived in Africa, Asia, or some other part 
of the world. They have nothing to say 
about how they shall be governed. 

I now yield to the Senator from 
Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. This subject has 
been before the Committee on Appro- 
priations and I am sure the Senator from 
Tennessee and the Senator from Michi- 
gan stood side by side on the question. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is it not true that 
last year we attempted, at least by way 
of a report, to do away with the so- 
called corporation state in Oak Ridge? 
The corporation was receiving a fee of 
$180,000 even though every employee was 
being paid by the Federal Government; 
in other words, it was a cost plus a fixed 
fee of $180,000. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is true. 

Mr. FERGUSON. We tried to elimi- 
nate that situation, but apparently the 
objectionable feature has not been elimi- 
nated, even though the subject was 
dealt with in a report. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is true. The 
corporation does to the Congress just 
what the Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission undertook to do to me. The 
corporation is giving the Congress the 
run-around, just as Mr. Dean is under- 
taking, in the letter which I shall read 
in a moment, to give me the run-around. 

Mr. President, I do not like to have 
one of our our servants—and the Chair- 
man of this Commission is a servant of 
the Congress, and not its master—say 
what he will do and what he will not do, 
in regard to the enormous increases in 
rent imposed on the poor people of Oak 
Ridge who work for a living. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am very much in- 
terested in the remarks of the distin- 
guished Senator from Tennessee. I 
think he knows, without my repeating it, 
my high regard and great admiration 
for him. But he has addressed himself 
to the junior Senator from New York. 
I thought there might be an implica- 
tion that the junior Senator from New 
York was somehow responsible for this 
situation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Not at all. If I 
created that impression in the mind of 
any person, I humbly apologize, not only 
to the Senator from New York, but to 
other Senators. I had no such inten- 
tion. I am sorry that I am so ungifted 
in the use of the English language as to 
create that impression. 
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Mr.LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am not familiar 
with the situation, as I was not a Mem- 
ber of the Senate at the time the Atomic 
Energy Act was passed. However, I gen- 
erally agree with the observations made 
by the distinguished Senator with re- 
gard to rent control, and with regard to 
cost-plus contracts. I point out—and I 
think my colleagues realize it—that I 
am vigorously opposed to any law which 
permits indiscriminate raising of rents. 
I voted against proposed amendments to 
the Defense Production Act which would 
have permitted that kind of gouging 
on the part of landlords. I am very 
glad indeed to hear the strictures of the 
distinguished Senator against cost-plus 
contracts, because I am afraid, from 
what I have read in the press, that when 
the Defense Production Act is finally 
passed by the House it would permit on a 
Nation-wide scale, in our entire econ- 
omy, the equivalent of cost-plus con- 
tracts with the American consuming 
public. I think that would be an evil 
situation. I think it should be prevented. 
Therefore I am happy to hear the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Tennessee 
criticize and condemn unconscionable 
rent increases and cost-plus contracts. 
I thank the Senator. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I have discussed 
this matter with the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Tennessee. The bill which he 
has introduced has been referred to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

I wish to say to the Senator from Ten- 
nessee that we shall hold hearings. The 
Senator well knows how I feel about the 
situation to which he refers. I have 
been on the Appropriations Committee 
with him since 1941. I was a member of 
the committee when the Atomic Energy 
Act was passed and when the Manhattan 
project was inaugurated. The Senator 
from Tennessee brings into the discus- 
sion the subject of rent control. He is 
eminently correct. They are attempting 
to raise rents 46 percent. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; 46 percent. 

Mr. MAYBANK. The committee has 
had one or two complaints. Far be it 
from me to say that the committee 
knows half as much about the Atomic 
Energy Commission or the Manhattan 
project as does the distinguished sen- 
ior Senator from Tennessee. Far be it 
from the committee to suggest that they 
could give more than a small amount of 
help to him, when he has done so much 
for the Manhattan project and for TVA. 
The Senator knows that since I have 
been a member of the Committee on 
Appropriations I have voted for TVA 
appropriations and for the Atomic 
Energy Commission appropriations. 
Except for a few Senators, perhaps, no 
Senator knows as much about the sub- 
ject as does the senior Senator from 
Tennessee. 

The Senator has a letter from Mr. 
Tighe Woods, I understand. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; I have. 
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Mr. MAYBANK. In which Mr. 
Woods states that he can do nothing 
about it. I may say that that is a fact, 
as the situation stands today. 

The conferees committee on the de- 
fense production bill will meet on 
Wednesday morning. The Senate passed 
a rent-control bill. It was not entirely 
satisfactory to everyone, but at least we 
passed the best kind of bill we could pos- 
sibly pass in the Senate. That rent-con- 
trol bill would limit the raising of rents 
to 20 percent since 1941, taking into ac- 
count the increases which have been 
granted. In areas which have been de- 
controlled, as is true of the Manhattan 
project, the limitation date is May-June 
1950. 

I say to the senior Senator from Ten- 
nessee that it will be my intention, when 
the conferees meet on Wednesday morn- 
ing at 10:30 for the purpose of discuss- 
ing rent control and allocation of mate- 
rials—and I may say I discussed the sub- 
ject with Representative Spence this 
morning—to take those subjects up first 
before we get into a discussion of price 
controls. I shall make every effort to do 
so, and I say so in no uncertain terms. 
There is sufficient language in the House 
version of the bill and in the Senate ver- 
sion to make it possible to protect the 
people of the Manhatan project and the 
people at Oak Ridge. The distinguished 
Senator from Tennessee has very ably 
sought to defend and to protect these 
people for a long time. We shall see to 
it that they are given the same treat- 
ment that is given to those engaged in 


‘war industries. I merely wish to assure 


the Senator of my cooperation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I thank the Senator 
from South Carolina with all my heart. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
should like to read into the Recorp what 
we wrote in the report of last year. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I hope the Senator 
will do so. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I read from page 
182. of the report, under the heading 
“Atomic Energy Commission”: 


The committee recommends the deletion of 
the provision limiting the maximum amount 
which may be paid as a fee for community 
management services and for the operation 
of transportation systems. The commit- 
tee believes that such provision would seri- 
ously interfere with the Commission's opera- 
tions under the terms of existing contracts. 

However, the committee is of the opinion 
that the present undemocratic method of 
running the towns of Oak Ridge, Richland, 
and Los Alamos should be discontinued as 
soon as practicable, giving due consideration 
to the security safeguards that may be in- 
volved and to the successful functioning of 
the Commission’s program. The committee 
agrees with the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy that a definite timetable should be 
established for disengaging these towns from 
such community management and trans- 
portation contracts. Accordingly the com- 
mittee, believing that it is essential to re- 
move any basis for suit against the Com- 
mission, suggests to the Commission that as 
soon as practicable, but not later than 60 
days after the enactment of this bill, the re- 
quired notice be given of 6 months for can- 
cellation of contracts for community man- 
agement and transportation services, and in 
the meantime that they begin negotiations 
for substituting for the present system of 
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corporate community management a new 
system of community management based 
upon traditional principles of local com- 
munity self-government, 


In other words, the Committee on Ap- 
propriations, of which the distinguished 
Senator from Tennessee is chairman, 
suggested to the Commission that not 
later than 60 days after the passage of 
the bill they should give notice that in 
6 months, which would make a total of 
8 months, the contracts would be termi- 
nated. Yet, now, almost 13 months 
later, it appears that Oak Ridge is still a 
corporate city, being managed by a cor- 
poration in the State of New York. Is 
that correct? 

Mr, McKELLAR. That is correct. I 
may say that it is a very profitable un- 
dertaking for someone. I asked for the 
names of those who owned the New York 
and the pseudo Tennessee corporation. 
Mr. Dean wrote me two letters. He did 
not give me any answer. He said that 
under the cost-plus-fixed-fee contract 
the Government paid all the costs of run- 
ning the city. The cost plus fixed fee, 
for the time it has been running, is the 
tidy little sum of approximately $1,500,- 
000. Just think of our own Government 
treating a group of its citizens in any 
such way. 

I cannot explain the situation better 
than by reading a letter which I have 
written to Mr. Dean, the chairman of 
the Atomic Energy Commission. The 
letter is dated July 19, 1951. It reads: 

Dear Sm: Your letter of the 10th concern- 
ing the Roane-Anderson contract received 
and noted. 


This was the second letter. 

No; what you sent me does not serve my 
purpose. The appendix which you say, “cov- 
ers only details, of personal policy and may 
not be essential for your purposes”— 


I wonder how big some of the heads 
of departments can become. He says 
they may not be essential to my pur- 
poses. Well, they are the very things 
that were essential to my purposes. 
The appendix was the very thing I 
wanted. 

I did not ask you simply for the present 
contract you have with the Roane-Anderson 
Co. but for all the contracts you have with 
that company. 


I want to get to the bottom of this 
matter. I want to see who is making 
money out of the Government of the 
United States, while at the same time 
depriving American citizens of their just 
rights. I said further in my letter: 

Another thing I resent and very bitterly 
resent is that after you received my letter 
of July 6 and before you answered my letter 
at all you resorted to a subterfuge of giving 
out to a special correspondent of the Wall 
Street Journal a claim that you are very 
tired of running Oak Ridge as you are now 
running it. 


He was tired of running the so-called 
municipal government on a cost-plus- 
fixed-fee arrangement. 


This was published on July 14, 1951, 4 days 
before you answered my letter asking you 
for information, 


It shows how much respect some heads 
of departments have for the Senate of 
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the United States. In their own minds, 
they think they are our bosses, appar- 
ently, instead of our servants, as they 
really are. 

He waited a few days, and then sent 
me the letter on July 17, by special mes- 
senger. 

I read further from my letter to him: 

On July 17 you sent me by special mes- 
senger another letter in which you say, “it 
has been determined that the rent increases 


scheduled for August 1, 1951, in the AEC. 


towns of Oak Ridge, Tenn.; Richland, Wash., 
and Los Alamos, New Mexico will be 77% 
poned until October 1. 1951.“ 


Mr. President, those towns are wait- 
ing to zet in under the protection of the 
bill the Senator from South Carolina has 
worked on so long and so vigorously. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I as- 
sure the Senator that I shall continue; 
and I appreciate more than anyone else 
what he has done. On Wednesday, we 
shall take up this matter the first thing. 
as McKELLAR. I thank the Sena- 

r. 

Mr. Dean says that “it has been deter- 
mined that the rent increases * * * 
will be postponed.” Why are they doing 
that? 

Mr. Dean said further, in his letter: 

This action is being taken in order to make 
sure that when new rent schedules are put 
into effect they will conform with both the 
policy of pending Federal legislation affect- 
ing rents aud the provisions of Bureau of the 
Budget circular A-45, issued on July 9, rela- 
tive to rents for quarters supplied employees 
of the Government and its contractors. 


I digress here long enough to say that 
apparently they are going into partner- 
ship with the Bureau of the Budget; ap- 
parently they look to the Bureau of the 
Budget to say what they shalldo. They 
seem to care nothing about what Con- 
gress says. Sometimes I find a few per- 
sons or officials who take that position, 
although not many, I am glad to say, 
However, some of these organizations 
have but one use for Congress, and that 
is to get money, to be given in a lump 
sum to them, so that they can operate as 
they please and can favor such friends as 
they please to favor. 

Mr. President, this organization is re- 
ceiving all the funds for the operation of 
a muncipal government and $1,500,000 
besides. Included in that amount is 
something for someone, although I do 
not know who it is. We shall wait and 
see, because I have introduced a bill 
on the subject and I am going to take 
further evidence. I already have a con- 
siderable amount of evidence. 

I read further from the letter which 
I wrote to Mr. Dean: 

This is another assumption of power by 
you and your Board and of the Bureau of 
the Budget. You and the Bureau of the 
Budget are both the servants of the Con- 
gress and not its master. When did you be- 
gin to take orders from the Bureau of the 
Budget or combine and confederate with the 
Bureau of the Budget to take the place of 
the Congress of the United States? 


That is exactly what they are doing. 
I read further from my letter to him: 
In your next paragraph you give me a 
lot of rot as to how Oak Ridge was con- 
structed, as if I did not know. When and 
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where did you learn to operate a municipal 
government in Tennessee? 


Think of it, Mr. President. Senators 
who wanted that development built at 
other places or other sites will remem- 
ber, no dost, the enormous amount of 
work I did to secure its location in Ten- 
nessee. Incidentally, after I did that 
work, I heard no more about it; that was 
the last I ever heard of the work I did. 
They did allow me to go there once, but 
Isaw no one in connection with the com- 
pany. All of them were too big for their 
breeches, and I think they were very glad 
when I moved on. 

I read further from my letter: 

I quote from your statement: “The com- 
munity of Oak Ridge Was constructed by the 
Manhattan Engineer District during World 
War II to house the workers engaged in the 
production of atomic energy at that location. 
The Turner Construction Co, of New York 
was selected by the Manhattan Engineer 
District to render the community services 
at Oak Ridge.” 


In other words, the Turner Construc- 
tion Co., which afterward became the 
Roane-Anderson Co., was selected by the 
Commission to become the mayor and 
the aldermen for Oak Ridge. They say 
they are making bombs for our defense. 
We are defending freedom in this coun- 
try and in other countries, and we are 
going to use bombs for that purpose. 
Yet they are following the plan of com- 
munism; what they are doing is a per- 
fect specimen of communism. 

I read further from the letter: 

The Turner Construction Co.— 


Mr. President, evidently feeling, I have 
no doubt, that they would not be accepted 
all along the line by Tennesseans as the 
mayor of one of their principal cities, 
the Turner Construction Co. formed the 
Roane-Anderson Co., and it was heralded 
everywhere. Oak Ridge is situated in 
two counties, namely, the county of 
Roane and the county of Anderson, in 
Tennessee, just north of Knoxville. So 
the Turner Construction Co. established 
the Roane-Anderson Co., a corporation. 
I asked for the names of the members 
of the company and the names of the 
directors of the company, and I also 
asked for the names of the directors of 
the Turner Co., and so forth. However, 
all I got was the run-around by this 
gentleman, whom I do not have the 
pleasure of knowing, but who is about 
as expert an artist at giving a Senator 
the run-around as anyone I know. 

I continue the quotation from Mr. 
Dean’s letter: 

The Turner Construction Co. thereupon 
established the Roane-Anderson Co. as a 
subsidiary Tennessee corporation to carry 
out these responsibilities. This arrangement 
continued throughout the remaining period 
of the Manhattan Engineer District's juris- 
diction over the Oak Ridge plant. When the 
Commission assumed responsibility for the 
atomic energy program in January of 1947, 
it continued the arrangement with the 
Roane-Anderson Co. to perform the man- 
agement and operations relative to housing, 
utilities, and community services and fa- 
cilities. Specific functions of the Roane- 
Anderson Co, are defined in the present con- 
tract, which has now been terminated effec- 
tive January 3, 1952, a copy of which was 
forwarded to you on July 10, 1951. ' 
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The contract was not terminated un- 
til after he received my letter; no one 
ever heard of its termination. How- 
ever, as Senators will see from a news- 
paper article which I shall insert in the 
Recorp, they have terminated the con- 
tract, and the termination is to take 
place on January 1, 1952. That is a 
very smart scheme to get around the 
rent-control law which is about to be 
enacted. 

I read further from my letter to Mr. 
Dean: 

Why select one contract— 


I asked for all, not one— 


with the Roane-Anderson Co. when I asked 
you for not one but all of such contracts in 
my letter of July 7, 1951? 

In other words, you are undertaking to 
give me the run-around by sending me such 
papers as you wanted to give me and leaving 
out those you did not want me to receive. 
What I want to know are the facts con- 
cerning your deals with the Manhattan Engi- 
neer District of New York, with the Turner 
Construction Co., of New York, and the 
Roane-Anderson Co., owned and controlled 
by citizens who do not live in Tennessee, 
and I want to say if I do not receive full 
information, copies of all these contracts and 
all of the dealings between these various 
concerns and the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion, I shall summon you before a commit- 
tee of Congress and force you to tell all 
about them and about this whole trans- 
action. 

I again quote from your letter: The use 
of a contractor by the Commission to assist 
it in managing the community of Oak 
Ridge was a matter of historical necessity.” 


He says it was a matter of historical 
necessity, when he formed these various 
corporations—one owning the other, 
perhaps, I go on to say: 

What sort of “historical necessity” are 
you referring to and what do you know about 
“historical necessity’? You say further: 
“The Commission’s objective has always been 
to permit the ultimate development of the 
community into a normal community.” 


It began at least 5 years ago, and its 
objective was to give these people a 
municipal government. I wonder when 
the objective will be achieved. I said 
further: 

Years have occurred since your Commis- 
sion established this imperious government 
at Oak Ridge in violation of Tennessee law, 
in violation of the Federal Constitution, in 
violation of common decency and justice, 
and you have not made the slightest effort 
to turn this into a democratic community 
until you received my letter, which was a 
perfectly respectful letter. 


Instead of trying to turn it into a 
democratic community, it is simply the 
other way. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. McKELLAR, I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iam sure that, when 
the Senator from Tennessee said he 
wanted to have it turned into a demo- 
cratic community, he meant to spell 
“democratic” with a small “d,” did he 
not? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes—I would spell 
it either way. I would spell it either 
with a large D or with a small d; but 
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I want it turned into a democratic com- 
munity. I said further: 


I gave you every chance to give me the 
facts, and you are attempting to give me 
the run-around. You are trying to muddle 
the thing up further by connecting it with 
the Hanford and Los Alamos plants, and you 
talk about a “commission of the special 
panel on community operations under the 
chairmanship of Mr. Richard Scurry, of 
Dallas, Tex.” You state further: “This 
panel was set up approximately a year ago 


for the express purpose of submitting recom- 


mendations to the commission on com- 
munities of Oak Ridge, Tenn., Hanford, 
Wash., and Los Alamos, N. Mex., into normal 
American communities, We anticipate that 
the report of this panel will be issued in the 
very near future.” 


He wants to set up a commission now, 
as a recent Knoxville paper shows. I 
continued: 


I want to say right here and now that if 
it takes you as long to set up a commission 
to build a bomb as it does for you to make 
this a “normal community,” as you call it, 
and as long as it takes this panel set up 
by you to make a report, then we need 
npt expect very much at your hands in the 
event of war and the use of bombs therein, 

If you employ or set up a commission on 
how to evade the laws of Tennessee regard- 
ing municipal governments, you will do so 
without any authority under your act, and 
the expenses of such commissions or other 
“groups,” as you call them, should not be 
paid by our government. 

And next, what a remarkable statement 
you make. “The commission has never con- 
sidered this arrangement to be ideal but of 
alternative arrangements available it is con- 
sidered to be the most desirable.” 


Here is an oligarchy in the State of 
Tennessee. Here is a Communist or- 
ganization operating in Tennessee under 
a commission created by the Government 
of the United States, and I want to let 
the Senate know how well they are 
working. I said further: 

Why don’t you obey the law? Why are 
you mixed up with concerns organized under 
the laws of another State to carry out such 
a socialistic and communistie project, as you 
are undertaking to carry on in the com- 
munity of Oak Ridge and depriving the 
people of Oak Ridge of their rights? 

You then undertake to answer the ques- 
tions in my letter of July 7, which you failed 
to answer in your first letter. Again I quote 
from your letter: “Thè Roane-Anderson Co. 
contract is on a cost-plus-a-fixed-fee basis. 
The total feed paid to the company since 
the start of the contract in 1943 through 
June 30, 1951, is $1,578,667. Of this amount 
$10,505 was in payment for special construc- 
tion work performed in fiscal year 1950. 
We do not know what portion of this fee 
represents profit to the company.” 


At one place he refers to the contract 
as having started in 1943; in another 
place, in 1949, as I recall. I think 1943 
was an error. It will be noted that he 
Says he did not know the profits of this 
company. I said further: 

Well, the way you and the company have 
been keeping it going and at such a tre- 
mendous cost, if you do not know, you ought 
to know what the profits of this company 
are and 1 would be ashamed if I were in 
your place to serve a great, free Government 
like the United States in such a runabout, 
illegal, unconstitutional, and morally un- 
just and unfair method, leading, I have no 
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doubt, to all kinds of waste and extrava- 
gance. 

You do not give me the names of the 
owners of the various companies concern- 
ing which you speak. I want to know their 
names. If it is Jones, I want to know it. 
If it is Smith, I want to know it. What- 
ever their names are I want to know them. 

You then very graciously answer: “The 
Roane-Anderson Co, is engaged on a cost- 
plus-a-fixed-fee basis with the AEC reim- 
bursing all costs incurred under the con- 
tract and paying the Roane-Anderson Co. a 
definite fee for this work. Beyond this fee, 
all receipts from the operation of Oak Ridge 
are for the account of the Government.” 


It will be noted that he says the 
Atomic Energy Commission is to re- 
imburse all costs, not a part of the costs 
of conducting that government. And, I 
suppose, in addition, they get $1,500,000 
of what someone, I believe it was the 
Senator from Illinois, called fat, not 
long ago. Well, this was a pretty fat 
contract for someone. I said further: 

Where are these receipts placed? The law 
requires them to be placed in the Treasury. 
Have you placed them there? What have 
you done with them? Or is that informa- 
tion which you wish to deny to a Senator 
from the State where this plant is located? 

You have undertaken to furnish the Wall 
Street Journal— 


And I should add the Knoxville Jour- 
nal— 
on July 14 a statement, before ever an- 
swering my letter, I shall put all of these 
papers in the CONGRESSIONAL REcorp so that 
the people may know that insofar as the 
present Atomic Energy Commission is con- 
cerned it practices a small imperious gov- 
ernment— 


Not a democratic government in the 
community. It now proposes to turn the 
government over to a commission ap- 
pointed by it. Such a commission was 
appointed by it a year and a half ago, 
but it is going to become active now, 
since the receipt of my letter, and an- 
other government along lines similar to 
the present one is to be set up, 

I continued: 
it practices a small imperious government 
in the city of Oak Ridge, while professing 
to be opposed to such a government, and 
while claiming that you are making bombs 
to destroy such governments, 

I will have the secretary of the proper 
committee summon you before the commit- 
tee to testify concerning these marvelous 
transactions and this attempted “run- 
around” defense you are undertaking to 
give me. 

Yours truly. 


Mr. President, I desire to have printed 
in the Recor at this point a series of 
articles. First, I want to insert my 
letter. 

I call attention first to a delegation 
from Oak Ridge, which waited on me 
to tell of their pitiful condition, to tell 
of the raising of rents 46 percent, even- 
tually, to take effect on August 1. Iwon- 
der why the Commission changed the 
date from August 1 to October 1. There 
was some reason for it. They do not 
do things without a reason. 

After the delegation of citizens of Oak 
Ridge, Tenn., called to see me with ref- 
erence to the proposed rent increase to 
become effective August 1, 1951, at Oak 
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Ridge, I wrote a letter on July 6, 1951, 
to Hon. Gordon E. Dean, Chairman of 
the Atomic Energy Commission, Wash- 
ington, D. C. I ask unanimous consent 
that that letter be printed at this point 
in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Jury 6, 1951. 
Hon. Goxbo E. DEAN, 
Atomic Energy Commission, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHamMan: We have a city 
in Tennessee that is very peculiarly managed; 
it in owned entirely by the Federal Govern- 
ment. It is the city of Oak Ridge in east 
Tennessee. You know, of course, that one 
of the great plants of the United States that 
produces atomic bombs is located there. 

Now, the Government not only owns the 
plant but all the land and all of the houses 
that have been built and simply rents the 
houses, almost éntirely, to the employees 
who work in the plant. The plant probably 
has the most peculiar government in the 
world. I don’t recall any other like it. The 
I2deral Government, through the Atomic 
Energy Commission, has licensed or made a 
contract with a company known as the 
Roane-Anderson Co., a corporation, to ad- 
minister the municipal law of the city. I 
am advised that the Roane-Anderson Co. is 
really a foreign corporation, although I am 
not absolutely sure about this. At all events, 
that company, through a general manager, 
performs for the city the duties usually given 
to an elected mayor and board of aldermen 
¿> city council, The company licenses the 
stores, fixes the rates of rent and performs all 
of the other duties that are usually per- 
formed by a mayor and city council, even 
going further than a mayor and city council, 
because this company, acting for the Federal 
Government under a license, has unlimited 
authority to do virtually anything it pleases. 

In 1949 the Roane-Anderson Co. which 
had been renting houses at a rental which 
included water, electricity, heat, and mainte- 
nance at that time, nearly 2 years ago, raised 
th= rentals on an average of about 18 percent 
cash and in addition required the tenants 
to pay the utilities which was a very sub- 
stantial raise. 

Last January the Roane-Anderson Co. 
gave notice to the renters that their rents, 
beginning August 1, 1951, would again be 
raised an average of 28 percent more and 
were also advised that unless they paid the 
increased amount they would be promptly 
evicted. 

So far as my memory goes, I have never 
known any city or town in America to be 
governed in that way. The citizens of the 
town have no voice whatsoever in the man- 
agement or control of their city. They have 
no voice whatsoever on any public question. 
Of course, they vote in county, State and 
national elections, but they have no voice 
at all in the management and control of the 
city. Now it seems to me that it ought to 
be obvious to any American that this Gov- 
ernment is committing an unconstitutional 
and illegal act in depriving the citizens 
working for it at Oak Ridge and fixing upon 
them a municipal government of that kind. 
I am inclined to believe, although it has 
been some time since I have practiced law, 
that any citizen of this town has a right to 
apply to chancery court or the district court 
at Knoxville and get an injunction against 
this unusual, illegal, and un-American 
method of governing a city. I believe you 
will agree with me in this opinion. 

I wish you would have the matter looked 
into at once and advise me by Monday or 
not later than Tuesday in any event whether 
or not your Commission will approve this 
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increase in rent that is to go in effect on 
August 1 and also direct the Roane-Ander- 
son Co. to withhold the order increasing this 
rent until the rents at Oak Ridge can be 
made subject to the pending rent control act 
which is in the Congress now and will prob- 
ably become law the latter part of the month, 
hence the necessity of early action before 
the Ist of August. Such an order would 
be fair to the renters and would be fair to the 
Roane-Anderson Co., whatever kind of a 
company that may be. 

Kindly advise me. 

Very sincerely yours. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, on 
July 7, 1951, I again wrote Hon. Gordon 
E. Dean, requesting additional informa- 
tion concerning the contract the Atomic 
Energy Commission has with the Roane- 
Anderson Co. at Oak Ridge. I ask unani- 
mous consent to have that letter printed 
in the Recorp as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

JULY 7, 1951. 
Hon. Goron E. DEAN, 
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dran Mr. CHARMAN: On yesterday I 

wrote you a letter in reference to the govern- 


ment of the city of Oak Ridge in my State. 


In that letter I failed to ask you for a copy 
of the Commission’s contracts with the so- 
called Roane-Anderson Co. 

I would appreciate it if you would send me 
on Monday morning a copy of the Roane-An- 
derson contract and, if more han one con- 
tract has been entered into with the Roane- 
Anderson Co., all of such contracts. 

I also want the profits that have accrued 
to the Roane-Anderson Co. and the names 
of the owners of that company. 

Also kindly advise me what becomes of the 
money that you receive from the Roane-An- 
derson Co, as a consideration for the contract 
made with that company. 

I realize these last two items will take you 
longer to get up the information but I would 
like to have it at the earliest possible mo- 
ment. 

Very sincerely yours. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, on 
July 10, 1951, Chairman Dean wrote me 
a letter, sending it by special messenger, 
together with what he terms Modifica- 
tion No. 23,” or the contract between the 
Atomic Energy Commission and the 
Roane-Anderson Co. This did not in- 
clude Appendix A, which covers details 
of personnel policy. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Dean’s letter of July 10, 1951, be printed 
in the Record at this point as a part of 
my remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

UNITED STATES 
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., July 10, 1951. 
Hon. KENNETH MCKELLAR, 
United States Senate. 

Dran SENATOR McKetuar: In conformance 
with the request contained in your letter to 
me of July 7, 1951, I am sending you by 
special messenger a copy of the Commis- 
sion’s contract with Roane-Anderson Co. 

Although this contract is identified as 
modification No. 23 to a previous contract, 
it represents a complete substitution for the 
former contract. 

We are not attaching a copy of appendix A, 
referred to in the contract, since we have 
only a single copy of this appendix in the 
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Office. It covers only details of personnel 
policy and may not be essential for your 
purposes. However, if you deem it neces- 
sary, we shall be glad to have a copy typed 
for your use. 
Sincerely yours, 
GORDON Dean, Chairman, 


Contract No. W-7401-Enc-115—Mobp1ricaTion 
No. 23 


This supplemental agreement, entered into 


, this 29th day of December 1950, effective as 
of the ist day of January 1951, by and be- 


tween the United States of America (herein- 
after called the Government), represented 
herein by the United States Atomic Energy 
Commission (hereinafter called the Commis- 
sion), and Roane-Anderson Co. (hereinafter 
called the contractor), a corporation organ- 
ized and existing under the laws of the State 
of Tennessee; 

Witnesseth that: 

Whereas on the 14th day of February 1944, 
effective as of the 23d day of September 1943, 
the Government and the contractor entered 
into Contract No. W-7401-Eng-115 for the 
management, operation, and maintenance of 
facilities in the Oak Ridge, Tenn., area; and 

Whereas said contract has been modified 
heretofore by modifications Nos. 1 to 22, in- 
clusive; and 

Whereas, pursuant to the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1946, said contract was transferred by 
Executive Order No. 9816, dated December 31, 
1946, to the Commission; and 

Whereas this supplemental agreement is 
negotiated and executed pursuant to the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1946, the First War 
Powers Act of 1941, and Executive Order No. 
9816, dated December 31, 1946, in the interest 
of the common defense and security; 

Now, therefore, the parties hereto do mu- 
tually agree that the contract, as modified, 
shall be and the same is hereby further mod- 
ified and extended to read as follows: 


ARTICLE I—STATEMENT OF WORK 


1, Municipal-type activities. 

(a) In accordance with plans and pro- 
grams mutually agreed upon from time to 
time by the contractor and the Commission, 
and subject to such direction as the Com- 
mission may deem necessary, the contractor 
shall manage, operate, and maintain those 
municipal-type facilities and services pro- 
vided by the Commission at Oak Ridge, Tenn. 

(b) By way of illustration but not limi- 
tation, the services to be performed by the 
contractor may include the following: 

(1) Payment of compensation to all per- 
sons engaged in the fire, police, and general 
public safety forces, public health and public 
welfare activities, and other civic activities, 
including recreation and public library facil- 
ities; procurement and supply services in 
connection with the conduct of such com- 
munity facilities and services; and the main- 
tenance of the facilities and equipment em- 
ployed in connection with such services, Ex- 
cept as to procurement, supply, and mainte- 
nance personnel, the contractor shall not be 
responsible for the supervision of the em- 
ployees within these forces or for the per- 


‘formance of their duties, but they shall be 


under the direction and supervision of the 
Commission and their duties shall be pre- 
scribed and supervised by the Commission. 

(2) Maintenance of public buildings and 
grounds, streets, public sidewalks, and drain- 
age ditches, 

(3) Removal and disposal of waste; re- 
moval and treatment of sewage. 

(4) The contractor shall, from time to 
time, advance to the Public Welfare Depart- 
ment or other agency designated by the Com- 
mission out of the Government funds re- 
ferred to in article VI hereof, such amounts 
for public assistance and welfare programs 
as the Commission may direct in writing. 
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The contractor shall not be responsible for 
the care, custody, and use of said funds once 
they have been paid over to the Public Wel- 
fare Department or other designated agency. 

(5) Work incidental to the foregoing, such 
as but not limited to the making of altera- 
tions, minor additions or improvements to 
existing facilities, and the making of collec- 
tions for services, except as hereinafter 
limited. 

2. Commercial, 
activities. 

(a) In accordance with plans and pro- 
grams mutually agreed upon from time to 
time by the contractor and the Commission, 
and subject to such authorization or direc- 
tion as the Commission may deem necessary, 
the contractor shall manage, operate, and 
maintain commercial, residential, and service 
facilities owned by the Commission at Oak 
Ridge, Tenn.: Provided, however, That the 
work to be performed hereunder shall not 
be deemed to include the management, op- 
eration, or maintenance of any processing 
plant or laboratory. Work within the re- 
stricted plant area or areas may be performed 
upon the direction or authorization of the 
Commission. 

(b) By way of illustration, but not limita- 
tion, the services to be performed by the 
contractor may include the following: 

(1) The management, operation, mainte- 
nance, and repair of residences, hotels, res- 
taurants, cafeterias, dormitories, temporary 
housing facilities, commercial locations, and 
all other buildings, structures, facilities, 
utilities, properties, and appurtenances, 
whether similar or dissimilar in nature; 
first-aid stations; auto pool; electric distri- 
bution system and appurtenant equipment; 
water distribution system; heating plants; 
noncity roads and streets; security fences; 
vehicles and other equipment; and refores- 
tation program. 

(2) The negotiation and execution of 
leases and other agreements covering the 
use and occupancy of residences, buildings 
or portions thereof, facilities and other real 
property, said leases and other agreements 
however (except as to residences) to be sub- 
ject to the written approval of the Commis- 
sion; the servicing of said agreements; the 
promotion and development of interest by 
possible lessees and other contracting parties 
in such use and occupancy to the extent ap- 
proved by the Commission; the procurement 
of, with the written approval of the Commis- 
sion, and the distribution of coal, oil, or 
other fuel to residences and other buildings 
or structures; the locating of sources of sup- 
ply, and the scheduling, purchasing, and 
processing of materials, supplies, and equip- 
ment required in the performance of the 
work hereunder, and such materials, sup- 
plies, and equipment as the Commission 
may designate for the conduct of any other 
work or activities in the Oak Ridge area and 
the resale, trade-in, exchange, or other trans- 
fer of such materials, supplies, and equip- 
ment in accordance with policies prescribed 
by the Commission. 

(8) Assistance to the Commission in the 
procurement and processing of manual or 
nonmanual labor, regardless of whether or 
not such labor shall be employed by this or 
any other contractor performing work in 
‘the Oak Ridge area. 

(4) Furnishing labor, supplies, material, 
and services for the purpose of shipping, 
sorting, storing, handling, and sale of sur- 
pue and other Government-owned mate- 

als. 

(5) Acting as insurance manager for such 
Government contractors and subcontractors 
performing work in the Oak Ridge area as 
the Commission shall designate from time 
to time. 

(6) Furnishing assistance and services, 
personal or other, to organizations in the 
Oak Ridge area, with or without charge to 
such organizations, to the extent directed, 
authorized, or approved by the Commission, 


residential, and service 
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(7) To the extent approved in writing by 
the Commission, furnishing of all legal sery- 
ices necessary in the performance of the 
work hereunder or in connection with any 
litigation arising out of or incidental to 
the performance of work under this contract. 

(8) Obtaining all necessary permits, li- 
censes or approvals from all local, State or 
Federal authorities required in the perform- 
ance of this contract. 

(9) Work incidental to the foregoing, such 
as but not limited to the making of altera- 
tions, minor additions or improvements to 
existing facilities, and the making of col- 
lections for services, except as hereinafter 
limited. 

(10) Performance of any other work in- 
cidental to any of the above-described opera- 
tions and the expenditure of any sums which 
the Commission may direct, authorize or ap- 
prove. 

3. In the management, operation, and 
maintenance of the facilities under this con- 
tract, and in the procurement of any and 
all services, supplies, materials and equip- 
ment necessary for or incidental to the per- 
formance of the work hereunder, the con- 
tractor shall act as agent for the United 
States of America, it being understood and 
agreed, however, that all personnel and labor 
shall be and remain for all purposes the 
employees of the contractor exclusively, and 
that the duties and functions of all such 
persons will be performed under the sole 
supervision and direction of the contractor, 
except as otherwise expressly provided in 
this contract or as otherwise mutually agreed 
in writing between the Commission and the 
contractor. 

4. The Government, being responsible for 
the continuity of the work hereunder, recog- 
nizes that, should this contract be termi- 
nated or expire, portions of the work in all 
probability will have to be continued by 
the Government or by another contractor. 
The contractor, however, will enter into no 
subcontracts or commitments extending be- 
yond the expiration date of this contract 
without the prior written approval of the 
Commission, 


ARTICLE II—COLLECTIONS 


1. In accordance with general policies 
established by the Commission, the con- 
tractor shall prescribe rates and/or charges 
to be paid by persons benefiting from the 
Government-owned facilities and proper- 
ties operated by the contractor as provided 
in Article I, and the contractor shall use its 
best efforts to collect all such revenue aris- 
ing therefrom, and in this connection the 
contractor is authorized to institute suits 
in its own name against debtors for the col- 
lection of such revenues. The moneys so 
collected and all revenue received by the 
contractor from rebates, discounts, etc., 
shall be deposited as Government funds in 
the special bank accounts or accounts re- 
ferred to in paragraph 3 (b) of Article VI 
hereof, and shall be held and/or used and 
accounted for in the same manner as the 
advance funds there described; it being 
understood, however, that such monies shall 
be used only in reducing the cost of the 
work to be performed under the contract. 

2. When the Commission has determined 
that the contractor should be relieved of the 
responsiblity of collecting any accounts, the 
contractor shall be so notified in writing and 
shall thereafter be relieved from all liability 
and responsibility; provided, however, that 
the contractor shall execute an appropriate 
assignment of such claims to the Govern- 
ment or take such other action in connection 
therewith as the Commission shall require. 


ARTICLE III—OBLIGATION, FEE AND PERFORMANCE 

1. The amount presently obligated by the 
Government with respect to this contract is 
$77,439,275, which amount represents the 
estimated net cost to the Government (ex- 
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cluding the cost of Government-furnished 
materials and equipment) of the perform- 
ance of this contract through June 30, 1951. 
It is expressly understood and agreed, how- 
ever, that neither the Government nor the 
contractor guarantees the correctness of such 
estimate or of any future estimate and that 
such estimate or any future estimates may 
be revised at any time. 

Whenever mutually agreed upon in writing 
(whether or not be express modification to 
this contract) the monetary obligation set 
forth in the preceding paragraph of this sec- 
tion may be revised and such revised amount 
shall constitute an obligation with respect 
to this contract against such funds or ob- 
ligational authority as the Commission may 
designate. The Commission may increase 
the Government’s monetary obligation at 
any time by written notice to the contractor. 

If at any time or times the aggregate of 
moneys obligated by the Commission for this 
contract plus cash receipts under said con- 
tract fails to exceed by at least $750,000 the 
aggregate of expenditures -plus outstanding 
commitments made by the contarctor (in- 
cluding the contractor’s fee), the contractor 
may request the Commission by notice in 
writing to designate sufficient additional 
funds to afford such an excess and to consti- 
tute obligations with respect to this con- 
tract. If within 30 day after delivery of such 
notice, the Commission shall fail to so desig- 
nate sufficient additional funds the contrac- 
tor may by notice in writing to the Commis- 
sion terminate this contract forthwith with 
the same force and effect as termination of 
this contract under article XIV. 

Nothing herein above in this article pro- 
vided shall be deemed to limit the amount 
for which the contractor shall be reim- 
bursed under any provision of this contract. 

2. In consideration for its undertakings 
and work performed under this contract, the 
contractor shall receive the following: 

(a) Reimbursement for expenditures to 
the extent provided in article V and in the 
manner provided in article VI. 

(b) Fixed fees as follows, which shall con- 
stitute complete compensation for the con- 
tractor’s services, including profit and all 
general overhead expenses of the type de- 
scribed in section 3 of article V: 

(1) During the period beginning January 
1, 1951, and ending June 30, 1954, a fixed- 
fee at the rate of $1 per annum for the 
performance of the municipal-type activities 
described in section 1 of article I. 

(2) Fixed fees as follows for the perform- 
ance of all services required in connection 
with the commercial, residential and sery- 
ice activities described in section 2 of arti- 
cle I: 

During the period beginning January 1, 
1951, and ending December 31, 1951, a fixed- 
fee at the rate of $89,999 per annum. 

During the period beginning January 1, 
1952, and ending December 31, 1952, a fixed- 
fee at the rate of $85,000 per annum. 

During the period beginning January 1, 
1953, and ending December 31, 1953, a fixed- 
fee at the rate of $75,000 per annum. 

During the period beginning January 1, 
1954, and ending June 30, 1954, a fixed-fee 
at the rate of $5,000 per month. 

3. Adjustment of fee. 

(a) The fixed fees established in para- 
graph 2 (b) (2) of this article are based 
upon the following assumptions: 

1) That, as a result of the presently 
anticipated adoption by the Commission of 
certain policies which will permit the sale 
or other disposition of land, and residential 
and commercial buildings and the incor- 
poration of a municipality of Oak Ridge, 
there will be a decrease in the amount and 
character of work which the contractor will 
be required to perform under this contract. 

(2) That the aggregate number of square 
feet of occupied dwelling units, occupied 
dormitories, and occupied commercial estab- 
lishments for which the contractor is re- 
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sponsible as of January 1, 1951, will be 
reduced by 10 percent by Jan-iary 1, 1952; 
hy 35 percent by January 1, 1953; and by 
75 percent by January 1, 1954. The contrac- 
tor shall be considered responsi%le for a unit 
until such time as he has been relieved of 
the duties of maintenance, rental collection, 
and enforcement of the terms of occupancy 
of the unit. 

(3) That the contractor's services in con- 
nection with the operation and maintenance 
of utilities «nd other services, not required 
in connection with residential and commer- 
cial activities, will not be substantially in- 
creased or reduced between January 1, 1951, 
and January 1, 1954. 

(b) As soon as practicable after January 
1, 1951, the parties shall determine by mu- 
tual agreement the aggregate number of 
square feet of occupied dwelling units, occu- 
pied dormitories, and occupied commercial 
establishments for which the contractor is 
responsible as of January 1, 1951. As soon 
as practicable after January 1, 1952, and 
after the Ist day of January of each year 
thereafter, the parties shall determine by 
mutual agreement the aggregate number of 
square feet of occupied dwelling units, occu- 
pied dormitories, and occupied commercial 
establishments for which the contractor is 
responsible as of January 1, of each year. If, 
in the opinion of either party, the rate of 
reduction as of January 1 of any calendar 
year in the aggregate number of square feet 
of occupied dwelling units, occupied dormi- 
tories, and occupied commercial establish- 
ments is substantially greater or less than 
that indicated in the assumptions contained 
in paragraph (a) above, or there has been 
a substantial increase or decrease in the 
services described in subparagraph (a) (3) 
above, the parties shall negotiate promptly 
in good faith for the purpose of reaching 
mutual agreement as to the necessity for 
and amount of an equitable adjustment of 
the fixed fee to be effective as of January 
1 of the then current calendar year, and this 
contract shall be modified to provide for an 
fee adjustment so agreed. If, as of Janu 
1 of 1952 or of any succeeding calendar year, 
there has been no substantial increase or 
decrease in the total work under section 2 
of article I of this contract as compared 
with the total of such work being performed 
as of January 1 of the preceding year, the 
fixed fee to be paid for the then current year 
shall remain the same as the fixed fee paid 
for the preceding calendar year. 

Any failure of the parties to agree upon the 
necessity for or amount of any such fee ad- 
justment shall be deemed a dispute and 
shall be determined in accordance with the 
provisions of article XVII of this contract. 

4. The term of this contract shall com- 
mence on September 23, 1943, and shall ex- 
pire at 11:59 p. m., June 30, 1954, unless 
sooner terminated by the Government or the 
contractor as hereinafter provided. Should 
the Government desire to extend the term 
after June 30, 1954, and should the con- 
tractor be willing to continue operations 
hereunder, the parties hereto agree to enter 
into negotiations looking to the execution 
of a new agreement based on such terms and 
conditions as shall be mutually agreeable. 

5. The contractor shall not subcontract 
any part of the work it is obligated to pre- 
form under this contract except as author- 
ized in writing by the Commission. The 
subcontracting of any part of the work shall 
entail no adjustment of the fixed-fee. 


ARTICLE IV—CHANGES 

The Commission may at any time issue 
additional instructions in writing directing 
additions (not substantial in amount or 
character) to or omissions from the work 
to be performed within the scope of this 
contract. Such changes shall entail no ad- 
justment of the fixed-fee (except as provided 
in section 3 of article III hereof). There 
shall be no adjustment in the amount of the 
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fixed-fee as provided herein, nor any claim 
therefor because of any errors and/or omis- 
sions made in computing the estimated cost 
of the work or the estimated collections un- 
der this contract, or where actual cost varies 
from the estimated cost, or where the actual 
collections vary from the estimated collec- 
tions. 
ARTICLE V—COST OF THE WORK 
1. Reimbursement for contractor's 
expenditures 


The contractor shall be reimbursed in the 
manner hereinafter provided for all actual 
expenditures in the performance of this con- 
tract, including, but not limited to, the fol- 
lowing items: 

(a) All labor, materials, tools, machinery, 
equipment, supplies, services, utilities, power 
and fuel necessary for either temporary or 
permanent use; also the cost of books, sery- 
ice publications, manuals, periodic journals, 
and other publications and documents re- 
quired in or facilitating the administration 
of this contract; the cost of performance of 
the function, operations and matters re- 
ferred to and described in appendix A 
hereto annexed and made a part hereof; pro- 
vided, however, that all expenditures for or 
in connection with personnel shall be as set 
forth in said appendix A, which may be 
modified from time to time, upon mutual 
agreement of the contractor and the Com- 
mission, evidenced by the issuance of a re- 
imbursement authorization by the Commis- 
sion. Any such expenditure in excess of the 
amount permitted by the provisions of ap- 
pendix A shall not be reimbursable unless 
and until approved or ratified in writing by 
the Commission. 

(b) All subcontracts made in accordance 
with the provisions of this contract, includ- 
ing their supervision and administration. 

(c) Transportation charges for, and the 
cost of expediting the production and trans- 
portation of materials, supplies, and equip- 
ment, 

(d) Transportation and travel expenses 
as provided in appendix A. 

(e) Expenses in securing the necessary 
personnel, including, but not limited to, 
the cost of advertising, maintenance of em- 
ployment offices and other costs of recruit- 


(f) Buildings, trade fixtures, and equip- 
ment required for necessary offices, and other 
facilities, and the cost of maintaining and 
operating the same. 

(g) The cost of inventory, storage, and 
packing (including containers) of all books 
and records required to be kept and stored 
under the provisions of article XIII, section 
1, of this contract, and the cost of shipping 
same to the place of storage; provided that 
the Government may at its own expense store 
or provide storage for such records, 

(h) Such bonds and insurance policies as 
shall have been approved or required by the 
Commission. 

(1) Losses or expenses not compensated 
by insurance or otherwise (including settle- 
ments made with the written consent of the 
Commission) actually sustained by the con- 
tractor in connection with the work and 
found and certified by the Commission to be 
just and reasonable, unless reimbursement 
shall not include any amount for which the 
contractor would have been indemnified or 
compensated by insurance except for failure 
of the contractor to procure or maintain 
bonds or insurance in accordance with the 
requirements of the Commission. 

(j) Payments made by the contractor un- 
der the Social Security Act, and any disburse- 
ments required by law which the contractor 
may be required on account of this contract 
to pay on or for any equipment, process, 
organization, materials, supplies, or person- 
nel; and, if approved in writing by the Com- 
mission in advance, permit and license fees 
and royalties on patents used exclusive of 
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patents owned by the contractor or the 
guarantor. 

(k) Disbursements incident to payment of 
payrolls, including, but not limited to, the 
cost of disbursing cash, necessary guards, 
cashiers, and paymasters. If payments to 
employees are made by check, facilities for 
cashing checks must be provided without 
expense to employees, and the contractor 
shall be reimbursed therefor. - 

(1) Fees paid to insurance advisers or any 
other persons, firm, or corporation for serv- 
ices rendered in connection with the per- 
formance of the work under this contract as 
may be directed or authorized by the Com- 
mission. 

(m) Expenses for promotion and develop- 
8 as provided in article I. section 2 (b) 

(n) All expenditures for which reimburse- 
ment has not been made pursuant to letter 
contract dated September 23, 1943, including 
any and all supplements thereto, Such letter 
contract, together with all supplements, are 
merged in and superseded by this contract, 

(o) Such other items not expressly ex- 
cluded by other provisions of this contract 
as should, in the opinion of the Commis- 
sion, be included in the cost of the work. 
When such an item is allowed by the Com- 
mission, it shall be specificaly certified as 
being allowed under this subsection. 

(p) The cost of all legal services and in- 
cidental costs necessary in the performance 
of the work hereunder or in connection with 
ary litigation arising out of or affecting the 
contract (where such legal services are not 
furnished by the Government). 4 

(q) All taxes for which the contractor is 
now or may hereafter become liable in con- 
nection with or growing out of its perform- 
ance of this contract and its operations 
hereunder, except: 

(1) Federal income and  excess-profits 
taxes. 

(2) State income taxes. 

(3) State corporate annual filing fees. 

(4) State corporate franchise and excise 
taxes. 

(5) State, county, and municipal ad 
valorem taxes to the extent that such taxes 
are based upon capital stock and surplus, 
or corporate gross assets, the ownership of 
which is agreed by the parties to be in the 
contractor or guarantor. 

(r) All interest and penalties that may 
have heretofore accrued or been assessed, 
or which may hereafter accrue or be assessed, 
against the contractor on account of failure 
of the contractor to have heretofore paid or 
to hereafter pay at the time required by 
statute or official regulation, any overtime 
wages claimed under the Fair Labor Stand- 
ards Act or any tax or license fee which is 
reimbursable under paragraph (q) of this 
section, unless the delay in making payment 
of such tax or license fee was due to gross 
negligence or willful misconduct, or to the 
personal failure to exercise good faith on 
the part of the contractor’s corporate offi- 
cers, its project manager, or assistant proj- 
ect manager. 

(s) All other expenditures and costs made 
or incurred under this contract or sums al- 
lowed hereunder except to the extent that 
reimbursement is expressly prohibited under 
this contract. 


2. Reservations by Government 


(a) The Government reserves the right to 
furnish legal services in connection with 
any matters arising out of or affecting the 
contract. 

(b) The Government reserves the right to 
pay directly to common carriers any or all 
freight charges on equipment, materials, and 
supplies. 

(c) The Government reserves the right to 
pay directly to the person concerned all 
sums due from the contractor for labor, ma- 
terials, supplies, other charges or costs, 
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3. General overhead expenses 

It is understood and agreed that the cost 
and expenses of the following items consti- 
tute the general overhead expenses of the 
contractor which have been included in the 
fixed fee payable hereunder and shall not 
otherwise be included in the cost of the work 
or reimbursed. 

(a) Salary, wages, or like compensation of 
the corporate officers of the contractor (ex- 
cept travel expenses to the extent that such 
corporate officers may be assigned to specific 
duties on the Oak Ridge project and per- 
form services or functions which are in- 
cluded in the wage and salary classifications 
established under appendix A hereof.) 

(b) Interest on invested or borrowed cap- 
ital, however represented. 

(c) Commissions, bonuses, or special pre- 
miums under whatever name, paid in con- 
nection with negotiations for or procure- 
ment of Government contracts. 

(d) Entertainment expenses, except as 
otherwise provided in this contract. 

(e) Dues and memberships other than in 
regular trade associations. 

(f) Donations or contributions. 

(g) Losses from sales or exchanges of the 
contractor's capital assets. 

(h) Penalties not otherwise reimbursable 
under any other provisions of this contract. 

(j) Expenses and taxes on issues and trans- 
fers of capital stock or bonds. 

(j) Bond discounts or finance charges. 

(k) Premiums for life insurance on the 
life of corporate officers (but not including 
premiums for group life insurance or other 
tyes of group insurance plans for the gen- 
eral benefit of employees when specifically 
approved by the Commission). 

(1) Special legal and accounting fees in 
connection with security issues, capital stock 
issues, or general corporate legal require- 
ments. 

(m) Losses on the contractor's invest- 
ments. 

(n) The operating cost and any other ex- 
penses incident to the maintenance of any 
office outside of the Oak Ridge area by the 
contractor or Turner Construction Co,, the 
guarantor, unless the establishment or 
maintenance of such an office is directed in 
writing by the Commission, 

(o) Federal income and excess profits 
taxes; State income taxes; State corporate 
annual filing fees; State corporate franchise 
and excise taxes; State, county, and munici- 
pal ad valorem taxes to the extent that such 
taxes are based upon capital stock and sur- 
plus, or upon corporate gross assets, the 
ownership of which is agreed by the parties 
to be in the contractor or guarantor. 


4. Discounts 


The contractor shall, to the extent of his 
ability, take cash and trade discounts, re- 
bates, allowances, credits, salvage, commis- 
sions, and bonifications, and when unable to 
take advantage of such benefits he shall 
promptly notify the Commission of the rea- 
son therefor. In determining actual net cost 
of articles, supplies, and materials of every 
kind required for the purpose of this con- 
tract, there shall be deducted from the gross 
cost thereof all cash and trade discounts, re- 
bates, allowances, credits, commissions, and 
bonifications which have accrued to the ben- 
efit of the contractor or should have so ac- 
crued but for the fault or neglect of the con- 
tractor. Such benefits lost through no fault 
or neglect on the part of the contractor, or 
lost through fault of the Government, shall 
not be deducted from gross costs. 


ARTICLE VI—PAYMENTS 
1. Reimbursement for cost 
The Government will reimburse the con- 
tractor for expenditures, in accordance with 
article V, upon submission by the contractor 
of properly certified vouchers, supported by 
such statements and/or data relating to said 
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expenditures as the Commission shall re- 
quire; except to the extent that the con- 
tractor and the Commission may otherwise 
mutually agree in writing from time to time, 
reimbursement will be made monthly. Re- 
imbursement of expenditures of Government 
funds advanced to the contractor will be 
made by replenishment of the advance fund 
established under section 3 of this article VI. 


2. Payments of the fired fee 


The fixed fee set out in paragraph b, sec- 
tion 2 of article III shall be paid by the Gov- 
ernment on separate vouchers submitted by 
the contractor as it accrues in monthly in- 
stallments. 


3. Advances of Government funds 


(a) If is the intent of the parties that, ex- 
cept to the extent that the contractor and 
the Commission may otherwise mutually 
agree in writing at any time or times, the 
contractor shall not utilize its own funds 
in making expenditures reimbursable under 
this contract. Accordingly, the Government 
shall advance to the contractor, from time 
to time (generally monthly, but in any event 
at such times, more or less frequently than 
once each month, as in the opinion of the 
Commission the contractor's need therefor 
develops), such Government funds (herein- 
after referred to as “advances"”) as the par- 
ties mutually agree upon in writing as ade- 
quate to enable the contractor to continue 
to make reimbursable expenditures under 
this contract in furtherance of its perform- 
ance thereof; any failure so to agree shall 
be deemed to be within the purview, and 
shall be resolved in accordance with the pro- 
visions, of article XVII. It is understood 
that such advances are not loans to the con- 
tractor and will not require interest pay- 
ments by the contractor, and that the con- 
tractor will acquire no right, title or interest 
in or to such advances other than the right 
to make expenditures therefrom for the pur- 
poses authorized in, and within the intent 
of, this contract. 

(b) Until all such advances are liquidated, 
all funds received as reimbursement shall, 
together with all such advances, be deposited 
in a special bank account or accounts (here- 
inafter referred to as “special accounts”) at 
a member bank or banks of the Federal 
Reserve System or any “insured” bank 
within the meaning of the act creating the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (act 
of August 23, 1935, 49 Stat. 684), as amended 
(12 U. S. C. 264), separate from the con- 
tractor's general or other funds; special ac- 
counts shall be so designated as to indicate 
clearly to the bank their special character 
and purpose; the balances in special accounts 
shall be used by the contractor exclusively 
for the purpose of making reimbursable ex- 
penditures under this contract (including 
such amounts, considered reasonable by the 
Commission, as are expended by the con- 
tractor in furtherance of the provisions of 
this article). 

(c) In the event either party is of the 
opinion, at any time or times, and notifies 
the other party in writing, that the then 
balance of such advances is in excess of the 
contractor’s need, the amount of alleged 
excess shall be promptly returned or cred- 
ited to the Government in such manner as 
the Commission directs; however, if such 
opinion is not concurred in by the other 
party, the matter shall be deemed to be 
within the purview, and shall be resolved in 
accordance with the provisions, of article 
XVII, and such portion of the amount of 
alleged excess as is involved in the dispute 
shall not be so returned or credited pending 
the outcome of the dispute. 

(d) All funds advanced and all funds de- 
posited in special accounts shall remain the 
property of the Government until expended 
or returned. The Government’s title to such 
funds shall be superior to any claim or lien 
of the bank or any other party upon special 
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accounts, irrespective of the basis of such 
latter lien; provided, however, that the bank 
shall be under no liability to any party 
hereto for the withdrawal of any funds from 
special accounts through checks properly 
endorsed and signed by the contractor, ex- 
cept that after the receipt by the bank of 
written directions from the Commission the 
bank shall act thereon and be under no lia- 
bility to any party hereto for any action 
taken in accordance with such written direc- 
tions. Any written directions received by 
the bank in due course, upon United States 
Atomic Energy Commission stationery, and 
purportedly signed by or at the direction 
of said Commission, shall, insofar as the 
rights, duties, and liabilities of the bank 
are concerned, be conclusively deemed to 
have been properly issued and filed with 
the bank by said Commission. 

(e) If, upon expiration of this contract, 
or upon its termination for other than the 
fault of the contractor, such advances have 
not been fully liquidated, the unliquidated 
balance thereof shall be deducted from any 
payments otherwise due the contractor, and 
if the sum or sums due the contractor are 
insufficient to cover such balance, the defi- 
ciency shall be returned by the contractor 
forthwith after demand and final audit by 
the Government of all accounts hereunder; 
provided, however, that in the event of such 
termination of the contract for other than 
the fault of the contractor, such deduction 
shall not be made prior to final audit unless 
(and only to the extent that) the Commis- 
sion determines that such action is reason- 
ably required in order to secure the return 
to the Government of such unliquidated 
amounts of the advance moneys. In the 
event of termination of this contract be- 
cause of the fault of the contractor, the con- 
tractor shall return to the Government upon 
demand, without set-off of any sums alleged 
to be due the contractor, the unliquidated 
balance of such advances, 

(f) The contractor shall at all reasonable 
times afford the Commission proper facili- 
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accounts, and the contractor's papers and 
data relevant thereto, and the Commission 
shall have the right (to the extent of the 
contractor’s rights), during business hours, 
to inspect and make copies of any entries 
in the books and records, of the pertinent 
bank or banks, pertaining to special accounts. 
(g) Subject to the prior written approval 
of the Commission, the contractor may make 
advances of Government funds out of special 
accounts to subcontractors and materialmen, 
upon such terms and conditions as the 
Commission approves in writing. 


ARTICLE VII—OFFICE SPACE AND QUARTERS 


1. The Commission shall provide the 
necessary Office space at the site of the work 
for the contractor and all of its supervisory 
and office staff. 

2. When requested by the contractor, the 
Commission may authorize the allocation of 
residential quarters at rates generally fixed 
therefor to the supervisory and office staff 
and other employees of the contractor. 


ARTICLE VIII—SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS 


1. In every instance where this contract 
requires the Government to reimburse the 
premium on a bond or insurance policy, the 
bond or insurance policy shall contain an 
endorsement or other recital excluding by 
appropriate language, any claim on the part 
of the insurer or obligor to be subrogated, on 
payment of a loss or otherwise, to any claim 
against the United States. 

2. Litigation and claims. 

(a) If the Government requires the con- 
tractor to initiate litigation, including pro- 
ceedings before administrative agencies, in 
connection with this contract, the contractor 
shall proceed with the litigation in good 
faith, as directed from time to time by the 
Commission. 
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(b) The contractor shall give the Com- 
mission immediate notice in writing of any 
action filed against the contractor arising out 
of the performance of this contract, and of 
any claim against the contractor the cost 
and expense of which is reimbursable under 
the provisions of article V hereof, and the 
risk of which is then uninsured or in which 
the amount claimed exceeds the amount of 
insurance coverage. Except as otherwise 
directed by the Commission in writing, the 
contractor shall furnish immediately to the 
Commission copies of all pertinent papers 
received by the contractor with respect to 
such action or claim. To the extent not in 
conflict with any applicable policy of in- 
surance, the contractor, with the Commis- 
sion’s written approval, may settle any such 
action or claim; shall effect, at the Com- 
mission’s request an assignment and sub- 
rogation in favor of the Government of all 
the contractor's rights and claims (except 
those against the Government) arising out 
of any such action or claim against the con- 
tractor; and, if required by the Commission, 
shall authorize representative of the Gov- 
ernment to defend or settle any such action 
or claim and to represent the contractor in, 
or to take charge of, any such action. If 
the settlement or defense of an action or 
claim against the contractor is undertaken 
by the Government, the contractor shall fur- 
nish all reasonable assistance in effecting a 
cettlement or asserting a defense. Where an 
action against the contractor is not covered 
by a policy of insurance, the contractor, with 
the approval of the Commission, shall pro- 
ceed with the defense of the action in good 
faith, and in such event the defense of the 
action shall be at the expense of the Govern- 
ment. The contractor shall comply with 
such instructions on this subject as the 
Commission shall publish from time to time. 

(c) With respect to members of the police 
and guard forces (including any officers by 
whom such members were deputized), fire- 
men and other personnel engaged in mu- 
nicipal-type activities under the supervision 
of the Commission, the contractor shall, sub- 
ject in each instance to the prior written 
approval of the Commission, provide legal 
counsel and pay all reasonable and inciden- 
tal costs (including the premium for bail 
bonds in criminal actions and appeal bonds 
in any action) which may be necessary to 
defend adequately or assist in the defense 
of any such person, whether or not serving 
as such at the time of such action or other 
legal proceeding, against whom a criminal or 
civil action or other legal proceeding is or has 
been brought, where such action or other le- 
gal proceeding is based on an act or action 
of such person which appears to have been 
undertaken in good faith for the purpose 
of accomplishing and fulfilling the official 
duties of his employment; and the contrac- 
tor is further cuthorized, subject in each in- 
stance to the prior written approval of the 
Commission, to pay compromise settlements 
of claims against, or satisfy judgments en- 
tered in civil actions against, any such per- 
son, whether or not serving as such at the 
time of such settlement or judgment or 
satisfaction, where such claim or judgment is 
based on an act or action of such person 
which appears to have been undertaken in 
good faith for the purpose of accomplishing 
and fulfilling the official duties of his em- 
ployment. Nothing contained herein shall 
be construed to grant, vest, or allow any 
right to be given to any such person him- 
self, or to any third parties, or to the legal 
representatives of any of them, insofar as 
payments from the contractor or the Gov- 
ernment, under the provisions of this par- 
agraph, are concerned. 

3. The contractor hereby agrees that he 
will: 

(a) Precure and maintain bonds and in- 
surance in such forms and in such amounts 
and for such periods of time as the Com- 
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mission may require or approve. ' Insurance 
shall cover all work required by this contract 
and, when required or authorized by the 
Commission, shall include work required 
under other Government contracts which 
pertain to the Oak Ridge Area, regardless of 
whether any of the aforesaid work shall be 
performed directly or by subcontract. 

(b) Obey and abide by all applicable laws, 
regulations, ordinances, and other rules of 
the United States of America, of the State, 
Territory, or political subdivision thereof 
wherein the work is done, or of any other 
duly constituted public authority. 

(c) Reduce to writing, unless this provi- 
sion is waived in writing by the Commission, 
every contract in excess of $2,500 made by 
him for the purpose of the work hereunder 
for services (except contracts of employ- 
ment), materials, supplies, machinery or 
equipment, or for the use thereof; insert 
therein all provisions required by law and/or 
expressly required by the provisions of this 
contract; and make all such contracts in his 
nar 2 as agent for the Government. No pur- 
chase in excess of $10,000 shall be made or 
placed without the prior approval of the 
Commission. 

(d) The Commission may require the con- 
tractor to dismiss such employee or em- 
Ployees of the contractor as the Commission 
deems incompetent, careless or insubordi- 
nate, or whose continued employment is 
deemed inimical by the Commission to the 
public interest. The contractor shall make 
every reasonable effort in the selection of his 
employees to secure persons who are compe- 
tent, careful, honest, and loyal to the United 
States of America. 


ARTICLE IX—GOVERNMENT-OWNED PROPERTY 


1. Title: Title to all property (including, 
but not limited to, materials, tools, ma- 
chine~y, apparatus, equipment, supplies, and 
products) acquired by the contractor under 
this contract, and for which the contractor 
is entitled to reimbursement hereunder, shall 
pass directly from the vendor or supplier to 
the Government at the point of delivery 
thereof or at such other point or points as 
the Commission may designate in writing; 
provided, that the right of final inspection 
and acceptance or rejection of said property 
at such place or places as it may designate 
in writing is reserved to the Commission; 
provided further, that upon such final in- 
spection the contractor shall be given writ- 
ten notice of acceptance or rejection as the 
case may be. In the event of rejection the 
contractor shall be responsible for removal 
of the rejected property at Government ex- 
pense within a reasonable time. The Gov- 
ernment reserves the right to furnish any 
materials, equipment, machinery, tools, or 
services necessary in the performance of the 
work under this contract. 

2. Identification, records, and return: Un- 
less otherwise directed or authorized by the 
Commission, the contractor shall, when prac- 
ticable, cause all equipment, machinery, and 
tools to which title is vested in the Govern- 
ment to be suitably marked with an identi- 
fying mark or symbol indicating that such 
items are the property of the United States. 
The contractor shall maintain at. all times, 
in a manner satisfactory to the Commission, 
records showing the disposition and/or use 
of all Government-owned equipment, ma- 
chinery, tools, and materials in its possession 
in connection with the performance of this 
contract. Upon completion.of this contract 
or upon demand, the contractor shall return 
to the Commission, at such place as the 
Commission shall designate, all such ma- 
chinery, equipment, tools, and unused mate- 
rials and supplies, except such as have been 
disposed of in accordance with the follow- 
ing paragraph. 

3. Disposal: It is recognized that Govern- 
ment property, real and personal, will be 
used by, or will be in the care, custody, or 
possession of, the contractor either in con- 
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nection with the performance of this con- 


contractors performing work for the Gov- 
ernment in the Oak Ridge area. In accord- 
ance with general policies prescribed by the 
Commission, the contractor may lease, sell, 
exchange, transfer, or otherwise dispose of 
such Government-owned property to third 
parties or, with the written approval of the 
Commission, the contractor may itself 
acquire title to such property, or any part 
thereof, at a price mutually agreeable. The 
proceeds of any such lease, sale, exchange, 
transfer, or other disposition, or the agreed 
price of any property, title to which is 80 
acquired by the contractor, shall be applied 
in reduction of any payments to be made 
by the Government to the contractor under 
this contract, or shall otherwise be paid in 
such manner as the Commission may direct. 

4. Contractor's responsibility: Except as to 
property, the liability for which is fixed by 
any other instrument or agreement or some 
other provision of this contract, the con- 
tractor shall not be liable for loss or destruc- 
tion of or damage to property of the Gov- 
ernment in the possession or control of the 
contractor in connection with this contract 
unless such loss, damage, or destruction re- 
sults from willful misconduct or personal 
failure to exercise good faith on the part of 
the contractor’s corporate officers, project 
manager, or assistant project manager in the 
performance of work in connection with this 
contract. 


ARTICLE X—EXPERT TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 


When in the judgment of the contractor 
the work to be performed under this contract 
requires expert technical or professional as- 
sistance or services, or advice such as legal 
services, auditing, special accounting prac- 
tice, hospital, hotel, or restaurant manage- 
ment, cr other services of highly technical 
character, the contractor with the written 
approval of the Commission may obtain by 
contract or otherwise such professional or 
other services as are deemed necessary for the 
proper performance of this contract. The 
obtaining of such professional or other serv- 
ices shall entail no adjustment of the fixed 
fee. 

ARTICLE XI—CONSTRUCTION WORK 


1. In addition to the maintenance work 
which the contractor is required to perform 
under article 1 hereof, the contractor shall 
perform such construction work as the Com- 
mission may direct from time to time, it be- 
ing expressly stipulated, however, that the 
contractor shall not be required to perform 
any single construction project of which the 
estimated construction cost is in excess of 
$25,000. A construction project shall not be 
divided artificially to bring the estimated 
construction cost within such sum of $25,000. 
It is further understood that the contractor 
may subcontract any or all of such construc- 
tion work. No additional fee shall become 
due to the contractor because of the per- 
formance of any such construction work so 
directed by the Commission; nor shall there 
be any reduction in any fee payable under 
this contract in the event that the Com- 
mission shall not direct the performance of 
any such construction work. 

2. In connection with the performance of 
the construction work provided for in sec- 
tion 1 above, the contractor shall comply 
with the following provisions, it being under- 
stood and agreed, however, that such pro- 
visions shall not apply to the performance 
of maintenance work as may be required 
under the terms of this contract or to any 
subcontract in an amount less than $2,000, 

(a) Rate of wages, 

(1) The contractor or its subcontractor 
shall pay all mechanics and laborers em- 
ployed directly upon the site of the work, 
unconditionally and not less often than once 
a week, and without subsequent deduction 


8524 


or rebate on any account, the full amounts 
accrued at time of payment, computed at 
wage rates not less than those stated in the 
specifications, regardless of any contractual 
relationship which may be alleged to exist 
between the contractor or the subcontractor 
and such laborers and mechanics; and the 
scale of wages to be paid shall be posted by 
the contractor in a prominent and easily 
accessible place at the site of the work. The 
Commission shall have the right to withhold 
from the contractor so much of accrued pay- 
ments as may be considered necessary by the 
Commission to pay to laborers and mechanics 
employed by the contractor or any subcon- 
tractor on the work the difference between 
the rates of wages required by the contract 
to be paid laborers and mechanics on the 
work and the rates of wages received by such 
laborers and mechanics and not refunded to 
the contractor, subcontractors, or their 
agents. 

(2) In the event it is found by the Com- 
mission that any laborer or mechanic em- 
ployed by the contractor or any subcon- 
tractor directly on the site of the work cov- 
ered by the contract has been or is being 
paid a rate of wages less than the rate of 
wages required by the contract to be paid 
aforesaid, the Government may, by written 
notice to the contractor, terminate his right 
to proceed with the work or such part of 
the work as to which there has been a failure 
to pay said required wages and prosecute 
the work to completion by contract or other- 
wise, and the contractor and his sureties 
shall be liable to the Government for any 
excess costs occasioned by the Government 
thereby. 

(3) The regulations of the Secretary of 
Labor, referred to in Section 4 of this article, 
allow certain “permissible deductions” from 
the wages required by this article to be paid. 

(b) The minimum wages to be paid labor- 
ers and mechanics on this project, as deter- 
‘mined by the Secretary of Labor to be pre- 
valling for the corresponding classes of la- 
borers and mechanics employed on projects 
of a character similar to the contract work 
in the pertinent locality, are those in the 
wage predetermination current at the time 
such specifications are advertised, as prede- 
termined by the Secretary of Labor, for An- 
derson, Roane, and Knox Counties, Tenn. 
Any class of laborers and mechanics not 
listed in the predetermination, which will 
be employed on this contract, shall be clas- 
sified or reclassified conformably to the pre- 
determination by mutual agreement between 
the contractor and class of labor concerned, 
subject to the prior approval of the Com- 
mission. In the event the interested parties 
cannot agree on the proper classification or 
reclassification of a particular class of labor- 
ers or mechanics to be used, the question, 
accompanied by the recommendation of the 
Commission shall be referred to the Secre- 
tary of Labor for final determination. 

3. Eight-hour law: No laborer or merchanic 
doing any part of the work contemplated by 
this contract, in the employ of the contractor 
or any subcontractor contracting for any part 
of said work contemplated, shall be required 
or permitted to work more than 8 hours 
in any one calendar day upon such work at 
the site thereof, except upon the condition 
that compensation is paid to such laborer 
or mechanic in accordance with the provi- 
sions of this article. The wages of every 
laborer and mechanic employed by the con- 
tractor or any subcontractor engaged in the 
‘performance of this contract shall be com- 
puted on a basic day rate of 8 hours per day 
and work in excess of 8 hours per day is per- 
mitted only upon the condition that every 
such laborer and mechanic shall be compen- 
sated for all hours worked in excess of 8 
hours per day at not less than 1% times 
the basic rate of pay. For each violation 
of the requirements of this article a penalty 
of $5 shall be imposed upon the contractor 
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for each laborer or mechanic for every cal- 
endar day in which such employee is re- 
quired or permitted to labor more than 8 
hours upon said work without receiving com- 
pensation computed in accordance with this 
article, and all penalties thus imposed shall 
be withheld for the use and benefit of the 
Government: Provided, That this stipulation 
shall be subject in all respects to the excep- 
tions and provisions of United States Code, 
title 40, sections 321, 324, 325, and 326, re- 
lating to hours of labor, as modified by the 


provisions of section 303 of Public Act No. 


781, Seventy-sixth Congress, approved Sep- 
tember 9, 1940, relating to compensation for 
overtime. * 

4. Nonrebate of wages: The contractor 
shall comply with the regulations of the Sec- 
retary of Labor pursuant to the act of June 
13, 1934, 48 Stat. 948 (U. S. Code, title 40, 
sec, 276 c.), and any amendments or modi- 
fications thereof, shall cause appropriate 
provisions to be inserted in subcontracts to 
insure compliance therewith by all subcon- 
tractors subject thereto, and shall be respon- 
sible for the submission of affidavits re- 
quired of subcontractors thereunder, except 
as the Secretary of Labor may specifically 
provide for reasonable limitations, variations, 
tolerances, and exemptions from the require- 
ments thereof. The contractor shall refrain 
from any act prohibited by the act of June 
25, 1948, c. 645, 62 Stat. 740 (U. S. Code, title 
18, sec. 874). 


ARTICLE XII—SAFETY AND ACCIDENT PREVENTION 


The contractor agrees to conform to all 
health and safety requirements as may be 
prescribed by the Commission. The con- 
tractor shall take all reasonable steps and 
precautions to protect health and minimize 
danger from all hazards to life and property, 
and shall make all reports and permit all 
inspections as provided in such prescribed 
requirements. 


ARTICLE XITI—RECORDS AND ACCOUNTS, INSPEC- 
TION AND AUDIT 


1. Records, books of account, and auditing: 

(a) The contractor agrees to keep records 
and books of account, showing the actual 
collections and disbursements made in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of this con- 
tract and the actual cost to it of all items 
of labor, materials, equipment, supplies, 
services, and other expenditures of whatever 
nature for which reimbursement is author- 
ized under the provisions of this contract. 
The system of accounting and auditing to be 
employed by the contractor shall be such 
as is satisfactory to the Commission. The 
contractor may perform such additional ac- 
counting and auditing functicas as it deems 
necessary in the proper administration of 
this contract, and shall be reimbursed the 
cost thereof. 
` (b) Disposition of records: All sketches, 
drawings, designs, plans, specifications, tech- 
nical data, medical records, books of ac- 
counts, original supporting documents and 
other data evidencing cost allowable and 
revenues received under this contract shall 
become the property of the Government 
upon receipt or preparation thereof by the 
contractor, and shall be delivered to the 
Government or otherwise disposed of by the 
contractor either as the Government may 
from time to time direct during the progress 
of the wor“ or in any event as the Com- 
mission shall determine upon completion or 
termination of this contract and final audit 
of all costs hereunder. All other records in 
the possession of the contractor relating to 
this contract shall be inventoried by the 
contractor upon completion or final ter- 
mination of the contract and shall be pre- 
served by the contractor for a period of 5 
years after final settlement of the contract, 
or otherwise disposed of from time to time 
during the progress of the work or upon com- 
pletion or final termination of the contract 
in such manner as may be agreed upon in 
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writing by the Commission and the contrac- 
tor. Upon expiration of 5 years after final 
settlement of the contract, or at any time 
thereafter, the contractor shall notify the 
Commission in writing, prior to destroying 
or otherwise disposing of any such records, 
of its intent to destroy or otherwise dispose 
of the records described in any such notice; 
whereupon the Commission may direct the 
contractor to deliver all or any part of said 
records to the Government. The contractor 
shall have access at all reasonable times to 
all such records delivered to the Government 
as long as such records are in the custody 
of the Commission. The Government shall 
reimburse the contractor for all costs (in- 
cluding costs of inventory, storage, servicing, 
packing, crating, shipping, microfilming, or 
other reproduction as directed by the Gov- 
ernment, and safekeeping in accordance with 
the Government's security requirements) 
incurred by the contractor under the require- 
ments of this article; provided, however, that 
prior to final settlement of this contract, 
the contractor and the Government after 
negotiation may agree upon a definite pay- 
ment or payments to be made to the con- 
tractor for such services in lien of reim- 
bursement for the actual cost thereof, and 
the amount or amounts so agreed upon shall 
be paid to the contractor by separate voucher 
or vouchers. 

2. Access and inspection: The Commission 
shall have the right to inspect in such man- 
ner and at such times as it deems appro- 
priate all activities and records of the con- 
tractor arising or developed in the course of 
the work under this contract. The contrac- 
tor shall make such reports to the Commis- 
sion with respect to the contractor's activi- 
ties under this contract, as the Commission 
may require from time to time. 


ARTICLE XIV—TERMINATION OR EXPIRATION 


1. The performance of work under this 
contract may be terminated in part at any 
time by direction of the Commission pur- 
suant to article IV. Such direction shall 
state the time, manner, and extent of termi- 
nation of work. 

2. The performance of work under this 
contract may be terminated in whole by the 
Government (a) whenever the contractor 
shall default in performance of this con- 
tract in accordance with its terms, and shall 
fail to cure such default within 10 days (or 
such longer period as the Commission may 
allow) after receipt of notice from the Com- 
mission specifying the default, or (b) when- 
ever, but on not less than 6 months’ written 
notice, the Commission shall determine that 
any such termination is in the best interest 
of the Government. Termination by the 
Government under this section shall be ef- 
fected by delivery to the contractor of a 
notice of termination specifying the termi- 
nation date upon which such termination 
shall become effective. 

3. The performance of work under this 
contract may be terminated in whole by the 
contractor upon not less than 6 months’ 
written notice to the Government. Termi- 
nation by the contractor under this section 
shall be effected by delivery to the Commis- 
sion of a notice of termination specifying the 
termination date upon which such termina- 
tion shall become effective. 

4. Upon expiration of this contract by its 
terms, or upon receipt of any direction of the 
Commission pursuant to Section 1 above, 
or upon delivery of a Notice of Termination 
by either party in accordance with Section 2 
or 3 above, the Contractor shall (but in the 
event of partial termination only to the ex- 
tent of the work terminated), except as 
otherwise directed by the Commission: 

(a) Discontinue work under this contract 
on the expiration date or on the date fixed 
for termination in the Notice of Termina- 
tion. 

(b) Place no further orders or subcon- 
tracts for materials, services or facilities ex- 
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cept as may be necessary for completion of 
the work until the date fixed for termination 
in the Notice of Termination. 

(ec) Cancel (or if so directed by the Com- 
mission, transfer to the Government), as of 
the expiration date or the date fixed for 
termination or such earlier date as the Com- 
mission may direct, all orders, subcontracts 
and agreements relating to the work, and 
assign to the Government in the manner and 
to the extent directed by the Commission, 
all of the right, title and interest of the 
Contractor under the orders, subcontracts 
and agreements so canceled or transferred. 

(d) Settle and pay, to the extent directed 
or authorized by the Commission, claims, 
commitments, liabilities and obligations 
arising out of or in connection with the 
performance or termination of the work or 
of any subcontract, order or agreement pur- 
suant thereto. 

(e) Transfer and deliver to the Govern- 
ment in the manner, to the extent and 
at the times directed by the Commission the 
completed and uncompleted work, supplies, 
material and other property produced as a 
part of or acquired in the performance of the 
work, 

(f) Take such other action (whether be- 
fore or after the expiration or termination 
date) as the Contractor may deem necessary 
or as the Commission may direct for the 
protection and preservation of property 
which is in the possession of the Contractor 
and in which the Government has or may 
acquire an interest. 

5. The Contractor and the Commission 
may agree upon the whole or any part of the 
amount or amounts payable to the Con- 
tractor under this contract upon the expira- 
tion of this contract or upon the total or 
partial termination of this contract pur- 
suant to this Article and the Government 
shall pay to the Contractor such agreed 
amounts. 

6. In the event of the failure of the con- 
tractor and the Commission to agree as pro- 
vided in section 5 upon the whole amount 
to be paid to the contractor upon the expira- 
tion or termination of this contract, the 
Government shall, but without duplication 
of any payments agreed upon in accordance 
with section 5: 

(a) Reimburse the contractor for all costs 
and expenses reimbursable under this con- 
tract, not previously paid to the contractor, 
incurred prior to the expiration date or date 
fixed for termination in the notice of ter- 
mination and such further costs and ex- 
penses as may be incurred thereafter with 
the written approval of or as directed by the 
Commission. 

(b) Reimburse the contractor for the cost 
(so far as not included in payments under 
par. (a) above) of settling and paying 
claims, commitments, liabilities or obliga- 
tions arising out of or in connection with the 
performance, expiration or termination of 
this contract or of any subcontract, order 
or agreement pursuant thereto. 

(c) Reimburse the contractor for any 
other costs, incidental to the expiration or 
termination of this contract, or incurred at 
the direction or with the approval of the 
Commission in connection with such expira- 
tion or termination, including but not lim- 
ited to accountng, clerical, legal, and other 
costs and expenses. 

(d) Assume and become liable for all un- 
paid obligations, commitments, and claims 
in connection with this contract which the 
contractor may have theretofore under- 
taken or incurred, or for which the con- 
tractor may be or become liable, the cost 
of which would be reimbursable under the 
provisions of this contract; and the con- 
tractor shall, as a condition of receiving pay- 
ments under this article, execute and de- 
liver all such papers and take all such steps 
as the Commission may require for the pur- 
pose of vesting fully in the Government the 
rights and benefits of the contractor in re- 
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or sums allowed tp the contractor under the 


spect to such obligations, commitments, or 
claims. 

7. The contractor's fixed fee shall be com- 
puted and paid to and including the date 
of expiration or the date fixed for the total 
termination of this contract in the notice of 

termination. Termination in part of this 
contract shall entail no adjustment in the 
fixed fee. The fee to be paid to the con- 
tractor for services rendered at the direction 
of or with the approval of the Commission 
after the aforesaid expiration date or date 
fixed for total termination shall be fixed 
by mutual agreement between the Commis- 
sion and the contractor. 

8. The Government may withhold from the 
payments required by this article, or by 
article V of this contract, the amount of any 
unsettled claims in connection with this 
contract which the Government may have 
against the contractor. 

9. Prior to final payment and as a condi- 
tion thereof the contractor shall furnish to 
the Government a release of all claims 
against the Government arising under and 
by virtue of this contract other than such 
claims, if any, as are expressly excepted by 
the contractor from the operation of the 
release. 


ARTICLE XV—CONVICT LABOR 


The contractor shall not employ any per- 
son undergoing sentence of imprisonment at 
hard labor. This provision shall not be con- 
strued to prevent the contractor or any sub- 
contractor hereunder from obtaining any of 
the supplies, or any component parts or in- 
gredients thereof, to be furnished under this 
contract, or any of the materials or supplies 
to be used in connection with the perform- 
ance of this contract, directly or indirectly, 
from any Federal, State, or Territorial prison 
or prison industry: Provided, That such arti- 
cles, materials, or supplies are not produced 
pursuant to any contract or other arrange- 
ment under which prison labor is hired by or 
employed or used by any private person, firm, 
or corporation. 


ARTICLE XVI—ANTIDISCRIMINATION 


1, The contractor, in performing the work 
required by this contract, shall not discrim- 
inate against any employee or applicant for 
employment because of race, creed, color, or 
national origin. 

2. The contractor agrees that the provision 
of section 1 above will also be inserted in all 
of its subcontracts. For the purpose of this 
article, a subcontract is defined as any con- 
tract entered into by the contractor with any 
individual, partnership, association, corpo- 
ration, estate, or trust, or other business en- 
terprise or other legal entity, for a specific 
part of the work to be performed in con- 
nection with the supplies or services fur- 
nished under this contract: Provided, how- 
ever, That a contract for the furnishing of 
standard or commercial articles or raw mate- 
rial shall not be considered as a subcontract. 


ARTICLE XVII—DISPUTES 


Except as otherwise specifically provided 
in this contract, all disputes concerning 
questions of fact which may arise under this 
contract shall be decided by a representative 
of the Commission duly authorized to su- 
pervise and administer performance of the 
work hereunder, who shall reduce his deci- 
sion to writing and mail a copy thereof to 
the contractor, and such written decision 
shall be final and conclusive, unless, within 
80 days from receipt of such decision (or 
such longer period as may be granted by 
the Commission), the contractor shall appeal 
in writing to the Commission. The decision 
of the Commission, or that of its designated 
representative, representatives, or board (not 
including the representative referred to in 
the preceding sentence) on such appeal shall 
be final and conclusive on the parties hereto. 
Pending decision of any dispute hereunder, 
the contractor shall proceed diligently with 
the performance of the contract. Any sum 


8525 


provisions of this article shall be paid by 
the Government as part of the cost of the 
work hereunder and shall be deemed to be 
within the contemplation of this contract. 


ARTICLE XVITI—LABOR RELATIONS 


1, Whenever an actual or potential labor 
dispute is delaying or threatens to delay the 
timely performance of this contract, the 
contractor will immediately give notice 
thereof to the Commission. Such notice 
shall include all relevant information with 
respect to such dispute. 

2. All contracts or agreements entered into 
with an organization of the contractor's em- 
ployees shall be submitted in advance of the 
execution thereof to the Commission for ap- 
proval of such portions thereof as affect 
security, continuity of work, and expendi- 
tures or commitments reimbursable under 
this contract, and no such contracts or 
agreements shall be executed without the 
approval of such portions thereof by the 
Commission. 

ARTICLE XIX—-ASSIGNMENT OF CLAIMS 

Neither this contract nor any interest 
therein, or claim thereunder, shall be as- 
signed or transferred to any other party or 
parties without the prior written approval 
of the Commission. 


ARTICLE XX—OFFICIALS NOT TO BENEFIT 


No member of or delegate to Congress or 
resident commissioner shall be admitted to 
any share or part of this contract or to any 
benefit that may arise therefrom, but this 
provision shall not be construed to extend to 
this contract if made with a corporation for 
its general benefit. 


ARTICLE XXI—COVENANT AGAINST CONTINGENT 
FEES 


The contractor warrants that he has not 
employed any person to solicit or secure this 
contract upon any agreement for a commis- 
sion, percentage, brokerage, or contingent 
fee. Breach of this warranty shall give the 
Government the right to annul the contract, 
or, in its discretion, to deduct from the con- 
tract price or consideration the amount of 
such commission, percentage, brokerage, or 
contingent fees. This warranty shall not 
apply to commissions, payable by the con- 
tractor upon contracts or sales secured or 
made through bona fide established com- 
mercial or selling agencies maintained by 
the contractor for the purpose of securing 
business. j 

ARTICLE XXII—CONTRACTOR’S ORGANIZATION 

AND METHODS 

Upon the execution of this contract, the 
contractor shall submit to the Commission 
a chart showing in general the executive and 
administrative organization, duties, and per- 
sonnel to be employed in connection with 
the work under contract; the data so fur- 
nished shall be supplemented as additional 
information becames available. 

ARTICLE XXIII-——DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION 


1. It is understood that disclosure of in- 
formation relative to the work contracted 
for hereunder to any person not entitled to 
receive it, or failure to safeguard all secret, 
confidential, and restricted matter that may 
come to the contractor or any person under 
its control in connection with the work un- 
der this contract, may subject the contrac- 
tor, its agents, employees, and subcontrac- 
tors to criminal liability under the laws of 
the United States. See the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1946 (Public Law 585, 79th Cong.). 
See also title 18, United States Code Anno- 
tated (act of June 25, 1948; 62 Stat. 862). 

2. In the performance of work under this 
contract the contractor agrees to conform 
to all security regulations and requirements 
of the Atomic Energy Commission. Except 
as the Commission may authorize, in ac- 
cordance with the Atomic Energy Act of 
1946, the contractor agrees not to permit any 
individual to have access to restricted data 
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until the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
shall have made an investigation and report 
to the Commission on the character, asso- 
ciations, and loyalty of such individual and 
the Atomic Energy Commission shall have 
determined that permitting such person to 
have access to restricted data will not en- 
danger the common defense or security. 
The term “restricted data” as used in this 
section means all data concerning the man- 
ufacture or utilization of atomic weap- 
ons, the production of fissionable material, 
or the use of fissionable material in the 
production of power, but shall not include 
any data which the Commission from time 
to time determines may be published with- 
out adversely affecting the common defense 
and security. 

8. Except as approved in writing by the 
Commission, the contractor shall insert the 
provisions of sections 1 and 2 of this article 
in all (i) subcontracts, (ii) agreements with 
its employees, (iil) agreements for borrowed 
personnel, and (iv) agreements pursuant to 
article X hereof under this contract. 


ARTICLE XXIV—RESPONSIBILITY OF CONTRACTOR 


It is the understanding of the parties here- 
to, and the intent of this contract, that the 
work is to be performed at the expense of 
the Government and that the contractor 
shall not be liable for any loss, damage, 
claim or expense (including, but not limited 
to liability to third persons because of death, 
bodily injury, property injury, accident, de- 
struction, patents or otherwise) of any kind 
whatsoever arising out of or in connection 
with the performance of this contract, ex- 
cept to the extent that such loss, damage, 
claim or expense results from the willful 
misconduct or the personal failure to exer- 
cise good faith on the part of the contrac- 
tor’s corporate officers, its project manager 
or its assistant project manager in the per- 
formance of the work hereunder. 


ARTICLE XXV—GUARANTY REQUIRED 


In view of the fact that the contractor 
has been organized by the Turner Con- 
struction Co. for the sole purpose of perform- 
ing the work hereunder, and in view of the 
further fact that the said Turner Construc- 
tion Co. owns all the stock of the contractor 
corporation, this contract shall be subject to 
the execution of a guaranty of performance 
by the Turner Construction Co. in such form 
as shall be satisfactory to the Commission 
and this contract shall not be binding unless 
such guaranty is duly executed. 


ARTICLE XXVI—DEFINITIONS 


The term “Commission,” wherever appear- 
ing herein, shall mean the United States 
Atomic Energy Commission, the General 
Manager of the United States Atomic Ener- 
gy Commission, or any other duly author- 
ized representative or representatives of the 
United States Atomic Energy Commission. 

Nonwaiver: The execution of this sup- 
plemental agreement shall be without pre- 
judice to the contractor to, and without 
waiver on the part of the contractor of, the 
contractor’s claim for payment of a fee at 
the rate of $180,000,000 per annum for the 
period July 1, 1950, to and including Decem- 
ber 31, 1950, as provided in contract No. 
W-7401-Eng-115 (modified and extended 
hereby) and as set forth in the letters from 
the contractor to the Commission dated 
June 6, 1950, and July 6, 1950, and for pay- 
ment of the other fees claimed by the con- 
tractor under said contract and all supple- 
mental agreements and modifications there- 
to. 
In witness whereof, the parties hereto 
have executed this agreement as of the day 
and year first above written. 

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

By R. W. Coox, Manager, ORO., 

ROANE-ANDERSON CO., 
Geo. E. Horr, President. 

Witnesses: W. T. Ball; T. M. Stewart. 


CERTIFICATION 

I, W. B. Ball, do hereby certify that I am 
the duly qualified secretary of the corpora- 
tion named herein as the contractor; that 
Geo. E. Horr, who signed this agreement on 
behalf of the contractor was then president 
of said corporation; that said agreement 
was duly signed for and in behalf of said 
corporation by authority of its governing 
body, and is within the scope of its corpo- 
rate powers. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto af- 
fixed my hand and the seal of the corpora- 
tion this 26th day of December 1950. 

W. B. BALL. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, on 
July 13, 1951, Chairman Dean sent me a 
letter enclosing a copy of a news re- 
lease, dated July 13, 1951, which release 
was for 10:30 a. m. eastern standard 
time. I ask unanimous consent that this 
letter and enclosure be printed in the 
Record at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and enclosure were ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


UNITED STATES ATOMIC 
ENERGY COMMISSION, 
WASHINGTON, D. C., July 13, 1951. 
Hon. KENNETH MCKELLAR, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR McKELLAR: We are attach- 
ing to this letter a copy of a news release 
which is being issued relative to termination 
of the present Roane-Anderson contract, 
covering operation of Oak Ridge community 
facilities, to be effective January 3, 1952, and 
arrangements that are being made for con- 
tinued performance of the work currently 
being done by the Roane-Anderson Co. 

If you desire any further information on 
this matter, we will be pleased to furnish it 
to you. 

Sincerely yours, 
GORDON DEAN, 
Chairman. 


MANAGEMENT SERVICES, INC., 
Oak Ridge, Tenn., July 13, 1951. 

A group of Oak Ridge residents today an- 
nounced the formation of a new corporation. 
This corporation, operating under the name 
of Management Services, Inc., has made a 
proposal for entering into a nonprofit, no- 
fee contract with the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission to take over operations now being 
carried on by the Roane-Anderson Co., when 
the latter terminates its contract in Janu- 
ary 1952. 

The new concern, for which incorporation 
papers were being filed today in Nashville, 
includes seven Oak Ridge residents who will 
serve as the company’s board of directors. 
Of the seven, four presently hold key posi- 
tions in the Roane-Anderson Co. 

These are L. D. Worrel, assistant project 
manager, C. C. Martin, manager, division of 
public works, W. H. Leedom, manager, divi- 
sion of materials, and R. E. Callahan, chief 
counsel. The other three board members, all 
employees of Carbide and Carbon Chemicals 
Co., are Dr. Chris Keim, community leader 
and Y-12 scientist, Earl C. Bollinger, super- 
intendent of the maintenance division at 
K-25, and Edward A. Bagley, fiscal and ad- 
ministrative official at Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory. 

Directors would perform their corporate 
duties as a public service and without com- 
pensation. However, under the arrangement 
proposed by the concern to the AEC, the four 
persons from the Roane-Anderson organiza- 
tion would continue to hold important op- 
erating positions in the new company and 
their salaries for this work would be reim- 
bursed by the Government, as would a)! other 
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costs of the operation. The new company 
would receive no fee. ' 

In carrying on the operations if a con- 
tract is consummated with the AEC, officials 
of Management Services, Inc., announced 
that Worrel would serve as general manager, 
Martin, assistant general manager, Callahan, 
general counsel, and W. H. Leedom, supply 
and services manager. 

Officials of Management Services, Inc., 
stated it would be the policy of the corpora- 
tion to take over these essential community 
operations and services in a manner that 
will result in the least possible inconvenience 
to the residents, business and professional 
interests, and other the Roane-Anderson 
Co. now serves. 

Operations would be carried on with sub- 
stantially the same employees as are with 
Roane-Anderson and under an organiza- 
tional plan similar to that existing now. 
Every precaution would be taken to protect 
the individuals’ employees rights to benefits 
accrued for service with Roane-Anderson. 
Work on the installation of group insurance 
plans for the employees, with the company 
paying a part of the premium, would con- 
tinue. 


Oak RIDGE, TENN., July 13—The Atomic 
Energy Commission announced today that 
the Roane-Anderson Co. has officially given 
notice of termination of its contract cover- 
ing operation of Oak Ridge community facili- 
ties, effective January 3, 1952. The Roane- 
Anderson letter was dated July 3, and signed 
by George Horr, president. 

Simultaneously, Commission officials here 
stated that they have been authorized to 
negotlate a no-fee contract with a new Cor- 
poration, organized by seven Oak Ridge resi- 
dents and to be known as Management Serv- 
ices, Inc., for the performance of the work 
currently being done by the Roane-Anderson 
Co. These negotiations are in progress. 

S. R. Sapirie, Oak Ridge manager of opera- 
tions for the Commission, explained that the 
Commission had authorized negotiations with 
Management Services, Inc., in view of the 
fact that the proposal submitted by the new 
company seemed to offer prospect of main- 
taining vital community services, at least 
disruption and cost following the Roane- 
Anderson withdrawal through holding much 
of the present organization intact and 
utilizing its knowledge and skill. 

“We regret very much the Roane-Anderson 
Co.’s decision to withdraw from its opera- 
tions here,” Sapirie commented today. “The 
company has performed a remarkable variety 
of work for both the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission and the Manhattan District, very 
often under the most trying circumstances, 

“The company’s management has made a 
substantial contribution to the development 
of the Oak Ridge community operations since 
the war, and we are indebted to all the com- 
pany’s personnel for their cooperation and 
their diligence through all these busy years.” 

Roane-Anderson has managed, operated, 
and maintained community facilities here 
since the fall of 1943, when a contract was 
entered into with the Manhattan Engineer 
District. In addition to the activities now 
being carried on, the company originally op- 
erated its own forces—such facilities as dor- 
mitories, laundries, cafeterias, hospital, and 
bus transportation system. 

Beginning in 1945, as many of these facili- 
ties as possible were gradually transferred to 
private enterprise for operation. 

Services which Roane-Anderson still per- 
forms under the current contract include the 
maintenance of residential and commercial 
properties, the electrical distribution system, 
the water filtration plants and distribution 
system, the sewerage collection and disposal 
system, and other activities such as the 
maintenance of roads, streets, public 
grounds, buildings, and equipment. 
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Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, on 
July 14, 1951, there appeared in the Wall 
Street Journal an article entitled “Ten- 
ants and Atoms,” which I ask unani- 
mous consent to have printed in the 
Recorp at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


TENANTS AND ATOoMS—ATomIc ENERGY 
AGENCY REPORTS LANDLORD’s Lor Is NOT A 
Harpy ONE—CLAIMS Rent CONTROL MAKES 
Ir Heavy Loser oN Houses OWNED IN 
THREE Stares—Is WEARY oF TENANT 
GRIPES 


(By Georgiana M. Root) 


WASHINGTON.—At least one Government 
agency is sick of being a landlord. 

So tired of the problem, in fact, that it’s 
got three towns it would like to get off its 
hands, and out of its hair. They're all thriv- 
ing communities, jam-packed with nice peo- 
ple who have steady, good-paying jobs in a 
successful but somewhat tricky industry— 
atomic energy. 

While some Government bureaus, notably 
the Housing and Home Finance Agency, 
would like to see the Government get deeper 
into the housing business, the Atomic En- 
ergy Commission has one simple wish; it 
wants out, Moans one AEC official: 

“We were never housing men in the first 
place. Our business is atomic energy, and 
housing has been nothing but a headache 
from the beginning.” 


NEW MEXICO TO TENNESSEE 


The beginning, as far as the Atomic En- 
ergy Commission is concerned, was in Sep- 
tember 1947, when the Commission’s newly 
formed housing division took over the three 
largest atomic projects: Los Alamos, N. Mex.; 
Richland, Wash.; and Oak Ridge, Tenn, 

Actually, it was just a transfer from one 
Government agency to another; AEC was 
taking over from the Manhattan engineer- 
ing district, the Army's special unit which 
had built and operated the new towns with 
Federal funds. 

At first glance, the take-over looked like 
a landlord's dream. The towns are large 
and bustling “babies.” Oak Ridge is the fifth 
largest city in Tennessee, with a population 
of 31,500 and 8,100 housing units, as the 
Government likes to call them. Richland 
has 22,000 people and 5,600 housing units, 
Los Alamos is a bit smaller; population 12,- 
000 and 3,700 units. 


A LOSING PROPOSITION 


But AEC has found that running these 
towns is a losing proposition financially. 
This fiscal year, for example, the agency's 
budget request for funds from Congress 
shows it will be losing money on all three 
communities. For Oak Ridge, the agency 
figures expenses will be $9,587,860, while reve- 
nues will only come to $8,275,382. That 
means the taxpayers will have to “kick in” to 
make up the difference of $1,312,478, 

For Richland the picture is the same. Ex- 
penses will be $6,207,100 and revenues $5,- 
149,100, Net loss; $1,058,000. 

Down in the desert country, Los Alamos 
isn't making any money either. With esti- 
mated expenses of $5,738,251 and income 
only $4,790,506, the town will be going $947,- 
745 into the “red.” 


LIKE OTHER LANDLORDS 


What’s the trouble? 

Well, like many another landlord through- 
out the land, the Atomic Energy Commission 
has been having trouble with the rent-con- 
trol boards. AEC housing men haven’t been 
able to get the rent increases needed to 
mara their communities a paying proposi- 
tion. 

Like many another landlord, AEC got 
“stuck” with low rents in the first place. 
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When the Manhattan Engineering District 
put up the towns near the new atomic- 
energy plants, it intentionally charged low 
rents in order to attract workers to the proj- 
ects. At that time the three towns were not 
exactly model suburbs, Roads around the 
towns were little more than muddy paths, 
and utilities were incomplete and haphazard 
The housing was still in the rough stage of 
early construction. 


“WE MADE IMPROVEMENTS” 


But, say the AEC housing men (like many 
another landlord facing the rent boards with 
pleas for rent hikes), we made improve- 
ments. Says one AEC official: 

“The towns didn’t stay that way long after 
we took over. We improved housing and 
facilities, but still the rents stayed down. 
We were losing money hand over fist.“ Up to 


June 30 this year, AEC has sunk 8268, 700,000 


of taxpayers’ money into the three towns. 
Oak Ridge accounted for about $123,000,000, 
Richland $88,800,000, and Los Alamos 
$57,000,000. This money went for houses, 
roads, transportation, lights, gas, water and 
sewage facilities. 

It wasn't until September 1949, two years 
after they had taken over the towns, that 
AEC finally got a hike in rents approved. 
But they still were not satisfied. The new 
rents were “only enough to take up about 
half the discrepancy between ‘project’ rents 
and rents in neighboring communities.” 

Right now, the AEC is in the same spot 
as many a house and apartment owner—it is 
waiting to see if Congress lifts rent controls 
or whether they will be continued, in which 
case AEC will have to continue its battle 
with the rent boards. 


GRIPING FROM TENANTS 


But rent is not the only headache. An- 
other is the griping from the tenants, which 
has a familiar ring: Where's the carpenter?” 
“When will the plumber get here?” 

Says an AEC official: “Either the main- 
tenance men come when they shouldn't, or 
they don’t come at all, according to the 
tenants.” 

If AEC officials have any ideas on how 
they're going to get out of the town business, 
they aren't mentioning them right now. 
They do say they have formed a “commis- 
sion” which has been studying the whole 
problem and is expected to make its recom- 
mendations in about a month on whether 
the AEC should just sell the whole set-up to 
the highest bidder, let individuals take over 
the houses and services, or whether—the 
AEC hopes not—the Government should con- 
tinue to be sole boss in the three towns. 

Members of the study commission are 
Richard Scurry, a Dallas, Tex., lawyer; 
George Bean, Grand Rapids city planner; 
George Gove, vice president of a real estate 
firm; and Fred Babcock, a Washington con- 
sultant on mortgage financing, 


“NEVER AGAIN” 


One thing is certain—the AEC isn't going 
to have the whole thing happen again. At 
the two new atomic energy projects—one 
at Paducah, Ky., and the Savannah River 
project near Aiken, S. C.—the Government 
is turning the housing headache over to 
private enterprise from the beginning. 

At the Paducah project, there was such a 
pressing need for housing for construction 
workers putting up the new plant that the 
Government went ahead and built some 
temporary shelter. But at Aiken the AEC 
is not even going to touch temporary hous- 
ing. It's enticing private builders into the 
project by making offers it “has never made 
before.” 

The AEC needs housing accommodations 
for the construction men who will build the 
Savannah project. This housing will only 
be used during the construction period and 
will then be torn down or moved away. 
AEC needs 7,500 single units—room for one 
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man—and 4,000 family units. To builders 
who put up trailers or barracks, AEC is 
dangling a guaranty of 100-percent return 
on the investment. 

“CAN’T LOSE” PROPOSITION 

Because it is almost impossible to accu- 
rately predict how long any construction 
project will take—weather and availability 
of supplies can upset any schedule—the 
AEC asks the builders of temporary hous- 
ing to submit how much return they will 
need to pay off the housing costs in 1 year, 
2 years, 3 years, 4, and also 5 years. 

So, if the construction is stepped up be- 
cause of international events or other rea- 
sons, the housing is only used for 1 year 
instead of the 3 estimated by AEC, the Com- 
mission will make a “termination” payment 
to the contractor to make sure his invest- 
ment will be paid off. 

For permanent housing in Aiken and at 
Paducah, AEC is getting an assist from the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency. 
HHFA declared the two towns are “critical 
defense areas.” This means the Federal 
housing credit control—regulation X—is be- 
ing relaxed so that buyers of homes in those 
towns will be able to make smaller down 
payments and pay smaller installments. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, on 
July 17, 1951, Mr. Gordon E. Dean ad- 
dressed another “run-around” letter to 
me, regarding the subject, giving me such 
information as he apparently wanted 
me to have, and leaving out that which 
he did not want me to receive. I ask 
unanimous consent that his letter of 
July 17, 1951, be printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

UNITED STATES ATOMIC 
ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., July 17, 1951. 
Hon. KENNETH McCKELLAR, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR MCKELLAR: This is with fur- 
ther reference to your letter of July 6, 1951, 
relative to the operation and control of Oak 
Ridge and your question as to whether the 
AEC will approve the increase in rent that 
has been scheduled to go into effect August 
1, 1951. 

We have forwarded to you separately the 
present contract with the Roane-Anderson 
Co. We also have sent to you a copy of a 
news release announcing the termination by 
the Roane-Anderson Co. of their contract 
effective January 3, 1952, and negotiations 
with a group of Oak Ridge residents to enter 
into a no-profit, no-loss contract to carry on 
the work performed by the Roane-Anderson 
Co. subsequent to withdrawal of the Roane- 
Anderson Co. 

It has been determined that the rent in- 
creases scheduled for August 1, 1951, in the 
AEC towns of Oak Ridge, Tenn.; Richland, 
Wash.; and Los Alamos, N. Mex., will be post- 
poned until October 1, 1951. This action is 
being taken in order to make sure that when 
new rent schedules are put into effect they 
will conform with both the policy of pend- 
ing Federal legislation affecting rents and 
the provisions of Bureau of the Budget Cir- 
cular A-45, issued on July 9, relative to 
rents for quarters supplied employees of the 
Government and its contractors, 

We would like to comment specifically on 
some of the points mentioned in your letter 
relative to the operation and control by the 
AEC of the community of Oak Ridge 
through the use of a contractor. As you 
know, the community of Oak Ridge was con- 
structed by the Manhattan Engineer Dis- 
trict during World War II to house the 
workers engaged in the production of 
atomic energy at that location. The Turner 
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Construction Co. of New York was selected 
by the Manhattan Engineer District to ren- 
der the community services at Oak Ridge. 
The Turner Construction Co. thereupon es- 
tablished the Roane-Anderson Co. as a sub- 
sidiary Tennessee corporation to carry out 
these responsibilities. This arrangement 
continued throughout the remaining pe- 
riod of the Manhattan Engineer District’s 
jurisdiction over the Oak Ridge plant. 
When the Commission assumed responsibil- 
ity for the atomic energy program in Janu- 
ary of 1947, it continued the arrangement 
with the Roane-Anderson Co, to perform 
the management and operations relative to 
housing, utilities, and community services 
and facilities. Specific functions of the 
Roane-Anderson Co. are defined in the pres- 
ent contract, which has now been termi- 
nated effective January 3, 1952, a copy of 
which was forwarded to you on July 10, 1951. 

The use of a contractor by the Commission 
to assist it in managing the community of 
Oak Ridge was a matter of historical neces- 
sity. The Commission’s objective has al- 
ways been to permit the ultimate develop- 
ment of the community into a normal com- 
munity. Considerable study has gone into 
the finding of ways and means of attaining 
this objective. The most recent effort in this 
direction has been evidenced in the appoint- 
ment by the Commission of the special panel 
on community operations under the chair- 
manship of Mr. Richard Scurry, of Dallas, 
Tex. This panel was set up approximately 
a year ago for the express purpose of sub- 
mitting recommendations to the Commission 
on communities of Oak Ridge, Tenn.; Han- 
ford, Wash.; and Los Alamos, N. Mex., into 
normal American communities. We antici- 
pate that the report of this panel will be 
issued in the very near future. 

In an effort to provide a means of ob- 
taining community participation in the 
management of city affairs the Commission 
took the initiative in sponsoring the elec- 
tion of a community council to serve in an 
advisory capacity on municipal problems in- 
volved in the management of the Oak Ridge 
community. 

Pending ultimate resolution as to the man- 
ner in which the community of Oak Ridge 
should be managed, in the light of the studies 
of the Scurry panel and other groups, the 
Commission considers it essential that the 
services of a contractor be employed to assist 
it in discharging its extremely difficult re- 
sponsibilities in connection with the man- 
agement of the Commission’s three towns. 
The Commission has never considered this 
arrangement to be ideal but of alternative 
arrangements available it is considered to be 
the most desirable. We desire to emphasize 
that under this arrangement the private 
contractor does not establish the basic poli- 
cies applicable to the community operation. 
This function is retained by the Commission. 
The Commission establishes policies on all 
phases of housing, including the matter of 
rents. The contractor carries out its admin- 
istrative and managerial functions pursuant 
to the Commission’s policies. 

The rent increase of 18 percent in 1949 
which you referred to in your letter of July 
6 was the first step ordered by the AEC pur- 
suant to the policy adopted by the Commis- 
sion in February 1949 of having rents charged 
in AEC communities comparable with those 
charged for comparable accommodations in 
the surrounding communities. Increase to 
full comparability was not made at that time 
in order to avoid an undue hardship on ten- 
ants. Presently announced increases are for 
the purpose of bringing the rents to full com- 
parability with rents in surround- 
ing communities and were scheduled to be 
effective August 1, 1951. 

In your letter of July 7 you requested the 
following specific information: 

1, “Profits that have accrued to the Roane- 
Anderson Co. and the names of the owners 
of that company.” 
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Answer: The Roane-Anderson Co. con- 
tract is on a cost-plus-a-fixed-fee basis. 
The total fee paid to the company since the 
start of the contract in 1943 through June 
30, 1951, is $1,578,667. Of this amount 
$10,505 was in payment for special construc- 
tion work performed in fiscal year 1950. We 
do not know what portion of this fee repre- 
sents profit to the company. 

The Roane-Anderson Co. is a Tennessee 
corporation. It is a subsidiary of the Turner 
Construction Co., a construcion-engineering 
company which is incorporated under the 
State of New York. 

2. “Advise me what becomes of the money 
that you receive from the Roane-Anderson 
Co. as a consideration for the contract made 
with that company.” 

Answer: As indicated above, the Roane- 
Anderson Co, is engaged on a cost-plus-a- 
fixed-fee basis with the AEC reimbursing all 
costs incurred under the contract and pay- 
ing the Roane-Anderson Co. a definite fee 
for this work. Beyond this fee all receipts 
from the operation of Oak Ridge are for the 
account of the Government. Increases in 
receipts, such as would result from a rental 
increase, do not inure directly or indirectly 
to the benefit of the Roane-Anderson Co. 

Any additional information that you may 
desire will be provided at your request, 

Sincerely yours, 
GORDON DEAN, 
Chairman. 
RENT CHANGES DEFERRED IN THREE AEC 
Towns 


Proposed rent increases in the towns of 
Oak Ridge, Tenn., Richland, Wash., and Los 
Alamos, N. Mex., have been postponed. Ac- 
cording to an announcement issued by the 
Atomic Energy Commission last February, 
the increases were scheduled to go into 
effect on August 1. The increases now will 
be placed in effect October 1. AEC man- 
agers of operations at the three locations 
were notified of the postponement today by 
M. W. Boyer, General Manager. 

Mr. Boyer explained that.the Commission 
took the action in order to make sure that 
before new rent schedules are put into effect 
they are consistent with Federal policy rela- 
tive to rents for quarters supplied employees 
of the Government and its contractors, and 
with the provisions of new Federal legisla- 
tion, including that now under considera- 
tion, on extension of rent controls, 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, on 
July 19, 1951, I replied to Chairman 
Dean’s letter, and I ask unanimous con- 
sent that my reply be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

JuLyY 19, 1951. 
Hon. Gorpon E. DEAN, 
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sm: Your letter of the 10th concern- 
ing the Roane-Anderson contract received 
and noted. 

No, what you sent me does not serve my 
purpose. The appendix which you say “cov- 
ers only details of personnel policy and may 
not be essential for your purposes” is the 
very thing I want. I did not ask you simply 
for the present contract you have with the 
Roane-Anderson Co. but for all the contracts 
you have with that company. 

Another thing I resent and very bitterly 
resent is that after you received my letter 
of July 6 and before you answered my letter 
at all you resorted to a subterfuge of giv- 
ing out to a special correspondent of the 
Wall Street Journal a claim that you are 
very tired of running Oak Ridge as you 
are now running it. This was published on 
July 14, 1951, 4 days before you answered 
my letter asking you for information, 
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On July 17 you sent me by special mes- 
senger another letter in which you say, “It 
has been determined that the rent increases 
scheduled for August 1, 1951, in the AEC 
towns of Oak Ridge, Tenn., Richland, Wash., 
and Los Alamos, N. Mex., will be postponed 
until October 1, 1951. This action is being 
taken in order to make sure that when new 
rent schedules are put into effect they will 
conform with both the policy of pending 
Federal legislation affecting rents and the 
provisions of Bureau of the Budget Circular 
A-45, issued on July 9, relative to rents for 
quarters supplied employees of the Govern- 
ment and its contractors.” This is another 
assumption of power by you and your board 
and of the Bureau of the Budget. You and 
the Bureau of the Budget are both the ser- 
vants of the Congress and not its master, 
When did you begin to take orders from 
the Bureau of the Budget or combine and 
confederate with the Bureau of the Budget 
to take the place of the Congress of the 
United States? 

In your next paragraph you give me a 
lot of rot as to how Oak Ridge was con- 
structed, as if I did not know. When and 
where did you learn to operate a municipal 
government in Tennessee? I quote from 
your statement: “The community of Oak 
Ridge was constructed by the Manhattan 
Engineer District during World War II to 
house the workers engaged in the produc- 
tion of atomic energy at that location, The 
Turner Construction Co. of New York was 
selected by the Manhattan Engineer District 
to render the community services at Oak 
Ridge. The Turner Construction Co. there- 
upon established the Roane-Anderson Co. as 
a subsidiary Tennessee corporation to carry 
out these responsibilities. This arrange- 
ment continued throughout the remaining 
period of the Manhattan Engineer District’s 
jurisdiction over the Oak Ridge plant. When 
the Commission assumed responsibility for 
the atomic energy program in January of 
1947, it continued the arrangement with the 
Roane-Anderson Co. to perform the manage- 
ment and operations relative to housing, util- 
ities, and community services and facilities. 
Specific functions of the Roane-Anderson Co. 
are defined in the present contract, which 
has now been terminated effective January 3, 
1952, a copy of which was forwarded to you 
on July 10, 1951.” Why select one contract 
with the Roane-Anderson Co, when I asked 
you for not one but all of such contracts 
in my letter of July 7, 1951? 

In other words, you are undertaking to give 
me the “run-around” by sending me such 
papers as you wanted to give me and leaving 
out those you did not want me to receive. 
What I want to know are the facts concern- 
ing your deals with the Manhattan Engineer 
District of New York, with the Turner Con- 
struction Co. of New York, and the Roane- 
Anderson Co., owned and controlled by citi- 
zens who do not live in Tennessee, and I 
want to say if I do not receive full informa- 
tion, copies of all of these contracts and all 
of the dealings between these various con- 
cerns and the Atomic Energy Commission, I 
shall summon you before a committee of 
Congress and force you to tell all about 
them and about this whole transaction. 

I again quote from your letter: “The use 
of a contractor by the Commission to assist 
it in managing the community of Oak Ridge 
was a matter of historical necessity.” What 
sort of “historical necessity” are you referring 
to and what do you know about “historical 
necessity”? Tou say further: The Commis- 
sion’s objective has always been to permit 
the ultimate development of the community 
into a normal community.” ‘Years have oc- 
curred since your Commission established 
this imperious government of Oak Ridge in 
violation of Tennessee law, in violation of 
the Federal Constitution, in violation of 
common decency and justice, and you have 
not made the slightest effort to turn this 
into a democratic community until you re- 
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ceived my letter, which was a perfectly re- 
spectful letter. I gave you every chance to 
give me the facts and you are attempting to 
give me the “run-around.” You are trying 
to muddle the thing up further by connect- 
ing it with the Hanford and Los Alamos 
plants and you talk about a “Commission of 
the special panel on community operations 
under the chairmanship of Mr. Richard 
Scurry of Dallas, Tex.” You state further: 
“This panel was set up approximately a year 
ago for the express purpose of submitting 
recommendations to the Commission on 
Communities of Oak Ridge, Tenn.; Hanford, 
Wash., and Los Alamos, N. Mex., into normal 
American communities. We anticipate that 
the report of this panel will be issued ir the 
very near future.” 

I want to say right here and now that if it 
takes you as long to set up a commission to 
build a bomb as it does for you to make this a 
normal community, as you call it, and as 
long as it takes this panel set by you to 
make a report, then we need not expect very 
much at your hands in the event of war and 
the use of bombs therein. 

If you employ or set up a commission on 
how to evade the laws of Tennessee regard- 
ing municipal governments, you will do so 
without any authority under your act and 
the expenses of such commissions or other 
groups, as you call them, should not be paid 
by our Government. = 

And next, what a remarkable statement 
you make: “The Commission has never con- 
sidered this arrangement to be ideal but 
of alternative arrangements available it is 
considered to be the most desirable.” Why 
don't you obey the law? Why are you mixed 
up with concerns organized under the laws 
of another State to carry out such a social- 
istic and communistic project, as you are 
undertaking to carry on in the community 
of Oak Ridge and depriving the people of 
Oak Ridge of their rights? 

You then undertake to answer the ques- 
tions in my letter of July 7, which you 
failed to answer in your first letter. Again 
I quote from your letter: “The Roane-An- 
derson Co. contract is on a cost-plus-a-fixed- 
fee basis. The total fee paid to the company 
since the start of the contract in 1943 
through June 30, 1951, is $1,578,667. Of this 
amount, $10,505 was in payment for special 
construction work performed in fiscal year 
1950. We do not know what portion of this 
fee represents profit to the company.” Well, 
the way you and the company have been 
keeping it going and at such a tremendous 
cost, if you do not know, you ought to know 
what the profits of this company are and I 
would be ashamed if I were in your place 
to serve a great, free Government like the 
United States in such a roundabout, illegal, 
unconstitutional, and morally unjust and 
unfair method, leading, I have no doubt, 
to all kinds of waste and extravagance. 

You do not give me the names of the 
owners of the various companies concerning 
which you speak. I want to know their 
names. If it is Jones, I want to know it. If 
it is Smith, I want to know it. Whatever their 
names are I want to know them. 

You then very graciously answer: “The 
Roane-Anderson Co. is engaged on a cost- 
plus-a-fixed-fee basis with the AEC reim- 
bursing all costs incurred under the con- 
tract and paying the Roane-Anderson Co. a 
definite fee for this work. Beyond this fee, 
all receipts from the operation of Oak Ridge 
are for the account of the Government.” 
Where are these receipts placed? The law 
requires them to be placed in the Treasury. 
Have you placed them there? What have 
you done with them? Or is that information 
which you wish to deny to a Senator from 
the State where this plant is located? 

You having undertaken to furnish the 
Wall Street Journal on July 14 a statement, 
before ever answering my letter; I shall put 
all of these papers in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp so that the people may know that 
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insofar as the present Atomic Energy Com- 
mission is concerned it practices a small im- 
perious government in the city of Oak Ridge, 
while professing to be opposed to such a 
government and while claiming that you are 
making bombs to destroy such governments, 

I will have the secretary of the proper 
committee summon you before the commit- 
tee to testify concerning these marvelous 
transactions and this attempted run-around 
defense you are undertaking to give me. 

Yours truly, 
KENNETH MCKELLAR. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I 
also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Record at this point an 
article entitled “Ridge To Have New 
Managers,” published in the Knoxville 
Journal of the 19th of July, 1951. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Ripe To Have New MANAGERS—ROANE- 
ANDERSON WILL CONCLUDE ITs AEC CoN- 
TRACT NEXT JANUARY 


Oax Ren, July.—Oak Ridge will have a 
new set of city fathers when the Roane- 
Anderson Co. terminates its contract with 
the AEC next January. 

A new firm, Mangement Services Inc., com- 
posed of four key Roane-Anderson employees 
will take over operation of the city’s muni- 
cipal facilities. 

General manager of the nonprofit, no-fee 
firm will be Lyle D. Worrel. The 42-year-old 
administrator is now assistant project man- 
ager of the Roane-Anderson Co. 

Worrel attended the University of Cali- 
fornia for 3 years, then entered the con- 
struction industry. He was associated with 
the Turner Construction Co. when that firm 
formed the Roane-Anderson Co. to operate 
the community facilities here in 1943. 
Worrel came to Oak Ridge in November, 1943, 
as manager of administration for R.-A., sub- 
sidiary of the Turner Construction Co., and 
was promoted to assistant project manager 
in 1946. 

Walter H. Leedom, another member of the 
board, is present manager of the materials 
division for R.-A. He came to Oak Ridge in 
November 1943 as chief purchasing agent for 
the firm. 

He will be supply and service manager for 
the new corporation when the work now per- 
formed by R.-A. is taken over. 

Ralph E. Callahan, attorney, was employed 
by Turner Construction Co. in 1941 after 
having been with the Banker's Trust Co., 
New York City, for many years. The 5l-year- 
old lawyer, who is present general counsel for 
R.-A., will act as general counsel for Manage- 
ment Services Inc. 

The fourth member of the board is C. C. 
Martin, present manager of the division of 
public works for RA Co. He will serve as 
assistant general manager under Worrel. 
Martin became associated with Turner Con- 
struction Co. in 1942 on building of the 
Pratt & Whitney Aircraft engine plant in 
Kansas City. He came to Oak Ridge in July 
19. 4 with RA. 

Wcrrel, Callahan, Leedom, and Martin will 
receive their salaries from the United States 
Government. 

Three other members of the board will 
serve in an advisory capacity without pay. 
They are Edward A. Bagley, Earl C. Bollinger, 
and Dr. Christopher P. Keim. 

Dr. Keim, who has a doctor of philosophy 
degree from the University of Nebraska in 
physical chemistry and physics, is Director 
of the Isotope Research and Production Divi- 
sion at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory. 

Bagley is a fiscal and administrative official 
at ORNL. 

The third nonsalaried member of the 
Board, Bollinger, is superintendent of the 
maintenance division at the K-25 gaseous 
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diffusion plant. He is a mechanical engi- 
neer, and has been in Oak Ridge since 1944 
with K-25. 

The new firm will receive no know-how 
fee from the Government, although all em- 
ployees and top executives will continue to 
be paid by the Government. RA has been 
operating community facilities here for 714 
years. It terminates its AEC contract next 
January 3. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, on 
July 16, 1951, I received a letter from 
Hon. Tighe E. Woods, Housing Expe- 
diter, in which he said: 

Under the Housing and Rent Act of 1947, 
which is administered by this Agency, and 
which expires on July 31 next, I have no 
authority to recontrol these rents unless the 
local advisory board makes a substantiated 
recommendation to that effect. 


In view of this situation, and knowing 
that the Atomic Energy Commission, 
who had already announced a rent in- 
crease, would not make a recommenda- 
tion to recontrol rents at Oak Ridge, I 
introduced Senate bill 1877. The bill 
authorizes and directs the Commission 
to transfer by public sale all the houses 
which the Government has built there 
for tenants who are doing the work of 
that great enterprise, providing a pri- 
ority of 3 percent to the persons who 
live in the houses. Business houses are 
likewise to be transferred. If the Com- 
mission does not do it, by a subsequent 
section of the bill authorization is given 
to a member of the Commission who is 
familiar with the situation, Mr. Sumner 
T. Pike. From all I have learned of him, 
he is a fine, upstanding citizen. 

As the Commission has already ex- 
pressed itself for years with reference 
to the way in which to conduct a munici- 
pal government in Tennessee, I am afraid 
that the second section of my bill will 
have to be used, directing the Commis- 
sion to make he sales at public auction 
to the highest bidder, with no skul- 
duggery about it. 

Mr. President, I desire to apologize, 
especially to the chairman of the sub- 
committee in charge of the Treasury- 
Post Office appropriation bill, who has 
worked so earnestly and so splendidly 
on it for months, for having interfered 
with and delayed him somewhat, but I 
consider that what I have been dis- 
cussing is a very important matter to a 
large city in my State, and I wanted to 
have the Recorp clear with reference 
to it. Š 


IMPORTANCE OF FLOOD PROTECTION 


Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, during 
the few remarks which I desire to make 
today, I want Senators to look over here 
and imagine I am standing on a barrel. 
I want them not only to imagine I am 
speaking today from atop a barrel, but, 
further, imagine they smell a little pork 
in this imaginary barrel. Then we shall 
all be in the proper atmosphere for a very 
tragic lesson. 

We have been hearing a great deal 
about the terrible floods in Kansas and 
Missouri. Floods, drought, and other gi- 
gantic catastrophes are generally con- 
ceded to be act of God. Man can never 
be absolutely certain the roof will not 
fall in over his head. But man can do 
everything he can—not the best he can, 
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but everything he can—to make sure it 
is as strong and safe as he can make it. 
The wrath of God is most potent, and 
we are helpless before it. But there are 
churches where we can go before that 
wrath strikes us, and we may try to make 
ourselves strong and we may try to 
avoid that wrath. 

I think the good people of Kansas and 
Missouri, the people of all the 48 States, 
should know we are not really trying to 
do everything we can to help ourselves— 
not all of us, anyway. We could have 
done much more. We should have done 
much more, and before. 

I am sorry that there is not a repre- 
sentative of the State of Kansas or of 
Missouri present at the moment, as we 
analyze and discuss the catastrophe in- 
volving not only serious loss of life but 
a loss in the immediate area of the flood 
of more than $850,000,000. 

The raging floods of Kansas and Mis- 
souri are terrible things to the fine peo- 
ple out there. There has been a shock 
and punch from which it will take them 
years to recover. But perhaps the floods 
came at an opportune time to save their 
fellow-Americans in other areas from 
like consequences. 

The Senate now has before its Com- 
mittee on Appropriations a bill from the 
House which would serve to stop all 
flood-control work in the future. It 
would put an end to studies and plan- 
ning against future floods. 

In a few short years we would be 
completely at the mercy of the ele- 
ments—and this, Mr. President, in the 
greatest Nation in the world. Horrible 
as the floods are in Kansas and Missouri, 
they may yet be the salvation of this 
Nation if they bring some sense to us 
here in the Congress. 

The Armed Services represent a 
graphic example. The guiding hands in 
the Defense Establishment were under 
rigid orders to get economy and economy 
only. First was cut away the fat—as it 
is called in certain quarters—then the 
knives reached into red meat, and some 
have said the skeletons were chewed 
upon. And then came Korea. We 
learned then that our patient who had 
undergone such severe economy was very 
Sick and shaky. Let us get some sense 
up here on the Hill. We can save money. 
We can get economy. We can get any- 
thing we want to. But we do not have 
to put ourselves into rags for effect. 
There is a definite limif on common 
sense, whether some of us know it or not. 

Mr, President, just a few days ago 
we passed an appropriation of $25,000,000 
for flood relief in the catastrophe caused 
by floods in the Kansas and Missouri 
area. We approved that appropriation 
unanimously, because we know in our 
hearts that we can never fail to respond 
to catastrophes of this nature to our own 
people, but, Mr. President, I want every- 
one to know that we could do better 
than to provide prompt relief appropria- 
tions when such catastrophes strike our 
people. We could do the things that are 
necessary to avoid such catastrophes. In 
other words, an ounce of prevention is 
worth a pound of cure. 

I wish to repeat what was said in the 
Senate a few days ago, that most of the 
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flood damage on the Kansas River esti- 
mated at upwards of $750,000,000, could 
have been prevented—and listen to this, 
those who are interested in the welfare 
of America—if we had spent $300,000,000 
to build the dams planned for controlling 
floods in that basin. 

We have had estimates so far of the 
damage in the Kansas-Missouri area 
running from $750,000,000 up to $2,000,- 
000,000. Imagine such damage having 
resulted in the Kansas-Missouri area 
alone. That is twice as much as the 
authorization of the prior Congress for 
flood protection all over the country. The 
latest reliable estimate is $85,000,000. 
No one knows yet what the total dam- 
age will amount to. The flood waters 
are now going downstream on the Mis- 
souri River and then into the Mississippi 
River. All signs point to very serious 
damage in these areas. Furthermore, the 
storms that produced these floods were 
spread over the area that drains into 
the Arkansas River; so we know that 
tremendous amounts of flood waters are 
going down the streams which rise in 
southern Kansas, flowing down into Ok- 
lahoma and on down the Arkansas River 
in Arkansas. We will have more flood 
damages in this area. 

The $875,000,000 of damage which has 
already been ascertained represents only 
the beginning. We do not know at this 
moment the damage which will be caused 
between Kansas City and St. Louis on 
the Missouri River, across that wonder- 
ful stretch of country, a richly produc- 
ing area where many humans live. We 
do not yet have any figures as to what 
that damage will be. We do not know 
what the damage will be in St. Louis 
itself when the impact of the flood hits 
that city of 1,000,000 persons. We do 
not know the damage which will result 
between St. Louis and Cape Girardeau, 
a few hundred miles down the Missis- 
sippi. We do not know what the dam- 
age will be between Cape Girardeau and 
the Arkansas line on the Kentucky and 
Tennessee side. That is what I am dis- 
cussing now—the damages and what can 
be done to prevent such damages. In 
all likelihood the sum total of the dam- 
age from the flood waters on all these 
streams will run the damages up to more 
than $1,000,000,000, and let us remem- 
ber that all this has happened or is hap- 
pening over the short space of a few 
days, in a small area compared with the 
total area of the United States. What 
has happened in Kansas, and what has 
happened in Missouri, could happen in 
North Dakota. It has happened in 
Oregon, it has happened in Iowa, it has 
happened in South Dakota and in Ne- 
braska. 

Let us now look at the other side of 
the picture and see what we have done 
to try to prevent such catastrophes. 
When suddenly millions of dollars of 
property is destroyed by raging flood 
waters, when many human beings lose 
their lives in such a catastrophe, the 
Congress hurries to pass emergency leg- 
islation. We passed a joint resolution 
providing $25,000,000. I still maintain 
what I said a few moments ago, that an 
ounce of prevention is worth a pound of 
cure—is worth 10 pounds or 100 pounds 
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of cure. Preventive medicine is better 
than curative medicine any old time. 

The Public Works Committees of the 
United States Senate and of the House 
have played a conspicuous part in de- 
veloping a Nation-wide flood-control 
program, based upon the best knowledge 
which experienced engineers could ob- 
tain. It is a tremendous job. We cannot 
guarantee freedom from flood damage 
throughout the Nation overnight; but 
we have worked diligently and con- 
scientiously at the task, and over a 
period of years we have obtained reports 
from flood control experts, and have rec- 
ommended to the Congress authoriza- 
tions to carry out the necessary plans, 
Congress has authorized these plans 
from time to time. That is as far as we 
in the Public Works Committee can go. 
From there it is up to the executive de- 
partments and the decisions of the Con- 
gress regarding appropriations, as to 
how far and how fast we go in the flood- 
control program. 

It is tragic indeed that catastrophes 
must befall us before we see the light. 
We must have the experience and the 
history of the past 10 days in Kansas 
and Missouri in order to make this body 
and the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment realize that we can be penny-wise 
and pound-foolish. 

Let us see what happened to the flood- 
control program after it left the Public 
Works Committee and was approved by 
the Congress. In recent years a policy 
has been laid down by the Bureau of the 
Budget forbidding the starting of any 
new flood-control projects unless they 
are essential to defense production. So 
for as this Senator is concerned. I do not 
see why the Bureau of the Budget should 
have veto power over Government ap- 
propriations. They are either good, bad, 
or indifferent. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Is the Senator aware 
that this billion-dollar damage could 
have been avoided, according to General 
Pick, if Congress had given him the ap- 
propriation he asked for some years ago? 
It would have cost approximately 
$100,000,000. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. It would have cost a 
little more than that. It would have 
cost approximately $300,000,000. I am 
aware of that, and that is the point I 
am trying to make. The Congress has 
authorized appropriations for the pur- 
pose of avoiding the catastrophe which 
has happened in the past 2 or 3 weeks. 
But under the impulse of the Bureau of 
the Budget, under the suggestion of the 
Budget Bureau, the Congress has been 
reluctant to follow up the authorizations 
of approved projects for flood contro! by 
making the necessary appropriations. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I yield. 

Mr. LANGER. Evidently the Senator 
did not quite understand my question. 
Twenty years ago an appropriation of 
$100,000,000 was requested in order to 
take care of the situation in Missouri, 
Kansas, and Oklahoma. Congress did 
not appropriate it. However, in 1947, 
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1948, and 1949 we appropriated $300,- 
000,000 for Italy. Reclamation projects 
in that amount were built in those 3 
years in Italy. The very Senators who 
opposed reclamation projects in the 
United States voted for the expenditure 
of $300,000,000 in Italy. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I fully 
appreciate the situation. I am ac- 
quainted with the conditions which the 
Senator from North Dakota is discuss- 
ing. That is one of the things which 
makes me condemn the Budget Bureau. 
It will approve expenditures of $8,000,- 
000,000 for foreign relief. It will ap- 
prove expenditures of millions of dollars 
for flood control in other countries. It 
will approve expenditures of millions of 
dollars for reconditioning of a harbor 
elsewhere, but it is reluctant to approve 
an expenditure of a few million dollars 
in the area of the Kansas and Missouri 
Rivers, which would prevent the dam- 
age we are now seeking to mitigate. 
That is the point I am trying to make 
by the argument which I am presenting. 

Congress has always done its share in 
passing, not “pork barrel” legislation, 
but sound legislation which would con- 
serve the natural resources of our coun- 
try and protect the lives and property 
of our citizens. But the idea has pre- 
vailed during the past few years that 
we must expend our money and efforts 
elsewhere. How are we to continue to 
provide relief elsewhere if destruction 
such as that which is happening along 
the Kaw River continues? How can we 
continue to pay taxes into the Treasury 
so as to make it possible to vote appro- 
priations to help other countries if de- 
struction continues in our own country? 

In recent years a policy has been laid 
down by the Bureau of the Budget for- 
bidding the starting of any new flood- 
control projects unless they are essen- 
tial to defense production. Suppose 
that is the test. Will the $875,000,000 
damage—and it will reach $1,500,000,000 
when it is finally calculated—affect na- 
tional defense, from the standpoint of 
the production of foodstuffs in that par- 
ticular area? What about cotton in the 
Mississippi Valley, on the Missouri side 
alone, without considering the Arkansas 
side, without considering the Kentucky 
side, without considering the Tennessee 
side? What does the Budget Bureau 
think about how the national economy 
and the national defense will be affected? 

For all practical purposes, this policy 
has meant no new flood-control proj- 
ects, because the executive agencies have 
not seemed to be able to realize that in- 
dustries damaged or destroyed by floods 
cannot produce defense items. The 
Budget Bureau might just as well un- 
derstand that not a single defense item 
can be produced in an area which has 
suffered damage of $1,500,000,000. Not 
a single soldier can be fed, not a single 
pound of cotton can be produced, and 
not a single item for national defense 
can be produced by the industries dam- 
aged or destroyed by floods. 

So we have seen the flood-control pro- 
gram throttled very severely at the be- 
ginning of the long trail which leads to 
appropriations by Congress. Here in 
Congress we have seen many Members 
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hasten to take refuge behind the Budget 
Bureau policy and deny the appropria- 
tions needed to prevent the recurrence 
of flood catastrophies. 

The Committee on Public Works of 
the Senate has jurisdiction over rivers 
and harbors, over flood- control protec- 
tion, over roads, and over navigation. 
The Budget Bureau may not think so, 
but the commerce of Chesapeake Bay, 
leading into Baltimore, and the naviga- 
tion of that bay are just as important 
as the building of a battleship, irrespec- 
tive of whether the Budget Bureau be- 
lieves it or not. We can say the same 
thing with respect to the Hudson, the 
Ohio, the Missouri, the Mississippi, the 
Columbia, the Sacramento, the Colo- 
rado, and all the rivers and their trib- 
utaries in the United States. 

There are some who even seek to stop 
work on projects which are already be- 
ing constructed. At the same time there 
has been no hesitancy or reluctance 
about giving huge sums for the same 
type of work in foreign countries. 

I urge these considerations upon my 
good friends in the Senate who are kind 
enough to listen to me. I think this 
subject is important, or I would not be 
speaking here today. I do not like to 
take the time of the Senate; I do not 
like to bother or bore my colleagues, but 
I think this subject is extremely im- 
portant. 

Some 3 years ago $27,000,000 was spent 
in the port of Athens, Greece. It was 
American taxpayers’ money. It may be 
treason to say so, but the port of New 
Orleans, the port of Portland, the port 
of Seattle, the port of San Francisco, 
the port of Boston, the port of Philadel- 
phia, and the port of New York are just 
as important, not only to America, but 
to the world which we are trying to 
save. 

I am one who admits being first for 
Uncle Sam and being for the United 
States of America first, last, and all the 
time, although I am for cooperating 
with the rest of the world, to make it a 
better world, but my neutrality ends 
at the border. Yet when those of us 
who believe that the welfare of our own 
people must come first, knowing that we 
cannot continue unlimited support to 
foreign nations when our own people 
are being repeatedly weakened by such 
catastrophes as the recent floods, stand 
up in defense of flood- control appropria- 
tions and insist that they will return 
many times the dollars put into them, we 
are promptly plastered with “pork bar- 
rel” labels and are attacked for wasting 
taxpayers’ money. 

Mr. President, $300,000,000 would have 
saved a billion and a half dollars. Is 
that waste? Or is it insurance? The 
waste is in allowing the floods to wreak 
their havoc and depriving America of 
the benefits, in the case of the recent 
floods, of the billion and a half dollars 
of property which was destroyed by the 
neglect of the people of the United 
States, acting through us. We are 
partly at fault, because we had not 
analyzed the situation. We are apt to 
feel all of a sudden that it is all “pork 
barrel.” When the roof is leaking and 
it can be fixed for $50, it is not waste to 
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spend the $50. One could save the $50, 
but possibly the whole house would col- 
lapse. That is merely ordinary Ameri- 
can common sense. It is a sound idea to 
protect and conserve our national re- 
sources for ourselves and for posterity. 
It is not waste to protect one’s property. 
There is waste when we make emergency 
appropriations because we neglected to 
do the right thing at the proper time. 

I wish that all those who cry “pork 
barrel” could have attended the hearings 
of the subcommittee on civil functions 
appropriations a few days ago, when 
folks from Kansas and Missouri were 
here to tell their story. I wish we could 
have taken them to Kansas and Mis- 
souri, in order to give them a first-hand 
view of the tragic consequences that 
could have been avoided by the so-called 
“pork barrel” expenditures. 

While we are on this subject, let me 
remind you the Members of the Senate 
again that an appropriation bill has been 
sent over from the House and is now 
being considered by the Civil Functions 
Subcommittee of the Senate, which 
would cripple our flood control program 
to such an extent that unless we in the 
Senate reverse the House action we can 
look forward to many more catastro- 
phes like the one that has occurred in 
Kansas and Missouri. Many projects 
with work already underway have been 
cut off entirely, and contractors now on 
the job will be forced to move off, with 
substantial claims for damages against 
the United States, as well as the utter 
loss of the money already put into the 
projects. One of these projects is lo- 
cated in my State, in the Rio Grande 
Valley, N. Mex. I know that several 
of the Members of the Senate have had 
similar experiences with projects in their 
States, 

The funds for many other projects 
were drastically reduced, many to such 
an extent that they would provide for 
only one-half year’s construction work 
during the next year. At this rate the 
flood protection projects would take 
twice as long to complete, and the vul- 
nerable areas would remain exposed to 
flood catastrophes for an additional 
long period of time. 

I see present my good friend the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky [Mr. CLEMENTS]. I 
congratulate him on the fact that the 
State of Kentucky so far has been for- 
tunate in the fact that the Ohio River is 
still behaving itself. Only the Lord 
knows how long it will continue to do so. 
The worry for the moment is the Mis- 
souri River from St. Louis down. I am 
sure that the Senator from Kentucky, 
from the experience he had when he was 
Governor of that wonderful State, knows 
the devastating effects of floods on the 
Ohio River. 

` What will happen while construction 
of the planned projects is dragged out at 
a snail’s pace or is even shut off indefi- 
nitely? Will we have another Kansas 
City catastrophe in these areas? How 
many catastrophes must we have before 
we will wake up and push our flood- con- 
trol program forward and prevent these 
tragedies, which we know can be pre- 
vented if we act intelligently, and if we 
put our skills and knowledge into effect 
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at the proper time, not when it is 
too late? 

In addition, the civil functions appro- 
priation bill has cut off all funds for ex- 
aminations, surveys, and planning of any 
nature whatsoever. This is called a dry- 
ing-up process. If we stop the surveys 
and planning, then we will not have the 
information needed to develop and build 
flood-control projects, and the whole ef- 
fort to provide protection from the ray- 
ages of floods will collapse. Why is it 
that some of us are so willing to go ahead 
with planning for the rest of the entire 
world and still want to cut us off without 
a cent for planning for our own people? 
Do those who are responsible for this 
action mean that they do not want flood 
control for the people of our country; 
that they are insensitive to the tragedy 
that comes with the torrents of flood- 
waters; and that they would deny their 
own people that which they so willingly 
send to other nations? 

The latest reports indicate that at 
least 43 lives have been lost in the Kan- 
sas-Missouri area during this flood, thou- 
sands of people have been made home- 
less, and the total of those who have been 
put out of their jobs runs into the hun- 
dreds of thousands. Drinking water 
supplies have been put out of commis- 
sion or are polluted. Disease and sick- 
ness will be a terrible threat until all of 
the muck and debris can be cleaned up, 
The destruction and suffering are as 
tragic as if a hostile army had been on 
a rampage through the area. We can- 
not escape the question, Why does this 
have to happen? That is a fair ques- 
tion, a $64 question. We have known 
for a long time that such floods could 
happen, and we have drawn up plans for 
controlling them. Congress has not been 
neglectful. Congress has drawn up plans 
or has authorized plans or designs in 
order to avoid all that trouble. 

We have had these plans on the au- 
thorization books for more than 10 
years—13 years or more. The total cost 
of the program is about $300,000,000, at 
present-day prices. Thirteen years ago 
it was much less, but the experience here 
is a typical example of how disastrous a 
niggardly approach to such a program 
can be. We started work on levees and 
flood walls at Kansas City many years 
ago. The annual appropriations were 
small, progress has been slow, and the 
work is still far from complete. We also 
started work on two reservoirs; but we 
stretched out the work so that only one, 
of relatively small size, has been com- 
pleted. The other one is nearly com- 
pleted. When the flood-control program 
was developed, it was clearly understood 
that it was necessary to have dams to 
hold back as much water as would be 
economically feasible and then, in ad- 
dition, levees and flood walls to protect 
the lowlands from flood waters that could 
not be held back by dams. The levees 
at Kansas City were predicated on this 
basis, on the basis of intelligent think- 
ing and technical know-how—namely, 
that dams would be built upstream to 
hold sufficient water so that the remain- 
ing amounts could be held behind levees 
and flood walls at Kansas City. If all 
of us were fully awake to our responsibili- 
ties and the needs of our people, we 
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would have seen to it that work on the 
dams went along hand in hand with the 
work on the levees, and then the Kansas 
City area would have had complete pro- 
tection. As it was, due to a false sense of 
economy and the opposition of many who 
have other interests besides the interest 
of our own people, this flood found us 
with partially constructed levees at 
Kansas City and with only insignificant 
work accomplished on the series of up- 
stream dams. We now see what the re- 
sults have been from this penny-pinch- 
ing approach, 

The same situation exists in many, 
many parts of the country. I know that 
it exists in the Rio Grande Valley in my 
own State, and I know that many other 
Members of the Senate have had similar 
situations called to their attention in 
their States. 

Let me repeat these figures and em- 
phasize them. For lack of appropria- 
tions of $300,000,000, spread over a period 
of 10 years or more, we have seen within 
the short space of a few days property 
damaged or destroyed in the total 
amount of nearly $1,000,000,000, in addi- 
tion to the 43 lives lost, upon which no 
dollar value can be placed. What an- 
swer can the pork-barrel critics give to 
these figures? If we had carried out our 
obligations promptly and had completed 
these flood-protection works, we would 
have had a return of at least 3 to 1 in 
damages prevented in the space of just 
a few days; and still some people like 
to say that flood-control work is a waste- 
ful expenditure of public funds. These 
charges were made when we had the last 
river-and-harbor and flood-control bill 
here in the Senate in 1950. 

Let me tell Senators on the other side 
of the aisle that in the Eightieth Con- 
gress, I served as ranking minority mem- 
ber of the Public Works Committee, 
when that committee was controlled by 
those who are now the minority. At that 
time I served under Senator Revercomb, 
of the State of West Virginia, who was 
chairman of the committee. Let me 
tell the Senate that I have never seen 
any better work or any sounder judg- 
ment or any finer knowledge of what is 
good for the commonwealth than I saw 
in that committee during the Eightieth 
Congress. 

It is not a political committee. It is a 
hard-working, constructive committee. 
It has nothing to do with political policy, 
but it has to do with building the neces- 
sary works in Republican Pennsylvania 
and Democratic New Mexico. It has to 
do with the harbors in New York and 
New Orleans. It has to do with flood 
control, because floods do not care 
whether one is a Republican or a Demo- 
crat or whether a farmer is a Republican 
or a Democrat. The floods just raise 
Cain; that is all there is to it. So Iam 
proud of the committee and of what it 
has done. 

In that bill we provided authorization 
for flood-control work running to 
$1,250,000,000. Bear in mind Mr. Pres- 
ident, that that is $1,250,000,000 for the 
entire country for navigation flood- 
control rivers and harbors, and dams 
other than power dams. The cost of 
the dams in this small area in 
Kansas and Missouri amounts to as 
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much as that authorization. We were 
told that this would be throwing the tax- 
payers’ money down the rat hole. Yet 
only a year later we have had this ter- 
rible catastrophe in Kansas and Mis- 
souri, that has caused preventable dam- 
ages running up to a billion dollars in 
just a few days, and we have not yet 
heard the last of it. 

I want to comment just in passing on 
another matter which has plagued our 
efforts in recent years to go ahead with 
the flood-control program. Many of the 
pork-barrel critics and others who 
have tried to stifle our efforts have 
launched attacks from time to time on 
the capabilities and integrity of the 
Corps of Engineers. We have heard 
the remarks and have seen the state- 
ments by some of the professional do- 
gooders, paper reorganizers, and others 
who, with no technical background in 
this field have been criticizing the work 
of the Corps of Engineers and have been 
attempting to belittle their accomplish- 
ments. 

Mr. President, from the time when 
the Corps of Engineers started its work 
on the Sacramento River, in California, 
in 1854, up to the present time, that 
organization has been one organization 
of the Government to which no one can 
point the finger of fraud or dishonesty 
or politics. Its engineers are good tech- 
nical men. They will tell us whether a 
project in Illinois is feasible and whether 
it will pay; and they will give the same 
advice as to any project anywhere else 
in the country. I would hate to see the 
day when that great body of men was 
thrown into a politically controlled part 
of the Government. I want to keep them 
free and independent as engineers, not 
as politicians representing either one 
group or another. , 

As I said a moment ago, Mr. President, 
we have heard the remarks and have 
seen the statements by some of the pro- 
fessional do-gooders, paper reorganizers, 
and others who, with no technical back- 
ground in this field, have been criticiz- 
ing the work of the Corps of Engineers, 
and have been attempting to belittle 
their accomplishments. While it is true 
that no such criticism has ever come 
from reputable technicians or other fully 
qualified authorities, nevertheless these 
criticisms have sometimes been propa- 
gandized in such a way as to attempt to 
create doubts in the minds of people who 
are unable to secure complete, first-hand 
information; and these efforts have had 
an adverse effect to some small extent. 
We who have the most contact with the 
work of the Corps of Engineers recog- 
nize this criticism for what it is—an 
attempt to take this work away from the 
capable and untarnished hands of the 
Corps of Engineers, either by reorgan- 
ization or by assassination of their plan- 
ning and accomplishments, for the pur- 
pose of getting that Corps into the po- 
litical game. Mr, President, I will take 
care of politics, so far as my State is 
concerned; I do not want the Corps of 
Engineers even to help out. We are not 
fooled by these attacks, and we will not 
be swerved from our efforts to provide 
a reasonable flood-control program for 
the people of our country, 
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I repeat again, it is most unfortunate 
and tragic that we have to have such 
catastrophes to stir us into action. We 
all sincerely want a free and democratic 
world, and we want to help our neigh- 
bors to obtain and preserve democracy 
as much as we reasonably can, but let 
us not forget that our ability to help 
strengthen the economy of the free dem- 
ocratic countries of the world is founded 
upon our own economic strength. It 
is impossible to maintain economic 
strength when, within a mere space of 
10 days, we waste $1,500,000,000. Let us 
recognize and remember far into the 
future that flood catastrophes here at 
home can so sap our strength that we 
shall be unable to support a free, demo- 
cratic world. Does anyone deny it? If 
we were to have three, four, or five other 
disasters similar to those experienced by 
the people of Kansas and Missouri with- 
in the past few days, we would not be 
able to appropriate billions of dollars for 
so-called assistance elsewhere. We 
must not let the neglect of our own nat- 
ural resources and economy become the 
fifth column that might deliver us to 
future enemies. That should be basic. 
Our resources should come first. We 
must begin to temper our swing of the 
pendulum to the extreme of huge for- 
eign commitments, and return it at least 
a little way toward the side of domestic 
economy and strength. Three hundred 
million dollars out of $8,000,000,000 
would not have been too much to use 
for the purpose of saving Kansas and 
western Missouri from disasters such as 
the present one. Let us have economy 
by preventing flood catastrophes here at 
home, and let us build up our national 
strength by protecting our people and 
preserving our productive capacity. 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I yield to the Senator 
from Missouri. 

Mr. HENNINGS. At this time, as one 
of the Senators from a State now bat- 
tling the torrents of flood and disaster 
and destruction, I pay tribute to the 
chairman of the Committee on Public 
Works for his faithful, thoughtful, 
scholarly and able presentation of the 
over-all problem of flood control, with 
which we know he has been deeply con- 
cerned for many years. All of us, from 
Kansas, Missouri, and the surrounding 
area, which whether directly affected as 
yet or not, may later feel the impact of 
the onrushing waters, are particularly 
grateful to know that it is through the 
Senator’s effort that, tomorrow, a group 
of Senators, members of the Public 
Works Committee, of which the Senator 
from New Mexico is chairman, and other 
Senators from the surrounding terri- 
tory, are to be given an opportunity to 
go to see what is happening in that sec- 
tion of the country. We intend to go 
as far as we can, I understand toward 
the headwaters, and through the af- 
fected areas in Kansas and Oklahoma, 
so that we may view the situation at 
first hand and become better able to pre- 
sent effectively to the subcommittee of 
the Committee on Appropriation, which 
is now considering these matters, the 
very vital and desperate need for addi- 
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tional funds for the purpose of complet- 
ing plans which have been on the boards 
and under consideration for so long. 

I wish to thank the chairman of the 
Committee on Public Works, who from 
the beginning of this disaster, has shown 
interest, concern, and anxiety, and who 
has applied himself to the doing of 
everything possible, not only for the 
people of the other States affected, but 
for the Nation as a whole. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I wish 
to thank the Senator from Missouri. It 
is our hope that members of the Com- 
mittee on Public Works may arrive in 
the ffected area within the next few 
days. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I yield to the Senator 
from Kansas. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I wish 
to commend the distinguished chairman 
of the Public Works Committee for the 
statement he has made to the Senate 
this afternoon on the flood-control prob- 
lem we have in the Missouri River 
Basin, especially the area which has 
been affected in Kansas, Missouri, and 
Oklahoma. 

I wish to join the Senator from New 
Mexico in paying tribute to the Corps of 
Engineers. When I was a Member of 
the House of Representatives, and of its 
then Flood Centrol Committee, I became 
familiar with the work done by the Corps 
of Engineers. That corps has done a 
splendid job. 

Mr. President, I should like to call the 
attention of the Senate to a report which 
we have just received from General Pick, 
a report which he has just given to mem- 
bers of the Subcommittee on Civil Func- 
tions of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions. The statement was made at an 
open hearing, therefore I am not violat- 
ing a confidence in disclosing it. 

General Pick gave us a statement of 
losses in the flooded area, as of July 17. 
The area flooded in Kansas was 1,074,000 
acres; in Missouri, 926,000. That was 
as of July 17, and this is July 20. The 
flood waters in Missouri are now reach- 
ing their crest. In Kansas, 368,500 peo- 
ple were displaced; in Missouri, 150,000. 
The number of major bridges lost—and 
I am speaking of railroad bridges across 
large rivers and large highway bridges— 
was, in the State of Kansas, 17; in Mis- 
souri, none. In addition to that, Kansas 
lost about 3,000 smaller bridges. 

The estimated loss of livestock in 
Kansas was 7,000 head; in Missouri, 
9,000. This is a season of the year when 
livestock is usually grazing on the range, 
and therefore the loss was not so great 
3 as it would have been other - 


With respect to railroad rolling stock, 
including tankcars, boxcars, and other 
cars, put out of service during this 
period, many of the cars having been 
damaged, many having been destroyed 
by the flood waters, the number in Kan- 
sas is estimated at 22,100 cars; in Mis- 
souri, at 65,000. 

The flood losses, as estimated by Gen- 
eral Pick and his splendid Corps of Engi- 
neers, in cooperation with State agen- 
cies, as of July 17, was, in Kansas, $736,- 


8533 


000,000; in Missouri, $139,000,000. I 

thought that would be of interest to the 

Senate, and I appreciate very much the 

courtesy of the Senator from New Mexico 

in yielding. 

AUTHORITY TO FILE REPORT ON AGRI- 
CULTURE APPROPRIATION BILL—LEG- 
ISLATIVE PROGRAM—UNANIMOUS-CON- 
SENT AGREEMENT 


Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I am 
very hopeful that the full Committee on 
Appropriations will conclude its work on 
H. R. 3973, the agricultural appropria- 
tion bill, tomorrow. I therefore ask 
unanimous consent that the committee 
be given authority to report the bill dur- 
ing the recess following today’s session, 
and also to file with the Secretary of the 
Senate notices of motions to suspend 
paragraph 4 of rule XVI, for the purpose 
of proposing amendments to the bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. RUSSELL, I might state that it 
is not intended to proceed to the con- 
sideration of the bill before Tuesday. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I understand that 
the Senator from Georgia has discussed 
this matter with the minority leader, 
and that he is willing to have the agri- 
cultural appropriation bill taken up on 
Tuesday. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I so understood. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I wonder whether 
the acting minority leader would have 
any objection to a program of this kind: 
That, following a vote on the pending 
amendment, consideration of the pend- 
ing bill be postponed until after the dis- 
posal of the agricultural appropriation 
bill, with a unanimous-consent agree- 
ment to limit debate on the pending Post 
Office-Treasury appropriation bill? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I may say to the 
majority leader that, as of this moment, 
I understand his program to be as fol- 
lows: On Monday, he intends to ask for 
a call of the calendar of unobjected-to 
bills, and thereafter to permit speeches 
by any Senators who desire to make 
them, for as long as they may desire, but 
that no appropriation bill will be taken 
up on that day. 

On Tuesday, after the preliminary 
matters are disposed of, the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] will call up the 
Department of Agriculture appropriation 
bill, and it is the idea of the majority 
leader to proceed with that bill until it 
is finished. At the conclusion of the con- 
sideration of the Department of Agri- 
culture appropriation bill, he suggests a 
unanimous-consent agreement to limit 
debate on the Post Office and Treasury 
appropriation bill. Is that correct? 

Mr.McFARLAND. Thatiscorrect. I 
should like to have a limitation of debate 
on the Post Office-Treasury appropria- 
tion bill. The bill has been considered 
today, and there are not very many 
amendments, Weare anxious, of course, 
to complete the appropriation bills at 
the earliest possible time. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 
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Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from 
Michigan has three amendments now ly- 
ing on the desk, and he has no objection 
to a limitation on debate. In fact, he 
always welcomes a limitation on debate, 
because it allows Senators to know when 
they are going to vote. It gives them an 
opportunity to look at the amendments 
and acquaint themselves with their 
merits or demerits. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. When the unani- 
mous-consent request is made, I should 
like to reserve the right to object. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I shall make the 
request so that the distinguished Senator 
may object. 

I ask unanimous consent that imme- 
diately after the vote on the pending 
amendment, the consideration of the 
Post Office-Treasury appropriation bill 
be postponed until after the disposal of 
the Department of Agriculture appro- 
priation bill; that the Department of 
Agriculture appropriation bill be made 
the pending business beginning next 
Tuesday at 12 o’clock; that debate on the 
gending bill, Post Office and Treasury 
appropriation, be limited, after disposal 
of the pending amendment, to 30 min- 
utes on each amendment, the time to 
be divided equally between the propo- 
nents of the amendment and the Sena- 
tor from West Virginia [Mr. KILGORE], 
if he is opposed to the amendment, and 
if he is not opposed to the amendment, 
then the time for the opponents to be 
controlled by the minority leader; that 
the debate upon the bill be limited to 
1 hour, to be divided equally between the 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. KIL- 
GORE] and the minority leader IMr. 
WHerry]. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Reserving the 
right to object—and I shall not object— 
there should be a provision as to ger- 
maneness added to the request. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I shall be glad to 
add that. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is un- 
necessary. The rule requires that all 
amendments to an appropriation bill 
shall be germane. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have talked 
to Senators on my side of the aisle and 
have found no objection to the unani- 
mous-consent request, with the under- 
standing, on behalf of the minority lead- 
er, that consideration shall not be con- 
tinued into a night session. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Does the Senator 
refer to the limitation on debate? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Yes. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I do not think 
night sessions are necessary when we 
have a limitation on debate; but we 
might want to continue in session until 
6 or 7 o’clock. I think the bill can be 
disposed of very quickly. I have no in- 
tention of holding any night sessions if 
the Senate can make sufficient progress 
without holding them. If we work until 
6 or 7 o’clock, and sometimes until 8 
o'clock, I believe we can dispose of our 
business. But we must work diligently. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. As I have 
stated, I will agree to the unanimous- 
consent request with the understanding 
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that we shall not run into a night ses- 
sion. 

Mr. McFARLAND. So far as the com- 
pletion of the pending bill is concerned, 
on no evening will we run later than 7 
o'clock. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I quite ap- 
prove of the intention of the eminent 
majority leader not to have a roll call 
after the vote on the pending amend- 
ment, because it is the practice of a 
great many Senators, particularly 
those who live along the Atlantic sea- 
board, to leave on Friday afternoon. 

I similarly approve of the desire of the 
eminent majority leader to call the cal- 
endar on Monday and to resume work 
on the appropriation bills on Tuesday. 
The only question that comes to my 
mind is, Why, on Tuesday, should we set 
aside the pending business, the Post 
Office and Treasury appropriation bill, 
and take up the Agriculture appropria- 
tion bill, only to return to the Post 
Office-Treasury bill after the Agricul- 
ture appropriation bill has been con- 
cluded? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I shall explain to 
the Senator; but, first, I want the unan- 
imous-consent request to include mo- 
tions and appeals. 

The reason for the action suggested 
is that it will accommodate Senators 
who have amendments pending. The 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON] 
tells me he cannot be present on 
Tuesday. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It so happens that 
the Senator from Illinois is in a similar 
position. It is his hope that it will be 
possible to offer some amendments to 
the Department of Agriculture appro- 
priation bill providing for some de- 
creases in it. I do not want to be es- 
topped from doing that. I think that 
such efforts as I am able to make re- 
specting the Post Office-Treasury appro- 
priation bill may be largely disposed of 
this afternoon. 

I shall be away on Tuesday, and I 
should like to have the opportunity of 
presenting amendments to the Agricul- 
ture appropriation bill. But I should be 
much happier if we proceeded with the 
Post Office-Treasury appropriation bill 
on Tuesday and with the Agriculture ap- 
propriation bill on Wednesday, or re- 
main here tonight and finish the pend- 
ing bill. 

Mr. McFARLAND. When we en- 
deavor to make unanimous-consent 
agreements and try to accommodate 
Senators, we find it is a very difficult 
thing to do. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I know it is. I hope 
the Senator from Arizona, in addition 
to his proper concern for the Senator 
from Michigan, will also take into con- 
sideration the position of the Senator 
from Illinois. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I do; and I want 
to say that the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois has been very dutiful in 
his attendance on the floor of the Sen- 
ate. I should think that if there is any 
particular amendment the Senator 
wants to propose to the Department of 
Agriculture appropriation bill, it could 
go over until Wednesday. 
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Mr. DOUGLAS. If such an arrange- 
ment can be made, that amendments 
which I shall present—and I shall not 
present too many of them—can be con- 
sidered on Wednesday, I shall be very 
glad to agree to the unanimous-consent 
request. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the De- 
partment of Agriculture appropriation 
bill is not really involved in the unani- 
mous-consent request. I should think it 
would be most unusual if we concluded 
the bill on Tuesday. I am hopeful that 
we may conclude it by Wednesday aft- 
ernoon. I do not know what amend- 
ments the Senator from Illinois has in 
mind. If they are amendments to the 
bill, he will undoubtedly have an oppor- 
tunity to offer them on Wednesday. But 
without any knowledge as to the amend- 
ments he might propose to committee 
amendments, I do not know how we can 
make any progress at all with the bill. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I appreciate the com- 
ment of the Senator from Georgia. In 
order that I may lay all my cards on the 
table, insofar as the bill as passed by the 
House is concerned, I intended to offer an 
amendment reducing by half the bonus 
payments to farmers which are disguised 
as payments for using phosphate and 
lime. I do not want to enter into an 
argument, but the bulk of the farmers 
are doing it, anyway, and it is unneces- 
sary for the Government to pay such 
large sums for sound practices during 
a period of economic stringency caused 
by the Korean War. That is an amend- 
ment which would save, on the basis of 
the House figures, approximately $128,- 
000,000. 

But naturally I wish to see the recom- 
mendations and bill presented by the 
Senate committee. This will be neces- 
sary before I can decide on the precise 
amendments I shall want to offer. I 
have to be out of town on Monday and 
Tuesday because of certain develop- 
ments in the city of Chicago. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will my 
colleague yield to me? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield to my col- 
league. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Of course, if my col- 
league feels any misgivings as to whether 
or not that kind of an amendment will 
be offered, I can assure him that if he 
does not offer it I shall offer it, and my 
amendment will probably provide for a 
larger cut than may be asked in the 
amendment he may offer. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I appreciate the as- 
surance my colleague is giving in this 
matter, and I welcome it very much, but 
naturally, as great as is my esteem for 
him, I hope that I may be put in the po- 
sition where I may offer it myself. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Will the Senator 
yield, if he has the floor? I was rather 
of the opinion that I had the floor at 
some stage of the proceedings. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I beg the Senator’s 
pardon. 

Mr, RUSSELL. I seek the opportu- 
nity to speak so I may say what a won- 
derful thing it is for brethren to dwell 
together in unity. It is an inspiring sight 
to see the two Senators from Illinois, as 
two souls with but a single thought, two 
hearts that beat as one, so far as the 
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particular amendment referred to is 
concerned. I shall not debate the merits 
of the proposition at this time. I shall 
be glad to have such an amendment go 
over until Wednesday. 

I may say to the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Illinois that some of those who 
have been on the Senate Subcommittee 
on Agriculture Appropriations have held 
a rather different view from that which 
he expresses with respect to the soil con- 
servation program. So far as the Sena- 
tor from Georgia is concerned, I am 
earnestly hopeful that the bill as re- 
ported to the Senate will contain an 
appropriation of at least $280,000,000 
for the important function of conserv- 
ing the soil and producing the crops 
necessary to enable the country to sur- 
vive. But, in order to accommodate 
both Senators from Illinois, I am very 
glad to state that I shall ask that the 
item relating to the soil conservation 
program go over until Wednesday, in 
order that they may have due notice 
and may have ample opportunity to pre- 
sent any amendments they desire to pre- 
sent. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the request made by the Sena- 
tor from Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND] ? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Just a moment, Mr. 
President, Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I appreciate the 
courtesy of the Senator from Georgia, 
which is characteristic of the way in 
which he always conducts himself on 
and off the floor of the Senate, with 
complete politeness and consideration 
for others. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senator 
from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is not said in 
any conventional sense at all. The Sen- 
ator from Georgia does not need any 
praise from the Senator from Illinois; 
but I want him to know that we of the 
North appreciate his perfect gentleman- 
liness on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senator, 
and I hope he will not repeat that state- 
ment on Wednesday, because I do not 
wish to have the Senator making state- 
ments that are likely to cause me to devi- 
ate, by one iota, from my course in 
attempting to further a program which 
I believe to be of utmost importance to 
the farmers of the country. 

Mr, DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Georgia is a very doughty fighter, but 
he is a completely fair fighter, and we 
love him and respect him for it. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senator. 

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr. President, re- 
serving the right to object, I may say, 
now that the gentilities are over for the 
time being, that while I appreciate the 
offer to have one amendment con- 
sidered on Wednesday, there are also 
several other amendments which it is 
quite possible I shall offer, but not know- 
ing the nature of the bill which the com- 
mittee will report, I should appreciate 
it if the Senator from Georgia will 
continue his politeness and permit me 
to offer additional amendments on 
Wednesday, and not restrict me merely 
to the one amendment dealing with 
bonus payments for phosphates. 
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Mr. RUSSELL. I had begun to feel 
natural when the Senator from Illinois 
said the gentilities were over, and I was 
preparing to enter into the fight, but 
since the Senator again mentions 
amendments he desires to offer, I may 
say that I would estimate there are some 
70 or 80 amendments to the bill. I hope 
the Senate may proceed on Tuesday to 
take action on as many of them as it can, 
without interfering with the plans of the 
Senator from Illinois to visit his own 
State. If the Senator from Illinois 


would indicate the amendments in which 


he is interested, I can assure him that it 
will not enable me to take any unfair 
advantage of him. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am sure the Sena- 
tor from Georgia would not do that. 
But not knowing the nature of the Sen- 
ate committee recommendations in the 
bill, I cannot mention the specific items, 
but I can promise that I shall restrict 
myself to not more than 10 amendments. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 


jection to the request made by the Sen- 


ator from Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND]. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, reserv- 
ing the right to object, I should like to 
say to my old friend from Georgia that 
the proposals I have in mind by way 
of amendments to the agricultural ap- 
propriation bill will not be new. I have 
offered them years ago. I have fought, 
bled, and died with the Senator from 
Georgia across the committee table and 
in conference, and he knows of the 
struggle, which has been carried on to 
make cuts in the agricultural appropria- 
tions. This is simply a resumption of 
that struggle which is based upon a deep 
conviction on the part of the junior Sen- 
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am glad to bear 
testimony to the complete consistency 
of the distinguished junior Senator 
from Illinois is undertaking to eliminate 
the soil-conservation payments. He was 
a distinguished member of the House 
Subcommittee on Agricultural Appro- 
priations for a number of years. It was 
my privilege to meet him in conference. 
He is a tough and doughty fighter, and 
he has certainly distinguished himself 
for the efficiency with which he has at- 
tacked this program. 

I well remember back in the days of 
the Eightieth Congress, when the distin- 
guished Senator from Iliinois was then 
the chairman of the House Subcommittee 
on Agricultural Appropriations, and so 
far as the House of Representatives was 
concerned, he succeeded in his purpose. 
He managed to secure the approval of 
the House of Representatives to an 
amendment which absolutely eliminated 
the soil-conservation program from the 
farms of the United States. After a 
long and bitter struggle, the Senate com- 
mittee finally made a very modest resto- 
ration—it was almost a token appropria- 
tion—of $150,000,000. 

A great many of the farmers did not 
agree with the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois. They believed in con- 
serving the soils of the Nation. I think 
the farmers generally now have a very 
keen sense of responsibility to the gen- 
erations that will come after them. The 
practices are different in some States 
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from those in others. The farmers of 
Illinois may not have practices of which 
farmers in other States approve. But in 
most of the States of the Union the farm- 
ers do wholeheartedly embrace and ap- 
prove of this program. 

It is my own personal view, without 
bringing any politics into the discussion, 
that the result of the elections held in 
1948 in the great farm States—for exam- 
ple, Iowa—which are usually as rock- 
bound in their Republicanism as is the 
State of Georgia in its Democracy, was 
a very concrete demonstration of the 
disapproval of the farmers of America 
of destroying the agricultural-conserva- 
tion program. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the request of the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND]? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ob- 
ject until we can reach an agreement on 
the number of amendments that can be 
offered on Wednesday. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
will state it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Which request is 
now before the Senate, that of the Sen- 
ator from Georgia or that of the Senator 
from Arizona? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The request 
of the Senator from Georgia was agreed 
to. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I understand that, 
without objection, the request I made 
as to reporting the bill was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That was 
agreed to. There was no objection to the 
request of the Senator from Georgia for 
permission to report the bill. The ques- 
tion now is on the request of the Sena- 
tor from Arizona [Mr. MCFARLAND]. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, I should 
like to say 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair 
will say that the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DoucGtas] has already objected. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I will 
withdraw my objection provided I can 
have an assurance from the Senator 
from Georgia that a limited number of 
amendments can be offered on Wednes- 
day and debated and voted upon. The 
word of the Senator from Georgia will 
be completely good, without agreement 
being entered into upon the floor of the 
Senate. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I de- 
sire to be as generous and gracious as 
possible. I want to measure up as near- 
ly as I can to the very high standard at- 
tributed to mê by the Senator from Illi- 
nois. But it is very difficult for me to 
buy a pig in a poke. I have no idea what 
amendments are involved. I do not 
know whether the Senate can afford to 
take any action whatever on any amend- 
ment on Tuesday, because it might re- 
late to some item in the appropriation 
bill in which the Senator from Illinois 
is interested. I shall be very happy, if 
the Senator will supply me with a list 
of the specific items in the bill in which 
he is interested, to ask that action on 
those items be carried over. 
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Mr. DOUGLAS. I have not seen the 
bill, and therefore I cannot buy a pig in 
a poke, either. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I have great sympathy 
with the Senator. I can understand 
why he might want to go to his home 
State. I have suffered with judgeship 
troubles of my own, and I know some- 
thing about the difficulties which con- 
front us. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I call 
for the regular order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection to the request of the Senator 
from Arizona? 

Mr. CAPEHART. There is. I object. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
would withdraw my objection—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Indiana has already objected, so 
it is not necessary to withdraw any- 
thing. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ask 
for the regular order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the Senator from [Illinois 
Mr. Dovetas] to the committee amend- 
ment on page 15, line 15. On this ques- 
tion the yeas and nays have been or- 
dered. 

Mr. KILGORE. I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre- 
tary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded, and 
that further proceedings under the call 
be dispensed with. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Dovctas] to the committee 
amendment on page 15, line 15. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
renew the unanimous-consent request 
which I made before the quorum call 
started. i 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob- 
jection? 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I am 
not familiar with the request. What is 
it? Reserving the right to object, I 
want to know what the request is. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 
from Arizona will restate it. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Very well. I will 
restate it. 

The unanimous-consent request was 
that, after the vote on the pending 
amendment, consideration of the pend- 
ing bill be postponed until after the dis- 
position of the agricultural appropria- 
tion bill; that the agricultural appro- 
priation bill be made the pending busi- 
ness beginning on Tuesday; that there be 
a limitation of debate of 30 minutes on 
each amendment, motion, or appeal, and 
a limitation of an hour on the Post Office- 
‘Treasury appropriation bill. 

Mr. LANGER. I have no objection. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob- 
jection, it is so ordered. 

The unanimous-consent agreement, as 
subsequently reduced to writing, is as 
follows: + 

Ordered, That immediately after the vote 
on the pending amendment proposed by Mr, 
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Docs to H. R. 3282, the Treasury and Post 
Office Departments Appropriation Act, 1952, 
the further consideration of the said bill be 
postponed until after the disposition of 
H. R. 3973, the Agricultural Department Ap- 
propriation Act, 1952; that the latter bill be 
made the pending business for Tuesday, July 
24, 1951, at the hour of 12 o’clock noon; that 
during the further consideration of H. R. 
3282, the Treasury and Post Office Depart- 
ments Appropriation bill, 1952, debate upon 
any amendment or motion (including ap- 
peals) shall be limited to not exceeding 30 
minutes, to be equally divided and con. 
trolled, in the case of committee amend- 
ments, by Mr. KILGORE and Mr. WHERRY, re- 
spectively, or some Senator designated by 
him; and, in the case of individual amend- 
ments or motions, by the mover of any such 
amendment or motion and Mr. KILGORE, re- 
spectfully: Provided, That in the event Mr. 
KILGORE is in favor of any such individual 
motion or amendment, the time in opposi- 
tion thereto shall be controlled by Mr. 
WHERRY, or some Senator designated by him. 

Ordered further, That debate on the ques- 
tion of the final passage of H. R. 3282 shall 
be limited to not exceeding 1 hour, to be 
equally divided and controlled by Mr. Kn. 
GORE and Mr. WHERRY, or some Senator desig- 
nated by him. 


Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
before the consideration of the Treasury 
and Post Office appropriation bill is re- 
sumed, and the vote is taken on the 
Douglas amendment, I should like to ask 
the majority leader a question. Under 
the understanding to take up the agri- 
cultural appropriation bill on Tuesday, 
if for any reason the agricultural appro- 
priation bill cannot be reported tomor- 
row, in accordance with the unanimous- 
consent request of the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], at least 24 hours 
should be given to Senators to look over 
the bill after it is reported. So if the 
bill is not reported on Saturday, but is 
reported on Monday, the understanding 
about taking it up on Tuesday would 
have to be changed. Do I make myself 
clear? 

Mr. McFARLAND. There would still 
be a period of 24 hours. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If the bill 
were reported on Monday it would be in 
order to take it up on Tuesday. 

Mr. McFARLAND. It would still lie 
over 24 hours. 

Mr.SALTONSTALL. So long as there 
is a period of 24 hours 

Mr. McFARLAND. It would lie over 
for 24 hours. Of course, it is under- 
stood that the other conditions in the 
unanimous-consent request, with respect 
to the division of time, also apply. In 
restating the request I briefed it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. In other words, 
there will be a period of 24 hours after 
the bill is printed, for Members to con- 
sider it before it is taken up. As I stated 
to the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus- 
SEL] in the corridor, if for any reason the 
bill should not be reported tomorrow, in 
accordance with his request, at least 24 
hours should be given as was the case 
with the Treasury and Post Office bill, for 
Senators to examine it. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Is the Senator re- 
ferring to the agricultural appropriation 
bill? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Yes. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I should be glad to 
allow that period of time, 
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Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
that may complicate the situation 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That provi- 
sion was not included in the unanimous- 
consent agreement, which has already 
been entered. But if the bill is reported 
on Monday, under the rule it will be in 
order to take it up on Tuesday, even 
without a unanimous-consent agree- 
ment. It must lie over 1 day. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I understand 
that, but in the interest of the minority 
I simply wanted, as was the case with 
the Treasury and Post Office bill, to give 
Senators sufficient notice. If every Sen- 
ator feels that he has sufficient notice, 
I have no objection to taking up the ag- 
ricultural appropriation bill on Tuesday, 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I am 
very hopeful that we shall be able to 
conclude consideration of the bill in the 
committee tomorrow. 

TREASURY AND POST OFFICE DEPART- 
MENTS APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 3282) making appro- 
priations for the Treasury and Post Of- 
fice Departments and funds available for 
the Export-Import Bank of Washington 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, 
and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques- 
tion now is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Tli- 
nois [Mr. Dovcras] to the committee 
amendment on page 15, line 15. On this 
question the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the secretary will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
Benton], the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr, FULBRIGHT], the Senator from Min- 
nesota [Mr. HUMPHREY}, the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], the 
Senator from New York (Mr. LEHMAN], 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Lone], 
the Senator from South Carolina IMr. 
Maysanxk], the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. Moopy], the Senator from Rhode 
Island (Mr. Pastore], and the Senator 
from North Carolina (Mr. SMITH] are 
absent on official business. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. CoN- 
NALLY], the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
GEORGE], and the Senator from Arkan- 
sas [Mr. MCCLELLAN] are absent by leave 
of the Senate. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr, EL- 
LENDER] and the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. McCarran] are absent by leave of 
the Senate on official business. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL- 
LETTE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. Green}, the Senator from Connecti- 
cut [Mr. McManon], and the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are ab- 
sent by leave of the Senate on official 
business of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SmatHers] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
McManon) has a general pair on this 
vote with the Senator from Maine [Mr, 
BREWSTER]. 

The Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. Maysank] is paired on this vote 
with the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
McCartuy]. If present and voting, the 
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Senator from South Carolina would vote 
“nay,” and the Senator from Wisconsin 
would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
Pastore] is paired on this vote with the 
Senator from New York [Mr. Ives]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Rhode Island would vote “nay,” and the 
Senator from New York would vote 
“yea,” 

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I announce that 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] 
is absent because of a death in his family. 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. 
Carn] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. Brew- 
sTER] who is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, has a general pair on 
this vote with the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. MCMAHON]. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Hicken- 
LOOPER], the Senator from Massachusetts 
(Mr. Lope, the Senator from New Jer- 
sey [Mr. SMITH], and the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. WEY] are absent by 
leave of the Senate on official business 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
New Jersey (Mr. SmitH] would vote 
“yea.” . 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Bripces] and the Senator from In- 
diana [Mr. JENNER] are necessarily ab- 
sent. If present and voting the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. Bruinces] 
would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Tosey] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Utah IMr. BEN- 
NETT], the Senator from New York [Mr. 
Ives], the Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. MartINN] and the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. WELKER] are absent on off- 
cial business. z 

The Senators from Nebraska [Mr. BUT- 
LER and Mr. WHERRY], the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. McCartny], and the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. WATKINS] are 
detained on official business. 

On this vote the Senator from New 
York [Mr. Ives] is paired with the Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE]. 
If present and voting the Senator from 
New York would vote “yea,” and the 
Senator from Rhode Island would vote 
“nay.” à 

Also, on this vote thë Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. McCarruy] is paired 
with the Senator from Scuth Carolina 
[Mr. MAYBANK]. If present and voting, 
the Senator from Wisconsin would vote 
“yea,” and the Senator from South Caro- 
lina would vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 28, 
nays 30, as follows: 


YEAS—28 
Bricker Ferguson Mundt 
Butler, Md. Flanders Nixon 
Byrd Frear O'Conor 
Capehart Hendrickson Schoeppel 

e Hoey Smith, Maine 

Dirksen Holland Taft 
Douglas Kem Thye 
Duff Knowland Williams 
Dworshak Langer 
Eastland Millikin 

NAYS—30 
Anderson Ecton Johnson, Colo, 
Carlson Hayden Johnson, Tex. 
Chavez Hennings Johnston, S. C. 
Clements Hill Kerr 
Cordon Hunt Kilgore 
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Magnuson Morse Russell 
Malone Murray Saltonstall 
McFarland Neely Stennis 
McKellar O'Mahoney Underwood 
Monroney Robertson Young 
NOT VOTING—38 
Alken Hickenlooper McMahon 
Bennett Humphrey Moody 
Benton Ives Pastore 
Brewster Jenner Smathers 
Bridges Kefauver Smith, N. J. 
Butler, Nebr. Lehman Smith, N. C. 
Cain Lodge Sparkman 
Connally Long Tobey 
Ellender Martin Watkins 
Fulbright Maybank Welker 
George McCarran Wherry 
Gillette McCarthy Wiley 
Green McClellan 


So Mr. Dovcias’ amendment to the 
committee amendment was rejected. 


RECESS TO MONDAY 


Mr. McFARLAND. I move that the 
Senate stand in recess until 12 o’clock 
noon on Monday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
4 o'clock and 29 minutes p. m.) the Sen- 
ate took a recess until Monday, July 
23, 1951, at 12 o’clock meridian, 


NOMINATION 


Executive nomination received by the 
Senate July 20 (legislative day of June 
27), 1951: 

ASSISTANT TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Frank C. Nash, of the District of Columbia, 
to be Assistant to the Secretary of Defense, 
Mutual Defense Assistance, vice Maj. Gen. 
James H. Burns, resigned, 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Fripay, Juty 20, 1951 


The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- 
kamp, D. D., offered the following prayer: 


O Thou whose grace and goodness are 
universal, impartial, and everlasting, we 
pray that we may be more worthy and 
appreciative of our blessings. 

Grant that our beloved country may be 
rich and great not only in the possession 
and power of material resources but in 
the lofty principles of righteousness and 
justice, of freedom and fraternity, and 
of loyalty and obedience to Thy divine 
will 


We beseech Thee that the life of our 
citizens may be rooted more firmly in the 
moral and spiritual realities which alone 
will enable us to remain strong and 
steadfast in times of crisis and confu- 
sion. 

Inspire us with a greater respect and 
reverence for the laws which Thou hast 
ordained and revealed and may we be- 
lieve that they are as binding upon the 
state as upon the individual. 

Hear us in the name of our blessed 
Lord in whom we find cleansing from 
sin, comfort in sorrow, faith for today, 
and hope for the unknown future. 
Amen, 


The Journal of the proceedings of 
yesterday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate, by Mr. 


Landers, its enrolling clerk, announced 
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that the Senate had passed, with amend- 
ments in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested, a bill of the House 
of the following title: 

H. R. 2416. An act relating to exclusion 
from gross income of income from discharge 
of indebtedness. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the foregoing bill; requests a confer- 
ence with the House on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and ap- 
points Mr. BYRD, Mr. Kerr, Mr. JOHN- 
son of Colorado, Mr. MILLIKIN, and Mr. 
Tart to be the conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill of the following 
title, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 630. An act to suspend until August 15, 
1951, the application of certain Federal laws 
with respect to an attorney employed by the 
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Wel- 
fare. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendments of 
the House to the bill (S. 11) entitled “An 
act to provide for the appointment of 
conservators to conserve the assets of 
persons of advanced age, mental weak- 
ness, not amounting to unsoundness of 
mind, or physical incapacity”; requests a 
conference with the House on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses there- 
on, and appoints Mr, PASTORE, Mr. SMITH 
of North Carolina, and Mrs. BUTLER of 
Maryland to be the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Vice President has appointed Mr. JOHN- 
ston of South Carolina and Mr. LANGER 
members of the joint select committee on 
the part of the Senate, as provided for in 
the act of August 5, 1939, entitled “An 
act to provide for the disposition of cer- 
tain records of the United States Gov- 
ernment,” for the disposition of execu- 
tive papers referred to in the report of 
the Archivist of the United States No. 
52-2. 


CONSERVATION OF OUR NATURAL 
RESOURCES 


Mr. SMITH of Mississippi, Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, all of the elements of our econ- 
omy interested in a sound program for 
the conservation of our natural resources 
are disturbed over the rapid depletion of 
our natural gas. The supply of this fuel 
is not inexhaustible and if intelligent 
measures to establish a conservation 
program are not put into effect soon fu- 
ture generations will feel the effect of 
our present-day short-sightedness. 

Many of us who live near the natural 
gas fields are also concerned about the 
manner in which gas from these fields is 
being transported and stored in the de- 
pleted gas fields in other sections. If 
this practice continues, our existing fields 
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will be exhausted without material bene- 
fit to those areas from which the gas is 
derived. 

Many of the great transmission com- 
panies appear to be overlooking their 
duty as a public utility in adequately 
meeting their responsibility and obliga- 
tion to the States which make their con- 
struction and operation possible. In 
many cases this exhaustible natural re- 
source is proposed to be used to generate 
power in sections that lie in the midst of 
unlimited coal supplies. Certainly this 
is a fallacious conservation policy. 

In an effort to focus attention upon 
this grave problem, I have introduced a 
bill to amend the Federal Natural Gas 
Act with respect to extensions of service. 
This proposed amendment would provide 
that the Federal Power Commission can- 
not approve of additional facilities with- 
out certification that the proposed new 
service can be rendered without impair- 
ment of the ability of the natural-gas 
company to satisfy existing and develop- 
ing demands in the territory or territories 
which it is already obligated to serve. 

This is merely an extension of a funda- 
mental American policy that public util- 
ities must fully serve the need for which 
they are approved. It would in nowise 
impair the sound development of new 
markets for natural gas, and, at the 
same time, it would help to develop a 
more sound conservation policy for this 
great natural resource. 

I shall urge the Committee on Inter- 
state Commerce to give prompt con- 
sideration to this bill. The petroleum 
supply of this country is by no means 
inexhaustible, and, in this time of mobil- 
ization of our resources for defense, we 
should take full cognizance of the dan- 
gers involved in the wasteful exploita- 
tion of our natural gas. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked 
and was given permission to address the 
House today for 5 minutes, following the 
legislative business of the day and any 
other special orders heretofore entered. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present, 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. SPENCE, Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 117] 
Bentsen Hays, Ark Radwan 
Boggs, La Herter Scott, Hardie 
Breen Holifield Scrivner 
Busbey Horan Shafer 
Chatham Kelley, Pa. Steed 
Dawson Kennedy Stockman 
Dingell McCormack Sutton 
Durham Miller, Calif. Towe 
Gavin Murdock Velde 
Gillette Murphy Wood, Idaho 
Golden Murray, Wis. 
Gossett Norblad Zablocki 
Hart Passman 
Havenner Powell 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 392 
Members have answered to their names, 
A quorum is present. 
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By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


AMENDMENTS TO THE DEFENSE PRODUC- 
TION ACT OF 1950 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 3871) to 
amend the Defense Production Act of 
1950, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur- 
ther consideration of the bill H. R. 3871, 
with Mr. Mitts in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Permit the Chair 
to make a statement. 

When the Committee rose on yester- 
day there was pending the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. HOFFMAN]. 

Without objection, the Clerk will again 
report the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I wonder if I might offer a 
perfecting amendment by striking out 
the word “and” and substituting the 
word “or” before the word “great- 
grandchildren.” 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the amendment will be so modified. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk again reported the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Horrman], as modified, as 
follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. HOFFMAN of 
Michigan: Page 23, after line 22, insert the 
following: “Nothing contained in title 4 of 
the Defense Production Act of 1950 shall pro- 
hibit, nor shall any rule, regulation, or direc- 
tive issued by, or under, the authority of 
this act, prohibit any individual from raising, 
fattening or slaughtering any livestock, hogs, 
or poultry owned by him when the same is 
to be used as food by him, the immediate 
members of his family, his children, grand- 
children, or great-grandchildren.” 


liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. VURSELL. Would a preferential 
motion be in order at this time? 

The CHAIRMAN. What preferential 
motion does the gentleman have in 
mind? 

Mr. VURSELL. The motion is at the 
Clerk’s desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
does not have at the desk a preferential 
motion if the Chair is reading the mo- 
tion to which the gentleman is referring, 

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to make a preferential motion to strike 
out the enacting clause, and thought I 
had it properly drawn. 

The CHAIRMAN. When the gentle- 
man proposes a proper motion the Chair 
will, of course, entertain the motion. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Michi- 
gan. 

The amendment was rejected. 
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Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that debate be con- 
cluded on each amendment in not to ex- 
ceed 20 minutes, 10 to be used by the 
proponents and not exceeding 10 by the 
opponents. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, would it not 
be in the interest of orderly procedure 
and permit full use of the 20 minutes 
on each amendment if debate on each 
of the amendments continued for 10 
minutes, two 5-minute speakers, and 
then the gentleman from Kentucky 
could use his judgment as to when de- 
bate would be shut off? 

We will assure the gentleman from 
Kentucky full cooperation if that is the 
procedure he seeks to follow. 

Mr. SPENCE. That is entirely satis- 
factory to me. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I object to the request. 

Mr. SPENCE. I withdraw the request, 
Mr. Chairman. 

I want to state that this is the com- 
mencement of the third week of consid- 
eration of this bill. There will be no 
extension of time in debate on amend- 
ments; we will object to any request for 
extension. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
might say that it is our purpose and I 
know it is the gentleman’s purpose to 
finish all debate on this bill and the 
roll calls today, and we will cooperate 
with the gentleman to do that. 

Mr. SPENCE. That was my purpose 
in submitting the consent request. Iam 
ie glad to hear the gentleman suggest 
that. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Burrerr: Fage 
14, line 21, insert the following: 

“Amend section 402 (b) by adding the fol- 
lowing paragraphs to be numbered (5) and 
(6) respectively, and renumbering the pres- 
ent paragraph (5) as paragraph (7). 

5) Within 30 days after the effective 
date of the Defense Production Act the 
President shall review all price ceilings here- 
tofore established and make such adjust- 
ments thereof as are necessary to compen- 
sate employers in any business or industry 
for any increases in wages made pursuant to 
the requirements of any orders issued or 
policies promulgated under the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 and as such act has 
been extended or amended. 

“*(6) If the President subsequent to the 
effective date of the Defense Production Act 
amendments of 1951 shall issue any order 
increasing wage scales in any industry or 
business or in any part of industry or busi- 
ness he shall simultaneously adjust ceiling 
prices of all employers affected by such wage 
scales in any such industry or business to 
compensate them for such increased pay- 
ments to their employees’.” 


Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, the 
purpose of my amendment is obvious. 
It is a matter of simple fairness. If 
the Defense Production Administration 
raises a businessman’s cost through 
wages, it should give an appropriate 
review and adjustment in the prices 
charged by that businessman. This 
amendment simply provides that the 
President shall see to it that adjust- 
ment and satisfactory review is made 
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promptly and fairly. That is all the 
amendment does. It is an amendment 
that should be adopted, in my judg- 
ment. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUFFETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. I think I saw the gen- 
tleman vote yesterday in favor of the 
Davis amendment. How does he recon- 
cile his amendment, which is to push 
prices up, with the amendment which 
prohibits any ceiling prices being 
changed within the next 120 days? 

Mr. B The 4 months' stand- 
still will give the administration time to 
find the practical remedy that can hold 
prices down effectively all across the 
board, 

Mr. MULTER. The gentleman’s 
amendment is to push prices up. 

Mr. BUFFETT. No; there is no 
push-up in my amendment. My amend- 
ment simply says that if the adminis- 
tration moves up the wage-cost picture 
it has to make appropriate adjustment 
in the prices the businessman charges. 

Mr. MULTER. In other words, in 
every industry that has gotten an in- 
crease in wages within the last 60 days 
he will be able to push up its prices in 
that industry. 

Mr. BUFFETT. No. If the gentle- 
man will read the amendment, he will 
find that is incorrect. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope my amendment 
will be adopted as a matter of sim- 
ple justice to the business people of 
America. A 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment was 
never submitted to the committee. We 
believe it would have the effect of rais- 
ing prices, and I ask for a vote on it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Nebraska [Mr. BUFFETT]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Chairman, I of- 
fer a preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. VURSELL moves that the Committee do 
now rise and report the bill back to the 


House with the recommendation that the 
enacting clause be stricken, 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
motion, : 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I object. Mr. 
Chairman, I may say that these are 
time consuming methods, and the gen- 
tleman will consume 5 minutes need- 
lessly. 

Mr. McCORMACK, Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the motion. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman: The Chair has already rec- 
ognized me. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
has already made two or three motions 
preferential in nature. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, that makes no difference. I 
submit the motions were in order under 
the rules, 
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Mr. McCORMACK.. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
have to hold that he had already recog- 
nized the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, a 
point of order. ` 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The point is that 
the gentleman from Michigan, on at least 
two occasions, has made the same 
motion. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, and I will say I was always 
in order making the motion. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Furthermore, the 
gentleman from Michigan has not stated 
that he is, in fact, opposed to the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Illinois. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle- 
man from Michigan now qualify as being 
in opposition to the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, I cer- 
tainly do. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Under those cir- 
cumstances, I do not seek recognition. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, Mr. 
Chairman, I realize that the gentleman 
from Illinois, my very good friend (Mr. 
VonsgLLI, is deeply moved and thor- 
oughly exasperated by the fact that he 
has engagements in Illinois which are 
very, very important not only to him but 
to the people of his district and the 
people of the Nation as a whole and 
it seems we may not be able to finish 
this bill today. I wish him to under- 
stand and our own leadership and the 
leadership on the majority party to un- 
derstand that many Members have other 
work which should receive attention. I 
expect to be called to Detroit on a very 
important committee hearing, a hearing 
to be held by the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. Harpy] next Monday and 
Tuesday. I realize quite well that this 
bill is going through, that while there 
has been seeming as well as actual op- 
position to the bill on the Republican 
side it is understood that the bill will be 
adopted sometime, and that those who 
for one reason or another, want to get 
away whether it is for social engage- 
ments, public service, or whatever it is, 
want to get through tonight. To that 
I have no objection. 

M.. VURSELL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. So I will 
not take any more time—except to let 
my friend from Illinois—well, I notice 
the gentleman does not now ask me to 
yield, I yield back the balance of my 
time, though I add that, too much criti- 
cism may irritate some one who might 
then demand the reading of an engrossed 
copy of the bill before final passage, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. VURSELL]. 

The motion was rejected. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. CooLey: On 
page 15, after line 3, insert a new subsection 
reading as follows: 

“Paragraph (3) of subsection (d) of sec- 
tion 402 of the Defense Production Act of 
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1950 is amended by adding at the end there- 
of the following new sentence: ‘No price 
ceiling shall be established or maintained for 
any type of tobacco when acreage allotments 
and marketing quotas are in effect ther for 
under the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, as amended’.” 


Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I appre- 
ciate the fact that I offer this amend- 
ment in a rather hostile and disturbed 
atmosphere. But for the fact that I en- 
tertain the hope that I might be able 
to appeal to the reason and to the in- 
telligence of the Members of this House, 
I would not dare offer the amendment at 
this time. 

I should like to emphasize the fact 
that producers of tobacco are in a very 
unique situation. Tobacco is now and 
has been for many years under very 
strict and drastic controls. It would be 
difficult to imagine more complete con- 
trols than those which the tobacco pro- 
gram is now operated under. The Sec- 
retary of Agriculture, by authority of 
existing law, fixes tobacco acreage allot- 
ments for each tobacco farm, and he 
likewise fixes marketing quotas for each 
farm. In other words, the Secretary of 
Agriculture indicates and tells the to- 
bacco farmer how many acres he can 
plant and how many acres he can har- 
vest and how many pounds he can mar- 
ket. Existing law provides a price sup- 
port program for tobacco, the produc- 
tion and marketing of which are under 
acreage allotments and marketing quo- 
tas. The mandatory support price is 
90 percent of the parity price. Pur- 
suant to existing law, Federal to- 
bacco graders or inspectors grade each 
basket of tobacco, and if the to- 
bacco does not bring as much as 90 
percent of parity the farmer can 
place it under Government loan by 
turning it over to the Tobacco Stabili- 
zation Corporation. The whole purpose 
of the tobacco program is to protect 
both producers and consumers and to 
provide at all times an abundant supply 
but never a price demoralizing surplus. 
Tobacco farmers have almost unani- 
mously approved the program now in 
operation. The Secretary of Agricul- 
ture could not impose acreage allot- 
ments and marketing quotas except for 
the fact that tobacco farmers have by 
a vote of more than two-thirds approved, 
in a referendum held for that purpose, 
the imposition of such allotments and 
quotas. 

Iam quite certain that all of you know 
that through the tobacco program we 
have sought to balance production with 
reasonable consumer demand. The pro- 
gram never contemplates a scarcity, but 
always an abundance. The size of the 
crop to be produced is fixed and an- 
nounced by the Secretary of Agriculture. 
I am also certain that all of you know 
that the program has operated success- 
fully and well from its very beginning, 
It has not cost the Government any 
money, but on the contrary has made 
several millions of dollars of profit on 
the program. It has not resulted in any 
increase in the price of cigarettes to the 
consumer and yet it has stabilized the 
income of the farmer and farmer’s pur- 
chasing power. 
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The whole idea of price ceilings, con- 
trols, and rationing must be predicated 
upon the thought that some sort of 
scarcity of the commodity exists or is 
likely to exist. There is no scarcity of 
tobacco. Actually, we have an abund- 
ance. What could be more ridiculous 
than for one agency of the Government 
to be a party to bringing about a scarcity 
and then for another agency to ration 
that scarcity? What could be more 
ridiculous than for one agency of the 
Government to put a price support of 
$0 percent under a commodity and then 
for another agency of the Government 
to impose a ceiling of 100 percent on that 
same commodity? 

If the Office of Price Stabilization im- 
poses the per grade ceiling on tobacco, 
which it is threatening to do, the differ- 
ence between the floor or the support 
price and the ceiling price will be only 
10 percent. In such a situation, the tra- 
ditional method of marketing tobacco 
cannot possibly operate efficiently. To- 
bacco is sold at public auction and ordi- 
narily with competitive bidding, but if 
the Government fixes both the floor and 
the ceiling, all competition will, of 
course, be destroyed; the auctioneer will 
become useless and the whole auction 
system could very easily be destroyed. 
How can you have an auction without 
free comretitive bidding? What services 
could an auctioneer render if prospec- 
tive buyers are not free to make bids? I 
wonder why anyone familiar with the 
tobacco program would be foolish enough 
to suggest imposing price ceilings on to- 
bacco. I wonder if someone connected 
with our Government might not actually 
want to destroy the auction system. If 
under ceilings on each grade or basket of 
tobacco, competitive bidding will be de- 
stroyed, then pray tell me what real 
function could be performed by buyers 
for tobacco companies? The whole thing 
just does not make sense, and those who 
contemplate the issuance of such an 
order just do not know what they are 
doing. 

The tobacco program has been in op- 
eration for many years. Tobacco farm- 
ers know more about control laws than 
perhaps any other group in America; 
they know something about both the 
blessings and the burdens of a control 
program. They have been willing to ac- 
cept burdens when called upon to ac- 
cept them. They have been willing to 
reduce acreage when it was necessary to 
reduce acreage. They have willingly 
complied with the program, and they 
want the program to continue as it is. 
Under the program tobacco farmers 
have not sought to obtain an advantage 
over other groups, and under the pro- 
gram we have never tried to force prices 
to unreasonably high levels. We have 
been satisfied with a price somewhere 
near parity. You then could not then 
accuse us of being selfish. 

I want to assure my friends from the 
city districts that I am not asking for 
any special treatment to be accorded to 
tobacco farmers. I am merely asking 
that the tobacco program be left alone 
and not disturbed. If you could pos- 
sibly visualize or understand the situa- 
tion which will be brought about in the 
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event per grade price ceilings are im- 
posed upon tobacco, I am certain that 
you would vote for this amendment. I 
have been told that the Office of Price 
Stabilization did not even think of do- 
ing such a foolish thing, and yet I know 
definitely and full well that the price 
ceiling order has already been written 
and is ready to be issued. I want it 
clearly understood that we are not try- 
ing, and as I have said, have never tried, 
to force the price of tobacco to unrea- 
sonably high levels. We are not trying 
to penalize the consumer, and I am now 
trying to persuade you to stay the hand 
of OPS and to remove us from the 
threat which now hangs with such un- 
certainty over us. 

I would like to call your attention to 
the fact that from information I have 
just received from the Tobacco Section 
of the Department of Agriculture, ap- 
proximately nine and a half million 
pounds of tobacco were sold at auction 
on the Georgia and Florida markets 
yesterday, and the average price was be- 
low parity; and I would particularly like 
to call to the attention of my distin- 
guished friend, the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Brown] that tobacco 
warehousemen, in an effort to pro- 
tect the farmers’ price actually pur- 
chased more tobacco than even the 
American Tobacco Co. or any other com- 
pany purchased of the total amount 
sold. I have information also to the ef- 
fect that the Tobacco Stabilization Cor- 
poration was forced to take about 25 
percent of some of the grades offered 
for sale. This 25 percent, of course, sold 
on the auction sale for less than 90 
percent of parity. I want to again em- 
phasize the further fact that if by any 
chance prices should go above parity, 
the Secretary of Agriculture could eas- 
ily have a very stabilizing effect on such 
prices, since all he would have to do is 
to indicate or announce that he would 
increase acreage allotments and market- 
ing quotas for next year. If buying 
companies competing for this crop were 
told that there would be a substantial 
increase in the size of next year’s crop, 
naturally they would not be so anxious 
to acquire more than a fair share of this 
year’s production. May I also call your 
attention to the fact that buyers for 
manufacturers ordinarily pay very little 
attention to grades which are placed 
upon tobacco by Government graders. 
Every company has its own buyers and 
every buyer knows his own company’s 
grades. If ceilings are imposed, the 
Government will make the grade, fix the 
price, both the floor and the ceiling, and 
that is all the farmer can receive for 
his tobacco, even though many company 
buyers may be standing by ready, anx- 
ious, and willing to pay more. I ask you, 
is this situation calculated to make the 
farmer very happy? Certainly not. It 
will cause dissatisfaction among farmers 
on every market. 

Producers, warehousemen, buyers, and 
companies—and for that matter the con- 
suming public—seem to be well satisfied 
with the program we now have in opera- 
tion, and I personally do not want to see 
it disrupted or destroyed. If ceilings are 
imposed, and if the result is disastrous, 
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T at least want to feel and to know that 
I have given you the benefit of my own 
best judgment concerning the matter. I 
also want the satisfaction of knowing 
that I have done my dead-level best to 
prevent such a disaster. If there is any 
better system of selling tobacco than the 
auction system which is now in opera- 
tion, then I shall be very glad to know 
aboutit. Iam just trying to prevent an- 
other foolish governmental invasion of 
private business and industry, and I 
want no part of any scheme or device 
which is even calculated to disrupt and 
to destroy the well-operating tobacco 
program. This amendment should be 
supported not only be every man from 
the tobacco-growing districts but by 
every Member of the House who under- 
stands the problem with which we are 
dealing. I therefore respectfully urge 
you to vote for the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the cash crop of the 
farmers I represent is tobacco. I have 
a deep interest in their welfare. They 
produce their tobacco by arduous and 
incessant labor. I hope they will always 
have a good return. I am such a good 
friend of the farmers that I hope I do 
not have to make any idle gestures in 
order to show my friendship and claim 
benefits will accrue to them as a result of 
legislation which I know will not have 
that effect. What is the true situation? 
Tobacco has not reached parity and will 
not reach parity during the effective date 
of this legislation. No ceiling can be 
placed upon any agricultural commodity 
that is below parity. This amendment 
is a nullity. It does not mean anything, 
It is just another effort of one commit- 
tee to load down the bill of another com- 
mittee with inconsequential things. 

The gentleman claims, and we hear it 
all the time when measures are consid- 
ered on the floor of the House, that agri- 
cultural measures ought to be in the 
hands of the Committee on Agriculture 
because they are friends of the farmers. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation 
was organized in 1933 by Executive order, 
but it is under the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 
What has been the result of that organi- 
zation with reference to tobacco? It has 
made effective by its operations the floor 
of 90 percent of parity on tobacco. This 
floor is maintained by its purchase pro- 
gram. In 1933 burley tobacco was bring- 
ing $10.46. This last year burley tobacco 
brought $48.85. That was the result of 
the floor that was placed under tobacco, 
a floor that is administered by the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation by purchas- 
ing the commodity when it goes below 
that floor. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. I agrce with the gen- 
tleman that he is just as good a friend 
of the tobacco farmer as Iam. I know 
the gentleman does not want any advan- 
tage for the tobacco farmer, and neither 


1951 


do I. But does not the gentleman know 
that to impose a ceiling—the gentleman 
thinks it will not apply—but if it is im- 
posed as they have it prepared, does not 
the gentleman agree with me that the 
auction system could not function? 

Mr. SPENCE. No. I think that is a 
characteristic gesture that has been of- 
fered here to show friendship for the 
farmer. I know the gentleman is a 
friend of the farmer, but he carries it a 
little too far with the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee. 

Mr. COOLEY. Iam not just trying to 
show my friendship and it is not a ges- 
ture. 

Mr. SPENCE. What is the use in 
shooting blank cartridges? This amend- 
ment means nothing. If we keep on in- 
troducing this character of amendments, 
when we really need help we will not be 
able to get it. You remember the boy 
who cried, “Wolf, wolf,” and when the 
wolf came he received no help. Why 
introduce these amendments that have 
no effect, that widen the breach between 
the city people and the farmers, unless 
we expect some substantial benefit? 

Last year as chairman of the Banking 
and Currency Committee I introduced 
‘a bill that provided that the borrowing 
capacity of the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration should be increased from $4,- 
750,000,000 to $6,750,000,000. It was to 
carry out the functions of that Corpora- 
tion. It was to carry out the support 
price program, and that bill was passed. 
It passed not only by the vote of those 
representing agricultural districts, but 
by the vote of the city Members as well. 
I think nothing has been done that has 
rendered a greater service to agriculture 
assuring to it a fair price for its product 
than the support program as maintained 
by the operation of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
Cootey] which prohibits ceilings being 
placed on tobacco so long as it remains 
under acreage allotment. I would like 
to start out by saying that this amend- 
ment is in the interest of the consumers, 
as well as of the producers. 

I want to express great appreciation 
for this fine committee. Certainly I 
have said or done nothing during the 
consideration of this bill derogatory to 
them. I think they have done a good 
job and are doing a good job, but tobac- 
co is a peculiar agricultural commodity. 
I wish we had time to go into the many 
phases of this problem. 

There is a 24-year supply on hand to 
protect the consumers and the compa- 
nies who manufacture cigarettes and 
pipe tobacco, and so forth. Tobacco is 
the only commodity that has this sup- 
ply. Now they talk about ceiling prices. 
Let me tell you why it is important not 
to have ceilings on tobacco. It is true we 
have a provision in the law which says 
that the ceiling cannot be put on if an 
agricultural commodity is below parity, 
but the order which, has been prepared, 
I understand, provides that the ceilings 
on tobacco shall be by grades. When a 
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farmer brings his tobacco to market he 
has about five grades. The best tobac- 
co grade under the ceiling will bring 
parity. The next best pile will bring 
about 98 percent of parity; the next best 
pile about 95 percent of parity; and the 
next best about 90 percent. If a ceiling 
is imposed on them it will be impossible 
for him to get parity under the order 
that is being written. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ABBITT. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. Does not the gentle- 
man agree that the traditional auction 
system cannot possibly function under 
that sort of limitation? 

Mr. ABBITT. It would be impossible 
to function, because we would have a 
floor of 90 percent and a ceiling of 100 
percent. That would mean that the best 
average the farmer could get would be 
95 percent of parity. The Government 
grader will come down there, grade it 
and say what the farmer shall get. Then 
some employee of the Government will 
come there and ration it out to various 
tobacco companies. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 3 

Mr. ABBITT. I yield. 

Mr. POAGE. Does not this come 
down to a difference of opinion between 
the Banking and Currency Committee 
and the Agriculture Committee on the 
simple question of what they believe 
OPS will do? The Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee is willing to assume 
that OPS will never apply a ceiling, and 
the Agriculture Committee simply says 
“Make it impossible for them to apply it, 
because we all agree that it will ruin 
tobacco.” 

Mr. ABBITT. The main trouble is 
they do not understand the question of 
parity under this bill and the order of 
OPS. We can get parity on only our 
best grade; we then get 90 percent of 
parity on our lower grade, and there is 
no way on earth for the tobacco pro- 
ducer to realize 100 percent of parity if 
ceilings are placed on same. 

Furthermore, it would wipe out the 
auction system which has been in effect 
ever since I can remember. In fact it 
is the only way we sell tobacco. 

If we were assured that OPS will not 
put on ceilings then this amendment 
would not be necessary. We feel very 
strongly about this because tobacco is a 
peculiar commodity and is entirely 
under controls. The people who do not 
raise tobacco do not know the injustice 
that is being done the tobacco farmer if 
the order that OPS has already pre- 
pared is placed into effect thereby put- 
ting ceilings on tobacco by grade. The 
warehousemen who have done so much 
to help our farmers dispose of their 
tobacco to the best advantage would be 
wiped out of existence. 

Mr. WATTS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Cooley tobacco amend- 
ment. 

I think the amendment is sound, it is 
needed and should be adopted. 

Mr: McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
Sire in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 
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Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment close in 5 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, the 
point has been made that the tobacco 
marketing procedure is an unusual one. 
The same thing could be said of beef or 
other livestock and almost every agri- 
cultural commodity. Although livestock 
is, for the most part, not marketed in an 
auction, the present livestock marketing 
system is almost the same thing. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I want to make 
this one point and then I will yield. Yes- 
terday the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina, who proposed this amendment, 
voted for the Davis amendment, which 
if it carries and becomes law, will freeze 
all prices for 4 months. The price of 
tobacco would be frozen at ceiling for 4 
months. This means that there would 
be no competition and that the tobacco 
auctions would, in a sense, also be frozen 
for 4 months. Yet he says he does not 
want to disrupt the tobacco auction. 
The committee bill will run for 1 year. 
However, most of this year’s tobacco 
crop will be sold within the next 6 
months. In effect, then, his vote for the 
Davis amendment would interfere more 
seriously with the sale of tobacco this 
year than would the passage of the bill 
itself. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

- Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 

Mr, COOLEY. I would just like to say 
for the gentleman’s own information, 
that tobacco is in a peculiar situation 
not only because it is sold at auction, 
but because of the fact that it is under 
complete and drastic Government con- 
trol from the time it is planted until 
it is harvested and marketed. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Yes; that is cor- 
rect. Tobacco is under Government 
control, but the tobacco growers came 
under control voluntarily and agreed to 
the controls under the control program. 
If the quantity of tobacco is so great 
that the market price falls below the 
support level, the Government will have 
to support the price of tobacco. Of 
course the argument is made that the 
tobacco program has not cost the Gov- 
ernment anything in the last few years. 
That is true if we consider only a direct 
support program. However, I would like 
to point out that some $440,000,000 of 
ECA money has been spent to buy Amer- 
ican tobacco over the period of the last 
3 years. In effect we have had a hidden 
support program for American tobacco. 

The peanut program has also been 
expensive in the last 3 years. 

Mr. COOLEY. Now, listen 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. COOLEY. This amendment does 
not apply to peanuts. It applies only 
to tobacco, 

Mr. McCARTHY. The gentleman’s 
original amendment was based on acre- 


.age allotment. It would have included 


peanuts. 
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Mr. COOLEY. But I have eliminated 
peanuts. 

Mr. McCARTHY. All right. Then 
limiting our consideration to tobacco, I 
repeat that in the last 3 years $440,- 
000,000 of ECA money kas been spent 
to buy American tobacco. I should like 
to call to the attention of the House the 
fact that Mr. Herschel Newsom, master 
of the National Grange, appearing be- 
fore the House Banking and Currency 
Committee on May 22, 1951, made this 
statement, “that the provisions of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 with re- 
spect to agricultural prices are just and 
equitable.” The farmers asked for pari- 
ty ceilings. I believe that this was a 
fair request, especially on those com- 
modities in which parity is very close to 
the cost of the production. 

The Banking and Currency Committee 
bill provides for price ceilings on agricul- 
tural commodities at parity. I do not 
believe that there is any justification for 
this special exemption for the tobacco 
growers of America. I would like to 
point out that the situation in tobacco 
is very similar to that existing with re- 
gard to wool. Parity and support provi- 
sions in each case is based upon an aver- 
age parity which includes all grades. 
However, in fixing ceilings for wool, OPS 
has established ceilings which reflect 
differences in grade. According to in- 
formation I have received from the OPS 
office, the average ceiling on all grades 
of wool is 90 percent above the average 
parity level and the ceiling on the lowest 
grade is 30 percent above the average 
parity. 

There is no good reason to believe that 
OPS will not set a fair ceiling for tobacco 
which will refiect differences of grade 
when they do determine the final ceiling 
prices on tobacco. I sincerely hope that 
in the long-range interests of the farm- 
er, the House will vote down this amend- 
ment. I do not believe that the farmers 
want this special kind of treatment, but 
rather that they endorse the principle of 
equality of sacrifice. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from North Carolina [Mr. Cootey]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. COOLEY) 
there were—ayes 50, noes 103. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. JAvirs: Page 
14, line 4, after “Src. 104.“, insert a new 
subparagraph (a) to read as follows: 

“(a) Paragraph (3) of subsection (d) of 
Section 402 of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 is amended by striking out the word 
‘parity’ in clause (i) of the first sentence 


thereof and inserting in lieu thereof the 
word ‘support’.” 


And reletter appropriately the succeeding 
subsections. 


Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, the pur- 
pose of my amendment is to change the 
standard by which ceiling prices may be 
established for agricultural commodities. 
As the law stands today and as the bill 
stands no ceilings can be established un- 
til each of these commodities reaches 
100 percent of parity, while under my 
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amendment there would be substituted 
the support price for the particular com- 
modity, or the selling price in the base 
period May 24 to June 25, 1950. 

This subject needs to be aired and 
needs to be discussed very seriously. So 
far in this whole debate it has been 
taken very much for granted. We have 
just assumed this is a right provision 
and we have carefully cut around the 
real nubbin of the difficulty in getting 
price-wage stabilization under this act. 

The cost of food represents 40 percent 
of the moderate income family’s budget. 
It is the cost of food that has been 
causing much of the difficulty and most 
of the complaints on the part of the 
consumers with respect to rising prices. 
Those who have gotten up here and 
said that housewives including their 
wives have complained about rising 
prices, know they have complained 
about the price of food, yet we have ac- 
cepted without question, without quali- 
fication, the standard in the act under 
which the price of food has been out- 
stripping the prices of cost of living 
items generally and has been steadily 
rising. 

It has been claimed on the floor here 
that the administration did not heve 
a chance to stabilize prices between Sep- 
tember and January when the price 
freeze was put into effect and that 
within this period of time prices did rot 
rise so much higher. It so happens that 
prices during that period of time rose 
higher, and this is particularly true of 
food prices. The general consumer’s 
price index for all commodities went up 
from 174.6 on September 15 to 183.8 on 
February 15, while the consumers’ food 
price index went up from 210 on Sep- 
tember 15 to 226 on February 15. Now 
for tue period June 15 to September 15, 
the same index for all items went from 
170.2 to 174.6, and for foods from 203.1 
to 210. Following the January 25, 1951 
freeze the record is much better, the 
index for all items having gone to 185.4 
and that for foods to 227.4, but still a 
disproportionate rise for foods. 

Now just so long as we cut around the 
main area — food prices which has 
had so much to do with the inability to 
get wage-price stabilization and refuse 
tu face it realistically, just so long will 
we find it so hard to stabilize wages 
which the advocates of the tight freeze 
of ceilings were on the floor fighting for 
yesterday. 

This provision preventing ceilings on 
any agricultural item unless it reaches 
100 percent of parity is nothing but a 
way in which to make the support price 
for every agricultural commodity, not 
what it is but 100 percent of parity. 

Let us understand the real basis of 
the parity-price concept as contained in 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act. It is 
the basis for a Government-supported 
floor under farm prices to avoid the kind 
of debacle we suffered in 1932. But to do 
this the Federal Government is not 
maintaining a support price of 100 per- 
cent of parity for any commodity. Even 
for the six major commodities—wheat, 
cotton, rice, corn, peanuts, and tobacco— 
the support price is only 90 percent of 
parity, and for many items the support 
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price is a lesser percentage of parity. It 
is significant too that of these six, only 
one is under ceilings due to the provi- 


“sions of the act I seek to amend. The 


protection that the Congress intended 
that the farmer should have was not 100 
percent of parity but the support price 
which is what I ask that provision be 
made for in the bill. If that is done, 
food is put on an equal basis with every- 
thing else the consumer buys without in- 
terfering with the price protection the 
Government gives the farmer. 

This parity concept we have been toid 
is designed to retain the purchasing 
power the farmer had in 1909 to 1914. 
The fact is that parity has been consid- 
erably revised and considerably in- 
creased since, because the parity provi- 
sions now gives the farmer equality of 
purchasing power on a moving average 
of the latest of the last 10 years and 
right now that moving average is 1940 
to 1950, which is about the highest price 
period—as it includes World War II and 
1947 and 1948—the farmer has ever en- 
joyed in this country. I say if those who 
want to freeze everything really want to 
have a fair basis for stabilizing wages, 
they have got to do something to equal- 
ize the situation on food prices. Right 
now the great bulk of the agricultural 
commodities are not subject to price 
control and cannot be put under ceilings, 
and the consequence is that they will 
go up some more and the cost of living 
will go up some more and wages will go 
up. You are not in a way to deal with 
inflation by this bill unless you do some- 
thing tangible about the food-price situ- 
ation. 

I urge, too, those who are friends of the 
farmer to heed this situation. This is a 
time of high demand and good prices. 
I feel the farmer hims~'f would like to 
cooperate in trying to get prices down 
and stabilized now, thereby building up 
great good will among consumers for 
what may happen iomorrow. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. If the gentleman does 
not mind my saying so, I think we city 
boys ought not to get into this. It seems 
that the farmers have written into this 
bill a new theory of economics that is 
too much for me. They say increase 
production to bring prices down. There- 
fore when you attain your increased 
production take the ceilings off to let 
prices rise. On the other hand, when 
supply is scarce do uot impose any ceil- 
ings because the ceiling will keep prices 
high. It is too much for me, 

Mr. JAVITS. I would like to quote 
from an editorial from the New York 
Times of February 1, 1951, supporting 
the position I have taken. It is entitled 
“In the Name of Parity” and deserves 
to be read by every Member. It sums up 
the situation in these words: 

The exclusion of any considerable number 
of commodities from price-ceiling regula- 
tions is calculated to defeat the whole pur- 
pose of an over-all freeze. But when such 
commodities include a great many food 
staples then the omission becomes even more 
serious. Stability of the cost of living index 
is the very heart of wage-price controls. 
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A rise in that index not only is infla- 
tionary in its own right, but to the extent 
that wage stabilization is tied to the index 
it exerts pressure on both sides of the in- 
lation potential. 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment close in 7 minutes, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, the 
purpose of this amendment is to substi- 
tute the support price for the parity 
price. Parity is a relationship based on 
justice. It is that the farmers should 
obtain for the products that they pro- 
duce a price comparable with what they 
must pay for the things that they buy. 
That seems to me to be a very reason- 
able thing. We have to keep the farmer 
at work to feed our people. We have to 
see that he receives the reasonable fruits 
of his labor. If the farmer ceased to op- 
erate, none of us would be fed, and none 
would be more the victims of that condi- 
tion than the people of the cities. Upon 
what reasonable thesis could $0 per- 
cent of parity be substituted for parity? 
This amendment merely says to the 
farmer, “We Will give you 90 percent of 
justice. We will give you 90 percent of 
what you deserve.” That will not reduce 
the price of farm products one iota. It 
will make the farmer feel that he has 
been treated unkindly. It will reduce 
production. It is based upon no reason- 
able hypothesis. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Certainly, theoretically, 
if the farmer lost 10 percent for 10 years, 
he would be out of business, would he 
not? 2 

Mr. SPENCE. Certainly he would. 

Mr. GROSS. Tell the gentleman from 
New York that, 

Mr. SPENCE. You put him in a con- 
dition where you probably would put 
him out of business. When you put the 
farmer out of business, you are going to 
starve all of us. The city of New York 
will probably feel the effect first. There 
are more people in that city dependent 
upon the farmer than in any other area 
of the United States. 

Mr, JAVITS, Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE, I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York, 

Mr. JAVITS. Does the gentleman feel 
that if we froze farm prices at the prices 
they are at today, all of them, the farm- 
ers would not raise poducts, or the farm- 
ers would be unfairly treated? 

Mr. SPENCE. I am addressing my re- 
marks to what the gentleman’s amend- 
ment would do. That is what we are 
considering, not what would happen if 
something else happened. I say this 
might starve the farmer and might 
Starve the city people, too. I say it 
would professedly give the farmer 90 
percent of justice, for if parity gives him 
justice and you give him 90 percent of 
parity, you do him an injustice. One of 
the principles of our law is equal justice 
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to all. That is what we are trying to 
achieve. That is what this amendment 
would destroy. I hope the amendment 
will be defeated, 

Mr. GROSS, A manufacturer in the 
district of the gentleman from New York 
will charge 100 percent of the cost of 
production. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr, Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. I would just like to ask 
the gentleman if the purpose of this 
amendment is not obvious, that is, to 
scuttle the bill in which this gentleman 
seems to have so much interest. Does 
not the gentleman know that it would 
scuttle this bill, because we could not 
afford to freeze a price below a fair 
price? 

Mr. SPENCE, Any injustice will scut- 
tle the bill. This bill has been stabbed 
to death by amendments, 

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a vote. 


Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the ` 


gentleman yield now to answer the point 
that has been made ih respect to me per- 
sonally? 

Mr. SPENCE. My time has expired. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN]. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I realize that my good friend 
from New York iMr, Javrrs! is being 
facetious in this amendment. 

Mr. JAVITS. I am not being face- 
tious. Ido not offer amendments on the 
floor of the House to be facetious. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Surely he 
does not want his people in the great 
city of New York to starve to death. 

Mr. JAVITS. They will not. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I am sure 
that he wants food to continue to come 
into that great city from the farm- pro- 
ducing areas in America. He forgets 


that there are many farm commodities - 


for which there is no support price. 

The Price Administrator has the right 
to place the ceiling at zero on these prod- 
ucts under this amendment. I think it 
is ridiculous. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. CELLER]. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
asked for this time to speak in general 
on this bill. 

I think we have made a mistake these 
last weeks in considering this bill. This 
bill should have been on the Private 
Calendar, because it is a bill for the pri- 
vate interests. It is a bill for the relief 
of the packers like Armour, Swift; ciga- 
rette makers like Lorillard, Reynolds, 
the American Tobacco Co.; and Planters 
Peanuts, and Kraft Cheese and others, 
It is really an omnibus private bill. This 
bill is a bill that is for special private 
interests, and should be labeled as such. 
It is an anti-general-welfare bill. 

Further, on vesterday we passed a 
120-day freeze on all products except 
products of the farm. What of the con- 
sumer? What of labor? 

There is no lid on rent, There is no 
lid on food. Indeed, the consumer will 
have to pay through the nose. The to- 
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bacco people say, Controls are fine, but 
not for tobacco.” The cattle people say, 
“Controls are fine, but not for the cattle 
industry.” We packers and ranchers 
are sacrosanct. You should not touch 
us 


The cotton interests say, “Controls are 
fine, but not for the cotton interests.” 
The cheese interests and the peanut in- 
terests say the same thing. Controls 
are wonderful—for the other fellow. 

Mr. Chairman, that reminds me of a 
story that comes out of Jewish folklore. 
A rabbi arose in his synagogue and said: 
“There is a very poor family at yonder 
end of ghetto that is in dire need of 
charity. They have neither raiment, 
nor food, nor shelter. You are too poor 
to give them anything. You yourselves 
are in need of charity. But we must 
help them. I have an idea. On the 
Sabbath eve when you bless the Lord for 
the fruitage of the earth by accompany- 
ing your prayer with the drinking of 
wine, do not bless Him by drinking a 
full glass of wine. Only partake of half 
a glass of wine. The Lord will not mind 
being blessed with half a glass of wine. 
And the next day, on the Sabbath, when 
you come into the synagogue, I shall: 
have an empty barrel into which you 
pour the half a glass of wine, untasted 
from the night before. After a time the 
barrel will become filled. PI then sell 
the barrel of wine and give the proceeds 
to the poor family.” They all agreed. 

On the day appointed for the opening 
of the barrel the good rabbi opened it 
and lo and behold, it was all water. 
Each member of the congregation said, 
when reprimanded, “We figured what 
difference would a half a glass of water 
make in a full barrel of wine?” 

Mr, Chairman, I hope that sinks in. 
That is what so many of the members of 
the committee are doing here. They are 
putting a half a glass of water in the 
full barrel of wine. Thus you will have 
no controls whatsoever. That is exactly 
what you are doing. The gentleman 
from North Carolina says that he is not 
sabotaging the bill, and the other gen- 
tlemen who offer amendments for spe- 
cial interests say that they are not sab- 
otaging the bill—actually they are each 
just pouring a half a glass of water into 
the full barrel of wine. 

The day before yesterday the “unholy 
coalition“ that motley crew of Dixie- 
crats and Republicrats scuttled price 
control by writing in a provision guar- 
anteeing profits. It was a cosi-plus, 
guaranteed profit amendment. Since 
when do we guarantee profits? Our 
public utility companies can properly 
claim fair returns or profits on invest- 
ment. That is because they are, like 
traction companies or gas or elec:ric 
companies, monopolies and are rigidly 
regulated. But in a free and open econ- 
omy profits are never guaranteed. Com- 
petition is supposed to govern prices, 
Guaranteed profits is socialism—against 
which this “unholy coalition” always 
inveighs. 

Furthermore, if ceilings are to be fixed 
with guaranteed profits in mind, then 
ceilings must be upped to cover the costs 
and profits of the least efficient of the 
industry or trade. You thus place a 
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premium on inefficiency and ineptitude 
and even on laziness. All—no matter 
how bungling or inexpert—must be 
guaranteed profits. How ridiculous. 

Such an amendment makes a mon- 
strosity out of the bill. Such a cost-plus 
formula makes it impossible to achieve 
any ctability and the consumer would 
be mulcted out of billions of dollars. 

I want to make a few more observa- 
tions before I conclude. 

Last March, cotton State Congress- 
men reprimanded Mike DiSalle of OFS 
severely, because he had the effrontery 
to put a ceiling on cotton prices. The 
ceiling represented 125 percent of par- 
ity—one-fourth more than a fair price 
as calculated by the Agriculture De- 
partment. But the cotton Congressmen 
howled that Mr. DiSalle had abused his 
power outrageously. They said that his 
ceiling would discourage production— 
that growers just would not plant enough 
cotton to reach the goal of a 16,000,000- 
bale crop which the Agriculture Depart- 
ment was calling for to make up for a 
short 1950 crop. However, Mr. DiSalle 
refused to back down. Well, the Agri- 
culture Department has just reported 
that farmers this year have planted 29,- 
510,000 acres of cotton, 58% percent 
more acres than in 1950. That is enough, 
if yields are average, to mean a 16,- 
791,000-bale crop. Thr price ceiling 
does not seem to have discouraged cot- 
ton producers, which strongly suggests 
that the Congressmen who are now try- 
ing to abolish all price controls, con- 
tending that otherwise producers will 
not produce, also may be sounding false 
alarms. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Javits]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I did not 
hear the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Javits] vote. How did he vote? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is not 
in a position to state that. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I voted 
“aye.” May the Recorp show that I 
voted “aye.” 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Poace: Page 
23, after line 22, insert the following: 

“( ) Title IV of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is hereby amended by adding at 


the end thereof a new section reading as fol- 
lows: 

“Sec. 411. If ceiling prices applicable to 
producers, manufacturers, or processors, or 
their raw material suppliers have been or 
are hereafter established for any material 
they shall be suspended whenever it is shown 
to the Director of Price Stabilization that 
the average price of such material for a pe- 
riod of the preceding 60 days is 2 percent or 
more below the ceiling price so established 
for such material and no ceiling shall be 
reestablished or maintained for such mate- 
rial unless or until the Director of Price 
Stabilization determines that the average 
price equals or exceeds for a period of the 
preceding 60 days, or exceeds by more than 
& percent for any one day, the ceiling price 
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previously established, and if and when such 
ceiling price is so reestablished it shall be 
(except in those cases where uniform in- 
dustry-wide celing prices are established in 
lieu of individual ceiling prices) at not less 
than the ceiling price previously established: 
Provided, That whenever the ceiling price for 
any material has been suspended under the 
authority of this paragraph, the Director of 
Price Stabilization may require any seller 
of such material to report any sales made 
above the ceiling price in effect at the time 
such ceiling price was suspended’.” 


Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I believe 
we all realize that last year we sought to 
establish price and wage ceilings that 
would be generally fair and equitable 
across the board, but it occurs to me that 
there has béen very little effort to ac- 
tually achieve this coordination across 
the board. Actually we find ceilings for 
costs but only on final prices. Under 
such circumstances, is it surprising that 
the program is neeting much criticism? 
We even find ceilings still in force where 


_ the actual price is far below but we did 


put a provision in the law for the decon- 
trol of prices when they are no longer 
needed. I think it is extremely impor- 
tant that we have a practical way of de- 
controlling prices when ceilings are no 
longer needed. Surely, no one wants to 
retain ceilings just to regiment the peo- 
ple or to simply provide jobs. 

Mr. BROWN of Georiga. Mr. Chair- 
man. will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield. 

Mr, BROWN of Georgia. The gentle- 
man offered an amendment the other 
day anc it was agreed to by a large ma- 
jority. I think the gentleman should be 
satisfied with that amendment. Here 
you are submitting a formula now that 
will not work. When the price of a com- 
modity goes down 2 percent you take off 
the ceiling. When it goes back you put 
it on again. It is so complicated that 
they will be busy up there all the time 
cianging the ceilings off and on. 

Mr. POAGE. I cannot agree with the 
distinguished gentleman that this. would 
not work. I think we need something 
that will work. That is exactly what I 
am proposing, There is in the bill at the 
present time a suggestion that prices 
should be decontrolled, and authoriza- 
tion for the Administrator to remove 
ceiling prices on various commodities 
when ceilings are unnecessary to effec- 
tuate the purposes of this act. Now he 
has decontrolled two commodities. What 
are they? They are dead horse and 
canned rattlesnake meat. That is right. 
Dead horse and canned rattlesnake meat 
have been decontrolled. But cotton is 
still under price ceilings even though it 
is selling nearly 20 percent below the 
ceiling price. 

Now, why maintain controls when you 
do not need them? Why maintain con- 
trols when the price is less than the 
ceiling? All in the world this amend- 
ment does is to remedy that situation. 
It provides that if the price of a com- 
modity goes below the ceiling, not sim- 
ply accidentally for a day or two, but if 
it stays there for two long months, if the 
price of a commodity is as much as 2 
percent below the ceiling for 2 months, 
then the Administrator must suspend 
the ceiling price. Then, if it goes back, 
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we make a provision for recontrolling it. 
We have carefully made provision in this 
amendment for recontrolling any price 
where the producer has raised the price 
up above the ceiling; if he keeps it up 
for as long as 60 days, then the Admin- 
istrator has the right to put it back un- 
der the ceiling; or, if the price goes as 
must as 5 percent above the ceiling for 
any one day. This provision is to keep 
anybody from getting an unreasonable 
profit as a result of having decontrolled 
his prices —but in the meantime we be- 
lieve that here is a real incentive to pro- 
ducers, manufacturers, and merchants 
to lower their prices, because in this way 
they will be able to get out from under 
the red tape of ceiling-price regulations 
and reports. This way they will be able 
to avoid all of the cost and aggravation 
and expense of record keeping and all of 
the red tape incident to ceiling prices, if 
they will but lower their prices and keep 
them under the ceiling by 2 percent for 
2 months’ time. 

Who is going to be hurt by that? No 
one except someone who feels we should 
maintain ceilings just to give him a job. 
And who will profit? Surely the first 
one to profit will be the consumer, be- 
cause the consumer will pay the lower 
prices. Is there anything wrong with 
an amendment that will encourage lower 
prices? I ask the membership of this 
House: Are you interested in lower prices 
or are you interested in some self-con- 
ceived formula of words? This amend- 
ment will give you lower prices. This 
amendment will relieve against the obvi- 
ous hardships of the red tape incident 
to the maintenance of ceilings that do 
not control prices. It will reduce costs 
of doing business; it will reduce irrita- 
tions which inevitably accompany con- 
trols; it will reduce the expense of ad- 
ministration; and, best of all, it will re- 
duce prices. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment close in 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I can- 
not enlighten the House on what this 
amendment will do; I do not know what 
it will do. It was never submitted to the 
Committee. It is a long and involved 
amendment. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. Does the gentleman 
want to claim that he submitted it to the 
committee? . 

Mr. POAGE. No; but it was printed 
in the Recorp 1 week ago today. 

Mr. SPENCE. Well, probably few 
Members read it. Why did not the gen- 
tleman come before the committee? In 
these busy times I do not think the com- 
raittee had any opportunity to read the 
Recorp. It is a long and involved amend- 
ment, an amendment that we have not 
had any opportunity to consider. Does 
this conform to the ordinary and rea- 
sonable process of legislation? If we 
continue to proceed that way we will 


1951 


have nothing but chaos here; and those 
who vote for the bill—and I admit in my 
position I should know something about 
it but I am not sure at all what it con- 
tains—wili not know what they are vot- 
ing for. 

There are many things concealed 
in this amendment and one of the things 
I see concealed in it is a dagger to wound 
again a very enfeebled and crippled bill. 
You ought not to adopt something you 
have not considered, something of a 
fundamental nature, a long and involved 
amendment that you have never had an 
opportunity to study unless you looked 
through the CONGRESSIONAL Record and 
by chance read it. I venture to say there 
are not five Members of the House who 
have studied this amendment, unless 
possibly it might have been referred to 
the Committee on Agriculture which 
tries to take this committee over every 
now aud then. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. YATES. Is it not remarkable 
that several days ago the gentleman 
from Texas offered an amendment in 
the interest of obtaining profits which 
were necessary to the American economy 
and the American system, but now offers 
this amendment in the name of obtain- 
ing lower prices for the same? In one 
case he blows hot, in the other he blows 
cold. 

Mr. SPENCE. I think ‘they came to 
bury the bill, not to praise it. These 
amendments are just daggers to weaken 
and cripple the bill and make it ineffec- 
tive; and I venture to say that 50 per- 
cent of the amendments that have been 
introduced were introduced by people 
who are entirely hostile to price con- 
trol. I think this amendment has been 
introduced for the same purpose. If the 
gentlemen are opposed to the bill they 
will have opportunity to vote it down at 
the proper time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Poace]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the limita- 
tion of time a few minutes ago the Chair 
observed the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. Vinson] on his feet. 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the distin- 
‘guished gentleman from Pennsylvania 
Mr. Gavin] may be permitted to address 
the committee at this time for 10 min- 
utes, and that he may proceed out of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

Mr. LUCAS. I object. 

Mr. VINSON. I modify my request to 
make it 5 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Georgia asks unanimous consent 
that the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
may proceed out of order for 5 minutes, 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
ae Pennsylvania [Mr. Gavin] is recog- 
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Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I want to 

thank my very able chairman, whom I 
greatly respect and admire, for his in- 
tercession in my behalf, and I want to 
present to the committee a statement I 
made today relative to the recent B-36 
discussion. 
My primary responsibility to my con- 
stituents compels me to give attention to 
the base insinuation made by Radio 
Commentator Drew Pearson, and the 
unscrupulous and unfair attack made 
upon me by Columnist Robert S. Allen, 
that I divulged secret information con- 
cerning the number of B-36 bombers 
now in operation. I want to deny such 
a charge as an unmitigated lie. 

Like every other member on the Armed 
Services Committee, I was appalled by 
the information that we have only a 
limited number of such strategic bomb- 
ers in operation. 

The facts are that I was intercepted 
as I was going on the floor of the House 
by A newspaper reporter—Frank El- 
eazer—who stated that he had talked 
with a number of other members of the 
committee and at the time he inter- 
cepted me he had the figures which were 
given in the Armed Services Committee 
meeting. He questioned me and I told 
him the figures were highly secret and 
classified information, and I warned him 
twice that he should take the matter up 
and clear it with the chairman of the 
committee [Mr. Vinson]. I talked to no 
other reporter. a 

The reason I had not previously made 
a denial of the charge is because of the 
fact Mr. Vinson, our very able chairman, 
stated that he would call a meeting for 
last Tuesday to clear the matter up, but 
later advised me he would not call a 
meeting of the full committee until Fri- 
day. From the meeting of the full com- 
mittee on Thursday, July 19, it appeared 
the matter would be delayed further. As 
we have a primary election in Pennsyl- 
vania next Tuesday and it is necessary 
for me to return to my district, I was 
insistent that the matter be discussed 
here today. 

In view of the fact that charges have 
been made directly against me, it was 
necessary for me to deny them before 
the meeting, as I did in a news release 
on Wednesday, July 18, rather than wait 
until the committee met, since these 
charges had been openly circulated in 
my district. 

On Wednesday, July 18, I issued the 
following statement: 

Columnist Robert S. Allen, in his article 
of July 16, 1951, appearing in the New York 
Post, accuses me of divulging and disclosing 
alleged secret and classified information 
given to the Committee on Armed Services 
in a meeting at which, including the com- 
mittee, over 100 persons were present. Said 
meeting having been held in the committee 
rooms on Wednesday, July 11, 1951. I deny, 
categorically and unequivocally, that I dis- 
closed or divulged such information, or that 
I was in any way responsible for divulging 
said information. 


After I had taken this release to the 
Press Gallery for distribution, I was 
called to the floor of the House by Re- 
porter Frank Eleazer. Rather than 
again be placed in an embarrassing posi- 
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tion, 7 took with me as a witness Repre- 
sentative Harmar D. Denny, Jr., of the 
Twenty-ninth District of Pennsylvania, 
so ve could listen to exactly what was 
said. 

When we approached Mr. Eleazer he 
said he understood there was consider- 
able discussion in the committee about 
the information on the B-36 bombers. 
I said “Yes, there was lots of discussion,” 
and I asked Mr. Eleazer to say if I did 
or did not give him any information—on 
the B-36—and other questions, and I 
now read the statement of Represent- 
ative Denny which has been duly certi- 
fied by a notary public as of July 18: 

SPEAKER’S LOBBY, 
July 18, 1951, 12:30 p. m. 

Frank Eleazer said: 

First. Gavin did not give him the infor- 
mation. ~ 

Second, That he had talked to about 12 
other members of the committee. 

Third. In answer to a question from 
Gavin, he said that Gavin had told him the 
figure was secret, confidential, and classi- 
fied, and that he would have to clear this 
information with the chairman. He said 
that Gavin had told him this twice. 

Fourth. In answer to a question from 
Gavin as to why he did not go to the chair- 
man and tell him that Gavin was not the 
one to give out the information, he said he 
could not tell the chairman that Gavin was 
not the one who told him because he would 
be asKed the same question by all the other 
members of the committee he talked to and 


that by the process of elimination he would 


have to tell the chairman the one who did it. 


After this conversation we left Mr. 
Eleazer. 

I also wish to call to the attention of 
the committee that in the Allen column 
it was attributed that certain questions 
were asked of General Sweeney by me. 
With no attempt to bring another Mem- 
ber into the discussion, the truth of the 
matter is the questions were asked by 
Representative Sport. I tried to inter- 
rupt Representative SHORT, but he said, 
if I recall correctly, to let the general 
answer the questions. If any leaks are 
to be discovered, it would be interesting 
to know—in view of the fact the meet- 
ing was in executive session—how Col- 
umnist Allen was able to secure the 
questions that were asked by Represent- 
ative SHORT. 

Certainly those who gave out this in- 
formation must be tormented by the 
fact that they have done me a grave in- 
justice and irreparable damage. 

I intend to make this statement 
public. 

Mr. Chairman, I apologize for taking 
the time of the committee and deeply 
appreciate the courtesy extended me. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Hope: Page 23, 
after line 22, insert a new subsection as fol- 
lows: 

“The fourth sentence of paragraph 3 of 
subsection (d) of section 402 of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 is amended to read 
as follows: ‘Nothing contained in this w: 
shall be construed to modify, repeal, super 
sede, or affect the provisions of either er (1) 
the Agricultural Act of 1949, or (2) the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 
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1937, as amended, or to invalidate any mar- 
keting agreement, license, or order, or any 
provision thereof or amendments thereto, 
heretofore or hereafter made or issued under 
the provisions of the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937, as amended’.” 


Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
simple amendment and will require very 
little explanation. There are only six 
words in this amendment which is new 
language, and they are “the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 or.“ The remainder of the 
language is contained in the present De- 
fense Production Act. The present law 
provides in substance that the provisions 
of the Defense Production Act shall not 
in any way affect the Agricultural Mar- 
keting Agreement Act of 1937 or any 
agreements or orders made or issued 
thereunder. All this amendment does 
is repeat that language and ddd that 
this bill shall not repeal or affect any 
provision of the Agricultural Act of 1949. 
I do not believe there is anything in the 
act that affects or modifies the Agricul- 
tural Act of 1949, but in order to make 
doubly sure that there is not, the amend- 
ment is offered. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. SPENCE. As far as I can see, 
there is no objection to this amendment, 

Mr. HOPE. I cannot see why there 
should be any objection to it. I thank 


the gentleman for making that state- 


ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Kansas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Lucas: On page 
18, after line 4, insert the following new sub- 
section: 

H) Section 403 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new sentence: ‘Any 
board or similar agency created within such 
independent agency for the performance of 
functions relating to the stabilization of 
wages shall have, among any representatives 
of labor on such board or similiar agency, at 
least one person who is not a representative 
of any organization which is affiliated with 
either of the two major labor organiza- 
tions'.” 

And reletter the subsections which follow 
accordingly. 


Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, after the 
massacre of the other afternoon when I 
offered an amendment here which was 
so disastrously defeated, I am almost 
afraid to offer another; however, so 
many of you came to me and suggested 
that I offer an amendment providing 
for representation on the Wage Stabili- 
zation Board by a representative of inde- 
pendent unions that I now again seek 
to persuade you to do justice, as I see 
it, in this case of obvious, admitted dis- 
crimination. This amendment is to 
carry out the thought and the intent of 
the House Committee on Education and 
Labor in directing the President to 
nominate one member of an independ- 
ent union, that is, a representative of a 
union which is not affiliated with one of 
the two major labor organizations, as a 
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member of the Wage Stabilization 
Board. : 

If you will recall the facts presented 
to the committee the other day, you will 
remember that I told you that the pres- 
ent Wage Stabilization Board is com- 
prised of six members representative of 
the National Association of Manu- 
facturers and the Chamber of Com- 
merce, six public members, and six 
members representative of the CIO and 
the A. F.of L. There are no representa- 
tives on the labor side of the Wage 
Stabilization Board of independent 
union members. There is a great move- 
ment in this country to secure such 
representation. 

Many of you who know about these 
facts have called to my attention the 
necessity for such action. I do not think 
I need to add to what I have previously 
said. This merely p-ovides that an in- 
dependent will serve on the Wage 
Stabilization Board on the labor side. 
I think the President wants to name an 
independent. When he set up the Wage 
Stabilization Board he named Mr. Wal- 
ker of the machinists’ union, an inde- 
pendent organization at that time, on 
the Wage Stabilization Board, but after 
Mr. Walker became a member of the 
Wage Stabilization Board the machin- 
nists union went into the A. F. of L. thus 
giving the A. F. of L. and the CIO all 
the representation on the labor side of 
the Wage Stabilization Board. 

The only objection that will be raised 
to this, I believe, is that this will offer 
an opportunity to the President to nomi- 
nate a representative of Communist- 
dominated unions, I see that there is 
some merit in that if one does not trust 
the President, but I trust the President 
will not nominate a representative of 
the United Electrical Workers or the 
E. Wo or the other unions in this coun- 
try that are dominated by Communists. 
I do not believe the President will make 
that kind of mistake. Bot if you are 
opposed to independent union represen- 
tation, you are very likely to fall for the 
argument that the President will name 
one who is representative of a Com- 
munist-dominated union. 

This is an opportunity for us to show 
that we believe in fair treatment to the 
2,000,000 members of labor unions who 
do not belong to organizations which are 
affiliated with the two major labor 
organizations. This is an opportunity 
for us to show that the discrimination 
which existed in World War II will not 
be permitted to exist and be continued 
during this emergency. 

I ask you in all fairness to join with 
me and the others who are interested in 
this legislation in adopting this amend- 
ment, 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. 

Mr. GROSS. That is all your amend- 
ment does? 

Mr. LUCAS. That is all the amend- 
ment does. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

By unanimous consent (at the request 
of Mr. McCormack), debate on the 
pending amendment and all amend- 
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ments thereto was ordered closed in 5 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Arkansas 
(Mr. TACKETT]. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, I op- 
posed the Lucas amendment the day 
before yesterday upon grounds other 
than that portion of the amendment 
which he is presenting today. I hon- 
estly believe it is only fair that these 
2,000,000 workers who belong to valid 
unions but are not affiliated with the 
A. F. of L. or the CIO, at least should 
have some recognition. I sat upon the 
committee and heard every witness who 
came before us, and not one single, soli- 
tary witness, regardless of whom he 
might be representing before that com- 
mittee, suggested that any independent 
union member should not belong to this 
wage stabilization board. 

There were a couple who whipped 
around the post and did not say any- 
thing, but all the others who came be- 
fore us, every public member and most 
of the representatives of the CIO and 
the A. F. of L. very frankly stated that 
if it could be carried out in a proper 
manner, they could see no reason why 
those 2,000,000 members should not be 
represented by at least one member on 
this Wage Stabilization Board. 

Let me tell you how important this 
is. Someone mentioned that there were 
about 1,200 cases now pending before 
the Wage Stabilization Board. Do you 
not know that all of us are aware of the 
fact that if the independent unions do 
not have at least one representative on 
the Wage Stabilization Board, their 
cases will never receive the attention of 
this Board? -I cannot see and cannot 
imagine any argument against allowing 
these 2,000,000 workers who belong to 
valid unions—I do not mean company 
unions—I mean valid unions, but just 
do not happen to be associated with one 
of the two major unions, some repre- 
sentation upon this board. 

Mr. POTTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TACKETT. I yield. 

Mr. POTTER. Can the President not 
now appoint a member from the inde- 
pendent unions on the Board? 

Mr. TACKETT. Yes, he can. The 
President can appoint a member. All 
Mr. Lucas’ amendment proposes is that 
he must appoint one member of an in- 
dependent union. 

Mr. POTTER. I think it is a good 
amendment. 

Mr. TACKETT. I thank the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. McCormack]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
the other day the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. Lucas] offered his very far-reach- 
ing amendment. The gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. KERSTEN] offered a sub- 
stitute amendment, the effect of which 
would have been to eliminate from the 
Lucas amendment the attempt to dis- 
turb the tripartite organization of the 
Wage Stabilization Board and also elim- 
inate company unions or independent 
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union representation, as a compulsory 
provision of law. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
KERSTEN] was. opposed to the particular 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas, as evidenced by the amend- 
ment which the gentleman from Wis- 
consin offered as a substitute. Most of 
the Republican Members, as well as 
many Members on our side, supported 
that position. The gentleman from 
Texas has already offered this amend- 
ment and the amendment was defeated. 
But the gentleman is persistent, and I 
admire him for it. 

The effect of the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas would dis- 
rupt the stability of the Wage Stabili- 
zation Board. The President has au- 
thority to make such an appointment 
now and as a mater of fact it should be 
left to him as a matter of proper ad- 
ministration, rather than provide that 
such an appointment shall be made by 
compulsion of law. 

Indeed, Mr. Chairman, I am surprised 
that the gentleman should offer this 
amendment because, while he excludes 
it in his amendment and I know he does 
not have any such purpose in mind, 
nevertheless the adoption of his amend- 
ment would make it possible that 
some one of the Communist-dominated 
unions, that have been excluded from 
membership in any of the major labor 
organizations, could demand representa- 
tion on this board. 

Furthermore, it means representation 
by company unions. We all know what 
the situation in this country is in rela- 
tion to company unions. The House has 
passed upon this matter already, Mr. 
Chairman. The gentleman from Wis- 
consin showed his opposition to it by 
offering a substitute amendment the 
other day, and a number of my friends 
on the other side also showed that they 
were opposed to that portion of the Lucas 
amendment which reappears here today, 
limited to company union representation. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment 
will be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. Lucas]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. McCormack), 
there were—ayes 42, noes 60. 

Mr. LUCAS, Mr. Chairman, I ask for 
tellers. 

Tellers were sead. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. HERLONG. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment, which I send to 
the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Hertonc: On 
page 18, after line 4, insert the following 
subsection: 

“Section 402 of the Defense Production 
Act is amended by adding at the end there- 
of the following paragraph: 

%,) No rule, regulation, order, or amend- 
ment thereto shall be issued under this title, 
which shall deny to a seller of a material at 
retail or wholesale his customary percentage 
margin over his cost of the material during 
the period May 24, 1950, to June 24, 1950, or 
on such other nearest representative date de- 
termined under section 402 (c), except as to 
any one item of a line of material 
sold by such seller which is in short supply 


CONGRESSIONAL REGORD—HOUSE 


as evidenced by Government action 
to encourage production of the item in qués- 
tion. No such exception shall reduce such 
customary margin of sellers at retail or 
wholesale beyond the amount found by the 
President, in writing, to be generally equita- 


ble and proportionate in relation to the gen- 
eral 


ictions in the customary margins of 


al classes of persons concerned in the 
production and distribution of the excepted 


item of material. 

Prior tò making any finding that a spe- 
cific item of material shall be so excepted, 
or as to the amount of the reductions in cus- 
tomary margins to be imposed upon retail 
and wholesale sellers of such item, the Presi- 
dent shall consult with representatives of 
the affected retail and wholesale sellers con- 


cerning the basis for and the amount of the 


exception which is proposed with respect 
to any such item. 

For purposes of this section a person 18 
a “seller of a material at retail or wholesale” 
to the extent that such person purchases and 
resells an item of material without substan- 
tially altering its form; or to the extent that 
such person sells to ultimate consumers ex- 
cept () to Government and institutional 
consumers, and (2) to consumers who pur- 
chase for consumption in the course of trade 
or business.“ 


Mr, HERLONG. Mr. Chairman, I be- 
lieve this is a very important amend- 
ment. It probably is not as hot an is- 
sue as the bingo issue in Binghampton, 
but it is very important to a large seg- 
ment of our economy. 

Under present OPS regulations every 
wholesaler and retailer is required to 
flle with the OPS a statement of his his- 
toric discounts and mark-ups,’ item by 
item, as of the month May 24-June 24, 
1950. 

The effect of this amendment is that 
if a manufacturer, by reason of his in- 
crease in cost of production, is permitted 
by the Government, in order to maintain 
his margin of profit, to raise his cost to 
the seller, then it simply says that the 
seller can apply to that new invoice price 
his customary, already established mark- 
up, which is filed with the OPS. 

In discussing this amendment the OPS 
says that where the distributor's invoice 
cost does not rise, there is no problem. 
That is obvious, of course; but where the 
cost rises and operating costs also rise 
to such an extcut as to require the main- 
tenance of the customary percentage 
margin, the OPS says that margin will 
be mantained. 

In the deliberations of the great Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency, the 
gentleman from New York ([Mr. 
MuULTER] showed an exceedingly fine 
grasp of the point involved here when 
in a colloquy with Mr. Alton M. Costley, 
a distinguished citizen from my neigh- 
boring State of Georgia, and the presi- 
dent of the National Automobile Deal- 
ers’ Association, Mr. Mutter said, and I 
quote from the record of the transcript 
of the hearings: 

Mr. Mutter. I think—I say this with due 
reference—that you have not presented your 
case properly there. When we first heard 
the testimony on the question of the ceil- 
ing price, and the automobile dealer not 
being permitted to pass on to the customer 
more than the exact increase in price that 
the manufacturer was charging, my re- 
action was, Why should the dealer be per- 
mitted to charge any more to his customer 
solely for the purpose of collecting another 
seventy or eighty dollars, which he collects 


8547 


at the same time, without any more book- 
keeping or expense? 

But your industry overlooked presenting, 
I think until we got to the Brooklyn hearing, 
the fact that it is not just a matter of col- 
lecting that seventy or eighty dollars. You 
must pay on the seventy or eighty dollars, 
your salesmen's commissions, you must pay 
interest on that—because there are very few 
dealers who can go out and buy their cars 
for cash, so if a man is buying a hundred 
cars he must get financing from the banks, 
and he has to pay interest on that overage— 
and in addition to that in most cities and 
States, like New York, you have a gross- 
receipts tax and a franchise or occupancy 
tax based on gross receipts, so you are paying 
a tax on that overage, and you cannot 
collect it. You do not collect the additional 
commission; you do not collect the addi- 
tional interest; you do not collect the 
additional tax that you pay. 

Iam not talking about a sales tax, which is 
passed on to the customer. I am talking 
about the taxes on your business, which can- 
not be changed to the customer. I think 
those things should be presented in that 
light to the Office of Price Stabilization. If 
they are, I think you will get the relief you 
are entitled to. 


The point is that everyone agrees that 
this is right, but that you should go to 
the Office of Price Stabilization and get 
your remedy there; in that connection, 
I say that if it is right and if it is the 
intention of the Congress, we had better 
put it into the law, because I know that 
people have been to the OPS and tried to 
get relief, and they have failed to get 
any relief. 

The whole problem, it seems to me, is 
that the people who write these argu- 
ments in opposition to these amend- 
ments and those who make the decisions 
in the OPS have not been introduced to 
each other. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HERLONG. I yield. 

Mr. RIVERS. The gentleman will re- 
call that the late departed—thank 
God—Chester Bowles tried to take this 
historic discount from the dealers in 
every category of our economy. 

Mr. HERLONG. And the Congress 
put it back in. 

Mr. RIVERS. Yes; we put it back in 
again. 

Mr. HERLONG. Mr. Chairman, in 
conclusion, let me say that this amend- 
ment does not say that in all cases there 
will be no absorption of these higher 
operating costs. When an item is in 
short supply and the Government is de- 
sirous of increasing production, and is 
willing to allocate materials to keep 
these items on the market, both pro- 
ducers and sellers should be willing to 
absorb any increased cost necessary in 
bringing these materials to the consum- 
er. This amendment is specifically 
worded to make this exception. 

In a nutshell, the way things work 
now, and the way it can be done under 
this bill, if the manufacturer of an arti- 
cle is permitted to raise his price by 
reason of increased operating cost in 
order to maintain his margin of profit, 
the seller is permitted only to add the 
actual dollar cost increase to his price, 
thereby automatically cutting his per- 
centage of mark-up which he has estab- 
lished with the OPS on that item. The 
merchant, therefore, is forced to absorb 
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-his increase in operating cost, unless he 
has enough money to come to Washing- 
ton and fight it out with the OPS and get 
relief. The big man can afford to do it; 
the man in strained circumstances who 
it is really hurting cannot, so he just 
folds up. I am sure that it has never 
been the intention of the Congress to so 
put the squeeze on the little man. This 
amendment will prevent that being 
done. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida has expired. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that all debate 
on this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in 5 minutes. 

Mr. HAMILTON C. JONES. Mr. 
Chairman, I object. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I 
should like to make a brief statement: 
I am in complete accord with the desire 
of the leadership to get along with the 
consideration of amendments. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I will withdraw 
my request for the time being. 

Mr. HAMILTON C. JONES. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of the Her- 
long cost-absorption amendment for the 
reason that I feel that it takes care of 
the merchants, both large and small, all 
over the country who really need atten- 
tion and are suffering from lack of busi- 
ness at the present time. 

We have taken care of the farmer and 
industry to a certain extent by the 
Poage amendment, and labor is taken 
care of to a certain extent in the bill, 
but there is no provision to relieve the 
situation of the merchant. It is general 
knowledge that mercantile establish- 
ments are overloaded with goods of all 
kinds and are having a very difficult time 
making ends meet at the present time, 
to say nothing of any great profit, so why 
not take care of the merchants who we 
all know are the very backbone of every 
community in our country and are among 
our very best citizens with a great many 
of them growing up in the community 
and engaging in the same mercantile 
business throughout their lives. 

I was in Charlotte, N. C., my home city, 
last week, which I consider quite a busy 
city with a population of approximately 
150,000 people, and I found from my con- 
versations with a number of people that 
practically all of the merchants are hay- 
ing a very dull time and have more goods 
on their hands than they can do any- 
thing with. I talked with friends of mine 
who are merchants and they say all of 
the stores are having the same trouble 
and that they are in need of relief and 
hoped that Congress would consider 
them along with other groups whose in- 
terests are being considered, including 
the public, who are entitled to ample and 
decent merchandise. I agree with those 
I talked with, and I have had communi- 
cations from a number of merchants in 
Charlotte to the same effect. Some of 
the merchants from whom I have heard 
are among the leading merchants, and 
I mention now a few of those who have 
contacted me: 

J. B. Ivey & Co., a large department 
store. 

J. O. Jones Co., men’s clothing. 

Kale-Lawing Co., stationers. 

Bryan Wentz Co., men’s clothing. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Belk Bros. Co., a large department 
store. i 

Tate Brown Co., men’s clothing. 

Sterchi Bros., furniture dealers. 

Efird’s, a large department store. 

A. Z. Price, wholesale plumbing, and a 
number of others. They all made exact- 
ly the same statements and were nervous 
lest the present situation cause them 
dangerous and critical losses. 

It seems to me that the Herlong 
amendment hits the spot, and is the 
amendment that should be in the bill to 
protect the merchants of our country, 
both large and small, Its purpose is to 
protect the retailers and wholesalers 
from being forced to absorb any in- 
creases that the manufacturers might be 
allowed by the Office of Price Stabiliza- 
tion except in two instances, first, where 
an item of goods is in short supply, or, 
second, where the Government has taken 
affirmative action to stimulate produc- 
tion of an item. 


In short, the amendment would allow’ 


the retailer or wholesaler his customary 
percentage of margin during the period 
from May 24, 1950, to June 24, 1950, 
which he charged over his cost of the 
material which is known as the histori- 
cal mercantile mark-up. This amend- 
ment would protect him in cases where 
a manufacturer had been given an in- 
crease in prices and he could not bear 
the increased cost of handling the ar- 
ticle without having an increase in 
prices. The natural base period of from 
May 24, 1950, to June 24, 1950, which is 
a month before the Korean conflict is a 
fair basic period for the reason that 
prices had not risen as high then as they 
have now along all mercantile lines. 

The merchants throughout the Nation 
feel that an amendment of this type is 
necessary to protect them against dan- 
gerous losses and their position is cer- 
tainly borne out by the large stocks of 
goods on hand. No one will disagree 
with the statement that the merchants’ 
shelves are flooced with stocks and that 
they are having a very difficult time in 
moving them regardless of profits. 

For this reason, I am in favor of the 
amendment, feeling that it will take care 
of an important group, that is not other- 
wise protected in this act and are faced 
with an immediate critical situation. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAMILTON C. JONES. I yield 
to the gentleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. RIVERS. I want to congratulate 
the gentleman on one of the clearest 
and most concise exposés on this subject 
I have heard. It certainly bespeaks the 
feeling of a great majority of us. 

Mr. HAMILTON C. JONES. I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say first of 
all, as I said before, that I am as much 
in hopes that we can move this matter 
along fast as anyone else, and I think 
maybe I can demonsirate that desire by 
saying what I have to say here in less 
than the 5 minutes allotted to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I was a member of the 
Small Business Committee of the House 
of Representatives back during World 
War II as I am yet a member today. I 
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recall then that we had the big freeze 
on automobiles. The dealers of this 
country were up against a difficult situa- 
tion all during that war. , They kept the 
country on wheels and they did a mag- 
nificent job. Along late in that con, 
troversy, as prices began to rise, we be- 
gan to get back in production, we still 
had a Control Act, and the prices of auto- 
mobiles began to rise and in order to 
effect controls or keep the price down at 
the consumer level, the OPA undertook 
to cut the traditional discount or mark- 
up of the automobile dealers, as they 
did many other dealers in other lines, 
To my mind, that was not price control. 
They undertook to deal with profit con- 
trol, and in my opinion there was no 
justification for undertaking to disturb 
that traditional relationship between 
the manufacturer and the retailer. As 
the result of the effort that was made at 
that time, the Congress acted to assure 
that the dealer, the middle man, would 
be protected. 

Now, there have been some rather 
harsh things said here about the middle 
man. After all, if we are to have price 
control, we can be for price control, but 
that does not mean that we should take 
it out of the hide of the man in the mid- 
dle. He has to live, too. He is a very 
definite part of our whole economy. 

Now this problem has again arisen. 
Prices of automobiles have gone up for 
Part of that has been 
passed on to the consumer, but to the 
dealer the OPS has already said, “You 
cannot have your traditional historic 
mark-up on that part of the increase 
that has been granted.” 

We have had hearings by the Small 
Business Committee where the dealers 
have been before us and have protested 
that action by OPS. They have sought 
to have it corrected administratively but 
they have not been able to get it done. 
I say their cause is a just one, and that 
is the reason I support this amendment 
and I hope that it is adopted. I feel that 
it is not the province under price control 
operation, under the terms and limita- 
tions carried out in this amendment, to 
interfere with those historic, traditional 
mark-ups. Rather do I think that they 
should be preserved, and I believe we owe 
it to the retailers of this country who 
carry on such an important process that 
we protect them in their position. 

Mr. REGAN. Mir. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. REGAN. I just want to ask the 
gentleman, has it not been established 
over a period of years that a reasonable 
profit on the sale of automobiles was a 
fair provision, and it worked out well as 
between the manufacturer and the re- 
tailer? 

Mr. HALLECK. Of course, it has 
arisen through the years. It is an estab- 
lished situation that has come up in the 
industry, and I do not believe that in a 
temporary situation like this that we 
ought to destroy it, because once de- 
stroyed no one knows where it may wind 
up. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. HALLECK. I yield to the gentle- 
man from South Carolina. 

Mr. RIVERS. The reason that con- 
dition arose down here in the depart- 
ment today is because the progeny of 
Chester Bowles still haunts this country, 
which you and I are trying to make free 
under free enterprise. 

Mr. DOLLINGER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. DOLLINGER. Did the gentle- 
man say that under OPA these discounts 
were given back to the dealers by Con- 
gress? 

Mr. HALLECK. My recollection is 
that it was, I think it was, by direct 
legislative action. I may be in error 
about that, but whether it was direct 
legislative action or not, it certainly was 
by action up here. 

Mr. DOLLINGER. They were given 
the power. One observation I would like 
to make is that the automobile dealers in 
those days took money from under the 
table, and notwithstanding the fact that 
they got the discount, the consumers 
were taken advantage of by taking 
money under the table for cars. 

Mr. HALLECK. The regular auto- 
mobile dealer, I will say to my friend, was 
an honorable businessman who kept his 
prices at the prevailing level. Let me say 
to the gentleman also that the average 
automobile dealer in the country today is 
getting along on two or three cars a 
month, that is his allocation, and it is 
constantly going down. If there was 
ever a time that he deserves to have his 
voice heard, it ought to be now. As was 
said by the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
HERLONG] quoting some statement by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. MULTER] 
in the hearings, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. Mutter] recognized the 
correctness of the insistence of the 
dealer in respect of this particular situa- 
tion which already prevails. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. DONDERO. Is it not a fact that 
the margin he would get is fixed between 
himself and the manufacturer of the 
car? 

Mr. HALLECK. Of course; it has 
been fixed through long years of experi- 
ence. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word, and rise 
in support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, if I understand this 
amendment, it is perhaps in favor of 
those dealers who have their volume of 
business cut by reason of the allocation 
of materials, the shortage of supplies 
that has or will develop, which will mean 
shortages in the quantity of goods they 
have to sell, and all in connection with 
the defense effort. May I ask the au- 
thor of the amendment if that is not 
what it covers? 

Mr. HERLONG. We make an excep- 
tion in a case where things are in short 
supply where the Government steps in 
and helps. Then the dealer and all peo- 
ple down the line should be willing to as- 
sume their proportionate part of the 
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increased operating expense in order to 
get it on the market. 

Mr, CRAWFORD. That is correct. 

Mr. HERLONG. It is only in cases 
where there is no shortage of supply that 
this comes into operation. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, it 
was my privilege to help design and in- 
stall the first uniform cost-accounting 
system for the automobile dealers of the 
United States. That was in the early 
days of the automobile game, when the 
companies first started to put these 
chains of dealers across the country. It 
was necessary for the dealers and auto- 
mobile companies to have a uniform 
cost-accounting procedure in order to 
get some sense and system and efficiency 
into the handling of automobiles, and 
their maintenance and their distribu- 
tion, and so on, down the line. 

As was pointed out by the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. HALLECK], there grew 
up in the industry, through catch as 
catch- can, you might say, a margin to 
cover the operating expenses. Those 
margins did not include any substantial 
velvet for anybody, because competi- 
tion from people who did not have an 
agency and who wanted an agency, ap- 
plying to the manufacturers of automo- 
biles, made it somewhat tough for the 
fellow who did have an agency unless 
that agency performed on an efficient 
basis. Therefore, the very pressure in 
the business itself cut those margins to 
where they should not be further re- 
duced by some arbitrary ruling by a 
Price Administrator. As I understand 
the amendment, it is to preserve that 
margin of operation so that the dealers 
can stay in business and not have to 
carry an undue burden. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DONDERO. Is it not a fact that 
the dealers are required by the com- 
panies to establish a certain type of 
agency and set up a certain amount of 
administrative efficiency within their 
plant? 

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is correct. 

Mr. DONDERO. Their expense is 
geared to that margin which they have 
set with the manufacturer, and the num- 
ber of cars that they get. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. The dealer has to 
have a capital structure, he has to have 
a standing in the community, he has to 
have certain equipment about his sta- 
tion, he has to perform in a very ex- 
cellent manner, otherwise he loses his 
farnchise and somebody else picks it up. 

There are plenty of natural hazards 
in the business, I mean natural hazards, 
without those dealers having to carry the 
hazards incident to politics or the 
hazards incident to a price stabilization 
program which does not particularly 
care whether or not a particular dealer 
stays in business, It was my privilege to 
help get this type of provision in the 
previous legislation years ago, and I am 
wholeheartedly for the amendment. I 
think it ought to be adopted. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been quoted 
with reference to this amendment and 
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I have been correctly quoted. My sen- 
timents as expressed and given to the 
House in that quotation are my senti- 
ments now. I am of the impression and 
was of the impression that this should 
be handled as a regulation by the De- 
partment—by the OPS. If the OPS is 
not taking tnese matters into considera- 
tion and is not issuing regulations ac- 
cordingly, then I think we must make 
the intent of the Congress clear and 
put it into the law. I am not talking 
for the automobile dealers. The auto- 
mobile dealers today are selling their 
cars under the list price and the ceil- 
ing price is the list price. They do not 
need any help today. But the auto- 
mobile dealers may need that help by 
the end of the year. Many other 
merchants are in that position today. 
If they are paying salesmen’s commis- 
sions and they are permitted to in- 
crease the price because of the increased 
cost of production, then under existing 
regulations they can pass on that in- 
creased cost to their customer but must 
absorb the commissions. There is no 
reason why they should have to absorb 
the salesmen’s commissions on that in- 
crease in cost. The same thing applies 
with reference to taxes that are im- 
posed and cannot be passed on to the 
customer. That is true of every other 
item which must be added to the re- 
tailer’s cost because of an increase in 
the cost of production. 

He should not be required to absorb 
that cost. As I said before I am of the 
opinion this matter should have been 
handled by OPA by regulation. It 
certainly was the intent of the Con- 
gress, in my opinion, that this princi- 
ple should prevail. If an increased cost 
is passed on and collected by the re- 
tailer without expense to him, he should 
get no increase. If it entails extra cost 
to him, he should be permitted to col- 
lect that additional expense. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the pro forma 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, in an effort to limit 
the time, I would like to know what other 
Members desire to speak on this. I am 
willing to allow all the time necessary, 
so far as I am concerned, in view of the 
circumstances. Everybody is anxious to 
get away, but nobody who wants to talk 
is anxious to get through with this. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like 5 minutes of time. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like 5 minutes of time. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I would like 5 minutes to dis- 
cuss the “Old Gray Mare” business with 
the gentleman from Detroit. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to have 1 minute of time. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 

Mr. HALLECK. I do not want any 
time, but I think the Recorp will show 
the colloquy which took place when the 
gentleman asked for a 5-minute limita- 
tion after the first 5-minute speech had 
been made. All I did was reserve the 
right to object. 
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Mr. McCORMACK. I am not criti- 
cizing anyone. 

Mr. HALLECK., I do not think the 
gentleman wants to put upon me the 
responsibility for prolonging this debate. 

Mr, McCORMACK. I am not criti- 
cizing anyone. No, no, 

Mr. HALLECK. As a matter of fact, 
the Recorp will disclose that that re- 
sponsibility cannot be put upon me in 
view of the situation. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts would be the last 
man in the world to do that to the gen- 
tleman; even if the facts justified it, 
I would not do it. I would defend the 
gentleman from Indiana even if he is 
wrong, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts has ascertained that 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Ra- 
BAUT], the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. GAMBLE], the gentleman from Mich- 
igan [Mr. Horrman] each desire 5 min- 
utes time, and the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. Rivers] 1 minute. 

Does the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. McCormack] propound a 
unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. McCORMACK. What about my 
time, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s 
time has expired. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that all debate 
on the pending amendment and all 
amendments thereto close in 21 min- 
utes. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, I would like 
to observe that everybody is ready to 
vote on this without any more talk. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman is 
so generous. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
we started out in the consideration of 
this bill with the hope and expecta- 
tion of passing a price control bill. At 
the present time, unless when we go 
back into the House there are many 
corrections made, this body will have 
passed a price-inflation bill. 

At the present time the Committee of 
the Whole has guaranteed profits for 
everybody, in every segment of their 
activity. That is the Davis amendment, 
We now have everybody getting a profit, 
not only on their business as a whole 
but on every activity, every segment of 
the business and agriculture. So we 
now have a situation which is contrary 
to this traditional background of Amer- 
ican activity, whether in the field of 
business or the field of agriculture. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes, I yield. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I would like 
to ask the gentleman to point out how 
the Davis amendment guarantees every- 
body a profit. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Pardon me. I 
meant the Poage-Cole amendment. I 
stand corrected. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. McCORMACK. Having men- 
tioned the gentleman’s name, I yield to 
him. 


Mr. POAGE, I wonder if the gentle- 
man will point out how the Poage 
amendment guarantees anybody a profit 
for anything. The gentleman should 
not use that term loosely. 

The amendment does not guarantee 
anybody a profit. It does provide that 
the Government shall not establish 
ceilings which will deny the opportunity 
to make 85 percent of a normal profit, 
but it is definitely unfair to say that it 
assures or guarantees any profit. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
offered his amendment in relation to the 
packers, guaranteeing a profit. The 
gentleman offered the amendment to 
protect the packers. Under the guise 
of the little independent packers he was 
taking care of all packers, and they 


were guaranteed a profit in every seg- 


ment of their business. 

Mr. POAGE. I did not offer that 
amendment. My amendment did not 
relate to the packers. That amendment 
was offered by the gentleman from 
Kansas. My amendment guarantees 
nothing to anyone. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. Cote] then offered 
an amendment to include not only the 
packers but all business activity, and 
the Cole amendment was adopted. Then 
the Poage amendment was adopted. The 
result of that is to guarantee a profit 
to the middle man in every segment of 
his business activity. 

We then have the Davis amendment 
following, which is an across-the-board 
roll-back to July 7. That was somewhat 
opposed to the Poage-Cole amendment, 
as I see it. On the other hand, it puts 
business in a strait jacket. Its puts agri- 
culture in a strait jacket. While my 
friend did not intend it, and I absolve 
him from any such intent, it regiments 
everybody, both business and agriculture. 

Then, immediately they want exemp- 
tions from the Davis amendment; so 
minerals come in, and the House adopts 
that amendment. Now we have another 
amendment which constitutes an exemp- 
tion from the Davis amendment, but 
there is another guaranteed profit 
amendment to the retailer. That is what 
this amendment means. 

One of the results—I will not say pur- 
poses—but one of the results is in the 
case of the extra mark-up to permit an 
unnecessary charge to the consumer, 
when there is no service performed for 
the consumer. It breaks the ceiling on 
the Davis amendment which was 
adopted. 

So we find that the Committee of the 
Whole guarantees profits to the middle- 
man in every segment of activity; the 
Davis amendment throwing back to July 
7; and this is another guaranty-of- 
profits amendment to the retailer. If 
adopted, it is another piece of evidence 
of my charge that instead of a price- 
control bill we are now passing a price- 
inflation bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex- 
pired. 
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Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to support the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. HER- 
LONG]. This amendment would allow to 
the small automobile dealer his custom- 
ary percentage margin over the cost of 
his product. It restores the historic dis- 
counts enjoyed by retailers. The amend- 
ment seems to me to be a fair and rea- 
sonable one and should, in my estima- 
tion, be adopted by the House. Failure 
to do so would be very unfair to the auto- 
mobile dealer, particularly in view of the 
probable and necessary curtailment of 
automobile production. I trust that the 
House approves it. 

While I urge the Members to support 
this amendment I also urge them to ap- 
prove the provisions of the bill which 
seek to amend the so-called regulation W. 
This regulation has worked a hardship 
not only on the auto dealer but also upon 
the prospective purchaser in the lower- 
income bracket. The latter has been 
unable, because of the credit restrictions 
of the regulations, to purchase a car. In 
many cases he has needed the car, not 
for pleasure but for business purposes 
and transportation. He was required to 
make a large down payment and then 
to pay for the car over a shorter period 
of time than he could afford. Not being 
able to make the larger monthly pay- 
ments, which the credit restrictions of 
the regulation required, he could not 
purchase the car, however necessary it 
might be. Under the provisions of the 
measure before us, the minimum time 
over which payments could be extended 
would be limited to 18 months by the 
regulation. 

Credit restrictions with respect to 
household appliances, furniture, and 
certain equipment, as well as certain 
repairs and alterations, are likewise pro- 
posed to be eased. While this involves 
some slight inflationary effects, they 
seem justified in order to make it pos- 
sible for individuals with limited income 
to purchase the necessary items required 
in their daily living. I sincerely hope 
that the House will also approve this 
provision in the pending bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
RABAUT]. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, the 
distinguished majority leader is abso- 
lutely correct, everybody has been rep- 
resented here but the consumer and the 
little man. I got disturbed last night 
reading about this filet of filly in the 
paper. There was a remark in the ar- 
ticle to the effect that if horse meat 
gained and beef lost popularity the price 
of horse meat would go up and the price 
of beef would go down, Feeling that the 
debate later may be cut off I want to 
make an announcement about an 
amendment I will propose to hold the 
price of horse meat. I know this will be 
very offensive to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. SPENCE], 
the chairman of the committee, coming 
as he does from the blue-grass region and 
the area of the fine horse paddocks of 
the Nation and I shall not be surprised 
if he opposes my amendment, but his op- 
position to my amendment would be my 
gain, because then I could have the sup- 
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port of the coaliti®n of the southern 
Democrats and the Republicans who 
have been so successful in gaining every 
point they wanted, to protect the packer 
and the meat prices. So, for goodness’ 
sake, come to my rescue to save horse 
meat. 

You know it reminds me of a story. 
It seems there was a young bride of a 
few months who was pressing her hus- 
band’s best suit and she discovered in 
his pocket a telephone number: Frances 
Scott 721. She flew into a rage. She 
waited until he came home. He entered 
with his usual salutation: “Good eve- 
ning, dear,” She said: “Good evening, 
yourself,” flounced out of the room, 
rattled the pans in the kitchen, threw 
the dishes on the dining-room table. He 
said: “Now, wait a minute; you have 
never acted like this before.” She said: 
“No; and I never had the evidence that 
I have tonight before. What is this tele- 
phone number doing-in your pocket?” 

He was a businessman, accustomed to 
problems and quick thinking. He found 
himself in an awful tight spot, but he 
said: “Listen, now; you know, dear, I 
went to the races recently. ‘Frances’ 
was the name of the jockey, and ‘Scott’ 
was the name of the horse. His num- 
ber was 7, and he was a 2-to-1 shot 
seven-two-one.” She made up with him 
the whole night. Things went very 
peacefully for the rest. of the week but 
then he came home one evening and 
found her in a worse furore than the 
first time. He said: “Now, listen, I am 
husband here. Let us not have this kind 
of thing every once in a while. We 
quarrelled once before and it was very 
peacefully. settled.” Whereupon he in- 
quired, “Has anything happened today?” 
“Oh, yes,” she said, “your horse called 
up this afternoon.” 

Now, my colleagues, look out that 
your horse does not call up around next 
election time; just look out that your 
horse does not call up around election 
time. You know the yoke of oxen was 
replaced by a team of dobbins. Would 
it be possible that the horse might have 
its second victory and replace the steer? 
Please let me say to you in all serious- 
ness that when the little folks of this 
Nation gather around their dining-room 
table and clasp their hands and cast 
down their eyes and say: “Bless us, O 
Lord, and these Thy gifts which we are 
about to receive from Thy bounty, 
through Christ, our Lord,” may there 
occasionally be beef on the little tables 
oe on little folks of the Nation. That 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York 
[Mr, GAMBLE.1] 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I hope 
the pending Herlong amendment will be 
adopted. I had a similar amendment to 
offer, but I am withholding it, as we 
both desire to reach the same objective. 

The Office of Price Stabilization has 
adopted the principle of cost absorption, 
This simply means that increases 
granted at one level of our economy 
must be absorbed at the next one. As 
a case in point, Supplementary Order 
11 issued some weeks ago by OPS 
granted floor covering manufacturers a 
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15 percent increase in prices. The same 
order directed retailers to pass this in- 
crease through to their customers—only 
the dollar and cents amount of that in- 
crease—the result being a reduction of 
45: percent of the profit on this item, I 
firmly believe that if OPS is permicted 
to continue writing orders containing 
this principle, we will find goods disap- 
pearing from the market simply because 
those items cannot be handled profitably. 

I believe that Congress should legis- 
late a prohibition of the principle of cost 
absorption as provided in this amend- 
ment. Granting an increase in the 
price of goods or materials at one level of 
economy and then directing that an- 
other level absorb that increase is not 
only unfair but economically unsound 
and can result in shortages, substitu- 
tions, and forced quality deterioration. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. Rivers]. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
for and on behalf of the Herlong-Rivers 


Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIVERS. The Herlong-Rivers- 
Williams amendment. 

Mr, WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Be 
sure to include the gentleinan from 
North Carolina, who has already spoken. 

Mr. RIVERS. With HAMILTON C. 
JONES. 

Let me tell you that I am not getting 
up here to apologize for representing the 
small business of this country. The au- 
tomobile dealers represent the small- 
business man and I am willing for next 
November to roll around because if they 
are still in business they will remember 
old Rivers. I do not want the progeny 
of Chester Bowles to haunt my people, 
and I am not willing to permit this ~rew 
who are now running it to run them out 
of business. 

Of course this is a sensible amend- 
ment or I would not be supporting it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. HERLON GI. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. BATES of Massa - 
chusetts: Page 18, after line 4, insert the 
following new subsection: 

„) Section 402 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subsec- 
tion: 

„) Nothing in this section shall pre- 
vent the President from making such ad- 
justments in ceilings on prices, and on wages, 
salaries, and other compensation, as may be 
necessary, in his judgment, to prevent or 
correct hardships or inequities’.” 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, this amendment is a very 
simple one. It intends to add to the 
section in which the Davis amendment 
was incorporated yesterday a further 
proviso. 

The Davis amendment, as you know, 
would freeze for a period of 4 months all 
wages and ail prices, except farm com- 
modities selling below parity. It has 
been argued it would not freeze rents. 
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That is not a valid argument against 
the Davis amendment because rents are 
not included in this particular section of 
the bill. It has also been said it would 
increase the price of those items or com- 
modities which are now selling below 
parity. The Congress of the United 
States for many years has accepted 
parity prices, and in view of the vote 
yesterday the Congress still believes in 
protecting tue farmers and parity. 
That particular argument, therefore, 
is not valid here. 

In my opinion, however, many in- 
equities will arise as the result of this 
particular amendment unless some ad- 
justments can be made. I remember a 
year ago when this particular bill came 
up for consideration there were several 
months in the city of Gloucester, Mass., 
during which there was a strike, and 
when the fishermen came in with their 
fish they had to sell them at extremely 
depressed prices. The Congress, in its 
wisdom, at that time recognized the 
validity of the argument to give them 
some way in which they could get a fair 
price for their fish. 

Similarly, Mr. Chairman, when the 
voluntary controls were placed in effect 
last December, many good patriotic 
Americans held their prices stable at 
that particular time; others did not see 
fit to do so, and as a result when the 
general price ceiling was set in January 
those who had been patriotic were forced 
to accept the lower price for their par- 
ticular commodity, although the price 
on other items had increased in the 
meantime. The Administration at this 
particular time is studying those prob- 
lems. I have had scores of letters from 
industry in my particular district who 
said they are now losing money. I think 
all of us want to be fair and give a fair 
return to these people and certainly we 
do not want to pass any legislation that 
would impose hardships and loss upon 
any particular firm. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. McKINNON. Is it the intention 
of this amendment to affect the Davis 
amendment that the House adopted yes- 
terday, and is it the intention of the 
gentleman that this would also work 
toward an adjustment of the cost of labor 
and the consumers’ cost of the com- 
modity? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. This 
would give the President the power, in 
his discretion, to take into consideration 
inequities and hardships. 

Mr. McKINNON. In wages as well as 
the price of commodities? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Yes. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? _ 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. It seems to me that 
this amendment which the gentleman 
has offered would clear up most all of 
the objections which were made on either 
side of the Davis amendment. I do feel 
that the Davis amendment without the 
gentleman’s amendment might be open 
to some question. I certainly hope the 
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gentleman’s amendment will carry, and 
I congratulate him on working it out. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I agree 
100 percent with the gentleman, and 
that was the reason I offered the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. I did not quite under- 
stand the reference the gentleman made. 
Did the gentleman intend to offer his 
amendment as an amendment to the 
Davis amendment so as to freeze all rents 
for 120 days? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I am 
sure the gentleman did not understand 
me. What I did say was that the rent 
section was not included in this particu- 
lar section of the bill. 

Mr. MULTER. Does not the gentle- 
man think it should be included? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. No. 
When the question of rent comes up, we 
will discuss that particular section. Rent 
control has nothing whatsoever to do 
with this particular section. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is a fair 
amendment. I know this House wants to 
be fair to the industries which are now 
suffering hardships. I believe that the 
Congress should adopt this amendment. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know now 
where the distinguished majority leader 
is. I do not see him at the moment, but 
I hope that he is present. A few mo- 
ments ago he discussed my amendment 
and unfortunately ccnfused it with sev- 
eral other amendments which have been 
offered by various other Members. I am 
not concerned with the confusion of au- 
thority. I am, however, greatly con- 
cerned over the confusion which the dis- 
tinguished leader, and others, have tried 
to spread among the membership by re- 
ferring to my amendment as one which 
guaranteed profits to certain groups. I 
think that the Members of this House 
are all grown people who would like to 
be treated as such. I think that the time 
has passed when we should be able to 
influence our fellow Meinbers simply by 
name-calling. I think that the time has 
come when we should expect the mem- 
bership of this House to read amend- 
ments for themselves rather than take 
Mr. DiSalle’s canned hand-outs and as- 
sume that they are always a fair and 
factual statement of the case. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I would 
like to point out that in connection with 
the amendment that the gentleman of- 
fered, the gentleman from Texas and 
three other Members of the committee 
met with Mr. DiSalle who told us that 
he was working now under existing law 
toward the same formula as set down 
in the gentleman’s amendment, and 
what amazes me is, since that amend- 
ment passed, that Mr. DiSalle has been 
on the radio with propaganca saying it 
will destroy the entire pricing fixture. 
Somebody is telling a lie. Either he lied 
to us or he is lying to the public today. 
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Mr. POAGE. Mr. DiSalle unquestion- 
ably told four members of the Commit- 
tee on Agriculture that in the absence 
of any one of the three formulas which 
are set forth in my amendment, he re- 
alized that we could not get production. 
This amendment simply spells them 
out—the three conditions which every- 
one realizes are essential to production 
and which Mr, DiSalle admits must be 
present. It simply provides that he may 
not maintain a ceiling so low as to deny 
the producer the cost of his raw ma- 
terials; that he may not maintain a 
ceiling so low as to deny the cost of 
processing the goods; and finally, that 
the ceiling shall be high enough to al- 
low the processor to make, not an un- 
limited profit, but 85 percent of the profit 
he made during the three best years of 
the base period. Is that unreasonable? 
Do you believe that we can expect to get 
production if we deny the producer or 
processor any one or more of these three 
factors? 

Under this amendment the OPS can, 
in fact, place a ceiling so low that the 
processor cannot earn 100 percent of his 
average past earnings. It definitely al- 
lows a ceiling which will return as little 
as 85 percent of his base profits: This 
is far from a guarantee of any profit. 

The producer may indeed actually suf- 
fer a loss. If he does, I do not propose 
to have the Government make it up. 

I challenge any of those gentlemen 
who have been so glib in interpreting 
this amendment to stand on this floor 
and read my amendment and point out 
just ow it guarantees anybody a profit. 
Unless the businessman can make a prof- 
it in his business, this amendment does 
not guarantee him anything. To test 
their sincerity, let them tell you who will 
pay the guarantee, and how will the 
businessman collect it? 

It is just pure hokum for them to try 
to tell you as grown people that this 
guarantees anybody a profit. Did it 
guarantee the spinners a profit in 1946? 
Of course not, but it resulted in produc- 
tion of the cotton goods the people 
needed. It will result in production now. 
At the present time the ceiling price of 
cotton is more than 45 cents. The mar- 
ket price on cotton is approximately 38 
cents. The existence of a ceiling price 
can never act as a floor when goods are 
in ample supply, and, of course, all farm 
commodities which are selling below 
parity are obviously in ample supply. 
That is why the price is below parity. 

The charge that this amendment is 
unfair as giving an advantage to proc- 
essors as against agricultural produc- 
ers is another pure fabrication. 

They have cited the fact that wheat 
today sells at $2.08 a bushel, and that 
the parity price of wheat is $2.42 a 
bushel. Unless you allow a ceiling price 
on flour and bread that is high enough 
to enable the miller to pay $2.42 a 
bushel, there is no way under heaven 
whereby the price of wheat can ever 
reach $2.42 a bushel in the open market. 
You have to allow the miller an oppor- 
tunity to pay the parity price, else you 
have effectively placed a ceiling upon the 
farmer’s goods, in spite of the law, 
which plainly says that you cannot place 
a ceiling on an agricultural product be- 


JULY 20 


low parity. That exactly what they 
are accomplishing with the present op- 
eration, and it is exactly what this 
amendment would prevent. If Mr. Di- 
Salle really wants to control the proc- 
essors’ profits, the law clearly author- 
izes him to place ceilings on the proces- 
sor’s margins. He can place them there. 
He does not have to place them on the 
finished product. If he will use this 
method, he need not place any ceiling on 
the finished product until the price of 
the raw material reaches parity. As an il- 
lustration, suppose the OPS should freeze 
millers’ margins at 85 percent of the base 
average. Suppose this allows 1 cent per 
pound on flour. Under such an ar- 
rangement the miller could make exactly 
the same margins whether he paid 
$2.08—the present market price—or 
$2.42—the present parity price. Thus 
there could be no unfair enrichment of 
any processor. The matter is wholly 
within the control of Mr. DiSalle. The 
amendment does not protect the profits 
of middlemen, as charged. It does make 
it possible for farmers’ products, which 
are now below parity, to go up to par- 
ity. If Mr. DiSalle desires to use 
ceilings on processors’ margins, he has 
it in his power to prevent any processor 
from profiting by holding farm prices 
below varity. 

I call on the Members to stop, look, 
and listen before they accept the names 
which some people have applied to this 
amendment. Ask for some proof of 
their eleventh-hour charges. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word, 

Mr. Chairman, I am afraid I cannot 
provide as much noise on this subject, 
but I will try to shed a little light on 
the thing. I do not think my friend 
from Texas quite understands what his 
amendment actually does. He says it 
does not guarantee any person a profit. 
Up to that point he is technically cor- 
rect, except that if we are going to have 
price control then it does guarantee an 
operator a profit, because the gentle- 
man’s amendment reads that no price 
shall be fixed and no ceiling shall be 
established unless that ceiling shall re- 
flect an 85-percent profit. That is an 
abbreviated version of it, but that is what 
the amendment says. So unless the fel- 
low does make an 85-percent profit of 
the base period you are not going to 
have price controls effective on a given 
processor or a given retailer. 

Furthermore, another thing I think 
the gentleman does not understand is 
the way his amendment is going to work, 
and some of the things that are involved. 
He seems to think if you allow a man 
to figure parity cost, whether he pays 
it or not, in the processing cost of his 
commodity that the processor out of the 
goodness of his heart is going to turn 
around and pay the producer of cotton 
or the grower of peanuts or whoever it 
may be parity prices. I submit that most 
of you know the follies of human nature 
well enough to know as long as you have 
a long supply of an article, even though 
the processor has the right to pay the 
producer parity prices, this amendment 
does not force him to do so. And if 
he does not pay parity, he still adds to 
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the cost as if he had and charges it to 
the consumer. 

Take potatoes as an example. The 
present price of potatoes is about $1.08 a 
bushel. The parity price of potatoes is 
about $1.82 a bushel. The processor on a 
potato item can charge the consumer 
as if his raw potato cost was $1.82 a 
bushel, even though he is paying only 
$1.08 for the item. So he is going to get 
a windfall and a spread there of 74 cents 
a bushel, which he is going to pass on to 
the consumer but not pay to the pro- 
ducer. What the author is actually do- 
ing by this amendment is to saddle the 
farmers with no better income, but with 
a whole lot more expense that he is going 
to have to pay when he turns around as a 
consumer to buy a given article. 

The gentleman is not being fair to his 
own people in his district, the farmers, 
ald certainly is taxing the consumer 
with something that does not represent 
an honest, legitimate cost of the proces- 
sor. That is why this amendment does 
not do anything for the farmer. It 
penalizes him, if anything. It certainly 
does penalize the consumer because it 
provides a windfall to the processor and 
is totally without recognition of the true 
facts of life. The amendment does not 
do anything for the consumer. It does 
not do anything for the farmers. All it 
is going to do is to cause a further 
spread between what the farmer get and 
the consumer pays, and jeopardizes a 
stabilized economy and the prospects of 
more production which is eventually go- 
ing to whip our inflation. f; 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield. 

Mr. FORD. Do you not assume in the 
example that you are giving that the 
ordinary forces of supply and demand 
will not interfere? Actually I cannot 
visualize any product on the market 
where you would find that disparity as 
between $1.08 and $1.82, such as you give 
with the example of potatoes. 

Mr. McKINNON. I might point out 
to the gentleman there are a number of 
items involved, perhaps not with such a 
wide disparity as the example I have 
given, but there are many agricultural 
items today that are not up to parity. 
The reason they are not up to parity is 
because there is a greater supply than 
there is a demand. So long as there is a 
greater supply than there is a demand, 
the price is going to be below parity. The 
OPS, in allowing the producer to figure 
in his processing cost, as if it were parity, 
is not going to induce the producer to 
pay more for a commodity. Only a 
matter of supply and demand is going to 
do that. 

Mr. FORD. I cannot visualize how 
an American consumer is going to ab- 
sorb that differential in the example you 
just gave. It does not make sense. Per- 
haps the gentleman used a bad example. 

Mr. McKINNON. The whole thing 
does not make sense, I will say to my 
friend from Michigan. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON, I yield to the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr, COOLEY. The gentleman from 
Texas challenged you and every member 
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of your committee to substantiate your 
argument to the effect that his amend- 
ment guarantees profits. You did not 
touch that at all, and you cannot touch 
it and nobody else can touch it. 

Mr. McKINNON. Do not presume on 
what another person can touch. If the 
gentleman will just sit down, I will give 
him the facts. F 
Mr. COOLEY. I am asking the gen- 
tleman to answer that. f 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I 
refuse to yield further. I answered the 
question briefly at the start of my state- 
ment. If you read the amendment it 
says: 

It shall be unlawful for the agency to 
maintain any ceiling prices applicable to 
manufacturers or processors of goods on any 
item. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
an additional minute. 

Mr. VURSULL. Mr. Chairman, I ob- 
ject. — 

The CHAIRMAN. Permit the Chair 
to state that the Committee has been 
proceeding with the understanding that 
the time of each Member speaking is 
to be limited to 5 minutes. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

‘The CHAIRMAN, The gentieman 
will state it. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
understand that this matter the gentle- 
men have been talking about here for 
10 minutes was adopted yesterday. 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending mat- 
ter is the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. BATES], 
who has already spoken on his amend- 
ment. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto conclude in 15 minutes, the last 
5 minutes to be reserved to the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. WERDEL. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Chairman, on this subject 
which the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts has now presented, I had an 
amendment yesterday which I pre- 
sented, but I did not have time to argue 
it. I think it would solve this problem. 
All I could do was to have it printed 
in the Recorp. I fully believe it would 
be unjust if we did not discuss this sub- 
ject to its completion, and the under- 
standing of the Members of the House. 
I do not see why there should be a limi- 
tation on this debate at this time. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto conclude in 15 minutes, the last 
5 minutes to be reserved for the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. WERDEL, Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Chairman, how much time 
does that give each Member? 

The CHAIRMAN. About a minute 
and a half. 

Is there objection? 

Mr. WERDEL, I object, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 


that all debate on this amendment and 
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all amendments thereto close in 15 
minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. Rooney]. 
`~ Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
obtained the floor at this time for the 
purpose of reading to our brethren who 
for many days now have been actively 
engaged in trying to put over a phony 
price-control bill, the following com- 
pelling editorial from the Brooklyn 
Eagle, of Thursday, July 19, 1951. I 
trust that the gentlemen on the minority 
side of the aisle will carefully listen to 
every word of this: 

The action of the House of Representatives 
in passing an amendment to put price con- 
trol on a cost-plus basis is just as danger us 
for consumers as the defeated move to kill 
last month’s cattle price roll-back. Once 
again the whole situation is thrown into 
confusion. 

Political wisdom, however, seems to have 
prevailed in the House vote against the farm 
bloc’s drive to kill last month's 10-percent 
cattle price roll-back. Public sentiment on 
this issue was slow in developing. Congress, 
in consequence, seemed determined to go 
along with the scheme of Republicans and 
southern Democrats to sabotage the whole 
program of price, wage, and credit controls. 
Almost at the last moment the factor of 
fear intervened and a limited victory has 
been scored by the Administration in its 
fight against inflation. 

At a crisis in this fight the more 


discerning 
‘Republican leaders realized that they were 


creating an issue which might lead to the 
angry repudiation of their party and its 
candidate in the Presidential election next 
year. The Republican Party in 1951 was 
destined to be branded as the party of in- 
fiation, the party of the worthless dollar, the 
party of acute economic distress in millions 
of homes. 

Retail food prices have reached an all-time 
high, according to the latest figures of the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics. Charles E. Wil- 
son, Defense Mobilization Director, and Eric 
Johnston, Economic Stabilizer, have warned 
Congress that inflation, far from being past 
is just beginning. Yet Republicans in Con- 
gress have continued to hack away at the 
control program on the rash assumption that 
in doing so they were discrediting the Presi- 
dent. 

The voters, however, are not without dis- 
cernment. They have not been impressed 
by the palpably specious charge of Repre- 

entative Jesse P. Worcorr, Republican, of 

Michigan, that Republicans and patriotic 
Democrats are being maligned by bureau- 
crats and certain irresponsible elements of 
the press and radio. Neither are they con- 
vinced that the controls program represents a 
power grab by President Truman and would 
take the Nation along the road to British 
socialism. 

The people are under no illusions as to the 
motivation of the Republican-Democratic 
coalition. They know that the States pro- 
ducing such crops as wheat, cotton, tobacco, 
soy beans, cattle and dairy products have 
Represertatives who believe that their 
political interests lie in subservience to the 
producers of these crops. The welfare of the 
American people as a whole is of secondary 
importance. 

Of late, however, consumers have been re- 
moving the restraints from their mounting 
anger. Members of Congress are hearing 
from homes where high prices are producing 
distress. 


The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. Macurowicz]. 
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Mr. MACHROWICZ. Mr. Chairman, 
it is with some degree of hesitancy and 
reluctance that I make these remarks 
during the debate on this important de- 
fense production bill. As a freshman 
Congressman, I must admit some degree 
of bewildermen: and dismay over the 
progress of the hearings to date. 

The country looks to this Congress for 
a sound and sensible program to carry 
us through the dark days ahead of us. 
My personal contacts with the people in 
Michigan and Detroit convince me that 
they are not lulled by any false hope that 
the possibility of a truce in Korea will 
materially affect the critical situation 
as it exists today. Sometimes I wonder 
whether the Communists have not engi- 
neered the phony armistice talks in Ko- 
rea for the sole purpose of lulling this 
Congress into a state of complacency. 
Because, truthfully, it seems that while 
the people and the press of the country, 
as a whole, are aware of the danger to 
our American way of life, only here in 
Congress do we find some who subscribe 
to the policy of business-as-usual, sec- 
tionalism and the placing of special in- 
terests over that of the national interests. 

Some of the amendments adopted by 
the committee today and in the last few 
days, have been presented by those who 
oppose the National Defense Act and will 
do everything possible to cripple it and 
make it inoperative. Would it not be 
more fitting for those who feel that way 
to stop crippling the act and record their 
opposition by voting against it? 

I have heard Members of this House 
discuss portions of this bill by trying to 
figure out whether they will help or hurt 
their party, and not, on the basis of 
whether they will help or hurt the coun- 
try. I have heard hours of discussion as 
to which political party was to blame for 
previous critical shortages, and which 
party will be blamed or credited for what 
we do, or fail to do, today. But not 
enough concern, I am afraid, is mani- 
fested over the fact that, what we do 
here will have a tremendous influence on 
the small, but unorganized, man and 
woman, and may seriously threaten our 
American way of life. 

Apparently not enough of us realize 
that, unpopular as are direct controls, 
further inflation would be still more un- 
popular. We do not realize that we can- 
not give in to every insistent producer 
group and, protect the consumer too. 

Inflation is like a flood. Nobody in his 
right mind sends the sandbag crew home, 
when the crest can still be sighted up- 
stream. Consumer income is increasing 
faster than are goods and services. In- 
dustrial costs are still rising, and prices 
do not yet reflect all of them. 

We are voting today on a crucial ques- 
tion, which might easily label us as 
friends of the profiteers, should infia- 
tionary forces surge forward without 
visible checks. 

I sincerely trust that when the roll 
calls are held later today on the amend- 
ments, and I sincerely hope they will be 
demanded, that we consider carefully 
before making a step which can do seri- 
ous damage to our entire Nation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. WILLIAMS], 
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I shall address my remarks 
to the amendment now before the 
House offered by the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Bates]. I am sure 
this amendment was offered in good 
faith, and I can well sympathize with 
what the gentleman is seeking to do. On 
yesterday, however, the House adopted 
the Davis amendment after more than 
3 hours’ of thorough and detailed dis- 
cussion, adopted it by a majority of ap- 
proximately 30 votes. The Bates 
amendment has as its purpose the set- 
ting aside of the meaning and effect of 
the Davis amendment. I ask the House 
to look with caution upon the Bates 
amendment before it votes in order to 
keep from undoing the very thing that 
it took 3 hours yesterday to accomplish. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
PaT MAN] to close debate on this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, this 
demonstrates the fact that you cannot 
write legislation very well upon the floor 
of the House through the considera- 
tion of amendments from the floor that 
have not been considered by the com- 
mittee handling the bill. The Davis 
amendment was a very far-reaching 
amendment. It is now admitted that it 
will not be fair, and an effort is made to 
clarify it and to make it plain that cer- 
tain fundamental things can be done. 
But does it go far enough? Or does it go 
too far? I do not know; you do not 
know. I think the best way out of this 
is to defeat this amendment and then 
defeat the Davis amendment on a roll 
call. Then we can give serious consid- 
eration to what is necessary to be done 
to carry out the will of the House. 
Otherwise we are liable to be in a jam. 
We are liable to have our hands tied, we 
are liable to have the handcuffs on what 
Mr. Wilson talked about, or be in a 
strait-jacket. So I think the pending 
amendment should be defeated. Maybe 
it goes too far, maybe not far enough, I 
do not know. Then we should defeat 
the Davis amendment. 

Th? CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts [Mr. BATES]. 

The amendment was rejected, 

Mr. YORTY. Mr. Chairman, í offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Loxrr: Page 14, 
after line 21, insert the following new sub- 
section: 

“(a) The second sentence of paragraph 
(3) of subsection (d) of section 402 of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 is amended 
by inserting after ‘Provided,’ the following: 
‘That for a period of 120 days immediately 
following the date of enactment of the De- 
fense Production Act Amendments of 1951, 
ceilings on commodities processed or man- 
ufactured in whole or substantial part from 
any agricultural commodity shall not be 
increased as a result of increased prices paid 


to producers of agricultural commodities: 
Provided further” 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto conclude in 10 minutes, the last 
Ps vitae to be reserved to the com- 

ee. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to have the 
amendment reread. 

The CHAIRMAN. Just prior to the 
time it is voted on? 

Mr. NICHOLSON. That will be satis- 
factory. 

Mr. YORTY. Mr. Chairma.., ı ap- 
preciate the request the gentleman just 
made to have the amendment read 
again. I am sure all Members often 
find it difficult to vote on amendments 
because of the procedure in the house 
pursuant to which a long amendment is 
read by the clerk and one does not have 
an opportunity to examine its provi- 
sions in detail to find out exactly what 
they do mean. Recognizing this fact, I 
took my amendment to the committee 
table on both sides of the aisle and 
showed it to the gentleman from Michi- 
gan [Mr. Wotcotr] and also to the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Mutter]. 
I want them to help me be certain that 
my explanation is entirely accurate. 

This amendment is made necessary 
only by virtue of the adoption of the 
amendment offered yesterday by the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Davis]. 
If it were not for the adoption of that 
amendment this one would not be nec- 
ware and would have no place in the 

ill. 

During the discussion that took place 
on the Davis amendment yesterday it 
was pointed out that the amendment 
made an exception of prices that were 
fixed pursuant to subsection (3). That 
section, as you all know, has to do with 
the fixing of the prices of agricultural 
commodities. It was further pointed 
out during the debate that the Davis 
amendment would freeze substandard 
wages at substandard levels. It would 
freeze prices of all kinds except agricul- 
tural commodity prices which could rise 
to parity or nearly so. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YORTY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Georgia. 

Mr. DAVIS. I would like to point out 
to the gentleman that under that 
amendment the 10-percent ceiling 
which was fixed to take care of hard- 
ship and emergency cases is still per- 
mitted. It does not freeze substandard 
wages as the gentleman has just stated. 

Mr. YORTY. I am sorry, but I differ 
with the gentleman on the wages. I 
think they would be frozen. There are 
many cases pending before the Wage 
Stabilization Board which would be held 
up. Substandard wages could not be 
increased even to compensate for the 
increases in food prices permitted as an 
exception to the so-called 120-day 
across-the-board freeze. 

Mr, DAVIS of Georgia. Does the gen- 
tleman intend that the amendment ap- 
plies to ceilings? Of course, the gentle- 
man also understands that a 10-percent 
ceiling in which rises may be permitted 
is now in effect and will not be affected 
by the Davis amendment. 

Mr. YORTY. My understanding, if 
the gentleman will permit me, is that 
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you have frozen everything except those 
prices fixed pursuant to paragraph 3, 
and the explanation I want to make will 
show, I believe, that the gentleman’s 
question is not relevant to the question 
my amendment involves. Mr. Davis’ 
amendment would permit food prices to 
increase, and I feel that it is unjust to 
make food prices an exception to a gen- 
eral freeze, although I agree with the 
parity formula. I think parity repre- 
sents a fair price and we all want farm- 
ers to receive a fair price. 

When we discussed the fact yesterday 
that food prices might increase during 
the so-called freeze but wages could not 
increase, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Brown] made this statement, and it was 
his statement which caused me to have 
the amendment drafted. He said: 

To answer the query of the gentleman 
from New York, may I point out that the 
farmer receives for his wheat that goes into 
a pound loaf of bread about 125 cents, so 
that if there is any increase in the price paid 
to the farmer for the wheat which goes into 
a loaf of bread that such a small increase 
can be absorbed without changing the sell- 
ing price of a loaf of bread— 


And so forth. What my amendment 
does is to prevent the pass-through by 
the processor to the consumer of the in- 
creased price that he may pay the pro- 
ducer. In other words, it prevents him 
from passing it on to the consumer dur- 
ing the period of the freeze on wages and 
other prices. It says that “for a period 
of 120 days immediately following the 
date of enactment of the Defense Pro- 
duction Act amendments of 1951 ceil- 
ings on commodities processed or man- 
ufactured in whole or in part from any 
agricultural commodity shall not be in- 
creased as the result of increased prices 
paid to producers of agricultural com- 
modities.” The sentence that that refers 
to is the one that is in section 3 now and 
which reads as follows: 

No ceilings shall be established or main- 
tained hereunder for any commodity proc- 
essed or manufactured in whole or substan- 
tial part from any agricultural commodity 
below a price which will reflect to producers 
of such agricultural commodity a price for 
such agricultural commodity equal to the 
cn orp price therefor specified in this sub- 
section. 


That language would be nullified by 
my amendment for 120 days only, but in 
addition to that provision for a pass- 
through the section provides “that in 
establishing and maintaining ceilings on 
products of agricultural commodities, 
including livestock, a generally fair and 
equitable margin shall be allowed for 
processing.” That provision would not 
be affected, so a reasonable margin for 
processing would still be allowed, as it, 
of course, should be. 

My amendment would soften to some 
extent injustices written into the law by 
the Davis amendment adopted yesterday 
by this committee. I hope the Davis 
amendment will not be adopted by the 
House when we have a roll call on it. 
Price control is hard to administer even 
with a good law on the books. To iron 
out inequalities, to make adjustments, 
and to attempt to treat all persons fairly 
requires patience. The Davis amend- 
ment is an attempt to find an easy, illu- 
sory solution to a difficult, complicated 
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problem. I wish it could be done, but it 
cannot. Because writing a fair law is 
tedious, we are not justified in blowing 
up and rushing headlong into a worse 
sea of troubles by virtue of an attempt 


to find an emotional outlet for the frus- - 


tration we suffer in trying to discover a 
fair way to control inflation. We may as 
well face the fact that there is no easy 
solution and we have got to remain col- 
lected and enact a sane, workable con- 
trol law. 

Some people get impatient with the 
cold war. They cannot stand the strain 
and tension. They want a solution 
quickly even if it means all-out world 
war. But we must patiently search for 
a better solution than all-out war, and 
we must patiently write a workable law 
to control inflation. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
for a vote on the amendment. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amendment 
be again reported. 

The Clerk read the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from California [Mr. Yorty]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Geor- 
gia: Page 19, after line 3, insert the follow- 
ing: 
Section 405 (b) of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is amended by adding the 
following: ‘Provided, however, That as to any 
such payments made prior to June 30, 1951, 
this authority shall extend and be applied 
only to payments made in willful contra- 
vention of any such regulation or order, and 
provided further, that all proceedings deter- 
mining amounts to be so disregarded shall 
be subject to judicial review under the pro- 
visions of the Administrative Procedure Act 
of 1946’.” 


Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, under present circumstances it is 
possible that there would be some viola- 
tions of the wage-stabilization orders 
and regulations throughout the coun- 
try. This results primarily from the fact 
that the Wage Stabilization Board was 
not in operation for a period of some- 
thing over 2 months. Because of this 
hiatus period there was great difficulty 
in understanding and applying the reg- 
ulations and orders thus far issued. It 
was also impossible to obtain clarifica- 
tion of the regulations from any official 
source during that period. Moreover, it 
is likely that the uncertainty regarding 
the extension of title IV of the Defense 
Production Act has made some contribu- 
tion to the number of violations which 
may be found. 

Under the existing law, section 405 
(b), no provision is made that penalties 
which may be invoked under that act 
shall have been intentional. My amend- 
ment provides that these extreme penal- 
ties which may be imposed for a viola- 
tion of these wage regulations, although 
it may have been unintentional, it may 
not have been contemplated, and the 
person may not have known for the 
reasons I have just stated that he was 
violating the wage regulations and or- 
ders, shall not be invoked upon the vio- 
3 unless such violation was inten- 
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Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Is the gentleman's 
amendment applicable only to violations 
of the wage regulations? 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. It is appli- 
cable only to section 405 (b), which 
reads as follows: 

No employer shall pay, and no employee 
shall receive, any wage, salary, or other com- 
pensation in contravention of any regula- 
tion or order promulgated by the President 
under this title. 


There is other language in that pro- 
visicn which relates to the same thing. 

Under the provision as it now is, the 
entire wage or salary involved may be 
disallowed for the following purposes: 

First, in calculating deductions under 
the revenue laws of the United States. 

Second, in determining costs or ex- 
penses under any contract made by or 
on behalf of the United States, either 
directly or indirectly, 

Third, in setting or approving any 
maximum price ceilings. 

Fourth, in determining costs or ex- 
penses of any such employer for the pur- 
pose of any law or regulation, whether 
heretofore or hereafter enacted or pro- 
mulgated. 

It makes these heavy penalties pos- 
sible to be invoked only if the violation 
was intentional. It also gives a right 
of judicial review. Those are the two 
simple provisions. I think they are 
justified and should be allowed, 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr, Chairman, this merely weakens 
the enforcement provisions of the law. 
It is another amendment that would pre- 
vent effective enforcement and destroy 
the effect we are trying to achieve by this 
act. I ask that the amendment be voted 
down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Georgia, 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. Davis of 
Georgia) there were—ayes 59, noes 64, 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. Parman 
and Mr. Davis of Georgia. 

The Committee again divided; and the 


tellers reported there were—ayes 101, 


noes 102. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment, which is at the Clerk’s 
desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. GAMBLE: Page 
18, after line 4, insert the following new 
paragraph: 

“MAXIMUM AVERAGE PRICE 

“Sec. 402. No rule, regulation, or order is- 
sued under this title shall require any seller 
of materials to limit his sales with reference 
to an average by quantity of all the prices 
of such materials offered for sale by him at 
any prior time.” 


Mr. GAMBLE.. Mr. Chairman, this is 
identical with the Hartley amendment 
which was placed in OPA in 1946. 
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This proposed amendment would pro- 
hibit the Office of Price Stabilization 
from issuing orders of the maximum av- 
erage price type. 

During OPA orders of this type were 
issued, and it was not until late in the 
life of that agency that Congress pro- 
hibited this type of approach to price 
control. 

“MAP,” the term commonly given to 
this type of order, provided that manu- 
facturers would have to deliver their 
products in the same quantities and at 
the same prices as in a base period. As 
an example, shirt manufacturers pro- 
ducing shirts at, say, $2, $4, and $6, and 
having sold a thousand dozens of each in 
a base period, would have to, under this 
type of order, deliver in the same ratio, 
pricewise and quantitywise, in the emer- 
gency period. 

We believe, and our experience shows 
this to be the fact, that this type of 
order can operate only when costs are 
static and supplies of materials ade- 
quate. This situation, cf course, rarely 
prevails and our experience during OPA 
clearly showed that many manufactur- 
ers had to withhold from the market 
thousands of dollars worth of needed 
merchandise because they did not have 
the perfectly balanced line due to short- 
ages of materials or increased costs. 

Although the Office of Price Stabiliza- 
tion has not issued any such orders as 
yet, we believe Congress should legislate 
a prohibition of MAP. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment close in 5 minutes. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment close in 10 minutes, 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
have no intention of taking any unnec- 
essary amount of time on this. I favor 
the amendment. I believe it is a pro- 
consumer amendment. If a manufac- 
turer is obligated under regulations to 
deliver so many thousand dozens of a 
certain priced material in his base period 
and he cannot get the material for one 
of the items, he should be allowed to 
make more than a thousand dozen of 
another item. 

I thin the consumers want a variety 
of material on the market. I do not 
think it should be restricted to their base 
period requirements or specifications, 
and I think that the amendment is 
a good amendment to clarify the prob- 
lem that all of us have had. During 
the days of OPA under MAP, if you will 
remember, you heard from your mer- 
chants about the fact that they could 
not supply certain types of merchan- 
dise because of the restrictions under 
MAP. This amendment clarifies that; 
it does not add to the price of the mate- 
rial at all, but it does give the public 
a variety of merchandise to choose from 
and it also will give the public a greater 
opportunity to buy in the lower grades 
materials than they would otherwise. 
J. urge that the amendment be adopted. 
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Mr. CRAWFORD... Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I yield. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. First, I want to 
say that Iam very much in favor of the 
amendment. 

Unless this amendment is adopted the 
Price Stabilization Director can do this 
sort of thing: A manufacturer of.over- 
alls, or a manufacturer of house dresses, 
or a manufacturer of work socks, for 
instance, can have on his shelves hun- 
dreds of dozens of certain lots of socks, 
or dresses, or overalls which cannot be 
sold into the channels of ‘distribution 
because there may be a difference in the 
price of 10 cents per dozen on socks, 
or 50 cents per dozen on overalls, or a 
dollar and a half each on dresses; there 
is a great shortage of supplies, yet he 
cannot sell those goods because in his 
general-average inventory he cannot 
meet the maximum average price regula- 
tion issued by the Price Administrator. 

Mr. McCONOUGH. The gentleman is 
right. s 

Mr. CRAWFORD. In 1946 we had 
hundreds of thousands of dozens of all 
sorts of goods in manufacturers’ inven- 
tories over this country which could not 
be sold. Specifically, one of the south- 
ern hosiery manufacturing companies, I 
mean that manufactures hose for men, 
work socks, if you please, who had thou- 
sands of dozens of a certain type of sock 
he wanted to put on the market. OPA 
recommended to him that one way 
around it would be to change those socks 
in such way as to include some rayon in 
the heels, removing some of the cot- 
ton, thus introducing a new line. Then 
they could have gone into market but 
would have sold at a higher price. That 
deprived the consuming public out of the 
goods and that same thing could be re- 
peated here unless this amendment is 
adopted. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I agree with the 
gentleman. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. The amendment 
ought to be adopted for the protection 
of the consumer. 

Mr. \icDONOUGH. That is right. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. It is strictly a con- 
sumers’ amendment and gets the goods 
on into distribution. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. It is a fraud on 
the public when they attempt to change 
the commodity by such means. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. The goods of any 
manufacturer who manufactures and 
sells an assortment like overalls, socks, 
or house dresses, move that way, and 
gloves, work gloves, for instance, move 
that way. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Certainly. The 
amendment certainly is in order and I 
think it would clarify the situation and 
prevent a bad situation otherwise de- 
veloping. I recommend the amendment. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I yield. 

Mr. MULTER. The trouble with this 
amendment is that it would permit the 
manufacturer to take some cheap $4 
item, change it a little and charge $6 
for it. It is very objectionable. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. I do not agree 
with the gentleman at all. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
PATMAN]. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, under 
the law as now written, a merchant will 
not be permitted to take his low-class 
goods and grade them a lot higher and 
sell them a lot higher. Whether in- 
tended or not, and I am sure it is not in- 
tended, knowing the gentleman from 
New York like I do I know it was not in- 
tended, this will allow the consumer to 
be cheated. 

You will remember back in World War 
It when low-priced goods disappeared 
from the shelves. They could be found 
in the store somewhere on different 
shelves where the price sometimes was 
twice as high. They were doing that to 
cheat in two ways, the OPA and the cus- 
tomer, a double-cheating deal. This 
amendment will restore that right to 
double cheat. The gentleman did not in- 
tend that, I know, but it will do exactly 
that. 

An important price-control problem 
is upgrading. Sellers shift away from 
low-priced goods to high priced, on 
which more profit is made. That is per- 
fectly natural if they can do it. If the 
Congress allows them to do it and writes 
that into the law, we can expect them to 
do it. This would result in a doubling 
of the price of goods, and, of course, 
making double or more the profit. 

The chief method of preventing this 
uptrading is regulation requiring sellers 
to maintain the same average of prices 
for each category of items as he had 
during a specified base period. A retailer 
who sold $4, $5, and $6 shirts in certain 
proportions during the base period was 
prevented from shifting to $6 shirts only 
by such regulations. The average of 
prices of all shirts sold had to be main- 
tained. Allocation orders would insure 
supply. In other words, here is the 
Government giving to them by law an 
allocation of shirts, but not restraining 
the person to whom the allocation is 
made from uptrading or upgrading, 
claiming that they are worth a lot more 
than they are, putting them in a differ- 
ent category and charging a much 
higher price for them. So that certainly 
should not be allowed. 

If this amendment is adopted it will 
be allowed. 

The authority to do so is necessary 
in case uptrading should appear and 
sellers shift out of their low-priced lines. 
Although there has been no maximum 
price regulation issued to date, because it 
has not been necessary, it is liable to be 
necessary at any time in scarce goods 
and commodities. 

This amendment would take away the 
power to prevent uptrading and the low- 
income consumer might find that items 
within his reach had disappeared from 
the market. 

Mr. Chairman, I know the Members 
are going to be fair. So let us not adopt 
an amendment in here and write a pro- 
vision into the law which would en- 
courage cheating. We are against cheat- 
ing. Let us stop it. Let us not pass any 
amendment which would reward it, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. GAMBLE], 
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The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. GAMBLE) 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, a parli- 
amentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, how 
many amendments are now on the 
Clerk’s desk? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is aware 
of one more amendment to this section. 
The Chair was about to recognize the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Horr- 
man] to offer an amendment which he 
has at the desk. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this section and all amendments thereto 
close in 20 minutes, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Horrman of 
Michigan: On page 14, line 4, strike out sec- 
tion 104 and insert: 

“Sec. 104. (a) Increasing prices, inflation, 
and inequality in the distribution of the 
burden of preparing for national defense 
impairs the supplying and lessens the effec- 
tiveness of our Armed Forces. 

“(b) Experience has demonstrated that, in 
time of war, there is opportunity for in- 
jurious enrichment of a few at the expense 
of many, and that this injurious enrich- 
ment creates disunity and tends to lessen 
the effectiveness of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950. 

“Bec. 104A. Within 10 days after this act 
becomes law it shall be unlawful for any 
person (and the word ‘person’ shall in- 
clude all organizations of which individuals 
are a part) to knowingly ask, receive, or pay 


“The meaning of the phrase ‘fair average 
price’ as used above shall, in each case, be 
as a question of fact by the 
jury, or in case a jury is waived by the court, 
in each case where action is brought under 


herein provided, every person violating this 


manner hereinbefore provided, shall forfeit 
a like sum to the United States to be re- 
covered for the Government by action insti- 
tuted by any of the officers hereinbefore 
des 


“Sec. 104C. It shall be the duty of law 
enforcing and prosecuting officers of the 
Federal, State, county, municipal Govern- 
ment of the respective States to act as en- 
forcement agents of the provisions of the 
act and to apprehend and prosecute willful 
violations thereof, and they are hereby 
charged with that duty. 

“Sec. 104D. Jurisdiction to hear, try, and 
determine alleged violations of this act is 
hereby conferred upon the Federal, State, 
and municipal courts of the United States, 
the various States and the municipal sub- 
division of such States, 
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“Sec. 104E. This uct shall become effective 
within 10 days after its adoption and it 
shali continue in force for a period of 1 year 
thereafter.” 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska (interrupt- 
ing the reading the amendment). Mr. 
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Is this an 
amendment or a speech? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan has offered an amend- 
ment which the Clerk is now reporting. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
PATMAN]. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, in the 
consideration of the bill that resulted in 
the passage of the Office of Price Admin- 
istration law in World War II, the great- 
est problem we had to meet was the 
question of enforcement. We finally 
agreed to set up a separate court. The 
committee knew that if we left it to the 
over 150,000 diferent communities 
throughout the length and breadth of 
the United States we would not have 
uniform enforcement. The only way 
you can have respect for a law is to 


have uniform enforcement. Therefore, 


we set up the Emergency Court of Ap- 
peals 


This amendment should be known as 
the rubber-teeth amendment, because 
the enforcement officers could not bite 
at all. They could not harm anybody. 
This is taking the good teeth out of the 
bill and putting rubber teeth in instead. 
It would not harm any violator. The 
gentleman says here that the case will 
be lett up to the jury. Imagine a jury 
in 150,000 different communities of the 
United States passing on cases of this 
type. Of course, we are for the jury 
system in its proper place, but this is not 
a proper place, if you are to have uni- 
form enforcement. 

The gentleman refers in his amend- 
ment to the court. Which court? Jus- 
tice court, county court, State court, 
Federal court, Emergency Court of Ap- 
peals? Which court will pass on this? 
It does not even say which court. 

How many will be on the jury? Will 
there be 6 or 12? How will the jury be 
selected? Will they be the interested 
parties, or will they be disinterested 
parties? This is just an amendment 
which is very loosely drawn and does not 
set up any standards or any guides to 
go by. The main effect of it will be to 
destroy the enforcement of the act. If 
you are going to do that, you might just 
as well not pass the act. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I ask for a 
vote on the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. 
MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, it is not very often that I support 
the position of the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. Parman], but I really think the 
amendment presented by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Horrman] might be 
drawn a little loose. I do not know that 
it is much looser than the bill we have 
here with 57 amendments kicking around 
in it. I heard the gentleman from Texas 
say it shows how impossible it is to 
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write a bill on the floor of the House. 
I suppose he helped to report this bill 
to the committee. Someone said some- 
thing about an engrossed copy of the bill. 
The leadership of the House might be 
interested in such a copy. 

At least half a dozen people have ap- 
proached me and wondered whether or 
not I would be the black sheep in the 
picture and ask for the engrossed copy. 
If there ever was a time when you need- 
ed an engrossed copy, it is now when you 
have these loose amendments kicking 
around, and we have adopted amend- 
ments to this bill that have not even 
been completely read on the floor. The 
bill is 2 weeks old. j 

I 
I just do not understand a lot of things 
in this bill. I doubt if any Member is 
fully informed. I know that a couple of 
People could analyze it. 


out at 10:30 tonight—the Member who 
had some commitments this evening and 


tion would swamp the covntry with prop- 
aganda like these unsigned statements 
floating around the floor. They are 
falsehoods and must come from the ad- 
ministration. 

I was going to suggest to the major- 
ity leader—maybe I should not suggest 
this, because I do not want any respon- 
sibility for the bill—that probably the 
‘vote ought to be taken next Wednesday 
so commitments by Members can be met. 
It would also give Members a chance to 
study the amendments. The bill comes 
in with 57 amendments—more than 20 
others have been adopted. I doubt if 
this is a good bill and will not control 
inflation. 

Mr. Chairman, coming back to the 
amendment, I think we had better vote 
it down and try to rewrite the bill that 
is before us, so it will help to control in- 
fiation. I wish we could pass some leg- 
islation to control inflation. I wish it 
were that simple. It depends entirely 
upon how it is going to be administered 
after it is passed. But I doubt if the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. Horrman] is quite 
the right approach. 

As the bill now reads, if I can under- 
stand it right, it should not be passed. 
It is a monstrosity. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas {Mr, 
Poace]. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, we have 
heard a great deal recently about former 
Members, and about representatives of 
special interests lobbying around and 
on the floor. I wonder if you have heard 
of the releases being put out in the press- 
room right now by an agency of this 
Government condemning one of the 
amendments this House adopted. I 
wonder if you have read the unsigned 
statement going around objecting to that 
same amendment on the same grounds 
and both falsely stating that the amend- 
ment guarantees a profit to every man 
who produces goods. A few minutes ago 
a member of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency made that charge, was 
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challenged by our chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture to point out how 
that could happen, and he could not 
point it out. Those charges are just 
about as correct as the assumption of 
the gentleman who was driving a 1910 
model Ford wao, when he came to a 
bridge and saw the sign which said 
“Speed limit 40 miles an hour,” said, 
“Lord, I can never make it.” 

Most of these people who are in busi- 
ness can never make this profit that you 
say is guaranteed to them. The amend- 
ment gives them no assurance that they 
will make any profit at all. It only gives 
them a chance to try to make that profit. 
Now to test the sincerity of those who say 
they do not want a bill to guarantee any 
profit to anyone, and who incorrectly 
claim that this amendment does that. I 
ask unanimous consent now, Mr. Chair- 
man, that we may return to the amend- 
ment I offered on page 18 and add 
thereto the following: 

Provided, That nothing herein shall be 
construed to guarantee a profit to any pro- 
ducer, processor, or any other person, firm, 
or corporation. 


Let us see whether Members are afraid 
that we are actually guaranteeing profits 
or whether they just want to have some- 
thing to talk about. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. 
object. 

Mr.SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I object. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, it is 
clear that some of the Members are 
either not concerned with the dangers 
they profess to see in the amendment, 
or they do not consider the alleged dan- 
gers to be real. Of course, the gentle- 
men know as we all do that there is no 
substance to the claim that this amend- 
ment guarantees any profit. It is only 
the old trick of name calling. I have 
tried to show my sincerity when I say 
there is no guaranty. Gentlemen have 
objected. I trust that it is now clear 
that the charges leveled at my amend- 
ment are without foundation. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is their objection? 

Mr. ROONEY and Mr. SPENCE ob- 
jected. 

Mr. STEED. Mr. Chairman, I start 
by saying that this is the only time I 
have asked for on this bill, and I have 
only 3 minutes. I want to talk about a 
subject that I am sure will be of interest 
to all Members, about one subject that 
has not yet been mentioned. 

We have had much disagreement on 
this bill. I want to direct my remarks 
to what I think the responsibilities of 
this Congress to the American people are 
eons to be after we have completed the 

We will all agree that no matter how 
good a law we may write the public in- 
terest will not be served unless it is prop- 
erly administered. I do not believe that 
the law can be properly administered in 
this connection when you have black 
marketeers helping write the regula- 
tions. 

I want to cast no aspersions on Mr. 
Wilson or Mr. DiSalle or the great bulk 
of the people they have helping them. 
As a matter of fact, I think we owe it to 
all the personnel in OPS to see to it 
that their.acts are not confused with 
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the acts of those who should not be 
there. 

To prove what I have to say I want 
to call attention to one name. I am not 
going to mention any other names be- 
cause I do not believe in smearing peo- 
ple on rumors. Those of you who may 
wonder why the public was not served in 
the 69-page beef roll-back order might 
understand the reason when I tell you 
that one of the influences was exerted by 
a former black marketeer by the name 
of Arthur B. Maurer, of the Maurer 
Packing Co., who is a food consultant in 
OPS. 

I quote from a certified copy of the 
court records of the Federal Court of the 
Western District of Missouri, Docket No. 
15672, in which this gentleman and his 
company in October 1943 were convicted 
of 20 counts of black-market operations. 
The company was fined $250. This man 
Maurer was fined $1,500, and two other 
officers of his company were fined $125 
each. j 

I think that this Congress ought to in- 
vestigate the OPS personnel, particu- 
larly the consultants and advisory com- 
mittees and staff, to see to it that only 
public-spirited people are down there 


helping out. Mr. DiSalle and Mr Wilson 


must depend on those experts brought in 
from industry throughout the country 
for the kind of advice they must have. 
Unless they have people who are above 
reproach, people who do not have this 
sort of background, they cannot depend 
on the advice they get, and the Ameri- 
can people cannot be expected to have 
full faith and confidence in the regula- 
tions that are passed. So I think we 
should see to it that an investigation is 
made so that after this law is passed it 
will be administered by public-spirited 
people. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Mutter]. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, it was 
not often that I have been able to agree, 
during the course of the debate on this 
bill, with the gentleman from Nebraska 
(Mr. MILLER], but I believe it might be 
well for a great many Members to go 
home and stay home until next Wednes- 
day. I am sure at that time we would 
get a reversal of the vote on many of 
the amendments that have been adopted. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chair- 
man, to revise and extend the various re- 
marks I have made and may make in 
Committee of the Whole today. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
taking this time to make a few pertinent 
comments with reference to several of 
the amendments adopted in the Com- 
mittee of the Whole which take controls 
out of this controls bill. 

I hope the membership will study 
these comments before roll call time. 

These amendments should be killed: 

The Poage-Cole amendment provides 
cost-plus pricing on every product at 
every stage of production and distribu- 
tion. The costs which must be included 
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are direct costs as well as indirect costs, 
many of which cannot accurately be 
measured on individual products. In 
the case of agricultural commodities the 
processors’ costs must even include par- 
ity prices, which processors do not pay 
when farm commodities are below par- 
ity. Most of them are. Processors of 
wheat, corn, peanuts, tobacco, potatoes, 
barley, oats, grapefruit, lemons, oranges, 
chickens, eggs, and apples, to name out- 
standing examples, would have to be 
allowed prices which represented a so- 
called reasonable profit, not just on their 
actual costs, but on raw-material prices 
substantially higher than they actually 
paid. Grapefruit is selling at 53 cents 
a box—26 percent of parity—but the 
grapefruit processor could set his price 
based on raw-material cost of $2.02 a 
box. Potatoes are $1.08 a bushel, 59 
percent of parity. The potato-chip 
manufacturer, however, could pretend, 
in setting his price, that he had paid 
$1.82, the parity price for potatoes, 
There are innumerable such examples. 
But this does not end the “plus” features 
of the amendment. Every processor or 
manufacturer must be allowed for each 
item he makes a profit equal to 85 per- 
cent of his average profit for that item 
during the three most profitable years of 
the 4-year 1946-49 period. This cost- 
plus system would cost consumers, in- 
dustry, and Government billions of dol- 
lars. Even worse, it would paralyze 
both price control and American busi- 
ness, because 85 percent of American 
corporations simply do not have the kind 
of cost and profit data required by this 
amendment. 

The Davis amendment would freeze 
for a period of 4 months all wages 
and all prices except farm commodities 
selling below parity. It would not freeze 
rents. Since only five major farm items 
are selling above parity, this amounts to 
a freeze of everybody except the farmer 
and the landlord. Food and rents could 
rise while wages remained frozen. Costs 
to business could rise as farm commodi- 
ties or imported raw materials rose in 
price, but business could not get essen- 
tial price relief for 4 months, not even 
those companies operating in the red. 
Many might have to close their doors, 
throwing thousands out of work. The 
inflexibility in pricing would create 
chaos in defense production, As an ex- 
ample, an increase in the prices of ma- 
chine tools was ordered last week to 
break a bottleneck in defense produc- 
tion. Since this order came after the 
July 7 deadline for price increases pro- 
vided for in the Davis amendment, the 
machine-tool price increase would be 
canceled, and this bottleneck in vital 
defense production would continue to 
the detriment of our rearmament 
program. 

The Hope amendment to ban slaughter 
quotas removes the only effective device 
for distributing fairly and equitably 
among established slaughterers all of the 
available livestock sent to market. The 
National Association of Independent Beef 
Slaughterers declares the amendment 
would result in the slaughter of many 
of our independent slaughtering firms. 
Without quotas only the big packers and 
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the black market operators would obtain 
supplies of livestock if marketings are 
reduced or if military purchases rise 
substantially. Small slaughterers out- 
side the major marketing areas would be 
Squeezed out and meat famines would 
occur in many regions. The quota sys- 
tem assures a fair supply of meat to all. 
The Cole amendment requiring a profit 
on every species of meat for every seg- 
ment of the processing industry would 
inaugurate an entirely new pricing sys- 
tem in the packing industry and enable 
it to capitalize on current high demand 
for its product. The present law already 
guarentees a generally fair and equit- 
able margin for all processors of agri- 
cultural commodities, including livestock. 
This amendment would guarantee profits 
to individual meat processors on lines 
which are not normally profitable to 
those firms. These higher prices are not 
necessary to assure fair over-all profits to 
the industry. They would merely in- 
crease the packers’ total profits at the 
expense of the consumer. Prices would 
be higher particularly on the cheaper 
cuts of meat purchased by low-income 
families. 9 

The Fugate amendment, prohibiting 
the scheduled two additional roll-backs 
on beef cattle, knocks out reductions to 
consumers which would average 10 cents 
a pound on retail cuts of beef. Thus, 
the consumer would have to continue to 
pay present retail beef prices. The orig- 
inal 10-percent roll-back on cattle prices 
gave only negative relief to the consumer 
by preventing an increase in retail prices. 
The two additional roll-backs would give 
the consumer positive relief in lower 
prices on all cuts. Even after all three 
roll-backs scheduled for cattle prices, 
beef cattle would remain at 122 percent 
of parity, or 22 percent higher than the 
relative fair price determined under the 
parity formula. Since most agricultural 
commodities are selling below the parity 
level, the farmer would still derive 
greater relative purchasing power from 
the raising and sale of cattle than from 
the production of almost any other farm 
commodity, thus providing adequate in- 


centive for increased production of beef. 


cattle. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Kentucky 
(Mr. SPENCE] to close debate. 

Mr. SPENCE, Mr. Chairman, I ask 
for a vote on the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Michigan [Mr, HOFFMAN]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

RENT STABILIZATION 

Sec, 105. The Defense Production Act of 
1950 is amended by inserting immediately 
after title IV thereof the following new title 
IV-A: 

“TITLE IV-A—RENT STABILIZATION 

“Sec. 451. The Congress recognizes that 
there is an acute shortage of housing, par- 
ticularly rental housing, in many parts of 
the country; further, that in order to 
achieve effective stabilization it is necessary 
to control rents of housing and of business 
accommodations as well as prices and wages, 
It is, therefore, the intention of Congress, 
in order to effectuate the purposes of sec- 
tions 2 and 401 of this act, to provide neces- 
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sary authority to stabilize rents for housing 
and business accommodations and to pre- 
vent speculative, unwarranted, and abnormal 
increases in rent for such accommodations, 
and to prevent unwarranted evictions from 
such accommodations. 

“Sec. 452. (a) The President (notwith- 
standing the provisions of any other law ex- 
cept provisions hereafter enacted expressly 
referred: to this subsection) is hereby au- 
thorized to establish and maintain maxi- 
mum rents which in his judgment are gen- 
erally fair and equitable and will effectuate 
the purposes of this title, making adjust- 
ments for such relevant factors as he shall 
determine and deem to be of general appli- 
cability in respect to such accommodations 
or any class of such accommodations, for 
the use or occupancy of housing accommo- 
dations in any rent-control area as follows: 

“(1) For housing accommodations, in any 
rent-control area or portion thereof, which 
had a maximum rent in effect under the 
Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, 
immediately prior to the effective date of 
this title, the maximum rent shall be the 
maximum rent in effect on that date: Pro- 
vided, however, That such individual and 
general adjustments in such maximum rents 
as he shall deem appropriate shall be made 
to compensate landlords for increases in 
costs of operation and maintenance since the 
maximum rent date in the rent-control area, 
for whieh they have not been previously 
compensated. 

“(2) For housing accommodations, in any 
rent-control area or portion thereof, which 
had no maximum rent in effect under the 
Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, 
immediately prior to the effective date of 
this title, the President may establish maxi- 
mum rents giving due consideration to the 
rents prevailing for such housing accommo- 
dations or comparable housing accommoda- 
tions during the period from May 24 to June 
24, 1950: Provided; however, That no con- 
sideration shall be given to increases in rents 
after January 25, 1951. 

“(b) The President may make such indi- 
vidual and general adjustments increasing 
or decreasing any maximum rents on housing 
accommodations established under this title, 
in any rent control area or any portion 
thereof, or with respect to any housing ac- 
commodations or any class of housing ac- 
commodations within any such area or any 
portion thereof, as may be necessary to re- 
move hardships or to correct other inequi- 
ties, or further to carry out the purposes and 
provisions of this title: Provided, however, 
That in the ease of an individual adjustment 
increasing a maximum rent, the landlord 
certifies that he is maintaining all services 
required under this title at the time of ap- 
plication for adjustment and that he will 
continue to maintain such services so long 
as the adjustment in such maximum rent 
which may be granted continues in effect. 

“(c) In order to help assure fair adjust- 
ments for tenants and small landlords, the 
President is authorized and directed to des- 
ignate for every rent control area an officer 
whose function shall be to assist tenants and 
small landlords by— 

“(A) informing them concerning the con- 
ditions under which rent adjustments may 
be obtained; 

“(B) helping in the preparation of ap- 
plications for rent adjustments; 

“(C) providing them with such other in- 
formation and services as may be necessary 
and appropriate. 

“(d) Nothing in this title shall be in- 
terpreted or construed to prohibit, in the 
case of any rental agreement hereafter en- 
tered into, the demand, collection, or reten- 
tion of a security deposit, if said deposit 
does not exceed the rent for 1 month in 
addition to the otherwise authorized col- 
lection of rent in advance if the demand, 
collection, or retention of such a security 
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deposit was an accepted rental practice prior 
to June 24, 1950, in the area in which the 
premises are located, or was customarily re- 
quired before that date by the same land- 
lord in the renting of the particular housing 
accommodations involved, and if the tenant 
is allowed, under the terms of the rental 
agreement, to occupy the premises for the 
period covered by the security deposit with- 
out further payment of rent. 

“(e) The President, upon recommenda- 
tion of a local advisory board, or upon his 
own initiative, is hereby authorized to re- 
move any or all maximum rents, in any rent 
control area or portion thereof, or with re- 
spect to any class of housing accommoda- 
tions in any such area or portion thereof, 
whenever in his judgment it is no longer 
necessary, to effectuate the purposes of this 
title, to continue maximum rents in such 
area or portion thereof or with respect to 
such class of housing accommodations. Any 
action taken by the President under this 
subsection shall not affect his authority to 
eta maximum rents under this sec- 

on, 

“(f) Except as otherwise specifically pro- 
vided, as used in this title— 

“(1) The term ‘housing accommodations’ 
means any building, structure, or part there- 
of, or land appurtenant thereto, or any other 
real or personal property rented or offered 
for rent for living or dwelling purposes (in- 
cluding houses, apartments, hotels, room- 
ing or boarding-house accommodations, and 
other properties used for living or dwelling 
purposes) together with all privileges, serv- 
ices, furnishings, furniture, and facilities 
connected with the use or occupancy of such 
property. : 

“(2) The term ‘controlled housing accom- 
modations’ means housing accommodations 
on which a maximum rent is in effect under 
this title in any rent control area. 

“(3) The term ‘rent control area’ means 
any area in the United States, its Territories 
and possessions, in which rents for housing 
accommodations were controlled under the 
Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, 
immediately prior to the effective date of 
this title (which were known as defense 
rental areas) and any other area designated 
by the President as an area where, in his 
judgment, rent stabilization may be or is 
necessary to effectuate the purposes of this 
title or defense activities have resulted or 
threaten to result in an increase in the 
rents for rental accommodations inconsis- 
tent with the purposes of this title. 

“(4) The term ‘rent’ means the considera- 
tion, including any bonus, benefit, or gratu- 
ity demanded or received for or in connec- 
tion with the use or occupancy of housing 
accommodations, or the transfer of a lease 
of housing accommodations. 

“Sec. 453. (a) The Congress recognizes 
that, since rent is a substantial component 
in the cost of doing business, there is a 
direct relationship between the stabiliza- 
tion of prices and wages and the stabiliza- 
tion of commercial rents, . Since the impact 
of increases in commercial rents on the 
stabilization program is of vital importance 
to small business enterprises, it is the inten- 
tion of the Congress that the authority con- 
ferred by this section shall be exercised with 
particular emphasis for the protection of 
independent small-business enterprises, 

“(b) Whenever in the judgment of the 
President rents for business accommodations 
in any rent control area have increased or 
threatened to increase above the rents gen- 
erally prevailing upon such date as he deems 
appropriate, but in no event earlier than 
June 24, 1950, and in his judgment the 
stabilization of such rents is necessary or 
proper in order to effectuate the purposes 
of this title, or to promote the national 
defense, the President may establish maxi- 
mum rents for such accommodations which 
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in his judgment are generally fair and equi- 
table and will effectuate the purposes of this 
title, and which take into account adjust- 
ment for such relevant factors as he shall 
determine and deem to be of general appli- 
cability in respect to such accommodations 
or any class of such accommodations. 

“(c) The President may make such indi- 
vidual and general adjustments increasing 
or decreasing any maximum rents on busi- 
ness accommodations established under this 
section, in any rent control area or any por- 
tion thereof, or with respect to any busi- 
ness accommodations or any class of busi- 
ness accommodations within any such area 
or any portion thereof, as may be necessary 
to remove hardships or to correct other 
inequities, or further to carry out the pur- 

of this title. 

„d) Whenever the President shall have 
exercised the powers under subsection (b) 
of this section, the provisions of sections 
454, 458, and 459 of this title shall apply 
with full force and effect to this section, 
to business accommodations and maximum 
rents under this section and to any rule, 
regulation, order or requirement issued under 
this section. 

“(e) As used in this section— 

“(1) The term ‘business accommodations’ 
means any building, structure, or part 
thereof, or land appurtenant thereto, or any 
other real property rented or offered for 
rent for other than living or dwelling pur- 
poses, together with all privileges, services, 
furnishings, furniture, fixtures, equipment 
and facilities connected with the use or oc- 
cupancy of such property, except that the 
term shall not include property used solely 
for agricultural purposes. 

“(2) The term ‘rent’ means the considera- 
tion, including any bonus, benefit, or gratu- 
ity demanded or received for or in connec- 
tion with the use or occupancy of business 
accommodations, or the transfer of a lease 
of business accommodations. 

“Sec. 454. (a) The President is author- 
ized and directed to create local advisory 
boards or to continue in existence local ad- 

boards created under the Housing and 
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, in any rent 
control area or portion thereof in which 
rents of housing accommodations are being 
regulated under this title. The President 
shall, whenever in his judgment there is 
need therefor, create or continue in existence 
such local advisory boards in any rent con- 
trol area or portion thereof in which rents 
for housing accommodations are not being 
regulated under this title. Each such board 
shall consist of not less than 5 members 
who are citizens of the area and who, insofar 
as practicable, as a group are representative 
of the affected interests in the area, to be 
appointed by the President from recommen- 
dations made by the respective governors: 
Provided, That in any case where the gov- 
ernor has made no recommendations for orig- 
inal appointments to local advisory boards 
or appointments to fill vacancies within 
thirty days after request therefor (subse- 
quent to the effective date of this title) the 
President shall without such recommenda- 
tions appoint the original members of such 
boards or such members as may be required 
to fill vacancies. Nothing in the foregoing 
provisions shall require the reappointment 
of present members of local advisory boards, 
but any change in membership of any local 
advisory board shall be effectuated as 
promptly as may be practicable after the 
need for appointment shall arise. 

“(b) Such boards may make such recom- 
mendations to the President as to housing 
accommodations within their jurisdiction as 
they may deem advisable with respect to the 
establishment, reestablishment, continua- 
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tion, or removal of maximum rents, general 
adjustments of maximum rents, and opera- 
tions generally of local rent offices (including 
recommendations for changes in the regula- 
tions, operating procedures and recommenda- 
tions as to rent adjustments in individual 
cases). The President shall give due con- 
sideration to the recommendations of local 
advisory boards; and if in his judgment such 
recommendations effectuate the purposes of 
this title, he shall promptly take measures 
to place such recommendations in effect. 

“(c) The President shall furnish the local 
advisory boards suitable office space, steno- 
graphic assistance and reporting services 
for public hesrings (including attendance 
fees), and shall make available to such 
boards any records and other information 
in the of the President with 
respect to the establishment and mainte- 
nance of maximum rents and housing ac- 
commodations in the respective rent-control 
areas which may be requested by such boards. 

“Sec. 455. (a) At any time within 6 months 
after the effective date of any regulation 
or within 60 days of the effective date of 
any order relating to rent control under 
this title, or in the case of new grounds 
arising after the effective date of any such 
regulation relating to rent control, within 
6 months after such new grounds arise, any 
person subject to any provision of such 
regulation or order may, in accordance with 
regulations to be prescribed by the Presi- 
dent, file a protest specifically setting forth 
objections to any such provision and affida- 
vits or other written evidence in support 
of such objections. -Statements in support 
of any such regulation or order may be 
received and incorporated in the transcript 
of proceedings at such times and in ac- 
cordance with such regulations as may be 
prescribed by the President. Within a rea- 
sonable time after the filing of any pro- 
test under this section, but in no event 
more than 30 days after such filing, the 
President shall either grant or deny such 
protest in whole or in part, notice such 
protest for hearing, or provide an oppor- 
tunity to present further evidence in con- 
nection therewith. In the event that the 
President denies any such protest in whole 
or in part, he shall inform the protestant 
of the upon which such decision 
is based and of any economic data and other 
facts of which the President has taken 
official notice. 

“(b) In the administration of this title, 


remainder of it denied within a reasonable 
time after it is filed. Any protestant who 
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455, 457, and 458, respectively, and the term 
‘price controls’ shall mean ‘rent controls.’ 

“Sec. 457. (a) Any person who demands, 
accepts, receives, or retains any payment of 
reat in excess of the maximum rent pre- 
scribed under the provisions of this title, 
or any regulation, order, or requirement 
thereunder, shall be liable to the person 
from whom such payment is demanded, ac- 
cepted, received, or retained (or shall be 
liable to the United States as hereinafter 
provided) for reasonable attorney's fees and 
costs as determined by the court, plus liqui- 
dated damages in the amount of (1) $50, 
or (2) not more than three times the amount 
by which the payment or payments de- 
manded, accepted, received, or retained ex- 
ceed the maximum rent which could law- 
fully be demanded, accepted, received, or 
retained, as the court in its discretion may 
determine, whichever in either case may 
be the greater amount: Provided, That the 
amount of such liquidated damages- shall be 
the amount of the overcharge or overcharges 
if the defendant proves that the violation 
was neither willful nor the result of failure 
to take practicable precaution against the 
occurrence of the violation. 

“(b) Any person who unlawfully evicts 
a tenant shall be liable to the person so 
evicted (or shall be liable to the United 
States as hereinafter provided) for reason- 
able attorney’s fees and costs as determined 
by the court, plus liquidated damages (cal- 
culated on a monthly basis) in the amounts 
of (1) 1 month’s rent or $50, whichever is 
greater, or (2) not more than three times 
such monthly rent, or $150, whichever is 
greater: Provided, That the amount of such 
liquidated damages shall be the amount of 
1 month’s rent or $50, whichever is greater, 
if the defendant proves that the violation 
was neither willful nor the result of failure 
to take practicable precautions against the 
occurrence of the violation. 

“(c) Suit to recover liquidated damages 
as provided in this section may be brought, 
notwithstanding any other provisions of this 
act, in any Federal court of competent juris- 
diction regardless of the amount involved, 
or in any State or Territorial court of com- 
petent jurisdiction, within 1 year after the 
date of violation: Provided, That if the per- 
son from whom such payment is demanded, 
accepted, received, or retained, or the 
wrongfully evicted, either fails to institute an 
action under this section within 30 days from 
the date of the occurrence of the violation 
or is not entitled for any reason to bring the 
action, the United States may settle the 
claim arising out of the violation or within 
1 year after the date of violation may in- 
stitute such action. If such claim is settled 
or such action is instituted, the person from 
whom such payment is demanded, accepted, 
received, or retained, or the person wrong- 
fully evicted, shall thereafter be barred from 
bringing an action for the same violation or 
violations. For the purpose of determining 
the amount of liquidated to be 
awarded to the plaintiff in an action brought 
under subsection (a) of this section, all 
violations alleged in an- action under said 
subsection (a) which were committed by the 
defendant with respect to the plaintiff prior 
to the of such an action shall be 
deemed to constitute one violation and, in 
such action under subsection (a) of this 
section, the amount demanded, accepted, 
received, or retained in connection with such 
one violation shall be deemed to be the 
aggregate amount demanded, accepted, re- 
ceived, or retained in connection with all 
such violations. A judgment for damages 
or on the merits in any action under either 
subsection (a) or (b) of this section shall 
be a bar to any recovery under the same 
subsection of this section in any other action 
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against the same defendant on account of 
any violation with respect to the same per- 
son prior to the institution of the action in 
which such judgment was rendered. 

“Src. 458. (a) (1) It shall be unlawful for 
any person to demand, accept, receive, or 
retain any rent for the use or occupancy of 
any controlled housing accommodations in 
excess of the maximum rent prescribed un- 
der this title, or otherwise to do or omit 
to do any act, in violation of this title, or 
of any regulation or order or requirement 
under this title, or to offer, solicit, attempt, 
or agree to do any of the foregoing. 

“(2) It shall be unlawful for any person 
to evict, remove, or exclude, or cause to be 
evicted, removed, or excluded any tenant 
from any controlled housing accommoda- 
tions in any manner or upon any grounds ex- 
cept as authorized or permitted by the 
provisions of this title or any regulation, 
order, or requirement thereunder, and any 
person who lawfully gains possession from 
a tenant of any controlled housing accom- 
modations, and thereafter fails fully to com- 
ply with such requirements or conditions as 
may have been imposed for such possession 
by the provisions of this title or any regula- 
tion, order, or requirement thereunder, shall 
also be deemed to have unlawfully evicted 
such tenant and shall be liable to such 
tenant, or to the United States, as provided 
in this title. It shall also be unlawful for 
any person to remove or attempt to remove 
from any controlled housing accommoda- 
tions the tenant or occupant thereof or to 
refuse to renew the lease or agreement for 
the use of such accommodations, because 
such tenant or occupant has taken, or pro- 
poses to take, action authorized or required 
by this title or any regulation, order, or re- 
quirement thereunder. 

“(b) Any person who willfully violates any 
provision of this title, or any regulation, or- 
der, or requirement issued thereunder, shall, 
upon conviction thereof, be subject to a fine 
of not more than $5,000 or to imprisonment 
for not more than 1 year, or to both such 
fine and imprisonment. Whenever the Pres- 
ident has reason to believe that any person 
is liable for punishment under this subsec- 
tion, he may certify the facts to the Attorney 
General, who may, in his discretion, cause 
appropriate proceedings to be brought. 

(c) Whenever in the judgment of the 
President any person has engaged or is about 
to engage in any acts or practices which con- 
stitute or will constitute a violation of any 

* provision of section 458 of this title, he may 
make application to any Federal court of 
competent jurisdiction regardless of the 
amount involved, or to any State or Terri- 
torial court of competent jurisdiction, for 
an order enjoining such acts or practices, or 
for an order enforcing compliance with such 
provision, and upon a showing by the Pres- 
ident that such person has engaged or is 
about to engage in any such acts or practices 
a permanent or temporary injunction, re- 
straining order, or other order, with or with- 
out such injunction or restraining order, 
shall be granted without bond. 

“Sec. 459. Whenever in the judgment of 
the President such action is necessary or 
proper in order to effectuate the purposes of 
this title, he may, by regulation or order, 
regulate or prohibit speculating or manipu- 
lative practices or renting or leasing prac- 
tices (including practices relating to recov- 
ery of the possession) in connection with 
any controlled housing accommodations, 
which in his judgment are equivalent to or 
likely to result in rent increases inconsistent 
with the purposes of this act. 

“Sec. 460. The President shall administer 
the authority contained in this title through 
the new independent agency created pur- 
suant to section 403 of this act. 
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“Sec. 461. Nothing in this title shall be 
construed to require any person to offer any 
accommodations for rent. 

“Sec. 462. While maximum rents are in ef- 
fect under this title with respect to rental 
accommodations in any rent-control area, 
such rental accommodations shall not be 
subject to rent control by any State or local 
government. 

“Sec. 463. As to offenses committed or 
rights or liabilities incurred prior to the 
termination of this title, the provisions of 
this title and regulations, orders, and re- 
quirements thereunder shall be treated as 
still remaining in full force for the purpose 
of sustaining any proper suit, action, or 
prosecution with respect to any such right, 
liability, or offense, notwithstanding the 
termination of this title in accordance with 
section 761 of this act.” 


Mr. WOLCOTT (interrupting the 
reading of the bill). Mr. Chairman, in- 
asmuch as section 105 goes over to and 
includes the most of the language on 
page 40, which is stricken out in one 
committee amendment, I ask unanimous 


consent that the further reading of sec- 


tion 105 be dispensed with and that it 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
report the committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Committee amendment: Page 23, line 23, 
strike all of line 23 and down to and in- 
cluding line 22 on page 40, and insert: 

“Sec. 105. (a) Section 403 of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 is hereby amended by 
changing the period at the end of the first 
sentence to a colon and adding the follow- 
ing: ‘Provided, however, That the President 
shall administer any controls over the wages 
or salaries of employees subject to the pro- 
visions of the Railway Labor Act, as 
amended, through a separate board or panel 
having jurisdiction only over such em- 
ployees.’ 

“(b) Section 502 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is amended by changing the 
period at the end of the last sentence thereof 
to a colon and adding the following: Pro- 
vided, however, That in any dispute between 
employees and carriers subject to the Rail- 
way Labor Act, as amended, the procedures 
of such act shall be followed for the pur- 
pose of bringing about a settlement of such 
dispute. Any agency provided for by such 
act, including any panel or panel board 
established by the President for the adjust- 
ment of disputes arising under the Railway 
Labor Act, as a prerequisite to effecting or 
recommending a settlement of such dispute, 
shall make a specific finding and certification 
that the changes proposed by such settlement 
or recommended settlement, are consistent 
with such standards as may then be in effect, 
established by or pursuant to law, for the 
purpose of controlling inflationary tenden- 
cies: Provided further, That in any nondis- 
puted wage or salary adjustments proposed 
as a result of voluntary agreement through 
collective bargaining, mediation, or otherwise, 
the same finding and certification of consist- 
ency with existing stabilization policy shall 
be made by the separate panel, chairman 
thereof, or boards established and author- 
ized by the President. Where such find- 
ing and certification are made by such 
agency, panel, chairman thereof, or boards, 
they shall after approval by the Economic 
Stabilization Administrator be conclusive 
and it shall then be lawful for the employ- 
ees and carriers, by agreement, to put into 
effect the changes proposed by the settle- 
ment, recommended settlement, or voluntary 
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proposal with respect to which such find- 
ings and certification were made.“ 

“(c) The second sentence of section 503 
of the Defense Production Act of 1950 is 
hereby amended to read as follows: ‘No ac- 
tion inconsistent with the provisions of the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as 
amended, other Federal labor standards 
statutes, the Labor-Management Relations 
Act, 1947, the Railway Labor Act, as 
amended, or with other applicable laws 
shall be taken under this title’.” 


Mr. DOLLINGER. Mr. Chairman, L 
rise in opposition to the committee 
amendment. í 

Mr. Chairman, a few weeks ago this 
House started to consider a bill that was 
called a Defense Production Act. It has 
been so emasculated that it no longer 
has any resemblance to the original bill. 
It can be properly labeled today as one 
to give special privilege to the special 
interests and one against the interests 
of our country. You had better start 
thinking of your own defense—to de- 
fend your position if you can, before the 
American people on your actions on 
this bill. 

There can be no effective price-con- 
trol program without a strong, Federal 
control law. Rent control is as neces- 
sary to halt inflation as any other 
factor. 

The housing shortage still is very crit- 
ical. There ar. at least 12,000,000 peo- 
ple at the bottom of the economic lad- 
der in this country, who must survive on 
an average of no more than $45 per 
month, as well as many others exist- 
ing—I mean existing and not living— 
on unemployment insurance, veterans’ 
pensions, civil service, and railroad re- 
tirement pensions, white collar employ- 
ees, and loyal Federal, State, and mu- 
nicipal employees as well as others. 

Without rent control, would any por- 
tion of their small incomes be left for 
food or would the amount they receive 
be insufficient for shelter. 

Rents are a major item in the living 
costs of the average American family. 
No one can choose to do without shelter, 
nor can a substitute be provided for it. 

I have said many times that tenants, 
many of them, have suffered hardships 
at the hands of gouging landlords. 
Many of you have objected to the use 
of my words “gougers” and profiteers“ 
on this floor, 

Let me read from the press reports— 
yesterday’s and today’s: 

GI's Goucep, LIVE IN FILTH, SENATE TOLD 

Johnson said it is commonplace for land- 
lords to charge servicemen 100 percent more 
than previous tenants have paid, and that in 
somé cases the rent gouging runs as high 
as 500 percent. 

Fifty percent of the rentul property around 
Camp Breckinridge, Johnson said, is not un- 
der rent control, and rent gougers who are 
under ren: control terrorize the service fam- 
ilies into silence with threats of eviction if 
they report the gouging. 

GI hovels rent for more than swank hotels, 
Senator says. 

If landlords could do this to our serv- 
icemen, what do you think they would 
do to the rest of the tenants? 

The amendment that will be offered in 
place of this section would permit any 
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landlord, merely by filing an application, 
without showing need or that any in- 
crease is warranted, to obtain the 20- 
percent increase over the rent in effect 
on June 30, 1947, less any increases he 
received since then. 

I do not see how we can justify such 
legislation, unless proof is submitted and 
passed upon that the application has 
merit and justifies an increase. 

This Congress will go down in history, 
“if we pass this intended amendment in 
place of this section in the bill—and 
yes, if we pass the bill in its present 
form as the give-away Congress—giving 
away everything that belongs to the 
people to the special interests and privi- 
leged groups. 

Why at the present time property 
owners have received many increases 
from tenants on extremely liberal 
grounds that Congress wrote into pre- 
vious bills. Not only have many in- 
creases been granted, but landlords 
have had no vacancies in many years— 
made no repairs, and did no painting. 
Nowadays when an apartment is vacant, 
it is rented on an “as is” basis. The 
tenant takes the apartment in any con- 
dition, usually a very bad condition, 
makes all repairs including the painting 
of the apartment, at his own expense, 
improving the property of the landlord. 

We passed a rent control bill for the 
District a few weeks ago—apparently 
identical with this intended amendment, 
except in one instance and in that case 
the District bill permitted an increase of 
20 percent over the rent in effect since 
1941 less any increases received since 
then. The amendment we will consider 
in fixing 1947 as the date enables those 
who reside in the District to get a special 
benefit over the rest of the Nation. Do 
you want to be put in the category of 
the privileged? For myself, I do not 
want any special benefits and I do not 
think you do either. 

Some of you might say that landlords 
will not abuse the right to apply for an 
increase in rent unless they are entitled 
to it. In answer to that, let me quote 
just a few excerpts from yesterday’s and 
today’s newspapers: 

Lanpiorps Asx 55,000 Forms; 100,- 
000 Unrrs Face INCREASES IN AUGUST 

Washington landlords wasted little time 
yesterday in o forms required for 
rent increases on about 100,000 living units 
here. 


The other heading reads: “Rush is on 
to get rent boost forms—Washington 
landlords aren’t wasting time in seek- 
ing rent increases.” > 

Need I say more? I trust that you will 
defeat this amendment to strike out this 
section and thereby enact real, strong, 
effective, Federal rent control, which is 
contained in the original bill, and which 
the intended amendment will try to kill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 
` Amendment offered by Mr. MULTER: On 
page 40, after line 22, insert “For a period of 
120 days immediately following the date of 
the enactment of this paragraph, all rents 
on farm, commercial, industrial and dwell- 
ing property shall be maintained at not ex- 
ceeding the level prevailing on July 7, 1951.” 


Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 


I make the point of order that the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York is not germane to this 
section of the bill. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, this is 
the rent stabilization section. 

The CHAIRMAN. May the Chair in- 
quire of the gentleman from Kansas as 
to what section of the bill it would be 
appropriate to offer it? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. The last title 
of the bill, title II. The committee has 
adopted an amendment striking out 
rent control, and has stricken out the 
provisions with respect to rent control. 


Therefore there is nothing in the bill’ 


which can be amended. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair feels 
that perhaps the amendment of the gen- 
tleman from New York would be more 
appropriate to page 72 and thereafter, 
title II, amendments to the Housing and 
Rent Act of 1947. I would suggest to the 
gentleman from New York that the 
amendment be offered at that point 
rather than on page 40 after line 22. 

Mr. MULTER. May I suggest, Mr. 
Chairman, the amendments referred to 
by the gentleman from Kansas and to 
which the Chair has referred come to- 
ward the end of the bill, and are the 
more or less permanent provisions ap- 
plying to rent control, which were in- 
tended to remain in effect as long as the 
Defense Production Act is in effect. My 
amendment is a temporary provision for 
rent stabilization and applies and is 
germane to the rent stabilization title. 

The . The gentleman’s 
amendment could apply to provisions 
proposing permanent control.- 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not want to get those temporary provi- 
sions confused with the other provisions. 
I do want to keep them separate and dis- 
tinct. I do not want to offer this amend- 
ment to the permanent provisions. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
may offer it as a separate amendment if 
he desires to do so at the end of the bill 
or after the title II amendments to the 
Housing and Rent Act of 1947 have been 
read, The Chair feels that would be the 
appropriate place to offer the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. MULTER. I trust the Chair will 
excuse my persistency, but, if it is in 
order, I would like to offer the amend- 
ment at this point. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has 
done the best he could to indicate to the 
gentleman that it is the opinion of the 
Chair it is not in order to offer the 
amendment at this point. 

Mr.MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I with- 
draw my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
withdraws his amendment. 


JULY 20 


Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word, 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 


Texas, in arguing against an amendment 


which was offered by a Member from 
Michigan, said in effect that the amend- 
ment was silly, because it would leave 
the enforcement of the provisions of the 
amendment to the local courts. 

Now, just to point out the inconsist- 
ency, let me sa 

Mr. PATMAN. I did not use the word 
“silly,” I will say to the gentleman. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. All 
right. We will strike out “silly” and put 
something else in on the revision that 
will be more fitting. We will use the 
word “absurdity.” He ridiculed the idea 
of enforcement as outlined in the amend- 


“ment and pointed out the absurdity— 


if that suits him any better—leaving en- 
forcement to the local courts. 

Let me show you just how inconsistent 
he is. I read from page 23, line 19, of 
the bill: 


(e) The term “court of competent juris- 
diction” as used in this section shall mean 
any Federal court of competent jurisdiction 
regardless of the amount in controversy and 
any State or territorial court of competent 
Jurisdiction. 


Of course, the gentleman, as an attor- 
ney, knows that when you enforce a law 
or when you prosecute for violation of 
the law, under the Constitution you go 
to the local court. You know, as a rule 
one charged with a violation has a right 
to a jury trial. I only take this oppor- 
tunity—and I apologize to all other 
Members of the House for doing it—hon- 
estly and sincerely I apologize—just to 
call attention to the absurdity of some 
of the arguments offered by the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
pert the next committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Committee amendment: On page 40, line 
23, insert: 

“Sec. 105. (a) Section 403 of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 is hereby amended 
by changing the period at the end of the 
first sentence to a colon and adding the fol- 
lowing: ‘Provided, however, That the Presi- 
dent shall administer any controls cver the 
wages or salaries of employees subject to 
the provisions of the Railway Labor Act, as 
amended, through a separate board or panel 
having jurisdiction only over such em- 
ployees.’ 

“(b) Section 502 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is amended by changing the 
period at the end of the last sentence thereof 
to a colon and adding the following: ‘Pro- 
vided, however, That in any dispute between 
employees and carriers subject to the Rail- 
way Labor Act, as amended, the procedures 
of such act shall be followed for the pur- 
pose of bringing about a settlement of such 
dispute, Any agency provided for by such 
act, including any panel or panel board es- 
tablished by the President for the adjust- 
ment of disputes arising under the Railway 
Labor Act, as a prerequisite to effecting or 
recommending a settlement of such dispute, 
shall make a specific finding and certifica- 
tion that the changes proposed by such set- 
tlement or recommended settlement, are 
consistent with such standards as may then 
be in effect, established by or pursuant to 
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law, for the purpose of controlling inflation- 
ary tendencies: Provided further, That in 
any nondisputed wage or salary adjustments 
proposed as a result of voluntary agreement 
through collective bargaining, mediation, 
or otherwise, the same finding and certifica- 
tion of consistency with existing stabiliza- 
tion policy shall be made by the separate 
panel, chairman thereof, or boards as estab- 
lished and authorized by the President. 
Where such finding and certification are 
made by such agency, panel, chairman 
thereof, or boards, they shall after approval 
by the Economic Stabilization Administrator 
be conclusive and it shall then be lawful 
for the employees and carriers, by agree- 
ment, to put into effect the changes proposed 
by the settlement, recommended settlement, 
or voluntary proposal with respect to which 
such findings and certification were made.’ 

“(c) The second sentence of section 503 
of the Defense Production Act of 1950 is 
hereby amended to read as follows: ‘No ac- 
tion inconsistent with the provisions of the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, as 
amended, other Federal labor standards 
statutes, the Labor Management Relations 
Act, 1947, the Railway Labor Act, as 
amended, or with other applicable laws shall 
be taken under this title.’” 


The committee amendment 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 42, line 19, after “Sec. 106” strike the 
remainder of page 42 and lines 1 and 2 on 


page 43. 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee mendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Committee amendment: On page 43, line 2, 
after “proposed”, insert the following: “(a) 
Section 601 of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new paragraph: 

“In the exercise of its authority under 
this section, the Board shall not (1) require 
a down payment of more than one-third or 
fix a maximum maturity of less than 18 
months in connection with installment credit 
extended for the purchase of a new automo- 
bile, or (2) require a down payment of more 
than one-fourth or fix a maximum maturity 
of less than 18 months in connection with 
installment credit extended for the purchase 
of a used automobile, or (3) require a down 
payment of more than 15 percent or fix a 
maximum maturity of less than 18 months 
in connection with installment credit ex- 
tended for the purchase of any household 
appliance (including phonographs and 
radios and television sets), or (4) require a 
down payment of more than 10 percent or 
fix a maximum maturity of less than 21 
months in connection with installment credit 
extended for the purchase of household fur- 
niture and floor coverings, or (5) require a 
down payment of more than 10 percent or 
fix a maximum maturity of less than 36 
months in connection with installment credit 
extended for residential repairs, alterations, 
or improvements. The Board shall recognize 
freight costs on automobiles and make due 
allowance by further extending maximum 
maturities in connection with installment 
credits extended for the purchase of auto- 
mobiles so as to equalize as nearly as practi- 
cable monthly payments throughout the 
United States’.” 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the committee amend- 
ment, 


was 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. PATMAN: Page 
43, line 2, in lieu of the matter proposed to 
be inserted by the committee amendment on 
page 43, lines 2 to 25 inclusive, and page 44, 
lines 1 to 5, inclusive, insert the following: 

“(a) Section 601 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is amended to read as follows: 

“ ‘Sec. 601. No consumer credit controls 
shall be exercised pursuant to section 5 (b) 
of the Trading With the Enemy Act, as 
amended, or Executive Order No. 8843, after 
the date of enactment of the Defense Pro- 
duction Act Amendments of 19517.“ 


The CHAIRMAN. Permit the Chair to 
inquire of the gentleman from Texas if 
the gentleman does not intend to offer 
that amendment in the form of a sub- 
stitute for the committee amendment? 

Mr. PATMAN. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I 
ask unanimous consent that it be con- 
sidered as a substitute for the committee 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
it will be construed by the Chair as an 
amendment in the form of a substitute 
for the committee amendment. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, this is 
an amendment to strike out regulation 
W, to abolish regulation W. It is now 
under existing law administered by the 
Federal Reserve Board. The Committee 
on Banking and Currency made a report 
on this bill in which it stated that the 
Federal Reserve Board had harshly ad- 
ministered this provision of the law. The 
words used were very mild. We can add 
to them by saying that the Federal Re- 
serve Board has been cruel.and in fact, 
mean in the administration of this regu- 
lation W. 

It is not under the supervision of the 
President. It is not under the supervi- 
sion of any other agency of our Govern- 
ment. It is entirely under the Federal 
Reserve Board, consisting of seven mem- 
bers who hold their offices for 14 years 
each. We have been trying to get them 
to relax it. The watchdog committee 
appealed to them to change it. Every- 
body from the President down asked the 
Federal Reserve Board to change their 
regulations concerning durable goods, 
including automobiles, but to no avail. 
No; they would keep it exactly as it is at 
a time when there is an abundant supply 
of durable goods. 

The truth is that, if regulation W is 
abolished, and people use their money, 
or part of it, to buy automobiles and re- 
frigerators, and television sets, and 
everything else, that releases the pres- 
sure on scarce goods like meat and things 
like that; in other words, that helps keep 
down inflation. As it is now, when people 
cannot invest in automobiles they need 
they do not have the money to make 
these large down payments; therefore 
they keep the money they have, and it is 
in competition with the scarce commod- 
ities like meat and things like that that 
are in scarce supply. This will really 
help. Certainly we are not going to need 
this regulation W for the next 6 months, 
We know that. It should be absolutely 
abolished. In January, when we come 
back here, we can put it on if we need it. 
We can put it on any time. But we do 
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not need it now. It is in the hands of a 
Board that is administering it in a cruel, 
harsh fashion. The best way to deal 
with a bureaucratic board like that is to 
abolish their power. 

Read what the Federal Reserve Board 
said about this, which indicates that 
maybe it is not necessary. In their let- 
ter to Chairman Spence, the Board said 
that possibly this power is not needed 
now, possibly it should not be used. So 
you would not be going very far afield 
if you voted to abolish it. What is reg- 
ulation W? ‘That is a penalty on the 
poor man. That requires large down 
payments on transactions of $2,500 or 
less, except automobiles, and of course 
there it could be more. That is a pen- 
alty on the poor. The person who does 
not have $2,500 is subject to all of these 
restrictions and all of these investiga- 
tions are made concerning him. But 
when anyone buys anything above 
$2,500 he is just footloose and fancy free. 
He can buy anything on earth. There 
are no restrictions of any kind. There 
is no down payment and no regulations 
of any kind, on transactions of $2,500 


and above. This, I repeat, is a penalty 
on the poor. It is a restriction on the 
poor. 


What is the best collateral in the 
world? It is not real estate; it is not 
personal property; it is character— 
character. That is the best collateral 
on earth. So this regulation is destroy- 
ing character as a collateral. I do not 
care how good a reputation a person has 
for paying his debts, and if his reputa- 
tion is excellent, regulation W destroys 
his character as collateral for a loan. 
It makes no difference that he has 
worked a lifetime to gain that reputa- 
tion, rendering public service, and liv- 
ing as a real man should in the com- 
munity in which he lives. Such a per- 
son, when he wants credit, should get 
credit. But this regulation destroys 
character as collateral for credit. 
WILLIAM M'CHESNEY MARTIN IS A GREAT AMERI- 

CAN AND MAKES AN OUTSTANDING CHAIRMAN 

OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD, BUT SOME OF 

HIS SUBORDINATES DO NOT KNOW WHAT THEY 

ARE TALKING ABOUT—BOARD’S LETTER TO CON- 

GRESS EXPLAINING ITS POSITION ON REGULA- 

TION W IS PACKED WITH FALSEHOODS AND 

IGNORANCE OF AMERICAN BUSINESS PRACTICES 

Mr. Chairman, on July 19, 1951, Wil- 
liam McChesney Martin, Chairman of 
the Federal Reserve Board, addressed a 
letter to Chairman SPENCE, of the House 
Banking and Currency Committee, ex- 
plaining the Board’s position on install- 
ment credit controls which are part of 
title 6 in the Defense Production Act, 
and are known as regulation W. I want 
to answer that letter in detail since it 
was widely published and is taken as 
gospel truth in many quarters solely be- 
cause it is a document emanating from 
the Federal Reserve Board. 

To begin with, I want to make my own 
position clear regarding Mr. Martin, He 
is a distinguished American who has 
served his country unselfishly in war and 
peace. His integrity and professional 
and personal honesty could not be ques- 
tioned by any man. He was president 
of the New York Stock Exchange when 
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he was only 32 years old. He is only 45 
years old now and he brings to the Fed- 
eral Reseive Board an excellent back- 
ground in banking and finance. He has 
been at the Board less than 4 months, 
Obviously, I should be most unreason- 
able if I expected him to have all of the 
Board’s operations at his fingers’ tips. 
He is an excellent administrator, which 
means that he depends on the honesty 
and competence of his associates in ar- 
riving at decisions affecting public poli- 
cies. His letter to Chairman SPENCE, for 
example, very patently is a composite 
draft of the ideas of many different econ- 
omists on the Federal Reserve Board’s 
staff. 

The letter is the most illogical piece 
of writing that I have ever read, In one 
breath it cays that regulation W is not 
too important after all and that the 
country will not go to the dogs if we 
abandon it altogether. In the very next 
breath the letter tells Congress that reg- 
ulation W is needed in the fight against 
inflation. Federal Reserve Board econo- 
mists have finally succeeded in recon- 
ciling contradictions, a piece of intellec- 
tual wizardry that is hard to match. 

The following language speaks for it- 
self, and I am quoting accurately from 
Governor Martin’s letter: 

We do not wish to exaggerate the impor- 
tance of this regulation. We are not pre- 
pared to say at this time that even if the 
Congress decided to abolish it altogether the 
consequences wotld be grave, 


Another section of the letter reads: 
It— 


Regulation W— 
has inherent limitations and defects as a 
means of credit restraint. It affects only one 
segment, though an increasingly important 
segment, of the credit structure, 

There you have it. The Board is say- 
ing, in effect, that it wants no part of 
regulation W. That is a realistic state- 
ment and an honest statement, and I 
want to pay public tribute to Chairman 
Martin for his courage. It is not often 
that we find such refreshing honesty in 
this town. Here, very frankly, the Board 
is telling Congress that the whole idea of 
regulation W should be dropped. 

Apparently at this point in the letter 
one of the bureaucratic empire builders 
saw the possibility of the loss of hun- 
dreds of jobs and sales-talked Mr. Mar- 
tin into inserting arguments to show 
Congress that regulation W is a credit 
control and is necessary therefore dur- 
ing the emergency. There is going to 
be a day of reckoning on this whole mat- 
ter of regulation W, and when that day 
comes some of Mr. Martin’s subordinates 
are going to have to do some tall talking 
to explain how they got Mr. Martin 
boxed up in this controversy in the first 
place. 

The Board's letter pegs its whole case 
on the premise that regulation W is a 
credit control. If regulation W is mere- 
ly an inventory control, the letter says, 
the administration of the regulation 
should be placed in the hands of another 
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agency. In this connection the letter 
says: 

It is, as we have indicated, an emergency 
antiinfilation measure, 0 


That is the nub of the Board's case in 
favor of the regulation, which, as I have 
already pointed out, the Board says can 
be dropped without grave consequences. 

Without getting involved in a lot of 
economic double talk, let us see just how 
much effect regulation W has had in 
curbing inflation. I can show you that 
it has had the opposite effect, It is fan- 
ning the flames of inflation, not damp- 
ening them, as the Board argues. 

Regulation W, along with other eco- 
nomic factors, did cut down consumer 
installment credit by $500,000,000 in the 
first 4 months of this year. The Federal 
Reserve Board likes to brag about that. 
But, as usual in this controversy, the 
2 is not telling the public all of the 

acts. 

The facts are that people in the lower- 
income groups, denied the right to buy 
furniture and other household necessi- 
ties because of the heavy down payments 
required under regulation W, go out and 
liquidate their savings into cash. They 
draw from their savings, they cash their 
bonds and their postal-savings accounts, 

In the first 4 months of 1951 the peo- 
ple withdrew~ $450,000,000 more cash 
from their accumulated savings deposits 
than in the same 4 months of 1950. 

They redeemed $329,000,000 more of 
series E Government bonds than they 
bought in January, February, March, 
and April of this year. They actually 
cashed in $1,478,000,000 worth of E bonds 
in these 4 months, while at the same time 
another group bought only $1,149,000,000 
worth of E bonds, representing a net 
loss to the Treasury of $329,000,000. 

They withdrew $100,000,000 net from 
their postal savings in the first 4 months 
of this year. 

While individuals are cashing in their 
series E Government bonds at a frenzied 
rate, in most cases to get the cash to 
make down payments on the things they 
need, businessmen are running to the 
banks for additional credit to finance 
their mounting warehouse inventories 
which regulation W has made unsalable. 
Inventories are rising at the rate of $1,- 
000,000,000 a month and it is conserva- 
tively estimated by Government econo- 
mists, outside of the Federal Reserve 
System, that almost $2,000,000,000 in new 
bank loans have been required to finance 
the durable goods now frozen in ware- 
houses of retailers, wholesalers, and 
manufacturers. 

For example, I know of one big install- 
ment retailer in the South who some- 
times has outstanding bank loans of per- 
haps $250,000. This same retailer today 
has a bank loan of $1,750,000 which he 
needs to carry his inventory. I know 
of another large installment retailer who 
sometimes borrows as much as $500,000 
to carry his usual sizable inventory. 
Today, his bank loans total almost $2,- 
000,000. These two cases illustrate how 
piled up inventories force retailers to ob- 
tain bank credit, which any child can see 
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is highly inflationary. I do not think I 
have to say more at this point to show 
that regulation W is inflationary and 
not a credit control at all, as the Federal 
Reserve Board says it is. 

The Board’s letter continues with an 
explanation of why it does not believe 
that regulation W can be liberalized at 
this time. The letter states: 

We do not believe that we should, by such 
an action, encourage the general public to 
incur more consumer installment debt which 
would be financed ultimately by further ex- 
pansion of bank credit, 


That statement is the prize economic 
boner of 1951, and leads me to distrust 
everything that the Board says and does 
on the subject of regulation W. Who- 
ever slipped that statement into the let- 
ter reveals conclusively either that he 
does not know what he is talking about or 
that he is deliberately attempting to de- 
ceive the Congress. The statement fur- 
ther proves the danger of putting these 
controls into the hands of persons totally 
unfamiliar with business practices and 
with production and distribution meth- 
ods of this country. 

When there is a free flow of goods, a 
great majority of installment retailers 
do their own financing, It is only when 
consumers refuse to buy, or are prevent- 
ed from buying by an artificial regula- 
tion, such as regulation W, that business- 
men are forced to resort to bank loans 
to finance their mounting inventories at 
the retail, wholesale, and manufactur- 
ing levels. 

The Martin letter would seem to indi- 
cate that the Governors think it is when 
the consumer buys an article on credit 
that this is the signal for the creation 
of a new bank loan—that this is where 
the inflationary stream begins; What a 
naive idea. 

The fact which every businessman 
knows is that when goods are produced, 
bank loans are negotiated to finance the 
labor and raw materials necessary for 
their production. When retailers buy 
these goods from manufacturers, the re- 
tailers in turn first use their own capital 
to finance inventories; and as tlese in- 
ventories rise beyond normal limits, they 
are increasingly forced to resort to bank 
loans to carry them. 

It is when the consumers purchase 
these products, take them out of the re- 
tailers’ inventories, thereby keeping the 
distribution pipelines open, that the 
bank loans created to manufacture and 
warehouse these goods can be paid off— 
and only then. 

The Board of Governors would have us 
believe just the opposite—that when the 
consumers finally purchase these ar- 
ticles, business turns around and seeks 
bank loans to finance these consumer 
receivables. 

The truth is that more than half of 
America’s retailers do not resort to 
banks at all to finance their consumer 
receivables. Most retailers, and practi- 
cally all wholesalers, and a high per- 
centage of manufacturers must resort 
to bank loans to finance the accumula- 
tion of goods in warehouses, particularly 
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at a time when the warehouses are bulg- 
ing with goods that cannot be moved to 
the consumers because of the heavy 
down payments required under regula- 
tion W. 

And so it is that while the Federal 
Reserve Board can point out that they 
have reduced consumer indebtedness by 
a haif billion dollars in the first 4 months 
of 1951, the fact remains that new bank 
loans undertaken by retailers, whole- 
salers, and manufacturers to finance 
this mounting supply of unsold goods 
have far outstripped the paltry reduc- 
tion of consumer indebtedness—so that 
the net effect of this consumer-credit 
regulation has been drastically inflation- 
ary and has forced the addition of vast 
new amounts of circulating money in the 
form of bank deposits through bank 
loans, 

It is clearly seen, therefore, that chok- 
ing inventories caused by regulation W 
stimulate bank loans which are infla- 
tionary. The letter from Chairman 
Martin naively attempts to draw a dis- 
tinction between inventories on the one 
hand and bank credit on the other. In 
underlying economic consequence they 
are the same thing. 

Obviously, economists of the Federal 
Reserve Board fail to grasp the differ- 
ence between consumer credit and bank 
debt incurred by businessmen. Business 
loans at banks actually create new cur- 
rency. It is in this field in which the 
Federal Reserve System normally func- 
tions and it is here that the Federal Re- 
serve Board should seek to do its anti- 
inflation job. 

When a consumer goes into a store and 
buys something for cash, he immediately 
returns to the merchant the merchant’s 
full investment in the product, permit- 
ting the merchant immediately to pres- 
sure manufacturers for another article 
to replace the one sold. If the same con- 
sumer were permitted to purchase on the 
installment plan, as is the practice of 
more than a majority of people in a free 
economy, it would be several months be- 
fore the merchant would be enabled to 
regain a sufficient amount of his invested 
capital to return to the wholesale mar- 
kets and ask for an article to replace the 
one sold. When we recall, as I have said, 
the well-known fact that more than half 
of all durable products sold by retailers 
are financed by these retailers without 
resort to bank loans, it is clear how this 
type of sale actually retards the circula- 
tion of money. It is not hard to see that 
it actually slows down the dollar turn- 
over. This is directly in contrast to the 
speeding up both of the amount and the 
velocity of the money turnover when the 
free flow of goods from producer to re- 
tailer to consumer is artificially dammed 
up, such as it is under regulation W. 

The Federal Reserve Board either does 
not understand the economics of produc- 
tion and distribution and the way con- 
sumer markets act and react, or it is 
willfully attempting to confuse Congress 
by failing to bring out all of the facts. 

Since regulation W is more inflation- 
ary than deflationary it should be abol- 
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ished. The only excuse for its existence 
that I can see is to give jobs to a bunch 
of people who should be working in de- 
fense plants where they would be more 
useful to the country, and, in the long 
run, to their families because they will 
not be at the Federal Reserve Board after 
the country gets wise to this fraudulent 
and brazen attempt to regulate trade. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment 
is adopted. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sorry that be- 
cause of illness the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Patman] was not with the 
committee when we considered the pro- 
visions relative to regulation W. I re- 
member last summer when we had the 
first defense production bill up, I came 
down to the office one morning in a 
taxicab. It was a new Ford. I asked 
the boy driving it how much he had paid 
for it. He told me he had paid $2,360, 
if I remember correctly. I said, “How 
much did you have to pay down?” And 
he said, “$100.” I said, “You had that, 
did you not?” He said, “No, I had to 
borrow the $100.” 

Mr. Chairman, we need this credit 
control. It is the indirect control that 
we have been discussing. I think credit 
control is one of the most important 
things we have to curb inflation. We are 
helping the less fortunate people. We 
did everything that the automobile peo- 
ple asked us todo. Iam a member of the 
watchdog committee. Last fall, at the 
instigation of the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. Parman] we called in members of 
the Federal Reserve Board, Iam the one 
who suggested that they extend deferred 
payments to 18 months. They said they 
would consider that and intimated they 
might accept it. Under the regulations 
they require one-third down payment for 
new cars, and give only 15 months to 
make the balance of the payment. 

The Federal Reserve Board refused to 
grant any relief to the automobile indus- 
try. So this year we had representatives 
of the automobile industry to testify be- 
fore the Banking and Currency Commit- 
tee at the hearings on the bill we are now 
considering. Mr. Costley, representing 
the National Automobile Dealers Asso- 
ciation, seid: “We do not mind the one- 
third down payment. We would like to 
have 21 months’ deferred payment, but 
Mr. Brown’s proposition of 18 months 
would be satisfactory to us.” We not 
only did that, but instead of requiring 
one-third down payment for used cars, 
we reduced that to 25 percent, and we 
gave them 18 months. That is what we 
did. The automobile owners, manufac- 
turers, and distributors of used cars are 
satisfied with our amendment in the bill. 
We reduced the down payment for these 
people and also gave them further ex- 
tension. 

We gave the same treatment to the 
householders; we gave them the same 
reduction in the way of cash payments 
and deferred payments. I believe we 
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satisfied these people as well as those en- 
gaged in the automobile industry. I 
think this is one of the most important 
methods we can have to control infia- 
tion and help stabilize the value of the 
dollar. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. PATMAN. Is it not a fact that the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Re- 
serve System wrote a letter to Chairman 
Spence of the committee, in which it is 
stated, under date of July 9, in discussing 
this thing: 

We do not wish to exaggerate the impor- 
tance of this regulation, We are not pre- 
pared to say at this time, even if Congress 
decided to abolish it altogether, that the 
consequences would be great. 


In other words, they are not prepared 
to admit that it is necessary. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. What has 
that got to do with my remarks? We 
carried out exactly what the automobile 
owners and housewives wanted. I think 


I yield to 


‘the Federal Reserve Board went further 


than necessary for the best interest of 
the country and the car users, but I 
think they should have some power to 


‘curb credits but should not abuse this 


power. They refused to do what the 
“watchdog committee” asked them to do 
and what the chairman of the Comit- 
tee on Banking and Currency asked 
them to do, therefore in order to give 
relief we adopted the amendments I have 
just svoken about. 

Mr. PATMAN. That is just with ref- 
erer.ce to automobiles. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. No. No. 
Read the bill. We gave the same treat- 
ment to the housewives for the facilities 
in the home, including furniture, appli- 
ances, radios, television sets, electric re- 
frigerators, and so forth. 

I introduced the amendment which 
was approved by the committee and in- 
cluded in this bill to carry out the wishes 
of the committee in liberalizing the 
credit controls, as I have just explained, 
but I insist that we must have credit 
controls and other indirect controls 
coupled with direct controls in order to 
reduce inflation and save the purchas- 
ing power of the dollar, so Mr. PATMAN’s 
amendment to do away with credit con- 
trols should be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Georgia has expired. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
I would like to see if we cannot agree on 
time. The gentleman from Michigan 
{Mr. Wolcorri has been telling us how 
anxious he is to get through. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I am no more 
anxious to get through than you are. I 
hope that together we are anxious to get 
through with this bill and cut out the 


politics. * 
Mr. McCORMACK.. The politics is on 
your side. 


Mr. WOLCOTT. The politics is on 
your side. What is the gentleman’s 
unanimous-consent request? Is he go- 
ing to make one? 
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Mr. McCORMACK. That is what I 
was about to do. : 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Let us have it. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Let us see if we 
ean get an idea of how many want to 
speak on this particular amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr, Chair- 
man, that all debate on the pending 
amendment and all amendments there- 
to close in 30 minutes. 

Mr, HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, reserving the right to object, 
to ask a question as to procedure, will 
Members on the minority side of the 
Committee be recognized alternately or 
not? 

Mr. McCORMACK. That matter 
rests with the Chair. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I am 
asking the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
alternate. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, is the limi- 
tation to take effect after my time? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
has not been recognized yet, but it is the 
een of the Chair to recognize him 
next, 

Mr. McCORMACK. I think the 30- 
minute limitation should begin after the 
gentleman from Nebraska concludes; 
that would be the normal procedure. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Why do you want 30 
minutes on it? We can discuss this 
matter in less time than that and decide 
it much earlier than 30 minutes. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Look at the num- 
ber of Members standing who wish to be 
recognized. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. If you want 30 min- 
utes, all right, Earlier today we offered 
to go along on 20 minutes to each 
amendment. 

Mr. McCORMACK,. But there are 15 
or 20 Members standing now. 

Mr. WOLCOTT, That will be the sit- 
uation on every amendment offered. Do 
you want to finish this bill this after- 
noon, or do you want to let it go over 
until the middle of next week? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Very well. To 
test the gentleman’s suggestion I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment close in 15 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr. RIVERS. I object. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that all debate 
on this amendment close in 20 minutes. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, I have two 
amendments at the desk. Where do I 
stand in the matter of time? 

Mr. McCORMACK. All the gentle- 
man has to do is to object. We will 
reach the 30 minutes anyway. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Nebraska is recognized for 5 min- 
utes, and the limitation of debate on the 
amendment will not begin until the 

_gentleman from Nebraska has concluded, 
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Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. Chairman, the section now before 
us is the one part of this bill that actually 
does something tangible and positive to- 
ward halting inflation. 

This is the section that does some- 
thing about credit expansion, about the 
increase in the money supply, yet the 
gentleman from Texas proposes that we 
throw it out. 

Now, if you want to pass a bill that has 
nothing in it to stop inflation, pass his 
amendment; but if you want to pass a 
bill that does something about inflation 
you had better preserve this power 
rather than weaken it. The power of 
the Federal Reserve Board to restrict 
credit expansion should not be diluted 
but left intact. 

When the gentleman from Texas was 
speaking he may have been a bit over- 
enthusiastic because he said this. 

Everybody from the President on down is 
opposed to regulation W. 


I have in my hand here the quarterly 
report of the Director of Defense Mobili- 
zation, Charles Wilson. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for a correction? 

Mr. BUFFETT, I will yield when I 
have finished my statement. 

Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman has 
made an error in his statement. 

Mr. BUFFETT. I took the gentle- 
man’s words down as he spoke, and those 
words are: “Everybody from the Presi- 
dent on down——” 

Mr. PATMAN. Asked for a change of 
regulation W. 5 

Mr. BUFFETT. All right; leave it 
that way; let us see what Charles Wilson 
says about a change in this regulation, 
the same Charles Wilson whom we are so 
frequently admonished to follow as our 
guide. He said this in his report on 
July 1: i 

Over the last months, credit controls have 
proved themselves to be effective instruments 
for restraining inflation. 

Federal Reserve Board Regulation W has 
been a powerful check on consumer spend- 
ing for durable goods. This has not only 
helped to restrain inflation but has made 
it easier to transfer scarce materials, such 
as steel and aluminum, to defense produc- 
tion. 


Now, his message brings it down to a 
right simple proposition. If you want to 
stand by your Director of Defense 
Mobilization, if you want to do some- 
thing to stop inflation, you will keep 
regulation W the way it is. That is the 
advice of the Director of Defense Mobi- 
lization, Charles Wilson. 

Are we kidding about inflation or do 
we mean business? The demand for 
loose credit policies brings the issue into 
focus. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
PatmMan] seemed to give the impression 
that the Federal Reserve Board in their 
letter of July 9 might be doubtful about 
the merit of this regulation. I have their 
letter of July 9 and I want to read to you 
pertinent remarks from it. Here is the 
considered judgment of the Federal Re- 
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serve System on the demands for liberal- 
izing the present credit regulations: 

We could not justify liberalizing the terms 
of this regulation at a time when upward 
pressures on prices, even though abated at 
present, threaten to reemerge irrespective 
of Korean developments. 


Here it is. Charles Wilson and Mr. 
McC. Martin, head of the Federal Re- 
serve Bank, say sit tight, keep this regu- 
lation to stop inflation. 

Do you mean business? Do you want 
to stop inflation? Then keep regulation 
W in its present form. 

I make this plea despite the fact that 
I believe none in this House is more 
allergic to Government controls than 
the Member from Nebraska now 
speaking. 

Yet I cannot ignore presently prevail- 
ing inflationary conditions. Relaxation 
of this regulation will accelerate infia- 
tionary pressures. 

It is only one sector in the fight, but 
it is one that we can do something about 
now and if inflation is to be halted this 
credit control is an important part of the 
defense. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, is it 
in order for a Member to talk twice on 
the same amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. A Member may 
rise in opposition to a pro forma amend- 
ment and accomplish that result, if he 
desires to do so. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I just wanted to find 
out. I do not want to do that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
GaTHINGS]. 

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr. Chairman, I 
favor lengthening the time to pay in the 
purchase of consumer merchandise on 
the installment plan. I also feel that the 
down payments are too high for the 
workingman to buy an automobile to be 
used to go to and from his work and for 
appliances for his home. 

Mr. Chairman, I have operated an im- 
plement business, automobile agency, 
and appliance business. I know some of 
the problems that now confront retail 
dealers in these various types of com- 
modities. These dealers want to move 
their merchandise and meet overhead 
expenses as well as keep their employees 
employed. I have here a letter. It did 
not come from my district, but it shows 
the situation that exists with regard to 
furniture manufacturers in the State of 
Arkansas on account of regulation W be- 
ing in operation. They have no buyers. 

I hold in my hand here further evi- 
dence of why I am supporting amend- 
ments offered to relax the provisions of 
regulation W. Here is an advertisement 
in which Lacy’s offers an 8-foot refrig- 
erator for $169. You can get a new Pon- 
tiac delivered in Washington for $1,810. 
You can get a 1951 demonstrator auto- 
mobile for $400 under the list price, 
Take furniture. Anyone who wants to 
get married can buy a very fine bedroom 
suite for $119.95 at the Hecht Co. Move 
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down the line. It is the same with cloth- 
ing. Here are ads in which you can buy 
appliances, at 70 percent off and 40 per- 
cent off. As a matter of fact, there are 
too many automobiles, appliances, and 
durable goods available and for that rea- 
son regulation W should be modified. 

To permit the warehouses to remain 


filled with manufactured items will- 


stagnate business. To permit these 
items to be sold would not increase the 
danger of inflation without the manu- 
facturers failed to produce a sufficient 
supply of these gcods to meet the needs 
of the consuming public in the morths 
that lie ahead. If we run into a sellers 
market then there would be a need for 
reactivating credit controls. But there 
is no reason to continue regulation W at 
this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan | Mr, 
CRAWFORD]. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, 
there are three main lines of credit. One 
comes from installment-credit produc- 
ers, the other comes from the commer- 
cial banks, and the other comes from the 
Federal Reserve banks. It is very diffi- 
cult to discuss or analyze regulation W 
and its effect in inflation control with- 
out considering the other two types of 
credit control along with it. I think 
there has been severe administration of 
regulation W as related to the suppiy 
of goods and as related to the absence 
of any substantial control on the part 
of commercial bank credit and Federal 
Reserve bank credit. It is extremely 
difficult to deal with one without deal- 
ing with all of them, and I think the 
administration has miserably failed in 
the administration of Federal Reserve 
bank credit as well as commercial bank 
credit so much of which has been used 
for speculation. If the committee 
amendment is what industry asks for, 
as I understand the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Brown] said it was, it 
may be that that is about the best thing 
we can do for our people under pres- 
ent conditions. How badly the power of 
the Board to enforce regulation W will 
be needed if the administration once de- 
cides to use indirect credit controls, we 
cannot now say or measure. Those who 
support indirect controls and oppose di- 
rect controls must keep in mind that 
regulation W is a part of the indirect 
controls. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
TACKETT]. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment to abolish 
installment-credit controls, which are 
generally known as regulation W and 
are administered by the Federal Reserve 
Board. 

The Federal Reserve Board is a cen- 
tral bank and its chief function is the 
regulation of money and credit. In 
times of inflation the Board is supposed 
to cut down credit, but I see no evidence 
of any such action since commercial- 
bank loans are rising at a fantastic rate. 

Somebody years ago said that regula- 
tion W is a credit curb and for that rea- 
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son, I suppose, it was turned over to 
the Federal Reserve Board for adminis- 
tration. The truth is that regulation 
W is a trade control and has nothing 
to do with the regulation of credit. In 
addition to this simple economic fact, 
the Federal Reserve Board is not even a 
Government agency. It spends its own 
money from its own funds which are 
supplied by private banks. 

Congress could just as well have 
turned over the administration of regu- 
lation W to the United States Chamber 
of Commerce or the CIO or the Chicago 
Police Department, for that matter. 
That would have made just as much 
sense as turning over these powers to 
the Federal Reserve Board. 

William McChesney Martin is the 
chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, 
and I want to make it clear here that 
I have the greatest respect for him, He 
must have been hoodwinked into accept- 
ing this job, for I am sure he was under 
the impression that he was going to head 
up an institution that would regulate 
credit. The fact is Mr. Martin today 
finds himself running a police station, 
and it is about this aspect of the install- 
ment credit controversy that I want to 
talk briefly. 

The social aspects of regulation W 
and ‘ts impact on the individual disturb 
me far more than the economics of this 
issue. I have talked on this subject be- 
fore, and I have received télephone calls, 
mail and telegrams from every section 
of the country, all endorsing my posi- 
tion on regulation W. Incidentally, how 
is it that I have received no mail or tele- 
grams or phone calls supporting regula- 
tion W? 

Believe me, some of the things that 
I heard and later checked are enough 
to make your hair stand on end. You 
say to yourself: Are these things happen- 
ing in a free America, and you think 
of the buckets of blood we have spilled 
all over the world—not to expand our 
economy or impose our will on other 
people—but merely for freedom. When 
you think of this and then you see free- 
dom being taken away from right under 
our noses, it is enough to give you night- 
mares. 

The degradation ot the individual, the 
mass invasion of private. homes by 
house dicks of the Federal Reserve Sys- 
tem and the creation of a police state 
are only some of the frightening effects 
of regulation W as it is being admin- 
istered by the Federal Reserve Board. 

The Reserve Board is following a pat- 
tern outlined in Italy, Germany, Russia 
and other countries throughout history 
where government, bit by bit, took away 
personal liberties on the pretext that 
certain economic reforms were neces- 
sary. The technique is to scare the peo- 
ple into the belief that an emergency 
exists. In desperation, unthinking peo- 
ple grab for the reforms, forgetting the 
cost to their personal liberties. Thus it 
has been in this country for almost 20 
years. We are having either an infla- 
tionary or a deflationary emergency, and 
laws are needed to save us. New laws 
are passed and personal liberties are fur- 
ther chipped away. 
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For example, under terms of regula- 
tion W, the customer today must go to 
the retailer and sign a pauper’s oath, 
in cases where he cannot meet the 
monthly payments agreed upon. The 
Fedral Reserve Board demands these 
oaths as proof that the private citizen 
had no intention of violating the law. 
The statement must include purely per- 
sonal information, such as the sickness 
of a child or a change in job. The re- 
tailer must keep these records on file 
so that the Federal Reserve house dicks 
can read them at any time. These rec- 
ords are public property, and the infor- 
mation in them can be used against the 
individual by any house dick of the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board. The penalty for any 
white lies in these statements is 1 year 
in jail. 

I have seen hundreds of these pau- 
pers’ oaths, and I can guarantee any 
Member of the House that these will be 
brought to his office if he wants first- 
hand proof of these charges. 

It is not too difficult to see the em- 
barrassment and degradation caused by 
these statements. A man in a small 
town might have just learned that he 
has cancer and that the initial treat- 
ments will require all of his available 
cash. He must use money that he had 
budgeted for the local merchant from 
whom he has bought a refrigerator. 
Ordinarily, he would call the retailer 
and ask for a couple of months’ exten- 
sion in his payments, and that would be 
all there is to it. Today, however, he 
must visit the store in person and go 
into a song and dance in writing about 
the reasons why he cannot meet this 
month’s payment. He must tell the 
merchant that he now has cancer, and 
he must give the doctor’s name, if the 
merchant should push him that far. 

If the merchant is a kindly disposed 
person, he will keep his mouth shut, but 
if he is the gossipy type in a small town, 
he will pass the word around and every- 
body will know about the unfortunate 
man’s trouble. In addition to this em- 
barrassment, the man also is telling the 
community that he is down and out, and 
that he cannot meet a fifteen dollar pay- 
ment on his refrigerator. While there 
is nothing antisocial or reprehensible 
about having cancer, the man does not 
want it known because this is a strictly 
private matter and because, too, some 
people do not want to hire men with can- 
cer on the theory that they will not 
live long, which is not true today if you 
discover cancer in time, but a lot of 
employer feel that way about it any- 

ow. 

You understand, of course, that this 
degradation of the individual and the 
invasion of his privacy, occur only in 
the lower-income groups. This does not 
happen to the rich. I defy any man in 
this House to stand up and say he would 
vote for a measure that would require 
the banker in his town or make public 
statements of his financial condition, 
Just imagine any law that would require 
the Du Ponts to state in writing at their 
local department store the intimate de- 
tails of their private affairs. The Du 
Ponts would gang up with other wealthy 
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groups and would spend a ton of money 
in defeating such a measure. 

But you men who are about to vote 
for the extension of these powers to the 
Federal Reserve Board are politically 
safe. You are voting for the degrada- 
tion of a poor, inarticulate and dis- 
organized group, running into the mil- 
lions, but still ineffective politically. 

Only last week we voted to prohibit 
the names of old-age pensioners and 
welfare clients from being posted for 
public scrutiny. Now we come along 
with a law which says that every person 
who does not have the cash to meet his 
monthly payments on the installment 
plan shall have his private life exposed 
to the Federal Reserve Board. The rich 
are not covered by regulation W. They 
can buy ten televisions, for outright 
cash, if they so desire, and they can 
borrow $100,000 at the bank if they wish, 
since only loans under $2,500 are cov- 
ered by this obnoxious law. 

The Federal Reserve Board says that 
a $200 bank loan is inflationary but that 
a $100,000 bank loan has no effect what- 
ever on the economy. It will take a 
brighter man than I am to figure that 
one out, 

Now, you men in the House are con- 
stantly talking about the little fellow 
and how much you want to help him. 
Here is your chance. Let us see who 
votes for the amendment to abolish 
regulation W. 

The Federal Reserve Board, in its hys- 
terical and Fascist interpretation of the 
law, does not stop at forcing individuals 
to spread the record of their private lives 
on statements which merchants must 
keep on file. House dicks of the Federal 
Reserve Board are raiding private homes 
for information. 

Here is a case history, thoroughly 
documented, taken from the files of a 
midwestern bank: 

A woman borrowed $500 from a bank, 
saying she needed the money for dental 
purposes. Under the law she had to state 
in writing the purposes of the loan, be- 
cause she was borrowing less than $2,500. 
After she received the money she dis- 
covered that she was pregnant. She de- 
cided to lay aside the money for her con- 
finement expenses. House dich of the 
Federal Reserve bank learned about the 
loan on one of their fishing expeditions 
in the bank. They went to the woman’s 
house and she became hysterical when 
the house dicks told her that she must 
use the money for the purposes that she 
stated at the bank. 

She offered to take the money back 
to the bank, rather than be subjected to 
further cross-examination and the prob- 
ing into her private life, which had al- 
ready taken 3 hours of her time. It was 
just like they are doing in Russia today, 
except that here the house dicks of the 
Reserve Board allowed her to sit down 
and they did not throw a blinding light 
on her face. I guess she should be grate- 
ful for that much consideration. The 
house dicks finally allowed the woman to 
keep the money once they determined 
that she had borrowed it in good faith. 
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There are plenty of cases like this, 
pointing up the Federal Reserve Board’s 
police-state methods, and if anybody 
wants to see them, I will be glad to have 
original documents turned over to them. 

I cite this case as an illustration of the 
Government’s constant drain on our lib- 
erties and to show how a fraudulent eco- 
nomic reform measure actually is the en- 
tering wedge for a Fascist state, and the 
realization of the New Deal planners’ 
dream to control p-ivate industry. 

What I say here will be recalled after 
I am dead. My name will be forgotten 
but the substance of my warning will be 
long remembered. Even if regulation W 
did aid in the fight against inflation, and 
I do not believe for a moment that it 
does, it should be scrapped. It chips 
away at our personal liberties. No law 
that degrades the individual and sets up 
a police state should be considered in 
this country, regardless of its economic 
benefits, and particularly in this case 
where there is economic damage. 

Mussolini dangled beefsteaks before 
the Italian people and other worldly 
gains such as bridges and railroads that 
ran on time. History already shows 
what those poor people paid for their 
beefsteak. Most people think only of 
the dollar value of beefsteak, particu- 
larly those who are conditioned to the 
belief that government will give them 
something for nothing and will protect 
them. The German people fell for this 
line of reasoning. They were desperate 
and inflation made them hungry, and so 
they listened to a crazy house painter 
who said he would get them beefsteak, 
provided. they handed over to him the 
economic reforms that he sought. They 
traded their personal liberties for beef- 
ie and we know what happened after 

at. 

The same thing can happen and is now 
happening in this country. For more 
than 20 years we have had emergencies 
of one kind or another. Some bright 
boy in the Government always comes up 
with reforms that he says will save us, 
and Congress turns over the power to 
him to control our destinies. That is 
the way these things get started, and 
that marks the beginning of the end of 
personal liberties, 

In a show-down choice between beef- 
steak and liberty, I will take liberty. 
They did not have beefsteak at Bunker 
Hill or Valley Forge. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. BAKER]. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Chairman, I feel 
that regulation W either through ad- 
ministration or law as presently in the 
law and as recommended by the com- 
mittee is not what it should be. It 
should be further modified or deleted. 

Down in my country small banks, ap- 
pliance dealers, even the larger banks, 
say that it is not working right. They 
particularly object to the oath being 
required to be made to such adminis- 
tration, if you miss a monthly payment, 
to tell why. That is akin to fascism 
and it is wrong. 
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I believe in the right of private con- 
tracts. I think that people can go to a 
bank, the corner appliance dealer, and 
the neighborhood dealer, and make con- 
tracts in regard to most consumer goods 
far better than to have it controlled 
through the Federal Reserve bank. I 
want to curb inflation. If I am wrong, 
it is not intentionally so. It may be that 
the main thing that is wrong is in the 
administration. I feel that regulation 
W as now existing has a tendency to be 
inflationary. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. RIVERS]. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. Parman] to the 
committee amendment may go a little 
far, but I have the real answer. I think 
you ought to follow my amendment and 
put one-quarter down and give them 
21 months to pay. The gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. Tackett] says this is a 
rich man’s law and a poor man’s fight. 
I kind of believe that regulation W was 
designed for all-out controls. We do 
not have all-out controls. The only 
thing regulation W has done is that 
we are all out of warehousing. In Char- 
lotte, N. C., you cannot find a foot of 
warehousing with a microscope. In At- 
lanta, Ga., it is the same way, and in 
Memphis, Tenn., it is the same way. 
Every kind, class, and description of 
furniture, washing machines, television, 
dryer, deep freeze—you have heard 
those words—and every other house- 
hold article is in sufficient production 
and supply. 

This regulation W, as the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN] says, 
has ruined this country. If you will fol- 
low my amendment, and it will be up 
very shortly, we can do what the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board did in its original 
regulation, give the poor man 21 months 
to pay for these little necessities of life. 
Of course I will vote for the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. Patman] because I am against regu- 
lation W, but if you cannot go that far, 
go along with me, because I have the 
real antidote, and we will put a stop 
to this. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Ohio [Mr, 
Ayres]. i 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Chairman, we have 
heard a lot of remarks here on the floor 
about what our wives are going to do 
to some of the Members if they do not 
vote for price control. We also heard 
what some of the automobile dealers are 
going to do to those Members of Con- 
gress that do not vote to lift credit re- 
strictions. 

I have 10 salesmen. They are just as 
capable as any salesmen in the country. 
I am getting pressure from my salesmen 
to remove credit restrictions. They tell 
me, “Boss, if you get those credit re- 
strictions removed, we can get a fellow 
to part with his money.” 

If I were going to be selfish about it, 
I would stand here and tell you that if 
we are going to stop inflation it will 
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help the situation if we remove credit 
restrictions, along the line of the Patman 
amendment, but I tell you as a con- 
scientious Member of Congress you have 
to keep those credit restrictions on. If 
there is one of you here who can vote 
for price controls and vote to take off 
credit controls, then you are not voting 
your convictions. 

Iam going to send my boys a wire and 
say, “Get to work. Tell the people how 
good your product is and how much 
better it is than your competitor's.” 
There is plenty of purchasing power, 
there is plenty of market. You do not 
have to appeal to the fellow to sign the 
order just because he does not have to 
make a down payment. I know for a 
fact that if the art of salesmanship had 
not been lost in this country over the 
past 12 years we would have plenty of 
merchandise being sold and the ware- 
houses would not be full. 

I think the best argument that has 
been presented here this afternoon to 
vote against this whole price-control 
program was the statement of the gen- 
tleman from Texas that the merchan- 
dise was not moving and the warehouses 
were full, If we have an abundance of 
merchandise, why do we need price con- 
trol? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Rocers). ; 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in support of the Patman 
amendment. I want to say ditto to the 
remarks of the gentleman from Arkan- 
sas [Mr. Tackett]. I was in my district 
not long ago. The appliance dealers 
called me on the phone and came to see 
me to talk to me about the situation 
they are confronted with. The answer 
to this proposition is this: Let us do 
away with regulation W now and if we 
need it later on, let us adopt it then. 
But with the warehouses bulging at the 
seams and the little people needing re- 
frigerators and other appliances that 
they cannot buy because they do not 
have the down payment, we certainly do 
not need regulation W. 

That is the situation the people are 
in, If you want to help the little peo- 
ple of this country and allow them to live 
in accordance with the standard of liv- 
ing to which they are entitled, I think 
you should vote for the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
PATMAN]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. WIDNALL]. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I, too, 
am amused today, like the distinguished 
majority leader was yesterday, by cer- 
tain actions in the House. I would like 
to read again to the Members of the 
House an editorial from a leading metro- 
politan daily, the New York Times. This 
is what it says: 

INEXCUSABLE INTRUSION 

Of all the congressional efforts made on 
behalf of special interests to cripple the De- 
fense Production Act, none is more high- 
handed and indefensible than the drive to 
undermine the existing curbs on installment 
credit. Under title VI of the original act, 


' disinterestedly with the 
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responsibility for determining policy in this 
area was placed in the hands of the Federal 
Resérve Board. No other course, indeed, 
would have made sense. The Reserve Board 
has been administering credit controls in 
this area for a number of years. Over those 
years its statisticians and economists have 
made a continuing and intensive study of 
the field, and as a consequence it is pre- 
‘eminently qualified to deal intelligently and 
problem. The 
Board's record, moreover, has reflected un- 
usual sensitiveness to changes in the eco- 
nomic picture and a commendable prompt- 
ness in accommodating its policies to such 
changes. 

Recently, however, Congress demanded 
that the Reserve modify its regulations cov- 
ering the terms on installment buying. This 
the Board very properly refused to do. It not 
only stood by its guns but in a brief filed 
with the House and Senate Banking Com- 
mittees it riddled the favorite argument of 
the cheap-money advocates—the argument 
that regulation W “discriminates against 
low-income groups by making it impossible 
for them to buy cars, particularly new cars.” 
“The person with low income,” observed the 
Board, “is always at a disadvantage when he 
competes in the market place with those 
who haye more money.” There is nothing 
magic about installment credit which 
stretches or adds to one’s income. On the 
contrary, it notes, the reverse is the case. 
The use of credit itself costs money, and the 
longer the period for which it is borrowed 
the greater the cost. 

The Board pointed out that in 1950, ac- 
cording to its own survey, three-fourths of 
all auto buyers with incomes of less than 
$5,000 a year bought used cars. Among 
those with incomes of less than $2,000, only 
1 in 10 bought a new car. The prices of used 
cars have dropped substantially since reg- 
ulation W was invoked last September, the 
Board went on to note, and it added: “It 
is not unreasonable to assume that if the 
terms for used cars were relaxed, prices of 
used cars would rise again and might well 
press against thei: price cer ngs.“ In short, 
the Board is of the opinion that any gains 
accruing to the public by the relaxation of 
installment terms wovld be purely illusory. 

Nevertheless, the Senate Banking Com- 
mittee’s version of a new Defense Production 
Act was amended to provide that auto buy- 
ers be given a minimum of 18 months to pay 
for a new or used car. (They now have 15 
months.) The House committee went a 
good deal further, It not only extended the 
minimum period of financing cars, but re- 
duced the down payments on used cars. 
At the same time it drastically relaxed the 
terms for purchasing standard household 
appliances such as refrigerators, washing 
machines, radios and television sets. 

One may agree or disagree with the de- 
cisions of the Reserve Board on consumer 
credit terms. But few, we think, will ques- 
tion that this independent and informed 
body is in a better position to make policy 
iu. this field than is a politically minded 
congressional committee with a small army 
of lobbyists breathing on its neck. 


Mr. Chairman, a statement was made 
just a few minutes ago that character 
should be relied upon to stop inflation. 
If we are going to rely on character, we 
should rely on it all the way and then 


there would be absolutely no need for 


price or wage controls at any point along 
the line. But we cannot rely upon that. 
Of course we know that the American 
people have character, but we do have to 
enforce a control program. Frankly, I 
have voted against some of the things 
that the administration has wanted in 
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this bill because I knew they wanted to 
murder credit controls and they do not 
have the courage to put through full 
credit controls. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. Mutter]. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, every- 
one apparently is in agreement that 
something must be done about credit 
restrictions and credit regulations. 
There is no doubt that regulation W 
needs some change. It cannot be 
changed, however, by abolishing it. I 
do believe we need it. I think the sub- 
stitute amendment that has been offered 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. PAT- 
MAN] should be voted down. Then we 
should proceed to perfect the amend- 
ment as offered by the committee. I 
will give all of you gentlemen who have 
been yelling that the administration has 
let you down an opportunity to correct 
the situation by offering an amendment 
to vest these powers with the admin- 
istration and not in the Federal Reserve 
Board as at present. Then if the Pres- 
ident does not do the right thing, you 
can blame him. Up to now every word 
you have said about improper regula- 
tion and restriction of credit must be 
laid at the door of the Federal Reserve 
which refuses to respond to this Con- 
gress to whom it is responsible, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
PATMAN]. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment should be passed. It is just 
sensible to believe that if a lot of people 
want to buy things which are inplenti- 


ful supply and that they will use their 


money for that, it will help in the fight 
against inflation, because the money 
would be used to buy goods in plentiful 
supply instead of being used for scarce 
goods in scarce supply, and thereby 
boosting up the price of the scarce goods 
and supplies. Regulation W includes 
things that are in plentiful supply now. 
There is no immediate likelihood of their 
being scarce, certainly not for several 
months—6 or 8 months, if then, and then 
only in the event of an all-out war. 
Congress could change it if necessary. 

So I insist that this is a reasonable 
amendment. It is in the interest of 
fighting inflation, because it diverts dol- 
lars from scarce goods and puts those 
dollars to work in the purchase of goods 
in plentiful supply. I believe anyone 
who has studied inflation will tell you 
that is the way to stop inflation or to 
retard inflation—to divert dollars from 
where they are competing against each 
other for a few items that are scarce, to 
goods that are in plentiful supply. That 
is exactly what this amendment will do. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. SPENCE]. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, no 
price- control bill would be effective with- 
out control of credit. I think I would be 
inconsistent in favoring effective price 
control if I did not oppose prohibiting 
regulation W. I admit that those af- 
fected have complained bitterly about 
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the existing provisions of regulation W. 
We have amended it in a very liberal 
fashion, which I think has met all of the 
objections that have been made. In the 
light of that fact, I think it would be ill- 
advised to say to the Federal Reserve 
that they cannot exercise control over 
credit. We must exercise control over 
credit if we are going to remedy the con- 
ditions that exist and stabilize our econ- 
omy. That control must be placed 
somewhere. It is now placed in the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board. When you take it 
out of the Federal Reserve Board you 
must place it in some other responsible 
agency of Government. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Suppose the 
authority were given to the President of 
the United States; naturally, he would 
delegate that power? 

Mr. SPENCE. Of course. When you 
give it to the President, there is no other 
agency to which to delegate it but to the 
Federal Reserve Board. There is no 
question about that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kentucky has expired. 

All time on the amendment has ex- 
pired. 

The question is on the substitute 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. P.Tman] to the commit- 
tee amendinent. 

The substitute amendment was re- 
jected. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the committee amend- 
ment which is on the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Patman to the 
committee amendment: Page 43, lines 8 
and 12, strike out “eighteen” and insert 
“twenty-one.” 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, that 
will change the committee amendment, 
The committee amendment provides 
one-third down payment for new auto- 
mobiles, and the remainder to be paid 
over a period of 18 months. The one- 
third down is all right, although it is 
rather high, but certainly the terms. 
should be longer than 18 months. If it 
is 21 months, I think it will give the 
people who need those cars and must 
have them for transportation to and 
from work, a better opportunity to buy 
them. You know as a matter of good 
business judgment that any person who 
pays one-third down on an automobile 
expects to pay for it. He is going to 
pay for it. So what big difference is 
there between 18 months and 21 months? 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Indiana, 

Mr. HALLECK. I hope the gentle- 
man’s amendment is adopted. In my 
opinion it is sound and needed. It pro- 
vides for the length of time to make the 
payments that is necessary if a great 
many people who require transporta- 
tion are to be able to obtain it. 

Mr. PATMAN. The independent au- 
tomobile dealers throughout the coun- 
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try want the 21-month period. They 
and their customers have been pressed 
by reason of this high down payment 
and the short length of time. 


Mr. DONDERO, Mr. Chairman, will ` 


the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PATMAN. I yield. 


ai 


Mr. DONDERO. I think the gentle 


man's amendment is a proper one. 
have had some experience in that line, 
The average wage earner cannot, out of 
his pay check, meet the amount required 
on an automobile at 18 months. 

Mr. PATMAN. And 21 months will 
be very helpful. 

Mr. DONDERO. It will ease iv up ror 
him and enable him to make the pay- 
ments. 

Mr. PATMAN. The fact that they 
are required to pay one-third down 
is assurance that the purchaser is going 
to pay for the car, or he would not make 
the down payment. So he should be 
given 21 months in which to pay the 
balance. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. I yield. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Does the gentle- 
man in his amendment provide anything 
for the freight differential? 

Mr. PATMAN. Provision for the 
freight differential is made in the Com- 
mittee amendment and it will apply if 
this amendment is adopted. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. So you will add 
months to the payment period because 
of the freight differential. 

Mr. PATMAN. That is right. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the 
amendment. The impression has been 
given out that the automobile dealers 
are practically out of business. In the 
5 months beginning with December 
1950 automobile sales at retail in four 
out of the five succeeding months were 
the highest in history. With that kind 
of situation I submit that we do not need 
to get reckless in weakening credit con- 
trols and increasing inflationary pres- 
sures, 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Sha a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. KEARNS. I should like to ask 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Patman] 
whether his amendment includes used 
cars as well as new cars? 

Mr. PATMAN. It includes new cars. 
Used cars take a 25-percent down pay- 
ment and are under a different situation. 

Mr, RIVERS. Mr, Chairman, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. RIVERS. Is it out of order to 
offer a substitute amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. A substitute may 
be offered for the committee amendment, 
but at this time no further amendment 
— offered to the committee amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
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man from Texas [Mr. Parman] to the 
committee amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. SPENCE) 
there were—ayes 140, noes 43. 

So the amendment to the committee 


amendment was agreed to. 


Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Mutter to the 


` committee amendment: On page 43, line 25, 


after the word “improvements” strike out 
the period, insert a comma and the follow- 
ing: “or (6) require small installment cash 
loans not exceeding the principal amount of 
$500 to be repaid in less than 18 months, 
provided that no part thereof is to be used 
as the down payment in connection with 
any of the items listed in the foregoing five 
subparagraphs of this subsection.” 


Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment like those in the bill will re- 
lax regulation W as applied to those 
people who are forced to make small 
loans up to $500 for purposes other than 
the buying of an automobile or a tele- 
vision or furniture or a refrigerator. It 
extends the maturity period, as indicated 
by the amendment. It will help all of 
those small people who must from time 
to time sipplement their income tem- 
porarily to meet expenses that they can- 
not meet out of their regular wages or 
earnings. 

I think many Members have similar 
amendments at the desk and are very 
much in favor of this amendment being 
added so that everybody will be helped 
by regulation W, thereby including every 
segment of our country that does have to 
go to a lending agency for assistance 
from time to time. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? -> 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Arkansas. 

Mr. TACKETT. Do TI understand the 
gentleman’s amendment provides that 
up to $500 everyone is excluded? Up to 
$500 any person can borrow the money 
without coming under regulation W? 

Mr. MULTER. That is not quite 
right. Anyone who wants to borrow up 
to $500 may get it and regulation W is 
changed so that they cannot require that 
it be paid back in less than 18 months. 
In other words, they can borrow it, and 
neither the Federal Reserve Board nor 
anyone else can come along and say: 
You must pay it back in less than 18 
months. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman indi- 
cated that perhaps there would be some 
prohibition on the allotment of the funds 
borrowed; is that true? 

Mr. MULTER. It fixes the maturity 
date, and they can pay it back in 5 or 10 
months, if they want to. 

Mr. COOLEY. In other words, at any 
time within the 18 months. 

Mr. MULTER. Oh, yes. They cannot 
say that you must agree to pay it back in 
less than 18 months. 
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Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New Jersey. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Did the demand for 
this amendment come from the con- 
sumers? 

Mr. MULTER. It came from the con- 
sumers and from banks and from credit 
unions that make only small loans, and 
from other lending institutions that 
make only small loans. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I have heard a great 
deal said by people well versed in eco- 
nomic affairs that what we needed was 
credit control to meet the conditions 
that now prevail in the United States; 
using credit controls in lieu of direct 
ceilings. I am wondering when did the 
Congress have a change in views, par- 
ticularly our friends on the other side. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Mutter] to the 
committee amendment. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, I of- 
fer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Tackett to the 
committee amendment: Page 43, line 25, 
after tne word “iraproven-ents”, strike out 
the period and insert a comma and the fol- 
lowing words: “and the provisions of this act 
shall not apply to loans under the amount of 
$500 or those made to uniformed members of 
the Armed Forces, or on active duty there- 
with, nor to individusls employed in defense 
plants who have had to move from their 
home communities.” 


Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is very simple: Regulation 
W shall not apply to loans under the 
amount of $500 made to members of the 
military services or to their families or 
to people who have had to move from 
their homes to defense plants. All you 
folks that want the Korean veterans to 
pay for this war while fighting it, then 
vote against my amendment. I do not 
believe that these veterans over there 
and their wives and children here in the 
United States should be bothered by a 
bunch of police dicks from the Federal 
Reserve Board for inability to meet cer- 
tain installments. 

Let me show you the most vicious thing 
about this regulation W. If you fail to 
make an installment you must go to the 
man to whom you owe the money, like 
your grocery man, or your appliance 
store man, and there you must sign and 
file a pauper’s oath showing that your 
wife miscarried, or something else kap- 
pened that kept you from meeting your 
installment that was due on that par- 
ticular occasion. Ask any member over 
here on the Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee whether the regulations of the 
Board do not provide just exactly that. 
How many cf you folks would require 
your bankers to tell about all of their 
private affairs in order for them to bor- 
row money from some other bank in New 
York? You would not do that. I was 
amused at the gentlemen on the left side 
of the aisle who contended in effect, “you 
boys just stand in there and pitch. Let 
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us have credit control on the little peo- 
ple, but let us let all their rich neighbors 
run loose and borrow and spend what 
they want.” It is amusing. 

Ever since I have been in Congress I 
have been daily hearing you folks state 
your desire to do something for the little 
fellow. Now when you get a chance to 
do it, you say, “No, let us stand pat. Al- 
low the rich people in this country to 
be free of controls—allow them to borrow 
and spend as they please.” You are in 
effect contending that the credit of the 
rich is not inflationary, but if you let 
a little fellow buy something that he 
needs for his own home, or buy an auto- 
mobile to go back and forth to work, that 
is inflationary, that is just sin itself. 

Oh, you want credit control, so said 
the chairman, and so said the gentle- 
man over here from Nebraska. You 
want credit control. Why not put some 
credit control on us folks that are able 
to spend more than $2,500 at one time? 
Why do you not tell this whole House 
that you have not attempted to curb 
anybody’s credit except those that can- 
not spend as much as $2,500 at any one 
time. That is no credit control. 

The Reserve Board has no business 
with the control of this measure for the 
simple reason it is a trade control, regi- 
mentation in its worst form, allowing 
the police dicks down here to run all 
over the country, climbing porches, do- 
ing what they want to molest all the 
people that do not have an unencum- 
bered bank account. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr, Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TACKETT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman says in 
the event a borrower fails to meet an in- 
stallment he has to go to the person 
from whom he borrowed the money and 
make a pauper’s oath, and explain why 
he was not able to pay. 

Mr. TACKETT. You bet your bottom 
dollar. You get your Reserve Board 
regulation and read what it says. 

Mr, COOLEY. The gentleman's 
amendment then would make that un- 
necessary in the case of a loan involv- 
ing less than $500? 

Mr. TACKETT. Yes; to a serviceman 
or to the serviceman’s family or to 
some person that had to move to a de- 
fense plant, or who had to move from 
his home to go to a defense plant. 

Mr. COOLEY. Why not make it 
across the board? 

Mr. TACKETT. It ought to be that 
way, but I am afraid they are going to 
get up here and fight the serviceman. 
They are fighting everything else. I 
want to help the little fellow. I want to 
help the little people in this country 
that you folks are hollering every day 
you want to protect. Where are those 
daily contending, “We want to help the 
consumer”? You sure are helping the 
consumer. You are helping the con- 
sumer a lot when you tell him he cannot 
have any credit, he cannot do business 
in the ordinary fashion, but that his 
rich neighbor can go buy anything un- 
der the sun, a Cadillac automobile or 
what not. 
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Mr. COOLEY. Is there anything in 
the gentleman’s amendment that would 
tend to help loan sharks prey upon the 
poor fellow? 

Mr. TACKETT. I never did try to 
help a loan shark. 

Mr. COOLEY. There is nothing in 
here that would help a loan shark? 

Mr. TACKETT. I do not see how 
there is. It is just telling the service- 
man and his wife and children and those 
people that to move from their homes 
to a defense plant, “As long as you do 
not borrow over $500 you do not have to 
worry about regulation W.” Is there 
pe harap wrong about that? Of course 
not. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Arkansas to the committee amend- 
ment. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. Spence) there 
were—ayes 83, noes 53. 

So the amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment tu the committee amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Rivers to the 
committee amendment: 

On page 43, line 8, strike out “one-third” 


-and insert “one-fourth.” 


On page 43, line 14, after “than”, strike 
out “15” and insert 10.“ 


Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, you 
voted on my second amendment first, 
the Patman amendment. I wanted you 
to vote on my first amendment first, 
and that is this: Let those who are buy- 
ing automobiles pay one-quarter down 
and the rest in 21 months, and for tele- 
visions and the like pay 10 percent 
against 15 percent. I say that for this 
reason: As the gentleman from Ar- 
kansas [Mr. Tackett] has so aptly stated, 
your postal savings are being depleted, 
Your series E bonds are being turned 
in to the tune of $800,000,000 to $1,- 
000,000,000 a year. Your postal sav- 
ings are going and your bank savings 
are gone. This is a rich man’s regula- 
tion, this regulation W. You cannot 
buy a new automobile for less than 
$2,200 unless you get one of these minia- 
tures—I do not know the names of them. 
But you know them. 

In my State, for instance, we have a 
sales tax which adds another $100 to an 
automobile. The man who works with 
his hands, or the man that works for 
a dollar an hour, or something like that, 
cannot pay $90 a month, or $85 a month, 
and get the other indispensable neces- 
sities of life; 25 percent down is a suffi- 
cient down payment for the working- 
man. This does not apply to the rich 
man. I am not talking about him. I 
am talking about the majority of us. 
I am talking about the man who has 
to work; the man who is a good man 
with some character. I represent a 
large group of people of that character, 
When we contract debts, we pay. It is 
foolish to require the payment of more 
than 25 percent down in this inflationary 
market. You have so many automobiles 
in the Detroit area that they have 30,000 
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people idle right now, and the CIO has 
made the statement that, to a great 
extent, that is caused by this regula- 
tion W. 

In Chicago they had the furniture 
mart the other day, and it was the worst 
bust in 25 years. At High Point,.N. C., 
they had the same market, and not one 
manufacturer left there with a backlog 
of orders. If you are going to require 
one-third down payment on automo- 
biles and the like, and the other indis- 
pensable necessities, how on earth can 
the workingman pay for them? This 
is a sensible amendment. Of course, 
if I could have obtained the floor you 
would have voted with me on the first 
amendment, but I could not get the 
flsor. Now, the thing to do is to correct 
that mistake and change that one-third 
in the Patman amendment to the Rivers 
amendment No. 1, and if you do that 
you will have the Rivers amendment 
No. 2. 

But the thing to do is to take care 
of that workingman. I represent the 
best group that God ever gave anyone 
the right to represent. I believe you 
represent many of them, too. But I 
tell you, even though I do not belong 
to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, when I do not speak for my people, 
400,000 people are speechless. 

I am speaking for them today and 
those of you who. are similarly situated. 
They cannot meet these payments. Let 
us let Congress write the policy, as the 
gentleman from Georgia has so aptly 
said. Regulation W emanated from the 
Spawned brain of people who do not 
know the common touch as you and I do. 
Let us let this Congress speak and write 
this regulation. As the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. HALLECK] has said, you 
could give them 21 months, Make it so 
that they can make the first down pay- 
ment, or its equivalent, as I understand 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. FoR- 
RESTER] will represent to you. This is a 
good amendment. Get on the wagon 
with me and let us take care of these 
people. 

My colleagues, I address myself today 
to what has happened to the economy of 
this Nation during the recent months in 
which regulation W, that is, the limita- 
tion imposed by the Federal Reserve 
Board on credit buying, has been in 
‘effect. Regulation W as we knew it dur- 
ing World War II was conceived for 
goods in a scarce economy. I am sure 
we all recall that when World War II 
came about, the manufacture of civilian 
goods was virtually nonexistent. It was, 
therefore, necessary to impose restric- 
tions on the competing for what was 
available to the consumer, 

Today the story is different. There is 
only one scarcity in this country about 
which I know and that is warehouse 
space to house the astronomical produc- 
tion of every conceivable sort of civilian 
goods from automobiles to corn plasters, 
The genius of American industry has so 
increased its production since the last 
conflict that today we are told our pres- 
ent war machine, coupled with that of 
our allies, can be supplied without ap- 
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preciable interruption to the consuming 
public on almost every item within the 
space of one’s imagination. This being 
true, America today stands at the most 
enviable position that any nation has 
ever enjoyed since the dawn of civili- 
zation, ; 

We are further told that the Marshall 
plan has so rehabilitated the economies 
of other nations that their purchasing 
powers are such today as never before 
even in the prewar years of these respec- 
tive nations. 

I pose this question, Why, therefore, 
cause scarcity in this land of plenty? 
Why, therefore, cause bootlegging of in- 
dispensable necessities of life because 
somebody on the Federal Reserve Board 
is desirous of making this Nation war 
conscious? If regulation W is necessary, 
the prodction of all civilian goods 
should be immediately and forthwith 
terminated. But so long as automobiles, 
electric stoves, electric refrigerators, beds 
on which to sleep, tables on which to eat, 
and other necessities of life are manu- 
factured, goodness knows the public 
should be permitted to purchase them. 

This regulation has made potential 
criminals out of every merchent and 
every manufacturer and every banker in 
this Nation. This regulation has so 
confused, disorganized, demoralized, and 
stampeded the average American that I 
am told Government bonds of every 
category are being cashed at a rate far in 
excess of what people are buying—at a 
figure of over $1,000,000,000 a year. I 
am told that postal savings are being 
depleted at the tune of one-half billion 
dollars a year and that bank savings are 
being withdrawn at about a quarter of a 
billion dollars a year. We are told that 
regulation W in its present form is de- 
signed to restrict credit and curb infla- 
tion. Well, let me tell you this—when 
Mr. America is compelled to take all of 
his postal savings, all of his war and 
other bonds, all of his bank savings and 
add it to the normal spending, this is 
the most inflationary condition that 
could exist. 

I charge categorically that regulation 
W, in its present form, has caused infla- 
tion to a degree not only amazing but 
disturbing and distressing. 

It is a tragic state of affairs when a 
fine organization like the Federal Re- 
serve Board has not got sense enough to 
see what a tragic mistake it has made 
by the imposition of this crazy regula- 
tion at this time. 

Regulation W was designed for all-out 
mobilization but regulation W is now 
working for all-out warehousing of civil- 
ian goods. In Charlotte, N. C., a large 
distribution center, in Atlanta, Ga., an- 

ther large distribution center, you could 
not find an inch of warehouse space 
with a microscope because of radios, tele- 
visions, washing machines, refrigerators, 
furniture, and other necessities which 
this country has come to expect and 
enjoy, and every available storage space 
is bulging at the seams today. Iam told 
that the same condition exists in Mem- 
phis, Tenn., and other large metropolitan 
areas, 
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We have made a country great because 
of the faith we have in its destiny. Our 
belief in the pledged word of each other 
has fashioned an industrial machine— 
the output of which today is capable of 
supplying the entire democratic world. 
As a matter of fact, we are told that to- 
day our capacity for production is double 
that of World War II. Mind youin those 
days 12,000,000 men were under arms 
and over sixty million at work. Our 
entire production was for war, not for 
peace. Our storehouses were empty 
and there was competition for every 
commodity within the pecuniary grasp 
of every living American. In that day 
the strait jacket fitted every American 
and rightly so. America welcomed it. 
The black market threatened each of us 
alike. The black market was a natural 
thing—the public was behind controls 
ox every kind—violations were few. 

Today, the situation is changed, our 
production of civilian goods is stupen- 
dous. Our warehouses and our market 
places are stocked to the skies. Why, 
therefore, now impose the shackles? 
Why create a vast army of Dick Tracys 
to frustrate, intimidate, and annihilate 
legitimate business? 

Justified and legitimate credit made 
our economy what it is. Reasonable 
credit is and has always established its 
own level. We are not asking today 
that every one be guaranteed credit. 
We are demanding that it not be de- 
nied. We allege to do this is not Ameri- 
can and that it will lead to bootlegging 
and State control. We are tired of ex- 
perimentation with our rights to do 
business. To continue, is the destruc- 
tion of countless thousands of small 
businesses. 

In addition to all of these, every man- 
ufacturer has to cause cut-backs and 
every retailer is stumbling over mer- 
chandise in his store because the man on 
the street, the poor income group, the 
man who has to live on his salary each 
week, is unable to make the down pay- 
ment for something he has hoped for 
throughout the years. I charge that 
regulation W is denying the laboring man 
that which he is entitled to have and 
that which he is entitled to expect. 

I charge that regulation W makes the 
above civilian goods available only to 
the comparable wealthy and I charge 
that it is stupid, it is crazy, it is non- 
sensible, it is un-American, and the Con- 
gress should either drastically modify it 
or completely rescind it. 

Lastly regulation W threatens to de- 
stroy a vast segment of what we consider 
small business. The average distributor 
of appliances and the average manufac- 
turer of furniture is regarded as a small- 
business man. He pays taxes and he 
represents our economy in action. Inad- 
dition to these, take the countless thou- 
sands of retail outlets who also pay taxes, 
They too represent our economy in ac- 
tion. If they are forced to close their 
doors now when money and goods are 
so plentiful, how on earth will they ever 
regain their status in our economy? If 
this Government loses their taxes, how 
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on earth can we finance our vast and 
growing war machine? 

If this group of faithful taxpayers are 
wiped from the face of the economical 
earth, the answer is plain, the answer 
is simple, and the answer can be but 
one answer—state socialism. 

This House can stop this threat. This 
House must stop this threat. As for me, 
I am proposing an amendment which 
would prohibit any agency of the Federal 
Government from imposing restrictions 
on credit buying less than 18 months or 
more than 10 percent down. The people 
of this country are begging for relief and 
I am going on record today as one who 
is endeavoring to render the relief to 
the little fellow on the street who wants 
to buy his television set or his washing 
machine, and to the small-business man 
who wants to continue his American 
way of life and pay his taxes to his 
Government in a free economy—in the 
American economy. 

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to call the 
attention of the Committee to the fact 
that we still have some inflationary 
pressures. Irrespective of how much we 
would like to benefit a lot of our small- 
income people, we are not going to do 
them service in creating more inflation- 
ary pressures. We have a lot of inflation 
ahead of us in our military-procurement 
program, Many things that are in sur- 
plus now may not be in surplus later. 

One of the first amendments offered 
when this bill came to the floor was by 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WoL- 
corT], directing our Stabilizer to use in- 
direct controls before we approved direct 
controls. And it came very close to pass- 
ing. If we are going to contain inflation 
it will be necessary to use not only direct 
controls but indirect controls as well. 
As we relax these things by legislation it 
will be impossible for the Federal Re- 
serve or any other agency to make ad- 
justments from time to time in accord- 
ance with supply and in accordance with 
what the inflationary pressures are. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON., I yield. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Is it not correct to 
say that the expansion of credit simply 
increases inflation and brings the worst 
results and suffering from that inflation 
on the little fellow? 

Mr. McKINNON. The gentleman is 
correct. We are spreading inflationary 
pressures when we relax regulation W. 
We are not helping the poor people. We 
are not helping the working people. If 
we have a surplus of materials and sup- 
plies for months ahead, the Federal Re- 
serve Board has the ability to adjust and 
relax credit, but if we write it into law, 
the Federal Reserve Board is powerless 
and there is nothing we can do about 
it then. The amendment should be 
defeated. 

Mr. RIVERS. The gentleman knows 
that Congress is in session 12 months a 
year now. 

Mr. McKINNON. This bill could not 
come up again for another 8 or 10 
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months. If conditions change, the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board can adjust things. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKINNON. I yield to the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Parman] has just sponsored 
an amendment and has demonstrated 
the fact that it takes an act of Congress 
to correct a grievance which resulted 
from this regulation W. 

Mr. McKINNON. I did not hear the 
gentleman speak, but the Federal Re- 
serve Board can adjust these things up 
and down, as it sees fit. The Federal 
Reserve Board is in constant touch with 
the situation. 

Mr.COOLEY. But they did not see fit 
to do so, and it is going to take an act 
of Congress to change it. 

Mr. McKINNON. There is no use 
compounding a difficulty. The more we 
relax, the more we change this, the more 
we endanger our economic system. 
More than that, this amndment would 
tend to increase prices on everything 
and create a heavier burden and more 
of a necessity for direct controls which 
everybody seems to want to be rid of. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I misrepresented 
something to this Congress a while ago 
when you adopted my amendment, and 
I want to correct it. I hope you will con- 
tinue to-leave it as it is, but at the same 
time I think the Congress should know 
the facts. 

The Clerk properly read the amend- 
ment, but I confused a part of the 
amendment with other amendments I 
have prepared on the subject, and I un- 
intentionally misrepresented the con- 
tents to you. The amendment provides 
that any loan under the amount of $500 
is not covered by regulation W. During 
the discussion and before the amend- 
ment was adopted I told you that it only 
applied to servicemen and their fam- 
ilies and those moving from their homes 
to defense areas. Here is the way it 
actually reads. I want you to know the 
truth and be afforded an opportunity to 
nullify any act based upon my misrep- 
resentations: 

The provisions of the act shall not apply 
to loans under the amount of $500, or those 
made to uniformed members of the Armed 
Forces on active duty therewith, nor to indi- 
viduals employed in defense plants who have 
had to move from their home communities. 


In other words, my amendment pro- 
vides that regulation W would not apply 
at all to members of the Armed Forces 
or to people who are in defense work 
and who of necessity moved from their 
homes, and would not apply to any loan 
under the sum of $500. I misrepresented 
the facts and I want to get it straight. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TACKETT. I yield. 

Mr. GREEN. Is the gentleman's 
amendment similar to the one offered by 
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the gentleman from New York [Mr. MUL- 
TER] that was defeated? 

Mr. TACKETT. It is similar to it but 
not exactly like it because my amend- 
ment precludes the application of reg- 
ulation W on any loan under $500, and 
my amendment precludes the applica- 
tion of such regulation on any loan in 
any amount to a serviceman or a de- 
fense worker who had to move from his 
home. I hope that the amendment is 
satisfactory but I want the committee 
to know the facts and act accordingly. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from South Carolina [Mr. RIVERS] 
to the committee amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. Rivers) there 
were—ayes 46, noes 147. 

So the amendment to the committee 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to strike out that 
portion of my amendment that has been 
adopted that follows the sum $500; in 
235 words, the amendment would then 
read: 

The provisions of this amendment shall 
AA apply to loans under the amount of 


Mr. SPENCE. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Chairman, that was the 
amendment which was beaten. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s 
amendment was adopted. The gentle- 
man now asks unanimous consent to 
modify his amendment as indicated. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HOEVEN. It is not necessary 
for the gentleman to ask for a reconsid- 
eration of the amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. He is asking unani- 
mous consent to modify his amendment. 

Mr. HOEVEN. It has already been 
passed. Can he ask for its modification 
after it has been disposed of? 

Mr. TACKETT. My only desire is to 
afford the committee an opportunity to 
act in accordance with the trué facts. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, we understood 
that the gentleman’s amendment applied 
only to servicemen. 

Mr. TACKETT. I know we did; and 
that is the reason I am trying to 
straighten it out. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. The amendment, as 

I understood, would provide that regu- 
lation W would not apply to any loan 
under $500 p-e-r-i-o-d. 
Mr. TACKETT. That is right with 
reference to the amendment I am offer- 
ing as a substitute to my amendment 
which was adopted. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. What has that got 
to do with servicemen? 

Mr. TACKETT. It has nothing to do 
with servicemen. Under the amendment 
that was voted on and adopted a while 
ago it is provided that regulation W 
would not apply to loans under the 
amount of $500, or loans in any amount 
to uniformed members of the military 
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forces or workers in defense areas who 
had moved from their homes. I mis- 
quoted the facts and therefore have asked 
to withdraw the adopted amendment and 
offer instead an amendment which pre- 
eludes regulation W from applying to 
any loans less than $500 in amount. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. I think there has 
been some misunderstanding. We surely 
did not intend to vote for an amendment 
which would postpone the operation of 
regulation W on all loans under $500, 
otherwise we would have voted for the 
Multer amendment. 

Mr, TACKETT. The Multer amend- 
ment was not like this at all. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. It was similar. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, I object. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the action of 
the Committee in the adoption of the 
Tackett amendment, which has just been 
discussed, be vacated and that we vote 
on it again. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. TACKETT to the 
committee amendment. Page 43, after the 
word “improvement” strike out the period, 
insert a comma and the following: “the pro- 
visions of this act shall not apply to loans 
under the amount of $500.” 


Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TACKETT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the committee amendment and all 
amendments thereto close in 10 minutes, 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, I hope the 
gentleman will not insist on that, be- 
cause the chairman of the Committee on 
Banking and Currency has a plan in 
mind to close debate and I hope he will 
be allowed to present his plan first. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw my request. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
asked unanimous consent to withdraw 
my previous amendment because I un- 
intentionally misrepresented the true 
contents of the amendment to the Com- 
mittee, and I request leave to substitute 
it with an amendment which merely 
provides that regulation W shall not be 
effective concerning any loans under the 
amount of $500. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TACKETT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. McDOUOUGH. I still think the 
gentleman is in deep water. The 
amendment as I heard it read is that 
the provisions of this act shall not apply 
to any loan of less than $500. 

Mr. TACKETT. Yes. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. What act is the 
gentleman referring to and where is he 
amending the act with those words? 
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Mr. TACKETT. At the bottom line 
on. that page. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
is the gentleman’s amendment an 
amendment to the Federal Reserve Act? 

Mr. TACKETT. My amendment is an 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment. 72 Sha 

Mr. McDONOUGH. All right. But 
it refers to an act. Is it to the Defense 
Production Act? : 

Mr. TACKETT. Regulation W would 
not be effective. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Does that mean, 
if the amendment is adopted, that it re- 
fers to regulation W as indicated in the 
Defense Production Act? 

Mr. TACKETT. Yes. This is just an 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment and, of course, would refer only to 
regulation W that is covered by the com- 
mittee amendment. I do not think that 
there is any dispute on that. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TACKETT. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina, 

Mr. COOLEY. I want to compliment 
the gentleman on the very honest and 
honorable manner in which he has han- 
dled himself in a situation in Which he 
found himself after making his speech 
and presenting his amendment. He is 
to be commended on the position he 
has taken. 

Mr. TACKETT. I thank the gentle- 
man and I hope the committee will ac- 
cept the amendment. It will help the 
little man, that is all it amounts to. It 
just allows any person to borrow $500, 
and regulation W would not apply. 
I do not think the Federal Reserve Board 
will have time to look after these small 
$500 loans anyway. Surely, there should 
be no objection to an amendment to 
help a man borrow $500 for medical pur- 
poses or school purposes or something 
along that line; something that is 
needed. I hope you folks will vote for 
this amendment. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment close in 5 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

Mr. SCRIVNER, I object, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on the Tackett amend- 
ment close in 5 minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the committee amendment and all 
amendments thereto close in 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, the unani- 
mous- consent request previously made 
and accepted was to close debate on this 
section and all amendments thereto. 

The CHAIRMAN. No; just on the 
Tackett amendment, and the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Wor cori now asks 
unanimous conseut that all debate on the 
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committee amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto close in 10 minutes. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Michigan? 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, reserv- 
ing the right to object, could we not make 
that 5 minutes? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Yes, I will make that 
5 minutes. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I object. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I re- 
new my original request. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan that all debate on the com- 
mittee amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in 10 minutes? 

There was no objection, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr, 
SPENCE]. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, we have 
just voted not to abolish regulation W. 
The character of appeals that have been 
made here are not based on sound rea- 
son. I do not know whether you are 
giving great privileges to some people 
when you say they can borrow money. 
It may be that installment payments 
may be the worst thing in the world for 
some individuals. This amendment, in 
essence, is abolishment of regulation W. 
It is throwing into the discard all flex- 
ible credit controls. It is stimulating 
inflation, and who is going to suffer more 
from inflationary conditions than the 
fellow who needs a few dollars? If prices 
are going to rise and the cost of living 
is going to increase, are you going to at- 
tempt to stimulate the borrowing of 
money? It may place a millstone around 
the neck of many a man and make him 
a slave to debt. The greatest service 
that we can do for the poor man we are 
talking about is to give him a chance to 
earn an honest dollar, one that will buy 
a dollar's worth of food, a dollar’s worth 
of clothing, or a dollar’s worth of shelter, 
and that will enable him to save some- 
thing. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPENCE. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. While this $500 
loan is called a small loan, it is run by 
the State in every State of the Union, 
and the Government does not have any- 
thing to do with it anyway. It is con- 
trolled by the States, so I think we are 
wasting time on this matter, are we not? 

Mr. SPENCE. I think we are wasting 
time in hearing a good many of these 
arguments, They do not contribute any- 
thing to the welfare of the country. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. Tackett] to the 
committee amendment, 

The amendment to the committee 
amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
FORRESTER]. 

Mr. FORRESTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment to the committee 
amendment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Forrester to the 
committee amendment: On page 43, line 22, 
after the word “coverings”, insert the follow- 
ing: “The down payments required roe the 
Board in the exercise of its Faroe eaan 
paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and (4) may be 
made in cash, or by trade-in or exchange of 

property, or by a combination of cash and 
trade-in or exchange of property.” 


Mr. FORRESTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
cannot possibly state to you the purpose 
of this amendment within the 2 minutes 
allotted to me. I have had this amend- 
ment over here every day this week and 
have just about worn it out. You have 
done some fine things in the amend- 
ments that have been adopted on this 
section. I offer one that I think is 
needed. My amendment simply pro- 
vides that down payments may be made 
by trade-in or exchange of property as 
well as by cash payment. I am asking 
for a right you wonder how it was ever 
denied. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 


the gentleman that the trade-in ought 
to be carried as part payment. I never 
have understood why it was not carried 
as part of the trade-in. I do not think 
it is right not to count it as part pay- 
ment, the same as cash. I believe the 
other gentlemen on the committee feel 
the same way. 

Mr. FORRESTER. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 

I do not know whether or not you 
know it, but in household appliances 
such as electric refrigerators and ranges, 
and in household furniture, people are 
not now allowed to make a trade-in and 
have that be the down payment, despite 
the fact that it comes within all of the 
requirements. I say to you that such 
rules as that are the reason why regu- 
lation W has been placed in such terrible 
repute. The truth of it is it has just 
about wiped out the appliance business 
in my section, and it certainly has in 
Washington and in New York. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FORRESTER. I yield to the gen- 
a tent KEDER. 

Mr. SPENCE. Iam in favor of giving 
them trade-in value if they can get it. 

Mr. FORRESTER. I thank the gen- 
tleman. 


amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the committee amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Mr. MORANO. Mr. Chairman, the 


maintenance and repair industry has a 
long record of giving time payments, and 
at no time during its history, until 
obliged to do so last year, did the indus- 
try; generally, require a down payment 
before doing this work. The Tilo Roof- 
ing Co., of Stratford, Conn., in my dis- 
trict, has been extending time payments 
since 1914, and until last year did not 
require a down payment. 

Even during the last war the Federal 
Reserve Board did not require a down 
payment. There was a short period 
after the war when FHA was short of 
funds, and in order to discourage the in- 
suring of paper with their agency, a 
down payment was required by them. 
In the case of Tilo it simply discontinued 
using the insurance features of FHA and 
continued to operate without requiring a 
down payment. 

The home owner objects strenuously 
to making any down payment until the 
job is completed. In buying an auto- 
mobile, he can actually drive it around 
the block before making the down pay- 
ment; most electrical appliances can be 
installed on a trial basis before the pur- 
chaser is obliged to make the down pay- 
ment; but a company cannot apply a 
roof on a trial basis and the home owner 
wants to see what he is going to receive 
before making the down payment. 

The Pederal Reserve Board, in making 
a down payment obligatory, has com- 
pletely changed the method of carrying 
on this business, and I wonder if it was 
the intention of Congress that this 
should be done. If a down payment is 
customary, and the Board increases or 
decreases the amount, that presents one 
picture; but when an industry has not 
used this method of operation, and the 
method is detrimental to both the small- 
home owner and the responsible people 
in the industry, I do not believe the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board should be allowed to 
make this change. 

You are aware, of course, that FHA 
title I regulations do not compel collec- 
tion of the 10 percent down payment 
until the contract is completed to the 
satisfaction of the small-home owner. 
In other words, all FHA requires is that 
the 10 percent down payment be col- 
lected before the loan is processed by the 

My amendment would bring the lan- 
guage of this bill in line with title I of 
FHA and the regulations thereunder. 

I urge its adoption and hope that its 
language he kept in the bill by the Sen- 
ate conferees when the measure goes to 
conference. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORANO. I yield. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I be- 
lieve we can accept the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

Mr. MORANO. I thank the gen 
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Connecticut. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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The CHAIRMAN. ‘The Chair recog- 
nizes the dames from Indiana [Mr. 


Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 


The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. DENTON: Page 
44, after line 5, insert: “(b) Subsection (a) 
of section 602 of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new sentence: ‘No reg- 
ulation issued under this section shall pre- 
scribe a minimum down payment of more 
than 10 percent, or a maximum, maturity of 
less than 25 years, in connection with the 
purchase of any home where the purchase 
price does not exceed 810,000.“ 
jones the following subsections accord- 

y. 


amendment provides that regulation X 
should be relaxed. so that not more than 
10 percent of the purchase price would 
be required as a down payment on a 
house costing less than $10,000, and that 
the purchaser would be given 25 years in 
which to make the payments. 

Prior to the issuance of regulation X 
a down payment of up to 10 percent 
5 required under FHA for houses 
eosting under 89,000. At the present 
time the regulation requires 10 percent 
on the first $5,000 and 35 percent on 
the next $5,000 of the purchase price. 
Thus, on a $10,000 house it would be nec- 
essary to make a down payment of 23 
pereent, or $2,300. 

Last year 1,400,000 housing units were 
built, and I have been advised that reg- 
ulation X was devised for the purpose of 
limiting the number built this year to 
800,000 units. It takes considerable time 
to plan and start the construction of a 
house, and, at the time this regulation 
was issued, the building industry had a 
large backlog of contracts for the con- 
struetion of homes. But since this reg- 
ulation has been in effect. the number 
of housing units started each month has 

— ee unless this 


And during June of this year the num- 
ber of housing starts fell 39. percent. be- 
low the June 1950 starts. If the present 
rate of decline continues, housing starts 


cent of the units begun in July of last 


year. 

The bad feature about regulation X 
is that it prohibits the workingman or 
the person with a moderate income from 


regulation was promulgated a working- 

man, for example, had to pay approxi- 
mately $950 down to purchase a $9,000 
house. Under regulation X he now has 
to pay down $1,900, exactly twice the 
former amount required. It is compara- 
tively easy for him to raise 8950, but it 
is extremely difficult for him to raise 
$1,900. Today no house can be built for 
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as little as $5,000, which is the highest 
figure on which a 10-percent down pay- 
ment is acceptable. The very cheapest 
price for which a house can be built and 
sold is eight or nine thousand dollars. 
This means that it is very, very difficult 
for those of the moderate-income group 
to buy and own their own homes. 

I do not consider buying and paying 
for a home to be inflationary. A man re- 


ceives so much wages, and he has a cer- _ 


tain amount of money beyond what he 
needs for the bare necessities. If he 
takes this money and pays it down on a 
home, that is really forced saving; he is 
not using that money to buy up scarce 
articles. We saw, during World War II, 
how money was spent for such articles. 
This made materials scarce, and the 
price of these materials continued to go 
up, and we had inflation. But the man 
who was spending this money for a 
home did not have a surplus of money 
to spend and bid up prices of scarce 
articles. 

I have always supported all public- 
housing legislation, and I am a strong 
advocate of it. But we have a much 
better solution when the people can own 
their own homes. When a man owns 
his own house, begins to improve it, and 
takes pride in it he has a real stake in 
America. To encourage home owner- 
ship is the greatest antidote to socialism 
or communism. 

Comparatively few scarce materials go 
into the construction of a small home. 
We have just relaxed regulation W, and 
I submit that not nearly as much scarce 
material goes into dwelling houses as 
goes into items which are purchased 
under conditional-sales contracts and 
which are regulated by regulation W, as 
now relaxed. 

This bill also contains a provision re- 
laxing regulation X in critical areas, but 
there are many places in America where 
there is unemployment because of con- 
version from peacetime industries to 
wartime production. In a comparative- 
ly short time those communities will find 
that, when they have made the conver- 
son to defense production, there will be 
a housing shortage. I believe that dur- 
ing this present transitional period it 
would be a much better policy to permit 
the people of those communities to start 
building their own homes and help to 
avoid the housing shortage which is 
bound to come. Certainly, it is better to 
build the kind of a home the man would 
build himself than to build some public- 
housing projects like those built during 
World War II. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
SCRIVNER]. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
have just returned from a 2-day trip 
to my home district in Kansas which 
has been visited by the most devastating 
flood in all history. 

Loss of life, fortunately, has been 
small. Property and crop loss has been 
estimated at nearly $1,000,000,000. 

You have read about this flood in the 
paper, you have heard about it on the 
radio, you saw I ortions of it on your 
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TV. That gives you but a very slight 
idea of the utter destruction. You must 
see it, feel it, smell it, to really under- 
stand the utter havoc. 

Farms, the buildings and crops com- 
pletely submerged, destroyed; homes 
washed away, flattened to the ground, 
twisted from the foundations and car- 
ried away. Business and industry of all 
kinds, from the small one-man shop and 
store to the multi-million-dollar con- 
cerns are ruined. 

What has happened in Kansas last 
week is happening in Missouri this week. 
Damage is not just in the large. cities 
or along big rivers. It has hit the small 
towns and on small streams, too. 

The flood victims are broke—their 
job went with the factory. 

Their needs stagger imagination. 

The Red Cross is doing a swell job. 
Various Government agencies are bring- 
ing some relief. 

But, Mr. Chairman, many of these 
people cannot qualify for much of this 
aid and many, if they can qualify, prop- 
erly and proudly prefer to beat back by 
their own efforts. 

If given a chance, they'll get their 
clothes, their furniture, their household 
appliances, their implements and tools 
on their own. 

They cannot pay 1 percent down; they 
cannot pay out in 3 years. But they 
will pay. The merchants will trust 
them. The merchants need these sales 
to reestablish their business, sales they 
cannot make under present regulations. 

Regulation W is too restrictive to per- 
mit this. Even though it is relaxed in 
individual cases, there are so many 
thousands affected that the red tape and 
bureaucratic delay make it impossible 
to meet these needs, and these needs are 
immediate. 

For that reason, Mr. Chairman, I am 
requesting the Federal Reserve to com- 
pletely suspend regulation W in any area 
declared by the President to be a dis- 
aster area. 

These people want to get back on their 
feet by themselves, if they can, This 
requested relaxation will permit these 
flood victims and the men with whom 
they have done business all these years 
to work out their own problems, 

And, Mr. Chairman, having seen their 
courage, knowing their love for their 
homes and communities, I am sure, giv- 
en a chance, they will do a most re- 
markable job of getting going again. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCRIVNER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. SPENCE. Regulation W, as I un- 
derstand it, does permit relaxation in 
disaster areas. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. That is true. 

Mr. SPENCE. I am quite sure that 
they would relax the regulation. 

Mr. SCRIVNER. It has not been yet. 
It has been done in individual cases, but 
there are so many thousands that the 
magnitude of processing those thousands 
of applications for relaxation will take 
so long that by that time it will not do 
any good. They need this immediately. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Scrivner] 
has expired. 

The question is en the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. Denton]. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Denton) there 
were—ayes 85, noes 70. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 


FARMERS AND THE CONTROL BILL 


Mr, BRAY. Mr. Chairman, seldom 
has there been as deliberate a misrepre- 
sentation to the Amercan people and 
particularly to the farmers as has been 
the case in the control bill before the 
House. Government news releases by 
the hundreds, scores of news commenta- 
tors and columnists, hundreds of bureau- 
crats have daily bombarded the Ameri- 
can people with the argument that the 
control bill is merely a Government ef- 
fort to get them cheap food in abun- 
dance, and in so doing will injure no 
one, nor in any way cripple our great 
economy. They have created an im- 
pression that has no scintilla of evidence 
to support it, that any man who does 
not agree with the philosophy that roll- 
ing back prices by law is the answer to 
all economic ills must be some kind of a 
public enemy. 

At this time the popular stand to take 
would be to vote to surrender the rights 
and freedom of labor, of business, and of 
the general public to the Government 
upon the administration promises to see 
that the consumer may buy cheap and 
the seller make big profits, that the peo- 
ple will all be prosperous and happy. 
That promised panacea has led free peo- 
ple from all time to goose step from free- 
dom into regimentation. The people 
who have opposed -egimentation are al- 
ways called obstructionists and enemies 
of the common people by the bureau- 
crats. It has been the same throughout 
history, Freedom is given away by the 
people, not captured by a foreign foe. 
We are inclined to feel that if we sur- 
render our rights and freedom to our 
Government, that we will be kindly and 
generously treated. However, during the 
last war when our Government took over 
the total control of the liberties of the 
people of Hawaii, labor and the little guy 
were mistreated as never before in his- 
tory. 

Now some of our people may feel that 
it is patriotic to follow the administra- 
tion policies and plans in a blind atti- 
tude that “Papa knows best,” but that 
is not my conception of my duty as 
Representative of the 300,000 people 
of the Seventh Congressional District 
in Indiana. Neither is it a trustworthy 
principle for a free-thinking and free- 
acting people. 

Government propagandists have failed 
to explain to the people that in the 
84 pages of this control bill scarcely 
more than one page has to do with any 
attempt to decrease the prices of food. 
They have not explained to the people 
that this bill, as requested by the Presi- 
dent, would call for the licensing of all 


1951 3 


businesses down to the neighborhood 
grocery store. However, this phase of 
the bill was eliminated by the Banking 
and Currency Committee of the House 
amid the wails of those who insist on 
the surrender of American freedom. 

They have not publicized the fact that 
in this bill the President is to be given 
authority “to acquire by purchase, do- 
nation, condemnation, or other means 
of transfer, any real property necessary 
to the national defense.” 

It is interesting and perhaps signifi- 
cant to note that in February 1949, H. R. 
2756 was introduced by the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. Spence], which is 
the same Mr. Spence that is the author 
of this current control bill. That reso- 
lution was similar in most respects to 
this bill, giving the President authority 
to take over any property that he deemed 
necessary by any means that he deemed 
feasible and to otherwise regiment the 
lives and property of the American peo- 
ple. 

It took 42 pages in that 1949 resolution 
to write all of these bureaucratic con- 
trols and penalties thereto. Public in- 
dignation forced the withdrawal of that 
bill even without a hearing. We are all 
aware that the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky did not personally desire such reg- 
imentation but was acting upon admin- 
istration instructions. 

At that time the President could not 
have been acting upon any threat of a 
national war emergency because he had 
just issued that memorable statement 
seying that we were the farthest from 
war in our history, and he had just 
ordered the Air Corps and the Army 
cut down in strength. Yet he still was 
asking for control of the lives and the 
property of the American people. 

One phase of the control bill that par- 
ticularly interests and affects the farm- 
ers is the plan of meat control. This is 
a plan whereby meat packers would be 
placed on a quota basis—that is, every 
packer would be subject to the whim of 
Michael DiSalle as to whether or not he 
could butcher, and how much he could 
butcher. I was personally told by the 
meat-control authorities of OPS that no 
new person would be allowed under any 
circumstance to start a meat packing 
business. Under controls no young man 
can hope to enter business on his own. 
Is it any wonder that big business and 
big-business leaders favor such absolute 
control. They would never have compe- 
tition. Through history the elimination 
of competition has been an evidence of 
dying economy. We were able to suc- 
cessfully fight World War II and feed 
the Allied World in the greatest of global 
conflicts, but President Roosevelt did 
not have, nor did he ask for this unusual 
power over the economy of the American 
people. The fact that men from the 
big packing interests worked with Di- 
Salle in this plan of regimentation 


should be brought to the attention of 


the American people. 

by an overwhelming vote 
eliminated this cuota-licensing pro- 
vision. At that time these proponents 
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of regimentation cried crocodile tears in 
the news columns and over the airways 
that Congress was attempting to raise 
the price of meat to the consumer when 
every on? of them knew or should have 
known that the quota system could 
never have decreased the price of meat 
but would have only caused shortages. 
It is only another excuse to regiment the 
American people and to put 60,000 
American gestapo meat detectives on 
the Feceral payroll. 

In truth and in fact the quota system 
was being used by DiSalle deliberately to 
bring about a meat shortage in America. 
The following facts speak for them- 
selves: In July 1951 there were more 
cattle in the United States than there 
were in July 1950. ‘There were more 
people to eat meat in July 1951 than 
there were in July 1950. Yet DiSalle 
apparently to create a shortage, for rea- 
sons which you may guess, cut the quota 
of meat to be placed on the market by 
10 percent. In other words, the packers 
were allowed to butcher only 90 percent 
of what they had butchered in July 1950. 
Yet DiSalle admits that the 10 percent 
roll-back or quota fixing will not bring 
lower prices to the consumer. 

The Consumer Reports, a magazine 
published for consumers only, and one 
that will not accept advertising, states 
in its July 1951 issue: 

The new beef ceiling prices, effective the 
middle of May, did not, as consumers are 
aware by this time, roll back retail prices. 
In some parts of the country the whole beef 
carcass, if sald in retail cuts at the ceilings, 
would actually cost consumers between 3 and 
7 percent more than it did before the Office 
of Price Stabilization rolled back beef prices. 

The ceilings did lower the market price of 
some luxury cuts (porterhouse, T-bone, and 
rib roast). But the ceiling prices set for 


as short ribs, brisket, and certain kinds of 
stew meat, the ceiling prices were more 
than 30 percent above preceiling market 
prices in many places. 

that OPS functions as a Govern- 
ment agency to protect the general public 
against inflation, a beef control program 
which permits higher prices of meat bought 
by low-income groups while lowering the 
price of luxury cuts makes no sense what- 
soever, 

The 69 pages of fine type of the present 
OPS beef controls read like a logical and 
reasoned set of plans to meet an immediate 
and serious national crisis; namely, a dan- 
gerous shortage of supply. 

But there is no shortage of beef. 

That the from which OPS says it 
is protecting the Nation does not exist is 
clear from the reports of both the United 
States Department of Agriculture and the 
Department of Commerce. 


In spite of all parley, this action by 
DiSalle admits of only one expla- 
nation. It is interesting to recall that 
in socialized England the meat has been 
rationed and controlled to the point 
where the butcher cannot sell enough 
to make a living, and therefore he has 
been placed on the government payroll, 
and the English people are hungry for 
meat. They have an abundance of con- 
trols but they have no meat to eat. 
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An analysis of this roll-back situation 
is included in the Consumer Reports of 
June 1951. In mentioning the 10 per- 
cent roll-back on the price of meat, it 
Says: 

The net effect of this latest OPS order, 
which like so many OPS ceilings actually 
raises consumer prices, will be to force down 
the price of cattle. Packers will then buy 
this cattle not for slaughter, but for in- 
ventory, and at distress prices. In other 
words, the OPS beef order plays right into 
the hands of the big meat packer and aids 
him in his speculation in meat. 


The truth of the matter is that big 
business is being treated quite kindly. 
Today Government contracts go to big 
business by negotiation and not by the 
letting of contracts to the lowest bidder 
while laborers and businesses in the 
small cities and towns are unemployed. 
About 98 percent of all contracts today 
sn being let by negotiation and not by 

When manufacturers were ordered to 
file specific dollar-and-cents ceilings by 
July 2 on the basis of a roll- back to pre- 
Korean prices, General Electric Co., 
which manufactures over 2,000 items, 
wired its dealers that there would be no 
roll-back on refrigerators, washing ma- 
chines, driers, irons, and so forth, but 
on the contrary they said, “it appears 
under the terms of the regulation that 
some increase in price is justified by our 

All of this is definite proof that the 
present plan of control is not designed 
to help labor or the consumer, neither 
is it designed to help the farmer. Let 
me give just one example of how some 
farmers are hurt. 

Last September 1950 Congress passed 
and the President signed the 1950 con- 
trol bill. The President or his repre- 
sentative could at any hour after that 
time freeze the price through that bill. 
They chose not to do so until May 20, 
1951. At that time the price of cattle 
had increased approximately 19 percent 
since September 1950. Therefore, the 
price of cattle was ordered rolled back 
10 percent and 4% and 4% percent. 

Eric Johnston, Economic Stabilization 
Director, on March 9, 1951, made a radio 
talk explaining how roll-backs would not 
help the economic conditions of the con- 
sumers and suggested that the only way 
beef might be plentiful after roll-backs 
would be on the black imarket at fan- 
tastic bootleg prices. A few days later 
in answer to a question by Senator 
MILLIKIN, of Colorado, as to whether or 
not there would be roll-backs on beef, 
Johnston wrote that of course there 
would be no roll-backs on beef and re- 
ferred him to the speech of March 9. 
That letter was circulated among cattle 
growers generally. Now suppose that a 
cattle grower with patriotic interest to 
produce more meat, bought cattle in 
April relying upon the statement of Mr. 
Johnston. On May 21, 1951, the day 
after the roll-back, that cattle grower 
took a loss on those cattle—he might 
possibly have taken a loss of 19 percent 
just because of the action of the admin- 
istration. 
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The price of liberty and freedom has 
always been the fight against the en- 
croachment by a government and its 
many bureaucracies on the rights of the 
people. Today the Government is ask- 
ing the right to license every business, 
to control everything. 

There is in the world today a philoso- 
phy that the Government can best con- 
trol and direct the lives and destiny of 
the people. That philosophy is found in 
America in varying degrees. There are 
those proponents on the floor of the 
House today. Government bureaus are 
filled with such philosophy. The longer 
any group is entrenched in Government 
power regardless of the political party 
the stronger becomes their belief that 
they should govern and direct the lives 
and thoughts of the people being gov- 
erned. That is bureaucracy. That is 
the bureaucracy that has always op- 
posed the rights of the individual. Any- 
one who believes in that philosophy is 
in favor of controls for the purpose of 
controlling and not merely as a means 
to temporarily check inflation until pro- 
duction can create a state of abun- 
dance. I am happy that these expo- 
nents of bureaucracy and regimentation 
are in the minority in Congress. 

Through history the farmer has been 
one of the greatest advocates of freedom 
and has most consistently fought off all 
attempts at regimentation. I believe 
that that is the reason that he is a 
farmer, He loves that plot of land where 
he can plan and work and manage his 
affairs as he wishes with a maximum of 
freedom. Give the farmer a chance and 
he will create the abundance that will 
supply all of us; yes, that will feed the 
world. 

The farmer knows that the only real 
wealth is in the resources that God has 
placed in the land and sea and air, and 
the labor of the men and women that 
work these resources into the things we 
need and the food and clothing, the 
homes, the automobiles that we enjoy. 

The farmer has operated on the law 


of supply and demand, and he knows. 


that in the spring, when eggs are in 
abundance, the price is low and he uses 
many eggs; but in the winter, when eggs 
are scarce, the price is higher and he 
does not use as many. He also knows 
that the type of thinking and planning 
that would advocate solving the cattle 
shortage by having each cow have two 
calves a year in place of one is not the 
type of planning that he would trust to 
control the economic conditions for him 
and his neighbors. 

He also remembers OPA’s answer dur- 
ing the last war to a sheep farmer’s re- 
quest for canvas to cover a lambing 
shed—“have the sheep lamb in May in- 
stead of February, and you won’t need 
the shed.” 

None of us want black marketeering. 
It destroys not only economy, but char- 
acter. Many phases of this bill would 
encourage black marketeering. Per- 
haps this can be explained by the fact 
that Arthur B. Maurer, president of the 

- Maurer Packing Co., of Kansas City, and 
food consultant in Office of Price Stabi- 
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lization and one of the planners of these 
proposed controls, is the same Arthur 
B. Maurer who was convicted of black 
marketeering on 20 counts in the Fed- 
eral court in the western district of 
Missouri on October 18, 1943. He was 
also an OPA consultant in World War II. 

The farmer knows that all the con- 
trols there are in the world cannot pro- 
duce one pound of beef or make one pair 
of shoes, 

No one desires more than I to have all 
Americans well fed, clothed, and housed; 
but I know that that can only be achieved 
by free labor, not slave labor; by a free 
economy of abundance, not a regimented 
economy of scarcity. 

No one desires more than I to stop in- 
flation. Unless inflation is stopped our 
economy is ruined. All fair-minded 
Americans will admit that. Inflation in 
Europe in the early twenties, in China 
in the late forties, and many other places 
lend ample testimony to that fact. 
Please remember that all of these infia- 
tion conditions even to the point of col- 
lapse of the country were under rigid 
controls. Rigid controls failed with each 
new spiral of the price increase. Con- 
trols no more stopped this spiral of infia- 
tion than morphine cures a disease. 
Morphine will temporarily ease the pain 
but will not cure the disease. Controls 
will temporarily stop the inflation but 
will not correct the causes. The cause 
of inflation lies in the fact that goods are 
scarce and purchasing power is great. 

What is the answer to inflation? It is 
simple. The more of the desired con- 
sumer goods that we have the less we 
will have of inflation. All of the mate- 
rials that we withdraw from normal 
channels of production and allocate to 
such projects as flood walls in Tangan- 
yika or radio transmitters in Italy add 
to inflation here. Everyone that is un- 
necessarily removed from the lines of 
productive labor and placed on the Fed- 
eral payroll increases inflation. Today 
the Government civilian payroll is more 
than it was during World War II, and 
it is increasing every day. 

The answer to inflation is in the hands 
of the President and his administrative 
Officials. If they insist on bigger and 
broader spending proposals, on curbing 
production, on allocating consumer goods 
away from our American markets, on 
placing more party faithfuls on bureaus 
of our Federal payroll, then inflation 
and its attendant ills are inevitable; and 
no artificial controls that Congress can 
pass can stop them, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
SPENCE] to close debate on the commit- 
tee amendment, 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
for a vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment, as amended, 

The committee amendment, as amend- 
ed, was agreed to. 

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. Would it be in 
order for the gentleman from Califor- 
nia to observe that the distinguished 
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gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. MILLS] 
has gone through 3 weeks of very arduous 
labor in presiding over the Committee of 
the Whole in excellent style and deserves 
the support of the Members of the 
House? [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thanks 
the gentleman and believes this should 
be permitted. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the re- 
mainder of the bill be considered as read 
and open to amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ob- 
ject. We want to proceed in an orderly 
way. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be con- 
sidered as read but that it be considered 
for amendment section by section. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky that the remainder of the bill 
be considered as read and that amend- 
menis be considered section by section? 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
reserving the right to object, I would 
like to inquire whether that will call for 
the same order of amendments as is now 
the procedure? In other words, will 
committee amendments be considered 
first and then amendments from the 
floor? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will so 
hold if necessary. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
have no pride of authorship at all in 
the unanimous-consent request. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. ; 

(The remainder of the bill reads as 
follows:) 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 107. The table of contents of the De- 
fense Production act of 1950 is amended by 
striking out “Authority to requisition” and 
inserting in lieu thereof “Authority to requi- 
sition and condemn”; by inserting immedi- 
ately below “Title IV. Price and wage 
stabilization.” the following: “Title IV A. 
Rent stabilization”; and by striking out 
“Control of consumer and real estate credit” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “Control of 
credit.” 

Sec, 108. (a) Subsection (a) of section 703 
of the Defense Production act of 1950 is 
amended by striking out the second sentence 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following 
sentence: “The President is authorized to 
appoint heads and assistant heads of any 
such new agencies, and other officials therein 
of comparable status, and to fix their com- 
pensation, without regard to the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1949, as amended, the head of 
one such agency to be paid at a rate com- 
parable to the compensation paid to the 
heads of executive departments of the Gov- 
ernment, and other such heads, assistant 
heads, and officials at rates comparable to 
the compensation paid to the heads and 
assistant heads of independent agencies of 
the Government.” 

(b) Section 705 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is amended by redesignating 
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subsections (d) and (e) as subsections (f) 
and (g), respectively, and by inserting the 
following new subsections: 

“(d) The President is authorized to obtain, 
by regulation or otherwise, from any person 
such information as he may deem necessary 
and appropriate for measuring the adequacy 
of existing legislative and administrative 
provisions for the national defense and de- 
veloping recommendations for any changes 
in or additions to such provisions. 

“(e) Whenever the President deems such 
action to be in the interest of the national 
defense, he may, while this act is in effect, 
dispense with any of the statistical work in 
which any executive department or establish- 
ment, by another provision of law, is directed 
to engage.” 

(c) Subsection (a) of section 706 of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 is amended 
by striking out the last eight words thereof 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
“or other order, with or without such in- 
junction or restraining order, shall be granted 
without bond.” 

(d) Subsection (b) of section 706 of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 is amended 
by striking out the first two sentences and 
inserting in iieu thereof the following sen- 
tences: “Except as otherwise provided in this 
act, the district courts of the United States 
and the United States courts of any Ter- 
ritory or other place subject to the jurisdic- 
tion of the United States shall have exclusive 
Jurisdiction of violations of this act or any 
rule, regulation, order, or subpena there- 
under, and of all civi! actions under this 
act to enforce any liability or duty created 
by, or to enjoin any violation of, this act 
or any rule, regulation, order or subpena 
thereunder, regardless of the amount in con- 
troversy. Any criminal proceeding on ac- 
count of any such violation may be brought 
in any district in which any part of any act, 
failure to act, or transaction constituting 
the violation occurred.” 

(e) Section 710 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: 

„t) The President, when he deems such 
action necessary, may make provision for the 
printing and distribution of reports, in such 
number and in such manner as he deems 
appropriate, concerning the actions taken to 
carry out the objectives of this act." 

(f) Section 716 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is amended by striking out sub- 
sections (a) and (b), by redesignating sub- 
sections (c) and (d) as subsection (b) and 
(e), respectively, and by inserting the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

“(a) This act and all authority conferred 
thereunder shall terminate at the close of 
June 30, 1958.“ 
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Src. 201. The Housing and Rent Act of 
1947, as amended, is hereby repealed, except 
that as to offenses committed, or rights or 
liabilities incurred, prior to such repeal, the 
provisions of said act and regulations, or- 
ders, and requirements thereunder shall be 
treated as still remaining in full force for 
the purpose of sustaining any proper sult, 
action, or prosecution with respect to any 
such right, liability, or offense. The Presi- 
dent shall administer the powers, duties, and 
functions under this section through the 
new independent agency created pursuant 
to section 403 of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950. The President may provide for the 
transfer to the new independent agency cre- 
ated pursuant to section 403 of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 of any of the func- 
tions, records, property, personnel, and un- 
expended balances of appropriations, alloca- 
tions, and other funds of the Office of the 
Housing Expediter. Any employees of the 
Office of the Housing Expediter not so trans- 
ferred shall unless transferred to other po- 
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sitions in the Government be separated from 
the service. The President shall make such 
provisions as he shall deem appropriate for 
the termination and liquidation of the af- 
fairs of the Office of the Housing Expediter 
and until such action is taken by the Presi- 
dent, the Office of the Housing Expediter 
shall be continued. For the purposes of de- 
termining the status of employees trans- 
ferred to the agency administering functions 
provided for in this act, and in the Defense 
Production Act of 1950, as amended by this 
act, they shall be deemed to be transferred in 
connection with a transfer of functions. 

Szc. 202. (a) The President shall admin- 
ister the powers, functions, and duties under 
this section; and for the purpose of exer- 
cising such powers, functions, and duties as 
the President may delegate any power or 
authority conferred upon him by this sec- 
tion to any officer or agency of the Govern- 
ment and he may authorize such redelega- 
tions by that officer or agency as the Presi- 
dent may deem appropriate. 

(b) Section 215 of the Independent Offices 
Appropriation Act, 1946 (59 Stat. 106, 134), 
and section 213 of the Independent Offices 
Appropriation Act, 1947 (60 Stat. 60, 81), 
are hereby repealed. Any allocations made 
or committed, or priorities granted for the 
delivery, of any housing materials or facili- 
ties under any regulation or order issued un- 
der the authority contained in Public Law 
388, Seventy-ninth Congress, and before the 
date of enactment of this act with respect 
to veterans of World War II, their immediate 
families, and others, shall remain in full 
force and effect. 

(c) In order to assure preference or pri- 
ority to persons who at any time during the 
effective period of this act are serving, or 
have since September 16, 1940, served, in the 
active military or naval forces of the United 
States (hereinafter referred to in this section 
as veterans) or their families. 

(1) no housing accommodations designed 
for single-family residence, the construction 
or conversion of which has been completed 
since June 30, 1947, shall be offered for sale 
or resale, or sold or resold, to persons other 
than veterans or their families, unless such 
housing accommodations have been publicly 
offered for sale exclusively to veterans or 
their families (a) during the period of con- 
struction or conversion and for 30 days there- 
after, prior to a sale or offering for sale to 
such nonveterans, and (b) for a period of 7 
days prior to a resale, or an offering for re- 
sale, to such nonveterans: and 

(2) no housing accommodations designed 
for occupancy by other than transients, the 
construction or conversion of which has been 
completed since June 30, 1947, shall be offered 
for rent or rerent, rented or rerented to per- 
sons other than veterans or their families, 
unless such housing accommodations have 
been publicly offered for rent exclusively to 
veterans or their families (a) during the 

of construction or conversion and for 
30 days thereafter, prior to a first renting or 
offering for rent to such nonveterans, and 
(b) for a period of 7 days prior to a subse- 
quent renting, or offering for rent, to such 
nonveterans; and 

(3) no housing accommodations designed 
for single-family residence, the construction 
or conversion of which has been completed 
since June 30, 1947, shall be offered for sale 
or resale, or sold or resold, to any person at 
a price less than the price for which it had 
been last offered for sale to veterans or their 
families for at least 7 days: Provided, how- 
ever, That in no event shall the public offer- 
ing period to veterans or their families total 
less than 30 days in any first or original sale 
as required by paragraph (1) of this sub- 
section; and 

(4) no housing accommodations designed 
for occupancy by other than transients, the 
construction or conversion of which has been 
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completed since June 30, 1947, shall be of- 
fered for rent or rerent, rented or rerented, 
to any person at a price less than the price 
for which it had been last offered for rent to 
veterans or their families for at least 7 days: 
Provided, however, That in no event shall 
the public offering period to veterans or their 
families total less than 30 days in any first 
or original renting as required by paragraph 
(2) of this subsection. 

(ad) As used in this section— 

(1) The term “person” shall include an 
individual, corporation, partnership, associa- 
tion, or any other organized group of persons, 
or a representative of any of the foregoing. 

(2) The term “housing accommodations” 
shall include, without limitation, any build- 
ing, structure, or part thereof, or land ap- 
purtenant thereto, or any real or personal 
property, designed, constructed, or converted 
for dwelling or residential purposes, together 
with all privileges, services, or facilities in 
connection therewith; industrially made or 
prefabricated houses, sections, panels, or 
their aggregate as a “package” designed or 
constructed for dwelling or residential pur- 
poses; and a certificate, deposit, membership, 
stock interest, or undivided interest in real 
estate, under a cooperative mutual owner- 
ship or similar plan, which carries with it 
the right of occupancy of individual dwell- 
ing units. 

(e) The President is authorized to issue 
regulations and orders prescribing the man- 
ner in which such housing accommodations 
shall be publicly offered in good faith for 
sale or rent to veterans or their families and 
such other regulations or orders as he may 
deem necessary in the public interest to 
effectuate the provisions of this section. The 
President is further authorized to grant such 
exceptions to the provisions of this section 
for persons engaged in national-defense ac- 
tivities and for hardship cases as he may 
deem appropriate. 

(t) Any person who willfully violates any 
provisions of this section shall, upon con- 
viction thereof, be subject to a fine of not 
more than $5,000 or to imprisonment for not 
more than 1 year, or to both such fine and 
imprisonment. Whenever the President has 
reason to believe that any person is liable 
for punishment under this subsection, he 
may certify the facts to the Attorney Gen- 
eral, who may, in his discretion, cause ap- 
propriate proceedings to be brought, 

) This section shall cease to be in effect 
at the close of June 30, 1953, or at such 
earlier time as the Congress by concurrent 
resolution or the President by proclamation 
may designate or upon the date that the 
President proclaims that the protection to 
veterans or their families provided by this 
section is no longer needed, whichever date 
is the earlier, except that as to ofenses com- 
mitted, or rights or liabilities incurred, prior 
to such termination date, the provisions of 
this section and regulations and orders is- 
sued thereunder shall be treated as still re- 
maining in force for the purpose of sustain- 
ing any proper suit, action, or 
with respect to any such right, liability, or 
offense. 

(h) If any provisions of this section or 
the application of such provision to any 
person or circumstances shall be held in- 
valid, the remainder of the provisions and 
the application of such provisions to persons 
or circumstances other than those as to 
which it is held invalid shall not be affected 
thereby. 


The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 44, line 14, after the figure “(1)”, in- 
sert “by striking out the period and insert- 
ing in leu thereof the following:: And pro- 
vided further, That no more than 6 percent 


tion ` 
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down payment shall be required in connec- 
tion with the loan on any home guaranteed 
by the Veterans’ Administration pursuant 
to the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 
1944, as amended, and the cost of which 
home does not exceed $12,000.’, and.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 
The committee amendment was agreed 


to. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate upon 
the bill and all amendments thereto 
close at 6 o'clock. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, re- 
serving the right to object, I would like 
to see the bill disposed of as soon as 
possible, but there are some amend- 
ments here that I think deserve some 
discussion. Should we adopt this pro- 
posal then at 6 o’clock there can be no 
further discussion of any amendment; 
they will be proposed and considered 
without any explanation or answer. I 
think it might take a little longer than 
that. I should like to wait until 6 o'clock 
before we fix a definite limitation like 
that. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle- 
man object to the request of the gentle- 
man from Michigan? 

Mr. SPENCE. I do. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be recog- 
nized for the purpose of moving that all 
debate upon the bill, amendments, and 
amendments to amendments close at 6 
o' clock. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from 
Michigan. ; 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I was greatly encouraged 
earlier this weel: by the course of action 
on the Defense Production Act. But I 
see now that my optimism was prema- 
ture. It is evident from the character of 
certain amendments offered on the floor 
that many of my colleagues are not 
eager to assure the administration of 
anything more than the hollow shell 
of an adequate controls program. 

I would like to say, first, that I hope 
we may expect roll call votes on all the 
amendments that are designed to scut- 
tle the controls program. I think the 
American people are entitled to know 
who is on their side. I suspect that 
many of my colleagues may reconsider 
their hasty action when faced with the 
necessity to stand up and be counted. 

I have been amused to hear during the 
course of discussion on this bill, certain 
old, tattered, shopworn arguments about 
socialism and totalitarianism—the obvi- 
ous result, they say, of an adequate con- 
trols program. I am always encouraged 
to see such arguments make their ap- 
pearance in congressional debate. In- 
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variably, their significance lies in the 
fact that those who expound them are 
scraping the bottom of the barrel in 
their opposition to some program de- 
signed to benefit the country. 

Is Mr. Charles Wilson a Socialist? I 
think you will agree that he is not. Is 
Mr. Eric Johnston a Socialist? I think 
not. Mr. Johnston, as you know, is a 
former president of the National Cham- 
ber of Commerce and, I am happy to 
say, a resident of the State of Washing- 
ton. Mr. Johnston is a Republican who 
has accepted a position of great respon- 
sibility to help his country in a critical 
time and, as Mr. Thomas L. Stokes said 
in a column recently, we are lucky to 
have Mr. Johnston and Mr. Wilson 
around. 

Is American labor socialistic? I think 
not. Labor’s determined fight for con- 
trols is added evidence of labor’s views 
that what's good for the country is good 
for labor. One of the goals of organ- 
ized workers in this country has been 
to achieve higher wages, but labor is will- 
ing to accept wage stabilization with an 
across-the-board controls program be- 
cause it knows that we will all suffer 
without it. 

The gentlemen who speak of social- 
ism, strangely enough, are the leading 
exponents of Government economy. 
They can see their way clear to relieve 
the taxpayers of the cost of 46 Govern- 
ment chauffeurs, but rush to unearth the 
socialistic skeleton at the thought of 
adequate anti-inflation controls, the 
lack of which has cost the taxpayers 
$21,000,000,000 in the past 18 months. 

I would like to remind these gentle- 
men that, because of inflation, local, 
State, and Federal taxpayers are now 
paying from 30 to 60 percent more than 
in 1945 for the same Government serv- 
ices. In the last year alone inflation has 
increased the cost of our rearmament 
program by $10,000,000,000—more than 
the entire cost of our so-called spend- 
thrift Federal Government in 1939. In 
the passage of a Defense Production 
Act containing strong price, wage, rent, 
and credit controls, we have a golden 
opportunity to cut down, if not elimi- 
nate, this tragic waste. 

The overlooked and neglected forest, 
Mr, Chairman, is the great mass of peo- 
ple—workers, pensioners, the wives of 
veterans overseas—all those who live on 
fixed or small incomes, It is on this 
group that the heavy burden of infia- 
tion falls. 

I hope we have seen an end to the 
crippling amendments offered to the De- 
fense Production Act. It should be 
made unmistakably clear that Mem- 
bers of this House cannot undercut the 
controls program through the amend- 
ment process and then return to their 
constituents and say they supported 
controls. A mere vote for the final act, 
when a man has spent a month extract- 
ing the teeth of the program it author- 
izes, will not fool anyone. You can be 
sure of that. Our Nation’s press and 
radio are carrying hourly reports to 
every district represented in this Con- 


_ gress, informing the people on the real 
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meaning of every move made in this 
House. Unless I am badly mistaken, the 
voters will not forget. 

I hope, Mr. Chairman, not only that 
there will be no more crippling amend- 
ments offered to this bill, but that we 
may have the opportunity to repair 
some of the damage already done. I 
say this because I know that a feeble 
controls bill will cost the people of my 
district $27,000,000 in the next year 
through inflation. It will cost the peo- 
ple of other districts throughout the 
country even more. I do not want the 
people of my district to think that I vot- 
ed for the final Defense Production Act 
without doing everything in my power 
to prevent its becoming a ghost man- 
date to fight inflation—a mandate in 
name only, lacking in force and condon- 
ing the situation it sets out to correct. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 45, strike out all of line 7 down tc 
and including line 7 on page 48. 


Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the committee amend- 
ment. f 

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to take 
5 minutes but I am going to take suffi- 
cient time to remind the House that 
this is the commodity speculation section 
of the bill, It is similar to the provision 
which was in the bill last year that was 
stricken out. Every argument that was 
made against speculation in commodi- 
ties at that time prevails today tenfold, 
There is more reason for control of com- 
modity speculation today than there 
ever was. I urge that this amendment 
be defeated and that commodity spec- 
ulation control be kept in the bill. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. In other words, 
this amendment is simply for the benefit 
of the speculators in food and other 
commodites and on the grain ex- 
changes, and so forth and so on? 

Mr. MULTER. That is right, and I 
want to see such speculation curbed, 

Mr. EBERHARTER. It is a specula- 
tor’s amendment, 

Mr. MULTER. I serve notice that at 
the proper time I intend to ask for a roll 
call should this committee amendment 
prevail in order that those people who 
are opposed to commodity speculation 
can show that they do want it curbed by 
this bill, and that those who are in favor 
of commodity speculation can go on 
record that way. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I agree with the 
gentleman; I am with the gentleman 
100 percent because I think the House 
will take a very serious step if it allows 
speculation to go wild, because we have 
had experience with that before and 
know how it drives up the cost of the 
necessi ies of life. 

Mr. MULTER. This is one of the 
many amendments yet to be considered. 
I think that is one of the reasons why 
the gentlemen on the other side urged 
closing debate by 6 o'clock, so that we 
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would not have an ample opportunity to 
discuss these important matters. 

Mr. BUFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the committee amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to acquaint the 
members of the committee with the cur- 
rent situation so far as commodity mar- 
kets are concerned. Yesterday the Dow- 
Jones commodity futures index declined 
to the lowest level since August 15, 1950. 
At the same time the Dow-Jones spot 
index was at the lowest since October 18, 
1950. 

The commodity exchanges of the 
country allow the free play of supply 
and demand which is bringing prices 
down at this time. The members of this 
committee should find that fact a most 
constructive development. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Mutter), there 
were—ayes 92, noes 52. 

So the committee amendment was 
agreed to, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment that comes in before the 
next committee amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. We will come back 
to individual amendments after we have 
completed all of the committee amend- 
ments to the bill. 

Mr. MULTER. All of the committee 
amendments to the bill will be disposed 
of first? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 

Mr. MULTER. Then it will be in order 
to offer my amendments to other sec- 
tions, even though they have been 
passed? 

The CHAIRMAN, Yes. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 48, strike out lines 12 to 16, inclusive. 


The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 


The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: Page 48, line 17, 
add a new section as follows: 

“Src. 108. (a) section 701 (b) (ii) of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

„) Such business advisory committees 
shall be appointed as shall be appropriate for 
purposes of consultation in the formulation 
of rules, regulations, or orders, or amend- 
ments thereto issued under authority of this 
act, and in their formation there shall be 
fair representation for independent small, 
for medium, and for large business enter- 
prise, for different geographical areas, for 
trade association members and nonmembers, 
and for different segments of the industry, 
and each such committee may, without ex- 
pense to the Government, appoint a secre- 
tary and /or counsel who may, if not «u mem- 
ber of committee, attend all mee 
of such committee but without vote'.“ 


Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the committee amend- 
ment. 

‘The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Mutter to the 

committee amendment: Page 49, line 3, 
strike out the comma after the word “in- 
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dustry” and insert in lieu thereof a semi- 
colon and strike out all of the words after the 
word “industry” in line 3, page 49, down to 
and including the word “vote” in line 7, 
page 49. 


Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is recommended to us by the 
Committee on the Judiciary that con- 
ducted long and extensive hearings con- 
cerning this subject matter. I believe it 
is acceptable to the members of our com- 
mittee on this side. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment to the committee amend- 
ment. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. Mutter) there 
were—ayes 91, noes 8. 

So the amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question recurs 
on the committee amendment as 
amended. 

The committee amendment as amend- 
ed was agreed to. 

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 49, line 8, insert: 

“(b) Subsection (c) of section 701 of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 is amended 
by striking out ‘and having due regard to 
the needs of new businesses’ and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: ‘: Provided, That 
the limitations and restrictions imposed on 
the production of specific items shall not 
exclude new concerns from a fair and reason- 
able share of total authorized production.“ 


Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the committee amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Worcorr to the 
committee amendment: Page 49, line 11, 
after the word “following” insert “and hav- 
ing due regard to the current competitive 
situation of established businesses.” 


Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, this 
matter was not called to my attention 
early enough to discuss it with the chair- 
man of the committee but I hope that 
he will accept it. What I seek to do, 
because of the language difficulties here, 
is to insert before the proviso language 
that in the allocation of materials cur- 
rent competitive positions of established 
business shall be maintained. The pur- 
pose of the amendment is to assure that 
a company will be entitled to the same 
competitive position in the industry that 
it had in the representative base period 
and remove any possibility that discrimi- 
nation might be made between compet- 
ing industries, It will remove and obvi- 
ate the possibility of any charge being 
made that there is discrimination in 
favor of any particular industry. We 
have adopted one amendment earlier in 
the hill with which this amendment is 
consistent, 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I did not get the 
amendment. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. First I had to write 
some of the language back in there. On 
page 49, previous to the proviso, I add the 
language “and having due regard to the 
current competitive position of estab- 
lished businesses.” 
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Mr. PATMAN. Well, I would like to 
see the amendment if it is written out. 
Will that affect new businesses coming 
into operation now? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. No, because I pre- 
serve the proviso in respect to new busi- 
nesses. You see, what the Committee on 
Banking and Currency did, they struck 
out the language “and having due re- 
gard to the needs of new business” and 
inserted the language in the proviso, 
“Provided, That the limitations and re- 
strictions imposed on the production of 
specific items shall not exclude new con- 
cerns from a fair and reasonable share 


of total authorized production.” That 
took care of new concerns, 
Mr. PATMAN. The gentleman’s 


amendment will not interfere with either 
one of these, then. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Not in the least, but 
the first three or four words of the lan- 
guage of my amendment follow some of 
the language which was stricken out and 
I wanted to stress the fact that it did not 
rewrite back into the bill anything which 
we had stricken out. 

Mr. PATMAN. What is the real pur- 
pose of the amendment then? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. The real purpose of 
the amendment is to preserve the com- 
petitive position of established busi- 
nesses, 

Mr, PATMAN. It does not interfere 
with new concerns? 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Not in the least. 

Mr. PATMAN. Under this proviso, I 
mean. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Not in the least. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Wo.cort] to the 
committee amendment. 

The amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question recurs 
2 the committee amendment as amend- 

The committee amendment as amend- 
ed was agreed to. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. YATES. Is it in order at this 
time to move to strike out the last word 
to propound a question to the committee 
with relation to the section on page 73 
of the bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
recognize the gentleman if he moves 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time, in 
view of the agreement by the committee 
limiting time for debate on this bill, to 
call the attention of the committee to 
page 73 of the bill relating to the Hous- 
ing and Rent Act amendments, and to 
ask several questions. Section 203 reads 
as follows: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this act, the President shall by regulation or 
order establish such maximum rent or maxi- 
mum rents as in his judgment will be fair 
and equitable. 


Is it the intention of the committee 
to limit the application of the section 
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only to those areas in the country which 
are now decontrolled and which may 
for one reason or another wish to be re- 
controlled under the provisions of the 
act? 

Mr. BURTON. It is my understand- 
ing that the committee had in mind that 
this would refer only to those critical 
areas referred to in that particular para- 
graph. 

Mr. YATES. This section, then, is 
not applicable to section 201 and the 
other provisions of the bill which con- 
tain the present provisions of the act 
until June 30, 1952 for areas now under 
control and does not supersede or re- 
peal those provisions? 

Mr. BURTON. It will not supersede 
the other provisions. 

Mr. YATES. With respect to areas 
now under control? 

Mr. BURTON. That is correct. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. JONAS. I take it this is the item 
we discussed? 

Mr. YATES. That is correct. I dis- 
cussed the matter with the gentleman 
this morning. 

Mr. JONAS. Iam still under the im- 

pression the gentleman is on the right 
track when he is making inquiry as to 
the interpretation of this language. 

Mr. BURTON. There is no question 
but that it does not affect areas now 
under control. 

Mr. JONAS. As I interpret the mat- 
ter, this means that an area that is now 
under the old-act controls automati- 
cally becomes decontrolled, and the gov- 
erning body in that area must pass a 
resolution calling for a meeting on 10 
day’s notice to determine whether they 
will be recontrolled. This says that not- 
withstanding any other provisions of 
this act the President shall do exactly 
that. 

- Mr. BURTON. Areas now under con- 
trol remain under control. 

Mr. JONAS. Where does it say that 
in this bill. ; 

Mr. BURTON. That is the intent. 

Mr, JONAS. I have been searching 
high and low for that information in the 
bill, I wish it were the other way. 

Mr. BURTON. The gentleman must 
also take under consideration the other 
provisions. 

Mr, JONAS. I have taken into con- 
sideration the other provisions, but this 
says, “Notwithstanding any other pro- 
vision of this act.” 

Mr. BURTON. That “notwithstand- 
ing” language does not affect areas now 
under control and is not intended to 
apply to areas now under control. 

Mr, JONAS. It cannot explain itself 
when it is subject to its own interpreta- 
tion. 

Mr. YATES. In view of the ambiguity 
that exists, would the committee ac- 
cept an amendment to line 24, following 
the word “accommodations” which 
would insert the words “not now under 
rent control” in order to clarify the sit- 
uation? Or does the committee believe 
that wiil not be necessary? 
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Mr. BURTON. In my opinion, there 
is no conflict. The intent is merely to 
clarify. 

Mr. YATES. It is only intended to 
clarify the paragraph of the present law 
which applies to the areas which are not 
now under control; is that correct? 

Mr. BURTON. That is correct. 

Mr. YATES. With respect to the areas 
that are now under control, the other 
sections of the act would continue to 
apply, and rent control would be con- 
tinued with respect to those areas, with- 
out reference to this section at all? 

Mr. BURTON. That is correct. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. DONDERO. Where cities and 
towns have by their local governing 
bodies decontrolled their area, does this 
come back under this bill so that they 
would again have to get authority? 

Mr. BURTON. The question the gen- 
tleman has asked is on this one par- 
ticular statement under (k). We will 
discuss the bill a little later, if I may 
leave it until then. 

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman. 
I agree that subsection (k) should be 
limited in its application only to the 
areas not now under rent control, but 
in view of the fact that a few Members 
thought the intention of the committee 
on the subsection to be ambiguous, I 
wanted to clarify it and make its in- 
tention and application specific and defi- 
nite. The view that the section operates 
to repeal the sections of the bill which 
continue rent control until June 30, 1952, 
in areas now under control is in my 
opinion, untenable, unreasonable and 
could not possibly be intended by the 
committee. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, is 
it in order to entertain amendments to 
the housing and rent section of the bill 
now? 

The CHAIRMAN. It will not be in 
order. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
that is the reason I was attempting to 
make a parliamentary inquiry of the 
Chair previously. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment, as amended. 

The committee amendment as 
amended was agreed to. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, after the 
reading of the committee amendments 
as to the particular provisions, will 
Members be permitted to submit their 
amendments which have been at the 
Clerk’s desk for 3 or 4 days? 

The CHAIRMAN. After the commit- 
tee has disposed of all the committee 
amendments in the entire bill and, of 
course, the amendments to the commit- 
tee amendments, then we will consider 
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amendments by individual Members of 
the committee to the text of the bill. 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 


Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I take 
it the Chairman’s ruling excludes any 
Member being recognized now to strike 
out the last word or, in other words, to 
offer a pro forma amendment for the 
purpose of explaining an amendment 
which he may have at the Clerk’s desk 
and which he intends to offer at the 
proper time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would 
not go to that extent. The Chair will 
entertain pro forma amendments. 

Mr. MCDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike cut the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, in the interest of time, 
and it is rapidly passing, I realize that 
in all probability when the amendment 
I have at the Clerk’s desk is offered, and 
then brought to the attention of the 
Committee, it may be too late to make an 
explanation of it. 

Therefore, I want to take this time 
to inform the House that I have an 
amendment at the Clerk’s desk which 
reads as follows: 


Beginning on page 76, after line 20, insert 
the following new sentences: “If any locality 
which has been decontrolled as a result of 
action by its local governing body under 
paragraph (3) of subsection (j) of this sec- 
tion is included in an area certified under 
this subsection as a critical defense-housing- 
area, the President shall promptly notify 
the local governing body of that fact, and 
shall not establish any maximum rent for 
any housing accommodation in the locality 
until 60 days have elapsed after the date 
on which such notice is given. If, within 
such 60-day period, the local governing body 
adopts a resolution in accordance with ap- 
plicable local law and based upon a finding 
by it reached as the result of a public hear- 
ing held after 10 days’ notice, that any of 
the conditions listed in paragraphs (A), (B), 
and (C) of this subsection does not exist 
ir. the locality, the certification involved 
shall have no effect with respect to the lo- 
cality for the purposes of this subsection and 
subsection (m) of this section. The pre- 
ceding two sentences shall not apply with 
respect to any housing accommodation occu- 
pied by, or by the family of, a member of 
the Armed Forces who is stationed at an 
Armed Forces installation in or adjacent to 
the locality.” 


The purpose of the amendment is to 
give the local governing body the oppor- 


. tunity and the right that it had under 


the 1947 act to determine for itself 
whether rent control should be imposed 
upon it, because as the bill is now written 
the local governing body has no oppor- 
tunity to say anything but— 

We must accept it if— 


And I am reading from the bill at 
page 76— 


if the Secretary of Defense and the Director 
of Defense Mobilization, acting jointly, make 
the finding that a new defense plant or in- 
stallation has been or is to be provided, or 
an existing plant or installation has been or 
is about to be reactivated or its operation 
substantially expanded; 

(B) substantial in-migration of defense 
workers or military personnel is required to 
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carry out activities at such plant or installa- 
tion; and 

(C) a substantial shortage of housing re- 
quired for such defense workers or military 
personnel exists or impends which has re- 
sulted or threatens to result in excessive rent 
increases and which impedes or threatens to 
impede activities of such defense plant or 
installation. 


My amendment begins at the point 
where it says that all three of those must 
be found by the Defense Mobilizer. After 
those findings have been made they must 
be submitted to the local governing board 
for review, and within 60 days the local 
governing board may hold hearings to 
determine whether those conditions 
actually exist, in their opinion, and then, 
by affirmative action, say, “Yes, we 
agree,” or “No, we do not agree.” Then 
rent control will or will not be applied. 

The reason I want to impress this on 
the Committee at this time is that there 
are three categories of rent control at 
the present time: Those still under con- 
trol, those that were decontrolled by the 
Housing Expediter, and those decon- 
trolled by legislative action of the legis- 
lative bodies. My amendment has no 
effect on those now under control, It 
will have no effect on housing occupied 
by military personnel or their families 
in the area under consideration. It 
has no effect on those decontrolled by 
the Housing Expediter, but it gives 
recognition of the responsibility of the 
local governing body to determine 
whether rent controls shall be imposed or 
not. If those three things do exist, and 
the local governing board agrees with 
the Federal authority, all right; but with 
bureaucratic control as we know it, and 
with the authority that the Federal Gov- 
ernment uses to invade a territory and 
say that in their opinion controls should 
be imposed, without my amendment it is 
impossible to stop it and is the only re- 
course the local governing body has. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Mc- 
DonoucnH] has expired. 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, in considering the 
amendment presented by the gentleman 
from California [Mr. McDonovucu], it 
would seem well to present something 
of the committee amendment as it will 
be offefed to you. 

I know we are a little previous, but title 
II of this bill—amendments to the Hous- 
ing and Rent Act of 1947—is a very mod- 
erate bill preserving the essentials of lo- 
cal authority except in critical housing 
areas where it is recognized a measure 
of centralized controls may be neces- 
sary to defense production. 

Administrative powers are placed with 
the President rather than the Housing 
Expediter. 

Where an area has been decontrolled 
it may be recontrolled by the same State 
or local authority that decontrolled, 
which preserves the local-option fea- 
ture—the single exception being critical 
housing areas. Such areas may be cer- 
tified by the Secretary of Defense and 
the Director of Defense Mobilization act- 
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ing jointly only when all three of the 
following conditions exist: 

A. A new defense plant or installation 
has been or is to be provided, or an exist- 
ing defense plant or installation has been 
or is to be reactivated or its operation 
substantially expanded; 

B. Substantial in-migration of defense 
workers or military personnel is required 
to carry out activities at such plant or in- 
stallation; and 

C. A substantial shortage of housing 
required for such defense workers or 
military personnel exists or impends 
which has resulted or threatens to result 
in excessive rent increases and which im- 
pedes or threatens to impede activities of 
such defense plant or installation. 

Wherever an area bas been certified to 
be a critical defense housing area, real- 
estate construction credit controls are 
suspended on moderate-priced housing. 

To compensate for increases in costs 
and prices, rentals may be increased 20 
percent over the rates effective June 30, 
1947. This includes the 15 percent vol- 
untary advance already granted. 

The améndment does not cover busi- 
ness properties, 

By incorporating the amendments to 
the Housing and Rent Act in the Defense 
Production Act amendments of 1951 this 
carries the same termination date and 
points to a definite termination date for 
rent control. 

With defense deliveries to be two and 
one-half times as great in the fiscal year 
1952 as in 1951 we cannot safely abandon 
controls at this time. With controls on 
all other items we cannot consistently 
fail to protect critical defense areas 
against unreasonable rent advances. 

The amendment as presented repre- 
sents the careful thought of the commit- 
tee, not simply on one side of the aisle, 
but on both sides of the aisle, and was 
reported by an overwhelming voice vote 
in Committee. I sincerely hope this 
amendment will receive your support as 
a bill providing authority for effective 
administration and a bill that offers a 
definite termination date for rent con- 
trol. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia has expired. 

Mr, BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes to answer these ques- 
tions. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair reminds 
the gentleman that time has been fixed, 
and the Chair cannot entertain the re- 
quest. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I regret very much that 
I must approach this very important 
issue under these circumstances. I 
would have preferred that the issue be 
presented just prior to the vote. 

I now give the membership the oppor- 
tunity to make a decision upon the basic 
fundamental program of attacking high 
prices. If you want to stop high prices 
you do so by stopping inflation. That 
is the basic approach, and I shall offer 
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at 6 o'clock or shortly thereafter an 
amendment which will limit the authori- 
zation provided for in title IV of this 
bill, and ask for the authorization to 
expire on August 15, 1951. You will 
have an opportunity to vote it up or vote 
it down. 

Those of us who believe that price 
control does not do the job of attacking 
the problem of high prices have decided 
that we will not vote for price control 
today. I voted for this bill in 1950; I 
supported it, but since that time I have 
been disillusioned with the political ad- 
ministration of it, and I cannot support 
it under the present circumstances. 

Mr. Chairman, I desire to call atten- 
tion to a study that I have here of the 
conditions between 1939 and 1942. 

In 1939 the impact of World War II 
had not been felt in this country. In 
1942 the full impact of the war had been 
felt. I relate 1939 and 1942 to the post- 
Korean situation in employment. 

Employment: Total civilian employ- 
ment in 1939 was 45,800,000, with 9,500,- 
000 unemployed. By 1942 civilian em- 
ployment was 53,800,000—an increase of 
8,000,000. This compares with civilian 
employment of 61,500,000 on June 30, 
1950 and 61,200,000 on May 31, 1951—a 
decrease of 300,000. In other words, 8,- 
000,000 people found employment in 
civilian occupations early in the last 
war, compared to a decrease from July 
1, 1950 to May 31, 1951, of 300,000. Most 
of those employed early in the last war 
came out of the unemployed, many of 
them having been on relief, and they and 
their families suddenly came into the 
market for all types of goods. No such 
thing has occurred since Korea. 

Wages: Average weekly earnings in 
manufacturing in 1942 were $36.65, com- 
pared to $24.00 in 1939—an increase of 
52.6 percent. From July 1, 1950 to April 


30, 1951, average wages increased from 


$58.85 per week to $64.74—an increase 
of 10 percent. Average real weekly earn- 
ings, after adjustment of increases in’ 
living costs, increased 31 percent from 
1939 to 1942, compared to an increase of 
less than 1 percent post-Korea. 

Manufacturing output: The physical 
volume of manufacturing production in- 
creased by 12 percent from July 1, 1950 
to April 30, 1951. 

Retail sales: From 1939 to 1942 retail 
sales increased 37.1 percent; compared 
to 4.5 percent from April 30, 1950, to 
April 30, 1951. 

Notice that the manufacturing output 
increased 12 percent from July 1, 1950 to 
April 30,1951. That the physical volume 
of output increased 33 percent from July 
1, 1949 to April 30, 1951. 

Look at the manufacturing output 
since Korea, it increased 12 percent 
while retail sales increased only 4.5 per- 
cent. This situation caused excessive 
inventories. 

Therefore, I have shown conditions are 
very different now, than when we were 
in World War II. 

Now, I want to comment on the ex- 
perience of price control in World War 
II. 
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Price controls: From January 1, 1942, 
to November 1946, the BLS Index of Con- 
sumer Prices advanced by 35.9 percent, 
This was by no means uniform because 
during that period food advanced 61.5 
percent; apparel advanced 47.3 percent; 
house furnishings advanced 44.7 percent; 
miscellaneous items went up 22.1 per- 
cent—including automobiles, refrigera- 
tors, and so forth, which were frozen as 
to price, but not manufactured; rent only 
went up 0.4 percent in the period of price 
controls. 

After price controls were removed in 
November 1946, by December 1950, prices 
had advanced as follows: Food, 14.8 per- 
cent—compared to 61.5 percent under 
price controls; apparel, 14.9 percent— 
compared to 47.3 percent under controls; 
house furnishings, 19.8 percent—com- 
pared to 44,7 percent under controls. 
Rent increased 15.6 percent after the end 
of price controls, compared to 0.4 percent 
under controls, in spite of the fact that 
we have had some kind of controls on 
rent, either at the Federal or local levels, 
since rent controls were first established 
at the outbreak of World War II. 

Wage comparisons: In 1939, average 
weekly wages were $24, which increased 
by 52.6 percent to $36.65 in 1942; and by 
19.6 percent to $43.82 in 1946, with the 
greatest increase, of 34.3 percent to 
$58.85 at June 30, 1950. From that time 
to April 30, 1951, wages made a further 
increase of 10 percent to $64.74. 

Real weekly average wages which were 
$24 in 1939, now are at $34,71—a 44.6- 
percent increase, after allowances for in- 
creases in living costs. 

Mr. Chairman, are high prices cured 
by price control? Let me quote to you 
from the price regulation issued by Mr. 
13 Johnston's office on January 28, 

The fact that prices have been frozen by 
this regulation should not be interpreted 
as ending the danger of inflation. This 
would be to confuse controlling the symp- 
toms of a disease with its cure. The effect of 
price control is not to eliminate inflation, 
but to suppress it. Inflation comes about as 
a result of a gap between the available sup- 
ply of goods and the amounts which con- 
sumers, business firms, and governments 
would like to buy and can pay for. 


Mr. Chairman, that has been my story 
since I have been debating this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, our committee and the 
House has had a long, difficult task at- 
tempting to determine what can be done 
to control inflation. The first time I 
took the floor I issued a challenge to the 
members of this committee to tell me or 
the Members of this House, and the peo- 
ple of the country, how can you stop high 
prices without stopping inflation? That 
challenge has not been met. 

Mr. Chairman, the members of this 
committee are not interested in stopping 
inflation, they are not interested in stop- 
ping high prices or inflation, they are 
not interested in doing a job on this bill. 
The House should vote for this amend- 
ment stopping this subterfuge now. 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to make a few 
remarks concerning the Small Defense 
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Plants Corporation as authorized in sec- 
tion 714 of the act. I am fearful there 
will not be debate on that part of the 
measure and I do want to make some 
remarks on it. This is a noncontrover- 
sial feature of the bill, I am happy to say. 

The great Committee on Banking and 
Currency of this House should be com- 
mended for including this provision in 
the bill. It represents an appreciation 
of their knowledge of the problems which 
small business is concerned with during 
this period of the emergency. I think 
also that the distinguished chairman 
of the House Small Business Committee, 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Parman] 
should be commended for his work in be- 
half of this legislation. He is the prin- 
cipal author and architect of this lan- 
guage of the bill to create the Smail 
Defense Plants Corporation. Although 
all members of the House Small Business 
Committee are unanimous in recom- 
mending this legislation, and similar 
bills have been introduced by myself and 
other members of the committee, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr.-Parman] is 
the principal architect of this feature of 
the bill. 

It grows out of the many hearings 
which the House Committee on Small 
Business has held. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EVINS, I yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I may say 
that the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
HALLECK] was very effective before our 
committee, Of course, I do not want to 
take away any honors from the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. Patman]. 

Mr. EVINS. All members of the 
House Small Business Committee have 
introduced similar bills, and I would not 
want to take away credit from any mem- 
ber. I know the gentleman from In- 
diana [Mr. HALLECK] is a very valued 
member of that committee and has ren- 
dered excellent service so far as this pro- 
vision of the legislation is concerned. 
The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
Hau.eck] is the ranking minority mem- 
ber of the committee and is certainly a 
co-sponsor of the Small Defense Plant 
Corporation, 

Since the outbreak of the Korean war 
the committee has held hearings in more 
than 20 States and more than 500 small- 
business men have appeared before the 
committee, An effort has been made to 
determine the impact of the emergency 
upon the small business enterprises of 
the Nation. It would be impossible to 
hear this testimony without realizing 
that something constructive needs to be 
done with respect to the problems of 
small business during these times. 

There are indeed many problems af- 
fecting the small and independent busi- 
ness during this emergency. Problems 
of shortages of critical material, of lack 
of adequate supplies, of improper infor- 
mation, of difficulties of specifications 
in bidding. Many hardships and difi- 
culties are daily being encountered in 
matters of procurement of defense 
orders and Government contracts— 
prime contracts and subcontracts, 
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Mr. Chairman, particularly I would 
like to tell the committee of some of the 
procurement problems affecting small 
business today in their acquiring Gov- 
ernment contracts. Prior to the out- 
break of the war Government procure- 
ment was on a low-bid advertised basis, 
but under the provisions of the Armed 
Forces Procurement Act our Defense De- 
partment has now converted to procure- 
ment by negotiation. Under this method 
of procurement, the procurement ofice 
invites by letter a selected few sup- 
pliers to come in and sit around a table 
and negotiate orders for needed sup- 
plies. Prior to the use of this method of 
negotiation small-business enterprises 
of the Nation were able to procure 52 
percent of the business and procure- 
ment contracts of the Department of 
Defense. Since that time it has grown 
progressively worse percentagewise and 
dollarwise for small business. As of 
January 1 of this year the Army and the 
Air Force were purchasing less than 8 
percent of their requirements by adver- 
tising competitive bidding whereas 92 
percent of total purchases are under ne- 
gotiation. Besides difficulties encount- 
ered in the matter of securing a fair 
share of Government contracts other 
difficulties are encountered in the mat- 
ter of shortage of materials and supplies. 
Lack of adequate financing and lack of 
information. 

Information offices, I might add, have 
been set up to provide information to 
the small business enterprises of the 
Nation, and I think great credit is due 
to the Small Business Committee for this 
work, The Department of Commerce 
has expanded their information outlets 
from 65 to over 6,000 information out- 
lets throughout the Nation—through 
the chambers of commerce and other- 
wise. Some people will tell you that 
those offices are adequate to do the job. 
They are helpful, but I will tell you they 
are not sufficient. Information alone is 
not adequate. 

Thus the reason for the Small Defense 
Plants Corporation which is included in 
this bill. There exists a real need for 
localized central Federal authority to act 
on behalf of the small-business enter- 
prises of the Nation. Business men, as 
we all know—and we have received com- 
plaints daily from them have visited 
these offices in the field, and they have 
also come to Washington, and many 
times have gone away with a feeling of 
frustration with only some information 
provided. Most of these offices are fine 
looking offices; they are plush in ap- 
pearance, but not adequate to act with 
authority. 

The Small Defense Plants Corporation 
section is similar to the Smaller War 
Plants Corporation Act which was in ef- 
fect during World War II, which all 
agree was helpful. 

The small businesses and independent 
businesses of the Nation comprise, by 
far, the greatest percentage of employees 
and employers of the Nation. 

Small business and independent busi- 
ness is the backbone of our free enter- 
prise system. 


1951 


The keystone of our free American 
economy—our competitive system. 

We should and must preserve the 
small business of the Nation and our 
free enterprise system. 

I strongly urge that the committee 
adopt the provision to create the Small 
Defense Plants Corporation. i 

Let us preserve the small þusiness of 
the Nation by giving to them such proper 
assistance as we can during this period 
of emergency. 

The CHAIRMAN. Permit the Chair 
to inquire, since the time is rapidly ar- 
riving for no further discussion on 
amendments, how many Members de- 
sire to be heard within this limitation? 

The Chair thinks it would be fair to 
divide the 10 minutes remaining among 
those who now desire to be recognized 
within that time. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, in 
view of the fact that that would just 
give about each one 30 seconds, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time be 
extended 10 minutes so that we will have 
1 minute each. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

Mr. COX. I object, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 

nizes the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr, WILLIAMS]. 
i Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, if Members of the Committee 
will turn to page 82, subsection (2) of 
section 205, they will find the most far- 
reaching language I have seen written 
into a bill since I have been here. This 
language is intended to supersede State 
laws respecting the contractual relation- 
ships between landlord and tenant and 
with regard to evictions. I shall offer 
an amendment to strike out that sec- 
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
SARATH]. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, I am 
offering an amendment which I have 
sent to the desk which reads as follows: 
On page 83, strike out lines 1 to 6, inclu- 
sive, which read as follows: 

Sec. 206. (a) The first sentence of section 
202 (c) (1) (A) of the Housing and Rent 
Act of 1947 is amended by striking out the 
following: “which is located in a city of less 
than 2,500,000 population according to the 
1940 decennial census and.” 

(b) Section 202 (c) (1) (B) of such act 
is repealed. 


The purpose of my amendment is to 
retain the present controls over residen- 
tial hotels in the city of Chicago. Sec- 
tion 206 of this bill repeals those provi- 
sions of present rent-control legislation, 
which, if approved, will permit these 
owners to boost rents sky high, driving 
many tenants from their housing accom- 
modations and adding to the already 
overburdened housing situation in this 
great city. 

Let me recount briefly the issues in 
volved in my amendment. The Housing 
and Rent Act of 1947 which relaxed rent 
controls, decontrolled hotels. The Hous- 
ing Expediter then issued his rent regu- 
lations defining a hotel by stating that 
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any hotel which was made up primarily 
of self-contained units was decontrolled. 

The City Council of Chicago, fearing 
the effect of freeing entirely many hous- 
ing accommodations in these hotels, 
apartment hotels, and so forth, recon- 
trolled residential hotels by local ordi- 
nance under the provisions of the new 
act. These hotel owners then applied 
to the Housing Expediter for permission 
to raise their rates by 15 percent, as the 
new law permitted, calling their accom- 
modations “apartments.” Later on the 
Supreme Court of the State of Illinois 
held the local ordinance unconstitution- 
al, which freed these owners from con- 
trol entirely. Rents immediately sky- 
rocketed and many families were evicted 
because of their inability to meet the 
exorbitant rentals demanded. Multi- 
ple-room apartments were cut up into 
single hotel rooms at higher rentals, 
giving these owners additional enormous 
returns, 

The amendments to the Housing and 
Rent Act, in 1949, recontrolled these resi- 
dential and apartment hotels, but at the 
current rental rates which were greatly 
in excess of those in effect in 1947. Sec- 
tion 206 of the committee bill now pro- 
poses to eliminate these controls. 

In the hearings before the committee 
certain selfish interests testified there 
were many vacancies in residential and 
apartment hotels in Chicago with its 
population of three and one-half millions 
in a metropolitan area of five and one- 
half million souls. They quoted figures 
to show there was but 83.7 percent occu- 
pancy in Chicago residential hotels. 
They also stated that in March 1951 
there was a 28 percent vacancy and in 
April 1951 a 32 percent vacancy in these 
housing accommodations, attempting to 
create the impression that Chicago hous- 
ing accommodations were ample to meet 
present-day demand. These figures came 
from hotel men, I doubt their accuracy. 
However, if true, I can account for this 
condition because in most instances the 
rents were either exorbitant or the 
wealthy owners were following the un- 
conscionable practice of taking the 
apartments off the market rather than 
renting them and relieving the housing 
shortage. They also avoided the pay- 
ment of taxes on the income they would 
have received—this at a time when the 
Government is so desperately in need of 
money for defense, 

Again, on the point of a housing short- 
age in Chicago, the census shows there 
are 1,330,000 families in the city. But 
there are only 1,108,000 houses for 
them—a shortage of over 120,000 dwell- 
ing units. Then consider that there are 
173,000 homes which are in such a state 
of absolute disrepair and deterioration as 
to be virtually unlivable. 

Yes, there is new construction going 
on, but the figures also show that this 
new construction is less than the demo- 
lition figure. . 

Add to the losses in housing, the homes 
in the Chicago slums which decay or 
burn down in the course of time. Other 
housing is destroyed under slum clear- 
ance and public housing developments. 
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In my district, for example, the neces- 
sary Congress Street superhighway and 
the large medical center now under con- 
struction has forced people out of their 
homes with little chance of resettlement. 
This same situation exists in other sec- 
tions of Chicago, Again I cite these 
facts to prove that this terrific housing 
shortage in Chicago still exists and this 
so-called vacancy in residential hotels 
is an illusion and unreal. 

I direct the attention of every Mem- 
ber to the statements of Tighe E. Woods, 
Housing Expediter, appearing in the 
hearings before the commitee at page 
1781, and page 1810, which definitely 
proves that during the period of decon- 
trol, from July 1, 1947, to March 1, 1949, 
rents had risen substantially. 

I believe I have submitted sufficient 
proof that residential hotels be placed 
under rent control to prevent further 
gouging of tenants and depriving them 
of services they are entitled to receive. 

However, there is another argument 
which should be advanced in favor of 
my proposal to keep the present situa- 
tion unchanged which is the effect of 
my amendment. 

There has been going on in Chicago a 
most reprehensible practice of building 
conversions whereby five-, six-, and 
seven-room apartments are reduced to 
smaller units or converted into hotel 
rooms. For example, one six- room 
apartment renting for $140 per month on 
the South Side of Chicago has been con- 
verted into one-room apartments. The 
owner clears $450 to $540 per month for 
the former six-room apartment. In 
another instance a 22-apartment build- 
ing was made over into 81 apartments, 
and in another, an 1l-apartment build- 
ing was turned into a 43-room hotel, all 
with correspondingly increased rental 
returns amounting to 200, 300, and 400 
percent above the former income. This 
is what happens when you take controls 
off. What has happened in conversions 
such as mentioned above will happen 
to Chicago’s residential hotels if the 
present proposal to decontrol is enacted 
into law. 

It is significant that the figures of va- 
cancies in the Chicago residential hotels 
are based on a survey made by the hotel 
accounting firm of Horvath & Horvath. 
I seem to recall that a member of this 
firm named Toth managed to secure 
appointment to the New York City Tem- 
porary Rent Commission and the mayor 
of the city of New York was compelled 
to remove him after unconscionable rent 
increases in New York City’s residential 
hotels. How can we expect otherwise 
from one who comes with such a record? 
How much credibility can be attached 
to testimony of such a biased and prej- 
udiced source? ` 

Supporting my position are such men 
as William Green who declared “control 
over rents is part and parcel of the fight 
against inflation.” 

It must be remembered that Chicago 
and its environs is one of our key critical 
defense-manufacturihg areas. For some 
time we have felt a labor shortage as a 
result of insufficient accommodations for 
shelter. The situation is already acute 


all consider his figure a very comserva-~ 
tive one, for he is the one who, faced 
with the Chicago ordimance of 1947, 


A further against: decontrol 
is that transient hotels are already de- 
controlled, and on these-rooms: there has 


Notwithstanding the fact that some 
of the Republicans promised to vote 


Mr. Chairman, so that every Mem- 
ber of this House may know what is ga- 
ing on, I ask to insert the article ap- 
pearing in the news columns of the Chi- 
cago Sun-Times of Thursday, July 19, 
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landlords “openly flout the directives of 
rent control boards” and operate om @ basis 


the converted barns,,garages, filling stations, 
sheds, and similar structures. 
housing 


percent above fair rentals fixed by Federal 
Officials. 


Many soldiers are afraid to report gouging 
landlords for fear of being evicted, the re- 
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port said, adding that military personnel 
should be informed they are protected by 
law against this. 

ACTION SOUGHT 

The report requested, the Defense Depart- 
ment to survey the whole housing situation 
and ask Congress for legislation or other car- 
rective measure necessary. 

It recommended am increase of military 
housing, expansion of trailer camp: sites at 
or near camps, and special priorities: om ma- 
terials: and labor for improving existing 
housing. 

‘The report defended desires of servicemen 
to keep their families close by while on as- 
signment in the continental United States. 


THE VITAL NEED POR ERFECTIVE CONTROLS 


delib- 
evately ignore the fact: that: their policies 
will be direetly responsible for the great 


happen to their value when the dollar 
is driven down in value to 50 cents or 
less the 


program. I see the same forces at work 
here today who were here im 1947 advo- 
eating the repeal of all controls and of 
rationing. Their theme song at that 
time was to the effect that: H all controls 
were repealed they would see to it that 
the price line was held, They filled the 
newspapers with full page advertise- 
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ments, took hours and hours of time over 
the radio, and deluged congressional 
offices with letters and telegrams guar- 
_anteeing our people that if controls were 
lifted they would see to it that prices 
would stay in line. In this campaign 
they spent millions of dollars to mislead 
the American people. But lo and behold, 
what happened? The ink was hardly 
dry on repeal legislation when prices 
started going up and up. And history 
now repeats itself, for in the last year 
prices have reached the highest levels in 
all history. It is hardly conceivable how 
the average family in America today 
can exist under the outrageously high 


prices now in effect. If we do not pro- 


vide adequate control legislation under 
this bill these sinister influences will 
boost prices still higher, thus bringing on 
the complete collapse of our internal 
economy and reducing us to impotency 
in our defense efforts, while bringing 
about inflation whereby the dollar may 
not be worth more than a quarter. 

A vote to eliminate or weaken present 
controls is a vote against our defense 
program, Our entire defense effort is 
wrapped up in the controls sections of 
this legislation. If we do not provide 
effective controls, billions of dollars ap- 
propriated for defense will be eaten up 
in higher prices, as testified to by Gen- 
eral Marshall several weeks ago when 
he stated our defense program costs have 
increased by seven billions in a few. 
months, and I am sure it has cost the 
masses of our people twice that much. 
The race between prices and wages will 
be an endless one. Millions of Ameri- 
cans will comre to a rude awakening, but 
too late. 

Let us take a look at the price picture, 
as shown by 1930, 1940, 1950, and May 
1951 figures. 

The consumer’s price index has some 
very revealing figures to show how the 
consuming public has been made to 
pay so dearly for the necessities of life, 
caught in the upward surge of prices im- 
posed by the gougers and the profiteers, 
The consumer’s price index for 1930, 
1940, 1950, and May 1951 shows these 
startling figures: 


15 Ein 
ay | increase, 
1930 | 1940 | 1950 1951 1540 4 
date 

All items 85.0 
Food items. 135.4 

8 a 200. 5 
Fruits and veg- 

etables 129. 6 


The wholesale price index on com- 
modities generally, and on the products 
of the farm for the same periods are 
also very revealing. They show very 
clearly that big business and the farm- 
er have not fared too poorly in the price 
and profit field: 


11 ee 
May increase 
1930 | 1940 | 1950 | 1051 1040 to’ 
date 

All. commodi- 

* 86.4 78.6 157.3 | 182.8 132.6 
Farm products.| 88.3 | 67.7 | 165.9 | 199.6 194.8 
N 78.3 | 68:0 | 169.3 | 185.6 172.9 
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The wholesale price per pound of 
steers and hogs for the above years are 
convincing proof of why the American 
housewife and the American family of 
limited means have been bled white by 
the big packers and feeders in thei: un- 
bounded zeal for bigger and bigger 
profits: 


2 Percent 
ay jincrease, 
1930, | 1940 | 1950 | 1981 | 1940 to’ 

date 
Steers 11.027 | 11.294 | 31.906 38.900 28.0 
Hogs.— 9.988 6.051 20.241 21.556 286.2 


The women of America, particularly 
the housewives, upon whom rests the 
burden of stretching the constantly van- 
ishing elasticity of the home budget to 
make ends meet with these skyrocketing 
prices, are deeply worried over the pres- 
ent trend toward all-out inflation. I 
have a statement issued by the General 
Federation of Women’s Clubs in which 
this concern is dramatically set forth, 
and I ask permission to insert it at this 
point. The statement reads as follows: 


STATEMENT OF THE GENERAL FEDERATION OF 
WOMEN’S CLUBS REGARDING EXTENSION AND 
STRENGTHENING OF THE NATIONAL PRODUC- 
TION ACT. PRESENTED BY Mrs. C. D. WRIGHT, 
CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATION DEPARTMENT, AT 
HEARINGS OF THE HoUsE BANKING AND CUR- 
RENCY COMMITTEE, JUNE 5, 1951 


The General Federation of Women’s Clubs 
is an organizatjon with an aggregate mem- 
bership in the United States of some five 
and a half million women, of whom nearly 
800,000 hold per capita paying or active mem- 
bership. These women represent largely the 
homemakers of America who, as custodians 
of the family budget, are deeply concerned 
and alarmed by the disastrously high and 
steadily rising cost of living. 

Just a little over 2 weeks ago, the delegates 
at the General Federation’s 1951 convention 
in Houston, Tex., gave expression to this 
concern, especially as regards food, by adopt- 
ing the following resolution: 

“Whereas inflation is second only to war 
itself as a menace to the national economy 
and to individual welfare; and 

“Whereas the United States now faces 
grave dangers of uncontrolled inflation; and 

“Whereas temporizing with the situation 


' undermines our whole economic structure as 


a nation and brings disastrous and unjusti- 
fiable hardship to our people: Therefore be it 
“Resolved, That the General Federation of 
Women’s Clubs, in convention assembled, 
May 1951, urges the Government of the 
United States to act with promptness and 
firmness in this emergency by adopting and 
enforcing control measures without regard 
to partisan, political considerations or the 
interests of special groups; and further 

“Resolved, That the General Federation of 
Women's Clubs declares its conviction, de- 
spite difficulties involved, that food prices 
should be rolled back to those prevailing on 
or about November 1, 1950, and other vital 
consumer items to levels relatively in balance 
with the food prices of that date.” 

Ever since World War II the General Fed- 
eration has consistently supported anti- 
inflation legislation whenever inflation 
threatened. In 1946, when the continuation 
of the Government price and wage control 
program was endangered, the delegates at 
our 1946 convention adopted the following 
resolution: 

“Whereas in no war in history of the 
United States has the general public been 
protected so successfully from runaway 
prices and general serious inflation as has 
been the case during the war just ended; and 
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“Whereas the United States now faces 
graver dangers of uncontrolled inflation than 
during the war or at any time in its history: 
Therefore be it 

“Resolved, That the General Federation of 
Women’s Clubs in conyention assembled, 
June 1946, supports continued Federal legis- 
lation for equitable wage ceilings and price 
control on basic commodities such as food, 
shelter, and clothing as being essential to the 
common. good and to sustained prosperity 
during the period of readjustment.” 

And again, in 1947, as the war price con- 
trol structure continued to disintegrate, our 
board of directors urged Congress in the 
following words to take action to salvage it: 

“Whereas the spiraling of prices has be- 
come one of the major problems of today 
endangering not only the economic security 
of this country, but also threatening the 
hope of rehabilitating war ravaged sectors 
of the world; and 

“Whereas to date there has been brought 
forward no serious program of a permanent 
nature for correcting this serious economic 
condition: Therefore be it 

“Resolved, That the board of directors of 
the General Federation of Women’s Clubs 
assembled in Washington, D. C., urges all 
women of this country to unite in opposi- 
tion to present high prices and to refuse to 
make unnecessary purchases at inflationary 
prices; and 

“Resolved further, That Congress be urged 
to take aggressive remedial action to prevent 
further spiraling of prices, to restore them 
to reasonable levels and to set up and enforce 
penalties against those responsible for un- 
reasonable prices.” 

Resolutions of the General Federation re- 
main active for 6 years, but, in order to make 
our stand on the present inflation unmistak- 
able, our board of directors approved a reso- 
lution, October 1950, which reads: 

“Wheress the policy of the General Fed- 
eration of Women’s Clubs is clear and is 
definitely defined by resolutions still in force 
on the subject of spiraling prices, wage con- 
trols, price ceilings, selective service an 
military training; and 8 

“Whereas the principles contained in these 
resolutions are equally applicable to the 
present emergency; Therefore be it 

“Resolved by the board of directors of the 
General Federation of Women’s Clubs in 
meeting assembled in October 1950, That 
such resolutions shall be used by the officials 
of the organization as authority for advocat- 
ing and supporting action.” 

In view of the General Federation’s con- 
sistent support since 1946, of anti-inflation 
legislation and because rising prices and de- 
layed application of effective price controls 
are not only causing real hardship to our 
people, but constitute a grave threat to the 
success of our entire defense program, the 
General Federation of Women’s Clubs re- 
spectfully urges your committee to speedily 
approve feasible and equitable legislation 
necessary to halt inflation. 

Inflation is our No. 1 enemy at home. The 
present cost of living—the highest in our 
history—is adversely affecting the people’s 
confidence in government and, if allowed to 
continue, will undermine our economy and 
weaken our leadership throughout the world. 
It can and must be controlied—in the inter- 
est of our own people, in the interest of our 
allies whose economic efforts depend upon 
stability in American prices—and in the in- 
terest of victory in the world-wide struggle 
in which all freedom-loving peoples are in- 
escapably involved. 


Now let me call your attention to the 
profits of some of these big business cor- 
porations who are spending millions in 
the fight to weaken or destroy controls. 
Here are some very amazing figures 
showing how they are “suffering” as a 
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result of the limited controls now in ef- 


fect: 
These are 1950 net incomes: 


Prudential Insurance Co- 


DE EET EE ERS 157, 834, 941 
Standard Oil Co. of California 150, 804. 105 
Texas Coo. 149,071, 743 

Roebuck & CO 143, 654,981 
Socony-Vacuum Oil CO 128, 216, 683 
Chrysler Corp 127, 676, 791 
Union Carbide & Carbon Corp. 124, 111, 851 
Standard Oil Co. Indiana 123, 581,477 
Bethlehem Steel Co 122,976, 071 
Gulf Oil Corp III, 139, 605 


These are just a few. The list isa very 
imposing one. Significant also is the 
fact that the earnings of 617 corpora- 
tions for the first quarter of 1951 show 
the staggering total of earnings of $1,- 
733,132,675. 

Mr. Chairman, no one can accuse Mr, 
Charles W. Wilson of being socialisic or 
of opposing free enterprise in these 
United States. His name has been 
linked with big busimess these many 
years. His words relating to this legis- 
lation are worthy of real recognition 
when he says: 

All my life I have believed in the doctrine 
of free enterprise, and that means that I am 
opposed to a controlled economy. But the 

of a free economy were designed 
It has always been 


géods, to resort to governmental control. 
That's why I am compelled to favor a strong 
Defense Producticn Act. 


These were not the words of a so-called 
bureaucrat or Fair Dealer; they were the 
pronouncement of one with years of con- 
—— and association with big busi- 
ness. Those who are not prone to listen 
to the pleadings of the leaders of the 
American Federation of Labor, the CIO 
and the Railway Brotherhoods, who 
speak not only for the organized workers 
of our land but the unorganized as well, 
should surely take heed of what Mr. 
Wilson has to say. 

I state with all the earnestness at my 
commend that those who are treading 
the perilous path of weakening the con- 
trol program might well give serious 
thought and attention to Mr. Wilson’s 
statement quoted above. If this is done, 
the eagerness to junk the controls pro- 
gram and let nature take its course will 
disappear before the final votes are 
taken on this vital legislation. 

In the hope of bringing home to the 
House membership the plea of the lead- 
ers of labor for a strong and adequate 
controls measure, at their suggestion I 
called an informal meeting of House 
Members for Wednescay, July 11, which 
was addressed by Mr. William Green, 
president of the A. F. of L.; Mr. James 
Carey, secretary of the CIO; and 
Mr. Anderson of the Railway Labor Ex- 
ecutive Association. In addition, Mr. 
Charles Wilson, Director of Defense 


Mobilization, also spoke. In haste I 


out a follow-up letter last Monday to 
those who failed to receive my invita- 
tion or did not attend which I wish to 
insert at this point; 

Jury 16, 1951. 
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munism thrives on. The fate of a num- 


The only way Stalin will succeed against 
us is to encourage us to beat ourselves. 
The impending inflation without strong 
controls can readily accomplish his pur- 


poses. 

The finest editorial I have seen on this 
subject of inflation was written by Mr. 
Leo A. Lerner, an editor of small news- 
papers in my city of Chicago, who 
recently won the Herrick award of the 
2 Editorial Association. It fol- 
lows: - 

Tue Fmst COLUMN 
(By Leo A. Lerner) 
THE COUNTRY COMES FIRST 

This is one of those times in our economic 

ee ee ee Serena ee ore 


about inflation and some people are 
ics — deflation. 
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services keep 
of living increases, an almost involuntery 
sales resistance begins to develop on the part 
of families and firms trying to save enough 
money to keep solvent. 

Since inflation causes deflation and may 
eventually lead to serious economic depres- 
sion and military weakness, President Tru- 
man is no doubt right about concentrating 
his national program on fighting inflation. 

The cost of living and the cost of doing 
business must be held down by all of the 
Gemocratic devices at the Government's 


Communists. 

If Congress fails to give the President 
anti-inflation power and if the President 
falls to enforce this power, H and when he 


and no different, really, from the other 

groups who want to protect themselyes. 
The doctors are scared of Federal health 

insurance because they think they won't 


supply 

thing in the good old United States of Amer- 
ica, forgetting completely that when there 
was little demand, Congressmen forced the 
good old United States of America to main- 
tain prices. The public gets hit both ways, 
and doesn't seem to-show any fight. 

The administration will have a great battle 
to maintain a balanced economy in view of 
defense expenditures and the resistance of 
all the selfish interests, but the battle against 
inflation can be won if the people will co- 


operate. 
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It takes a pretty intelligent citizen to keep 
himself and his country on an even keel 
nowadays. The test of the whole anti-infla- 
tion program will be the courage, brains, and 
patriotism of the individual citizen. 


Mr. Chairman, we are now approach- 
ing the period when inflation safeguards 
will receive their sternest test. Defense 
production orders will soon reach their 
peak, resulting in far lessened civilian 
production. Demands for civilian goods 
will increase and the pressures will be 
on. In addition, the cost of defense ma- 
terial and equipment will continue to 
rise. What motive can there be in 
building America up to its might while 
going bankrupt in the process? 

As I have stated before, the American 
people know what is going on even 
though they do not have powerful 
lobbies to intercede for them on Capitol 
Hill. They are not quibbling over this 
bill providing for their security. They 
stand ready to make all necessary sacri- 
fices. They may not like controls in 
normal times, but they are wholeheart- 
edly in favor of controls to insure the 
safety of the Nation. There must be 
equality of sacrifice. It is a crying 
shame to place the great bulk of this 
burden on the working people and the 
consumers of the Nation. Wars will 
never cease nor will the peace our peo- 
ple so earnestly seek, as well as the free- 
dom-loving peoples throughout the 
world, ever become a reality until the 
profit motive and the pressures of these 
special and privileged groups are com- 
pletely eliminated. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to repeat that I 
ara firmly convinced the American peo- 
ple agree that so long as the Soviet 
Union and her leaders in the conquered 
small nations continue to threaten free 
people everywhere, America and the 
democratic nations must continue to 
strengthen themselves militarily and 
economically. A truce in Korea does not 
justify any let-down in our defense pro- 
gram or in the campaign against infla- 
tion. There is no justification whatever 
for higher prices now. Yet the lobbyists 
for these profiteers are exploiting to the 
fullest extent the possibility of such a 
truce. The belief in some quarters on 
the Hill that the American people “just 
do not care” has spurred these special- 
interest lobbies into an all-out drive to 
weaken or destroy all controls. I cannot 
conceive of this House going along on 
such a dangerous course. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I cannot 
urge too strongly upon the membership 
of this House, having witnessed these 
recurring struggles for the preservation 
of our greatness and our might for al- 
most half a century on this floor, that 
you weigh very carefully the dangerous 
possibilities of the program advanced by 
these special and greedy interests who 
are bent on sabotaging our vital defense 
program; that you give particular 
thought and study to the vital interest 
of the thousands upon thousands of in- 
dividual citizens in your home districts, 
the very backbone of our Nation, and 
finally, to tle welfare of our Nation as 
a whole in preserving and perpetuating 
our eminent position as the leader of 
worle democracy by giving to our Presi- 
dent a ound, sane, effective control law 
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to meet the grave emergency with which 
we are confronted. Inflation, with all its 
hr rors, must be stopped. It can only 
be defeated by the institution of strong 
controls. Those who vote against such 
effective controls which are in the in- 
terest of the consumers, wage earners, 
persons of fixed incomes, pensioners and 
veterans—those who cast their lot with 
the grasping special privilege and profi- 
teering groups—will certainly be held to 
account by their constituencies in the 
next election. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Ohio IMr. 
Bow]. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment I have offered reserves to 
the States the right to regulate the flow 
and distribution of natural gas in those 
States which have been regulating it 
since 1946 up to the present time, 
Many States are exercising that author- 
ity now. This amendment would pro- 
vide that in those States in which the 
regulatory bodies are acting, and certify 
to the President that they are so acting, 
they will be permitted to continue. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. If the 
gentleman will yield, I think the amend- 
ment is necessary at this time, and I 
understand the chairman will accept it. 

PRESENT CONTROL OF THE GAS SITUATION 


With the very rapid increase in the 
demand for natural gas for both resi- 
dential heating and industrial uses, 
shortages in the deliveries of this fuel 
developed starting in the winter of 1946- 
47. These shortages were not due to 
shortages in the supply of gas itself— 
actually each year since World War II 
the proven gas reserves have increased 
due to new discoveries and in spite of the 
rapidly increasing annual usage. The 
shortages were due to the inability of 
transmission facilities to keep up with 
the delivery demands and these short- 
ages were primarily felt in the middle 
western and eastern areas. 

Tremendous financial investments in 
long-distance pipeline transmission facil- 
ities to meet this increased demand were 
authorized by the Federal Power Com- 
mission who also controlled the alloca- 
tion of gas to each of the gas distribu- 
tion companies. However, this expan- 
sion could not keep pace with the de- 
mand, and as shortages in gas de- 
veloped, various State public utilities 
commission, in the public interest, found 
it necessary to ask the various gas utili- 
ties under their jurisdicton to discon- 
tinue supplying new residential gas 
heating to customers and taking on new 
commercial and industrial loads until 
additional supplies of gas could be de- 
livered to their areas. This action was 
first taken in Detroit and Chicago, and 
rapidly spread to other midwestern 
areas during the winter of 1946-47. 

As pipelines were completed and addi- 
tional supplies of gas became available, 
such restrictions were either removed 
entirely or certain numbers of approval 
were granted under application systems 
by the various utilities. Actually dur- 
ing the past 5 years, much of the mid- 
western and eastern areas have been 
under varying degrees of gas heating re- 
strictions or limitations. 
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For example, gas-heating restrictions 
at the present time are in effect in the 
following areas: 

Completely restricted: Chicago, most 
of Illinois; St. Louis, eastern Missouri; 
Indianapolis, most of Indiana; central 
and southern Ohio; eastern up-State 
New York; many New England areas; 
Detroit, all of Michigan; Carolinas, part 
of Georgia, Florida. 

Limited applications: Cleveland, 
northeastern Ohio; Philadelphia, eastern 
Pennsylvania; Boston, parts of New Eng- 
land; New Jersey; Minneapolis, most of 
Minnesota; Omaha, most of Iowa and 
Nebraska; Kansas City, eastern Kansas; 
Pittsburgh, western Pennsylvania. 

In granting permission for financing 
a new pipeline transmission system and 
a certificate of necessity for its construc- 
tion, the Federal Power Commission not 
only makes sure that sufficient gas sup- 
plies and gathering facilities are avail- 
able for a 20-year period or longer but 
also determines the allocations and the 
rates to the various gas utilities along 
the transmission line. The various State 
commissions, in cooperation with the 
distributing utilities, control the utiliza- 
tion of this gas and by means of restric- 
tions, when necessary, prevent an over- 
oe condition and a gas-shortage situa- 

on. 

This procedure has been working suc- 
cessfully for the past 5 years. Nothing 
would be accomplished by the control 
of gas on the part of the PAD that is 
not now being accomplished by the State 
commissions and the Federal Power 
Commission. These bodies have had 
years of successful jurisdiction over the 
supply and distribution of gas. To 
change this situation and put the au- 
thority for the allocation of natural gas 
in the hands of PAD would merely add 
more red tape and create more expense 
and inflexibility at a time when it is 
important that this vital natural resource 
be handled in the most efficient way 
possible. If further control or restric- 
tions are needed, the present control sys- 
tem is adequate to handle the situation. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from. 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
heartily commend the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. Bow] for introducing an 
amendment which I deem to be most 
worthy and entitled to the whole-heart- 
ed support of all Members of the House. 
I know that in many areas of the coun- 
try and in many industries severe hard- 
ship would follow the promulgation of 
any order limiting the use of gas or the 
installation of new gas inlets and appli- 
ances in new or old construction. 

Mr, SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, there 
is no question at all but that the regula- 
tory bodies of the respective States have 
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jurisdiction over distribution of gas. 
They have been doing an adequate job 
in making gas available to the people as 
well as for defense purposes. There is no 
reason whatever to now transfer this 
authority to the Interior Department. 

This is merely a subterfuge to place 
this power in the Department of Interior 
and to take it away from the respec- 
tive State utility commissions. Nowhere, 
as far as I have been able to find, has 
there been any contention on the part 
of this Government that the State utility 
commissions have not made it possible 
for defense to have an adequate supply 
of gas. The Department of Interior, 
which is charged with this job, has like- 
wise made no contention that the respec- 
tive States have been in any way remiss 
im their duties as far as the defense 

program is concerned in making gas gen- 
erally available. 

In my opinion this is one of the most 
open and vicious grabs that has been 
attempted in this Defense Production 
Act—to transfer power from the States 
to the Federal Government. Most of you 
can probably be the judge but in Minois 
our State commerce commission, under 
either the Democrat or Republican ad- 
ministrations, has done an excellent job 
wherever gas and the natural resources 
of the State have been involved. This is 
@ power that should remain with the 
State, where the people locally may 
make a complaint in their State capital 
in order to have their particular situa- 
tions remedied. If this amendment does 
not pass it means that you are going to 
have this power concentrated in the 
Department of the Interior to the detri- 
ment of the people in your respective 
States. 

For those who want to see that power 
remain concentrated in the Federal 
Government or willing to transfer that 
power from the State commerce com- 
missions to the Federal Government 
should vote against this amendment. 
For those who want the power of regu- 
latory gas to remain with the States 
should vote for the amendment. This 
amendment will keep the regulation of 
your gas supply in your States, where 
it does belong, with your State utility 
commissions. 

The Department of Interior contends 
that the Defense Production Act of 1950 
places the responsibility upon it to regu- 
late the supply of gas at this time. In 
my opinion, this is a joker which was 
slipped into the 1950 Defense Produc- 
tion Act. Only now are you seeing an 
attempt made to use that power which I 
will wager that none of you knew until 
now was even in the Defense Production 
Aet of 1950. 

Let me make this doubly clear, and it 
is not even disputed by the Interior De- 
partment’s Petroleum Administration for 
Defense. There is no shortage of gas. 
That is not in dispute by anyone. There 
is more than an adequate supply of gas 
for defense purposes and for civilian con- 
sumption. The only matter involved is 
the proper distribution of that gas. In 
my State we have had some complaints 
because we have not been able to get the 
pipe to distribute the gas in the com- 
munities where we would like to have 
more gas. The Department of Interior 
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does not in any way intend to cure that 
defect. Instead, it intends to make it 
worse, because it is not going to make 
evailable the gas pipe necessary to dis- 
tribute the gas in the more remote areas. 
Another matter connected with this has 
been the great curtailment of manufac- 
tured-gas installations. There is no 
shortage in the supply of gas-heating 
equipment. There is a great surplus. 
Now most of those people are cutting 
back because of this intended order of 
the Department of Interior to curtail 
gas distribution. 

I am placing in the Record a letter 
from the Mueller Co. in my district at 
Decatur, III., one of the large businesses 
in this country manufacturing gas heat- 
ing distribution systems. This company 
has been running for the last 6 months 
under very great difficulties. 

Last week this company was forced 
to reduce its manpower by 125 people. 
If this proposed gas restriction order 
goes ahead there will be another sub- 
stantial drop in employment. I think 
you will find this a similar situation in a 
great many industrial areas where this 
type of equipment is either manufac- 
tured or sold over the counter. 

As I said the latter is only incidental 
to the real purpose of this 
However I do think we are all interested 
in seeing as many of our people employed 
as possible. For your information let 
me read the letter as follows: 


MUELLER Co., 
Decatur, Ni., July 17, 1951. 
Hon. WILLIAM L. Sprincga, 
Representative, Twenty-second Dis- 
trict of Illinois, House Office Build- 
ing, Washington, D. C. 

Drar Mn. SPRINGER: A substantial portion 
of this company’s product. goes into gas dis- 
tribution systems. Any curtailment or ex- 
pansion in the gas industry as a whole is 
reflected in our volume. Beginning about 
90 days ago, there was a definite leveling 
off, and in more recent weeks, an actual de- 
cline in our sales. This probably is a fairly 
general condition and doubtless we are one 
of many who find themselves in the same 
position, 

It has not been possible to fill in this 
gap with defense business. An intensive 
effort in that direction, extending back more 
than 6 months, has not met with success. 
This too, we understand represents a fairly 
general situation; so that general observa- 
tions about defense orders taking up the 
slack in civilian business are, to a certain 
extent, misleading and even illusory, 

Last week, feeling that we have kept pro- 
duction in advance of sales, as long, and even 
longer than business prudence indicates, we 
were compelled to make a reduction in force 
of approximately 125 people, which is almost 
15 percent of our working force. If the pro- 
posed gas restriction order becomes. effective, 
we consider that a further immediate and 
substantial drop in volume is unavoidable 
with a consequent reduction in force, and 

unemployment, 
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concessions or unusual consideration. 

ness prompts us to realize that this alga 
restriction order may prove to be necessary. 
However, we certainly feel that the impact 
not only on our own affairs but on many 
other concerns requires a most careful study 
and consideration before such a drastic 
remedy is invoked. 


Thanking you for your consideration, I 
remain 
Sincerely yours, 


ALBERT G. WEBBER, Jr., 
President, Mueller Co. 
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If you do not pass this amendment 
and you leave section 704 of the Defense 
Production Act the same, I will wager 
to you that this will transfer forever 
from the States to the Federal Govern- 
ment the power to regulate gas in this 
country. In my opinion it will never be 
returned to the States. Ihave seen these 
powers go from the States to the Federal 
Government during the past several 
years. Very few of those powers have 
ever found their way back to the States. 

If there was any thought that the 
State regulatory bodies were not doing 
their job either for defense or civilian 
consumption, I would not be in the well 
of this House at this time. Your local 
regulatory bodies and State commerce 
commissions are doing a good job. I 
think it is our duty to back them up as 
long as they do that kind of a job. 

This amendment has my support and 
I feel that the future welfare of you and 
the respective States demands. that you 
also give it your vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. CLEMENTE]. 

Mr. CLEMENTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
hope the Rent Control Act will be ex- 
tended to protect servicemen who are 
forced by call of duty to live in camp 
or nearby areas. and can only find de- 
controlled substandard housing because 
at the present time many members of 
the Armed Forces and their families 
have been shamelessly victimized at the 
hands of people whose lives and prop- 
erty these men are dedicated to defend, 
They live in chicken coops, garages, 
sheds, shacks, and hovels; in filth and 
squalor with no heat, no running water, 
and disgusting sanitary conditions. 
They are being charged as high as three 
or four or five times as much rent as 
the places are worth. 

These are disgraceful conditions that 
servicemen should not be forced to en- 
dure. 

These conditions gravely affect our 
fighting men’s morale which is the heart 
of our national security. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. Donprrol. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Cheirman, the 
way this bill is drawn one must vote for 
rent control if he desires to vote for the 
bili even though he had been opposed to 


, Such control since the last war. In my 


district several cities have decontrolled 
rents. If I understand this bill cor- 
rectly, the action of the governing bodies 
of those cities will be nullified and they 
will have to act all over again. 

I would vote against extension of rent 
control if this question would be offered 
separately. It makes its own problems, 
no one is dumb enough to build houses 
for rent while the threat of rent con- 
trol hangs over them. Several cities in 
my district have decontrolled rents in- 
cluding the city of Pontiac, Mich., a city 
of 80,000 people, and there have been 
practically no complaints against rent 
gouging, or very few. Pontiac is an in- 
dustrial city. Los Angeles, Calif., de- 
controlled rents—a city of 2,000,000 peo- 
ple. The average increase in rent was 
6 percent. This nullifies the claim of 
Tighe Woods, Housing Expediter, that 
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economic distress and chaos would re- 
sult if rents were decontrolled. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
all Members speaking under this limi- 
tation of time may extend and revise 
their remarks. 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. KEATING]. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment I shall offer at the appro- 
priate time is very simple and should not 
evoke controversy. It amends section 
109 of the bill by adding a subsection 
designed to amend section 709 of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 by de- 
leting the words “industry representa- 
tives including trade associations” from 
that section and inserting in lieu there- 
of the words “a representative advisory 
committee appointed pursuant to this 
act.” 

As the Defense Production Act is pres- 
ently constituted, it authorizes the 
establishment of advisory committees 
under sections 701 and 404. These com- 
mittees are formed for the specific pur- 
pose of assisting the President and 
those to whom his power has been dele- 
gated in carrying out the complicated 
and responsible functions imposed by 
this act.. However, section 709 of the 
act requires that the issuance of any 
administrative order or regulation under 
the statute be accompanied by a state- 
ment that in the formulation thereof 
there has been consultation with indus- 
try representatives including represent- 
atives of trade associations. What this 
section as presently written does is to 
make it mandatory that a trade asso- 
ciation representative be consulted be- 
fore any order or regulation may be 
promulgated by the President or his ad- 
ministrators. 

It seems more appropriate to make 
mandatory requirement of consultation 
with industry refer to the industry ad- 
visory committees which must be repre- 
sentative of the entire industry under 
section 701 of the statute and to leave 
the matter of consultation with par- 
ticular segments of the industry, whether 
companies, trade associations, or other 
groups, to the discretion of the officials 
responsible for the promulgation of the 
regulation, 

This proposed amendment abrogates 
the requirement that trade association 
representatives be consulted before the 
issuance of orders and regulations. In- 
stead, it requires that advisory commit- 
tees, which usually contain members of 
trade associations, be consulted prior to 
the promulgation of such orders. I 
think that this amendment furthers the 
objectives of the act inasmuch as it pro- 
vides explicitly for the employment and 
consultation of advisory committees in 
running the mobilization program. In 
addition, it abolishes the questionable 
practices of making it mandatory that 
any particular group rather than a 
representative group be consulted before 
issuing any order or regulation. 

The NPA, OPS, or any other agency, 
can consult with trade association repre- 
sentatives at any time, should they ac- 
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tually desire information. This proposal 
merely lifts the statutory requirement 
that such consultation be had. 

This amendment has been considered 
by the Subcommittee on the Study of 
Monopoly Power of the Committee on 
the Judiciary. That subcommittee has 
been conducting extensive hearings on 
various phases of the mobilization pro- 
gram. It is upon the unanimous au- 
thority and request of that subcommit- 
tee that I am submitting this amend- 
ment. > 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Maryland 
[Mr. SASSCER]. 

Mr. SASSCER. Mr. Chairman, there 
is an amendment I have at the Clerk’s 
desk which has been submitted to the 
committee. The chairman of the com- 
mittee, the gentleman from Kentucky 
[Mr. Spence], and the ranking minority 
member, the gentleman from Michigan 
IMr. Wotcott], have accepted it. It re- 
lates to the rents in the town of Green- 
belt. Its purpose is to keep the Govern- 
ment in a consistent position as land- 
lord and not to permit it as landlord, 
since the rent freeze, through a series of 
rent increases, including the pending 
proposal of 15 percent, to effect an ag- 
gregate raise on its tenants of approxi- 
mately 139 percent during that period. 
The permitted increases on controlled 
rents are 20 percent over the same period. 

This amendment in no way further 
cripples the effort of this bill to halt in- 
flation, but merely removes a ridiculous 
inconsistency. 

In an effort to prevent previous in- 
creases the officials of Greenbelt went 
to court but it was held that rent con- 
trol did not apply in Greenbelt. 

I urge the adoption of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. KENNEDY]. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, the 
committee amendment authorizing a 20- 
percent rent increase above the 1947 
maximum rent had as a basis for their 
action the Labor Department’s estimate 
that the average person pays only 11 
percent of his income for rent, 

That estimate is fallacious, and the 
more reliable Census Bureau figure 
shows that the average family with in- 
come of between $100 to $10,000 a year 
pays 18 percent of its income for rent, 

Indeed, Census figures also show that 
families with incomes between $100 and 
$1,000 a year pay 56 percent of that in- 
come for rent; those with incomes be- 
tween $2,000 and $3,000 per year pay 26 
percent of it for rent. 

The 20-percent increase in rents above 
1947 maximum rents provided for in this 
bill, although seeming reasonable, would 
but add to the burden of those Ameri- 
cans already most heavily burdened by 
the present high cost of living—the 
lower- and middle-income rent payers. 

In my own native city of Boston, for 
example, the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
says the average rent increase from 1941 
until this year amounts to 25.7 percent. 
The average percentage increase in 34 
large cities in the country amounts to 
28.7 percent, the Bureau of Labor Sta- 
tistics also tells us. 
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What harm, then, say the proponents 
of this bill’s 20 percent authorized in- 
crease over 1947 rents, can be done to the 
rent payers of the Nation if the average 
increase is already above 20 percent. 
The bill provides, they say, that any 
rent which has already been increased 
by 20 percent since 1947 will not be 
affected. 

In checking into the statistics given 
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, how- 
ever, I have found these to be the facts 
in Boston—and housing officials have 
assured me that Boston is typical of the 
other large metropolitan cities in the 
country. 

There are approximately 250,000 
rental units out of a total of 415,000 
dwelling units in the Boston area. Of 
these 250,000, about 25,000 were never 
under rent control. Of the remaining 
225,000 units, about 100,000 signed the 
15-percent rent-increase lease author- 
ized a couple of years ago by the Con- 
gress. Some 40,000 individual rent-in- 
crease adjustments have been made. 

The only general increase that has 
been granted in Boston since 1947 was 
an 8 percent general tax-increase allow- 
ance. 

Thus, it is apparent that, taking du- 
plication of those landlords receiving 
the 15-percent-increase leases and those 
who have received individual adjust- 
ments into consideration, upward of half 
of Boston’s controlled rent payers have 
been increased only the 8 percent 
granted in the general tax increase. 

Therefore, about 100,000 Boston ten- 
ants will, if the bill’s rent-control provi- 
sions stand, have their rent increase by 
12 percent. 

Other large cities in the country will 
be similarly or worse hit. 

In Philadelphia, of about 215,000 ren- 
tal units under rent control, there have 
been about 90,000 15-percent-increase 
leases signed and 30,000 individual ad- 
justments. There has been no general 
increase granted. Thus, upward of 
100,000 rental units there will be liable 
for a full 20-percent increase. 

In St. Louis, of about 158,000 units 
under control, approximately 66,000 will 
be liable to the 20-percent raise. 

In Chicago about 200,000 rental units, 
of approximately 700,000 units under 
control, will be liable to a 20-percent 
increase. 

Just last night the papers here in 
Washington showed what other big 
cities can expect. The new rent-control 
law for the District allows for the 20-per- 
cent increase just as this committee bill 
provides. 

Yesterday the rent-control offices 
were flooded with applications for rent 
increases by landlords. 

The District Rent Administrator esti- 
mated that of the approximate 100,000 
rental units in the District, between 75,- 
000 and 100,000 would be increased. 

The average rent increase will be, he 
figures, between 10 percent and 12 
percent. 

These increases will not affect people 
of sizable incomes who live in swanky 
Washington apartments. Predomi- 
nantly, according to the District Rent 
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Administrator, the lower-rent units— 
occupied by people of low income—will 
be affected by the largest raises. 

Last fall, in my State of Massachu- 
setts, as in many others, there were local 
referendums on rent control. 

In 244 cities and towns of Massachu- 
setts the people voted overwhelmingly, 
except for a couple of small towns, for 
continued Federal rent control. 

My amendment would cut the author- 
ized increase from 29 percent to 10 
percent. I believe such an amendment 
would be fair to tenants and to those 
landlords who have not had any previous 
increases. ‘ 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
SIKES]. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, an 
amendment to H. R. 3871 was offered on 
the floor and adopted by the House of 
Representatives on July 10, 1951. This 
amendment adds to the Defense Pro- 
duction Act a new section 104. The 
proposed section reads as follows: 

Sec. 104. The President shall establish a 
single central agency to serve as a claimant 
to present the construction and supply needs 
of State and local governments and their 
tax-supported agencies. 


Since the adoption of this amend- 
ment to H. R. 3871, I have ascertained 
that the amendment is strenuously op- 
posed by school and hospital authorities 
throughout the Nation and action pro- 
testing the amendment has been taken 
by the National Education Association— 
NEA—and the American Hospital Asso- 
ciation—AHA. 

Defense Production Administration 
Order 1, dated May 24, 1951, designated 
the Federal Security Agency as the 


claimant agency with respect to “(a) all. 


school and library construction; (b) all 
hospital and health-facility construction 
other than Veterans’ Administration and 
military hospitals; and (c) the domestic 
distribution of all supplies and equip- 
ment needed in the fields of health—in- 
cluding sanitation—education, welfare, 
recreation, and related activities.” This 
order is implemented by National Pro- 
duction Authority Delegation 14 as 
amended, dated July 11, 1951, designat- 
ing seven claimant ugencies to adminis- 
ter construction controls, of which the 
Federal Security Agency is one. 

Schools and hospital authorities are 
accustomed to dealing with the Office of 
Education and Public Health Service, 
and it is my firm belief that it is their 
desire that the Office of Education and 
the Public Health Service continue to be 
their point of contact with respect to 
construction controls and allocations of 
critical materials. 

While it is true that some State pur- 
chasing agents and city and county pur- 
chasing agents through the National In- 
stitute of Governmental Purchasing have 
expressed a desire for the enactment of 
this amendment, a majority of the school 
and hospital supplies and equipment 
procured throughout the country are not 
purchased by this group. Furthermore, 
this amendment would divide the claim- 
ant agency responsibility because the 
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Office of Education and Public Health 
Service now provide service for nonprofit 
educational and health institutions, and 
would continue to do so. A split respon- 
sibility would not be practical or feasible. 

This amendment was introduced with 
supporting statements that State and 
local governmental purchasing agents 
had to contact some 19 claimant agencies 
in the presentation of their problems. 
Actually, it is not true that that large a 
number of claimant agencies need to be 
contacted by State and local governmen- 
tal purchasing agents since many of the 
present claimant agencies operate in a 
field which is of no direct concern to such 
purchasing agents. 

In establishing the new emergency 
control agencies, the President has spe- 
cifically requested that the services of 
other Government agencies be utilized 
wherever possible. The Defense Produc- 
tion Administration and the National 
Production Authority strongly oppose 
this amendment because they utilize the 
services of existing Government agencies 
which are versed in their specific fields 
and because it is more economical to rely 
on existing Government agencies to per- 
form claimant functions, 

Furthermore, school and hospital au- 
thorities vigorously object to the amend- 
ment. At the proper time I shall ask 
for a separate vote on this amendment 
and I hope that the House will see fit 
to reject it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. KEOGH]. 

Mr. KEOGH. Mr. Chairman, the 
purpose of the amendment which I in- 
tend to offer is to extend to the parents 
of deceased members of the armed 
services the same preference for quar- 
ters in public housing projects as vet- 
erans now have. I think it is a reason- 
able amendment and I trust the com- 
mittee will adopt it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
McGRaTH]. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Chairman, for 
2 weeks we have listened with attention 
to the various problems of the farm and 
other groups. I respectfully submit that 


in 30 seconds no one can do justice to 


this most important question of rent 
control. I think the people of our met- 
ropolitan districts should have been 
given a greater period of time and I 
compliment the distinguished Republi- 
can gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Wo xcott] for his technique in limiting 
us and depriving us of our day in court. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California 
[Mr. McDonovuc#]. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, to 
continue where the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. DoNp Ego] left off, and in 
order to give you some continuity in this 
whole discussion, the gentleman said 
that in his city they would have rent 
control imposed if there was no amend- 
ment to this bill. 

The amendment I have offered will 
provide the right for the local govern- 
ing body to determine whether rent con- 
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trol shall be imposed or not after it is 
declared a critical defense area by the 
Defense Secretary and the Defense Mo- 
bilizer. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. Javits]. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I be- 
lieve continued rent for the country to 
be urgently required even though we 
have our own rent-control law in New 
York. It represents 20 percent or more 
of the moderate-income family’s budget 
and runaway rents if permitted are a 
decisive and material way to damaging 
inflation. 

I might say, too, while we are on the 
subject that it is indeed regrettable that 
there is not incorporated here a title 
for defense housing a vital part of the 
defense mobilization effort. 

But rent control, too, must be fair and 
the 120 percent provision in this bill 
is not based on hardship or any of the 
standards heretofore contained in this 
law;. it is across-the-board increase and 
therefore should not prevail. 

Though I am opposed to this 120 per- 
cent rent increase, it should at least 
have added to it the provision we have 
in the 1947 act which guarantees that a 
tenant has services to which he was en- 
titled from the maximum rent date and 
I will offer such an amendment if neces- 
sary. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to ask the gen- 
tleman from Virginia this question: 
Does the provision for maintenance of 
services in section 204 (n) as amended 
by the bill on page 78, line 12, mean 
services which were maintained as of 
the applicable maximum rent date? 

Mr. BURTON. The interest is that 
services rendered are to be as of the 
maximum rent date. It is so provided. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
YATES]. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I urge 
support of the amendment which will be 
offered by the gentleman from Illinois, 
Congressman Sasatu, to continue rent 
control on permanent accommodations 
in apartment hotels. The committee 
has proposed to strike such controls, an 
action which is completely unwarranted 
and indefensible if the committee in- 
tends, as it says it does, to check infla- 
tion. If rent controls are removed, in 
my opinion, rentals will soar as they did 
when controls were taken off for a brief 
period in 1947. 

The committee could not have known 
what it was doing when it approved de- 
control. These are not ordinary hotels 
occupied by transients. These hotels are 
no different than apartment buildings. 
The only difference is that certain serv- 
ices such as linen supply, switchboard- 
telephone service, and other such serv- 
ices are offered but, fundamentally, the 
character of the tenancy is as perma- 
nent as that in any ordinary apartment 
or house. If rent control is necessary to 
protect against inflationary rises for 
tenants of apartments, they are just as 
necessary for those living in apartment 
hotels. 
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Nor is the impression correct that only 
wealthy people live in apartment hotels. 
It is true that there are some who enjoy 
luxury accommodations, but that is so 
with respect to tenants of apartments 
as well. There are many expensive 
apartments under control. The fact is 
that there are many of modest incomes 
who call these apartment hotels home. 
I know of many people with fixed in- 
comes—school teachers, pensioners, an- 
nuitants, stenographers, telephone oper- 
ators, newlyweds, who will be in difi- 
cult circumstances if their rents are in- 
creased unreasonably. Where will they 
go? Housing in the city of Chicago is in 
critically short supply. There are no 
unfurnished apartments within their in- 
comes where they can move. The apart- 
ments now building along Lake Shore 
Drive offer no answer for them, The 
rentals are much too high. 

There is supposed to be a high vacan- 
cy factor in apartment hotels and the 
claim is made, therefore, that such con- 
trols are no longer needed. The commit- 
tee apparently forgot that 15 percent of 
apartment-hotel accommodations are 
transient sleeping rooms. The testimony 
presented by opponents of rent control 
showed only the over-all vacancy factor; 
it did not break it down by permanent 
accommodations and sleeping rooms. 
As a matter of fact, there is less than a 
1-percent vacancy factor for permanent 
accommodations in apartment hotels, 

A survey of vacancies in a representa- 
tive group of hotels in Chicago was con- 
ducted by the Office of the Housing Ex- 
pediter during the period December 18, 
1950, to January 3, 1951. The sample 
consisted of 100 hotels containing 11,463 
rental dwelling units of which 8,837 were 
subject to rent control and the remain- 
ing 2,626 were not subject to rent control. 

Summary of vacancies 


Number of Number of | Vacancy 


units vacancies rate 
Controlled units 8, 837 426 4.8 
Uncontrolled units. 2, 626 586 22.3 
All units 11, 463 1.012 8. 8 


Of the 426 vacancies in controlled 
units, 139 or about one-third of the total 
were in 6 establishments and 242 or about 
57 percent of them were in 15 of the 100 
hotels surveyed. 

In 22 hotels having 254 of the 426 
vacancies in controlled units, a compari- 
son was made between the miximum 
rents on March 1, 1942—the original 
maximum rent date—and March 1, 
1949—the date of recontrol. The rents 
for these 254 vacant units were found 
to have risen an average of 80.7 percent 
during the period of decontrol. 

The number of vacancies in controlled 
units was relatively small. Moreover, 
most of the vacancies were in the small- 
er-sized units with 79.6 percent in 1-room 
units and an additional 13.6 percent in 
2-room units. 

The bulk of the controlled vacancies 
were in 1-room units without kitchen 
facilities, that is, in sleeping rooms. It 
was possible to obtain the specific unit 
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identification of 218 of the vacant con- 
trolled 1-room units. A check of these 
units showed that 192 of them, or 88 per- 
cent, were sleeping rooms without any 
cooking facilities. 

Here are some illustrations of what has 
happened to rents in specific hotels. The 
Winthrop Terrace has a total of 114 units 
of which 70 are under control. In this 
hotel the survey found 8 vacant con- 
trolled units. The average monthly rent 
for these units in March 1942 was $46.56. 
By March 1, 1949, when these units were 
brought back under control, the average 
rent had increased to $92.50, an increase 
of 99 percent. The Bryn Mawr has a 
total of 231 units of which 135 are under 
control. The survey found 17 vacant 
controlled units in the Bryn Mawr. 
The average rent for these 17 units in 
March 1942 was $69.18. By March 1, 
1949, when the units were recontrolled, 
the average rent had risen to $130.94, an 
increase of 89 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, this is serious business. 
It concerns almost 100,000 people in the 
city of Chicago alone. It is unthinkable 
that the committee and this Congress 
would not continue the controls which 
are essential for their protection. It is 
unthinkable that controls of this type 
should be removed in a bill described as 
one to check inflation. I urge as strong- 
ly as I can that the Sabath amendment 
to continue controls on apartment hotels 
be adopted. : ; 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, if we 
continue on the course we have been go- 
ing, this CONGRESSIONAL REcorD may be 
known in history as the Book of the 
Dead. 

Great nations and civilizations have 
died and can die, not by attack from 
without, but by greed, division, and 
weakness within. 

The record of the debate on the pend- 
ing bill reeks with appeals to and re- 
sponses to special interests at the ex- 
pense of the public interest. 

As the bill stands at this moment, it 
is a veritable atomic bomb that, if al- 
lowed to go off, would blow up all hope 
of economic stabilization, of a fair bal- 
ance between prices and wages and of 
continued all-out production to meet 
the needs of our defense mobilization 
program and vital civilian requirements. 
Yesterday’s debate reached a new low 
in playing with our national security for 
partisan advantage. 

Today, at a moment when the cease- 
fire talks in Korea are at a critical stage 
and when we have reports of a new 
build-up of Communist military forces 
in North Korea, we are told by the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. Worcorr! 
that the debate and vote yesterday on 
the Davis amendment that would shut 
down our economy for 120 days was a 
complete waste of time, that he expects 
it to be knocked out in conference with 
the other body. 
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In other words, yesterday on this floor, 
while American boys were dying in Ko- 
rea, and while Communist imperialism 
was testing and checking the defenses of 
the free world to determine strength and 
weakness, we witnessed, here on the floor 
of this House, a spectacle of partisan 
muscle-dancing, 

This exhibition reached its climax at 
5 o'clock when the appeal to personal 
interest and advantage reached the ul- 
timate in the proposal made by the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. HOFFMAN] 
that an exemption from price control be 
given to all meat raised by a person for 
himself and his immediate family, ex- 
tending to the fourth generation yet un- 
born but confidently expected. 

I wish the gentleman from Michigan 
well in his expectation of becoming a 
great-grandfather at an early date. But 
I would remind him that the sins of the 
fathers are visited upon the children to 
the third and fourth generations. The 
gentleman from Michigan is, as always, 
completely and utterly logical in his con- 
victions, opinions, and proposals. This 
proposal of his was the ultimate expres- 
sion of the isolationist philosophy so 
eloquently advocated by him and by the 
Chicago Tribune. Now we have it. The 
proposal was made that we shall hold 
back from doing everything we can, to 
the limit of our resources and our abili- 
ties, to unite and strengthen free na- 
tions, that we shall hold back even with- 
in our own continental borders to re- 
gions and sections and particular indus- 
tries and now, in the proposal made by 
the gentleman from Michigan, to the 
isolationism of each family for itself, 
and let Joe Stalin make the most of it. 

Mr. Chairman, I suggest that, even at 
this late hour, we can come to, that we 
pay some attention to what is going on 
in this world of ours, that we face up 
to our responsibilities to the American 
people and to our fellows in the free 
world, that we pull up our socks and, 
sweeping aside partisan, regional, sec- 
tional, industrial, and commodity con- 
siderations, proceed to write a defense 
production bill that will get production 
vital to our defense and to our survival, 
not a bill loaded and lopsided with spe- 
cial advantages for special interests, 
loaded with built-in provisions for new 
inflation, for new and unnecessary dis- 
criminations and hardships that will em- 
bitter and divide our people and inter- 
fere with instead of promote the produc- 
tion that is our greatest and surest 
weapon for victory against the Kremlin's 
plan for the conquest of the world. 

Again, I warn the Members of this 
House, the record that we are writing 
in our debates and in our votes on this 
pending bill is a record that each and 
every Member is going to have to live 
with in 1952 and to the end of his days. 

If we were to persist in our present 
course and were to write an inflationary 
unstabilizing bill, if that bill were to go 
to conference and to become law, it is 
no exaggeration, Mr. Chairman, to say 


that by promoting weakness here on the 


home front, it could prevent whatever 
chance there may be of a fair cease-fire 
in Korea and bring on world war III. 
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It could contribute and perhaps be de- 
cisive in a defeat of the free nations, in- 
-cluding our own, in an all-out war for 
survival between Communist slavery and 
freedom. 

A few days ago the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. Bottrne] stated that this 
debate can fairly be compared to the 
debate and vote that took place on this 
floor August 12, 1941, 4 months before 
Pearl Harbor, when the same forces 
who are fighting economie mobilization 
now were fighting for the demobiliza- 
tion of our Armed Forces. That attempt 
to disarm our Nation 4 months before 
Pearl Harbor was defeated by a single 
vote, cast by the Speaker of this House 
then and now. 

By our actions on this bill we can make 
this Recorp the Book of the Living Free 
or the Book of the Dead and the Slave. 

That is the basic issue, Mr. Chairman. 
We will vote on it one way or the other 
on every roll call from now to the end. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. CooLey]. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, Mr. 
Spence, the chairman of the committee, 
has an amendment at the desk, the pur- 
pose of which is to modify or alter the 
real purport of the Andresen fats and 
oils amendment. I want to ask unani- 
„mous consent that the gentleman's 
amendment may be amended if it is 
proper for me to do so at this time. 

The gentleman’s amendment, is as 
follows: 

At page 50, line 4, add the following: 

“(b) Section 704 of the Defense Production 
Act is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following: ‘Agricultural import restric- 
tions which are not necessary to enforce al- 
location measures—shall not be applied un- 
der this act if the Secretary of Agriculture 
considers that they would be likely to affect 
adversely the agricultural export trade of 
the United States’.” 


I would like to amend the amendment 
to insert after the word “measures” the 
following: “or to make effective domestic 
price support programs.” 

“ne CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York 
(Mr, DOLLINGER]. 

Mr. DOLLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
am opposed to the 120 percent provision 
of the bill which permits a rent increase 
of 20 percent because I think no person 
is entitled to a 20 percent across-the- 
board increase or any increase unless he 
shows and proves that the property is 
operating at a loss and then he is en- 
titled only to a fair return. I am going 
to offer an amendment to strike it out 
because I think, in its present form, it 
is unconstitutional. This is another at- 
tempt to grant special benefits for the 
privileged few at the expense of the 
American consumer, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
PATMAN]. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, after 
conferring with the gentleman from In- 
diana [Mr. HALLECK] there will be only 
one amendment offered to the Small De- 
fense Plants Corporation Act, and that 
is to make it a separate independent 


agency. To make sure that that is done, 
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-the amendment will be offered at the 
: proper time. 


Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I con- 


cur in what the gentleman from Texas 


[Mr. Parman] has said and hoped that 
the amendment will be agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. DEANE]. 

Mr. DEANE. Mr. Chairman, I take 
this time to pay my respects to our 


esteemed chairman, the gentleman from 


Kentucky (Mr. Spence], who for a solid 
month conducted the hearings on this 
bill and has so ably guided the legisla- 
tion through the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. SPENCE. I do not deserve that 
compliment. It was involuntary servi- 
tude. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

May I offer an amendment at this 
time without debating the amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
may offer an amendment to modify an 
amendment which has already been 
considered. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman from 
Kentucky (Mr. Spence] has an amend- 
ment at the desk, which will be voted 


upon, which provides that section 704 


of the Defense Production Act is 
amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following: 

Agricultural import restrictions which are 
not ne to enforce allocation numbers 
shall not be applied under this act if the 
Secretary of Agriculture considers that they 
would be likely to affect adversely the agri- 
cultural exports of the United States. 


I want to offer an amendment which 
I think the author of this amendment 
will accept. x 

The CHAIRMAN. The committee 
amendment has not been disposed of. 
The Chair was under the impression that 
the gentleman was seeking to modify 
some amendment that had been acted 
upon. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, we have passed certain por- 
tions of the bill. Is it possible to go back 
and amend an amendment which was 
adopted on July 10, without unanimous 
consent? 

The CHAIRMAN. It could only be 
done by unanimous consent. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. Could not the au- 
thor of an amendment substitute the 
amendment that I am suggesting for the 
one he is offering? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
could do it if the amendment has not 
yet been offered. 

Mr. SPENCE. I accepted his amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. At the proper time 
the Chair will recognize the gentleman 
for that purpose. 

The Clerk will report the next com- 
mittee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: Page 49, line 15, 
reson out “108” and insert in lieu thereof 


The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 


port the next committee amendment. 


The Clerk read as. follows: 


Committee amendment: Page 50, line 4, 
strike out all of line 4 and down to and in- 
cluding line 13. 


The committee 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: Page 50, line 14, 
insert: 

“(b) (1) Subsection (a) of section 705 
of the Defense Production Act of 1950 is 
amended by inserting after ‘take the sworn 
testimony of,’ the following: ‘and adminis- 
ter oaths and affirmations to.“ 

“(2) Section 705 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is further amended by re- 
designating subsections (d) and (e) as sub- 
sections (e) and (f), respectively, and by 
inserting the following new subsection.” 


The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Committee amendment: Page 50, line 22, 
Strike out “(c)” and insert (d).“ 


The committee amendment 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 51, line 21, strike out the words “any 
part.” 


The committee 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 52, line 8, insert; 

“Sec, 110. (a) Title VI of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 is amended by add- 
ing after section 713 the following new 
section: 

“ ‘Sec. 714. (a) (1) It is the sense of the 
Congress that small-business concerns be 
encouraged to make the greatest possible 
contribution toward achieving the objectives 
of this act. In order to carry out this 
policy there is hereby created a body cor- 
porate under the name “Small Defense 
Plants Corporation” (hereinafter referred to 
as the Corporation“), which Corporation 
shall be under the general direction and su- 
pervision of the President. The principal of- 
fice of the Corporation shall be located in the 
District of Columbia, but the Corporation 
may establish such branch offices in other 
places in the United States as may be deter- 
mined by the Administrator of the Cor- 
poration. 

“*(2) The Corporation is authorized to ob- 
tain money from the Treasury of the Unit- 
ed States, for use in the performance of the 
powers and duties granted to or imposed 
upon it by law, not to exceed a total of 
$50,000,000 outstanding at any one time. 
For this purpose appropriations not to ex- 
ceed $50,000,000 are hereby authorized to 
be made to a revolving fund in the Treas- 
ury. Advances shall be made to the Cor- 
poration from the revolving fund when 
requested by the Corporation. 

(3) The management of the Corporation 
shall be vested in an Administrator who 
shall be appointed by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
and who shall be a person of outstanding 
qualifications known to be familiar and 
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sympathetic with small-business needs and 
problems, The Administrator shall receive 
compensation at the rate of $17,500 per 
annum. The Administrator shall not en- 
gage in any other business, vocation, or em- 
ployment than that of serving as Adminis- 
trator. The Administrator is authorized to 
appoint two Deputy Administrators to assist 
in the execution of the functions vested in 
the Corporation. Deputy Administrators 
shall be paid at the rate of $15,000 per 
annum, : 

“*(4) The Corporation shall not have suc- 
cession, beyond June 30, 1952, except for 
purposes of liquidation, unless its life is 
extended beyond such date pursuant to an 
act of Congress. It shall have power to 
adopt, alter, and use a corporate seal, which 
shall be judicially noticed; to make con- 
tracts; to lease such real estate as may be 
necessary for the transaction of its busi- 
ness; to sue and be sued, to complain and 
to defend, in any court of competent juris- 
diction, State or Federal; to select and 
employ such officers, employees, attorneys, 
and agents as shall be necessary for the 
transaction of business of the Corporation; 
to define their authority and duties, require 
bonds of them, and fix the penalties thereof; 
and to prescribe, amend, and repeal, by its 
Administrator, bylaws, rules, and regula- 
tions governing the manner in which its 
general business may be conducted and the 
powers granted to it by law may be exer- 
cised and enjoyed. The Administrator shall 
determine and prescribe the manner in which 


the Corporation’s obligations shall be in- 


curred and its expenses allowed and paid. 
The Corporation shall be entitled to the free 
use of the United States mails in the same 
manner as the executive departments of 
the Government. The Corporation, with 
the consent of any board, commission, in- 
dependent establishment, or executive de- 
partment of the Government, may avail itself 
of the use of information, services, facilities, 
including any field service thereof, officers, 
and employees thereof in carrying out the 
provisions of this section. 

“*(5) All moneys of the Corporation not 
otherwise employed may be deposited with 
the Treasurer of the United States subject 
to check by authority of the Corporation or 
in any Federal Reserve bank. The Federal 
Reserve banks are authorized and directed to 
act as depositaries, custodians, and fiscal 
agents for the Corporation in the general 
performance of its powers conferred by this 
section. All insured banks, when designated 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, shall act as 
depositaries, custodians, and financial agents 
for the Corporation. 

“*(b) (1) The Corporation is empowered— 

A) to recommend to the Reconstruc- 
tion Finance Corporation loans or advances, 
on such terms and conditions and with such 
maturities as it may determine, to enable 
small-business concerns to finance plant 
construction, conversion, or expansion, in- 
cluding the acquisition of land; or finance 
the acquisition of equipment, facilities, ma- 
chinery, supplies, or materials; or to finance 
research, development, and experimental 
work or new or improved products or proc- 
esses; or to supply such concerns with capi- 
tal to be used in the manufacture of articles, 
equipment, supplies, or materials for defense 
or essential civilian purposes; or to establish 
and operate technical laboratories to serve 
small-business concerns; such loans or ad- 
vances to be made or effected either directly 
by the Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
or in cooperation with banks or other lend- 
ing institutions through agreements to par- 
ticipate or by the purchase of participations, 
or otherwise; 

“*(B) to purchase or lease such land; to 
purchase, lease, build, or expand such plants; 
and to purchase or produce such equipment, 
facilities, machinery, materials, or supplies, 
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as may be needed to enable the Corporation 
to provide small-business concerns with such 
land, plants, equipment, facilities, machin- 
ery, materials, or supplies as such concerns 
may require to engage in the production of 
such articles, equipment, supplies, or ma- 
terials; 

0) to lease, sell, or otherwise dispose of 
to any small-business concern any such land, 
plants, equipment, facilities, machinery, 
materials, or supplies; 

% D) to enter into contracts with the 
United States Government and any depart- 
ment, agency, or officer thereof having pro- 
curement powers obligating the Corpora- 
tion to furnish articles, equipment, sup- 
plies, or materials to the Government; 

„E) to arrange for the performance of 
such contracts by letting subcontracts to 
small-business concerns or others for the 
manufacture, supply, or assembly of such 
articles, equipment, supplies, or materials, 
or parts thereof, or servicing or processing in 
connection therewith, or such management 
services as may be necessary to enable the 
Corporation to perform such contracts; and 

) to provide technical and mana- 
gerial aids to small-business concerns con- 
ducting and stimulating technical research, 
by maintaining a clearing house for technical 
information, by cooperating with- other 
Government agencies, by disseminating in- 
formation, and by such other activities as 
are deemed appropriate by the Corporation. 

“*(2) In any case in which the Corpora- 
tion certifies to any officer of the Government 
having procurement powers that the Cor- 
poration is competent to perform any spe- 
cific Government procurement contract to 
be let by any such officer, such officer shall 
be required to let such procurement contract 
to the Corporation upon such terms and con- 
ditions as may be specified by the Corpora- 
tion. Such subcontracts may be let upon 
such terms and conditions as the Corpora- 
tion may deem appropriate in accordance 
with such regulations as may be prescribed 
under section 201 of the First War Powers 
Act, 1941, as amended. 

“*(c) (1) Whoever makes any statement 
knowing it to be false, or whoever willfully 
overvalues any security, for the purpose of 
obtaining for himself or for any applicant 
any loan, or extension thereof by renewal, 
deferment of action, or otherwise, or the 
acceptance, release, or substitution of secu- 
rity therefor, or for the purpose of influenc- 
ing in any way the action of the Corpora- 
tion, or for the purpose of obtaining money, 
property, or anything of value, under this 
section, shall be punished by a fine of not 
more than $5,000 or by imprisonment for 
not more than 2 years, or both. 

%) Whoever, being connected in any ca- 
pacity with the Corporation, (A) embezzles, 
abstracts, purloins, or willfully misapplies 
any moneys, funds, securities, or other things 
of value, whether belonging to it or pledged 
or otherwise entrusted to it; or (B) with 
intend to defraud the Corporation or any 
other body politic or corporate, or any indi- 
vidual, or to deceive any officer, auditor, or 
examiner of the Corporation, makes any 
false entry in any book, report, or statement 
of or to the Corporation, or, without being 
duly authorized, draws any order or issues, 
puts forth, or assigns any note, debenture, 
bond, or other obligation, or draft, bill of 
exchange, mortgage, judgment, or decree 
thereof; or (C) with intent to defraud par- 
ticipates, shares, receives directly or indi- 
rectly any money, profit, property, or benefit 
through any transaction, loan, commission, 
contract, or any other act of the Corpora- 
tion; or (D) gives any unauthorized informa- 
tion concerning any future action or plan of 
the Corporation which might affect the 
value of securities, or, having such knowl- 
edge, invests or speculates, directly or indi- 
rectly, in the securities or property of any 
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company or corporation receiving loans or 
other assistance from the Corporation, shall 
be punished by a fine of not more than 
$10,000 or by imprisonment for not more than 
5 years, or both. 

“*(d) Whenever the Corporation has com- 
pleted any transaction under clause (B), or 
(C) of subsection (b) (1) of this section, it 
may transfer the plant, equipment, facilities, 
machinery, materials, supplies, leases, or 
other property resulting from such transac- 
tion to the Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 
tion, and the Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration shall service and administer such 
property, as the agent of the Corporation, 
remitting to it any interest, principal, or 
other proceeds or collections, after deducting 
actual expense of service and administration, 

e) (1) It shall be the duty of the Cor- 
poration, and it is hereby empowered, to co- 
ordinate and to determine the means by 
which the productive capacity of small-busi- 
ness concerns can be most effectively utilized 
for national defense and essential civilian 
production. ry 

“*(2) It shall be the duty of the Corpora-, 
tion, and it is hereby empowered, to consult 
and cooperate with appropriate governmental 
agencies in the issuance of all orders limiting 
production by business ente prises, in order 
that small-business concerns will be most 
effectively utilized in the production of arti- 
cles, equipment, supplies, and materials tor 
national defense and essential civilian PE 


poses. 

“(3) All governmental agencies are re- 
quired, before issuing orders limiting produe- 
tion by or granting priorities to business en- 

to consult and cooperate with the 
Corporation in order that small-business con- 
cerns will be most effectively utilized in the 
production of articles, equipment, supplies, 
and materials for national defense and essen- 
tial civilian purposes, i 

t) The Corporation shall have the, 
power, and it is hereby directed, whenever it 
determines such action is necessary— 

“*(1) to make a complete inventory of all 
productive facilities of small-business con- 
cerns which can be used for defense and 
essential civilian production or to arrange for 
such inventory to be made by any other gov- 
ernmental agency which has the facilities: 
Provided, That in making such inventory the 
appropriate agencies in the several States 
shall be requested to furnish an inventory, 
of the productive facilities of small-business 
concerns in each respective State, if such an 
inventory is available or in prospect; 

2) to consult and cooperate with officers 
of the Government having procurement 
powers, in order to utilize the potential pro- 
ductive capacity of plants operated by small- 
business concerns; 

3) to obtain detailed information as to 
the methods and terms which Government 
prime contractors utilize in. letting subcon-! 
tracts and to take action to insure the let- 
ting of subcontracts by prime contractors to 
small-business concerns at prices and on 
conditions and terms which are fair and 
equitable; i 

“*(4) to take such action in the letting of 
Government procurement contracts as is 
necessary to provide small-business concerns 
with an adequate incentive to engage in de- 
fense and essential civilian production and 
to facilitate the conversion and the equip- 
ping of plants of small business concerns for 
such production; 

“*(5) to certify to the Reconstruction Fi- 
nance Corporation, or any of its subsidiaries, 
the amount of funds required to convert to 
defense production any plant of a small- 
business concern interested in obtaining from 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, or 
any of its subsidiaries, the funds necessary 
to provide for such conversion; 

6) to determine within any industry 
the concerns, firms, persons, corporations, 
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partnerships, cooperatives, or other business 
enterprises, which are to be designated 
“small-businéss concerns” for the purpose of 
effectuating the provisions of this section; 

“"(7) to certify to Government procure- 
ment officers with respect to the competency, 
as to capacity and credit, of any small-busi- 
ness concern or group of such concerns to 
perform a specific Government procurement 
contract; 

“*(8) to obtain from any Federal depart- 
ment, establishment, or agency engaged in 
defense procurement or in the financing of 
defense procurement or production such re- 
ports concerning the letting of contracts and 
subcontracts and making of loans to busi- 
ness concerns as it may deem pertinent in 
carrying out its functions under this sec- 
tion; 

“*(9) to obtain from suppliers of ma- 
terials informativn pertaining to the method 
of filling orders and the bases for allocating 
their supply whenever it appears that any 
small business is unable to obtain materials 
for defense or essential civilian production 
from its normal sources; 

“*(10) to make studies and recommenda- 
tions to the appropriate Federal agencies to 
insure a fair and equitable share of materials, 
supplies, and equipment to small-business 
concerns to effectuate the defense program 
or for essential civilian purposes; 

“*(11) to consult and cooperate with all 
Government agencies for the purpose of in- 
suring that small-business concerns shall 
receive fair and reasonable treatment from 
said agencies; and 

“*(12) to establish such advisory boards 
and committees wholly representative of 
small business as may be found necessary to 
achieve the purposes of this section. 

“*(g) (1) In any case in which a small- 
business concern or group of such concerns 
has been certified by or under the authority 
of the Corporation to be a competent Gov- 
ernment contractor with respect to capacity 
and credit as to a specific Government pro- 
curement contract, the officers of the Gove 
ernment having procurement powers are di- 
rected to accept such certification as con- 
clusive, and are authorized to let such Gov- 
ernment procurement contract to such con- 
cern or group of concerns without requiring 
it to meet any other requirement with re- 
spect to capacity and credit. 

“(2) The Congress has as its policy that 
a fair proportion of the total purchases and 
contracts for supplies and services for the 


Government shall be placed with small- . 
business concerns. To effectuate such policy, ` 


small-business concerns within the mean- 
ing of this section shall receive any award 
or contract or any part thereof if it is de- 
termined by the Corporation and the con- 
tracting procurement agencies (A) to be in 
the interest of mobilizing the Nation’s full 
productive capacity, or (B) to be in the in- 
terest of the national defense program. 

“*(3) No certificate of necessity, afforded 
under section 124A (e) oc the Internal Rey- 
enue Code shall be granted a prime or sub- 
contractor for the construction, reconstruc- 
tion, erection, installation, or acquisition of 
a facility for the production of any ma- 
terial when productive facilities are avail- 
able which can reasonably meet the same 
need. 

“*(4) Whenever materials or supplies are 
allocated by law, a fair and equitable per- 


centage thereof shall be made available to ` 
the Corporation, to be allocated by it to 


small plants unable to obtain the necessary 


materials or supplies from usual sources. 
Such percentage shall be determined by the 
head of the lawful allocating authority after ` 


giving full consideration to the claims pre- 
sented by the Corporation. x 
„n) The Corporation shall make a re- 
port every 90 days of operations under this 
section to the President, the President of the 
Senate, and the Speaker of the House of 
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Representatives. Such report shall include 
the names of the business concerns to whom 
contracts are let, and for whom financing is 
arranged, by the Corporation, together with 
the amounts involved, and such report shall 
include such other information, and such 
comments and recommendations, with re- 
spect to the relation of small-business con- 
cerns to the defense effort, as the Corpora- 
tion may deem appropriate. 

“*(i) The Corporation is hereby empow- 
ered to make studies of the effect of price, 
credit, and other controls imposed under 
the defense program and, whenever it finds 
that these controls discriminate against or 
impose undue hardship upon small business, 
to make recommendations to the appropriate 
Federal agency for the adjustment.of con- 
trols to the needs of small business: 

“*(j) The Reconstruction Finance Corpora- 
tion is authorized to make loans and ad- 
vances upon the recommendation of the 
Small Defense Plants Corporation as pro- 
vided in (b) (1) (A) of this section, not to 
exceed an aggregate of $100,000,000 outstand- 
ing at any one time, on such terms and con- 
ditions and with such maturities as Re- 
construction Finance Corporation may de- 
termine. 


(k) Section 101 of the Government 


Corporation Control Act is amended by in- - 


serting immediately after “Commodity Cred- 
it Corporation;” the following: “Small De- 
tense Plants Corporation,“. 

“*(1) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
and appropriate for the carrying out of the 
provisions and purposes of this section.’ 

“(b) The presently designated sections 
714, 715, and 716 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 are redesignated as sections 715, 
716, and 717, respectively.” 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the committee amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Parman to the 
committee amendment: On page 52, line 8, 
insert before the period “and shall not be 
afl sted with or be within any other agency 
or department of the Federal Government.” 
SMALL DEFENSE PLANTS CORPORATION—HEARINGS 

IN 24 STATES HAVE DEMONSTRATED THE NEED 

FOR A SMALL DEFENSE PLANTS CORPORATION— 

A TOTAL OF 261 MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE ARE 

COSPONSORS OF SMALL-BUSINESS AMENDMENT 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
need for establishment of a Small De- 
fense Plants Corporation has been estab- 
lished beyond question as a result of in- 
vestigations carried out by three sub- 
committees of the House Small Business 
Committee during the current session 
of Congress. 

In the course of these investigations, 
approximately 650 small-business men 
have testified regarding their current 
problems. Hearings have been held in 
30 cities in 24 States, covering most ma- 
jor portions of the Nation. Thousands 
of pages of documented evidence on the 
status.of small business in the mobiliza- 
tion economy have been collected. This 
material was digested and classified for 
presentation to the House Banking and 
Currency Committee to demonstrate the 
urgent necessity for the creation of a 
Small Defense Plants Corporation. 

In its report on H. R. 3871, the Bank- 
ing and Currency Committee recognized 
the importance of the investigations 


conducted by the three subcommittees 
` which I have mentioned. The Banking 


and Currency Committee stated that the 
evidence collected “presents a uniform 
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pattern—a pattern of critical problems 
which are not being met by existing 
agencies, and which will not be met until 
the Congress establishes an agency spe- 
cifically designed to give small business 
an even break during the mobilization 
period.” 
SUBCOMMITTEES HAVE WORKED UNTIRINGLY 


Mr. Chairman, at this time I should 
like to express my appreciation for the 
untiring efforts of the chairmen and 
members of these subcommittees. Their 
investigations have required them to 
travel many thousands of miles. They 
have put other business aside in order 
to give the small-business man a forum 
where he may be heard without having 
to come to Washington. Everywhere 
they have gone, they have left a splendid 
impression of the sympathetic interest 
of the House of Representatives in the 
problems of small business. 

The majority of the field hearings 
have been conducted by Subcommittee 
No. 1, which has for chairman the 
gentleman from Montana [Mr. Mans- 
FIELD]. The subcommittee has been in- 
vestigating problems of small business 
related to the national emergency. 
Members are: Hon. Joe L. Evins, of 
Tennessee; Hon. CLARENCE G. BURTON, 
of Virginia; Hon. ABRAHAM J. MUuLTER, 
of New York; Hon. CLINTON D. Mc- 
Kinnon, of California; Hon. WILLIAM S. 
HILL, of Colorado; Hon. R. WALTER 
RIEHLMAN, of New York; Hon. Horace 
SEELY-BROWN, of Connecticut, and Hon. 
Tuomas B. Curtis, of Missouri. 

The information gathered by Sub- 
committee No. 1 in the field has been 
utilized by Subcommittees No. 2 and No. 
3 in their studies and investigations. 
Subcommittee No. 2 has been studying 
Government procurement, with partic- 
ular emphasis on the military-procure- 
ment program. The gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. Evins] is chairman of 
this subcommittee, and members are Mr. 
BURTON, Mr. Mutter, Mr. HILL, and Mr. 
Curtis. This subcommittee joined with 
the Senate Small Business Committee 
last May to hold hearings in Washing- 
ton on Government procurement prob- 
lems. Its work has resulted in many 
improvements in the small-business 
programs of the military-procurement 
agencies. 

Subcommittee No. 3 has been investi- 
gating special problems of specific 
small-business groups. Its chairman is 
Mr. Burton, and members are Mr. 
Evins, Mr. McKinnon, Mr. RIEHLMAN, 
and Mr. SEELY-BROWN. This subcom- 
mittee has held hearings in Washington 
on problems of small aluminum fabri- 
cators and in Chicago on problems of 
the small manufacturers of farm imple- 
ments and machinery as related to the 
national emergency. Difficulties of 
many small-business groups in obtain- 
ing adequate supplies of materials have 
been alleviated by the work of this sub- 
committee. 

I do not wish to close without prais- 
ing the interest and work of one who has 
been closely identified with the commit- 
tee since it was first organized late in 
1941. The gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. HALLECK], the ranking minority 
member of the full committee, has at- 
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tended various subcommittee sessions 
and has given invaluable assistance in 
our investigations. CHARLIE HALLECK 
and I have worked together these many 
years on the multitude of problems of 
small business stemming from World 
War II and to the present time. His 
valued counsel in working out these 
problems merits praise of the highest 
order. 

As a result of our investigations in the 
Eighty-second Congress, the proposal 
for the creation of a Small Defense 
Plants Corporation was improved in 
many respects. These improvements 
are incorporated in section 110 of H. R. 
3871. Every line of this section has been 
tested in the light of the testimony pre- 
sented by approximately 650 small-busi- 
ness witnesses from throughout the 
Nation. 


AMENDMENT HAS 261 COSPONSORS 


The membership of the House has 
given splendid support to the commit- 
tee’s proposal that a Small Defense 
Plants Corporation be established. A 
total of 261 Members—60 percent of the 
ertize membership—have become co- 
authors and cosponsors of the amend- 
ment. Sponsors are from both parties 
and from every section of the Nation, 
demonstrating beyond question the 
nonpartisan nature of the proposal, 
The wonderful support which the Small 
Defense Plants Corporation amendment 
has received assures its passage by the 
House. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that an up-to-date list of cospon- 
sors of the amendment be included in 
these remarks to demonstrate the great 
interest of this House in the welfare of 
the Nation’s small businesses. 8 

(The list is as follows:) 

MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WHO ARE COSPONSORS OF PENDING LEGISLA- 
TION To CREATE A SMALL DEFENSE PLANTS 
CORPORATION, JULY 20, 1951 
Alabama: GEORGE W. ANDREWS; LAURIE C. 

BATTLE; FRANK W. BOYKIN; EDWARD peGrar- 

FENRIED; CARL ELLIOTT; GEORGE GRANT; ROB- 

ERT E. JONES, Jr.; ALBERT RAINS; KENNETH A. 

ROBERTS. j 
Arizona: 

PATTEN. 
Arkansas: E. C. GATHINGS, OREN HARRIS, 

Brooks Hays, Wiusur D. Mius, Boyn 

TACKETT, J. W. TRIMBLE. 

California: Jack Z. ANDERSON, ERNEST K. 
BRAMBLETT, CLYDE DOYLE, CLAIR ENGLE, 
Franck R. HAVENNER, CARL HINSHAW, CHET 
HOLIFIELD, ALLAN OAKLEY HUNTER, CECIL R. 
Kine, Gorpon L. McDonoucH, CLINTON D. 
MCKINNON,! GEORGE P. MILLER, Norris POUL- 
SON, Jack F. SHELLEY, Harry R, SHEPPARD, 
SAMUEL W. YORTY. 

Colorado: WAYNE N. ASPINALL, J. EDGAR 
CHENOWETH, WILLIAM S. HILL BYRON G. 
ROGERS. 

Connecticut: JOHN A. MCGUIRE; ANTONI N, 
SADLACK; Horace SEELY-BROWN, Ir. 

Delaware: J. CALEB BOGGS. 

Florida: A. S. HERLONG, Jr; WILIAM C. 
LANTAFF; CHESTER B. MCMULLEN; DWIGHT L. 
ROGERS; ROBERT L. F. SIKES. 

Georgia: A. SIDNEY CAMP, JAME3 C. DAVIS, 
HENDERSON LANHAM. 

Illinois: LESLIE C. ARENDS; C. W. BISHOP; 
WILIA L. Dawson; THomas S. GORDON; 
Ricwarp W. HOFFMAN; JOHN C. KLUCZYNSKI; 
Perer F. Mack, Jr.; WiLiaMm E. McVey; 
THoMas J. O'BRIEN; MELVIN PRICE; ADOLPH J. 


Members of the House Small Business 
Committee. 


Jonn R. Murpock, Harotp A. 
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SABATH; TIMOTHY P. SHEEHAN; WILLIAM L. 
SPRINGER; CHARLES W. VURSELL; SIDNEY R. 
YATES. 

Indiana: E. Ross ADAR; JOHN V. BEAMER; 
WILLIAM G. BRAY; CHARLES B. BROWNSON; 
SHEPARD J. CRUMPACKER, Jr.; WINFIELD K, 
DENTON; CHARLES A, HALLECK;! Ceci M. 
HARDEN; Ray J. MADDEN. l 

Iowa: PAUL CUNNINGHAM; JAMEs I. DOL- 
Liver, H. R. Gross, CHARLES B. HOEVEN, HENRY 
O. TALLE. 

Kansas: MYRON V. GEORGE. 

Kentucky: Joe B. BATES, FRANK L. CHELF, 
JAMES S. GOLDEN, NOBLE J. GREGORY, THRUS- 
TON BALLARD MORTON, CARL D. PERKINS, JOHN 
C. WATTS, JOHN A. WHITAKER. 

Louisiana: HALE BoGcs; OVERTON BROOKS; 
F. Epwarp HÉBERT; HENRY D. LARCADE, Jr.; 
JAMES H. Morrison; OTTO E. PASSMAN; EDWIN 


Maryland: J. GLENN BEALL, JAMES P. S. 
DEVEREUX, GEORGE H. FALLON, EDWARD A. GAR- 
MaTz, Epwarp T. MILLER. 

Massachusetts: HaroLD D. DONOHUE, Fos- 
TER Furco.o, THOMAS J. LANE, PHILIP J. 
PHILBIN, EDITH: Nourse ROGERS. 

Michigan: Jony B. BENNETT; JOHN D. 
DINGELL; GERALD R. Fond, Jr.: THADDEUS M, 
MacHrRowicz; Louis C. RABAUT; PauL W. 
SHAFER, 

Minnesota: H. CARL ANDERSEN, AucusT H. 
ANDRESEN, JOHN A. BLATNIK, HAROLD C. 
Hacen, Wattrr H. Jupp, Frep MARSHALL, 
EUGENE J. MCCARTHY, JoszrR P. O'Hara, Roy 
W. WIER. 

Mississippi: FRANK E. SMITH, JOHN BELL 
WILLIAMS, 

Missouri: O. K. ARMSTRONG, CLAUDE I, 
BAKEWELL, RICHARD BowLING, THomas B. 
CURTIS, CLARE MAGEE, Morcan M. MOULDER. 

Montana: WESLEY A. D'EWART, MIKE MANS- 
FIELD 

Nebraska: A. L. MILLER. 

Nevada: WALTER S. BARING. 

New Jersey: HUGH J. ADDONIZIO; GORDON 
CANFIELD; T. MILLET HAND; Epwarp J. HART; 
CHARLES R. HOWELL; Perer W. Ropino, Jr. 

New Mexico: ANTONIO M. FERNANDEZ. 

New York: Vicror L. Anruso; WILLIAM T. 
BYRNE; EMANUEL CELLER; JAMES J. DELANEY}; 
ISIDORE DOLLINGER; JAMES G. Donovan; Sm- 
NEY A. FINE; RALPH A. GAMBLE; ERNEST 
GREENWOOD; LEONARD W. HALL; JAMES J. HEF- 
FERNAN; Louis B. HELLER; JACOB K. JAVITS; 
Berenarp W. (Par) KEARNEY; KENNETH B. 
KEATING; Epona F. KELLY; EUGENE J. KEOGH; 
CLARENCE E. KILBURN; ARTHUR G. KLEIN; 
ABRAHAM J. MULTER;! JAMES J. MURPHY; HAR- 
OLD C. OSTERTAG; DONALD L. O'TOOLE; ADAM 
C. POWELL, Jr.; T. VINCENT Quinn; R. WALTER 
RIEHLMAN;! JOHN J. ROONEY; FRANKLIN D. 
ROOSEVELT, Jr.; KATHARINE ST. GEORGE; DEAN 
P. TAYLOR; J. ERNEST WHARTON. 

North Carolina: THURMOND CHATHAM, 
CHARLES B. DEANE, JOHN H. KERR. 

North Dakota: USHER L. BURDICK. 

Ohio: WIL TAN H, AYRES, GEORGE H. BEN- 
DER, JACKSON E. Berrs, FRANK T. Bow, CLAR- 
ENCE J. BROWN, CLIFF CLEVENGER, CHARLES H. 
ELSTON, MICHAEL A. FEIGHAN, WAYNE L. Hays, 
WILLIAM E. Hess, MICHAEL J. Kirwan, J. 
Harry MCGREGOR, FRAZIER Reams, ROBERT T. 
Secrest, ALVIN F. WEICHEL. 

Oklahoma: CARL ALBERT, JOHN JARMAN, 
Tosy Morris, Tom STEED, WILLIAM G. STIG- 
LER, VICTOR WICKERSHAM. 

Oregon: HOMER D. ANGELL, 


Pennsylvania: WILLIAM A. BARRETT; EARL 


CHUDOFF; ROBERT J. CORBETT; HARMAR D. 
DENNY, Jr.; HERMAN P. EBERHARTER; Ivor D. 
FENTON; DANIEL J. FLOOD; JAMES G. FULTON; 
Wru1am T. GRANAHAN; WILLIAM J. GREEN, 
Jr.; JAMES F. LIND; WALTER M. MUMMA; HARRY 
P. O'NEILL; GEORGE M. RHODES; JAMES E. VAN 
ZANDT; ALBERT C. VAUGHN; Francis E. 
WALTER. 


Members of the House Small Business 
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Rhode Island: JoHN E. FOGARTY; AIME J. 
FORAND. 

South Carolina: Josxen R. Bryson; W. J. 
BRYAN DORN; JAMES P, RICHARDS; JOHN J. 
RILEY. 

South Dakota: HaroLD O. LOVRE. 

Tennessee: Howarp H. BAKER; JERE COOPER; 
CLIFFORD Davis; Joe L. Evins;? JAMES B. 
FRAZIER, Jr.; TOM MURRAY; J. PERCY PRIEST; 
B. CARROLL REECE. 

Texas: LINDLEY BECKWORTH; LLOYp M. 
BENTSEN, Jr.; J. M. COMBS; GEORGE H. MAHON; 
WRIGHT PATMAN;? KEN REGAN; Crank W. 
THOMPSON; HOMER THORNBERRY; J. FRANK 
WILSON, 

Utah: Reva Beck BOSONE; 
GRANGER. 

Vermont: WINSTON L, PROUTY. 

Virginia: CLARENCE G. BURTON; Tom B. 
FUGATE. 

Washington: WALT HORAN; HENRY M. JACK- 
SON; RUSSELL V. MACK; HUGH B. MITCHELL; 
THOR C. TOLLEFSON, 

West Virginia: CLEVELAND M. BATLEY; M. G. 
BURNSIDE; RoBert L. Ramsay; HARLEY O. 
STAGGERS. 

Wisconsin: JonN W. Byrnes; MERLIN HULL; 
RED F. Murray; WILLIAM K. VAN PELT; 
GARDNER R. WITHROW; CLEMENT ZABLOCKI. 

Wyoming: WILIA HENRY HARRISON. 

Alaska: E. L. BARTLETT, 


STATEMENTS AND SPEECHES OF HON. ERIC 
JOHNSTON ON INFLATION 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
Honorable Eric Johnston, Economic Sta- 
bilization Administrator, has made a 
courageous fight against inflation. Iam 
inserting herewith statements he has 
made on this important subject: 


STATEMENTS MADE By Eric JOHNSTON, ECO- 
NOMIC STABILIZATION ADMINISTRATOR, RE- 
LATING TO INFLATION AND NECESSITY FOR 
CONTROLS, WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE OF 
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, WEDNES- 
DAY, FEBRUARY 14, 1951 


My job as Economic Stabilization Ad- 
ministrator—the way I see it— is to protect 
the soundness and integrity of the dollar. 

All of us know the dollar buys less today 
than it did 10 months ago. And it buys a 
lot less than it did 10 years ago. 

We have been bidding among ourselves for 
every sort of merchandise that military 
needs might snatch away from us—or that 
we thought might disappear. We have 
bought ahead of our real wants. We have 
had plenty of cash and easygoing credit. 

While we bid for goods, industry bids for 
workers with the lure of higher pay. Ris- 
ing costs all along the line whittle profit 
margins. So up go prices. You cannot get 
much closer to perpetual motion than this 
spinning top of prices, wages, costs, and 
profits. 

We have to stop this wild gyration. It is 
part of our national defense to stop it. 
Communism would love to have inflation 
skid us to insolvency and bankruptcy. 

To stabilize our economy—to protect our 
dollar—we must adopt—and with the ut- 
most speed—a list of drastic limitations to 
slice nondefense spending to the self-de- 
nial level. As I see it, there are four princi- 
pal things we must do: 

1. We must use controls to bring about an 
equitable balance between prices and wages 
to help level off the cost of living; 

2. We must have a drastic boost in taxes 
so we can pay for defense as we go and 
siphon off excess purchasing power; 

3. We must adopt more comprehensive 
limitations on credit to prevent easygoing 
money chasing pell mell after a shrinking 
supply of goods; and 

4. Most important of all, we must vastly 
multiply our production and our productive 
facilities to fill our vital defense needs. 


Members of the House Small Businers 
Committee, 
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All these things are tied together and 
must be treated as part of an integrated pat- 
tern if we are to be successful in staving off 
the enemy without—aggressive communism; 
and the enemy within—ruinous inflation. 

One of the questions in your minds, I'm 
sure, is the effectiveness of our program to 
stabilize the cost of living. 

Since June 1950, we have suffered a large 
and rapid rise in prices. To strike at this 
spiral, we issued a general freeze on prices 
and wages. It was never conceived that 
this action would immediately stop the up- 
ward momentum of the cost of living. But 
it did mark an essential beginning—a basis 
on which an effective control structure could 
be built. It will take several months to 
build this structure. 

Our objective is clear—as quickly as pos- 
sible, to arrive at a price level which can 
be held. We intend to take whatever meas- 
ures are within our power to hold this level, 
and to ask Congress for such additional au- 
thority as we may find we need. 

I want to rciterate that whatever success 
is achieved by direct controls will at best be 
transitory unless they are backed up by & 
balanced, pay-as-you-go Federal budget. 

There's no mistaking that the days ahead 
are going to be tough—and rough—on all of 
us. We're all going to take a cut. Wages 
won't run as high as workers think they 
should. Profits won’t run at the rate that 
business thinks they should. The farmer 
won't get all he wants—and all of us as con- 
sumers will have to get along with less. 

It would be wonderful to find some way 
of curbing inflation that would make every- 
body happy and nobody mad. We would all 
like to have the cost of living drop to bargain 
basement levels. But no one wants to sell 
his goods or services to anyone except the 
highest bidder. This isn’t human selfishness, 
It is simply human nature. We're all for 
controls—the direct kind like wage and price 
freezes—or the indirect kind—like taxes, 
when we think they'll hit the other fellow 
and not us. 

There is no choice but controls when our 
destiny hangs on a trigger, But neither is 
there reason to permit our economy to con- 
geal into a glacial age. I intend to exercise 
every vigilance against it. 

The whole reason for stabilization can be 
put in one short, simple sentence: The con- 
sequences of not accepting limitations now 
would be many times more painful and more 
dangerous than all the temporary limitations 
we impose. 

I, used that word temporary deliberately. 
Not temporary in a sense of a year, but cer- 
tainly not permanent in terms of a genera- 
tion. I do not go along with the Jeremiahs 
who see us hopelessly trapped by controls, 
Or round-shouldered from a load of taxes. 
Or smothered by austerity. 

Barring a full scale attack, I believe that 
2 or 3 years will be as long as we may need 
controls. 

Through self-restraint in our own self-in- 
terest—through common sense acceptance 
of controls—by paying the defense bill as we 
go—by limiting credit, by expanding pro- 
duction—we can fortify our security beyond 
any challenge. 

And we will hasten the day when the dol- 
lar bill can look 100 cents worth of mer- 
chandise squarely in the eye as one equal to 
another. 


STATEMENTS MADE BY ERIc JOHNSTON, Eco- 
NOMIC STABILIZATION ADMINISTRATOR, RE- 
LATING TO INFLATION AND NECESSITY FOR 
CONTROLS—AppREsSS OVER COLUMBIA BROAD- 
CASTING SYSTEM, MARCH 22, 1951 
I want to tell you candidly tonight that 

it seems to me too many of us have too 

much complacency about the dangers of in- 
flation. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Have we forgotten the whole reason why 
we're in this struggle to stabilize the econ- 
omy? 

The reason should be so clear. 

Communism has forced us to prepare for 
the worst—to prepare for other Koreas any- 
where in the world. To fortify ourselves to 
a point where no enemy will dare to attack 
us or attack our allies. We are buying an 
insurance policy against war. 

In light of this, is there anybody who is 
going to trust our security in this emer- 
gency to anything but a powerful military 
defense which in turn is dependent upon a 
robust economy? We are trying to avoid 
war and stabilize the economy. 

And how do we get a powerful military 
defense? 

Like all other important things in life, 
it comes out of our sweat and our toil. Out 
of our factories, our forests, our farms and 
our mines. But most of all, it comes out 
of our determination to do what we must— 
out of our will to see that it’s done. There 
must be a steadfastness of purpose that 
doesn't waver before every gust of wind 
that comes along. 

By next Christmas, we will be spending 
at the rate of more than $50,000,000,000 a 
year for our national defense. This is an 
added load on an economy that already was 
running at full gallop. So the stamina— 
the health—of our economy becomes all-im- 
portant. And it becomes all-important to 
safeguard the strength of our economy from 
the crippling disease of inflation. 

Inflation is already sabotaging our defense 
just as surely as if it carried the red flag of 
international communism, 

Why do I say that? Listen to this: 

Right before me is a list of roughly 150 
items vitally required by the Army, Navy snd 
the Air Force—and all but four have gone 
up i_ price like a soaring kite. 

Here's a certain kind of cable wire—it’s 
up 600 percent, Here's cloth for uniforms— 
it’s up 75 percent in some grades, Here's 
a heavy ack-ack gun—worth about $160,000 
in the middle of last year. What do you 
think its price tag is today? One quarter 
of a million dollars! And I could go on 
endlessly with item after item. 

This is just the same as if half the guns 
on order had been torpedoed on their way 
to a defensive zone. This means we have to 
pay for the same guns twice, for we must 
have the guns, no matter what the expense. 

These aren't deferred purchases. We 
can’t wait around in hope the price will come 
down. We've got to have the guns now. 

Put it another way. Last September we 
boosted the income tax on individuals and 
corporations to raise an estimated $4,500,- 
000,000 for our defense effort, but what has 
happened to the money? The net return 
has been offset by the higher prices Govern- 
ment must pay to fill its military require- 
ments. Inflation has canceled out that tax 
increase. So you and I are stuck twice when 
inflation sticks up Government. 

Many people seem to think price and wage 
controls alone will do the job of licking infla- 
tion, They won't, for they deal only with 
the effects of inflation. They don’t get at 
the causes. 

Price and wage controls are like a lid 
clapped on a boiling kettle. The steam is 
not visible, but it is building up explosive 
pressures underneath the lid. 

We must make an all-out assault on the 
root causes of inflation. We must move 
against it promptly, energetically, and all 
along the line, from all directions all at 
once in a synchronized attack. 

First of all, it means we've got to have a 
balanced Federal budget. 

We must all expect a higher tax bill, 
and I hope the Congress finds it possible to 
enact one soon. 
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The reason for higher taxes is not because 
we have an unbalanced budget now, but to 
pay for our essential military buying in the 
next 12 months. 

Just as important as an anti-inflationary 
tax policy is an anti-infiationary credit 
policy. We've been on a spree of easy 
credit since last June. This means greatly 
increased purchasing power. People bor- 
rowed to buy things. Prices went up be- 
cause of fear buying and because of specu- 
lation, both of them fin^nced in great 
measure by borrowed money. 

Bank loans to business, for example, 
jumped by 18 percent from June of 1950 to 
January of this year—up $8,000,000,C00. 

Inventories are high today by any standard, 
and most of them were built on borrowed 
money. 

And commercial credit isn’t all. Consum- 
er borrowing took a big spurt too. Install- 
ment buying alone vaulted 24 percent last 
year. 

It takes a pretty solid dike to hold back 
an inflationary flood of purchasing power 
like that. So we need further restrictions 
on this flood of credit. 

In the final analysis, the real cure of in- 
flation must rest on sound fiscal policies and 
anti-inflationary credit policies, but we've got 
to do something else, so I want to talk 
frankly to business—to the farmer—and to 
the worker. 

First—to business. 

Last year, business profits hit the highest 
level in our history. From about $28,009,- 
009,000 in 1949, they jumped to more than 
$40,000,000,000 in 1950, without counting in- 
ventory profits. This was before taxes, to be 
sure. But even after taxes and taking into 
full account the 1950 tax bills, profits them- 
selves leaped in 1 year by about 30 percent, 

Business must expect another bite in taxes, 
but it also must expect a tighter squeeze on 
profits. 

I say to the businessman—is this too high 
a price to pay for avoiding war and stabiliz- 
ing the economy? I don’t think so. The 
alternative is inflation. 

Now—agriculture. 

It's essential that agriculture produce to 
the limit as a bulwark of our mobilization 
program and that its production be stim- 
ulated in every way possible. But—like other 
groups in our economy—farmers must look 
at both sides of the coin. 

The biggest single cost in the average 
family budget is for food and fibers produced 
on the farm. 

Since last June, farm prices have risen 
nearly 27 percent. 

These prices can’t continue to rise at this 
rate without shooting up the cost of living 
and swelling the inflationary flood. 

We simply can’t afford to allow food prices 
to keep moving ever upward and expect to 
hold inflation from blowing off the roof. 

I say to the farmer—is this too high a 
price to pay for avoiding war and stabilizing 
the economy? I don’t think so. The al- 
ternative is infiation. 

Now—the worker. 

The big point I want to make here is that 
without stabilization, we have a never-end- 
ing chase between higher prices and higher 
wages. What does this do to the worker? 
In the long run, most of them end up worse 
off than they were before. 

So, I ask the workers to forego demands 
for wage increasés that would break the line 
we're trying to hold against inflation. 

I say to the worker—is this too high a 
price to pay for avoiding war and stabilizing 
the economy? I don't think so. The al- 
ternative is inflation. 

The price of winning the war against in- 
flation comes high. It comes high for every- 
one. 

Is it worth the price? I think it is, and 
I'll tell you why. The price we're going to 
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pay is the best bargain in today’s troubled 

world, 

We are buying a strong economy and a 
sound dollar. We are buying a better future 
for ourselves and our children. We are buy- 
ing a homestake in freedom. 

We are buying security for our right to 
work, to play, to read, to love, and to wor- 
ship as we please. ë 

And, with the help of God, we are buying 
peace. 

STATEMENTS MADE BY ERIC JOHNSTON, ECO- 
NOMIC STABILIZATION ADMINISTRATOR, RE- 
LATING TO INFLATION AND NECESSITY FOR 
ConTROLS—TELEVISION Broapcast, CBS-TV, 
Tue Facts We Face, SUNDAY, Marcu 25, 
1951 


Our job is to protect our dollar—your 
dollar, thé American dollar. We're try- 
ing to stabilize that dollar so it won’t change 
its buying power like a chameleon changes 
color. 

It’s a plain, hard fact that when production 
costs go up, prices climb, too. When one of 
these costs—wages—goes up, when raw ma- 
terials cost more, things cost more to pro- 
duce, and then prices zoom again. That's 
the vicious price-wage spiral, the symptom 
of the deadly disease of inflation. We're 
trying to stop that inflation before it wrecks 
our civilian economy and before it slows 
down our defense program, The Commu- 
nists hope, of course, that we won't be able 
to stop the vicious inflation circle—the circle 
of doom, 

I'll admit that the results to date have not 
been on the spectacular side. We have not 
licked inflation * * * - 10t yet, that is. 
That takes time. But we also see the first 
signs of hope. 

I wonder how many people realize the con- 
nection between our efforts to stabilize our 
economy and the job of turning out the ma- 
terials of defense? Here's what happens. 
Our military leaders go before Congress and 
ask for so many billions of dollars for equip- 
ment. Congress looks over the proposals, 
finds them sound, grants the money. That 
takes time. The contracts are let; that takes 
time. As soon as factories are tooled up and 
the skilled workers put on the job; again 
that takes time; production starts rolling. 
So far, so good. The weapons we need for 
the preservation of freedom here and over- 
seas then begin pouring off the production 
lines. 

Much of this industrial mechanism is 
financed by credit—and every borrowed dol- 
lar—commercial or otherwise—adds to the 
total amount of money in circulation. Peo- 
ple and businesses begin buying up ma- 
terials they think will become scarce—and 
that starts a wave of anticipatory, specula- 
tive buying. Prices are bid up. There is the 
start of inflation. Inflation knocks the pins 
out from under our mainstay * * * the 
American dollar. Today, the weapons we're 
producing cost more than we had planned. 
We can’t get the numbers we need for the 
money we have, so back to Congress go our 
military men to ask for more money. In 
effect, we may have to pay twice for the 
same weapons. f 

Where does the money come from? Well, 
not from any mysterious source. It’s not 
Government money—it’s our money. It 
comes from taxes, increased taxes. It comes 
from corporations, It comes from business- 
men and from farmers, and from workers— 
from everyone. 

We don't want any further bidding up of 
prices. We've got to stop the suicidal prac- 
tice of helping inflation by anticipatory buy- 
ing. Let’s face it. Sacrifices are being called 
for in many ways. I don’t think anyone 
consciously wants to help the enemy, but 
uncontrolled advance buying will do that. 

Two days after I took office, we put 
through the freeze on both prices and wages. 
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We had to start somewhere and the law un- 
der which we are trying to stabilize the 
econamy ties prices and wages closely to- 
gether. We knew the freeze wouldn’t be fair 
to all—either for merchants or workers. We 
knew some people would be squeezed and we 
knew that others would make profits that 
were out of line. But we figured we'd then 
have time to correct any unfairness; and 
we're doing just that. We're thawing the 
general freeze as we go along, and putting 
specific freezes into effect, in fairness to 
every group, and to the public generally. 
We know that inflation is poison, especially 
to those people whose income is fixed. The 
people on pensions, the widows. living on 
insurance annuities; teachers, white collar 
workers, institutions with endowments. 
Their dollars have not been buying them 
what they need. To stabilize our economy 
restore the dollar’s strength—requires a deli- 
cate adjustment between wages and prices. 
There has to be a balance, a balance we 
normally have in a world at peace. It takes 
time to get back on the level. 

People have come to me and complained 
about prices being way out of line with 
wages. We've had to develop a policy for 
what we're going to do, and I think I can 
explain that policy very clearly. Prices for 
raw materials and manufacturer's prices will 
be rolled back to pre-Korean levels. We're 
working on that now, and the results are ex- 
pected to show up in retail stores this sum- 
mer. But don’t expect to pay what you paid 
for articles in the period before the invasion 
of Korea. Remember that wages and other 
costs have gone up, too. These true increased 
costs of production will be passed along the 
line. But, by and large, the roll-back at the 
producer's level will act to hold prices in line 
for the consumer buying at retail. 

There will be shortages. But shortages, 
real shortages, have not yet made their ap- 
pearance. There’s a delay between the time 
military equipment is ordered, and the time 
it is delivered. Factories are in the retool- 
ing stage right now; the real impact of mo- 
bilization on civilian supplies will not be 
felt for some months. That's why we're 
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bilization, to forestall an uncontrolled, run- 
away inflation that might come otherwise 
when industry's conversion to defense work 
has really taken place. It might be a good 
thing now if we were to practice the kind 
of self-control that we will have to undergo 
later—if we make it a point to buy only 
what we need and buy only when we need 
it. That's sound practice for everyone—for 
the housewife who goes shopping, for the 
worker, the farmer, and the businessman. 

First of all, we must have a balanced 
Federal budget. Most people think taxes 
are too high now. They are high—but 
not high enough for this inflationary year. 
They are not high enough to pay for the 
defense bill as we go—in cash—instead of 
putting it on the cuff. We must all expect 
a higher tax bill. I hope Congress finds 
it possible to enact these higher taxes soon— 
not because we have an unbalanced budg- 
et now, but to pay for our essential mili 
buying in the next 12 months, Do you think 
that’s too high a price to pay for avoiding 
war and stabilizing the economy? I don't. 

We've been on a spree of easy credit since 
last June. People borrowed to buy things. 
Bank loans to business jumped $8,000,000,- 
000 from June to January. Inventories were 
built on borrowed money. Consumer bor- 
rowing took a big spurt—installment buying 
alone jumped 24 percent last year. We need 
further restrictions on this flood of credit. 
That's not too high a price to pay for avoid- 
ing war and stabilizing the economy. 

There must be additional control over 
rents. We had been in the process of elim- 
inating wartime rent controls. Now, because 
of the demand for adequate housing around 
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Army, Navy, and Air Force bases, and near 
defense plants, rent controls must be re- 
stored. That’s part of the job of stabilizing 
our economy, and it’s part of the job of keep- 
ing the prices for the necessities of life 
under control. 

The real cure for inflation must get 
at all these things—it rests on sound fiscal 
policies, on anti-inflationary credit policies, 
and on sacrifices by business, by farmers, by 
workers, by everyone. 

Business must expect another bite in taxes 
and also a tighter squeeze on profits. Last 
year, after the 1950 tax bill was paid, busi- 
ness profits had leaped over the previous 
year by about 30 percent. We simply can't 
afford to let the rate of profits go on shoot- 
ing upward without blowing off the roof. 
Is this too high a price to pay for avoiding 
war and stabilizing the economy? I don't 
think so. The alternative is inflation. 

It’s essential that agriculture produce to 
the limit, and that food production be stim- 
ulated in every way possible. But farmers 
must look at both sides of the coin. The 
biggest single cost in the average family 
budget is for foods and fibers produced on 
the farm. Farm prices have risen nearly 27 
Percent since last June, These prices can’t 
continue to rise at this rate without 
swelling the inflationary flood. We simply 
can't afford to allow food prices to keep 
going up and expect to hold the roof on our 
economic house. 

I have a word to say to job-holders, too; 
to the workers of America. Without sta- 
bilization, we will have a never-ending chase 
of wages after prices. What does this do to 
workers? In the long run, most of them 
end up worse off than they were before. So 
I ask the workers to forego demands for 
wage increases that would break the line 
we're trying to- hold. I say to the worker 
is this too high a price to pay for avoiding 
the war and stabilizing the economy? I 
don’t think so, 

If we're not willing to pay these fair prices 
to stabilize our economy and avoid war, 
then the inflationary flood will sweep over 
us, and that’s just what the Communists 
are hoping for. 

The enemy we must mobilize to resist ey- 
erywhere is aggressive communism. But I’m 
concerned about whether we aren’t too com- 
placent about the Communist threat. 

We blow hot and cold. That’s a luxury 
of emotion we can't afford—that’s the kind 
of attitude that could be our downfall, 

. The enemy we must defeat at home is 
inflation. The way to smash inflation is to 
accept the sacrifices we know must be made. 
We must hold our borrowing in check. We 
must pay our debts and not spend beyond 
our income, We must save our money—in 
Government bonds or in the other ways 
we've saved in the past. We must look for 
higher taxes and pay them, in order to pay 
for the defense we need here, and that our 
allies need abroad. We must expect smaller 
profits in business, and we must keep wages 
and prices in line—all along the line. 

Meeting this challenge will not be easy 
—for businessman, wage-earner, or farmer. 
But it must be met if we are to beat infla- 
tion. This price we must pay is still a cheap 
price, for with our sacrifice we are buying 
freedom. We are buying peace. There are 
no other price tags on peace and freedom— 
they can be bought only with courage and 
sacrifice. 

STATEMENTS MADE BY ERIC JOHNSTON, ECO- 
NOMIC STABILIZATION ADMINISTRATOR, RE- 
LATING TO INFLATION AND NECESSITY FOR 
CONTROLS, HOTEL SHERMAN, CHICAGO, JOINT 
DINNER OF THE STATE STREET COUNCIL AND 
THE CHICAGO ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCE AND 
INDUSTRY, TUESDAY, APRIL 10, 1051 
The way I see it, controls have got to jus- 

tify themselves on the self-interest score for 
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the whole American community, or we'd 
better write them off the books now. I think 
you know that I'm no special pleader for 
controls, I am not having any truck with 
anyone who'd like to use controls in this 
emergency to convert our democratic capi- 
talism into something else. 

Now I'm for anything that will save me a 
dollar in unnecessary taxes. And so are you. 
Sometimes we say there’s nothing worse this 
side of purgatory than paying taxes, but 
there is. 

It’s worse to have to pay taxes twice for 
the same thing. And that’s what inflation 
has forced us to do. ; 

We all know that last fall, Congress passed 
a multibillion-dollar tax bill to increase in- 
come taxes on individuals and on corpora- 
tions. What happened to the money? Didn't 
it buy the planes and ships and tanks and 
guns that we ordered for our program of de- 
fense? It was supposed to. 

It didn't. Inflation stole the whole take 
from that new tax bill. It was wiped out by 
the higher prices that the Defense Depart- 
ment had to pay. It was just the same as 
though some enemy had shot down a few 
squadrons of our planes or had torpedoed a 
few shipments of tanks on their way to some 
outpost of defense. 

So we have to haul out our wallets again 
to pay for things we thought we had already 
bought with our tax money. 

Here are just a few examples of inflation’s 
dirty work. 

Before Korea, a heavy antiaircraft gun 
cost $160,000. What do you think it costs 
now? A quarter of a milion dollars. 

Our troops in Korea use the Garand M-1 
rifle. Last June, that rifle came at $41 a 
copy. Today, when we set out to supply our 
soldiers in Korea or anywhere else with the 
Garand M-1, the price tag is $64. 

Before Korea, we were paying $5.72 a pair 
for combat service boots. Today, it costs 
$10.91. in tax money for a pair. 

I have merely plucked an item here and 

an item there from a list of several hundred 
items, but I think they're enough to show 
you where our tax money went. Inflation 
does a thorough job of thievery when it 
really gets to prowling. 
But we've still got to have the rifles and 
the guns and the boots and everything else 
that our troops require, no matter what they 
cost, so there’s a new tax bill in the works. 

Suppose we hadn't adopted controls last 
January? Suppose prices had gone on climb- 
ing at the same dizzy rate as they did be- 
tween Korea and controls? Do you think 
we'd be talking about one tax bill? 

No, we'd be talking about two, or three, 
or four, and each of them taking a heftier 
bite out of our pocketbooks, 

Do you think we'd be talking about a bal- 
anced budget and a pay-as-you-go tax system 

No, prices would be so many jumps ahead, 
we would have little chance to overtake them. 

This isn’t going to happen in the future— 
because we have controls. Controls have 
stopped the dizzy dervish dance of prices. 
From now on we won't be paying twice for 
the same rifle, the same antiaircraft gun, and 
the same combat boots. 

Do you know any better reason for con- 
trols? I don’t. That’s a first big reason 
why controls are justifying their existence 
and paying their freight. 

Now suppose we take a look at controls 
and civilian goods. 

What’s the difference between paying twice 
for a Garand rifle or for household needs? 

We all remember that our economy was a 
bustling operation before the Communists 
attacked in Korea. The national workshop 
had a taker for almost everything it could 
make, and there were no serious shortages 
of anything. 
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Korea put us in the arsenal business once 
again. We all knew, or should have known, 
that there's a lag of a year to 18 months 
between the time you order military equip- 
ment and the time that it’s delivered. 

But we disregarded this fact. We suc- 
cumbed to fear. We engaged in an orgy of 
fear buying, of scare buying, of anticipation 
buying, of speculative buying, of buying for 
hoarding. 

We bought ahead of our real needs. We 
took money out of the sock and from under 
the mattress; cashed in bonds and tapped 
our bank accounts because everything in 
sight looked like a bargain in the fear it 
might not be there very long. 

Credit was free and easy. We borrowed 
on insurance, and we borrowed from the 
bank. We all did it—the consumer, the re- 
tailer, the jobber, the manufacturer. Com- 
mercial bank loans jumped $9,000,000,000. 

We were putting things in the closet, in 
the attic and the basement—and deep down 
in the freezer. Business put them in the, 
warehouse, the back room, and on the shelf. 
inventories shot way up all along the line. 

No wonder prices took a kite ride. And 
inflation got a booster shot when the Chinese 


Communists intervened in November in' 


Korea, 

It looked as if the sky was the limit. So 
on last January 26 we put on controls, and 
inflation got a blow. 

So did fear buying; so did anticipation 
buying; so did speculation buying; so did 
hoarding. And the economy is leveling off 
into better balance. We are no longer 
haunted by the nightmare fear that touched 
off the panic buying of 9 months ago. 

Do you know any better reason for con- 
trols? I don’t. - 

And that’s a second big reason why con- 
trols are justifying their existence and pay- 
ing their freight. 

I don’t contend that price and wage con- 
trols are a granite dam against inflation, 
They aren't. But they are sandbags for a 
dike against inflation, and they have pro- 
tected ùs from being engulfed by inflation- 
ary pressures upstream. 


We must still deal with these upstream 


pressures if we want to dry up infiation at 
the source. That includes higher taxes and 
firmer policies on credit, but controls have 
given us a badly needed breathing spell. We 
had to have a breather to evolve a compre- 
hensive stabilization program, for it isn’t 
something you can do in a few days with a 
couple of directives. 

What can we expect controls to do in the 
months ahead? 

There's a widespread impression—and I 
get it every day in my office—that the worst 
of inflation is over. I don’t need to tell you 
that some goods are not moving as fast as 
they did, and some prices seem to be soften- 
ing. You know these things better than I do. 

And you know there are still no great 
shortages in civilian commodities. We can 
still buy automobiles and refrigerators and 
washing machines and radios. There's a sur- 
plus in the Federal Treasury, and the war 
news has tended more on the optimistic than 
the pessimistic side. 

So why controls? Wouldn't we be better 
off without them? That question is thrown 
at me all the time. I wish I could agree, 
but I can't. 

I can't agree for a very good reason. The 
tempo of our production is stepping up and 
will roll at an accelerated clip from now on. 
The blueprints are becoming guns and tanks 
that are rolling off the assembly lines. 

The things we are making for defense 
have no use to the civilian consumer, but 
they will vastly increase the purchasing 
power of those who make them. And this 
purchasing power will compete for a cur- 
tailed supply of civilian goods. It’s a new 
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and powerful inflationary pressure against 

the sandbags of stabilization. And unless 

these sandbags hold, the whole defense pro- 
gram is endangered. 

We will need more and tighter sandbags 
of controls when we're actually spending 
$50,000,000,000 for defense, as we will be by 
next Christmas. Less steel, less rubber, less 
wool, less copper, tins and lead for civilians 
spell the necessity for a stronger stabiliza- 
tion dike. 

There'll be shortages. Shortages and more 
money—that’s right up inflation's alley. 
That’s its meat. 

So I ask you to appraise controls in the 
light of what might happen by next Christ- 
mas. 

In view of the surging pressures of infla- 

tion that are certain to sweep down upon us 

as our defense program really swings into 
high, I think you'll find that controls have 
not worn out their welcome. 

I think this will be true of the farmer, 
of the worker, and ef the consumer—of all 
of us. For controls are the best assurance 
that we can hold the dike of stabilization. 

We need the utmost cooperation of every 
group in eur economy, and in return I can 
assure them all that in my agency we are 
not out to sock anybody. 

There is nobedy in my shop in Washington 
who is out to sock business.. There is no- 
body in my shop who is out to sock the 
farmer. There is nobody in my shop who is 
out to sock labor. 

We are out to see that everybody gets a 
fair shake—and nobody gets a special favor, 

We cannot ask—I win not ask—the busi- 
nessman to give up more than his neighbor 
in the national community. But he must 
give up something. 

We cannot ask—I will not ask—the worker 
to give up more than his neighbor in the 
national community. But he must give up 
something. 

We cannot ask—I will not ask—the farmer 
to give up more than his neighbor in the 
national community. But he must give up 
something. 

In this disturbed world, we must prepare 
for the worst—while hoping for the best. We 
know that we cannot hope for the best and 
prepare for the worst unless a stabilized 
economy underlies our whole rearmament 
program. 
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We are facing the deadliest peril of our 
times. Communism has put it up to us— 
that if we choose to live, we cannot live to 
choose. And inflation has put it up to us— 
that if we choose a stabilized economy, we 
must live with controls for a couple of years 
during this rearmament period. 

We have chosen to live, so we have chosen 
to mobilize against the worst the enemy 
outside could do. That enemy is aggres- 
sive communism. 

And we have chosen a stabilized economy, 
so we have chosen to control the enemy 
inside, That enemy is inflation. 

The public doghcuse is always yawning 
and waiting for any group in our society 
that is guilty of excesses and tries to throw 
its weight around to gain unfair political and 
economic privilege for itself. 

And once any group gets in the public 
doghouse, it’s a long, hard pull to get out 
of it—even on parole. And it’s a longer 
pull before it’s back in the master bed- 
room. 

Inflation —our enemy inside—has been 
only feeling out our defenses up to now. 
Its grand chance to turn our economy topsy- 
turvy is coming up. A few months from 
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now, millions of our workers will be turn- 
ing out more and more goods that have no 
consumer value. A bazooka, for instance. 
It costs plenty to make in money, materials 
and time, but what use is it to the house- 
wife? 

Just the same, the workers in the muni- 
tions plants and the soldiers who use their 
product and everybody else connected with 
defense will be paid for their time; and their 
earnings will compete for the output of other 
workers who are still producing for civilian 
demands. 

By year end we're going to spend more 
than $50,000,000,000 for the weapons and 
tools of preparedness. We'll be using more 
than 15,000,000 tons of steel—and more than 
half a million tons of aluminum. 

That’s when inflation can get in its real 
licks. That’s when prices will be straining 
at every leash we can tie to them. That’s 
when we get the big, sharp headache of how 
to distribute the essentials of food and 
clothing and shelter to those who are least 
able to pay higher prices. 

We are deluding ourselves if we look at 
every little price dip and every little lull 
in the whirl of inflation as an indication 
that the worst is over. 

But I want to say this with all the em- 
phasis at my command: there is no slightest 
evidence, anywhere, that inflation is in gen- 
eral retreat. 

That's why we have controls on prices and 
on wages now; and that’s why I am urging 
a full measure of cooperation so those con- 
trols will have a chance to work. There'd be 
no excuse for controls if we weren’t harness- 
ing so much of our horsepower and our man- 
power to production for defense. 

Controls are designed to see that every- 
body—not just the rich and powerful—but 
everybody—can weather this emergency with 
a decent standard of living. Controls can 
equalize the sacrifices. That’s the sole justi- 
fication for them, But it's a fair and square 
one. 

I know that business works hardest 
through incentives, like good profits. 

I know that farmers will step up produc- 
tion when prices are high. 

And I know that labor works hardest for 
higher pay. 

But we can't jockey among ourselves for 
preferred positions at the starting post in 
this defense economy without the burden 
falling hardest on those least able to bear 
it. We must all understand that each group 
of us must yield a little here and yield a 
little there for the common good now—and 
for the better future. 

Since I've been on this job as Economic 
Stabilizer, I’ve discovered that every time a 
step is taken to bring all elements into 
strong-line formation against inflation, I'm 
accused by some groups of trying to appease 
other groups. 

Now in normal times, I wouldn’t put a 
feather’s weight of influence against busi- 
ness—or labor—or agriculture—for going 
after higher profits, or higher pay, or higher 
prices. That is natural to our free economy. 
The free market is the homestead of Amer- 
ica’s democratic capitalism. In normal 
times, I like to see the liveliest kind of com- 
petition for shares in the national income 
dollar. It's the trade-mark of a healthy so- 
ciety. 

But these aren't normal times. We can’t do 
normal things. The community interest 
comes first. The group interest must come 
second. 

I ask business, labor, and agriculture to- 
night, Is future freedom worth a fair meas- 
ure of restraint today? I believe with all 
my heart it is. The sooner all of us accept 
our full share of sacrifice, the sooner we will 
be through with the vast job of defense, and 
the sooner we can return to the freedom we 
all desire so much, 
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“Stabilization and mobilization must go 
forward together, For mobilize we must— 
and mobilize we will. There is no confusion 
about that in our minds. That's not a 
Washington decision.” 

That’s the decision of 150,000,000 Ameri- 
can people who know we can’t talk turkey 
to communism with a feather duster. 

If communism had decided to live in the 
world community in a law-abiding way and 
stay out of other people’s households, why, 
that was fine with us. Or it could live 
alone and like it, for all we cared. It had 
& fair choice. But it gave us none. It’s 
aggression has left us no alternative except 
to mobilize—and to stabilize. That’s why 
we've got an emergency. 

I regard my job as something between 
the functions of a traffic cop and a non- 
skid bath mat. Which is another way of 
saying that I have tried to slow down the 
panic rush of money chasing after goods 
and tried to keep the buying power of the 
dollar from slipping any further. 

If we can do these things in the next 2 
years or so, we'll be over the big hump— 
and without being all out of breath and 
energy from the climb. 

We will have a stockpile of arms so ample 
and a defense production capacity so big 
that an aggressor anywhere will count 10 
before he speaks—and then bite his tongue 
before he speaks at all, And—God willing— 
we may padlock the loaded gambling den 
of war. 5 

More than that, we will have a produc- 
tion potential for civilian goods that dwarfs 
all going records. 

And we can be rid of controls. I have 
said it before—many times—but I repeat 
it now—that the sooner we can toss out 
controls—and the sooner my agency can 
close up shop—the more I'll rejoice. My 
burning ambition is to scoop everybody 
with a proposal to write controls off the 
books. And that’s exactly what I'm going 
to do the minute I feel controls are no longer 
necessary. 

I wish I could skip over the perils of infla- 
tion as blithely as they have. But I can’t. 
Not and live with the facts of it every day. 

Let me retrace the story, very briefly: 

When Korea touched off a wave of fear- 
buying last summer, the cost of living be- 
came a regular fugitive from the flood, 
climbing higher and higher—from pinnacle 
to pinnacle—to escape the dangerous waters 
rolling underneath, 

So in January we threw up a dam of 
price and wage controls. And the rate of the 
rise in prices was checked. Panicky fear- 
buying was stopped. The economy has 
leveled off into better balance. 

But as we look ahead in my- agency, we 
are painfully conscious that so far we have 
had only a flash-flood of inflation. And I 
mean compared to what we could have by 
early winter without the sternest kind of 
steps to counteract it. 

Rising headwaters for a new inflation flood 
are churning toward us from upstream. By 
Christmastime, our defense production will 
be really rolling. It will be augmenting the 
national purchasing power on a lavish scale. 
By the first quarter of next year, the rate of 
national income will be thirty-seven and a 
half billion dollars more than in the first 
quarter of this year. That 12 percent in- 
crease is a tremendous inflationary force. 

That's the way it stands. That's what's 
coming up. That's why we must continue to 
strengthen the dam against inflation. 

But what are the fear salesmen doing. 
They are off on another tangent. They are 
wringing your hands for you about deflation. 
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Now let's examine the prospectus to see 
if these goose-pimple peddlers have got any- 
thing. What’s in the cards? 

It’s really quite simple—if it weren’t so 
downright stupendous. 

We are launched on a 2-year production 
expansion plan.. I like to call it a 2-year- 
security plan. The blueprints are dovetail- 
ing. The raw stock is flowing in. The ma- 
chines are warming up. We are going to 
augment the actual output of our national 
workshop by fabulous proportions and aug- 
ment its potential output even more. 

We are going to stockpile acres of military 
gear of every kind—guns and tanks and 
planes, and down to sewing kits and can- 
teens. But more importantly, we are going 
to fatten out the facilities to make those 
things in a hurry and in the latest models— 
in such quantity—and in such quality, to 
meet any test of our security. 

Barring all-out, sudden war, we will reach 
that high pitch of production in about 2 
years. Our mobilization and stabilization 
plans are aiming dead ahead at what I call 
S-day for security day. 

The magnitude of what we'll have on 
S-day leaves you sort of gasping. Here's 
steel. Our steel capacity has already 


“boomed. We can make it at the rate of 108,- 


000,00 tons a year today. By 1953, we expect 
to make it at the rate of 117,000,000 tons, 
That's 22,000,000 tons more than at the peak 
of World War II. 

And here's aluminum. Today, we can 
make it at the rate of 800,000 tons a year. 
By 1953, we expect to make it at the rate of 
1,300,000 tons a year. And that’s 60 per- 
core more than the output as of June in 

Then there is electric power. Today, our 
capacity is 67,500,000,000 kilowatts. Within 
3 years, we expect a potential of 89,500,000,- 
000—an increase of 30 percent. 

And what goes for steel and aluminum 
and power, goes in the same proportion for 
railroad cars and coal, for oil, for synthetic 
rubber, for chemicals, and for agricultural 
products. 

By sheer coincidence, we are cranking up 
for this 2-year production spin at the same 
moment that Russia is crowing about com- 
pletion of its latest 5-year plan. Do you 
know any better reason for our expansion? I 
don’t. 

I believe in taking Russia’s arithmetic at 
its face value. It's safer to believe it than 
to doubt it. And the first thing Russia tells 
us is that is over-all production in 1950 hit 
an all-time high. How high is up? That’s 
what we need to know. 

We get a better glimmer of what's going 
on in Russia, if we stack the Russian figures 
up against our own. 

Here’s coal. Russia says she mined 286,- 
000,000 tons in 1950. We mined 556,000,000 
tons. 

Here’s oil. Russia pumped 52,000,000 tons 
in 1950. We pumped 298,000,000 tons. 

And here's steel—it’s worth a little story 
of its own. The cold figures show that Rus- 
sia turned out 28,00,000 tons of steel in 1950, 
while we produced about 97,000,000 tons. 

Much of Russia’s steel—and she keeps this 

figure a dark secret—went for military pur- 
poses. Most of our steel went for civilian 
uses. 
Now look at the steel figures from another 
slant. The increase alone in our steel ca- 
pacity by S-day will be about three-fourths 
of Russia’s total output at the end of its 
5-year plan. 

Maybe we think this looks pretty good for 
our side. But how can we take any solid 
comfort in it? I don’t think we can—not as 
long as communism is wandering around 
with a bayonet in its hand. Any Commu- 
nist production gain has got to be a goal 
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for us—not a hitching post. There's no se- 
curity for us—absolutely none—in keeping 
just a few production laps ahead of Russia. 
We must so outstrip her that even a Kremlin 
mind will understand the insanity of ag- 
gression. 

_ I think we all know how Russia managed 
to produce this relatively handsome tablet ui 
of key commodities. There was a Lazarus 
underneath the table, for the Russian people 
had to live on orumbs to fatten the larder 
for war. 

The Kremlin never gave ita people a mo- 
ment to relax between the starvation diet 
of the last war and the onset of the mew 
5-year plan. 5 

The Russian workers have sweated 48 hours 
a week—plus so-called voluntary hours on 
their so-called days of rest, which could mean 
anything. 

We have stuck to 40 and 44 hours, 

Russia has taken and Russia will take, 
the shoes off the feet of its people and the 
clothes off their backs to challenge our 
powerhouse. We haven't even scraped the 
jam from the breakfast toast. 

This production capacity of ours is our 
El Dorado—and it’s our guardian angel. It’s 
our security. 

But what are the fear salesmen clamoring 
about? 

Why, they are asking what we’re going to 
do with all our steel capacity after “S-day’’? 
What are we going to do with all our oil? 
What are we going to do with all our rail- 
road cars? And all our aluminum? And 
all our electric power? 

What are we going to do with this genie 
of new plant capacity? 

They look ahead to the end of our 2-year 
production expansion plan and see a danger- 
ous avalanche of goods to drug the market 

and founder the economy. 

They look ahead not to security day for 
America but to bust day for America. 

Now of course the fear salesmen could 
be right. There's always that chance. They 
are making a long-shot bet, and Gloomy Gus 
has as much chance to win on a long shot as 
anyone else. 

I am making no long-shot wagers. I'm 
taking a side bet against the fear salesmen 
on the basis of their own past record. They 
have far more often been wrong—than right. 

In every one of our emergencies, these 
dealers in calamity have predicted collapse 
and ruination. But while they howled at 
the moon like frightened coyotes, the Ameri- 
can Nation went on working and growing 
and expanding and prospering. 

Remember 1942? As far back as that, our 
fear merchants were hawking a postwar de- 
pression as a sure inside tip. We hadn't hit 
Normandy Beach—and we hadn't begun the 
island hop in the Pacific, but we doused with 
the drizzly prediction of eight to ten million 
jobless as soon as the shooting was over. 

But what happened? We didn’t have a 
depression. We didn’t have bread lines. The 
farmer had his best years in history, We 
had record employment. Record business. 
Record incomes. We had expansion, not de- 
pression. 

And in spite of our huge working force and 
in spite of our enormously greater produc- 
tion, Korea caught us with shortages of 
everything—including manpower. We were 
so short of steel that we had a gray market 
in it most of the time and a black market 
in it every now and then. 

The fear salesmen of the war years were 
bad guessers. They failed to allow for the 
long-corralled civilian wants in 1945. They 
failed to allow for the vitality of an economy 
that had known almost full employment 
and good prices for a long stretch of years. 

They failed to allow for the new appetites 
created in a vast working force. I think 

they are failing to allow for those same things 
all over again. 
k The fear salesmen tell us we might as well 
draw the fires when mobilization is com- 
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plete. I think we have shaken off the fos- 
silized doctrine that production is a fine 
battle ory but a poor partner in peace. 

Isn't this land too opulent in talent and 
too rich in ingenious minds to mistake the 
ravens of calamity for the owls of common 
senso? 

I I think the fear mongers are misreading 
thte American success story. 

It’s one of the greatest stories ever told, 
and it can't be told twice the same way. 
The plot can’t be outlined in advance. 
There is no keeping up with the speeding 
pen of American destiny. i 

I don't know what America is going to 
look like 10 years from now, but I'm sure of 
one thing: the theme of the American suc- 
cess story won’t change. For America is 
now and always has been the land of cal- 
culated risk. The United States was born 
as a political and social risk—with the cards 
stacked against it—and the dynamo of our 
economy is risk. We thrive on risk—be- 
cause—we put freedom first. 

I believe the American success story is 
only in its opening chapters. Clean, bright 
pages are ahead of us. Together, we can in- 
scribe them with braver, bolder, more re- 
warding chapters, and together we can share 
in a new abundance of the fruits of the 
earth. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question re- 
curs on the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed 


The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: Page 65, line 17, 


strike out (t) Section” and insert “Src. 
111. The presently designated section.” 


The committee amendment 
agreed to. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at the end of the small defense 
plants amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas, 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the next committee amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: Page 65, line 23, 


strike out 1953“ and insert in lieu thereof 
“1952.” 


Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment to the committee 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Corn of Kan- 
sas to the committee amendment: On page 
65, line 23 after the figure “1952”, insert 
“Provided, That all authority conferred un- 
der title IV shall terminate at the close of 
August 15, 1951.” 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, what 
page is that amendment on? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s 
amendment is to page 65, line 23, follow- 
ing the figures 1952“ in line 23. 

Mr. PATMAN. And what is the 
amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objec- 
tion, the clerk will re-report the amend- 
ment, 

There was no objection. 


was 
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(The Clerk again read the amend- 
ment.) 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. SPENCE. Does this mean that 
price control ends on August 15? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is not a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Kansas, 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. Col of Kan- 
sas) there were—ayes 28, noes 147. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question re- 
curs on the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr, Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is it an amend- 
ment to the committee amendment? 

Mr. SPENCE. It is not. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is it a committee 
amendment, 


Mr. SPENCE. It is not a committee 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
recognize the gentleman later to offer 
his amendment. The Clerk will report 
the next committee amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Committee amendment: Page 65, line 24, 
strike out the following: 


“TITLE II—MISCELLANEOUS 


“Sec. 201. The Housing and Rent Att of 
1947, as amended, is hereby repealed, except 
that as to offenses committed, or rights or 
liabilities incurred, prior to such repeal, the 
provisions of said act and regulations, or- 
ders, and requirements thereunder shall be 
treated as still remaining in full force for the 
purpose of sustaining any proper suit, ac- 
tion, or prosecution with respect to any such 
right, liability, or offense. The President 
shall administer the powers, duties, and 
functions under this section through the new 
independent agency created pursuant to sec- 
tion 403 of the Defense Production Act of 
1950. The President may provide for the 
transfer to the new independent agency cre- 
ated pursuant to section 403 of the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 of any of the func- 
tions, records, property, personnel, and unex- 
pended balances of appropriations, alloca- 
tions, and other funds of the Office of the 
Housing Expediter. Any employees of the 
Office of the Housing Expediter not so trans- 
ferred shall unless transferred to other posi- 
tions in the Government be separated from 
the service. The President shall make such 
provisions as he shall deem appropriate for 
the termination and liquidation of the af- 
fairs of the Office of the Housing Expediter, 
and until such action is taken by the Presi- 
dent the Office of the Housing Expediter 
shall be continued. For the purposes of de- 
termining the status of employees trans- 
ferred to the agency administering functions 
provided for in this act and in the Defense 
Production Act of 1950, as amended by this 
act, they shall be deemed to be transferred 
in connection with a transfer of functions. 

“Sec. 202. (a) The President shall admin- 
ister the powers, functions, and duties under 
this section, and for the purpose of exercis- 
ing such powers, functions, and duties as the 
President may delegate any power or author- 
ity conferred upon him by this section to 
any officer or agency of the Government, and 
he may authorize such redelegations by that 
officer or agency as the President may deem 
appropriate. 
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“(b) Section 215 of the Independent Offices 

Appropriation Act, 1946 (59. Stat. 106, 134), 
and section 213 of the Independent Offices 
Appropriation Act, 1947 (60 Stat. 60, 81), are 
hereby repealed. Any allocations made or 
committed, or priorities granted, for the de- 
livery, of any housing materials or facilities 
under any regulation or order issued under 
the authority contained in Public Law 388, 
Seventy-ninth Congress, and before the date 
‘of enactment of this act with respect to vet- 
erans of World War II, their immediate fam- 
ilies, and others, shall remain in full force 
and effect. 
„e) In order to assure preference or prior- 
ity to persons who at any time during the 
effective period of this act, are serving, or 
‘have since September 16, 1940, served, in the 
active military or naval forces of the United 
States (hereinafter referred to in this section 
as veterans) or their families— 

“(1) no housing accommodations designed 
for single-family residence the construction 
or conversion of which has been completed 
since June 30, 1947, shall be offered for sale 
or resale, or sold or resold, to persons other 
than veterans or their families, unless such 
housing accommodations have been publicly 
offered for sale exclusively to veterans or 
their families (a) during the period of con- 
struction or conversion and for 30 days 
thereafter, prior to a sale or offering for sale 
to such nonveterans, and (b) for a period of 
7 days prior to a resale, or an offering for 
resale, to such nonveterans; and 

“(2) no housing accommodations designed 
for occupancy by other than transients, the 
construction or, conversion of which has 
been completed since June 30, 1947, shall be 
offered for rent or rerent, rented or rerented 
to persons other than veterans or their fami- 
lies, unless such housing accommodations 
have been publicly offered for rent exclu- 
sively to veterans or their families (a) dur- 
ing the period of construction or conversion 
and for 30 days thereafter, prior to a first 
renting or offering for rent to such non- 
veterans, and (b) for a period of 7 days 
prior to a subsequent renting, or offering for 
rent, to such nonveterans; and 
i: “(8) no housing accommodations designed 
fcr single family residence, the construction 
or conversion of which has been completed 
since June 30, 1947, shall be offered for sale 
or resale, or sold or resold, to any person at 
a price less than the price for which it had 
been last offered for sale to veterans or their 
families for at least 7 days: Provided, how- 
ever, That in no event shall the public of- 
fering period to veterans or their families 
total less than 30 days in any first or original 
sale as required by paragraph (1) of this 
subsection; and 

“(4) no housing accommodations designed 
for occupancy by other than transients, the 
construction or conversion of which has been 
completed since June 30, 1947, shall be of- 
fered for rent or rerent, or rented or rerented, 
to any person at a price less than the price 
for which it had been last offered for rent 
to veterans or their families for at least 7 
days: Provided, however, That in no event 
shall the public offering period to veterans 
or their families total less than 30 days in 
any first or original renting as required by 
paragraph (2) of this subsection. 

„d) As used in this section— 

“(1) The term ‘person’ shall include an 
individual, corporation, partnership, associa- 
tion, or any other group of per- 
sons; or a representative of any of the fore- 
going. 

“(2) The term ‘housing accommodations’ 
shall include, without limitation, any bulld- 
ing, structure, or part thereof, or land ap- 
purtenant thereto, or any real or personal 
property, designed, constructed, or con- 
verted for dwelling or residential purposes, 
together with all privileges, services, or fa- 
cilitics in connection therewith; industrially 
made or prefabricated houses, sections, 
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panels, or their aggregate as a ‘package’ 


“designed or constructed for dwelling or resi- 


dential purposes; and a certificate, deposit, 
membership, stock interest, or undivided in- 
terest in real estate, under a cooperative 
mutual ownership or similar plan, which. 
carries with it the right of occupancy of in- 
dividual dwelling units. 

“(e) The President is authorized to issue 
regulations and orders prescribing the man- 
ner in which such housing accommodations 
shall be publicly offered in good faith for 
sale or rent to veterans or their families and 
such other regulations or orders as he may 
deem necessary in tie public interest to ef- 
ſectuate the provisions of this section. The 
President is further authorized to grant such 
exceptions to the provisions of this section 
for persons engaged in national defense ac- 
tivities and for hardship cases as he may 


deem appropriate. 


“(f) Any person who willfully violates any 
provisions of this section shall, upon con- 
viction thereof, be subject to a fine of not 
more than $5,000 or to imprisonment for not 
more than 1 year, or to both such fine and 
imprisonment. Whenever the President has 
reason to believe that any person is liable for 
punishment under this subsection, he may 
certify the facts to the Attorney General, who 
may, in his discretion, cause appropriate 
proceedings to be brought. 

“(g) This section shall cease to be in effect 
at the close of June 30, 1953, or at such 
earlier time as the Congress by concurrent 
resolution or the President by proclamation 
may designate or upon the date that the 
President proclaims that the protection to 
veterans or their families provided by this 
section is no longer needed, whichever date 
is the earlier, except that as to offenses com- 
mitted, or rights or liabilities incurred, prior 
to such termination date, the provisions of 
this section and regulations and orders is- 
sued thereunder shall be treated as still re- 
maining in force for the purpose of sustain- 
ing any proper suit, action, or prosecution 
with respect to any such right, liability, or 
offense. 

“(h) If any provisions of this section or the 
application of such provision to any person 
or circumstances shall be held invalid, the 
remainder of the provisions and the applica- 
tion of such provisions to persons or cir- 
cumstances other than those as to which it 
is held invalid shall not be affected thereby.” 


The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
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port the next committee amendment. js 


The Clerk read as follows: June 24, 1950, and he shall make adjustment 


Committee amendment: Page 72, line 1, 
insert the following: 


“TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE HovUSING 


AND RENT ACT OF 1947 

“Sec. 201. Section 204 (f) of the Housing 
and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is 
amended by striking out ‘June 30, 1951’ and 
inserting in lieu thereof June 30, 1952.’ 

“Sec. 202. (a) The Housing and Rent Act 
of 1947, as amended, is amended by striking 
out ‘Housing Expediter’ wherever it appears 
therein and inserting in lieu thereof ‘Presi- 
dent.“ 

“(b) Section 204 (a) of the Housing and 


` Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is repealed. 


“(c) Section 206 (e) of the Housing and 
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is amended 
by striking out ‘The principal office of the 
Housing Expediter shall be in the District 
of Columbia, but he or any duly authorized 
representative may exercise any or all of his 
powers in any place and attorneys’ and in- 
serting 

“(d) Section 208 of the Housing and Rent 
Act of 1947, as amended, is amended to read 
as follows: ; 

“ ‘Sec. 208. The President shall administer 
the powers, duties, and functions conferred 


in lieu thereof ‘Attorneys.’ í 
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upon him by title IT of this act through the 


new independent agency created pursuant 
to section 403 of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950; and he shall administer the powers, 
duties, and functions conferred upon him 
by title I of this act through such officer or 
agency of the Government as he may desig- 
nate. In accordance with the action taken 
by him pursuant to the preceding sentence, 
the President shall provide for appropriate 
transfers of records, property, necessary per- 
sonnel, and unexpended balances of appro- 
priations, allocations, and other funds here- 
tofore under the jurisdiction of, or avail- 
able to, the Office of the Housing Expediter. 
Any employees of the Office of the Housing 
Expediter not so transferred shall, unless 
transferred to other positions in the Gov- 
ernment, be separated from the service. The 
President shall make such provisions as he 
shall deem appropriate for the termination 
and liquidation of the affairs of the Office 
of the Housing Expediter. For the purposes 
of determining the status of employees 
transferred to the agency administering 
functions provided for in this act, and in the 
Defense Production Act of 1950, as amended, 
they shall be deemed to be transferred in 
connection with a transfer of functions.’ 
“Sc. 203. Section 204 of the Housing and 
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following: 
K) Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sion of this act, the President shall by regu- 
lation or order establish such maximum rent 
or maximum rents as in his judgment will be 
fair and equitable for any housing accommo- 
dations (1) in any State which by law de- 
Clares that there exists such a shortage in 
rental housing accommodations as to require 
Federal rent control in such State, or (2) in 
any incorporated city, town, village, or in 
the unincorporated area of any county (other 
than a city, town, village, or unincorporated 
area of any county within a State which is 
controlling rents) upon receipt of a resolu- 
tion of its governing body adopted for that 
purpose in accordance with applicable local 
law and based upon a finding by such gov- 
body, reached as a result of a public 
hearing held after 10 days’ notice, that there 
exists such a shortage in rental housing ac- 


commodations as to require Federal rent 


control in such city, town, village, or unin- 
corporated area in such county. In estab- 
lishing any maximum rent for any housing 


‘accommodations under this subsection the 
President shall give due consideration to the 


rents prevailing for such housing accommo- 
dations or comparable housing accommoda- 
tions during the period from May 24, 1950, to 


for such relevant factors as he shall deem to 
be of general applicability in respect to such 
accommodations including increases or de- 
creases in property taxes and other costs 
within such area. f 

“*(1) Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sions of this act, whenever the Secretary of 
Defense and the Director of Defense Mobili- 
zation, acting jointly, shall determine and 
certify to the President that any defense- 
rental area (whether then or ever controlled 
or decontrolled under this act or under State 
or local law) is a critical defense housing 
area, the President shall by regulation or 
order establish such maximum rent or maxi- 
mum rents for any housing accommodations, 
not then subject to rent control, in such 
area or portion thereof as in his judgment 
will be fair and equitable. Notwithstanding 
the provisions of section 202 (c) the term 
“controlled housing accommodations” as ap- 
plied to any such critical defense housing 
area shall include all housing accommoda- 
tions in the area, without exception. In 
establishing any maximum rent for any 
housing accommodations under this subsec- 
tion, the President shall give due considera- 
tion to the rents prevailing for such housing 
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accommodations or comparable housing ac- 
commodations during the period from May 
24, 1950, to June 24, 1950, and he shall make 
adjustment for such relevant factors as he 
shall determine and deem to be of general 
applicability in respect to such accommoda- 
tions, including increases or decreases in 
property taxes and other costs within such 
defense-rental area. Maximum rents in any 
critical defense housing area shall be termi- 
nated at such time as the Secretary of De- 
fense and the Director of Defense Mobiliza- 
tion, acting jointly, shall determine and 
certify to the President that such area is no 
longer a critical defense housing area, or as 
provided in subsection (e) or (j) of this sec- 
tion: Provided, however, That in any area 
where maximum rents are removed under 
the procedures provided in subsection (e) or 
(j) of this section, maximum rents may be 
reestablished after the expiration of 30 days 
on the determination and certification of the 
Secretary of Defense and the Director of De- 
fense Mobilization, acting jointly. No area 
shall be certified as a critical defense hous- 
ing area under the authority granted in this 
subsection unless all the following conditions 
exist in such area: 

“*(A) a new defense plant or installation 
has been or is to be provided, or an existing 
defense plant or installation has been or is to 
be reactivated or its operation substantially 
expanded; 

„B) substantial in-migration of defense 
workers or military personnel is required to 
carry out activities at such plant or installa- 
tion; and 

“*(C) a substantial shortage of housing 
required for such defense workers or military 
personnel exists or impends which has.re- 
sulted or threatens to result in excessive rent 
increases and which impedes or threatens 
to impede activities of such defense plant or 
installation. 

“*(m) Whenever an area has been certified 
under subsection (1) to be a critical defense 
housing area, real-estate construction credit 
controls imposed under title VI of the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950 shall be sus- 
pended with respect to new housing con- 
struction in such area, the cost of which 
does not exceed— 

“*(A) $9,000 for single-family dwellings 
or $16,500 for two-family dwellings, con- 
structed for sale or rent, except that these 
amounts may be increased to not to exceed 
$10,000 or $17,500, respectively, in any geo- 
graphical area where the President finds that 
cost levels so require: Provided, That if the 
President finds that it is not feasible within 
the aforesaid dollar-amount limitations to 
construct dwellings containing three or four 
bedrooms per family unit without sacrifice 
of sound standards of construction, design, 
and livability, he may increase such dollar- 
amount limitations by not exceeding $1,200 
for each additional bedroom (as defined by 
the President) in excess of two contained in 
each family unit if he finds that such unit 
meets sound standards of livability as a 
three-bedroom or a four-bedroom unit, as 
the case may be. 

„B) $9,000 per family unit (or $8,000 per 
family unit if the number of rooms in a 
multifamily rental property or project does 
not equal or exceed four per family unit) for 
such part of such property or project as may 
be attributable to dwelling use: Provided, 
That the President may by regulation in- 
crease such dollar-amount limitations by not 
exceeding $1,000 in any geographical area 
where he finds that cost levels so require. 
In any such critical defense housing area 
where maximum rents are removed under 
procedure provided in subsection (e), (j). 
or (1) of this section the suspension of credit 
controls provided for in this subsection shall 
terminate immediately. The fact that any 
area has been certified as a “critical defense 
housing area” under subsection (1) shall not 
make such area ineligible for the location of 
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additional defense plants, facilities, or in- 
stallations, or as a source of additional mili- 
tary procurement of any sort. 

n) Notwithstanding any other provi- 
sions of this act, in order to compensate for 
increases in costs and prices which have oc- 
curred, the maximum rent in effect on the 
date of enactment of this subsection for any 
housing accommodation shall, upon sworn 
application, be increased to 120 percent of 
the following: The maximum rent for the 
housing accommodation (or a comparable 
housing accommodation) in effect on June 
30, 1947, plus the amount of any increase 
allowed or allowable under this act for 
major capital improvements or for increases 
in living space, services, furniture, furnish- 
ings, or equipment, and minus any decrease 
required or requirable under this act for de- 
creases in living space, services, furniture, 
furnishings, or equipment, or for substantial 
deterioration or failure to perform ordinary 
repair, replacement, or maintenance. Any 
increase in a maximum rent applied for 
under this subsection which is based upon 
the maximum rent in effect on June 30, 1947, 
for the particular housing accommodation 
and upon increases and decreases actually 
allowed under this act shall be effective upon 
the filing of the application. Nothing in 
this subsection shall require the reduction 
of any maximum rent, nor prevent such ad- 
ditional adjustment for increases in costs 
and prices as the President may deem ap- 
propriate.’ 

“Sec. 204. Section 205 of the Housing and 
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is amended to 
read as follows: 

„a) Any person who demands, accepts, 
receives, or retains any payment of rent in 
excess of the maximum rent prescribed under 
the provisions of this act, or any regulation, 
order, or requirement thereunder, shall be 
liable to the person from whom such pay- 
ment is demanded, accepted, received, or re- 
tained (or shall be liable to the United States 
as hereinafter provided) for reasonable at- 
torney’s fees and costs as determined by the 
court, plus liquidated damages in the 
amounts of (1) $50, or (2) not more than 
three times the amount by which the pay- 
ment or payments demanded, accepted, re- 


ceived, or retained exceed the maximum rent , 


which could lawfully be demanded, accepted, 


“received, or retained, as the court in its dis- 


cretion may determine, whichever in either 
case may be the greater amount: Provided, 
That the amount of such liquidated damages 
shall be the amount of the overcharge or 
overcharges if the defendant proves that the 
violation was neither willful nor the result 
of failure to take practicable precautions 
against the occurrence of the violation. 

„b) Any person who unlawfully evicts 
a tenant shall be liable to the person so 
evicted (or shall be iiable to the United States 
as hereinafter provided) for reasonable at- 
torney’s fees and costs as determined by the 
court, plus liquidated damages in the 
amounts of (1) 1 month’s rent or O, which- 
ever is greater, or (2) not more than three 
times such monthly rent, or $150, whichever 
is greater: Provided, That the amount of 
such liquidated damages shall be the amount 
of 1 month’s rent or $50, whichever is great- 
er, if the defendant proves that the viola- 
tion was neither willful nor the result of fail- 
ure to take practicable precautions against 
the occurrence of the violation. 

„e) Suit to recover liquidated damages 
as provided in this section may be brought 
in any Federal court of competent jurisdic- 
tion regardless of the amount involved, or 
in any State or Territorial court of competent 
jurisdiction, within 1 year after the date of 
violation: Provided, That if the person from 
whom such payment is demanded, accepted, 
received, or retained, or the person wrong- 
fully evicted, either fails to institute an ac- 
tion under this section within 30 days from 
the date of the occurrence of the violation 
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or is not entitled for any reason to bring the 
action, the United States may settle the 
claim arising out of the violation or within 
1 year after the date of violation may in- 
stitute such action. If such claim is settled 
or such action is instituted, the person from 
whom such payment is demanded, accepted, 
received, or retained, or the person wrong- 
fully evicted, shall thereafter be barred from 
bringing an action for the same violation or 
violations. For the purpose of determining 
the amount of liquidated damages to be 
awarded to the plaintiff in an action brought 
under subsection (a) of this section, all vio- 
lations alleged in an action under said sub- 
section (a) which were committed by the de- 
fendant with respect to the plaintiff prior to 
the bringing of such action shall be deemed 
to constitute one violation and, in such ac- 
tion under subsection (a) of this section, the 
amount demanded, accepted, received, or 
retained in connection with such one vio- 
lation shall be deemed to be the aggregate 
amount demanded, accepted, received, or re- 
tained in connection with all such violations. 
A judgment for damages or on the merits in 
any action under either subsection (a) or 
(b) of this section shall be a bar to any re- 
covery under the same subsection of this 
section in any other action against the same 
defendant on account of any violation with 
respect to the same person prior to the in- 
stitution of the action in which such judg- 
ment was rendered.’ 

“Sec. 205. Section 206 (a) of the Hous- 
ing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“*(1) It shall be unlawful for any person 
to demand, accept, receive, or retain any 
rent for the use or occupancy of any con- 
trolled housing accommodations in excess of 
the maximum rent prescribed under this act, 
or otherwise to do or omit to do any act, in 
violation of this act, or of any regulation 
or order or requirement under this act, or to 
offer, solicit, attempt, or agree to do any of 
the foregoing. 

“*(2) It shall be unlawful for any person 
to evict, remove, or exclude, or cause to be 
evicted, removed, or excluded, any tenant 
from any controlled housing accommodations 
in any manner or upon any grounds except 
as authorized or permitted by the provisions 
of this act or any regulation, order, or re- 
quirement thereunder, and any person who 
lawfully gains possession from a tenant of 
any controlied housing accommodations, and 
thereafter fails fully to comply with such 
requirements or conditions as may have been 
imposed for such possession by the pro- 
visions of this act or any regulation, order, or 
requirement thereunder, shall also be deemed 
to have unlawfully evicted such tenant and 
shall be liable to such tenant, or to the 
United States, as provided in this act. 

“Sec. 206. (a) The first sentence of sec- 
tion 202 (c) (1) (A), of the Housing and 
Rent Act of 1947 is amended by striking out 
the following: ‘which is located in a city of 
less than 2,500,000 population according to 
the 1940 decennial census and.“ 

“(b) Section 202 (c) (1) (B) of such act 
is repealed. 

“Sec. 207. Section 202 (d) of such act (de- 
fining defense-rental area) is amended by 
inserting after ‘204 (i) (1) or (2)’ the follow- 
ing: „ 204 (k), or 204 (I).“ 

“Sec. 208. (a) The last sentence of section 
4 (c) of the Housing and Rent Act of 1947, 
as amended, is amended by inserting after 
the word ‘section’ the following: ‘for per- 
sons engaged in national defense activities 
and.’ 

“(b) Section 4 (e) of such act is amended 
by striking out ‘June 30, 1951’ and inserting 
in lieu thereof ‘June 30, 1952.’ 

“Sec. 209. Section 215 of the Independent 
Offices Appropriation Act, 1946 (59 Stat. 134), 
and section 213 of the Independent Offices 
Appropriation Act, 1947 (60 Stat. 81), are 
hereby repealed. 
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“Src. 210. Section 202 (a) of the Housing 
and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

„(a) The term “person” includes an in- 
dividual, corporation, partnership, associa- 
tion, or any other organized group of per- 
sons, or legal successor or representative of 
the foregoing, and includes the United States 
or any agency thereof, or any other govern- 
ment, or any of its political subdivision, or 
any agency of any of the foregoing: Provided, 
That no punishment provided by this act 
shall apply to the United States, or to any 
such government, political subdivision, or 
government agency.“ 

“Sec, 211. Nothing in this act or in the 
Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, 
shall be construed to revuire any person 
to offer any housing nmodations for 
rent.” 


Mr. HALLECK (interrupting the 
reading of the amendment). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
further reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. : 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DOLLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment to limit the 20-per- 
cent increase. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
cannot explain his amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. DOLLINGER: 
Page 78, line 12, strike out all of subsection 
(n) through line 9 on page 79. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. DOLLINGER] 
to the committee amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. DOLLINGER) 
there were—ayes 43, noes 144. 

So the amendment to the committee 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
ofier an amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. McDonovucH: 
Page 75, line 13, strike out all after the word 
“prevailing” down to the second comma in 
line 15 and insert “at the ume rent control 
is established.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from California [Mr. McDonovucH] 
to the committee amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. McDonovucH) 
there were—ayes 119, noes 103. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. Parman and 
Mr. MCDONOUGH. 

The Committee again divided; and the 
tellers reported that there were—ayes 
161, noes 140. 

So the amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment to the 
committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Wurms of 
Mississippi to the committee amendment: 

On page 82, strike out all of lines 13 
through 25, inclusive, and insert in lieu 
thereof the following section: 
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“Src. 206. Section 209 of the Housing and 
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is hereby fur- 
ther amended to read as follows: 

Whenever in the judgment of the Presi- 
dent such action is necessary or proper in 
order to effectuate the purposes of this act, 
he may, by regulation or order, regulate or 
prohibit speculative or manipulative prac- 
tices or renting or leasing practices (not in- 
cluding practices relating to recovery of the 
possession) in connection with any con- 
trolled housing accommodations, which in 
his judgment are equivalent to or are likely 
to result in rent increases inconsistent with 
the purposes of this act.“ 

And renumber the following sections ac- 
cordingly. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment to the committee 
amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. WIILIAMS of 
Mississippi) there were—ayes 46, noes 
97. 

So the amendment to the committee 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment to the committee 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Corse of Kansas 
to the committee amendment: 

Page 73, line 18, insert a new subsection 
(a) as follows: 

“Sec. 203 (a). Section 204 (b) of the Hous- 
ing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

“*(6) The real estate construction credit 
controls imposed under title VI of the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950 shall be sus- 
pended in any area subject to the provisions 
of this subsection, to the same extent and 
under the same conditions as such credit 
controls are suspended under section 203 (m) 
of this title’.” 

Page 73, line 18, insert the letter “(b)” fol- 
lowing the words “Sec. 203.“ 

Page 75, line 2, strike out the word “hous- 
ing” and insert in lieu thereof the word 
“rental.” 

Page 75, line 9, strike out the word “hous- 
ing” and insert in lieu thereof the word 
“rental.” 

Page 75, line 20, strike out the word “hous- 
ing” and insert in lieu thereof the word 
“rental.” 

Page 75, line 23, strike out the word “hous- 
ing” and insert in lieu thereof the word 
“rental.” 

Page 76, line 6, strike out the word “hous- 
ing” and insert in lieu thereof the word 
“rental.” 

Page 76, line 22, strike out the word “hous- 
ing“ and insert in lieu thereof the word 
“rental.” 

Page 78, line 3, strike out the word “hous- 
ing” and insert in Meu thereof the word 
“rental.” 

Page 78, line 8, strike out the word “hous- 
ing” and insert in lieu thereof the word 
“rental.” 


Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order against the amend- 
ment that it is not germane to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

This deals with credit restrictions and 
not rent controls. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, 
I would like to be heard on the point of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be 
glad to hear the gentleman from Kan- 
sas. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas, Mr. Chairman, 
the provision in the bill, in the commit- 
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tee amendment, with respect to rent 
control, has a section with respect to the 
suspension of regulation X. This pro- 
vides a mandatory provision requiring 
that where an area is deemed to be un- 
der rent control, then in that area regu- 
lation X shall be suspended. Part of 
that provision is already in the present 
bill at page 76, line 21. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Kansas [Mr. Cots], to the 
committee amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. Core of 
Kansas) there were—ayes 107, noes 135. 

So the amendment to the committee 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. KEOGH. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the committee amend- 
ment, which is at the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Krocu to the 
committee amendment: 

Page 83, after line 16, insert the following 
new subsection: 

„(e) Section 4 of such act is amended by 
adding at tho end thereof the following new 
subsection: 

“*(f) For the purposes of this section, any 
parent of a member of the Armed Forces of 
the United States who lost his life in the 
armed services of the United States since 
September 16, 1940, shall be considered to be 
a member of the family of a veteran of 
World War H'.“ 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment to the committee 
amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. KEOGH) 
there were—ayes 181, noes 4, 

So the amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment to the committee 
amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. McDonoucH 
to the committee amendment: On page 76, 
after line 20, insert the following new sen- 
tences: “Beginning on page 76, after line 20, 
insert the following new sentences: ‘If any 
locality which has been decontrolled as a 
result of action by its local governing body 
under paragraph (3) of subsection (j) of 
this section is included in an area certified 
under this subsection as a critical defense- 
housing area the President shall promptly 
notify the local governing body of that fact, 
and shall not establish any maximum rent 
for any housing accommodation in the 10- 
cality until 60 days have elapsed after the 
date on which such notice is given. If, 
within such 60-day period, the local govern- 
ing body adopts a resolution in accordance 
with applicable local law and based upon a 
finding by it reached as the result of a pub- 
lic hearing held after 10 days’ notice, that 
any of the conditions listed in paragraphs 
(A), (B), and (C) of this subsection does 
not exist in the locality, the certification in- 
volved shall have no effect with respect to 
the locality for the purposes of this subsec- 
tion and subsection (m) of this section. 
The preceding two sentences shall not ap- 
ply with respect to any housing accommoda- 
tion occupied by or by the family of, a mem- 
ber of the Armed Forces who is stationed at 
an Armed Forces installation in or adjacent 
to the locality’.” 
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Mr. MASON (interrupting the read- 
ing of the amendment). Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
reading of the amendment be dispensed 
with, inasmuch as the gentleman from 
California [Mr. McDonovcH] has al- 
ready explained the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from Il- 
linois? 

Mr. HINSHAW and Mr. DONDERO 
objected. 

The Clerk concluded the reading of 
the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from California [Mr. McDonoucH] 
to the committee amendment. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask for tellers. 

Tellors were ordered, and the Chair 
appointed as tellers Mr. Patman and 
Mr. McDonoucH. 

The Committee divided; and the tell- 
ers reported that there were—ayes 160, 
noes 140. 

So the amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SABATE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Sanark to the 
committee amendment: Page 83, strike out 
lines 1 to 6, inclusive. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. SABATH]. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. SABATH) 
there were—ayes 97, noes 145. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. SABATH 
and Mr. Wotcott. 

The Committee again divided; and the 
tellers reported that there were—ayes 
127, noes 145. 

So the amendment to the committee 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the committee amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Kennepy to the 
committee amendment: Page 78, line 16, 
after the words “be increased”, strike out 
“120 per centum” and insert 110 per- 
centum.” 


The amendment to the committee 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. SASSCER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the committee amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Sasscer to the 
committee amendment: Page 83, line 21, in- 
sert “(a)” after “210”, and on page 84, after 
line 6, insert the following new subsection: 

“(b) Section 204 (i) of such act is amend- 
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing new paragraph: 

„%) The President shall establish for 
each housing accommodation in the subur- 
ban resettlement project known as Green- 
belt, Md., a maximum rent equal to 120 per- 
centum of the rent in effect on January 30, 
1942, plus or minus such adjustments as are 
provided in subsection (b) (1) of this sec- 
tion with respect to maximum rents estab- 
lished under the Emergency Price Control 
Act of 1942, as amended’.” 
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment to the committee amend- 
ment. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. Sasscer) there 
were—ayes 103, noes 7. 

So the amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the committee amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SPENCE to the 
committee amendment: On page 72, lines 4 
and 5, strike out “June 30, 1951” and insert 
in lieu thereof “July 31, 1951.” 


The CHAIRMAN... The question is on 
the amendment to the committee amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. SPENCE]. 

The amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
another amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows. 

Amendment offered by Mr. Spence to the 
committee amendment: On 83, line 15, 
strike out “June 30, 1951” and insert in lieu 
thereof “July 31, 1951.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. Spence] to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

The amendment to the committee 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I of- 
fer an amendment to the committee 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Mutter to the 
committee amendment: Page 84, after line 
9, insert a new section as follows: 

“Sec. 212. For a period of 120 days imme- 
diately following the date of enactment of 
this section, all rents on farm, commercial, 
industrial, and dwelling property shall be 
maintained at levels not exceeding the rents 
prevailing on July 7, 1951.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment to the committee 
amendment offered by Mr. MULTER. 

.The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. MULTER) there 
were—ayes 53, noes 131. 

So the amendment to the committee 
amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question re- 
curs on the committee amendment as 
amended. 


The committee amendment as amend- 


ed was agreed to. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SPENCE: On 
page 50, line 4, add the following: 

“(b) Section 704 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following: ‘agricultural 
import restrictions which are not necessary 
to enforce allocation measures shall not 
be applied under this act if the Secretary 
of Agriculture considers that they would be 
likely to affect adversely the agricultural ex- 
port trade of the United States.’” 


Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I make a point of order 
against the amendment, that it is not 
germane to this section of the bill. The 
amendment properly should be offered 
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to an amendment which was adopted on 
July 10 in Committee of the Whole. 
The amendment at this point is out of 
order. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I of- 
fered the amendment before we reached 
this section. The amendment was at 
the Clerk's desk and the Chairman told 
me he would recognize me after the 
committee amendment was acted upon. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair so ad- 
vised the gentleman. 

Does the gentleman from Minnesota 
desire to be heard further on the point 
of order? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I made a point of order to 
this amendment because it is not ger- 
mane to this section. The amendment 
properly belongs to an amendment that 
was adopted in the Committee of the 
Whole on July 10 in connection with 
an amendment that I offered in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. The amendment 
Properly belongs at that place and not 
at the place where the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. SPENCE] seeks to place 
it now, 

Furthermore, this amendment has not 
had any consideration, either in the 
Committee on Banking and Currency or 
on this floor. There is no time to de- 
bate it, and certainly an amendment 
that seeks to nullify an amendment that 
has already been acted upon and has no 
place here should be ruled out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Mitts). The 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. SPENCE], 
offers an amendment to the bill, pro- 
posing to amend section 704 of the De- 
fense Production Act. The gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. Aucust H. ANDRE- 
SEN] makes a point of order against the 
amendment on the ground that the sub- 
ject matter of the amendment is not 
germane to the bill nor to the section of 
the Defense Production Act referred to. 

The Chair has had an opportunity to 
read section 704 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act. Section 704 relates to certain 
power which the President has under 
the act, to issue rules, regulations, orders, 
et cetera, which he deems necessary. 
The amendment, however, refers to ac- 
tion on the part of the Secretary of 
Agriculture in certain circumstances 
and in connection with agricultural im- 
ports, which do not appear to be a part 
of section 704. 

The Chair has been unable to find any 
reference to that subject matter in sec- 
tion 704. Therefore, the Chair is con- 
strained to sustain the point of order 
made by the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. Avucust H. ANDRESEN] to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. SPENCE]. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
sire to offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr, SPENCE: At page 
50, line 4, add the following: 

“(B) Section 704 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: ‘No rule, regulation, 
or order shall be issued by the President un- 
der this act, dealing with agricultural im- 
port restrictions, which are not necessary 
to enforce allocation measures, if the Pres- 
ident considers that they would be likely to 
affect adversely the agricultural export trade 
of the United States’.” 
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Kentucky. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. Spence) there 
were—ayes 106, noes 143. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to page 45. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Mutter: On 
page 45, after line 6, insert the following: 

“(e) Sec. 607. In order to equalize the 
benefits of veterans to those of nonveterans 
as provided for herein, any veteran of World 
War II who has not borrowed any money for 
the purchase of a home, if otherwise entitled 
thereto, shall qualify for a guaranteed hous- 
ing loan to the extent of $7,500, less any sums 
borrowed by such veteran for other than 
housing purposes, and on the same terms 
and conditions as to amortization and ma- 
turity as provided for in existing law, or 
any amendments thereto.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New York (Mr. Mutter]. 

The question was taken; and cn a 
division (demanded by Mr. MUuLTER) 
there were—ayes 106, noes 126. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand tellers. 

Tellers were refused. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read, as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Bow: Page 50, 
after line 3, insert the following new sub- 
section: 

„(b) Section 704 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new sentence: 
‘No rule, regulation, or order issued under 
this act which restricts the use of natural 
gas (either directly, or by restricting the use 
of facilities for the consumption of natural 
gas, or in any other manner) shall apply in 
any State in which a public regulatory 
agency has authority to restrict the use of 
natural gas and certifies to the President 
that it is exercising that authority to the 
extent necessary to accomplish the objectives 
of this act’.” 


Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair- 
man, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I thought 
that was an amendment that was ac- 
cepted by the chairman of the commit- 
tee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment 
has not been voted on yet. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. Bow]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. KEATING: Page 
51, line 22, insert a new subsection read- 
ing as follows: 

“(e) Section 709 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is amended to read as follows: 
‘The functions exercised under this act shall 
be excluded from the operation of the Ad- 
ministrative Procedure Act (60 Stat. 237) 
except as to the requirements of section 3 
thereof. Any rule, regulation, or order, or 
amendment thereto, issued under authority 
of this act shall be accompanied by a state- 
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ment that in the formulation thereof there 
has Feen consultation with a representative 
advisory committee appointed pursuant to 
this act, and that consideration has been 
given to its recommendations, or that spe- 
cial circumstances have rendered such con- 
sultation impracticable or contrary to the 
interest of national defense, but no such 
rule, regulation, or order shall be invalid 
by reason of any subsequent finding by judi- 
cial or other authority that such a state- 
ment is inaccurate.’ " 

And renumber subsequent subsections 
(e) and (f), as (f) and (g), respectively. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. KEATING]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Mutter: Page 
42, line 19, insert, after section 106, the fol- 
lowing: 

“Section 601 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1951 is hereby amended to read 
as follows: To assist in carrying out the ob- 
jectives of this act, the President is author- 
ized, notwithstanding the provisions of any 
other law to exercise any and all credit con- 
trols including but not limited to control 
of consumer credit and real-estate credit 
until such time as the President determines 
that the exercise of any or all of such con- 
trols is no longer necessary or until such 
time as the Congress by concurrent resolu- 
tion determines that the exercise of any or 
all of such controls is no longer necessary, 
but in no event beyond the date on which 
this section terminates.’ ” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Mutter]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. MULTER. At 
page 45, after line 6, insert the following: 

“(d) Sec. 606. In order to protect the Na- 
tion’s monetary, banking, and credit struc- 
ture, and interstate and foreign commerce, 
against increased inflationary pressures, and 
to prevent injurious credit expansion, the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System are authorized, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, to establish and from 
time to time change by regulation the re- 
quirements as to reserves to be maintained 
against demand or time deposits or both (1) 
by banks in central reserve cities, or (2) by 
banks in reserve cities, or (3) by banks not in 
reserve or central reserve cities, or (4) by all 


banks; but no such change shall have the 


effect of requiring any such bank to main- 
tain a reserve balance against its time de- 
posits in an amount equal to more than 9 
percent thereof, or a reserve balance against 
its demand deposits in an amount equal to 
more than 34 percent thereof if such bank 
is in a central reserve city, 28 percent thereof 
if in a reserve city, or 22 percent thereof if 
not in a reserve or central reserve city. No 
change in reserve requirements made under. 
authority of this paragraph shall continue in 
effect after June 30, 1953.” 


Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, a 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
make the point of order against the 
amendment that in substance, if not in 
language, the amendment seeks to 
amend the Federal Reserve Act, and in 
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that respect is not germane to the sub- 
ject matter of this bill. As I under- 
stand, it is sought to increase the reserve 
requirements of banks. These are es- 
tablished under authority contained in 
the Federal Reserve Act. Inasmuch as 
this bill has no language in it which 
amends, modifies, or repeals in any re- 
spect the rediscount rates, reserve re- 
quirements, or other functions of the 
Federal Reserve Board, excepting those 
which have been delegated to it under 
this act in the administration of the 
direct controls as opposec to the indirect 
controls, it is not germane to this act. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be 
glad to hear the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. MULTER. There is no doubt, Mr. 
Chairman, but what title 6 of the De- 
fense Production Act deals with the au- 
thority of the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve bank in connection 
with controlled credit. We have a title 
in this bill which deals with the same 
subject. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentle- 
man point out the title? 

Mr. MULTER. Title 6 of the law en- 
titled “Control of Consumer and Real- 
estate Credit.” “The Board of Gover- 
nors is authorized, notwithstanding the 
provisions of Public Law 386, to exercise 
consumer credit,” and so forth. The 
language in the bill before us, beginning 
at page 42, under the title Control of 
credit,” starting at line 18 and continu- 
ing for several pages thereafter, deals 
with credit, and with the Federal Re- 
serve Board and its authority. 

Mr, WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, if I 
may be heard further, this presents a 
question of basic misunderstanding in 
respect to credit. I was certain that the 
gentleman from New York understood 
the difference between indirect controls 
and direct controls, but it is very obvi- 
ous, if he insists upon this language to 
this bill, that he does not know the.dif- 
ference between indirect controls ex- 
ercised under the Federal Reserve Act, 
and direct controls which we make pos- 
sible under this act the administration 
of which is delegated to the Federal Re- 
serve Board. 

Mr. MULTER. The question is not 
what I understand. The question is 
whether the gentleman on the other side 
and his colleagues want to go on record 
for the principle for which they have 
been clamoring. This is their chance to 
vote for the indirect controls they told 
us are so necessary to control inflation. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, may 
I be heard? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
hear the gentleman. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, the 
Federal Reserve Banking Act approved 
by the Congress about 1913, and the 
amendments thereto, sets forth very 
basic and understandable powers that 
the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System and that the Open Mar- 
kets Committee of the Federal Reserve 
System may exercise. Among powers 
r-ovided for in that act are those per- 
mitting the Federal Reserve bank, 
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through its Board of Governors, to de- 
termine the amount of the Reserve’s 
member banks must have on deposit in 
the Federal Reserye banks. Through 
the exercise of this power the Board of 
Goverrors can substantially control the 
amount of credit created by the System 
and therefore can cortract or expand 
the supply of check-book money avail- 
able for the economy. This reserve 
power is one of the highest powers pos- 
sessed by the Federal Reserve System. 

These reserve powers are a part of the 
machinery which is designed for the 
control of the lending power of the 
banks, into law for the specific purpose 
of expanding or contracting the supply 
of currency or credit as both are used 
in the operation of our economic system. 

If I understood the amendment cor- 
rectly, it goes directly to the increasing 
of the reserve powers of the Federal 
Reserve Board in line with the basic pro- 
visions of the Federal Reserve law. My 
contention is that the amendment is not 
germane to the bill now under consid- 
eration or to the section which we are 
now considering, The amendment would 
have the effect of amending the Federal 
Reserve Banking Act instead of merely 
dealing with the use of credit. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready 
to rule. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Mutter] offers an amendment at page 
45, line 6, proposing to insert in title VI 
of the Defense Production Act of 1950 a 
new section, section 606. The gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Wotcotr] makes a 
point of order against the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New York 
on the ground that it is not germane to 
the bill before us or to the Defense 
Production Act of 1950, as amended. 

The Chair has had the opportunity to 
read the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New York. The Chair has 
also had an opportunity to read portions 
of title VI of the Defense Production Act 
of 1950, which has to do with control of 
consumer and real-estate credit. 

The Chair is of the opinon that the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York is actually beyond the 
scope of the Defense Production Act of 
1950 and beyond the scope of the bill 
before the Committee, H. R. 3871. 

The Chair, therefore, sustains the 
point of order raised by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. WOLCOTT]. 

Under the rule, the Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Mitts, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H. R. 3871) to amend the Defend Pro- 
duction Act of 1950, and for other pur- 
poses, pursuant to House Resolution 281, 
he reported the bill back to the House 
with sundry amendments adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? 
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Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a separate vote on the following amend- 
ments: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Aucust H. AN- 
DRESEN, on page 2, line 21. 

Amendment offered by Mr. Hope, on page 
2, line 21. 

Amendment offered by Mr. Worcorr, on 
page 8, line 25. 

Amendment offered by Mr. Core, on page 
15, line 3. 

Amendment offered by Mr. Poace on page 
18, line 4. 

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis, on page 
16, line 21. 

Amendment offered by Mr. D’Ewart, on 
page 18, line 4. 


Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a separate vote on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. Davis], on page 2, after line 21. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I de- 
mand a separate vote on the Fugate 
amendment to the committee amend- 
ment, the beef roll-back amendment on 
page 14, line 22. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, is it in 
order to ask for a separate vote on the 
Sabath amendment at page 83, section 
206? 

The SPEAKER. The Sabath amend- 
ment was not adopted in Committee of 
the Whole. 

Mr. YATES. It was a motion, how- 
ever, Mr. Speaker, to strike out a por- 
tion of the committee amendment, Is it 
not therefore in order? 

The SPEAKER. Separate votes may 
be had only on amendments that have 
been reported by the Committee of the 
Whole. 

Mr. YATES. Has not the amendment 
been adopted by the Committee, Mr. 
Speaker? 

The SPEAKER. The Sabath amend- 
ment is an amendment to the commit- 
tee amendment and was not agreed to in 
Committee. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I de- 
mand a separate vote on the Hardy 
amendment eliminating provisions of 
22 corporations on page 9, line 

Also, Mr. Speaker, I ask for a separate 
vote on the committee amendment strik- 
ing out the provisions for commodity 
speculation on page 45. 

Also, Mr. Speaker, a separate vote on 
the committee amendment striking out 
provisions for licensing, appearing on 
page 20. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, a further 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, may a sep- 
arate vote be taken on a portion of a 
committee amendment, namely section 
206 (a) and (b) on page 83? 

The SPEAKER. A separate vote can- 
not be had on a portion of the amend- 
ment reported by the Committee of the 
Whole. The amendment must be voted 
on in its entirety as reported by the 
Committee of the Whole. 
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Is a separate vote demanded on any 
other amendment? 
If not, the Chair will put them en 


gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the first amendment on which a sepa- 
rate vote has been demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Aucust H. AN- 
DRESEN: On page 2 immediately following 
line 21, title I of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is hereby amended by adding the 
following section: 

“Sec, 104. That import controls of fats 
and oils ncluding oil-bearing materials, 
fatty acids, and soap and soap powder, but 
exciuding petroleum and petroleum prod- 
ucts and coconuts and coconut products), 
peanuts, butter, cheese and other dairy 
products, and rice and rice products are nec- 
essary for the protection of the essential 
security irterests and economy of the 
United States in the existing emergency in 
international relations, and no imports of 
any such commodity or product shall be ad- 
mitted to the United States until after June 
30, 1953, which would (a) impair or reduce 
the domestic production of any such com- 
modity or product below present production 
levels, or below such higher levels as the 
Secretary of Agriculture may deem neces- 
sary in view of domestic and international 
conditions, or (b) interfere with the orderly 
domestic storing and marketing of any such 
commodity or product, or (c) result in any 
unn burden or expenditures under 
any Government price-support program.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. SPENCE) there 
were—ayes 173, noes 118. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 266, nays 147, not voting 19, 
as follows: 


[Roll No. 118] 
YEAS—266 
Brown, Ohio D’Ewart 
Abbitt Brownson Dolliver 
Abernethy Bryson Dondero 
— Budge 
bert Buffett Do ton 
Allen, Calif. Burdick 5 
Allen, Ill, Burleson Elliott 
Allen, La Bush Ellsworth 
Andersen, Butler Elston 
H. Carl Byrnes, Wis. Evins 
Anderson, Calif. Camp Fellows 
Andresen, Cannon Fenton 
August H. ‘Carlyle Fernandez 
Andrews Chelf Fisher 
Arends Chenoweth Forrester 
Armstrong Chiperfield Frazier 
Auchincloss urch Fugate 
Ayres Clevenger Gamble 
Baker Cole, Kans. Gathings 
Barden Cole, N. Y. Gavin 
Bates, Mass. Colmer George 
Battle Cooley Golden 
Beall Cooper Goodwin 
Beamer Cotton Gore 
Belcher Cox Graham 
Bennett, Mich. Crawford Granger 
Crumpacker Grant 
Betts Cunningham Gross 
Bishop Curtis, Mo. Gwinn 
Blackney Curtis, Nebr. Hagen 
Dague Hale 
Bonner Davis, Ga. Hall, 
Davis, Tenn. Edwin Arthur 
Boykin Davis, Wis. Hall, 
Bramblett DeGraffenried Leonard W. 
Bray Dempsey Halleck 
Brehm Denny Hand 
Brooks Denton Harden 
Brown, Ga. Devereux Hardy 


1951 


Harris 
Harrison, Wyo. 


Jackson, Calif. 


Mansfield 


Addonizio 


Bennett, Fla. 
Bentsen 
Blatnik 
Bolling 
Bolton 
Bosone 
Buckley 
Burnside 


Marshall 
Martin, Iowa 
rtin, Mass. 


Miller, Nebr. 
Miller, N. Y. 
Mills 


Phillips 
Pickett 
Poage 
Potter 
Poulson 


Sadlak 


Hugh D., Jr. 
Scrivner 
Scudder 
Secrest 
Seely-Brown 


NAYS—147 


Furcolo 
Garmatz 
Gary 
Gordon 
Granahan 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gregory 
Harrison, Va. 
Hart 
Havenner 
Hays, Ark. 
Hedrick 
Heffernan 
Heller 
Heselton 
Howell 
Irving 
Javits 
Karsten, Mo. 
Kean 
Kearney 
Kearns 
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Shafer 
Sheehan 


Wilson, Ind 
Wilson, Tex. 
‘instead 


W: 

Withrow 
Wolcott 
Wood, Ga. 
Wood, Idaho 


Murphy 
O'Brien, Il. 
O'Brien, Mich. 
O'Neill 
O'Toole 
Patman 


Rhodes 


Sheppard 
Sieminski 


Wolverton 
Yates 
Yorty 
Zablocki 


NOT VOTING—19 


Boggs, La. Herter Radwan 
Breen Holifield Staggers 
Busbey Kelley, Pa. Sutton 
Chatham Latham Wier 
Durham Murray, Wis Woodruff 
Gillette Norblad 

Gossett Passman 


So the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 

Mr. Gillette for, with Mr. Holifield against, 

Mr. Woodruff fcr, with Mr. Radwan against, 

Mr. Busbey for, with Mr, Latham against. 

Mr. Durham for, with Mr. Kelley of Penn- 
sylvania against. 

Mr. Passman for, with Mr. Wier against. 


Until further notice: 

Mr. Staggers with Mr. Herter. 

Mr. Boggs of Louisiana with Mr. Norblad. 

Mr. Chatham with Mr. Murray of Wiscon- 
sin. 


Mr. Evins, Mr. Dempsey, Mr. Jones of 
Alabama, Mrs. Rocers of Massachu- 
setts, and Mr. BATTLE changed their votes 
from “nay” to “yea.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment on which a 
separate vote is demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Wis- 
consin: On page 2, after line 21, insert a new 
subsection as follows: 

“(c) Add a new section of title 1 of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 to read as 
follows: 

“ ‘Sec, 104. The President shall establish a 
single central agency to serve as a claimant 
to present the construction and supply needs 
of State and local governments and their 
tax-supported agencies’.” 


The SPEAKER, The question is on 
the amendment. 

Mr. SPENCE. On that, Mr. Speaker, 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 164, nays 251, not voting 17, 
as follows: 


[Roll No. 119] 
YEAS—164 

Aandahl Byrnes, Wis. Gwinn 
Adair Chenoweth Hagen 
Allen, Calif. Chiperfield Hale 
Allen, III. Church Hall, 
Andersen, Clevenger Leonard W. 

H. Carl Cole, Kans. Halleck 
Anderson, Calif. Cole, N. Y. Hand 
Andresen, Corbett Harden 

August H. Cotton Harrison, Wyo. 
Angell Crawford Harvey 
Arends Crumpacker Hill 
Armstrong Curtis, Mo Hillings 
Auchincloss Curtis, Nebr. Hinshaw 
Ayres Dague Hoeven 
Baker Davis, Ga. Hoffman, III 
Bakewell Davis, Wis, Hoffman, Mich. 
Bates, Mass. Denny Hope 
Beall Devereux Horan 
Beamer D’Ewart Hull 
Belcher Dolliver Hunter 
Bennett; Mich. Dondero Jackson, Calif 
Berry Eaton James 
Betts Elisworth Jenison 
Blackney Fellows Jenkins 
Boggs, Del. Fenton Jensen 
Bow Ford Johnson 
Bramblett Fulton Kean 
Brehm Gamble Keating 
Brown, Ohio Gavin Kersten, Wis. 
Budge George Kilburn 
Buffett Golden Lovre 
Burdick Goodwin Lucas 
Bush Gossett McConnell 
Butler McDonough 


McGregor 


Nelson 


Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Addonizio 


Donovan 


Reed, III. Talle 
Reed, N. Y. Thompson, 
Rees, Kans. ch. 
Regan Towe 
Riehlman Vail 
Rogers, Mass. Van Pelt 
Sadlak Van Zandt 
St. George Vaughn 
Saylor Velde 
Schwabe Vorys 
Scott, Hardie Vursell 
tt, Weichel 
Hugh D., Jr. Werdel 
Scrivner Wigglesworth 
Scudder Williams, N. Y. 
Shafer Wilson, Tex. 
Sheehan Withrow 
Short Wolcott 
Sittler Wolverton 
Smith, Kans. Wood, Idaho 
Smith, Wis. Zablocki 
Stefan 
Taber 
NAYS—251 
Forand ee 
Forrester Mahon 
Frazier Mansfield 
Fugate Marshall 
Furcolo Miller, Calif. 
Garmatz ills 
Gary Mitchell 
Gathings Morano 
Gordon Morgan 
Gore Morris 
Granahan Morrison 
Granger Morton 
Grant Moulder 
Green Multer 
Greenwood Murdock 
Gregory Murphy 
Gross Murray, Tenn 
š Norrell 
Edwin Arthur O'Brien, Ill. 
Hardy O'Brien, Mich. 
Harris O'Neill 
Harrison, Va. O'Toole 
Patman 
Havenner Patten 
Hays, Ark. Patterson 
Hays, Ohio Perkins 
Hébert Philbin 
Hedrick Poage 
Heffernan Polk 
Heller Powell 
Herlong Preston 
Heselton Price 
Hees Priest 
Holmes Quinn 
Howell Rabaut 
Irving Rains 
Jackson, Wash. Ramsay 
Jarman Rankin 
Javits Redden 
Jonas Rhodes 
Jones, Ala. Ribicoff 
Jones, Mo. Richards 
Jones, Riley 
Hamilton C. Rivers 
Jones, Roberts 
W wW. Robeson 
Judd Rodino 
Karsten, Mo. Rogers, Colo. 
Kearney Rogers, Fla. 
Kearns Rogers, Tex 
Kelly, N. Y. Roone 
Kennedy Roosevelt 
eogh Sabath 
Kerr Sasscer 
Kilday Secrest 
King Seely-Brown 
ri lage 3 
e eppard 
Kluczynski Si 
Lane Sikes 
Lanham Simpson, Ill. 
Lantaff Simpson, Pa. 
Larcade Smith, Miss. 
LeCompte Smith, Va. 
Lesinski Spence 
Lind Springer 
Lyle Staggers 
Stanley 
McCormack Steed 
McCulloch Stigler 
McGrath Si 
McGuire Tackett 
McKinnon Taylor 
McMillan e 
McMullen Thomas 
Machrowicz Thompson, Tex, 
Mack, III. Thornbe: 
Mack, Wash. Tollefson 
Madden Trimble 


8610 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE © JULY 20 
Vinson Whitten ‘Wilson, Ind. Hall, Vey Short Shelley Taylor Wier 
Walter Wickersham Winstead Leonard W, Mack, Wash. Simpson, Il. Sheppard Thomas Wigglesworth 
Watts Widnall Wood, Ga. Halleck m Simpson, Pa. Sieminski Trimble Wolverton 
Welch Wier Yates Hand Martin, Iowa Sittler Sikes Walter Yates 
Wheeler Williams, Miss. Yorty Harden Martin, Smith, Kans. Spence Watts Yorty 
Whitaker Willis Hardy 8 = men, Staggers Welch Zablocki 
Harris errow Va. 
NOT VOTING—17 Harrison, Wyo. Miller, Md. Smith, Wis. NOT VOTING—17 
Boggs, La Herter Passman Harvey Miller, Nebr. Springer Boggs, La. Herter Passman 
Breen Holifield Radwan Hébert N.. Stanley Breen Holifield Radwan 
Busbey Kelley, Pa. Sutton Herlong Morris Steed Busbey Kelley, Pa, Sutton 
Chatham Latham Wharton Hill Morrison Stefan Chatham W 
Durham Murray, Wis. Woodruff pin 2 — 28 hares KURAN, Wis. 
Gillette Norblad nshaw umma ette ‘or’ 
Hoeven Murray, Tenn. Taber 

So the amendment was rejected. Hoffman, II Nicholson Tackett So the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk announced the following Hoffman, Mich. Norrell Talle The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: Hope O'Konskt Thompson pairs: 

On this vote: Horan Ostertag Mien. On this vote: 

Mr. Gillette for, with Mr. Durham against. ae penan BS aren ses » Tex. Mr. Gillette for, with Mr. Sutton against. 

Mr. Woodruff for, wirr Mr. Radwan against. Jackson, Calif. Picket 1 Mr. Woodruff for, with Mr. Radwan against. 

Mr. Busbey for, with Mr. Latham against. James Towe Mr. Busbey for, with Mr. Latham against, 

> Jarman Potter Vail Mr. Durham for, with Mr. Holifield against, 

Until further notice: Jenison Poulson Van Pelt Mr. Passman for, with Mr. Kelley of Penn- 

Mr. Sutton with Mr. Herter. — — con — sylvania against. : 

7 Wharton. ensen u aug 

e Velde Until further notice: 

Mr. Kelley of Pennsylvania with Nor 2 Redden Vinson 
blad. Jones, Ala Reece, Tenn. Vorys Mr. Boggs of Louisiana with Mr. Herter. 
PoE ced a of Louisiana with Mr. Murray of Jones, Mo Reed, | 7 Vursell 3 Chatham with Mr. Murray of Wis- 

consin. ones, Reed, N eiche sin. 

Messrs. Cox, GORDON, KLUCZYNSKI and 3 Cc ony x Werdel 8 Mr. Breen with Mr. Norblad. 
Woop of Georgia changed their votes W wW. Richards Wheeler Messrs. MCMULLEN and Jupp changed 
from “yea” to nay.” 3 a dl Whitaker their vote from “nay” to “yea.” 

The result of the vote was announced Rarer Roberts Wickersham The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. Kilburn Robeson Widnall as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 2 Rogers, Colo hh ang The SPEAKER, The Clerk will re- 
the next amendment on which a separate Sa Rogers, nie thay port the next amendment upon which a 

LeCompte Rogers, Tex. Willis 

vote is demanded. Lovre Sadlak Wilson, Ind separate vote is demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 8 jn 2 wines The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Hore: On page Nebel Schwabe Withrow Amendment offered by Mr. Worcorr as a 
2, after line 21, insert a new paragraph as McCulloch Scrivner Wolcott substitute for the amendment offered by Mr. 
follows: $ McDonough Scudder Wood, Ga. Burrett: Page 8, line 25, strike out subsec- 

“Section 101 of the Defense Production Act McGregor Wood, Idaho tion (e) and insert in lieu thereof the 
of 1950 is amended by adding at the end — — following: 
thereof the following: ‘No restriction, quota, m ie “(e) When in his judgment it will aid the 
or other limitation shall be placed upon the NAYS—167 national defense, the President is authorized 
quantity of livestock which may be slaugh- addonizio Fine McGrath to install additional equipment facilities, 
tered or handled by any processor’, uso Flood McGuire spas pe) 3 Poa Rep: 1 9 

Fogarty McKinnon tories, and other ustrial facilities owne 
The SPEAKFR. The question is on Aspinall Forand Machrowicz by the United States Government, and to 
the amendment. —.— Ford 3 III. install Government-owned equipment in 
Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, on that I Barg — — plants, factories, and other industrial facili- 
demand the yeas and nays. — Paron Mansfield ties owned by private persons.” 
The yeas and nays were ordered. Bates, Ky. Furcolo Marshall 
The question was taken; and there Battle Catine te Meader Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, on that I. 
were—yeas 249, nays 167, not voting 17, Beau cary ees ae demand Wey yeas aie) Bava: 
- s 1 Beamer Gordon Mills The yeas and nays were ordered. 
as follows: Beckworth Gore Mitchell Th ti taken: d th 
: [Roll No. 120] Bender Granahan Morano a QUERN ens: An pRO 
18 05 Bennett, Fla. Granger Morgan were—yeas 233, nays 184, not voting 15, 
Bennett, Mich, Green Morton as follows: 
Aandahl Brooks Dempsey Blatnik Greenwood Multer [Roll No. 121] 
Se, Brown’ Ohio Devereux Balto’ Hat os VU Murphy YEAS ass 
> n 
Adair Bryson D'Ewart Bosone Havenner Nelson Aandahl Bow Cunningham 
Albert Budge Dolliver Brownson Hays, Ark. O'Brien, Il. Abbitt Boykin Curtis, Mo, 
Allen, Calif.” Buffett Dondero Buckley Hays, Ohio O'Brien, Mich. Abernethy Bramblett Curtis, Nebr. 
Allen, II. Burdick Dorn Burnside Hedrick O'Neill Adair Bray Dague 
Allen, La, Burleson Doughton Byrne, N. Y. Hefternan O'Toole Allen, Calif. Brehm Davis, Ga. 
Andersen, Burton Eaton Canfield Heller Patman Allen, II Brown, Ohio Davis, Wis. 

H. Carl Bush Elliott Carnahan Heselton Patterson Andersen, Brownson Denny 
Anderson, Calif.Butier Ellsworth Case Hess Perkins H. Carl Budge Devereux 
Andresen, Byrnes, Wis. Evins Celler Howell Philbin Anderson, Calif. Buffett D'Ewart 

August H. Camp Fallon Chudoff rving olk Andresen, Burdick Dolliver 
Andrews Cannon Fellows Clemente Jackson, Wash. Powell August H. Burleson Dondero 
Arends Carlyle Fenton Combs Javits ce Angell Bush Doughton 
Armstrong Chelf Fernandez Cooper Karsten, Mo. Priest Arends Butler Eaton 
Auchincloss Chenoweth Fisher Corbett Kean Quinn Armstrong Byrnes, Wis. Ellsworth 
Ayres Chiperfield Forrester Coudert Kearney Rabaut Auchincloss Canfield Elston 
Baker Church Gamble Crosser Keating Rains Ayres Carlyle Fellows 
Barden Clevenger Gathings Curtis, Mo. Kelly, N. Y. Ramsay Baker Case Fenton 
Bates, Mass, Cole, Kans. Gavin Davis, Tenn, Kennedy Reams Bakewell Chenoweth Fisher 
Belcher Cole, N. Y. George Dawson Rhodes Barden Chiperfield Ford 
Bentsen Colmer Golden Deane Kersten, Wis. Ribicoff Bates, Mass. Church Forrester 
Berry Cooley Goodwin Delaney Riehlman Beall Clevenger Fulton 
Betts Cotton Gossett Denton Kirwan Rodino Beamer Cole, Kans. Gamble 
Bishop Cox Graham Dingell Klein Rogers, Mass, Belcher Cole, N. Y. Gathings 
Blackney Crawford Grant Dollinger Kluczynski Rooney Bender Colmer Gavin 
Boggs, Del Crumpacker Gregory Donohue Lane Roosevelt Bennett, Mich. Cooley George 
Bonner Cunningham ross Donovan Sdbath Berry Corbett Golden 
Bow Curtis, Nebr, Gwinn Doyle Lantaff Betts Cotton Goodwin 
Boykin Dague Hagen Eberharter Lesinski Scott, Hardie Bishop Coudert Gossett 
Bramblett Davis, Ga. Hale Elston Lind Scott, Blackney Cox Graham 
Bray Davis, Wis. Hall, Engle McCarthy Hugh D., Jr. Boggs, Del. Crawford Gross 

DeGraffenried Edwin Arthur Feighan McCormack Seely-Brown Bolton Crumpacker Gwinn 


Hagen McConnell 
Hale McCulloch 
Hall, McDonough 
Edwin Arthur McGregor 
Hall, McMullen 
Leonard W. McVey 
Halleck Mack, Wash 
Hand Martin, Iowa 
Harden Martin, Mass, 
Harrison, Va Mason 
Harrison, Wyo Meader 
Harvey Merrow 
Hébert Miller, Md. 
Heselton Miller, Nebr. 
Hess Miller, N. Y. 
Hill Morano - 
Hillings Morton 
Hinshaw Mumma 
Hoeven Murray, Tenn. 
Hoffman, III Nelson 
Hoffman, Mich. Nicholson 
Holmes Norrell 
Hope Hara 
Horan O’Konski 
Hunter Ostertag 
Jackson, Calif. Patten 
James Patterson 
Javits Phillips 
Jenison Pickett 
Jenkins Poage 
Jensen Potter 
Johnson Poulson 
Jonas Prouty 
Jones, Redden 
Hamilton C. Reece, Tenn 
Jones, Reed, Ill. 
Woodrow W. Reed, N. Y. 
Juda Rees, Kans. 
Kean Regan 
Kearney Riehlman 
Kearns Rivers 
Keating Robeson 
Kersten, Wis. Rogers, Fla 
Kilburn Rogers, Mass, 
Kilday Rogers, Tex. 
Larcade Sadlak 
Latham St. George 
LeCompte Saylor 
Lovre Schwabe 
Lucas Scott, Hardie 
NAYS—184 
Addonizio Fallon 
Albert Feighan 
Allen, La Fernandez 
Andrews Fine 
Anfuso Flood 
Aspinall Fogarty 
Bailey Forand 
Baring Frazier 
Barrett Fugate 
Bates, Ky Furcolo 
Battle Garmata 
Beckworth Gary 
Bennett, Fla. Gordon 
Bentsen Gore 
Blatnik Granahan 
Bolling Granger 
Bonner Grant 
Bosone Green 
Brooks Greenwood 
Brown, Ga. Gregory 
Bryson Hardy 
Buckley Harris 
Burnside Hart 
Burton Havenner 
Byrne, N. ¥ Hays, Ark. 
Camp Hays, Ohio 
Cannon Hedrick 
Carnahan Heffernan 
Celler Heller 
Chelf Herlong 
Chudoff Howell 
Clemente Hull 
Combs Irving 
Cooper Jackson, Wash 
Crosser Jarman 
Davis, Tenn. Jones, Ala 
Dawson Jones, Mo. 
Deane Karsten, Mo. 
DeGraffenried Kelly, N. Y. 
Delaney Kennedy 
Dempsey Keogh 
Denton Kerr 
Dingell King 
Dollinger Kirwan 
Donohue Klein 
Donovan Kluczynski 
Dorn Lane 
Doyle Lanham 
Eberharter Lantaff 
Elliott Lesinski 
Engle Lind 
Evins Lyle 
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Scott. Secrest Tackett Wickersham 
Hugh D., Jr. Shelley Thomas Wier 
Scrivner heppard Thompson, Tex. Willis 
Scudder Sieminski Thornberry Wins 
Seely-Brown Sikes Trimble Withrow 
Shafer Smith, Miss. Vinson Yates 
Sheehan Spence Walter Yorty 
Short Staggers Watts Zablocki 
Simpson, Ill Steed Welch 
Simpson, Pa. Stigler Whitaker 
. NOT VOTING—15 
Smith, Va. Boggs, La. Gillette Norblad 
Smith, Wis Breen Herter Passman 
Springer Busbey Holifleld Radwan 
Stanley Chatham Kelley, Pa. Sutton 
Stefan Durham Murray, Wis. Woodruff 
Stockman 
Taber So the amendment was agreed to. 
Talle The Clerk announced the following 
Taylor pairs: 
Teague Shia 
Thompson, On this vote: 
Mich. Mr. Gillette for, with Mr. Kelley of Penn- 
ea sylvania against. 
Vail Mr. Woodruff for, with Mr. Sutton against. 
Van Pelt Mr. Busbey for, with Mr. Durham against. 
Van Zandt Mr. Passman for, with Mr. Holifield, 
Vaughn against. 
5 — Mr. Radwan for, with Mr. Breen against. 
1 Until further notice: 
Werdel Mr. Boggs of Louisiana with Mr. Herter. 
ee Mr. Case changed his vote from “nay” 
ee to “yea.” 
idni 
Wigglesworth The result of the vote was announced 
Williams, Miss. as above recorded. 
Williams, N. Y. The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
5 88 zoc port the next amendment on which a 
La ronnie Aaa separate vote is requested. 
Wolverton The. Clerk read as follows: 
Wood, Ga. 
9 Amendment offered by Mr. Harpy: On page 
. 9, strike out lines 21 through 24, strike out 
all of page 11 and lines 1 through 6 on page 
12 and insert the following: ; 
“(c) Section 304 of the Defense Produc- 
oo igen) 5 tion Act of 1950 is further amended by 
cen striking out subsection (c).” 
McGuire Appropriately redesignate the other sec- 
McKinnon tions. 
McMillan 
Machrowicz Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, on that 
r nl I demand the yeas and nays. 
3 S The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mahon The question was taken; and there 
Mansfield were—yeas 250, nays 167, not voting 15, 
Marshall foll s 
Miller, Calif. as TOlOWws: 
— 55 + [Roll No. 122] 
itche: 
Morgan YEAS—250 
Morris Aandahl Bramblett Denny 
Morrison Abbitt Bray Devereux 
Moulder Abernethy Brehm D'Ewart 
Multer Adair Brown, Ohio Dolliver 
Murdock Allen, Calif, Brownson Dondero 
Murphy Allen, III. Bryson Dorn 
O'Brien, Ill. Andersen, Budge Doughton 
O'Brien, Mich. H. Carl Buffett Eaton 
O'Neill Anderson, Calif. Burleson Ellsworth 
O'Toole Andresen, Burnside Elston 
Patman August H. Burton Fallon 
Perkins Angell Bush Fellows 
Philbin Arends Butler Fenton 
Polk Armstrong Byrnes, Wis. Fisher 
Powell Auchincloss Canfield Ford 
Preston Ayres Carlyle Forrester 
Price Baker Case Fugate 
Priest Bakewell Chenoweth Fulton 
Quinn Barden Chiperfield Gamble 
Rabaut Baring Church Gary 
Rains Bates, Mass. Clevenger Gathings 
Ramsay Beall Cole, Kans, Gavin 
Rankin Beamer Cole, N. Y. George 
Reams Belcher Colmer Golden 
Rhodes Bender Corbett Goodwin 
Ribicoff Bennett, Mich, Cotton Gossett 
Richards Be Coudert Graham 
Riley Betts Crawford Gross 
Roberts Bishop Crumpacker Gwinn 
Rodino Blackney Cunningham Hagen 
Rogers, Colo. Boggs, Del. Curtis, Mo Hale 
Rooney Bolton Curtis, Nebr. Hall, 
Roosevelt Bonner Dague Edwin Arthur 
bath Bow Davis, Ga, A 
Sasscer Boykin Davis, Wis, Leonard W. 


Halleck - McMullen 
Hand McVey 
Harden Mack, Wash. 
Hardy - Martin, Iowa 
Harrison, Va. Martin, 
Harrison, Wyo. Mason 
Harvey Meader 
Hays, Ohio Merrow 
Hébert Miller, Md 
Heselton Miller, Nebr. 
Hess Miller, N. Y. 
Hill ls 
Hillings Morano 
Hinshaw Morton 
Hoeven Mumma 
Hoffman, Ill Murray, Tenn 
Hoffman, Mich. Nelson 
Holmes Nicholson 
Hope Norrell 
Horan O'Hara 
Hunter O’Konski 
Jackson, Calif, Ostertag 
James tten 
Javits Patterson 
Jenison Phillips 
Jenkins Pickett 
Jensen Poage 
Johnson Potter 
Jonas Poulson 
Jones, Mo Prouty 
Jones, Rankin 
Hamilton O. Redden 
Jones, Reece, Tenn. 
Woodrow W. Reed, II. 
Judd Reed, N. Y. 
Kean Rees, Kans. 
Kearney Regan 
Kearns Ribicoff 
Keating Richards 
Kersten, Wis. Riehlman 
Kilburn Riley 
Lantaff Rivers 
Latham Robeson 
LeCompte Rogers, Fla. 
vre Rogers, Mass, 
Lucas Rogers, Tex, 
McConnell Sadlak 
McCulloch St. George 
McDonough Saylor 
McGregor Schwabe 
McMillan Scott. Hardie 
NAYS—167 
Addonizio Fine 
Albert Flood 
Allen, La 
Andrews Forand 
Anfuso Frazier 
Aspinall Furcolo 
Bailey Garmatz 
Barrett Gordon 
Bates, Ky Gore 
Battle Granahan 
Beckworth Granger 
Bennett, Fla. Grant 
Bentsen Green 
Blatnik Greenwood 
Bolling Gregory 
Bosone Harris 
Brooks Hart 
Brown, Ga. Havenner 
Buckley Hays, Ark. 
Burdick Hedrick 
Byrne, N. Y. Heffernan 
Camp Heller 
Cannon Herlong 
Carnahan. Howell 
Celler Hull 
Chelf Irving 
Chudoff Jackson, Wash 
Clemente Jarman 
Combs Jones, Ala. 
Cooley Karsten, Mo, 
Cooper Kelly, N. Y. 
Cox Kennedy 
Crosser 
Davis, Tenn, Kerr 
Dawson Kilday 
Deane King 
DeGraffenried Kirwan 
Delaney Klein 
Dempsey Kluczynski 
Denton Lane 
Dingell Lanham 
Dollinger Larcade 
Donohue Lesinski 
Donovan Lind 
Doyle Lyle 
Eber! McOarthy 
Elliott McCormack 
Engle McGrath 
Evins McGuire 
McKinnon 
Fernandes Machrowicz 
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Thornberry Welch Withrow 
Trimble Whitaker Yates 
Vinson Wickersham Yorty 
Walter Wier Zablocki 
Watts Willis 

NOT VOTING—15 
Boggs, La. Gillette Norblad 
Breen Herter Passman 
Busbey Holifield Radwan 
Chatham Kelley, Pa. Sutton 
Durham Murray, Wis. Woodruff 


So the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 

Mr. Gillette for, 
Pennsylvania against. 

Mr. Woodruff for, with Mr. Sutton against. 

Mr. Busbey for, with Mr. Holifield against, 

Mr. Durham for, with Mr. Breen against. 

Mr. Radwan, for with Mr. Passman against. 


Until further notice: 


Mr. Boggs of Louisiana with Mr. Herter. 
Mr. Chatham with Mr. Norblad. 


M.. Ayres changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea,” 

Mr. Horus changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment, on which a sepa- 
rate vote has been demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: On page 14, line 
22, insert “(a) Paragraph (3) of subsection 
(d) of section 402 of the Defense Production 
Act of 1950 is amended by inserting after the 
third sentence thereof the following new 
sentence: “No ceiling shall be established or 
maintained for any agricultural commodity 
below 90 percent of the price received (by 
grade) by producers on May 19, 1951, as de- 
termined by the Secretary of Agriculture’.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
agreeing to the committee amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. McCormack) 
there were—ayes 220, noes 96. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 234, nays 183, not voting 15, 
as follows: 


with Mr. Kelley of 


[Roll No. 123] 
YEAS—234 
Aandahl Boykin Crawford 
Abbitt Bray Cunningham 
Abernethy Brehm Curtis, Nebr. 
Adair Brooks Dague 
Albert Brown, Ga. Davis, Ga. 
Allen, Calif. Brown, Ohio Davis, Tenn. 
Allen, II. Bryson Davis, Wis. 
Allen, La Budge Deane 
Andersen, Buffett DeGraffenried 
H. Carl Burdick Dempsey 
Anderson, Calif. Burleson Denny 
Andresen, Burton Devereux 
August Bush "Ewart 
Andrews Butler Dolliver 
Arends Byrnes, Wis. Dorn 
A p Doughton 
Aspinall Cannon Eaton 
Baker Carlyle Elliott 
Barden Chelf Ellswo! 
Beamer Chenoweth Elston 
Beckworth Chiperfield Evins 
Belcher Church Fellows 
Bentsen Clevenger Fernander 
Cole, Kans. Fisher 
Betts Cole, N. Y. Forrester 
Bishop Frazier 
Blackney Combs Fugate 
b 2 Cooley Gathings 
Bonner Cooper Gavin 
Bow Cox George 


Harrison, Va. 
Harrison, Wyo. 
Harvey 

Hays, Ark. 
Hays, Ohio 
Hébert 


Herlong 

Hill 

Hoeven 
Hoffman, Il. 
Hoffman, Mich. 
Holmes 


Jones, Ala. 


Bosone 


Brownson 
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McCullock Schafer 
McGregor Short 
Sikes 
McMullen Simpson, II. 
McVey Simpson, Pa. 
Magee Smith, 
Mahon Smith, Miss. 
Marshall Smith, Va. 
Martin, Iowa Smith, Wis. 
Martin, Mass, Springer 
Stanley 
Miller, Md Steed 
Miller, Nebr, Stefan 
ìs Stigler 
Morris S 
Morrison Taber 
Moulder Tackett 
Mumma Talle 
Murdock Teague 
Murray, Tenn. Thompson, 
Nicholson Mich. 
Norrell Thompson, Tex. 
O'Hara Thornberry 
O'Konski e 
Patten Trimble 
Phillips ‘ail 
Pickett Van Pelt 
Poage Velde 
Potter Vinson 
Preston Vorys 
Prouty 
Rains Watts 
Rankin Weichel 
Redden Werdel 
Reece, Tenn. Wharton 
Reed, Wheeier 
Reed, N. Y. Whitaker 
Rees, > Whitten 
Regan Wickersham 
Richards Widnall 
Riley Williams, Miss, 
Rivers Williams, N. Y. 
Roberts Willis 
Robeson Wilson, Ind 
Rogers, Fla, Wilson, Tex. 
Rogers, Tex. 
St. George Wolcott 
Schwabe Wood, Ga. 
Scrivner Wood. Idaho 
Scudder 
NAYS—183 
Fine Lane 
Flood Lanham 
Fogarty Lantaff 
Forand Latham 
Ford Lesinski 
Fulton Lind 
Furcolo McConnell 
Gamble McCormack 
Garmatz McDonough 
Gary McGrath 
Gordon McGuire 
Granahan McKinnon 
Granger Machrowicz 
Green III. 
Greenwood Mack, Wash. 
Hale Madden 
Hall, Mansfield 
Edwin Arthur Meader 
1, errow 
Leonard W. Miller, Calif. 
Hand N. X. 
Hart Mitchell 
Havenner Morano 
Margan 
Heffernan Morton 
Heller Multer 
Heselton M 
Hess Nelson 
Hillings O'Brien, II. 
Hinshaw O'Brien, Mich, 
Howell O'Neill 
Hull 
Irving O'Toole 
Jackson, Calif. tman 
Jackson, Wash. Patterson 
James Perkins 
Javits Philbin 
Karsten, lk 
Kean Poulson 
Kearney 
Kearns Price 
Keating Priest 
Kelly, N. Y. Quinn 
K Rabaut 
Keogh Ramsay 
Kerr Reams 
Kersten, Wis. Rhodes 
King Ribicoff 
Riehlman 
Elein Rodino 
Klucynski Rogers, Colo. 
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Rogers, Mass. Seely-Brown Van Zandt 
Rooney Sheehan Vaughn 
Roosevelt Shelley Walter 
Sabath Sheppard Welch 
Sadlak Sieminski Wier 
Sasscer Sittler Wigglesworth 
Saylor Spence Withrow 
Scott, Hardie Staggers Wolverton 
Scott, Taylor Yates 

Hugh D., Jr. Thomas Yorty 
Secrest Tollefson Zablocki 

NOT VOTING—15 

Boggs, La Gillette Norblad 
Breen Herter Passman 
Busbey Holifield Radwan 
Cha Kelley, Pa. Sutton 
Durham Murray, Wis. Woodruff 


So the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 

Mr. Sutton for, with Mr. Kelley of Penn- 
sylvania against. 

Mr. Busbey for, with Mr. Holifield against. 

Mr. Passman for, with Mr. Radwan against. 

Mr. Durham for, with Mr. Breen against. 


Until further notice: 


Mr. Boggs of Louisiana with Mr. Gillette. 
Mr. Chatham with Mr. Herter. 


Mr. Frazier changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea,” 

Mr. HaLE changed his vote from “yea” 
to “nay.” 

Mr. Beart changed his vote from “yea” 
to “nay.” 

Mr. JoHNson changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

Mr. AvcuincLoss changed his vote 
from “yea” to “nay.” 

Mr. MILLER of New York changed his 
vote from “yea” to “nay.” 

Mr. Sasscer changed his vote from 
“ve: ” to “nay.” 

Mr. Rocers of Colorado changed his 
vote from “yea” to “nay.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment on which a 
separate vote has been demanded, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Core of Kan- 
sas: On page 15, after line 3, insert “Para- 
graph (3) of subsection (d) of section 402, 
is further amended by inserting after the 
word ‘processing’ at the end of the second 
sentence thereof the following new sen- 
tence: ‘No ceiling shall be established or 
maintained on products resulting from the 
processing of cattle and calves, lambs and 
sheep, and hogs, the of each spe- 
cies being separately considered, which do 
not allow for a reasonable margin of profit 
to each segment of the processing industry 
as a group on each such species’.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 


were—yeas 166, nays 250, not voting 16, 
as follows: 


[Roll No, 124] 
YEAS—166 
Aandahl ; Beamer 
Abernethy August H. Belcher 
Arends 
Allen, Calif, Armstrong Betts 
Allen, II. Ayres Bishop 
Andersen, Baker Blackney 
H. Carl Bates, Mass. Bow 
Anderson, Calif Boykin 
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Rramblett 


Byrnes, Wis. 
Chenoweth 
Chiperfield 
Church 


Davis, Tenn. 
Davis, Wis. 
Denny 
Devereux 


Forrester 
Gamble 


Addonizio 


Beckworth 
Bender 
Bennett, Fla. 
Bennett, Mich. 
Bentsen 
Blatnik 
Boggs, Del. 
Bolling 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Bosone 
Brooks 
Brown, Ga. 
Brownson 


Grant Poage 
Gregory Potter 
Gross 

Gwinn Reece, Tenn 
Hagen Reed, Ill 
Hall, Reed, N. Y 

Edwin Arthur Rees, Kans. 
Hall, - 

Leonard W. Richards 
Halleck Riley 
Harden Rivers 
Harrison, Wyo. Rogers, Fla 
Harvey Rogers, Tex. 
Herlong St. George 
Hess Saylor 
Hill Schwabe 
Hoeven Scrivner 
Hoffman, Mich. Scudder 
Holmes Shafer 
Hope Short 
Horan 8 III. 
Hunter Simpson, Pa. 
Jenison Smith, Kans 
Jenkins Smith, Miss 
Jensen Smith, Wis. 
Johnson Stefan 
Kearns Stockman 
Kilburn Taber 
LeCompte Talle 
Lovre Thompson, 
Lucas 5 
McCulloch Vail 
McGregor Van Pelt 
McMullen Vaughn 
McVey Velde 
Mahon Vorys 
Martin, Iowa Weichel 
Martin, Mass Werdel 
Mason Wharton 
Meader Wheeler 
Miller, Md Whitten 
Miller, Nebr. Williams, Miss 
Morton Williams, N. Y 
Mumma Wilson, Ind 
Murray, Tenn. Wilson, Tex. 
Nicholson Wins 
Norrell Wolcott 
O'Hara Wood, Ga. 
Phillips Wood, Idaho 

NAYS—250 
Curtis, Mo. Hull 
Dawson Irving 
Deane Jackson, Calif. 
DeGraffenried Jackson, Wash. 
Delaney James 
Dempsey Jarman 
Denton Javits 
Dingell Jonas 
Dollinger Jones, Ala. 
Donohue Jones, Mo. 
Donovan Jones, 
Doyle Hamilton C 
Eberharter Jones, 
Elliott Woodrow W. 
Engle Judd ’ 
Evins Karsten, Mo. 
Fallon Kean 
Feighan Kearney 
Fenton Keating 
Fernandez Kelly. N. Y. 

e Kennedy 
Flood Keogh 
Kerr 
Forand Kersten, Wis. 
Frazier Kilday 
Fugate King 
Fulton Kirwan 
Furcolo Klein 
Garmatz Kluczynski 
ary Lane 
Gordon Lanham 
Granahan Lantaff 
Granger Larcade 
Green Latham 
Greenwood Lesinski 
Hale Lind 
Hand Lyle 
Hardy McCarthy 
Harris McConnell 
Harrison, Va. McCormack 
McDonough 
Havenner McGrath 
Hays, Ark. McGuire 
Hays, Ohio McKinnon 
Hébert McMillan 
Hedrick Machrowicz 
Heffernan Mack, III. 
Heller Mack, Wash. 
Heselton Madden 
Hillings Magee 
Hinshaw Mansfield 
Hoffman, III. Marshall 
Howell Merrow 
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Miller, Calif. Springer 
Miller, N. Y. Rabaut Staggers 
Mills Rains Stanley 
Mitchell y Steed 
Morano Reams Stigler 
Morgan Redden Tackett 
Morris Rhodes Taylor 
Morrison Ribicoff Teague 
Moulder Riehlman Thomas 
Multer Roberts ‘Thompson, Tex. 
Murdock Robeson Thornberry 
Murphy Rodino Tollefson 
Nelson Rogers, Colo. Towe 
O'Brien, Ill. Rogers, Mass. Trimble 
O'Brien, Mich. Rooney Van Zandt 
O'Konski Roosevelt n 
O'Neill Sabath Walter 
Ostertag Sadlak Watts 
O'Toole Sasscer Welch 
Patman Scott, Hardie Whitaker 
Patten Scott, Wickersham 
Patterson Hugh D., Jr. Widnall 
Perkins Secrest Wier 
Philbin Seely-Brown Wigglesworth 
Pickett Sheehan Willis 
Polk Shelley Withrow 
Poulson Sheppard Wolverton 
Powell Sieminski Yates 
Preston Sikes Yorty 
Price Sittler Zablocki 
Priest Smith, va 
Prouty Spence 

NOT VOTING—16 
Boggs, La Herter Radwan 
Breen Holifield Sutton 
Busbey Kelley, Pa. Vursell 
Chatham Murray, Wis. Woodruff 
Durham Norblad 
Gillette Passman 


So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 

Mr. Herter for, with Mr. Radwan against. 

Mr. Woodruff for, with Mr. Holifield 
against. 

Mr. Gillette for, with Mr. Passman against, 

Mr. Busbey for, with Mr. Kelley of Penn- 
sylvania against. 


Until further notice: 

Mr. Boggs of Louisiana with Mr. Vursell. 
Mr. Durham with Mr. Norblad. 

Mr. Sutton with Mr. Murray of Wisconsin. 


Mr. Cannon and Mr. Bunce changed 
their vote from “yea” to “nay.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment on which a separate 
vote is demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Geor- 
gia: On page 16, after line 21, insert the fol- 
lowing new subsection (b): 

“(b) Subsection (d) of section 402 of the 
Defense Production Act of 1950 is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

“*(4) For a period of 120 days immedi- 
ately following the date of enactment of this 
paragraph, ceilings on prices, and on wages, 
salaries, and other compensation, shall be 
maintained under this section at not exceed- 
ing the ceiling levels prevailing on July 7, 
1951, except as otherwise provided in para- 


graph (3).’” 

Mr. SPENCE. On that I demand the 
yeas and nays, Mr. Speaker. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 172, nays 243, not voting 17, 
as follows: 


[Roll No. 125] 
YEAS—172 
Aandahl Allen, Calif. Anderson, Calif, 
Abbitt Allen, II. Andresen, 
Abernethy Andersen, August H. 
Adair H. Cari Andrews 


Cole, Kans, 


Fellows 


Addonizio 
Albert 
Allen, La. 
Anfuso 
Angell 
Armstrong 
mall 


Asp: 
Auchincloss 


Golden Nicholson 
Goodwin Norrell 
Gossett O'Hara 
Graham Patten 
Grant Phillips 
Gross Pickett 
Gwinn Poage 
Hale Potter 
Hall, Redden 
Leonard W. Reece, Tenn 
Halleck Reed, III 
Hand Reed, N. Y. 
Harden Rees, 
Harrison, Va. Regan 
Harrison, Wyo. Richards 
Harvey Riley 
Hébert Rivers 
Herlong Robeson 
Hess Rogers, Fla 
Hill Rogers, Tex. 
St. George 
Hoeven Schwabe 
Hoffman, Ill Scrivner 
Hoffman, Mich. Scudder 
Hope Shafer 
Jackson, Calif. Sheehan » 
Jenkins Short 
Jensen Sikes 
Jones, Mo. Simpson, Pa. 
Jones, Smith, Kans. 
Hamilton C. Smith, Va. 
Jones, mith, Wis. 
Woodrow W. Stanley 
ean Stefan 
Kearns Taber 
Kilburn Talle 
Larcade Teague 
LeCompte Thompson, 
Lovre Mich. 
Lucas Towe 
McCulloch Vail 
McGregor Van Pelt 
McMillan Va 
McMullen Velde 
McVey Vorys 
Mahon Werdel 
Martin, Iowa Wharton 
Martin, Mass. Whitten 
Mason Williams, Miss. 
Meader Wilson, Tex 
Merrow Wins! 
Miller, Md. Wolcott 
Miller, Nebr. Wood, Ga. 
Morton Wood, Idaho 
Mumma 
Murray, Tenn. 
NAYS—243 
Crosser Hardy 
Crumpacker Harris 
Cunningham Hart 
Dague Havenner 
Davis, Tenn. Hays, Ark. 
Dawson Hays, Ohio 
e Hedrick 
DeGraffenried Heffernan 
Delaney Heller 
Dempsey Heselton 
Denton Hinshaw 
Devereux Holmes 
Dingell Horan 
Dollinger Howell 
Donohue Hull 
Donovan Hunter 
Doyle ng 
Eberharter Jackson, Wash, 
Elliott James 
Ellsworth Jarman 
Engle Javits 
Evins Jenison 
Fallon Johnson 
Feighan Jonas - 
Fenton Jones, Ala 
Fine Judd 
Flood Karsten, Mo. 
Kearney 
Forand Keating 
Ford Kelly, N. Y- 
Frazier Kennedy 
Fugate Keogh 
Fulton Kerr 
Furcolo Kersten, Wis. 
Garmatz Kilday 
Gary King 
Gordon Kirwan 
Gore Klein 
Granahan Kluczynski 
Granger Lane 
Green 
Greenwood Lantaff 
Gregory Latham 
Hagen Les: 
Hall, Lind 
Edwin Arthur Lyle 


McCarthy Philbin Sittler 
McConnell Polk Smith, Miss, 
McCormack Poulson Spence 
McDonough Powell Springer 
McGrath Preston Staggers 
McGuire Price Steed 
McKinnon Priest Stigler 
Machrowicz Prouty Stockman 
Mack, Ill. nn Tackett 
Mack, Wash, Rabaut Taylor 
Madden Rains Thomas 
Magee Ramsay Thompson, Tex, 
Mansfield Rankin Thornberry 
Marshall Reams Tollefson 
Miller, Calif. Rhodes Trimble 
Miller, N. Y. Ribicoff Van Zandt 
Mills Riehlman Vinson 
Mitchell Roberts Walter 
Morano Rodino Watts 
Morgan Rogers, Colo. Weichel 
Morris Rogers, Mass, Welch 
Morrison Rooney Wheeler 
Moulder Roosevelt Whitaker 
Multer Sabath Wickersham 
Murdock Sadlak Widnall 
Murphy Sasscer Wier 
Nelson Saylor Wigglesworth 
O'Brien, Ill. Scott, Hardie Williams, N. Y. 
O’Brien, Mich. Scott, Willis 
O’Konski Hugh D., Jr. Wilson, Ind. 
O'Neill Secrest Withrow 
Ostertag Seely-Brown Wolverton 
O'Toole Shelley Yates 
Patman Sheppard Yorty 
Patterson Sieminski Zablocki 
Perkins Simpson, II. 

NOT VOTING—17 
Boggs, La. Gillette Passman 
ene Herter Radwan 
Buffett Holifield Sutton 
Busbey Kelley, Pa. Vursell 
Chatham Murray, Wis. Woodruff 
Durham Norblad 


So the amendment was rejected, 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 

Mr. Gillette for, with Mr. Holifield against, 

Mr. Busbey for, with Mr. Sutton against, 

Mr. Woodruff for, with Mr. Kelley of Penn- 
sylvania against. 

Mr. Durham for, with Mr. Radwan against. 

Mr. Pressman for, with Mr. Breen against. 


Until further notice: 


Mr. Boggs of Louisiana with Mr. Buffett. 
Mr. Chatham with Mr. Herter. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
port the next amendment on which a 
separate vote has been demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Poace: Page 
18, after line 4, insert the following: 

„) Section 402 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is hereby amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof a new subsection 
reading as follows: 

“Tt shall be unlawful to establish or 
maintain any ceiling price applicable to 
manfacturers or processors for any item of 
material derived in whole or in substantial 
part from an agricultural commodity if 
such ceiling price for any such item of ma- 
terial is fixed and maintained at less than 
the sum of the following: 

(1) The current cost of the material 
used therein computed on a delivered basis 
(except that the cost of any agricultural 
commodity used therein shall be computed 
on the basis of the current cost or the price 
specified in section 402 (d) (3), of the com- 
modity delivered to the manufacturer or 
processor, whichever is greater) ; 

“*(2) All costs currently incurred in the 
processing or manufacturing operation and 
distribution of such item, including an al- 
lowance for such indirect costs as may rea- 
sonably be attributable to such item of ma- 


m 63 A reasonable profit (which for each 
unit of such item shall be not less than 85 
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percent of the average profit earned on an 
equivalent unit of such item during the 
three most profitable years of the period 1946 
to 1949, both inclusive): Provided, That if 
specific dollars-and-cents ceilings appli- 
cable to manufacturers or ors are es- 
tablished for any such item of material and 
made generally applicable, the costs and 
profits referred to in paragraphs (1), (2), 
and (3) of this subsection, for each item of 
such material shall be computed by using 
a weighted average of such costs and profits 
of the individual processors or manufac- 
turers of such item'.“ 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

Mr. SPENCE, Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, 

The question was taken; anë there 
were—yeas 181, nays 233, answered 
“present” 1, not voting 17, as follows: 

{Roll No. 126] 


YEAS—181 

Aandahl Evins Mumma 
Abernethy Fellows Murray, Tenn, 
Allen, Calif. Fernandez Nicholson 
Allen, III. Fisher Norrell 
Anderson, Calif. Forrester O'Hara 
Andresen, Gathings Phillips 

August H, Gavin Pickett 
Andrews George Poege 
Arends Golden Potter 
Armstrong Goodwin Preston 
Baker Gore Rains 
Barden Gossett Redden. 
Battle Graham Reece, Tenn. 
Belcher Grant Reed, III. 
Bentsen Gross Reed, N. Y. 
Berry Gwinn Rees, Kans. 
Betts Hale gan 
Bishop Hall, Richards 
Blackney Edwin Arthur Riley 
Boggs, Del, Halleck Rivers 
Bow Hand Roberts 
Boykin Harris Rogers, Mass 
Bramblett Harrison, Va. ers, Tex. 
Brehm Harrison, Wyo. St. George 
Brown, Ga. Hays, Ark. Schwa 
Brown, Ohio Herlong Scrivner 
Bryson Scudder 
Buffett Hoeven Shafer 
Burleson „ Sheehan 

ush Hoffman, Mich, rt 
Butler Hope Simpson, III. 
Byrnes, Wis. Horan Simpson, Pa. 
Camp Hunter Smith, i 
Cannon Jenison Smith, Miss 
Carlyle Jenkins Smith, Wis. 
Chenoweth Jensen Stefan 
Chiperfield Johnson Taber 

urch Jonas Talle 
Clevenger Jones, Ala, Teague 
Cole, Kans. Jones, Mo. Thompson, 
Cole, N. Y. Jones, Mich. 
Colmer H ton C. Thompson, Tex. 
Cooley Jones, ‘Thornberry 
Cooper Woodrow W. we 
Cox ‘ail 
Crawford Kersteh, Wis. Van Pelt 
Cunningham Kilburn Velde 
Curtis, Nebr. Kilday Vinson 
Dague Lanham Vorys 
Davis, Ga. LeCompte Weichel 
Davis, Tenn Lovre Werdel 
DeGraffenried Lucas on 
Devereux McCulloch Wheeler 
McGregor Whitten 
Dolliver MeMillan Williams, Miss, 
Dondero McVey Williams, N. Y. 
Dorn Mahon Wilson, Ind. 
Doughton Martin, Iowa Wilson, Tex. 
Eaton Martin, Mass. Winstead 
Elliott Mason Wolcott 
Ellsworth Miller, Md. Wood, Ga. 
Miller, Nebr. Wood, Idaho 
NAYS—233 

Abbitt Aspinall Beall 
Adair Auchincloss Beamer 
Addonizio Ayres Beckworth 
Albert Bailey Bender 
Allen, La. Bakewell Bennett, Fla, 
Andersen, Baring Bennett, Mich, 

H. Barrett Blatnik 
Anf uso Bates, Ky. Bolling 
Angell Bates, Mass. Bolton 
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Bonner Hedrick Oste 
Bosone Heffernan O'Toole 
Bray Heller Patman 
Brooks Heselton Patten 
Brownson Hess Patterson 
Buckley Hillings Perkins 
Budge Hinshaw Philbin 
Burdick Holmes Polk 
Burnside Howell Powell 
Burton Hull Price 
Byrne, N. T. Irving Priest 
Canfield Jackson, Calif. Prouty 
Carnahan Jackson, Wash, Quinn 
Case James Rabaut 
Celler Jarman Ramsay 
Chelf Javits Rankin 
Chudoff Judd Reams 
Clemente Karsten, Mo. Rhodes 
Combs Kean Ribicoff 
Corbett Kearney Riehlman 
Cotton Kearns Robeson 
Coudert Keating Rodino 
Crosser Kelly, N. Y. Rogers, Colo. 
Crumpacker Kennedy Rogers, Fla. 
Curtis, Mo, Keogh Roone 
Davis, Wis. King Roosevelt 
Dawson Kirwan Sabath 
Deane Klein Sadlak 
Delaney Kluczynski Sasscer 
Dempsey Lane Saylor 
Denny Lantaff Scott, Hardie 
Denton Larcade Scott, 
Dingell Latham Hugh D., Jr. 
Dollinger Lesinski rest 
Donohue Lind Seely-Brown 
Donovan McCarthy Shelley 
Doyle McConnell Sheppard 
Eberharter McCormack Sieminski 
Engle McDonough Sikes 
Fallon McGrath Sittler 
Feighan McGuire Smith, Va. 
Fenton McKinnon Spence 
Fine McMullen Springer 
Flood M Staggers 
Fogarty Mack, III. Stanley 
Forand Mack, Wash. teed 
Ford Madden Stigler 
Frazier Magee Stockman 
Fugate Mansfield Tackett 
Fulton Marshall Taylor 
Furcolo Meader ‘Thomas 
Gamble Merrow Tollefson 
Garmatz Miller, Calif. ‘Trimble 
Gary Miller, N. Y. Van Zandt 
Gordon Mills Vaughn 
Granhan Mitchell Walter 
Granger Morano Watts 
Green Morgan Welch 
Greenwood Morris Whitaker 
Gregory Morrison Wickersham 
Hagen ‘ Morton Widnall 
Hall, Moulder Wier 
Leonard W. Multer Wigglesworth 

Harden urdock Willis 
Hardy Murphy Withrow 
Hart Nelson Wolverton 
Harvey O'Brien, Ill Yates 
Havenner O’Brien, Mich. Yorty 
Hays, Ohio O’Konski Zablocki 
Hébert O'Neill 

ANSWERED “PRESENT’—1 

Lyle 
NOT VOTING—17 

Boggs, La. Herter Poulson 
Breen Holifiela Radwan 
Busbey Kelley, Fa. Sutton 
Chatham Murray, Wis. Vursell 
Durham Norblad Woodruff 
Gillette Passman 


So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 


Mr. Lyle for, with Mr. Holifield against. 
Mr. Woodruff for, with Mr. Herter against, 
Mr. Busbey for, with Mr. Gillette against. 


Until further notice: 

Mr. Boggs of Louisiana with Mr. Radwan. 

Mr. Chatham with Mr. Vursell. 

Mr. Durham with Mr. Poulson. 

Mr. Passman with Mr. Norblad. 

Mr. Kelley of Pennsylvania with Mr. Mur- 
ray of Wisconsin. 


Messrs. McDonoucH and OSsTERTAG 
changed their vote from “yea” to “nay.” 


1951 


Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I have a live 
pair with the gentleman from California 
{Mr. HoLIFIELD]. If he were present he 
would have voted “nay.” I voted “yea.” 
I withdraw my vote and vote “present.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment on which a separate 
vote has been demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. D’Ewart: Page 
18, after line 4, insert the following new 
subsection: 

“(e) Section 402 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subsec- 
tion: 

„%) The Munitions Board shall prepare, 
publish in the Federal Register, and keep 
current a list of the metals and minerals 
which are strategic and critical and which 
it is uneconomical to produce under the ap- 
plicable ceiling price because of the marginal 
or submarginal character of the source or 
the necessity of constructing or installing 
substantial facilities or equipment. No price 
ceiling established under this section shall 
apply to any metal or mineral while it is on 
such list.’” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 200, nays 216, not voting 16, 
as follows: 

[Roll No. 127] 


YEAS—200 

Aandahl Corbett Hoeven 
Adair Cotton Hoffman, III. 
Alien, Calif. Crawford Hoffman, Mich. 
Allen, Til. Crumpacker Holmes 
Andersen, Cunningham Hope 

H. Carl Curtis,Nebr. Horan 
Anderson, Calif. Dague Hunter 
Andresen, Davis, Wis. Jackson, Calif. 

August H. Dempsey James 
Arends Denny Jenison 
Armstrong Devereux Jenkins 
Aspinall DEwart Jensen 
Auchincloss Dolliver Johnson 
Ayres Dondero Jonas 
Bailey Donovan Jones, 
Baker Dorn Hamilton C. 
Barden Eaton Jones, 
Baring Ellsworth Woodrow W. 
Bates, Mass. Elston Judd 
Beall Fellows Kearns 
Beamer Fenton Keogh 
Eelcher Fernandez Kilburn 
Bender Fisher Lanham 
Bennett, Mich. Ford LeCompte 
Berry Forrester Lovre 
Betts Fulton Lucas 
Bishop Gamble McConnell 
Blackney Gavin McCulloch 
Blatnik George McDonough 
Bosone Golden McGregor 
Bow Goodwin McMullen 
Boykin Gossett MeVey 
Bramblett Graham Mack, Wash 
Bray Granger Mansfield 
Brehm Gross Marshall 
Brown, Ohio Gwinn Martin, Iowa 
Buckley Hagen Martin, Mass. 
Budge Hale Mason 
Buffett Hall, Merrow 
Burdick Edwin Arthur Miller, Md, 
Burleson all, Miller, Nebr. 
Bush Leonard W. Miller, N. Y. 
Butler Halleck Morton 
Byrnes, Wis. Harden Mumma 
Chenoweth Harrison, Wyo. Murdock 
Chiperfield Harvey Nelson 
Church Hedrick Nicholson 
Clevenger Hess O'Hara 
Cole, Kans. Hill O’Konskti 
Cole, N. Y. Hillings Ostertag 
Cooley Hinshaw Patten 


Phillips 
Pickett 


Beckworth 


Canfield 
Cannon 
Carlyle 
Carnahan 
Case 

Celler 
Chelf 
Chudoff 
Clemente 
Colmer 
Combs 
Cooper 
Coudert 
Cox 
Crosser 
Curtis, Mo, 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Tenn, 
Dawson 
Deane 
DeGraffenried 


Eberharter 
Elliott 


Gathings 


Gillette 
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Schwabe Tollefson 
Scott, Hardie Vail 
Scott, Van Pelt 

Hugh D., Jr. Van Zandt 
Scrivner Vaughn 
Scudder Velde 
Shafer Weichel 
Short Werdel 
Simpson, nl. Wharton 
Simpson, Pa. Wheeler 
Sittler Widnall 
Smith, Kans, Williams, N. Y. 
Smith, Wis. Wilson, Ind. 
Stefan Wilson, Tex. 
Stockman Withrow 
Taber Wolcott 
Talle ‘Wood, Idaho 
Thompson, 

Mich. 

NAYS—216 
Gore O’Brien, Mich. 
Granahan O'Neill 
Grant O'Toole 
Green Patman 
Greenwood Patterson 
Gregory Perkins 
Hand Philbin 
Hardy Polk 
Harris Powell 
Harrison, Va. Preston 

art Price 
Havenner Priest 
Hays, Ark Quinn 
Hays, Ohio Rabaut 
Hébert Rains 
Heffernan Ramsay 
Heller Rankin 
Herlong Rhodes 
Heselton Ribicoff 
Howell Richards 
Hull Riley 
Irving Rivers 
Jackson, Wash, Roberts 
Jarman Robeson 
Javits Rodino 
Jones, Ala. Rogers, Fla. 
Jones, Mo. Rogers, Tex. 
Karsten, Mo. Rooney 
Kean Roosevelt 
Kearney Sabath 
Keating Sasscer 
Kelly, N. Y. Secrest 
Kennedy Seely-Brown 
Kerr heehan 
Kersten, Wis. Shelley 
Kilday Sheppard 
King Sieminski 
Kirwan Sikes 
Klein Smith, Miss 
Kluczynski Smith, Va. 
Lane Spence 
Lantaff Springer 
Larcade Staggers 
Latham Stanley 
Lesinski Steed 
Lind Stigler 
Lyle Tackett 
McCarth Taylor 
McCormack Teague 
McGrath Thomas 
McGuire Thompson, Tex, 
McKinnon Thornberry 
McMillan Towe 
Machrowicz Trimble 
Mack, III Vinson 
Madden Vorys 
Magee Walter 
Mahon Watts 
Meader Welch 
Miller, Calif. | Whitaker 
Mills Whitten 
Mitchell Wickersham 
Morano Wier 
Morgan Wigglesworth 
Morris Williams, Miss 
Morrison Willis 
Moulder Winstead 
Multer Wolverton 
Murphy Wood, Ga 
Murray, Tenn, Yates 
Norrell Yorty 
O’Brien, Ill, Zablocki 

NOT VOTING—16 

Herter Radwan 
Holifield Sutton 
Kelley, Pa. Vursell 
Murray, Wis. Woodruff 
Norblad 
Passman 


So the amendment was rejected. 
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The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 

Mr. Gillette for, with Mr. Holifield against. 

Mr. Woodruff for, with Mr. Kelley of Penn- 
sylvania, against. 

Mr. Busbey for, with Mr. Sutton against. 


Until further notice: 


Mr. Boggs of Louisiana with Mr. Vursell. 

Mr. Chatham with Mr. Murray of Wiscon- 
sin. 

Mr. Passman with Mr. Norblad. 

Mr. Durham with Mr. Radwin. 

Mr. Breen with Mr. Herter. 


Mr. GossetT, Mr. WEICHEL, Mr. BARING, 
and Mr. BLATNIK changed their votes 
from “nay” to “yea.” 

Mr. Kine changed his vote from “yea” 
to “nay.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment on which a sepa- 
rate vote is demanded, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: Page 20, strike 
out all of 14 down to and including (g) in 
line 19, on page 23, and insert “(e).” 


Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it, 

Mr. HALLECK, Is this the commit- 
tee amendment that has to do with com- 
modity exchanges or licensing? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is not in- 
formed; there was not enough of the 
amendment read that the Chair could 
place it in the bill. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. May we ask where 
it appears in the bill? 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the amendment may be again reported. 

There was no objection. 

(The Clerk again read the amend- 
ment.) 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the amendment. 

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, 
that we demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, a par- 
liamentary inquiry, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. FALLECK. Do J understand that 
the vote is upon the committee amend- 
ment which strikes out the provisions 
having to do with licensing and hence 
a vote for the amendment is to strike 
out the licensing provision? 

The SPEAKER. It is a committee 
amendment. The Chair is not cogni- 
zant with all the provisions of it. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 333, nays 82, answered 
“present” 1, not voting 16, as follows: 


on 


[Roll No. 128] 
YEAS—333 
Aandahl Andresen, Baker 
Abbitt August H Bakewell 
Abernethy Andrews Barden 
ir Anfuso Baring 

Albert Angell Bates, Mass. 
Allen, Calif. Arends Battle 
Allen, Ill, Armstrong Beall 
Allen, La. Aspinall Beamer 
Andersen, Auchincloss Beckworth 

H. Carl Ayres Belcher 
Anderson, Calif.Bailey Bender 
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Bennett, Fla. 


Bennett, Mich. 


Bentsen 
Berry 


Chenoweth 


Hall, 
Edwin Arthur 


Hunter 
Jackson, Calif, 
James 
Jarman 
Jenison 
Jenkins 
Jensen 
Johnson 
Jonas 
Jones, Ala, 
Jones, Mo, 


O'Brien, Mich. 
O'Hara 


O’Konski 
Ostertag 
Patten 
Patterson 
Philbin 
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Phillips 
Pickett 


NAYS—82 

Addonizio Green Morgan 
Barrett Greenwood Multer 
Bates, Ky. Gregory Murphy 
Blatnik Hart O’Brien, II. 
Bolling Heffernan O'Neill 
Bosone Heller O'Toole 
Buckley Howell Patman 
Burnside Perkins 
Byrne, N.Y. Jackson, Wash. Powell 
C Javits ce 
Celler Karsten, Mo. Quinn 
Chudoff Kelly, N. Y. Rabaut 
Clemente Kennedy Ramsay 
Crosser Keogh Rhodes 
Dawson King Rodino 
Deane Kirwan Rooney 
Delaney Klein Roosevelt 
Dingell Kluczynski Sabath 
Dollinger Lane Sieminski 
Eberharter Lesinski Spence 
Feighan Lind 
Fine McGrath Walter 
Fiood McGuire Welch 

Machrowicz Wier 
Forand Mack, II. Yates 
Garmatz Madden Zablocki 
Gordon Magee 

Mitchell 

ANSWERED “PRESENT’'—1 
McCormack 
NOT VOTING—16 

Boggs, La. Herter 
Breen Holifield Sutton 
Busbey Kelley, Pa Vursell 
Chatham Murray, Wis. Woodruff 
Durham Norblad 
Gillette an 


So the amendment was agreed to. 

‘The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 

Mr. Gillette for, with Mr. Holifield against. 

Mr. Woodruff for, with Mr. Kelley of Penn- 
sylvania against. 

Mr. Bushey for, with Mr. Edward Breen 
against. 

Mr, Passman for, with Mr. Radwan against. 

Mr. Durham for, with Mr, Sutton against. 

Mr. Herter for, with Mr. McCormack 
against, 


Until further notice: 


Mr. Boggs of Louisiana with Mr. Norblad. 
Mr. Chatham with Mr. Murray of Wis- 
consin. 


Mr. FALLON changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

Mr. Denton changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a live pair with the gentleman from 
Massachusetts, Mr. HERTER. I voted 
“nay.” If the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts were here, he would vote “yea”; 
therefore, I withdraw my vote and vote 
“present.” 

Mr. McKinnon changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea,” 

Mr. Tackxetrr changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

Mr. EBERHARTER changed his vote from. 
“yea” to “nay.” 

Mr. MILLER of California changed his 
vote from “nay” to “yea.” 

Mr. BECKwORTRH changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

Mr. Sasscer changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

Mr. SHELLEY changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

Mr. Cannon changed his vote from 
may“ to “yea.” L 

Mr. Havenner changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 


JULY 20 


Mr. PowELL changed his vote from 
“nay” to “yea.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the next amendment on which a separate 
vote has been demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: On page 45, line 
7, strike out all after line 7 on page 45 down 
to and including line 7 on page 48. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, that is 
the commodity speculation amendment. 
On that I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 242, nays 172, not voting 18, 
as follows: 


[Roll No. 129] 
YEAS—242 
Aandahl Donovan Lucas 
Abbitt Dorn McConnell 
Abernethy Doughton McCulloch 
air Elliott McDonough 
Alen, Calif. Ellsworth McGregor 
Allen, Il. Elston McMillan 
Allen, La. Fellows McMullen 
Anderson, Calif. Fenton McVey 
Andresen, er Mack, Wash. 
August H Forrester Mahon 
Andrews Frazier Martin, Iowa 
Arends Fugate Martin, Mass 
Armstro; Gamble n 
Auchincloss Meader 
Baker Gathings Merrow 
Barden Gavin Miller, Md. 
Bates, Mass. George Miller, Nebr 
Battle Golden Morrison 
Beall Goodwin Morton 
Beamer Gore Moulder 
Belcher Gossett Mumma 
Berry Graham Murray, Tenn. 
Betts Grant Nicholson 
Bishop Gregory Norrell 
Blackney Gwinn O'Hara 
Boggs, Del Hagen Patten 
Bonner Hale Patterson 
Bow Hall, 
Boykin Leonard W. Pickett 
Bramblett Halleck Poage 
ray Hand Potter 
Brehm Harden Poulson 
Brooks Hardy Preston 
Brown, Ga, Harris Priest 
Brown, Ohio Harrison, Va. Prouty 
Brownson Harrison, Wyo. Rains 
Bryson Harvey Rankin 
Budge Hays, Ark Redden 
Buffett Hébert Reece, Tenn 
Burleson Herlong Reed, III. 
Burton Hess Reed, N. Y. 
Bush Hill Rees, Kans. 
Butler Hillings 
Byrnes, Wis. Hinshaw Richards 
Camp Hoeven 
Carlyle Hoffman, IN. Riley 
Chenoweth Hoffman, Mich. Rivers 
Chiperfield Holmes Roberts 
Church Hope Robeson 
Clevenger Horan Rogers, Fla 
Cole, Kans. Hunter Rogers, Tex. 
Cole, N. Y. Jackson, Calif. Sadlak 
Colmer James St. George 
Cooley Jenison Saylor 
Cooper Jenkins Schwabe 
Corbett Jensen Scott, Hardie 
Cotton Jonas tt, 
Cox Jones, Ala. Hugh D., Jr. 
Crawford Jones, Mo. Scrivner 
Crumpacker Jones, Scudder 
©. Shafer 
Curtis, Nebr, Jones, Sheeban 
e W. wW. Short 
Davis, Ga. Judd Sikes 
Davis, Tenn. Kearns Simpson, Il. 
Davis, Wis. Kilburn Simpson, 
enried Kilday Sittler 
Denny Lanham Smith, Kans. 
Devereux Lantaff Smith, Miss. 
D Ewart Larcade Smith, Va. 
Dolliver LeCompte Smith, Wis. 
Dondero Louvre tanley 


3 za nae 8 Mr. Jarman changed his vote from ath 2 8 = 
tigler an ams, Miss. 40 ” “í ” * - 
Stockman Pan Zandt Williams, N T. “yea” to “nay. Buckley Harrison, Va, O'Brien, Mich. 
Taber Vaughn illis The result of the vote was announced states x sale a, 8 
Tale Vinson Wilson; Tex; 28 above recorded. Burton Hays, Ark. O'Toole 
5 Werdel Winstead The SPEAKER. The question is on Bush Hays, Ohio Patman 
Thompson, Wharton Wolcott the engrossment and third reading of Byrne. N £ Heffernan Philbin 
wach: wneer onapo the bill. Byrnes, Wis. Feller Poage 
Thompson, Tex. Whitten Wood, Idaho Cam Herlong Polk 
Towe idnall The bill was ordered to be engrossed 2 OS 23 Suden 
NAYS—172 ana ae a third time, and was read the Cannon aan Powell 
ird time. - Carlyle Hill Preston 
Addonizio Fulton Morano r 
Albert Furcolo Morgan The SPEAKER. The question is on Carnahan 2 8 
Andersen, Garmatz Morris the passage of the bill. Celler Horan Prouty 
H. Carl Gordon Multer LE of Chelf Howell Quinn 
Anfuso Granahan Murdock Mr. COLE of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 8 Hul Rabaut 
Angell 8 ated ped 11 I offer a motion to recommit. Clemente Hunter Rains 
Aspina! reen 2 
3 Greenwood O'Brien, Mich. The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman Gole. N. ¥. avui Se 
Bailey Gross O'Konski opposed to the bill? Cooley Jackson, Wash. Redden 
Bakewell Hall, O'Neill Mr. COLE of Kansas. I am, Mr. Cooper James Rees, Kans. 
Baring Edwin Arthur Speaker. Corbett Jarman Rhodes 
Barrett Hart O'Toole $ Cotton Javits Ribicoff 
Bates, Ky. Havenner Patman The SPEAKER. The gentleman qual- Coudert Johnson Richards 
Ree pee. NEES ifies. The Clerk will report the motion Cox Jonas Richiman 
P Cross „Ala. e 
Bennett, Fla. Heffernan Polk to recommit. Grumpacker Joie. Mo. Rivers 
Bonuses, Mich. galer s 5 The Clerk read as follows: Curtis, Mo. Jones, Roberts 
Blatnik Howell Quinn Mr. Coxe of Kansas moves to recommit the Daune Ga; nap aia 8 7 85 
Bolling Hull Rabaut bill H. R. 3871 to the Committee on Banking Davis, Tenn. Woodrow W. Rogers, Colo, 
Bolton Ramsay and Currency. Dawson Judd rs, Fla 
Bosone Jackson, Wash. 3 Deane Karsten, Mo. Rogers, Mass, 
Buckley aera — 5 aed Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, DeGraffenried Kean Rogers, Tex. 
Ptah H Sohan Rodino on that I demand the yeas and nays. 8 —— — re 
Byrne, N.Y. Karsten, Mo. Rogers, Colo. The yeas and nays were ordered. Denny Kelly, N. Y. Sabath 
oe scat = Bon The question was taken; and there Denton Kennedy 9 
Carnahan ea! Roosevelt were—yeas 117, nays 299, not voting 16, Devereux 3 Ws 
Case Kelly, N. Y. Sabath as follows: Dingell Kersten, Wis, Saylor 
Celler Kennedy Frese Roll No. 130 Dollinger Kilday Scott, Hardie 
Chelf Keogh Fe B I o. 180] Dondero King Scott, 
Chudoff err 8 YEAS—117 Donohue Kirwan Hugh, D., Ir. 
Clemente Kersten, Wis. Shelley Aberneth: Furco Donovan Klein Secrest 
Combs King Sheppard 25 y G lo cee Doughton Kluczynski Seely-Brown 
Coudert Kirwan Sieminski ‘Albert eorge ‘otter Doyle Lane Shelley 
Crosser Klein Spence Golden. Rankin Eaton Lanham Sieminski 
7 Kluczynski Springer Allen, III Gossett Reece, Tenn, Eberharter Lantaff Sikes 
Dawson Staggers Aeren, Calif.Gross Reed, Ill. Elliott I de Sittler 
Deane Latham Steed Andrews Hagen Reed, N. Y. Elston Lati Smith, Miss 
Delaney Lesinski Taylor Arends Halleck Regan Engle Lesinski Smith, Va, 
Dempsey Lind Thomas Armstrong Harden Schwabe Evins Lind Spence 
Denton Lyle ‘Thornberry Bailey Harrison, Wyo. Scrivner Fallon Lyle Stanley 
Dingell McCarthy Tollefson Beamer Harvey Scudder Feighan McCarthy Steed 
Dollinger McCormack Trimble Belcher Hedrick Shafer. Penton McConnell Stigler 
Donohue McGrath Morya Dny Eanes Sheehan Fernandez McCormack Stockman 
Doyle McGuire Walter Betts Hinshaw Sheppard Fine McCulloch Tackett 
Eberharter McKinnon Watts Bishop Hoeven Short Fogarty McDonough Talle 
Engle Machrowicz Weichel Blackney Hoffman, III Simpson, Ill Forand McGrath Taylor 
Evins Mack, Hl. Welch w Hoffman, Mich. Simpson, Pa. Ford McGuire Thomas 
Fallon Madden Whitaker Boykin Jenison- Smith, Kans. Forrester McKinnon Thompson, Tex, 
Feighan Magee Wickersham Bramblett Jenkins Smith, Wis. Frazier « McMullen Thornberry 
Fernandez Mansfield Wier Bray Jensen Springer Fugate Machrowicz Tollefson 
Fine Marshall Withrow Brehm Kearns Staggers Fulton Mack. III. Towe 
Flood Miller, Calif. Wolverton Brown, Ohio Kilburn Stefan Gamble Mack. Wash Trimble 
Fogarty Miller, N.Y. Yates auas e ea dea aa? Garmatz Madden Van Zandt 
Forand Mills Yorty Buffett Lovre Teague Gary Magee Vaughn 
Ford Mitchell Zablocki Burleson Lucas Thompson, Gathings Mahon Vinson 
Chenoweth McGregor Mich. ° 
NOT VOTING—18 Gavin Mansfield Vorys 
Chiperfield McMillan Vail Goodwin Martin, Mass. Walter 
Boggs, La. Gillette Norblad Church McVey Van Pelt Gordon Meader Watts 
Breen Herter Passman Clevenger Marshall Velde Gore Merrow Weichel 
Busbey Holifield Radwan Cole, Kans, Martin, Iowa Werdel Grabam Miller, Calif, Welch 
Chatham Kelley, Pa. Sutton Colmer Mason Wharton Granahan Miller, N. Y. Whitaker 
Durham Murray, Wis. Vursell Crawford Miller, Md. Wheeler Granger Is Wickersham 
Eaton Nelson oodruff Cunningham Miller, Nebr. Whitten Grant Mitchell Widnall 
Curtis, Nebr. Morgan Williams, Miss. 8 e Wier 
So the amendment was agreed to. Davis, Wis. Nelson Wilson, Ind. aren wood Morris Wigglesworth 
The Clerk announced the following Dolliver * Gregory Morrison Williams, N. Y. 
Kai Eon 88 ree Gwinn Morton Willis 
pairs: Ellsworth O'Neill Wood, Ga. Hale Moulder Withrow 
On this vote: Fellows Patten Wood, Idaho Hall, Multer Wolcott 
Mr. Gillette for, with Mr. Kelley of Penn- 3 Bie ies Edwin Arthur Mumma Wolverton 
sylvania against. Ps Hall, Murdock Yates 
Mr. Woodruff for, with Mr. Holifield NAYS—299 Pe vali W. — anna 3 
against. Aandahl Auchincloss Bender ¥ 
Mr. Busbey for, with Mr. Sutton against. : er Ayres 3 ee: NOT VOTING—16 
Mr. Durham for, with Mr. Radwan against. o Baker nnett, ; 
Mr. Passman for, with Mr. Breen against. 8 — — ara — 3 ee 
I be Kelley, Pa. Vursell 
Until further notice: 5 ae) Chatham © Murray, Wis. Woodruff 
Mr. Boggs of Louisiana with Mr. Eaton. Andresen, Bates, Ky. Bolton Durham Norblad 
Mr. Chatham with Mr. Herter. August H. Bates, Mass. Bonner Gillette Passman 
Ant uso attle sone a 
Mr. Tacketr changed his vote from Angel Beall Brooks So the motion to recommit was re 
“nay” to “yea.” Aspinall Beckworth Brown, Ga. jected. 
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Clerk ann lowing Jackson, Calif; Merrow Sabath - The Clerk announced the following 
Sto ‘nse een cae: To Jackaon, Wash. Miller, air, Badiak pairs: 
2 ames Miller, * a George 
On this vote: Jarman Mulls A — ; On this vote: 
Mr. Vursell for, with Mr. Herter against, Javits tehe! lr. Harrison of Virginia for, with Mr. 
Mr. Woodruff for, with Mr. Gillette against. | JoBnson 5 Scott Hardie Vursell against. 
0 Jones, Ala. Morris Hugh D., Jr. . 
Until further notice: Jones, Mo; praniti Scudder Until further notice: 
Mr. Boggs of Louisiana with Mr. Murray Jones, Morton Secrest . Mr. Boggs of Louisiana with Mr. Herter. 
of Wisconsin. Hamilton C. Moulder Seely-Brown „ Mr. Passman with Mr. Busbey. 
Mr. Passman with Mr. Norblad. ie PE ey Mr. Holifield with Mr. Gillette. 
Mr. Durham with Mr. Busbey. „ © Spree — Mr. Durham with Mr. Murray of Wisconsin. 
Mr. Chatham with Mr. Radwan. Karsten, Mo. Murphy Sikes Mr. Kelley of Pennsylvania with Mr, Rad- 
K Murray, Tenn, Smith, Miss. wan. 
Mr. Fnourr changed his vote from Kearney Norrell Smith, Va, Mr. Sutton with Mr. Norblad. 
“yea” to “nay.” S Keating E oeu; e Spence Mr. Chatham with Mr. Woodruff, 
Mr. KILBURN and Mr. SHAFER chang elly, N. Y. en, Staggers 
thelr vote from “nay” to “yen.” „ ee Se speaker, T have a pair with the gentle- 
The result of the vote was announced Kerr Ostertag Stigler peaxer, e d 
man from Illinois, Mr. VursEtt, who, if 
as above recorded. Kersten, Wis. O'Toole Stockman 5 vni » 1 th 10 
Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Speaker, I ask —— 83 8 present, would vo nay: J ap me 
unanimous consent that my vote on roll Ring * —— Taylor withdraw my vote of “yea” and v 
call No. 129 be recorded. I was present Kirwan Philbin Thomas present. 
and voted “yea” on the first call, but I — at —— 0 e TO The result of the vote was announced 
have learned that the Reading Clerk fans B ee as above recorded. 
did not hear me. Lanham Poulson Towe en motion to reconsider was laid on the 
The SPEAKER. Without objection, well Trimble e. : 
the roll call will be corrected accord- arcade am gni Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
ingly. Lesinski Priest Vaughn unanimous consent that the Clerk may 
There was no objection. Lind Prouty Vinson be permitted to make the necessary cor- 
The SPEAKER. The question is on Seen suon, ps hal rections and to renumber the sections in 
the passage of the bill, McConnell Rains Watts proper order. 
Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, on that McCormack Ramsay Weichel The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
I demand the yeas and nays. I Smee 9 the request of the gentleman from Ken- 
The yeas and nays were ordered, McGrath Rees, Kans. Whitten tucky? i 
The question was taken; and there 1 1 ar There was no objection. 
were—yeas 323, nays 92, answered  MeMilan Richards Wise Mr, SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
present” 1, not voting 16, as follows: McMullen Richiman Wigglesworth unanimous consent to take from the 
chrowica ey ams, Miss. 4 
[Roll No. 131] Mack, I. Rivers Williams, N. T. Speaker’s desk the bill (S. 1717) to amend ; 
YEAS—323 Mack. Wash. Roberts Willis and extend the Defense Production Act 
Aandahl Canin Flood Madden Robeson Winstead of 1950 and the Housing and Rent Act of 
Abbitt Canfield Fogarty ae. canting 8010 1 1947, as amended, that all after the en- 
Adair Cannon Forand Mansfield agers, Fia.. “wolvestoh acting clause be stricken out and that the 
rose ae Sean civ Marshall —— Mass. Yates provisions of H. R. 3871 as passed be sub- 
Allen, Calif. Case Frazier — Mass. 8 ‘a zen 7 stituted and that the bill as amended do 
Allen, La. 8 8 pass. 
Andersen, e€ ton NAYS—92 
H. Carl  Chudoff Furcolo The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
Andresen, Clemente Gamble Abernethy Golden Rankin The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
August H. Sole, N. T. Garmatz Allen, III. Gossett Reece, Tenn. the request of the gentleman from Ken- 
lnntouo Colmer Gary Anderson, Calif.Gross Reed, III. tucky? 
Angell Combs Gathings Andrews Gwinn | Reed, N. Y. 
Armstrong Cooley Gavin Arends Hagen Regan There was no objection. 
‘Aspinall Cooper Goodwin» Bene — e The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re- 
oe rete — Betts Hillings Scrivner port the amendment. 
Bailey Oudere Graber — armani a The Clerk read as follows: 
Baker x ranahan eehan 8 
Bakewell Crosser Granger Bramblett Hoffman, Ill. Short TE EE, offered 415 . un 
Barden Crumpacker Grant 8 Bray Hoffman, Mich. Simpson, II. out all a e enacting clause e 
Baring Curtis, Mo. Green Brehm Jenison Simpson, Pa. S. 1717 and insert the provisions of H. R. 
Barrett Dague Greenwood Brown, Ohio Jenkins Sittler 3871 as passed. 
Bates, Ky. Davis, Ga. Gregory Budge Jensen Smith, Kans. 
Bates, Mass, Davis, Tenn, Hale Buffett Kearns Smith, Wis. The amendment was agreed to. 
Battle Davis, Wis. ‘Hall, Burleson LeCompte Springer The Senate bill was ordered to be read 
Beall Dawson Edwin Arthur „Chenoweth Lovre Stefan 
Beamer Deane Hall, Chiperfield Lucas Taber a third time, was read the third time, 
Beckworth DeGraffenried Leonard W, Church McGregor Teague and passed, and a motion to reconsider 
Bender Delaney Halleck Clevenger McVey Thompson, was laid on the table 
Bennett, Fla. Dempsey Hand Cole, Kans. Martin, Iowa Mich. . 
Bennett, Mich, Denny Harden Crowea * nes oe The SPEAKER. The proceedings 
plane 88 Harris Curtis, Nebr. Miller, Nebr. Werdel whereby the bill, H. R. 3871 was Pers 
Biatnik Bingen Hart 8 5 — f Wharton Wii S and that bill laid upon 
Boggs, “ ngi venner e e 
111 Dolli Hays, Ark. Ellsworth O'Hara Wilson, Ind. e 
Sorna ee ee — Omio Fellows Patten Wilson, Tex. Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
Bonner Donohue Hébert Fisher Phillips Wood, Ga. unanimous consent that the House in- 
Bosone Donovan Hedrick George Pickett Wood, Idaho sist on its amendments, that a confer- 
Boe S Heller ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1 ence be requested with the Senate, and 
Brown, Ga. Eaton Herlong Harrison, Va. that conferees be appointed. 
FWF NOT VOTING—16 The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
Bakes N onr Boggs, La, Barta 5 Radwan the request of the gentleman from Ken- 
E age poe, >on: o. tucky? [After a pause.) The Chair 
Burnside Evins Hope Busbe' 3 Kelley, Pa. Vursell 
Burton Fallon Horan Chatham” SNEEN WOA hears none, and appoints the following 
Bush mean Howell Durham Norblad cozferees: Messrs. SPENCE, Brown of 
Rea. N. Y. Socrates Hunter sane: ee Georgia, PATMAN, Rains, WOLCCTT, GAM- 


Byrnes, Wis. Fine Irving So the bill was passed, BLE, and TALLE. 
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- GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND REMARKS 


Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
- unanimous consent that all Members 
may have five legislative days in which 
to revise and extend their remarks on 
the bill just passed, 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? . 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Speaker, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
stat. it. 

Mr. TACKETT. Mr. Speaker, does 
that include the remarks made in the 
Committee of the Whole today? 

The SPEAKER. Any remarks. 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet 
on Monday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 


PROGRAM FOR NEXT WEEK 


Mr. MARTIN of Massachustetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection, 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, may I ask the majority leader 
what the program will be for next week? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, in 
answer to the gentleman's inquiry, may I 
say that Monday is District Day, and the 
following District bills will be consid- 
ered: 

H. R. 4262, authorizing continued use 
of property, notwithstanding restrictions 
on the heights of buildings. 

S. 259, fixing duties and responsibili- 
ties of auditors and Disbursing Officer. 

S. 260, to make cancer and all malig- 
nant neoplastic diseases reportable to 
Health Officer. 

S. 261, operating licenses on ambu- 
lances and vehicles used for funeral serv- 
ices. 

S. 262, authorizing Commissioners to 
settle claims and suits. 

S. 263, relative to detention of insane 
persons. 

S. 488, increasing fee of jurors in con- 
demnation proceedings. 

S. 490, increasing the annual registra- 
tion fee for practitioners of podiatry. 

S. 492, to provide that children be 
committed to the Board of Public Wel- 
fare in lieu of being committed to the 
National Training School for Girls. 

S. 494, providing for appointment of 
Deputy Disbursing Officer and necessary 
assistant disbursing officers. 

S. 573, increasing compensation for 
Board of Barber Examiners. 

S. 673, to permit exchange of land be- 
longing to the Distfict of Columbia and 
abutting property owners. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
understand that none of them are con- 
troversial, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 


Mr. McoCORMACK. I understand 
there are no controversial bills in this 
list. They have all been reported unani- 
mously. 

Thereafter on Monday, general debate 
on the State, Justice, and Commerce ap- 
propriation bill for 1952 will start and 
will continue on Tuesday. 

There will be no roll calls on Tuesday 
because there are the Pennsylvania pri- 
maries on that date. ; 

The State, Justice, and Commerce ap- 
propriation bill will be considered on 
Wednesday under the 5-minute rule. 
However, the first order of business on 
Wednesday will be consideration of the 
conference report on the independent 
offices appropriation bill, after which 
consideration of the State, Commerce, 
and Justice appropriation bill will con- 
tinue under the 5-minute rule until con- 
cluded. 

There is also a bill, H. R. 2094, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Hospital facilities bill, 
reported by the District Committee. I 
am going to ask unanimous consent that 
the House consider this bill next week 
under the general rules of the House, 
with general debate limited to 1 hour, 
one-half to be under the control of the 
chairman of the committee and one-half 
under the control of the ranking mi- 
nority member or any member of the 
committee. 

I make such a Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas- 
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCORMACK. That bill will not 
come up before Thursday. If a rule is 
granted, House Joint Resolution 289, to 
terminate the war between the United 
States and Germany, will be brought up, 
and if a rule is granted, H. R. 4550, the 
Mutual Defense Assistance Control Act 
of 1951 will be programed for next week, 
and it will be continued until reached. 

Mr, MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
have been requested to ask if the tide- 
lands bill will be brought up next week. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I do not see it 
on my program as yet. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. LYLE], who is a mem- 
ber of the Committee on Rules, spoke 
to me on several occasions about it. As 
we know, after a rule is reported out for 
7 legislative days, any member of the 
Committee on Rules may call it up as 
a matter of high privilege. Of course, 
any members of the Committee on 
Rules who informed me that he re- 
quested the bill to be programed would 
not be put in a position by the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts of having to 
call the bill up. I would program such 
a bill, and I am putting it down for Fri- 
day of next week as a result of what 
Mr. Lyte told me. He was unavoidably 
called away. If he were here he would 
interrogate me to this effect, and with 
knowledge of that fact Iam announcing 
to the House that as a result of his con- 
ference with me, which I appreciate very 
much, and his desire to cooperate with 
the leadership in the programing of a 
bill, and yet not desiring to call it up 
without consulting with me, I am put- 


request now, 
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ting that bill down for Friday of next 
week. Conference reports, of course, 
will be brought up at any time. 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I 
thank the gentleman. 


SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 


Mr. MARTIN of Iowa asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
on Monday, July 23, for 20 minutes, at 


_the conclusion of the legislative program 


of the day and following any special 


orders heretofore entered. 


THE POAGE-COLE GUARANTEED-PROFIT * 
AMENDMENT 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, during 
our consideration of this bill, which is 
supposed to facilitate production and 
Stabilization in the interest of national 
defense, we have naturally heard honest 
differences of opinion expressed. 

But we have also seen a lot in the way 


` of sham and hypocrisy. 


We have had horse-meat amendments. 

We have had black-market amend- 
ments. 

We have had amendments that would 
send up prices faster than a balloon in 
a gale. 

All these proposals have been ad- 
vanced in the name of economic stabi- 
lization. 

I believe we outdid everything that had 
gone before when we voted the Poage- 
Cole amendment. 

This amendment, too, was adopted in 
the name of economic stabilization. But 
when you look carefully at the fine print 
it spells out economic strangulation. 

This amendment was proposed in the 
name of the American farmer, the Amer- 
ican worker, the American businessman, 

All it will do is rob the consumer. 

Under this amendment, prices would 
go so high that you could not locate them 
with a telescope from the top of Mount 
Wilson. ; 

Under this amendment the standard 
of living of the average consumer will 
sink so low we would not recognize it as 
an American standard. 

To think that this amendment was 
adopted in the name of price control 
would be farcical if it were not so cruelly 
tragic. 

If anything is designed to let inflation 
loose in full fury to prey on the hapless 
consumer, it is this amendment. 

There is one thing, and one thing 
alone, that will mean effective price con- 
trol to the average American family. As 
the consumer understands it, price con- 
trol must mean a stable and not a soar- 
ing cost of living. Prices, as far as the 
housewife is concerned, should come 
down, not go up. 

But under this amendment prices 
could not possibly come down. They 
could not possibly be held at their pres- 
ent levels. They could and would go up. 
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How much higher can prices go with- 
out bringing widespread hunger and 
want in the United States? 

Not much higher for the families who 
are on the lower rungs of the economic 
ladder. 

Already beef has been priced out of 
reach of many American households, 
Only recently a Red Cross chapter re- 
ported that it rejected a high percentage 
of blood donors because of iron defi- 
ciencies due to lack of meat in their diet, 

Do we want that to continue in Amer- 
ica? 

If we do there is one way of assuring 
it. That is by leaving this amendment 
in the bill. 

So far we have had just a mild taste 
of inflation. This amendment would 
quickly give us our fill. 

There is only one comfort to the con- 
sumer in this proposal. If misery loves 
company, he would have plenty of fellow 
sufferers. 

Already inflation has wiped out a large 
portion of our national defense appro- 
priations. It has increased the costs of 
‘our State and local governments and 
brought corresponding increases in our 


‘tax bills. It has lowered the standards 


in our schools and impaired our com- 
munity services. 

But the damage already done is slight 
compared to what would be done under 
this amendment. It could slow down 
production, weaken our health and mo- 
rale, contribute to weakness when we 
need every ounce of strength. 

The Poage-Cole amendment, unless 
eliminated, could easily retard our na- 
tional defense program to a dangerous 
degree. And anything that retards the 
national defense by as much as 1 day is 
a threat to our security and survival. 

That is precisely what that amend- 
ment is—a threat to our national safety. 

Those who put the interest and well- 
being of all Americans ahead of the wel- 
fare of selfish interests will vote this 
amendment down on the roll-call vote. 

FACT SHEET ON POAGE-COLE AMENDMENT 


What it would put into the law: Every 
ceiling on an industrial or agricultural 
product would have to allow for the fol- 
lowing: 

First. Current cost of the material, or 
the parity price, whichever is higher. 

Second. All costs going into manufac- 
turing or processing operation and dis- 
tribution of the product, including all 
reasonable “indirect costs” such as ad- 
vertising, overhead, and so forth. 

Third. A reasonable profit defined as 
no less than 85 percent of the average 
profit for the same or equivalent products 
during the three most profitable years of 
the period 1946 to 1949, both inclusive. 

The effect on prices of agricultural 
products: It would soak the consumer, 
including the American farmer, for the 
benefit of the middleman. The farmer 
who sweats and sweats will not get parity 
for his ‘crops, but the middleman who 
does not do any work as a farmer, is in- 
structed to charge the consumer and the 
American farmer a parity price. Ex- 
ample: grapefruit has been selling at 53 
cents a box, or 26 percent of parity. 
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When the processor makes grapefruit 
juice out of it to sell to the city or farm 
consumer, he can charge parity for his 
grapefruit, or $2.02, plus all processing 
costs, plus 85 percent of the profit margin 
of his best years on his inflated costs. 
In other words, the processor gets 74 
percent of the parity price as his wind- 
fall, plus a profit on this windfall, in ad- 
dition to a high profit on his legitimate 
costs. 

The effect on prices of industrial 
products: The amendment would soak 
the consumer with cost-plus on every 
product. The Congress has abandoned 
the cost-plus robbery system on defense 
procurement, but it would punish the 
consumer—including the armed serv- 
ices—by insisting that all products be 
priced down the line on cost-plus basis, 
including inflated advertising and over- 
head costs, on which everybody would 
get a huge profit. 

The burden of red tape on American 
business and the OPS: Businesses do 
not have either their indirect costs or 
their profit margins computed for every 
product. To secure this information 
would mean tying up business in a knot, 
flooding the country with questionnaires, 
and putting a corner on the services of 
accountants and computing machines. 
If this is what Representatives WoL- 
corr and Martin had in mind when they 
promised to write a price-control law 
that is not socialistic, then all that can 
be said is that they have given the best 
example of bureaucratic socialism that 
the world has ever seen. 

If the Poage-Cole amendment stays in 
the bill, it means the end of the stabili- 
zation program. It will be better for 
the consumer to have everything de- 
controlled and let him face the perils 
of inflation with his bare hands than 
to give him the protection of control 
weapons that the profiteers can turn 
against him. Labor in any case would 
not accept wage stabilization with price 
control in this form. 

The taxpayer will also be gouged by 
this amendment in that for every item 
bought by a processor below parity price 
that processor’s windfall will necessarily, 
under this amendment, be passed on to 
the consumer, and the largest single 
consumer of these goods today in the 
United States is our Armed Forces. 
These increased costs will be reflected 
in requests for additional appropriations 
and increased expenditures to adequate- 
ly feed and clothe our soldiers. 

The following statement discloses some 
of the ends of this amendment: 

(Michael V. DiSalle, Director of the Office 
of Price Stabilization, today issued the fol- 
lowing statement:) 

The “cost-plus-guaranteed-profit-on-ev- 
ery-item” Poage amendment approved ten- 
tatively by the House today strikes the most 
damaging blow to price controls that has so 
far been approved by either branch of Con- 
gress. It is a subtle technical device which 
is far worse for the consumers than the pro- 
hibition against roll-backs which the House 
defeated Tuesday. 

If Congress prohibited roll-backs, it would 
at least permit us to hold some line at a 
higher level. But this amendment is a cost- 
plan formula which means that no stability 
can ever be achieved. 
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It would cost the consumer billions of 
dollars. 

OPS would have to grant increases assur- 
ing profits larger than ever were earned by 
industry at any time in American history. 

New ceiling prices would permit a com- 
pletely unwarranted windfall for processors, 
at the expense of the farmer and the con- 
sumer. 

This amendment makes the administration 
of price controls practically impossible in the 
following fashion. 

1. It immediately increases the level of 
price ceilings on practically all food items. 
For example, whereas the price of wheat is 
now $2.08 a bushel, the parity price is $2.42. 
All products processed from wheat would 
have to have ceilings established on the basis 
of the $2.42 figure, even though the actual 
price is only $2.08. Bread would increase 
about one-half cent a loaf, for example. 
Grapefruit has been selling at 53 cents and 
the parity price is $2.02, Ceilings for juices 
or canned grapefruit could only be estab- 
lished on the basis of the $2.02 price, 
Oranges now sell at $1.53; the parity price 
is $3.71. This list could be continued in- 
definitely. 

2. Monthly adjustments on all food ceil- 
ings would have to be made to reflect in- 
creases as a result of parity escalation. 

3. Amendment would constitute a guar- 
anty of a cost-plus pricing formula on each 
manufactured item regardless of the over-all 
earnings of the manufacturer. 

4. Only 15 percent of American companies 
have records now available to comply with 
the proposed amendment. 

5. Informed accounting sources say that 
there are not enough accountants in the en- 
tire world to effectuate the amendment by 
doing the accounting work required. 

Examples of some of the difficulties in- 
curred in attempting to comply with the 
amendment are as follows: 

1. A single Douglas fir log is sawed up into 
lumber of hundreds of sizes and grades. 
Each of these is a separate item for which 
someone must compute total cost and profit 
not only now but in each of the years 1946- 
49. No one has ever done this, and any 
accountant will tell you that it is impossible. 

2. Each size and thickness and color and 
grade of paper is a separate item. Many 
hundreds of them come out of a single “mix” 
of paper, made perhaps from pulpwood cut 
from the firm's own forest lands. What is 
the cost, and what is the reasonable profit for 
each of these items? What is the value 
of the pulpwood, and how much of this 
value is the cost of a particular size of 
envelop? 

8. Thousands of chemicals, dyes, drugs, 
fertilizer materials come from a single batch 
of coal tar. How can we compute for each 
“all costs currently incurred in the process- 
ing or manufacturing operation and distri- 
bution” of every item, including allowances 
for indirect costs; and what is “for each unit 
of such item” a profit “not less than 85 
percent of the average profit earned on an 
equivalent unit of such item under the three 
most profitable years of the period 1946-49"? 

4. When a steer is slaughtered, the prod- 
ucts include various cuts of beef, the hide, 
various meat byproducts, glue, fertilizer, 
dog food, cleaners, and hundreds of other 
items. If it were ever possible to allocate 
the costs—and accountants could argue in- 
definitely how—it would be found that a 
great many of them were produced at a loss 
in any period, no matter how profitable the 
packer's operations might be. 

The net result of the amendment would 
be the bogging down of the entire price- 
control program by enmeshing it in a maze 
of administrative difficulties which would, 
in our opinion, have the following effect: 
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1. Because of our inability to process ap- 
plications, we would be required to grant 
these increases without proper examination, 

2. The alternative would be holding up ap. 
plications during the slow processing period; 
the result being a bottling up of the produc- 
tion needs of the defense effort. 

3. A disgust and discouragement with the 
pricing program to the end that controls 
would have to be dropped, leaving the Amer- 
ican public at the mercy of the same selfish 
operators who made price controls necessary 
by their unwarranted increases in prices from 
the advent of the Korean war to the gen- 
eral ceiling-price freeze in January. 

In general outline the purpose of this 
amendment appears to be the same as the 
purpose of the industry earning standard 
formula already in existence. The ESA and 
OPS join in and heartily subscribe to that 
purpose. But there is a vital difference 
between an industry standard and an item 
approach. This amendment takes a stand- 
ard which is fair as an average and converts 
it to a minimum for each product which 
necessarily means that the average must be 
much higher. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
Recor, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. AncacL in two instances and to 
include an editorial. 

Mr. Crawrorp and to include extra- 
neous matter. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG and to include a brief 
article from the Reader’s Digest. 

Mr. Murray of Wisconsin (at the re- 
quest of Mr. Martin of Massachusetts). 

Mr. Bray (at the request of Mr. Wor- 
corr). 

Mr. Gwinn (at the request of Mr. 
WOLCOTT). 7 

Mr. Burretr (at the request of Mr. 
Scuwase) and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Evins (at the request of Mr. PAT- 
man) and to include an editorial. 

Mr. Rankin to revise and extend the 
remarks he made in committee and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Brooks in two instances and in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. Burnsmpe and Mr. CARNAHAN and 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. SIEMINSKI. 


' SENATE BILLS REFERRED 


A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker's table 
and, under the rule, referred as follows: 

S. 630. An act to suspend until August 15, 
1951, the application of certain Federal laws 
with respect to an attorney employed by 
the Senate Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


Mr, STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled a bill of the House 
of the following title, which was there- 
upon signed by the Speaker: 

H.R.671. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Sylvia Laquidara. 

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 


Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on this day present 
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to the President, for his approval, a bill 
of the House of the following tle: 
H. R. 671. An act for the relief of Mrs. Syl- 
via Laquidara. 
ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 1 o'clock and 31 minutes a. m., 
Saturday July 21, 1951), under its pre- 
vious order, the House adjourned until 
Monday, July 23, 1951, at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


626. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a 
letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting a draft of a 
proposed bill entitled, “A bill to promote 
the development of minerals in lands 
under the jurisdiction of a department 
or agency of the Department of De- 
fense,” was taken from the Speaker's 
table and referred to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 


Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 1265. A bill for the relief of 
Zora Novacek, Daniela Novacek, and Franti- 
sek Novacek; with amendment (Rept, No. 
740). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. FELLOWS: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 1831. A bill to admit Luigi 
Morelli to the United States for permanent 
residence; with amendment (Rept. No. 741). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. CHELF: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 1911. A bill for the relief of Chikako 
Shishikura Kawata; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 742). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 2307. A bill for the relief of 
Jean (John) Plewniak and Anna Piotrowska 
Plewniak; with amendment (Rept. No. 743). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. CHELF: Committee on the Judiciary, 
H. R. 2503. A bill for the relief of Maria 
Rosa Bardales Arias; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 744). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. CHELF: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 2505. A bill for the relief of Carl Weit- 
lanner; with amendment (Rept. No. 745). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. CHELF: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 2508. A bill for the relief of Kay Adel 
Snedeker; without amendment (Rept. No. 
746). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 2621. A bill for the relief of 
Mrs. Giulia Di Gaetano Coccia; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 747). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 3504. A bill for the relief of 
Nison Miller; with amendment (Rept. No. 
748). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. FELLOWS: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 3772. A bill for the relief of 
Cecil Lennox Elliott; without amendment 


8621. 


(Rept. No. 749). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. FELLOWS: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 3773. A bill for the relief of 
Eric Adolf Lenze; without amendment (Rept. 
No, 750). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. FELLOWS: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 4121. A bill for the relief of 
Rafael Alemany; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 751). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. FELLOWS: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H. R. 4127. A bill for the relief of 
Mrs. Doris Ellen Young; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 752). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BENNETT of Florida: 

H. R. 4896. A bill to amend the Longshore- 
men’s and Harbor Workers’ Compensation 
Act so as to require employers to pay at- 
torneys’ fees.and witness fees in connection 
with certain proceedings under such act; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. KENNEDY: 

H. R. 4897. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Navy to surrender and convey to 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts certain 
rights of access in and to Chelsea Street in 
the city of Boston, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. BLATNIK: 

H. R. 4898. A bill to provide a 15-percent 
increase in old-age retirement and survivors 
benefits payable under the Railroad Retire- 
ment Act of 1937; to the Committee on In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. PATTEN: 

H. R. 4899. A bill to provide appropriate 
lapel buttons for parents of members of the 
Armed Forces who lost their lives in the 
ari ied services of the United States during 
World War I or during the period of Korean 
hostilities; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. WALTER: 

H. R. 4900. A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to a supplemental compact or 
agreement between the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania and the State of New Jersey 
concerning the Delaware River Joint Toll 
Bridge Commission, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. BAKER: 

H.R. 4901, A bill providing for the sale of 
residential and commercial properties owned 
by the United States at Oak Ridge, Tenn.; to 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 

By Mr. GREEN: 

H. R. 4902. A bill to permit the importa- 
tion free of duty of racing shells to be used 
in connection with preparations for the 1952 
Olympic Games; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mrs. KELLY of New York: 

H. Res. 348. Resolution expressing the sense 
of the House of Representatives with respect 
to the incarceration of William N. Oatis by 
the Government of Czechoslovakia; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. WIDNALL: 

H. Res. 349. Resolution creating a select 
committee to conduct an investigation and 
study of the guaranteeing and insuring of 
loans for defective housing by the Veterans’ 
Administration and the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency, including the Federal Hous- 
ing Administration; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr. JUDD: 

H. Res. 350. Resolution favoring certain 
action against the Government of Czecho- 
slovakia unless Associated Press Reporter 
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William N. Oatis is released from custody; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memo- 
rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 


By Mr. PRICE: Memorial of the House of 
Representatives of the Sixty-seventh General 
Assembly of the State of Illinois relative to 
forwarding a copy of House Resolution No. 
94 requesting the Federal Government to 
postpone its final and complete abandon- 
ment of the Hennepin Canal until the State 
of Illinois has had an opportunity to take 
whatever action may be necessary to insure 
effective utilization of the canal for recrea- 
tional and conservation purposes and to pro- 
tect the public health and safety by the 
State authorities; to the Committee on Pub- 
lic Works, 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BOGGS of Delaware: 

H. R. 4903. A bill for the relief of Sophie 

Meier; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


By Mr. DOLLINGER: 

H. R. 4904. A bill for the dalled) at inno. 
cenzo Mornese; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. GAMBLE: 

H. R. 4905. A bill for the relief of Sgt. Eu- 
gene F. Armento; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, 

By Mr. HART: 

H. R. 4906. A bill conferring jurisdiction 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, 
and render judgment upon the claim of 
Walter H. Duisberg against the United States; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HAVENNER: 

H. R. 4907. A bill to authorize the appoint- 
ment of Timothy Earl Robinson as a perma- 
nent lieutenant colonel’ in the Regular Army; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. HUNTER (by request) : 

H. R. 4908. A bill for the relief of Philon 
Pavayotis Papassotirios; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LANE: 

H. R. 4909. A bill for the relief of Arthur 
J. Boucher; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. McDONOUGH: 

H. R. 4910. A bill conferring jurisdiction 
upon the United States District Court for 
the Southern District of California, Central 
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Division, to hear, determine, and render 
judgment upon certain claims of Edward F. 
Zap; to the Committee on the „ 
By Mr. WALTER: 
H. R. 4911. A bill for the relief a Lieselotte 
Maria Kuebler; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 

356. By Mr. BEAMER: Petition of the 
board of directors and the board Of trustees 
of the Young Men's Christian Association of 
Grant County, Ind., relative to deploring the 
unwarranted arrest, illegal trial, and unjusti- 
fied sentence of imprisonment imposed upon 
William N. Oatis by a Communist Czecho- 
slovakian court; to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

357. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Moth- 
ers“ Club, Public School 62, Queens, Ozone 
Park, N. Y., relative to urging that legisla- 
tion be passed providing for adequate appro- 
priations for the expansion of personnel to 
guard all ports of entry against the smug- 
gling of narcotics, ete.; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, 


